Defending the True Faith
in the Twilight of the Empire

The Palaeologian Synodicon for the Sunday
of Orthodoxy in Its Slavic Translation



Supplementa

Etudes byzantines et post-byzantines

VOLUME 2

Editor

Andrei Timotin




Académie Roumaine
Institut d’Etudes Sud-Est Européennes
Société Roumaine d’Etudes Byzantines

Defending the True Faith
in the Twilight of the Empire

The Palaecologian Synodicon for the Sunday
of Orthodoxy in Its Slavic Translation

Ivan Biliarsky

with an Annexe by Antonio Rigo

The Tome of Condemnation of The Holy Mountain (Beginning of 1345)

@RLO
Verlag UG

Heidelberg
2021



Die Deutsche Nationalbibliothek verzeichnet diese Publikation in der
Deutschen Nationalbibliografie

Erste Auflage 2021
Supplementa Etudes byzantines et post-byzantines, Band 2

Defending the True Faith in the Twilight of the Empire. The Palaeologian
Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy in Its Slavic Translation

© Die englische Ausgabe Herlo Verlag UG Heidelberg
Herausgeber: © Société roumaine d’études byzantines

Autor: © Ivan Biliarsky

Herstellung, Design und DTP: Adela Roxana Ristea, Marius Ristea
Verlagsgruppe, Druck: Dar Publishing Bukarest

Vertrieb: office@dardevelopment.ro

Alle Rechte vorbehalten.

Kein Teil des Werks darf ohne Genehmigung des Verlags reproduziert,
vervielfiltigt oder verbreitet werden.

ISBN 978-3-948670-05-4

This book has been written under the research project financed by the National
Science Centre (Poland). Decision number: DEC-2016/22/M/HS3/00212.



To

Nikola Christophorovi¢ Palauzov

Spyridon Nikolaevi¢ Palauzov

Marin Stoyanov Drinov

Mikhail Georgievi¢ Popruzenko

Jean Gouillard

Ivan Angelov Bozilov

Masters and Didaskaloi, who studied and edited the Synodicon for the Sunday
of the Triumph of Orthodoxy and passed away with our Lord Jesus Christ:

To them eternal memory! Trice!






CONTENTS

Introduction. . . ... 9

CHAPTER I History of research on the Synodicon for the Sunday
of Orthodoxy in various countries . . . .. ..........c.c.ueneunon... 15

CHAPTER II The manuscripts and the textual convoy
ofthe Synodicon .. ....... ... . i 33

CHAPTER III Contents and text of the Synodicon for the Sunday of
Orthodoxy based on the manuscript in the Library of the Romanian

Academy in Bucharest (BAR Ms.sl.307) ...................... 61

Section [ Contents of the Synodicon based on the manuscript

in the Library of the Romanian Academy in Bucharest. . ........... 61

Section II Text of the Synodicon according to the copy in the collection

of the Library of the Romanian Academy (BAR, Ms. sl. 307) . ...... 69
CHAPTER IV Contents and text of the Synodicon for the Sunday

of Orthodoxy based on the Drinov manuscript (NBKM 432)....... 103

Section I Contents of the Synodicon based

on the Drinov manuscript .. ............utvrvrernrenenenn.. 103

Section II Text of the Synodicon based

on the Drinov copy NBKM 432) .. ... . ... ... ... .. .. ..... 110
CHAPTER V Commemorations of the upholders of Orthodoxy

mBandDRIN. ... ... .. 137

Section I The emperors . ............c ... 137

Section Il The Byzantine empresses ... ..............oouenn... 144

Section III The Patriarchs .. ........... ... .. ... .. ... ... ..... 149

Section IV Metropolitans and other Church dignitaries ........... 156

Section V Commemorations of rulers, ecclesiastic dignitaries and secular

dignitaries related to Bulgaria, in the Drinov manuscript . . ... .. ... 163
CHAPTER VI Heresies and Heretics . .. ......................... 171

Section I Condemnations and anathemata borrowed

from the Byzantine original of the Synodicon. .................. 171

Section II The Council of Tarnovo of 11 February 1211 AD ... .... 179



Section III Anathemata against Bogomils and anathemata

from the letter of Patriarch Cosmas. ... ........... ... .. ... .... 184
Section IV The Athonite General Assembly of 1345 and the conviction
of the group of Irene Porené . ... ........ ... ... ... ... ....... 187

CHAPTER VII The Bucharest and Drinov manuscripts in the context of
the history of the Synodicon. Their affiliation to the variants and their

INEETCONNEXIONS. .+« v v vt ettt ettt et e et 201
CONCLUSION. . ..o e e e e 223
ABBREVIATIONS. . ..o e 227
BIBLIOGRAPHY . . ..o e 228
ANNEXE

Antonio Rigo, The Tome of condemnation of the Holy Mountain
(beginning of 1345) . .. ... 241



INTRODUCTION

The present book is dedicated to the study of the Synodicon for the Sunday
of Orthodoxy and to the publication of the texts from two known manuscripts
of a specific version of it, formed during the époque of the Palaeologian
dynasty, the period of the crepuscule of the Empire. The initial text of the
Synodicon was created in 843 AD at the triumph of Orthodoxy and the
restauration of the veneration of the images after the definitive termination of
the iconoclastic controversy. It marked the beginning of what Paul Lemerle
called ‘the First Byzantine Humanism’': an age of cultural, political, social
and economic prosperity in Byzantium. The Synodicon is a complex literary
work that was continuously modified by additions and adaptations to new
challenges throughout the history of'its transmission. Its aim was to anathemise
heresies and heretics and to glorify Orthodoxy and Orthodox people. This
purpose ensured its nature as a living text: additions were made on the
occasions of different synods which reflected dogmatic as well as disciplinary
decisions. This process continued from the 9" century until the time of the
gloaming of the Empire on the eve of the Ottoman conquest. Jean Gouillard
systematised this complicated reality of the living text by recognising three
versions of the Synodicon in the course of its Byzantine transmission history.
He assigned names to them related to the ruling dynasties of the different
periods: Macedonian, Comnenian and Palaeologian. Each of these versions of
the Greek Synodicon represents the dogmatic disputes during the respective
époque. The development of the text led to the creation of local versions and to
translations in other Orthodox countries: Georgia, Bulgaria, Serbia, countries
of the Eastern Slavs. These versions will be further introduced in the next
chapter, and the remainder of the book focusses on the South Slavic tradition.

Up to several years ago, the scholarly consensus was that all the witnesses
to the translation of the Synodicon among the Southern Slavs appertain to
the Comnenian variant. This view was radically changed after the publication

'P. Lemerle, Le premier humanisme byzantin: notes et remarques sur l’enseignement et la
culture a Byzance des origines au X° siecle, Paris, 1971.
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of an almost unknown and never published manuscript from the Library of
the Romanian Academy in Bucharest (BAR, Ms. sl. 307)%. The present book
continues the research commenced in that publication. Both books deal with
the manuscript text of the South Slavic translation of the Palaeologian version
of the Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy. The older book did not contain
the text from the two manuscripts which are the focus of the current study.
Only after the text of the Synodicon from the collection in the Library of the
Romanian Academy in Bucharest had been studied and published it became
possible to ascertain that the so-called Drinov text of the Synodicon belongs
to this version. The Bucharest manuscript obviously pertains to the Byzantine
14™ century, with its disputes about the Tabor Light, and reflects the clash
between Hesychasts/Palamites and their opponents. Considering the profound
similarities of the text in the Bucharest and Drinov manuscripts led to the
conclusion that the Drinov manuscript, where the specifically Palaeologian
passages are absent due to missing folia, also can be classified as belonging
to the Palaeologian version. These findings certainly open new perspectives
for the study of the text of the work, which is exceptionally important and
complex in structure, and could be classed as liturgical but also as dogmatic
and canonic literature.

The present book was created in the framework of a joined Polish-Bulgarian
project focused on the study of heresies in Eastern Christianity. Undoubtedly,
the Synodicon is one of the most important books of Byzantine literature on
religious deviations, and is likewise important for the upholding of Orthodoxy.
Although there are many theological and polemical treatises against heretics,
only the Synodicon has the characteristics of an official act. It is important to
stress its liturgical use: it was created to be read on the day of the feast of the
Triumph of Orthodoxy from the pulpit of Saint Sophia cathedral; a practice
normally reserved for the readings from the Holy Scripture. Regardless of all
local variants within the text, it reflected the Church’s official conciliar stance
on various theological controversies. It was directly related to conciliar and
synodic dogmatic decisions, and was meant for public reading in churches on
official feasts that were part of the movable Lent cycle established by canonical
decision after the victory of Orthodoxy over the Iconoclasts in 843. This could
have been accomplished only through a public act of the ruling authority.

2 Y. bussipek, ITaneonozosusm Cunodux 6 crassmcku npesoo, Copus, 2013.
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Without trying to make generalisations or draw definitive conclusions, I
would like to raise the question here as to why this text was created precisely
at this time, at the end of the Iconoclast crisis. This question will be addressed
in more detail throughout this book. A related query is: why did some heresies
continue to be mentioned in the controversy literature of Eastern Christianity,
unlike others, which seem to have been no less significant? Examples of such
long-lived heresies are Arianism, Iconoclasm, and, later on and somewhat
locally, dualist heresies. This persistent attitude is combined with standard
accusations against heretics who not only deviate in their views on the Trinity,
on the Lord Jesus Christ or on the world as such, but also practiced different type
of rituals, perceived as extremely disgusting and revolting for society at that
time. I believe the controversy literature focused on Arianism and Iconoclasm
due to the character of these two heresies and the values (theological, social,
political, etc.) they embedded. It can be observed that for the Byzantines heresy
is a manifestation of the Evil One. To the Orthodox polemicist authors all of
them are basically the same: obstacles on the way to Salvation. Arianism and
Iconoclasm may have acquired a symbolic meaning. They represent the first
and the last of the major dogmatic deviations. The first and the last ecumenical
councils, both in Nicaea, were convened to condemn them. Their elimination
is a creation and recreation of what is called Orthodoxy. The end of Iconoclasm
is not “restauration” but mostly “triumph” and “instauration” of Orthodoxy.
Orthodoxy has been defined and shaped in response to the challenges posed by
heresies and deviations. This is the context in which the text of the Synodicon
was created. It serves to systematise, arrange and enhance the accessibility
of knowledge about these deviations and their condemnation — especially
considering the fact that the text was meant to be read in church during one of
the high periods of the year — Lent. Thus, the importance of the Synodicon for
the Sunday of Orthodoxy is defeating not only iconoclasm but all deviations
from the true faith. This is confirmed by subsequent additions made to the text
throughout its reception history.

It can be observed that interest in the Synodicon for the Sunday of
Orthodoxy, and its history, has been growing. This interest is noticeable with
regard to its Slavic translation and to the Greek original. I dare hope that at
least part of interest related to the fate of the Synodicon in Bulgaria and in
Wallachia and Moldavia was raised by our book, written jointly with Ivan
Bozilov and Anna-Maria Totomanova and entitled (not very correctly) Borils
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Synodicon, which appeared in 2010.> This publication was achieved — as are
most things — after a period of time in which the idea matured, was shared,
was thought out more concretely, and was finally realised. The publication of
this noteworthy text had its direct and indirect effects. Among the former we
may list a series of articles by Anna-Maria Totomanova, which, of course, will
be mentioned in the present book, articles by Marianna Tsibranska and Ivan
Biliarsky, as well as the extensive study and forthcoming book by Radu G. Paun
and Ivan Biliarsky about the Romanian Synodicon*. Among the direct results
of the book in question, we may also count the comprehensive lexicological
study of the text in the dictionary-index prepared by Anna-Maria Totomanova
and Ivan Hristov®, as well as my edition and study of the text of the Synodicon
preserved in the Library of the Romanian Academy in Bucharest mentioned at
the very beginning of this introduction.

Why did I mention that the title of Boril’s Synodicon is not particularly
correct? The problem is not related to the terminology but to the essence.
However, I would like to say beforehand that this does not diminish the value of
our collective book: its merit lies in identifying that the various copies pertain
to one or another of the three versions of the Synodicon: the Macedonian, the
Comnenian and the Palaeologian. It is evident that the text which is a result
of the decisions of the council convened by Tsar Boril in 1211 precedes the
time of the Palaeologian dynasty and cannot be classified under the version
that bears their name. This is in fact the so-called Palauzov manuscript, which
features prominently in this book. After the publication of the Bucharest
manuscript, which follows the Palacologian version, it became clear (based
on analogy with that manuscript) that the Drinov manuscript also pertained to
the Palaeologian variant. For this reason, the text of the manuscript which was
first brought to light by Marin Drinov, and has been named after him, cannot be
called “Boril’s Synodicon”. That term should be reserved for the manuscript
named after Spyridon Palauzov. In light of these recent clarifications, the title

3 UB. Boxuios, A. ToromanoBa, UB. Bussipcku, bopunog cunooux. Hzdanue u npesod, Codus,
2010 (2" ed. 2012).

4R. G. Paun, Iv. Biliarsky, “ La version roumaine du Synodikon de 1’Orthodoxie (Buzau, 1700)
et les combats pour la « Juste foi » a la fin du XVlle siécle ”, Cahiers du Monde russe, 58/3,
Juillet-septembre 2017, p. 395-434; R. G. Paun, Iv. Biliarsky, Du combat pour la « juste foi
» au péché politique. Pour une histoire du Synodikon de |’Orthodoxie, Vienna, forthcoming.

5 A. ToromanoBa, W. XpuctoB, Peunux-unoexc Ha crosogopmume 6 Bopunosus CuroOuK,
Codus, 2015.
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and editorial strategies of the edition of 2010 might be considered less than
satisfactory. Nevertheless, its importance is unquestionable and I believe it
has fulfilled its mission: to incite interest and to solve a problem.

The aim of this book is to examine and publish the text of two South Slavic
manuscripts of the Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy — the one from
Bucharest (BAR, Ms. sl. 307) and Drinov’s (NBKM, 432). These two versions
form the focus of the book, as the two manuscript witnesses to variant P in
Slavic translation. Other Slavic witnesses to the Synodicon, such as the Russian
manuscripts, the printed Synodicon in the Kiev, Lemberg/Lvov and Moscow
editions, and the Palauzov manuscript, (which belongs to variant C, despite
the later additions) feature throughout the book as comparative material, but
are left outside of the detailed study, and their texts are not published here.

This is what the present book deals with. I can only hope it will produce
the kind of interest and effects that the 2010 volume did. I dedicate it to
the memory of my master Ivan Bozilov, one of the three co-authors of that
publication, and to all who have laboured over the text of the Synodicon for
the Sunday of Orthodoxy.






CHAPTER I

HISTORY OF RESEARCH ON THE SYNODICON FOR THE SUNDAY
OF ORTHODOXY IN VARIOUS COUNTRIES

1. Theological debates, heresiology, condemnation of dogmatic de-
viations, and the Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy

The period of the iconoclast crisis represents a critical time in the history of
the Eastern Roman Empire. During this period the Empire gave up on some of
the dreams it had inherited from Antiquity. Without losing the universalism of
Ancient Rome, now grounded on Christianity, it became much more unified,
acquired distinctness and a common faith. This was not only because it had
abandoned its claims to Western Europe and the idea of dominating the entire
Mediterranean area, but also due to the loss of the East, fallen under the power
of advancing Islam. The battle with Persia and the Avar Khaganate, although
resulting in a glorious victory', vividly demonstrated the fragility of the situation
in the Eastern provinces. Soon after, the Arabs invaded, and those lands were
forever lost to Constantinople®. Persia ceased to exist as such, and the Holy
Land, Egypt, and North Africa collapsed under Muslim domination. At this time,
the Empire was able to survive the battle with Islam. New forms of Christian
identity were constructed, based on the idea of the New Chosen People, the New
Israel. This was closely connected with the Holy War against the infidels, which

"On that story see the recently appeared monograph: M. Hurbani¢, The Avar Siege of
Constantinople in 626. History and Legend, Palgrave, 2019.

2 H. Ahrweiler, “L’ Asie mineure et les invasions arabes”, Revue historique, 1962, p. 1-32; M.
Brett, “The Arab conquest and the rise of Islam”, in The Cambridge History of Africa, vol. 11,
Cambridge 1978, p. 490-55; J. F. Haldon, and H. Kennedy, ‘The Arab-Byzantine frontier in
the eighth and ninth centuries: military organisation and society in the borderlands’, Zbornik
radova Vizantoloskog instituta, XI1X, 1980, p. 79-116; J. F. Haldon, Byzantium in the Seventh
Century. Transformation of a Culture, Cambridge, 1990, p. 57 sq.; J. Howard-Johnston,
Witnesses to a World Crisis. Historians and Histories of the Middle East in the Seventh
Century, Oxford, 2010; M. Jankowiak, “The first Arab siege of Constantinople”, Constructing
the Seventh Century (= Travaux et mémoires, 17), Paris, 2013, p. 237-320; M. Hurbani¢, The
Avar Siege of Constantinople in 626. History and Legend, Palgrave, 2019.
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was God’s battle for the Salvation of the World in continuation of Israel’s battle
with the Philistines, and David’s fight with their champion Goliath. Within
this religious context, Byzantium pursued its Recongquista, aimed mainly at
the Balkans, Southern Italy and Anatolia. This is the time of the creation of a
political-cultural space that, centuries later, historians would call “Byzantium”,
but whose inhabitants considered themselves genuine Romans.

This delicate situation inevitably created tension in Byzantine society,
which gradually integrated the barbarians living within its vast territories. The
Byzantine empire dealt successfully with the most intense attacks of hostile
foreign powers, but it struggled when it faced a severe internal controversy.
The idea that the Byzantine Romans were the New Israel resulted in an
attempt to introduce certain Old Testament practices that were not only in
conflict with established Christian traditions but also challenged essential
theological beliefs of Christianity’. Among such innovations was the rejection
of the cult of images — especially the depiction of the Lord Jesus Christ. The
double nature of the Saviour and the sensory perception of the Divine essence
raise some very delicate issues. Those promoting innovations based on the
Old Testament gradually came to doubt images, which led eventually to their
complete rejection. They justified this based on analogy with the destruction
of'idols by the prophet Moses and the Law’s prohibition of images. This is the
origin of a purely theological heresy, designated as “iconoclasm”. Worshippers
of icons opposed the heresy not so much out of an affection for images
grounded in esthetical or cult-related considerations, but mainly based on the
belief that their rejection would question the Incarnation, the Sacrifice and the
Redemption. The rejection of images touched the foundations of Christianity
and was therefore not acceptable or tolerable.

After Emperor Leo III (717-741) came to power, and especially at the time of
his son Constantine V (741-775), known as Copronymus, the Iconoclast doctrine
acquired a political component and degenerated into a bloody persecution of
icon worshippers, especially iconodule clergy. After dealing successfully with
its foreign enemies, the Empire struggled to overcome its challengers within
this internal conflict, which brought it to the brink of cultural and religious
collapse. The crisis continued for more than a century, with one important, but

3 This topic was elaborated by Paul Magdalino in the introduction to a collection of studies
dealing with the influence of the Old Testament in Byzantium: see P. Magdalino, R. Nelson,
“Introduction”, The Old Testament in Byzantium, ed. P. Magdalino, R. Nelson, Washington,
D. C., 2010, p. 1-38.
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temporary, interruption. The final vanquishment of the iconoclast heresy in 843
not only made Byzantine society more firmly consolidated around Orthodoxy
on the basis of more clearly defined religious principles, but also ushered in a
remarkable cultural growth, designated by Paul Lemerle as “the first Byzantine
humanism™. This was accompanied by political consolidation and the beginning
of Constantinople’s influence over Europe, a start that was also the first step
toward the emergence of the cultural and historical phenomenon that Dimitri
Obolensky, nearly half a century ago, called the “Byzantine Commonwealth”
and Ivan Bozilov more recently designated as the “Monde Byzantin™,

The overcoming of iconoclasm was first achieved at the special ecumenical
council convened in Nicaea in 787. This Seventh Ecumenical Council was
also the last. Based on its location in that emblematic city, it is designated as
the Second Nicaean Council. The council’s rejection, albeit at first temporary,
of iconoclasm was the work of Emperor Constantine VI and especially of his
mother, Empress Irene. This temporary victory of Orthodoxy was followed by
a second iconoclastic period during the first decades of the 9 century. On the
occasion of the final triumph of Orthodoxy, a special holiday in honour of this
event was established on the first Sunday of Lent; it was designated as Sunday
of Orthodoxy, or Orthodox Sunday. That day commemorates the triumph not
only over iconoclasm but over heresies in general. Iconoclasm was perceived as
the arch-heresy, because it concerned not only Christology and the perception
of Holy Scripture in its two parts — Old and New Testament — but the cult in
general, the social position of the Church, and its relations with the state. The
creation of the initial version of the text that is the topic of the present book —
the Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy, was an outcome of the triumph

*P. Lemerle, Le premier humanism byzantin.

5D. Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth. Eastern Europe 500-1453, London, 1971;
WB. boxunos, Busanmutickuam ceam / Le monde byzantin, Sofia, 2008. I shall not deal here
with the discussion on the expression ‘“Byzantine Commonwealth” used and introduced
by Dimitri Obolensky. A bibliography and remarks can be found in several recent studies:
Chr. Raffensperger, “Revisiting the idea of the Byzantine Commonwealth”, Byzantinische
Forschungen 28, 2004, 159-74; A. Cameron, The Byzantines, Blackwell Publishing, 2006;
A. Cameron, “Byzantium and the Limits of Orthodoxy”, Proceedings of the British Academy,
154, 2007, p. 129-152; J. Shepard, “The Byzantine Commonwealth, 1000-1550”, in: The
Cambridge History of Christianity, vol. 5: Eastern Christianity, ed. M. Angold, Cambridge,
2008, p. 3-52. As far as this book presents a study on a text that united the Orthodox community
(more specifically, the Eastern Christian Chalcedonian community) throughout the centuries, |
shall not enter the discussion but I cannot avoid to stress that all the countries belonging to the
Orthodox tradition shared a common culture under the influence of Constantinople.



18 CHAPTER I

of Orthodoxy in 843. It was intended to be read aloud in churches so that the
bloody but purifying crisis in Byzantine society might never be forgotten.

The context of the appearance of the work testifies to its importance for
the Empire and the entire Orthodox world. For this reason, it continued to be
complemented in response to various theological controversies throughout the
centuries until the Ottoman conquest. The condemnation of certain beliefs,
the praise of others, the commemorations of, and anathemata against, various
individuals, occurred gradually over the course of centuries. In the history of
its transmission three periods can be distinguished each of which relates to
one of the three basic versions of the Synodicon. Jean Gouillard, the editor
of the editio princeps of the Greek text attributed the following names to each
of them, based on the names of the respective ruling dynasties: Macedonian
(M), Comnenian (C) and Palaeologian (P). The work, which is at the same
time doctrinal, liturgical and canonical, continued to evolve as it was further
enriched in response to new theological and religious disputes. These disputes
touched the innermost values of Byzantine culture.

The Synodicon did not remain enclosed in the Empire but was disseminated
throughout all the Orthodox countries in the Balkans, among the Eastern Slavs
and in the Caucasus. The oldest translation of the text is the Georgian Synodicon.
Most probably, the first Slavic country it reached was Bulgaria, where it was
introduced at the Council of Tarnovo in 1211. After this it migrated further to
the Serbs and to the Eastern Slavs. The work later appeared in the Romanian
lands. Printed editions exist in Greek, Slavic, and Romanian from the 16"-18®"
centuries. These are liturgical books where the text of the Synodicon is printed
within the Triodion. The work thus enjoyed a wide dissemination. The attitude
to the text varied in the different countries that received it. This led to different
treatments of the text in the Slavic countries and Wallachia and Moldavia. While
the translations in Bulgaria and Serbia added many names of local persons,
commemorating or anathemising them, in the printed texts from Kiev, Lemberg/
Lvov, Moscow or Wallachia, there are no, or hardly any, additions adapting the
text to their new local contexts. The different ways the Synodicon was received
in these countries confirms their different attitudes to the common Orthodox
legacy. These attitudes developed especially after the fall of Constantinople in
1453, which resulted in the emergence of the phenomenon of “Byzance apres
Byzance”, so well described by Nicolae Torga®.

8 N. Torga, Byzance apres Byzance, Paris, 1935.
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2. The text and its publication and study

Throughout the recent decade, there has been a noticeable growth of interest
in the Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy. It might be more properly
termed a revival of interest in this remarkable text, which — at least in Bulgaria
— has never been forgotten. However, the topic was long considered exhausted
due to the limited number of witnesses and other extant materials and due to
the unceasing interest displayed through commentaries and identification of
the persons mentioned in the text, especially those pertaining to local realities
(Bulgarian, Serbian, Russian) rather than to the sufficiently well-known
persons in the original Greek text of the Byzantine Synodicon.

2.1. The Greek original

The first editions of the Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy did not
involve studies of the text. These were liturgical books, the publication of
which started in Venice in the 16" century. These publications placed it within
the Triodion, because of its liturgical use in the liturgy of the Triumph of
Orthodoxy, the First Sunday of Lent. The purpose of these books was purely
liturgical. At the same time, they also served to ensure the uniformity of
liturgical practices among the Orthodox peoples of the Balkans under Ottoman
rule. The editions in question, as all liturgical books printed in the dominant
centres of book printing in the 16"-17" centuries, also served political and
politico-ecclesiastic purposes. The consolidation of a nation affiliated to a
confession is ultimately aimed at the preservation of that nation against the
threat of rival denominations. Such consolidation can also be aimed at the
political restoration of statehood, in case of nations under foreign domination
or occupation. The first of these Greek editions is that of Andreas Kunadis,
dating from 1522, which presents a late (Palaecologian) version of the contents
of the Synodicon, meant for the diocese of Patras’. The obvious anti-Roman-
Catholic character of this text, prepared largely in the course of the Palamite
disputes, provoked a reaction and the appearance of a moderate — in fact
mutilated — version of the Synodicon, published in Bologna in 1724 at the
insistence of Pope Clement XI. This text was prepared by Fr. M. Barbadico

7J. Gouillard, Synodikon, p. 36; IB. Bunsipcku, I[Taneonozosusm Cunoouk 6 ClagsHcKu npeeoo,
Sofia, 2013, p. 98-99.
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who had removed the additions made during the 11"-14% centuries®. This
version was not widely used, except by Uniates, and the basic version of the
Synodicon continued to be printed in Greek in the framework of the Triodion
during the following centuries. All these editions were meant to be used in
liturgy, and scholarly attention to the text is outside of their concerns.

The work’s first edition not meant for purely liturgical purposes was that of
Dom Bernard de Montfaucon, dating from 1715. It was based on a manuscript
preserved in the National Library of France (Coislin. 34, XII c., f. 35-39);
however, the text on which it was based does not give an adequate idea of
the whole source’. In fact, the first scholarly edition of the original text of
the Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy was published as late as the 19
century by Fedor Ivanovich Uspensky (1845-1928)'. This was certainly an
important moment in the development of research on the source, although
the Russian scholar did not aim to make a critical edition including all extant
manuscripts known at the time. His edition is based on a limited number of
manuscripts, as well as on the printed Greek text published within the Triodion.

Nearly seventy years after F. I. Uspensky, Vladimir Mosin published a text
of the Synodicon based on a manuscript preserved in the Vatican Apostolic
Library (Vat. gr. 1554)"". This publication of the text from only one manuscript
had no special ambition, and does not contribute significantly to the study of
the Greek original text. It accompanied the publication of the Serbian text of
the Synodicon, which was essentially Vladimir Mo$in’s main contribution to
research on the topic in question.

In fact, the chief merit for the publication and study of the Greek Synodicon
for the Sunday of Orthodoxy belongs to the French scholar Jean Gouillard. In
1967, he published his critical edition of the text in a monograph of several
hundred pages, which was part of the series Travaux et mémoires'*. It was a
landmark publication: in addition to its other merits, it defined the principles
of publication of the Synodicon. The problem is that the text in question is not

8 E. Legrand, Bibliographie hellénique du XVIIF siecle : Description raisonnée des ouvrages
publiés par des Grecs au XVIIF siecle, vol. 1, Paris, 1918, p. 198, No 162.
? Bernard de Montfaucon, Bibliotheca Coisliniana olim Segueriana, Paris, 1715, p. 96-102 (v.
PG, vol 120, col. 724-736); J. Gouillard, Synodikon, p. 201-21.
0 ®, U. Yeneuckuit, Cunooux ¢ Hedemo Ipasocnasus, Odessa, 1893.
"Bn. Mommun, “Cepbekast penakuust Cunoouxa B Henemo IlpaBocnaBusi. Tekcror”,
Buzanmuiickuii epemenux, T. XVII, 1960, p. 349-353.
12 J. Gouillard, « Le Synodicon de I’Orthodoxie : édition et commentaire », Travaux et mémoires,
2,1967, p. 1-316.
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unified, a feature deriving from its purpose. It is a liturgical work containing
strong doctrinal and disciplinary-canonical elements. It was meant to be read
during the divine service on the First Sunday of Lent, called Orthodox Sunday,
and was devoted to the surmounting of the iconoclastic crisis. In the text of
the Synodicon two distinct but interconnected parts can be distinguished: the
doctrine and the diptychs. The doctrinal part presents the true faith, while the
polychronion diptypchs contain lists of names of people to be commemorated
and anathemata against heretics. The text was written in its first version for
the Feast of Orthodoxy (AD 843) and continued as a living work, being
modified in response to new challenges. Naturally, heresy did not end with
the iconoclasts, although its defeat marked the end of an epoch in Church
history, evidenced at least by the fact that no more ecumenical councils were
convened after the one at which iconoclasm was condemned. Subsequent
theological controversies and condemnations of heretics led to doctrinal
additions and further anathemata in the Synodicon. These additions gradually
changed the work, which was shaped in its three variants: the Macedonian
(M), Comnenian (C) and Palaeologian (P). The merit of identifying them
belongs entirely to Jean Gouillard. However, besides chronological additions,
the Synodicon was also adapted locally. Examples of local modification
are the differences between the Greek text and the texts of other Orthodox
countries (Bulgaria, Serbia, Georgia and the Eastern Slavs), but also purely
local additions within Byzantium or in the Byzantine cultural space. Usually,
these additions commemorate or anathemise individuals; in some cases, the
additions concern the doctrinal part in relation to heresies that were relevant
to specific countries or regions. Its complicated and multifaceted reception
history lends an exceptionally variegated character to the Synodicon. Some
of its texts and recensions/variants differ to such an extent that they might be
considered as independent texts.

The complex nature of the work raises many questions about how to publish
its text: should the different versions be united, with respective indications of
local particularities, or should they be considered and published as separate
works? Either solution can be justified with arguments. Jean Gouillard decided
to publish the Greek Synodicon as a united text with a single numeration of
lines, achieving a remarkable synthesis between the different versions and
recensions of the text. Thus, to the first variant (M) the additions made under
the Comnenian dynasty (C) are added; and then, those from the time of the
Palacologian dynasty (P). The various local additions to the text are also present,
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including the diptychs-polychronions, commemorations and anathemata
related to local particularities or to local bishops. The French scholar offered a
detailed presentation of his arguments in support of the underlying principles
of his edition®. I think his approach to the Greek text is fully justified and
well argued. Many copies of the text survive, along with various palaeotypes,
which, even if organised according to different particularities, are still too
numerous for a single edition and investigation. Trying to present all texts
as they existed in the Synodicon’s history of reception would most probably
become too complicated and resulting in anything but an overall view of the
source. The nature of the issue regarding the principles of publication of the
Slavic (Bulgarian, Serbian, and Russian) translations and their variants is
different, due to the existence of only a small number of witnesses to the text.

The previous remarks do not lessen the value of Jean Gouillard’s edition
and commentary on the Greek text of the Synodicon; it remains a classical
work to which little has been added since. A noteworthy recent contribution
is F. Lauritzen’s text and study of the Synodicon of Patriarch Alexius Studite
within a volume dedicated to decrees of the ecumenical and other ecclesiastical
councils; the book contains a separate section with various translations of the
Synodicon'. The choice of this text is well argued by the editor and certainly
represents a significant contribution to the study of the work’s Byzantine
form. Before his publication of this text, Lauritzen had already dedicated
several articles to the Byzantine Synodicon, offering a detailed study of the
issue.”. Without claiming to give a comprehensive overview of studies on
the Byzantine Synodicon, I would like to mention several recent works by
Antonio Rigo, which deal with new witnesses to the text extremely relevant
for the present study on the Palacologian Synodicon'®. The other studies of the

13 J. Gouillard, Synodikon, p. 37-42.

4 Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. 1IV/1, The Great
Councils of the Orthodox Churches. Decisions and Synodika. From Constantinople 861 to
Constantinople 1872, ed. A. Melloni, Turnhout, 2016, p. 377-380.

I5F. Lauritzen, “Against the Enemies of Tradition, Alexios Studites and the Synodikon of
Orthodoxy”, in: Orthodoxy and Heresy in Byzantium. The Definition and the Notion of
Orthodoxy and Some Other Studies on the Heresies and the Non-Christian Religions, ed.
A. Rigo, P. Ermilov, Rome, 2010, p. 41-48; F. Lauritzen, “Synod Decrees of the Eleventh
Century”, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 105/1,2012, p. 101-116.

16 A. Rigo, « Le Synodikon de 1’Orthodoxie et le Palamisme. La forme primitive de p (1351 —
avant 1360): les sources et les témoins », in [. Biliarsky (éd), Laudator temporis acti. Studia
in memoriam loannis A. Bozilov. I, lus, Imperium, Potestas Litterae Ars et Archaeologia,
Serdicae, 2018, p. 227-241; idem, “Un nouveau témoin du Synodikon de 1’Orthodoxie P :
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same author refer to a topic directly related to the content of the Synodicon
in the Bucharest manuscript (BAR, Ms. sl. 307), which includes the so-called
Mount Athos letter (Hagioretikon gramma), presenting the condemnation of
a group of heretics on Mount Athos around the middle of that century'’. This
document will be touched upon many times throughout the present study.

2.2. The Georgian Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy is the oldest
translation of the Greek text. It was translated twice, first in the 11™ and
again in the 13" century. The second translation seemed to have had only
local significance. It made in the Shio-Mgvime monastery and was not
disseminated. Known only from one manuscript, it was evidently used mostly
if not exclusively in the monastery for which it was translated. The first and
main Georgian translation of the Synodicon dates from the 11" century and is
connected with Mount Athos which functioned as a place of contact between
Orthodox nations, including between Byzantines and the Caucasus. The
translation was the work of St. Euthymius of Athos (hegumen of Iviron and
son of the monastery’s founder, St. John of Iviron'?), who died on May 13,
1028. In one of the copies, Emperor Basil II is mentioned in a polychronion.
Considering the fact that Basil died on December 15, 1025, St. Euthymius’s
translation can be dated to November or early December of 1025. Three
manuscripts attesting to this early Georgian translation of the Synodicon are
known, all dating from the same epoch'’. Probably the earliest is manuscript S

le manuscrit de la Sainte-Trinité a Chalki 34”, Revue des études byzantines, 76, 2018, p.
73-98 ; idem, “Gli estratti del Synodikon dell’Ortodossia del Vat. gr. 1700 (verso 1370)”,
Ambrosiana, hagiographica, Vaticana. Studi in onore di Mons. Cesare Pasini in occasione
del suo settantesimo compleanno, a cura di A. Piazzoni, Citta del Vaticano, 2020, p. 575-580;
idem, “Il Synodikon dell’ Ortodossia di Lavra (1400 circa)”, Revue des études byzantines,
75,2017, p. 255-282; idem, “Il Synodikon dell’Ortodossia di Tessalonica”, Revue des études
byzantines 78, 2020, p. 193-217; idem, “Le Synodikon de 1I’Orthodoxie a I’époque des
Paléologues”, Travaux et mémoires, 2021, forthcoming.

7 A. Rigo, “L’assemblea generale atonita del 1344 su un gruppo di monaci bogomili (ms. Vat.
Gr. 604 ff. 11r-12v)*, Cristianesimo nella storia. Ricerche storiche, esegetiche, teologiche,
5, 1984, p. 475-506; idem, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili. Le accuse di messalianismo
e bogomilismo rivole agli esicasti ed il problema dei rapporti tra esicasmo e bogomilismo,
Firenze, 1989.

8 M. Tarchnisvili, Geschichte der kirklichen georgischen Literatur auf Grund des ersten Bandes
der georgischen Literaturgeschichte, Citta del Vaticano, 1955, p. 126-154; B. Martin-Hisard
in Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1, p. 397.

9 Ibid., vol. TV/1, p. 398-401.
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143 from the collection of the Institute of Manuscripts in Tbilisi. Manuscript A
96, at the same Institute, is the only one that contains the translator’s colophon,
but has been dated to the time of Emperor Romanus III Argyrus (1028-1034)
and was copied in the Chora monastery in Constantinople in 1031. The third
known witness to the first Georgian translation is manuscript 92 at the Eastern
Institute in Saint Petersburg, which has also been dated to the 1030s. Thus,
all three manuscripts were produced in the decade after the completion of the
translation.

The Georgian text of the Synodicon differences from its Greek Vorlage.
The first difference to notice is the title and the presence of a sub-title, which
due to their long length will not be presented here. Suffice it to say that they
offer explanations about the work, indicating when (the year 843) and why
(the Triumph of Orthodoxy) the work was created and what its purpose was
(public reading on the First Sunday of Lent)?. The text is defined as “Definition
of the faith” (with the corresponding Georgian word horos, dpog) and it has
been combined with a Nomocanon?', which indicates, if not a view of the
text as legal, at least the idea of the normative character of the statements it
contains. The opinion has been stated ** (and seems acceptable to me) that
the early translation of the Georgian text and its preservation without any
significant later additions strongly indicate that it was made from the earliest,
and original, Greek text of the Synodicon, from 843.

The Georgian Synodicon was published in 1972 within the Nomocanon.*
It has been translated into German, and in English as part of the latest edition
of the text*.

2.3. The Slavic versions of the Synodicon have also long been in the focus
of interest. The Bulgarian version, emotionally charged as it is, is of special
interest as it profoundly influenced national identity and came to be cherished
as a kind of national symbol. It has been held dear, not only as a subject of
research, but also as an integral part of Bulgarian cultural memory. Here, I

20 Ibid., vol. IV/1, p. 400-401, 404-405.

2 Ibid., vol. IV/1, p. 398.

2 [bid., vol. IV/1, p. 401.

B E. kynausunu, Manwk Homorkanon (npe6od na 3aenasuemo), Towmuacu, 1972.

2 M. Van Esbroeck, N. Karadeniz, “Das Synodikon vom Jahre 843 in georgischen Ubersetzung”,
Annuarium historiae conciliorum, 19, 1987, p. 300-313; B. Martin-Hisard in Conciliorum
oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1, p. 404-425.
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shall very briefly present publications and studies of the Slavonic texts. The
Bulgarian version will be left as the last tradition to be introduced here, as it is
central to the topic of this book. It has to be stressed at the outset that the texts
of the different Slavic Synodica — Bulgarian, Serbian, Ruthenian or Russian
— differ from one another to the extent that they hardly have any common
ground, except of course the shared doctrine of the Orthodox Church. The
diptychs specific for each country are very distinct, and the orthography varies
profoundly. They have no common origin and their translations should be
traced separately.

2.3.1. The Serbian Synodicon is known in three early manuscripts dating
from before the Ottoman conquest. In his classical study and edition of the
text, Vladimir MoSin assigned the following names to them: 1) A manuscript
from the Plevlja Monastery; 2) the Zagreb manuscript and; 3) the Decani
manuscript?, incomplete. The fragmentary text of this last manuscript has been
edited by archimandrite Seraphim Risti¢, the hegumen of Decani monastery,
and published in 18642, Recently a new edition of the Serbian Synodicon
was published by T. Subotin-Golubovi¢ within the volume of decrees of
the Ecumenical Councils and the general councils, which has already been
introduced”’. The Serbian Synodicon is early in terms of content and variant
(it is based on the Comnenian variant, C). The extant manuscripts are also
early. The Decani fragment was lost*® after it was published by archimandrite
Seraphim Risti¢, and the published text does not provide a clear idea of the date
of the manuscript. The Plevlja and Zagreb manuscripts came into existence
approximately during the same period, the third quarter of the 14" century.
The Zagreb text was probably copied, with modifications, from the Plevlja
manuscript®. The Serbian Synodicon is of particular interest in relation to
the study of dualist heresies in the Balkans, as it contains information about

2 Bi. Momws, “Cep6cekast pefakims Cunoanka B Henenro IpaBocnaBust. AHanu3 TeKCTOB”,
Buzanmuiickuii epemenux, XVI, 1959, p. 361-366.

2 C. Pucruh, Jeuancku cnomenuyu. Ckynuo u uzoao apxumandpum [Jeuancku Cepaghum
Pucmuh, Belgrade, 1864, p. 24-26; V1. Mosin, “Plevljanski rukopis Sinodika Pravoslavlja”,
Slovo, VI-VIII (= Vajsov zbornik), Zagreb, 1957, p. 157-176.

2" Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1, p. 471-496.

2 Bi. Momws, “Cep6cekast pefakims Cunoanka B Henento IpaBocnaBust. AHanu3 TeKCTOB”,
Buzanmuiickuii Bpemennux, XV1, 1959, p. 364-365.

¥ Bii. Momus, “Cep6cekast penakuust Cunoauka B Henenio IpaBociaBusi. AHanus T€KCTOB”,
Busanmuiicxuii Bpemennux, XVI, 1959, p. 320-321 (note 18 and 19), 362-363 (and note 143);
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the Bosnian Babuns. It does not cover the theological disputes related to
hesychasm and the Palamite controversy that took place approximately in the
middle of the 14% century, a topic that is the most characteristic feature of
variant P of the Greek Synodicon.

2.3.2. The presence of the Synodicon in Kievan Rus’, and later among the
Ruthenians and in Russia, raises some questions. The first query concerns the
time of translation of the text for the Eastern Slavs. The question has been
raised in connexion with various interpretations by Russian scholars regarding
the mention of the year AD 1108 in the Primary Chronicle. According to this
work, after the death of St. Theodosius Pechersky, Prince Svyatopolk ordered
the metropolitan of Kiev to include the name of the saint in the Synodicon
for commemoration during the liturgy®®. Based on this unclear passage,
some Russian scholars have claimed that the Synodicon for the Sunday of
Orthodoxy existed in Rus’ from the beginning of 12" century onward. This
question is outside the topic of our study and here I shall only note that,
according to some interpretations, the fact indicates there was a translation of
the Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy in Rus’ prior to 1082 (in view of
the absence of anathemata against John Italus); according to another opinion,
in this case the diptych part was mentioned only as an ordinary list of names
for people to be prayed for, for which an old English word exist, bede-roll.
It is worth noticing that in Russian the term “synodicon” is used for such a
bede-roll. 3!, Tt is relevant to stress the opinion of V. V. Dergacev that this was a
Greek copy of the text, sent by the Ecumenical Patriarchate to its subordinate
metropolitan sees, one of which was that of Kiev at the time32. Hence, the text
had no Slavic translation then and was accessible only in its Greek original
in the metropolitan see of Rus’. Without entering into the discussion, in my

T. Subotin Golubovic in Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica,
vol. IV/1, p. 483.

30 [Togecmb epemennvix 1em, Sankt-Peterburg, 1996, p. 120, 258, 540.

31 Here 1 shall cite only the two most recent and contrasting views, that of H. B. ITonsipko
(Cnosapwv kHudtcHuxos u kuudxcnocmu [pesuei Pycu, 1. 11, Bmopas nonosuna XI1V-XVI es.,
Leningrad, 1989, p. 339-344; see and http://lib.pushkinskijdom.ru/Default.aspx?tabid=4598,
4 August 2017) and that of K. Maksimovi¢ (Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque
decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1, p. 499-501).

32B. B. Jlepraues, “Bcenenckuii CHHOIMK B IpeBHEH M cpeaHeBeKoBoil Poccun”, Jpesusis
Pycs. Bonpocwl meduesucmuxu, 3, 2001, p. 17-28 and especially p. 20-21.
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view it is unlikely that there is evidence for an 11™ century translation of the
text in Rus’.

It seems more likely that the Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy
was translated into Russian during the second half of the 14" century, when
Muscovy prospered. Tangible evidence of the Russian Synodicon exists in
the form of three manuscripts from the 15" century.* This is a small number
of witnesses indeed within the rich Russian medieval literature. The earliest
manuscript is part of the Moscow Synodal Collection, and is now preserved
in the State Historical Museum (GIM) under No 667. It consists of two parts,
the first of which, containing a translation of the Byzantine Synodicon, dates
from approximately the middle of the 15" century. The second, specifically
Russian part is from the 17" century and contains some additional names in
the diptychs. The second manuscript, so-called Mazurinski Codex, is from the
Russian State Archive Collection of Ancient Acts (RGADA /PTAJIA/, f. 196.1
no. 289) and dates from the end of the 15" century®. The text is fragmentary
and is dependent on the text of the manuscript found in the Moscow Synodal
Collection. The third manuscript, preserved in the Russian National Library
in Saint Petersburg (Cod. 1058), also contains both the Byzantine and the
Russian parts — particularly the diptychs.

The Russian Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy is based on variant
P and contains the additions, made at the time of the Palacologian dynasty,
related to the hesychast and Palamite controversy. The last mentioned
ecumenical patriarch is Joseph II, which would date the text to approximately
the middle of the 15™ century.

In addition to the manuscripts, printed editions of the Synodicon (as in
the case of the Greek liturgical books discussed earlier, placed within the
Lenten Triodion) circulated among the Eastern Slavs in the 17" century,
mainly among the Ruthenians. These books form a distinct tradition. They
are not connected with the manuscripts, but were translated from the printed
Greek edition of the Triodion. The Russian Synodicon was first published

3 For details on the tradition, see K. A. Makcumosu4, ,,K yTOYHEHHIO KOpITyca PyCCKHX
JIOMOHTOJIECKUX TepeBoAoB ¢ rpedeckoro: Cunooux B Hememo IlpaBocnmaBus®, /peewss
Pycv. Bonpocwt meduesucmuxu, 46, 2011, p. 77-84; K. A. Maksimovi¢ in Conciliorum
oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1, p. 501-502.

#U. B. Jeprauesa, ,Tunomorusi Cunoouxos B pycckoit mucmenoctn XV-XVII BB.,
Memoouueckue pexomeHOayuu N0 ONUCAHUIO CLABAHO-PYCCKUX PYKONUCHBIX KHU2, MOSCOW,
1990, p. 254 sq.
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for non-liturgical purposes by N. I. Novikov in 1775. It is a book designed
for individual reading, rather than a scholarly edition of the text. ¥. A true
academic edition of the text was presented at the end of the 19" century by F. 1.
Uspensky in the context of his comprehensive study of the source. His edition
is based on the oldest manuscript, from the Moscow Synodal Collection®.
It was soon followed by the classical edition and study of the Synodicon for
the Sunday of Orthodoxy, in two volumes, edited by E. V. Petukhov, with the
same manuscript as the base-text in a diplomatic edition’’. A recent edition has
been provided by Kiril Maksimovi¢ in the volume dedicated to the ecumenical
and general councils and their decrees?®.

2.3.3. The Romanian Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy is known only
as a printed edition, within a Lenten Triodion, published in Buzau, Wallachia,
in 1700. The purpose of that edition was liturgical and political. The text has
been translated from that of the Synodica (also within the Triodion) printed
at Kiev (1648, 1664, 1699) and Lemberg/Lvov (1627, 1640). It has not been
republished yet, but I should announce that my colleague and friend Radu
G. Paun and T are preparing a typeset edition®. We have already studied the
edition from 1700 in its historical and political context.*

2.3.4. The Bulgarian Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy, translated
from Greek variant P, will be discussed in greater detail inasmuch as it is the
topic of the present book. As a preliminary remark, I should say that I include
in this category the manuscript from Bucharest (BAR, Ms. sl. 307), which has
connexions with Mount Athos and with Wallachia.

3% Cunonuk, u3a. H. Y. HoBukos, /[pesusia Poccutickas 6ugiuoguka unu cobparue opegnocmeil
poccutickux 0o Poccutickou ucmopuu, eeocpaguu u eeneanocuu xacaowuxcs, 8, 1775, p.
1-125.

¢ ®. U. Yeneuckuii, Cunooux ¢ Hedenio Ilpasociasus. Ce00nbltl mekcm ¢ Npuiodcenusmu,
Odessa, 1893.

STE. B. IleryxoB, Ouepku no aumepamypnou ucmopuu Cunoouka, T. I-1I, Sankt-Peterburg,
1895.

3 K. A. Maksimovi¢ in Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica,
vol. IV/1, p. 499-505.

39 Its edition is forthcoming: R. G. Paun, Iv. Biliarsky, Du combat pour la « juste foi » au péché
politique. Pour une histoire du Synodikon de I’Orthodoxie.

40 Tv. Biliarsky, R. G. Paun, “ La version roumaine du Synodikon de 1’Orthodoxie (Buzau, 1700)
et les combats pour la « Juste foi » a la fin du XVlle si¢cle ”, Cahiers du Monde russe, 58/3,
Juillet-septembre 2017, p. 395-434.
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The history of research on the Bulgarian Synodicon of course follows that
of research on the Byzantine work, but has a significant tradition of its own.
This is probably due to the accidental discovery of the so-called “Palauzov
manuscript” before the middle of the 19" century, which was delivered from
Bulgaria to the well-known Russian scholar of Bulgarian origin Spyridon
Nikolaevich Palauzov by his relative Nikola Christophorovi¢ Palauzov.*' In
1855, he reported the discovery of the text of the Synodicon within this 14
century manuscript to Russian scholars.* Another article by him appeared
in 1858, and these two publications mark the beginning of research on the
Slavic text of the Synodicon, related to Bulgaria. Later, the so-called Drinov
manuscript of the Synodicon was obtained by the founder of the Bulgarian
Academy of Sciences, Marin Drinov, offered to him by a Bulgarian from
Panagyurishte. Its adventures will be presented in the following chapter. The
subsequent history of scholarship on the Bulgarian Synodicon was no longer
due to accidents. Gradually the Bulgarian version of the Synodicon for the
Sunday of Orthodoxy acquired special emotional and ideological significance
in the context of the recently restored Bulgarian state. The work became akin
to national bede-roll of exceptional importance for the construction of the
nation’s pantheon. The national significance of the text explains the great
interest it has provoked. The text did not have this social function in the
Greek or Serbian environment or, to the best of my knowledge, among other
Orthodox nations. Paradoxically, the study of this text continued through the
efforts of a Russian scholar, Mikhail Georgievi¢ Popruzenko, who produced
the first scientific edition of the complete text of the Bulgarian Synodicon.
He created two editions of the text, employing different editorial decisions
in each of these books, as will be presented further on. The first edition was
entitled “Synodicon of Tsar Boris” and appeared in Odessa in 1899.% The
tsar’s name, differing from that of the Bulgarian ruler who convened and
conducted the anti-heretical council of 1211, was given in this form due to
the influence of the standard name “Boris”. M. G. Popruzenko thus continued
the reading which had also been preferred by Spyridon Palauzov. In 1928 M.
G. Popruzenko’s second edition was published in Sofia as Volume VIII of
the collection Bulgarian Antiquities [,,bbpnrapcku crapunn®]. It remained the

4 Regarding this, see M. I. [Tonpyxenko, Curnoouk yaps Bopuca, Odessa, 1899, p. I-1I1.

42 C. H. anays3os, ,,Cunooux naps bopuna: pykorucs X1V Beka“, BpemeHHux umnepamopckazo
MocKogckazo obwecmea ucmopuu u Opesnocmeti Poccuiickux, 21, 1855, p. 1-20.

M. T. Tonpyxenko, Cunodux yaps Bopuca, Odessa, 1899.
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standard edition for over 80 years*. Thus, it can be said that studies on the
Bulgarian version of the Synodicon have a comparatively long history and
developed according to their own logic.

The nature of Popruzenko’s two editions will be discussed in more detail in
relation to the larger issue of the most appropriate way to publish the available
witnesses to the Bulgarian Synodicon. Popruzenko knew of two manuscripts,
named Palauzov and Drinov, which differ considerably from each other.
It has proven impossible to classify the manuscripts (even provisionally)
under variant C (Palauzov) or variant P (Drinov) because the classification
(M, C and P) was established by Jean Gouillard based on a later situation of
the Greek Synodicon, which had continued to develop after the Bulgarian
translation was made. This raises the question of how to include them in the
publication of the text. M. G. Popruzenko, who can be considered a pioneer
in this respect, chose a different approach in each of his two editions. In the
earlier edition, the one from Odessa, he compiled a unified text based on the
older copy, that of Palauzov, rearranging some of its sheets and filling in the
lacks, where possible, according to the Drinov manuscript and the edition by
E. V. Petukhov®. In the newer edition, published thirty years later in Sofia,
the Russian scholar chose a synoptic approach, presenting the text of both
manuscripts Palauzov and Drinov parallel to each other*. They are placed
on facing pages, on the back and front sides of the sheets. In cases of lack of
correspondence between the two, where there are no corresponding texts, the
opposite side is left empty. There are advantages of and disadvantages to each
of these two editorial strategies. It is probably not fair to compare them with
Gouillard’s “gathered” text, as the Russian scholar’s edition is older and based
on only two known manuscripts. It should also be taken into account that a
publication in parallel with the Greek text would be impossible.

More than eighty years after M. G. Popruzenko’s last edition, a new edition
of the text was realised by a team of three researchers: Ivan A. Bozilov, Ana-
Maria Totomanova and Ivan Al. Biliarsky?’. It is based on the two Bulgarian
manuscripts of the work — the above-mentioned Palauzov and Drinov

“ M. T. lonpyskenko, Cunodux yaps bopuna, Sofia, 1928. Here the name of the tsar is given
as “Boril”.

4 Tonpyxenko, Cunooux yaps bopuca, 1899, p. V-VI, 1-82.

4 M. T. TTonipyskenko, Cunooux yaps Bopuna, Sofia, 1928, passim.

4T Us. Boxuios, A. Toromanosa, . bunsipcku, Bopuios Cunooux. Hzoanue u npesod, Sofia,
2010 (BTopo uzmanue 2012).
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manuscripts, named after the persons who discovered or first studied them,
and preserved in the National Library Saints Cyril and Methodius in Sofia.
In preparing the edition, the scholars decided to compile a unified text of the
Bulgarian Synodicon based on the older manuscript, Palauzov’s (14" century),
with additions from the Drinov manuscript (16"-17" century) to cover the
missing parts in the first manuscript*®. In a sense, this approach repeated that
of M. G. Popruzenko in his 1899 Odessa edition, but without the use of E. V.
Petukhov’s edition and with the addition of variant readings to indicate the
difference between the two manuscripts in the sections where they cover the
same text. [ would say this approach was admissible in light of our knowledge
of the Synodicon at that time. But the situation changed significantly with the
publication and study of the manuscript in the collection of the Library of the
Romanian Academy (BAR, Ms. sl. 307).

That manuscript was little known until a few years ago, and was not taken
into consideration in the 2010 edition. This absence can be justified as the
manuscript does not contain any specifically “Wallachian” or “Bulgarian”
data and cannot be defined in terms of ethnic affiliation, it does not relate to
“Boril’s” tradition either. Attention is turned to this manuscript in the 2013
edition and in the present study, including editions of its text.

My interest in this remarkable work, the Synodicon for the Sunday of
Orthodoxy, evidenced by my participation in the above-mentioned team
of authors, dates from long ago and drew my attention to the Bucharest
manuscript in the course of my research on the collection in the manuscript
section of the Library of the Romanian Academy. Despite the very bad state
of the manuscript, it became clear from my very first reading that this was an
insufficiently known Slavic copy of the Synodicon relating to the Palacologian
variant (P). This is evidenced above all by the well-preserved beginning of the
chapters against Barlaam of Calabria and Gregory Akindynos, characteristic
of variant P, and also by some of the commemorations and other elements.
It should be emphasised that this is the first clearly identified witness to a
South Slavic translation of the Synodicon pertaining to this variant. Before the
study of the Bucharest manuscript, only East Slavic witnesses to the P variant
were known: the Ruthenian and Russian texts and the text of the Synodicon

4 Tt should be noted that A. Totomanova has taken the same approach in the above-mentioned
prestigious edition of the conciliar decrees, which includes the text of the Bulgarian Synodicon
accompanied by a brief commentary — A. Totomanova in: Conciliorum oecumenicorum
generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1, p. 429-468.



32 CHAPTER I

within the 17"-century Triodion printed in Kiev and Lemberg/Lvov. This
affiliation to the P tradition makes the Bucharest copy unique amongst the
South Slavic witnesses to the text, and raises questions about its relation to the
other manuscripts and printed texts. Shedding light on this matter will be one
of the tasks of the present study: to determine the place of the copy from the
Library of the Romanian Academy among the other witnesses, to study its text
compared with the other ones, and to publish it in parallel with the text of the
Bulgarian Synodicon contained in the Drinov manuscript.

In my study of 2013, T concluded not only that the Bucharest manuscript
pertains to variant P of the Synodicon but that the same applies to the Drinov
manuscript (based on its similarity to the Bucharest manuscript). This
conclusion has radically changed the perception of the work and of its Slavic
variants, and also raises the issue of when the translation was, or translations
were, made. | consider that the examination of this issue is beyond my field
of competence, and it will be left to philologists to shed light on this matter.
Instead, in this book I aim to facilitate the combined study of the Drinov
and Bucharest manuscripts. Their joint study, separate from the Palauzov
manuscript (which follows the Comnenian tradition), seems necessary to me.
I have decided to present their texts separately, as such a synoptic edition
provides advantages in commenting on them and thus serves my purposes
better than a unified, critically edited, text would do. Such an approach would
have been an option, and has been taken in the editions of 1899 and 2010.

The other basic task I set myself in this study has been to identify the
individuals mentioned in the commemorations and the anathemata. Here,
special attention should be devoted to the customary diptychs of the emperors,
patriarchs, and other bishops. The additions to the basic text of the Synodicon,
regional or other, provide the most interesting data. The nature of these
additions should be established and explained, after which attempts can be
made to utilise them in order to date and locate the source manuscript.

Certainly, the most important goal set in this study is the publication of
the texts. The texts in question are not unfamiliar, but the study of the two in
conjunction may lead to interesting and important conclusions. The present book,
devoted to all these tasks, aims to enhance knowledge of one of the essential
works presenting the spiritual life both of the guardians of Orthodoxy and of
deviants from the true faith in South-Eastern Europe in the Late Middle Ages.

4 UB. bunstipeku, Ianeonozosusm Cunodux 6 ciassancku npesoo, Sofia, 2013, p. 48-50, 66-67.



CHAPTER II

THE MANUSCRIPTS AND THE TEXTUAL CONVOY OF THE SYNODICON

Both South Slavic texts of the Palacologian variant of the Synodicon for the
Sunday of Orthodoxy which are the focus of this book were transmitted within
manuscript codices which also contained other texts. The current chapter will
present the Bucharest and Drinov manuscripts and offer descriptions of their
contents. This way attention will be drawn to the textual environment (so
called textual convoy) in which the work has been placed. I should make
the preliminary remark that the textual convoys of the two manuscripts are
different and should be examined separately.

Manuscript BAR, Ms. sl. 307
(Lenten Triodion and Pentecostarion with Synodicon, before the
middle of the 16" century)

1.1. Description of the manuscript

The manuscript consists of 124 paper folia measuring 215x140 mm, in
quarto format. It used to be in a very bad condition. Although it has been
restored, the text is so sullied by repair materials that it is almost illegible
in many places. According to the descriptions of A. I. Yatsimirsky and P.
P. Panaitescu, the beginning, the end, and some sheets in the middle of the
manuscript are missing'. This has been confirmed by my own study. A.
Yatsimirsky writes that at the time he was working with the codex, all the
sheets were moist and stuck together which made it very difficult to use the
manuscript.

The watermark has been identified as a variant of a hand with a flower (five-
leaf), which, in Alexandru Mares’s catalogue, is dated to the first half of the 16™
century and has not been recorded (at least in the two principalities) after the

YA, N Sunmupckuid, CraesaHckusi u pyccKusi pyKONuUCU PyMbIHCKUX oOubnuomek, Sankt-
Peterburg, 1905, N° 152 (282), p. 479; P. P. Panaitescu, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-romdne
si slave din Biblioteca Academiei Romdne, vol 11, Bucharest, 2003, N° 307, p. 48. At the time
A. 1. Yatsimirsky was working on the manuscript, it was still in the Museu! de Antichitati.
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second half of that century?. The author relates its origin to the papermaking
workshops of Italy or southern France. In a personal consultation with this
leading specialist in the watermarks and paper used in Wallachia and Moldavia
in the late Middle Ages, and after his concrete study of the manuscript in
question, Alexandru Mares confirmed that the paper in manuscript BAR Ms.
sl. 307 dates from the first half of the 16" century. In extending my special
thanks, I accept his opinion and would propose dating the manuscript to before
the middle of that century.

The binding is new (restored), made of leather. Only part of the old binding
has been preserved, glued onto the new one. In his description made before the
restoration, P. P. Panaitescu notes that the binding is old, made of leather and
wooden boards, severely damaged?®.

Script: uncial/semi-uncial. It was once clear and legible, but is now very
damaged. The orthography is two-ier (b and ») and without nasal vowels
(neither & nor a), Resava type of orthography.

There are 23-25 lines per page and 28-33/35 characters per line, in black-
brown ink, within a frame sized 155x90-95 mm. The titles, initials, digits, and
reference notes for the text are written in red. On f. 1r, there is a decorative
interlace in red and blue on the frontispiece.

In his description, P. P. Panaitescu mentions a note that does not exist
anymore since the manuscript has been restored, as it was written on the inside
of the back cover: Il a3 ediond nd dewpocue Bw Ak zghm.* The year after
Creation is 7118, which corresponds to 1609-1610. If one assumes that this
note was made by the copyist, the miscellany should be dated to the early 17®
century. In spite of this note, Panaitescu suggests dating the manuscript to the
16" century but without discussing it with arguments. In my view there are no
decisive arguments to conclude that this note was made by the copyist of the
manuscript. Thus, there is no reason to alter the proposed dating, based on the
watermark, to before the middle of the 16" century.

2 Al. Mares, Filigranele hirtiei intrebuintate in tarile romdne in secolul al XVI-lea, Bucharest,
1987, p. XXXII, fig. 1608-1625, p. 415.

3 A. N. Slummupcekuit, Craesnckue u pycckue pyKonucu pymvlHckux ouonuomex, N° 152, p.
479; P. Panaitescu, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-romdne si slave din Biblioteca Academiei
Romdne, vol 11, N° 307, p. 48.

4P. Panaitescu, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-romdne i slave din Biblioteca Academiei
Romadne, vol 11, p. 48.
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The manuscript can be identified as a liturgical miscellany, with as its main
works a Lenten Triodion and Pentecostarion®. The Synodicon for the Sunday
of Orthodoxy (the first Sunday of Lent) is part of the first-mentioned item.

Here is an expanded description of the contents:

1. f. 1Ir — Beginning of the Triodion of Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopoulus:

. NIA B NAPOYHT w1 Co TP

nkRuA NPAZNHKBL  EARN KEKO

CAORBIOLIIA. KAICO KKOTA &Ke

.. €TKBI BBI . H Z& KKe RHNS W

ETRIA Wb NALLA m}*wrnﬁufe. b Nk

KBIMH MPHCTOANMH YBTNBIH . A

HANACMAN W MBITAGA H agicéd .

H AOKONYARAILIA A0 CThI RBCE . TRO

penic Mo\'ng”SHmitro H CAORGCHBHLLIAA

[N'l']l('l#xéga\ AANOWISAX , AN

wo TWMBCEUNHKA CBBJANTE

o H BCHH KD WEBIMNO MPoYH

cee - TIOTOMIKE NACTOGLIIAN ~

. ~ Bo ThiKe Alb ke

e R MBITAPA 1 AfiCEN i~

The next three rows, written in black ink, are completely illegible.

f. 1v — completely illegible. After this, several sheets are missing.

f. 2r — Beginning of the Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy (the text
of which will be presented in the next chapter).

On f. 21r, the writing becomes completely illegible. On the following
sheets, due to the deteriorated condition of the manuscript, only separate
words are legible. Up to approximately f. 50, only the red titles are legible:

£.39r — Rp Thke AN € / O ACTHNNE N&CIE, HEAR I'I?ABOCAA:/ENAA . RBNITA
NAME MPAZNSET & / RBWBPAKENTH ETHI H 4ETHBIN Fikw . §8 . The same is written in
the top margin of the page.

31t is worth noting that the manuscript was in such a condition that A. I. Yatsimirsky was
unable to identify its contents and classify it. According to his catalogue, this was a ,,C6opHHK
noy4enuii* [Collection of Precepts], containing the acolouthia of the Akathist for the Sunday
of Orthodoxy and precepts for the days of Lent, which bear no author’s names and are brief
and artless; at the end there are precepts for Easter and the Pentecost — A. W. Suumupckuii,

Cnassanckue u pycckue pyKonucu pymvlHckux oudnuomex, N° 152, p. 479.
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f. 44v — R Th®e ANb &ke O HCTHNNEH NA/CILE . NEAR TPETIA NOCTA . MOKAO/
f
NIGHTE YRTHAX H KHROTROpeLIAAT / kpTa . Kp Toy ... The same is written in the top
margin of the page.
f. 46v — R Thike ANb, B YETROLTH, ¢ NEAK / NOCTA . BB Ke BELIRAE MOCABA0/
f
RANTE REAHKAAO KaNWHA =~ / Cero &xke ... i8. The same is written in the top margin
of the page.
’ ) B 7 T8 » < 7 T AN
£ 48v — Bn ThKe ANb, H COVTA NECEAAANW . / &KE 16 NAME HI0ChI MY BCThIE BKE
Y f
./ MsRMH .. In the margin down: x C8Ta, AkaeicTs ~ .
f. 52v — Rb Tife AL QO ProcBH NALLE . H RBCPCENTE MPARENAAMO Aazapa. The
f A
same is written in the top margin of the page.
f. 552 — NEAR LIRETONOCTA =+
f. 56v — Ba ThiKe ANb , H CThIH B BeARK[bIH No]/HeanHKb: “WEpAZBI ... Two
faz
rows further down: 'O .../ ¢MOKORNHLLH.
f. 59r — [Rb] ThKe ANk , F CTHIH I BEAHKBIH / [RT]OpHHKE.
f. 60v — Bn ThKe AN , B CTaA H BEAH[KKAA COBAA] / MAME KeNE HZATARLLIOH .../
/A
PAAES XHKO\\f. BB AWMS Ci... / KAKENNATO - #eNA ... In the bottom margin below the
text: Ra €T810 A gEki0 (pBAS ~
f. 62v-63r — R TiKe ANb BB kov/f. 631/ [...]¢Thie nAcxbl 1 chRobLLENTE / [. ..
X f
nEH RepH ~ Covrseaa gépa ... One row further down the text about the washing
of the disciples’ feet is presented: ['0 om]bigenin . " OMKIRAE OHENAKW .. X¢'
nwrbl. “Hike nwrama/ below: ...na ng”sAz(NTe ~ PTome MbUH/
f. 67v — Bb Th#e ANL H CTBIH H BEAHKBI[H MTKB pA]/cnéTTa\ A NALLIE ’|vHxHA' !
Two rows further down: npAREHOMS pAZBOHNHKS.
f. 73v — Bn ThiKe ANb 1 CT[aa 1 geaHkaa ¢aBOTA]/ CHETTE Fa NALLIErO 1V Xa.
X
"Herpn/zaets rewZie fiin ke AAAMb ... Further down on the page: "0 norpesénin
~ / Crogoro Bkrae Wwcidn. Still further down on the page: ¢ 8TepBxAEHTE ETro /
rpwea - Bbizke XANHLUIH KAMEND.
f. 75v — Ba Toke Anb. H ¢Taa 1 géaHKaa N[eABAR]/ nacxbl. Backpetiie / ra
X f
NALLIERO 1VF Xa
f. 78v — Ra ThiKe Anb fixe O [rocrmoct®r nal/ciyk, HoRaa Hear. Banira Arepe
) f
/ ZATROPENS, o\’fHeNch\Ki npsera énes ~ /f. 791/
f. 81r— R Thie ANk 11 ke O roendenkh / [n]&c k. HEAR MypwHweHiLel Koy /
f.83v—Ra Tike ANb H ke O [rocnoci, BH] / naciyB. NEAR Bake O g[acAABAeHOMB]/
f
XS xr'm; CTE Xe ?a\zcr\&[si\eﬂoms]/
f. 85v — Rn ke Abb Gke O rocride[H nal/ens CpRAX MpPBIIOARARNIS,
Further below: B ¢pBAS pAZCARBA[NATO 119 ]/MONOBAIGNT NEAETHHLLE



THE MANUSCRIPTS AND THE TEXTUAL CONVOY OF THE SYNODICON 37

f. 87v — B ThiKe AN Gke O HCTHNNEH Na/CLL . NEAR O cz\Mz\gziNHNu Ll
ROAS noughn’cTH...

f 91v — Ba ThKe ANL &ke O rocnoctB[H] / nacuk. HeAR O cABnuH ~ /
WHAKNORENTA HORAATO ...

f. 94v — Rn TiiKe Alb ke & rocrdek[H] / nacik. BnzNenie Xeo. In the top
margin: Ra ¢, RazZHEHTA ~

f. 96v — Bn ThRe Alb, B neAm wec[Tan® no] / naw®, CToid WTCTA H
o[cemmaAeceTh] / EToNWCHBIR Wik, Fizke kB N[HKeH] / ChEOpA XBAAK CINBIH ... In the
top margin : n¢ .. fio nalu® ~

£, 100r — [Ra T]®e Ak &xe & rocndew,Bh nau® / [HEJaR neaeTran « Ranicha
AXb / EThIH NA AMTABI CBNHAL. Crope ...

f. 102r — Rn Téke ANb B NAGANHKL M0 I'IfA,ETNH/LI,H &Taro ,AS(A - Racako
ABIXANTE /

2. The last identifiable text 1s the vita of St. Gregory the Decapohtes f
113r — [Ku]Tie g KQATLI,"B npnBNM WA Ha/[Lue]ro rglrowzx AGKATIOATTA . EARH W

~ .. BMKE NPABNBIH 1 Bl ... ... e KHAZNL MOASYNO H MOABZNO .

The form Aekanoants and ® ,A,ETOF?A:,A,’L also occur.

From there to the end of the manuscript, there follows a text that is difficult
to read or in places quite illegible (f. 124). It seems that on f. 123t there used
to be a text, of which nothing remains now. On f. 123v there are traces of a
comparatively long text written in red ink, but it is much damaged and quite
illegible. At f. 124r (the last sheet of the manuscript) there was a text that has
been very damaged and of which only a few lines have been preserved: [....]
BA NALLIErO [IV XA...] / [....]ARNbBIE BAVLLE NALUG ELL¢ H ngﬁc/[NoABxe MA]Q'le [..]w
EFORFANBI AITAL . 1 RB/[CEXb ¢|ThIN, AMIAND =~

1.2. History of the manuscript

The text of the Synodicon in manuscript BAR Ms. sl. 307 of the collection
of the Library of the Romanian Academy is not unfamiliar to science. Jean
Gouillard drew attention to it and explicitly noted that this is some local
redaction of the Synodicon’. Later, it was mentioned by Antonio Rigo in
connexion with his research on the text of the Hagioretikon gramma of 1345

¢ Sunday of the 318 fathers of the First Ecumenical Council is the seventh, not the sixth, Sunday
after Easter.

7J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 40 (note 216), 237. In fact, Jean Gouillard explicitly notes
that he would have worked more on the text of the Bucharest copy, but the condition of the
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AD?; his findings will be engaged with in the present book®. Unfortunately,
the condition of the manuscript, as well as the nature of the contents (which
follows the normative requirements for a Triodion’s contents) have created
considerable difficulties for researchers.

More can be said about the manuscript codex, the physical object carrying
the text. From the description in Panaitescu’s Catalogue, it is understood that
there are no longer any colophons in the manuscript, because the only one such
was destroyed in the course of restoration; besides, it affords no possibilities
for interpretation, even though it contains the Universal/Creation Year 7118
(1609-1610 AD). It is not quite clear where the colophon was written. |
believe, nevertheless, that it can be claimed with some degree of certainty that
it was written in the Romanian lands (most probably in Wallachia).

It is important to establish where the manuscript was written. This is
partially related to the question as to where this concrete text of the Synodicon
was produced, although the localisation of the two may certainly be different.
Analysis of the text indicates that it was most probably written on Mount
Athos in connexion with the General Assembly, in 1345, at which a group of
monks connected with Irene Poren¢ was condemned on the charge of carrying
out unacceptable practices. This is made evident within the anathemata in
the Synodicon. Anathemata against this group are not found in any other
witness to the work, neither in Greek, nor in Slavic, or other traditions. The
text (of this particular version of the Synodicon, with anathema against the
aforementioned group) seems to have been originally written in Greek, which
can be confirmed based on the text of the Hagioretikon gramma, published
by Antonio Rigo'®. These events are connected with the beginning of the
Palamite controversies, as will be discussed in more detail later on in this
book. There are no certain, concrete data that might assist in determining the

manuscript was very bad. He was evidently familiar with it or had received information about
it, because he cites the page of the text he was referring to.

8 The date 1344, proposed originally by the editor of the manuscript Antonio Rigo was changed in
1345: M. Hinterberger, “Die Affdre um den Monch Niphon Skorpios und die Messalianismus-
Vorwiirfe gegen Kallistos 1., in A. Rigo (ed.), Gregorio Palamas e oltre. Studi e documenti
sulle controversie teologiche del x1v secolo bizantino, Firenze, 2004, p. 227. See also the
annexe to this book by A. Rigo.

? A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili. Le accuse di messalianismo e bogomilismorevolte
agli esicasti ed il problema dei rapporti tra esicasmo e bogomilismo, Firenze, 1989, p. 32,
144-145, 179, 187 note 1.

1 See the annexe to this book.
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place where the translation from Greek into Slavic was made. It might have
been on Mount Athos immediately after the original was written, or it might
have been later and somewhere else, anywhere in the Balkans. The question
as to the exact date of writing of the Greek original of this version of the
Synodicon will be further discussed, but most probably it was in the second
half of the 1360s. There are two arguments in support of an early translation
into Slavonic: the situation on Mount Athos, which was a place of contact
and exchange and where the condemnation of the Irene Porené group (later
resonating in Tarnovgrade) was a topical issue, and the Palamite controversies
that flared up in the same period. Both issues were vehemently discussed
in Bulgaria. A possible argument against the idea of a Slavonic translation
(made on Mount Athos or in Bulgaria) as early as the 14" century, is that
the orthography would not be the same — the Tarnovo two-ier and two-nasal
vowels norm would have been used. This is however not a decisive argument,
as it is possible that the orthography was adapted to the then current norms
within the history of transmission of the text. Due to the lack of decisive
evidence any suggestion regarding the date of translation cannot be more than
a hypothesis. The data from the content and orthography, and codicological
analysis of the manuscript indicate that it could have been written in a South
Slavic environment and then reached Wallachia, but it is not to be excluded
that the manuscript was produced in the principality north of the Danube
based on a South Slavic Vorlage. In either case, this was a very important
manuscript, as it was probably the material carrier through which the text of
the Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy reached the Romanian lands, or
at least it is a manuscript produced from that carrier.

It is difficult to establish the ethnicity of the copyist of the manuscript
based on the orthography it uses. The Resava orthography adhered to in the
text was the most widespread Cyrillic orthography in the Balkans (with the
exception of Moldavia) during the early Ottoman era. The copyist could thus
a Serb or Bulgarian, or from the Romanian Lands.

It seems to me the only useful clue is the presence of the Vita of St. Gregory
the Decapolites at the end of the manuscript''. This text, and the fact that the
manuscript is in Bucharest, point towards a strong connexion between the

" Regarding it, see Fr. Dvornik, La Vie de Saint Grégoire le Décapolite et les Slaves
macédoniennes au IX siécle. Travaux, publiés par I'Institut d Etudes slaves, V, Paris, 1926,
edition of the text, p. 45-75; G. Makris, Ignatios Diakonos und die Vita des HI. Gregorios
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book and the Romanian lands'?. Special attention in this respect should be paid
to the powerful cult of this saint in Wallachia: it arose due to the translation of
his relics to the Bistrita monastery by the Ban of Oltenia Barbu Craiovescu,
who initiated this veneration'. Of course, the cult was accompanied by the
necessary literary and artistic attributes. Apart from the Greek vita of the saint,
a Romanian vita existed. We know it has been translated from a Slavic text
which in its turn was a translation from Greek'*. However, such a complete
text did not seem to have survived. I know only of brief synaxary vitas'.
Those texts are completely different from the one preserved in the Bucharest
manuscript, and no other attestations of the Slavic vita are known to me. Thus,
the question could be raised of whether this text, in this manuscript, could be
Slavic text from which the translation into Romanian was made. This could
hardly be proven convincingly, but raising the issue relates to considerations
about the place where the manuscript BAR Ms. sl. 307 was written. If it was the
material carrier of the Synodicon and of the Vita of St. Gregory the Decapolites
to Wallachia, it must have been written elsewhere. This complicates the search
for an answer even more, because there are no indications except the fact
that the original (the Greek one, and probably the Slavic translation as well)
of the Synodicon was or were created on Mount Athos. It is quite likely that
the text travelled from Mount Athos to the lands north of the Danube. In
spite of these suppositions and hypotheses, no definite answers can yet be
provided regarding the date and place of the creation of the manuscript, nor
regarding when the vita was translated. I find it difficult to believe that the
Slavic translation of the work of Ignatius the Deacon was made specifically

Dekapolites. (= Byzantinisches archiv, Band 17), Stuttgart und Leipzig, 1997, Greek text with
German translation, p. 56 - 153.

12 UB. Bunsipekw, ,,)Kuruero Ha cB. ['puropwuii Jekaronut B ppkonuc Ms. sl. 307 ot PymbHcKara
Axanemust, 36opnux padosa Buzanmonowikoe uncmumyma, L, 2013, p. 213-221

3 Dr. P. Petroganu, “Sf. Grigore Decapolitul din manastirea Bistrita-Valcea”, Biserica
Ortodoxa Romana, LIX/11-12, 1941, p. 682-703; D. Bodin, “Grigore Decapolitul si loan
de Capistrano”, Revista istorica romdnd, XIV/3, 1945, p. 307-315; W. Wolska-Conus, « De
quibusdam Ignatius », Travaux et mémoires, 4, 1970, p. 340-344; P. Nasturel, “Le surnaturel
dans les sources médiévales roumaines”, L’empereur hagiographe. Culte des saints et
monarchie byzantine et post-byzantine, Bucharest, 2001, p. 133-136.

14 Petroganu, “Sf. Grigore Decapolitul din manastirea Bistrita-Valcea”, p. 696-697.

15 P. TTaBnoBa, Cmanucnasos (Jlecnoscku) nponoe om 1330 2oduna, Veliko Tarnovo, 1999,
p. 85; I. IletkoB, M. CmacoBa, Twprosckama pedakyus na Cmuwnus nponoe. Texcmoge,
nexkcuxanen unoexc, T. I11 (mecen HoemBpwm), Plovdiv, 2009, p. 71.
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because of the presence of the relics of St. Gregory the Decapolites in Oltenia.
Very likely, the translation had already been made among the Orthodox Slavs
in the Balkans. This, however, could be the topic of a separate study.

Drinov copy (NBKM Ne432)
Damascene, 16™ century

2.1. Description of the manuscript.

The manuscript is a miscellany of different works, written on paper in the
16" century (NBKM Ned32/634)!6, 1t consists of V+216 sheets sized 145x105
mm. The written area is 73x111/116 mm. The paper is smooth, strong, but
yellowed. In some places the sheets are thinner, and in a few cases, punctured
by the ink. Because the paper has become thinner, and the writing is dense,
it is difficult to find the watermarks'’. In his description, B. Tsonev indicates
a watermark: “an anchor within a circle, with a cross above it”. In a later
study, the same author explains that the manuscript can be dated to the end
of the 16™ century or the beginning of the 17" based on its grammatical and
palaeographic particularities. He there describes the watermark as an encircled
anchor with a sword-like cross above it, and points out that according to
the Briquet catalogue it dates from 1577.'" The manuscript has no original
foliation (or pagination). It was added later, in Arabic numerals, in the upper
outer corner, but not on every sheet. Below, in the middle of the first page of
the sheet, there is a numeration stamped on with a seal, which I shall follow
in my presentation. Apart from the general numeration, the sheets are marked
with numbers at the bottom of the inner sides. There is likewise no original
numeration of the tetrads.

The binding is relatively well preserved, leather, with clasps, one of
which has been completely preserved. On the front and back cover, there are
geometric interlace vegetable ornaments. On the front cover, in the middle

16 See also the description of the manuscript in B. Lloues, Onuc, T. I, p. 438-442, No 432 (634);
UB. boxunos, A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. bunsapcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 83-88.

" For the filigree analysis, I give my thanks to Nona Petkova, at the time archivist in the
Department of Manuscripts and Old Print Books at the National Library Saints Cyril and
Methodius, Sofia.

18 The author does not indicate the number of the drawing in the catalogue and gives no details
about it: b. Llone, HMcmopusa na 6wreapckus esux, Sofia, 1984, p. 230.
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of the bands with interlaced vegetable motifs, there is a rhombus of the same
motifs, and in the four corners of the enclosed area, there are four flowers.

There is practically no ornamentation within the manuscript. In some
places, the indications in the margin represent a hand with pointed finger
(f. 28v with a branch, f. 100v, f. 147v, f. 165v, f. 214v) or small figures (f.
37r — something resembling a bird next to the title). On f. 128r there is a
drawing of a scale illustrating the text about the weighing of the sins and the
condemnation of sinners. On f. 47v, a later writer has made something like an
ornament above the title, very crudely drawn. There are also a few drawings
of flowers in the margins surrounding the lunar calendar.

The characters are in a small semi-uncial script, 20 rows per page. The ink
is black and the titles and some initials are in red. Also written in red ink are
some of the indications in the margins identifying the text. The copyist has
followed the Serbian Resava norm, but the use of signs for the “ier vowels” (s
and ) is not consistent. Although this orthographic norm is generally without
nasals, a few x signs can be found in the text: ankw nanas (f. 1951), cazannx
Onmeannz MpbTenz (£. 1951), ®metpasum (f. 197r). In pointing out such examples
from the Drinov manuscript of the Synodicom, M. G. Popruzenko concludes
not only that the copyist transcribed from a Bulgarian original but that he
was certainly of Bulgarian origin, which seems quite probable.'® Although the
manuscript consists of clearly separate parts, it is all written by the same hand,
the separateness is not due — as in the case of the Palauzov manuscript — to the
gathering together of completely different parts of manuscripts.

Contents:

1. f. 1r-183r: comprises the translation of different sermons by Damascene
Stoudite and other authors®.

(1) f. 1-20: Sermon on the Annunciation, the beginning of which is
missing.
(2) f. 211: AaMACKTHA ANOKA HMOATAKONA H CTSAHTA. CAORO WELLIH €Z7bIKW,
Mo BbCTANH AAZ"éPGE”E NA cg'BT'eNTe xg‘o\ CB BATEMb . LLEBTONOCTE CAO W EARBII~
In the upper margin of the page, there are signs of references written in
red ink, but they are illegible.

M. T TTonpyxenko, Curoours, p. XX VIII-XXIX.
2 The sermons have been described in detail by B. Tsonev (b. Llones, Onuc, 1, p. 438-439).
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3)f 37r [Moguenie H‘J'EI\OH’\HTQI\ No. © MOCT. stg € W Hke BB HNOLLB
MB'LUA AAMACKTNA. AMOATAKONA H CTSAKTA. BB HEAK ChINSHSH :- In the top
margin of the page, there are traces of some references written in red
ink, but they are illegible. I can only distinguish: cAo . r

(4) . 49r: AAMACKHNA HNWKA. HITOATAKONA H CTEANTA. MORKCTE M 4ECTH H
O 40ALE. H ﬁzosy&mem’z\. BHR'LLHA W ngkxeAHkuﬁ driNoNAaYEANH. Mixanaa
H r&k(iHANA, BABBI Wi¢ -~ In the top margin of the page, there are traces
of some references written in red ink, but they are illegible.

(5) f. 86r: AaMACKINA HHOKA H HMOATAKONA H CTSANTA. CAORO nfétTHﬁ
CKAZANTE, O AGCETHI CAWRL MWiFceDREX' < In the top margin of the page,
written by a later, but quite ancient, hand, and in a different ink: A0 €.
(6) £. 96v: Oewdpania Aok, H VHT’g. 84HTEN'CTRO Kb NIPABOCAABNBIF X?T'I'ANVG.
NPOCTHM' CKANTE O EIXb CheTARK, MpARTe BgH. In the top margin of the
page, written by a later, but still quite ancient, hand, and in a different
ink, in red: Ao s.

(7) £. 103v: MORRCT’ APPOAITIANA MECRNHNA conmeaga ce
(121-|1\I-,|I'I’I'IA NPRZRATEPA. CIPPAX BIR'LLATO NPT IWARA ZAAVCTARO. O ORBCTRE
XBE, H O SR'BZAK IARABLLIOH C TOTA, H MOKAONENTE RALXRO. H AAPH H HiKke B
NeperiAH MgHNELLE. EARBI. W4é ~ In the top margin of the page, written by
a later, but quite ancient, hand, and in a different ink, in red: cAo Z

(8) f. 109v: Rn NEAI MENS' . ,A,&MMKb’lNA HNOK HIMOATAKONA CTSAHTA. CAORO
WELI_IH CICAZANIGMB W CKON'YANH Msz\ HW ANTnylcTt HW BToge anLueCTu
FA HALLGRO 1V XA NPBAOKHA c¢ ® cz\om HPKG KD CTHIA LA NALLE. HIOAHTS,
NAMH JHM'CKATO NAMBCTHBIKA CThIA ArAb, W BABH :~. In the top margin of
the page, written by a later, but quite ancient, hand, and in a different
ink, in red: A6 H.

(9) f. 136v: ,A,AMA(KHHA HHNOKA HI'IO,A,AKOH (sm‘) H CTS,A,HTA Caoro I'I;)OCTH
CKAZANTEMb, NA Fioké N0 NIABTH pORBCTRO I NALLIC W xa’ . 8. w i~ Inthe top
margin of the page, above the title, written with red ink: mia. A¢ K. cao
<. The numeration of the sermon (the last two words and the number)
is written by a different hand and with a different ink, but is quite old.
(10) f. 160r: AAMACICINA Mom\ H HnoAlz\lcom H CTSATTA. CAO OB €ZBIKW.
NA M.TO AMERNOE A NALIJGFO W xz\ N ¢pTeniie ;- . In the top margin of the
page, written in red ink: & 4) B. cAo 1. Again, the number of the sermon
seems added later, but by a quite ancient hand and with a different ink.
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2. f. 184r-203v: Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy. After that, two
sheets are left empty (f. 204-205). According to B. Tsonev, these sheets may
have been added in order to fill in the beginning of the calendar, from which
the first eight lunar circles are missing?'.

3. f. 206r-209r — Lunar calendar written in red and black ink in a well-
ordered table.

4.£.209r-211v — NATE€™ W KABNO" RIAENIE" CAWT : . (Globe-shaped
Earth).

5. f. 212r to the end — lMorkeThl i 8ka 1 AT HZEANNbBI: Agekmﬁ MEHKTH.
H HHASW . EAH FAb MHO paz8 AmBus. HoHa non'zs casnueyri. Different brief
precepts, which B. Tsonev considers to be typical for so called “damaskin’s”
literature. The maxims are divided by sub-titles written in red ink, indicating
the names of various ancient philosophers or Christian theologians and/or the
theme of the concrete thought. The texts are usually not long — a few rows
each.

Before presenting the marginal notes and colophons as well as what they
reveal about the path and vicissitudes of the manuscript over the centuries, I
should point out there are many marginal notes made by the copyist (&f, i,
@rz&uo). In some cases, there are titles, or rather references, in ordinary ink
added to the text, but in other places red ink has been used for these notes,
usually in the bottom margin of the page. They are not relevant to the present
study. These are either additions made where text is lacking, or emphases
drawing attention to certain features of the text. They are relevant to the main
narration and to the use of the text and not to the history of the manuscript,
and are not independent expressions or texts. I shall attend to them only when
they are relevant.

Colophons and notes:

1. On the inner side of the cover, there are several notes from the 18" century
concerning accounts related to the economic activity of the manuscript’s
owner:

a) AAAOXB LLONS 2 190

W XaKo
NaKH 3 MH
MNAKH K TH

21 B. Ioues, Onuc, 1, p. 441.
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b) WeTaNA HA NHAGAYA
ZA XAKO AX ZHMA S r;)Lo”
K¢ MH
. Tpa
0CTANAXA
A Fga\
’ — 9
ZEAL K [1H
7 ~
Z&AL N MH
HICONA

z¢ wera (the word has been crossed out) € fipa
weTa T riH
2. On the first empty, unnumbered sheet, in a similar handwriting from the
same epoch:
a) MEuA angHATA SLANHXE
MOMYE NEAEAYO ZA LLIECH
MecetH 21 Tpa Zeab
W XAKOR CH
6 Fpa 10 rin
The whole text above was later crossed out.
b) suanHT T 41 (at the side, written by a different hand: neka)
zéab S(DF 11w
CTOLUH MAOCKA ZA 10 6
CTANAXA ... Fpa 11 i

cTaMaxa 3 F AA, MiH

c¢) Below, written with a different ink: cranaxa and lower crotiko. There
follow the Arabic numerals from 1 to 9, written in a vertical column.

3. On the reverse side of the fourth unnumbered empty sheet, in the upper
left corner:

IA¢ BiKe MOH OVCTE NALLIL

4. f. 22r-23v — in the bottom margin of each of the four pages, written by a
later hand (in the 19" century) in paler ink:

Knnra cia Mk na-// naxwwia // nyo’lr\}'MeHz\ 1 yblA'|'6Tz\

5. f. 47r — after the end of the text, there are several illegible stamps.
Someone was evidently testing his seal.
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6. f. 47v — the page is left empty, and the following note has been written
on it, probably in the 18" century:
¢He W E'BCHO Ve H w7
R'BPA. NATHLUH Na Np'B
CeNb XABEB NA K0op8
o
AX HZEAETH Mpeike
CAANILE Rb NEA CTa
CAORA
STOTICK POHAK
H. KNHH, WeeT
NH, AAWZER AA 3
W KARTW \yV\,)Mb
MPZACOPKAAA
,
YWALOC SKNS i~
Below these strange rows there are seals representing a face with interlace
ornaments of the kind that are placed above a title.
7. f. 48r — the page was empty, probably having been added to replace a
missing one, and then someone in the 18" century wrote the following notes:
a) CHIA AA ZNAE L0 AARAME
KAZAPALIHKD HA MOAX MBCTAA
oo s A
NaKkb WKH K Z 10 MAKL WKH K &
A no
NA ZEAGKA WKH ¢ AL K 10
MNAKE WKH
KATO BEXME Na MRARA. Ze6Ab WKHE Ti[o]
Makb WH
3
Several lines follow, written by a different hand and not well legible.
[Mhwe nfe]ao Hima cfi (?)
MBH...
AOAL...
AA MH...
¢ AORLLE
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At the lowermost part of the sheet, written in the same handwriting as at
the beginning of the page, is added:

IOKEHE WKH A

8. f. 48v — the page was originally empty. Again, many seals have been
stamped on it, and in the middle, to the right, is written:

LRBTIKO

HMA AA ZEMA

The handwriting is from the 18" century.

9.1. 183v—atthe uppermost part of the sheet there are some incomprehensible
doodles, and to the side, perpendicular to them, a note from the year 1858
about the classification of the book. Approximately in the middle of the page
is written: aAa ca zne. Below are written the letters CT.

At the bottom of the page, there are two dated notes:

a) from May 28, 7143 (=1635 AD)

Rb Ak ,z?MHrH. MUA MARA. KH.

ANb. MPBHAE. 10 NETph. XALIH.

b) from 7130 (=1622)

Ra A% ¢ZJN . BBIXA CBABTA"

WCMANA
1622

10. f. 217v — on the last page, there is a colophon written by the copyist:

M &75 rpunn poyvkoo

PPAMATHKE HMENEMb

ogzioent (B. Tsonev reads this cryptographic writing as Anreaaks / Angelak)

In the middle of the sheet is written: 7122

5508
1614

There is also a note written in the beginning of the 20" century: 13/I1I/
1915 Cewvpuuxp npbriena va kaurara. J[. M. (Drinov, Marin?)

Bottom-most is a note from the year 7122 (=1614 AD):

R RTH(zTKHE MU KATEA Bl ANb.

AA ZNAC ve ng’l’HAé WCMb TA CTOPH ZAO.

B. Tsonev proposes localising the event in Lovec¢, where the manuscript
was kept in 1614. The Love¢ monastery was there, south of the city; it may
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have been destroyed by a flood of the river Osam?2. M. Popruzenko seems to
agree with Tsonev®.

2. 2. History of the manuscript and its relation to other witnesses

It can be summarised that the Drinov manuscript of the Synodicon
probably was created in the 16™ century somewhere in the western Bulgarian
lands, perhaps in Macedonia, where Serbian influence was the strongest in
the Late Middle Ages, as evidenced by the orthographic features of the text.
Certain particularities support the argument that the manuscript was copied
from a Bulgarian source and that the copyist was probably of Bulgarian origin.
These specifications enable the search for other data that might allow tracing
the destiny of the manuscript. The marginal notes in it may suggest certain
solutions within this quest.

First of all, the colophon provides the name of the copyist — gramatik
Angelak. Unfortunately, there is no additional information about him. He may
have been a cleric. The note on the last page gave both B. Tsonev and M.
Popruzenko reason to assume that the manuscript had remained for a long
time in Lovec (if it was not also written there), specifically, in the Lovec
Monastery, whose ruins are located south of the city, in the area Monastirska
Cheshma (Monastery fountain). This is an interesting assertion, because the
Palauzov manuscript is also connected with that city. Unfortunately, however,
the claim cannot be definitely and indisputably confirmed, although it is clear
that the manuscript was kept at least temporarily somewhere in the area along
the Osam river.

Another indication of the locality where it was kept is the mention of
prohegumen Father Pachomius Riliot as the owner of the book. This would
logically mean it was kept in Rila Monastery. This is not to be excluded,
although there is no other direct information confirming this statement.

The note from 1622 mentions the murder of Sultan Osman — f. 183v. This
refers to the murder of Sultan Osman II (born 3 November 1604, sultan 1618-
1622), also called Osman Geng (Geng = the Young), who attempted to change
the policy of the Empire and to decrease the influence of the janissary corps,

22 B. Lowues, Onuc, 1, p. 442.
2 M. T. Ilonpyskerko, Cunooux, p. XLI.
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but was killed in Constantinople on 20 May 1622.2* This gives some indication
as to the dating of the notes in the manuscript and also as to the acquirements
of its owner, who was evidently aware of current affairs. Above this note, on
the same page, there is note from the year 1635, which announces the decease
of the priest Peter Hadji on May 28. We may assume that the mentioned cleric
was either a very influential person in the milieu of the manuscript’s owners,
or a relative. Most probably, he was both, since the very mention of pilgrimage
(he is called “Hadji”), and in the 17" century at that, testifies to the prestige
and high social status of a Christian in the Ottoman Empire. For the present
study it is relevant that the manuscript was probably in the possession of an
ecclesiastic.

There is also a group of more recent notes — which seem to be from the
18" century — that present the economic activity of the manuscript’s owner at
that time; they are on the back of the cover, on the first numbered page, and
on f. 48r. They contain calculations, records of loans given and due, notes
on economic relations, hiring of workers, etc., which testify to a change of
the environment in which the manuscript was then kept. It may be claimed
with relative certainty that the book was for a significant period of time in the
hands of a merchant or craftsman who noted important things in it. No doubt,
it was not used for any liturgical purposes, such as reading of sermons and
instructive oratory on religious holidays, and remained as a book to be read at
home or in some other informal environment.

Marin Drinov received this manuscript from a member of a prominent
family from Panagyurishte. Most probably the book was acquired by Tsvyatko
Panagyurets, the publisher of the Eternal Calendar of 1818 in Budapest.
In 1797, he signed his name as owner within a manuscript now kept in the
Plovdiv National Library. One of his heirs, Georgi, gave the codex to Marin
Drinov.

The question can be raised whether there is a connexion between the
two manuscripts, and between them and the Palauzov manuscript. Had they

24 V. Ostapchuk, “An Ottoman Gazaname on Halil Pasa’s Naval Campaign against the Cossacks
(1621)”, Harvard Ukrainian Studies, 14, 1990, p. 482-521; G. Pieterberg, An Ottoman
Tragedy: History and Historiography at Play, Berkeley, 2003; B. Tezcan, “The History of
a Primary Source : The Making of Tughi’s Chronicle on the Regicide of Osman II (1622) in
1623”, Bulletin of School of Oriental & African Studies, 72 /1, 2009, p. 41-62; S. Peksevgen,
“Osman 117, in: G. Agoston & B. Masters, Encyclopaedia of the Ottoman Empire, New York,
2009, p. 446-447.



50 CHAPTER I

“met” somewhere in the course of their wanderings? This question, of course,
concerns not only the history of the manuscripts but also the history of the
texts, they are interconnected.

First, observations will be made without any textological study. The
two manuscripts are from similar epochs and have similar orthographic
particularities. In this respect, they differ from the Palauzov manuscript, which
dates from the 14" century and has been written in Tarnovo orthography.
Mikhail Popruzenko discusses in detail the particularities of the Drinov
manuscript with regard to its possible dependence on the Palauzov one. He
presents his argument that PAL served as a basis for the creation of DRIN. The
Russian scholar notes that, in some parts, the two texts are so similar that he
considers them two copies of the same source; the examples he gives lead him
to the conclusion that the writer of the Drinov copy had at hand the same text
that has reached us in the Palauzov copy®. At the same time, however, in some
places they differ significantly not only in terms of grammar and vocabulary,
but also with regard to the additions and omissions. M. G. Popruzenko thus
constructed a hypothesis that both manuscripts were compiled based on
the text of the same older source, but in each case with different editorial
intervention aimed at correcting the inaccuracies and obscurities in the text
(such as unclear and too literal translation, inappropriate words, additions that
contain historical inaccuracies, etc.). In making this editorial intervention, the
copyist, M. Popruzenko believes, had at hand not only the older text, which
he was copying and reworking, but also the Greek original of the Synodicon®.
The literal translation in the older manuscript created expressions so untypical
for the language as used at that time, that many of the theological formulations
— already difficult to understand— became incomprehensible. According to M.
Popruzenko?’, this caught the attention of the hierarchs of the Church who
commissioned a re-edition. Here the question has to be raised when such a
scenario might have occurred. I would doubt such a step with regard to the
text could have been taken in the late 16" or even 17" century, when the book
did not seem to have been used in liturgy, especially not regularly. The text of
the Drinov manuscript was rather meant for unofficial reading, as confirmed
by its textual convoy. Mentioning the names of medieval rulers was hardly a

M. T Tlonipyxeno, Cunooux, p. XLVII-XLVIIL.
2 M. T TTonpyxenko, Curooux, p. XLIX-LXXXVI, XCII ff.
2 M. T. TTonpyskeno, Cunodux, p. LIIL
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priority under Ottoman rule. There was simply no elite to express this kind of
ideas and to initiate a new edition of the Synodicon. Secondly, there would not
have been many people in the peripheral areas (and western Bulgaria certainly
was such) competent to carry out such a revision of the text.

In fact, M. Popruzenko suggests that this re-edition was made long before
the creation of the Drinov copy — probably as early as the 14" century —
and even argues that it was made by Patriarch Euthymius himself®. To his
linguistic, literary, and stylistic arguments [ would add the consideration that
this was an official text of a very high order, which makes the intervention
of the Patriarch of the Bulgarian Church more likely. In this case the topic of
an “encounter” of the two manuscripts can be dropped. The possibility they
were kept in Lovec — which is not fully certain — should not lead to a different
view. M. Popruzenko in fact believed that the scribe of the Drinov copy had
before him two Bulgarian sources — edited or not — which he handled rather
carelessly”. The Russian scholar offers an interesting characterisation of this
copyist, which is not very merciful towards his shortcomings. In any case,
these hypotheses cannot be convincingly proven and remain assumptions
based chiefly on the idea of the unity of the Synodicon text in the Bulgarian
environment — an idea that I would call romantic.

As for the manuscript in Bucharest, the idea of an encounter with the other
two Bulgarian copies did not arise.

Textual convoy of the Synodicon in the two manuscripts.

The Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy, in its Greek original and
its translations did not circulate on its own. It was copied and disseminated
combined with other works, in various types of miscellaneous codices, most
typically within liturgical miscellanies, because actually it was a text for
liturgical usage. This reception of the text, combined with other works, adds
to the variation within the tradition related to the Synodicon. Not only is it
characterised by variation in contents, in the first instance the Macedonian,
Comnenian, and Palaeologian variants (followed by further modifications as

M. T TTonpyxenko, Curooux, p. XCI-XCVIIL.
2 M. T. lonpyxenko, Curodux, p. LXXXVI ff.
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versions were created where the text was adapted in various ways to new
contexts), but also in the types of miscellanies in which it circulated.**.
Among the extant Greek attestations to the text of the Synodicon, the
liturgical and legal miscellanies hold a special place. This also counts for
its subsequent reception, for example in the south Slavonic translations.
The manuscript in which the Palauzov copy of the Bulgarian Synodicon
has been transmitted is certainly liturgical®!. The miscellany containing the
Drinov copy is of a different character. It belongs to the so-called category of
“Damaskins”, consisting in its main part of sermons by Damascene Stoudite.**
This different textual context can be explained by the fact that it originated in
a different epoch and probably had a different purpose. The witnesses to the
text from Serbia again circulated in different manuscript contexts. In their
case, the liturgical context of the text is likewise significant: these are the
Plevlja breviary (1380-1395), the Zagreb copy (1380-1390), the Decani copy
(a lost text that was included in a now unknown, probably late, manuscript)*.
In Russia, the designation “synodicon” is also used for a simple “bede-roll”
(prayer list), by itself*. Here I shall not touch upon the delicate question
whether and how (in Greek or in translation) the Synodicon for the Sunday of
Orthodoxy existed in Russia as early as the 12% century (I am referring to the
reference in the Primary Chronicle under the year 1108 and the reference in
Prince Vsevolod-Gabriel’s charter to the local clergy in 1135), as this issue is
beyond the aims of the present study*®. Regarding the question, it is important
that two Russian editions of the work under study exist, the first of which

30 See J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 14-35.

31 YB. Boxuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, VB. Busisipcku, Fopunos Cunooux, p. 57-72.

32 UB. Boxuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, VB. Bussipcku, Bopunos Cunodux, p. 84.

33 Jb. CrojanoBuh, ,,IpeOHuk Manactupa cB. Tpojuue kox Ilneama”, Cnomenux Cpncke
Amaoemuje, LVI, beorpan, 1922, p. 22-30; Ba. Momwus, ,,[1neBasscku pykonuc CuHOIMKA
I[NpaBociasiba”, Croso, VI-VII (= Bajcos 360pnux), Zagreb, 1957, p. 157-177; Bn. Momus,
‘Rupuncku pyronucu Jyeocnasencke Akademuje, 1. 1, Zagreb, 1955, p. 59-61; Bn. MoruuH,
“Cep0ckas penakiust Cunonuka B Henenro [IpaBociaBusi. AHaIN3 TeKCTOB”, Buzanmuiickuil
spemenux, T. XVI, 1959, p. 361 ff.

3 E. B. IleryxoB, Ouepku no aumepamyprnou ucmopuu Cunoouxa, p. IV-VI, 83 ff.; . B.
[Heprauesa, [locmepmuas cyovba u ,,unou mup” 8 OpesHepyccKoll KHunicHocmu, Moscow,
2004, p. 146 ff.

33 E. B. IleryxoB, Quepku no aumepamypnou ucmopuu Cunoouka, p. 59-61; M. T TTomyxeHko,
Cunooux yaps bopuna, p. IV-V; Bi. MommwH, ,,CepOckas penakiust CuHoauka B Henermro
[paBocnaBusi”, Buzanmuiickuii Bpemennux, 16, 1959, p. 347-348; Bn. [lepraues,
“Bceenenckuii CHHOIUK B ApeBHEH u cpeaneBekoBoil Pycu”, p. 20-21; U. Bn. Jleprauesa,
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is connected with manuscript N°667 from the Moscow Synodal Collection
(now in the State Historical Museum - GIM?*®), and the other is related to the
tradition of the Triodion (more precisely, the Kiev printed Triodion) and hence
is of special interest in the context of the study of manuscript 307 from the
collection of the Library of the Romanian Academy.

1. Textual convoy in manuscript BAR, Ms. sl. 307.

As already mentioned, in the framework of this manuscript, the Synodicon
is part of the Triodion of Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopoulos. I believe that
the presence of the Synodicon in a manuscript containing the Triodion is
something natural, given the close connexion of the work with liturgy and
its purpose: to be read on the Sunday of Orthodoxy, the first Sunday of Lent.
Several Greek witnesses to the text have also been transmitted in Triodia, thus
attesting to its original purpose. This is the case for all manuscripts belonging
to the Comnenian variant of the Synodicon, from the group designated by the
publisher as the “Hellas” group because they were meant for the suffragan
bishopric of the Athenian archbishopric (variant Cfghij)*’. The fact should
also be mentioned that, not accidentally, the first Greek printed edition of the
Synodicon appeared in Venice on March 31, 1522, as part of the Triodion**.
In the general context of the present study, it should also be pointed out that
the first Slavic printed edition of the Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy
was in the framework of the Kiev printed Triodion of 1627. This edition was
reprinted several more times until the end of the 17" century*’. According to

THocmepmuas yovoa, p. 148; K. Maksimovi¢ in Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque
decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1, p. 499-501.

3¢ Henceforth, GIM.

37J. Gouillard, « Synodikon », p. 27-28. I should note immediately that the text we are studying
(the south Slavonic translation according to the P version) could have no connexion with
these manuscripts, which contain many additional elements “borrowed from who knows
where” as Jean Gouillard puts it, and which do not correspond to the text as preserved in the
Bucharest manuscript — the extensive anti-Bogomil section, the anathema against Constantine
V Copronymus, etc.

38 For the present study, I am using the printed edition of the Triodion from Venice, 1559, which
is accessible in the National Library Saints Cyril and Methodius in Sofia (pressmark: R. rp.
559.1). There, the Synodicon is placed at ff. 76r-83r.

¥ For the present study, I am using this edition, which is accessible in the National Library Saints
Cyril and Methodius in Sofia (pressmark: R. 1. 664.1): Tpnwanwnts ci ecrh Tinkeneus, B
ARorE B' pOKS axHp’ Miia okmé: . The rite in the Sunday of Orthodoxy begins at f. giie ,
and the Synodicon itself is at f. pér .
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E. V. Petukhov®, that printed edition contains a new translation, especially
made for it from the text of the printed Greek Triodion. He also points out
that the translator consulted the older translation. Here I should say that,
when comparing this text printed in Kiev with the Drinov manuscript of the
Bulgarian Synodicon, a certain similarity can be noticed. Based on these
similarities M. Popruzenko suggested that the text as found in the Drinov
manuscript was also known to the translator of the text published in Kiev, and
later in Moscow*!.

Elsewhere we (my colleague Radu G. Paun and I) have devoted attention
to the printed Synodicon, which has also been printed in Romanian within
the Triodion.* We consider it likely that this is a translation of a Ruthenian
(or less probably Russian) printed Triodion that was evidently very widely
disseminated among the Orthodox nations. The Romanian Synodicon was
printed in 1700, Buzau, at pages PHHZ (197) — cip, (214)3. Although this text
likewise has features in common with the manuscript in the Library of the
Romanian Academy, I cannot say there is any direct dependence between the
two and I would consider it more sensible to compare the Romanian printed
Triodion with other palaeotypic variants — Greek or Slavic — rather than with
the Bucharest manuscript.

The Triodion (or Three-Odes Book) is a liturgical book containing parts
of the rite with changeable prayers for the movable feast cycle, starting from
the Sunday of the Publican and Pharisee and ending with All Souls*. The
Triodion was divided into Lenten and Pentecostal as early as the 10™ century.
The Greek designations are respectively Tpuddiov and Ilevinkootdpiov.
Since the content of the Triodion is fixed and known, it can be compared with
the text found in BAR Mss. sl. 307. This manuscript has several gaps, due to
lost pages. At the beginning the four pre-Lenten Sundays are missing, so that

4 °E. B. IleryxoB, Ouepku no aumepanyproi ucmopuu Cunoouxa, p. 63-69.

' M. I. ITonipyxenko, Curodux, p. CXII-CXVIIL.

42 Currently, my colleague Radu G. Paun and I are preparing a separate volume with a typeset
edition of, and study on, this Romanian text. See also our article: Biliarsky, Paun, « La version
roumaine du Synodikon de I’Orthodoxie (Buzau, 1700) et les combats pour la « Juste foi » a
la fin du XVlIle siécle », p. 395-434.

“ 1. Bianu, N. Hodos, Bibliografia romdneasca veche, 1508-1830, Bucharest, 1903, t. I (1508-
1716), No 121, p. 402-409.

4 See M. A. MomuHa, ,,IToctHas u [{setnas Tpuoau. Coaepxanue Tpuonu (coctas ciryx0)”,
Memoouueckue pexomenoayuu no onucanuio ciagsaHo-pycckux pykonuceti onsa Ce00Ho20
Kkamanoza pykonucetl, xpanawuxca ¢ CCCP, . 2, gacts 11, Moscow, 1976, p. 389.
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the first extensive text in the codex is that of the Synodicon of the first Sunday
of Lent. The second Sunday is also missing, and the text goes straight to the
third, dedicated to the Adoration of the Holy Cross. This is followed by the
Saturday of the Raising of Lazarus and next day, the Entry into Jerusalem
(Palm Sunday). That is the fifth Sunday, which means the fourth is missing.
All the texts related to Holy Week are presented in the manuscript, including
the Resurrection (Easter is on f. 75v). The Bright Week is not presented and
the manuscript goes straight to the Sunday of Saint Thomas (f. 78v), followed
by the Sunday of the Myrrh-bearers (f. 81r), the Sunday of the Paralytic (f.
83v) and Mid-Pentecost (f. 84v), Sunday of the Samaritan Woman (f. 87v),
Sunday of the Blind Man (f. 91v), and the Ascension of Christ (f. 94v). Then
comes the Sunday of the 318 Fathers of the First Council of Nicaea (f. 96v),
and after that, the Sunday of Pentecost (f. 100r). The last service is the rite of
the Holy Spirit, celebrated on the Monday after Pentecost (f. 102r). There is
no doubt that the lacks are due to the loss or destruction of manuscript leaves.

The content of the Triodion has thus been followed in BAR Mss. sl. 307,
and the deviations here can be ascribed to its fragmentary state: many of the
sheets are entirely or partially lost. This can be illustrated from the beginning
of the text, where the title is mentioned: the Sunday of the Publican and
Pharisee, but the text of the rite is missing. Certainly, regrettably, a large part
of it has been lost.

It is worth noting that the Lenten and Pentecostal Triodia are joined together
in one book, which is typical for the older manuscripts, according to the study
by M. A. Momina. She lists Bulgarian, Serbian, and Russian examples of such
a joint presence in the 12™- 14" centuries®. Can this serve as a reference point
for identifying the protograph of the manuscript under study? Insofar as there
is data about certain reference points in the 14™ century (the account of events
on Mount Athos in 1345, and the reference to Jacob, Metropolitan of Hierissos
—f. 20v — who will feature further on in this study), this seems a very attractive
possibility. Nevertheless, I do not believe it can be established whether or not
the original Greek text of the Synodicon, from which the translation preserved
in BAR, Ms. sl. 307 was made, circulated within a Tridion. For this reason, it
may not be appropriate to use manuscripts identified by M. A. Momina to date
the version of the work preserved in BAR, Ms. sl. 307.

4 M. MowmuHa, ,,IToctrast u [setnas Tpuoau”, p. 391-392.
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In connexion with this topic, it is worth paying attention to M. Momina’s
observation that the Triodion of Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopoulos contains
synaxarian readings connected with the respective holiday, which are usually
placed after the sixth song*. As an example, she points to the manuscript from
the Library of the Russian Academy of Sciences, 13.1.4 / IIC No 880 (similar
to the Triodion of Orbel, 13™ century), which contains, after the sixth song
for the first Sunday of Lent, a text entitled: csOpanme g HeDn az mocra (f.
62). She interprets the word “cvOpan-e” (“gathering together”) as an exact
translation of the Greek “cuva&apiov”.

2. Textual convoy of the text in manuscript NBKM 432.

In the content of manuscript NBKM 432, the Synodicon acquires a particular
context. The convoy is significantly different from that of the Palauzov and
Bucharest manuscripts. The context clearly differs from the selection of other
readings in the book, and from their purpose. What is it that had changed, what
was the new environment and audience of this miscellany?

The manuscript NBKM 432 contains mainly sermons, especially by
Damascene Stoudite. I believe the sermons were meant for home reading or
generally for unofficial reading, as well as for liturgical reading during the
divine service. This is indicated by the presence of instructions written in red
ink above the title, various instructions in the margin, as well as clarifications
attached to the text. True, the instructions above the titles and the holiday
dates have not been preserved in all cases, but this is due to damage to the
manuscript. What is the place of the Synodicon in this context? Was it meant
for reading during the liturgy on the holiday of the Triumph of Orthodoxy, or
was it meant for unofficial reading?

Analysing the content of the miscellany will shed light on this issue. The
miscellany can be classified as a “damaskin”, a widespread type of miscellany
inthe 16™— 19" century. At first, this term referred to various Slavic translations
of the collection of sermons, called “The Treasure” (@ncoavpodg, Thesaurus),
by the 16" century Greek cleric and writer Damascene Stoudite. He was born
in Thessalonica in the early 16™ century, studied in his native city and then
in Constantinople, where he became a monk and hypodeacon, and carried
out various ecclesiastic missions. In 1564 he was consecrated as bishop of
Lete (the ancient Mygdonia) and Rentina, a suffragan diocese of Thessalonica,

4 M. MomuHa, ,,IToctrast u L[BetHas Tpuomu”, p. 396.
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and in 1574 he became Metropolitan Bishop of Naupaktos (Latin: Lepanto)
and Arta, Exarch of Aetolia, which he remained until his death in 1577.% His
literary activity is remarkable for its great contribution to the development
of Modern Greek literature and also to Modern Bulgarian and other South
Slavic literatures. Damascene Stoudite was canonised in 2013; his feast day is
November 274, His book “The Treasure” was published in 1558 in Venice, the
largest book-printing centre for the Balkan Orthodox nations under Ottoman
rule. The language of the book, close to the colloquial Modern Greek speech
of the time, is commonly considered to be its characteristic feature, but what
seems most significant for me is the purpose of the edition. These are instructive
texts and sermons meant to reach the minds and hearts of people with as their
ultimate goal salvation through faith. The sermons of Damascene Stoudite
quickly spread to the Slavic Orthodox population of the Balkans and the
tradition of damaskins and damaskin literature was thus gradually established
as exceptionally important for the culture of the peninsula during the time of
Ottoman domination. The book was translated as early as the 16™ century.
Later miscellanies containing his sermons acquired a life and development of
their own, which led to a variegated reception history of his works circulating
in different combinations with other compositions.

Damaskins are divided into three types based on their content and the time
of their creation®:

1) The first translations of the sermons of Damascene Stoudite, made in
the 16™ century, i.e., almost immediately after the publication of the book
in Venice. This category is reserved for collections of sermons exclusively
by Damascene Stoudite. It has long been noticed that, Gregory, Bishop of
Pelagonia and Prilep, is noted as translator in the title of the Sermon on the

Y11, A. JlaBpoB, JJamackurn Cniyoum u cOOPHUKY €20 UMEHU ,, OAMCKUHbL " B FOTOCIABSIHCKON
nuteparype, Odessa, 1899; L. Petit, “Damascene le Studite”, Dictionnaire de Théologie
Catholique, vol. 1V, 1924, p. 27-28; 0. Tpucdonos, ,,Putop Teoban 1 unoaskon laMmackun™,
Cnucanue na BAH, t. 71, Kinon ucropuko-duionorudeH, 34, 1950, p. 1-27; J1. [lerkanosa,
Hamcxunume 6 bvreapckama numepamypa, p. 8-16; G. Podskalsky, “Damaskenos Studites”,
Lexicon fiir Theologie und Kirche, 3rd ed., vol. 11 (1994), 1381; L. N. Manou, Aapocknvog o
Ztovditng: o Biog kot to épyo tov, Athens 1999, E. K. Jlunac, ,,Jlamckur CTyANUT: HEKOTOPbIE
HepelIeHHbIe BOMPOCHl ero ouorpadguu u TBopuectBa”, MOXHOBIA: K 60-netuio b. JI.
®ouknua, Moscow, 2001, p. 247-258.

8 http://www.saint.gr/4349/saint.aspx (visited on 23 September 2017).

4 J1. TlerkanoBa, JJamackunume 6 Ovicapckama aumepamypa, Sofia, 1965, p. 4-5, 42 sq.; .
IletxanoBa, Hapoonomo uemuso npez XVI-XVIII gex, p. 7-12.
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Prodigal Son. His name is connected with this first translation, made as early
as the 16™ century based on the Venetian edition. The translation can be dated
to between 1558 (the year of the printed book) and 1580, when the Pelagonian
chair was raised into a metropolitan diocese and Gregory would no longer
have been referred to as a bishop®. This translation, called “Macedonian”
after the place it was made, has been preserved in seven manuscripts®'.

2) Miscellanies called “damaskins” appeared as early as the end of the
16" and beginning of the 17" century; but only part of the sermons in them
were by Damascene Stoudite, albeit the predominant part. These manuscripts
of mixed content represent the second translation of the work, again made
in the western Bulgarian lands. It includes a sermon on the Symbol of Faith
by Theophanes Eleaboulkos (called Theophanes the Rhetorician), teacher of
Damascene Stoudite®?. T would also note Presbyter Philip’s Sermon on the
Nativity, which is not known to have circulated in other damaskins than
NBKM 432%. The question arises whether this translation covered all the
sermons or only part of them. Clues about its dating can be found in the note in
manuscript NBKM 432, which refers to the flood of the Osam River in 1614,
and inasmuch as the note is not by the manuscript’s copyist, it justifies dating
the codex (or at least the translation of the text) to the end of the 16™ century.
This translation has traditionally been called “srednogorski” (from “Sredna
Gora”, a mountain chain in central Bulgaria), but D. Petkanova offers sound
arguments that it should be called the “Rila” translation®. She presents a list of
twelve manuscripts containing it*. Before continuing with conclusions about
the convoy and the purpose of the manuscript, two things will have to be
pointed out. First, the Rila translation of the texts was made from a Greek
manuscript, but not from a printed book because in the printed editions,

SOT1. A. JlaBpoB, Jamackun Cniydum u coopruxu e2o umenu ,, 0amckunst “, p. 19; I1. nuesck,
,»32 MAaKeJOHCKHOT MPEBOJ] Ha AaMacKUHOT *, Makedoncku jazux, ron. XI-XII, Skopje, 1961,
kH. 1-2, p. 33-51; JI. [letkanoBa, Jamackunume 6 dvreapckama aumepamypa, p. 42-43; E.
W. lemuna, Tuxonpasosckuii Oamackun. boneapcxuii namsmuux XVII éexa, Sofia, 1968, p.
42-44.

SUIT. TMerkanoBa, Jamackunume 6 6vacapckama iumepamypa, p. 51-53.

5210. Tpu¢oHoB, ,,Putop Teodan u unoaskon Jamackuu®, p. 3-5.

S3E. . Memuna, Tuxonpasoeckuii damackun. Boreapckuii namsmuuk XVII eexa, p. 48.

S4T1. WnueBckwy, ,,3a CPeTHOrOPCKUOT MPEBOJL HA AaMAaCKUHOT, Makedoncku jasuk, rou. XI-
XII, Skopje, 1961, t. 1-2, p. 53-71; b. Llones, Mcmopus na 6vreapcrus esux, 1. 1, p. 229-237,
J1. lletkanoBa, /lamackunume 6 6vacapckama aumepamypa, p. 43-48.

55 1. lerkanoBa, Jamackunume 6 Gvacapckama iumepamypa, p. 53-55.
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the Sermon on the Ten Commandments of God handed down to the prophet
Moses was first included in the 1630 edition, 16 years after the date of the
1614 note referring to the flood of the Osam River.’® D. Petkanova proposes
that the Greek Vorlage could have been a manuscript compilation made on
Mount Athos and later translated and disseminated among the Balkan Slavs®’.
Second, the text and the contents of the collection in question were probably
not the work of the translator himself but of a later copyist, inasmuch as the
number of Damascene sermons is small and did not include the translated
sermons. D. Petkanova distinguished two editions of this translation and
classifies NBKM 432 under the first, which is closer to the original Greek text.

3) In the course of the 18" century and the first half of the 19™ miscellanies
appeared, which were still called “damaskins”, even though they did not
contain any sermons by Damascene Stoudite. This group is not of interest for
the present study®.

The Drinov miscellaneous manuscript which is of interest for the present
study due to the text of the Synodicon it contains, evidently belongs to the
second group. Damascene’s sermons are predominant amongst its contents,
which also contains other works. Since the time of Benyo Tsonev the manuscript
has been date to the 16™ century. However, B. Tsonev used unconvincing
arguments in support of his suggestion. It is based on his dating of one of
the works to 1577 without any references and without arguments in support
of such an early date for the creation of the manuscript.”. The composition
of the sermons cannot convincingly prove a dating from the beginning of the
last quarter of the 16" century, although the manuscript is amongst the earliest
attestations of the Rila translation. The earliest of the dated annotations on
the codex is from 1614, and the next one, mentioning the assassination of
Sultan Osman II, from 1622. The manuscript must have been written some
time before the earliest note, possibly at the end of the 16" century, but early
in the 17" century is not to be excluded.

For the present research, exactly dating the manuscript is less relevant than
defining the nature of the textual convoy and the purpose of the miscellany. I

*10. Tpudonos, ,,Putop Teodan u unomskon damackuu®, p. 20, note 1; E. 1. [emuna,
Tuxonpasoeckuii oamackun. boneapcxuti namamuux XVII eexa, p. 50.

57 1. TletkanoBa, JJamackunume 6 Owvicapckama aumepamypa, p. 55-57. Bx. u E. U. [lemuna,
Tuxoupasogckuii damackun. Boneapckuii namamuux XVII eexa, p. 50.

8 Regarding them, see 1. Iletkanosa, /Jamackunume 6 Gvicapckama iumepamypa, p. 250-255.

3 B. Loues, Acmopust na bvrzapckus esux, T. 1, p. 230.
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believe it can be asserted that it was meant both for reading and for liturgical
use. The general purpose of the miscellany testifies to the first of these uses,
and the various marginal annotations explaining features in the text, the
indications of holidays and the numeration of sermons, points to the latter. All
these notes were made to be quite conspicuous. This gives us some suggestion
as to the purpose of the Synodicon’s text itself. It may have been meant for
reading, and it may also have been meant for liturgical reading during divine
service on the first Sunday of Lent. Whether it has actually been used as such
cannot be decided on the basis of the manuscript alone, but in light of the
general practice of the Ecumenical Patriarchate during that epoch.



CHAPTER III

CONTENTS AND TEXT OF THE SYNODICON FOR THE SUNDAY OF
ORTHODOXY BASED ON THE MANUSCRIPT IN THE LIBRARY OF THE
ROMANIAN ACADEMY IN BUCHAREST (BAR MS. SL. 307)

Section 1
Contents of the Synodicon based on the manuscript
in the Library of the Romanian Academy in Bucharest

The Synodicon in BAR Ms. sl. 307 is part of the Triodion and is placed
in the section for the first Sunday of Lent — the Sunday of Orthodoxy. Due
to the particular nature of the work and its use in different churches, there
are considerable differences between the various witnesses to the text. This
variation can be explained based on to the different purpose of each witness
and the way the text has been adapted to the respective local contexts.
Hence, it is worth presenting the contents of the work as preserved in the two
manuscripts to which this book is devoted. In the present chapter, the contents
and text of the manuscript kept in of the Library of the Romanian Academy
will be presented. Folia numbers are provided in brackets; the abbreviation G.
11. is used to refer to the Greek text as found in the edition of Jean Gouillard,
with the respective line numbers.

1. As can be expected, the Synodicon begins with a preamble or introductory
part' (B, f. 2r-5v_; DRIN f. 184r-187v,; G. 1. 1-107). The first partially
preserved sheets of the Bucharest manuscript, albeit severely damaged, contain
the work’s initial text, from the time of the Macedonian dynasty (classified by
Jean Gouillard as variant M) and concern the doctrine of the holy images. This
is in fact a homily to be read on the Feast of Orthodoxy. This introductory part
includes besides the preamble, common commemorations presented in the
form of theological topics.

']. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 141-142; M. T. onpyxeuko, Cunodux, p. 3-15, #1-9; Us.
Boxwunos, A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. bunspcku, bopunos Curoouxk, p. 91-103; Us. bunsipckn,
Ianeonozosuam Cunooux 6 ciassaHcku npegoo, ¢ 68-74.
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a) f. 2r-4r , (DRIN, f. 184r-186r,; G. 1. 1-60) — the preamble.
b) f. 4r -5v,, (DRIN, f. 186r-187v; G. Il. 61-108) — common
commemorations by theological topics.

2. Diptychs® (B, f. 5v,, — 6v ; DRIN f. 187v,-188r .; G. 1l. 108-133). This
section is dedicated to the memory of various fighters for Orthodoxy against
the iconoclast heresy during the Second Iconoclastic Period (815-843). It is
worth drawing attention to the commemoration of St. Andrew of Crete (BAR,
Ms. sl. 307, . 6r —the last two rows), which is present in the Drinov manuscript
but not in the Palauzov manuscript®. It is also missing from the Greek text
published by Jean Gouillard*. The presence of this commemoration only in B
and DRIN confirms the similarity between these two witnesses.

Commemorations can also be seen as indicators of the affiliation of
some variants. Thus, the commemorations of St. Stephen the Younger and
St. Theophanes the Confessor are missing from the classical variant M
(Macedonian), which reflects developments between 920 and 10507, while, as
can be expected, they are present in Synodicon B (ff. 6r and 6v), as well as in
PAL and DRIN. Noteworthy is the presence in B of two Orthodox confessors,
Theodore and Theophanes, who are absent from PAL or DRIN, and from the
Greek text published by Jean Gouillard, and from the printed Synodica within
the Triodion®.

3. Anathemata’ (B, f. 6v -10r; DRIN f. 188r -191v ; G. 1. 134-179).
These anathemata are extensive presentations of theological ideas considered
as heretical, and the adherents of which are anathemised. Most of them are
closely connected with iconoclasm, and thus related to Christology, reflecting
ideas of the Incarnation and the admissibility of depicting the Incarnate

2J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 142-149; M. TI. TTonpysenko, Curodux, p. 15-19 / # 10; Us.
Boxunos, A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. bunspcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 104-106; 1. bunsapcku,
Ianeonoecosusm Cunooux 6 crassincku npegoo, p. 74-75.

3 UB. Boxkuiios, A.-M. Toromanosa, VB. buisipcku, Bopunos Cunodux, p. 105 line 20 (see the
variants in the footnote).

*J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 53.

5 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 15, 21-22 (the commemorations appear in some other M variants
as well, but are finally adopted in C).

¢ According to A. Totomanova, these are St. Theodore Studite and St. Theophanes the Confessor
— A.-M. Totomanova, “The Synodikon of Orthodoxy in Medieval Bulgaria”, p. 171.

7J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 149-153; M. I'. ITonpyxenxo, Curnooux, p. 21-33 / # 11-24; Us.
Boxwunos, A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. busapcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 107-112; Us. bunsipckw,
Ianeonozosuam Cunooux 6 ciasancku npegoo, p. 75-80.
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Word. This characteristic relates to the initial purpose of the Synodicon. The
anathemata follow the traditional order in the Greek original of variant M
and do not pose any special problem. It is only at the end of this part of the
Synodicon that the anathemata are specified for particular persons, rather than
reflecting theological ideas.
a) f. 6v -9v  — anathemata under theological topics. The part placed
on f. 6v -8r, follows exactly the six anti-iconoclastic anathemata from
the text’s initial Greek variant M. The following six anathemata in B (f.
8r,-9v, ) do not match the structure of the Greek text of variant M. They
are missing in that place from PAL and from the Serbian Synodicon, but
are present in exactly the same form in DRIN (f. 189v -191v,). There
is an interesting situation in the Russian Synodicon published by E. V.
Petukhov (manuscript Synod 667) where the first and beginning of the
second of the anathemata in question are present (f. 25v-26r,), after
which the rest of the page (f. 26r) has been left blank. The following
page (f. 26v) has also been left empty®. I believe this indicates that the
copyist intended to add the texts which follow in other witnesses. In
the printed Synodica (Greek and Slavic), these prayers follow the same
order as in B and DRIN®. In fact, these condemnations are present in
the Greek original as well, judging by the manuscripts, but elsewhere
in the Synodicon. They are found on the following lines in the Jean
Gouillard edition: the first two, on G. 1l. 391-403; and the other four,
on G. 1. 435-471. These are anathemata pronounced in connexion with
the condemnation of Eustratius of Nicaea and have been placed within
discussion about the sacrifice of Christ. There is a misunderstanding
with regard to the anathema placed on B f. 8r_ , and on DRIN f.
189v,, .. It is missing from PAL and from the Serbian Synodicon. On
the contrary, it is present in the printed Slavic Synodicon and in the
printed Greek text within the Triodion'®. E. V. Petukhov and M. G.
Popruzenko, as well as A. Totomanova in her latest article, express the

$ E. ITeryxoB, Cunouk, p. 33 (footnote *). In the latest edition, by K. Maksimovig, this is not
mentioned — Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1,
p. 515.

? Checked in the Greek edition of the Triodion from 1586 and in the Ruthenian edition published
in Lvov, 1664 — f. Poﬁev-‘)oﬁs‘,v.

10 Checked in the Greek edition of the Triodion from 1586 and in the Ruthenian edition from
Lvov, 1664 —f. ?oﬁe V.
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opinion that it is absent from the basic Greek text; so, the authors have
published it on the basis of other sources (a manuscript from Vienna or
from the printed Synodicon)!!. Actually, there is a misunderstanding
here, due to the differences between variants C and P of the Synodicon.
The text of this anathema is part of the general practices reflecting the
condemnation of Eustratius of Nicaea, and has been published by Jean
Gouillard — G. 11. 391-394"2,

b) f. 9v -10r, — personal anathemata against the heretics Anastasius,
Constantine, Nicetas, Theodotus, Antonius, John, Paul, Theodore
Gastes, Stephen Molites, Theodore Crithinus, and Leo Laloudius, which
fully coincide with the names in the Greek original of the Synodicon
and with the list in PAL and DRIN, as well as with the Serbian and
Ruthenian/Russian lists.

4. Anathema against Gerontius of Lampé, which is considered to mark the
beginning of the Comnenian variant of the Synodicon" (B, f. 10r__; DRIN f.
191v,,,; G. 11. 180-184).

The chapters against John Italus begin after this anathema both in DRIN
and in B matching the original Greek text. By contrast, in PAL several
anathemata borrowed from the decisions of the Seventh Ecumenical Council
of Nicaea have been placed after the one against Gerontius of Lampé and
before the chapter concerning John Italus (G. 1. 752-762)!*. The same texts
are found in the Serbian Synodicon, followed by anathemata against the
Babuns, characteristic of this variant of the Synodicon found only on the
western Balkans'®. In the Petukhov edition of the Russian version, the text

"' E. Tleryxos, Cunooux, p. 32-33, f. 26v-26r,. The author quotes in a footnote the Vienna
Greek copy. This refers to manuscript Vind. theol. gr. 307 circa 1300. It is worth noting
that in the latest edition of the Russian text of the Synodicon, published by K. Maksimovi¢
(Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1, p. 515),
the text of this anathema has been omitted, which does not contribute to the usefulness of
the edition. M. T TTonpyxenko, Cunooux yaps bopura, p. 18-19 §16, p. 27 note 2; A.-M.
Totomanova, “The Synodikon of Orthodoxy in Medieval Bulgaria”, p. 183.

12J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 69-71.

13 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 15, 21-22. The anathema appears in several variants of M
as well, but is finally adopted in C), 186-187; M. I. [Tonpyxenko, Cunoodux, p. 33 / # 25;
Us. Boxxunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bussipcku, bopunoe Cunooux, p. 112; Us. bussipcku,
Taneonozosusam Curooux 6 crassncku npesoo, p. 80.

14 8. boxuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, MB. bussipcku, Bopunose Curnooux, p. 115 (f. 9v).

** Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1,p. 492_-493 .
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against Gerontius of Lampé is followed by an anathema against Constantine,
the former metropolitan bishop of Kerkyra (Corfu)'®.

5. The chapters against John Italus'’ (B, f. 10r ,-12r,; DRIN f. 192r-194r;
G. 1. 185-246). It is notable that the text placed at G. 1l. 243-246 is missing from
B, while in DRIN, it is placed elsewhere, on f. 195v , .. This is the personal
anathema against John Italus (and not a condemnation of his doctrine); its
omission is typical for the Palaecologian variant of the Synodicon, except for
variants Pk and Py (in Gouillard’s classification)'.

6. The anathema against the monk Nilus of Calabria (B, f. 12r, ,; in
DRIN the text occurs twice —on f. 194r,  and f. 195v  ; G. 1l. 247-249). It
is undoubtedly connected with the preceding anathema as the monk Nilus of
Calabria was considered the spiritual successor of John Italus; like his teacher,
he came from southern Italy. The trial against him was held before 1094, but
after the condemnation of John Italus. The text was probably added to the
Synodicon at that time.

After this anathema, a relatively large passage from the original Greek text
(G.11. 250-478) is absent from this copy. These texts were used only in specific
dioceses and can be divided into three parts: 1) condemnations of the Bogomils
and similar sects (G. 11. 250-287)%, the first section was used in an unknown
metropolitan diocese, and the second, in a diocese suffragan to Athens; 2)
the anathemata against Eustratius of Nicaea?! (G. 1l. 388-423), of which the
first section was in general use, the second was used in the Lacedaemonian
Church, and the third in an bishopric suffragan to Athens; 3) the anathemata
related to the controversy with Soterichus Panteugenus regarding Christ’s

16 E. TleryxoB, Cunooux, p. 35.

17J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 188-202; M. I'. ITonipyxenxo, Cunooux, p. 33-39 / #26-35; Us.
Boxunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, . bunsipcku, bopunoe Cunooux, p. 113-121; Us. bunspckw,
Ianeonozosuam Cunooux 6 crassaucku npesoo, p. 80-84.

18 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 190-192 note 57; A. Rigo, « Un nouveau témoin du Synodikon
de I’Orthodoxie P : le manuscrit de la Sainte-Trinité de Chalki 34 », p. 75, 79, 82 ; A. Rigo,
« Il Synodikon dell’Ortodossia di Lavra », p. 261.

19 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 202-206; M. I'. TTonpyxenko, Cunooux, p. 39 / # 36; Us.
Boxunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, 1. bunspcku, bopuros Cunooux, p. 121; Us. bunsapcku,
Ianeonozosuam Cunooux 6 ciassaHcku npeeoo, p. 84.

2 These additions are typical for manuscript Ce, (in the Gouillard classification) and they
belong to a provincial eparchy, being very similar to the Bulgarian Synodicon — J. Gouillard,
“Synodikon”, p. 23-24.

21'J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 206-210; 1. Boxwuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, 1B. Bussipcku,
bopunos Cunooux, p. 126-127.
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Sacrifice” (G. 11. 424-471), which was widely used. These parts have been
placed earlier in the text both in PAL and DRIN — not, however, in the same
place as in the Greek original, but immediately before the anathemata against
Constantine, the former metropolitan bishop of Kerkyra®.

7. The first Synod regarding the discussion about “My Father is greater
than I” (John 14:28)** (B, f. 12r,,-13v,; DRIN f. 194r-195r,; G. 11. 472-509).
The first words are missing, regarding the first synod for the condemnation
of the heretical doctrine related to the controversy about the Gospel passage
“My Father is greater than I’ (John 14:28) — G. 11. 472-478. Here, only G. 11.
479-509 is present, as the beginning is omitted.

8. Second Synod concerning the theological dispute regarding the quotation
“My Father is greater than I’ (John 14:28)* (B: ff. 13v,— 15r, ; DRIN f. 195r -

162

195v .; G. 1. 517-571). It should be noted that the beginning of the Greek text

122

(G. 1. 510-516) is missing from B, from PAL, and from DRIN?,

a) the beginning of the main part (G. 1l. 510-532). In B the text of this
part has been placed on f. 13v,-14r..
b) the part against the ex-metropolitan bishop of Kerkyra (Corfu)
Constantine, nephew of the Archbishop of Bulgaria (G. 1. 533-561). In
B it covers f. 14r-14v,..
c) the part against John Eirenicus (G. 1l. 562-571). In B, it covers f.
15, .

9. There follows a series of anathemata?” (B, f. 15r -15v.; PAL, f. 9r, -

9v,; G. 1. 752-764, G. 1l. 765-766 are missing) that are related to the topic

20

2 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 210-215; Ws. boxuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, 1. Bussipcku,
bopunoe Cunooux, p. 127-131.

* These chapters (G. 11. 391-471) are present both in the Palauzov (ff. 16a,-18b, , # 54-59, Us.
Boxwunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bunspcku, bopuros Cunooux, p. 126-131) and the Drinov
manuscript (ff. 197b,-199a,,, M. T'". Ilonpyskenxo, Curooux, p. 47-53, # 61-66) npenucu Ha
CuHopuka.

M. I. llonpyxenko, Cunooux, p. 39-41 / # 37-41 DRIN.; U. Boxxunos, A.-M. ToromaHOBa,
UB. bunspckn, bopunos Cunooux, p. 132-134; Us. bunsapcku, Ilaneonocosusam Cunooux 6
cnassHcku npe6ood, p. 84-86. For a comprehensive treatment of the theological discussion
(and not only of the First Synod), see: J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 216-226.

% M. T. Ilonpyskenko, Cunodux, p. 41-43 / # 42 with differences in the text; 1. boxuios, A.-M.
Toromanosa, UB. bunsipcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 134-139; Us. bunsipcku, [laneonozosusm
Cunooux 6 cnassancku npesoo, p. 86-88.

26 Regarding these additions to the basic text of the Greek Synodicon, see: J. Gouillard
“Synodikon”, p. 76-77 note 291.

2" Us. Bussipek, ITaneonozosusm Cunoouk 6 crassucku npeeoo, p. 88-89.

21°
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of iconoclasm and are not in the same place in the original Greek text. In
fact, these are anathemata against iconoclasm pronounced at the Seventh
Ecumenical, or Second Nicaean, Council and are presented in the form they
were given at the creation of Tomos unionis (AD 920)®. In the Greek text,
they are placed after the commemoration of St. Gregory Palamas and the
hesychasts and immediately before the polychronion for the basileis. In the
printed Greek Synodicon within the Triodion, these anathemata have been
placed immediately after the condemnation of John Eirenicus and immediately
before the chapters against Barlaam and Gregory Akindynos; they are in the
same place in the printed Slavic Triodion?. The proclamations are present in
the Palauzov manuscript (ff. 9r-9v)*, but not in Drinov, which is probably
due to missing folia. In the original Greek text these anathemata are first
encountered in variant C, in manuscripts Chdenpg?'. They were added to the
Synodicon around the end of the 12 century, when the doctrinal part of the
work was complemented with particular care. The first and the last anathema
from the Greek original, aimed against all heretics (G. 1. 752), are missing
from the Bucharest manuscript (G. 11. 765-766). The rest of the anathemata
are the same as in the original. In this respect, it is important to note that the
first anathema is present in PAL, but the order of the rest is interrupted and
does not include the last two (G. 1l. 763-766 are missing), which is not due to
damage of the manuscript.

10. The next text presents the decisions of the general assembly of Mount
Athos against the heretical monks® (B, f. 15v,-16r, ). The merit of identifying
the Greek original of the text belongs to Antonio Rigo, whose book on the
hesychast monks and the “Bogomil” monks on Mount Athos focusses precisely
on these events®. This text will be analysed in more detail further on.

28 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 92, v. note 308, with the sources and literature indicated there.

¥ Checked according to the Greek edition of the Triodion from 1586 and the Ruthenian edition
from Lvov, 1664. — f. ‘;on V—?oﬁ«» r.

3 Y. boxuinos, A.-M. Toromarnosa, UB. bussipcku, opurnos Cunodux, p. 112-113.

31J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 21-22.

32 Us. Bunsipeku, Ianeonozosusm Cunooux 6 craesancku npeeoo, p. 89-90.

3 A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili. Le accuse di messalianismo e bogomilismo
rivole agli esicasti ed il problema dei rapporti tra esicasmo e bogomilismo, (Orientalia
Venetiana, II), Firenze, MCMLXXXIX. The text of this Hagioretikon gramma is published
again by Antonio Rigo as annexe to this book.
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11. The chapters against Barlaam of Calabria and Gregory Akindynos* (B,
f. 16r,-17r,,; G. 1. 572-691). This part is typical for the Palaeologian variant
of the Synodicon. They are absent from DRIN due to missing sheets.

12. Commemoration and praise of St. Gregory Palamas and the other
hesychasts® (B, f. 17r,-19r,,; G. 1l. 692-751). The text is not present in DRIN
due to missing folia. This and the previous element of the Synodicon are
reliable indicators that it can be classified as belonging to variant P of the
work. The eulogy on the Metropolitan bishop of Thessalonica does not belong
to the initial variant of the Palaeologian Synodicon (after 1351) but was added
after the death of St. Gregory Palamas in 1368, which was followed almost
immediately by the establishment of his cult*.

13. Commemorations of the basileis’” (B, f. 19r ,-19v,; DRIN: 201r,_; G.
1. 801 ff.) The list differs in the different manuscripts and variants, while the
basilissai are entirely missing. This topic is examined in the present book in
the section devoted to the commemorations.

14. Commemorations of the patriarchs® (B: ff. 19v_ -20r ,; G. 11. 881-905).
They are missing from the Drinov manuscript, probably due to lost sheets.
They are examined in the section devoted to the commemorations in this
manuscript of the Synodicon.

15. Commemorations of the patriarchs of Antioch® (B: f. 20r,-20v_; G.
11. 927-929). They are missing from the Drinov manuscript, probably due to
lost sheets. They are examined in this book after the part dealing with the

commemoration of the Ecumenical patriarchs.

3 Us. bunspeku, [Taneonozosusm Cunoduk 6 ciassncku npesod, p. 90-92; A. Rigo, « Le
Synodikon de I’Orthodoxie et le Palamisme », p. 227-241; A. Rigo, « Un nouveau témoin du
Synodikon de [’Orthodoxie P : le manuscrit de la Sainte-Trinité de Chalki 34 », p. 83.

33 UB. Bumsipcku, [Maneonocosusm Cunoduk 6 cuassancku npegod, p. 92-94; A. Rigo, « Le
Synodikon de I’Orthodoxie et le Palamisme », p. 227-241.

36 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 30-31.

37 Us. bussipek, ITaneonozosusm CuHoOUK 6 ClLassHcKu npeeood, p. 94-95.

38 Y. Bunsipeku, Ianeonozosusm Cunodux 6 ciassancku npeeoo, p. 95-96.

¥ R. J. H. Jenkins et C. Mango, “A Synodikon of Antioch and Lacedaemonia”, Dumbarton
Oaks Papers, 15, 1961, p. 225-242; Us. bunspcku, [lareonocosusm Cunooux 6 ClassaHcKu
npegod, p. 96; A. Rigo, “Il Synodikon dell’Ortodossia di Tessalonica”, p. 200, 202, 209; A.
Rigo, « Il Synodikon dell’Ortodossia di Lavra », p. 258.
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16. Commemorations of the metropolitan bishops from an unknown see
or sees* (B, f. 20v, .; Gouillard, p. 118 1I. 1-5). They are examined in the
respective place.

17. Commemorations of the bishops of Hierissos* (B, f. 20v,, ). These
have no parallels in the Greek texts. They are exceptionally important for
dating and localising the original Greek text of this witness to the Synodicon,
and are therefore examined separately in the present book.

18. Concluding formula (B, f. 20v G. 1l. 930-936). With this, the
Synodicon ends.

5-13°

16-24°

Section 11
Text of the Synodicon according to the copy in the collection
of the Library of the Romanian Academy (BAR, Ms. sl. 307)

In the present chapter, I offer a diplomatic edition of the text of the
Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy according to manuscript BAR Ms. sl.
307. The text is presented folio by folio as in the manuscript; I have attempted
to indicate the number of missing sheets. Before each page, 1 indicate the
corresponding places in the Greek original based on the edition of J. Gouillard,
in the Drinov manuscript, in the edition of M. G. Popruzenko, and in the
printed Triodion from 1664. Historical and other commentaries (apart from
those concerning the manuscript) are given elsewhere or are included as notes
to the translated text. To compensate for the damage in the manuscript, I have
endeavoured to restore the missing parts of the text, placing these restorations
(mainly based on the Drinov manuscript) in square brackets [ ].

4 Us. Bunsipcku, [aneonozosusm Cunooux 6 craesncku npesoo, p. 96-97; A. Rigo, « Un
nouveau témoin du Synodikon de I’Orthodoxie P : le manuscrit de la Sainte-Trinité de Chalki
34 »,p. 77, 82, 84.

1 Us. bunsipeku, ITaneonozosusm CunoOux é ciassancku npegoo, p. 97.
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TEXT

» f. 2r (=GR /Gouillard/11. 1-14; DRIN f. 184r; Popruzenko, p. 3; Triodion
1664, . por r)

[Cinwai ngounTae® Bh NPRES® HEA® noma:

KW

o

® /c\g ’ W o~ X e =X T T gy
E £ 8CTARAEN'NO W EMONOCHKI Wik HIIH W BA~] B
4 \ A ..
[AAKKHOE Kb E8 AKNNOE BAroA JageTE, Bis
\ — Voo M ee - 7
[M2Ke ANB BhengiexWw B0 | LPKORK*
7 edl oo 7 ee
[cns 8ZaKoNENTE] EArouncTia ng-RAANTH.
I 4 . r 4 oo\ VV
[H pazopenTemb ZAJOBKI ZAoUbcTIA:
T T
[Mppusckni nocak]aSioyie radomn. anan NH
\ 4
[eKbIMH 2Ke RELYIAN M]H NPHROAHMH.
) 9T > e ’
[H evacKkIMb NOREAJANTEMB NPHAAMAK
y 7 e A
[1pe ce. OBNORAENTA AN]b MpAZHOVEME.
3 e\gg 0 N ’ ”
[Acaia* Bo 8RO pE, OBHARA]AIITH c& WeTPo
M 2, b A ’ 4 -
[RO K E8. HxKe ® eZbi]Kb RAE LLYKRH*
\ 4
[c8 Ke LPKRKI NE E]2Ke XPAMWER NPO
s A
[cTo ZAANTA B cRETA]OCTH, His HIKE B
X PN X T I S
[NH BAMOU|THRKI HCNALNIENTE, H HAMH
’ \ T ’ 4
[onl B"'l'm\l] NENMH H CAABOCAORAKN' MH
A T 14 w
[8raziaro]mh. Anak 2ke*> camoe e no
\ b 4 4
[yuae. B's O]EHOBAENH MKHZNH XOAHTH
4 9 o’ ~ b 4
[MoBeAeR]AETH . H Ale KTO O X'k HO
’
[Baa TRAPK] WENARARHTE ce. FHIA 3KE
\ T AU ’ ) ’
[caoReca.* np]punckoe MRARIOLIA OVCTPOE
. 7 ] 7 e TR
[Nie. BhIUl E ] WEHORAKNTA B'h 1EpAMTE’,
U \ 4 \
[# ZHma ER. HAH |MBlcAnHAA Bh HIO 2Ke
) 4 ’ 4 ”
[ 10AEIcKRI EZhIK]h HA WELIArO crica
) ee/ 7 e 4 4
[oyBTHCTENTE NJoARHSALIE BOVQE 2KE

42 The title here is given according to DRIN. The beginning of the Synodicon is missing from
PAL.

4 All theological references of this sort are written in the outer margins; i.e., on the recto side of
the sheet, they are in the margin that corresponds to the reader’s right hand, and on the verso
side of the sheet, they are on the reader’s left-hand side.

4 Isaiah, 41:1.

4 Romans, 6:4.

46 John, 10: 22.
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» f. 2v (=GR /Gouillard/ 11. 14-27; DRIN f. 184r-184v; Popruzenko, p. 3,
5; Triodion 1664, f. gor r)

[A' chMSLIENTA. AAH HIKE TeAEcHAA YIORCTRA

BRZASUINLIM T np'knomm'l'emm

N]A CTSA[ENO Ng'RTRAPAE. Bkl 5330]

Bkl A HA HA ZH[M Hemadd. A m;m ne ]

CTHH'R REAHKLIE ZAO[BH Hznumw ]

COYPOR'CTRO. fik NPO[L'BTE N4 BAMTHI ]

€27 ngRART[N] y.8.. [ npoakrie. Bh Hke]

H BA#FOAA;)EN.I.E [E2ke W EATK 2KETRRA

ERH C'kNHAOXO [cr C'h'FBOpH'FH 1Ko A |

oyﬂo pEMh il [aadikn’ {\'I;'vo H RechS] RAI

Ix)

Th chZAA Fd [noM'kNH cia T 6h gﬂo] N
NOHOCHEWA [kl BPArKIl. H CEMO cTOE No)
KAONIENTE €[Ke B'h CTIIN NKWHA OKE]
YRCTHEWHYK. B[BZETW #Ke 0 R'hZRHILE]

HHO ERIEWIEME NEYRCTIEMB] HHZRQ™ |

KE CHYXh HIKE HIO’AECAE‘ £k + ® [msw\n'l'c\]
Werdnuare B I'Ip[h NHZAOKH. HH]

KE O npszp'k rad Bu[nioyH Kk Hem§*] BHI
MomENH FH NoNoWENTE paRK* T[ROH ]

oy AphKa* B WRAQR MOE M[HOMKI £Zhi]

€2KE MONOCHIIE BPASH T[ROH I'H E]

nonocHwe HZME[H]iNTE [Xa TRoero]

"HzavknienTe e ovRo € [XKo HIKE chaip]

TS EMO HCKSNAENHH [EHR'WIE H BRpO]

RARIIE TOM$ . GAORO[Mb NPonoREAANTA]

» f. 3r (GR /Gouillard/ 1. 27-40; DRIN, f. 184v-185r; Popruzenko, p. 5,
7; Triodion 1664, f. gor v)

[H HKWHNK] HZAOPAMKENTE HM"7KE REAHKOE

ChMOTPENT]A A[RA0 HZBARAENNTH

NOZHARAE|T'ce * Kp[he|ToMb e H H

4 Psalms, 73: 17.
48 Psalms, 88: 51-52.
4 In DRIN — gg4.
3 In DRIN — ¢k pgh.
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A O > o0 TN O \
[npRake KpTa H NO KPR cTPTMH 2KE
A . o
. [ uKdc]emn © HHXHE H ERE TOMO
° A T -
[cTpTe]mn N[OOR] € . Bk anAnl, H ®
A v ’ >
[Tof Bs MNH NP'R]XOAHTK. H Tk
[MH] nouena [A0 HCNORBANHK™, H NOCTHH
[Kh HHCXOAH] HMK noREA [Gerw] $Ro nonowENiE
7 ee —~ 51 b 4
[.... ] OBHORAKNTH ANH [.... ]! €2Ke nono
[cHuE... JO pE , WEN[ORAENT... ] nomEHSER
” - T e
[EMk maw... Joy . HKe @ [cROHMB] MAGATEME
[.... JoEH. Ne €[.... Julmn ero
- y Mo kO O
[MagamH] ngR[Kaa]nre. Gyie H anaw
ool o’
[ckTH A] B'heR  EThIXK . HIKe ch HHMA
[AocazRENH] BKIWIE H CHOVNHUHZKHIIE CE
X A
[NA HKONA] AA AKOKE chiocTpd Wie
. T A
[NALTTI0] cHILE OVEW 1AKO 2KE € NOORNO,
[H EKE HA] YURThIE HKWHKI TOMS c'h
. AT ee
[npiwe]yiem ce pocameniems . ch A'K
[Aa nocAlEAH ErAd BhcXOT™R AHK . H Ch
[ARa] BTOPO £2Ke BPRLIH NPLEKE .
[ngsER]e oyBo Mo mHwroakTHK
~ X 2 4
[MEKOEMB] RPRMENH CThl HKWHK
[SHHUH]KENTA H BEZURCTTA . BWZR(A

» f. 3v (=GR /Gouillard/ 11. 40-54; DRIN f. 185r-185v; Popruzenko, p. 7,
9; Triodion 1664, f. gor v)

[TH c¢ EArodTie B CERE i £Ke]

R[TWTOPOE MAAO HE B TPHAECETHARTIH O]

ZAOBAE[NTA. c]wBpsW[H HEASTOHNA HA |

ZASAIOTNAI CROROMENTE [H CKOREHKI HZEA]

RAENTE . A EAPOURTITA MAKKI [nponorkAANTa]

H AKWHNAMO NOKAANIANTA [$TRpWzenTa. ]

H HKE Bhca MPHNOCAITH HAMK [npa]

A w 7 <
ZHHKL C'h . NA HKWHA Bo [RHAH E NA ]

! Here, the BAR M. sl. 307 text differs from DRIN and PAL and from the printed Synodicon
text.
52 Here too, there are certain lexical differences compared with DRIN and PAL.
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paAR BAuniee crprH ~ Ko Tporn apa] Kkl
O MY BIPRARIEMA H NAkHIA[ema. /&NI-’I%]

ckaa cpania : Brknue . Glamoe mo cﬁ\m’l'e]

£KE NPKEKIH NALIK [NORHIONOAOKOVTE]

H NOARHIOAATEAR, H E["RNUATEAL Nocp]

. A 2
Zemake chpakaa ~ G[ie] AN [TPhsKhCTRO npazng] HH
EMb . E'hCEMB MATBAMH H M[AeNTE. B ]
° 4
K8k Reaepe ce 0 pdyioye ce , W[a"mn®> RuzH]
’ > T A - CaE) — a
RaEMb H I'RHMH ~ KT8 £k [Real 1aKo Eh ] BhZA

I0x

nawh . i . Thl ech i H[A TROPER UKo AECA EAR]
OVKOgHTEAK BW TROEE cAA[ Bl gNH‘lH}KIﬁ HH
eci . Garkanle NA TEOH WEPAZ[H APKZOCTH]

EKIE, CTPAIAHERI H ERzca[yifi nokazaan]

ECH . fik OVRO £Ke Bk KA [EAropapeie H)

BAUNIA faze NA [ NPOTHEOROPNH MOEKA]

Ad Bk cH . A IdIKE HA HKWNORO[p'lig NORH]

SH H BOPENTA, APOVTO CAORO H [CAOROMHCANE]

73

» f. 4r (GR /Gouillard/ 1l. 54-66; DRIN f. 186r; PAL f. 1v; Popruzenko, p.

9, 11; Triodion 1664, f. gor v- goa 1)
[ngocTpan kAIIEE, ABA KO Bk SMOKOENH]
N'RKOK Mo NSCTRINNW N

[’kmhc'l'mfi\] . BE'h OAPKIKANH MBICAKHATO
[’lzgmud BRIB|WE . MWYCEHCKIME HRKED
[ndKTe] naue e EATENBIMT 110

[ReA'kNTE] KO cTAKNS HEKOEMS

[® ReAHKTA K]aMENK CThCTPOENHOMOY

[H ks ndem]ito NHCANTA OYNPARAENNOMS .
[BpATH]HMB cpL,AML BARAENTA, 12K AAS
[kHa ¢S] Hake ZAKW xpanei . 0 KAE
[TEI ... JM'k - ceRE WRAOKHILE. HiKe ZA
[K\E ng-ReTSnajoyIH NPAREANO KE

[H AARANO Hen[yleRAXW NANHCATH . TK
[meke Faem” ciue :~] "Hake nALTheKoE BA

o

’ oo .. 4 3 \
[C(\OBA ﬂpI]LUhC'I‘BIE CAOBOMK . OVCThI . ra

3 Psalms, 76: 14, 15.

B'hZ’
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H OVMOMb . MHCANTEMIKE . H A

[KoHaMH] AcnoRRAAIIHME. BRYUNAA
[Amb name] © . Bkakiil §lBA] eAfnoro
[H ToKE ch]CTARA . EE B'h COVYILCTRR’
[pARKLCT]RNOE, H TOMO EKE CTRZAANNOE,

[H Exe] HECWZANNE : RHAHMOE H HERHMOE.
[cTpACT]HOE H BECTPTHOE . WIHCANNE,

[H HEGMHCAN'NOE, H] KIKT'RHOMS OVEO
[cSp"cTRS.] HECHKZANNOE H CEMS NOOKNAA
[npHKAA] AAOIHME . YAYKCKOMS 3KE HCTRS

» f. 4v (=GR /Gouillard/ 1l. 66-81; DRIN 186r-186v; Popruzenko, p. 11;
Triodion 1664, f. joa 1)
[H HHAA H ONHcAN'NOE HenmoREAAKLH. ]
H CAOROMB H WEPAZAI, E'RUN[a NAME ~ 1]
BekpSioliHmn H ngonor-EAA[THML  cTHpE |
EArOR-RCTRSIOIH cAORecA [Rh NMHCMENE. |
; '
RELIH 3KE Bh WEPAZ'R . H B A[HNS OROH]
ChEPRIIATH c¢ N10ASS FARLYIH[TH. AMKE CAOK]
. k4

REChl MPONOBRAANTE . H ExKe WE[paZH HeTHN'K]
> 7 e ’ w
HZRBYIENTE, REUNAA nameT|: 1]
I Ié S 7 oM ’r
Heke caoRomb WEPARYITH oy eTHII [TazKe]
NOCASIATEAK CAOROMK ERAE[ITH 2e]
H NPONORBAIITH 1Ko UkTN[MH FiKo]

r A > 7 « Ny I4
HAMH TAKOHE OCLPIAKTCE OVE[0 OUHZE]
Wi . BRZBOAHT Ke ce TR oym[s K EMpa]
Z8MI10 * IAKOKE H EK[CTRNHMH  XpamH.]
> = ’ > — MY
H CLHENHBIMH Che8AKl . H HNBIMH [CYiENNH H CThIMH]
che8ant . BRuNaa name ~ . R[EAenii]
” w® &
KO KRZ'AK H CKPHKAA[s . KHEO A cR'K]
IIHHKS H TANEZA H KAAH[ANHLA. BhCEETSI0]
NPONHCORAAIE H NPOWRPAZoRAALIE [AKS A
- 7 > oW « > 7
B8 Magl8 . H 1Ko cia oyEO NPow[Epazo]

> T >V L T
RAAX8 WHS . HE Bkl 2K WHA c1d . [Bhl 2Ke]

) 4

OTPOKORHIA . H NPREKIRAE [N0] EM[oporkenn]
- > ’ \ 7 - 7 Y
ARA . H TOro paAH Naue [®]pokor[HUS T8]
HKWHAMH NHWSYIH HAH WEQA[ZORANMH]
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CRNNONHWSIIHME, B'RUNAA name [..]

P f. 5r (GR /Gouillard/ 11. 82-96; DRIN, f. 186v-187r; Popruzenko, p. 13;
Tr10d10n 1664, f. gop r-v)

[Hake nppqma gRHTA. K8 BATRO.

ci]a HZLWEPAZH, H npoprA

[Zoga B'k],A,ELpHMh H nplEMAmeMh

[H B’kpquJlH raKd ﬂppHCK]hIH AHKS BH'A"KKLIJE no gk 3
[pR R E]ae ANAKI H B WEE Aocmusa

[toupen NJHCANNOE 7Ke H NEMHCANNOE np'k

[AanTE SKp]'kHAIZ’Iqu.Iﬂ. H cero pAAH WE]

[g8Sroipii] éTaa n nqurmuoLpH , BRuNAA NAME i~ 1.
[PAzoymm]qm MWVCER’ mmps BhHEMAHTE

[cE raKo] Bs ANk R'h HiKe FAA b Kb B'h XOpH

[R'R HA rop]k . FA Ak BhI CARILIACTE . N0

[Bia ke HE] RHAKCTE . H BRAEH BREIPA

[TH npagtk.] die A ke BHARKW uTo

[HCTHNOK] RHARXW . 1Ko e rpw

[MORK EN]n Ha nadun ~ "Gaxe BR HCMPhEA BHI

[exKe ca]uimaxw . " Gaxe o\f'zp'ﬁx\g . EKE

[RHAEKOMB OUHM]AId HALUIHMA . H OSKKI HALLIE

[Scezawme O] caokech sugoTid . 1 cia

[crE]meacTRSemn ~ H naknl rakd ,A,po\,'su HH
[caora] o\{qmuu,u . HCh NHMh onxw H ch

[HH]Mu nﬂxw NE np'k;m cfrp'rH TRKMO,

[Wk H no) c'l'fm H BWEKPCENH . HIKE OVEO

[paguw]cTRoR[aTH] © KA ofmp’l;nm@nmﬁ .

[E2ke Bh] ZAKONE ZARKIPANTE . H EXKE B

[Ear]iu OVUENTE . H £2Ke Bk WHOMbL 8O

5 DRIN ek pkie nenorkaawe, J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 51, 11. 83-84: ko miotevdvIRY dmep
0 TOV TPOPNTMV X0POG £MPAKOTES SNYNCAVTO, KOi TNV 610 ATOGTOAMV Kol €iC TOTEPOS ...
% Deutoronomy, 5.
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» f. 5v (GR /Gouillard/ 1l. 96-109; DRIN f. 187r = f. 4r PAL the end;
Popruzenko, p. 13, 15; Triodion 1664, f. goa v)

NER[HMOE Bh CEXKE H BHMO H OCERHMO.]

H CEMo pAAH RHARNNAA H WeeSan[naa Ha H]

KWHA nr’lquﬁ. H NOKAANTK[IHMcE]

gkunaa nas ~T ~ Tpoun [rakd gHAKE'] RBZA.
we . Afanl @AKS naSuHwE. u[pKRNI 1aKS]

NPRETH . ovuTEle 1akd np[Rule. Bk ]

CEANNAA 1AKO 'k EAHNOMOY APk [cTRORA]

BAFTH raKozke Bh[cTa] Aemhn[ad rakd]

oyKaza ce. awak[a 1akd] ngorna[na BAI. npk|

MOYAPOCTh IAKO 7K APhZN[ORENTE NiE.]

X 1AKO 2Ke NOAA, cHILE MSAP[LCTRSE.]

CHILE FAKML cHILE NPONOR'RA[AE XA HCTH]

HHAMO EA HAWEro H moro ¢Thi[e: B cAoRe]

CE MOUHTAKLIE . B'h ChNHCA[HNKIXh Bk paz8]

MENH . Bk MKPKTEA . Bk LPKEA [K[0 B'h HKW]

Z3)
=~

X > 7 < ” - > A \
NA . WEOMS OVEO 1Ko KOV [H BAL'K NoKaa]
b
NIloLIE c6 H YkTSIIHE WE[R WELIare]
A ™

PAAH BAKKI . H IKO TO BAHKNEE p[ABKI N0 ]

P4 e
YHTAKIIE . H EXKE N0 AEEH NOKAAN["RNTE]
BhzZAdboye. Gia BRpa anancka . Gifa gkpa] RhZrA
o el 4 14 X oo\ 4
Wikeka . Gia gEpa nparocaagnnl. Gifa rEpa]

=z3)
=~

’ ” 4 )
B'hCEAKNSIO OVTRPBAH. Kk cHMb [Hike]
EAMOURCTIA NPONORRANHKRI . Bp[aTcKhI ]

YN 7 ’ > ’ —
e H WUEABNO. Bk CAARS . H YhcT[b EAro]
YKTTIO W HEEMIKE NOARHSAILE CE, B["hCKRANKE]

» f. 6r (=GR /Gouillard/ 1. 109-124; DRIN, f. 187v; Popruzenko, p. 15,
17; Triodion 1664, f. §op v- (oe 1)

[0 Faemn : Tepmans, magacito, MaA
HHKHPOPS 1 MEGWATIO HIKE] HCTHNOK

[apxiepew 3. H npag]ocadRTa

[Z4Ban® B SunTEAMB|REUNAD NAME ~ b ~ 5O

¢ Here, in DRIN — M. I. ITonpy»xenko, CuHozuk, p. 15 — there is a text written in red ink
(ROZRHZAH AECHOIO PSKOIO H NOKAZSH NPKCTWAMK Mo OBHYAI K'kvhad name ~) that is missing from
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. 7 e 7 e ”n ’
[ Hruamito, orito cme]Gans anmw
.. ) 14 ~ 7 M D 4
[NT10, H NHKOAAS CT]RHWH H NgarocAd
o o row wr
[RNTH naTpiapxw,] g'kunaa name ~ 11 ~
oo .o 4
[Rrisca raze Ha ETiE NAT]|piapKhl . MEpMANA
L ) 7 e I D 14
[Tapacia. ]| H meowpTa HIHA
.o 7 ee ’ b 7 ee
[Tia. domia. cT]edana . ANTWHTY,
[H NHKOAH, NHCANN]AA HAH FAAHHAQ
N 4 N
[anamema:] Brisca raxe ypkes UK
7 ee b b 7 ee b bl 4
[RHATO ng-RAANTA] H OVUENTA H R'WWEQANKE
[Nia ETTA 0 NJPHONOMHNAEMKI DIfh .
. o
[NOROR™WEENH]Ad, HAH NMOCE ch A'RATH cé
> 7 w 14 s T
ANAoEMa ~ ' ~ GTedan E'hZIA
A o T
[Gmedans ng-RNOBNTMH]KS H HCNORKANHKS HOROM,
[R'kun]aa name ~ I ~  Grolmis’ oaw

Zx)
=~

\ > 4 T N M
[014]8 . H EMHATANS MPNHOMOMHHAEMAI
> ’ WO D s T oom
[He]NORBANHKW H apxTENKNW, R'RUHAA
[name ~ &~ ewdiaakm$ - nemgoy -

.. 4 . ) 4 — M
[mvxa]HAS © TWCHPS * RAAXKENNKI MH
[Tponoa]HTW , R'KUNAA NAMETK ~ & ~
1 A v
["Anppelov®” npfioRNOMNHKS H HCNOREKANHKS
[HeKe]Rs KPHTR, B'RUNAA NAME ~ I~

» f. 6v (=GR /Gouillard/ 1. 125-139; DRIN, f. 188r; Popruzenko, p. 17-
19-21; Triodion 1664, f. §oe )

Iwa[HNS, HHKOAAS, H r'ugl"l'lo, TPTEra]

TR RenoR[KANAKW. 1 AgxTENHKNW A B]

cRMb HrKe [EAHHOMEAPKCTRORA]

BWih €nin [R'kuNAA NAMETH rﬁ']

QW A0p8 BRCENQ[-RNGORNOMS HISMONS cT8] B'th‘/CA\
Aitickom$, Brkun[aa namems i~ 7~ "lcakiio] HH
YAOTROPLS . H 1[WaANTKII ngpthrl'ﬂnoms]

REUNAA NAME i~ i~ ~[Haagiwng npEndENoMmS]
APXTMANAPHTS H H[MSMENS AAA*MTCKO]

B and from the Greek text of the Synodicon in the Gouillard edition. It is also absent from the
Greek and Slavic printed Triodia.

" The commemoration of St. Andrew of Crete is present in DRIN, but not in PAL. It is not
present in the Greek text based on J. Gouillard, nor in the Greek or East Slavic printed Triodia.
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M8, B'RUNAA NAME ~ I ~ [GVMEWNS nprknd] B'hZrA
ENRHWOMS cTAKNNHK[S BRYUNA NAME]
4 ) ’

QEewA0p8 H SEWPAHS, [...eeenee... ]
HEMORRANHKW H HAMH[..ecvnreneee. 1%
-Q-qu)aus npnonwkﬂmomés [HF8M5N8 KEAIKAI‘O] B'hZrA
CeAd . E'RUNAA HAME ~ '~ G[ia raKko BAKEN] NH
HTa wthmd HA HA cmu p[muSmpH ™k ]
BATOURTTHO Hp'kXOAH . ['mm H KAERKI ]
WIEAOCAAHTEAK. H EAUNKI Zan[oREAH ]
NY-RZHPATEA, NOCTHSAETH . TRM[ e ]

> 7 LU 4 — T ee 7
OELYINE R'hcH, GAHKO EArouLTia Hen[ALHE]

o 1T ’ 7 7 r I3 ’
Hie GHUE CHMb KAETRS, E2KE cAMH [cERE]

A ’ o ’
NoAKHIWE, NgHNecemb ~ H[2ke] caor[omn]
OVBO MAKCKOE C'hMOTPENTE KA cAOR[a npi]
ematof . ZoRTh 3Ke 6 HA HKWH[A NE Tpk]
MEYA. H CEMo PAAH FAKI OVEO NPHEM[ATH OBPAZSIOYIHH]

» f. 7r (=GR /Gouillard/ 1l. 140-154; DRIN, f. 188v-189r; Popruzenko, p.
21, 23; Triodion 1664, f. §o¢ 1)
[H REyITIo ke cnieni]a

W

[OMRTAIOYTH ce] ANAGEMA ~ ' ~

["Hake a8 NEQNHCAN'NATO ZA]R NPHAAMAK
(A ce. H cero] paAH HEXOTELIA HA HKWHA
[NHCATH A]?KE NPHACKPBHNO HA NAKTH

[H KPKEH NPHOE|YHEWIATO cE )Ez‘x HETHHNAL
[Ea Hawiero] G!co\['AS MRUTATEATH N0
[KazaStoun ce analoema ~ ¢ ~ "Hake
[nggqcmm 880 RH]A'KNTA Aljte H N x&r?
[NpTemalolTH. [RAJENNAA #KE CHMB WEQA
[ZoRANTA O UK AECH] H Nprkske RNAKIPENTA
[cAORA. NE NPTEMAIO N His HAR camoe TO
[MENOCTHIKNOE H] NERHAHMOE COVLILCTRO
[[RHTH c¢ RHAR]RWTHME TRIIECAARSIOTY
[HAH OBPAZH] OVEO cTd HCTHHKIH HZWWE)

58 The text on this and the previous line is absent from DRIN and PAL, from the Greek Synodicon
in the Gouillard edition, and from the Greek and East Slavic printed Triodia.
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[3KENTA IARHTH CE] ZPEYHMB Ch CAATAKIIH
[Mce ORPAZH] #KE HANHCORATH EhUAUH
b v i ™ i

[RIIAMO CE CAORA. H] EXKE W HA TO CTPTH
[NengiemaJioH, ANAGEMA™ s ~ T i~
a. = 59 o 14 7 ’
[ Hoke caniwe]ye rfa > . ko Alple R'BEPORAAH Bl
[cTe MwVcewR]H, BRPORAAH OYEO BhICTE
[ME H npouee. H €Ke] NPPWKA BAMK B

<~ ” e A
[ZARHIHE P Bk HAWIK] KO MENE, MWVCES
— 4 " 14 —
[Faroys8 palz8mBIoyH . TAKE FAETH
[npieTn §]B0 NPPKA . HE RTKEOAET' 3KE HKW

» f. 7v (=GR /Gouillard/ 11. 154-168; DRIN, f. 189r-189v; PAL f. 8r end
and the beginning of f. 8v; Popruzenko, p. 25, 27; Triodion 1664, f. jo¢ r-v)
HAM® [BAFTH. H RhCEMHPNOE ciie]

NiE . 1AKo BHA[RHK BRI 1IKO ¢k GAKKI NOKHEE.]

Ko cTPACTH [H HEASTH. HewRAenTa BEY’]

wh HewRa[H. @Ko] pacne[Tce ko norge]

BENK BbI . 14KO B'hEKpCE 1A[KO R'hcd Z4 K]

H NOCTPAAA H ChTROP[H. HaKE B0 1A B'heE]

MHPHATO ENcENTa AR[Ad. HA HKONA ZgRTH]

HETPWIEYIH, HH [NoKAa]

NIKOLIA c6 cHMb [aHaoema ~ I TIpREH]

RAKLIA B HKWH[OROP'CKOH EQECH. MAYE. ]

XWEOPHO Wem[SnAenH. B HH MWVCEHCKRI]

ZAKOHOMOAO[KENTE. Kl cIIENTIO CROEMS]

B'WZRECTH XOTEE [NH fxnz?\cm‘.'lmu]

OVUEN'MH WRAHETATH [ce EAPOUTHAMA]

npoﬁzxo’x\suﬁ . HHKE [DUbcKRIMH noSue]

NMH H HACTARAEN'MH [NP-RARCTH CRoEE W]

RPATHTH cé NOKA[pAKIIH CE NHIKE chr'aa ]

cTH0 EKE N0 B'hee R'hc[eAENNEH L{PKEH]

% Deutoronomy, 18:15; John, 5:46.

8 N RTROAET 3Ke HKWHAM is missing in DRIN. J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 55, 11. 154-155: ovk
€16AYOVGL 0 O1°EIKOVIGUATMV TV TOD TPOPHTOL XApLy Kol TV maykdopoy compioy ... The
text is similar in the Greek printed Triodion with Synodicon. In the Lvov printed text: Taze
FASIHAL, NITH OYEW jpKa, He EBEOAYHMS ke  Hz'wepamew'an afmn [HpvS, 1 Beemipno
CINTE.
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~ ee X ’ X b 4 4
E2KTH NOBHHSRIH CE N'h E[ AHNOK CERE]
o A

I18AEHCKOH H EAAHN'CKOH YEC[TH NOA0IKN ]

” A > 7
WHYk . [2KE BW HENo[cPRCTRHR ONH]
HA NPhROWEPAZH[0E XSAE, H CiH cero O]
EPAZ0, Bk CAMOE [T0 ORPAZSEMOE APhZOCTH]

”

NECTRIAET' CE . HiKE OVEW H[E R'hZRpATHE]
NPRAKCTTS CE ChAPKIKHMKI [H Kb Bhcakoms]

» f. 8r (= GR /Gouillard/ 1I. 168-170, 391-402; DRIN, f. 189v-190r;
PopruZenko, p. 27; Triodion 1664, f. goe v)
[caoREcH EFRTRNOMS H AXORNO]MS oyu
7 e oo X » ’
[enito 8w Z]aThKHSRWITH . 1dko [$:k]e npo
X i
[uee cwrnal€iuf . H WEpAIAAre TRAEcE LiPKO
[BHA B Bk]KWA ceRe, ANAGEMA ~ I ~°!
[RBEOAEIH O] NEHZPENNOME NAKCKOMA
. R T S ) 4 = ™
[esmompenT]H Fa H Ea H €Mca HAWIEMO IV X4,
— 1/ e ’ = X 2\
[Thyreralacia wkKaa. H FAOIPH HAH M8
[APRCTR]SIOWITH . NOKAANIATH ¢ YAUKCTES
0 /, T r
[XB8.] HEMPHCTSNHOME BKTRS PAR'CKAI .
~ ”
[H pa]BOTS MPHOCOVIINS HMETH . FKO coy
[PB]cTHENS B HEDAOKNS . ANAGEMA ~ I' ~
["Hoke He] ch BhcAKKl MORRHTIEME NPHEMAKIIN.
[€2KE NO] NPOHMBILIAENTS pAaZARAENTE .
. . )
[Kh MEAENTIO] ThUTIo TAHNCTEA HiKE B'h
[Xa ch]ekwIngce NEHZPENNO ARKIO ECTh
0y . A
[TBS.] H Bk HEMb NECTKATANNO H NEpAZR
[A'No chBR]KOVNARWIHKCE, N ZAK NpHE
[MAKIIHXE TAKOROE] paZA'RAENTE . H AN
[HA] NTETTe HE ECTRS TRYTS HNO, His
bl 9
[H] canoM's . H IIKO CAOVKHTK ERH * H ca
JKENTE NPHNOCHTR PAR'CKO . H YRCTh
o’ ¥ oK
NOAWENSIO EWZAAETh [AKO AAKIh, KO
. L4
[ca]oykeRNTH AScH . HiKE ERH pABOTAI

o1 At this place, several anathemata are omitted, which in the Gouillard edition are located on
11. 171-183. The whole part up to 1. 391 is also missing. The Greek and East Slavic printed
texts agree with B.
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[LE]HKE H CAOVIKEWIE H PAR'CKKI . H W COB'S
.o . o A~ v T
[ngiTnemie, apxiegea REAHKA BKITH OVUE.
» f. 8v (=GR /Gouillard/ 1I. 402-403, 435-448; DRIN, f. 190r-190v,
Popruzenko, p. 29; Triodion 1664, f. joe v — gos 1)
A NE A [cAORA 1AKO YAKK [AKO CHILERI]
MH EAHNOTO XA IFd NAWErO H K[Ta]
AITH APBZAYIH N0 cReTagS
- X ” ” i
TAOUIH [MKO HXKE B RYRME M[HPOCTTHTE]
~ ™ S I — 14 PP
ANBLIE CTYTH A H Ed H crica HA[WErO IV X4 |
NPHNECENNSIO O HAWIE ENCENH ® [Nero Kok ]
TE$ YKTHAA €r0 TKAA H Kph[RE. 1AKO]
APXTEPES N0 YAUKCKOMB HA PAAH B[HE‘WOMS]
” A
1Ko 880 ke H Kk H 2Kphlk H 2Kpk[TEA]
Mo REAHKOMS Bk ETOCAORTA Mpiropia [npH]
LS \ — ) ) .o K
NECE OYEO Tk Koy H wif® . [ngi]eme
b4
1Ko Kb Ch WIEM T cAdb EAHNO[PO]
9 > e v
ANKIH, H AXk CTHIH * [aKo cHMk [®moyzia]
OYIA . CAMOIO 3KE KA CAORA [H EAHNOCS]
INATO . H EAHNOCAARNATO ceM$ oy[Tewn]
TEAld AXA . KFONOORNANG EAHNOU[WTTA 3Ke]
H Aocwﬁu’m‘m, ANAGEMA ~ T~
.
Hoke HA KhoKAO MPHHOCHMSI0 2KPBTR[8]
npReMWTH © XA KAKTENKI TAHNK . [€ljte]
4 o el X =
HOABHCTRA . HENPTEMAIOLIH ETRH [Tpo]
o’
HIH NPHNOCHTH CE . 1AKO ChNPOTHES K[K]
4 X Rl ’ ’
paryi ® coyp8 Cipen[NulmL]
L 7 e > 4 — M
WLEMb . RACHATIO KE . H ZAATO[FABIRW]
” - . o~
HAMZKE ChIMALAK H NPOUTH EMoNWeN[ sl ifH]
Bk CEOH CAORECE #KE H C'KMHCANH, ANAo[ema ~ 1 ~]
» f. 9r (=GR /Gouillard/ 1I. 449-463; DRIN, f. 190v-191r, Popruzenko, p.
29, 31; Triodion 1664, f. §os r)
. 4 X & > Read
[ Hake canluieyina 880 H exke ©]
[To npEAANNAAFG] BAKTENKI TAHHK ELJENNO

2 Here again, a considerable part of the Greek text is missing: J. Gouillard, 1l. 404-434. The
Greek and East Slavic printed texts agree with B.
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[AkHCTR]A, Fatos . GE TROPHTE B
[moe Bscno]munANTe . Ne np[Te]maron ke
[Npar'k Bkeno]MHNANTE. His AphZAKoOLIH
[FAATH raKo] NONARAME MTBUTATENNO
> 1 ” T 1 TN
[H WBPAZNO], £k NA YRTHE KpTR ©
[cna HAW]Ero NPHHECENNSIO KORTES,
[cRoe TR]AECE H KPKRE Bk WELISK GAUL
[cKare eTRA] HZEARS e H WU RIPENTE «
> Iy
[razke NA Khoito] A[HK] NPHHOCHMAA HKOKTEA *
[® H]ske BAKTENAA CIPENNOARHCTRSIO
X ® A
[ TaH]WCTRA * [E ENck AWK H BAKA
X Ty 0 N ’ RN
[Rse'R npRAA] H cero papAH HHS BLITH cito
[® H]ske HZHAYEAD ENCOMB CTREPTRLIENNKIE
[BBEOAJER . H K'h OHOH MRUTATEAHO H
b4
[OBPAZNO BKZNO|CHME * IAKO HCThljlA
[rolpfi ExKE cTPA]WINAA H KAKT'RHAIO
i
[Eipe]nopA'R[HCTRA] TAHNCTRO  HAMIKE
[B]oy ASee™ KHZNKI ZAAOTE NPHEMAKMS .
> 1 T 7 14 > 07 s
[H c]-a BKT'RHOMS WUB NALIEMS 1WANH
b} — > b}
[n]pEm[oy]ApoM8 H ZAATOFAHROMS HZLIA
o’
chra[10] S . EKE HKPWTREI NeNYRMENNOE .
B'h MNWIhl REAHKAA NARAA FAKKK TAKKO
™ o
RANH . AHAo€EMA ~ I ~ Hike Rp-EMENNAA

» f. 9v (=GR /Gouillard/ 1l. 463-471, 171-176; DRIN, f. 191r-191v,
PopruZenko, p. 31, 33; Triodion 1664, f. §os r-v)

pACT[OANTA W NPHMHQENH YARYKCKAI® ;m]

cTRA - K BH?WBNOM[O\(] H EAa[KennoMmS]

FCTES, AKHEONAUEANKIE R R[ceneTak]

NHKIE TOHLE . oymstmAra[od A npiRT]

BOAEUIH * H NPRERKE OYEW £[ AHNOPOHOMS]

CAORE® z&xononmérmg . @ [camoro]

% Luke, 22:19.

6 In DRIN zkenie. The Greek and East Slavic printed texts agree with B

85Tt is worth noting that in this place in DRIN, it was initially ®u, later corrected to cnos. This
is the correct version with respect to the context. The Lvov printed text agrees with B.
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NPHMHPHTH CE HAMA anEm[TA nocak]
,A,H Ke EOY H wu,"g Bk CIINOH c'r[p'l'ﬂ an]
Xa, H pAZ,A,'kAmw NepazAKAN[ara B?K'l']
BHKIMb H EAKENNKIMb WIE[MB chamo]
TPENTA TA[HH'CTRW R'he]aKo [NPHMHPHTH]
T o7 > A >\
HA CeB'R EAHN[OPONO]ME ovuelpH[mu]
) 4 ® ) - ) ),
H cOBOK H Ehee[Mb Eoy] H WS . noc[akpo0]
RATEAHO 7KE BWCAKO H NPRETO[MS H KHEO]

r - "o 7 ee b
TROPePOME fxoy  1K[o ] kIpTH[Xk HeKa]
NTH H NENSORNKI WEPRTATEAR [ANAoEMA ~ I ~] &7
"ANacTAcia, KONCTANAH[NA. H NHKHTAI] 8
b4
H2Ke MQH ’|t¢in’k Na[qm”cmSmpﬁ]
EPECMH, KO mclp[mumc]m H HACTA[BNH]
Khl HOFhIB'kAH andoema ~ Orewpo[ma]
H ANTWHIA R Twann[a Hike] Agoyr[s]
APOVTS XOAATAE ZAKI[Mb] H APV AgOY
ra npke[ MHHK]I Zaouk[T]i1o , AHAGEMA
TaRAA HKE Bk CARAA WEQALILLIATO CE H

A ”
SEWpA NAGHUAEMATO racTa’ H cTedan[a]

83

» f. 10r (=GR /Gouillard/ 1. 176-190; DRIN, f. 191v-192r, PopruZzenko,

p. 33; Triodion 1664, f. jos v)

[moanTa. ey 0 oew]aop[a K]pHTiNA *

[H Aadoypia. H AEJWHAQ . H Kk cHMK Aljte KTO
[pennii] ndor'nh Zaourctit - Kakora

[aroBo Al B]o\fﬁ NPHULTA . ChCAGKTA .
[HAR cana Koe]ro + HAH MAllﬁMAN'l'E npoxé,d,i"
[ch BBCE] ﬂp'thIBAIOLlJH B'h CEOF zAwh
[eTiemn ANA-&]EMA ~ 1" ~ TepAupia Haxe
[® AAMEH] OVEW covipa . B KpHTR 2Ke
[[AAL M]phCKhIE EECH HZEAKRARIIA . H 1O
[Ma]ZANNHKA CERE NAPEKWIA  HE B'hZpA

% Here there is a difference with DRIN where there is evidently an error: ngHimmee nam ngeThaa,

but B follows the original. The Lvov printed text agrees with B.

67 A large part of the Greek text is missing here (Il. 472 ff.). The Greek and East Slavic printed

texts agree with B.

¢ Starting from this line, the text reverts to the Greek original — J. Gouillard, 11. 171sq.
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. " 0y . ”
[2ken]ie OVRKI CINAMO c'hMOTPENTA XBA
4 A 4
[ens pa]3RpALIENHBIMA TOrO NPRAAHMH,
) ) ) r b \
[H chNHCAN]MH . H EAHNHMOY AQTRHHKKI €O
> o7 mor 69" o ’ ’
[anacem]a: ' ~ " Hike ©Hoy AL HAUHNAK
oo 4 4 > 7 ee ) ) 7 ee
[pTA 1O]ROE HKKOE HCKANTE H OVUENTE HE
o ’ o T
[HZ]funnom8 NAKTCKOMS ChMOTPENTS KR clica
[NA]wero H KA NPHEKROAHTH . H HCKATH
M M N ’ -
[KoH 0]EPAZO Th Eb CAORO, , YUAULCKOMS Rk
7 e > > > o
[M]BWIENTS NPHEAHNH CE KR H NPHETSIO NMAk
4 4 R "o A 4
[no] KoeM8 cAORS WEMKH H CAORECKI CTESA
’ ) T e IT ”
[TEA]'NBIMH . ECTRO H MOAOIKENTE WHIKE
< > 7 ee 7 <
[na]d ECTCTRA CTheAHNENTA ABWIO KCTES
— ) ’ A
[Ea] 1 daka &% Gaogo TexKk BHTH Nok§IAK
X > 7 ~r . — 7
[u]H ce, anaoema ~ 1 ~ HiKe EAroULCTRO
« B X ar IOx
[Ba]TH OVBW ORKIARAWYIA CE , EAAHN'CKAA K

» f. 10v (=GR /Gouillard/ 11. 190-203; DRIN, f. 192r-192v, Popruzenko,
p. 33, 35; Triodion 1664, f. jos v — §oz 1)
ZAO[ULCTHR]aa [NPRAANTA NPAROCAARNEH ]

H chBWPNEH LPKEH H W flna[Xh YAuecKHKk ]
H HBCH H ZeMAR R HiIXs Z[AaNTH BecToy]
ANE HAH NAYE NEYKCTHER [NPHBBEOAETHYK ]
andoema ~ & ~ "Hoke BOY[10K0 EhNRWINKIXK ]
AOBOMOYAPKILL FAKEMS [NgRMSApoCTH]
np-nouriTaoi’ B Hac[TARNHKoML Tk ]
nocARASIOIIH H NpRXo:K[ AeNTe BHTH]
GAYKCKBIME ALIAMB Bk HNAA 2K[HEOTHAA]
HAN NYOBNE BECAORECHKIML KHRO[TH]

CHML NOMKIEATH H Bk HEERIT[Te ©Y0]

AHTH npHem[ Ao JpA” H cHMH Brsc[Kpecenie]

H COYAk KR H KONKUNOE NOKH[RWIHML B'hZ4]
Nie DakTalopi’ anacema [ ~]

"HaKe REyIh BEZHAYEANS H RHAWE[e ﬁc'h]
REZHAYEANS chARTEA H H oy

% Here begins the section against John Italus; this is indicated by a title in the printed Synodica
but not in the manuscripts.
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> < — > D A

H 1Ko 8EO HEW H ZeMArd H [npouaa Z4]

Hia’ MPHOCOVLINA cOYTh H BeZ[Naua]

ANA . H NYP'REKIRAIO NEHZMENNA H ch[npo]

THEL  ZAKOHOMOAATAK PEKIIOMS [NEO]

H ZEMAId MHMOHAE, CAORECA 2Ke M[0a NE]

’ > / T

MHMOHASTE H BeZ8MHO Thije[ra8]

0Tk, H BKTBHSIO KAETES NA cR[0f npH]
W 14 > o7 — — oo X

ROAE MAARS . aHAGEMA ~ & ~ ['Aro[piiH]
b4 ” . e

1Ko EAAHW'CTTH NPRMSAPBUH H [NphETE]

» f.11r (=GR /Gouillard/ 11. 203-216; DRIN, f. 192v-193r, Popruzenko, p.
35; Triodion 1664, f. oz 1)
K , n970 7 T e 7
[pe HAYEAHNHKW. |" Hake © cEAMH CThIH
—— 3 ”
[H BheeAe'cki c|WEBWPL H © BhER HKe
[Bs npaRocAARHKI BRpE] npocTaRWTH ®ik, npo
.o b4 A
[KaeTito ngR]AAHH ERIWE . 1Ko TN
. k4 X
[coBOpNTE L]JKRE 74 Exke B'h CAORECE K
[MPhZocTH]A HeKhphNHA HZPEA'CTRAT' « A8
A A
[W'wh cof no] MHWroy H ZAE H B Roy
A X
[ipemoy cof] + EArOUKCTHERI OVRO H NPARO
[cAQRNKI M]oyzKTH HNAKO KE MO CTPACTH
[uAiKoH HAH] HER'RARNH chrg'RIIHEWA
.
[anAoema] ~ & ~ "Hake ch BEpolo uHCcTOR
A \ aoA ”
[NPocT]W H BWCEASUING CPUEM S . 1dIKE
T > > < ’ ’
[cna Haw]ero H Era . H npRYTER TOro PO
A A 4 ~ L) 7 oee X
[KswoH BAJUoy HAWIS EUOY * H NPOUTH
X ) 4 4 C
[EThi H]ZPEANAA YKOAECA NEMPHEMAK
[ Wb B HOYAJEIHKCE OVKAZKI H cAo
v
[Rechl SXHUIPE[HNBIMH, [AKO HEMOLINA
[OBAKIATH H]AH No CROEMS MNKNTS,
[pARQAIPA]TH TATKKORANTE * H MO CROEM

0 Here, there is a difference between DRIN and PAL (“heresiarchs” are mentioned in PAL and
in the Greek and East Slavic printed texts); in B the text is damaged, so it is not evident which
version was followed. Here, I give the DRIN text in brackets, but the exact phrasing used in
B remains unknown.

"1 In DRIN: ckgpunna nzpeanrr. Here B is closer to DRIN than to PAL or to the Lvov printed
text.
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[NPARS che]TARAITH, ANAGEMA ~ &' ~
. « 4 X ) 4 ..
[ Hake ea]an[n'c]kaa ngoxo eyt oyyenia .
b .. \ 7 4
[H HE Za HAKAZANTA PA]AH CHMH HAKAZSEMO
[Ms H cAagd HKk c]oveETHRI nocaRASH
X ” v
[pA H] KO HCTHNHKIME EROSIOIHY *©
” aw
[0 TaKo] TRMb HZEECTHO HMSYIH NpH

» f. 11v (=GR /Gouillard/ 1l. 216-232; DRIN, f. 193r-193v; Popruzenko,
p. 37; Triodion 1664, f. §oz r-v)
/ oK
AEKAH . 1AKS HNH[E OROTAA OVEO TaH]
WEOMAA KE BRAKNNE [E'WZROAHTH NA ciE]
> 4 ’ 4 ~r
H OVUHTH NECSMENNO, An[aotma ~ & ~]
I ’r - B
Hoke ¢ HHBIMH BACHKHBIMH [EAEAMH © cE]
” < .
H EKE HA HA ZAANTe NP-RTRAP[AOTK H NAATO]
HCKAA ChMHCANTA KO HCTH[W'HA NPTEMAI0]
X r -
PR . H KO cAMOCKCTARNS[10 Relih ® BH]
AWEL E'WWEPAZHTH CE FAKOTS [H 1RAE]
HHE WEALIAK CAMORAACTH[0¢ chA'RTENK]
” — . .
HxKe © NEBRITTA Bk EWITTe [NPHREAIOMS ]
o’
B'hCAYRCKAA . H [AKO TROPUS Eh[cRYs HaUEo]
H KONKLh MOAOKHEWOMS RAACT[kHE H RAa]
X r
AIUKCKRI . ANAGEMA ~ A ~ [FAKLIH 1AKO]
4 w oy n 72 — . o
Bk KONBUNO H WELIE "> RhCKPE[TEM™ ¢ HNbI]
\ T >
MH TRAECH YALLH BRWCKPNS[Th H c8AHMH]
A
BOVTh . 4 HE ¢’k HMEW[H B CE JKHTH N0]
KHUWIE . ZANKE cHM pac[TARRAEMOM™S ]
H norkiBalIH . B EAK[AS Thipina H cSeTHa]
r -\ r >
camom$ oy H E8 NAwemS + [H SuenHKoM'k]
EMO OVUHTEAIE 2Ke HAWH H [NaoyuH]
w 9 9 .
BIIH . 1KO ¢k HMH 2K [NOKHIIE GALTH]
&
TRAECK], ¢k TRMH H [cSAHMH E$Th]
> ’ > T 4 > ’
H ELIE H REAHKOMS A[NTAS NAVAS MRECT ]
’ 73" > T .
BH'E Bs CAORR 7 £2Ke W B'BCKP[ENTH npocTpa]

2 Here, there is a difference with PAL, but B follows the same tradition as DRIN; so does the
Lvov printed text.

3 Here, there is a difference in the word order compared with DRIN. The printed text of Lvov
agrees with B.
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HWRHLIE NPHTYAMH HOTHNS Naoy[uHEWOY ]

P f. 12r (=GR /Gouillard/ 11. 232-242, 248-249, 479-480; DRIN, f.193v-
194r; Popruzenko, p. 37, 39; Triodion 1664, f. joz V)
[H HHAKOMSAPKCTRO]VIOWA, Ko ReZ$

[MHR ORAHUHE]WS * HiKe OVRO CHLERKI
[coyngoTHEL Za]KONNO MoAdratoH npkAd
[Wiemn B oyuenie]mb, anaoema ~ a ~
[npiematoyiii H] neRAAIYIA coyETHAA H
[AAHHCKAA BAEAN]TA * 1Ko 8RO NjEEKI

Rl B Juams a] He WHECOVIIH Bhea B

[we n anBEAouﬁ] * 1AKO KONKILh ECTh

(M8 H ovCT]aMENIENTE NAKKI TRAGH

[H AuCKH Re]yleMb * H CHULERKIMH CAORECKI
[ugrmo N]ENOE PAZPSIWIAEMO BheAKo H Nk
[XOAH]MO ERROAETH * E2Ke E'RUNO H Ne
[pazps]waemo + Gamk oyEO K¢ H Eh naui
[Ha84]H H NPBAACTK . H EWCR RETKBIMN

[n NoK]lfT NHCANTEMB MBI NPREXW * 1Ko

[H M8Ka] BECKONRYNA . H u,;?vmo nguoco\f‘

[1IHO CHIL]ERKIMH 3KE CAORECK] camk

[cere nor$gAeto A, H AgoVThIf BRuNO

[ Moy OcoyJiKENTS KoAATAE BRIRLIHYK .
[Ando]ema ~ ' ~74 Haovuennd EwigWEMS

[® HN]OKA NHAA * H B'RCR NPHWELAK

[hi ce Thais] andoema ~ 1 ~

["Hoke ne npar'k EThI]Xh oyuHTEAN 3KTE L{PKEE,
[EHE'I‘KNI;IE rajackl NPHEMAIOIA * B TazKe

[EE H HZ]IRAENNO B'h HH, ETTO jixa

» f. 12v (=GR /Gouillard/ 1l. 480-495; DRIN, f.194r-194v; Popruzenko,
p. 39; Triodion 1664, f. joz v)

BAPTTS p%[mmm KPHRO CKAZORATH]

H pAZROAETH NSAE[H, ANAGEMA i~ 17 ~]

Mpeemaropti AcTHinare £a [Fa A ciia Ha]

Wero 1V KA’ Ma - £ke [Ols MOH BoAH MeNE]

74 Here, 11. 243-246 from the Greek text are omitted.
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© 75 — 7 ee .
* FAATH CE ¢k NPOYTHMH T[ALKORAHTH]
— o’ ~
ETiill Wik © H N0 HKe [Bb HEMB YAUTROD]
> > A LA )
Mo eM8$ 2Ke H MOCTPA [[AKO RECTHO]
Bk MHWIKI EMOA[KXNORENNH CAORECE H .]
~ e - 7 - >k D oo
CTTH WLH NPonoRKAAI * [EYIE H FAKLTH]
T A
TOOHE XA MO NAKTH cR[OEH NOCTPAAATH . B'R]
unaa name ~ r ~ Homuwakioyin v ge]
AR W[EOKENTA NgieTTa nprRaoke]
. o’ ~
NiE GAUKCKATO ECTHCTRA B[k BHKTRO . & He]
Moy,a,p’hcmBSroum ® CAM[or'o C'hEAHNENIA]
EKT'RHANO 8RO A0CTOHN'CT[RA H BEAH‘IE]
CTRA, NgHuEcTHTHCE TR[AEcH ik, A 10]
KAAHIATH cé EAHNR[Mb NOKAANENTE . Bk B ]
eel A\ ~ ) ..
cnPTEMWHME TO ES[R cAORE H BHTIE]
EAHNOURTHO * EhKSMOCAARN[0, HKHROTEO]
’ — L) > - -
PHO * PARNOCAARHO KOV H WIS , H [cTm8 AXS.]
H EhKoynong-ReToAN[0. 4 NE OYEO BHTH]
> ’ ’ 4 - T
€atnocovipnfo E8 . ko Werdnumh er]
CTRENKI CROHCT[Bh. EXKE ChZANNATO. ]
” .. ”
EXKE WITHCANNATO * H [NouiH HKe B'h 4ay]
” ..
Ko EcTheTRE XER Zp[Tm]nl

» f. 13r (=GR /Gouillard/ 1I. 495-508; DRIN, f. 194v-195r; Popruzenko,
p. 39, 41; Triodion 1664, f. o 1)

[npReT$NHTA H B B;f?c'l'm] COVUIKCTRO, 1Ko B ci
[RREOAHTH I-)IAH] MWRUTANTEME A HE HOTH

[NoKk BRITH] Ifliro BdAYENTHO H cmpmm[ ]-

[Han E,A,Huo]pwudar'o BATES HOC'I‘pA'I‘H .

[andoe]lma ~ 1" ~ I'moqm 1Ko MAk FHId

[® camoro] chEAHNENTA NP-RR'WZEBICHELIN CE *

[0 ropk] Bhcakoe MRCTH NYRRKIWE AEH *

[rako ®] KpaHNIAMS CREAHNENTA BBKOYTIO

[€3kna] BRIBWH * HeNg'RAGKHO * NEH

[zm]&HN[o ] HechATANNO * H HE NPRRPATHO *

[Z4] Exe MO CLCTARS CREAHNENTA . H NEQA

5 John, 14:28.



CONTENTS AND TEXT OF THE SYNODICON 89

ZA[84NO] H HEPACTPRIKHO NP REKIRAKIIH
Bk B'RCNPTEMWHME TOY KSR cA0RE .
PARNOCAARNO TOMS MOYHTAET CE . H 1o
KAANAET ¢ EAHNRME MOKAANTANTE 7O
> ~ X 2 T s X 4 X
H HA LLPKKENKI H BXKTBHNBI cRAHTR ngReTwak
> ’r <
[0 AgcHok] KA H WIA * 1[AKOKE BHKTEA
[BWZRKILENT] WEBOMATHEWIN c¢ * Npk
b4
[.... |MSRAKLIHME CROHCTES ECTRCTHER *
[TEmH] BRuNaa name 77 ~ 1’ ~ (Daarawoih ¢
[®1Jh radkl HKe ® cWCTOANH NPARKIA
[chZ]AANTH E3KTe LPKRE R'RZMAACHEWIN cE *
’ .o 78 b 7 ee p)

[kvp]ina’ - amggocia - amdH

e 79 = ’ ’ T g
[a0xTa 7° EroraJHRAre * AkEA NNkl cTApAd

. DA ” ~
[pHMA] H NPOUTH * EE H 1KES RrhCEAENCKKI
» f. 13v (=GR /Gouillard/ 1l. 508-509, 517-529; DRIN, f. 195r-195v,
Popruzenko, p. 41; Triodion 1664, f. gou r)
CRBWPh ARATEANAAS [4eTRRpTArS]
— > ’ moo 7 . — 33
FAK H LECTAMO HE AOB[BIZAKIIH © ANAGEMA ~ T ~]
X v
Henpremaroy, Herinnar[o €a 0 énca na)
) Y T ” -

WErO IV XA I'Ad * €xKe Wik [MOH BoAH]

76 nokadnraniems is missing from DRIN; in general, from this point onwards, large differences
between the two are evident. The Ruthenian (Lvov 1664) printed text follows B.

" There is a difference here compared with the DRIN text. The Lvov printed text agrees with B.

" There are differences compared with the commemorations in DRIN: there, Pope Leo is
mentioned after Athanasius. In PAL, Athanasius of Alexandria, Cyril of Alexandria and
Ambrose of Milan precede Pope Leo, which is more similar to B. In general, the similarity to
PAL is greater in this part. Perhaps the name of St. Athanasius figured in B as well, because the
damaged part of the sheet is large enough for it. The text in the Lvov printed book is: deanacT,
Rvgiaaa, damgpoci,” dmpnadxi Brorafgare, Aewna ... in agreement with the Greek printed text.

" The name of Amphilochius does not occur in DRIN or in PAL, but is present in the Greek
original of the Synodicon — J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 77 1. 507. It also occurs in the
printed text.

80 “The Old” is missing from DRIN, but is present in PAL and in the Greek, Ruthenian and
Russian printed texts.

81 The word is not present in DRIN or in the Lvov printed text.

82 Missing from DRIN. In the Lvov printed text: 13°Hé.

8 Here, the Greek text on 1l. 510-516 is missing. The Greek, Ruthenian and Muscovite printed
texts agree with B.
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MENE € 3 [aKS o paZARuNKl [OBQAZW ETiH]

'R HOTAWKORAWE %5+ WEKI oy[E0 No Tore]
RITES FARLIE ChH p,?[m; EITH RHHO]

EHATO pA,A,ﬁ eke ® OLfa [Toro] posken[ia]

MO ECTHCTRENKIN [cROH]CTR'E, np['knplmrrm W e
FO MAKTH H CCTARAKLIH [Toro BTES]

Gup'k $7 engpa[Hie] wnHcan]oe

[Mph’I‘K]NOE H np[olm] ECTRRNBIE B HeoV[KopHie]
C'l‘p'I‘H . mee pA,A,H ceRe Roaw[a Wi Fh]

pe * Hh 'FOFAA FAKT 1Ko [TAKORH paZovMETH ce]
raa - e'a no THHKOMS np[omnummuo pa]
gSM’kw’ CE Nk pazA8uENA [B?K'I‘BA K3 ]

Alie HE BH H cheA[HHH]AA [ce H He npTemae]

A TAKORKIH Fak £2k[€ N0 XoyAoMoy 11o]
MBICAENTS pAZARAKNTA * [1AKS © EThIN]

Wik Pe ce TorAd, RsHIEF pa[EOTA B HER']
ARNTE FAKT ce - 1aKo Henp[TemarolH EAHNG]
EHHOR 1 EARNOUR[THEH KRR NAKTH paAn ma]
KORKIMH IAdchl Aoca[AaTH ce rae]

™ Ke N0 ThI'KoMS ¥ ngo[mHcaoy npiema)

TH CE H ECThCTRENKIML CR[OHCTRAMK 1d7KE]

» f. 14r (=GR /Gouillard/ 1I. 529-546; DRIN, f. 199v; Popruzenko, p. 41,
43, 53; Triodion 1664, f. jou r-v)

[HeTHNNA c8ipaa FHEE NALTH 13KE B'h] ChCTARAK

[... moro RIKTRA H He]paz-KANoH

[np'krsusampa H cia %Bo] HECThCTA

[RHA A AWKN]WIX, [KE B W [Ne] c'hc'mxum’

[H HCTHHHKI] NPRAAOYIA, ANAGEMA ~ o~

8 John, 14:28.

8 DRIN — ckazawe.

8 A difference compared with DRIN and a similarity to PAL. Also, a difference to the printed
Triodion, which reads: “... naomn n ¥nocrach...”.

7 DRIN and PAL — gexwe. In the Lvov printed text — ciigrkyh.

8 DRIN — goyaomoy. In the Lvov printed text — monkoms.
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[.... I¥ H HeurcTHE'R © EKIRWArG
’ ™ . ’
[mHTpoNo]AHTA KephKHCKAA (SicC!), KONCTANAH
b4 bl ey ’
[Ma] 2Ke BABMAp'cKAro, HXKE H © NKEMO
4 w0 ~r
[NPOK]AETE BRIRWIE, ANAOEMA ~ A  ~
N A oo X 7 > @
[GAHN] EMOYAPRCTESIOYITH CHUERAA, ANAMA ~
. o o
PERIRIWEMS MITPWAHTS KEQ'KV'CKOMS,
[KONCTANTHNOY] 2Ke BAkrap'ckom$ * ZaR H HEwkcTHRE
) ’ b4 b
[Ha8uHE'WA] O HiKe HCTHHHAMO KA H crica
r ) ’ ’r - \ 7 ee
Hawero [IV Xa rlaack « exke Wik MOH BOATH
91 W g P
[mene €]’ A HeMBAPKCTRSIOYS H Fatolp$ -
> > > « X ”moox
[raKko H No HHE] OYEO EAMOUTKCTHRKI MKlcA
.o \ A\ - 4 X~ =N
[npiemaerce T ® CThi EroNweHbl ®Lh *
AN [ AT .
[Nk H N0 camoH] © EAHNOPWNAA ENA E3KTA
eep ) \ — > 4 92
[npiTiemoH ® ¢Thie ARKI H ELLE MALTH
> \ 4 <
[H N0 cAOR]O ChCTARAENNOH ERTEER NE c'h
[mRenk] Mo NEPAZARANK ChEAHNENH,
r’ 9 \ ’” r
[cB]oHCTRA HMSLIOH N0 HXKE WILA
4 \ b A
Il BOALIA CERE HMENORA * 'k EAHNO MO
[KAo]HEMH €k CROHM™s MPHETTEMH * KO
) ) 4 4
B'BKOVTIOKK'NS H EAHNOCAARNS, TOMS 2Ke

» f. 14v (=GR /Gouillard/ 1. 546-561; DRIN, f. 199v, Popruzenko, p. 53;
Triodion 1664, f. jon v)

OB H Bhce[CToMS AKS chNOKAANKE H chcad]

BHah + Kp.. [RiSyioms e Aanskno ]

paz8mk ce [cin raa. e pa]

38MRET 6 Pl EAHNK CheTAR[h CREAHNE]

ik HaSipn AR tomrk ¢ Hh [eia no]

TRNKOMS NPOMBILIAENTS™ na [mpTemaemce]

% The next several lines are not matched in PAL or DRIN or in the printed Triodion with
Synodicon. A corresponding text occurs only in some copies of the Greek original of the
Synodicon: J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 79 1. 533-536.

% Here begins a text that matches the one in DRIN, f. 199v and f. gou r (end of page) in the
printed Synodicon in the Triodion.

°l John, 14:28.

%2 This word is missing from DRIN.

3 There is a difference compared with the words and word order in DRIN.

% DRIN — x$a0H anican. The Lvov printed text agrees with B.
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0AZASUENNA BHTRA - B 1Ko B [HKKAA KOEKO]
A0 ® UAKK BRITH NOZHARAET ce [H cia]
EMOcAORECHRHIIEMS AAMACKHNS, [Toita exe]
Mo TRNKOME™ NPHMBICAENTS paZ-RAkn[iE Ha]
" Y ad e A e
ovuey$ - GFa rakTce uTo W XR'K BkNAS
WENH + NE NRCTABATEANO ECTRENAIO
KOEM® CROHCTEA * Ni [ABHTEANO PABOTHI
HAH NER'ENTA © H NeRhexoTREW[a] nocak
AOBATH CThIM H E'hCEAENCKAIN chEWPW *
YETRLPTOMS JKE H LIECTOMS * HIKE O X'h
EAHNENNKI NECTRATANNO A[ROE ECTECTRA Npa]
BR H EArOYKCTHE'R npfk,A,[\Luz “H npagocAa
RTS HAOVUHIE XROV UJKRK B CHLE B pAZAR
UNBIE EPECH TONARZIWIA CE, ANAGEMD ~ I ~
Rrkek EAHNOMOY AP RCTRSIOLIA ToMOY
KOWCTAHARNS H2KE BAKIAg'cKoMS + 1 [H]Hd
HZEYWAKENH NOBOAKEWA H cRTSIOYIHYk *
HE CObAGAIOETA PAAH, Nk ZA EXKE CEMO ZAOUR
CTTEME ChITREACNNS BRITH, ANAGEMA ~ I ~

» f. 15r (=GR /Gouillard/ 1l. 562-571, 753-760; DRIN- omm.; Triodion
1664, f. gon v- po» 1)

[Henaoyue]naro [An]keAnOKa CSEBépNAT\

[1W]anna HpThika % « A fxke © NErO cni
[c]annaro na EAMOULTIE MHCANTA * 1 AOKI
[Zaroiizke i, KW [CAAREWIHM' Ke H FAIOYIHMS *
[HE papn Exce R] ToMb Pk HAWE W ¥R, Enc
[Teak ke 0 B]ZE © CHCTARAKNHOM e H b
[EAHNENOME] TOMO RIKTES - HEQACTP R

[kenk 2Ke] . H NEQAZARANE . H HECHATANNE dAuk
[cKhIH CRO]E . PEYIH EMS KO UAKS ChEQ'RUIENNS *
[HaKe B] CRRELPENHKI )E\,rr\n'l'Hx'h TS rAd, EKE

Wik MoH BOATH MENE £ 7+ His CHILE Mo dAuk

% DRIN — x$p0m8. Here the text in DRIN is interrupted as a large part of the sheet is missing.
The addition in brackets is based on PAL. The Lvov printed text agrees with B.

% In the printed Triodion with Synodicon, the name is given in translation: Iwannoy Mughosmoy.

97 John 14:28.
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> A ’ IR ’
[ckoMoy PelH] H ¢ TOMS, KO Ef'a cem$
> - A ™ ~ L4
[OBHAK]ENNS THOY TO BHKTRA * 1AKS
\ b 4 ’ b
[.... H]é EH NPHEAHHHAO CE CEMS, MPHETO EH
) b i ) 4 4
[-... ] H IKOKE WELJIEE H HALUEE CHLLE
> 7 ~r 98 ’ T
[npu]eTH[.... Jwaro, anaoema ~ r ~ *Lleragiue B'hZra ~
T > 4 > o7
[NA C'WEOPHIJIE HA YKTHKIE HKWHKI * ANAMA ~
X — ~ ™ .
[MpHem]aoIH ke ® BAHKTEHAA NHCANTA
” > ’ = > 4
[FAw] €Ke HA HAWARI * Bk YKTHKIE HKW
-\ 7 > = X )\ > 7 ~r
Hhl XA EA HALIEMO, H CThI EM0 * AHAGEMA ~ ' ~
> ’ X 7 A7 "
MpHwEAYIA cé B'b pAZSME, AocazkarolIH
> I T > 7 > o7 ~r
[H Be]ZUeCTEH UNTHKIE HKWNKI * AHAMA ~ ' ~
> 4 oe Tool > 4
T Al @Ko BOrWEW XpiTidHE HKWHAM

~ v

row > o7 4 - N
NPHXOAE * ANAoeMA ~ 1 ~ TAloyH, MK
I ’ s T o o - )

PAZRE XA EA HALIEMO, HH'h HA HEARH W HAQ

» f. 15v (=GR /Gouillard/ 11. 760-764; Triodion 1664, f. jo¢ r)
NCKBIE AKCTH, ANAGEMA ~ I ~ Ap[szatoyngs]

FAATH CWEWPHSIO LPKORK HAWAKI H[RKorpa]

NPHETH * 1Ko B'hCE TAHN'CTRO Wpatony[H]

H xgm'f&ucmﬂ BRpR Aocazkaro[iH, anaoema i~]

"dipe Ko XpiTTANS SKOpHTEAN[OH EgecH i ]

1A TOrO * HAH B’k TOH 2KHTiE [®meTHOVRIWA]

Earsyai - andoema ~ 1’ ~ raac[.... ]'°
"Twenda ke © kpima cdipa - rewpr(ia, ]
KVpHAA, H ATONHCTA * mMwicea Zo[rpada,]
MEQWATA * Maaaxi$ + oeodina - 1 x[apH]
TONA * GEWPHTA * HHKANAPA * H EpINS [HArK]
HSIOMSIO MOPHNH * MHTPOPANA * TW[aHH]

% Here begins a series of anathemata related to iconoclasm, which are missing from DRIN due
to missing folia; only the first two anathemata are present in PAL (see M. I. [Tonpy»xkeHxo,
p. 64 No 67 and 68; B. boxxmios, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bunsipcku, bopunos Cunooux,
p-113). They are present in the printed Triodion with Synodicon. In the Greek original of the
Synodicon, it is at 11. 752-764 in the J. Gouillard edition, p. 93.

% It should be noted there are differences compared with the Lvov printed Triodion with
Synodicon: ko Rce oyTREpKAENE MOCHAMAIYIHM .

190 Here begins the quotation from the “Mount Athos letter” of 1345 related to the heresy of

Irene Porine (see the annexe by A. Rigo). It is absent from the Greek text published by J.
Gouillard and from the printed Triodion with Synodicon.
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Kia OY AQRIKANNATO * ¢k EAHNOMOV AP[LCTROVIOWIH]
MH HMb BWCRMH © HKe AROTSIO H Mp[hekoyio]
MACAATAHCKSIO EEch oy ceRe akeTa[RHK]

B ZAOAKHCTHRIE CRAPRAE [..d...n..]
MPRZYAHILIA H ZAOUKCTHE' [.... ]

H TROETK R OVUETH * BATRNS [.... e oy
HKWHKI AQREX H BQENTE HMENSIOTR * H 1O
NAKEAK, K BEZUKCTETh * H ChIKHSAK CTE *

H EhCAKKI WRPAZO CKEPWHETK H pacTAREAK' *
GTOEKE KOIENTE * A R'WCE CLPENHOE NPHYUELIE
NTE * B'WCECTTO H AKHROTROPEIANO TRAA

H KPWRE FA HAWIErO IV XA+ ® Tprknknia
TROEMO XE LiPH * NE MOAKZHO KE H c8ETHO

P f. 16r (=GR /Gouillard/ 11. 573-575)
O npkpar ]y H ovueyH H EATRNOE H ClicH
[Tea]HoE H GAKOAKORNOE, E2Ke MAKTTS chat

TOENTE H IARAENTE EMO WMETAK . H NA

[AFTAKI HH]#KE MPBTEKI E'WCKPCENTE HME
[HOYIOTh] B'hCAKO KE CKRYWW'CTRO H MPKZO
[eTh]a [.Ka. ]| ReAHKS AoRpoARTRAL AKAa

[NT]e ngHAEKNO. H HNA NgrRAKTAA H Aenai’
[B]cakore RezROKTA. GKRYWHNOAKHCTRTA
[Ricakoro H]NP-RNWECTRTA NPRAAKS . [KE HETK
[BB] NHCMEWMH HAR EZWIKW . N HHIKE ca
MBIMb ChMBICAOMA, x&r’f&m@ EArouk

CTHERI WENOCHTH C'hTgrhMHMO. H MNW

Thi€ HNKIE CKEYTRHNBIMH HXs XhITPOCAORTH,

B npRALCTIS pacTAKRAK. NONE A KiTPS
[MHO]AKKCTRO H TIANTE REAHKO CE TEO

[pemiK]e MNWIKIE EAHKRI WLOY CRBO

[eMoy ATAROAOY] MPHRECTH. H ¢ cOROK WHER
[noroyEN]Sto NOPHNSTH NgonacTk. anama ~T° ~
[BrcRMb] MACAATAN'S . H NPHEMAKIIA H NPHW

191 The additions in brackets here are not taken from one of the other manuscripts, as this text
does not exist there, but are restored based on the Greek original.
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Oupatolh e tH BLREAKNH . B Mpckaa B
OVUENTA NPHEMAIIIH . ANAGEMA *:0 T ~
1920 0ARK HA AKTH ATHA ~ Bapasama v aki
HAHHA, H OVUENHKKI H np'REMNHKu HY'h.
[M]oy,a,p'hc'm&olpﬂ H rmoqm . npoc'l'&lmm

[®] rfa na BRTENE £ro NPRWEPAIKENH cik.

» f. 16v (=GR /Gouillard/ 11. 575-587; Triodion 1664, f. joe r)
WROMAA OVEO EWITH WEPAzZh [H TRagn]'"
NPHEHARNTE. Bs MAAR [EBAKENL H pa[ZApovIwin ce]
ABTE . WROMAA 7KE CAMOE TO COVIIECTR[0]

E3Kie . 1Ko Bk T ChNPOTHR[WRHILIAA OFMo]
BoEA'NO H NEMOWINAA THSAK ceRe [RmETa]

IR . H CE OVEO APiERA NEHCTOR[AA MoHO]

WENTA . B'h cmm&unaa H Mic'hz,A,ANMAA
’E'A,I-’INOB}I,E{\'I'BO H E,A,Huor'o BA pack[Ka]

toyte . Ge e Macamaucxu ZAOUKCT[TeM ]

ch WEHOCHMH . KT BHOE coyipkeT[Ro]

RHAHMO BRITH FAIOYE . HE ACNORRAAK

I 3K N0 EMOATKKNORENNOMS EThi EI'o

CAOKTS . H E2Ke L[PKRE EAMOUKCTHEN[ oM™k ]
MoYAp'kc'l'Bommw NHIKE ZAANTE [ERITH]
EKTRHEHIITH ONL cRRTH . NH[2Ke covipn]

CTRO EKTE . Hi HE ChZAANB[HAA W ECTTRENNAA]
BAPTH . A cTAN'l'E H AR[HCTRO W]

CAMOro B;K'l' RHAIMO toYLlJE[C'FBA Nepa]

ZA’R{\N"R NPHO NPORCKS AELIEE, A[MAMMA TOHKARI]
"G TR Moy ApheTRSIOA H FAR[H NH]

’E"A,I-,INO KE A’kﬁcmﬂo ECT'RCTKE HO HMK

TH BO\{' N EAHHOCO\[LphC'I‘KO EKITH

Tose e H Nepaghcmhxuo WHSAL e

mpSloLpH . EXKE BIKT'RNOE COVIILCTR[0]

H EXKT'RNOE A'KHCTRO. H NH EAHN[O]

192 From here on, the text is present in the printed Triodion — f. §oe 1.
193 The additions here are based on the printed Triodion from Lvov, 1664.
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Three manuscript folia are missing here.

» f. 17r (=GR /Gouillard/ 11. 687-691, 714-723, 692; Triodion 1664, f. jn v)
194 Tgepeuennaro ke Rlapaaama . ¢ cROHMH Ero ep[ec’mu]
[A c]WNHCANW'MH. R EXKE HA NPARSIO AL

[B'R]pS TRIPEMAACTE . NHZAOHKHEILS e

[H nponorAARWIOY] 1Ko H Bk FIIENHKI CHXK Mo
[ABHZEX™S H BOpEAJXh H EKe O KAMOUKCTTH AORAK

CTh EAKENNR np'kcrr&BHrr'H ce W cero

[mHgla . H Kk AovuBwIEMS H EAKENNOM

[OH]oM$ NERMHNSTH NoKoH . R'EUNAA namk ~ 7~
105[Rerk]Mb HIKE W NPAROCAARTH ChNOARHSA

[roytH]mce, ﬂgN$n0MHNAEM8 H EAMKENNOM

[ce]m8 Lpo . H OYEO H MO Hif H CAORECKI H cTE

[... JANMH . CHOHCANTEM 3KE H OVUENTEME .

E'CAKKIME H CAOROMK H RELITIO . AOKAE

[c]ThBN'E LPKEH NPReTaTEAR BRIRWTH

[X]ER . H ASKARKIE OVEO H MNWIORHANIIE

EQECKI RAJAAAMOBKI H AKTHAHHORKI .

H EAHHOMOYAQKNKI WHRMK, Bk LiPKEA

ANk ORARRWA A BRQKMIA BaKo(IE .

AMACKAA KE R WUkCKAA BAMOUBCTIA .

npRAANTA CRRTAONPONOREAARIIHME .

H CHXh pAAH ZAX cARIWEH ® ZAOCAARNKI .

H WEAKMAEMOMB H CTh AOCAMRAEMOME CljIE

HHKI EFOCAORLE, H EMONWCHKIME HALIHME

WiEMb H oyunTEAE, BRUNAA NamE ~ T

TpHropis crkHwEMS MH'l'ngAH'I‘S coA8N’ BRI’

» f. 17v (=GR /Gouillard/ 11. 692-706; Triodion 1664, f. gn v)

[ck]om$ . Hxke chBOP[HE] Bs UP[KRH ReAHLEH RapAad]

194 Begins from G. 1. 687. This is a commemoration of Andronicus III Palacologus.

15 The text from here to the penultimate line on this sheet is missing at this place from the
printed Triodion. There, it continues directly with “To Gregory, the most holy metropolitan
of Thessalonica...” This text corresponds to Gr. 1l. 714-723, which, however, in the J.
Gouillard edition, follows the beginning of the text about St. Gregory Palamas. Likewise, in
the printed Synodicon this text occurs on f. piia r, after the commemoration of St. Gregory
Palamas (on f. gin v).
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Ma e H AKTHAHNA . NAYEANHK[WES H HZ]
WEPRTATEA HORKI EQECEH, NHZ[AO]

KHEWOMS ASKAROK H ChNAMHLE [ApoyIKCTROM ]!
ECThCTKENOE H HEPAZASUNOE A'RHCTRO

H cHAS E3KTIO . H NPOCTO B'hed Bk COVTh etk
CTKENAA ETHIE TPALLE CROHCTRA, ZAANIE
A9RZHERWITH pEIH . His OVEO R Exe K[KRA]
HENPHCTSNNKIH cik BBCTARKIH Ha ro[p&]

o ¥a . EHTRO $B0 ChZAANHO H NA[ATONHYE]
CKhIE RHARI . H EAAHN'CKKIE BACHH, W N['EMk]
NPHE'LRECTH NAYKHIIH NaKkl ZAK PKE[E]

\ > > D X 0 4 o .o
XER . H W HOTHHHKI B NenorgRurnwiXk [OByITa ke Xkl [[JkgH]

S BATRE NYRAANTH . npkamov AgR[HHE]

H AOBAECTKENK SKAO MOBOPHH[KOY] Bhi
WS . H ¢ NHCANMH H CAORECKI . H CTES
HMH . R EAHNOEATRO . W EA EA[HN]oOM
TPICheTARNA . A'RHCTREN[NA] o

TEANA . BhCECHANA . HECKZAANNA MO Eh
CEMS, 110 BHT'RHKI NHCANTHK . H OFEO

H EFOCAORLLE H CKAZATEAK CHYb NPONOR'k
AABILS * AoaNACTA FAK * H BACHATA * IpiTod
gia * B IWANNA * B rgirdgia « B KVpiaa e ch -
H MAZTMA NPRMOVAPArO * H Hike ® pdma
cKA EMOFAHRAMO IWANNA * HE TKKMO KE,

» f. 18r (=GR /Gouillard/ 11. 706-709, 724-733; Triodion 1664, f. gna r)

> 7 e K bJ ’ ~ — > ) 4
[Ho H nouTHXs Ok H] oyuHTEAK XE[KI LPKEH, H OBLIHTEAE, |

[H cnoyTHHKA] H CheASiKHTEAK . [H TpaTeANa, H ch]NOARH
[kH]HKS BheR cHML MEAIIS CE . H CAORECK]

107[.... JARAECKI . R MO pAAH MNWIA WZAORAE

[Hia] ZAOCAARNKI H CKOWEH NOEMIIOY KR

H HOROMS HCMOBKANHKS N0 BWCEMS NOKA

[7]aRWS ce, B'EUNAA NAMETR :~ 7 ~

significantly in meaning. There are differences in the translation.

97

106 Here, the text in the printed Triodion differs from the one in the manuscript without deviating

Here, the text in the printed Triodion differs from the one in the manuscript. The text that

goes as far as the next paragraph is absent from the Lvov printed Triodion.
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108" Henork AR EAHNOMO KA TPHCBCTA
ENA . E'hCECHANA. HE ThYTHO mc'kz,a,&una
[no] cqujhc'l'ms H cheTakR. i H No ,A,'ku
CTES. H FAKyIi I'IpOHCXOAH'I‘H OYBO Bk
BhHOMS vA,“I;Hc'l'l}%i © EKTRNATO coyls
CTRA . ﬂpOHt)(OAH'I‘H KE NEpAZA’k/\N’R.
NPOHCKOMENTEMB OVRO, HE HZPENHO pac
KeNTe Np-EcTARAIIOYIA . A Exe HE pA

7 ARANE, NAYe ECTROTRENOE MOKAZSHO
IIHM CREAHNENTE. TAKO H CTHKIH H B'heE
AEWCKKIN WECTWIH ChBOPh RZQE. RRUNAA NAME ~ & ~
"Henorkaarowil Ea . 1KS no coyiiseTROY
mcmméuua H BEZNAYEANA . GHug 0\}30

H o AKHCTES, Bezuaqmus mx’k m{sw

no kT ﬂpHEMMEMS B N0 BARTRHOM
OYBO COVLIKCTRS, NEMPHUECTHA . H HE
WE'MBICAHMA THOV AR KA Fatoyi . ngn
YECTNA KE OO EhITH AOCTOHNKI, Mo

» f. 18v (=GR /Gouillard/ 11. 733-746; Triodion 1664, f. gna r-v)
R)K[';C‘\K‘]NO/H%? H BHFO'FBOQN[OMO\[' ARHCTROY, |
IAKS LPKORNTH Brocnoxu,u pkwe [RE]

uNAA NAME -1 ~ 17 choB'kapH [npo]
CTARKIH NENZPENNO ckETH Na ropk [rHa ]
np'ku’!f;pémm'l'a BT HE NPE[KOCHORENNKIH]
OWITH . n ckk NE";]’RXOAH [H HZAINIE]
NEWBthICAHMO EKT'ENKIE ASUE H cAd
NEHszNNA. B EATRA CAARA ngkekRph

WENNA . H nf)'kc'mphméuua H ssgd'k

THA €HA CAARA . H LJTRO KKie H Kpaco

TA HCTHNHA H EhoREAKNHA . O EKTh

RiE H EAKENNEMB ECTRCTER . H ECTh
CTHENA CAARA E3KTA . H EKTES WA H

AXA , B CHE EAHNOPWHRML WEAHCTA

198 Tt begins here from G. 1. 724 due to a displacement of the texts compared with the Gouillard
Greek text.
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IOIE . 1AKS KARTBNIH R ETONWCHTH Wiih
HAWH gRWIE . A9ANACTE . RACHATE KEAHL’II:\ .
rp'l'l'o'p’l's EMOCAOR™ . IWAHNK ZAATOSCTh .
H IWANN' AAHACKHNS . HcH' pAAﬁ [® ]
ZAANBHK cAABELpH EKT'ENWIH CTH CB’k'I'h
B'RUNAA NAME ~ ' ~ G/\ABEI.IJH cik N
NY-RWEPAIKENTA, NE ChZAANK OVEO Njk
génmfi PAAH . A NE OVEO c[eH B]WITH . ﬁ‘moujﬁ,
NPRCOVIPITLCTRENOE KIKTE COVLIBCTERO.
KO WHOME BRCAUECKKI WHOV AR HERHM
NP'REKIRAILYIS, H NENPHUYECTHS . KA EW

» f. 19r (=GR /Gouillard/ 11.746-752, 765-766, 801-803; Triodion 1664,
f. gna v)
\ ® Y ” 14
[ RHAR HHKTO] A€ . MRK [2Ke AKOKE HMAT® cla [.... ]
[ecTTROM™] ETOCAORUH CE ('KILE . CAARS
7 — M 7
[2ke nave cen]n FARIYH ECTHCTRENS NpRe$
4 ’ o 4
[LHECTREN]NA COVLILCTRA . ® OHOMO Npo
[AcS]epSio NEQAZAKANG . H IARAKIEMSIO
[GAKoAJIORTA paAH E3KTA, QUAIIENNKIME
[o\[mo]Mh 'k HIEK JKE CAAROK Fh AWK H Eh
[np] THAE B K'l'opoe ﬂ'o H c'rpamuos ngH
WKCTETE . co\Mf HKABKI A MPRTEE . 1AKS
[Eroc]A0RUH LPKORNTH grRlie . B'RUNAA NAME ~ ' ~
r Y

1T Rriscemh | EQETHK'S ANAGEMA KR N0 ' 1~ Brszraach
110 A ’ ’ § )

[...Hk JHE MOKAANIET cé I'S HAWIEM IV K8
[.... JwE WNHCANNS Mo GAYKCTES . AA

rw oo — 7 4
BOVAE AHASEMA o I ~ ANWra akma
— - > row oy « m > 7
Upems ~  ~ "H cAdRH HX:KE HMA WERI

wLox —~ m o row

YaH no BP-RNK LiPe . NOTO alle XOLIE
HME . NYROCIPENNOMS H BhCEAENCKOM

s/ ’ 4 > 4 A
nampiapxs, Muwra Akma: 0 nakel . '

19 The next two anathemata, preceding the commemorations of the emperors, are not present in
the printed Synodicon within the Triodion.

110 This line and the following correspond to Gouillard, 11. 765-766.

"' The writing in red letters and one of the polychronia are absent from the Greek Synodicon
and from the Ruthenian printed edition.
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Muwra akma ugems. ~ 17 ~ Kk A4 chXpanH
I’ ~ X
APRIKARS HXB ~ Kb UPTREO H AA CMHPHTH
Bgraach ~ HENWH pro, Zemannnie NAwe
- \ - 7 7
Lipe chXpanH ~ . AAHXAHAS npaRocAd NH
A
RHOMS NAWEMS Ll . H Oebpk ETRH
£ro MTH, B'RUNAA NAME ~ I i~
Bactaito. KoncTanTING . A'KRS , H ddeza

» f. 19v (=GR /Gouillard/ 1. 803-816, 881-884; Triodion 1664, f. gna v)
A[S . xpHc]modops, H p[wmans, Kowera]
HTINS . pwMan$ . NHKIG[op$ . Iwann§]
RACHATIO . H KONCTANAINS . p[waan§.]
b r’ r’ .
ANAPWHHKS . MHXAHAS . [KoncTanTing. Icaa]
oo D T _ee > ) 4
K10, AAEBTOY . H IWANNS . Ma[N8HAS]
" < > 9
HiKe BAKTENRI H AFFA’ cCKhlMb W[BPAZoME ]
NYRHMENORANNS MAo£8 mMwnax$ [daezito. Icaa]
o > 7 e AT > o7
Kioy. adezioy . ¢ewWp8 . IWANNS, [o]
WAOPOY. EATOUKCTHEKI H NPNONAM['RTHRIMK H NPHCHOMOMHNA]
woow © T e
EMBIMB LPEMB HALIH. HAKE NENO[MS LYTRIIO]
ZEMALNKIMK ﬁgm'kuﬂﬂmﬁ, R'RUN[ad HMk NamkTh]  Rbl
) ’
ANAPONHKS HKE Bk EAKENNKH Ko[NUHN'E]
ERIRIIS NPNONOMHNAEMOMS EAr[vhcTH]
” <

ROMS L[PI0 NALIEMS . HIKE EIKT ENBIMT

> r ” w
H AFTACKKI WEPAZO NYKHMENORANNOY
ANTWHTS MWHAXOT Nadewaors . BRuNAA

r -7 ’ b4 —
namers + 1+ AAHXAHAS HXKE R'h KA

’ ’ TN oW
JKENN'RH KONYHN'E BRIRWS . MPHONOMH
HAEMOMS EAMOURCTHEOMS LiPK HALIEMS

4 4 SO RN 1Y) s
MAAEOAOrS . B'RYNAA NAMETH ~ I i~ Ehl
4 Ly .. 4 4 4
% Tepmang . mapacis . HHKVHOPS . H MEoo MAo

., 4 7 ) - 4 M
Als . ﬂplCNO"OMHNdEMhIMrh H BEA?KENHNKI
Y4 7w o
I'IA'I‘QIAQX\G . B'RUNAA NMAME + no, f“: ~

112 Some of the commemorations from the Greek text and from the printed Triodion are missing
from B, as are all commemorations of the basilissai. The commemorations of the patriarchs
begin in Gouillard’s Greek text, 11. 881 sq., and in the printed Triodion on f. ng r.
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"Hraamioy . gOTioy . cTeQans . H ANTWNTS . NA
4 oy 4 e ’ e/
NHKOAAS . H EvOIMIS . cTEPANS . Tol
» f. 20r (GR /Gouillard/ 11. 884-902, 927; Triodion 1664, f. jng r- ng v)
h
[Pons . eodyadkTs . noalevkTs . |
[Anrwnioy . Hukoalaoy . cHCINS . cegri§ . evera
oo .. 4 >y bl
[Ti8 . dae]zioy . mHKAHAS . IWANNS . KWH
[cmanThS. TwanNS .] ....Haro KOZATK . EVCTPATIOV . NHKO
4 .o U 4
[Aa8 . IwaNNOY.] ALONTIS . MHXAHAS . GEWAOTS .
14 /o Ao
[AovKa]. MHXAHAS . XapTTONS . 0eWTS |
[RaJcHATS . NHKITR . AEONATOY . AOCTOES .
7 e ’ 4 oo
MEAETTOV . METPS . MEWPIToy . MHKA
4 AT > > 7 e
HAS . W8 . IWANNS . MABTME . Ma
7 4 .o ) 4 b 4
H8HAS . MEOWATS |, NYRHMENOBANNS AKA
.o ’
KIoy MWHAXS . MepMANS, ng-RHMENORA
HHS rewprioy monaxs . man$nas, ngk
HMENORANNS MAGES MWHAXS . npc\ﬂocné
BHKI NaTpiapxw, B'RUNAA NAMETH o T +
.. ” m
"Apcenioy HiKe Bh EAKENNO MOKOH BRIRWIOY Rkl
CTRHWIOMS H NYHONOMHHAEMOMS NA
TYiaApKS, B'RUNAA NAME + F =+ TWeHS .
ASANACTOY . HCAlH . H HelAOpS . NPNONO
MHNAEMBIML H EAKENNKIA nampiapxw”
BRuNAa name + 17+ "Raanem$ B £aa
KENHR NOKOH BRIRWIOMS . MPNONOMHHNA
EMOMS H EAKENHOMS Nampiapks, BRuNaA
nameTh + 1 + Oiacocoy ErkHwoms '3
H NPHOMOMHNAEMOMS NATPTAPKS , E'RuNAA
7w - . 4 ’
name + r + Xpicrodog§ . oewpops .

113 The commemoration of Patriarch Germanus / Monk George is absent from the Greek text of
the J. Gouillard edition but is present in the Greek and East Slavic printed texts.

14 Before Patriarch Callistus, the commemorations of Athanasius, Gerasimus, Isaiah, and
Isidorus are missing; they are present in the Greek and East Slavic printed Triodia.

115 The commemoration of Patriarch Philotheus is different in the Greek text (J. Gouillard,
11.902-905), and the following “Thessalonica” part (J. Gouillard, 11. 906-926) is not present
in B. The commemoration of Philotheus in the Greek, Russian and Ruthenian printed Triodia
is different. The following part is missing there. See also Rigo, “Il Synodikon dell Ortodossia
di Tessalonica”, p. 216.
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» £.20v (=GR /Gouillard/ 1. 927-929, p. 118 1I. 1-5, 11. 930 sq.; Triodion
1664, f. gng v)

[Aranioy. Iw]anng . [Hukoaaoy. Haioy.]

oeWps . RacHAToy . nemps . [eopocioy. ni)

KVPOPS H 1WANNS . npicho[nomHNA]

EMbIMB NATPTAPKW ANTTOX[THCKHMK ]

B'RUNAA NAME + I+ Aamian[$. BacHa]

ATOY . KWHCTANAINOY . H nHKV[op8. (Teoprioy)]

XpicTodog8 . AewnpToy . B cTciNi[S.]

RACHATS . H IWCH®S . MHXAHAS . H XpH

cToops . HHKTGOPS . NANAOAEOHAS .

H AAEZANAQPS . KOZM'R , H KWHCTANAINS

SEOPANS . NETPS 1WANNS . NiKH[TE.]

AEOHATOY . Mewprioy . HHKoadoy . [Iwa]

HNS . H NTKOAAS . NPAROCAARNKI MH[Tpo]

NOAITW , R'EUNAA MAMETH :~ I +

HHPONS H 1AKWES BWCEQCIIENNKIMS

APXTEPEW EPHUICKRI H CTRIE MOPKI,

RERUNAL NAME 1o ~ GTaa TPHLA SH ngo B

cAdRH + GHY™ Hike O EAMOUKCTH Ad

A0 CRAMPKTH CTPAN'MH 3KEe H NOARHTKI

H OVUENTEMb HAKAZORATH KE CE H OVKgR

NAKTH . B NOAJATEAR BAT'RHATO A

KHTTA AAKE A0 KONLLA MOKAZATH cE

HA ERH ATAHAV CE 1% 1AKO AA CIIORHAMCE

¢k HHMH HAcARATA B B'RUNOH WHOH H NE

NP-RKOAHMOH KHZNH . BAPTTS Hipe

P f.21r—The text becomes completely illegible. On the next several sheets,
only a few separate words are legible, due to the severely deteriorated
status of the manuscript.



CHAPTER IV

CONTENTS AND TEXT OF THE SYNODICON FOR THE SUNDAY OF
ORTHODOXY BASED ON THE DRINOV MANUSCRIPT (NBKM 432)

Section 1
Contents of the Synodicon based on the Drinov manuscript

Asmentioned before, in BAR Ms. sl. 307 the Synodicon is part of the Triodion
and is located at the first Sunday of Lent, the Sunday of Orthodoxy, while in
the Drinov manuscript, it is placed in the context of sermons by Damascene
Stoudite and other authors. In the present chapter, I shall present the contents
and the text of the Bulgarian Synodicon from the Drinov manuscript. The text
of this chapter will be structured in the same way as the presentation of the
manuscript from the Romanian Academy in the previous one, and repetition
will be inevitable. The folia numbers of the respective text in other witnesses
will be indicated in brackets. The abbreviation “G. 11.” refers to the Greek
original based on the Jean Gouillard edition, together with the respective lines
in his publication; “B” is the abbreviation for the manuscript from the Library
of the Romanian Academy in Bucharest.

1. The Drinov copy of the Synodicon also begins with a preamble, or
introductory part to the work, which has been much better preserved than in
B' (DRIN f. 184r-187v,; B: ff. 2r-5v,; G. 1. 1-107). I shall again point out
that this is part of the original text of the Synodicon, from the time of the
Macedonian dynasty. The text presents the doctrine regarding the holy images
and is in fact a homily to be read on the Feast of Orthodoxy.

a) DRIN, f. 184r-186r, (B, f. 2r-4r ; G. 1I. 1-60) is the preamble.

b) DRIN, f. 186r,-187v, (B, f. 4r, -5v,; G.1l. 61-108) — commemorations
on theological topics.

'J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 141-142; M. T Tlonpysxkenko, Cunooux, p. 3-15, #1-9; Us.
Boxunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bunspcku, bopuros Cunooux, p. 93-106.
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2. Diptychs® (DRIN, f. 187v-188r ; B: ff. 5v_—6v,; G.11. 108-133). These
are commemorations of various fighters for Orthodoxy against the iconoclast
heresy during the Second Iconoclastic Period (815-843). The text in red
letters on f. 187v,, ., regarding the right hand pointing a finger where the
commemorations are placed, is missing from B, PAL, the published Greek
text, and the printed Triodia. Here the inclusion of the commemoration of St.
Andrew of Crete is worth noting (DRIN, f. 188r, ;; BAR, Ms. sl. 307, f. 6r —
the last two lines), since he is not mentioned in PAL?, neither in the Greek text
as published by Jean Gouillard?®, nor in the Serbian and East Slavic Synodica.
The commemorations of the Holy Martyr and Confessor St. Stephen the

Younger and of St. Theophanes are present in DRIN (f. 188r).

3. Anathemata’ (DRIN f. 188r -191v ; B: ff. 6v-10r; G. Il. 134-179).
These anathemata are extensive presentations of theological ideas deemed
heretical, and the adherents of which are anathemised. Most of them are closely
connected with iconoclasm, i.e., they are related to Christology, the idea of the
Incarnation and the admissibility of its depiction. This feature relates to the
initial purpose of the Synodicon. The anathemata follow the traditional order
in the Greek original of variant M and do not pose any special question. It is
only at the end of this part of the Synodicon that the anathemata are specified
for particular persons, and not aimed at theological ideas.

a) f. 188r,-191v, — anathemata related to theological topics. The part
placed on f.188r -189v , follows exactly the six anti-iconoclastic
anathemata from the text’s initial Greek variant M. The following six
anathemata (DRIN f. 189v ,-191v,) do not match the structure of the
Greek text of variant M. They are missing in that place from PAL and
from the Serbian Synodicon, but are present in exactly the same form
in B (f. 8r-9v ). In this respect, DRIN is exactly like B, as has already
been explained in the previous chapter. The similarity is also true with
regard to the misunderstanding about the first of these anathemata. In

2J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 142-149; M. TI. TTonpysenko, Curodux, p. 15-19 / # 10; Us.
Boxxunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, U. bunsapcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 106-108.

3 UB. Boxuinos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bunsipcku, bopunoe Cunooux, p. 107 (see the variations
under line 20).

4 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 53.

5J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 149-153; M. T. ITonpyskenko, Cunodux, p. 21-33 / # 11-24; Us.
Boxunos, A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. bunsipcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 109-114.
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the printed Synodica (Greek and Slavic), these texts also follow in this
place, as they do in B and DRIN®. It is remarkable that the texts are
repeated in DRIN on f. 197v, _and on f. 198r ,-199r, . This is obviously
due to an interpolation in the text. It is important to note that the repeated
part is identical in content but differs textually, which indicates that a
different translation has been inserted there. In the printed Synodica
(Greek and Slavic), the text is not repeated. In fact, the anathemata are
present in the Greek original according to the manuscripts that form
the content of the text published by Jean Gouillard, but there they are
located in a different part of the Synodicon; in Jean Gouillard’s edition
the first is on G. 1. 391-403, and the other four, on G. Il. 435-471.
These are anathemata pronounced in connexion with the condemnation
of Eustratius of Nicaea and Soterichus Panteugenus on the topic of
Christ’s Sacrifice.

b) f. 191v, , — personal anathemata against the heretics Anastasius,
Constantine, Nicethas, Theodotus, Antonius, John, Paul, Theodore
Gastes, Stephen Molites, Theodore Crithinus, and Leo Laloudius, which
fully coincide with the names in the Greek original of the Synodicon
and with the lists in PAL and B, as well as with the Serbian and East
Slavic lists.

4. Anathema against Gerontius of Lampé, which is considered to mark the
beginning of the Comnenian variant of the Synodicon’ (DRIN f. 191v B,
f.10r,,; G. 1. 180-184).

The chapters against John Italus begin after this anathema both in DRIN
and in B; this location matches the original Greek text. By contrast, in PAL,
several anathemata borrowed from the decisions of the Seventh Ecumenical
Council of Nicaea are placed after the one against Gerontius of Lampé and
before the chapter concerning John Italus (G. 11. 752-762)8. The same texts are

found in the Serbian Synodicon, followed by anathemata against the Babuns,

16-21°

¢ Checked according to the Greek edition of the Triodion from 1586 and the Ruthenian edition
from Lvov, 1664. —f. poﬂev—‘)oﬂsv.

7J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 15, 21-22 (the anathema appears in some variants M as well, but
is finally adopted in C), 186-187; M. I. [lonpyxenko, Curoouk, p. 33 / # 25; UB. Boxuios,
A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. bunsipcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 114.

$ M. Boxkuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, MB. Bussipcku, Bopunos Cunodux, p. 115 (f. 9v).
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typical only for the western Balkans and for this variant of the Synodicon’.
In Petukhov’s edition of the Russian text, the anathema against the heretical
doctrine of Gerontius of Lampé is followed immediately by an anathema
against Constantine, the ex-metropolitan bishop of Kerkyra °. It is hardly
significant, and yet worth mentioning, that in some copies, this heretic is called
“George of Lampé”, not “Gerontius”: such is the case in PAL!. T believe this
is due to an error in the text from which the translation was made, or a mistake
in copying. In any case, it betrays little familiarity with the person in question.

5. The chapters against John Italus'. (DRIN f. 192r-194r; B, ff. 10r,-
12r,; G. 1. 185-246). Present here, as in B, are all the anathemata against the
doctrine of John Italus. Certain components and displacements are missing
from PAL, indicating a different structure of the text'3. It is notable that G. 11.
243-246 are missing from B, while in DRIN they are on f. 195v | _, rather than
here, in their “proper” location. This is the personal anathema against John
Italus; its omission is typical for the Palaeologian variant of the Synodicon,
except for variants Pk and Py (in Gouillard’s classification)'*. The anathema
is present in PAL, which confirms its affiliation to variant C, according to the
observations of the French scholar.

6. The anathema against the monk Nilus of Calabria'® (in DRIN, the text
occurs twice, on f. 194r,  and f. 195v . s B, f. 12r, ; G. 1l. 247-249). It is

18-19° 20-22°
undoubtedly connected with the preceding anathema as the monk Nilus of

Calabria was considered the spiritual successor of John Italus, having come,
like his teacher, from southern Italy. The second citation of the anathema

(DRIN f. 195v . ) follows immediately after the personal anathema against

12-17

? Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1, p. 492_-493_ .

0 TeryxoB, Cunooux, p. 35.

"' boxxunos, Toromanos, bunspcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 114 (f. 9r ).

12J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 188-202; M. T TTonpy»xenko, Cunooux, p. 33-39 / #26-35; Us.
Boxunos, A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. bunsapcku, bopuros Cunooux, p. 115-122

13 See the table in MB. Boxunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bunsipcku, bopunos Cunodux, p. 183.

14J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 190-192 note 57; A. Rigo, « Un nouveau témoin du Synodikon
de I’Orthodoxie P : le manuscrit de la Sainte-Trinité de Chalki 34 », p. 75, 79, 82 ; A. Rigo,
« Il Synodikon dell’Ortodossia di Lavra », p. 261.

13 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 202-206; M. T. Ionpyxenxo, Cunodux, p. 39 / # 36; Us.
Boxunos, A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. bumsipcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 123.
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John Italus (DRIN f. 195v . ). The trial against Nilus of Calabria was held
before 1094, but after the condemnation of John Italus.

After this anathema, a relatively large passage (G. 1. 250-395) is missing —
partially, as in B; I refer the reader to the discussion there. In this case, it was
a text that had been adopted in the practice of some local churches. At first,
Jean Gouillard writes that this was some unidentified metropolitan bishopric,
and further on, that it was a bishopric suffragan to Athens'. The anathemata
in part G. 11. 395-478 are located elsewhere (immediately before the anathema
against the former metropolitan bishop of Kerkyra, Constantine of Bulgaria);
this subject will be addressed further on in my presentation.

7. The first Synod regarding the discussion about “My Father is greater
than I”’'7 (DRIN f. 194r -195r,; B, f. 12r,,-13v,; PAL: it is missing here, but
seems to have been included later, as there are missing pages between f. 18
and 19 of PAL, and this text continues on f. 19r -19v,; G. 1. 472-509). The
Greek text located on 11. 472-478 is absent from DRIN. The Greek text located
on 1. 505-509 is present in B but in DRIN (f. 195r, ) it has been slightly
altered — not all names of Fathers of the Church are mentioned, but only St.
Athanasisus and St. Pope Leo's.

8. Second Synod concerning the theological dispute regarding the quotation
“My Father is greater than I”'” (DRIN f. 195r,-195v ; B: ff. 13v~15r ; G. L.

517-571). It should be noted that the beginning of tlllze original Greek 1téext (G.
1. 510-516) is not present in PAL, DRIN, nor B. The part of the Synodicon
devoted to this theological controversy can be divided into the following
components:
a) the beginning of the main part (G. 1. 510-532). Here, the text
presented in DRIN covers precisely this part.

16 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 60, 62.

7M. T. TTonpy»enko, Cunoauk, p. 39-41 / # 37-41 DRIN.; Us. boxumnos, A.-M. ToromaHoBa,
Us. Bunspcku, bopunros Cunoouk, p. 134-136. For an overview of the entire theological
discussion (and not only the First Synod), see: J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 216-226.

18 Regarding these additions to the basic text of the Greek Synodicon, see: J. Gouillard
“Synodikon”, p. 76-77 note 291.

19 M. T. TToripy»xenko, Cunooux,. p. 41-43 / # 42 with variations in the text; s. Boxxuios, A.-M.
Toromanosa, UB. bunsipcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 123, 136-141.
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b) the part against the ex-metropolitan bishop of Kerkyra (Corfir)
Constantine, nephew of the archbishop of Bulgaria (G. 1l. 533-561).
This part is located in a different place in DRIN (f. 199v ) and will be
addressed in more detail after presenting the inserted parts.

c¢) the part against John Eirenicus (G. 1l. 562-571). It is not present
in DRIN, but, together with the other two above-mentioned parts, is
present in PAL and B. The absence of the part about John Eirenicus
from DRIN is due to missing sheets in the manuscript.

9. The personal anathema against John Italus, followed by one against the
monk Nilus of Calabria, which is a repetition (DRIN f. 195v , ;: B omm.,

f. 12r,,,; PAL f. 13a -13v,; G. 1l. 243-246, 248-249). It has already been
said that the absence of a personal anathema against John Italus is typical for
variant P of the Synodicon; hence, its presence here needs to be explained.
I would not, for this reason alone, doubt the affiliation of DRIN to variant
P, because it is not an insurmountable obstacle: the anathema in question is
occasionally present in later variants as well, such as the mentioned Py, which
is a compilation — J. Gouillard specially points to its relation with DRIN?,
Moreover, it seems to me that the location of the anathema in a different place
is relevant, especially considering that it precedes the repeated anathema
against Nilus of Calabria. I believe that it can be asserted that this is a later
interpolation into the text, which generally is based on variant P, borrowed
from another copy, which may have belonged to variant C. This is relevant for
the present study as it helps identify the Greek Vorlage of DRIN.

10. Anti-Bogomil anathemata (DRIN f. 195v ;, — 197v,; B: omm.; PAL:
f. 13v-16r,; the Greek original of the text is not found in the edition of the
Synodicon but in the edition of the epistle of Patriarch Cosmas?®') — regarding
the dissemination of the heresy in the Bulgarian lands, against Priest
Bogomil, and regarding certain practices. In DRIN, these anathemata are
inserted immediately after the repeated anathema against Nilus of Calabria

20 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 34-35 (see end of p. 35). As I already mentioned, following the
observations of Jean Gouillard et Antonio Rigo, we have at least two manuscript copies of
variant P that arrived to us, containing the personal anathema against John Italus.

21 J. Gouillard, « Une source grecque du Sinodik de Boril : la lettre inédite du Patriarche
Cosmas », Travaux et mémoires, 4, 1970, p. 361-374. Sur ce texte v. Iv. Bozilov in: Us.
Boxwunos, A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. bunsapcku, bopuros Cunooux, p. 31-33.
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and immediately before the anathemata against Eustratius of Nicaea. They
originate from the epistle of Patriarch Cosmas to the Metropolitan of Larissa®.
In Popruzenko’s edition, they are in the same place as in the manuscript,
located there due to the normal course of the text and not because of missing
or displaced sheets”. In the latest edition of the text, critically prepared and
based on PAL, not on separate manuscripts, these components are located in
the same place as in this older copy.

11. Anathemata against the doctrine of Eustratius of Nicaea and Soterichus
Panteugenus regarding Christ’s Sacrifice (DRIN f. 197v,-199r, end;
corresponding with the text in DRIN is the Greek text on lines G. 11. 395-403
n 424-471; missing are the beginning of G. 11. 388-394 and texts for use by the
Lacedaemonian Church and the eparchy suffragan to Athens — G. 11. 404-423).
The whole Greek text of this section in Jean Gouillard’s edition is on lines G. 11
388-471, but there it combines the condemnation of the two doctrines and the
texts in general use, with texts intended to be used in specific local churches.
These are texts that were in common use in the diocese of the Ecumenical
Patriarchate and texts used only in individual eparchies: 1) anathemata against
Eustratius of Nicaea* (G. 11. 388-423), the first part of them was in common
use, the second, was used in the Lacedaemonian Church, and the third, in the
eparchy suffragan to Athens; 2) anathemata regarding the controversy with
Soterichus Panteugenus about Christ’s Sacrifice® (G. 11. 424-471), which were
in common use. These texts occur in PAL and DRIN, not in the same place
as in the Greek original (i.e., before the first Synod regarding the Gospel text
“My Father is greater than I””) but immediately before the anathema against
the former metropolitan bishop of Kerkyra, Constantine?.

22 UB. Boxkuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. buisipcku, Bopunos Cunooux, p. 123-127 (text), 29fF
(regarding the loans from the epistle of Patriarch Cosmas).

= M. T. TTonpysxenko, Curooux, p. 43-47, # 43-60 DRIN.

24J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 206-210; U1B. Boxwuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, B. Bunsipcku,
bopunos Cunooux, p. 128-129.

2 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 210-215; Us. boxwunos, A.-M. ToromaHoBa, WB. Bumsipcku,
Bopunos Cunoour, p. 129-135.

* These chapters (G. 1l. 395-471) are present in the Palauzov (ff. 16r,-18v
128-133) and Drinov (ff. 197v,-199r
copies of the Synodicon.

L 7 54-59, ibid, p.
M. I Nonpyxkenko, Cunooux, p. 47-53, # 61-66)

21°
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12. Anathema against the former metropolitan bishop of Kerkyra,
Constantine, nephew of the Archbishop of all Bulgaria, part of the second
synod on the topic of the quotation “My Father is greater than I’ (DRIN f.
199v, s G. 1l. 537-558; the ending of the DRIN text is missing due to lost
sheets — it ends with the equivalent of G. 1l. 552).

A number of folia are missing at this place. It is probable that there was a
text here regarding the condemnation of John Eirenicus, but it is lost. It is also
probable that the text about the condemnation of Barlaam and Akindynos was
here (also lost). The anathemata that follow have no counterpart in the Greek
original of the Synodicon.

13. Anathemata against predominantly dualistic heresies (DRIN f. 200r -
200v,; PAL, f. 24r -25r).

14. Commemorations and anathemata against heretics, magicians, and
others, which have no counterparts in the Greek original of the Synodicon
(DRIN f. 200v, , ; PAL, f. 25r,-25v ).

15. Proclanieftlion (DRIN, 1. 201r ,; PAL, f. 25v ).

16. Commemorations of Roman emperors (DRIN, f. 201r, . PAL, f.
25v20-26v9; G. 1. 768-778, 801-809 partially).

17. Commemorations of empresses (DRIN f. 201r -201v ; PAL, f. 26v,

G. II. 858-880 partially).

18. Commemorations of Bulgarian tsars and ecclesiastics (DRIN f. 201v, -
202v,; PAL, omm.)

18. A tale about the Council in Tarnovo of AD 1211 (DRIN, f. 202v,-203v ;
PAL, f. 28r-29r,).

19. Eulogies and commemorations of Bulgarian tsars and boyars (DRIN f.

203v,-203v,; there are no precise parallels).

22°

Section 11
Text of the Synodicon based on the Drinov copy (NBKM 432)

In the present chapter, I offer a diplomatic edition of the text of the
Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy according to the Drinov manuscript,
No 432 from the Collection of the National Library Sts. Cyril and Methodius
in Sofia. The structure of the text and the abbreviations are the same as in the
presentation of manuscript B.
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> f. 184r (— GR : Gouillard 11. 1-16; B, f. 2r—2v)

CINW,A,I/IK MPoYuTAE" RB I_belﬁaﬁ N@A M0 Tl :

& & 8eT&RAENNO M BIONOCHK! Wik (iU W A < (in the right margin, under the
line: ginkw)

AAGKNOE KB B8 ABMNNOE EAFOAAPGHIG BB Niké

ANB Rmnglexw B0 LI,‘)KW b szco“eme

BAT0OYTHNA ng"sAz\mz\ i gazopeme ZAOBbI ZAO‘-I'T‘IA

I_Iyywclcum nocz\*sm;mue FI\W AI‘II\I:.(KbIMI/I ke (in the right margin: nn)

B'BLIAN'MU npmonMMM A fOACKET MORBAA-

N ngmz\a\rmme ce. OBNORAGNTA, AL nyz\zmie

"Ueaia B0 Qso &, COENABARTY G ocwoso KB EB.

ke w GZbI FABARAG LLYKRBI. ¢8 e u,plcgbl Ne €

xpz\rvlo ngocTo zAa\mz\ A CRBTAOCTI. Nb ke &D NI

BATFOYUTRbI UCMIABNENTE. 7 AMIA C)NI:.I BFEBI MBNMT

1 CAAROCAORAGHMU SFARAITE. AMAL Ke CAMOY €8

Mo84at. BB COBNORAGNI KUZNI XOAM MOREACRAL.

naeE K10 O §ﬁ NORAX TBA, COENARA'KET &, I“XNA

e CAORECA. MppHIKoe I-AKA'B}OLUA SCTpoeme BBILL

pe OBMORAGNTA BB IQ?AM’E i ZViMa BB, AR MI-

CABNAA. BB NIO TOACICKBI ¢ZbIKb NA COBL{IAMO oia

SBTNCTRNIE MORNZAKLIE B8pe e 1 CBMSLUIEHTA.

AN TIKe TEAGCNAA YIRCTRA BBZASLINGI ny'BAomeN'l’é.

> f. 184v (— GR: Goulllard 11. 16 29; B, f. 2v,-3r,)
HA CTEAGHD MPETRAAL. Bt 8E0 Bhl 7 NA NA ZI/IM
NEMAAA. ND FAKe M0 ACTU REeAVIKTE ZAOBM I/IZAIBMO
cSpogcho N ngou,kTe NA BAFTHI BxKie ﬂ?'EA’ETNO
NpoAKTie. B HKe BATOAAJENTE &Ke W BATKI KeTRI
BFOBBI CBNMA0XO C¢ CBTROPUTU. IAKO AN 8B fe\ \yz\Aﬁ..
AETo 7 ReCHS TV ¢BZa B NoMshn cia < € 880 no-
NOCUBLLIN T'EbI RPATI. 1 Cero CT0¢ MOKAONEHTE

& BB CTRIN AKONA. COBCUECTURLLIN. RBZETW

e A RBZRVLLIGHNO BURLLE NEHRCTTE, NIIZRoLKe

NY iizge HIOAGCE BB. 1 W LLIETANTA \XJQTSHN&ro

R I'Ifb NIZAOKD. NI EO nyszp FZ\A RBOTIOLIN KD
Nemg < [TomBHM P noNoLIeNTe Bgzx TRON. € ¢b- (in the left margin: gu)

AfE BL NEAQK MG MNOrBI §Zbl. fiske nonocnue (in the left margin: wi)
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gga\sm TROV 1. & noﬂocmme I/IZM'BNGNIG <A
TRoerd: "MzMEHENTE 8B0 & xzo ke C'bM;?TI/I

€ro FCKSNAGHNIN BURLLE. 7 BBIOBAR'LLIC TOM,

A CAORD MPONIORBAANTA 7 TKWHHKI AZAOpAMKEHTE,
M KE REAMIKOE cz;MoweNT& ABXO, ﬁzBABAéNNTﬁ
HOZNABAGT . |<¢Tw e, 1 ke npmﬁe KT,

i no IC‘)T’E CTPTMIA 1 Hidce. W NI e 7 Exke TOro

> f. 185r( GR Gouillard 11. 29 43; B, f. 3r-3v.)
CTyTe fioBTe BB AHAbI, i wTs kb MNI/I ng’sonm
M TRMM Aame A0 I/I(I'IOK'IS,A,HI/I A onn chonm
Cé 80 nonowenTe 1 nocutie (1) Bgz\sm ran. &x
MONOCULLIE I/IZM"BNIGMb XA €ro. MOMEBNE 55

NALLIL Ve CROV M?IQMB SMAE EMRAG. 11 MgTe-
NUMUN €ro MABAMU npmc;\&l\m“é. EUIE 7 ANABCKI
7 BBCE CTBIN FKE CB NUMb A0CAKENN BULLIE. 1A
CHOSNUMVRNLLE HA FIKONA. AA IRKD nocﬁ?&me
nM;TTro e 880 KO g MOBNO. 1 &K NA

4THTE KON TOMS C'bl'l;)IWBLLIGT cé ,A,OCA}KG-

NTE. CBABAA nocMsAm A RBCXOTB Adib. il
CBARA B'bTOPO 7iKe BpbLLIN ngu;”se npbmse

880 1Mo MHOABNEML (1) NBKOE RV"BMGNI/I CTRIV
AKONb SNMHM;Kele\ M BECHECTTA. g%zxpa-

TH ce BATOUTTE B CeRe. THIA &K & gm*ogee
MAAO Né R Tpm AGCETE ABTIN SZAOBAGHTA.
cm;pbum HG,A,OTOI/INI/I NA ZI\OMOTNI:II/I CROBO-
HKente. i clcgbsnu AZBABAENTE BATOYTIA

~ A

’ 7w 4
MNAKbI I_IPOI_IOB'E,A,ANIA. N NKONNATO MOKAA-

~

. . ~ ’
NBNIA gTB?bPﬁGNIA. N NEKe BBCA I'I‘?I/INO(GLI_II/I

> f. 185V( GR Gouillard 1. 43-56; B, f 3v.-4r)

N CHNTA ngz\zl\m CB. NA 1KONA BO RUAJL & HA

gX RAUNME CT?TI/I K‘)T'b ryosb. aAA §- (in the left margin: git)
Mgbmbsi\mem i I'II\"BN’EGMA MHIYBCKA

cha\lex RBNLLE CAMOE To clieniie. Exe ngh-

kN NALLIE MIORUMOMOAOKITS. A MORMPOAA-

T¢. A RBNYATEAD MOCPR ZEMAE CBABAA.
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Cie Afib ’T‘?br‘KMTEO ngzxzmse pcé MATRA (in the left margin: wif)
A MAGHE. BBKOTIE BeAeLue 7 cwwwme e,
\y}\ MU BBZMBAE ninmn: K7 65 Real 1Ko Bb (in the left margin: RS FAA | A0.

-9
N’

AL, TI:.I Ecit BB A TROpEN HI0AECA NG
O\fKOPI/ITG TROCE CANRDI, SHUUMAN €Cll. CMBAW
NA TROM COBJA i APBZOCTIIRIE. CTPALLAVEIE
B'B?KGLLII/XI MOKAZAND . b 8RO ke RD BA
EAFO,A,A?GNIG M BAYNAA KAKE NA ("bl‘IQOTVIBOBOPNI/I
NOBEANRT V. & ke HA AKONOBOY'ILE MORMSIA

7 BOPENTA. Ap8rO CAORO, 1A CAOROMMCANTE 1190-
CTPANZN'EI/,ILIJGé FARN FAKO BB STMOKOGNI NRKOE.
MSCTUNNW ﬂf’ELIJbCTBI:.I R W_A,‘JMKANI/I MU-
CABNA IGP/\MA BBIRLLIE. MWIFCHIMCKBT NBKBI
MOBTE. NAYE BRTRNBI MOREABNIE. HAKOKe

» f. 186r (= GR : Gouillard 1l. 56-72; B, f. 4r-4v )

CTALNS HEKOENT T REAVIKTUE KAME CBTROPENNOM.

A KB MOETTI MMCANTA 8MPARACKINOM, BIATHIA

c?'u,z\Mb BAFOCAORAGNTA. HuKE AABKNA €8 MKe

ZAKONB XOANGLIIE. 11 KAGRBI IMIAKE CEBE WEAOKI.

ke ZAKW (1) NP RCTSNARLIEN, NPARENO @ AALKNO

Nenmegaxvﬁ NATIMCATU. TBMMKE PACM CULLE -

N:Re nakrhekod B3 cAdRM MgiluncTrie cAokW, u sctm, (in the right margin:
K'bZFN\)

A 8MW NUCANTE ke, N NKONAMI HACMORBASOLIN, RBYNA MameT ~ (in the right
margin, under the line: {r‘?)

BEAeLI XBA EAMNOMO 7 ToRE ChaTA. &Ke BB C8IJIb-

CTR'B pﬁBMTKNoé A TOro &Ke CBZANNOE. i IKe Né-

CBZANNOG. RITMOE I NERITMOE QBM?TNOG n sechTNo

OMMCANNOE 1 NECSTIMCANNOE, 11 EKTRNOM 8B0 ¢81ji-

CTRY. NECHZANNIOE 1A CeMS MOBNA MPUKAXIOLITN.

g SeTRS 7 ANAA 11 CONNCANNOE TICMOR A AL,

7 CAORD 7 SBAZM BEHNA MAME - i R-psionyiin

MPOMORBASIOLYITN c'fmy:fi\ BATORBCTRSIOLITN. CAORE-

¢A RB MUCMENE. RELIN R (:Sspz\zz. U RD CAMNS BOU

CHRPBLUATI C& MOAZS ALV Fke CAOROM(OMORE-
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AANTE. 1 eke C?B@zl}l NCTUNR ﬁzg”sujéNTe RBUNA MAME
"Mke cAORO CSCRBLUAKLITI BCTHI. TA e MOCASLIATEA

» f. 186v (= GR : Gouillard 11. 72-88; B, f. 4v -5r,))

CAORO RBACLIT e 1A nyonofim‘o’m]ﬁ, N

NKONAMM TAKORE. (SCEGLIJAlgT ce 880 &4l

Zpéin, B'bZEO,A,I/IT e TEMU SMb KD ES?AZSMIM,

KOKE 1A BAKTRNUI' XPAMI/I 7 CLITENNIA C8A0RE,

A ANNBT CLTENNIT 1/ CTRIMK CBOBAM | B"B‘INAA name : (in the left margin: 1)
B'E,A,QLLIM FAKO PKGZAI:. " cwmﬁz\ KUEO i CRBLINA,

M TPANEZA. 1 KAAMANMLA. BheE CT8I ngonu-

CORALLIE 1 nyoosyzxzomxme ,A,BS A B MAgilo, I/)I i~

cia ngoos;mzomxs ONS. NE BbI 2Ke OHA Cia BbI e

wpowogm i nptsmxz\e o Bropomeﬂm ARAA,

|/| TO X MA4E WPOKORNLLY T8 AKONA  MMLLISLIIA.

0 C)B;)AZOBANMM CBN'NO NULLISLLIN REUNA MAMETS -~ (in the left margin: r)
"Nike I'IWHICAA RBHTA. KD CAMOE BARTEO, Cia NWE(A..

n npoosgAz@gz\ RBACLITI VA I'I‘)IGMMOLI_III/I 7 RBY8-

LTI wco NPpKin Ak BBABLLE UCMIORBAALLE,

A eke ANABI BB OLE ACTUZARLIEN, I'II/I(ANNOG

N NENEMMCANNOE ny'BAAme SIC‘)’EHI\I-MOLLIII/I ek gﬁ

C)EPAZ&OLLIIVI CTaA 7 MoYnTAlLII BBINA NaME i~ (in the left margin: r)
Pazsmsiowin mwicéio rAlLIS. RBNEMANTE C&.

FRKO BB AMb RB NkKe MAX ™ BB Rb XOPUE'E A Top Fl\g,

» f. 187r (= GR : Gouillard Il. 88-101; B, f. 5r -5v,,)

FABI BBl CAVLLACTE. MOBTA Ke Ne RUAKEeTE. 1 RBAG-

LUII/I WRBLIATY I'I?AK"B ALpe AI/I KI/I,A,”BXW 4Tw

NCTUNOI BI/I,A,'BXW BN rgOMo ¢ib Na Ha84iA = (in the right margin: EEIJ\)
"Cie BE ACMPLRA, €Ke CAULLIAXW. Exe 8Z9RXW. €

BMA”BXVG S9UMA NALLNMA. 1 (8KBI NALLIE C)"cezz(me,

O CAORECU KUROTNE, 1 CTIA CRETEACTREEME =~

"W nakb 18Kd Aytszu CAORA QLIGNI/ILLI/I 7 Cb MK h\onw (in the right margin: nu. )
M Ch NI TAXW. NE NpRKe CTpTu TBKEMO BB 1 10

CT’E)\TI/I " BLCK’E)\N'I'I/I. ke 860 PAZBNCTRORATY W Ea,

8KcpBAACHNEI EKe BB ZAKONE ZARBIIANTE. NE ke

RB BAFTU 84eNTE. 11 ¢Ke BD CONO 8E0 NERITMOE. Rh-
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Ce Ke VA RITMO 7 CSCERMMO. 1A CEro pA™ RUABNHAA. 1
OCEZANNAS, A mmm nmmsme M MOKAANBIOLINM &
REUNAA TIAME - I+ BCPANHO - I‘Iggum KO RUA BRLL.
RMABI RIS HASUIALLIE. LLJKRBI KO M1pBETh, §4u-

TEAG KO M'BLLE. BHCEACHNAN KO ¢ ¢AVNO
MsAgbchom BAFTh KO RBCTA. HCTINNAA

FRICO QchzA C6, ABKA FAKO ﬂ?OFNANA BbI. ng*s-

MsAgo KO ,A,?I:.ZNOBGNIG nyle xc IAKO MOAQ,

NI MsApMTBSe. CUILLE TAGMb. CALLE MPOMORBAAE

» f. 187v (= GR : Gouillard 11. 101-116; B, f. 5v -6r ,)

XA ACTUNNA BA MALLER. 1 TO ¢Thid: Ra caokect no- (in the top margin: wif)
YUTARLIE. Bh MMCANNKI, BB pAZSMENNN, BB KOhTRA

RB LLKRA, R AKWHA. WROMSE SBO FAKO B8 11 BALLR

MOKAANIAIOLIE ¢& 7 4eT8I6. SRE WELIATO yﬁ

RAKS. IRKO TOP0 BAVANEE JABBI MO4ETARIIE

7] Eme Mo AWERD MOKAANENIE RBZakLe = Chl g”s;m (in the left margin: gbpzAA)
Snakaa. Civt 31394\ Wahekaa: Cin B’sgz\ nyABocMmm

Clvl RBpA RBCEACHINEH QTprAM Kt i, ke BATo-

4Tia ngonomnwcu BJACKKI 1A WU,GMOENO Rh

CAXRS /i 4Th BAFOMTI O NeMkKe nogmza\me ce,

RBOXRAAKE 11 TAEMb: [ep* MaH, TAgww, ch\/c})og (in the left margin: gﬁ, Mg,)
T MEOWATK. ke ACTHNOR XoXiepew BTN, i npa-

ROCAARTA ZABAAW 1 BYMTEAEMB RBUNAA MaME. (in the left margin: ’F\)

—~

RBZENZAM AGCHOK P8O 1A MOKAZSM MPLCTWME

Mo OBMYAL BEYNAA MAME = “Mrn&Til0, 4>6T'|'|o.

CTeo;x&Ns. &NT&NT}O, N NUKOAAS CTRALLITUM

7 MPAROCAARNI MAT(TAPXW, REINAA MAMETH: ?

Raea ke Na TTie nATpTA@xTM. reyhﬁz\m, Tz\;)&c'l'z\,

NUKVopa. N MEoOATA, UFNATIA. ¢>6TTA. cTé<j>§,

RNOWHNTA, 1 NUKOAM, MUCANNAIA VAN FAANHARR ANATE-
Ma i~

» f. 188r (= GR : Gouillard 11. 116-135; B, f. 6r ,-6v,.)
Raca ke Hpkzb u,gkolma\ro ngtAAﬂlA A gueNTa

" BBC)B?A?’KGNIA CTII/I n I'I?NOI'IOMI/IHAGMII/I C’T‘bl
WLI,I> NOKOK‘Z)BGNNM‘A. AAK 1o C6 C'l),A,"Bh\TI/I ce
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XOTGLI_IM-A ANATEMA LT, CTec?bANs ﬂ?'EﬂOEN%& (in the right margin: Berz\z\)

KINKS, " RS giaa ame 1. Creiiii. Oewdpiag, (in the right margin:
Nl'/l)

N EMTATANS. ngﬁonwmmemﬁ venoREHmkw euna 1 (1) « (in the right margin:
")

ﬂ"éwqﬁz\z\lcw neT;)B M\'/'XATAS ]wéicjas BAE-

N MIT;)OI'IOI\I/ITW RRUNAX Namé: "AA gt (in the rlght margin: x )

NpEMOENO MNUKS ACNORBANNKS, ke RS kgn” RB4NA NA' :~ (in the right margin:
)

"IWANS NUKOANS, i Fewrito, TYTEFATIA ACNORBNM-

KW. i Kgx'fen?nvﬁ. N RBCK TEME SAMNOMEA Oh-

CTRORARLLI GNIKWIT BBNAA NaMETh < (in the right margin: T, gera.)

'&ewgs ghceng"snosuoms AreMonNg CTS,A,I/IQKOM gBuNa : (in the right margin: )

Ak HIO,A,OTKO?LLS TWANTKTI I'IWHI:.CTENOMS gRuna : (in the right margin:

NIA)

I/II\A?lWNS I'I?'BHOBNOMS A?XMANA?MTS ArgMen

AAMAMTCKOMS. BEINAA Name 1 Ciimewns npkno- (in the right margin: )

BN'BMLLIOMS CTABINUKS RBUNA MAMET - 'ﬁewqmus (1n the right margin: 1)

NPBNOENRILLIOMS VIPSMENS BEATKATO CéAA, BR4NA Ma »~ (in the right margin:
| umn)

Cin 1O BAFRAGHTA MUKA, NA HA CHLI, JERNBIO-

N TR BATOUTTIO n(onAE. TAKO U KAGRBI,

» f. 188v (= GR : Gouillard 1. 135-149; B, f. 6v,-7r| )

WLLEAOCAAMTEAE. 1 RAGNBI ZAMORBAN MPRZUPATH

MOCTUZAR, TB e WB....E BLCl. GANKO BAT0-

STia VICIAGNGNTE ... Ol KAGRS. QU #KE CX-

MU CEBE MOAOKMLLIE nywnec"é < "Mike cA0RD

850 MABTBCKO ("bMOTPGNIG BA CAORA ngle-

MARLYITN. zg”m"m KE NA FKONA Ne T;)bneum

~

=

Cero px FAH 850 I'I?I/II/IMATI/I osgazswmmm,

7 Beumo e ClIeNTa HaLlero WM"BTMOLIJII/I .

Anaema = Mike FA8 necSnmeannaro zak (in the left margin: {r?)
MPUAATARLIN Cé. 1 CEro A HE XOTELINN NA

AKONA MUCATH. ke MPTNCKLNNW " NALTY

A KPLRU MPNCB LINE'LIATO C& XA ACTUNNA BA HA-

LIEro. 11 W8 MBYTATEANM MOKAZSILIN & ANA-
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oeMa = “Mike I'I‘??LIQKA& 880 RMABNiA. Atpe 1 ne (in the left margin: {F\)
XOTETh NTEMARIIIN. RRACHNA FAKE CUM

dsgazoémi}x S unaen. i nlﬂgfﬁe RBMALL]IG-

NTA CAORA, e ﬂ?'l'el\jlf\}ou_l'l'l/xl. A% AU CAMOE

TO NEMOCTUAKNOE U NERIMOE CBIJILCRO;

IRBUTY Cé BUABRLLI, THLIECAORSK, AN OBpa-

~

. ~ ~ A 7 e A
Z... CIA UCTUNNBL. U HZI:OB?A?KGNIA RBUTN Ce

» f. 189r (= GR : Gouillard 11. 149-162; B, f. 7r, -7v )
yeum CHCAAFARLIN C6. ospazm NAI‘II/ICORATI/I RBYARB-
YMBLLIATO C& CAORA. I eme W NA TOro CTQTM Neng
SMARLIN RHaoeMa: " Mike cabillenm ma 1Rk AL
Btgomz\m BLICTE MWICEWERL. gkpogw\m 850 BI:.I-
Te MK, 7 npoute. i exe nggmzx RA ngmme

M BB NALbL KK Mene MW rmoLus fAZ8-
MBIOLTI. TA ke AR nwem 880 ngwa\

EI\FTb " B%(GMM?N@G crenie. RKo KI/I,A,'ENb

BhI FRKO ChRALKBI MOKMEE. FKO chTm i NeAST.
AcLLBAEHTA BGLLILIJI/I vicu, BAN. wco VACI'IGT ce.

KO noryeseub Bbl, KK, Bmcpe KO RBCA

ZA NbI nochz\ 7 cmxogm ke $B0 CTa Rhee-
MMfNMo CrieNTa AKAA. NA FIKONA zf’swl Né

prneum n' nom\mum (1) e ¢l RHASEMA < ?
I_Iy’ssmmxwmm RD HICONOBO?CICOI/I gpeen. naye

ngosogNOMx wcTSHAeNm W NU MOVCEMCKEI

ZAKONOMOAOKENTE. KB cneuno CROEMS Bb-

ZRECTU XOTELN. NIt z\nmcumm 8ueimn

OBANTATH ¢& BATOUTUIME nfongoz\emm MM

e WALCKKIMU MOSHENMU NACTARAREMITE

P f. 189v (= GR : Gouillard 1l. 162-170, ITonpyxenko, p. 18-19 §16, 395-
396; B, f Tv,-81,,)

NPBABCTY CROGE \X)Bgmlﬁﬂﬁ ce. nolctxgmumﬁ

MU 3KE CBIACMIO &RE M0 RBCEN RBCEACHNRI uﬁcé

BN, HOBMNSI‘O/HJI;I 6. Nb é,A,MNo@ ceRe isAeﬁ-

CKOM, 11 GAMNCKOM YECTU MOAOKBLLN HkKE BO

Nenoc?mTBN*s ONI N npbgocjsg&znoe X8A
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7 ech cero dsgazg, RB CAMOE TO OBYAZBEMOE
ABZOCTU Ne CTUAET ¢&. ike 880 Neng?-

THE nyﬁz\bm}o N C"b,A,?bPKI/IMII/I W KB Rb-
CAKOMS CAOBECH BATENOME i AXOBNOL

84EHTI0 BLUN ZATRKNSRLLIN. KO 82K 1190-

4¢e CAPNURLLIV. 1 COBLIANO TRAGCE 1LJKRHA.

7 \X)c*slcmﬁ CeBE ANAOEMA = & RBROACLIN

S Nei yeNNOMx MABTHCKOMS cLMoweme

FA BA 7 CA NALLE 1T XA. TBLIEFATA NBKA,

i rz\mum AR MsAgbchxwmm MOKAAN'E-

TH c& YAGTRO XKS Nengmcwnuoms BKT-

RS ;msucu 7 pABOTS npuoc&umw AMETI.

IAKO COVLIICTRNS 7 NEWAOKNS RHATEMA:

Mie ne RBCAKTN PoRBHTIE npiemaiowin. Sxe no
MPOMULLIAGNTIO PAZBACNTE K EARAGHT10,

> £.190r (= GR : Gouillard Il. 396-403, 435-441; B, £. 8r,.-8v,.)
TI>LIIIO TAI/INC'T‘KA ke BD XA CATEKLLIN C& M-
mzpen "HO AROI CCTES. /i B NE NECHATIANNO i He-
PAZBANO CHRBKSIIABLLIN C¢. iB ZATK nglemm—
LIMXE TAKOEOG yAztAeNW A rARoLIMN npie-

Tie NE ETROMB TLUII0 FINO. Hib 7 CANS, KO
CASKITI BRI, 1A CASIKIIN. .. 1€ TIPUNOCET

gAécKB. @A 4T NOENOI 94\23\61"5 KO AABIh,
IAKD CASKERNM ASCH, e BRI pABOTARL|IE
CASKELHEN PABCKBL W oW ngieTie. Xpxiepe
REAVMKA BUTU SYUTEAb. & N¢ BA CAORA HAKO

BI1 YAKh. IRKO CHLLERET SAMNOF XA. & NALLE,

i Ba ?AZ'B}\'BTI/I AbZARLIN Mo CACTARS ANA-Q-GM ~
[Xioum wco R gg"sme MI/I‘)OQI'II/ITGI\NIG chTm

FA A A 7 cha Liero 1 XA MPUNECENNOR S NALLIE
e ® Héro KOLTRS. bmmro erd TBAA
KphRE. IRKO ApXiepeto M0 YAUCKOME HA pAAM
BURLIOMS 880 ThiKe /i BB Kb 7 HKLTRA,

M0 BEAVIKOMS Bb BIOCAOBNDI IUrdpio. npuine

e 880 T i1 B8 11 OUS. HE npieT iKe IRKO Eh

CB WHEMb. Th ¢ EANNOPOABNIL i AXb ¢TI,
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» f. 190v (= GR : Gouillard 11. 441-454; B, f. 8v .-9r, )
KO CAMU WTSRAKLIN CAMOrO Ba CAORA. 11
%,A,v'mocéml\lzxro, M ¢ AVINOGAARNATO CEM8 8T7B-
LWIMTEAR AXA. BFOMOBNATO é,A,I/IHOH:F'I'A e
,A,’gTOV’INCTA () &Haed = ke na |<1>;Kon;>|/||\|o (in the left margin: r)
cvnworo ?K?bTKS W np*swum W XA B?KTNI/IX
TAN cmennoA*sme Né I'I?IGMMOLLIII/I

¢TBM Tgoomum ngwmcmm e NS ("bﬂ?OTl’/I\
RELIAIOLIN Wl cLTeNEIbT 1 BARTRNI WILE -
RACTAII K€ /1 ZAATOFABIRW, FAMKE CAPAALLIAK

N ngétﬂ'm BFOMOCHBI WILW. BB CROV CAORECE

Ke 7 C'bﬂl/ICANNbI A€« “Uke casiiuen 880
A ek W To ny%AANNMo. BH%"?BNI:.XI AN -
NHOA BICTBA. FARLIS C& TROPUTE BB MOE
RBCMTOMUNANTG. e ﬂ‘)TGMMéLLIVXI Ke MPaRs
RBCMOMUNANTE. [b Apbg&f&mi’vxl FAATM,

N nouzxxmgem Mb"ITATGI\HO n wsgazﬂo

TKe Ha UTHE |<g"r*s ® ¢lia NALLIERd 0 NpNHece-
NHOK ;ﬁfbﬂm cgoe TRAC Ke |<¢|> Bb

GBS0 HAYKAT SeTRA NZBARS ke 11 WL, B-
LENTE. IRKE NA KBHRO ANb npmnScMMA KPTRA.

> f. 191r( GR : Gouillard 11. 454-469; B, f. 9r -9v .)
W ke B?’KTKNM‘A CLITENNOA, BUCTRSIOLIN TAI/IN-

CTRA, KAKS C1b NALLL 1A BAKA RO n,f*sAz\ i ce.

2N I/INS BRITY ¢T0 W 17Ke 7 ZA4GAA CTIOMb CHR(-

WIETe RBROAE. 11 KT CONW MBITATEANO A O-

BPAZNO B'bZNOCI/IM'E IRKO ACTRLIARLIN, GKe

CTYALLNA i B?KTENAFO CUTENHOA BHCTRA TAI-

CTRO. mmme BARTRNTE KIZNI ZAAD MPTEMAL,

A CIA BKTRNOMS IR NaLeMS, TWANNS QIANVE

AoM8 " ZA&TorﬁAEOMS ﬁzzl{(m'lsfo/ujs

€K MPLTRBI NEMPBMBNNOE. R MNOIKI REAN-

KAPO MARAA FA'R TABKORANI AMA®-eMa ~ (in the right margin: )
"Nike B?’EMGNNAI—AﬁAQTOANIA W nylmmgeNm YARY -

CKATO G(TBA, Kb BRTENOMS il BAKENNOMS ECTES.
ARUBONAHEANTE 17 BBCENETABHNTE TPONLLE, SMK-
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LWIABIOLIN i nylgszerLum nyu;"se 8E0 N

ponoMs ¢ GRS ZAKONOMOAATAK. T CAMO0 ngw -

T ce NA ngeTNM MOCABAM ke B8 1 WIS U KD CrINO

CT;)TI/I (FIA <. i pAzA"SAh\w Nepz\zmm\h\ B T-

RNIA 71 BAKNNE] wu,e cvsmwyenm TAVNCTRW

RBCAKO, MPUMN HA C6 EAMNOPONOM, 8HeLIi,

» f. 191v (= GR : Gouillard 1. 469-471, 171-183; B, f. 9v -10r )
7 COBOIO 11 RBCE B8 11 WILS. MOCABA ORATEANO

RBCAKON MP'RCTIS 7 KMROTRORLIOMS AXXS.

IRKO TELUTY ACKANTM 7 NEMOBHEI COB)BTATEA,

RHaE < "ANACeACTA. KOCTANATA, U MukuTa (in the left margin: i)
Ve PN CARP'E NAMGACTRERALIN GECMiN. KO

NE CLITENHB] .. 7ANA, I NACTARNU MOPUEBAMI

RHao€ < O-eWra anoonia. TWA, ke Agsrh (in the left margin: r)
Apxrs XO,A,ATAG ZABL 7 A8 ApSTA npleManc

ZAOUTTI0 aNA©¢E = [TaRAA ke BL CARAA Wiga- (in the left margin: i)
TINITIN RV »&ew‘)a\ NA;MLLAGMAFW FACTA. i

CTehANA MOAUTA. BLJIE 11 «%ewga IC?I/ITI/INA

] I\M\S,A,IA AGWN,A,A A Kb o ALe K0 peNNm

OB ZAOHTIEMb. KAKORA AREO RLJE BSAE

NPT, CBCAORTA, AW CANA KOG, VIAW HAMM-

NANTE MYOXOAL, o RBCR NPREURAILIN R

CROE ZAOUThHI ANADC: FQ?ONAIA ke W AABN... (in the left margin: i)
880 (8L|.I4\ BB KPUTE e AL Myclcle egecm

mzsmoxm;um Vi IOMAZAN HIKA ce NA?GICLIJA

NA RBZpAKENE sgm CIINATO CHMOTPENTA XRA.

b ;)AZB?ALLIGNNVI To I'If’E_A,ANMI/I, N CBINCANMT,

A E ANNOMBAPLNIKN €70, AHASEMA - (in the left margin: )

» f. 192r (= GR : Gouillard Il. 185-197; B, f. 10r -10v ,)
"Mike W8 NA“II/INM‘O/LIJ'I'I;I NORO N'EKOE FCKANTE

7 8‘-IGHI€ Nemzyeu HWMS I'IAI:.TI:.CICOMS CBMOTé-

Nilo. CHA NALLIERY A Ba npmghgoAm A AckaTH

KOV os;mzw TB BB CAORO, HAB’EHGQKOMS

RLMBLLIENTIO ngleAMNm c& A ngieTHen I'II\I:.

M0 KOEMS CAORS COBHKM. il CAORECU CTEZATE-
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HUMDL. SCTRS 1 MOAOKENTE, O ke Nave Setd
ChEAVINGHTA AROR GCTRS BA I YAKA CAORO

TE BUTU NOKSLIAKLITN ce anama ~ “Wike
Ef\T‘OH’;‘FBOEATV] 850 COBELIARAKLIN CE&. GAMH-
CKARA K€ ZZ\OHTI:.IEM-A I'IP'IS,A,ANIA npABocAz\g- .

NEU 1 C'Z)BO!JN'EI/I U,VI(BM o ,A,LIJA ‘11\Lll<l>ll/l " NBbI
" ZGMM/I I/II\II>I Z,A,ANII/I BECTEANTR VAN TIaYE

NEYTUE NPVRBROAGLITY RHAMA < “Maxe ssww (in the right margin:

RLNBLINBIN AwBOMBAgE FACMEI I‘If'BMS,A,fO n;ﬂs-
MOYUTARLIN A NAQTAKNI/IKW T8 nocz\’sASwmm

A npXoKenie BUTH YASKBIN ATUR. BB ANAA KR
NAA. AW MTOBN'E BECAORECHI KUROTHI CUMb
normsmm /i Bb NEBNTTE MXOAUTH nyleMAwLum

l/l (l/l BB(K?GNIG " CS N KONBYNOE I'IO?’KI/IKLIJI/I
BLZANIG WM'ETAIOLI_II/I ANAO-EMA i~

» f. 192v (= GR : Gouillard 11. 198-210; B, f. 10v .-11r )
"VIike RELIL BEZNAYCANS 11 RUAORE. 11 CHEEZNAME-
qeanos (1) chABTeAl 1 B8, 84eTh. RKO 8E0 NEO
A ZeMAE, 1 NgoHan ZANIA I'I;JﬁO(SLI.INg 8 i Be-
ZNAYEANA 7 MPREVRAK NEMZMBNHA. 1A C81Ip0-
TURK ZAKONOMOAATAK (GKLLIOM. HBO 1A
Z6MAE MUMOMAE CAORECA MOA NE MUMOUAS
i BEZ8MNO TI)L]JQF;\P&OTB. /A BRTHOR KACES
NA CROE MPUBOAE PAMRKI ANA®eM -+ ['Afowpin (in the left margin: &)
FRKO CAMNCLLM QTNSVENNTIZS 7] nbeie 92 Na-
YEANVKW. U WKe W CeAMI CThI Il RBCEAEHTKH
CbBOf. A W BBOR Ke B MPAROCAXRDI B*Sf*s
nyocmgum Wll,b npow\eTno NPEAANN BULL
KO KN c'bsogme LI,‘)ICBbI ZA €KE R CAO-
RECE TR MPBZOCTHA 7 CKROENNA 17 pEAV TR. ..
- ASLLLIN 8 no mNors i 2@ i BB BELIEMS 8,
BATOUTRLI ke S‘I;o 7 n‘)z\gocz\a\mu MEKI,
ANAKO e 110 CTyTu YAYKON AU NE B'BNbI

chrp”smmgmm anaoema < “Vike ¢ gBgor i@ 4Tin (in the left margin: &)

I'I‘?OCTW B'ISQGABLIJNW C‘)LI,GMB I‘A tna NALLIG

2

n B, i n;)*sﬂsm TO pobiuon RALE Hiue i 1L (in the left margin: HT”BVI)

121
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» £ 193r (= GR : Gouillard II. 210-224; B, f. 11r,-11v,)
7 npwm CTRIN. ngemm HIOAECA NE nglew\w-

LN, HB 7 NSAGLINA ce 8KAZI 11 CAORECH 8XMLI(-

NNVUMU. KO NEMOLIINO COBARFATH. AW 10

CROGME MNBNTI PAZRIALIATU TABKORA-

NiG. 7 10 CROEM NPPARS CBCTARAKTM AnAMA < (in the right margin: £7)
"Vke RAMNCKAN MIPOXOAELITIN BUENTA. U Ne 7 HA-

KAZANTA g™ CUMN HAKAZSEMW. NB 1A CAARA VX

CYETHI MOCABASLIN. 7 FAKO ACTUNNG

REQORLIN. T TAKO TRMIN EXKO HZRBCTHO 7-

ML NPMAGKELIN, RKOKE ANTe, GBROTA

8B0 TAl. COBOTA ke IABACNNA BBZROANTH

Na ¢ie, i 8unTn NecmMeno ANa<ema ~ (in the right margin: X))
"Mke CBN'NUMMN 1 BACNUMUI BAGAMN. W ¢& 11 € NA

N§ ZAAN'I'G np”sTBz(gM’g n nAz\T’gcch& CBINCA-

NTA. KO MCTUENA nyleMAwLum M RKO Ca-

MOCKLCTARNOK REL{Ib TV xon K’Z)OB?AZI/ITI/I ce

FAR, 7 IXBACHN'E COBABIAR, CAMORAACTHO

CBAKTEAK. iKe W HEBUTIA BB BUTIE N(iRELLI0-

M8 RBCA JKAN. 1 KO TROPILY RBCE, NAUAO i

IKONLLL MOAOKMRLLION RAACHE 1 RAUKBI ANAMA i~

> £ 193v (= GR : Gouillard II. 225-239; B, f. 11v -12r, )
AL BRKo BBCA KONYNW i COELIENTE R-

CK,;;GN'I'G, Ch UNBMU T'RAGCH YALLTU B'bCK,;;Hg

A CSAUMUN B8TH, & Ne ¢b AMIA BBCE RUTU MK,

ZANE O/ QACTA'BRAEMO 1A MOPUIBARMME. Il BAG-

A8 ThUIA 7 CBETHA. CAMOMS. X8 I B8 HaLLEM 1 8-

YENUMKS €ro 7 8YMTEM e AL, critLe NABUMRLLIN, KRico

¢B AMIN MOKNLLIE YALLTM TBAGH B T13M|>| n

CSAMMUN BSTH, 7 eLpé i gei\mwoms RMAS NAVRA

IARECTRRNEIA ke W KBQK‘)QMII/I CAOR'K, M1POCT(A-

NNRHLLIE nngHA ® UCTUNS NASYURLLS. 7 FANAKO
MSA?bCTKS}OLUII/I NG BGZSMN"B OBUHURLLE

7Ake 8BO CULLERIA c8ngow| zmcoms MOAAFAKLIN

NPRAANIE 17 84enie Anaoena = Mpiemarom i (in the left margin: £)
Hf'BAA}gLU'I'l;I CHETHAR 11 GAVINCKARA BAGNTHA,
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1Ko 880 I'I‘)'BEI:.ITIG 6 ,A,LIJ X Ne W HGCSLIJI/I

~ A

RBCA BULLIC I/I I'IfIBG_A,OLLIG N RKO ICONLLIs € MSBLLB,

A 8CTAMENENTE NAKY TBA;}M, A YA RELJIE
7 CULLERMMM CAORECI. u,pTBo BHoE gzxzsLuz\eMw )
RBCAKO U nytonmmo RBROAC. Tike REHNO " NeyAzys-

LIJAGMO CA 8B0 XC BB NA NABYU 1 I'I;J"BAA 7 RBCBMb,

» f.194r (= GR: Gouillard1l. 239-242,248-249, 479-490; B, . 12r - 12V16)
RETXIMU 1A NOBI/I nma\me MU np”sexw KO 1 M8KA

BECKONYNA, 1 u,fTBo I'IfNOCSLLIHO CULLERUMI

CAOBECH CAM'B CEBE MOPSBABIOLITAL 1 Ap8rivm

REUNOME XOAATAE BMRLLIN. ANAMA <+ Nas4yennw (in the right margin: &)
BURLLE B ANOKA NUAX 7 RBCR NPTWELIARLIN cé

K ANAMA < P "Vke He npars ¢TI HABUUTE

BKie LL‘TKBM BARTENIE PANCH ng'l'eMmoLuﬁ n

e 1RRE NZLIXRAGHINO BB NI ¢TI0 AXA BATTIO

peNNM-z\ KPVIBO CKAZOBATHA id yazggammm NSACLIN ANAM =~

I_IyleMMoLum ACTUN'NATO BA Fa 1 cnz\ HALLIE o, (in the right margin: )
TV XA FAA Eke WITH MOM BOAD MeNe &, PRATI ¢B ngo-

YTUMU TABKORANTI CTW Wik 1 M0 11K BB NeM

YASTRE. M0 SMBKE i nocwi FAKO IARECTRNO BB

MHNOTBI BIOABXHNORENNI CAORECE V. TTHI WILI

MPOMORBASIT. E11IE 1A FAIOLITHL. TOroKe Xa

M0 MAKTU CROGH MOCTPATH. RRUNAA MTAME - (in the right margin: ’"F\,)
HOMI/ILLII\”BIOLHII/I i BGLLIMOLLII/I SBoenia npieTia.

MPBAOKENTA YAGKATO SCTRA b BKTRO. A He

MBAgbcTBSwmm ® CAMOr0 CheAMNENTA BATRH-

ro 880 AOTOMNCTRA Ui REANMECTRA, MPUHECTUTH (6

» f. 194v (= GR : Gouillard 11. 490-502; B, f. 12v -13r )
TRAGH PRI, A NOKAANETY ¢ EAUNEME MOKA-

NENTE. BB B'ls(ﬂ!)lGMLIJI/I TO BS'R CAORE 11 BUTI¢

TAMNOYTHO. RBKSMOCAARNS, mMBOTBopNo

pz\BNocAz\gNo B8 1 WIS 11 CTM8 AXS. A RBKSIMO-

ng'BcTOANo X Ne S‘I;o BUTU EAVNOCELINS ES,

18160 WCTSMUTI SCTRNLI CROVICTRL. TKe Ch-

ZANNATO. €K W MUCAN’NATO. 11 npw'l'm ke,
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R ‘-II\LIICW SeTRE xy’rog’s Z!JIMI:I I'I?'EQTBFII/ITI/I

A BB BRTRA CBLILCTRY KAKO ® Céro E‘bEO_A,I/I’T‘I/I
Aam Mb"ITANIG X He ACTUNOK BBITU rmo RLUAR'E-
YeNTH 7 chTe AAn eAmnogom\ro BRTES noc’rpz\-
™! SHAMA = TRIOLITT 18I0 MAL PR ® cAMOro
CBEAMNENTA MPBRBZRUCKRILIN ¢, 7 MOgE RBCA-
KOE MBHTATI MPRRULLIE ACKELIN. 1RKO W KpA-
AINAFO CHEAMNENTA. RBKSMOBRNA BURLLIbI.
NEMPBAOKNO. NEZMBHHNO. NECHATANNO
NEPRRIATHO. 7 e 110 CACTARS CHEAMNEHT

7 NEAZABUNO Il HEPACTPRKNO MY BBURAKLIIN.

NB RBCPTEMILIN T8¢ ESR CAOR'R. PARNOCAARNO
TOM MOYUTAET ¢&, i NOKAANTEET ¢& EAUNTE

> f. 195r( GR Gouillard 11. 502-509, 517-524; B, f. 13r -13v )
N Ha u,f|<w B}KTEN'B MOCAKENA MPRCTOAE O

AECHOI0 ouzx IR0 BARTEA CI\ABOIO SBoralh-

L ce X‘)ANI/IMW CROVICTRY GCTRE BRUNAA MAMET < (in the right margin: )
W TaUI CThIN WIlh FAKCHL &Ke 3 CACTARA-

NU MIPARKI BKie 1LJKRE AOPMA IAZFAANNI RoANACTE

EFWIALIRBI ABBW MATMR CTAPAMLIELO pUMA,

i I'IPOH'I'I/XI 7 €LUE 11 RBCEAGNCKBIN cLsopE 4ETR(-

TArO FA€ 1A LLIECTATO Ne nyleMAwLum ANA-@-GMA (in the right margin: )
Ne ngleMMoLum ACTUN'NATO Ba |/| Cha NALLE T Xa

FAX. TizKe WITh MOM BOAM MENE 6. KIS M0 fz\-

zz\wmm OB?AZW cTin T?S CKALLIE. WRbI 8B0 M0

TOro BARTRS FATOLlIE T ger BUTH, yz\Am RINU

Exe ® SUA Toro goKenia. WeKI Mgk ngietie

n?ﬁ; TMTl;BNbWXl (1) CROMCTRE W MEro MALTHI A Ch-

CTARNTE TOro BARTES. peKLue c’bZANNX ASnuea-

N Wbﬂmﬁ’\ M TIpouee SCTRNIE i Neslcoyme

CT?TI/I MKE OA CEEE BOALLIA OU,A b €. Nb TOTA

FAK. TAKORM AZSMBTY (¢ FAA 1A M0 ThHION

npwmmz\emw yAst*seT Ce NATH pAzAS%-

N'NA BKTRA. FAKO ALHE NE BM 11 CBEAVNUAA CE. Il Né

» f. 195v (= GR : Gouillard 1. 525-532, 243-246, 248-249, J. Gouillard,



CONTENTS AND TEXT OF THE SYNODICON 125

« La lettre du Patriarche Cosmas », p. 369, suiv.; B, f. 13v _-14r,, omm.,)

ng'l'eMAéuJ'lﬁ TAKORN FAb FAKe M0 stolﬁ

MOMUCAS yAf'BAéN'l'A IRKO W CTHIN Wb,

pz ce TOTA §FA il pABOTA 1 NeR'ENTE FAET Ce,

RAKO NE np'l'emz\wuflﬁ %Av'mosomﬂolh "

"AMNMMTN*EM XE'E MABLTU ;n\ TAKORBI

FAACW AOCARATH Ce. PART e Mo XB,A,OM

MOMIICAS npleMATm, 7 GCTECTRNAA CROVI-

CTRA FAKE CTUHNNA CBLUIAA FHEE NARTY

ke BB CBCTARE TOMO s;?ﬂm, " HG?A%"B-

AN'B NP'BBMRAKLIA. 1 A 8B0 NECHCTARNM

M ABKNI FAKOKE A W NECACTARNI 1 CTUNNEI

BueTh Rnaee: Mike cRENe xgicTianckic i nga- (in the left margin: & e A SPG |
T NE, &

| Tora ¢ia @;)ecb | RBZNMYE)

BOCAARNIE R'BgbI. RBNECENAN W TTANINCKATO

TWANNA 1 npmwecw’mmﬁ e W TOro NArYEbI

BUENI erd EAAMNCKET ke 7 ANOR'BINI REA'K-

Ni€ 7 84eNTE. 1ie CABOPNRIN I NEMOpoUN'l

MPARORBINBIN BEPE MPOTURNIN C§ ANAGEN, T

NaBHeHHET ZARBINO T MNIXA NIIAA RBEE. 1A

NPUCELIMRLITA KB NIt Rhaoema i~ [Tone race-

ASKARTU NALLIL Bp&rb. Mo BbCem Bz\br&gch)l

» f. 196r (= GR J. Gouillard, « La lettre du Patriarche Cosmas », N* 9, 10,
11, p. 371 -37256, omm)

ZEMAN. MANVIXENCKSI0 ege PAZCBR CMBCU-

BB €TI0 B MACAATANCKOR. FKe TAKOREM Ep-

1 HAYEANMKBI, ANAo-eMa - [10na EFoMIAN
vike npu NeTeR u}m BABFA@CT*EME. RBCIPTE-
MLUATO MANMXEUCKAR ¢l pect 7 BB BABIA-
CT'RU ZEMAD gz\zc”s&mua\ro. Kb G Ke i ce npi-
JEKLUATO. KAKO BB MPURMA KNI XC Bh HALLIL

W CT8KW BLS MA(TI0 pOAM & 1A RD I'I;)VIKI/,I,A,"BI\II)I
PACIE Ce. 11 CORTKENNBI0 NIAK RBZHNCCE Il N BBZS-
¢B GCTARBIL pelcum i Toro BBIRLLIEN. NUNE
C8LTM BYENIA. 1 AMABI NApemm RHAGEMA -
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or A A A A~ ) ) N 7 A x
M rbeé ke RD GVGCI/I To¢l. 1 OBNYAN I;I N NOLUN "

cbsp&NTA A TAMNCTRA. /i NEMOACZNA 1 84eNia.

A XOAGLIN CB NAMT ANAG-EMA = ARBELIN ¢& Ch HUMT.
A b NUMI BB pAZSM'E ERASLIN A NTWN. i Aapn
® Hn B%zeMz\}éLuvxl AKO CAMNOMUCALNN T ANX i~
I/Ime ISHTA Mu,z\ KA, ANBb HA yo;ﬁbcwo TWANNA
|ch1\13 Tgogeum RALLLIRENTA. 71 TAOAW RAA-

HENTA. 11 GAVIKAA BB TB HWILIL CKRPBHAA TROpE

TAVNCTRA 1 €AAMNCT'RI CASKER MOBNAA AN i~

» f. 196v (= GR : J. Gouillard, « La lettre du Patriarche Cosmas », N°* 1,
2,3,omm., 4,p.371,,..)

"Mike cATANS RUANMEDN ngh TROPUA NAPU-

YELIN BUTU. 71 RKONWMA NAPULLARLIN Ab7Ke-

RE 1 FV&AB. 7 RBCEME TICXOALLIS W ZeMe RNAM -

FRILITI SAAMA 1 €R'RA CATANA CBZAAN A0-CM i~

"Mire Mwircea BFABBI/I,AZ,LLA N ANTR 0-€ZRUTK-

NUNA. nfo%e CThI ngglcu nATpTAngM.

A ke W Ba TR CLIENNAA MUCANTA. WMETAR-

LN A PARLIN KO CATANMNA ¢8 11 ® Toro

,A,Bmz&eMTm CRIMCALLIE ©KE CRIMCALLIE A 1K

peicoLle 3 XB. 7 Ne XOTELIE N8Kew PARLLE

U Cero p&AM 7Ke GAMKO BB RETC'R ZAKONL KN-

PU NAMVCAN'NTG. 11 GAUKO BB NE BBCTARLLIEE

CTie nﬁlcu WMETAILIEE BFOMUAL. ANAM -

[ACLIEM KO KENA ZAYMNAE BB 4pBRE CB ABAO-

RANTE CATAKIMNW. NPRENRAGT e WTEAW

CATANA NEWCTSMNO ANKE A0 pon?bwm

MAAACHILE. CTIMM sKe |<;7Lue|~4'|'eM|> NE MOLI

WrNANS BUTW. NB MATROK THKMO i M0CTO

FARLIN 880 TaKo aNA = ~Wike IC,;;TVITIGI\IO

IWANNS P8FAIOLIN €& VI PAIOLIN ERKO @ CATANMN
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» f. 197r (= GR : J. Gouillard, « La lettre du Patriarche Cosmas », N*4, 5,
67,8, 12.p. 371, 372, . omm.)

e TOV N &ke RD KO,A,’E K‘)LIJGNTG. i cero gz’i"
ROANATO WKFALLIMOT 6. 1 BeZ ROAM EAMNO
pechue A6 NALLIL |<;7Luz\eT N3 &NM»@MA .

"Nk D uylcga\ CLTENNBI m BARTRNIU MBNTY RBEE,
A cariore AOMS Bxia. & & KRB wzpz\mm-

LN Ce. 1A TKO S9€ NALLIL HA MPUKAKYMRLLIN ¢
MECTE FARLIN NBTH ANae < “Mike cT8i0

7 CLITCNNOK CASHKES. 1 RBCECTUTEACKO: CTy0-

enie WMeALN 1A (SPAIOLIN Ce. PAIOLIN HRKO
ATANMNA ¢BTh AZLGBYRTENTA. RHAGEMA:

"Mike ngidecetic qeciaro TRAA FA NALLIERO
TC XA WMeEL8 7 8rak ce. 1Ko BBeero ke O

B 0B P11 HALLE. NaLLero PAAM BUELLATO Cb-
MOT?GHIA TAUNCTRO WM ETALLIE ANA-@-G

"Nk WM’ETMOT C¢ MOKAANEHNIA YTHAMO ﬁ Ki-
BOTBogeLuzxro |<g"rz\. A CTRIN 1 CTENNBIN -
KONb. anao¢ < “Vixe ngiemarin koToparo

W cuiLernl EeTI RB CTBIO Bl u;?l'cg ng1s-

Ke mnog"s,m\mz\ n. i nyom\em\ RBCEE Epec

N peNNo Bl ANAGE

> f. 197V (= GR : omm., Gouillard 11. 395-403, 424-426)

I/I BD ICOC’T‘AN "'TUN'B FPA,A,'B K’Z)(TSABLIJAFO (I}O be-

Racmaia RpAYA

OKAANNSI BOPOMPLCKOR €0&Ch, MPU AACK AN
MIPAROCAARNIA LEJU KOMNUN'E. RHAGEMA <

"Uke ne gmz\ﬂffs BAFOMORBNIE I'I?'I'GMMSLIJ'I'I/XI é"
Mo C'bMO'T‘?GNIIO gzxzm\eme KB MOKAZANTI0 GAM-
HOMS 1iHOro ECTRA. MiKe RD X'B CBLLCLIN ¢¢ OB
SCTRB. 1 BB HE NeCMBCNO 1 NEPAZEANO ChEAM-
NENM. HB MIPTEMAILIA TAKOROE pAZ RAGHT

~

A PARLINA NABTI NE SCTRCTRO THYNO 1IN0 NB
A AOCTOMNCTRO. 1 RAKO CABHKI B8 11 CABHKENT
ngwnocﬁ 9z\|§clc$, A 4Th KARUIMEI WAAE
AKOKE AABIE 1 FAKOKE CASHKEENBI ACHI, -
e BB CASHKELIE T /K KOLTRS MPUNOCELiIEN



CHAPTER IV

.\

gz\sof\'lano ;)A Cell MALTMU, A‘)XIG!JGA REATK

BUTHI SUELIN X Ne BA CAORA €A Bbl YAKL. TEMK
;}A TAKORLI SAMNOTO Xa A NALLIE il BA ?AZ"BA'BTI/I
,A,gbzu'o'uj'l'ﬁ CBCTABNE, ANAGEMA; F o Bonectna

A PAANNA W MUXAMAA BURLLIATO BUNTEAS MgoTer..-
AVKA 1 MAV’KToyA ;MTo;)'S. nw Nmm’rkjyogzx
BUNTEN' RITA8 RACHMAAKTA, ,A,'I'AICV,\?R ke

» f. 198r (= GR : Gouillard 11. 426-442)

RB KOCTANTUNE PPAAK CThIE BRI ReAVKTE 1L iR
VIMEKE 1A Mmpénoz\ﬁ APAIBCKBIN GFCTA®TE M0-
CA'BAORA, UMK ng"swme;\b B'BLLIC Q’lsFII/ICANIG
coTUpn ATAKONB ToeHe u,glcse nKe 1 Nzxgeﬂb

B'BLLE ﬂATfIA?Xb BLITW BKIA F?A,A,A REATKTE ANTMO0-
Xie, NAperm NANACRIENOCH 1A 6LIE i Aysrm\ )
ToroKe cowlymxA RBREAEN'NAN I CAMNCANTE i ZAN-
NAX, HUKE B NI NOCABIRE MIPOKATTAA 11 WRIBAKEHNA
Ke, 1l c%sy&&m'm e CThIN CBEOJb MOREARNTIO MANO-
MAX nyasoci\&zmro REAMKATO 1LJR Nopuporeni-

Ta 1A cAMOApbuA rgblcw ICVGVMNI/INA WrpbKe 1A Mpo-
KAETTI0 MPBAA, ANA-e-QMA r- FMOLLIII/I wco ke
Rb BgtMe MI/I?OCI'INIG CTpTu m A BA 7 Cha NALLIERO
N ngwneceﬂm S HalIé chenlt ® Hero mprB
HTHATO (‘) ¢ro T'RAA K¢ |<p|>|§e KAKO z\pxlegem no
YASTRS NA Ny BMRb. HAKO 880 T% 1 BB i ;ﬁgeu,b,

A KPLTRA N0 MNOFOMS R BFOCAORBI rfmrwgno,
H‘JI/II:IGCG 8B0 CAMb B8 i1 WIS, NE ng'l"eT e KRKO

BB b WUE TBKe TANNOPONBI 11 AXE CTHIN. T'BM
PAAM CEro 3 TERARLIN TOroxkKe EA CAORA. 11 ¢AMNO-

» . 198v (= GR : Gouillard 1I. 442-455)

CBLINATO 7 GAMNOCAARNATO TOMS STRILINTEA

—~ ~ ’ ’ ’ . ~ 7 -~ 2
AXA, BroA'BNNATO fABNO‘ﬂ)CTIA Ke U CANA ANASEM =

"Vike @ke No RBCETA MPUNOCUMEI KoLTRS W N1Ben-
i ® Xa BARTRHBIN TAVND CLﬂéNNko’lcTTe "),
Ne I'I;)IGMMOLLIII/I «Tkm TWOOILI,M ngmmcm‘m ce.

IRKO ChIMPOTURE FAELIN WCSAS CLTENNLI BiK-

(in the left margin:
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TRNKI WILE RACTATIO K€ 11 ZAATOFAVIROMS, VM

KE CBIANCBHTL 1 I'I?OHII/I BFONOCHBI WLV BB CROM
CAORECE ke 11 CAMMCANN ANAo¢ = CAbILLBLITN
850 Clia S fike W Hero MPEAANNW BATRHEL TAMK
CLITENNOA BUCTRIN. FARLIA C& Txoyv'lTe RD

MO€ RBCMOMUNANTE. Né np'l'emmouj'l'lfl Ke M1pa-

R'E RBCMIOMUNANTE. Hb Agbza\lguj'lﬁ A rapLin,
IAKO CSBNARAKE M0 MPURUABNTIO 1A CSEV&ZN“B,
ke NA ITHBI |<?T|> ® clia MALLIEro npune

NA ?K‘)I;TBA ¢roRA T'RACCE Ke I |<g|;|;e, RD OBb-
Ljee YAGBCKATO GCTRA NZBARAENTE e 11 oLl B~
LLIENTE. FKE 110 BBCERA MPUNOCHMA ;ﬁyéﬂ;z\

® AKe BRTENAA CLTEHNOA BUCTRSIOLIN Ta-
netea (1), Roxe 1 oAb HALIL 7 RAKA RBCEXb

» f. 199r (= GR : Gouillard 11. 456-471)

n;ﬂsAg. " y&' Cero MNS BUTU T ke ﬁzNMéAA CMA. ..
W cbggbmeml& RBHOCE. 1 WTOAS MBUTATEAN'S

wspAzN*s I'IfVINO(VIMS TBM&KE NCTHLLIARACTL

CTPALLINATO 1 BATRNATO CLITEHNOA BUCTRIA TAN-

NCTRO I/IM?KG 8116 KUZNBI OB?SHGNIG nfleMAe

Ta e /i BRTENOMS WS NALLEMS TWANNS MpBMEA po-

M8 1 ZANTOPAMBORE MZbIABABIOLIS HKPLTRBI NEMp-

AOKNGE, 11 EAMNO 1 ThiKe BHITU r1\~em8 RB MHNOPBIN

REAMKATO MARAA FAb cmzmm ANMre "Nie akTH (in the right margin:

pazcwm\ua o ngmmmgeum Lwncz\ro SCTRA. ngon-
RS BARTRNOMS 1 BAKEHOME GOTRS KURONAUEANTE

N BBCENETABN NTE Tg?v'lu,e I'I?I/IMI/ILIJI\”BIOLLII/XI 1 RBRO-
Aeum n npu;oe 850 eAmnogoNoms CAORS ZAKONOMO-
AAFAR @ CAMOFo ngmmmymm NA npleTla\ MocAR-
e ke BRbI 1 OUB BB an“sm CTyTu RAKBI XA 7 pa-
Z'EA'B}OTb NG?AZ'B}\NAA BARTRHBIN 1 BAKENNBI
Wiik. pz\Am cLMoWema\ TAMNCTRA RBCEKOMO
NPUMUPNTHI NA CB COBOK B8 1 WILS, MocA’EA OBAN-
N'B ke RhCRKOH n;ﬂscml mmgoﬂ;ogemm AXW,

TR IRKO C8eT'E CKATEAE I GZI>.I‘1I>CI<I>II/I MS,A,‘JOKANN
msp*smwz\e ANAGEMA = 1 i~

129



130 CHAPTER IV

» f. 199v (= GR : Gouillard 1. 537-552; B, f. 14r, -14v )
Bbigiare MMTgonoAmm KEKBIPCKATO KONCTANT...
BABIA(CKAT ZA'B 7 NEYBCTUR NASHMERLLA O Vic-

TUNNATO Ba I an NALLIERO TV XA FAACK. ke WILh

MOU BOABI MEHE &, il He MBALCTRSIOLIS 1A TATO-

LS, KO i N0 ANE 880 BATOULCTUREI MUCAG

NPieMAST ce Th W CTRIM [ BFONOCHN WILE. b

M 1o camon w eAmﬁop’SNMo CHA BKTA ng'l'eToé

® CThIe ARBI 1 BIE. 1 M0 CAORS CACTARNOMS B k-
CTRS. NECMBCNE M0 NepAZBANE cBeAMNeNn
CROMCTRA FIMBLION W NUX:ke LA M BOALL
CeBE IMENORA. TIKE BB €AMNW MOKAONENM

b CROGI MALTTIO FAKO SAMNNOBRNOW 11 €A M-
NOCAARNOK CAMOMSE WILS K¢ 11 ngkcﬁws AXS,
CHMOKAANEE 11 CHCARRU MLUISLLIOMS e AABKNO
& @zBM”BB&TM ¢ raR. Sa (AZ8MERACT €
Fll TANND CBCTARD. CHEAMNENT COBON HAMEL
SeTRE. fAin WA Mo XS_A,OI/I MUCAM TIARTb Tigie-
AGT & ?AZASHGNA BARTRA. 1 KO NEKAA KOEro-
AW W YAKD MOZNABAET ¢&. I CiA BFOCAORECHK-
ALIOMS AAMACKBING TOFA &KE 110 XSA0M8

Un unknown number of folia is missing after f. 199.

» . 200r (= GR omm.)

["Riowinn 1Ko Ne Mpiemae B HAKA KalLIA ¢¢ O

cROM FPRCk, ANaeE < Nagnuerm Mv'lpoAgiﬁu,A (in the right margin: ’”r})

BbITU A'l'z\géz\a\ Shaoé -« Ne Acrior s A80LIT cfix §xia (in the right margin: )
Tgopu,A Nse Ke 1 ZGMI\I>I ANASE Ne x*sysﬁm'l‘vxl (in the right margin: ?)
TWANNS |<9Tmo i npobnm RBCBMb ngyww ke

-
~—

BbILLIE I'I?OI'IOB”B,A,NI/ILLI/I ¢TRU Tgoomu,m ANao¢ i~ (in the right margin:
Ne ny‘fwm&uﬁ cToe nym%uﬁem'e KO CAMAM R
NALTH i |<p3|> XES 8118, AHA-@-G : Ne ICAAN'B}OLUI;I (in the right margin: r)
¢ CTRIM MOLIE ke pz\zz\mw"s ERTENOR BAITH

I'IO_A,ABMOLLII/I 7 BeK Vike REPOI0 KB NI A npu-

XOACLIN ANA0¢ = Ne kaanBloLmn ce aThoMs i xu- (in the right margin: "
ROTROPELIIOMS |<9T8. A TTTe Aprie XSAeLN
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A RBCE LLPKRNIE 'Kk, aNao¢ < “Mke TT7e Bkie (in the right margin: ’F})
LL{KEbI MPOCTIN XPAMI HAPUHELIN B HIL K€ RBCE

XPTTANCTRO CSCUIACT ¢¢ 1 OBNARNBET ¢ il Bikie V-

Me CAARMT c¢, abao -+ “Mike cTRI LLRRX eniiiia (in the right margin: 1)
e 11 MONACTME V1 INBIVE MPOHTIA LLJKRA A0CTOANTA

nyﬁA&NM #e W BATORBINBIN tgen 1A BIOBOAZNMETN

XPUCTTAN ZAMEHBTARHNAN ZAATUMN MIEHATMI,

M NPOCTUMBI MUCARMI COKBLIALIIN C¢ IAZPSLIMTY

» f. 200v (= GR omm.)

A WTPEFNSTI 4TO AUBO W FKe KB BS BBZAOKENBIN

Rhao€ < Rack Agnmeniivi nplrocaagnon ghys (in the left margin: )
8epho e i HMCTR 1 pXTeped AMBLIIA KRKO Migi-

MMM OBIAZL FA NALLENd T XA N0 PRI PAACS

VENNOMS RD 1é3z\'m, CASLLIAEN Bg, MENE CAS-

LINE. 7 TAKDI, AVIKA RLJIE CREKETE NA ZEMADN

" ngoﬂ&z\. " ng'l'eMmgLue T BARENIA B 8¢pb-

AT 7@ Tonao BEOR 1A ZanpELpenia 1 Boei ce. (in the left margin: )
BRuAA MaMe = Mike KAKORTM AMBO 8xupe-

NTeMb, VAN BBIATEMb AN “I"BfO,A,“B&Nfé, nan -

BAANTE. AW RALXRORANTY RpAKIMMIL AN -

TPAROR MOKSCUT C¢ RPBANTI LR MOMAZA-

NUKA TITE, TAKORATS anAoema = “Vke RAbxRo- (in the left margin: )
RANTW AN OBAANTW AAN H&?oAm(NTV“\? NRKbI.

AAM NPOPULLANTW CEBE REAAKLIN ANAGEMA <

BcE BOABIO MAABIT ke 7 BEAVIKTIL Tepew ke

i Hgl;Nu,'é n
peNi RBCRKS Mpiaznb 4icTs i npaRs xpane- (in the left margin: )
LT KD 11010 e 1 RPXTepew, REUNAN MAMETH =~

’ ’ - —~
RBCEMSE N(\‘)OAS. n&ke b BATOMOKO-

~

Ratk dike TATE 1A SETULA 1A pAZEOUNUKW @ 11po-

(m

YT TAKWRTI MOCOECTRSOLITI ANAGEM < I,
» f. 201r (= GR : Gouillard 1. The Byzantine part of the diptychs is based
on the Greek text of the Synodicon but it does not correspond to it com-

pletely.)
(in the upper margine of the page: RBZrAA NOTW pek8 No Tyu Ci,)
Kt noskaa. K¢ ugrese. KT paaw it gpa xfT?EKA
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¢ P RBgA XPTiAcKka =~ KWHCTANTINNS Re-
AVIKOMS 118 N MTPM 8ro éAeHs CTRIN PARNORTIANTI

NPLBLIN XPTTIANCKIV 1fé BBuNAA nameTs ~ (in the right margin:

O cWAWCTS REABIKWI L|,~;>8. TWNé‘JT}o u,Nplo. i -Orew-

¢ito MaAWNL. Raciniio LLg8. KwHeTaNTUNS L[?Q.
“P\Aegz(NApS @8 Xf‘l‘CTw¢w98 L[@s. Pwmang L[;?S,
KwricTatiTung u,~g8. Pomans Lfgs. NV|<'|'¢>W;>8 u,?s,
“lwWaNNS 8. Raciaito ps. Konerantung tigs. Pw-
Mang 18, Mixanas tigs. Koneranru igs. M-
XATAS 108, Tkt g8, KWHeTaNTUNS 18, pOMAR

LEJ8 MUXAMAS 1L8. ANAPWHIKS 1L08. NUKThops

LLg8. ACaKTHo Li:?& AAEATIO L@S.Ifb‘ib(l(]ﬁ LL;TEMB.

WKE Cb ZEMNBIV 1 NEBECHOE LI,?’T‘BO NACABAORALL .
REUNAA MAME < UJ1LE Pphabekiv. [TARKUAK 10 ReA-
KATO LR WCTA. NI8AXEPTH. EVAWKIN. wvécjmﬂ*s
CEWAW)B. GAENE. CeWPANTE. 06k, ZWI. EKATEIN,
EVAWKTU. MAJIN. APUNE. NPAROCANRNIT LLAPLLA
FPYBCKBIN, REYNAN METh

'&GOA\A’);}A REAMKAX 1 CTAA u,'(u,z\. Aske ANOTA MOMpAHE-

» f.201v

NS MPAROCARRNOK RE(S. ¢eWPUAW MEKE el

Mo CMPTU Ero W RBCeN RBCEAENTE cvss;mémﬁ
NATPIAPXTU. 1 &pXTepeit RhcE. W HphHILE CTRIG

® BRCBXB CTPANb. CABOPL BEAVIKBIN RhCeAGHTKT
c7>T369|/|. TEMNSK 1A M?&HNS}O " HGI‘I?'I'AZM:I-

NZRIO Egecl; ﬁlcéNoBoyﬁ WIrNAR'LUKW. ¢B RBCRMT
€PETUKI np”sn?e BLIRLLIMMTN. AMENORANNUMT
ZAL. NOBEA ¢B BBCE TTHI CABOPW 110 RBCE ABTA
MPOKAUNATU N BB RBUNOE CesiKeriie. nz\TgT&fJx'l'
e i RBCECLTENNI LLIKRNBI 41N, Lf€ e 1 KNE-
SE MOCOBCTRBIOLIEE M0 TPAROCANRNEI BE)'E,
AMKE ¢8 NAMMCANA MENA BB KNUFA CTRIN.
8CTARI 11 $TROBAN BB TTHI LKA, RBCMOMI-
NATT 11 BB B'BYNOE RBCIOMUNANTE I R XEAAS
618 TRogus. Tolt BATORBINEN 11N REBYNA NA -
NA4EAO BABIAPCKBIN Lige: Boplies npnroms

=IE)
N
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u,Nps BAMA‘)&KoMs NApéHeNNeMS BB CTERM |<§J~Lue-

NIV MUXAMAL. Ve BABIPAJCKBIN W KB BT0-

(AZ8MTI CTRIN KPLPIENTE MPUBELLION BRUNA M-

CiMeONS T8 ero. i NeTP8 1Lg8 CTME RNEKS Ero,

(crossly in the left margin: Cui Tpvnoan dpsricTin. Ne . kaannii zaxagia =)

» f. 202r

NARNAMAYS. sogv'lcs POMANS, CAMOVIAS. PAABMM?
rzxxplvms BMAMMM;)S BAAAMQMBB Apegmm Bbmg
et 1ige, fize ¢ ZGMI\I:NI/I NENOE HACA'BAORALLIE 1L TRO.
R'EYNAA I'IAMG M i Agexﬂem 1p0LM BI\I:I"A?CICOI/I,
REUNAA TTAME - Kvgvu\s cj>m1\oc0c[>8 ke BARTRNOE
NUCaNTe W rphabekaro SZalka Ha Bf\lsl"A!)QKbll/l
I'IV"ISI\O?’KVIBLIJOMS i npocs*suj LLIOMS BAbrzxyclam

(W HOBOMS ApSroMs AMAS, RB u;m;o mez\w\z\

i wwyu nyaaocmgme UJULE MTpe erd ke BARTRNE
ULJKRE CTRIMI FKONAMY 8KPACURLLIN 1 ngzxzo-

CAARTE G\fTbeAI/IKLUII/IXb BBHNA MAMETS -

Meowaito E‘)ATB ¢ro z\gxlenlcs MO‘)ARM MANON-

CKBIE. KO 1 TOMS MNOFo nows;m:.ms € S CAORBN-
CKBIV |<|~'W|r$ REBYNA M namé < KanmenTs O\f“IGNl/IIC
tro Bk ReAVIKTE MOPARM 7 84EHIKW €10 CAR'R

" FOPAZAS8, 7 NASMS IR0 MNOro i T8 noTpsnabLu'l'l'Ji ce
S CAORENCKBIN KNUFA RBUNAA FMb MAMETS i~
IWANNE RCENS Lt BBAFSNI CROBORBLLIOMS T
pAEéTbl PPLYBCKTE BABFAPCKBIN W R'EYNAN M NA

0reWps NAPENNOMS MET8 BPATS €0 i Lf10, 7 KAAOKANK,

» f.202v

ILJ8 BYATS €r0 k& MNOrbI NOBRAMN nomzm-
LLIOMS NA rgucu i ¢gsru REUNAA U MAME -
Mo ¢ 860 KKo np”seMb LL;)TKo CECTPUHNLIL
T BATOUBCTURBALLIN Lifh BOJUAD, RBZ-
NUHe KO HRIod TPRNTE ZA0E TPhKAETAA
7 BIOMPECKAN BOPOMUACKAX Ep&ch, €I,
NAYEANMKD IABBI C& TOFA QKK;JI;H'EI/ILU'I'I/I nor
BOFOMUAL ¢ CROVMU SHENBIKN. FAKOMKE
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ANOTA ANNBI 7 INVITIDZERS MWICEWRbI
ngowu;'eme C&, NKE IRKOKE N | EI\I;LﬁVI
TGFKLI,II/I NGLIJG,A,HO VACXILI_IAAXS xxo CTAAW
7 HEro ke |<g|> CROI anTx}o izaia. Cixes
8B0 IAKO  BREBAK BAFOUBLCTIRBNLLITN LLPI:. BO-
prne, BARTRNBIN KeAANTE pz\mer c&. MocA
%spmm M 10 BBCEN COBANCTU CROGH HAKD
N'BICbI ABREAV BB CHOMM. 1A MOREA'E CANI-
T ce chBOP8. ChLUBLLIT ke c& 8B0 RpXicpew
gpcE. CUTGNNIKW ke 11 AINWKW. ELj1¢ ke 1A
RBCE EOI\”E‘JV:AJ A MNOKBCTRO MNOMO ny6my¢e-
NHATO Nz\poAA FAKO 8B0 Chl BBCE CALLELLIN 6
(crossly i in the left margin: MuTyono Aokekbl. Aorii. meatTie. KVNgiA. cimew. i
Aps cimew ~)

» f.203r

8313213 @b, RBIE ¢B CRBTAOR BAF;J"BNVILI,H& Az,
CRAE RB IKE TOFA SAUNON W REAVKIT LL;Tlcf;.

7 CBEOPS CSAS 7 CBAS, MPRCBAELIS, MOREAK
MPVBECTI NEMECTIA CAATEAE. 7 Ne RBIE T
NATIPACHO ZAMPRTY, NB Ch REAUKOR XUTPOCTUR,
TK 8AORBIL p&Kkb TH RBCRKE CTYA W C&Be Wpn-
NSTU A CB Apbzﬁogeﬂ'l'é FAATI X8ANOE TR 8-
Nie. NN 8AORITH U 7@ A%e ¢h NI CKAZALLIE
Mo AfOENS BBCE ZA$QMKN8}$ |7|x|> éyécb, TITS

Ke 1 AKE ¢B NIA MSMM K‘Z)I'I!)OCI/I TE NA MNOSE
WRETORAIOLITH B BRTRNBIN MUCANTN AONAE
SBAMHILLIE ZAOCAARNOE T'B MSA JORANTE. CINIA
IAKOKE PUBBI BEZPARCHBI CTORLUE, NEA08MBHNIE
® BBESAS CHAPRKIMN BRXS. BATOULCTRIRTN Ke
IJ,?b NN nocpAMAéNbl A0 KONLLA BUAKRE, 1 ATa-
ROAA MALLIA €& 1 NMZAOKENA Xa ¢ REAMMACMA,
;JAAGQTM Acnathm ce. W norea® TR BAKCTI 1
TK A ke W HEI NPBABLIEHNBIAL "Rk 880 Gl
¢Ta R'BRLLIE, NAKbI nyMTeKéme KB C%Bogl\l”slh
LLchgbl. A TIKE MOAOKMBILLIOMS ALLIS CROW,
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» f.203v

ZA CAORECHATO CTAAA XA B A NALLE. 7 CROK
|<g§ ngoA'l'AéLuAro 7 9WA I;Abr&{)clcz\ro uﬁ\gz\&.

7 NPBMENUELLIE HA NEEHBMb ZEMABNOE LL?TBO,
REUNAA TTAME = Fewriio TegTengo CTAPOMS.
BATOYBCTIROMS 18 R'EUNAX MAMETH ~
LUI/ILLIMANS Bz\rompﬂoms Lip8 REUNA MAME =~
ﬁewgs CBECAARS BATOULCTURON] g8 B'BUNA na i~
Fewrit TG?’I,“G‘)T}O BAFOYLCTUROM Lip8 RBUNAN ~
CT?ALI,VIMV,IPS AGCTIOTS. T PAA0CAARS. i1 AMMITPY
Egmm o RBYNAA nmvle Muxanas BAFoULCTU-
ROMS 1108 R'E4NAA name < IWaRNS CTenins

1ig8 THY BATFO4BCTURATD u,y”s MUXAMAA RBINAA i~
Cumb Qso n;mxog*syl\lﬁ 1 BATOYBCTURIN. n;m-
CHOMAMENIA ngABocAABNu u,ge Eroxpz\NMM

CTOAA BI\I:.FAPI:.(KAFO 1LY TRA MUMOLLIELLIN,

1 no yeAs BBCE Scwammmm A none4eNTI ini-
TR X‘)TOI/IMGNI/ITI/I ARAG nogtﬁemm AMb BF'W
EAKO M0 CUAK RAMNO NBKOE NGB?'IS}KGNIIO
n;ﬂsA&No BHI. &Lue A NAYVINAEMO AN, NB Ne AW
Nua (1) cmgmu(xeMom Gre 1 Ne McnyABAeNo "
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CHAPTER V

COMMEMORATIONS OF THE UPHOLDERS OF ORTHODOXY
IN B AND DRIN

Section 1
The emperors

Considering the commemorations of the Orthodox, the first names to be
presented are those of the Byzantine basileis that appear in both manuscripts
containing the text of the Synodicon at the focus of the present study. The
current chapter presents these commemorations in the form of a table,
which also includes a column dedicated to the names in the Greek text of
the Synodicon in the generalised forms presented by Jean Gouillard. It is
especially important to stress the chronological point at which the lists of
commemorated basileis end, which differs in DRIN and B. The Bucharest
manuscript mentions Michael IX Palaeologus and continues up to his son
Andronicus 111 Palaeologus, while the Drinov manuscript ends with Alexius
I Comnenus. They would probably have followed their respective Greek
Vorlage and this discrepancy between them might raise questions regarding
their translations. The table offered here will present a clearer view of the
information.

Greek DRIN BAR Mss. sl. 307
St. Constantine and St. Constantine and
Helena! Helena
Theodosius (1)
Honorius

Theodosius (II)

2

! Saints Constantine and Helena are present only in some of Greek copies (Cpg and Cr').
2In PAL, Marcian is mentioned: B. Boxxunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. Bunsipcku, Fopuios
Cunooux, p. 149, (f. 26r,).
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Michael (III) and Michael (I1I) and
Theodora o Theodora
Basil (I) Basil (I) Basil (I)
Constantine Constantine Constantine
Leo (VD) - Leo (VD)
Alexander Alexander Alexander
Christopher Christopher Christopher®
Romanus (I Lacapenus) Romanus (I Lacapenus) Romanus (I Lacapenus)
Constantine (VII) Constantine (VII) Constantine (VII)
Romanus (II) Romanus (II) Romanus (II)
Nicephorus (I Phocas) Nicephorus (I Phocas) Nicephorus (II Phocas)
John (I Tzimiskes) John (I Tzimiskes) John (I Tzimiskes)
Basil (II) Basil (II) Basil (II)
Constantine (VIII) Constantine (VIII) Constantine (VII)*
Romanus (III Argyros) Romanus (III Argyros) [Romanus]’
Michael (IV) Michael (IV) [Michael]
Constantine (IX Constantine (IX
Monomachus) Monomachus)
Michael (VI) Michael (VI) -
Isaac (I Comnenus) Isaac (I Comnenus) -
Constantine (X Constantine (X
Doucas) Doucas) o
Romanus (IV Romanus (IV
Diogenes) Diogenes)
Andronicus (?) - Andronicus® (?)

Michael (VII Doucas)  Michael (VII Doucas)  Michael (VII Doucas)’

3 He, together with Constantine (son of Leo VI) and Michael IX Palaeologus, were symbasileis
who did not become rulers yet have been given places on the Synodicon list — J. Gouillard,
“Synodikon”, p. 259.

* The following names up to Andronicus are missing from the printed Triodion, which is thus
similar to B.

5 The names given in square brackets [ ] are illegible due to damage of the sheets.

¢ Unidentified person, probably the brother of Michael VII Docas.

" Preceding this Michael, the printed Triodion cites the name Romanus.
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Andronicus (?)

Nicephorus (11T Nicephorus (111
Botaneiates) Botaneiates)
Isaac (Comnenus?) Isaac Isaac

Alexius (I Conmenus)

Alexius (I Comnenus)

Alexius (I Comnenus)

John (IT Comnenus) ----8 John (IT Comndenus)
Manuel (I Comnenus, L Manuel (I Comnenus,
monk Mattheus) monk Mattheus)

Alexius (I Comnenus) - [Alexius]

Issac (II Angelus) - Isaac (I Angelus)
Alexius (IIT Angelus) - Alexius (IIT Angelus)
Theodore (I Lascaris) - Theodore (I Lascaris)

John (III Doucas L John (IIT Doucas

Vatatses'?) Vatatses)
Theodore (I1) Doucas Theodore (IT) Doucas
(Lascaris) (Lascaris)'!

Michael (IX 0
Palaeologus)

Andronicus (II, monk
Antonius)

Andronicus (II, monk
Antonius)

8 In PAL, there is a commemoration of John I Comnenus: UB. Boxkwunos, A.-M. ToTomaHOBa,
Us. bunsapcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 150, (f. 26v,).
° In PAL, there is a commemoration of Alexius I Comnenus: 1B. Boxuios, A.-M. TotomaHoBa,
Ue. bunspcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 150, (f. 26v,).

19 Or “Batatses”.

Tt is absent from the printed Triodion with Synodicon.
12 The name of Michael VIII Palacologus is certainly omitted from the text, and this absence
is not due to damage of the sheet but is a matter of damnatio memoriae, the dogmatic,
ecclesiastic-political and ethical reasons for which are not difficult to guess — J. Gouillard,
“Synodikon”, p. 259. It should be noted that the name Michael follows that of John in the
printed Triodion with Synodicon. Probably the name of Michael IX (MB. boxunos, Vs.
Bunsipcku, Xp. Aumurpos, V. Unues, Buzanmuiickume eacunescu, p. 383; PLPZ, # 21529)
is mentioned before that of his father Andronicus II because he died earlier.
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Michael (IX)
o o Palaeologus '
Andronicus (III 1
Palaeologus)
John (VI)

Cantacuzene®
John (V) Palaeologus -—-- —

Andronicus (IV)
Palaeologus
John (VII) Palaeologus
(monk Joseph)

Manuel (II)
Palaeologus

It may be said there are few differences between the lists up to the name
of Alexius I Comnenus. The lack of some names is noteworthy. Thus, in the
Greek copies, the mention of the Saints Constantine and Helena is rare, which
is why Jean Gouillard did not include them in the basic text of the Synodicon'®.
They are mentioned only in some copies: in Cr! they head the list, before
Michael 111, and in Cpgq the list of basileis is preceded by eulogies for them (as
in the Bulgarian Synodicon) as well as for Emperor Justinian I and Eudoxia'”.
A missing name is that of Marcian, a noteworthy ruler who presided over the
Council of Chalcedon and was canonised. This omission seems strange and
difficult to explain; in my opinion, it is due to an error, an omission in copying

13 Together with Constantine (son of Leo VI) and Christopher, this is the name of one of the
three symbasileis who did not rule but nevertheless are commemorated in the Synodicon —J.
Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 259.

4 Andronicus III Palaeologus (MB. Boxwuios, V. Bunspckn, Xp. dumurpos, Wi Wiues,
Buzanmuiickume eacuneecu, p. 384-386; EITABIIL, t. B’, p. 184-186; PLPZ # 21438;
EPLBHC, vol. 1, p. 251-252), although absent from this list, is still present elsewhere in B,
where he has a separate commemoration in connexion with the Palamite controversy: Us.
bumnsapcku, [laneonozosuam Cunooux 6 crasancku npegoo, p. 91 (f. 17r).

15 Y. boxwuos, UB. bumspcku, Xp. Jumurpos, Wi, Wnues, Busanmuiickume eéacunescu, p.
393-398; PLPZ, # 10973. John VI Cantacuzene was commemorated in the printed Triodion
with Synodicon.

'J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 96, .

17 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 96 note 318.
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rather than to “his substitution” by his wife Pulcheria'®. T believe the absence
of commemorations of early emperors from the Synodicon (or more exactly,
from most of its copies) should be attributed not to disregard for these persons,
but to a focus in the initial text on the overcoming of the iconoclast crisis — its
final resolution in 843. That is when the work was created and that is when
the feast at which it was to be read in public was established. The inclusion of
other heresies, anathemata and commemorations subsequently expanded the
work’s objectives, but the initial version left traces. One of these traces is this
list of commemorations of basileis containing mostly rulers from the period
starting with Michael III" and his mother Theodora.

The two commemoration lists of basileis in the Serbian translation of the
Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy largely duplicate the first part of the
lists presented here. In the text of the Trinity (Troitski) manuscript®, the names
of Romanus II and of the unidentified Andronicus do not occur. After Michael
VII, the list goes directly to Manuel I Comnenus, followed probably by his
son Alexius II, whose name is illegible due to damage of the sheet. Then
Andronicus I Comnenus appears, followed by Isaac Angelus and Alexius
Angelus. Noticeable here is the absence of the basileis after Constantine VIII.
The Plevlja list ends with Alexius I1I Angelus. In the Zagreb manuscript of the
Synodicon?! Romanus II is mentioned, but Constantine VIII and Romanus IIT
Argyros are missing, and after Michael IV, there is no mention of Constantine
IX Monomachus and Michael VI. The list ends with Michael VII Doucas.
Thus, especially at the end of the list, a large difference emerges between the
Serbian Synodicon and the other three. In fact, it becomes evident that the
Serbian variants of the Synodicon end at a comparatively early time in history
(11" — 12™ century, like DRIN) and are quite different from the Bucharest
manuscript (BAR Mss. sl. 307).

18 Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1, p. 434 (and
she is not “his mother”, as mistakenly written in the book).

¥ Michael IIT (842-867): UB. Boxwunos, UB. bumspcku, Xp. dumwutpos, Wi Wnues,
Busanmuiickume sacunescu, p. 220-224; PMBZ, # 4991 (http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/
browse.xql?1d=4991) — 11. 03. 2021; P. Varona Codeso, Miguel 11l (§42-867). Construccion
historica y literaria de un Reinado, Madrid, 2009.

20 Bji. Mo, ,,Cepockas penakuus Cunoauka (Texersl)”, Busanmuiickuii spemenux, T. X VII,
1960, p. 304.

21 Bii. Mo, ,,Cunoauk (teketsr)”, p. 346. It should be noted that Jean Gouillard defines this
copy as similar to group Mjkn and reflecting a revision dating to the years 1118-1134 — J.
Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 21.
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The table shows a large degree of overlap between the standard Greek
version of the Synodicon and the version contained in the Bucharest manuscript.
The Bulgarian text of DRIN offers a different list and hence one should not
pay too much attention to the differences at the beginning — it simply starts
from a different point. Noticeable is the absence of Leo VI the Wise from
the Bulgarian text (PAL and DRIN). The identity of the Constantine who is
mentioned immediately after Basil I can be debated. The hypothesis has been
expressed that this is Constantine VII, but that is untenable because it does not
explain why this emperor is invariably placed before his father in other texts,
while in the Bulgarian text, his name is present although his father’s name is
absent. [ suggest that the commemoration probably refers to Constantine®?, the
eldest son of Basil I, who was declared symbasileus with his father in 869, one
year before Leo VI the Wise assumed that position.

It should be noted that Michael V Calaphates is missing from all variants
of the Synodicon examined here, because of a damnatio memoriae due to
political developments in the Empire?.

An unidentified Andronicus appears before Michael VII Doucas in
the Greek text and in the Bucharest manuscript. In the Serbian variants of
the text, he is entirely missing, while in both Bulgarian variants, PAL and
DRIN, he comes after Michael VII. This seems to be due to an error — some
oversight made in translating or copying; still, it testifies to some connexion
between the two Bulgarian manuscripts on the one hand and the more closely
interconnected Bucharest manuscript and Greek text on the other. The main
question is whether any importance should be attached to this fact. The person
in question is worth commenting on. I do not think it is possible to establish
his identity. Jean Gouillard has suggested that this Andronicus could be the
brother of Michael VII Doucas®. The different order of the names of Michael
and Andronicus within the different manuscripts does not seem to have any
particular importance, especially since Andronicus cannot be identified®.

22 PMBZ, # 4005 (http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=4005) — 11. 03. 2021.

3 Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 11, 1366.

24 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 96 note 321; . boxuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, VB. buisipcku,
Bopunos Cunooux, p. 331, note 120. It seems more unlikely that the reference is to Andronicus
I Comnenus.

% This person, like the respective one in the Greek and Bulgarian texts, should be the brother of
Michael VII Ducas — J. Gouillard, « Synodicon », p. 97, (v. p. 96 note 321); Vs. boxunos,
A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. bumsipcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 35, 53, 331 note 120; PBW: http://
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In the Drinov manuscript, the list ends with the name of Alexius I
Comnenus®, the founder of the dynasty. The dynasty enters the field of
attention of the copyist only with its first representative. The Palauzov copy
of the Synodicon ends the list of emperors with Alexius I Comnenus?®’: his
father Manuel I and his uncle Andronicus I are not mentioned. Regarding the
latter, this could be considered some kind of damnatio memoriae®, but as
for the former the cause remains inexplicable to me. In any case, it is a clear
indication that the list ends with the Comnenian dynasty, while the list in the
Greek Synodicon continues, as does the one in the Bucharest manuscript. This
raises the question about which manuscript belongs to which of the Greek
variants. It may be said with certainty that PAL is a Comnenian variant of
the Synodicon. This has usually also been assumed regarding DRIN, but one
should take into account that there are sheets missing from that manuscript,
and precisely in places where the commemorations or anathemata of the
Palaeologian age ought to be present. They are present in the Bucharest
manuscript, which thus certainly belongs to variant P.

pbw2016.kdl kcl.ac.uk/person/Andronikos/62/ ) — 11.03.2021. The mention of his name
is, nevertheless, problematic, especially as he is placed before his brother in B and in the
Byzantine Synodicon, which is strange but recurrent. Still, despite this displacement (probably
for specific reasons), the reference is not to different persons, as the context remains the same
or similar. Whether he is indeed the brother of Michael VII Ducas is a different matter. In
the printed Triodion with Synodicon, this name is present in the list of commemorations,
which is quite similar to the one in the Bucharest manuscript — f. gna v. The case is similar
in the printed Greek Triodion with Synodicon — f. 82r. It seems to me impossible due to the
damnatio memoriae to identify him with the emperor Andronicus I Comnenus, 1183-1185
(PBW: http://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/Andronikos/1/ — 11.03.2021; V. boxwuinos, Vs.
bunspcku, Xp. Aumutpos, Wn. Unues, Buzanmutickume eacunescu, p. 331-333; EITABIIIL,
1. B’, p. 180-182; EPLBHC, vol. 1, p. 243-244; S. Neocleous, “Tyrannus Grecorum: The
Image and Legend of Andronikos I Komnenos in Latin Historiography”, Medioevo Greco,
12,2012, p. 195-284)

26 PBW: http://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/Alexios/1/ - 11.03.2021; EIABII, t. A’, p.
233-236; EPLBHC, vol. 1, p. 153-155; P. Lachowicz, “The Family Strategy for Purple —
Comparing the Methods of Andronikos I and Alexios I Komnenos of Constructing Imperial
Power”, Studia Ceranea, 9, 2019, p. 301-317; UB. boxxunos, UB. bunspcku, Xp. Jumutpos,
Wn. Unues, Busanmuiickume eacunescu, p. 313-318.

27 PBW: http://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/Alexios/2/ - 11. 03. 2021; EITABIII, 1. A, p. 236-
237; EPLBHC, vol. 1, p. 156-157; Us. boxwunos, UB. bussipcku, Xp. umurpos, Win. Uiues,
Buzanmuiickume sacunescu, p. 329-330.

%8 His name is usually missing from the Synodicon, it is encountered only in some provincial
variants (the so-called Cklmo) — see J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 96 note 323.
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In this respect, it is worth mentioning the commemoration of Emperor
Andronicus III Palaeologus (on the first lines of f. 17r — the beginning is
missing due to lost preceding sheets = G. 11. 683-691)%. The presence of this
emperor and the fact that he is mentioned here raise no problem inasmuch
as he assumed an Orthodox stance during the Palamite controversies, and
moreover, there is no reason for damnatio memoriae in his case. This special
commemoration is important primarily as a marker of the affiliation of B
to the Palaeologian variant of the Synodicon. In PAL, the commemoration
is evidently absent, and in DRIN, it would have been located on the sheets
that are now missing. Considering the last emperors of the list — John V
Plalaeologus, John VI Cantacuzene, Andronicus IV, John VII and Manuel II —
their presence is problematic not only in the Slavic translations. This is due to
the complicated religious and political situation during the last century of the
Empire: internal controversy in the Palaeologian dynasty and ecclesiastical
policy toward Rome, which sometimes was connected with the internal
controversies. Some of these late emperors only appeared in certain local
recensions of the Synodicon, for example Manuel II Palaeologus and John
VII Palaeologus are present in the recensions of Thessalonica, a city to which
they had firm connexions™.

Section Il
The Byzantine empresses

A special place is devoted to the empresses (augoustai, basilissai) in the
different variants of the lists in the work under study. Here, a table is presented
with the names of the Byzantine empresses present in the Byzantine/Greek
Synodicon and those mentioned in the Drinov manuscript. There is no such
list of empresses in the Bucharest manuscript. The only empress mentioned
there is Theodora, mother of the basileus Michael 111 — who helped to end the
second iconoclastic period®'.

* J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 89, ., ; YIB. bunsapcku, ITareonozosusm CunoOux 6 cnassancku
npesoo, p. 91.

30 A. Rigo, “Un nouveau témoin du Synodikon de 1'Orthodoxie P”, p. 76, 78-80, 83, 85-
86; Ri1Go, “Il Synodikon dell’ Ortodossia di Tessalonica”, p. 197; A. Rigo, “Il Synodikon
dell’Ortodossia di Lavra (1400 circa)”, p. 260, 269.

3 Us. Bussipek, Ilaneonozosusm Cunoduk 6 crassmncku npesoo, p. 95 (f. 19r

22_24)9 v. note 71.
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Byzantine Synodicon Drinov copy
------- Placilla (Plakila)
——————— Pulcheria
Eudocia (Ingerina) Eudocia
Theophano, saint Theophano
Theodora Theodora
Helena Helena
Theophano Theophano
Theodora Theodora
Zoé Zoé*?
Ecatherina Ecatherina
Eudocia Eudocia
Mary Mary

Irene Irene

Irene e

Irene e

Mary -

The list of Byzantine empresses poses no special questions related to the
Slavic translations (Bulgarian, East Slavic and Serbian) of the Synodicon®.
They are present in it by tradition due to their inclusion in the original text.
Nevertheless, some differences attract attention. The most important of these
are the first two names, which are not included in the original text.

“Plakila, tsaritsa of the great tsar Theodosius” is Aelia Flavia Flacilla, wife
of Emperor Theodosius I and mother of the emperors Arcadius and Honorius
as well as of a daughter who died in infancy, named Aelia Pulcheria®**. She is
not present in the Greek original of the Synodicon, neither in its translation and
should not be confused with her homonymous niece who follows in the list.

32 Followed once again by Theodora in PAL.
3 UB. Boxwuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. Bussipcku, Bopunos Cunodux, p. 37-38.
3* Prosopography of the Later Roman Empire, 1, 341-342.
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Pulcheria is Empress Aelia Pulcheria®®, granddaughter of Aelia Flacilla,
daughter of Emperor Arcadius, sister of Emperor Theodosius Il and wife of
Emperor Marcian, with whom she ruled. This was one of the most remarkable
women in the history of the Empire. Together with her husband, she practically
initiated and conducted the Council of Chalcedon (8 October — 1 November
451 AD), which helped to define Orthodoxy, but which also left a deep
scar on the body of Eastern Christianity. The presence of Pulcheria in the
commemoration of empresses should not raise any theological or historical
questions, apart from the fact that the lists both of emperors and of empresses
usually begin after the time of the victory over the iconoclastic heresy. I do
not believe it necessary to over-interpret this difference and will only say that
the inclusion of Aclia Flacilla and of Aelia Pulcheria in the list probably stems
from some unknown Greek original and is not a Bulgarian innovation.

Special attention is given in the Synodicon to Empress Theodora®®, mother
of Emperor Michael III, which is quite understandable as the original text
of the work was written precisely for the triumph of Orthodoxy in AD 843,
restored by an act of these rulers’’. Her commemoration is present both in
the Palauzov manuscript, where only its beginning survives due to missing
sheets (f. 26v,,,,), and, in full, in the Drinov manuscript (f. 201r-201v). In
the Byzantine Synodicon, there is no separate commemoration of Empress
Theodora amongst the empresses, but she is mentioned with her son Michael
IIT at the head of the polychronia of the emperors®. While the other empresses,
listed before Theodora, are mentioned only by their names, in her case there
is a full presentation of her works and merits to Orthodoxy. Thus, it may be

3 K. G. Holum, Theodosian Empresses. Women and Imperial Domination in Late Antiquity,
Berkeley-Los Angeles-London, 1982, p. 48-78; Prosopography of the Later Roman Empire,
11, 929-930; Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 111, 1757-1758.

3 PMBZ, # 7286 (http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=7286) — 11.03.2021; P.
Karlin-Hayter, « Restoration of Orthodoxy, the Pardon of Theophilos and the Acta Davidis,
Symeonis et Georgii », Byzantine Style, Religion, and Civilisation: In Honour of Sir Steven
Runciman, ed. E. Jeffreys, Cambridge, 2006, p. 361-373; Varona Codeso, Miguel 111, passim;
A. Timotin, Visions, prophéties et pouvoir a Byzance. Etude sur [’hagiographie méso-
byzantine (IX-XI siecles), Paris, 2010, p. 143-149; K. Kotsis, “Empress Theodora: A Holy
Mother”, Virtuous or Villainess: The Image of the Royal Mother form the Early Medieval
to the Early Modern Era, ed. C. Fleiner, E. Woodacre, London, 2016, p. 11-36; Oxford
Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 111, 2037-2038.

37 UB. Boxuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. Bunsipcku, Bopunog Cunodux, p. 150-151.

38 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 93

768-769"
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said that she is placed outside the general list of commemorations. This list is
placed before she is mentioned, even though it presents empresses that follow
her chronologically. It is noteworthy that Eudoxia Decapolitissa is omitted,
the wife of Michael III, but this seems due to the fact of his more important
connexion to his mother Theodora, who contributed to the restoration of
Orthodoxy in 843, when the emperor was still a child. Subsequently, years
later, Eudoxia had fallen into oblivion®.

The following names in the list are well researched and raise no
questions: Eudoxia Ingerina was a beautiful Scandinavian woman, wife of
Basil I and mother of Emperor Leo VI the Wise*; Saint Theophano, wife of
Emperor Leo VI (she died in 897)*; Theodora, wife of Emperor Romanus
Lecapenus**; Helena Lecapena, daughter of Romanus and wife of Constantine
VII Porphyrogenitus®*; Theophano, wife of the emperors Romanus II and
Nicephorus II Phocas, and also mistress of Emperor John Tzimiskes (she
died in 969)*; Theodora is either the wife of Emperor John Tzimiskes and
daughter of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus and Helena Lacapena or the
empress Theodora, daughter of Emperor Constantine VIII*; Zoé (978-1050),

3 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 260.

0 Prosopographie der Mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, Bd. /1, #1632, 520-522 (http://pom.bbaw.
de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=1632) — 11. 03. 2021; L. Garland, S. Tougher, “Eudocia
Ingerina, Wife of Basil 17, De Imperatoribus Romanis. An Online Encyclopedia of Roman
Rulers: http://roman-emperors.sites.luc.edu/EudInger.htm — 11.03.2021; EIIABII, . £T°,
328-329; EPLBHC, vol. 2, p. 413. I find it unlikely that this was Aelia Eudocia, EITABIII,
1. XT°, 325-326; Prosopography of the Later Roman Empire, 11, 408-409, called Athenais,
the beautiful wife of Emperor Theodosius II; she died in Jerusalem on October 20, 460. (see
Ug. Boxwuinos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bussipcku, bopuroe Cunooux, p. 332 note 126). The
order of the mention of Pulcheria is not an important problem, but such an identification
could not explain why the list of empresses begins with her in the Byzantine original of the
Synodicon — see J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 101, 260.

1 Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 111, 2064; PMBZ, # 28122 (http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/
scripts/browse.xql?id=28122) — 11. 03. 2021; M. I[lerposa-Tanesa, [lomownuya na yapeme:
ce. umnepampuya Teopana 6 oicnocrassnckama mpaouyus, Sofia, 2018, 335 p.

42 PMBZ, # 27602 (http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=27602) — 11.03.2021; Us.
Boxwunos, UB. bumsipcku, Xp. Jumutpos, WUin. Unues, Buzanmutickume eacunescu, Sofia,
1997, p. 249.

# Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 1, 502, vol. II1, 1806; PMBZ, # 22574 (http://pom.bbaw.
de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=22574) — 11.03.2021.

4 Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 111, 2064-2065; PMBZ, # 28125 (http://pom.bbaw.de/
pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=28125) — 11.03.2021.

*In some copies and variants of the Synodicon, the name Theodora is repeated after the Zoé
who is next in order. Given this repetition, I am more inclined to assume the former was
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empress*, is the daughter of Emperor Constantine VIII and wife of the
emperors Romanus III Argyros, Michael IV and Constantine IX Monomachus;
Ecatherina, empress, daughter of the Bulgarian tsar John Vladislav and wife
of Emperor Isaac I Comnenus, who ended her life as the nun Xenia*’; Eudoxia
Macrembolitissa, empress, wife of the emperors Constantine X and Romanus
IV Diogenes*; Maria of Alania, daughter of the Georgian ruler Bagrat IV and
wife of Michael VII Doucas and of Nicephorus ITI Bonatiates *°; Irene Ducaena
(1066-1123), wife of Emperor Alexius I Comnenus®. In the edition of the
Synodicon of Tsar Boril the assumption is stated that this may alternatively
be the empress Irene Sarandapechaina (752-803), wife of the Emperor Leo
IV and mother of Constantine VI, together with whom she conducted the last
ecumenical council, in Nicaea’!. The ground for this suggestion is that she

the wife of John Tzimiskes (PMBZ, # 27604 http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.
xql?1d=27604) — 11.03.2021. Where there is no repetition, however, the assumption would
definitely have to be in favour of Theodora (984-1056), empress and daughter of Emperor
Constantine VIII (Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 111, 2038). I will note here that in
DRIN the name Theodora is not repeated after that of Zo€, but it is repeated in PAL, as
well as in the Greek original: J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 101, ..; VIB. boxunos, A.-M.
Toromanoga, UB. bunapcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 150, (f. 26v ;).

4 Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 111, 2228; V. Boxwuios, UB. bunsipcku, Xp. AuMUTpOB,
Wn. Unues, Buzanmutickume éacunescu, p. 281-282.

47 Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. I, 1011-1012; PBW: http://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/
person/Aikaterine/101/ — 11.03.2021; UB. boxwunos, bwieapume 6v6 Buzanmuiickama
umnepusi, Sofia, 1995, p. 248-249 Ne 165; EIIABIII, t. A’, 164-165; EPLBHC, vol. 2, p. 164-
165.

* Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 1, 739-740; PBW: http://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/
Eudokia/1/—11.03.2021; L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses: Women and Power in Byzantium,
AD 527-1204, London, 2002, p. 168-179; A. Vratimos, « Eudokia Makrembolitissa: Was She
Implicated in the Removal of Her Husband, Romanos IV Diogenes, from Power? », REB, 71,
2013, p. 277-284; EIIABIII, 1. £T°, 330-333; EPLBHC, vol. 2, p. 414-415.

4 Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 11, 1298; PBW: http://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/
Maria/61/ — 11.03.2021; L. Garland, S. Rapp, “Mary “of Alania”: Woman and Empress
between Two Worlds”, Byzantine Women: Varieties of Experience, 800-1200, ed. L. Garland,
Aldershot, 2006, p. 91-123.

9 Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 1, 1009; PBW: http://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/
Eirene/61/ — 11.03.2021; EIIABIII, t. XT°, p. 255-256; P. Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel
1 Komnenos (1143-1180), Cambridge, 1993, p. 201 sq.; Crankosuh, Kovnunu y Lapuepaoy,
p. 229-233.

S Y. Boxwmios, A.-M. Toromanosa, VB. bunsipcku, Bopurose Cunooux, p. 332 note 137.
About her, see Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 11, 1008-1009; Prosopographie der
Mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, Bd. /1, #1439, 454-459; Us. boxwunos, UB. bunspcku, Xp.
Jwumutpos, Un. Unues, Buzanmutickume sacunescu, p. 200-201; EIIABIIT, t. XT°, 249-254.
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is followed on the list by Theodora, mother of Michael III. I think this view
should be corrected and rejected even as a supposition, in view of the fact
that Theodora is not on the list (she is mentioned only together with her son
Michael I1I in a different context) and in consideration of the evident matches
with the Greek original of the text. In the Byzantine Synodicon, Maria of
Alania is followed by three consecutive empresses named Irene, and then by
other empresses, who are not present in the manuscripts under study here.

Section 111
The Patriarchs

1. The list of the Ecumenical patriarchs is quite short in the two Bulgarian
copies of the Synodicon (PAL and DRIN), but quite long in B. This is due
to the fact that the list strictly follows the Byzantine models and presents a
Mount Athos model and a Constantinople model of the work. Here, I offer a
table that might lend a bit more clarity:

Greek Serbian BAR Mss. sl. 307
Germanus (1)*? Germanus Germanus
Tarasius* Tarasius Tarasius
Nicephorus (1) Nicephorus Nicephorus
Methodius (1) Methodius Methodius
Ignatius (I) Ignatius Ignatius
Photius Photius Photius
Stephen (1) Stephen Stephen
Antonius (IT) Antonius Antonius
Nicholas (I) Mystokos Nicholas Nicholas*
Euthymius (I) Euthymius Euthymius
Stephen (I1) Stephen Stephen
Tryphon Tryphon Tryphon

32 After him, the iconoclasts Anastasius, Constantine II, Nicethas I, and Paul IV are omitted due
to damnatio memoriae.

33 After him, the iconoclasts Theodotus I Casiteras, Anthony I, and John VII Grammaticus are
omitted due to damnatio memoriae.

3% Patriarch Nicholas (I) Mystikos is the last name on this list in DRIN.
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Theophylactus Thedophylactus Theophylactus
Polyeuctus™ Polyeuctus Polyeuctus
Antonius (III) Antonius [Antonius]
Nicholas (II) Nicholas Nicholas
Sisinnius (II) (S)isinnius Sisinnius
Sergius (1I) Sergius Sergius
Eustathius Eustathius Eustathius
Alexius (I) Alexius Alexius
Michael (I) Michael Michael
Constantine (I1I) Constantine Constantine
John (VIII) John [John]
Cosmas (I) Cosmas Cosmas
Eustratius Eustratius Eustratius
Nicholas (III) Nicholas®’ Nicholas
John (IX) [John]
Leo Leontius
Michael (I1)* Michael
- Theodotus®
Theodotus
Luke [Luke]
Michael (I1I) Michael

55 Basil I Scamandrenus is omitted, probably because he was condemned for violating the
canons and for plotting against the basileus.

¢ In BAR Mss. sl. 307 he is mentioned after his successor John (VIII), an order that also occurs
in the printed Triodion.

57 Nicholas III Grammaticus (1084-1111) is the last-mentioned patriarch of Constantinople both
in the Trinity (Troitski) and in the Zagreb manuscripts of the Synodicon; in the Zagreb text,
the list of patriarchs of Antioch begins directly (this is indicated at the end of the rubric) — see
Bn. Mommms, ,,Curonuk (texct)”, p. 305, 346.

58 This John is missing from the printed Triodion.

% Five patriarchs are missing after this name from the Greek Synodicon: Cosmas Atticus,
Nicholas Mouzalon, Theodotus, Neophyte, and Constantine Chilarenus. They were deposed
or withdrew from their positions, and the names of some of them are present only in some
witnesses to the Synodicon.

8 This is Patriarch Theodotus IT (1151-1153), mentioned in the Greek text only in Ck (= Cod.
7 Collegii graeci in Urbe).
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Chariton Chariton
Theodosius (I) Theodotus®!
Basil (1) Basil
Nicetas (II) Nicetas
Leontious Leontius
Dositheus Dositheus
-—-- Meletius
- Peter®
George (II) George
John (X) -—--
Michael (IV) Michael
Theodore (II) Theodore
John
Maximus (II) Maximus
Manuel (I) Manuel
Methodius (II), Methodius (II),
monk Acacius monk Acacius
-—-- Germanus, Monk George®
ml(\)/lngliulizt(tgi;s Manuel, monk Mattheus

Germanus (II),
monk George®

Arsenius®

Arsenius

Joseph (T)%

Joseph®’

¢ Ts this an error, i.e., is he the same person (Theodosius I)?

62 This Peter and the Meletius preceding him appear only in P (the Palacologian Synodicon) and
have not been identified — see J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 103 note 353.

% The places of Germanus and Manuel are switched in the printed Triodion.

% The place of Patriarch Germanus II is changed in the Greek text of the Synodicon (he should
come before Patriarch Methodius II), because he is given a personal commemoration.

% Some names are missing after him: Nicephorus I, Germanus III.

 After him, Patriarch John Beccus and Patriarch Gregory of Cyprus.

" The patriarchs Arsenius and Joseph are included in PAL, at the beginning of f. 36r; the
preceding sheets are missing from the manuscript.
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Athanasius (1) Athanasius

Gerasimus® —

Isaias™ Isaias
Isidore (I) Isidore
Calistus (I) Calistus
Philotheus (Kokkinos) Philotheus”!
Macarius
Nilus
Antonius (IV)
Kasmuct (1)
Mattheus (I)
Euthymius (IT)

Inline with the original purpose of the Synodicon, its list of commemorations
of ecumenical patriarchs begins with prominent iconodules; in the Greek text,
the list then continues from St. Patriarch Ignatius onwards. The text has been
well studied by Jean Gouillard and it is not necessary here to linger on it in
detail”. The absence of certain commemorations from the list is for reasons
related to various theological, disciplinary or political oppositions that are
clarified in the French edition of the original text. I would remark that, while
in calmer times the inclusion in the order occurs without problems, this routine
is understandably lost at more delicate moments of the history of the Orthodox
Church. This was the case in the 12" century and again in the second half of
the 13™ century, times of internal conflicts and very strained relations with the
Roman Church due to the Union established at the Second Council of Lyons
(1274). During the second half of the 14" century, after the final victory of the
hesychasts-Palamites, the list once again follows the order of the ecumenical
patriarchs, most of whom adhered to hesychasm.

% Missing after him: patriarchs John XII, Niphon I and John XIII.

% This Gerasimus is not commemorated in BAR Mss. sl. 307, but comes after Athanasius in
the printed Triodion.

" The following Patriarch John XIV is omitted due to damnatio memoriae.

! The listing ends with Philotheus Kokkinos in BAR Mss. sl. 307 and in the printed Triodion.

2 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 260-261.
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In the Serbian Synodicon, the list of ecumenical patriarchs ends much
earlier. The beginning is identical to the familiar Greek original and its
Bulgarian translation, but the ending is quite different. Neither of the two
Serbian lists goes beyond the end of the 12" century — one of them ends
with the reign of Michael VII Doucas, and the other, with that of Alexius III
Angelus (or perhaps with Alexius IV Angelus or Alexius V Mourtzouphlus,
which is much less likely). The list of patriarchs ends even earlier, and the last
one is Patriarch Nicholas III Grammaticus (1084-1111). The Serbian copies
of the Synodicon belong to the Comnenian version and the brevity of the list
of ecumenical prelates poses no special problem there. It is determined by the
Greek original of the translation.

It may be said there are no serious differences between the Greek Synodicon
and the one in the Bucharest manuscript, so the same observations apply to
both. Some names have been presented in a different order, which can be
concretely explained. There are also some omissions, but based on them it
cannot be stated that there is a serious difference.

Basically, the list of commemorations of ecumenical patriarchs in
B indicates a dating of the manuscript’s protograph to the 1360s — 1370s.
Philotheus Kokkinos” was ecumenical patriarch three times precisely during
the period in question: 1353-1354, 1354, 1364-1376. This was the age of
hesychasm and of disputes regarding the Roman Church, and the time of
the creation of the Palacologian variant (more precisely, one of the versions
of the Palaeologian variant) of the Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy.
Dating the text to the time when Philotheus Kokkinos was patriarch could be
combined with data about the diocese of Hierissos, which shall be considered
shortly.

In fact, the basic problem arising in relation to the list of patriarchs is its
rather early end in the Bulgarian copies of the Synodicon. In saying this, it
should be taken into account that the Bucharest manuscript is basically a
Byzantine version in Slavic. In many respects, it functions in a similar way
in the printed editions of the work where it is likewise within the Triodion. It
does not contain any local particularities that might connect it with a specific

" PLPZ, # 11917, M.-H. Congourdeau, “Deux patriarches palamites en rivalité : Kallistos et
Philothée”, in Le Patriarcat cecuménique de Constantinople aux XIV*-XVI¢ siecles : rupture
et continuité, Paris, 2007, p. 37-53.
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Orthodox Balkan nation. Based on this, the long list of ecumenical patriarchs
there should not be surprising.

But why is the list short in the Bulgarian copies?

To begin with, it should be said the Synodicon in fact has two lists of
ecumenical patriarchs, one of which follows the initial variants of the work
and usually ends with Patriarch Nicholas Mystikos™, while the other follows
the second list of commemorations of emperors and empresses. Some Greek
versions repeat the first four (or eight) patriarchs from the first list in the second
list (Germanus, Tarasius, etc. —see G. 1l. 881 sq.), but in other witnesses these
names are not mentioned again, to avoid repetition’. Precisely this second list
is missing from the Bulgarian variants or only its ending is present. Obviously,
the list was present in PAL, where its end survives, concluding with Patriarch
Joseph T (1266-1275, 1282-1283)7%, designated as martyr because of his
opposition to the Union of Lyons. The preceding sheets of the manuscript are
missing, and this may explain why the list is so short. In any case, Patriarch
Joseph is followed by a series of Bulgarian prelates which concludes the list.
It should be noted that some sheets are also missing after the commemoration
of Empress Theodora, mother of Michael 11, i.e., after f. 26v PAL.

The situation is similar in DRIN — the manuscript’s text ends completely
on f. 203v, with the list of Bulgarian tsars from the 14™ century, which would
normally be followed by the list of patriarchs.

2. In connexion with the patriarchal commemorations, attention should be
devoted to the commemoration of the patriarchs of Antioch in the Bucharest
manuscript. They are also mentioned in the Greek and Serbian Synodicon but
not in the Bulgarian witnesses, nor in the Russian and Ruthenian ones. This
list is traditionally absent from the Macedonian variant (M) of the Synodicon,
except in the versions made for the Patriarchate of Antioch itself, to which

" PMBZ, # 25885 (http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=25885) — 11.03.2021; M.
Vaiou, “Nicolas Mystikos”, Christian-Muslim Relations. A Bibliographical History, ed. D.
Thomas, A. Mallet et alii, vol. 2 (900-1050), Leiden-Boston, 2010, p. 169-183; B. Moulet,
Evéques, pouvoir et société a Byzance (VIIF-XF siécle). Territoires, communautés et individus
dans la société provinciale byzantine, Paris, 2011, p. 202-205.

75 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 102 note 349.

' PLPZ, #9072; Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. II, 1073; P. Gounaridis, “La Canonisation
du patriarche Joseph”, Bulavriva Xouueixra, 17,2005, p. 239-253; F. Tinnefeld, “Das Schisma
zwischen Anhdngern und Gegnern des Patriarchen Arsenios in der orthodoxen Kirche von
Byzanz (1265-1310)”, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 105/1, 2012, p. 143-166.
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the names of their patriarchs were added later, probably in the 11" century

(manuscript Mi)"". I present it in the following table for greater clarity:

Greek Serbian BAR Mss. sl. 307
Christophe Christopher Christopher
Theodor Theodore Theodore
Agapius Agapius’® [Agapius]
John John John
Nicholas Nicholas [Nicholas]

Elias (Elijah) Elias [Elias]
Theodore Theodore Theodore
Basil Basil Basil
Peter Peter Peter
Theodosius Theodosius” [Theodosius]
Nicephorus Nicephorus Nicephorus
John John John®

Luke
Athanasius
Theodore
Cyril

The text of Serbian Synodicon as contained in the Trinity (Troicki)
manuscript®! presents the names of the patriarchs of Antioch separately, as in
the Greek version. In the Zagreb manuscript their names have been combined
with those of the ecumenical patriarchs, with an explanation at the end that the
list includes both categories: npHcHONAMET HLIHMS NATPHAY KoM KoHcTan' THHA
MPAAA, H ANTHWXHHCKKIHMS: BRYNara nameTk.® In the new edition by T. Subotin

7J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 15, 19.

8 Sic! He is designated as ,,Araguro (Dat.) in the Serbian Synodicon: in the Trinity and the
Zagreb manuscripts (in the edition of V. Mosin) as well as in the new edition by T. Subotin
Golubovic.

™ In the Troitsa copy, Theodosius is mentioned before Peter.

8 The list ends with this John in BAR, Ms. S1. 307 and in the printed Triodion with Synodicon.

81 Bii. Mo, ,,Cunoauk (Tekct)”, p. 305.

82 Bi1. Mo, ,,Cunoauk (texer)”, p. 346.
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Golubovi¢, they are presented in a separate list, without indication that they
were heads of the Antiochian see®.

All three lists begin approximately in the middle of the 10" century with
Patriarch Christopher (960-966)%, who suffered martyrdom during the reign of
Emperor Nicephorus Phocas, a time when the Empire won back Antioch. The
lists continue up to a time no later than the end of the 12" century. It may be
said they are practically identical, except that the Serbian Synodicon and the
one of Bucharest terminate with the name of John, while the Greek one adds
four more names. In fact, the difference is not very significant, as in most of
the Greek witnesses the lists also terminate with John®. The additional names
are added only in some versions: thus, Luke and Athanasius are present only
in Cno u Py, Py also adds the famous canonist Theodore Balsamon (titular
patriarch of Antioch, 1189-1195)%, while Ce adds the name of Cyril, dating
from the end of the 12% century®’.

Section IV
Metropolitans and other Church dignitaries

1. The various heroes of Orthodoxy, including many with episcopal rank
(metropolitans, archbishops and bishops), will not be discussed here in much
detail. They are traditionally present in the Synodicon from its creation in the
9% century onward. The text was conceived as a condemnation of heresies and
heretics and a glorification of Orthodoxy and the Orthodox.

¥ Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1, p. 495 (6, ).

8 PMBZ, # 21277 ( http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=21277 ) — 11. 03. 2021;
M. Boudier, “La mémoire des Patriarches dans I’Eglise melkite. Le cas de Christophore
d’Antioche (X°© si¢cle)”, dans Les vivants et les morts dans les sociétés médiévales. XLVIII®
Congres de la Société des historiens médiévistes de [’enseignement supérieur public
(Jérusalem, 2017), Paris, 2018, p. 43-58.

8 PBW: http://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/Ioannes/4003/ - 11. 03. 2021; K.-P. Todt, Region
und griechisch-orthodoxes Patriarchat von Antiocheia in mittelbyzantinischer Zeit und im
Zeitalter der Kreuzziige (969-1204), Wiesbaden, 1998, p. 702-721; B. Martin-Hisard, “Le
patriarche Pierre IIT d’Antioche (1052-1057), son pseudo-successeur Jean IV/Denys et le
géorgien Georges 1"Hagiorite (f 1065)”, Nea Rhomé, Rivista di ricerche bizantinistiche, 4,
2007, p. 177-215.

8 PBW: https://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/160549/ - 11.03.2021; Oxford Dictionary of
Byzantium, vol. 1, 249.

87 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 105 note 364.
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I would like to draw attention to a list in B that remains the least clear of
all lists in that witness, as well as in the Greek text. I am referring to several
metropolitans whose sees are not explicitly mentioned. I would propose a
comparison with the original list, first published by Vitalien Laurent and
appearing also in Jean Gouillard’s edition under Number XII and the general
title “Sedes metropolitana ignota”®®. In the Greek Synodicon, this text is
present only in some of the manuscripts belonging to it’s the Palacologian
variant®: Pkrtvy and in Taurin CCCXXXVI. The names of these unknown
metropolitans are missing from the Serbian Synodicon, where the list of
Antiochian patriarchs is followed by the formula for conclusion®. This is to
be expected, as this Slavic variant may be classified as C and is considerably
earlier than variant P. The presence of this list in the Bucharest manuscript
certainly suggests that it was translated from a Palacologian-type source. Here
is the list:

Greek Printed Triodion with Synodicon ~ BAR Mss. sl. 307
Damianus Damianus Damianus
Basil Basil Basil
Constantine Constantine Constantine
Nicephorus Nicephorus Nicephorus
George  —e—e- damaged sheet
—— e Christopher
Leo Leo Leontius
Sisinnius Sisinnius Sisinnius
Basil Basil Basil
Joseph Joseph Joseph
Michael Michael Michael
Christopher Christopher Christopher
Nicephorus Nicephorus Nicephorus

88 V. Laurent, “La liste épiscopale du Synodicon de Monembasie”, Echos d’Orient, 32, 1933, p.
131; J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 118 ..
% J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 30, 282-283.

% Bn. Mo, ,,Cepbekas penakius Cunoquka (TekcTol)”, BusaHmutickuii 6peMeHHUK, T.
XVII, 1960, p. 305, 346-347.
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George George -
Pantoleon Pantoleon Pantoleon
Alexander Alexander Alexander
Cosmas Cosmas Cosmas
Constantine Constantine Constantine
Theophanes Theophanes Theophanes
Peter Peter Peter
John John John
Nicetas Nicetas Nicetas
Leo Leontius®!
George George George
Nicholas Nicholas Nicholas
John John John
- Nicholas

This list is not present in PAL neither in DRIN. In the case of PAL, a
possible explanation is its affiliation to variant C. Regarding DRIN, I believe
the absence is unintentional, due to missing sheets which contained this text,
rather than a conscious decision related to its Bulgarian context, or its Greek
Vorlage.

There are no indications about the sees to which the mentioned persons
were attached; they are simply defined as “Orthodox metropolitans”. They are
located between the Monembasia list and the list for Tropaea in Calabria. The
differences between the two variants are small — a Christopher and a Nicholas
(the last name in the list) are missing from Greek text, and a George from
the Bucharest manuscript; it should be noted these differences do not seem
to be due to differences between the original witnesses. The variations Jean
Gouillard provides do not suggest such a cause. Different other explanations
could be provided, including a copying error.

Despite the considerable number of hypotheses suggested regarding its
identification, this list remains unclear. Vitalien Laurent> devotes special

! Missing from the printed Triodion.
92V. Laurent, “La liste épiscopale du Synodicon de Monembasie”, p. 129-161.
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attention to it, as does Jean Gouillard in his edition of the Synodicon®. Some
of the names near the end of the list (Nicetas, Leo, George, Nicholas) could
be identified based on the successive metropolitans of Nicaea between 1120
and 1185, and even the earlier ones, based on Theophanes and Cosmas
(1025-1050), but this has not been proven convincingly. Other names are
reminiscent of Athenian metropolitans, but there is not enough data to enable
undisputed identifications. Another aspect to keep in mind is that these might
be metropolitans of diverse dioceses who took part in making some important
decision and were placed in a separate list not defined on a territorial basis.

The identification of the prelates is not very significant within the present
study, part of which is the aim to define the character of the (regrettably)
much damaged manuscript. The presence of this list is completely sufficient
to confirm once again its affiliation with the Palacologian Synodicon (variant
P in Gouillard).

2. The bishops of Hierissos are mentioned at the end of the commemorations,
in the accessible and legible part of the Synodicon for the Sunday of
Orthodoxy in the Library of the Romanian Academy in Bucharest. Overall,
the commemorations in this manuscript do not provide significant information
regarding its localisation. The only exception is, immediately following
the list of unidentified metropolitans, the mention of the small diocese of
Hierissos. The Greek, Slavic and Romanian printed Synodica, contain a list
of metropolitans of Patras at this place in the text. This list helps to localise
the versions: for the first Venetian edition, the editors used a manuscript
belonging to variant P and designated for Patras®. Thus, this list localises
the origin of the text. In the Bucharest manuscript, Niphon and Jacob, most
holy prelates of Hierissos and Mount Athos are commemorated *°. Again, this
passage provides some concrete parameters — spatial and temporal — defining
the Synodicon variant of the Bucharest manuscript.

The bishopric of Hierissos and its prelates are not mentioned by name
in any of the known variants and versions of the Synodicon, neither Greek
nor Slavic. This is understandable inasmuch as the see was not particularly
important. However, the bishopric is well documented due to its geographical

%3 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 282-283.
4 Us. Bussipeku, ITaneonocosusm Cunooux 6 crassncku npeeoo, Sofia, 2013, p. 98-111.
% BAR, Ms. sl. 307, f. 20v.
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location on the Chalkidiki peninsula and its close relations with Mount Athos.
The small city of Hierissos is first mentioned in the oldest extant document
from Mount Athos — the sigillion of Basil I dating from 883.% In 943, the
border regions of Mount Athos, and the monastic peninsula itself, were within
the diocese of Hercula, which was a suffragan diocese of the Thessalonica
metropolitan see. The city of Hierissos was first mentioned as an episcopal
centre in 982, and the see was evidently established between 943 and 982,
most probably in 972.°7 Even after that, however, Mount Athos was not under
the authority of the bishops of Hierissos, inasmuch as, in accordance with
its privileges, the monastic republic was directly dependent on the basileus,
although during different epochs, the struggle between the monks and the
ecclesiastical authorities wavered between the predomination of one side or
the other. After the catastrophe in 1204, the situation weighed in favour of the
diocese, and it was then (first documented circa 1240) that the local bishops
were titled not only énickomog Iepioood, but énicromog Tepioood kol Ayiov
"Opovg — a title which has not been recorded before the invasion of the Latins
but which became widely used from the middle of the 13™ century onward®.
A closely related formula occurs in the Bucharest manuscript: Higons
TAKWES BheESEIPENNRIATS / ApXTEPEW EpHIICKRI W EThie FOPRI, / Rkunaa name. The
cathedral city is mentioned but so is Mount Athos, precisely in accordance
with the established practice mentioned above.

I would like to draw attention to an element that is essential for our study:
the text mentions “the prelates of Hierissos and Mount Athos”, without
specifying their ecclesiastic episcopal ranks. This can be explained. The
phrase refers to two prelates: Bishop Niphon and Metropolitan Jacob, who,
as a matter of fact, was the only metropolitan of Hierissos during the Middle
Ages”. Thus, the prelates of an ecclesiastic province that was traditionally
a bishopric are presented in the text by the more general term of “prelates
(archierei)”, because their rank — bishop or metropolitan — differed in different

% D. Papachryssanthou, “Histoire d’un évéché byzantin : Hiérissos en Chalcidique”, Travaux
et mémoires du Centre de recherches d’histoire et civilisation de Byzance, 8, 1981, p. 374.

7 D. Papachryssanthou, “Histoire d’un évéché byzantin : Hiérissos en Chalcidique”, p. 374.

% D. Papachryssanthou, “Histoire d’un évéché byzantin : Hiérissos en Chalcidique”, p. 376 sq.

T shall discuss them separately; here I will only say that in the 16" century, Hierissos was
again elevated to the rank of metropolitan bishopric: D. Papachryssanthou, “Hiérissos,
meétropole éphémere au XIVe siecle”, Travaux et mémoires du Centre de recherches d’histoire
et civilisation de Byzance, 4, 1970, p. 401 note 53.
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cases and at different times. Such a case was not exceptional: it also occurs
in Greek official documents. An example is the synodal act of September
1350, in which Patriarch Callistus designates the prelate of Hierissos as “0
iepdtatog apylepevg Tepiocod”!®. The term is correct and can be used for
all persons of episcopal rank — patriarchs, metropolitans, archbishops and
bishops. It was used in this way, in situations where there were reasons not
to mention the concrete rank within the category of bishops. The question
might be raised of whether this substitution has some hidden meaning, or
whether it was this simply a continuation of an established practice in the
Greek language? Evidently, the practice was due to the different ranks of the
two prelates referred to in the Bucharest manuscript of the Synodicon, the
metropolitan rank in Hierissos being incidental and an exception here. In
this case, the use of the general term coexists with a direct indication of the
metropolitan dignity of the prelate of Thessalonica'®'. These terms indicate a
specific political-ecclesiastical situation that testifies to a similar attitude to
the see of Hierissos, temporarily raised to the rank of metropolitan bishopric,
as the attitude reflected in the document of the Synod of Constantinople and
of Patriarch Callistus. Thus, with all due reservations justified by the dearth of
sources, it may be suggested that the original of the Bucharest text was created
in the same, or similar, ecclesiastic-literary environment.

As for the names of the two prelates, it should be noted that they are
familiar from different documents: Bishop Niphon!®? immediately followed
Metropolitan Jacob'* as head of the diocese. Niphon held the see of Hierissos
in the 1320s and 1330s: the first certain data about him are from May 1325,
and in January 1323, the bishop there was his predecessor Theodosius; the last
information about him dates from October 1330, but he evidently continued to
be head of the see some time after that'™. Niphon is not a particularly notable
prelate, at least not in the sources. His presence in the Synodicon, while his

10 Fr, von Miklosich, Ios. Miiller, Acta et diplomata graeca sacra et profana, vol. 1, Acta
Patriarchatus  Constantinopolitani MCCCXV-MCCCCII, Vienna, MDCCCLX, No
CXXXIII, p. 296.

11D, Papachryssanthou, “Hiérissos, métropole éphémeére au XIV® siécle”, p. 405-406 et note 79.

12 PLPZ, # 20626.

13 PLPZ, # 92063; D. Papachryssanthou, “Hiérissos, métropole éphémeére au XIV® siécle”,
p. 395-410; Iv. Biliarsky, “The Synodicon of Orthodoxy in BAR Ms. Sl. 307 and the
Hagioreticon Gramma of the Year 1344”, p. 104-105; Us. bunspcku, [laneorocususm
Cunooux 6 cnasancku npesoo, p. 43-47, 50 sq.

194D, Papachryssanthou, “Histoire d’un évéché byzantin : Hiérissos en Chalcidique”, p. 391-392.
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predecessors are left unmentioned, might be accidental or could be attributed
to the restless epoch and the theological disputes that flared up precisely then.
He may have taken some part in these disputes, resulting in his mention in
the commemorative part of the work. Of course, the other commemorated
person, Metropolitan Jacob, is of much greater importance and has a stronger
presence!®, He probably occupied the see shortly after 1334 and remained
there as bishop and metropolitan until his death at the end of 1366. His role
and importance may be described in political terms: he was a representative
of the Byzantines and of the power of the Empire, which at that time was
strongly shaken in the region due to its occupation by the Serbs. Jacob
served as a counterweight to the power of Tsar Stephen DuSan and later of
John Uglesa; he supported the Greek-speaking population of the Chalkidiki
peninsula at the time of the Serbian domination. It is believed that Hierissos
was raised to the rank of metropolitan bishopric while he occupied the see
due to his achievements and significance. The influence of Metropolitan
Jacob on Mount Athos was enormous and real, not merely claimed. There are
many extant data about his activity as an arbiter and judge in the affairs of the
Hagiorite monastic community, and in ordainment there. He possessed his
own kathisma in Karyes and certainly participated in the spiritual life of the
Holy Mountain and in its organisational affairs as a defender of Orthodoxy. At
the same time, he served as a counterweight to Serbian influence, exercised
through the Protaton and the internal Hagiorite institutions.

The commemoration of these two prelates should be viewed and conceived
in the context of their own environment and time. In short, there are three points
to stress here . First, there was the Serbian presence in Eastern Macedonia
(region of Serres, Chalkidiki and Mount Athos), which made the region —
then under the direct rule of Skopje or of the Serres Principality — a contact
zone between Slavs (the Serbian elite and authorities and the local Bulgarian
population) and Byzantines. This was a very fruitful milieu for the translation
and compilation of various literary works, including the Synodicon. Second,
Mount Athos was certainly of enormous importance for the general Orthodox
unity typical of the hesychast period and of the second half of the 14™ century
in general. Related to this, it is important to once again underline the influence,

195 About him: D. Papachryssanthou, “Hiérissos, métropole éphémeére au XIVe siécle”, p. 395-
410; D. Papachryssanthou, “Histoire d’un évéché byzantin: Hiérissos en Chalcidique”, p.
392-393.
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and even power, of Metropolitan Jacob over the monastic republic, which
was normally averse to accepting the authority of bishops on its territory. The
third point is the situation of the time: a period of intense struggle against
heresies and for the establishment of hesychasm, which was also a factor in
the reception of the text.

After the commemorations of Niphon and Jacob, no other prelates who
occupied this see are mentioned; this is not due to damaged text, as the
manuscript continues without any lacks. No such names were present in
this section of the commemorative part of the Synodicon, which justifies the
conclusion that the text was written soon after the decease of Metropolitan
Jacob. This fact dates the protograph of our source to the time after 1366, and
provides a good reference point for further research.

Section V
Commemorations of rulers, ecclesiastic dignitaries and secular
dignitaries related to Bulgaria, in the Drinov manuscript

1. Dyptichs with names of Bulgarian rulers. They are present both in the
Palauzov and Drinov list. We shall focus on the latter, which is part of the
topic of this study. Here are the names commemorated in the text:

DRINOV MANUSCRIPT

Boris-Michael, khan

Symeon

Peter

Plenimir

Boris

Roman

Samuel

Gabriel Radomir

Vladimir

[John] Vladislav

John Assen Belgoun

Theodore Peter

Kaloyan

Boril

George I Terter

Si§man
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Theodore Svetoslav
George I Terter

Michael [III Sigman Assen]
John Stephen

Soon after Tsar John Stephen, the list is cut short, due to the missing end
of the manuscript. The names of the empresses are also lost, except for Maria,
wife of Tsar John Vladislav!®.

The commemoration list begins with Khan Boris-Michael, the baptiser of
Bulgaria, which indicates that only Christian rulers are included, which is to
be expected. After him, the order continues without any important deviations
from history; it follows at first the Preslav tsars from the Krum dynasty and list
the rulers from the Cometopouloi dynasty. In the former dynasty, the name of
Vladimir-Rasaté is omitted due to damnatio memoriae. Of the sons of Comes
Nicholas, the four brothers David, Moses, Aaron, and Samuel, who began the
fight against the Empire in Western Bulgaria, only Samuel is mentioned. This
could be due to an attempt to erase the commemorations, but it could also be
because the others were not perceived as genuine rulers at first, before the
youngest brother came to the throne. In this respect, it is worth indicating the
mention of Roman, the second son of St. Tsar Peter, whose position as tsar
was controversial, since he was a eunuch. He is present in the list but many
researchers reject the possibility he was actually a ruler in his condition — that
would be inconsistent with the general concept of power in the Byzantine
world!"".

There are two names that diverge from the list of known rulers: Plenimir
and Vladimir. The mentioned prince Plenimir is not known from any other
source and his presence in the Synodicon is strange; but an explanation for
it has been proposed. In his commentary, which combined information from
the Synodicon with that from the Dioclea Chronicle and several Byzantine
authors, Ivan Dujcev suggests that Plenimir was a son of St. Tsar Peter who
died young and is not much present in the sources, but who nevertheless found

106 Y. Boxwuiio, bvieapume 6v6 Buzanmuiickama umnepusi, p. 249-250, Ne 167.

197 8. Boxwuinos, Hcmopus Ha cpednogerkosHa Bvreapus, T. 11, Xpucmusncka Bvreapus, Sofia,
2017, p. 169.
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a place in the Synodicon commemorations'®®. As for Vladimir, he could only
be St. John Vladimir, the Serbian prince who became king of Zeta and son-in-
law of Tsar Samuel, as the husband of the latter’s daughter Theodora-Kosara.
He suffered a martyr’s death at the hands of Tsar John Vladislav, his brother-
in-law'®,

The list of rulers of the First Empire is followed by a commemoration for
the Seven Saints (Saints Cyril and Methodius and their disciples), which will
be discussed later on in this presentation.

The list of tsars from the Second Empire begins with the three brothers
who restored the Empire: Belgun-John I Assen, Theodore-Peter and Ioannitsa-
Kaloyan. They are followed by their nephew Tsar Boril (the son of their sister),
and by a narrative about the council convened by Boril on February 11, 1211, an
event related to the creation of the Bulgarian Synodicon. It has been proposed
that the text on the last line of f. 203r and lines 1-2 on f. 203v represents the
ending of an eulogy to Tsar Constantine Teich Assen. Its beginning, including
the name of the ruler, is missing''’. This assumption cannot be established
beyond doubt, but it seems acceptable. The structure of the commemorations
of the tsars contains an element which is difficult to explain: the absence of the
names after Tsar Boril and up to Tsar George I Terter, especially the omission
of Tsar John II Assen, and the story about the establishment of the Tarnovo
Patriarchate. This absence is due to missing sheets in the manuscript. Ivan
Bozilov discusses the omission of names of tsars from the commemoration
list of the Synodicon'", but the question raised here, regarding the absence of
names after Tsar Boril and up to George I Terter, is not answered, as [. Bozilov
views the commemoration lists in DRIN and PAL together, and in the latter
copy, the names of some tsars are present: John Il Assen, Koloman I, Michael
II Assen (however not as a tsar), and Constantine Teich Assen. Attempts to
answer the question have been few and unsatisfactory. I shall only suggest that

1% . yitues, ,,bweirapckust kus3 [Inennmup”, BBJITAPCKO CPE/{HOBEKOBHE.
Ipoyusanus 6vbpxy noaumuyeckama u KyimypHa UCMOPUsL HA CPeOH08ekosHa bwieapus,
Sofia, 1972, p. 153-160.

19 Boskunos, Ucmopust na cpeonosexosna bwieapus, T. 11, Xpucmusncka Bvazapus, p. 179.
For him see the recent book of Veneta Savova: B. Casosa, [lecnu 3a c6. Hoan Bradumup.
Uscneosane u uzdanue nHa croeechama mpaouyus 3a ceemu Hoan Braoumup, Sofia, 2018,
356 p.

M. G. Tonpysxenko, Cunooux yaps Bopuna, p. 81 note 3.

"' Y. Boxkusos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. Bussipcku, Fopunos Cunodux, p. 50-51.
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the names could be missing due to the protograph of the Drinov manuscript
of the Synodicon: to missing sheets there, or another aspect of this unknown
source manuscript. The list in DRIN ends with John Stephen, which is easily
explained due to missing sheets. Still, it has to be pointed out, that after his
name there is an unfinished text (interrupted by the end of the sheet) that
seems to reinforce, as in a conclusion, the glory and piety of the Bulgarian
tsars and their care for the people entrusted to them (DRIN, f. 203v__ . ). It can
only be surmised how the text continued, which is best avoided.

The name Sisman, mentioned after Tsar George I Terter and before Tsar
Theodore Svetoslav merits further discussion. I shall support the view that
this name refers to the ruler of Vidin and father of Tsar Michael IIT Siman
Assen''?, He was practically an independent ruler of the northwest lands and
had enough self-confidence and influence in Bulgarian society to be included,
albeit imprecisely, in the list of Bulgarian tsars. His son became ruler and
restored the Assen dynasty to the throne but kept his father’s family name
Siman, which would remain in the family up to Tsar John Siman, in whose
time Bulgaria fell under Ottoman rule.

As mentioned already, of the names of tsarines, only that of Maria, wife
of Tsar John Vladislav, is present. As the names of empresses follow those of
tsars, their absence from the Drinov manuscript of the Synodicon is due to
missing sheets at that point. The list is much fuller in the Palauzov manuscript,
and includes the names of Helena, mother of John Assen; Anna, the nun
Anisia; the other Anna; Irene, mother of Tsar Michael II Assen and daughter
of Theodore Comnenus; Maria, wife of Tsar George I Terter; Kyra Maria;
Euphrosina, wife of Tsar Theodore Svetoslav; the two wives of Tsar John
Alexander, both named Theodora; Kyra Thamara, wife of Emir Murad [; Kyra
Maria, wife of Tsar John Si§man, as well as many daughters and mothers of
tsars. Regrettably, it is not possible to know how the topic was treated on the
lost sheets of DRIN.

13-20

2. Commemorations for the Seven Saints (Sts Cyril and Methodius and
their disciples). As 1 pointed out, they are placed between the rulers of the
First and the Second Empire.

12 . boxwunos, Hcmopust na cpeonosexosna Boneapus, 1. 11, p. 410-411, 415-430; Us.
boxwunos, @amunusma na Acenesyu (1186-1460). I'eneanoeus u npoconoepagpusa, Sofia,
1985, p. 119 sq.
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The commemoration of St. Cyril (f. 202r, ) is placed immediately after
that of Empress Maria, wife of Tsar John Vladislav. This means it follows the
imperial part — certainly a very honourable place. Next is the commemoration
of St. Methodius (f. 202r,, |,), archbishop of Great Moravia, who is mentioned
as the creator of Slavic literature. The holy brothers Cyril and Methodius were
not Bulgarians and had nothing to do with the Bulgarian state. Their mission
was to spread the Gospel — as requested by the prince of Great Moravia and
ordered by the Byzantine emperor. That is why the names of Michael 111 and
his mother Theodora — the restorers of Orthodoxy and of the veneration of
icons — are mentioned in this context: it was in their time that the holy brothers
were sent to the Central European Slavs. It is also written about Cyril that
he translated the Greek books “into Bulgarian”. Given the general attitude
of reverence for the holy brothers from Thessalonica, this is not surprising.
I shall only point out that this text indicates full awareness of the Byzantine
origin of the mission to Great Moravia and also the ideological importance of
the veneration of Saint Cyril and Saint Methodius in Bulgaria.

The next commemorations are of St. Clement of Ochrid, designated as
bishop of Great Moravia, of St. Sabbas, St. Gorazd and St. Nahum (f. 202r
1o)» Who also took part in the creation of Slavic books. This certainly confirms
the veneration for the Seven Saints and testifies to its importance, which — I
would say — includes its political significance.

3. Commemorations of tsars’relatives and high dignitaries

Because of missing folia at the end of the Drinov manuscript of the
Synodicon, only three names have remained in the dyptich for commemoration
of various dignitaries: Despot Stratsimir and his brothers Radoslav and
Dimiter (f. 203v, , ). It thus presents the family of Tsar John Alexander. Despot
Stratsimir was his father, and Radoslav and Dimiter were his uncles. In the
Palauzov manuscript of the Synodicon, Kera Petritsa, the mother of Tsar John
Alexander has also been mentioned, which certainly testifies to the special
attitude to the parents of this ruler. The despot and his wife Kera Petritsa are
known from other sources as well'"?, including a letter of Pope Benedict XII to
her in her quality of mother of the tsar. The tsar’s father ruled over territories in

13 About him, see WB. Boxxuios, ®amunusita Ha Acenesuy, 1/28, p. 136-139; Us. busipckw,
WucTuTynuure Ha cpenHoBeKkoBHA bbarapus. Bropo Owiarapcko mapetBo (X7I-XIV Bek),
Sofia, 1998, 67-69.
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southern Bulgaria, south of the Balkan Mountains, in the region around Kran
(which had for decades been under the separate rule of the representatives of
the Smilets dynasty or of the Terter dynasty); his mother, who survived her
husband, entered a monastery as nun Theophano (Theophana).

Of Despot Stratsimir’s two brothers, Dimiter is not known from other
sources. The name Radoslav poses some problems when the text is viewed
in light of other obituary lists. Thus, in the Boyana and Poganovo lists, the
name Stratsimir occurs twice, the second time probably referring to Tsar
John Stratsimir, but the first might designate Despot Stratsimir, father of John
Alexander. His brother has in that list been referred to as a certain Vladislav,
placed before Tsar John Stephen, who is the last-mentioned ruler of the region
in the Poganovo obituary register''*. How can the data from the two lists be
reconciled with the difference in the names of Radoslav and Vladislav? 1
have pointed out elsewhere that the question cannot be definitely answered'".
Probably the similar sounding names were copied incorrectly in the texts.
Based on this assumption, preference should be given to the variant of the
name attested in the Synodicon, which is a far more official work. In any
case, it should be noted that Radoslav/Vladislav in question must have been
a person of sufficiently high rank, in the time of Tsar John Stephen, to be
included in the commemoration lists.

The mention of the family of the father of Tsar John Alexander
provides indications regarding the dating of the initial Bulgarian text. This
commemoration must have been included in the text at the time of his or his
sons’ reign, to account for the special regard shown there for this family. The
older copy of the Synodicon contains many more commemorations of secular
dignitaries, which are presented and commented on in the latest edition of the
text!!e,

14 }1. Upanos, ,Jlomennuu Ha Obiarapcku mape u umapunu®, in: M. Wsawos, Mz6panu
npoussedenus, T. 1, Jlumepamypa, ucmopus, ¢oonxnop, cbet. b. Aurenos, Sofia, 1982, p. 146,
148; Us. bumsapcku, ,,[loranoBckust moMeHUK", [oouwnux na Coguiickus yHueepcumem,
Lenmwp 3a cnassano-euzanmuiicku npoyusanust ,, Axao. Us. /yiiues*, 1. 84-85 (1990-1991),
p- 5626,36'

!5 UB. Bussipcku, Ancmumyyuume na cpeonogexosna Boieapus, p. 69.

116 B. Boxkmios, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. Bussipcku, Bopunos Cunooux, p. 167-168, 314, 356.
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The Palauzov text also includes a large number of Bulgarian ecclesiastic
dignitaries: patriarchs, metropolitan bishops, etc.'” Some of the named
metropolitans are those of Preslav, Cherven, Love¢, Sredets/Sofia, Ovec,
Dorostorum; after the mention of each name, some empty space is left on
the sheet. These names will not be studied in detail, as they are not present
in the manuscripts under study. I should draw attention to the fact that DRIN
contains is a list of metropolitans of Love¢ on f. 202v'!%, as a note in the outer
margin, added perpendicularly to the lines. The addition was made in the hand
of the writer of the main text. It is important to note that this list is identical to
that of the metropolitans of Lovec¢ in PAL. It includes the following prelates:
Longinus, Meletius, Cyprian, Symeon, and another Symeon'"”. How can the
addition of this list be accounted for? A possible explanation is the strong
connexion of the DRIN manuscript to the city of Lovec¢. As mentioned before,
the addition was made in the hand of the copyist, which establishes that it is
contemporaneous with the manuscript. There is another added list, containing
the metropolitans of Cherven'?. It is unknown whether there were more lists
on the missing pages of the manuscript.

" 1B, boxunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bunsipcku, bopuros Cunooux, p. 67-69, 169-174,
315-316, 356-358.

18 See the text at the respective place here! Ionpyxenko, Curnooux yaps bopuna, p. 79.

19 Us. Boxwunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. busipcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 172.

120 See the text at the respective place here (f. 201v)! M. T'. Tlonpyxenko, Cunooux yaps
bopuna, p. 75






CHAPTER VI

HERESIES AND HERETICS

In discussing the heresies and the heretics which feature in the Synodicon,
it is important to remember that the work was compiled specifically to mark
the triumph of Orthodoxy over iconoclasm, and that it continued to develop
as a liturgical text by presenting to the Church community the struggle against
later deviations from dogma. That is why heresies and heretics are so amply
presented in the text. A large part of these references has been borrowed from
the Byzantine Synodicon. However, the work did not have a stable content but
continued to develop through additions to the text. The additions made from
the 9" to the 15" century concerned new deviations from dogma or references
to local particularities. The Synodicon was never thought of as finally
completed, and variants abound throughout its transmission. In the present
chapter, I shall give an overview of the different heresies and deviations from
Orthodox dogma within the Synodicon, with special focus on the two Slavic
manuscript which attest to variant P. This focus defines the structure of the
chapter, which is divided into several sections. The first presents the heresies
borrowed from the original Greek text, while the subsequent sections deal
with additions connected with the specific local situations, e. g. in Bulgaria
(the Council of 1211 or the anathemata from the letter of Patriarch Cosmas)
and on Mount Athos.

Section [
Condemnations and anathemata borrowed
from the Byzantine original of the Synodicon

The major part of the anathemata against heresies and personally against
prominent heretics is borrowed from the Byzantine original of the text. Thus,
the original presentation and the subsequent additions follow in chronological
order.

1. Of course, the first place belongs to the anathemata against iconoclasm
and the iconoclasts: this was the purpose for which the original work was
compiled. Both manuscripts which are the focus of the present study contain
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an introductory homily that presents the Orthodox doctrine of the veneration
of icons, followed by anathemata against iconoclasm and the iconoclasts.
In the preceding chapters of this book, I have already remarked that the
personal anathemata against individual representatives of this heresy coincide
in B and DRIN as well as in the Byzantine original. Remarkably, included
for anathematisation in the Synodicon are only the names of clergy, not of
iconoclast emperors. This is different in the Georgian Synodicon, where the
list of personal anathemata begins with Leo I1I, Constantine Copronymus, and
Leo V of Armenia, as well as all enemies of the holy icons!. The names are
clearly presented and arranged in separate anathemata. First mentioned are
the iconoclast ecumenical patriarchs from the 8" century, the time of the first
iconoclast period under the Isaurian dynasty (explicitly mentioned): Anastasius
I (730-754)%, Constantine II (754-766)° and Nicetas I (766-780)*. Following
them are the ecumenical patriarchs of the second iconoclast period: Theodotus
I Melisenus (815-821)°, Anthony I Cassymatas (821-837)% and John VII
Grammaticus (837-843)". They are followed by heretics who did not belong
to the high-ranking clergy but were obviously very diligent in maintaining

' Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1, p. 419-420.

2 Oxford Dictinary of Byzantium, vol. 1, 86; Prosopographie der Mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, Bd.
I/1, # 285, 95-96 (http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=285 — 11.03.2021); R. J.
Lilie (Hgb.), Die Patriarchen der ikonoklastischen Zeit (Germanos I. — Nethodios 1. /715-
847/), Berliner byzantinische Studien, Bd. 5, Frankfurt am Main, 1999, S. 22-29; EPLBHC,
vol. 1, p. 218.

3 Prosopographie der Mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, Bd. 1/2, # 3820, 526-530 (http://pom.bbaw.
de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=3820 — 11.03.2021); Lilie (Hgb.), Die Patriarchen der
ikonoklastischen Zeit, S. 30-44; Marjanovi¢, Creating Memories, p. 214-225.

4 Prosopographie der Mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, Bd. 1/3, # 7954, 544-548 (http://pom.bbaw.
de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=5404 — 11.03.2021); Lilie (Hgb.), Die Patriarchen der
ikonoklastischen Zeit, S. 45-49.

5 Oxford Dictinary of Byzantium, vol. 1II, 2054; Prosopographie der Mittelbyzantinischen
Zeit, Bd. 1/2, # 3820, 526-530 (http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=7954 —
11.03.2021); Lilie (Hgb.), Die Patriarchen der ikonoklastischen Zeit, S. 148-155.

¢ Oxford Dictinary of Byzantium, vol. 1, 124-125; Prosopographie der Mittelbyzantinischen Zeit,
Bd. I/1, # 550, 175-178 ( http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=550 — 11.03.2021);
Lilie (Hgb.), Die Patriarchen der ikonoklastischen Zeit, S. 156-168; EPLBHC, vol. 1, p. 310.

" Oxford Dictinary of Byzantium, vol. 11, 1052; Prosopographie der Mittelbyzantinischen Zeit,
Bd. 172, # 3189, 322-327-530 ( http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=3199 —
11.03.2021); Lilie (Hgb.), Die Patriarchen der ikonoklastischen Zeit, S. 169-182; Sénina,
“Notices”, p. 318-324; Cennna, “Hoann ['pammaruk ”, p. 102-112.
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doctrinal deviations and persecuting the Orthodox: Paul®, Theodore Gastes®,
Stephen of Molites'®, Theodore Crithinus'' and Leo Laloudius'.

As mentioned, the personal anathemata connected with the iconoclastic
heresy raise no questions inasmuch as the Slavic text fully coincides with the
Greek. The situation is slightly different in regards to anathemata on theological
topics, which do not precisely follow the Greek original in the manuscript
tradition published by Jean Gouillard. Right after the six anathemata, another
six are included, borrowed from the condemnations related to Christ’s Sacrifice.
The question can be raised whether there was a particular theological reason
for this displacement in the structure. In any case, it must be mentioned that
these texts occur in the same form in the printed Triodia, and were supposed
to appear in the same way in the Russian manuscript (Synodal Ne667), where
a space was left empty for them.

8J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 149 sq.; Prosopographie der mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, Bd.
1/3, # 5855, 544 (http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=5855 — 11.03.2021); Us.

Boxunos, A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. bunspcku, bopunos Synodicon, p. 322 note 36. Paul
was a heretic relevant to the iconoclast age. He is designated as Saul, which gives us reason
to think he was a persecutor of Orthodox people, as St. Apostle Paul was before becoming
a Christian. It has been surmised he might be the ecumenical patriarch Paul IV, but this
seems hardly probable to me (regarding this patriarch, see Lilie (Hgb.), Die Patriarchen
der ikonoklastischen Zeit, S. 50-56). In the Georgian Synodicon, he is listed immediately
after Patriarch John Grammaticus, and is called Paul Isaurus (Conciliorum oecumenicorum
generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1, p. 419-420).

% J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 149 sq.; Prosopographie der mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, Bd. 1/4, #
7681, 467 (http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?target=PMBZ18928 — 11.03.2021);
UB. boxunos, A.-M. Totomanosa, UB. bussipcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 322 note 37. A little-
known heretic from the second iconoclast period.

10, Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 149 sq.; Prosopographie der mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, Bd.
/4, # 7071, 259 (http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?target=PMBZ18295 —
11.03.2021); UB. boxxunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bumsipcku, bopuros Curooux, p. 322
note 38. A little-known heretic from the second iconoclast period. Like the preceding one, he
is mentioned only in the Synodicon and in a homily by Michael Cerularius.

J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 149 sq.; Prosopographie der mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, Bd.
/4, # 7675, 463-464 (http:/pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?target=PMBZ18921
— 11.03.2021); Us. boxwunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bumsipcku, bopuroe Cunooux, p.
323 note 397. Deacon and economos of the Great Church; later, Archbishop of Syracuse.
Convicted at the Council of 869-870, he was a heretic from the second iconoclast period.

12J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 149 sq.; Prosopographie der mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, Bd.
1/3, # 4437, 49 (http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?target=PMBZ15600 —
11.03.2021); Us. boxwuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bussipcku, bopuros Curooux, p. 323
note 40. A little-known heretic who lived in the second iconoclast period. He is mentioned
only in the Synodicon and in a homily by Michael Cerularius.
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2. The same anti-heretical current includes several anti-iconoclastic
anathemata added to the text at a somewhat later time as a return to the basic
topic of the work. These anathemata are present in the Bucharest and Palauzov
manuscripts of the Synodicon, but are absent from the Drinov manuscript,
probably due to lost sheets and the missing ending of the text. In B, these
anathemata are placed after the condemnation of John Eirenicus and before
the chapters against Barlaam and Gregory Akindynus; in PAL, they are after
Gerontius of Lamp¢ and before John Italus. Their location is evidently different.
In the Gouillard edition of the Greek Synodicon, the anathemata are placed
after the eulogy to St. Gregory Palamas (which follows the condemnation of
Barlaam and Akindynus and precedes the commemoration of basileis). In the
printed Synodicon, they are located after John Eirenicus and before Barlaam
and Gregory Akindynus, as in the Bucharest manuscript. This confirms the
closeness of B to the printed Synodicon, which is an important observation
for the present study.

The text itself is borrowed from the anathemata pronounced at the Seventh
Ecumenical Council (Second of Nicaea), and confirmed or expanded at the
Council of Constantinople (869-870), which for the Roman Church is the
Eighth Ecumenical Council®. Tt represents a kind of return to the initial
purpose of the work, albeit in a later age. Thus, in the P variant the anathemata
are included towards the end, in the part related to the Palamite controversies.
Precisely this part is lacking from DRIN, and it may be supposed that the
missing anathemata were written on the missing folia there.

3. The anathema against Gerontius of Lampé should be presented separately,
as it does not belong to any concrete group of condemnations, though it does
not deal with a particularly serious problem in the doctrinal deviations from
Orthodoxy. It has been suggested that Gerontius of Lampé is remembered
chiefly due to the fact he was anathemised in the Synodicon, otherwise he
would have been forgotten'*. He was born in Anatolia, somewhere between
the territories of Pisidia and Phrygia, in the second half of the 11" century

13 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 92 note 308.

4]. Gouillard, “L’hérésie dans I’Empire byzantin dés origines au XII¢ siécle”, Travaux et
mémoires, 1, 1965, p. 314; J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 186-187; Magdalino, The Empire of
Manuel I Komnenos, p. 383; Prosopographie der Mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, Bd. 1/2, #2312,
42 (http://pom.bbaw.de/pmbz/scripts/browse.xql?id=2312 — 11.03.2021).
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and was probably convicted earlier than John Italus. He preached in Crete and
declared himself a messiah. In fact, very little is known about him.

4. The teaching of John Italus created a much greater problem for the
Church and made a more thorough impact on the religious life of Byzantine
society. That is why it is a significant part of the Synodicon’s variant C and is
present as such in both lists under discussion here. John Italus was a remarkable
Byzantine philosopher', who was born in southern Italy (circa 1025), moved
to Constantinople around the middle of the 11" century and studied under
Michael Psellus, inheriting his position as Consul (hypatos) of philosophers.
Although he is usually considered an Aristotelian, John Italus was condemned
for Platonism, as reflected in the anathemata against him in the Synodicon. He
was the first philosopher to be convicted for his ideas by the otherwise tolerant
Orthodox Church, which insisted that the ideas of pagan thinkers should be
used only for pedagogical purposes, and did not approve direct citation and
praise for these philosophers. John Italus had problems early on, at the council
in 1076-1077, which rejected most of his ideas and not him personally. He
was convicted at the council of 1082, presided over by the sebastocrator Isaac
Comnenus, brother of basileus Alexius I, and spent the rest of his life in a
monastery. The main accusation against Italus was of paganism and applying
prohibited methods to the interpretation of theological topics.

The Synodicon includes ten anathemata related to the condemnation of
the philosopher, all of which are present in both Slavic manuscripts discussed
here. The text of the personal condemnation of John Italus is not included,
although it occurs interpolated elsewhere in DRIN. I should draw attention to
a phrase rarely encountered in Greek Synodica (in copy Cc of the Gouillard
classification) relevant to Bogomilism'®: ““To priest Bogomil, who, under Peter,
the tsar of Bulgaria, created and spread this Manichean heresy in the cities of
our land, anathema”. This proclamation has been placed in DRIN between
the third and the fourth anathema against John Italus, in the chapter about the
transmigration of souls, the resurrection of the dead and the Final Judgment,
which is followed by the chapter about eternal matter without beginning or

15 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 188-202; Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 11, 1059-1060;
I". Kanpues, Busanmuiicka ¢unocopus. Yemupu yenmvpa na cunmesa, 2 ed. Codus, 2011,
p. 278-280; PBW: http://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/loannes/66/ — 11.03.2021; A. Rigo,
“Giovanni Italo”, p. 62-67; Kraft, Perczel, “John Italos”, p. 659-720.

16 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 58 note 264; the Greek text on p. 59, in the variations given in
the footnote.
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end, related to the Creation. I believe the inclusion of the anathema against
Bogomil is not accidental, although the philosophy of John Italus must not be
confused with any sort of dualism. In fact, the rejection of his teaching concerns
the very narrow, explicitly indicated, use of pagan Hellenic philosophy, which
might induce people — out of ignorance or purposely — to question fundamental
dogmas of the Church.

5. The condemnation and anathema against the monk Nilus of Calabria"
is connected with the condemnation of John Italus, whose spiritual successor
he was. His condemned doctrine is related to Christological questions and
the divinisation of nature in the Second Person of the Holy Trinity. Nilus
of Calabria is condemned personally, like his followers, without a detailed
presentation of his erroneous theological ideas.

6. Related to the preceding two are the condemned teachings of Eustratius
of Nicaea". In fact, only two anathemata against his doctrine are present (G.
1. 3915-403), added to the initial anti-iconoclastic section and repeated in
DRIN after the anti-Bogomil anathemata and before the condemnation of
Constantine, the former metropolitan of Kerkyra.

Eustratius of Nicaea was a disciple of John Italus; according to the text
of his condemnation, he renounced his teacher’s errors and became an
“ecumenical teacher” (oikoumenikos didaskalos) and metropolitan of Nicaea.
An outstanding philosopher and theologian, a commentator of Aristotle, he
took part in many controversies against Pietro Grossolano, the Armenians,
and other deviants from dogma. He is considered a representative of
“nominalism” in Byzantium, as he thought universals were “names”. At the
Council of 1117, he was condemned on Christological questions, specifically,
the difference between the Embodied Word and the Lord Jesus Christ. It should
be noted that only one of the anathemata against his doctrine is included in
the two manuscripts under consideration, probably due to the lack of topical
importance for Slavic environments.

7J.  Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 202-206; PBW: http://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/
Neilos/15001/—11.03.2021; Garsofan, « L’abjuration du moine Nil », p. 12-27; B. Boxwusios,
A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bunsipcku, Bopunos Synodicon, p. 323 note 44.

18], Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 206-210; Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 1, p. 755;
EIABII, . 2T, P. 368-369; EPLBHC, t. I1, p. 442-443; Kanipues, Buzanmuiicka ¢hunocoghus,
p- 280-283.
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7. The controversy regarding the Sacrifice of Christ, and the condemnation
of Michael", protekdikos and magister of rhetoricians, Nicephorus Basilakes®,
Eustathius?!, metropolitan of Dyrrhachium and Soterichos Panteugenus®,
deacon of the Great Church and titular patriarch of Antioch. They were
likewise intellectuals from the time of the great cultural flowering in the 11™"
— 12" century, who discussed the Sacrifice of the Lord and the Redemption in
philosophical terms. They were condemned at the councils of 1156 and 1157
in Constantinople, where six anathemata were pronounced. The dispute had
evidently excited Byzantine society and is strongly present in the Synodicon.
Notably, all these anathemata were included in the two Slavic manuscripts
under study here.

8. The controversy regarding the Gospel expression “My Father is greater
than 1/Pater maior me est” (John 14:28). This was a theological dispute
touching on Trinitarian and Christological issues and on some emerging
differences from the Roman Church and its dogmas. The dispute has been
considered as unnecessary at the time, yet it was one of the most significant
12%-century controversies reflected in the Synodicon. Perhaps part of the
importance of the issue is due to the personal involvement of the basileus
Manuel I Comnenus, who convened two synods and did his best to assert
and promote their decisions, which were part of his general pro-Latin cultural
attitude, clearly reflected during that age.

8. 1. The first synod on the issue of “Pater maior me est” ** was held
in March 1166. The emperor managed to impose his stance, received the
signed consent of the bishopric and introduced the necessary formulas in

1 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 210 sq.; Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel I Komnenos, p. 279
sq., 325 sq., 438 sq.; UB. boxunos, A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. bunspcku, bopurnog Curooux,
p- 324 note 47.

20 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 210 sq.; P. Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel I Komnenos, p.
279 sq., 325 sq.; UB. boxunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bussipcku, Fopuroe Curnooux, p.
324 note 48.

21J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 210 sq.; P. Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel I Komnenos, p.
279 sq., 325 sq.; UB. boxunos, A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. bunsipcku, bopuroe Cunooux, p.
324 note 49.

22 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 210 sq.; P. Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel I Komnenos, p.
279 sq., 325 sq.; 1. boxunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bussipcku, Bopuroe Curnooux, p.
324 note 50.

2 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 216-221; P. Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel I Komnenos, p.
287-288.
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the Synodicon (which was read on the Sunday of Orthodoxy, on Mach 13,
1166) and in the Credo read on various occasions. In the following month,
he published a special act giving the decisions the power of law, and even
inscribed them on a sign in the Great Church St. Sophia. The text, which is
added to the Synodicon, comprises six chapters (a description of the event,
three anathemata, and two commemorations) that hold an important place in
the text — G. 1l. 472-509. The first chapter (G. 1l. 472-478), which contains
strong praise for Manuel Comnenus, is absent from the Bulgarian Synodica.
The last chapter (G. 11. 505-509) is present in DRIN in a modified form. I do
not think the theme was of topical importance for Bulgaria.

8. 2. The second synod* (or rather the several sessions) on the same
topic was held in January-February 1170, after the death of Patriarch Luke
earlier that winter. The new patriarch was unable to control the situation and
opponents of the decisions of 1166 voiced their stance against them. The most
outspoken were Constantine, ex-metropolitan bishop of Kerkyra (Corfu) and
John Eirenicus, Abbot of St. Nicephorus Monastery at Batala, on the coast of
Asia Minor. They were anathemised together with their adherents, and the
decisions of the 1166 synod were explicitly confirmed.

The decisions related to this renewed controversy can be divided into three
parts: a general and basic part, a part about the condemnation of Constantine
of Kerkyra, and one about John Eirenicus. All three parts must have been
included in B and DRIN, but the last of these (about the condemnation of John
Eirenicus) was obviously located on the missing sheets at the end of the work.
The other two parts are present, but the beginning of the text (G. 1. 510-516)
is missing from some of the Bulgarian copies.

9. The last condemnation of this section is that of Barlaam and Gregory
Akindynos, borrowed from the Byzantine original of the Synodicon. The text
stems from the Palamite controversies, one of the most important religious
events in the Empire during the last century of its existence. It is exceptionally
important, though it raises no problems in research on the Synodicon
in the Slavic context. This condemnation, of course, is a basic marker for
classification under variant P of the work. Unfortunately, it is present only in
the Bucharest copy, but it may safely be asserted that in DRIN it was located
on the missing folia at the end of the Synodicon.

2 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 221 sq.; P. Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel I Komnenos, p.
288-289.
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Section 11
The Council of Tarnovo of 11 February 1211 AD

A remarkable event took place in Tarnovo on 11 February 1211, one
that not only had a strong impact on the religious history of Bulgaria but
also occasioned the creation of the Bulgarian Synodicon for the Sunday
of Orthodoxy, the topic of this book. The two Bulgarian manuscripts of
the work, Palauzov and Drinov, contain descriptions of this council, which
complement each other. Understandably, the description of the Council is
not included in the Bucharest Synodicon. This highest ecclesiastic forum of
Orthodoxy was held at a difficult time in the history of the Bulgarian state,
between critical events that preceded and followed it. Four years earlier, there
had been a change of ruler, under less than clear circumstances. Although I
do not believe it can be established beyond doubt that Tsar Kaloyan died a
violent death, his decease nevertheless destabilised the state and led to internal
clashes due to the lack of an established order for legitimating the new holder
of the throne. Tsar Boril managed to assert himself, but the situation remained
delicate, not least because of a series of unsuccessful military and foreign
policy moves. The section of the Synodicon under consideration here deals
with the spread of a heretical movement that certainly had a negative effect on
the situation. This may have been the main reason for convening the Council,
although there may have been some additional political motives.

Vassil Zlatarski subjects his explanation of the anti-heretical council to
his general theory of the nature of the state, politics, nation, and culture of
medieval Bulgaria, which has left persistent clichés in historiography even
unto this day. Specifically in this case, he notes “the doctrine itself [of the
Bogomils] carries a national character [and] has always been connected,
in addition to the economical, also to the social-political condition of the
people”. Probably this is precisely the stance that explains the unhealthy
love for these heretics on the part of Bulgarian historians, reflected in writings
about them, especially at the time of the totalitarian communist regime. In the
context of the present study, it suffices to state that V. N. Zlatarski rejected the
thesis according to which the Bogomils had taken part in the restoration of the
Bulgarian state, but he did relate the flourishing of the heresy to Tsar Boril’s

» B. H. 3natapcku, Acmopust Ha 6vaeapckama ovpoicasa npes cpednume eexose, 1. 111, Bmopo
ovaeapcko yapemeo. bvneapus npu Acenesyu (1187-1280), Sofia, 1940, p. 297.
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“usurpation of the throne” (an invention) and to the fight between two parties
in Bulgarian politics during the Second Empire*. One of the parties was
called the “Cuman” (or anti-dynastic and anti-Assen party of Tsar Boril), the
other was the “Bulgarian” (formed by the supporters and children of Tsar John
I Assen). Subsequent theories follow this reasoning and are not particularly
worthy of attention. In any case, this view attributes the council only to
internal political causes: the council was “the best means [for Tsar Boril] to
rid himself of his political enemies”. V. N. Zlatarski also ascribes other aspects
exclusively to internal political struggle, ignoring the religious dimensions,
such as the non-mention of the prelate Archbishop Basil or of the Union with
Rome, and the absence of certain high-ranking persons from the Council (7).
Again, these views have been repeated in subsequent scholarship.

Although the negative attitude to Tsar Boril is permanently embedded
in Bulgarian historiography, Zlatarski’s extreme view has been corrected
more than once. Ivan Dujcev, in a brief article, sees the historical context
and testimonies of the Synodicon differently: he rejects the notion of Tsar
Boril’s “usurpation” (and the murder of Tsar Kaloyan in general) as well
as the supposed purpose of the 1211 Council and alleged relations with
Rome?. D. Angelov devotes considerable attention to the Council and the
events preceding it and following after the restoration of the Bulgarian state;
he presents his discussion in the framework of his view on Bogomilism and
its role in Bulgarian history®. The most recent study on the topic is by Ivan
Bozilov, who not only focuses on the Synodicon but generally rethinks the
historical context of Tsar Boril’s reign, the convening of the Council and the
creation of the work in question®’. Above all, he adduces convincing reasons
to reject the thesis that the throne was usurped through a non-existing order of
inheritance. His argument entails the denial of the existence of “Cuman” and
“Bulgarian” parties and of their supposed role in the struggle with the heretics.
Bozilov presents a clear picture of the internal political environment of the
events, which seem to have been characterised by a conflict with the Latins in

26 3narapeku, Memopusi..., T. 11, p. 296-299.

27 3narapcku, Aemopust..., 1. 111, p. 300-303.

2 1Iv. Dujéev, “Das Synodikon von Boril als Geschichte und Schrifttumsdenkmal”,
Byzantinobulgarica, V1, Sofia, 1980, S. 115-124.

2 IT. Aurenos, Boeomuncmeomo ¢ Bvacapus, Sofia, 1969, p. 438-454.

30 Boxuno, @amunusma na Acenesyu, p. 69-77 (Ne 1/6); . Boxunos, A.-M. TotomMaHOBa,
WUB. bunsipcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 21-23, 25-26; boocunos, Mcmopus..., 1. 11, p. 338-341.
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Constantinople and rapprochement with Theodore I Lascaris, a situation that
provides a good basis for understanding the nature of the Council. Evidently,
developments in the Church cannot be constantly explained purely by political
considerations, although these played a role, especially as religion formed the
foundation of identity and legitimacy of power.

In fact, I believe that the Council of 11 February 1211 is best understood
simply as an anti-heretical council, with the purpose of overcoming an internal
problem. Refraining from the search for hidden causes there is no longer a need
to construct complex combinations. In addition, it seems that the heresy was
indeed spreading, which occasioned the condemnation of its representatives.
But the event raises some important questions to address: what was the nature
of the Council and what influence did it exercise on the narrative about it?

After the reign of Tsar Kaloyan, Bulgaria and the Bulgarian Church were in
union with Rome; thus, the question can be raised whether the source presents
the practice of the Roman or of the Orthodox Church. The Synodicon?!
ascribes the merit of convening the Council and the related events entirely
to Tsar Boril: the spread of the heresy occurs during his time, he convenes
the Council, he sends people throughout the country to gather the weeds, he
cunningly exposes the heretics, he punishes them and he orders the translation
of the Synodicon, and finally he closes the Council. The secular power
certainly plays a leading role in this ecclesiastic forum. Neither the Pope, nor
the Roman Church are mentioned in the text. Equally absent is the prelate
of Bulgaria, Archbishop Basil, who seems not to have participated in the
Council. In fact, none of the prelates has been mentioned by name: they are
only mentioned as participants in the Council and there is no commemoration
of them immediately after the story. The Council is called “Orthodox” and is
included in the list of Orthodox councils. The tsar has also been designated
as “Orthodox”. The lack of reference to the Roman Church certainly raises
the question of whether there was a noticeable withdrawal from the Union
with Rome at the time of Tsar Boril. This would be possible in the context
of this ruler’s military activity and foreign policies, although it has not been
explicitly indicated.

It may be assumed that the qualification of the tsar and the Council as
“Orthodox” served as a device for glorification, and the word is not used to
indicate a contrast with “Catholic”. Moreover, it should be kept in mind that

3! UB. boxuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. Bussipcku, Bopunoe Cunodux, p. 153-157, 310-312.
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the oldest copy of this text dates to the 14" century, about a century and a half
after the event. During this time, the text had been changed through additions
and corrections, and it is not to be excluded that references to the Pope and
Archbishop Basil were simply erased from the text as a result of damnatio
memoriae. There is no data about the exact development of the work in the
course of its transmission history before the first available manuscript. In fact,
I believe that the strongest argument in support of the Orthodox character
of the Council is the translation and implementation of the Synodicon. This
is explicitly indicated in the story: the Council was held on the Friday of
Quadragesima Sunday, and the reading of the Synodicon was meant to take
place on the Sunday of Orthodoxy. The book, and especially the act concerning
its purpose, gives a clear sign of the affiliation to Eastern Christianity. The
Synodicon was never used in the West, and even its printing in Italy during
the Ottoman period of the Balkans, raised indignation in Catholic circles and
necessitated a revision and republication of the text*. The appearance of the
work in Bulgaria, at the tsar’s order at that, and the implementation of its public
reading in liturgy on the first Sunday of Lent, do not testify to dependence on
Rome — on the contrary.

There is yet another matter that should not be overlooked: the organisation
as such of the Council against the Bogomils, which is strongly reminiscent of
the condemnation of Basil the Healer (Vrac¢) in Constantinople at the time of
Alexius I Comnenus. Ivan Bozilov draws attention to this in the latest edition
of the Synodicon*’. Anna Comnena’s tale about the trial of the Bogomil Basil
is the main source for the latter event®, although the trial is also mentioned by
Euthymius Zigabenus, Michael Psellus and some chroniclers and canonists of
that time. The emperor’s daughter, a remarkable writer, describes the trial and
punishment of the Bogomil Basil the Healer and his followers in detail . In
brief, Basil preached in Constantinople, followed by his twelve disciples, called

32 L. Allatius, De libris et rebus ecclesiasticis Graecorum dissertationes et observationes variae,
Parisiis, 1646, n. 143-193; E. Legrand, Bibliographie hellénique ou description raisonée des
ouvrages publiés en grec par des Grecs au XVIIF siecle, vol. 1, Paris, 1918, Ne 162, p. 198;
WUB. bunsipcku, [laneonozosuam Synodicon 6 crassaucku npesoo, p. 99.

33 Y. bokuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bunsipcku, Bopunoe Cunodux, p. 32-33, 38-39 note 32.

3% ENABII t. A, 1. 272-274.

* Anne Comnéne, Alexiade, t. 111 (1. XI-XV). éd. B. Leib, Paris, 1943, p. 218,228 ; a
translation of the text in ViB. Boxxunos, Buzanmuiickusm cesm, p. 623-628. Bxk. u J1. AHrenos,
bozomuncmeomo 6 Bvacapus, p. 391-400.
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“apostles”. Due to the harmful influence of the heresy, the basileus Alexius I
decided to take the matter into his own hands, ordered that Basil be found,
and invited him to a conversation. Basil was suspicious, but after the emperor
treated him to a meal and predisposed him, Basil revealed his doctrine, hoping
to win the ruler over on his side. Unfortunately for Basil, Alexius had ordered
a scribe to hide behind the curtain, who wrote everything down. Subsequently,
the Synkletos and a Synod were convened, which condemned Basil and his
disciples. The former was burned at the stake, and those of his followers who
refused to repent spent many years in jail.

The tale contains the same ingredients as the account of the Tarnovo
Council of 1211: the spread of a heresy, an invitation by the ruler, who
cunningly predisposes the heresiarchs to present their doctrine, the trial, the
condemnation and the punishment of the disseminators of the false doctrine.
Of course, Anna Comnena’s more detailed account is also more ample in its
presentation of the dogmatic deviations in question, but a common schema is
visible.

Would there have been a common influence? If so, of what kind and how
was it exerted? Were the two accounts written according to a topos? Or perhaps
similar conditions entail similar solutions to the problem?

Ivan Bozilov raises many of these questions and asserts that no true answer
has been found. Of course, this is because no answer can be found without
new sources, and it is highly improbable such will be found. It seems very
unlikely that the work of Anna Comnena was known in Bulgaria at the time of
Tsar Boril. It seems difficult to prove whether or not people in Bulgaria knew
about the reprisals against heretics carried out by Alexius I, and specifically his
condemnation of Basil the Healer. Could such knowledge have been acquired
through the Dogmatic Panoply by Euthymius Zigabenus? This question will
be addressed, within a study and publication of the Slavic translation of this
book which is currently in preparation. One of the solutions proposed by
Ivan Bozilov appears attractive. He has suggested that the mode of acquiring
information about a heresy by deceiving the person under investigation was
determined by the similar contexts of these investigations, which were carried
out within highly motivated, fanatical and closed societies.

None of these solutions can be positively rejected or affirmed, but [ would
propose a direction for thought. The Council was devoted to the fight against
heresy, which was a serious threat to the unity of societies in the Balkans
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during the Comnenian and post-Comnenian ages. In a sense — and especially
if it really testifies to a return to Orthodoxy after the Union with Rome —
the Council demonstrated loyalty to Orthodoxy through the fight against
deviations. In any case, the translation of the Synodicon and its introduction
into liturgical practice demonstrate such loyalty. The sequence of actions
of Alexius I Comnenus in the fight against heresies can be assessed in this
context. It cannot be determined how information about these actions reached
Tarnovo, but it is not to be excluded that those events from Constantinople
were known in the Bulgarian capital. There are other paths of testimony,
which we shall not be able to trace individually; one of these is related to the
anathemata in the text that are specific only to this Bulgarian variant of the
work.

Section 111
Anathemata against Bogomils and anathemata
from the letter of Patriarch Cosmas

1. In PAL, the account of the Council of 1211 is followed by an anathema
that seems derived precisely from this event (it is not present in DRIN). The
anathema is against the “thrice accursed Bogomil and his disciple Michael”
and against Theodore and Dobré, Stephen and Basil and Peter, against the rest
of his disciples and the like-minded*®. It is obviously aimed at the founder of
the heresy and his immediate disciple Michael, who seems to be separated from
the rest of the followers, and against teachers and leaders contemporaneous
with the Council. What is the best explanation for the absence of this anathema
from DRIN? It is not due to a lacuna in the text; the end of the story about
the events in 1211 is simply greatly abridged. A completely undisputable
answer cannot be provided, but I believe that the absence may be due to a
decreased interest in the Council by the time this later manuscript was made.
The Bulgarian witnesses to the Synodicon mutually influence each other, or
rather, they have a common original, but the texts coincide only partially,
especially as the two belong to different variants of the work.

2. One of the elements which PAL and DRIN have in common, in contrast
with the Byzantine original and all other Slavic manuscripts and printed
editions, is the inclusion of anathemata from the letter of Ecumenical Patriarch

% WB. boxuinos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. Bunsapcku, bopuros Cunooux, p. 157, . (f. 29v, ).
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Cosmas (1075-1081) to the metropolitan of Larissa in Thessaly. The merit of
identifying this text as the source of some of the anathemata in the Bulgarian
Synodicon belongs to Jean Gouillard, who published the text about half a
century ago®’. The letter in question is an instruction by the archbishop of
the eparchy regarding the pronouncement of anathemata against the Bogomil
heretics throughout the Bulgarian land and, beyond that, throughout the
western parts of the Empire in general, to which this plague had spread. The
anathemata and themes, and/or persons they concern, are duly enumerated,
serving as a convenient source for the Bulgarian Synodicon?®.

What kind of letter is it? According to Jean Gouillard, it was a form
included in the circular letter (encyclical) by the ecumenical patriarch to all
eparchies or at least to those of the western regions of the Empire®. For his
part, Ivan Bozilov believes this was a personal letter of the patriarch to the
metropolitan of Larissa, motivated by curiosity concerning the heresy problem
in the eparchy®. I believe it was certainly a form included in the encyclical,
which explains how the text reached the compiler of the Bulgarian Synodicon:
it was available in the eparchies of the western Byzantine territories, including
Bulgaria, then under Byzantine rule. There could have been a Slavic translation
of the text, since this language was in use in the Church, but there is no
evidence to raise this statement above the level of speculation.

The text did not enter the Synodicon unchanged: it was revised and
restructured. Importantly, it was included solely in the Bulgarian Synodicon.
The text is not present in other Slavic variants or in the Greek Byzantine
copies. In my opinion, this is due to the specifically anti-Bogomil theme of
the Council of 1211. Very probably, it was included on the occasion of the
composition of the Bulgarian variant of the Synodicon, a result of that Council.

This is the first Greek text that mentions the priest Bogomil as founder
and spreader of the heresy. He lived at the time of St. Tsar Peter, but left a
long-lasting trace in collective memory. Unfortunately, the text contains no
personal data and there is some uncertainty as to which of the two patriarchs

37J. Gouillard, “Une source grecque du Sinodik de Boril : la lettre inédite du patriarche Cosmas”,
Travaux et mémoires, vol. 4, 1970, p. 361-374.

3 J. Gouillard, “Une source grecque du Sinodik de Boril : la lettre inédite du patriarche
Cosmas”, p. 371,,-372.

¥ J. Gouillard, “Une source grecque du Sinodik de Boril : la lettre inédite du patriarche
Cosmas”, p. 364, 373.

“ Y. boxuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. Bussipcku, Bopunoe Cunodux, p. 31.
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named Cosmas it refers to: Cosmas I (1075-1081) or Cosmas II Atticus
(1146-1147)*'. The former seems more likely, not only because the rule of
Cosmas II was very brief and he left the see under particular circumstances,
being accused of connexions with the Bogomils. The main argument in the
choice of identification is a difference between the Bulgarian Synodicon and
the patriarch’s letter: the anathema against Basil the Healer, who had sown
the seeds of the Bogomil heresy in Constantinople under the Orthodox Tsar
Alexius Comnenus®. If the letter had come from the pen of Patriarch Cosmas
IT Atticus, such an omission would be inexplicable. The trial of Basil, however,
took place after the pontificate of Patriarch Cosmas I, which explains the lack
of anathemata against that heretic. The cited anathema from the Bulgarian
Synodicon also testifies to a growing interest in the anti-heretical, and
specifically anti-Bogomil, theme, and shows that the condemnations in it were
enriched not only by the letter of Patriarch Cosmas. Generally speaking, the
presence of these anathemata in the text written in Bulgaria indicates that the
Comnenian policy of restricting and eliminating deviations from dogma was
being continued in the Empire.

The other anathema, in addition to those from Patriarch Cosmas’s letter
in the Bulgarian Synodicon, is clearly related to the rejection of the dualist
heresy. It refers to excommunicating those who assert that a woman conceives
with the aid of the fiend, who remains in her womb until the birth of the child
and cannot be expelled through Holy Baptism but only through prayer and
fasting®. The message of the anathema is clear: it rejects the negative attitude
to the flesh, the body, and, in this case, childbirth, viewed by the dualists
as the imprisonment of the soul within the material body. The sacrament of
Holy Baptism is also rejected, while fasting and prayer are affirmed, viewed as
action against the flesh. Thus, the anathema is distinctly part of the anti-dualist
struggle.

The next large group of anathemata and commemorations aimed primarily
against dualist beliefs is located in the Drinov manuscript on f. 200r-200v (the
whole sheet). In PAL these anathemata are more numerous than in DRIN,

41 J. Gouillard, “Une source grecque du Sinodik de Boril : la lettre inédite du patriarche Cosmas”,
p. 363; 1. boxunos, A.-M. ToromanoBa, 1. bunspcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 31.

# See here DRIN: f. 197r,-197v_; UB. Boxuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, Us. bunsapcku, bopunos
Cunooux, p. 127,-128, (PAL: f. 15v,-16r,, DRIN: f. 197r,-197v,).

4 See here: DRIN: f. 196v,, .; UB. Boxunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. bumsipcku, Fopuios

14-19°

Cunooux, p. 125,-126, (PAL: f. 14v,-15r,, DRIN: f. 196v

14-19)'
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because in the latter, the sheets preceding f. 200 are missing. These anathemata
have no counterparts in the Greek Synodicon, nor are they borrowed from
the letter of Patriarch Cosmas. They are a continuation of the anti-dualist
controversy in PAL and DRIN.

Thus, these observations warrant the conclusion that the anti-dualist theme
(both the story of the Council of 1211, the anathemata from the letter of Patriarch
Cosmas and other anti-Bogomil anathemata), and other common features,
indicate an indisputable connexion between the two Bulgarian manuscripts
and place them in the same context. The connecting factor between the two
manuscript was probably a shared protograph, part of which was inserted into
the DRIN text. It should be noted, however, that the anti-Bogomil theme was
not unique to Bulgaria, nor necessarily implies that the heresy was a problem
in the Bulgarian environment in the early 13" century. Without excluding the
possibility that the heresy had spread, I believe that the theme was developed
in continuation with the efforts of the Comnenus dynasty, and of the Byzantine
authorities in general, to overcome heresy. The Council, and the Synodicon it
produced, opened the way for the inclusion of Bulgaria in the context of the
age and the assertion of power in the Empire. At the same time, these events
led to a deterioration of the Empire’s relations with the Roman Church.

Section IV
The Athonite General Assembly of 1345 and the conviction
of the group of Irene Porene

1. Perhaps the most characteristic section of the Bucharest Synodicon is
that concerning the decisions of the General Assembly of Mount Athos against
heretical monks (ff. 15v,-16r, ). Antonio Rigo identified and commented on
the Greek text, within his articles dedicated to the topic of the hesychast and
Bogomil monks on Mount Athos*. He also published the Greek text from
the manuscript in the Vatican Apostolic Library (Ms. Vat. Gr. 604 ff. 11r-12v)
entitled Hagioretikon gramma (or Tome of Condemnation), dated to 1345.4 1

* A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili. Le accuse di messalianismo e bogomilismo
rivole agli esicasti ed il problema dei rapporti tra esicasmo e bogomilismo, Firenze,
MCMLXXXIX.

4 A. Rigo, “L’assemblea generale atonita del 1344 su un gruppo di monaci bogomili (ms. Vat.
Gr. 604 ff. 11r-12v)”, Cristianesimo nella storia. Ricerche storiche, esegetiche, teologiche, 5
(1984), p. 475-506.
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express my gratitude that he proposed to republish the Greek text as an annexe
to this book, so it can be consulted directly. Many of the problems posed
by the text have been resolved by the Italian scholar, so here I shall limit
myself to generalising and systematising his results in relation to the study of
its Slavic translation.

Foremost, I would like to compare the two texts and look for connexions
between them*. Antonio Rigo had access to the text in BAR, Ms. sl. 307 even
if he is not a specialist in Slavic studies and has not offered a textological
analysis. A comparison of the two texts demonstrates that the Bucharest text,
containing the anathemata after the list of names of heretics, is a precise
translation of the contents of the Hagiorite Tome of Condemnation published
by Rigo. A parallel examination will illustrate this:

(f. 15v-16V) ke A0TE0 0 M .... ] /MacaaTANCKSIO Egeck oF ceRE AbeTal.... |/ 1
740 A'RHCTREHR cmApﬂmf [..a.k] / MPhZUAHWA H ZAUKCTHER [.... | / H TROPETH
R ovueTh  BACTRNS [.... J¢ OF HKWHBI APREA R BQENTE HMENSIOTR * B N0 / NAKRAK,
H EEZURCTETH * H ChIKHSAK CTE */ H B'hCAKKI WEPAZO CKEPWNETR H pACTARRAK'  /
Grioexke K;C)\I.IJEN'I'E * H B'hCE CLPENNOE MPHYELIENTE ® B'hCECTTO H AKHROTROPEPANO TRAA
/ R KPWRE FA HAWEMO WV XA  * ® TorhikNTA / TROEMO XE 1P * NE MOAKZNO e H
¢8emHO / [.... JIH W OVUELIH R KKTRNOE 1 ENCH /' TEANOE i TAKOAKKNOE, EKE NAKTTS
c'mﬁ/'rpm'l'f H IRAENTE EFO WMETAIS . H A / [.... ]2KE MYWTEKI BheKpcenTe HMe / [....
] R'LCAKO 3KE CKRO'BH'CTRO H MpkZo/ [.... ]a [.KA. ] REAHKS AoBpopAETRAR AKAa /...
J¢ npHAERHO. B fina ngkaloTaa i Renak / [B]cAkoro RezBOKTA. GRRYRHHOAKHCTRTA
/ [oor. IngRNWECTETA NPRAAKS . 1aKE HETK / [B'h] MHCMEN'MH HAH EZWIKW . Wi
HHIKE €A / MBIME CRAMBICAOME, XPTIANW EAMOUR/CTHEEI WENOCHTH CRTRIHMO. H
MNW/TIE AHIE CKBPRNNBIMH HXh XKITPOCASRTH, /R Ng-RABCTTS pacTAKRAIS. MoK K
xm'rpg / [ooe JKBCTRO H THIPANTE REAHKO CE TRO/[.... [E MNWIKIE EAHKKI WLOY CRO
/[.... NgHRECTH. R ¢k coROK WHE /[...u]$K NOPHNSTH nponacTk. anama ~T° ~ /
[.... ] MACAATANK . R NGHEMAKLIA B npHW/Bipatolh 6 ¢ BRBEAKNH . B MgrhcKaa
i JoVuENTA NPHEMAKLIA . ANdoEaid 1 T ~ /

The corresponding Greek text can be found in the Annexe, together with
an English translation*’.

46 T have devoted a special article to these questions: Iv. Biliarsky, “The Synodicon of Orthodoxy
in BAR Ms. Sl. 307 and the Hagioreticon Gramma of the Year 1344”, The Balkans and the
Byzantine World before and after the Captures of Constantinople, 1204 and 1453, ed. V1.
Stankovi¢, Lanham-Boulder-New York-London, 2016, p. 103-115

47See here A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnatio...”, 11. 21-40 (Greek text). See also the
previous publication: A. Rigo, “L’assemblea generale atonita del 1344 su un gruppo di
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The two texts are identical and it seems to me that either the Slavic was
translated from this Greek paragraph or the two share a common archetype. In
any case, the dependence on a Greek original is unquestionable. Only a small
number of deviations can be identified. One difference is that in the Greek
letter, the heretics are referred to as “Bogomils” (Iloyopdrot — 1. 24), while in
the Slavic text, they are “Messalians”. The same designation (“Messalians”)
has been used at the beginning of the second anathema, while the Greek text
reads “all (of them)” (ndct — 1. 39). There is no mention in the Slavic text of
“angels” (1. 43) in connexion with the resurrection of the dead; but this could
be due to damage of the paper.

The part about the expulsion of the heretics from Mount Athos and the
interdiction for them to enter the peninsula (1. 41-44) is missing from the
Bucharest manuscript. The explanation for this is simple: the Greek original
of the text — and even more so, its Slavic translation — were composed after the
events of 1345, and the expulsion was no longer of topical importance for the
writers. Many more arguments could be adduced, but this simple explanation
is enough for the purposes of the present study.

The historical context of the creation of the Greek manuscript from which
B was translated, was characterised by theological controversy centred
on hesychasm and its opponents as well as on the struggle against various
heretical and sectarian views and practices in the Empire, on Mount Athos,
and, later, in Bulgaria. This can be observed based on the information about
the condemnation of Barlaam and Gregory Akindynus and of the sect of Irene
Poriné by the General Assembly of Mount Athos, and the commemoration
of the prelates of Hierissos. The first two representatives of the anti-Palamite
group are well known and figure as an essential element of the Palaeologian
variant of the Synodicon. Until now, the events of 1345 on Mount Athos
were known only from the Vita of St. Theodosius of Tarnovo and from the
Hagiorite Letter (Ayoptticov ypappa) published by Antonio Rigo*®. Other
sources provide less insight into the events. The Bucharest manuscript of the

monaci bogomili (ms. Vat. Gr. 604 ff. 11r-12v)”, p. 505 1. 31-56.

* See here the annexe and A. Rigo, “L’assemblea generale atonita del 1344 su un gruppo di
monaci bogomili (ms. Vat. Gr. 604 ff. 11r-12v)”, p. 504-506; B. H. 3narapcku, ,,:Knrie H
HKHZHB NPENOAOBNATO OTLLA HALIEMO PEWAOCTA, HIKE B TPRHORE MOCHHYKCTRORARLIAIO, CThIHCANO
cReTRHWHMS  naTpiaggoms Kwheranmhna rpapa kvps Kaanerwms (henceforth, cites as:
“YKurne n xu3ns..."), CoopHuk 3a Hapoouu ymomeopenus u napooonuc, 1904, xu. II/XX, p.
19 sq.; Cmapa 6wvazcapcka aumepamypa, 1. IV, JKumuenucnu meopou, Sofia, 1986, p. 452 sq.
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Synodicon and the Hagiorite Letter present the group accused of heresy and
provide an interesting picture of the religious disputes of that time.

The General Assembly of Mount Athos, held in 1345, at the height of the
controversy about hesychasm and the condemnation of the anti-Palamites, has
a direct bearing on these events. Although the concrete topic of the General
Assembly were the so-called Messalians (or Bogomils), the practices of this
group initially served as a basis for the reproaches addressed by Barlaam of
Calabria and Gregory Akindynus, who accused the hesychasts of maintaining
various heretical beliefs and strange practices. Subsequently, the Hagiorite
monks responded by condemning the Messalians of Mount Athos; this
condemnation has found a place in the cited special act and in the Bucharest
manuscript of the Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy. It was also reflected
in the writing and promulgation of a particular Tépog &yypagog, which is no
longer available, but some information about its contents can be obtained
from the Hagioretikon gramma and from the Bucharest manuscript of the
Synodicon®.

The accusations against the hesychasts have been mentioned in some texts
written by Barlaam of Calabria, in the letters of Gregory Akindynus, and in
the anti-heretical works and the Byzantine History of Nicephorus Gregoras.
These three authors evidently belonged to the anti-Palamite group, which
was not uniform: their respective accusations against the Palamites and their
alleged contacts with the Messalians/Bogomils are quite different. Barlaam
focuses on the hesychast doctrine and criticises its possible ties to heretical
doctrines™. For their part, Gregory Akindynus and Nicephorus Gregoras
launch personal attacks focused on the alleged or real connexions between
the leaders of the hesychasts and the heretics called Messalians or Bogomils.
There are also some differences, however, between Gregory and Nicephorus.
Probably because Palamas was his spiritual father, Gregory Akindynus
refrains from attacking him, restricting his criticism instead to Patriarch
Isidore Boucheiras®'. In his letter to the metropolitan of Monembasia, he
informs that, while in Thessalonica, Joseph of Crete had stayed at the home

4 A. Rigo, « L’assemblea generale atonita », p. 480.

0 A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 39-103, 221-222.

SLA. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 151, 221 ff., 232-233. PLPZ, # 3140. I would
like to suggest the recently published book on Patriarch Isidore Boucheiras: A. Rigo, 1347
Isidoro patriarca di Costantinopoli e il breve sogno dell’inizio di una nuova epoca (= Wiener
byzantinische Studien, Bd. XXXI), Vienna, 2020.
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of Isidore, and directly accuses the latter of ties to the heretical group of Irene
Poring>. This was a serious accusation that created suspicion regarding the
ties between hesychasts and heretical Messalians/Bogomils. For his part,
Nicephorus Gregoras aimed his reproaches directly at Gregory Palamas,
claiming that the latter was at the centre of contacts and collaboration
between hesychasts and heretics®. In either case, the anti-Palamite group was
evidently trying to accuse its opponents of sympathising with the heretical
sect that was condemned in 1345 — as stated in the “Hagiorite Letter” and the
Synodicon from Bucharest. It is difficult to establish whether this sympathy
was based in fact or whether the Messalian/Bogomil reference was simply a
stock accusation thrown at any opponent in a theological dispute. It is clear
that the condemnation of the Thessalonica-Mount Athos heretics from Irene
Poriné’s sect coincided with the dismissal of Isidore Boucheiras from the see
of Monembasia and the excommunication of Gregory Palamas; moreover, the
Messalians/Bogomils were active in the same territory. It has already been
observed that there were accusations of personal ties between members of the
two currents, charges that were probably not entirely groundless: it is certainly
not to be excluded that in the Orthodox world of the 14™ century — that boiling
pot of ideas — certain individuals, misguided in their spiritual searches,
may have simultaneously belonged to different and even opposed schools.
Be that as it may, [ do not think a close connexion between the hesychasts
and the Messalians/Bogomils can be established. Despite the strange silence
of Patriarch Philotheus Kokkinos and Gregory Palamas on the issue, quite
clearly some hesychasts took an active part in condemning the heretics both
on Mount Athos and in Tarnovo®. The future Patriarch Callistus I presided
over the trial of the Mount Athos heretics, and in the Bulgarian capital, their
conviction was brought about with the active participation of St. Theodosius
of Tarnovo, another disciple of Gregory of Sinai®®.

52 Letters of Gregory Akindynos, Greek Text and English Translation by A. Constantinidis Hero,
Washington D. C., 1983, nr. 52, 11. 55-75.

3 A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 224 sq., 232-233.

3* A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 235 sq., 257 sq.

55 B. H. 3narapckw, ,, )Kurtue u xusHb..., p. 19 sq.; Cmapa bvicapcka aumepamypa, T. 1V, p.
452 ff.; A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 269 sq.

¢ The information about these events comes from the Vita of St. Gregory written by the same
Patriarch Callistus — B. H. 3matapckw, ,,)Kutne n xusss..., p. 19 sq.; Cmapa ovreapcka
aumepamypa, T. 1V, p. 452 sq. See also Anrenos, bocomuicmeomo 6 bvacapus, p. 500-508.
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In fact, it is worth sketching the subsequent history of a part of the heretical
group that was active in Tarnovo. Evidently, after their condemnation and
expulsion from Mount Athos, some of the followers of Irene Poriné headed for
Bulgaria, where it was possible for them to continue their activity. These events
are known from Patriarch Callistus’s Vita of St. Theodosius of Tarnovo, where
the author explicitly mentions the name of the (pseudo-)nun of Thessalonica
and recalls the group’s condemnation and expulsion from Mount Athos®’.
The only members of this group mentioned by name in the Hagioretikon
gramma and in the Bucharest Synodicon are Cyril Bossota, with his associate
Lazarus and his disciple the priest Stephen. As pointed out above, their direct
connexion with the Athonite heretics is explicitly stated. It is said that Lazarus
walked about naked in the city and behaved like a fool for Christ, while Cyril
preached and sowed the seed of his heretical ideas®®. The ideas in question
included iconoclasm, rejection of holy objects including the Cross as well
as various orgiastic practices involving drunkenness and the consumption of
foul food. These heresies seem to have been accepted by some of the clergy,
as Patriarch Theodosius himself was described as “unknowledgeable” and
“miscomprehending”, which should be interpreted as a suspicion cast on
him. Invited to come and help, St. Theodosius of Tarnovo initiated a council,
at which he challenged the heresy of Cyril Bossota, Lazarus, and the priest
Stephen. In the Vita these heretical ideas have been presented as of the dualist
kind, as evident by the heretics’ attitude to food, matrimony, the holy images,
and the explicit accusation regarding their belief in the dual principle of the
world®. The council condemned the group, and the lives of its members took
various courses: Lazarus returned to Orthodoxy, but Cyril Bossota and the
priest Stephen remained adamant in their convictions and were sentenced by
the tsar. Their faces were branded and they were expelled from Bulgaria.

The data in the Vita of St. Theodosius of Tarnovo are remarkable in many
ways. It certainly shows how the spiritual life and theological controversies in
Bulgaria were linked to the context of the age, marked by religious searches,
not all of which remained within the borders of Orthodoxy. The question may

7 B. H. 3narapckw, ,, )Kute u xu3Hb...“, p. 19-20; Cmapa 6wreapcka numepamypa, 1. IV, p.
452-453.

8 B. H. 3narapcku, ,, )Kutue u xusnb...“, p. 20; Cmapa o6vieapcka iumepamypa, 1. IV, p. 453.

% B. H. 3narapcky, ,,)KutHe u Ku3Hb...“, p. 21-22; Cmapa 6wvreapcka aumepamypa, T. IV, p.
454-455.
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be raised of how relevant is the information provided in the Vita regarding the
group’s heretical ideas and practices at the time they were on Mount Athos?
I believe that the conclusion that there was a connexion with old practices on
Mount Athos cannot be lightly rejected. The same counts for the relevance
of the information contained in the Vita regarding the time they spent on the
Holy Mountain. On the other hand, it is not to be excluded that Cyril and his
adherents developed the ideas of Irene Porin¢ in a different direction and gave
them a different emphasis.

No doubt, the accusation of being connected with Irene Poriné’s heretical
sect was used in the context of the theological controversies of that time.
The label “Bogomil” or “Messalian” was used as an ideological weapon
during the Late Middle Ages, and historiography has demonstrated that many
of the accusations at that time conformed to such a pattern. There are no
reasons to assert that the hesychasts were “Messalians” or “Bogomils”; nor
can Irene Poring’s followers be qualified as one or the other with complete
certainty. Nevertheless, I find it necessary to present a systematic overview
of the theological accusations against them, at least as stated in the Bucharest
Synodicon, in order to complete the commentary on the source published here.

First of all, I should present an overview of the anathemata pronounced
against them according to the text in this copy of the Synodicon:

a) Iconoclasm® (BAR Ms. S1. 307, f. 15v, 1. 18-21). Iconoclasm is one of the
most typical accusations against heretics during the post-iconoclastic age. It is
viewed as “the heresy of heresies”. As for the Bogomils, and more generally
the various neo-Manichean or neo-Gnostic sects, they are well reflected in
the sources, and the information there ultimately accords with what is known
about their doctrine. Although the accusation of iconoclasm was typical, and
seems to be a cliché, it should be emphasised that the accusations against
the heretics formulated in the Hagioretikon gramma and in the Bucharest
Synodicon fully overlap: they are said to call the holy icons mere wood and
mud, they spit on them, defile and burn them (BAR Ms. sl. 307, f. 15v, )"

% A. Rigo, “L’assemblea generale athonita”, p. 486-487; A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci
bogomili, p. 198-200, 248-254; B. H. 3narapckw, ,, Kurtaue u ®u3ssb...“, p. 21-22; Cmapa
bvreapcka rumepamypa, T. IV, p. 455.

" Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, p. 246, Il.
26-27; A. Rigo, “L’assemblea generale athonita”, p. 504-505 (especially 11. 35-37).
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b) Rejection of the sacrament of Baptism and of the Eucharist (BAR Ms.
sl. 307, f. 15v,, ,.)®. Antonio Rigo discusses this point in connexion with its
reflection in the Hagioretikon gramma; he points to some older parallels with
this characteristic accusation against the dualists®. In fact, practically the
same words of condemnation are used against the heretics in both texts, which
testify to a direct connexion between them.

¢) Rejection of the Incarnation (BAR Ms. sl. 307, f. 16r )*. This is
certainly a typical accusation against dualist heresies, based on their rejection
of the flesh.

d) Rejection of the resurrection of the dead (BAR Ms. sl. 307, f. 16r, ,). This
is an accusation dating from the same age; it is attested in the Mount Athos
Letter and in other sources of that epoch. It is again based on the rejection of
the flesh, but it seems to have been a very widespread accusation at that time®.

e) They perform vile acts and use crafty words (no precise description),
which leads to the abyss (BAR Ms. sl. 307, f. 16r, ). Comparing the text of
this manuscript of the Synodicon with the dogmatic and moral accusations
reflected in the Mount Athos Letter of the General Assembly of the monastic
community in 1345, the latter has further accusations: of violating the fasts, of
consuming unclean food (meat from dead animals and animals not considered
edible in a Christian environment), of sodomy and homosexuality, of orgiastic
rituals, using unclean material in the Eucharist (the teacher’s use of urine for
giving communion to his disciples), etc. A. Rigo gives a detailed overview
of these accusations, as present in the Mount Athos Letter, in his book on the
controversy related to the heresy that began in Thessalonica, passed through
Mount Athos, and later reached Tarnovo®. Notably, similar accusations are
found in the Vita of St. Theodosius of Tarnovo, although the concrete practices,

62 Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, 11. 26-27.

% A.Rigo, “L’assemblea generale athonita”, p. 486; A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili,
p- 200; B. H. 3narapcku, ,,)Kutue u xu3Hb...~, p. 22; Cmapa 6vreapcka aumepamypa, 1. 1V,
p. 455.

¢ Regarding these accusations of the General Assembly of Mount Athos, see Annexe here —
A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, 11. 27-30. See also A. Rigo,
“L’assemblea generale athonita”, p. 486; A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 190
ff.

% Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, 11. 31; A. Rigo,
“L’assemblea generale athonita”, p. 486; Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 201.

% A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 193-198.
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as far as they can be identified, seem to have been quite different: there, special
emphasis is placed on the defence of matrimony as a sacrament®’.

f) Atthe beginning and the end of the text, they are accused of Messalianism®,

Anathemata are pronounced against the following persons (see BAR
Ms. sl. 307, f. 15v):

a) Joseph of Crete®. Very little is known about his life, beyond his place
of origin. He was from the island of Crete, as evident from his appellation.
He and his follower George of Larissa were teachers in the sect and held a
higher position than the others (except for Irene Porin¢). He lived for a while
in Thessalonica, where he participated in Irene’s heretical group; according
to the accusation by Gregory Akindynus, he was connected with Isidore
Boucheiras. Then he went to Mount Athos and lived in the Great Lavra St.
Athanasius. He was one of the adepts who introduced Irene’s heresy into the
monastic community. Thus, the Great Lavra became the centre of the heresy
on Mount Athos, from there it spread. He was condemned by the Hagiorite
General Assembly and expelled from Mount Athos.

b) George of Larissa™. He was one of the teachers and initiators of the
heretical group on Mount Athos; that is why he is placed second on the
anathema list of names. He was a monk in the Great Lavra as early as the
1340s. A native of Thessaly, he was from the city of Larissa, according to texts
by Nicephorus Gregoras. It is documented that he was twice in Thessalonica
before going to Mount Athos. In that city, he probably lived in the same
monastery as Joseph of Crete, under whose influence he joined the sect. At the
trial held by the General Assembly, he repented, as has been recorded in his
extant confession. Nevertheless, he was expelled from the monastic republic,
having been first branded with a mark of heresy as a warning to others.

¢) Cyril, mentioned in the anathema of the Bucharest Synodicon, is
probably Cyril Bossota, known from the Hagioretikon gramma and the Vita

¢ B. H. 3narapckw, ,,)Kutue u xusub...“, p. 19-22; Cmapa 6wireapcka mumepamypa, T. 1V, p.
452-455.

% Precisely as the same in the Vita of St. Theodosius of Tarnovo: B. H. 3narapcku, ,, Kutne u
KU3Hb...“, p. 19 u 22; Cmapa 6vacapcka aumepamypa, 1. IV, p. 453 u 455.

% Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, p. 247, 11. 45
sq.; A. Rigo, “L’assemblea generale athonita”, p. 484; A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci
bogomili, p. 156 sq., 178 sq.

7 Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, p. 247, 11. 45
sq.; A. Rigo, “L’assemblea generale athonita”, p. 483 ff.; A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci
bogomili, p. 135 sq., 178 sq., 221 sq.
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of St. Theodosius of Tarnovo’'. He was a monk in the Great Lavra and was
tried and expelled from Mount Athos for practicing and spreading heresy.
After that, he seems to have moved to Tarnovo, where he continued his
activity, according to Patriarch Callistus’s Vita of St. Theodosius’, where
he is mentioned together with his companion Lazarus and his disciple, the
priest Stephen. The testimonies about him in the Vita are quite similar to the
accusations in the Mount Athos Letter, but with a different emphasis, such
as Adamite practices, the rejection of the sacrament of matrimony, self-
mutilation, preaching poverty, and some other practices. The heretics rejected
the holy icons and the Cross, and apparently did not accept the established
practices of the Church. At the council, St. Theodosius explicitly accused the
group of dualism. It should be pointed out that the Vita primarily connects
Lazarus with sacrilegious acts, while Cyril is presented more as a theoretician
and spreader of heretical ideas. He was condemned at the Council in Tarnovo,
together with his companion and his disciple. Patriarch Callistus writes that
Lazarus repented and remained contrite to the end of his days, while Cyril
Bossota and the priest Stephen were adamant in their heretical views, so the
tsar sentenced them, branded their faces, and expelled them from Bulgaria.

d) Dionysius, assumed by Antonio Rigo to have been a monk in the Great
Lavra, cannot be identified from other sources, other than merely being
mentioned in the Hagioretikon gramma and in the Bucharest Synodicon. It
seems A. Rigo hesitates whether to identify him as the monk of the same
name, also from the Lavra, brother of the papas Niphon, who was expelled
from the monastery in 1359 together with five of his followers for causing
trouble and provoking conflicts . This is all the information available, except
that the General Assembly decided that he was part of the heretical group.

e) Moses the Zograph™ is named together with his vocation — he was
probably a painter and iconographer. The fact is hardly consistent with the

I Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, 11. 57; A. Rigo,
“L’assemblea generale athonita”, p. 484; A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 144-
145, 149, 172-178, 179 sq., 269.

2 B. H. 3narapcku, ,, JKurue u kusHb..., p. 19-22; Cmapa 6wreapcka aumepamypa, . IV, p.
452-455.

3 Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, 11. 56; A. Rigo,
Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 183 note 93.

* Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, 1. 56-57; A.
Rigo, “L’assemblea generale athonita”, p. 484; A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili,
p- 178 sq.
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iconoclasm of which the heretics were accused, and which might have been a
stock reproach in theological controversy at that time. Antonio Rigo assumes
that he was a monk in Chilandari Monastery or in Chilandari’s pyrgos at
the seashore, but makes this conclusion conditional on the identification of
Methodius with the bashta mentioned in the Hagioretikon gramma. 1If this
identification is accepted, Moses was quite probably of Serbian origin.

f) Methodius” is identified by A. Rigo as the bashta in the Hagioretikon
gramma, who is also the brother of Theophilus, a monk living most probably
in the Great Lavra. The Italian scholar is inclined to believe that he was the
spiritual father’® of Chilandari or of Chilandari’s pyrgos at the seashore.
This was a relatively high position in the Athonite hierarchy, which testifies
not only to the personal status of Methodius but also to the high positions
the heretics had reached. Moreover, it may be considered that the possible
influence of the bashta went far beyond the limits of Mount Athos and had
political dimensions, insofar as the person holding this position was also the
spiritual father of the Serbian kings. Of course, such identification implies the
Serbian origin of Methodius, which is probable even apart from his position,
as the Slavic word bashta [father] points to a South Slavic origin. It should
be said the word is more typical for the Bulgarian language than for Serbian,
although it was in use there as well”’.

g) Malachias” should be identical with the homonymous heretic indicated
in the Hagioretikon gramma as the ecclesiastikos of Iviron, indicating which
monastery he came from. Malachias occupied a comparatively high position
in one of the highest-ranking monasteries of Mount Athos. Nothing else is
known about him. The Acts of Iviron from 1328 to the early 16" century,

> Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, 11. 56; A.
Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 178 ff. especially p. 179 note 79, where M.
Zivoijnovié, in a correspondence with his Italian colleague, states the identification can only
be hypothetical.

76 M. Zivoijnovi¢, “The spiritual father of the monastery of Chilandar”, XVI. Insternazionaler
Byzantinistenkongrefs, Akten 11, 2/.JOB 32/2 (1982), p. 247-256.

" Bwieapcku  emumunocuven peunux, T. 1, Sofia, 1971, p. 37; Peunux cpncrkoxpsamckoz
KIUIICEBHO2 U HApOOHOe je3uKa, Kib. 1, Beorpan, 1959, p. 356-357 (the first indicated meaning
is “father”, the second is “elder relative”, and the third, which I want to emphasise, is “elder
in the Chilandari Monastery”).

8 Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, 11. 59; A. Rigo,
“L’assemblea generale athonita”, p. 483, 485; A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p.
144-145, 173-174, 178 sq.
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published after A. Rigo’s book, include two monks called Malachias, but
one was a hieromonk in 1419 and the other was kathegoumenos in 1501 and
1503.7

h) Theophilus® was a monk from the Great Lavra, brother of the so-called
bashta (the latter probably being identical with the Methodius mentioned
in the anathema). This means that he was also probably of Serbian origin.
Nothing more is known about his life after his condemnation by the General
Assembly of Mount Athos.

i) Chariton®' is poorly represented in the sources. He was a monk in the
Great Lavra and belonged to the heretical group of Joseph of Crete. He was
condemned by the Athonite General Assembly in 1345.

j) Theodoritus®* is mentioned in the Bucharest Synodicon and in the
Hagioretikon gramma. According to one hypothesis, he is identical with
the homonymous heretic cited in the Vita of St. Theodosius of Tarnovo, but
this has been contested and can only be considered a speculation. I believe
that they were two different persons. Regarding the Theodoritus cited in
the Synodicon and the Hagioretikon gramma, nothing more is said than the
accusation that he belonged to the sect of Irene Poriné. In the Vita of Saint
Theodosius, the other Theodoritus is accused of different deviations, which
have been described in more detail. He is presented as a monk who came to
Tarnovo from Constantinople under the guise of a doctor but began to sow
the heretical ideas of Barlaam and Gregory Akindynus.** Through wizardry
and soothsaying, he enticed not only the simple-minded people but especially
the eminent and the famous. A particularly curious and specific accusation
against Theodoritus was that he exhorted people to bow before an oak tree

" Actes d’Iviron, t. IV (= Archives de [’Athos, t. XIX), éd. J. Lefort, N. Oikonomidés, D.
Papachryssanthou, V. Kravari, H. Métrévéli, Paris, 1995, p. 235.

8 Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, 11. 58-59; A.
Rigo, “L’assemblea generale athonita”, p. 485; A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili,
p- 144-145, 173 sq. 178 sq.

81 Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, 1. 58; A. Rigo,
“L’assemblea generale athonita”, p. 485; A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 144-
145,173 sq., 178 sq.

82 Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, 11. 56; A. Rigo,
“L’assemblea generale athonita”, p. 484; A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 125
note 85, 144-145, 173 sq., 178 sq.

8 B. H. 3narapcku, ,, )Kurtue u xusssb...“, p. 19 line 3-20; Cmapa 6vreapcka aumepamypa, T.
IV, p. 452.
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and make bloody sacrifices to it — sheep and lambs — in order to be healed.
Thus, large numbers of people in the capital city, distinguished citizens
amongst them, were impelled to commit evil deeds. The rituals as described
seem to echo semi-pagan practices, which are not known from other sources.
It is inconsistent with the claim that Theodoritus was linked to the heresy
of Barlaam and Akindynus, for whom there is no information indicating a
connexion with pagan practices. This suggests that at least one of the two
accusations was a cliché meant to strengthen the other. Be that as it may, in the
Vita, Theodoritus is presented separately and not in the group of Irene Poring;
this gives me reason to reject the identification of the person mentioned
in the Synodicon. The Vita of St. Theodosius of Tarnovo tells us only that
Theodoritus’s heresy was exposed by the saint, the misguided were brought
back to the ecclesiastic tradition and the seducer was covered in eternal shame
and expulsed. No mention has been made of a trial or involvement of the
secular authorities in the expulsion.

k) Nicandrus® is mentioned not only in the Bucharest Synodicon but also
twice in the Hagioretikon gramma. He belonged to the Athonite heretical
group and was condemned and anathemised together with the others. Nothing
more is known about him.

1) Irene Porene® is designated as a “nun”, the founder of the sect and
initiator of its orgiastic practices in Thessalonica, where she certainly dwelled
in the 1330s. She was still in that city at the time the General Assembly of
Mount Athos convicted the heretics in 1345. She is considered to have been
a central figure among the Messalians/Bogomils and a teacher of Joseph of
Crete. Interestingly, the Vita of St. Theodosius of Tarnovo devotes particular
attention to her; she is clearly placed at the head of the sect, although her
activity is not connected with the Bulgarian capital.

m) Metrophanes®® is the only heretic mentioned solely in the anathemata of
the Bucharest Synodicon. He was one of the convicted Athonite heretics, but
the extant sources no not reveal more than this.

8 Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, 11. 55; A. Rigo,
Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 144-145, 173-174, 179 sq.

8 Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, 11. 61; A. Rigo,

“L’assemblea generale athonita”, p. 484; A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 181

sq.; Letters of Gregory Akindynos, nr. 52; B. H. 3narapcku, ,,)Kurtuie u xxu3sb...“, p. 19-20;

Cmapa bvazcapcka numepamypa, 1. 1V, p. 452-453.

A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 144-145, 179.

86
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n) Joannicius Kekratimenos®” is mentioned both in the Bucharest Synodicon
and in the Hagioretikon gramma. Unfortunately, nothing more can be said
about him, except for the obvious fact that he belonged to the group of heretics
convicted by the General Assembly of the Hagiorite monks in 1345.

Compared with the other testimonies found in the Bucharest Synodicon,
the information regarding the General Assembly of Mount Athos and the
conviction of the heretical group of Irene Poren¢ is interesting, above all
from a purely historical point of view. They are not unique for this heresy,
but are among the few testimonies that give information about the group,
adding a drop of knowledge about the spiritual life in the Balkans on the eve
of the Ottoman conquest. Significantly, this account confirms that the unity
of Orthodox nations was growing stronger at the end of the Middle Ages.
This tendency was related to the theological controversies of that time and
obviously involved not only the followers of religious tradition but also the
heretical currents within it.

87 Annexe here — A. Rigo, “The Tome of Condemnation of the Holy Mountain”, 11. 61; A. Rigo,
“L’assemblea generale athonita”, p. 483; A. Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 135
sq., 156 sq.



CHAPTER VII

THE BUCHAREST AND DRINOV MANUSCRIPTS IN THE CONTEXT
OF THE HISTORY OF THE SYNODICON. THEIR AFFILIATION TO THE
VARIANTS AND THEIR INTERCONNEXIONS.

1. The Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy in Slavic countries:
interconnexions and relations.

All the authors who have hitherto written about the Bulgarian Synodicon
for the Sunday of Orthodoxy proceed from the view that there is continuity
between the different witnesses to the texts: that is basically why the
designations “Boril’s Synodicon” or “Tsar Boril’s Synodicon” are used. In
this book, I proceed from the opposite view: that the texts are different and can
be arranged and classified as such. Nevertheless, [ do not assert that there is no
connexion between them. On the contrary, at times obvious signs of influence
can be detected, or even loans, from and within different categories of variants.
I should say at the start that there is some logic to the traditional view of
historians, despite its romantic side. The Synodicon is one and the same work,
so there is inevitably some tradition in the text throughout the versions in spite
of their temporal and geographical differences. However, over-emphasising
the common origin of the witnesses to the text of the Synodicon, prevents
noticing and classifying their differences. The present study concerns itself
exactly with that aspect, documenting and studying these differences.

Only the Byzantine original can serve as a basis for arranging the various
“Bulgarian” manuscripts of the Synodicon. In connexion with this, it has
to be remembered that the Synodicon is a complex work that continued to
develop throughout the process of its transmission history. Its development
continued from the 9™ to the 15™ century, and it should be kept in mind that
the differences are not only across time but across locality as well. This
means that, in addition to textual development through additions of various
theological discussions and their solutions, there are also additions made by
different churches and dioceses. The added material has been placed mainly
within the commemorative part. There are also additions dealing with specific
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theological debates reflecting issues relevant to congregations in a specific
country or territory.

From the time of Jean Gouillard until the present, it has been assumed that
there are three variants of the Synodicon, which the French scholar designated
according to the names of the ruling dynasties: Macedonian (variant M),
Comnenian (variant C) and Palaeologian (variant P). In this system of
classification, M refers to the initial variant from the time when veneration of
icons was restored and the first additions were made. It was consolidated in the
10™ century and presents the various theological arguments of the venerators
of icons: the visions of the prophets, the image of the Holy Mother of God, the
Incarnation, etc.! The first additions were made during the decades after 843
and concern mainly the commemorative part; there were also retrospective
mentions of iconoclasts in condemnations from the 8" and 9" centuries. The
Comnenian variant (C) begins with the anathema against Gerontius of Lampé,
which may serve as a marker but raises no special theological problems.
The additional text characteristic of this variant is practically consolidated
around the great philosophical-theological controversies of the 11% — 12
centuries: the condemnation of John Italus and then of Nilus of Calabria,
the controversies over the Passion of Christ and the expression “Pater maior
me est”™. For its part, the Palaeologian variant (P) is consolidated around the
last great flowering of theology connected with hesychasm and the disputes
between Palamites and Barlaamites in the 14" — 15" centuries®. The diptych
in the Synodicon is certainly interesting, especially for historians, but it is not
what distinguishes the variants, although it enables dating the copies.

The first version of the Bulgarian Synodicon was made in connexion with
the Council held in Tarnovo in 1211; hence, not coincidentally, the work
is designated by the name of Tsar Boril. It has retained its structure and is
certainly a Comnenian variant (C), although it contains additions made to the
commemorations and anathemata during the second half of the 14™ century.
These additions consist of anathemata against Gregory Akindynus, Barlaam of
Calabria, and Prochorus Cydones, which reflect the hesychast controversy but
do not coincide textually with the chapters against the hesychasts in the Greek

!'J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 119 sq.
2J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 183 sq.
3 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 239 sq.
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variant P of the Synodicon*. Another late addition is the text against Fudul and
his teacher Pyropoulus®. They are known from Gregory Tsamblak’s Eulogy
to Euthymius, which testifies that the two lived in the second half of the 14"
century®. Though these elements concern the Palamite controversy, this fact
does not change the characterisation of PAL as a variant C of the Synodicon.
Hence, the focus is not on the Palauzov manuscript, but on the Drinov and
Bucharest manuscripts, their affiliation and the connexions between them.

First the other extant Slavonic manuscripts need to be taken into
consideration, witnesses from Serbia and the Eastern Slavs. It has already
been mentioned that the Serbian Synodicon was produced in the early 13%
century and has no direct relation to the Bulgarian text’. They are linguistically
different and there are no mutual dependencies. The Russian text of the
manuscript from the Synodal collection 667 belongs to a P variant and would
be interesting to use for comparison, especially with the Bucharest manuscript.
The same can be said about the printed Synodica from Kiev, Lemberg/Lvov,
and Moscow. These printed editions are very important, because they were
the first to create a stabilised norm of the Synodicon’s content, a norm that
would be reproduced for a considerable period of time. This content — in
Greek — is known to have originated in the diocese of the city of Patras in the
Peloponnesus and, from there, was translated into Slavic and Romanian. That
is why it is particularly important to find some elements in it that are similar
to the older Slavic witnesses, such as the one from the Synodal collection Ne
667 and the Bucharest manuscript.

2. Connexions between the Palauzov manuscript and DRIN and B.

I would say there is nothing specific connecting the Palauzov and the
Bucharest manuscripts of the Synodicon. Of course, in all cases, the witnesses

¢ Us. boxunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, Us. bunsipcku, Bopunos Cunooux, p. 177,-178  (TIAJL, f.
27r,,-27v,).

5 UB. Boxuios, A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. buisipcku, bopunos Cunodux, p. 178
50)» P- 317, p. 336 notes 201and 202, p. 358, p. 377 notes 201 and 202.

¢ E. Katuzniacki, Aus der panegyrischen Litteratur der Siidslaven, Wien, 1901, S. 46; T1. Pyces,
Us. I'bnib00B, A. laBunos, I'. lanues, Iloxeéanno croso 3a Esmumuii om I pucopuii Llamonax,
Sofia, 1971, p. 184 (§ 40,2); Us. boxunos, A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. bunsipcku, bopunos
Cunooux, p. 48-49.

" Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1, p. 474-475.

(TTAJL, £. 27v,,

7-20
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represent the same work, and they were translated from Byzantine versions
which included the Comnenian age as additions made at that period are present
in both, but there are no specific additions or other characteristics in one of
these manuscripts that are also present in the other. I have already pointed out
that the Palauzov manuscript represents variant C, and the Bucharest witness
variant P. The orthographies of the two manuscripts are different, and so are
the textual convoys of the work and their places of origin.

A comparison between the Palauzov and Drinov manuscripts of the
Bulgarian Synodicon is of greater interest for the present study. The most
important markers of mutual influence and overlap between these two
Bulgarian manuscripts can be divided into two groups: the first group of
markers connects the witnesses with the original translation of the text into
Slavic and its implementation as an outcome of the Council of 1211. The second
group contains the commemorations of the Bulgarian rulers and ecclesiastic
and secular dignitaries. The first group comprises a historical narrative and
texts related to Church dogma; the second is historical-commemorative. The
commemorative purpose of the Synodicon is of essential importance; that
is why among the Eastern Slavs, the term “Synodicon” is also used in the
sense of “commemoration/prayer list”. The purpose of the work is generally
to maintain identity, especially in the political sphere, and hence to legitimate
the rulers. This is one of the reasons for the translation and implementation of
the text in Bulgaria at the beginning of the 13" century.

The narrative about the Council held on February 11, 1211 certainly
connects PAL and DRIN, because it is present only in these two witnesses.
The comparison demonstrates that they contain the same text, with some
linguistic differences, caused by different transmission processes. The textual
differences are located at the beginning and the end of the story. The beginning
is missing from PAL, obviously due to the loss of sheets from the manuscript.
The end is missing from DRIN, which in this case is not due to the absence of
a sheet. The copyist of DRIN skipped a relatively large part of the text, which
includes the end of the story of the Council of 1211 and the commemorations
of the rulers from Tsar Boril to Tsar Constantine Asen. The end of the
commemoration of the last-mentioned tsar has been left included.® Intentional
omission seems improbable. It is not known whether this lacuna was caused

8 M. T. Ionpyxkenko, Cunooux yaps Bopuna, p. 81 note 2 to § 94; WB. Boxkunos, A.-M.
Toromanosa, UB. bunsipcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 155 note 78.



THE BUCHAREST AND DRINOV MANUSCRIPTS 205

by a mistake, or due to the loss of sheets from the source manuscript (or an
earlier manuscript somewhere in the chain of transmission). In all cases,
the same story about the Council in Tarnovo against the Bogomils has been
included in both manuscripts. This testifies either to a dependence of DRIN
on PAL (less likely) or (more likely) a shared dependence on an unknown,
lost manuscript. Apart from the narrative about the Council of 1211, the anti-
dualist anathemata placed in PAL on f. 24r ,-f. 25v,, and in DRIN on f. 200r -
f. 200v , should also be taken into consideration, although not thematically,
but in textual-topographic terms. They precede the commemorations of the
Bulgarian rulers, unlike the story of the Council which is located within the
framework of these commemorations, in the part about Tsar Boril. Thus, this
section in DRIN forms a united whole (from which fragments are missing)
that could be considered to have been taken from somewhere else and inserted
into the text.

Another indication of similarity is the presence of anti-dualist anathemata
borrowed from the letter of Patriarch Cosmas in both manuscripts. The
compiler of the initial text seems to have found them necessary in connexion
with the anti-Bogomil theme of the Council of 1211 from which the Bulgarian
Synodicon originated. These anathemata also have the characteristics of a
later insertion into the Byzantine original, as they immediately follow the
obviously added personal anathema against John Italus and the repeated
anathema against Nilus of Calabria. These two texts were also taken from
somewhere else, together with the anathemata from the letter of Patriarch
Cosmas. That “somewhere else” may have been a witness to the Synodicon
belonging to variant C, in which the personal anathema against John Italus
is usually included, in contrast to variant P from which it is usually missing.

These observations undoubtedly suggest some important ideas about the
history of the textual composition of the Bulgarian Synodicon and increase
understanding of the relations between B and DRIN.

3. Connexions and relations between the Bucharest
and Drinov manuscripts of the Synodicon

The manuscript of the Synodicon from Bucharest strictly follows the
Byzantine tradition and cannot be identified as related to any Slavic country.
Its language is Slavic, written according to the Resava orthography typical of
the Balkans in the Late Middle Ages. Hence, it is completely different from the
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Drinov manuscript, which is Bulgarian. The indication of the latter’s Bulgarian
affiliation is the story of the Council of 1211 and some of the commemorations
and anathemata it contains. These two manuscripts are the focus of the present
study, being of utmost interest as the only extant South Slavic witnesses to
variant P, representing a late version of the Byzantine Synodicon. There are
many aspects to the mutual connexions and relations between the two texts:
linguistic on the one hand, and substantial and structural-textual on the other.
The next two sections will partially present each of these aspects separately.

3. 1. Observations on some linguistic particularities of the two manuscripts

It should be said first that both manuscripts were written in the Resava
orthographic norm, which was prevalent in the Balkans during the early
period of Ottoman rule’. At that time, the Tarnovo orthographic norm,
usually associated with the time and name of Patriarch Euthymius, was used
almost exclusively in Moldavia. It should be emphasised that the Resava
orthography cannot be classified on a national basis, as it was very typical for
different Balkan Slavic nations, mainly the Serbs and Bulgarians, in the Late
Middle Ages. This feature is certainly a basis of similarity between the two
manuscripts, but it could be attributed to their historical context, as both were
written in the 16™ century. As I am not a linguist, I would not want to enter a
territory that lies outside my specialty and will refrain from detailed analysis.

Nevertheless, 1 shall present data on the textual similarity, which M.
Tsibranska and I defined in a joint article dealing with several particular
lexemes related to established theological concepts found only in the
Bucharest and Drinov manuscripts'®. T am referring to several composites
which were used to translate Greek terms having as their first element opo-.
In the Slavic translation preserved in the manuscript copies, this first element
is expressed with raksno-, and not the usual eauno-. That form was very
well established because of the term 6p000G10G / KeAunocaLILNE, Which was
discussed and sanctioned at the First Ecumenical Council in Nicaea (325 AD).

? A.-M. Totomanova draws a distinction between the language/orthography of the two
manuscripts (A.-M. Totomanova, “The Synodikon of Orthodoxy in Medieval Bulgaria”, p.
173). According to her, DRIN contains clear traces of a Bulgarian protograph, while B strictly
follows the Resava norm.

10 Us. Bumsipcku, M. [uGpancka-Koctosa, ,,3a eIuH KOMIIO3UTEH THI U 3a IlaneonoroBust
BapuaHT Ha ciaBsHckust Cunogauk B Henemsta ma IlpaBocmaBuero”, Palaeobulgarica,
XXXVI, 2012, 1, p. 51-65.
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The concrete linguistic forms found in the manuscripts are: BaK8NOBO:KRLNE
(from the Greek 0pobeog)"!, raksnonpseroanns (from the Greek opodpovog)'™
and gaksnocAagbNa (from the Greek opdtipog)'. These are obviously calques
from Greek, but it should be noted that they are not present in this form in
PAL, which is older than DRIN and B. A concrete comparison can be made
in the case of eaunosoxkbna/RBKRsMOBoKRbNE: iIn PAL, the Greek composite word
0ud0eoc is translated with the Slavic composite ¢aunosoxksna'*. The other two
terms do not have an equivalent in PAL, for unknown reasons. They are not
present in the Serbian or Russian variants of the text either. In general, it can
be observed that these specific forms are present only in B and DRIN.

In the above-mentioned joint article, we raised several questions regarding
these lexemes, and endeavoured to supply answers. Of course, the most
important question is the meaning of the substitution: why did such a well-
established theological concept have to be substituted by a different calque that
conveys the same meaning. Very importantly, the substituted form is strongly
dependent on the term “consubstantial” (Opooveiog), established by the First
Ecumenical Council in Nicaea at the proposal of Emperor Constantine the
Great, and included in the Symbol of Faith, whereby it has become a norm.
Without lingering on the details of our research, I shall say that we found
no specific theological reason for the substitution of one lexical form for the
other. They have the same meaning and convey no specific nuances that would
justify the change. Still, the question remains as to why the substitution was
made; the answer might shed some light on the composition of the different
manuscripts or translations of the Synodicon.

Thus, the particularly close relation between the Drinov and Bucharest
manuscript will be further established. As indicated, there are three of these
particular lexemes in DRIN and four in B, since one of them is repeated
(rarsnoso:kbig). Three of them coincide in B and DRIN, while the fourth has

'BAR, Ms. sl. 307, f. 13r, 14r; M. I. Tlonpyxenko, Cunooux yapsi Bopuna, (= Bearapcku
crapunn, ku. VIII), Sofia, 1928, p. 39 (DRIN, f.1946); ITanay30B npemc f. 19r — e unosKNA;
J. Gouillard, “Le Synodicon de 1’Orthodoxie: edition et commentaire”, Travaux et mémoires,
2, 1967, p. 77, line 499 — 6pobeoc.

2BAR, Ms. sl. 307, f. 12v; M. T. Tlonpyskenko, Cunooux yaps bopuna, p. 39 (DRIN, f.194v);
J. Gouillard, « Synodicon », p. 77, line 492 — 6p60povov.

B BAR, Ms. sl. 307, f. 12v; M. T. Tlonpy:xenko, Cunoodux yaps Bopuna, p. 39 (DRIN, f.194v);
J. Gouillard, « Synodicon », p. 77, line 491 — 6potipLOV.

' UB. BoxmuioB, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. Bunapcku, Bopunos cunooux, p. 133, .
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a match in PAL in the lexical form reauno-. They all correspond to the Greek
text’s opo- as an element of the composite. After making these observations,
the next issue to examine concerns the possible similarities or differences in
the text of the Synodicon in the printed Triodion, which also contains the
variant P of the work. The comparison shows that, at least in the case of the
composites in question, formed through the first element gzicovno-, there
is no overlap between the two manuscripts and the printed editions of the
Triodion from Kiev, Lemberg/Lvov, and Moscow that contain the Synodicon
for the Sunday of Orthodoxy. This particular issue complements many other
differences between the two manuscripts and the printed text. The cumulation
of differences leads to the conclusion that this was a different translation. The
opinion has already been offered in scholarly literature', that the Ruthenian
or Russian translator of the Synodicon within the printed Triodion had access
to the Drinov text. At that time, the Bucharest manuscript was unknown.
Nevertheless, it must be concluded that, even if he was familiar with the
Drinov text, or the Bucharest one, or, most likely, their protograph, he made a
new translation based on the printed Greek Triodion of 1522, and did not copy
or rework the existing Slavic text.

Thus, going back to the composite words using the elements “ieauno-" and
“gaKovno-", the above observations incline me to think that, even if there were
no specific theological reasons for the substitution of the composite models
in the two manuscripts, the existence of overlaps indicates the closeness of
the texts. The nature of this closeness might refer to identical translations,
to mutual dependence, or to shared dependence on a third, no longer extant,
source. There is no doubt that the presence of the lexemes in question
permits distinguishing between the text and the translation. We thus reach the
conclusion that the text of the Bucharest manuscript is similar at least in some
of'its lexical particularities to that of the Drinov manuscript. This fact permits
asserting that it represents is the same translation of at least part of the work,
or that a third model has influenced the texts in question in DRIN and B. An
examination of the other elements will provide an idea about the similarities
and differences between the two manuscripts.

15 E. B. IleryxoB, Ouepku no aumepamyproi ucmopuu Cunoouka, Cankr IlerepOypr, 1895, p.
68-69; M. I'. [Tonpyxenko, Curodux, p. CXII - CXVIIL.
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3. 2. Connexions and mutual dependence in content
and structure between B and DRIN

3. 2. 1. This section will begin by discussing the various differences
between the two copies. As pointed out, the content of DRIN evidences its
Bulgarian character, while B follows the Byzantine model. I should make the
preliminary remark that both manuscripts suffered damage. A considerable
number of folia are missing from both, and in the Bucharest manuscript parts
of the text are illegible. Due to this, a fully comprehensive comparison cannot
be made.

The first difference, certainly a striking one, and which [ mentioned earlier,
is the absence of all textual elements that might connect B with Bulgaria.
There is no story about the Council of 1211, no anathemata from the letter
of Patriarch Cosmas, no anathemata against the primarily dualist dogmatic
deviations, and no commemorations related to Bulgaria. While the Bulgarian
Synodicon may be considered a local version, all the markers of locality are
missing from the Bucharest Synodicon, which evidently originated on Mount
Athos (a very ecumenical location). In this context, the other significant
difference will be pointed out, referring this time to an absence from the DRIN
text. From this Bulgarian variant, the whole history of the Athonite General
Assembly of 1345 and the condemnation of the heretics around Irene Porené
is missing. The omission includes the citation, almost word by word, of the
text from the Tome of Condemnation, which is included in the manuscript
from the Library of the Romanian Academy. The letter is certainly connected
with the Palamite controversy and dates to the same age, accounting for its
insertion in that part of the text; but these sheets are missing from DRIN. I do
not believe this text was ever present in DRIN. They are markers of a different
local affiliation than the one to which DRIN belonged. The same may be said
about the commemoration of prelates of Hierissos in B. This commemoration
is an indication of locality that is absent from DRIN and probably had never
been part of it.

The case is different with regard to a part that does not localise a manuscript
but indicates the epoch in which it originated and the respective variant (M, C
or P) to which it belongs. Thus, the whole typically Palaeologian part related
to the hesychast controversy (the sections devoted to Barlaam and Akindynus,
and to St. Gregory Palamas) is absent from DRIN, which may be due to the
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loss of manuscript sheets. If that possibility is assumed, it can be claimed that
DRIN also represents the Palacologian variant of the Synodicon.

A significant difference between the two manuscripts is the presence of
the personal anathema against John Italus in DRIN (f. 195v , ). This is
considered to be an indication of affiliation to variant C of the Synodicon,
inasmuch as the anathema is usually absent from the Palacologian variant,
although some witnesses contain it, for instance, Pk and Py (by the Gouillard
classification)'®. This difference should be considered jointly with the
anathema against Nilus of Calabria, which occurs in two places in DRIN: on
f. 194r, . and again on f. 195v . .. The repetition also explains the presence
of the personal condemnation of John Italus. After the second synod devoted
to the controversy about the Gospel citation “My Father is Greater than 17, a
section has been inserted which comprises the personal anathema against John
Italus, the anathema against Nilus of Calabria, and the anathemata that follow
these, borrowed from the letter of Patriarch Cosmas. They stand somehow
unnaturally within the body of the Synodicon text and were probably taken
from a different source, belonging to the C variant, and inserted into this P
variant. Their inclusion first happened not in DRIN but in its source manuscript.

3. 2. 2. Even more important are the connexions and similarities between
the Bucharest and Drinov manuscripts, for they enable tracing the construction
of the Slavic version of the Palacologian variant of the Synodicon. The
similarities consist of elements that have no textual and/or structural parallels
in other witnesses, and in some cases neither in the Greek text. Here they will
be examined one by one.

A. Commemoration of St. Andrew of Crete (B, f. 6r,, ,.; DRIN, f.188r, ).
The commemoration of St. Andrew of Crete is present in both B and DRIN,
but is missing from the others as well as from the Greek text of the Byzantine
Synodicon as published by Jean Gouillard. It is also absent from the printed
Synodica within the Triodion, from Greek ones and from the Slavic and
Romanian editions translated from them. Hence, this commemoration is a
distinctive feature of these two manuscripts and certainly connects them to
each other. It should also be said that in B, there are two commemorations,

for the confessors Theodore and Theophanes (f. 6v , )", that are not present

16]J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 190-192 note 57; A. Rigo, “Un nouveau témoin du Synodikon
de I’Orthodoxie P: le manuscrit de la Sainte-Trinité de Chalki 347, p. 75, 79, 82.
17 UB. Bussipeku, I1aneonoeosus CuHoOuK 6 ciassincku npesoo, p. 15.
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anywhere else, not even in DRIN. Anna-Maria Totomanova believes these
names may refer to St. Theodore Studite and St. Theophanes the Confessor,
although the latter two are also mentioned shortly before and immediately
after the commemorations in question, which makes such identification very
problematic. Whatever the case, Totomanova points out, importantly, that this
is the only structural difference between B and DRIN at the beginning of the
text'®,

B. An anti-Armenian text from PAL, which is not present in B or in DRIN
or in the Byzantine versions of the work (PAL, f. 5v,, the text on f. Sv,
is similar to it)": this is a polychronion for converts to Orthodoxy who have
never shared the “foul” Armenian heresy. The text is evidently connected with
the anti-Armenian anathema which also occurs only in PAL (§90, f. 24r )™
This text is interesting as a mark of the manuscript’s affiliation, as it testifies
to the problem related to Armenian heretics in Bulgaria which was significant
in the first half of the 13" century, and probably disappeared later on. The
absence of this text from DRIN is a feature it has in common with B.

C. Six anathemata borrowed from the section about the condemnation
of Eustratius of Nicaea and the controversy over Christ’s Sacrifice; they are
placed in the anti-iconoclastic part of the Synodicon (B, f. 8r-9v ; DRIN, f.
189v ,-191v,,G.11.391-403,435-471). It seems that the anathemata in question
were inserted not for any special theological reasons but in accordance with
the source text of the copyist and/or translator. This structure is found in B
and DRIN, and in the printed texts — Greek, Slavic and Romanian — of the
Synodicon within the Triodion®'. It seems that the structure of the Russian
manuscript from the Synodal collection 667 was meant to be the same. F. 25v,-
26r, contain the first of these anathemata and the beginning of the second (the
two aimed at Eustratius of Nicaea, for common use), after which the rest of the
page (f. 26r) and the following (f. 26v) have been left empty??. In my opinion,

¥ A.-M. Totomanova, “The Synodikon of Orthodoxy in Medieval Bulgaria”, p. 171.

' Us. boxunos, A.-M. Toromanosa, Us. bunspcku, bopuros Curooux, p. 108, ., ..

2 WB. Boxuios, A.-M. ToromanoBa, UB. Bumsipcku, bopunos Cunooux, p. 145
Totomanova, “The Synodikon of Orthodoxy in Medieval Bulgaria”, p. 166.

2l Checked according to the Greek edition of the Triodion from 1586 and the Ruthenian edition
from Lvov, 1664 —f. yoﬂev-poﬂsv.

22T would like to express my gratitude to my colleague and friend Radu G. Paun, who provided
me a digital copy of GIM Syn. 667. See also the publication of the text: [letyxos, Cunooux,
p- 33 (* footnote). This feature is not mentioned in the latest edition by K. Maksimovi¢ —
Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol. IV/1, p. 515.

A.-M.

10-12°
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this space was reserved for the anathemata in question but for some reason
they were never written there. As pointed out, I do not think that there were
any special dogmatic or disciplinary reasons for this addition, characteristic
of B and DRIN, and it probably derives from their source(s). The fact that
this series of anathemata occurs amongst the Slavic Synodica only in B and
DRIN, and amongst the Greek witnesses to the text is found mainly (if not
exclusively) in the printed editions, supports the view that these attestations
of the Synodicon form a united set, all belonging to the Palaeologian variant
of the work.

I would also like to draw attention to a persistent misunderstanding
related to the first anathema of this series (B, f. 8r,, ; DRIN f. 189v , ). As
mentioned, it is absent from PAL and from the Serbian Synodicon, along
with the rest of the anathemata from this series. In contrast, it occurs in the
Russian Synodicon”, with interesting consequences. This part of the work,
although it was included in the edition by E. Petukhov, has been omitted
from the new edition prepared by K. Maksimovi¢*. He does not explain the
omission, but I presume he has some (regrettably, unknown) reasons not to
include it. In any case, | do not think the omission contributes to the usefulness
of K. Maksimovi¢’s study or the importance of the published text. Still, it
should be pointed out that the anathema is present in the printed editions of
the Synodicon: it exists in the printed Greek text within the Triodion and in the
Slavic and the Romanian edition, which derived from it?. It has been argued
that the anathema did not form part of the ordinary contents of the Byzantine
Synodicon. Mikhail Popruzenko published the text based on precisely the
palaeotype Greek text?. E. Petukhov also published that Greek text, stating
he had taken it from the Vienna manuscript®’, which means the “manuscript
from the Viennese Imperial Court Library, Theolog. Graecus Ne CCCVII™,
This Russian scholar does not include a description of the manuscript in his
study. It is a parchment manuscript dating to about 1300, containing texts

» E. B. [leryxos, Cunooux, p. 32-33, f. 26v -26r.

2 K. Makcumosud B: Conciliorum oecumenicorum generaliumque decreta. Editio critica, vol.
IV/1, p. 515.

% It is present in the Greek edition of the Triodion, 1586, and in the Ruthenian from Lvov, 1664
—f. Poﬁe v, as well as in the Romanian edition from Buziu, p. ¢&.

2 M. T. TTonpysxenxko, Cunooux yaps Bopuna, p. 18-19, p. 27 note 2.

7 E. B. IleryxoB, Cunodux, p. 32-33 note 1.

B E. B. IleryxoB, Cunodux, p. 5.
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which can be dated to between 1143 and 1157%; Jean Gouillard classified
this witness to the Synodicon under Ch: a Comnenian variant from unknown
metropolitan dioceses. The text contained in this manuscript is noteworthy for
the episcopal commemorative list and five anti-dualist anathemata®. In her
latest article, probably following E. V. Petukhov and M. G. Popruzenko (both
of whom published on the topic before Gouillard’s edition had appeared),
A. Totomanova again points out that the text of this anathema can be found
in Popruzenko’s edition § 16°'; she practically repeats the above-mentioned
thesis, probably due to some oversight. In fact, there is a misunderstanding
here, since the text is published in Gouillard’s edition®. Thus, the entire section
devoted to the condemnation of Eustratius of Nicaea (meant for general use) is
available, except for the first brief anathema that mentions his treatise against
the Armenians (G. 11. 388-390).

D. Here is another particularity of the arrangement in B (and maybe also in
DRIN). The seven anathemata, borrowed from the definitions of the Seventh
Ecumenical Council, Nicaea, against the iconoclasts and included in PAL (f.
9r,,-9v,,) immediately after the anathema against Gerontius of Lampg, are
placed in B after the anathemata against John Eirenicus (B, f. 15r -15v.)*.
In the Byzantine Synodicon as published by Gouillard, they are presented
separately (G. 1l. 752-762). It should be noted that, PAL seems to hesitate: on
f. 22r -22r, it repeats the anathemata in question (those located on f. 9r, -9v.,
or §20-21 in the Popruzenko edition), but then continues with Simon Magus
and Kukuvrik Manent**; there is no damage to the manuscript that might
explain this order of anathemata. Regrettably, it is unknown whether these
texts were in the same place in DRIN, due to missing sheets. Importantly,
in the Greek printed Synodicon, and in the Slavic editions and Romanian
edition from Buzau that are consecutively dependent on that Greek source, the
anathemata from the Seventh Ecumenical Council follow after those against

2 H. Hunger, W. Lackner, Katalog der griechischen Handschriften der Osterreichischen
Nationalbibliothek, 3,3: Codices theologici 201-337, Vienna, 1992, p. 383-389, No 307.

30 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 22-23, notes 114-116.

31 A.-M. Totomanova, “Synodikon of Orthodoxy in Medieval Bulgaria”, p. 183.

32 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 69-71 11. 391-394.

3 A.-M. Totomanova, “The Synodikon of Orthodoxy in Medieval Bulgaria”, p. 167.

* About this very strange name see: A.-M. ToToMaHOBa, ,,3a ¢iHa TapOHOMa3Hs B BopuioBus
Cunomuk™, Gaoreca nprkvioanara. FObuneen coopnux 6 yecm na npog. Hean byoknues, Sofia,
2012, p. 36-42.
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John Eirenicus, exactly as in B*. In Gouillard’s edition, this section begins
with a general anathema against all heretics*, which is placed last in the
printed Synodica. This is the most significant difference between the printed
Synodica and B, where the general anathema is missing. These observations,
however, are relevant here as another testimony to the similarity between the
redaction in the Bucharest manuscript and that in the printed editions of the
Synodicon. It may be suggested that DRIN contained the same or similar text
on its lost sheets.

4. Dating and localising the creation of the Greek source
and of the translations in B and DRIN

When discussing the localisation and dating of the extant texts, three
separate issues should be distinguished, namely those related to: 1) the Greek
source of this translated text, with its transmission history (as the text grew
with various additions); 2) the Slavic translation which formed the protograph
for the subsequent transmission; 3) the time and place of creation of the
manuscripts BAR Ms. sl. 307 (B) and NBKM 432 (DRIN). The last question
has been addressed in the section devoted to the study of the manuscripts.
In the following discussion, I shall discuss the preparation of the Bucharest
version, because — as will become clear — the DRIN version seems to have
been derived from it. That is why I shall treat the Bulgarian Palacologian
version separately.

4. 1. Creation of the version from BAR Ms. sl. 307 (B).

4. 1. 1. As for the Greek original of the Synodicon variant contained in
B, there are several reference points for dating it, based on the content of the
commemorations of the ecumenical patriarchs and the basileis. Particularly
significant are the commemorations of St. Gregory Palamas (7 14 November
1359, canonised in 1368) and of Patriarch Philotheus Kokkinos (1 1379),
which provide a terminus post quem for the dating of the latest identifiable
addition to the text of the Synodicon.

35 Checked according to the Greek Venetian edition from 1586, the Kiev edition from 1640 — p.
'I‘HM,A,," thf Lvov edition from 1664 — p. Pﬁon V- Pﬁw r, the Romanian edition from Buzau, 1700
—P. ¢z-en.

% J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 93_,.



THE BUCHAREST AND DRINOV MANUSCRIPTS 215

Various questions remain regarding the significant difference between the
commemorations of the patriarchs on the one hand and those of the basileis
on the other. Here, the most subtle issue is how to explain the absence of a
commemoration of Andronicus III Palaeologus, who was closely connected
with the controversy over the Tabor Light, the victory of the hesychasts and
the condemnation of Barlaam of Calabria and Gregory Akindynus. Such
was the merit of this emperor that his commemoration became an element
of the presentation of this dogmatic dispute®’. It should be observed that
Andronicus III Palaeologus is mentioned at the end of the chapters against
Gregory Akindynus (G. 11. 583 sq.). Part of this text is present in the Bucharest
Synodicon, although its beginning, containing the name of the basileus, is
missing due to loss of sheets between f. 16 and f. 17. Gouillard explicitly
points out that, because of this duplicated commemoration of Andronicus III,
the second mention is occasionally omitted?®.

The absence of other basileis or symbasileis from the time of the long
(nominal or actual) reign of John V Palaeologus can probably be explained
by considering the particular relations between the dynasty and the court, and
taking the years of their deaths into account. Most probably they died after
the creation of the initial text of the source in question. John VI Cantacuzene
(monk Joasaph) died on June 15, 1383, and John V Palaeologus on February
16, 1391. Thus, it may be said that based on these commemorations, the text can
be dated to between 1379 (the decease of Patriarch Philotheus Kokkinos) and
1383 (the decease of John Cantacuzene, monk Joasaph). However, it has to be
established whether this dating is not contradicted by the commemorations of
the prelates of Hierissos, the last mentioned of whom is the metropolitan Jacob
(1 1366). The bishop after him was David, about whom the last information,
dating from 1371%°, does not indicate the year of his death. This information is
contained in a rather sharp letter from Philotheus to David, in connexion with
the uncanonical condemnation of a priest from the eparchy. The next bishop of
Hierissos was Isaac, the earliest information about whom dates from 1378.4°
Thus, even before the death of the patriarch, there was a change of bishops,
and the question might arise why the death of Bishop David is not mentioned,

377, Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 240-242.

3 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 98-99 note 328.

¥ D. Papachyssanthou, “Un évéché byzantin”, p. 393.

0 D. Papachyssanthou, “Un évéché byzantin”, p. 393-394.
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if it occurred before that of Patriarch Philotheus. Several answers may be
proposed. First of all, it is not known when Bishop David died. The change
of the holder of the see does not necessarily imply the death of a bishop — he
may have been dismissed or punished, he may have withdrawn, or he may
have been raised to a higher rank (which is evidently not the case here). Also,
the name of the patriarch may have been added to the commemorations at a
later date, in an especially reserved place in the original, or in some other way.
In any case, I do not think that this inconsistency should be regarded as of
decisive importance. At most it challenges the year of 1379 as the last possible
date and moves it forward to 1366.

In his edition, Jean Gouillard defines several redactions of the Palacologian
variant of the Synodicon*'. According to him, the initial version of variant
P must have been created in connexion with the condemnation of the anti-
Palamites around Barlaam of Calabria and Gregory Akindynus in 1351 and the
glorification of Andronicus III and the defenders of Orthodoxy. This version
has not been preserved. Jean Grouillard organises the subsequent redactions
chronologically into four groups: 1) 1368-1376 — after the canonisation of
St. Gregory Palamas and before the death of Patriarch Philotheus Kokkinos,
during whose pontificate the witnesses belonging to this redaction were
written; 2) 1383-1391 — from the death of John Cantacuzene (monk Joasaph)
until the death of John V Palaeologus; 3) 1421-1425 and 4) 1439. The last two
groups are not relevant for the present study, as they cannot serve to identify the
parameters of B. Should Gouillard’s division be accepted? And if so, to which
redaction would B belong? It seems that B can be located between the first and
the second group, because it commemorates Patriarch Philotheus Kokkinos
but not John Cantacuzene. This very fact might challenge Gouillard’s system,
or at least it demonstrates that it should be applied with some flexibility,
including in-between variants. In this case, B can be classified within the first
redaction, but with a modification, in the form of the addition of the name of
Patriarch Philotheus, which was made after his death.

I believe that the various contradictions may be explained by referring to
the additions made to the text at different points throughout its transmission
process. Thus, the first variant is Palaeologian, but strongly influenced
by the added texts related to the events on Mount Athos in 1344-1345 and
the condemnation of the heretics around Irene Poren¢ and Joseph of Crete.

4J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 29-35.
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These events explain the explicit mention of the prelates of Hierissos in the
commemorations — it is a local addition to the text. However, the events on
Mouth Athos thus commemorated took place after the creation of the Greek
source from which B derived, for variant P is strongly dependent on the
general solution to the controversy over hesychasm and the condemnation
of Barlaam of Calabria and Gregory Akindynus. Hence, I believe the initial
text of the Greek source should be dated to the mid-1360s because of the
included condemnation of the Barlaamites, and the commemorations of St.
Gregory Palamas and Jacob, the metropolitan of Hierissos. This specific text
was formed with the common Palaeologian variant as its base, to which the
parts from Hagioretikon gramma and the commemorations and anathemata
connected with it were added. I think it is very likely that the commemoration
of Patriarch Philotheus Kokkinos is a later addition to this text, and should not
be used to date the initial variant.

The question arises whether this conclusion does not contradict the stated
claim about the great importance of the inclusion of the story about the General
Assembly and the condemnation of heretics in 1345. I would give a negative
reply to this question inasmuch as it seems to me impossible that this specific
text of the Synodicon could have been written before the final condemnation
of Barlaamism and the Barlaamites. At the same time, the problem noticed
here can be resolved by localising the creation of witness B. It was not
compiled immediately after the events on Mount Athos in 1345. Although it
was written more than a decade or two later, it was written precisely on Mount
Athos, where the memory of the events was still very fresh. This conclusion
is indirectly confirmed by two other observations. The first concerns the
fact that controversies over heretics (Bogomils or others) had already been
influenced by the mutual accusations between Barlaamites and Palamites and
thereby became, more or less, part of the hesychast controversy debating the
possibility of seeing the Tabor Light. The memory of the condemnation of
Irene Porené’s group continued to be a topical issue in connexion with these
theological disputes. In addition, it should be remembered that the same group
continued to cause commotion after the events of 1345, as some of its members
relocated to Tarnovo. The second observation concerns the presence of the
commemoration of the prelates of Hierissos, and especially of Metropolitan
Jacob. As has already been demonstrated, he was strongly engaged in the
events connected with the General Assembly at Mount Athos in 1345, which
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he personally chaired, taking an active part in the discussions. Hence, I believe
there is an obvious and strong connexion between his commemoration and
the dogmatic section related to the Messalians in the Bucharest witness to
the Synodicon. As Metropolitan Jacob passed away in 1366, this and the
canonisation of St. Gregory Palamas (1368) could be important reference
points for dating the initial Greek text written at Mount Athos**.

4. 1. 2. The Bucharest manuscript does not contain indications which can
serve to date the Slavic translation which formed its protograph. B, at least
what survives of it, does not contain specific Slavic additions (Bulgarian or
Serbian) that could aid the discovery of the time of creation of its protograph.
Nor can the linguistic and orthographic particularities be of assistance, as
they reflect the situation at the time of copying, in the 16" century, not of the
protograph.

At the same time, it should be kept in mind that 14" century was an age of
very strong Slavic (mainly Serbian) presence on Mount Athos and in Eastern
Macedonia, which cannot fail to have had some significance. Certainly, some
of the heretics condemned by the Athonite General Assembly were Serbs and
one of them (Cyril Bosota) may have been a Bulgarian. The Slavic presence
was strong not only among the heretics but also among the Orthodox monks
who condemned them. That is why I believe it may be suggested that, after
it was written in Greek on Mount Athos, the text under study was translated
there into Slavic not long (probably immediately) after the creation of the
original. Nevertheless, it is not to be excluded that some time passed after the
creation of the initial Greek text, during which some additions were made to
the work (for instance, the commemoration of Patriarch Philotheus Kokkinos
and others) before it was translated into Slavic. In saying this, I mean that
the additions were certainly made to the Greek original and not to the Slavic
translation. There are no reasons to think otherwise. Here, of course, it has to
be remembered that, due to the significant damage to the manuscript, what
exist is not the entire text of B, and it is unknown what the missing parts
contained. The available data, however, do not indicate any specific Slavic
additions to the text.

42 The Hagiorite origin of the protograph of B is also confirmed by certain linguistic and
orthographic particularities of the text — A.-M. Totomanova, “The Synodikon of Orthodoxy
in Medieval Bulgaria”, p. 173.
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The question of why was the translation made cannot be answered with
absolute certainty, but some suggestions can be made. It may have been made
for the special needs of the monastic republic of Mount Athos and its multi-
ethnic population. In three monasteries there, the monks were predominantly
Slavic; these were centres, respectively, of Bulgarian, Serbian, and Russian
culture. In addition, there were Slavic monks in nearly all monasteries. The
strong presence of monks from Wallachia and Moldavia, countries where the
official language of the Church and state was Slavic during that age, should
not be overlooked either. The latter fact could explain why the text was
transported north of the Danube, where the only extant manuscript survived.

The last question to address relates to the insertion of the Synodicon text
within the Triodion. Was this the work of the Slavic translator/copyist or were
these texts already combined in the Greek original? A single definitive and
well-argued answer cannot be found. Neither of the two possibilities is to be
excluded, but it seems to me more likely that the Greek source contained both,
and was translated completely. This means that, at Mount Athos, a Triodion
was prepared, in which the service for the first Sunday of Lent included the
whole text of the Synodicon. Subsequently, the complete manuscript was
translated into Slavic for use in the liturgy. An indirect confirmation of this
hypothesis is the fact that the Synodicon within the Triodion was disseminated
in provincial Greek manuscripts, mainly in dioceses suffragan to Athens.

I think it can be claimed with considerable certainty that the manuscript
of the Synodicon within the Triodion found in the Library of the Romanian
Academy in Bucharest represents the first Slavic translation of the Palacologian
variant of the Synodicon. It was made soon after the Greek text was written in
line with variant P, and most probably on Mount Athos, and was subsequently
dissemination among Orthodox Slavs and Romanians.

4. 2. The creation and the variant classification
of the Drinov manuscript of the Synodicon

Jean Gouillard classified the work into three variants and he proposed the
main parameters that define the affiliation of a manuscript to one of them.
These are the criteria that I shall try to apply to the two Slavic manuscripts
under study here. Gouillard draws attention to two general features that
determine his classification: the dogma reflected in the text and the added
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historical-commemorative part®*. However, he explicitly emphasises that it
is quite possible that names were added to or excluded from later witnesses
to an earlier variant in order to update the commemorations and anathemata.
Thus, it is obvious that in PAL, and it seems in DRIN, names were added to
the text — especially Bulgarian ones, but also Wallachian and Moldavian. It is
impossible to use these additions to determine the terminus post quem, since
the variant remains an earlier one based on its dogmatic part and the translated
commemorations and anathemata. In the latest edition of the Bulgarian
Synodicon, Ivan Bozilov emphasises that the text was constructed through
continuous additions*.

4. 2. 1. Concerning the dating of the protograph of the Bulgarian
Synodicon contained in DRIN, it should be pointed out that the text contains
nothing specific that might suggest a date, except the commemorations. The
last mentioned Bulgarian ruler there is Tsar John Stephen; this points to an
uncertain terminus post quem in the early 1330s. The following sheets are lost,
and it must be assumed that the commemorative part continued and covered
several more decades.

A few more words should be said about the language of the manuscript
and the structure of the text, as well as about its relation to other known Slavic
witnesses to the Synodicon. Due to their gradual formation with additions
throughout their transmission process, the Slavic witnesses to the Synodicon
cannot be easily classified as “pure” representations of one of the Greek
variants M, C, and P. In fact, it is difficult even among the Greek witnesses to
find entirely “pure” representatives of the variants. Until recently, the general
opinion was that all the South Slavic copies known, judging by the preserved
fragments, belonged to the Comnenian variant (C), some having later
additions from the Palacologian age*. Here, I should assert that the Bucharest
manuscript is the first recognised witness to the South Slav Synodicon that
must be indisputably classified as variant P, due to the presence in it of texts
related to the hesychast controversy.

4.2.2. In order to determine the affiliation of DRIN to one of the variants
M, C and P, the process of its creation must be reconstructed.

4 J. Gouillard, “Synodikon”, p. 9.

“ Us. Boxwuios, A.-M. Toromanosa, UB. buisipcku, bopunose Cunooux, p. 52.

4 Of course, the printed East Slavic texts within the Triodion (those from Kiev, Lemberg/Lvov,
and Moscow) are obviously variant P.
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I should immediately point out that DRIN belongs to variant P and was
changed through additions, since it (and/or its protograph) is directly dependent
on the protograph of the Bucharest manuscript*®. Basically, the translation was
made from a variant P that was most probably created on Mount Athos and
that had no ethnic elements; it was used to construct the Bulgarian version of
the later Synodicon. A Bulgarian version came into being as texts related in
some way or other to Bulgaria were inserted into this Slavic translation from
Mount Athos*. Earlier in my presentation, I mentioned some (probably not
all) linguistic and textual — both structural and substantial — elements that
connect the texts in B and DRIN. Particularly notable is the presence of the
commemoration of St. Andrew of Crete (which is exceptional as it occurs only
in these two witnesses) and of the anathemata against Eustratius of Nicaea
and the controversy over Christ’s Sacrifice. These are important markers of
the connectedness between the two manuscripts, and between them and the
printed Synodica.

For their part, the elements differentiating them, which DRIN shares with
PAL, can be considered as later insertions. An example of such an element
relates to an historic event, the story about the Council of 1211 and the
commemorations and anathemata related it. Other examples are some dogmatic
components, for instance, the anathemata against the dualists borrowed from
the letter of Patriarch Cosmas. Insertion can also explain the presence of the
personal anathema against John Italus, which is not a characteristic feature for
a variant P. This is also how the repetition of the anathema against Nilus of
Calabria should be explained.

I would say that the variants and affiliation to variants are determined by
the dogmatic part, and not so much by the commemorative sections, to which
additions can easily be made throughout the transmission process of the text.
Unfortunately, the most important marks of affiliation to the Palaeologian
variant of the Synodicon — namely, the condemnation of Barlaam and Gregory
Akindynus and the commemorations of Andronicus III and St. Gregory
Palamas — are not evident in DRIN, as they would have been located at the end

% A.-M. Totomanova (A.-M. Totomanova, “The Synodikon of Orthodoxy in Medieval
Bulgaria”, p. 172-173) believed that DRIN is a new translation of the Synodicon that is based
on variant P, which is partially preserved in the Bucharest copy, to which parts of PAL have
been added. This view partially matches my conclusion in this study.

47 Anna-Maria Totomanova reaches a similar conclusion in her article (A.-M. Totomanova,
“The Synodikon of Orthodoxy in Medieval Bulgaria”, p. 172-173).
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of the work, which is missing. The proposal should be made that the missing
end of the work did indeed contain his text. Apart from this material lacuna, all
the other essential elements of a variant P can be found in DRIN.

Can anything be contributed to the discussion regarding the localisation
of the protograph of the Bulgarian Palaeologian Synodicon? Quite probably,
it was written in Bulgaria or on Mount Athos in a Bulgarian milieu, as the
newly created text corresponded to the needs of Bulgarian society and of
the state. It was certainly written before the Ottoman conquest, when the
commemoration of tsars was relevant. Of course, given the lack of direct
evidence, not more than assumptions with some degree of probability can
be offered. The localisation of the construction of the text, however, is not
so important. More essential is the assertion that there was a Palaeologian
variant of the Synodicon, created, and probably translated, on Mount Athos
and subsequently adapted to Bulgarian requirements.



CONCLUSION

The Synodicon for the Sunday of Orthodoxy was written in connexion
with the revival of the veneration of icons in 843 AD and continued to grow
by additions made throughout its transmission over the course of until the end
the remaining history of the Empire, from the 9 to the 15" century. As the
text was appropriated to the needs of different epochs, countries, and dioceses,
individual surviving witnesses to the text differ considerably from each other.
It was exactly due to these differences, the result of the appropriation of the
Synodicon to specific situations, that the work was able to fulfil its basic
functions, which were liturgical, dogmatic, canonical and disciplinary. The
text was meant to be read during the divine service on the First Sunday of
Lent. Its purpose was as to announce the triumph of Orthodoxy, to proclaim
the polychronia and commemorations of the just, to condemn deviations from
the true faith, and to anathemise heretics. Only by undergoing changes was
the text able to remain relevant, taking account of the changing theological
discussions and their results as well as the local particularities of the individual
churches and dioceses.

Jean Gouillard classified the Greek witnesses to the text of the Synodicon
into three variants, which he named chronologically based on the ruling dynasty
of the respective periods as Macedonian (M), Comnenian (C) and Palaeologian
(P). Within each variant significant differences between witnesses to the text
occur, especially in the commemorative parts of the work. Until recently, it
was believed there was no South Slavic manuscript witness to the Synodicon
belonging to variant P. The Serbian translation belongs to variant C, as does
the translation made after the council convened by Tsar Boril in Tarnovo on 11
February 1211 (reflected in manuscript PAL). Thus, the only Slavic witnesses
classified under the Palaeologian variant were the Russian Synodicon and
the printed mostly Ruthenian editions of Slavic texts from Kiev, Lemberg/
Lvov and Moscow. The situation changed completely after the publication of
Ms. sl. 307 from the Library of the Romanian Academy, which is certainly
Palaeologian. Comparison with that witness enabled the classification of
the Drinov manuscript of the Bulgarian Synodicon under the same variant
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category'. The publication of the Bucharest manuscript has certainly opened
new perspectives for research on the sources, and the conclusions I reached
have been confirmed by other studies?.

The present book offered the publication and comparative study of the
texts contained in these two manuscripts, the only to South Slavic manuscripts
of the Synodicon version P. It also provided insight into the history of the
translation and dissemination of the text, as well a discussion of the mutual
influence between the two manuscripts and their relation to other witnesses
(both manuscripts and printed editions) to the Synodicon. The main results
are as follows.

There is no uncertainty about when and where the Greek version of the
Palaeologian variant of the Synodicon was created. It was inspired by the
resolution of the hesychast controversy and the condemnation of the anti-
Palamites, headed by Barlaam of Calabria and Gregory Akindynus, in 1351.
This was certainly a very important event for the Empire and was appreciated
as such, for it was reflected in the Synodicon; the so-called “Palaeologian
variant” was consolidated around it. The work must have been created in
Constantinople. Its characteristic additional features, the anathemata against
Barlaam and Gregory Akindynus and the commemoration of St. Gregory
Palamas and the basileus Andronicus III, were meant to be used throughout
the Empire. As the work circulated, regional versions developed out of the
common text. One of these versions was created on Mount Athos and included
some local Athonite discussions about various deviations, and the results of
the controversies. An important event in connexion with this occurred on
Mount Athos around the middle of the 14" century: a group of heretical monks
united around Irene Porené were condemned by the monastic republic’s
General Assembly in 1344. This event is reflected in the Mount Athos Letter,
or ,,Aylopetikov ypaupa (Hagioretikon gramma), preserved in a manuscript
and published by Antonio Rigo’. The circumstances of these events, the

! UB. Bussipcku, ITaneonoeosusm Cunooux 6 crassncku npeeoo, Sofia, 2013.

2 Us. bunsipcku MB., M. I{ubpancka-KocTtoBa, ,,3a €IMH KOMITIO3UTEH THIT 1 32 [laneoaoroBus
BapuaHT Ha cnaBsHckus CuHomuk B Henenmsarta Ha IlpaBocmaBueto”, Palaeobulgarica,
XXXVI, 2012, 1, p. 51-65; A.-M. Totomanova, “The Synodikon of Orthodoxy in Medieval
Bulgaria”, Studia Ceranea, 7, 2017, p. 165-226.

3 The text is published here as an annexe by Antonio Rigo. See also: A. Rigo, “L’assemblea
generale atonita del 1344 su un gruppo di monaci bogomili (ms. Vat. Gr. 604 ff. 11r-12v)”,
Cristianesimo nella storia. Ricerche storiche, esegetiche, teologiche, 5, 1984, p. 475-506.
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anathemata against the heretics in question, and the commemorations of the
Orthodox (in fact, of the prelates of Hierissos, especially Metropolitan Jacob)
were fully or partially included in the Synodicon to express respect for the
faithful and awareness of the significance of deviations from dogma, practice
or canon. Thus, in the second half of the 1360s, an Athonite version of the
Synodicon was composed, which included the basic texts of the Palamite
controversy as well as the earlier disputes dating from the 1340s. Evidently,
elements of the diptych section were subsequently added to this version in
connexion with the decease of some of the participants in the events. The
Bucharest manuscript constitutes a testimony to this initial version (in a Slavic
translation).

Probably soon after it was created, the Greek work was translated into
Slavic. This was the first translation of the Palaecologian variant of the
Synodicon. Probably made on Mount Athos, such a translation seemed to have
been necessary in the context of the ecumenical and multi-ethnic character of
the monastic republic. This translation reached Bulgaria, although it is not
sure how exactly this happened. In any case, due to the importance of Athonite
literary produce and its dissemination throughout the Orthodox regions, it
is not surprising for a work to have been translated on Mount Athos, and
subsequently reaching Bulgaria. Bulgarian hesychasm was certainly under
strong influence of Mount Athos, as was the literary production of Tarnovo.
One of the text’s possible paths to Bulgaria is connected with the spread of
Irene Porene’s heresy to the Bulgarian capital, as some of its adherents, after
being expelled from Mount Athos, arrived there. In Tarnovo they were again
condemned and sentenced to expulsion, this time with the active participation
of St. Theodosius of Tarnovo. This certainly proves the strong motivation to
end the scandalous heresy that had come from Mount Athos and taken root in
Tarnovo.

After its arrival in Bulgaria, the translation of the Synodicon was reworked
and adapted to the needs of Bulgarian society. This was done by supplementing
the completely Byzantine, ethnically neutral, text with parts relevant to
Bulgarian history and heresies specific to Bulgaria. Inserted foremost
was the dyptich section of Bulgarian commemorations and anathemata.
Anathemata against the Bogomils were also included, taken from the letter
of the ecumenical patriarch Cosmas. They were already part of the Bulgarian
Synodicon, evident in the Palauzov manuscript (belonging to variant C).
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The story of the Council of 1211, connected with the diptych section, was
also included in the Synodicon’s P variant that came from Mount Athos), as
well as certain anti-dualist anathemata that are not present in the Byzantine
witnesses to the text. There are many indications that the inserted texts were
borrowed from a Slavic witness to variant C, which was probably a version
of the text created in 1211. This may have been the Palauzov manuscript
itself or, more probably, an earlier manuscript in its line of transmission. This
briefly explains the creation of the protograph of the Drinov manuscript of the
Bulgarian Synodicon.

As mentioned, there are two extant South Slavic manuscript witnesses to
Synodicon variant P, both from the 16™ century. The Drinov manuscript was
probably copied in Bulgaria. Based on the textual convoy, the other works
with which the Synodicon was combined in the manuscript codex, it can
be suggested that it was meant simply to be read, although its use in liturgy
cannot be excluded. The Bucharest manuscript is evidently closely connected
with Wallachia. The miscellaneous codex is important for the culture and
traditions of that principality as it contains the only known Slavic translation
of the Vita of St. Gregory Decapolites, the country’s patron saint, written by
Ignatius Deacon®. The mutual dependence between the Russian Synodicon
(Synodal collection, Ne667) and the translation that is the topic of this book
is difficult to ascertain, but it seems that there is such a connexion, which
would indicate that some witness to the text had appeared relatively early
on among the Eastern Slavs. More important for the present research is the
evidence for a strong connexion between the lost Byzantine version on which
the Bucharest translation is based and the printed Synodica. This connexion is
probably due to the similarities between the source of the translation reflected
in the Bucharest manuscript and the version from the metropolitan see of
Patras, upon which the Greek printed Triodion with Synodicon was based,
which subsequently served as the basis for the Slavic and Romanian printed
Synodica. This very important question should, however, be the topic of a
separate study.

* U. Bunsipcky, ,,)Kutnero Ha cB. I'puropuit {exanonut B ppkonuc Ms. sl. 307 ot PymbHcKaTa
Axagemus“, 36oprux padosa Busanmonowxoe uncmumyma, L, 2013, p. 213-221.



ABBREVIATIONS

B = Bucharest copy of the Synodicon (BAR, Ms. SI. 307)

BAR = Biblioteca Academiei Romane, Bucharest

DRIN = Drinov copy of the Bulgarian Synodicon (= Manuscript NBKM,
432, XVI century)

EITABIII = Eykvxlomaidiko mpoowmoypapikod Aeliko Polovtivig iotopiog
Kol TOMTIGUOD

EPLBHC = Encyclopaedic Prosopographical Lexicon of Byzantine History
and Civilization

GR 1I. or G. 1. = Greek (original text of the Synodicon) with cited numbers
of lines in the edition of Jean Gouillard

GIM = State Historical Museum (I"ocynapbcTBEeHBIH HCTOPHUYECKHIA My3€eid)
1l. = lines

NBKM = National Library ‘Saints Cyril and Methodius’ in Sofia

ODB = The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium

PAL = Palauzov copy of the Bulgarian Synodicon (= Manuscript NBKM,
289/55/, X1V century)

PBW = Prosopography of the Byzantine World

PLPZ = Prosopographisches Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit

PLRE = Prosopography of the Later Roman Empire

PMBZ = Prosopographie der mittelbyzantinischen Zeit

Popruzenko = Edition of M. G. Popruzenko (Muxawun I'. IlompyxeHnko,
Cunoguk naps bopwuna, (= bwarapcku crapunu, xH. VIII), Codus,
JbpxaBHa neuatHuna, 1928), when cited in the parts of the original Old
Church Slavonic texts

BAH or BAN = Bulgarian Academy of Sciences (bbirapcka Axagemust
Ha HayKUTe)
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ANNEXE

THE TOME OF CONDEMNATION OF THE HOLY MOUNTAIN
(BEGINNING OF 1345)

Antonio Rigo

At the beginning of 1345 (March/April)! the general assembly (katholike
synaxis) of Mount Athos, meeting at the protaton in Karyés, condemned a large
group of monks for Bogomilism. It is not our intention here to go over again
the events - which took place between Thessaloniki, the Holy Mountain and
then Tarnovo, to which we have already devoted a study several years ago,’
after publishing the document of condemnation issued at Kary¢s -,* events to
which, for the Athonite phase, can perhaps be traced back the troubles that
disturbed the life of Great Laura at that time.*

On the occasion of the edition, by our colleague and friend Ivan Biliarsky,
of the Slavic Synodikon of Orthodoxy kept in the Bucuresti manuscript, B. A.
R. 307, containing the anathemas that condemn these monks (a manuscript
that I had been able to study at the time, thanks to the help of a much esteemed
master, Emil Turdeanu, whom I want to remember here), we present here
the Greek text of the copy of the Haghioreitikon gramma, emending some
typos present in the first edition, accompanied for the first time by an English
translation.

Nicephorus Gregoras informs us that a copy of the document condemning
the group of monks was sent from Athos to the Synod of Constantinople and

" For the exact datation of the general assembly see M. Hinterberger, “Die Affdre um den
Monch Niphon Skorpios und die Messalianismus-Vorwiirfe gegen Kallistos 1.”, in A. Rigo
(ed.), Gregorio Palamas e oltre. Studi e documenti sulle controversie teologiche del x1v secolo
bizantino (Orientalia Venetiana, 16), Firenze, 2004, p. 227.

2A. Rigo, L’assemblea generale athonita del 1344 su un gruppo di monaci bogomili,
Cristianesimo nella Storia 5 (1984), p. 475-506; 1d., Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili. Le
accuse di Messalianismo e Bogomilismo rivolte agli esicasti ed il problema dei rapporti tra
Esicasmo e Bogomilismo (Orientalia Venetiana, 2), Firenze, 1989.

3 Rigo, L’assemblea generale athonita del 1344, p. 504-506.

*See A. Rigo, “Le Mont Athos entre le patriarche Jean XIV Calécas et Grégoire Palamas
(1344-1346)”, in IIEPIBOAOX Kruea I 360pnux y wacm Mupjane JKusojunosuh, 1, Beograd,
2015, p. 262-263, 274-275.
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then inserted into the patriarchal register. > In this way he consulted it, as we
see from the repeated and precise references to the document in his works
against Gregory Palamas and his followers (Anthirretici 1, Historia romana,
Anthirretici 11).

Also from the Constantinopolitan circles of the antipalamites (Isaac
Argyrus, Demetrius Cydones and later from Manuel Calecas) comes the
manuscript Vatican City, BAV Vat. gr. 604 (Diktyon 67235). ¢ The document of
condemnation issued in Karyes (ff. 11*-12") is part of the small heresiological
collection featuring in the first folios of the manuscript, containing, among
others, Peter of Sicily and Euthymius of Peribleptos. 7 Its title (From the
document of the Holy Mountain), its ex abrupto incipit, the presence of
expressions such as “And a little later” and “They also add this”, the absence
of any conclusions, the date and signatures appended to the original document
(and to the specimen inserted in the patriarchal register) ® all show that this is
a partial copy of the tome of condemnation, ° consisting of five excerpta, as
we can see in the subdivision into paragraphs of our English translation. The
extracts are also clearly from the copy kept by the Synod of Constantinople,
while no trace of the original (or other copies) is preserved in the archives of
Mount Athos.

Below is the edition of the document based on Vat. gr. 604, ff. 11*-12¥ (v).

«0 €lg 10 @V Polavtiov iepov Kocbelg cuvEdplov Eyypapog (...) TOHOG TPOG TAY OE0POpmV
0D dpovg avopdvy», Anthirretici, 1, 1, 2, 2: H.-V. Beyer, Nikephoros Gregoras Antirrhetika 1.
(Wiener byzantinische Studien, 12), Wien, 1976, p. 131 = Historia byzantina, X1v, 7: ed. Bonn,
1, p. 718-719; «€E0v ék T0D TOHOL TOlG PovAopévols povldvel capéctepov, &¢ (...) TOig
TOTPLOPYLKOIG EYYEYPOUUEVOS KOOWEW, Anthirretici, 1, 1, 2, 2: BEYER, Nikephoros Gregoras
Antirrhetika 1., p. 133 = Historia byzantina, X1v, 7: ed. Bonn, 11, p. 719; see also Historia
byzantina, xxxvi, 24: ed. Bonn, 111, p. 541-542.

¢ R. Devreesse, Codices Vaticani Graeci, Codices 604-866, m, Citta del Vaticano, 1950, p. 1-7;
also A. Gioffreda, Tra i libri di Isacco Argiro (Transmissions, 4), Berlin — Boston, 2020, p.
106-109, 138-139.

7 See Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 139-143; also 1d., “Les premieres sources
byzantines sur le Bogomilisme et les ceuvres contre les Phoundagiagites d’Euthyme de la
Péribleptos”, in Eeponetickusim 102ousmox npe3 6mopama noio8uHa Ha X — HA4ai0mo Ha XI
eex, Ucmopus u kyaimypa/South-Eastern Europe in the Second Half of 10th-the Beginning of
the 11" Centuries: History and Culture, Sofia, 2015, p. 541.

8 «1opog (...) 101G vtV oXedOV TAV EKET AOYASWY GECUOCUEVOG VTOYpopaic», Historia
byzantina, xxxvii, 24: ed. Bonn, 11, p. 541.

? See also Rigo, Monaci esicasti e monaci bogomili, p. 146-148.
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From the document of the Holy Mountain

[1.] For all these reasons the general assembly (katholike synaxis) was
therefore summoned and all gathered in the venerated laura of Karyes,
the very holy metropolitan of Hierissos and of the Holy Mountain, the
very holy kathigumen of the very venerated monastery of the Laura, the
most holy kathigumen of Iviron, the most holy kathigumen of Vatopedi,
of Esphigmenou and other honoured people from the same venerated
monasteries, hieromonks and others from the other monasteries and
hesychasteria and not a few pious elders from the same venerated laura
of Karyes. They sat in assembly with the most holy dikaios of the protos,
the most honoured hieromonk Sir Callistus and the spiritual father Sir
Meletius. Many others stood around them.

[2.]And a little later: Many others, pious and devout, stood up and testified
that they had seen them doing most dishonoring and godless things. For
they smash and burn the holy icons and hold in no honor the relics of
the saints, and they eat meat and cheese indifferently even on the holy
days of fasting, and they addict themselves unrestrainedly to sodomitical
practices, as their disciples have reported to many, and together they go
down naked into the sea, doing and suffering most dishonoring things.
They hold the urine of their teachers as a sacred thing, and with it they
sprinkle themselves and their food, bathing those around them with
their urine. They persevere without repentance and are not capable of
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going back to their piety: in a word, their life is nothing but drunkenness,
boasting, turpitude, dishonor, impudence, impurity, impiety and atheism.

[3.] And a little later: To Joseph the Cretan, George, Cyrill and Dionysius,
Moses and Methodius, Malachias, Theophilus and Chariton, Theodoretus,
Nicandrus and those with them who have deceitfully and mischievously
received from these the horrible and impious heresy of the Bogomils, or
rather who do and teach even more abominable and impious things than
these; who say that the divine icons are only wood and mud, and who
spit out at, do not hold in honor and burn them, defiling and destroying
them in every way; who hold and teach that holy baptism and the most
holy communion of the most holy and life-giving body and blood of our
Lord Jesus Christ - what is thy forbearance, O sovereign Christ! - are
useless and vain; who reject the divine and saving Incarnation and its
manifestation to men, and do not believe neither in angels nor in dead’s
resurrection; who carefully do all sort of turpitude and impudence as
if it were a great virtue, and teach other nefarious things filled with all
sort of turpitude, impiety, and atheism, things that it is not tolerable for
pious Christians to propagate in writing or speaking or even with their
thoughts. And by this they drag many others by means of their colourful
seductive language, deceitfully corrupting them, for they do this with
art, study and great zeal, to bring as many people as possible under the
dominion of their father, the devil, and drag them with them into the
abyss of perdition, anathema.

To all those who consciously receive them and take part in them and
agree upon their abominable dogmas, anathema.

[4.] They also added this: If someone <living> in the Mountain or even
in the villages near the Mountain is found giving hospitality to any of
those people or even helping him go in the Holy Mountain or knowing
it, in no way does he reveal it immediately, so that the person may be
caught, flogged and expelled, this person shall have his own share and
inheritance <in the matter> and he shall be subjected to a terrible corporal
punishment.

[5.] When the assembly devoted to this affair was over, the most holy
kathigumen of the Great Laura came back. He was joined by the most
holy metropolitan whom he had called for some necessity. When they
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came together to the Laura, it was announced to them that in the meantime
the impious George had fled to the neighbouring hesychasteria. They
sent someone to look for him, seized him and interrogated him, inviting
him to confess his impiety and to give the names of those who agreed
with him and his companions. He resisted for a long time, and with
difficulty it was possible to make him spit out some of his poison. For
when - he said - he had arrived at the holy Laura and was tonsured,
having, as it seemed, a righteous purpose, he associated himself with
the son of perdition, the deceased Cretan, and was instructed by him
not to believe that the Lord Jesus Christ was truly born of the most holy
Virgin and Mother of God, but that this had taken place in a spiritual way,
and he explained the whole Gospel to him in a spiritual way. He added
that Joseph the Cretan, Nicandrus, Dionysius, the basta, Theodoretus,
another one named Kapnos, Moses the painter and Nicholas of the Holy
Mountain, Cyrill Bosota, Theophilus the brother of the basta, Chariton,
Neophitos the helper-gardener of the Great Lavra, Malachias who was
the ekklesiastikos of Iviron, Raptes who lived at the skiti of Magoula,
Joseph and Dometios Serbopoulos, Nicodemus, Theodosius Atzumes,
Maurantzas, Irene Poriné in Thessaloniki, Ioannikios Kekratemenos,
Macarius Koubaras, Germanus, Triakontaphilos, Bartholomeus, Agatha
agreed with him. And about them, it is manifest and attested that they
agreed with him. He also added to them, but without testimony, not a few
of those who had managed to escape.






