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PRÉFACE

La liturgie, c’est pour les liturgistes. Oui, il est vrai, mais ce n’est pas 
la vérité toute entière. L’intérêt scientifi que des matières liturgiques ne 
se limite pas à l’histoire de la liturgie au sens strict. Il y a d’autres do-
maines où la compréhension de la liturgie est vitale même dans ses dé-
tails techniques. Tout d’abord, ce sont les visions mystiques du Temple 
céleste. Les apocalypses juives et chrétiennes aussi bien que l’expérien-
ce de la vie monastique du christianisme médiéval ouvrent des scènes 
de services dans le Temple céleste, devant le Trône de Dieu, dans l’en-
tourage des anges et des esprits des justes. Parfois c’est uniquement 
l’analyse des données liturgiques qui serait capable de fournir la clef 
aux chiff res symboliques des textes mystiques anciens. D’ailleurs, la 
liturgie est toujours unie avec les traditions hagiographiques et artisti-
ques. De temps en temps, des textes hymnographiques sauraient jeter 
de la lumière sur les faits historiques.

Telles sont, en bref, les idées sous-jacentes à l’approche interdisci-
plinaire qui a produit le recueil présent. Il contient des publications 
liturgiques sensu stricto aussi bien que des études dans les domaines 
où l’on fait usage du symbolisme liturgique.

Dieu voulant, ce ne sera que le début d’une fi le de publications où 
les liens entre la liturgie historique « pure » et ce que l’on peut nommer 
« la liturgie historique appliquée » seront de plus en plus étroits.

Andrei Orlov 
Basile Lourié
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Andrei S. Slutskĳ 
St Petersburg 

EARLY SLAVONIC VERSIONS 
OF THE LITURGY 

OF THE PRESANCTIFIED GIFTS 

PREFACE 

The Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s has a special place in the rite 
of the Orthodox Church. Presently, this service of great beauty is per-
formed only during Great Lent and Holy Week. The Liturgy of the 
Presanctifi ed GiĞ s has many features of the Lenten service, but it con-
tains a number of specifi c features that are not found in other offi  ces, 
customary for Orthodox liturgical practices. The origin of these litur-
gical elements, specifi c only for the service of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s, 
has been the subject of numerous scholarly works. Nevertheless, many 
issues of historical Liturgics and liturgical theology, associated with 
the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s, do not yet have generally ac-
cepted solutions. The main sources for studying the history of the Lit-
urgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s are the Greek versions contained in the 
old Byzantine Euchologia. Along with the Greek Euchologia, the oldest 
Slavonic versions of this Liturgy represent important historical mate-
rials for studying the initial stages of the service of the Presanctifi ed 
GiĞ s. The earliest surviving Slavonic service books are considerably 
younger than the oldest Greek Euchologia. However, due to the conser-
vativeness of the Slavic tradition, these service books have preserved 
an archaic form of some of the liturgical elements that constitute the 
offi  ce of the Liturgy. 

This publication is devoted to a historical and liturgical analysis of 
the oldest Slavonic versions of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s. 
Twenty three manuscripts of the service books of the thirteenth–four-
teenth centuries, which are the earliest Slavonic sources preserving the 
text of the Liturgy, are identifi ed and studied in detail. These manu-
scripts contain the offi  ce of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s that 
follows the oldest rules, regulating Slavonic divine services in the ini-
tial period of their history. In describing the ordinance of the Liturgy of 
the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s, we focused on liturgical elements that were pre-
served in the medieval Slavic texts but have been lost in modern liturgi-
cal use. The Slavonic service books, containing the ordinance of the Lit-
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urgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s in its early recensions, constitute not only 
evidence of the formation of liturgical traditions in Slavic countries, but 
also an important additional source for the study of the origin and de-
velopment of the Byzantine Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s. Some of 
the Slavic manuscripts, while preserving the same type of description 
of the offi  ce of the Liturgy as the oldest Greek sources, describe the key 
elements of the ordinance in more detail compared to the early Greek 
Euchologia. This primarily applies to seventeen manuscripts of the Old 
Russian recension of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy. Therefore, along with 
an analysis of the ordinance, this study contains a critical text edition of 
the Old Russian recension on the basis of all manuscripts of the text. 

INTRODUCTION

The time when the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s appeared among 
Byzantine divine services, remains unknown. The earliest references to 
the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s date back to the beginning of sev-
enth century. The Chronicon Paschale, supposedly composed in the 630s, 
says: “... this year, under Patriarch Sergius of Constantinople, starting 
in the fi rst week of Lent of the fourth Indiction (year 615), they began to 
sing aĞ er ‘Let my prayer arise’ during the transfer of the Presanctifi ed 
GiĞ s to the Holy Table from the skeuophylakion, aĞ er the priest says, ‘Ac-
cording to the giĞ  of Your Christ,’ the people immediately start ‘Now 
the Powers of Heaven invisibly with us do serve. Lo, the King of Glory 
enters. Lo, the mystical sacrifi ce is up borne, fulfi lled. Let us draw near 
in faith and fear to become the communicants of eternal life. Alleluia.”1 

The most important sources for the reconstruction of the history of 
the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s are the handwriĴ en Greek Eu-
chologia. The ordinance of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s is con-
tained in the oldest known Barberini Euchologion 336 (8th C.),2 and the 
prayers contained in the Barberini 336 constitute the main part of the 
modern ordinance of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s. Both the 
Barberini 336 and other old Greek manuscripts, the Sinai Euchologion 958 
(9th C.) and 959 (11th C.), Sevastyanovskĳ  Euchologion (10th C.),3 and 
the Euchologion of Porfi rĳ  Uspenskĳ  (9th–10th C.),4 mention the Vespers 

(1)  PG 92, 989. 
(2)  The edition is: S. Parenti, E. Velkovska, L’eucologio Barberini gr. 336 

(Roma, 11995 [Roma, 22000]). 
(3)  Ms. Russian State Library Greek 474.
(4)  Ms. National Library of Russia Greek 226.
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which initiate the service of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s, but 
the texts of the prayers for the Vespers are missing. The description 
of the Vespers consists of a brief instruction on the readings,5 singing 
“Let my prayer arise…,” “Lord have mercy”. Then the Barberini 336 has 
a Prayer for the Catechumens: “God, our God, creator and maker of all 
things…,” the Prayer for those preparing for the holy Enlightenment, 
“Manifest your countenance, Master…,” the fi rst Prayer of the faithful, 
“O God, who are great and to be praised…,” the second Prayer of the faith-
ful, “Holy Master, supremely good…,” the Prayer aĞ er seĴ ing the Holy 
GiĞ s on the Holy Table, “O God of ineff able and unseen mysteries…,” the 
Prayer aĞ er Communion, “We thank you, God the Savior of all things…,” 
the Prayer behind the ambo, “Master almighty, who fashioned creation 
with wisdom…” All these prayers from the manuscripts of the eighth 
century are present in the modern ordinance of the Liturgy of the Pre-
sanctifi ed GiĞ s in the same order. At the same time, the Barberini 336, 
just as the other oldest Euchologia, is almost silent on the actions of 
the clergy that accompany the prayers. The oldest Euchologia practi-
cally lack instructions concerning the service, whereas modern Eucho-
logia and service books cite them in corresponding rubrics. Along with 
the manuscripts that contain a set of prayers, entirely corresponding 
to the modern ordinance of the Liturgy, there are some manuscripts 
among the oldest Euchologia, that have prayers in their ordinances of 
the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s that currently have fallen out of 
use. (One of the earliest sources of this type is the Ms. Paris. gr. 391 of 
the Paris National Library dated to the 11th C.).6 

In 1955 Moraitis made a critical edition of the ordinance of the Lit-
urgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s on the basis of many Greek manuscripts 
of the eighth–sixteenth centuries. 7 These Euchologia have diff erences 
not only in the texts of the prayers of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed 
GiĞ s, but also in the composition of the ordinances of the Liturgy. The 
subsequent publications, devoted to the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed 
GiĞ s, focused on its initial part, the Vespers, that play a key role in the 
problem of the origin of the service. In particular, researchers aĴ empt-
ed to explain the fact that Psalm 140 occurs twice in the Vespers. Jane-

(5)  The “readings” here mean the instruction by the bishops during Great 
Lent: Н. Д. УСПЕНСКИЙ, Литургия Преждеосвященных Даров, Богословские 
труды 15 (1976) 155.

(6)  Δ. ΜΩΡΑΙΤΗΣ, Ἡ λειτουργία τῶν προηγιασμένων (Θεσσαλονίκη, 1955) 
61.

(7)  Ibid.
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ras argued that the Vespers of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s has 
a Constantinopolitan origin and are the result of a combination of the 
Sabbaite monastic Vespers containing Psalm 140 and “Φῶς ἱλαρόν...” 
(“O gentle Light …”) with the ancient cathedral Constantinopolitan 
rite of lighting the lamps, containing “Φῶς Χριστοῦ...” (“The Light of 
Christ...”) and “Κατευθυνθήτω...” (“Let my prayer arise…”).8 A diff er-
ent view on the origin of the elements of the Vespers was proposed by 
Engberding who believed that “Let my prayer arise…” was a Prokeime-
non aĞ er the second Old Testament reading, and “The Light of Christ...” 
was related to the preparation of the Catechumens for Baptism.9 The 
article of Winkler, who identifi ed an ancient Antiochean core10 in the 
ordinance of the Vespers, had signifi cant impact on the views about 
the origin of the Vespers in the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s. Win-
kler concluded that the Vespers of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s 
is the combination of the monastic Sabbaite Vespers (up to “O gentle 
Light…”), the Antiochean system of Old Testament readings during 
Lent, and the ancient Antiochean Vespers, in which the repeated rite 
of light (“The Light of Christ…”) and Psalm 140 (“Let my prayer arise…”) 
originated. The study of Arranz11 was focused on evidence concerning 
the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s in the Byzantine Euchologia and 
Typica from the oldest manuscript, and the dissertation of Alexopou-
los12 summarized the state of current research on the history of the 
Byzantine Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s. 

The oldest handwriĴ en Slavonic service books represent very valu-
able historical evidence, substantially supplementing the materials of 
the oldest Greek Euchologia. The text of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed 

(8)  S. Janeras, La partie de la liturgie byzantine des Présanctifi és, OCP 30 
(1964) 193–222.

(9)  H. Engberding, Zur Geschichte der Liturgie der Vorgeewihten Gaben, 
Ostkirchliche Studen 13 (1964) 310–314. 

(10)  G. Winkler, Der geschichtliche Hintergrund der Präsanktifi katen-
vesper, Oriens Christianus 56 (1972) 184–206.

(11)  M. Arranz, La Liturgie des Présanctifi és de l’ancien Euchologe by-
zantin, OCP 47 (1981) 332–388.

(12)  S. Alexopoulos, The Presanctifi ed Liturgy in the Byzantine Rite: a com-
parative analysis of its origins, evolution, and structural components (Dissertation 
SubmiĴ ed to the Graduate School of the University of Notre Dame, Indiana, 
2004). Published as S. Alexopoulos, The Presanctifi ed Liturgy in the Byzantine 
Rite: A Comparative Analysis of its Origins, Evolution, and Structural Components 
(Leuven: Peeters, 2008) (Liturgia Condenda, 21).
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GiĞ s is present in most of the Slavonic service books of the thirteenth–
fi Ğ eenth centuries that are listed in the catalogs of modern manuscript 
collections. Despite the fact that the service books of the thirteenth–
fi Ğ eenth centuries were compiled signifi cantly later than the oldest 
known Greek Euchologia, some Slavonic manuscripts contain informa-
tion that sheds light on the earliest stages of development of the Byz-
antine service of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s. These sources primarily in-
clude the manuscripts of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy of the Old Russian 
recension, represented by seventeen manuscripts13 (see below p. 12). 

A distinctive feature of the Old Russian recension is, primarily, the 
description of the initial part of the ordinance of the Liturgy of the Pre-
sanctifi ed GiĞ s. Like the earliest Greek Euchologia, the manuscripts of 
the Old Russian recension of the Liturgy do not contain any initial ex-
clamations, they have no indication of the “beginning according to the 
custom,” and also do not provide the text of the prayers for the Vespers, 
which are at the beginning of the service of the Liturgy of Presanctifi ed 
GiĞ s; the description of the service starts with the moment of the En-
trance with the censer. The structure of the text of the ordinance of the 
Presanctifi ed Liturgy is of the same kind as the structure in the Greek 
Euchologia of the eighth–eleventh centuries which contain the text of the 
Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s at the early stage of its development.14 
However, the Slavonic service books substantially supplement Greek 
materials, because, as a rule, they contain more detailed liturgical in-
structions (rubrics) than corresponding Greek manuscripts. Thus, the 
Slavonic manuscripts of the Old Russian recension that transmit the 

(13)  We should note that in: А. С. СЛУЦКИЙ, Чинопоследование вечер-
ни литургии Преждеосвященных Даров в славянских служебниках XII–
XIV вв., in: Славяне и их соседи. Вып. 6 (Москва, 1996), and in: Т. И. АФАНА-

СЬЕВА, А. С. СЛУЦКИЙ, Чинопоследование литургии Преждеосвященных 
Даров в двух древнейших болгарских служебниках, Palaeobulgarica (1999) 
№ 3, 88–98, the texts of the Old Russian recension are called “the fi rst” (the 
initial) Slavonic recension. Only twelve manuscripts are identifi ed in the fi rst 
study, and only fi Ğ een manuscripts — in the second study. The term “Old 
Russian recension” was introduced in the article: Т. И. АФАНАСЬЕВА, К исто-
рии текста Литургии Преждеосвященных Даров в славянской рукопис-
ной традиции XIII – первой половине XIV в., Опыты по источниковеде-
нию. Древнерусская книжность 4 (2001) 34–46.

(14)  The periodization of Greek sources was introduced by Moraitis, 
who identifi ed three stages of development in the Greek handwriĴ en 
text of the ordinance of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s: ΜΩΡΑΙΤΗΣ, 
Ἡ λειτουργία..., 53–77.
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specifi c features of the liturgical tradition of the Russian Church in the 
pre-Mongolian period, also constitute a very valuable source for study-
ing the history of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s that refl ects a rite 
of parish worship in Byzantium prior to the catastrophic events of 1204.

The texts of the Old Russian recension have an important feature: 
these sources belong to the body of liturgical books of the Studite tra-
dition. Various recensions of the rules belonging to the Studite type 
and their corresponding liturgical service books defi ned the liturgi-
cal tradition of the Russian Church from the end of the 11th until the 
middle of the 14th century.15 In the second half of the fourteenth cen-
tury the active spreading of the Jerusalem rule,16 by this time almost 
universally accepted in the Orthodox East, started in Russia. Since the 
fi Ğ eenth century, the Jerusalem rule and its related body of liturgi-
cal books have become the main regulators of divine service in the 
Russian Orthodox Church.17 Thus, the liturgical texts belonging to the 
Studite tradition, retain the earlier order of service and hold the most 
interest for historical and liturgical studies. 

In addition to the seventeen manuscripts of the Old Russian recen-
sion of the service of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s, the Studite 
tradition is manifested in the ordinance of the Liturgy contained in six 
service books of the late thirteenth–mid. fourteenth centuries, which 
are not related to the Old Russian recension. These six manuscripts, as 
opposed to the service books of the Old Russian recension, contain an 
initial exclamation (“Blessed is the kingdom...”)18 and the Prayers for the 
Lighting of the Lamps. As in the case of the Old Russian recension, the 
feature that allows us to connect the ordinance of the Liturgy of the 
Presanctifi ed GiĞ s with the texts of the Studite tradition, is the indica-

(15)  А. М. ПЕНТКОВСКИЙ, Типикон Алексея Студита в Византии и на 
Руси (Москва, 2001) 195.

(16)  И. Д. МАНСВЕТОВ, Церковный устав (Типик), его образование и 
судьба в Греческой и Русской Церкви (Москва, 2001) 269–271. ПЕНТКОВ-

СКИЙ, Типикон Алексея Студита..., 216–217.
(17)  On the liturgical reforms in the Russian Orthodox Church related to 

the acceptance of the Jerusalem rule, see: А. М. ПЕНТКОВСКИЙ, Литургические 
реформы в истории Русской церкви и их характерные особенности, Жур-
нал Московской патриархии (2001) № 3, 72–80.

(18)  Only the service book III а 32 from the Hrvatska akademĳ a znanosti 
i umjetnosti does not have the initial exclamation in the ordinance of the Lit-
urgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s, but this is due to the missing pages of the 
manuscript which contained the beginning of the ordinance. 
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tion of performing the Liturgy during Cheese-fare Week, immediately 
preceding Great Lent. (The Jerusalem rule prescribes the Liturgy of 
the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s be performed during Great Lent and the fi rst 
three days of Holy Week.) HereaĞ er, the term “manuscripts of the Stu-
dite tradition,” will normally designate these six manuscripts, listed 
below on page 13. 

The main subject of this study are twenty-three Slavonic manu-
scripts of the ordinance of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s dating 
to the thirteenth–fi Ğ eenth centuries that belong to the liturgical tradi-
tion preceding the spread of the Jerusalem rule. The liturgical reform 
in Russia in the fourteenth century, associated, primarily, with Metro-
politan Alexey (1354–1378) and Metropolitan Cyprian (1390–1406),19 
resulted in a general replacement of texts belonging to the Studite tra-
dition with texts of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s with nearly 
uniform ordinance structure, containing signifi cantly fewer important 
diff erences with relation to modern liturgical practices than the earlier 
manuscripts. 

Further development in the ordinance of the Liturgy of the Presanc-
tifi ed GiĞ s in Russia led to signifi cant discrepancies between the prac-
tices of the Russian Orthodox Church and Greek Orthodox Church. 
According to the opinion refl ected in the text of the Russian service 
book, the chalice contains wine that is not transformed into the Blood 
of Christ. This theological notion has led to ceremonial diff erences in 
Russian and Greek liturgical practices. A detailed historical and theo-
logical analysis of the problem about the chalice, which is the main 
theological question relating to the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s 
(see below p. 47) can be found in a fundamental work by Karabinov.20 
Further discussion of this theological issue in the articles of Uspen-
sky21 and Vanyukov22 entirely follows the study of Karabinov. 

The manuscript tradition of the Slavonic Liturgy of the Presanc-
tifi ed GiĞ s until recently did not aĴ ract the special aĴ ention of re-
searchers. Among many historical and liturgical studies by prominent 

(19)  ПЕНТКОВСКИЙ, Литургические реформы..., 74.
(20)  И. КАРАБИНОВ, Святая чаша на литургии Преждеосвященных Да-

ров, Христианское чтение (1915) VI, 737–753; VII–VIII, 953–964.
(21)  УСПЕНСКИЙ, Литургия Преждеосвященных Даров... Н. Д. УСПЕН-

СКИЙ, Коллизия двух богословий в исправлении русских богослужебных 
книг в XVII в., Богословские труды (1975) № 13, 148–171.

(22)  С. ВАНЮКОВ, Чин Литургии Преждеосвященных Даров (Исследо-
вание печатных изданий), Богословский сборник 8 (2001) 269–294.
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Russian liturgical scholars in the late nineteenth — early twentieth 
century, besides the work of Karabinov, only the article by Muretov23 
was specifi cally devoted to the history of the Slavonic Liturgy of the 
Presanctifi ed GiĞ s. This article traced the diff erences between the de-
scription of the ordinance of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s in 
some Medieval Greek and Slavonic manuscripts and the modern ordi-
nance of this service. Some aspects of the service of the Presanctifi ed 
Liturgy as it is described in the Slavonic service books, were studied in 
the work of Lisitsin, devoted to the study of the oldest liturgical rules 
that prescribed the order of divine services in the Russian Church in 
the initial period of its history.24 

A systematic study of medieval Slavic manuscripts of the Liturgy of 
the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s was begun in the late twentieth century in the 
works of Slutskĳ ,25 and Afanasieva.26 The article of Vanyukov contains 
a collation of texts of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy from old-printed Rus-
sian service books and modern editions.27 The work by Afanasieva is 
dedicated to linguistic and textological analysis of Slavic manuscripts 
containing the ordinance of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s, and 
takes into account the manuscripts corresponding both to the rules of 
the Studite type, and to the Jerusalem rule.28 

This study is limited to the manuscripts belonging to the liturgical 
tradition prior to the dissemination of the Jerusalem rule. This tradi-
tion records the texts of the ordinance at early evolutionary stages of 
the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s. These texts are a valuable source 
for studying the history of the initial period of both Slavonic and Byz-
antine divine services. This study examines specifi c features of the li-
turgical rite as refl ected in the above mentioned sources and focuses on 
the manuscripts of the Old Russian recension. Along with an analysis 

(23)  С. МУРЕТОВ, Особенности литургии Преждеосвященных Даров в 
древних греческих и славянских памятниках, Московские церковные ведо-
мости (1896) № 10–12.

(24)  М. ЛИСИЦИН, Первоначальный славяно-русский типикон (историко-
археологическое исследование) (Санкт-Петербург, 1911).

(25)  СЛУЦКИЙ, Чинопоследование вечерни литургии...
(26)  АФАНАСЬЕВА, СЛУЦКИЙ, Чинопоследование литургии..., АФАНАСЬЕ-

ВА, К истории текста Литургии...
(27)  ВАНЮКОВ, Чин Литургии Преждеосвященных Даров...
(28)  Т. И. АФАНАСЬЕВА, Славянская литургия Преждеосвященных Даров 

XII–XV вв.: текстология и язык (Санкт-Петербург, 2004).
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of the ordinance of this, apparently, oldest29 surviving Slavonic version 
of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s, Appendix provides a criti-
cal edition of the Old Russian recension on the basis of all seventeen 
manuscripts.30 The initial part of the service, the Vespers, is studied in 
most detail in the following analysis of the structure of the Liturgy of 
the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s, which is contained in the fi rst part of this study. 
The Slavonic manuscripts of the Old Russian recension describe the 
Vespers signifi cantly beĴ er than the Greek manuscripts related to the 
corresponding stage of evolution of the ordinance of the Liturgy.31 At 
the same time, the descriptions of the Vespers in the manuscripts of 
this recension show signifi cant diff erences. Therefore, the text of all 
manuscripts of the Vespers is reproduced in full in the critical edition 
of the Old Russian recension in Appendix. 

In addition to the Vespers, the key elements for the historical and 
liturgical analysis of the ordinance of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed 
GiĞ s are the ordinance of the Great Entrance, and the description of 
the actions of clergy associated with Communion. The second and the 

(29)  Apparently, the text of the ordinance of the Liturgy of the Presancti-
fi ed GiĞ s from the West Bulgarian service book Khlud. 117 seems to be close 
to the protograph, see: Т. И. АФАНАСЬЕВА, Литургия Преждеосвященных Да-
ров в славянской рукописной традиции XII–XIV вв. (лингво-текстологиче ский 
анализ) (Автореферат диссертации, СПбГУ, 2000) 20. The service book 
Khlud. 117 was wriĴ en during the reign of King Stefan Uroš II Milutin (1282–
1321) and was used many times in historical and liturgical studies: МУРЕТОВ, 
Особенности литургии Преждеосвященных Даров..., № 11, p. 142, 144; 
№ 12, p. 158; АФАНАСЬЕВА, СЛУЦКИЙ, Чинопоследование литургии... Howev-
er, scholars paid insuffi  cient aĴ ention to this service book which is extremely 
interesting in many respects, being one of the few testimonies of the liturgical 
traditions of parish service in Western Bulgaria in the thirteenth century (on 
the Khlud. 117, see: Б. Н. ФЛОРЯ, А. А. ТУРИЛОВ, С. А. ИВАНОВ, Судьбы кирилло-
мефодиевской традиции после Кирилла и Мефодия (Санкт-Петербург, 2000) 
134; Сводный каталог славяно-русских рукописных книг, хранящихся в Рос-
сии, странах СНГ и Балтии. XIV век. Вып. 1 (Москва, 2002) 656–661).

(30)  The text of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s from the service 
book Sol. 1016/1125 was chosen as the main text.

(31)  Liturgical rubrics in the manuscripts of the Old Russian recension 
are notably one of the few surviving descriptions of the order for the Vespers 
of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy during Cheese-fare Week, and supply evidence 
from the manuscripts of the Typikon of the Great Church — the Church of 
Hagia Sophia in Constantinople: J. Mateos, Le Typikon de la Grande .Église, ms. 
Saint-croix n 40, Xe

 
siècle (Roma, 1963) (Orientalia Christiana Analecta, 166) 6–8; 

А. А. ДМИТРИЕВСКИЙ, Древнейшие патриаршие Типиконы (Киев, 1907) 327–330.
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third parts of this study are dedicated to these elements of the ordi-
nance of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s. 

The list of seventeen Slavonic manuscripts of the Liturgy of the Pre-
sanctifi ed GiĞ s which form the subject of this study, is cited below. The 
refi nement of the dating of manuscripts in this list primarily follows 
the recent fundamental work by Zheltov, who investigated the manu-
script tradition of the Slavonic Liturgy of John Chrysostom.32 

Manuscripts of the Old Russian Recension 

1. Syn. 604, State Museum of History, early 13th C.,33 SK 11–13 
№ 167.34 

2. Sof. 519, National Library of Russia, early 13th C., SK 11–13 №313. 
3. Sof. 518, National Library of Russia, late 13th – early 14th C.,35 SK 

11–13 № 312. 
4. YaMZ 15472, Yaroslavl Reserve-Museum, 1328–1336,36 PS № 469. 
5. Sol. 1016/1125, National Library of Russia, mid. 14th – 15th C.,37 SK 

11–13 № 310. 
6. О.p. I.5, National Library of Russia, fi rst half – mid. 14th C.,38 PS 
№ 1087. 

7. Sof. 521, National Library of Russia, second half of the 14th C.,39 PS 
№ 1237. 

(32)  М. ЖЕЛТОВ, Чин Божественной литургии в древнейших (XI–
XIV вв.) славянских Служебниках, Богословские труды 41 (2007) 272–359.

(33)  The dating is clarifi ed on the basis of: О. С. ПОПОВА, Миниатюры 
Хутынского Служебника раннего XIII в., in: Древнерусское искусство: Русь. 
Византия. Балканы. XIII в. (Санкт-Петербург, 1997) 274–289.

(34)  For each manuscript we give the reference number, name of collec-
tion, date and, whenever possible, the number according to the catalogue SK 
for the 11th–13th C. (Сводный каталог славяно-русских рукописных книг, хра-
нящихся в СССР. XI–XIII вв. (Москва, 1984) or (in case of absence in the SK) 
according to the PS (Предварительный список славяно-русских рукопи-
сей, XI–XIV веков, хранящихся в СССР, in: Археографический ежегодник за 
1965 г. (Москва, 1966) 177–309). 

(35)  The dating is clarifi ed by Turilov (see: ЖЕЛТОВ, Чин Божественной 
литургии…, 281).

(36)  The dating is clarifi ed by Turilov (see: Ibid., 282).
(37)  The dating is clarifi ed by Turilov (see: Ibid.).
(38)  The dating is clarifi ed by Turilov (see: Ibid., 284).
(39)  Possibly the turn of the 14th–15th C. The dating is clarifi ed by Turilov 

(see: Ibid., 282).
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8. Syn. 892, State Museum of History, second half of the 14th C., PS 
№ 1232. 

9. Rum. 399, Russian State Library, second half of the 14th C., PS 
№ 751. 

10. Rogozh. kladb. 566, Russian State Library, 14th C., PS № 866. 
11. О.p. I.4, National Library of Russia, 14th C., PS № 1086. 
12. Sof. 526, National Library of Russia, 14th C., PS № 1239. 
13. Slav. 1, N.Y. Public Library, second half – third quarter of the 

14th C.40 
14. Syn. 598, State Museum of History, late 14th C., PS №868. 
15. Syn. typ. 40, Russian State Archives of Ancient Acts, 14 – early 

15th C., PS № 1481. 
16. Sof. 525, National Library of Russia, late 14th – early 15th C.,41 SK 

11–13 № 314. 
17. Syn. typ. 43, Russian State Archives of Ancient Acts, 15th C.42 

Manuscripts of the Studite Recension 

1. Khlud. 117, State Museum of History, 13th C.43 
2. Q.p. I.68, National Library of Russia, second half of the 13th C., SK 
№ 397. 

3. Q.p. I.67, National Library of Russia, ca. 1316,44 SK № 479. 
4. Uvar. 46, State Museum of History, fi rst half (early) 14th C.45 
5. III а 32, Hrvatska akademĳ a znanosti i umjetnosti, fi rst half of the 

14th C.46 
6. Uvar. 574, State Museum of History, mid. 14th C.47 

(40)  The dating is clarifi ed on the basis of Э. С. СМИРНОВА, Русский лице-
вой Служебник в Нью-Йорке, Хризограф 2 (2005) 54–73.

(41)  The dating is clarifi ed on the basis of SK 14: Сводный каталог славя-
но-русских рукописных книг, хранящихся в России, странах СНГ и Балтии. 
XIV век. Вып. 1 (Москва, 2002) 579.

(42)  The dating is clarifi ed by Turilov (see: Желтов, Чин Божественной 
литургии…, 284). 

(43)  SK 14, p. 591.
(44)  The dating is clarifi ed on the basis of SK 14, p. 591.
(45)  The dating is clarifi ed by Turilov (see: СЛУЦКИЙ, Чинопоследование 

вечерни литургии..., 131).
(46)  V. Mošin, Cirilski rukopisi JAZU, t. 1 (Zagreb, 1952).
(47)  The dating is clarifi ed by Turilov (see: СЛУЦКИЙ, Чинопоследование 

вечерни литургии..., 131).
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I. VESPERS 

1. Structure of the Vespers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy 
in the Manuscripts of the Old Russian Recension 

We should mention the main elements in the description of the Ves-
pers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy, which appear in the service books of 
the Old Russian recension. Typically, the ordinance of the Presanctifi ed 
Liturgy starts with the Vesperal Entrance with the censer: the regular 
“prayer of the Entrance” in the Vespers, “At evening, at morning and at 
midday we praise…,” and singing of the Hymn, “O gentle Light …” Then 
the ordinance mentions the Prokeimena, the Paroemias (readings from 
the Old Testament), as well as instructions on liturgical actions which 
occur only during the Vesperal part of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy: “the 
rite of Light” — the exclamation of the clergyman who is holding the 
light, “The Light of Christ shines for all,” and a particular singing of “Let 
my prayer arise…,” and “Let Israel hope in the Lord…” consisting of the 
verses of Psalms 140 and 130, accordingly. 

According to the description of the ordinance of the Vespers of the 
Presanctifi ed Liturgy, all service books of the Old Russian recension can 
be divided into four groups, each containing four manuscripts. Group 
1 consists of service books Syn. 604, Sof. 518, Sof. 519, Sol. 1016/1125; 
group 2 consists of manuscripts Sof. 525, Sof. 526, Rum. 399, Sin typ. 40; 
group 3 consists of manuscripts Sof. 521, Syn. 892, YaMZ 15472, Rogozh. 
kladb. 566; and group 4 consists of manuscripts O.p. I.4, O.p. I.5, Syn. 
typ. 43, Syn. 598, and the service book Slav. 1. 

First of all we will consider the structure of the ordinance for the 
Vespers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy from the manuscripts of the laĴ er 
group. The service books from the fourth group include the manu-
scripts with the most detailed description of the Vespers. Moreover, 
only the manuscripts of this group contain the structure of the Ves-
peral part of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy twice: fi rst for Cheese-fare Week 
that precedes Great Lent, and then for Lent itself. 

According to the Jerusalem rule, which has regulated the divine 
service of the Russian Orthodox Church from the late fourteenth cen-
tury until now, the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s is served only 
during Great Lent and Holy Week; Wednesday of the fi rst week of 
Lent is the fi rst day for performing the Liturgy. However, Slavonic li-
turgical texts of the thirteenth–fi Ğ eenth centuries preserve evidence of 
serving the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s also during Cheese-fare 
Week. Besides the service books, instructions to serve the Presanctifi ed 
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Liturgy during this week, can be found in the Slavonic Typica, Triodia, 
and the Books of Paroemias,48 but the service books belonging to the 
fourth group describe the order of the Vesperal part of the Presancti-
fi ed Liturgy for Cheese-fare Week in greatest detail. 

The custom of performing the Presanctifi ed Liturgy on Wednesday 
and Friday of Cheese-fare Week is refl ected not only in the texts of the 
Studite type, but also in the manuscripts, which describe the offi  ce of 
the cathedral church (the Great Church or the Church of Hagia So-
phia in Constantinople). All three known manuscripts of the Typikon of 
the Great Church49 mention serving the Presanctifi ed Liturgy during 
Cheese-fare Week, yet some parts of the liturgical rite are described in 
these manuscripts in diff erent ways. Therefore, the brief description 
of the ordinance for the Vespers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy during 
Cheese-fare Week from the Slavonic sources serves as valuable histori-
cal evidence supplementing the Greek sources. The order of the Ves-
pers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy for the period of Cheese-fare week 
from the manuscripts of the fourth group is schematically presented 
in Table 1. Here and below in the Tables, the sign “+” denotes the exis-
tence of a certain element in the manuscript, and the sign “-“ denotes 
the absence of such an element. 

(48)  The instructions concerning the performance of the Presanctifi ed Lit-
urgy during Cheese-fare week can be found, for example, in the Slavonic Typ-
ica Syn. 330 (fol. 6), Syn. 333 (fol. 95), Syn. 905 (fol. 158v) from the State Mu-
seum of History, in the Triodion Pog. 40 (fol. 21v) from the National Library of 
Russia, in the books of Paroemias O.p. I.13 (fol. 24v, fol. 27) from the National 
Library of Russia, Syn. typ. 49 (fol. 13v), Syn. typ. 51 (fol. 19v) from the Rus-
sian State Archives of Ancient Acts. The history of performing the Liturgy of 
the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s on Wednesday and Friday of Cheese-fare week in Rus’ 
was discussed in detail in the study: ЛИСИЦИН, Первоначальный славяно-рус-
ский типикон..., 56–69. We should note that besides the Typica of the Studite 
type, the Typikon of the Great Church also instructs serving the Liturgy of the 
Presanctifi ed GiĞ s on Wednesday and Friday of Cheese-fare week (concern-
ing the regulations of the Typikon of the Great Church for Cheese-fare week, 
see below, p. 24).

(49)  Jerusalem manuscript (10–11 C.): Mateos, Le Typikon de la Grande 
.Église..., 6–8; Patmos manuscript (9–10 C.): А. А. ДМИТРИЕВСКИЙ, Описание 
литургических рукописей, хранящихся в библиотеках Православного Востока, 
т. 1: Τυπικά (Киев, 1895) 111–112, Dresden manuscript: ЛИСИЦИН, Первона-
чальный славяно-русский типикон..., 61–63.
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Table 1. 
The Structure of the Vespers in the Old Russian Recension

Syn. 
98

О.p. 
I.4

О.p. 
I.5

Syn. 
typ. 43

Slav. 1

Prayer of the Entrance
“O gentle Light …” 
Prokeimenon
Paroemia 
“Let Israel hope in the Lord…”

+ 
+
+
+
+ 

+
+
−
+
+ 

+
+
+
+
+ 

+
+
+
+
+ 

+ 
+
+
+
+ 

First of all, we should note the lack of “the rite of light,” and the 
exclamation, “The Light of Christ enlightens all” in the service books 
that belong to the fourth group.50 According to the evidence contained 
in the manuscripts of the fourth group, the singing of “Let my prayer 
arise…” at the Vespers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy during Cheese-fare 
Week was replaced by the singing of “Let Israel hope in the Lord….” 
Similarly, the absence of the exclamation, “The Light of Christ...” may 
indicate a conjoint emergence of “Let my prayer arise…” and “The 
Light of Christ...” in the service of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy, which is 
consistent with the view of Winkler on Constantinopolitan borrow-
ing of elements from the Antiochean Vespers.51 However, we should 
also note that the exclamation “The Light of Christ…” on Wednesday 
of Cheese-fare week is mentioned in the Dresden manuscript of the 
Typikon of the Great Church,52 moreover, according to the description 
of this Wednesday service, the exclamation “The Light of Christ...” is 

(50)  The Bulgarian Codex Pogodinskaya Triodion (Ms Pog. 40, fol 21v 
from the National Library of Russia, fi rst half of the 14th C.) also contains an 
indication on the absence of the exclamation “The Light of Christ…” during 
Cheese-fare week: “à âúìWý. äà ñß èñïðàâèòü ìëЃòâ. äà Óïâà èçЃëü íà ãЃà §íûíý. ñâýòü 
õWâü. íå ãëЃåìü. íè â ïLß” The same indication is contained in the earlier Byzan-
tine texts, for example, in the entry at the service on Wednesday of Cheese-
fare week from the Evergetis Typikon (Ms of the Typikon of the Most-Holy 
Theotokos the Benefactor (Evergetis) Monastery): ДМИТРИЕВСКИЙ, Описание 
литургических рукописей..., т. 1, 508: “τὸ ἀναγνώσματα, τὸ δὲ Φῶς Χριστοῦ 
οῦ λέγομεν, οὔτε σήμερον, οὔτε τῇ παρασκευῇ”.

(51)  Winkler, Der geschichtliche Hintergrund..., 205.
(52)  ЛИСИЦИН, Первоначальный славяно-русский типикон..., 62: “Ἰστέον, 

ὅτι τῇ δὲ καὶ τῇ παρασκευῇ λέγεται τὸ Φῶς Χριστοῦ φαίνει πᾶσιν, τῶν 
διακὸνων ἀπὸ τοῦ αἱ στίχου τοῦ προκειμένου κατεχομένων εἰς τἀς 
βασιλικὰς πύλας καὶ λαμβανόντωη τὰ μανουάλια.”.
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made aĞ er the fi rst verse of the Prokeimenon.53 (The Jerusalem and the 
Patmos manuscripts of the Typikon of the Great Church do not contain 
an indication of the exclamation “The Light of Christ…” in the service 
of Cheese-fare week.54) 

During Great Lent the manuscripts belonging to the fourth group 
prescribe the order of the Vespers that can be summarized in the fol-
lowing Table:

Table 2.

Syn. 
598

О.p. 
I.4

О.p. 
I.5

Syn. 
typ. 43

Slav. 1

Prayer of the Entrance 
“O gentle Light …”
Prokeimenon
Paroemia 
Prokeimenon
“The Light of Christ …” 
Paroemia 
“Let my prayer arise ...” 

−
−
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

+
−
+ 
+ 
−
+
+
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

−
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
−
+ 
+ 
+ 

The structure of the Vespers from Table 2 coincides with the mod-
ern order of the Vespers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy in the part that 
starts with the Entrance and ends with singing “Let my prayer arise…”

As opposed to the fourth group of manuscripts, the rest of the ser-
vice books of the Old Russian recension describe the Vespers of the 
Presanctifi ed Liturgy in lesser detail. The fi rst group consists of the 
earliest manuscripts of the thirteenth century. The manuscripts of the 
fi rst group do not contain instructions on what actions are performed 

(53)  For the Wednesday of Cheese-fare Week, the Dresden Typikon indi-
cates that the Prokeimenon “Save me, O God, by thy name…” with two verses 
“Hear my prayer, O God…” and “Behold, God is my helper…” should be per-
formed on Wednesday of Cheese-fare Week (ЛИСИЦИН, Первоначальный сла-
вяно-русский типикон..., 62). The Jerusalem and the Patmos manuscripts of 
the Typikon of the Great Church prescribe performing the same Prokeimenon 
on Wednesday of Cheese-fare Week but only with the fi rst verse: Mateos, Le 
Typikon de la Grande .Église..., 8. 

(54)  The Jerusalem manuscript and the Typikon Paris gr. 1587 (12th C.) 
mention the exclamation, “The Light of Christ…” for March 9, for the service 
for the Forty Martyrs of Sebaste, in the case when this service falls during the 
period of Great Lent; the Patmos manuscript does not have the exclamation, 
“The Light of Christ …” in the service for March 9: Mateos, Le Typikon de la 
Grande .Église..., 246.
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only during Cheese-fare Week and what actions are performed dur-
ing Great Lent, but their description of the Vespers of the Presancti-
fi ed Liturgy has certain liturgical elements that correspond both to the 
ordinance of the Vespers for Cheese-fare Week and for the ordinance 
of the Vespers for the period of Great Lent. The manuscripts of the 
fourteenth century constitute the second and the third group. The sec-
ond group includes service books with the most concise description 
of the Vespers, which, notably, do not mention the rite of light as well 
as singing “Let Israel hope in the Lord…”, that is, the liturgical elements 
corresponding to Cheese-fare Week. 55 

The structure of the description for the ordinance of the Vespers 
of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy in the manuscripts of the second group is 
shown in Table 3. 

Table 3.

Sof. 525 Sof. 526 Syn. 
typ. 43

Rum. 
399

Prayer of the Entrance 
“O gentle Light …”
Prokeimenon
Paroemia 
“Let Israel hope in the Lord…”

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
−
+ 
+ 

−
−
+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

Naturally, if the service book does not mention a certain liturgical 
action, this does not mean that this action was not performed during 
the service. Therefore, the comparison of brief rubrics in the service 
books of the second group with signifi cantly more detailed descrip-
tion of the Vespers in the service books of the fourth group shows a 
diff erence not in the liturgical rite, but in the form of recording the 
rite in a manuscript. The lack of a unifi ed structure for describing Ves-
pers in the manuscripts of the Old Russian recension shows that the 
rubrics, corresponding to this part of the ordinance of the Presancti-
fi ed Liturgy, apparently did not exist in the Greek originals of the Old 
Slavonic service books belonging to the Old Russian recension, and 
the scribes supplemented the missing rubrics themselves, with vary-
ing degrees of completeness. 

(55)  Nevertheless, in the manuscripts of this group, as well as other man-
uscripts of the Old Russian recension, the ordinance of the Presanctifi ed Lit-
urgy starts with the instruction that this Liturgy should be served starting on 
Cheese-fare Wednesday.
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The order of the Vespers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy for the manu-
scripts belonging to the third group, is shown in Table 4. 

Table 4.

Sof. 521 YaMZ 
15472 

Syn. 
892 

Rogozh. 
kladb. 566 

Prayer of the Entrance 
“O gentle Light …”
Prokeimenon
Paroemia 
“The Light of Christ …”
Paroemia 
“Let Israel hope in the Lord…” 
“Let my prayer arise ...”

−
−
−
+ 
+ 
+ 
−
+ 

+
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

−
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
−
+ 

+
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

We should note that although the service books from the third 
group, in contrast to the manuscripts from the fourth group, do not 
have a double description of the ordinance of the Vespers (separately 
for Great Lent, and for Cheese-fare Week), the manuscripts YaMZ 15472 
and Rogozh. kladb. 566 contain instructions on performing “Let my 
prayer arise…” for the period of Great Lent and “Let Israel hope in the 
Lord…” during Cheese-fare Week (these manuscripts do not have the 
instruction on the absence of the exclamation, “The Light of Christ...” 
during Cheese-fare Week). 

The structure of the ordinance of the Vespers of the Presanctifi ed 
Liturgy in the service books of the fi rst group is shown in Table 5. The 
sign “∗” in the Table marks those parts of the Vespers that are men-
tioned only in the margins of the manuscript.

Table 5.

Syn. 
604 

Sol. 1016/ 
1125

Sof. 518 Sof. 519 

Prayer of the Entrance + + − +

“O gentle Light …” − + + +

Prokeimenon + + + +

Paroemia + + + +∗

“The Light of Christ …” + − + +∗

Paroemia + − + +∗
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“Let Israel hope in the Lord…” + + − −

“Let my prayer arise ...” − + +∗ +∗

At fi rst sight it might seem that there is a discrepancy between the 
worship practices of Old Rus’ and the practices described by the Byz-
antine sources: the earliest manuscripts of the thirteenth century re-
fl ect a diff erent type of ending of the Vespers that was replaced later, 
in the fourteenth century, by the ending recorded in later sources. The 
service books from the fi rst group either omit the instruction on sing-
ing “Let my prayer arise…,” (Syn. 604) insert it on the margins of the 
manuscript (Sof. 518, Sof. 519),56 or list it together with “Let Israel hope 
in the Lord…” (Sol. 1016/1125) without mentioning the time of its per-
formance (during Great Lent or during Cheese-fare Week). However, 
it is likely that this feature does not refer to the ritual but to the method 
of its recording. It is unlikely that singing “Let my prayer arise…” was 
absent in the original Russian Church tradition. 

Thus, the most interesting evidence of the Slavonic service books 
is related to the ordinance of the Vespers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy 
on Wednesday and Friday of Cheese-fare Week. Byzantine manu-
scripts that contain information about the Presanctifi ed Liturgy dur-
ing Cheese-fare Week, fi rstly, are few in number, and, secondly, their 
data is not always consistent among various manuscripts. The Ever-
getis Typikon (note 50) and the Dresden manuscripts of the Typikon 
of the Great Church (note 52) answer one of the key questions, that 
is, whether the “rite of light” was performed at the Vespers of the 
Presanctifi ed Liturgy during Cheese-fare Week, in a diff erent way. 
Out of seventeen manuscripts of the Old Russian recension, the 
most complete and clear liturgical instructions concerning the order 
of serving the Vespers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy are contained in 
the fourth group of manuscripts. The evidence of these fi ve Slavonic 
manuscripts of the fourteenth century coincides with the indication 
of the Evergetis Typikon on the lack of the exclamation, “The Light of 
Christ...” in the service of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy during Cheese-
fare Week. Fragmentary liturgical instructions, contained in the re-

(56)  We should note that in the manuscript Sof. 519, the instructions on 
the exclamation, “The Light of Christ…” and singing “Let my prayer arise…” ap-
pear on the margins of the manuscript and probably are later additions to the 
text. (“Let my prayer arise…” in the Ms. Sof. 518, was most likely added by the 
scribe of the manuscript).
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maining twelve manuscripts, do not allow us to recognize any par-
ticular paĴ ern. 

The disagreement between the rubrics that describe the Vespers of 
the Presanctifi ed Liturgy, is one of the main features of the Old Rus-
sian recension. On the one hand, the omission of a certain liturgical 
element in the text of a service book does not necessarily mean the 
absence of this element in liturgical practice, but, on the other hand, 
we cannot rule out the possibility that the description of Vespers of 
the Presanctifi ed Liturgy in the service books of the thirteenth–fi f-
teenth centuries refl ects local liturgical traditions. However, the small 
number of sources usually does not allow us to draw any conclusions 
about local liturgical traditions with certainty. Thus, none of the ser-
vice books from the collection of the Novgorod Cathedral of St. Sophia 
contains the hymn, “Let Israel hope in the Lord…,” but this did not lead 
to the absence of singing “Let Israel hope in the Lord…” in the liturgical 
practice of Novgorod churches. The singing of this Prokeimenon during 
Cheese-fare Week is indicated in the Zakharinsky Book of Paroemias (Ms. 
O.p. I.13 from the Russian State Library), and on the fol. 73 of the Book, 
the scribe leĞ  a note indicating that this Book of Paroemias was wriĴ en 
for one of the Novgorod churches.57 

2. Text of Vespers 
of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed Gi  s 

in the Manuscripts of the Old Russian Recension 

The ordinance of the Vespers in the manuscripts of the Old Rus-
sian recension begins with the instruction on the Vesperal Entrance. 
Almost all service books of the Old Russian recension contain the in-
struction on reading the Exit prayer; the service book Sof. 519 contains 
the full text of the Entrance Prayer, “At evening, at morning and at mid-
day we praise…”, and the manuscripts Sol. 1016/1125, Syn. 598, Sof. 525, 
Sof. 526, O.p. I.4, O.p. I.5, Rum. 398, Syn. typ. 43, and Slav. 1 contain 
the opening words. The instructions on the performance of “O gentle 
Light…” are absent only in three manuscripts: Syn. 604, Sof. 521, and 
Syn. typ. 40 (in the manuscript Sof. 521, free space was leĞ  for the title 
and the beginning of the service of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy, but the 
scribe of the manuscript never fi lled the space). Seven service books 
(Sol. 1016/1125, Sof. 518, YaMZ 15472, Rum. 398, Sof. 526, O.p. I.4, and 
Syn. typ. 43) provide the indication of singing “O gentle Light…” by 

(57)  SK, p. 205–206.
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the people.58 The remaining six manuscripts contain a method for 
performing the Hymn, “O gentle Light…” which is not used in mod-
ern practice, when the deacon pronounces the initial words (Sof. 519, 
O.p. I.5, Rogozh. kladb. 566), and sometimes, perhaps, the whole Hymn 
(Sof. 525, Syn. 598, Syn. 892, Slav. 1).59 

Other features of the initial part of Vespers in the service books 
of the Old Russian recension include the indication for pronouncing 
the verse of blessing made upon entering the altar, in the manuscript 
Rum. 398 (fol. 92v): áëãWíî âõîæåíü¬ õWà èñòèíüíàãî áЃà íàøåãî. âñåãäà è íûJ (cf. 
the prayers of the Entrance in the service book Khlud. 117 — see below, 
p. 29). In some Russian service books of the thirteenth–fourteenth cen-
turies, this verse is assigned to the Entrance during the Vespers (for ex-
ample, Sof. 518, fol. 2v, Sof. 524, fol. 61v) or for the Small Entrance dur-
ing the Liturgy of John Chrysostom (for example, Sof. 523, fol. 18r).

AĞ er the Entrance, the service books of the Old Russian recension, 
according to usual practice, indicate the exclamation of the Prokeimena 
and reading the Paroemias. Some manuscripts specify the Biblical ma-
terial (Genesis for the fi rst reading in the Sof. 518, Sof. 521, Syn. 598, 
O.p. I.4, O.p. I.5, and Slav. 1, and Proverbs for the second reading in 
the Sof. 521, O.p. I.5, and Slav. 1) which is also a traditional feature. 
We should note that in the combination of the Old Testament read-
ings from both the Slavonic Books of Paroemias and from the Triodia 
for Cheese-fare Week and the beginning of Great Lent, we did not fi nd 
deviations from the usual order.60

(58)  Along with a well established practice of performing the Hymn 
“O gentle Light…” by the singers, in the fourteenth century there existed a 
tradition, when the text was recited by a reader. This tradition is refl ected, 
for example, in the rubrics for the Presanctifi ed Liturgy in the Serbian manu-
scripts of the fourteenth century: Dečani 119, Dečani 121, Dečani 122, Dečani 
123, Krušdol Zh IV64, Hilandar 316, Čorovič J 7.

(59)  The method of performing the Hymn by reciting the initial words 
of “O gentle Light…” by the deacon and singing the rest of the Hymn by the 
choir, in the fourteenth century was used not only at the Presanctifi ed Liturgy 
but during the regular Vespers. (see, for example, the Sof. 523, fol. 51r). This 
method was used until the seventeenth century, and is indicated in the ordi-
nance of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy from some of the old-printed service books 
(see, for example, Служебник (Москва, 1623) 190).

(60)  The Book of Paroemias O.p. I.13 from the National Library of Russia, in 
contrast to regular practice, prescribes reading Isaiah as a reading for Cheese-
fare Week. Yet the text of the Paroemia is, in fact, the reading from the Book 
of Joel, traditional for Cheese-fare Week. The Typika Syn. 330 (fol. 6), Syn. 333 
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The indication about the exclamation “The Light of Christ...” is 
missing in the manuscript Sol. 1016/1125, and in all four service books 
of the second group. The service books of the fi rst group do not pro-
vide this indication for the period of Cheese-fare Week. Most of the 
service books that contain the “rite of light” (Syn. 604, YaMZ 15472, 
Syn. 892, Sof. 521, O.p. I.4, O.p. I.5, Rum. 398) indicate the custom of 
pronouncing the exclamation “The Light of Christ...” not by the priest 
or the bishop, as it is done now, but by the deacon.61 This custom 
goes back to the practice of the Church of Hagia Sophia in Constan-
tinople62 and, despite its wide circulation in the cathedral order of 
service,63 later it was completely abolished. We should note that al-
though the Codex O.p. I.5, indicates that the “rite of light” was most 
likely performed by the deacon, the manuscript allows for another 
interpretation: joint performance of the “rite of light” by the deacon 
and the reader (the deacon goes out with the censer and candles, and 
the reader exclaims “The Light of Christ…”); the practice of pronounc-
ing the exclamation “The Light of Christ…” by the reader is known; it 
is mentioned, for example, in the Pogodinskaya Triodion (Ms. National 
Library of Russia Pog. 40, fol. 35): ÷üòåöü ðå÷åòú. ñâýòú õ Ѓâ ïðîñâýùàåòü 
âñß. 

Out of the manuscripts belonging to the Old Russian recension, 
only Sof. 519, Slav. 1 and Syn. typ. 43 indicate that the exclamation “The 
Light of Christ...” should be made by the priest (from the description 
of the “rite of light” from the Sof. 518 it is not clear, whether the excla-
mation “The Light of Christ...” was performed by the priest or by the 
deacon). However, the Codex Sof. 519 contains a corresponding note 

(fol. 95), Syn. 905 (fol. 158v) and the Books of Paroemias Syn. typ. 49 (fol. 13v), 
Syn. typ. 51 (fol. 19v) prescribe the reading of Prophet Joel for Cheese-fare 
Week.

(61)  On the custom of the exclamation of “The Light of Christ…” per-
formed by the deacon, see: ЛИСИЦИН, Первоначальный славяно-русский ти-
пикон..., 69–72.

(62)  The instruction of the exclamation “The Light of Christ…” performed 
by the deacon are contained, for example, in the Dresden manuscript of the 
Typikon of the Great Church (ДМИТРИЕВСКИЙ, Древнейшие патриаршие Типи-
коны..., 329) and the description of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy by the Symeon of 
Thessaloniki (see: PG 155, cols. 656, 657).

(63)  Along with Slavonic and Greek texts, Georgian texts also testify to 
the exclamation of “The Light of Christ…” made by the deacon, see: К. С. КЕКЕ-

ЛИДЗЕ, Литургические грузинские памятники в отечественных книгохрани-
лищах (Тифлис, 1908) 104.
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on the margin of the manuscript, and this note may possibly belong to 
a later time. Apparently, the main reason why the exclamation, “The 
Light of Christ ...” later became pronounced only by the priest, was the 
absence of the deacon in some parish churches. This assumption is 
confi rmed by the evidence of the manuscript Syn. 598, fol. 58v: âûíèäåU 
äüÿêîJ ñ êàDëîìü • ñú ñâýùàN • àùå ëè íå áÓD • äüÿêîîJ • ïîQ.

Only seven manuscripts contain the full text of the exclamation. 
In the Sof. 519, O.p. I.4, Rum. 398, it is exactly the same as the current 
exclamation; in the Syn. 598, Syn. 892, O.p. I.5, Slav. 1 and Syn. typ. 43, 
in contrast to the modern practice, the pronoun íû appears at the end 
of the exclamation.

The Vespers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy ends with the instruc-
tion on singing “Let my prayer arise…” (Ps. 140) and “Let Israel hope 
in the Lord…” (Ps. 130). The information about singing “Let my prayer 
arise…” is contained in the Chronicon Paschale for the year 615, which is 
the fi rst surviving evidence concerning serving the Presanctifi ed Lit-
urgy in Constantinople (see p. 4 and note 1), and in the earliest Greek 
Euchologia.64 In the modern tradition, “Let my prayer arise…” has the 
form of the Great Prokeimenon: it consists of a refrain (Ps. 140,2) and 
three verses (Ps. 140,1, 3, 4). The same form, according to the Dresden 
manuscript of the Typikon of the Great Church (11th C.)., also has “Let 
Israel hope in the Lord…”: “τοῦ ἀρχιδιακόνου ἐκϕωνουντος· Σοϕία, 
λέγεται ἀντὶ τοῦ Κατευθυτθήτω, προκείμενον β΄ μετὰ τοῦ ψαλμοῦ 
τῶ Δαβίδ, ῆχος πλ. β΄ Ἐλπιστω Ἰσραήλ. Στίχος α΄· Κύριε, οὐχ ὑψώθη 
ἡ καρδία μου. Στίχος β΄· Οὐδὲ ἐπορεύθην ἐν μεγάλοις. Στίχος γ΄· Εἰ 
μή ἐπαπεινοϕρόνουν”65 (aĞ er the archdeacon exclaims “Wisdom,” 
he says instead of “Let my prayer arise…” the second Prokeimenon from 
the Psalm of David in Tone 2: “Let Israel hope in the Lord…,” the fi rst 
verse “My heart is not proud, O Lord…,”66 the second verse “I do not 
concern myself with great maĴ ers…,”67 the third verse “But I have stilled 
and quieted my soul…”68). The earlier manuscript of the Typikon of Ha-
gia Sophia, Ms. Jerusalem 40 (10th C.), mentions only one verse: “Καὶ 
πάλιν προκείμενον ῆχος πλ. β΄ Ἐλπισάτω Ἰσραήλ ἐπὶ τὸν Κύριον, 

(64)  ΜΩΡΑΙΤΗΣ, Ἡ λειτουργία..., 110.
(65)  ДМИТРИЕВСКИЙ, Древнейшие патриаршие Типиконы..., 329–330.
(66)  Ps 130, 1.
(67)  Ps 130, 1.
(68)  Ps 130, 2.
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έως τοῦ αἰῶνος Στίχος β΄· Εἰ μὴ ἐπαπεινοϕρόνουν έως· ἐπὶ τήν ψυ-
χήν μου”69.

Having mentioned the refrains, “Let Israel hope in the Lord…” and 
“Let my prayer arise…” (Ps. 140,2, and Ps. 130,3, respectively), and, in 
some cases, the fi rst verse (Ps. 140,1 and Ps. 130,1, respectively), the 
service books of the Old Russian recension, as a rule, do not tell us 
anything else about these liturgical elements. The exceptions are the 
manuscript Rogozh. kladb. 566, which contains two verses added to “Let 
my prayer arise…,” and the O.p. I.5 that describes the singing of “Let 
Israel hope in the Lord….”70

The manuscript Sof. 521, aĞ er “Let my prayer arise…” mentions 
ïîòîì ñòaèðû íà ãTè âüçaâà — apparently this is a scribal error related to 
the fact that Psalm 140, 2 was repeated twice during the service of the 
Presanctifi ed Liturgy, the fi rst time in the beginning of the Vespers, as 
a part of the “O Lord, I call to you; come quickly to me…,” that is, as a part 
of the regular evening Psalms (Ps. 140, 141, 129, 116), and the second 
time as a refrain in “Let my prayer arise…” 

3. Manuscripts 
of the Studite Tradition71 

Along with the manuscripts of the Old Russian recension, there 
exist other service books of the thirteenth–fourteenth centuries that 
contain instructions on performing the Presanctifi ed Liturgy during 
Cheese-fare Week, yet the order of the Liturgy, refl ected in these manu-
scripts, corresponds not to the Jerusalem rule but to the earlier liturgi-
cal tradition. These manuscripts are represented by service books dat-
ed to the end of the thirteenth century: Serbian Q.p. I.68 and Bulgarian 
Khlud. 117, as well as manuscripts of the early fourteenth century: Bul-
garian Uvar. 46 from the State Museum of History, Russian Q.p. I.67, 

(69)  Mateos, Le Typikon de la Grande .Église..., 6. The third manuscript of 
the Typikon of the Great Church Patmos 226 (9th C.) does not indicate the 
method for performing “Let Israel hope in the Lord…” (Ibid.).

(70)  Several manuscripts of the Studite tradition, which do not belong to 
the Old Russian recension, contain a fuller description of “Let Israel hope in the 
Lord…” and “Let my prayer arise…” (see below, p. 31).

(71)  We should mention again that the term “the manuscripts of the Stu-
dite tradition,” as a rule, is applied to the service books that contain an indica-
tion for performing the Presanctifi ed Liturgy during Cheese-fare Week but do 
not belong to the Old Russian recension.



26 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

Serbian Uvar. 574, and the HAZU III a 32.72 This section describes the 
ordinance of the Vespers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy on the basis of 
these six manuscripts. The texts of the Liturgy contained in these Co-
dices, do not belong to a single recension and have substantial diff er-
ences both in the ordinance composition, and in the texts of the prayers; 
the name of the ordinance in these manuscripts also diff ers. In the 
Q.p. I.67 and Uvar. 46, the Liturgy has a title “áæòTâíàÿ ñëÓFáà ñòЃãî ïîñòà • 
ïðýæåñùЃíûõú”73 (Q.p. I 67, fol. 66v), in the Khlud. 117 — “ëèòXðãèÿ ñòЃàãî 
ïîñòà” (fol. 43), in the Q.p. I.68 — “áæüñòâüíàÿ ñë¹æáà • ïðýæäåñâЃùåíûõü • 
ðåêøå ïîñòüíà” (fol. 47), in the Uvar. 574 — “ñòЃà è áæЃüñòâüíàà ëèò¹ðãèÿ 
ñòЃàãî è ïðïDîáíàãî éöЃà íàøåãî pïèôàíèÿ ðåêøå ïîñòüíà” (fol. 102–102v). The 
beginning of the ordinance in the manuscript HAZU III a 32 is missing. 
We should note that besides the Uvar. 574, the Presanctifi ed Liturgy is 
aĴ ributed to Epiphanius of Cyprus in several Greek Codices,74 in the 
service book of the fourteenth century Dečani 121 and in some Russian 
manuscripts of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy of the sixteenth century, for 
example, the service books Sof. 964, Sof. 1025, and Sof. 1030 from the 
National Library of Russia.75 

(72)  The beginning of the ordinance of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy in the 
manuscript HAZU III a 32 is missing, but the manuscript has an indirect ref-
erence to the ministry of the Liturgy during Cheese-fare week: the presence 
of singing “Let Israel hope in the Lord…” and the following instruction about 
singing “Let my prayer arise…”: § ïîíDåêà ÷èñòå íDå, that is, starting with the fi rst 
Monday of the Great Lent (similar indication is present in the manuscript 
Uvar. 574).

(73)  In the Uvar. 76 the word ïðýæåñùЃíûõú is missing.
(74)  For example, the Euchologia Vat. gr. 1213, Bodleian Cromwell 11, Na-

tional Library of Athens № 086, № 802 (see: ΜΩΡΑΙΤΗΣ, Ἡ λειτουργία..., 25).
(75)  The normal title for the Slavonic service books of the fi Ğ eenth–six-

teenth centuries is “The Divine Service of the Presanctifi ed [GiĞ s] by Basil the 
Great ...” (See, for example, Mss. Syn. 606, Syn. 602, Syn. 618, Syn. 612, Syn. 267 
from the State Museum of History, and Mss. Sof. 528, Sof. 529, Sof. 534, Sof. 537, 
Sol. 1018/1127 from the National Library of Russia, Ms. YaMZ 15471 from the 
Yaroslavl Reserve-Museum, etc.). However, the aĴ ribution of the Presanctifi ed 
Liturgy to Gregory Dialogus, which corresponds to the indication of modern 
service books, already has occured in Slavonic manuscripts since the middle 
of the sixteenth century — the Liturgy of “Gregory, the Pope of Rome,” is 
mentioned in the Acts of the Moscow Council of 1551 (Стоглав, Казань, 1912, 
p. 43). In connection with the history of the title of the Liturgy, we should 
mention curious evidence from the Ukrainian manuscript of the sixteenth 
century from the Library of the Russian Academy of Sciences 21.4.13 (Plichin 
Collection № 13), fol. 70: Óñòàâ áæЃñòâíûÿ ñë¹æáû ïðåæåñЃùåííûà ñЃòàãî ïðïDáPíà îЃöà 
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The text of the Vespers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy in all six man-
uscripts begins with the initial exclamation of the Liturgy “Blessed 
is the Kingdom ...”76 that is missing in the service books of the Old 
Russian recension. AĞ er that, the Khlud. 117, Uvar. 46 and Q.p. I. 67 
indicate the reading of the Trisagion (the prayer “Holy God ...,” “Most 
Holy Trinity...,” “Our Father...”), and aĞ er that, all manuscripts indic-
ate the reading of Psalm 103. (As opposed to regular practice, the 
Khlud. 117 mentions the reading of the Psalm by the deacon and not 
by the reader). 

AĞ er the reading of Psalm 103, all six manuscripts list the Prayers 
at the Lighting of the Lamps and, aĞ er them, the Great Litany (“In 
peace, let us pray to the Lord...”). Seven Prayers at the Lighting of the 
Lamps are included in the ordinance of the daily Vespers: the priest 
prays in front of the Royal Gates, making silent Prayers at the Light-
ing of the Lamps during the reading of Psalm 103. The modern ordi-
nance of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy in this case indicates the reading of 
only the last four prayers by a priest. The fi rst three prayers are read 
at small Litanies that conclude the three Antiphons of the Eighteenth 
Kathisma, which is read aĞ er Psalm 103. The text of the Presanctifi ed 
Liturgy contains only the fi rst three prayers: “O Lord, compassionate and 
merciful…,” “Lord, do not rebuke us in your anger…,” and “Lord our God, 
remember us, sinners…”77 

In contrast to the service books of the Old Russian recension that do 
not contain the Prayers at the Lighting of the Lamps in the text of the 
Presanctifi ed Liturgy, the rest of the manuscripts of the Studite tradi-
tion contain the Prayers at the Lighting of the Lamps aĞ er the reading 
of the Vesperal Psalm (Psalm 103), but the number of these prayers 
varies in diff erent manuscripts. The manuscript Khlud. 117 contains 
three prayers, but their traditional order is broken: the fi rst prayer, 
“O Lord, compassionate and merciful…,” and the second prayer, “Lord, 

íàøåãî ñЃòëß åï¶ôàí¶à ê¶ïðúñêà èí¶èF ïîâýäþU çëîæåííý áûòè åè àêãàôàíîN ïàïà ðèìñêûN. è 
ñЃòîãîðöû ïîâýäàþU ãð¶ãîð¶à ïàïû ðèNñêàãî èçëîæåí¶å … 

(76)  The initial exclamation, “Blessed is the Kingdom ...” is also absent in all 
early Greek manuscripts of the Liturgy (see: ΜΩΡΑΙΤΗΣ, Ἡ λειτουργία..., 110), 
which is one of the signs of an earlier origin for the text of the Old Russian 
recension, compared to the texts of other manuscripts belonging to the Studite 
tradition.

(77)  Чин божественныя литургии Преждеосвященных, in: Служебник, 
ч. 2, 421, Божественная литургия Преждеосвященных, in: Ibid., 432–435.
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do not rebuke us in your anger…,” are in reverse order.78 The service 
book Q.p. I.67, aĞ er citing three regular prayers, adds at this place of 
the text the Prayer, “At evening, at morning and at midday we praise…,” 
which is usually read during the Entrance. The manuscript Uvar. 574 
contains four Prayers at the Lighting of the Lamps; the fourth Prayer 
from the modern ordinance of the Vespers, “O Lord, who are praised 
by the holy Powers with never silent hymns…” is added to the fi rst three 
Prayers. Along with four prayers listed in the Uvar. 574, the manuscript 
Uvar. 46, similar to the Q.p. I.67, contains the Prayer of the Entrance, 
“At evening, at morning and at midday we praise…”79 The ordinance of 
the Presanctifi ed Liturgy from the service book Q.p. I.68 contains all 
seven Prayers at the Lighting of the Lamps of the Vespers.80 In the 
manuscript HAZU III a 32, the beginning of the ordinance of the Pre-
sanctifi ed Liturgy is missing. The fi rst folio belonging to the service of 
the Presanctifi ed Liturgy (fol. 50r), contains the end of the third Prayer 
at the Lighting of the Lamps “Lord our God, remember us, sinners…,” 
and the fourth Prayer, “O Lord, who are praised by the holy Powers with 
never silent hymns…” AĞ er the Prayers at the Lighting of the Lamps, all 
six service books contain the Great Litany (the Litany of Peace), which 
is missing, similar to the Prayers at the Lighting of the Lamps, in the 
manuscripts of the Old Russian recension. 

According to the modern order of the service, aĞ er the Prayers at 
the Lighting of the Lamps, the Psalter (18th Kathisma) is read. At this 
time the priest makes preparations of the GiĞ s for the celebration of 
the Liturgy: he puts the bread on the paten, pours wine and water into 
the chalice. Out of all the six manuscripts, only the Khlud. 117 and the 
Uvar. 46 mention the reading of the Kathisma.81 

(78)  Some Greek manuscripts have a similar feature, for example, the 
Eiletary of the Patmos library № 709 (1260) (A. A. ДМИТРИЕВСКИЙ, Описание 
литургических рукописей, хранящихся в библиотеках Православного Востока, 
т. 2: Εὐχολόγια (Киев, 1901) 159).

(79)  It is possible that the Prayer of the Entrance is indicated in this place 
of the ordinance for reciting while transferring the Holy GiĞ s to the Prothesis 
(cf. further, p. 30).

(80)  The indications of the Greek Euchologia on the number of the Prayers 
at the Lighting of the Lamps are also very diff erent, see: УСПЕНСКИЙ, Литургия 
Преждеосвященных Даров..., 176.

(81)  The Ms. Khlud. 117 only indicates the reading of the Psalter, with-
out the specifi c number of the Kathismas; the Uvar. 46 indicated the 18th 
Kathisma.
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Before the indication on the reading of the Psalms in the manu-
script Khlud. 117, two short prayers are listed, entitled as the prayer of 
“âüõîæDåíèþ,” and the prayer of“âüõîä¹.” The fi rst prayer (fol. 44r):

... áëTãëîâåíîå âüõîæDåíèå óõЃà èñòèíüíàãî áЃà íøЃåãî • âñåãäà è íЃíý áЃå áЃå íЃøü 
ïîêàçàß íàìü âåëèêèß ñïTúíèß òàèíû • äîâîëЃíî ïðèíîñUè æðUüâÞõâàëý è æðUüâÞ 
ïðýæDåñâЃùåíüíèa • â ñëàâÞ è âú õâàëÞ éöЃà è ñíЃà è ñòЃàãî äõЃà € ... 

begins with the verse of blessing, “Blessed is the entry of Christ our True 
God…,” found in other service books of the fourteenth century (see 
page 22). The end of the prayer in other manuscripts is unknown. The 
second prayer (fol. 44v.): 

... áëãЃû ÷ëЃâêîëþá÷å áЃå • áëTãëîâû ñòЃè âúñý÷üñêàý • ìMèìòЃèñß ïðèëåæíî • 
ñðDüöåìü ñêðóøåíîìü • è äõЃîìü ñüìýðåíîìü áëTãëîâè âüõîD ídà • è âüõîæDåíèp 
õЃå áЃå íЃøü • ÿêî òâîå ïðèøåñòâOå è ïîæèUå ñü ÷ëЃâýêû áëЃãîñëPâåíP åñòü ... 

appears in some service books of the fourteenth and fi Ğ eenth centu-
ries both in the ordinance of the Vespers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy, 
and in the ordinance of the daily Vespers.82 Apparently, these prayers 
were related to the transfer of the Holy GiĞ s on the Prothesis from the 
place where the GiĞ s were kept aĞ er their consecration during the full 
Liturgy.83 

AĞ er reading the Eighteenth Kathisma and singing “Lord, I have cried 
to you, hear me…,” in the modern ordinance of the service the Entrance 
is made, with the priest and the deacon carrying the censer coming out 
from the altar and reciting the Entrance Prayer, “At evening, at morning 
and at midday we praise…” The procession comes into the altar while the 
Hymn, “O gentle light …” is performed. The Entrance is described in a 

(82)  The prayer, “O Good Lover of Mankind…” is present, for example, in 
the Serbian service books O.p. I. 1116 (fol. 28v), O.p. I. 1117 (fol. 58r), O.p. I. 9 
(fol. 64v – fol. 65r), OLDP Q 110 (fol. 25r) from the National Library of Rus-
sia, and in the text of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy in the manuscripts Q.p. I.67, 
Uvar. 46 (see below). In the Hilandar 316 (fol. 114v), the prayer in cited outside 
of the ordinance of the Vespers and is entitled “the prayer of the Vespers, at the 
Entrance.”

(83)  Currently, in accordance with established practice, the Holy GiĞ s are 
kept on the altar table, in a special repository, and during the reading of the 
18th Kathisma, they are carried to the Prothesis through the High Place. An 
old-printed service book prescribe that the GiĞ s should be kept on the Proth-
esis (see: ВАНЮКОВ, Чин Литургии Преждеосвященных Даров…, 284–287), 
but in the manuscripts of the 14th century the location of the Holy GiĞ s prior 
to the Liturgy is not specifi ed.
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similar way in the manuscript HAZU III a 32, in the manuscript Uvar. 
574, which is close to this service book according to the composition 
of its ordinance, and in the manuscript Khlud. 117. In the laĴ er Codex, 
only a short rubric (fol. 45r) … ïQî • ïðýìDÞðîñòü • ñЃòèß ñëàâè … indicates 
“O gentle light …,” that is, the Khlud. 117 contains not the fi rst two words 
of the Hymn “O gentle light …,” but the next two words.84 The manu-
scripts Q.p. I. 67 and Q.p. I. 68 do not contain the indication of “O gentle 
light …” The Q.p. I. 67 contains the Prayer “O Good Lover of Mankind…” 
as the Entrance Prayer. The manuscript Uvar. 46, aĞ er the “Lord, I have 
cried to you, hear me…” contains the rubric (fol. 75r) …âúçNå • êàäMèí¶öÞ • 
è ñùíLè • ïïP • ìMòâÞ • âúõDîíÞ • ïðýäü äâåðìè éëòàðý € …, and then, im-
mediately aĞ er the Prayer “O Good Lover of Mankind…,” …âúõDî • ïïP • 
ïðýìÞäTðî • äèLÿ ñUâ õâTú ïðñâЃùàåòü âñaý € òàF ïðLî • è ïàðåìèè… The indication 
of the exclamation “The Light of Christ ...” by the deacon corresponds to 
the tradition of the Great Church and to the text of the service books 
belonging to the Old Russian recension (see p. 23 and note 61). 

In the Q.p. I.67 and Q.p. I.68, the “rite of light” (exclamation “The Light 
of Christ…”) is not mentioned, but in the Khlud. 117, “the rite of light” 
has the following unusual recension (fol. 45r): …ïQî • ïðýìDÞðîñòü • ñЃòèß 
ñëàâè € ñâUý • õâTü • äðüæß ñâhùÞ • è êàäèëüíèöÞ • ðcå òàè • áëTãëîâè âëDêî ñЃòèè 
ñâýòü • ÿêî òè åñè ïðîñâýùåíèå… The unique feature of the manuscript 
Khlud. 117 is also a lack of indication on reading the Paroemias: Khlud. 117 
is the only Slavonic manuscript of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy known to 
us, that does not provide references to the Old Testament readings.85 
In the Q.p. I.67, and Q.p. I.68, the Paroemias follow the Entrance, in the 
Uvar. 46, they follow “The Light of Christ...” The service books HAZU III 
a 32 and Uvar. 574, in accordance with modern practice, mention the 
Paroemias two times: before and aĞ er “The Light of Christ ...” However, 
this “rite of light” signifi cantly diff ers from the modern rite. First of all, 
both service books require performing the exit from the altar with the 
Gospels (Uvar. 574, fol. 119v: …è ïUîìü. áûâàpòü. .âЃ. • âüõDî. ñü. ñâýùàìè. è 
ñü. pãÓCëèåìü …).86 On Wednesday of Cheese-fare Week, the manuscript 

(84)  It is possibly related to the performance of the Hymn “O, gentle 
Light…” (see, p. 22, and note 59).

(85)  The Syn. typ. 42 does not contain any indication of the Paroemias, but 
in this manuscript, the whole description of the ordinance of the Vespers of 
the Presanctifi ed Liturgy is omiĴ ed, starting with “Lord, I have cried to you, 
hear me…”

(86)  We do not know about other Slavonic manuscripts, which provide an 
indication on the exit from the altar for the exclamation “The Light of Christ...” 
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also requires the Entrance with the Gospels.87 Secondly, before the ex-
clamation, “The Light of Christ...,” both manuscripts contain the Prayer 
of the priest, “O Master, Lord our God...,” read during the Small Entrance 
(with the Gospels) during the Liturgy of John Chrysostom. 

In the HAZU III a 32 and Uvar. 574, the Vespers of the Presancti-
fi ed Liturgy end with the indication for singing “Let Israel hope in the 
Lord…” for the period of Cheese-fare Week, and “Let my prayer arise...” 
for the period of Great Lent. The service books HAZU III a 32 and 
Uvar. 574 are the only known Slavonic manuscripts, in which “Let Is-
rael hope in the Lord…” follows the Greek manuscript of the Typikon of 
the Hagia Sophia, namely, it is sung according to the rite of the Great 
Prokeimenon with three verses of Psalm 103:88 

Uvar. 574 (fol. 121r – fol. 121v)

…è ïî êîí÷àíèè
ïàðèìè.
äèÿL âüçãëàøü

äà ¹||ïîâàpòü
èçЃðàèëü íà ãЃà
§ íЃèÿ è äî âýêà.
ëþDp. òîæDå. 

HAZU III a 32 (fol. 51v. – fol. 52r)

…è ïî êîíöå
ïàðèìèè €
âüçãTë äèÿL|| 

äà ¹Qâàpòü
èçЃëü íà ãЃà
§ íЃèÿ è äî âýêà. €

ñòaè ãЃè íå âüçíåñåñå ñðDöå ìîp
íè âüçâåäîñòàñå éЃ÷è ìîè.
ëþDp. äà ¹ïîâà.

ñòaè .âЃ. íè õîäaè âü äèâíûõü
íè âü âåëèêèõü ïà÷å ìåíå.
ëþDp. äà ¹ïîâà.

ñòaè .ãЃ. àùå íå ñìýðèõñå
íü âüçíåñîõü íà äøЃ¹ ìîþ.

ïPïü. äà ¹ïîâ.
ëþDp. òîæDå. …

ña ãЃè íå âüçíåñåñå ñðDöå ìîp
íè âüçâåäîñòàñå éЃ÷è ìPè €

ña íè õîäèõú âü âåëèêèõü 
íè âü äèâíûõü €

ña àùå íå ñìýðèõüñå 
íè âüçíåñîõüñå € …

However, there is evidence for the replacement of “the rite of light” by the exit 
with the Gospels. In the Triodion of the 13th century (manuscript F.n. I.102 
from the National Library of Russia), the following instruction about serving 
the Presanctifi ed Liturgy on Great Friday can be found (fol. 202r): …è áûâàUå. 
âüõîD. ñü åÓC. è ñâýòü õЃâü íå ðåìü…

(87)  On the evidence of serving the Presanctifi ed Liturgy during Cheese-
fare Week in the manuscript F.n. I.102, see: ЛИСИЦИН, Первоначальный славя-
но-русский типикон..., 59, 73,74.).

(88)  См. ДМИТРИЕВСКИЙ, Древнейшие патриаршие Типиконы..., 329–330.
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(cf. the Greek text on p. 24). Note that the HAZU III a 32 and the 
Uvar. 574 have an indication on exclamation of the verses belong-
ing to this Prokeimenon by the deacon, which is not found in other 
manuscripts, containing “Let Israel hope in the Lord…” In the service 
book Uvar. 46, unlike the Uvar. 574 and the HAZU III a 32, the verse 
“Nor do I concern myself with great maĴ ers, or things too wonderful for 
me…” (Ps 103,1) is absent. In the Uvar. 46, the fi rst verse is “Let Israel 
hope in the Lord…,” the second verse is “God, my heart is not haughty, 
nor my eyes loĞ y…,” the third verse is “Surely I have stilled and quieted 
my soul…” Apparently, the diff erence in the description of the way to 
perform “Let Israel hope in the Lord…” in the Uvar. 46, compared to the 
Uvar. 574 and HAZU III a 32, can be explained not by the negligence 
of the scribe, but with the current liturgical practice, since the perfor-
mance of “Let Israel hope in the Lord…” is also described in the Book 
of Paroemias O.p. I.13. We should note that the Slavonic Typikon of the 
thirteenth century Syn. 330 indicates a diff erent way of performing 
the “Let Israel hope in the Lord…” (fol. 6r): …äà ¹ïúâàpòü èç Ѓëü íà ã Ѓà. 
ñòaè .à Ѓ. ã Ѓè íå âüçíåñåñß ñðDöå ìîp. äP ïà÷å ìåíå…,89 that is, the Syn. 330 pre-
scribes performing “Let Israel hope in the Lord…” not in the form of the 
Great Prokeimenon (with three verses), but of the regular Prokeimena 
(with one verse).90 

In the Q.p. I.68 and Khlud. 117, the singing of “Let Israel hope in 
the Lord…” is not mentioned, and in the Q.p. I.67 only the fi rst verse 
“God, my heart is not haughty, nor my eyes loĞ y…,” is mentioned. The 
performance of “Let Israel hope in the Lord…” in the same form is in-
dicated in the Books of Paroemia of the fourteenth century, Syn. typ. 49 
(fol. 13v), and Syn. typ. 51 (fol. 19r) from of the Russian State Archives 
of Ancient Acts, as well as in the manuscripts of the Old Russian 
recension Syn. 604, YaMZ 15472, O.p. I.4, O.p. I.5,91 and the Rogozh. 
kladb. 566 (the service books of the Old Russian recension Syn. 598 

(89)  A similar note is contained in the Typika Syn. 333 (fol. 95r), and Syn. 
905 (fol. 158v).

(90)  The Syn. 330 prescribes performing the Great Prokeimena for Easter, 
the Nativity of the Lord, the Baptism of the Lord and for the Matins of Great 
Saturday (see the section on Great Prokeimena in М. СКАБАЛЛАНОВИЧ, Толковый 
типикон, вып. II (Киев, 1913) 141).

(91)  Note that the method of fi nishing “Let Israel hope in the Lord…,” that 
is described in detail in the O.p. I.5, is not consistent with an indication of the 
Uvar. 574 on the priest performing the end of this singing.
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and Sol. 1016/1125, referring to “Let Israel hope in the Lord…,” do not 
reveal its contents). 

Both the Codex Q.p. I.67 and the earliest Slavonic service book 
Syn.604 have an indication of “Let Israel hope in the Lord…,” but do not 
mention “Let my prayer arise…” In the other fi ve service books that are 
considered here, the description of the Vespers ends up with the rubric 
about “Let my prayer arise…” In the service books that contain “Let Is-
rael hope in the Lord…” (Uvar. 46, HAZU III a 32, Uvar. 574), there is an 
indication of singing “Let my prayer arise…” starting the fi rst Monday 
of Great Lent.92 The contents of the singing of “Let my prayer arise…,” 
in the service books of the thirteenth–fi Ğ eenth centuries, as a rule, are 
not revealed in detail. The exceptions are the manuscripts Uvar. 46, 
Uvar. 574, and HAZU III a 32. For example, in the Uvar. 574, (fol. 122v–
124v), “Let my prayer arise…” is described as follows: 

… à ÷èñòå íDå § ïîíDåë : 
ïïP. âüçãëàøü. ïðýì¹äðîñòü ïðîñòè âüíüìýìü ìèðü âñýìü. 
äèÿL || äà ñå èñïðàâèòü ìëЃòâà ìîÿ ÿêî êàäèëî ïðýäü òîáîþ. âüçäýíè 

ð¹ ìîpþ æðüòâà âå÷åðíàÿ : 
ëþDp. òîF
ñòaè ãЃè âüçâàõú òåáý || ¹ñëûøè ìå ãЃè âüíìè ãëЃñü ìîëèòâè ìîp pãDà 

âüçîâÓ ê òåáý
ëþD äà ñå èñïðà: 
ña .âЃ. ïîëîæè ñüõðàðíp ¹ñòîìü ìîèìü è || äüâðè éãðàæDåíè é¹ñòíàõü 

ìîèõü
ëþDp. äà ñå èñïðàâè: 
ña .ãЃ. íå ¹êëîíè ñðDöà ìîpãî. âü ñëîâåñà ë¹êàâíà íåïùåâà||òè âèíè 

é ãðýñýõü. 
äà ñå èñï. 
ëþDp. âüçäýíè ð¹ê¹. … 

Both, the Uvar. 574 and all other manuscripts that cite “Let my prayer 
arise…,” do not contain deviations from the present order of verses. The 
HAZU III a 32 and Uvar. 574 provide an indication of the exclamation 
of the verses in “Let my prayer arise…” by the deacon; other manuscripts 
do not specify the method of performing “Let my prayer arise…” 

(92)  According to the modern Typikon, the fi rst day of serving the Pre-
sanctifi ed Liturgy is Wednesday of the fi rst week of Great Lent. According 
to the Studite practice, the Presanctifi ed Liturgy was performed all days of 
Great Lent starting the fi rst Monday (see: ЛИСИЦИН, Первоначальный славяно-
русский типикон..., 74–77). 
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Concluding the description of the Vespers of the Presanctifi ed Lit-
urgy in the manuscripts in the Studite tradition, we should present the 
structure for the ordinance of the Vespers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy 
in the form of a Table, where the sign “+” indicates the presence of the 
liturgical element in the ordinance, the sign “-“ indicates the absence 
of such references, and the sign “0” indicates the lack of relevant pages 
in the manuscript. Roman numerals designate, respectively, the fol-
lowing manuscripts: I — Q.p. I.68, II — Khlud. 117, III — Uvar. 46, IV — 
Q.p. I.67, V — Uvar. 574, VI — HAZU III a 32. 

Table 6.

I II III IV V VI 

“Blessed is the Kingdom...” + + + + + 0 

Trisagion – + + + – 0

Psalm 103 + + + + + 0

Prayers at the Lighting of the 
Lamps 

+ + + + + + 

Prayers of the Entrance − + − − − −

Great Litany + + + + + +

Kathisma – + + – – –

“Lord, I have cried to you, hear 
me…”

+ + + + + +

Prayer of the Entrance + + + + + +

“O gentle light…” – + – – + +

Paroemia + – – + + +

“The Light of Christ…” – + + – + +

Paroemia – – + – + +

“Let Israel hope in the Lord…” – – + + + +

“Let my prayer arise…” + + + – + +
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II. THE GREAT ENTRANCE 

1. Liturgy of the Catechumens 

AĞ er the Vespers, the ordinance of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy is 
continued with the Litany of Fervent Supplication (“Let us all say…”). 
Then, before the Great Entrance, there follow the prayers and the 
Litany of the Catechumens, Prayers and Litany for those Preparing 
for Enlightenment (baptism), two Prayers and the Litany of the Faith-
ful, and the exclamation, “According to the giĞ  of your Christ…” These 
parts of the ordinance are present already in the earliest Euchologion 
Barberini 336 (8th C.).93 The specifi c feature of the initial part of the 
Presanctifi ed Liturgy from the service books of the Old Russian recen-
sion is the absence of the Prayer and the Litany for those Preparing 
for Enlightenment in most manuscripts.94 The Prayer “Manifest your 
countenance, Master…” and the Litany “As many as are preparing for 
Enlightenment…” are found in only four out of sixteen manuscripts:95 
Sol. 1016/1125, Sof. 519, Syn. 598, and YaMZ 15472.96 In some Greek 
Euchologia, the Prayer for those Preparing for Enlightenment is either 
missing, or bears a diff erent name.97 Thus, the Barberini 336 contains 
the text of the prayers of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy on fol. 37r – fol. 43v, 
and, separately, the Litanies at fol. 260v – fol. 262r. In the series of 
prayers, the text of “Manifest your countenance, Master…” is called the 
Prayer for those Preparing for Enlightenment (εὐχὴ εἰς τοὺς πρὸς τὸ 
ἅγιον θώτισμα εὐτρεπιζομένους)98 and in the Book for the Deacon it is 
called “the First Prayer of the Faithful” (εὐχὴ πιστῶν α’).99 Presum-
ably, such a record in the Greek protograph resulted in the fact that the 

(93)  Parenti, Velkovska, L’eucologio Barberini…, 42–48, 310–314.
(94)  All other Slavonic manuscripts of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy that date 

to the thirteenth — fourteenth centuries and do not belong to the Old Rus-
sian recension, contain both the Prayer and the Litany for those Preparing for 
Enlightenment.

(95)  Here we speak about 16, and not 17 manuscripts, since part of the 
pages from the manuscript O.p. I.4, that contain the ordinance of the Presanc-
tifi ed Liturgy, are missing, specifi cally, the pages on which the Litany and the 
Prayer for those Preparing for Enlightenment might have been wriĴ en.

(96)  Prayer for those Preparing for Enlightenment is also present in the 
service book Syn. 604, but the corresponding Litany is absent.

(97)  ΜΩΡΑΙΤΗΣ, Ἡ λειτουργία..., 54, 60.
(98)  Parenti, Velkovska, L’eucologio Barberini…, 42.
(99)  Ibid., p. 312.
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service book Syn. 604 contains only the Prayer for those Preparing for 
Enlightenment, and the Litany for those Preparing for Enlightenment 
is missing. With all that, the Litany of Peace for the Faithful (“Again 
and again, in peace let us pray to the Lord...”) is shown twice in the text 
of the Liturgy: the fi rst time aĞ er the Prayer for those Preparing for 
Enlightenment, and then, at its usual place aĞ er the Prayer for the 
Faithful.

Another specifi c feature of the initial part of the Liturgy is the pres-
ence of two additional petitions in the initial Litany of the Liturgy of 
the Catechumens in the manuscripts Sof. 525, Syn. typ. 40: ùå ìîëèNñß 
çà ðàáè¶ ¶ìЃðê: èùå ìîëèìñß ÿæå é õTý êëèð € (fol. 85r in the Syn. typ. 40). 
The second of these petitions, which is absent in the modern service, is 
also present in the Syn. 598. In addition, aĞ er the exclamation “For you, 
O God, are merciful…” that fi nishes the fi rst Litany, the Syn. typ. 40, l. 85 
contains a short Litany for the Dead with a regular exclamation ÿêî òû 
pñè ãTè ïîêîè ¶ æèâîòü €.

2. Prayers of the Great Entrance 

All service books of the Old Russian recension contain a reference 
to the singing of the Hymn “Now the hosts of heaven invisibly worship…” 
during the Great Entrance. Most manuscripts provide only the open-
ing words, while the full text is contained only in the Sof. 525 and Syn. 
typ. 40. We should note that there exists some archaeological material, 
containing the text of “Now the hosts of heaven invisibly worship…” from 
the same period as the service books of the Old Russian recension. This 
is the fragment of old frescoes from two churches, of St. Clement and 
of the Savior, discovered in the last century during the excavations in 
Staraya Ladoga.100 The modern Slavonic text of “Now the hosts of heaven 
invisibly worship…” has a lexical diff erent reading from the Greek text: 
“fear—love.” The manuscripts Sof. 525 and Syn. typ. 40, following the 
Greek original, include the reading “fear,” as well as the service books 
Q.p. I.68, Čorovič 7, and the inscription from Staraya Ladoga.101 Howev-
er, the reading “love” was already quite widespread in the fourteenth 

(100)  Н. Е. БРАНДЕНБУРГ, Археологические исследования в Старой Ладоге 
1886–1887 гг. (Санкт-Петербург, 1887).

(101)  On the inscription, see: Т. В. РОЖДЕСТВЕНСКАЯ, Типы эпиграфиче-
ских текстов в надписях Древней Руси XI–XV вв. (Новгород, Киев, Ладо-
га, Галич), Die Slawischen Sprachen 28 (1991) 122–124; ОНА ЖЕ, Богослужебные 
тексты в церковной эпиграфике древней Руси, Византинороссика 1 (1995) 
303–311.
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century service books, for example, in the O.p. I.48, Dečani 119–123, 
Krušedol Zh IV64.

According to the modern service books, the Great Entrance begins 
with burning incense at the Holy GiĞ s. While burning incense, the 
priest recites Psalm 50.102 The publisher of the Greek texts Muraitis re-
fers to the Codex of the turn of the thirteenth–fourteenth centuries, Si-
nai 971, as the earliest Euchologion mentioning the reading of Psalm 50 
at the Great Entrance of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy,103 but the reference 
to Psalm 50 can be found in all the manuscripts of the Old Russian 
recension, which confi rms the antiquity of pronouncing this Psalm at 
the Great Entrance. In the Euchologia of the twelĞ h century from the 
National Library of Athens № 662 and № 713, there are instructions 
for not pronouncing the “Cherubim prayer,” that is, the prayer, re-
quired for reading during the Great Entrance at the Liturgy of John 
Chrysostom. However, a number of Euchologia contain a contrary indi-
cation. In particular, the manuscript of the thirteenth century Sinai 982 
cites the fi rst words of this prayer “No one bound by worldly desires and 
pleasures is worthy...” during the Great Entrance of the Presanctifi ed 
Liturgy.104 A rubric with the same content is present in the service book 
of the Old Russian recension Syn. 598: ìîM. âú ¶éàJ ñëÓF. íèêòî æå äîñòî¶íú 
ñâßçàâøaèñ (fol. 61v).105 The instruction on including the prayer from the 
Liturgy of John Chrysostom into the ordinance of the Great Entrance 
during the Presanctifi ed Liturgy corresponds to the general trend of 

(102)  Чин Божественныя литургии Преждеосвященных Даров во 
Святую и Великую Четыредесятницу, in: Служебник, ч. 2 (Москва, 1991) 
425.

(103)  ΜΩΡΑΙΤΗΣ, Ἡ λειτουργία..., 75.
(104)  Ibid.
(105)  Slavonic service books of the thirteenth–fi Ğ eenth centuries, in addi-

tion to “No one bound by worldly desires and pleasures is worthy...,” contain the 
instructions on reading the Prayer “O God, siĴ ing on the Cherubim and Glorifi ed 
by the Seraphim...” (Khlud. 117, Uvar. 46, Syn. typ. 40, Syn. typ. 43 and others, 
see, p. 39), as well as the Prayer “Master and Lord, who visit us in mercy and com-
passion…” (Q.p. I.67, see, p. 41). at the Great Entrance. The edition of ΜΩΡΑΙΤΗΣ, 
Ἡ λειτουργία..., mentions six Greek manuscripts of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy, 
that have the Prayer “Master and Lord, who visit us in mercy and compassion…” 
(see, note 116). In the Greek Euchologia, the Prayer “O God, who in mercy and 
compassion hast looked upon our humility…” from the Liturgy of Basil the Great 
can be found in the Sinai 971 (13th–14th C.), and the Philotheos Monastery on 
Mount Athos № 177 (1332) — see: ДМИТРИЕВСКИЙ, Описание литургических 
рукописей…, т. 2, 250, 270.
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introducing liturgical elements from the Liturgy of John Chrysostom 
and Basil the Great into the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s, already 
noted by Uspensky.106

The manuscripts Khlud. 117 (fol. 48v – fol. 49r) and Uvar. 46 
(fol. 82v – fol. 83r), and the service books of the Old Russian recen-
sion Syn. typ. 40 (fol. 88v – fol. 89r) and Syn. typ. 43 (fol. 69r – fol. 69v) 
contain the Prayer at the Great Entrance “O God, siĴ ing on the Cheru-
bim and Glorifi ed by the Seraphim...,” made by the priest. This prayer 
is not found in other manuscripts of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy of the 
thirteenth–fi Ğ eenth centuries.107 We do not know Greek manuscripts 
of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy that contain the Prayer “O God, siĴ ing on 
the Cherubim and Glorifi ed by the Seraphim...” However, this Prayer can 
be found in the Greek texts of the rite of Tritekti (τριτέκτη),108 that has 
disappeared now, as well as in the texts of the First Hour of the “asma-
tiki akolouthia” (ᾀσματικὴ ἁκολουθία), both in Greek and Slavonic 
sources.109

In the service book Syn. typ. 40, the Prayer “O God, siĴ ing on the 
Cherubim and Glorifi ed by the Seraphim...” is entitled “ìîM â ïåðåíîñú”. In 
the Khlud. 117, and in the Uvar. 46 and Syn. typ. 43, the Prayer does 
not have a title, but the position of “O God, siĴ ing on the Cherubim 
and Glorifi ed by the Seraphim...” in the ordinance of the Liturgy clearly 
indicates that the Prayer was delivered by the priest at a time close 

(106)  УСПЕНСКИЙ, Литургия Преждеосвященных Даров..., 178. 
(107)  The Prayer, “O God, siĴ ing on the Cherubim and Glorifi ed by the Sera-

phim...,” is present in the Slavonic manuscripts of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy 
of the sixteenth century, for example, in the service books Sof. 556 (fol. 207r – 
fol. 207v), Sol. 1023 (fol. 121v) from the collection of the National Library 
of Russia (the presence of the Prayer in the Sol. 1023 is mentioned in: 
А. А. ДМИТРИЕВСКИЙ, Богослужение в русской церкви в XVI веке (Казань, 
1884) 140).

(108)  The service of Tritekti starts exactly with the Prayer “O God, siĴ ing on 
the Cherubim and Glorifi ed by the Seraphim...,” which is entitled the Prayer of the 
fi rst Antiphon in the manuscripts (see, for example, the Barberini 336 — Pa-
renti, Velkovska, L’eucologio Barberini…, 87, the Sinai 957 — ДМИТРИЕВСКИЙ, 
Описание литургических рукописей…, т. 2, 9).

(109)  For example, on fol. 70v of the Greek Codex № 213 from the Pa-
ris National Library (ДМИТРИЕВСКИЙ, Описание литургических рукописей…, 
т. 2, 1003), on fol. 115v.–116r of the Slavonic Trebnik Syn. 675 from the State 
Museum of History, that contains the prayers of the “asmatike akolouthia” 
(for the Slavonic manuscripts, see: Е. П. ДИАКОВСКИЙ, Чин тритекти (Киев, 
1908) 9).
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to the transfer of the GiĞ s, apparently, during the singing of “Now 
the hosts of heaven invisibly worship…” In the manuscript Khlud. 117, 
before the text of “O God, siĴ ing on the Cherubim and Glorifi ed by the 
Seraphim…,” it says: “íè Ѓíý ñèëè íáTåíèß”, followed by: “è ïîñòàâèòü 
ñ Ѓòèß äàðè êëàíýßñß íàDmñmíî è îø¹ß.” In other sources, the reference to 
the singing of the Hymn “Now the hosts of heaven invisibly worship…” 
also precedes the Prayer “O God, siĴ ing on the Cherubim and Glorifi ed 
by the Seraphim…” 

This is the text of “O God, siĴ ing on the Cherubim and Glorifi ed by the 
Seraphim…,” according to the manuscripts Khlud. 117 and Uvar. 46:110 

Khlud. 117 (fol. 48v – fol. 49 r)

áЃå ñýäßè íà õåð¹âèìý • 
è § ñåðàôèìà ñëàâßñß • 
ïðèçðè íà íè ñüìýðåíèß • 
è íåäTîUèíèß ðàáû òâîß • 
è âüñòàâè • ¹ìü íàd
âü íàñëàæDåíèå òâîåß áëЃãîñòè • 
èñòðüãíè íè
§ âñåãî ïîìèøëåíèÿ • 
äà ñâýòîìü òâîèìü ïðîñâýùàåìè • 

è âîëåÞ • òâîåÞ îïðàâäàåìè íà âñå 
äýëî áëàãî • 
ñïDîáè âüñß íè
íåáTåíîì¹ öЃðüñòâÞ ñú÷åòàÞùåñß 

ñú èçáðàíüíèìè òâîèìè • 
ìMòOüâàìè ñ Ѓòèß áЃöß • è âñaý ñòèЃõü 
âñåãDà €

Uvar. 46 (fol. 82v – fol. 83 r)

áЃå ñýäßè íà õåðîâèìýa
è § ñýðàôèìú ñëàâèìûè
ïðèçðè íà íè ñìýðåíûÿ ðàáû ñè

¶ âúñòàâè ¹ìú íàøü
íà ñëîâîñëîâüp ñè òâîp¶ áëãTòè • 
èñòîðúãíè æå íû ãTè
âñåãî ïîìûøëåíüÿ âðàæèÿ
äà ñâýòîìú òâî¶ìú ¶ ïðîñâýòîìú 
ïðîñâýùàpìè
âîëåÞ • òâîåÞ óïðàâëýåìè • 
ñïDîáèìñß

íáTíîì¹ òâîåìó öЃðüñòâèþ • 
ñú÷åòàÞùåñß
ñú èçáðàííèìè òâîèìè • 

ÿêî òû åñè áЃú íЃøü è òAå ñëàâÞ 
âúçDàåìü
éöЃ¹ è ñíЃ¹ è ñЃòì¹ äõЃ¹ €

(110)  The text of the prayer, “O God, siĴ ing on the Cherubim and Glorifi ed 
by the Seraphim...,” from the Syn. typ. 40 and Syn. typ. 43 can be found in the 
Appendix on p. 64. The Greek text of this prayer from the ordinance of the 
Tritekti is published by А. А. ДМИТРИЕВСКИЙ according to the Sinai 957 (Описа-
ние литургических рукописей…, т. 2, 9), and Parenti, Velkovska, L’eucologio 
Barberini…, 87, 88 according to the Barberini 336 (see also: М. АРРАНЦ, Как 
молились Богу древние византийцы: Суточный круг богослужения по древним 
спискам Византийского Евхология (Дисс., Ленинград, Ленинградская ду-
ховная академия, 1979) 223).



40 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

Although the Prayer “O God, siĴ ing on the Cherubim and Glorifi ed 
by the Seraphim…,” is included in the ancient Cathedral service of 
Constantinople both in the service of the First Hour, and as the initial 
prayer of the Tritekti, the source of the appearance of the Prayer in the 
Presanctifi ed Liturgy is undoubtedly the rite of Tritekti. This service 
was a part of the daily circle of the Cathedral service during Great 
Lent, and was closely associated with the Liturgy of the Presancti-
fi ed GiĞ s, which, according to Simeon of Thessaloniki, was never 
performed without the Tritekti in the Church of Hagia Sophia in Con-
stantinople.111 The manuscripts of the Typikon of the Great Church 
provide instructions on the performance of the Tritekti on Wednes-
day and Friday of Cheese-fare Week, during Great Lent, Holy Thurs-
day and Holy Friday.112 

The liturgical term “Tritekti” was used in the Slavonic liturgical 
manuscripts to denote the Lenten service of the Third and the Sixth 
Hour, but we do not know of any Slavonic manuscripts of the Tritekti 
service.113 Nevertheless, since we do not have evidence on perfor-
mance of the Slavonic service of Tritekti, and the Greek Euchologia 
contain the Prayer “O God, siĴ ing on the Cherubim and Glorifi ed by the 
Seraphim...” in the ordinance of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy, the ques-
tion of whether “O God, siĴ ing on the Cherubim and Glorifi ed by the 
Seraphim...” found its way into the Slavonic manuscripts of the Pre-
sanctifi ed Liturgy from the Greek Liturgy, or was borrowed by the 
compiler of the Slavonic service directly from the rite of the Tritekti, 
remains unseĴ led.

The Russian service book Q.p. I.67 requires reading the Prayer “á Ѓå 
ïîñýùåè íàñú ìë Ѓñòèþ è ùåäðîòàìè...” at the Great Entrance. In Q.p. I.67 
it bears the title ìë Ѓòâà ïðýíîñ¹ (fol. 71r). This prayer is present in the 
manuscripts of the Liturgy of Apostle James114 and is one of the few 
liturgical elements recorded by early Slavonic manuscripts that go 

(111)  On the service of Tritekti in Symeon of Thessaloniki, see: PG 155, 
cols. 649–753.

(112)  Mateos, Le Typikon de la Grande .Église..., 4, 72, 78, 292, 293; ДМИТРИЕВ-

СКИЙ, Древнейшие патриаршие Типиконы..., 137, 324. In Great Thursday, aĞ er 
the Tritekti, the full Liturgy was performed.

(113)  Greek manuscripts, related to the rite of Tritekti, are listed in the 
study of АРРАНЦ, Как молились Богу древние византийцы..., 231–238.

(114)  B.-Ch. Mercier, La Liturgie de S. Jaques. Edition critique, . avec traduc-
tion latine (Paris, 1946) (PO, 26.2) 190–192.
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back to this Liturgy.115 The question of the impact of the Liturgy of 
Apostle James on the Slavonic Liturgy requires a separate study. The 
greatest interest represent the cases, where for the Slavonic liturgical 
element from the Liturgy of the Apostle James it is not possible to 
fi nd a corresponding Greek intermediary, that is, a document prior 
to the Slavonic manuscripts, that contains the element of the Liturgy 
of the Apostle James in the same place of the liturgical ordinance 
as the Slavonic source. However, the Prayer “á Ѓå ïîñýùåè íàñú ìë Ѓñòèþ 
è ùåäðîòàìè...” does not belong to such cases. The intermediaries, 
through which the Prayer found its way into the Q.p. I.67, most cer-
tainly were the manuscripts of the Greek Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed 
GiĞ s. Muraitis mentions six Euchologia in this connection.116 Three of 
them (11th century Paris. gr. 391, 14th century Paris. gr. 328, 14th–15th 
century Paris. gr. 324 from the Paris National Library), contain both 
the Prayer “Master and Lord, who visit us in mercy and compassion…,” 
and the Prayer “O God of ineff able and unseen mysteries...” that follows 
the Great Entrance. In the other three Euchologia, the Sinai Euchologion 
of the twelĞ h century Syn. 973, Syn. 971 of the thirteenth–fourteenth 
century, and the manuscript № 177 from the Philotheus Monastery 
on Mount Athos, the Prayer “O God of ineff able and unseen mysteries...” 
is absent.

This is the text of the Prayer “Master and Lord, who visit us in mercy 
and compassion…” from the Q.p. I.67 (fol. 71v – fol. 73r):

ìëòЃâà • ïðýíîñ¹ • ïîQ • òàè € áЃå ïîñýùåè íàñú ìëЃñòèþ è ùåäðîòàìè • 
âëЃäêî ãЃè • è || äàðîâàâûè äüðçíîâåíèp íàìú ñìýðåíûìú • è íåäîñòîèíûìú 
ðàáîìú òâîèìú • ñòàòè ïðDå ñòЃìü òâîèìü æüðòâüíèêîìü • è ïðèíîñèòè 
òåáå • ñëîâýñí¹þ ñèþ è áåñêâüðíüí¹þ æüðòâ¹ • é íàøèõú ãðýñýõú • 
ïðèçðè íà ìß íåïîòðýáíàãî ðàáà òâîpãî • è §ìûè ìîÿ ïðýãðýøåíèÿ • çà 
òâîp ìëðTäèp • é÷èñòè ìè ¹ñòíå è ñðDöå • § âñßêîÿ ñêâüðíû è ïëúòè è äЃõà • 
¹äîâëè ìß ñèëîþ ñòЃãî òâîpãî äЃõà • è ïðèèìè ñë¹æá¹ ñèþ • áëЃãîñòûíÿ 
ðàäè òâîpÿ • ïðèáëèæàþùàÿñß êú ñòЃì¹ || òâîpì¹ æüðòâüíèê¹ • áëЃãîâîëè 
ãЃè áëЃàãîïðèÿòüíîìú áûòè • ïðèíîñèìûèìú òè ñèìú äàðîìú • íàøèìè 
ð¹êàìè • ñìåðßÿñß çà ìàþ íåìîùü • íå §âüðçè ìåíå § òâîpãî ëèöà • íå 

(115)  A detailed (but not complete) list of instances, where the elements 
borrowed from the Jerusalem Liturgy of Apostle James, appear in Slavonic 
liturgical sources, can be found in: С. МУРЕТОВ, Исторический обзор чинопо-
следования проскомидии до «Устава Литургии» Константинопольского 
патриарха Филофея (отдельный оттиск статей из Чтений в обществе лю-
бителей духовного просвещения за 1893, 1894 г.) (Москва, 1896) 225–229.

(116)  ΜΩΡΑΙΤΗΣ, Ἡ λειτουργία..., 39.
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éìðàçè ìîpãî íåäîñòîèíüñòâà • íú ïîìèë¹è ìß áЃå ïî âåëèöýè ìëTòè òâîpè • 
è ïðýçüðè áåçàêîíèÿ ìîÿ • äà íåéñ¹æåíüíî ïðèñò¹ïß • ïðýäú ëèöüìü 
ñëàâû òâîpÿ • è äîñòîèíú á¹ä¹ • éêðèëåíèÿ • päèíî÷àäîãî ñíЃà òâîåãî • 
è íå ÿêî êîðàáëü ãðýõÓ íåêëþ÷èìú á¹ä¹ • pè ãЃè âñåìîãûè • ¹ñëûøû 
ìëòЃâ¹ ìîþ • òû || áî pñè äýÿ âñß÷üñêàÿ î âñýõú « è ñ¹ùàÿ ïîìîùè § 
òåáå ïðîñèìú • âñåãäà è íûíý è ïðèTí €

Тhe Prayer “áЃå ïîñýùåè íàñú ìëЃñòèþ è ùåäðîòàìè...” in the service 
book Q.p. I.67 almost entirely corresponds to the Prayer of the Presanc-
tifi ed Liturgy from the earliest of known Greek sources, the manuscript 
Paris. gr. 391117. The text of this Prayer in the manuscripts of the Liturgy 
of Apostle James in several places supplements the Paris. gr. 391,118 but 
these additions are not refl ected in the Q.p. I.67, which is further evi-
dence of borrowing the Prayer “áЃå ïîñýùåè íàñú ìëЃñòèþ è ùåäðîòàìè...” 
not from the Liturgy of Apostle James, but from the Greek Liturgy of 
the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s. 

3. Dialogue of the Clergy 

In the manuscript Khlud. 117, the Prayer “O God, siĴ ing on the Cheru-
bim and Glorifi ed by the Seraphim...” and the rubric è ïîñòàâèòü ñòЃèß äàðè 
êëàíýßñß íàDñmíî è îø¹ß are followed by the dialogue between the priest 
and the deacon, which usually fi nishes the ordinance of the Great En-
trance at the Liturgy of John Chrysostom and the Liturgy of Basil the 
Great. The existence of this dialogue in the ordinance of the Presanc-
tifi ed Liturgy is the unique feature of the manuscript Khlud. 117. We 
do not know about other Slavonic and Greek manuscripts or printed 
editions that contain the dialogue between the priest and the deacon in 
the text of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s aĞ er the transferring of 
the Holy GiĞ s to the Holy Table. 

This is the text of the dialogue, along with the dialogue from the 
Liturgy of Basil the Great from the same manuscript Khlud. 117:119 

(117)  ΜΩΡΑΙΤΗΣ, Ἡ λειτουργία..., 61, 62.
(118)  See: Mercier, La Liturgie de S. Jaques…, 190, 192.
(119)  There are substantial diff erences between the dialogues from the 

Liturgy of Basil the Great and the Presanctifi ed Liturgy in the Khlud. 117, how-
ever, this is the usual case in the early manuscript tradition. The presence of 
diff erent forms of dialogue in the formulas of the Liturgies of John Chrysos-
tom and Basil the Great in the same Codex is known both from the Greek (см. 
R. Taft, The Great Entrance (Rome, 1975) (Orientalia Christiana Analecta, 200) 
299) and Slavonic sources (see: А. С. СЛУЦКИЙ, Диалог священнослужите-
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3 

6 

9

Liturgy of Basil the Great 
(fol. 27r)

ïîЃïú • ãëUå
áëãTîëîâèòå ñâЃùåíЃíè • 
äèLÿ • 
äЃõü ñòЃûè íàèäåòü íà òß • 
è ñèëà âèøüíàãî
îñüíèòü òß âëDêî • 
äèL • 
ïîìßíè ìß âëDêî • 

ïЃïü • 
ïîìßíåòü íTà áЃü
âü öðЃüñòâè ñè

Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s 
(fol. 49r)

ãëЃß ñèp • 
áëTãëîâèòå ñòЃèè • 

äèLÿ • 
äЃõü ñòЃûè íàèäUå íà òß

ïЃïü • 
áÞäè ìüíý ïî ãЃë¹
òЃâîåì¹ ñ ìJðîìü 

In the wriĴ en sources of the Liturgies of John Chrysostom and Ba-
sil the Great, the dialogue appears initially in very brief form starting 
in the tenth century. In more complete form, similar to the dialogue 
from the Khlud. 117, it can be found in the Euchologia, starting from 
the twelĞ h century.120 Since the service book Khlud. 117 is dated to the 
last quarter of the thirteenth century,121 that is, to the time close to the 
emergence of the developed forms of the dialogue in the Byzantine 
sources, the phenomenon of the emergence of the dialogue in the Lit-
urgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s requires special consideration, since it 
may be important for the study of the origin of the dialogue as a part 
of the Liturgy.

The form of the dialogues in the Khlud. 117 substantially diff ers 
from the version, contained in the printed sources until recently. In 
contrast to the dialogues from the Khlud. 117, the key phrase from the 
dialogue in the Liturgy of John Chrysostom, contained in the printed 
service book, “The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the power of the 
Most High will overshadow you” (Lk. 1, 35) is pronounced by the deacon 
and is addressed to the priest.122 However, in the manuscript sources 
of the thirteenth–fourteenth centuries, both variants of the distribution 
of roles in the dialogue can be found. In order to clarify the specifi c 

лей по сле Великого Входа в славянских служебниках XIII–XIV веков, ХВ 
2 (VIII) (2000) 245, 250, 251, manuscript О.p. I.5).

(120)  See: СЛУЦКИЙ, Диалог священнослужителей…, 243.
(121)  See, note 43.
(122)  See: СЛУЦКИЙ, Диалог священнослужителей…, 253.
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features of the dialogues in Khlud. 117 in comparison to the manu-
scripts that belong to the same period, it is necessary to explore the 
dialogue from the Liturgies of John Chrysostom and Basil the Great 
in the Slavonic manuscripts of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. 
Comparison of the Khlud. 117 with the manuscripts of the thirteenth 
and fourteenth centuries shows that the distribution of roles in the dia-
logue which is recorded in the Khlud. 117, coincides with the distribu-
tion of roles recorded in most of these sources. However, the dialogues 
in Khlud. 117 have some specifi c features which do not correspond to 
the text of the dialogue in other manuscripts. First of all, the dialogue 
in the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s from the Khlud. 117, lacks the 
deacon’s petition that follows Lk.1, 35 and is contained in all other 
sources of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries (lines 7, 8 of the dia-
logue from the Liturgy of Basil the Great). Second, in both other dia-
logues from the manuscript Khlud. 117, the traditional response of the 
priest to this petition from the service books of the thirteenth and four-
teenth centuries, “Let the Lord remember you…,” is absent.123 Instead, 
the phrase is cited in the dialogue from the Liturgy of Basil the Great, 
which does not occur in other service books (lines 10, 11). Thirdly, the 
phrase, “May it be to me as you have said...” (Lk. 1, 38) from the dia-
logue in the Presanctifi ed Liturgy (lines 10, 11) completes the dialogue 
in other service books of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, and 
belongs not to the priest, but to the deacon. The only exception is the 
dialogue in the Liturgy of Basil the Great from the manuscript O.p. I.5, 
where the phrase “May it be to me as you have said...” occupies the same 
place as in the Khlud. 117.124

Thus, the text of the dialogue from the Liturgy of the Presancti-
fi ed GiĞ s that is contained in the manuscript Khlud. 117, is general-
ly consistent with the text of the dialogue from the Liturgies of John 
Chrysostom and Basil the Great in the Slavonic manuscript tradition 
of the thirteenth–fourteenth centuries. The diff erences from the most 
common forms of dialogue in these sources usually also occur in other 
manuscripts. The most signifi cant feature of the dialogue from the 
Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s, as compared to other versions of 
the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, is its more concise form. The 
abbreviated record of the dialogue in the Presanctifi ed Liturgy can in-
dicate that the dialogue in its oral form was originally present in this 

(123)  See: СЛУЦКИЙ, Диалог священнослужителей…, 245.
(124)  See Ibid., 251.
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Liturgy. Thus, the presence of the dialogue in the Khlud. 117 may be a 
trace of an ancient tradition, but the absence of other evidence relating 
to the dialogue in the Presanctifi ed Liturgy makes it more plausible 
that the addition of dialogue to the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s 
in the Khlud. 117 represents a local tradition that did not enjoy wide-
spread occurrence. 

III. COMMUNION 

1. Preparation for Communion 

AĞ er the Great Entrance and placing the GiĞ s on the Holy Table, 
the preparation for Communion begins. The deacon pronounces the 
Litany of Supplication, “Help us, save us, have mercy upon us and keep 
us, O God…,” followed by the general Prayer “Our Father…,” two si-
lent Prayers of the priest, “O God, alone good and compassionate…,” and 
“Give heed, Lord Jesus Christ our God…,” and the exclamation, “The 
presanctifi ed Holy GiĞ s for the holy people of God.” The presentation of 
this part of the ordinance in the earliest Slavonic manuscripts of the 
Presanctifi ed Liturgy generally coincides with the modern ordinance. 
As a particular feature of this part of the service in the Old Russian 
recension, we should note the text which is contained in the service 
books Sof. 521, Syn. 892 and O.p. I.4. This text describes the exclama-
tion of verse 17 of Psalm 50 before the prayer, “Give heed, Lord Jesus 
Christ our God…”:

Sof. 521 (fol. 44r) 
âúçäâèãú 
ðÓöè ãëЃòü òàè
ãTè ¹ñòíý ìîè
§âåðçåøè
¹ñòà ìîÿ âúçâ

Syn. 892 (fol. 52r) 

ãTè ¹ñòíý ìîè
§âåðçåøè €

O.p. I.4 (fol. 28v) 
è âúçäýâú • ïîQ • 
ãîðý ðÓöý • ðå÷Uå • 
ãЃè ¹ñòüíý ìîè
§âü €

In modern liturgical practice, Psalm 50, 17 (“Lord, open my lips, and 
my mouth shall declare your praise…”) is pronounced by the priest be-
fore the beginning of the Liturgies of John Chrysostom and Basil the 
Great,125 and by the reader in the beginning of the Matins, before read-
ing the Six Psalms.126 The instruction of the service books O.p. I.4 and 
Sof. 521 on pronouncing this verse: “âîçäýâú ãîðý ðÓöý” corresponds 

(125)  Служебник, ч. 1 (Москва, 1991) 94.
(126)  Часослов (Москва, 1980) 43.
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to the way the modern priests do it before the Liturgy of John Chryso-
stom or Basil the Great.127

In the manuscripts of the Studite tradition that do not belong to the 
Old Russian recension, Psalm 50, 17 in this place of the ordinance of the 
Presanctifi ed Liturgy is also mentioned in the manuscript Khlud. 117 
(fol. 51v): ãЃè Óñòüíý ìîè §âåðüçåøè Óñòà ìîý âüçâýñòßòü õâàëÓ òâPß € . 
The evidence of the service book Khlud. 117 is important, because it 
shows how widespread the reciting of Psalm 50, 17 before the Prayer 
“Give heed, Lord Jesus Christ our God…,” was in the Slavonic Liturgy of 
the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s: Psalm 50, 17 occurs not only in Russian manu-
scripts of the fourteenth century, but also in a manuscript of the late 
thirteenth century from Western Bulgaria (see note 29).

The Greek Euchologia that were used for the critical edition of the 
Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s, do not mention Psalm 50, 17 in this 
place of the ordinance.128 However, the Prayer “Give heed, Lord Jesus 
Christ our God…,” occurs in the Liturgy of Basil the Great, of John 
Chrysostom, and of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s. Moreover, in all Liturgies 
it is located in the same place of the ordinance, before the exclamation 
“The holy GiĞ s for the holy people of God” (“The presanctifi ed Holy GiĞ s for 
the holy people of God” in the case of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy). Verse 
17 of Psalm 50 is mentioned in some early Slavonic manuscripts of 
the full Liturgy, for example, in the ordinance of the Liturgy of John 
Chrysostom from the service book Sof. 518.129 Therefore, the most like-
ly source of Psalm 50, 17 in the Slavonic Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed 
GiĞ s were the Slavonic Liturgies of Basil the Great and John Chrysos-
tom. The widespread usage of the custom to pronounce Psalm 50, 17 
before the Prayer “Give heed, Lord Jesus Christ our God…,” points to the 
early appearance of this rite in the Slavonic Liturgy of the Presancti-
fi ed GiĞ s.

The Prayer “Give heed, Lord Jesus Christ our God…” is called the 
Prayer of the Anaphora, because in the Liturgies of John Chrysostom 
and Basil the Great, this prayer is pronounced before the priest liĞ s up 
the Holy Bread above the paten with the exclamation “The holy GiĞ s 
for the holy people of God.” In the earliest Euchologia, the Prayer “Give 

(127)  А. И. ГЕОРГИЕВСКИЙ, Чинопоследование Божественной Литургии 
(Киев, 2000) 88, 89.

(128)  ΜΩΡΑΙΤΗΣ, Ἡ λειτουργία..., 62, 76.
(129)  See fol. 35r: ãЃè ¹ñòýíý ìî¶ §âüðçåøè ¹ñòà ìîÿ âúçâåñòßòü õâàëÓ 

òâîþ.
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heed, Lord Jesus Christ our God…” is absent from the Liturgy of the 
Presanctifi ed GiĞ s. It appears the fi rst time in the Greek manuscripts 
of the eleventh century.130 The Prayer “Give heed, Lord Jesus Christ our 
God…” is also absent in one of the manuscripts of the Old Russian 
recension — the service book Syn. 598. All manuscripts contain the 
exclamation “The presanctifi ed Holy GiĞ s for the holy people of God” (“The 
holy GiĞ s for the holy people of God” in the Syn. 604).

2. Communion of the Clergy 

The Communion of the clergy starts aĞ er the exclamation, “The 
presanctifi ed Holy GiĞ s for the holy people of God.” The Communion is 
preceded by one of the most important liturgical rites of the Presancti-
fi ed Liturgy: the blessing of the chalice by immersing the Sacred Host 
into it.

The modern practice of placing the Holy Body into the chalice, and 
pouring warm water in silence (“íè÷òî‘æå ãëàãî‘ëß”131), as well as pro-
hibiting the clergy from drinking from the holy chalice immediately 
aĞ er partaking of the Body of Christ, and the prohibition of Commu-
nion for infants in the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s,132 is based 
on the notion that at the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s, the chal-
ice contains wine that was not transformed into the Blood of Christ: 
“è”áî à”ùå è” ñâßùå‘ííî å”ñòü âëîæå‘íÈåì ÷à‘ñòèöû âÈíî’, íî íå ïðåñó‘ùåñòâåííî âú 
êðî‘âü áЃæ°åñòâåííóþ, ïîíå‘æå íà°ä íè‘ìú ñëîâåñà’‘ ñâßùå‘íÈß íå ÷òî‘øàñß çäý’, ÿ‘êé 
áûâà‘åòú âú ëèòóðã¶àõú âàñ¶ëÈà âåëè‘êàãé è” ¶”éà‘ííà çëàòîó‘ñòàãé.”133 This view 
is articulated in the service book, in the chapter, “Statement on certain 
corrections in the service of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy,” fi rst introduced 
into the service books at the time of Patriarch Ioakim, in 1676, by Eu-
thymius, the corrector from the Chudov Monastery, on the basis of an 
article of the Trebnik (Kiev, 1646) of Peter (Mogila), the Metropolitan 

(130)  In the edition of ΜΩΡΑΙΤΗΣ, Ἡ λειτουργία..., 62, the Euchologion 
Paris. gr. 391 of the 11th century, that was mentioned above several times, and 
manuscripts from the National Library of Athens № 713, the Byzantine Mu-
seum of Athens № 5, and Sinai 973 of the twelĞ h century were mentioned as 
the earliest containing the prayer, “Give heed, Lord Jesus Christ our God…”

(131)  Изъявление о неких исправлениях в служении Преждеосвя-
щенныя литургии, in: Служебник..., ч. 2, 428.

(132)  С. В. БУЛГАКОВ, Настольная книга священно-церковнослужителя 
(Москва, 1993) Т. 2, 289.

(133)  Изъявление о неких исправлениях в служении Преждеосвя-
щенныя литургии..., 430.



48 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

of Kiev.134 An equivalent of this article neither exists in the Greek Hi-
eratikon nor in the service books published prior to 1676.135 In the old-
printed liturgical books (the service books of 1623 and 1646, and the 
Typikon of 1641), in the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s, it is required 
to immerse the Holy Body into the chalice (the rite of the Commixture) 
and to add warm water into the chalice (the rite of Zeon) according 
to the Liturgy of John Chrysostom.136 HandwriĴ en service books also 
indicate the correspondence of the rites of preparing the Holy GiĞ s for 
Communion at the Presanctifi ed Liturgy and the practices used at the 
Liturgies of John Chrysostom and Basil the Great.

The earliest Slavonic manuscripts of the Liturgy of the Presancti-
fi ed GiĞ s oĞ en do not describe how the clergy prepares for Com-
munion, and as a rule, the manuscripts contain a brief instruction on 
Communion “according to the custom.” This statement is contained 
in the service books of the Old Russian recension Syn. 604, Sof. 518, 
Sof. 519, YaMZ 15472, Syn. 598, Syn. typ. 40, and Rum. 398. Other 
manuscripts of the Old Russian recension, Sol. 1016/1125, O.p. I.4, 
O.p. I.5, and Syn. typ. 43 (as well as the service book Khlud. 117) in-
dicate that the priest should pronounce the liturgical formula “The 
fullness of the Holy Spirit” at the immersion of the Holy Body into the 
chalice — the words that the priest says when he puts the Holy Body 
into the chalice according to the modern ordinance of the Liturgies 
of John Chrysostom and Basil the Great.137 In this form, the rite of 
the Commixture is recorded in most of the Slavonic manuscripts of 
the Liturgies of John Chrysostom and Basil the Great from the thir-
teenth–fourteenth centuries.

Two service books of the Old Russian recension, Sof. 526 and Rog-
ozh. kladb. 566, provide a diff erent liturgical formula for the rite of the 
Commixture at the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s, “Mixing the Holy 
Body and Blood…,” that goes back to the Liturgy of Apostle James.138 
The Sof. 526 (fol. 63v) provides the instruction: …ïîQ. § ñòЃãî õëýáà âëàãàUp 

(134)  ВАНЮКОВ, Чин Литургии Преждеосвященных Даров..., 273. All 
discussion of the Chalice in the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s follows the 
article of Karabinov, see note 20.

(135)  ВАНЮКОВ, Чин Литургии Преждеосвященных Даров..., 272.
(136)  Ibid., 276, 277.
(137)  Служебник, ч. 1 (Москва, 1991) 159.
(138)  F. E. Brightman, Liturgies Eastern and Western. I: Eastern Liturgies 

(Oxford, 1896) 62; Mercier, La Liturgie de S. Jaques…, 228.



49Andrei S. Slutskĳ 

â ïîòûðü ãЃëß € ñìýøåíèå ñòЃãî òýëà è êðîâå õTà áЃà…, and the Rogozh. 
kladb. 566 (fol. 31r) provides the instruction: …âçìN ïîïú äàñòü ñòCà õëýáà. 
¶ âëàãàpU â ïîòèR ãëЃß ñìýøåJp ñòЃãî òMý …

The manuscript of the Old Russian recension Slav. 1, as well as 
the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s from the service book Q.p. I.67 
(fol. 75v) contain both formulas, the “Mixing the Holy Body and Blood…,” 
and “The fullness of the Holy Spirit” …è âëàãàpòü òýëî â ÷àøþ ãЃëß • 
ñìýøåíèp ñòЃàãî òýëà è ÷òTüíûÿ êðúâå ãЃà íàøåãî ¶ñЃà õЃà • âñåãäà è íJû ïðèT • 
èñïúëíåíèp ñòCà äõЃà àìèíü € …; the Slav. 1 (fol. 83r – fol. 83v) contains the 
phrase: …è âçåìú ÷àñòü § ñòЃã òýëà • ïðåêðЃùàÿ ÷àd • ãëЃòü • ñìýøåíèp ÷òíTàãî 
òýëà è êðîâå ãЃà íàøåãî ¶ñЃõ € äüÿL • èñïîëíè î÷Ѓå ÷àøþ ñèþ • ïîQ • èñïîëíåíèp 
ñòЃãî äõЃà • àìO • … The phrase “Mixing the Holy Body and Blood…” is 
also present in the ordinance of the Liturgy of John Chrysostom in the 
manuscripts Slav. 1, Q.p. I.67, and in some other service books of the 
thirteenth–fourteenth centuries.139

The service book Rogozh. kladb. 566 is the only one from the manu-
scripts, belonging to the Old Russian recension, that mentions the rite 
of Zeon along with the rite of Commixture (fol. 31r): …äüÿêJ. âëèâàpU 
¹êðQî. ðåc ¶ñïîëíè é÷Ѓå ÷àd…140 In the manuscripts belonging to the Studite 
tradition, the rite of Zeon is mentioned in the manuscript HAZU III a 
32 and Uvar. 574. AĞ er the exclamation, “The presanctifi ed Holy GiĞ s for 
the holy people of God” and the instruction on singing “One is Holy…,” 
these manuscripts contain the following text:

(139)  The study of the rite of Commixture in the Slavonic manuscripts of 
the thirteenth–fourteenth centuries can be found in: А. С. СЛУЦКИЙ, Визан-
тийские литургические чины «Соединения Даров» и «Теплоты». Ран-
ние славянские версии, BB 65 (90) (2006) 126–145. A special aĴ ention in 
this article is paid to the Syro-Palestine formula, “Mixing the Holy Body and 
Blood...,” that can be found, in addition to the Slavonic manuscripts of the 
Liturgy of John Chrysostom, in those Greek manuscripts of this Liturgy, that 
originated in Southern Italy. Various forms of the rite of Commixture in the 
earliest Slavonic manuscripts of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy of the thirteenth–
fourteenth centuries, correspond to the forms of the rite of Commixture in 
the contemporaneous Slavonic manuscripts of the Liturgy of John Chryso-
stom (it is directly stated in the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s from the 
service book Uvar.46 (fol. 86r): ... òàF • ëîìè õëýáü • ñú Óêàçàíèåìü • ÿêî æå pT 
âú ¶é@íîâå ñë¹æáý...).

(140)  The rites of Commixture and of Zeon in the manuscript Rogozh. 
kladb. 566 are discussed in the article of СЛУЦКИЙ, Византийские литургиче-
ские чины «Соединения Даров»..., mentioned above.
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Uvar. 574 (fol. 160r–fol. 160v) 

äüÿL. ãëЃåòü. ïîï¹. èñïëüíè âëêDî.
ïîïü. âüçüìü päèí¹ ÷åñòü. §òü 
ñòЃûèõü äàðîâü.
âüëàãàp âü ÷àø¹ ãëpU.
îñïëüípíèp ñòЃãî äõЃà àìèíü. 
äèÿêîJ. âüëýâàp ¹êðîïü. áëTâè 
âëDêî ¹êðîïü.
ïïPü. òîïëîòà ñòЃà äõЃà àìèЃí:

HAZU III a 32 (fol. 59v) 

è âüçüìü. ïЃïü. § ñòЃãî õëýáà 
päèí¹ ÷åñòü.
âüëàãàpòü âü ÷àø¹ ãЃëå.
èñïëüíåíèp ñòЃãî äõЃà € äüÿL. àìЃíü 
äüÿL. áëãTâè âëêDî ¹êðîïü €

ïïЃü ãëUå. òîïëîòà ñòЃãî äõЃà € äüÿL. 
àìOè €

The phrase “The warmth of the Holy Spirit” does not correspond to 
the modern custom of adding warm water to the chalice “in silence,” 
while serving the Presanctifi ed Liturgy. However, this phrase also dif-
fers from the modern liturgical formula òåïëîòà’ âý‘ðû è”ñïî‘ëíü äõЃà ñЃòà‘ãî.141 
The study of Slutsky,142 along with the results of the examination of the 
rite of Commixture, also contains the description of the rite of Zeon 
in the earliest Slavonic manuscripts, containing the Liturgies of John 
Chrysostom and Basil the Great. According to the manuscript tradi-
tion, the phrase, “The warmth of the Holy Spirit,” in the thirteenth–four-
teenth centuries is the usual formula for the blessing of Warm Water 
in the Slavonic Liturgy. Thus, as opposed to the modern tradition, the 
manuscripts of the thirteenth–fourteenth centuries that contain the 
earliest Slavonic versions of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy, use formulas 
from the Liturgies of John Chrysostom and Basil the Great not only for 
the rite of Commixture, but also for the rite of Zeon.

3. The Ending of the Service 

The most detailed description of the ending of the Communion 
in all manuscripts of the Old Russian recension, is contained in the 
O.p. I.4 on fol. 29v:

…ïýâöè • êJè • ïîþòü âúêÓñèòå è âèäèòå òFà • ïîêàäUè • ñЃòûÿ äàðû € 
ãЃëß ñèöå é òàè • âúçíåñèñß íà íáЃñà áЃå • ïQî • âúçãëTà • âñýãëà è íûíý • è 
ïðèñí € ïýâöè • õâàëèì òß õЃå áЃå íàøü ÿêî ñïîäîáèë íû pñè • ïðè÷àñòèòèñß 
ñòЃìü òýëý òâîpìü • è ÷òTüíýè êðúâè òâîpè • èçëèÿíú çà âñü ìèðú • âú 
éñòàâë.143 

(141)  Служебник, ч. 1, 160.
(142)  Note 139.
(143)  Further in the O.p. I.4 the pages are missing.
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The indication of the “Koinonikon” or Communion verse, “Taste 
and see...,”144 included in the current service, is a trace of the ancient 
tradition of singing Psalm 33 during Communion.145 The verse, “Taste 
and see...” is also mentioned in other manuscripts of the Old Russian 
recension: Sol. 1016/1125, Syn. 598, Syn. 892, Rum. 398, and Slav. 1.

The exclamation “Be exalted, God, above the heavens...,” now is made 
by the priest, when he transfers the GiĞ s from the Holy Table to the 
Prothesis. It is contained in fi ve service books of the Old Russian re-
cension, Rogozh. kladb. 566, Syn. 604, O.p. I.4, Slav. 1 and Sof. 526. The 
Syn. 604 states that the words “Be exalted, God, above the heavens...,” 
are pronounced by the deacon, and the priest responds with the 
words, “Always, now and ever…” The service books O.p. I.4 and Rogozh. 
kladb. 566 do not directly state which of the clergy exclaims “Be ex-
alted, God, above the heavens...” However, since aĞ er this there follows a 
special instruction for the priest to pronounce the subsequent phrase, 
“Always, now and ever…,” it is likely that the deacon’s exclamation, “Be 
exalted, God, above the heavens...” is meant here as well. The subsequent 
transfer of the deacon’s words to the priest is another manifestation of 
the trend of reducing the role of the deacon in the Liturgy of the Pre-
sanctifi ed GiĞ s (cf. note 106). 

Codex HAZU III a 32 (fol. 59v – fol. 60v) contains the following 
prayer, read immediately before the Communion of the clergy: “…áЃå 
éñëàáè éñòàâè è ïðñòè ìå ãðýøíàãî • ñüäý||ÿíèÿ ìè âîëüíà æå è íåâîëíàÿ èëè 
ñëîâîìü èëè äýëîìü èëp ïîìûøëpíèpìü ñòâîðèõü âñýõü ìå ïðîñòè ÿêî áЃëãûè 
÷ЃëâêîëþáЃöü • äëüãîòðüïýëèâå è ìíîãîìЃëîñòèâå ìЃëòâàìè ïðýíåïîðî÷íûp òè 
ìЃòåðå íåéñ¹æäåííî ñïDîáè ìå ïðèpòè ïðý÷Ѓòîp è íåñêâðüííЃîp ïðè÷åñòèp • âü 
éñòàâëpíèp ãðýõîâú è âü æèçíü âý÷í¹þ âü é÷èùåíèp çëûõü ìûñëåè • âü 
ïðîñâýùåíèp çàïîâýäåè òè ÿêî òû è pñè ñЃòèíÿ íàøà õЃå áЃå íàøü è òåáý ñëàâó || 
âüñèëàpìü éЃö¹ è ñЃí¹ • ñЃòì¹ äЃõ¹…” Other manuscripts of the Studite 
tradition do not have this prayer in the text of the ordinance of the 
Presanctifi ed Liturgy.

In all manuscripts of the Old Russian recension that preserved the 
end of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy, it ends with the prayer of Thanksgiv-
ing for Holy Communion, “We thank you, God the Savior of all things…” 
and the prayer behind the ambo, “Master almighty, who fashioned cre-
ation with wisdom…” The service books Sol. 1016/1125 and Syn. typ. 43, 
unlike all the other manuscripts of the fi rst recension, provide an in-

(144)  Ps 33, 9.
(145)  УСПЕНСКИЙ, Литургия Преждеосвященных Даров..., 181.
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dication of singing “Blessed be the name of the Lord…” (Ps 112, 2). At 
the present time, “Blessed be the name of the Lord...” is both a part of the 
Presanctifi ed Liturgy and the Liturgies of John Chrysostom and Basil 
the Great.

At the end of the ordinance of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy, all service 
books of the Old Russian recension have a short (consisting of one 
sentence) Prayer at the consumption of the GiĞ s. This Prayer, “Hav-
ing fi nished the Divine…” has insignifi cant diff erences in all the manu-
scripts of the fi rst recension, except the manuscript Rogozh. kladb. 566 
that contains a diff erent text (see Appendix, pp. 70). We should note 
that in the modern service book, another prayer for the consumption 
of the GiĞ s is provided: “O Lord our God, who led us into these most holy 
days...” Although this prayer is not found in the manuscripts of the 
Old Russian recension, it appears in some Slavonic service books of 
the fourteenth century, including the manuscript of the Studite recen-
sion, the service book HAZU III a 32 (fol. 62r) from the fi rst half of the 
fourteenth century.146

For the Prayer behind the ambo, that precedes the Prayer for the 
consumption of the GiĞ s and is read by the priest before the end of the 
Liturgy, all the service books of the thirteenth–fourteenth century con-
tain the Prayer “Master almighty, who fashioned creation with wisdom…,” 
which is also the Prayer behind the ambo in the modern ordinance 
both of the Slavonic and Greek Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s.147 
However, some Greek Euchologia, along with the usual prayer behind 
the ambo that fi nishes the ordinance of the Liturgy, contain addition-
al prayers behind the ambo with diff erent content depending on the 
feast or day.148

(146)  In the Greek Euchologia, this prayer appears already starting in the 
tenth–eleventh centuries. See: ΜΩΡΑΙΤΗΣ, Ἡ λειτουργία..., 63.

(147)  The critical edition of the Greek manuscripts of the Presanctifi ed 
Liturgy also provides only this prayer (see: ΜΩΡΑΙΤΗΣ, Ἡ λειτουργία..., 58–59, 
63, 77.)

(148)  On the prayers behind the ambo in the Greek Euchologia, see: T. Mi-
nisci, Le preghiere dei codici criptensi, BBGG 2 (1948) 65–75, 117–126; 3 (1949) 
3–10, 61–66, 121–132; 4 (1950) 3–14; A. Jacob, Les prieres de l’ambon du Bar-
ber. gr. 336 et du Vat. gr. 1833, Bulletin de l’Institut historique Belge de Roma 37 
(1966) 17–51; idem, Les prieres del’ambon du Lening. gr. 226, ibid. 42 (1972) 
109–139; idem, Nouveaux documents italo-grecs pour servir a l’histoire du 
texte des prieres de l’ambon, ibid. 42 (1972) 109–144; R. Taft, Toward the Ori-
gins of the Opisthambonos Prayer of the Byzantine Eucharistic Liturgies, OCP 
72 (2006) 5–39, 305–331.
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These prayers are present in the earliest Euchologia; moreover, the 
earliest of them, the Barberini 336, contains a number of prayers be-
hind the ambo for the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s (those prayers 
bear a title “Εὐχή ἐπιστὰμβωνος εἰσ τά προηγιασμένα” in the manu-
script149). Special festal prayers behind the ambo can be found in the 
Slavonic prayer books.150 The prayers with a title that mentions the Pre-
sanctifi ed Liturgy, are not found among them, but three manuscripts, 
Rum. 398, Syn. 598, and Arch. D9 from the Library of the Academy of 
Sciences, contain a prayer with a beginning that coincides with one of 
the fi ve prayers from the Barberini 336, which are named in this manu-
script “the prayers behind the ambo of the Liturgy of the Presancti-
fi ed GiĞ s.”151 In the Slavonic service books, this prayer is entitled the 
“weekly prayer behind the ambo” (Rum. 398) and the “prayer behind 
the ambo for all festal days” (Arch. D9). (In the manuscript of Syn. 598, 
the prayer does not have a title). Thus, although the earliest Byzantine 
prayers behind the ambo of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy have entered the 
Slavonic Liturgy, we do not have evidence of their impact on the direct 
service of the Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s. 

(149)  Parenti, Velkovska, L’eucologio Barberini…, 305–309.
(150)  On the prayers behind the ambo, contained in the Slavonic service 

books, see: А. С. СЛУЦКИЙ, Заамвонные молитвы в рукописных славянских 
служебниках, Византинороссика 3 (2005) 184–211; R. Taft, Proper Slavonic 
Opisthambonos Prayers, Studi sull’Oriente Cristiano 10 (2006) 133–166.

(151)  СЛУЦКИЙ, Заамвонные молитвы..., 199–201.
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APPENDIX
CRITICAL EDITION OF THE LITURGY 

OF THE PRESANCTIFIED GIFTS 
IN THE OLD RUSSIAN RECENSION 

Because of the special signifi cance of the Old Russian recension 
for the historical and liturgical research of the Slavonic Liturgy, the 
critical edition of the text of this recension has been made. The Old 
Russian recension is identifi ed, primarily, by the specifi c description 
of the initial part of the ordinance of the Presanctifi ed Liturgy. The 
Liturgy is entitled, “The service of Holy Lent”; the text usually begins 
with instructions for serving the Presanctifi ed Liturgy on Wednesday 
of Cheese-fare Week; the initial exclamation and text of the prayers 
for the Lighting of the Lamps are not provided, and the description of 
Vespers begins with the Entrance with the censer.

At the same time, as the textological analysis of the linguistic mate-
rial of the prayers from the Liturgy shows, the texts of the Old Russian 
recension of the twelĞ h–fourteenth centuries were not subjected to ed-
iting and collating with the Greek original, and a large number of vari-
ant readings is associated with amendments and conjectures.152 Such a 
long existence of the text in a controlled textological tradition leads to 
the fundamental impossibility of providing a genealogical description 
of the whole complex of manuscripts. 

The text of the Old Russian recension is presented as a critical edi-
tion (editio cum notis variorum). As the main text, the ordinance the 
Liturgy of the Presanctifi ed GiĞ s from the manuscript Sol. 1016/1125, 
is selected. The absence of part of the text (the prayer behind the ambo) 
is supplemented with the service book Sof. 518. In the interlinear notes, 
variant readings between the main text and the other fi Ğ een manu-
scripts of the Old Russian recension, are provided. 

The text is reproduced leĴ er-by-leĴ er with divisions into words; 
the superscript leĴ ers are inserted into the main line, all the super-
script characters are not reproduced, line characters (full stop and a 
sign at the end of the paragraph) are rendered in accordance with their 
location in the manuscript; initials and lowercase leĴ ers are rendered 
as uppercase characters.

(152)  АФАНАСЬЕВА, Литургия Преждеосвященных Даров в славянской руко-
писной традиции..., 14.
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Table 7. 

Manuscripts of the Old Russian Recension

No. Location Call no. 
Date 
(Cen-
tury)

Desig-
nation 

1 State Museum of History Syn. 604 13 α

2 National Library of Russia Sol. 1016/1125 14–15 β

3 National Library of Russia Sof. 518 13–14 γ

4 National Library of Russia Sof. 519 13 δ

5 National Library of Russia Sof. 525 14–15 ε

6 Yaroslavl Reserve-Museum 15472 14 ζ

7 State Museum of History Syn. 598 14 η

8 State Museum of History Syn. 892 14 θ

9 National Library of Russia Sof. 521 14 ι

10 National Library of Russia Sof. 526 14 κ

11 National Library of Russia O.p. I.4 14 λ

12 National Library of Russia O.p. I.5 14 μ

13 Russian State Archives of 
Ancient Acts Syn. typ. 40 14–15 ν

14 Russian State Library Rogozh. kladb. 
568 14 ξ

15 Russian State Library Rum. 398 14 ο



56 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

16 Russian State Archives of 
Ancient Acts Syn. typ. 43 15 π

17 New York Slav. 1 14 ρ

The text has two levels of interlinear comments. The fi rst level con-
tains variant readings of the text; the second level contains the lacunas 
in the manuscripts and identifi es the parts of the text, which are lo-
cated on the margins of the manuscript. If part of the main text, which 
has a variant reading, is located on a single page, the lemma indicates 
the number of the line (or lines) that contains this part of the main text. 
Otherwise, the lemma, in addition to line numbers, also provides page 
numbers. Further, the lemma provides the commented part of the main 
text; aĞ er the lemma, variant readings are listed, separated from the 
main text with the sign “].” When the variant reading applies to the 
entire line, the main text is not repeated, but only the line number is 
indicated.

In the text of the edition, the manuscripts are designated with leĴ ers 
of the Greek alphabet (see Table 7). In the listing of variant readings, 
the manuscripts that do not have this part of the text are indicated fi rst, 
then the variant readings according to other manuscripts are listed. In 
the case, when the same reading occurs in several manuscripts, it is 
provided according to the service book listed fi rst among the manu-
scripts with such a reading. Phonetic and graphic diff erences, as well 
as readings that do not change the grammatical form of the word, are 
usually not taken into consideration. Variant readings related to scrib-
al errors are not shown.

Editorial additions are provided in brackets 〈 〉. The names of the 
main liturgical parts of the text are shown inside braces; Slavonic char-
acters that do not belong to the manuscript but restore the reading to 
normalize the spelling are shown inside brackets; and italics designate 
comments on the text. The following abbreviations are used: om. — 
omiĴ it/omiĴ unt — omission of the text, add. — addit/addunt — addi-
tion to the text. The text of the initial part of the service with most vari-
ant readings (the Vespers and the Communion) is provided according 
to all seventeen manuscripts in full, not in the interlinear comments, 
but at the end of the main text. Breakdown into paragraphs, as a rule, 
does not correspond to the manuscript. 
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ÑËQÆ〈ÁÀ〉 _ ÑÒ〈À〉ÃÎ ÏÎÑÒÀ _

âú ñðåä〈ó〉 _ ñûðîïóñ〈ò〉íû	 íåä〈h〉ëi _ âå÷〈åðh〉 _ íà
3 ëèò〈ó〉ðãèè _ ïî ñòèõ〈è〉ðàõ _

âûèäåò ïîï è äü	ê〈î〉íú _ ñú êàäèëíèöåþ _
è òâîðèò _ ìîë〈èòâó〉 _ âûõîäíóþ _ âå÷〈å〉ðú è çàóò〈ðà〉 è ïîë〈ó-

6 äíå〉 _
è ð〈å〉÷åò _ äü	ê〈î〉í _ ïðåìqäðîñ〈òü〉 ïð〈î〉ñ〈òè〉 _ ëþä〈è〉 _

ñâhò òèõú ñòû	 _
9 è ïîñåì ïðîê〈èìåíú〉 _ âå÷〈å〉ðíèi ïî îáû÷àþ _ òàæ〈å〉 ïàðåìè	 _

òàæ〈å〉 ïhíü� ñ〈èå〉 _ äà qïîâà�òü èç〈ðàè〉ëü íà ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉à _
êîíåö äî âhê〈à〉 _ ëþä〈è〉 òîæ〈å〉 ïhíè� _

12 è ïîñåì äà ñÿ èñïðàâèòü ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâà ìî	 ñòèõ ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è âî-
çâàõ ê òîáh _

ñèöå æ〈å〉 ïhòè äî âåëèêîã〈î〉 ïÿòêà

15 è ïîñåìü _ ðöhìú âñè · ·· ·· ·:
îòú âñå	 ä〈q〉øà g âñåãî ïî〈ìûøëåíèÿ〉 · ·· ·· ·:
ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è âñåäåðæèòåëþ á〈îæ〉å î〈òå〉öü · ·· ·· ·:

18 á〈îã〉àòûè ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñòèþ áë〈à〉ãû ù〈åäðîòàìè〉 · ·· ·· ·:
íå õîòÿ ñì〈å〉ðòè ãðhøíè〈êó〉 _ · ·· ·· ·:
î ïðåäúñòî	ùèõú ëþ〈ähõú〉 · ·· ·· ·:

21 ïîìèëqè íàñú á〈îæ〉å ïî â〈åëèöhè〉 · ·· ·· ·:
1 ñëqæ〈áà〉 ] ÷èí _ i ñëóæáà e; 2 ] om. i; âú ïîíåä〈hëíèêú〉 _ à _ íåä〈hëè〉 _
ïîñ〈òà〉 ïî ñòèõ〈è〉ð〈àõú〉 g; ante âú add. ìîë〈èòâà〉 _ âúõúäüíàÿ · ·· ·· ·: âå÷åðú è
çàqòðà ïîëqäíå _ õâàëèìú òÿ _ áë〈à〉ãîäàðèìú _ è ìîëèìúòèñÿ _ âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êî
âñhõú _ èñïðàâè _ ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâû íàøà _ àêû êàäèëú ïðhäú òîáîþ _ è íå qêëî-
íè ñ〈å〉ðäöå íàøèõú _ âú ñëîâåñà ëqêàâüíà	 _ íú èçáàâè íû g âñhõú ñhòèè
ëîâÿùèèõú ä〈q〉øü íàøèõú _ 	êî êú òåáå ã〈îñïîä〉è ã〈îñïîä〉è w÷è íàøè íà
òÿ qïúâàõîìú íå ïîñðàìè íàñú á〈îæ〉å íàø · ·· ·· ·: áåçú åq〈àí〉ã〈å〉ëè	 _ à êîëè
òðüçâîíú _ ñú �àíã〈å〉ëü�ìü d; 2 âú . . . íåä〈h〉ëi ] om. e, íà x; 2 ñðåä〈ó〉 ] om.
n; 2 ñûðîïóñ〈ò〉íû	 ] om. k,n, ñûðîïqñòüíqþ d,z; 2 íåä〈h〉ëi ] om. d,z,h,k,l;
2 âå÷〈åðh〉 ] om. z,j,m; 2–3 íà ëèò〈ó〉ðãèè ] om. x; 3 ante ïî ñòèõ〈è〉ðàõ ] add.
íà ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è âúçâàõ o; 4–14 ] descriptions of vespers in the other manuscripts
are at the end of the text on pages 71 – 75 15 è ïîñåìü ] om. h, òàæ〈å〉 äü	〈êîíú〉
a,g,k,i,l,o, òàæ〈å〉 z,n, îêòåíüþ j, ïîñåìü _ äü	êîí e,x,r, äü	ê〈î〉íú îêòåí〈üþ〉 m,
äü	êîíg è äü	ê〈î〉íú p; 15 âñè ] âñè ã〈îñïîä〉è qñëû〈øè〉 a, âñè êú ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉ó
i,k,x, âüñè ã〈îñïîä〉ó l, âñè ã〈îñïîä〉è ñòû〈è〉 p; 16 îòú ] om. g,r, è g j,i,p; 16 g ]
om. e,o è g a,d,k,l,m,n,x, è j; 16 âñåãî ] om. g,d,e,j,m,o,r; 16 ïî〈ìûøëåíèÿ〉 ] om.
a,g,d,e,j,m,o,r; 17 á〈îæ〉å ] om. g,e,h,m,r; 17 î〈òå〉öü ] om. g,e,h,i,m,o,x,r, î〈òå〉öü
íàø k,p; 18 áë〈à〉ãû ] om. g,e,r; 18 ù〈åäðîòàìè〉 ] om. a,g,e,h,j,i,z,m,o,x,r; 19 ãðh-
øíè〈êó〉 ] om. g,e,h,r; 20 î ] è î a,g,d,e,j,l,m,o,p; 20 ëþ〈ähõú〉 ] om. g,e,o,r,
ëþä〈h〉õú è ÷àþùiõ d ëþä〈h〉õú ÷àþ〈ùèõú〉 n; 21 ïî ] om. a,g,h,o,r; 21 â〈åëèöhè〉 ]
om. a,g,d,h,o,r;

2 ] áåçú åq〈àí〉ã〈å〉ëè	 _ à êîëè òðüçâîíú _ ñú �àíã〈å〉ëü�ìü in margin d;
17–19 ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è . . . ëþ〈ähõú〉 ] in margin d
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ïîï ìîë〈èòâq〉 ïðèëhæíó òàè〈íî〉 _
ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è á〈îæ〉å íàøü _ ïðèëhæíóþ ñèþ ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâó _ ïðè-

3 èìè g òâîèõú ðàáú _ è ïîìèëqè íû ïî ìíîæüñòâó ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñòè
òâî�	 _ è ùåäðîòû òâî	 íèçúïîñëè íà íû _ è íà âñÿ ëþä〈è〉 òâî	
_ ÷àþùà	 g òåáå á〈îã〉àòû	 ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñòè · ·· ·· ·:

6 ìîëèìñÿ î áë〈à〉ãîâhðíh〈ìú〉 · ·· ·· ·:
ìîëèìñÿ î àðõè�ï〈è〉ñ〈êî〉ï〈h〉 · ·· ·· ·:
�ù� ìîëèìñÿ çà âñþ áð〈à〉ò〈èþ〉 · ·· ·· ·:

9 ïîï â〈ú〉çãë〈à〉ñ _ 	êî ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñò〈è〉âú è ÷ëâê〈îëþ〉á〈å〉ö
_

òqïðîñòð _ äü	ê〈îíú〉 ïîìîëèòåñÿ îãëàøåí〈ûõú〉 · ·· ·· ·:
12 âhðíî îãëàøåíûõ ïîìî〈ëèìúñÿ〉 · ·· ·· ·:

îãëàñèòü 	 ñëîâîìü èñ〈òèíûì〉 · ·· ·· ·:
îòúêðû�òü èìú �óàã〈ãåëè〉� · ·· ·· ·:

15 ïðè�äèíèòü 	 êú ñòh〈è〉 · ·· ·· ·:
1 ] om. d; 1 ïîï ] om. x, òàæ〈å〉 _ ïîï g,e,h,i, ñò〈èòå〉ëü m òàæ〈å〉 n; 1 ïðèëhæíó ]
om. g,h,j,i,m,o,p,r; 1 òàè〈íî〉 ] om. g,e,z,h,i,k,l,n,x,p; 2 ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è ] à òó〈òú〉
ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è d; 2 ñèþ ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâó ] om. g,z,h,j,o,p, ñèþ a,r, ì〈î〉ëèòâó ñè〈þ〉 d ,
ñèþ _ ïèñàíà âú iwàí〈íîâh〉 ñëóæ〈áh〉 h ïèñ〈à〉íî âî iw〈à〉íîâh n; 2–5 ïðèèìè . . .
ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñòè ] om. a,g,d,z,h,j,o,p,r; 3–5 g . . . ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñòè ] om. l; 3 òâîèõú ]
ñâîèõú x; 3 è ] om. i; 4 âñÿ ] om. x; 6 ] om. a; 6 ìîëèìñÿ ] è åùå ìîëèìúñÿ
g,z, åùå ìîëèìúñ〈ÿ〉e,h,k,n,o,p, äüÿê〈îíú〉 ìîëèìúñÿ l,x, äüÿêîí. åùå ìîëèìúñÿ.
m, äüÿê〈îíú〉. è åùå ìîëèìñÿ r; 6 past ] áë〈à〉ãîâhðíh〈ìú〉 add. åùå qñëûøàòè
ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉ó á〈îã〉ó ãëàñ e, êí〈ÿçh〉 j, êí〈ÿ〉çè íàø〈å〉ì iì〈ÿ〉ð〈å〉ê r; 7 ] om. a;
7 ìîëèìñÿ ] è åùå ìîëèìúñÿ g,z,r, åùå ìîëèìúñ〈ÿ〉 e,k,m,n,o,p; 7 àðõè�ï〈è〉ñ〈êî〉-
ï〈å〉 ] àðõèåïèñêqïh íàøåìü èì〈ÿ〉ð〈åêú〉 d, eï〈è〉ñ〈êî〉ïh z, �ï〈è〉ñ〈êî〉ïh íà-
ø〈åìü〉 k,m,n,p,r, àðõè�ï〈è〉ñ〈êî〉ïå íàø〈åìü〉 l; 8 ] om. a,e; 8 �ù� ] om. d,j,l, è
åùå g,z , 〈å〉ùå ìîëèìúñÿ î õ〈ðè〉ñ〈ò〉h〈àíñêîìú〉 êðèëñ〈h〉 åùå qñëûøàòè ã〈î〉ñ-
〈ïîä〉ó á〈îã〉ó ãëàñ ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâ〈û〉 åùå h, �ùå ìîëèìñÿ çà ðàáà á〈îæ〉i〈ÿ〉 �ùå
ìîëèìñÿ î õ〈ðè〉ñ〈ò〉h〈àíñêîìú〉 i, 〈è〉ùå ìîëèìñÿ çà ðàáû á〈îæ〉èi iì〈ÿðå〉ê _
èùå ìîëèìñÿ 	æå w õ〈ðè〉ñ〈ò〉h〈àíñêîìú〉 êëèð〈h〉 · ·· ·· ·: èù� n, �ùå ìîëèìñÿ çà
ðàá〈à〉 · ·· ·· ·: åùå o, è �ùå ìîëèìñÿ çà ðàáû á〈îæ〉è	 · ·· ·· ·: è �ùå r; 8 áð〈à〉ò〈üþ〉 ]
om. d,x, áðàòüþ ç〈à〉 j, áðàòþ è çà l,n; 9 ] om. j,n; 9 ïîï ] om. d,e,z,j,l,n,p,
ñò〈èòå〉ëü m , ante ïîï add. è ïî �êòåíüè a ; 9 â〈ú〉çãë〈à〉ñ ] om. g,d,e,j,i,h,k,l,o,p,r;
9 ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñò〈è〉âú ] áë〈à〉ãú h,n,x, áë〈à〉ãè〈è〉 p; 9 è ] om. h,n; 9 ÷ëâê〈îëþ〉á〈å〉ö ]
om. n; 9 past ] ÷ëâê〈îëþ〉á〈å〉ö add. �ñòü á〈îã〉ú è ò〈åáå〉 d,e, á〈îã〉ú è òåáå ñëàâ〈ó〉
h, á〈îã〉ú �ñè òåá〈h〉 z, á〈îã〉ú òîáå i, á〈îã〉ú p; 10 past ] ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñò〈è〉âú add. åãäà
ïðèëó÷èòüñ〈ÿ〉 çà qï〈îêîè〉 òóæ〈å〉 ïîì〈îëèìúñÿ〉 åùå ìîëèìñÿ w ïðèñ〈íî〉ïà-
ìÿòüíhì ðàáh á〈îæ〉èi èì〈ÿðå〉ê w qñïåíèi ïîêî	 · ·· ·· ·: åùå ìîëèìñÿ 	êî äà
ã〈îñïîä〉ü á〈î〉ãú íàø · ·· ·· ·: âúçãë〈à〉ñ 	êî òû �ñè ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è ïîêîè i æèâîòú n;
11 òqïðîñòð ] om. all manuscripts 11 äü	ê〈îíú〉 ] om. d,z,h,e,j,k,l,n,p; 11 îãëà-
øåí〈ûõú〉 ] w îãëàøåíûõ e,n, îãëàøåíèè k,i,l,p,r; 12 âhðíî ] âhðíèè w a,e,z,k,l,m,n,
o,p,r, âhðíèi g,d,h,i,j,x; 12 ïîìî〈ëèìúñÿ〉 ] om. a,d,z,j,o,r; 13 èñ〈òèíûì〉 ] om.
g,d,o; 14 îòúêðû�òü ] è gêðû�òü x; 14 èìú ] om. g, èìú è t; 14 �óàã〈ãåëè〉� ]
past �óàã〈ãåëè〉� add.ïð〈àâäû〉 a,k,j,i,p ; 15 ïðè�äèíèòü ] ïðèìhñèòü a, è ïðè�äè-
íåòü z,x; 15 ñòh〈è〉 ] om. d , ñòh〈è〉 è ñ〈úáîðíhè〉 j, ñòhè ñâî�〈è〉 k,l,n,p;

2 ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è ] àòó 〈òú〉 ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è ì〈î〉ëèòâó ñè〈þ〉 in margin d;
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ìîë〈èòâà〉 _ î îãëàøåí〈û〉õ _ òàè〈íà	〉 _
á〈îæ〉å á〈îæ〉å íàøü _ çèæèòåëþ è ñähòåëþ âñÿ÷üñêûõú _ õîòÿè

3 âñhìú ñï〈à〉ñòiñÿ _ è âú ðàçqìú èñòèíüíûè ïðèòè _ ïðèçðè íà
ðàáû òâî	 îãëàøåíû	 _ è èçáàâè 	 g âåòõû	 ëüñòè _ è êîçíè
ïðîòèâüíàãî _ è ïðèçîâè 	 âú æèçíü âh÷íqþ _ ïðîñâhùà	

6 èìú ä〈q〉øà è òåëåñà _ è ïðè÷åòà	 èõú êú ñëîâåñíîìq òâî�ìq
ñòàäq _ íà íåìü æå èìÿ òâî� íàðå÷åñÿ · ·· ·· ·:

äü	ê〈îíú〉 _ ñï〈à〉ñè ïîìèëqè çàñòó〈ïè〉 · ·· ·· ·:
9 îãëàøåíèè ãëàâ〈û〉 _

â〈ú〉çã〈ëà〉ñ ïîï äà è òè ñ íàìè ñëàâÿòü ïð〈h〉÷〈ü〉ñòíî〈�〉 _
äü	ê〈î〉í _ �ëèêî îãëàøåíèè èçèähòå _ îãëàøåíèè èçiähòå

12 _ �ëèêî îãëàøåíè〈è〉 èçèähòå _
äà íhêòî g îãëàøåíûõú íî �ëèêî âhðíûõ ïàê〈û〉 · ·· ·· ·:

1 ] ñò〈èòå〉ëü. ìîë〈èòâà〉. òàè〈íî〉. w îãëàøåí〈ûõú〉 m, òàæ〈å〉. ïîïú. ìîë〈èòâó〉
ñèþ ãë〈àãîë〉åòü. òài〈íî〉. p; 1 ìîë〈èòâà〉 ] ïîï ìîë〈èòâà〉 g,d,h,i,n,o,r, òàæ〈å〉
ìîë〈èòâà〉 x; 1 î ] om. g,e,h,j,i, òài〈íà	〉 w n; 1 îãëàøåí〈û〉õ ] om. g,h,i; 1 òàè-
〈íà	〉 ] om. g,d,h,k,l,n,o,x; 2 á〈îæ〉å á〈îæ〉å ] ã〈îñïîä〉è á〈îæ〉å a,e,i,j,l,m,x á〈îæ〉å n;
2 è ñähòåëþ âñÿ÷üñêûõú ] è ñähòåëþ âñÿ÷üñêûìú a,e,z,h,j,k,m,n,o,x,p,r, ñúähòåëþ
âñÿ÷üñêûìú i, âñÿ÷üñêèìú d, âñÿ÷üñêûìú ñúähòåëþ l; 3 âñhìú ñï〈à〉ñòiñÿ ] äà
âñè ñï〈à〉ñqòñÿ a, ñ〈ïàñ〉òè âüñÿ d; 3 ïðèçðè ] è ïðèçðè e,i; 3 íà ] íà íû è íà
k íà íû ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è è íà x; 4 òâî	 ] ñâî	 d,e,h,p; 4 è ] om. z,h,i,n,o,x,p,r; 4 	 ]
èõú x,p; 4 g ] om. p; 5 ïðîòèâüíàãî ] ïðîòèâíûõú j, ïðîòèâíû	 m; 5 è ] om.
e,j,k,n,o; 5 ïðîñâhùà	 . . . ñòàäq ] ïðîñâhùà�ìû ä〈q〉øåþ è òhëîìü _ è ïðè-
÷òè 	 êú èçúáðàíîìó ñòàäq a; 5 ïðîñâhùà	 ] è ïðîñâhùà	 j,i; 6 è ] om. i,o;
6 ïðè÷åòà	 ] ñúïðè÷òàà e, ïðè÷òè i,n,o,x,p,r, ïðè÷òàè k, ïðè÷òà z; 6 èõú ] om. d,m,
	 k,n,o,p,r; 6–7 òâî�ìq ñòàäq ] ñòàäó òâîåìó n; 7 íà ] 	êî íà h; 7 íåìü ] íè-
õü e; 7 èìÿ ] èìÿ ñòî� all manuscripts; 7 òâî� ] om. x; 7 íàðå÷åñÿ ] íàð〈å〉÷åíî
áûñ〈òü〉 e, ÷òåòüñÿ h; 8 ] çàñòóïè ñï〈à〉ñè ïîìèë〈qè〉 z, äü	êîí. çàñòqïè ñï〈à〉ñè
ïîìèë〈qè〉 m, äü	ê〈îíú〉 çàñòóïè ñï〈à〉ñè i ïîìèëqi x; 8 äü	ê〈îíú〉 ] om. d,e,j,h,
n,p; 8 ñï〈à〉ñè ] è ñï〈à〉ñè d; 8 çàñòó〈ïè〉 ] om. g,e,j,i,k,r, çàñòóïè ñ〈ú〉õð〈àíè〉
l,p, ñúõðàíè íû á〈îæ〉å n; 9 îãëàøåíèè ] w wãëàøåíèi n, 9 past ] ãëàâ〈û〉 add.
âàøà a,e,k,m,o, âàøà ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîäå〉âè ïîêëîíèò〈å〉 i,p, âàøà ã〈î〉ñïîä〈å〉âè l,x,r íàøà
ã〈îñïîäå〉âè ïîêë〈îíèòå〉 n; 10 â〈ú〉çã〈ëà〉ñ ] om. a,g,d,e,j,h,i,k,l,o,x,p,r; 10 ïîï ]
om. g,d,e,z,h,j,l,m,n,p; 10 ñëàâÿòü ] ñëàâÿò · è âîñïhâàþòü z,h,o,p; 10 ïð〈h〉÷〈ü〉ñ-
òíî〈�〉 ] om. a,g,h,j,i,n,x,p,r, past ïð〈h〉÷〈ü〉ñòíî〈�〉 add. è âåëåëhïíî� èìÿ òâî� wöà
è ñ〈û〉íà z , âåëèêîëhïî� èì〈ÿ〉 l,p; 11 äü	ê〈î〉í ] om. g,d,h,j,k,l,n,x, ïîï. ïðîñòè-
ðà�ò ëèòîíú à äü	ê〈îíú〉 o, past äü	ê〈î〉í add. ïðîñòèðà	 ëèòîíú a,z, ïðîñòiðà-
åòü ëèòîíà d, ïðîñòèðà	 ñâèòî� ãë〈àãîëå〉ò e, ïðîñòèðà	 p; 11 èçèähòå ] om. j;
11 îãëàøåíèè ] î wãëàøåíèè n, 11–13 îãëàøåíèè èçiähòå . . . âhðíûõú ïàê〈û〉 ]
om. h; 11–61.13 îãëàøåíèè èçiähòå . . . ä〈ó〉ø〈à〉ìú íàøèìú è òåá〈h〉 ñë〈àâó〉 ]
om. e; 11–60.1 èçiähòå . . . ñèþ ìîë〈èòâó〉 ] om. d; 12 �ëèêî îãëàøåíè〈è〉 èçèähòå ]
om. j,r; 12 èçèähòå ] om. a,g; 13 äà ] è äà 13 äà . . . ïàê〈û〉 ] om. g; 13 past íh-
êòî ] add. æå x; 13 íî ] om. z,j,k,m; 13 �ëèêî âhðíûõ ] om. a,z,j,k,m,r; 13 ïàê〈û〉 ]
om. a,z,j,k,l,m,x,r, ïàêû ïàêû ìèð〈îìú〉 i,p, ïàêè i ïàêû n;
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òàæ〈å〉 ñèþ ìîë〈èòâó〉 ðöè á〈îæ〉å âåëèêû è õâàë〈üíûè〉 _
ïðåñòóïÿ äü	ê〈î〉íüíèêû ñè _ è ìîë〈èòâó〉 _ íî äî ñðåä〈û〉

3 êð〈ü〉ñòü	〈íñêîè〉 ñèö〈å〉 ïîi · ·· ·· ·: à íà ñðåä〈ó〉 êð〈å〉ñòü�〈	íñêóþ〉
_ íà ëèò〈ó〉ðãèi ïî ÷åí〈àòè〉 _ äî âåëèêîãî ïÿòêà _ íå ðöè ñåãî
ñòèõ〈à〉 _ �ëèêî îãëàøåíè èçèä〈hòå〉 _ íî ñå ïðåêàçàíûè _ êàê æå

6 òè ïèñ〈à〉íî ñèi äü	ê〈î〉íüíèöè è ìîë〈èòâà〉 ïðèáûâà�ò _ g ñðåä〈û〉
_ ä _ íåä〈hëè〉 ïîñ〈òà〉 _ äî âåëèêîãî ïÿòêà _ q ãîòîâàþùèõñÿ íà
ñòî� êð〈ü〉ù〈å〉íèå _

9 ïîìîëèòåñÿ q ãîòîâàþùà	ñÿ êú ïðîñâhùåíèþ
èçèähòå _ �ëèêî êú ïðîñâhùåíèþ èçèähòå _

ïîìîëèòåñÿ èæå êú ïðîñâhùåíèþ ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉q ïîì〈îëèìúñÿ〉 · ·· ·· ·:
12 âhðíèè q ãîòîâàþùèõñÿ áðàòèè íàøåè êú ñò〈î〉ìq ïðîñâhùå-

íèþ ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉ó ïîìî〈ëèìúñÿ〉 · ·· ·· ·:
	êî äà ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉ü á〈îã〉ú íàøü qòâåðäèòü 	 qêðhïèòü 	

15 ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉ó · ·· ·· ·:
äà ñïîäîáèòü 	 âî âðåìÿ ïîäîáíî _ áàíèèñêîìq ïàêûáûòüþ _

gäàíè� ãðhõîìú _ è îähíèþ íåèñòëhíüíîìq ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉q ïîì〈î-
18 ëèìúñÿ〉 · ·· ·· ·:

ïðîñâhòèòü 	 ñâhòîìü ðàçqìíûìü ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉q ïîì〈îëèìúñÿ〉
· ·· ·· ·:

21 îáíîâèòü 	 âîäîþ è äqõîìü ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉q ïîìîëèìñ〈ÿ〉 · ·· ·· ·:
1–61.18 òàæ〈å〉 . . . �ëèêî âhðíûõ ïàê〈û〉 ] om. g,j,i,k,m,n,o,x,p,r; 1–61.4 òàæ〈å〉 . . .
ïîï ìîë〈èòâó〉 òàè〈íî〉 ] ñèþ _ ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâq _ ïî ñðåä〈h〉 õðåñòüè〈	íñöhè〉 _ âú
ñåh ìhñòî _ á〈îæ〉å âåëèêûè è õâàë〈üíûè〉 a; 1 ðöè ] om. z,h,l; 1 past ] õâàë〈ü-
íûè〉 add. èæå æèâ〈îòâîðüíîþ〉 z,l; 2 ïðåñòóïÿ ] æå ïðåñòóïà	 z; 2 ïðåñòóïÿ
. . . î èçáàâèòèñÿ íàì ] om. l; 2–10 ïðåñòóïÿ . . . êú ïðîñâhùåíèþ èçèähòå ] ñè-
öå ïîi ñðåä〈h〉 êð〈ü〉ñòü〈	íñêè〉	 äî âåëèêàãî ïÿòêà h; 2 ñè ] om. z; 2 íî ] om. z;
3 ñèö〈å〉 ïîi ] om. z; ñèöå ïîìië〈óè〉 d; 3 à ] om. d; 3 íà . . . ëèò〈ó〉ðãèi ] g ñðåä〈û〉
· õð〈ü〉ñòü	〈íñêîè〉 z; 4 ïî ÷åí〈àòè〉 ] om. z; 4 ðöè ] ã〈ëàãî〉ëè z; 5 èçèä〈hòå〉 ]
om. d,z; 5–6 êàê æå òè ] 	êî æå z; 6 ñèi . . . êú ïðîñâhùåíèþ ] ìîë〈èòâà〉 ·
è äü	ê〈î 〉ííèêú åëèêî wãëàøåíèè èçèä〈åòå〉 · wãëàøåíèè èçèähòå z; 8 past ]
ñòî� êð〈ü〉ù〈å〉íèå _ add. à ñå ïî ñðhäú õðüñòü�〈	íñöhè〉 _ ã〈ëàãî〉ëè d; 9 êú
ïðîñâhùåíèþ ] íà ñâ〈ÿ〉òî� ïðîñâhùåíè� ã〈îñïîä〉ó ïîìîëèìúñÿ d; 10 èçèähòå ]
om. z; 10 èçèähòå . . . èæå êú ïðîñâhùåíèþ ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉q ïîì〈îëèìúñÿ〉 ] om.
d; 10 èçèähòå ] om. z; 11 ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉ó ïîì〈îëèìúñÿ〉 ] om. z,h; 12 q ] om. z,h;
13 ïîìî〈ëèìúñÿ〉 ] om. z; 14 	êî ] è 	êî z; 14 qêðhïèòü ] è qêðhïèòü d,h;
14–15 	 ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉 ] om. z; 	 ã〈îñïîä〉q ïîìîëèìúñ〈ÿ〉 d; 16 	 ] è z; 17 gäàíè� ]
è gäàíèþ d,h, è âú gäàíü� z; 17 ãðhõîìú ] ãðhõîâú h,z; 17 íåèñòëhíüíîìq ]
íåòëhíüíó h,z; 17–18 ïîì〈îëèìúñÿ〉 ] om. h,z; 19–20 ] om. h; 21 ïîìîëèìñ〈ÿ〉 ]
om. h;

1 á〈îæ〉å âåëèêû è õâàë〈üíûè〉 ] Furthermore the text of the first Prayer of the
Faithful is erased and the Prayers and the Litany of Catechumens are written over
the erased text
2–62.17 ïðåñòóïÿ . . . î èçáàâèòèñÿ íàì ] missing sheets in l
2 ïðåñòóïÿ . . . êð〈å〉ù〈å〉íèå ] in margin d
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äàñòü èìú ñâåðøåíè� âhðh ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉q ïîìîë〈èìúñÿ〉 · ·· ·· ·:
ïðè÷òåòü 	 ñòh〈ìü〉 èçáðàíhìü ñâî�ìü ñòàäh ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉q

3 ï〈îìîëèìúñÿ〉 · ·· ·· ·:
ïîï ìîë〈èòâó〉 òàè〈íî〉 · ·· ·· ·:
	âè âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êî ëèöå òâî� _ íà ãîòîâàþùà	ñÿ íà ñòî� ïðî-

6 ñâhùåíè� _ è æåëàþùà	 ãðhõîâíqþ ñêâåðíq gòðÿñòè _ wñâhòè
èìú ñìûñëú èçâhñòè 	 âú âhðh _ qòâåðäè 	 âú íàäåæè _ ñâåðøè
âú ëþáâè qäû ÷〈å〉ñòüíû õ〈ðè〉ñ〈ò〉à òâî�ãî 	âè _ äàâúøàãî ñÿ çà

9 èçáàâëåíè� ä〈ó〉øü íàøèõú · ·· ·· ·:
ñï〈à〉ñè ïîìèëqè çàñòóï〈è〉 · ·· ·· ·:
èæå êú ïðîñâhùåíèþ ãëàâû âàøà ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîäå〉âè ïîêëîíèò〈å〉

12 · ·· ·· ·:
â〈ú〉çã〈ëà〉ñ 	êî òû �ñè ïðîñâhùåíè� ä〈ó〉ø〈à〉ìú íàøèìú è

òåá〈h〉 ñë〈àâó〉 · ·· ·· ·:
15 äü	ê〈îíú〉 ïðîñòèðà	 ñâèò〈î〉å ãë〈àãîëå〉òü _ �ëèêî êú ïðîñâh-

ùåíèþ èçèähòå _ èæå êú ïðîñâhùåíèþ èçèähòå · ·· ·· ·:
�ëèêî îãëàøåíèè èçèähòå _ äà íhêòî g îãëàøåíûõ _ íî

18 �ëèêî âhðíûõ ïàê〈û〉 · ·· ·· ·:
ìîë〈èòâà〉 âhðíûìú òàè〈íî〉 _

1 âhðh ] âú âhðh h; 1 ïîìîë〈èìúñÿ〉 ] om. h; 2 ñòh〈ìü〉 ] âú ñòhìü h; 2 ñâî�ìü
ñòàäh ] ñòàäh ñâî�ìz; 2–3 ï〈îìîëèìúñÿ〉 ] om. h; 4 ïîï ] om. z; 4 òàè〈íî〉 ]
w òàè〈íå〉 d; 5 âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êî ëèöå òâî� ] ëèöå ñâîå âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êî h; 5 íà ãîòî-
âàþùà	ñÿ ] om. d; 6 wñâhòè ] è wñâhòè d; 7 	 âú íàäåæè ] âú íàäåæè d,z;
8 ñâåðøè âú ] ñâåðøè 	 âú h; 8–9 çà èçáàâëåíè� ] èçáàâëåíü� çà z; 9 ä〈ó〉øü
íàøèõú ] ä〈ó〉øà íàøàz; 10 ñï〈à〉ñè ïîìèëqè çàñòóï〈è〉 ] çàñòqïè ñï〈à〉ñè ïî-
ìè〈ëóè〉 a,h, äè	ê〈îíú〉 · çàñòóïè ñï〈à〉ñè ïîìè〈ëóè〉 z, äè	ê〈îíú〉 · ·· ·· ·: ñï〈à〉ñè
ïîìèëqè ñúõðàíè íàñú á〈îæ〉å ñâî�þ áë	ãîäàòèþ d; 11–18 èæå . . . �ëèêî âhð-
íûõ ïàê〈û〉 ] ïð〈h〉ì〈ó〉äð〈î〉ñòü · ·· ·· ·: 	êî òû �ñè ïðîñâhùåíè� íàøå è òå〈áh〉 a;
11 èæå êú ïðîñâhùåíèþ ] qãîòîâàþùèèñÿ êî ïðîñâhøåíèþd; 11 âàøà ] íàø〈à〉
h; 13 â〈ú〉çã〈ëà〉ñ ] om. d,h; 13 ä〈ó〉ø〈à〉ìú íàøèìú è ] íàøå h,z, íàø〈å〉 · ·· ·· ·:
ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è á〈îæ〉å íàø d; 14 è òåá〈h〉 ñë〈àâó〉 ] om. d; òåáh ñëàâó â〈úç〉ñûë〈àåìú〉
z, òåáh ñëàâó âñûëàåìú î〈òú〉öþ i ñè〈íó〉 h; 15 äü	ê〈îíú〉 . . . ãë〈àãîëå〉òü ] 〈ï〉îï
〈ï〉ðîñòèðà�òü ëèòîíú d, äü	ê〈îíú〉 h, ðàñïðîñòèðà	 ñâèòî� z ; 15 �ëèêî êú ïðî-
ñâhùåíèþ èçèähòå _ èæå êú ïðîñâhùåíèþ èçèähòå ] om. e 16 èæå ] åæå z;
17 �ëèêî îãëàøåíèè èçèähòå ] om. d; 17 äà íhêòî . . . âhðíûìú òàè〈íî〉 ] om. e;
17 g ] om. h; 17 íî . . . ïàê〈û〉 ] om. z; 18 past ] ïàê〈û〉 add. ïàê〈û〉 h, ïàêû ìè-
ðîìú ã〈îñïîä〉q ïîìîëèìúñ〈ÿ〉 d; 19 ìîë〈èòâà〉 âhðíûìú òàè〈íî〉 ] ïàêû è ïàêû
ìèðîìü · ·· ·· ·: î ñúâûøíèìü ìèðh è · ·· ·· ·: î ìèðh âñåãî ìèðà áë〈à〉ãî〈ñòî	íèè〉 · ·· ·· ·: î
ñòhìü õðàìh ñhìü · ·· ·· ·: î èçáàâèòèñÿ íàìú g âñÿêî〈ãî〉 · ·· ·· ·: ïîïú _ ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâq
_ î âhðíûõú _ òàè〈íî〉 a, om. e ìîë〈èòâà〉 òàè〈íî〉 d,n,,x, ìîë〈èòâà〉 · w âhðíûõ ·
òàè〈íà	〉 z, ìîë〈èòâà〉 _ î âhðíûõ h, ïîï _ ìîë〈èòâó〉 _ òàè〈íî〉 _ î âhðíûõú j,
ïîï ìîë〈èòâó〉 òài〈íî〉 i, ìîë〈èòâà〉. î âhðíûõ. òàè〈íî〉 k, ñò〈èòå〉ëü. ìîë〈èòâó〉.
òàè〈íî〉. î âhðíûõ m, ïîï ìîë〈èòâó〉 o, ïîïú. ìîë〈èòâó〉. î âhðíûõú. òàè〈íî〉 p,
ìîë〈èòâó〉 _ î âhðíûõú _ ïîï _ ãë〈àãîë〉åòü _ òàè〈íî〉 r;

11 èæå . . . ãë〈àãîëå〉òü ] written in cursive uncial over erased text
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á〈îæ〉å âåëèêû è õâàëüíûi _ èæå æèâîòâîðüíîþ ñìåðòüþ õ〈ðè〉-
ñ〈ò〉à òâî�ãî _ â íåòëhíè� íàñú g òëÿ ïðåñòàâèâú _ òû âñÿ íà-

3 øà ÷þâüñòâà _ ñòðàíüíàãî qì〈ü〉ðùâ〈å〉íè	 ñâîáîäè _ áëàãà
âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êq ñèìú âíqòðüíèè ñìûñëú ïðèñòàâèâú _ è wêî qáî
íåïðè÷àñòüíî äà áqäåòü âñÿêîìü çëh âú çðhíèè _ ñëóõú æå êú

6 ñëîâåñåìú ïðàçäüíîìú íåïðåñòqïüíú _ 	çûêú æå äà ÷〈è〉ñòèòüñÿ
g ã〈ëàãî〉ëú íåïîäîáüíú _ î÷èñòè æå íàøà qñòüíû õâàëÿùà	 òÿ
ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è _ ðóêû íàøà ñòâîðè g çëûõú qáî âúçäåðæàòèñÿ

9 äh	íèè _ òâîðèòè æå òî÷üþ qãîäüíà	 òåáh _ âñÿ íàøà qäû è
ïîìûøëåíè	 qòâåðæà	 òâî�þ áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ñòèþ · ·· ·· ·:

çàñòóïè ñï〈àñè〉 · ·· ·· ·:
12 ïðåìqäð〈î〉ñ〈òü〉 	êî ïîäîáà�ò · ·· ·· ·:

ïàêû ïàêè ìèðîìü ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉q ï〈îìîëèìúñÿ〉 · ·· ·· ·:
î ñâûøíåìü ìèðh è î ñï〈à〉ñ〈åíèè〉 · ·· ·· ·:

15 î ìèðh âñåãî ìèðà áë〈à〉ãî〈óñòî	íèè〉 · ·· ·· ·:
î ñòhìü õðàìh ñåìü èæ〈å〉 · ·· ·· ·:
î èçáàâèòèñÿ íàìú g â〈ñÿêàãî〉 · ·· ·· ·:

1 âåëèêû è õâàëüíûi ] õâàëüíûè è âåëèêè k,x; 1 èæå ] è d; 2 ïðåñòàâèâú ] ïðå-
ñòàâè z,p, ïðåñòàâèâûè k,x, ïðèâåäûè o ; 3 ñòðàíüíàãî ] ñòð〈à〉ñòüíàãî a,g,e,h,z,i,j,
m,o,x,r, ñòðàøíàãî p; 3 ñâîáîäè ] ñâîáîäèâú z; 3 áëàãà ] áë〈à〉ãèè z,n, áë〈à〉ãàãî
k,x ; 3 áëàãà âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êq ] â〈ë〉àä〈û〉êó áë〈à〉ãà j; 4 âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êq ] âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êî
h,z; 4 âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êq . . . è wêî ] âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êî qìú qòðüíèè _ è ñìûñëú ïðèñòàâè
wêî n; 4 ñèìú ] âñhìú i; 4 ñìûñëü ] ïîìûñëú e; 4 è ] om. i,k,m,o,x; 4 wêî ]
w÷è e; 4 qáî ] om. z; 5 íåïðè÷àñòüíî ] íåïðè÷àñòíû e; 5 äà áqäåòü ] áóäè
z; 5 äà áqäåòü âñÿêîìü ] âî âñÿêîìü äà áóäåò p; 5 áqäåòü âñÿêîìü çëh âü
çðhíèè ] áóäóòü âñÿêîãî çëà âú çðhíü	 e; 5 âñÿêîìü çëh âú ] âî âñÿêîìü çëh
âî j, âú âñÿêîìú çëh n, âñÿêîìü çëh o; 5 ñëóõú ] è ñëóõú p; 6 ñëîâåñåìú ]
âñhìú j; 6 	çûêú ] è 	çûêú i,m, ante 	çûêú add. î÷〈è〉ñòè æå íàøà qñòíû;
6 æå ] om. i, íàøü m; 6 ÷〈è〉ñòèòüñÿ ] w÷〈è〉ñòèòüñÿ a,g,z,h,j,k,m,n,o,x,p; 7 ante ]
g add. g âñÿêè	 ñêâåðíû. è p; 7 î÷èñòè ] è î÷〈è〉ñòè i,m ; 7 æå ] om. k,m, è i,
ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è x; 7 òÿ ] om. j; 8 ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è ] om. x; 8 ðóêû ] è ðóêû i,m,r, ðóêû æå
k,x; 8 ñòâîðè ] ñòâîðèâú m, qáî ñòâîðè p; 8 qáî ] om. a,o,p,r; 8 âúçäåðæàòèñÿ ]
äåðæàòèñÿ n, qäàëÿòèñÿ o, qäåðæàòèñÿ r; 9 òî÷üþ ] òúêìî o,x,r; 9 âñÿ ] è âñÿ
i,m,o; 10 ïîìûøëåíè	 ] ïîìûøëåíè� d; 10 qòâåðæà	 ] qòâåðäè i,m,x, qòâåðæàè
o,p; 10 áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ñòèþ · ·· ·· ·: ] áë〈à〉ãîäàòüþ a,d,e,z,j,i,k, m,n,p; 11 ante ] çàñòóïè add.
äü	ê〈îíú〉 a,g,d,i,m,o,p,r; 11 ñï〈àñè〉 ] ñï〈àñè〉 om. x, past ñï〈àñè〉 add. ïîìè〈ëóè〉
a,e,z,h,i,k,m,n,p, è ï〈îìèëóè〉 d; 12 ïðåìqäð〈î〉ñ〈òü〉 ] ìqäðîñòü d; 12 ante ] 	êî
add. ïîï g,i,m,o,x,r, âúçúãëàñ z; 12 past ] ïîäîáà�ò add. òè âñÿ〈êà〉 a,j,h,l,m, òè
âüñÿêà ñëàâà w〈òü〉öþ è ñ〈ûíó〉 d, òè âñÿêà ñëàâà ÷〈å〉ñòü è ïîêëîíåíüå w〈òü〉öþ
è ñ〈û〉íó è ñò〈î〉ìó z, è âñÿêà i, òè âñÿêà ñëàâ〈à〉 k,p,r, òè âñÿêà ñëàâà ÷〈ü〉ñòü
è ïîêëàí〈åíèå〉 o; 13 ante ] ïàêû add. äü	ê〈îíú〉 i,m,o,r; 13 ïàêè ] è ïàêû m;
13 ìèðîìü ] om. g,h,i,o,r; 13 ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉ó ] om. a,g,d,h,i,m,n,o,r; 13 ï〈îìîëèìúñÿ〉 ]
om. a,g,d,e,z,h,i,m,n,o,x,r; 14 î ñâûøíåìü ] om. p; 14 ìèðh ] om. g,e,p; 14 è ]
om. a,g,d,e,z,h,m,n,o,p,r; 14 î ñï〈à〉ñ〈åíèè〉 ] om. a,g,d,e,h,m,n,o,r; 15 ìèðh ] ñìè-
ðåíüè x; 15 ìèðà ] om. g,e,h; 15 áë〈à〉ãî〈óñòî	íèè〉 ] om. g,e,h,j,n,o, x,r, è d,m, è
áë〈à〉ãîqñò〈î	íèè〉 k; 16 ñåìü ] om. g,r; 16 èæ〈å〉 ] om. a,g,d,h,j,m,n,o,r, ñ d, èæå ñ
âhðî〈þ〉 k,p; 17 íàìú ] om. g,e,h,o,r; 17 g ] om. g,d,e,h,j,i,n,o,x,p,r; 17 â〈ñÿêàãî〉 ]
om. g,d,e,h,z,j,i,m,n,o,x,p,r;
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ìîë〈èòâà〉 î âhðíûõú _ òàè〈íà	〉 _
âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êî ñòûè ïðåáë〈à〉ãûè _ ìîëèì òÿ á〈îã〉àòûè âú ì〈è〉-

3 ë〈î〉ñòè _ ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñòèâq áûòè íàìú ãðhøíèêîìú _ è äîñòîè-
íû íû ñòâîðè ïðè	òü	 _ �äèíî÷àäàãî ñ〈û〉íà è á〈îã〉à íàøåãî
ö〈h〉ñ〈à〉ðÿ ñëàâû _ ñå áî ÷〈ü〉ñò〈í〉î� �ãî òhëî _ è æèâîòâîðÿ-

6 ùè	 �ãî êðîâü âú íàñòî	ùèè ÷àñ âõîäÿùà _ íà òàèíhè ñåè
òðÿïåçh _ ïðåäúëîæèòèñÿ õîùåòà _ g ìíîæüñòâà âîèíüñòâà
í〈å〉á〈å〉ñíàãî _ íåâèäèìî äàðîïðèíîñèìà _ �þ æå ïðè	òü� íàìú

9 íåîñqæåíüíî ïîäàæü _ äà òîþ ðàäè ðàçqìíî� îêî ïðîñâhùà�ìè
_ ñ〈û〉íû ñâhòq è äíè áqäåìú · ·· ·· ·:

äü	ê〈îíú〉 _ çàñòóïè ñï〈à〉ñè · ·· ·· ·: ïðhìóäðî〈ñòü〉 · ·· ·· ·:
12 ïî äàðq õ〈ðè〉ñ〈ò〉à òâî�ãî ñ íèìü æå áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ñ〈ëî〉â〈å〉íú

�ñè ñú ïðåñòûìü è áë〈à〉ãûìü · ·· ·· ·:

1 ] om. g,j,k,x ante ìîë〈èòâà〉 add. ïîïú a,d,i,r, ñò〈èå〉ëü m, past ìîë〈èòâà〉 add.
_â_ e,z; 1 î âhðíûõú ] om. a,d,h,m,n,o,p,r; 1 òàè〈íà	〉 ] om. e,h, w òàè〈íå〉 d,n;
2 ñòûè ] om. x, ñòûè è a, ïð〈h〉ñòûè z,x,p; 2 á〈îã〉àòûè ] áîãàòàãî a,d,e,i,k,m,n,x,p,
ïðåá〈îã〉àòàãî o; 2–3 âú ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñòè ] ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñòüþ n,r; 3 ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñòèâq áû-
òè ] ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñòèâú áqäè d,h,r; 3 ãðhøíèêîì ] ãðåøíûìú h,j,n,x,p; 3 è ] om.
i,k,o,x; 4 íû ñòâîðè ] íû ñúòâîðèòè g, íàñ ñòâîðèòè e, ñòâîðè íû j,h,m,x, ñúòâî-
ðè k,n, ñòâîðè íû i, ñòâîðèòè 	 p; 4 ïðè	òè	 ] ïðè	òè h,x, òè	 p; 4 ñ〈û〉íà
è ] ñ〈û〉íà a, ñ〈û〉íà òâîåãî z,k,r, ñ〈û〉íà òâîåãî è h,p, ñ〈û〉íà òâîåã〈î〉 ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉à
x; 5 ñëàâû ] ñëàâh h; 5 ñå áî ] ñåãî d; 5 ÷〈ü〉ñò〈í〉î� ] ïðå÷〈ü〉ñò〈í〉î� e,x,p,r;
5 �ãî òhëî ] � òhëî d, òhëî p; 6 �ãî êðîâü ] êðîâü a,g,d,z,h,k,m,n,o,x,p,r; 6 ÷àñ ]
ñè ÷àñ x; 6 âõîäÿùà ] om. n, âõîäÿùè o, âõîä	ùà	 p; 6 òàèíhè ] ñòðàøíhè
z, ñòhi è òàèíhè x; 6 ñåè ] om. h,o,x,r; 7 ïðåäúëîæèòèñÿ ] è ïðåäëîæèòèñÿ h
ïðåäëîæèòè n; 7 õîùåòà ] õîòÿøà d,e,z,h,j,n, õîùåòü i, õîòÿè x; 7–8 âîèíüñòâà
í〈å〉á〈å〉ñí〈à〉ãî ] í〈å〉á〈å〉ñíàãî âîèíüñòâà x; 7–8 âîèíüñòâà . . . äàðîïðèíîñèìà ]
àíã〈å〉ëüñêàãî _ íåâèäèìq ñëqæüáq ïðè�ìëþùà a, í〈å〉á〈å〉ñíàãî äàðîïðèíîñèìà
o; 8 äàðîïðèíîñèìà ] äàðîíîñèìà g,e,z,h,j,m,p, äàðúïðèñèìà d, äàðûíîñèìà i, äà-
ðóïðèíîñèìà n, äàðûïðèíîñèìà x; 8 �þ æå ïðè	òü� ] èõü æå ïðè÷〈à〉ñòü� e, åþ
æå ïðèòè z, 8 �þ æå ïðè	òü� íàìú íåîñqæåíüíî ] �ãî æå ïði	òè íåwñóæåííî
íàìú n; 8 íàìú ] om. a,d,j,i,k,o,x,p; 9 ïîäàæü ] íàìú ïîäàæü a,o, íàìú ïîäàñòü
d, ñïîäîáè z, ïîäài æå e,h, íàìú ïîäàè æå j,i,k,x,p; 9 ðàäè ] om. x,r; 9 ðàçqìíî�
îêî ] ðàçóìíûìà î÷èìà i,m, ðàçóìíîè w÷è p, ðàçóìüíî� r; 9 ïðîñâhùà�ìè ] ïðî-
ñâhùàåìî h, ïðîñâhùàþøå p; 10 ñâhòq è ] ñâåòà è i,p; 11 äü	ê〈îíú〉 ] om.
a,g,d,e,z,h,j,k,n,x; 11 ñï〈à〉ñè ] om. x, past ñï〈à〉ñè add. ïîìèëqè a,d,z,h,i, ïîìè-
ëóè ñ〈î〉õð〈àíè〉 p; 11 ïðhìóäðîñ〈òü〉 ] ìqäðîñòü d; 12 ante ] ïî add. ñò〈èòå〉ëü
â〈ú〉çãëàñ z, ïîï äà i, ïîï. â〈ú〉çãëàñ m, âúçãë〈à〉ñòü n, ïîï o,x; 12 past ] òâî�ãî add.
âñåãä〈à〉 h; 12 ñ . . . áë〈à〉ãûìü ] âñåãä〈à〉 h; 12 íèìü ] íèìè d; 12 áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ñ〈ëî〉-
â〈å〉íú . . . áë〈à〉ãûìü ] om. g,e,j,o,r; 13 �ñè . . . áë〈à〉ãûìü ] om. d; 13 ñú ] è ñ i;
13 è ] om. a,i,k,m,n,x,p; 13 áë〈à〉ãûìü ] om. k,m,p, past áë〈à〉ãûìü add. è æèâîòâ〈îðÿ-
ùèìú〉 z, æèâîòâîðÿùèìú ä〈ó〉õ〈î〉ìú òâî〈èìú〉 i, è æèâîòâîðÿùèì ä〈ó〉õîìú
òâîiìú è íûí〈h〉 n, è æèâîðÿùèì ä〈ó〉õ〈î〉ìü i íûí〈å〉 x;
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è àáè� _ ïîþò ïhâöè _ íûíÿ ñèëû í〈å〉á〈å〉ñíû	 _
ïîï òàè〈íî〉 çà ñÿ _ ïñ〈à〉ëìú _ í _ ïîìèëqè ìÿ á〈îæ〉å _

3 è ïî ïðåíåñåíû äü	ê〈îíú〉 _ âñÿ ñòû	 ïîìhíøå ïàê〈û〉 · ·· ·· ·:
î ïðåæå〈î〉ñ〈âÿ〉ù〈å〉íûõú ÷〈ü〉ñòíûõú äàðhõú ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîäå〉âè

á〈îã〉ó íàøåìó · ·· ·· ·:
6 	êî äà ÷〈å〉ë〈î〉â〈å〉êîëþáåöü á〈îã〉ú ïðèèìú 	 âú ñòûè

ïðåí〈å〉á〈åñ〉íû è ìûñëüíûè ñâîè æüðòâåíèêú âú âîíü〈þ〉 · ·· ·· ·:
âúñïîñëåòü íàìú áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ä〈à〉òü · ·· ·· ·:

1 è àáè� . . . ìÿ á〈îæ〉å _ ] è àáè� . . . í〈å〉á〈å〉ñíû	 and ïîï òàè〈íî〉 . . . ìÿ á〈îæ〉å
_ are swapped j; 1 è àáè� _ ïîþò ïhâöè ] om. h, òàæ〈å〉 _ ïåðåíîñú a, òàæ〈å〉
g,d,z, è àáü� ïhâöè ïîþòü ïhíü� ñå _ ãëà〈ñú〉 _ å _ e, ïhâöè j, ïhâöè ïîþòü
i,k,x,r, è ïîþò m, ëþä〈è〉 o, ïhâöè ïîþò â ïåðåíîñ x; 1–2 è àáè� . . . ïîìèëqè
ìÿ á〈îæ〉å _ ] è ïåâöè ïîþòü · ·· ·· ·: íûí〈å〉 ñèëû í〈å〉á〈å〉ñíû	 ñ íàìè íåâèäèìî ñëó-
æàòü . ñå áî âõîäèòü öñ〈à〉ðü ñëàâû . ñå æåðòâà òàiíà ñâåðøåíà äàðîì ïðèíîñèò-
ñÿ . âhðîþ è ñú ñòðàõîìü ïðèñòóïèìú äà ïðè÷àñòíèöè æèçíè âh÷íûè áóäåìú
. àëë〈èë〉óã〈è〉	 · ·· ·· ·: ïîïú ìîë〈èòâó〉 â ïåðåíîñú · ·· ·· ·: á〈îæ〉å ñhäÿè íà õhðîâè-
ìhõ è g ñhðàôèìú ñëàâèìûè ïðèçðè íà íû ñìhðåíû	 ðàáû ñè i âúñòàâè qìú
íàøü íà ñëîâîñëîâü�ñè òâî�i áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ñòè . èñòîðúãíè æå íû ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è âñåãî ïî-
ìûøëåíü	 âðàæè	 äà ñâhòîìú òâîiìú i ïðîñâhòîìú ïðîñâhùà�ìè âîëåþ òâî�þ
wïðàâëÿ�ìè íà âñÿêî ähëî áë〈à〉ã〈î〉� . äà ñïîäîáèìñÿ í〈å〉á〈å〉ñíîìó ö〈à〉ðñòâèþ
ñî÷òàþùåñÿ ñî âñhìè içúáðàíûìè òâîèìè. 	êî òû �ñè á〈îã〉ú íàøü i òåáh ñëà-
âó âñûëàåì · ·· ·· ·: n, òàæ〈å〉 íûíÿ ñèëû í〈å〉á〈å〉ñíû	 ñ íà〈ìè〉 ïîïú. ïñ〈à〉ë〈î〉ìú
.í. ïîìèëóè ìÿ á〈îæ〉å. ïîïú. ìîë〈èòâó〉 ñèþ. òàè〈íî〉. á〈îæ〉å ñhäÿè íà õhðî-
âèìh. è g ñåðàôèìú ñëîâó ïðè�ìëÿ ïðèçüðè íà íû íåäîñòîèíû	 è ñìhðåíû	
ðàáû òâî	. è âîñòàâè qìú íàøü íà ïðèçâàíü� òâî�	 áë〈à〉ãîñòè èñòåðüãíè íû
g âñåãî ïîìûøëåíü	 âðàæü	. äà ñâhòîìü ïðîñâhùà�ìè. è âîëåþ òâî�þ qïðàâè-
øè íû íà âñå ähëî áë〈à〉ãî. ñïîäîáè íû ö〈à〉ðñòâèþ íåá〈å〉ñíîìó. ñî÷òàþùåñÿ ñî
âñhìè ñòûìè · ·· ·· ·: p; 1 í〈å〉á〈å〉ñíû	 ] om. g,h,r, past í〈å〉á〈å〉ñíû	 add. ñú íàìè
íåâèäèìî ñëóæàòü . ñå áî âúõîäèòü öñ〈à〉ðü ñëàâû . ñå æåðòâà òàèíà ñúâåðøåíà
äàðîì ïðèíîñèòüñÿ . âhðîþ è ñú ñòðàõîì ïðèñòóïèì . äà ïðè÷àñòüíèöè æèçíè
âh÷íû	 áóäåìú . àëë〈èëó〉ãèà e, ñ íàìè íåâèäèìî ñëóæàòü ñå áî i; 2 ïîï òàè〈íî〉
çà ñÿ ] à ïîï _ ãë〈àãîëå〉òü _ âú ïåðåíîñú a, ïîï g,k, g äîñêh 〈?〉à ïîï qìû-
âà	ñÿ d, ìîë〈èòâà〉 _ âú iwàí〈íîâh〉 ñëóæ〈áå〉 _ íèêòî æå äîñòîiíú ñâÿçàâøèõñÿ
h, ñò〈èòå〉ëü · òàè〈íî〉 · çà ñÿ z, à ïîï _ çà ñÿ j, à ïîï ïî�òü òàè〈íî〉 i, ïîï k,
ïîï. òàè〈íî〉 m, à ïîï âú ïðåíîñ ãë〈àãîëå〉òü o,r, ïîï ãë〈àãîëå〉òü x; 2 ïñ〈à〉ëì _
í _ ] om. d,e,j,i,m; 2 ïîìèëqè ìÿ á〈îæ〉å ] om. g,z,k,x past ïîìèëqè ìÿ á〈îæ〉å
add.�ñè _ ñî ïð〈h〉ñò〈å〉ìü áë〈à〉ã〈è〉ìü _ æèâîòâîðÿùè〈ìú〉 d, íåñÿ äàðû i, ïî
âåëèöh〈è〉. âåñü ïñ〈à〉ëìú · ·· ·· ·: m; 3 è ] om. g,d,h,j,i,k,m,n,o,x,p, à r; 3 ïî ] ïî ïî z, om.
g,d,j,i,k,o,x,p; 3 ïðåíåñåíû ] om. g,d,j,k,o, íåñÿ äàðû òàæå i, ïåðåíîñh m,o,r, ïîñåì
x, òàæ〈å〉 p; 3 äü	ê〈îíú〉 ] om. d,k,n,o äü	ê〈îíú〉. wêòåí〈üþ〉 m; 3 âñÿ ñòû	 ïî-
ìhíøå ïàê〈û〉 ] èñïîëíèìú âå÷åðíÿ	 z; 3 ïàê〈û〉 ] om. a,d,z,h,j,k,o,r, ïàêû ïàêû
ìèð〈îì〉 g ïàêû ïàê〈û〉 i; 4 î ] om. n; 4 ïðåæå〈î〉ñ〈âÿ〉ù〈å〉íûõú ] ïðhäúïîëîæå-
íûè d, ïðåäëîæåíûõú d ; 4 ÷〈ü〉ñòíûõú ] om. d,h,j,p, è ÷〈ü〉ñòíûõ e, ñ〈âÿ〉ù〈åí〉íûõ
x ; 4 äàðhõú ] om. a,g,d,e,z,i,k,m,x, p,r; 4–5 ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîäå〉âè á〈îã〉ó íàøåìó ] om. all
manuscripts; 6 	êî . . . âú âîíü〈þ〉 ] om. e; 6 äà ] äà i h; 6 á〈îã〉ú ] ã〈îñïîä〉ü
á〈îã〉ú a, ã〈îñïîä〉ü n; 6 ïðèèìú ] om. a,z,n,x, ïðèèìåòú d, âúñïð〈èèìú〉 h,k,r 6–
7 	 . . . âú âîíü〈þ〉 ] om. a,g,h,z,j,k,m,n,o,x,p,r, âú ñòûè ñâ〈îè〉 i, past âîíü〈þ〉 add.
áë〈à〉ãîqõàíè	 _ ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉ó ïî〈ìîëèìúñÿ〉 d; 6 âú ] íà d; 8 áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ä〈à〉òü ]
äàð d,r, past áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ä〈à〉òü add. äàðú g, è ä〈àðú〉 k, ñò〈à〉ã〈î〉 p;

2 ïîìèëqè ìÿ á〈îæ〉å ] �ñè . . . æèâîòâîðÿùè〈ìú〉 in margin d
3 âñÿ ñòû	 ïîìhíøå ïàê〈û〉 ] èñïîëíèìú âå÷åðíÿ	 written in cursive uncial over
erased text z
6 ïðèèìú ] ïðèèìú . . . âú âîíü〈þ〉 in margin d;
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î èçáàâèòèñÿ íàì _
ìîë〈èòâà〉 _ òàè〈íî〉 _

3 èæå íåèçðå÷åíüíûõú è íåâèäèìûõú òàèíú á〈îã〉ú _ q íåãî æå
ñqòü ñêðîâèùà _ ïðåìqäðîñòè è ðàçqìq _ ñúêðîâåíà èæå ñëqæå-
íè� ñëqæáû ñå	 gêðûâú íàìú _ è ïîëîæèâú íû ãðhøíû	 _ çà

6 ìíîãî� òâî� ÷ëâêîëþáè� _ ïðèíîñèòè òåáh äàðû è æåðòâû î ñâî-
èõú ïðåãðhøåíèèõú _ è î ëþäüñêûõú íåâhähíèèõú _ òû íåâèäè-
ìûè ö〈h〉ñ〈à〉ðþ _ òâîðÿè âåëèêà è íå〈è〉ñëhäîâàíà _ ñëàâíà æå è

9 èçðÿäüíà èìú æå íh〈ñòü〉 ÷èñëà _ ïðèçðè íà íû íåäîñòîèíû	 ðàáû
	 ðàáû òâî	 _ ïðhñòî	ùà	 ñò〈î〉ìó òâî�ìq æåðòâåíèêq _ àêû
õåðîâèìüñêîìq ïðhñòîëq òâî�ìq _ íà íåìü æå �äèíî÷àäûè òâîè

12 ñ〈û〉íú è á〈îã〉ú íàøü _ ïðåäúëåæàùèìè ñòðàøíàìè òàèíàìè
ïî÷èâà�òü _ è g âñå	 íû âhðíû	 ñâî	 ëþäè ñâîáîäèâú íå÷è-
ñòîòû _ îñòè âñhõú íàñú ä〈ó〉øà è òåëåñà _ ñòûíåþ íåg�ìëåìîþ

15 _ äà âú ÷èñòh ñúâhñòè _ íåñðàìüíûìü ëèöåìü _ ïðîñâhùåíûìü
ñ〈ü〉ðäöåìü _ á〈î〉æ〈å〉ñòâ〈å〉íûõú ñèõú ïðè�ìëþùå îñ〈âÿ〉ùåíèè _ è
g íèõú æèâîòâîðèìè _ ïðè�äèíèìúñÿ òîìó õ〈ðè〉ñ〈ò〉q òâî�ìq

18 èñòèíüíîìó á〈îã〉q íàøåìq _ ðåêúøåìq 	äûè ïëîòü ìîþ _ è ïè	
1 î ] om. n; 1 íàì ] om. g,h past íàì add. g â〈ñÿêîãî〉 e,z,j,k,p, g x; 2 ] om. h,j,x,
ïîïú _ ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâq _ ïî ïåðåíåñhíüè. òàè〈íî〉 a, ìîë〈èòâà〉 ïî ïåðåíîñ〈h〉 g, ïîï
_ ìîë〈èòâq〉 w _ òàè〈íå〉 d, òàæ〈å〉 . ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâà . ïî ïåðåíîñh e, ìîë〈èòâà〉 _ ïî
ïåðåíîñ〈h〉 _ òàè〈íî〉 z,k,l, ïîïú ìîë〈èòâó〉 òàè〈íî〉 i,o,r, ñò〈èòå〉ëü. ìîë〈èòâó〉.
òàè〈íî〉 m, ïîïú. ìîë〈èòâó〉. ïî ïðåíåñåíüè p; 3 è ] om. d,h; 3 íåâèäèìûõú ]
í〈å〉á〈å〉ñíûõú h; 3 á〈îã〉ú ] á〈îæ〉å e; 3 æå ] om. i; 4 ïðåìqäðîñòè ] ìqäðî-
ñòè o; 4 ðàçqìq ] ðàçqìà e,z,k,l,o,p,r; 4 èæå ] è ñå a; 5 gêðûâú íàìú ] 	êî
gêðûâà�ìú l; 5 íàìú ] om. n; 5 è ïîëîæèâú ] ïîëîæèâûè a, è ïîëîæèâûè z;
5 ãðhøíû	 ] ãðhøíûìú o; 6 òâî� ] om. l; 6 ÷ëâêîëþáè� ] ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñ〈å〉ðäü� p;
6 òåáh ] om. d,j,k,n,x; 6 äàðû ] äàðû ñè m; 6–7 ñâîèõú ] íàøèõú o; 7 ïðåãðhøåíè-
èõú ] ãðhñhõü j,i,p, ñúãðhøåíèiõú h,o,x; 7 íåâhähíèèõú ] íåâhæåñòâèiõú h,x,
íåâèähíèèõ k; 8 âåëèêà ] âñÿ÷üñêà	 p; 8 íå〈è〉ñëhäîâàíà ] íå〈è〉ñëhäèì	à l, íå-
ñâhäîìà n; 8 ñëàâíà æå è èçðÿäüíà ] om. z; 8 æå è ] æå d,h,j,k; 9 èçðÿäüíà ]
íåèçäðÿäüíà l; 9 íhñ〈òü〉 ] íå áh n; 9 íû ] íû ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è x; 10 	 ðàáû ] om.
all manuscripts; 10 ïðhñòî	ùà	 . . . òâî�ìq ] ïð〈h〉ñò〈î〉ìq òâî�ìq æåðòâü-
íèêq ïðhñòî	ùà	 _ àêû õhðîâèìüñêîìq òâî�ìq ïðhñòîëq a; 10 ñò〈î〉ìó ]
êú ñò〈î〉ìó n; 10 òâî�ìq ] ñåìq d; 11 ïðhñòîëq òâî�ìq ] ïð〈h〉ñò〈î〉ëó
z, òâî�ìó ïð〈h〉ñò〈î〉ëó j; 11–12 òâîè ñ〈û〉íú ] ñ〈û〉íü òâîè i,p; 12 è ] om.
z,h,x; 12 è á〈îã〉ú ] ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉ú x; 12 íàøü ] iñ〈ó〉ñú õ〈ðè〉ñ〈òîñ〉ú x; 12 òàèíàìè ]
ante òàèíàìè add. òâîèìè n; 13 ïî÷èâà�òü ] om. o, ïî÷èâàþòü p; 13 è ] om.
z,k,m,n,o,r; 13 âñå	 ] âñå	 íå÷〈è〉ñòîòû h,i,o,x; 13 íû ] om. i,m,o,x; 13 íû . . .
îñòè ] íå÷〈è〉ñòîòû âhðíû	 íû ëþä〈è〉 òâî	 ñúáëþä〈è〉 è wñòè x; 13 ñâî	 ] om.
a, òâî	 d,j,k,n,o,x,p; 13 ëþäè ñâîáîäèâú ] ñâîáîäèâú ëþäi r; 13 ñâîáîäèâú ]
ñâîáîäi z,i,m,o,p, ñúáëþäè k,x; 13–14 íå÷èñòîòû ] om. h,i,o,x; 14 îñòè ] è îñòè
h,j,i,k,m,o,x; 15 íåñðàìüíûìü ] íåïîñðàìëåíîìü a; 15 ëèöåìü ] ëèöåìü _ è a,i,m,o;
15–16 ïðîñâhùåíûìü ñ〈ü〉ðäöåìü ] om. h; 16 ñèõú ] om. z, ñè	íèè ñèõú j, ñèëú
m,p, òâîèõú o, ñè	íèè r; 16 è ] om. k,o,p; 17 ïðè�äèíèìúñÿ ] è ïðè�äèíèìñÿ x,
ñò〈î〉ìó h; 17 òîìó ] om. x, ñàìîìó e, òîìó ñàìîìó o, ñò〈î〉ìó h; 17 õ〈ðè〉ñ〈ò〉q ]
ä〈ó〉õó p;

5–6 çà ìíîã . . . íûì ñ〈å〉ðäöåìü ] missing sheets in e;
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ìîþ êðîâü _ âú ìüíh ïðåáûâà�òü _ è àçú â íåìü _ 	êî äà âúñå-
ëÿþùþñÿ â íû _ è õîäÿùþ ñëîâåñè òâî�ìq ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è _ áqäåìú

3 ö〈å〉ðê〈â〉û ïð〈h〉ñòàãî è ïîêëàíÿ�ìàãî òâî�ãî ä〈ó〉õà _ èçáàâëåíè
g âñÿêî	 íåïðè	çíèíüñêû	 êîçíè _ ähëîìü ëè ñëîâîìü _ ëè
ïîìûøëåíè�ìü ähèñòâq�ìû _ è qëq÷èìú îáhùàíè	 áëàãà	 _

6 âñhìú ñò〈û〉ìú _ qãîäèâúøèìú òåáh g âhê〈à〉 · ·· ·· ·:
è âúñêëîíüñ〈ÿ〉 ïîï îòúêðû�ò ñòû	 äàðû _

äü	ê〈î〉íú _ çàñòqïè ñï〈à〉ñè ïîìèëó〈è〉 · ·· ·· ·:
9 âå÷åðà âñåãî ñâåðøåíà ñò〈à〉 · ·· ·· ·:

àíã〈å〉ëà ìèðíà âhðíà íàñò〈àâíèêà〉 · ·· ·· ·:
ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñòè gïqùåíè� ãðhõî〈â〉 · ·· ·· ·:

12 äîáðûõú è ïîëåçíûõú · ·· ·· ·:
ïðî÷å� ëhòî æèâîòà íà〈øåãî〉 · ·· ·· ·:
êð〈å〉ñòü	íüñêû	 êîí÷èí〈û〉 · ·· ·· ·:

15 �äèíåíè� âhðû è ïðè÷〈à〉ñ〈òèå〉 · ·· ·· ·:
è ñïîäîáè íû , âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êî ñ äåðçí〈îâåíèåìú〉 · ·· ·· ·:

1 ìîþ êðîâü ] êðúâü ìîþ a,g,z,h,i,j,k,l,m,n,o,x,p,r; 1 ïðåáûâà�òü ] áûâà�òü z; 1–
2 âúñåëÿþùþñÿ ] âñåëþñÿ i; 2 è ] om. p; 2 õîäÿùþ ] õîòÿùþ d,g,i,p, õîäÿùà
ïî h; 3 ö〈å〉ðê〈â〉û ] ïðîð〈î〉êû i; 3 ïð〈h〉ñòàãî ] ñò〈à〉ãî a,h,k,x; 3 è ïîêëà-
íÿ�ìàãî ] om. o, ïîäàåìîãî h; 4 âñÿêî	 ] âñÿêî	 êîçíè o; 4 íåïðè	çíèíüñ-
êû	 ] íåïðè	çíåíû	 i, íåïðè	çíèíû l,m íåïðè	çíè x; 4 êîçíè ] om. o,x, ëüñòèè
i,m; 4 ähëîìü ëè ] ähëîì èëè g,e,h,j,i,l,n,o,x,p, ähëîìü è z,r; 4 ñëîâîìü _ ëè ]
ñëîâîìü _ èëè z,j,h,i,l,n,o,x,p, ñëîâîìú è; 5 ïîìûøëåíè�ìü ] ïîìûøëåíè�ìü
_ ëè a; 5 ähèñòâq�ìû _ è ] è áë〈à〉ãîäàðüñòâóþùå k, ähiñòâó�ìû n, ähèñò-
âó�ìû	 o, áë〈à〉ãîähèñòâóþùå x; 5 îáhùàíè	 ] wáhùàíà	 l,o, îáhòîâàíü	 p;
6 âñhìú ] ñú âñåìú g, ñî âñåìè g,o; 6 âñhìú ñò〈û〉ìú qãîäèâúøèìú ] ñ âüñh-
ìè ñòûìè òâîèìè qãîäèâúøèìè a,j,n, âñhìú ñòûèìú òâîèìú . qãîäèâúøèìú
d, ñú âüñhìi ñòûìi qãîäèâúøèìi e,z,i,m,o,r, �æå �ñè qãîòîâàëú ñò〈û〉ìú òâî-
èìè qãîæøèìú x, è âñhìú ñòûìú òâîèìú qãîæüøèìú p; 6 òåáh ] om. n;
7 ] om. a,o; 7 è ] om. h,z,k,i,m,x, ïîñåì j; 7 è âúñêëîíüñ〈ÿ〉 ] om. z,i,m,n, è ïî-
ñåì j, ïîêëîíèòüñ〈ÿ〉 g; 7 ïîï ] om. z,h,j,k,n; 7 îòúêðû�ò ] ñêðû�òü g, è gê-
ðû�òü p; 7 ñòû	 ] om. g,j,i,k,m,n; 8 äü	ê〈î〉íú ] om. a,d,j,k,n, òàæ〈å〉 äü	êîí
m; 8 ñï〈à〉ñè ] om. g,e,o; 8 ïîìèëó〈è〉 ] om. g,e,j,h,n,o,x,r, è ïîìèëqè è ñúõð〈àíè〉
d; 9 âå÷åðà ] äíè j,o,r; 9 ñâåðøåíà ] om. e,n,x; 9 ñò〈à〉 ] om. g,d,e,z,h,m,n,o,r, ñòà
ì〈èðíà〉 k,x,p; 10 âhðíà ] om. d,e,j,n,r âhðíûìú a,k,l, è âhðíà z; 10 íàñò〈àâíèêà〉 ]
om. a,g,e,z,h,j,l,n,o,x,r, õðàí〈èòåëÿ〉 d; 11 îgïqùåíè� ] è îgïqùå〈íèå〉 g,j,k;
11 ãðhõî〈â〉 ] om. g,e,h,j,m,n,r, ãðhõîìú l,x,p; 12 è ] om. d,e,h; 12 ïîëåçíûõú ] om.
g, ïîëåçíûõú ä〈ó〉ø〈àì〉 a,k,p; 13 æèâîòà ] om. g,o; 13 íà〈øåãî〉 ] om. g,d,e,h,m,n,o,
x,r; 14 êîí÷èí〈û〉 ] om. g,e,h,n,r, êîí÷èíû æèâîòà íàøåãî k; 15 �äèíåíè� ] �äèíü-
íè�ìü d,j,k,p ; 15 âhðû ] âhðh d; 15 è ] om. g,d,e,h,j,m,n,r; 15 ïðè÷〈à〉ñ〈òèå〉 ]
om. g,d,e,j,m,n,r, ïðè÷àñòè�ìü ñò〈à〉ãî ä〈ó〉õà èñïðîøüøå ñàìè ñîá〈å〉 i, ïðè÷àñòè�
ñò〈à〉ãî ä〈ó〉õà èñïðîøüøà l, ïðè÷àñòü ñò〈à〉ãî ä〈ó〉õà o; 16 è ] î j,i,o,x, ante
è add. âúçãëàñ e,n, ïîï i,m,o,r; 16 íû ] om. g; 16 âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êî ] om. r 16 ñ
äåðçí〈îâåíèåìú〉 ] om. g,e,j,n,r, past ñ äåðçí〈îâåíèåìú〉 add. íåîñó〈æåíî〉 h,i, íåw-
ñóæåíüíî ñúìhòè è ïðèçûâàòè l, íåwñóæåíüíî ñìhòè ïðèçûâàòè í〈å〉á〈å〉ñíàãî
á〈îã〉à w〈ò〉öà è ãë〈àãîëà〉òè o;

15 ] in margin o ;
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	êî òâî� �ñòü ö〈à〉ðñòâè� ñè〈ëà〉 · ·· ·· ·:
ïîï ìèðú âñhì _ äü	ê〈îíú〉 ãëàâû âàøà ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîäå〉âè _

3 ïîï ìîë〈èòâó〉 òàè〈íî〉 _
á〈îæ〉å �äèíú áë〈à〉ãû è ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñ〈å〉ðäú æèâûè âú âûøíèõú

_ è íà ñìhðåíû	 ïðèçèðà	 _ ïðèçðè ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñ〈å〉ðäüíûìü îêîìü íà
6 âñÿ ëþäè òâî	 _ è ñõðàíè 	 _ è ñúïîäîáè âñÿ íû íåîñqæåíüíî

ïðèèìàòè _ æèâîòâîðÿùèõú òâîèõú ñèõú òàèíú _ òåáh áî ñâî	
ãëàâû ïîêëîíèõîìú _ ÷àþùå� æå g òåáå á〈îã〉àòû	 ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñòè · ·· ·· ·:

9 â〈ú〉çãëàñ _ áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ä〈à〉òüþ è ùåäðîòàìè i ÷〈åëîâhêîëþáè-
åìü〉 · ·· ·· ·:

ïîï ìîë〈èòâó〉 òàè〈íî〉 _
12 âîíìè ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è i〈è〉ñ〈ó〉ñå õ〈ðè〉ñ〈ò〉å á〈îæ〉å íàøü _ g ñò〈à〉-

ãî æèëèùà òâî�ãî _ è g ïðåñòîëà ñëàâû ö〈å〉ñ〈à〉ðüñòâè	 òâî�ãî _
è ïðèäè îñòèòú íàñú _ èæå ãîðh ñú îö〈å〉ìü ñhäÿè _ è ñäh ñú

15 íàìè íåâèäèìî ñû _ è ñïîäîáè äåðæàâüíîþ ðqêîþ òâî�þ _ ïîäàòè
1 ante ] 	êî, add. ïîï g, ëþä〈è〉. w〈ò〉÷å í〈à〉ø. ïîïú e,i,l,o,x,r, ëþä〈è〉 î〈ò〉÷å íàø
h,k ëþä〈è〉. w〈ò〉÷å íàø. ïîï.âüçãëàñ. m, âúçãëàñú n; 1 �ñòü ] om. d,e,h,z,j,i,k,l,m,n,o,
x,p,r; 1 ö〈à〉ðñòâè� ] om. r; ö〈à〉ðñòâî è a,j,n; 1 ñè〈ëà〉 ] om. g,e,l,n,x,r, è ñèëà
h,i,m, è ñè〈ëà〉 è ñëàâà w〈ò〉öà è ñ〈û〉íà è ñò〈à〉ãî z, ante ñè〈ëà〉 add. è ñëàâà w〈ò〉öþ
d, ñëàâ〈à〉 h, è o w〈ò〉öà è ñ〈û〉íà p; 2 ïîï ] om. a,g,d,e,h,z,j,k,i,m,,o,x,r, äü	êîí l;
2 äü	ê〈îíú〉 ] om. a,g,d,h,z,j,k,l,n,o; 2 âàøà ] íàøà a,d,h,l,m,n; 2 ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîäå〉âè ]
om. g,h,z,j,i,k,o ã〈îñïîäå〉âè ïîêëîí〈èòå〉 a,d,m,n,x; 3 ] om. g,h,j; 3 ïîï ] om. k,n,
ñò〈èòå〉ëü m; 3 òàè〈íî〉 ] om. z,k, w òàè〈íå〉 l; 4 �äèíú áë〈à〉ãû è ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñ〈å〉ðäú ]
�äèíûè áë〈à〉ãûè è ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñ〈å〉ðäûè a, �äèíûè ñòû è ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñ〈å〉ðäûè o; 4 ì〈è〉-
ë〈î〉ñ〈å〉ðäú ] ì〈è〉ë〈î〉ñòèâú d; 4–5 è ] om. z,k; 5 past ïðèçðè ] add. ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è
x; 5 îêîìü ] òâîèìü îêîìü r; 6 òâî	 ] ñâî	 i,k,x; 6 è ñõðàíè 	 ] om. j; 6 past
	 ] add. âñÿ h; 6 âñÿ íû ] om. l, íû âñÿ e, 	 h, âñÿ i; 7 òâîèõú ] om. j,o,
òè k; 7 ñèõú ] om. d,h,j,k,l,n,x,p,r; 7 áî ] om. p; 7–8 ñâî	 ãëàâû ïîêëîíèõîìú ]
ïîêëîíèõîìú ñâî	 ãëàâû h, ãëàâû ñâî	 ïîêëîíèõîìú z; 8 ïîêëîíèõîìú ] ïîêëî-
íèøà p; 8 æå ] om. h,k,l,n,x,r; 9 â〈ú〉çãëàñ ] om. j,h,n, âúçãëàñ ïîï i, ïîï âúç-
ãëàñ k,m,r, âûø〈?〉 d; 9 è ] om. j,k; 9–10 i ÷〈åëîâhêîëþáèåìü〉 ] om. e,h,n,r, pasti
÷〈åëîâhêîëþáèåìü〉 add. �äèíî÷àäàãî ñ〈û〉íà òâî�ãî ñ íèì æå áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ñ〈ëîâåíú〉
z, âúçäâèãú ðóöè ãë〈àãî〉ë〈å〉òü òàè〈íî〉 ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è qñòíh ìîè gâåðçåøè qñòà
ìî	 âúçâ〈hñòÿòü〉 i, ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è qñòíh ìîè gâåðçåøè j, �äèíî〈÷àäàãî〉 · ·· ·· ·: è
âúçähâú · ïîï · ãîðh ðóöh · ðå÷åò · ã〈îñïîä〉è qñòüíh ìîè gâü〈ðçåøè〉 l; 11 ]
om. g,d,j,i,n, ìîë〈èòâà〉 _ âúíìè ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è i〈èñó〉ñå õ〈ðè〉ñ〈ò〉å á〈îæ〉å íàø g
ñò〈à〉ãî æ〈èëèùà〉 · ·· ·· ·: âú iwàí〈íîâh〉 ñëóæáh ïèñ〈àíà〉 · ·· ·· ·: h; 11 ïîï ] om. k,l,
ñò〈èòå〉ëü z,m; 11 ìîë〈èòâó〉 ] om. x, òàæ〈å〉 ïîïú p ; 11 òàè〈íî〉 ] om. z òàè〈íî〉
ãë〈àãîëå〉òû a, ñèþ âú òàè〈íå〉 p; 12–68.2 âîíìè . . . è ïîñåì ] om. h; 12 ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è ]
om. x; 12 á〈îæ〉å ] om. p; 12–13 è g ] g z,j; 13–14 è ïðèäè ] ïðèäi j,i,k,n,o,x,r;
14 îñòèòú ] wñòèòi e,i,m, è îñòè k,x; 14 ñhäÿè ] ñhäÿ g,k,l,m; 14 è ] om. p;
14 ñäh ] äîëh a; 15 è ñïîäîáè ] ñïîäîáè íû z, è ñïîäîáè íû l,r, ñïîäîáè n,o,p;
15 ðqêîþ òâî�þ ] òâî�þ ðqêîþ a,j,k,x, ñè ðqêîþ òâî�þ d,r; 67.15–68.1 ïð〈h〉÷〈è〉-
ñòî� ] ïð〈h〉÷〈è〉ñòàãî a;

14–70.1 ñú íàìè íåâè . . . 〈ïðî〉ìûñëîì è ìíîãîþ áë〈à〉ãîñòèþ ] missing sheets in
e;



68 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

íàìú ïð〈h〉÷〈è〉ñòî� òâî� òhëî _ è ÷〈ü〉ñòíqþ òâîþ êðîâü _ è
íàì è âñhìú ëþäåìú · ·· ·· ·:

3 è ïîñåì äü	ê〈îíú〉 ð〈å〉÷åò âîíìhìú _
ïîï âúçäâèçà	 òhëî ð〈å〉÷åò _ ïðåæåñ〈âÿ〉ù〈å〉íà	 ñòà	

ñò〈û〉ìú _
6 ëþä〈è〉 �äèíú ñòú �äèí _

è ïîòîì ïîï ïðåëîìèò ïî îáû÷àþ _ è âçåìú g ñò〈à〉ãî òhëà _
÷àñòü _ è âëàãà	 â ÷àøþ ãë〈àãîëå〉òü _ èñïîëíåíè� ñò〈à〉ãî ä〈ó〉õ〈à〉

9 _
äü	ê〈îíú〉 àìèí _ ïîëîæèâú qëàðü íà òðÿïåç〈ó〉 _ ðåêú èñïîëíè

î〈ò〉÷〈å〉 _
12 è ïîþò êhíàíèê âêqñèòå

è ðå÷åò ïîï ìîë〈èòâó〉 òàè〈íî〉 ïî ïðè	òüè ñò〈û〉õú òàèí _ âú
îëòàð〈å〉 _

15 áë〈à〉ãîäàðèìú òÿ ñï〈à〉ñ〈è〉ò〈å〉ëÿ âüñhìú á〈îã〉à _ î âñhõú
áë〈à〉ãûõú 	æå äàëú �ñè íàìú _ ïî ïðè	òüè ñò〈à〉ãî òhëà è
êðúâè õ〈ðè〉ñ〈ò〉à òâî�ãî _ è ìîëèìúñÿ òåáh _ âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êî ÷〈å〉-

18 ë〈î〉â〈å〉ê〈îëþ〉á÷å ñõðàíè íû ïîäú êðîâîìü êðèëq òâî�þ _ è äàæü
íàìú äî ïîñëhäíÿãî èçäûõàíè	 íàøåãî _ äîñòîèíî ïðèèìàòè _
îñ〈âÿ〉ùåíèè òâîèõú è ïðîñâhùåíè� ä〈ó〉øè è òhëq _ âú íà-

21 ñëhäü� ö〈à〉ðñòâà í〈å〉á〈å〉ñíàãî · ·· ·· ·:

1 òâî� òhëî ] òâî�ãî òhëà a, òhëî òâî� g,z,j,i,k,l, òhëî p; 1 ÷〈ü〉ñòíqþ ] ÷〈ü〉ñ-
òüíû	 a; 1 òâîþ ] om. a,l,m,p; 1 êðîâü ] êðúâå a; 1–2 è íàì ] íàìú g,z,j,i,k,x,p;
2 è âñhìú ] âñhìú l; 2 ëþäåìú ] ëþäåìú òâîèìú a,z,j,k,o,x,r; 3 è ] om. a,d,j,i,z,
k,m,n,o,x,p,r, òàæ〈å〉 g; 3 ïîñåì ] om. a,d,g,j,i,k,m,n,o, x,p,r; 3 äü	ê〈îíú〉 ] om. g,k,n;
3 ð〈å〉÷åò ] om. a,g,d,h,j,i,k,m,n,o,p,r; 3 âîíìhìú ] òàæ〈å〉 âúíìhì g; 4 ] om. k;
4 ïîï ] om. n, ñò〈èòå〉ëü z; 4 âúçäâèçà	 òhëî ] om. a,d,h,j,m,n, o,x, âúçäâèçà	
õëháü g,z,l,p,r, âúçäâèãú õëhá i; 4 ð〈å〉÷åò ] om. a,d,z,h,j,l,m,o,x; 4 ïðåæåñ〈âÿ〉-
ù〈å〉íà	 ] om. a; 4–5 ñò〈û〉ìú ] om. h; 6 ] om. a,g,d,h,j,i,k,n; 6 �äèí _ ] om.
z,l,m,o,x,p,r; 7–14 ] ïîïú ìîë〈èòâó〉 òàè〈íî〉 i, descriptions of Communion in the
other manuscripts are at the end of the text on pages 75 – 76 15 ñï〈à〉ñ〈è〉ò〈å〉ëÿ ]
áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ä〈h〉ò〈å〉ëÿ o; 15 âüñhìú ] âüñhõú a,g,z,n,o,x,p; 15 á〈îã〉à ] è á〈îã〉à j;
15 î ] è w p; 15–16 áë〈à〉ãûõú ] áë〈à〉ãûõú òâîèõú r; 16 	æå ] è 	æå p; 16 ïî ]
w z,h,j,i,k,n,o,x,p, è w a,g,d,m,r; 16 ñò〈à〉ãî ] om. d, ñò〈û〉õú a; 16 òhëà ] òâîåãî
òhëà h; 16–17 è êðúâè ] êðúâè d; 17 è ] om. z,h,i,n,o,x,p,r; 17 ìîëèìúñÿ òåáh ]
ìîëèìúòèñÿ p; 17 òåáh âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êî ] âëàäûêî d, âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êî òîáh m; 18 íû ]
om. i pastíû add. ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è x; 18 è äàæü ] ïîäàè æå i, äàè æå z,h,j,k,x,p; 19 äî ]
è äî x; 19 èçäûõàíè	 íàøåãî ] äûõàíè	 íàøåãî d, âúçäûõàíè	 íàøåãî i, íàøåãî
èçäûõàíè	 m,x,r; 19 ïðèèìàòè ] ïðèèìàòè è i, ïðè÷àùàòèñÿ d; 20 îñ〈âÿ〉ùåíèè ]
ñò〈û〉íü h; 20 è ] âú a,d,h,j,i,k,m,n,o,x,p,r, íà z; 20 ïðîñâhùåíè� ] îöhùåíèå h,
ïðîñâhùåíèè i, ïðîùåíü� n; 20 âú ] è âú a,z,j,i,m,p;

15–70.14 áë〈à〉ãîäàðèìú . . . until end ] missing sheets in l;
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è êîí÷àâú ìîë〈èòâó〉 ïîêàäèòü ñòû	 äàðû _ è ð〈å〉÷åò
âñåãäà íûíÿ ïðiñ〈íî〉 _

3 ïhâöè â ïåðåíîñ _ õâàëèì òÿ õ〈ðè〉ñ〈ò〉å á〈îæ〉å íàøü _ 	êî
ñïîäîáèëú íû �ñè ïð〈h〉÷〈è〉ñòhìü òhëh _ è ñòhè êðúâè _
ïðè÷àùàòèñÿ ñìîòðåíè	 òâî�ãî àëë〈èë〉óã〈èà〉 · ·· ·· ·:

6 äü	ê〈î〉í _ ïðîñòè ïðèèìúøè á〈î〉æ〈å〉ñò〈âåííûõú〉 · ·· ·· ·:
çàñòqïè ñï〈à〉ñè ïîìèëó〈è〉 _
âå÷åðà âñåãî ñâåðøåíà _

9 ïîï â〈ú〉çãë〈à〉ñ 	êî òû �ñè ñò〈û〉íè íàøà è òåá〈h〉 · ·· ·· ·:
äüÿê〈îíú〉 ìèðîìü èçèähì ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉ó ïîìî〈ëèìúñÿ〉 · ·· ·· ·:
ïîï ìîë〈èòâó〉 çàáîâüíqþ _

12 âë〈à〉ä〈û〉êî ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è âñåäåðæèòåëþ _ è〈æå〉 âñþ òâàðü ïðh-
ìqäðîñòèþ ñúähëàâú _ èæå íåèçäðå÷åíüíûèìü ïðîìûñëîìú è ìíî-
1–5 è êîí÷àâú . . . àëë〈èë〉ãó〈èà〉 ] om. a,k,m,n; 1–3 è êîí÷àâú . . . â ïåðåíîñ ] âñå-
ãäà è íûíh è ïðèñíî äè	ê〈îí〉ú. àìèíú i, ï〈å〉ðåíîñ · ·· ·· ·: âñåãäà è íûíh è ïðè〈ñíî〉
ëþä〈è〉 o, è ïîêàäèò ñòû	 äàðû ãë〈àãîë〉ÿ. âúçíåñåñÿ íà í〈å〉á〈å〉ñà á〈îæ〉å ïî âñåè
çåìëè. ïîï ð〈å〉÷åò âñåãäà è íûí〈h〉 ïðè〈ñíî〉. ïhâöè ð〈å〉êóò x, ïîñåì ïîêàäèòü
îêð〈å〉ñòü ïð〈å〉ñò〈î〉ëà ñòû	 äàðû ãë〈àãîë〉ÿ. âúçíåñåñÿ íà í〈å〉á〈å〉ñà á〈îæ〉å ïî
âñåè çåìëè ñëàâ〈à〉 · ·· ·· ·: i âúçãë〈à〉ñ ïîï _ âñåãäà è íûíÿ · ·· ·· ·: ëþä〈è〉 r; 1 è ] om. h,p,
òàæ〈å〉 g, äèàê〈îíú〉 d; 1 êîí÷àâú ìîë〈èòâó〉 ] om. g,z,h,j, êîíöàâú ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâû
d, ïîêîí÷à ìîë〈èòâû〉 p; 1 ñòû	 ] om. g; 1 past ] äàðû add. êhí〈àíèêú〉 âêó-
ñèòåz; 1 è ð〈å〉÷åò ] òàæ〈å〉 g, è ð〈å〉÷åòü ñò〈èòå〉ëü z ãëÿ ñå h; 2 íûíÿ ] om.
g, è íûíh d,z,h,j,p; 2 ïðiñ〈íî〉 ] om. g,j, è ïðèñ〈íî〉 z,h, è p; 3 ïhâöè â ïå-
ðåíîñ ] ëþä〈è〉 g,z,h,j,p, è ïî ïðhíåñåíè� d; 3–5 õâàëèì . . . àëë〈èë〉óã〈èà〉 ] om.
d; 3–5 õ〈ðè〉ñ〈ò〉å . . . àëë〈èë〉óã〈èà〉 ] om. g; 3–5 	êî ñïîäîáèëú . . . àëë〈èë〉ó-
ã〈èà〉 ] om. p; 4 ïð〈h〉÷〈è〉ñòhìü ] ïðè÷àñòèòèñ〈ÿ〉 ñò〈û〉ìú òâîiìú òàiíàìú
ïð〈h〉ñò〈î〉ìó h; 4 ïð〈h〉÷〈è〉ñòhìü . . . àëë〈èë〉óã〈èà〉 ] ïðè÷àñòèòèñÿ ñò〈û〉ìú
òâîèì òàèí〈àìú〉 x; 4 òhëh ] òhëh òâî�ì j,o,r; 4 è ] om. h; 4 ñòhè ] ÷〈å〉ñòíhi
h; 4 êðúâè ] om. h, êðîâi òâî�è j,o,r; 5 ïðè÷àùàòèñÿ ] òâî�è ïðè÷àùàòèñÿ i;
6 äü	ê〈î〉í ] om. h,j,n, äü	ê〈î〉íú ðå÷åò z, à ïîï _ ïðåíîñ _ òàæ〈å〉 _ äü	ê〈îí〉
r; 6 á〈î〉æ〈å〉ñò〈âåííûõú〉 ] om. g,j,x,r, ñòûõ z,p, ïð〈h〉÷〈è〉ñò〈ûõ〉 i; 7 ïîìèëó〈è〉 ]
om. g,h,m,n,o,x, è ï〈îìèëóè〉 d, ïîìèëóè ñ〈î〉õðà〈íè〉 k,p; 8 âå÷åðà ] om. i, ä〈å〉íå o,r;
8 âñåãî ] âñÿêú a,d; 8 ñâåðøåíà ] om. g,n, ñâåðøåíà ñòà ìèðíà h,k, ñâåðøåíà ñòà p;
9 ïîï ] om. a,g,d,z,h,j,i,k,n,p; 9 â〈ú〉çãë〈à〉ñ ] om. a,g,d,h,j,i,k,m,o,x,p,r; 9 è òåá〈h〉 ]
om. a,g,h,j,i,n,o,r, õ〈ðèñò〉å á〈îæ〉å íàø d, è òháh ñëàâó âñûëà�ì z, ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è
á〈îæ〉å k, ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è á〈îæ〉å íàø m,x ã〈îñïîä〉è p; 10 äüÿê〈îíú〉 ] om. a,g,d,h,j,i,k,m,
n,p, ñò〈èòå〉ëü z; 10 ìèðîìü ] 〈ñ〉ú ìèðîìü a,j,k,x,p; 10 èçèähì ] om. g; 10 ã〈î〉ñ-
〈ïîä〉ó ïîìî〈ëèìúñÿ〉 ] om. g,d, ëþä〈è〉. î èìåíè ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉íè. ñò〈èòå〉ëü ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉ó
ïîìîëèìúñ〈ÿ〉. ã〈îñïîä〉è ïîì〈è〉ë〈óè〉 z, äü	ê〈îíú〉 ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉ó ïîìîëèìú〈ñÿ〉 p;
11 ] om. j,r; 11 ïîï ] om. d,h,k,m,n,o,p; 11 ìîë〈èòâó〉 çàáîâüíqþ ] ìîë〈èòâà〉
çàìáîíüíà	 d,k,m,n,p; 11 çàáîâüíqþ ] çààìáîííqþ. âhëìè a, çà àìáîíîìú o,
òà〈èíî〉 àì〈âîíà〉 x; 12 ã〈î〈ñ〉ïîä〉è ] ã〈îñïîä〉è á〈îæ〉å a,g,d,j,z,m; 12–70.8 âñþ
òâàðü . . . ïðh÷〈å〉ñòüí〈îå〉 ] by the manuscript d ( in b is lost); 12–13 ïðhìqä-
ð〈î〉ñòüþ ] ìqäðîñòèþ a,g,h,z,j,i,k,m,n,o,x,p, ìqäðüñòè g; 13 ñúähëàâú ] om. g,
ñähëàâûè j; 13 èæå ] è m; 13 ïðîìûñëîìú ] òâîèìú ïðîìûñëîìú a,z,h,k,m,n,o,x,p,
r; 69.13–70.1 è ìíîãîþ ] ìíîãîþ i;

12–70.8 âñþ òâàðü . . . ïðh÷〈å〉ñòüí〈îå〉 ] missing sheets in b;
13–70.14 ñúähëàâú . . . until end ] missing sheets in g;
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ãîþ áë〈à〉ãîñòèþ _ âúâhäú íû âú ïðh÷〈è〉ñòû	 äíè ñè	 _ êú w÷èùå-
íèþ ä〈ó〉øàìú è òhëîìú _ êú qäüðæàíèþ ñòðàñòè _ êú íàäüæè âúñêü-

3 ñåíè	 _ èæå ÷åòûðåìèäåñÿòû äíèè _ íà äúñêàõú ñêðèæàëè âúðq÷èâú
á〈îã〉ú〈íà〉÷åðòàíà	 ïèñìüíà _ qãîäíèêó òâî�ìq ìîñhwâè _ ïîäàæü íàìú
áë〈à〉æå _ ïîäúâèãú äîáðûè ïîäâèçàòèñÿ _ òå÷åíè� ïîñòà ñúâüðøèòè _

6 âhðq íåðàçëq÷åíq ñúáëþñòè _ ãëàâû íåâèäèìûèõú çìè�âü ñúêðqøèòè _
è ïîáhäèòåëÿ ãðhõq 	âèòèñÿ _ è íåwñqæåíüíî äîèòè è ïîêëîíèòèñÿ ñòîìq
òâî�ìq âúñêðüñåíèþ _ 	êî áë〈à〉ãîñ〈ëî〉âèñÿ è ïðîñëàâèñÿ ïðh÷〈å〉ñòüí〈îå〉

9 ëþä〈è〉àìè〈íü〉 _ áóäè èìÿ ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉íå _ ã _
ïîï ïðåêð〈ü〉ñòÿ ëþä〈è〉 _ áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ñ〈ëî〉â〈å〉íè� ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉íå íà

íàñ âñåãäà íûíÿ · ·· ·· ·:
12 ìîë〈èòâà〉 ïîòðåáèòè õîòÿùå _

êîí÷àâúøå á〈î〉æ〈åñ〉òâüíqþ òàèíq _ è ñëqæáq ñëàâq è
áë〈à〉ãîäàðåíè� âñûëà�ìú î〈ò〉öþ è ñ〈û〉íó è ñò〈îìó〉

************
1 áë〈à〉ãîñòèþ _ ] áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ä〈à〉òüþ j,n; 1 âúâhäú íû ] âúâåäè íû m; 1 äíè ]
om. a,h,i,l; 1 êú ] è êú z,o,x,p,r; 2 qäüðæàíèþ ] âúçäåðæàíüþ e,z; 2 ñòðàñòè ]
ñòð〈à〉ñò〈ü〉ìú x; 2 êú ] è êú a,e,z,i,m,o,x,p; 3 íà ] i íà n; 3 äúñêàõú ] om.
m,o,p,r; 3 ñêðèæàëè ] om. z, ñêðèæàëiþ e, ñêðèæàëåõú o ; 3 âúðq÷èâú ] âúðó-
÷èâû è e,h, âðóöè i ; 4 ïèñìüíà ] òâî	 ïèñìåíà h; 4 ïîäàæü ] ïîäàæü è a,
ïîäàè æå e,z,h,j,i,x,p, è ïîäàæü r; 5 ïîäúâèãú äîáðûè ] ïîäâèã〈î〉ìú äîáðûì
e äîáðûi ïîäâèãú h; 5 ïîäâèçàòèñÿ ] ïîäâèçàâøåñÿ i; 5 òå÷åíè� ] è òå÷åíü�
z,n,p; 6 âhðq ] è âhðó j,x,p; 6 íåðàçëq÷åíq ] íåðàçëó÷èìó z,i,m; 6 ñúáëþñòè ]
ñáëþäè è i; 6 ãëàâû ] è ãëàâ〈û〉 z,j,o,p,r; 6–7 è ïîáhäèòåëÿ ãðhõq ] è ïîáh-
äèòåëåìú ãðhõà a,e,j,m,n,o,x,p, ïîáhäèòåëåìú ãðhõà h,z,r, ïîáhäiòåëåìú ãðhõó i ;
7 è íåwñqæåíüíî ] è íhwñqæåííîìú a,e,z,h,j, m,x,p, íåwñqæåíüíî i, íåîñóæåíîìú
o,r ; 7 è ïîêëîíèòèñÿ ] ïîêëîíèòèñÿ h; 8 òâî�ìq âúñêðüñåíèþ ] âîñêð〈åñå〉íüþ
òâî�ìó p; 8 	êî ] è 	êî i; 8 áë〈à〉ãîñ〈ëî〉âèñÿ ] om. i 8 ïðh÷〈å〉ñòüí〈îå〉 ] om.
e, past ïðh÷〈å〉ñòüí〈îå〉 add. è âåëèêîëhïíî� èìÿ òâîå a,z,h,i, m,n,x, è âåëèêîëhïî�
èìÿ p,r past òâîå add. w〈ò〉öà è ñ〈û〉íà è ñò〈à〉ãî ä〈ó〉õà z,h,m,n,x î〈ò〉öà è ñ〈û〉íà
è ñò〈à〉ãî i, past ä〈ó〉õà add. âñåãäà è íûíÿ è ïðèñíî â âhêû âhêîìú àìèíü · ·· ·· ·: z, è
âåëèêîëhïíî〈å〉 èìÿ. w〈ò〉öà è ñ〈û〉íà è ñò〈à〉ãî ä〈ó〉õà · ·· ·· ·: m, past ïðh÷〈å〉ñòüí〈îå〉
add. è âåëèêîëhïíî èìÿ w〈ò〉öà è ñè〈íà〉 o; 9–11 ] om. all manuscripts except p,
òàæ〈å〉. áóäè èìÿ ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉íå .ã. æüä〈û〉. à ïîï áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ñ〈ëî〉â〈å〉íü� ã〈îñïîä〉-
íå í〈à〉 íàñú âñåãäà è íû〈íÿ〉 òàæ〈å〉. ïîïú. p; 12 ïîòðåáèòè ] ïîõðàíèòè n;
12 õîòÿøå ] om. x, äàð〈û〉 z,j,i,n, õîòÿøà · ·· ·· ·: ñâåðøèøàñÿ h, õîòÿùå äàð〈û〉 r; 13–
14 êîí÷àâúøå . . . è ñò〈îìó〉 ] õâàëèì òÿ õ〈ðè〉ñ〈ò〉å á〈îæ〉å íàøü. íà ñåì ìh〈ñòå〉
ñòhìü. íà íåì æå ëåæèòü ñòà	 ñò〈û〉õú òàèíú. è òîáh ñëàâó âñûëà�ì w〈ò〉öþ x;
13 òàèíq è ñëqæáq ] òàèíóþ ñëóæüáq z,o,p,r, ñëóæáó òàiíó h,j; 13 ñëàâq ] è
ñëàâó i,n; 14 î〈ò〉öþ ] ñî w〈ò〉öåìü z; 14 è ñ〈û〉íó ] om. o, ñ〈û〉í〈î〉ìü z; 14 è
ñò〈îìó〉 ] om. a,o, è ñú ïð〈hñòû〉ìü è áë〈à〉ãûìü æèâîòâîðÿùèìú ä〈ó〉õîìü òâî-
èìü _ è íûíÿ è ïð〈è〉ñ〈íî〉 z, past è ñò〈îìó〉 add. ä〈ó〉õó _ è âñåãäà è í〈û〉íå d,
ä〈ó〉õó i íûíÿ i ïðèñíî i âú âhêû âúê〈îâú〉 h, ä〈ó〉õó j, ä〈ó〉õq è íûíÿ è ïðèñ〈íî〉
m,n,p, ä〈ó〉õq i íûí〈å〉 r;

2–70.14 è òhëîìú . . . until end ] missing sheets in k;
3 ñêðèæàëè ] erased in z;
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Vespers in a
âúõîä〈èòü〉. ãë〈àãî〉ë〈å〉òü. ïîï. ìîë〈èòâó〉. wáû÷üíqþ.
òàæ〈å〉. ïðîê〈èìåíú〉. òàæ〈å〉. äè	ê〈îíú〉. ïð〈h〉ì〈ó〉äðîñ〈òü〉. òàæ〈å〉. ïàðå-

ìüþ.
è ïàê〈è〉. èøåäú. äè	ê〈îíú〉. ñú êàäèëüíèöåþ. è ñú òðüìè ñâhùàìè. ãë〈àãî〉-

ë〈å〉òü. ñâhòú õ〈ðè〉ñ〈òî〉âú ïðîñâhùà�ò. òàæ〈å〉. ïð〈h〉ì〈ó〉äðîñ〈òü〉. òàæ〈å〉. ïà-
ðåìüþ.

òàæ〈å〉. ïðîê〈èìåíú〉. äà qïîâà�òü èç〈ðàè〉ëü íà ã〈îñïîä〉à ñòèõ ã〈îñïîä〉è íå
âúçíåñåñÿ ñð〈ü〉äöå ìîå.

Vespers in g

âûíèäåòåòü _ ïîï _ i äú	ê〈îíú〉 _ ñú êàäüëíèö〈å〉þ
i ð〈å〉÷åòü _ ïðåìqäðîñ〈òü〉 _ ëþä〈è〉 ñâh〈òú〉 òûõú · ·· ·· ·:

3 i ð〈å〉÷〈åòü〉 âúíìhì ïîï ìèðú âñåì ïðîê〈è〉ìî〈íú〉 iæå âú ïàðèì〈üè〉 _ òàæ〈å〉
_ g áûòè	 _ à _ ïàðèì〈ü	〉 · ·· ·· ·:

òàæ〈å〉 _ ïðî〈êèìåíú〉 _ â _ è òúãäà _ âûíèäåòü _ ñú êàäèë〈î〉ìü i ð〈å〉÷åòü
6 _ ñâhòú õ〈ðè〉ñ〈òî〉âú · ·· ·· ·: òàæ〈å〉 â _ ïàðèì〈ü〉þ _

òàæ〈å〉 _ äà ñÿ iñïðàâèòü ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâà

Vespers in d

âûíèäåòü _ ïîï _ è äè	ê〈îíú〉 _ ñú êàähëüíèöåþ _ è òâîðèòü _ ïîï âûõî-
äüíqþ _

3 è ðå÷åòü _ äè	ê〈îíú〉 ñâhòú òèõú ñòû	 _ ëþä〈è〉 _ ñëàâû áåñúìüð〈òíàãî〉
è ïîñåìü _ ïðîê〈è〉ì〈åíú〉 · ·· ·· ·: òàæ〈å〉 · ·· ·· ·: ïàðüìèþ _
à ïî ïåðâîè ïàðåìüè _ âûøåä ïîï ñú _ ã _ìè ñâhùàìè _ è ñú êàähëíèöåþ

6 _ è ðå÷åòü _ ñâhòú õ〈ðè〉ñ〈òî〉â ïðîñâhøà�òü _ âñÿ íû _
ìèð òè _ ïðåìóäðîñ〈òü〉 _ äà ñÿ èñïðàâèòü _ à ñòèõ ã〈îñïîä〉è âúçâàõú _

Vespers in e
âûäåò. ïîï. ñ êàäèëíèöåþ. è òâîðèò. ìîë〈èòâó〉. âå÷〈å〉ðú çàóò〈ðà〉 ïîë〈óäíå〉.
è ðå÷〈åòü〉 äü	ê〈îíú〉. ñâhò òèõ ñòú〈ûÿ〉.
òàæ〈å〉. ïðîê〈èìåíú〉 è ïàðåìüè.
òàæ〈å〉. äà ñÿ èñïðàâèò.

Vespers in z
âúèäåòü ïîï · è äü	ê〈îíú〉 · ñ êàäèëíèöåþ · è òâîðèò · ìîë〈èòâó〉 · âûõîäíóþ

· ·· ·· ·:
è ðå÷åò · äü	ê〈îíú〉 · ïð〈h〉ì〈ó〉äðîñ〈òü〉 · ëþä〈è〉 ñâhòü òèõ ·
è ïîñåì · ïðîê〈èìåíú〉 · èæå â ïàðåìüè · è ïàðåìüþ
è âûèäåòü · äü	ê〈îíú〉 ñ êàäèëîì è ñî ñâhòèëîì · è ðå÷〈åòü〉 · ñâhòú õ〈ðè〉-

ñ〈ò〉î〈âú〉 òàæ〈å〉 · ïàðåìü	

7 òàæ〈å〉 _ äà ñÿ iñïðàâèòü ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâà ] in margin g;
5 à ïî ïåðâîè . . . ã〈îñïîä〉è âúçâàõú ] in margin d ;



72 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

è ïîñåì · ñè〈å〉 äà qïîâà�òü èç〈ðàè〉ëü · ·· ·· ·: ñòèõ ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è íå âîçíåñåñ〈å〉
ñð〈ü〉äöå ìî� ·

â ï〈î〉íåä〈hëíèêú〉 · à · íåä〈hëè〉 · ïîñ〈òà〉 ïðîêèì〈åíú〉 äà ñÿ èñïðàâèòü ·
ñòèõ · ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è âîçâàõú ê òåáh ·

Vespers in h
âûiäåòü ïîï _ äü	êîí ñ êàä〈è〉ëíèöåþ _ i ñòâîðèòü ìîë〈èòâó〉 âûõîäí〈óþ〉

â〈å〉÷åðú çàqòðà _
ð〈å〉÷åò äü	êîí _ ñâhò òèõ
ïîñåìü ïðîê〈è〉ì〈åíú〉 _ òàæ〈å〉 _ ïàðåìþ _
òàæ〈å〉 ïhíüå äà qïîâàåòü iç〈ðàè〉ëü íà ã〈îñïîä〉à _
òàæ〈å〉 _ â ïÿòîê
â ïîíåä〈h〉ëíèêú _ à _ íåä〈hëè〉 ïîñ〈òà〉
ïîþòü ïðîê〈èìåíú〉 âú ïàðåìi îg áûò〈è〉	 _ à
âûiäåò äü	êîí ñ êàä〈è〉ëîìü _ ñú ñâhùàì〈è〉 _ àùå ëè íå áóä〈åòü〉 _ äü	êîí

_ ïîï _ ïî ïðîê〈èìíó〉 _ ð〈å〉÷åò _ ñâhò õ〈ðè〉ñ〈òî〉âú ïð〈î〉ñ〈âå〉ùàåòü âñÿ ïð〈h〉-
ì〈ó〉äð〈î〉ñòü · ·· ·· ·:

òàæ〈å〉 _ ÷òåíèå _ â _
òàæ〈å〉 _ äà ñÿ iñïðàâèòü ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâà ìî〈ÿ〉 · ·· ·· ·:
òàæ〈å〉 _ i äî âåëèê〈àãî〉 äíè · ·· ·· ·:

Vespers in j
âúèäåòü ïîï è äü	ê〈îíú〉 ñ êàäèëíèöåþ _
è ð〈å〉÷åòü ïðåìóäðîñ〈òü〉 _ ñâhò òèõú ñòûÿ · ·· ·· ·:
òàæ〈å〉 _ ïðîê〈èìåíú〉 _ èæå â ïàðåìüè _
òàæ〈å〉 _ â _ ïðîê〈èìåíú〉_
è òîãäà äü	ê〈îíú〉 âûèäåò ñ êàäèëíèöåþ _ è äâh ñâhø〈è〉 ïðåäè íîñèì
è ðå÷〈åòü〉 ñâhò õ〈ðè〉ñ〈òî〉âú ïðîñâhùà�òü âñÿê ïðåìóäðîñ〈òü〉 _ òàæ〈å〉 _

ïàðìüþ _
òàæ〈å〉 _ ïðîê〈èìåíú〉 _ äà ñÿ èñïðàâèòü ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâ〈à〉 _

Vespers in i

ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ñ〈ëî〉âè w〈ò〉öå
èæå â ïàðåìüè _ ÷òåíü� _ à _�_ g áûòü	

3 ïî ñêîíöàíüè ïàðåìåè _ èçèäåò äü	êîí _ ñ êàäèëîìú _ è ñâhùàìè è ð〈å〉÷åòü
ñâhòú õ〈ðè〉ñ〈òî〉âú ïðîñâ〈åùàåòü〉 ÷òåíü� _ â_� _ g ïðèòî〈÷ü〉

ïîòîì äà ñÿ èñïðàâèò
6 ïîòîì ñòèõ〈è〉ðû íà ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è âúçâàõ

Vespers in k
ïîï. âûèäåò ñ êàäèë〈íèöåþ〉. è òâîðèòü ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâó âå÷〈å〉ð è
äü	ê〈îíú〉. ïð〈h〉ì〈ó〉äð〈î〉ñòü. ëþä〈è〉 ñâhòü òèõ.
òàæ〈å〉 ïàðåì〈è〉	.
òàæ〈å〉 äà ñÿ èñïðàâèòü ì〈îëèòâà〉 · ·· ·· ·:

1 ] written in cursive uncial in place of the title i;
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Vespers in l
âûíèäåòü ïîï íà âûõîäú · ·· ·· ·: è äü	ê〈îíú〉 _ ñ êàäåëüíèöåþ _ à òâîðèòü ïîï

ìîë〈èòâó〉 âûõîäíóþ · ·· ·· ·: âå÷åðú è çàóòð〈à〉 _
äü	êîí ð〈å〉÷åòü _ ïðåìóäðîñ〈òü〉 _ ëþä〈è〉 _ ñâhòú òû〈õú〉 ñòû	 _ 	 ñëàâ〈û〉

_
òàæ〈å〉 ïàðåìü	 _
è ïîòîìü _ ïhíè� ñå _ äà _ qïîâà�òü èç〈ðàè〉ëü íà ã〈îñïîä〉à _ ñòèõ _

ã〈îñïîä〉è íå âúçíåñåñÿ ñð〈ü〉äöå_
è âñÿ ñëóæ〈áà〉 _ ïî ðÿäó _ òàêîæ〈å〉 _ è âú ïÿò〈îêú〉 · ·· ·· ·:
âú ïîíåä〈hëüíèêú〉 _ à _ íåä〈hëè〉 _ ïîñòà _
òàêîæ〈å〉 âûõîä _ 	êî æå �ñòü ðå÷〈å〉íî _
òàæå ïðîê〈èìåíú〉 _ ñú ïàðåìü�þ _ g áûòü	 _ èñêîíè ñòâîðè á〈îã〉ú _
òàæ〈å〉 âûíèäåò _ äü	êîí _ ñ êàähëüíèöåþ _ è ð〈å〉÷åòü _ ñâhòú õ〈ðè〉ñ〈òî〉âú

ïðîñâhùà�òü âñÿ íû ïðhìóäðîñ〈òü〉 _ òàæ〈å〉 _ â_þ ïàðåìüþ _
è ïîòîìü _ äà ñÿ èñïðàâèòü _ ñòèõ ã〈îñïîä〉è âîçâàõú _
è ïîï ïîêëîíèòñÿ ïðhäú òðÿïåçîþ _
ñèöå ïhò〈è〉 äî âåëèêàãî ïÿòêà _

Vespers in m
âûèäåò. ïîï. è äü	êîí. ñú êàäèëíèöåþ. è ãë〈àãîë〉åòü. ìîë〈èòâó〉. âûõîä〈íóþ〉.

âå÷åðú çàóòð〈à〉 · ·· ·· ·:
è ðå÷åò. äü	êîí. ñâhòú òèõ ñòû	. ëþä〈è〉 áåñì〈å〉ðòíàãî w〈ò〉öà í〈å〉á〈å〉ñíàãî.
ïîñåì. ïðîêûì〈åíú〉. âå÷åðíèè. ïî wáû÷àþ. òàæ〈å〉. ïàðåìüè.
òàæ〈å〉. ïhí〈è〉�. äà qïîâà�òü èç〈ðàè〉ëü íà ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉à. ëþä〈è〉. òîæå.

ïhâ〈å〉ö. ñòèõ. ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è íå âúçíåñåñÿ ñð〈ü〉äöå. ëþä〈è〉. äà qïîâà�òü èç〈ðàè〉ëü
· ·· ·· ·: äî êîíöà. ïhâ〈å〉ö òîæ〈å〉. äà qïîâà�òü èç〈ðàè〉ë · ·· ·· ·: ëþä〈è〉. êîíåöü. ðüêqò
· ·· ·· ·: gñåëh è äî âhêà. ïhâ〈å〉ö. òîæ〈å〉. gíûíh è äî âhêà · ·· ·· ·:

òàêîæ〈å〉. è â ïÿòîê. ñëqæèòè · ·· ·· ·:
à â ïîíåä〈hëüíèêú〉 .à. íåä〈hëè〉. ïîñòà · ·· ·· ·: ïî ñò〈è〉õ〈èðàõú〉
âûèäåò. ïîï. è äü	êîí. ñú êàäèëíèöåþ. è ðå÷åò. äü	ê〈îíú〉. ñâhòü òèõú

ñò〈ûÿ〉 · ·· ·· ·:
äü	ê〈îíú〉. âîíìhì. ïîï. ìèðú âñ〈å〉ì · ·· ·· ·: ëþä〈è〉 è ä〈ó〉õ〈î〉âè òâî�ìó · ·· ·· ·:
äü	ê〈îíú〉. ïðåì〈ó〉äðîñ〈òü〉. ïhâåö. ïðîê〈èìåíú〉. èæå â ïàðåìüè · ·· ·· ·: ïîòîì.

g áûòü	 ÷ò〈åí〉ü〈å〉 .à.
è 	êî æ〈å〉 êîí÷à�òü. ÷òåí〈èå〉 .à. âûèäåò äü	ê〈î〉í · ·· ·· ·: ñú êàäèëíèöåþ. è ñú

ñâhùàìà. èçú wëòàð〈ÿ〉. à ïhâåö. ïî�ò. ïðîê〈èìåíú〉 .â.
è 	êî æ〈å〉. êîí÷à�ò. ïðîê〈èìåíú〉. è ðå÷åò · ·· ·· ·: ñâhòú õ〈ðè〉ñ〈òî〉âú ïðîñâh-

ùà�òü âñÿ. è èäåò â îëòàðü · ·· ·· ·:
è ðå÷åò. ïðåìqäðîñ〈òü〉. ïhâ〈å〉ö. g ïðèòî÷. ÷òåí〈èå〉 .â.
òàæ〈å〉. ïhí〈èå〉 · ·· ·· ·: äà ñÿ èñïðàâèòü ì〈î〉ë〈è〉ò〈âà〉 · ·· ·· ·: ñòiõ .â. ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è

âîçâàõú ê òîá〈h〉 · ·· ·· ·:
ñèöå æå ïhòè. äî âåëèêàã〈î〉. ïÿòêà.

Vespers in n
ïîþòü. ïðîê〈èìåíú〉. i ïàðåìi〈þ〉.
è ïîñåì äà ñÿ èñïðàâèòü ì〈î〉ë〈è〉ò〈âà〉 · ·· ·· ·:
ñòèõ ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è âúçâàõ · ·· ·· ·:
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Vespers in x

áûâà�ò. âûõîä ñ êàä〈è〉ëîì _ ïîï. òâîðèò. ìîë〈èòâó〉 âûõîäíóþ.
ïîñåìü äü	êîí ð〈å〉÷åò ïð〈h〉ì〈ó〉äð〈î〉ñòü ñâhò òèõ ëþä〈è〉 ð〈å〉êóò ñòû	 ñëà-

â〈û〉.
òàæ〈å〉 ïðîê〈èìåíú〉. â ïàðåìüè. i ÷òåòñÿ ïàðåì	.
òàæ〈å〉 ïîþò äà ñÿ èñïðàâèò ìîë〈èòâà〉. ñòèõ _ à _ ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîäè〉 âîçâàõ. ñòèõ

_ â _ ïîëîæè ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è ñîõðàíåí〈è〉å. åãäà æ〈å〉 åðhè ïî�ò äà ñÿ iñïðàâ〈èòñÿ〉.
òîãäà áûâàþò ïîêëîí〈û〉 âåëèêèÿ

Vespers in o

âûäåò ïîï íà âûõîäú ñú êàäèëíèöåþ. è òâîðèò. ìîë〈èòâó〉. âûõîä〈íóþ〉. âå-
÷åðú çàqòðà ïîëóä〈íå〉.

äü	ê〈îíú〉 ð〈å〉÷åòü _ ïðåì〈ó〉äð〈î〉ñòü ïðîñòè. ëþä〈è〉 _ ñâhòú òèõú ñòû	
ñëàâ〈û〉 _ è ïîèäåò âú wëòàðü ãë〈àãîë〉ÿ áë〈à〉ã〈î〉ñ〈ëîâüí〉íî âõîæ〈ä〉åíü� õ〈ðè〉-
ñ〈ò〉à èñòèíüíàãî á〈îã〉à íàøåãî. âñåãäà è íûí〈h〉

òàæ〈å〉 ïðîê〈èìåíú〉 äí〈å〉âíûè. òàæ〈å〉 ïàðåìüþ. _
òàæ〈å〉 äü	ê〈îíú〉 ð〈å〉÷åòü. ñâhòú õ〈ðè〉ñ〈òî〉âú ïðîñüâhùà�òü âñÿ íû
ïðåì〈ó〉äð〈î〉ñò · ·· ·· ·: òàæ〈å〉 ïàðåìüþ _
òàæ〈å〉 ïhíü� äà _ qïîâàåòü èç〈ðàè〉ëü íà ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉à gíûíå è äî âhêà · ·· ·· ·:

ñòèõ. ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è íå âúçíåñåñÿ ñð〈ü〉äöå ìî�.
ñå æå i âú ïÿòîê òî	 íåä〈hëè〉.
â ïîíåä〈hëüíèêú〉 _ à _ íåä〈hëè〉 ïîñ〈òà〉 ïî ïàðåìüè ïðîê〈èìåíú〉 äà ñÿ èñ-

ïðàâèòü. ñòèõ ã〈î〉ñ〈ïîä〉è âúçâàõú ê òîá〈h〉 · ·· ·· ·:
ñå æå ïîè è äî âåëèê〈à〉ãî ïÿòúêà.

Vespers in p

âûèäåòü. ïîïú. è äü〈	〉ê	íú ñú êàäèëîìü. è òâîðèòü. ìîë〈èòâó〉 âûõîäíóþ.
âå÷åðú çàqòðà ïîë〈óäíå〉.

äü	ê〈îíú〉. ð〈å〉÷åòü. ïðåì〈ó〉äð〈î〉ñòü. è ëþä〈è〉 ñâhòú òèõú.
ïîñåìü. ïðîê〈èìåíú〉. â〈å〉÷åðíèè. òàæ〈å〉 ïàðåìü	.
òàæ〈å〉 ïhíü� ñå. äà qïîâà�òü èç〈ðàè〉ëü íà ã〈îñïîäà〉. ñòèõ. ã〈îñïîä〉è íå âîç-

íåñè ñð〈ü〉äöå ìî�
òàêî æå è â ïÿò〈îêú〉.
è âú ïîíåä〈hëüíèêú〉 _ à _ íåä〈hëè〉 ïîñòà. ïî ñò〈è〉õ〈è〉ðàõú. âûèäåòü. ïîïú.

è äü〈	〉ê	íú. ñú êàäèëîìü.
è ð〈å〉÷åòü. äü	ê〈îíú〉. ïðåì〈ó〉äð〈î〉ñòü. è ëþä〈è〉 ñâhòú òèõú.
äü	ê〈îíú〉. âîíìhì. ïîï. ìèðú âñhìú. ëþä〈è〉. ä〈ó〉õ〈î〉âè òâî�ìó. äü	ê〈îíú〉.

ïðåì〈ó〉äð〈î〉ñòü. òàæ〈å〉 ïðîê〈èìåíú〉. èæå â ïàðåìüè. è êîí÷à�òü ÷òåíü� ïåðâîå.
òàæ〈å〉 ïðîê〈èìåíú〉 . â . è âûèäåòü. ïîïú. ñ êàäèëîì. 	êî æå êîí÷à�òü ïðîê〈è-

ìåíú〉. è ð〈å〉÷åòü. ïðåì〈ó〉äð〈î〉ñòü. ïîïú. ðå÷åòü. ñâhòú õ〈ðèñòî〉âú ïðîñâhùà�òü
âñÿ íû. è èäåòü âî wëòàðü.

òàæ〈å〉. ÷òåíü� . â.� .
è ïîñåìü. äà ñÿ èñïðàâèòü. à ïîïú. ñòàíåòü è ïîêëîíèòñÿ ïðåäú òðÿïåçîþ
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Vespers in r
âûíèäåòü ïîï _ ñ êàäèëíèö _ è ãë〈àãîëå〉òü ìîë〈èòâó〉 _ âå÷åðú çàqòðà è

ïîëóäí〈å〉 _
è ð〈å〉÷åòü _ äü	ê〈îíú〉 _ ñâhòú òû〈õú〉 ñòû	 ñëàâ〈û〉 _ ëþä〈è〉 áåñì〈å〉ðòü-

íàãî î〈ò〉ö〈à〉 · ·· ·· ·:
ïîñåìü _ ïðîê〈èìåíú〉 âå÷åðíèè _ òàæ〈å〉 _ ïàðåìüþ _
òàæ〈å〉 _ ïhíü� _ ãë〈à〉ñ _ s _ äà qïîâà�òü èç〈ðàè〉ëü íà ã〈îñïîä〉à gíûí〈å〉

· ·· ·· ·: ñòèõ _ ã〈îñïîä〉è íå âúçíåñåñÿ ñð〈ü〉äöå ì〈îå〉 · ·· ·· ·:
è ïî ðÿäó _ ëèòóðãi	 ïîñ〈ò〉íà	 · ·· ·· ·:
òàêî æå _ è â ïÿò〈îêú〉 _ òî	 íåä〈h〉ëè · ·· ·· ·:
â ïîíåä〈hëüíèêú〉 _ à _ íåä〈hëè〉 _ ïîñ〈òà〉 _ ïî ñò〈è〉õ〈è〉ðàõ. âûíèäåò. ïîï.

è äü	ê〈îíú〉. ñú êàäèëíèö〈åþ〉 _ è ãë〈àãîëå〉òü ìîë〈èòâó〉 _ âå÷åðú çàqòðà è · ·· ·· ·:
è ðå÷〈å〉ò _ äü	ê〈îíú〉 _ ñâhòú òû〈õú〉 ñòû	 · ·· ·· ·: ëþä〈è〉 _ áåñì〈å〉ðòüíàãî

î〈ò〉ö〈à〉 _
ïîñåìü ïðîê〈èìåíú〉 _ èæå â ïàðåìüè _ ïîòîì _ ÷òåíè� g áûò〈è〉	 _
è ïîòîì âûíèäåò ïîïú ñ êàä〈è〉ëîìü _ è ñâhòèëîì _ è ð〈å〉÷åò ñâhòú õ〈ðè〉-

ñ〈òî〉âú ïðîñâhùà�òü âñÿ íû ïðåì〈ó〉äðî〈ñòü〉
òàæ〈å〉 _ ÷òåíè� _ g ïðèòî÷ _
è ïîòîì _ ïhíü� _ äà ñÿ èñïðàâèò ì〈î〉ë〈è〉ò〈âà〉 · ·· ·· ·: ñòèõ _ ã〈îñïîä〉è âîçâàõ

_

Communion in a

òàæ〈å〉. ïðhëîìèòü ïî wáû÷àþ. è ïðè÷àñòèòüñÿ. òàæ〈å〉 äè	ê〈îíú〉. ïîêàäèòü
ñòû〈ÿ〉 äàðû ãë〈àãîë〉ÿ. âúçíåñèñÿ íà í〈å〉á〈å〉ñà á〈îæ〉å. ïîïú. âñåãäà è íûíÿ è
ïðèñíî è âú · ·· ·· ·: ïîïú. ì〈î〉ë〈è〉òâq. âú ïðåíîñú. òàè〈íî〉

Communion in g

è ïðåëîìèòü ïî îáû÷àþ _ òàæ〈å〉 _ ïðè÷àñòèòüñÿ · ·· ·· ·: ìîë〈èòâà〉 _ òàè〈íî〉 _
ïî ïðèíåñåíèi _ ñò〈û〉õú _ òàií

Communion in d

è ïîòîìü âñå ïî wáû÷àþ · ·· ·· ·: ìîë〈èòâà〉 _ ïî ïðè÷àùåíèè · ·· ·· ·: òàè〈íî〉

Communion in z

è ïðè÷àñòÿòüñÿ ïî wáû÷àþ _ ìîë〈èòâà〉 ïî ïðè÷àùåí〈èè〉

Communion in j

ïðè÷àùàþòüñ〈ÿ〉 ïî îáû÷àþ · ·· ·· ·: êhíàíèê · ·· ·· ·: âêóñèòå i âèä〈å〉òå · ·· ·· ·: ìîë〈èòâà〉
· ·· ·· ·: ïî ïðè÷àñòüi h, êåí〈àíèê〉 · ·· ·· ·: âúêóñèòå è â〈èäåòå〉 · ·· ·· ·: ìîë〈èòâà〉 ïî ïðè÷àñ〈òèè〉

Communion in k

ïîï. g ñò〈à〉ãî õëháà âëàãà�ò â ïîòûðü ãë〈àãîë〉ÿ · ·· ·· ·: ñìhøåíè� ñò〈à〉ãî òhëà
è êðîâå õ〈ðè〉ñ〈ò〉à á〈îã〉à · ·· ·· ·: ïðè÷àñòÿòüñ〈ÿ〉. âúçíåñåñÿ íà í〈å〉á〈å〉ñà á〈îæ〉å.
ïhâöè. õâàëèì òÿ õ〈ðè〉ñ〈ò〉å á〈îæ〉å · ·· ·· ·: ìîë〈èòâà〉. ïî ïðè÷〈à〉ñòüè · ·· ·· ·:
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Communion in l

òàæ〈å〉 _ ïîï _ ïðhëîìèò õëháú _ íà ÷åòûðè ÷àñòè ïî wáû÷àþ _ è âúëàãà�òü
âú ÷àøþ ÷àñòü _ è äü	êîí ïîëîæèò _ qðàðü íà òðÿïhçh _ è ð〈å〉÷åòü _ èñïúëíè
w〈òü〉÷å _ ÷àøþ ñèþ · ·· ·· ·: ïîï æå âúêëàäà	 ðå÷åò _ èñïîëíåíè� ñò〈à〉ãî ä〈ó〉õà _
äü	êîí _ àìèíü _ è ïðè÷àñòèòñÿ _ ïîï _ è äü	ê〈îíú〉 _ ïhâöè _ êèí〈àíèêú〉 _
ïîþòü âúêóñèòå è âèäèòå òàæ〈å〉 _ ïîêàäèò _ ñòû	 äàðû · ·· ·· ·: ãë〈àãîë〉ÿ ñèöå w
òàè〈íå〉 _ âúçíåñèñÿ íà í〈å〉á〈å〉ñà á〈îæ〉å _ ïîï _ âúçãëàñ _ âñhãäà è íûíh _ è
ïðèñí〈î〉 · ·· ·· ·: ïhâöè _ õâàëèìú òÿ õ〈ðèñò〉å á〈îæ〉å íàøü 	êî ñïîäîáèë íû �ñè _
ïðè÷àñòèòèñÿ ñò〈å〉ìü òhëh òâî�ìü _ è ÷〈ü〉ñòüíhè êðúâè òâî�è _ èçëè	íå〈è〉
çà â〈ü〉ñü ìèðú _ âú wñòàâë〈åíèå〉

Communion in m

äü	êîí. èñïîëíè w〈òü〉÷å ÷àøþ ñèþ · ·· ·· ·: ïîï ðå÷åò. èñïîëíåíè� ñòàãî ä〈ó〉õà
· ·· ·· ·: ñò〈èòå〉ëü. ìîë〈èòâó〉. òàè〈íî〉. ïî ïðè÷àñ〈òèè〉 · ·· ·· ·:

Communion in o

è ïðè÷àñòÿòñü ïî wáû÷àþ · ·· ·· ·: ìîë〈èòâà〉 n, êhí〈àíèêú〉. âúêóñèòå. è ïðèàï-
ñòÿòñÿ ïî wáû÷àþ · ·· ·· ·: è ïîêàäèòü îêîëî ïð〈h〉ñò〈î〉ëà. ãë〈àãîë〉ÿ òài〈íî〉 · ·· ·· ·: âúç-
íåñèñÿ íà í〈å〉á〈å〉ñà á〈îæ〉å. è ïî âñåè çåìëè ñëàâà òâî	 · ·· ·· ·: ìîë〈èòâà〉 òàè〈íî〉.

Communion in p

âçåì ïîïú äàñòü ñòà〈ãî〉 õëháà. i âëàãà�ò â ïîòèð ãë〈àãîë〉ÿ ñìhøåí〈è〉�
ñò〈à〉ãî òhë〈à〉 äü	ê〈î〉í. âëèâà�ò qêðîï. ð〈å〉÷〈åò〉 _ èñïîëíè w〈òm〉÷å ÷àø〈ó〉.
è ïðè÷〈à〉ñòÿòñÿ ïî wáû÷〈à〉þ. ìîë〈èòâà〉 òài〈íî〉 x, òàæ〈å〉. ïðåëîìèòü ïî wáû-
÷àþ. è âçåìú ñòà〈ãî〉 òhëà ÷àñòü. âëàãà	 â ÷àøþ ãë〈àãîë〉åòü. èñïîëíåíü� ñòàãî
ä〈ó〉õà. äü	ê〈îíú〉. ïîëîæü qðàðü íà òðÿïåçh. è ð〈å〉÷åòü. èñïîëíè w〈ò〉÷å. è ïî-
þòü. êóí〈àíèêú〉. âêóñèòå. òàæ〈å〉. ïîïú. ìî〈ëèòâó〉 â òàè〈íå〉

Communion in r

ïîï _ ïðåëîìèòü ïî îáû÷àþ _ è âçåìú ÷àñòü g ñò〈à〉ãî òhëà _ ïðåêð〈å〉ùà	
÷àø〈ó〉 _ ãë〈àãîëå〉òü _ ñìhøåíè� ÷〈å〉ñòíàãî òhëà è êðîâå ã〈îñïîä〉à íàøåãî
i〈è〉ñ〈óñà〉 õ〈ðèñòà〉 · ·· ·· ·: äü	ê〈îí〉 _ èñïîëíè î〈ò〉÷å ÷àøþ ñèþ _ ïîï _ èñïîëíå-
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ESCHATOLOGICAL 
YOM KIPPUR 

IN THE APOCALYPSE OF ABRAHAM: 
Part I. The Scapegoat Ritual1

Introduction

In the second part of the Apocalypse of Abraham, a Jewish pseude-
pigraphon wriĴ en in the fi rst centuries of the Common Era, its hero — 
the patriarch Abraham — encounters an angelic being appointed by 
God to be his celestial guide. This creature, named in the apocalypse 
as the angel Yahoel, baffl  es the seer’s imagination with his enigmatic 
appearance. The text describes him as a composite pteromorphic be-
ing with a body shining like sapphire2 and a face resembling chryso-
lite.3 The wardrobe of the angel also appears wondrous. Dressed in 
purple garments, he wears a turban reminiscent of “the bow in the 
clouds.”4 Abraham also sees a golden staff  in the right hand of his 
celestial companion. 

Scholars have previously noted the sacerdotal signifi cance of the 
angel’s aĴ ire.5 Thus, Martha Himmelfarb argues that Yahoel’s “ward-
robe has strong priestly associations. The linen band around his head 

(1)  An expanded version of this article is forthcoming in Henoch.
(2)  Slav. сапфиръ. B. Philonenko-Sayar, M. Philonenko, L’Apocalypse 

d’Abraham. Introduction, texte slave, traduction et notes (Paris: Librairie Adrien 
Maisonneuve, 1981) (Semitica, 31) 60.

(3)  Slav. хрусолить. Ibid.
(4)  “…and a turban (кидарь) on his head like the appearance of the 

bow in the clouds…” A. Kulik, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha: Toward 
the Original of the Apocalypse of Abraham (Atlanta: Scholars, 2004) (TCS, 3) 19; 
Philonenko-Sayar, Philonenko, L’Apocalypse d’Abraham..., 60.

(5)  Thus, Dan Harlow observes that “Yahoel’s clothing … indicates that 
he is the heavenly high priest: he wears a ‘turban on his head like the appear-
ance of the bow in the clouds,’ his garments are purple, and he has a golden 
staff  in his hand (11:2). These elements evoke the wardrobe and accoutrement 
of Aaron (Exodus 28; Numbers 17).” D. S. Harlow, Idolatry and Otherness: Is-
rael and Nations in the Apocalypse of Abraham (forthcoming).
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recalls Aaron’s headdress6 of fi ne linen (Ex. 28:39).”7 Other details of 
the angel’s appearance also reveal his connections with the priestly 
offi  ce. Himmelfarb reminds us that the purple of Yahoel’s robe betrays 
connections to one of the colors of the high-priestly garments of Exo-
dus 28.8 The angel’s golden staff  also seems to have a sacerdotal mean-
ing, invoking the memory of Aaron’s rod which miraculously sprout-
ed in the wilderness aĞ er Korah’s rebellion “to indicate the choice of 
Aaron and his descendants as priests (Num. 17:16–26).”9

Himmelfarb also brings aĴ ention to the rainbow-like appearance of 
Yahoel’s turban, which, in her opinion, “brings together the two cen-
tral color schemes employed elsewhere in the description of God as 
high priest, whiteness and the multicolored glow.”10

Indeed, the tradition about “the rainbow in the cloud” associated 
with the headgear of the highest ranking sacerdotal servant is known 
from several texts, including the description of the high priest Simon 
in the Wisdom of Jesus ben Sira 50:7.11 Later rabbinic traditions12 de-

(6)  Jacob Milgrom observes that the high priest’s head covering was a 
turban (tpncm) and not tw(bgm, the simpler headdresses of the ordinary 
priests (Exod. 28:39–40). J. Milgrom, Leviticus 1–16 (New York: Doubleday, 
1991) (Anchor Bible, 3) 1016.

(7)  M. Himmelfarb, Ascent to Heaven in Jewish and Christian Apocalypses 
(New York—Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993) 62.

(8)  Himmelfarb, Ascent to Heaven..., 62.
(9)  Ibid., 62. Yahoel’s role as a heavenly high priest is also hinted at later in 

the text (Apoc. Ab. 10:9) through his liturgical offi  ce as choirmaster of the Liv-
ing Creatures, which is reminiscent of the liturgical offi  ce of Enoch-Metatron 
in the Merkabah tradition. Cf. A. Orlov, Celestial Choirmaster: The Liturgi-
cal Role of Enoch-Metatron in 2 Enoch and the Merkabah Tradition, JSP 14.1 
(2004) 3–24.

(10)  Himmelfarb, Ascent to Heaven..., 62.
(11)  “Greatest of his brothers and the beauty of his people was Simeon 

the son of Johanan the priest ... how honorable was he as he gazed forth from 
the tent, and when he went forth from the house of the curtain; like a star of 
light from among clouds, and like the full moon in the days of festival; and 
like the sun shining resplendently on the king’s Temple, and like the rainbow 
which appears in the cloud ….” C. N. R. Hayward, The Jewish Temple: A Non-
Biblical Sourcebook (London: Routledge, 1996) 41–42.

(12)  One of the extensive descriptions of Cyc is found in the Book of Zo-
har which describes its unusual luminosity: “[Rabbi Simeon] began quoting: 
‘And they made the plate of the holy crown of pure gold, [and wrote upon it 
a writing, like the engravings of a signet: Holy to the Lord]’ (Exodus 39:30). 
Why was this plate called Cyc? It means ‘being seen, to be looked at.’ Since 
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scribe the high priest’s front-plate (Cyc), which he wore on his fore-
head.13 Made of gold and inscribed with the divine Name, the plate 
shone like a rainbow.14

The priestly affi  liations of Abraham’s celestial guide are not coin-
cidental. He appears in the crucial juncture of the story at which the 
young hero of the faith has just leĞ  his father’s destroyed sanctuary 
that had been polluted by idolatrous worship and is now called by 
God “to set a pure sacrifi ce” before the deity. In this respect Yahoel 
appears to be envisioned in the text not merely as an angelus interpres 
whose role is to guide a visionary on his heavenly journey, but as a 
priestly fi gure initiating an apprentice into celestial sacerdotal praxis. 
Scholars have previously refl ected on the peculiar cultic routine that 
surrounds the relationship between Abraham and his celestial guide 
as he explains to the seer how to prepare the sacrifi ces, deliver praise 
to the deity, and enter the heavenly Throne room. Indeed, the intensity 
of these sacerdotal instructions and preparations hints at the impor-
tance of priestly praxis for the overall conceptual framework of the 
text. It also appears that in the Apocalypse of Abraham, as in many other 
Jewish accounts, including 1 Enoch 14 and the Testament of Levi 8 the 
entrance of a seer into the celestial realm reveals the cultic dimension 
and is envisioned as a visitation of the heavenly temple. Thus, schol-
ars have previously noted that the authors of the Apocalypse of Abra-
ham seem to view heaven as a temple.15 This emphasis on the links of 

it was there to be seen by people, it was called Cyc. Whoever looked upon 
this plate was recognized by it. The leĴ ers of the holy name were inscribed 
and engraved upon this plate, and if the person who stood in front of it was 
righteous, the leĴ ers inscribed in the gold would stand out from boĴ om to top 
and would shine out from the engravings, and illuminate the person’s face.” 
(Zohar II.217b) I. Tishby, The Wisdom of the Zohar: An Anthology of Texts, 3 vols. 
(London: The LiĴ man Library of Jewish Civilization, 1989) Vol. 3. 920–921.

(13)  Ex 39:30–31 “They made the roseĴ e of the holy diadem of pure gold, 
and wrote on it an inscription, like the engraving of a signet, ‘Holy to the 
Lord.’ They tied to it a blue cord, to fasten it on the turban above …”

(14)  b. Yoma 37a.
(15)  In this respect Himmelfarb observes that “the heaven of the Apoca-

lypse of Abraham is clearly a temple. Abraham sacrifi ces in order to ascend 
to heaven, then ascends by means of the sacrifi ce, and joins in the heavenly 
liturgy to protect himself during the ascent. … The depiction of heaven as a 
temple confi rms 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 sacrifi ce, a substitute 
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priestly praxis with the heavenly sanctuary does not appear coinci-
dental in such a text as the Apocalypse of Abraham, which was wriĴ en in 
a very special period of Jewish history. It was a time when, faced with 
a wide array of challenges revolving around the loss of the terrestrial 
sanctuary, the authors of the Jewish apocalyptic writings were seeking 
various theological alternatives for preserving and perpetuating tradi-
tional priestly practices. The Apocalypse of Abraham is drawing on one 
such option connected with the idea of the celestial sanctuary repre-
sented by the divine Chariot when it off ers the story of the young hero 
of the faith who travels from the destroyed terrestrial shrine polluted 
by idols to the heavenly Temple.

Indeed, priestly concerns permeate not only the second apocalyp-
tic section of the text, which deals with the patriarch’s transition into 
the heavenly realm, but the fabric of the entire pseudepigraphon.16 
It has also been previously noted that besides Yahoel, whom the text 
envisions as the heavenly high priest par excellence, the Apocalypse of 
Abraham off ers an extensive roster of other priestly characters, includ-
ing “fallen” priests culpable for perverting true worship and pollut-
ing heavenly and terrestrial shrines. Thus, Dan Harlow observes that. 
besides the two “positive” priestly servants represented by the high 
priest Yahoel and his priestly apprentice Abraham, the Apocalypse of 
Abraham also off ers a gallery of negative priestly fi gures, including the 
“idolatrous priests” Terah and Nahor17 as well as the “fallen priest” 
Azazel.18 Harlow’s observation is sound and one can safely assume 

that in the apocalypse’s view was to be temporary.” Himmelfarb, Ascent to 
Heaven..., 66.

(16)  Thus, for example, Harlow views the whole structure of the work 
as the composition which includes fi ve sacerdotal steps or “movements”: 
“Abraham’s separation from false worship (chs. 1–8); Abraham’s preparation 
for true worship (chs. 9–14); Abraham’s ascent for true worship (chs. 15–18); 
Abraham’s vision of false worship (19:1–29:1–13); Abraham’s vision of true 
worship restored (29:14–31:12).” Harlow, Idolatry and Otherness...

(17)  Alexander Kulik argues that the description of the sacrifi cial services 
of Terah’s family found in the fi rst chapter of the Apocalypse of Abraham “pre-
cisely follows the order of the Second Temple daily morning tamid service as 
it is described in the Mishna: fi rst, priests cast lots (Yoma 2, 1–4; Tamid 1, 1–2; 
cf. also Luke 1:9), then they sacrifi ce in front of the sanctuary (Tamid 1–5), 
fi nishing their service inside (Tamid 6).“ Kulik, Retroverting Slavonic Pseud-
epigrapha..., 86.

(18)  Harlow’s research helps to clarify the priestly status of Azazel by 
drawing on the structural parallelism between the high priestly profi le of 
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that all the major characters of the Slavonic apocalypse have priestly 
affi  liations. 

All these details demonstrate the importance of priestly praxis in 
the conceptual framework of the Slavonic apocalypse, a work wriĴ en 
at a time overshadowed by the challenging quest for priestly and litur-
gical alternatives that could compensate for the loss of the terrestrial 
sanctuary. 

While identifying the priestly seĴ ings of the Apocalypse of Abraham 
does not pose signifi cant diffi  culties, understanding the relationship 
between these sacerdotal rituals and initiations and a particular cultic 
seĴ ing or festival is more challenging. To what kind of Jewish festival 
might the order of Abraham’s sacrifi ces and initiations be related? Sev-
eral possibilities have been entertained. Ryszard Rubinkiewicz sug-
gests that the priestly initiations of Abraham could be connected with 
the feast of Shavuot or Pentecost, which commemorates the giving of 
the Torah on Mount Sinai.19 To support this hypothesis, Rubinkiewicz 
appeals to certain “Mosaic” details of Abraham’s priestly initiation, 
including references to the seer’s forty-day fast and the naming of the 
place of the patriarch’s sacrifi ces as Horeb. 

While these hints of a Shavuot seĴ ing are valid, given the aforemen-
tioned complexity of the sacerdotal universe of the Slavonic apoca-
lypse, it is possible that the priestly traditions found in the text are not 
limited to only one particular seĴ ing or festival but possibly refl ect 
connections with several events of the liturgical year. Thus, some other 
symbolic features of the Slavonic apocalypse, including the fi gure of 
the main antagonist of the story Azazel, as well as pervasive usage of 
the terminology of two lots, suggest that the imagery of the distinctive 
rites taking place on the Day of Atonement might play a signifi cant 
role in the authors’ theological worldview. 

This article examines the peculiar priestly traditions found in the 
Apocalypse of Abraham that might refl ect a Yom Kippur liturgical set-
ting. The article will also try to show that some portions of the second, 
apocalyptic part of the pseudepigraphon can be seen as a re-enactment 

Yahoel in chs. 10–11 and the Azazel’s priestly profi le in chs. 13–14. Harlow, 
Idolatry and Otherness....

(19)  R. Rubinkiewicz, L’Apocalypse d’Abraham en vieux slave. Édition criti-
que du texte, introduction, traduction et commentaire (Lublin, 1987) (Towarzys-
two Naukowe Katolickiego Uniwersytetu Lubelskiego: Źródła i monografi e, 
129) 98–255, at 58–60.
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of the Yom Kippur ritual, one of the most enigmatic cultic ceremonies 
of the Jewish tradition.

I. Mosaic Background of Abraham’s Priestly Initiations 
and the Day of Atonement

Chapters 9–12 describe the beginning of Abraham’s priestly initia-
tion, during which Yahoel teaches the young hero of the faith how to 
prepare sacrifi ces in order to enter the presence of the Deity. Scholars 
have previously observed that some details of this initiation recall the 
story of another remarkable visionary of the Jewish tradition — the 
son of Amram, the seer who was privileged to receive a very special 
revelation on Mount Sinai. 

As was already mentioned, the liturgical seĴ ing of Abraham’s 
priestly initiation might be related to the Festival of Weeks — Shavuot 
or Pentecost.20 This feast celebrates Moses’ reception of revelation at 
Mount Sinai and is also known in Jewish tradition as the Festival of 
the Giving of Our Torah. 

Indeed, as many scholars have already noted, some motifs found 
in the Apocalypse of Abraham appear to refl ect the peculiar details sur-
rounding the reception of the Torah on Sinai by the great Israelite 
prophet. One of the distinctive hints here for establishing the connec-
tion with the Mosaic traditions is the theme of Abraham’s forty-day 
fast.

This motif is fi rst introduced in Apoc. Ab. 9:7, where God orders 
Abraham to hold a strict fast for forty days.21 It is noteworthy that, as in 
the Mosaic traditions, so in the Slavonic apocalypse this fast coincides 
with the promise of a divine revelation on a high mountain:

But for forty days abstain from every food which issues from fi re, 
and from the drinking of wine, and from anointing [yourself] with 
oil. And then you shall set out for me the sacrifi ce which I have 

(20)  Rubinkiewicz, L’Apocalypse d’Abraham en vieux slave..., 60.
(21)  David Halperin notes the Mosaic fl avor of this passage, observing 

that “in preparation, Abraham must abstain from meat, wine, and oil (Apoca-
lypse of Abraham, chapter 9). The immediate source of this last detail seems 
to be Daniel 10:3. But, signifi cantly, it recalls the abstentions of Moses and 
Elĳ ah (Exodus 34:28, Deuteronomy 9:9, 18, 1 Kings 19:7–8); for like Moses and 
Elĳ ah, Abraham is to have his experience on ‘the Mount of God, the glorious 
Horeb….’” D. J. Halperin, The Faces of the Chariot: Early Jewish Responses to 
Ezekiel’s Vision (Tübingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 1988) (TSAJ, 16) 105.
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commanded you, in the place which I shall show you on a high 
mountain.22

The theme of the forty day fast on the mountain receives an even 
more distinctly “Mosaic” shape in chapter 12, where it coincides with 
another cluster of Mosaic traditions, including the reference to Horeb 
(a name for Sinai in some biblical passages) and information about the 
nourishment of a seer through the vision of a celestial being:

And we went, the two of us alone together, forty days and nights. 
And I ate no bread and drank no water, because [my] food was to see 
the angel who was with me, and his speech with me was my drink. 
And we came to the glorious God’s mountains—Horeb.23

Scholars oĞ en see in this passage an allusion to Exodus 34:28,24 
which reports that Moses was with God forty days and forty nights 
on Mount Sinai without eating bread or drinking water. 25 The refer-

(22)  Kulik, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 17.
(23)  Ibid., 19.
(24)  Dan Harlow observes that “the patriarch’s fasting for forty days is 

only one of several places in the apocalypse where the author models Abra-
ham’s experience on Moses’, who according to Exod. 34:28 ‘was there with the 
Lord forty days and forty nights’ and ‘neither ate bread nor drank water.’” 
Harlow, Idolatry and Otherness...

(25)  Martha Himmelfarb observes that “the account in the Apocalypse of 
Abraham implicitly compares Abraham’s ascent to Moses’ experience at Sinai. 
Thus, for example, Abraham performs the sacrifi ce described in Genesis 15 at 
Mount Horeb (the name for Mount Sinai in some biblical sources) aĞ er forty 
days of fasting in the wilderness. The exegetical occasion for the association 
of Genesis 15 and Exodus 19–20 is the manifestation of the presence of God 
in smoke and fi re in both passages.” Himmelfarb, Ascent to Heaven..., 62. For 
the Mosaic background of the patriarch’s actions in chapter twelve see also 
N. L. Calvert, Abraham Traditions in Middle Jewish Literature: Implications for the 
Interpretation of Galatians and Romans (Ph.D. diss.; Sheffi  eld, 1993). Calvert ob-
serves that “the similarity between Abraham’s actions in chapter twelve and 
those of Moses are striking. He fi rst travels to the mountain Horeb, known 
also in the Old Testament as Mt. Sinai, which is called ‘God’s mountain, glori-
ous Horeb’ in the Apocalypse of Abraham 12:3. Like Moses when he receives the 
law, Abraham spends forty days and nights on the mountain. Abraham is said 
neither to eat bread nor to drink water because his food ‘was to see angel who 
was with me, and his discourse with me was my drink.’ (Apoc. Abr. 12:1–2). 
Philo refl ects a Jewish tradition of Moses’ time on the mount, saying that Mo-
ses neglected all meat and drink for forty days, because he had more excellent 
food than that in the contemplations with which he was inspired from heaven 
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ence to alternative nourishment through the vision of a celestial being 
again evokes the cluster of interpretive traditions associated in Second 
Temple26 and rabbinic literature27 with the fi gure of Moses.

Although the biblical accounts of Moses’ and Elĳ ah’s theophanic 
experiences oĞ en “mirror” each other by sharing similar imagery,28 
David Halperin argues that in the Apocalypse of Abraham Mosaic tra-
ditions have greater formative value than traditions about Elĳ ah. He 
notes that 

… when the angel tells Abraham that he will see God “come straight 
towards us” (chapter 16), this reminds us that God “passes by” both 
Moses and Elĳ ah (Exodus 33:22; 34:6; 1 Kings 19:11–12). But it is only 

(De Vita Moses II.69). Because Mt. Horeb and Mt. Sinai are names for the same 
mountain, Abraham receives his revelation from God in the same place that 
Moses received God’s commandments. Finally, as the Lord ‘was like a devour-
ing fi re on the top of the mountain’ in the Exodus account, so the fi re on top of 
Mt. Horeb burns the sacrifi ces over which Abraham and the angel ascend to 
heaven where God also appears as fi re.” Calvert, Abraham Traditions in Middle 
Jewish Literature..., 274.

(26)  Box notes the connection of this idea of alternative nourishment with 
the Mosaic tradition found in Philo. He observes that “…there is a close par-
allel to our text in Philo, Life of Moses, III. 1, where it is said of Moses in the 
Mount: ‘he neglected all meat and drink for forty days together, evidently 
because he had more excellent food than that in those contemplations with 
which he was inspired from above from heaven.’” G. H. Box, J. I. Lands-
man (eds.), Apocalypse of Abraham (London: Macmillan, 1918) (Translations of 
Early Documents, 1.10) 50.

(27)  David Halperin elaborates this tradition of the unusual nourishment 
of the patriarch and its connection to Moses’ feeding on the Shekhinah aĴ ested 
in some later rabbinic accounts. He notes that “…Moses also discovered that 
the divine presence is itself nourishment enough. That is why Exodus 24:11 
says that Moses and his companions beheld God, and ate and drank. This 
means, one rabbi explained, that the sight of God was food and drink for them; 
for Scripture also says, ‘In the light of the King’s face there is life’…. We may as-
sume that the author of the Apocalypse of Abraham had such midrashim in mind 
when he wrote that ‘my food was to see the angel who was with me, and his 
speech — that was my drink.’” Halperin, The Faces of the Chariot..., 111.

(28)  Christopher Begg observes that “making Mt. Horeb (Apoc. Ab. 12:3) 
the site of this incident (contrast Jubilees, where it takes place at Hebron) serves 
to associate Abraham with the fi gures of Moses and Elĳ ah, both of whom 
received divine communications at that site …” C. Begg, Rereading of the 
“Animal Rite“ of Genesis 15 in Early Jewish Narratives, CBQ 50 (1988) 36–46 
at 44.
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Moses who is told in this connection that “you cannot see my face” 
and “my face shall not be seen” (33:20, 23), just as the angel goes on 
to tell Abraham that God “Himself thou shalt not see.” Moses, not 
Elĳ ah, “bowed down upon the earth and prostrated himself” when 
God passed (34:8) — which explains Abraham’s frustrated urge to 
do the same thing (chapter 17).29 

Previous studies have convincingly demonstrated the importance 
of Mosaic typology for the authors of the Apocalypse of Abraham, who 
decided to transfer several important Mosaic motifs into Abraham’s 
story. Yet, despite scholars’ thorough aĴ ention to the Mosaic back-
ground of the story, one portentous detail appears to have escaped 
their notice: Moses’ forty-day fast occurred immediately aĞ er his fi ght 
with idolatry and his destruction of the Golden Calf, when he returned 
to Sinai again to receive a second set of tablets from the deity.

It is intriguing that in the Apocalypse of Abraham, as in the Exodus 
account, the forty-day fast follows the hero’s fi ght with idolatry. One 
can see a certain parallelism between the stories of the two visionar-
ies. Like Moses who burns the Golden Calf (Exodus 32) and then fasts 
(Exodus 34), Abraham too is described earlier in the text as burning 
the idol of his father, a fi gurine bearing the name Bar-Eshath.30 It is 
important that in both cases the transition to the initiatory purifying 
fast occurs immediately aĞ er the accounts dealing with idolatry and 
the demotion of idols.

The tradition of the hero’s fast that occurs aĞ er his fi ght with an 
idolatrous statue betrays distinctly priestly concerns and appears im-
portant for discerning the sacerdotal background of Abraham’s story 
and its possible connections with Day of Atonement traditions. Yet, 
the main question remains open: how can a Yom Kippur seĴ ing be 
reconciled with the Mosaic details of Abraham’s initiation, given that 
these details point unambiguously to the cluster of motifs associated 
with the Shavuot festival which celebrates Moses’ reception of the Tab-
lets of the Law?

It is intriguing that later rabbinic writers identify the day on which 
Moses received the tablets of the law for a second time with another 

(29)  Halperin, The Faces of the Chariot..., 110.
(30)  On the Bar-Eshath episode see A. Orlov, “The Gods of My Father 

Terah”: Abraham the Iconoclast and the Polemics with the Divine Body Tradi-
tions in the Apocalypse of Abraham, JSP 18.1 (2008) 33–53; idem, Arboreal Meta-
phors and Polemics with the Divine Body Traditions in the Apocalypse of 
Abraham, HTR 102 (2009) 439–451. 
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Jewish festival, the Day of Atonement. Thus, b. Baba Bathra 121a re-
cords the following tradition:

…One well understands why the Day of Atonement [should be such 
a festive occasion for it is] a day of pardon and forgiveness. [and it 
is also] a day on which the second Tables were given …31

An almost identical tradition is found in b. Taanith 30b:

…R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said: There never were in Israel greater 
days of joy than the fi Ğ eenth of Ab and the Day of Atonement. I can 
understand the Day of Atonement, because it is a day of forgiveness 
and pardon and on it the second Tables of the Law were given….32

It appears that this cluster of traditions about the “day of pardon 
and forgiveness” draws on biblical traditions similar to the one found 
in Exodus 32:30, where, aĞ er the idolatry of the Golden Calf, Moses tells 
the people that he will go to the Lord asking for atonement of their sin.

Several midrashic passages make even more explicit this connec-
tion between the repentance of the Israelites aĞ er the idolatry of the 
Golden Calf in Exodus 33 and the establishment of Yom Kippur. In 
these materials the Israelites’ repentance serves as the formative start-
ing point for observance of the Day of Atonement. Thus, Eliyyahu Rab-
bah 17 reads:

When Israel were in the wilderness, they befouled themselves with 
their misdeeds, but then they bestirred themselves and repented 
in privacy, as is said, Whenever Moses went out to the Tent, all the 
people would rise and stand, each at the entrance of his tent, and gaze 
aĞ er Moses. And when Moses entered the tent, the pillar of cloud 
would descend and stand at the entrance of the Tent … When all 
the people saw the pillar of cloud poised at the entrance of the Tent, 
all the people would rise and bow low, each at the entrance of his 
tent (Exod. 33:8, 9, 10), thus intimating that they repented, each one 
in the privacy of his tent. Therefore His compassion fl ooded up and 
He gave to them, to their children, and to their children’s children 
to the end of all generations the Day of Atonement as a means of 
securing His pardon. 33

(31)  I. Epstein (ed.), The Babylonian Talmud. Baba Bathra (London: Soncino, 
1938) 498.

(32)  I. Epstein (ed.), The Babylonian Talmud. Taanith (London: Soncino, 
1938) 161.

(33)  Tanna Debe Eliyyahu: The Lore of the School of Elĳ ah. Tr. W. G. Braude, 
I. J. Kapstein (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1981) 190.
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It is noteworthy that this passage from Eliyyahu Rabbah invokes the 
memory of the familiar events found in Ex 33 which occurred immedi-
ately aĞ er the Golden Calf episode.34 The midrashic evidence indicates 
that the rabbinic tradition aĴ empts repeatedly to place the institution 
of Yom Kippur’s atoning rites into the framework of the traditions sur-
rounding Moses’ reception of the second set of the Tablets of the Law. 

Thus, a passage found in Pirke de R. Eliezer 46 unveils the tradition 
connecting Moses’ vision of the Glory of God in Exodus 33 with the 
Day of Atonement:

(34)  As can be seen, some midrashic materials try to connect the estab-
lishment of the Day of Atonement festival with repentance of the Israelites 
aĞ er the idolatry of the Golden Calf. Later Jewish mysticism deepens this 
connection even further when it interprets the scapegoat ritual in the light of 
the Golden Calf traditions. Thus some Jewish texts connect the Golden Calf 
episode with the beginning of the enigmatic practice of assigning a share to 
“the other side” in sacrifi cial ritual. Isaiah Tishby refers to the tradition found 
in the Book of Zohar according to which “… one of the consequences of Israel’s 
sin with the Golden Calf was that ‘the other side’ was assigned a share in the 
sacrifi cial ritual.” (Tishby, The Wisdom of the Zohar..., 891). Zohar II, 242b tells 
that “…from that day the only thing they could do was to give a portion of 
everything to ‘the other side’ through the mystery of the sacrifi ces, the liba-
tion, and the whole-off erings.” (Ibid., 891). In the dualistic framework of the 
Zoharic tradition the goat which is dispatched to Azazel comes to be under-
stood as “the principal off ering that is destined in its entirety for ‘the other 
side.’” (Ibid., 821). Tishby notes that “in many passages [of the Zohar] this is 
described, following a late midrash, as a bribe that is off ered to Samael. The 
Zohar quotes a number of parables to explain this maĴ er of the bribe. One 
describes how a king wishes to rejoice with his son or his friends at a special 
meal. In order that the happy occasion should not be spoiled by the presence 
of ill-wishers and quarrelsome men, he orders a separate meal to be prepared 
for them. According to this parable the purpose of sending a goat to Azazel is 
to remove sitra ahra from the ‘family circle’ of Israel and the Holy One, blessed 
be He, on the Day of Atonement…” (Ibid., 892). These references to the later 
Jewish dualism connected with the Yom Kippur ritual are not completely ir-
relevant in light of the dualistic imagery of the two lots found in the Apoca-
lypse of Abraham. OĞ en, students of the Slavonic apocalypse try to interpret 
the dualistic developments found in the pseudepigraphon as later interpola-
tions by the Bogomils. Yet, as we will see further in this investigation, the du-
alistic understanding of the Yom Kippur traditions found in the Apocalypse of 
Abraham and the Zohar can be traced to the Second Temple traditions found in 
the Dead Sea Scrolls where the imagery of the two lots was put in a dualistic 
eschatological framework. 
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Moses said: On the Day of Atonement I will behold the glory of the 
Holy One, blessed be He, and I will make atonement for the iniquities 
of Israel. Moses spake before the Holy One, blessed be He: Sovereign 
of all the universe! “Shew me, I pray thee, thy glory” (Ex. xxxiii, 18). 
The Holy One, blessed be He, said to him: Moses! Thou art not able 
to see My glory lest thou die, as it is said, “For men shall not see me 
and live” (Ibid, 20)…35

This tradition of Moses’ quest to behold the Kavod, now placed in 
the liturgical seĴ ing of the Day of Atonement, anticipates the vision of 
the concealed Glory of God in the Holy of Holies by the high priest on 
Yom Kippur. 

It is even more important for our study, in view of the Mosaic tra-
ditions found in the Slavonic apocalypse, that several midrashic pas-
sages link Moses’ forty-day ordeal on Sinai with the institution of the 
Day of Atonement. Thus, the passage found in Pirke de R. Eliezer 46 
preserves the following tradition:

The Son of Bethera said: Moses spent forty days on the mount, ex-
pounding the meaning of the words of the Torah, and examining its 
leĴ ers. AĞ er forty days he took the Torah, and descended on the tenth 
of the month, on the Day of Atonement, and gave it as an everlasting 
inheritance to the children of Israel, as it is said, “And this shall be 
unto you an everlasting statute” (Lev. xvi. 34).36

It is also intriguing that the passage from Pirke de R. Eliezer links 
the revelation given to the son of Amram with the instructions about 
Yom Kippur in Leviticus 16. Another passage, Eliyyahu Zuta 4, goes 
even further by connecting the forty-day fast that preceded Moses’ re-
ception of the tablets for a second time with the establishment of the 
practice of self-denial on Yom Kippur:

During the last forty days when Moses went up a second time to 
Mount Sinai to fetch the Torah, Israel decreed for themselves that 
the day be set aside for fasting and self-affl  iction. The last day of the 
entire period, the last of the forty, they again decreed self-affl  iction 
and spent the night also in such self-affl  iction as would not allow 
the Inclination to evil to have any power over them. In the morning 
they rose early and went up before Mount Sinai. They were weeping 
as they met Moses, and Moses was weeping as he met them, and at 

(35)  G. Friedlander, Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer (New York: Hermon Press, 
21965) 364.

(36)  Ibid., 362.
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length that weeping rose up on high. At once the compassion of the 
Holy One welled up in their behalf, and the holy spirit gave them 
good tidings and great consolation, as He said to them: My children, 
I swear by My great name that this weeping will be a joyful weep-
ing for you because this day will be a day of pardon, atonement, 
and forgiveness for you — for you, for your children, and for your 
children’s children until the end of all generations.37 

All this evidence from the rabbinic literature indicates that in later 
Jewish interpretation Moses’ fi ght with idolatry, his forty-day fast, his 
vision of the deity, and his reception of the portentous revelation on 
Sinai were understood as a chain of formative events linked to the 
establishment of the Yom Kippur ceremony. Moreover, some of these 
traditions envisioned Moses’ ordeal as the cosmic prototype of the 
symbolic actions that, while the Temple still stood, were re-enacted 
annually by the high priest in the Holy of Holies. 

Now it is time to return to the Slavonic apocalypse, where a very 
similar constellation of motifs is found. It is possible that by evoking 
this particular cluster of Mosaic traditions the authors of the apoca-
lypse were aĴ empting to connect the patriarch’s sacrifi cial practices 
on Mount Horeb with Moses’ receiving the tablets of the law for the 
second time, the event which later rabbinic traditions interpreted as 
the inauguration of the Yom Kippur holiday.

It is intriguing that in the Apocalypse of Abraham, as in the afore-
mentioned rabbinic accounts, the self-affl  icting practice of the forty-
day fast which follows the sin of idolatry is then connected to Day of 
Atonement imagery. It is possible that in the Slavonic apocalypse, as 
in rabbinic accounts, a very similar combination of Mosaic motifs is 
permeated with Yom Kippur symbolism. 

While several scholars have previously pointed to the existence of 
Yom Kippur imagery in the Slavonic apocalypse,38 no suffi  cient ex-

(37)  Tanna Debe Eliyyahu..., 385.
(38)  See, for example, L. L. Grabbe, The Scapegoat Tradition: A Study in 

Early Jewish Interpretation, JSJ 18 (1987) 165–179 at 157; C. Fletcher-Louis, 
The Revelation of the Sacral Son of Man, in: F. Avemarie, H. Lichtenberger 
(eds.), Auferstehung-Resurrection (Tübingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 2001) (WUNT, 135) 
282; R. Helm, Azazel in Early Jewish Literature, Andrews University Seminary 
Papers 32 (1994) 217–226 at 223; B. Lourié, Propitiatorium in the Apocalypse of 
Abraham, in: L. DiTommaso and C. Böttrich, with the assist. of M. Swoboda 
(eds.), The Old Testament Apocrypha in the Slavonic Tradition: Continuity and Di-
versity (Tübingen, 2009) (Texte und Studien zum antiken Judentum) (forth-
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planation was off ered for why this cluster of traditions surrounding 
the scapegoat Azazel and the two lots suddenly appears in the Abra-
hamic pseudepigraphon. In this respect it is noteworthy that other 
Abrahamic pseudepigrapha (for example, the Testament of Abraham), 
while sharing some other common conceptual tenets with the Apoca-
lypse of Abraham,39 do not show any interest in appropriating Day of 
Atonement symbolism. Such imagery is also absent from other early 
extra-biblical elaborations of the patriarch’s story found in the Book 
of Jubilees, Josephus, and Philo as well as in the later rabbinic materi-
als (Genesis Rabbah, Tanna debe Eliyyahu, Seder Eliyyahu Rabba).40 There 
too one fails to fi nd any references to Azazel or the imagery of the 
two lots, the very themes that play such a signifi cant theological role 
in the Slavonic apocalypse. The aforementioned Abrahamic materials 
also contain no references to the peculiar cluster of Mosaic traditions 
found in our text.

Yet the uniqueness of this cluster of motifs opens up the possibil-
ity that in the Slavonic apocalypse the story of the patriarch might be 
paĴ erned not according to biblical Mosaic typology but according to 
a later version, found also in the aforementioned rabbinic accounts, 
which now connects the hero’s fi ght with idolatry and his practice of 
self-denial with the establishment of the observance of the Yom Kippur 
festival. In this respect the highly “developed” shape of certain Mosaic 
themes found in the apocalypse — such as, for example, the motif of 
the unusual nourishment of a seer during his forty-day fast — points 
to apparent departures from the early biblical blueprint. 

coming); D. Stökl Ben Ezra, Yom Kippur in the Apocalyptic Imaginaire and 
the Roots of Jesus’ High Priesthood, in: J. Assman, G. Stroumsa (eds.), Trans-
formations of the Inner Self in Ancient Religions (Leiden: Brill, 1999) 349–366; 
idem, The Biblical Yom Kippur, the Jewish Fast of the Day of Atonement and 
the Church Fathers, SP 34 (2002) 493–502; idem, The Impact of Yom Kippur on 
Early Christianity: The Day of Atonement from Second Temple Judaism to the FiĞ h 
Century (Tübingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 2003) (WUNT, 163) 94.

(39)  For the common anti-anthropomorphic tendencies of the Apocalypse 
of Abraham and the Testament of Abraham see Orlov, “The Gods of My Father 
Terah”..., 33–53; idem, Praxis of the Voice: The Divine Name Traditions in the 
Apocalypse of Abraham, JBL 127.1 (2008) 53–70.

(40)  For the expansion of Abraham’s story in the Book of Jubilees, Josephus, 
Philo and the later rabbinic materials (Genesis Rabbah 38:13, Tanna debe Eliyya-
hu 2:25, Seder Eliyyahu Rabba 33), see: Box, Landsman, Apocalypse of Abraham..., 
88–94; Rubinkiewicz, L’Apocalypse d’Abraham en vieux slave..., 43–49.
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II. Two Lots

From a Sacrifi cial Animal to a Fallen Angel

One of the challenges in arguing for a Yom Kippur seĴ ing in the 
Apocalypse of Abraham lies in the fact that the accounts of Abraham’s 
sacrifi cial practices lack any explicit reference to the two goats of 
biblical and rabbinic traditions. These emblematic sacrifi cial animals 
played a distinctive role in the Yom Kippur rite, wherein one goat was 
sacrifi ced to God and the other was released into the wilderness for 
Azazel.41

Yet in the Apocalypse of Abraham, a writing which exhibits a great 
deal of infl uence from the Enochic tradition, allusions to the Yom Kip-
pur ritual seem to be aff ected also by Enochic re-interpretation of the 
scapegoat imagery and especially the enhanced symbolism of its chief 
antagonist, the scapegoat Azazel, envisioned now not as a sacrifi cial 
animal but as a demoted celestial being.42 Scholars have previously 

(41)  In this respect the authors of the Slavonic pseudepigraphon appear 
to be bound by the formative blueprint manifested in the biblical account of 
Abraham’s sacrifi ces found in Gen 15. Thus G. H. Box notes that “the apoca-
lyptic part of the book is based upon the story of Abraham’s sacrifi ces and 
trance, as described in Gen. xv.“ Box, Landsman, The Apocalypse of Abraham..., 
xxiv.

(42)  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 jüdisch-aramäischen, griechischen, koptischen, äthiopischen, sy-
rischen und mandäischen Texten, ZAW 110 (1998) 514–534; E. L. Feinberg, 
The Scapegoat of Leviticus Sixteen, BSac 115 (1958) 320–31; M. Görg, Beob-
achtungen zum sogenannten Azazel-Ritus, BN 33 (1986) 10–16; Grabbe, The 
Scapegoat Tradition…, 165–179; Helm, Azazel…, 217–226; B. Janowski, Süh-
ne als Heilgeschehen: Studien zur Suhnetheologie der PriesterchriĞ  und der Wurzel 
KPR im Alten Orient und im Alten Testment (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener 
Verlag, 1982) (WMANT, 55); idem, Azazel, in: K. van der Toorn et al. (eds.), 
Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible (Leiden: Brill, 1995) 240–248. 
B. Jur gens, Heiligkeit und Versöhnung: Leviticus 16 in seinem Literarischen Kon-
text (New York: Herder, 2001); H. M. Kümmel, Ersatzkönig und Sündenbock, 
ZAW 80 (1986) 289–318; R. D. Levy, The Symbolism of the Azazel Goat (Bethesda: 
International Scholars Publication, 1998); O. Loretz, Leberschau, Sündenbock, 
Asasel in Ugarit und Israel: Leberschau und Jahwestatue in Psalm 27, Leberschau 
in Psalm 74 (Altenberge: CIS-Verlag, 1985) (UBL, 3); J. Maclean, Barabbas, 
the Scapegoat Ritual, and the Development of the Passion Narrative, HTR 
100 (2007) 309–334; J. Milgrom, Studies in Cultic Theology and Terminology 
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noted that in the Book of the Watchers the scapegoat rite receives a strik-
ing angelological reinterpretation in incorporating some details of the 
sacrifi cial ritual into the story of its main negative hero — the fallen 
angel Asael. Thus, 1 Enoch 10:4–7 reads:

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 fi re. 
And restore the earth which the angels have ruined, and announce 
the restoration of the earth, for I shall restore the earth ….43

Several distinguished students of the apocalyptic traditions have 
previously discerned that some details of Asael’s punishment are rem-
iniscent of the scapegoat ritual.44 Thus, Lester Grabbe points to a num-

(Leiden: Brill, 1983) (SJLA, 36); D. Rudman, A note on the Azazel-goat ritual, 
ZAW 116 (2004) 396–401; W. H. Shea, Azazel in the Pseudepigrapha, Journal 
of the Adventist Theological Society 13 (2002) 1–9; Stökl Ben Ezra, Yom Kip-
pur..., 349–366; idem, “The Biblical Yom Kippur, the Jewish Fast of the Day of 
Atonement and the Church Fathers,” SP 34 (2002) 493–502; idem, The Impact 
of Yom Kippur...; A. Strobel, Das jerusalemische Sündenbock-ritual. Topogra-
phische und landeskundische Erwägungen zur Überlieferungsgeschichte von 
Lev. 16,10,21f, ZDPV 103 (1987) 141–168; H. Tawil, cAzazel the Prince of the 
Steepe: A Comparative Study, ZAW 92 (1980) 43–59; M. Weinfeld, Social and 
Cultic Institutions in the Priestly Source against Their ANE Background, Pro-
ceedings of the Eighth World Congress of Jewish Studies (Jerusalem, 1983) 95–129; 
D. P. Wright, The Disposal of Impurity: Elimination Rites in the Bible and in HiĴ ite 
and Mesopotamian Literature (Atlanta: Scholars, 1987) (SBLDS, 101). 

(43)  M. Knibb, The Ethiopic Book of Enoch: A New Edition in the Light of the 
Aramaic Dead Sea Fragments, 2 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978) 87–88.

(44)  R. H. Charles, The Book of Enoch (Oxford: Clarendon, 1893); D. Di-
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]; idem, 1 Enoch 6–11: A Methodological Perspective, SBLSP (1978) 
323–339; A. Geiger, Zu den Apokryphen, Jüdische ZeitschriĞ  für WissenschaĞ  
und Leben 3 (1864) 196–204; Grabbe, The Scapegoat Tradition…, 165–179; 
P. Hanson, Rebellion in Heaven, Azazel, and Euhemeristic Heroes in 1 Enoch 
6–11, JBL 96 (1977) 195–233; Helm, Azazel…, 217–226; G. Nickelsburg, Apoc-
alyptic and Myth in 1 Enoch 6–11, JBL 96 (1977) 383–405; R. Rubinkiewicz, Die 
Eschatologie von Henoch 9–11 und das Neue Testament. Tr. H. Ulrich (Kloster-
neuberg, 1984) (Osterreichische Biblische Studien, 6) 88–89; Stökl Ben Ezra, 
Yom Kippur..., 349–366; idem, The Impact of Yom Kippur…, 85–88.
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ber of parallels between the Asael narrative in 1 Enoch and the word-
ing of Leviticus 16, including “the similarity of the names Asael and 
Azazel; the punishment in the desert; the placing of sin on Asael/Aza-
zel; the resultant healing of the land.” 45, Daniel Stökl also observes that 
“the punishment of the demon resembles the treatment of the goat in 
aspects of geography, action, time and purpose.”46 Thus, the place of 
Asael’s punishment designated in 1 Enoch as Dudael is reminiscent of 
the rabbinic terminology used for the designation of the ravine of the 
scapegoat (wdwdh / wrwdh tyb) in later rabbinic interpretations of the 
Yom Kippur ritual. Stökl remarks that “the name of place of judgment 
(Dudael — wrwdh tyb) is conspicuously similar in both traditions and 
can likely be traced to a common origin.”47

Several Qumran materials also appear cognizant of this angelologi-
cal reinterpretation of the scapegoat fi gure when they choose to depict 
Azazel as the eschatological leader of the fallen angels, incorporat-
ing him into the story of the Watchers’ rebellion. 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 aĞ er 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] interpretation concerning ‘Azaz’el and the angels wh[o 
came to the daughters of man] [and s]ired themselves giants. And 
concerning ‘Azaz’el [is wriĴ en …] [to love] injustice and to let him 
inherit evil for all [his] ag[e …] […] (of the) judgments and the judg-
ment of the council of […]48

Lester Grabbe points to another important piece of evidence — a 
fragmentary text from the Book of Giants found at Qumran (4Q203).49 

(45)  Grabbe, The Scapegoat Tradition…, 153.
(46)  Stökl Ben Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur..., 87.
(47)  Ibid., 87–88.
(48)  F. García Martínez, E. J. C. Tigchelaar (eds.), The Dead Sea Scrolls 

Study Edition, 2 vols. (Leiden—New York—Köln: Brill, 1997) Vol. 1, 371–373. 
On the similar traditions see also 4Q181. 

(49)  Grabbe, The Scapegoat Tradition…, 155.
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In this document50 the punishment for all the sins of the fallen angels 
is placed on Azazel. 51 

Later rabbinic materials also link the sacrifi cial animal known from 
the scapegoat ritual to the story of the angelic rebels. Thus, for ex-
ample, b. Yoma 67b records the following tradition:

The School of R. Ishmael taught: Azazel — [it was so called] because 
it obtains atonement for the aff air of Uza and Aza’el.”52

As can be seen, the conceptual link between the scapegoat and the 
fallen angel is documented in a number of important materials across 
a substantial span of history. A broad scholarly consensus now recog-
nizes this connection. 

It appears that such an “angelological” paĴ ern also operates in the 
Apocalypse of Abraham, where Azazel, like the antagonist of the Enochic 
tradition, is envisioned as a fallen angelic being. It has previously been 
noted that the Azazel story in the apocalypse refl ects several peculiar 
details of the Enochic myth of the fallen watchers.53 Thus, for example, 
Rubinkiewicz 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 diffi  cult to fi nd 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 ploĴ ed against the Lord and who 

(50)  On this text see also Stuckenbruck, The Book of Giants from Qumran..., 
79–101.

(51)  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 imprisoned us and has cap-
tured yo[u]…” García Martínez, Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edi-
tion..., 411.

(52)  I. Epstein (ed.), The Babylonian Talmud. Yoma (London: Soncino, 1938) 
316. On the aĞ erlife of the Asael/Azazel tradition see A. Y. Reed, From Asael 
and Šemihazah to Uzzah, Azzah, and Azael: 3 Enoch 5 (§§ 7–8) and Jewish 
Reception-History of 1 Enoch, Jewish Studies Quarterly 8 (2001) 105–136; idem, 
What the Fallen Angels Taught: The Reception-History of the Book of the Watchers in 
Judaism and Christianity (Ph. D. Dissertation; Princeton, 2002); idem, Fallen An-
gels and the history of Judaism and Christianity: The Reception of Enochic Literature 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005).

(53)  Philonenko-Sayar, Philonenko, L’Apocalypse d’Abraham..., 31–33; 
Rubinkiewicz, L’Apocalypse d’Abraham en vieux slave..., 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.54

It is clear that in the Slavonic apocalypse, as in the Enochic and 
Qumran materials, Azazel is no longer a sacrifi cial animal, but an 
angelic being. Already in his fi rst appearance in chapter 13:3–4,55 he 
is depicted as an unclean (impure) bird (Slav. птица нечистая).56 In 
the pteromorphic angelological code of Apocalypse of Abraham, which 
chooses to portray Yahoel with the body of griffi  n, the bird-like ap-
pearance of Azazel points to his angelic form.57

The assumption that Azazel was once an angelic being is further sup-
ported by Apoc. Ab. 14 which tells about the celestial garment that the 
fallen angel once possessed: “For behold, the garment which in heaven 
was formerly yours has been set aside for him (Abraham)…”58

Yet, in comparison with the early Enochic developments, the an-
gelic profi le of Azazel appears to be more advanced. Lester Grabbe 
suggests that in the depiction of its main antagonist the Apocalypse of 
Abraham seems to be referring to the “basic arch-demon complex un-
der the name of Azazel.”59 In his opinion, there “Azazel is no longer 
just a leader among the fallen angels but the leader of the demons. 

(54)  R. Rubinkiewicz, Apocalypse of Abraham, in: J. H. Charlesworth 
(ed.), The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha (New York: Doubleday, 1985 [1983]) 
Vol. 1, 681–705, at 685.

(55)  Apoc. Ab. 13:3–4 “And an impure bird fl ew down on the carcasses, 
and I drove it away. And the impure bird spoke to me…” Kulik, Retroverting 
Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 20.

(56)  The reference to the impurity of the “bird” betrays the connection to 
the scapegoat fi gure who in the materials pertaining to the Yom Kippur ritual 
is understood as an impure entity, a sort of a “gatherer” of impurity which 
contaminates anyone who comes in contact with him, including his handlers, 
who must perform purifi cation procedures aĞ er handling the goat. Milgrom 
observes that Azazel was “the vehicle to dispatch Israel’s impurities and sins 
to wilderness/netherworld.” Milgrom, Leviticus 1–16..., 1621.

(57)  On the pteromorphic angelological language of the Apocalypse of 
Abraham see A. Orlov, The Pteromorphic Angelology of the Apocalypse of 
Abraham, CBQ 72 (2009) 830–842.

(58)  Kulik, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 20.
(59)  Grabbe, The Scapegoat Tradition…, 158.
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Figures originally separate have now fallen together while the various 
names have become only diff erent aliases of the one devil.”60

The Goat for YHWH?

Abraham’s symmetrical role in relation to Azazel in the Slavonic 
apocalypse again evokes the memory of the Enochic tradition and its 
legendary hero — the seventh antediluvian patriarch. In both cases the 
protagonists appear to be mirroring their respective negative coun-
terparts, as both stories portray them exchanging aĴ ributes and roles 
with one another. Just as Enoch takes the priestly and celestial offi  ces 
of Asael, while the fallen angel assumes some human roles, so in the 
Apocalypse of Abraham too, Azazel surrenders his angelic garment to 
the hero of the faith. Both parties, thus, accept the roles and offi  ces 
of their counterparts as they enter the realms of their opponents. In 
this respect it is noteworthy that the transition of the antagonist of the 
Slavonic apocalypse into the lower realm, as in the case of Asael of 
the Enochic tradition, encompasses two steps: his removal fi rst to the 
earth,61 then further, to the fi ery abyss of the subterranean sphere.62

Furthermore, similarly to the Book of the Watchers, in the Abrahamic 
pseudepigraphon the protagonist progresses in the direction opposite 
to his negative counterpart by ascending into heaven, as he acquires a 
special status and a celestial garment that allows him to enter the celes-
tial sanctuary.63 The progression of the patriarch into upper sancta has 
here, like in 1 Enoch, a sacerdotal signifi cance, as it betrays connections 

(60)  Grabbe, The Scapegoat Tradition…, 158.
(61)  “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 dwell-
ing place of your impurity.“ (Apoc. Ab. 13:7–8).

(62)  “May you be the fi re brand of the furnace of the earth!” (Apoc. Ab. 
14:5).

(63)  The apocalyptic story thus can be seen as a re-enactment of the two 
spatial dynamics which are also refl ected in the Yom Kippur ritual — the en-
trance into the upper realm and the exile into the underworld. In this respect 
Daniel Stökl notes that the Yom Kippur ritual “consisted of two antagonis-
tic movements … centripetal and centrifugal: the entrance of the High Priest 
into the Holy of Holies and the expulsion of the scapegoat. As the fi rst move-
ment, 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.” 
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with the Yom Kippur ceremony of the high priest’s entrance into the 
divine presence. Moreover, it is possible that Abraham’s progressive 
movement into the heavenly Holy of Holies might be understood here 
as encompassing not only the priestly but also the sacrifi cial dimen-
sion, in view of the patriarch’s symmetrical position to the celestial 
scapegoat, by virtue of which Abraham’s lot is repeatedly juxtaposed 
with the lot of Azazel. 

The Slavonic text conceals many details, and it remains unclear 
whether Abraham is understood in the Slavonic apocalypse as the 
sacrifi cial goat for the Lord. Yet, some cryptic traditions found in the 
text might hint at this possibility. As is known from the biblical and 
rabbinic descriptions of the Yom Kippur ritual, the fl esh of the goat64 
for YHWH was destroyed by fi re, while his blood (which represents 
in Jewish tradition the soul of the sacrifi cial animal) was then brought 
into the Holy of Holies by the high priest and used there for purifi ca-
tion.65 

In light of these traditions, could Yahoel and Abraham’s entrance 
into the heavenly Throne room in chapter 18 be understood as an allu-
sion to the entrance of the high priest who brings the purifying sacri-
fi ce into the Holy of Holies on Yom Kippur?

 It is interesting that in Apoc. Ab. 13:4-5 Azazel warns his counter-
part representing the “divine” lot that he will be destroyed by fi re 
along with other sacrifi cial animals:

And the impure bird spoke to me and said, “What are you doing, 
Abraham, on the holy heights, where no one eats or drinks, nor is 
there upon them food of men? But these will all be consumed by fi re 
and they will burn you up. Leave the man who is with you and fl ee! 
Since if you ascend to the height, they will destroy you.”66

Azazel’s arcane warning remains one of the most profound puzzles 
of the text. Yet, the motif of a seer’s encounter with fi re appears sig-

D. Stökl, The Biblical Yom Kippur, the Jewish Fast of the Day of Atonement 
and the Church Fathers, SP 34 (2002) 493–502 at 494. 

(64)  Lev 16:27 “The bull of the sin off ering and the goat of the sin off er-
ing, whose blood was brought in to make atonement in the holy place, shall 
be taken outside the camp; their skin and their fl esh and their dung shall be 
consumed in fi re.”

(65)  Milgrom observes that “the blood of the slain goat may have been 
brought into the adytum in its entirety.” Milgrom, Leviticus 1–16..., 1031.

(66)  Kulik, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 20.
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nifi cant for the authors of the pseudepigraphon, who envision fi re 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 fi re.67 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 fi ery metamorphosis?68 Unfortunately, the text does 
not provide direct answers for such inquiries. 

In order to beĴ er understand Abraham’s connections with the “di-
vine” lot, which might help us further clarify his eschatological role as 
the “goat for YHWH,” we must now explore the imagery of the two 
lots found in the Slavonic apocalypse.

Eschatological Lots

We have already noted that the remarkable angelic metamorphosis 
of the sacrifi cial animal associated with the lot of Azazel has had a 
long-lasting conceptual aĞ erlife in Jewish apocalypticism and its es-
chatology. Yet one should not forget another portentous aspect of Yom 
Kippur symbolism that similarly exercised a formative infl uence on 
some Second Temple apocalyptic materials, including the Dead Sea 
Scrolls. In the Qumran writings one encounters a broad appropriation 
of the imagery of two lots, symbolism that has profound signifi cance 
in the scapegoat ordinance. Like the fi gure of Azazel, who is enhanced 
with a new celestial profi le, the imagery of the sacrifi cial lots also re-
ceives a novel eschatological reinterpretation. Thus, in a number of 
Qumran materials such as 1QM, 1QS, 4Q544, and 11Q13, the two lots 
become associated not with two sacrifi cial goats but with celestial pro-
tagonists, both positive — like Melchizedek or the Angel of Light — as 
well as negative — like Melchirešac, Belial, or the Prince of Darkness. 
Those fascinating characters come to be understood in these docu-
ments as the leaders of the “portions of humanity” associated with the 

(67)  Cf. Apoc. Ab. 15:3 “And he carried me up to the edge of the fi ery 
fl ame…”; Apoc. Ab. 17:1 And while he was still speaking, behold, a fi re was 
coming toward us round about, and a sound was in the fi re like a sound of 
many waters, like a sound of the sea in its uproar.”

(68)  In this respect it should be noted that the entrance of a visionary 
into a fi re and his fi ery transformation represent common apocalyptic motifs 
found in texts ranging from Daniel 3 to 3 Enoch where Enoch undergoes the 
fi ery metamorphosis that turns him into the supreme angel Metatron.
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lots of good and evil, darkness and light. 69 In Qumran documents one 
can fi nd repeated references to these eschatological lots representing 
the respective good and evil portions of humanity, oĞ en designated as 
“the men of the lot of Melchisedek”70 (11Q13 2:8) or “the men of the lot 
of Belial”71 (5Q11 1:3). 

Such eschatological re-interpretation of the lots looms large in the 
Apocalypse of Abraham as well. Numerous references to the two lots 
are widely dispersed in the second, apocalyptic part of the pseude-
pigraphon. Scholars have previously noted that the peculiar concep-
tual elaborations that surround the imagery of the lots are reminiscent 
of the eschatological reinterpretations and terminology found in the 
Qumran materials.72 Thus, it has been previously noted that the word 
“lot” (Slav. часть) appears to be connected to the Hebrew lrwg, a term 
prominent not only in biblical descriptions of the scapegoat ceremo-
ny73 but also in the Qumran materials.74

Similarly to the Qumran materials where the lots are linked to an-
gelic representatives (like Belial or Melchizedek), in the Apocalypse of 
Abraham the lots are now tied not to the sacrifi cial animals but to the 

(69)  Paul Kobelski notes that each of these “lots” or “portions” of human-
ity is “characterized by one of the two spirits alloĴ ed by God — the spirit of 
truth and the spirit of perversity (1QS 3:18–21). Those belonging to the lot of 
God, of Melchizedek, of light, etc., are characterized by spirit of truth; they are 
the sons of righteousness whose leader is the Prince of Light (1QS 3:20). Those 
who belong to the lot of Belial, of darkness, etc., are characterized by the spirit 
of perversity; they are the sons of perversity whose leader is the Angel of 
Darkness (1QS 3:20–21).” P. J. Kobelski, Melchizedek and Melchirešac (Washing-
ton: Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1981) (CBQMS, 10) 57. 

(70)  qdc [yk] lm lrwg [y]#n). García Martínez, Tigchelaar, The Dead 
Sea Scrolls Study Edition..., 1206.

(71)  l(ylb lrwg y#n). Ibid., 1132–1133. 
(72)  Philonenko-Sayar, Philonenko, L’Apocalypse d’Abraham..., 33; Ru-

binkiewicz, L’Apocalypse d’Abraham en vieux slave..., 54. On the two lots see 
also B. Philonenko-Sayar, M. Philonenko, Die Apokalypse Abrahams, Jüdi-
sche SchriĞ en aus hellenistisch-römischer Zeit 5.5 (1982) 413–460 at 418.

(73)  For the lrwg terminology in its connection with the scapegoat ritual 
see Lev 16:8, 9, 10.

(74)  See for example, 1QS l(ylb lrwg (the lot of Belial); My#wdq lrwg 
(the lot of the holy ones). 1QM K#wx ynb lrwg (the lot of the sons of darkness); 
K#wx lrwg (the lot of darkness). 11Q13 qdc [yk] lm lrwg [y]#n) (the men of 
the lot of Melchizedek). 



102 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

main heroes of the story — the fallen angel Azazel75 and the translated 
patriarch Abraham.76 

Yet, in comparison with the Qumran materials, connections to the 
underlying formative paĴ ern of the scapegoat ritual appear even more 
distinctive and therefore more easily recognizable in the Slavonic ac-
counts of the lots.77 Thus, in Apoc. Ab. 13, in one of the fi rst passages in 
the text to invoke imagery of two “lots” or “portions,” one can easily 
discern allusions to particular details associated with Yom Kippur ob-
servance. Apoc. Ab. 13:7–8 reads:

And he [Yahoel] said to him, “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 im-
purity. Therefore the Eternal Lord, the Mighty One, has made you 
a dweller on earth…”78

Here the distinctive reference to the dwelling place of the “impu-
rity” of the antagonist immediately recalls the motif of the removal 
of impurity into another realm by means of Azazel, a concept which 
plays a prominent role in the original scapegoat ceremony. 

Further connections can be seen in the description of the other lot, 
associated with Abraham. Thus, similarly to the Day of Atonement 
commemoration, wherein the lot of the goat for YHWH is called the 
lot for the Lord, in Apoc. Ab. 20:5 the lot of Abraham is designated as 
the lot of the deity (my [God’s] lot):

20:1 And the Eternal Mighty One said to me, “Abraham, Abraham!” 
20:2 And I said, “Here am I!” 20:3 And he said, “Look from on high 

(75)  Apoc. Ab. 13:7: “… And he said to him, “Reproach is on you, Aza-
zel! Since Abraham’s portion (часть Аврамля) is in heaven, and yours is on 
earth …” Kulik, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 20; Philonenko-Sayar, 
Philonenko, L’Apocalypse d’Abraham..., 66.

(76)  Apoc. Ab. 10:15: “Stand up, Abraham, go boldly, be very joyful and 
rejoice! And I am with you, since an honorable portion (часть вѣчная) has been 
prepared for you by the Eternal One.” Kulik, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepig-
rapha..., 18; Philonenko-Sayar, Philonenko, L’Apocalypse d’Abraham..., 60.

(77)  The sacerdotal signifi cance of the eschatological lots in the Slavonic 
apocalypse is underlined also by the fact that the Slavonic term “жребий” 
used for the designation of the “lots” of humanity in the Apoc. Ab. 20:5 and 
Apoc. Ab. 29:21 is also used in Ap.Ab. 1:2 for designation of the priestly lot 
that Abraham shares in Terah’s temple. Cf. Philonenko-Sayar, Philonenko, 
L’Apocalypse d’Abraham..., 36, 82 and 102.

(78)  Kulik, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 20.
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at the stars which are beneath you and count them for me and tell 
me their number!” 20:4 And I said, “Would I be able? For I am [but] 
a man.” 20:5 And he said to me, “As the number of the stars and their 
host, so shall I make your seed into a company of nations, set apart 
for me in my lot with Azazel.”79 

This identifi cation of the positive lot with the lot of God is also pres-
ent in the Qumran materials.80 

While the parallels between the imagery of the lots found in the 
Apocalypse of Abraham and in Qumran materials have oĞ en aĴ racted 
scholars’ aĴ ention, they have oĞ en failed to discern the pronounced 
similarities with the rabbinic developments. Yet the intriguing details 
in the descriptions of the lots in the Slavonic apocalypse seem to point 
to close connections with later rabbinic re-interpretations of Yom Kip-
pur imagery found in the Mishnah and the Talmud. A captivating 
parallel here involves the spatial arrangement of the lots on the leĞ  
and right sides, found both in the Slavonic apocalypse and in rabbinic 
materials.

Thus, a passage found in Apoc. Ab. 22 portrays two portions of hu-
manity arranged according to the two lots and situated on the leĞ  and 
right sides:

22:4 And he said to me, “These who are on the leĞ  side are a mul-
titude of tribes who were before and who are destined to be aĞ er 
you: some for judgment and justice, and others for revenge and 
perdition at the end of the age. 22:5 Those on the right side of the 
picture are the people set apart for me of the people [that are] with 
Azazel. These are the ones I have destined to be born of you and to 
be called my people.”81

In Apoc. Ab. 27:1–2 and 29:11 this division of the two lots arranged 
on the leĞ  and right is repeated again:

And I looked and saw, and behold, the picture swayed, and a heathen 
people went out from its leĞ  side and they captured those who were 
on the right side: the men, women, and children. And some they 
slaughtered and others they held with them (Apoc. Ab. 27:1–2).

(79)  Kulik, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 25.
(80)  Cf. 1QM 13:5–6: “For they are the lot of darkness but the lot of God 

is for [everlast]ing light.” García Martínez, Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea Scrolls 
Study Edition..., 135. 

(81)  Kulik, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 26–27.
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And that you saw going out from the leĞ  side of the picture and 
those worshiping him, this [means that] many of the heathen will 
hope in him (Apoc. Ab. 29:11).

It should be noted that while in the Qumran materials the spatial 
arrangement of the lots on the leĞ  and right sides does not play any 
important theological role, such a distinction receives its paramount 
cultic signifi cance in the rabbinic descriptions of the Yom Kippur cus-
tom of the selection of the goats. 82

In this respect it is intriguing that the spatial arrangement of the 
lots on the leĞ  and right sides in the Apocalypse of Abraham is reminis-
cent of the descriptions found in the mishnaic treatise Yoma where the 
ritual selection of two goats — one for YHWH and the other for Aza-
zel — also operates with the symbolism of the leĞ  and right sides.

Thus in m. Yoma 4:1 the following tradition is found:

He shook the casket and took up the two lots. On one was wriĴ en “For 
the Lord,” and on the other was wriĴ en “For Azazel.” The prefect 
was on his right and the chief of his father’s house on his leĞ . If the 
lot bearing the Name came up in his right hand the Prefect would 
say to him, “My lord High Priest, raise thy right hand”; and if it came 
up in his leĞ  hand the chief of the father’s house would say to him, 
“My lord High Priest, raise thy leĞ  hand.” He put them on the two 
he-goats and said “A sin-off ering to the Lord.”83

Although the passage from Mishnah does not openly identify the 
right side with the divine lot, as does the Slavonic apocalypse, the 
Babylonian Talmud makes this connection explicit. Thus b. Yoma 39a 
reads:

Our Rabbis taught: Throughout the forty years that Simeon the 
Righteous ministered, the lot [“For the Lord”] would always come 

(82)  Besides the mishnaic and talmudic materials such topological ar-
rangements of the lots on the leĞ  and right sides plays a signifi cant role in 
later Jewish mysticism. Thus, for example, Box noticed that Apoc. Ab.’s dis-
tinction between the leĞ  and right side is reminiscent of some developments 
found in the Book of Zohar. He observes that “in the Jewish Kabbalah … ‘right 
side’ and ‘leĞ  side’ ... become technical terms. In the emanistic system of the 
Zohar, the whole world is divided between “right” and “leĞ ,” where pure and 
impure powers respectively operate—on the right side the Holy One and His 
powers, on the leĞ  the serpent Samael and his powers...” Box, The Apocalypse 
of Abraham, xx.

(83)  H. Danby, The Mishnah (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992) 166.
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up in the right hand; from that time on, it would come up now in the 
right hand, now in the leĞ . And [during the same time] the crimson-
colored strap would become white. From that time on it would at 
times become white, at others not.84 

This imagery of the selection of the goats in rabbinic materials, in 
which the scapegoat is placed on the leĞ  and the goat for the Lord on 
the right, recalls the spatial arrangement of the lots in the Slavonic 
apocalypse where the divine lot is similarly situated on the right side 
and the lot of Azazel on the leĞ  side.85 

III. Re-enactment of the Yom Kippur Festival 
in the Apocalypse of Abraham: The Scapegoat Ritual

The High Priest and Azazel

Like in the Enochic tradition where the profi les of both protago-
nists86 and antagonists87 oĞ en reveal their cultic affi  liations, in the 
Slavonic apocalypse too both Azazel and Abraham are envisioned as 
priestly fi gures. As has already been mentioned, this sacerdotal vision 
permeates the fabric of the entire pseudepigraphon, in which all main 

(84)  Epstein, The Babylonian Talmud. Yoma..., 184.
(85)  In the light of the passage from b. Yoma which talks about the right 

hand of the high priest in relation to the goat for YHWH, it is also noteworthy 
that in Apocalypse of Abraham Yahoel, who is portrayed as a high priest, is oĞ en 
depicted as puĴ ing his right hand on Abraham: Apoc. Ab. 10:4 “And the angel 
whom he sent to me in the likeness of a man came, and he took me by my 
right hand and stood me on my feet.” Apoc. Ab. 15:2 “And the angel took me 
with his right hand and set me on the right wing of the pigeon…” 

(86)  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: J. Scott, P. Simpson-Housley (eds.), Sacred Places and Profane Spaces: Es-
says in the Geographics of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam (New York: Greenwood 
Press, 1991) 63–78; idem, “Apocalyptic Ascent and the Heavenly Temple,” in: 
Society of Biblical Literature 1987 Seminar Papers (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 
1987) (SBLSP, 26) 210–217. See also: J. Maier, Das Gefährdungsmotiv bei der 
Himmelsreise in der jüdischen Apocalyptik und ”Gnosis,” Kairos 5 (1) (1963) 
18–40, esp. 23; idem, Vom Kultus zur Gnosis (Salzburg: Müller, 1964) (Kairos, 1) 
127–128; G. W. E. Nickelsburg, Enoch, Levi, and Peter: Recipients of Revela-
tion in Upper Galilee, JBL 100 (1981) 575–600, esp. 576–582; A. Orlov, The 
Enoch-Metatron Tradition (Tübingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 2005) (TSAJ, 107) 70–76.

(87)  On the priestly traditions related to the fallen Watchers see D. Suter, 
Fallen Angel, Fallen Priest: the Problem of Family Purity in 1 Enoch 6–16, 
HUCA 50 (1979) 115–135.
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characters are endowed with cultic roles. The most spectacular cultic 
aĴ ributes are, of course, given to Yahoel, who is presented in the text 
as the heavenly high priest and the celestial choir-master. The repeat-
ed instructions about sacrifi cial rites and proper liturgical procedures 
that he conveys to his human apprentice Abraham reveal Yahoel as the 
most distinguished sacerdotal fi gure of the story. It is possible that, in 
his role as instructor and revealer of cultic mysteries, Yahoel discloses 
his teachings to the patriarch not only in speech but also through di-
rect participation in priestly praxis. One such instance may be seen in 
chapters 13 and 14 of the Slavonic apocalypse, where Yahoel appears 
to perform one of the central ordinances of the Yom Kippur atoning 
ceremony, in which impurity is transferred onto Azazel and the scape-
goat is dispatched into the wilderness.

Thus, in Apoc. Ab. 13:7–14 the following arcane encounter between 
the high priest Yahoel and the scapegoat Azazel can be found:

… “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 affi  rm through them the righ-
teous life and the destruction of impiety.

… Hear, adviser! Be shamed by me, since you have been ap-
pointed 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.”88

In view of the cultic affi  liations of Yahoel, it is possible that his ad-
dress to the scapegoat has a ritual signifi cance, since it appears to be 
reminiscent of some of the actions of the high priest on Yom Kippur. 
The fi rst thing that draws aĴ ention is that Yahoel’s speech contains 
a command of departure: “Depart from this man!” Crispin Fletcher-
Louis has noted a possible connection between this command found 

(88)  Kulik, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 20.



107Andrei A. Orlov

in Apoc. Ab. 13:12 and the dispatching formula given to the scapegoat 
in m. Yoma 6:4 — “Take our sins and go forth.”89

Scholars have also pointed out that some technical terminology 
found in chapter 13 appears to be connected with Yom Kippur ter-
minology. Thus, Daniel Stökl draws aĴ ention to the expression about 
“sending” things to Azazel in Apoc. Ab. 13:10,90 which Alexander Kulik 
traces to the Greek term a)poste&llw or Hebrew xl#.91 Stökl proposes 
that this terminology “might allude to the sending out of the scape-
goat.”92 

The phrase “dwelling place of your impurity” is also noteworthy 
since it alludes to the “purgation” function of the scapegoat ceremony, 
the rite which centered on removing the impurity heaped on the sacri-
fi cial animal to the “dwelling” place of the demon in the wilderness.

PuĴ ing reproach and shame on Azazel in Apoc. Ab. 13:7 and 13:11 
may also relate to the ritual curses bestowed upon the scapegoat.

Another important detail of Yahoel’s speech is the angel’s mention 
that the corruption of the forefather of the Israelite nation is trans-
ferred now to Azazel. 

Refl ecting on this uĴ erance of the great angel, Robert Helm sees its 
connection to the Yom Kippur seĴ ings by proposing that “the trans-
ference of Abraham’s corruption to Azazel may be a veiled reference 
to the scapegoat rite…”93 Similarly, Lester Grabbe also argues that the 
phrasing in the statement that “Abraham’s corruption has ‘gone over 
to’ Azazel suggest[s] an act of atonement.”94 

It is also possible that the high priest Yahoel is performing here the 
so-called “transference function” — the crucial part of the scapegoat 

(89)  Fletcher-Louis, The Revelation..., 282.
(90)  Ap. Ab. 13:9–10: “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 affi  rm through them the righteous 
life and the destruction of impiety.” Kulik, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigra-
pha..., 20.

(91)  A. Kulik, Apocalypse of Abraham. Towards the Lost Original (Ph.D. diss.; 
Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 2000) 90.

(92)  Stökl Ben Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur..., 94.
(93)  Helm, Azazel…, 223.
(94)  Grabbe, The Scapegoat Tradition…, 157.
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ritual — when the high priest conveys the sins of Israel onto the head 
of the goat through confession and laying-on of hands.95 

Abraham and the Scapegoat

It is quite clear that in the Apocalypse of Abraham Yahoel functions as 
a senior priest explaining and demonstrating rituals to a junior sacer-
dotal servant — Abraham.96 This parallelism between the instructions 
of the master and the actions of the apprentice is manifested already in 
the beginning of the apocalyptic section of the text, where the patriarch 
faithfully follows the orders of his angelic guide about the preparation 
of the sacrifi ces.97 The same paĴ ern of sacerdotal instruction in which 
orders of the master are then followed by the performance of the dis-
ciple is also discernable in the depiction of the ritual of dispatching the 
scapegoat. 

In the Apocalypse of Abraham, aĞ er Yahoel’s own “handling” of Aza-
zel, the angel then verbally instructs Abraham on how to deal with the 
scapegoat:

Say to him, “May you be the fi re brand of the furnace of the earth! 
Go, Azazel, into the untrodden parts of the earth. <Since your inheri-
tance are those who are with you, with men born with the stars and 
clouds. And their portion is you, and they come into being through 
your being. And justice is your enmity. Therefore through your own 
destruction vanish from before me!” And I said the words as the 
angel had taught me. (Apoc. Ab. 14:5–8).98

In this narrative the dispatching formulas appear to be even more 
decisive and forceful than in the previously investigated passage 
from chapter 13, now including such commands to the scapegoat as: 

(95)  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, puĴ ing 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 Milgrom, Leviticus 1–16..., 1041.

(96)  Harlow, Idolatry and Otherness...
(97)  Harlow observes that “in chap. 12 Yahoel acts like a senior priest 

showing a junior priest the ropes; he instructs Abraham: ‘Slaughter and cut 
all this, puĴ ing together the two halves, one against the other. But do not cut 
the birds.’” Harlow, Idolatry and Otherness...

(98)  Kulik, Retroverting Slavonic Pseudepigrapha..., 21.
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“Go” (Slav. иди)99 and “Vanish from before me” (Slav. буди от мене 
исчезлъ).100 

Another captivating detail is that the dispatching formula “Go, 
Azazel, into the untrodden parts of the earth” designates the destina-
tion of the demon’s removal as “the untrodden parts of earth.” The 
word “untrodden” (Slav. беспроходна)101 is signifi cant since it desig-
nates a place uninhabitable (lit. impassable) to human beings. Refl ect-
ing on the language of Lev 16 where the scapegoat is dispatched “to 
the solitary place” (hrzg Cr)-l)) “in the wilderness,” (rbdmb),102 
Jacob Milgrom observes that “the purpose of dispatching the goat to 
the wilderness is to remove it from human habitation.”103

In view of these observations it is possible that in the Apocalypse of 
Abraham one encounters another, so-called “elimination,” aspect of the 
scapegoat ritual whereby impurity must be removed from the human 
oikumene into an inhabitable (or in the language of the Apocalypse of 
Abraham, “untrodden”) realm. 

In this respect Daniel Stökl also observes that the terminology 
found in Apoc. Ab. 14:5, where Azazel goes “into untrodden parts of the 
earth,” is reminiscent of the Septuagint version’s translation of Leviti-
cus 16:22 (εἰς γῆν ἄβατον)104 and the expression chosen by Philo in De 
Specialibus Legibus 1:188 in his description of Yom Kippur.105 

The concluding phrase of the passage from chapter 14, which re-
ports that Abraham repeated the words he received from the great 
angel, confi rms our suggestion that Abraham is depicted here as a 
sort of a priestly apprentice receiving instructions from his master 
Yahoel and then applying this knowledge in dispatching the scape-
goat.106

(99)  Philonenko-Sayar, Philonenko, L’Apocalypse d’Abraham..., 68.
(100)  Ibid.
(101)  Ibid.
(102)  Lev 16:22 “The goat shall bear on itself all their iniquities to a barren 

region; and the goat shall be set free in the wilderness.”
(103)  Milgrom, Leviticus 1–16..., 1045.
(104)  Kulik, Apocalypse of Abraham..., 90.
(105)  Stökl Ben Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur..., 94.
(106)  Harlow notes that “Yahoel teaches Abraham a kind of exorcistic 

spell to drive Azazel away.” Harlow, Idolatry and Otherness...
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Conclusion

In the conclusion of our study of the Yom Kippur imagery discern-
able in the second part of the Apocalypse of Abraham, we should again 
draw aĴ ention to the possible connections between these sacerdotal 
traditions and the conceptual developments found in the fi rst, hagga-
dic section of the pseudepigraphon.

As has already been mentioned, the fi rst part of the text is also per-
meated with cultic concerns as it depicts the idolatrous worship of 
the household of Terah, envisioned there through the metaphor of the 
polluted sanctuary. The section ends with the demise of the infamous 
house of worship and the death of its sacerdotal servants — Abraham’s 
father Terah and his brother Nahor — perishing in the fi re of the de-
stroyed shrine polluted by idols. 

In this respect it is intriguing that the description of the Yom Kip-
pur ritual found in Leviticus 16 also begins with a reference to two 
priests who have perished: Aaron’s sons Nadab and Abihu who, like 
Terah and Nahor in the Slavonic apocalypse, were killed by the fi re 
proceeding from God because their improper priestly practice defi led 
the sanctuary.

This reference to priests who have perished and caused a contami-
nation which now requires purgation appears to serve well for the 
cultic agenda of Lev 16, which then off ers the description of the purifi -
catory rite of Yom Kippur.107 As was already seen, later rabbinic mate-
rials that link the Golden Calf episode with the establishment of Yom 
Kippur hint at this correspondence between sacerdotal transgression 
and the need for its cultic repair.

In light of the aforementioned traditions, it appears that the re-en-
actment of the Yom Kippur observances found in the second part of 
the Apocalypse of Abraham also fi ts nicely in the overall structure of the 
Slavonic pseudepigraphon where the hero’s transition from the pol-

(107)  In this respect Jacob Milgrom reminds us that in the beginning, be-
fore becoming an annual festival, Yom Kippur was understood as an “emer-
gency rite” for purgation of the sanctuary. Milgrom, Leviticus 1–16, 1070. Scul-
lion also observes that “… the purpose of the feast is purgation. The sins of the 
Israelites, inadvertent and advertent, defi le the land and the temple, and even 
the holy of holies. Leviticus anachronistically projects back into preseĴ lement 
times a feast to purify the tent/temple and camp/city to protect them from 
the buildup of impurity.” J. P. Scullion, A Traditio-historical Study of the Day of 
Atonement (Ph.D. diss.; Catholic University of America, 1991) 83.
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luted and destroyed sanctuary depicted in the beginning of the story 
to the true place of worship shown him by Deity at the end is mediated 
by the atoning ritual.

SUMMARY

The article investigates the sacerdotal dimension of the Apocalypse of 
Abraham. The study shows that the entrance of a seer into the celestial 
realm reveals the cultic dimension and is envisioned as a visitation of the 
heavenly temple. The study theorizes that some portions of the second, 
apocalyptic part of the pseudepigraphon can be seen as an eschatological 
re-enactment of the Yom Kippur ritual — one of the most enigmatic cultic 
ceremonies in the Jewish tradition.
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 “YOUR OWN OF YOUR OWN”: 
JEWISH ADAM SPECULATIONS 

AND CHRISTIAN LITURGY 
IN THE SLAVONIC AND ROMANIAN 

LIFE OF ADAM AND EVE

The title “Life of Adam and Eve” (henceforth LAE) is commonly 
used in reference to an entire corpus of literature1 that contains the 
Greek Apocalypse of Moses,2 the Latin Vita Adae et Evae,3 the Armenian 
Penitence of Adam,4 the Slavonic Book of Adam and Eve,5 the Georgian 

(1)  For succinct introductions to this corpus, see particularly M. E. Stone, 
A History of the Literature of Adam and Eve (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992) 
(SBLEJL, 3), and M. de Jonge, J. Tromp, The Life of Adam and Eve (Sheffi  eld: 
Sheffi  eld Academic Press, 1997).

(2)  This title is a misnomer based on an introduction prefaced to the text 
at a later time and uncritically appropriated by the earlier editions of the book 
(cf. M. de Jonge, Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament as part of Christian Lit-
erature (Leiden: Brill, 2003) 201, n. 2). A synoptical presentation of the major 
text forms is available in John R. Levison, Texts in Transition: The Greek Life 
of Adam and Eve (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2000) (SBLEJL, 16). 
Critical editions of the Greek text exist in A.-M. Denis, Concordance grecque des 
pseudépigraphes d’Ancien Testament (Louvain-la-Neuve: Université catholique 
de Louvain, 1987); J. Tromp, The Life of Adam and Eve in Greek: A Critical Edition 
(Leiden: Brill, 2005).

(3)  W. Meyer, Vita Adae et Evae, Abhandlungen der königlichen Bayerischen 
Akademie des WissenschaĞ en, Philosoph.-philologische Klasse 14 (1878) 185–250.

(4)  M. E. Stone, The Penitence of Adam (Louvain: Peeters, 1981) (CSCO, 
429–430); idem, Texts and Concordances of the Armenian Adam Literature (Atlan-
ta: Scholars Press, 1996) (SBLEJL, 12) 70–81.

(5)  Only the longer recension has received a critical edition to date: V. JagiѴ, 
Slavische Beiträge zu den biblischen Apocryphen, I: Die altkirchenslavischen 
Texte des Adambuches, DenkschriĞ en der kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaf-
ten in Wien, Philos.-hist. Klasse 42 (1893) 1–104. In 1925 Iordan Ivanov published 
another manuscript of the longer recension, MS 433 of the National Library 
in Sofi a, which was apparently unknown to Jagić: I. Ivanov, Bogomilski knigi i 
legendi (Sofi a, 1925). I consulted this work in its French translation, J. Ivanov, 
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Book of Adam,6 and the Romanian Story of Adam and Eve (Povestea lui 
Adam şi a Evei).7 The Latin writing is the only one of these texts to ac-
tually carry the title used loosely in reference to the entire corpus. All 
text forms follow generally a similar story line. All texts narrate the 
expulsion of Adam and Eve from paradise, Abel’s death at the hands 
of his brother Cain, a fatal illness of Adam, Adam’s account of the fall, 
Eve’s and Seth’s quest for healing oil, Eve’s account of the fall, Adam’s 
death and assumption to paradise, Adam’s burial, Abel’s burial, and 
Eve’s death and burial. 

While the diff erent versions of the story generally adhere to this 
structure, they diverge from each other signifi cantly. One such dis-
agreement occurs in the story of Adam’s burial. Only the Slavonic and 
Romanian versions have God or, respectively, the earth pronouncing 
the phrase “your own of your own” (  ; al tău dintr-ale tale) 
during the entombment of Adam. While this phrase is immediately 
recognizable as one of the formulas of the Orthodox anaphora prayer 
and its presence in the Slavonic and Romanian LAE could be thus read 
simply as a very late liturgical insertion in an ancient text, the conten-
tion of this paper is that the odd Slavonic and Romanian texts are best 
read as witnesses to a much earlier conjunction between the Orthodox 
liturgical formula and ancient Jewish speculations about Adam appro-
priated by ancient Christianity.

Livres et légendes bogomiles: Aux sources du catharisme. Tr. M. Ribeyrol (Paris: 
Maisonneuve et Larose, 1976).

(6)  French translation in J.-P. Mahé, Le Livre d’Adam géorgienne de la 
Vita Adae, in R. van den Broek, M. J. Vermaseren (eds.), Studies in Gnosticism 
and Hellenistic Religions (Leiden: Brill, 1981) 227–260.

(7)  The only manuscript of the Romanian version published to date is 
MS 469: M. Gaster, Texte române inedite din sec. XVII, Revista pentru isto-
rie, archeologie şi fi lologie 1 (1883) 78–80. Gaster reprinted the same text in his 
Chrestomathie roumaine, 2 vols. (Leipzig—Bucarest: Brockhaus-Socecu, 1891) 
Vol. 1, 63–65. Gaster also introduced the text in Literatura populară română 
(Bucureşti: Ig. Haimann, 1883) 271–274. However, even this publication is 
incomplete. It only covers the fi nal seven folios (400r–407r) of the text in its 
original Cyrillic characters. My forthcoming article, “The Shorter Recension 
of the Life of Adam and Eve: The Oldest Manuscript of the Romanian Version” 
(JSP), is meant to fi ll in this gap. It provides the entire text of MS 469, with an 
English translation.
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The Slavonic Recensions

The Texts

The Latin manuscripts of LAE do not contain an account of the 
burial of Adam similar to the other versions. Instead, it off ers at this 
point in the narrative the Legend of the Wood of the Cross.8 The Greek, Ar-
menian, and Georgian versions of LAE contain similar versions of the 
beginning of Adam’s burial service. The Greek text form I, represented 
by manuscripts D and S, reads:

And God called and said, “Adam, Adam.” And the body answered 
from the earth and said, “Here I am, Lord.” And God said to him, 
“I told you that earth you are and to earth shall you return (gh= ei] kai\ 
ei0v gh=n a0peleu/sei). Again I promise to you the Resurrection; I will 
raise you up in the Resurrection with every man, who is your seed.” 
AĞ er these words, God made a (three-fold)9 seal and sealed the tomb, 
that no one might do anything to him for six days till his rib should 
return to him.10 

The other Greek text forms do not present any major diff erences.11 
The Armenian and Georgian versions do not diff er from this text sig-
nifi cantly.12

A signifi cant departure from this story line occurs in the Slavonic 
texts. The Greek texts of LAE were translated into Slavonic sometime 
during the fourteenth century.13 The translation process produced two 
diff erent recensions, one shorter than the other. Given the diff erences 
between these two Slavonic recensions, it is reasonable to assume that 

(8)  For a thorough analysis of the legend, see B. Baert, A Heritage of Holy 
Wood: The Legend of the True Cross in Text and Image (Leiden: Brill, 2004) 289–
333.

(9)  Tri/ggonon/tri/gwnon only appears in text forms II and III. See the Greek 
texts in Levison, Texts in Transition..., 109.

(10)  The English translation is the one published in G. A. Anderson, 
M. E. Stone, A Synopsis of the Books of Adam and Eve (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 
21999) 89–90E. I used the Greek text in Levison, Texts in Transition..., 109–110.

(11)  The main Greek text-forms are presented in Levison, Texts in Transi-
tion..., 109–110.

(12)  For the Armenian and Georgian versions, see Mahé, Le Livre d’Adam 
géorgienne...; Stone, The Penitence of Adam...; idem, Texts and Concordances of 
the Armenian Adam Literature...

(13)  É. Turdeanu, Apocryphes Slaves et Roumains de l’Ancien Testament (Lei-
den: Brill, 1981) 90–93, 99–100.
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they were most probably produced independently of each other, from 
two distinct Greek versions, even though there is no extant Greek text 
to resemble the shorter Slavonic recension.14 

The longer recension, published in the 1893 critical edition of 
Vatroslav Jagić,15 generally agrees with the Greek, Armenian, and 
Georgian witnesses to the above story. Like in all of these, in the lon-
ger Slavonic text God calls Adam, Adam’s body answers, and God 
reminds the protoplast of his destiny to return to the earth from 
which he was made. In further agreement with the other texts, the 
longer Slavonic recension contains the promise of a future resur-
rection of Adam and of all humankind. However, in contrast to the 
Greek, Armenian, and Georgian witnesses, the longer Slavonic re-
cension describes God as making the sign of the cross over Adam’s 
tomb and pronouncing what sounds like a votive formula, “what is 
yours, taken from you”:

And the Lord called Adam to himself and said, “Adam, Adam, 
where are you?” And his body answered, “I am here, Lord.” The 
Lord said [to Adam], “So I told you, ‘You are earth and to the same 
earth you will return again.’ And at the resurrection, you will rise 
with all mankind.” And the Lord made on four sides the sign of the 
cross over his grave, and one laid him in the grave, and he anointed 
it and said, “What is yours, taken from you (  ), is again 
returned to you.” (Slavonic LAE 47)16

One is leĞ  to assume that the fi nal divine uĴ erance is addressed to 
the earth, particularly since God has just reminded Adam that he is to 
return to the earth from which he was taken. In the Greek, Armenian, 
and Georgian versions the same idea surfaces earlier in the narrative. 
In all these versions, a voice from the earth (Greek) or from heaven 
(Armenian and Georgian) stops the burial of Abel from taking place 
before Adam’s, by saying that what has fi rst been taken from the earth 
must be fi rst returned to the earth.17

(14)  I have argued this in my forthcoming article, “The Shorter Recension 
of the Life of Adam and Eve.”

(15)  JagiѴ, Slavische Beiträge..., 1–104. 
(16)  The English translation is the one published in Anderson, Stone, 

A Synopsis..., 90E. The Slavonic text is the one published in JagiѴ, Slavische 
Beiträge..., 98.

(17)  Anderson, Stone, A Synopsis..., 88–88E.
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In contrast to the longer recension, in the shorter Slavonic version 
God speaks as a “voice from heaven” ( / )18 and addresses 
the phrase    explicitly to the earth. Manuscripts pp, argu-
ably the best witness to the shorter Slavonic recension,19 and tr read 
     , “and to the earth he [God] said, ‘Your own from 
your own’.”20 

Orthodox Liturgy

The phrase “your own of your own” is part of the anaphora prayer 
in the Byzantine liturgies of St. John Chrysostom21 and St. Basil,22 and 
in the Alexandrian liturgies of St. Basil23 and St. Mark.24 It has been 
previously noted25 that most probably the earliest witness to the incor-
poration of this formula into Christian liturgy could very well cccur in 
Irenaeus’ Adv. haereses 4.18.4–5:

Inasmuch, then, as the Church off ers with single-mindedness, her 
giĞ  is justly reckoned a pure sacrifi ce with God. As Paul also says 
to the Philippians, “I am full, having received from Epaphroditus 
the things that were sent from you, the odour of a sweet smell, a 
sacrifi ce acceptable, pleasing to God” (Phil 4:18). For it behoves us 
to make an oblation to God, and in all things to be found grateful to 
God our Maker, in a pure mind, and in faith without hypocrisy, in 
well-grounded hope, in fervent love, off ering the fi rst-fruits of His 
own created things. And the Church alone off ers this pure oblation 
to the Creator, off ering to Him, with giving of thanks, from His creation... 

(18)  I have consulted manuscripts pp and tr in Н. С. ТИХОНРАВОВ, Памят-
ники отреченной русской литературы, 2 т. (Санкт-Петербург—Москва, 
1863) Т. 1, 298–304, here p. 303, and respectively 1:1–6, here p. 5, and manu-
script pp1 in А. Н. ПЫПИН, Памятники старинной русской литературы, 3 т. 
(Санкт-Петербург, 1860–1862) Т. 3, 4–7.

(19)  See Turdeanu’s argument in Apocryphes, 100.
(20)  This is my own translation of pp from ТИХОНРАВОВ, Памятники…, 

т. 1, 303. Manuscript tr (ТИХОНРАВОВ, Памятники…, т. 1, 5–6) contains the 
same text.

(21)  R. F. Taft, St. John Chrysostom and the Byzantine Anaphora that 
Bears His Name, in: P. F. Bradshaw (ed.), Essays on Early Eastern Eucharistic 
Prayers (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1997) 195–226, here pp. 220–221.

(22)  A. Hänggi, I. Pahl (eds.), Prex eucharistica. Textus e variis liturgiis anti-
quioribus selecti (Fribourg: Editions universitaires, 1968) 236.

(23)  Ibid., 352.
(24)  Ibid., 114.
(25)  E.g., Taft, St. John Chrysostom..., 220, n. 56.
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We off er to Him His own, announcing consistently the fellowship and 
union of the fl esh and Spirit. For as the bread, which is produced 
from the earth, when it receives the invocation of God, is no longer 
common bread but the Eucharist, consisting of two realities, earthly 
and heavenly; so also our bodies, when they receive the Eucharist, 
are no longer corruptible, having the hope of the resurrection to 
eternity.26

The phrase is clearly aĴ ested as part of the Liturgy of St. John in the 
apocryphal Apocalypse of St. John.27 The writing contains Jesus’ answers 
to a long series of questions by John of Patmos relating to fasting, mo-
nastic behavior, communion, and the liturgy. The original publisher of 
the text, F. Nau, dates the text to between the fi Ğ h and eighth centuries 
and prefers a date closer to the fi Ğ h century.28 J. K. Elliot proposes a 
possible range of dating between the sixth and eighth centuries.29 In 
the second edition of the text, John M. Court supports a date between 
the fi Ğ h and eighth centuries.30 More recently, Alice Whealey suggests 
that verse 13 contains a reference to iconoclasm and that other pas-
sages refl ect the threat of Muslim conquest. Therefore, she argues, the 
text should be dated to the early Islamic period, specifi cally between 
the 720’s and 843.31 

In its short explanation of the liturgy, the text relates the phrase ta\ 
sa\ e)k tw=n sw=n with the tradition about Jesus’ descent into Hades:

“We off er to you what is yours from your own” (ta\ sa\ e)k tw=n sw=n) 
means that the Lord went into Hell and destroyed the spirits of wick-
edness and the gates of Hell, and resurrected the fi rst-created man, 
Adam (sunu&ghren to_n proto&plaston 0Ada~m). Then he said to the spirits, 
“We off er you what is yours from your own, in all and through all 

(26)  Translation from ANF.
(27)  F. Nau, the discoverer of the manuscript, provided the fi rst publica-

tion of the text, with a French translation, in: Une deuxième apocalypse apo-
cryphe grecque de Saint Jean, Revue Biblique 11 (1914) 209–221. The Greek text 
has been republished with an English translation in J. M. Court, The Book of 
Revelation and the Johannine Apocalyptic Tradition (Sheffi  eld: Sheffi  eld Academic 
Press, 2000).

(28)  Nau, Une deuxième apocalypse..., 213.
(29)  J. K. Elliot, The Apocryphal New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 

1993) 684.
(30)  Court, The Book of Revelation..., 72.
(31)  A. Whealey, The Apocryphal Apocalypse of John: A Byzantine Apoca-

lypse from the Early Islamic Period, JTS 53 (2002) 533–540.
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(Ta_ sa_ e0k tw~n sw~n soi\ prosfe/rontaij, kata_ pa&nta kai\ dia\ pa&nta).” 
The angels answered with the praise “We praise you.”32

The phrase ta\ sa\ e)k tw=n sw=n was evidently part of the Liturgy of 
John Chrysostom by the eighth century. 

There is also extensive evidence that the phrase ta\ sa\ e)k tw=n sw=n 
was used as a common votive formula as early as the sixth century. 
With no explicit connection to the anaphora (although probably al-
luding to it), the formula appears on a sixth-century cross at Sinai, on 
a sixth-century chalice, on a baptismal font from shortly before 597, 
on an inscription mounted by Justinian somewhere in an Ephesus 
church, and under a window in a sixth-century church at Iznik.33 Its 
inscription on the altar of St. Sophia, ordered according to Georgios 
Kedrenos by Justinian and Theodora,34 is more explicitly a reference 
to the anaphora prayer.35 This cumulative evidence supports Robert 
F. TaĞ ’s conclusion that the phrase “was liturgical Formelgut already 
by the sixth century and probably entered the liturgy even earlier.”36 
Moreover, it also seems that the phrase circulated quite widely as a 
common votive formula during the sixth century.

This history of the phrase in the liturgical traditions of eastern 
Christianity could explain its occurrence in the Slavonic (and Roma-
nian) versions of the Life of Adam and Eve. As seen above, already in 
between the fi Ğ h and eighth centuries the apocryphal Apocalypse of St. 
John associates the phrase with Adam. Specifi cally, this is the phrase 
that Jesus says to the angels when he raises the protoplast from hell. 
The scene obviously implies that Adam’s original and proper place 
was with the angels. Despite the fact that the association of Adam with 
angels is a traditional motif in both ancient Judaism and Christian-
ity,37 the scene is not unproblematic. First, it implies that Christ brings 

(32)  Text and translation from Court, The Book of Revelation..., 80–81.
(33)  This evidence is reviewed in K. Weitzmann, I. ŠevѶenko, The Moses 

Cross at Sinai, DOP 17 (1963) 385–398, here pp. 392–394.
(34)  Historiarum compendium in I. Bekker (ed.), Corpus Scriptorum Histo-

riae Byzantinae I (Bonn: Weber, 1838), 677 (= PG 121, 737).
(35)  Weitzmann, ŠevѶenko, The Moses Cross..., 394; G. Downey, The In-

scription on a Silver Chalice from Syria in the Metropolitan Museum of Art, 
American Journal of Archaeology 55 (1951) 349–353, here p. 351.

(36)  Taft, St. John Chrysostom..., 220–221.
(37)  To cite only a few studies: Ch. Gieschen, Angelomorphic Christology: 

Antecedents and Early Evidence (Leiden: Brill, 1998) 153–155; C. Fletcher-Louis, 
Luke-Acts: Angels, Christology and Soteriology (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1997) 
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an off ering to angels, who are his inferiors in the Apocalypse. Second, 
Adam’s return to heaven cannot commonly be an off ering “in all and 
through all.” 

However, the scene, even in its diffi  cult elements, parallels strongly 
the Slavonic version of LAE. First, just as in the Apocalypse, in both 
recensions of the Slavonic LAE the off ering is Adam. Second, in both 
texts the one to make the off ering is Christ. Unlike the Greek recen-
sions, which simply name the central character of the burial ceremony 
as qeo/v,38 the Slavonic longer recension identifi es him specifi cally as 
Christ (: section 46).39 Third, in both texts Christ makes the off ering 
by pronouncing the same off ering phrase, “your own of your own.” 
Fourth, there is an obvious parallelism between Adam’s death and his 
resurrection or salvation from hell. The commitment of Adam’s body 
to the earth mirrors the commitment of his body to heaven. The laĴ er 
solves the former. Moreover, the Slavonic LAE specifi cally introduces 
Adam’s entombment with a reference to the protoplast’s future resur-
rection. 

This complex parallelism between the Slavonic version of LAE and 
the Apocalypse of St. John Chrysostom suggests that the votive formula 
   has already been associated with Adam by the eighth cen-
tury and that the Slavonic version of Adam’s burial is not a fourteenth 
century innovation inserted arbitrarily into the narrative of LAE, but it 
is rather the development of an ancient Adam speculation. 

140–145; idem, All the Glory of Adam (Leiden: Brill, 2002) 88–135; J. Fossum, 
The Adorable Adam of the Mystics and the RebuĴ als of the Rabbis, in: Ge-
schichte, Tradition, Refl exion: FestschriĞ  für Martin Hengel zum 70. Geburtstag, 
2 vols. (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1996) Vol. 1, 529–539; S. Niditch, The Cosmic 
Adam: Man as Mediator in Rabbinic Literature, Journal of Jewish Studies 34 
(1983) 137–146; A. Segal, Two Powers in Heaven. Early Rabinnic Reports about 
Christianity and Gnosticism (Leiden: Brill, 1977) 108–115; P. Schäfer, Rivalität 
zwischen Engeln und Menschen: Untersuchungen zur rabbinischen Engelvorstel-
lung (Berlin; New York: de Gruyter, 1975); B. Barc, La taille cosmique d’Adam 
dans la liĴ érature juive rabbinique des trois premiers siècles après J.-C., Revue 
des Sciences Religieuses 49 (1975) 173–185; J. Jervell, Imago Dei: Gen 1:26f im 
Spätjudentum, in der Gnosis und in den paulischen Briefen (GöĴ ingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1960) 99–100, 105–107; W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Juda-
ism: Some Rabbinic Elements in Pauline Theology (London: SPCK, 1948) 45–46; 
A. Altmann, The Gnostic Background of the Rabbinic Adam Legends, Jewish 
Quarterly Review 35 (1945) 371–391.

(38)  Levison, Texts in Transition..., 109–110.
(39)  JagiѴ, Slavische Beiträge..., 98.
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Furthermore, there is a subtle parallelism between the Slavonic 
text, on the one hand, and the Greek, Armenian, and Georgian narra-
tive in which an intervening voice stops the burial of Abel from taking 
place before Adam’s.40 First, in the Armenian and Georgian narratives 
the divine presence speaks as a voice from heaven41 as it does in the 
shorter Slavonic recension ( / ).42 Second and more signifi -
cantly, the subject of all these versions is the return of Adam to the 
earth from which he was taken.  

The Romanian Version

The Romanian version of Adam’s burial points to another connec-
tion of LAE to ancient Adam speculations, that are aĴ ested both within 
Christian and Jewish sources.

The Texts

The Romanian version of LAE contains only the shorter recension 
and is undoubtedly translated from Slavonic.43 It survives in eight 
manuscripts, namely 469 (384r–407r), 1255 (18r–18v), 2158 (9r–12r), 
3813 (91r–101v), 5299 (1r–6r), all known to and introduced by Émile 
Turdeanu,44 and 3275 (1r–5v), 5022 (208r–212v), and respectively 5916 
(14v–23v), all from Biblioteca Academiei Române, that is, the Library 
of the Romanian Academy (henceforth BAR). Diff erences between the 
Romanian shorter recension and the extant manuscripts of the shorter 
Slavonic recension suggest that the Romanian text aĴ ests to a manu-
script tradition that is no longer extant in Slavonic.45 

The Romanian version is the only extant text form of the entire LAE 
corpus in which the earth addresses the off ering formula “your own 
of your own” to God. The oldest known manuscript of the Romanian 
recension, MS 469, reads:

Şi fu glas din ceri de grăi: “Adame, Adame!” El zise: “Ce iaste, 
Doamne?” Dumnezău zise: “Crez spusu-[ţ]-am ţie, că din pământ 
eşti şi iară în pământ veri merge.” Iară pământul zise: “Al tău dintr-

(40)  Anderson, Stone, A Synopsis..., 88–88E.
(41)  Ibid.
(42)  ТИХОНРАВОВ, Памятники…, т. 1, 303; ПЫПИН, Памятники…, т. 3, 5.
(43)  See the introduction in Turdeanu, Apocryphes..., 104–110.
(44)  Turdeanu, Apocryphes..., 104–110.
(45)  I have made this argument in my article “The Shorter Recension of 

the Life of Adam and Eve”.
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ale tale, ţie aduce de toate.” Aşa îngropară pre Adam cu cununa ce 
era în capul lui.46

And a voice came from heaven and said: “Adam, Adam!” He 
said: “Yes, Lord?” God said: “Believe now what I told you, that you 
are earth and to earth you will go.” And the earth said: “Your own 
from your own, to you we bring all.” Thus they buried Adam with 
the wreath that was on his head.47

Turdeanu, Moses Gaster, and Nicolae Cartojan, all agree that MS 469 
dates from the fi rst quarter of the seventeenth century.48 Furthermore, 
Cartojan notes that most probably the text is not an autograph, but 
only a copy of a translation from Slavonic made in the sixteenth centu-
ry, if not earlier.49 The fact that the text was produced by two diff erent 
hands, as I have noticed in my own study of the manuscript, supports 
Cartojan’s statement. The fi rst copyist produced folios 384r to 393r. 
The handwriting is askew and untidy. The second hand produced 
the second half of the text, in a neat penmanship. It is highly unlikely 
that this variation would occur in the original translation. Therefore, 
it does seem that the origins of the text of MS 469 should be sought in 
the sixteenth century, if not even earlier.

Another valuable manuscript of the Romanian version, namely 
BAR 3813, does not present major diff erences from MS 469:

Şi s-au făcut glas din ceri grăind: “Adame, Adame!” Şi el au zis: 
“Doamne?” Domnul au zis: “Ţi-am spus ţie, că din pământ eşti şi 
iar în pământ te vei intoarce.” Iar pământul au zis: “Al tău dintru 
ale tale, ţie aducem de toate.” Aşa au îngropat pe Adam cu cununa 
ce era în capul lui.50

And a voice came from heaven saying: “Adam, Adam!” And he 
said: “Lord?” The Lord said: “I told you, that you are earth and to 
earth you will return.” And the earth said: “Your own from your 
own, to you we bring all.” Thus they buried Adam with the wreath 
that was on his head.51

(46)  BAR MS 469, f. 406r–406v. 
(47)  This is my own translation.
(48)  Turdeanu, Apocryphes..., 106; Gaster, Chrestomathie roumaine..., vol. 1, 

63; idem, Texte române inedite din sec. XVII..., 74; N. Cartojan, Cărţile popu-
lare în literatura românească, 2 vols. (Bucureşti: Editura Enciclopedică Română, 
1929, 1938) Vol. 1, 49, 57.

(49)  Cartojan, Cărţile populare..., vol. 1, 57.
(50)  BAR MS 3813, f. 101r.
(51)  This is my own translation.
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The mention of “a voice from heaven” parallels the same story in 
the shorter Slavonic recension ( / )52 and the Armenian and 
Georgian stories of the interruption of Abel’s entombment.53 In the 
Greek versions of the laĴ er story, it is the earth that speaks out against 
Abel’s burial. The Romanian version of Adam’s burial is the only one 
in which the earth speaks. Adam remains the object of the votive for-
mula “your own of your own,” but in the unique case of the Romanian 
version the formula is addressed to God. This use of the phrase “your 
own of your own” presents Adam as standing in a special relation-
ship to God. This idea refl ects the early liturgical and votive use of the 
phrase, in which, as noted above, the formula is always addressed to 
God, with the sole extraordinary exception of the apocryphal Apoca-
lypse of St. John. Moreover, the off ering of Adam’s body to God rather 
than to the earth, as “your own of your own,” echoes, I would contend, 
ancient Jewish and Christian speculations about Adam. 

The Return of Adam to God 
in Jewish and Christian Speculations 

about Adam

Several studies have noted that the phrase of the eastern liturgies, 
“your own of your own,” is most probably based on the Septuagint 
rendering of 1 Chron 29:14: sa\ ta\ pa/nta kai\ e0k tw=n sw=n dedw/kame/n 
soi.54 However, Enrico Mazza astutely remarks that early Christian 
sources do not seem to use 1 Chron 29:14.55 It is possible that Irenaeus’ 
Adv. haereses 4.18.4–5 alludes to it, but the connection is not absolutely 
certain.

In contrast to the silence of ancient Christian sources, the passage 
is commented upon in early rabbinic texts.56 In a particular case the 
phrase is used to construct an anthropological concept. Mishnah Avot/
Pirqe Avot 3, a text slightly later than Irenaeus’ Adv. haereses 4.18.4–5, 
aĴ ests to a Jewish tradition circulating already in the third century 

(52)  ТИХОНРАВОВ, Памятники…, т. 1, 303; ПЫПИН, Памятники…, т. 3, 5.
(53)  Anderson, Stone, A Synopsis..., 88–88E.
(54)  Taft, St. John Chrysostom..., 220; E. Mazza, Eucharistic Prayers of the 

Roman Rites (New York: Pueblo, 1986) 77, 304; R. J. Ledogar, The Eucharistic 
Prayer and the GiĞ s over Which It Is Spoken, in: R. Kevin Seasoltz (ed.), Liv-
ing Bread, Saving Cup (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1987) 60–79, here 
p. 73.

(55)  Cf. Mazza, Eucharistic Prayers..., 304, n. 114.
(56)  See also Exod. Rab. 31:9.
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that interprets 1 Chron 29:14 as a statement on the iconic nature of 
humanity:

R. Eleazar of Bartotha said: Give him what is his, for you and yours 
are his (wl# Kl#w ht)# wl#m wl Nt). For so does it say about 
David, ‘For all things come of you, and of your own have we given 
you’ (1 Chron 29:14). (Mishnah Avot/Pirqe Avot 3)57

According to this text, 1 Chron 29:14 is about the giving of the hu-
man person to God. The two stand in an iconic relation. Moreover, 
1 Chron 29:14, according to R. Eleazar of Bartotha,58 presents an ethical 
imperative to dedicate the icon, the human person, to its paradigm, 
God. 

The same anthropological statement, accompanied by the same 
ethical imperative, resurfaces in Lev. Rab. 34:3:

Hillel the Elder once, when he concluded his studies with his dis-
ciples, walked along with them. His disciples asked him: Master, 
whither are you bound? He answered them: To perform a religious 
duty. What, they asked, is this religious duty? He said to them: To 
wash in the bath-house. Said they: Is this a religious duty? Yes, he 
replied; if the statues (Nynwqy)) of kings, which are erected in theatres 
and circuses, are scoured and washed by the man who is appointed 
to look aĞ er them, and who thereby obtains his maintenance through 
them-nay more, he is exalted in the company of the great of the 
kingdom — how much more I, who have been created in the image 
and likeness; as it is wriĴ en, For in the image of God made He man 
(Gen 9:6). (Lev. Rab. 34:3)59 

I have shown elsewhere how the rabbinic speculation about the 
iconic value of humanity is oĞ en illustrated with parables about the 

(57)  Translation from J. Neusner, Judaism and Story: The Evidence of the 
Fathers According to Rabbi Nathan (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992) 
161–172, here p. 165; see also idem, The Mishnah. A New Translation (New Ha-
ven: Yale University Press, 1991) 679. For the poetry of this Pirqe Aboth pas-
sage, see A. D. Tropper, Wisdom, Politics, and Historiography. Tractate Avot in 
the Context of the Graeco-Roman Near East (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2004) 84.

(58)  I do not take the aĴ ributions of early rabbinic traditions to be his-
torical.

(59)  H. Freedman, N. Simon (eds.), Midrash Rabbah, 10 vols. (London: 
Soncino Press, 1961) Vol. Leviticus, 428. The story is retold slightly diff erent in 
Abot R. Nat. B 30.
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Roman emperor and his cultic statues.60 The same iconic association 
between humanity and the divine, extended in the same way into a 
similar ethical imperative, and illustrated through a parallelism with 
images of the Roman imperor, transpires in the story of Mt 22:15–21 
(and parallels: Mark 12:14–17, Luke 20:22–25):

Then the Pharisees went and ploĴ ed to entrap him in what he said. 
So they sent their disciples to him, along with the Herodians, saying, 
“Teacher, we know that you are sincere, and teach the way of God in 
accordance with truth, and show deference to no one; for you do not 
regard people with partiality. Tell us, then, what you think. Is it lawful 
to pay taxes to the emperor, or not?” But Jesus, aware of their malice, 
said, “Why are you puĴ ing me to the test, you hypocrites? Show 
me the coin used for the tax.” And they brought him a denarius. 
Then he said to them, “Whose head is this, and whose title?” They 
answered, “The emperor’s.” Then he said to them, “Give therefore to 
the emperor the things that are the emperor’s, and to God the things 
that are God’s.” (Mt 22:15–21, NRSV)

Jesus’ imperative at the end of this story closely echoes the interpre-
tation of 1 Chron 29:14 in Mishnah Avot/Pirqe Avot 3: “Give him [that 
is, God] what is his, for you and yours are his.” Tertullian perceptively 
notes the more or less subtle anthropological meaning of Jesus’ saying. 
For the North African writer, the story is about the iconic nature of hu-
manity.61 What people are to give to God are their own beings, because 
they belong to God in the fi rst place: 

What things, then, are Caesar’s? Those, to wit, about which the con-
sultation was then held, whether the poll-tax should be furnished 
to Caesar or no. Therefore, too, the Lord demanded that the money 
should be shown Him, and inquired about the image, whose it was; 
and when He had heard it was Caesar’s, said, “Render to Caesar 

(60)  S. Bunta, The Likeness of the Image: Adamic Motifs and Mlc An-
thropology in Rabbinic Traditions about Jacob’s Image Enthroned in Heaven, 
JSJ 37 (2006) 55–84, particularly pp. 76–82.

(61)  Several scholars have also made the argument that the gospel text 
is best understood as a statement about the iconic value of humanity. See 
M. Rist, Caesar or God (Mark 12:13–17)? A Study in “Formgeschichte”, Journal 
for the Study of Religion 16 (1936) 317–331, particularly p. 328; Ch. H. Giblin, 
The ‘Things of God’ in the Question Concerning Tribute to Caesar (Lk 20:25; 
Mk 12:17; Mt 20:21), CBQ 33 (1971) 510–527; D. T. Owen-Ball, Rabbinic Rheto-
ric and the Tribute Passage (Mt. 22:15–22; Mk. 12:13–17; Lk. 20:20–26), NT 35 
(1993) 1–14. 
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what are Caesar’s, and what are God’s to God”; that is, the image of 
Caesar, which is on the coin, to Caesar, and the image of God, which 
is on man, to God (et imaginem Dei Deo, quae in homine est); so as to 
render to Caesar indeed money, to God yourself (Deo temetipsum). 
(On Idolatry 15)62

The use of the phrase “your own of your own” for the relation be-
tween God and Adam in the Romanian recension of LAE refl ects a sim-
ilar iconic anthropology and closely echoes these ancient Jewish and 
Christian speculations. Like in Mishnah Avot/Pirqe Avot 3 and Mt 22:
15–21, in the Romanian version of the pseudepigraphon the referents of 
the votive phrase are God and humanity. While in all other versions the 
phrase is about humanity and the earth, in the Romanian recension the 
earth says the votive formula to God over Adam’s inanimate body. The 
emphasis on Adam’s physical resemblance to God is implicit. 

This proposed reading of the Romanian text coincides with the 
strong emphasis throughout the LAE corpus on Adam’s iconic status. 
Thus, the Latin, Armenian, and Georgian versions contain the story of 
the fall of Satan. Michael Stone has convincingly argued that, even if 
the Greek version lacks this passage, it implicitly assumes the tradition 
in the development of its narrative,63 as do, one may add, the Roma-
nian and Slavonic versions. The Georgian version of the story reads:

13 Le diable lui (i.e. to Adam) répondit et lui dit: “[Tu ne m’as (rien) 
fait,]64 mais c’est à cause de toi que je suis tombé sur la terre. Le jour 
même où tu fus créé, ce jour là, je tombai de la face de Dieu parce que, 
comme Dieu t’avait souffl  é l’Esprit sur ton visage, tu avais l’image et 
la ressemblance de la divinité. Puis Michel arriva; [il te présenta et te 
fait prosterner devant Dieu].65 Et Dieu dit à Michel: ‘J’ai créé Adam 
selon (mon) image et ma divinité.’ 14 Alors Michel vint; il convoqua 
toutes les troupes des anges et il leur dit: ‘Prosternez vous devant le 
semblable et l’image de la divinité.’ Or, quand Michel les convoqua 
et que tous se prosternèrent devant toi, il me convoqua moi aussi 
et je lui dis: ‘Éloigne toi de moi, car je ne saurais me prosterner de-

(62)  Translation from ANF. I have consulted the Latin text in PL 1:683.
(63)  M. Stone, The Fall of Satan and Adam’s Penance: Three Notes on The 

Books of Adam and Eve, JTS 44 (1993) 153–156. 
(64)  I provided between brackets the correction that J.-P. Mahé subse-

quently made to his original translation (Anderson, Stone, A Synopsis..., vii).
(65)  The words between brackets contain the correction that Mahé sub-

sequently made to his original translation “il (ordonna) qu’on se prosternât 
devant toi en présence de Dieu” (Anderson, Stone, A Synopsis..., 16E).
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vant celui qui est plus jeune que moi; en eff et, avant celui-ci, je suis 
seigneur, et c’est à lui qu’il convient de se prosterner devant moi.’ 15 

Cela, d’autres anges des six classes l’entendirent et ma parole leur 
plut et ils ne se prosternèrent pas devant toi. 16 Alors Dieu s’irrita 
contre nous et il nous ordonna, à eux et à moi, de descendre de nos 
demeures vers la terre.” (Georgian LAE 13:1–16:1)66

The tradition associates the angelic worship of Adam with the pro-
toplast’s identity as the image of God. As John R. Levison emphasizes, 
“the image consists of physical similarity to God.”67 This physical re-
semblance enables Adam to function as a cultic statue of God. The con-
nection between Adam’s physical resemblance to God and the angelic 
worship of Adam is evident in Michael’s command to Satan: adorate 
imaginem domini dei in Latin, and “prosternez vous devant le semblable 
et l’image de la divinité” in Georgian. ,68 which the Armenian 
version uses for Adam’s iconic function,69 means both ‘god’ and ‘idol.’70 
Given the laĴ er connotation, the Armenian version beĴ er refl ects the 
early Second Temple conception of Adam as the equivalent of a pagan 
cult statue or idol.71

(66)  Translation from Mahé, Le Livre d’Adam géorgienne de la Vita 
Adae..., 234–235. The tradition is also preserved in Apoc. Sedr. 5:1–2. The oppo-
sition of the fallen angels to the worship of the iconic Adam is also recorded in 
several Jewish-Christian and Christian sources, such as Gospel of Bartholomew 
4:52–56, a Coptic text aĴ ributed to Peter of Alexandria, a Coptic Encomium on 
Michael, a Coptic Enthronement of Michael, the Syriac Cave of Treasures, Origen’s 
De Principiis I.V.4–5, and Tertullian’s On Patience 5. The extensive presence of 
the tradition in third century Christian sources indicates that it had a wide-
spread circulation in second century Jewish circles.

(67)  J. R. Levison, Portraits of Adam in Early Judaism (Sheffi  eld: Sheffi  eld 
Academic Press, 1988) (JSPSS, 1) 178.

(68)  I follow here the transliteration of classical Armenian proposed by 
R. W. Thompson, An Introduction to Classical Armenian (Delmar, NY: Caravan 
Books, 21989) 11–12.

(69)  “Bow down to god (Astowac) whom I have made” (Anderson, Stone, 
A Synopsis..., 16E). Stone notes that manuscript no. 3461 from Erevan, Mat-
enadaran, replaces astowac with Adam (The Penitence of Adam, 2:4, n. 1 on 
ch. 14).

(70)  B. A. Olsen, The Noun in Biblical Armenian (Berlin—New York: M. de 
Gruyter, 1999) 545–546. Astowac translates the Hebrew Bible use of ĕlōhîm for 
idols: Exod 20:23; 34:15–17; Num 25:2; Deut 4:28; Josh 24:14.

(71)  Adam’s resemblance to God is off ered as justifi cation for worship 
in Gospel of Bartholomew and Encomium on Michael. The reading of the laĴ er 
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General Conclusions

The evidence presented in this article leads to the following tenta-
tive conclusions: 

1. The Romanian version of the Life of Adam and Eve preserves the 
only text form in which, during the burial of Adam’s body, the phrase 
“your own of your own” is addressed by the earth to God. All other 
extant versions have God uĴ er the phrase to the earth. Thus these ver-
sions understand Adam’s body to be a possession of the earth, while 
the Romanian recension associates the body of the protoplast with 
God.

2. The phrase is identical to the votive formula that has been part 
of the anaphora prayer in the Byzantine liturgies from as early as the 
fi Ğ h century.

3. The Romanian use of the formula in reference to God echoes bet-
ter the early liturgical and votive history of the phrase (in which it is 
almost always addressed to God) and fi ts best within the context of 
the ancient Jewish and Christian speculations about the iconic nature 
of humanity and, implicitly and particularly, of the protoplast. Two of 
these texts, Mishnah Avot/Pirqe Avot 3 and Mt 22:15–21, contain very 
similar votive phrases and in both cases, just like in the Romanian text, 
the one to whom the off ering should be made is God and the off ering 
is the human person.

4. Slightly more than a decade ago, Marinus de Jonge and Johannes 
Tromp astutely noted that in recent scholarship

it has rightly become less natural to assume that an old, more primi-
tive stage in a writing’s development is intrinsically more important 
than later stages, especially if one acknowledges (as the present au-
thors do) that later stages of the writing may contain traditions that 
are older than the earlier stages of the writing which do not contain 
those traditions.72

The cumulative evidence analyzed in this article presents an il-
lustrative case. The idiosyncratic presence in the Slavonic and Roma-
nian versions of LAE of the liturgical/votive phrase “your own of your 
own” (  ; al tău dintr-ale tale) refl ects, despite the lateness of 
the manuscripts, ancient developments in the Christian liturgy. Fur-

is worth mentioning: “The angels beheld the likeness and image of God in 
Adam and they fell down and worshipped him and gave him glory as the like-
ness of God [my emphasis]” (Crum, Texts AĴ ributed..., 396–397, n. 3).

(72)  de Jonge, Tromp, The Life of Adam and Eve..., 65.
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thermore, the Romanian use of the formula in reference to God echoes 
ancient Jewish and Christian speculations about the iconic nature of 
humanity and, implicitly and particularly, of the protoplast.

5. It is probable that the Romanian version owes this idiosyn-
cratic element to an early text form that is no longer extant in Greek 
or Slavonic. The addressing of the votive formula to God may have 
collapsed, at later states of transmission, into another element of the 
larger narrative, namely, the proper return of Adam’s body to the earth 
from which it was taken.

This speaks for the ongoing fl uidity of the Adamic corpus through-
out late antiquity and the Middle Ages.

SUMMARY

The Romanian version of the Life of Adam and Eve preserves the only 
text form in which, during the burial of Adam’s body, the off ering formula 
“your own of your own,” which has been used in eastern liturgies from 
as early as the sixth century, is addressed by the earth to God. All other 
extant versions have God uĴ er the phrase to the earth. Thus these ver-
sions understand Adam’s body to be a possession of the earth, while the 
Romanian recension associates the body of the protoplast with God. Simi-
lar votive phrases, based primarily on 1 Chron 29:14, are used in ancient 
Jewish and Christian speculations to describe the iconic relation between 
humanity, particularly the human body, and God. This paper argues that, 
in its idiosyncratic reading, the Romanian recension of the Life of Adam and 
Eve, although preserved in late medieval manuscripts, seems to refl ect the 
mergence of the eastern liturgical formula with these ancient Jewish and 
Christian speculations about the iconic nature of Adam.



Bogdan G. Bucur
PiĴ sburgh, PA 

“THE MOUNTAIN OF THE LORD“:
SINAI, ZION, AND EDEN 

IN BYZANTINE HYMNOGRAPHIC 
EXEGESIS1 

Introduction

In the manifesto of the “Theophaneia School,“ Alexander Go litzin 
ventures the following bold statement: 

Theophany permeates Orthodox Tradition throughout, informing 
its dogmatic theology and its liturgy. That Jesus, Mary’s son, is the 
very One who appeared to Moses and the prophets — this is the 
consistent witness of the ante-Nicene Fathers, and remains founda-
tional throughout the fourth century Trinitarian controversies and 
the later christological disputes.2 

In the pages to follow,  I would like to show that, aside from the his-
tory of creeds, councils, and condemnations, and accompanying the 
patristic works of Christology or trinitarian theology, the identifi cation 
of the Son of Mary with “the Lord of Glory whom Moses saw of old“ is 
also affi  rmed by the hymnographic tradition of the Christian East. The 
witness of Byzantine hymnography is extremely relevant, as no single 
patristic work has been read so extensively and with such uncondi-
tional acceptance throughout the ages. Nevertheless, as I will show, 
the exegetical dimension of Byzantine hymnography is diffi  cult to de-
fi ne using the categories commonly used for early Christian exegesis 
(“allegory,“ “typology,“ etc); I submit that a more suitable category 

(1)  Except where indicated, the English translation of the hymns is taken 
from The Festal Menaion (trans. Mother Mary and Kallistos Ware; London— 
Boston: Faber&Faber, 1969) and The Lenten Triodion (trans. Mother Mary and 
Kallistos Ware; London—Boston: Faber&Faber, 1977), modifi ed only to con-
form to contemporary use of pronouns and verbs. For biblical references, in 
cases of divergence between biblical book, or between the numbering of chap-
ters or verses in the LXX and the MT, the fi rst abbreviation and number refers 
to the LXX, the second to the MT. 

(2)  A. Golitzin, Theophaneia: Forum on the Jewish Roots of Orthodox 
Spirituality, Scr 3 (2007) xviii.
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is that of “rewriĴ en Bible,“ developed by scholars working with Old 
Testament pseudepigrapha. 

As the title indicates, I will discuss hymns that interpret theoph-
anies associated with Sinai, theophanies associated with Zion, and 
theophanies associated with the primordial mountain of Eden. This 
approach to understanding biblical texts and traditions is suggested 
by a passage in Jubilees — “the Garden of Eden was the holy of holies 
and the dwelling of the Lord. And Mount Sinai [was] in the midst of 
the desert, and Mount Zion [was] in the midst of the navel of the earth. 
The three of these were created as holy places, one facing the other“ 
(Jub. 8.19) — and it is the established way of “entering the Scriptures“ 
in both Jewish and Christian tradition.3 

“Byzantine Hymnography“

It is a commonplace that Byzantine hymnography is “dogmatic,“ in 
the sense that the hymns function as a vehicle for dogmatic statements. 
One may think, for instance, of the hymns celebrating the achieve-
ments of Ecumenical Councils, or of certain hymns to the Theotokos, 
aptly called “Dogmatika.“4 With reference to these “dogmatic hymns“ 
one can rightly speak of “the era of hymnographers“ (successive to 
“the era of the councils“), which produced “a rich popularized theolo-
gy ... formulating, clarifying, supporting and defending the Orthodox 
faith against heretical deformations,“ and thus supplying the Church 
with “one of the most secure means of protection ... against the return 
of the great heresies.“5 

(3)  I have in mind Jon D. Levenson’s beautiful and infl uential book Sinai 
and Zion: An Entry into the Jewish Bible (San Francisco: HarperOne, 1987). See 
also B. G. Bucur, Sinai, Zion, and Thabor: An Entry into the Christian Bible, 
Journal of Theological Interpretation (forthcoming). 

(4)  For instance, the “dogmatic hymns“ in praise of the Theotokos con-
stantly remind worshippers that the incarnate Word is truly God and truly hu-
man, double in ousia, yet one according to hypostasis, etc. Many of the hymns 
of Pentecost or those celebrating the restoration of icons in 843 (“Sunday of 
Orthodoxy“) provide liĴ le else than sound doctrinal instruction. 

(5)  E. BraniҶte, Le culte byzantin comme expression de la foi orthodoxe, 
in: La liturgie expression de la foi: Conférences Saint Serge XXVe semaine d’étu-
des liturgiques, Paris, 1978 (Rome: Edizioni Liturgiche, 1979) 77; A. Kniazeff, 
Hymnographie byzantine et confession de foi, in: La liturgie expression de la 
foi..., 179.
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I hasten to say, however, that the hymns to be discussed in this ar-
ticle are not of the dogmatic type, but rather of a more primitive kind, 
originating in early Christian Paschal celebrations in Jerusalem. 

“Byzantine hymnography“ as we know it today is the result of in-
tense interaction between the liturgical centers of the Christian East — 
namely, St. Sabbas Monastery in Palestine, the “Great Church“ and 
the Stoudion monastery in Constantinople, and the monastic com-
munity of Mount Athos — over a period ranging from the end of the 
iconoclastic crisis to the end of the Hesychastic debate (9th–14th cen-
turies). The hymnographic material itself, however, existed prior to 
the codifi cation, scaĴ ered in loose collections of hymns.6 The Studite 
emphasis on hymnography was inherited from St. Sabbas, and can be 
traced back to fourth or fi Ğ h-century Jerusalem. Indeed, within the 
complex theological exchange that characterizes the “tale of two cit-
ies“ (Jerusalem and Constantinople) that shaped the Byzantine litur-
gical tradition, the monastery of St. Sabbas near Jerusalem supplied 
the hymnography, receiving “in exchange“ the lections. The synthesis 
created by the monks at Stoudion — “a Palestinian horologion with its 
psalmody and hymns graĞ ed onto a skeleton of litanies and their col-
lects from the euchology of the Great Church“ — was later adopted by 
the monastic community of Mount Athos from where it then spread to 
the entire Byzantine world.7 On the other hand, there is evidence of “a 

(6)  The codifi cation of the Triodion dates to the tenth century. Yet, “be-
fore the constitution of hymnographic anthologies, such as the Oktoechos, 
the Triodion, and the series of Menaia, the hymnography contained therein 
was spread out in loose collections of kanones, stichera, kontakaria, tropologia, 
and kathismata“ (Th. Pott, La réforme liturgique byzantine (Rome: Edizioni Li-
turgiche, 2000) 107; R. F. Taft, The Byzantine Rite: A Short History (Collegeville, 
Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1992) 75, 83). About two centuries prior to the most 
ancient manuscript of the Triodion (dated around 1027–1029, Pott, Réforme 
liturgique..., 106, n. 42), the Studite emphasis on hymnography was in full 
swing; yet, as PoĴ  notes (Ibid., 118), Theodore and his monks inherited the 
hymnographic tradition of St. Sabbas’ monastery, aĞ er the invasion of the Per-
sians, in 614, and the conquest of Jerusalem by the Arabs in 638.

(7)  The “tale of two cities“ is, of course, much more complex. The infl u-
ence of Jerusalem over Constantinople was due not only to the natural pre-
eminence of the Mother Church, but also to an infl ux of Palestinian monks on 
Mt. Olympus in Bythinia, following the Arab conquest of Jerusalem in 638, 
and the subsequent move of Theodore with his monks from Mt. Olympus 
to the Stoudion monastery in Constantinople in 799. The fi nal “monasticiza-
tion“ of the Constantinopolitan cathedral rite and the complete capitulation to 
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Palestinian monastic infl uence in Southern Italy and Rome,“ dated to 
end of the seventh or early eighth century.8 

If, as Robert TaĞ  notes, “in Jerusalem lies the key to much of the 
present-day Byzantine rite,“9 the same holds true for hymnography. 
Indeed, “it was Jerusalem that produced the earliest annual cycle of 
chants, the earliest known true chantbook, and the fi rst repertories 
organized in eight modes.“10 Some of the Byzantine festal hymns — 
more than two hundred, according to Peter Jeff ery11 — are found in the 
eighth-to-tenth century manuscript of the Georgian Iadgari (roughly 
“chantbook“), which contains a translation of hymns used at Jerusa-
lem; some also occur in the Georgian lectionary.12 The Greek hymno-

Sabbaïtic liturgical usage was also facilitated by the disastrous loss of the 
city to the crusaders in 1204, and the rising importance of monastics aĞ er 
the recapture of Constantinople in 1261. For a more detailed presentation, 
see Pott, Réforme liturgique..., 99–167; R. Taft, Mount Athos: A Late Chapter 
in the History of the Byzantine Rite, 182–183; A Tale of Two Cities, 22–23, 31; 
In the Bridegroom’s Absence, 72–73; all three articles are collected, with their 
original pagination, in R. Taft, Liturgy in Byzantium and Beyond (Brookfi eld, 
Vt.: Ashgate Variorum, 1995). On the other hand, “around the turn of the mil-
lenium our Holy Week documentation reveals a fascinating symbiosis: as the 
rite of Constantinople is being monasticized via Palestine, the rite of Palestine 
is being further byzantinized“ (Taft, In the Bridegroom’s Absence..., 73). 

(8)  A. Rose, Les fêtes de Noël à Rome et l’hymnographie orientale, in: 
A. M. Triacca, A. Pistoia (eds.), L’Hymnographie: Conférences Saint-Serge XLVIe 

semaine d’études liturgiques, Paris, 29 Juin – 2 Juillet 1999 (Rome: Edizioni Litur-
giche, 2000) 248; Pott, Réforme Liturgique..., 111. The hymns have been edited 
and published in thirteen volumes in: I. Schiró (ed.), Analecta hymnica graeca e 
codicibus eruta Italiae inferioris (Rome: Istituto di Studi Bizantini e Neoellenici, 
Università di Roma, 1966–1983). See also, specifi cally for the import of the Im-
properia from Syria to the West around the eighth century, A. Baumstark, Der 
Orient und die Gesänge der Adoratio Crucis, Jahrbuch fur LiturgiewissenschaĞ  
2 (1922) 1–17, at 16.

(9)  Taft, In the Bridegroom’s Absence: The Paschal Triduum in the Byzan-
tine Church, in: I. Scicolone (ed.), La celebrazione del Triduo Pasquale: Anamnesis 
e mimesis. AĴ i del III Congresso Internazionale di Liturgia, Roma, Pontifi cio Istituto 
Liturgico, 9–13 May 1988 (Rome: Abbazia di S. Paolo, 1990) 71–97 at 72.

(10)  P. Jeffery, The Earliest Christian Chant Repertory Recovered: The 
Georgian Witnesses to Jerusalem Chant, Journal of the American Musicological 
Society 47 (1994) 1–38, at 34. See Egeria’s Itinerarium, 25.5. 

(11)  Jeffery, The Earliest Christian Chant..., 17 n. 36. 
(12)  E. Metreveli et al., Udzvelesi Iadgari (Tbilisi: Mecniereba, 1980); 

M. Tarchnišvili, Le grand lectionnaire de l’Église de Jérusalem, Ve–VIIIe siècles 
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graphic material preserved in these sources is now dated to late fourth 
or early fi Ğ h century.13 In fact, it is generally the case that “classics“ of 
Byzantine hymnography such as Romanos the Melodist, John Dama-
scene, and Cosmas of Maiuma are deeply indebted to fourth-century 
writers like Ephrem Syrus and Gregory Nazianzen.14

If one considers the Improperia hymnography — that is, the various 
earlier forms of the tradition that also found expression in the Impro-
peria of the Roman Holy Friday liturgy15 — and other compositions 
that are intimately connected with the Reproaches16 or modeled aĞ er 
them,17 the roots of Christian hymnography lie even further in the past. 

(Louvain; Secretariat du CSCO, 1959–1960) 188–189, 204–205. I rely on the fol-
lowing translations and studies: H.-M. Schneider, Lobpreis im rechten Glauben: 
Die Theologie der Hymnen an den Festen der Menschwerdung der alten Jerusalemer 
Liturgie im Georgischen Udzvelesi Iadgari (Bonn: Borengässer, 2004); H. Leeb, Die 
Gesänge im GemeindegoĴ esdienst von Jerusalem vom 5. bis 8. Jahrhundert (Vienna: 
Herder, 1980); P. Jeffery, The Sunday Offi  ce of Seventh-Century Jerusalem in 
the Georgian Chantbook (Iadgari): A Preliminary Report, Studia Liturgica 21 
(1991) 52–75; idem, The Earliest Christian Chant... 

(13)  Leeb, GemeindegoĴ esdienst von Jerusalem..., 30; Baumstark, Compara-
tive Liturgy (revised by B. BoĴ e; London: Mowbrey & Co, 1958) 95; Jeffery, 
The Earliest Christian Chant..., 8 n. 18; Ch. Renoux, Une hymnographie an-
cienne en géorgien, in: Clair, Triacca, Pistoia, L’Hymnographie: Conférences 
Saint-Serge..., 138, 148. 

(14)  P. Karavites, Gregory Nazianzinos and Byzantine Hymnography, 
Journal of Hellenic Studies 113 (1993) 81–98; W. L. Petersen, The Dependence of 
Romanos the Melodist upon the Syriac Ephrem: Its Importance for the Origin 
of the Kontakion, VC 39 (1985) 171–187; idem, The Diatessaron and Ephrem Syrus 
as Sources of Romanos the Melodist (Louvain: Peeters, 1985); S. P. Brock, From 
Ephrem to Romanos, SP 20 (1989) 139–151.

(15)  H. Auf der Maur, Die Osterhomilien des Asterius Sophistes als Quel-
le für die Geschichte der Osterfeier (Trier: Paulinus, 1967) (Trierer Theologische 
Studien, 19) 134 n. 380. 

(16)  Here I have in mind those hymns that connect the loĞ y status of 
Christ with his extreme humiliation at the Passion. See, for instance, Antiphon 
15 of Holy Friday, quoted below. 

(17)  E.g., the Glory Sticheron at the Ninth Hour of the Eve of Nativity, 
quoted below. A thorough clarifi cation of the liturgical terms that will be used 
in this article would be impractical for reasons of space. Suffi  ce it to say that 
sticheron, kontakion (as found in today’s liturgical books), and troparion simply 
designate various hymns consisting of one stanza, diff erentiated by their po-
sition and function in various services. By contrast, the “canon“ is a lengthy 
composition, comprising nine odes or Odes, each of which is in turn made up 
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Scholars have pointed out the extraordinary diff usion of the Improperia 
compositions in Syriac, Greek, and Latin liturgical usage; in patristic 
writers such as Aphrahat, Ephrem of Nisibis, Jacob of Serug, Melito of 
Sardis, Cyril of Jerusalem, Asterius Sophistes, Romanos the Melodist, 
Pseudo-Cyprian (the author of Adversus Iudaeos); in the sermon “On 
the Soul and the Body“ ascribed to Alexander of Alexandria and pre-
served only in Coptic; in New Testament Apocrypha such as the Acts 
of Pilate, the Acts of Thomas, and the Gospel of Bartholomew.18 The oldest 
example of Improperia is generally thought to be Melito’s paschal hom-
ily, dated to the third quarter of the second century.19 Consider the 
following passages, taken from Melito’s “On Pascha,“ and Byzantine 
hymns of the Passion and the Nativity:

He who hung the earth is hanging
He who fi xed the heavens in place has been fi xed in place
He who laid the foundations of the universe has been laid on a tree
The Master has been profaned, God has been murdered
The King of Israel has been destroyed ... 20

Today, He who hung the earth upon the waters is hung 
upon the Cross. 

He who is King of the angels is arrayed in a crown of thorns. 
He who wraps the heaven in clouds is wrapped 

in the purple of mockery. 
He who in the Jordan set Adam free receives blows upon His face. 
The Bridegroom of the Church is transfi xed with nails. 
The Son of the Virgin is pierced with a spear ... 21 

of several stanzas. The theme song and fi rst hymn of each Ode of a canon is 
called “heirmos“ (usually transcribed “irmos,“ in accord with the Byzantine 
Greek pronunciation common in the Eastern Orthodox Church). 

(18)  For a detailed presentation, see W. Schütz, Was habe ich dir getan, 
mein Volk?, Jahrbuch für Liturgik und Hymnologie 13 (1968) 1–39; Auf der Maur, 
Die Osterhomilien des Asterius Sophistes...; S. Janeras, Le Vendredi-Saint dans la 
tradition liturgique byzantine: Structure et histoire de ses offi  ces (Rome: Benedic-
tina, 1988) (Studia Anselmiana, 99) 264–270.

(19)  E. Wellesz, Melito’s Homily on the Passion: An Investigation into the 
Sources of Byzantine Hymnography, JTS 44 (1943) 41–48; E. Werner, Melito 
of Sardis, the First Poet of Deicide, Hebrew Union College Annual 37 (1966) 191–
210; Auf der Maur, Osterhomilien des Asterius Sophistes..., 142; Schütz, Was 
habe ich dir getan..., 1, 2, 38; Janeras, Vendredi-Saint..., 264–270. 

(20)  Melito of Sardis, On Pascha, 96.
(21)  Holy Friday: Antiphon 15 (Triodion, 587). 
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Today, He who holds the whole creation in the hollow of His hand 
is born of the Virgin. 
He whom in essence none can touch 
is wrapped in swaddling clothes as a mortal. 
God who in the beginning founded the heavens 
lies in a manger. 
He who rained manna down on the people in the wilderness 
is fed on milk from His Mother’s breast. 
He who is the Bridegroom of the Church calls unto Himself 

the Magi. 
The Son of the Virgin accepts their giĞ s ... 22

The christological proclamation follows an evidently similar pat-
tern in Melito’s rhythmic prose and in the later Byzantine hymns. 
Christ’s loĞ y identity, suggested by recourse to biblical statements 
about the Old Testament divinity, is united in a paradoxical way with 
the humility of the New Testament events. As the quotations suggest, 
festal hymns (Baptism, Palm Sunday, Nativity, Presentation, etc) are 
paĴ erned creatively aĞ er the Paschal hymnography, which in turn 
seems indebted to archaic material.23

Sinai: “The Lord of Glory whom Moses Saw of Old“

As announced in the title, I propose to take a closer look at the way 
in which Byzantine hymnography interprets Old Testament theoph-
anies. The obvious starting point are the theophanies associated with 
Sinai — the call of Moses, the exodus from Egypt, and the giving of 
the Law. The centrality of Sinai in the life of biblical Israel cannot be 
overstated: “whatever the experience of the people Israel on Mount 

(22)  Ninth Royal Hour at the Eve of Nativity: Glory Sticheron (Menaion, 
245–246). 

(23)  The application of the paĴ ern of paschal hymns to other festal 
hymns (see Janeras, Vendredi-Saint..., 254–256) is evident in the writings 
of the celebrated sixth-century hymnographer Romanos the Melodist. Ro-
manos, however, is indebted to the fourth-century Ephrem Syrus (see the 
references to studies by Petersen and Brock above). And Ephrem’s paschal 
hymns “almost immediately recall the most ancient paschal homily that we 
know, that of the Quartodeciman Melito of Sardis“ (G. A. M. Rouwhorst, 
Les hymnes pascales d’Ephrem de Nisibe, 2 vols. (New York: Brill, 1989) Vol. 1, 
128), although one can also point to Aphrahat’s Demonstration 6.9. Indeed, 
Melito’s homily appears to have engendered a homiletic tradition that even-
tually produced the Byzantine hymnography of Holy Friday (Schütz, Was 
habe ich dir getan..., 37). 
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Sinai was, it was so overwhelming that the texts about it seem to be 
groping for an adequate metaphor through which to convey the awe-
someness of the event.“24 If, however, “we know nothing about Sinai, 
but an immense amount about the traditions concerning Sinai,“ schol-
arly analysis of the manifold ways in which Sinai was remembered, 
interpreted and appropriated by generations of Jewish, Christian, and 
Moslem exegetes should also include a discussion of the Byzantine 
hymnography associated with Sinai. I begin with some controversial 
passages selected from hymns of the Improperia type:

O My people, what have I done to you, and how have you repaid 
Me? Instead of manna, you have given me gall, instead of water, 
vinegar ...25 

Today the Jews nailed to the Cross the Lord who divided the sea 
with a rod and led them through the wilderness. Today they pierced 
with a lance the side of Him who for their sake smote Egypt with 
plagues. They gave Him gall to drink, who rained down manna on 
them for food.26 

With Moses’ rod You have led them on dry ground through the 
Red Sea, yet they nailed You to the Cross; You have suckled them 
with honey from the rock, yet they gave You gall.27 

Be not be deceived, Jews: for this is He who saved you in the sea 
and fed you in the wilderness.28

Read in isolation, the heavy anti-Jewish polemic in these verses is 
deeply disturbing, especially since hymns of this kind have at times 
been part of the explosive mix that led to violence against Jews.29 It 
seems more than legitimate, therefore, to eliminate or rewrite such 

(24)  Levenson, Sinai and Zion..., 16, 17.
(25)  Holy Friday: Antiphon 12 (Triodion, 583). The similarity with the 

Western Reproaches is evident. See Baumstark’s detailed analysis of the text in 
his “Der Orient und die Gesänge der Adoratio Crucis.“ 

(26)  Holy Friday: Antiphon 6 (Triodion, 577).
(27)  Royal Hours of Holy Friday: Troparion of the Third Hour (Triodion, 

603).
(28)  Holy Friday: Antiphon 12 (Triodion, 584).
(29)  According to P. Kenez, Pogroms and White Ideology of the Russian 

Civil War, in: J. D. Klier, Sh. Lambroza (eds.), Pogroms: Anti-Jewish Violence 
in Modern Russian History (Cambridge 1992) 306, “[a]lthough Thursday and 
Friday of Holy Week were not so oĞ en days of violence in pre-revolutionary 
Russia, there is no doubt that traditionally the worst time for pogroms was 
Easter.“ 
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hymns, as has been done or proposed in all Christian denominations 
where the Reproaches are part of Holy Week services.30 

Nevertheless, such an approach, although well-intentioned and 
serving a worthy cause, is based on a fundamental misunderstanding 
of the hymns. The problem is one of theological contextualization. The 
Improperia continue and reinterpret a venerable Jewish tradition, with 
roots in the prophetic literature.31 If, however, “the Lord’s reproaches 
to Israel“ are placed on the lips of Jesus, it is clear that the Improperia 
are, fi rst and foremost, christological affi  rmations, not polemical in-
junctions. Their central message is that it is Christ who rained manna 
in the desert, it is Christ who divided the Red Sea — in short, that 
Christ is the “Lord“ of the Exodus account. Rather than excise these 
christological statements by way of liturgical reform, it would be more 
necessary to educate Christians about the fact that the hymns do not 
warrant any sort of anti-Semitism, since their intention is primarily 
christological.

These observations can be verifi ed by recourse to other festal 
hymns, in which the anti-Jewish polemic is absent, yet in which one 
encounters the very same reading of biblical theophanies, and, by way 
of consequence, the same type of “YHWH Christology.“ For instance, 
a hymn in preparation of Nativity reads: “Make ready, O Bethlehem; 
throw open your gate, O Eden! For He-Who-Is [Exod 3:14] comes to be 
that which He was not, and He who formed all creation takes form.“32 
Similarly, in the celebration of the Transfi guration, as the hymns bring 
together Christ’s manifestation on Thabor with his earlier apparition 
before Moses on Sinai:

(30)  In Roman-Catholic, Lutheran, and Methodist parishes, the Reproach-
es are oĞ en replaced with other texts (e.g., Ps 22) to exclude references to 
Exodus, or replaced with new compositions reproaching Christians for their 
anti-Semitism and the ensuing Holocaust. S. Hackel, The Relevance of West-
ern Post-Holocaust Theology to the Thought and Practice of the Russian Orthodox 
Church, Sobornost 20 (1998) 7–25, has called for similar reforms in the Eastern 
Orthodox Church.

(31)  J. Harvey, Le “Rib-PaĴ ern”, requisitoire prophétique sur la rupture 
de l’alliance, Biblica 43 (1962) 172–196; idem, Le Plaidoyer prophétique contre Is-
rael après la rupture de l’alliance (Bruges—Paris—Montreal, 1967); R. Murray, 
Some Rhetorical PaĴ erns in Early Syriac Literature, in: R. H. Fischer (ed.), 
A Tribute to Arthur Vööbus (Chicago, Ill.: The Lutheran School of Theology at 
Chicago, 1977) 129; M. D. Brocke, On the Jewish Origin of the Improperia, Im-
manuel 7 (1977) 44–51. 

(32)  Forefeast of Nativity Vespers, Apostichon (Menaion, 202).



138 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

In the past, Christ led Israel in the wilderness with the pillar of fi re 
and the cloud [Exod 14:19]; and today ineff ably He has shone forth 
in light upon Mount Thabor.33 

What Moses once saw in darkness, he now sees in the blazing light 
of Transfi guration: the same glory, the same “most pure feet,“ the same 
mountain (at least in some hymns!), the same Lord:

The mountain that was once gloomy and veiled in smoke has now 
become venerable and holy, since Your feet, O Lord, have stood 
upon it.34 

You have appeared to Moses both on the Mountain of the Law 
and on Thabor: of old in darkness, but now in the unapproachable 
light of the Godhead.35 

He who once spoke through symbols to Moses on Mount Sinai, 
saying, “I am He who is“ [Exod 3:14] was transfi gured today upon 
Mount Thabor before the disciples ...36

You, O Christ our God, have delivered the wriĴ en Law upon 
Mount Sinai, and have appeared there riding upon the cloud, in the 
midst of fi re and darkness and tempest [Exod 19:16–19; 31:18; Deut 
4:11] to deliver the Law to Moses.37

The hymns of the Presentation are replete with the same christo-
logical reading of Sinai theophany.

Receive, O Simeon, Him whom Moses once beheld in darkness, 
granting the Law on Sinai, and who has now become a babe subject 
to the Law, yet this is the One who spoke through the law! ... “38 

The Ancient of Days, who in times past gave Moses the Law on 
Sinai, appears this day as a babe. As Maker of the Law, He fulfi lls the 
Law, and according to the Law He is brought into the temple ...39

(33)  First Canon of Transfi guration: Ode 3 Sticheron (Menaion, 484).
(34)  Great Vespers of Transfi guration, Sticheron at Lord I have cried (Me-

naion, 471).
(35)  Second Canon of Transfi guration, Ode 1 Sticheron (Menaion, 483).
(36)  Great Vespers of Transfi guration, Apostichon (Menaion, 476). 
(37)  First Canon of Transfi guration: Ode 4 Sticheron (Menaion, 485).
(38)  Great Vespers of the Presentation: Sticheron at Lord I have cried (Me-

naion, 408).
(39)  Great Vespers of the Presentation: Sticheron at the Lity (Menaion, 412). 

See also: “Today He who once gave the Law to Moses on Sinai submits Him-
self to the ordinances of the Law, in His compassion becoming for our sakes as 
we are ...“ (Great Vespers of the Presentation: Sticheron at the Lity (Menaion, 
412)); “Today the holy Mother, who is higher than any temple, has come into 
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Today Simeon takes in his arms the Lord of Glory whom Moses 
saw of old in the darkness, when on Mount Sinai he received the 
tables of the Law ...40 

This paradoxical fusion of exaltation and kenosis, supported by a 
christological interpretation of the theophanies, is a paĴ ern that oc-
curs in in the hymns for the Presentation of both Romanos and Jacob 
of Serug.41 

The same exegesis of Exodus narratives is frequent in the 
hymns of “Theophany“ (the common Eastern designation of 
Epiphany). The Baptist is shaken with awe, knowing that he is to 
baptize the Creator of Adam,42 the God of Jacob,43 the God of Mos-

the temple, disclosing to the world the Maker of the world and Giver of the 
Law“ (Small Vespers of the Presentation: Glory Sticheron (Menaion, 407)). 

(40)  Presentation of the Lord: Sticheron at the Lity (Menaion, 413). 
(41)  See for instance Romanos’ Hymns on the Presentation, Proemium I (174), 

Hymns 1 (176), 7 (182), 15 (192). Simeon holds in his arms the one before 
whom the heavenly powers tremble; the creator of Adam is born as a baby; 
Christ, who formerly received the oblation of Abel and of all the righteous, 
off ers his own sacrifi ce, as keeper of the Law; He is the God who took up into 
heaven Enoch and Elĳah. Cf. Jacob of Serug’s homily on the Presentation (Jo-
seph Kollamparampil, Jacob of Serug: Select Festal Homilies [Rome: CIIS, 1997], 
141–158): “The Ancient of Days whom Mary wrapped in swaddling clothes / 
and the aged Simeon held in his arms without being weakened“ (17–18); “He 
gave the law to Moses on the Mount together with His Father / and He came 
to fulfi ll in His own person the order that He himself taught (23–24)“; “He 
carries Him in his hands and believes in Him that He is upon the chariot / He 
is held in the hands as a child and Simeon seeks release from Him“ (135–136); 
“Simeon had become a Cherub of fl esh on account of Jesus / and instead of 
wheels he carried Him solemnly in his hands“ (187–188).

(42)  “The Maker saw the man whom He had formed with His own hand, 
held in the obscurity of sin, in bonds that knew no escape. Raising him up, He 
laid him on His shoulders (Luke 15:5), and now in abundant fl oods He wash-
es him clean from the ancient shame of Adam’s sinfulness“ (Second Canon 
of Theophany: Ode 5 Sticheron [Menaion, 372–373]); “Thus spoke the Lord to 
John: ’O Prophet, come and baptize Me who created you, for I enlighted all 
by grace and cleanse them. Touch my divine head and do not doubt“ (Eve of 
Theophany: Sticheron at the Sixth Royal Hour [Menaion, 327]). 

(43)  “Today the prophecy of the psalms swiĞ ly approaches its fulfi llment: 
the sea looked and fl ed, Jordan was driven back before the face of the Lord, 
before the face of the God of Jacob [Ps 113/114:3–7], when He came to receive 
baptism from His servant“ (Eve of Theophany: Sticheron at the Sixth Royal 
Hour [Menaion, 327]).
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es,44 the Lord who drowned the Egyptian army in the Red Sea.45 The 
dramatic dialogue between the two protagonists, which highlights 

Christ giving the Law to Moses, 12th century 
(Winchester Bible, fol 5r, detail). 

Photo by Dr. John Crook, Winchester Cathedral 

(44)  [John the Baptist speaking to Jesus]: “Moses, when he came upon 
You, displayed the holy reverence that he felt: perceiving that it was Your 
voice that spoke from the bush, he forthwith turned away his gaze [Exod 3:6]. 
How then shall I behold You openly? How shall I lay my hand upon You?“ 
(First Canon of Theophany: Ode 4 Sticheron (Menaion, 370)); “If I baptize You, 
I shall have as my accusers the mountain that smoked with fi re [Exod 19:8], 
the sea which fl ed on either side, and this same Jordan which turned back 
(Ps 113/114:5)“ (First Canon of Theophany: Ode 4 Sticheron (Menaion, 370)).

(45)  “He who in ancient times hid the pursuing tyrant beneath the waves 
of the sea, now is cloaked and hidden in the stream of Jordan“ (Forefeast of 
Theophany Canon: Ode 1 Irmos (Menaion, 297)). Compare: “He who in an-
cient times hid the pursuing tyrant beneath the waves of the sea, is hidden in 
a manger and Herod seeks to kill Him“ (Forefeast of the Nativity: Compline 
Canon, Ode 1 Irmos (Menaion, 204)).
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the paradoxical union of an exalted Christology with the humility of 
the Jordan baptism, is a common theme of the Theophany hymns. 
It occurs in John of Damascus (the presumed author of the Theoph-
any Canon), Sophronius of Jerusalem, Romanos, Jacob of Serug, and 
Ephrem of Nisibis, who all use the same imagery — the lamp is to 
enlighten the Light; the servant is to place his hand on the Master; 
John must baptize the one upon whom the seraphim dare not look 
upon; he must baptize the one who created him with his own hand; 
mortal fl esh is to touch the divine Fire without being consumed. 

Zion: The Throne and Footstool of the Lord

If “Sinai is the mountain of Israel’s infancy, of the days of Moses, 
when the nation, as the story has it, was but a few generations old,“ 
later on “the traditions of YHWH’s theophany, his earth-shaĴ ering ap-
parition ... [were] transferred from Sinai to Zion.“46 “The One of Sinai“ 
(Ps 67:9, 18) comes to be known as “he who dwells on Mount Zion“ 
(Isa 8:18), because “the Lord chose Zion and desired it as a dwelling 
place for himself“ (Ps 131:13), so that his presence no longer makes 
Sinai quake and tremble, but instead shines forth from Zion (Ps 49:2). 

Long before the advent of Christianity, Jewish exegetical and litur-
gical traditions associated with the celebration of Shavuot were con-
necting the Sinai theophany with Ezekiel 1 (“Zion”), and the depictions 
of the bridegroom in the Song of Songs.47 The fundamental element of 
this exegetical constellation is that on both Sinai and Zion Israel meets 
the enthroned Lord: if the Sinai theophany depicts the giving of the 
Law, and hints only briefl y at the Lawgiver’s feet resting on a crystal-
line structure (Exod 24:10), throne-visions such as those of Isaiah or 
Ezekiel, in which “art became the reality to which it pointed“ and “the 
Temple mythos came alive,“48 fi ll out the picture of God’s humanlike 

(46)  Levenson, Sinai and Zion..., 89, 91.
(47)  The most recent and extensive treatment of this topic is that of S. Park, 

Pentecost and Sinai: The Festival of Weeks as a Celebration of the Sinai Event (New 
York—London: T&T Clark, 2008). See also M. Weinfeld, Pentecost as Festival 
of the Giving of the Law, Immanuel 8 (1978) 7–18; R. Elior, The Three Temples: 
On the Emergence of Jewish Mysticism in Late Antiquity (Oxford—Portland: Lit-
tman Library of Jewish Civilization, 2005) 135–164; D. J. Halperin, Origen, 
Ezekiel’s Merkabah, and the Ascension of Moses, Church History, 50 (1981) 
261–275; R. Kimelman, Rabbi Yohanan and Origen on the Song of Songs: 
A Third-Century Jewish-Christian Disputation, HTR 73 (1980) 567–595.

(48)  Levenson, Sinai and Zion..., 123. 
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manifestation of the likeness of a throne, of which the Song of Songs 
off ers an even more detailed portrayal. 

The depiction of Israel’s God seated on a fi ery throne of cherubim in 
the innermost sanctum of a heavenly temple, aĴ ended by thousands 
upon thousands of angels that perform their celestial liturgies accord-
ing to precisely appointed times and rules, is at the heart of apocalyp-
tic literature during the Second Temple era.49 As expected, throne-im-
agery looms large in both Jewish merkabah mysticism (“mysticism of 
the chariot-throne“),50 and in its Christian counterpart, the New Testa-
ment and patristic literature. Throne imagery remains crucially im-
portant for Christian visionary literature, for iconography and hym-
nography, for christological and trinitarian doctrine (cf. synthronos as 
a description of Christ in relation to the Father), and by extension, for 
mariology and ascetic theory (Mary and the saints depicted as living 
thrones). Finally, throne imagery (and its apocalyptic background of 
the angelic worship before the heavenly temple) is used to highlight 
the importance of the Eucharist, sometimes in polemics against hereti-
cal claims to vision, or against Jewish throne-speculation.51 

Moreover, the theme of the heavenly throne is, for Christian writ-
ers, not only an element of sacred tradition, but also the basis on which 

(49)  M. Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School (Oxford: Clar-
endon, 1972) 191–209; T. D. N. Mettinger, The Dethronement of Sabaoth: Studies 
in the Shem and Kabod Theologies (Lund: Wallin & Darholm, 1982); Elior, Three 
Temples..., 40–62, 82–87; M. de Jonge, Throne, in: K. van der Toorn, B. Beck-
ing, P. W. van der Horst (eds.), Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible 
(Leiden—Boston: Brill; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1999) 1628–1631. 

(50)  For the texts, see P. Schäfer, Synopse zur Hekhalot-Literatur (Tübingen: 
Mohr Siebeck, 1981) (TSAJ, 2); idem, Übersetzung der Hekhalot-Literatur, 4 vols. 
(Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1987–1995) (TSAJ, 17, 22, 29, 46). See the studies 
of G. Scholem, Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism (New York: Schocken, 1967); 
Schäfer, The Hidden and Manifest God: Some Major Themes in Early Jewish Mysti-
cism (Albany, NY: SUNY, 1992); Elior, Three Temples..., 36–38, 194–200, 232–265.

(51)  For the abundance and theological relevance of throne-imagery in the 
New Testament, see R. Bauckham, The Throne of God and the Worship of Je-
sus, in: The Jewish Roots of Christological Monotheism: Pages from the St. Andrews 
Conference on the Historical Origins of the Worship of Jesus (Leiden—Boston—
Cologne: Brill, 1999) 43–69. For patristic literature, see Golitzin, The Image 
and Glory of God in Jacob of Serug’s Homily, On that Chariot that Ezekiel the 
Prophet Saw, Scr 3 (2007) 180–212; idem, The Demons Suggest an Illusion of 
God’s Glory in a Form: Controversy over the Divine Body and Vision of Glory 
in Some Late Fourth, Early FiĞ h Century Monastic Literature, ibid., 49–82.
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to make claims about the divine status of Jesus. It is this christological 
message that resonates in the hymns, which proclaim Jesus as the very 
rider of the merkabah: 

Before Your birth, O Lord, the angelic hosts looked with trembling 
on this mystery and were struck with wonder: for You who have 
adorned the vault of heaven with stars have been well pleased to 
be born as a babe; and You who hold all the ends of the earth in the 
hollow of Your hand are laid in a manger of dumb beasts;52

O You who ride on the cherubim and are praised by the seraphim, 
You have sat, O gracious Lord, like David on a foal, and the children 
honored You with praise fi Ĵ ing for God.53 

Be glad, O Bethlehem! ... for from you comes forth, before the 
sight of all, the Shepherd who tends Israel, He that is seated upon 
the cherubim, even Christ;54

All have taken palms into their hands and spread their garments 
before Him, knowing that He is our God, to whom the cherubim sing 
without ceasing: Hosanna in the highest!55

Seated in heaven upon Your throne and on earth upon a foal, 
O Christ our God, You have accepted the praise of angels and the 
songs of children who cry out to You: Blessed are You who come to 
call back Adam!56 

In these hymns, “throne” functions as an indicator of divinity, and 
thereby as a legitimation of worship. It is also, however, a code for 
bearer of divinity. If the manger holds no less than the Lord, who in 
heaven is enthroned on the living cherubic throne, what of the Virgin? 
“A strange and most wonderful mystery do I see: the cave is heaven; 
the Virgin — the throne of the cherubim.“57 The Virgin, the manger 
of Bethlehem, the elder Simeon, the foal on which Christ enters Je-
rusalem, are all described as “thrones“ inasmuch as they are bearing 
Christ:

The captain of heaven was sent to the living Pavilion of the Glory, 
to make ready an everlasting Dwelling for the Maker. And coming 
before her he cried: ’Hail, fi ery throne, more glorious by far than the 

(52)  Eve of Nativity: Sticheron at the Third Royal Hour (Menaion, 231).
(53)  Palm Sunday Vespers: Apostichon (Triodion, 492).
(54)  Second Canon of the Nativity: Ode 3 Sticheron (Menaion, 271).
(55)  Palm Sunday Vespers: Apostichon (Triodion, 492).
(56)  Palm Sunday Kontakion (Triodion, 499).
(57)  First Canon of the Nativity: Ode 9 Irmos (Menaion, 282).
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living creatures with four faces [Ezek 1:5–6]! Hail, seat of the King 
of heaven! ...58 

Simeon was amazed when he beheld incarnate the Word that 
is without beginning, carried by the Virgin as on the throne of the 
cherubim, the Cause of all being Himself become a Babe ...59

O happy manger! Receiving the Creator as the babe, it is made the 
throne of cherubim, for our salvation who sing O God our Deliverer, 
blessed are You!60

He who is borne on high by the cherubim and praised in hymns 
by the seraphim, is brought today according to the Law into the holy 
temple and rests in the arms of the Elder as on a throne.61

When You were about to enter the Holy City, O Lord ... they saw 
You riding on a foal, as though upon the cherubim ...;62

... how shall He whose throne is heaven and whose footstool 
is the earth [Isa 66:1], be held in the womb of a woman? He upon 
whom the six-winged seraphim and the many-eyed cherubim can-
not gaze has been pleased at a single word to be made fl esh of this 
His creature! ...63

... He who in glory makes the clouds His chariot [Ps 103/104:3], 
comes borne upon a cloud, that is the Virgin ...64 

... You who have heaven as Your throne are laid in a manger. 
You whom the host of angels aĴ end on every side have come down 
among shepherds...“65 

The “payoff ,“ as it were, for the high and asymmetric christology 
defended by the councils of Nicaea I, Ephesus, and Chalcedon is the 
“high anthropology“ typically expressed by the term “deifi cation.“ 
But this inextricable connection between ὁμοούσιος and θέωσις is 
simply a technical formulation of what is abundantly clear in biblical 

(58)  Great Vespers of the Annunciation: Sticheron at the Lity (Menaion, 
443).

(59)  Canon of the Presentation: Ode 4 Sticheron (Menaion, 421).
(60)  Compline Canon of the Forefeast of the Nativity ̣: Ode 7 Sticheron 

(Menaion, 208).
(61)  Great Vespers of Presentation: Glory Apostichon (Menaion, 416).
(62)  Palm Sunday Canon: Sticheron at Praises (Triodion, 501).
(63)  Great Vespers of the Annunciation: Glory Sticheron at Lord I have cried 

(Menaion, 440).
(64)  Matins Canon of the Forefeast of the Nativity: Ode 7 Sticheron (Me-

naion, 214).
(65)  Vespers of the Synaxis of the Theotokos (26 December): Apostichon 

(Menaion, 291). 
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(and parabiblical) theophanies, where God condescends to the percep-
tive capability of the visionary, while the laĴ er is transfi gured, trans-
formed, and sent out to bear witness to the encounter. Hence, Moses’s 
shining face as he descends from Sinai or returns from the tent of meet-
ing (Exod 34:29–30; 34–35); Enoch’s progressive transfi guration before 
the throne of God (1 En. 71; 2 En. 22); Stephen’s luminous appearance, 
“like the face of an angel“ (Acts 6:15) before he will bear witness to the 
Son of Man at the right hand of God (Acts 7:56). 

The same considerations hold true for the hymnographic exegesis 
of theophanies: if the biblical “Lord of the (angelic) powers“ (κύριος 
τῶν δυνάμεων, κύριος σαβαώθ),66 enthroned upon the cherubim, is 
identifi ed with Jesus, the elder Simeon is by implication likened to 
the cherubim. Such “angelomorphism“ — quite clearly, Simeon is 
not identifi ed with a cherub — is simply the poetic and liturgical ex-
pression of the doctrine of deifi cation.67 Believers even enjoy a certain 
preeminence over the angels, since by his Incarnation, “God who is 
enthroned on high upon the cherubim and yet cares for the lowly, is 
Himself come in power and glory,“68 unveiling the innermost mystery 
formerly inaccessible to angels. A certain reversal of the apocalyptic 
framework, in which the interest for τὰ ἐπουράνια, “heavenly things“ 
(John 3:12) — namely, ascending to heaven (John 3:13), entering the 
kingdom of God (John 3:4), and seeing the kingdom of God (John 
3:3) — is redirected towards, and made dependent on, an incarna-
tional, sacramental, and communitarian context, is part of the earliest 
Christian kerygma.69 Byzantine hymnography is very insistent on the 

(66)  For details, see T. N. D. Mettinger, YHWH Zebaoth, in van der 
Toorn, Becking, van der Horst, Dіctionary of Deities and Demons, 920–924, 
esp. 920; S. Olofsson, God is My Rock: A Study of Translation Technique and Theo-
logical Exegesis in the Septuagint (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International, 
1990) (ConBOT, 30) 121–126.

(67)  I am using “angelomorphism“ in the sense defi ned by Crispin 
Fletcher-Louis, Luke-Acts: Angels, christology and Soteriology (Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck, 1997) (WUNT, 2/94) 14–15: “we propose its use wherever there are 
signs that an individual or community possesses specifi cally angelic charac-
teristics or status, though for whom identity cannot be reduced to that of an 
angel.“ 

(68)  Palm Sunday Canon: Sticheron at Ode 5 (Triodion, 498).
(69)  W. Grese, Unless One is Born Again: The Use of a Heavenly Jour-

ney in John 3, JBL 107 (1988) 677–693. According to J. Daniélou, Les tradi-
tions secrètes des apôtres, Eranos Jahrbuch 31 (1962) 199–215, at 214, some of 
the traditions ascribed to the apostles and circulating among early Christian 
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privileged vantage-point that humans have in beholding the theoph-
any of the incarnate Lord: 

From fear the cherubim dare not gaze upon Him; yet the children 
honor Him with palms and branches.70 

Before Your birth, O Lord, the angelic hosts looked with trembling 
on this mystery and were struck with wonder: for You who have 
adorned the vault of heaven with stars have been well-pleased to 
be born as a babe; and You who hold all the ends of the earth in the 
hollow of Your hand are laid in a manger of dumb beasts.71

The seraphim, O Savior, beheld You on high, united inseparably 
with the Father, yet they saw You below lying dead in the tomb; and 
they trembled with fear.72

All things above and all beneath the earth quaked with fear at 
Your death, as they beheld You, O Savior, upon Your throne on high 
and in the tomb below. For beyond our understanding You lie before 
our eyes, a corpse yet the very Source of Life.73

“Exalt Christ, the God Most Good, 
and Venerate His Divine Footstool!“

OĞ -recurring in Byzantine hymnography, yet understudied in bib-
lical and patristic scholarship, is the reference to the footstool of the 
divine throne. 

With the psalmist, O Master, do we now behold the footstool on 
which Your undefi led feet rested, Your precious Cross, exalted this 
day with love ...;74 

teachers during the fi rst three centuries of the common era represent “the 
continuation within Christianity of a Jewish esotericism that existed at the 
time of the Apostles,“ which concerned in large measure the mysteries of 
the heavenly worlds; more precisely, starting as early as the apostles them-
selves, the concern was to relate the mysteries of the heavenly world — an-
gelic ranks, etc — to the central and commanding mystery of Christ’s death 
and resurrection.“ 

(70)  Palm Sunday Vespers: Sticheron at the Lity (Triodion, 490). 
(71)  Eve of Nativity: Sticheron at the Third Hour (Menaion, 231).
(72)  Holy Saturday Matins: Sticheron at the Second Stasis of the Lamenta-

tions (Triodion, 632).
(73)  Holy Saturday Canon: Ode 1 Sticheron (Triodion, 647).
(74)  Small Vespers of the Exaltation of the Cross (14 September): Stiche-

ron at Lord I have cried (Menaion, 131).
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Today, the holy words of David have truly received their fulfi ll-
ment: for lo! in the sight of all the world, we venerate the footstool 
of Your undefi led feet! ...;75 

Today, O Christ our God, we sinners venerate with unworthy lips 
Your precious Cross... which David the psalmist commanded to be 
venerated as Your footstool ...;76 

Today the words of the Prophet are fulfi lled: for see, we worship 
at the place on which Your feet have stood [Ps 98/ 99:5], O Lord;77 

The words of the Psalmist are fulfi lled: for see, we worship at 
the footstool of Your most pure feet, O Lord all powerful, at Your 
precious Cross, the thrice-blessed Wood.78

The biblical references of the hymns just quotes are Ps 98/99:5 (“Ex-
alt the Lord our God, and worship at His footstool, for He is holy!“) 
and Ps 131/132:7 (“Let us worship at His footstool“). But how and why 
could the Cross be understood as the footstool of God’s throne? The 
key lies in the archaic origin of the hymns. In early Christianity, fol-
lowing a conception that was current in Second Temple Judaism, and 
ultimately rooted in ancient Mesopotamia, the exalted status of heav-
enly entities was oĞ en expressed by descriptions of physical greatness. 
The greatness of the God of Israel fi nds expression in the depictions of 
an enormous body fi lling the heavens, whose feet rested on the earth 
as on a footstool. Early Christians described the kenosis in terms of a 
“shrinking“ of this enormous body to human dimensions.79 

In biblical Israel, the ark in the holy of holies was understood pre-
cisely as the footstool of God’s throne.80 There is some debate over the 
cherubim throne. The traditional view is that “the offi  cial cult was ear-
ly aniconic: over the cherubim throne and ark, the God of Israel was 

(75)  Great Vespers of the Exaltation of the Cross (14 September): Stiche-
ron at the Lity (Menaion, 136).

(76)  Great Vespers of the Exaltation of the Cross (14 September): Glory/ 
Now and ever Apostichon (Menaion, 140–141).

(77)  Third Sunday of Lent: Canon, Sessional Hymn of the Cross (Triodion, 
339).

(78)  Third Sunday of Lent: Canon, Ode 6, Sticheron 4 (Triodion, 342).
(79)  Golitzin, The Image and Glory of God..., 350, notes that the rep-

resentation of the Incarnation as “downsizing“ of sorts “is both ancient and 
frequent, particularly among Syriac-speaking Christians“ and “might well 
comprise the original force of the kenosis passage of Phil 2:6–7 itself.“ 

(80)  M. Haran, Temple and Temple Service in Ancient Israel (Winona Lake, 
In.: Eisenbrauns, 1985) 254–255. 
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enthroned in unseen majesty. The place usually occupied by the deity 
is empty.“81 Other scholars, however, argue that, even though it is dif-
fi cult to decide whether the enthronement was invisible or in the form 
of a statue, the existence of a cultic statue of the YHWH seated on the 
throne is very likely.82 

In this light, identifying the Cross with the footstool is an affi  rma-
tion of Christ’s divine identity and kingly majesty, in line with the Jo-
hannine understanding of the Cross as glorifi cation: Regnavit a ligno 
Dominus, the God of Israel rules from the Cross.83 This understanding 
of the Cross seems to be rooted in the New Testament, since Rom 3:25 
and the Gospel of Mark, for instance, seem to interpret the Cross as 
the mercy-seat, the locus of sacrifi ce and supreme theophany.84 In any 
case, the hymns view the Cross, as well as the ark, as the place where 
God’s presence and voice are made manifest. This can be understood 

(81)  T. Mettinger, The Veto on Images and the Aniconic God in Israel, in: 
H. Biezais (ed.), Religious Symbols and Their Functions (Stockholm: Almqvist & 
Wiksell, 1979) 15–29, at 22, 27. See also idem, No Graven Image? Israelite Ani-
conism in Its Ancient Near Eastern Context (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 
1995); idem, Israelite Aniconism: Developments and Origins, in: K. van der 
Toorn (ed.), The Image and the Book: Iconic Cults, Aniconism, and the Rise of Book 
Religion in Israel and the Ancient Near East (Leuven: Peeters, 1997) 173–204.

(82)  C. M. McCormick, Palace and Temple: A Study of Architectural and Ver-
bal Icons (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2002) 171, 184n. 74, 188; H. Niehr, In Search of 
Yahveh’s Cult Statue in the First Temple, in: van der Toorn, The Image and the 
Book..., 73–99; S. Bunta, YHWH’s Cultic Statue AĞ er 597/586 B. C. E: A Linguis-
tic and Theological Reinterpretation of Ezekiel 28: 12, CBQ 69 (2007) 222–241. 

(83)  Cf. the following stanza from the Latin hymn “Vexilla Regis,“ writ-
ten by Venantius Fortunatus (530–609): “The things are fulfi lled which David 
foretold in faithful song, saying to the nations, “God ruled from the Tree!“ 
“Vexilla Regis“ and two other hymns were composed for the festive reception 
of fragments from the Holy Cross, sent from Constantinople to the Frank-
ish ruler Clothaire. See J. Szövérffy, Venantius Fortunatus and the Earliest 
Hymns to the Holy Cross, Classical Folia 20 (1966) 107–122; idem, Hymns of the 
Holy Cross: An Annotated Edition with Introduction (Leiden: Brill, 1976). Accord-
ing to Ephrem of Nisibis, Christ is “enthroned” on the Cross as on his heav-
enly chariot throne: Hymns on Paradise 6.5; Hymns on Faith 17.8.

(84)  N. S. L. Fryer, The Meaning and Translation of Hilastērion in Romans 
3:25, Evangelical Quarterly 59 (1987) 99–116; D. P. Bailey, Jesus As the Mercy 
Seat: The Semantics and Theology of Paul’s Use of Hilastērion in Romans 3:25 
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Cambridge, 1999); H. L. Chro-
nis, The Torn Veil: Cultus and Christology in Mark 15:37–39, JBL 101 (1982) 
97–114, at 110–111.
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both as a “defi nition“ of Jesus Christ in light of Old Testament imagery 
(“It is the God of Israel who rules from the Cross“), and as a specifi cally 
Christian qualifi cation of the traditional YHWH cult (“the true face of 
the God of Israel can only be grasped in his Cross“). 

Christ in the vision of Isaiah, 11th century 
(Athos Cod. Vatop. 760, fol 280 v ).  

Photo courtesy of the Patriarchal Institute for Patristic Studies, 
Thessaloniki, Greece

Eden: The Feet that Eve Heard at Dusk and Hid Herself for Fear

Scholars have noted the numerous correspondences between the 
creation account in Genesis and the accounts of the building of the tent 
and of the Temple.85 “Obviously, these correspondences mean,“ notes 

(85)  J. Blenkinsopp, Structure of P, CBQ 38 (1976) 275–292; P. J. Kearney, 
Creation and Liturgy: The P Redaction of Ex 25–40, ZAW 89 (1977) 375–387; M. 
Weinfeld, Sabbath, Temple and the Enthronement of the Lord: The Problem 
of the Sitz im Leben of Genesis 1:1–2:3, in: A. Caquot, M. Delcor (eds.), Mé-
langes bibliques et orientaux en l’honneur de M. Henri Cazelles (Kevelaer: Butzon 
& Bercker, 1981) 501–512; Levenson, Sinai and Zion..., 142–145; C. Fletcher-
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Crispin Fletcher-Louis, “that creation has its home in the liturgy of the 
cult, and that the tabernacle is a mini cosmos.“86 More specifi cally, ac-
cording to Weinfeld, “the Sitz im Leben of Gen 1:1–2:3 is cultic-liturgic“: 
the text accompanied temple sacrifi ces in the Second Temple era, and, 
aĞ er the destruction of the temple, it was incorporated into the Amidah 
prayer of the Sabbath Eve.87 That the temple’s physical appearance and 
cult should be conceived as the architectural and liturgical reiteration 
of the cosmogonic myth, aiming at reintegrating time, space, and the 
cultic protagonists into the paradisiac illud tempus, is, of course, not pe-
culiar to biblical religion. The same point was made as early as 1947 by 
Mircea Eliade in his famous Myth of the Eternal Return.88 

If the Jerusalem temple, as well as the restored temple of Ezekiel 47, 
are, symbolically, the garden of Eden, it is no less true that the vantage 
point of the Eden narrative is God’s theophanic presence on Sinai, in-
delible in the memory of Israel and replicated cultically in the tent of 
meeting and in the Temple.89 In other words, Eden is also conceived 
as sacred temple and sacred mountain of theophany, symbolically 
overlapping with Sinai and Zion. This view is affi  rmed by canonical 
and extracanonical witnesses alike.90 For instance, “in Ezekiel (or his 
school) ... the same language describes life in Eden, the Garden of De-

Louis, All the Glory of Adam: Liturgical Anthropology in the Dead Sea Scrolls 
(Leiden: Brill, 2002) (STDJ, 42) 63–64.

(86)  Fletcher-Louis, All the Glory of Adam..., 63:
(87)  Weinfeld, Sabbath, Temple and the Enthronement..., 510–511.
(88)  M. Eliade, The Myth of the Eternal Return: Cosmos and History (New 

York: Pantheon, 1954). The French original was published as Le mythe de l’éter-
nel retour: Archétypes et répétition (Paris: Galimard, 1947).

(89)  Fletcher-Louis, All the Glory of Adam..., 19: “The close association 
of temple and paradise is widespread in post-biblical texts including those 
cherished at Qumran ... It is already enshrined in the narrative of Genesis 2–3 
which draws heavily on the symbolism and traditions of the Temple, includ-
ing something like Ezekiel 28:12–19.“ 

(90)  See M. Himmelfarb, The Temple and the Garden of Eden in Ezekiel, 
the Book of the Watchers, and the Wisdom of ben Sira, in: J. Scott, P. Simp-
son-Housley (eds.), Sacred Places and Profane Spaces: Essays in the Geograph-
ics of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam (New York: Greenwood, 1991) 63–78; 
J. T. A. G. M. van Ruiten, Eden and the Temple: The Rewriting of Genesis 
2:4–3:24 in the Book of Jubilees, in: G. P. Luttikhuizen (ed.), Paradise Inter-
preted: Representations of Biblical Paradise in Judaism and Christianity (Leiden: 
Brill, 1999) 63–81, esp. 75–79; idem, Primaeval History Interpreted: The Rewriting 
of Genesis 1–11 in the Book of Jubilees (Leiden: Brill, 2000) 85–89.
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light, and Zion, the Temple mount, in which the primal perfection of 
Eden is wonderfully preserved.“91 

The topography of Eden, as given in Gen 2:10–14, suggests that Eden 
is an elevated place. Like Ezekiel 28:13–14, therefore, the writer most 
likely equates “the garden of God“ and “the mountain of God.“ Like 
Ezekiel 28:13–14, therefore, the writer most likely equates “the garden 
of God“ and “the mountain of God.“ In this sacred space of Eden God 
moves about (Gen 3:8, !G FB; %LEïh;t.mii; περιπατοῦντος ἐν τῷ παραδείσῳ) 
just as he is said to move about in a tent and a tabernacle (2 Rgns / 
2 Sam 7:6, !K)Fv.mib.W lh,aoßB. %Leêh;t.mi ‘hy<h.a,(wF; ἐμπεριπατῶν ἐν καταλύματι 
καὶ ἐν σκηνῇ), in the camp of Israel (Deut 23:15 (14), ̂ n<©x]m; br<q<åB. %L eäh;t.mi; 
ὁ θεός σου ἐμπεριπατεῖ ἐν τῇ παρεμβολῇ σου), or, more gener-
ally, in the midst of his chosen people (Lev 26:12, ~k,êk.AtåB. ‘yTik.L;h;t.hiw>; 
ἐμπεριπατήσω ἐν ὑμῖν). If Eden is a sanctuary, it makes perfect sense 
that Adam and Eve are assigned the levitical duties of performing their 
work and keeping guard over the holy place (Gen 2:15–16; cf. Num 3:7–
8; 8:26). The Book of Jubilees is quite explicit about the Eden-Zion when it 
states: “the Garden of Eden was the holy of holies and the dwelling of 
the LORD“ (Jub. 8:19). Access to this place is correspondingly governed 
by Levitical laws concerning sexuality, pregnancy, and birth (Jub. 3:8–
14; cf. Leviticus 12). Jubilees further confi rms the sacral status of Eden 
by its reference to the morning and evening off ering up of incense, one 
of the priestly duties and privileges (Exod 30:7–8, 34–38; Num 17:4–5; 
2 Chron 26:16–20): on the morning of his fi rst day of exile, Adam off ers 
up incense outside of the garden Eden (Jub. 3.27) — corresponding to 
the incense burned in the holy place of the temple, outside of the holy 
of holies — and Enoch will off er up incense in the evening (Jub. 4.25). 

The connection between Sinai, Zion, and Eden remains vital in 
Christian tradition. Ephrem of Nisibis’ Hymns of Paradise are perhaps 
the best example in this respect: 

The Paradise Hymns provide us with a number of topographical de-
tails which, taken together, can give us some idea of how St Ephrem 
conceptualized this Paradisiacal mountain. We learn that the mountain 
is circular (I.8) ... Halfway up is the Tree of Knowledge which provides 
an internal boundary beyond and higher than which Adam and Eve 
were forbidden to go (III.3); this Tree acts as a sanctuary curtain hiding 
the Holy of Holies, which is the Tree of Life higher up (III.2). On the 
summit of the mountain resides the Divine Presence, the Shekhinah 

(91)  Levenson, Sinai and Zion..., 128–129.
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(Syriac shkinta). This Paradise mountain is also understood as consist-
ing of three concentric circles which divide the mountain up into three 
separate levels, reserved for diff erent categories of the blessed. These 
levels at the same time correspond to the various levels in the Ark and 
on Mount Sinai (II.10–13). The Tree of Knowledge and Tree of Life are 
... described respectively as the “sanctuary curtain or veil“ (III.5, 13, 
compare XV.8; Syriac appay tar’a) and the “inner sanctuary“ or “Holy 
of Holies“ (III.5, 14; Syriac qdush qudshe); in other words, Paradise also 
represents both the Temple and ... the Church.92

If anything, the Sinai-Zion-Eden connection gains in force and co-
herence in the Christian era, due to the application of the same christo-
logical reading lens to all three theophanies. The witness of Byzantine 
hymnography is illustrative in this respect. The famous ninth-century 
hymn of Cassiane, now chanted during Holy Week, reads as follows: 

O Lord, the woman who has fallen into many sins, perceiving Your 
divinity and taking upon herself the duty of a myrrh-bearer, with 
lamentations brings sweet-smelling oil of myrrh to You before Your 
burial. Woe is me, she says, for night surrounds me: a dark and 
moonless frenzy of unrestraint, the lust for sin. Accept the wells of 
my tears, for it is You that draws down from the clouds the waters 
of the sea. Incline to the groanings of my heart, for it is You that have 
bowed down the heavens in Your ineff able self-emptying. I shall 
tenderly kiss Your most pure feet and also wipe them with the locks 
of my hair — those feet whose sound Eve heard at dusk in Paradise, 
and hid herself for fear. Who can search out the multitude of my sins 
and the abyss of Your judgments, O Savior of my soul? Despise me 
not, Your handmaiden, for You have mercy without measure.93

The hymn is structured on the antithetic parallelism between Eve 
and the sinful woman. Unlike Eve, who had sinned, but chose to run 
away and hide instead of repenting, “the sinful woman“ runs towards 

(92)  S. Brock, introductory study to St. Ephrem the Syrian, Hymns on 
Paradise (Scarsdale, NY: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1990) 52–53.  See also 
the detailed analysis in N. Séd, Les hymnes sur le Paradis de saint Éphrem et 
les traditions juives, Le Muséon 81 (1968) 455–501. Ephrem’s theological vision 
is also operative in Ps.-Dionysius. See in this respect, A. Golitzin, “Et introibo 
ad altare Dei“: The Mystagogy of Dionysius Areopagita with Special Reference to 
its Eastern Christian Predecessors (Thessalonica: Patriarchal Institute of Patristic 
Studies, 1994) 368–370; idem, Dionysius Areopagita: A Christian Mysticism?, 
Pro Ecclesia 12 (2003) 161–212; 185–189.

(93)  Holy Wednesday Matins: Glory / Now and ever Apostichon (Transla-
tion mine. Cf. Triodion, 540). 
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Christ, embraces his feet and washes them in her tears. These feet, 
however, are the same feet that walked through Eden in the cool of 
the day: the feet of YHWH. The christological implication is obvious: 
the Genesis narrative’s YHWH Elohim or κύριος ὁ θεός is straightfor-
wardly “recognized“ as Jesus Christ. 

This is not an oddity of Cassiane’s. Her predecessor by three centu-
ries, Romanos the Melodist, imagines the incarnate Christ addressing 
Adam as Lord of Paradise: “He came again to him, calling him with 
His holy voice: ’Where are you, Adam? Do not hide from Me hence-
forth; I will to see you, naked and poor though you are. Do not be 
ashamed, for I have made myself like you.“94 In fact, this is the unani-
mous voice of Byzantine hymnography: Christ is the Maker, Creator, 
and Author of life, the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, the God of 
the patriarchs and prophets, “the God of our fathers.“ In a manner 
reminiscent of Melito’s homily, a hymn celebrating the Jordan Baptism 
states that Jesus who is baptized is the one who suspended the earth 
upon the primordial void (Job 26:7; Ps 103/104:3): 

When the creation beheld You in the fl esh covered by the streams, 
who hast established the whole earth in the void above the waters, 
it was seized with great amazement and cried: “There is none holy 
save You, O Lord!“95 

The last portion of this hymn is quoting a verse from the third bibli-
cal ode (Hannah’s payer, 1 Sam 2:1–10), thus applying the Old Testa-
ment designation of “Lord” to Jesus.  The very same  exegesis of 1 Sam 
2:2 occurs in hymns of Holy Week and Nativity.

When the creation beheld You hanging in Golgotha, who have hung 
the whole earth freely upon the waters, it was seized with amazement 
and it cried: “There is none holy save You, O Lord!“96

When creation beheld You born in a cave, who have hung the 
whole earth in a void above the waters, it was seized with amaze-
ment and cried: “There is none holy save You, O Lord.“97  

It is Christ who bowed the heavens (Ps 17:10/18:9), and holds the 
creation in the hollow of His hand (Isa 40:12): 

(94)  Romanos le Mélode, Hymnes. Tome II: Nouveau Testament (IX–XX). 
Trans. and notes by J. Grosdidier de Matons (Paris: Cerf, 1965) (SC, 110) 238.

(95)  Canon of the Forefeast of Theophany: Ode 3 Irmos (Menaion, 297). 
(96)  Canon of Holy Saturday: Ode 3 Irmos (Triodion, 647).
(97)  Compline Canon of the Forefeast of the Nativity: Ode 3 Irmos (Me-

naion, 205).
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He who bowed the heavens, bowed His head, and the clay cried 
aloud to Him that formed him: “Why do You command of me what 
lies beyond my power? For I have need to be baptized by You.“98

Open to me the gates, and entering within, I shall see as a child 
wrapped in swaddling clothes Him who upholds the creation in the 
hollow of His hand, whose praises the angels sing with unceasing 
voice, the Lord and Giver of Life who saves mankind.99

It is Christ who fashioned Adam with his hands aĞ er his own im-
age, and fashioned Eve from Adam’s side. 

Make ready, O Bethlehem; throw open your gates, O Eden. For He-
Who-Is [Exod 3:14] becomes that which He was not, and He who 
formed all creation takes form.100 

Behold, the time of our salvation is at hand. Make ready, O cave; 
the Virgin draws nigh to give birth... For Christ comes in His love 
for mankind, to save the man He fashioned.101 

You, O Christ, with invisible hands have fashioned man in Your 
image; and You have now displayed the original beauty in this same 
human body formed by You;102 

O You who have fashioned Eve from Adam’s side, Your side was 
pierced and from it fl owed streams of cleansing;103 

Christ fashioning Eve from Adam’s rib, 12th century 
(Winchester Bible, fol 5r, detail). 

Photo by Dr. John Crook, Winchester Cathedral. 

(98)  Vespers of Theophany: Sticheron at Lord I have cried (Menaion, 338).
(99)  Vespers of the Forefeast of the Nativity: Glory Apostichon (Menaion, 

203).
(100)  Forefeast of Nativity Vespers, Apostichon (Menaion, 202).
(101)  Eve of the Nativity Vespers, Glory/Now and ever Sticheron at Lord 

I have cried (Menaion, 202).
(102)  Second Canon of Transfi guration: Ode 5 Sticheron (Menaion, 487).
(103)  Holy Saturday Matins: First Stasis of the Lamentations (Triodion, 

627).
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It is Christ who blessed the Sabbath as the day of rest.

What is this sight we behold? What is this present rest? The King of 
the ages ... keeps the Sabbath in the tomb, granting us a new Sab-
bath.104 

Moses the great mystically prefi gured this present day saying, 
“And God blessed the seventh day“ [Gen 2:3]. For this is the blessed 
Sabbath, this is the day of rest on which the only-begoĴ en Son of 
God rested from His works. Suff ering death in accordance with the 
plan of salvation, He kept the Sabbath in the fl esh.105 

He is the Creator, “who covers the heavens with clouds“ (Ps 146/ 
147:8), the hidden God, “who wraps himself with light as with a gar-
ment“ (Ps 103/104:2), and who condescends to be wrapped in swad-
dling-clothes at his nativity, clothed in the waters of Jordan at his bap-
tism, and wrapped in a funeral shroud like a mortal:

“O sweetest child, how shall I feed You who give food to all? How 
shall I hold You, who hold all things in Your power? How shall I wrap 
You in swaddling clothes, who wrap the whole earth in clouds?“ So 
cried the all-pure Lady whom in faith we magnify;106 

O Savior, who clothe Yourself with light as with a garment, You 
have clothed Yourself in the waters of Jordan; and You who have 
measured heaven with a span (Isa 40:12), have bowed down Your 
head before the Forerunner ...;107 

Joseph together with Nicodemus took You down from the Tree, 
who clothe Yourself with light as with a garment; and looking upon 
You dead, stripped, and without burial, in his grief and tender com-
passion he lamented, saying: ... How shall I bury You, my God? How 
shall I wrap You in a winding sheet?108

He is also the Wisdom pervading all creation, which “in the laĴ er 
days“ condescended to be incarnate:

The Wisdom of God that restrains the untamed fury of the waters 
that are above the fi rmament, that sets a bridle on the deep and keeps 

(104)  Holy Saturday Matins: Sticheron at Praises (Triodion, 652).
(105)  Holy Saturday Matins: Glory Sticheron at Praises (Triodion, 652).
(106)  Matins Canon of the Forefeast of the Nativity: Ode 9 Sticheron (Me-

naion, 216).
(107)  Matins of Theophany, Glory Sticheron at Praises (Menaion, 383). 
(108)  Great Friday Vespers: Glory / Now and Ever Apostichon (Triodion, 

615).
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back the seas, now pours water into a basin; and the Master washes 
the feet of His servants.109 

Exegetically, these are the results of a consistently christological 
reading of key-passages in Genesis, the Psalms, and the Wisdom lit-
erature. Theologically, there is nothing innovative or unusual in pro-
claiming Christ as creator or co-creator; patristic literature is replete 
with such affi  rmations. What is specifi c and diff erent in the hymno-
graphic treatment of this widespread theology is the extensive and 
masterful cultivation of antithesis, parallelism, and paradox. A hymn 
will typically connect a loĞ y image from the Old Testament with a New 
Testament passage illustrating the extreme Kenōsis of the Son of God.

A strange wonder it is to see the Maker of heaven and earth stand 
naked in the river, and as a servant receive baptism from a servant, 
for our salvation...;110 

... How shall I stretch forth my hand and touch the head of Him 
that rules all things? ... You, whose praises the seraphim sing, walk 
upon the earth. And I who am but a servant know not how to baptize 
the Master...;111

Beholding You, the Fashioner and Creator of all, hanging naked 
on the Cross, the whole creation was transfi xed with fear and it 
lamented ... O strange wonder!112 

Today a tomb holds Him who holds the creation in the hol-
low of His hand; a stone covers Him who covers the heavens with 
glory!113 

He who holds the earth in the hollow of His hand [Isa 40:12] is 
held fast by the earth.114 

The hymns exploit the occurrence of similar words, images, or ac-
tions (for instance, “he hung,“ “he was wrapped,“ “he holds,“ “hands,“ 
“rest“): “The traitor takes Bread in his hands, but stretches them out 
secretly to receive the price of Him who fashioned man with His own 
hands.115 The following hymns, one sung on Holy Friday, the other (ob-

(109)  Holy Thursday Matins, Ode 5 Sticheron (Menaion, 383).
(110)  Eve of Theophany, Sticheron at the Ninth Hour (Menaion, 332).
(111)  Matins of Theophany, Sticheron aĞ er Gospel reading (Menaion, 366). 
(112)  Great Vespers on the Third Sunday of Great Lent, Glory Sticheron at 

the Lity (Triodion, 335).
(113)  Holy Saturday Matins: Sticheron at Praises (Triodion, 652).
(114)  Holy Saturday Matins: First Stasis of the Lamentations (Triodion, 

624).
(115)  Holy Thursday Kontakion (Triodion, 551–552).
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viously paĴ erned aĞ er the fi rst) on the Eve of Nativity, are perfectly 
illustrative: 

Today He who hung the earth upon the waters is hung upon the 
Cross. He who is King of the angels is arrayed in a crown of thorns. 
He who wraps the heaven in clouds is wrapped in the purple of 
mockery. He who in the Jordan set Adam free receives blows upon 
His face. The Bridegroom of the Church is transfi xed with nails. The 
Son of the Virgin is pierced with a spear. We venerate Your Passion, 
O Christ. Show us also Your glorious Resurrection.116

Today, He who holds the whole creation in the hollow of His hand is 
born of the Virgin. He whom in essence none can touch is wrapped 
in swaddling clothes as a mortal. God who in the beginning founded 
the heavens lies in a manger. He who rained manna down on the 
people in the wilderness is fed on milk from His Mother’s breast. 
He who is the Bridegroom of the Church calls unto Himself the 
Magi. The Son of the Virgin accepts their giĞ s. We worship Your 
birth, O Christ. Show us also Your divine Theophany!117

The emotional impact of these majestic hymns, which enshrine the 
birth and death of Jesus within the framework of a cosmic drama, and 
actualize it liturgically, can hardly be overstated. It is no surprise that 
the Christian East is particularly aĴ ached to these compositions. The 
poetic force of their christological proclamation, however, depends 
on an implicit exegesis that become obvious at closer examination: the 
Creator of heaven and earth speaks to the disciples, the Master of creation 
stands before Pilate, the Maker of all things is given up to the Cross. 
Similarly, in the hymns of Nativity, born in Bethlehem is He who fash-
ioned all creation, yet reveals Himself in the womb of her that He formed;118 
He who formed all creation takes form.119 

The Exegesis of Biblical Theophanies in Early Christianity

In according central importance to the christological interpreta-
tion of the Old Testament theophanies, Byzantine hymnography in-
herits and carries on a venerable Christian tradition. To quote again 

(116)  Holy Friday: Antiphon 15 (Triodion, 587).
(117)  Eve of Nativity: Glory/Now and ever Sticheron at the Ninth Royal 

Hour (Menaion, 245–246).
(118)  Eve of the Nativity, Sticheron at the Sixth Royal Hour (Menaion, 

238).
(119)  Forefeast of Nativity Vespers, Apostichon (Menaion, 202).
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from the manifesto with which I began this article, “this is the con-
sistent witness of the ante-Nicene Fathers, and remains foundational 
throughout the fourth century Trinitarian controversies and the later 
christological disputes.“ Indeed, second-century apologists such as 
Justin Martyr and Theophilus of Antioch use Old Testament theoph-
anies as a means of affi  rming that Christ is the One who appeared to 
Adam in the Garden of Eden, to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, and, espe-
cially, to Moses on Sinai. A second context in which theophanies play 
an important role is the antidualistic polemic of authors such as Ire-
naeus and Tertullian. Their argument that Christ is not a “new“ God, 
rests upon the thesis that Christ has already manifested himself in the 
old dispensation. Theophanies were also invoked against modalism, 
the argument being that since Christ has appeared in Old Testament 
theophanies, whereas the Father has not, he must be distinct from the 
Father. 120 

In the second half of the fourth century, the interpretation of 
theophanies became an area of fi erce contention between three parties: 
Modalists (who denied the hypostatic existence of the Word, claiming 
that the three hypostases are merely three “modes“ of divine manifes-
tation), the Homoians (for whom the Son was only “similar,“ homoios, 
to the Father), and the supporters of Nicea.121 The Homoians sought 
to refute the modalist denial of Christ’s preexistence by appealing to 
theophanies. However, they also extracted a subordinationist doctrine 
from theophanies: since the Son was manifested in theophanies, he 

(120)  For a voluminous dossier of passages illustrating the christologi-
cal understanding of theophanies in the fi rst fi ve centuries, see G. Legeay, 
L’Ange et les théophanies dans l’Ecriture Sainte d’après la doctrine des Pères, 
Revue Thomiste 10 (1902) 138–158, 405–424; 11 (1903) 46–69, 125–154; J. Lebre-
ton, Saint Augustin, théologien de la Trinité: Son exégèse des théophanies, 
Miscellanea Agostiniana 2 (1931) 821–836; L. J. van der Lof, L’exégèse exacte 
et objective des théophanies de l’Ancien Testament dans le “De Trinitate,“ 
Augustiniana 14 (1964) 485–499. See also the “Epistle of the Six Bishops“ 
against Paul of Samosata (G. Bardy, Paul de Samosate: Étude historique (Paris: 
E. Champion, 1929) 16–18); Eusebius of Caesarea against Marcellus (De eccl. 
theol. 2.2.1).

(121)  B. Studer, Zur Theophanie-Exegese Augustins: Untersuchung zu einem 
Ambrosius-Zitat in der SchriĞ  ’De Videndo Deo’ (Rome: Herder, 1971) (Studia 
Anselmiana, 59); M. R. Barnes, Exegesis and Polemic in Augustine’s De Trini-
tate I, Augustinian Studies 30 (1999) 43–60; idem, The Visible Christ and the 
Invisible Trinity: Mt. 5:8 in Augustine’s Trinitarian Theology of 400, Modern 
Theology 19 (2003) 329–356. 
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must be visible in a way that the Father is not, and therefore must be 
of a diff erent nature than the Father.122 

This is the context in which a new understanding of the theoph-
anies was born, which was to remain normative in the Christian West. 
This turning-point is due to Augustine of Hippo. Unsatisfi ed with the 
anti-Homoian arguments of his Orthodox predecessors (essentially, 
that the theophanies are acts of divine condescension toward human 
weakness, acts of the divine will, rather than acts of divine nature, 
from which nothing can be inferred about Christ’s nature), Augus-
tine proposed a new solution. He considered the theophanic appa-
ritions — the light, the glory, the visions — as created phenomena, 
produced by angelic manipulation of maĴ er.123 For the mature Au-
gustine, theophanies were not Christophanies — revelation of Christ’s 
own divine glory — but created manifestations of the divine nature: 
“created maĴ er being used as an instrument of communication by the 
Trinity.“124 And while “an encounter with such an instrument ... was 
an occasion for faith in God,“ it is obvious that theophanies no longer 
have transformative, transfi gurative power.125 Theophanies are thus 
relegated from the center to the periphery of Christian theology; or, in 
a vertical perspective, they now represent the boĴ om of a ladder lead-
ing to vision of God.126 

This solution gradually imposed itself in Western Christianity as 
Augustine’s theology came to dwarf all other patristic authors and to 

(122)  Studer, Zur Theophanie-Exegese Augustins…, 8; Barnes, Visible 
Christ..., 341.

(123)  In De Trinitate 3.10.19, Augustine distinguishes several subtypes: 
theophanies are (1) either apparitions of angels, or (2) the result of angelic ma-
nipulation of preexistent bodies, or (3) evanescent creatures and phenomena 
brought about by God for the purpose of signifying something at the moment 
of theophany, and thereupon returned to nothingness.

(124)  For a careful historical study of Augustine’s treatment of theoph-
anies from the Commentary on Galatians (384) to Against Maximinus (428), see 
J.-L. Maier, Les missions divines selon saint Augustin (Fribourg: University of 
Fribourg, 1960) 101–121. 

(125)  Barnes, Visible Christ..., 346; Lebreton, Saint Augustin, théologien 
de la Trinité..., 835.

(126)  In De Genesi ad liĴ eram 12, Augustine presents a hierarchy of three 
levels of vision of God: corporeal, spiritual, and intellectual. According to this 
classifi cation, theophanies off er instances either of corporeal vision (Isa 6:1–7, 
Rev 1:13–20) or spiritual vision (Exodus 19 and 33). Theophanies can certainly 
not grant the higher, “intellectual“ vision. 
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mute alternative voices. Whether Augustine’s solution to the problems 
raised by the subordinationist use of theophanies was a theological 
breakthrough or a break with tradition, in which more was sacrifi ced 
than gained, remains a maĴ er of confessional debate.127 Whatever the 
case, virtually everyone East of the Adriatic continued to interpret the 
divine manifestations recorded in the Old Testament as apparitions of 
Christ. In the aĞ ermath of the Hesychast debate, the alternative view 
(theophanies as created manifestations), professed by Palamas’s ad-
versaries, was ruled out as contrary to the spiritual tradition of the 
saints.128 This is not surprising. As I noted earlier, biblical and para-
biblical accounts of theophanies emphasize not only the divine com-
munication to the visionary, but also the visionary’s transformation. 
Quite understandably, therefore, the (preeminently monastic) repre-
sentatives of a Christianity devoted to ascetical, liturgical, and mysti-
cal practices centered around the transfi guration of the human being 
were adamant in their affi  rmation and reaffi  rmation of theophanies as 
the fi ery heart of all theology.129 It is noteworthy that the pre-Augustin-

(127)  Basil Studer sees Augustine’s exegesis of the theophanies as a 
breakthrough. Eastern Orthodox writers, by contrast, lament Augustine’s so-
lution as a break with tradition: J. S. Romanides, Notes on the Palamite Con-
troversy and Related Topics, GOTR 6 (1960/61) 186–205; 9 (1963/64) 225–270; 
D. Bradshaw, Aristotle East and West: Metaphysics and the Division of Christen-
dom (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005) 228–229; 222 and 275; 
Bucur, Theophanies and Vision of God in Augustine’s De Trinitate: An East-
ern Orthodox Perspective, SVTQ 52 (2008) 67–93.

(128)  Gregory Palamas borrowed extensively from the later books of De 
Trinitate (which he read in Maximus Planudes’ Greek translation). On the ques-
tion of theophanies, however, his view is the exact opposite of Augustine’s. See 
R. Flogaus, Palamas and Barlaam Revisited: A Reassessment of East And West 
in the Hesychast Controversy of 14th Century Byzantium, SVTQ 42 (1998) 
1–32; A. Golitzin, Dionysius Areopagites in the Works of Saint Gregory Pala-
mas: On the Question of a “Christological Corrective” and Related MaĴ ers, 
SVTQ 46 (2002) 163–190; Romanides, Notes on the Palamite Controversy…

(129)  In this respect, the ascetical and mystical theology of the Christian 
East has signifi cant points of continuity with the Second Temple apocalyp-
tic tradition, and signifi cant parallels with later Jewish merkabah mysticism. 
See in this respect A. Golitzin, Earthly Angels and Heavenly Men: The Old 
Testament Pseudepigrapha, Nicetas Stethatos, and the Tradition of Interior-
ized Apocalyptic in Eastern Christian Ascetical and Mystical Literature, DOP 
55 (2001) 125–153; idem, Theophaneia: Forum on the Jewish Roots...; Bucur, 
From Jewish Apocalypticism to Orthodox Mysticism, in: A. Casiday (ed.), The 
Orthodox Christian World (London: Routledge), forthcoming.
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ian view of theophanies as christophanies is assumed not only in the 
compositions of Romanos the Melodist and his Syriac predecessors 
Jacob of Serug and Ephrem Syrus, but also in Western hymnody of 
Eastern origin.130 The Latin Improperia chanted during the veneration 
of the cross on Holy Friday, the Advent hymn Veni Immanuel, and the 
so-called “O“ Antiphons still describe Christ as the one who appeared 
to Moses and led Israel out of captivity.

Theologically, the identifi cation of Christ with the Glory, Name, 
Angel, or Son of Man manifested to the patriarchs and prophets was 
neither the fruit of second-century polemics, nor simply a pious exe-
getical tradition among many. This identifi cation is rather, as a number 
of authors have shown, a constitutive element of early christology.131 
The New Testament oĞ en alludes to the divine Name (Exod 3:14: ἐγώ 
εἰμι ὁ ὤν), and proclaims Jesus Christ as “Lord“ (κύριος), obviously 
in reference to the Old Testament “Lord“ (κύριος in the LXX) seen by 
the prophets. This sort of “YHWH Christology“ has been traced back 
to the Gospel of Mark, the Gospel of John, the Pauline corpus, and the 
Catholic Epistle of Jude. It remained quite prominent for at least two 
centuries.132 

(130)  Auf der Maur (Osterhomilien..., 150) believes that a Latin translation 
of Melito constituted the earliest stratum of the Western Improperia tradition. 
There is evidence of a later Palestinian monastic infl uence in Southern Italy 
and Rome, dated to end of the seventh or early eighth century (see my re-
marks above).

(131)  See Jewish Roots of Christological Monotheism; L. Hurtado, Lord Je-
sus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christianity (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerd-
mans, 2003). 

(132)  Hanson, Jesus Christ in the Old Testament...; J. Fossum, Kyrios Jesus 
as the Angel of the Lord in Jude 5–7, New Testament Studies 33 (1987) 226–243; 
E. Earle Ellis, Deity-Christology in Mark 14:58, in: J. B. Greene, M. M. Turner 
(eds.), Jesus of Nazareth Lord and Christ: Essays in the Historical Jesus and New Tes-
tament Christology (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1994) 192–203; D. Capes, 
Old Testament Yahweh Texts in Paul’s christology (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1992) 
(WUNT, 47/2); W. Binni, B. Gianluigi Boschi, Cristologia primitiva: Dalla teo-
fania del Sinai all’Io sono giovanneo (Bologna: Dehoniane, 2004); Ch. Gie schen, 
The Real Presence of the Son Before Christ: Revisiting an Old Approach to 
Old Testament Christology, Concordia Theological Quarterly 68 (2004) 105–126 
(with abundant references). For the christological use of the divine Name in 
early Christianity, see J. Daniélou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity (London: 
Darton, Longman & Todd, 1964) 147–163; J. Behr, The Way to Nicaea (Crest-
wood, N.Y.: St. Vladimir’s Seminary, 2001) 62–66; Ch. A. Gieschen, The Divine 
Name in Ante-Nicene Christology, VC 57 (2003) 115–158.



162 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

What place can this type of biblical exegesis assume in the larger 
framework of patristic exegesis? Before answering this question, it is 
important to note some diffi  culties related to describing the various 
types of patristic exegesis. 

The Exegetical Dimension of Byzantine Hymnography: 
Inadequacy of Scholarly Categories

Patristic scholarship has aĴ empted to grasp the hermeneutical 
principles underlying early Christian biblical interpretation, and the 
various exegetical techniques deployed by its representatives, by coin-
ing a number of concepts. Of these, the most important are, by far, “ty-
pology“ and “allegory.“133 I venture to say that neither of these — and, 
I dare say, none of the categories commonly used for patristic Scrip-
ture interpretation — off er an adequate description of hymnographic 
exegesis as exemplifi ed in the pages above. 

Jean Daniélou insisted on a clear distinction between “typology“ 
and “allegory.“ In his view, typological exegesis, with its two forms — 
christological and sacramental — is Christian par excellence. Rooted 
in the biblical view of history (time fl ows in a linear, continual, irre-
versible and progressive fashion and is punctuated “in the fullness 
of time“ by the incarnation of Christ),134 typology answers to the spe-
cifi cally Christian necessity of relating the Old Testament to the life of 
the Church. To give a few examples, Joshua is a “type“ of Jesus, the 
fl ood and the passing through the Red Sea are a “type“ of baptism, the 
manna is a “type“ of the Eucharist, and so on.135 By contrast, allegory 

(133)  For a detailed survey of literature, see P. W. Martens, Revisiting the 
Allegory/Typology Distinction: The Case of Origen, Journal of Early Christian 
Studies 16 (2008) 283–317, esp. 283–296. 

(134)  Here Daniélou is obviously in line with, and perhaps directly in-
debted to, O. Cullmann, Christus und die Zeit: Die urchristliche Zeit- und Ge-
schichtsauff assung (Zürich: Zollikon, 1946), who draws a net distinction be-
tween the “Greek“ and the “Hebrew“ conceptions of time. An early critique 
of this approach, as overly simplistic and unfair to the patristic tradition, was 
articulated by Vladimir Lossky in the late forties. See the English translation 
in V. Lossky, Orthodox Theology: An Introduction (Scarsdale, NY: St Vladimir’s 
Seminary Press, 1978) 60–63.

(135)  J. Daniélou, Sacramentum futuri: Études sur les origines de la typolo-
gie biblique (Paris: Beauchesne, 1950); idem, Bible et liturgie: La théologie biblique 
des sacraments et des fêtes d’après les Pères de l’Eglise (Paris: Cerf, 1951). In the 
English-speaking world, the typology-allegory distinction was discussed by 
G. W. H. Lampe, K. J. Woollcombe, Essays in Typology (London: SCM, 1957).
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has its origin in the exegesis of Homeric literature (and, later, of Plato’s 
dialogues). The use of allegory in the interpretation of biblical texts, 
common in the Alexandrian diaspora, was eventually adopted among 
cultured Christians in Alexandria, who seem to have inherited it to-
gether with the Philonian corpus. Although Christianized, allegory 
retains the Greek idea of a cyclical time, and subordinated the biblical 
distinction between “this eon“ and “the future eon“ to the vertical re-
lation between “down here“ and “up there.“ This is why, according to 
Daniélou, allegory, despite its brilliant career, fi rst in Alexandria and 
then in the entire Christian world, remained an element of Hellenistic 
culture that we can now discard without many regrets.

Daniélou’s approach, however, is no longer tenable. One reason 
would be that the clear-cut distinction he proposed does not account 
for the much vaguer terminology perpetuated in Christian tradition. 
In the “classic“ passage of Gal 4:25, for instance, Paul discusses the 
“typological“ relation between Hagar and the Old Testament, and, re-
spectively, between Sarah and the New Testament, but he refers to this 
relation as “allegory.” If, however, Paul says “allegory“ when he pro-
poses an interpretation that Daniélou would call “typological,“ and if 
later patristic writings appear to perpetuate this “confusion,“ it may 
well be that the fault lies less with the ancients than with our modern 
perspective. “Typology“ itself is, aĞ er all, a 19th-century coinage,136 
and the allegory-typology distinction refl ects the agenda of modern 
patristics rather than the mind of patristic authors.137 Guided by simi-
lar considerations, scholars such as Henri de Lubac, Henri Crouzel, 
and, more recently, Manlio SimoneĴ i, David Dawson, and Frances 
Young, prefer to use the term “allegory“ in a very broad sense, so as to 
cover any interpretation that proposes something other than the literal 
sense. Typological exegesis appears, then, as a species of allegory.138

(136)  The Latin “typologia“ dates to 1840, whereas “typology“ appears 
in print in 1844; see D. Dawson, Allegorical Readers and Cultural Revision in An-
cient Alexandria (Berkeley: University of California, 1992) 254 n. 51.

(137)  See F. Young, Biblical Exegesis and the Formation of Christian Culture 
(New York: Cambridge University, 1997) 194–195.

(138)  H. de Lubac, “Typologie” et “allégorisme“, Recherches de science re-
ligieuse 34 (1947) 180–247; H. Crouzel, La distinction de la “typologie“ et de 
“l’allégorisme,“ Bulletin de liĴ érature ecclésiastique 65 (1964) 161–174; M. Simo-
netti, LeĴ era e/o allegoria: Un contributo alla storia dell’esegesi patristica (Rome: 
Institutum Patristicum “Augustinianum,“ 1985) 24–25 n. 32; Allegoria, in: 
A. de Bernardino (ed.), Dizionario patristico e di antichità cristiane, 3 vols. (Ca-
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Given the complex history of Byzantine hymnography, and its har-
monization of numerous sources and strata along the centuries, it is 
hardly surprising to fi nd that the hymns feature more than one type 
of biblical exegesis. The central event — the Exodus — is sometimes 
“retold“ by the hymns to highlight the fact that the pillar of fi re was, 
in fact, Christ. At other times the hymns interpret the Exodus as an 
“exodus“ of the soul from the slavery of sin. Simply terming both ap-
proaches “allegory,“ because both see “something other“ in the bibli-
cal narration, fails to account for their obvious diff erences. 

A possible solution would be to take into consideration the criteri-
on of purpose. Hymnographic exegesis can have a christological pur-
pose, because it proclaims the Christ of the Church as God of Israel, 
implicitly defi ning the Church of Christ as “the Israel of God“ (Gal 
6:16), “the Jerusalem from above“ (Gal 4:25), or “kingly priesthood, 
holy people” (1 Peter 2:9; cf. Exod 19:6, LXX). There are also numer-
ous examples of exegesis whose purpose is mainly ethical. Suffi  ce it to 
mention in this respect the “Great Canon“ (composed by Andrew of 
Crete, ca. 660–740), which is prayed during Lent.139 One could, there-
fore, distinguish between at least two types of allegory: christological 
and moral. 

It must be noted, however, that the christological reading of Scrip-
ture documented above cannot be identifi ed with typological allego-
ry“ (although it goes without saying that the laĴ er is also present in 
Byzantine hymnography). In the case of a type–antitype relation, one 
would expect the hymns to acknowledge a non-allegorical, non-chris-
tological, level of the text (e.g., the historical event of the Exodus, or 
the giving of the Law), and then posit a second, christological, level as 
the fulfi llment of the Old Testament types. Yet, the hymns discussed 
in this article do not contemplate the Exodus as a type or a foreshad-
owing of Christ or of the church. Christ is not signifi ed typologically, 

sale Monferrato: MarieĴ i, 1983–1988) Vol. 1, 140–141; Dawson, Allegorical 
Readers..., 15–17, 255–258; J. O’Keefe, Allegory, and R. A. Norris Jr., Typology, 
in: J. A. McGuckin (ed.), The Westminster Handbook to Origen (Louisville: West-
minster John Knox, 2004) 49–50 and 209–211. Young prefers the term “fi gural 
allegory“ (Biblical Exegesis, 198), and distinguishes between its several sub-
types (192). 

(139)  See in this respect D. Costache, Reading the Scriptures with Byz-
antine Eyes: The Hermeneutical Signifi cance of St Andrew of Crete’s Great 
Canon, Phronema 23 (2008) 51–66.



165Bogdan G. Bucur

but he is straightforwardly identifi ed with the “Lord,“ or “Angel of the 
Lord“ in the biblical narratives.140 

A signifi cant point of comparison for the hymns may be the inter-
pretation of the theophanies in the Qu’ran.141 One may also refer to 
the category “rewriĴ en Bible,“ coined by Geza Vermes in 1961 and 
widely used since, to designate biblical interpretation ranging from 
Rabbinic midrash, back to the Palestinian Targum, Josephus’s Jewish 
Antiquities, Pseudo-Philo’s Liber antiquitatum biblicarum, Old Testa-
ment Pseudepigrapha such as the Book of the Watchers (in 1 Enoch), 
the Book of Jubilees, or the Qumran document known as the “Genesis 
Apocryphon.“142 Even though Scripture itself contains “inner-biblical 

(140)  As early as 1965, A. T. Hanson, Jesus Christ in the Old Testament (Lon-
don: SPCK, 1965) pointed out the distinction between what he called “real 
presence,“ on the one hand, and “typology,“ on the other, and argued that the 
former is typical of New Testament authors. Unfortunately this book did not 
receive the aĴ ention it deserved.

(141)  The Qu’ran extends its history of Israel to encompass Jesus, and 
reinterprets theophanies in light of the fi nal revelation to Mohammad. See, for 
instance, the following passages in the Qu’ran (2:40ff , trans. Abdullah Yusuf 
Ali): “Children of Israel! Call to mind the (special) favor which I bestowed 
upon you, and that I preferred you to all other (for My Message). ... And re-
member, We delivered you from the people of Pharaoh: They set you hard 
tasks and punishments, slaughtered your sons and let your women-folk live; 
therein was a tremendous trial from your Lord. ... And remember We divided 
the sea for you and saved you and drowned Pharaoh’s people within your 
very sight. ... And remember We appointed forty nights for Moses, and in 
his absence ye took the calf (for worship), and ye did grievous wrong. ... And 
remember We gave Moses the Scripture and the Criterion (Between right and 
wrong): There was a chance for you to be guided aright. ... And remember ye 
said: ’O Moses! We shall never believe in thee until we see Allah manifestly,’ 
but ye were dazed with thunder and lightning even as ye looked on. ... And 
We gave you the shade of clouds and sent down to you Manna and quails, 
saying: ’Eat of the good things We have provided for you.’ (But they rebelled); 
to us they did no harm, but they harmed their own souls.“

(142)  For a presentation and discussion of numerous examples, see 
G. Vermes, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism: Haggadic Studies (Leiden: Brill, 
1961) (Studia Postbiblica, 4) 67–126; M. Segal, Between Bible and Rewrit-
ten Bible, in: M. Henze (ed.), Biblical Interpretation at Qumran (Grand Rapids, 
Mich: Eerdmans, 2005) 10–28; A. Laato, J. van Ruiten (eds.), RewriĴ en Bible 
Reconsidered: Proceedings of the Conference in Karkku, Finland, August 24–26 2006 
(Åbo: Åbo Academy University Press — Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2008) 
(Studies in RewriĴ en Bible, 1). 



166 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

interpretation,“143 the proliferation of “rewriĴ en Bible“ is undoubtedly 
a characteristic feature of the late Second Temple era.144 It is during this 
time that elaborate alternatives to the Genesis fl ood story are popular-
ized in the Book of the Watchers, the Book of Giants, and Jubilees. Similarly, 
various representatives of Second Temple and later Rabbinic Judaism 
“rewrite“ the Sinai event, pointing out, for instance, that Moses re-
ceived the Law in the course of an ascent to heaven,145 or, in the case of 
Jubilees, that the content of the heavenly was dictated to Moses by the 
Angel of the Presence, as it had in fact been dictated earlier to some of 
the patriarchs. Consider the hymnographic exegesis presented above. 
The hymns invoke the Paradise story, the stories of the patriarchs and 
prophets, the narratives of Sinai and Exodus. But all these stories are 
rewriĴ en in light of a fundamental innovation, the identifi cation of 
the biblical “Lord“ with Jesus Christ. It seems that the christological 
interpretation of biblical theophanies and the implicit re-presentation 
of various Old Testament fi gures as proto-Christians, in Byzantine 
hymnography, is quite similar, for instance, to the reinterpretation of 
Moses and the Sinai revelation in Jubilees. 

Hindy Najman has rightly observed, however, that “like the clas-
sifi cation of texts as pseudepigraphic, the characterization of Second 
Temple texts as ’RewriĴ en Bible’ is problematic.“146 Indeed, the very 
terminology suggests that these are forged versions of the “authentic“ 
text, a “second telling“ superimposed on the “original“ biblical text. 
In fact, however, the re-presentation of certain biblical traditions (e.g., 
the giving of the Law, the Exodus) in “rewriĴ en Bible“ was intended 
to ensure the faithful interpretation and transmission of the respective 

(143)  M. Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel (Oxford—New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1985); idem, Inner-Biblical Exegesis: Types and 
Strategies of Interpretation in Ancient Israel, in: G. H. Hartman (ed.), Midrash 
and Literature (Sanford Budick; New Haven, Conn.: Yale University, 1986) 19–
37; Segal, Between Bible and RewriĴ en Bible...

(144)  In this respect, see the essays by J. H. Charlesworth (In the Cru-
cible: The Pseudepigrapha as Biblical Biblical Interpretation), J. VanderKam 
(Biblical Interpretation in 1 Enoch and Jubilees) and D. Aune (Charismatic 
Exegesis), in: J. H. Charlesworth (ed.), The Pseudepigrapha and Early Biblical 
Interpretation (Sheffi  eld, U.K.: JSOT Press, 1996). 

(145)  For such Moses-traditions in Philo and rabbinic Judaism, see 
W. Meeks, The Prophet King: Moses-Traditions and the Johannine Christology 
(Leiden: Brill, 1967) 122–125, 205–209.

(146)  H. Najman, Seconding Sinai: The Development of Mosaic Discourse in 
Second Temple Judaism (Boston: Brill, 2003) (SJSJ, 77).
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traditions, so that the resulting texts should be seen as “discourses tied 
to a founder“ (e.g., “Mosaic discourse,“ “Adamic discourse,“ “Enochic 
discourse,“ “Noachic discourse“).147 As far as the Byzantine hymns 
are concerned, the intention is, of course, the same one professed by 
Christianity in general: not to abolish the Law or the prophets (MaĴ  
5:17), but to reinterpret them in light of the fundamental assumption 
that Christ is the telos of the Law (Rom 10:4).

The exegetical developments of the “RewriĴ en Bible“ (the term re-
mains convenient, especially if one rejects any negative connotations) 
was continuously shaped by the intra-Jewish polemics, specifi cally by 
the exaltation of certain biblical characters (Adam, Moses, Enoch, Seth, 
Noah, Melchisedech) over against another.148 This polemical factor, 
given special prominence by Andrei Orlov, is certainly at work in Jubi-
lees, where the Sinai event is relativized, in the sense of being presented 
as part of a larger tradition of heavenly revelations to earlier patriarchs. 
In other words, what Najman calls “Mosaic Discourse“ can sometimes 
include what Orlov calls “anti-Mosaic polemics“ — designed, for in-
stance, to exalt the “rival“ fi gure of Enoch. In early Christianity, Jesus 
is also exalted by being compared and contrasted with Melchisedech, 
Abraham, Jacob, Moses, Elĳ ah, John the Baptist. The hymns simply 
carry on and dramatize the encounter between Christ as “Lord“ and 
the patriarchs and prophets who bear witness to his supremacy. 

Najman asserts the following diff erence between the exegesis of 
Jewish Pseudepigrapha and that of New Testament and patristic texts: 
“In contrast to the familiar Christian claim to supersede the Sinaitic cov-
enant with a new covenant ... Jubilees invoked an archaic, pre-Sinaitic 
covenant, whose pre-eminence depends on its claim to precede Sinai.“149 
This affi  rmation does not stand up to scrutiny, however. According to 
the hymns, the Christian revelation is superior, paradoxically, not be-
cause it is newer, an “upgrade“ of sorts, but rather because it is more 
ancient, since Jesus Christ is said to be “before Abraham“ (cf. John 8:58) 
and certainly “before Moses,“ so long as he gave Moses the Law on 
Sinai. Just as for Jubilees “Sinai is but one of a series of revelations, a 
reaffi  rmation of earlier patriarchal revelations,“ and “Moses is re-pre-

(147)  Najman, Seconding Sinai..., 8, 12–13, 18.
(148)  For the importance of polemics in the production of Pseudepigra-

pha by the various competing strands of Second Temple Judaism, see A. Or-
lov, The Enoch-Metatron Tradition (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2005) (TSAJ, 107) 
211–336. 

(149)  Najman, Seconding Sinai..., 125.
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sented as standing in the authentic line of Enochic and Abrahamic in-
heritance,“150 and just as in 3 Enoch Moses is said to have received the 
Law from Enoch-Metatron (3 En. 48D), so also does much of Christian 
tradition (including the hymns under discussion) affi  rm that Christ 
is superior to Abraham or Moses or Ezekiel because he is the very 
one the prophets saw, the very Lawgiver on Sinai, the very rider of 
Ezekiel’s merkabah.151 Thus, the “logic“ of the Christian proclamation is 
precisely that of “rewriĴ en Bible“ literature.

Fundamental to documents in the “rewriĴ en Bible“ category is the 
claim of being divinely inspired, the result of “charismatic exegesis,“ 
which, according to Aune, was the prevalent form of prophecy in Sec-
ond Temple Judaism. Charismatic exegesis is not identifi able as one or 
the other type of biblical interpretation, on the basis of its distinctive 
form, content, or function. For Aune, it is “essentially a hermeneutical 
ideology that provides divine legitimation for a particular understand-
ing of a sacred text.“152 This aspect of the “RewriĴ en Bible“ is highly 
signifi cant for our understanding of Christian hymnography, since the 
proclamation of Jesus Christ as “Lord“ can, indeed, be seen as a mat-
ter of “charismatic exegesis,” prompted by prophetic experience in the 
course of liturgical action (1 Cor 12:3; Luke 24:30–31; John 14:26).

“Alternative Christology“

The most ancient hymns appear to develop a sort of “alternative“ 
Christology: instead of “defi ning“ Christ in terms of hypostasis, proso-
pon, ousia, thelema, energeia, and so forth — “that extraordinary panoply 
of polysyllabic Greek abstractions which we meet in the Greek Fathers, 
and which modern Orthodox theologians — God bless them! — are 
so anxious to invoke“153 — the hymns off er a christological exegesis 
of theophanies. The ensuing “YHWH Christology“ is coupled with 
a clear affi  rmation of Jesus’ humanityy: the glorious Old Testament 
“Lord“ is wrapped in swaddling cloths, suckled like a babe, humili-

(150)  Najman, Seconding Sinai..., 57, 67.
(151)  The insistence with which Byzantine liturgies and hymns depict 

Christ as seated on the cherubic throne is remarkable. This depiction off ers 
a fascinating parallel to the Rabbinic merkabah lore. Sometimes, Christian 
hymnographers became explicitly critical of the competing interpretations in 
merkabah mysticism; see Golitzin, The Image and Glory of God... 

(152)  Aune, Charismatic Exegesis..., 130.
(153)  Golitzin, The Image and Glory of God..., 360.
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ated, slandered, sentenced unjustly, scourged and beaten bloody; and 
he learns to die the death of fallen Adam. 

This christology is just as ancient, universal, and well “received“ 
in the Church as the “technical“ christology of the councils. In fact, 
some of the hymns precede such towering theological authorities as 
Dionysius the Areopagite, Maximus the Confessor, John of Damascus, 
or Gregory Palamas. Moreover, it is quite certain that no single writ-
ing of the Church Fathers has ever enjoyed such large acceptance as 
the hymns surveyed in this article, which have been and continue to 
be chanted, listened to, and called to mind by believers from almost 
all times and places. The classic criterion of Orthodoxy, articulated by 
Vincent of f Lérins (“that is to be regarded as true, which has been 
believed by all, in all places and at all times“) is more than satisfi ed. 
So much for “reception“ and, implicitly, for the authority that these 
hymns should command. 

As for the “technicality“ of their theological language, it must be 
noted that the distinction between hymnographic and conciliar Chris-
tology corresponds to a distinction of their Sitz im Leben. The Councils 
articulated the faith of the Church in the face of heretical distortion. 
The formulae of faith are meant as horoi (“defi nitions“), precisely be-
cause they delimitate what, with a formula repeated by all councils, 
“seemed to the Holy Spirit and to us“ (Acts 15:28) as authentic belief 
in (and experience of) God from false experience and belief. In doing 
so, the language of the Councils (and, similarly, Christian apologetic 
literature in general) seeks for the most apt instruments to formulate 
the defi nition, borrowing from disciplines such as Philosophy, Logic, 
Medicine, etc. With the hymns, however, the situation is quite diff er-
ent. Unlike the “dogmatic hymns,“ the hymns discussed in this es-
say are not engaged in demonstration, clarifi cation, or polemics, but 
in worship; they do not address the adversaries of faith, but give ex-
pression the spiritual intimacy between the Bride and the Bridegroom, 
constantly recalling their covenant recorded in the Scriptures. This is 
what scholarship calls “doxological language,“154 and, in the absence 
of heresies, it may very well have been the only Christology.

The diff erence between hymnological and conciliar Christology 
may perhaps be understood by analogy with today’s concerns about 

(154)  T. Berger, Theology in Hymns? A Study of the Relationship of Doxology 
and Theology According to ’A Collection of Hymns for the Use of the People Called 
Methodists (1780) (Nashville, Tenn.: Abingdon, 1995) 17. 



170 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

Christian use of language. According to Geoff rey Wainwright, “it 
would be too simplistic to say that we must choose between ’the lan-
guage of Canaan’ and ’the language of CNN.’ Christians may rightly 
use one ’language’ for their internal discourse within the Church, and 
another for their external work in apologetics, evangelism, or dia-
logue.“155 In early Christianity, the philosophical jargon of the coun-
cils — the era’s “language of CNN“ — was adopted precisely for the 
purpose of apologetics, evangelism, or dialogue; at the same time, “the 
language of Canaan“ continued to be used “ad intra.“ These two types 
of language have always coexisted. One fi nds a perfect illustration of 
this state of aff airs in the persons of Sophronius, patriarch of Jerusalem 
(560–638), who is deeply involved in the monothelite controversy, but 
also responsible for part of the Holy Friday hymnography, or John of 
Damascus, hailed both as the author of the Exact Exposition of the Or-
thodox Faith and as an inspired hymnographer. 

To conclude, Byzantine hymnography provides a wealth of chris-
tological material, and has much to teach in terms of both theological 
method and exegetical practice. The hymns are bearers of an elaborate 
Christology, which essentially proclaims the same theandric mystery 
that is defended by the Councils, yet in a language very diff erent from 
that of conciliar defi nitions. Retrieving the properly doctrinal elements 
present in hymnography remains, I think, a project worthy of serious 
consideration. of serious consideration. 

Conclusions

The Christian kerygma is insoluble from the exegesis of Old Testa-
ment theophanies. To paraphrase the opening quotation from Golitzin, 
theophany permeates early Christian tradition throughout, informing 
its dogmatic theology and its liturgy. With the notable exception of 
Augustine, the identifi cation of Jesus with “the Lord of glory whom 
Moses saw of old“ is the normative view in Greek, Syriac, and Latin 
(pre-Augustinian) Christianity. In the pages above I have shown that 
Byzantine hymnography, which off ers the enduring distillate of pa-
tristic tradition, articulates the same theology. 

Hymns can be read both as a christological “defi nition“ of the 
biblical deity, and as an interpretation of the Cross and the Cruci-
fi ed One in light of the Old Testament theophanies. The hymns ask, 

(155)  G. Wainwright, “Bible et Liturgie“: Daniélou’s Work Revisited, 
Studia Liturgica 22 (1992) 161. 
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for instance, whom Joseph and Nicodemus wrapped in linen cloths; 
their answer points to “Him who wraps himself in light as in a gar-
ment“ (Ps 103/104:3). Similarly, whom does Judas deliver to death? 
Him who delivered Israel out of bondage. Who is given gall and vin-
egar? He who sent manna to his people in the wilderness. Who is 
judged? The Judge of Israel. Who is it that has his arms stretched 
out and is hanging on the Cross? He who stretched out the heavens, 
he who hung the earth upon the waters (Ps 136:6; Isa 42:5, 44:24; 
Job 26:7). In other words, the hymns are reading the Scriptures in 
light of Christ just as much as they are discerning Christ in light of 
the Scriptures. 

This exegetical dimension of Byzantine hymnography, while ob-
vious and undisputed, remains diffi  cult to defi ne using the catego-
ries commonly used by scholars of patristic exegesis. I have made the 
case that the interpretation of theophanies surveyed by this article is 
neither “allegory,“ nor “typology,“ nor “fi gural,“ nor “fi gurative“; it 
comes closest, rather, to the category of “rewriĴ en Bible“ developed 
by scholars working with Old Testament pseudepigrapha. 

Yet, the theophanic exegesis of the hymns, outlined above, is not 
simply christological exegesis of the Old Testament, in the sense in 
which exegesis is generally understood today. What is at stake in the 
christological identifi cation of the “Lord,“ the “angel of the Lord,“ the 
“Presence,“ the “Glory,“ etc., is the christological interpretation of the 
transformational experience shared by “our fathers,“ the patriarchs and 
prophets. It is crucial, in this respect, to take seriously the liturgical 
context and the performative character of hymnographic exegesis. In 
the hymns, theology comes alive in the sense in which Levenson (see 
above) speaks of Isaiah’s vision: art becomes the reality to which it 
points, and the theophany on “God’s holy mountain“ is re-presented 
in the liturgical chronotope. The exegete’s vantage point is no longer 
outside the event to which it refers, but rather the event itself — Eden, 
Sinai, Zion, and Thabor made present liturgically and encompassing 
worshippers past, present and future: 

“Today He who holds the whole creation in the hollow of His hand 
is born of the Virgin“; 

“Today a tomb holds Him who holds the creation in the hollow 
of His hand“; 

“Today the Master of creation stands before Pilate“; 
“Today the Maker of all things is given up to the Cross“; 
“This is the Day of Resurrection ... the Pascha of the Lord!“
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SUMMARY

The exegesis of biblical theophanies was crucially important for early 
Christians: it underlay their appropriation of the Scriptures of Israel as “Old 
Testament,” it lent itself to polemical use against dualism and monarchian-
ism, and, it was eventually absorbed into Byzantine festal hymnography, 
thereby gaining wide acceptance in Byzantine theology. Part of a larger 
project dealing with the exegesis of biblical theophanies in patristic litera-
ture, this essay discusses the interpretation of theophanies associated with 
Sinai, Zion, and Eden found in Byzantine hymnography. AĞ er presenting 
and commenting on the exegesis of specifi c Old Testament theophanies in 
Byzantine festal hymns, the author argues that this type of exegesis is dif-
fi cult to frame within the categories commonly used to describe patristic 
exegesis, and that a more suitable category would be that of “rewriĴ en 
Bible,” current among scholars of the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha. He 
then examines relationship between the Christology emerging from the 
hymns under discussion and the normative conciliar Christology.
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INSPIRED WORD 
AND SPIRITUAL WORSHIP: 

HOW BYZANTINE HYMNOGRAPHY 
INTERPRETS SACRED SCRIPTURE

Liturgical poetry, along with psalmody, is the defi ning feature of 
the liturgy of the hours in the Byzantine rite. That Byzantine troparia,1 
kontakia2 and canons3 draw heavily on Sacred Scripture is obvious 
not only to those who have studied the texts but even to those who 
experience them regularly in worship. 4 Oddly, philologists, liturgists 
and theologians alike have largely ignored this rich corpus of poetry 
and, until recently, modern biblical scholarship took scant interest in 
patristic prose, much less in poetry. Nevertheless, it may be safely as-
serted that Byzantine liturgical hymns are as much products of biblical 
interpretation as they are of poetic inspiration and therefore stand as 
important documents of Greek patristic exegesis. Moreover, their po-
etic form and liturgical function have kept them alive in the conscious-
ness of the faithful across the centuries. 

(1)  Singular “troparion.” The term is used in several distinct senses in 
Byzantine liturgy. Simply put, the troparion is the oldest and most basic genre 
of Byzantine hymnography, consisting of a single stanza. The term is also 
used to refer to the particular stanza sung as the dismissal hymn of Vespers, 
at the start of Matins, and during the Divine Liturgy.

(2)  Singular “kontakion.” The term originally referred to a genre of long 
verse homily, dialogic and dramatic in form, identifi ed with its most famous 
practitioner, Romanus the Melodist (6th century). The single-stanza kontakion 
now sung at Matins and at the Divine Liturgy is a fossil of this longer form. 
For older feasts, what is now called the kontakion is oĞ en the prooimion of 
the original verse homily by Romanus. 

(3)  The canon is a poetic composition in nine “odes” refl ecting nine bib-
lical hymns. Each “ode” is introduced by an “eirmos” followed by two or 
more troparia. The particular characteristics of the canon will be explained 
below.

(4)  The most accessible English translation of this whole hymnographic 
corpus is the work of Archimandrite Ephrem Lash at 

hĴ p://www.anastasis.org.uk. 
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If, in the modern era, biblical exegesis has generally understood 
itself as an academic exercise, performed in studies and classrooms 
and circulated among a restricted scholarly audience, this was not the 
case in the period between the 5th and 9th centuries when Byzantine 
hymnography fl ourished. Frances Young reminds us that biblical in-
terpretation5 eff ectively created Christian culture.6 All the activities of 
the patristic Church — liturgy, preaching, catechesis of the faithful, 
polemics against heretics, organizing monastic life and critiquing sec-
ular culture — all were fi rmly rooted in an ongoing, living and pasto-
ral engagement with the sacred text carried out according to exegetical 
methods inherited from Greek and Jewish antecedents.

Festal Homilies and Festal Canons

The biblical roots of Byzantine hymnography can be traced in 
several ways. The most obvious is their oĞ en clear dependence on 
older homilies. The homily was the ordinary form in which many of 
the Greek Fathers performed and disseminated biblical interpreta-
tion. The aim might be catechetical, didactic, paraenetic, mystagogic, 
polemic, monitory or panegyric; the style might be more or less el-
evated. The exercise was never purely academic, however, for the 
homilist was always aware of the real needs of a real community of 
believers. The great preachers of the 4th and 5th centuries cast a long 
shadow and, by the 6th century, few homilists could imagine measur-
ing up to their predecessors. The Council in Trullo (691–692)7 encour-
aged bishops to imitate or even to borrow from the writings of the 
Fathers, and anthologies of patristic homilies for the liturgical year 
were circulating by the 9th century.8 Eff ectively, particular patristic 
homilies became traditional components of the liturgical offi  ces for 

(5)  This paper will use the terms “exegesis” and “interpretation” more 
or less interchangeably. The Byzantine authors and homilists under consid-
eration would not have seen the point of the modern tendency to distinguish 
exegesis (what the text meant to its original author and audience) from inter-
pretation (one of a number of things the text might mean to any other particu-
lar audience). 

(6)  F. M. Young, Biblical Exegesis and the Formation of Christian Culture 
(Peabody MA, 2002).

(7)  Canon 19; J. D. Mansi, Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio 
(Paris, 1901–1927) Vol. 11, 952D.

(8)  R. F. Taft, Sermon, in: A. Kazhdan et al. (eds.), The Oxford Dictionary of 
Byzantium (New York—Oxford, 1991) Vol. 3, 1880.
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various feasts.9 These familiar homilies, in turn, provided inspiration 
for the newest genre of liturgical poem, the canon, which fl ourished 
particularly in the 8th and 9th centuries and remains a major compo-
nent in the offi  ce of Matins. 

The dependence of canons on homilies is most obvious in the of-
fi ces of Christmas, Pascha and Pentecost. It was noted with mock apol-
ogy in the 18th century by St Nicodemus of the Holy Mountain, who 
argued that those who need bread go to the baker and that those who 
needed festive words should go to the “panegyrist and encomiast, 
Gregory who is great in theology.”10 In fact, the exordium of Gregory 
the Theologian’s Theophany homily (Oration 38): 

Χριστὸς γεννᾶται, δοξάσατε· χριστὸς ἐξ οὐρανῶν, ἀπαντήσατε· 
χριστὸς ἐπὶ γῆς, ὑψώθητε. Ἄισατε τῷ κυρίῳ πᾶσα ἡ γῆ· καὶ ἵν’ 
ἀμφóτερα συνελὼν εἴπω, εὔφραινέσθωσαν οἳ οὔρανοὶ, καὶ 
ἀγαλλιάσθω ἡ γῆ, διὰ τὸν ἐπουράνιον, εἶτα ἐπίγειον... 11

is reprised almost verbatim as the eirmos of the fi rst ode of Cosmas of 
Maiouma’s Canon for the Nativity:

Χριστὸς γεννᾶται, δοξάσατε· χριστὸς ἐξ οὐρανῶν, ἀπαντήσατε· 
χριστὸς ἐπὶ γῆς, ὑψώθητε. Ἄισατε τῷ κυρίῳ πᾶσα ἡ γῆ· καὶ ἐν 
ἐυφροςύνῃ ἀνθμνήσατε λαοί, ὃτι δεδóξασται.

The next seven odes of the canon do not show obvious dependence 
on Gregory’s sermon. The ninth and fi nal ode, however, draws on an-
other patristic homily, traditionally (and spuriously) credited to John 
Chrysostom: Μυστήριον ξένον καὶ παράδοξον βλέπω (“I contem-
plate a strange and marvelous  mystery”).12

A similar borrowing, again from Gregory the Theologian (Oration 
1), is evident in the eirmos of the fi rst ode of John Damascene’s well-

(9)  This practice survives in the traditional reading of (Ps) John Chrysos-
tom, Sermo catecheticum in pascha, PG 59, 721–724 at the Liturgy of Pascha. All 
non-liturgical texts are cited from Thesaurus Linguae Gracae unless other-
wise indicated.

(10)  Νικοδήμου τoῦ Ἁγιορείτου, Ἐορτοδρόμιον, τ. A’ (Θεσσαλονίκη, 
1987) 149–150.

(11)  Gregory the Theologian, In Theophania, PG 36, 312.
(12)  (Ps) John Chrysostom, In natalem Christi diem, PG 56, 385. Very simi-

lar incipits occur in (Ps)ATHANASIUS, Sermo in nativitatem Christi, PG 28, 960 
and (Ps) Epiphanius, Homilia in laudes Mariae deiparae, PG 43, 501.
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known Paschal Canon.13 This time, however, there are also several bor-
rowings from another of the Theologian’s paschal orations (Oration 45) 
πάσχα κυρίου πάσχα (“Pascha, the Lord’s Pascha,” ode 1 eirmos);14 
συνεγείρεσθε (“raised with [viz. Christ],” ode 3, tropar 2);15 σήμερον 
σωτηρία τῷ κóσμῳ (“Today salvation for the world,” ode 4 eirmos);16 
ἀρρεν17 and ἄμωμον (“male” and “spotless,” ode 4, troparion 1); 
σκίων (“shadows,”ode 4, troparion 3);18 δικαιοσύνης ἥλιον (“Sun of 
Righteousness,” ode 5, eirmos)19 and Αὕτη ἑορτῶν ἡμῖν ἑoρτὴ, καὶ 
πανήγυρις πανηγύρεων (“This is for us the feast of feasts and fes-
tival of festivals,” ode 8, eirmos).20 The opening motif of the 9th ode 
eirmos, φωτίζου φωτίζου (“Shine, shine”) derives from Isaiah 60,1 
and also appears in paschal contexts in the works of Cyril of Alexan-
dria although never with reference to the Virgin and never with the 
Damascene’s distinctive “new Jerusalem.”21 The Christological titles, 
“Wisdom, Power, and Word of God” (ode 9, troparion 2; cf. 1 Corinthi-
ans 1,24) draw again from Gregory’s Oration 45.22 

In all these examples, it might be objected that the hymnographer 
has simply liĞ ed sonorous phrases from well-known sermons. In the 
case of Cosmas of Maiouma’s Canon for Pentecost, however, the bor-
rowings are more substantial and refl ect real exegetical engagement 
with the details of Acts 2.23 In the second troparion of the fourth ode, 
Cosmas quotes, not from Gregory’s Pentecost homily, but rather from 
his 3rd dogmatic poem on the Holy Spirit, naming the tongues of fi re 
that fell on disciples a “sign of divinity:” οἵς ρᾱ καὶ ἐν γλώσσησι 

(13)  Gregory the Theologian, In sanctum Pascha et in tarditatem, PG 35, 
396–401.

(14)  Gregory the Theologian, In sanctum Pascha, PG 36, 624.
(15)  Ibid.
(16)  Ibid. Gregory’s homily begins by evoking Habakkuk’s watch.
(17)  Ibid., 640–641, with reference to the liturgical laws regarding the 

Passover lamb, Exodus 12,5.
(18)  Gregory the Theologian, In sanctum Pascha, PG 36, 637, with reference 

to the typological quality of the Old Testament Passover sacrifi ce.
(19)  Gregory the Theologian, In sanctum Pascha, PG 36, 645.
(20)  Ibid., 624.
(21)  Cyril of Alexandria, liĴ erae paschales seu homiliae, PG 77, 405 and 476.
(22)  Gregory the Theologian, In sanctum Pascha, PG 36, 664.
(23)  Cosmas signals his dependence on Gregory from the outset. The 

acrostic upon which the whole piece is built is Πεντηκοστὴν ἑορτάζομεν, 
taken verbatim from Gregory the Theologian, In Pentecosten, PG 36, 436. 
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πυρὸς μετέπειτ’ ἐμερίσθη, σῆμα φέρον θεóτητος.24 The point made 
by Gregory and reaffi  rmed by Cosmas is, of course, the personal di-
vinity of the Holy Spirit, the symbolic equation of God with fi re being 
presumed on the basis of such texts as Deuteronomy 4,24 (quoted by 
Hebrews 12,29): “The Lord your God is a consuming fi re.” The same 
troparion borrows from Gregory’s hymn a second time, again assert-
ing the personal divinity of the Spirit, who “comes from the Father, re-
maining God, self-commanding” (πατρóθεν ἐρχóμενον, θεῖον μένος 
αὐτοκέλευστον). 25

Cosmas has recourse to Gregory’s Pentecost homily twice in the 
ninth ode. In the fi rst troparion, he repeats Gregory’s claim that the 
same Spirit who descended upon the disciples in the form of fi re was 
the force behind Elĳ ah’s ascent in a fi ery chariot.26 The common de-
nominator of fi re is obvious and the antithesis of ascent and descent 
invites further contemplation. The pairing of Elĳ ah and Pentecost res-
onates with the article of the Nicene Creed that names the Holy Spirit 
as the divine person who “spoke through the prophets.” The transport 
of Elĳ ah likewise reminds us that the Spirit’s mission is not limited to 
empowering charisms on earth but is fully realized only when human-
ity is created anew (Ezekiel 36,26; 37,14; 2 Corinthians 5,17; Galatians 
6,15), adopted into the divine family (Romans 8,23; Galatians 4,5), 
made citizens of the heavenly Jerusalem (Galatians 4,26; Ephesians 
2,19) and divinized (Hebrews 6,4; 2 Peter 1,4). The descent of the Spirit 
to earth enables the ascent of humanity to heaven.

In the next troparion, the hymnographer demonstrates his aware-
ness of the Theologian’s meticulous reading of Acts 2,6:27 

γενομένης δὲ τῆς φωνῆς ταύτης συνῆλθεν τὸ πλῆθος καὶ 
συνεχύθη ὃτι ἤκουον εἶς ἕκαστος τῇ ἰδίᾳ διαλέκτῳ λαλούντων 
αὐτῶν.

And at this sound the multitude came together, and they were 
bewildered, because each one heard them speaking in his own lan-
guage. (RSV)

Gregory claims that the sense of the text depends upon the punc-
tuation. If the pause is placed aĞ er ἤκουον the miracle consists in the 

(24)  Gregory the Theologian, Carmina Dogmatica 3, PG 37, 410.
(25)  Ibid., 408.
(26)  Gregory the Theologian, In Pentecosten, PG 36, 445.
(27)  Ibid., 449.
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Apostles speaking together in a single language but being heard by 
the audience in a variety of tongues. Gregory himself insists that this is 
not the case and argues that the pause belongs aĞ er the phrase ἤκουον 
εἶς ἕκαστος so that τῇ ἰδίᾳ διαλέκτῳ λαλούντων αὐτῶν becomes a 
discrete phrase describing the apostles speaking diff erent languages. 
Gregory’s exegesis is certainly refl ected in Cosmas’ description of the 
event: 

Νóμου τῶν φύσεων δίχα ξένον ἠκούετο, τῶν μαθητῶν τῆς 
μιᾶς γὰρ φωνῆς ἀπηχουoμένης, πνεύματος χάριτι, ποικίλως 
ἐνηχοῦντο, λαοί, φυλαὶ καὶ γλῶσσαι28 τὰ μεγαλεῖα29 τῆς τριάδος 
γνῶσιν μυούμενοι. (Canon of Pentecost, ode 9, troparion 2)

A strange thing is heard, contrary to laws of nature; for the 
disciples sounding with a single voice, resounded with the mighty 
deeds of God in a variety (of tongues) by the grace of the Spirit; 
peoples, tribes and tongues are initiated into the knowledge of 
the Trinity. 

The poet’s syntax is unusual, deriving probably from his desire 
to play contrasting compound forms of ἐχέω (to make a sound) — 
ἐνηχέω (to resound) and the rare ἀπηχέω (here perhaps ‘to sound 
from’ or ‘to sound out’) — against η̉κούετο (from ἀκούω, to hear). 
In the process, however, Cosmas revives the alternative reading that 
Gregory had raised only to reject: the marvel lies not in the disci-
ples’ speaking but in the crowd’s hearing. It is noteworthy that this 
is clearly a minority opinion. Most interpreters, guided by Acts 2,11, 
understand that the apostles actually spoke in diff erent languages.30 
The phrase “people, tribes and tongues,” which reproduces a phrase 
found four times in Theodotion’s version of Daniel (3,4.7; 5,19; 7,14), 
subtly suggests a reversal of the exile dramatized in that book and 
still a reality for the polyglot Jews who made Israel a place of Pente-
cost pilgrimage but not of permanent residence. The gathering of the 
scaĴ ered people is cited elsewhere in the liturgy of Pentecost but in 

(28)  The triple evocation of the nations is found verbatim in Daniel (Theo-
dotion) 3,4.7; 5,19; 7,14 

(29)  Acts 2,11: τὰ μεγαλεῖα τοῦ Θεοῦ. 
(30)  Thus, for example, Chrysostom, In Acta apostolorum 4, PG 60, 45; Cyr-

il of Jerusalem, Catecheses ad illuminandos 17,16; Didymus the Blind, Fragmenta 
in Psalmos, 883; Basil of Seleucia, Homilia in pentecosten, 100; Cyril of Alexan-
dria, Commentarius in xii prophetas minores, 228; Severian of Gabala in Catena in 
Acta, 27; Severus of Antioch, Ibid., 30. 
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terms of reversing the dispersion of the nations at the tower of Babel 
(Genesis 11).31

Intertextual Dynamics in the Canon

As a literary form, the canon always stands in a rather complex 
relationship to Scripture. Each of the nine odes of a canon corresponds 
to one of nine biblical odes originally sung in the morning offi  ce. Thus 
each ode of the canon must make some allusion to its biblical ante-
cedent while also expounding the particular theme of the day in lan-
guage that is likewise scriptural. It is not diffi  cult to sound the appro-
priate Marian theme in the 9th ode (corresponding to the Magnifi cat; 
Luke 1,46–55) but it can be challenging to link Christian feasts and 
themes with the Odes of Moses (Exodus 15; Deuteronomy 32), Han-
nah (1 Kingdoms=1 Samuel 2), Habakkuk (chapter 3), Isaiah (chap-
ter 26), Jonah (chapter 2), and the three youths (Daniel 3). OĞ en the 
relationship is superfi cially verbal, such as a mechanical insertion of 
γὰρ δεδóξασται (“for he has been glorifi ed;” Exodus 15,1) in troparia 
of a canon’s fi rst ode. The three youths in the furnace (Daniel 3; Odes 7 
and 8), on the other hand, lend themselves to various typological and 
allegorical treatments. 

In the best of cases, the canon eff ects an impressive interplay of 
static ode text and changeable liturgical context. Several examples on 
a single theme can be found in Cosmas of Maiouma’s canon for Holy 
Thursday. In all cases, Cosmas identifi es Christ with the female per-
sonifi cation of Wisdom (Proverbs 9), who has built a house, prepared 
a banquet, and her invited guests to eat and drink.32 The connection 
with the institution of the Eucharist, a major theme of the Holy Thurs-
day liturgy, is immediately apparent. The wisdom banquet theme 
is all the more appropriate to the Johannine account of Last Supper, 
where there is only the barest hint of actual food (John 13,26–30) and 
no institution of the Eucharist, but instead a symposium-like exchange 

(31)  Thus, for example, the Pentecost kontakion of Romanus the Melo-
dist: J. Grosdidier de Matons, Romanos le Mélode. Hymnes, vols. 1–5 (SC, 99, 
110, 114, 128, 283) (Paris, 1964–1981) # 49; or P. Maas, C. A. Trypanis (eds.), 
Sancti Romani Melodi Cantica Genuina (Oxford, 1963) # 33.

(32)  The grammatical gender of the Greek Sofi a (Wisdom) requires femi-
nine pronouns whose antecedent is ultimately Christ. In English, gender is 
natural, not grammatical, and the precedent of ecclesiastically received trans-
lations has guided our decision to translate such pronouns as masculine in 
italics. 
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with the disciples followed by a series of discourses by Jesus (John 
13,31–16,33). 

 The limitless (ἄπειρος)33 wisdom of God, the origin of all (πανται-
τία)34 and the producer of life (παρεκτικὴ ζωῆς),35 has built his house 
in the holy Mother who knew not man (ἀπειράνδρου), having been 
clothed in the temple of our fl esh. Christ our God is gloriously glori-
fi ed. (Ode 1, troparion 2)

The poet’s debt to the biblical ode is satisfi ed by the fi nal words, 
ἐνδόξως δεδόξασται, which reprise Exodus 15,1. The Christologi-
cal temple image pairs with the identifi cation of Mary as the “house” 
that Wisdom (Christ) has built (Proverbs 9,1–5).36 The paronomasia in 
the Christological and Marian aĴ ributes ἄπειρος and ἀπειράνδρου 
is audible, but we might miss two more subtle references to Christ’s 
passion. Περιθέμενος (clothed) refl ects περιτιθέασιν, the verb used 
to report how Jesus was clothed in mock royal purple by his captors 
(Mark 15,17). The “temple of our fl esh” meanwhile recalls both the 
identifi cation of incarnation and sacrifi ce in the Epistle to the Hebrews 
(especially 10,5 and 10,20) and Jesus’ fi rst passion prediction about the 
“temple of his body” (John 2,21). It is on the Cross that the Wisdom of 
God is most clearly revealed (1 Corinthians 1,18–25).

The most striking feature of this next stanza is the complex use of 
quotation: 

Let us the faithful all listen the voice of the uncreated and wisdom 
inviting us with an exalted announcement. For he cries out: Taste 
and seeing how good (χρηστὸς) I am, cry out Christ (Χριστὸς) our 
God is gloriously glorifi ed. (Ode 1, doxastichon)

The hymn makes Christ/Wisdom the speaker of LXX Psalm 33,9; 
then subtly turns the biblical citation into Christ’s proposal of how 

(33)  In the patristic period the expression is unique to John Chrysostom, 
In genesim homiliae, PG 53,35; in MaĴ haeum, PG 57, 364; in epistulam ad Romanos, 
PG 60, 557.

(34)  Applied to Wisdom by Procopius of Gaza, Fragmentum in Canticum, 
PG 87,1756; (Ps) Procopius of Gaza, Commentarii in Proverbia, PG 87, 1528.

(35)  Irenaeus, Adversus haereses 5.3.3.
(36)  The identifi cation of Mary as Wisdom’s house goes back at least as 

far as the 3rd century: Hippolytus, Fragmenta in Proverbia (e Pseudo-Anastasio 
Sinaïta), fragment 37. See also Gregory of Nyssa, De tridui inter mortem et resur-
rectionem domini nostri Jesu Christi spatio, in E. Gebhardt, Gregorii Nysseni opera, 
9,1 (Leiden, 1967) 291 (= In Christi resurrectionem oratio i, PG 46, 616). 
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the believer should respond. The eff ect is to suggest that participants 
in Christ’s banquet are so perfectly united with Him that their words 
coalesce with His. The play on the homonyms χρηστὸς and Χριστὸς 
uses paronomasia to reveal the presence of Christ in the psalm while 
ἀκουτισῶμεν37 reinforces ἀκτίστου (uncreated), a corrective against 
the Arian misreading of Proverbs 9 which reduced the Son of God to 
creaturely status. There is an undeniably erotic dimension to the evo-
cations of the personifi ed female Wisdom in Proverbs and the hym-
nographer seems to intend something similar in this stanza. Where 
Psalm 33,9 has “taste and see” (ἴδετε), the hymn links ‘tasting’ with 
‘knowing’ (γνώντες), appropriate enough in the Wisdom context but 
also bearing a sexual connotation in Genesis 4,1 and frequently there-
aĞ er. It was, moreover, aĞ er tasting the forbidden fruit, that Adam and 
Eve fi rst ‘knew’ good and evil (Genesis 3,5.7.22). The Wisdom banquet 
is thus subtly assumed into the broader typological antithesis between 
the Tree of Eden and the Tree of the Cross.

The Father begot (γεννᾷ) me, the Creator (δημιουργὸν), the be-
ginning of his ways (ἀρχὴν ὁδῶν), the Wisdom before the ages 
who created (ἔκτισε) the works now mystically completed (ἔργα 
τελούμενα). For being (ὦν) the Word, uncreated (ἄκτιστος) by 
nature, I take to myself the voices (φωνὰς) of what I have now as-
sumed. (Ode 9, troparion 2)

The troparion follows Proverbs 8,22–23 closely: κύριος ἐκτισέν με 
ἀρχὴν ὁδῶν αὐτοῦ εἰς ἔργα αὐτοῦ˙ πρὸ αἰῶνος ἐθεμελίωσέν με ἐν 
ἀρχῇ /| and picks up the important verb γεννᾷ με from Proverbs 8,25. 
While never applied to Wisdom in the Old Testament, δημιουργὸς 
is a divine title in Hebrews 11,10. It would also be possible to hear a 
divine title (LXX Exodus 3,14) in the participle ὦν. The poet intention-
ally departs from the syntax of Proverbs with regard to the problem-
atic verb ἔκτισε. It is no longer the Lord who “created” wisdom, but 
rather “begot” wisdom so that wisdom might “create” everything else. 
Any potential Arian misinterpretation of ἔκτισε is further opposed by 
the aĴ ribution of ἄκτιστος (“uncreated”) to Wisdom. The equation of 
Wisdom and Word refl ects St John’s description of the creation of all 
things though the Logos in the beginning (John 1,1–3). The vague ex-
pression ἔργα τελουμενα is likewise Johannine (John 4,34; 17,4; 19,30) 

(37)  It is perhaps not coincidental that two of this verb’s relatively rare 
biblical occurrences are Song of Songs 2,14 and 8,13.
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and here refers to the rebirth of human nature through water and the 
Holy Spirit (John 1,11–12; 3,1–8).

In his canon for Midpentecost, Andrew of Crete chooses to refl ect 
the Ode of Moses by alluding, not to the crossing of the Red Sea, but 
rather to the fi rst of the ten plagues that turned the Nile into blood 
(Exodus 7,17–21). 

You exhibited a wonder, making water pass over38 into wine, O Mas-
ter, who in Egypt had turned the rivers into blood; and by raising 
the dead you perfected this second sign. Glory to your ineff able will, 
O Savior, glory to your condescension, through which you have made 
us new. (Ode 1, troparion 2)

On the literal level, the transformation of water is what the Exodus 
plague shares with the sign at Cana. The visual similarity of blood and 
wine and their common metaphorical identifi cation reinforce this un-
expected pairing of biblical events as does the fact that blood and wa-
ter fl owed from the crucifi ed body of Christ (John 19,34). In Cosmas’ 
hymn “condescension” clearly refers to incarnation for the express 
purpose of the Passion (Philippians 2,5–8).

The connection between the plague of the waters and the resurrec-
tion of the dead, however, is leĞ  tantalizingly unexplained. The dead-
ly blood of the fi rst plague may suggest its opposite, the life-saving 
blood of the paschal lamb, which marked the houses of the Israelites 
against the angel of death at the tenth plague (Exodus 12,12–13). This 
identifi cation, in a hymn addressed to Christ, naturally points forward 
to the life-giving atonement for sin eff ected by His blood sacrifi ce on 
the Cross (1 Corinthians 5,7; Hebrews 9–10). A paschal theme unites 
all these elements: Christ suff ered the Passion at the third Passover of 
his public ministry; His fi rst sign at Cana occurred near the fi rst Pass-
over (John 2,13).39 

The whole Exodus event was broadly read as a type of the Passion 
and Resurrection of Christ as early as the 2nd century paschal hom-
ily of Melito of Sardis and the Christian Pascha became the preferred 

(38)  The translation aĴ empts to capture something of the odd transitive 
use of μετέρχομαι whose meaning ranges from go over, pursue, undergo, 
go through, to discuss; see G. W. H. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford, 
1961) 864.

(39)  The Byzantine lectionary clearly hears a paschal theme in the Cana 
pericope; it is appointed (out of sequence) for the second Monday aĞ er 
Pascha.
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time for the baptism of catechumens. The hymn’s water imagery sug-
gests baptism, which is sacramentally identifi ed with Christ’s death 
(Romans 6,3) and described as “rebirth” (John 3,4; 1 Peter 1,23). The 
waters turned to blood brought death but the resurrection of the dead 
to life is made possible by baptism. 

 One or more of these typologies must be what Cosmas had in 
mind. The beauty of the hymn lies both in the variety of interpreta-
tions possible and in the fact that the worshipper is challenged to actu-
ally make the connections which the hymnographer merely implies. 
By juxtaposing two biblical events, the hymn invites its performers 
and hearers to engage in biblical interpretation.

Exegetical Strategies in Liturgical Hymns

Thusfar we have seen how Byzantine hymnographers repackaged 
exegetical insights from patristic homilies in a new poetic form. We 
have also shown how the interweaving of various strands of biblical 
revelation around new Christian themes amounts to an exegetical ap-
proach broadly comparable to midrash.40 The hymnographers also 
regularly employed the standard exegetical tools of their day includ-
ing etymology, allegory, typology and the juxtaposition of texts based 
on verbal or formal similarities. Whether original to the hymns or de-
rived from patristic sources, the use of such tools constitutes in every 
case an act of biblical interpretation. For convenience, we can organize 
the most common examples under three headings: verbal devices, vi-
sual devices, and dramatic devices.

Verbal Devices

To the contemporary American ear, wordplay sounds dry and 
forced, barely tolerable as humor and surely incapable of any high-

(40)  There is liĴ le consensus among contemporary scholars not only about 
Christian appropriation of midrash but also about the formal characteristics 
of the genre in Judaism. There is, however, no denying its fundamentally in-
tertextual nature and the element of creativity in bringing together the most 
disparate texts. See, for example, Jacob Neusner, What is Midrash? (Philadel-
phia, 1987) xi, who distinguishes prophetic styles, systematic paraphrase and 
“the parable, inclusive of allegorizing tendencies” but also summarizes the 
process broadly as the search for “deeper meanings” (2). Similarly broad is 
the defi nition of F. Kermode, The Genesis of Secrecy (Cambridge MA, 1979) xi: 
“narrative interpretation of a narrative, a way of fi nding in the existing narra-
tive the potential of more narrative.”
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er purpose. In contrast, etymological play on names was esteemed 
as a token of real wit in Semitic and Hellenic cultures.41 In liturgical 
hymns, etymology oĞ en amounts to no more than a trite repetition 
of a single conceit based on a saint’s name (e.g., Anna and “grace” 
from the Hebrew; George and “farmer” from the Greek). Occasion-
ally, however, the appeal to etymology provides real and surprising 
theological insights.

Inspired by Justin, Eusebius, Athanasius, Gregory of Nyssa, and 
John Chrysostom42, the offi  ce for the Ascension repeatedly presents 
the dialogue of LXX Psalm 23,7–10 as the words of the angels as they 
witness Christ ascending in glory into heaven. We will explore this 
exegetical strategy, called prosopopoeia, below. For the moment our 
aĴ ention must be directed to the second apostichon at Vespers for the 
Ascension. Following the usual fi rst question, “who is this?” the hym-
nographer reproduces the psalmist’s response rather closely: “He is 
the mighty conqueror; he is the mighty one in baĴ le; he is indeed the 
King of Glory.” Another question follows, “and why are his garments 
crimson?” to which the response is “because he comes from Bosor, 
which is the fl esh.” This second round of questioning comes from Isa-
iah 63,1–6 and resembles the rabbinic strategy called gezerah shavah, 
the bringing together of two texts which share a common verbal ele-
ment, in this case, “who is this?” Origen was the fi rst to unite these two 
texts in the context of the Ascension although Cyril of Alexandria’s 
Ascension homily is probably the more immediate inspiration for this 
hymn.43 The striking fi delity of the hymn to its biblical sources is clear-
ly evident: 

(41)  See, for example, Aristotle, Rhetoric 2, 23,29; and Quintilian Institutio 
Oratoriae 5,30–31. Etymology is clearly at work in the exegesis of Genesis 14 
in Hebrews 7,1–2.

(42)  Justin, Apologia 51,7; and Dialogus cum Tryphone, 36,4; Eusebius, Dem-
onstratio evangelica 6.2.6 and 7.1.13; Gregory of Nyssa, in ascensionem Christi, 
in E. Gebhardt (ed.), Gregorii Nysseni opera, vol. 9.1 (Leiden, 1967) 326; John 
Chrysostom, De sancta pentecoste, PG 50, 460.

(43)  Origen, Commentarius in Ioannem,6,56; Origen, Commentarius in Mat-
thaeum 16,19; Cyril of Alexandria (= Ps. Athanasius), Oratio in ascensionem Do-
mini, in C. Datema, Une homélie inédite sur l’ascension, Byzantion 44 (1974) 
136.
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Biblical Sources            Apostichon for the Ascension

LXX Psalm 23:7–10 ἄρατε πύλας 
οἱ ἄρχοντες ὑμών καὶ ἐπάρθητε 
πύλαι αἰώνιοι καὶ εἰσελεύσεται 
ὁ βασιλεὺς τῆς δόξης τίς ἐστιν 
ὁ βασιλεὺς τῆς δόξης κύριος 
κραταιὸς καὶ δυνατός, κύριος 
δυνατός ἐν πολέμῳ ... κύριος 
τῶν δυνάμεων αὐτός ἐστιν ὁ 
βασιλεὺς τῆς δόξης

̉Αναλαμβανομένου σου Χριστέ 
ε̉κ τοῦ ὄρους τῶν ̉Ελαιῶν, αἱ 
δυνάμεις ὁρῶσαι, ἑτέρα τῇ ἑτέρᾳ 
ε̉βóων˙ τίς ἐστιν οὗτος; καὶ 
φησι πρὸς αυ̉τάς˙ οὗτος ἐστιν 
ὁ κραταιὸς καὶ δυνάστης οὗτος 
ἐστιν ὁ δυνατός ἐν πολέμῳ, 
οὗτος ἐστιν α̉ληθῶς ὁ βασιλεὺς 
τῆς δόξης. ...

Isaiah 63:1–3 τίς οὕτος ὁ παρα-
γινόμενος ἐξ Ἐδωμ ἐρύ θη μα 
ἱματίων ἐκ Βοσορ οὔτως ὡραῖος 
ἐν στολῇ βίᾳ μετὰ ἰσχύος εγὼ 
διαλέγομαι δικαιοσύνην καὶ 
κρίσιν σωτηρίου διὰ τί σου ἐρυ-
θρὰ τὰ ἱμάτια καὶ τὰ ἐνδύματά 
σου ὡς ἀπὸ πατητοῦ ληνοῦ

... καὶ ἵνα τί αυ̉τοῦ ἐρυθρὰ τὰ 
ἱμάτια; ̉Εκ Βοσορ ἤκει ὃπερ ἐστί 
τῆς σαρκóς . Αὐτὸς δὲ ὡς Θεóς, ἐν 
δεξιᾷ καθίσας τῆς μεγαλωσύνης, 
α̉πέστειλας ἡμῖν τὸ Πνεύμα τὸ 
ἅγιον, ἵνα ὁδηγήσῃ, καὶ σώσῃ 
τὰς ψυχὰς ἡμων.

Less immediately apparent is the etymology that fuels the hymn’s 
exegesis. The Hebrew “Bozrah” was transliterated by the LXX as “Bo-
sor,” the virtual homonym of basar, the Hebrew for “fl esh;” and so, 
the place name comes to foretell the incarnation of Christ as early as 
Eusebius.44 Cyril of Alexandria45 may have suspected this interpreta-
tion as artifi cial but it responds to a fundamental patristic principle 
upon which so much typological and allegorical exegesis is based: 
if Scripture takes the trouble to specify details, these details must be 
meaningful. Here, the etymology actually leads to more substantial 
considerations. 

(44)  Eusebius, Commentarii in Isaiam 2,7, in: J. Ziegler, Eusebius Wer-
ke, Band 9: Der Jesajakommentar (Berlin, 1975) (Die griechischen christlichen 
SchriĞ steller). Likewise Didymus the Blind, Commentarii in Zacchariam 1, 24 
and Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses ad illuminandos 13,27; Procopius of Gaza, 
Commentarii in Isaiam, PG 87, 2669; Theodoret, Commentaria in Isaiam 19, and 
Theodoret, Explanatio in Canticum canticorum, PG 81, 117.

(45)  In his correspondence with John of Antioch, Acta conciliorum oecu-
menicorum 1,1,4, page 46, Cyril off ers συνοχὴ and θλίψις as complimentary 
alternatives to interpreting Bosor as “fl esh.” Still, Cyril repeats the traditional 
etymology on a number of occasions, including Commentarius in Isaiam prophe-
tam, PG 70, 744.
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 Structurally, Isaiah 63, LXX Psalm 23 and the Ascension narrative 
(Luke 24,50–53; Acts 1,6–11) share signifi cant details. In all three cases 
a hero returns victorious from baĴ le, in two cases still bearing gory 
evidence of the fi ght (Isaiah 63; Luke 24,39), and in two cases specifi -
cally entering into his kingdom (Psalm 23,9; Luke 24,51; Acts 1,11). 
Interpreting angels appear in the account in Acts (1,10–11) and can be 
inferred even from a rather literal reading of the psalm. “Powers” (LXX 
Psalm 23,10; κύριος τῶν δυνάμεων) is an angelic title (Romans 8,38; 
cf. Mark 13,25) and ἄρχοντες (LXX Psalm 23,9) approximates ἄρχαι, 
another Pauline term for angels (Romans 8,38; Ephesians 3,10; 6,12; 
Colossians 1,16; 2,15).46 The hymnographer simply ascribes to these 
angels the words of Isaiah along with those of the psalmist. Mean-
while, even if the association of Bosor with fl esh is a stretch, Edom 
actually does derive from a word meaning “red” and, in traditional 
Christian etymology, is identifi ed with Adam (the Hebrew conso-
nants are identical).47 Two further details should be noticed. First, the 
poet’s addition of the word α̉ληθῶς is the exegetical lynchpin of the 
whole hymn. Already in the Fourth Gospel, forms of “truth” or “true” 
regularly accompany the claim that something foreshadowed in the 
Old Testament fi nds its fi nal and fullest meaning in Jesus Christ.48 
Secondly, the hymnographer’s description of Jesus’ arrival in heaven 
(ε̉ν δεξιᾷ καθίσας τῆς μεγαλωσύνης) paraphrases Jesus’ own rev-
elation before the Sanhedrin as the heavenly Son of Man (MaĴ hew 
26,64 Mark 14,22; Luke 22,69; itself a confl ation of Daniel 7,13 and 
LXX Psalm 109,1). This bold claim to divine authority is what sends 
Jesus to the Cross according to the Synoptic Gospels. Thus, this brief 
stanza masterfully balances the divinity and humanity of the ascend-

(46)  The identifi cation of LXX Psalm 23 with the angels in the context of 
the Ascension was fi rst made by Justin, Dialogus cum Tryphone, 36,4. 

(47)  Eusebius, Commentarius in Isaiam 2,7 and Generalis elementaria intro-
ductio (= Eclogae propheticae), T. Gaisford, Eusebii Pamphili episcopi Caesariensis 
eclogae propheticae (Oxford, 1842) 233, interprets Edom as γηινὸς (earthly) re-
taining both the notion of red clay and the etymology of “Adam” from He-
brew adamah (earth) implied by Genesis 2,7. The etymology recurs, inter alios, 
in Theodoret, Commentaria in Isaiam 19 who, in Explanatio in Canticum canti-
corum, PG 81,53, also knows the common Jewish identifi cation of Edom with 
Rome.

(48)  More than 50 times in John; most strikingly, for example in John 
6,14.32.55.
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ing Christ, recalls the Passion that precedes His exaltation and makes 
it the climax toward which the triumphs of the Old Testament point.

Paronomasia is the classical name for what contemporary English 
dismisses as a pun. It is freer than etymology, not limited to latent 
lexical meanings and not dependent upon a second language. Defi ned 
as the juxtaposition of similar-sounding words with diff erent mean-
ings,49 its eff ect is much the same as etymological play. 

The Lenten Triodion contains a number of hymns that allegorize 
the parable of the Good Samaritan (Luke 10,30–37) in terms of Adam’s 
fall (or subsequent human fallenness) and Christ’s intervention. 

Beset by spiritual thieves (λῃσταῖς λογισμοῖς) Adam was robbed 
of his mind (ε̉κλάπη τὸν νοῦν), wounded in spirit (τραυματισθεὶς 
τὴν ψυχήν) and lay stripped of help (γυμνὸς α̉ντιλήψεως). The 
priest from before the Law did not help him, nor did the Levite from 
aĞ er the Law notice him, but rather you, O God, who come not from 
Samaria but from Mary (ου̉κ ε̉κ Σαμαρείας α̉λλ’ ε̉κ τῆς Μαρίας) 
the Theotokos. O Lord, glory to you. (Second apostichon, Vespers, 
Fourth Sunday of Lent) 

 There are several exegetical subtleties here. The fi ne distinction 
between the priest and the Levite refl ects the fact that, while Levites 
were clearly instituted aĞ er Sinai, the OT knows at least one priest be-
fore the law — Melchizedek (Genesis 14). The actual wordplay — ου̉κ 
ε̉κ Σαμαρείας α̉λλ’ ε̉κ τῆς Μαρίας — is crucial in that it provides the 
only text-based connection between the anonymous Samaritan and Je-
sus. The fact that the name of the Mother of God lies ‘hidden’ in the 
evangelical detail that the good neighbor came from Samaria in a sense 
authorizes the rest of the allegory. Whether or not the hymnographer 
intended it, his wordplay also refutes the hostile crowd’s aĴ empt to 
insult Jesus by calling him a Samaritan (John 8,48).

Rabbinic exegesis delights in gematria, the discovery of correspon-
dences between words based on their numerical value.50 There is only 
the occasional hint of such techniques in the NT and patristic litera-
ture;51 I know of none in Byzantine hymnography. Where the biblical 

(49)  The anonymous Rhetorica ad Herennium, 4,29–32.
(50)  In both Hebrew and Greek the leĴ ers of the alphabet also stand for 

numbers.
(51)  Few doubt that the specifi cation of 153 fi sh in John 21,11 refl ects ge-

matria but there is liĴ le agreement on how to interpret the number, unlike 
the a broad consensus that the 666 of Revelation 13,18 represents the value of 
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text chooses to note specifi c numbers, however, patristic exegetes are 
prone to draw allegorical correspondences and in this they are fol-
lowed by the hymnographers. The three youths in the fi ery furnace 
(Daniel 3), who appear in the 7th and 8th odes of Matins, are frequently 
seen to stand for the Trinity. Beyond satisfying the formal constraints 
of the canon genre (especially in the doxastichon, which follows a 
Trinitarian doxology), this allegory plays into a variety of symbolic 
evocations of divinity and Trinity as fi re and light in the Bible and in 
classic patristic texts.52 

The number four also lends itself to allegory in a hymn for Ves-
pers on the evening of the First Sunday of the Great Fast. Nothing in 
2 Kings 2 suggests that the fi ery chariot that carried Elĳ ah off  had four 
wheels; that inference may refl ect the infl uence of a particular reading 
of the four living creatures and the wheels of Ezekiel’s chariot visions 
(Ezekiel 1 and 10). Only once this exegetical step is recognized can we 
make sense out of the exhortation to “make the four cardinal virtues a 
chariot of fi re for ourselves like Elias the Tishbite.”53 This interpretation 
also provides a particularly striking example of inculturated exegesis. 
The only biblical mention of the four cardinal virtues is Wisdom 8,7 
but these qualities would have been fundamental to any native Greek 
understanding of virtue. Hence, via a number-based correspondence 
with Ezekiel, the Byzantine hymnographer discovers them in Elĳ ah 
and proposes them for the faithful. 

Visual Devices

The narrowly philological, historical or dogmatic focus of so many 
students of religious literature has oĞ en prevented them from seeing 
the full range of expression at work in the Scriptures and in the Fa-
thers. In its esteem for the literal, such a reading oĞ en misses the lit-
erary, specifi cally those interpretive strategies that exploit the visual 

“Nero Caesar” in Hebrew leĴ ers. Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus. 2.4.43,3 
identifi es the ten-stringed lyre (LXX Psalm 32,2) with the name of Jesus, whose 
Greek initial has the value of ten.

(52)  Exodus 24,17; Leviticus 10; Numbers 11; Deuteronomy 4,24; 1 Kings 
18; 2 Kings 1; LXX Psalm 17,9; 49,3; Daniel 7,9; Ezekiel 1 and 10; Luke 3,16; 
Acts 2,3; Hebrews 12,29. From the Fathers, suffi  ce it to mention John Dama-
scene, Expositio fi dei 8,96 (=Book 1,8).

(53)  Third sticheron at Psalm 140, Sunday evening of the First Sunday of 
Lent. The same idea is expressed even more cryptically in the fourth sticheron 
at Psalm 140, Wednesday of the fi rst week of Lent.
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rather than the strictly verbal or conceptual dimensions of language. 
Lexicons and concordances will not capture such exotic prey. 

In the canon for Thursday of the fi Ğ h week of Lent, the eirmos of 
the eighth ode surprises us by pairing  the formally required mention 
of the three youths in the fi ery furnace with a reminiscence of Elĳ ah’s 
contest with the prophets of Baal (1 Kings 18). The parallels are visual, 
not verbal: dew and fl ames in the furnace, water and divine fi re on 
Mount Carmel. Still the conjunction of images is exegetically fertile. 
Both narratives recount contests between endangered devotees of the 
Lord and far more numerous proponents of false gods who enjoy royal 
support. In both, the faithful few are saved by a supernatural interven-
tion and in both some of their opponents are destroyed (1 Kings 18,40; 
Daniel 3,22). In Daniel, God reveals Himself in refreshing dew despite 
fi re; for Elĳ ah, His intervention is characteristically fi re despite water. 
In two elements that Hebrews considered polar opposites — fi re and 
water (Psalm 66,12; Mark 9,22; MaĴ hew 17,15) — the Lord is found to 
be present for His faithful. 

It is also possible to accumulate related images. Here the exegetical 
equivalent is the catena, the linking of texts out of context according to 
some new organizing principle. Such an approach is already evident 
in 1 Peter 2,4–8 with its repetition of λíθος (stone) and, of course, the 
accrual of all these images to Christ:

Come to him, to that living stone (λίθον ζῶντα), rejected by men 
but in God’s sight chosen and precious; and like living stones (λίθοι 
ζῶντες) be yourselves built into a spiritual house, to be a holy 
priesthood, to off er spiritual sacrifi ces acceptable to God through 
Jesus Christ. For it stands in scripture: “Behold, I am laying in Zion 
a stone, a cornerstone (λίθον ὰκρογωναῖον) chosen and precious 
(Isaiah 28,16), and he who believes in him will not be put to shame.” 
To you therefore who believe, he is precious, but for those who do 
not believe, “The very stone (λίθος) which the builders rejected has 
become the head of the corner” (Psalm 118,22), and “A stone (λίθος) 
that will make men stumble, a rock (πέτρα) that will make them 
fall” (Isaiah 8,14); for they stumble because they disobey the word, 
as they were destined to do. (RSV) 

The related architectural imagery in the katavasia54 of the ninth ode 
of the canon for the fi rst Sunday of Lent is much less obvious:

(54)  An additional troparion at the end of each ode in festal canons.
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Christ, the stone (λíθος) not cut by human hand (ἀχειρóτμητος) was 
cut from you, O unhewn (ἀλαξεύτου)55 Virgin as the cornerstone 
(ἀκρογωναῖ ος), fi Ĵ ing together the separated natures. . .

The hymn, unlike the epistle passage, operates entirely on the vi-
sual level with no verbal repetition at all. Christ had applied to Him-
self the image of the rejected stone becoming the head of the corner 
from LXX Psalm 117,22 (MaĴ hew 21,42; Mark 12,10; Luke 20,17; like-
wise Acts 4:11 and 1 Peter 2:7). To this obvious opening allusion, the 
hymnographer adds a reference to Daniel 2,34–35. The stone cut from 
the mountain “with no human hand” was already a common type of 
the virgin birth by the 8th century,. The identifi cation of the Mother of 
God with the mountain in Daniel in its turn recalls another traditional 
typology which saw her in the “overshadowed shady mountain” of 
Habakkuk 3,3 (LXX: ἐξ ὄρους κατασκίου δασέος) from which “God 
comes.”56 

The fi nal allusion is to Ephesians 2,14–22. Whereas Paul57 here re-
fers to Christ’s reconciliation of Jews and Gentiles into one Church, 
the common Greek patristic reading sees here the reconciliation of hu-
manity with divinity through the Incarnation. The only verbal corre-
spondence between our hymn and the complex architectural image in 
Ephesians is the single word “cornerstone” (ἀκρογωναῖος; Ephesians 
2,20). Paul’s μεσότοιχον τοῦ φραγμοῦ (“the middle wall of partition”) 
refers to the actual structure in Herod’s Temple beyond which Gen-
tiles dared not venture under threat of death.58 The very next phrase, 

(55)  The only New Testament occurrence of this verbal root is at Luke 
23,53, where it describes Christ’s tomb having been hewn out of rock. The 
connection between the intact seals of Christ’s tomb (MaĴ hew 27,66) and the 
intact virginity of his Mother was seen at least as early as Ephrem the Syrian 
(† 373), Hymns on the Nativity 10.

(56)  This typology, of course, is based in the verbal correspondence with 
Luke 1,35: “the power of the Most High will overshadow (ἐπισκιάσει) you.” 
As is oĞ en the case the LXX have translated the Hebrew placename Paran ety-
mologically; the distinctive LXX reading will not be found in modern transla-
tions from the Masoretic text.

(57)  Thus for convenience. Much of modern scholarship denies actual 
Pauline authorship of Ephesians and if, in fact, it was wriĴ en aĞ er 70AD the 
image of the broken “middle wall of partition” would be all the more compel-
ling.

(58)  The existence of such a partition in Herod’s Temple is confi rmed by 
Josephus, Antiquitates Judaicae, 15.417. 
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however, “in his fl esh,” (Ephesians 2,15) invites expanding the antith-
esis from Jew/Gentile to God/man, a shiĞ  further encouraged by what 
might politely be called a diminished urgency in Jewish evangeliza-
tion in the patristic period. The incarnational interpretation is further 
supported later in verse 15 by the evocation of “one new man.” In the 
vision of Ephesians, a new temple rises out of the rubble of this broken 
middle wall: 

For he is our peace, who has made us both one, and has broken down 
the dividing wall of hostility, by abolishing in his fl esh the law of 
commandments and ordinances, that he might create in himself one 
new man in place of the two, so making peace, and might reconcile 
us both to God in one body through the cross, thereby bringing the 
hostility to an end. And he came and preached peace to you who 
were far off  and peace to those who were near; for through him 
we both have access in one Spirit to the Father. So then you are no 
longer strangers and sojourners, but you are fellow citizens with 
the saints and members of the household of God, built upon the 
foundation of the apostles and prophets, Christ Jesus himself be-
ing the cornerstone, in whom the whole structure is joined together 
and grows into a holy temple in the Lord; in whom you also are 
built into it for a dwelling place of God in the Spirit. (Ephesians 2, 
14–22; RSV)

Ephesians anticipates 1 Peter 2 in its evocation of the Church as a 
new temple built of living stones with Christ as the cornerstone. The 
concept has its roots in the visions of Ezekiel (40 ff ), appears already 
developed in the Pauline leĴ ers (1 Corinthians 3,16–17; 6,19) and fi nds 
its most vivid expression in John’s vision of the new and heavenly Je-
rusalem (Revelation 21). In the life of Israel, the Temple accomplished 
two important functions: there sins were expiated and God was en-
countered. The expiation now accomplished once and for all through 
sacrifi cial death of the Incarnate Christ has reconciled Jew and Gen-
tile — the whole of humanity — to each other and to God. The union 
of divine and human natures in the Incarnation of Christ is necessary 
to the argument in Ephesians, and the union of other humans with 
God is likewise sketched in Paul’s list of consequences: peace, access to 
God and incorporation into His household.As befi ts an orthodox read-
er of the NT aĞ er Nicaea, Ephesus and Chalcedon, the hymnographer 
merely foregrounds the ontological dimension of what the apostle had 
described economically, noting as well the role of the Theotokos in the 
Incarnation. The hymn is a dogmatic interpretation of Ephesians 2,14. 
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The mere mention of the “cornerstone” — the poet does not even need 
to specify the building! — reminds us that the body of the incarnate 
Christ is itself the ultimate Temple (John 2,17–21; Hebrews 10, 5.10.20; 
Revelation 21,22), while the allusive, visual approach leaves open the 
possibility for association with still more images, such as the chosen 
stone with seven facets in the royal and priestly messianic prophecies 
of Zechariah (3,9; 4,10). 

Dramatizing Devices

Apostrophe, the fi gure of turning aside from the audience to ad-
dress an absent historical fi gure or imagined opponent, was well es-
tablished in classical and later Greek rhetoric and remained a main-
stay of the diatribe style which informs and enlivens so much patristic 
preaching.59 OĞ en enough apostrophe serves as a dramatic means for 
citing an Old Testament text as a prophecy fulfi lled in a New Testa-
ment event. Especially at feasts of the Theotokos, for which the New 
Testament off ers liĴ le in the way of direct narrative, recourse must be 
made to the Old Testament. A hymn for Matins of the Dormition of the 
Mother of God (August 15), asks, 

“Cry out, David what is this present feast? He said, ‘The one I of 
which I sang in the book of Psalms. Since she is daughter, child of God 
and virgin, Christ, born of her without seed, transferred her . . .” 

While the use of the title “daughter” in this particular stanza might 
suggest LXX Psalm 44, the rest of the offi  ce of the Dormition returns 
again and again to LXX Psalm 131,8: “Go up Lord to the place of your 
rest, you and the Ark of your strength” (LXX Psalm 131,8). 

Two interpretive steps are presumed in this liĴ le stanza: fi rst, the 
broad identifi cation of the Theotokos with the Temple and secondly, 
her specifi c identifi cation with the Ark. Both emerge out of the model 
of “containment” which became prominent in the Theotokos contro-
versy and both typologies are found in 5th century Marian homilies 
and in the Akathist Hymn.60 By the 6th century, the description of the 
Tent of Meeting (Hebrews 9,1–7) had become the standard lection for 

(59)  R. Dean Anderson Jr., Glossary of Greek Rhetorical Terms (Leuven, 
2000) (Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology, 24) 25.

(60)  See, for example Akathistos stanza 23; R. Caro, La Homiletica Mariana 
Griega en el Siglo V (Dayton OH, 1971–1973) (Marian Library Studies, new 
series, 3–5). 
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Marian feasts in Jerusalem.61 This Marian typology can be understood 
as a particular application of the repeated Pauline insistence that both 
the individual believer and the universal church become temples 
through incorporation into Christ and the giĞ  of the Holy Spirit (Ro-
mans 12,4–5; 1 Corinthians 6,19–20; 10,16–17; 12,13–27; Ephesians 2,16; 
4,4–16; 5,23–30; Colossians 1,18–24). 

The Bible itself provides a precedent for the device of personifi ca-
tion. Describing the Israelites’ passage across the Jordan under Joshua, 
the Psalmist ascribes human characteristics to the entire landscape: 
river, sea, mountains and hills and addresses each in a brief apostro-
phe (LXX Psalm 113,1–6). LXX Psalm 76,17 recounts another occasion 
when “the waters saw you and were afraid.” Such personifi cation of 
the Jordan recurs in a number of hymns for the Theophany, the revela-
tion of the Trinity at Jesus’ baptism in the Jordan: “The Jordan River 
turned back, not daring to serve you. How could the one who had 
stood in awe of Joshua, son of Nun, not have cause to fear his mak-
er?”62 At the second kathisma63 of Matins, personifi cation is paired 
with apostrophe so that the river can narrate:

“Jordan River, why are you astounded at what you see? ‘I saw the 
invisible one naked and I shuddered. For how would I not shudder 
and shrink at that? The angels shuddered at the sight of him, heaven 
was beside itself and the earth shook and the sea drew back along 
with every visible and invisible thing.’ Christ is revealed in the Jordan 
to sanctify the waters.”

The liturgical cycle includes distinct sets of hymns celebrating the 
resurrection of Christ in each of the eight tones of Byzantine chant. 
The biblical raw material for this extensive poetic corpus is drawn 
from the Gospel accounts of the empty tomb and the appearances of 
the risen Christ, the single New Testament reference to his descent 
into Hades (1 Peter 3,19) and a variety of Old Testament texts. “Ha-
des,” the Greek mythological name by which the LXX translated the 
Hebrew Sheol, is oĞ en personifi ed by liturgical poets, most notably 
Romanus the Melodist.64 

(61) A. Kniazeff, Mariologie biblique et liturgie byzantine, Irénikon 28 
(1955) 269–289.

(62)  Fourth Sticheron at the Litĳ a of Great Compline for Theophany.
(63)  A poetic interlude between readings of the Psalter at Matins.
(64)  See Romanus’ kontakia on the raising of Lazarus (SC, # 26; Maas, 

Trypanis, # 14), the victory of the Cross (SC, # 38; Maas, Trypanis, # 22), on 
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Remaining (ὑπάρχων) King of heaven and earth,
Incomprehensible One, 

you were willingly crucifi ed out of love for mankind. 
Hades was embiĴ ered when it encountered you below,
and the souls of the righteous held there rejoiced.
Seeing you, the creator, in the underworld, Adam arose.
O the wonder!
How has the life of all tasted death?
Only because you have willed to enlighten the world,
which cries out and says,
O Lord, risen from the dead, glory to you.

(Alphabetic apostichon, Saturday Vespers, tone 1)

The entire stanza is structured in pairs of antitheses. While eternal-
ly remaining the incomprehensible King of heaven and earth (Daniel 
4,34), the Lord accepts the limits of the incarnation and willingly sub-
mits to death. His descent embiĴ ers Hades but delights the righteous 
souls. Christ descends and Adam rises; the source of life tastes death. 
The whole is framed between the biĴ erness of the personifi ed Hades 
and the exultation of the redeemed world. The whole trajectory of the 
hymn mirrors the parabola of condescension and glorifi cation traced 
in Philippians 2,6–9. 

Along with the title from Daniel, the hymnographer reproduces 
phrases from two other Old Testament texts. Hades was fi rst personi-
fi ed as biĴ er by Isaiah (14,9) in a mocking dirge for the king of Babylon:

ὁ ᾅδης κάτωθεν ἐπικράνθη65 συναντήσας σοι συνηγέρθησαν 
σοι πάντες οἱ γίγαντες οἱ ἄρξαντες τῆς γῆς οἱ ἐγείραντες ἐκ τῶν 
θρóνων αὐτῶν πάντας βασιλεῖς ἐθνῶν.

This evocation of embiĴ erment became identifi ed with Christ’s de-
scent into Hades primarily thanks to the famous Paschal homily of St 
John Chrysostom, which includes this anaphora:

Ἒπίκρανεν αὺτὸν γευσάμενον τῆς σαρκὸς αυτοῦ· καὶ τοῦτο 
προλαβῶν Ἡσαΐας ε̉βóησεν· Ὁ ᾅδης, φησίν, ἐπικράνθη, συν-
αντήσας σοι κάτω. Ἐπικράνθη, καὶ γὰρ κατηργήθη. Ἐπικράνθη, 
καὶ γὰρ ἐνεπαίχθη. Ἐπικράνθη, καὶ γὰρ ἐνεκρώθη. Ἐπικράνθη, 
καὶ γὰρ καθῃρέθη. Ἐπικράνθη, καὶ γὰρ ἐδεσμεύθη.

the Resurrection (SC, # 42; Maas, Trypanis, # 25), another on the Resurrection 
(Maas, Trypanis, # 26; SC, # 44), etc. 

(65)  Most modern translations translate as “was astir,” or “was provoked” 
refl ecting the Hebrew rogzah.
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The hymnographer has clearly considered the prophetic text for 
himself because he applies the text to Christ’s descent into Hades more 
completely than “Chrysostom” had. Where Isaiah envisions other 
dead gentile kings standing up in mock respect for the new arrival 
from Babylon, the hymnographer has Adam “arise,” changing Isaiah’s 
verb to one more directly evocative of resurrection (ἀνέστη).

The exultant welcome accorded Christ by the souls of the righteous 
(δικαίων ψυχαὶ ἠγαλλιάσαντο) paraphrases LXX Psalm 131,9: οἱ 
ὅσιοι σου ἀγαλλιάσονται. 

The psalm celebrates David’s recapture of the Ark of the Covenant 
from the Philistines and its festive transportation Jerusalem. The hym-
nographer surely intends us to recall the verse just prior to the one he 
quotes: “arise (ἀνάστηθι) O Lord to your rest (ἀνάπαυσιν).” Here (as 
in the frequent citation of this verse in the offi  ce of the Dormition of 
the Theotokos), “arise” comes to mean “resurrect” and “rest” is iden-
tifi ed with death. This is most appropriate in the case of the Lord’s 
“Sabbath rest” in the tomb for Saturday is the only full day he spent 
there. Isaiah’s nameless Babylonian king is still dead, and the Ark of 
the Covenant irretrievably lost. The hymnographer’s interpretation of 
these two texts continues to have immediate and profound meaning 
for the faithful who celebrate Christ’s resurrection and anticipate their 
own Sunday aĞ er Sunday throughout the Church year.

Short of actual personifi cation, it may be unnamed “rulers” of Ha-
des who are confronted by Christ: 

The one who granted resurrection to the human race
was led like a sheep to the slaughter. 
Then the rulers of Hades trembled
And the doleful gates were upliĞ ed 
For Christ the King of Glory has entered 
Saying those in chains, “Go out”
And to those in darkness, “Show yourselves.” 

(Second Sticheron at Psalm 140, Great Vespers, tone 5) 

Here the hymnographer has succeeded in taking whole clauses 
from three Old Testament texts and weaving them together seam-
lessly. The fundamental exegetical insight that holds this pastiche of 
disparate texts together is that Jesus Christ is the true protagonist in 
each of them. The citation of the classic image of suff ering servant as 
sacrifi cial victim (Isaiah 53,7) is justifi ed here by the subsequent men-
tion of the servant’s grave (Isaiah 53,9). The arrival of Christ in the 
realm of the dead is transformed into the triumphant entry of the King 
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of Glory (LXX Psalm 23,7) but the “gates” which must be “upliĞ ed” 
are not heavenly (as in citations of this psalm in Ascension hymnog-
raphy) but infernal (Job 38,17; Isaiah 45,1; LXX Psalm 106,16). The last 
two lines of the hymn are a nearly literal quote of Isaiah 49,9.66 In Isa-
iah, this imagery of imprisonment refers to the Babylonian exile and 
the prophet’s message is that Israel has been set free. But the end of the 
captivity proved to be anti-climactic and inconclusive for Israel and it 
happened, at any rate, a long time ago. The hymnographer takes one 
further interpretive step that we should not overlook: “we,” the sing-
ers of the hymn, assume the role of the liberated. Deutero-Isaiah de-
scribed the return from Babylon as a new Exodus; the hymnographer 
carries this metaphorical trajectory forward to the ultimate Passover, 
Christ’s Passion and Resurrection.

Similar in its approach is: 

The gates of death, O Lord, opened before you in fear,
and, at the sight of you, the gatekeepers of Hades cowered.
For you smashed the gates of bronze and crushed the bars of iron,
then you led us out of the darkness, away from the shadow of death, 
bursting our chains asunder.

(Third anatolikon, Saturday Vespers, tone 2)

Nearly every word in this sticheron is a direct quotation of two 
texts: Job 38,17 and Psalm 106,14 and 16: 

Job 38:17: ἀνοίγονται δὲ σοι φó-
βῳ πύλαι θανάτου, πυλωροὶ δὲ 
ᾃδου ἰδóντες σε ἔπτηξαν· 

Ἠνοίγησάν σοι κύριε φóβῳ πύ-
λαι θανάτου, πυλωροὶ δὲ ᾃδου 
ἰδóντες σε ἔπτηξαν· 

Psalm 106,16: συνέτριψεν πύλας 
χαλκᾶς καὶ μοχλοὺς σιδηροῦς 
συνέκλασεν 
Psalm 106,14: καὶ ε̉ξήγαγεν 
αυ̉τοὺς ἐκ σκότους, καὶ σκιᾶς 
θανάτου καὶ τοὺς δεσμοὺς 
αὐτῶν διέρρηξεν

πύλας γὰρ χαλκᾶς συνέτριψας, 
καὶ μοχλοὺς σιδηροῦς συνέθ-
λησας καὶ ἐξήγαγες ἡμᾶς ἐκ 
σκότους, καὶ σκιᾶς θανάτου, 
καὶ τοὺς δεσμοὺς ἡμῶν διέρ-
ρηξας.

On the literal level, each of these texts is somewhat problematic. In 
Job 38,17, the Lord challenges Job: “Do the gates of death open before 
you in fear, or do the gatekeepers of death see you and cower?”67 The 

(66)  2 Peter 2,4 also imagines chains in “Tartarus.”
(67)  LXX includes the word φóβῳ (in fear), found neither in the Masoretic 

Hebrew nor in modern versions.
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question poses a situation contrary to fact: the infernal gates do not 
respond to mere mortals in this manner. The implication is that they 
would respond this way to the Lord. In the original context of Job, 
the question remains rhetorical; whether or not God might confront 
death is not really considered. The application to Christ does more 
than merely appropriate Old Testament imagery to fl esh out a critical 
Gospel moment about which the New Testament has precious liĴ le to 
say. Rather, it reclaims on the level of fact two sets of inspired words 
which, in their original context, could be overlooked as hypothetical or 
rhetorical but in any case less than real. 

LXX Psalm 106 is unique among communal thanksgiving hymns in 
the way it calls upon a series of representative groups, each of which 
cried to the Lord in some specifi c need and each of which must now 
render thanks. One such group 

. . . sat in darkness and the shadow of death, feĴ ered in poverty and 
iron, for the words of God had caused biĴ erness68 and they spurned 
the counsel of the Most High. Their hearts were humbled with hard 
labor; they grew weak, and there was no one to help. (Psalm 107 
(106), 10–12; RSV)

The psalmist probably intended to describe the plight of exiles to 
Babylon, rightly punished for spurning repeated prophetic warnings 
and continuing in their rebellion against the Lord. Still, the literary 
form of the psalm itself suggests a typical paĴ ern that invites ongo-
ing application to specifi c circumstances. The images of ‘darkness’ and 
‘the shadow of death’ look back to pre-exilic prophecy about an ideal 
king (Isaiah 9,1–7) and point forward to Zachary’s prediction that such 
darkness would be dispelled by Christ (Luke 1,79; cf. LXX Psalm 87,6 
and Job 28,3). 

It is likely that “death” is metaphorical in the prophecy and the 
psalm but the consequences of rebellion against God are ultimately 
nothing less than death. By applying the language of imprisonment, 
darkness and death from Psalm 106 to the passion and resurrection of 
Christ, the hymnographer expands the range of the psalmist’s “em-
biĴ erment,” and “spurning” to include every human sin from Adam 
onward, the wages of which were always death (Genesis 3,3; Romans 
5–6).

(68)  The Greek could also be read: “they had embiĴ ered the words of 
God;” the underlying Hebrew also lacks the second object that might clarify 
the issue.
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Details of infernal imagery are what bring Job 38 and Psalm 106 to-
gether around the new common element of Christ’s resurrection in the 
hymnographer’s imagination, but the resultant new song responds to 
an exegetical need. Neither Job 38 nor Psalm 106 has an obvious real-
time referent on the literal level, yet neither of these inspired words 
can be dismissed as superfl uous, decorative, or void (Isaiah 55,11). 
Their fulfi llment requires identifying their protagonist and their ben-
efi ciaries. This interpretive task the hymnographer realizes.

One fi nal observation about the exegesis at work in these hymns 
is unavoidable. In their dramatization of the harrowing of Hades, the 
hymnographers we have quoted typically alter the raw material of 
their biblical citations in one striking way. Whether as actors in the 
biblical drama or as spectators who see and react, the hymns include 
“us” — the worshipping community which sings the hymns in the 
Church’s liturgical “today.” Thus, undergirding every other exegeti-
cal technique we have explored in Byzantine hymnography are two 
fundamental axioms: the “meaning” of the Old Testament is, even in 
its details, Christ. And whatever God has foreshadowed in the Old 
Testament or realized in the New Testament has been accomplished 
“for us and for our salvation.” 

SUMMARY

Like all authentic monuments of Christian culture, the liturgical hym-
nography of the Byzantine tradition springs from the Church’s ongoing 
engagement with biblical revelation.  Liturgical hymns, in particular, are 
deeply rooted in patristic preaching, whose interpretive strategies and 
conclusions they mirror and disseminate in a form accessible to the entire 
worshiping community.  Along with the standard exegetic tools of the pa-
tristic era, the hymnographers exploit verbal, audial and visual relation-
ships among inspired texts to unpack the drama inherent in spare biblical 
narratives.  Citation and allusion allow these inspired texts to weave rich 
intertextual celebrations of individual moments in the Christian mystery 
and to fi nd the New Testament hidden in the Old.



Stéphane Verhelst
Lucerne 

LES PRIÈRES DE L’AMBON 
DE LA LITURGIE DE SAINT JACQUES 

Dans un premier article prospectif sur les « prières de l’ambon » 
(ὀπιστάμβωνος) grecques et les priè res de renvoi (ganTeveba) géor-
giennes,1 j’ai entrepris un premier tour de la question et risqué quel-
ques hypothèses sur la datation de la Vorlage grecque de la collection 
géorgienne ; j’y reviendrai à propos du caractère « origéniste » d’une 
autre prière que celle examinée dans ce premier article ; mais je vou-
drais ici surtout 1°) expliquer l’évolution de la prière de renvoi dans 
la Litur gie de saint Jacques,2 2°) traduire les incipit des « prières de 
renvoi » du sin. géorgien 12,3 3°) donner la liste des prières grecques 
correspondantes.4

A. Une rubrique de la Liturgie de saint Jacques

Alors que la description de la fi n de la messe par Égérie5 se contente 
d’une allusion à une bénédiction de l’évêque (25, 3), deux rubriques de 

(1)  S. Verhelst, Prières géorgiennes de renvoi et prières grecques de l’am-
bon. Premières comparaisons, BBGG 2009, à paraître (plus loin = Verhelst, 
BBGG).

(2)  Comme le rappelle S. Parenti, Testimoni sconosciuti di preghiere 
dell’ambone, OCP 62 (1996) 197–205 (= Parenti, OCP 1996), v. p. 204, Baum-
stark est le premier à avoir noté l’origine hagiopolite de la prière de l’ambon ; 
R. F. Taft, Toward the Origins of the Opisthambonos Prayer of the Byzantine 
Eucharistic Liturgies, 1e part., OCP 72 (2006) 5–39 ; 2e part., OCP 72 (2006) 305–
333 (= Taft, OCP 2006), p. 311–331 a aussi développé ce point de vue.

(3)  Et occasionnellement du sin. gé. 54 ; sur ces deux manuscrits, v. la brè-
ve description de Xevsuriani dans R. Gvaramia, E. Metreveli, C. Çankievi, 
L. Xevsuriani, L. Djghamaia, Description des manuscripts géorgiens. Collection 
du Sinaï, t. III (Tbilisi, 1987) (en géo.) (= Gvaramia et al., 1987) 36–38 et 60.

(4)  Je renonce par contre à publier mon répertoire des prières de l’ambon, 
puisque R. F. TaĞ  a annoncé la publication du sien (R. F. Taft, Proper Slavonic 
Opisthambonos Prayers, Studi sull’Oriente Cristiano 10/2 (2006) 133–149 (= Taft, 
SOC 2006), p. 136) ; je le compléterai si nécessaire sur le site internet sur la 
liturgie de Jérusalem que j’espère pouvoir créer prochainement (comportant 
le nom scholasate dans son titre).

(5)  P. Maraval, Égérie. Journal de voyage (Itinéraire) (Paris, 1982) (SC, 296).
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la Liturgie de saint Jacques certainement très anciennes rappellent la 
fi n de la Liturgie des Constitutions apostoliques (VIII, 15) : une prière 
d’action de grâces pour l’eucharisite suivie d’une prière sur les fi dèles 
inclinés, soit, dans ma numérotation des rubriques de Saint-Jacques :6 
n°145 (Ὄ Θεός ὁ διὰ πολλὴν καὶ ἄφατον) et n°147 (Ὄ Θεός ὁ μέγας 
καὶ θαυμαστός). 

Il est possible que ceĴ e dernière prière se disait face à l’assemblée ; 
d’abord parce qu’Égérie dit que l’évêque « bénit » les fi dèles, ce qui 
se fait mieux avec le geste des mains élevées face au peuple ;7 ensuite 
parce que ce geste (et ceĴ e prière) rappelle étroitement un geste (et 
une prière) similaire à la fi n des offi  ces de la liturgie juive, accompa-
gnant la birkat kohanîm, c’est-à-dire la lecture solennelle de Nb. 6, 24–
26 par les kohanîm (à quoi font précisément allusion les Constitutions 
apostoliques, II, 57, 19) ;8 fi nalement parce que certains manu scrits ont 
conservé la mention du prêtre se tournant vers les fi dèles à la fi n de la 
Liturgie, même si ce n’est plus à l’occasion du n°147 (mais du n°155, 
v. ci-dessous).

Des rubriques se sont en eff et ajoutées à la fi n de la Liturgie (com-
me d’ailleurs au début), suivant ceĴ e loi de redondance aux extrêmes 
qui caractérise le développement de l’histoire de la liturgie.9 Les deux 
prin cipaux ajouts sont le n°152 (Οὓς ἐκάλεσας) dans le texte géorgien 
seulement et le n°155 (Πεπληρώμεθα τῶν ἀγαθῶν10 / Ἐκ δυνάμεως 
εἰς δύναμιν), eux-mêmes suivis d’un passage dans le diakonikon qui 
a donné lieu à l’insertion de nouvelles rubriques. Il s’agit non seule-

(6)  Voir Liturgia ibero-graeca, à paraître dans la collection Jerusa lemer Theo-
logisches Forum (Münster).

(7)  En toute rigueur, le texte d’Égérie, 24, 6–7 (ou celui des Constitutions 
apostoliques, VIII 37, 4–6; 39, 1–4; 41, 6–8) dit que la bénédiction épiscopale se 
donne après que les fi dèles ont incliné la tête; il est donc possible qu’il y ait eu 
d’abord une prière (non mentionnée) face aux fi dèles inclinés, sur eux, et une 
seconde, orientée vers le fond de l’église, correspondant à la “bénédiction” 
(ici le n°147).

(8)  Sur la birkat kohanîm, v. I. Elbogen, Jewish Liturgy. A Comprehensive 
History (1e éd. all. 1913, 2e éd. héb. 1972, Jérusalem—New York, 1993) 54–57 
(= § 9a).

(9)  Ce qu’a montré en particulier J. Heinemann pour la tradition juive, 
Prayer in the Talmud. Forms and PaĴ erns (St. Jud. IX) (1e éd. héb. 1964, Berlin—
New York, 1977) 163–164, 266–267.

(10)  En italiques la rétroversion grecque du texte géorgien non aĴ esté en 
grec.
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ment de prières11 mais d’une synaptie diaconale (= n°153). Celle-ci, 
tout comme les prières de renvoi géorgiennes, est l’objet d’une série de 
variantes regroupées dans une collection de l’euchologe de Jérusalem 
conservé en géorgien, une collection dont je ne reparlerai pas ici bien 
qu’elle se trouve dans les mêmes manuscrits que ceux qui ont conservé 
la collection de prières de renvoi.12

(1) Le n°152 (Οὓς ἐκάλεσας), absent de la vieille version géorgienne 
(tbilisi A 86), bien qu’il n’ait pas été conservé dans les manuscrits grecs 
de Saint-Jacques, est toutefois aĴ esté en grec (notamment), et cela jus-
tement avec le titre « prière de l’ambon », dans l’euchologe sin. grec 
961.13 Les trois manuscrits géorgiens sinaïtiques où elle est transcrite 
ne lui ont pas donné d’appellation particu lière, mais elle fait partie de 
la collection des prières de renvoi des sin. 12 et 54 (v. plus loin n°62).

(2) Le n°155 (Πεπληρώμεθα τῶν ἀγαθῶν — texte géorgien / Ἐκ 
δυνάμεως εἰς δύναμιν — texte reçu) porte le titre « prière de renvoi » 
dans deux manuscrits géorgiens et, quant à lui, s’est transmis dans 
Saint-Jacques grec bien que cer tains manuscrits, en modifi ant son in-
cipit, en font une prière « de l’autel au diakonikon » (mss IE),14 ou, plus 
souvent, une prière à dire dans le diako nikon même (mss MHLKA).15

Les n°152 et 155 sont deux variantes d’une même rubrique.16 Un seul 
manuscrit de Saint-Jacques, celui de Jean Zosime édité par Tarxnišvi -
li (G), possède les deux numéros et il n’y a pas lieu de distinguer 
une rubrique « prière de l’ambon » qui serait le n°152 d’une rubrique 

(11)  Comme le n°154 (Ἔδωκας δέσποτα) mais aussi, dans certains ma-
nuscrits, le n°155 lui-même ; rubrique connue aussi sous le nom « prière du 
skeuophylakion ».

(12)  Aux trois manuscrits contenant la collection des prières de renvoi 
(sin. 12 et 54, N/Sin 26) s’ajoute, pour la collection de synapties diaconales 
dans le diakonikon, le N/Sin 53.

(13)  A. Jacob, Les prières de l’ambon du Barb. gr. 336 et du Vat. gr. 1833, 
Bulletin de l’Institut historique belge de Rome 37 (1966) 17–51 (= Jacob, BIHBR 
1966 = Jacob, I) ; idem, Une prière du skeuophylakion de la Liturgie de saint 
Jacques et ses parallèles byzantins, ibid., 53–80, v. p. 57.

(14)  PO 26, p. 244, ad l. 20 (skeuophylakion E).
(15)  Sigles de l’édition de Mercier (C. Mercier, La Liturgie de saint Jac-

ques: édition critique du texte grec avec traduction latine, PO 26 (1946) 115–
256) auxquels s’ajoutent le koutloumoussiou 194, XIVe s. (K) et le sinaïticus grec 
1039, XIIIe s. (L).

(16)  Comme on peut le conclure déjà de l’article de Jacob, I, p. 57 et 75.
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« prière de renvoi » fi nal qui serait le n°155. En réalité le titre « prière 
de l’ambon » n’apparaît pas en géorgien. Ce titre vient très probable-
ment de Constantinople, où l’ambon, à Sainte-Sophie en particulier, 
avait des dimensions considérables,17 alors que ce type d’ambon n’est 
guère aĴ esté en Palestine.18

Pourquoi s’est introduite ceĴ e rubrique en plus de la prière de ren-
voi habituelle, à savoir le n°147 (qui est en réalité une prière d’inclina-
tion) ? Le n°147 devait se dire à l’origine face au peuple et sans doute 
en avant du sanctuaire, le plus près pos sible des fi dèles aĴ endant du 
célébrant le geste de ses mains sur leur tête inclinée ; la prière de l’am-
bon a dû s’introduire au moment où le prêtre se retournant vers l’autel 
et se trouvant pratiquement hors du sanc tuaire, est sur le point d’y 
retourner. La rubrique de IE pour le n°155 (« de l’autel au diakonikon ») 
y fait précisément allusion (v. note 14).

Est-ce à dire que toutes les prières de l’ambon soient palestiniennes ? 
Le plus ancien manuscrit grec, le barb. grec 336, aĴ ribue l’une d’entre el-
les à Germain, patriarche de Constantinople en 715–730. Il n’y a pas de 
raison de meĴ re en doute une datation au début du VIIIe s. de la péné-
tration de la rubrique palestinienne à Constantinople. Jérusalem étant 
désormais sous souveraineté arabe, la capitale byzantine se devait de 
jouer un rôle dans la conservation des traditions palestiniennes. Mais 
le fait que plusieurs manuscrits grecs de prières ὀπιστάμβωνος soient 
des manuscrits copiés en Italie méridionale, montre que, si la rubrique 
a pénétré dès ceĴ e époque à Constantinople, où elle aurait reçu son 
nom,19 c’est en Italie méridionale qu’elle s’est le mieux transmise. Reste 
à savoir si les prières grecques conservées sont anciennes (pré-arabes) 
ou au contraire le résultat d’une réforme post-icono claste20. Des élé-
ments de répon se se trouvent dans les prières géorgiennes.

(17)  A. Jacob, Où était récitée la prière de l’ambon, Byzantion, 51 (1981) 
306–315 (= Jacob, Byz 1981), p. 311, 313–314 ; Taft, OCP 2006, p. 14–17 ; v. ce-
pendant la remarque plus loin (note 18).

(18)  Le stavrou 43 montre qu’une telle structure existait dans l’église de 
l’Anastasis, mais la question est de savoir si elle y était avant sa destruction en 
1009 (ainsi Taft, OCP 2006, p. 318), ou dans le cadre de sa reconstruction au 
milieu du XIe siècle.

(19)  À vrai dire, puisque les ambons sont assez communs dans les églises 
d’Italie, on pourrait se demander si le titre « prière de l’ambon » ne vient pas 
d’Italie.

(20)  Selon une thèse de Passarelli, démontée par Jacob, Byzantion (1981), 
p. 307–311.
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B. Liste des prières de renvoi de la Liturgie de saint Jacques

Sur base de ces clarifi cations, continuons notre énumération des 
« prières de l’ambon / de renvoi » d’après la tradition manuscrite de la 
Liturgie de saint Jacques :

(3) PO 26, p. 244, 3–16 (n°160, mss KAL) : 21 ÔO qusivan aijnevsewς. CeĴ e 
prière porte le titre eujc(h;) ajpolutikhv (de renvoi) dans L et oJpisqavmbwnoς 
eujchv dans AK.

(4) PO 26, p. 244, 18–25 (n°161a, ms. I) :22 Eujcai``ς kai; presbeivaiς. 
CeĴ e prière comme la suivante portent le titre oJpisqavmbwnoς et elles 
se disent toutes deux, au choix, avant le passage dans le diakonikon, 
indiqué par la rubrique du n°155 qui les suit.23 Son contenu est en fait 
une prière diaconale, reliquat grec de la rubrique diaconale se disant 
dans le diakonikon (n°153 de SJ, v. ci-dessus note 12).

(5) n°161b : Devspota … oJ kataxivwsaς (PO 26, p. 244–246, ms. I)24 / 
Dovxa soi … oJ kataxivwsaς (barb. gr. 336 n°2, de Germain patriarche)25

(6) PO 26, p. 246, 9–13 (n°163, ms. I) : Su; ei\ oJ a[rtoς.
La rubrique se dit après le n°155 comme « autre prière ». Bien que le 

n°155 (ci-dessus n°2) ne soit pas une « prière de l’ambon » dans le vat. 
grec 1970 (ms. I), elle en tient lieu (« de l’autel au diako nikon ») et mérite 
à ce titre de fi gurer dans le catalogue, même si, dans certains manus-
crits, d’autres prières prennent aussi la place d’une prière de l’ambon.

(21)  Aussi dans Jacob, I, p. 23–24; 40–41; idem, Nouveaux documents 
italo-grecs pour servir à l’histoire du texte des prières de l’ambon, Bulletin de 
l’Institut historique belge de Rome 38 (1967) 109–144 (= Jacob, II), p. 112 ; idem, 
Les prières de l’ambon du Leningr. gr. 226, ibid. 42 (1972), 109–139 (= Jacob, III), 
p. 126–127.

(22)  Rubrique similaire dans le seul manuscrit géorgien G (de Jean Zo-
sime); M.  Tarchnišvili, Liturgiæ Ibericæ antiquores  (Louvain, 1950) (CSCO, 
122, 123) (= Tarchnišvili, 1950), p. 24 (trad.), n°35.

(23)  CeĴ e disposition des rubriques n’est pas indiquée clairement par 
Mercier (malgré PO 26, p. 158) ; elle se voit seulement dans l’édition de 
C. A. Swainson, The Greek Liturgies, chiefl y from original authorities with an ap-
pendix containing the Coptic ordinary canon of the mass from two manuscripts in the 
British Museum (Londres, 1884 ; réimpr. Hildesheim, 1971).

(24)  Aussi dans Jacob, III, p. 123 et А. ДМИТРИЕВСКИЙ, Описание литур-
гических рукописей, хранящихся в библиотеках Православного Востока. 
Вып. II: Euchologia (Киев, 1901 ; réimp. Hildesheim, 1965) (= DmitrievskӒ , II), 
p. 43.

(25)  Jacob, I, p. 21–22.
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C’est le cas du n°154 dans H.26 Celle-ci est cependant à l’origine, 
comme le prouve le texte géorgien, non pas une « prière après la com-
munion » (H) mais une prière à dire dans le diakonikon.27

(7) PO 26, p. 246, 18–32 (n°165, mss KA) : Kuvrie … eu[splagcne kai; 
poluevlee.28

Prière pour le carême ; metalhvyewς dans le titre selon l’édition de 
Mercier du manuscrit A, paris. suppl. grec 476, (eujch; ojpisqavm bwnoς 
legomevnh ta;ς kuriaka;ς th̀ς aJgivaς metalhvyewς) est une faute de lectu-
re de « M », « quarantaine ». Dans K, elle est déplacée après la Liturgie 
de saint Pierre. On la trouve aussi dans le crypt. grec Gb X, avec dans le 
titre le même « M » pour « carême », et le mot aJgivaς (omis par contre 
par K).

CeĴ e prière a la particularité d’énumérer des jeûnes bibliques : 
celui des Ninivites (Jon. 3, 5–10), de Daniel dans la fosse aux lions 
(Dn. 6),29 de Moïse (Dt. 9, 9), d’Élie lors de son enlèvement par le char 
de feu (IV Rg. 2, rapproché de III Rg. 19, 8), du publicain (Lc 18),30 de 
la pécheresse de Lc 7, 36–50,31 auxquels le manuscrit crypt. grec Gb X 
ajoute Pierre dans l’épisode de Corneille, où il n’est pas question de 
jeûne (mais d’abstinence, v. Ac. 10, 14). La liste est ainsi portée à sept 
exemples de jeûne, et il y a tout lieu de penser que c’était son intention 
primitive, comme dans les homélies sur le jeûne. 32

(26)  PO 26, p. 240, 12–18 : Ἔδωκας δέσποτα (v. ci-dessus note 11).
(27)  Ceci rend caduques certaines observations de Taft, OCP 2006, 

p. 322.
(28)  Aussi dans Jacob, I, p. 24–25.
(29)  Comme dans l’homélie sur le jeûne de Jean de Bolnisi, v. S. Verhelst, 

Jean évêque de Bolnisi en Ibérie caucasienne au début du IXe siècle. Homélies des 
dimanches de carême suivant la tradition de Jérusalem et autres homélies traduites 
et commentées, précédées d’une introduction sur l’auteur et le sujet. Texte géorgien 
de Sophio Sardjveladze et al., à paraître dans la collection des SC (Paris) (= Ver-
helst, SC), ch. 1 (avec le commentaire dans l’introduction); le jeûne de Daniel 
n’est en fait mentionné qu’en Dn. 10, 3.

(30)  Comme dans l’homélie sur le pharisien et le publicain de Jean de 
Bolnisi, où l’on trouve d’ailleurs aussi une énumération de jeûnes bibliques, v. 
Verhelst, SC, ch. 7.

(31)  Péricopes du huitiême dimanche avant Pâques aĴ estée par les sour-
ces géorgiennes (notamment la troisième homélie de Jean de Bolnisi) mais 
omise dans le lectionnaire.

(32)  Voir mon commentaire cité note 29.
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Alors que le texte de K ne contient aucune variante substantielle par 
rapport au texte édité, le crypt. grec Gb X a les variantes suivantes : 
Kuvrie (Crivste) l. 19; ejn oujranw/ ̀l. 22; ejpi; eJni; (+ aJmartwlẁ/) metanooùnti, 
oJ ejlehvmwn Qeovς l. 23; oijkteivron (+ tou;ς tou;ς (diĴ .) fo[bou]mevnouς se) 
l. 23; prosedreivaς (proseuch̀ς) l. 24 ; (+ ejn) a{rmati l. 25; (+ proseuch̀ς 
kai;) metanoivaς l. 26 ; (+ dia; nhsteivaς kai; ejlehmwsuvnhς kai; proseuch̀ς, 
dia; Pevtrou toù korufaivou tẁn ajpostovlwn, to;n Kornhvlion ejfwtagwv-
ghsaς) e[leoς l. 27; — kai; nu`n l. 27–28; (+ hJmaς̀) tou;ς douvlouς l. 29; toù 
filocrivstou hJmw`n basilevwς l. 31; — ei\ l. 32; eujloghtovς (filavnqrwpoς 
Qeo;ς uJpavrceiς kai; suv th;n dovxan ajnapevmpwmen, su;n tw/` ajnavrcw/ 
sou patri; kai; tw`/ panagivw/ kai; ajgaqw`/ kai; zwopoiw/` sou pneuvmati, 
nu`n kai; ajei; kai;) l. 32.

Dans le manuscrit H (vat. grec 2282), trois « prières de renvoi » plus 
l’incipit d’une quatrième (éditées par Cozza-Luzzi)33 s’ajoutent comme 
des variantes à la « prière fi nale » n°158 (PO 26, p. 242, 2–6), après la-
quelle elles se trouvent. La rubrique du n°155 indique pourtant que 
l’on est déjà dans le diakonikon, signe probable que la rubrique n’était 
plus conservée que comme un reliquat de la rubrique primitive, tom-
bée en désuétude à l’endroit (Damas) et à la date de la rédaction de 
ce manuscrit (au XIe s.).34 La première ne semble pas aĴ estée ailleurs, 
les deux suivantes se trouvent dans les manuscrits édités par Minisci 
pour les dimanches ordinaires. Quant à l’incipit de la quatrième, on le 
retrouve dans une prière de l’ambon pour la fête de l’Exaltation de la 
Croix du vat. grec 2032, d’où elle a été éditée par Jacob.

(8) Ti; ajntamiywvmeqa. Que pouvons-nous te répondre, ô Verbe très 
souverain du Père à qui appartient tout commencement, que pouvons-
nous t’apporter en échange, à toi le donateur de tout culte

(9) Mesivta Qeou`.̀ Médiateur de Dieu et des hommes, Christ notre 
Dieu, Artisan, Créateur et Rédempteur de notre nature (Minisci, IV, 
p. 3–4)

CeĴ e prière comporte à la fi n une demande pour la victoire du roi 
contre les ennemis.

(33)  G. Cozza-Luzzi, De Vetusta Liturgia Antiochena ex rotulo membranaceo 
uncialibus characteribus descripto, (Rome, 1905) (Novae Patrum Bibliothecæ ab 
Ang. Car. Maio col lectæ, t. 10, pars secunda) (= Cozza-Luzzi, 1905), p. 105–110, 
la troisième est adressée au Père.

(34)  Et non au IXe comme le voulait Mercier, PO 26, p. 134, v. S. Verhelst, 
Les traditions judéo-chrétiennes dans la liturgie de Jérusalem, spéciale ment la Litur-
gie de saint Jacques frère de Dieu (Leuven, 2003) (Textes et études litur giques. 
Studies in Liturgy, 18) (= Verhelst, 2003), p. 14.
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(10) “Afatoς. Ton amour pour nous est ineff able, immense est 
l’océan de ta bonté (Minisci, IV, p. 5)35

(11) Devspota … oJ to; kekrummevnon. Maître Seigneur notre Dieu, toi 
qui manifestes à la fi n, par la croix et la résurrection, le mystère caché 
depuis les générations et depuis les siècles, afi n de forcer celui qui 
possède la puissance de la mort, c’est-à-dire le diable, et de libérer ta 
créature de son emprise (Jacob, II, p. 123–124)

Les nouveaux manuscrits grecs sinaïtiques de la Liturgie de saint 
Jacques conservent peut-être d’autres « prières de renvoi » ou « prières 
de l’ambon »,36 ainsi que les versions araméenne (du nouveau fonds 
sinaïtique, inédite), arabe (sin. 247, inédite) et slavonne (éd. Syrku).37 

On peut terminer ce tour d’horizon des témoins directs de la messe 
de Jérusalem en grec par le rubricaire de la semaine sainte stavrou 43, 
qui contient plusieurs prières de renvoi ou d’ambon — les deux titres 
apparaissent — pour les jours de la Grande Semaine.38 Seule la secon-
de est originale, les autres étant reproduites aussi ailleurs.

(12) Dimanche des Rameaux : Devspota … oJ th;n hJmetevran. Maître 
Christ notre Dieu, toi qui (…) as saisi l’axe (povlon) du ciel en montant 
et t’installant sur les Chérubins, qui aujourd’hui pour tout axe as ac-
cepté d’être mis et installé sur l’ânon (pwvlῳ) d’un âne de bât.39

(13) Grand jeudi : Devspota … oJ tẁn Ceroubivm. Maître Christ notre 
Dieu, toi qui chevauches les Chérubins et tiens les rênes des Séraphins, 
démiurge et maître du monde entier.

(14) Grand samedi40 : ÔO to; mevga kh`toς. Ô Dieu, toi qui as soumis 
le grand monstre marin et qui dans le cœur de la terre as aff ronté le 
dragon révolté, le grand esprit des Assyriens, et qui lui as donné des 
ordres pour te moquer (dans le texte de Minisci : Ô Dieu, toi qui vas 

(35)  Aussi Jacob, I, p. 44–45; DmitrievskӒ , II, p. 43.
(36)  Il s’agit des manuscrits suivants : M 151, X 156, E 23, E 79 (?) et 

X 277.
(37)  P. Syrku, De historia correctionis librorum in Bulgaria sæculo XIV, t. I 

(Saint-Pétersbourg, 1890) 179–218 cité par Goussen dans OC (1913), p. 2–3, 
Hanssens dans OCP 4, p. 250–251 ou encore Mercier, dans PO 26, p. 129.

(38)  A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, Ἀνάλεκτα Ἰεροσολυμιτικῆς Σταχυο-
λογίας, τ. II (Saint-Péterbourg, 1894) (= Papadopoulos-Kerameus, II, 1894), 
respectivement p. 27–28 ; 107–108 ; 188–189 ; 202–203.

(39)  Aussi dans Jacob, II, p. 127–128.
(40)  Après la 2e Liturgie mais avant l’orthros
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soumeĴ re le grand monstre marin et qui durant ceĴ e nuit relèves de 
l’Hadès le grand berger des brebis spirituelles).41

(15) Pâques : Lavmpra hJmi``n. Brillante et salvatrice s’est levée pour 
nous aujourd’hui, frères, la résurrection de Notre-Seigneur Jésus-
Christ, et c’est pourquoi le temple du Seigneur est orné d’hommes 
divers ; voici en eff et beau coup de frères se sont rencontrés rendus 
joyeux par le jeûne.42

C. Traductions des incipit des prières géorgiennes de renvoi 
et indication des parallèles

Références aux éditions des prières
CL = Cozza-Luzzi, 1905, p. 105–110 ; Dm = DmitrievskӒ , II, 1901 ; 

J I II III = Jacob, BIHBR 1966, 1967, 1972 ; Ko = Kovaliv, 1960 ;43 M II 
III IV = Minisci, BBGG 1949–1951; PK = Papadopoulos-Kerameus, II, 
1894 ; Par = Parenti, OCP 1996 ; Pas = Passarelli, 1982 ;44 Ver = Ver-
helst, BBGG. Les chiff res à la suite des références renvoient toujours 
aux pages.

(16) 1. Annonciation (35rv)
Pour la même circonstance : n°91 (M III 7 ; J III 129), 156 (J II 136–

137), 161 (J II 112–113)
= sin. 54, n°1 (f. 29rv)
≈ n°91
Prière de renvoi pour l’Annonciation. Toi qui as envoyé un ange 

de paix à la très-sainte Vierge et Génitrice de Dieu Marie45

(17) 2. Dimanche avant Noël (35v–37r)
Pour la même circonstance : n°75 (M II 74), 143 (M III 192–193)
Prière de renvoi un dimanche avant la nativité du Christ. Tu es 

glorifi é, ô Seigneur, et rien n’est accessible à ta richesse, tu es terrible, 

(41)  T. Minisci, Le preghiere opistamvoni dei codici criptensi, BBGG 2 
(1948) 65–75, 117–126 ; 3 (1949) 3–10, 61–66, 121–132 ; 4 (1950) 3–14 (= Minisci, 
II, III, IV), III, p. 65.

(42)  Aussi dans Minisci, III, p. 121–123 (surtout d’après le ms. i) ; Jacob, 
II, p. 115 et III, p. 121.

(43)  P. Kovaliv, Prayer Book. A Monument of the XIV Century (New York, 
1960) (Scientifi c Theological Institute of the Ukranian Orthodox Church of the 
U.S.A.) (en ukrainien).

(44)  G. Passarelli, L’eucologio cryptense Γ.β. VII (sec. X) (Thessalonique, 
1982) (Ἀνάλεκτα Βλατάδων, 36).

(45)  Suite de la traduction dans BBGG.
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ô notre Dieu, et rien n’est l’égal de ta sagesse, ô ineff able. Merveilleuses 
sont tes œuvres, ô notre sauveur, et il n’est pas possible de scruter l’im-
mense miséricorde de tes bienfaits qui, dans ta merveille inépuisable, 
est apparue à la race des hommes.

(18) 3. Veille de Noël (37r–38v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°76 (M II 75)
Prière de renvoi le jour avant la nativité du Christ. Dieu sans com-

mencement qui as envoyé ton Fils-Unique et Verbe au monde, Dieu 
de Dieu, lumière de lumière, coexistant et coéternel du Saint-Esprit 
incompréhensible et plus éminent que (toute) grandeur ; dans la pau-
vreté de ta divinité et la richesse de l’infi rmité humaine, il est descen-
du du ciel comme une pluie de douceur sur une toison, et il a fait sa 
demeure dans le sein d’une vierge, comme dans un temple de sainteté, 
lui saint des saints

(19) 4. Noël, 25/12 (38v–39r)
Pour la même circonstance : n°77 (M II 117 ; J III 128–129), 138 (J I 

46 ; III 123), 144 (M III 189), 163 (J II 116)
= sin. 54, n°2 (f. 29v–30r)
≈ n°163.
Renvoi pour la nativité du Christ, à l’eucharistie. Toi qui es grand 

dans le conseil de tes saints ô Dieu46

(20) 5. David-Jacques, 26/12 (39r–40v)
De David-Jacques. Toi qui fus Verbe avant les siècles et Dieu de 

commun conseil que le Père, et qui à l’achèvement des temps, Verbe, 
pris chair de la très sainte Vierge

(21) 6. Stéphane, 27/12 (40v–41v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°78 (M II 118)
Renvoi de saint Stéphane. À chaque époque, en vision,47 des bou-

ches te glorifi eront, (comme celle) de Moïse, premier prophète et pre-
mier légiste en Israël — mais lui, comme serviteur de la loi, s’est caché 
dans le creux d’un rocher. Stéphane quant à lui48 témoigna comme dia-
cre de la grâce après ta crucifi xion et résurrection et dit : celui sur qui 
vous avez voulu meĴ re la main et que vous avez cloué sur le bois, lui, 
est ressuscité des morts. Et moi je témoigne et je (le) vois siégeant sur 
un trône à la droite du Père

(46)  Suite de la traduction dans BBGG.
(47)  + des deux ms.
(48)  + lorsqu’il ms.
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(22) 7. Jean et Jacques, 28/12 (41v–43r)
Renvoi des apôtres Jean (et Jacques). Depuis le commencement le 

Verbe était, et Dieu était le Verbe.49 C’était depuis le commencement 
toi, avec Dieu et avec le Père en même temps que ton Esprit sans com-
mencement et de la même existence, glorifi é. Toutes les choses elles-
mêmes de lui ont été faites,50 éternelles, (lui) qui est l’éclat de (ta) gloire 
et l’image de ta puissance51

(23) 8. Commun des saints, 22/01 (43r–v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°110 (M III 194), 129 (J I 36), 130 (J I 

36), 138 (J I 46 ; III 123), 153 (M III 193–194), 169 (M III 194)
≈ (incipit) n°153
= n°57
Renvoi des saints. Dieu saint qui reposes parmi les saints, toi qui as 

institué la mémoire des saints martyrs, qui ont donné leur corps pour 
un jugement

(24) 9. dimanche avant Épiphanie (43v–45r)
Renvoi un dimanche avant l’Épiphanie. Lumière véritable, Christ 

notre Dieu, Verbe du Père et du Saint-Esprit, de même existence et de 
même souveraineté, toi qui étais premier du sein éternel du Père, indi-
ciblement et insaisissablement Dieu engendré de Dieu, lumière émise 
d’une lumière, vie issue d’une vie. Nous te rendons grâces, tout-puis-
sant et dispensateur de tout bien

(25) 10. Épiphanie, 6/01 (45r–46r)
Pour la même circonstance : n°81 (M II 121–122 ; J II 117, 118), 115 

(M II 121), 146 (M III 189), 171 (Par 198–199)
= sin. 54, n°4 (31v–32v)
Renvoi pour l’Épiphanie, à la messe. Tu t’es manifesté au monde 

dans la chair, comme tu es un Dieu, premier de toutes les créatures,52 
avec le Père incorruptible et ton Esprit existant, véritable. Ô toi qui 
créas le monde du non-existant — et tu as conduit toutes les choses 
faites à l’existence —, fais visiter la lumière de la vie et la résurrection 
dans l’obscurité et les ombres de la mort ; fais descendre dans la rivière 
le créateur des mers et sur nous la lumière, toi qui créas notre race

(49)  Jn 1, 1
(50)  Col. 1, 16a
(51)  Voir le commentaire dans BBGG.
(52)  Col. 1, 15
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(26) 11. dimanche après Épiphanie (46v–47v)
Renvoi pour le dimanche après l’Épiphanie. Toi que louent des 

troupes nombreuses d’anges, ô roi des cieux, et qui es ouvertement 
glorifi é par des puissances célestes, nous bénissons nous aussi, tes ser-
viteurs humbles et indignes, ta bonté ineff able

(27) 12. Commun des saints pères, 28/01 (47v–49r)
Pour la même circonstance (?), commun des pieux, etc. : n°123 (M III 

132), 154 (J II 129 ; M IV 3)
Renvoi pour les saints pères. Toi qui as appelé les élus par une 

voix bienheureuse
Remarque : La prière cite Élie et Jean-Baptiste, modèles des saints 

ascètes.

(28) 13. Hypapante (49r–50v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°82 (M II 122 ; J III 115), 147 (J II 125)
= sin. 54, n°5 (32v–33v)53

Renvoi pour l’Hypapante. Lumière véritable, coexistant avec le 
Père et coéternelle avec l’Esprit saint, toi qui avant les siècles es né du 
Père, qui inclinas les cieux et descendis sur la terre dans le sein d’une 
vierge et y habitas. Dans ta grande magnifi cence54 tu t’appauvris toi-
même (…). Toi qui ornas la terre de plante, de fl eur de diverses espè-
ces, tu fi s resplendir une vierge plus qu’un paradis. Et dans le temple 
le vieillard Siméon te reçut.55 Par (son) annonce de ta divinité dans les 
cieux sur les chérubins avec le Père tu étais glorifi é et dans le temple 
assis dans les bras des prophètes comme un autre Dieu et un autre 
homme tu étais présenté au peuple

(29) 14. dimanche apokréô (dimanche VIII) (50v–52r)
Pour la même circonstance : n°84 (M II 124 ; J III 116), 108 (M II 

124–125)
Renvoi pour l’abstinence de viande, le dimanche. Nous sommes 

comblés de tes biens Seigneur, par le saint mystère vivifi ant

(30) 15. 1er dimanche de carême (dimanche VII) (52rv)
Pour la même circonstance : n°85 (M II 125–126 ; J III 116–117)
= sin. 54, entre n°5 et 6 ? (le microfi lm omet les feuillets 33v–34r)

(53)  D’après le microfi lm ; le catalogue accuse ici une faute de typo-
graphie.

(54)  simdidrisa, liĴ . “richesses”, double jeu de mots: avec “grande” (didi) 
et “tu t’es appauvris” (da-i-mcire).

(55)  C’est le mot du ms. d’Adish (Lc 2, 28).
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Renvoi pour le premier dimanche des saints jeûnes. Espoir des 
extrémités de la terre56

(31) 16. 2e dimanche de carême (dimanche VI) (52v–53v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°86 (M III 3 ; J III 117)
= sin. 54, entre n°5 et 6 ? (le microfi lm omet les feuillets 33v–34r)
Renvoi pour le deuxième dimanche. Nous nous livrons à toi, Sei-

gneur notre Dieu et nous supplions la longanimité de ta miséricorde, 
toi qui connais les choses cachées

(32) 17. 3e dimanche de carême (dimanche V) (53v–54r)
Pour la même circonstance : n°87 (M III 4 ; J III 117–118)
= sin. 54, entre n°5 et 6 ? (le microfi lm omet les feuillets 33v–34r)
Renvoi pour le troisième dimanche. Vers toi qui as une abondance 

de miséricordes, ô Père de miséricordes, nous accourons (…). Fais-moi 
revenir vers toi, Seigneur, comme autrefois le fi ls devenu étranger à 
qui tu fais57 bon accueil.

(33) 18. 4e dimanche de carême (dimanche IV) (54r–56r)
Pour la même circonstance : n°88 (M III 4–5 ; J III 118 ; Dm 1015–

1016)
= sin. 54, n°6 (34v–35r)
Renvoi pour le quatrième dimanche. Lorsque tu vis dans (ta) bon-

té le genre humain emmené par le démon (…) comme le pharisien (…) 
comme le publicain

(34) 19. 5e dimanche de carême (dimanche III) (56r–57v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°89 (M III 5–6 ; J III 118–119)
= sin. 54, n°7 (35v–36r)
Renvoi pour le cinquième dimanche. Nous levons les yeux de no-

tre cœur et avec l’inclination de nos nuques [et] nous te demandons 
(de faire) miséricorde, ô très bon, toi qui as bien voulu envoyer la mi-
séricorde des commandements (…) Lorsqu’un prêtre, Aaron, qui était 
premier grand-prêtre, le vit, il passa au loin ; un lévite qui descendait 
par ce chemin le vit, et il passa au loin

(35) 20. 6e dimanche de carême (dimanche II) (58r–59r)
Pour la même circonstance : n°90 (M III 6–7)
= sin. 54, n°8 (36v)

(56)  Suite de la traduction dans BBGG.
(57)  LiĴ . vous faites.
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Renvoi pour le sixième dimanche. Toi qui par la Loi et les Prophè-
tes enseignas l’espoir de la vie éternelle mais par les saints évangiles et 
les apôtres as révélé la béatitude ineff able, l’héritage de la Jérusalem 
céleste (…) Délivre-nous de la terrible géhenne, dans le feu inextin-
guible

(36) 21. Commun des hiérarques (59r–60v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°154 (J II 129 ; M IV 3)
= sin. 54, n°3 (30r–31v)
Renvoi pour les saints hiérarques. Toi qui devins grand-prêtre 

pour nous selon l’ordre de Melchisédeq, non par la loi du commande-
ment de la chair mais par la force de la vie inéluctable

(37) 22. Samedi de Lazare (60v–61r)
Pour la même circonstance : n°92 (M III 8 ; J III 131)
= sin. 54, n°9 (37v–38r)
Renvoi pour la résurrection de Lazare. Toi qui as autorité sur la vie 

et la mort, ô Seigneur

(38) 23. Dimanche des Rameaux (61r–62v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°12 (PK 27–28 ; J II 127–128) ; 93 (M III 

8–9 ; J II 113–114 ; PK 21–22) ; 122 (M III 9–10 ; J III 119–120) ; 178 (Ko 
95r–96r)

= sin. 54, n°10 (38r–39r)
Renvoi pour les Rameaux. Les anges dans les cieux se prosternent 

devant toi, ô Seigneur, et sans aĴ endre, que leur voix orne ton trône 
invisible ! Mais nous de la terre

(39) 24. Grand jeudi (62v–63v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°13 (PK 107–108), 94 (M III 61–62), 95 

(M III 63–64 ; J II 114 ; III 122–123), 117 (M III 62–63 ; J III 120–121)
= sin. 54, n°11 (39r–40r)
Renvoi pour le grand jeudi. Ô roi éternel, Christ notre Dieu, toi 

qui as été éloigné du Père — et pour notre salut ton Verbe véritable a 
été envoyé58 sur la terre, de la Vierge par l’annonce d’un ange tu as fait 
resplendir dans le monde le soleil de justice -, toi le donateur de la Loi 
et celui qui l’accomplit, qui [as célébré] ton mystère sur le siège59 avec 
tes disciples lors de ton saint repas avec eux …

(58)  La terminaison du verbe est confuse, on lit un a (3e pers. sg.) corrigé 
en e (2e pers. sg.) ou inversement.

(59)  Allusion au trône de Jacques conservé à Sion à l’époque byzantine, v. 
en dernier lieu Verhelst, 2003, p. 191 et Idem, Liturgia, ch. 5, ad notes 260–261.
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(40) 25. grand samedi (63v–64r)
Pour la même circonstance : n°14 (PK 188–189 ; M III 65), 96 (M III 

65), 118 (M III 66), 160 (BBGG)
= sin. 54, n°12 (40r)
= M III 125–126 ; J I 28
Renvoi pour le Grand Samedi, le soir. Toi qui as brisé les portes 

d’airain et les barres de fer60

(41) 26. Pâques (64r–65v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°15 (PK 202–203 ; M III 121–123 ; J II 115 ; 

III 121), 97 (M III 124–125 ; J I 30 ; III 133), 119 (M III 123–124 ; J I 29)
= sin. 54, n°13 (40v–41v)
Renvoi de l’assemblée (du jour) de l’accomplissement. Gloire à 

toi, ô Christ dispensateur de la lumière de connaissance61 qui luit (Jn 
5, 35), trésor, agneau de Dieu qui enlèves les péchés du monde (Jn 1, 29), 
berger véritable qui donnes ta vie pour tes brebis (Jn 10, 11), toi qui pensais 
dans la loi à la vie de ceux qui t’espèraient, tu t’es tu devant des juges 
qui ne connaissaient pas ton trône

(42) 27. Dimanche Nouveau (65v–66v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°98 (M III 126 ; J I 30), 126 (J I 30–31), 

157 (M IV, 9 ; J III 121–122)
= sin. 54, n°14 (41v–42v)
Renvoi pour le Dimanche Nouveau. Ô Dieu de lumière et source 

des biens, ton Fils-Unique et ton Esprit saint par lesquels tu as illuminé 
les créatures et tu as fait la vie au milieu des extrémités du monde, (…) 
car il est entré les portes closes chez les disciples

(43) 28. Ascension (66v–67v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°100 (M III 129 ; J I 34 ; III 129–130), 

127 (J I 33–34), 162 (J II 115–116)
= sin. 54, n°15 (42v–43v)
Renvoi pour l’Ascension. Ô Dieu qui reçois la vénération de tous 

les saints, qui depuis le commencement dans la sainteté t’ont béni, et 
qui visites le lieu de ténèbre, pour lequel dans la désobéissance

(44) 29. Pentecôte (67v–68r)
Pour la même circonstance : n°100 (M III 129 ; J I 34 ; III 129–130), 

101 (M III 130–131 ; J I 35 ; III 130), 128 (J I 34–35 ; II 116 ; III 135–136 ; 
M III 131)

(60)  Suite de la traduction dans BBGG.
(61)  LiĴ . connue ; traduction de logikovς (lumière rationale) ?
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= sin. 54, n°16 (43v–44r)
= n°128
Pour la Pentecôte. Écoute-nous, ô Seigneur notre sauveur, espoir 

de toutes les extrémités de la terre et [de] ceux qui sont au milieu de 
la mer en ces saints jours de la cinquantaine, toi qui as accordé à la 
race des hommes la réjouissance et la grâce et as répandu la venue de 
l’Esprit saint de façon visible sous l’apparence de langues de feu sur 
les disciples, et ils apparaitront comme évangélistes et ministres. Nous 
aussi tes serviteurs, conduis-nous par la grâce et la joie qui sont de toi

(45) 30. Nativité de Jean-Baptiste (68r–69r)
Pour la même circonstance : n°149 (J II 129 ; II 133–135)
= sin. 54, n°19 (46r–47v)
Pour la nativité de Jean. Ô Dieu sans commencement, Verbe du 

Père et coexistant au très-saint Esprit, toi qui par incommensurable 
amour-des-hommes es venu sur terre pour chercher les brebis perdues 
de la maison d’Israël (Mt. 15, 24) et qui as jugé acceptable d’habiter le 
sein d’une vierge

(46) 31. Athénagène, 7e dimanche après la Pentecôte (69r–70v)
= sin. 54, n°18 (44v–46r)
Renvoi pour vardoba. Grand disciple et grand-prêtre, de même 

conseil, être, trône que ton père impérissable et sans commencement, Jé-
sus, Verbe, Fils et Dieu avant les siècles, toi qui as désigné parmi tous les 
hommes tes saints apôtres pour servir dignement ta venue dans la chair

(47) 32. Transfi guration (70v–71v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°104 (M III 186–187; J I 37–38), 131 

(J I 36–37)
= sin. 54, n°20 (47v–48v)
Pour la Transfi guration. Toi qui vois, tu es par divinité et indicible 

nature et existence immuable, image et éclat de la gloire du Père

(48) 33. Dormition (71v–72v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°105 (M III 190–192; J I 38), 132 (J I 39 ; 

J III 124–125 ; M III 187), 159 (J III 127–128)
= sin. 54, n°21 (48v–49r)
Pour mariamoba. Ô Dieu parfait et sans commencement, né de 

Dieu, Père, merveilleusement, Fils de même principat, et roi avec le 
Saint-Esprit, (…) tu n’as pas (été) corrumpu à la naissance mais as 
conservé ineff ablement le mystère, semblablement aujourd’hui tu as 
transféré sans altération l’arche, ton repos (v. Ps. 131, 8) et le lieu, la 
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tente (v. Ps. 131, 3) de ta gloire, dans les cieux sans destruction. Tu l’as 
conservée dans un royaume sans fi n, par une connaissance plus haute 
que les pensées. Tu l’établis plus haut que toute créature pour être une 
lumière éclatante et qui ne passe pas, qu’aucun être humain n’a(vait 
jamais) vue, que tu réalises par une providence de ta divinité pour 
ceux qui errent

Remarque : Le Ps. 131, 8 est utilisé le 15 août dans la vieille version 
arménienne du lectionnaire de Jérusalem, avec station au Kathisme, 
alors que le canon du jour s’est modifi é lors du déplacement de la sta-
tion dans la fondation du roi Maurice (582–602) à Gethsémani (lection-
naire géorgien, n°1148). CeĴ e prière est donc antérieure au VIIe siècle.

(49a) 34. Décollation de Jean-Baptiste, 29/08 (72v–74v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°102 (M III 188; J I 39)
Pour la Décollation. Ô Dieu, toi qui as été prophétisé à l’origine et 

annoncé à l’avance par tous tes saints prophètes pour venir sur terre 
dans la chair et chercher ton peuple dispersé,62 qui a été rendu sembla-
ble à toi et a été détourné des vilains péchés

(49b) Le sin. 54, n°22 (49r–50v), contient une autre prière pour ceĴ e 
fête, dont le premier mot est Pirvel (premier, ou avant).

(50) 35. Nativité de la Théotokos (74v–76r)
Pour la même circonstance : n°71 (M II 70–71), 105 (M III 190–192; 

J I 38), 180 (Ko 105v–106v)
= sin. 54, n°23 (50v–52r)
Pour la nativité de la Théotokos. Rendus dignes d’aĴ eindre la mai-

son immaculée de ton héritage non corrompu, la génitrice-de-Dieu, 
mère et vierge, nous tes indignes serviteurs, t’adorons, ô Christ, et glo-
rifi ons la Demeure de gloire, car 

(51) 36. Encénies, 13/09 (76r–v)
Remarque : Outre le n°53 ci-dessous, pour le 13 septembre, il existe 

une prière grecque pour toute dédicace d’église, le n°124 (Pas 166–167).
(Renvoi) de l’Encénie. Toi, saint Seigneur et sanctifi cateur de tes 

saintes Églises, que tu as acquises par ton sang précieux, nous le rassem-
blement tout entier, en elles, des croyants, te glorifi ons, t’adorons, car

(52) 37. Exaltation, 14/09 (76v–77v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°11 (J II 123–124) ; 53 (ci-dessous) ; 72 

(M II 71–72) ; 181 (Ko 107r–108r)

(62)  Sans doute planwvmenoς, errant
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Pour l’exaltation des croix. Bon berger qui as donné ta vie pour tes 
brebis (Jn 10, 11),63 toi qui es arrivé aux portes de l’enfer par ta croix et 
as fait resplendir une lumière de vie pour ceux qui étaient assis dans la 
ténèbre et les ombres de la mort, et tu as mis fi n à64 l’errance de l’arbre 
et dépouillé l’enfer et mis à mort la mort et relevé Adam et fait sortir 
ceux qui étaient reclus dans les ténèbres, oui Seigneur, vraiment puis-
sant, donne-nous ta croix précieuse comme protection et refuge des 
âmes et des corps. En elle établis les saintes églises et par elle accorde 
la victoire à nos rois, (et) par elle accorde la paix au monde.

Remarque : La demande pour les rois, dans ceĴ e prière, est l’indica-
tion d’une recension très tardive, peut-être du Xe siècle.65

(53) 38. Encénies et exaltation de la croix (77v–78v) ; Encénies 
(sin. 54, n°24, 52r–53r)66

Pour la même circonstance : v. ci-dessus n°51
= sin. 54, n°24 (52r–53r)
Texte géorgien en appendice à cet article
Remarque 1 : Étant donné les diffi  cultés de la traduction, j’ai excep-

tionnellement recensé le texte sur celui du sin. 54, qui présente une 
formulation parfois assez diff érente, que je reproduis à la suite de celle 
du sin. 12. Je traduis en meĴ ant en évidence les diffi  cultés du texte, 
qui est manifestement corrompu. Cela permet de voir que le texte du 
sin. 54 semble meilleur (plus ancien) que celui du sin. 12. Le copiste 
du sin. 12 a pu avoir devant les yeux le texte du sin. 54 où il aurait 
ajouté la formulation complète des catégories d’anges empruntées à 
Col. 1, 16, dont il aurait modifi é le « en lui » en un curieux « à côté de 
lui » (v. note 67), et qui semble avoir réagi contre l’idée du sin. 54, du 
commencement des anges dans (liĴ . par) la nature divine.

sin. 12. Pour la dédicace des églises et l’exaltation des croix. Ô Dieu 
sans commencement, qui as engendré le Verbe sans commencement — 
Dieu de commun conseil — par qui tout fut créé, sur-et-sous les cieux 
(Col. 1, 15), et tout ce qui est à côté67 de lui, trônes, dominations, prin-
cipautés, pouvoirs et puissances (Col. 1, 16), classe ordonnée des an-

(63)  Allusion à la lecture du jour dans LG : Jn 10, 22–37 / 42 (cf. Jn 10, 27).
(64)  LiĴ . dissipé
(65)  Voir BBGG.
(66)  D’après le Catalogue (Gvaramia et al., p. 60, IV.1.24), la fi n de la prière 

dit d’ajouter une partie « pour la Croix », qui est le texte n°17 de ce manuscrit 
(ci-dessous n°59).

(67)  Zeda liĴ . sur, au-dessus
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ges, innombrable et lumineuse et sans fi n, éternelle et invisible, à qui 
tu n’as pas montré le commence ment des hommes68 dans (liĴ . selon) 
l’image et ressemblance de la nature69 divine. Et tu as rendu manifeste 
le ciel avec un luminaire et sa terre éternelle. Tu as déterminé tout 
commencement et fi n avec providence avant (la venue de) ton fi ls ac-
tuel véritable. D’abord tu as révélé la terre hors des eaux comme d’une 
vierge, par70 l’incarnation — et au milieu, le paradis de vie revêtu de 
forces, de l’édifi cation de l’arbre de la croix.

sin. 54. Renvoi de l’assemblée des Encénies. Ô Dieu sans com-
mencement, qui as engendré le Verbe sans commencement — Dieu 
de commun conseil — par qui toutes les choses elles-mêmes ont été 
créées sur-et-sous les cieux et ce qui est en lui, trônes, dominations 
et les classes ordonnées des anges invisibles, dont tu n’as pas mon-
tré le commencement aux hommes dans (liĴ . à cause de) la nature de 
la divinité. Et eux aussi (sont) avec un corps céleste71, et tu as rendu 
manifeste le commencement de la terre éternelle, et la fi n de tous tu 
l’as déterminée avec providence avant ta venue actuelle véritable. 
D’abord tu as révélé la terre hors des eaux comme d’une vierge, par 
l’incarnation. Et au milieu du paradis, était annoncée la force de la vie 
revêtue, l’édifi cation de la croix.

Remarque 2 : La suite commune aux deux manuscrits est une exé-
gèse de la vision de Jacob dans Gn. 28, avec la fondation de la « maison 
de la divinité » (Béth-el).

Remarque 3 : On peut interpréter le texte dans deux sens divergents : 
Dieu n’a pas révélé aux anges qu’il allait créer les hommes, dont la na-
ture est divine, à son image et sa ressemblance (ces derniers mots étant 
propres au sin. 12)72 ; ou Dieu n’a pas révélé aux hommes le création 
des anges, dont la nature est divine. Ce dernier sens semble préférable 
d’après la suite où il est question de la nature angélique, éternelle et 
semblable à des corps célestes (?).

(68)  LiĴ . par qui tu n’as pas montré le commence ment aux hommes
(69)  En corrigeant le nominatif en un génitif. Le copiste semble avoir 

compris les anges « par qui tu n’as pas manifesté aux hommes la nature de 
la divinité », mais les autres mots en deviennent (« le commencement », « à 
l’image et à la ressemblance ») incompréhensibles.

(70)  hors de (génitif)
(71)  Ou « luminaire ».
(72)  On pourrait rappocher ce thème de celui de la jalousie des anges au 

moment de la création des hommes, v. par exemple Jean de Bolnisi, V 20.
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Remarque 4 : Dans le premier paragraphe de la prière, le sin. 12 dit 
explicitement des anges qu’ils sont éternels, comme dans la prière n°22 
(« toutes les choses elles-mêmes de lui ont été faites, éternelles ») ; 
l’adjectif « sans commencement » dit de Dieu et du Verbe s’oppose au 
« commencement » dit des hommes. Les anges sont donc créés par le 
Verbe et éternels, donc, d’une certaine manière, éternellement créés. Ou 
encore : ils ont un commencement éternel. On notera aussi la création 
des anges en lui dans le sin. 54 (« tout ce qui est en lui »), avec la post-
position šina, au lieu de zeda dans le sin. 12. On pressent à l’arrière-plan 
de ces diffi  cultés de transmission textuelle des spéculations pro- ou 
anti-origénistes, ce que viendrait confi rmer le curieux « corps céleste » 
(ou « luminaire »), qui semble bien s’appliquer aux anges dans le 
sin. 54, ainsi que la « terre éternelle » . 

(54) 39. Zacharie, mutisme (78v–80r)
Pour le mutisme de Zacharie. (Ô toi qui) as saisi, une fois, la 

sainteté intouchable par le voile de ta chair, (toi qui étais) grand prêtre 
dans la maison de Dieu, sans commencement en même temps que le 
Père et Seigneur en même temps que le Saint-Esprit, Dieu véritable et 
homme fi dèle, à la consommation des temps (tu as) pris chair de la 
sainte Vierge

(55) 40. Archanges (80r–v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°74 (M II 73–74), 114 (M III 192 ; 

J III 127)
= sin. 54, n°25
Pour les saints archanges. Dieu des esprits et de toute chair, (de)73 

tous les chevaliers célestes, trônes, dominations, pouvoirs et puissanc-
es, ceux qui se tiennent au-dessus,74 Séraphins aux six ailes et Chéru-
bins aux yeux innombrables, ô toi qui fi s tes anges en esprit et tes ser-
viteurs en fl amme de feu, bénis toutes les puissances lumineuses

(56) 41. Commun des martyrs (81r)
Pour la même circonstance : n°23 (ci-dessus), 110 (M III 194), 129 

(J I 36), 130 (J I 36), 153 (M III 193–194), 169 (M III 194)
= sin. 54, n°26 (53rv)
Pour les saints témoins.75 Dieu, fondateur du travail des saints et 

victorieux témoins, en bien

(73)  LiĴ . dont
(74)  Allusion aux vingt-quatre vieillards d’Ap. 4, 4 ?
(75)  C’est-à-dire martyrs
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(57) 42. Commun des saints (81r–v)
= n°23 (avec une variante dans l’incipit : Dieu des saints, qui etc.)

(58) 43. Quarante martyrs (81v–83r)
Pour la même circonstance : n°148 (J II 126–127)
Pour les saints Quarante. Toi qui as rendu le témoignage d’une 

bonne confession devant Ponce Pilate

(59) 44. Croix (83r–v)
= sin. 54, n°17 (44rv)
Remarque : La place de la prière dans le sin. 54, entre la Pentecôte 

(n°44) et Athénagène (n°46), montre qu’il s’agissait à l’origine d’une 
prière pour la fête de l’apparition de la Croix le 7 mai.76 Ce manuscrit 
fait en outre un renvoi au n°17 à la fi n du n°53 (v. note 66).

Renvoi de la Croix. Béni es-tu Dieu d’Israël

(60) 45. Défunts (83v–84v)
Pour la même circonstance : n°116 (M II 123)
Pour le salut de ceux qui se sont endormis. Toi qui as incliné les 

cieux et es descendu sur la terre

(61) 46. (1er) dimanche (84v–85r)
Pour les dimanches ordinaires : n°9 (CL ; M IV 3–4), 10 (CL ; M IV 

3–4; J I 44–45; Dm 43), 109 (M IV 11 ; J I 22–23), 112 (M IV 8–9 ; J I 44, 47), 
113 (M IV 6–7 ; J I 42), 166 (M IV 4), 167 (M IV 5), 168 (M IV 6)

Renvois pour les saints dimanches. Roi des rois et Seigneur des 
Seigneurs … qu’aucun humain n’a jamais vu

(62) 47. 2e dimanche (85r–v)
= n°1
= sin. 54, n°28 (54v)
Pour un dimanche 2. Ceux que tu as appelés, ceux que tu as sanc-

tifi és, Seigneur

(63) 48. 3e dimanche (85v–86v)
= sin. 54, n°29 (55rv)
Pour un dimanche 3. Roi des rois et Seigneur des Seigneurs … tu 

as trouvé ton peuple

(64a) 49. 4e dimanche (86v–87v)
= sin. 54, n°27, 1er dimanche (54rv)

(76)  PO 36, p. 333; CSCO, 204–205, n°957.
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≈ n°16877 (incipit, en italiques dans la traduction qui suit ; v. aussi 
n°66)

Pour un dimanche 4. Gardien de notre vie, Seigneur Dieu qui seul 
es sans péché, Dieu source de vie et de bienfaits, et roi de tes créatures, 
prends en pitié ton peuple et garde ton héritage

Remarque : L’incipit de la prière du 4e dimanche dans le sin. 54, la 
dernière de la collection dans ce manuscrit, est omis dans le Catalogue. 
Traduction :

(64b) Renvoi de l’assemblée pour un 4e dimanche. Seigneur de 
tous, souverain, Père de ton Christ, ceux qui ouvertement t’appellent, 
écoute-les ainsi que ceux qui en silence te vénèrent

(65) 50. 5e dimanche (87v–88r)
Pour un dimanche 5. Béni sois-tu, Seigneur en tout temps, toi qui 

nous gardes de tout mal et gardes l’entrée de nos oreilles et la sortie 
de nos lèvres

(66) 51. 6e dimanche (88r–89r)
Pour un dimanche 6. Gardien de notre vie, Seigneur sans péché, toi 

qui par la bouche des prophètes nous annonçais ta venue sur la terre

(67) 52. Ordinaire (89r)
Pour la même circonstance : n°1–6 (v. ci-dessus), 109 (M IV 11 ; J I 

22–23), 121 (M IV 10), 136 (J I 43), 157 (J III 121–122 ; M IV 9)
Renvois de toujours. Tu es glorifi é, Créateur et Roi de tout, et nous 

adorons ton saint nom ineff able digne d’être servi, que tu as révélé à 
nous tes serviteurs

(68) 53. Ordinaire b (89r–v)
De toujours 2. Seigneur notre espoir, asile, force, souverain, pro-

tecteur, tu es Dieu, nous te chantons

(69) 54. Ordinaire c (89v–90r)
De toujours 3. Seigneur tout-puissant, la source de tes bontés de-

meure toujours, profi t des âmes, dans la grâce d’une bonne œuvre

(70) 55. Ordinaire d (90r)
De toujours 4. Nous te livrons nos âmes et de tout ton peuple à qui 

tu as répondu par le sang précieux de ton Christ

(77)  Minisci, IV, p. 6.
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D. Conclusion

La présente étude ne porte pas sur l’ensemble des prières de ren-
voi géorgiennes, mais prend tout de même en compte tous les in-
cipit (au minimum) des prières de la collection géorgienne des sin. 12 
et 54. Sans reve nir sur les conclusions de mon précédent article sur 
ce sujet,78 elle a permis d’avancer, me semble-t-il, deux nouveaux élé-
ments de datation confi rmant ma conclusion précédente, à savoir 
que la Vorlage grecque de la collection géorgienne remonte au VIe s.,79 
et même avant le milieu de ce siècle, et le tournant anti-origéniste de 
Justinien. 

À propos de la Dormition d’abord (n°48), la référence au Ps. 131 
indique un prokiménon qui est anté rieur à la Fondation du roi Maurice 
à la fi n du VIe siècle. 

D’autre part, et c’est ici la découverte la plus stimulante pour une 
recherche future, la prière pour les Encénies n°53 comporte des termes 
(« corps célestes », « terre éternelle », anges « créés en lui ») qu’il est 
diffi  cile d’expliquer sans allusion aux spécula tions origénistes, ce qui 
nous renvoie bien au VIe siècle. La prière n°51 apparaît alors comme 
une nouvelle formulation du n°53, quand la prière ancienne, du fait 
d’une trans mission chaotique, n’était plus com prise. De plus le fait que 
la prière pour l’Exaltation, le 14 septembre (n°52), paraît très récente à 
cause de la demande pour les rois, renvoie à une époque où, comme 
dans la vieille version arménienne du lectionnaire, le 14 septembre 
n’a pas encore pris les traits d’une fête spéci fi que de l’Exaltation de la 
Croix.80

(78)  Sur les cinquante-cinq prières de la collection géorgienne, trois priè-
res ont un modèle grec identique ou pratiquement identique : n°30, 40 et 44. 
Deux prières (étudiées dans l’autre article) ont un modèle grec dont la forme 
conservée est assez éloignée du leur : n°16 et 19. Dans un cas, la similitude se 
limite à l’incipit pour la même circonstance : n°23.

(79)  Les trois arguments que j’avançais sont : 1. la place de l’Annonciation 
au début de l’année liturgique ; 2. l’origénisme de la prière n°22 ; 3. l’absence 
du thème du lavement des pieds dans la prière du Grand Jeudi. On pourrait 
y ajouter le fait que le sin. 54, qui semble avoir une structure (et un texte) plus 
ancienne que celle du sin. 12 (v. ci-dessus n°53 rem. 1), ne comporte peut-
être que sept prières de carême (seul un examen du manuscrit lui-même 
pourrait le dire, v. n°30 à 32) au lieu de huit dans le sin. 12 (v. le point 4 de mon 
argumentation dans BBGG).

(80)  PO 36, p. 363 : on vénère la relique de la Croix (comme le Vendredi 
saint) mais sans offi  ce propre (renvoi à l’offi  ce de la veille).
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Aucun des éléments rassemblés ici ne se trouve, à plus ample in-
formé, dans les prières grecques de l’ambon qui ont été transmises 
jusqu’à nous, ce qui montre l’importance primordiale de la collection 
géor gienne dans l’origine et l’histoire de ce genre eucho logique.

Appendice. 
Texte géorgien du n°53

sin. 12, 77v–78v
satfurebasa sakurTxeveLisasa da juarTa apyrobasa. Gme-

rTo dausabamoo, romeLman dausabamoY h$ev sityuaY, $eni 

Tana-mzraxvaLi GmerTi, romLisa-gan yoveLi dahbde zesk-

neL caTani, da yoveLi raY ars mas zeda, saydarni, ufLe-

bani, mTavrobani, QeL-mwifebani da #aLni, ganwesebuLi dasi 

angeLozTaY, auracxeLi da naTeLi da usruLebeLi, sauku-

noY da uxiLavi, romLiTaY dasabami kacTa ara gamoucxade 

GmrTebisa bunebaY xatad da msgavsad. xoLo ese cani mnaTo-

biT-urT da queyanaY amis saukunoYsaY sacnaur-hyav. dasabami 

da aGsasruLi yoveLive gan(a)gebuLebiT winave gansazGvre 

awindeLisa amis &e$maritisa #isa $enisa.

sin. 54, 52r–53r
eris gantevebaY enkeniisaY. GmerTo dao@sabamoo romeLman 

dausabamoY h$ev sityuaY, $eni Tana-mzraxvaLi GmerTi, rom-

eLi mis-mier yoveLnive daebadnes zeskneL cani da raY ars 

mas $ina, saydarni, ufLebani da ganwesebuLni dasni ange-

LozTani, uxi...ni romLisa dasabami kacTaY ara gamoucxade 

GmrTebisa bunebiTa da esenica mnaTobiT-urT, da queyanisa 

mis saukunoYsa sac.......81 dasabami da aGsasruLi yovLiTa 

gangebuLebiT wina gansazGvre awindeLisa mis &e$maritisa 

mosLvisa $enisa.

(81)  Illisible sur le microfi lm, probablement sacnaur-hyav.
Bibliographie supplémentaire : A. Renoux, Le codex arménien Jérusalem 121, 

t. II. Édition comparée du texte et de deux autres manuscripts, intro duction, textes, 
traduction et notes, dans PO 36 (1971), 141–390 ; M. Tarchnišvili, Le grand lec-
tionnaire de l’Eglise de Jérusalem (Ve–VIIIe siècle), I et II (Louvain, 1959 et 1960) 
(CSCO, 188–189 et 204–205) ; S. Verhelst et al., Liturgia ibero-graeca sancti Iacobi 
Dei fratris. Georgian Text edited and translated under the Autority of the Institute 
of Manuscripts in Tbilisi. Rétroversion grecque et commentaire, à paraître dans la 
collection Jerusa lemer Theologisches Forum (Münster).
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RÉSUMÉ

Cet article retrace la genèse de la prière de l’ambon dans la Liturgie de 
saint Jacques et établit ensuite la liste de ses variantes en grec et surtout en 
géorgien. Il comporte la traduction des incipit de 55 prières géorgiennes, 
faite directement sur le microfi lm du sinaiticus 12. L’analyse plus rappro-
chée de l’une d’entre elles (n°53) apporte une nouvelle observation (par 
rapport à une première partie de cet article parue dans la revue BBGG) sur 
l’origénisme qui a marqué la tradition liturgique de Jérusalem avant Justi-
nien. On y trouvera d’autres éléments de datation tendant à faire remon-
ter la Vorlage grecque de la collection géorgienne (du moins de sa partie 
principale) avant le milieu du VIe siècle.
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Tübingen

DAS CHARISMA 
IN DER CHRISTLICHEN GNOSIS 
UND IM FRÜHEN ÄGYPTISCHEN 

MÖNCHTUM
Ein Beitrag zum typologischen Vergleich 

zweier frühchristlicher Bewegungen*

Die geschichtlichen und ideengeschichtlichen Beziehungen zwi-
schen der christlichen Gnosis und dem frühen ägyptischen Mönch-
tum bleiben weitgehend ungeklärt. Zwischen den Höhepunkten der 
beiden Bewegungen — MiĴ e des 2. bzw. des 4. Jh. — liegen etwa 
zweihundert Jahre, aber noch in der zweiten HälĞ e des 3. Jh., als die 
ersten Mönche bereits die ägyptische Wüste zu besiedeln begonnen 
haben, konnte in Ägypten eine längere gnostische Abhandlung „Pistis 
Sophia“ geschrieben werden, was ein frühes zeitliches Nebeneinander 
der Gnostiker und der Mönche in diesem Land voraussetzt. Punktu-
elle polemische Reaktionen auf gnostisch anmutende Gedankengänge 
fi nden sich in der sahidisch überlieferten Vita des hl. Pachomius1 (wohl 
MiĴ e bis Ende des 4. Jh.) und in den SchriĞ en, die mit dem Namen des 
oberägyptischen Archimandriten Schenute von Atripe verbunden sind 
und in die MiĴ e des 5. Jh. gehören.2 Der spektakuläre Fund der mögli-

* Dem vorliegenden Aufsatz liegt mein Vortrag auf der Tagung Das Cha-
risma. Funktionen und symbolische Repräsentationen. Tagung der Projekt-
gruppe ,Welterschließung‘ der Heidelberger Akademie der WissenschaĞ en. 
18.–20. November 2005, Heidelberg zugrunde.

(1)  Siehe D. W. Johnson, Coptic Reactions to Gnosticism and Manichaeism, 
Le Muséon 100 (1987) 201. Von den persönlichen Gesprächen mit ägyptischen 
Gnostikern in seinen jüngeren Jahren (wohl gegen 330–335) berichtet hl. Epi-
phanius von Salamis, der zu jener Zeit zu den mönchischen Kreisen nahe ge-
standen hat, vgl. Epiph. haer. XXVI 17,4–9 (GCS Epiphanius I, 297,3–298,18 
Holl). Siehe auch Ch. Hedrick, Gnostic Proclivities in the Greek Life of Pacho-
mius and the Sitz im Leben of the Nag Hammadi Library, NT 22 (1980) 78–94.

(2)  Siehe Johnson, Coptic Reactions…, 201–204 und A. Grillmeier, Jesus 
der Christus im Glauben der Kirche. Bd. 2/4. Die Kirche von Alexandrien mit Nubien 
und Äthiopien nach 451 (Freiburg—Berlin, 1990) 202–209. 
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cherweise pachomianischen Briefe in den Kartonagen der Kodizes aus 
der in Nag Hammadi entdeckten gnostischen Bibliothek3 hat zwar für 
eine Reihe kühner Hypothesen über gnostische Präsenz in den Klö-
stern des hl. Pachomius gesorgt, aber zu keiner wirklichen Einsicht in 
die gnostisch-mönchische Beziehungen im 4. Jh. geführt.4 

Vor dem Hintergrund dieser in vielen Hinsichten ungeklärten hi-
storischen Situation sind die an den gnostisch-mönchischen Bezie-
hungen interessierten Forscher auf „phänomenologische“ Vergleiche 
der gnostischen und monastischen Auff assungen von Welt, Materie, 
Leib, Askese, Arbeit5 u.ä. sowie auf vereinzelte Textbeobachtungen6 

(3)  Vgl. J. M. Robinson (ed.), The Facsimile Edition of the Nag Hammadi Co-
dices published under the auspices of the Department of the Arab Republic of Egypt in 
conjunction with the United Nations Educational, Scientifi c and Cultural Organiza-
tion (Leiden, 1979), und darin Preface von J. M. Robinson, p. VI–XXIII.

(4)  Eine eingehende Behandlung des Problems samt einem ausführlichen 
Referat über die aufgestellten Hypothesen fi ndet man bei A. Veilleux, Mo-
nachisme et gnose. Première partie: le cénobitisme pachômien et la biblio-
thèque copte de Nag Hammadi, Laval théologique et philosophique 40 (1984) 
275–294, idem, Monachisme et gnose. Deuxième partie: Contacts liĴ éraires 
et doctrinaux entre monachisme et gnose, Laval théologique et philosophique 41 
(1985) 3–24 und A. Khosroyev, Die Bibliothek von Nag Hammadi. Einige Pro-
bleme des Christentums in Ägypten während der ersten Jahrhunderte (Alten-
berge, 1995) (Arbeiten zum spätantiken und koptischen Ägypten, 7) 61–135. 
Siehe auch J. E. Goehring, The Provenance of the Nag Hammadi Codices once 
more, SP 35 (2001) 234–253.

(5)  Vgl. z.B. A. Guillaumont, Gnose et monachisme, in: J. Ries et 
J.-M. Sevrin (Hrsgg.), Gnosticisme et monde hellénistique. Les objectifs du collo-
que de Louvain-la-Neuve (11–14 mars 1980) (Louvain-la-Neuve, 1982) 97–100, 
J. de Savignac, Gnose et Monachisme. Rapport entre les deux, in: Ibid., 119, 
G. G. Stroumsa, Ascèse et gnose: aux origines de la spiritualité monastique, 
in: idem, Savoir et Salut (Paris, 1992) 145–162, K. Koschorke, Gnosis, Mon-
tanismus, Mönchtum. Zur Frage emanzipatorischer Bewegungen im Raum 
der Alten Kirche, Evangelische Theologie 53 (1993) 216–231. Wertvolle Beobach-
tungen zum Thema sind außerdem verstreut zu fi nden in der Monographie 
von K. Koschorke, Die Polemik der Gnostiker gegen das kirchliche Christentum. 
Unter besonderer Berücksichtigung der Nag-Hammadi-Traktate „Apokalypse des Pe-
trus“ (NHC VII,3) und „Testimonium Veritatis“ (NHC IX,3) (Leiden, 1978) (Nag 
Hammadi Studies, 12), siehe Index, S. 274 unter „Mönchtum“. 

(6)  Siehe z.B. L. Painchaud, J. Wees, Connaître la diff érence entre les 
hommes mauvais et les bons: le charisme de clairvoyance d’Adam et Ève à 
Pachôme et Théodore, in: H.-G. Bethge u.a. (Hrsg.), For the Children, Perfect In-
struction, FS H.-M. Schenke (Leiden—Boston, 2002) (Nag Hammadi and Mani-
chaean Studies, 54) 139–155, wo auf den Gebrauch der gleichen Formel „den 
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angewiesen, die — wie auch immer sie geartet sind — zu den histo-
rischen Fragestellungen erst hinführen, ohne solche in gebührender 
Weise zu beanspruchen. Im gleichen Licht sind auch die folgenden 
Ausführungen zu sehen: des weiteren wird versucht, kontrastierende 
und übereinstimmende Zugänge zum Begriff  „Charisma“ an einem 
gnostischen und einem ägyptisch-monastischen Text punktuell her-
auszuarbeiten. 

Der einzige gnostische Text, in dem das Thema der unterschiedli-
chen Charismen und der mit ihnen verknüpĞ en Problemen ausführ-
lich besprochen wird, ist die koptisch überlieferte „Auslegung der 
Erkenntnis“ (= Inter), NHC XI,1. Diese ursprünglich griechisch verfas-
ste SchriĞ  wurde von Uwe-Karsten Plisch eigens herausgegeben und 
kommentiert.7 Nach Plisch handelt es sich dabei um einen unstriĴ ig 
gnostischen8 Text, für den er eine Frühdatierung (MiĴ e des 2. Jh.) für 
möglich hält9. 

Unterschied zwischen den bösen und guten Menschen kennen“ in der Nag-
Hammadi-SchriĞ  „Vom Ursprung der Welt“ und in der pachomianischen 
Tradition hingewiesen wird. Weil die genannte Formel in UW im Kontext 
der Verführung Evas durch die Schlange vorkommt, müßte bei der Bespre-
chung der möglichen Relationen zum pachomianischen SchriĞ tum berück-
sichtigt werden, daß der hl. Pachomius gegen die Vorstellung polemisiert, 
Eva sei durch den Teufel (= Schlange) zum Ehebruch verführt worden und 
habe von ihm den Kain geboren, vgl. Vit. Pach. S3c (CSCO, 99–100, Copt. 9–10, 
334a, 5–26 Lefort). Die letztgenannte Vorstellung fi ndet sich im Evangelium 
nach Philippus, vgl. EvPhil 42a (61,5–10), das zusammen mit UW im 2. Nag-
Hammadi-Kodex überliefert ist. Über die Geburt des Kain in den gnostischen 
SchriĞ en siehe B. A. Pearson, Cain and the Cainites, in: idem, Gnosticism, 
Judaism, and Egyptian Christianity (Minneapolis, 1990) (Studies in Antiquity 
and Christianity) 99–103.

(7)  U.-K. Plisch (Hrsg., übersetz. und erkl.), Die Auslegung der Erkenntnis 
(Nag-Hammadi-Kodex XI,1) (Berlin, 1996) (Texte und Untersuchungen, 142). 
Die ältere, ebenfalls kommentierte Ausgabe wurde von John D. Turner und 
Elaine H. Pagels besorgt, siehe Ch. W. Hedrick (ed.), Nag Hammadi Codices XI, 
XII, XIII (Leiden u.a., 1990) (Nag Hammadi Studies, 28). 

(8)  In seiner „Einleitung“ zur deutschen Übersetzung von Inter in 
H.-M. Schenke, H.-G. Bethge, U. U. Kaiser (Hrsgg.), Nag Hammadi Deutsch, 
2. Band: NHC V,2–XIII,1, BG 1 und 4 (Berlin—New York, 2003) (Griechische 
Christliche SchriĞ steller, Neue Folge, 12) 738 stellt Plisch die allgemein ange-
nommene valentinianische Provenienz von Inter in Frage.

(9)  Siehe U.-K. Plisch, Einleitung, in: idem, Die Auslegung…, 3.
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Klaus Koschorke, der das Problem der Charismen in Inter unter-
sucht hat,10 bezeichnet sie als eine „gnostische ,Gemeindeordnung‘“, 
und zwar als eine solche, in der — „im Unterschied zu den Gemein-
deordnungen des katholischen Raums“ — die „paulinische Konzep-
tion einer Gemeindeordnung vom Charisma aus“ fortgeführt wird.11 
Koschorke erinnert in diesem Zusammenhang an die bekannte Tat-
sache, daß die antignostische Frontstellung im 2. Jh. katholischerseits 
zur Stärkung der Bedeutung des kirchlichen Amts und zur „Aufgabe 
der paulinischen Gemeindekonzeption“ führte.12 Zu den wichtigsten 
Merkmalen dieser letzteren zählten die Zugehörigkeit der Gemeinde-
glieder zum einen Leib Christi sowie ihre gegenseitige Vervollständi-
gung in diesem Leib durch die unterschiedlichen Gaben des Heiligen 

(10)  K. Koschorke, Eine neugefundene gnostische Gemeindeordnung. 
Zum Thema Geist und Amt im frühen Christentum, ZeitschriĞ  für Theologie 
und Kirche 76 (1979) 30–60. Siehe auch Ders., Gnostic Instructions on the Or-
ganization of the Congregation: The Tractate Interpretation of Knowledge 
from CG XI, in: B. Layton (Hrsg.), The Rediscovery of Gnosticism: Proceedings of 
the International Conference on Gnosticism at Yale, New Haven, Connecticut, March 
28–31, 1978, vol. 2: Sethian Gnosticism (Leiden, 1981) (Studies in the History of 
Religion, 41) 757–769. Die weiter unten vorgestellte Interpretation Koschorkes 
wurde kritisiert von S. Emmel, Exploring the Pathway That Leads from Paul 
to Gnosticism. What Is the Genre of The Interpretation of Knowledge (NHC 
XI,1)?, in: M. Fassnacht, A. Leinhäupt-Wilke, S. Lücking (Hrsgg.), Die Weis-
heit — Ursprünge und Rezeption, FS K. Löning (Münster, 2003) (Neutestament-
liche Abhandlungen, 44) 257–276. Emmel versteht Inter als „a philosophical 
epistle“ (a.a.O., 265), die an „a single individual“ (a.a.O., 273) gerichtet ist. 
Der Bezug auf paulinische und deuteropaulinische Konzepte und Termini 
ist nach Emmel rhetorischen Charakters und wiederspiegelt nicht unbedingt 
eine reale Gemeindestruktur, a.a.O., 274. Zugleich gibt Emmel zu, daß der 
Text von Inter stark beschädigt ist und einer vielseitigen Neuinterpretation 
bedarf, die erst zu entscheiden vermögen wird, ob er oder Koschorke recht 
hat, a.a.O., 265–266, 274. Weil Emmel für sein Verständnis des Textes keine 
durchschlagenden Argumente bringt, gehen wir des weiteren von der Inter-
pretation von Koschorke aus. 

(11)  Koschorke, Eine neugefundene gnostische Gemeindeordnung…, 33. 
Zur komplizierten Problem der Paulusrezeption im Gnostizismus siehe K. Ko-
schorke, Paulus in den Nag-Hammadi-Texten. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der 
Paulusrezeption im frühen Christentum, ZeitschriĞ  für Theologie und Kirche 78 
(1981) 176–205.

(12)  Koschorke, Eine neugefundene gnostische Gemeindeordnung…, 
45–46. Zum kirchlichen Amt im frühen Christentum siehe z.B. H. Kraft, Die 
Anfänge des geistlichen Amts, Theologische Literaturzeitung 100/2 (1975) 81–
98. 
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Geistes.13 Während nun die Entwicklung in den großkirchlichen Ge-
meinden eine zunehmende Stärkung der hierarchisierenden Tenden-
zen in der Gemeindestruktur mit sich brachte, demonstriert Inter ein 
deutliches Interesse an den beiden paulinischen Schwerpunkten ohne 
erkennbare Wahrnehmung der Idee des geistlichen Amtes. Die Einheit 
der Inter-Gemeinde existiert „allein als die Einheit des ,einen‘ ,Leibes‘, 
in dem jedes ,Glied‘ Anteil an der Gabe des anderen hat.“ Koschorke 
resümiert: „Inter ist also das Dokument einer pneumatisch-charisma-
tischen Gemeindeorganisation.“14 

Die Struktur und das AuĠ auprinzip der Inter-Gemeinde wurden 
uns dank den durch diese hervorgerufenen Mißständen sichtbar, auf 
die der Autor des Textes reagiert. Zwei Gruppen, die in dieser Ge-
meinde miteinander in Konfl ikt treten, werden von Koschorke und 
Plisch unterschiedlich bewertet. 

Nach Koschorke handelt es sich dabei um eine Spannung zwi-
schen den gnostischen Pneumatikern und den — aus der Sicht der 
Gnostiker — weniger geistlich begabten großkirchlichen Christen im 
Rahmen einer gemischten gnostisch-katholischen Gemeinde.15 Die 
Streitigkeiten in solchen gemischten Gruppen hat Koschorke in ei-
nem späteren Aufsatz als Sitz im Leben auch anderer Nag-Hammadi-
SchriĞ en vorausgesetzt, wobei sich nach seiner Meinung der kleinere 
gnostische Teil als eine pneumatische ecclesiola in der zahlenmäßig 
größeren, aber geistlich unterlegenen, in der Terminologie der Gnosti-
ker „psychischen“ ecclesia fühlte.16 Dabei diente die GemeinschaĞ  mit 
katholischen Christen (in der gnostischen Terminologie „Psychikern“) 
nach den Ansichten der gnostischen Pneumatiker der Ausformung 

(13)  So H. Frhr. V. Campenhausen, Kirchliches Amt und geistliche Voll-
macht in den ersten drei Jahrhunderten (Tübingen, 21963) (Beiträge für histo-
rische Theologie, 14) 59–65, auf den sich Koschorke beruĞ , vgl. Koschorke, 
Gemeindeordnung…, 37, 45–47.

(14)  Koschorke, Eine neugefundene gnostische Gemeindeordnung…, 45. 
Zur gnostischen Auff assung der großkirchlichen Amtsstruktur im Allgemei-
nen siehe E. H. Pagels, “The Demiurge and his Archons” — a Gnostic View of 
the Bishop and Presbyters?, HTR 69 (1976) 301–324. 

(15)  Koschorke, Eine neugefundene gnostische Gemeindeordnung…, 
43–45. 

(16)  Siehe K. Koschorke, Einheit der Kirche als Problem der christlichen 
Gnosis, in: F. von Lilienfeld, A. M. Ritter (Hrsgg.), Einheit der Kirche in vor-
konstantinischer Zeit. Vorträge, gehalten bei der Patristischen ArbeitsgemeinschaĞ , 
2.–4. Januar 1985 in Bern (Erlangen, 1989) (Oikonomia, 25) 68.
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des pneumatischen Elements auf seinem Weg zurück ins Pleroma des 
himmlischen Vaters, war also primär soteriologisch und nicht etwa 
missionarisch oder taktisch bedingt.17

Plisch schließt dagegen nicht aus, daß der in Frage kommende 
Konfl ikt „zwischen Gnostikern unterschiedlichen Initiationsgrads“ 
auch „in einer rein gnostischen Gemeinde ausgebrochen sein“ könnte, 
weist aber zugleich auf die fl ießenden Übergänge zwischen frühka-
tholischen und christlich-gnostischen Gemeinden hin.18 Weiter unten 
werden wir zu dieser Frage zurückkommen.

Das Schlüsselwort des in der Inter-Gemeinde ausgebrochenen Kon-
fl ikts ist Neid: ein Teil der minder charismatisch begabten Gemein-
deglieder beneidet und bedrängt die anderen wegen der jenen zuteil 
gewordenen geistlichen Gaben.19 In den Ermahnungen des um den Er-
halt der Einheit der Gemeinde besorgten Autors von Inter lassen sich 
zwei Ebenen unterscheiden, die man zeitlich festlegen kann. In bezug 
auf den aktuellen Zustand mahnt er zur Akzeptanz der vorliegenden 
Unterschiede. Dafür bedient er sich u.a. auch der paulinischen Meta-
phorik der Gemeinde als des Leibes Christi,20 vgl. Inter 18, 28–38:21

(17)  Vgl. Iren., haer. I 6,1 und Koschorke, Einheit der Kirche…, 66–67: 
„die Einstellung der Valentinianer zu ihren kirchlichen Mitchristen ist durch 
das Bewußtsein bestimmt, demselben Leib Christi anzugehören wie jene. 
Dies zumindest ist die AuskunĞ , die uns ein Text wie Excerpta ex Theodoto 
58,1 gibt ... Der Leib Christi wird also nicht als uniforme Größe verstanden, 
sondern als eine Größe in zwei Stufen, dem pneumatischen Element — wel-
ches das gnostische Christentum repräsentiert —, und dem psychischen, wel-
ches für die Psychiker, die Masse des Kirchenvolkes steht ... Dabei sind sich 
die valentinianischen Pneumatiker des Unterschiedes gegenüber ihren psy-
chischen Mitchristen sehr wohl bewusst: Sie wissen ihren Ursprung bei der 
Achamoth ... und beanspruchen für sich selbst Teilhabe an jenem ,pneumati-
schen Samen‘, den sie jenen (d.h. die Psychiker, D.B.) absprechen. Aber dieser 
,pneumatische Samen‘ ist für sie zunächst nicht mehr als ein Vermögen, das 
der ... ,Formung‘ bedarf, und zwar der Formung im psychischen Element ...“ 
Die gnostischen Pneumatiker brauchen „den MuĴ erboden des psychischen 
Christentums ..., um ihre eigene gnostische Identität entwickeln ... zu können. 
Gerade auch um seiner selbst willen — und keineswegs nur aus taktischen 
Erwägungen — gilt dem Gnostiker also die GemeinschaĞ  mit den Kirchen-
christen als unverzichtbar.“

(18)  Siehe U.-K. Plisch, Einleitung, in: idem, Die Auslegung…, 3.
(19)  Vgl. Inter 15, 19–38; 17, 28–38; 18, 30–32.
(20)  Vgl. Koschorke, Eine neugefundene gnostische Gemeindeord-

nung…, 32.
(21)  Übersetzung überall nach U.-K. Plisch in: Die Auslegung…
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Klage nicht dein Haupt an, daß es dich nicht zum Auge bestimmt 
hat, sondern daß es dich zum Finger bestimmt hat! Sei auch nicht 
neidisch dem gegenüber, der jeweils bestimmt ist zum Auge oder 
zur Hand oder zum Fuß! Danke aber dafür, daß du nicht außerhalb 
des Leibes existierst ...

Diese Ermahnung zur friedlichen Koexistenz innerhalb eines ge-
meinsamen Leibes wird vertieĞ  mit dem Gedanken der geistlichen 
Teilhabe der weniger Begabten an den Charismen ihrer Mitbrüder, 
wobei diese Teilhabe auch als ein gewisses Charisma verstanden wird, 
vgl. Inter 16, 22–25; 31–38:22

Bete für jenen (d.h. für den Charismatiker, D.B.), [damit] du an 
der Gnade teilhabest, die in ihm [ist]! Achte [es] nicht als etwas dir 
Fremdes, sondern als etwas, das dir gehört ... Da macht aber einer 
FortschriĴ e in der Rede. Nimm keinen Anstoß daran! Sage nicht: 
„Warum kann dieser reden, ich aber kann nicht reden?“ Das, was 
dieser nämlich sagt, ist etwas, das (auch) dir gehört. Und der, der die 
Rede versteht, und der, der redet — ein und dieselbe KraĞ  ist es.

Es ist aber nicht so, daß mit der Idee der Teilhabe an den Gnadenga-
ben der anderen die Rangunterschiede in der Gemeinde für immer be-
siegelt würden. Denn die Ebene der synchronistischen Bewertung des 
vorliegenden Konfl ikts bleibt nicht die einzige: der Verfasser tröstet 
einerseits seine neidischen Mitbrüder mit der Möglichkeit künĞ iger 
persönlicher Erlangung von allen in der Gemeinde zur Zeit präsenten 
Charismen, vgl. Inter 16, 26–28:23

Das, was jedes deiner Mit-Glieder empfangen hat, wirst (auch) du 
[empfangen].

Von der anderen Seite — und hier verläßt der Verfasser das paulini-
sche Leibesbild — wird die Überzeugung formuliert, daß sich die Ge-
meindeglieder im protologischen Zustand in vollkommener Einheit 
und Gleichheit gewesen sind, vgl. Inter 18, 22–27:

(22)  Vgl. auch Inter 15, 33–38: „Es ziemt sich für ihn (d.h. für den minder 
charismatisch Begabten, D.B.), sich zu freuen [und zu] frohlocken und teil-
zuhaben an der Gnade und dem Geschenk. Da hat einer prophetische Gabe. 
Habe teil an ihr ohne zu zweifeln! Bedränge nicht deinen Bruder in Neid ...“

(23)  Siehe auch Inter 17, 31–34: „Es ziemt sich für dich, zu danken für 
die Glieder und zu [biĴ en], daß auch dir die Gnade gegeben werde, die jenen 
gegeben wurde.“
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Wenn nun die, die der Harmonie entgegenstehen, ... fähig sind 
teilzuhaben an der Gleichstimmigkeit, um wie viel mehr müssen 
sich [die, die] aus der [alleinigen] Einheit stammen, miteinander in 
Übereinstimmung bringen!

In Inter 19, 31–37 wird unter Verwendung einer pfl anzlichen Meta-
pher ausgeführt, daß die Erwählten Früchte der in harmonischen Ver-
bindung befi ndlichen, wohl himmlischen Wurzeln sind, deren Gleich-
heit und ungestörte Zugehörigkeit sie nachzuahmen haben:

Weil die Wurzeln eine Verbindung zueinander haben, sind auch ihre 
Früchte ungeteilt, die (pl.) von jedem, der erwählt ist. Sie haben sie 
so, daß sie ihnen miteinander gehören. Laßt uns den Wurzeln ähnlich 
werden, die wir gleich sind. 

Bezieht sich dieses Stück immer noch auf die oben dargestellte 
Konfl iktsituation, so kann man auf seiner Grundlage annehmen, daß 
es bei der betreff enden Gemeinde höchstwahrscheinlich um eine rein 
gnostische geht. Darauf weisen sowohl die auf alle Beteiligten ohne 
Unterschied bezogene Bezeichnung „Erwählte“ als auch die Vorstel-
lung, daß alle in den Konfl ikt Verwickelten sich an den himmlischen 
Wurzeln zu orientieren haben.24 

Unsere zweite Beobachtung an dem oben zitierten Text betriğ   das 
Verständnis der Charismen. Die Betonung der protologischen Einheit 
und Gleichheit macht die Annahme wahrscheinlich, daß der Verfasser 
von Inter in der Übereinstimmung mit gnostischer Mythologie an die 
Rückkehr ins Pleroma und die Wiederherstellung des Urzustandes 
geglaubt haben sollte. Insofern müßte ihm die aktuelle, durch die un-
terschiedlichen Charismen bedingte Ungleichheit als vorübergehend 
erscheinen. In die gleiche Richtung weisen u.E. die für die minder 
Begabten vorausgesetzte Möglichkeit, alle Gnadengaben der anderen 
zu erlangen,25 sowie die die bestehenden Unterschiede nivellierende 
Überzeugung, daß das Lehren und das Verstehen von der gleichen 
charismatischen KraĞ  verursacht werden.26 

(24)  In der Z. 22 auf der gleichen Seite wird „Pleroma“ erwähnt. Die Deu-
tung auf den himmlischen Ort der Fülle und der Bezug auf die „Wurzeln“ 
sind aber nicht sicher, vgl. U.-K. Plisch, Exegetischer Kommentar, in: idem, 
Die Auslegung…, 150. Vgl. auch die Vorstellung von der gemeinsamen Her-
kunĞ  aus der Einheit in Inter 18, 22–27.

(25)  Vgl. oben Inter 16, 26–28.
(26)  Vgl. oben Inter 16, 31–38.



232 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

Aufs Ganze gesehen läßt sich das erstaunliche Ergebnis festhal-
ten, daß der Autor von Inter von der grundsätzlichen, protologisch be-
dingten Gleichheit aller am Streit Beteiligten ausgeht, während er im 
Blick auf den aktuellen Zustand eine vorübergehende Autoritätsgefälle 
anzuerkennen bereit ist, die in der Praxis aus der ungleichmäßigen 
AusstaĴ ung mit Charismen resultiert. Vorausgesetzte protologische 
Gleichheit bei praktischer, durch Unterschiede in der Begabung mit 
Charismen bedingter Ungleichheit der Gemeindeglieder der Gemein-
de von Inter ist — neben dem Prinzip der GemeindeauĠ au vom Cha-
risma her — eines der markantesten Merkmale dieses Dokuments. 

Wohl im Zusammenhang mit der vorausgesetzten theoretischen 
Gleichheit aller Erwählten der Inter-Gemeinde ist die Polemik gegen 
die Benutzung des Vatertitels in unserer SchriĞ  zu sehen. Die Bot-
schaĞ  des „Lehrers der Unsterblichkeit“ (= Christus) beläuĞ  sich näm-
lich nach der AuskunĞ  des Autors im Wesentlichen auf das Verbot, 
jemand auf der Erde Vater zu nennen.27 Nur dieses Gebot wird im 
erhaltenen Teilen des Textes zusätzlich expliziert, vgl. Inter 9, 35–38:

Denn als wir in der Finsternis waren, nannten wir viele „Vater“, 
während wir unwissend waren über den wahren Vater, und das ist 
die größte [aller] Sünden.

In seinem Kommentar erklärt Plisch diese Stelle primär in bezug 
auf leibliche Väter.28 Nach unserer Meinung ist es jedoch nicht unwahr-
scheinlich, daß damit auch die geistlichen Väter (mit)gemeint werden 
können.29 Schwingt dieses Motiv mit, dann haben wir bei dieser Stelle 
mit der gnostischen Polemik gegen die dem Herrenwort in Mt 23,9 wi-
dersprechende Benutzung des Vatertitels in den katholischen Kreisen 
zu tun. Die Aversion der Gnostiker gegen die Übertragung des GoĴ  
allein zustehenden Vatertitels auf Menschen wäre dann im Kontext 

(27)  Inter 9, 27–35.
(28)  Siehe U.-K. Plisch, Exegetischer Kommentar, in: idem, Die Ausle-

gung…, 107. 
(29)  Das legt u.E. die Erwähnung von „vielen“, die in der Zeit der „Fin-

sternis“ „Vater“ genannt worden sind, nahe. Die „Finsternis“ würde dann die 
Verehrung des Demiurgen (nach gnostischem Verständnis, des GoĴ es des 
Alten Testaments) anstelle des „wahren Vaters“ bedeuten. Zur Relativierung 
der Rolle der spirituellen VaterschaĞ  nach dem Philippusevangelium siehe 
C. Trautmann, La parenté dans l’évangile selon Philippe, in: B. Barc (Hrsg.), 
Colloque International sur les textes de Nag Hammadi (Québec, 22–25 août 1978) 
(Louvain, 1981) (Bibliothéque copte de Nag Hammadi, Études, 1) 267–278, 
besonders 274–277. 
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ihres oben angesprochenen grundsätzlich ahierarchischen Ansatzes 
zu sehen.

Eine genau entgegengesetzte Auff assung des Vatertitels fi nden wir 
im frühen ägyptischen Mönchtum. Der Verfasser der 3. sahidischen 
Vita des hl. Pachomius sah sich z.B. genötigt, seine Anwendung auf 
den Apa Pachomius theologisch zu begründen, und dies gegenüber 
den Kritikern, die das Verbot in Mt 23,9 ins Feld führten.30 Während 
der Zusammenhang der Bezeichnung des hl. Pachomius als Vater mit 
seinem Charismatikertum nicht zu hinterfragen ist,31 sehen wir uns 
vor dem Problem gestellt, warum die Gnadenbegabung im gnosti-
schen und mönchischen Milieu mit so unterschiedlichen Bewertungen 
des auf Menschen bezogenen Vatertitels gepaart waren. Diese Frage-
stellung gewinnt noch an Gewicht, wenn man sich vergegenwärtigt, 
daß sich das frühe ägyptische Mönchtum — und die Klöster des hl. 
Pachomius bilden keine Ausnahme — zunächst als eine sich von der 
kirchlichen Hierarchie distanzierende Bewegung entwickelt hat. Hier 
liegt eine gewisse Parallele zu den christlichen gnostischen Bewegun-
gen des 2. Jh. vor, die allerdings darin auf ihre Grenzen stößt, daß 
die Mönche auf der einen Seite zur grundsätzlichen Anerkennung der 
Hierarchie immer bereit waren, und auf der anderen Seite sehr schnell 
ihre eigene innermönchische Hierarchie aufgebaut haben. Darin, daß 
diese nicht auf kirchlich sanktionierten Ämtern, sondern auf Charis-
men ruhte, liegt wiederum eine Analogie zur Gemeindestruktur, die 
wir durch Inter kennen gelernt haben. Der Unterschied in den Auff as-
sungen des Vatertitels in Inter und in der Vita des hl. Pachomius läßt 
nach den Grenzen auch dieser Parallele fragen.

Beim Vergleich der Benutzung des Vaternamens im pachomiani-
schen Mönchtum mit der Situation in der Gnosis ist die bereits er-
wähnte Begründung der Anwendung des Vatertitels auf den hl. Pa-
chomius aus seiner driĴ en sahidischen Vita hilfsreich.32 Diese hebt 

(30)  Die Anrede der Apostel mit „Väter“ mußte bereits in der Epistula 
apostolorum 31–33 begründet werden.

(31)  H. Bacht, Das Vermächtnis des Ursprungs. Studien zum frühen Mönch-
tum I (Würzburg, 1972) (Studien zur Theologie des geistlichen Lebens, 5) 
214.

(32)  Aus der umfangreichen Fachliteratur zur spirituellen VaterschaĞ  im 
ägyptischen Mönchtum seien genannt J. Dupont, Le nom d’Abbé chez les so-
litaires d’Édypte, La vie spirituelle 320 (1947) 217–230 und F. von Lilienfeld, 
Anthropos Pneumatikos — Pater Pneumatophoros. Neues Testament und 
Apophthegmata Patrum, in: eadem, Spiritualität des frühen Wüstenmönchtums. 
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zwei Gründe hervor, die den Verstoß gegen das Herrenwort in Mt 23,9 
rechtfertigen. Zunächst wird auf die prinzipielle Möglichkeit geistiger 
VaterschaĞ  hingewiesen:33 

Der Mensch, der einen anderen Menschen im Werk GoĴ es gebiert, 
ist sein Vater <auf der zweiten Stelle> nach GoĴ  sei es in diesem Äon, 
sei es im anderen.

UnmiĴ elbar darauf wird als Bestätigung dieser These 1 Kor 4,15 
zitiert:34 „Wenn ihr auch zehntausend Lehrer in Christus habt, so habt 
ihr doch nicht viele Väter. Denn ich habe euch geboren in Christus Je-
sus durchs Evangelium.“ Meint Apostel Paulus mit seiner väterlichen 
„Zeugung“ der Korinther ihre Bekehrung zum christlichen Glauben, 
so bedeutet das Gebären „im Werk GoĴ es“35 der Vita Pachomii wohl die 
entscheidende Rolle des Heiligen bei der Absage seiner Mönchsbrüder 
an die Welt und bei ihrem ÜbertriĴ  zur monastischen Lebensweise.36

Der zweite Grund verdeutlicht den ersten. Zweimal wird betont, 
daß Pachomius es verdient, Vater genannt zu werden, weil „der 
Himmlische Vater“ und „der Heilige Geist“ in ihm wohnen37. Dieses 

Gesammelte Aufsätze 1962 bis 1971. Hrsg. von R. Albrecht und F. Müller (Er-
langen, 1983) (Oikonomia, 18) 1–13. Eine allgemeine Übersicht über frühchrist-
liche Zeit bietet I. Hausherr, „Père spirituel“, in: idem, Direction spirituelle en 
orient autrefois (Roma, 1955) (Orientalia Christiana Analecta, 144) 17–55.

(33)  Vit. Pach. S3a (CSCO 99–100, Copt. 9–10, 254a, 14–21 Lefort).
(34)  Vit. Pach. S3a (CSCO 99–100, Copt. 9–10, 254a, 22–30 Lefort).
(35)  Koptisch Jpo ... H@mpHwb @mpnoute, Vit. Pach. S3a (CSCO, 99–100, 

Copt. 9–10, 254a, 16–18 Lefort).
(36)  Der sakramentale, mit der (zweiten) Taufe vergleichbare Charakter 

des Mönchwerdens ist im geistlichen Testament des zweiten Nachfolgers des 
hl. Pachomius Horsiesi († 380/390) deutlich: Vater Pachomius erscheint hier 
als VermiĴ ler der „magna gratia“ GoĴ es, die seine künĞ igen Mönche zur Ab-
sage an die Welt geführt hat, vgl. Orsies., doctr. 21 (Bibliothèque de la Revue 
d’histoire ecclésiastique, 7) 122,23–26 Boom: Vigilemus aĴ entius, et sciamus 
quod magnam nobis Deus praestiterit gratiam per paterm nostrum Pachomi-
um ut renuntiaremus saeculo, et omnem sollicitudinem mundi et curas rerum 
saecularium pro nihilo poneremus.

(37)  Vit. Pach. S3a (CSCO, 99–100, Copt. 9–10, 254b, 14–18 Lefort): „Wah[r-
haĞ ig so ist es mit] un[serem Vater Pachom]. Denn er verdient es, „der Va-
ter“ ge[nannt zu werden], weil der Himmlische Vater in ihm wohnt.“ Zum 
Einwohnen des Heiligen Geistes siehe den gleichen AbschniĴ  weiter unten. 
Zu dem ganzen Fragekomplex siehe M. S. Burrows, On the Visibility of God 
in the Holy Man: A Reconsideration of the Role of the Apa in the Pachomian 
Vitae, VC 41 (1987) 11–33 und P. Deseille, Lo spirito del monachesimo pa-
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Einwohnen GoĴ es berechtigt eine VermiĴ lungsposition des hl. Pacho-
mius, die schon im ersten Zitat klar angesprochen war. Auch in die-
sem Fall wird sie mit einem Zitat aus Apostel Paulus untermauert: 
„Mach euch mir gleich, wie auch ich mich Christus gleich gemacht 
habe“ (1 Kor 11,1). Danach folgt die Bilanz:38

Also alle, die den Apostel in ihrem Tun nachahmen, sind würdig, 
„Vater“ genannt zu werden, wegen des Heiligen Geistes, Der in 
ihnen wohnt.

Diesen charismatischen Aspekt macht die erste griechische Vita 
mit schlichtesten Worten anschaulich:39 die Menschenliebe und Barm-
herzigkeit des Pachomius bestärkten die Menschen in ihrem Wunsch, 
Christen und Gläubige zu bleiben. „Und oĞ ,“ — fährt die Vita fort, 
„weinte er beim Anblick der Menschen, die GoĴ  nicht kennen, Der 
sie geschaff en hat. Denn er wollte nach Möglichkeit alle erreĴ en.“ Die 
VaterschaĞ  des hl. Pachomius ist somit vor allem die eines VermiĴ lers, 
der die Menschen zu dem durch ihn und in ihm wirkenden himmli-
schen Vater bringt.40

Diese zentrale Stellung eines menschlichen VermiĴ lers ist dem 
christlichen Gnostizismus mit seiner programmatischen Betonung 
der individuellen Erkenntnis im Großen und Ganzen fremd. Nach der 
Auslegung des Valentinianers Herakleon glaubt die als das Sinnbild 
eines Gnostikers aufzufassende samaritanische Frau (Joh 4) unmit-
telbar aufgrund des Gesprächs mit dem Erlöser. Die Samariter, die 
Herakleon als Psychiker — d.h. katholische Christen — deutet, kön-
nen zwar durch sie auf den Weg zu Christus gebracht werden, letzt-
lich aber müssen auch sie ohne menschliche VermiĴ lung, „durch die 
Wahrheit allein glauben“.41 

Fragt man nun nach dem Grund, weshalb die Charismen in der 
Inter-Gemeinde im Unterschied zum pachomianischen Mönchtum 

comiano, in: idem und E. Bianchi, Pacomio e la vita comunitaria (Comunità di 
Bose, 1998) 53–70 (AbschniĴ : Paternità spirituale e vita comune).

(38)  Vit. Pach. S3a (CSCO, 99–100, Copt. 9–10, 254b, 30–35 Lefort).
(39)  Vita Pach. G1 29 (SH, 19, 19,18–23 Halkin).
(40)  Daß Pachomius GoĴ  durch seine Person zur Erscheinung bringt, 

konnte hier nicht ausgeführt werden, vgl. dazu Vita Pach. G1 45 (SH, 19, 29,15 
Halkin) ὁ μετὰ τοῦ πατρὸς  ἒν εἰς πάντα.

(41)  Siehe Heracleon Fr. 37 (Sammlung ausgewählter kirchen- und 
dogmengeschichtlicher QuellenschriĞ en, 5, 79,20–25 Völker) und Heracleon 
Fr. 39 (ibid., 80,6–14 Völker).
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zwar als solche wahrgenommen und festgehalten, aber doch nicht zu 
bleibenden, die Gemeinde stiĞ enden Strukturen erhoben wurden, so 
ist zunächst mit Klaus Koschorke eine „bewußte Entscheidung gegen 
die Gemeindeämter der frühkatholischen Gemeindeordnung“ aus-
zuschließen.42 Viel näher kommt man zu einer Erklärung, wenn man 
sich vergegenwärtigt, daß die eigentliche Kirche der Gnostiker eine 
überweltliche GemeinschaĞ  im Pleroma ist, während der irdischen 
Versammlung eine weitaus geringere Bedeutung als bei den katholi-
schen Christen zukommt.43 Ferner scheint das Charisma des anderen 
nach dem Zeugnis von Inter nicht heilsrelevant. Die Begründung dazu 
mag sein, daß sich GoĴ  nach der grundsätzlichen gnostischen Über-
zeugung nicht durch menschliche VermiĴ lung, sondern unmiĴ elbar 
in dem mit ihm als wesensgleich gedachten Pneuma des Gnostikers 
off enbart, was die geistliche VaterschaĞ  eines Menschen eigentlich 
ausschließt. Insofern sind die durch Charismen bedingten Unterschie-
de der Gläubigen nach der gnostischen Auff assung — zumindest in-
wieweit sie sich aufgrund von Inter rekonstruieren läßt — für das Heil 
eher unwichtig.

Die frühmonastische GemeinschaĞ  strukturiert sich dagegen um 
einen Charismatiker, der in bezug auf die Jünger als Vater gilt. Seine 
VaterschaĞ  entspringt seiner entscheidenden Rolle bei der Bekehrung 
der Jünger zum mönchischen Leben, die als zweite44 Geburt empfun-
den wird. Gleichzeitig führt er die Jünger zum himmlischen Vater 
hin, Der in ihm und durch ihn wirkt. Das Charisma eines anderen 

(42)  Vgl. K. Koschorke, Eine neugefundene gnostische Gemeindeord-
nung…, 47. Koschorke betont grundsätzliches Desinteresse von Inter „an der 
organisatorischen Außenseite der christlichen Gemeinde“, ebd.

(43)  Vgl. Koschorke, Die Polemik der Gnostiker..., 77–78: „Die ,Kirche‘, der 
sich die Gnostiker zugehörig wissen, ist eine unweltliche GemeinschaĞ , näm-
lich die GemeinschaĞ  der geistigen Wesen des Pleroma. ... Es ist diese rein 
geistig zu defi nierende Ekklesia ... der das ganze Interesse der Gnostiker gilt. ... 
Der Fehler der Katholiken in gnostischer Sicht ist nun der, daß sie ihre mensch-
liche Versammlung für die ,Kirche‘ selbst halten“, hervorgehoben von uns, 
und U.-K. Plisch, Exegetischer Kommentar, in: idem, Die Auslegung…, 148: 
„Der irdischen ἐκκλησία“ wird in Inter „gar kein Wert an sich zugestanden. 
Vielmehr [wird] konsequent deren Vorläufi gkeit als Durchgangsstation zur 
himmlischen Heimat behauptet. Wie sehr dem Verf. von Inter auch immer 
an der Beilegung des in seiner Gemeinde schwelenden Konfl iktes gelegen ist, 
primär geht es in seinem Verstehenshorizont um Erlösung, nicht um Erhalt 
und Verfestigung des Vorläufi gen.“

(44)  Bzw. driĴ e — nach der natürlichen Geburt und der Taufe.
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ist somit bestimmend für den FortschriĴ  auf dem geistigen Weg. Daß 
die Wirkung GoĴ es auf die Gläubigen durch andere Menschen im 
Mönchtum als möglich gedacht wird, hängt letztlich mit der in der 
Gnosis fehlenden positiven Bewertung der Welt, Materie und Inkar-
nation zusammen.45 

SUMMARY

The contribution focuses on the diff erent understandings of charisma-
ta in the Gnostic text, The Interpretation of Knowledge and in the 3rd 
Sahidic Vita of St. Pachomius. The Gnostic text develops further an aspect 
of Apostle Paul’s notion of community structure according to which the 
charismata of the community members are understood as supplementing 
each other. This notion is completed with the idea of the primordial and 
post mortem equality of all members as far as they are Gnostic pneuma-
tics. One of the consequences of this ecclesiology is the prohibition to 
name someone “father” (cf. Mt 23,9). The Sahidic vita of St. Pachomius, 
on the contrary, argues for the application of this title to a Christian charis-
matic leader, a diff erence which witnesses a fundamental gap between the 
notion of a spiritaul mediator in Gnostic and Catholic thought.

(45)  Siehe hierzu G. G. Stroumsa, La gnose et le désenchantement chrétien 
du monde, in: idem, Savoir et salut (Paris, 1992) 163–181, besonders 179–180.



Sung-Hyun Nam
Séoul 

L’USAGE DU TERME 
« NOTRE PÈRE (peneiwt) »

DANS LA LITTÉRATURE PACHÔMIENNE

Peu étudiée sérieusement à notre connaissance, l ’expression « no-
tre père (peneiwt) » a, poutant, une place non négligeable dans la 
tradition liĴ éraire de la bibliothèque pachômienne dont les sources sont 
variées.1 La transmission de ce terme et son importance sémantique 
n’est pas facile à discerner, d’une part à cause d’un problème de la 
priorité parmi des oeuvres parvenues jusqu’à nous, et d’autre part 

(1)  Elles sont en plusieurs langues : arabe (E. Amélineau, Monuments pour 
servir à l’histoire de l’Egypte chrétienne au IVe siècle. Histoire de saint Pakhôme et 
de ses communautés. Edition et traduction des documents coptes et arabe iné-
dits (Paris, 1889) (ADMG, 17)), copte (L.-Th. Lefort, Les Vies coptes de saint 
Pachôme et de ses premiers successeurs, introduction et traduction d'une ving-
taine Vies coptes de Pachôme (Louvain, 1943) (Bibliothèques du Muséon, 16) ; 
idem (éd. et trad.), Vies sahidiques, édition et traduction (CSCO, 99 et 100) (Lou-
vain, 1954) ; idem (éd. et trad.), Oeuvres de s. Pachôme et de ses disciples, édition 
et traduction (Louvain, 1956) (CSCO, 159 et 160) ; A. Veilleux, La Vie de saint 
Pachôme (SBo), traduction de la vie bohaïrique (CSCO, 89) complétée par les 
vies sahidiques (Bellefontaine, 1984) (Spiritualité Orientale, 38) ; idem, The 
Life of Saint Pachomius and his disciples, Pachomian Koinonia, volume one, tra-
duction anglaise des quelques Vies de Pachôme (Kalamazoo, 1980)), grecque 
(F. Halkin, Sancti Pachomii Vitae Graecae, édition des six Vies grecques (Bruxel-
les, 1932) (SH, 19) ; A.-J. Festugière, La Première Vie grecque de saint Pachôme, 
introduction critique et traduction, dans : Les Moines d’Orient, t. IV/2 (Paris, 
1965) ; H. Quecke, Die Briefe Pachoms, édition des leĴ res de Pachôme (Regens-
burg, 1975) (Textus patristici et liturgici, 11) ; F. Halkin (éd.), A.-J. Festugière 
(trad.), Le Corpus athénien de saint Pachôme, édition du codex 1015 de la Biblio-
thèque nationale d’Athènes (Genève, 1982) ; J. Goehring, The leĴ er of Ammon 
and Pachomian monasticism, édition, traduction de la leĴ re d’Ammon et no-
tes (Berlin—New York, 1986) (PTS, 27)) et latine (J. S. Boon (ed.), Pachomiana 
Latina, version latine de Jérôme des œuvres pachômiennes (Louvain, 1932) ; 
P. Deseille, L'esprit du monachisme pachômien, introduction et traduction fran-
çaise de la version latine de Jérôme des oeuvres pachômienne (Bellefontaine, 
1968) (Spiritualité Orientale, 2) ; H. van Cranenburgh, La Vie latine de saint 
Pachôme, édition avec présentation de la deuxième Vie grecque de Pachôme 
(Bruxelles, 1969) (SH, 46)). 
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à cause d’une complexité des traditions orale et liĴ éraire du terme. 
Laissant à côté la question de la priorité des sources variées, car il nous 
faut tout le moins un volume pour l’éclairer,2 on est, dans ceĴ e étude, 
obligé de se contenter d’un processus herméneutique où le terme 
« notre père » sera examiné par la méthodologie qui s'intéresse à des 
plusieurs étapes de la transmission de ce terme. 

* * *

En premier lieu, il est préférable d’aborder les oeuvres de deux 
successeurs de Pachôme,3 Théodore et Horsièse, étant donné que leurs 
appellations du fondateur du cénobitisme peut se distinguer l’une de 
l’autre ; Théodore préfère en gros à l’expression « apa (apa) », tandis 
que Horsièse est plutôt aĴ aché à la formule « notre père ». Je voudrais 
expliquer d’abord en détail l’usage théodorien. Théodore applique en 
tout dix fois au fondateur le terme d’» apa »,4 à côté de l’expression 

(2)  On peut classer en gros les sources pachômiennes catégoriquement en 
trois : Vies, Règles et Oeuvres des disciples de Pachôme. La plupart d’études du 
siècle dernier considèrent, parmi ces trois catégories, les Vies comme repère 
important pour discerner l’histoire du monachisme pachômien. Néanmoins il 
serait téméraire de donner, sans réserve, la priorité aux Vies, puisque celles-ci 
ne représentent pas toujours les même traditions. 

(3)  Lefort, Oeuvres de s. Pachôme...
(4)  En ce qui concerne le terme d’» apa », il est d’origine sémitique. Il a 

trois références bibliques très connues : Mc 14, 36 ; Rm 8, 15 ; Ga 4, 6. il semble 
que les deux références de l’apôtre Paul remontent à la prière de Jésus à tra-
vers la transmission par une communauté primitive. La langue maternelle 
de Jésus était l’araméen et, selon l’Evangile de Marc, Jésus se servait de la 
forme araméen Abba, lorsqu’il s’adressait à Dieu en l’appelant « mon père » à 
Gethsémani. J. Jérémias a essayé de voir dans la prière de Jésus la nouveuaté et 
l’exclusivité de l’invocation Abba. Selon lui, « dans l’invocation Abba adressée 
à Dieu s’exprime le mystère ultime de la mission de Jésus. Il se savait mandaté 
pour faire part de la Révélation de Dieu, parce que Dieu s’était fait connaître 
à lui comme Père » (J. Jérémias, Théologie du Nouveau Testament (Paris, 1996) 
87–88). Mais ceĴ e interprétation piétiste de J. Jérémias, qui a obtenu un large 
assentiment a été contesté justement en 2001 par Marc Philonenko. Celui-ci a 
montré le fait que la formule du Psaume 89, 27 « mon Père et mon Dieu », est 
à l’origine, à travers de l’évènement du baptême au Jourdain, de la conscience 
fi liale de Jésus à Dieu (M. Philonenko, Le NOTRE PÈRE, De la prière de Jésus à 
la prière des desciples (Paris, 2001) 53–68). 

Le mot Abba qui était primitivement un nom divin chez Jésus acquiert un 
sens très diff érent dans la tradition monastique : un supérieur d’une demeu-
re communautaire ou solitaire, et un ancien qui a une autorité spirituelle à 
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de « cet homme » (trois fois) avec des adjectifs. Son terme technique 
d’» apa » peut être classé en quatre catégories : le titre d’» apa » sans 
suivant nom propre (Catéchèses = Cat. 40, 11 ; 40, 15 ; 48, 7 ; 50, 14 ; 
51, 1 ; 61, 10 ) ; « apa, le père de la Koinonia » (Cat. 53, 8) ; » apa Pa-
chôme » (Cat. 41, 24 ; 57, 21 ) ; « notre père apa » (Cat. 51, 29). Son ex-
pression d’» apa Pachôme » ne doit pas être considérée comme un 
terme spécifi que, parce qu l’on trouve parfois dans les catéchèses le 
titre d’» apa » avec d’autres noms propres comme « apa Horsièse » 

l’égard des frères (L. Regnault, La Vie quotidienne des Pères du désert en Egypte 
au IVe siècle (Paris, 1990) 11), s’appellent Abba. En eff et, il n’est pas possible de 
dater exactement depuis quand les milieux monastiques empruntèrent le mot 
en changeant le sens sémitique et biblique de ce terme. Il est curieux que la Vie 
d’Antoine d’Athanase ne se sert pas une seule fois de l’appellation d’« abba » 
à Antoine. 

ChiĴ y a pensé que ce terme « apa » aurait été réservé « pour désigner un 
supérieur monastique (ce qui n’implique pas nécessairement qu’il soit prêtre 
comme le suppose Bell) » (D. Chitty, Et le désert devint une cité (Paris, 1997) 38). 
Mais il ne nous faut pas imaginer que le titre « apa » désigne forcément, dans 
un usage des milieux anachorétiques ou cénobitiques, un supérieur d’une de-
meure monastique. La liĴ érature pachômienne l’aĴ ribue à des anciens qui 
ne sont pas des supérieurs (Vie bohaïrique = Bo 30 apa Péchos ; Bo 96 apa Za-
chée), un prêtre (Bo 41 apa Deny) ou un évêque (Bo 28 apa Sarapion, évêque 
de Nitentori) et même Athanase, archevêque d’Alexandrie (Bo 28 apa Atha-
nase). Chenoute le fait à l’archevêque Athanase (Athanase, LeĴ rres festales et 
pastorale. Trad. L. –Th. Lefort (Louvain, 1955) (CSCO, 151) 86 : apa Athanase). 
Dans l’Orient, le terme « apa » n’était pas ainsi exclusivement réservé pour un 
supérieur, bien qu’il l’eût désigné dans beaucoup de cas. Le terme principal 
oriental pour le supérieur était « ἡγούμενος ». Dans les milieux pachômiens, 
le mot « higoumène » est utilisé pour désigner des supérieurs des monastères 
de la Congrégation par rapport au supérieur général (« princeps » en traduc-
tion latine de Jérôme). Par contre, dans l’Occident, le mot « Apa » est devenu 
durant le Ve siècle un titre régulier d’un supérieur d’un monastère. Jean Cas-
sien se sert de ce terme pour désigner un supérieur dans ses Institutions cénobi-
tiques (voir l’expression Abbas coenobii dans l’index des mots principaux, Jean 
Cassien, Institutions cénobitiques. Ed. et trad. J.-C. Guy (Paris, 1965) (SC, 109) 
509). Cet usage devient universel depuis qu’il est reçu en ce sens par saint 
Benoît dans la première moitié du VIe siècle. Voir J. Chapman, Abbot, dans : 
Encyclopaedia of religion and ethics, vol. 1 (Edinburgh, 1908) 8. 

En ce qui concerne deux formes apa et abba, la première appartient, en 
général, à un usage de la Basse Egyte, alors que la deuxième constitue un cou-
tume de la Haute Egypte (W. Vycichl, Dictionnaire Étymologique de la langue 
copte (Louvain, 1983) 3–4 et W. Spiegelberg, Koptische Miszellen, ZeitschriĞ  für 
Ägyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde 62. (1927) 47–48). 
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(Cat. 61, 16), « apa Théodore » (Cat. 62, 3). Au surplus, on sait que le 
terme apa était un terme choisi pour exprimer normalement un respect 
spirituel des moines avancés en vertu dans les milieux monastiques. 
En ce qui concerne le quatrième titre « notre père », il est probable qu’il 
était courant aux premiers pachômiens à côté de celui d’» Apa », mais il 
constitue pour Théodore un emploi marginale par rapport à son autre 
appellation « Apa ».5 Seul le premier cas, terme d’» apa » sans nom 
propre suivant est, pour Théodore, un majeure usage pour désigner 
Pachôme (nous allons traiter plus tard l’expression «apa, le père de la 
Koinonia »).6 L’appellation de Théodore n’est pas, dans son ensemble, 
aussi cohérente que celle d’Horsièse, dans la mesure où il se sert d’un 
pronom de troisième personne, « cet homme » pour désigner Pachô-
me : » cet homme » (Cat. 42, 16 ) ; « ce si grand homme » (Cat. 40, 16) ; 
« cet excellent homme » (Cat. 40, 17). CeĴ e appellation ne se trouve dans 
tout le dossier pachômien que dans les catéchèses de Théodore. A notre 
connaissance, les auteurs de la biographie de Pachôme n’appliquent 
pas même une seule fois au fondateur ceĴ e formule « cet homme ». 

Par contre, l’appellation pour Pachôme d’Horsièse se distingue 
certainement de celle de Théodore. Pour lui, le fondateur du cénobi-
tisme est « notre père » (vingt et une fois). Le terme de « notre père » se 
présente sous plusieurs formes : le plus fréquemment, « notre père » 
sans nom propre (dix-huit fois),7 puis « notre père Pachôme » (une fois 

(5)  On observe cinq fois l’expression « notre père » dans la LeĴ re de Théo-
dore : trois fois dans l’édition de Boon (Boon, Pachomiana Latina...), « Apostolus 
et pater noster » (105, 15) ; « termini patris nostri » (106, 7) ; « pater noster » 
(106, 18) et deux fois dans la traduction d’Adalbert de Vogüé (T. Orlandi, 
A. de Vogüé, Nuovi Testi Copti Pacomiani, Epîtres inédites d’Horsièse et de 
Théodore, Studia Anselmiana 70 (1976) 241–257), « les commandements de 
notre père » (255, 50), « afi n que notre père dans l’autre monde témoigne pour 
nous » (257, 81–82).

(6)  Le titre « Apa » sans nom propre suivant était un des noms par les-
quels les premiers disciples de Pachôme désignaient leur maître (voir, Lefort, 
Oeuvres de s. Pachôme..., 40, n. 6 ; idem, Les Vies coptes de saint Pachôme..., 375, 
n. 1). W. Crum rapporte que ce titre n’était pas exclusivement réservé pour 
désigner Pachôme (W. Crum, Theological texts from coptic papyri (Oxford, 1913) 
187, n. 3). En eff et, ni Lefort ni Crum n’arrivent à distinguer le diff érence entre 
« apa » et « notre père ». 

(7)  Lib. Or. (= Liber Orsiesii ) 5 ; 9 ; 10 ; 11 ; 13 ; 16 ; 22 ; 28 ; 30 ; 35 ; 46 (deux 
fois) ; 47 (deux fois) ; 51 et LeĴ re d’Horsièse dans la traduction d’Adalbert de 
Vogüé (Orlandi, de Vogüé, Nuovi Testi Copti Pacomiani...), 246, 34 ; 246, 37 ; 
252, 36 ; 254, 20.
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dans le Liber Orsiesii8 = Lib. Or. 21), « notre saint père apa Pachôme » 
(une fois dans le Cat. 68,3), « notre père béni et juste, apa Pachôme » 
(une fois dans le Cat. 71, 3). En eff et, « notre père Pachôme » qu’utili-
sent les Vies n’est pas une formule réservée pour appeler uniquement 
Pachôme, parce que le titre « notre père » peut servir, dans la liĴ éra-
ture pachômienne, à désigner d’autres personnes avec un nom propre. 
Nous pouvons relever des exemples comme « notre père Cornélios » 
de la première Vie Sahidique (=S1a)9 et « notre père Jonas de Thmou-
sons » (Cat. de Théodore 61, 9–10). Quant à l’expression de « notre 
saint père apa Pachôme » et « notre père béni et juste apa Pachôme » 
qui se trouvent dans les catéchèses d’Horsiès, nous les trouvons une 
seule fois dans tout le dossier pachômien copte. Nous pouvons donc 
les aĴ ribuer au jeu de mot d’Horsièse, qui consiste en une composition 
des expressions pouvant désigner avec respect le fondateur. En tout 
cas, pour Horsièse, le terme de « notre père » est la racine pour l’ap-
pellation de Pachôme, et d’autres épithètes ne sont que des particules 
auxiliaires. Et l’usage principale du terme d’ « apa » est, pour Théo-
dore, semblable à celui de « notre père » d’Horsièse.

La question suivante est de savoir d’où ceĴ e divergence de 
l’appellation du fondateur provient. Il est assez probable qu’elle 
puisse concerner le problème de l’orthodoxie pachômienne.10 Il semble 
qu’Horsièse essaye d’éviter intentionnellement l’emploi théodorien, 
en se meĴ ant à l’écart de la préférence de l’école théodorienne dans 
l’appellation de Pachôme. 

Le contraste de l’appellation de Pachôme, « apa » / « notre père », 
dans les œuvres de Théodore et d’Horsièse, peut être un refl et d’un 

(8)  Cf. CPG 2367.
(9)  Lefort, Les Vies coptes de saint Pachôme..., 376, 21.
(10)  La mort de Pachôme survenue en 346 suscite assez tôt la question de 

l’orthodoxie pachômienne dont la problématique se concentre sur comment 
interpréter l’esprit cénobitique de Pachôme, fondateur du cénobitisme. Je 
pense qu’il y avait deux écoles qui interprétaient, d’une façon diff érente, son 
esprit essentiel et dont les représentants principaux sont, pour chaque côté, 
Théodore et Horsièse. Il est très probable que la démission d’Horsièse de 
l’année 352 était un évènement provenant des confl its de ces deux groupes 
et que l’intéret important de la partie qui traite, dans les Vitae Pachomii, du 
gouvernement des successeurs du fondateur, consiste à cacher un tel confl it 
réel ou falsifi er l’histoire déshonorable pour glorifi er les premiers moines 
cénobitiques. Voir ma thèse de doctorat soutenue le 14 mai 2004 à Strasbourg, 
S. H. Nam, Les cénobitismes primitifs de Pachôme et de Basile de Césarée (Thèse de 
doctorat présentée à Strasbourg, 2004) 35–149. 
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confl it des deux premiers successeurs ou un résultat de leur diff érence 
herméneutique quant à l’interprétation du fondateur. Par ailleurs, il 
est intéressant d’examiner des contextes où « apa » et « notre père » 
sont utilisés. Dans le cas d’Horsièse, l’appellation de « notre père » 
et quelques formes variées sont utilisées dans la plupart des cas où il 
veut évoquer l’enseignement spirituel de Pachôme, ses traditions et ses 
préceptes cénobitiques.11 Si Horsièse évoque à travers le terme « notre 
père » l’existence du fondateur du cénobitisme, il veut le faire dans la 
mesure où Pachôme donne des enseignements évangéliques comme 
le fondement de la vie commune. Horsièse s’intéresse principalement 
à une image évangélique de Pachôme comme maître du cénobitisme 
mais non à ses actions concrètes. En revanche, l’emploi de Théodore 
reste incohérent, contrairement à l’application horsienne rigoureuse. 
Dans quelques cas (trois fois), Théodore utilise certes le terme « apa » 
dans le sens horsien.12 Pourtant, beaucoup plus souvent (six fois), le 
terme « apa » est utilisé dans des contextes hors de l’esprit cénobiti-
que ou l’enseignement de Pachôme.13 D’ailleurs, Théodore se sert d’un 

(11)  « Selon l’ordre de notre saint père apa Pachôme » (Cat. 68, 3) ; 
« grâce aux enseignement de notre père béni et juste, apa Pachôme » (Cat. 
71, 3) ; « chacun des préceptes de notre père » (Lib. Or. 5) ; « ce que notre père 
a formellement interdit… » (Lib. Or. 9) ; « les traditions de notre père » (Lib. 
Or. 11) ; «…Car si quelqu’un vient à périr à cause de nous, notre âme sera 
coupable pour son âme. Cela même, notre père avait coutume de nous le faire 
entendre sans relâche » (Lib. Or. 13) ; « ce que notre père de sainte mémoire ne 
cessait jamais de nous redire » (Lib. Or. 16) ; « Dieu nous a accordé une grande 
grâce par (l’enseignement) de notre père Pachôme en nous faisant renoncer 
au monde » (Lib. Or. 21) ; « les traditions de notre père » (Lib. Or. 22) ; « les 
préceptes qui nous ont été transmis par notre père » (Lib. Or. 28) ; « les ins-
tructions de notre père » (Lib. Or. 30) ; « les préceptes de ses saints et de no-
tre père » (Lib. Or. 35) ; « la loi de Dieu que notre père a reçue de lui » (Lib. 
Or. 46) ; « l’enseignement par lequel notre père nous a formés tandis qu’il était 
encore en vie » (Lib. Or. 47) ; « Et fêtons... que notre père a dites, lui qui est 
Apa » (LeĴ re d’Horsièse, Orlandi, de Vogüé, Nuovi Testi Copti Pacomiani..., 
246, 34–35) ; « Et souvenons-nous aussi de ce que notre père nous ordonna de 
ne pas changer » (LeĴ re d’Horsièse, 246, 37–38) ; « notre père qui nous a réunis 
par Dieu est juste » (LeĴ re d’Horsièse, 252, 36) ; « réunios (?) qui nous a été 
fi xée par notre père juste » (LeĴ re d’Horsièse, 254, 20). 

(12)  « La loi de la Koinonia sainte et vraie ; celle dont l’auteur, après les 
apôtres, est Apa Pachôme » (Cat. 41, 24) ; « les préceptes que Dieu a donnés à 
Apa » (Cat. 50, 14) ; « la législation établie par Apa » (Cat. 51, 1). 

(13)  « Apa et apa Horsièse ; ‘qu’il (Dieu) forma par des épreuves secrtes 
et des maladies : il les fi t critiquer par des gens moins estimables » (Cat. 40, 
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nom démonstratif étranger aux Vies — « cet homme » — pour désigner 
dans le sens non horsien Pachôme (trois fois), dans des anecdotes où 
ce dernier est mentionné.14 Comme la fréquence nous le montre, l’em-
ploi majoritaire de Théodore dans l’appellation de Pachôme est évi-
demment loin de l’usage horsien. L’existence de Pachôme, par Théo-
dore, est évoqué, tantôt dans une perspective de pouvoir être nommé 
‘l’éducation des ennuis’, laquelle était un des cadres d’interprétation 
de Pachôme pour l’école théodorienne (Cat. 40, 11–12 ; 40, 16 ; 40, 18 ; 
42, 16–18 ; 48, 6–7 ), tantôt dans les cas généraux (Cat. 40, 15 ; 57, 21 ; 
51, 28–29 ; 61, 10). L’usage du sens horsien, pour Théodore, reste mar-
ginal. Ce que nous supposons par nos argumentations, c’est que le 
contraste entre « notre père » d’Horsièse et « apa » de Théodore ne se 
produisit pas accidentellement mais qu’il résulta de la diff érence in-
terprétative des deux successeurs à l’égard de leur maître. Horsièse es-
saye d’éviter rigoureusement l’emploi théodorien et de fi xer un autre 
usage pour désigner Pachôme, non forcément nouveau. En bref, nous 
voudrions aĴ ribuer à Horsièse le titre de « notre père » sans nom pro-
pre et à Théodore le terme d’» apa » sans nom propre, en considérant 
que les autres formes variées, exclusivement basées sur la racine res-
pective sans nom de Pachôme, sont secondaires. 

En eff et, il nous faut ouvrir une parenthèse concernant le terme tech-
nique pour appeler le fondateur du cénobitisme thébain ; il y en a une 
formule diachronique, hors les deux usages synchroniques, commune 
aux successeurs de Pachôme : « Apa, le père de la Koinonia ». CeĴ e 
formule reste, à travers Théodore, dans les œuvres à Horsièse (Cat. de 
Théodore 53, 8 ; Règlements d’Horsièse 91, 4 ; 95, 16 ; 98, 7).15 Une seule 
exception se trouve au chapitre 12 de Lib. Or. : « le père qui le premier, 
institua ces coenobia ». Le mot de « pater », traduit par Jérôme, serait 

11–12) ; « les frères du temps d’Apa » (Cat. 40, 15) ; « c’est ainsi qu’agirent les 
pères par laquelle il (Dieu) a formé les saints, … Apa et apa Horsièse » (Cat. 
48, 6–7) ; » la vie d’apa Pchôme » (Cat. 57, 21) ; » à l’aĴ ende des promesses que 
Dieu a faites à notre père Apa » (Cat. 51, 28–29) ; » cet homme qu’Apa tenait 
pour une célébrité » (Cat. 61, 10).

(14)  « Ce si grand homme eut recours à des séculiers pour une question 
de pains ; cet excellent homme voyait, de ses yeux, ses fi ls tourner de petites 
meules et lécher de la farine avec leur langue, par suite de leur grande faim 
(Cat. 40, 16–18) ». « Songeons aux maux et aux peines causées à cet homme et 
à tous les saints ) (Cat. 42, 16).

(15)  Cf. « Et fêtons... que notre père a dites, lui qui est Apa » (LeĴ re d’Hor-
sièse, Orlandi, de Vogüé, Nuovi Testi Copti Pacomiani..., 246, 34–35) 
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certes « » du grec : c’est dans les autres cas que Jérôme utilise 
strictement « pater noster ». Cependant, ceĴ e exception peut être uti-
lisée comme exemple qui nous confi rme l’emploi diachronique de la 
formule d’» Apa, le père de la Koinonia ». Jérôme traduit « pater qui 
primus instituit coenobia ». Si la traduction de Jérôme refl ète l’origi-
nal copte d’Horsièse — nous le pensons —, Horsièse ne changea que 
formellement la formule, qui était courante déjà depuis à l’époque du 
généralat de Théodore. A savoir, Horsièse, dans son Liber, explique de 
manière indicative la formule, « Apa, le père de la Koinonia » : selon 
son explication, ‘le père de la Koinonia’ est celui qui ‘le premier insti-
tua la Koinonia’. 

Il semble que ceĴ e formule ait été originairement utilisée chez les 
frères pachômiens dans un contexte précis. Son emploi originaire est 
lié à une idée testamentaire.16 Règlements d’Horsisèe 91, 4 conserverait 
un usage primitif de ceĴ e formule : « le Dieu d’Abraham d’Isaac et de 
Jacob, et le Dieu d’Apa (le père de la Koinonia) ». Les moines pachô-
miens veulent, par leur formule « Apa, le père de la Koinonia », con-
fi rmer que le Dieu qui conduit Pachôme à fonder le cénobitisme est 
le même que le Dieu des ancêtres de l’Ancien Testament. C’est par 
ceĴ e formule que Pachôme continue, dans la tradition cénobitique, 
des pères de l’Ancien Testament. Théodore utilise ceĴ e tradition de 
la même manière qu’Horsièse : «…la voie de la vie éternelle ; voie qui 
fut recommandée à Apa, père de la Koinonia, par le Dieu d’Abraham, 
d’Isaac et de Jacob » (Cat. 53, 7–9). Dans un cas, Horsièse augmente 
dans ceĴ e formule la liste des pères de l’Ancien Testament, et dans un 
autre cas il la supprime.17 Pourtant, nous pensons qu’il est probable 
que ces variations convergent vers la forme originale des Règlements 
d’Horsisèe 91, 4, basée sur la référence biblique Ex. 3, 6 et Mc 12, 26.

Nous allons également étudier l’histoire de la transmission du ter-
me tecnhique de « notre père ». L’Ancien Testament aĴ ribue le terme 
de « notre père » à Dieu.18 Pour Jésus aussi, « notre père » n’est accor-
dé qu’à Dieu.19 Par contre, Pachôme n’aurait pas pu être appelé faci-

(16)  Ex. 3, 6 ; cf. Mc 12, 26.
(17)  « La prostérité d’Abraham, d’Isaac, de Jacob, de Joseph, de David et 

d’Apa, le père de la Koinonia » (Règlements d’Horsièse, 98, 7) ; « conformé-
ment à la façon fi xée dès le début par le père de la Koinonia, Apa, auquel fut 
confi ée par Dieu ceĴ e grande vocation » (Règlements d’Horsièse 95, 15–17).

(18)  Is 63,16 ; 64,8. Le Lib. Or. 43 et la Cat. de Théodore 42, 6–7 ont une 
résonance provenant de ces phrases.

(19)  Mt. 6, 9. 
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lement, du son vivant, comme « notre père » sans nom propre, d’une 
part, à cause des exemples précédents bibliques réservés strictement à 
Dieu et de la tradition exégétique des pères de l’église qui cherchaient 
plusieurs signifi cations dans le « Pater Noster »,20 d’autre part, à cause 
de la tradition anachorétique ou semi-anachorétique qui n’applique 
pas le terme aux anciens.21 

Tout d’abord, Pachôme était appelé par son nom. La Vie bohaïrique 
(= Bo) 42 conserve une anecdote où un frère qui demande une promo-
tion, l’appelle simplement « Pachôme ».22 Il est possible que Pachôme 
puisse être appelé comme « Apa » ou « apa Pachôme ». Les Vies coptes 
n’appliquent pas ce terme à Pachôme dans le style du discours. En 
revanche, la première Vie grecque (= G1) conserve un cas où Théodore 
appelle Pachôme comme « abbâs » (G1 93). Lorsqu’on considère l’usa-
ge de Théodore dans ses catéchèses dont nous avons déjà parlé, nous 
pouvons penser assez vraisemblablement que l’» abbâs » de G1 93 re-
monte directement à Théodore mais non à la tradition liĴ éraire.23 

D’autre part, il est assez probable que le titre de « notre père » ait été 
accordé, dans un sens limité, à Pachôme du son vivant par les frères. 
Si Pachôme était appelé comme « notre père (peneiwt) », l’usage 
original de ce terme se serait borné à appeler le supérieur général de 
la Congrégation, soit parmi les frères, soit envers les gens extérieurs. 
Bo 59 (équivalent G1 61) conserve le premier emploi du titre. « Apa Cor-
nelios interrogea les frères arrivés par la barque : ‘Qu’a fait notre père 
pendant ces jours ?’ ». Nous trouvons un exemple pour le deuxième 
usage dans Bo 185. Le duc Artemios qui est venu à Phbôou pour arrê-
ter l’archevêque Athanase dit aux frères : » Amenez-moi votre père ». 
Dans ce contexte, « notre père » comme réponse de l’ordre d’Artemios 
n’est qu’un chef de la Congrégation. Plus loin dans le même chapitre, 
quand le duc demanda aux frères de prier pour lui avant son départ, 
ils disent : « Notre père nous a défendu de prier avec personne jus-
qu’à ce que l’Eglise soit de nouveau en paix, en raison des Ariens ». 
Ici, « notre père » (c’est-à-dire Théodore ) est mentionné comme tête 

(20)  Concernant la tradition exégétique des pères, voir A. Solignac, Pater 
Noster, dans : Dictionnaire de Spiritualité, t. XII.1 (Paris, 1984) 383–413. 

(21)  Les maîtres spirituels des milieux anachorétiques sont appelés nor-
malement comme « vieillard », « père » ou « abba ». Regnault, La Vie quo-
tidienne des Pères..., 140. Ainsi Palamon, maître de Pachôme est appelé « le 
vieillard Apa Palamon » (Bo 16).

(22)  « Descends, et prouve-moi mon péché, ô Pachôme le menteur ». 
(23)  Ce terme n’apparaît pas dans Bo 83, qui correspond à G1 93a. 
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de la communauté pachômienne envers l’homme extérieur, mais il ne 
désigne pas Pachôme. Ces deux exemples nous montrent que l’usage 
primitif de ce terme est destiné au chef de la Congrégation, soit Pachô-
me, soit Théodore. Les expressions, « notre père Pachôme », « notre 
père Théodore », « notre père Horsièse » et « notre père Petronios », 
conservées dans les Vies et les oeuvres pachômiennes, constituent des 
explications complémentaires pour montrer que le terme de « notre 
père » a été employé généralement dans ce contexte.24 Donc, l’utilisa-
tion du terme « notre père » n’a pas d’autre raison que d’exprimer un 
meilleur respect pour les supérieurs généraux de la Congrégation. Cet 
emploi est trouvé hors des milieux pachômiens, mais son apparition 
est extrêmement rare par rapport à sa fréquence dans la liĴ érature pa-
chômienne.25 

(24) Des cas où le terme « notre père » applique à d’autres personnes que 
Pachôme et ses deux successeurs principaux appartiennent à un emploi mar-
ginal dans le milieu pachômien. Nous rencontrons une seule fois la formule 
« notre père Jonas de Thmousons » (Cat. de Théodore, 61, 9-10) et « notre père 
Cornélios » (S1a). En revanche, on rencontre souvent l’expression de « notre 
père Théodore » et relativement moins souvent « notre père Horsièse ». 

 A ma connaissance, on ne voit qu’une seule occurrence l’expression de 
« notre père Petronios » dans toute la bibliothèque pachômienne (leĴ re d’Hor-
sièse dans la traduction d’Adalbert de Vogüé, 253, 3). Le culte de Petronios, 
successeur immédiat de Pachôme, était célèbre dans la région du Panopolite 
et il y avait là une église consacrée à son nom selon P.Cair. Masp. I 67021 daté 
de 567. Voir J. Gascou, Les Pachômiens à Aphrodité, dans : J.-L. Fournet (éd.), 
Les archives de Dioscore d’Aphrodité cent ans après leur découverte. Histoire et cultu-
re dans l’Egypte byzantine (Paris, 2008) (Etudes d’archéologie et d’histoire an-
cienne) 275–282. Pour trois monastères pachômiens dont le premier directeur 
était Petronios, voir S. H. Nam, « Traces Historiques des Onze Monastères 
fondés par Pachôme, Père du Coenobium, un essai de synthèse des sources 
variées », Korea Journal of Christian Studies 51 (2007) 177–202, v. 187–195.

(25)  Tout d’abord, le terme fut utilisé pour désigner les archevêques 
d’Alexandrie. Athanase d’Alexandrie appelle son prédécesseur Alexandre 
(313–328) comme « notre père Alexandre » (Athanase, LeĴ rres festales..., 72, 
20). Apa Moïse utilise une appellation basée sur le terme « notre père » pour 
désigner Athanase l’archevêque dans une leĴ re envoyée à ses moniales : « no-
tre saint père apa Athanase » (Ibid., p. 87, 5). Dans le milieu anachorétique, 
cet usage était très limité. Nous ne trouvons ni chez Cassien ni ches Pallade le 
titre de « notre père » ou « notre père » avec nom propre. C’est dans les Apoph-
tegmes que nous voyons très rarement le titre avec nom propre : « Lui, notre 
père Macaire… » (L. Regnault, Les sentences des pères du désert, troisième recueil 
et table (Solesmes, 1975) 159, Am 139,13).
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Le terme de « notre père » qui n’était utilisé originellement, avec ou 
sans nom propre, que pour désigner le supérieur général dans la com-
munauté pachômienne, est pronominalisé, après la mort du fonda-
teur, grâce à l’idée d’Horsièse, en particulier son Liber. Pour Horsièse, 
« notre père » n’était pas un terme pour appeler le supérieur général 
de la Congrégation. L’expression « notre père » sans nom propre, pour 
lui, est un personnage dont l’autorité spirituelle fournit la raison d’être 
du cénobitisme. Ce terme est employé par Horsièse pour désigner ex-
clusivement le fondateur du cénobitisme, Pachôme. Quand Horsièse 
reçoit la formule d’» Apa, le père de la Koinonia », il voit dans ceĴ e 
formule de transmission un sens commentaire du terme de « notre 
père » : « notre père » signifi e, pour lui, ‘le père’ de la Congrégation, 
c’est-à-dire le pionnier du cénobitisme. 

En eff et, la divergence « Apa » / « notre père » de l’appellation de 
Pachôme, que conservent les œuvres de successeurs nous fournit un 
point de vue critique pour les Vies de Pachôme. Les Vies coptes qui 
prolongent leurs récits jusqu’aux premiers successeurs sont aĴ ribuées 
à l’école théodorienne, puisqu’après la mort de Pachôme, le héros est 
Théodore, mais non pas Horsisèe. Il est donc curieux de trouver que 
l’usage horsien du terme « notre père » éclipse, dans les Vies de Pa-
chôme, l’emploi théodorien de l’appellation d’» Apa » sans nom de Pa-
chôme. Théodore n’applique pas « Apa » à Pachôme dans les Appendi-
ces coptes,26 Appendices correspondant à la partie qui prolonge, après 
la mort de celui-ci, le récit jusqu’aux ses premiers successeurs. Il en va 
de même avec l’Appendice grecque. Selon G1 125, 131, 142, Théodore 
se sert de l’appellation de « notre père » pour désigner le fondateur 

D’autre part, il est intéressant d’observer le fait que l’auteur ou le rédac-
teur de G1 se sert du terme ὁ πατὴρ ἡμῶν pour désigner Antoine et Athanase. 
Psarphios, vice-supérieur général, appelle l’archevêque Athanase ὁ πατὴρ 
ἡμῶν (G1 138). Antoine est appelé ὁ πατὴρ ἡμῶν Ἀντώνιος (G1 2), ὁ πατὴρ 
ἡμῶν ὁ μακάριος Ἀντώνιος (G1 120) — dans le ms Atheniensis, ὁ μακάρι-
ος πατὴρ ἡμῶν Ἀντώνιος. L’application du terme » notre père » à Athanase 
dans G1 ainsi que dans son équivalent Bo 185 n’est pas étonnante, parce que 
le terme était une marque d’un meilleur respect pour évêque. En revanche, 
le cas d’Antoine est totalement diff érent. Les sources sahidiques n’aĴ ribuent 
pas une seule fois, l’appellation de « notre père » à Antoine. Il n’y a que deux 
formes pour Antoine dans la cinquième Vie sahidique = S5 : « le bienheureux 
apa Antoine » (S5 122) et « apa Antoine » (S5 123).

(26)  Bo 194 ; S6 322, 13 ; 323, 1 ; 326, 24 ; 330, 20 ; 330, 30. Dans ces endroits, 
Pachôme s’appelle comme « notre père » ou « feu notre père ».
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du cénobitisme : « Je ne sais rien, pour autant que j’ai off ensé Dieu et 
notre père… » (G1 125) ; «…afi n que l’Ennemi ne dissipe pas tout le 
travail de notre père…, du temps de notre père » (G1 131) ; «…nous 
avons entendue de la bouche de notre père » (G1 142). En revanche, on 
ne peut pas y trouver l’appellation d’» Apa », typique aux catéchèses 
de Théodore. Outre le terme d’» Apa » sans nom propre,27 il n’y a pas, 
dans toute la Vie grecque, de transformations d’appellation variées, fi -
gurées dans les Catéchèses de Théodore, basées sur la racine d’appel-
lation d’» Apa », lesquelles ont déjà été remarquées.28 Par contre, dans 
tous les Appendices, Pachôme est appelé toujours comme « notre père » 
dans les discours d’Horsièse.29 Un repère qui nous permet de mesu-
rer l’authenticité de ceĴ e régularisation de l’appellation de Pachôme 
auprès des premiers supérieurs généraux, que conservent les Appendi-
ces, doit être trouvé hors des Vies, c’est-à-dire dans les œuvres de Théo-
dore et Horsièse. La divergence « Apa » / « notre père » de l’appella-
tion qui se manifeste dans leurs œuvres est régularisée dans les Appen-
dices à travers la convergence de leurs appellations de « notre père ». 
Pour quelle raison les auteurs des Appendices essayent-ils d’unifi er le 
titre de Pachôme ? 

Outre la convergence à travers la bouche d’Horsièse et Théodore 
dans les Appendices, ce qui ne doit pas échapper à notre observation, 
c’est que l’appellation régularisée de Pachôme par le titre de « notre 
père », qui ne remonte qu’aux auteurs, devient un phénomène carac-
téristique qui couvre presque toutes les Vies coptes, tandis que le titre 
d’« Apa » sans nom propre pour appeler Pachôme apparaît beaucoup 
plus limité.30 Il faut donc se demander pourquoi les auteurs des Vies 

(27)  L’auteur de G1 applique souvent l’expression « abbas » à Pachôme 
(G1 61 ; 93 ; 99 ; 102 ; 110 ; 114). 

(28)  La première Vie grecque s’appuye sur les diverses formes pour 
désigner Pachôme. Outre ὁ πατὴρ ἡμῶν ou ὁ πατὴρ ἡμῶν Παχούμιος, elle 
utilise ὁ θεῖος Παχούμιος (G1 39), ὁ μέγας Παχούμιος (G1 41), ὁ μέγας (G1 42), 
ὁ γέρων (G1 42, 51), ὁ πατήρ (G1 50), et ὁ ἀββᾶς Παχούμιος (G1 61). 

(29)  Bo 209 et G1 126. 
(30)  Le terme « Apa » n’apparaît que dans les Cat. de Théodore, Carour, 

S1a, la quinzième Vie sahidique. Cf. Pour un seul cas d’Horsièse : « Et fêtons... 
que notre père a dites, lui qui est Apa » (LeĴ re d’Horsièse, Orlandi, de Vogüé, 
Nuovi Testi Copti Pacomiani..., 246, 34–35). Il est intéressant de constater que 
la quinzième Vie sahidique provenant de l’école horsienne utilise ce terme. 
Cependant, il ne faut pas trop exagérer cet aspect, parce qu'elle applique déjà 
à l'image d'Horsièse la préférence copte pour le merveilleux. 
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coptes prennent l’emploi horsien à la place de l’usage de Théodore. 
Pour répondre à ces deux questions, nous devons tourner notre aĴ en-
tion vers des usages anachorétiques. Concernant le terme de « notre 
père » dans la liĴ érature d’origine anachorétique, nous cherchons en 
vain des cas où le titre « notre père » sans nom propre s’applique à 
un père spirituel, de façon constante même après sa mort. Par con-
tre, il semble que le terme d’« apa » soit d’origine anachorétique : ce 
terme est utilisé dans la plupart des cas avec nom propre. C’est par 
ceĴ e observation que notre argumentation obtient un fondement plus 
renforcé. 

* * *

 Si le terme technique de « notre père » est choisi par les auteurs 
des Vies coptes, c’est parce qu’ils veulent distinguer le fondateur du 
cénobitisme d’autres anciens pères anachorétiques. Si l’anachorétisme 
emprunte, d’un usage sémitique, le terme d’« apa » pour représenter 
l’autorité spirituelle de ses pères anciens, le cénobitisme pachômien 
emploie, quelques temps après son début, un nouveau terme pour dé-
signer leur fondateur d’une façon indépendante de la tradition anach-
orétique. Les auteurs de Vies visent dans l’expression de « notre père » 
une diff érenciation du cénobitisme et de l’anachorétisme. Ils suivent 
l’intention horsienne qui veut représenter Pachôme comme symbole 
du cénobitisme par le titre de « notre père ». Le terme technique de 
« notre père » joue le rôle d’un instrument de diff érenciation, qui sé-
pare « les fi ls de Pachôme » des anachorètes. Par une notion de col-
lectivité qui s’exprime dans la perspective de la première personne de 
‘le père de nous’, le monde extérieur anachorétique est objectivisé en 
présence du cénobitisme thébain. La persistance de l’appellation de 
« notre père » par les auteurs des Vies s’explique bien par ceĴ e com-
préhension. Tous les eff orts des frères pachômiens, qui ne cessèrent 
pas de se distinguer des anachorètes sont condensés dans ce titre de 
« notre père ». C’est pour ceĴ e raison que les Vies coptes abandonnent 
le titre d’« Apa » sans nom propre, usage théodorien, en choisissant 
celui de « notre père », malgré leur tendance théodorienne de biog-
raphie d’ensemble. Le titre de « notre père » est une expression d’une 
subjectivité du cénobitisme pachômien par rapport à l’anachorétisme 
et d’autres locales traditions monastiques. En conclusion, ceĴ e argu-
mentation s’établit par le discernement de la tradition liĴ éraire post-
horsienne, conservée dans les Vies, en prenant comme point de départ 
les œuvres des successeurs de Pachôme. 
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SUMMARY

The expression of “our father” which is used to indicate the founder of 
the cenobitism in the Pachomian literature represents a notion of cenobite 
collectivity of the pachomian monks in comparison to the outside world. 
In order to describe the complicated historical process of the formation 
of this technical term, we must fi rst of all distinguish the locutions of two 
successors of Pachomius ; one is the term of Horsiesius “our father,” the 
other that of Theodore “apa”. In this hermeneutic eff ort, an analysis of 
the works of Horsiesius and Theodorus is prior, whereas the Lives are 
complementary. 



Dragoş A. Giulea
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THE HEAVENLY FIRE 
WORKING THE EARTH OF THE HEART: 

ORIGEN, ANTONY, PSEUDO-MACARIUS, 
AND THE INTERNALIZATION 

OF THE IMAGE OF DIVINE FIRE 

One of the texts belonging to both the Ps.-Macarian collections B 
and H commences with the following fragment: 

That celestial fi re (   ) of the Godhead ( ), 
which Christians receive now in this life within themselves (       
      ) in the heart (            ), and serves (         ) internally 
in their hearts (                         ), will manifest itself exter-
nally aĞ er the dissolution of the body, will join again the bodily 
members and engender resurrection to the dismembered parts ( 
                              ). For just as the fi re which served 
at the altar in Jerusalem (                                         
              ) at the time of the captivity was buried in a hole, 
and that same fi re, when peace came and the captives returned, 
was renewed to its original condition and served according to 
the old practice (                                 ), likewise the 
heavenly fi re refashions and renews (                                
            ) this immediate body—which aĞ er its decomposition 
turns to mire—and raises up the corrupted bodies. For that internal 
fi re which inhabits our hearts (                                    
   ) emerges then externally and engenders resurrection of the 
bodies (                            ).1

(1)  B 53.1–2.1–12 and H 11.1.1–13. The diff erences between the two texts 
are minor and not signifi cant for the present argument. For the Greek text 
I will make use of the Sermones 64 (collectio B) edited by H. Berthold, Makarios/
Symeon Reden und Briefe, 2 vols. (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1973); Homiliae spiri-
tuales 50 (collectio H) edited by H. Dörries, E. Klostermann, and M. Krüger, 
Die 50 Geistlichen Homilien des Makarios (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1964) (CPG 2411, 
PTS, 4); and Sermones 1–22, 24–27 (collection C) edited by H. Berthold, and 
E. Klostermann, Neue Homilien des Makarius/Symeon (Berlin: Akademie Ver-
lag, 1961) (Texte und Untersuchungen, 72). English translations are mine. For 
a comprehansive English translation of the H collection, see G. A. Maloney’s 
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The author seems to be an inspired knower of the eschatological 
“mechanisms” which, at the end of time, will bring together the scat-
tered parts of our decomposed bodies. The key active principle of the 
whole scenario, which echoes Ezekiel 37.1–10, will be “the heavenly 
fi re,” an agent which has the ability to recreate the decomposed body 
into a new human being. Usually a symbol of destruction, the fi re be-
comes for Ps.-Macarius the way of expressing the cathartic and creat-
ing operations of the Holy Spirit. 

The fragment displays three parallel images, which may be ar-
ranged in two columns of three items each. While the fi rst column 
points to some elements of the sacred service held at the reconstructed 
Second Temple, the second denotes the elements of a liturgy that takes 
place within the human being and rebuilds it: 

(a) the altar ( )
(b) the fi re ministering on the al-
tar in Jerusalem (  
      
)
(c) the post-exilic reconstruction 
of the altar

(a) the human heart ( )
(b) the heavenly fi re ministering in 
the human heart (   
       
)
(c) the eschatological reconstruc-
tion of the human being.

Employing the rhetorical device of an internalized analogy, the text 
portrays human beings as temples and their hearts as altars able to 
receive the heavenly fi re of the Godhead. The liturgical language en-
tails the specifi c note that the space where the liturgy takes place is 
internalized within the human soul. Another liturgical element that 
should also be taken into account is the repetition of the verb  
(“to serve,” “to minister”). In all instances of this fragment, the verb is 
associated with the function of the fi re which, as a minister to the altar, 
performs a priestly role.2 

Pseudo-Macarius: The FiĞ y Spiritual Homilies and the Great LeĴ er (New York: 
Paulist Press, 1992). 

(2)  Compare also with B 4.15.7 and H 50.3, where Ps.-Macarius affi  rms 
that the Spirit operated () and ministered () within the souls of 
the prophets; cf. Epistola Magna 7.10–11. The idea of an internal worship of God 
in Macarius appears in Dörries’s fi rst book (see note 3), Symeon, 310: “Alles, was 
GoĴ  gefällt, und der rechte Dienst GoĴ es is innerlich in den Gedanken.” For 
more information on the internalized liturgy in Ps.-Macarius, see A. Golitzin, 
A Testimony to Christianity as Transfi guration: The Macarian Homilies and 
Orthodox Spirituality, in: S. T. Kimbrough (ed.), Orthodox and Wesleyan Spiri-
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But the present study will search the evolution of the image of 
heavenly fi re from its early biblical representations to the way (Ps?-) 
Antony and Ps.-Macarius internalized this image. To that end, the next 
three sub-chapters will investigate the biblical image of the divine fi re 
(which is predominantly external), the Jeremian tradition of the inter-
nal fi re produced by the words of Scripture, and a few Christian con-
texts of the internalized image of the divine fi re, such as Paul, Clement 
of Alexandria, and Origen. Origen’s view is the most elaborate, and to 
a certain extent prefi gures the future Macarian elaboration. Likewise, 
for Origen and Ps.-Macarius, the internal fi re seems to be the Holy 
Spirit which works as a divine tool guided by Christ, the Logos. The 
last three sub-chapters will focus on Ps.-Macarius’s vision while also 

tuality, (Crestwood, NY: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2002) 129–156 and 
M. Plested, The Macarian Legacy: The Place of Macarius-Symeon in the Eastern 
Christian Tradition (New York: Oxford University Press, 2004) 109–111. The 
internalized liturgical language has been a common presence in Jewish and 
Christian theology, since it is a biblical theme as one can see in Ps 51:17, or Rom 
12:1. See also 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, SBLSP 37 (1998) 400–431. Being present in Greek theology as well, the 
internalization of liturgical language seems to be a Syrian particularity; see, 
e.g., S. Brock, Spirituality in the Syriac Tradition (Kerala, India: St. Ephrem Ecu-
menical Research Institute, 1989); S. Beggiani, Introduction to Eastern Christian 
Spirituality: The Syriac Tradition (London: Associated University Presses, 1991); 
S. Brock, The Luminous Eye: The Spiritual World Vision of Saint Ephrem (Kal-
amazoo, MI: Cistercian Publications, 1992); idem, Studies in Syriac Christian-
ity: History, Literature and Theology (Brookfi eld, VT: Ashgate, 1992). However, 
the image of the internalized fi re is rare in Syrian texts, most likely because 
the Syrians used the image of fi re primarily in Christological and sacramental 
contexts without the internalized facet. While the fi re denotes as well the Holy 
Spirit, there is no much emphasis on internalization; e.g., Ephrem the Syrian, 
H. de Fide 40.10, in S. Brock, Fire from Heaven: From Abel’s Sacrifi ce to the Eu-
charist. A Theme in Syriac Christianity, SP 25 (1993) 234: “The fi re is the symbol 
of the Spirit, it is a type of the Holy Spirit…”. Fire is present everywhere Christ 
is present—in the womb of the Virgin, in the Jordan, or in the Eucharist; e.g., 
Ephrem, H. de Fide 10.17: “See, the Fire and Spirit are in the womb of her who 
bore you, see Fire and Spirit are in the river in which you were baptized. Fire 
and Spirit are in our baptismal fount, in the bread and Cup are Fire and Holy 
Spirit” (in Brock, Fire from Heaven..., 238). Cf. H. de Fide 10.8: “In your Bread 
there is hidden the Spirit who is not consumed, in your wine there dwells the 
Fire that is not drunk: the Spirit is in your Bread, the Fire in your Wine, a mani-
fest wonder, that our lips have received.” See also J. B. Glenthoj, Cain and Abel 
in Syriac and Greek Writers: 4th–6th Centuries (Louvain: Peeters, 1997).
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mentioning (Ps?-)Antony.3 In general terms, the study traces the gen-

(3)  For previos scholarship devoted to the the Macarian spiritual doctrines, 
see for example H. Dörries, Symeon von Mesopotamien: Die Überlieferung der 
messalianischen “Makarios” SchriĞ en (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1941); W. W. Jae-
ger, Two Rediscovered Works of Ancient Christian Literature: Gregory of Nyssa and 
Macarius (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1954); A. Baker, Ps.-Macarius and Gregory of Nys-
sa, VC 20 (1966) 227–234; P. Miquel, Les caractères de l’expérience spirituelle 
selon le Pseudo-Macaire, Irénikon 39:4 (1966) 497–513. R. Staats, Gregor von 
Nyssa und die Messalianer: Die Frage der Priorität zweier altkirchlicher SchriĞ en 
(Berlin: De Gruyter, 1968); E. A. Davids, Das Bild vom “Neuen Menschen.” Ein 
Beitrag zum Verständnis des Corpus Macarianum (Salzburg—München: Pustet, 
1968); A. Baker, Syriac and the Scriptural Quotations of Ps.-Macarius, JTS 
20 (1969) 133–149; M. J. Le Guillou, Remarques sur la notion macarienne de 
“subtilité,” Istina 19 (1974) 339–342; R. Goulet, La théologie de Makarios Ma-
gnès, Mélanges de science religieuse 34 (1977) 45–69 and 145–150; H. Dörries, 
Die Theologie des Makarios/Symeon (GöĴ ingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978); 
Makarios-Symeon, Epistola magna: Eine messalianische Mönchsregel und ihre 
UmschriĞ  in Gregors von Nyssa „De instituto christiano.“ Ed. R. Staats (GöĴ in-
gen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984); S. Tugwell, Evagrius and Macarius, in: 
C. Jones, G. Wainwright, E. Yarnold, SJ (eds.), Study of Spirituality (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1986) 168–175; C. Stewart, Working the Earth of the 
Heart: The Messalian Controversy in History, Texts, and Language to AD 431 (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1991); O. Hesse, Vom Paradies der Kirche und 
vom Paradies im Herzen: Zur Deutung der Paradiesesgeschichte bei Maka-
rios/Symeon und Markos Eremites, in: K. Fitschen, R. Staats (eds.), Grundbe-
griff e christlicher Ästhetik : Beiträge des V. Makarios-Symposium Preetz 1995, (Wies-
baden: Harrassowitz, 1997) 23–26; R. Staats, Die Metamorphose des Christen: 
Die Wandlungslehre des Makarios-Symeon im Zusammenhang seiner An-
thropologie, Christologie und Eucharistielehre, in: Fitschen, Staats, Grundbe-
griff e..., 16–22; U. Schulze, Die “geistigen Sinne” der Seele: Eine kurze Skizze 
zur Anthropo logie des Makarios/Symeon, in: Fitschen, Staats, Grundbegriff e..., 
12–15; T. Vi vian, The Good God, the Holy Power, and the Paraclete: “To the 
Sons of God” (Ad fi lios Dei) by Saint Macarius the Great, Anglican Theological 
Review 30 (1998) 338–365; K. Fitschen (Intro., tr., notes), Pseudo-Makarios: Re-
den und Briefe (StuĴ gart: A. Hiersemann, 2000); M. Plested, The Christology of 
Macarius-Symeon, SP 37 (2001) 593–596; E. M. Atkins, “And Immediately He 
Received His Sight”: St Macarius and the Miracle of the Hyena, SP 35 (2001) 
3–9; S. Burns, Cappadocian Encratism and the Macarian Community, SP 37 
(2001) 27–32; A. Golitzin, A. Orlov, “Many Lamps are Lightened from the 
One”: Paradigms of the Transformational Vision in Macarian Homilies, VC 55 
(2001) 281–298; A. Golitzin, Recovering the “Glory of Adam”: “Divine Light” 
Traditions in the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Christian Ascetical Literature of 
Fourth-Century Syro-Mesopotamia, in: J. R. Davila (ed.), The Dead Sea Scrolls 
as Background to Postbiblical Judaism and Early Christianity (Leiden: Brill, 2003) 
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eral lines of the tradition of internal divine fi re from its biblical roots to 
the monastic Pneumatology of the fourth century.

God’s Fire Manifested in the Visible Universe 

The image of the external fi re of God represents a common image in 
Scripture. It may be linked with ritual sacrifi ces,4 divine punishments,5 
or theophanies.6 It is, therefore, a common symbol for the divine pres-
ence or manifestation in the visible universe.7 Nonetheless, the image 
of the divine fi re remains external to the human soul. 

It is also worth noting the speculations on the divine fi re produced 
by the early Christian Hellenistic theologians. As W. C. van Unnik ar-
gues in one of his articles, Christian theologians took over and em-
ployed the Stoic image of “wise fi re.”8 The nature of this fi re is divine 

(STDJ, 46) 275–308; A. V. Muraviev, Macarian or Evagrian: The Problem of Ori-
genist Legacy in Eastern Syriac Mystical Literature, Origeniana octava II (Leu-
ven: Leuven University Press, 2003) 1185–1191; M. Ghattas, Die Seelenlehre 
des Origenes in den sogenannten 50 geistlichen Homilien des “Makarius des 
Agypters,” Origeniana octava II..., 1003–1008; M. Plested, The Macarian Legacy...

(4)  E.g., Lev 9:23–24, 1 Kgs 18:38, 1 Chr 21:26 or Judg 6:21; 2 Chr 7:1; 
2 Chr 7:3.

(5)  Generally, fi re is a symbol of purifi cation for a new future creation, 
as one can see for example in M. Girard, Les Symboles dans la Bible (Paris: Les 
Éditions du Cerf, 1991), 111–232. The image of the divine fi re as punishment 
occurs, e.g., in Gen 19:24; Exod 9:23–24; Lev 10:2; Num 11:1; 16:35; 21:28; 26:10; 
Deut 32:22; Judg 9:20; 2 Kgs 1:10; 1:12; 1:14; Job 1:16; Ps 11:6; Ps 21:9. See also 
MaĴ  3:12; 25:41; Luke 9:54 or Jude 1:7 for the New Testament.

(6)  The fi re (אש) of theophanies occurs for example in Exod 3:2; 13:21–22 
(pillar of fi re); 14:24; 19:18; 24:17 (the glory of Yahweh as a consuming fi re); 
40:38; Num 9:15–16; 14:14; Deut 1:33; 4:11; 4:12 (“Then the LORD spoke to 
you out of the fi re”); 4:15; 4:24; 4:33; 4:36; 5:4; 5:22; 5:23–26; 9:3; 9:10; 9:15; 10:4; 
2 Sam 22:9 (“Smoke went up from his nostrils, and devouring fi re from his 
mouth”); 22:13; 2 Kgs 2:11; 6:17; Neh 9:12; Job 41:19; Ps 18:8; 18:12; 18:13; 29:7; 
Isa 30:27. The image also appears in the New Testament: 1 Cor 3:13; 2 Thess 
1:7; Heb 1:7; Heb 12:29 (“our God is a consuming fi re”); Rev 1:14; 2:18; see es-
pecially the baptism with the Spirit and fi re (MaĴ  3:11; Luke 3:16) and the fi re 
as the Spirit that comes down at Pentecost (Acts 2:3). Unless otherwise noted, 
all biblical citations are from the NRSV.

(7)  For a more detailed classifi cation, see for instance J. Gaillard’s article 
“Feu,” in Dictionnaire de Spiritualité (Paris: Beauchesne, 1964) 247–273. 

(8)  W. C. van Unnik, The “Wise Fire” in a Gnostic Eschatological Vision, 
Kyriakon. FestschriĞ  Jahannes Quasten, v. 1 (Munster Westfalen: Verlag Aschen-
dorff , 1970) 277–288.
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and it has the capacity to distinguish between good and evil as well as 
to purify corruption.9 However, the speculations on the “wise fi re” do 
not appear to portray this fi re as operating within the human soul. 

The Internal Fire Produced by the Words of Scripture

The fi rst mention of the image of the internalized divine fi re most 
likely appears in a verse ascribed to the prophet Jeremiah:

If I say, ‘I will not mention him, or speak any more in his name’ (שם), 
then within me (lit. “within my heart:” לביב) there is something like 
a burning fi re (אש) shut up in my bones; I am weary with holding it 
in, and I cannot.10 

The prophetic oracle testifi es therefore that theological circles linked 
to Jeremiah, or at least the Jeremian tradition, envisaged the idea that 
the Name (שם) of God, which means God’s presence or manifestation, 
causes a fi re in the human heart (לב).11 Likewise, it was alleged that the 
divine words (דברים) of God were similar to fi re (אש).12 The laĴ er idea 
fi nds a very interesting echo in Luke 24:32, a passage where Christ 
explains the Scriptures to two of his disciples on the road to Emmaus: 
“They said to each other, ‘Were not our hearts burning within us while 

(9)  As van Unnik shows, the expression   does not appear in 
the Stoic texts as Augustine supposed (De civitate Dei 8.5: Stoici ignem…sapi-
entem); the expression used by Chrysippus, for instance, was   (cf. 
Arnim. SVF II p.146, 18; p.223, 2.9).   will appear in Clement of 
Alexandria (Paed. III 8.44.2; Str. VII 6.34.4; Ecl. Proph. 25,4; and Protr. IV 53.2).
Compare: Tertullian, Scorpiace 3 (sapiens ignis), Origen, Peri Euch. 25.15, Hom. 
in Ezech. I.3 (ignis sapiens), Minucius Felix, Octavius 35.3 (sapiens ignis), and 
Jerome, In Dan. 3 (sapiens ignis).

(10)  Jer 20:9.
(11)  See, for instance, T. N. D. Mettinger, The Dethronement of Sabaoth: 

Studies in the Shem and Kabod Theologies (Uppsala, Sweden: C. W. K. Gle-
erup, 1982); J. E. Fossum, The Name of God and the Angel of the Lord: Samaritan 
and Jewish Concepts of Intermediation and the Origin of Gnosticism (Tübingen: 
J. C. B. Mohr, 1985); S. R. A. Starbuck, Shem YHWH: The Presence, Power, and 
Hypostatic Warrior of Yhwh: An Investigation of the Idiom in the Old Testament and 
Israelite Religion within the Ancient Near Eastern Context (M. Div. Thesis: Princ-
eton Theological Seminary, 1988).

(12)  E.g., Jer 5:14: “Therefore thus says the Lord, the God of hosts: Be-
cause they have spoken this word (דבר), I am now making my words (דברים) in 
your mouth a fi re (אש), and this people wood, and the fi re shall devour them.” 
Cf. Jer 23:29: “Is not my word (דבר) like fi re (אש), says the Lord, and like a ham-
mer that breaks a rock in pieces?”
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he was talking to us on the road, while he was opening the scriptures 
to us?’” Furthermore, ancient Christian theologians made clear con-
nections between these passages—namely Jer 5:14, Jer 20:9, and Luke 
24:32—as one can see in Origen, who associates them in his Commen-
tary on John, and places them under the idea that the fi re of Scripture 
can be internalized in the soul:

But let us, by means of the boiling spirit () and 
the fi ery words () given by God, such as Jeremiah 
received from the one who said to him, “Behold I have placed my 
words () in your mouth as fi re (),” (Jer 5:14) roast 
the meat of the lamb so that those who partake of it say, as Christ 
speaks in us, “Our heart was burning () in the way as he 
opened the Scriptures to us” (Luke 24:32). But we will have to roast 
the meat of the lamb in order to seek such a goal. We must compare 
the confession of what Jeremiah had suff ered for the words of God 
when he said, “And it was as a fi re burning (                  ), 
blazing in my bones (), and I am weak 
from every side and am not able to bear it” (Jer 20:9).13

Rabbinic exegesis also preserved and developed the tradition of the 
burning eff ect of the divine words, as one of the sayings about rabbi 
Ben Azzai confi rms: 

Once, as Ben Azzai sat expounding Scripture, fi re was fl ashing 
around him. They went and told R. Akiva, “Master, Ben Azzai sits 
and expounds, while fi re fl ashes around him.” R. Akiva went to Ben 
Azzai and said, “I hear that while you have been expounding, fi re 
was fl ashing around you.” Ben Azzai: “Yes.” R. Akiva: “Were you 
perhaps discussing the innermost secrets of the divine chariot?” Ben 
Azzai: “No. But I was siĴ ing and stringing words of Torah with one 
another, and words of Torah with words of the Prophets, and words 
of the Prophets with words of the Writings, and the words were as 
full of joy as when they were given at Sinai, as sweet as at the time 
of their fi rst uĴ erance, and were they not at their fi rst uĴ erance ut-
tered in fi re?”14 

(13)  Origen, Commentary on John X.105 (C. Blanc (ed.), Origene: Commen-
taire sur Saint Jean (Paris: Cerf, 1970) (SC, 157) 444–446). For the English text 
I will follow R. E. Heine’s translation, Commentary on the Gospel according to 
John. Books 1–10 (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 
1989) 277–278. 

(14)  H. N. Bialik, Y. H. Ravnitzky, The Book of Legends [Sefer Ha-Aggadah]: 
Legends from Talmud and Midrash (New York: Schocken Books, 1992) 412 (95).
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A diff erent saying portrays the Torah verbatim as fi re conveyed in 
the process of education from a certain rabbi to his disciple. The say-
ing begins with an exhortatory sentence—“Warm yourself…”—while 
the tools of this warming, the words of Torah, are depicted as “coals 
of fi re.”15 In a diff erent saying it is expressly asserted that the “Torah 
is all fi re.”16 

As a maĴ er of consequence, these texts constitute witnesses for an 
old biblical tradition about an interior fi re caused by the divine words 
of Scripture, a Jeremian tradition preserved both in Christian and rab-
binic milieus. 

The Internalized Image of the Divine Fire 
in Clement, Origen, and (Ps?-)Antony

In general terms, the idea of internalization emerges in Christian 
documents most likely in the Pauline discourse where the apostle con-
ceives of the human being as a temple of God or of the Holy Spirit.17 
The thought is worth noting since early Christianity used to identify 
the Holy Spirit with the ancient Jewish concept of the glory (kabod or, 
later, shekinah) of God. Generally, biblical and extra-biblical language 
represented the kabod as a divine fi re or light inhabiting either the Tem-
ple in Jerusalem, or the heavenly Temple.18 Several images of the inter-
nal fi re also occur in the second century AD, but they do not talk about 
an internalized heavenly or divine fi re. To the contrary, they referred to 
certain positive or negative human passions such as love or anger.19 

(15)  Bialik, Ravnitzky, The Book..., 428 (260).
(16)  Ibid., 429 (271).
(17)  See e.g. 1 Cor 3:16 (          

   ), 1 Cor 6:19 (          
      ), or 2 Cor 6:16 (    
 ). Cf. for example, Ps.-Macarius, C 22.3.4.

(18)  See n. 11.
(19)  E.g., The Epistle of Ignatius to the Romans 7 (LCL 24:279): “My passion 

has been crucifi ed and there is no burning love within me for material things 
( ); instead there is living water, which is speaking in me, saying 
to me from within: Come to the Father!” Cf. Justin Martyr’s Discourse to the 
Greeks 5: “… the power to perform such deeds [of virtue] is transmiĴ ed to the 
soul through the Word … O weapon that drives away dangerous passions! 
O precept that extinguishes the natural fi re of the soul!” (See Writings of Saint 
Justin Martyr, tr. T. B. Falls (New York: Christian Heritage, 1948) 436). See also 
The Clementine Homilies 10.3 (ANF 8:285): “If, therefore, ye have not righteous 
fi re, I mean indignation, against evil lusts…” Cf. The First Epistle of Pope Urban 
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But the fi rst image of the internalized heavenly fi re appears in 
Clement of Alexandria’s Stromata as the fi re of the divine wisdom, 
which sanctifi es the soul alone and not the fl esh: “But we say that the 
fi re sanctifi es not fl esh, but sinful souls; meaning not the all-devour-
ing vulgar fi re but that of wisdom, which pervades the soul passing 
through the fi re.”20 However, unlike Clement, such authors as Origen, 
Antony, and Ps.-Macarius will conceive of the divine fi re ingressing 
and purifying both soul and fl esh.

Origen’s passages expounding his doctrine of baptism articulate a 
theory about the interior divine fi re which comes closest to the Ma-
carian refl ection. According to the Origenian perspective, baptism 
occurs in a variety of forms: with water, with the Holy Spirit and fi re, 
and with blood.21 While the fi rst two are mentioned in the MaĴ hean 
text in the words of John the Baptist (MaĴ  3:11), the third category 
points, of course, to martyrdom.22 The remarkable aspect of Origen’s 
position consists in the fact that all three forms of baptism repre-
sent three diff erent manifestations of the divine Logos.23 The whole 
interpretation of the Alexandrian theologian is, therefore, Christo-
logical. At the linguistic level, Origen ascribes to the Logos a vari-
ety of metaphorical names, such as “blood,” “water,” “fi re,” “living 
bread,” “way,” “door,” “spiritual word,” and many others. At the 
same time, from an ontological perspective, these names denote the 
various ways in which the Logos interrelates and manifests itself to-
wards human beings.24 

In this Christological context, Origen advances the idea that the 
Logos granted to his prophets the giĞ  of baptizing with water, and 
reserved for itself the baptism with Holy Spirit and fi re, which indi-

I 7 (ANF 8:621): “We receive of the Holy Spirit in order that, fi red with the love 
of life and the ardour of glory, we may be able to raise our mind from things 
earthly to things heavenly and divine.”

(20)  See Clement of Alexandria, Stromata VII 6 (ANF 2:535). 
(21)  Origen, Commentary on John VI.223–224 (Blanc, 298–300). 
(22)  The idea of the baptism of blood, according to Origen (Commentary 

on John VI 224) originates in Luke 12:50, where Christ speaks about his passion 
as a baptism.

(23)  Origen, Commentary on John VI.223 (Blanc, 298): “[T]he same one 
[the Word of God (   )] is a baptism of water, and of spirit, and 
of fi re, and for some, even of blood” (Heine, 229).

(24)  Ibid., VI.222–225.
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cates a higher and divine cathartic operation.25 It is emblematic that, 
in Origen’s view, the Spirit seems to be an economic instrument of the 
Logos, a tool able to permeate the body and soul and purify them of 
earthly and sinful things. In addition, the cathartic operation of the 
Fire-Spirit can expand from, and through, the purifi ed person to those 
who receive instruction from the purifi ed: 

For his baptism is not corporeal (            ), since the Holy 
Spirit fi lls (  ) the one who repents, and 
a more divine fi re ( ) removes everything material 
(  ), and uĴ erly destroys everything earthly 
(  ), not only from the one who contains it 
( ) but also from the one who hears those who pos-
sess it.26 

Origen expresses the cathartic operations of the divine fi re in the 
human soul through the image of a wise divine fi re able to purify the 
thorns of the soul without seĴ ing on fi re the threshing fl oors of the 
fi elds or grain:

 That fi re which discovers thorns, and which, because of its own di-
vinity (   ), will stop them and not in addition 
set the threshing fl oors or fi elds of grain on fi re, will need to be sent 
to such a [thorn-producing] soul (   ).27 

The same biblical context, receiving a similar spiritual-ascetical in-
terpretation and also encompasing the doctrine of the internalized di-
vine fi re, can be found in a document of Origenian persuasion known 
under the title The LeĴ ers of St. Antony: 

Be prepared, yourselves, while we still have some who pray for us, 
that the fi re, which Jesus came to send on the earth, may be kindled 
also into your hearts, so that you may strain your hearts and your 
faculties to discriminate between good and evil, right and leĞ , the 
eternal and the passing.28

(25)  Origen, Commentary on John VI.125 (Blanc, 226; Heine, 204): “He re-
serves for himself the act of baptizing with the Holy Spirit and with fi re.”

(26)  Ibid., VI.162 (Blanc, 252; Heine, 214–5).
(27)  Ibid., VI.298 (Blanc 356; Heine, 249). See the whole context of discus-

sion in VI 297–300.
(28)  LeĴ er III.43–44, S. Rubenson (ed. and tr.), The LeĴ ers of St. Antony: Mo-

nasticism and the Making of a Saint (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 1995) 208. 
For the Orignian infl uence on the leĴ ers, see Rubenson, The LeĴ ers..., 60–80.
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Moreover, another passage of the same document seems to convey 
the same idea that this fi re which Christ sends in the human heart is 
identical with the Holy Spirit: “…God will have mercy because of his 
labour, and grant him the invisible fi re, which burns up all impurity 
from him and purifi es his mind. Then the Holy Spirit will dwell in 
us…”29 

Pseudo-Macarius, (Ps?-)Antony, 
and the Internalization of the Divine Fire 

that Descended on Elĳ ah’s Altar

In the same Macarian collection H, one encounters a diff erent pas-
sage that describes the image of a biblical altar. Yet this time it is not 
the altar of Jerusalem, but that from the narrative about the contest 
between Elĳ ah and the priests of Baal (1 Kgs 18). 1 Kgs 18:38 off ers 
the following report of the descent of the divine fi re: “Then the fi re 
of the Lord [שא הוהי] fell and consumed the burnt-off ering, the wood, 
the stones, and the dust, and even licked up the water that was in the 
trench.” Once again, one may see in the following Macarian fragment 
that the author construes an internalized discourse as his interpreta-
tion of the biblical account. However, probably the most remarkable 
point is that the same biblical passage and the same internalized inter-
pretation appears in the LeĴ ers of St. Antony: 

The LeĴ ers of St. Antony VI.73–7
“Lift up your body (corpus) in 
which you are clothed and make 
it an altar (altare) and lay upon it 
all your thoughts (cogitationes) and 
leave all evil counsels (consilia) be-
fore God, and liĞ  up the hands of 
your heart to him, that is to the Cre-
ator of the mind (intellectus), and 
pray to God that he gives you the 
great invisible fi re (invisibilus ignus 
magnus), that it may descend from 
above and consume the altar and 
all upon it, as well as all the priests 
of Baal, who are the hostile works 
of the enemy (inimici adversa opera), 
that they may fear and fl ee before

Ps.-Macarius H 31.5.55–63
“Let us, therefore, take this body 
() and make it an altar of sac-
rifi ce, and let us place on it every 
thought (          ) of ours and 
pray to the Lord to send down 
from Heaven the invisible and 
mighty fi re (                     
    ) to consume the altar and 
everything on it. And may all the 
priests of Baal fall, which are the 
opposing powers (). And 
then we shall see the spiritual rain 
(                  ), like a man’s 
footprint ( ) (1 Kgs 
18.44) coming into the soul, so that 
it may become in us the promise of

(29)  LeĴ er V.33–35 (Rubenson, The LeĴ ers..., 214).
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you as before the prophet Elĳ ah. 
Then you will see as it were the 
track of a man (vestigium hominis) 
over the sea, who will bring you 
the spiritual rain (spirituale imbrem), 
which is the comfort of the Spirit of 
comfort.”30

God, as it is said in the Prophet: 
“I will raise up and build again 
the tabernacle of David which has 
fallen and I will build again the 
ruins of it” (Amos 9.11), so that 
the Lord, with his very own kind-
ness, may shine () upon 
the soul that dwells in night and 
ignorance….”3130 31

The two documents disclose therefore not only the same mystical-
ascetic exegesis of 1 Kgs. 18, but display almost identical elements: the 
human body is the altar on which human thoughts or desires should be 
sacrifi ced, and the mystic as a priest of his internal liturgy should pray 
to God to send him the invisible fi re which destroys the priests of Baal, 
i.e., the invisible enemies.32 It is also thought that the destruction of the 
works of the invisible enemies should be followed by the appearance of 
a spiritual rain and a footprint of a man. The laĴ er element refers to the 
verse 1 Kgs 18:44 of the same story: “At the seventh time he said, ‘Look, 
a liĴ le cloud [עב] no bigger than a person’s hand [ככף איש] is rising out of 
the sea.’” It is also interesting to note that the connection between rain 
and the divine Presence/Face of Yahweh or spirit is already part of the 
biblical imagery. Psalm 68:8–9 is a signifi cant expression of it: 

O God (אלהים), when you went out before your people, when you 
marched through the wilderness, Selah the earth quaked, the heavens 
poured down rain at the presence (פנים) of God, the God of Sinai, at 
the presence (פנים) of God, the God of Israel. Rain [גשם] in abundance, 
O God, you showered abroad; you restored your heritage when it 
languished.33 

(30)  LeĴ er VI.73–77 (Rubenson, The LeĴ ers..., 221). G. Garitte (ed. and 
tr.), Cf. LeĴ res de S. Antoine: Version géorgienne et fragments Coptes IV.73–77 
(Louvain: Imprimerie Orientaliste, 1955).

(31)  Ps.-Macarius, H 31.5.55–64.  also means “consideration,” 
“refl ection,” “idea,” “conception” (Liddell—Scott, 1:567); cf. MaĴ . 9:4.

(32)  For the imagery of internal and unseen warfare in the Macarian cor-
pus, see Plested, The Macarian Legacy..., 36–38. See also note 41 for Stewart’s 
investigation of the theme. Cf. C. Stewart, The Inner War in the Ascetic Expe-
rience of the Fourth Century: Saint Macarius the Great and Evagrius of Pontos 
[in Greek], Patristic and Byzantine Review 7:2–3 (1988) 149–183.

(33)  On the cloud seen by Elĳ ah in 1 Kgs 18:44, see also Ephrem’s hymn 
De Res. 3.17.
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Although the two fi nal images of Antony and Ps.-Macarius (i.e., 
the comfort of the Spirit and the light of the tabernacle of the body) 
are diff erent in their form, they are very close in their meaning. On 
the one hand, the Antonian text ends in a clear Pneumatological key 
by identifying the spiritual rain with the comfort that comes from the 
Paraclete-Spirit, the heavenly palm. Again, the Spirit is sent by God, 
perhaps the Father, and is strongly linked with the fi re and comfort 
fi re and confort which operate within the human soul.

On the other hand, the Macarian text is more visual and advances a 
theophanic dimension in an internalized way. One can fi nd here the spir-
itual rain identifi ed with the man’s footprint or palm ( ) 
and both of them inserted within the human soul.34 In addition, Ps.-Ma-
carius construes a parallel image by interpreting Amos 9:11 in an inter-
nalized form: the soul becomes a new Davidic tabernacle illumined by 
the theophany of the Lord.35 According to this parallel imagery (or a chi-
astic scheme of images) the theophany of the Lord is identical with the 
man’s footprint and the spiritual rain, all of them expressions of the light 
manifested in the tabernacle of the human body. As Christ, the Lord, 
brings the spiritual rain, once again the Spirit as light seems to be an 
economic divine instrument of the Son in the Macarian text. 

In a partial conclusion, the two authors possibly had access to a 
common source of information, either a document or an oral exegeti-
cal tradition of the episode of the contest between Elĳ ah and the priests 
of Baal. Thus, it may be claimed that the idea of internal divine fi re was 
present in the Syrian and Egyptian monastic milieus of the fourth cen-
tury AD, and that the Antonian and Macarian documents represent 
important vestiges for the circulation of this idea. Moreover, the mo-
nastic Spirit-Christology may have connections with, and even roots 
in, Origen’s theology.

(34)  Most likely the expression ( ) (man’s “track,” “trace,” 
“footstep,” “palm of hand;”see Liddell-ScoĴ , 1:846) warrants a Pneumatologi-
cal interpretation. It is typical in biblical and rabbinic traditions that the hand 
of God (יד) signifi es God’s power (the same יד) or Spirit. See M. Bar-Ilan, The 
Hand of God: A Chapter in Rabbinic Anthropomorphism, in: G. Sed-Rajna 
(ed.), Rashi 1040–1990: Hommage à Ephraim E. Urbach, Congrès européen des Études 
juives (Paris: CERF, 1993) 321–335. See also E. J. Woods, The “Finger of God” and 
Pneumatology in Luke-Acts (Sheffi  eld, England: Sheffi  eld Academic Press, 2001).

(35)  See the same Macarian idea, with reference to Moses’ face, analyzed 
by Golitzin and Orlov in “Many Lamps” and Golitzin in “Recovering the 
‘Glory of Adam.’” 
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Ps.-Macarius and the Nature and Function 
of the Fire of Grace Ingressed in Flesh 

The Ps.-Macarian corpus is richer in speculating on the image of 
the heavenly fi re and allows further questions on its nature and func-
tion. In the eighth homily of the second collection, this fi re is identifi ed 
with grace, as in the formula “the lamp of grace.” For Ps.-Macarius, 
grace as divine fi re represents a concrete, not abstract or metaphorical, 
presence in the human being. It is something similar to a substance ( 
 [B];    [H]) implanted () and fermented/
leavened () in humans from an early age (  ); it 
is also a substance which is constantly () present.36 This 
fi re operates at diff erent intensities as a larger or smaller fl ame, ac-
cording to the human cooperation.37

Starting with a terminological note, Ps.-Macarius employs the no-
tions of “grace,” “heavenly fi re of the Godhead,” and “Holy Spirit” 
interchangeably. An illustration of this idea may be encountered in the 
following passage: 

But only spirit from Spirit and fi re from Fire remove the power of 
the evil darkness. ... The baptism of the Law is the shadow of the 
true things given through the new Law. For the baptism of the Law 
washed the body, but now a baptism of Fire and Spirit purifi es and 
washes the impure mind.38

The passage introduces us to the problem of the function of the 
heavenly fi re or spirit. Its main role is purifi cation, or the catharsis 
of the human being, and commonly the image of fi re involves puri-
fi cation and removal of transgression.39 To the contrary, water has a 
constructive role in creation, being the sign of all potentiality and a 

(36)  Ps.-Macarius, B 4.9.1; H 8.2.
(37)  Idem, B 4.9.1.17–8; H 8.2.18–20: “On the other hand, although being 

one, the grace operates in various ways in a human being, depending on one’s 
cooperation (        ).”

(38)  Ps.-Macarius H 32.4. Cf. n. 50. Heavenly fi re is identifi ed as well with 
the Spirit in C 7.1; 26.4; 27.5. See also Davids who observes the cathartic power 
of the heavenly fi re: “Wenn sie [die Seele] der Welt absagt und nur den Herrn 
sucht und das himmlische Feuer der GoĴ heit und der Liebe des Geistes in 
sich aufnimmt, verwandelt sie sich und verliert von ihrer Sündenhärte, die als 
ihr natürlicher Zustand bezeichnet wird.” (Davids, Das Bild..., 59–60).

(39)  See notes 4 and 5 and the Origenian theorization on the image of the 
divine fi re. 
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building power in the universe.40 From ancient Mesopotamia to Egypt, 
the heavenly water is the element which gives existence and life to ev-
ery particle of the universe. In a similar way, biblical sapiential litera-
ture symbolizes the divine wisdom through the water that pours out 
from the mouth of God (e.g., Sir 1:8; 24:3–4). The divine wisdom is the 
instrument through which God created the universe (e.g., Ps 104:24; 
Prov 3:14, Jer 10:12; 51:15; Sir 1:4) and keeps it in existence (e.g., Wis 
7:24–27). 

The same meaning may be found in Ps.-Macarius. For instance, two 
facets of the progression of the soul may be observed in the aforemen-
tioned episode of the cloud and the spiritual rain: while the fi rst facet 
may be that of purifi cation of evil thoughts and desires, the second is 
that of perfection and the coming of the Spirit. This might be the expla-
nation for why Ps.-Macarius and Anthony use primarily the image of 
fi re with its sacrifi cial and cathartic qualities, and secondly the image 
of water aĞ er the liberation from the invisible enemies’ hostile opera-
tions. While the fi rst facet is one of an invisible warfare, the second is 
the stage of a peaceful grace.41 The divine water of grace pours and 
operates internally the perfection of the mystic. 

However, there is a paradoxical usage of the image of the divine 
fi re in Ps.-Macarius, since he portrays the fi re with the creative virtues 
of the water. Thus, the divine fi re is at the same time cathartic and con-

(40)  M. Eliade, Traité d’histoire des religions (Paris: Payot, 1953) 168: “Prin-
cipe de l’indiff érentiel et du virtuel, fondement de toute manifestation cosmi-
que, réceptacle de tous les germes, les eaux symbolisent la substance primor-
diale dont naissent toutes les formes et dans lesquelles elles reviennent, par 
régression ou par cataclysme. Elles ont été au commencement, elles reviennent 
à la fi n de tout cycle historique ou cosmique; elles existeront toujours — bien 
que jamais seules, parce que les eaux sont toujours germinatives, renfermant 
dans leur unité non fragmentée les virtualités de toutes les formes. Dans la 
cosmogonie, dans le mythe, dans le rituel, dans l’iconographie, les Eaux rem-
plissent la même fonction, quelle que soit la structure des ensembles culturels 
dans lesquelles elles se trouvent: elles précèdent toute forme et supportent toute 
création.”

(41)  See C. Stewart’s interesting connection between the internal warfare, 
the spiritual progression of the soul, and the Holy Spirit: “In his view, the goal 
of Christian life is victory in the baĴ le waged within the ‘inner person’. The 
progression is from a heart possessed by evil (because of Adam’s disobedi-
ence), to a heart indwelt by both sin and grace, and then fi nally to a heart from 
which sin has been cast out by the co-operative triumph of human will and 
divine Spirit.” (Stewart, Working..., 74). Cf. idem, The Inner War..., 149–183. 
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structive. In one of the most suggestive passages on this concept, the 
fi re performs the paradoxical function of “washing” the human heart: 
“Similarly, Christians have that celestial and holy fi re as their food and 
their rest. That fi re purifi es, washes, sanctifi es their hearts, and helps 
them to grow. It is the air of their life.”42

Another aspect of the internal operations of the Spirit may be ob-
served in the following passage. Here the author explains how the 
pneumatic activity of God’s grace works within the human soul with 
the greatest patience, wisdom, and hidden governance of the mind:

                                                               
         
43    

One of the most exploited terminologies that expresses the pres-
ence of God or of the Spirit in the human being in the Greek and Syriac 
texts is that of the “mingling” between grace and human nature. The 
language of “mingling” is characteristic for Ps.-Macarius as well.44 He 
sometimes explains the constructive function of the Spirit-Fire through 
the image of the power () which the grace infuses within the 
human being. In C 16.2.3 the wings of grace (   ) 
are identifi ed with the power of the Spirit (  ). 
However, C 22.3 connects  and the fi re and light of the Spirit, 

(42)  B 14.32.8–10; H 14.7.59–62. See also the text of notes 26 and 38. A simi-
lar paradoxical creative function of the divine fi re may be found in Syriac the-
ology; see, for example, Ephrem, H. de Fide 10.9: “When the Lord came down 
to earth to mortal men he created them again, a new creation, like the angels, 
mingling within them fi re and spirit, so that in a hidden manner they might 
be of fi re and spirit” (in Brock, “Fire from Heaven,” 235). Cf. H. de. Fide 40.10: 
“In fi re is the symbol of the Spirit, it is a type of the Holy Spirit who is mixed 
in the baptismal water so that it may be for absolution, and in the bread, so 
that it may be an off ering” (in Brock, “Fire from Heaven,” 234). Antony, in his 
turn, speaks in similar terms about the “communion with the Spirit” (I.48), 
which recreates, purifi es, and strengthens every element of the human being: 
eyes, ears, tongue, mind (I.56), hands’ movement, belly, feet, the entire body, 
and the affl  ictions of the soul (I), or the faculties of the mind (II.4).

(43)  Ps.-Macarius H 9.1. For the idea that the Spirit guides the soul, see: 
H 1.3; 1.9; 11.2. 

(44)  For a detailed discussion on the theme of “mixing” and “blending” 
vocabulary in Ps.-Macarius, see Stewart, Working..., esp. 173–78. Stewart de-
scribes in the following terms the Macarian view of the soul cleansed from 
evil: “It is ready to be ‘mixed’ or ‘mingled’ with the divine Spirit, so that they 
become ‘one Spirit’ and the soul is changed into Spirit” (Ibid., 75).
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and the author urges his audience to become as a piece of wood put on 
the fi re of the Spirit in order to acquire His cathartic and transforming 
divine power.45 

In addition, Ps.-Macarius is concerned with an epistemological 
question, namely about the possibility of knowing these operations 
of the Spirit. In one of his homilies he advances the idea that there is a 
special knowledge of the way this power operates within the human 
soul: 

Before the crucifi xion, the Apostles themselves saw great miracles 
while staying with the Lord, namely how lepers were cleansed and 
the dead raised to life. However, they did not yet know how the 
divine power turns back and serves in the heart (    
      ). ... And then the 
Spirit, the Comforter, entered and mingled (  ) 
with their souls. … For the Lord appears to their souls and teaches 
them about the return of the Holy Spirit (    
).46

Pneumatology again plays the instrumental role within the human 
interiority. Christ appears and teaches human beings one of the high-
est mysteries of creation, unknown even to the apostles until the ap-
pearance of the Lord in their souls, namely the activity of the Spirit 
within the human heart. If not a contradiction in his doctrine, one may 
perhaps understand even the following passage through this instru-
mental role of the Spirit, a passage which depicts Christ as all in all: 

When Christ fi rst sees your seeking him and how you constantly have 
an unconditioned expectation of him, he then teaches and gives you 
true prayer and true love, which is himself made all things in you: 

(45)  The term  seems to be quasi-synonymous with  (“ac-
tivity,” “operation”) as in B 4.30.4 and C 7.3 and 7.6, as powers of the Holy 
Spirit. Cf. C. 7.5, 12.1 (the Apostles receive power at the Penticost), 16.2, 17.2. 
Ps-Macarius also talks about the “activity of the divine power (  
)” in C 18.1 (cf. B 9.2.4 [      ] 
and C 7.6, 22.3), and perhaps there is a slight distinction between the two, the 
power denoting the divine agent in the soul, while the energeiai refering to its 
operations. See also n. 54. Likewise, while Macarius talks about the weaked 
powers, he uses energeiai to refer to their operations (cf. B 3.5, 8.3; C 5.1, 16.9, 
25.4).

(46)  H 12.17.235–245. In C 16.3.27 he even affi  rms that the one born in the 
Holy Spirit is able to know the things of the Spirit through an experiential 
knowledge (      ).
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paradise, tree of life, pearl, crown, builder, husbandman, suff erer, one 
beyond passion, man, God, wine, living water, lamb, bridegroom, 
warrior, armor, all in all Christ.47

The Fire of Grace Fashions the Image 
of God in Human Flesh

In the passage where Ps.-Macarius explains the apostles’ lack of knowl-
edge about the operation of the Spirit in the human heart, he also men-
tions a second thing the apostles did not know: the fact that they had to 
be spiritually reborn and become a new creature ( ). One of 
the key terminologies through which Ps.-Macarius describes the goal of 
this constructive process is the renewal of the divine image which Adam 
lost.48 The activity which the heavenly fi re performs is the fashioning 
of the divine image in the human being: 

As the three young men, therefore, having a righteous purpose in 
their mind, received within themselves the fi re of God (  
    ) and adored the Lord in truth, so also faithful 
souls receive in a secret way (  ) that divine and heavenly 
fi re (    ) now in this present life, and that 
fi re forms a heavenly image upon their human nature (  
   ).49

(47)  Ps.-Macarius H.31.4. A similar thought occurs in H 4.12.184–5: “All 
things are yielding and eff ortless for him who can transform himself into any 
form which he wants for the good of the souls who are worthy of and faithful 
to him.” Cf. H 4.13. For a short investigation of the Macarian Christology, see 
Plested, The Christology of Macarius-Symeon..., 593–596. See also idem, The 
Macarian Legacy..., 42–46 for the common work of the Trinity in the process of 
salvation. E. A. Davids himself, although uses the title “Heil durch Christus” 
(Das Bild..., 55–72), employs many Pneumatological passages, both in defi ning 
Adam’s prelapsarian luminous garments of glory and spirit and the recon-
struction of this ontological status, which Ps.-Macarius calls either the “heav-
enly image of Christ” or the “image of the Spirit.” 

(48)  See Davids, Das Bild..., especially 35–42 for Adam’s luminous image 
of glory or spirit. 

(49)  H 11.2.28–32; B 53.1.5. In one of the passages of the collectio C, in a sort 
of abridged salvation history, Ps.-Macarius explains how the risen Lord went 
up to heaven where he is glorifi ed and sends the luminous and divine image 
of the Holy Spirit, the heavenly man, to the human souls. This image is further 
imprinted and mingled with human souls. See C 19.32–4:   
           
     . 
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For Ps.-Macarius, the heavenly image imprinted in the human 
soul is deeply connected to the eschatological human image. One 
can thus understand why he joined in the passage reproduced at the 
beginning of this paper the internalized heavenly fi re with the resur-
rected human constitution. The Macarian text given in the introduc-
tion recalls a similar episode from Ezekiel 37:1–14, which depicts the 
eschatological event of the resurrection. The signifi cant fact is that 
the prophetic passage associates the process of resurrection and the 
Creator-Spirit (רוח) of Yahweh. While verses 5 and 14 express the idea 
that the רוח gives life, verses 7 to 10 depict a mechanism of resur-
rection which mirrors the two-stage creation of the human being in 
the Genesis 2:7 narrative. First, bones, fl esh, etc. come together (vers-
es 7–8), and second the ruach permeates them and gives them life 
(verses 9–10). As verse 14 expresses it unambiguously, the prophetic 
author envisions the resurrection as a new moment of creation, in 
which Yahweh says (יתרבד) and fulfi lls (יתישעו), sends his spirit (רוחי) 
and gives life (םתייחו). 

For Ps.-Macarius as well, resurrection represents a new creation 
and the Holy Spirit performs this unordinary activity. In addition to 
this, the text also points out that, while the heavenly image which the 
divine fi re fashions is merely an interior presence during the earthly 
human existence, in the heavenly life that image will also be outwardly 
manifested.50 Since the image created by the divine fi re is the luminous 
image of Christ, it is highly reasonable to maintain as well that the hu-
man image in the kingdom will also be luminous and glorious, a true 
imitation of the luminous Christ.51 

(50)  Ps.-Macarius affi  rms in B 58.2.4 that the resurrected body will 
share with the soul the same “incorruptible image of the heavenly light” ( 
    ), and will be considered worthy to reign 
in the heavenly kingdom with Christ and the soul. Similarly, in B 58.3.2 he 
mentions that the deifi ed and heavenly image of the Spirit, now imprinted in 
the soul of the saints (         
     ), will be extended in the eschatological 
times to the body as well (        
 ).

(51)  See for this Orlov, Golitzin, “Many Lamps;” J. Martikainen, “Dein 
Kleid ist dein Licht — dein Gewand ist dein Glanz: Die Perle als ästhetisches 
und theologisches Symbol bei Aphrahat dem persischen Weisen, Ephraem 
der Syrer und Makarios/Symeon, in: Religion und Wahrheit (Wiesbaden: Har-
rassowitz, 1998) 117–126; and Golitzin, Recovering the “Glory of Adam…” 
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In C 20.2 Macarius describes the reconstruction of the divine image 
in the human being as the process of painting in the heart a heavenly 
icon which is identical with the life-giving power of God and the heav-
enly and divine signum.52 As Davids already expressed the Macarian 
doctrine of Spirit-Christology, Christ as a great artist, recreates the hu-
man soul as an icon of his divine image through the instrumentality 
of the Holy Spirit: 

Chistus als  malt mit seinem Geist und seiner Lichtnatur 
nach seinem Bilde den himmlischen Menschen. Seine eigene Eikon 
übergibt er der Seele, und somit gibt er ihr ewiges Leben und den 
himmlischen Bräutigam (H 30, 4). Ohne das Bild des himmlischen 
Geistes ist die Seele tot für Got.53 

Concluding Remarks

In conclusion, this study has tried to trace the main lines of the 
tradition of internalized heavenly fi re from its biblical roots to the 
monastic Pneumatology of the fourth century. The idea of the inter-
nalized heavenly fi re most likely appeared in some Jewish mystical 
circles having as their central fi gure the prophet Jeremiah. However, 
the idea circulated later in Christian and rabbinic milieus and it was 
present in various areas among the Christian mystics of the third and 
fourth centuries. In particular, the analysis of the Origenian, Antonian, 
and Macarian texts reveals a strong connection between the image of 
internalized divine fi re and the Holy Spirit. The Spirit-Fire is not a fi re 
of punishment or the sacrifi cial fi re of the temple in Jerusalem. It is not 
an external fi re any longer, but the Spirit of Christ, permeating and 
operating within the human being. For Ps.-Macarius, interior and cre-
ative activity is an essential aĴ ribute of this fi re. Its presence purifi es, 
strengthens, recreates, resurrects, perfects, and builds the heavenly 
image of Christ in the human being. 

A certain interest in Pneumatology seems to appear in the Syrian 
and Egyptian monastic communities of the fourth century, and the Ma-
carian corpus reasonably represents the acme of this Pneumatological 
interest. Most likely, this internalized Pneumatology was congruent 

(52)                
       

(53)  Davids, Das Bild…, 68. See especially pages 67–72 for the idea that 
Christ is the painter of the human soul as an icon of his image through the 
work of the Spirit.
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with, and an expression of, the experience of monastic communities of 
the fourth century.54 

SUMMARY: 

This study represents an investigation of the image of heavenly fi re 
from its incipient biblical representations as external sacrifi cial fi re, fi re of 
punishment, or theophanic fi re to the elaborated images of internalized 
heavenly fi re encountered in Origen, (Ps?-) Antony, and especially Ps.-
Macarius. These authors purposely connect this internalized image of the 
divine fi re with the Holy Spirit operating internally under the guidance 
of the Son. This study will also refer to a particular tradition of the inner 
fi re produced by the words of Scripture present in the Jeremian corpus, 
the New Testament, and several rabbinic documents, and to a few Chris-
tian contexts of the internalized image of the divine fi re, such as Paul and 
Clement of Alexandria. However, Ps.-Macarius entitles the heavenly fi re 
with cathartic and demiurgic functions, and, according to the author, the 
way the divine fi re operates in the human soul represents one of the great-
est mysteries, hidden even to the Apostles until Christ himself unveiled 
it to them.

(54)  Cf. Fitschen, Pseudo-Makarios…, 25: “Ps.-Makarios steht hier im brei-
teren Strom einer Erfahrungstheologie, die im ausgehenden 4. Jahrhundert 
die Funktion und theologische Position des Heiligen Geistes nicht spekulativ, 
sondern in Deutung seiner Wirkungen beschreibt.”
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 THEOLOGY OF LANGUAGE 
AND LITURGICAL PRAYER 

IN ISAAC OF NINEVEH

In his extensive treatises dedicated to the hermit’s prayer Isaac of 
Nineveh refers in a number of cases to the validity and bearing of the 
Canon Law prescriptions regulating the liturgical order for the soli-
tary. The Offi  ce of the Hours had been sanctioned by the 54th canon 
of the Pseudo-Nicene canons collection, which enjoyed a remarkable 
authority among East Syriac ascetics.1 A more precise defi nition of the 
number and order of the Psalms one had to recite was apparently at 
the disposal of the spiritual father of each brotherhood, or — in the 
case of hermits living in almost absolute isolation — of the solitary 
himself.2 

Isaac stresses more than once his obedience to the liturgical order 
that Canon Law prescribed for the hermits: every monk is obliged to 
“unfailing observance of the seven Offi  ces, ordered for our chaste mode of life 
by the holy Church at the hands of the Fathers who were assembled by the 

(1)  S. A. Vööbus (ed.), The Canons Ascribed to Mārūtā of Maipherqaṭ and 
Related Sources (CSCO Syr., 192) 82: “The service, moreover, shall be accomplished 
at seven times during the day: one in the morning, and the third, the sixth, and the 
ninth hour, at (the time of) table, in the evening and in the night in order that (the 
monks) fulfi ll that which the blessed David said: ‚Seven times in the day do I praise 
Thee because of Thy judgements, O Righteous!’ ”.

(2)  Thanks to a notice given to us by Dadisho Qatraya, we know Babai 
the Great as Abbot of the Great Monastery on Mount Izla had prescribed (in 
his lost treatise “On the Discipline of the Novices”) for his monks’s prayer 
of the Hours a relatively small number of Psalms (ten ), a short hymn 
(; on the exact meaning of this liturgical terms see J. Mateos, Lelya-
Sapra: les offi  ces chaldéens de la nuit et du matin (OCA 156), Rom 1972, 491 and 
500–501) and the Sanctus (); just for the nightly prayer of the Hours an 
additional long hymn was prescribed. In the infl uential Monastery of Rabban 
Shapur, these same rules were valid — here, even for the festal offi  ces [see 
Dadisho Qatraya, Commentaire du livre d’Abba Isaïe — logoi I–XV, ed. R. Dra-
guet (CSCO, 326, Syr. 144) (Louvain, 1972) 183–184; cf. F. Jullien, Rabban-
Sapur. Un monastère au rayonnement exceptionnel, OCP 72 (2006) 333–348, 
here: 340sq.].
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Holy Spirit for the ecumenical synod (of Nicaea).”3 To arbitrarily violate 
this rule is, Isaac says, to give in to heretical messalianism or to de-
monic temptation. Nevertheless, seeing that it was up to each “inde-
pendent” solitary monk to defi ne the details of liturgical order, Isaac 
recommends to his solitary readers not to impose on themselves once 
and for all a precise rule prescribing numerous Psalms and prostra-
tions for every single day, but to reserve instead the “right” of defi n-
ing their number anew, according to their inner condition — whereby 
they should not strive to carry out as many Psalms (and prostrations) 
as possible, but shape their liturgical prayer so as to achieve an optimal 
state-of-mind (i.e., to let the Psalmist’s verses exert the most intense in-
fl uence on their inner self).4 Even spending hours in contemplating on 
one single verse of the Psalms should be welcomed as a divine giĞ .5 
Isaac calls this the “law of freedom”, in contrast to the “law of slavery,”  
which he dismisses in the same context. 6

Moreover, Isaac maintains that the praying solitary is fully justifi ed 
to deviate from the exact wording of traditional liturgical texts, such as 
the Lord’s Prayer7 and the Psalms8, and freely improvise new formula-
tions inspired by the contents of the texts just mentioned. What is more, 
even breaking up or omiĴ ing the liturgical Psalms readings prescribed 
by Canon Law is allowed, or even called for, as soon as the praying 
monk’s mind is being seized by an experience of exstatic rapture, by 

(3)  .           
        (B.14.35, Brock 
[= Isaac of Nineveh (Isaac the Syrian), “The Second Part” — Chapters IV–XLI, 
ed. S. Brock (Louvain: Peeters, 1995) (CSCO, 554–555, Syr. 224] 67–68). The 
works of Isaac of Nineveh are cited here as follows: the leĴ ers A,B refer to the 
First or Second „Part“ of Isaac’s works, the fi rst arabic number to the number 
of the Dircourse, and the second arabic number to the number of paragraph 
within each Discourse; as the third Disourse of the “Second Part” contains 
4 units with (approximately) hundred Capita Gnostica each, the second ara-
bic number refers, in this case, to one of these 4 units, while the third ara-
bic number refers to the number of the cited Caput. When the cited passage 
comes from the Discourses 4–41 of the “Second Part”, that have been edited 
and translated from Sebastian Brock, I cite his translation.

(4)  B.21.5 (Brock 103), cf. B.3.2.55 (MS syr.e.7, Bodleian Library, 47v–48v).
(5)  S. B.3.2.55 (MS syr.e.7, Bodleian Library, 47v–48v).
(6)  B.14.7–48 (Brock 58–72).
(7)  S. B.14.36 (Brock 68). 
(8)  S. B.14.41–43 (Brock 69–71).
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a silent amazement at God’s self-revelation. Isaac defends his opinion 
against the (quite usual, it seems) accusation of messalianism.9 

In this short article we shall aĴ empt to present in its main lines 
the theological gnoseology of language which underlies Isaac’s — pre-
sumably controversial — opinions regarding the limits of the canoni-
cal prescriptions’ validity concerning the order of liturgical prayer. 

Theological Gnoseology 
and Theology of Language

The notion of knowledge is the centre of Isaac of Nineveh’s concept 
of ascetical life. This fact, which also applies to the majority of East 
Syriac ascetical authors, goes back — at least as far as processes of 
provable literary reception are concerned — to his “dependence” on 
Evagrius Ponticus.

Consequently, this notion of knowledge is subdivided into several 
levels, which correspond to specifi c cognitive objects as well as to dif-
ferent “states of mind” of the human subject, whereby in Isaac’s “ide-
alism” the object of cognition coincides, up to a certain point, with its 
subject. Nevertheless, the most fundamental gnoseological distinction 
is the one between knowledge conveyed to humans through the me-
diation of signs, on the one hand, and “knowledge” given to humans 
directly by God without any mediation at all on the other.10 Of course, 
the former kind of knowledge also comes ultimately from God, even if 
it is being conveyed through the medium of creatures, namely, either 
through visible natural beings or through invisible, incorporeal an-
gels. The laĴ er form of “knowledge” is defi ned by the strict exclusion 
of all kinds of mediation; not even angels are capable of conveying it to 
humans, since they are themselves recipients of it.11 Only God Himself 
gives this “knowledge” to both angels and humans, equating thus the 
laĴ er to the former. This fundamental gnoseological distinction cor-
responds not only to the ontological distinction, equally central in al-
most all Christian systems of thought, between created and uncreated, 
but also to a soteriological distinction, typical of Isaac’s Theodoran 
conception of the history of salvation, between “this world” and the 
“world-to-come”: While knowledge as mediated through signs be-
longs to this world, immediate God-given knowledge is proper to the 

(9)  See B.14.7 (Brock 58), and B.14.47 (Brock 72).
(10)  B.3.3.55–60 (MS syr.e.7, 69v–72r).
(11)  S. B.3.3.57 (MS syr.e.7, 70r–71r).
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world-to-come.12 As already said, the former kind of knowledge also 
goes back ultimately to God; for Isaac, the fact that all knowledge be-
longing to “this world” is being mediated by creatures means — since 
no creature could be reasonably excluded from this function — that 
the entire Creation is a system of mystical signs conveying divine 
knowledge13, that is, referring to the immediate, absolute knowledge 
identical with the world-to-come.

To sum up: In the present state-of-being, humans are being prepared 
by divine action through a knowledge of God mediated by visible and 
invisible Creation for receiving in the world-to-come an immeasur-
ably superior form of knowledge, namely, an immediate knowledge 
of God’s self-revelation.

This central role of the sign as a medium of knowledge in Isaac’s 
theological gnoseology explains why language is a major epistemo-
logical issue for him: “[He] created the word’s sensible voice. In the very 
beginning the rational beings (sc. the angels) learned from Him, the Creator, 
to engage themselves with it (sc. the word). And the [very] fi rst usage of 
it was a song of praise, which was off ered to the Creator by His works, as 
wriĴ en in Job. Also we humans have received from the Creator, in a sensible 
way, the usage of the sensibly perceptible language of words. And through 
succession, from the Fathers to their off spring, [this usage] has come down 
to us”.14 Even in this apophthegmatic “genealogy of language” one can 
discern a connection with gnoseology: Praise, as the very fi rst usage 
of language, necessarily implies a certain form of knowledge of the 
Praised-One, and the transfer of language from one generation to the 
next is, considered as a whole, identical with the process of passing 
down human knowledge (in the broadest sense of the word) through 
the ages.

Isaac examines further the (classical philosophical) questions con-
cerning the gnoseological status of language: What is the exact relation 
between verbal formulation and its non-verbal “object”? “Every word, 
inasmuch as it is being said of (i.e., it indicates) [any of] all beings, is being 
said on three [diff erent] levels: Either as of something that is, or as of some-

(12) B.3.3.49 (MS syr.e.7, 68v–69r).
(13) Β.3.1.2 (MS syr.e.7, 20v).
(14) Β.3.1.8 (MS syr.e.7, 21v):               

; cf. Β.2.1–2 
(19r–v).
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thing above Being, or as of something inferior to Being”.15 Concerning God, 
both word and thought — as dependent from the logical structures of 
language — can only have a very restricted application. They “have 
power only concerning one [single] thing” — perhaps Isaac means that 
they can only assert God’s existence, which transcends Being. 

While Isaac’s classifi cation cited here may seem somewhat cryptic 
at fi rst sight, it can be decoded on the basis of his fundamental gnoseo-
logical principles: The fi rst “level” probably refers to the “intelligible 
Beings”, i.e., to the objects (or contents) of the Evagrian “second natu-
ral theory”, while the second level refers to the exalted objects of the 
“theory” pertaining to the world-to-come (that is, to God’s eschatolog-
ical self-revelation) and the third level to the material things as objects 
of knowledge based on sensible perception.16 In Isaac’s works one can 
also fi nd somewhat diff erent classifying subdivisions of language as 
a referential system17; nevertheless, these do not contradict the more 
general classifi cation just presented, which can thus serve as a basis for 
tracing down the connection between Isaac’s gnoseology of language 
and his teaching on prayer. Especially important is his position, oĞ en 
repeated in his texts, that language and rational thought — namely 
such thought that can be expressed through language — cannot grasp 
and express the highest level of knowledge — which should be rather 
called “non-knowledge”, as Isaac quotes Dionysius the Areopagite, 
being at the same time the truest possible “knowledge” of God —, see-
ing that such knowledge is by defi nition immediate, while language 
is, also by defi nition, mediation.18

(15) Β.3.1.3 (MS syr.e.7, 20v):              

(16) On this evagrian distinction between levels of „theoria“, see: Evagrius 
Ponticus, Cap. Gnost. II.2–3, ed. A. Guillaumont in PO, 28 (Paris, 1959) 61; cf. 
C. Stewart, Imageless Prayer and the Theological Vision of Evagrius Ponticus, 
JECS 9 (2001) 173–204.

(17) Cf. e.g. B.3.2.2 (MS syr.e.7, 34v–35r); B.3.1.98 (34v).
(18) Cf. the evagrian principle: “The others (sc. the other sources of knowl-

edge) infuse thoughts or notions and theories in the intellect by means of the body. 
But God does the opposite: He descends on the intellect itself…thus infusing knowl-
edge in it, according to His will” (Οἱ μὲν λοιποὶ διὰ τῆς ἀλλοιώσεως τοῦ σώ-
ματος ἐμποιοῦσιν τῷ νῷ λογισμούς, ἢ νοήματα, καὶ θεωρήματα. Ὁ δέ γε 
Θεὸς τοὐναντίον δρᾷ, αὐτῷ τῷ νῷ ἐπιβαίνει…ἐντιθεὶς αὐτῷ γνῶσιν, ὡς 
βούλεται) (Evagrius Ponticus, De oratione 33, PG 79, 1180). 



278 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

This fundamental gnoseological distinction between immediate 
and mediated knowledge has, as already said, an exact correspondence 
in Isaac’s equally fundamental soteriological distinction between this 
world and the world to come, which is based on the “two-worlds-doc-
trine” of Theodore of Mopsuestia. This present world being a divine 
school, and all creatures being but signs indicating (i.e., mediating) the 
future world’s true (i.e., immediate) knowledge of God, words indicat-
ing creatures are signs of signs, separated by a “double” distance from 
the last object of all reference. Isaac draws from this concept, where 
gnoseology is strongly dependent on the deployment of salvation his-
tory, the consequence that all words, names and numbers shall become 
obsolete and vanish in the world-to-come.19 

From this clear assertion Isaac draws at least two further conclu-
sions that make clear, even at fi rst sight, how “uncomfortable” this as-
pect of his teaching could become for the offi  cial Church: This eschato-
logical sublation of all forms of verbally mediated knowledge clearly 
makes no exception for the Holy Scriptures or for the texts of the litur-
gical prayers.20 This becomes all the more signifi cant and potentially 
provocative as the eschatological state of an immediate knowledge 
of things divine described above may be temporarily experienced (as 
God’s giĞ , to be sure, since it exceeds by far all natural human capaci-
ties) already in this life. As a maĴ er of fact, it is exactly this experience 
that constitutes the fi nal goal — and the only source of meaning — of 
Eremitical Anachoretism. That is, already in this life humans may be 
temporarily endowed with a form of divine knowledge qualitatively 
superior to that formulated in the Holy Scripture, the Patristic tradi-
tion, Canon law and liturgical prayer!21

Forms of Prayer 
and the Function of Language

Before taking a closer look at the implications of this gnoseology of 
language for Isaac’s understanding of liturgical prayer, a preliminary 
account on his general understanding of prayer is needed. For Isaac, 

(19)  This does not apply only to such “second class” signs (namely signs 
of signs), but also to all visible or rationally perceptible Creation: only the in-
visible creatures, which are only perceptible through the intellect (as opposed 
to the discursive rationality) and are at the same time in possession of an intel-
lect shall contitue to exist in the new world. 

(20)  See e.g. B.3.3.1–10 (MS syr.e.7, 59r–60r).
(21)  B.3.3.56 (MS syr.e.7, 69v–70r).
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prayer is, in the broadest sense of the word, a conscious act of directing 
all thoughts (emotions, wishes a.s.o.) towards God and is thus inter-
mingled with every single action of ascetical life22 — and should be 
practiced, furthermore, in all “ups and downs” of Christian life.23 This 
broad sense of the word “prayer” is a traditional product of interpre-
tation on the Pauline precept to “pray without ceasing”. In a second, 
more specifi c sense, prayer is one of the three major constitutive ele-
ments of Eremitical life, the other two being study of the Holy Scrip-
tures and “meditation”24 on God’s providence for His creation. 

Even in this narrower sense, prayer is nevertheless not identical 
with “liturgical prayer”, which is regulated by Canon law and consists 
of the loud reciting of prescribed prayer texts (prominently Psalms). 

As already said, freely formulated prayer, as well as reciting of prayer 
texts others than those prescribed by the liturgical canons, like those 
composed by Isaac himself, is also recommended. However, on the 
beginner’s level of ascetical life, the “somatical” level, one should pri-
marily restrict himself to assiduous reciting of numerous Psalms com-
bined with numerous prostrations, all this being a necessary means 
for bringing bodily passions under control.25 It is not until the second, 
“psychic” stage of ascetical life has been reached that an insight into 
the deeper meaning of liturgical prayer becomes possible; according 
to Isaac, progress in ascetical life consists in breaking the external 
and accessing the internal.26 To be sure, this distinction between ex-
ternal/superfi cial and internal/deeper aspects of all forms of ascetical 
labour is a specifi c application of the more general distinction between 
knowledge that is mediated, i.e. accessible to language, and knowl-
edge that is immediate and thus inaccessible to language. In the case 
of a prayer — in its “narrow” sense — the external aspect is apparently 
not only liturgical prayer, as defi ned by Canon law, and its standard 

(22)  See A.63 (Bedjan [= Mar Isaacus Ninivita, De perfectione religiosa, ed. 
P. Bedjan (Paris—Leipzig: Harrassowitz)], 439–440): All ascetical labours on 
the second, intermediary level, including the reading of the Scriptures, the 
contemplation on God’s providence as well as the prostrations, “are [included] 
in the defi nition/framework of prayer and are being thought of as [going] under the 
name of prayer, and stand within the limits of this name (sc. prayer)” (  
         ); cf. Β.10.3 (Brock 31).

(23)  See Β.3.4.46 (MS syr.e.7, 91v–92r).
(24)  B.3.2.87 (MS syr.e.7, 57r); cf. B.3.2.84 (56r–v).
(25)  See B.22 (Brock 106f.).
(26)  B.22.4 (Brock 106).
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prayer texts, but also improvised verbal prayers.27 Taken together with 
Isaac’s understanding of language as a system of signs indicating fur-
ther signs — an understanding which makes language the epitome, 
so to speak, of this present world’s symbolic structure —, the fact that 
prayer is always a specifi c usage of language implies that prayer as 
formulation is the external aspect of something deeper. 

This deeper, internal aspect begins to show itself, as already said, 
on the second (“psychic”) level of ascetical life. The Psalms and the 
other standard prayer texts prescribed by Canon law consist predomi-
nantly of various supplications; this applies also to most of the impro-
vised prayers.28 The advanced ascetic shall realise, though, that these 
supplications are not intended to let God know what we need or wish, 
because the omniscient God knows of our needs beĴ er than we our-
selves do. The real goal of supplication is to give us inner consolation 
and support us when we are spiritually “weakened”, and thus help us 
overcome our weakness, gain full consciousness of the fact that the re-
quests of our supplication — inasmuch as they are requests appropri-
ate to true prayer, namely requests pertaining to our salvation — have 
already been satisfi ed in God’s eternal providential plan, and conse-
quently reduce our various requests to the one simple request: “Thy 
will be done”29. 

Isaac can describe this same process as a concentration on and a 
deepening, an immersion in the words (mostly taken from Psalms) 
of the supplication, a deepening that leads to a theoria of God’s prov-
idence for all Creation, including the praying person. This insight 
leads in turn to the aforementioned identifi cation of the human sub-
ject’s will with God’s will, as expressed in the request “Thy will be 
done”.30 

(27)  Words are the „external form“ of prayer (B.14.43, Brock 70–71), since 
they are the „external form“ of thoughts in general (B.14.6, Brock 57); the 
liturgical order consists of the „external forms“ of God’s worship (B.14.22, 
Brock 62sq.). 

(28)  See Isaac’s own prayer, e.g. B.1.83–95 (17v–19r); cf. A.22 (Bedjan 167).
(29)  Β.3.3.91 (MS syr.e.7, 80r-v). This is what we mean, says Isaac, when we 

say, that God hears the saints’s prayers: God does not adapt, so to speak, His 
eternal plan to their petitions; they learn, instead, to pray in accordance with 
God’s almighty will.  

(30)  Cf. Evagrius Ponticus, De oratione 32 (PG 79, 1173): “Do not pray that 
your own wishes may come true, for they do not always agree with God’s will. But 
rather pray, like you have been taught, by saying: Thy will be done in me.” (Μὴ 
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The theoria of God’s providence, which emerges out of prayer as 
its goal and fulfi llment, causes the normal (i.e., consisting of a spe-
cifi c — traditional or improvised — text, defi ned in advance) prayer 
to cease: the light of the theoria breaks forth out of a single verse and 
prevents the intellect from moving on to the next verses, i.e. from con-
tinuing to pray as planned. Nevertheless, the prayer goes on, carried 
through now by “inner motions”, motions of the intellect contemplat-
ing now in silence on God’s providence for the entire Creation and 
for the praying soul itself. As already said, this is the content of all 
theoria. 

Already on the level of prayer in theoria, the monk cannot — and 
must not — observe the usual order of liturgical prayer, the prayer in 
theoria being the fulfi llment of all forms of pre-formulated prayer. On 
this fi rst, “lower” level of theoria, the inner prayer carried through by 
inner motions of the intellect is still a conscious activity of the human 
subject, the content of which can be described by means of human 
speech, even if the prayer itself is not being expressed verbally.

On the second level of theoria though, clearly distinct from the 
fi rst, the activity of the Holy Spirit reveals itself to the praying intellect 
and makes its verbally describable, consciously activated and guided 
“inner motions” of contemplation on divine providence completely 
stop.31 The eschatological “truth” about God, which is then revealed 
by the Spirit, makes all cognitive contents of the praying intellect, ei-
ther stemming from sense perception or from discursive thought, dis-
appear — without being really annihilated — and gives a temporary 
end to all volitional, conscious self-control of the human soul over 
its own “inner motions”.32 That is why this state-of-existence cannot 
be properly called “prayer”, since prayer is a) a conscious activity of 
the self-controlled (“free”) intellect and b) has specifi c contents that 
can be described by words, if they are not themselves expressed ver-
bally.33

προσεύχου τὰ σὰ θελήματα γενέσθαι· οὐδὲ γὰρ πάντως συμφωνοῦσι τῷ 
θελήματι τοῦ Θεοῦ, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον καθὼς ἐδιδάχθης προσεύχου, λέγων· 
Γενηθήτῳ τὸ θέλημά σου ἐν ἐμοί).

(31)  On the “crossover” from the former level to the laĴ er, prayer func-
tions as a mediator between psychic and pneumatic state-of-being (A.22, Bed-
jan 163–175).

(32)  See A. 22 (Bedjan 170).
(33)  On this interruption of prayer see E. Khalifé-Hachem, La prière pure 

et la prière spirituelle selon Isaac de Ninive, in: Mémorial Mgr. Gabriel Khouri-
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In conclusion, one could say that it is this utmost divine self-rev-
elation enacted by the Holy Spirit, superior to the creaturely capac-
ity of expression represented by human language, which constitutes 
the theological basis of Isaac’s positions concerning the validity and 
bearing of canonically prescribed liturgical prayer, and its limits. This 
“possible” experience of an utmost “knowledge” above language, 
which interrupts in its coming all verbally structured prayer, relativ-
izes all verbally structured forms of prayer — inasmuch as it makes 
their “meaningfulness” dependent on itself, being itself their fi nal goal 
and fulfi llment.

The possibility of interrupting liturgical prayer already on the 
“lower” level of a still verbally structured and consciously guided 
theoria, as well as the “freedom” to improvise personal prayers in-
spired by the traditional ones (Psalms a.s.o.) already before reaching 
this lower level of theoria and, further, the hermit’s “right” to defi ne 
his own liturgical order according to the “law of freedom” — i.e., all 
of Isaac’s liberal positions concerning the concrete character of the 
obedience a monk owes to the canonically prescribed liturgical or-
der — derive lastly from this ultimate experience. The laĴ er justifi es 
them as necessities inherent in the way that leads to itself, namely 
in the ascetical way of increasingly internalized prayer cracking the 
nutshell of words. 

Sarkis (Louvain, 1969) 157–173, esp. 163 (identifi cation of interrupted prayer 
with the life of the new world); cf. L. Abramowski, „Der Stupor, der das Gebet 
unterbricht“ — Evagrius, Cent. Suppl. 30, in Übersetzung, Original (?) und 
Interpretation, in: M. Tamcke, A. Heinz (eds.), Zu Geschichte, Theologie, Liturgie 
und Gegenwartslage der syrischen Kirche (…Vorträge des deutschen Syrologen-Sym-
posiums vom 2–4 Oktober in Hermannsburg) (Hamburg, 2000) 15–32, esp. 25–28; 
R. Beulay, L‘enseignement spirituelle de Jean de Dalyatha. Mystique Syro-oriental 
du VIIIe siècle (Paris, 1990) 217 (on the same teaching in John of Dalyatha and 
Joseph Hazzaya).
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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

An mehreren Stellen seiner SchriĞ en zieht Isaak von Ninive der 
Verbindlichkeit kirchenrechtlicher liturgischer VorschriĞ en für das Ge-
bet des Einsiedlers klare Grenzen, indem er Letzterem weitgehende Frei-
heiten bei der Gestaltung des eigenen liturgischen ordo einräumt. Diese 
Freiheiten reichen bis zur völligen, wenn auch vorläufi gen, Entbindung 
von der Observanzpfl icht beim Eintreten der „Theoria“ oder der Off en-
barung des Geistes. Hinter dieser nicht unumstriĴ enen These steckt eine 
explizite gebetstheologische Begründung, die ihrerseits, wie dieser Ar-
tikel erweisen will, auf der Grundlage einer tiefergehenden theologischen 
Gnoseologie der Sprache steht. Diese verbindet in sich die grundsätzliche 
Verneinung der Möglichkeit der Erlangung der höchsten einem Men-
schen miĴ eilbaren GoĴ eserkenntnis (und somit eines der Wahrheit GoĴ es 
genau entsprechenden Gebets) durch das medium geschöpfl icher Ver-
nunĞ , die ihrem Wesen nach sprachlich verfasst ist, mit einer nachdrückli-
chen Bejahung der goĴ geschenkten Möglichkeit einer über VernunĞ  und 
Sprache erhabenen Erkenntnis GoĴ es und eines ihr zugeordneten „Ge-
bets“, welches jenseits der natürlichen Möglichkeiten des sprechenden 
Menschen angesiedelt ist



Leena Mari Peltomaa
Vienna

ROLE OF THE VIRGIN MARY 
AT THE SIEGE OF CONSTANTINOPLE 

IN 626* 

According to an eyewitness, in the baĴ le for Constantinople in 
August 626 the Virgin Mary “put fl ight with a single blow the mili-
tary force of both enemies”,1 namely, Khagan, the king of Avars, and 
his Persian ally. The miracle of the Theotokos is the main point of the 
homily that was delivered aĞ er the liberation of the Constantinopoli-
tans from the terror, caused by the siege and aĴ acks by the troops 
tenfold superior in force. Bearing in mind, what Norman Baynes em-
phasized,2 I will, neglecting the problem of how to understand Mary’s 
power, concentrate on her role as it is described in the text to be quoted. 
This approach off ers by itself, for the the aim of the paper is to show 
that the famous prooemium of the Akathistos Hymn, Τῇ ὑπερμάχῳ 
στρατηγῷ,3 is a product of “the ten days when the defenders of the 

∗ This article is wriĴ en in the framework of the project, “Origins of the 
Byzantine Cult of Mary”, fi nanced by the Austrian Science Fund (FWF), 
No. P20242-G02. 

(1)  L. Sternbach, Περὶ τῆς τῶν ἀθέων Βαρβάρων καὶ Περσῶν κατὰ τῆς 
θεοφυλάκτου ταύτης πόλεως μανιώδους κινήσεως καὶ τῆς φιλανθρωπίᾳ 
τοῦ Θεοῦ διὰ τῆς Θεοτόκου μετ᾿ αἰσχύνης ἐκείνῶν ἀναχωρήσεως [On the 
foolish aĴ ack of the godless barbars and Persians against this city, protected 
by God, and of their shameful retreat which the divine love brought about 
for mankind by the intervention of the Theotokos], in: idem (ed.), Analecta 
Avarica (Cracoviae, 1900) 298–320, here 314.1–3: αὐτόπται γὰρ καὶ θεωροὶ 
γεγόναμεν ἅπαντες, ὡς μιᾷ ὁρμῇ τὴν ἀμφοτέρων τῶν ἐχθρῶν ἡ παρθένος 
καὶ Θεοτόκος ἰσχὺν ἐτροπώσατο.

(2)  “Modern writers on East Rome, convinced that ‘miracles do not hap-
pen’, have quite banished miracles from their histories and have thereby falsi-
fi ed the picture, for there can be no doubt that the Byzantine lived in a world 
where miracle could happen and did happen, and that belief in miracle is 
itself a fact of history which the student ignores at his peril”, N. H. Baynes, 
The Supernatural Defenders of Constantinople, in: idem, Byzantine Studies and 
Other Essays (London, 1955, repr. 1960) 248–260, here 248.

(3)  That is the second prooemium in the edition by C. A. Trypanis, The 
Akathistos Hymn, in: idem, Fourteen Early Byzantine Cantica (Wien, 1968) 
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city withstood all that was thrown against them” — as it is called to-
day — “in the last great war of antiquity”.4 The question of the original 
context, which the prooemium refers to, has long been an issue in re-
search on the Akathistos Hymn.5 The homily, which will be examined 

(Wiener Byzantinistische Studien, 5) 17–39. On the signifi cance of the Τῇ 
ὑπερμάχῳ στρατηγῷ, see p. 21. 

(4)  J. D. Howard-Johnston, The siege of Constantinople in 626, in: 
C. Mango, G. Dagron (eds.), Constantinople and its Hinterland (Aldershot, 
1995) (Society for the Promotion of Byzantine Studies, 3) 131–142, here 131. 
This article considers, in the fi rst place, the position of the defenders. From the 
Avars’ point of view, see W. Pohl, Die Awaren. Ein Steppenvolk in MiĴ eleuropa 
567–822 n. Chr. (München, 22002) 248–255. Best approach to the whole period 
is provided by the study of W. E. Kaegi, Heraclius. Emperor of Byzantium (Cam-
bridge, 2003). Besides the homily, there are two other eyewitness documents 
on the siege in 626, a chronicle and a poem. The Chronicon Paschale, composed 
by an anonymous author, supplies the fullest account of the siege of 626, in: 
L. Dindendorfius, Chronicon Paschale (Bonnae, 1832) (Corpus Scriptorum Byz-
antinae) 716–726; translation in: Michael Whitby, Mary Whitby (eds.), Chroni-
con Paschale 284–628 AD (Liverpool, 1989) (Translated Texts for Historians). 
The rhetorical poem, called Bellum Avaricum, is one of the six works of George 
of Pisidia, focussing on the period of Heraclius, in: A. Pertusi, Bellum Ava-
ricum di Giorgio di Pisidia. Poemi, vol. 1. Panegirici Epici (EĴ al, 1959) (Studia 
Patristica et Byzantina, 7) 176–224.

(5)  A summary of the opposite viewpoints up to the end of the 1960’s 
is presented by J. L. van Dieten, Geschichte der Patriarchen von Sergios I. 
bis Johannes VI. (610–715), in: J. L. van Dieten, C. Mango, P. Wirth (eds.), 
Geschichte der griechischen Patriarchen von Konstantinopel, part 4 (Amsterdam, 
1972) (Enzyklopädie der Byzantinistik, 24) 18–21. Obviously from the 1980’s 
onwards Paul Speck’s elaborate hypothesis, according to which it was the 
Patriarch Germanos himself who composed the prooemium, has been under 
discussion. The reasoning is found in P. Speck, Artabasdos, der rechtgläubige 
Vorkämpfer der göĴ lichen Lehren (Bonn, 1981) (Poikila Byzantina, 2), 169–171; 
idem, Kaiser Leon III., die Geschichtswerke des Nikephoros und des Theophanes und 
der Liber Pontifi calis. Eine quellenkritische Untersuchung, Teil 1 (Bonn, 2002) (Poi-
kila Byzantina, 19) 295–298. The status questionis seems to be so that, while 
the majority associates the prooemium with the siege of 626, the possibility 
that it could be from the time when Constantinople was saved from the siege 
by Arabs in 717–718 is still considered, see, e.g., the abstract of the article by 
M. HurbaniѶ, The so-called Feast of Akathistos and the tradition of the Avar 
Siege of Constantinople in 626, in: M. Kulhánková, K. Loudová (eds.), Epea 
pteroenta. Růženě Dostálové k narozeninám. (Epea pteroenta. FestschriĞ  in Honour 
of Růžena Dostálová.) (Brno, 2009) 140–141. 
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here, is aĴ ributed to Theodore Syncellus.6 This is the fi rst time when 
this text is introduced as an evidence of the mutual relationship be-
tween the siege of 626 and the Akathistos and its prooemium, though 
the homily is well known amongst Byzantinists.7 The fundamental 
historical commentary on the homily, day by day, with all parallel 
sources is given by F. Barišić.8 The French translation by Ferenc Makk 
provides a modest commentary, with the focus on Biblical references.9 
Paul Speck, in his analysis of the poem Bellum Avaricum by George of 
Pisidia, refers repeatedly to the homily of Theodore Syncellus, taking 
also the Akathistos into consideration,10 but his remarks confi ne just to 
the passages which relate directly to the lines in the poem of George 
of Pisidia. From this it is clear that the essential part of the homily, the 
miracle of the Theotokos in Byzantine understanding, would need a 
thoroughgoing investigation, but this paper is concerned only with 
the dating of Prooemium Τῇ ὑπερμάχῳ στρατηγῷ. 

The homily on the siege is rather long, having in printed form a 
length of 904 lines. The composition is highly rhetorical and extrav-
agantly panegyrical. Distangling all the intertwisted threads and 

(6)  The extant manuscripts give no author, but the authorship of Theo dore 
Syncellus is considered most likely by modern scholarship. So it is given also 
in CPG (9736) and BHG (1061): Theodorus Syncellus, De obsidione Constantino-
politana sub Heraclio imperatore. From now on, in this paper the homily is given 
under Theod. Sync. only. Justifi cation for the authorship to Theo dore Syncel-
lus (syncellus or cell-mate of the patriarch) is found in a passage in which 
the preacher is supposed to be referring to himself (Theod. Sync. 306.23–24), 
on the aĴ ribution of scholars, see S. Szádeczky-Kardoss, Zur Textüberliefer-
ung der „Homilia de obsidione avarica Constantinopolis auctore ut videtur 
Theodoro Syncello“, in: idem (ed.), Über die Awarengeschichte und ihre Quellen 
(Szeged, 1986) (Acta Antiqua et Archaeologica, 24) 173–184, here 299–300.

(7)  J. Karayannopulos, G. Weiss, Quellenkunde zur Geschichte von Byzanz 
(324–1453), Zweite Halbband. (Wiesbaden, 1982) 312.

(8)  F. BarišiѶ, Le siège de Constantinople par les Avares et les Slaves en 
626, Byzantion 24 (1954) 371–395. It is noteworthy that in comparison with 
all other sources, according to Barisič, the homily of Theodore Syncellus is 
„le document le plus complet et sans doute le plus piĴ oresque sur le siège”, 
p. 375. 

(9)  F. Makk, Traduction et commentaire de l`homélie écrite probablement 
par Theodore le Syncelle sur le siège de Constantinople en 626 (Szeged, 1975) 
(Acta Antiqua et Arhaeologia, 19). 

(10)  P. Speck, Zufälliges zum Bellum avaricum des Georgios Pisides (Mün-
chen, 1980) (Miscellanea Byzantina Monacensia, 24).



287Leena Mari Peltomaa

strands — typological or allegorical interpretation of the OT prophe-
cies, fi gures, names and places, dogmatics, numerological consider-
ation and political refl ection — all this, related to the recent events, the 
city of Constantinople and the Eastern Roman Empire would require 
an extensive research. For our purpose such basic work is not nec-
essary, for in this paper the narrative by Syncellus is examined only 
in relation to the Akathistos hymn. References to Mary are found 
throughout the text, altogether more than seventy times, but they are 
also accumulated around certain themes. Our focus is laid on some of 
them. Theodore Syncellus uses seven times the word “Mother of God” 
(Θεομήτωρ), wherefore, to avoid confusion, the established usage of 
rendering Mother of God for the Theotokos is relinguished here. The 
word Theotokos shall serve a compromise, instead of the “God-bear-
er” or “Birthgiver of God”. 

Following the author’s train of thought from beginning to end, we 
can see that it is fi rst of all the prophet Isaiah who provides the divine 
perspective for explaining the siege and its outcome.11 Thus the point 
of departure is found in a prophecy of Isaiah: “Get you up to a high 
mountain, / O herald of good tidings to Zion; / liĞ  up your voice with 
strength, / O herald of good tidings to Jerusalem. / LiĞ  it up, do not 
fear; / say to the cities of Judah. / ‘Here is your God!’ / See, the Lord 
God comes with might, / and his arm rules for him.” 12 This trium-
phant exclamation “from afar” is now to make evident “the benevo-
lence of God and the Father, regarding the Incarnation and the birth of 
God the Word from the Theotokos”.13 That the authors of the homily 
and the Akathistos present the subject of the Incarnation in the same 
way is of course signifi cant,14 considering the question of an infl uence. 
The homilist points out frequently that everything has its origins in 

(11)  See references to Isaiah, Makk, Traduction…, 49–59.
(12)  Is. 40:9–10, The Holy Bible. New Revised Standard Version. Angli-

cized Edition (OUP, 1995). This is a reading variant for “O Zion, herald of 
good tidings” and for “O Jerusalem, herald of good tidings”. 

(13)  Theod. Sync. 298.1–3: Πόῤῥωθεν ὁρῶν τῇ προφητικῇ τοῦ θείου 
πνεύματος χάριτι τὴν εὐδοκίαν τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ πατρὸς ἐκ τῆς Θεοτόκου 
τοῦ Θεοῦ Λόγου σάρκωσίν τε καὶ γέννησιν. The English translation, partly 
modifi ed, is from www.tertullian.org/fathers by R. Pearse (ed.), Early Church 
Fathers — Additional Texts (Ipswich, UK, 2007).

(14)  On the christology in the Akathistos, see L. M. Peltomaa, The Image 
of the Virgin Mary in the Akathistos Hymn (Leiden—Boston—Köln, 2001) (The 
Medieval Mediterranean, 35) 85–101, 203.



288 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

the philanthropy of God, accordingly, also the miracle: “Since there 
are, here and now, such things to tell which, so to say, by miracle ex-
ceeding even the celestial spheres, resulted from the goodness of God 
towards us, amidst manifold suff ering…”15 

The miracle how the Incarnation occurred through the Virgin is ex-
plained only in the introductory part. The homilist invokes Isaiah, who 
had “predicted the glory of the only-begoĴ en God and the mystery of 
the Virgin”, to paint for him the current miracle and to assist him to 
see, as prefi gured in the old Jerusalem, all the “miracles and signs that 
the Theotokos accomplished for this city through the philanthropy of 
God.”16 The sequel makes it clear that the “mystery of the Virgin” is 
a reference to the prophecy of Isaiah 7:14. This prophecy belongs to 
a story about king Ahaz.17 Thereby Syncellus contrasts the Old Tes-
tament king Ahaz, who reigned Jerusalem, with “his” emperor who 
reigns Constantinople. So, king Ahaz from the house David “did not 
accept the teaching of the divine mystery of the Virgin, though he was 
invited by God, by the prophet, to ask that He grant to him a sign on 
the divine incarnation”.18 Syncellus does not say it explicitly — but it is 
evident from the Isaiah passage which he refers to — that in his view 
the best defence of the city is concerned with fi rm faith,19 undoubt-

(15)  Theod. Sync. 298.15–17: Ἐπεὶ τοίνυν κἀνταῦθα πρόκειται λόγος, 
αὐτάς, ὡς εἰπεῖν, τὰς οὐρανίους ὑπερβαίνων ἁψῖδας τῷ θαύματι <διὰ> τὴν 
τοῦ Θεοῦ περὶ ἡμᾶς ὠδίνων πολυτρόπων ἀγαθότητα.

(16)  Theod. Sync. 298.19–27: Δεῦρο δὴ οὖν Ἠσαΐα θεσπέσιε, ἅτε μέγας 
ὑπάρχων νοῦς τὰ μεγάλα προθεώμενός τε καὶ προφθεγγόμενος, σύ μοι 
τὸν λόγον τῷ καλάμῳ τῆς προφητικῆς προδιαχάραξον χάριτος· δεῦρό μοι 
σὺ ὁ τὴν δόξαν τοῦ μονογενοῦς Θεοῦ καὶ τὸ τῆς παρθένου προδιαγρά-
ψας μυστήριο… σὺ καὶ τὸ παρόν μοι θαῦμα διαζωγράφησον καὶ δὸς (25) 
ἰδεῖν ὡς ἐν σκιᾷ καὶ τύπῳ τῆς πάλαι Ἱερουσαλήμ, ὅσα νῦν φιλανθρωπίᾳ 
Θεοῦ ἡ Θεοτόκος ἐνεδείξατο ὑπὲρ τῆς πόλεως ταύτης θαυμάσιά τε καὶ 
τέ ρατα. (Τέρας, A sign, wonder, marvel, of any appearance or event, in which 
men believed that they could see the fi nger of God, and read the future, see 
Liddell—Scott.)

(17)  Is. 7:3–14.
(18)  Theod. Sync. 298.31–34: Ἐβασίλευε πάλαι τοῦ οἴκου Δαβὶδ Ἄχαζ ὁ 

βασιλεύς… ὅθεν οὐδὲ τὸ θεῖον δέχεται διδαχθῆναι τῆς παρθένου μυστή-
ριον, καίπερ Θεοῦ διὰ τοῦ προφήτου κελεύσαντος εἰς βάθος ἢ εἰς ὕψος 
αἰτῆσαι· τὸ σημεῖον αὐτῷ τῆς θείας δοθῆναι σαρκώσεως, cf. LXX, Is. 7:10.

(19)  In the story about Ahaz, the Lord says through Isaiah, Is. 7.9: “If you 
do not stand fi rm in faith, you shall not stand at all” (καὶ ἐαν`ν μὴ πιστεύετε, 
οὐδέ μὴ συνῆτε).
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edly in the sense of correct, orthodox, belief. Accordingly, he states 
that even though Ahaz remained the image of disobedience, the sign 
was given to the house of David and was fulfi lled, “because the Virgin 
gave birth to God and was preserved virgin”.20 At the end of the ex-
ordium, once more the signifi cance of the Theotokos is affi  rmed. “All 
that the prophet said and wrote, a history and parabole, happened to 
those of the Jews who then lived in Jerusalem, as a fi gure and example, 
but was used also as a prediction for us, to whom God spread the 
grace of his love with the aid of the Theotokos.”21

The abundancy of numerous comparisons, to inter-relate the Old 
Testament and present time, do not obscure the homilist’s message 
that the Incarnation signifi es victory. So being his juxtaposition of the 
prophetic words with the Incarnation refl ects the early Christian and 
Byzantine standard view of the Incarnation as victory. In this respect, 
the Akathistos, forms its own category: it is a hymn on Incarnation, as 
to its contents, and a hymn on victory, as to its history.22 The homily 
as well as the Akathistos proclaims that the dogma of the Theotokos 
is prerequisite for victory. They also confess this dogma on the same 
ground. The sign on the Incarnation, which Syncellus pronounces, is 
thought to be the Virgin who gave birth to God and was preserved 
virgin. This evidence diff ers radically from the sign given by Isaiah: 
“Look, the virgin is with child and shall bear a son.”23 Now, it is known 
that since Nestorian controversy, characteristically in the teaching of 
Proclus of Constantinople, the virginity of Mary was interpreted as 
virginity post partum. It was this miracle or mystery that was presented 
by Proclus as the proof for the divine nature of Christ.24 The Akathis-
tos refl ects Proclus’ thought of the Virgin who remained a virgin as a 

(20)  Theod. Sync. 298.35–36: Καὶ τὸ μὲν σημεῖον τῷ οἴκῳ Δαβὶδ δέδοται 
ἅμα καὶ τετελείωται· τέτοκε γὰρ ἡ παρθένος Θεὸν καὶ παρθένος πεφύλα-
κται. 

(21)  Theod. Sync. 299.26–29: Καὶ ἃ μὲν ὁ προφήτης ἱστορικῶς ἅμα καὶ 
τυπικῶς εἴρηκέν τε καὶ γέγραφεν, ταῦτά ἐστιν τοῖς μὲν ἐξ Ἰούδα τότε τὴν 
Ἱερουσαλὴμ οἰκοῦσιν ὡς ἐν σκιᾷ καὶ τύπῳ συμβαίνοντα, δι’ ἡμᾶς δὲ προ-
φητευόμενα, ἐφ’ οὓς ὁ Θεὸς διὰ τῆς Θεοτόκου τὸν ἅπαντα τῆς ἰδίας φιλαν-
θρωπίας ἐξέχεεν ἔλεον.

(22)  I. e., the victory over the Nestorian heresy, consult Peltomaa, The 
Image…, esp. 85–101.

(23)  Is. 7:14: ἰδοὺ ἡ παρθένος ἐν γαστρὶ ἕξει καὶ τέξεται υἱόν. 
(24)  Proclus of Constantinople as a Marian Preacher, see Peltomaa, The 

Image…, 101–113, esp. 103.
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result of the protection of God as follows: “From the seedles womb he 
came, / preserving it chaste as it was before, / so that, beholding the 
miracle, we might sing her praise, crying…”.25 

Although the infl uence of the Akathistos does not reveal itself as 
direct citations in the homily, its introduction is in full harmony with 
the text of the Akathistos. In other words, the point of departure of 
Syncellus is certainly identical with the Akathistos. The Akathistos cel-
ebrates the mystery of the Incarnation of God the Word which takes 
place through the Virgin for the redemption of humankind out of the 
philantrophy of God. The homilist constructs an analogue: the recent 
rescue of the Constantinopolitans from death is a miracle which, on 
account of the philanthropy of God, became possible through the Vir-
gin from whom God the Word became incarnated. 

What follows next is a report “on the great things that the Lord of 
powers has done through the Theotokos.”26 Among many other histor-
ical facts, the audience is informed that the “mighty” emperor, Hera-
clius, before leaving for the Persian front, “entrusted the throne to his 
son, the imperial prince.”27 At the same time the city was entrusted to 
the guardianship of God and the Virgin.28 Inspite of an old peace treaty 
between the Avar king and the emperor, as soon as Heraclius was out 
of his way, Khagan, “this wild beast” (θήρ) started the preparations 
for the assault upon the city. The enemies devised all kinds of tricks, 
“even manufactured engines, to make the town of God, protected by 

(25)  Ak. 13.3–5: ἐξ ἀσπόρου βλαστήσας γαστρὸς / καὶ φυλάξας ταύ-
την, ὥσπερ ἦν, ἄφθορον, / ἱνὰ τὸ θαῦμα βλέποντες ὑμνήσωμεν αὐτὴν 
βοῶντες, see, Peltomaa, The Image..., 103, on the teaching of Proclus of Con-
stantinople, 176. 

(26)  Theod. Sync. 300.3–4: δεῦτε τοίνυν ἀκούσατε, καὶ διηγήσομαι ὑμῖν 
[ὅσα ἐποίησεν] διὰ τῆς Θεοτόκου μεγαλεῖα ὁ τῶν δυνάμεων κύριος. On 
the lacuna, see S. Szádeczky-Kardoss, Eine unkollationierte HandschriĞ  der 
Homilie über die persisch-awarische Belagerung von Konstantinopel (Codex 
Athous Batopedi 84, Fol. 63r–68r), in: idem, AVARICA. Über die Awarengeschich-
te und ihre Quellen (Szeged, 1986) (Acta Antiqua et Archaeologica, 24) 187–195, 
here 88–89, “Bestätigung einer Konjunktur”.

(27)  Consult W. E. Kaegi, Heraclius. Emperor of Byzantium (Cambridge, 
2003). 

(28)  Theod. Sync. 300.24–27: Βασιλεὺς τοίνυν ὁ μέγας ἀπῆν, υἱῷ βασιλεῖ 
τὴν πατρικὴν ζηλοῦντι πραότητα καὶ εὐσέβειαν τὸν θρόνον (25) λιπὼν 
τὸν βασίλειον, τοῦτον δὲ Θεῷ καὶ τῇ παρθένῳ σὺν τοῖς ἀδελφοῖς καὶ τῇ 
πόλει πιστεύσας καὶ παραθέμενος; 302.11–12: Θεῳ μὲν καὶ τῇ παρθένῳ 
πόλιν καὶ παῖδας βασιλεῖς παρέθετο.
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the Virgin, the booty of this deer.”29 Here the expression “protected by 
the Virgin” demands aĴ ention, for the translation does not render the 
meaning of the Greek sentence, “ἡ παρθένος τετείχηκε”. The Greek 
verb has the same root as the word τεῖχος, a ‘wall’, especially a ‘city-
wall’.30 The ἡ παρθένος τετείχηκε , “the virgin has built a wall”, sug-
gests that the Virgin had erected another — spiritual — wall of the city. 
It is more than likely that Syncellus echoes the emphatical acclaim at 
the end of the Akathistos: “Hail, impregnable wall of the kingdom.”31 
The other passage, in which the word “wall” appears in the Akathis-
tos, is associated with virginity: “For virgins and all who fl ee to you / 
you are a wall, O Virgin Theotokos,”32 but also this idea is relevant in 
Syncellus, as we will see below. 

According to Syncellus, having heard the news from the home-
front, the emperor raised his hands towards the sky and cried: “You 
Lord, all-observing and knowing all, you know that I entrusted to you 
and to the one, who gave you seedless birth (τῇ ἀσπόρως τεκούσῃ 
σε), my children, the city and your people living their.”33 Here may 
suffi  ce to remark that the “seedless birth” is found in three passages 
in the Akathistos. The prayer of the emperor to God is fi nished with 
the following plea: “So keep now, according to your own law, safe and 
well, the city which I entrusted to the force of your power and the The-
otokos, the mother of your goodness.”34 

The account continues with the happenings in the city. The chil-
dren of the emperor were praying in a small chapel of the Mother of 
God, aĴ ached to the palace. In the light of the Akathistos it is quite in-
teresting what Syncellus puts into words in this context. So, the chil-

(29)  Theod. Sync. 302.24–25: καὶ πᾶς ἐπενοεῖτο τρόπος καὶ μηχαναὶ 
ἐτεκταίνοντο, ὥστε τὴν πόλιν τοῦ Θεοῦ, ἣν ἡ παρθένος τετείχηκε, γενέ-
σθαι τῷ θηρὶ δοριάλωτον.

(30)  Cf. Liddell—Scott, τεῖχος.
(31)  Ak. 23.13: χαῖρε, τῆς βασιλείς ἀπόρθητον τεῖχος. 
(32)  Ak. 19.1–2: Τεῖχος εἷ τῶν παρθένων, θεοτόκε παρθένε, / καὶ παν-

τῶν τῶν εἱς σὲ προσφευγόντων.
(33)  Theod. Sync. 302.30–33: τὰς δὲ χεῖρας ἀνίσχων εἰς οὐρανὸν ἐβόα 

πρὸς κύριον: σὺν δέσποτα, παντεπόπτα καὶ γνῶστα πάντων, ἐπίστασαι, 
ὡς σοὶ καὶ τῇ ἀσπόρως τεκούσῃ σε τέκνα παρεθέμην καὶ πόλιν καὶ τὸν 
λαόν σου τὸν ταύτης οἰκήτορα.

(34)  Theod. Sync. 303.2–4: σύ μοι τοίνυν κατὰ τὸν σὸν νόμον φύλαξον 
ἀπαθῆ καὶ ἀνάλωτον τὴν πόλιν, ἣν παρεθέμην τῇ ἰσχύϊ τοῦ κράτους σου 
καὶ τῇ Θεοτόκῳ μητρὶ τῆς σῆς ἀγαθότητος!
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dren “off ered their innocence of children and their heart, just as the 
virginity and the purity of their bodies, as an supplication and sweet-
smelling incense.”35 And they “exclaimed all in tears: “All-Powerful 
Lady! our father entrusted to you your city and us, your servants 
who are still children, as you see it, All-Holy, and he had given us to 
you... So deliver (ῥῦσαι) us and the city and its inhabitants, deliver 
(ῥῦσαι) us from the snake who aĴ acks us.”36 This passage refl ects a 
strong infl uence from the Akathistos. Picturing to himself the impe-
rial children, the author presents both the ideal of virginity and the 
thought of virginity as an off ering. This is precisely that kind of as-
cetic idealism that the Akathistos advocates.37 Besides, virginity as 
an off ering to the Theotokos is explicit in the last strophe: “O Mother 
hymned by all, / you who gave birth to the Word, the holiest of all 
holies: / accepting this present off ering, deliver (ῥῦσαι) from every 
evil…”38 It is conspicious that Syncellus uses in this context the word 
ῥῦσαι twice.39 On the whole, the Akathistos seems to have been in the 
author’s mind.

Sergius, the patriarch of Constantinople, was the main actor of the 
siege drama in the view of Theodore Syncellus.40 Sergius the “wor-

(35)  Theod. Syncellus 303.7–9: Τὰ βασιλέως δὲ τέκνα ἐν τῷ κατὰ βασί-
λεια εὐκτηρίῳ τῆς Θεομήτορος τὴν παιδικὴν ἀκακίαν καὶ τὴν ψυχὴν ἅμα 
καὶ τῶν σωμάτων παρθενίαν καὶ καθαρότητα ἀνθ’ ἱκετηρίας καὶ θυμιά-
ματος εἰώδους προὐβάλλοντο. 

(36)  Theod. Sync. 303.10–14: βοῶντα σὺν δάκρυσι· ‘δέσποινα παντοδύ-
ναμε, σοὶ καὶ πόλιν τὴν σὴν καὶ τοὺς σοὺς οἰκέτας ἡμᾶς νηπίους, ὡς ὁρᾷς 
παναγία, ὑπάρχοντας πατὴρ ὁ ἡμέτερος ἐπίστευσε καὶ παρέθετο... ῥῦσαι 
τοίνυν ἡμᾶς τε καὶ πόλιν καὶ τοὺς οἰκήτορας. ῥῦσαι ἐκ τοῦ προσερπύζο-
ντος ἡμῖν ὄφεως’.

(37)  On the ihe ideal of virginity, esp. strophes 17, 18, 19, see Peltomaa, 
The Image…, 185–199. 

(38)  Ak. 24.1–4: Ὧ πανύμνητε μήτερ, ἡ τεκοῦσα τὸν πάντῶν / ἁγίων 
ἁγιώτατον Λόγον, / δεξαμένη τὴν νῦν προσφοράν, / ἀπὸ πάσης ῥῦσαι 
συμφορᾶς...

(39)  The verb is found elsewhere only once, Theod. Sync. 307.3–38: δέσ-
ποτα, … ῥῦσαι πόλιν κληρονομίας σου καὶ σῶσον λαὸν σῷ κεκλημένον 
ὀνόματι, μήποτε εἴπωσι, ποῦ ἐστιν ὁ Θεὸς αὐτῶν, ἀλλὰ γνώτωσαν ἔθνη, 
ὅτι ἄνθρωποί εἰσιν’. (“Lord, … deliver the city of your heritage and save the 
people who are called by your name, so that they would newer say, ‘Where is 
their God?’, but let those people (ἔθνη) know that the are only human!”) 

(40)  So also in the eyes of George of Pisidia, but the Chronicon Paschale 
is silent about Sergius. The view of modern scholarship is presented by, e.g. 
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thy archpriest, our Isaiah”,41 gathered everyone, if he were a priest or 
clerk, living as a monk or among the people, of the men of any age, 
from the child to the old man. He harangued them to be brave and not 
discouraged: “The enemy aĴ acks us on horse and with war engines, 
with an enormous multitude, but we will overcome by the holy name 
of our Lord God. Because the Lord himself fi ghts for us, and because 
the Virgin Theotokos will also be the champion (ὑπέρμαχον) for this 
city, if we ourselves turn all our heart toward them with all out hear 
and a devoted soul.”42 In this same context we fi nd also the following 
assertion of Syncellus: “The fact that they raised their hands to God 
and asked the Virgin for assistance and protection (ὑπέρμαχον), was 
a weapon, sabre and shield for all the inhabitants of the city.”43 The 
repeated appearance of the word ὑπέρμαχος here is highly sugges-
tive — as if Mary’s role as the defender or protector of Constantinople 
had been established already before the siege. This may have been 
the case. Anyhow, the epithet ὑπέρμαχος for saints seems to have be-
come popular in hagiography during the sixth century,44 although as 
a Marian epithet it is actually known from the Akathistos’ prooemium 
(Τῇ ὑπερμάχῳ στρατηγῷ). An extraordinary interesting parallel is 
found in the Life of Saint Theodosius, composed by Cyril of Scythopo-
lis (ob. c. 558), saying: “Theodosius, worthily called blessed and citi-
zen of heaven, the great glory of Palestine and boast of the desert, the 
stay of the monastic order, the general and champion (ὁ στρατηγὸς 

van Dieten, Geschichte der Patriarchen..., 12–19. “Den Höhepunkt der politi-
schen Tätigkeit Sergios’ bildet ohne Zweifel die and erster Stelle (d.h. nach 
GoĴ  und der Theotokos) ihm zugeschriebene ReĴ ung der Stadt aus der Ava-
renbelagerung” (p. 12). 

(41)  Theod. Sync. 303.16–17: τὸν καθ’ ἡμᾶς Ἡσαίαν, τὸν ἱεράρχην τὸν 
τίμιον.

(42)  Theod. Sync. 303. 26–30: ἐχθροὶ ἐν ἵπποις καὶ ἅρμασι καὶ ὄχλῳ 
βαρεῖ καθ’ ἡμῶν ἐπανίστανται, ἡμεῖς δὲ ἐν ὀνόματι κυρίου Θεοῦ ἡμῶν 
μεγαλυνθησόμεθα· κύριος γὰρ αὐτὸς πολεμήσει ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν, καὶ ἡ παρ-
θένος ἡ Θεοτόκος ὑπέρμαχος ἔσται τῆσδε τῆς πόλεως, εἴπερ ἐπ’ αὐτοὺς 
καρδίᾳπλήρει καὶ ψυχῇ θελούσῃ προσδράμωμεν’. 

(43)  Theod. Sync. 303.17–19: Καὶ τοῦτο ἦν ὅπλον καὶ ῥομφαία καὶ θυ-
ρεὸς τοῖς τῆς πόλεως πάσης οἰκήτορσι τὸ αἴρειν πρὸς Θεὸν τὰς χεῖρας καὶ 
τὴν παρθένον ἐξαιτεῖν εἰς βοηθὸν καὶ ὑπέρμαχον.

(44)  On the ὑπέρμαχος as the epithet of Saint Demetrios in the context 
of the siege of Thessalonike, J. Koder, Anmerkungen zu den Miracula Santi 
Demetrii, in: BYZANTIUM. Tribute to Andreas N. Stratos, vol. 2 (Athens, 1986) 
523–538, esp. 527–528.



294 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

καὶ ὑπέρμαχος) of the correct doctrines…”45 — It is apparent that the 
whole section of the homily (Theod. Sync. 303.7–32), dedicated to the 
prayers of the imperial children and the patriarch is deep and full of 
resonance of the Akathistos. 

The story about Sergius continues. He used icons in defence. This 
 passage of icons includes an intellectual link to the Akathistos, embed-
ded in the story of Sergius’ actions. Therefore it is best to quote the 
relevant lines of the Akathistos at fi rst, for this is not the only place 
where Syncellus alludes the Theotokos, having this image in mind: 
“Shining upon Egypt the light of truth / you dispelled the darkness 
of falsehood, / for her idols, O Saviour, / fell down unable to endure 
your power, / and those who were saved from them cried to the The-
otokos: / … Hail, downfall of demons / … Hail, sea that drowned the 
spiritual Pharaoh.”46 Following Syncellus, the icons were hung at all 
the western doors of the city. They pictured the Virgin, “carrying in 
her arms the Lord, to whom she had given birth”. These icons were 
“like the most brilliant sun, driving out the darkness by its rays” (Ak. 
“Shining upon Egypt the light of truth / you dispelled the darkness of 
falsehood”). Then Sergius shouted to the masses of barbarians and the 
demons leading them (Ak. “Hail, downfall of demons”): “Oh foreign 
people and diabolical hordes, you have undertaken the whole war 
against these. But the woman Theotokos will put an end to all your 
boldness and pride by its only call, because she is really the mother 
of the One who drowned Pharaoh and all his army in the middle of 
the Red Sea (Ak. “Hail, sea that drowned the spiritual Pharaoh”), and 
discouraged and weakened all the diabolical horde.”47 The idea that 

(45)  TLG from E. Schwartz, Kyrillos von Sykthopolis (Leipzig, 1939) 
(Texte und Untersuchungen, 49.2) 235.24: Θεοδόσιος ὁ ἀξιομακάριστος καὶ 
οὐρανοπολίτης, τὸ μέγα κλέος τῆς Παλαιστίνης καὶ τῆς ἐρήμου τὸ καύχη-
μα καὶ τοῦ μοναχικοῦ σχήματος τὸ στήριγμα καὶ τῶν ὀρθῶν δογμάτων ὁ 
στρατηγὸς καὶ ὑπέρμαχος; Translation by R. M. Price, Cyril of Scythopolis, 
The Lives of the Monks of Palestine (Kalamazoo, Michigan, 1991) 262. 

(46)  Ak. 11.1–10: Λάμψας ἐν τῇ Αἰγύπτῳ φωτισμόν ἀληθείας / ἐδίωξας 
τοῦ ψεύδους τὸ σκότος· / τὰ γάρ εἵδωλα ταύτης, σωτήρ, / μὴ ἐνέγκαντά 
σου τὴν ἰσχὺν πέπτωκαν· / οἱ τούτων δὲ ῥυσθέντες ἀνεβόων πρὸς τὴν Θεο-
τόκον· /... χαῖρε, κατάπτωσις τῶν δαιμόνων /... χαῖρε, θαλάσσα πον τίσασα 
Φαραὼ τὸν νοητόν. On this strophe, Peltomaa, The Image..., 167–173.

(47)  Theod. Sync. 304.4–13: ὁ δὲ ἱεράρχης ὁ ὅσιος πάσαις ταῖς πρὸς 
δύσιν πύλαις τῆς πόλεως, ὅθεν καὶ τὸ τοῦ σκότους ἤρχετο γέννημα, οἷα 
ἥλιον ἀπλανέστατον ταῖς ἀκτῖσι τὸ σκότος διώκοντα τοὺς τῆς παρθέ-
νου ἱεροὺς τύπους ἐν εἰκόσιν ἐνέγραψεν, φερούσης ἐν ἀγκάλαις ὃν τέ-
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Pharaoh was drowned (in the fi nal end) through the Theotokos (since 
she is the mother) is the striking common feature between the Akathis-
tos and the homily. Likewise, in both of them, the contrast between the 
powers of darkness and the power of the Sun is pointed out. According 
to the Byzantines’ Christian understanding of the order of the world, 
it is all about the Incarnation, understood as liberation, prefi gured by 
the crossing of the Red Sea by Israelis and realized through Mary. This 
theme is of greatest symbolic importance to Syncellus, because he re-
fers to it altogether four times.48 

At this stage we can state that there are in the homily no further 
examples that as clearly as those presented above would demonstrate 
that the Akathistos is refl ected in Syncellus’ text. This fact is to be re-
garded as the main piece of evidence for dating the prooemium to the 
siege of 626.49 Yet, to be accurate, the word στρατηγός appears neither 
in the homily nor in the twenty four strophes of the Akathistos. Nev-
ertheless, it is quite clear that the function of the στρατηγός is ascribed 
to Mary by Syncellus, e.g. in his report on the fi ght at the church of 
the Pege (Theod. Sync. 305.37–306.12): “The Virgin was present every-
where, overcame without being overcome, spread fear and horror on 
the enemy, while giving strength to her servants. She preserved her 
subjects safe and sound, and devastated the enemy masses.”50 

The strategy the Theotokos used in the decisive sea baĴ le is de-
scribed in detail (Theod. Sync. 311.17–40). Syncellus, maintaining that 
the Theotokos made the monoxyla with their men sink, assures that 
the Virgin herself won the fi ght and this victory: “Those who fought 

τοκε κύριον, μονονουχὶ βοῶν νοερᾷ τῇ φωνῇ τοῖς τῶν βαρβάρων πλή-
θεσι καὶ τοῖς ἐκείνους ἄγουσι δαίμοσιν· ‘πρὸς τούτους ὑμῖν, ὦ ἔθνη 
ἀλλόφυλακαὶ φῦλα δαιμόνια ὁ πᾶς ἐξήρτυται πόλεμος· ἅπαν ὑμῶν τὸ 
θράσος καὶ τὰ φρυάγματα γυνὴ Θεοτόκος μόνῳ διώξει κελεύσματι, μή-
τηρ ὑπάρχουσα κατ’ ἀλήθειαν τοῦ τὸν Φαραὼ πανστρατιᾷ ἐν Ἐρυθρᾷ 
θαλάσσῃ βυθίσαντος καὶ τὸ πᾶν δαιμόνιον φῦλον δείξαντος ἀδρανὲς καὶ 
ἀνίσχυρον’.

(48)  Theod. Sync. 308.10–15; 311.17–40; 317.40–318.8. 
(49)  Contra Speck, Zufälliges zum Bellum avaricum..., 140: „Das spricht we-

der für noch gegen die Annahme, dass 626 aus Dank der Akathistos Hymnos 
gesungen wurde... da wir zwar in einer Predigt am ehesten eine soche An-
spielung erwarten dürĞ en, Theod. Synk. sich aber auf die Bibel beschränkt.“

(50)  Theod. Sync. 306.8–1: καὶ πανταχοῦ παρῆν ἡ παρθένος, νικῶσα νί-
κην ἀνανταγώνιστον, καὶ δεῖμα μὲν καὶ φόβον τοῖς πολεμίοις ἐμβάλλουσα, 
ἰσχὺν δὲ δούλοις παρέχουσα καὶ ἀπαθὲς φυλάττουσα τὸ ὑπήκοον, ἀν-
αιροῦσα δὲ πλῆθος πολέμιον.
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on the sea, on our vessels, turn around at the fi rst aĴ ack of the enemy 
force and they failed to beat a retreat, and by that they would have 
made almost possible aĴ acks by the enemy, if the pity (φιλάνθρωπον) 
of the Virgin had not prevented this misfortune, refusing to endure 
such a spectacle. She put in action her own force and power. Not like 
Moses, dividing and uniting again the fl oods of the Red Sea by his 
staff , but only by her gesture and her pure will she made the chariots 
of Pharaoh and his army to sink… Some say that ours were not with-
drawn from the fear of the enemy, but that it is the Virgin herself who 
wanted to demonstrate the oikonomia of the miracle. In consequence of 
that, the barbarians sank completely, in front of her holy church, in the 
bridge of our rescue, our easily accessible (εὔδιον) harbour, because 
all that was the church of the Mother of God in Blachernae.”51 

The siege was the extreme experience of a crisis to the Constantino-
politans.52 There is no doubt that they were praying days and nights, 
without rest (ἀκαταπαύστον).53 “The enemy tribes thus encircled the 
city on the East and on the West, by sea and on the North. But the city 
begged in tears the Virgin by the words of the inspired mouth of the 
archpriest: ‘Save me, oh Lady, save me, because I will perish. Do not 
remain dumb, inactive, silent any longer, because I know that you are 
powerful’.”54 When the siege was over, and they were delivered, they 

(51)  Theod. Sync. 311.20–35: δέδεικται δὲ φανερώτατα, ὡς ἡ παρθέ-
νος μόνη τὸν ἀγῶνα τοῦτον ἠγώνισται καὶ τὴν νίκην νενίκηκεν, ἐξ ὧν 
οἱ κατὰ θάλασσαν ἐν τοῖς ἡμετέροις ἀγωνιζόμενοι σκάφεσιν ἐκ μόνης 
τῆς ὁρμῆς τοῦ πλήθους τῶν ὑπεναντίων ἐτράπησαν καὶ μικροῦ δεῖν πρύ-
μναν ἐκρούσαντο καὶ δεδώκασι παρ’ ὀλίγον τοῖς ἐχθροῖς εὐχερῆ (25) τὴν 
ἐπίβασιν, εἰ μὴ προφθάσαν τὸ τῆς παρθένου φιλάνθρωπον οὐδὲν τοιοῦτον 
ἰδεῖν ἐκαρτέρησεν· τὴν γὰρ ἰδίαν ἐξεγείρασα ἰσχύν τε καὶ δύναμιν, οὐ κα-
θάπερ Μωσῆς ῥάβδῳ τὴν Ἐρυθρὰν διέστησε καὶ αὖθις ἐπέκλυσε θάλασ-
σαν, ἀλλὰνεύματι καὶ μόνῳ βουλήματι ἅρματα Φαραὼ καὶ τὴν δύναμιν 
αὐτοῦ... Φασὶ δέ (30) τινες, ὡς οὐ φόβῳ τῶν ἐχθρῶν πρὸς ὑποχώρησιν 
ἔκλιναν οἱ ἡμέτεροι, ἀλλ’ ἡ παρθένος αὐτὴ τὴν οἰκονομίαν δεῖξαι βουλο-
μένη τοῦ θαύματος, τὴν ὑποχώρησιν τοῖς ἡμετέροις ἐκέλευσε προσποι-
ήσασθαι, ὥστε τοὺς βαρβάρους κατὰ τὸν θεῖον ναὸν αὐτῆς, ἤγουν τὸν 
ὅρμον ἡμῶν τὸν σωτήριον καὶ τὸν λιμένα τὸν εὔδιον—ταῦτα γὰρ πάντα ὁ 
ἐν Βλαχέρναις ναὸς ὑπάρχει τῆς Θεομήτορος — τὸ παντελὲς ὑποστῆναι 
ναυάγιον.

(52)  E.g., Theod. Sync. 304.27–30.
(53)  Theod. Sync. 303.30.
(54)  Theod. Sync. 304. 19–22: Τὰ δὲ πολέμια ἔθνη τὴν πόλιν ἐκύκλωσαν, 

ἐξ ἀνατολῶν, ἐκ δυσμῶν, ἐκ θαλάσσης καὶ τοῦ βοῤῥᾶ. ἡ δὲ πόλις ἐβόα 
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sang, praised and glorifi ed the Lord as the church of God.55 They ran to 
Blachernae, which Syncellus calls the holy house of the Mother of God, 
the “invincible guard of the city and its inhabitants.”56 In such context 
Theodore Syncellus puts the question: “But now, that the Lord saved 
us of all these dangers, what thanksgiving do we owe, in exchange 
for what they did for us, to the Lord and the Virgin Mother of God? 
What praise and what glorifi cation should we sing for the benefi ts in 
which we have taken part?57 Syncellus makes only a rhetorical ques-
tion, because people, his audience, knew what they had sung. To us an 
answer is transmiĴ ed by the manuscript tradition which connects the 
Akathistos Hymn and the following prooemium:58

To you, our leader in baĴ le and defender,
O Theotokos, I, your city, delivered from suff erings,
аscribe hymns of victory and thanksgiving.
Since you are invincible in power, 
free me from all kind of dangers,
that I may cry to you:
“Hail, bride unwedded.”59

There is no doubt that the contents of these lines, the refrain in-
cluded, corresponds both to the narrative of Syncellus and its ethos. 
It is clear that the refrain comes from the Akathistos Hymn, in which 
it is repeated twelve times. “The refrain ‘Hail, bride unwedded’, with 
which the series of salutations to Mary conclude, leaves its stamp on 

πρὸς τὴν παρθένον δακρύουσα, στόματι χρωμένη νοερῷ τοῦ ἱεράρχου 
τῷ πνεύματι· ‘σῶσον, ὦ δέσποινα, σῶσον· ἀπόλλυμαι· μὴ σιγήσῃς μηδὲ 
καταπραΰνῃς· οἶδα γάρ, ὅτι δύνασαι.

(55)  Theod. Sync. 318.21–39.
(56)  Theod. Sync. 308.11–12: φύλακα ἡ πόλις ἀκαταμάχητον κέκτηται 

τὸν ἐν Βλαχέρναις ἅγιον οἶκον τῆς Θεομήτορος.
(57)  Theod. Sync. 319.18–21: Τούτων τοίνυν ἁπάντων ὑπὸ κυρίου λελυ-

τρωμένοι, τίνα πρὸς εὐχαριστίαν ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν Θεῷ καὶ τῇ παρθένῳ τῇ Θεο-
μήτορι, ἀνθ’ ὧν πεπόνθαμεν, προστησώμεθα; τίνα πρὸς αἶνον καὶ δόξαν, 
ὑπὲρ ὧν ἀναξίως εὐεργετήθημεν, προβαλώμεθα;

(58)  Consult Trypanis, Fourteen Early Byzantine Cantica…, 9–21 with bib-
liography.

(59)  Trypanis, The Akathistos Hymn…, 28-29: Τῇ ὑπερμάχῳ στρατη -
γῷ τὰ νικητήρια / ὡς λυτρωθεῖσα τῶν δεινῶν εὐχαριστήρια / ἀναγράφω 
σοι ἡ πόλις σου, θεοτόκε· / ἀλλ’ ὡς ἔχουσα τὸ κράτος ἀπροσμάχητον / 
ἐκ παν τοίων με κινδύνων ἐλευθέρωσον, / ἵνα κράζω σοι· / Χαῖρε, νύμφη 
ἀνύμ φευτε.
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whe whole hymn, as well as on the image of Mary.”60 It can be added 
that the image of Mary in Syncellus’ homily, too, represents that one of 
the Virgin. The word παρθένος appears 43 times, whereas the Theoto-
kos only 17 times. (In the Akathistos the ratio is 70 to 34.) 

As to the proof by the word στρατηγός, we have to admit that this 
evidence alone is not suffi  cient for claiming that the Τῇ ὑπερμάχῳ 
στρατηγῷ dates back to the siege of 626. Fortunately, the poem of 
George of Pisidia, On the AĴ ack of the Barbars and Their Failure, 61 sup-
plies us with the missing link. This work was composed probably 
rather soon aĞ er the siege, presenting, in principle, the same account 
as the homily of Syncellus. It is striking that George of Pisidia calls the 
Theotokos στρατηγός, even repeatedly: 

χαῖρε, στρατηγὲ πρακτικῆς ἀγρυπνίας / Hail, Leader of the practice 
of vigilance (137),
χαῖρε, στρατηγὲ τῶν ἐνόπλων δακρύων / Hail, General of the 

tears of the armed (141),
τοῦ στρατηγοῦ, τῆς ἀτρέπτου Παρθένου / the General, the 

unchangeable Virgin (405),
ἡ στρατηγὸς Παρθένος / the General Virgin (445).

Of course, it is not only the epithet στρατηγός that aĴ racts our at-
tention here but the word χαῖρε, the very characteristic of the Akathis-
tos Hymn.62 Thus the question, to which siege the Τῇ ὑπερμάχῳ 
στρατηγῷ has to be associated, is answered to, but at the same time a 
new intriguing question arises for further research: Could the author 
of the prooemium of the Akathistos be George of Pisidia? 

(60)  Peltomaa, The Image…, 205.
(61)  ΕΙΣ ΤΗΝ ΓΕΝΟΜΕΝΗΝ ΕΦΟΔΟΝ ΤΩΝ ΒΑΡΒΑΡΩΝ ΚΑΙ ΕΙΣ ΤΗΝ ΑΥΤΩΝ ΑΣΤΟΧΙΑΝ, in: 

L. Tartaglia (ed.), Carmi di Georgio di Pisidia (Torino, 1998) (Classici Greci 
collezione. Autori della tarda antichità e dell’età bizantina) 156–191. 

(62)  I thank cordially Wolfram Hörandner, Vienna, for his reading and 
commenting the texts of Theodore Syncellus and George of Pisidia. 
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SUMMARY

The paper concerns dating the prooemium of the Akathistos Hymn, 
the Τῇ ὑπερμάχῳ στρατηγῷ. It introduces a homily, aĴ ributed to The-
odore Syncellus, as an evidence of the mutual relationship between the 
siege of Constantinople in 626 and the Akathistos Hymn and its proo-
emium. Δogmatical, ideological and linguistic parallels demonstrate that 
the Akathistos is refl ected in Syncellus’ text. Further it is shown that in 
Syncellus’ homily Mary has both the role of the defender (ὑπέρμαχος) 
and the function of the general (στρατηγός), though the laĴ er word is 
not employed explicitely. As a contemporary text, the poem by George of 
Pisidia on the siege of 626, includes the word στρατηγός, even together 
with the word χαῖρε, the very characteristic of the Akathistos, it provides 
the piece of evidence whereby the dating of the Τῇ ὑπερμάχῳ στρατηγῷ 
to the fi rst siege of Constantinope is justifi ed.



Tatiana Borisova
Athens

TO THE PROBLEM 
OF THE RECONSTRUCTION 

OF THE EARLY STAGES 
OF THE HISTORY 

OF THE CHURCH SLAVONIC 
TRANSLATION 

OF THE AKATHISTOS HYMN
The Akathistos Hymnos — one of the greatest masterpieces of Byz-

antine hymnography — from the earliest times managed to pass the 
borders of the culture, where it had originated. Among the cultures, 
which were infl uenced to the greatest extent by this hymn the Slavonic 
culture should probably be mentioned fi rst, due to the great popu-
larity of the text among Slavs through all the history of the Slavonic 
Orthodoxy from the 10th century until nowadays, as well as due to the 
specifi c tradition of original Slavonic hymns — “akathist” — composed 
by the model of the hymn. 

Being the part of the Orthodox Church year service (it is the only 
kondak which is still read completely in church), the text of the Akathis-
tos should be involved into the set of books necessary for the perfor-
mance of the liturgical service. These books had to be translated in the 
fi rst years of Christianization of Slavs. Though no Slavonic manuscript 
containing the text of the hymn has reached us to prove this sugges-
tion, most of the researchers1 tend to believe that the translation of 
the Akathistos happened in the 9th century, and the translation was 
made by the adapts of Kurillos and Methodios. However, it should be 
mentioned, that it remains unknown in the content of which liturgi-
cal book the Akathistos was originally translated. The researches who 

(1)  See, for example, С. Ю. ТЕМЧИН, Этапы становления славянской 
гимнографии (863 – около 1097 г.). Часть первая, Славяноведение 2 (2004) 
18–55, esp. 42.; А. А. ТУРИЛОВ, Акафист Богородице. Источники, in: Пра-
вославная энциклопедия, т. 1 (Москва, 2000) 372; Б. Н. ФЛОРЯ, А. А. ТУРИЛОВ, 
С. А. ИВАНОВ, Судьбы Кирилло-Мефодиевской традиции после Кирилла и Ме-
фодия (Санкт-Петербург: Алетейя, 2000) 10–14. 
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claim that the hymn was translated inside the Triodium,2 seem not to 
take into account the fact, that Akathistos had changed its liturgical 
place in the services of the Greek Orthodox Church — as one can eas-
ily see from the Greek manuscripts, up to the 10th century it had been 
generally read on the fest of Annunciation (25th of March), and only 
later it was moved to its present place — the Saturday of the 5th week 
of the Great Lent.3 So up to the 10th century the hymn had been the 
part of the other liturgical book — the Minaia, and it seems logical to 
suppose that the fi rst acquaintance of Slavs with the Akathistos hap-
pened in the content of this book, and only lately (10th–12th century) the 
Slavonic text of the hymn was transferred to the Triodium, following 
the example of the new type of corresponding Greek liturgical books. 
However though the earliest manuscripts of Minaia of March dates 
back to the 13th century, the only manuscripts that contain the hymn 
up to the 14th century, are Triodia as well as a few West Slavonic Konda-
karia, from which only one, namely the oldest one named Typografsky, 
presents the full text of the Akathistos.

 It has been noticed in literature4 that two South Slavonic Triodium: the 
Bulgarian one named Shafarikovskaia (F. n. I. 74 from the National Public 
Library of Saint-Petersburg) and the Serbian one (F. n. I. 68 from the 
National Public Library of Saint-Petersburg) contain the other version 
of the hymn, which will be called below version A, quite diff erent from 
the one of the other South Slavonic and East Slavonic manuscripts. The 
main peculiarity of the version A appears to be the aĴ empt of the trans-
lator to organize the Slavonic text in such a way as to hold in the transla-
tion the acrostic principle of the original, which happened to result in 
the signifi cant changes both in the content and in the form of the hymn. 
Besides in this Slavonic text one can see a plenty of mistakes, inaccurate 
translations, as well as phrases which sound ambiguous or even mean-

(2)  М. А. МОМИНА, Греческие разночтения в славянских гимнографи-
ческих текстах, BB 44 (1983) 127; ТУРИЛОВ, Акафист..., 372.

(3)  E. Wellesz, The Akathistos Hymn, in: Monymenta Musicae Byzantinae. 
Transcripta, vol. 9 (Copenhagen, 1957) 14; C. A. Trypanis, Fourteen Early Byzan-
tine Cantica (Vienna, 1968) 17; Ν. Τομαδακης, Εισαγωγή εις την βυζαντινήν 
φιλολογίαν, τ. 2 (Θεσσαλονίκη, 1993) 156.

(4)  В. МОШИН, Кирилски рукописи Югославенске Академие (Загреб, 1955) 
212–213; М. А. МОМИНА, Постная и Цветная Триоди. Содержание Триоди 
(состав служб), in: Методические рекомендации по описанию славяно-рус-
ских рукописей для Сводного каталога рукописей, хранящихся в СССР, vol. 2 
(Москва, 1976) 389–418, esp. 417. 
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ingless. Naturally, the number of such mistakes has been increasing aĞ er 
each re-writing of the text, so that in the manuscripts of 13th–14th century 
one can hardly recognize in the jumbled separate incomprehensible Sla-
vonic strophes their harmonic Greek original. However there do exist 
both paleographic and linguistic evidences that make us, as well as the 
other researchers5 to believe that this was the fi rst Slavonic translation of 
the hymn and to aĴ ribute it to one of the adapts of Kurillos and Metho-
dius, namely to Konstantin Preslavsky or to Kliment Okhridsky. It is 
worth mentioning, that the very principle of acrostic can be considered 
as an indication on these persons as the possible translators, since in 
their original hymns both Konstantin Preslavski and Kliment Okhridski 
generally use the acrostics, both alphabetical and thematic. 

This Slavonic text being so imperfect, that in fact it could not function 
as a liturgical unit, it seems no wonder that sooner or later the aĴ empts 
would happen to replace it by a beĴ er one. In such way one can explain 
the appearance of the other version of the translation, the one on which 
all the later versions of the Slavonic text up to the modern one are based 
(below version B). Let us stress that the new version appeared to be not a 
revision of the fi rst translation, but another translation performed from 
another Greek manuscript. One can see from the comparison of one ar-
bitrary chosen strophe — oikos (oikos 8) of two versions that the diff er-
ences between them, which are underlined, exceed 50 %. 

Greek text Version A — 
Triodium 

Shafarikovskaja

Version B — 
Kontakario 
Typografsky

Θεοδρόμον ἀστέρα 
θεωρήσαντες μάγοι 
τῇ τούτου ἠκολού-
θησαν αἴγλῃ· 
καὶ ὡς λύχνον 
κρατοῦντες αὐτόν, 
δι’ αὐτοῦ ἠρεύνων 
κραταιὸν ἄνακτα· 
καὶ φθάσαντες 
τὸν ἄφθαστον 
ἐχάρησαν αὐτῷ 
βο-ῶντες· 
ἀλληλούϊα.

ìûñëúíî áæ¯iè ï@òü

âèäýâøå âëúõâè 

çâýçäî@ âúñëªý å@ 

ïîñëýäîâàâüøå 

#êî ñâýòèëíèêà 

çðÿøå è çàíú 

âúïðàøàõ@ 

äðüæÿùàãî 

âüñý÷úñêàÿ 

è ïîñòèãøå 

íåïîñòèçàåìàãî

õâàëÿùå âúïèàõ@

àëë¾è

áîãîòå÷üíqþ çâýçäó

âèäýâúøå âúëñâè

ïî òîè âúñëýäîâàøà 

çàðè è #êî 

ñâýòèëüíèêà äüðæàùå 

þ òîþ ïûòàõó 

êðýïúêàãî öåñàðÿ

è ïîñòèãúøå 

íåïîñòèæèìàãî

ðàäîâàøàñÿ åìó 

âúïèþùå

àëë¾ó#

(5)  See, for example, М. А. МОМИНА, Типы славянской Триоди, in: Язык 
и письменность среднеболгарского периода (Москва, 1982) 102–122, esp. 114.
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One can also notice from the comparison that while the text of the 
version A is in fact a very “free” translation of the original, the version 
B presents a really true translation, which follows the Greek text with 
word aĞ er word preciseness and, though it does not manage to repre-
sent some poetical fi gures of the original, including the acrostic, and 
has a number of “clumsy” Slavonic words and phrases, as well as sev-
eral mistakes, results in a satisfactory equivalent of the Greek hymn.

 The problem of the determination of the time and the place of 
composition of this version still remains open. Let us mention, that 
the determination of the origin of the text by the analyses of the lan-
guage of manuscripts is proved to be a wrong way,6 though, as it has 
been shown in recent studies, the local graphical, phonetic, morpho-
logical and lexical variants could have been brought into the text later 
by the scribes who didn’t hesitate to alter the text in order to adapt 
it to one of the regional variants — the so-called izvod of Church Sla-
vonic. The only valid judgment about the translation’s origin should 
be based on a critical analysis of the complete codicological and tex-
tological tradition. 

 In modern slavistics, in particular among representatives of Rus-
sian school, the answer is usually believed to be provided by the spec-
ulations of M. Momina7 about the so-called “general revision” of all 
the books used in the liturgical practice which happened, according to 
the scholar, in the 11th century Kiev Rus’. The opinion of M. Momina is 
based on the impressing fact, that the East Slavonic tradition of liturgi-
cal books up to the 14th century is quite diff erent from the South Sla-
vonic one. First, in the Kiev Rus’ existed several types of books, name-
ly the Kontakaria and the Hyrmologia that have never been found in the 
oldest South Slavonic tradition. Second, the other liturgical books of 
the East Slavonic origin provide the revised version of the South Sla-
vonic ones, the signifi cant diff erences between the versions showing 
the systematic editor’s work over the text. Thus, for Triodium — the 
liturgical book of a particular interest for our research — the separate 

(6)  Г. Г. ЛАНТ, Еще раз о мнимых переводах в Древней Руси, ТОДРЛ 
51 (1999) 435–441; Fr. J. Thomson, “Made in Russia”: A Survey of the Trans-
lations Allegedly Made in Kievan Russia, in: Millenium Russiae Christianae. 
Tausend Jahre Christliches Russland 988–1988: Vorträge des Symposiums anlasslich 
der Tausendjahrfeier der Christianisierung Russlands (Köln, 1993) 295–354, esp. 
298–302.

(7)  М. А. МОМИНА, Проблема правки славянских богослужебных гим-
нографических книг на Руси в 11 в., ТОДРЛ 45 (1992) 200–219.
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type Gimovsky is distinguished for the East Slavonic region. The scholar 
claims, that this type stayed unknown in the South Slavonic tradition, 
which used the other types Shaforikovsky and Orbelsky, according to 
her own classifi cation.8 These facts were interpreted as evidence of the 
systematic revision of South Slavonic liturgical books in the Kiev Rus’, 
which was performed due to translation and adoption of the other 
type of the Typicon (namely the Typicon of Alexej Studit) directly from 
the Byzantium without the Bulgarian mediation. It is worth mention-
ing, that since the performance of such a large volume of translators’ 
and editors’ work should necessary involve the eff orts of a group of 
qualifi ed scholars with excellent knowledge of both Greek and Sla-
vonic language, the speculations of M. Momina could be considered 
in the context of the long-term discussion of the so-called Kiev Rus’ 
translation school.9 

According to the opinion of M. Momina10 the second version of 
the Slavonic text of the Akathistos was composed in the process of 
this revision, i. e. in the Kiev Rus’ in the end of the 11th century. Let 
us stress that this fact if proved with suffi  cient data from the manu-
scripts has to play the critical role in the argumentation in support 
of the whole speculation. In fact, besides of the Triodium of the East 
Slavonic version, the full text of the Akathistos is included in the old-
est Slavonic Kontakario Tipografsky (the end of the 11th – the beginning 
of the 12th century), which wriĴ en together with the oldest copy of 
the Slavonic translation of the new Typicon, is believed to be the most 
authentic text resulted from the hypothetic revision. Thus, if the re-
vision described by M. Momina really took place, it should certainly 
include the revision of the Akathistos. On the contrary, if it turns out, 
that the composition of the second version of Akathistos has nothing 
to do with the Kiev Rus’ of the 11th century, it would be a serious argu-
ment against the whole speculation. 

The greatest diffi  culty of the study is the absence of any manuscript 
representing the South Slavonic tradition of the Akathistos up to the 
very end of the 12th century. Thus we can only suppose what happened 

(8)  М. А. МОМИНА, Вопросы классификации славянской Триоди, 
ТОДРЛ 37 (1983) 25–37, esp. 31. 

(9)  See, for example, А. И. СОБОЛЕВСКИЙ, Особенности русских перево-
дов домонгольского периода, Сборник отделения русского языка и словес-
ности 88 (1910) 162–177; А. А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, К истории русской переводческой 
школы 12 в., ТОДРЛ 41 (1988) 154–196.

(10)  МОМИНА, Проблема правки…, 218.
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with the text in the whole period of 9th–12th centuries in this region. 
The number of Bulgarian, Macedonian and Serbian manuscripts that 
reached us from the period of the 13th – beginning of the 14th century is 
also very small and has such a great variety of versions of the text, that 
it seems really very diffi  cult to reconstruct the relations between them, 
as well the initial text’s versions. Besides the acrostic translation, there 
exists the version of translation with the same order of oikoi as in the 
Greek text, which signifi cantly diff ers however from the East Slavonic 
version B — the version contained, for example, in the Serbian Trio-
dium Kopitarova,11 which we will call later version C. These two South 
Slavonic traditions (versions A and C) were mixed in the number of 
ways, making almost every manuscript unique. On the contrary, the 
East Slavonic tradition of the 11th–14th century is represented by the rel-
atively large number of manuscripts with a similarity among the texts, 
that defi nitely proves that they all descend from one source.12 All the 
diff erences between the East Slavonic manuscripts could be explained 
as mistakes of the scribes, and up the 15th century no conscious change 
had been made in the text. The fact that the full text of this type hasn’t 
been found in the South Slavonic manuscripts seems at the fi rst glance 
to support the opinion of the East Slavonic origin of the version B. 

However the more careful revision of the South Slavonic versions of 
the Akathistos has to be based on the more detailed analyses of the whole 
text of the hymn in order to examine the possible mutual infl uences 
of diff erent versions. And this analysis reveals some interesting facts.

The fi rst interesting remark appears aĞ er the detailed comparison 
of the text of the version B with the text of the manuscripts F. n. I. 68 
and F. n. I. 74 containing the acrostic version A. As it was stated above, 
generally the diff erences between the versions exceed 50 % of the 
whole text. However in the certain fragments of the text, namely in the 
koukoulion and in the oikoi 1, 2 and 3 the diff erences between the ver-
sions are less than 5 %, and all of them do not involve the systematic 
editor’s work over the text, but rather seem to have originated from 
the mistakes of the scribes, as one can easily see comparing the texts of 
koukoulion in two manuscripts:

(11)  A. Filonov-Gove, The Slavic Akathistos Hymn. Poetic Elements of the 
Byzantine Text and its Old Church Slavonic Translation (Munchen, 1988) 223–275; 
Т. С. БОРИСОВА, К истории ранних редакций церковнославянского пере-
вода акафиста Богоматери, in: Τέχνη γραμματική 1 (Новосибирск, 2004) 
40–57, esp. 44– 46. 

(12)  БОРИСОВА, К истории…, 55–56.
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F. n. I. 68 Kondakarion Typografsky
Âúçáðàííîìó âîåâîäý ïîáýäüíàÿ

#êî èçáûâøó ^ çîëú áëàãîäàðåíiå 

âúñïèñàåòü òè ãðàäú òâîè áö¯å 

íî #êî èìóùè äðüæàâó 

íåïîáýäèìó ^ âñýõú ìÿ áäú 

ñâîáîäè äà çîâó òè 

ðàªèñÿ íåâýñòî áåçíåâýñòíàÿ

Âúçáðàíüíîìó âîåâîäý ïîáýäüíàÿ 

#êî èçáûâú ^ çúëú áëàãîäàðåíèÿ 

âúñïèñàåòü òè ãðàäú òâîè áö¯å

íú #êî èìóùiè äüðæàâó 

íåïîáýäèìó ^ âüñýõú ìÿ áýäú 

ñâîáîäè äà çîâó òè 

ðàäóèñÿ íåâýñòî íåíåâýñòíàÿ

Such similarity could not be a coincidence. It seems quite clear that 
these fragments, in the opposition to the rest of the text, have the same 
origin. In fact two explanations of this phenomenon could be off ered. 
First, a translator of the version B could use the certain fragment of the 
version A instead of making his own translation. Second, these frag-
ments in their present form are not the ones which the version A origi-
nally contained. In this case we have to admit that for some reasons 
the certain parts of the initial text were substituted lately by the cor-
responding ones from the version B.

The analysis of the texts provides us with the facts which tend us to 
believe in the second explanation. Let us stress that due to the changed 
order of oikoi in version A, caused by the need to form acrostic, the 
certain oikos as well as the koukoulion are in the diff erent parts of the 
hymn and do not form one fragment as it happens in version B. Thus 
if we assume that the translator of the version B used this fragments 
of the version A, then he would have to refer to the whole text, and 
the fact that he used only these parts and neglected the others fi nds no 
logical explanation. On the contrary, the certain strophes form the very 
beginning of the hymn in the version B and so could be easily sepa-
rated from the rest of the text and for some reasons unknown to us 
used in the revision of the version A. Moreover, the very style of these 
strophes with the word for word translation, exactness and relatively 
small amount of mistakes and inadequate translations is similar to the 
one of the version B and indicates their common origin. 

 The further reason to believe that the certain strophes are not the 
ones which the version A originally contained, but appeared in the text 
later under the infl uence of the version B is provided by the analyses 
of another South Slavonic manuscript — the so called Zagreb Mace-
donian Triodium of the beginning of the 14th century (Zagreb Mace-
donian Archive, IV d 107, below ZMT).13 Though the manuscript was 

(13)  I would like to thank Prof. Horace G. Lunt for the copy of the manu-
script. 
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wriĴ en one century later than the Triodium Shafarikovskaja, it is com-
monly believed to refl ect the earliest stages of the history of the Sla-
vonic Triodium. In fact, some researchers tend to consider it the earli-
est version of the Triodium that reached us.14 

A mere glance on the text of Akathistos of ZMT reveals that it doesn’t 
belong to any of the versions mentioned above, neither to the other South 
Slavonic versions of the Akathistos. In fact, the very order of oikoi of the 
Akathistos in this particular manuscript is unique. This fact made M. 
Momina to believe that the text presents the separate version of Akathis-
tos, which had appeared as initial text revision according to the Greek 
origin.15 This speculation however doesn’t explain the strange structure 
of the hymn, which has nothing to do either with the following of the 
structure of the Greek text, nor with an aĴ empt of its conscious change 
for poetical purpose, as it had happened in version A. On the contrary, 
at the fi rst glance it seems to lack any system at all (see Picture 1). 

Picture 1. Comparison of the Structure of The Zagreb Macedonian 
Triodium with the Structures of Versions A and B 

B  1  2  3 4  5  6  7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
ZMT  1 6 11  12 5 2  3 4 7 8 9 10 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
A  1 6 11  2  7  4 13 20 3 22 5 14 19 8 9 10 23 24 15 18 17 16 2 12
 part I  part II  part III 

In order to understand this structure we should examine it from 
another aspect. Basing on the order of oikoi the whole text could be 
easily divided into three parts. The very beginning of the text exclud-
ing the koukoulion follows the same order of oikoi as in the version 
A, in other words the fi rst three oikoi are oikoi 1, 6 and 11 according 
to their order in the Greek text. The second part doesn’t seem to fol-
low the order of oikoi either of the version A, nor of the version B. 
This part contains oikoi 12, 5 and 2, i. e. the oikoi, which form pairs 
with the oikoi of the fi rst part of the text. It is obvious that the text’s 
composer added this part in order to complete the pairs of oikoi of the 
fi rst part and thus in some way to unite the sources he used. In the 
third part the order of oikoi follows the one of the Greek origin (and 
the version B as well), omiĴ ing naturally the oikoi which were used in 
the fi rst two parts. This unique order of oikoi has the only one logical 

(14)  Л. СЛАВЕВА, Структурната еволуциjа на jужнословенските триоди, 
in: Т. СТАМАТОСКИ (eds.), Климент Охридски: Студии (Скопjе, 1986) 87–88. 

(15)  МОМИНА, Греческие разночтения…, 127.
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explanation — this text is a compilation composed from two Slavonic 
versions of text of diff erent origin. The fi rst source of this compilation 
seems to represent the version A with its acrostic structure, while the 
second has the same order of oikoi as in the Greek Akathistos. 

 Let us mention that phenomena of such kind are quite a common 
event in Slavonic manuscript tradition.16 Compilation of various sourc-
es or various versions of the same text was not considered as forbidden 
or negative in the cultural sense practice. On the contrary, the choice be-
tween diff erent sources and their combination in the new more or less 
original structure was the only way in which the scribes could express 
their own cultural preferences and act as co-creators of the text. The 
compilator’s work doesn’t require the knowledge of Greek language, 
which not many even educated Slavs possessed that time, nor the phil-
ological abilities, necessary for performing translations of revisions. In 
fact the only thing necessary for compilation is the co-existence of at 
least two diff erent versions of the same text. It is no wonder that wher-
ever the diff erent versions of the Akathistos co-existed in the same time 
and place, they were united in the compilations of diff erent kind. 

It should be stressed that compilation as a literature phenomenon 
has been almost neglected in the philological studies. As far as the full 
description of this type of Old Slavonic texts has not been made, com-
pilations are oĞ en confused with the new systematic text’s revisions17. 
However, the compilations provide the most valuable material for the 
researcher, including the information on the versions of the text which 
co-existed in the certain territory over the certain period of time. It is 
quite a common event, that versions, which have not saved “in full” 
could be found in the content of compilation. Moreover, the research-
ers that analyze the text basing on the manuscripts which were wriĴ en 
several centuries later aĞ er the text’s translation or composition — a 
situation quite common in the Old Slavonic studies — are to keep in 
mind that in reality they have to do not with the separate versions of 
the text, but with their later composed compilations. 

The compilation we have to do with in the Akathistos of ZMT is 
a rather mechanical one. The compilator started his text copying one 
of the versions of the Slavonic Akathistos — namely the one with the 

(16)  Т. С. БОРИСОВА, К определению понятия текстологической ком-
пиляции (на материале рукописной истории церковнославянского пе-
ревода Акафиста Богоматери), in: Τέχνη γραμματική 3 (Новосибирск, 
2008) 80–99.

(17)  See, for example, МОМИНА, Греческие разночтения…, 127. 
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acrostic, and fi nished it following another source — the version with-
out the acrostic. The second part seems to be a rather clumsy aĴ empt 
to harmonize these mutually incompatible parts and to give some im-
age of system to this by all means chaotic structure.

Since the source of the fi rst part of the compilation appears to be 
the acrostic version of the Akathistos, it seems logical to expect the text 
of this part to coincide with the beginning of the text of the version A. 
Indeed, in oikoi 6 and 11 the texts are almost the same; the minimal 
diff erences are likely to originate from the scribes’ mistakes. In the text 
of oikos 1, however, the diff erences are so signifi cant that they reveal 
another version, or even translation of this fragment. Let us stress that 
the version of oikos 1 of ZMT has not been found in any other manu-
script, nor could it be explained by the infl uence of any other Slavonic 
or Greek source. Comparing the texts of oikos 1 of ZMT with the one 
of F. n. I. 74, one can easily see that the style of the former text is similar 
to the style of the version A in general, in other words it has a number 
of mistakes, inadequate translations and incomprehensible Slavonic 
phrases (see Table 1), while the second text, as we stated above, seems 
to show greater similarity with the version B. 

Table 1. Two versions of Slavonic translations of oikos 1 
of the Akathistos (from the manuscripts F. n. I. 74 (Triodium 

Shafarikovskaja) and IV d 107 (Zagreb Macedonian Triodium) — 
the diff erences between the versions are underlined.

Line Greek text F. n. I. 74. Zagreb Macedonian 
Triodium 

1 Ἄγγελος πρωτο-
στάτης οὐρανόθεν 
ἐπέμφθη 

àíã9ëú ïðEäüñòàòåëü 
ñú íåá9åñå ïîñëàíú áûs

àíã9ëü ïðdEñòàòåëü 
ñú íåáås íèñïîñëàñÿ 

2 εἰπεῖν τῇ Θεοτόκῳ 
τὸ «χαῖρε»:

ðåùè áö9è ðàdèñÿ ðåùè áödè ðàdóñÿ

3 καὶ σὺν τῇ 
ἀσωμάτῳ φωνῇ 

è ñú áåñïëúòúíûìü 
ãëàìü

ñü áåïëúòíè(ì) ãëàsîìú

4 σωματούμενον σε 
θεωρῶν, κύριε, 

âúïëúùüøàñÿ âèæäó 
òå ã9è

âúïëúùåíà òÿ âèæäÿ 
ã9è

5 ἐξίστατο καὶ ἵστατο 
κραυγάζων πρὸς 
αὐτὴν τοιαῦτα

äèâëÿøåñÿ è ñòîyøå
âúïèÿ êú íåè 
òàêîâày

äèâèæåñÿ è ñòîyøå
âúïèÿ ê íåè ñèöå

6 χαῖρε, δι’ ἧς ἡ χαρὰ 
ἐκλάμψει

ðàdèñÿ åþ æå âúñiÿ 
ðàäîñòü

ðàdóñÿ yæå ðàäîsòü 
âúñèyåòü

7 χαῖρε, δι’ ἧς ἡ ἀρὰ 
ἐκλείψει

ðàdèñÿ åþ æå êëÿòâà 
èùåçíåòü

ðàdóñÿ åÿ æå êëÿòâà 
èùåçå
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Line Greek text F. n. I. 74. Zagreb Macedonian 
Triodium 

8 χαῖρε, τοῦ πεσόντος 
Ἀδὰμ ἀνάστασις

ðàdèñÿ ïàäüøàãî 
àäàìà âúñòàíiå

ðàdóñÿ ïàäüøàãî àäà(ì) 
âúñêðEøåíiå

9 χαῖρε, τῶν δακρύων 
τῆς Εὔας ἡ λύτρω-
σις

ðàdèñÿ ñëühú åâæèíú 
èçáàâëåíiå

ðàdóñÿ ñëühú èåâüçE 
èçáàâëåíiå

10 χαῖρε, ὕψος 
δυσανάβατον 
ἀνθρωπίνοις 
λογισμοῖς 

ðàdèñÿ âûñîòî 
äâîâõîäüíàÿ 
÷ëâ9÷ñêîìú 
ïîìûñëîìú

ðàdóñÿ âûñîòî 
äâîâüõîäíàÿ ÷ë9êîìú 
ìèñëúíàÿ

11 χαῖρε, βάθος 
δυσθεώρητον 
καὶ ἀγγέλων 
ὀφθαλμοῖς

ðàdèñÿ ãëóáèíî 
äâîâèäèìàÿ è 
àã9ëüñêèìà w÷èìà 

ðàdóñÿ ãëkáèíî 
äâîâèäíàÿ àã9ëîìú 
ðàçuìíàÿ 

12 χαῖρε, ὅτι ὑπάρχεις 
βασιλέως καθέδρα

ðàdèñÿ yêî åñè öðåâî 
ñEäàëèùå

ðàdóñÿ öðsûêîå ñEäàëèùå

13 χαῖρε, ὅτι βαστά-
ζεις τὸν βαστάζο-
ντα πάντα

ðàdèñÿ yêî íîñèøè 
íîñÿùåãî âñE÷üñêày

ðàdóñÿ íîñÿùiy 
íîñÿùàãî âñE÷üñêày

14 χαῖρε, ἀστὴρ 
ἐμφαίνων τὸν 
ἥλιον

ðàdèñÿ çâEçäî 
yâëàþùè ñë9íöå

ðàdóñÿ çâEçäî 
ïðîñèykùiy ñë9íöå

15 χαῖρε, γαστὴρ 
ἐνθέου σαρκώσεως 

ðàdèñÿ uòðîáî 
áæñòâüíàãî 
âúïëúùåíiy

ðàdóñÿ ÷ðEâî áæ9iy 
âüïëüùåííE

16 χαῖρε, δι’ ἧς 
νεουργεῖται ἡ 
κτίσις

ðàdèñÿ åy æå 
wáíàâëàåòü ñÿ òâàðü

ðàdóñÿ åk æå 
wáíàâëEåòñÿ òâàðü

17 χαῖρε, δι’ ἧς 
προσκυνεῖται ὁ 
πλάστης

ðàdèñå åþ æå 
ïîêëàíàåìü ñÿ 
òâîðüöu

ðàdóñÿ ïðEêëàíEíèåìü 
òâîèìú

18 χαῖρε, νύμφη 
ἀνύμφευτε. 

ðàdèñå íåâEñòî 
áåçíåâEñòíàÿ

ðàdóñÿ íåâEñòî 
áåçíåâEñòíàÿ

All these facts put together make us to believe that the compila-
tion of ZMT saves the initial variant of the fi rst oikos of version A, 
which in the other manuscripts had been changed under the infl uence 
of another source. Unfortunately, oikoi 2 and 3 are in the other parts of 
the compilation of ZMT, and so they were probably of another origin. 
That’s why we couldn’t reconstruct their initial form in the acrostic 
version. However in these strophes we do have several variants, which 
could have originated from the initial acrostic version. They are:

oikos 2, line 2 — the Greek θαρσαλέως is translated ñú äðüçíîâåíiåìú, 
while the other versions have êðEïöE, 
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oikos 3, line 4 — the Greek πῶς ἐστὶ τεχθῆναι δυνατόν instead 
of êàêî åñòü ðîäèòè ìoùíî of the other versions is translated êàêî 
âúçìîæíî åñòü ðîäèòè, 

oikos 3, line 9 — τῶν δογμάτων instead of âåëEíiè has ïîâå-
ëEíiåìü,

oikos 3, line 15 — τὸ «πῶς» μηδένα διδάξασα instead of íèêàêî 
æå íèåäèíàãî íàó÷üøè is translated yêî íèêàêîæå íèêîãîæå ïîó÷èëà 
åñè, 

and fi nally 
oikos 3, line 17 — φρένας instead of ñìûñëú presents the variant 
ðàçuìíè ìèñëü.

These facts give us another strong argument in support of our spec-
ulation about the version B origin of oikoi 1, 2 and 3 of the manuscripts 
F. n. I. 74 and F. n. I . 68, which for some reasons unknown to us have 
been put into place of the initial ones which saved only in part in the 
compilation of ZMT. Let us stress, that in this case the manuscripts F. 
n. I. 68 and F. n. I. 74 don’t present the authentic type of the acrostic 
version, but its compilation with the version B. 

Let us return to the analyses of the Akathistos of ZMT, which will 
reveal the other interesting facts concerning the version B. As we stated 
above, one of the sources of this compilation was the acrostic version 
of the Akathistos. In order to determine the other source, let us exam-
ine more closely the third part of the hymn, which according to our 
speculations was taken from it. The analysis of the structure of the text 
has revealed that in this version the order of oikoi of the hymn was the 
same as in the Greek origin. Thus we have to search the origin of the 
third part among the versions without acrostic. Our investigations on 
the topic have shown, that up to the 14th century there existed only two 
such versions. The fi rst one was the version B described above. Let us 
remember, that this version is found “in full” only in the East Slavonic 
manuscripts. The second version (version C) is the one found only in 
the South Slavonic manuscripts, either “in full” (the version of Triodium 
Kopitarova), either in compilation with the acrostic version A (Triodium 
Orbelskaja).18 Since the compilation of ZMT was defi nitely composed in 
the South Slavonic territory, it would seem logical to expect it to use the 
South Slavonic version as its source. However, the comparison of the 
most signifi cant diff erences between the versions B and C with the vari-
ants of ZMT shows defi nitely, that the compilation used the version B. 

(18)  БОРИСОВА, К истории…, 53–54.
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Let us stress that the similarity of the East Slavonic texts of Akathis-
tos of the version B with the text of the third part of ZMT is so striking, 
that any possibility of coincidence should be excluded. The diff erences 
between the texts could all be explained as the scribes’ mistakes (the 
text of ZMT has a large number of them); no systematic text’s revision 
defi nitely wasn’t performed. 

Thus we have found the certain parts of the version B in two South 
Slavonic compilations. First, the koukoulion and oikoi 1, 2 and 3 are 
found in the content of the compilation of manuscripts F. n. I. 68 
and F. n. I. 74. Second, the large part of the text (excluding oikoi 1, 6 
and 11) was used in the compilation of ZMT. The linguistic analysis 
of the manuscripts, containing these compilations,19 as well as the 
results of our investigation show that these texts were composed 
relatively early — surely not later than the end of the 11th century. 
So we could defi nitely prove that though the full text of version B 
has never been found in the South Slavonic manuscripts it undoubt-
edly existed on the South Slavic territory, and from earliest times 
(not later than 11th century). The last remark excludes the possibility 
of the later East Slavonic infl uence on the Southern tradition, which 
could have happened only later — not earlier than the end of 12th 
century. Thus the presence of the version B in the South Slavic area 
in the 11th century could be explained only in one way — the version 
B was not composed in Kiev Rus’, as the certain researchers believe, 
but it was transported there from the South Slavic region, which was 
the real place of its composition. 

Since almost no evidence about the literary activities in Bulgaria 
in the period of interest (10th–11th century) is leĞ , it seems extreme-
ly diffi  cult to determine the concrete place, time and person, who 
performed the new translation of Akathistos. However let us make 
some suppositions on the topic, which though are impossible yet to 
be proved, could be regarded as a possible explanation of the facts 
the manuscripts present us. The analysis of the manuscripts made 
us to believe, that the second translation of Akathistos (version B) 
was composed in the East Bulgarian Kingdom in the time of Tsar 
Peter (927–969). Let us mention that this speculation is supported 
by the recent publications which claim the possibility of the system-

(19)  See МОШИН, Кирилски рукописи…, 212–213; СЛАВЕВА, Структур-
ната еволуциjа…, 112–113; МОМИНА, Вопросы классификации…, 31.
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atic revision of all liturgical books in the time of Tsar Peter.20 Accord-
ing to the researchers, it was an aĴ empt of systematic revision of 
all the great volume of Slavonic hymnographic material, both trans-
lated and original, from the point of view of its correspondence with 
the Byzantine liturgical tradition. If we assume that the version B 
was composed in the process of this revision, than we could explain 
many facts we found analyzing the manuscripts. As far as the East 
Bulgarian Kingdom in that time was separated politically as well as 
culturally from the West Bulgarian, Bulgaria of Okhrid, which aĞ er 
the end of the East Bulgarian Kingdom represented the whole South 
Slavonic tradition continued to use the former version of Akathistos 
infl uenced only to the small extent by the revised one. On the other 
hand, the new version was borrowed and widely used by Russians, 
who, as it is defi nitely proved in the modern literature,21 took their 
liturgical books aĞ er their Christianization in 998 from the East Bul-
garian Kingdom. 

Let us sum up the main results of our investigation. As we have 
found out, the version of the Akathistos of the Kondakarion Typograf-
sky, as well as of all of the East Slavonic Triodium of the 12th–14th centu-
ry presents remarkable similarity with the parts of the hymn, used in 
the South Slavonic compilations composed not later then the 11th cen-
tury. The minimal diff erences had originated from the scribes’ mis-
takes and the slight text accommodation to the East Slavonic variant of 
the Church Slavonic language. The texts’ similarity defi nitely reveals, 
that no systematic text revision was performed over the text. Thus, it is 
proved, that no revision of the Akathistos was performed in the Kiev 
Rus’ in the 11th century (and up to the 14th century as well), the text of 
the hymn the East Slavs used was composed in the South Slavic terri-
tory. We suppose that it happened in the East Bulgarian Kingdom over 
the time of Tsar Peter. 

(20)  А. А. ТУРИЛОВ, Б. Н. ФЛОРЯ, Христианская литература у славян в 
середине 9 – середине 11 в. и межславянские культурные связи, in: Хрис-
тианство в странах Восточной, Юго-Восточной и Центральной Европы на 
пороге второго тысячелетия (Москва, 2002) 415–425.

(21)  В. МОШИН, О периодизации русско-южнославянских литера-
турных связей 9–15 вв., ТОДРЛ 19 (1963) 28–106, esp. 60–65; Г. А. ХАБУРГАЕВ, 
Первые столетия славянской культуры: Истоки древнерусской книжности 
(Москва, 1994) 156–159.
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SUMMARY

The paper deals with the early stages of the history of the Old Church 
Slavonic translation of the Akathistos Hymn. The Greek Akathistos is 
stated to be translated twice into Slavonic in the 9th–11th centuries. The 
problems of the time and place of these translations, as well as of the rela-
tions between them are discussed. The second translation is proved to be 
performed in Bulgaria in the middle of the 10th century.



Tatiana A. Sénina (moniale Kassia)
Saint Pétersbourg

REMARQUES 
SUR LE CANON DES DÉFUNTS 

ÉCRIT PAR S. CASSIA 
DE CONSTANTINOPLE

Parmi les œuvres hymnographiques de la célèbre poétesse byzan-
tine S. Cassia qui nous sont parvenues il y a un canon des défunts. Il 
a été édité par K. Krumbacher d’après le manuscrit Cod. Crypt. Г. β. V 
fol. 1v–6,1 et traduit en anglais par A. Tripolitis ;2 récemment, j’ai fait 
une traduction du canon en slavon et en russe, avec des commentai-
res.3

Je voudrais ici faire quelques remarques sur les théotokions de ce 
canon. Ces tropaires ne s’inscrivent pas dans l’acrostiche et ne sont 
pas originales : Cassia les a pris tous, à l’exception du théotokion de 
la 9ème ode, des canons diff érents qui se trouvent même à présent 
dans les livres liturques. I. Rochow l’a déjà noté mais elle a estimé 
faussement que le théotokion de la 5ème ode est né sous la plume 
de Cassia ;4 en fait il coïncide presque entièrement avec celui de la 
5ème ode du 2ème canon (du 8ème ton, ainsi que le canon écrit par Cassia) 
à l’archistratège Michel, le 8 novembre aux matines. Comparons :5 

(1)  К. Krumвacher, Kasia, Sitzungsberichte der philosophisch-philologischen 
und der historischen Classe der k.b. Academie der WissenschaĞ en (1887) HeĞ . 1. 
347–356. Ici je cite le canon d’après ceĴ e édition.

(2)  A. Tripolitis, Kassia: the Legend, the Woman, and her Work (New 
York—London, 1992) (Garland Library of Medieval Literature. Serie A, 84) 
88–105.

(3)  Монахиня Кассия (Т. А. СЕНИНА), Канон об упокоении усопших, 
творение св. Кассии Константинопольской, dans : История и теория куль-
туры в вузовском образовании, вып. 4 (Новосибирск, 2008) 211–226.

(4)  I. Rochow, Studien zu der Person, den Werken und dem Nachleben der 
Dichterin Kassia (Berlin, 1967) (Berliner Byzantinische Arbeiten, 36).

(5)  Les divergences sont en italique.
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Canon des défunts 
Ἐν δυσὶ τελείαις ἕνα σε γινώσκο-
μεν φύσεσι κύριον, ἐνεργείαις 
ἄμφω καὶ θελήσεσιν ὄντα 
ἀσύγχυτον, τὸν Υἱὸν τοῦ Θεοῦ, 
ἐκ γυναικὸς λαβόντα σάρκα, ἧς 
τὴν θέαν τιμῶμεν τοῖς πίναξιν.6

Canon à l’archistratège Michel 
Ἐν δυσὶ ταῖς οὐσίαις, ἕνα σε γι-
νώσκομεν Θεὸν τῆς κτίσεως, 
ἐνεργείας ἄμφω, καὶ θελήσεσιν 
ὄντα ἀσύγχυτον, τὸν Υἱὸν τοῦ 
Θεοῦ, ἐκ γυναικὸς σάρκα λαβό-
ντα, ἧς τὴν θέαν τιμῶμεν τοῖς 
πίναξιν.76 7

Les ménées grec et slavon indiquent que le canon à l’archistratège 
Michel a été écrit par le moine Jean,8 mais l’acrostiche de ses théoto-
kions donne le nom Κλήμεντος, ce qui est noté dans le ménée grec et 
n’est pas noté dans le ménée slavon. En réalité, ce canon est sorti tout 
entier de la plume de S. Clément l’Hymnographe qui vivait à l’époque 
des deux périodes de l’iconoclasme.9 Le canon contient des mentions 
de la veneration des icônes (par exemple, les théotokia des odes 4, 6 
et 7), de « l’union des églises et la chûte de toute hérésie résistante » 
(ode 1, tropaire 3). A. Kazhdan a montré que le canon des archanges 
avait été écrit par S. Clément, évidemment après la réstauration des 
icônes au VII Concile œcuménique.10 Cet emprunt du tropaire n’a été 
remarqué ni par I. Rochow, ni par A. Tripolitis, car celle-ci suit en tout 
celle-là, et Rochow s’appuie sur E. Follieri qui cite les tropaires de 
S. Clément et de S. Cassia comme des œuvre diff érentes.11 N. Tsironis 
a bien fait aĴ ention à ce théotokion, à son contenu christologique et à 
la mention directe des icônes, mais elle ne s’est pas aperçue non plus 
de la parallèle avec le théotokion de S. Clément.12 

(6)  Krumвacher, Kasia…, 351, l. 110–116.
(7)  Μηναῖα τοῦ ὅλου ἐνιαυτοῦ. Τόμος Β’, περιέχον τὴν ἀκολουθίαν τῶν 

Νοεμβρίου καὶ Δεκεμβρίου μηνῶν (Ἐν Ρώμῃ, 1889) 84.
(8)  Ibid., 81; Минjа (Кjевъ, ¤аt§г; répr.: Москва, 1997) Мёсzцъ ноeмврій. 139.
(9)  Cf. A. P. Kazhdan, A history of Byzantine literature (650–850) (Athens, 

1999) Pt. 2, ch. 5, avec la bibliographie ; je cite cet ouvrage dans la traduction 
russe : А. П. КАЖДАН, История византийской литературы (650–850 гг.). Пер. 
с англ. А. А. Белозеровой и др. (Санкт-Петербург, 2002) (Византийская 
библиотека: исследования) 337–348.

(10)  КАЖДАН, История византийской литературы…, 338–339.
(11)  Cf. H. Follieri, Initia hymnorum ecclesiae graecae, vol. 1 (Vatican, 1960) 

(Studi e Testi, 211) 437.
(12)  N. Tsironis, The Body and the Senses in the Work of Cassia the Hym-

nographer : literaty Trends in the Iconoclastic Period, ΣΥΜΜΕΙΚΤΑ 16 (2003) 
151. 



319Tatiana A. Sénina (moniale Kassia)

Apparemment, S. Cassia a emprunté ce théotokion comme signifi -
catif dans le contexte de la polémique anti-iconoclaste et accentue un 
peu son orientation : elle substitue ἐν δυσὶ τελείαις φύσεσι à ἐν δυσὶ 
ταῖς οὐσίαις. CeĴ e précision correspond à la position des iconophiles 
qui insistaient que si le Christ est devenu, dans son incarnation, l’hom-
me parfait, il peut et doit être circonscriptible comme chaque homme, 
et ce sujet était discuté surtout pendant le second iconoclasme, juste-
ment à l’époque de S. Cassia : les iconoclastes traitaient les iconophiles 
comme néstoriens, et les iconophiles accusaient leurs adversaires de 
monophysisme parce que, d’après la doctrine iconoclaste, l’humanité 
du Christ est d’une nature commune, ses idiomes physiques sont acci-
dentels, et la nature humaine du Christ est invisible.13

A. Kazhdan n’a pas fait aĴ ention à ce que les théotokia du canon 
ne font pas partie de l’acrostiche ; en examinant le contenu du der-
nier théotokion, il fait une réserve : « Cassia, si elle est l’auteur de ceĴ e 
partie du canon (les theotokia, s’ils n’étaient pas “signés”, pouvaient 
passer d’un auteur à l’autre, comme montre le cas de Clément), change 
subitement de sujet... ».14 Mais nous voyons, sur l’example de S. Cas-
sia, que les hymnographes byzantins employaient et remaniaient les 
théotokia anonymes comme “signés”.

N. Tsironis pense que le théotokion cité « off ers us a terminus post 
quem for the date the author composed the poem, which must have 
been aĞ er 843, since such an open assertion of the veneration of the im-
ages could not have circulated prior to the Triumph of Orthodoxy ».15 
Cet argument me semble assez faible. En premier lieu, Cassia écrivait 
ses œuvres hymnographiques avant tout pour chanter dans son pro-
pre monastère, ce que montre son fameux hirmos pour la 1ère ode du 
canon du Grand Samedi écrit de la part des jeunes fi lles : ἀλλ᾿ ἡμεῖς 
ὡς αἱ νεάνιδες τῷ Κυρίῳ ᾄσωμεν. Des œuvres pareilles pouvaient 
rester entre les murs du couvent pendant des années ou ne se répan-
dre que dans un cercle d’intimes, et pour Cassia c’étaient sans doute 
les iconophiles. En deuxième lieu, aĴ endre le Triomphe de l’Orthodo-
xie pour parler ouvertement de la vénération des images n’était pas 

(13) Cf., par ex., B. Lourié, Le second iconoclasme en recherche de la vraie 
doctrine, SP 34 (2001) 150–153 ; sur la théologie des iconophiles et des icono-
clastes en VIII–IX siècles cf. В. М. ЛУРЬЕ, В. А. БАРАНОВ, История византийской 
философии. Формативный период (Санкт-Петербург, 2006) 430–486, surtout 
441, 471–485. 

(14) КАЖДАН, История византийской литературы…, 411.
(15) Tsironis, The Body and the Senses in the Work of Cassia..., 151, n. 53.
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propre aux iconophiles16 et d’autant plus à S. Cassia qui a été même 
fl agellée pour son iconophilie. On peut aussi se rappeler une de ses 
épigrammes qui montre bien le caractère de la poétesse : « Je hais celui 
qui se tait quand il est temps de parler ».17 Toutefois, il y a d’autres 
raisons pour dater son canon d’un temps beaucoup postérieur à 843, 
et j’en parlerai plus bas. 

Je dois aussi noter qu’il est impossible de partager l’opinion de 
Tsironis que le théotokion de la 5ème ode du canon de défunts « is per-
haps the most direct reference to the veneration of image in the entire 
homiletic and hymnographical corpus of the middle Byzantine pe-
riod ».18 On peut trouver beaucoup de mentions des icônes et même 
d’invectives contre les iconoclastes, par exemple, dans les œuvres d’un 
autre fameux hymnographe, contemporain de Cassia, S. Théophane le 
Graptos. Voici quelques citations : 

Σοὶ ἔμψυχος εἰκὼν, τῷ Σωτῆρι προσάγεται, τιμήσασα τὴν εἰκόνα, 
τῆς ἀχράντου σαρκός σου, καὶ τύπον τὸν τοῦ σώματος.

(Canon en l’honneur de S. Euthyme de Sardes,19 
le 26 décembre, ode 5, tropaire 1.)

Ἐφηπλωμένος σανίδι κατεκεντήθης, ὡς προσκυνῶν Θεόδωρε, 
Χριστοῦ τὴν εἰκόνα καὶ τῆς Θεομήτορος, θρᾳκὸς ἀγριότητι καὶ 
βαρβαρικῇ ἰταμότητι.

(Canon en l’honneur de S. Théodore le Graptos,20 
le 27 décembre, ode 4, tr. 1.)

(16)  Par exemple, S. Théodore le Stoudite répétait constamment que les 
orthodoxes ne devaient pas garder le silence pendant les persécutions, même 
si l’empereur interdit de parles des icônes, parce que c’est une vraie trahison 
de la foi ; cf. G. Fatouros (rec.), Theodori Studitae epistulae, vol. II (Berlin—New 
York, 1992) (CFHB, 31) Ep. 149, l. 1–46; 312, l. 9–18; 425, l. 10–32. Voir aussi plus 
bas quelques observations sur les canons écrits par S. Théophane le Graptos.

(17)  Μισῶ σιωπήν, ὅτε καιρὸς τοῦ λέγειν (Krumвacher, Kasia…, 360, 
l. 90).

(18)  Tsironis, The Body and the Senses in the Work of Cassia..., 151.
(19)  S. Euthyme a été martyrisé en 831, et S. Théophane a écrit ce canon 

avant le Triomphe de l’Orthodoxie, cf. pour les détails Т. А. СЕНИНА (монахиня 
Кассия), Несколько замечаний по поводу Жития св. Евфимия Сардского, 
Scr 2 (2006) 411–417. Dans ce canon l’empereur iconoclaste Léon l’Arménien 
est nommé δυσσεβής (ode 3, tr. 2) et θεοστυγής (ode 8, tr. 2).

(20)  Le frère de S. Théophane ayant subi les souff rances avec celui-ci sous 
l’empereur Théophile est mort en 841. La vénération des icônes est mention-
née aussi dans le 3ème tropaire de l’ode 7 ; dans quelques tropaires il y a des in-
vectives contre les empereurs iconoclastes (1er et 3ème de l’ode 3, 1er de l’ode 8).



321Tatiana A. Sénina (moniale Kassia)

Τὸ θεῖον εἰκόνισμα μορφῆς, τρισμάκαρ, τῆς ἀνθρωπίνης Χριστοῦ 
προσκυνῶν διετέλεις, τοῖς θεομάχοις ἀντιταττόμενος μέχρι θα-
νάτου, καὶ ψάλλων, Θεόδωρε· Εὐλογητὸς ὁ Θεὸς ὁ τῶν πατέρων 
ἡμῶν.

(Canon en l’honneur de S. Théodore le Stoudite,21 
le 11 novembre, ode 7, tr. 2.)22

Ainsi, nous voyons que S. Cassia n’était point la seule à faire la 
démonstration de ses convictions iconophiles dans les œuvres hym-
nographiques.

Dans le théotokion de la 9ème ode, apparemment le seul de la plume 
de Cassia, la poétesse prie Dieu de « couronner l’empereur croyant » 
et d’« exterminer la force des ennemis » :

Υἱὲ θεοῦ καὶ λόγε μονογενῆ / τὸν πιστὸν βασιλέα στεφάνωσον / 
τῇ πανσθενεῖ, δέσποτα, χειρί σου, ὡς ἀγαθός· / καὶ δυσμενῶν τὸ 
κράτος νῦν / ὄλεσον τῷ ὅπλῳ τῷ τοῦ στρατοῦ / διὰ τῆς Θεοτόκου / 
καὶ σῶσον τὸν λαόν σου / ἐν τῇ ἀγήρῳ βασιλείᾳ σου.

Évidemment il s’agit de la guerre avec les Arabes, et ὁ πιστὸς βα-
σιλεύς ne peut être autre que Michel III. Peut-être Cassia a en vue les 
confl its des années 860e :23 le 3e tropaire de la dernière ode, où Cassia 
prie les « pères, frères, parents, amis et les unanimes » décédés de 
prier Dieu pour elle, montre que le canon a été écrit par la poétesse 
probablement à un âge avancé, peut-être vers 860 quand beaucoup 
de ses parents et amis24 était déjà morts et quand elle-même réfl é-
chissait sur son passage à l’autre monde. Le théotokion de la 5ème ode 
orienté contre les iconoclastes n’y change rien parce que la polémi-

(21)  S. Théodore est mort en 826 ; cf. dans ce canon encore les mentions 
des images sacrées dans les odes 1 (tr. 3) et 8 (tr. 1).

(22)  On peut multiplier les exemples. Je me propose de consacrer un arti-
cle particulier aux sujets liés avec la luĴ e contre l’iconoclasme dans les œuvres 
de S. Théophane le Graptos.

(23)  Pour les détails des guerres entre les Byzantins et les Arabes sous 
Michel III cf. А. А. ВАСИЛЬЕВ, Византия и арабы. Политические отношения 
Византии и арабов за время Аморийской династии (Санкт-Петербург, 1900) 
153–210 ; sur les batailles des années soixante cf. p. 189–210. Cf. aussi H. Gré-
goire, Études sur le neuvième siècle, Byzantion 8 (1933) 515–538, sur les ba-
tailles de 853, 863 et 866.

(24)  Parmi lequels était, par example, le fameux S. Théodore le Stoudi-
te († 826), avec qui Cassia était en correspondance dans sa jeunesse ; sûre-
ment, Cassia connaissait aussi ses disciples, y compris S. Naukratios († 848) et 
d’autres stoudites dont plusieurs étaient déjà morts vers 860. 
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que sur la veneration des images restait actuelle à Byzance longtemps 
après 843.25

SUMMARY

The article contains an analysis of the hymnographic canon for the 
deaths wriĴ en by Kassia of Constantinople. It is shown that all its theoto-
kia (apart from the last one) are taken from earlier canons, including the 
theotokion of the fi Ğ h ode that was previously considered as wriĴ en by 
Kassia herself. Concluding from its contents, the canon is to be dated to 
the 860s.

(25)  Même jusqu’à la période du patriarcat de S. Photios ; cf., par 
exemple, Ф. М. РОССЕЙКИН, Первое правление Фотия, патриарха Кон стан-
тинопольского (Сергиев Посад, 1915) 143, 474–475; А. П. ЛЕБЕДЕВ, Исто рия 
Константинопольских соборов IX века (Санкт-Петербург, 22001 [Москва, 
11888]) (Византийская библиотека: исследования) 166–169 ; F. Dvornik, The 
Patriarch Photius and Iconoclasm, DOP 7 (1953) 69–97 ; J. Gouillard, Deux 
fi gures mal connues du second iconoclasme, Byzantion 31.2 (1961) 387–401 ; 
С. Mango, The Liquidation of Iconoclasm and the Patriarch Photios, dans : 
A. Bryer, J. Herrin (eds.), Iconoclasm. Papers given at the Ninth Spring Sympo-
sium of Byzantine Studies. University of Birmingham. March 1975 (Birmingham, 
1977) 133–140 ; D. Stratoudaki-White, Patriarch Photios and the Conclusion 
of Iconoclasm, GOTR 44 (1999) 341–355.
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THE PSALIS 
FOR THE CONSECRATION OF THE CHURCH 

(revisited)

The manuscript

The description of the manuscript according to the Catalogue of 
Mingana is as follows:

239×164 mm. 259 leaves. Nineteen lines to the page. The ritual of 
the Consecration of a new church and a new altar, according to the 
ritual of the Coptic Church. The MS is divided into two columns, 
the fi rst of which is in Coptic and the second in Arabic, as is usual 
in the MSS. WriĴ en aĞ er the Arab invasion.

A. Ff. 4a–201: The ritual of the Consecration of a church
B. Ff. 204–255b The ritual of the Consecration of the Altar
Ff. 256a–257b contain a long colophon in which we are informed 

that the MS was wriĴ en by the priest-monk in the monastery of St. 
George of Tūrā on Thursday, the 5th of the month of Hatūr, in the year 
1024 of the Martyrs (AD 1308) in the time of John (spelt Yowannes), 
the Coptic patriarch of Alexandria.1

On fol. 203a is an inscription in Arabic by the Coptic Patriarch 
Cyril,2 presenting the Ms. to John, bishop of Salisbury, on the 4th of the 
month of Bābah, of the year 1615 of the Martyrs (A.D. 1899). Below 
the inscription is the seal of the Patriarch, dated 1613, probably of 
the Martyrs (A.D. 1897). On the opposite page (fol. 202b) a similar 
statement is found in English.

On fol. 8a is a not very clear note in which it is stated that the Ms 
came to the possession of a spiritual son of the above-mentioned 
Patriarch John (spelt Yowannes), who was also called John (spelt 
Yūhanna).

On fol. 255b s an inscription by the son of the last John, who was 
called Farj-Allah, who gave the Ms. was wakf to a man whose name 
has been partly obliterated and cannot be deciphered with safety.

(1)  See below.
(2)  Cyril V (1874–1927AD) is meant, cf. M. Shoukri, Cyril V, in: 

A. S. Atiya (ed.), Coptic Encyclopedia, vol. 3 (New York: MacMilan, 1991) 
679
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Fol. 3b is occupied with a reprensentation of the Cross in black, 
yellow and red, and on the margins of many leaves is a representa-
tion of a bird holding a fl ower or a fruit in its beak. Many geometrical 
paĴ erns are also found before the main divisions of the work. The 
paĴ ern on fol. 203b fi lls the whole page.

The Coptic part of the Ms is wriĴ en in a bold and clear hand, and 
the Arabic part in a handsome Egyptian Naskhi. Headings in red. The 
fi rst Coptic words of a new section are in thick black characters.

The rubrics, unlike those found in MS. 24 [9] (which is only in 
Arabic) are in both Coptic and Arabic. [Mingana Chr. Arab. 61.] 
[Coptic-Arabic 2.]3

We give here in full the colophon

;en fran mfivt nem péh  نبالاو بالا مسب
ri nem piPNA euoyab <tri ثولاثلا س
as euoyab nomooysios fai اذه يواسملا سدقملا
pe pennoy< anon ;an nixrhs ىراصنلا نحن انهلا
tianos راكذتلا اذه ناك
awévpi nèe paiagion nèvm  وه يذلا حلاصلا
nagiasmos nagauon néen سيانكلا زير
erfmeyi ebol nàitotw m ةهج نم
piagiotatos nivt pi لضافلا بالا
manesvoy etenàot fh نيمالا يعارلا
eta pXS taàow eèen newe حيسملا هماقا يذلا
svoy ettoybhoyt fhe ةرهاطلا هفارخ ىلع
tawéopoy ;en pewsnow همدب مهارتشا يذلا
ettaihoyt eurewamoni m يف مهاعريا
mvoy ;en oyma ewkenioyvt بيصخلا جرملا
oyoà eéanoyé toycyxh مهسوفن توقيو
;en àansbv oyi eyenàot ةقداصلا مي
oyoà etaào nnicyxh et سفنالا ميقيو
àivoyt pirew<sbv nrew  ملعملا ةطقاسلا
qimvit pirewsvoyten ميقتسملا د
Fol. 253v
ài newmvit pisobt ettaè روسلا ه
rhoyt fhettenno nnh ]ساس

(3)  A. Mingana, Catalogue of the Mingana Collection of Manuscripts now in 
the possession of the trustees of the Woodbrooke seĴ lement, Selly Oak, Birmingham, 
vol. II, Christian Arabic Manuscripts and Additional Syriac Manuscripts (Cam-
bridge: W. Heff er and Sons, 1936) 26–29.



325Youhanna Nessim Youssef

etàemkhoyt frewvéem  ]يف
‘nnisounew etqerhoyt ةدقوتملا م
frewsolsel nniàht pi بولقلا يزعم
naht `néanuma;t pi نونحلا ف
nié< mpatriarxhs abba ةكراطبلا
ivannhs P pitriarxoy كريرطب س
alejandria f< nte tfe ءامسلا هلا
taèrow àièen pewuronos هيسرك ى
nàanmhé nrompi nem àan ةريثك
xronos nte pewlaos év نوك 
pi ;en oyàirhnh nem oy ةمالس 
metsemnos ntoyévpi اونوكي
eytaèrhoyt ;en pinaà< ةنامالا يف
‘noruodojos nte pXS مهبسحيو
opoy nem niumhi nem nidi هراربا حي
keos etoyéaéni e<metoy نيذلا ة 
ro eunesos amhn نيما هت
ke aripameyi mpielaxistos ريقحل
Fol. 254r
}ydelhs nèvb ntale فيعضل
pvros namartalos fh ete يطاخلا يق
n<m‘péa euroymoy< اعدي نا قح
erow èe rvmi malista mona مسا اميسال ا
xos ewài pimonsthrion سيدقلا ري
nte pitetrvas ew<ào وهو ارطب س
eoyon niben eunavé n;htw هيف ارق
;en oyagaph nte f<ntew اوعدي نا ه
tvbà eubhtw àa pXS eurew رفغيل
xv naw ‘nnewnobi ‘etoé  ةريثك
nem newéowt oyoà ntew هيطعي
< naw ‘noynai ;en peàooy موي يف
‘mp<éebiv oyoà oyon  نملكو ةاز
niben eunaèe oysaèi ‘nàli ايش لاق
‘nte pXS <éebiv naw ‘n هضوع
àanmhé ‘nkvb  ةريثك
awèvk ebol;en oyàirhnh هللا نم م
‘nte f< ;en pimonasth يف ارط
rion ‘nte nitetrvas ;en سماخلا
pieàooy mpE mpiabvt auvr روته ره
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Fol. 254v
;en XR ¶ ?/AKD ادهشلل نيرشعو ةعب
menensa ‘etayéuam ‘mfro  ]ةعباسلا ةنسلا
‘nniekklhsia ‘en <maà سيانكلا
Z ‘nrompi oyoà ‘ntoy<ài  ىر[اصنلا 
vtoy ‘nnixrhsti‘anos ميامعلا 
n‘àansoydarion n‘asilion نحنو قرزلا 
tentvbà epXS pennoy< انهلا حيسملا ى
eurewéenàht ;a pewlaos هبعش ىلع
‘ntewoyvn ‘nrvoy mfro تاوبا مهل حتفيو
‘nniekklhsia ‘nteqtas مهديعيو مهسيانك
uvoy ‘nkesop e’fhetoyoi اوناك ام ىلع
mmow èe ‘nuow oynoy< ‘ هلا هنال هيلع
nnaht oyoà ‘nrewéenàht فوورو ننحتم
pivoy fvw pe nem pewivt هيبالو دجم
‘nagauos nem piPNA EU éa سدقلا حورلاو
eneà ‘amhn نيما دبالا ىلا

In the name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, the Holy Trin-
ity consubstansial. This is our God, we the Christians.

This good remembrance holy is this holy book of the consecration4 
by the virtuous5 father, the shepherd entrusted whom Christ estab-
lished him upon His pure sheep, who bought through His precious 
blood, in order to pasture them in the fertile garden6 and feed their 
souls with his honest teachings and to make to stand their fallen 
souls. The teacher, the guide, the straight (fol. 253v) on his paths, the 
fi rm stronghold who tread down the affl  icted, the quencher of the 
burn ing arrows, the comforter of the hearts, the compassionate merci-
ful, the great patriarch Abba John the 80th, the patriarch of Alexandria. 
May God confi rm him on his throne for many years and times, while 
his people is ion peace and solemn, in order that they became fi rm 
in the orthodox faith of Christ, so that He (Christ) counts them with 
the righteous and just who won the beautiful kingdom Amen. Also 
remember, the humble (fol. 254r) [ ] poor, miserable, the sinner, who 
is not worthy to be called man moreover monk in the monastery of 
Tura. He (the scribe) demands, with the charity of God, to everybody 
who will read it, to pray for him to Christ in order that He forgives 

(4)  Coptic read diff erently “This holy book of the consecration is the good 
remembrance…” 

(5)  Coptic “most holy.”
(6)  Coptic “in a faĴ y place.”
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his many sins, and his mistakes and to grant him mercy on the day 
of reward. And everyone who will say something, Christ reward him 
nay times. It was fi nished with the peace of God in the monastery of 
Tura on the 5th day of the month of Hatur (254v). In the year 1024 of 
the Martyrs, (=1307 AD)in the seventh year of the closing down of 
the churches and the Christians were force to wear the blue turbans. 
We pray Christ our God to have pity upon his people and to open 
the gates of the churches and make to return as they were for He is 
a pitiful and merciful God. Glory be to Him with His Good Father 
and Holy Spirit forever Amen.

The importance of this manuscript is that it was copied while the 
churches were closed for seven years however the patriarch John 
Ibn Qiddis hopped that the churches will be opened and even more 
churches will be built which necessitated the copying of the book of 
consecration of the “new” churches.

The psalis

The psalis are hymns special hymn recited on diff erent occasions.7 
Ibn Kabar8 († 1324AD) in his encyclopaedia “Lamp of Darkness”9 men-
tions that there are new paslis which are not known to everybody and 
he gave a list of daily psalis.10 It is important to mention that the all the 
psalis mentioned by Ibn Kabar were anonymous. The psalis aĴ ributed 
to an author (such as Sarkis, Nicodemus, Hermina, Christolodus) ap-
peared later.11

(7)  Yassa ‘Abd al-Masih, Remarks on the Psalis of the Coptic Church, 
Bulletin de l’Institut des Études Coptes 1 (1958) 85–100.

(8)  For the works of Ibn Kabar, cf. S. Khalil, L’Encyclopédie liturgique 
d’Ibn Kabar †1324 et son apologie d’usages coptes, in: H.-J. Feulner, E. Vel-
kovska, R. F. Taft (eds.), Crosswords of Cultures Studies in Liturgy and Patristics 
in Honor of Gabriele Winkler (Roma, 2000) 619–655.

(9)  This book had never been scholarly published, for the diff erent editions 
cf. A. Wadi, Abu al-Barakat Ibn Kabar, Misbah al-Zulmah, Studia Orientalia 
Christiana Collectanea 34 (2001) 243.

(10)  L. Villecourt, Les observances Liturgiques et la discipline du Jeûne 
dans l’Église Copte, Le Muséon 37 (1924) 201–280 and especially 228–229.

(11)  Y. Nessim Youssef, Nicodème auteur des psalies, OCP 60 (1994) 625–
633; idem, Recherches d’hymnographie copte: Nicodème et Sarkis, OCP 64 
(1998) 383–402; idem, The Psalis of Saint John Kame, Bulletin de la Société d’ar-
chéologie copte 39 (2000) 257–265; idem, Jean évêque d’Assiut, de Manfalut et 
d’Abu Tig et ses activités liĴ éraires, in: C. Cannuyer (ed.), Études Coptes VIII 
(Dixième Journée d’études, Lille 14–16 Juin 2001) (Paris—Lille, 2003) (Cahiers de 
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As our psalis are anonymous and short (only 13 stanzas for the 
psali Adam and 8 satanzas for the psali Watos) we may assume that 
we composed early.

The incipit of these psalis are mentioned by Ibn Kabar12 without giv-
ing the complete text. Horner gives the Coptic and the Arabic text.13

We consider that an edition of the entire text Coptic Arabic is needed 
especially that aĞ er the fi rst edition many studies had been done.

Text I
Psali for the Virgin Adam14 15

cali eube <PAuR adam                                            مادا ةديسلل

ariberi àaroi ninhsos ariberi 
kata tsmh nhsahas pinié< 
mprofhths

ميظعلا يبنلا ا

svtem ‘esolomvn 
piekklhsiaths ewèv ‘mptaio 
‘mmaria <PAUR 

ميرم ءارذع

ewmoy< eros ;en pièv ‘nte 
nièv èe tasvni téfhri15 
uhetèhk ebol 

ةلماكلا

la Bibliothèque Copte, 13) 311–318; idem, Recherches d’Hymnographie Copte 
(2) Hermina et Christodule, in: A. Boud’hors, J. Gascou, D. Vaillancourt 
(éds.), Études Coptes IX (Paris, 2006) (Cahiers de la Bibliothèque Copte, 14) 
381–397.

(12)  S. Khalil, وبأ ةسايرلا سمش سقلل ةمدخلا حاضيإ يف ةملظلا حابصم[the lamp of 
Darkness for the explanation of the Service], vol. 1 (Cairo, 1971) 346.

(13)  G. Horner, The Service for the Consecration of a Church and Altar ac-
cording to the Cooptic Rite, edited with translation from a Coptic and Arabic Manu-
script of A.D. 1307 (London, 1902) 391–396 (text), 12–13 (translation) and for a 
summary of the rite cf. O. H. E. Burmester, The Egyptian or Coptic Church, A 
detailed description of her liturgical services and the rites and ceremonies observed 
in the administration of her sacraments (Textes et Documents) (Le Caire: Société 
d’Archéologie Copte, 1967) 236–250.

(14)  The tone to which hymns are sung on Sundays, Mondays and Tues-
days. The name is taken from the fi rst word of the fi rst stanza of the Theo tokia 
of Monday: “Adam was yet sorrowful of heart.” Cf. Catalogue of the Coptic and 
Christian Arabic Mss preserved in the library of the Church of the All-Holy Vir-
gin Mary known as Qasriat Ar-Rihan at Old Cairo (Cairo: Société d’Archéologie 
Copte, 1973) xii.

(15) Read téferi cf. W. E. Crum, A Coptic Dictionary (Oxford, 1937) 553a.
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ete uai te <ekklhsia ILHM mberi 
eta pXS pennnoy< taèros 
àièen <petra

awxv ;en tesmh< ‘nàan`vni 
eytaihoyt nsvtp ‘nèvè ‘nlakà 
eyeroyvini ‘eros* 

*اهيف يض

ete `auanasios 
piapostolikos nem kyrillos 
pimas ‘mmoyi etèor

يراضل

pixrhsostomos nem basilios 
nipyrgos etèor nte 
<oruodojia 

نييسك

nem dioskoros piomoligiths 
fhetawo16e;rhi mptomos 
nleon 

نووال

wtomi `ervoy `nèe abba 
ueodosios pinié< narxiereys 
`nte rako< <baki

 ةكراط

fhetawfiri `ebolàièen pu-
ronos m`markos eévt ebol 
‘mpsaèi ‘n<meumhi* ;en oys-
voyten 

ةماقتساب *ق

ewtenuvnt mmow ‘epiuespe-
sioys paylos flas ‘mp-
isuoinoywi flvbé ‘nte <ekkl-
hsia 

 ةسين

fhetawtaèro ‘mpinaà< ‘nte 
piTIH etayuvoy< ;en nikea 

ةيقين

kv< ‘esivn v naman`esvoy 
ariéai ‘n;nhts saèi ;en nes-
pyrgos 

اهجورب

èe wxh ;en tesmh< ‘nèe pXS 
pennoy< ewoi ‘noysobt ‘eros 
‘nneskim éa ‘eneà

دبالا ى

anon àvn tentvbà* *ل
16

(16) Read qo.
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Translation I
Renew for me, o islands, renew, according to the voice of the great 
prophet Isaiah.17

Hear to Solomon the ecclesiastes18 speaking about the honour of 
the Virgin:

Calling her in the book Song of Songs: “My sister, my friend (she 
who is) perfect.”

Which is the Church, the new Jerusalem, which Christ our God 
has established on the rock.19

He put in its midst, honoured stones, chosen chief corner stone 
shining in it,*

Who are Athanasius the Apostolic and Cyril the mighty young 
of lion.

Chrysostom and Basil the mighty towers of the Orthodoxy.
And Dioscorus the confessor who contradicted the tome of Leo,
Abba Theodosius the great Archpriest of the city Alexandria 

joined them.
Who fl ourished on the throne of Mark rightly handling the word 

of Truth.
He resembled to the holy Paul, the tongue of perfume, the crown 

of the Church.
He (Theodosius) established the faith of the 318 who assembled 

in Nicaea
Go round in Sion, o my shepherds, rejoice in it and talk in their 

towers.
For Christ, our God is its midst, (Church) as a surrounding wall 

so it will never be shaken20 forever.
We also, we pray...

Commentary I
Stanza 1
It seems that the scribe in Coptic repeat the second verb while it 

should be “Listen svtem” the Arabic followed the Coptic. 
The Arabic version of the second stanza render piekklhsiaths as 

 “ecclesiastic”
The third stanza resembles to the yearly doxology of the Virgin:

(17)  Is. 41:1.
(18)  G. W. H. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford, 1961) 433b.
(19)  Mt. 16:18.
(20)  Lit. “It will never move.”
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“solomvn moy< eros ;en pièv nte nièv èe tasvni oyoà taéferi 

tapolis mmhi ILHM” 
“Solomon has called her, in the Song of Songs: “My sister and 

my friend, my true city Jerusalem”21

This stanza is inspired by the Song of Songs 4:7.
Stanza 3
the Arabic rendered ILHM mberi “The new Jerusalem” by “  

the renewed Jerusalem” 
Stanza 4
While the Coptic has nèvè ‘nlakà “corner Stone” the Arabic ren-

dered by  ‘the beginning of the building” (i.e. the foundation).
The title of Apostolic for Athanasius is very well aĴ ested in Cop-

tic Liturgical books such as in the absolution of the ministers22 or the 
memento sanctorum23 as well as in the memento sanctorum of the Psalmo-
dia24

The title of Cyril occurs in the Ms 23 in fol. Fol. SOG r (the actual 
fol. 3)

amoy éaron mfooy v pipansofos pimasmoyi etèor penivt abba 

kyrillos

Come to us today, O all-wise man, the mighty cub, our father 
Cyril,25

And also in the same Ms. Fol. SPZv

(21)  Nahdat ‘l-Kanais, pèvm nte <calmotia euoyab nte mrompi mfrh< 
etayuaés nèe nenio< n<ekklhsia nremnxhmi noruodojos [The book of the 
holy Psalmodia of the year accrording to what the Fathers of the Coptic Orthodox 
Church had established] (Cairo, 1949) 326–327.

(22)  We refer to the edition of Abd al-Masih which is considered as the 
best edition of the Euchologion cf. U. Zanetti, Esquisse d’une typologie 
des Euchologes Coptes Bohaïriques, Le Muséon 100 (1987) 407–418. Abd al-
Masih Salib, pièvm nte pieyxologion euoyab ete fai pe pièvm nte <éom< 
nanafora nte piagios basilios nem piagios grhgorios nem piagios kyrillos 
nem àankeeyxh eyoyab, [The book of the Holy Euchologion which is the book of the 
three anaphorae of St. Basil, St. Gregory and St. Cyril and other holy prayers] (Cairo, 
1902) 232 (hereaĞ er Euch. 1902).

(23)  Euch. 1902, p. 354.
(24)  Nahdat ‘l-Kanais, pèvm..., 77.
(25)  De Lacy O’Leary, The Coptic Theotokia, from Vatican Cod. Copt. XXXVIII 

Bibli. Nat. Copte 22, 23, 35, 69 aand other Mss. (London: Luzac &Co, 1923) 17a.
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+ nem oykymillion nte pinaà< noruodojos kata psaèi mpimas-
moyi penivt abba kyrillos

+ and a vessel of orthodox faith according to the word of the young 
lion, our father Abba Cyril.

Stanza 5
We fi nd that the two saints mentioned are from Asia Minor and 

they are remembered especially that they composed two liturgies.
Stanza 6 
The scribe wrote the verb qo only o this verb is not aĴ ested with the 

preposition e;rhi 26 The Arabic rendered with  “contradict”
Stanza 7
 The Arabic has  meaning “he agreed with them” while it 

should be rendered “” 
The Coptic has “Archpriest” while in Arabic it has “patriarch” as 

title for Theodosius.
Stanza 8
The second part of this stanza corresponds to the litany for the 

patriarch
ewévt ebol ‘mpsaèi ‘nte <meumhi ;en oysvoyten …27

Stanza 9
The Arabic translator did not understand uespesios28 which is 

rare in Coptic liturgical text and translated as the “Instructor” the 
word lvbé “crown” was rendered as “pride.”

Stanza 10
It is amazing to fi nd that there are three stanzas (8–10) mainly about 

Theodosius.
Stanza 11
This stanza is inspired from 

psalm 48[47]: 12 [10] Psali

kv< esivn oyoà matakto eros 
saèi n;rhi ;en nespyrgos.

kv< esivn v naiman`esvoy arié-
ai ‘n;nhts saèi ;en nespyrgos

(26)  Crum, A Coptic Dictionary..., 752–753.
(27)  Euch 1902, p. 283
(28)  Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon..., 646.
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Stanza 12
The author shiĞ s from Sion of the Old Testament to the Church the 

new Sion.
Stanza 13
The only few words are mentioned in the last stanza, which means 

that the author or the scribe assumed that it was known to everybody.
The complete stanza is 

anon àvn tentvbà eurenéaéni eynai àiten neoresbia ntotw 

mpimairvmi

And we also pray to win mercy, through your intercession, with 
the Lover of mankind.29

Text II

In Arabic
And if it was a Watos30 day, they say this psali

ةحيدملا هذه لاقتف
سطاو ةحيدم

cali ‘hxos batos

;en pèinaik ‘nsivn anuelhl ;a 

nieunos throy nhetaymoy< ‘epi-

ran ‘mberi ‘nte pXS ‘eàrhi ‘eèvn 

oygar senasoqni an èe mfrh< 

‘noyskynh ;en àanma`naloli 

oyde polis ewévw ‘mmos 

alla eynamoy< ero èe fmanévpi 

‘mfhetqosi nem <skynh uhetoy-

moy< ‘eros èe èe (sic) uheuoyab 

nte nheuoyab 

nem piparadisos ‘nte* f< fhet-

aweréorp ‘ntoèi ‘mmow mpiée 

‘nrewtan;o ‘nte piG§S ‘

(29)  Nahdat ‘l-Kanais, pèvm..., 102–103.
(30)  The tone to which hymns are sung on Wednesdays, Thursdays, 

Fridays and Saturdays. the name is taken from the fi rst stanza of the Theotokia 
for Thursday: “The Bush which Moses saw in the desert.”
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nem oyi ebol;en nibaki ‘eta 

mvyshs <mhini ‘ervoy ‘nnoyqi 

mpéié nemvoy ‘nèe nhe’tayfvt 

àarvoy 

 هنم مقتني ال م

àanrew;vteb gar an eunamton 

‘n;h< alla àanlymcanon 

ettaihoyt ne ‘nte nirewqro 

martyros 

 نيبلاغلا ادهش

naietawévpi nvoy ‘narxhgos 

;en pistadion ‘euoyab ‘nèe 

fh’euoyab stefanos* pirewqix-

lom ;en oymeumhi 

 ةقيقحلاب

awàisen< gar mmo ‘nèe pennhb 

IHS pXS
حيسملا

Transalation II
At the dedication of Sion, we, all the nations, rejoiced, who were 
called by the new name of Christ

For they will neither consider it as a tent31 in the vineyard nor 
(as) a deserted city.

But it will be called the dwelling of the Most High and the taber-
nacle which is called the holy of Holies.

And the Paradise of God wherein he preceded to plant the life-
giver wood of the Cross

And one of the cities which Moses indicated that those who take 
refuge to them, would be revenged.

No murders will rest in you (o Church) but honoured relics of 
the winner martyrs.

Those whose leader in the holy stadium is saint Stephen the truly 
bearer of the crown

For our Lord Jesus Christ established it (the church)

Commentary II
Stanza 1
the Coptic used the noun aik32 as verb, with the verbal prefi x èin to 

form a noun. The Arabic rendered diff erently
“When Sion was renewed, we, all the nation who were called with 

the new name of Jesus, rejoice.

(31)  Or “a coĴ age”
(32)  Crum, A Coptic Dictionary..., 3a.
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Stanza 2
The stanza started with an analogy inspired by Isaiah 1:8 and 

Proverbs 25:28. It is important to mention that the book of Proverbs in 
Bohairic did entirely not survive.33

The Arabic rendered the verb soqni with  “do not say 
with conspiracy”

We prefer to translate the Loan Greek word skynh with tent while 
in Arabic it is rendered as  “the dome”

Stanza 3
The fi rst part of the stanza is inspired by many biblical texts among 

them Ps 91: 9 
The second part is a direct quotation from two stanzas of the 

Sunday’s Theotokia 

semoy< ero dikevs v uhetsmarvoyt ;en niàiomi èe <maàsnoy< 

nskhnh

uhetoymoy< ‘eros èe uheuoyab nte nheuoyab ere niplaj 
n;hts

You are truly called, O blessed, among the women, the second Tab-
ernacle 

Which is called the Holy of Holies, wherein are the tablets.34

Stanza 4
The stanza is inspired by Apocalypse 2:7.
The Arabic adds to the translation of the “Precious Cross” 
Stanza 5 
The text is inspired by Number 35:6,11, etc about the city of 

refuge.
The Arabic replace nem “and”   by “Or”
Stanza 6
The author of this stanza assumes that the church will be built over 

the relics of the martyrs As in the Apocalypse 6:9. “And when he had 
opened the fi Ğ h seal, I saw under the altar the souls of them that were 
slain for the word of God, and for the testimony”

(33)  S. Wagner, The Coptic Book of Job and Leiden Or. 14.544: An inquiry 
into its Textual History and its place with the Book of the Proverbs, Saint She-
nouda Coptic Quaterly 1/3 (April 2005) 3–23.

(34)  Nahdat ‘l-Kanais, pèvm..., 101.
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Stanza 7
While in Coptic we have the bearer of Crown pirewqixlom, the Ara-

bic version rendered with the victorious 
Stanza 8
In this stanza, the Arabic diff ers from the Coptic. The Arabic should 

be translated “Jesus Christ our King established it”

Conclusion

Despite that the book of the consecration of the Church was pub-
lished many years ago,35 several points should be observed:

1. The date of the Manuscript: The manuscript was copied while 
the Churches were closed for seven years. This could refl ect the hope 
that the patriarch John Ibn Qiddis had. Not only by ordering the copy-
ing of the Manuscript of the consecration of the Churches but also the 
patriarch consecrates the Myron in the year 1305.36 It is known that the 
Myron is used for the sanctifi cation of the Water of the Baptistery, the 
unction of the new baptized, the consecration of the new churches, the 
consecration of the altars, the consecration of the portable altars, the 
consecration of the liturgical vessels, the consecration of the icons and 
the unction of the kings.37 All these activities need a certain freedom 
which was unavailable in his time. 

2. The psalis were composed in Coptic and later were translated in 
Arabic hence we fi nd some diff erences 

3. The author had a very good knowledge of the liturgical texts.
4. We can fi nd a special veneration for Theodosius, in the psali 

Adam that surpass the other saints.
5. The author used free quotations from the Bible and especially 

from the psalms, Isaiah, and the book of revelation which are read 
during the ceremony of consecration the Church.

6. Most of the Loan Greek words used in these texts are known 
from other liturgical texts, which could be an indication that the Greek 
was not used as a spoken language in the time of the composition of 
the psalis.

(35)  See above.
(36)  A. Van Lantschoot, Le manuscrit Vatican Copte 44 et le Livre du 

Chême ms Paris arabe 100, Le Muséon 45 (1932) 181–234 especially 208–209, 
230–231.

(37)  Cf. Burmester, The Egyptian or Coptic Church..., see index.
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7. The fi rst psali from the praising of the Virgin while talking about 
the Church., The reasoning behind is easy to grasp: On the one hand, 
in the theotokia of Sunday, (as in the Marian homilies of Severus) the 
tabernacle symbolized the Virgin Mary,38 on the other hand The taber-
nacle is the pre-fi guration of Church of the New Testament, hence the 
Virgin Mary is the symbol of the Church.39

8. The key-word in psali is “renew”, it is known that under the Is-
lamic law the building of a new church was forbidden40

SUMMARY

Since Horner’s publication no further studies had been done. In this 
article we will study several aspects of these psalis such as theology, lit-
urgy and history.

(38)  Y. Nessim Youssef, The Coptic Marian homilies of Severus of An-
tioch, Bulletin de la Société d’Archéologie Copte 43 (2004) 127–140.

(39)  For a detailed study of this theme cf. C. Vollert, Mary and the 
Chruch, in: J. Carol (ed.), Mariology (Milwaukee: The Bruce publishing com-
pany, 1957) 550–595.

(40)  A. Fattal, Le Statut légal des non-musulmans en pays de l’islam (Beirut, 
1958).
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EARLIER VERSIONS 
OF PATRIARCH GERMANUS’ HOMILY 

ON THE CROSS AND THE ICONS
Addenda to: Vladimir A. Bюranov, Unedited Slavonic Version of 

the Apology on the Cross and on the Holy Icons AĴ ributed 
to Patriarch Germanus of Constantinople (CPG 8033), 

in Scrinium 2 (2006)

The investigation of the reasons underlying the infrequent rep-
resentation of Lazarus the painter1 in the outside murals at Voronet 
(1547) lead to a presumed revived interest in the discourses on icons 
for the initiators of the iconography. 

A 15th century Zlatoust — a homiliary meant for the Great Lent, cov-
ering herein the period from the Saturday of the fi rst week to the Palm 
Sunday — initially dedicated to the monastery of Moldovita (nowa-
days in the library of Dragomirna monastery, sl. 1813/724) includes 
fi ve sermons on icons intended for the fi rst Sunday, i.e. the feast of 
the Orthodoxy:2 Narration about the defence of the holy and honourable 
icons (fol. 20–41, inc. И~дольстэи тъмэ t гнанэ бhвши...),3 Word on the fi rst 
Sunday of the Saintly Lent called of the Orthodoxy by Callistus, archbishop 
of Constantinople (fol. 41–51v, inc. Четверодесsтныи съ1и поc възлю1бленіи...),4 
Word on the cross and on the holy and honourable icons by Germanus, arch-
bishop of Constantinople (fol. 51v–58v, inc. Понeже ќбо мн0ѕи t и4же без{мнэ 

(1)  The 9th century confessor under emperor Theophilus is fi gured with 
a paint brush in the right hand and a scroll in the leĞ  one, the inscription of 
which reads: вэдэхь juгравьское хъдожество писахъ, I have known the art of painting 
and depicted.

(2)  Zl. Iufu, Za deseĴ omnata kolektia Studion (iz arhiva na rumanskia 
izsledovac Ion Iufu), in: Studia balcanica (Sofi a, 1970) 336–337.

(3)  BHG III, Orthodoxiae festum 1390g; I. R. Mircea, Répertoire des manus-
crits slaves en Roumanie. Auteurs byzantins et slaves, ed. P. Bojceva (Sofi a, 2005) 
970.

(4)  BHG III, Orthodoxiae festum, 1394h (aĴ ribution to Patriarch Philo-
theus); Mircea, Répertoire…, 108; A. P. Kazhdan (ed.), The Oxford Dictionary of 
Byzantium (New-York—Oxford, 1991) Vol. I, 1095: „The homiliary aĴ ributed 
to Kallistos in Slavic translation is the work of Patr. John IX Agapetos”. 
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и3...),5 Word delivered on the holy and honourable icons to all the Christians 
and against [the emperor Constantinus Cabalinus and] all the heretics, by 
John of Damascus (fol. 58v–73, inc. Понeже ќбо мн0ѕи начsшz съчинэвати 
п0вэсть...),6 Memory... of the honourable icon... of our Mistress Theotokos and 
ever Virginal Mary, the one in Rome (fol. 73–93, inc. И# въсэ ўбо лэто є3лика 
поd лётом въ р0дэх и4 родэх бываема...).7

An inscription in Dragomirna sl. 1813/724 having the same calligra-
phy as the text itself, reads: “Saint Theodore Studite, in whose monastery 
these books have been wriĴ en.”8 As the homiliary is similar to other six 
codices in regard to the structure and the codicological data — teach-
ings for the fi xed or mobile feasts of the liturgical year and middle 
Bulgarian writing, in Euthymian orthography — certain scholars con-
sidered them to have been made up in the Slavonic scriptorium of the 
Studion monastery in Constantinople at the end of the 14th century.9 

(5)  Mircea, Répertoire…, 284 (wrong reference to BHG or PG, which do 
not include the text); V. Baranov, Unedited Slavonic Version of the Apology on 
the Cross and on the Holy Icons aĴ ributed to Patriarch Germanus of Constanti-
nople (CPG 8033), in Scr 2 (2006) 7–40 (aĴ ribution contested).

(6)  BHG III, Orthodoxiae festum 1387e (aĴ ribution to John Patriarch of Je-
rusalem); PG 95, 309–344; Mircea, Répertoire…, 612.

(7)  BHG III, Maria Deipara 1067 (uncertain aĴ ribution to Symeon Meta-
phrastes); M. Gedeon, in Ἐκκλησιαστικὴ Αλήθεια 3 (1882–1883) 211–215, 
229–234; Mircea, Répertoire…, 801; M. McCormick, Origins of the European 
Economy. Communications and Commerce. AD 300–900 (Cambridge, 2001) 921–
922.

(8)  I. Iufu, Despre prototipurile literaturii slavo-române din secolul 
al XV-lea, Mitropolia Olteniei XV (1963) nr. 7–8, 519; idem, Mânăstirea Mol-
doviţa — centru cultural important din perioada culturii române în limba 
slavonă (sec. XV–XVIII), Mitropolia Moldovei şi Sucevei XXXIX (1963) nr. 7–8, 
434–435. „Whether this is the prototype itself, brought from Studion or it is a 
copy aĞ er the prototype that included the inscription, this could be a subject 
of debate”: Zl. Iufu, Manuscrisele slave din biblioteca şi muzeul mânăstirii 
Dragomirna, Romanoslavica XIII (1966) 201.

(9)  Iufu, Despre prototipurile..., 511–535; idem, Mânăstirea Moldoviţa..., 
429–433; this hypothesis has been cautiously viewed by other Romanian spe-
cialists in Slavonic as I. R. Mircea, Relations liĴ éraires entre Byzance et les 
Pays Roumains, in Actes du XIVe CIEB (Bucarest, 1971) 488, n. 9, or questioned 
by some Bulgarian authors, see P. Rusev, G. Petkov who favoured Ternovo 
and Patriarch Euthymius lifetime: apud D. Zamfirescu, Les Grandes Ménolo-
ges de lecture du Patriarche Euthyme de Ternovo, paper read at the IVth In-
ternational Colloquium „Ternovska Knižovna Škola” Veliko-Ternovo, 1985, 
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The group, reconstituted to ten, is eventually known as the “Studite 
collection.”

Four of the mentioned sermons on icons, including the Word on 
the Cross (fol. 300–306v), can be retrieved in another Slavonic homil-
iary for the Great Lent — fi rst part, referring to the interval from the 
beginning of the Triodion to the Sunday of the Orthodoxy.10 It is a Ser-
bian version manuscript in the Library of the Romanian Academy in 
Bucharest, BAR sl. 300, datable in the 16thcentury and considered to 
have been copied out in Wallachia11 if not „wriĴ en on Mount Athos 
or sent to certain Athonite monasteries from Serbia, brought about, 
subsequently, in Wallachia.”12 

As Vladimir Baranov’s publication of Patriarch Germanus’ Apology 
on the Cross and on the Holy Icons relied on a writing dating back in the 
beginning of the 17th century, the two earlier versions to be found in 
the Romanian collections could help a beĴ er understanding of the Sla-
vonic manuscript tradition of this homily.

enlarged and distributed at the VIIIth International Congress of South-East 
European Studies (Bucharest, 1999). 

(10)  The fi Ğ h sermon is the Narration…about the venerable and saint icon of 
our Lord Jesus Christ the one at Halkoprateia, inc. Владычнімь чюдесемъ въспоминаніе: 
BHG III, De imagine dicta Antiphonete in Chalcoptratiis, 8/797; Mircea, Réper-
toire..., 960. 

(11)  P. P. Panaitescu, Manuscrisele slave din Biblioteca Academiei RPR, 
vol. I (Bucureşti, 1959) 403–406 (mentions that Iatsimirski “dates it back in the 
15th century, but the writing is later”, p. 403).

(12)  I. Iufu, Mânăstirea Hodoş-Bodrog, un centru de cultură slavonă din 
Banat, Mitropolia Banatului XIII (1963) nr. 5–8, 235, n. 12.
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St. Petersbourg

SOGDIAN “ANCIENT LETTERS” (II, IV, V)

In Iranian Studies, the “Ancient LeĴ ers” is a name for the Sogdian 
leĴ ers on Chinese paper, found in 1907 by Aurel Stein in the ruins of 
the watchtower TXIIIa of the Chinese Wall. The garrison of this tow-
er, which is located to the West of Dunhuang (Early Middle Chinese 
twən-γwaŋ),1 near the “Jasper Gates,” guarded the part of the Silk 
Road between Dunhuang (Sogd. δrw’n, δrw’’n |Θruwān|, Ptolemy 
Θρο άνα) and Louliang (Sogd. Kr’wr’n |Krōrān|). Five leĴ ers were 
preserved almost entirely, although with some lacunas, and the frag-
ments of three other leĴ ers were also found. Each leĴ er was folded 
several times, and the names of the sender and the addressee were 
wriĴ en on the outer side of the leĴ er. The second leĴ er, the largest in 
volume, was wrapped in silk and placed in a covering made of rough 
linen fabric. This leĴ er was addressed to Samarkand (Sogd. Sm’rknδh, 
Sm’’rknδh |Smārkanθ(ā)|), which is located 3800 km to the West of 
Dunhuang.

The “Ancient LeĴ ers” are the earliest surviving Sogdian texts that 
were wriĴ en in a script of Aramaic origin with numerous Aramaic 
ideograms. It is possible to deduce from the leĴ ers, that at least two 
of them were wriĴ en in Dunhuang, one — in Guzang (Early Middle 
Chinese kɔ-tsaŋ). The leĴ ers, most likely, were placed in a bag that was 
lost or leĞ  by the deliverer. The fi rst and the third leĴ er were dictated 
by a woman named Myovnai (lit. “LiĴ le Tiger”), leĞ  by her husband, 
a Sogdian merchant Nanaidat (lit. “Created by the Goddess Nanai”) 
in Dunhuang.2 The second, the fourth, and the fi Ğ h leĴ er represent 
messages sent to Sogdian merchants by their contractors, who were 
making business transactions in China. As with other Sogdian texts, 
found or procured by Stain, the “Ancient LeĴ ers” are kept in the Brit-
ish Library in London. 

(1)  I would like to express my gratitude to T. A. Pan and P. B. Lurje, whose 
expertise in Chinese Studies I have used.

(2)  For the Russian translation of these LeĴ ers, see: В. А. ЛИВШИЦ, Сог-
дийские «Старые письма» (1. III), in: Письменные памятники Востока. 
Т. I (8) (Москва, 2008) 173–176.
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The dating of the “Ancient LeĴ ers” to 312–313, was established by 
Henning on the basis of the contents of the second leĴ er that reports 
the events happening during those years in China: the war with the 
Xiongnu, (Sogd. xwn |xūn|), the fi re in the Western capital Luoyang 
(Early Middle Chinese lak-jiaŋ, Sogd. srγ |Sar or Saraγ|) and in the 
town of Ye (Early Middle Chinese ŋiap, Sogd. ’nkp’ |Ankap|), the 
fl ight of the Emperor, who tried to escape from the Xiongnu, famine 
and devastation in China. Henning established that the leĴ ers were 
wriĴ en aĞ er the Xiongnu captured the town of Ye in 307 and Luoyang 
in 311.3 HarmaĴ a suggested dating the leĴ ers to 196,4 but Grenet and 
Sims-Williams confi rmed the dating of Henning.5 The second leĴ er 
was wriĴ en between June 6 and July 5, 313. The dating in the leĴ ers 
is given in the Chinese way — the number of the month (and the 
Sogdian name of the month in the second leĴ er) and of the days are 
provided.

(3)  W. B. Henning, The Date of the Sogdian Ancient LeĴ ers, Bulletin of the 
School of Oriental and African Studies 12.3–4 (1948) 601–615.

(4)  J. Harmatta, Eine neue Qulle zur Geschichte der Seidenstrasse, Jahr-
buch für WissenschaĞ sgeschichte 2 (1971) 135–143; idem, The Archaeological Ev-
idence for the Date of the Sogdian “Ancient LeĴ ers,” Acta Antiqua Academiae 
Scientiarum Hungaricae, 24.1 (1976) 71–86; idem, Sir Aurel Stein and the Date 
of the Sogdian “Ancient LeĴ ers,” in: Jubilee Volume of the Oriental Collection 
1951–1976 (Budapest, 1978) 73–88; idem, Sogdian Sources for the History of 
Pre-Islamic Central Asia, in: Prolegomena of the Sources on the History of Pre-Is-
lamic Central Asia (Budapest, 1979) 153–165.

(5)  F. Grenet, N. Sims-Williams, The Historical Context of the Sogdian 
Ancient LeĴ ers, in: Transition Periods in Iranian History. Actes du Symposium 
de Fribourg-en-Brisgau (22–24 Mai 1985) (Leuven, 1987) (Studia Iranica, 5) 
101–122. See also: N. Sims-Williams, The Sogdian Ancient LeĴ er II. in: Philo-
logica et Linguistica. Historia. Pluralitas. Universitas. FestschriĞ  für H. Humbach 
zum 80 Geburtstag am 4 Dezember 2001 (Trier, 2001) 267–280; idem, Towards 
a new Edition of the Sogdian Ancient LeĴ ers: Ancient LeĴ er I, in: É. de la 
Vaissière, E. Trombet (éds.), Les Sogdiens en Chine (Paris, 2005) (Études 
thématiques, 17) 181–193; F. Grenet, N. Sims-Williams, É. de la Vaissière, 
The Sogdian Ancient LeĴ er V, Bulletin of the Asia Institute. New Series 12, 91–
104; V. A. Livšic, The Sogdian “Ancient LeĴ ers” (I, III), Scr 4 (2008) 306–310. 
Transliterations of the texts of “Ancient LeĴ ers,” made by Sims-Williams are 
available at the Internet site of the Titus Project [hĴ p://titus.uni-frankfurt.
de/texte/etcs/iran/miran/sogd/sogdnswc/sogdn.htm, pt. 377, downloaded 
on 03.10.09]. I am grateful to P. B. Lurje who sent me the off prints of these 
transliterations.
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In the early fourth century, the Sogdian merchant seĴ lements in the 
towns of China were quite sizable. The “Ancient LeĴ ers” mention “a 
hundred noble Samarkand men” in a town whose name was not pre-
served. There were “forty Sogdians” in Jiujuan (Early Middle Chinese 
tsuw’ — dzwian, Sogd. Δry’n).

The second leĴ er is addressed to Samarkand. The other four let-
ters were sent, apparently, to Luoyang and other towns of Western 
China. Four leĴ ers tell us about the transactions made by the Sogdian 
merchants: the purchases of fabric made of linen and coarse wool, silk 
(Sogd. pyrcyk |prčīk|, lit. “related to silkworm”6), musk, pepper, cam-
phor, wheat, lead, dishes, goldware. The prices of the goods are given 
in silver staters (their weight and value are the same as in Central Asia 
of the time) or according to the rate of bronze coins that were issued 
in China.7

Translation of the second leĴ er. 

Address (on the covering, made of linen fabric). 
Recto: (1) [This] leĴ er (2–3) should be sent [and] brought to Samar-

kand. And (4) [noble Master Varzak ...] should receive (?) it in a com-
plete [form]. (5) [ ] (6) [ ] [This leĴ er] was sent by (7) [his] servant Na-
nai vandak.8 

Verso: (1–5) To Master, Lord Varzak, [the son of] Nanaisvar,9 [from 
the family of] Kanak. [This leĴ er] was sent by his servant Nanaivan-
dak.

(6)  Cf. Hotan pira — “worm, silkworm, silkmoth,” see: P. O. Skærvø, Sog-
dian Notes, Acta Orientalia 37 (1976) 113–114.

(7)  On the contents of the fi rst LeĴ er and its connection to the third Let-
ter, see: Hennig, The Date..., 615. For the fi rst edition of transliterated texts 
and Hermnan translation of the “Ancient LeĴ ers” see: Н. Reichelt, Die soghdi-
schen HandschriĞ enreste des Britischen Museums, II. Die nichtbuddhistische Texte 
(Heidelberg, 1931) 1–56; see also: F. Rosenberg, Zu Reichelt’s Ausgabe der 
soghdischen HandschriĞ enreste des Britischen Museums. II, Ortentalistische 
Literaturzeitung (1932) Nr. 12, 758–763; Ф. А. РОЗЕНБЕРГ, Согдийские «Старые 
письма». К ранней истории согдийских колоний Центральной Азии, Из-
вестия АН СССР» VII сер. ООН No. 5 (1934) 445–469; Н. Н. Schaeder, Be-
iträge zur miĴ eliranischen SchriĞ - und Sprachgeschichte, ZDMG 96 (1942) 
1–22.

(8)  Lit. “servant of (the goddess) Nanai.”
(9)  Lit. “given (by the goddess) Nanai.”
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Text of the leĴ er
Recto: (1) To Master, Lord Varzak, [the son of] Nanaisvar [from the 

family of] Kanak, a thousand [and] ten thousand times blessing [and] 
(2) kneeling obeisance, the way the gods receive [it].10 Sent by his ser-
vant (3) Nanaivandak. And, o Masters,11 the day [would be] splendid 
for one who could see you happy, without illnesses. (4) And, o Masters, 
[if the news about] your [good] health were [heard by me], I would 
consider myself happy.12 (5) And, o Masters, Armatsach in Jiujuan is 
without scathe [and] safe. And Arsach in (6) Guzang is without scathe 
[and] safe. And, o Masters, three years [have passed] since a Sogdi-
an came from the “inside” (= from China) (7). And I sent Gbtasmach 
[there?], he is without scathe and safe. (8) He went to Kureng (?),13 
and no one has come from there yet, so (9) I could write you about 
[those] Sogdians that went “inside” (= to China), what (10) happened 
to them [and] what lands they reached. And, o Masters, (11) the last14 
Emperor — as [people] say — fl ed Luoyang because of famine, and 
(12) the fi re ran through his whole palace and city, and the palace was 
burnt (13), and the city [was destroyed?]. There is no more Luoyang, 
no more Ye! (14) And also [ ] the Xiongnu (?), and they [captured?] 
Changnan15 [ ], they captured [this town (?) and lands] up to Naina-
ich16 (16) and Ye — the same Xiongnu, [who only] yesterday were the 
subjects of the Chinese Emperor. (17–18) And, o Masters, we do not 
know whether the Chinese who remained [alive?] will be able to drive 
the Xiongnu from Changnan, from China, or the [Xiongnu] (19) will 
capture other (?) lands. And [in ... there are] a hundred noble men 
(20) from Samarkand... [and] in Drĳ an there are forty men. (21) And, 
o Masters, [...] three years have passed (22) since [... came from] “in-
side” (= from China) [...], unmanufactured [fabric?]. And from (23) 
Dunxuang up to Jincheng17 [it is possible?] to sell, linen fabric (24) is 

(10)  On the combination ’YKZY XKyH Mw βγ’nw βyrt, see: W. B. Hen-
ning, Soghdisch βγ’n, ZDMG 90 (1936) 197–199.

(11)  On the Sogd. xwt’ynβ, “masters, lords,” see: Sims-William, The Sog-
dian Ancient LeĴ er II…, 273.

(12)  Lit. “immortal.”
(13)  Kwr’ynk.
(14)  That is, “the current.”
(15)  Early Middle Chinese driaŋ-ʔan, Sogd. ’xwmδ’n |Əxyмдān|. 
(16)  N’yn’ych.
(17)  Early Middle Chinese kim-dziaiŋ.



348 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

sold well.18 And if somebody has unmanufactured [linen fabric?] or 
coarse woolen19 [fabric, which] is not yet brought [to market (?), are 
yet] not taken,20 (25) [he can (?)] sell [them] all... And, o Masters, as for 
us, those, who are [in the land] from Jincheng to Dunxuang, (26) we 
are [barely] alive,21 (27) and while [...] is alive. We [both] are without 
families, [we] are both old (28) and are on the fringe of death. If it 
were not [like this], I would not have been ready (29) to write you 
[about] how we are doing. And, o Masters, if (30) I were to write you 
about everything that has happened [now] with China, [it would have 
been] beyond [all] grief. (31–32) There is no use for you [to know about 
that?]. And, o Masters, [it has been already] eight years since I sent 
Sagrak and Farnagat “inside” (= to China) and three years since (33) I 
received an answer from there. They were safe ..., [but] now, when the 
last (34) disaster happened, I [did not] receive an answer from there 
about what happened to them. (35) And it has been also already four 
years since I sent another man named Artikhuvandak.22 When (36) a 
coffl  e leĞ  Guzang, [a Sogdian named] Vakhush[ak] ... was there, and 
when (37) they reached Luoyang, b[oth they], the Indians and the Sog-
dians there (38), all died of famine. [And I] sent Nasjan to Dunxuang, 
(39) and he came “outside” (= out of China) and entered [Dunxuang, 
but] now he leĞ  without my permission (40), and great punishment 
[affl  icted] him — he was beaten [and] killed in Krach (?).23 (41) O Mas-
ter Varzak, my greatest hope is in your Greatness.24 (42) Pesak, [the 

(18)  Lit. “sought aĞ er,” “in demand.”
(19)  rγzk, cf. Sogdian Manichaean rγzy “wool, woolen,” in the documents 

from the castle on Mount Mug rγzcyk |raγzčīk| “woolen,” rγzyn’k |raγzīnē| 
“from coarse wool,” Yaghnobi raγzá “woolen pants.” ráγzνañka “belt for the 
pants,” Tadjik (from the Sogdian?) raγzá “woolen fabric; woolen cloth of low-
est quality,” Shungan raγzā “woolen fabric.” Cf. N. Sims-Williams, J. Hamil-
ton, Documents turco-sogdiens du IXe–Xe siècle de Touen-houang (London, 1990) 
(Corpus Inscriptionum Iranicarum. Pt. 11: Inscriptions of the Seleucid and 
Parthian Periods and of Eastern Iran and Central Asia. Vol. III: Sogdian) 85 — 
Sodg. rγzy “linen and woolen fabric,” rγzcykw “linen and woolen.”

(20)  That is, “not bought.”
(21)  Lit. “we only breathe.”
(22)  Lit. “the servant of the deity of righteousness,” Avest. Ašiš-vaŋuhi- 

(AWb. 241–244).
(23)  Kr’’cyh.
(24)  Or “in your Highness,” “in your Majesty.”
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son of] Druvaspavandak,25 has 5[..]4 staters [of silver] from me, and 
(43) he deposited them in safe custody (?), it is not allowed to hand 
them over, and you should keep [them] sealed from this moment on, 
(44) so without [my] permission... Druvaspavan[dak] ... [o Maaster] 
Nanaisvar, you should remind Varzak, (45) that he should take this 
[deposited] sum, and you [both] should count [it], and if (46) in the 
future one [of you?] will keep it, you should add (?) percent26 to [this] 
sum and (47) write [it] down in the handover document. And you, 
[Nanaisvar], should give [this document] to Varzak. And (48) if you 
[both] decide that one [of you?]27 will [no longer] keep [this sum?], you 
should take it (49) and give it to [the person], whom you think fi t, so 
that this [sum] of silver (50) could grow. And, you should know, [that 
there] is an orphan…, [whose life] depends on the income [on this 
sum?]. And if (51) he lives and reaches full age,28 and he has no other 
support except this (52) money, then, Nanaisvar, [if] it becomes known 
that Takut departed (?) to the gods,29 (53) [let] the gods and the soul 
of my father [become] a support (?) for you. And when (the orphan) 
Takhsichvandak30 grows up, (54) marry him, and don’t send [him] 
away from you. (55) A posthumous reward (?) has leĞ  us (?), ..., for 
day aĞ er day (56) we expect murder (?) and robbery. And if you need 
(ready) money, (57) you, [Nanaisvar], take a thousand staters [of sil-
ver] from [this] money or two thousand. And Vanrazmak sent for me 
to Dunxuang (58) 32 [packs?] of musk that belong to Takut, so he can 
send it to you. When they will be handed (59) to you, divide them into 
fi ve parts, and Takhsichvandak should take three parts out of them, 
and Pesak should take one part, and you should take one part.

Verso: (61) This leĴ er was wriĴ en,31 in the thirteenth year [of the 
reign] of Lord Chirdsvan, in the month of Tokhmich.32

(25)  Lit. “the servant of the deity Druuāspā.”
(26)  Sogd. wrt in the document from the Mug Mountain, Nov. 4, this word 

has a meaning “fi ne,” “penalty,” “percent on a debt.”
(27)  Apparently, “this one of you, who survives.”
(28)  Lit. “years.”
(29)  That is, “died.”
(30)  Lit. “the servant of the deity Taxsīč.”
(31)  Lit. “made.”
(32)  Tenth month of the Sogdian calendar.
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Translation of the fourth leĴ er. 

Address on Verso: To Master, Lord Nevevyart,33 [the son of] Yodraz-
mak,34 sent by his poor servant.

Text of the LeĴ er. 
Recto: (1) To Master, Lord Nevevyart, [the son of] Yodrazmak, a 

thousand greetings, kneeling obeisance (2), the way the gods receive 
it. And, o Master, the g[old], that was delivered from you and from 
(3) Nanak,35 [this] gold was sold for 800 [staters of silver]. And I, 
Vagichan, handed (?)36 323[ ] bronze [Chinese coins]. And I received 
a leĴ er from you (4): “Buy vegetables for me.”37 And I saw this leĴ er. 
Write me, which (5) vegetables you ordered me to buy, and I will de-
liver [them] all, wherever you want me to.38 And so far (?) it is not pos-
sible to get the wine [here], (6) for you to sell [it]. But I will probably be 
able to send the wine [to you]. It is not possible to get cups39 here. (7) In 
Drutan [I] did not die. And, o Master, may you have no hardships. 
And this scoundrel40 Evyamanvandak41 (8), let him remember the cop-
per,42 (he) needs to be told about it. (On the right margin of the page:) 
(9) This leĴ er was wriĴ en on the 15th day of the tenth month.

Translation of the fi Ğ h leĴ er. 

Address on Verso: (1) To Master, Lord and the Head of merchants 
Aspandat43 [sent by] his servant Frikhutav.

(33)  Lit. “the one who received a glorious path.”
(34)  Lit. “fi ghting in a baĴ le.”
(35)  Hypocoristic, made from a two-stem name with the goddess Nanai 

in the fi rst component.
(36)  ptkwntw The meaning of this word remains unclear to me (I doubt 

that it is related to ptkwn |patkōn| “overturned,” “tipped over”).
(37)  Or “greens.”
(38)  Lit. “everywhere.”
(39)  Or “blocks,” Sogd. ptγ’δ |patγāδ|, Middle Persian. paygāl, Modern 

Persian piyāle.
(40)  Lit. “murderer,” “butcher,” Sogd. pγš |paxš?|.
(41)  “The servant (of the deity) of benefactor spirit,” Old Iranian *wahya-

manyu-.
(42)  Or “the copper / bronze coins,” Sogd. rwδk |rōδe|, Middle Persian. 

rōy, Parthian-Man. rōδ.
(43)  “Created by the benefactor spirit,” Avest. Spəntōδāta. “The Head of 

merchants” — Sogd. srtp’w, s’rtp’w |sartpw|, Chinese. sabao (adaption of Old 
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Text of the leĴ er. 
Recto: To Master, Lord Aspandat, blessing [and] obeisance. And the 

day [would be good] [for Frikhutav], (2) when he could see you healthy 
[and] well, happy, without diseases, [and] joyful. F[rom Frikhutav], 
your (3) servant. And [for me such a] day would be the best, if [I could] 
[see] you myself [and] (4) could pay you homage [being] near you, the 
way the gods [are] honored. And from “inside” (= from China) day af-
ter day (5) I hear worse [and worse] news, not beĴ er [news]. And what 
I could write about A[huromazdak], (6) how he went [to China] and 
what happened to him [ ]. (7) I turned out to be alone, and here I am 
in Guzang, and I cannot go anywhere,44 (8) and there is no coffl  e here, 
which would [go] out of here. In Guzang there are four bunches of the 
“white,”45 [ready] for shipping, (9) and 2500 [taels?] of pepper, [ready] 
for shipping, and a double bunch of (n...у)t, (10) 5 bunches of rysk46 and 
half a stater of silver. When Gavtus47 (11) leĞ  Guzang, I followed him 
and arrived (12) in Dunxuang. I was warned (?) that [it is dangerous] 
to wander in [China. If] ... Gavtus (13) found48 a smooth road, I can car-
ry the “black (?).”49 Many Sogdians are ready to leave [Dunxuang], but 
they cannot leave, (15) aĞ er all, Gavtus went [over?] the mountains. 
I stayed in Dunxuang, but (16) they (= the Sogdians who are in Dunxu-
ang) are in great need. I [myself] depend on the mercy (?) of your Aprak, 
(17), since I serve ... in Guzang and [they ...] me, (18) and they made 
me [ ], (19) and they took my [ ] and increased [it] with our [ ]. And [ ] 
I am very unhappy. (20) [ ] I (21) heard that Kharstrang50 [owes?] you 

Indian sārtha-vāha — “caravan leader, merchant,” in the Chinese administra-
tion of the fi Ğ h–ninth centuries, also a rank of a functionary who supervised 
the representatives of foreign religions. See: É de la Vaissière, Histoire des 
merchands sogdiens (Paris, 2002) 141–143, 173, 208–210; X. Rong, Sabao or 
Sabo Sogdian caravan leaders in the wall-paintings in Buddhist caves, in: de 
la Vaissière, Trombert, Les Sogdiens en Chine..., 207–230.

(44)  Lit. “go here and there.”
(45)  It is not clear what merchandise is referred to in the leĴ er.
(46)  Unlikely “rice,” Sogd. ryz’kh |rēzāk, rēzē?|.
(47)  Lit. “Goading bulls”?
(48)  Lit. “saw.”
(49)  š’wt, the meaning of the word is unclear. Cf. the names of the villag-

es Шāвкат-и боло and Шāвкат-и поён in the valley of the Lower Zeravshan 
(šāwkat “Black house” or “Black seĴ lement”).

(50)  Lit. “(having) the color of a wild donkey”? Sogd. rnk- — “color” or 
Modern Persian. rang, Old Indian. rañku- — “deer.”
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20 staters of silver, and he (22) said the following: “I will bring them.” 
He gave me the silver, I weighed it (23) and [there was only] 4 and a 
half staters. I asked [him]: “If he [sent] 20 staters, (24) why did you give 
me [only] 4 and a half?” He answered thus: (25) «Aspandat met me on 
the road and (26) he [gave] [them?] to me.” [Kharstrang] also said the 
following: “[There were only] 7 and a half staters of silver. For 4 staters 
I (27) purchased 4 loads of stk.51 And the “black” took away the silver, 
(28) moreover, they told me the following: “We do not have money.” 
(29) They decided that it is beĴ er to make me unhappy, not them! [If] 
you (30) hear how Ahuromazdak caused damage to me, (31) also pay 
aĴ ention52 to [this]. Sent by your servant Frikhutav. (32) This leĴ er was 
wriĴ en in Guzang on the 30th day of the third month.

(51)  The meaning of the word is unclear.
(52)  Sogd. ptγwš |patγōš|, “listen up.”



Basil Lourié
St Petersburg

COURTS OF SOLOMON, 
A JEWISH COLLECTION

In his recent article Anatolĳ  Alekseev1 has repeated, in a most sys-
tematic way, Meščerskĳ ’s and his own2 thesis that the so-called Courts 
of Solomon, preserved in Slavonic translation within Palaea Interpretata, 
were translated into Slavonic from Hebrew. His arguments are two-
fold: Semitisms in the Slavonic text that he takes as Hebraisms and 
parallels in the Talmud and midrashim, already known for the major 
part of this cycle of Solomon.

In one instance, Alekseev tries to explain as Aramaic infl uence a 
mistranslation from Hebrew (see below). Nevertheless, he certainly 
does not know that a great part of the Babylonian Talmud, and espe-
cially that which he is referring to, is in Aramaic and not in Hebrew: “It 
seems to be, in the present case, a signifi cant circumstance,” Alekseev 
said, “that all the Hebrew originals used for the cycle of Solomon go 
back to the Babylonian Talmud or appeared in Babylonia...”.3 Indeed, 
it is a signifi cant circumstance. It reveals that Alekseev is not only un-
able to diff er between Aramaic and Hebrew in the printed text, but has 
a bit distant knowledge of the allegedly “Hebrew sources” he deals 
with; his use (or, more exactly, non-use, except the only case) of the 
exact references to bGiĴ in is, moreover, proof that even a translation of 
the Talmud was inaccessible to him.

Alekseev’s methodology in interpretation of the parallels between 
the Slavonic and Hebrew texts4 has been criticised many times, as well 

(1)  А. А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, Апокрифы Толковой Палеи, переведенные с еврей-
ских оригиналов [A. A. Alekseev, Apocrypha of the Palaea Interpretata trans-
lated from the Hebrew originals], ТОДРЛ 58 (2007) 41–57, here 47–53.

(2)  А. А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, Русско-еврейские литературные связи до 15 века 
[A. A. Alekseev, Russian-Jewish literary connections up to the 15th century], 
Jews and Slavs 1 (1993) 44–75, esp. 67–70. 

(3)  «Значимым в данном случае представляется то обстоятельство, 
что все еврейские оригиналы, использованные для Соломонова цикла, 
вос ходят к вавилонскому Талмуду или возникли в Вавилоне…» (p. 53).

(4)  Whose main principle is non sequitur (using a Francis Thomson’s ob-
servation; cf. B. Lourié, Slavonic Texts of Hard Fate: the Prophecy of Solomon 
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as his search of Semitisms.5 However, in the case of the Courts of Solo-
mon, Alekseev’s search of Semitisms has a rational nucleus and needs 
to be revisited.

In the following notes I avoid any discussion of the question as to 
how these Semitisms appeared in the Slavonic collection of legends. 
It is largely admiĴ ed that these legends are ultimately Jewish, but the 
exact means of transmission is highly disputable. My purpose now is 
to set up some landmarks helping to fi nd out these means.

Šamir and how to fi nd it

The stones for the Temple of Solomon should be treated without 
iron. The proper instrument is called a шамиръ. This is obviously 
the tool with a diamond known for such use from the Bible (Jer 17:1). 
This word has the same form in both Hebrew and Aramaic, includ-
ing Targums and Syriac (Alekseev a priori takes it as Hebrew). This 
šamir must be obtained from the nest of some bird called a кокоть 
дѣтьскыи (“childish cock” or “non-adult cock”, that is, male chick6). 

and some others, Scrinium 5 (2009) 370, n. 24). Thus, in the present paper 
(p. 52): “First, in Hebrew mediaeval literature, the whole collection of the 
same kind as we see in the Slavonic cycle of Solomon is not found; conse-
quently [emphasis is mine. — B. L.] one can consider the creation of this 
cycle to be a work of the translator.” Then, Alekseev submerges deeper in 
fantasies speculating how large would be the Hebrew library of the transla-
tor to allow him to produce such a cycle: “Talmud and its accompanying 
midrashim.” Of course, only an “enlightened Jewish scribe” would have 
had such a library. Then, Alekseev’s fantasy makes a further step in suppos-
ing two scribes instead of one: one to fi nd out the places to quote from the 
Talmud, another to translate them into Russian (sic!). However, Alekseev 
does not insist on the laĴ er possibility. 

(5)  The most rich data are accumulated concerning the Slavonic version 
of the Book of Esther whose Hebrew Vorlage is lost. Nevertheless, the lost origi-
nal of the Slavonic version is Greek. See, for a résumé of the previous discus-
sion and for additional arguments: A. Kulik, Judeo-Greek Legacy in Medieval 
Rus’, Viator 39 (2008) 51–64, here 58 –62. Cf., briefl y, А. КУЛИК, Евреи в Древ-
ней Руси: источники и историческая реконструкция [A. Kulik, The Jews 
in Old Rus’: Sources and Historical Reconstruction], Ruthenica 7 (2008) 52–70, 
here 68 –69.

(6)  Cf. Slovník jazyka staroslověnského. Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae 1 
(Praha, 1966) [reprint: Словарь старославянского языка 1 (Санкт-Петербург, 
2006)] 552, s. v. дѣтьскъ, second meaning is defi ned as immaturus. 
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The story has a parallel in bGiĴ in 68b7 where the mysterious bird is 
called 8ברא תרנגול “cock of prairies”. “In its rendering,” Alekseev con-
cludes, “the Hebrew has been interpreted as the Aramaic ‘son’” 
(p. 48).

Needless to say the parallel text in the Talmud is in Aramaic, and 
the name of the bird is Aramaic itself.9 Historically this bird’s name 
appeared in Jewish legends as an equivalent of the name of a magic 
bird 10,זיז שדי that is, in turn, a reinterpretation of the psalm phrase 
whose meaning is “all that moves [scil., the beasts. — B. L.] in the 
fi eld” (Ps 49/50:11 NRSV). Its identifi cation with a Hebrew name of 
an unclean bird,  (Lev 11:19 etc.), ἔποψ in the Greek Bible, is 
of later nature, but is responsible for the translation of ברא תרנגול as 
“hoopoe”. This Semitism is completely Aramaic, with no connection 
to Hebrew at all.

Alekseev’s explanation is not satisfying even in the supposition of 
“son” as the wrong meaning substituted by the translator. “Childish” 
does not mean the same as “son”. In fact, the corresponding word in 
all dialects of Aramaic has also the meaning of something small11 and 
even “the young of animals.”12 This meaning is much closer to the Sla-
vonic дѣтьскыи (“childish”).

(7)  Alekseev gives the exact reference for the previous parallel between 
the Slavonic cycle and bGiĴ in, 68a. Then, he refers to GiĴ in, with no folios.

(8)  Thus in the Talmud. Alekseev reproduces in a “Hebraised” form, 
.(p. 48) בר תרנגול

(9)  M. Jastrow, A Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and Yerush-
almi, and the Midrashic Literature (London—New York, 1903) 1700 (“the hen of 
the prairie”); J. Levy, Neuhebräisches und chaldäisches Wörterbuch über die Tal-
mudim und Midraschim, 4 (Leipzig, 1889) 672 (“der Auerhahn”, that is, Tetrao 
urogallus, “wooden grouse”, “cock of the wood”); R. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 
Syriacus (Oxonii, 1879–1901) 4501 ( “upupa” = “hoopoe”).

(10)  R. Kiperwasser, D. Shapira, Irano-Talmudica II. Leviathan, Behemoth 
and “Domestication” of Iranian Mythological Creatures in the Eschatological 
Narratives of the Babylonian Talmud (in press). I am grateful to the authors 
for sharing with me a part of their conclusions.

(11)  Jastrow, A Dictionary…, 188–189 (meaning “son, off spring”). Com-
prehensive Aramaic Lexicon (Cincinnati, hĴ p://cal1.cn.huc.edu/), s.v. “br” distin-
guishes its meaning in compounds “small version of something”.

(12)  J. Payne Smith, A Compendious Syriac Dictionary founded upon the The-
saurus Syriacus of R. Payne Smith, D. D. (Oxford, 1903) 33; cf. idem, Thesaurus 
Syriacus..., 578–579 (“...de prole animalium”).
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The name of the Queen of Sheba 

The name of the Queen of Sheba in our cycle of Solomon is мал-
катошва or малкатъшка (diff erent readings within the same manu-
scripts). It is obvious that the laĴ er reading is erroneous (confusion 
between two similar leĴ ers in Cyrillic, vedi в and kako к). The diff erence 
in the vowels (full vowel о and reduced vowel ъ) is of orthographic 
nature. This name was initially considered as consisting of two words 
(*малкатъ шва), and, thus, ъ at the end of the fi rst word was necessary 
aĞ er the consonant. Therefore, it is the reconstructed reading *мал-
катъшва that the modern scholars interpret. Of course, its meaning 
is transparent, “Queen of Sheba”. The problem is which Semitic lan-
guage it is in. This problem is irresolvable with linguistic tools because 
the phrase “Queen of Sheba” is identical in Hebrew and Aramaic: mal-
kat šba, to read malkat šva. Thus, the Slavonic transcription is perfect. 
The only diff erence in vocalism results from the so-called rule of open 
syllables in Old Slavonic: the consonant at the end of the word should 
accept a reduced vowel, ъ.

Again, Alekseev does not consider any possibility other than He-
brew. Again, he is not alarmed by the parallels known to him to the 
corresponding part of the cycle of Solomon in Targum Sheni to Esther. 
In fact, there are parallels in other sources13, but Alekseev, once more, 
does not realise that the only source known to him, Targum Sheni to Es-
ther is in Aramaic. And, fi nally, Alekseev’s own reading of the Hebrew 
phrase for “Queen of Sheba” is mysterious: mleket šva (p. 50).14 This is 
not by chance, because in his 1993 paper he provides this impossible 
phrase in Hebrew script with the vowels,15 and, since then, it has be-
come accepted by specialists in Russian literature.16

(13)  Cf., for instance, a useful review of a part of the sources with a bib-
liography covering most of the others in the Appendix “Solomon and the 
Queen of Sheba” of C. R. A. Morray-Jones, A Transparent Illusion. The Danger-
ous Vision of Water in Hekhalot Mysticism. A Source-Critical and Tradition-Histori-
cal Inquiry (Leiden—Boston—Köln, 2002) (SJSJ, 59) 230–289. 

(14)  I am grateful to Sergei Minov for bringing my aĴ ention to this fact, 
as well as for other helpful remarks.

(15)  Алексеев, Русско-еврейские литературные связи..., 68.
(16)  Cf. G. M. Prokhorov’s commentary to his latest edition of Courts of 

Solomon: Д. С. ЛИХАЧЕВ и др. (ред.), Библиотека литературы Древней Руси 3 
(Санкт-Петербург, 1999), note 9 (quoted according to the electronic publica-
tion at hĴ p://www.pushkinskĳ dom.ru/): mleket šva instead of malkat šva.
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The Sword prudjan

In the legend whose parallel in Jellinek’s Beth ha-Midrash has been 
noticed already by Aleksandr Veselovskĳ  (1880)17 there is a hapax: an 
adjective прудянъ applied to “sword”. This is a rare case when the 
alleged source of the Slavonic cycle is available in Hebrew. In Hebrew, 
the word used is בדיל “tin” or “plumbum” (the sword is said to be 
made “from tin,” מן הבדיל).

The context is the following.18 Solomon tests a couple enjoying a 
reputation for virtue. First of all, he tries to persuade the husband to 
kill his wife as a proof of his loyalty before giving him a high position. 
AĞ er some hesitation, the man refuses and returns to Solomon the 
sharp sword given him to murder his wife. AĞ er thirty days, Solomon 
promises the wife that he will take her as his fi rst wife if she murders 
her husband. She agrees and has no hesitation. However, Solomon 
gives her a sword not of iron, but of tin (or lead), although it looks as if 
it were iron. Only this makes the murder impossible. This is why, says 
Solomon, “One man among a thousand I found, but a woman among 
all these I have not found” (Ecc 7:28 NRSV).

The Slavonic text has the only important diff erence from the above 
midrash in Hebrew: the sword given to the wife is prudjan. Prokho-
rov translates this word from the context: if the previous sword was 
“sharp”, then, the second sword must be “blunt” (тупой), without any 
etymology but with implicit harmonisation with the midrashic account 
(where the leaden sword was certainly blunt). For lack of other data, 
this is, probably, the wisest decision. Alekseev, instead, is seeking for 
a Hebraism (p. 51). I think, that despite his inability to perform such a 
search,19 his intuition that there is a Semitism here could be right.

(17)  The correct reference is A. Jellinek, Bet ha-Midrasch: Sammlung klei-
ner Midraschim und vermischter Abhandlungen aus der altern judischen Literatur 4 
(Leipzig, 1857) 147–148.

(18)  Cf. an English summary of Jellinek’s text in L. Ginzberg, The Legends 
of the Jews, 4 (Philadelphia, 1913) 135–136.

(19)  Here, Alekseev constructs a long chain. He supposes that прудянъ 
is a corruption of some derivate of the word прутъ (in the sense of “wooden 
stick”). In turn, this прутъ could appear as a distortion of the Hebrew word 
-lead, plumbum”, because the conso“ (עופרת sic! the correct spelling is) עפרת
nants are the same (the initial cayyin is not counted as a consonant; here Alek-
seev is right). However, it is useful to recall that the probability of a chain of 
events is the product of probabilities of the individual events in this chain, 
that is, in our case, a vanishingly small value.
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I see no appropriate word in either Hebrew or Aramaic of Rabbis 
but I know an interesting possibility in Syriac (however, given that 
the word is derived from a very productive root, there is no possibil-
ity to exclude other Aramaic dialects):  (pridā “fragile, putrid”).20 
Therefore, the second sword would be a perfect counterpart of the fi rst, 
being not “sharp” but “putrid”, “fragile”, “crumbling”. The wife was 
trying to jugulate her husband but her sword crumbled. This would 
make beĴ er sense than that of the Hebrew text where, in this case, the 
recension of the midrash could be secondary.

The everlasting problem of Kitovras 

Starting with Veselovskĳ  (1872), the scholarly world has been hyp-
notised by the Old Russian identifi cation of Kitovras as “centaur”. 
However, such identifi cation has never been founded. Probably, there 
was some “popular etymology” behind the Old Russian identifi cation 
but, in any way, it would be not enough to accept the identifi cation as 
genuine. Veselovskĳ  realised this quite well, and so, he went deeper 
into Indo-Iranian parallels. However, none of his parallels turned out 
to be pertinent to the case.21

(20)  Payne Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus, 3237, in the sense of “putris, fria-
bilis”.

(21)  А. Н. ВЕСЕЛОВСКИЙ, Из истории литературного общения Востока и 
Запада. [1.] Славянские сказания о Соломоне и Китаврасе и западные легенды о 
Морольфе и Мерлине (Санкт-Петербург, 1872) [From the history of the literary 
communion between the East and West. [1.] Slavic legends on Solomon and Kitovras 
and Western legends on Morolf and Merlin (St. Petersburg, 1872)] 137–141 [re-
printed as: А. Н. ВЕСЕЛОВСКИЙ, Собрание сочинений <Collected Works>, т. 8, 
вып. 1 (Петроград, 1921)]. Veselovskĳ , referring to Vostokov [Словарь цер-
ковно-славянского языка (Dictionary of Church Slavonic Language), 1858–1861], 
quotes two instances where Kitovras is glossed as “centaur” or “onocentaur” 
(half-donkey and half-man) and the Novgorod image of 1336 that we will 
discuss below. Then, he follows Adalbert Kuhn in identifi cation of the Greek 
“centaur” with the Indo-Iranian monster gandharva. Even if Kuhn was right, 
it is unclear how the corresponding legends do maĴ er in our case. There is 
no particular proximity in the plots, not to speak of the chronological gap 
between this alleged Indo-Iranian background and the legends of Talmud. 
However, Sanskrit gandharvá- and Late Avestan gaṇdərəβa- seem to be inde-
pendently borrowed loanwords from an unknown substratum, and their hy-
pothetical connection to the Greek κένταυρος has no confi rmation in modern 
studies. Cf. A. Lubotsky, The Indo-Iranian substratum, in: Chr. Carpelan, 
A. Parpola, P. Koskikallio, eds. Early Contacts between Uralic and Indo-Euro-
pean: Linguistic and Archaeological Considerations. Papers presented at an inter-
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Alekseev adds a new argument for the identifi cation of Kitovras 
as “centaur” assuming that the Greek word reached the Slavonic text 
through Hebrew. He quotes two instances where Greek words were 
borrowed into Hebrew with simplifi cation of the consonant group nt 
to ṭ (p. 48). Thus, Alekseev hopes to explain why κένταυρος became 
kitovras. Alekseev says nothing about the actual rendering of the Greek 
term for “centaur” in either Hebrew or Aramaic. It looks a bit odd giv-
en that he speculates about a possible reconstruction of such a term.

I think that Alekseev’s hypothesis is not to be excluded absolutely, 
but it is not the most plausible. Its obvious advantage, in comparison 
with that of Veselovskĳ , is that it could explain the parallel existence, 
in Old Russian, of two words, kentavr (“centaur”) and kitovras:22 the 
laĴ er is a loanword from Hebrew, the fi rst directly from Greek. If, as 
Veselovskĳ  thought, kitovras is another direct borrowing from Greek, 
and its meaning is, indeed, “centaur”, one has to explain what the dif-
ferent channels of borrowing were.

However, the major problem with Alekseev’s explanation is the 
fact that there was, in Rabbinic Hebrew, a proper word for “centaur”, 
while aĴ ested to only in the plural: קינטורין (qīnṭōrīn),23 or, according to 
the critical edition of the main source (two verbatim identical passages 
of Bereshit Rabbah 23:6 and 24:6), קינטורים (qīnṭōrīm) with the manuscript 
variant 24.קונטרנים Here, as well as in most similar cases, the Greek con-
sonant group nt is preserved intact in Hebrew (that is, rendered as nṭ).

national symposium held at the Tvärminne Research Station of the University of 
Helsinki 8–10 January 1999 (Helsinki, 2001) (Mémoires de la Société Finno-ou-
grienne, 242) 301–317. So, Veselovskĳ ’s additional argumentation is of no help 
even for understanding the centaurs in Greece, not to speak of their possible 
connection to Kitovras.

(22)  See И. И. СРЕЗНЕВСКИЙ, Материалы для словаря древнерусского языка 
по письменным памятникам [I. I. SreznevskӒ , Materials for the Dictionary of 
Old Russian, According to the Literary Monuments] 3 vols. (St Petersburg, 1893–
1912) [reprint: Moscow, 2003] Vol. 1, col. 1210, s.v. китоврасъ.

(23)  Thus in S. Krauss, Griechische und lateinische Lehnwörter im Talmud, 
Midrasch und Targum. 2 Teile (Berlin, 1898–1899) Teil 2, 532, and M. Jastrow, 
A Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi, and the Midrashic 
Literature (New York, 1903) 1363, with the main reference to the Bereshit Rab-
bah (see below). Modern Hebrew קנטאור and צנטאור are neologisms.

(24)  J. Theodor, Ch. Albeck, Midrash Bereshit Rabba: critical edition with 
notes and commentary (Jerusalem, 1996) 227 and 235, correspondingly. I am 
very grateful to Michael Ryzhik from the Academy of the Hebrew Language 
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The singular form קינטור* (*qīnṭōr) is unaĴ ested to because the word 
itself is very rare in both Rabbinic languages. Normally, the Jewish 
sources prefer to substitute another notion or to explain the same 
meaning indirectly, even in the case of the name of the constellation 
Centaurus.25 In Syriac, though, the word  (exact transliteration 
of κένταυρος) is known quite well.26

We have to conclude that the identifi cation of kitovras as “centaur” 
is highly problematic from a linguistic viewpoint. And not only lin-
guistic.

The “centaurs” of the midrashim have liĴ le to do with our Kitovras. 
The corresponding passage of the Bereshit Rabbah (great midrash col-
lection on Genesis) runs as follows: “AND TO SETH, TO HIM ALSO 
THERE WAS BORN A SON; AND HE CALLED HIS NAME ENOSH 
(Gen 4:26). Abba Cohen Bardela was asked: ‘[Why does Scripture enu-
merate] Adam, Seth, Enosh, and then become silent?’ ‘Hitherto they 
were created in the likeness and image [of God],’ he replied, ‘but from 
then onward Centaurs were created’”.27 Here, “centaurs” are men that 
have lost their likeness and image of God.

Kitovras of the Slavonic Solomonic cycle, as it is well known, is a 
creature analogous to Asmodeus (Hebrew and Aramaic אשמדאי Ashme-
dai, Greek Ἀσμοδαῖος) of Talmudic legends and of the late Jewish or 
early Christian Testament of Solomon available in the Byzantine Greek 
tradition only. The Indo-Iranian etymology of this name, *aēšma-daēva 
“demon of wrath”, is compatible, more or less, with the function of 
Kitovras and his Hebrew prototype, Asmodeus (cf. also Tob 3:8, 17), 
but certainly is not responsible for the very name of Kitovras.

The situation with Kitovras is additionally complicated by the fact 
that we do not know the earliest legends where he appears. Apart 
from our cycle of Solomon, there were the legends where Kitovras 
is another son of David, a brother of Solomon. A Russian scribe of 
the late 15th century, Efrosin (Euphrosynos) informs us about such a 

(Ha-Aqademia le-lashon ha-civrit) who has pointed out the relevant source 
and checked the critical edition which was unavailable to me.

(25)  I owe the laĴ er example and the evaluation of the rarity of the word 
for “centaur” to Alexander Gordin (Bar Ilan University, Israel), to whom I 
express my warmest gratitude.

(26)  Payne Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus, 3663.
(27)  Midrash Rabbah Translated into English with Notes, Glossary and Indices. 

Vols. 1–2. Genesis. Translated by H. Freedman and R. Simon, vol. 1 (London, 
31961) 196 and 203.
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legend(s).28 It is this tradition that is aĴ ested to in the earliest Rus-
sian document concerning Kitovras, the Vasilĳ  gates of the St Sophia 
cathedral in Novgorod constructed in 1335–1336 by the archbishop of 
Novgorod, Vasilĳ  (Basil) Kalika (the gates were taken as war booty in 
1570 by Ivan the Terrible and placed in his residence, Aleksandrovs-
kaja Sloboda, now Aleksandrov). 

According to a recent study, these doors were the main gates of the 
cathedral.29 Their iconographic program covered the whole important 
topic of the cathedral cult. The picture on one plate presents a winged 
centaur with a crown, taking in hand a fi gure of Solomon and prepar-
ing to throw him over his shoulder to a city in the background; the 
city is on fi re. The inscription states: (Ки)товрасъ меце братомъ сво-
имъ Сол(о)монъ на обетованую землю за словъ… “Kitovras throws his 
brother Solomon to the promised land because of the word...” (a lacuna 
at the end prevents an exact translation of the words за словъ; my trans-
lation is conjectural). We do not know a legend where Kitovras throws 
Solomon to Jerusalem or to the Holy Land from elsewhere; instead, 
in the known legends, he throws Solomon from Jerusalem. Moreover, 
we do not know what the meaning is of the city (Jerusalem?) on fi re. 
However, the general meaning of the picture of Solomon and Kitovras 
on the main gates of St Sophia of Novgorod is clear: this is a reference 
to the Temple of Solomon (constructed by Solomon with the help of 
Kitovras) whose new avatar is the Novgorod cathedral (aĞ er St Sophia 
of Kiev and their common paĴ ern, St Sophia of Constantinople30).

The picture on the Vasilĳ  gates proves that our present set of writ-
ten legends on Kitovras is not representative. Certainly, there were 
some others, accepted as a part of Holy Tradition of the Church, and 
so, transmiĴ ed by other channels than secular literature and folklore. 
This is why it seems to me very unlikely that the earliest Slavonic texts 
on Kitovras were translated otherwise than within some Church col-
lection from an authoritative Church source.

(28)  J. Luria [= Ya. S. Lur’e], Une légende inconnue de Salomon et Kito-
vras dans un manuscrit du XVe siècle, Revue des études slaves 48 (1964) 7–11.

(29)  В. В. КАВЕЛЬМАХЕР, К истории Васильевских дверей Софии Новго-
родской [V. V. Kavel’maher, Toward the History of the Vasilĳ  Doors of the So-
phia of Novgorod], in: Зубовские чтения, вып. 2 (Струнино, 2004) 139–152.

(30)  See now: K. Kovalchuk, Celebrating the Encaenia of St Sophia in Con-
stantinople: Liturgical Context, Literary Associations, and Ideological Signifi cance of 
the Byzantine Diegesis. Doctoral dissertation, Katholieke Universiteit Leuven. 
Promotor: P. Van Deun (Leuven, 2008).
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Given that the previous and not especially helpful aĴ empts to ex-
plain the word kitovras were presuming that the known form is a cor-
ruption of some other, it is reasonable to evaluate another possibility, 
namely, that it is an exact transliteration (except the regular omission 
of the Greek ending in Slavonic) of a Greek composite word that is not 
aĴ ested to in the preserved texts but is grammatically correct. Its fi rst 
part could be κῆτος “sea monster”. The second component seems to 
be a derivate of the verb βράσσω (or Middle Greek βράζω) having dif-
ferent meanings with the basic values of “to throw”, “to boil”, and “to 
be hot”. In the late Jewish Vitae Prophetarum31 and in many Christian 
texts this verb (in the form of the passive participle ἐκβρασθείς) is 
regularly applied to Jonah, who was “thrown up” by the sea monster, 
κῆτος.32 Moreover, Lampe gives an example from Gregory of Nazian-
ze where βράσις in the sense of “throwing up” is applied to “Jonah’s 
ejection from great fi sh”.33

In Gregory Nazianzen, βράσις is enumerated within the list of 
means used by God to make Jonah go to Nineveh: “tempest, lot, 
beast, womb, throwing up”. The result of such throwing up could be 
named either βράσις or βραστός. The agent of this throwing up could 
be named βραστής. All these words are aĴ ested in either Ancient or 

(31)  I agree with Anna Marie Schwemer, Studien zu den frühjüdischen Pro-
phetenlegenden. Vitae Prophetarum, 2 Bde (Tübingen, 1995–1996) (TSAJ, 49–50), 
and disagree with David Satran, Biblical Prophets in Byzantine Palestine. Reas-
sessing the Lives of Prophets (Leiden, 1995) (SVTP, 11) (the laĴ er believes that the 
Vitae Prophetarum are a 4th century Christian work).

(32)  A wildcard search κητ* AND βρασ* (within 3 lines) on the data base 
of the TLG results in, apart from four diff erent recensions of the Vitae Propheta-
rum, their fi Ğ h recension known as De prophetarum vita et obitu under the name 
of Epiphanius, and the sixth recension of the Life of Jonah within the Synax-
arium of Constantinople (on September 21), the following authors: Josephus 
(Ant 9:213), Claudius Aelianus (2nd–3rd cent. AD), De natura animalium (with 
no connection to Jonah), anonymous (7th cen.) Chronicon paschale, George Ce-
drenus (Compendium historiarum, 11th–12th cent.), George Tornices (12th cent., 
leĴ ers), Gregory Palamas (14th cent., homily).

(33)  G. W. H. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford, 1961) 304. Gregory 
Nazianzen, Carmina de se ipso, PG 37, 1414 A: Οὐκ ἠγνόουν Ἰωνᾶν, ὃς Θεοῦ 
λόγον Ἔφευγεν, ἀλλ’ ἐλήφθη Κλύδωνι, κλήρῳ, θηρίῳ, γαστρὶ, βράσει, Ἐξ 
ὧν ὁ κήρυξ, κήρυξ (“I do know Jonah, who fl ed from the word of God, but 
was picked up by the tempest, by lot, by the beast, by the womb, by throwing 
up, because of whom the preacher (became) preacher”).
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Middle Greek or both, while with other meanings, not connected to 
“throwing up”.34

Therefore, we can suppose the Greek prototype of kitovras as a com-
posite word like *κητόβρασις, *κητόβραστος or *κητοβράστης (the 
laĴ er two cases would presuppose *kitovrast as the genuine Slavonic 
form).

From a linguistic viewpoint, and taking into account the real us-
age of Greek Christian literature, it would be tempting to suppose 
that Kitovras means either the prophet Jonah himself or the sea mon-
ster who threw him up, but according to an unknown tradition about 
Jonah.

The existence of some unknown tradition juxtaposing Jonah and 
Solomon is without question. This tradition reveals itself in the com-
mon background of Jesus’ words in Mt 12:39–42 // Lk 11:29–32 and a 
prayer in mTaanit II, 4. Unfortunately, we largely ignore its contents.35 
The gospel data allow, however, noting that Jonah is mentioned in the 
context of his three-day journey within the sea monster, and Solomon 
is mentioned in the context of his wisdom and the visit of the Queen 
of Sheba. All of this perfectly fi ts the context of our present Courts of 
Solomon.

Thus, without rejecting defi nitively the hypothesis that kitovras 
means “centaur”, we have to consider alternative hypotheses that it is 
either a nickname of the prophet Jonah or that of the sea monster that 
swallowed him from some legend connecting Jonah and Solomon. 
Of course, other possibilities are not to be excluded as well.

(34)  Cf. the corresponding lemmas in H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, H. S. Jones, 
with the assistance of R. McKenzie, A Greek-English Lexicon (Oxford, 1940) 
[electronic edition at hĴ p://www.perseus.tuĞ s.edu/] and Ν. ΚΑΖΑΖΗΣ, Τ. Α. ΚΑ -

ΡΑΝΑΣΤΑΣΗΣ (επιμ.), Επιτομή του Λεξικού της Μεσαιωνικής Ελληνικής Δη-
μώδους Γραμματείας (1100–1669) του Εμμανουήλ Κριαρά, τόμ. A΄, B΄ (Θεσ-
σα  λονίκη, 2001–2003) [electronic edition at hĴ p://www.greek-language.gr/
greekLang/medieval_greek/kriaras/index.html].

(35)  D. Correns, Jona und Salomo, in: W. Haubeck, M. Bachmann (Hrsg.), 
Wort in der Zeit: neutestamentliche Studien. Festgabe für Karl Heinrich Rengstorf 
zum 75. Geburtstag (Leiden, 1980) 86–94. 
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SLAVONIC TEXTS OF HARD FATE: 
THE PROPHECY OF SOLOMON 

AND SOME OTHERS
Toward a recent book:

Е. Г. ВОДОЛАЗКИН, Всемирная история в литературе Древней 
Руси (на материале хронографического и палейного повест-
вования XI–XV веков). 2-е издание, переработанное и до-
полненное (СПб.: Изд-во «Пушкинский Дом», 2008) (Се-
рия «Библиотека Пушкинского Дома»). 494 с., 8 цветных 
илл. ISBN 978-5–91476-007-3.
Ye. G. Voёolazkin, World History in the Literature of 
Old Rus’ (according to the data of the Chronographs and 
Palaeas of the 11th–15th centuries). 2nd edition, reworked and 
augmented (St Petersburg: “Pushkinsky Dom”, 2008) (Series 
“Library of Pushkinsky Dom”). 494 p., 8 colour ill., German 
Zusammenfassung, p. 468–472.

The author presents an improved and enlarged edition of his 
monograph, fi rst appearing in 2000 in Munich under the same title, 
also in Russian (in the series “Sagners Slavistische Sammlung”, Bd. 
26). Despite the fact that it is focused on the problems of Russian me-
dieval historical monuments, about half of the book is interesting in 
the larger context of the Christian Orient and the early Christian and 
Jewish pre-Rabbinical traditions.

The author, in collaboration with Tatiana Rudi, provides the fi rst 
critical edition of the so-called Prophecy of Solomon (previously widely 
known under the title Slovesa svjatyx prorok “Words of Holy Prophets”), 
and this fact alone is enough to make his book worthy of the aĴ ention 
of anybody interested in Jewish and Christian pseudepigrapha. This is 
not the only interesting part of the monograph, though.

The two fi rst chapters of the book (Introduction, p. 9–38, and 
“Historiography as Theology”, p. 39–159), as well as the fourth 
(“Chronicle of Georges Hamartolos, the main source of Russian 
Chronography”, p. 209–236) are deeply immersed in the centuries-
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old discussions between specialists of Old Russian literature and are 
hardly comprehensible to outsiders. Some mentions of “theology” 
do not off er much: to put his observations into some methodological 
frame, the author quotes a few modern theological works, almost all 
of which belong to German scholars. However, where the author has 
no German book to quote, and so, remains free from his puzzling 
aĴ raction to German theology, he is able to provide some sharp ob-
servations. 

For instance, he makes an important conclusion on the nature of 
the calculations in the chronographs—that is, let us add, a fortiori ap-
plicable to the hagiography:

“In the chronographs, there are, in general, quite a few numbers. 
It is diffi  cult to point out another genre where such an amount of 
dimensions, ages, dates, etc. is specifi ed. At fi rst glance, it could 
seem a bit odd given that we are dealing with very remote history, 
‘epic’, having a highly symbolical sense. Nevertheless, from the 
theological tradition’s viewpoint, a number has been an especially 
important proof of the symbolical and multi-dimensional nature of 
a corresponding event. Despite its apparent belonging to ‘reality’, a 
number demonstrated the metaphysical essence of an object. It was 
a kind of code to the object, and this aĴ itude toward numbers goes 
back to the Old Testament” (p. 89).

This is why, in chronographs, obvious contradictions between dif-
ferent modes of calculation are so oĞ en tolerated. Some numbers re-
sult from the calculations of an arithmetical nature, some others from 
symbolical considerations. The most known example is the date of the 
birth of Christ: AM 5500 according to most symbolical chronologies, 
but eight years later according to the most common Old Rus’ Byzan-
tine chronology that was used for practical purposes.

Vodolazkin’s book is an important achievement in the systematic 
representation of the chronological data relating to Biblical and early 
Christian history. Even if we have here only the most obvious com-
parisons with the Byzantine sources (the author does not quote any 
study on the Byzantine chronology published aĞ er La Chronologie de 
Venance Grumel, 1958, nor any study at all on the chronologies of ei-
ther the Christian Orient or late Judaism), Vodolazkin provides in a 
digestible form valuable raw material for students of Christian and 
Jewish chronological traditions. The pertinent parts of his monograph 
are chapter 3 (“Chronology of Russian chronography”, p. 161–208) 
and Appendices 1–3 (p. 319–388).
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Another part of Vodolazkin’s work is dedicated to maĴ ers related to 
the natural sciences (almost all of chapter 5 “‘Natural sciences’, the su-
pernatural, providential maĴ ers”, p. 237–293). Here there are, among 
others, an interesting sketch on the sirens in Byzantine and Old Slavon-
ic/Russian sources (p. 270–275) and an especially important essay on 
Arabic planet names in some Russian astronomical/astrological texts 
(p. 239–251). These names were identifi ed as Arabic already by Gorsky 
and Nevostruev in 1862 and, since then, were studied in detail several 
times. Nevertheless, Vodolazkin managed to bring some new testimo-
nies and, on their ground, to put forward important textological and 
palaeographical considerations helping to clarify the case very much.

Vodolazkin declines the hypothesis of the Bulgarian scholar 
M. Racheva (1981) that these Arabic names were borrowed through an 
intermediary of an oral tradition in either Persian or one of the Turkic 
languages of the Volga region, as well as the hypothesis of Franz von 
Miklosich (1884—1890) that the intermediary language was Osmanic 
Turkish. Vodolazkin is especially convincing in proving that the Ara-
bic names were borrowed from a wriĴ en tradition, and so, Racheva’s 
arguments based on the pronunciation fail (p. 249–250). However, he 
has no idea about the precise source of the borrowing. As for the date, 
he limits himself to propose (from textological considerations) as a ter-
minus ad quem the fi rst half of the 15th century (p. 249). Vodolazkin is 
inclined to think that the source of the Russian borrowing was an as-
tronomical treatise in Arabic, and so, he rejects Miklosich’s hypothesis 
about an Osmanic Turkish intermediary as superfl uous (p. 250–251).

From a linguistic viewpoint, Vodolazkin’s exposition is rather 
vague; even the author’s transliterations of Arabic words ignore con-
temporary conventions and are inadequate according to the standards 
of modern scholarly publications. He does not state clearly why these 
words should be considered as Arabic rather than taken from another 
Semitic language and why a Greek or Latin intermediary should be 
excluded. The cause of the laĴ er is, however, obvious—presence of š 
in šimes or šimos “Sun” (cf. Arabic šams). The distinction between š and 
s in the name of the Sun could be considered as a marker of Arabic in 
contrast with Hebrew and Aramaic.

We know nothing about the historical situation underlying the ap-
pearance of such documents in Slavonic (Russian), and this is just an-
other illustration of the fact that our knowledge of the cultural contacts 
of Old Rus’ is severely limited. Be this as it may, one should add that 
there could be another possibility of an intermediary language that is 
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still unchecked, a European vernacular language. Indeed, a number of 
Arabic star names are preserved in European languages until today. 
This does not exclude the possibility that there was a vernacular Euro-
pean text containing an Arabic list of planet names produced with no 
Latin intermediary. 

Here we can stop our review of the book as a whole and concentrate 
on its most important contribution, the publication of the Prophecy of 
Solomon. It occupies the fi nal part of the fi Ğ h chapter (p. 293–311, an 
introduction to the publication) and Appendix 4 (p. 389–467, the pub-
lication itself). I will discuss the problems and the merits of Vodolaz-
kin’s and Rudi’s publication of this important monument in a separate 
review published as a supplement to the present one.

In sum, the monograph is certainly a valuable contribution to the 
study of the aĞ erlife of the Jewish and Early Christian legacy in the 
literature of Old Rus’. Its interest is not limited to Byzantine chrono-
graphic traditions and their derivates in the East Slavic realm.

SѢpplement

The Prophecy of Solomon, Another Case 
of the “Made in Russia” Problem

A long anti-Jewish treatise collecting prophecies ascribed to Solo-
mon and some other prophets, was fi rst noticed by students of the 
Palaea Interpretata (I. N. Zhdanov, 1881). It looks as if the Prophecy of 
Solomon continues a harshly anti-Jewish interpretation of the biblical 
and parabiblical topics from the very chronological place where the 
Palaea Interpretata stops, from Solomon. However, according to the 
scholarly consensus acquired in the early 20th century and supported 
by Vodolazkin, it is a diff erent work of diff erent origin. It is notice-
able that almost all eminent authorities in Russian pre-revolutionary 
scholarship (including V. M. Istrin, the student of 2 Enoch M. I. Soko-
lov, M. N. Speranskĳ , A. A. Šaxmatov) have had a hand in the early 
studies of the treatise. In the editio princeps by I. Ye. Evseev (1907) not 
all evidence has been taken into account, and so, the task of a critical 
edition was pending.

Yevgenĳ  G. Vodolazkin and Tatiana R. Rudi prepared the fi rst criti-
cal edition based on all fi ve manuscripts known to this date.1 Evseev 

(1)  Previously published as Е. Г. ВОДОЛАЗКИН, Т. Р. РУДИ, Из истории 
древнерусской экзегезы (Пророчество Соломона) [Ye. G. Vodolazkin, 
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based his edition on the earliest manuscript dated to 1452 (wriĴ en in 
Lutsk, Western Russia, the modern Ukraine). All other manuscripts 
are of the 16th century. Four out of fi ve manuscripts are Russian, one 
(Vienna, Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, cod. Slav. 125, 16th cent.) 
is Serbian. According to Vodolazkin and Rudi, the best manuscript 
is that of the Russian National Library, St Petersburg, collection of St 
Cyril of White Lake monastery, Nr 67/1144, and this is the manuscript 
on which their edition is founded. Here, the treatise has the title, The 
Prophecy of Solomon about Christ... The title is somewhat diff erent in 
other manuscripts. The title of Evseev’s edition that follows another 
manuscript, Words of Holy Prophets... is more fi Ĵ ing for the real con-
tents of the treatise. Despite this instability of the title, the content of 
the manuscripts is almost the same aside from fi nal parts, where some 
manuscripts diff er substantially, and so, must contain later additions 
from diff erent sources (Apocalypse of Ps.-Methodius and others). How-
ever, Vodolazkin does not pretend to defi ne the end of the original 
recension other than conjecturally (p. 309–310).

Vodolazkin off ers his own identifi cation of the Sitz im Leben of the 
treatise (p. 302–311). His main tool is linguistics: “What is the origin of 
the monument? Without doubts, Russian. First of all, it is confi rmed 
by the data of language.”2 His second argument is based on the pres-
ence in the Prophecy of quotations (as he put them) from Russian chro-
nographs (p. 302). Vodolazkin means the textual intersections between 
Prophecy of Solomon, on the one hand, and Palaea Chronographica Com-
pleta,3 and a chronograph of Troitsky type, on the other, which have 
been identifi ed by B. M. Kloss (1972) and O. V. Tvorogov (1975), re-
spectively (p. 306–307). Thus, Vodolazkin comes to the conclusion that 

T. R. Rudi, From the History of the Old Russian Exegsis (Prophecy of Solomon)], 
ТОДРЛ 54 (2003) 252–303.

(2)  «Каково же происхождение этого памятника? Несомненно, рус-
ское. В первую очередь это подтверждается данными языка».

(3)  Not to be confused with Palaea Historica. Palaea Chronographica is a 
work combining the materials of chronographa with that of Palaea Interpretata. 
There is no commonly accepted date of this work. Vodolazkin in his ongoing 
studies (to appear in ТОДРЛ) is trying to demonstrate that the work is a Rus-
sian compilation of the early 15th century. Cf., meanwhile, his important (in 
many respects) article: Е. Г. ВОДОЛАЗКИН, Новое о палеях (некоторые итоги 
и перспективы изучения палейных текстов) [Something New on the Pa-
laeas (Results and Perspectives of the Study of the Palaea-related Texts)], Рус-
ская литература (2007) Nr 1, 3–23.
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the Prophecy of Solomon is a Russian (and, even more specifi cally, North 
West Russian, from the Novgorod region) work dated to the 14th or 
the early 15th century.4 This part of his study seems not exempted from 
methodological fl aws, and here Vodolazkin’s conclusions are not so 
convincing. 

Vodolazkin’s linguistic argumentation

Vodolazkin’s use of linguistic argumentation is common in Russian 
(and even Western, but “Russian-dependent”) studies in Old Russian 
literature. It goes back to the Russian scholars of the turn of the 19th and 
20th centuries and remains unchallenged, within Russia, even in our 
time. Vodolazkin, along with his predecessors, points out many East 
Slavic/Russian features (especially lexical) in the four Russian manu-
scripts assuming, with no discussion at all, that this data is relevant 
to the defi nition of the Sitz im Leben. The only South Slavic (Serbian) 
manuscript, in such a perspective, must be considered as depending 
on the Russian manuscript tradition, while Vodolazkin says nothing 
about specifi c cultural circumstances allowing such an unusual tra-
jectory of the text history (more oĞ en, it was Rus’ who accumulated 
Slavonic texts produced by the South Slavs, and not vice versa).

Vodolazkin’s argumentation 
based on intertextual connections

Vodolazkin’s second line of argumentation is based on the inter-
textual connections of the Prophecy of Solomon. Here, his situation is 
even more delicate than that of both of his predecessors in the 1970s, 
Kloss and Tvorogov, and that of V. M. Istrin (1907). Istrin was the fi rst 
to discover the textual intersections between the Prophecy and the texts 
of Palaea. However, Istrin dated the laĴ er to the 13th century, and so, he 
was free to construct schemes where the Prophecy used Palaea among 
its sources. Vodolazkin in his ongoing research is redating the relevant 
recension of Palaea to such a late period that, for him, unlike Istrin, 
Kloss, and Tvorogov, this possibility is excluded. Therefore he needs to 
suppose that the Prophecy drew from hypothetical sources of the Palaea 

(4)  Vodolazkin’s main reasons resulted from his analysis of the manu-
script tradition (see below). There is an indication of the terminus ante quem 
in the context: “…the great kingdom of Rome that is standing up to present” 
(p. 417). This would imply a pre-1453 date, if not even earlier.
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that have had to be available to the Novgorod scribes in the 14th or the 
early 15th century.

We are not in a position to evaluate Vodolazkin’s argumentation 
concerning the date of the Palaea Chronographica, especially because it 
is not yet published in full. However, if he is right, his modifi cation of 
Istrin’s conception makes the laĴ er even more fragile. 

There are three kinds of explanation for the textual intercessions 
between diff erent texts: dependence in one direction, dependence in 
the opposite direction, and dependence from common sources (whose 
mutual relations could also be very complicated). Istrin has opted for 
the dependence of the Prophecy on Palaea when applying the Ockham 
razor to the data available in his time.5 Now we have to found our con-
clusions on diff erent grounds, and here, Vodolazkin’s alleged redating 
of Palaea Chronographica is certainly not the main acquirement. Before 
turning to the facts that make Istrin’s approach to the intertextuality of 
Prophecy rather unhelpful, I would like to point out that Vodolazkin’s 
assumption of the dependence of our text on his own hypothetical 
construct is nothing but a further dilution of the initial idea, which is 
not very strong.

What is the problem “Made in Russia”

Here it would be useful to make a digression for those who, being 
acquainted with the history of texts in the medieval Christian Orient 
and the Second Temple period, are unfamiliar with the methods and 
standards of scholarship in the Russian school of philological studies 
pertaining to Old Russian literature. These standards, being very high 
in such areas as textology and palaeography, are quite peculiar as it 
concerns the search of the origin of a given work. I will illustrate this 
by a comparison with the standards in other areas of the studies of 
medieval literatures of the Christian world. 

For instance, the so-called Coptic version of Didaché (liturgical part 
only) is known in a unique manuscript in the Fayyumic dialect, and 
the Coptic version of Apocalypse of Peter in a unique manuscript in 
the Akhmimic dialect. It is hardly imaginable that one could meet, in 
some study, the claim that this means that the translation from Greek 

(5)  Istrin did know neither the value nor the very existence of the South 
Slavic manuscript, nor existence of the Greek original of the inscription on the 
Chalice of Solomon, nor the Greek Vorlage of the part of the Prophecy contain-
ing catenae on the Canticle.
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into Coptic was performed, correspondingly, in Middle Egypt for the 
Didaché liturgy, and in Upper Egypt, for the Apocalypse of Peter. It looks 
a priori more probable that the Coptic translations were initially made 
into Sahidic dialect (in Upper Egypt, too), while, of course, other pos-
sibilities are not to be excluded. Now let us change the problem specifi -
cation. Let us imagine that instead of the Coptic version we are dealing 
with the Slavonic one, and instead of the Fayyumic dialect of Coptic, 
we have the Novgorod East Slavic izvod (variant) of Church Slavonic, 
and instead of Akhmimic Coptic, a Western Russian izvod. The South 
Slavic translations that form the majority of the translated Slavonic 
texts are, in this case, an analogue of the Coptic Sahidic ones. Thus, in 
Russian scholarship, we will presumably meet the claims, if not the 
common opinion, that the Didaché was translated in Novgorod, while 
the Apocalypse of Peter in the Russian West. This opinion would be even 
stronger if there were not unique, but several Russian manuscripts. In 
this case, even the existence of a minority of South Slavic manuscripts 
containing the same work changes nothing: the well known fact that 
the bulk of the South Slavic manuscripts are simply destroyed, and 
so, we have to read most of the works of South Slavic literature in the 
Russian manuscript tradition, is normally not taken into account by 
“mainstream” Russian scholars when treating such cases. Finally, let 
us imagine that we have no Greek texts for the Didaché or the Apoca-
lypse of Peter (in both cases, the Greek texts survive only by chance 
because the Greek manuscript tradition was ceased: the unique manu-
script of Didaché dated to 1056 was wriĴ en for a bibliophile; the Greek 
of the Apocalypse of Peter is preserved in two short papyrus fragments). 
In this case, the predictable consensus of Russian scholars would be to 
declare both to be original Russian works, while, of course, containing 
borrowings from some unknown Greek sources.

This was the case of the Prophecy of Solomon in Istrin’s time. Vasilĳ  
Mikhajlovich Istrin (1865–1937) was one of the main founders of the 
philological school that I describe above. I have limited myself to a 
harmless caricature because a detailed analysis of the methods and 
achievements of this school from the viewpoint of modern scholarship 
has already been done by Francis Thomson, who has wriĴ en at length 
how the manuscripts could diff er in their dialectal features and how 
erroneous the localisations made on this “linguistic basis” could be. 
“A mere glance at the textual apparatus of any critical edition of an ear-
ly Slavonic translation will reveal that scribes did not hesitate to alter 
the lexical material of their exemplars, either because a word was less 
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well known, or because the text was adapted to specifi cally East Slav 
circumstances”.6 In his seminal 1993 paper Thomson deals with the 
translations allegedly “made in Russia”, but tangentially touches upon 
a similar problem with many texts whose Greek original is unknown, 
as in the case of the Prophecy of Solomon. In such cases, unbiased pon-
dering of the mere possibility of the existence of a Greek original would 
imply running counter to the “mainstream” of the “Russian school”.

To scholars with a background in studies of early Byzantine, not to 
say early Christian or Second Temple Jewish texts, it is not always easy 
to grasp the internal logic of these Russian pre-revolutionary scholars. 
They are used to dealing with texts, whose origin is divided by many 
centuries and, oĞ en, by several language and civilization frontiers from 
the available recensions, and so, they could only seldom suppose to re-
store “the original recension”. However, the Russian scholars like Istrin 
were living at the dawn of the systematic study of the history of texts 
within the medieval Christian civilisation, and, despite their false tacit 
presumptions, they contributed very much to our current understand-
ing of this very history. Moreover, they were working in close contact 
with Byzantine scholars, and some of them, like especially Istrin, were 
also Byzantine scholars themselves. Istrin and his contemporary Rus-
sian colleagues could be reproached for a lack of theoretical intuitions 
and integral vision of the Christian world like those of the Bollandist 
Paul Peeters (1870–1950), but they are not guilty of the further theoreti-
cal backwardness of their school under the Soviet regime. 

Vodolazkin’s data back to the drawing board

Unfortunately, Vodolazkin is among those who turn a deaf ear to 
Thomson. His standards of logical demonstration are as vague as was 
common in philology one hundred years ago. It is quite symptomatic 
that the bulk of the passionate Russian critics of Thomson get caught 

(6)  F. J. Thomson, ‘Made in Russia’. A Survey of the Translations Alleg-
edly Made in Kievan Russia, in: G. Birkfellner, hrsg. Millennium Russiae Chri-
stianae. Tausend Jahre Christliches Russland 988–1988. Vorträge des Symposiums 
anlässlich der Tausendjahrfeier der Christianisierung Russlands (Münster 5.–9. Juni 
1988) (Köln, 1993) (SchriĞ en des Kommitees der Bundesrepublik Deutschland 
zur Förderung der slawischen Studien, 16) 295–354 [reprint in: idem, The Re-
ception of Byzantine Culture in Mediaeval Russia (Ashgate etc., 1999) (Variorum 
Collected Studies Series CS 590) Ch. V and Addenda, p. 16–48], here 299. In 
the additions to his paper made for its republication in the Variorum series, 
Thomson had the opportunity to reply to his Russian critics up to 1999.
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in details but fail to meet—or, at least, recognise—his main argument 
that pertains to the logical standards of the scholarly demonstration 
as such.

It is interesting therefore to take a fresh look at the data collected by 
Vodolazkin and Tatiana Rudi. This data is quite important, regardless 
of not always helpful interpretations provided by Vodolazkin himself.

1. The Manuscript tradition
Vodolazkin and Rudi came to the conclusion that the earliest man-

uscript published by Evseev is not the best one, and such a kind of 
conclusion among the Slavists is rather unusual. Of course, nobody 
will argue against the theoretical possibility of meeting a beĴ er text 
in a later manuscript, but if a Slavic scholar needs to make practical 
use of this principle he must go into long explanations, if not excuses. 
AĞ er the publication of the fi rst edition of his monograph, Vodolazkin 
was aĴ acked by A. Pereswetoff -Morath.7 Among diff erent points of 
their discussion, there was one about the relative priority of the texts 
preserved in diff erent manuscripts, either the earliest one (Pereswet-
off -Morath’s opinion) or that chosen by Vodolazkin and Rudi. On this 
point, Vodolazkin stood fi rmly: the age of a manuscript has no neces-
sary connection to the quality of the text that it preserves. It is a pity 
that, despite all of Thomson’s warnings, he never made the further log-
ical step, namely, to understand that the dialectal features of the oldest 
or the best manuscript or even the whole manuscript evidence have no 
necessary connection to the original dialect of the author, either.

Ironically, the new investigation of the manuscript corpus per-
formed by Vodolazkin and Rudi has revealed another problem that so 
far has passed unnoticed. The best text is available not in one manu-
script but in two, and the second manuscript is the South Slavic (Ser-
bian) one.8

(7)  A. Pereswetoff-Morath, A Grin without a Cat. I. Adversus Judaeos 
texts in the literature of medieval Russia (988—1504); II. Jews and Christians in 
medieval Russia — assessing the sources (Lund, 2002). Cf. a detailed answer 
by Vodolazkin: Е. Г. ВОДОЛАЗКИН, Об улыбках и котах (по поводу книги 
А. Пересветова-Мората «A Grin without a Cat». Lund, 2002), Русская лите-
ратура (2004) Nr 4, 198–204.

(8)  «Самым полным и исправным списком П<ророчества> С<оло-
мона> является, вопреки мнению И. Е. Евсеева, не Я, а КБ (наряду с В, 
содержащим сербский извод памятника)» [“The most complete and cor-
rect manuscript of the Prophecy of Solomon is, on the contrary to I. Ye. Evseev’s 
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This South Slavic manuscript was discovered on an unknown (pre-
revolutionary) date by Mikhail Nestorovich Speranskĳ  (1863–1938), 
but fi rst mentioned in press in his posthumous publication in 1960.9 
It was never known to Istrin who operated with Russian evidence of 
the Prophecy only. Speranskĳ  interpreted his discovery within already 
established lines of previous scholarship, and so, took it as evidence 
of a Russian work having leaked into the South Slavonic literatures. 
Such an aĴ itude, uncritical as it is, could be, at least, partially justi-
fi ed by the commonly accepted, then, opinion of Evseev, that the best 
manuscript is that of his edition, and so, the recension presented in 
the South Slavic manuscript, was considered as corrupted. Vodolazkin 
deprived himself of such an excuse.

Given that, according to Vodolazkin’s and Rudi’s study, the best 
recension is presented in two manuscripts, one of them being South 
Slavic, we should expect a reopening of the discussion about the origin 
of the work. A hypothesis of the South Slavic origin of the Slavonic 
text should be carefully reviewed and, if necessary, rejected. Even if 
we have never read Thomson (while Vodolazkin has certainly read 
him)10 and do believe that the dialect features of the manuscripts could 
provide the clue to the very origin of a given work, it is obvious that, 
in the present case, some diffi  culty arises and the previous scholarly 
consensus is challenged by the new facts. However, Vodolazkin seems 
to not feel any discomfort with repeating Speranskĳ  (p. 305).

opinion, not Я, but КБ (along with B that contains the Serbian recension of the 
monument)”] (p. 311).

(9)  In his article «Русские памятники письменности в югославянских 
литературах XIV–XV вв.» (“Russian Literary Monuments in the South Slavic 
Literatures of the 14th–15th cent.”, autograph of 1938), in: М. Н. СПЕРАНСКИЙ, 
Из истории русско-славянских литературных связей. Сб. статей. Предисл., 
подгот. к печати, ред. и прим. В. Д. Кузьминой (Москва, 1960) [M. N. Spe-
ranskӒ , From the History of the Russian-Slavic Literary Connections. Collected Pa-
pers. Introduced, prepared to print, edited and commented by V. D. Kuz’mina 
(Moscow, 1960)] 55–130, esp. 85–89. Vodolazkin provides only a blind refer-
ence that does not allow for knowing which article is meant.

(10)  Dealing mostly with the Russian prerevolutionary scholars, Thom-
son noticed that the “[a]ll too oĞ en claim of an East Slav origin has been made 
aĞ er the examination of only part, viz. the E<ast> Slav part, of the evidence” 
(Thomson, ‘Made in Russia’..., 300). In the case of the Prophecy of Solomon, this 
was the situation of Istrin. However, Speranskĳ  and especially Vodolazkin 
demonstrate that even the availability of the non-Russian part is not always 
of help.
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 For lack of any explicit discussion of the possibility of the South 
Slavic origin of the text, we are forced to extract Vodolazkin’s implicit 
views on the maĴ er. His fi rst, linguistic, line of argumentation was 
crushed like the wall of a house where everybody was and remains 
sleeping.

 The second line of Vodolazkin’s argumentation that is based on 
textual intercessions could be considered now as the only grounds for 
rejecting, within the frame of Vodolazkin’s approach, a hypothesis of 
the South Slavic original of the Slavonic text of the Prophecy. We have 
shown above how shaky this ground is. Every kind of textual coinci-
dence between the Prophecy and Russian chronographic monuments 
can be treated in any way, because our present knowledge of the rel-
evant textual traditions is too far from complete.

I do not see any further argument for a Russian or against a South 
Slavic origin of the Slavonic text of the Prophecy, neither in Vodolaz-
kin’s study nor elsewhere. Therefore we have to conclude that the pos-
sibility of a South Slavic origin remains open, especially because of the 
facts established by Vodolazkin and Rudi. If Vodolazkin refused to 
explore it, we have to do it instead of him.

2. Broader literary context
Vodolazkin discusses the Prophecy in the context of Palaea and its 

possible sources. This context itself leads to the South Slavic literatures 
and, through them, to the Greek originals, regardless of the compli-
cated history of the Palaea texts on the Russian soil. In fact, the relevant 
context is broader.

A quite relevant context of the Prophecy is a very productive genre 
of South Slavic literatures, so-called Erotapokriseis (“Questions and Re-
sponses”), whose large part has been dedicated to the topics of faith 
and biblical exegesis. Most of this literature has been translated from 
the Greek. In some cases, where the Greek originals are unknown, 
there are reasons to presume original South Slavic compilations, but, 
even here, the sources should be considered as translated from the 
Greek.11

(11)  See now a large introduction to the whole this area, together with a 
critical edition of some important texts: А. МИЛТЕНОВА, Erotapokriseis. Съчи-
ненията от кратки въпроси и отговори в старобългарската литература (Со-
фия, 2004) [A. Miltenova, Erotapokriseis. The Works Containing Short Ques-
tions and Responses in the Old Bulgarian Literature (Sofi a, 2004)].
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Another parallel presents the genre of the anonymous Dialogue of 
Panagiotes with an Azymite, a late 13th century Byzantine anti-Latin po-
lemical treatise preserved in the original but also known in a South 
Slavic version (at least, its Slavonic version has never been included 
into the list of allegedly Russian translations). Here, the author makes 
use of many sources close to the erotapokriseis literature and Palaea, 
including some textual intercessions. The Prophecy of Solomon is struc-
turally similar to the Dialogue of Panagiotes with an Azymite, while it is 
directed against the Jews instead of the Latins.

All this illustrates the fact that the Prophecy of Solomon, be it a South 
Slavonic translation from a Greek original, will never look strange 
within the context of South Slavic literature. However, in the context 
of Russian literature, it has affi  nities with only some Palaea-related 
texts, whose ultimate sources are unidentifi ed but presumably are 
South Slavic translations from Greek, too.

Given that the best recension of the Prophecy of Solomon is avail-
able in a South Slavic manuscript, and not only in a Russian one, and, 
moreover, that the claims of the Russian origin of the Prophecy turned 
out to be unsubstantiated, we have here the second argument in fa-
vour of the South Slavic origin of the Slavonic text of the Prophecy. 

So far we have not touched the question of whether the Prophecy 
is translated from the Greek. However, even now we can notice that 
this possibility is very likely, because most of the relevant South Slavic 
works are translations.

3. Date and Sitz im Leben
The text of the Prophecy contains its own date, admiĴ ed before 

Vodolazkin by all its students. Vodolazkin revised the previous schol-
arship on this point, too. This innovation seems to me rather unhelpful.

The relevant part of the text is preserved in only three manuscripts. 
It runs as follows (p. 446.4–6 of the critical edition; cf. p. 308, discus-
sion of the date by Vodolazkin):

“Is this your retribution, oh Jew, that from that captivity by Titus up 
to the present year you are in servitude by us for years 1000 and 200 
without thirty and three years?”

This is in the manuscript on which Vodolazkin’s and Rudi’s edi-
tion is founded. It contains an obvious scribal error corrected by all 
previous scholars and Vodolazkin and Rudi too: the word for “thirty” 
is spelled as стридесятехъ instead of тридесятехъ. Two other manu-
scripts (one of them is the Serbian one) contain simply “more than 
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1000 years”. It is by no means obvious how we have to count from this 
“captivity by Titus” these 1000 plus 200 minus 30 minus 3 years. It is 
obvious, however, that this computing leads to some date in the 13th 
century.

Previous scholars, and especially I. N. Zhdanov (1881), V. M. Istrin 
(1906), and A. A. Šaxmatov (1904) considered the exact date as genu-
ine. If so, the approximate date “more than 1000 years” is to be taken 
as an editorial updating of the text. Indeed, this is the most natural 
way of thinking. It is a priori unlikely that such a detailed and com-
plicated lectio diffi  cilior was added by a later editor, while, on the 
contrary, an elimination of a reading that loses its actuality would be 
quite common. 

Vodolazkin is trying to date the Prophecy to a period closer to the 
earliest manuscript and to the date that he proposes for Palaea Chrono-
graphica. Thus, he tries to avoid the acceptance of a 13th century date. He 
needs to provide some strong evidence that the “natural way of think-
ing” of the previous scholars is here inapplicable. Instead, he limits 
himself to saying that the date in the best, according to his own evalu-
ation, manuscript resulted from a computational error of the scribe.12 
It would be beĴ er, however, before starting to judge the scribe’s com-
putational ability, to answer the question why he would have a need to 
insert a chronological precision whatever. Vodolazkin is silent on this 
maĴ er, and so, we are free to go back to the early scholars who took 
the precise date seriously.

There is another diffi  culty: what this precise date means? What is 
the date of “captivity by Titus”? And, more exactly, what is its date 
according to the chronology implied in the Prophecy? Three previous 
scholars have leĞ  us three diff erent answers.

Zhdanov has interpreted “captivity” as the fall of Jerusalem in 
70 AD and, placing the beginning of computation at AM 5500, dated 
the work to 1237. Then, Istrin corrected him as a historian, assuming 
that the correct date of the “captivity” (which is not “fall”) is 75 AD. 
Thus, his date is 1242. Finally, Šaxmatov corrected Istrin recalling that 

(12)  «Учитывая многочисленные неточности, допускавшиеся древ-
нерусскими книжниками в хронологических выкладках, ошибку в ука-
зании лет можно допустить и в расчетах КБ» [“Taking into account how 
many inaccuracies were commiĴ ed by the Old Russian scribes in chronologi-
cal computing, it is allowable to assume an error in the indication of years also 
in the computus of <the ms> КБ”] (p. 308).
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the “correct” era starts at AM 5508.13 Therefore, his date (generally ac-
cepted by later scholars) is 1234.

Now we know that none of these dates could be accepted without 
additional evidence. The contents of Vodolazkin’s book is enough to 
realize that the eras of both AM 5500 and AM 5508 were actual to 
both Byzantine and Slavic scribes. It is also diffi  cult to judge what 
event exactly is meant by “captivity”, and, moreover, what is its date 
implied by the Prophecy. The fall of Jerusalem could be considered as 
the most likely (pace Istrin, and so, also Šaxmatov) because this is the 
most remarkable event for chronology, but this is only a supposition 
and, even if it is right, we have no exact date of the fall of Jerusalem 
according to the Prophecy’s chronology. Our knowledge that this oc-
curred in 70 AD, regardless of how exact it could be is not that we 
actually need.

Therefore, without additional evidence, we can with caution date 
the Prophecy to the interval between ca. 1220 and ca. 1245. The dates 
of 1237 (Zhdanov) and 1229 are especially probable. The laĴ er date 
results from the same reasoning as Zhdanov’s one while supposing 
the era of AM 5508 instead of AM 5500. Istrin’s detailed knowledge of 
historical events of the fi rst Jewish war seems to me hardly applicable 
to the reasons of the computists.

Our next step will be the most natural, but, oddly enough, has not 
been performed so far. We have to look for any remarkable confl ict 
with the Jews in either Slavonic or Byzantine lands whose date fi ts our 
conditions.

The answer appears immediately, and it is only one: the begin-
ning of the persecution of the Jews by the emperor of Epiros Theodore 
Komnenos Doukas when he conquered Thessalonica and was crown 
emperor, in 1229.14 By the way, such a successful expansion of Epiros 
would be a good occasion to recall “the great kingdom of Rome” that 
“stands up to the present” (p. 417).

(13)  The Prophecy says that Christ “arrived aĞ er 5000 years and fi ve hun-
dred aĞ er the creation of world” (p. 432; the same thesis is repeated two times: 
p. 455 and 456–457), but this does not mean that the same chronology is ap-
plied to the non-symbolical chronography.

(14)  P. Charanis, The Jews in the Byzantine Empire under the First Palae-
ologi, Speculum 22 (1947) 75–77, here p. 75. Our source here is a Jewish docu-
ment, a leĴ er of Jacob ben Elĳ ah to his cousin, a converted Jew, Dominican 
Friar Pablo Christiani, wriĴ en in the late 1250s. Cf. R. Chazan, The LeĴ er of 
R. Jacob Ben Elĳ ah to Friar Paul, Jewish History 6 (1992) 51–63.
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This observation would be almost enough to defi ne the Sitz im Leben 
of Prophecy, but I will elaborate below on its Byzantine connections.

Greek Sources

The existence of Greek sources is not direct proof of the Greek 
original of the whole compilation, but it is, indeed, natural, if such an 
original did exist. In Istrin’s time, such sources were known only for 
relatively liĴ le part of the work that depends on Josephus and some 
chronicles, as well as for several quotes from Byzantine hymnogra-
phy (quoted along with other Christian Scriptures, as if a part of the 
New Testament), such as the canon for Easter of John of Damascus 
(p. 394–395) and the Theotokia stichera of the Octoechos (p. 392).15 All 
these Greek sources were presumably available in Slavonic transla-
tions from an early epoch.

The Story of the Chalice of Solomon, also included into the Prophecy, 
was unknown in Greek prior to 1967 and has been oĞ en considered as 
an original Slavic work (now two Greek manuscripts of the inscription 
on the Chalice of Solomon are available, while both contain a shorter 
text without any narrative at all16). 

Unfortunately, there is no detailed inventory of the known sources 
of the Prophecy, and the critical edition does not contain any reference 
to the extra-biblical sources.17 This lack of references to the sources in 
the apparatus of a critical edition is not a particular sin of Vodolazkin 

(15)  Probably, a comparison with their earliest available translations 
would make sense. Despite the complete lack of references in the apparatus, 
this is not a diffi  cult task for those who are acquainted, at least, superfi cially, 
with Byzantine hymnography.

(16)  See, for the details, В. М. ЛУРЬЕ, Чаша Соломона и скиния на Си-
оне. Часть 1. Надпись на Чаше Соломона: текст и контекст [B. Lourié, 
Chalice of Solomon and Tabernacle on Sion. Part 1. Inscription on the Chalice 
of Solomon: text and context], Византинороссика / Byzantinorossica 3 (2005) 
8–74. Here I make use of and quote the second Greek manuscript found by 
R. Stichel in the 1990s, but so far unpublished.

(17)  Normally, Vodolazkin and Rudi provide the references to the biblical 
sources. I would add here several precisions, apart from those that are else-
where in the present review: p. 411 слѣпии прозрѣша и хромии протекоша 
cp. Mt 11:5 // Lk 7:22; p. 407 Господь бо, — рече, — крѣпок и силенъ: exact 
quote from Ps 23:8, while put into the mouth of Isaiah (editors’ reference to 
“cp. Rev. 18.8” is erroneous); p. 438 «Се азъ послю, — рече, — глаголет Гос-
подь, духъ сыновьсьтва от Дѣвы: без рала и без сѣмени мужеска родить 
младенець»: a paraphrase based on Gal 4:6 and Jn 1:13.
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and Rudi, but just another expression of the philological standards of 
the whole school (such references were mostly considered as unneces-
sary by the Russian prerevolutionary scholars).

The work is constructed as several series of commentaries on the bib-
lical prophecies of Solomon, Isaiah, and Daniel (the story of the Chalice 
of Solomon is considered on the same level, as a part of the Scriptures) 
and the history of the Jews under the Romans. Sometime these com-
mentaries look as fragments of catenae, especially in the case of the Can-
ticle whose text is covered in a large part. Presently none of these texts 
is identifi ed. The study of the Prophecy within exegetical traditions re-
mains a desideratum, and it is diffi  cult to foretell the exact results of such 
research. My purpose here will be to point out several peculiarities.

Exegesis of Cant 5:10
Commentaries on Cant 5:10 (ἀδελφιδός μου λευκὸς καὶ πυρρός, 

ἐκλελοχισμένος ἀπὸ μυριάδων) occur two times in succession (p. 
296 and 297), with a very short interval (fi lled by the commentary on 
Cant 2:3), but, the second time, the verse is quoted in an altered form, 
and so, passes as a diff erent verse aĴ ributed to Solomon and remains 
unidentifi ed by the modern editors. Instead of “My kinsman is white 
and ruddy, chosen out from myriads” (Brenton’s tr.18) the text runs as 
“Give me whiteness and fi re chosen” (Даи ми бѣлость и огнь из-
бранныи). One has cut off  “from myriads” at the end and divided into 
two the word at the beginning. Thus, instead of ἀδελφιδός μου ap-
pears δός μου “give me”. Presumably, the initial part of the fi rst word 
was understood as Nominative ἀδελφή “sister”, that is, an indication 
of the person to whom the following phrase is aĴ ributed. Needless to 
say that such an alteration is possible only in Greek. 

The remaining words were reinterpreted accordingly. A usual ex-
pression in Septuagint λευκὸς καὶ πυρρός that means “white and 
red” has been reinterpreted in a literal way, so that the laĴ er word 
acquired its etymological sense (from πῦρ “fi re”). By the way, under-
standing of πυρρός as “of fi re/fi ery” became a common feature of the 
late Byzantine exegesis;19 however, we don’t know when it appeared 

(18)  Cf. new translation by Jay C. Treat in: A. Pietersma, B. G. Wright 
(eds.), A New English Translation of the Septuagint and the Other Greek Transla-
tions Traditionally Included under That Title (New York/Oxford, 2007) 664: “My 
brotherkin is radiant and ruddy, selected from ten thousands”.

(19)  There is a slightly curious case in an oration of a 12th century rhetor, 
Michael Italicus, who applied his partial explanation of Canticle to the per-
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fi rst. In this exegetic tradition, the fi re becomes a symbol of the Holy 
Spirit, while the white colour becomes a symbol of the fl esh.20 In the 
early Christian exegesis of this verse, it was an opposite understand-
ing that dominated: the red colour was understood in the light of the 
famous “red garments from Bosor” (Is 63:1) as a symbol of fl esh; thus, 
the white remained for the divinity.21

The fi rst occurrence of Cant 5:10 in the Prophecy presents an un-
distorted text of the verse and goes in the line of the commentaries 
of Philo of Carpasius22 and Gregory of Nyssa23 (“white” for fl esh, but 
“red” for blood of Christ), both widespread in the catenae.24 

sonality of his addressee, the present Patriarch Michael II Oxeites (Kourkouas) 
(1143—1146); the exegetical tradition he relies on is nevertheless transparent: 
the Bridegroom is “white” because of his purity achieved by tears and ascetic 
life, and “fi ery” because of the “fi re of Spirit” that infl amed him. Cf. P. Gautier, 
Michel Italikos, LeĴ res et Discours (Paris, 1972) (Archives de l’Orient Chrétien, 
14) 74.20–26 (Oratio 2). The same typology (“white” for fl esh, “fi ery” for Spi-
rit) is in one of the greatest theological authorities of his epoch, Neophytos 
the Recluse (1134—1219): Β. Σ. ΨΕΥΤΟΓΚΑ, Τὸ ᾎσμα ᾀσμάτων, in: Ι. ΚΑΡΑΒΙΔΟ-

ΠΟΥΛΟΥ, Κ. ΟΙΚΟΝΟΜΟΥ, Δ. Γ. ΤΣΑΜΗ, Ν. ΖΑΧΑΡΟΠΟΥΛΟΥ, Ἁγίου Νεοφύτου τοῦ 
Ἐγκλείστου, Συγγράμματα 4 (Πάφος, 2001) 643–674 (TLG 3085.012); Ch. 3, 
lines 103–113.

(20)  Probably, this tradition is already traceable in Didymus the Blind 
(4th cent.). See Didymus, Commentarii in Psalmos 40–44.4: ἀδελφιδοῦς μ[ου] 
λευκὸς καὶ <πυρρός>”, οὐχ εἷς ἐστιν, ἄνθρωπος καὶ θεός ἐστιν; M. Grone-
wald, Didymos der Blinde, Psalmenkommentar, pt. 5 (Bonn, 1970) (Papyrolo-
gische Texte und Abhandlungen, 12) 297.21–22. In this explanation, the phrase 
“man and God” follows the order of “white and red”.

(21)  Cf. Origen, Scholia in Canticum Canticorum, PG 17, 273.51–53; Theo-
doretus of Cyrus, parallel commentaries in Explanatio in Canticum Canticorum, 
PG 81, 156–157, and Commentary in Isaiah (in 63:1): J.-N. Guinot, Téodoret de 
Cyr, Commentaire sur Isaïe. T. 3 (Sections 14–20) (Paris, 1984) (SC, 315) (TLG 
4089.008), tomos 19, lines 580–581.

(22)  Philo Carpasiensis, Enarratio in Canticum Canticorum, PG 40, 108 B.
(23)  Gregorii Nysseni Opera, Vol. 6: H. Langerbeck, Gregorii Nysseni, In 

Canticum Canticorum (Leiden, 1960) 387.13–22, 388.5–6, 389.14.
(24)  Including an especially infl uential work of Procopius of Gaza, 

Catena in Canticum Canticorum, PG 87/2, 1692 AB, and the only catena in a 
Canticle known in Slavonic translation (depending on the catena of Procop-
ius): А. А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, Песнь Песней в древней славяно-русской письменности 
(Санкт-Петербург, 2002) [A. A. Alekseev, “Song of Songs” in the Ancient Slavo-
Russian Literary Tradition (St Petersburg, 2002)] 110. Here Alekseev repeats his 
claim that not only the translation, but the very composition of this catena 
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We can conclude therefore, that the second intervention of Cant 
5:10, unlike the fi rst one, is, in several ways, anomalous. It trickles 
through on the surface of the 13th-century fashioned text from the mar-
gins of the contemporary Byzantine culture. Its ultimate source is still 
unclear. 

An Introduction to the Story of the Chalice of Solomon
Before the Story of the Chalice of Solomon the Prophecy introduces 

a short passage (p. 391) that may be a part of the story and, in any case, 
is interesting per se.

“Solomon has received from God great wisdom, foreknowing with 
the Spirit that the Lord had to descend on the earth and to be born 
from the Virgin. Revealing the way (образ = τρόπος) of his descent,25 
he [Solomon] arranged the Church, according to the command 
of God, and called it Holy of Holies. ‘Holy’ he called the Virgin 
Theotokos, and with ‘of Holies’ he revealed the Holy Trinity as the 
tripersonal divinity, that God has to dwell and to live in her [in the 
Virgin].26 It is in this way that Solomon arranged the Church, and 

were performed by an East Slavic scribe (who would have known Greek and 
have access to the Greek manuscripts hardly accessible in Rus’) (АЛЕКСЕЕВ, 
Песнь Песней..., 59–61). This viewpoint has been sharply criticized by Horace 
Lunt and Francis Thomson. In his 2002 book Alekseev enumerates their criti-
cal publications (p. 60, n. 43–44, however, omiĴ ing the 1999 republication of 
Thomson’s “Made in Russia”, while here in Addenda, p. 23, Thomson pro-
vides some additional linguistic evidence related to this catena) and his own 
earlier answers, together with publications of other Russian scholars critically 
disposed to Thomson but without touching the problem of this particular cat-
ena (p. 61, n. 45). À propos this claim of Alekseev, Thomson sharply remarks: 
“It scarcely needs to be pointed out that the reasoning because the catena has 
not been traced in Greek, ergo it is a Slav compilation is a non sequitur” (Thom-
son, ‘Made in Russia’..., 312, n. 96).

(25)  Unlike the editors, I accept here the reading of ms Я, and so, I read 
образ схода (“way of descent”) instead of an obviously erroneous reading 
образ исхода (“way of exodus”) of the rest of the manuscripts. The general 
meaning of the phrase is that the Temple of Solomon was revealing the future 
descent (and not “exodus”, “disappearance” and the like) of the Lord. This is 
in full accordance with the fi rst half of the verse 2 Cor 6:16 (“For we are the 
temple of the living God” NRSV), the second part of which is quoted below.

(26)  The words яко хощет Бог вселитися и пожити в неи are a close 
paraphrase (unidentifi ed by the editors) of 2 Cor 6:16: ὅτι ἐνοικήσω ἐν 
αὐτοῖς καὶ ἐμπεριπατήσω, despite the fact that for the laĴ er verb the most 
close Slavonic rendering would be похожду. However, see, for the inter-
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he established as well a chalice27 for the service to God, revealing 
beforehand his birth, that he has to be born from the Virgin.”

The authentic meaning of the Hebrew idiom “Holy of Holies” that 
is a common superlative construction would be equally incomprehen-
sible to either a Greek or Slav unlearned audience. It is worth noting, 
however, that, in Greek, our text would imply a shiĞ  of the accent in 
ἅγια τῶν ἁγίων: to be applied to the Theotokos, the fi rst word must 
be read in the feminine, that is, as ἁγία. Such a shiĞ  would be negligi-
ble in writing, but not in uĴ erance. In Slavonic, both feminine singular 
and neutral plural are spelled as святая and have no diff erence in pro-
nunciation. I would prefer not to infer too much from this diff erence 
in the pronunciation of a bookish word. 

The fragment as a whole is especially interesting as a hallmark of 
the milieu where our Prophecy appeared. It is, in no way, learned elite 
but some much more simple people, similar to the milieu of the origin 
of the Dialogue of Panagiotes with an Azymite. It is in this milieu that the 
texts already buried in oblivion by the intellectuals, continued to exist 
in the living manuscript tradition, and this is why such “unlearned” 
Byzantine texts are so precise to the hunters for early Christian or late 
Jewish traditions...

An unknown prophecy of Nathan
Our Prophecy quotes (p. 405–406) an unknown pseudepigraphon at-

tributed to the prophet Nathan. It is an obviously Christian elaboration 
on Is 7:14 LXX, but it may go back to the early centuries of Christianity.

“Nathan the prophet in the reign of David prophesised about Christ 
that he has to be born from the Virgin, as follows: ‘I saw, he said, a 
Virgin holding an infant, without geĴ ing married by a man.’28” 

changeability between походити and пожити in the Old Slavonic, Slovník 
jazyka staroslověnského. Lexicon linguae palaeoslovenicae 3 (Praha, 1982) [reprint: 
Словарь старославянского языка, т. 3 (Санкт-Петербург, 2006)] 226–227, s.v. 
походити. The verse belongs to the passage 2 Cor 6:14–7:1 whose Pauline 
origin is disputed, but, in the case of our Prophecy, I see no grounds for sup-
posing a source independent of Paul.

(27)  The term used for “chalice” here (потир, from Greek ποτήριον) is 
diff erent from the term used throughout the story itself (чаша, a word with 
Turkic etymology used along with потир in Church Slavonic texts). This 
could indicate a diff erent origin of this introduction from the story itself.

(28)  Original text of the Slavonic version of this Nathan’s testimonium: 
Видѣх, — рече, — Дѣвицу, держащу младенець без посяга мужеска.
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Some Book of Nathan the Prophet is mentioned in 1 Chr 29:29 and 
2 Chr 9:29. It is diffi  cult to judge whether it is the same book that is 
meant in both cases, or not. In any case, however, these mentions form 
suffi  cient grounds for creating a pseudepigraphon to fi ll the void aĞ er 
this lost book.

A Byzantine source of the 6th century
One passage in the Prophecy is dedicated to a popular, since Proclus 

of Constantinople (430s), theme “the Virgin as the true Ark of Cov-
enant”29 (p. 434–435). Its wording would look shocking in Byzantium 
starting in, at least, the 530s, to both Chalcedonian and anti-Chalce-
donian milieus, unless it belongs to the Julianists:30 here, the body of 
Christ as it has been born from the Virgin is called “incorruptible”. To 
both Chalcedonians and their opponents from the camp of Severus 
this term is applicable to the body of Christ aĞ er the resurrection (in 
some groups, with some reservations also during the three days of 
death), but, in no way, to the period before the death. However, our 
text insists, in the beginning and, again, in the end of the passage, that 
the Virgin gave birth to an “incorruptible” body: “...the pure Virgin 
from whom the incorruptible body of Christ issued...” and “...house of 
his [Christ’s] Mother, from whom [that is, from the Mother] his incor-
ruptible body issued”.

A more close approach reveals, however, that the Virgin in this 
passage is a newcomer. The core of the passage is an explanation of 
Ex 25:11, the commandment to overlay the Ark with gold inside and 
outside (“You shall overlay it with pure gold, inside and outside you 
shall overlay it” NRSV), and this symbolism is applied to the body of 
Christ directly:

“...the pure Virgin from whom the incorruptible body of Christ is-
sued, decorated [sc., body], as if with gold, outside by humanity and 
inside by the Holy Spirit, as Moses said: “Overgild inside, outside”. 
Because inside he became God by the godhead, and outside man by 
the humanity, both having perfected when he arrived. It is for this 
purpose, oh Jew, God commanded to Moses to create the Ark”. 

(29)  In general on this theme: M. van Esbroeck, The Virgin as the true Ark 
of Covenant, in: M. Vassilaki (ed.), Images of the Mother of God. Perceptions of the 
Theotokos in Byzantium (Aldershot—Burlington, 2005) 63–68.

(30)  The confl ict between Severus of Antioch and Julian of Halicarnassus 
(520s) became important, in the eyes of the offi  cial Church, at least, since the 
530s.
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In this exegesis, the Ark is the body of Christ itself, not the Virgin, 
and all the words around the quote above that, within our passage, 
apply the symbol of the Ark to the Virgin, resulted from an aĴ empt to 
inscribe a strange exegesis into a familiar context.

 The Ark, as composed from the “rot-resistant woods” (ἐκ ξύλων 
ἀσήπτων) (Ex 25:10 LXX; “wood of acacia” in MT), would be a natu-
ral symbol of the body of Christ, be this body considered incorrupt-
ible. We know many instances when the wood of the Ark is treated 
as ἄφθαρτος, but, in the most widespread exegetical tradition, this 
symbolism is applied to the Virgin and in a diff erent context (when 
“incorrupt” means “virgin”).

The core quote of the above passage is easily recognisable. Most 
probably, according to modern scholarly consensus, it originally be-
longs to a lost commentary of Hippolytus of Rome, while it is more of-
ten cited in the Byzantine sources under the name of Ireneus of Lyon31. 
The original text runs as follows:

Ὥσπερ γὰρ ἡ κιβωτὸς κεχρυσωμένη ἔσωθεν καὶ ἔξωθε χρυσίῳ 
καθαρῷ ἦν· οὕτω καὶ τὸ τοῦ Χριστοῦ σῶμα καθαρὸν ἦν καὶ 
διαυγές· ἔσωθεν μὲν τῷ Λόγῳ κοσμούμενον, ἔξωθεν δὲ τῷ 
Πνεύματι φρουρούμενον· ἵνα ἐξ ἀμφοτέρων τὸ περιφανὲς τῶν 
φύσεων παραδειχθῇ.32

This fragment is preserved exclusively in the documents of the po-
lemics between the adherents and the adversaries of the Council of 
Chalcedon. It is quoted, in this context, by Severus of Antioch (pre-
served in the Syriac version only, in his work against the Chalcedonian 
John Grammaticus of Caesarea), Leontius of Byzantium, Anastasius 
the Sinaite (the author of Hodegos, 7th cent.), and John of Damascus. 
The Chalcedonians loved this quote because of the mention of “na-
tures” in Christ in the plural. 

The wording of this fragment is still recognisable in our passage 
of the Prophecy, while the changes are substantial. The authentic frag-
ment says nothing about the humanity (instead, it speaks about the 

(31)  CPG 1882.2 — the main entry under the name of Hippolytus, In 
I Reg., quae de Helcana et Samuele; CPG 1315.3 — under the name of Ireneus, 
Fragmenta varia graeca, fr. 8 Harvey.

(32)  “In the same way as the Ark was overgilded inside and outside with 
pure gold, the body of Christ was pure and brilliant: from the inside it was 
decorated with the Logos, and from the outside [it was] kept with the Spirit, to 
show from both [inside and outside] the splendour of the natures”.
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Logos), and the Holy Spirit is, in the authentic text, not inside but out-
side. The mention of the Holy Spirit in the Prophecy in the place where 
one should put such a word as “godhead” (that is, not the name of 
only one hypostasis) makes the point of the author of the Prophecy un-
clear, and so, he needs to make a clarifi cation (thus, he adds: “Because 
inside he became God by the godhead, and outside man by the hu-
manity...”). However, this mention of the Holy Spirit in our passage of 
the Prophecy betrays the ultimate source of the quote. But this source 
says nothing about the incorruptibility, either.

Further research leads to a Church Father as authoritative as caus-
ing problems for everybody who later was claiming for his authority, 
Cyril of Alexandria. He elaborated on Hippolytus’ previous commen-
tary on the glided Ark in the sense of incorruptibility of the body of 
Christ from the very beginning. The pertinent exegesis occurs in the 
known works of Cyril only twice and has evident traces of being sup-
pressed from the Chalcedonian tradition. One occurrence is contained 
in an exegetical work, another in a dogmatic one. The fi rst work is 
preserved in the manuscript tradition in Greek (De adoratione et cultu in 
spiritu et veritate, CPG 5200) because the exegetical literature was less 
sensible to the changes of the conjuncture in dogmatics. The second 
is available in full in Syriac (unpublished) and Armenian only, but in 
Greek a lot of fragments are preserved (Scholia de incarnatione unigeniti, 
CPG 5225). However, the fragment about the body of Christ as incor-
ruptible is preserved in Greek only by chance, within a fl orilegium of 
a unique destiny, the so-called Florilegium Cyrillianum.

In his exegetical work, Cyril follows Hippolytus’ fragment more 
closely, while without explicit reference to either Hippolytus or Ire-
neus. The Ark is a testimony that Christ was the Logos of God; then, 
Cyril continues: 

 “The woods of the Ark are rot-resistant, and it [the Ark] was bound 
round with gold from the inside and from the outside — because the 
body of Christ is incorruptible, being hold in incorruptibility, as if 
with some gold, with the power and brightness of the indwelling Lo-
gos and by the nature and life-giving energy of the Holy Spirit”.33

(33)  PG 68, 507 CD: Καὶ ἄσηπτα μὲν ἦν αὐτῆς τὰ ξύλα, χρυσῷ δὲ 
τῷ καθαρῷ καὶ δοκιμωτάτῳ κατεκαλλύνετο, ἔσωθέν τε καὶ ἔξωθεν. 
Ἄφθαρτον γὰρ τὸ σῶμα Χριστοῦ, καθάπερ τινὶ χρυσῷ, τῇ τοῦ ἐνοικοῦντος 
Λόγου δυνάμει καὶ λαμπρότητι, καὶ τῇ τοῦ ἁγίου Πνεύματος φύσει καὶ 
ἐνεργείᾳ ζωοποιῷ, πρὸς ἀφθαρσίαν διακρατούμενον.
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 Hippolytus’ paĴ ern is here clearly recognisable: the Logos is the 
gold that is inside, and the Spirit is the gold outside. In our Prophecy, 
the Spirit will be shiĞ ed from outside to inside, and the Logos will be 
replaced with the humanity, but the vicinity of the theme of incorrupt-
ibility will remain as a mark that it is still Cyril who is paraphrased.

In the second Cyrillian quote, the exegesis itself is diff erent (the 
gold outside is the body and the gold inside is the rational soul, ψυχὴ 
λογική, of Christ), but it is clearly stated that the body of Christ is 
incorruptible (“But the rot-resistant wood would be a typos of the in-
corruptible body...”34). Its destiny is interesting to us as a means for 
evaluating to what extent Cyril’s words about the incorruptibility of 
the body of Christ were incompatible with the mainstream Byzantine 
tradition. 

The Scholia, being a major dogmatic work of Cyril widely known 
in the epoch of the fi rst Council of Ephesus (431), are preserved as a 
whole in the anti-Chalcedonian traditions only, including that of the 
Julianists (Armenian). Florilegium Cyrillianum where the place about 
the incorruptibility is cited was composed probably in Alexandria in 
the epoch of Henotikon of Zeno (482) and reached Rome in the lug-
gage of John Talaia, the incorrectly consecrated Chalcedonian Patri-
arch of Alexandria who preferred to fl y to Rome instead of waiting to 
be deposed. Then, it was returned to Constantinople over the period 
508–511, where Severus, future Patriarch of Antioch, composed his 
Philalethes as its refutation. The main purpose of the whole Florilegi-
um, including our chapter 102, was to demonstrate that Cyril used the 
terms “nature” and “hypostasis” interchangeably, with no diff erence 
in meaning. In this epoch, nobody took care about Cyrillian “incor-
ruptibility”.35

(34)  The relevant passage is ch. 11 of the work (judging on the grounds of 
the Armenian version). The Greek is available as ch. 102 of the Florilegium Cy-
rillianum; R. Hespel, Le fl orilège cyrillien réfuté par Sévère d’Antioche (Louvain, 
1955) (Bibliothèque du Muséon, 37) 155–156: Ἀλλὰ τὸ μὲν ἄσηπτον ξύλον 
εἴη ἂν εἰς τύπον τοῦ ἀφθάρτου σώματος. The same is in the Armenian ver-
sion: F. C. Conybeare, The Armenian Version of Revelation and Cyril of Alexan-
dria’s Scholia on the Incarnation and Epistle on Easter, ed. from the Oldest MSS. 
and englished (London, 1907) 178 (English tr.) / 105 (Armenian text) (separate 
paginations).

(35)  See, on Florilegium Cyrillianum: A. Grillmeier with Th. Hainthaler, 
Christ in Christian Tradition. Tr. P. Allen and J. Cawte, vol. 2/2 (London—Lou-
isville, 1995) 22–23.
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The situation changed aĞ er the polemics between Severus of An-
tioch and Julian of Halicarnassus (520s) that aff ected the Chalcedo-
nians not later than up to the Council of 536. AĞ er all this, the wording 
of such phrases of Cyril starts to sound Julianistic. This results in the 
expurgation of the “criminal” phrases from the Byzantine manuscript 
tradition, while, fortunately, not absolutely consecutive. 

It is therefore reasonable to date the corresponding source of our 
Prophecy to the 6th century.

Varia
I would like to note several interesting features more or less impor-

tant to our understanding of the text.
 Poetic insertion. A relatively long passage (p. 400–401, from при-

шедъ и идольскыи мракъ прогна… to …и все древнее падение оп-
рави) seems to be a poetic insertion. Probably, it needs to be studied 
separately.
Φήλιξ αὐτοκράτωρ in Byzantine minuscule. The Prophecy lists 

the titles of Octavian Augustus as “Filiz Utorator, that is autocrat” (p. 
415). A complete lack of editors’ commentaries leaves us in incertitude. 
What is Филизъ Утораторъ [ms В: Уторитор]? It is clear that one 
means here the offi  cial title Felix Imperator, or, in its Greek form, Φή-
λιξ αὐτοκράτωρ. Who is to be blamed for the obvious corruptions, 
the medieval scribes or the modern editors? At least, in the case of 
Филизъ, leĞ  without any correction, one can suppose a misreading 
of manuscripts by the editors, when the leĴ er ksi ѯ has been misread 
as zemlja з. It is otherwise unclear why the editors did not correct this 
reading, as they used to do elsewhere when their main manuscript 
was corrupt. 

The case of Утораторъ is more complicated. This title is provided 
by a correct Slavonic translation, and so, its meaning was certainly clear 
to the translator. Nevertheless, this is not to exclude a misspelling on 
his part, if the initial diphthong αὐ- is read as οὐ- in minuscule, and κ 
was lost in a ligature. I think, this corruption could mean that the Slavic 
translator of the Prophecy had in his hands a Greek manuscript wriĴ en 
in minuscule (where it could have been diffi  cult to discern between αυ 
and ου), and so, he transliterated the Greek term incorrectly.

A case of téléscopage: Pompey under Augustus in the role of Ti-
tus. This curious fragment runs as follows (p. 417–418):

“August has sent upon you Pompey, the Roman general, with a 
great force, and he has captured the whole of your city Jerusalem 



389Basil Lourié

and destroyed the Church, and he has killed you, and the remainder 
[of you] enslaved”. 

This is, our text explains further, the fi nal destroying of Jerusalem 
foretold by Daniel in his prophecy of the death of the Messiah and 
the subsequent fate of Jerusalem aĞ er the 62nd “week” (Dan 9:24–28 
LXX). All this is said in the context of a rather detailed paraphrase of 
Josephus, without omiĴ ing even the names of high priests and other 
important personages. Josephus’ narrative seems to be here deliber-
ately condensed. This kind of condensation is typical of the hagiogra-
phy épique, as it was defi ned by Hippolyte Delehaye. The Bollandists 
coined it by the term téléscopage. In this procedure, all the events are 
projected onto the only epoch that is chosen in the same manner as 
the formative epoch in the epos. In our passage, this epoch is that of 
the birth of Christ, that of Augustus. This is the same epoch when Je-
rusalem was destroyed — according to the literalistic understanding 
of Daniel by our author. Therefore, it is clear to me why Titus disap-
peared from this picture, and why Augustus appears. However, why 
the deeds of Titus were aĴ ributed to Pompey (who entered into the 
Holy of Holies in 63 BC but, in other maĴ ers, was extremely respectful 
toward Jews and the Temple) is to me completely obscure.

Be that as it may, we have here, in our text, a curious epitome of 
Josephus’ Wars.

Conclusion

The critical edition of the Prophecy of Solomon is certainly a valuable 
contribution to our knowledge of several traditions of theological lit-
erature, namely, Russian, South Slavic,36 and Byzantine. It opens new 
perspectives in the studies of pseudepigraphic and patristic texts as 
well. Vodolazkin and Rudi have failed to determine correctly which 
branch of the manuscript tradition is closer to the original Slavonic re-
cension, either Russian or Serbian. Nevertheless, their edition is trust-
worthy, especially because the two best manuscripts, one of which is 
Serbian and the other Russian, present basically the same text. 

The most important fl aws of Vodolazkin’s study are those of the 
school of his background, that of Russian prerevolutionary scholar-

(36)  The most comprehensive account of the South Slavic theological tra-
dition does not take into account our text (presumably, because its author was 
relying on previous Russian scholarship): G. Podskalsky, Theologische Litera-
tur des MiĴ elalters in Bulgarien und Serbien. 865–1459 (München, 2000).
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ship with its overestimation of the role of dialectal features in the defi -
nition of the origin of medieval Slavonic translations. The evolution of 
this school, quite legitimate in its own time, during the Soviet period 
transformed it into a backward methodology aggravated by decreas-
ing of general competence in non-Russian Slavic and Byzantine litera-
tures.

All this said, I consider Vodolazkin’s book as a sign of the dawn of 
renewed Russian tradition of studies of the texts that are going back, 
though in a complicated way, to the early Christianity or the pre-Rab-
binic Judaism.



Tatiana A. Sénina (moniale Kassia)
Saint Pétersbourg

UN SAINT FOUETTE UN AUTRE : 
THÉOKTISTOS LE LOGOTHÈTE 

ET EUTHYME DE SARDES

Le logothète Théoktistos est connu comme un des initiateurs de 
la restauration de l’orthodoxie en 843, le principal collaborateur de 
l’impératrice S. Théodora en 842–855, et sa mémoire est célébrée par 
l’Église orthodoxe le 20 novembre.1 Le Recit sur la grâce à l’empereur 
Théophile raconte que le basileus mourant a vu sur le cou de Théoktis-
tos un cordon avec une icône (ἐγκόλπιον) ;2 cet épisode montre que le 
logothète serait devenu iconophile vers le début de l’année 842. Mais 
l’était-il auparavant ?

Pour la première fois nous rencontrons Théoktistos à la veille de 
la Nativité de 820 quand ce jeune eunuque, serviteur de Michel le Bè-
gue, aide son maître à éviter la mort imminente en faisant connaître 
le danger du dévoilement aux amis de Michel. Ceux-ci n’ont pas tardé 
à assassiner l’empereur Léon l’Arménien, et après son avènement au 
trône Michel II a recompensé Théoktistos en lui aĴ ribuant le titre de 
patrice et en le nommant préfet du caniclée (ἐπὶ τοῦ κανικλείου). Il 
l’est resté sous Théophile et vers 842 est devenu en plus le logothète du 
drome ; avant sa mort l’empereur l’a nommé un des régents et tuteurs 
de son fi ls Michel III. Théoktistos a donc fait une bonne carrière sous 
les empereurs iconoclastes, et les derniers ordres de Théophile indi-
quent que l’empereur ne soupçonnait point Théoktistos de sympathie 
envers les iconophiles. Le Continuateur de Théophane dit que Théo-
phile, inquieté par une prédiction du rétablissement de la vénération 

(1)  R.-J. Lilie, C. Ludwig, Th. Pratsch, I. Rochow (Hrsg.), Prosopographie 
der MiĴ elbyzantinischen Zeit. Erste Abteilung (641–867) (Berlin, 1998) # 8050 ; 
la date de la mémoire y est indiquée de manière érronée le 20 octobre, cf. 
C. De Smedt, I. De Backer, F. Van Ortroy, I. Van den Gheym, H. Delehaye, 
A. Poncelet (eds.), Propylaeum ad Acta Sanctorum Novembris. Synaxarium Ec-
clesiae Constantinopolitanae (Bruxellis, MDCCCCII; CD-éd.: Cambridge, 2002) 
244.16–18.

(2)  BHG 1734, l’édition critique avec la traduction russe cf. Д. Е. АФИ-

НОГЕНОВ, «Повесть о прощении императора Феофила» и Торжество Православия 
(Москва, 2004) (Scrinium Philocalicum, IV) 96.131sq.
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des icônes après sa mort, a fait promeĴ re sa femme et Théoktistos de 
ne pas détrôner le patriarche Jean le Grammairien ni de revenir au 
culte des images.3 Assurément Théoktistos le lui avait promis, autre-
ment il n’aurait pas pu être nommé régent, — mais on sait qu’il n’a 
point tenu sa promesse, et que le conseil qui a condamné Jean a eu 
lieu dans le local de κανίκλειον, c’est-à-dire dans le département de 
ce même Théoktistos.4

On peut apprendre davantage sur ce fonctionnaire en lisant la Vie de 
S. Euthyme de Sardes, confesseur iconophile martyrisé en 831. S. Mé-
thode, l’auteur de ceĴ e Vie et témoin des derniers jours du confesseur, 
écrit que trois fonctionnaires ayant interrogé et fl agellé S. Euthyme le 
18 décembre 831 étaient le logothète, le préposé du caniclée et un man-
glavite.5 J’ai déjà démontré que le logothète du drome mentionné dans 
la Vie était Arsabère, le mari de Kalomarie, sœur de l’impératrice Théo-
dora.6 Mais le préposé du caniclée ne pouvait être nul autre que Théok-
tistos. En eff et, il occupait ce poste sous Michel II, donc avant 831, et il 
était toujours ἐπὶ τοῦ κανικλείου avant la mort de Théophile, en 842 ; 
nous n’avons aucune raison de penser que Théoktistos avait pu quiĴ er 
sa fonction entre ces dates.7 Ainsi, au début du règne de Théophile ce 
futur partisan de la restauration de l’orthodoxie était non seulement 
un iconoclaste convaincu, mais l’un de ces « misérables »8 qui sont ar-
rivés à l’îlot Saint-André pour interroger et foueĴ er le confesseur or-
thodoxe S. Euthyme et, au fond, l’ont fait mourir sous le fouet.9

(3)  Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, dans : I. Bekker (ed.), Theo-
phanes Continuatus, Ioannes Cameniata, Symeon Magister, Georgius Monachus 
(Bonn, 1838) (CFHB) 121.21–122.5. 

(4)  Cf. АФИНОГЕНОВ, «Повесть о прощении императора Феофила»..., 63.
(5)  J. Gouillard, La Vie d’Euthyme de Sardes († 831), une œuvre du pa-

triarche Méthode, Travaux et Mémoires 10 (1987) 45, § 18.339–341.
(6)  Et qu’il n’est pas identique au frère de Jéan le Grammairien ; cf. 

Т. А. СЕНИНА (монахиня Кассия), Несколько замечаний по поводу Жития 
св. Евфимия Сардского, Scr 2 (2006) 408–411.

(7)  J. Gouillard remarque que « ὁ ἐπὶ τοῦ κανικλείου, haut fonctionnaire 
de la chancellerie impériale, apparaît précisément au début du IXe s., avec 
Théoktistos, puis Bardas », mais, on ne sait pourquoi, il n’a pas identifi é fran-
chement le préposé de la Vie avec Théoktistos (Gouillard, La Vie d’Euthyme 
de Sardes..., 45, n. 97 ; cf. aussi p. 9–10).

(8)  Gouillard, La Vie d’Euthyme de Sardes..., 47, § 19.363.
(9)  Le saint est mort huit jours après la fl agellation. Le troisième de ses 

tourmenteurs, le manglavite, devait s’appeller Kosmas ; cf. ibid., 10 ; СЕНИНА, 
Несколько замечаний..., 408.
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S. Méthode dans la Vie du confesseur reproduit un dialogue inté-
ressant entre S. Euthyme et le préposé du caniclée. Malgré la fl agella-
tion cruelle le saint, ayant reçu 130 coups de fouet, refuse de nommer 
ceux qu’il a visité pendant son séjour à Constantinople. 

« Alors ... le préposé au kaniklion ... : “Ne t’imagine pas que tu en 
resteras là et que tu couperas court au interrogatoires ; sache que 
nous sommes venus pour te châtier.” Le saint lui répondit : “On m’a 
dit que tu as ta mère et une sœur sous l’habit monastique.” Et lui, 
sèchement : “Oui, dit-il” ; et le saint : “Les beaux traits, le beau modèle 
de piété que tu portes en toi !” Lui, comme foudroyé par l’ironie 
du bienheureux et ayant avalé le mot comme une pierre qui lui fût 
restée en travers du gosier, fi t taire sa méchanceté et descendit avec 
les autres pour se retirer. »10

Ainsi, les paroles de S. Euthyme ont fait honte à Théoktistos, mais 
ne l’ont pas fait revenir à l’orthodoxie : nous avons vu qu’il n’a pas 
donné de soupçons à Théophile jusqu’à la mort de celui-ci, bien qu’il 
ait pu commencer à vénérer les icônes en secret — au moins l’épisode 
avec son ἐγκόλπιον peut l’indiquer. 

Il est assez intéressant de savoir quand et par qui la mémoire de 
Théoktistos a été inclue dans le Synaxaire. Il est peu probable que cela 
ait eu lieu pendant le patriarcat de S. Photios : le protoasécrite sous 
Théodora et, à cause de sa fonction, le collaborateur le plus proche 
du préfet du caniclée, Photios n’a point protesté contre l’assassinat de 
Théoktistos en 855. Après l’expulsion de Théodora et l’arrivée au pou-
voir de Michel III avec le césar Bardas, Photios est remplacé sur le pa-
triarcat par S. Ignace, créature de Théodora et Théoktistos ; et Bardas, 
le principal complice du meurtre de Théoktistos, est resté jusqu’à sa 
mort un grand ami du nouveau patriarche. On peut donc supposer 
que l’insertion de Théoktistos dans le Synaxaire en tant que martyr a 
eu lieu pendant le deuxième patriarcat d’Ignace, entre 867 et 877.

(10)  § 19, je cite la traduction de Gouillard, La Vie d’Euthyme de Sar-
des..., 48. 
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TWO NOTES 
ON THE COPTIC THEOTOKIAS

I. Note on a pun in a Coptic Theotokia of Sunday

The Copts love playing on words and making puns,1 they are in the 
same mentality as most of the oriental peoples.2 In a previous article, 
while studying theotokias,3 I highlighted a pun, based on the name of 
Jesus and the Ten commandments.4 I deduced that the theotokias were 
wriĴ en in Coptic.

While re-reading the text, I came across another pun in the Sunday 
theotokia.

Here is the text

aksolsel `nnencyxh v mvyshs piprofhths ;en ptaio `n<skhnh 

etakselsols ebol

The translation given by the editor of the Arabic text and hence the 
recent English text is:

          
You adorned our souls, o Moses the prophet with the honour of the 
tent that you adorned5

Brogi, in his Italian translation, rendered this sentence thus:

(1)  Y. N. Youssef, Un jeu de mots dans le rituel de la consécration des 
icônes, GöĴ inger Miszellen 142 (1994) 109–111; Boyaval, Jeu de mots dans un 
distique Chrétien d’Egypte? Compte-Rendu de l’Insititut de Papyrologie et de 
l’Egyptologie de Lille 23 (2003) 95–96.

(2)  Y. N. Youssef, La genèse de la légende sur le roi Dioclétien, BSA 28 
(1986–1989) 107–110.

(3)  Y. N. Youssef, Severus of Antioch in the Coptic Theotokia, in: B. Neil, 
G. Dunn, L. Cross (eds.), Prayer and Spirituality in the Early Church: Liturgy and 
life, vol. 3 (Sydney 2003) 93–108; idem, The Coptic Marian homilies of Severus 
of Antioch, BSAC 43 (2004) 127–140.

(4)  Y. N. Youssef, Une relecture des Théotokies Coptes, BSA 36 (1997) 
153–170.

(5)  R. Tukhi, pièvm nte niueotokia nem kata tajis nte piabot xoiak 
[The book of the Theotokias and according to the rite of the month of Kihak] (Rome, 
1764) 71; K. Labib, pèvm nte <calmodia EUY nte mrompi mfrh< etayuaés 
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“Consolasti le nostre anime, oprefeta Mosè, onorando il tabernacolo 
che tu avevi ornato.”6

The author of this text played on the double meaning of the verb 

solsel “adorn”7 and “Comfort, encourage.”8

The Biblical and liturgical texts aĴ est both meanings. These mean-
ings were known even in its late stage. It is aĴ ested in the Al-Sullam 
al-Muqaff a wa-al-Dhahab al-Musaff a. rhymic scala of al-Mu’taman9 Ibn 
al-Assal10

In this article we will give some examples of the usage of these 
words.

Adorn

A — In the Bible

This meaning occurs in Gospel Bohairic version of MaĴ hew 23:9 
(Bohairic)

oyoi nvten nisa; nem nifariseos niéobi èe tetenkvt `nnimàay 

`nte niprofhths oyoà tetensolsel `nnibhb `nte niumhi

Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! because ye 
build the tombs of the prophets, and adorn the sepulchers of the 
righteous,

MaĴ hew 25:7 (Bohairic)

tote aytvoynoy ̀ nèe niparuenos throy etemmay oyoà aysolsel 

`nnoylampas

Then all those virgins arose, and adorned their lamps.

nèe nenio< n<ekklhsia nremnxhmi awtops nèe pinhb klaydios IVA labib beh 
;en <rompi mmaà AXKD [The book of the annual holy psalmodia as it was established 
by the fathers of the fathers of the Coptic Church, printed by Mr Klaudios John Labib 
Bey in the year 1624] (Cairo, 1908) 91; Mina al-Baramousi, <calmodia n<rompi 
euoyab [The Holy Annual Psalmodia] (Alexandria, 1908) 138.

(6)  M. Brogi, La santa salmodia annuale della chiesa Copta (Cairo, 1962) (Stu-
dia Orientalia Christiana Aegyptiaca) 42.

(7)  W. E. Crum, A Coptic dictionary (Oxford, 1937) 331b–332a.
(8)  Ibid., 332a–332b.
(9)  G. Graf, Geschichte der Christlichen Arabischen Literatur (CiĴ à del Va-

ticano, 1947) (Studi e Testi, 133) 345, 347, 383, 404. cf. A. Wadi, Dirasa ‘an al-
Mu’taman Ibn al-‘Assal wa-kitabihi “Magmu’ usul al-din” wa-tahqiqihi (italian title 
Studio su ...), SOC.M 5 (Cairo—Jerusalem: The Franciscan Centre of Christian 
Oriental Studies, 1997) 188 & 86, n. 24. 

(10)  A. Kircher, Lingua Aegyptiaca Restituta (Rome, 1648) 359–360.
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Luke 21: 5 (Bohairic)

oyoà ere àanoyon èv ̀ mmos eube pierfei èe ayselsvlw n;rhi 
;en àanvni enaney nem àananauhma peèaw

And as some spoke of the temple, how it was adorned with goodly 
stones and giĞ s, he said,

I Timothy 2:9 (Bohairic)

pairh< on niàiomi ey;en oymetsai `nàht esorw nem oymetèfih 
nem oysabe eysolsel ̀ mmvoy ;en àanàvlk an nem àannoyb nem 
àananamhi ie ;en oyqiàbvs enaéensoyenw 

In like manner also, women adorn themselves in modest apparel, 
with shamefacedness and sobriety; not with broided hair, or gold, 
or pearls, or costly array;

I Peter 3:3–5 (Bohairic)

;en nai marewévpi ̀ nèe pisolsel an etsabol ̀ nte niieb nàvlk ̀ nte 

niwvi nem niieb nnoyb ie ;en oyàebsv ̀ n<àivtoy esselsvl…..pairh< 

gar pe noyshoy nniàiomi euoyab nayeràelpis ef< pe naysolsel 

`mmvoy eyqno nèvoy `nnoyàai

Whose adorning let it not be that outward [adorning] of plaiting the 
hair, and of wearing of gold, or of puĴ ing on of apparel; … For aĞ er 
this manner in the old time the holy women also, who trusted in God, 
adorned themselves, being in subjection unto their own husbands:

B — In Liturgical books

In the rite of the marriage according to the book of the Lamp of the 
Darkness for the Elucidation of Service compiled by Shams al-Ri’asah Abu 
al-Barakat known as Ibn Kabar,11 in the Chapter XX, although this part 
has never been scholarly published12 mentions:13

(11)  On the work of Ibn Kabar, see Samir Khalil, L’Encyclopédie litur-
gique d’Ibn Kabar †1324 et son apologie d’usages coptes, in : H.-J. Feulner, 
E. Velkovska, R. F. Taft (eds.), Crosswords of Cultures Studies in Liturgy and 
Patristics in Honor of Gabriele Winkler (Roma, 2000) 619–655.

(12)  Only two popular editions one by Samuel bishop of Shibin al-Qa-
natir according to a manuscript copied by Shenoudah al-Baramusi copied on 
1955 and the other edition done by Mina Foundation for publication in 1998. 
See A. Wadi, Abu al-Barakat Ibn Kabar, Misbah al-Zulmah, Studia Orientalia 
Christiana Collectanea 34 (2001) 243. 

(13)  Text is taken from Paris Arabe 203, fol. RKZ [221r] Cf. also A. Abdal-
lah, L’ordinamento Liturgico di Gabriele V, 88 Patriarca Copti 1409–1427 (Cairo, 
1962) 135.
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amoy teknay etaiéelet etayselsols `mpiàihb aserforin 

noysvè14 nvoy peèaw `nèe péhri n<;arabai

ivannhs péhri nzebedeos ewvé ebol ewèv ̀ mmos èe seroyvini 

`nèe taiéelet para pisioy `nte àanatooy

ete uai te sivn mberi tpolis ̀ mpennoy< èe ere poynow ̀ nte 
nheuoyab throy évpi `n;rhi `n;hts

“Come to see the bride who has been adorned for the lamb,15 she 
bore a great16 glory, said the son of Charabai

John the son of Zebedeus crying out and saying: “This bride was 
shinning more than the star of the morning

That is the new Sion, the city of our God, wherein is the joy of 
all saints.” 

A note in the margin adds, “This psali is dedicated to the Lady. It 
has been composed by a father from the monks of Abu Maqar from the 
cell of Kadran and his name occurs in the fi rst leĴ ers of the beginning 
of each stanza.”17

This hymn occurs in three manuscripts kept in Germany.18 The 
manuscripts could be dated by the twelĞ h/thirteenth century. 

It is important to mention that this text is inspired from Apoc 21:9 
while the word solsel does not occur in both Sahidic and Bohairic 
version.

Bohairic oyoà aw`i ̀ nèe oyai ebol;en piZ ̀ naggelos nhete <Z mfy-

alh ̀ ntotoy eymeà ebol;en piZ ner;ot ̀ n;ae awsaèi nemhi ewèv 

mmos èe amoy ntatamok e<éelet tsàimi nte piàhib

Sahidic ayv awei nqi keoya ebolàM nsaéw naggelos eteoyntoy 

tsaéwe mfialh etmeà nneplygh nàah awéaèe nmmai ewèv mmos 

èe amoy tatsabok etéeleet tàime mpeàieib.

(14)  Corrected over the line noynié<. Abdallah read oylvè.
(15)  Rev. 21:9 the Coptic version is diff erent.
(16)  Translation according to the correction of the text of Ibn Kabar and 

Gabriel V 
(17)  The translation is given according to the edition of Mina Foundation, 

p. 183–184.
(18)  L. Störk, Koptische HandschriĞ en 2, die HandschriĞ en der Staats- und 

Universitätsbibliothek Hamburg, Teil 2, Die HandschriĞ en aus Dair Anba Maqar 
(StuĴ gart, 1995) (Verzeichnis der Orientalischen HandschriĞ en in Deutsch-
land, XXI.2) 273, 454; idem, Koptische HandschriĞ en 4, die HandschriĞ en der Staats-
bibliothek zu Berlin, Teil 2, Teil 1 Liturgische HandschriĞ en 1 (StuĴ gart, 2002) (Ver-
zeichnis der Orientalischen HandschriĞ en in Deutschland, XXI.4) 35.
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And there came unto me one of the seven angels which had the 
seven vials full of the seven last plagues, and talked with me, saying, 
Come hither, I will show thee the bride, the Lamb’s wife.

The rite of marriage (Crowning)

fhetawuamio `ntfe nem pkaài nem àvb niben eten;htoy oyoà ak-

selsoloy ;en teksofia

Who created heaven and earth and everything they are in them, 
and you adorned them with your wisdom.19

The rite of Baptism, the absolution of the woman for having a male 
boy:

fhetawsolsel `mpiepthrw ;en fnomos `nte tewagaph àiten 

<oikomomia nte pewlogos mmonogenhs `néhri …

O Who adorned (comforted) the universe with the Law of Charity 
through the economy of His Word, the Only-BegoĴ en Son…20

The liturgy of Baptism aĴ ributed to Severus of Antioch21 (which 
survived in Greek, Coptic and Syriac)

fhetawuamio ntfe nem pkaài nem poysolsel thrw

Who created heaven and earth and all their adornment.22

(19)  Philotheus al-Maqari, Barnaba al-Baramousi,    
     [The book of the rite of the glorious crowning ac-
cording to the ordo of the Coptic Orthodox Church of the predication of Saint Mark] 
(Cairo, 1921) 32

(20)  Philotheus al-Maqari, Barnaba al-Baramousi,    
   [The book of the holy Baptism used in the churches of the predi-
cation of Saint Mark] (Cairo, 1921) 8.

(21)  Störk, Koptische HandschriĞ en 2..., 314. for an English translation cf. 
R. M. Wooley, Coptic Offi  ces (London, 1930) (Translations of Christian Litera-
ture Series, III. Liturgbical Texts) 35–36. It is noteworthy that this prayer is 
not the same as the rite of Baptism aĴ ributed to Severus of Antioch in the 
Syriac Church cf. Murad Saliba Barsom, The Sacrament of the Holy Baptism ac-
cording to the Ancient Rite of the Syrian Orthodox Church of Antioch (The Syrian 
Orthodox Church in the United States of America and Canada, 1974) 86–92. 
For the works of Severus concerning the Rite of Baptism cf. B. Varghese, Les 
Onctions Baptismales dans la Tradition Syrienne (Louvain, 1989) (CSCO, 512) 
170–180; O. H. E. Burmester, Baptismal Rite of the Coptic Church, BSAC 11 
(1945) 37–39. But in the Syriac rite is aĴ ributed to James of Edessa.

(22)  Philotheus al-Maqari, Barnaba al-Baramousi, ... , 72.
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In the book of Glorifi cations23

A Doxology Adam for the Birth of the Virgin

<qrompi eunesvs ua nitenà `nàat uhetèhk ebol oyoà `mpanagia 

ey<mhini ero ;en àanmhé `nran eyqosi eyselsvl ebol `nèe ni-

profhths nem nipatriarxhs oyoà pipansofos `nte <ekklhsia

The beautiful dove, who has silver wings, the perfect and all-holy. 
The prophets and the patriarchs and the all-wise of the Church indicate 
about you with many names, extremely sublim and adorned (or 
comforting) 24

A hymn for the entry of the Virgin to the temple:

amvini svtem ntatamvten xamaéè eroi ntasaèi nemvten eube 

taialoy `mparuenos maria téeri `nivakim uheta nesio< selsols 

ebol ;en àannoè `ntaio niben25 aytihs `ndvron epierfei isèen 

esxh ;en G `nrompi

Come, hear, in order that I inform you, listen so that I talk with 
you about this virgin girl Mary daughter of Joachim that her parents 
adorned her with great, all honours and presented as a giĞ  to the 
temple since she was 3 years old26

A hymn for the dormition of the Virgin:

a taiparuenos qi ̀ noytaio mfooy ataiéelet qi ̀ noyvoy ̀ mfooy uai 

etèolà ;en àanéta< nieb `nnoyb esselsvl ;en oyuo nrh<…

“This Virgin has, today aĴ ained honour. This bride has toaday 
aĴ ained glory, her gown is made of gold thread and is adorned with 
many things”27

A hymn for the consecration fo the Church of the Virgin:

(23)  for this book cf. Y. N. Youssef, Un témoin méconnu de la liĴ érature 
copte, BSA 32 (1993), 139–147 ; Idem, Une relecture des glorifi cations coptes, 
BSA 34 (1995) 77–83. Cf. also Yassa Abd al-Masih, Doxologies in the Coptic 
Church, edited Bohairic doxologies, BSA 6 (1940) 19–76, see p. 71.

(24)  Attallah Arsenius al-Moharraqi, pèvm nte nièin<voy EUY 
n<paruenos niaggelos niapostolos ni¶ nem nhEUY, [The book of the holy 
Glorifi cations for the Virgin, the angels, the apostles, the martyrs and the saints] 
(Cairo, 1972) 32.

(25)  This text is not grammatically correct as the indefi nite article should 
be omit before niben

(26)  Attallah, pèvm nte nièin<voy..., 38–39.
(27)  Ibid., 45.
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anok oyekvt anok oyamée anok oyshini nrewtoyèo <oyvé ntakvt 

`noypallation mpoyro ntaselsolw `nkalvs

I am a builder, I am a carpenter, I am a healer physician, I wish 
to build a palace of the king and to well adorn it.28

For the Epiphany and the feast of John the Baptist adorn
`nuok pe psolsel mpéawe

You are the adornment (consolation) of the desert.29

In the book of the Psalmodia
xere pimanéelet etselsvl ;en oyuo `nrh< `nte pinymfios `mmhi 

etaw<metrvmi

Hail to the bridal chamber adorned in every way, for the true 
Bridegroom, who united with humanity.30

Consolation, comfort

This meaning occurs on the Gospels in the Sahidic versions only 
while in Bohairic there are diff erent words:

A — In the Bible

MaĴ hew (Sahidic)
2:18 èe oysmh aysvtM eros àN àramma oyrime mN oytoeit enaévw 

àraxhl esrime eneséhre ayv mpesoyvé esLsvls èe Nnoys an ne

2:18 In Rama was there a voice heard, lamentation, and weeping, 
and great mourning, Rachel weeping [for] her children, and would 
not be comforted, because they are not.

Luke 16: 19 (Bohairic)

ne oyon oyrvmi de pe `nramao oyoà neéaw<` noyporfyra àivtw 

nem oyéens ewoynow `mmhni ;en oysolsel 

There was a certain rich man, which was clothed in purple and 
fi ne linen, and fared sumptuously every day:

Luke (Sahidic)

16 :25 peèe abraàam de èe paéhre aripmeye èe akèi nnekagauon 

àM pekvnaà ayv lazaros àvvw àn àenpeuooy tenoy sesolsel 
mmow mpeima Ntok de semoykà mmok

(28)  Attallah, pèvm nte nièin<voy..., 59
(29)  Ibid., 75.
(30)  Mina al-Baramousi, <calmodia..., 199, Labib, pèvm nte <calmo-

dia..., 135.
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16:25 But Abraham said, Son, remember that thou in your lifetime 
received your good things, and likewise Lazarus evil things: but now 
he is comforted, and thou art tormented.

John (Sahidic)
11:19 oymhhée de ebolàn ioydai ne ayei pe éa marua mn maria èe 

eyselsvloy etbe peyson

11:19 And many of the Jews came to Martha and Mary, to comfort 
them concerning their brother.

11:31 nioydai qe etàM phi nMmas ayv etsolsel Mmos nteoynay 

emaria èe astvoyns àn oyqeph asei ebol ayoyaàoy Nsvs eyèv 

Mmos èe esnabvk ebol eptafos èe eserime mmay

11:31 The Jews then which were with her in the house, and com-
forted her, when they saw Mary, that she rose up hastily and went 
out, followed her, saying, She goes unto the grave to weep there.

In the Psalmodia
The same word is used to give the meaning of Consolation in the 

doxology for the Virgin:
ere psolsel mariam ;en nifhoyi etsapévi saoyinam ̀ mpesmenrit 

estvbà mmow eàrhi eèvn

The consolation of Mary, in upper Heavens at the right of her 
Beloved, is to pray Him for our sake.31

And the second doxology for the Virgin for the Month of Kihak32

ere psolsel n<paruenos maria téeri mpoyro dayid saoyinam nIHS 

pXS péhri mf< pimenrit

The consolation of the Virgin, Mary the daughter of King David, 
at the right of Jesus Christ the Beloved Son of God.33

Yassa Abd-Al-Masih translated the word solsel in both stanzas 
as “adornment”,34 while the use of the other meaning suits beĴ er the 
context.

(31)  Brogi, La santa salmodia..., 89 (ornamento); Mina al-Baramousi, 
<calmodia..., 313; Labib, pèvm nte <calmodia..., 214; idem, <calmodia EUY 
nte piabot xoiak [The book of the holy Psalmodia of the month of Kihak] (Cairo, 
1911–1922) 331–332.

(32)  Y. N. Youssef, A doxology for the month of Kihak, Journal of Coptic 
Studies 8 (2006) 79–85.

(33)  Brogi, La santa salmodia..., 131; Mina al-Baramousi, <calmodia..., 
378, Labib, pèvm nte <calmodia..., 483–485; idem, <calmodia..., 566–567; Yas-
sa Abd al-Masih, Doxologies…, 19–76.

(34)  Yassa Abd al-Masih, Doxologies…, 20, 35.
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The daily psalis of Monday:

colsel nnencyxh peroyvt nnenàht pe pekran EUY v paQS IHS

The consolation of our souls and the joy of our hearts is Your holy 
name o my Lord Jesus35

Il tua Santo Nome. O moi ignore Gesù è consolazione delle nostre 
anime e gioia dei nostri cuori36

The doxology of Saint Macarius the Great:

se tennaà< èe kxh neman cyxh nem svma nem pNA kéop nan ̀ mpara-

klhsis oyoà `nsolsel nnencyxh

Yes we believe that you are with us, soul, body and spirit. You 
became for us, a consolation and comfort to our souls.37

Si crediamo che sei con noi, anima e corpo e spirite, e sei per no 
un consolatore ed un consolatore delle nostre anime38

A doxology for Damianah

raéi v uhetsolel ;en piparadisos ;en oyvoynem oyuelhl 

naàren pXS

Be happy o that who is adorned (conforted) in the Paradise with 
glory and joy in front of Christ.39

B — In the psalis

The psalis in are in general from late date. Some of them are com-
posed by Nicodemus (XVIII century). They are inspired by other litur-
gical texts.

Psali Adam for Nairouz This psali is from the last leĴ er to the fi rst. 
The stanza here is inspired by the daily psali of Monday:

colsel nnenPNA peroyt mpenlas pivoy nak AL doja si o ueos

The consolation of our spirits and the joyness of our tongues, 
Glory be to You Alleluia, Glory be to You, o God40

The psali of Saint Mark inspired by the Theotokia of Sunday:

(35)  Labib, pèvm nte <calmodia..., 110
(36)  Brogi, La santa salmodia..., 48.
(37)  Labib, pèvm nte <calmodia..., 241
(38)  Brogi, <calmodia..., 104
(39)  Attallah, pèvm nte nièin<voy..., 226.
(40)  Philotheus al-Maqari, Mikhail Girgis,     

     [The book of the Psalis and Turhurat, Batos and Adam 
used in the churches of the predication of Saint Mark] (Cairo, 1913) 11.
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jolsel `nnencyxh ;en pinaà< etsoytvn oyoà on aktaèron ;en 

pekeyaggelion

You console our souls with the right faith and also you established 
us in your Gospel41

Psali Adam for the Virgin Mary for the consecration of the sanctu-
ary of the monastery of al-Muharraq:

colselnnenàht fraéi nnilaos ebolàiten maria <ueotokos

The consolation of our heart, the happyness of the peoples through 
Mary the God-Bearer42

Psali Batos of saint George aĴ ributed to Nicodemus

joslel nniekklhsia ;en peksoslel nniekklhsia ;en pekèiner-

fmeyi v pigenneos eube pvoy `nte tekparuenia v paQS poyro 

gevrgios

You console the churches through your consolation of the churches 
in your commemoration, o brave because of the glory of your chastety, 
o my lord king George43

Psali Adam for Saint George 

solsel ;en nifhoyi pe pekran v pimartyros nem pektypos àièen 

pikaài v piEUY gevrgios

You are (a) Consolation (adornment) in heavens, o Martyr and 
your example (type) [is] on earth o saint George.44

Psali Adam for Saint Mercurius 

solsel ;en nifhoyi nuok v pimartyros nem pektypos àièen pikaài 

v fhEUY merkoyrios

You are (a) Consolation (adornment) in heavens, o Martyr and 
your example (type) [is] on earth, o saint Mercurius

Psali for the consecration of the Church of Abba Shenoudi

akmoyn ebol ;en oytaèro ;en àanproseyxh eyoyab ;en nai ak-

solsel mpekbios mfrh< nniaggelos

You remain fi rmly, in holy prayers, therefore you console (adorn) 
your life like the angels.45

(41)  Philotheus al-Maqari, Mikhail Girgis, ...  , 122.
(42)  Ibid., 134.
(43)  Ibid., 138.
(44)  Ibid., 145.
(45)  De Lacy O’Leary, The Difnar (Antiphonarium) of the Coptic Church 

(London, 1926) Vol. I, 107.
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C — In the Euchologion
We read in the Euchologion,46 in the Litany of peace which is a dis-
tinctively Egyptian feature47

pioyro nimatoi niarxvn nisoqni nimhé nenueéey nenèinmoéi e;oyn 

nem nenèinmoéi ebol selsvloy ;en àirhnh niben

The king, the soldiers, the notables, the councillors, the peoples, 
our neighbours, our inside ways and our outside ways (adorned / 
comfort) them with whole peace48

The meaning here is not clear whether the verb selsoloy is for the 
king, the soldiers or for the ways.

The Arabic version of the Greek version49

             
The Litany for the place from the Anaphora of Saint Gregory, we 

read50 
nem polis niben nem xvra niben nem <mi nem poysosel thrw

and all the cities and countries and towns and their whole adorn-
ment (consolation- universe) 51

This part is not aĴ ested in the edition of Tukhi.52

(46)  We will refer to the best edition of this book prepared by Abd al-Ma-
sih Salib and printed by Claudius Labib which is considered as nearly critical 
edition cf. U. Zanetti, Esquisse d’une typologie des Euchologes Coptes Boha-
ïriques, Le Muséon 100 (1987) 407–418. 

(47)  Cf. G. J. Cuming, The liturgy of St Mark (Roma, 1990) (Orientalia Chris-
tiana Analecta, 234) 100. 

(48)  Abd al-Masih Salib, pièvm nte pieyxologion euoyab ete fai pe 
pièvm nte <éom< nanafora nte piagios basilios nem piagios grhgorios nem 
piagios kyrillos nem àankeeyxh eyoyab, [The book of the Holy Euchologion 
which is the book of the three anaphorae of St. Basil, St. Gregory and St. Cyril and 
other holy prayers] (Cairo, 1902) 278, (liturgy of St Cyril) 581.

(49)  Samir Khalil, La version arabe du Basile alexandrin (codex Kacmar-
cik), OCP 44 (1978) 342–390 especially p. 364–365.

(50)  E. Hammerschmidt, Die Koptische Gregoriosanaphora. Syrische und 
Griechische Einfl usse auf Eine Ägyptische Liturgie (Berlin, 1957); idem, Some re-
marks on the History of, and Present State of Investigation into, the Coptic 
Liturgy, BSAC 19 (1968) 89–113. 

(51)  Abd al-Masih Salib, pièvm nte pieyxologion..., 517.
(52)  R. Tukhi, The book of the three anaphoras which are those of Saint Ba-

sil, Saint Gregory the Theologian and Saint Cyril with other holy prayers (Roma, 
1736). 
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D — In the Literature

This word occurs only once in the Apophthegmata Patrum in Coptic 

Sahidic ayèoos etbhhtw apa makarios èe ewoyvé esLsL nesnhy 

peèaw. 

It was said about Abba Macarius that he wished to comfort the 
brethren, he said:..53

This text is translated from the Greek:

Ἐlegen ajbba Makarioς qevlwn parhgorhßsai touς ajdelfouvς 
Abba Macarius, wishing to comfort the brethren, said: ...54

This word occurs also in a leĴ er addressed from Theophilus the 
Patriarch to the monks in Coptic 

Sahidic pàllo de awaitei mparxhepiskopos etrewsàai noyepis-
tolh éa newmonaxos ewsolsL mmooy àm péaèe

The elder asked the archbishop to write a leĴ er to his monks com-
forting them with a word.:..55

Conclusion

This note shows once more the importance of the study of the Cop-
tic liturgical texts. It highlights the Egyptian way of using pun to ex-
press a deep meaning.

It demonstrates also the Coptic origin of the Theotokia.
Sometimes it is diffi  cult to choose which meaning of this word is 

meant. This is apparent from the above examples.
In our study, we did not take in consideration the meaning of sol-

sel as world (not mentioned by Crum) but aĴ ested only once in the 
Epistle of James 3:6

Bohairic pilas àvw oyxrvm pe psolsel nte tadikia pilas xh e;rhi 

;en nimelos oyoà wàiaqni nsa pisvma thrw 

Sahidic plas àvvw oykvàT pe pkosmos Ntadikia pe plas àN 

Nmmelos pai etèvàM mpsvma thrW.

(53)  M. Chaîne, Le manuscrit de la version copte en dialecte sahidique des 
«Apophtehgmata Patrum» BEC 6 (Caire, 1960) 45 N182

(54)  J.-C. Guy, Les Apophtegmes des Pères, Collections systématique, Chapitre 
XVII–XXI (SC, 498) (Paris, 2005) 62–63, N 15

(55)  W. E. Crum, Der Papyruscodex saec. VI–VII der Phillippsbibliothek in 
Cheltenham (Strassburg, 1915) (SchriĞ en der WissenschaĞ lichen GesellschaĞ  
in Strassburg, 18) 16: 14–15.
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And the tongue [is] a fi re, a world of iniquity: so is the tongue 
among our members, that it defi les the whole body.

It is important to mention the Greek verb kosmevw has the following 
meaning “Order, set in order, adorn”56 while the substantive kovsmoς 
has three meaning of ornament or world57 or order, or ornament deco-
ration or World, universe58

II. Note on the Bohairic Theotokia 
and the Sahidic Antiphonarion

The Antiphonarion is an important liturgical book. The Sahidic ver-
sion dated in 893AD 59 has been edited by Marie Cramer and Martin 
Krause,60 the Bohairic version dated 1385 is not published yet.61

In a previous article, Yassa Abd al-Masih demonstrated that many 
parts of the actual doxologies have similarities with the Antiphonarion 
of Hamouli.62

Dr Gawdat followed this study with two articles about the compos-
tion and the origin of this book.63

In his book of the Lamp of Darkness, Ibn Kabar indicates that the 
use of the Theotokias is not observed in the Upper Egypt64

(56)  G. W. H. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford, 1961) 769a
(57)  Liddell—Scott, 985.
(58)  Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon..., 771ab.
(59)  L. Depuydt, Catalogue of Coptic Manuscripts in the Pierpont Morgan 

Library (Leuven: Peeter, 1993) (Corpus of Illuminated Manuscrispts) Vol. 1, 
107–112.

(60)  M. Cramer, M. Krause, Das koptische Antiphonar (Jerusalemer Theo-
logisches Forum, 12) (Münster: Aschendorff , 2008).

(61)  Nashaat Mekhaiel, Shenoute as refl ected in the Vita and the Difnar, 
in: Gawdat Gabra, Hany N. Takla (eds.), Christianity and Monasticism in Upper 
Egypt — Akhmim and Sohag, vol. I (Cairo—New York: The American Univer-
sity in Cairo Press, 2008) 99–106.

(62)  Yassa ‘Abd al-Masih, Doxologies of the Coptic Church, BSAC 5 
(1939) 175–191.

(63)  For a study of this book cf. Gawdat Gabra, Untersuchungen zum 
Difnar der koptischen Kirche. I Quellenlage, Forschungsgeschichichte und 
künĞ ige Aufgaben, BSAC 35 (1996) 37–52; idem, Untersuchungen zum Difnar 
der koptischen Kirche. II zur Kompilation, BSAC 37 (1998) 49–68.

(64)  L. Villecourt, Les observances Liturgiques et la discipline du jeûne 
dans l’Église Copte, Le Muséon 37 (1924) 201–280 especially p. 229.
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In previous studies, I discussed the origin and the evolution of the 
theotokias and I compared with the patristic texts.65 I concluded that 
some parts of the Theotokias are present in the Sahidic Antiphonarion.66

Muyser compared the Bohairic theotokia and the Antiphonary,67 
I will reproduce the list and I will compare the two texts to comment 
on the linguistic evolution of the texts. We choose to compare in details 
the theotokia of Tuesday and Wednesday as representing to the tune 
Adam and Batos. We added also the unique stanza from the theotokia 
for Sundays and the table showing the correspondence between the 
theotokias of Thursday and Friday.

Theotokia of Sunday

Only one stanza was found in the Antiphonarion that resembles to 
the stanza of Sunday Theotokia.68

Antiphonarion69 Theotokia of Sunday 
(part 1)

Translation

teskynh 

tetoymoyte eros 
èe tetoyaab nete 
netoyaab ere tkibv-
tos nàhts

semoy< ero dikevs v 
uheutsmarvoyt ;en 
niàiomi èe <maà snoy< 
`nskhnh
uhetoymoy< eros 
èe uheuoyab nte 
nheuoyab ere niplaj 
`n;hts

You are justly called, 
o blessed one, among 
women, the Second 
Tabernacle
Which is called, the 
holy of the Holies, 
w h e r e i n  a r e  t h e 
tablets 

Commentary
The Sahidic version of the Antiphonarion is slightly diff erent from 

the Bohairic

“The Tabernacle which is called the holy of Holies wherein the 
Ark” 

(65)  Youssef, Severus of Antioch..., 93–108 ; idem, The Coptic Marian..., 
127–140; idem, Note sur La Vierge Marie Entre la tradition Copte et Syriaque 
(Maronite), Parole de l’Orient 31 (2006) 185–190.

(66)  Youssef, Une relecture des Théotokies..., 153–170 especially p. 170.
(67)  J. Muyser, Maria‘s Heerlikleid in Egypten Ein Studie der Koptische Maria 

Literature, vol. I (Louvain, 1935) 60–74 and especially p. 72–74.
(68)  Cramer, Krause, Das koptische Antiphonar…, 106.
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It resembles to the fi rst two stanzas of the Theotokia of Sunday, 
however the Bohairic text talk about the “Tablets” while the Sahidic 
version mentions the “Ark”

Theotokia of Monday

I was unable to fi nd any text in both books resembles to each 
other.

Theotokia of Tuesday

There are two parts from the Theotokia of Tuesday which have 
their counterpart in the Sahidic book of the Antiphonarion. 69 70 71 

Antiphonarion70 Theotokia of Tuesday 
(part 2)

Translation

oynoq pe ptaio 
Ntoyparuenia

oynié< pe pvoy `nte 
teparuenia maria 
<paruenos uhetèhk 
ebol

Great is the glory 
of  your virginity, 
O Virgin Mary, the 
perfect one

èe Nto pe teqloole 
nta iakvb nay eros

areèemàmot pQS 
éop neme `nuo te 
<moki uheta iakvb 
nay eros

You have found grace, 
and the Lord is with 
you, you are the lad-
der, which Jacob saw

ere èvs àN tpe ere 
rats àièM pkaà71 
ere naggelos nhy 
epesht Nàhts 

estaèrhoyt àièen 
pikaài esqosi éa 
eàrhi etfe ere 
niaggelos nhoy 
epesht àivts

Set fi rmly on the earth, 
reaching to heaven, 
where the angels come 
down upon it

nta on pe pbatos 
Nta mvyshs nay 
erow ere pkvàt 
Nàhtw72 ayv Nwrok an 

nuo pe pééhn 
etawnay erow `nèe 
mvyshs ewmoà ;en 
pixrvm oyoà nawrvkà 
an

You are the bush, 
which Moses has seen 
fl aming with fi re and 
was not consumed

(69) Cramer, Krause, Das koptische Antiphonar…, 182 N 164.
(70)  Which its head is in heaven and its feet on the earth.
(71)  When Moses saw it while the fi re in it.
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//////////////////////// ete fai pe péhri 
mf< etawévpi ;en 
teneèi `mpixrvm 
`nte tewmeunoy< 
rvkà `mpesvma

Who is the Son of 
God, who dwelt in 
your womb, the fire 
of His Divinity did not 
consume your body

nta on pe tpetra 
Nta danihl nay eros 
eayée etpvne 
Nàhts aèN qiè Nrvme

//////////////// You are also the stone 
which Daniel saw it 
in a wood separated 
from it without hum-
an hand 

Nta on pe tsvée 
Mpoyèeqroq eros 
as< eàrai noykarpos 
nvnà

`nuo te <koi 
mpoy<èroè eros 
aretaoyo ebol 
noykapros `nvn;

You are also the fi eld 
which was not seeded 
and gave a fruit of 
life

nta on pe paào 
ntawéopw Nqi ivshf 
ayàe73 epmarkariths 
ewàhp àN tewmhte

nuo pe piaào 
etawéopw `nèe 
ivshf awèem 
pimargariths ewàhp 
;en tewmh<

You are the treasure 
that Joseph bought 
and he found the 
pearl, hidden in its 
midst

ayàe74 pensvthr 
ewàhp àN toymhtra 
arèpow eèM pkaà awi 
awsvte Mmon

awèem pensvthr 
IHS ;en teneèi 
areèfow epikosmos 
éantewsv< `mmon

He found our Saviour 
Jesus in your womb, 
you gave birth to Him 
for the world so He 
might save us

Commentary72 73

— The translation provided here is based mainly on the Bohairic 
text.

— We fi nd some minor changes such as in stanza 1 taio “honour” 
Sahidic and “voy” “glory” Bohairic. Stanza 5 “tsvée Sahidic and 
“<koi” Bohairic. Stanza 6 “ayàe” in Sanidic, “awèem” in Boahric.

— Addition of a sentence in one stanza, as in stanza 1 Bohairic “maria 

<paruenos uhetèhk ebol” in stanza 2 in Bohairic “areèemàmot pQS 

éop neme

— Addition of a complete stanza as in stanza 5 in both Sahidic and 
Bohairic 

(72)  Lit “a pearl was found.
(73)  Lit. “our Saviour was found.” 
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— Change in the formulation however the meaning is the same as 
in Stanza 3 ere èvs àN tpe ere rats àièM pkaà in Shaidic while in 
Bohairic estaèrhoyt àièen pikaài esqosi Stanza 4.

— Change Coptic word into Greek as Stanza 4 batos Sahidic pééhn 

Bohairic, Stanza 7 “toymhtra” Sahidic, “teneèi” Bohairic, “pkaà” 
Sahidic, “pikosmos” Bohairic.

— Addition of words such as èe in stanza 2, Sahidic, Stanza 6 on 

Sahidic, Stanza 7 “IHS” Bohairic. 
— Change of the person such as in stanza 5 “as<” she gave” Sahidic 

“aretaoyo” You gave. It is important to mention that the beginning of 
the stanza is addressed to the Virgin using the 2nd person.74

Antiphonarion75 Theotokia of Tuesday 
(part 5)

Translation 

ptaio Nteiparuenos 
oyatéaèe erow pe 
èe a pnoyte oyaés 
awei awoyvà Nàhts

ptaio `n<paruenos 
oyatsaèi `mmow pe 
èe a fnoy< oyaés 
aw`i awévpi `n;hts

The honour of the 
Virgin is unuĴ erable, 
for God desired her 
and came and dwelt 
in her

petéoop àM poyoein 
naé àvn erow an 
awévpe Nàhts Mcis 
nebot

fhetéop ;en 
pioyvini `naté;vnt 
erow awévpi ;en 
tesneèi `m U `nabot

He who abides in light 
that is unapproachable, 
dwelt in her womb, for 
nine months

piatnay erow 
piat<tvé erow a 
maria èpow eso 
Mparuenos

piaunay erow 
piat<uvé erow a 
maria masw esoi 
mparuenos

Mary gave birth to 
the Invisible and the 
Inf ini te ,  One and 
remained Virgin

pai pe pvne Nta 
danihlnay erow 
eayéeetw ebolàN 
oytooy

fai gar pe pivni 
fheta danihl nay 
erow eayéatw ebol 
ài oytvoy

This is the rock which 
Dasniel saw which was 
cut from a mountain

Mpeqiè Nrvme eéèvà 
erow ete pai pe 
pilogos pe ebolàM 
peivt

ete `mpe èiè `nrvmi 
qoà erow epthrw 
ete fai pe pilogos 
piebol;en fivt

The hands of men, 
never touched Him, 
for He is the Word of 
the Father

eawèisarj ebolàN 
tparuenos aèN 
sperma Nrvme awei 
awsvte Mmon

aw`i awqisarj 
ebol;en <paruenos 
aqne sperma `nrvmi 
éa `ntwsv< `mmon

He came and took 
fl esh, from the Virgin, 
without the seed of 
manin order to save us

(74)  Cramer, Krause, Das koptische Antiphonar…, 184, N 167.
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Commentary
— The translation provided here is based mainly on the Bohairic 

text.
— We fi nd some minor changes such as in stanza 1 awoyvà Sahidic 

and awévpi” Bohairic. Stanza 3 èpow Sahidic and masw” Bohairic.
— Addition of a complete stanza as in stanza 5 in both Sahidic and 

Bohairic 
— Change in the formulation however the meaning is the same as 

in Stanza 3 naé àvn erow an in Shaidic while naté;vnt in Bohairic.
— Addition of words such as gar in stanza 4, Bohairic, Stanza 5 ete 

Bohairic. stanza 6 “aw`i “ Bohairic. 

Theotokia of Wednesday

The entire Theotokia of Wednesday occurs in the book of the An-
tiphonarion 75 76 77 78

Antiphonarion76 Theotokia of 
Wednesday (part 1)

Translation

netagma throy Nte 
na mphye seèv 
Mpoymakarios èe 
Nto petmeàsnte 
Mpe tai etàoop77 
àièM pkaà

nitagma throy 
`nte nifhoyi seèv 
nnemakarios èe 
`nuo te <maàsnoy< 
`mfe etéop àièem 
pikaài

Al l  the  heavenly 
ranks declare your 
blessedness, for you 
are the Second Heaven 
upon earth

ti[ay]lh nte maria 
teiparuenos 
pmanéeleet 
ettBbhoy Nte 
pnymfios ngauaros

<pylh `nte nimanéai 
te maria <paruenos 
pimanéelet ettoyb-
hoyt `nte pinymfios 
`nkauaros

The gate of the East 
is the Virgin Mary, 
the pure bridal cham-
ber for the pure Bride-
groom

a peivt qvét ebolàN 
tpe mpewàe eoyon 
eweine mmo awèooy 
Mpewmerit Néhre78 
awei awoyvà79 Nàhte

a fivt èoyét 
ebol;en tfe 
`mpewèem fhetoni 
`mmo awoyvrp 
`mpewmonogenhs I 
awqisarj ebol `n;h<

The Father looked from 
heaven and found no 
one that resembles 
you. He sent His Only 
Begotten who came 
and took fl esh from you

(75)  Cramer, Krause, Das koptische Antiphonar…, 212, N 207.
(76)  Read “etéoop” I am not sure whether it is a misprint or mistake 

from the scribe of the manuscript.
(77)  “His Beloved Son.”
(78)  “and abode in you.”
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Commentary
— The translation provided here is based mainly on the Bohairic 

text.
— We fi nd some minor changes such as in stanza 1 Mpoymakarios 

Sahidic and “nnemakarios” Bohairic. Stanza 3 èooy Sahidic and 
oyvrp Bohairic

— The reconstruction of the editor for the fi rst word of stanza 2 in 
Sahidic is probable however Bohairic is more probable. It seems that 
the scribe did not copy the word Mmmanéa.

— Addition of words such as tai in stanza 1, Sahidic,. 
— Change in the formulation however the meaning is the same 

as in Stanza 3 awèooy Mpewmerit Néhre “He sent his Beloved Son” 
in Shaidic while in Bohairic awoyvrp `mpewmonogenhs. “He sent His 
Only BegoĴ en. The same could be said awoyvà “dwelt” in Sahidic 
while in Bohairic awqisarj “took fl esh 79 

Antiphonarion80 Theotokia 
of Wednesday 

(part 2)

Translation

ayèv Nàentio 
etbhhte tpolis 
Mpennoyte èe Nto 
petere pmannévpe 
Nneteyfrane throy 
Nàhte 

aysaèi `nàantaio 
eubh< v <baki 
`nte f< èe `nuo 
petere fmanévpi 
`nnhetoynow throy 
`n;h< 

They spoke of you 
with honour, O city of 
God, for you are the 
dwelling place of all 
the joyful

nrrvoy thoy 
Mpeikosmos 
namooée ebolàM 
poyoein ayv 
Nàeunos àM poypirh 
teuevdokos maria 

nioyrvoy throy 
`nte pkaài semoéi 
;en peoyvini oyoà 
nieunos ;en pefiri v 
maria umay `mf< 

All the kings of the 
earth walk in your 
light and the nations 
in your brightness, 
O Mary the Mother 
of God

senamakarize Mmo 
Nqi nefylh throy 
Mpkaà mN Nlaos 
Mpistos Mpkaà ayv 
Ntagma naggelikon 
ayv anon àvn

seermakarizin `mmo 
nèe nigenea throy

Every generation bles-
ses you and

(79)  Cramer, Krause, Das koptische Antiphonar…, 208, N 198.
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nMmay81 tNoyvét 
Mpentarmise Mmow 
tNeràoyo eèise 
Mmow èe pvw pe 
peooy Néa eneà82

tenoyvét 
mfhetareèfow 
teneràoyo qisi 
`mmow

we worship Him to 
whom you gave birth 
and we exalt you

Commentary  80 81

— The translation provided here is based mainly on the Bohairic 
text.

— We fi nd some minor changes such as in stanza 1 èv “say” Sa-
hidic and “saèi” “spoke” Bohairic. Stanza 3 “mise “ Sahidic “èfow” 
Bohairic

— Addition of a sentence in one stanza, as in stanza 3 Sahidic 
“Mpkaà mN Nlaos Mpistos Mpkaà ayv Ntagma naggelikon ayv anon 
àvn nMmay and also èe pvw pe peooy Néa eneà

— Change Coptic word into Greek as Stanza 1 polis Sahidic <baki 

Bohairic, Stanza 1 “eyfrane” Sahidic, “oynow” Bohairic, Stanza 2 
“pikosmos” Sahidic, “pkaài” Bohairic. Stanza 3 teuevdokos Sahidic 
umay mf< Bohairic82

Antiphonarion83 Theotokia of 
Wednesday (part 3)

Translation

Nto pe tekloole 
etasvoy 
Ntaysymmane 
nas MpmoyNàvoy 
Ntparroysia 
Mpmonogenhs 
Mpeivt 

nuo te <qhpi 
etasivoy 
uhetasersymmenin 
nan `mpimoynàvoy 
`nte <paroysia `nte 
pimonogenhs `nnoy< 

You are the light cloud 
that has lead us to the 
rain of the advent of 
the Only BegoĴ en of 
God

a peivt ertexniths 
ero a pePNA 
etoyaab ei eèv ayv 
a tqom Mpetèose 
eràaibes ero v maria 

a fivt ertexniths 
ero a piPNA EUY 
I eèv oyèom 
`nte fhetqosi 
eunaer;hibi ero 
maria 

The Father created 
you  sk i l fu l ly  the 
Holy  Spir i t  came 
upon you and the 
Power of the Highest 
overshadowed you, 
Mary

(80) “ Of the earth and the faithful peoples and the angelic ranks and we 
also with them.”

(81)  For Glory be to Him forever.
(82)  Cramer, Krause, Das koptische Antiphonar…, 208, N 197.
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arèpo Mpialiuinos 
Néhri Néhri Nte 
pnoyte etmhn 
ebol éa eneà 
awei awsotten àN 
nennobe

èe areèfo 
`mpialhuinos 
`nlogos `néhri `nte 
fivt eumhn ebol éa 
eneà aw`i awsotten 
;en nennobi

For you have given 
birth to the True Word, 
the Son of the Ever 
existing Father, whom 
came and save us from 
our sins

Commentary
— The translation provided here is based mainly on the Bohairic 

text.
— We fi nd some minor changes such as in stanza 1 tekloole Sa-

hidic and “<qhpi” Bohairic.
— Addition of words such as èe in stanza 3, Bohairic, Stanza 2 ayv 

a Sahidic, Stanza 7 “IHS”. 
— Change of the person such as in stanza 1 “nas” to her” Sahidic 

“nan” to us”. It is important to mention that the beginning of the stanza 
is addressed to the Virgin using the 2nd person hence the Bohairic is 
more logic.

— In stanza 1, 3 there is an interchange between the Father and 
God in both ways 83

Antiphonarion84 Theotokia 
of Wednesday 

(part 4)

Translation

oynoq pe patio 
Ntakfvrei Mmow v 
gabrihl paggelos 
Nwaiéennoywe ere 
pewào éoyeraéi 
ebol 

oynié< gar te <timh 
etakmpéa `mmos v 
gabrihl piaggelos 
`mwaiéennoywi ere 
pekào éoyo raéi 
ebol 

For great s the hon-
our which you are 
worthy of O Gabriel, 
the messenger Angel, 
your face beams with 
joy

aktaéoeié nan 
Mpeèpo Mpnoyte 
Ntawei éaron akài 
éenoywe Mmaria 
teiparuenos nat-
tvlM 

akersymmenin nan 
mpièfo `nte f< 
etaw`i éaron akàiée-
nnoywi `mmaria <pa-
ruenos `natuvleb 

You announced to us 
the birth of God who 
came to us and you 
declared to Mary the 
undefi led Virgin

(83)  Cramer, Krause, Das koptische Antiphonar…, 198, N 184.
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ekèv Mmos 
èe xaire tentasqNà-
mot pèoeis nMme 

èe xere uheumeà 
`nàmot oyoà pQS 
éop neme areèimi 
gar `noyàmot oypNA 
ewoyab eunhoy eèv 

Saying:
“Hail to you O full 
of grace, the Lord is 
with you, you have 
found favour, the 
Holy Spirit shall 
come upon you.”

ternamise Mppetoy-
aab psvthr Mpeikos-
mos

oyèom `nte fhet-
qosi eunaer;hibi ero 
maria teramisi mf-
heUY pSVR `mpikos-
mos thrw 

The power of the 
Highest will over-
shadow you Mary, 
you shall give birth 
of to the Holy, the 
Saviour of the whole 
world

Commentary
— The translation provided here is based mainly on the Bohairic 

text.
— We fi nd some minor changes such as in stanza 3 sqNàmot “fi nd 

grace” Sahidic and “uheumeà `nàmot” “full of grace” Bohairic. 
— Addition of a sentence, as in stanza 3 Sahidic “ekèv Mmos” in 

stanza 3 in Bohairic “areèimi gar `noyàmot oypNA ewoyab eunhoy 

eèv and in stanza 4 Bohairic oyèom `nte fhetqosi eunaer;hibi ero 

maria

— Change Coptic word into Greek as Stanza 1 taio Sahidic timh 

Bohairic, Stanza 1 “fvrei” Sahidic, “ermpéa” Bohairic, Stanza 2 “ak-

taéoeié” Sahidic, “akersymmenin” Bohairic.
— Change of the person such as in stanza 1 “pewào” his face” Sahidic 

“pekào” Your face. It is important to mention that the beginning of the 
stanza is addressed to the Virgin using the 2nd person. 84 

Antiphonarion85 Theotokia 
of Wednesday 

(part 5)

Translation

oyéa Mparuenikon 
pettvàM Mpenlas 
Mpooy etren<taio 
Nteuevdvkos maria 

oyéai `mparuenikon 
etuvàem 
`mpenlas `mfooy 
eurenereyfomin 
`n<ueotokos 

A virginal feast, today, 
called our tongues to 
give praise to Mary, 
the Mother of God

(84)  Cramer, Krause, Das koptische Antiphonar…, 164, N 143.
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Antiphonarion Theotokia 
of Wednesday 

(part 5)

Translation

etbe pentasmasw 
nan àN tpolis NDAD 
pennoyte86 penSVR 
IS peXS pèoeis

eube fhetaymasw 
nan ;en ubaki 
`ndayid penSVR IHS 
oyoà pXS pQS

Because who was born 
for us in the City of 
David, our Saviour 
Jesus Christ the Lord

amhitN nelaos throy 
Ntenmakarize Mmos 
èe asévpe Mmay 
ayv Mparuenos ài 
oysop

amvini nilaos throy 
`ntenermakarizin 
`mmos èe asévpi 
`mmay oyoà 
`mparuenos eysop

Come all you nation. 
So we may give bles-
sings to her for she 
has become both the 
Mother and Virgin

xaire tparuenos 
ettBbhy Nattako 
tenta plogos Mpivt 
eI awèisarj ebol 
nàhtS

xere ne v 
<paruenos 
uhettoybhoyt 
`nattako eta 
pilogos `nte fivt I 
awqisarj ebol n;h<

Hail to You, O Virgin, 
the pure and incorrupt 
one, the Word of the 
Father, came and took 
fl esh from you.

xaire pikymilion et-
sotp Nteparuenos 
Mme ayv etèhk ebol

xere pikymillion `na-
taqni oyoà etsvtp 
`nte teparuenia 
`mmhi oyoà etèhk 
ebol

Hail to the chosen 
vessel which is with-
out blemish that is of 
your true and perfect 
virginity

xaire pparadisos 
Nlogikon MpXS 
penetawévpe Mmeà 
Snay nadam epma 
Mpéorp Nrvme adam

xere piparadisos 
`nlogikon `nte pXS 
fhetawévpi `mmaà 
snay `nadam eube 
adam piéorp `nrvmi

Hail to the rational 
Paradise of Christ, 
w h o  b e c a m e  t h e 
Second Adam for the 
sake of Adam the fi rst 
man

xaire pierkasthrion 
Nte <mNtoya 
natpvrè Nte 
nefysis Ntayei eyma 
noyvt ài oysop àN 
oymNtatmoyèt

xere piergasthrion 
`nte <metoyai 
`natfvrè `nte 
nifysis etay`i 
eyma eysop ;en 
oymetatmoyèt 

Hail to the uniting 
place of the unsep-
arated natures, that 
came together in one 
place without ever 
mingling

Commentary85 

(85)  Our God.
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xaire pmanéeleet 
et etselsvl 
àiuh Mpatéeleet 
Ntawàvtp 
eteimNTrvme

xere pimanéelet 
etselsvl ;en oyuo 
`nrh< `nte pinymfios 
mmhi etawàvtp 
e<metrvmi

Hail to the bridal 
chamber adorned in 
every way, for the 
true Bridegroom, who 
united with human-
ity.

xaire pibatos 
nemcyxon nte 
nemfysis ete 
mpe pkvàt 
NtewmNtnoyte rvkà 
NtkalaàhNtparU87

xere pimcyxon 
`mbatos `nte <fysis 
ete `mpe pixrvm 
`nte tewmeunoy< 
rvkà `nàli `ntas 

Hail to cool bush by 
nature, which the fi re 
of His Divinity did not 
consume any of it

xaire tiàmàal 
ayv <maay 
mparuenos ayv 
tpe tentastvoyn 
epetàièN nexeroybin

xere <bvki oyoà 
<may <paruenos 
oyoà tfe uhetaswai 
svmatikvs 
;a fhetàièen 
nixeroybim

Hail to the handmaiden 
and mother, the Virgin 
and the heaven, who 
carried in the flesh, 
He who sits upon the 
Cherubim.

àN nai tenréa 
tentelhl mN 
neaggelos etoyaab 
;en enèv Mmos èe 
peooy Mpnoyte àN 
netèose

;en nai tenraéi 
tenercalin nem 
niaggelos EUY 
;en oyuelhl enèv 
`mmos èe oyvoy ;en 
nhetqosi `mf< 

Therefore we rejoice 
and sing with the holy 
Angels and we joyful-
ly proclaim: “Glory 
to in the Highest to 
God” 

teweirhnh88 àièM 
pkaà nem oytimate 
àN nervme èe 
awtimate gar Nàhtn89 
Nqi pete pvw pe 
peooy 

nem oyàirhnh àièen 
pikaài nem oy<ma< 
;en nirvmi èe 
aw<ma< gar `n;h< 
`nèe fhete fvw pe 
pivoy éa eneà

“And in Earth peace, 
g o o d w i l l  t o wa r d 
men.” For He was 
pleased with you to 
whom is the glory 
forever, 

Commentary 86 87 88

— The translation provided here is based mainly on the Bohairic 
text.

— We fi nd some minor changes such as in stanza 3& stanza 7 ài 

oysop Sahidic and “eysop” Bohairic, stanza 6 epma “in the place 
of.” Sahidic, eube “for the sake of” Bohairic, Mpéorp Nrvme adam 

(86)  Womb of the Virgin.
(87)  His peace.
(88)  With us.



418 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

“for the fi rst man Adam” Sahidic, adam piéorp `nrvmi “Adam the fi rst 
man, Bohairic. Stanza 9 we fi nd pibatos nemcyxon in Sahidic while 

pimcyxon `mbatos in Boahiric. Stanza 10 The word àmàal in Sahidic is 
replaced by bvki in Boahiric, and also tentastvoyn” in Sahidic has 
uehtaswai in Bohiairic.” Or in Stanza 11 we have tenréa “We make 
feast” in Sahidic while in Bohairic is tenraéi “we rejoice”

— Change Coptic word into Greek as Stanza 1 etren<taio Sahid-
ic eurenereyfomin Bohairic, Stanza 2 tpolis Sahidic ubaki Bohair-
ic, Stanza 8 Mpatéeleet Sahidic “pinymfios Bohairic, in stanza 11 
tentelhl in Sahidic became “tenercalin” in Boiahiric

— Addition of words such as pennoyte in stanza 2, Sahidic, Stan-
za 4 “ne v” Stanza 5 “`nataqni oyoà” Bohairic 

— Change of the person such as in stanza 4 “nàhtS” from her” 
Sahidic “n;h<” from you” Bohairic. It is important to mention that the 
beginning of the stanza is addressed to the Virgin using the 2nd person. 
And also in Stanza 12 in Sahidic Nàhtn “with us’ while in Bohairic 
n;h< “with You” also in Stanza 12 we fi nd teweirhnh “His peace” 
while in Boahiric “peace”.

— Change the substantive into adjective such in stanza 5 tepa-

ruenos “The Virgin” Sahidic, teparuenia “Vriginity” Bohairic.
— Change in the formulation however Stanza 8 àiuh “in front of” 

Shaidic while in Bohairic ;en oyuo `nrh< in every way. In Stanza 9 we 
fi nd “NtkalaàhNtparU””the womb of the Virgin” in Sahidic while it is 
`nàli `ntas “any of it” in Bohairic.

— Change of the Word order as in stanza 11 Mpnoyte àN netèose 
in Sahidic and oyvoy ;en nhetqosi `mf< in Bohairic. 89

Antiphonarion90 Theotokia of 
Wednesday (part 6)

Translation

oynoq pe ptaio 
Mmaria sèose en-
etoyaab throy èe 
asMpéa asévp eros 
Mpoyte ayv plogos

oynié< pe ptaio 
`mmaria para 
nheuoyab èe asem-
péa `névp eros `mf< 
pilogos 

Great is the honour 
of Mary above all the 
saints, for she became 
worthy to receive God 
the Word

petere naggelos 
Ràote àa tewàh a 
maria teiparuenos 
tvoyn àarow àN tes-
mhtra 

fhetere niaggelos 
erào< ;a tewàh a 
maria <paruenos wai 
;arow ;en tesneèi 

The one feared by the 
angels, Mary the Vir-
gin, has carried in her 
womb

(89)  Cramer, Krause, Das koptische Antiphonar…, 202, N 189.
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sèose enexeroybin 
staihy Mpara niz-
erafim èe asévpie 
noyRpe noya ebolàN 
tetrias 

sqosi enixeroybim 
staihoyt eniserafim 
èe asévpi `noyer-
fei `mpioyai ebol;en 
<trias 

She is exalted above 
the Cherubim, more 
honored than the Sera-
phim, she became a 
temple for the One 
from the Trinity

tai te uIHLM tpo-
lis Mpennoy< ere 
poynow Nte netoy-
aab throy éoop 
Nàhts

uai te IHLM tpolis 
`mpennoy< te ere 
poynow `nte nheUY 
throy éop `n;hts

This is Jerusalem, the 
city of our God, the 
joy of all saint abides 
in her.

Commentary
— The translation provided here is based mainly on the Bohairic 

text.
— We fi nd some minor changes such as in stanza 1 asMpéa asévp 

“She was, she receive” Sahidic and “asempéa `névp” “she was wor-
thy in receiving” Bohairic. and also in stanza 2 tvoyn” in Sahidic has 
wai in Bohiairic.” 

— Change Coptic word into Greek as Stanza 1 “sèose” “elevetad” 
Sahidic para above in Bohairic,. and in Stanza 3 we fi nd the opposite in 
Sahidic “para” while in Bohairic e

— Addition of words such as throy “all” in stanza 1, Sahidic, 
Stanza 6 on Sahidic, Stanza 7 “IHS” Bohairic.  90 91

Antiphonarion91 Theotokia 
of Wednesday 

(part 7)

Translation

tgalilaia Nnàeunos 
netàmoos àM pkake 
mN uaibesi Mpmoy 
oynoq noyoein awéa 
nan

<galilea `nte nieu-
nos nhetàemsi ;en 
pxaki nem t;hibi `mf-
moy oynié< `noyvini 
awéai nvoy 

Galilee of the nations 
who sit in darkness 
and in the shadow of 
death, had great light 
shine to them

pnoyte etMton 
Mmow àN netoyaab 
awèisarj àN tka-
laàh92 Ntparuenos 
etbe penoyèai 

f< fheumoten `mmow 
;en nhEUY `ntaw 
awqisarj ;en <pa-
ruenos eube fhete 
fvn `noyèai 

God who rests, with 
His saints became in-
carnate of the Virgin, 
for our salvation

(90)  Cramer, Krause, Das koptische Antiphonar…, 194, N 180.
(91)  In the womb.
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Antiphonarion Theotokia 
of Wednesday 

(part 7)

Translation

amhitn anay NtetN-
Réphre smoy telhl 
àN oyloylai eèM 
pimysthrion Nta-
woyvnà nan ebol

amvini anay ariéfhri 
àvs uelhl ;en oyé-
lhloyi àièen paimy-
sthrion etawoyvnà 
nan ebol 

Come behold and be 
amazed joyfully sing 
on account of this 
mystery, which was 
revealed unto us

piatsarj awèisarj 
ayv plogos away-
jane patarxh 
awèiarxh patxronos 
awévpe àa oyxro-
nos

èe piatsarj awqisarj 
oyoà pilogos aw;uai 
piatarxh aweràhts 
piatshoy awévpi ;a 
oyxronos 

For the One without 
fl esh was incarnated, 
and the Word became 
thick, the one without 
beginning began and 
the Eternal one be-
came temporal 

pattaàow ayqMqvmw 
patnay erow aynay 
erow péhre Mpnoyte 
etonà awRéhre 
Nrvme àN oyme

piatétaàow 
ayèemèomw piaunay 
erow senay erow 
péhri `mf< eton; 
awévpi `néhri `nrvmi 
;en oymeumhi 

The Unlimited has 
been touched, and the 
Unseen has been seen, 
and the Son of the Liv-
ing God truly became 
the Son of Man

IS peXS Nsaw mN 
pooy Ntow Ntow on 
pe àN oyàypostasis 
Noyvt tenoyvét 
naw tN<eooy naw

IHS pXS `nsaw nem 
fooy `nuow `nuow 
pe nem éa eneà 
;en oyàypostasis 
`noyvt tenoyvét 
`mmow ten<voy naw

Jesus Christ the same 
yesterday today and 
forever, in one hypos-
tasis, we worship and 
glorify Him.

Commentary
— The translation provided here is based mainly on the Bohairic 

text.
— We fi nd some minor changes such as in stanza 3 smoy “sing” 

Sahidic and “àvs” “praise” Bohairic. And also in Stanza 4 we fi nd 
in Sahaidic awèiarxh while in Bohairic aweràhts., the same could be 
said for stanza 5 aynay, awRéhre Sahidic in Bohairic senay, awévpi 

`néhri 

— Change in the formulation however the meaning is the same as 
in Stanza 2 penoyèai in Shaidic while in Bohairic fhete fvn `noyèai 

Stanza 3 we have NtetNRéphre”in order to be amazed” in Sahidic 
while in Boharic ariéfhri “Be amazed
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— Change Coptic word into Greek as Stanza 4 awayjane, patxro-

nos Sahidic aw;uai , piatshoy Bohairic, Stanza 7 “toymhtra” Sahidic, 
“teneèi” Bohairic, “pkaà” Sahidic, “pikosmos” Bohairic.

— Change of the person such as in stanza 1 “nan” to us” Sahidic 
“nvoy” to them. It is important to mention that the beginning of the 
stanza is addressed to the Nations.

— Addition of words such as `ntaw “His” in stanza 2, Bohairic, 
Stanza 1 kalaàh “from the womb” Sahidic, Stanza 6 “on”. 

— Addition of a sentence, as in stanza 6 in Bohairic nem éa eneà

Theotokia of Thursday

Only three parts, out of nine, have their counterpart in the book of 
the Sahidic Antiphonarion 92 93 94 95

Antiphonarion93 Theotokia of Thursday (part 1)

Antiphonarion94 Theotokia ofThursday (part 2)

Antiphonarion95 Theotokia of Thursday (part 3)

Antiphonarion96 Theotokia of thursday (part 9)

Theotokia of Friday

The whole theotokia of Friday, including the lobsh can be found in 
the Sahidic book of the Anitphonarion 96 97  98 99   

Antiphonarion97 Theotokia of friday (part 1)

Antiphonarion98 Theotokia of friday (part 2)

Antiphonarion99 Theotokia of friday (part 3)

Antiphonarion100 Theotokia of friday (part 4)

(92)  Cramer, Krause, Das koptische Antiphonar…, 204, N 191.
(93)  Ibid., 206, N 193.
(94)  Ibid., 200, N 187
(95)  Ibid., 210, N 203.
(96)  Ibid., 216, N 213.
(97)  Ibid., N 214.
(98)  Ibid., N 215.
(99)  Ibid., 202, N 188.
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Antiphonarion101 Theotokia of friday (part 5)

Antiphonarion102 Theotokia of friday (part 6)

Antiphonarion103 Theotokia of friday (part 7)

Antiphonarion104 Lobsh of Theotokia of Friday 
(part 1)

Theotokia of Saturday 100 101 102 103

I was unable to fi nd any text in both books resembles to each other

Conclusion

No parts from the Theotokias of Monday, Saturday came to our 
knowledge through the Sahdic Antiphonarion.

Only one stanza from the theotokia of Sunday, three parts from 
the theotokias of Tuesdays and Thursdays occur in the Sahidic An-
tiphonarion.

The whole theotokias of Wednesday and Friday survived in the Sa-
hidic Antiphonarion.

The comparison between both texts shows some changes adding 
words or changing Greek to Coptic or vice versa. In other few occa-
sions, we have addition of complete stanzas or part of stanzas.

It is diffi  cult to determine which of them is the original text; how-
ever the comparison shows that Bohairic possesses more parts than 
the Sahidic.

We can conclude with the words of Heinzgerd Brakmann and re-
peated by Ugo ZaneĴ i (both most distinguished scholars in the fi eld 
of Coptic Liturgy):

“…Even the simple questions concerning the liturgy of Southern 
Egypt do not meet a satisfactory answer. At present, scholarly 
literature has very liĴ le, if anything, to off er on how services were 
conducted in the course of time.”104

(100)  Cramer, Krause, Das koptische Antiphonar…, 210, N 202.
(101)  Ibid., N 201.
(102)  Ibid., N 200.
(103)  Ibid., 228, N 230.
(104)  U. Zanetti, Liturgy in the White Monastery, in: Gawdat Gabra, 

Hany N. Takla (eds.), Christianity and Monasticism in Upper Egypt, vol. 1 (Cai-
ro—New York, 2008) 201–210, see p. 201.
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Michel Stavrou, Nicéphore Blemmydès, Œuvres théologiques. 
Introduction, texte critique, traduction et notes. Tome 1 (Paris : 
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Ce n’est pas toujours facile d’être à la fois théologien et philologue, 
mais les œuvres théologiques de Blemmydès résistent aux éditeurs qui 
ne savent qu’à peine partager les soucis dogmatiques de leur auteur. 
Il leur fallait donc aĴ endre leur éditeur présent, Michel Stavrou. 

On compte, parmi les œuvres théologiques de Nicéphore Blemmy-
dès, dix traités pas trop longs ou bien assez courts qui sont devenus 
l’objet de l’édition dans la série des Sources chrétiennes dont le tome 
premier est paru. Ce tome contient quatre opuscules dans les éditions 
critiques dont l’unique est l’editio princeps (Syllogismes hypothétiques sur 
la procession du Saint Esprit, écrit entre 1237 et 1249, p. 207–233, d’après 
le ms unique Mosq. gr. Vlad. 250, fi n XVIIe s.). Deux autres traités iné-
dits sont en aĴ ente, y compris un sous le titre et la date très suggestifs, 
De theologia, adressé en 1256 ou 1257 à Théodore II Laskaris, le desti-
nataire de la célèbre leĴ re pneumatologique de l’année 1255 dont on 
verra dans le volume présent une nouvelle édition critique et considé-
rablement améliorée. Si le « nouveau » traité De theologia a été composé 
dans le sillage de la leĴ re pneumatologique, on pourrait s’aĴ endre à y 
voir un troisième témoignage principal de la doctrine blemmydienne 
des années 1250 concernant la procession du Saint Esprit, à côté des 
deux témoignages déjà connus qui sont la dite leĴ re à Théodore Las-
karis et la leĴ re de 1256 à Jacques de Bulgarie (dont l’édition critique 
est retardée, elle aussi, jusqu’au tome 2).

Tel est, en général, le programme d’édition de Michel Stavrou, ef-
fectué déjà en grande partie. Mais ce n’est pas l’intégralité de son en-
treprise. Le tome 1, avec son ample Introduction, est confi guré comme 
une intervention au cœur d’un combat patrologique sinon théologique, 
car il est diffi  cile de trouver un théologien byzantin plus discuté que 
Blemmydès. Nous ignorons les réactions des interlocuteurs de Blem-
mydès à ses idées sur le Filioque, mais on sait bien qu’elles sont deve-
nues une pomme de discorde quelques années après sa mort († entre 
1269 et 1272), lorsque Jean Bekkos se déclara, en 1275, dans le camp 
unioniste après l’Union de Lyon. Bekkos prétendait avoir été convain-
cu du bien-fondé de la position latine envers le Filioque élaborée par le 
Concile de Lyon II (1274), c.à.d. tanquam ab uno principio, précisément 
par la lecture de Blemmydès. Dès lors, les œuvres de Blemmydès ne 
cessent pas de constituer une partie importante de la tradition byzan-
tine uniate. Toutefois, ils n’ont jamais disparu de la tradition byzantine 
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opposée, anti-uniate et anti-fi lioquiste. La source d’inspiration de Gré-
goire de Chypre, le patriarche qui avait aboli l’Union de Lyon (1283) et 
promulgué une doctrine conciliaire sur la participation du Fils dans la 
procession de l’Esprit (1285), n’était autre que Blemmydès. Malgré les 
discussions et divisions ecclésiastiques sur ceĴ e doctrine du vivant de 
Grégoire de Chypre, on ne voit rien de cela vers le temps de Grégoire 
Palamas qui cite librement Grégoire de Chypre et même Nicéphore 
Blemmydès1. La tradition manuscrite, elle aussi, témoigne que les œu-
vres théologiques de Blemmydès circulaient aussi bien chez les lati-
nophrones que chez les orthodoxes, comme l’a noté Stavrou (p. 120). 

L’étude de la théologie de Blemmydès entreprise par Stavrou dans 
le cadre de l’Introduction, bien qu’elle soit succincte (p. 81–121), est 
assez détaillée pour être une contribution importante à ce que Stavrou 
appelle les « lectures modernes de la théologie de Blemmydès » (le ti-
tre du chapitre 5 de l’Introduction, p. 85–92). En un mot, Stavrou ren-
force la position de ceux qui partagent le point de vue byzantin ortho-
doxe d’après lequel Blemmydès n’aurait jamais violé les frontières de 
la tradition théologique des Pères, y compris dans sa composante qui 
appartenait à la polémique antilatine : « Notre analyse a montré que, 
dans l’herméneutique patristique déployée par Nicéphore, il n’y avait 
pas évolution mais approfondissement ou involution de la pneumato-
logie byzantine, pour reprendre une notion chère à Vladimir Lossky » 
(p. 117).

D’ailleurs, ce point de vue est devenu minoritaire dans le cours du 
XXe siècle, surtout dans les milieux où l’on cultivait la synthèse dite 
néopatristique. Le point de vue opposé (c.à.d. que Blemmydès aurait 
adopté intégralement la doctrine latine ou, du moins, aurait élaboré 
une doctrine particulière intermédiaire qui ne coïnciderait plus avec 
aucune des deux doctrines) est beaucoup plus répandu, même dans 
les milieux orthodoxes. Stavrou omet dans sa liste (p. 85–89) Aristide 
Papadakis (bien qu’il le cite plusieurs fois par ailleurs), peut-être, par-
ce que celui-ci n’a donné aucune analyse approfondie de Blemmydès, 
mais son aĴ itude me semble très caractéristique, car il est le spécialiste 
le plus reconnu sur Grégoire de Chypre. Or, Papadakis ne se refuse 
pas de citer Jugie : Blemmydès « … embraced the Latin exegesis, or, at 
least, came very close to it. As one scholar [M. Jugie. — B. L.] notes, the 
two texts [les leĴ res de Blemmydès à Théodore Laskaris et à Jacques 

(1)  Stavrou tient compte (p. 120) d’un article important de D. Polemis 
« Blemmydes and Palamas » (2004).
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de Bulgarie] contain all the essentials of Catholic dogma »2. Ce n’est 
pas seulement le verdict qui est ici caractéristique. Il en est de même de 
l’absence d’une étude approfondie de Blemmydès. L’interconnexion 
entre les textes disputés de Blemmydès et de ceux de Grégoire de Chy-
pre a été notée par moi-même déjà en 19923, mais elle reste encore à 
étudier d’une manière propre.

Étant moi-même le dernier fi gurant de la liste des étudiants de la 
doctrine trinitaire de Blemmydès chez Stavrou (p. 92), je voudrais y 
ajouter le nom de Dumitru Stăniloae (1903—1993)4 auquel j’avais en-
voyé mon article de 1992 avec un sommaire français. Blemmydès n’était 
pas le seul thème de mon article, mais le P. Dumitru, qui l’avait accueilli 
cordialement, a été pourtant quelque peu frappé par ma « justifi cation » 
de Blemmydès. D’après lui, Blemmydès avait certainement accepté la 
position des Latins. C’était, encore une fois, l’opinion préconçue sans 
une étude systématique de la théologie de l’époque. On ne peut que 
souscrire à l’affi  rmation de Stavrou : « Aujourd’hui, les études sur le 
renouveau hésychaste du XIVe siècle foisonnent à tel point qu’il est dif-
fi cile de suivre l’ensemble de la recherche en ce domaine. Cependant, 
l’histoire de la théologie du XIIIe siècle byzantin demeure mal connue » 
(p. 13). À vrai dire, l’obscurité de l’arrière-fond historique des querelles 
hésychastes empêche, à son tour, l’étude de la théologie du XIVe siècle, 
au point que la prolifération contemporaine des études sur l’hésychas-
me byzantin est devenue un phénomène de valeur ambiguë. 

Je dois avouer mon incapacité à demeurer un juge impartial de 
l’analyse théologique eff ectuée par Stavrou, car sa méthode et ses 
idées générales sont trop proches des miennes. Cependant, j’essaierai 
d’en tirer avantage en demeurant sensible à nos diffi  cultés commu-
nes — car, hélas, notre approche n’est pas privée de problèmes.

Dans son résumé de la pensée de Blemmydès, Stavrou propose 
d’abord une approximation du premier degré : « …la donation de l’Es-
prit est pour ainsi dire une propriété hypostatique du Fils, de même 
que le resplendissement par le Fils est une propriété hypostatique de 
l’Esprit » (p. 114), — j’oserais dire, peu utile, car elle fait l’usage d’un 

(2)  A. Papadakis, Crisis in Byzantium. The Filioque Controversy in the Pa-
triarchate of Gregory II of Cyprus (1283–1289) (Crestwood, NY, 19972) 114 (paru 
pour la première fois en 1983).

(3)  Lourié 1992 (cité par Stavrou), p. 8–10, 18–19.
(4)  Brillant théologien, un des représentants majeurs de la « synthèse néo-

patristique », connu surtout par son ouvrage sur Grégoire Palamas (1938) qui 
a fait date dans les études de la patristique byzantine tardive.
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terme bien établi (« propriété hypostatique »), y compris chez Blemmy-
dès, dans un sens inventé ad hoc, qu’on ne voit nulle part dans les sour-
ces. Ensuite, il continue d’une manière plus précise : « Autrement dit, 
de même que l’Esprit procède du Père et repose sur le Fils, le Fils est 
considéré comme étant engendré du Père, recevant l’Esprit et en faisant 
don. De même que la procession de l’Esprit est inconcevable sans le 
Fils, de même la génération du Fils est inconcevable sans l’Esprit Saint, 
de sorte que le Fils n’est vraiment fi ls du Père que dans la mesure où il 
reçoit de celui-ci l’Esprit Saint » (ibid.). C’est ici le point principal de la 
triadologie de Blemmydès, et c’est ici son problème central. Dans quel 
sens les deux « procès » (πρόοδοι)5 in divinis sont-ils symétriques ? 

Stavrou est très aĴ entif à ne pas confondre la théologie de Blem-
mydès avec celle des théologiens modernes comme Serge Boulgakoff  
et Serge Verkhovsky avec leur Spirituque comme un contrepoids au 
Filioque latin (cf. surtout p. 113, n. 4). Ainsi, écrit-il, « Cela [la doctrine 
blemmydienne qu’on vient de résumer] ne signifi e pas pour autant 
l’existence, pour la génération du Fils, d’une causalité seconde, sorte 
de ‘ Spirituque ’, contrepartie ou alternative du Filioque, puisque le seul 
causateur est le Père » (p. 114, n. 3). Oui, il est clair qu’il ne s’agit point, 
chez Blemmydès, d’un Spirituque au sens symétrique au Filioque latin. 
Mais s’il est permis de considérer la doctrine de Blemmydès comme 
un traitement orthodoxe de la formule Filioque, on devrait accepter 
qu’elle sous-entend une sorte du Spirituque : pas en ce qui concerne les 
propriétés hypostatiques, bien sûr, mais dans le même sens « énergéti-
que ». La crux interpretum me semble ici le ch. 10 (= ch. 14 dans l’édition 
de PG 142) de la LeĴ re à Théodore Laskaris :

« Si en eff et ce n’était pas par le Verbe que l’Esprit procède d’auprès 
du Père, le Père serait intermédiaire, portant d’un coté et de l’autre le 
Verbe et l’Esprit. Mais [le Père] est confessé aussi comme principe, et 
si le Verbe et l’Esprit <existent> à partir du Père comme du principe 
sans que l’un des deux <existe> par l’autre (μὴ διὰ θατέρου θάτερον), 
une division s’introduit dans la Divinité » (p. 346/347 txt/tr.).

J’ai posé les formes du verbe « exister » entre chevrons car elles sont 
absentes dans l’original. On saurait bien traduire en russe sans intro-
duire un verbe, mais le français est moins commode aux traductions 
de ceĴ e sorte. Toutefois, le verbe « exister » peut être associé trop étroi-
tement avec les termes grecs ayant le sens de l’existence hypostatique 

(5)  Cf. p. 127–128, sur ce terme chez Blemmydès et sa traduction fran-
çaise.
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tout entière (par exemple, ὑφίστημι), tandis que la pensée de Blem-
mydès semble ici plus nuancée, car il ne présuppose aucune récipro-
cité entre les propriétés hypostatiques. Quoi qu’il en soit, la condition 
διὰ θατέρου θάτερον (« l’un des deux par l’autre ») est formulée par 
Blemmydès comme une condition stricte, ce qui s’accorde d’ailleurs 
avec l’ensemble de sa pensée trinitaire. Jusqu’ici, la compréhension de 
Blemmydès par Stavrou (et par moi-même) est cohérente. Malheureu-
sement, elle cesse de l’être dans un contexte plus large de la tradition 
byzantine, car nous ne trouvons pas une pareille condition explicite 
chez Grégoire de Chypre, c’est-à-dire dans la version « canonique » 
traditionnelle de la doctrine de Blemmydès. Dans l’état actuel de nos 
connaissances de la théologie de Grégoire de Chypre aussi bien que 
de celle de ses adversaires du camp antilatin (comme, par exemple, 
Jean Chilas, Georges Moschambar), il serait prématuré de se pronon-
cer d’une manière défi nitive, s’il agit d’une divergence stylistique 
(l’aĴ itude de Stavrou ; cf., au dernier lieu, M. Stavrou, Le théologien 
Nicéphore Blemmydès (1197–v. 1269), fi gure de contradiction entre or-
thodoxes et latinophrones, OCP 74 (2008) 165–170) et tactique ou bien 
d’une vraie diff érence doctrinale. Le travail de Stavrou est devenu ce-
pendant un nouveau stimulus pour les recherches sur les discussions 
trinitaires dans le camp antilatin au dernier quart du XIIIe siècle. Je 
suis sûr que ces recherches jeĴ eront de la lumière également sur l’ori-
gine des querelles hésychastes.

Cela dit, je n’ai qu’à répéter que le travail de Stavrou présente main-
tenant la reconstruction de la pensée de Blemmydès la plus convain-
cante. On aĴ end avec impatience le tome 2.

Basile Lourié

Tedros Abreha, Il Gädl di Abuna Demyanos santo eritreo (XIV/
XV sec.). Edizione del testo etiopico e traduzione italiana (Pa-
trologia Orientalis Tome 50. Fascicule 2. N° 223, Turnhout, Bel-
gique: Brepols, 2007). Pp. 125. [= 113–237]. Prezzo: € 46. [Senza 
ISBN]

L’edizione del testo del Gadla Demyānos pubblicato con introdu-
zione, traduzione e commento a cura di Tedros Abreha nel nuovo fa-
scicolo della Patrologia Orientalis colma una lacuna importante nella 
conoscenza del corpus agiografi co dei discendenti di Ēwosṭātēwos, 
che tanto di sé hanno improntato il monachesimo diff uso sul l’al to pia-
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no oggi eritreo. Se ne ricava indubbiamente nuova luce e una meno 
incompleta conoscenza delle tradizioni sulla personalità del monaco 
Demyānos — immediato predecessore di Yonās nella linea genealo-
gica che da Absādi, successore di Ēwosṭātēwos, procede a Musē e via 
Demyānos a Yonās stesso — se è vero che non se ne aveva alcuna noti-
zia nell’ampia documentazione eustaziana indagata da Gianfrancesco 
Lusini, Studi sul monachesimo eustaziano (secoli XIV–XV) (Studi Africa-
nistici. Serie Etiopica 3), Napoli 1993, e che non gli sono oggi ricondu-
cibili chiese o monasteri. Notizie al suo riguardo già off riva una serie 
di testi raccolti dalla Missione Italiana in Eritrea (MIE) dell’Università 
di Bologna (1992 sgg.) direĴ a da Irma Taddia, e pubblicati nel l’oc ca-
sio ne ancora da Lusini, “ScriĴ ure documentarie etiopiche (Dabra 
Deḫuḫān e Dabra Ṣegē, Sarā’ē, Eritrea)”, Rassegna di Studi Etiopici, 42 
(1998 [1999]), pp. 5–55, ms. MIE 17, doc. I, f. 1r–v, trad. pp. 22–23, testo 
pp. 26.7, 26.17 (genealogia Ēwosṭātēwos, Absādi, Musē, Demyānos, 
Yonās); ms. MIE 19, doc. I, ff . 2va–b e 3va, trad. pp. 30–31, testo pp. 32.6 
(data di nascita di Demyānos nell’anno di grazia 33 = 1381), 32.23 (sal-
vamento di Ṭarāqit nel l’an no 80 = 1428: a tal proposito, non credo si 
possa concordare con Tedros, p. 126, n. 28, nel ritenere che il nome non 
sia un toponimo e valga, scilicet come participio femminile, “ammalata 
di dissenteria”, perché Ṭarāqit è altrove chiaramente un luogo, cfr. ms. 
MIE 22, doc. V, f. 4va, trad. p. 44, testo p. 47.25) e 32.36 (commemo-
razione di Demyānos il 28 yakkātit); MIE 22 I, f. 6ra, trad. p. 40, testo 
p. 46.2 (morte di Demyānos nel 7° anno di regno di Zar’a Yā‘qob = 
1441) e MIE 22, doc. V, ff . 3va e 4va, trad. p. 44, testo pp. 47.7 e 47.28 
(genealogia).

L’esperienza della frequentazione “sul campo” delle comunità mo-
nastiche di oggi e la direĴ a conoscenza dei luoghi, combinate con la 
rassegna puntuale della bibliografi a relativa e il tentativo di spiega-
zione globale del testo del gadl (in particolare, con il reperimento di ci-
tazioni e allusioni alla leĴ eratura biblica, monastica, liturgica), hanno 
permesso all’Editore di fornire varie reĴ ifi che e non pochi dati nuovi 
(spec. pp. 124–127; e a p. 123, n. 16 si annuncia che anche l’edizione 
del Gadla Fiqṭor è in preparazione, cfr. ora anche Tedros Abraha, “Con-
troversie sul Sabato e sul Millennio secondo i Gädl inediti di Täwäl-
dä-Mädǝhn (sic) e di Fiqǝṭor”, in Scrinium 4 (2008) = V. Baranov—
B. Lourié (eds.), Patrologia Pacifi ca. Selected papers presented to the Western 
Pacifi c Rim Patristics Society 3rd Annual Conference (Nagoya, Japan, Sep-
tember 29 – October 1, 2006) and other patristic studies, Санкт-Петербург 
2008, pp. 79–102). Da tradizioni orali, a quanto pare (p. 125), risulta 
precisamente collocabile la chiesa di Dabra Sinā, oggi dedicata a Ma-
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ria (ma in origine, unica fi nora nota, a Demyānos), anziché nel Daqqi 
Tasfā — come indicato da Lusini, “Dǝmyanos”, in EAE (Siegbert Uhlig 
(ed.), Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, Wiesbaden 2003 sgg.), vol. 2, p. 132b, 
sulla scorta di Carlo Conti Rossini, “Gli AĴ i di Abbā Yonās”, in Ren-
diconti della Reale Accademia dei Lincei. Classe di scienze morali, storiche 
e fi lologiche, s. 5a, 12 (1903), pp. 177–201, 239–262, spec. p. 178 e n. 1, e 
p. 187.23–24 — nel distreĴ o del Zāydakkolom, sempre nel Sarāya, al 
pari di altri luoghi legati al l’aĴ  i vi tà del monaco: Endā Abbā Sem‘on (pp. 
162 / 163, §§ 33–34, probabilmente lo stesso citato alle pp. 138 / 139, § 4, 
e 136, n. 25), l’oscuro Dabra Salām (cfr. p. 126, n. 25), o Dabra Deḫuḫān, 
ove risulterebbero conservati i resti di Demyānos (p. 125 e n. 23). Per il 
resto, mentre Dabra Sinā fi gura nel testo solo in una nota marginale, 
a glossare il generico «deserti di Bäräka» nel ms. B (pp. 160, apparato, 
n. 62 / 161, n. 91, § 32, non incluso nel l’in di ce, come forse sarebbe stato 
opportuno almeno per alcuni termini di maggior rilievo che fi gurano 
solo nelle note o nel l’ap pa ra to), il Bur con Aramo (Hagara Masqal di 
pp. 182, 204 / 183, 205, §§ 59, 88) e i meno perspicui (forse cuscitici) 
Dabla Sumā e Dalu‘etā, lo Sira con Zāger, il Ḥamāsēn, costituiscono 
l’o riz zon te geografi co della formazione e della predicazione del santo.

TuĴ e concentrate nella parte centrale e terminale della sua vita sono 
invece le fi gure storiche evocate, tra le quali l’oscuro governatore del 
Sira, Dēganā (p. 127), il cui omonimo Tegrē Makwannen in Karolus Con-
ti Rossini, Documenta ad illustrandam historiam. I. Liber Axumae, 2 voll. 
(Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium s. altera, 8; rist. 54 e 
58, Scriptores Aethiopici 24 e 27), Parisiis 1909–10 (rist. Louvain 1961–
1962), doc. nr. 51 (testo p. 43.15, trad. p. 51.23), è altrimenti aĴ estato al-
l’epoca del re Galāwdēwos; il nebura ’ed Nob (cfr. p. 215, n. 27) — su cui 
cfr. ora Claire Bosc-Tiessé — Marie-Laure Derat, “Nob”, in EAE, vol. 3, 
p. 1192 — del quale, stando al gadl, Demyānos sarebbe stato il fratello 
del padre, nonché ḥaḍāni, «tutore» (pp. 214–216 / 215–217, §§ 101–103); 
ma anche i re Yesḥaq e Ḥezba Nāñ (Yenāyn nel testo, pp. 210 / 211, 
§§ 96 sgg.), presso la corte dei quali il santo muore, sicché la sua salma 
è poi reclamata dai suoi compaesani e loro dal re concessa. Nell’insie-
me, il testo pare mantenersi sostanzialmente lontano dal tono e dalla 
tensione propria di altre agiografi e eustaziane, e si dispiega nel l’e sal ta-
zio ne delle virtù monastiche e taumaturgiche del protagonista, se pur 
più punti narrativi restano da chiarire: la soff erenza del santo per il 
forzato richiamo e la permanenza a corte potrebbero nascondere, soĴ o 
il disagio agiografi co per l’im pos si bi le rifi uto del mondo, la prigionia 
o la relegazione presso il re. Il testo presuppone per di più quasi certa-
mente la redazione dell’agiografi a del suo successore Yonās, dato che 
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del Gadla Yonās è richiamato un episodio (pp. 208 / 209 sgg., e p. 211, 
n. 16, §§ 92–95, 98–99), e la mancata insistenza sull’osservanza del sa-
bato porta la datazione del gadl a un’epoca posteriore alle controver-
sie eustaziane stesse, come l’Editore giustamente nota (pp. 123–124). 
Nel complesso, pur dopo questa prima analisi di Tedros, resta ancora 
spazio per approfondire la natura del rapporto tra la tradizione agio-
grafi ca e quella documentaria, entrambe fortunatamente presenti nel 
caso di Demyānos.

L’edizione del testo si fonda su due testimoni (un po’ impropria-
mente indicati come «fonti», p. 117): il ms. A, ff . 125ra–184vb, del XV–
XVI sec., direĴ amente visionato e nuovamente descriĴ o con qualche 
elemento aggiuntivo rispeĴ o alle prime segnalazioni, già fornite di in-
dicazioni sulla fascicolazione, conservato presso il monastero di Dabra 
Deḫuḫān (stando alla descrizione di Tedros, il f. 3, con la nota crono-
grafi ca del doc. I = f. 2 di Lusini, “ScriĴ ure”, pp. 29 sgg.), cfr. Alessan-
dro Bausi — Gianfrancesco Lusini — Irma Taddia, “Materiali di stu-
dio dal Sära’ē (Eritrea): le istituzioni monastiche e la struĴ yura della 
proprietà fondiaria”, in Africa (Roma), 48/3 (1993), pp. 446–463, spec. 
p. 462, e Lusini, “ScriĴ ure”, pp. 29–32, ms. MIE 19, con pubblicazione 
di varie note aggiunte; e un secondo, nuovo, ms. B, pp. 174–315, pro-
babilmente del XVIII sec., esaminato in fotocopia e conservato presso 
il monastero di Māryām Ṣeyon presso ‘Addi Wusseḵ, non lontano da 
Māy Demā, Sarāya. Del ms. A è inoltre pubblicata e tradoĴ a una fi nora 
inedita nota aggiunta al f. 2r, con le date di morte di varie personalità 
eustaziane, tra cui ancora Demyānos il 28 di yakkātit (p. 124, n. 17).

Seguono alcune osservazioni più puntuali sul testo (testo e trascri-
zioni del volume sono riportati tali e quali, tra «caporali» la traduzio-
ne). — P. 118: nella descrizione dei testi vengono dati come incipit le 
formule iniziali che incipit non sono. — p. 119.11 sgg.: i rapporti tra i 
mss. sono defi niti utilizzando elementi che appartengono alla “critica 
delle forme” nella sua accezione più superfi ciale, e che vanno piuĴ osto 
inquadrati nella prospeĴ iva delle varianti linguistico-grafi che; il ms. B 
(XVIII sec.) non può essere «l’antigrafo» di A (XV/XVI sec.); ne potreb-
be se mai essere “l’a po gra fo”: la questione, che è essenziale, andava 
però ulteriormente chiarita; in ogni caso, non possono essere tacciati di 
«incuranti o forse inconsapevoli …» i copisti dei codici A e B per la 
mancata distinzione tra laringali e sibilanti: la confusione, come noto, 
è antica, né ci è nota alcuna tradizione manoscriĴ a a noi conservata che 
rispeĴ i perfeĴ amente la grafi a etimologica; l’apparato, giustamente, 
non registra tali «errori ortografi ci», mentre «l’interpunzione è stata 
sovente “riaggiustata”» dall’Editore, senza che il leĴ ore abbia modo di 
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sapere dove e come; cfr. a tal riguardo Alessandro Bausi — Alessandro 
Gori, Tradizioni orientali del «Martirio di Areta». La Prima recensione araba 
e la Versione etiopica. Edizione critica e traduzione. Presentazione di Paolo 
Marrassini, Firenze 2006 (Quaderni di Semitistica, 27), pp. 112–113. — 
pp. 119–120: tra gli errori ricorrenti propri del testo, è segnalato (p. 120) 
ወጥኖት፡, infi nito fl esso secondo la forma I.2, mentre Tedros ne ammet-
te unicamente la forma I.1 e non esita a correggere in tal senso (cfr. 
p. 146, apparato, n. 73: ወጥኖት፡, mentre a testo ወጢኖት፡, e ancora 
p. 148, n. 57; lo stesso per il verbo ጠርአ፡, p. 224, n. 43: ma in altri casi, 
tale “rigore” necessario manca: cfr. p. 206, n. 8: «ḫayäsä» recte “ḫayyasa”): 
in realtà ወጠነ፡ e ጠርአ፡ sono ben aĴ estati sia come forme I.1 che come 
I.2, tanto che entrambe sono registrate in August Dillmann, Lexicon lin-
guae Aethiopicae, Lipsiae 1865, cc. 941, 1220: non è quindi «uno dei casi 
di forme lessicali chiaramente errate»: e stupisce leggere che le forme 
aĴ estate dai testimoni manoscriĴ i sono state correĴ e quando «sono 
erronee», il che avrebbe senso nella prospeĴ iva di un metodo consape-
volmente praticato, ovviamente, «o per lo meno superate», il che non 
lo ha aff aĴ o: in tal modo, quel l’em brio ne di diacronia che potrebbe 
cogliersi nei testi etiopici viene schiacciato sulla norma del l’in se gna-
men to tradizionale di oggi, di cui Tedros un po’ troppo si compiace, 
cfr. «“all’esercito” (i.e. alla coniugazione)» (p. 120), e varie altre volte 
nelle annotazioni; ciò disturba tanto più che per altri aspeĴ i l’Editore 
meĴ e in luce l’im por tan za, non solo dell’individuazione delle citazio-
ni e allusioni a testi biblici ed extra-biblici (in questo lo sforzo di Te-
dros è veramente ammirevole), ma anche della sopravvivenza in esse 
di fasi testuali arcaiche del testo biblico (cfr. p. 128; p. 136, n. 20; p. 141, 
n. 35); il principio è ribadito a p. 127: «si è cercato di sostituire alcune 
forme gǝ’ǝz sorpassate», in pieno confl iĴ o con lo scopo prefi sso «di re-
cuperare il testo originale», ibid. — p. 120: interessante l’os ser va zio ne 
sull’uso dell’accusativo con ቦ፡, አልቦ፡ e አኮ፡, che nel ms. A sarebbe 
arbitrario per arcaismo. — pp. 121–123: l’Editore soĴ olinea l’impor-
tanza del “modello scriĴ urale” (i riferimenti al quale, tenuto conto del-
la precisione e profondità che alcuni contributi di agiografi ca etiopica 
hanno raggiunto al riguardo, sono un po’ generici), e della tessitura di 
allusioni e citazioni bibliche e leĴ erarie; sembra però fraintendere che 
la dichiarazione dello scriĴ ore («povero di intelligenza e dalla parola 
stentata») sulla propria inadeguatezza obbedisce a un ben noto tópos. — 
p. 122.31–32: ብእሲ፡ እግዚአብሔር፡ (recte ብእሴ፡ እግዚአብሔር፡) è piut-
tosto l’“homme de Dieu” che non il «Theios Anēr». — p. 127, nn. 33–34: 
«Lusini 1988»: “Lusini 1998”. — pp. 134.2 / 135.3: ገብረ፡ / «creò»: 
“fece”. — pp. 134.4 / 135.5: አሰርገዉ፡ / «adornò»: ma il testo ha il plu-
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rale. — pp. 134.13 / 135.11: የሐውር፡ / «si trascina»: “cammina, proce-
de”. — pp. 134.16 / 135.13–14: እንዘ፡ ይሰግዱ፡ / «quando si prostrano»: 
“prostrandosi”. — p. 136.16: ኅጥአ፡, recte ኀጥአ፡ — p. 137, n. 14: la Vita 
Antonii è data come certamente tradoĴ a dal greco, ma il testo è stato 
fi nora oggeĴ o di indagini solo esplorative. — pp. 138.22 / 139.30: 
መኀሬ፡ ክርስቶስ፡ / «Maḥari Krǝstos»: “Maḫarē Krestos”. — pp. 138.10–
11 / 139.15: ዘተሠይመ፡ ላዕለ፡ አባግዓ፡ መርዔት፡ / «fu eleĴ o a guida delle 
pecore del gregge»: “fu messo a capo” ecc. — pp. 138.27 / 139.36: 
ንብረተ፡ ዝንቱ፡ ዓለም፡ / «la condizione di questo mondo», ma pp. 140.4 / 
141.4–5: id. / «il soggiorno in questo mondo». — pp. 140.1 sgg. / 141.3 
sgg.: i tempi della trad. sono incoerenti. — pp. 140.3 / 141.5: የኀልዮ፡ / 
«pensa»: “pensi”. — pp. 140.15 ንጹሓን፡ / 141.20: «liberi»: “puri”. — 
pp. 140.24 / 141.30: ወጽሑፍ፡ አስማተ፡ «e c’erano le scriĴ e dei nomi»: “e 
c’erano scriĴ i i nomi”. — pp. 140.25–26 / 141.31–33: ውስተ፡ አንቀጽ፡ 
ጽባሐዊያን፡ ፫ / «sulla porta orientale tre (nomi)»: ma parrebbe “su 
una porta i tre orientali” ecc., anche se l’e spres sio ne resta oscura. — 
pp. 140.28 / 141.3 ይጸውር፡ ሕለተ፡ አምጣነ፡ በዘቦቱ፡ ይሜጥና፡ / «portava 
la verga della misura per misurarvi»: “portava una verga della misura 
con cui misurare”, con frase relativa restriĴ iva. — pp. 140.29 / 141.36: 
ወአምጣነ፡ ኑኃ፡ ግድማ፡ / «quanto alla sua altezza e larghezza»: “e la 
sua lunghezza è pari alla sua larghezza”. — pp. 140.30 / 141.37: 
ወመጠና፡ ለይእቲ፡ ሀገር፡ በውእቱ፡ ሕለት፡ / «e la mole di quella ciĴ à era 
di tali proporzioni»: “e la misura di quella ciĴ à era di quella verga”. — 
pp. 142.1 / 143.1: ኑሐ፡ ወግድማ፡ ወቆማኒ፡ «la sua altezza, la sua lar-
ghezza e la sua statura»: “la sua lunghezza, la sua larghezza e la sua 
altezza”. — pp. 142.14 / 143.15: ያብርሁ፡ ላቲ / «risplendano in essa»: 
“perché le facciano luce”. — pp. 142.20 / 143.20–21: ኢይጽሐፍ፡ «non 
verrà registrato» / “non scriva”. — pp. 142.26 / 143.27: ወይሬእይዎ፡ ገጾ፡ 
ወስሞ፡ ውስተ፡ ፍጽሞሙ፡ «e vedono il suo volto e il suo nome è sulla 
loro fronte»: “e vedono il suo volto e il suo nome sulla loro fronte”. — 
pp. 142.23 / 143.24–25: ወይገብር፡ … ወይሁብ፡ / «produce… produce»: 
“produce… fornisce”. — pp. 142.29 / 143.32: ተሰፊዎ፡ / «ripose»: “aven-
do riposto”. — pp. 144.18 / 145.19: ለሥርዓተ፡ ምንኵስና፡ / «ordine mo-
nastico»: “regola monastica”. — pp. 145.20: ለዓቃቢ፡ ገበዝ፡, ma p. 144, 
n. 44: ዓቃቤ፡ ገበዝ፡. — pp. 144.28–29 / 145.30: ከመ፡ ማይ፡ ቈሪር፡ ውስተ፡ 
አፈ፡ ጽሙእ፡ / «come acqua fresca che ristora la bocca di un assetato»: 
ma «che ristora» non è nel testo. — pp. 144.30 / 145.32: አረጋዊ፡ / «ve-
gliardo»: potrebbe traĴ arsi di una allusione allo Aragāwi Manfasāwi. — 
pp. 146.6 / 147.6: ወእምዝ፡ እምድኅረ፡ / «Dopodiché»: meglio a testo, 
anche se ridondante, ወእምዝ፡ እምድኅረዝ፡ come in apparato la lezione 
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del ms. A. — pp. 146.23 / 147.26: ወበተጸምዶ፡ / «nel digiuno»: “nella 
dedizione”. — pp. 148.1–2 / 147.36: ወከመ፡ ትትዐቀብ፡ እምኵሉ፡ እኩይ፡ 
ዘይደልወከ፡ ትጕይይ፡ እምኔሁ፡ / «e custodire e tuĴ i i mali dai quali 
dovrai fuggire»: “e che tu ti guardi da tuĴ i i mali da cui ti conviene 
fuggire”. — pp. 148.3 / 149.2: ዘይኤሲ፡ / «che superi»: “che ricompen-
serà”. — pp. 148.18 / 149.22: ይፌጽም፡ / «vi riporti alla perfezione»: “vi 
riporterà alla perfezione”. — pp. 152.8 / 153.13: በርእሰ፡ መጽሐፍ፡ / «nel 
titolo del libro»: “al principio del libro”. — pp. 152.16 / 153.17: ሰዋ፡ / 
«birra»: cfr. p. 153, n. 67: l’e ti mo lo gia di sawā, “birra” da ṣewā‘, “calice”, 
è assolutamente inacceĴ abile; il termine śawā, poi, è aĴ estato in etiopi-
co con il signifi cato di “birra” sin dai testi epigrafi ci aksumiti, cfr. le 
celebri occorrenze in DAE (Enno LiĴ mann, Deutsche-Aksum Expedition 
herausgegeben von der Generalverwaltung der königlichen Museen zu Ber-
lin. Band IV. Sabäische, griechische, und altabessinische InschriĞ en, Berlin 
1913), nrr. 6.11, 7.13 = RIÉ (Étienne Bernand — Abraham Johannes 
Drewes — Roger Schneider, Recueil des Inscriptions de l’Éthiopie des 
périodes pré-axoumite et axoumite, 3 vols. [Académie des Inscriptions et 
Belles-LeĴ res], Paris 1991–2000), vol. I, nrr. 185 I.11, II.13, e le parallele 
RIÉ nrr. 185 bis I.13, II.(C).1. — pp. 154.25 / 155.31 e 154, n. 75: ዶል፡ / 
«campana»: la forma è segnalata in ulteriori testi, cfr. Alessandro Bau-
si, “Su alcuni manoscriĴ i presso comunità monastiche dell’Eritrea 
[III]”, in Rassegna di Studi Etiopici, 41 (1997 [1998]), pp. 13–56, spec. 
p. 46b, indice, s.v. — pp. 156.10 / 157.12–13: ቤተ፡ ክርስቲያን፡ ሐብተ፡ 
አቡነ፡ ጴጥሮስ፡ ዘተወፈያ፡ እምእደ፡ ኰኵሕ፡ / «la Chiesa, il cui custode 
è il nostro Padre Pietro che l’ha ricevuta dalla mano della Roccia»: ma 
ሐብተ፡ non può valere “custode”. — pp. 156.6 / 157.7: ወርቆ፡ / «il suo 
tesoro»: “il suo oro”. — pp. 174.13 / 175.15 e n. 26: ኢተከብተ፡ ላቲ፡ / «non 
era passata inosservata»: testo congeĴ urale (ኢተከብ<ተ፡ ላቲ፡>) per il 
trádito ኢተከብታ፡, salvo che in questo caso la correzione non dà nel 
segno, perché ኢተከብ<ተ፡ ላቲ፡> vale esaĴ amente come ኢተከብታ፡ e 
qui sarà forse da pensare a costruzione a senso o a interferenza con 
forma di gerundio tigrino (forme e parole anomale, amariche, ma so-
praĴ uĴ o tigrine e tigrineggianti sono segnalate nelle note a più ripre-
se, cfr. pp. 141, n. 36, ድንቀት፡; 154, n. 57, ዶል፡; 156, n. 85, e 181, n. 39, 
ኀሠሠ፡; 205, n. 4 ሔማ፡). — pp. 184.1 / 185.1 e n. 52: ቀላየ፡ አእምሮ፡ / 
«mare di conoscenza»: “abisso di conoscenza”. — p. 202, n. 98: l’u sus 
scribendi è evocato un po’ a sproposito: nella faĴ ispecie, l’e spres sio ne 
ንሣእ፡ ዘይረክበከ፡ vale semplicemente “prendi ciò che ti tocca”, e non è 
aff aĴ o «un errore», né di norma usus scribendi — contrariamente all’ac-
cezione che l’Editore fa propria — denota espressione irrazionale o 
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grammaticalmente anomala: usus scribendi indica semplicemente l’uso 
linguistico e stilistico di un autore, di un genere, di un’epoca ecc. quale 
che esso sia, e vale come criterio interno in critica testuale. — p. 212, 
n. 24: «Abba Mälkä Ṣedeq 2002» non pare reperibile in bibliografi a. — 
pp. 216.32 / 217.39: በርእየትየ፡ / «nella mia rivelazione»: inutile conget-
tura per il trádito በርእዮትየ፡ dove il pronome suffi  sso può benissimo 
valere come oggeĴ o: “Gioisci o mio servo Demyānos, per il faĴ o di 
vedere me”. — p. 228.6: l’oc cor ren za di ብራና፡, “pergamena”, si ag-
giunge alle non molte sinora note a corrobare l’etimologia del termine 
da μεμβράνα, cfr. Alessandro Bausi, “La tradizione scriĴ oria etiopi-
ca”, in Segno & Testo, 6 (2008), pp. 507–557, spec. p. 522; per la tradizio-
ne scriĴ oria è ugualmente utile la menzione a p. 144.21 della ቤተ፡ 
መዛግብት፡ da cui lo ዐቃቢ፡ (!) ገበዝ፡ riceve l’ordine di consultare un 
libro di contenuto monastico (ነገረ፡ አበው፡).

Alessandro Bausi

NOUVELLES PUBLICATIONS 
DE L’INSTITUT DE LA LITTÉRATURE RUSSE 

(MAISON DE POUCHKINE) 
SUR LA LITTÉRATURE ANCIENNE DE LA RUSSIE

1. TODRL, tome LVIII (2007). Труды Отдела древнерусской 
литературы. Том LVIII (Санкт-Петербург: Наука, 2007) 
964 с.
Travaux du Secteur de la liĴ érature russe ancienne. Tome LVIII 
(St Pétersbourg : Nauka, 2007) 964 p. ISBN 978-5-02-026502-8.
[Hommage à Gelian Mikhailovitch Prokhorov]

2. Г. М. ПРОХОРОВ, «Так воссияют праведники…» Визан-
тийская литература XIV в. в Древней Руси (Санкт-Петер-
бург: Изд-во Олега Абышко, 2009) (с2008) (Библио тека 
христианской мысли. Исследования) 268 с.
G. M. Prokhorov, Alors les justes resplendiront… La liĴ é-
rature byzantine du XIVe siècle dans la Russie ancienne (St Pé-
tersbourg : chez Oleg Abychko, 2009) (c2008) (Bibliothèque de 
pensée chrétienne. Recherches) 268 p. ISBN 978-5-903525-18-8.   

Le tome LVIIIe de la célèbre série TODRL est paru comme l’Hommage 
à Gelian Mikhailovitch Prokhorov pour son 70e anniversaire. Un vol-
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ume d’à peu près mille pages (deux fois plus grand que les volumes 
récents) rappelle l’âge d’or des TODRL, au tournant des 1950s et 1960s, 
lorsque chaque tome de la série ouvrait un univers habité par des per-
sonnages médiévaux, pas toujours des saints, mais, du moins, privés 
de la platitude des héros de la liĴ érature soviétique ou du névrotisme 
de ceux de la liĴ érature russe classique… Mais le volume présent est 
encore plus riche que les volumes d’autrefois.

Naturellement, il s’ouvre par une biographie du jubilaire écrite 
d’une manière informelle et cordiale par Natalia Vladimirovna Pony-
rko, suivie de sa bibliographie complète dès le début, 1964, jusqu’à 2007. 
Présentement, ceĴ e bibliographie est quelque peu vieillie. L’addition 
la plus importante est un recueil d’articles sur la liĴ érature byzantine 
que nous avons signalé comme le numéro 2 de la revue présente. Ce 
recueil englobe les réimpressions des études fort importantes, à savoir, 
sur les versions slavonnes des œuvres de l’auteur hésychaste David 
Disypatos et de la Disputation avec les chiones et les turcs de Grégoire 
Palamas, sur l’héritage hymnographique du patriarche hésychaste 
Philothée Kokkinos (aussi bien des textes grecs que de leurs versions 
slavonnes), sur l’hymnographie russe de l’époque de la bataille sur le 
champ de Koulikovo (1380)…

Le contenu des articles du tome d’hommage varie d’après la pa-
leĴ e des intérêts du jubilaire. Le tome est donc divisé en neuf sec-
tions : 1. Études bibliques, apocryphes, théologie, 2. Hymnographie, 
3. Hagiographie, 4. « LiĴ érature d’instruction » (en eff et, il s’agit de 
la liĴ érature médiévale qu’on n’a pas classée ailleurs, c.à.d. de la lit-
térature ascétique, morale, des indices des livres « vrais » et « faux » 
etc.), 5. Chronographie, chroniques, historiographie, 6. Narrations, iti-
néraires, 7. Art, architecture, épigraphie, 8. Archéographie, 9. La conti-
nuation de la liĴ érature russe ancienne après la Russie ancienne (il 
s’agit de la survie de la liĴ érature ancienne dans les temps nouveaux ; 
ceĴ e section comprit un article sur Paisiï Vélitchkovsky et un autre sur 
l’écrivain vieux croyant Ivan Filippov).

À part deux articles sur la liĴ érature pseudépigraphique, dont un 
est discuté ailleurs1 et l’autre est la continuation (part 2) de la publica -
tion des Palaea Chronographica, recensio brevior (Краткая Хронографиче-
ская палея) par E. G. Vodolazkine (p. 534–556), le tome contient un 
nombre considérable d’articles concernant la patrologie, l’hagiogra-
phie, l’hymno graphie et la liĴ érature ascétique. Ainsi, 

(1)  B. Lourié, Courts of Solomon, a Jewish Collection, Scr 5 (2009) 353–363.
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S. Fahl et D. Fahl analysent les scholies dans la version slavonne du 
Corpus Areopagiticum (« Der Starec Isaĳ a als Leser: Scholien und Schli-
enfragmente unbekannter HerkunĞ  in der ersten wollständigen kir-
chenslavischen Übersetzung des Corpus areopagiticum », p. 87–98), 

V. B. Krys’ko retrouve les originaux grecs (toujours inédits) pour 
la soi-disante Il’ina kniga (« Livre d’Élie »), un des plus anciens manu-
scrits du ménée slavon (XIe–XIIe s.), qui n’ont pas été encore signalés 
dans l’édition de l’Il’ina kniga de 2005 eff ectuée par le même auteur 
(p. 127–134),

A. E. Smirnova-Kosickaja compose un répertoire alphabétique des 
canons hymnographiques aux saints russes (p. 174–253),

N. V. Ponyrko s’occupe de la textologie des canons hymnogra-
phiques pénitentiels de Kirill (Cyrille) de Tourov (p. 254–281),

les auteurs des études dans le domaine hagiographique se concen-
trent sur le ménologion russe d’octobre du XVe siècle (O. V. Tvorogov, 
p. 282–289), la recension originale de la Vie de Serge de Radonège 
(M. A. Šibaev, p. 290–319), la Vie d’Evfrosine de Pskov (V. I. Okhotniko-
va, p. 320–331), la Vie de Cyrille du Lac Nouveau (Kirill Novoezerkskĳ ) 
(T. B. Karbasova, p. 332–365), la Vie de Nicétas le Stylite de Perejaslavl’ 
(M. A. Fedotova, p. 366–383), un manuscrit de la narration sur Isaïe du 
Ruisseau (L. B. Belova, p. 384–389), les Vies des justes dans la tradition 
hagiographique du Nord russe (B. A. Ryžina, p. 390–442), les Vies des 
fols en Christ (T. R. Rudi, p. 443–484), le culte de la Vierge de LoreĴ o, 
y compris ses amplifi cations russes (M. Pljukhanova, p. 669–696), la 
narration de Jean Semenov, le fondateur du monastère de S. Ekaterina 
(V. P. Budaragin, p. 697–709), les narrations sur Stéphane de Perm et 
sur les évêques de Perm (A. N. Vlasov, p. 710–731), une narration peu 
connue du XVIIIe siècle sur la fondation du « désert » nommé « de Cy-
gnes » près de Kargopol (A. V. Pligin, p. 753–772), le destin des artéf-
acts provenant du patriarche Philothée Kokkinos à Moscou (O. A. Be-
lobrova, p. 789–794),   

S. A. Semjačko réfute l’opinion commune des savants prérévolu-
tionnaires que Nil de Sora aurait composé un gerontikon (p. 505–512), 
tandis que E. É. Ševčenko fait un rapport de sa découverte d’un auto-
graphe nouveau du même saint (p. 913–919),

G. Majeska fait une notice sur « An Unnoticed Rus’ Embassy to 
Constantinople in A.D. 1200 » (p. 732–734).

Bien sûr, la liste ci-dessus est loin d’épuiser la richesse du volume 
off ert à Gelian M. Prokhorov et à tout le monde. 
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3. Книжные центры Древней Руси. Кирилло-Белозерский 
монастырь. Отв. ред. С. А. Семячко (Санкт-Петербург: 
Дмитрий Буланин, 2008) 497 с.
Centres liĴ éraires de la Russie ancienne. Le monastère de Cyrille 
du Lac Blanc. Éd. par S. A. Semjačko (St Pétersbourg : Dmitrĳ  
Bulanin, 2008) 497 p. ISBN 978-86007-576-4.

La série « Centres liĴ éraires de la Russie ancienne », établie en 1991, 
est devenue une addition importante à la série majeure des TODRL. Le 
domaine de chaque volume de la série est normalement limité à l’un 
ou l’autre centre liĴ éraire, comme, par exemple, le monastère de S. Cy-
rille du Lac Blanc dans le volume présent. Ce monastère était le nœud 
principal de l’activité liĴ éraire dans la Thébaïde du Nord établi par un 
de ses fondateurs qui était ce S. Cyrille.

Le nouveau volume de la série contient un nombre d’études qui se-
ront des jalons importants pour toute la recherche future sur le mona-
chisme russe et sont de valeur pour la compréhension du monachisme 
chrétien en général.

Le volume s’ouvre par une paire d’articles (ceux de G. M. Prokho-
rov, p. 3–24, et de S. A. Semjačko, p. 25–71) sur deux traités ascétiques 
dont l’importance pour le monachisme russe est comparable à celle du 
Pratique évagrien pour le monachisme ancien, quoique les traités russes 
se soient concentrés plutôt sur la vie cénobiale. Il s’agit de l’Instruction 
d’un vieillard à un disciple de Cyrille le thaumaturge du Lac Blanc (Поучение 
старца ко ученику Кирилла Белозерска чюдотворца), l’objet de l’étude 
de Prokhorov, qui s’est amplifi é, dans la tradition postérieure, jusqu’une 
œuvre beaucoup plus détaillée L’instruction d’un vieillard à un jeune 
moine (Предание старческое новоначальному иноку), l’objet central de 
l’étude de Semjačko qui est maintenant lancée dans une recherche ma-
gistrale des tous les gerontika russes (les recueils qui s’appellent, dans 
la tradition russe, Старчество — « (Les préceptes) des vieillards »). Les 
deux traités sont publiés dans les éditions critiques. 

On ne saurait que regreĴ er que ces traités ne fussent jamais traduits 
dans une langue européenne afi n de les faire connaître également au 
large public et aux spécialistes dans l’histoire du monachisme et la 
liĴ érature monastique. À ce qu’il semble, c’est une condition sine qua 
non pour comprendre les traditions spirituelles héritées par les auteurs 
russes, qui ne sont accessibles qu’à travers les sources byzantines de 
leur formation monastique. Cependant, la majorité absolue des publi-
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cations des textes russes anciens ne présuppose point l’indication des 
sources citées ou sous-entendues. C’est évidemment une tache qui dé-
passe les forces actuelles des slavistes.

L’édition de L’instruction d’un vieillard donne lieu à quelques cor-
rections et notes que je fais ci-dessous, mais je voudrais, tout d’abord, 
traduire un spécimen d’instruction « utile à l’âme » qui nous fera saisir 
l’esprit du monachisme dans la version du S. Cyrille du Lac Blanc :

« Mais il (te) faut s’exercer dans les prières et dans la lecture des livres. 
Si tu ne sais pas lire, occupe-toi de l’ouvrage des mains [рукоделье 
= χειρουργία]. Car, pour le vrai moine, il n’y a pas de fête dans la 
vie terrestre [lit., sur la terre], pas même la Pâque. Il lui sera la Pâque 
lorsqu’il arrivera à la repose éternelle. » (Éd. Prokhorov, p. 20 = éd. 
Semjačko, p. 51, où le texte est à peu près le même).

L’article suivant de R. Romanchuk est publié dans la traduction 
russe de l’anglais [« Le scribe Alexandre-Oleška Palkin et les réfor-
mes cénobitiques et pédagogiques sous l’hégoumène Trifon (1430–
1440s) : contribution à l’étude de l’éducation monastique orthodo-
xe », p. 72–93). L’idée de traduire un article académique de l’anglais 
ne semble pas très fondée en elle-même (qui sont ces lecteurs savants 
qui ne savent pas lire anglais ?), d’autant plus que le traducteur, dans 
le cas présent, ne sait pas tenir compte de la terminologie monasti-
que russe, d’où provient un monstrueux новичок au lieu du correct 
terme послушник à titre de la correspondance au terme « novice » 
partout dans l’article. L’imperfection évidente de l’article lui-même 
est le raĴ achement plutôt à l’Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium qu’aux 
études spécialisées et aux sources sur les traditions monastiques by-
zantines. Néanmoins, l’article est fort intéressant dans sa partie ma-
gistrale. C’est une première étude directe du processus que j’oserais 
nommer, en utilisant le bon mot de Florovsky, une « pseudomor-
phose » de la tradition hésychaste russe. Le produit de l’activité de 
l’hégoumène Trifon était encore bien éloigné des typiques monas-
tères russes postérieurs au Grand Schisme du XVIIe siècle — sans 
culture liĴ éraire quelconque, sans l’accent sur la prière intellectuelle, 
avec des énormes labeurs physiques engloutissant tous le temps des 
uns et avec la vie paresseuse pour les autres… Il s’agissait, chez Tri-
fon, d’un changement d’une culture liĴ éraire à l’autre : au lieu de la 
liĴ érature ascétique et concentrée sur la prière, on a introduit la lec-
ture des œuvres consacrées aux matières théologiques générales ou 
même aux connaissances séculières. D’ailleurs, dans les temps nou-
veaux, nous rencontrons la même culture liĴ éraire dans les milieux 
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des vieux croyants : le répertoire de la liĴ érature byzantine, aisément 
est reconnaissable à travers les coloris locaux, mais toute la tradition 
de l’esprit « philocalique », c.à.d. de la prière dite intellectuelle et de 
l’acquisition des vertus « théoriques » étant amputée. 

Un autre héros important du volume présent, c’est le moine Efrosi-
ne (Euphrosynos) du monastère du S. Cyrille du Lac Blanc, un célèbre 
scribe de la seconde moitié du XVe siècle. A. G. Bobrov propose, dans 
un long article (p. 94–172), l’identifi cation de ce moine avec le prince 
Ivan Dmitrievitch Šemjakin qui était le fi ls du prince Dmitrĳ  Šemjaka 
de Novgorod (empoisonné en 1453 par le grand prince de Moscou 
Basile l’Aveugle) et l’arrière-petit-fi ls du prince Dmitrĳ  de Don, le vai-
nqueur sur le champ de Koulikovo. Nous ne sommes pas en position 
d’évaluer ceĴ e hypothèse entrainante, mais, en tout cas, elle présuppo-
se une discussion détaillée sur plusieurs aspects historiques de la vie 
monastique de la Thébaïde du Nord dont les connexions avec la réalité 
extérieure ne sont pas toujours claires. Les deux articles suivants sont 
consacrés également à Efrosine. M. A. Šibaev a découvrit quelques-
uns de ses autographes nouveaux (p. 173–182) et I. V. Fedorova a déc-
rit et publié un petit itinéraire dans la Terre Sainte et l’Athos préservé 
dans un autographe d’Efrosine (p. 183–192).

L’article de I. M. Gricevskaja « Le système de textes pour la lecture 
cellulaire dans les monastères du S. Cyrille du Lac Blanc et de la Tri-
nité et S. Serge et les indices des livres vrais » (p. 193–210) contient une 
publication de la liste des livres « vrais » et « faux » composée par le 
disciple de Nil de Sora Gourĳ  (Gurias) Toušine au tournant des XIVe 
et XVe siècles. D’après Gricevskaja, les hésychastes des générations du 
S. Nil et ses disciples directes essayaient d’établir un nouveau stan-
dard du système liĴ éraire englobant la tradition déjà établie vers le 
XIVe siècle et les traductions apportées par la soi-disante seconde in-
fl uence sud-slave, tout en préservant, bien sûr, l’accent sur les instruc-
tions pour la vie spirituelle.

S. A. Semjačko a publié un article très détaillé sur le contenu des 
Gerontika russes, les recueils qu’on appelait Starčestvo (p. 211–296). Ces 
recueils sont, pour la plupart, composés des traductions du grec, quoi-
que avec quelques insertions russes. C’était l’instrument principal de 
la formation ascétique qui englobait les règles extérieures de la vie mo-
nastique aussi bien que la pratique de la vie spirituelle. Dans ses pub-
lications récentes, mais surtout dans ceĴ e œuvre magistrale Semjačko 
la base nécessaire est fournie aux futurs étudiants des traditions mo-
nastiques russes dans leur contexte byzantin. 
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Les autres articles du volume sont les suivants (les titres sont 
traduits du russe par moi-même, les résumés en langues européennes 
ou, du moins, la table des matières étant absents) :

B. Bil’djug, G. M. Prokhorov, Dioptra de Philippe Monotropos, le 
Logos 2, d’après le manuscrit du monastère du S. Cyrille du Lac Blanc 
au premier quart du XVe s. (p. 297–351) [continuation d’un long 
projet ; les Logoi 1 et 3 ont été publiés déjà en 1987],

Tch. Kh. Tchoj, Sur le nouvellement trouvé manuscrit de la 
« Sermon sur les princes [Boris et Gleb] » (XIIe s.) (p. 352–363, avec 
la publication du texte),

Ju. Mikhno, À propos de la place du manuscrit du monastère du 
S. Cyrille du Lac Blanc du « Livre contre les hérétiques » de Joseph 
de Volokolamsk dans l’histoire du texte de sa recension courte 
(p. 364–395, avec l’editio princeps de ceĴ e recension que l’auteur tient 
pour la plus ancienne),

T. B. Karbasova, Cyrille du Lac Blanc et Cyrille du Lac Nouveau 
(p. 396–410, sur les infl uences mutuelles entre les dossiers hagi-
ographiques),

T. F. Volkova, La Vie de Cyrille du Lac Blanc dans le Torzhestvennik 
[homiliaire festal] d’Ust’-Cil’ma. (Contribution à l’étude de l’héritage 
manuscrit du scribe I. S. Mjandine de Petchora) (p. 411–421, Mjandine 
était un célèbre scribe vieux-croyant du XIXe siècle, un représentatif 
de « la Rus’ après la Rus’ »),

E. A. Ryžova, Le motif de sujet « Choix de la place pour la fondation 
du monastère au moyen des signes miraculeux » dans l’hagiographie 
de la Russie du Nord (« Voix-Lumière ») (p. 422–440),

A. E. Kosickaja, Le manuscrit de la Vie de Savva [Sabbas] de 
Storoževsk fait pour le monastère du S. Cyrille du Lac Blanc et la 
tradition manuscrit du texte (p. 441–454),

B. N. Morozov, « L’arrivée au monastère de Cyrille » de Iona 
[Jonas] de Solovki (p. 455–461, avec l’editio princeps de l’instruction, 
écrite au premier quart du XVIIe siècle, à un moine qui va dans le 
monastère pour une visitation),

E. M. Jukhimenko, Les monastères du Nord de Russie et celui 
du S. Cyrille du Lac Blanc parmi les intérêts des scribes de Vyga 
[important centre liĴ éraire des vieux croyants dans le XVIIIe s.] 
(p. 462–471),

O. A. Belobrova, Sur les recueils manuscrits provenant du 
monastère du S. Feraponte [Pherapontos] (p. 472–476, un plus petit 
mais pas moins célèbre monastère près de celui du S. Cyrille du 
Lac Blanc),

A. G. Sergeev, La bibliothèque du monastère du S. Kornilĳ  [Cor-
nelius] de Komel’sk : problèmes de reconstruction (p. 477–492).
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Supplement
Quelques notes sur la publication 

de L’instruction d’un vieillard à un jeune moine 
[éd. Semjačko]

1. Données pour la préhistoire du Psautier avec les acolouthies (Сле -
до ванная псалтирь). 

Le psautier liturgique contient normalement l’horologe, mais, dans 
la tradition slavonne, ce livre est devenu beaucoup plus amplifi é dès le 
XVIe siècle. L’instruction utilise quelques articles qui entreront dans le 
Psautier. Un conseil, après les prières « pour ceux qui vont coucher », 
de placer au lieu du chevet une pierre « au nom du Christ » et de subir, 
s’il en est besoin, le froid, « …car certains ne dorment point » est tiré 
d’une pièce dont la citation plus large se lit dans notre Instruction, p. 58 
(les limites exactes de la citation ne me sont pas claires). La première 
prière du matin actuelle (Боже, очисти мя грешнаго…) se lit, dans 
l’Instruction, comme la prière qu’on doit dire après chaque heure de la 
psalmodie cellulaire (p. 65).

2. Problème d’indication des sources.

Malheureusement, en ce qui concerne l’indication des sources, la 
publication suit les pires standards russes, pour ne pas dire « sovié-
tiques », car même les citations bibliques ne sont pas indiquées. Par-
fois cela nuit à l’éditeur lui-même qui ne sait pas où fermer les guil-
lemets lorsque le texte introduit une citation explicitement. Ainsi, la 
citation du Luc 17,10 « lorsque vous aurez fait tout ce qui vous a été 
prescrit, dites : Nous sommes des serviteurs inutiles ; nous avons 
fait ce que nous devions faire » (tr. FBJ) est rompue par le guillemet 
posé incorrectement après la phrase « nous sommes des serviteurs 
inutiles » (p. 55). Les citations et les allusions bibliques introduites 
implicitement ne sont jamais reconnues ni même marquées, même 
dans les cas des citations verbales. Les exemples sont assez nom-
breux, mais je me limite à un seul, où la citation biblique pas recon-
nue, Ps 73/74,16 « à toi le jour, et à toi la nuit » (tr. FBJ), est citée, à son 
tour, à l’intérieur d’une citation plus ample et pas reconnue non plus 
de l’apophtegme Sy gr X, 152 = N 230 (98) = X, 139 de la traduction 
russe de la Collection systématique (p. 69 ; l’éd. critique du texte grec 
d’après la Collection systématique : J.-C. Guy, Les apophtegmes des 
Pères. Collection systématique. Chapitres X–XVI (Paris, 2003) (SC, 474) 
114/115–116/117).
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3. Points mineurs.
и манасию (p. 54, l. 4 d’en bas) : le nom propre, Manasse, n’est pas 

reconnu ; il fallait écrire du majuscule, Манасию ;
аще ли [variante : ли ни] то всуе трудишися (p. 61, l. 7 d’en bas) : 

la lecture correcte est celle de la variante, c’est qu’il fallait noter dans 
l’apparat.

Basile Lourié

LES PUBLICATIONS RÉCENTES DANS LA SÉRIE 
ΣΜΑΡΑΓΔΟΣ ΦΙΛΟΚΑΛΙΑΣ

Г. И. БЕНЕВИЧ, Д. С. БИРЮКОВ, А. М. ШУФРИН (сост.), Максим 
Исповедник: полемика с оригенизмом и моноэнергизмом 
(Санкт-Петербург: Изд-во СПбГУ, 2007) (Византийская 
философия, 1; Σμάραγδος Φιλοκαλίας) 564 с.
Gregory Benevich, Dmitri Biryukov, Arkadi Choufrine 
(comp.), St. Maximus the Confessor: His Polemics against Ori-
genism and Monoenergism (St. Petersburg: UP, 2007) (Byzan-
tine Philosophy, 1; Σμάραγδος Φιλοκαλίας) 564  p.

The monograph focuses on the two major contributions made by 
Maximus the Confessor to the theological tradition, namely, his refuta-
tions of Origenism and monoenergism, respectively. These aspects of 
Maximus’ thought have been so far treated separately. This is the fi rst 
aĴ empt to look at them as being in the same context. The monograph 
has two parts which correspond, respectively, to the two stages fi rst 
distinguished in Maximus’s life by H. U. von Balthasar. The fi rst part 
deals with the later stage: from the publication of the monoenergist 
Pact of Union in 633, which prompted Maximus’s entering the arena 
of Church politics and public theological debate, up to his martyrdom 
and repose in 662. Its fi rst section consists of an article by Grigory Ben-
evich and Arkadi Choufrine, which, in dialogue with recent Maximus 
scholarship, traces, stage by stage, the development of Maximus’s po-
lemic against monoenergism and monotheletism.

The second section of the monograph’s fi rst part contains a Russian 
translation of seven texts documenting trials, interrogations, and the 
exile of Maximus and his disciples.

The second part of the monograph, beginning with a short intro-
ductory article by Arkadi Choufrine as its fi rst section, focuses on the 
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work representative of the earlier part of Maximus’s life, namely, on 
the seventh chapter of his so-called Ambigua. Besides being a polemi-
cal treatise, this work, like the others from the same period, is rich in 
philosophical content and constitutes the part of Maximus’s heritage 
that exercised, despite its complexity, the deepest and most lasting infl  
uence on the Byzantine theological tradition as a whole.

The second section of the second part begins with a new Russian 
interpretative translation and a parallel Greek text of this treatise. The 
same section includes the commentaries on it by Arkadi Choufrine, 
analyzing the structure and logic of Maximus’s argument, the back-
ground of the theoretical and dogmatic concepts he uses, and the pe-
culiarities of his language and style. It is considerably more detailed 
than the other extant commentaries on the same treatise, namely, those 
by D. Stăniloae and Cl. Moreschini.

The last, third, section of the second part contains an annotated 
Russian translation of the still not outdated parts of the two studies on 
Maximus’s refutation of Origenism by P. Sherwood.

Георгий Факрасис, Диспут свт. Григория Паламы с Григо-
рой философом. Философские и богословские аспекты па-
ламитских споров. Пер. с древнегреч. Д. А. ПОСПЕЛОВ; отв. 
ред. Д. С. БИРЮКОВ (Святая гора Афон: Пустынь Новая 
Фиваида Афонского Русского Пантелеимонова монас-
тыря — Москва, 2009) (Σμάραγδος Φιλοκαλίας) 200 с.
George Phakrasis, Disputation of St Gregory Palamas with 
Gregoras, a Philosopher. Philosophical and Theological As-
pects of the Palamite Controversy. Trans. D. A. Pospelov; ed. 
D. S. Birjukov (Mount Athos—Moscow, 2009) (Σμάραγδος 
Φιλοκαλίας) 200 p. 

Die von einem byzantinischen hohen Beamte Georgios Fakrasis 
verfasste Nacherzahlung des Disputes zwischen hl. Gregorios Palamas 
und Nikephoros Gregoras stellt ein wichtiges theologisches SchriĞ -
denkmal der Epoche der palamitischen Diskussionen dar. Diese Rede-
schlacht hat fast alle Fragen der hesychastischen Theologie beruhrt. Im 
Disputsverlauf wurden die Probleme der Unterscheidung des Wesens 
und Energien GoĴ es sowie die Fragen der GoĴ esnamen- und Eigen-
schaĞ slehre besprochen. Die betreff ende Ubersetzung des Disputes 
wird von zwei Beitrage vorausgeschickt. Im Vergleich zur Kritikaus-
gaben M. Candals und P. Christou wurde die Zitatenidentifi zierung 
prazisiert. Die Ubersetzung ist mit dem ausfuhrlichen Kommentar 
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versorgt. Die Ausgabe enthalt auch die der Teilnahmenparadigmen 
in der theologischen Tradition der Kirche und im Gregoras Denken 
gewidmete Untesuchung, die einige philosophische Grundlagen der 
Diskussion erklart.

Г. И. БЕНЕВИЧ (сост., ред.), Д. С. БИРЮКОВ (ред.), Антология 
восточно-христианской богословской мысли. Ортодоксия 
и гетеродоксия. В 2 т. Т. 1 (Санкт-Петербург: РХГА, 2009) 
(Византийская философия, 4; Σμάραγδος Φιλοκαλίας) 
669 с.
Grigory Benevich (comp., ed.), Dmitry Byrjukov (ed.), Anthol-
ogy of the Eastern Christian Theological Thought (Orthodoxy 
and Heterodoxy). In 2 vols. Vol. 1 (St. Petersburg: RChAH, 2009) 
(Byzantine Philosophy, 4; Σμάραγδος Φιλοκαλίας) 669 p.

The two volumes of The Anthology of the Eastern Christian Theologi-
cal Thought (Orthodoxy and Heterodoxy) include texts of more than fi Ğ y 
diff erent Eastern Christian authors from the second to the fi Ğ een cen-
turies, as well as studies on these authors. For the fi rst time in the his-
tory of Russian culture, this anthology unites under one cover the texts 
of those who are known as the Church Fathers and those who were 
called “heretics” by the mainstream of the Byzantine Empire Church. 
The aim of the anthology is to show a variety of trends in Eastern 
(mainly Greek) Christian thought and to represent, as much as pos-
sible in a comparatively small anthology, a productive, though oĞ en 
“politically incorrect” dialogue between “Orthodox” and “heterodox” 
Eastern Christian theologians.  

Свт. Григорий Палама, архиепископ Фессалоникийский. По-
лемика с Акиндином. Ред. и пер. А. Г. ДУНАЕВ (Святая гора 
Афон, 2009) (Σμάραγδος Φιλοκαλίας) 270 с. 
St Gregory Palamas, Archbishop of Thessaloniki. Polemics 
against Akyndinos. Ed. and trans. A. G. Dunaev (Mount Athos, 
2009) (Σμάραγδος Φιλοκαλίας) 270 p. 

Il presente libro include la traduzione in russo dei traĴ ati pole-
mici di st. Gregorio Palamas, precisamente due primi Concertatorii 
libri contra Acindynum, ed anche una piccola opera Enarratio ingentis 
multitudinis scelerum Barlaami et Acindyni, il cui contenuto in tanto 
corrisponde al primo Concertatorius. C’e la seconda traduzione in 
una lingua europea (dopo la traduzione in greco moderno faĴ a da 
P. Christou).
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DEUX LIVRES SUR L’AUTOCÉPHALIE RUSSE

О. А. АБЕЛЕНЦЕВА, Митрополит Иона и установление ав-
токефалии Русской Церкви (Москва—Санкт-Петербург: 
Альянс-Архео, 2009) 472 с. 
O. A. Abelenceva, Métropolite Iona [Jonas] et l’établissement 
de l’autocéphalie de l’Église russe (Moscou—St. Pétersbourg : 
Al’jans-Arkheo, 2009) 472 p. ISBN 978-5-98874-031-5.

В. М. ЛУРЬЕ, Русское православие между Киевом и Москвой. 
Очерк истории русской православной традиции между XV 
и XX веками (Москва: Три Квадрата, 2009) 296 с. 
B. LouriѼ, L’orthodoxie russe entre Kiev et Moscou. L’essai 
d’histoire de la tradition orthodoxe russe entre les XVe et XXe 
siècles (Moscou : Tri Kvadrata, 2009) 296 p. ISBN 978-9-94607-
112-7.

Les deux livres ont pour objet central l’état de l’Église russe à 
l’époque de l’établissement de l’autocéphalie au XVe siècle. La monog-
raphie d’Abelenceva consiste en deux parties dont la deuxième est 
la réédition très commode des actes et des épîtres du métropolite 
Iona (Jonas) de Moscou, le premier métropolite russe élu en 1448 
sans l’approbation de Constantinople. La première partie du livre 
d’Abelenceva est l’étude assez détaillée et objective. L’auteur ne va pas 
dans le sillage de l’historiographie ecclésiastique russe prérévolution-
naire (de même que de ses épigones soviétiques) faisant du métropo-
lite Iona le créateur de l’autocéphalie russe. Au contraire, sa conclusion 
est très sobre : « Il résulte des sources que les droits du patriarche de 
Constantinople de nommer le métropolite [de Russie] n’ont pas été 
contestés même après le décès du métropolite Iona [1461], du moins, 
du vivant du grand prince Basile II [mort en 1462] » (p. 292). 

Le livre de Lourié n’est pas aussi détaillé en ce qui concerne 
l’époque de Iona, mais sa perspective est beaucoup plus large. Après 
avoir fait indépendamment la même conclusion sur Iona et le prince 
Basile II, Lourié fait une recherche des aĴ itudes diverses vis-à-vis de 
l’autocéphalie de Moscou durant le schisme entre l’Église moscovite et 
l’Église de Constantinople, y compris la partie occidentale de l’ancienne 
métropolie de Kiev (1467–1589). Les deux autres thèmes majeurs de 
Lourié sont les procès liés (directement ou non) avec le Grand Schisme 
de l’Église russe au XVIIe siècle (il y a un nombre de documents dont 
on ne tient pas compte dans les études précédentes) et le procès de la 
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mainmise de l’Église de Moscou sur la métropolie de Kiev du patriar-
cat Constantinopolitain. Les documents des pourparlers entre Moscou 
et Constantinople en 1686 ne sont préservés que dans la version sla-
vonne assez malaisée, peu compréhensible à ceux qui ne savent pas 
le grec. C’est pourquoi ces documents, quoique édités en 1872, n’ont 
guère été lus par les historiens (bien sûr, les historiens, souvent trop 
« politisés », avaient encore d’autres raisons de ne pas citer ces docu-
ments). D’après ces documents, Constantinople n’a jamais concédé sa 
juridiction sur Kiev au patriarcat de Moscou. Le patriarche de Moscou 
n’a reçu que le droit du vicaire du patriarche de Constantinople dans 
la métropolie de Kiev. Le nom du patriarche de Moscou devait être 
acclamé liturgiquement, dans la métropolie de Kiev, en second lieu 
après le nom du patriarche de Constantinople. La soumission totale 
de la métropolie de Kiev au patriarcat de Moscou n’était qu’un acte de 
violence tout pur.

BIBLIOGRAPHIE DU R. P. MICHEL VAN ESBROECK, S.J. 
Addenda1

2001
La pomme de Théodose II et sa Réplique Arménienne, dans : C. So-

de, S. Takács (éds.), Novum Millennium. Studies on Byzantine History 
and Culture Dedicated to Paul Speck (Ashgate, 2001) 109–111.

2004
Un apocryphe sur les apôtres Pierre, Jean et Paul dans le ms. Min-

gana 40, pièce 30, dans : Rifaat Ebied, Herman G. B. Teule (éds.), Stud-
ies in the Christian Arabic Heritage, off ered in Honour of Father Samir Khalil 
Samir S. I., at the at the occasion of his sixty-fi Ğ h birthday (Leuven: Peeters 
Publishers, 2004) (Eastern Christian Studies, 5), pp. 243–261.

2005
La liĴ eratura patristica in Armenia e in Georgia, dans : P. Sinis-

calco (ed.), Le chiese orientali (Roma: CiĴ à Nuova, 2005) (Storia e let-
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(1)  Cf. Scr. 2 (2006) xxxi–lxvi; Scr 4 (2008) 351–370.
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Т. Л. Вилкул
Киев

ПО ПОВОДУ РЕЦЕНЗИИ П. В. ЛУКИНА 
«ДЕКОНСТРУКЦИЯ ДЕКОНСТРУКЦИИ»

…et dum alienos errores emendore 
nituntur, ostendunt suos

Hieronimus

В предыдущем номере Scrinium появилась рецензия П. В. Лукина 
на мою книгу «Людье и князь в конструкциях летописцев XI–XIII вв.»1 
Рецензия написана с позиции исследователя, подчеркивающего 
свою «традиционность», и содержит множество критических заме-
чаний как частного, так и общего плана. Прежде всего, хотелось бы 
отметить, что я чрезвычайно признательна П. В. Лукину за указание 
на ошибки, и приношу читателям свои извинения за допущенные 
неточности. К сожалению, в монографии действительно оказался 
ряд недочетов, связанных как с некоторыми огрехами при работе с 
огромным массивом источников и цитируемых текстов, так и, увы, с 
естественной ограниченностью знаний автора. К примеру, в Ипать-
евском списке под 1151 г. читается «рекуче», а не «рекоша» (послед-
нее в Хлебниковском), имеется погрешность в написании фамилии 
Zernack, в одной из записей Киевского свода было пропущено титло, 
что привело к смещению смысла известия. Указания на подобные 
недочеты работы являются очень полезными и с искренней благо-
дарностью принимаются. Вместе с тем, следует отметить, что все они 
касаются «технической» стороны дела и никак не влияют на резуль-
таты исследования. 
Примечательно, что П. В. Лукин на 30 страницах своей объемис-

той рецензии не изложил содержания рецензируемой им книги и 
не охарактеризовал ее структуру. Из этой рецензии никакого общего 
впечатления о работе составить невозможно, и в чем состоит «нарра-
тивизм» автора и в чем «традиционность» рецензента, совершенно 
неясно. В целом, читатель из этого текста узнает только то, что автор 
рецензируемой монографии отличается высокомерным отношени-
ем ко всем предшествующим научным достижениям в причудливом 
соединении с просто редкой некомпетентностью. К сожалению, ре-

(1)  П. В. ЛУКИН, Деконструкция деконструкции. О книге Т. Л. Вилкул 
по истории древнерусского веча, Scr 4 (2008) 403–434.
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цензент не внес ясность в некоторые базовые вопросы и не уточнил, в 
чем суть монографии. Попытаемся восполнить этот пробел.
Прежде всего, несколько слов о терминологии. П. В. Лукин назвал 

свою рецензию «Деконструкция деконструкции» и неоднократно 
обыграл это слово, а также слово «нарратив» и его производные (не 
всегда, впрочем, верно и к месту употребляя соответствующие по-
нятия). Однако, «деконструкция» в моей книге не используется ни 
разу. В монографии действительно исследуются нарративные моде-
ли древнерусских летописей, применительно к тем случаям, когда в 
источниках описываются взаимоотношения народа и правителя. Но 
отождествлять исследование нарратива и деконструкцию неверно, 
как неверно и то, что подобные исследования непременно должны 
приводить к принятию непознаваемости реальности и погружению 
исключительно в реальность текста.2 Сам термин «деконструкция» 
не является необходимым и обязательным в подобных работах. Он, 
конечно, широко употреблялся одно время, в особенности французс-
кими интеллектуалами. Соответственно, впоследствии стал модным, 
а затем даже несколько заезженным, появляясь и в высказываниях да-
леко не интеллектуальных персонажей. Понятие «нарратив» также не 
относится к ругательным. Оно обозначает ‘повествование’, ‘рассказ’ 
(или, в более специальном значении, ‘определенный вид повествова-
ния’). Тем не менее, «нарратив» предпочтительнее в научной литера-
туре, поскольку «повествование» и «рассказ» — слова многозначные. 
Точно так же, не являются ругательными понятия «конструирование» 
и «нарративное конструирование». В любом случае, в книге речь идет 
не о деконструкции, а об определении формантов летописных извес-
тий и нарративных моделей в целом. 
Итак, о чем рецензируемая П. В. Лукиным книга? (коль уж ре-

цензент никак не обозначил содержание, по-видимому, необходи-
мо исправить это упущение). Книга посвящена взаимоотношениям 
народа и правителя в Древней Руси, в частности, рассматривается 
такой феномен, как древнерусское вече. Автор сосредоточился на 
определении принципов описания взаимоотношений «людей» и 
князя и рассматривает их через призму нарративных конструкций 
и представлений древнерусских летописцев. Делаются также попыт-

(2)  См. замечания П. В. Лукина на с. 404, завершающиеся словами: «не 
будем придираться к теоретической путанице». Познание действитель-
ности, в том числе в различных науках, является гораздо более сложным 
феноменом, чем предполагалось. См., напр.: Т. КУН, Структура научных 
революций (Москва, 1977) (этого автора не причисляют к постструктура-
листам, поскольку он принадлежит к предыдущему поколению).
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ки реконструкции реалий: определения состава и компетенции веча. 
Монография состоит из вступления и 4-х глав, прилагается указатель 
имен и географических названий. В первой главе анализируются осо-
бенности «социальной» терминологии древнерусских летописей XI–
XIII вв. Исследуется слово «вече» и сфера его значений, соотношение 
прямых и непрямых упоминаний о вече,3 специфика использования 
таких летописных обозначений, как «людие», «народъ», «весь градъ», 
«дружина», «съборъ», «бояре», «от мала и до велика», «съборъ». 
Словоупотребление ранних древнерусских летописей сравнивается 
со словоупотреблением в отдельных книгах Священного Писания, 
хронографических текстах, житийной литературе. Делаются подсче-
ты частоты употребления, уточняется значение слов и формульный 
ряд. Вторая глава — «Нарративное конструирование в параллельных 
сюжетах летописных сводов». Исследуются более двух десятков ле-
тописных сообщений, для каждого из которых мы имеем по две или 
более версий, где изложение событий разнится, иногда доходя до 
зеркальной противоположности. Показывается, что различия в из-
ложении, наблюдаемые в параллельных летописных текстах, не бес-
системны, в сюжетах прослеживаются устойчивые комплексы фор-
мантов (основных элементов повествования). Описываются три нар-
ративные модели; отмечено, что в двух из них выступления «людей» 
фиксируются летописцами только в том случае, если необходимо 
оправдание и одобрение поступков князя; напр., на людей возлагает-
ся ответственность за жестокость, проявленную по отношению к по-
литическим оппонентам. В третьей главе, «Состав и функции веча», 
сделана попытка очертить социальный состав и компетенцию веча, 
выясняются возможности решения проблемы на имеющемся мате-
риале и ограничения, накладываемые на исследовательские решения 
нарративными источниками. В древнерусских текстах прослежива-
ется принцип репрезентативности, позволяющий в большинстве 
случаев замещение больших групп малыми и наоборот. Вследствие 
чего, князь или несколько самых знатных людей могли представлять 
«всю землю»; в тех же случаях, когда перед летописцем стояла задача 
скрыть недостойные поступки князя, «людие» «замещали» верхуш-
ку. К сожалению, социальный состав, количество участников, частота 
собраний не поддаются точному определению. Тем не менее, имеет-
ся и положительный результат — можно предполагать, что вече и 
дружина не были жестко отграниченными одна от другой общнос-

(3)  Т. е. таких известий, где имеется слово «вѣче» и таких, где оно 
отсутствует, и вечевое выступление определяется по тем или иным кос-
венным признакам. 
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тями. По-видимому, в ситуации политической стабильности в их со-
став входили одни и те же люди, составлявшие верхушку общества. 
Раскол местного социума происходил тогда, когда шла борьба между 
двумя лидерами (князьями). В последней главе систематизируются 
данные о представлениях летописцев о взаимоотношениях правите-
ля и народа. В том числе, сделана попытка объяснить тот факт, что в 
описаниях деятельности «людей» в центре внимания книжников не-
изменно стоит князь; рассматриваются представления о законности 
и незаконности вечевых собраний, проистекающей, как выясняется, 
из оценки «верности» и «неверности» горожан, единства и разделе-
ния участников собраний, а также тревожности всех сообщений по-
добной тематики. 
Собственно говоря, многие положения и исследуемые вопросы 

являются вполне традиционными. В частности, первая глава, посвя-
щенная социальной терминологии (ср. напр., работы А. С. Львова, 
А. А. Горского, С. В. Завадской и многих других). Разве что материал 
взят в соответствии с темой монографии — рассматриваются обоз-
начения, которые использовались в описаниях взаимоотношений 
народа и правителя, и акцентируется неустойчивость терминологии. 
Далее, о том, что повествование летописей не столько отражает дейс-
твительность, сколько конструировано — ныне мнение почти обще-
принятое и отнюдь не «экстремистское». Много внимания учеными 
уделяется поиску книжных образцов летописных текстов, в том чис-
ле — библейских.4 Новизна исследования состоит в том, что постро-
енными согласно определенным нарративным моделям признаются 
сугубо светские рассказы летописей. Полагаю, что обнаруженные се-
рии параллельных известий, когда в одной из летописей то или иное 
деяние приписывается князю, а в другой — горожанам, необходимо 
объяснять, и методика сравнения летописных текстов и выявления 
нарративных моделей предоставляет необходимые для этого инс-
трументы. Новые подходы использовались также при рассмотрении 
представлений летописцев о взаимоотношениях народа и правителя 
(для разработки этой проблемы до обнаружения параллельных вер-
сий было недостаточно материала).

(4)  Следует отметить, это весьма традиционное направление, в том 
числе, в российской науке, поиск ведется не только в летописях, но и в 
западноевропейских хрониках. См., напр.: Д. ЕГОРОВ, Новый источник 
по истории прибалтийского славянства, в: Сборник статей, посвященных 
В. О. Ключевскому его учениками, друзьями, почитателями ко дню 30-ле-
тия его профессорской деятельности в Московском университете (5 декабря 
1880 – 5 декабря 1909) (Москва, 1909) 332–346.
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Анализу основных положений и аргументов рецензент предпочи-
тает сугубый анализ деталей, и изучает их настолько скрупулезно, что 
неоднократно разбирает подробно окончание какого-нибудь приме-
чания, каковых в книге более 1000. При всем уважении к проделан-
ной им огромной работе нельзя не указать не вполне верную ее на-
правленность. Среди орудий, привычных для «рецензионной кухни» 
П. В. Лукина, попадаются своеобычные. К примеру, часто дискусси-
онные темы и вопросы он излагает так, будто речь идет о твердо ус-
тановленных вещах. В таких случаях у читателя неизбежно создается 
впечатление, что автор по своему недомыслию или невежеству нару-
шил общепринятые конвенции (а не предпочел то или иное решение 
в научной дискуссии). Порой рецензент, видимо, сам того не замечая, 
подменяет написанное в книге совершенно чуждыми утверждения-
ми, а в иных случаях неверно понимает написанное. Встречается и та-
кое, что, предлагая «корректное» прочтение взамен, по его мнению, 
«некорректного», рецензент обнаруживает слабое знакомство с текс-
тами, которые необходимо было проанализировать. 
Форма рецензии П. В. Лукина предполагает соответствующую 

структуру ответа — приходится следовать его «деконструкциям». Хо-
телось бы остановиться на высказываниях, не соответствующих дейст-
вительному положению вещей. Разумеется, все их охватить невоз-
можно, ибо рецензент своеобразные приемы использует достаточно 
часто, но я попытаюсь к каждому параграфу предложить несколько 
комментариев. При необходимости уточнений, приводятся отрывки 
из моей книги. Так как далее речь часто будет идти о летописях, при-
вожу принятые сокращения: Ипат. (у рецензента Ип.) — Ипатьевс-
кая летопись, Лавр. — Лаврентьевская, НПЛ — Новгородская первая 
летопись, МЛС — Московский летописный свод конца XV в.

По поводу «деконструкции историографии».
По словам рецензента, в монографии из-за «высокомерного отно-

шения автора к предшествующей историографии» дан только крат-
кий обзор литературы. Правда, в книге на с.8 в книге прямо указано, 
что детальная разработка историографических проблем при том инте-
ресе, который историки традиционно проявляли к вопросу о взаимо-
отношениях правителя и народа, потребовала бы отдельной моногра-
фии.5 Но П. В. Лукин, очевидно, полагает объяснение автора несущес-

(5)  См.: «Если заняться исключительно тем, что уже написано исто-
риками о вече, этим материалом можно было бы исчерпать весь объем 
книги. Ведь вече всегда выступало в качестве элемента, необходимого для 
реконструкции целостных систем — древнерусского общества, государс-
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твенным и спешит предложить читателю собственное. Твердо решив 
продемонстрировать «плохое знание украинской исследовательницей 
историографии», П. В. Лукин иллюстрирует свой тезис несколькими 
примерами. Среди них, напр., такой: при анализе летописных сооб-
щений «о вечевых расправах» не учитывалась зарубежная историогра-
фия относительно аналогичных явлений в Центральной и Восточной 
Европе (с. 405), и необходимо было бы привлечь хотя бы статью в Анд-
жея В. Поппэ в: Słownik starożytności słowiańskich, t. IV, 251–252. 
Замечание рецензента относится не к обзору историографии (в 

книге с. 8–16), а к разделу «Вечевой суд» (гл. 3, с. 301–306). Здесь ана-
лизируются сообщения о покараниях горожанами князей и «своей 
братьи»-горожан. «Расправы людей» известны, в самом деле, в Цен-
тральной и Восточной Европе, но не только. Для анализа огромного 
сравнительно-исторического материала потребовалась бы специаль-
ная монография, и, по всей видимости, не одна. К тому же, в этой 
тематике довольно много спорных вопросов, и вряд ли имеет смысл 
пытаться решить одно неизвестное через другое. Соответственно, в 
книге я сознательно ограничивалась древнерусскими источниками 
(что ней и оговорено). Рецензент ссылается на статью в словаре. Сло-
варные статьи, действительно, привлекались только в тех случаях, 
когда необходимо было уточнить значение слов, привести подсчеты 
частоты употребления, и т.п. Как правило, считается, что привлече-
ние или непривлечение статей из словарей и энциклопедий не мо-
жет свидетельствовать о знакомстве или незнакомстве с историогра-
фией вопроса. Но достаточно примечательно то обстоятельство, что 
П. В. Лукин смешивает справочные статьи, имеющие свою специфи-
ку, и научную литературу.
Далее, комментируя выражение «немецкая школа права» рецен-

зент восклицает: «трудно поверить, но автор, по-видимому, не знает 
о немецкой «общинной» теории Г. Л. Маурера и его последователей, 
оказавшей огромное влияние на русскую историографию» (с. 405). 
Так сложилась, что русская историческая наука и смежные дисцип-
лины во многом зависели от теорий, разработанных немецкими уче-
ными. Однако уже в конце ХIX в. это наследие было хотя бы отчасти 
освоено, и М. Ф. Владимирский-Буданов, напр., писал о «немецкой» 

тва, общины, права. Даже решение многих, казалось бы, частных вопро-
сов зачастую зависело от общих взглядов ученых на развитие общества. 
Соответственно, тема веча разрабатывалась или хотя бы упоминалась 
почти во всех работах, посвященных Древней Руси, и, как следствие, ее 
почти невозможно представить в полном объеме. Здесь придется огра-
ничиться сравнительно кратким обзором».
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и «славянской школе».6 Кроме того, корректнее было бы говорить о 
Маурере как об основателе «теории марки» (для историка такие де-
тали обычно важны).
П. В. Лукин пишет, что автор книги совершенно зря пытается оп-

ровергнуть тезис о владимиро-суздальском «самовластии», ведь он 
давно опровергнут А. Н. Насоновым и др. (с. 407).7 Уважаемый колле-
га, к сожалению, недопонял, что на указанной им странице опровер-
жений нет. В книге анализируются два рассказа об изгнании еписко-
па Леона из Владимиро-Суздальской земли (Лавр. под 1164 г. и Ипат. 
под 1162 г.), и вначале излагается мнение исследователей по поводу 
каждой из версий этого летописного сообщения. На с. 141 сделаны 
две ссылки — пишется об ученых, опирающихся на Лавр. и об иссле-
дователях, опирающихся на Ипат. В обоих случаях перед указанием 
литературы сделана оговорка: «см., например...»8 (ее рецензент «не 
приметил»). Впрочем, вся 2-я глава посвящена анализу летописных 
версий в параллельных известиях, и чтобы это недопонять и не заме-
тить, необходимо приложить значительные усилия. Поэтому не ис-
ключено, что П. В. Лукин не недопонимает, а сознательно прибегает 
к искажению содержания.
Ниже, еще раз обратившись к исследованиям А. Н. Насонова, 

рецензент упрекает меня в том, что исследование, противоречащее 
наблюдениям ученого о соотношении Ипат. и Лавр. за ΧΙΙ в., про-
ведено в «труднодоступном издании», и, видимо, скорбя о «трудно-
доступности», ссылку на упомянутую статью не дает (с. 407). При 
этом, речь идет о периодическом издании: Palaeoslavica (Cambridge, 
MassachuseĴ s) — на деле вполне доступном в крупных научных цен-

(6)  В. Ф. ВЛАДИМИРСКИЙ-БУДАНОВ, Обзор истории русского права (Киев—
Санкт-Петербург, 1900) 7–8 и др. Название «славянской» получила тео-
рия, поддержанная славянофилами (ее также называли «школой об-
щинного быта», противопоставляя «школе родового быта»). 

(7)  «Так, Т. Л. Вилкул успешно борется с ветряными мельницами, 
опровергая тезис … (с. 141), забывая сообщить, что он давно был уже оп-
ровергнут А. Н. Насоновым, мнение которого впоследствии было неод-
нократно повторено (Ю. А. Лимоновым, И. Я. Фрояновым и др.)».

(8)  Текст книги, касающийся версии Ипат., с. 141: «В частности, ис-
следователи, использовавшие Ипат, основывали на этой версии вывод о 
“самовластии” Андрея и о начале нового периода истории в “молодом” 
княжестве»106

Прим. 106: «См. например: Рыбаков Б. А. Киевская Русь. С. 550; 
Грушевський М. С. Історія України-Руси. Т. 2. С. 192. О том, что историки 
следуют схеме, предложенной летописцем, см. в: Приселков М. Д. История 
русского летописания (1940). С. 72–73».
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трах России9. За сим следует еще одна претензия: якобы автор «ни 
разу не приводит классических показателей вставок, типа текстоло-
гических швов…», а в сноске на с. 301 «грубо примитивизирует» мне-
ние А. Н. Насонова.10 П. В. Лукин по какой-то причине не заметил 
доказательств в книге (на той же с. 141 (!), на с. 149, 165, 201, 204, 210, 
212 и др.),11 а также недопонял, что на с. 201 (не 301, в рецензии опис-
ка) прим.310 речь идет отнюдь не об общей оценке исследований 
А. Н. Насонова. Здесь приводится мнение ученого относительно од-
ного из фрагментов летописной статьи 1151 г. — а именно, описания 
пути и встречи полков Изяслава Мстиславича и Юрия Долгоруко-
го «у Перепетовых».12 Кроме того, именно в этом месте приведены 
текстологические доказательства наличия в Ипат. вставки. В итоге, 

(9)  В Москве Palaeoslavica поступает в РГБ, ГИМ, ИНИОН, ИВИ, ИРЯ, 
Ин-т славяноведения РАН, РГГУ; в Санкт-Петербурге в РНБ, БАН, СПбГУ, 
редакцию журнала Byzantinorossica. Интересно, что московский коллега 
помещает ремарку о «труднодоступности» и не указывает выходные дан-
ные статьи именно в параграфе «деконструкция историографии». 

(10)  «…вот как она передает его основную мысль: “А. Н. Насонов срав-
нивал тексты, но он считал Лавр. сокращением Ипат. (с. 301, сноска)… Но 
вот к какому выводу на самом деле пришел этот историк: «Несомненно 
также, что этот киевский летописный источник, хотя был очень близок 
к Ипатьевской летописи, однако несколько отличался от текста послед-
ней, представляя более раннюю редакцию и не имел вставок из черни-
говского источника”. Таким образом, точка зрения А. Н. Насонова грубо 
примитивизируется, и на этом фоне расцветают достижения автора».

(11)  Разумеется, в моей статье: Т. ВИЛКУЛ, О происхождении общего 
текста Ипатьевской и Лаврентьевской летописи за XII в. (предварительные 
заметки), Palaeoslavica 13.1 (2005) 21–80, фрагменты летописей анализи-
руются более детально; приводится свыше 30 примеров текстуальной 
зависимости Ипат. от общего протографа, в целом вернее отраженного 
в Лавр. В книге, посвященной иному предмету, разбирать тексты столь 
подробно было бы непозволительной роскошью, однако некоторые я 
постаралась рассмотреть. Часть из приведенных в книге примеров за-
трагивается ниже.

(12)  Ср. текст книги, с. 201: «Одна из вставок разрывает фразу, бла-
годаря разрыву возникают противоречия и грамматические несогласо-
вания. Действующие лица этой интерполяции — Вячеслав, Изяслав и 
Ростислав, в общем же с Лавр тексте присутствует один Изяслав. При пе-
реходе от одного блока текста к другому меняются формы множествен-
ного и единственного числа и создается неправильная грамматическая 
кон струкция309. Эта и иные неувязки позволяют рассматривать тексты 
Лавр и Ипат не только как параллельные источники, но как первона-
чальную и вторичную версию310.
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строгие критические утверждения П. В. Лукина прямо противоречат 
содержанию рецензируемой им монографии.
Наконец, рецензент упрекает автора книги в незнакомстве с при-

мером из монографии Б. Н. Флори относительно полоцкого пира 
1158 г.: пир «называется точно так же («братчиной»), как и крестьян-
ские общинные пиры, зафиксированные в делопроизводственной 
документации XVII в.» (с. 405–406). П. В. Лукину выгоднее было бы 
поместить это замечание в иной параграф — «Деконструкция линг-
вистики». Дело в том, что в своей оценке важности этого наблюдения 
рецензент разошелся во мнениях не только с автором рецензируе-
мой им книги, но и с большинством лингвистов. Общеизвестно, что 
лексемы могут функционировать долгое время, изменяя при этом 
свое значение, и наличие одного и того же слова в ранних и поздних 
текстах вовсе не свидетельствует о тождественности явлений. Напри-
мер, слово «посадникъ» применительно к новгородским реалиям 
ХI в., когда так могли называть сына киевского князя, и применитель-
но к реалиям даже не XIV–XV вв., а 2-й пол. XII–XIII вв. — обозначает 
разные понятия. Посадничество в XI в. и в XIII в. имеет разные функ-
ции. То же касается обозначения «тысяцкий» в Киеве в XI–XII вв. и в 
Новгороде в XIII в., и др.

Прим. 309: «“Изяслав же слышав то (так Л, ‘ту вѣсть’ РА и ЛПС), по-
иде по нем, блюда того, дабы ся не снялъ с Володимерком // и постиже 
и (его — Т. В.) у Перепетовыхъ”; 333Л. Ср. распространение Ипат., кур-
сивом выделен общий с Лавр текст: “Изяславъ же слышавъ ту вѣсть, поиде 
по Дюрги, блюда того, абы ся не снялъ с Володимеромъ… Вячьславъ же и 
Изяславъ и Ростиславъ поклонившеся въ вторникъ святѣи Богородици… 
Изяслав же съѣхавъся с Вячеславомъ и съ …Ростиславомъ, и тако уга-
давъше…а сами въсташа к Василеву… поидоша… и сташа полкы своими 
на ночь, и постиже и (его, но в этом контексте непонятно, кого, поскольку 
первая половина фразы написана за пол-листа до ее продолжения — 
Т. В.) у Перепетовых”; 434И. Подробнее: Вилкул Т. Л. О происхождении 
общего текста, 48–49».
Прим. 310: «Дополнительный фрагмент Ипат как вторичная редак-

ция до сих пор не рассматривался. А. Н. Насонов сравнивал тексты, но 
он считал Лавр сокращением Ипат: Насонов А. Н. История русского ле-
тописания. С. 94–95. Как правило, для анализа сюжета избирают более 
пространную версию Ипат, см. например: Грушевський М. С. Історія Ук-
раїни-Руси. Т. 2. С. 29. Следует добавить, текст протографа лучше сохра-
нился в Лавр, но здесь также имеются следы редактирования. В послед-
ней фразе слова “бѣ бо ему вѣсть” касаются Юрия, но его имя не названо, 
а вслед за этим описываются подвиги Андрея…»
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По поводу «деконструкции текстологии».
Текстология дисциплина достаточно сложная, предполагает ра-

боту с текстами и, зачастую, высокий уровень гипотетичности пост-
роений. Уважаемый коллега начинает параграф с безапелляционно-
го заявления: 

«Текстологические вопросы тоже решаются вполне “нетради-
ционно”. Рассказ о событиях 1015 г. в Новгороде НПЛ мл., по 
Т. Л. Вилкул, является “примером текстуальной зависимости 
от ПВЛ” (с. 29), хотя в первом есть очевидные лучшие чтения, а 
во втором — столь же очевидная вставка» (с. 409; здесь и далее 
подчеркнуто мною. — Т. В.).

На этом придется остановиться подробнее. П. В. Лукин предпола-
гает решенной крайне сложную и запутанную проблему соотноше-
ния текстов ПВЛ и НПЛ младшей редакции, связанную с еще более 
запутанной проблемой так называемого Начального свода. В своей 
недавней статье он попытался опровергнуть часть моих аргументов.13 
На самом деле, однако, ни опровержения, ни доказательства в его ра-
боте отнюдь не «очевидны».14 В частности, здесь исследователь апел-

(13)  Т. ВИЛКУЛ, Новгородская первая летопись и Начальный свод, 
Palaeoslavica 11 (2003) 5–35; П. В. ЛУКИН, События 1015 г. в Новгороде: 
К оценке достоверности летописных сообщений, Отечественная история 
(2007) № 4, 3–20. 

(14)  Покажу это на одном примере. Как известно, число славянских 
воинов Ярослава по ПВЛ — 40000, а по НПЛ мл. — 4000, в 10 раз меньше. 
Я писала о том, что писцы могли как «увеличивать» численность вой ска, 
так и «уменьшать» его, и что вполне возможно, исходным является ва-
риант ПВЛ. Примеры приводились из летописных сводов. П. В. Лукин 
заявил о том, что необратимых доказательств об уменьшении чисел нет 
(не смотря на то, что мною сравнивались цифры в ПВЛ и поздних летопи-
сях — напр., Львовской, и, в том числе, уменьшение чисел в библейских 
цитатах, число жен Соломона 70 — вместо 700!). Исследователь утвержда-
ет также, что в Новгороде вместе с его округой вряд ли набралось бы 40000 
воинов, а значит, исходя из таких, «рациональных» соображений, необхо-
димо предполагать, что первоначальный вариант в НПЛ (ЛУКИН, Собы-
тия..., 13). Прежде всего, писцы действительно могли уменьшать числа. 
Даже не обращаясь вновь к поздним сводам. Ср. пример из Александрии 
Хронографической, для которой мы имеем контрольный текст греческих 
списков, что исключает какие-либо сомнения. Александрия кн. 1, гл. 41, 
Иудейский хронограф (Архивский и Виленский списки): «плѣнникъ же 
бѧше моужи.҂д҃.; Троицкий: роуками же иманыхъ моужь .҂д҃. тысѧчи» 
(порча в Троицком списке, список НСРК №15 .҂д҃.); Еллинский лето-
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лирует к такому показателю, как вставка и, шире, непротиворечи-
вость изложения, и к «лучшим» чтениям. Апелляция весьма сомни-
тельная. Книжники, работавшие в период позднего средневековья 
и имевшие большой опыт работы с компиляциями, могли не толь-
ко «наращивать», но и устранять противоречия, делая изложение 
более внятным и «рациональным».15 К тому же, определение вста-

писец 1-й редакции: «и план’никь же бѧше моужии .у҃.» (во 2-й редак-
ции контаминация, но число сохранено: «а плѣнникь же бяше мужии, 
руками изыманых, 400»; см. Летописец Еллинский и Римский, т. 1 (Мос-
ква, 1999) 114); греч. ред. β и список C ελαφυραγωγηθησαν και ανδρων 
χιλιαδες τεσσαρες, 2 списка ред. γ, RD ...ως χιλιαδες ανδρων πεντε. Библи-
ографические справки см. в: Т. ВИЛКУЛ, Александрия Хронографическая 
в Троицком хронографе, Palaeoslavica 16.1 (2008) 103–117. Далее, известно, 
что «рациональные» соображения в древних описаниях битв, особенно 
связанных с агиографической тематикой (а сюжеты ПВЛ и НПЛ мл. вхо-
дят в борисо-глебский цикл, о чем необходимо помнить) недействитель-
ны. О символике чисел в древнерусской письменности уже накопилась 
значительная литература, П. В. Лукин мог бы обратиться, напр., к книге 
В. М. Кириллина, посвященной этой теме, и лекциям И. Н. Данилевско-
го. См.: В. М. КИРИЛЛИН, Символика чисел в литературе Древней Руси (Санкт-
Петербург, 2000); И. Н. ДАНИЛЕВСКИЙ, Русские земли глазами современников и 
потомков. IX–XII вв. (Москва, 2000) 226–228. В данном случае, может быть, 
моделью для составителя послужило описание войска Соломона: «Бѧше 
оу соломонѧ .҂м. пѣшець . десѧть инъ съ ѡроужьемь .҂вi. коньникъ» (Тро-
ицкий хронограф, л. 120а, цитируется 3 Цар. 4.26; ѡроужие — здесь озна-
чает ‘колесница’). Ср. также Песнь Деборы, Троицкий хронограф, л. 25b, 
Ис. Нав. 5.8 «аще явиться праща . въ .м҃. тысящахъ». Может быть, однако, 
права Н. Н. Невзорова, предположившая, что исходным является чтение 
Паримейника, где общее число воинов Ярослава — 36 тысяч. Исследова-
тельница обратила внимание на то, что число 36 имело символическое 
значение в древнееврейском, в толкованиях оно обозначало ‘праведник’. 
Н. Н. НЕВЗОРОВА, «Старая» борисоглебская проблема в «новом» свете Па-
римийных чтений, в: Древнерусское духовное наследие в Сибири: научное изу-
чение памятниов традиционной русской книжности на востоке России, т. 2 
(Новосибирск, 2008) 113–124. Следует, видимо, обратить внимание на то, 
что и в паримейных чтениях, и в ПВЛ называются десятки тысяч, а не ты-
сячи. В любом случае, обращение П. В. Лукина в таком сюжете к сообра-
жениям здравого смысла свидетельствует не только о крайне упрощен-
ных, но о принципиально неверных представлениях.

(15)  См., напр.: Е. Г. ВОДОЛАЗКИН, О Толковой Палее, Златой Матице 
и «естественнонаучных» компиляциях, ТОДРЛ 51 (1999) 89; ОН ЖЕ, Всемир-
ная история в литературе Древней Руси (Санкт-Петербург, 2008) 267 и др. 
Еще один прием П. В. Лукина, вызывающий сомнения: при определе-
нии ранних и поздних чтений он оперирует таким понятием, как «по-
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вок отличается чрезвычайно большой степенью гипотетичности, в 
этом ошибались даже филологи высочайшего класса. То же касает-
ся «лучших», «архаичных» и «трудных» чтений.16 Следует принять 
во внимание то, что в НПЛ, по-видимому, использованы палейные 
тексты17 и, в целом, книжникам XIV–XV вв. были доступны весьма 
архаичные по языку памятники, часто служившие образцом.18 Вдум-

нятность» сообщения летописи и распространение «понятных» чтений в 
поздних летописных сводах (ЛУКИН, События…, 11). Что текстологически 
неоправданно, ибо первоначальные чтения часто содержат, наоборот, 
«непонятные» и «трудные» варианты. Кстати, когда у него возникает пот-
ребность, он со столь же прямолинейной настойчивостью использует ар-
гумент lectio diffi  cilior (там же, 15).

(16)  Ср., напр., о правиле lectio diffi  cilior: Э. ТОВ, Текстология Ветхого 
Завета (Москва, 2001) 281, 288–289.

(17)  Т. Л. ВИЛКУЛ, О начальных датировках «Начального свода». До-
клад (22.10) на международной конференции «Повесть временных лет и 
начальное летописание, посвященной 100-летию выхода книги А. А. Шах-
матова «Разыскания о древнейших русских летописных сводах», прохо-
дившей в Москве, 22–25 октября 2008 г. Несмотря на то, что палеи созда-
вались в XIII–XV вв., в их составе видим архаические древнеславянские 
переводы. Об одном из сюжетов Толковой палеи и зависимости ее от 
ПВЛ см.: Т. Л. ВИЛКУЛ, Толковая Палея и Повесть временных лет. Сюжет 
о «разделении язык», Ruthenica VI (2007) 37–85 (Интернет-версия: hĴ p://
www.history.org.ua/index.php?urlcrnt=ruthenica/index.php&numnam=6). 
Создание Полной хронографической палеи Е. Г. Водолазкин относит к 
рубежу XIV–XV вв. Е. Г. ВОДОЛАЗКИН, Новое о палеях (некоторые итоги 
и перспективы изучения палейных текстов), Русская литература (2007) 
№ 1, 3–23.

(18)  В частности, П. В. Лукин уповает на первоначальность выраже-
ния «вои славны тысяща» (ЛУКИН, События…, 9, 15). Однако ничто не по-
казывает, что это уникальное выражение восходит к тексту более ранне-
му, чем создание ПВЛ, а не сконструировано новгородским книжником 
из имеющегося материала. В хронографической литературе и ветхоза-
ветных книгах масса упоминаний «тысящь» и «тысящников», реже, но 
встречаются «славные». Относительно последнего обозначения ср. Вилен-
ский хронограф, л. 205об., Ис. Нав. 4.4: «и призва и҃с .вi҃. моужь славенъ от 
сн҃овъ ии҃левъ единъ»; Троицкий хронограф, л. 57а, 1 Цар. 9.6: «и реч отрокъ 
его . се зде чл҃вкъ бж҃ии въ градѣ семь . чл҃вкъ славенъ»; л. 112а, 2 Цар. 23.19 
«от трии тѣхъ славенъ»; л. 272b, Дан. 14.2: «Въ вавилонѣ же бѣяше данилъ 
жизньникъ . съ цсрмь коуромь славенъ . паче дроугъ его». См. также об 
Александре Македонском, Ам. 200.1–2: «призва славныя своя, с ними ж 
въспитася, и раздѣли имъ цсртво и оумре». П. В. Лукин пишет о том, что 
«нарочитые» ПВЛ не является «terminus technicus», но «вои славны тыся-
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чивые писцы в иных случаях восстанавливали даже испорченные на-
звания и имена19. Ни одного необратимого доказательства в статье 

ща» тем более им не является. Ср. хотя бы массу усилий, потраченную 
исследователями на то, чтобы выяснить значение выражения.

(19)  Приведу, снова-таки, одно из чтений редакций Александрии 
Хронографической. Этот памятник удобен тем, что имеется контрольный 
текст греческих списков, и сохранился в разных редакциях. Соответствен-
но, первоначальные чтения обычно реконструируются надежно. В при-
веденном ниже примере восстановлено имя персидского царя Ксеркса, 
широко известное из хронографической литературы. В разных списках: 
Архивский хронограф «кръксови», Виленский «керьксови», Еллинский 
летописец 2-й редакции «Керъксови» (в одном из списков, однако, уга-
дано правильное: «Ксеръксови»), Троицкий список — «ксероксови». См.: 
Александрия, книга 3, глава 28; Арх. л. 340; Вил. л. 494; Тр. л. 334d; Летописец 
Еллинский и Римский, т. 1 (Москва, 1999) 173. Наиболее далеко разошед-
шиеся (из ранних) редакции Иудейского хронографа и Еллинского лето-
писца 2-й редакции дают схожие чтения, т. е. исходным, видимо, было 
ошибочное «Керъксови» (и, в любом случае, в архетипе Еллинского-2 
несомненно читалось «Керъксови»). В одном из списков Еллинского-2 
и, по-видимому, в Троицком имя было восстановлено. В некоторых слу-
чаях, конечно, идентификация могла быть ошибочной. Напр., в той же 
Александрии имя Набонассара («Навънасоръ») несколькими писцами 
независимо один от другого было восстановлено в «Навуходоносоръ». 
Т. е., в общем случае, если название было узнаваемо, ошибку книжни-
ки могли попытаться исправить. Тем временем, относительно сюжета 
1015–1016 (1015–1019 по ПВЛ) в НПЛ мл и ПВЛ один из пунктов, по кото-
рым мнения исследователей расходятся — исходное написание наиме-
нования «Рокомъ»/«Ракомъ» в летописях. П. В. Лукин считает, что «шедъ 
на Рокомъ» ПВЛ испорченное чтение, и аутентично «сѣдъ на Ракомѣ» 
НПЛ мл. ред., поскольку в документах XV в. село вблизи Новгорода 
называется «Ракома» (ЛУКИН, События…, 13). Почему исследователь счи-
тает, что «Ракома» XV в. должна свидетельствовать не о том, что именно 
в такой форме название было известно позднему книжнику, и тот в соот-
ветствии со своими знаниями приспособил текст летописи, а о том, что 
в писцовой книге XV в. отразилась форма, более древняя, чем известная 
из ПВЛ — неясно. Тем более, что мена «а» и «о» в древнерусских текс-
тах обычна. В том числе, в переводных памятниках в ранних редакциях 
встречаются такие чтения как Сарданаполъ и т. п. Между прочим, если 
поздние известия имеют преференции, может быть следует читать не 
«Содко», как в НПЛ мл, а «Садко», и не «Олександръ», а «Александръ»? 
Ср. иные примеры изменения названия. В Киевском своде в одной из 
годовых статей сер. XII в. о поселении говорится: «от Буличь», ПСРЛ, т. 2, 
стб. 518, более позднее и современное название — «Бѣличи» / Беличи. 
«Жѣлянь» изменилось в «Жуляны», и т.д.
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П. В. Лукина нет, т.е. с утверждением об «очевидности» исследова-
тель поспешил.
Далее рецензент пишет об «абсурдности», применительно к 1147 г. 

писать о том, что Ростислав Мстиславич смоленский распоряжался 
смольнянами и новгородцами. И что достаточно «просто открыть ле-
топись» и убедиться в обратном: киевский князь Изяслав предлагал 
брату «нарядить» на войну «кроме новгородцев, еще и смольнян» — 
жителей земли, где он сам княжил (с. 409). Снова сталкиваемся с ка-
тегоричностью утверждения П. В. Лукина, дополненной здесь еще 
необычайной «простотой» предлагаемых им текстологических про-
цедур. Рецензент, возможно, знает, что в 1147 г. в Новгороде сидел 
Святополк Мстиславич, а далее его сменил сын Изяслава. Предло-
жение «наряжать» людей чужого князя (Святополк, между прочим, 
был старше Ростислава) выглядит странно, и такому явлению необ-
ходимо искать объяснение. Может быть, П. В. Лукин подозревает и о 
том, что при рассмотрении исторических событий сер. XII в. следует 
тщательно анализировать текст Киевского свода, редактированного в 
пользу Ростислава Мстиславича,20 а также сопоставлять его с извести-
ями НПЛ и Лавр.21 В данном случае, несколько увлекшись, он, види-
мо, упустил это из виду. 

(20)  В литературе отмечались случаи, когда в перечислениях Рос-
тислав поставлен перед киевским князем Изяславом, его роль неоправ-
данно преувеличена (в моей книге прим. 55 на с. 33). Примеры позднего 
редактирования свидетельствуют о вмешательстве в текст составителя 
Киевского свода (создан на рубеже XII–XIII или в начале XIII в.), а он на-
стойчиво пытался создать видимость идеального соправления Изяслава, 
Ростислава и их дяди Вячеслава Володимирича. 

(21)  Известно, что Изяслав Мстиславич обращался к брату Ростисла-
ву с такими речами (1147 г.): «а тамо наряди новгородци . и смолняны ать 
оудержать Гюргя», «а тамо оу тебе смолняне и новгородци». См.: ПСРЛ, 
т. 2, стб. 347, 359. При этом Ростислав появился на новгородском столе 
лишь в 1154 г., сместив Ярослава Изяславича. В том же 1154 г., по-видимо-
му, велась подготовка к новой серьезной войне между Изяславом Мсти-
славичем и Юрием Долгоруким, но внезапно Изяслав умер, и события 
повернулись иначе. Судя по всему, произошла перестройка коалиций, и 
Ростислав стал врагом своего родного брата (и это выразилось, в том чис-
ле, в занятии им новгородского стола), тогда как Святополк Изяслава не 
предавал, несмотря на некоторые трения между ними. Согласно НПЛ, 
Ярослава «выгнали» новгородцы в марте 1154 г., а в апреле в Новгороде 
утвердился Ростислав Мстиславич. При этом, Изяслав Мстиславич умер 
в ноябре (мартовского) года. Ср. НПЛ с. 29, ПСРЛ. Т. 1, стб. 341–342, Т. 2, 
стб. 468–469. В начале года на помощь себе Изяслав Мстиславич позвал 
именно Святополка. По моим наблюдениям, «изгнания» и «призвания» 
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Но следующий пассаж глубокоуважаемого коллеги может поста-
вить в совершенное затруднение. П. В. Лукин всесторонне исследует 
окончание примечания 424 на с. 103 рецензируемой им монографии 
и обвиняет меня в том, что, квалифицируя известие МЛС о созыве 
Всеволодом Юрьевичем в 1211 г. «т.н. собора» как позднее, я опира-
юсь исключительно «на мнение А. Е. Преснякова», которое «не име-
ет ценности», ибо было высказано «до основополагающих открытий 
в области текстологии».22 В частности, не учтено предположение 
А. Н. Насонова о том, что это известие из свода Юрия Всеволодича, и 
что писать о «поздней практике» нельзя, ибо первые соборы относят-
ся к XVI в. (с. 410). Для ясности, приведу текст книги, с. 103 прим. 424 
(«историк» — речь идет о В. Т. Пашуто): 

«В большинстве текстов, которые историк предлагал рассматри-
вать как доказательство существования “собора”, это слово от-
сутствует,424 а в одном случае он неверно определил значение».

424 Отсутствует, в том числе, в описании завещания Всеволода 
Юрьевича 1211 г. по МЛС, на которое во многом опирался ис-
следователь: «Князь же великы Всеволод созва всѣх бояръ своихъ 
с городовъ и съ волостеи, епископа Иоана, и игумены, и попы, 
и купцѣ, и дворяны и вси люди, и да сыну своему Юрью Воло-
димерь по собѣ, и води всѣх къ кресту, и цѣловаша вси людие 
на Юрьи». ПСРЛ. Т. 25. С. 108. Кстати сказать, о созыве разных 
чинов нет в Л и Сим-Тр под 1211–1212 гг., нет в ЛПС, а также в 
поздних сводах Новгородско-Софийской группы и Летописи 
Авраамки. Данное сообщение помещают лишь своды, зависи-
мые от МЛС: Воскресенская летопись, Тверской сборник и др. 
О позднем происхождении известия: Пресняков А. Е. Княжое 
право. С. 150–151, прим. 3. Несомненно, перед нами сочинение 
московского книжника, бравшего за образец современную ему 
практику.

князей, в том числе, в Новгороде часто были тесно связаны с политикой 
князей и соотношением политических сил в различных коалициях, и 
мою аргументацию рецензент не смог опровергнуть. Кроме книги, этот 
тезис обосновывается также в: Т. Л. ВИЛКУЛ, Новгородцы и русские князья 
в летописании ХІІ века, Russia Mediaevalis X.1 (2001) 34–54. Относительно 
редактирования летописных статей сер. XII в. см.: ОНА ЖЕ, О происхожде-
нии общего текста…, 38–58.

(22)  «Аргумента два: ссылка на мнение А. Е. Преснякова и заявление 
о том, что “несомненно, перед нами сочинение московского книжника, 
бравшего за образец современную ему практику” (с. 103, сноска)» (под-
черкнуто мною. — Т. В.).
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Увы, рассуждения П. В. Лукина о земских соборах не имеют отно-
шения к рассматриваемым проблемам, ибо в известии 1211 г. в МЛС 
слово «соборъ» отсутствует. В книге речь идет о том, что В. Т. Па-
шуто, постулируя наличие на Руси «собора», привлекал известия, 
где слова «соборъ» нет,23 в том числе, известие МЛС 1211 г. Утверж-
дение о позднем происхождении этого фрагмента опирается не на 
«ссылку на мнение А. Е. Преснякова», а на тот факт, что известие от-
сутствует в ряде летописей,24 в том числе, в ранних летописных сво-
дах;25 работа А. Е. Преснякова отмечена потому, что именно этот 
исследователь заострил внимание на позднем происхождении из-
вестия. Что касается гипотез А. Н. Насонова о наличии в поздних 

(23)  В ранних летописных сводах слово «съборъ» употребляется единст-
венный раз, в Киевском своде под 1147 г., в Ипат., где его появление вызва-
но, судя по всему, использованием евангельских мотивов. Мучительная 
смерть князя Игоря Ольговича от рук киевлян уподоблена смерти Христа. 
В другом случае, в известии 1187 г., В. Т. Пашуто неверно определил зна-
чение слова в выражении «и съборы и монастыри». Разумеется, в перевод-
ных памятниках значение слова «съборъ» более широкое, но В. Т. Пашуто 
опирался на летописи. Например, в 5-й книге Хроники Иоанна Малалы 
выражение «и съшедшесѧ на съборъ» является переводом греческого καὶ 
συναχθέντες ἐν κομβέντῳ, а в 6-й книге — «въ сборѣ бо пришедшю Ма-
лию» — перевод ἐν κομβεντίω γὰρ εἰσελθόντος τοῦ Μαλλίωνος. В первом 
случае подразумевается собрание ахейских воинов, на котором было при-
нято решение наказать Ахилла и лишить его возможности участвовать 
в войне, во втором — сюжет осуждения Манлия римскими «боярами». 
См.: H.-G. Bech, A. Kambylis, R. Keydell (eds.), Ioannis Malalae, Chronographia 
(Berolini: Novi Eboraci, 2000) (CFHB, 35) 75, 140. Но словоупотребление ле-
тописей в данном случае резко отличается от словоупотребления перевод-
ных текстов (в том числе — от древнеболгарского, как считают, перевода 
Хроники Малалы), что также отмечено в моей книге.

(24)  В Лаврентьевской, Симеоновской и Троицкой (как она рекон-
ст руируется) летописях, Летописце Переяславля-Суздальского, сводах 
Нов го родско-Софийской группы и в Летописи Авраамки. Имеется оно 
только в сводах, зависимых от МЛС. Полагаю, приведенный ряд летопи-
сей репрезентативен.

(25)  Если рассматривать более детально, выходя за рамки моногра-
фического исследования, можно было бы отметить также то обстоятель-
ство, что известие 1211 г. отсутствует, прежде всего, в ранних сводах (Лав-
рентьевской летописи, Летописце Переяславля-Суздальского, НПЛ). 
При том, что НПЛ, по-видимому, пополнялась во Владимире во время 
пребывания здесь архиепископа Митрофана (1210-е гг.). Т. В. ГИМОН, Нов-
городское летописание первой четверти XIII в.: хронология и процесс 
пополнения летописи, в: Средневековая Русь, вып. 6 (Москва, 2006) 103.
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московских сводах фрагментов владимиро-суздальских и киевских 
сводов ХII–XIII вв., не дошедших до нас, то это крайне дискуссионная 
проблема,26 и вводить рассмотрение дискуссионного вопроса, имею-
щего косвенное отношение к теме исследования, в окончание прим. 
424 было бы вряд ли оправданным. Итак, на упреки П. В. Лукина от-
ветить затруднительно, ибо коллега никак не объясняет, почему от-
сутствие известия 1211 г. в большинстве летописей он не зачислил в 
разряд аргументов, и по какой причине он считает, что в МЛС упо-
минается «т.н. собор», когда этого слова там нет. (Следование мне-
нию В. Т. Пашуто, а также торжественные размышления о «земских 
соборах Российского государства» вряд ли могут оправдать удиви-
тельный пассаж рецензента.)
Но вот, наконец, П. В. Лукин приводит суждение, которое в самом 

деле может послужить «деконструкции текстологии». По поводу 
одного из предполагаемых автором монографии заимствований он 
восклицает:

«Но ведь фразы-то разные! Если бы вторая, действительно, была 
«образцом» для первой... то летописец более позднего времени 
просто переписал бы ее из более раннего текста и обе фразы 
полностью бы совпали» (с. 412).

(26)  В целом, летописеведы делятся на тех, кто считает, что в поздних 
летописях сохранились фрагменты ранних сводов, и тех, кто полагает, 
что поздние сводчики могли «творить» историю при помощи комби-
нирования имевшихся в их распоряжении источников, и, так сказать, 
дописывать их. Оба «лагеря» имеют свои аргументы, я принадлежу ко 
второму. Однако для обсуждения этих проблем, в самом деле, необходи-
мы специальные текстологические исследования. Следует добавить, что 
далеко не все наблюдения и не все подходы замечательного российского 
летописеведа, работавшего в середине ХХ в. (книга А. Н. Насонова была 
издана посмертно, в 1969 г.) были приняты в позднейших исследовани-
ях. В частности, А. Н. Насонов часто считал критерием первичности и 
древности летописных записей их пространность. Поэтому, кстати, он 
положил в основу издания НПЛ младшего извода наиболее удаленный 
от протографа, но наиболее «полный» Комиссионный список, а также 
считал возможным привлекать версии весьма поздних летописцев — Ус-
тюжского, Архангелогородского и пр., о чем уже писал, напр., Дональд 
Островски: D. Ostrowski, Introduction, в: idem (ed.), The Povest’ vremennykh 
let: An Interlinear Collation and Paradosis (Cambridge, Mass., 2003) (Harvard Li-
brary of Early Ukrainian Literature. Texts, X.1–3) LI; D. Ostrowski, The Ideal 
Prince for the Times: Alexander Nevskii in Rus’ Literature: Mari Isiaho, The 
Image of Alexander Nevskiy in Medieval Russia: Warrior and Saint (Leiden, 2006), 
Palaeoslavica XVI.2 (2008) 265.
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Такое «простое» представление о способах работы летописца 
и о введении заимствований из источников в корне неверно. Лето-
писцы могли включать буквальные заимствования, а могли вводить 
парафразы, подчас цитировали точно, а подчас существенно изме-
няли текст, заимствовали крупными блоками или интерполировали 
небольшие включения. На материале библейских аллюзий это в по-
следнее время было хорошо показано И. Н. Данилевским27, а в це-
лом наличие различных способов работы книжников с источниками 
общепризнано в научной литературе28. Для наглядности, приведу в 
качестве примера заимствование из «Истории иудейской войны» в 
Киевском своде, отмеченное А. С. Орловым и Н. А. Мещерским. Ср. 
тексты, подчеркиваю не сближения, как это обычно делается в по-
добных случаях, а расхождения, дабы обратить внимание на то, что 
книжники не всегда «просто переписывали» фразы:

Ипатьевская летопись
и ту бѣ видити ломъ копииныи . 
и звукъ оружьиныи

«История Иудейской войны»
И бысть видѣти ломъ копѣиныи 
и скрѣжетание мечное, и щиты 
искѣпаны

По поводу «деконструкции церковной письменности».
В начале этого параграфа рецензент делает несколько полез-

ных замечаний корректорского плана. Однако серьезные упреки 
рецензента вызывают, по меньшей мере, недоумение. В частности, 
он пытается уличить в непонимании древнеславянского текста, не 
зная самого древнеславянского текста, и привлекая лишь русский 
перевод (!). 
Анализируя эпизод из Деяний апостолов (с. 413–414) П. В. Лукин, 

возражая против моей интерпретации фрагмента древнеславянско-
го текста, прямо признается в том, что он привлекает текст «русско-
го перевода».29 Рецензент не может не знать о том, что привлечение 

(27)  И. Н. ДАНИЛЕВСКИЙ, Повесть временных лет. Герменевтические ос-
новы изучения летописных текстов (Москва, 2004).

(28)  Не только летописцев. О том, что в творениях отцов церкви Свя-
щенное Писание не всегда передано буквально см., напр.: М. МЕЦГЕР БРЮС, 
Текстология Нового Завета. Рукописная традиция, возникновение искажений 
и реконструкций оригинала (Москва, 1996) 87 (перевод работы, впервые 
вышедшей на английском языке в 1964 г.).

(29)  Эти суждения достойны того, чтобы привести обширную цитату 
из рецензии: «Действительно, если мы откроем русский перевод Нового 
Завета, увидим, что там написано следующее: “Ведь для всех афинян и 
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русского перевода при анализе древнеславянских памятников и, в 
особенности, при проверке интерпретаций, некорректно,30 но для 
него, вероятно, древнеславянский текст был «труднодоступен». Ци-
тируемый фрагмент Деяний рецензент называет «элементарным». 
Уважаемый коллега ошибается. В ДА 17.21–22 читается следующее (в 
книге цитата была приведена с купюрами, выделяю опущенные в ней 
сегменты курсивом): «...страньныи . ни вь что же ино праздны бѣахоу 
гл҃ати . или и слышати что новѣѥ . Став же Павел посред Ариѥва леда 
реч моужи атинѣисции по всему ӕко хоудожаишеѥ вы виждю»31. Текст 
этот отнюдь не «элементарен», и даже, смею утверждать, достаточ-
но сложен. В подобных случаях, как правило, славянские читатели 
и писцы ориентировались на «ключевые» слова, опуская «темные» 
места. Из древнеславянского текста неясно, что в первой фразе речь 
идет о жителях Афин, а во второй — о собрании в Ареопаге. Тем 
более, что даже перевод последнего слова неверен — «Ариевъ ледъ». 
Т.е. после прочтения этого отрывка Апостола для древнерусского 
книжника вполне естественным был вывод о том, что в Ареопаге со-
бирались «вси афинее», и что они же обозначались как «мужие афи-
неистии». Современного русского перевода книжники, в том числе 
летописцы, знать не могли. 

иностранцев, живущих в городе, нет большего развлечения, чем узнавать 
и обсуждать все новейшие идеи. Павел, представ перед Ареопагом, заго-
ворил” (Деян. 17.21–22). Ясно, что, на самом деле, “все афиняне” — это 
просто жители Афин, и к членам Ареопага они никакого отношения не 
имеют. Но откуда же взялась “интерпретация” Т. Л. Вилкул? Выясняется, 
что ее основой послужил славянский перевод Апостола [в самом деле, 
работать необходимо исключительно с русским Синодальным перево-
дом, ни в коем случае не с древнеславянским. — Т. В.], который автор 
цитирует следующим образом: “Афинее же вси приходяще и страннии 
(все афинские граждане и неафиняне. — Т. В.)... став же Павел посредѣ 
Ариева леда рече мужие афинеистии”. Таким образом, Т. Л. Вилкул, во-
первых, не поняла элементарного славянского текста, а, во-вторых, по-
видимому, незнакома с содержанием Деяний апостолов».

(30)  Славянские книжники имели более ограниченные ресурсы, не-
жели переводчики Нового и Новейшего времени. Они часто применяли 
технику пословного перевода, сохраняя синтаксис оригинала и кальки-
руя лексику; в иных случаях без привлечения греческого текста смысл 
переводных текстов вообще понять невозможно. 

(31)  Так в сербском Матичином Апостоле; в македонском Стру-
мицком: «...страны : илі гл҃ати чесо : слишати новое : став же Павель посрѣд 
ариева леда реч мѧжие афинести : по всѣмү ѣко хѧдожаиши ви виждѧ». 
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Ниже, рецензент возражает против утверждения, что избиение 
70 братьев приписано сначала самому Авимелеху, а затем «мужам», 
принявшим его на царство. Он утверждает, что если бы автор проана-
лизировала весь «рассказ полностью», то поняла бы, что Авимелех со-
вершил убийство с «праздными и своевольными людьми», «которые 
и были сихемскими мужами» (с. 414). Здесь П. В. Лукин снова обра-
щается к русскому переводу32, более того, к его небольшому отрывку, 
а не к «рассказу полностью», анализ всего фрагмента Суд. 9.1–18 не 
мог бы послужить подобным выводам. В тексте Синодального пере-
вода отмечу только: Суд. 9.3. «братья матери его внушили о нем все 
сии слова жителям Сихемским и склонилось сердце их к Авимелеху, 
ибо говорили они: он брат наш. 9.4. И дали ему семьдесят /сиклей/ 
серебра из дома Ваалверифа; Авимелех нанял на оные праздных и 
своевольных людей, которые и пошли за ним. 9.5. И пришел он в дом 
отца своего в Офру и убил братьев... (обращается к «мужам сихемс-
ким», собравшимся для процедуры поставления на царство оставшийся 
в живых младший сын Гедеона) 9.18. а вы теперь восстали против дома 
отца моего, и убили семьдесят сынов отца моего…»33 Древнеславян-
ский текст Суд. 9.1–7,16–18 категорически препятствует толкованию 
П. В. Лукина. Ср. особенно: «9.3. и гл҃аша братӕ мт҃ри его ѡ немъ . въ 
оуши всѣхъ моужь сикимескъ . всѧ словеса си . и приведесѧ срдце ихъ 
въслѣдъ Авимелеха … 9.4. и даша .о҃. сребра ѿ домоу Ваальверефъ 
завѣтоу . и наӕ ими Авимелехъ мужь тысѧщю . не боӕщесѧ (в другом 
списке: моужа тоща и боӕщас; «тоща» — по-видимому, исходный ва-
риант, перевод κενου ς, «и» порча вм. «не»)…»34

(32)  На сей раз об этом не заявлено прямо, но о том свидетельствует 
приведенная им цитата.

(33)  То же в соответствующем месте Септуагинты: 9.3 καὶ ἐλα λησαν 
περὶ αὐτοῦ … ἐν τοι ς ω σι ν πα ντων τῶν ἀνδρῶν Σικιμων πα ντας του ς λο 
γους του τους, … 9.4 και  ἔδωκαν αὐτῷ ἑβδομήκοντα ἀργυγίου ἐκ τοῦ οἴκου 
Βααλ διαθήκης, καὶ ἐμισθώσα το  ἐν αὐτοῖς Αβιμελεχ ἄνδρας κενου ς καὶ 
θαμβουμένους, καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν ὀπίσω αὐτοῦ. 9.5 καὶ εἰσῆλθεν εἰς τὸν 
οἴκον τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ … καὶ ἀπέκτεινεν του ς α δελφου ς... 9.18 καὶ ὑμεῖς 
ἐνανέστητε ἐπὶ το ν οἴκον τοῦ πατρο ς μου ση μερον καὶ ἀπέκτείνατε τοὺς 
υἱοὺς αὐτοῦ ἑβδομήκοντα...

(34)  Для оценки «рассказа полностью» привожу фрагмент Суд. 
9.1–7,16–18, согласно тексту Троицкого хронографа XIV в., л. 30с–31а 
(близкие чтения — в Полной хронографической палее); с некоторыми 
разночтениями по списку Виленского хронографа (далее: Вил) 1-й пол. 
XVI в. (один из списков Иудейского хронографа 2-й пол. XIII в.), л. 229об., 
а также Острожской Библии. «(Суд. 9.1) И иде Авимелехъ къ сн҃омъ Ие-
ровалемъ въ Сикимоу . къ братьи мт҃ре своеӕ и реч имъ . (9.2) гл҃ите оубо 
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Из текста ясно, что Авимелех совершил убийство с наемниками, 
которых нельзя отождествлять с «мужами сикимскими». Одни и те 
же действия, как видим, действительно приписываются Авимелеху 
и «мужам сикимским», и выводы, сделанные в книге, опирались на 
корректное прочтение. В итоге: П. В. Лукин неверно прочитывает 
русский текст, при этом обвиняя в ошибке прочтения (в древнесла-
вянском тексте) автора. Возможно, в книге было слишком кратко ска-
зано об этом, но в общем кажется достаточно очевидным, что специ-
алисты по древнерусской проблематике обычно пользуются древне-
славянскими переводами Библии. 
Пара «мелочей в придачу». На с. 414 рецензент пишет о том, что 

в книге (с. 143) неверно трактуется то, что ростовский епископ якобы 
«запрещает праздновать в великие праздники», тогда как на деле речь 
шла о необходимости поста на Рождество или Крещение Господни». 
Но на с. 143 моей книги приводится цитата из летописи и читается 
буквально следующее: «...(Леон) велел «не ѣсти мясъ» на великие цер-
ковные праздники: «ни на Рожь ство Господне, ни на Крещенье», то 
есть нарушил даже достаточно суровую константинопольскую прак-
тику постов». Поскольку на с. 142 приведены обширные фрагменты 
Лавр и Ипат, я не стала повторять о посте по средам и пятницам (в 

въ оуши моужемъ сикимьскомь . кое добрѣе вамъ . ежели владѣти вами 
.о҃. моужь . всѣмъ сн҃омъ Иеровалемъ . или владѣти моужоу единомоу . 
и помѧнете ӕко кость ваша и плоть ваша есмь азъ . (9.3) и гл҃аша братӕ 
мт҃ри его ѡ немъ . въ оуши всѣхъ моужь сикимескъ . всѧ словеса си . и 
приведесѧ срдце ихъ въслѣдъ Авимелеха . и ӕко рекоша брат нашь есть . 
(9.4) и даша .о҃. сребра ѿ домоу Ваальверефъ завѣтоу . и наӕ ими Авиме-
лехъ мужь тысѧщю . не боӕщесѧ /Вил моужа тоща и боӕщас, Острожск. 
мүжевъ младыхъ и лѣпыхъ/ . и идоша въслѣдъ его . (9.5) и приведе и /
Вил Острожск прииде/ в домъ ѡ҃тца своего . въ ефратъ . и изби братью 
свою . сн҃ы Иеровоалѧ .о҃. моужь подъ камень единъ . и ѡста Иѡафамъ сн҃ъ 
Иѡроваль мнии . ӕко скрысѧ . (9.6) и собрашасѧ вси моужи сикимьстии . 
и весь домъ Алонь . и шедъше цсрьствиша Авимелеха . оу Валанѧ станоу 
иже въ Сикимѣхъ . (9.7) и повѣдаша Иѡафамоу . и шедъ ста на верхоу 
горы Газиринъ . и въздвиже глас свои . и възвавъ реч имъ . послоушаите 
мене моужи сикимьстии . и да вас оуслышить б҃ъ ... (9.16) И нынѣ аще 
поистинѣ . и по свершенью створисте . и црсьствисте Авимелеха . и аще 
есте добростворили . съ Иѡровелемъ . и з домомь его . по ѿданию роукы 
его . створисте емоу . (9.17) ӕко же воева ѡ҃тць мои по васъ . и поверьже 
дш҃ю свою въ страноу . и ѿтѧ васъ ѿ роукы Мадиамлѧ . (9.18) вы же въста-
сте на домъ ѡ҃тца моего дньс . и избисте сн҃ве его .о҃. моужь подъ единемъ 
каменемъ /Вил доб.: и црствовасте авимелеха, Острожск и постависте 
цр҃ем’ авимелеха/ . сн҃ъ женимыи его надъ моужи сикимьски . ӕко братъ 
вашь ест».
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Лавр — «в среды и в пяткы», с. 142, левая колонка табл.), предпола-
гая, что читатели понимают язык летописи и могут сами сопоставить 
тексты. 
На с. 114–115 рецензент пишет о том, что ему «непонятно, на ка-

ком основании делается вывод о том, что в словах пророка Исаии о 
«князьях содомских» и «людях гоморских» идет речь о «группах лю-
дей равного статуса». Если необходимы пояснения — в книге приво-
дится цитата из Паримейника (Ис. 1:6) относительно известного биб-
лейского сюжета о разрушении Содома и Гоморры. Господь через 
пророка обращается к «князьям содомским» и «людям гоморским». 
Как правило, не предполагают, что в Содоме жили только «князья», 
а в Гоморре — исключительно «люди», или что «князья» или «люди» 
по отдельности вызвали гнев Господень (города были уничтожены 
полностью).

По поводу «деконструкции лингвистики».
В этом параграфе в поправках уважаемого коллеги встреча-

ются погрешности. П. В. Лукин, возражая против отнесения сло-
ва «прѣтити» к редкой книжной лексике, пишет о том, что глагол 
«присутствует в говорах» (с. 419). Этот довод не доказывает некниж-
ного происхождения. Вокабуляр народных говоров формировался, 
в том числе, за счет книжной лексики и, в том числе, на достаточ-
но позднем этапе развития церковно-славянского языка. Подобные 
заимствования в народные говоры — одна из тем лингвистических 
исследовательских разработок. О том, что «претить» заимствовано из 
церковно-славянского см. у Фасмера.35 
Делая замечание относительно дательного самостоятельного в 

тексте из Галицко-Волынской летописи «Самому же Данилу созвав-
шу вѣче, оставьшуся вь 18 отрокъ вѣрнихъ и с Дѣмьяномъ тысяцкымъ 
своимъ, и рече имъ…» (с. 418), рецензент несколько сокращает ци-
тату, забывает уведомить читателя, что речь идет о таком значении 
слова «вѣче» как ‘совет’ и что в работе обсуждаются возможные ин-
терпретации и мнения, высказанные в научной литературе.36 Если 

(35)  М. ФАСМЕР, Этимологический словарь русского языка, т. III (Москва, 
21987) 361. 

(36)  Текст книги, с. 25: «Значение ‘совет’ вполне удовлетворительно и 
экономно объясняет контекст без необходимости прибегать к домыслам. 
В том же ряду стоит и необычайно малочисленное галицкое собрание, в 
составе которого названы тысяцкий и 18 отроков27».
Прим. 27: «”Самому же Данилу созвавшу вѣче, оставьшуся вь 18 от-

рокъ вѣрнихъ и с Дѣмьяномъ тысяцкымъ своимъ, и рече имъ…”, 763И. 



473Taтьяна Вилкул

же не пытаться подменить сказанное в книге иными суждениями, 
окажется, что дательный самостоятельный не может препятствовать 
предложенной интерпретации.37 Помимо всего прочего, при анали-
зе текста Галицко-Волынской летописи необходимо учитывать то, 
что ее составитель или составители пытались имитировать текст сво-
их источников (в том числе, хронографа), язык которых был архаичен 
и чужд им, из-за чего в летописи встречаются крайне тяжеловесные 
обороты. 
Имеются и такие случаи, когда ошибки сопровождают коррект-

ные высказывания и поправки.38 

Хл без даты, И под 1231 г. Так интерпретировали: Самоквасов Д. Я. Замет-
ки по истории. С. 54–55; Линниченко И. А. Вече в Киевской области. С. 5; 
Крип’’якевич I. П. Галицько-Волинське князiвство. К., 1984. С. 122; Сверд-
лов М. Б. Генезис и структура. С. 53; Granberg Jonas, Veche in the Chroni-
clers of Medieval Rus’, 86. С другой стороны, некоторые исследователи 
считают, что не названы “люди”, и в данном случае состоялось обычное 
вечевое собрание галичан, но “боярская партия” была ослаблена отступ-
ничеством большей части бояр. См.: Владимирский-Буданов М. Ф. Обзор 
истории. С. 64, 68; Грушевський М. С. Історія України-Руси. Т. 2. С. 476.; 
Софроненко К. А. Общественно-политический строй Галицко-Волынской 
Руси ХI–XIII вв. М., 1955. С. 112; Котляр Н. Ф. Формирование территории 
и возникновение городов Галицко-Волынской Руси ІХ–ХІІІ вв. К., 1985. 
С. 137».

(37)  Возможный перевод таков: «сам Данил созвал совет, оставшись с 
18 отроками и тысяцким, и сказал им».

(38)  Один из них — критика предположения, высказанного в моей 
книге в прим. 13 на с. 23, о возможности ошибки писца в одном из тек-
стов Успенского сборника (в рецензии с. 417–418). Хотя рецензент верно 
отмечает погрешности при расставлении знаков препинания в цитате, 
П. В. Лукин приводит фразу, оформленную по правилам современной 
пунктуации, ссылаясь на соответствующую страницу издания Успен-
ского сборника: «…въстанеть ти братъ . не кычения дѣльма не вѣча азъ 
въставлю братъ ти . нъ нарочьно въстанеть рекыи искоушая еи вѣроу». 
Делая вывод о «прозрачности» или непрозрачности синтаксиса для 
древнего писца, необходимо учитывать древнюю, а не современную, 
пунктуацию и исходить из того, что было перед глазами книжника. 
Точно так же, при оценке возможности ошибок в евангельских сюжетах 
следует опираться не на соображения здравого смысла (ср. восклицание 
П. В. Лукина «Или древнерусский книжник не знал этого хрестоматий-
ного евангельского рассказа?», — о Лазаре), а привлекать специальные 
работы. П. В. Лукин мог бы обратиться к уже упоминавшемуся труду 
Брюса Мецгера, где, в том числе, приводятся ошибки, возникавшие при 
переписывании Нового Завета. Некоторые из них совершенно замеча-
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Пример на с. 420 способен приоткрыть «рецензионную кухню» 
П. В. Лукина, и на нем следует остановиться подробнее. Рецензент, по 
его словам, «иллюстрирует непонимание Т. Л. Вилкул древнерусских 
текстов»: пишет о том, что ошибки прочтения в монографии ведут к 
неверной интерпретации и к приписыванию слову «дружина» значе-
ния, которое текстами не подтверждается (‘дружина как участники 
веча’). Что имеется лишь одно известие, где упоминается «дружина» 
и «само слово «вече»» — 1015 г., и оно неверно проинтерпретирова-
но, а остальные не имеют значения и «отношения к делу».39 

тельны. Один из примеров: копиист, списывая родословие Иисуса с тек-
ста, написанного в 2 столбца, и пытаясь поместить его в один столбец, 
перепутал все имена, и в результате имя Бога попало в середину списка 
и он оказался сыном Арама. См.: МЕЦГЕР БРЮС, Текстология Нового За-
вета…, 190. Между тем, в этом и иных случаях речь шла о писцах, знав-
ших Евангелия. Необходимо помнить о том, что при переписывании 
запоминалась обычно ближайшая краткая синтагма, что также способ-
ствовало появлению ошибок (масса примеров в рукописях). Вдобавок, 
сочетание «нарочьно» или «нарочито» +глагол, вероятно, не было для 
книжника столь необычным, каким оно есть для современного русиста. 
Ср. в Хронике Амартола, Ам. 259 «и того ради въ тъ дн ҃ь соуботныи наро-
чито именоують римлѧне». Учитывая все вышесказанное, мое предпо-
ложение о возможности ошибки, способ ствовавшей появлению слова 
«вѣча» (при греч. εἶπεν) остается в силе.

(39)  Для точности, процитирую эти высказывания П. В. Лукина: 
«…существует напрасно якобы не отмеченное словарями древнерусско-
го языка значение слова “дружина”-“участники веча”. Но в действитель-
ности составители словарей поступали совершенно верно, не отмечая 
этого фантастического значения. Дело в том, что все примеры, которые 
приводит в подтверждение своего тезиса Т. Л. Вилкул, либо опять-таки 
основаны на элементарном непонимании текста, либо на его неправиль-
ной (или неполной интерпретации). Прежде всего, исследовательница 
смогла найти только один пример, в котором есть само слово “вече”, — 
известие ПВЛ под 1015 г. о конфликте Ярослава и новгородцев. В нем, 
по утверждению автора, “новгородцы, собравшиеся на вече, в речи кня-
зя названы также ‘дружиной’” (с. 72, 294). Однако в источнике — совсем 
другое. [далее цитата из летописи] Т. Л. Вилкул явно принимает чтение 
большинства списков ПВЛ..., но в этой версии «дружина» не обозначает 
участников веча, а представляет собой риторическое восклицание, сету-
ющего о гибели «нарочитых мужей» Ярослава. Все же остальные приме-
ры отождествления веча и дружины, приводимые автором, в принципе, 
не имеют отношения к делу: во-первых, вече в них вообще не упомина-
ется, во-вторых, во всех случаях слово “дружина” можно легко объяснить 
вполне традиционно» (везде подчеркнуто мною — Т. В.).
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Что касается известия 1015 г., имеется в виду следующий текст:40

«заоутра41 же собравъ избытокъ42 новгородець43 Ярославъ реч . о 
люба моя44 дружина юже вчера избихъ45 а нынѣ быша надобѣ . 
и оутре слезъ . и реч имъ45 на вѣчи».

Здесь упоминается «избытокъ» (‘остаток’) новгородцев. К «из-
бытку» («имъ») обращается Ярослав в своей речи. Этот «избытокъ» 
вместе с теми людьми, которые иссекли варягов46 и были, в свою 
очередь, посечены Ярославом, представляет собой, по-видимому, 
политическую общность «всех новгородцев». В основе интерпрета-
ции лежит следующий перевод: «о любимая моя дружина — та, ко-
торую я вчера посек», что предполагает наличие «всей дружины», 
аналогичное политической общности «новгородцев». Т.е. высказы-
вание П. В. Лукина о том, что в источнике «совсем иное», отнюдь не 
бесспорно. 
Прямое упоминание, где слово «вѣче» используется наряду со 

словом «дружина», действительно единственное. Однако в моей кни-
ге прямо указано, что прямых упоминаний в древнерусских летопи-
сях — абсолютное меньшинство (с. 27–31), и опираться исключитель-
но на прямые сообщения о вече было бы абсурдным. В частности, 
имеются параллельные известия двух или трех летописных сводов, 
когда лишь в одном из них собрание названо вечем, а в других оно 
так не называется. Бóльшая часть рассказов о новгородских собрани-
ях также не содержит слова «вече», отсут ствует оно и в знаменитом 

(40)  Сообщение 1015 г. известно в пяти списках ПВЛ, а также в со-
ставе Сильвестровско-Минейной редакции «Сказания о Борисе и Гле бе», 
см.: Т. Л. ВИЛКУЛ, Летописные вставки из ПВЛ в Сильвест ровско-Миней-
ной редакции «Сказания о св. Борисе и Глебе», Ruthe nica 5 (2006) 37–72, 
Интернет-версия статьи: hĴ p://history.org.ua/0/?l=spdf&pdfn=5&pdfy=200 
6&pdĞ =rothenika Далее текст летописи приводится в основном по Лав-
рентьевскому списку, варианты подведены из др. списков.

(41)  Р Наоутра, Ак Наоутрии
(42)  Сильв-Минейн прокъ
(43)  так ЛХ, Сильв-Минейн новгодець; РАИ новгородцевь
(44)  так Л, Сильв-Минейн люба моя, Х о любаа моа; РАИ о любимая
(45)  в Л проп. а нынѣ... имъ.
(46)  Они названы также «нарочитыми мужами», но наличие разных 

обозначений обычно для древнерусских текстов. В рецензируемой книге 
приводится пример, когда одна и та же группа из 3-х человек, перечис-
ленных поименно, названа «мужами», «боярами» и «дружиной» (с. 107).
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рассказе о восстании 1136 г.47 В рецензируемой П. В. Лукиным моно-
графии обосновывается тезис, что необходимо учитывать косвенные 
сообщения. Этот тезис рецензент не опровергает и даже не обсуж-
дает, но полагаю, что обратное доказать не удастся. Соответственно, 
известие 1015 г. не играет основной роли в исследовании. При реше-
нии вопроса о «дружине» в книге были привлечены, в частности, со-
общения Ипат. и Лавр. 1175–1177 гг., где упоминание веча косвенное, 
см. на с. 72:

«…увѣдевше же смерть княжю (Андрея Боголюбского — Т. В.) 
ростовци и сужьдалци и переяславци и вся дружина от мала 
до велика, съѣхашася к Володимерю и рѣша…: по кого хочемъ 
послати в своихъ князех… И приѣхавше сли (послы к избран-
ным людьми князьям, Мстиславу и Ярополку Ростислави-
чам — Т. В.), повѣдаша речь дружиньню». Далее приводятся 
благодар ственные речи Ростиславичей: «Помози Богъ дружинѣ, 
оже не забывають любве отца нашего».270 Описывается процеду-

(47)  В книге на с. 31 приведена статистика: 
«В НПЛ на 70 упоминаний о собраниях новгородцев в ХІІ в. записей 

со словом “вѣче” — 049, в Лавр на 15 косвенных сообщений о вече прихо-
дится 1 прямое50, в Ипат. соотношение, соответственно, 17/651». 
Прим. 49: «Одно — в том случае, если учитывать известие 1193 г. в НПЛ 

мл. ред., имеющее характер вставки. Косвенные известия — см. в НПЛ 
статьи 1125 г., 1126 г., 1128 г., 1130 г., 1132 г., 1134 г. (упоминается 2 раза), 
1135 г., 1136 г. (2), 1137 г. (2), 1138 г. (2), 1139 г. (2), 1141 г. (2), 1142 г. (2), 
1144 г., 1146 г., 1148 г. (2), 1154 г., 1156 г. (2), 1157 г., 1160 г. (2), 1161 г., 1166 г., 
1167 г. (2), 1168 г., 1169 г., 1170 г., 1171 г., 1172 г., 1175 г. (2), 1176 г., 1177 г., 
1178 г. (2), 1179 г., 1180 г. (3), 1181 г., 1184 г., 1186 г. (2), 1187 г., 1188 г., 1189 г., 
1191 г., 1193 г., 1194 г., 1195 г. (3), 1196 г. (2), 1197 г. (2). НI, с. 21–45. На этот 
феномен не так часто обращают внимание. Обычно считают, что в НПЛ 
слово «вѣче» встречается чаще, чем в других сводах, что верно только 
для ХІІІ в. См.: Львов А. С. Лексика «Повести временных лет». С. 192. На 
отсутствие прямых упоминаний до конца ХІІ в. обратила внимание 
Подвигина Н. Л. Очерки социально-экономической и политической 
истории. С. 104».
Прим. 50: «См. статьи Лавр: 1102 г. 275–276Л (входит в ПВЛ); 1138 г. (2), 

304Л, 305Л; 1140 г. 308Л; 1155 г. 346Л; 1160 г. 351Л; 1169 г. 362Л; 1174 г. 365Л; 
1178 г. 386Л; 1182 г. 388Л; 1186 г. 400Л; 1188 г. 406Л; 1197 г. 414Л; 1200 г. 
415–416Л. Прямое — под 1176 г., 377Л».
Прим. 51: «Косвенные известия о новгородских собраниях в Ипат.: 

1102 г., 251И (из ПВЛ); 1154 г., 468И; 1158 г. (2), 491И; 1161 г. 518И, 1168 г., 
529И; 1170 г., 543И; 1173 г., 566И; 1178 г. (2), 606–607И, 609–610И; 1180 г., 
624И; 1196 г., 702И. Прямые известия: 6648/1141 г., 307И; 1148 г., 370И; 
6668/1160 г., 510И; 6669/1160 г. (2), 510И; 6677/1167 г., 537И».
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ра крестоцелования новым князьям, и «дружина» стоит на том 
месте, где обычно видим горожан.271

270 371–372Л — 595И. Ср. также обвинение летописца, предъ-
явленное той самой дружине, в том, что они забыли крестоце-
лование к князю Юрию (Долгорукому) и посадили на столе 
Андрея Боголюбского. Оно отсылает к статье 1159 г., где речь 
идет о «суздальцах и ростовцах»; 372Л — 595И. Кроме того, см. 
статью 1176 г.: «…дружинѣ не сущи вь градѣ, ѣхали бо бяхут про-
тиву Ярополку», этот фрагмент Ипат. дополняет общее с Лавр 
чтение: «…не сущимъ володемерцемъ Володимери… ѣхали бо 
бяху… противу князема»; 373Л — 596–597И.

271 В 1176 г. «Ярополкъ же поѣха отаи брата к дружинѣ Переяс-
лавлю… а дружина вся … утвердившеся крестным цѣлованьемь 
с ним»; 373Л — 596И. «…тя привели старѣишая дружина, … 
тобе ростовци привели и боляре, а мене былъ с братомъ Богъ 
привелъ и володимерци»; 380Л.

Эти известия имеют некоторое «отношение к делу», поскольку 
собрания ростовцев и суздальцев, небезосновательно квалифициру-
емые исследователями как упоминания о вече, в них названы также 
«дружиной», и «объяснить традиционно» эти тексты едва ли воз-
можно.
Как видим, на деле «иллюстрация непонимания Т. Л. Вилкул 

древнерусских текстов» оборачивается иллюстрацией методов ре-
цензирования П. В. Лукина. Имеем дело с попыткой выдать неод-
нозначную интерпретацию за однозначную, замалчиванием основ-
ных положений, обсуждаемых в книге, и важных текстологических 
свидетельств.

По поводу «деконструкции иностранных языков».
П. В. Лукин продемонстрировал свою эрудицию и проделал ог-

ромную работу (вплоть до того, что отметил, что однажды Клаус 
Цернак неверно назван Цорнаком на с. 14, см. с. 422 рецензии). Од-
нако когда рецензент выходит за рамки корректорских поправок и 
речь заходит о содержательной стороне, его высказывания во многих 
случаях не соотносятся с действительным положением вещей.
Так, П. В. Лукин предъявляет упрек в том, что автор приписывает 

Клаусу Цернаку «мнения, которых он не придерживался». Немецкий 
ученый считал чтение Воскресенской летописи более логичным, и 
писать о том, что он принимал чтение Киевского свода (отличающе-
еся от Воскресенской), якобы значит «принципиально искажать его 
позицию» (с. 422). Глубокоуважаемый коллега, к сожалению, недопо-
нял, о чем идет речь. В книге обсуждается обязательность или необя-
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зательность принятия конъектуры при согласном чтении обоих спис-
ков Киевского свода, Ипатьевского и Хлебниковского. В прим. 273 на 
с. 73 читается следующее: 

«Спорят, как читать: «дружину кияне» (так ИХл) или «дружину 
и кияне» (конъектура). А. Е. Пресняков считал, что конъектура 
здесь излишняя, это мнение принял Клаус Цернак». 

Если обратимся к книге Клауса Цернака, то в его переводе соот-
ветствующего фрагмента Ипат., прочтем следующее: «...seine Bojaren 
und seine gesamte družina, die Kiever, und sagte zu ihnen» (курсив мой. — 
Т. В.; после die Kiever — ссылка: Die Voskresenskaja-Chronik verbindet 
“družina” und “Kiever” sinngemässer durch “und”, PSRL VII, S. 65)48. 
Немецкий ученый в свой перевод конъектуру не вводит. С учетом 
того, что в исследованиях, предшествующих книге А. Е. Пресняко-
ва, конъектура считалась необходимой, такой шаг свидетельствует 
о принятии варианта Ипат. и о признании того, что конъектура не 
обязательна. 
Излишне категоричен рецензент и в иных случаях. Напр., он 

пишет по поводу списка начальных форм греч. соответствий слову 
«вѣче» на с. 23: 

с. 422–423, «ошибки здесь буквально в каждом слове. Так, 
βουλευ εσθαι («советоваться, совещаться, решать») — это не 
просто «форма» глагола βουλευ ω («советовать»), а медиальный 
залог с другим значением… Разумеется, лексема «вѣче» никак 
не может соответствовать словосочетанию ε ν τῷ βουλευτηρίῳ 
на самом деле, ему соответствует словосочетание «въ вѣчи»… 
Для греческой лексемы συ λλογος (собрание) в списке русских 
соответствий аналога нет, как и для русского «собираться» 
отсутствует греческий аналог».

В словарях обычно приводится одна исходная форма и, как пра-
вило, это βουλευ ω.49 В списке на с. 23 приведена форма βουλευτη ριον; 

(48)  K. Zernack, Die burgstädtischen Volksversammlungen bei den Ost- und 
Westslaven (Wiesbaden, 1967) 68. Текст летописи: «Изяславъ же /Хлебн 
доб.: съзва/ бояры своя . и всю дроужину свою кияне и рече имъ», ПСРЛ, 
т. 2, стб. 343–344.

(49)  См., напр., Liddell—Scott, р. 325; T. Muraoka, A Greek-English Lex-
icon of the Septuagint (Twelve Prophets) (Louvain: Peeters, 1993) 38 (различие 
значений залогов не оговаривается, примеры в т.ч. в мед.-пасс.); Симфо-
ния на канонические книги Священного Писания с еврейским и греческим ука-
зателями, т. 2 (Санкт-Петербург, 2003) 285 (то же; для βουλευ ω указаны в 
т.ч. значения «посоветуется, решились, умышляли»); A Homeric Diction-
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«лексема «вѣче» соотносится с нею. Если П. В. Лукин хочет сказать, 
что ε ν τω  βουλευτηρίω  соотносится лишь с устойчивым оборотом 
«въ вѣчи», то необходимо обосновывать наличие такого устойчивого 
оборота в Х–ХI вв. (время перевода Хроники Амартола, откуда взято 
выражение; следует учитывать то, что славянские переводчики часто 
руководствовались пословным, а в некоторых случаях, поморфемным 
принципом перевода).50 Что касается «отсутствия аналога» (послед-
няя фраза), речь, видимо, идет о том, что του ς συ λλογους ποιει σθαι 
передано как «собираться». Однако в теории перевода такие явления 
называются не «отсутствием аналога», а «неточным соответствием»;51 

ary, based upon the German of Georg Autenrieth, transl. by R. P. Keep (Norman: 
University of Oklahoma Press, 1958) 62 (различие оговаривается, но ‘deter-
mine’ указано для βουλευ ω). Правда, у Софоклиса — βουλευ ομαι, но при 
этом не приводится βουλευ ω: E. A. Sophocles, Greek Lexicon of the Roman 
and Byzantine Periods (Zürich—New York, 1992) 314.

(50)  Возможно, рецензент принял мнение Йонаса Гранберга, пока-
завшего, что в поздних текстах словосочетание «в вѣчи» стало устойчивой 
формулой (J. Granberg, Veche in the Chroniclers of Medieval Rus’: A Study of 
Functions and Terminology (Göteborg, 2004)), но у Гранберга речь идет имен-
но о поздних свидетельствах новгородских и псковских летописей. Если 
считать, что это положение справедливо и для перевода Амартола, со-
чинения переводного, а не оригинального, и датируемого не XIV–XV вв., 
а Х или ХI в., то тогда необходимо привести доказательства, привлекая 
ранние переводные тексты. Каковые, кстати, крайне немногочисленны, 
хотя новые находки и возможны. Напр., недавно мне удалось дополнить 
список таких чтений: в Иудейском хронографе, по Виленскому спис-
ку л. 103об., Исх. 12.3: гл҃и ко всемү вечеви сн҃мъ . iи҃лвь (…προ ς πα σαν 
συναγωγη ν υἱω ν Ισραη λ); 12.6: и заколють все множство вѣща . сн҃овъ 
iи҃левъ къ вечерү (…πα ν το  πλη θος συναγωγη ς υἱω ν Ισραη λ…).

(51)  Неточные соответствия обычны в переводах, в т.ч., кстати, обыч-
ны при переводе с греческого древнеславянскими книжниками. См., 
напр., Хроника Иоанна Малалы, кн. 2, гл. 14: «състарѣвся и болѣвь оумрѣ» 
передает греч.: γεγηρακεν και νοσῳ βληθεις τελευτα; «и црствоваста анфи-
он , и sиносъ . въотии странѣ , гоусльноую хитрость оумѣюща» — «και 
ἐβασιλευσαν ὁ ’Αμφιων και ὁ Ζηθος της Βοιωτίας χωρας οἱ μουσικοι». Мно-
го внимания подобным примерам уделял В. М. ИСТРИН, см. Хроника Ио-
анна Малалы в славянском переводе (Москва, 1994) (комментарии к каждой 
книге). В приведенном выше примере (τους συλλογους ποιεισθαι) имеет-
ся еще такая сложность: в современном русском нельзя сказать «собрани-
ям делаться /совершаться», как невозможны и многие иные конструкции, 
допустимые в древнеславянском. Вдобавок, «созывать» или «устраивать 
собрания» устойчиво ассоциируется с комсомольско-партийно-профсо-
юзной деятельностью, т.е. привносит иной смысловой оттенок.



480 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

взаимное же нулевое соответствие52 невозможно. Создается впечат-
ление, что рецензент изобретает собственные правила, не согласовав 
их с тем, как принято поступать в подобных случаях, отчаивается, что 
автор книги им не следует, и пишет об «ошибках в каждом слове».
Напоследок, небольшая ремарка по поводу фрагмента хроники 

Сигеберта из Жамблу. В книге действительно привлекался перевод 
М. Б. Свердлова, опубликованный в книге: Латиноязычные источни-
ки по истории Древней Руси (М., 1989). Но, думаю, следует учитывать 
то, что никто не застрахован от ошибок, даже переводчики высоко-
го класса. Зная о разногласиях питерских и москов ских коллег, я не 
считаю нужным вмешиваться (рецензент же вмешался «подпольно» 
и достаточно своеобразным образом,53 см. в его рецензии с. 424). Тем 
более, что для целей моей книги было важно то, что в этой хрони-
ке сообщалось об изгнании Изяслава Ярославича «всей землей», в то 
время как из ПВЛ известно об изгнании Изяслава его братьями-кня-
зьями, и именно это расхождение было предметом рассмотрения. 

К «деконструкции исторического анализа» П. В. Лукина.
Этот пространный раздел включает множество претензий, ко-

торые, в отличие от предыдущих, могли бы повлиять на оценку ре-
зультатов исследования. При одном условии — если бы замечания 
рецензента были бы справедливыми. Однако ближайшее рассмот-
рение показывает, что утверждения П. В. Лукина не соответствуют 
действительности. Ниже привожу наиболее примечательные образ-
цы его суждений. Почти каждый из помещенных ниже примеров 
требует детального анализа и точного цитирования слов рецензента, 
поэтому читателю потребуется некоторое терпение. 

1) Интересный пассаж встречаем на с. 425; кстати, его П. В. Лу-
кину выгоднее было бы поместить в «деконструкцию текстологии». 
Это один из немногих случаев, когда рецензент затрагивает тезис о 
противоречиях в параллельных версиях летописей (см. 2-ю главу, св. 
100 страниц текста), но старается создать впечатление, что никаких 
противоречий нет. При этом, обнаруживает непонимание содержа-
ния рецензируемой им книги.

(52)  Как правило, «отсутствие аналога» называется «нулевым соот-
ветствием». 

(53)  Ссылаясь не на перевод А. В. Назаренко, см. А. В. НАЗАРЕНКО, 
Древняя Русь на международных путях. Междисциплинарные очерки куль-
турных, торговых, политических связей ІХ–ХІІ веков (Москва, 2001) 530, — а 
попытавшись создать видимость собственной деятельности.
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«Все случаи поиска мнимых противоречий в летописных извес-
тиях, позволяющих автору пространно распространяться о “нар-
ративном конструировании”, невозможно перечислить. Здесь 
можно легко выбирать любой эпизод наугад. Вот Т. Л. Вилкул 
пишет о борьбе за Киев после смерти Изяслава Мстиславича, и, 
естественно, сразу же в рассказах о ней целую россыпь “неувязок” 
(с. 149). Летописи, например, сообщают о приглашении киев-
лянами на княжение Изяслава Давыдовича из-за страха перед 
половцами. Автор удивляется: ведь “половцы находились как раз 
в войске Изяслава и угроза исходила именно от него”. Что здесь 
удивительного, непонятно. Киевляне, естественно, боялись по-
грома своего города степняками-союзниками Изяслава — и, стре-
мясь его избежать, вынуждены были признать его князем».

Прежде всего, относительно неувязок: в книге речь идет не об 
Изяславе Давыдовиче и половцах, а о редактировании текста Ипат., 
при котором возникли несогласования с предыдущим слоем лето-
писных записей. При определении сравниваются соответствующие 
фрагменты Ипат. и Лавр.54 Т.е., судя по всему, рецензент не понимает 

(54)  Текст книги, с. 149: «Ипат включает дополнительные блоки све-
дений о Ростиславе Мстиславиче140, вписанные симпатизировавшим ему 
летописцем, и множество деталей, касающихся других князей. Часть 
из них привела к неувязкам с фрагментами общего с Лавр текста, что 
свидетельствует об очевидно позднем редактировании Киевского свода. 
Например, племянник Ростислава Мстислав Изяславич бросает дядю, 
войско еще два дня бьется с половцами, и половцы даже “смятошась” 
(‘пришли в замешательство’, слово, употребляемое обычно в победных 
описаниях бегства врагов). После чего руские князья в спешке бегут, 
причем Мстислав бежит вместе с остальными, чего не могло быть, если 
бы сражение в самом деле продолжалось еще два дня после его ухода. 
В Лавр этого двухдневного периода нет. Далее, в дополнительных фраг-
ментах Ипат сын Ростислава Святослав спасает отца, а в общем с Лавр 
тексте он бежит вместе со Мстиславом, то есть отдельно от Ростислава. 
Оба фрагмента Ипат следуют один за другим, и, таким образом, Свято-
слав “пребывает” одновременно в двух разных местах141». 
Прим. 140: «Радость киевлян по поводу того, что Ростислав пришел 

в Киев (470–471И); справедливое наделение им Святослава Всеволодича 
(471И); оказание помощи Мстиславу Изяславичу (471–472И); щедрая 
раздача “имѣния” Вячеслава церквям, монастырям и убогим (473И); 
описание битвы с половцами, где Ростислав бьется с врагами, а не бежит 
при одном их виде (475И). См. также вероятный пропуск фрагмента 
общего с Лавр текста. По Лавр, Юрий “Не помяня злобы брата его и 
его”, то есть Изяслава Мстиславича и самого Ростислава. В Ипат только 
“злобы брата его”, значит, одного Изяслава; 476И — 344Л.
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того, что обсуждаются текстологические приметы (!). Относительно 
приглашения черниговского князя Изяслава. В моей книге пишется о 
том, что летописец пытается уверить читателя, что киевляне не пре-
давали своего князя, и, одновременно, старается воспрепятствовать 
напрашивающемуся предположению, что поступок горожан уж 
очень похож на капитуляцию после поражения в войне. Отмечается 
и тот факт, что исследователи уже обращали внимание на странную 
«добровольность» приглашения Изяслава, сделана ссылка на книгу 
Н. Ф. Котляра.55 
В целом, на с. 148 предварительно сравнивается сообщение Ипат. 

и сообщение НПЛ; об НПЛ подробнее речь идет далее, на с. 151. 
«Выбирая наугад» это параллельное известие, рецензенту следовало 
бы уведомить читателей о том, что я анализирую три текста: Ипат., 
Лавр. и НПЛ. В том числе, привожу свидетельство НПЛ, где об Изя-
славе Давыдовиче сказано, что он сел в Киеве без приглашения киев-
лян, тогда как в Ипат. и Лавр. (представляющих собой две редакции 
одного рассказа, почему и необходимо было оговорить особенности 
редакторской работы летописца) подробно описывается приглаше-
ние. Всего в 1-м разделе 2-й главы привлекаются 10 параллельных сю-
жетов;56 для получения более четкой картины в завершении раздела 
приводится таблица наличия формантов этой нарративной модели 
(с. 160). Среди параллельных известий — такие, напр., как ослепле-

Прим. 141: «Подробнее: Вилкул Т. Л. О происхождении общего текста, 
53–56».

(55)  Текст, с. 148–149: «Летописец, похоже, хотел сказать, что Рости-
слав сам был повинен в своем несчастье, оказался плохим политиком, и, 
во всяком случае, его никто не предавал (что вызывает сомнения в свете 
данных НПЛ, см. ниже). После поражения киевляне вынуждены были 
пригласить на стол черниговского князя, и вновь нет речи о предатель-
стве — говорится о мирном приглашении на свободный стол из-за стра-
ха перед половцами, хотя половцы находились как раз в войске Изяслава 
и угроза исходила именно от него138. 

“Тогды же тяжько бысть кыяномъ, не остал бо ся бяшеть у них ни-
каковъ князь. И послаша кыяне… по Изяслава по Давыдовича, рекуще: 
поиди г Кыеву, ать не возмуть нас половци”».
Прим. 138: «Отмечалось, например, в: Котляр Н. Ф. Древнерусская 

государственность. С. 339».
(56)  Кстати, параллельное сообщение 1154 г. достаточно сложно для 

анализа, поскольку Ипат. и Лавр. имеют общие фрагменты текста, вер-
сия Ипат. сильно редактирована, а НПЛ лапидарна. Поэтому оно поме-
щено в конце ряда параллельных известий нарративной модели «Оправ-
дание / осуждение князя». 
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ние Ростиславичей их дядей Всеволодом Юрьевичем или история 
повешения Игоревичей в Галиче. Два ослепления или два повешения 
одних и тех же князей вообразить себе невозможно,57 тем временем, 
в одной из летописей это деяние приписывается князю, а в другой 
(других) — «людям».
Таким образом, противоречия в параллельных текстах действи-

тельно существуют, но П. В. Лукин «борется» с этим непреложным 
фактом своеобразным способом: замалчивая то, что в монографии 
проведен анализ серии параллельных известий, и позволяя себе сра-
зу два неадекватных тексту рецензируемого им исследования выска-
зывания в одном абзаце. А именно, относя неувязки не к редактиро-
ванию в Ипат., а к известию о приглашении Изяслава Давыдовича, 
и «забывая» сообщить о том, что «псевдодобровольность» поступка 
киевлян уже отмечалась исследователями. Впрочем, скорее всего, со-
знательное искажение одно, а высказывание о «россыпи неувязок» 
связано с непониманием содержания. Иначе говоря, весьма велика 
вероятность того, что оппонент не понял, что «неувязки» отмечают-
ся в редактированном тексте Ипат. и что приводятся доказательства 
редактирования: наличие швов и противоречий. В таком случае его 
квалификация в области текстологии оказывается под сомнением, но 
выбор именно таков: искажение либо непонимание.

2) Следующий пример, по замыслу рецензента, должен проде-
монстрировать неверность другого тезиса автора, о неустойчивости 
летописной терминологии. Текст Повести временных лет вызывает у 
П. В. Лукина «простую мысль»:

«В рассказе о белгородском киселе (ПВЛ под 997 г.) старейшины 
градские и «люди», разумеется, не отождествляются, а составля-
ют разные группы населения, что прямо вытекает из слов самих 
старейшин: “Не стерпять людье глада”. Комментарии автора 
только запутывают вполне ясный текст. Сообщение о том, что 
старцу, которые не был на вече, “людье поведаша… яко утро 
хотять ся людье предати печенѣгом”, Т. Л. Вилкул снабжает та-
кой ремаркой: “людье (собеседники старца. — Т. В.) поведаша… 
яко утро хотят ся людье (на этот раз участники веча) предати 
печенегом”. Простая мысль о том, что собеседники старца на-
верняка тоже были участниками веча, очевидно, не приходит 
украинской исследовательнице в голову» (с. 425).

(57)  Эти два сюжета в книге — с. 117–124, 129–130; см. также в более 
доступной для российского читателя статье: Т. Л. ВИЛКУЛ, Конструирова-
ние нарратива в параллельных летописных сообщениях о вече, в: Древ-
нейшие государства Восточной Европы (Москва, 2004) 212–222.
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В ПВЛ читаем: «И людье повѣдаша ему . яко утро хотят ся людье 
предатися печенѣгом . се слышавъ посла по старѣишины градьскыя . 
и рече имь слышахъ, яко хочете ся передати печенѣгом . они же рѣша . 
не стерпять людье глада». Напомню, в книге речь идет о том, что одна 
и та же группа людей летописцем могла обозначаться по-разному и, 
наоборот, одно и то же название могло использоваться для обозна-
чения разных групп; пример с «белгородским киселем» приводится 
как иллюстрация этого положения. При переводе на современный 
русский язык: «люди сообщили… что на следующий день люди со-
бираются сдаться...» (члены одной группы говорят о другой в третьем 
лице). Если попытаться создать аналогичную кон струкцию: «моск-
вичи сообщили ему… что… москвичи... собираются… и воззвал он к 
руководящим лицам, и сказал им: “Слышал, что собираетесь…”, — 
они же ответили: “Не вытерпят москвичи...”» («москвичи» можно за-
менить на «киевляне» и пр.). Часто ли говорят о себе в третьем лице, 
а потом заменяют это иным обозначением?58 В моей книге речь идет 
не о том, что собеседники старца могли быть или могли не быть 
участниками веча, но о том, что в данном фрагменте слово «людье» 
имеет разные значения: ‘случайная (и, видимо, небольшая) группа 
собеседников’ белгородского старца и ‘политическая общность’, 
принимающая решение о сдаче города; последняя названа также 
«старѣишинами градскими». «Простая мысль» рецензента показы-
вает то, что он не понимает в данном случае текста летописи — здесь 
достаточно простого. 

3) Далее рецензент обращается к свидетельству Жития Авраамия 
Смоленского, и высказывает аналогичные претензии — непонима-
ние текста автором и неверность тезиса о неустойчивости термино-
логии — пополняя их упреком в «выборочном цитировании»:

«Не меньшую роль играет и такой старый (но недобрый) метод, 
как “выборочное” (в свою пользу) цитирование, меняющее 
порой смысл текста на противоположный… Фраза цитируется 
следующим образом: “Събраша же ся вси от мала и до велика, 
весь градъ на нь (Авраамия. — Т. В.)… Всем же собравшимся 
на дворъ владыченъ, игуменомъ же и попомъ, и черньцемъ, 
княземъ и боляромъ, диакони и вси церьковници…” (и далее 
говорится о суде). А вот что скрывается за первым многоточи-
ем: “…градъ на нь, инии глаголють заточити, а инии къ стѣнѣ 
тоу пригвоздити и зажещи, а дроузии потопити и, проведше 

(58)  Если только речь не идет об ироническом контексте, что для 
древнерусских летописей невозможно.
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въсквозѣ градъ. Всем же собравшимся”. Нетрудно заметить, что 
“весь град” лишь требовал расправы с Авраамием, а к судившим 
его это словосочетание не применяется» (с. 427).

Прежде всего необходимо отметить, что ратующий за полноту ци-
тирования рецензент «забывает» продолжить цитату, приведенную в 
книге на с. 66: «Посланыя же слугы, емше, яко злодѣа влачяху… и весь 
градъ, и по торгу, и по улицамъ — везде полна народа, и мужи же, 
глаголю, и жены, и дѣти». Речь идет о том, что словосочетание «весь 
градъ» в двух соседних фразах жития использовано в разных значени-
ях: для обозначения собравшихся на судилище на «дворъ владычень» 
и для обозначения наблюдавших позор Авраамия жителей Смолен-
ска. И это действительно так.59 Если остановиться на свидетельствах 
Жития подробнее, следует отметить следующее. «Дѣти» вряд ли мог-
ли желать «заточити и пригвоздити», тем более, что буквально не-
сколькими строками выше «попы» жаловались на то, что святой «уже 
наши дѣти вся обратилъ есть».60 В Житии выражение «весь градъ» 
встречается также ранее, в повествовании о наличии в «граде» сочув-
ствующих Авраамию и о сопротивлении ему в «официальных кру-
гах»: «...и пакы не преставааху, крамолы на нь въздвизающе въ градѣ 
и везде, глаголюще: «Се уже весь градъ к собѣ обратилъ есть».61 Эти 
учтенные при написании монографии известия не цитировались, по-
скольку в книге с достаточно широкой тематикой невозможно помес-
тить все свидетельства источников. Не говоря уже о том, что никак 
нельзя было предусмотреть, что пытливый рецензент, предъявляя 
претензии, не ознакомится с несколько более широким контекстом, 
нежели фрагмент, охватывающий менее одного листа текста жития. 
Наконец, возвращаясь к исходной фразе, столь категорически истол-
кованной П. В. Лукиным: из Жития Авраамия не следует, что к су-
дившим святого словосочетание «весь градъ» не применяется — «все» 

(59)  Без купюр этот фрагмент Жития выглядит следующим образом: 
«Събраша же ся вси от мала и до велика весь градъ на нь: инии глаго-
лють заточити и, а инии къ стѣнѣ ту пригвоздити и зажещи, а друзии 
потопити и, проведше въсквозе градъ. Всѣм же собравшимся на дворъ 
владычень, игуменомъ же и попомъ, и черньцемъ, княземъ и боляромъ, 
диакони и вси церьковници, внегда послаша по блаженаго, уже всѣмъ 
собравшимся. Посланыя же слугы, емше, яко злодѣа влачяху, овии ру-
гахуся ему, инии же насмихаахуся ему и бесчиная словеса кыдающе, и 
весь градъ и по торгу, и по улицамъ — вездѣ полна народа, и мужи же, 
глаголю, и жены, и дѣти, и бѣ позоръ тяжекъ видѣти». 

(60)  ПЛДР. XIII век (Москва, 1981) 80.
(61)  Там же, с. 74. 
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предварительно обсуждали и «все» собрались. Таким образом, мое 
прочтение опирается на полный текст Жития Авраамия Смоленско-
го, рецензент же, очевидно, исходил из чего-то иного.

4) Далее, разбирая известия о степняках и дружине в Киевском 
своде (ПСРЛ, т. 2, стб. 424–428), рецензент обвиняет меня в «глухих 
ссылках» (в книге с. 81, ссылки занимают часть текста примечания 
321), неточном воспроизведении летописи, неверной расстановке 
современных знаков препинания, замене «рекуче» на «рекоша» при 
цитировании Ипатьевского свода и, в целом, неправильной интер-
претации. Степняки-де не могли входить «in corpore» в состав дру-
жины, следует писать о том, что «характеризуется состав войска»: 
сначала дружина, затем остальные составляющие (киевляне, черные 
клобуки и т.п.). Сразу необходимо отметить, что в цитатах П. В. Лу-
кин применяет весьма примечательные сокращения и использует не 
древнюю пунктуацию, а современную.62

(62)  См. с. 427–429: «Еще один “деконструктивный” способ, приме-
няемый Т. Л. Вилкул, очень прост (так и хочется сказать, до неприличия). 
Назовем его методом глухих ссылок. Автор, скажем, утверждает, что в 
“Киевском своде” в составе Ип. “есть перечисления, где дружина отделе-
на от степняков, и такие, где степняки... включаются в состав дружины” 
(с. 81)... В подтверждение данного тезиса Т. Л. Вилкул приводит три упо-
минания “под 1151 г., где дружина — общее название для киян и черных 
клобуков” (с. 81, сноска), на стб. 424, 426, 428 шахматовского издания Ип. 
Первое и третье упоминания даются в глухих ссылках, второе приводится 
в весьма своеобразном виде (об этом ниже). Обратимся к летописному 
тексту. Стб. 424: “Вячьславъ же, и Изяславъ съ братомъ своим Ростисла-
вомъ, и съ Изяславомъ Давыдовичемъ, и съ Ярославомъ братом своимъ, 
и с Городеньским княземъ, и с дроужиною своею, и с Кияны, и с Черны-
ми клобукы... поидоша...”. Характеризуется состав войска: сначала пере-
числяются князья, потом упоминается дружина, потом киевляне, потом 
черные клобуки. Ни малейших оснований считать последних частью дру-
жины нет. /то же о тексте, стб. 428; далее рецензент пишет о неверном вос-
произведении мною текста/ Вот что на самом деле написано в источнике: 
“Дроужина же Вячеславля, и Изяславля, и Ростиславля, и всих князии 
оустягывахоуть от того /военных действий. — П. Л./, и Кияне, наипаче же 
Чернии Клобоуци от того оустягоша, рекоуче... Вяче славъ же, Изяславъ 
и Ростиславъ послоушавше дроужины своея, и Киянъ, и Черныхъ Клобо-
уковъ...”. Во-первых, как и в двух других упоминаниях, дружина здесь — 
часть войска, черные клобуки в нее, разумеется, не входят (более того, 
здесь как будто специально уточняется, что черные клобуки не хотели во-
евать больше, чем другие (“наипаче”): дружинники и киевляне). Во-вто-
рых, выясняется, как “работает” с источниками Т. Л. Вилкул: летописную 
фразу она отредактировала (заменила “рекоуче” на “рекоша”, так чтобы 



487Taтьяна Вилкул

Одно замечание среди перечисленных является верным — о «ре-
куче» и «рекоша». Эта ошибка вызвана использованием гарвардского 
факсимильного издания Хлебниковского списка, где «рекоша».63 В ос-
тальном же, обратившись к тексту летописи, где современных знаков 
препинания нет, обнаружим, что действительное положение вещей 
не соотносится с картиной, нарисованной П. В. Лукиным. Прежде 
всего, во всех случаях в летописи описывается не «состав войска», а со-
вещания. Говорится: «и тако оугадавше», «не оудоумаша», «почаша 
доумати». Рецензент всякий раз цитирует летопись без этих слов, об-
рывая цитаты или обозначая невыгодные для его интерпретации вы-
ражения отточием, но они, тем не менее, в летописи присутствуют.64 
Я расставляю современные знаки препинания следующим образом: 
«съ дроужиною своею: и с кияны, и с черными клобукы» (Ипат., стб. 
424); «дроужина же оустягывахоуть... (и кияне, наипаче же чернии 
клобоуци)» (стб. 426); «дроужины своея: и киянъ, и черных клобо-

получилось полноценное сказуемое), а “ненужную” информацию (упо-
минание в первой части киевлян и черных клобуков) просто выкинула».

(63)  Хлебниковский список представляет, наряду с самим Ипатьев-
ским, Ипатьевский свод. O. Pritsak (ed.), The Old Rus’ Kievan and Galician-
Volhynian Chronicles: The Ostroz’kyj (Chlebnikov) and Četvertyns’kyj (Pogodin) 
Codices (Cambridge, Mass., 1990) (Harvard Library of Early Ukrainian Litera-
ture, VIII) 190 (Хлебн. арк. 386). Одно время я работала с этим изданием, а 
не с ПСРЛ, т. 2, и, стандартизируя ссылки по Ипатьевской версии, нена-
роком оставила чтение Хлебн.

(64)  В частности, в 1-й цитате рецензент «забыл» всего три слова, «и 
тако оугадавше», проставив вместо них отточие. См. ПСРЛ, т. 2, стб. 424: 
«и съ дроужиною своею . и с кияны и с черными клобукы и тако оугадавше 
поидоша». Далее (стб. 428), судя по всему, также речь идет о некоем сове-
щании: троица князей «повелѣша Володимироу поити... и тако нарядъ 
створше . в собѣ кн҃зи и дроужина . и чернии клобоуци . и кияне . и тако 
не оудоумаша». Здесь П. В. Лукин оборвал цитату. В третьем случае речь 
также идет о совете (стб. 426): «Вячьславъ же и Изя славъ и Ростиславъ . 
съзвавше братю свою . и почаша доумати . Изяславъ... всегда хотяшеть про-
тиву имъ бится . дроужина же... оустягывахоуть от того...». П. В. Лукин 
снова «укоротил» цитату. Между прочим, черные клобуки (стб. 426) го-
ворят князю: «...а тобѣ боудет оставяче своѣ пѣшьцѣ поѣхати», — т. е., по 
крайней мере, «пешци», находившиеся в войске, в состав совещавшихся 
не входят. Кстати, по неизвестной причине рецензент считает, что свиде-
тельством того, что черные клобуки не могли входить дружину, должны 
быть их советы князю, обнаруживающие «нежелание воевать». Но по-
добные советы «дружины» не бросаться безрассудно в бой в летописях 
обычны, начиная с советов князю Игорю, сыну Рюрика (о последнем сю-
жете см. с. 77, прим. 297).
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уковъ» (стб. 427);65 «кн҃зи и дроужина (и чернии клобоуци, и кияне)» 
(стб. 428). Основание для этого следующее. Речь идет о совещаниях, 
а в Киевском своде находим множество иных эпизодов, где говорит-
ся о совещании князей с «дружиной», но состав при этом подробно 
не расписывается. Сопоставление известий позволяет сделать вывод, 
что «дружина» — общее, включающее понятие. 
Что касается того, что «свои поганые» (берендеи, торки и пр.) не 

могли входить в состав дружины. Сравним два текста. Первый — речь 
«берендичей» Мстиславу Изяславичу, под 1159 г.: «аже ны хощеши 
любити . яко же ны есть любилъ оц҃ь твои . и по городу ны даси по 
лепшему...». Второй — речь «галицких мужей» князю Ярославу Во-
лодимирковичу, под 1153 г.: «галичьскии же мужи почаша молвити 
кн҃зю своему Ярославу ты еси . молодъ . а поеди прочь и нас позоруи 
. како ны будеть оц҃ь твои кормилъ и любилъ...»66 
Таким образом, моя ошибка, вызванная использованием факси-

мильного издания Хлебниковского списка, на самом деле не влияет 
существенно на интерпретацию, поскольку истолкование текста в 
книге опирается не на сокращение фрагмента Киевского свода, а на 
комплекс многочисленных и существенных свидетельств. Тем вре-
менем, рецензент, пытаясь доказать обратное, не только упускает из 
виду этот комплекс известий, но всячески «укорачивает» даже раз-
бираемые им свидетельства, дабы иметь возможность определять 
их как описания войска, тогда как на деле речь идет о совещаниях. 
Вдобавок, он игнорирует известия Киевского свода, где за середину и 
2-ю половину XII в. масса сведений о «своих поганых» и «дружине», 
и ПВЛ, содержащей множество сообщений о совещаниях князей с 
«дружиной».

5) На с. 426–427 П. В. Лукин пишет о вече 1255 г. В книге отмеча-
ется то обстоятельство, что новгородские войска, конники и пешие, 
стояли в двух разных местах на окраинах города, тогда как в центре 
собиралось вече, причем в НПЛ упоминаются «старѣишие» и «мен-
шие». Рецензент считает, что при нападении на Новгород горожанам 
не нужно было находиться на определенном месте, они «без особых 

(65)  Рецензент расставляет современные знаки препинания иначе, 
никак не обосновывая свое решение. Кстати, то, что П. В. Лукин проста-
вил их строго по своему вкусу, выглядит показательно в свете его заявле-
ний, что исследователь должен выставлять их «максимально невыгодно 
для себя» (с. 421).

(66)  ПСРЛ, т. 2, стб. 466, 501. Под 1159 г. описывается такая ситуация: 
князь пытается договориться с лучшими «мужами» берендичей, помога-
ющих его сопернику, и переманить их на свою сторону. 
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затруднений» могли отправиться в центр города, и ссылается на «по-
добные случаи».67 На самом деле имеется в виду всего лишь один «по-
добный случай», из описания похода 1217 г., притом, обстоятельс-
тва разнятся кардинально. В НПЛ под 1255 г. описывается нападение 
Александра, когда князь с войском находился на околицах Новгоро-
да. Новгородский «полк» должен был «стоять» три дня «за правду 
новгородскую». Если бы так легко было оголить фронт и отправиться 
всем скопом на Ярославово дворище в центр города, то с тем же ус-
пехом новгородцы могли сидеть по домам, «выставив дозор». Приве-
денный пример с походом 1217 г. касается иной ситуации: в НПЛ чи-
тается о движении войск по «пересеченной местности», где они еще 
не видели друг друга, и вполне могли даже «минуться в лесех» (разо-
йтись в лесах, не встретив друг друга). Внезапное нападение чуди на 
новгородский лагерь и объяснялось тем, что новгородцы не знали, 
где находится войско противника. Но в 1255 г. речь фактически шла 
об осаде Новгорода. Таким образом, П. В. Лукин «филигранно сме-
шивает» разнородные явления.

6) На с. 431, разбирая известие Лавр. 1178 г. (в книге о нем см. с. 
147), рецензент пишет о том, что никаких противоречий в тексте нет, 
и что автор книги, предполагая в этом месте редактирование, пред-
лагает читателям «совершенно искусственное и бездоказательное 
объяснение».68 Между тем, в книге на с. 147, прим. 132, сделана от-

(67)  На с. 426–427 рецензии: «В 1255 г. новгородцы ожидали напа-
дения на город Александра Невского с войском и поставили полки «за 
Рожествомь Христовомь в конци» (имеется в виду церковь Рождества на 
кладбище) и «от святого Ильи противу Городища» (имеется в виду цер-
ковь Ильи на Славне). Далее говорится о вече у Николо-Дворищенского 
собора. Т. Л. Вилкул усматривает тут противоречие и основание искать 
«какой-то иной код для прочтения» (с. 245). Но для человека, хотя бы раз 
бывавшего в Великом Новгороде и представляющего себе расстояния 
от указанных пунктов до Ярославова дворища, «иной код» не требуется: 
новгородцы (взрослые мужчины-воины) без особых затруднений могли 
прийти на вече, выставив дозор, как это делалось в подобных случаях, а 
потом вернуться обратно». 
Кстати, предполагается, что автор книги не мог бывать в Новгороде 

Великом, и не имеет представления о реальных расстояниях. Небольшая 
ремарка личного характера: в бытность студенткой я работала на Тро-
ицком раскопе в экспедиции В. Л. Янина, и неплохо представляю себе 
расстояния в городе и округе.

(68)  «Между тем, совершенно эксплицитно сказано (как и в НПЛ): 
«Князь же Всеволодъ взя городъ Торжекъ…», отличие только в том, что 
в Лавр, где повествование более подробно, говорится специально о роли 
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сылка к первой главе, с. 80, прим. 316, где отмечена несовместимость 
грамматических конструкций в тексте: 

«Ср.: “…а сам перебравъ дружины нѣколико, ѣха (ед. ч.) к Ламь-
скому Волоку, и пусти на воропъ, и пригнавше дружина, яша 
(мн. ч.) князя Мстиславича Ярослава, сыновця ему, а городъ 
пожже (ед. ч.), а людье бяху выбѣгли, а жита пожгоша (мн. ч.) 
и до всего. Князь же Всеволодъ възвратися в Володимерь”; 387Л. 
Помимо всего прочего, конструкция с повторяющимся сою-
зом “а” не предполагает вводных предложений, и чередуются 
сегменты с союзом “и” и союзом “а”. Все это также косвенно 
указывает на редактирование». 

Кроме того, выше, на с. 146 приведен обширный фрагмент Лавр. 
В данном месте в суздальском своде обильное цитирование Библии, 
присущее пространным повествованиям, сочетается с формульным 
летописным нарративом, характерным для лаконичных сообщений 
летописей — напр., для НПЛ за начало-середину XII в. Казалось бы, 
человека, читавшего летописи и знакомого с особенностями так на-
зываемых «летописных повестей» и летописных кратких известий 
(при всей условности этих обозначений), такое сочетание должно на-
вести на размышления. Наконец, анализируя это известие, неплохо 
было бы заметить и такое обстоятельство, что в Лавр. перевернута 
последовательность событий: поход на Торжок — смерть Мстислава 
Ростиславича (в книге см. с. 147).69 То, что П. В. Лукин всего этого не 
заметил, вызывает вопрос: следует ли замечание рецензента о «без-
доказательности и искусственности» отнести на счет его квалифи-
кации в области текстологии и лингвистики, или же это очередное 
сознательное искажение.

7) На с. 431–432 утверждается, что в известии НПЛ 1218 г. не гово-
рится об участии в вечевых «междоусобных столкновениях» детей, «но 
просто говорится: «и тако быша вѣча по всю недѣлю». Подобная ин-
терпретация П. В. Лукина вновь отличается замечательной «просто-
тою». Если принять такое толкование, тогда окажется, что в летописи 
зачем-то сообщалось о посторонних событиях, но тревожные «вѣча», 

дружины. Т. Л. Вилкул цитирует эту фразу, но почему-то предлагает ей 
совершенно искусственное и бездоказательное объяснение, предполагая 
позднейшее редактирование (с. 147, сноска), хотя никаких противоречий 
в том, что при взятии города действуют и князь, и дружина, нет».

(69)  Должно быть наоборот. Несоответствие отмечено Н. Г. Бережко-
вым, и учтено при анализе параллельных известий НПЛ и Лавр в моей 
книге.
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бывшие «по всю недѣлю»,70 почему-то не описывались и результат 
возник «из воздуха». По-видимому, следует учитывать, что союз «и 
тако» часто обозначает итоговое состояние. Т.е. летописное «и тако 
быша вѣча во всю неделю» относится именно к тем столкновениям 
и убийствам, которые начались с того, что князь захватил одного из 
новгородцев, и «ониполовици» (жители «оного пола», т.е. Торговой 
стороны) «възвониша» и «поидоша... и до дѣтии в бръняхъ». Кстати, 
в НПЛ не вполне идентичные, но подобные выражения встречают-
ся позднее, и касаются веча: 1270 г. «и съзвониша вѣче на Ярославли 
дворѣ и убиша Иванка»; 1299 г. «и съзвонивше вѣче у ст҃ои Софьи кн҃зь 
Борисъ Андрѣевич со всѣми новгородци». 

8) На с. 431 П. В. Лукин пишет о том, что автор не приводит ни-
каких расчетов размеров и вместимости площадей древнерусских 
городов, «что делает довод [о небольших площадях — Т. В.] голо-
словным». Рецензент называет «голословным» утверждение, которое 
идет в таком контексте:

(с. 221) На незначительность площадей вечевых собраний обра-
щали внимание В. Л. Янин и П. П. Толочко. В. Л. Янин локализует 
новгородское вече на Ярославовом дворище, на месте, занима-
емом сейчас одним из церковных строений, и считает, что там 
могли поместиться несколько сотен (а именно, 300) человек.20 
П. П. Толочко, полемизируя с И. Я. Фрояновым по поводу вы-
ражения «вси кияне от мала и до велика», справедливо отмечал, 
что на сравнительно небольшой двор киевской Софии вряд ли 
могли собраться все жители Киева21.

20 В. Л. Янин опирается на упоминание в немецком источнике 
XIV в. «трехсот золотых поясов». Янин В. Л., Колчин Б. А. Археоло-
гии Новгорода — 50 лет. С. 117; Янин В. Л. Социально-политиче-
ская структура. С. 92 и др. Правда, сообщение о «300 золотых 
поясах» 1331 г., вероятно, не является известием о вече. См.: 

(70)  Привожу, с некоторыми купюрами, выдержку из НПЛ, ПСРЛ, 
т. 3, с. 58–59: «и възвониша у святого Николы ониполовици цересъ ночь, 
а Неревьскыи коньчь у Святыхъ 40, такоже копяче люди на Твьрдисла-
ва. И бысть заутра, пусти кн҃зь Матѣя, учювъ гълку и мятежь въ городѣ. 
И поидоша ониполовици и до дѣтии въ бръняхъ, акы на рать, а неревляне 
такоже; а загородьци не въсташа ни по сихъ, ни по сихъ, нъ зряху перезо-
ра. Твьрдиславъ же, позря на святую Софию, и рече ... и поиде съ Люди-
немь концемь и съ пруси. И бысть сеця у городьныхъ воротъ ... чюдо свади 
оканьныи дияволъ... ся начяша бити межи собою; и убиша муж прус, а 
концянъ другыи, а оныхъполовиць Ивана Душильцевиця ... Бысть же се 
мѣсяця генваря... и тако быша вѣча по всю недѣлю».
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Расмуссен К. «300 золотых поясов» древнего Новгорода // Skando-
Slavica. Т. 25 (Copenhagen, 1979), 97; Чебанова Е. И. «300 золотых 
поясов»: проблемы интерпретации термина // Проблемы соци-
ального и гуманитарного знания. СПб., 1999. С. 166–182; Гранберг 
Ю. Совет господ Новгорода в немецких источниках // ДГ 1998. М., 
2000. С. 78–87; Андреев В. Ф. О социальном составе новгородского 
веча // Генезис и развитие феодализма в России. Л., 1989. Вып. 11. 
С. 73–74. Тем не менее, мысль о небольшой вместимости вечевой 
площади, по-видимому, верна.

21 Толочко П. П. Киев и Киевская земля. С. 108–109. Согласно 
демографическим реконструкциям, в крупных древнерусских 
городах могло проживать от 10 до 50 тыс. чел. Толочко П. П. 
Древнерусский феодальный город. К., 1989. С. 201. В Новго-
роде, например, насчитывалось 4–5 тыс. дворов: Андреев В. Ф. 
О социальном составе. С. 77–78. НПЛ, описывая пожар, захва-
тивший весь город, называет цифру в 4300 сгоревших дворов; 
НI, с. 52.

 Как видим, в книге приведены ссылки на работы В. Л. Янина и 
П. П. Толочко, признанных специалистов в области древнерусской 
археологии; затронут вопрос о так называемых «300 золотых поясах». 
Между прочим, этих ссылок невозможно не заметить, и значит, в 
данном случае можно уже уверенно утверждать о сознательном иска-
жении П. В. Лукиным содержания рецензируемой им монографии. 
Примеры можно было бы продолжать, но, думается, этого доста-

точно. На последних страницах П. В. Лукин представляет своеобраз-
ное резюме:

«Хайден Уайт и другие, главным образом, заокеанские ученые не 
могут нести ответственность за то, как их “интерпретируют” на 
постсоветском пространстве. Однако в самом обращении таких 
авторов, как Т. Л. Вилкул, к “нарративизму” и “деконструкции” 
есть, как представляется, определенная закономерность... Мы 
имеем дело не с банальным “культурологическим” словоблуди-
ем, и не с научным исследованием в настоящем смысле слова, а 
с имитацией последнего, претендующей на то, чтобы “деконс-
труировать” якобы устаревшую позитивную науку и подменить 
ее вульгарной идеологией» (c. 433–434).

Как уже отмечалось, рецензент не полемизирует с идеями моей 
книги и не освещает ее содержание. Ни одно основное положе-
ние ему опровергнуть не удалось. Если в рецензии пишется о не-
коем капитальном утверждении в книге, то на деле часто оказыва-
ется, что речь идет о примечании или части примечания. Далее, 
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П. В. Лукин позволяет себе значительное количество неверных ут-
верждений, по его собственной терминологии — «с массой передер-
гиваний и выборочного цитирования». Эти заведомо ложные выска-
зывания вряд ли допустимы в профессиональной научной работе. 
Зачастую рецензент демонстрирует недостаточное знакомство с ма-
териалом, что ставит под вопрос его квалификацию для вынесения 
суждений по многим вопросам: «простые мысли», недочитывание 
текстов источников и текстологически некорректные интерпретации 
являются достоянием рецензии П. В. Лукина. Все это делает его пре-
тензии на освещение научности моей книги, мягко говоря, сомни-
тельными. 
Что касается того тезиса, что нормальная наука есть наука тра-

диционная, новаторство же представляется рецензенту вульгарной 
идеологизирующей «лженаукой». Относительно новаторства, рискуя 
повториться, скажу, что тема веча чрезвычайно трудна для современ-
ного исследователя, поскольку очень многое сделано предыдущими 
поколениями историков. По сути, существуют два пути: искать новое 
либо же «забывать» сделанное другими и пытаться перелицовывать 
историографию.71 О «вульгаризации»: как я попыталась выше пока-
зать, к «простоте» и «простой мысли» часто апеллирует именно ре-
цензент, тогда как на деле речь идет о достаточно сложных явлениях. 
«Идеологичность» проявляется еще более ярко. В ряде мест отчетли-
во видно, как П. В. Лукин манипулирует текстами и подстраивает их 
под собственные воззрения. Для оценки же качества идеологической 
риторики приводятся выдержки из его рецензии. 
Напоследок, несколько пожеланий относительно ведения по-

лемики. Видимо, было бы лучше, если бы П. В. Лукин не искажал 
положения книги, обсуждаемые в его рецензии. Представляется, 
что рецензенту следует корректно и полностью прочесть источники, 
прежде чем делать какие-либо высказывания по поводу неверной 
интерпретации. Неплохо было бы также, если бы П. В. Лукин не пы-
тался выдать свое видение проблем, во многих случаях, весьма упро-
щенное и, зачастую — просто неверное, за единственно правильное. 

(71)  Кстати сказать, П. В. Лукин, как видно хотя бы из его недавней 
работы: раздела «Вече: социальный состав» в кн.: Древняя Русь. Очерки 
политического и социального строя (Москва, 2008), — избрал второй путь. 
В историографическом разделе его труда среди ученых 2-й половины 
ХХ – начала ХХI вв. очень бегло названы В. Л. Янин (со ссылкой на одну (!) 
работу), П. П. Толочко (вообще без ссылок!), не назван М. Б. Свердлов 
(! тема веча рассматривается в нескольких книгах российского ученого) 
и другие.
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Не говоря уже о том, рецензент должен был бы, по крайней мере, по-
нимать содержание рецензируемого им труда. Разумеется, П. В. Лу-
кину вольно ощущать себя блюстителем российской исторической 
науки. Однако, проводя свои «деконструкции», исследователь допус-
тил массу разнообразных ошибок и прибег к сознательному подлогу, 
покусившись на суверенитет читателя и навязывая ему свое толкова-
ние содержания книги. Все это позволяет видеть иные мотивы рецен-
зии, чем просто отстаивание истины… Какие это мотивы — личные, 
политические, идеологические — решать читателю монографии, ре-
цензии на нее и двух ответов.72

(72)  (Это прим. написано после написания основного текста). Как 
мне стало известно, П. В. Лукин написал ответ на мой ответ, в марте этого 
года; московский коллега имел возможность работать с рукописью мо-
его текста, любезно предоставленной ему издателем Scrinium. Позднее 
издатель любезно объяснил мне, что в редакции принято решение пре-
доставить еще раз слово Лукину, и на этом полемику закрыть. Решение, 
как представляется, совершенно верное, совпадающее и с моими собс-
твенными намерениями. Кроме всего прочего, полемика с исследовате-
лем, пытающимся «проверять» древнеславянский текст по Синодаль-
ному переводу, может быть сколь угодно продолжительной, но, тем не 
менее, бесплодной. Итак, в следующем номере Scrinium продолжения не 
последует.



П. В. Лукин
Москва

НУЖНО ЛИ НАМ «НОВАТОРСТВО»? 
(ОБ ОТВЕТЕ Т. Л. ВИЛКУЛ)

Ознакомление с ответом Т. Л. Вилкул вызвало у меня как ни стран-
но в большей степени позитивные чувства. Во-первых, она отказыва-
ется от понятия «деконструкция» применительно к историческим ис-
следованиям и даже признается, что он «появляется в высказываниях 
далеко не интеллектуальных персонажей». Правда, совсем недавно 
(в 2004 г.) украинская исследовательница обличала А. В. Назаренко 
именно за то, что он не использует в своих работах «деконструкцию».1 
Тем не менее, я с радостью принимаю это замечание и вношу необхо-
димое изменение в текст моей рецензии: во всех случаях вместо слова 
«деконструкция» (кроме самого первого, в названии, которое теперь 
должно читаться «Деконструкция новаторства») следует читать «но-
ваторство». Во-вторых, когда я прочитал книгу Т. Л. Вилкул, многие ее 
«новаторские» особенности я был склонен объяснять слишком слож-
ным образом: как своего рода постмодернистскую игру, основанную 
на манипуляции источниками. Теперь же я вижу, что украинская 
исследовательница всерьез верит в свое «новаторство» и вполне ис-
кренне не понимает, почему у многих коллег оно вызывает скепсис, а 
иногда, — чего греха таить, — и плохо скрываемую иронию. 
Убежденность Т. Л. Вилкул в своей правоте основывается на том, 

что она при знании множества второстепенных, хотя и важных ве-
щей, просто плохо понимает древние тексты (причем не только на 
греческом и латыни, но и на церковнославянском и древнерусском 
языках); при определенной начитанности в области текстуальной 
критики, она не умеет последовательно и непредвзято сравнивать 
тексты; при завидной работосособности и творческой плодовитос-
ти она подменяет научный поиск выстраиванием аргументации 
под заранее известные ответы. У меня нет возможности предложить 
здесь полный разбор refutatio украинской исследовательницы, я и так 
уже злоупотребил гостеприимством издателей журнала «Scrinium» 
(впрочем, не исключено, в другом месте такой разбор примечатель-

(1)  См.: Т. Л. ВИЛКУЛ, [Рец. на:] Назаренко А. В. Древняя Русь на меж-
дународных путях, междисциплинарные очерки культурных, торговых, 
политических связей IX–XII вв. М.: Языки русской культуры, 2001. 784 с., 
в: Средневековая Русь, вып. 5 (Москва, 2004) 284.
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ных «новаторских» мест из ее монографии будет предпринят). Одна-
ко я остановлюсь здесь на некоторых ярких примерах, любознатель-
ные же читатели и, прежде всего, сама Т. Л. Вилкул, смогут приме-
нить те же принципы разбора и к другим частям ответа (точнее было 
бы сказать, ко всем остальным, так как мне не удалось обнаружить ни 
одного случая, когда от каких-либо оценок, сделанных в рецензии, 
следовало бы отказаться).
Итак, сначала будет вкратце сказано о языках, затем о текстоло-

гии, и, наконец, об историческом анализе.

1. Афинские мужи в «Деяниях апостолов» или филологическое 
«новаторство». Надо полагать, что Т. Л. Вилкул, сочиняя ответ на 
рецензию, все-таки раздумывала над этим текстом. Об этом, в час-
тности свидетельствует то, что она цитирует две разные рукописи. 
Что же у нее получается? Напомню, она стремится доказать, что «в 
речи ап. Павла в афинском ареопаге апостол обращается ко “всем 
афинянам”, хотя известно, что в Ареопаге были представлены не все, 
но избранные афинские граждане» (с. 47 монографии). Приведу для 
ясности небольшую таблицу (все цитаты принадлежат украинской 
исследовательнице,2 для контроля и понимания того, что на самом 
деле представляет собой славянский текст в четвёртой и пятой ко-
лонках справа даётся этот же фрагмент соответственно по Христино-
польскому апостолу сер. XII в. — древнерусскому, в отличие от при-
влечённых Т. Л. Вилкул более поздних южнославянских списков, и 
Септуагинте):

Монография  
(источник 
цитаты 

неизвестен)

Ответ 
(Матичин 
апостол)

Ответ 
(Стру-
мицкий 
апостол)

Христинополь-
ский апостол

Септуагинта

Поемьше же 
его на Ариев 
ледь ведошя 
… Афинее 
же вси при-
ходяще

...странь-
ныи . ни вь 
что же
ино празд-
ны бѣахоу 
гл҃ати . или

...страны : 
илі гл҃ати 
чесо :  
слишати 
новое : 
став же

Поимъше же 
и на Ариевъ 
ледъ, ведоша… 
Афинѣи же вси 
и пришьдъшеи 
страньнии

ἐπιλαβόμενοί 
τε αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ 
τὸν Ἄρειον 
Πάγον ἤγαγον...  
Ἀθηναῖοι δὲ πά-
ντες καὶ οἱ

(2)  Я не комментирую многочисленные ламентации Т. Л. Вилкул от-
носительно того, что я не ознакомился с каким-то более широким контек-
стом ее работы или с какими-то дополнительными материалами. Рецен-
зия написана именно на книгу, и последняя (как кажется) не пред ставляет 
собой священного писания, непременно требующего специальной экзе-
гезы. Как сказано, «еже писах — писах», читатели же не обязаны интере-
соваться «дополнительным контекстом» и тем, что автор «имел в виду».
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и страннии 
(все афинс-
кие гражда-
не и неафи-
няне – Т.В.)
… став 
же Павел 
посредѣ 
Ариева леда 
рече: мужие 
афинеи-
стии…

и слышати 
что новѣѥ 
. Став же 
Павел 
посред 
Ариѥва 
леда реч 
моужи 
атинѣ-
исции по 
всему ӕко 
хоудожаи-
шеѥ вы 
виждю.

Павель 
посрѣд 
ариева 
леда реч 
мѧжие 
афине -
 сти : по 
всѣмү 
ѣко хѧдо-
жаиши ви 
виждѧ.

ни въ что же 
ино праздьни 
бѣахоу, нъ или 
глаголати что 
или слышати 
новое. Ставъ же 
Павьлъ посредѣ 
Ариева леда, 
рече: «Моужи 
афинеистии! По 
всемоу яко мно-
гы богъ чтоуща 
вы вижю…».3 

ἐπιδημοῦντες 
ξένοι εἰς οὐδὲν 
ἕτερον ηὐκαίρουν 
ἢ λέγειν τι 
ἢ ἀκούειν τι 
καινότερον. 
Σταθεὶς  δὲ  [ὁ] 
Παῦλος ἐν μέσῳ 
τοῦ Ἀρείου Πάγου 
ἔφη, ἄνδρες 
Ἀθηναῖοι κατὰ 
πάντα ὡς δεισιδαι-
μονεστέρους ὑμᾶς 
θεωρῶ.

Прежде всего, мы видим три разных и по-разному цитируемых 
текста. Непонятно, какой текст цитируется в монографии. В ней 
есть ссылка на Матичин и Струмицкий апостолы, но цитата не со-
ответствует ни тому, ни другому. Во всех трех случаях цитируемые 
фразы аграмматичны и почти лишены смысла, но не славянским 
переводчиком, а Т. Л. Вилкул. В тексте из монографии во втором 
предложении (точнее, обрубке) отсутствует сказуемое. В цитате из 
Струмицкого апостола выпущена целая фраза, в т.ч. также со ска-
зуемым, — между словами «страны» и «илi» нужно читать: «нi вь 
чтоже ино празни бѣхѧ».4 В цитатах из обоих Апостолов в ответе от-
сутствует первое подлежащее и, собственно, начало предложения: 
«атинѣи же вси пришедшеи» (Матичин), «атинѣне же вси пришед-
шеи» (Струмицкий). Прояснению смысла может помочь не новое 
увлечение украинской исследовательницы — попытка буквального 
воспроизведения текста, без раскрытия титл и с сохранением всех 
его особенностей, — а адекватное цитирование и корректная интер-
претация; тем более, что точное воспроизведение все равно не дается 
Т. Л. Вилкул: в маленькой цитате из Матичина апостола допущено 
пять ошибок: вместо «Павел» надо читать «павль» (сразу две ошибки 
в одном слове), вместо «посред» — «посрѣд», вместо «моужи» — «мо-
ужы», вместо «всему» — «всемоу». То же самое касается графики и 
«несовременных» знаков препинания — допущено три неточности: в 
слове «праздны» не отмечена как выносная буква «д», слова «ариева» 
и «павль» в оригинале написаны с прописных букв, после «павль» 

(3)  Христинопольский апостол. Л. 14 об.–15 (hĴ p://lhm.lviv.ua/projects/
apostol-v1.djvu).

(4)  Е. БЛАХОВА, З. ХАУПТОВА (подг.), Струмички (Македонски) апостол. 
Кирилски споменик од XIII век (Скопjе, 1990) 90.
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пропущена точка.5 Итого: в одной цитате — 8 огрехов, в другой — из-
за пропуска сказуемого фраза превратилась в бессмысленный набор 
слов. Немудрено, что Т. Л. Вилкул «смеет предполагать» получив-
шийся текст «достаточно сложным». Оригинал же никаких особен-
ных сложностей не содержит. Текст Апостола совершенно прозрачен 
в грамматическом отношении. Из него, как и из греческого оригина-
ла и из корректного русского перевода, однозначно следует: в тексте 
два предложения, в одном говорится об обычаях афинян и «гостей 
столицы», в другом о речи ап. Павла в ареопаге перед какими-то 
афинянами, которые не именуются «всеми». Возможно, Т. Л. Вилкул 
испытала сложности со словосочетанием «ни въ чтоже ино праздьни 
бѣахоу», но тут можно было бы заглянуть в словарь (который дает 
отсылку как раз на это место Апостола) и узнать, что это перевод гре-
ческого εἰς οὐδὲν ἕτερον ηὐκαίρουν, где ηὐκαίρουν — impf. от глагола 
εὐκαιρέω (εἰς τι) — «иметь досуг, время (на ч.-л.)». 

 Но самое удивительное заключается не в этой путанице, а в том, 
что Т. Л. Вилкул в стремлении защитить свою априорную точку зре-
ния использует взаимоисключающие доводы и, более того, в зависи-
мости от необходимости, исходит из взаимоисключающих оснований. 
Поясню на этом же примере. В книге украинская исследовательница 
утверждает, что древнерусский читатель, знакомый со славянским 
Апостолом, заимствовал из него отождествление «всех афинян» и 
элиты-членов Ареопага, и даже сообщает, что состав Ареопага (на-
стоящего, древнегреческого) был «аристократический» и т.д. и т.п. 
(монография, с. 47, сноска). Этот тезис, естественно, основывается на 
предположении (несомненно, ложном) о том, что переводчик знал, 
что такое древнегреческий Ареопаг как политический институт. В от-
вете же она пишет: «Из текста … неясно, что в первой фразе речь идет 
о жителях Афин, а во второй — о собрании в Ареопаге. Тем более, 
что даже перевод последнего слова неверен — «Ариевъ ледъ». Первое 
замечание, как было показано, неверно, второе — вероятно, справед-
ливо,6 но, если древнерусский книжник думал, что Ареопаг — это не 
холм, а нечто ледяное или мороженое (буквально «Ариев ледъ» оз-
начает «Аресов мороз»), то почему он должен был знать, что это — 
«древний афинский суд», а Солон ввел туда бывших архонтов (сомни-

(5)  Р. КОВАЧЕВИЋ, Д. Е. СТЕФАНОВИЋ (прир.), Матичин Апостол (XIII век) 
(Београд, 1979) (Српска Академиjа наука и уметности. Зборник за исто-
риjу, jезик и књижевност српског народа. I одељење. Књига XXIX) 42. 

(6)  Причиной путаницы стала омонимия греческого πάγος (см. под-
робнее: А. А. АЛЕКСЕЕВ, Текстология славянской библии (Санкт-Петер-
бург, 1999), hĴ p://ksana-k.narod.ru/Book/alekseev/02/40.htm).
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тельный исторический комментарий оставляю на совести Т. Л. Вил-
кул)? Интерпретация славянского текста ошибочна, но даже в рамках 
этой, ошибочной интерпретации отсутствует всякая логика.
Чаще мы встречаемся в ответе украинской исследовательницы с 

какой-нибудь одной из проблем: либо непониманием текста, любо с 
отстутствием логики. Первое хорошо заметно в случае с житием Ав-
раамия Смоленского. Здесь не понят текст (правда, несколько более 
сложный, чем в случае с афинским эпизодом в «Деяниях»). «Полная 
цитата» (по Т. Л. Вилкул) такова: «Събраша же ся вси от мала и до 
велика весь градъ на нь: инии глаголють заточити и, а инии къ стѣнѣ 
ту пригвоздити и зажещи, а друзии потопити и, проведше въсквозе 
градъ. Всѣм же собравшимся на дворъ владычень, игуменомъ же и 
попомъ, и черньцемъ, княземъ и боляромъ, диакони и вси церьков-
ници, внегда послаша по блаженаго, уже всѣмъ собравшимся. Посла-
ныя же слугы, емше, яко злодѣа влачяху, овии ругахуся ему, инии же 
насмихаахуся ему и бесчиная словеса кыдающе, и весь градъ и по тор-
гу, и по улицамъ — вездѣ полна народа, и мужи же, глаголю, и жены, 
и дѣти, и бѣ позоръ тяжекъ видѣти». Комментарий (в ответе) такой: 
«из Жития Авраамия не следует, что к судившим святого словосоче-
тание «весь градъ» не применяется — «все» предварительно обсуждали и 
«все» собрались» (курсив мой. — П. Л.). Украинская исследовательница, 
очевидно, совершенно искренне не понимает, что второе (выделенное 
ей курсивом) «весь градъ» относится отнюдь не к судившим святого, 
а к городу Смоленску и всем его жителям, насмехавшимся над ним и 
кидавшим ему «бесчинные словеса». Судили его — «все», собравши-
еся на архиерейском дворе; этими «всеми» ниже оказываются клир и 
светская знать, «весь град» в связи с судом не упоминается. То обсто-
ятельство, что св. Авраамий сначала обратил «весь град», а потом тот 
же «весь град» насмехался над ним, не должно вызывать удивления: 
разве не та же ситуация описана в довольно известном памятнике 
церковной письменности I в. от РХ (Неделя Ваий и «распни Его!»)?
Второе (отсутствие логики) характерно, например, для полемики 

вокруг слова «прѣтити». Т. Л. Вилкул весьма убедительно доказыва-
ет, что Волга впадает в Каспийское море (наличие слова в говорах не 
означает его исключительно устного бытования). Но суть моего за-
мечания состояла совсем не в том, что слово «прѣтити» — не «книж-
ное» (кстати, не очень понятно, что украинская исследовательница 
имеет в виду под «книжным словом»), а в том, что оно не может быть 
«редким» и соответственно свидетельствовать о том, что понятие 
«гражанинъ/горожанинъ», рядом с которым оно встречается в одной 
летописной статье, принадлежит к «книжной топике» (монография, 
с. 51). Ссылка на словарь Макса Фасмера, в котором указывается, что 
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глагол «прѣтити» фиксируется не только в древнерусском, но и в дру-
гих славянских языках (болгарском, сербохорватском, словенском и 
даже нижнелужицком — не самом, надо сказать, книжном славян-
ском языке!),7 показывает, что украинская исследовательница, увлек-
шись спором, не заметила, как дезавуировала свою же собственную 
позицию. А факт проникновения слова в народные говоры полно-
стью снимает вопрос о его «редкости» и ясно свидетельствует о быто-
вании в устной речи.
Что касается штудий Т. Л. Вилкул в области классических языков, 

то они ничего, кроме чувства неловкости, вызвать не могут. Отрадно, 
что украинская исследовательница обратила внимание на словари, 
но, помимо них, существуют еще грамматики и учебники (послед-
нее, вероятно, было бы в данном случае даже полезнее). Ознакоми-
шись с ними, она поняла бы, например, то вполне элементарное об-
стоятельство, что греческое словосочетание ἐν τῷ βουλευτερίῳ — пре
длог+артикль+существительное в дательном падеже никак не может 
быть формой существительного βουλευτήριον, и демагогия про «по-
морфемный перевод» делу тут не поможет (в источнике, разумеется, 
перевод правильный: «въ вѣчи», «поморфемный» же — или «нова-
торский»? — перевод мы видим только в монографии Т. Л. Вилкул). 
Оказывается для того, чтобы узнать, что alter — это не «старший», а 
«другой (из двух)» (ср. слово «альтернатива»), нужно сверяться с ка-
кими-то русскими переводами (как же лучше перевести это слож-
нейшее слово, по-московски или по-петербургски?). Украинской ис-
следовательнице, очевидно, не приходит в голову, что этой «премуд-
ростью» овладевают уже на I курсе Исторического факультета МГУ. 

2. «Сѣдъ на Ракомѣ» или текстологическое «новаторство». То же 
отсутствие логики характерно и для текстологических представле-
ний украинской исследовательницы. С одной стороны, она в своем 
ответе заявляет, что «наличие вставок — материя дискуссионная», а 
книжники могли не только «наращивать» противоречия, но и «уст-
ранять» их. С другой, анализируя соотношение Лавр. и Ип., поче-
му-то забывает об этом и использует (правда, в основном неудачно) 
такие традиционные критерии, как «швы» и «противоречия». Это — 
классическая аргументация ad hoc (а по-русски, «куда повернул, туда 
и вышло»), позволяющая во всех случаях приходить к «нужным» 
выводам. Но это, как выясняется, отнюдь не нарративная страте-
гия, а следствие искренних убеждений автора. Вот что пишет сама 
Т. Л. Вилкул: «В целом, летописеведы делятся на тех, кто считает, что 

(7)  М. ФАСМЕР, Этимологический словарь русского языка, пер. с нем. и 
дополнения О. Н. Трубачева, т. 3 (Москва, 1987) 361.
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в поздних летописях сохранились фрагменты ранних сводов, и тех, 
кто полагает, что поздние сводчики могли «творить» историю при 
помощи комбинирования имевшихся в их распоряжении источни-
ков, и, так сказать, дописывать их. Оба «лагеря» имеют свои аргумен-
ты, я принадлежу ко второму». Я благодарен украинской исследова-
тельнице за то, что она столь четко прояснила свою позицию. Здесь 
любопытно все. И убежденность в том, что в летописеведении есть 
какие-то «лагеря» (ср. также забавное рассуждение Т. Л. Вилкул о 
«московской» и «петербургской» школах, она, по-видимому, не заме-
тила, что моя рецензия была опубликована именно в петербургском 
журнале8). И само представление о «ранних» и «поздних» летописях 

(8)  Сюда же нужно отнести и рассуждения о «конкуренции», «жгучем 
желании уничтожить», идеологических, политических и даже личных (!) 
разногласиях (мне искренне хотелось бы узнать, в чем они заключаются), 
каком-то «суверенитете читателя», которому кто-то что-то «навязывает», 
«подлоге» и т. п. Я рад также интересу украинской исследовательницы к 
моему собственному творчеству, но, раз уж она обратилась к коллектив-
ной монографии, соавтором которой я являюсь, в поисках упоминаний 
В. Л. Янина, П. П. Толочко и М. Б. Свердлова можно было бы заглянуть 
не только в краткое по необходимости введение к разделу, но и хотя бы в 
именной указатель. Особенно курьезно в рамках этого «отвлекающего ма-
невра» выглядит предположение о том, что идею о постоянном характере 
словосочетания «в вѣчи» я заимствовал у Ю. Гранберга. Во-первых, я эту 
идею отнюдь не разделяю и считаю ее ошибочной даже для XIV–XV вв., 
о чем украинская исследовательница может прочитать в моей рецензии 
на книгу Ю. Гранберга; см.: П. В. ЛУКИН, Терминологический анализ: плю-
сы и минусы (по поводу монографии Юнаса Гранберга о древнерусском 
вече), в: Средневековая Русь, вып. 8 (Москва, 2009). Во-вторых, никакого из-
менения моей позиции по этому вопросу никогда не было: и в тезисах, и в 
позднейшей статье о нелетописных упоминаниях веча ἐν τῷ βουλευτερίῳ 
переводится одинаково — единственно возможным образом. В-треть-
их, Т. Л. Вилкул не заметила, что в этом вопросе Ю. Гранберг ссылается 
именно на мои тезисы (это особенно пикантно, учитывая участие укра-
инской исследовательницы в переводе работы Ю. Гранберга на русский) 
(см.: Ю. ГРАНБЕРГ, Вече в древнерусских письменных источниках: функции 
и терминология, в: Древнейшие государства Восточной Европы. 2005 г. Поли-
тические институты Древней Руси (Москва, 2006) 162–163). Все это в общем 
понятные, вызванные эмоциями argumenta ad personam (хотя вообще-то 
за каждое из таких голословных обвинений следует отвечать), но лучше 
бы Т. Л. Вилкул меньше интересовалась противостоянием мифических 
«школ» и околонаучными дрязгами, и больше — древними и новыми 
языками, а также нормальной, а не «новаторской», критикой источников. 
А научная полемика, нравится это кому-то или нет, будет продолжаться.
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(что такое «ранние» и «поздние»? откуда известно, является ли лето-
пись «ранней» или «поздней»? Изначально может идти речь только о 
ранних или поздних списках, но тогда надо, скажем, рассказ о Любеч-
ской битве в НПЛ ст. однозначно предпочесть рассказу ПВЛ, сохра-
нившемуся в более поздних списках, чего Т. Л. Вилкул почему-то не 
делает. А если записанный в более позднее время текст может отра-
жать более раннюю редакцию — что вообще-то азбука текстуальной 
критики9 — то в чем же тогда разница между «лагерями»?). И идея 
о том, что ученый сначала, a priori выбирает себе позицию, а потом 
подыскивает аргументы для ее защиты (вероятно, так бывает, но по-
добная «наука» не представляет большого интереса). Разумеется, в 
науке (а не «науке») никаких «лагерей» не существует, а соотношение 
между текстами устанавливается в результате их непредвзятого ана-
лиза, а не с помощью агрессивной пропаганды априорных идей или 
абстрактных рассуждений о «ранних» и «поздних» текстах. 
Как работает методика Т. Л. Вилкул? Естественно, путем подгон-

ки под априорную концепцию. Так, она считает, что ПВЛ первична 
по отношению к НПЛ мл., а Киевский свод в составе Ип., наоборот, 
вторичен по сравнению с соответствующему тексту Лавр. Не вдаваясь 
в обсуждение сути дела (хотя, на мой взгляд, в обоих случаях украин-
ская исследовательница неправа), посмотрим, какие в обоих случаях 
используются аргументы. В качестве примера возьмем обсуждавши-
еся в рецензии и ответе на нее эпизоды.
Обсуждая конфликт варягов и новгородцев в 1015 г., Т. Л. Вилкул 

практически полностью игнорирует аргументы, свидетель ствующие 
в пользу большей древности рассказа НПЛ мл. Новгородское село 
называлось именно Ракомо или Ракома (кстати, Т. Л. Вилкул невер-
но цитирует НПЛ мл.: «сѣдъ на Ракомѣ» вместо «сущу» или «бяше» 
на Ракоме), что свидетельствуется, во-первых, данными письменных 
источников, во-вторых, данными лингвистики, согласно которым то-
поним Рáкомо (-а) произведен при помощи суффикса –ом- и восходит 
к прасл. *raka.10 Чтение ПВЛ «на Рокомъ» явно ошибочно (смена не 

(9)  См. замечание Б. Мецгера о том, что некоторые минускульные 
рукописи НЗ сохранили более ранню традицию, чем некоторые унци-
альные: Б. МЕЦГЕР, Текстология Нового Завета. Рукописная традиция, воз-
никновение искажений и реконструкция оригинала. Пер. с англ.: В. С. Куз-
нецов, Д. В. Дмитриев, О. Ю. Самарин, научн. ред. игум. Иннокентий 
(Павлов) (Москва, 1996) 204.

(10)  См.: В. Л. ВАСИЛЬЕВ, Из славянской топонимической архаики рус-
ского Северо-Запада («рифмованный сегмент» на –комо), в: Славяноведе-
ние (2009) № 2.
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просто буквы, а звука под ударением и падежа). Не исключено, как 
предполагал А. А. Шахматов, и то, что составитель ПВЛ вообще не по-
нял, что «Ракома» — топоним и поэтому изменил все предложение, в 
результате чего из топонима получилось наречие «нароком».11 Укра-
инской исследовательницей данные письменных источников отбра-
сываются на основании принципа «а почему бы и не…» (ни одного 
примера, где был бы зафиксирован топоним «Рокомъ», не приводит-
ся) лингвистические данные примитивизируются и фактически игно-
рируются. Численность войска Ярослава в ПВЛ (41 тысяча) абсолютно 
нереальна с фактической точки зрения. Если допускать уменьшение 
этой цифры в позднем тексте из большей в раннем, неясен мотив. 
В противоположном случае он очевиден: в начале XII в., когда сфор-
мировался культ свв. Бориса и Глеба, было понятно, что сторонников 
их главного «защитника» Ярослава должно быть много. Т. Л. Вилкул 
напрасно приписывает мне отрицание возможности уменьшения 
цифр в более поздних источниках.12 Важно то, что в приводимых 
ей примерах достоверными в принципе могут восприниматься обе 
цифры, или речь идет о произведениях, типа «Александрии», приме-
нительно к которым вопрос о достоверности вообще не стоит. Агио-
графия тут вообще не при чем: рассказ о Ярославе и новгородцах воз-
ник явно ранее письменной фиксации агиографической традиции о 
Борисе и Глебе, и во всяком случае не имеет к ней прямого отноше-
ния.13 Разумеется, и сакральная цифра 40000 (если ей придавать такое 
значение) могла появиться именно в агиографическом контексте (как 
и паримийные 36000 с явно недостоверными 3000 варягов).14 И, нако-

(11)  См.: И. И. СРЕЗНЕВСКИЙ, Материалы для Словаря древнерусского язы-
ка (Санкт-Петербург, 1895) Стб. 323; Словарь русского языка 11–17 вв., т. 10. 
218–219. Примечательно, что Т. Л. Вилкул в своем стремлении передавать 
все особенности текста почему-то не идет до логического конца и сохра-
няет пробелы между словами, а ведь, если дисквалифицировать НПЛ 
мл. как поздний источник и исходить только из ПВЛ, несуществующий 
топоним «Роком» взять просто неоткуда (см., например: Радзивиловская 
летопись (Санкт-Петербург, 1994) Л. 79 об.).

(12)  Ср.: П. В. ЛУКИН, События 1015 г. в Новгороде. К оценке достовер-
ности летописных сообщений, Отечественная история (2007) № 4, 13.

(13)  Только что это было убедительно обосновано С. М. Михеевым, 
см.: С. М. МИХЕЕВ, «Святополкъ сѣде в Киевѣ по отци». Усобица 1015–1019 
годов на Руси в древнерусских и скандинавских источниках (Москва, 2009) 
28–49.

(14)  Появление в более поздних летописях 30000 вместо 40000 (на-
пример, в Ермолинской или Типографской (ПСРЛ, т. 23, 18; т. 24, 47) объ-
ясняется, конечно, не сознательным сокращением, а тем, что соответству-
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нец, шедевр логики Т. Л. Вилкул. Она в своем ответе упоминает книгу 
известного библеиста Брюса Мецгера. Но почему-то не в этом пункте. 
А зря. Ведь там прямо назван принцип, согласно которому, чтение 
«вои славны тысяща» НПЛ мл. надо предпочитать «нарочитым му-
жам» ПВЛ: «Обычно предпочтение должно отдаваться более трудно-
му варианту чтения, особенно, когда поверхностное чувство ошибоч-
но и более глубокое рассмотрение его подтверждает правильность».15 
Причем вариант НПЛ мл. — не просто трудное чтение, а гапакс (это 
очевидным образом явствует из того, что ни одна летопись, отразив-
шая более ноздний Новгородско-Софийский свод, не сохранила его), 
и все не идущие к делу рассуждения Т. Л. Вилкул о «тысящах» и «слав-
ных» не могут отменить этого неприятного для нее факта.
В результате вся аргументация украинской исследовательницы в 

этом сюжете сводится к уже упомянутому незатейливому принци-
пу «а почему бы и не…». Ведь теоретически возможно, что новго-
родский летописец поменял всем понятных «нарочитых мужей» на 
«воев славных тысячу»? Имея перед глазами наречие, зменил его на 
подлинное название княжеской резиденции? Заменил «сакральные» 
40 тысяч достоверными 4-мя? Уточнил, что вече в Новгороде проис-
ходило на «поле», хотя в его время оно проходило исключительно в 
самом Новгороде?16 Наконец, разве теоретически не возможно пред-
ставить себе, что две одинаковых фразы в ПВЛ «и поиде Святополк», 
между которыми располагается прямая речь Ярослава, представля-
ет собой более раннее чтение по сравнению с НПЛ мл., где просто 
сказано: «И поиде на нь», а дублировка отсутствует?17 Теоретически 
все это возможно (в рамках той возможности, о которой писал Марк 

ющие славянские цифры очень легко спутать при чтении рукописного 
текста.

(15)  МЕЦГЕР, Текстология Нового Завета..., 204–205. См. такое рассмот-
рение в: ЛУКИН, События 1015 г…., 16–17.

(16)  Кстати, вероятнее всего, в ПВЛ слова «на поле» были сняты 
именно потому, что киевский летописец не понял, что такое «Ракомо», 
и заменил этот топоним на «нароком», очевидно, думая, что Ярослав не 
ушел за город, а пришел к себе на княжеский двор в городе, куда, как 
это «положено», и вызвал «нарочитых людей». В этом контексте «поле» 
было, конечно, совершенно не нужно. 

(17)  И это еще не все. В своей речи Ярослав говорит о возмездии Свя-
тополку за то, что тот «пролья кровь Борисову и Глѣбову», но откуда он 
узнал о гибели Глеба? Ведь, согласно ПВЛ, Предслава наисала ему, что 
«Святополкъ сѣдитъ ти Кыевѣ, оубивъ Бориса, а на Глѣба посла (курсив 
мой. — П. Л.)» (ПСРЛ, т. 1, стб. 140–141). В НПЛ мл. это противоречие 
отсутствует.
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Блок: «В абсолютном смысле слова отнюдь не “невозможно”, что 
“Дар Константина” подлинный, а “Германия” Тацита … подложна. 
В этом же смысле нет ничего “невозможного” и в предположении, 
что обезьяна, ударяя наугад по клавишам пишущей машинки, может 
случайно, буква за буквой воспроизвести “Дар” или “Германию”».18

Т. Л. Вилкул сетует, что я не уделил достаточного внимания ее «но-
ваторскому» сопоставлению Лавр. и Ип. Но все дело в том, что ни 
предпосылки, на которых оно основывается, ни, разумеется, его ре-
зультаты, мягко говоря, не убеждают. В рецензии уже говорилось, что 
сложный характер Киевского свода, наличие в нем «швов и противо-
речий», более поздних вставок, в т.ч. числе более поздних, чем текст, 
отразившийся в Лавр., факты давно известные, и с тем, что это так, 
никто спорить не собирается. Украинская исследовательница должна 
была бы показать, что очищенный от этих (в частности, черниговских 
и галицких) вставок текст Киевского свода в Ип. младше, чем соот-
ветствующий текст Лавр., в которой при этом отсутствуют противо-
речия, отмеченные ей в Ип. Между тем, дело обстоит совершенно 
иначе. Вот пример, приведенный ей в ответе: в Ип. вроде бы не совсем 
понятно, как Святослав Ростиславич сначала бьется за отца, а потом, 
оказывается, что он бежал вместе с Мстиславом Изяславичем (тут так 
и хочется, конечно, порассуждать о неприменимости при текстологи-
ческом анализе «здравого смысла» и о том, что «книжники, работав-
шие в период позднего средневековья и имевшие большой опыт ра-
боты с компиляциями, могли не только «наращивать», но и устранять 
противоречия, делая изложение более внятным и «рациональным»; 
почему НПЛ мл. могла «устранять противоречия» своего источника, 
а Лавр. нет?). Однако в Лавр., которой украинская исследовательница 
приписывает первоначальный характер, также негладко выходит со 
Святославом Ростиславичем, который появляется в ее повествовании, 
как deus ex machina, в самом конце известия. При этом складывается 
впечатление, как будто выше должно было говориться о его участии 
в битве: «А Мстиславъ и Святославъ Всеволодичь бѣжаста г Кыеву 
(Святослав Ростиславич не упомянут. — П. Л.), тогда же яша Всеволо-
дича Половци, а Мстиславъ оутече с Ростиславичем и с Святославом 
(кстати, Лавр. список дает основания понимать так, что последний 
Святослав — какой-то другой, а не Святослав Рости славич. — П. Л.)».19 
В общем, Мстислав побежал со Святославом Всеволодичем, а убежал 
со Святославом Ростиславичем, появившимся неизвестно откуда, ви-

(18)  М. БЛОК, Апология истории или Ремесло историка. Пер. с франц. 
Е. М. Лысенко (Москва, 1986) 76.

(19)  ПСРЛ, т. 1, стб. 343.
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димо, специально с целью побегать по Южной Руси (найти его как од-
ного из активных участников сражения можно, конечно, в Ип., но этот 
вариант не подходит Т. Л. Вилкул по идейным соображениям).20 

3. Поганые дружинники или «новаторский» исторический анализ. 
В этой области вновь поражают, с одной стороны, наивность, с дру-
гой, удивительная внутренняя противоречивость, с которыми провоз-
глашается «новаторский» подход. Всюду в своем ответе Т. Л. Вилкул 
требует точного воспроизведения текста и возмущается русскими 
переводами или расстановкой «современных» знаков препинания.21 
Здесь же оказывается, что без современной расстановки знаков никак 
не обойтись. И это совершенно верно, потому точная передача текста 
важна для издания, а при его интерпретации обязательны: а) коррек-
тное его истолкование (или возможные варианты его истолкования); 
б) перевод на современный язык (и не «приблизительный», вроде 
того, что она дает в случае с вечем в Галиче — которое неизвестно по-
чему надо считать не тем, чем оно называется в источнике, — а именно 
«абсолютно точный»). Т. Л. Вилкул только сэкономила бы место, если 
бы вместо загромождения своего ответа цитатами и копи-пэйстом 

(20)  Ср. также отмеченные А. Н. Насоновым дублировки в Лавр. (два 
сообщения о смерти Олега Святославича, два сообщения о мире между 
Ярополком Владимировичем и Всеволодом Ольговичем и т.д.), отсутс-
твующие в Ип. (А. Н. НАСОНОВ, История русского летописания XI – начала 
XVIII в. Очерки и исследования (Москва, 1969) 81–82).

(21)  Возмущается между тем она совершенно напрасно. Имея неко-
торое представление о Септуагинте и ее славянском переводе, я не стре-
мился загромождать рецензию избыточной информацией или демонс-
трировать свои познания в древних языках там, где этого не требовала 
необходимость, — тем более, когда речь шла о хрестоматийных библей-
ских сюжетах. В частности, рассказ об Авимелехе (Суд. 9), на каком язы-
ке его не читай, никак нельзя понять так, как предлагает в своей книге 
Т. Л. Вилкул («…в 1-й Книге Судей [sic!] одни и те же действия — избие -
ние 70 братьев Авимелеха — приписаны сначала самому Авимелеху, 
а ниже — “мужам сикхемским”, принявшим его на царство» (с. 48 мо-
нографии). В славянской Острожской библии говорится, что Авимелех 
«ная … мужевъ младыхъ и лѣпыхъ» (єрмнх. др. РАФАЇЛ (Р. Торконяк) (опр. 
та приг. до друку). Книга Iсуса Навина, Книга Суддiв и Книга Рути (зi серiї 
Острозька Бiблiя) (Львiв, 2003) 76). Где как не в Сихеме мог Авимелех на-
нять «младых мужей»? Жителей Сихема, поддержавших Авимелеха, а 
часть которых, очевидно, непосредственно принимала участие в избие-
нии сыновей Гедеона, и (вполне логично) обвиняет потом Иофам: «из-
бисте сынове его (Иеровоама. — П. Л.)» (там же, 77). Приведенные в отве-
те пространные цитаты только подкрепляют такое понимание.
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из собственной монографии, ограничилась в своем ответе исключи-
тельно вопросами интерпретации. Однако именно интерпретация, 
собственно исторический анализ — это самое слабое место в твор-
честве украинской исследовательницы (даже по сравнению с плохим 
знанием языков и текстологической путаницей). В этом смысле она 
целиком и полностью следует худшим традициям советской науки, 
позволявшим, как известно, «если надо», найти, скажем, рабовладель-
ческий строй у древних хеттов или феодализм в Византии. Именно 
таким способом обнаруживается и «дружина-вече».
Рассмотрим ее ответ в этом пункте22 подробнее. 
А) «во всех случаях в летописи описывается не «состав войска», а 

совещания. Говорится: «и тако оугадавше», «не оудоумаша», «поча-
ша доумати». Т. Л. Вилкул даже предполагает, что я скрыл то обсто-
ятельство, что речь идет совещаниях. То, что речь идет о совещаниях, 
отчасти верно, и никто с этим не спорит (более того, я даже написал 
об этом в разделе о древнерусских «воях», по техническим причи-
нам не вошедшем в упомянутую Т. Л. Вилкул коллективную моно-
графию). О совещаниях, действительно, говорится, но, разумеется, 
именно о военных советах, и совещались лица, представлявшие имен-
но части войска: «Вячьславъ же, и Изяславъ съ братомъ своим Рос-
тиславомъ, и съ Изяславомъ Давыдовичемъ, и съ Ярославомъ братом 
своимъ, и с Городеньским княземъ, и съ дроужиною своею, и с Кия-
ны, и с Черными Клобукы, и, тако оугадавше, поидоша по сеи странѣ 
Днѣпра по горѣ, а лодьѣ его по Днѣпроу же. Пришедше же и сташа 
на Витичевѣ оу Мирославьскаго села противу собѣ, и ту стоящимъ, 
бьяхуться, съѣздячеся в насадех, о бродъ». Таким образом, участни-
ки совещания, «угадавше», участвуют затем в битве за брод. Далее: 
«Вячьславъ же, и Изяславъ, и Ростиславъ съзвавше братью свою и по-
чаша доумати. Изяславъ же с братомъ своимъ Ростиславомъ всегда 
хотяшеть противу им биться. Дроужина же Вячеславля, и Изяславля, 
и Ростиславля, и всих князии оустягывахоуть от того, и Кияне, на-
ипаче же Чернии Клобоуци от того оустягоша, рекоуче: “Княже, не 
мочно ти поѣхати, зане ратнии наши вси на конехъ суть…”». Итак, 
совещались «ратнии», представлявшие войско. Что в этом «невыгод-
ного» для интерпретации дружины, «киян» и черных клобуков как 
отдельных частей войска, — загадка. Никакого противоречия тут нет, 
и пафос украинской исследовательницы неоправдан. Но затем в ле-
тописи уже непосредственно говорится о диспозиции: «…Вячеславъ, 
Изяславъ, не ходяща в городъ, стаста товары перед Золотыми воро-
ты оу Язины, а Изяславъ Давыдовичь ста межи Золотыми вороты и 

(22)  ПСРЛ, т. 2, стб. 424–428.
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межи Жидовьскими противу Бориславлю двору, а Ростиславъ съ сы-
номъ своимъ Романомъ ста передъ Жидовьскими вороты, и многое 
множество с ними [курсив мой, а Т. Л. Вилкул — повод поразмыслить, 
о том, кто это такие, если не киевляне, и не черные клобуки. — П. Л.], 
а Городеньскии Борисъ оу Лядьскихъ воротъ. Кияне же всими свои-
ми силами и на конѣхъ, и пѣши, и тако сташа, а промежи князи сѣмо 
сташа от Вячеслава, от Изяслава по правоу, оли до Изяслава и до Рос-
тислава, а от Ростислава оли и до Олговы могилы, а по лѣвоу Вячь-
слава и Изяслава, оли до Лядьскихъ воротъ, и тако сташа около всего 
города многое множество. И ото чина же и Володимеръ приде съ вси-
мы Черными Клобоукы и с вежами, и съ стады и скоты их и мно[го]е 
множество… И тако нарядъ створше в собѣ князи и дроужина, и Чер-
нии Клобоуци, и Кияне, и тако не оудоумаша ити противоу имъ пол-
комъ ити биться, но припоустяче ѣ к собѣ, тоу же ся бити с ними». 
Ясно, что войско состоит (и это отражено даже в его расстановке) из 
трех частей: княжеских дружин, киевлян (которые стоят отдельно 
от княжеских сил) и черных клобуков, которых привел Владимир.
Б) «Я расставляю современные знаки препинания следующим 

образом: «съ дроужиною своею: и с кияны, и с черными клобукы» 
(Ипат., стб. 424); «дроужина же оустягывахоуть... (и кияне, наипаче 
же чернии клобоуци)» (стб. 426); «дроужины своея: и киянъ, и чер-
ных клобоуковъ» (стб. 427); «кн҃зи и дроужина (и чернии клобоуци, 
и кияне)» (стб. 428). Основание для этого следующее. Речь идет о 
совещаниях, а в Киевском своде находим множество иных эпизо-
дов, где говорится о совещании князей с «дружиной», но состав при 
этом подробно не расписывается. Сопоставление известий позволя-
ет сделать вывод, что «дружина» — общее, включающее понятие». 
Выше уже было сказано, почему дружину в этих фрагментах нельзя 
отождествлять с киевлянами и черными клобуками: эти воинские 
формирования стояли в разных местах. Но здесь интереснее логи-
ка украинской исследовательницы: «Я расставляю современные знаки 
препинания следующим образом». Вот в этом-то вся и беда. Т. Л. Вил-
кул, как кажется, искренне не понимает, что она должна быть сама 
главным своим критиком и просто обязана (как уже говорилось в 
рецензии) расставить знаки препинания так, чтобы это было невы-
годно для ее «новаторской» концепции и, если при этом результат 
объясняет существующую совокупность фактов (а это в данном слу-
чае так), от «новаторства» нужно решительно отказаться, как бы это 
ни было обидно.23 То же самое относится и к «дружине-вечу» — она 

(23)  «Аргумент» о том, что, раз князья могли «любить», «кормить» 
и наделять городами не только дружинников, но и кочевников-федера-
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представляет собой типичную мнимую реальность, которая non est 
multiplicanda. Украинская исследовательница сама признает, что у нее 
имеется единственное свидетельство (все остальное — чистое wishful 
thinking). Вот текст, где дружина якобы то же, что и вече (цитирую 
по ответу Т. Л. Вилкул): «заоутра же собравъ избытокъ новгородець 
Ярославъ реч . о люба моя дружина юже вчера избихъ а нынѣ быша 
надобѣ . и оутре слезъ . и реч имъ на вѣчи». Как отмечает украинская 
исследовательница, «в основе интерпретации лежит следующий пе-
ревод: «о любимая моя дружина — та, которую я вчера посек», что 
предполагает наличие «всей дружины», аналогичное политической 
общности «новгородцев». Перевод — замечательный (благо, непра-
вильно перевести эту короткую фразу сложно), но неполный (пере-
ведено не все предложение, а несколько слов). К кому «имъ» обраща-
ется Ярослав на вече? К уже убитой «дружине» (в памяти сразу воз-
никает речь Арагорна к мертвецам во «Властелине колец»)? И откуда 
взялась какая-то «вся дружина», о которой ровном счетом ничего не 
сказано? «Любимую дружину» Ярослав посек, а в настоящее время 
обращается на вече к другим новгородцам. Вот все, что нам известно. 
Рассуждения же о какой-то «политической общности» — не более, 
чем домыслы. Так что нет ничего: дружину под 1015 г. никак нельзя 
отождествить с вечем, а во всех остальных известиях о совещаниях 
(вроде владимирского съезда 1174 г.) вече, во-первых, вообще не упо-

тов, значит, последние тоже были дружинниками, не заслуживает даже 
обсуждения. Вообще, украинская исследовательница не понимает по-
следствий своего волюнтаризма. Вот такое, например, перечисление есть 
в известии о том, как после разрешения конфликтов между князьями 
Мстислав Изяславич вокняжился в Киеве. Когда он, наконец, «въ Киевъ 
вниде», «ту выидоша Кияне вси, и /въ/зма рядъ със /sic! — П. Л./ братьею, и 
с дружиною, и с Кияны въ тъ дьнь». Я (допустим) расставляю знаки так: «с 
братьею: и с дружиною, и с Кияны». (ПСРЛ, т. 2, стб. 534). Получаем, что 
дружина и киевляне — это «братья» Мстислава, т.е. князья. Таких приме-
ров, и еще более курьезных, можно привести сотни. То же относится и к 
доводу о том, что, раз в летописях есть упоминания о совещаниях князя 
с дружиной, во всех остальных совещаниях, где упоминается дружина, 
она должна считаться «общим, включающим понятием». По этой логике 
надо считать, что, если по поводу восстановления смертной казни Влади-
мир Св. совещался с епископами (ПСРЛ, т. 1, стб. 126–127), то в предло-
жении Святополка Изяславича и Владимира Мономаха Олегу «Горисла-
вичу» (1096 г.) прийти в Киев и «положить поряд» «пред епископы и пре 
игумены и пред мужи отець нашихъ и пре людми градьскыми» (ПСРЛ, 
т. 1, стб. 229–230) игумены, мужи и люди градские входят в «общее, вклю-
чающее понятие» «епископы». А почему нет? Неужели эта трактовка не 
походит Т. Л. Вилкул, потому что противоречит «здравому смыслу»?



510 Scrinium V (2009). Symbola Caelestis

минается24, во-вторых, их можно (а значит, для Т. Л. Вилкул нужно, 
потому что onus probandi лежит на ней, а не на ее критиках) тракто-
вать не как вече, а как, например, советы с участием исключительно 
знати. Это существенный методический вопрос, и размышление над 
ним может быть очень полезно для украинской исследовательницы. 
Упрощая, можно сказать, что заслуживающая внимания часть на-
учной гипотезы — это то, что остается от нее, если исключить все, 
что можно объяснить без нее. В случае гипотез «дружина-поганые» и 
«дружина-вече» можно исключить все, и они тем самым отсекаются 
«бритвой Оккама»: имеющуюся совокупность фактов можно, а зна-
чит нужно, объяснять в рамках традиционной интерпретации.
Хотелось бы подчеркнуть: я вполне разделяю (зафиксированное 

даже в словарях) мнение о том, что у слова «дружина» было как ши-
рокое (все войско или все приближенные князя), так и узкое (собс-
твенно дружинники) значение.25 Но и этот тезис украинская исследо-
вательница не может ни доказать, ни даже правильно сформулиро-
вать. И, конечно, фантастическую «дружину-вече» следует отправить 
туда, где уже давно обитают различные бестелесные тени, вроде зем-
ского боярства или полянских феодалов-землевладельцев. 

Заканчивая, мне хотелось бы сказать, почему я считаю ответ 
Т. Л. Вилкул, несмотря на то, что собственно ответом считать его не 
приходится, все-таки позитивным явлением. Во-первых, он показы-
вает, что украинская исследовательница готова обсуждать дискусси-
онные вопросы и, следовательно, общенаучное поле есть шансы со-
хранить. Я, разумеется, не питаю наивных надежд на то, что после 
моей критики агнцы возлягут со львами, и мечи будут перекованы 
на орала, но некоторые оговорки в последних работах украинской 

(24)  Т. Л. Вилкул уже не первый раз приписывает мне точку зрения 
о том, что в контексте веча нужно рассматривать только прямые упоми-
нания (ср., например: П. В. ЛУКИН, Вече, «племенные» собрания и «люди 
градские» в начальном русском летописании, в: Средневековая Русь, вып. 4 
(Москва, 2004) 71; ОН ЖЕ, К вопросу о так называемом совете в домонголь-
ской Руси, в: Древнейшие государства Восточной Европы. 2003 г. Мнимые 
реальности в античных и средневековых текстах (Москва, 2005) 141–142). 
Суть дела не в прямых или косвенных упоминаниях, а в том, является 
ли предположение о вече применительно к тому или иному совещанию 
единственно возможным или хотя бы наиболее убедительным. 

(25)  См.: П. В. ЛУКИН, Вече: социальный состав, в: А. А. ГОРСКИЙ, 
В. А. КУЧКИН, П. В. ЛУКИН, П. С. СТЕФАНОВИЧ (ред.), Древняя Русь: очерки по-
литического и социального строя (Москва, 2008) 70 (со ссылкой на литера-
туру). Прекрасно известно и самое общее значение слова «дружина» — 
«сообщники», «спутники». Ломиться в открытую дверь тут не надо. 
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исследовательницы позволяют осторожно надеяться на определен-
ную корректировку ее позиций, в чем нельзя не усмотреть и опосре-
дованного влияния критики. Все-таки от предположений о том, что 
Владимир Мономах измыслил собственного брата Ростислава и идеи 
о том, что упоминание юного слуги при Андрее Боголюбском могло 
восприниматься на Руси как намек на гомосексуальные наклонности 
убиенного князя26 до куда более осторожной интерпретации гипоте-
тических «микрозаимствований» в последних работах Т. Л. Вилкул ле-
жит довольно большая дистанция27 (правда, «косметический ремонт» 
в виде отказа от наиболее экстремистских трактовок и смягчения 
риторики здесь не поможет, требуется принципиальный пересмотр 
в корне неверных методических установок). Во-вторых (и это самое 
главное), как мне теперь представляется, ее «новаторство» связано не 
столько с попыткой постмодернистского (à la post-soviétique, разумеет-
ся) обессмысливания исторических исследований или стремлением 
к дешевым сенсациям, сколько с искренним непониманием научной 
(и обычной) логики, слабым знакомством с некоторыми специаль-
ными предметами, неблестящей языковой подготовкой. Но все это 
дело поправимое. При желании те полезные наблюдения, которые 
есть в других ее работах (да даже и в этой в целом крайне неудачной 
монографии), можно развить в нечто вполне интересное. И в рамках 
этого пути я готов ко всякому сотрудничеству и, пусть к острой, но 
конструктивной научной дискуссии. 

(26)  Это, увы, не анекдот; см.: Т. ВИЛКУЛ, Полезный утопленник, в: Ро-
дина (1999) № 4; ОНА ЖЕ, Агиографический фильтр (о летописных извес-
тиях 1174/75 года, в: Восточная Европа в древности и средневековье. Мнимые 
реальности в античной и средневековой историографии. XIV чтения памяти 
чл.-корр. АН СССР В. Т. Пашуто. Москва, 17–19 апреля 2002 г. Материалы 
конференции (Москва, 2002) 38. 

(27)  См.: Т. ВИЛКУЛ, «Капища» из Корсуня князя Владимира, в: Ruthe-
nica 6 (2007). Я не обсуждаю здесь саму — в высшей степени спорную — 
концепцию о «микрозаимствованиях».
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