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Introduction

72

@As book is devoted to a Slavic 16" century manuscript kept in the Li-
brary of the Romanian Academy of Sciences under no. BAR Ms. slav. 636 (hence-
forth, BAR 636), as well as, partially, to its twin manuscript, the so-called Biser-
icani Miscellany, part of the Alexander Ivanovich Yatsimirsky collection, under
no. 51, at the Russian National Library in Saint Petersburg'. The first of the two
manuscripts has long attracted our scholarly interest, resulting in several publica-
tions on the codex itself and the contents of some of its texts. Until we started our
work on the manuscript, it had practically never been subject to a true scholarly
description, except for the relevant notes in the then unpublished third volume
of Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-romane si slave din Biblioteca Academiei romdne
by P. P. Panaitescu, a far from sufficient presentation. In 2018, this third volume
was published with the revision of Z. Mihail. This revision was limited to a more
systematic and comprehensible presentation of the marginal notes and of some
parts of the contents®. The very definition of the collection as Pravild si Cronica
sdrbo-moldoveneascd shows miscomprehension of the nature, contents and pur-
pose of the manuscript. Several years ago, we titled one of our articles about this
collection Contra varietatem pugna latissima®; through this somewhat lofty Lat-
in wording, we tried to indicate the purpose that the compilers had assigned to
their collection. The Rules (or more precisely, the Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon and
some other canonical collections) make up the main part of the collection, but the
chronicles, and more generally the historical parts, are in fact integrally linked to

! Tt is available in a photocopy version at the Library of the Romanian Academy; for greater
ease of citation, we will henceforth refer to its pressmark in the library - BAR 685.

> P. P. PANAITESCU, Z. MIHAIL, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-romdne si slave din Biblioteca
Academiei romdne, vol. 111, partea I-a, Ne 636, Bucuresti 2018, pp. 43-47.

* Iv. BILIARSKY, M. TsSIBRANSKA-KosTOVA, “Contra varietatem pugna latissima”. Un recueil juri-
dique moldave et son convoi (BAR Ms. sl. 636, XV siécle), “Analele Putnei” XII. 2, 2016, pp. 105-146.



Introduction

the legal code, although it is they that have aroused the greatest interest of scholars
of the Romanian past and historiography in the Romanian lands. Nevertheless,
these are not separate parts that can be presented as such when characterizing the
collection. True, the legal and polemical-doctrinal sections occupy the larger part
of the manuscript — we may also qualify it as the most significant and defining
(although we need hardly classify parts by rank of importance). We feel, however,
that the individual sections should not be separated or placed in mutual opposi-
tion, as they form an integral whole based on their purpose. The collection was
not compiled as a legal code, or for use by some law-enforcing authority; it was not
compiled as a polemical collection for use in theological discussions. Neither was
it compiled as a historical collection meant to preserve and disseminate knowledge
about the past; it was compiled as an integral armament in the fight against reli-
gious deviations, for the victory of Orthodoxy over those deviations and for the
Salvation of people.

In view of the above, we may state that the present book has two main objec-
tives:

- One, to present our studies of the miscellany’s components taken separate-
ly, but also as functional parts of the whole; and to publish the separate texts to-
gether with our commentary and source research.

- The second main objective is to present an integral study of the collection
and its function, whereby the separate parts are viewed as subordinated to a gen-
eral conception and a general purpose. Our working hypothesis regarding that
conception and purpose is that the manuscript was meant to serve as an armor
in the fight against religious deviations, heresies, and other doctrinal differences
from Orthodoxy; the whole and each of its parts were subordinated to that plan,
and that is the only explanation and justification for the inclusion of this or that
text in the collection.

These objectives determine the structure of the book. First, we offer an overall
study of the manuscript in the first part (undivided into chapters) of this mono-
graph. We already mentioned why this is necessary: this presentation welds togeth-
er the separate parts, places the manuscript in its own historical context within the
Principality of Moldavia around the middle of the 16" century, and fills in the gaps
left even after the publication of the third volume of P. P. Panaitescu’s catalogue of
Slavic manuscripts in the Library of the Romanian Academy.

The next parts cover the separate components of the collection. The second
part (also not divided into chapters) is devoted to the collection’s legal texts. This
mainly refers to the Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon, also known as the anti-heretical
and penitential collection of Slavia Orthodoxa. Its text is not published here in its
entirety, but the parts of it that are, and especially the contents, give an adequate

10



Introduction

idea of the source. The third part encompasses some doctrinal anti-heretical texts
— as conventional as this qualification may be. In any case, they are related to the
refutation of confessional, ritual and mundane deviations perceived as heretical at
that time. Included in this part are the following texts: Encyclical Letter of the Three
Patriarchs, of Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem, concerning the non-canonical
actions of the ecclesiastical authorities of Constantinople following the Councils of
Ferrara—Florence, as well as the two versions of the Tale about Peter the Stammerer,
devoted to the deviations of Western Christianity. These texts far from exhaust the
doctrinal part of the miscellany, but the main component of this part, A Useful Tale
about the Latins, was already published by our colleague Angel Nikolov in two of
his studies on anti-Latin controversy, together with other texts from this doctrinal
complex. The fourth part of the monograph encompasses the collection’s historical
texts: the Lists of Patriarchs, the Tale of the Ecumenical Councils and the so-called
Moldavian Chronicles. Understandably, the last mentioned have aroused the great-
est interest of Romanian historians, insofar as the chronicles are an early example
of Romanian historiography and present events from the history of Romanians,
but also of Bulgarians, Russians and Serbs, inscribing them in world history by
integrating them into the history of the Empire. Our task has been to ascertain the
place and function of these texts within the legal and controversial collection.
The last, fifth, section of the book is devoted to the presence in the miscellany of
two apocryphal texts, the Testament of Abraham and the Tale about How the Lord
Created the Brotherhood of the Cross. Both these copies are published in full and
for the first time in the present book. In addressing the question as to why these
texts were included in the collection, we encountered several difficult problems.
Foremost, there exists a firmly fixed understanding that these apocryphal and
non-canonical texts are essentially heretical. In a sense, this view is supported by
the fact that some of them, perhaps most, were included at the time in particular
lists of prohibited books. We believe there is a certain miscomprehension here. We
do not deny that some of the non-canonical texts have served as a basis for hereti-
cal views or have resulted from such views, but it should be pointed out that their
classification as “non-canonical” or “deuterocanonical” does not imply necessarily
“anti-canonical”. Speaking about “deuterocanonical” works stricto sensu, we refer
to writings of a biblical kind, similar to books from the Holy Scripture, from both
the Old and New Testament, but which are not included in the canonical contents
of Holy Scripture. Their being omitted should not surprise us. Different denomi-
nations include different books in the canon: on the one hand, there is the Judaic
confession, on the other, there are the different Christian churches (Orthodox,
Catholic, Coptic, Protestant denominations, etc.). The non-inclusion of books in
the canon does indeed betray some suspicion of those books. Essentially, it means

11



Introduction

the texts are not recognized as Divine Revelation, but it does not mean they are
necessarily considered heretical. On the contrary, they are at times cited in canon-
ical books of the Bible, in works of Church Fathers and in other fully canonical and
official texts. It is in view of this that we should interpret and study the presence of
the apocryphal works in the collection BAR 636.

The study of the collection’s separate sections necessarily requires an interdisci-
plinary approach and a very wide perspective on Christian literature. We hope these
studies will stimulate interest and open new horizons. The connection between
these varied texts and their study as an integral whole has been a formidable chal-
lenge. After reading the whole book, the reader will judge how well we have met it.

We must say we were not alone in our efforts. When the authors are two, they
cannot be alone, but we were also surrounded by friends. This book is the fruit of
long collaboration with colleagues from Romania, especially from the “Nicolae
Iorga” Institute of History and the Institute for Southeast European Studies. We
have worked together for long years on many projects invariably concerning state
power, law, words and images. We feel that the results of this collaboration are
evident and not limited to this book, although the latter does hold a special place
in our joint efforts. We have created and maintained a united community that,
we hope, will continue to be fruitful in the future. The community in question
includes not only our colleagues and friends from Bulgaria and Romania, but also
those from Poland - the University of Lodz and the Ceraneum Research Centre
for the History and Culture of the Mediterranean Area and South-East Europe,
with whom we have shared ideas and views, happy and sad moments. This book
has been made possible in its present form thanks to this collaboration. Creative
work and life are connected. We feel in our case the connection has proven par-
ticularly strong as our joint research work has created a community of scholars
from these three countries, and certainly from others as well, a community that
will continue into the future.

12



Part One

The Slavic Manuscript BAR Ms. Slav. 636
in the Library of the Romanian Academy
in Bucharest

General Characteristics

%rature was central to Bulgarian-Romanian and Slavo-Romanian-Byzan-
tine cultural relations during the Middle Ages insofar as it was an important factor
determining the general cultural features of the Balkans and Southeastern Europe.
The literary exchange, across the two shores of the Danube, between Bulgarian and
Romanian medieval literature in Cyrillic script covered all genres of medieval literary
culture: liturgical, apocryphal, homiletical, hagiographic, etc. Especially abundant was
the culture of various kinds of miscellanies, which have survived in copies of precisely
Moldavian or Wallachian origin. We may recall the discovery made by the Romani-
an Slavist Ion Iufu in the 1960s: when cataloguing Slavic manuscripts from the Dra-
gomirna monastery in Moldavia, he formulated the concept regarding the Tarnovo
Reading Menaion in the ten-volume collection he designates as “Studion™. A study of
the copies made in Moldavia on the basis of medieval Bulgarian protographs demon-
strates that the full collection of so-called Reading Menaions was one of the most
important achievements in the work of the Tarnovo men of letters: Dan Zamfirescu
figuratively calls the collection “the massif central of the general cultural terrain™.

' 3. 100V, 3a decemmomnama xonexyus Cmyduon (u3 apxuea na pymoHckus uscnedsay Mow
FOgy). IIpoyusarus no cnyuaii Bmopus konepec no 6ankanucmuxa, Cogus 1970, “Studia Balkanica”
2, 1970, pp. 299-343.

2 D. ZAMFIRESCU, O noud viziune asupra istoriei culturii bulgare din secolele XIV-XVIII,
ed. R. VANTURILOR, Bucuresti 2013, p. 229.

13



Panoply in Defense of Orthodoxy...

Our subject of description and analysis here is a collection of miscellaneous
works preserved in the Library of the Romanian Academy in Bucharest. It was pre-
pared in a monastic environment and contains medieval works in various genres,
but of a predominantly legal and anti-heretical orientation. They all served one
purpose: to preserve and reproduce the supporting theses of Orthodoxy in the
dogmatic, canonic and historical aspect.

Following the traditional structural division of a collection into core and pe-
riphery, it may be expected that this type of literary monument implies the exist-
ence of a complex set of factors determining its composition: the choice of proto-
graphs by the compilers; a historical context influencing their combination; the
role of the literary school or literary center as regards the dissemination of a spe-
cific type of production; the transcribers’ preferences and individual interventions.
That is why, in the presentation that follows, we will present the full contents of the
collection under study and will try to outline the cultural-historical context of its
application.

* ot %

Manuscript BAR 636 is familiar to scholars; parts of it were published as early
as a century ago, but so far it has not been the subject of comprehensive description
except in the recently published third part of the Catalogue of the Slavic manu-
scripts of the Library of Romanian Academy by P. P. Panaitescu and Z. Mihail’. But
even that work is not quite full and precise. This manuscript has provoked interest
because it contains transcriptions of Moldavian chronicular works. It was recently
discussed in a monograph by A. Nikolov dealing with one of the most interesting
texts within the collection: A Useful Tale about the Latins*.

Manuscript BAR 636 is a miscellany of 338 pages of sturdy and smooth paper
bearing a watermark depicting a wild boar®. Paper watermarked with a filigreed
boar was produced in Silesia and Austria; the paper used in this particular manu-
script was made in Schweidnitz and was widely used in Moldavia at the end of
the third and early fourth decade of the 16" century. It was later disseminated in

> P. P. PANAITESCU, Z. MIHAIL, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-romane si slave din Biblioteca
Academiei Romane, vol. 3, partea I-A, Bucuresti 2018, pp. 43-47.

* A. Huxonos, Ilosecm nonesua 3a namunume. Ilamemnuk Ha cpedH08eK08HAMA CLABIHCKA
nonemuka cpeuy kamonuyusma, Copus 2011.

> A. MARES, Filigranele hirtiei intrebuintate in tdrile romdne in secolul al XVI-lea, No. 351, Bu-
curesti 1987, p. 65. In the same manuscript, A. Mares discovered paper with filigrees of the type No.
350-357.

14



Part One. The Slavic Manuscript BAR Ms. Slav. 636...

Transylvania and Maramures as well®. It is important to our discussion that such
paper was not used for copying purposes in Moldavia from the years 1527 to 1543.
In fact, the date of the manuscript could be specified not only by the watermark
on the paper but also by the note on f. 303v, which indicates the year 1557. This
date is not inconsistent with the data as to the filigree. We may conclude that the
manuscript was completed on 9 August 1557, at the time of the Moldavian ruler
Alexandru Lapusneanu (1552-1561 and 1564-1568) and the Metropolitan Bishop
of Suceava Gregory II, and written by Hierodeacon Hilarion, a disciple of this met-
ropolitan bishop, most probably in the Neamt Monastery.

The size of the pages is 160/200 mm (4°), and of the text area, 100-110/160 mm,
with 20 lines per page. The script is a legible, fine, large semi-uncial. The text is
written in black ink, and in red for the headings, initial letters, the numbers of
the rules and other signaling elements. The main body of the book was written by
a single copyist; the text that runs from the Mount Athos typikon (f. 320r) almost
to the end was written in another hand in a smaller semi-uncial font. We find the
handwriting of a third copyist in the small textual segment on ff. 337v-338r. We
may suppose the quill was changed several times (see ff. 24r, 180v, 220v, 272r and
others). There is an obvious mixture of handwritings and times of writing in the
marginal notes (ff. 207v, 220r, 303v).

The manuscript has no original foliation. The numeration of the sheets is stamped
on them and separately marked with a pencil, the two numerations being different
from the very beginning of the book: that written in pencil does not include the first
sheet, which is glued to the inner side of the binding cover. In the present description,
we will use the stamped numeration, although f. 1 is not part of the book sections. The
gatherings (tetrads) are numbered according to the traditional Cyrillic system (the first
one, at f. 2, has the number 4). The tetrads contain eight sheets each. The last numbered
tetrad is An, which ends at f. 319v. There is no numeration after that.

The orthography of the main copyist complies with the norm known in schol-
arly literature as “Tarnovo orthography”, which was established in Tarnovo in the
pre-Euthymian age and by Patriarch Euthymius himself. It was disseminated in
Bulgarian literature in the 13"-14" century, and after the fall of Bulgaria under
Ottoman rule, it became a prestigious literary norm for manuscripts created in
Wallachia and Moldavia. Its basic characteristic traits in BAR 636 are:

— The use of two signs for the nasals, with a complete absence of signs for
the iotated nasals. For instance: xoran Auix ovucTHTH f. 581, Aa WARYAT cA 76T, ®
AZWIKL, BRAE L. 771, naacarn f. 931; the consecutive writing of graphemes for the
nasals of the reflexive particle ea and the oppositional conjunction nx.

¢ Ibidem, pp. XXIX, XXXVI.
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Panoply in Defense of Orthodoxy...

- The rule of combining two nasals in contact position one after the other
always in the sequence &a: Apoyr&®a noume f. 62v, na naroygx mhaecnzia f. 63r,
TakoRF A f. 93V, Ha nacxxk geank®a f. 173v.

- Traces of non-systemic mixing of nasal signs together with their etymolog-
ical use: Tvia f. 261, B &ewl (from waea ‘illness, suffering’), caoyxzn f. 881, e
ner f. 1261, ® npukua f. 135, noyrpkru f. 1361, Kpomk Reankni® HRKAN f. 137V, In
connection with the prevalently etymological use of nasal signs, we will note that
there are very rare cases of substitution of the nasals by a reflex that is untypical
for the manuscript, as for instance csrazn < cw&z's ‘chains; a transitive connection
between people’ on f. 139r.

- Two signs for the “ier” (w and &) vowels, where overall the etymological
distribution of the prefixes and prepositions is generally preserved, but they are
interchangeable at the end of the word. Here are some examples from a single page,
f. 137r: pAZoyMOM'k, ChRKIUIENH B'RZPACTOMB, Ad BRZMM, OTAHTH, PEVETH, TROPHTH,
BRARTH, oyAms. A paerchik sign is also used for the omitted “er” or the latter is not
marked at all.

— The “eri” (u1) sign is always written as s and stands at its etymological place
or is substituted by wu: np'l;sum@ f. 93v, npucninennks f. 1261, cukpnies f. 1271,
nzuiru f. 136v, puignl, cwipa f. 174r etc.

- The etymological use of the “yat” vowel; in many cases, it stands after the
consonants 4, n, ¢ which indicates compliance with an archaic model: ckwrnkro
f. 64v, popnmeatk f. 95v, pazakak®r f. 1191, mana aeak f. 125v, ugk f. 137v, Bansmukro
f. 1471, ®rankmu f. 170v, s Zemak f. 264v, oynparakern f. 2657, etc.

— With regard to the consonants, it is worth noting the successive reflex of
the groups wm, x without exception, and the presence of a sign for the affricate
dz (s) used more frequently. By these features, the manuscript of the basic text
justifies the expectation that the Bulgarian literary tradition was applied in Mol-
davia after the fall of the Second Bulgarian Empire under Ottoman rule. However,
the orthographical data are not a direct consequence of the nature of the used
protographs but rather prove the long-known fact that the Tarnovo orthographic
norms were in use in the literary production of the Moldavian principality in the
16™ century. It is noteworthy that the manuscript shows no signs of Serbian lin-
guistic influence typical for the literary monuments originating in Walachia in that
same period.

The binding is made of skin, and has wooden boards. It is in bad condition.
There are remnants of book locks. The front and back cover have geometrical
vegetal decoration on the skin. On the front cover, there is a stamped depiction
of the Council of the Holy Apostles and the descent of the Holy Ghost above
them.

16



Part One. The Slavic Manuscript BAR Ms. Slav. 636...

Decoration: some of the initial letters are written calligraphically, and the ba-
sic marginal notes are placed within decorated borders. There is a particular deco-
ration above the heading in several places:

- f. Ir — alater interlacing frame drawn in black and red ink. Above it, there
is a cross, encircled by the inscription IC XC NI KA.

- f. 2r - above the heading, there is a multi-colored interlacing design.

- f. 24r - interlacing design above the title and an interlaced initial A.

- f. 320r - a multi-colored interlacing decoration above the title, with, above
it, a cross encircled by the sign IC XC N1 KA.

1. The contents of the manuscript

1. f. 2r - Nomocanon.

TIj"RcAORTe NOKAANTIO MPARHAO Xk WLk c'hEWPNKIX. B'hCeH EhCEAENRH.

Beginning — IoA0BAeT ™ ELITH APXTEGEI ChMBICAKNS...

The first written text on f. 2r is entitled IjkcAoRTe nokaaNTio NPaARHA cTXh Wil
ChBWPNKIK B'heed Bheeaehkn. This first rubric includes many short texts, such as
a credo, norms for the fasts, and separate rules. There is an interesting text, in im-
perative form, which gives prescr1pt1ons as to how it befits a Christian to live; it is
on f. 11v under the heading ® anakkIXk oycTaRK KAKO NOAWRAETH KHTH XpTiannnS. It
elaborates and expands the topic of God’s Ten Commandments, and has a strong
morahzmg strain, as evident in the followmg excerpt ZAKoMoAAKu,S Muwvces pmmo\,'
IATW. cé Ad nprﬁ ARUEMb. BALIHAME NATh KHZNH H NATh ChMPRTH. H NOTOMb HZEEQH
NOAEZNOE. AA KHEK BRA6wH. It includes an explanation of the mode of calculating the
day of the Pascha in the following brief paschalia (ff. 16v-17r): [lacxaala ospETena
A npqﬁcmmu KAsonAmpHNrk BTRHENA écnwﬂéu'l'a non&rmx,ﬁ CTAKNA  KWeTanTIHA
BAMOUKCTHRArO. GrhMoTpH wmoxpm A Kora AI H ® TOro ANE WKTORPTERA CThUKTH
PNE ANH. H ToY OBPALIEUIH mnorp’kmmo ANh CTRIR NAcKhl ~

— f. 18r — ckazanie KpA'I‘LI"k KNHS'R CEM. Content of the Nomocanon

— f. 24r - Tlpaguao €Tkl anak. n C'l')(h 7 C'hBWpWBh HHNKL CTXh @b, BheRmb
YAKW HA BRCRKR NOTPRER Zanokk" paZadnki ~

Beginning — figs Memg 0 TARAW, ariant K&

— £.28r — o knAst . 1 o Tk (f. 28v) Hike NO RAACTIR H. 0 0 AER MOREARNTE
ZANORRAH EKIN 1 —

— £.35r — 0 pWAHTEAE H 0 YAAR NPARHAO v—

— £ 40V - 1WAHNA MHHKA, YAAA BEAWKATO RACHATA. HIKE HAQEMENL BRI UAAO
NOCAOYWIANTA. & HEMORKAANTH TAHNKI Pgrxw’ NOBUENTE WLE AXWRNKI.

— £.54v — 0 UFKEH H O CT'RMb NPHUALIENTH

17



Panoply in Defense of Orthodoxy...

f. 561 — 0 NOCTR REAHKKI 3¢ 1 Méz\mxh —

- f.60r - ZAHWB'R,A,M w OYEIHCWhBNhI r'p'kc'k

- f. 661 - C'I‘Xh anas ZA[IWK’RAH 0 CthANH u,pKWBM'kM’ —

— £ 67V — npaRHAS O ERPOYRYITH Bk MaAH 0 SEEPA. H YACWRKI HMRYIH. H AHH,
WENI ZAH. WEKI KE AWEQH. H O HNKIKh HEMWENKI v—

— £.68r — 0 Mmanakin

- £.70v - ganwﬂ't,a,n 0 Mprhu,nuaxh “—

- £.103r - ® nparHAK c'hﬁwpa AN'I‘IOXIHCKM‘O

— £.119r - Hakni & ganoﬂrﬁl HHLI w gaanu KNHIMb. W cmpwcmgn Ho ZAHp'kll.IENIxIH
BPAR. 0 O PZANUNKI CTENENH prA Mx;m nosaz BAKCTH ® €Tro Kpyienia n ® exe no
NALTH KYhBE. BRKI'K 2KE H O ch\qum PWIHAKW 1—

— £ 153r — 4 ¢ nakwi O HHWKW H 1Egee pWHAA e AARKI cmkpmomm gin.
NOREAKNTA CTXk MUk THI. O NPHKAIOUARLIHK CA Bk HNOKW 1EGEE. H HAKE N0 WEAACTIA
CARLITH . H O paZARYNKI ChIgrRIIENTH. NOOVUENTE [IUENOAEZNO. TPRROVRIITHME NnacTHpk
HA KTHKAO MK HZAWIKENKI HA OUHIENTE. H ZPARTIO MOAOYUENTE —

- f. 176r - cmménn p\ﬁémmﬁ H W Epzill"k z&m\mnoma H 6 EKE g ZAK“;NA
HOCAPAX\QJHMI; Ho pAZAH‘lH cmpwcmm\ eke © Kp"hEE H® nakm. uAems NORAETH BYAKK
cwmzopuw H MAE?KE HE NORAETH. H u,A,mcs ,A,ou ANLE KOE AMBO NPHEECTH NA Epd H KOk HE
NPUEECTH. H KOTOPAA R'hZBPANRETH ZAKWHK, H KOTWOKIH NE B'hZBYANRETH. H KOTWPKIN
pacxkpaeTh u—. As it follows the table of contents preceding the Nomocanon,
this text should be the last in it. Here we will include the next two, which usually
accompany it in the copies.

— £ 180r — 0 npazZHHKW W NWeTR W KWAKNONPKKAWHENH EhZEPANENH HAN
NOREA'RNKIH ERIRATH.

— £ 181v - ® ganorkpfH &y anaw :~. Coming under this rubric are a few
more small fragments of miscellaneous content: separate rules of Sabbaths or Fa-
thers of the Church; excerpts from vitae of St. Nicholas and St. Pachomius; a read-
ing from the Lapsaik, etc.

— f. 188r — AzZaomenTe O NPAROCARNE BEPR. M O CTRH H JKHEOTROPAS H
EAHHOCKLINE 1 HEPAZARAHMEH TPUH.

— f. 194r — Azaokenie Ap8roe ® loycTHNIANA AZAOMKENO cappkeki, i~ The text
ends on f. 196r around the middle of the page, of which the second half is empty.

2. 1. 196v - the beginning of a new text without a heading: a dogmatic defini-
tion related to the Holy Trinity.

Beginning — gk &kkW TRopey s HEOY H ZEMAH. MOPIO 7KE H K'hCEH B'WCEAENRH.
The end of this text is on f. 2061, and the rest of the page is empty.

3. 1. 206v - the first patriarchs of Jerusalem. There is no original title - the title
was added in red ink at a later date and by the same hand that wrote the marginal
notes. In the margin, there is an added note regarding the patriarch Narcissus; the
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note is written on five lines in red ink, probably by the main copylst Hierodeacon
Hilarion: 4 BxiTH niKkné .5 Toat ® cnwre/uhm. cpH. BR BW akTW §¢ TH' 12— (=106).

4. f. 2071 — GKkazanie cTXh EsceAENcKhl cepmb chBWprR. A tale of the seven ecu-
menical councils.

5. f. 220r - a chronicle note. The text is known and was published by Ioan
Bogdan’.

Beginning - & ATw suga (6961=1453) &k apKiEnkns KV iwerd ® wkmicka
MONACTHY'R..

6. f. 220v — Moldavian chronicle published by I. Bogdan®.

Beginning/Title - xpmmucmm Upie & ChEoph.

7.f. 2261 - Mampidpen ® & chBW B kKWerdmia rpd. A tale and list of the arch-
bishops of Constantinople and the ecumenical patriarchs from Mitrophanes (306-
314) to Philotheus Kokkinos (1354-1355, 1364-1376). The text was not published
by Ioan Bogdan and remains unpublished to date. We present it in its entirety, and
with an accompanying study, in the section on the historical texts in the manu-
script.

8. f. 228r - marginal note (see the respective place!).

9. f. 228v - encyclical epistle of the patriarchs of Alexandria, Antioch and
Jerusalem concerning the Council of Florence (April 1443). The text is written in
black ink; the title and some of the initials are in red ink. In the outer corner of
the page, below, on the left, there is a calculation of the year, written in the 19" or
20" century:

6951

5508

1443

This refers to the month of April 6951 since the creation of the world, which
corresponds to April 1443 AD.

10. f. 232r — TIoR'KCTh NOAEZNAA W AATHHW KOrAd Haxunia © MpkKh, 0 ® €Tk
KA LPKRE. W KaKo HZWEYRTWALIA CERR EpECH Exke WIPRCHWUNA cAOVHKHTH. 0 XS4 HA
¢rro Axa «—. This is the Useful Tale about the Latins - a polemical anti-Latin work.
As already pointed out, Angel Nikolov has made a comprehensive study on this
text, together with a critical edition of the text; special attention is devoted to this
particular copy’.

7 1. BoGDAN, Cronice inedite atingantoare la istoria rominilor, Bucuresti 1895, p. 96, translation
on pp. 101-102. In Toan Bogdan’s publication, the text of this note (or notes) is added to the chroni-
cle, which actually comes after it.

8 1. BOGDAN, Cronice inedite, pp. 91-101 (text and translation).

° A. Huikonos, ITosecm none3xa 3a namunume. IlamemHux Ha cpeOHOBeK0BHAMA CNLABSHCKA
nonemuxa cpeuy kamonuyusma, Coust 2011, see particularly pp. 79-85.
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— £.254v — W& dpans® . i W npwul AaTHNA ~.

— f.260r - Hke B's ETXH WIA HAWErO HHKWHA. An excerpt from Nikon of the
Black Mountain agalnst the Latins.

— £.262v - fina nogk NHKH(I)WpA KaAHCTA. & pr’k XB'I;

11. f. 263v — Gadko W NEMKULcKW Ng-RARIENH, KAKO NAO\("IH rArHERIH TTEmprs
gpecn ~—. “A sermon against the German error, or How Peter Mongos taught the
heresy” — a polemical anti-Latin work.

12. f. 2651 — GAoRo WIfA HAWErO SeWcia MEWIE ckaro HIOYMENA. Kb HZACAAROY
knas (added in the margin: o adThnw). The text is on a similar topic as the preced-
ing one and is a Russified Variant of the history of Peter Mongos

13. f. 272r - O HCﬂpABAENH Mo E Kpawkz BRpR. H 0 NHZAOPKENH HEYURCTHEN
EpE'I‘H H KhiH ® EQE'I‘H H ® KRAOY KEH CA . ChAOVUH BO cA © ANEH WRKKIH chBQANTOY
CEMOY BKITH H I"aaTH w ¢i ~ Added to this text are some erotapocritic fragments
by St. Cyril of Alexandria.

14. f. 281v - TIor'EAANTE B KPALK . KAKO H KOEro papH Atkaa axunia © na
AATHNE . H HZEPKIKENH ERIA ® NPhEKHULA CROEMO H ® KHIMh NoMENKIH . HAEKE
NHWX ca ngaro /f. 282r — missing sheets/. In the left margin below the text, there
is an indication written on 6 lines in red ink: muxanaa curreaa ’l’ep/?wcxar'o HZAOKENTE
NPAROCAABNOH BRPR «—

15. f. 2821 — ...NNHIH . WEH 3KE EMOAKKHETH . WEH NEYLCTHETH . WEH 7K x;?)'r'l'ém .
WEH OYBO CRTh APOVSH . WEH 7KE BAHIKNTH . WEH 3Ke NEKAKUHMH . WRH 2Ke BheRUBCKKIN
\Tvmo\f;ﬁeun . WEH 3Ki, AIJIE H HEMWIINH OEAYe ChNPWTHENHUH =~ The beginning is
missing, due to missing sheets from the manuscript. What follows are fragments
from dogmatic anti-heretical works by St. Athanasius of Alexandria, St. Anasta-
sius of Antioch, St. Cyril of Alexandria, St. Basil the Great, St. John Chrysostom,
St. John Damascene, St. Gregory of Nyssa, St. Anastasius of Sinai. We present some
of them with the titles.

- £.282v - ARCTRHYNHKORO

- £.282v - xpmmn £ K'kpo\(/.\u EAHNh ERITH EARTED Bk PARNE RAACTH WIiA B EHa
H ETro AXa . qpfkpmuaa cAARA EpE'FHFh £~

— f.284v — anacracia namplapxa EAZKENAO [B'Jm'l'sr'oq] MPAAA REAHKKIA AHATWYIA,
H KVpHAA Meganpmcmro HZAW?KENIE YN Kpm'u;k 0 Bhyrk Mo RTRNPOUIENTS -~

— £.287v - €Tro RacHAla, ® cnoBA EXKE HA AplA H EVHOMTA :~

~ £.287v - morozite ® nocadnia Ee NOcAd Kk BPATS CROEMOY, MgHIWgioy ’zﬁno\f
HHCCTHCKOMOY . W paZ-RAENH CXIIKCTRA H C'heTARA *

— f. 288r - ZaamooycToro, ® etk €Tro AxA =~

— f.289r — ReAHKAAr® RacHATA O CT'RMb AcCk.

The last rubric (ff. 302v-303r) concerns the continuity between the Old and
New Testaments and seems to announce the Old Testament Apocrypha that follow.
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16. f. 303v — marginal note.

17. f. 304r — 1ARAENTE WIOY NALIEMOY ARPAAM W ZARKTR APXLCTPATHIG MHKAHAW
~ The Testament of Abraham.

18.f. 316r - o\"'mﬁzh KAKO ChTROPH P BPACTRO KgkeThoe i~ This is a copy of part
of Tale of the Tree of the Cross by Priest Jeremiah. F. 319v is empty.

The latter two texts represent the apocryphal line of the manuscript. Their
presence in this collection is justified by asserting the idea of salvation of souls by
God’s judgement on people, which is related here to human justice on earth.

19. f. 320r — ® chEpaNTA pEKIIE ® THNHKA ETRIAR MWPKI . NPAZHHIH 0 PAROTE i~ =~
i~ A collective rubric, in which the highlights are a monthly list of remembrances
of saints from Mount Athos and anti-heretical fragments against the Armenians,
which, according to the text, are drawn from the rules of ecumenical patriarch
St. Nicephorus. The main reason for this mention is the fact that the text basically
deals with the Orthodox fasts and feasts, and hence refutes the Armenian Artsivur
fast.

20. f. 337r — 0 MAWYANH ABEA rpHrwpia cuuanTa. Only the title is written on
this page. The text itself begins on f. 337v and continues to f. 338r, being written
in a different hand. Above it, in the margin, there is added: Akania BHFOO\{'[@NAA,
TpoynENTE.

Beginning — IlprKRoe 0VEO NORAE MATKUAANHKS . IAKS OCHORANTE HM'KTH.

The following sheets are empty or filled with marginal notes of a later date.

2. Marginal notes and additions

1. On the back of the front cover, there is a note in Romanian, written on four
lines and dating from the 19" or 20* century:
Pravila sfintilor apostoli.
sec. XVI (si XVIII) -
(v. ff. 220, 228, 302v, 337 §i 337v).
Under this note, there is another, written on three lines:
YETE AABZH
YEEAA YE ELIM QHPHUE AE WMB'
TAPE BUBMs
Below, in a different hand, four lines in Romanian, in Cyrillic script:
+ TwTh WMBA A€ cBI ThoR
CGwape AAKA BHHE 4acs' MWapE
Twrh Was' AecsTh
Tagacie A >aco
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The marginal note indicates the name of the copyist: Tarasius of Thassos. This
information allows us to draw some conclusions regarding the manuscript. It obvi-
ously had a turbulent history and traveled through different ethnic environments,
as confirmed by other marginal notes and by the use of three alphabets (Cyrillic,
Latin and Greek) in the notes. Such traveling of books can be considered part of
the processes that created the shared religious-cultural environment of Southeast-
ern Europe.

2.f. 1r - two illegible notes on the side and below the decoration. Top left side:
illegible and cut off. The legible part is: Tho rpkwni.

Below, under the interlacing frame (on a single line):

YHHE N8 C'h BA A'hCA AE TOATE NB BA NMBTE NPEYENE NE ABLE

3.f. 1v - a note on 13 lines, probably dating from the 19" century:

K'TE cAaBE a6 KA Tegewd as” Bagad

Ch Ch ITE TO ANBME

“— HENKI YHHS MAph

“— 1Ko AOBAA MapA

w— OTRIA OF AOKQENTE

“— BRCNPTHMH RHPAEMA EKTH Mumpono/\m

“— o pomAscmB'k TROE EMONERRTO szu,e

“— NOA XC METPA AKORA IWANA

“— IBH cA KSTANTHNS LI

«— npiiEHE ®ue EMronoee edcie

«— NPAENE ©UE NZKINAE BEKANTE HIIPAREND

“— uuém; MHOIKTEA HACTARHHKA

“— Ku,a,a mncamrm Kk ARE MApIE

— W muoromannu,a K TOAT CAABEAE A€ BHIN

4.f. 5r - nornigas ¢ (beside the text: camu noroygoyan ECTh)

5.f 10v - 1nstruct10n written on four lines in red ink: & Napz ‘moea dA” oo
Racaia (beside the text: IWANNK MNH OFueENHKK €TI0 RACHATA).

6. f. 26r - instruction on two lines, written in red ink: 0 npaznuwk cmxm anans
(beside the text — n €Tk H EhcEXRAANKI AAS METPA H NARAA . cH NPAZHHKL ChEQKIIATH
H MOUHTATH).

7. f. 26v - a note on eight lines, written in red ink: He THulA an’kmﬁ . M"X.
HNWKW s NBcThINK npazuom\mu H MOYNTATH ~ (as far as to the text: gn ci oyrso
RuCR HE Bh WH 2KE NPAZHORATH NOREARKW RheRKOMOY XOTIANHNOY...).

8. f. 34r - addition/note on line 26, written in black ink. This seems to be an
omission of the rule in the text:

,A,mxw YN o\,'cw'na ocxgpmuumm cA Ad HZBQ"I;)KE/’I‘ CA . uTOIKE £ 5" cph Hn
FAET, ALIE MOASIKH FAETTS B’k OVCTHA JKENCKATO cpAMA . H BRI HCTHUANTE . CE TAKKSE
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(YN OYUI'NA ocmpmuuth CA . AZ'h OVEO NE MWK . T4 H BRAKIM EE . e AKARKIA T,
H NPTEMAAN Ch EMs HCNORRAANTE . pACCRAH.

It is located in the margln next to the following rules: ¢ ,A,lc\muno\( we AlpE
NPUKAIOUMT ¢ cie..” and “Tegen AIE BARAHTE, AQ HZEPKAKET CA. A JKENA EMO ALJIE XOUIE
OCTARMTH €10 LRASMRAPTA paAl cRoero...” It seems the text of the note should be
between them.

9. f. 53r — 0 almKhAWKCTEE ~— (next to the text: ARKEAWKCTRS Ke HA TPH
YACTH H EEWIH BRIRAE...).

10. f. 59v — an addition to an omission in the text: RacHaTe (next to: 0 raeTk ce
TH ReaHKkIM ¢Twin). This refers to St. Basil the Great, whose name is omitted.

11. f. 63r - an addition of 8 lines, written in black ink, , except for the first
letter, “a” in red: a oYEHEWIM BHARAR £ CoBOR. KaKo ugxonu cmu Ad Bnacems /
ceBe :— (next to the text about the murder: RHARXW Ke H APOYIOE OYBTHCTRO
ERIBARLIEE...).

12. f. 69r — added three lines in red ink: exe ¢ naue ecTRa (next to one of the
subdivisions of ¢ MAaAAKTH. ECT 3Ke H APOYThIN IR cOAWCKI. EXKE CTh JKENOXR AEKATH, H
Bk AQEAPWHE BARAHTH. EXKE ¢ REAHKO KEZAKWHIE).

13. f. 78r - indication on two lines in red: o nprkxommm upm “— (1t signals
the text IEpEH Al|.IE Hp'kHAE Bk HNR gemz\/.\ HAN Bk HHs r'pA HAR BE  TAKOEA. AAd HE
WCTARATH CAOVHKHTH).

14. f. 85r — addition/clarification in red: B's 7 ihk (next to the text: ape an
KEND QOAH NA ETRA NACKR, TO A0 CEMATO ANE AA OVMKIET CA KOAO)K)

15. f. 85v - indication in the upper margln in red: npmmum np'k;m MATRX:
— (placed under the text: i 1egen KPTHTE KOro AHEO TPETHUER. A WARUHT ca ©
1EFENCTERA).

16.f. 86r — added in black ink: u én'ﬂ cA (next to the text: Iefen e HECAOVKHTK
AHTOYPrIR HAN ATAKWHK. R TAKO OBKIICTh CA H OBAKEAET CA).

17.f.101r - clarification written in black on two lines: n& Aaii 4 papi (writ-
ten next to the text, that some monks, out of self-renunciation and heroism, have
entirely given up drinking wine: Tako ng-REKIRAR NOARHIA pAAH REAHKATO H AOBQAT0,
KEAAAIE KA paph).

18. f. 101v — npadena (next to the text: chBpd Eh KWHCTANTINK FpaAk. ¢Taa W
NPAROCAARNAA OeWpa Lipua).

19. f. 104v — two lines written in black ink: es npagocAdnsimn (next to the text:
Ad TIQHUACTHT €A ChEQBUIENKIMH XPTTAHAMH...).

20. f. 119v - clarification on one line, written in black ink: OBWH CRATW (to: exe
® BPAUNATO PWIRATKCTRA ZHARLITH CA. CHYRYL COYTOYER] CRATWER).

21.f. 121r - clarification on two lines, written in black ink: makoxka 1 Epa (next
to the text: a ABAL Kb Hno\['m\( Bmépomo\[ CRTh CTEMNENH).
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22. f. 126r - clarification (substitution of word) on two lines in black: cn
noééuuu,m\ ero (next to the text: HE MOKE TAKORKIM <’>cxﬂp'1;r|wm CA Ch IKENOR
WA CROEMD HAJENATO. HH 2KE Ch NAKHAOR €19).

23.1. 137r - clarification on one line using another word, written in black ink:
nocoxw, M (next to the text: A4 BHA £, 4l THME TWAND).

24. . 140v - clarification on one line in black ink, about the baptism of the
newborn child that is in risk of dying: ¥piéno €.

25. f. 142r - addition of one line in black ink: weraraenin (next to the text:
KENA ALPE MIOREAH 1EGEOY O AHTOYQIiH EMD).

26.1.150r - clariﬁcation/heading for the text (four lines) substituting another
word: gpaKaA HaR I/IA’RE K'h Kpamm\qmma (next to the text: |epeu Yaghl A'k/.\u HAN
XOAA Kb 4apoAReMb. A4 HZBPRIKET cA © IEJEHCTRA).

27.1.176v - clarification on one line in black ink, regarding kinship by match-
making: wEepazna (next to the text: HMAT e N0 chEWKOYNAENTOY paZaHYTa MHWrA
HPAEHA).

28. f. 179r — clarification in black ink: sennl moex (next to: *enH HKIXMH).

29.£.202v - clarification regarding the Passion of Christ on two lines in black
ink: WuTS 0 KAKYTA HANWHILIA.

30. . 204v - note on one line in red ink, regarding the pentarchy: £ nagiageu.

31.f. 205r - the same and in the same sense: £ nagiagchl.

32.1.206v — addition, about Patriarch Narcissus of Jerusalem, to the text about
the holders of this chair: ra &xiTH nkHE .4 Toal ® clinTenmIA cpn. BE BW Ak GG
1" :=— (=106). The text about the patriarchs of Jerusalem is published in its en-
tirety further in this book.

33.£.220r - a chronicle note written on 11 lines in black ink (initials in red), which
is a chronicle about the pr1nc1pal1ty of Moldavia. Pubhshed byI Bogdan in 1895 year'’.

Beginning - B AW ¢iia & dgxiekns ki iwed © wkmickd monacrupk

34. f. 220v - addition to the presentation of the Roman Christian emperors
and the councﬂs, on 12 hnes, in black ink, of which only the 1n1t1al Cisin red:

walm CA BE KhIH ch'mnmmn cul Ak # . B WeTdRK Pe” CHORW cROM UYTRS .
KWeTe. B KWCTATIN, H KWCTATTS HaKe UJTRWRALLA, AR K},

35. f. 221r - in black ink, across from the writing about Justinian II and the
6™ ecumenical council: BTWpHIER.

36. f. 221v - written on two lines in black ink: “Copronymus” is written in
Greek letters, probably by a Greek, in order to clarify the incomprehensible word
Gnoeimeniti (‘dung-named, named-crap’) in the text and to correct the number 24
with 23: kwmpwv* / it 4k (next to the text: KWHETATING FHWH HMENHTRIN. A} AK).

19 1. BoGDAN, Cronice inedite, p. 96.
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37.f. 222v - \|F Ma. Written next to the text about John Tzimiskes, but it is
a correction of the number.

Further below on the same page, written on three lines in black, across from
Isaac Komnenos (icakie n): kwmni £ Ak i, T

38.f.223r - correction on one line, in red: gachan iw & (written above: 1wann
BArpOpWHRIN €I AK).

39. f. 224r - indication/heading on two lines at the beginning of the presenta-
tion about Moldavia: za cTpans mwadckaa.

40. f. 226r — written in the margin across from the text about the 3 and 4"
ecumemcal councils: Hecmwyia mpnsckare. © aNTioxTa BB cRljd. KWCTANTHNORA IKE
rpla em. He EAPOUKCTHRNA RhpRUE NA BRIEWIA —.

41.f. 227r - two additions/corrections in the presentation about the ecumen-
ical patriarchs:

written across from the place where Patriarch Ignatius is mentioned'": éi
AR EHk muganaa k. b BHS NuKkHWpa 1ipk (the underlined text of the number
and years is a correction, written in red ink, of the indicated 11 years in the text
proper).

written across from the place where Patriarch Stephan is mentioned'%: ¢hw
RACHATA LK.

42. f. 228r - a long marginal note", written in a different hand in black ink;
only the invocation cross and the initial J1 are in red:

ot Hzxonemzma wu,A HoCh nocn’kumm Ha H C'thhLUENIE N Axa . péqm'l"s'
mmvguu PACNIANE 3KE Axwun cm’kpeme r'pm'opu MHQOTIOAH co\[qaccmm KEAAR HANAATH
cA E?K'I‘BNAFO Ruirx cia pekwamaa I'IpdEH H ﬂpHHAOAI'I‘M Kb cmwpuu,a pnmos Aapoaamu
W ﬂp’kM/\’l‘HKdl'O fa IV XA, TRake norlw.umrrmw HZhWEp'k'FE H Henked | OYKQACM eH
no ct AAAE 1 no ChMp’I‘H CROEH B'h MABR CERE W MAME prwme CROH Bh u,;mw HAT €
XPA RIWZHENTA (74 HAWE IV XA B'h WEKITRAH NAAOCOTPAJORE!. & KTW NOKBCH cA RhZAH

' On St. Ignatius, ecumenical patriarch (847-858, 867-877), see: Oxford Dictionary of Byzan-
tium, Oxford 1991, vol. II, col. 893-894; Prosopographie der Mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, Berlin-New
York 2000, Bd. 1/2, no. 2666, pp. 173-179; Bi. CTAHKOBUE, Llapuepadcku nampuajapcu u uapesu
Maxedoncke ounacmuje, Beorpaz 2003, p. 40 sq. et passim.

12 On Stephan I, ecumenical patriarch (886-893), son of the basileus Basil I, see: Bj. CTAHKOBIE,
Lapuepadcku nampuajapcu u yapesu MakedoHcke ounacmuje, pp. 230-236.

3 The marginal note is published, together with the Romanian translation and cited literature
in: Insemndri de pe manuscrise si crti vechi din tara Moldovei. Un corpus, eds. 1. CaPrOgU, E. CHIA-
BURU, vol. I (1429-1750), Tasi 2008, pp. 77-78.

4 Sic! P. P. Panaitescu reads it as nanpo chpapor8 (P. P. PANAITESCU, Catalogul Ms. Slave, vol. 111,
a type-written copy in the reading room for manuscripts of the Library of the Romanian Academy,
p. 141). The word is translated as Pantocratorului. That is how it is printed in: Insemndri de pe man-
uscrise si carti vechi din tara Moldovei, vol. I, p. 78. It may be a mistaken form of “Pantocrator” or of
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@ HaR nzm'kunmu H npoAamn nAe A Krro Ad EBAE npoms ® ra Ka chmrSWware Hio H
ZEMAA. H B TO npqrm £ro M'l‘pE no i EVAHCTH. W THT Gl Ol # B's HHKEN. 1 ® HAWE
CRPENTA Ad HE BRAE NPOIIE AMH ~— / B AT 8¢ (=7075=1567).

43. f. 243r - indication written in red: nor-keTh— (next to: W EAKIagE).

44.f. 246r - capakwinn. The designation cagauunbi is present in the text, and we
may ask who made the correction and why. Was it a Greek? Because this is a Greek
pronunciation.

45. f. 248r - note in black ink: placed in brackets and crossed out: z ng-kgnne
(pw).

46. £. 259r - a corrected number of the year of Constantine Monomachos and
Patriarch Michael: the year written in the text: “g dTw ¢fnr” (= 6552) is corrected
to: x&r (= 663). This is probably a correction of the last two digits of the year.

47. f. 265r — a note on two lines in red, next to the sermon of St. Theodosius
of Pechora: o aaTun.

48.1.273v - note on four lines, written in black ink, referring to the uncreated
nature of the Son: ® i BW ckROpeENOE, ABukILIEE poakeNNOE.

49. ff. 275v-276r - indication about the kings under which the councils took
place (only the ﬁrst council, under Constantine, is on f. 275v, the rest are on f. 276r):

2 BeARKK KWemdming

& Oedcie ReAHKDI

T QrecTe Maanin

A MagKkiana Earare

'?' )IBC'I"I'N'I'X REAHKhI

(; chrmwm BpAAATHIN

7 kWeranti 0 pANA ATh £

50. f. 277v - a picture of a hand pointing a finger and an indication, written on
three lines in red ink: c¢ na B hTWiR chEwpk.

51. f. 278r - indication written on two lines in red ink: na perit ce —.

52. f. 279r — note about the heretic Mament, written on nine lines in red ink:
CR BEO 1EPAHMAKHT pWAS BRI APERNTH EQETI cHOR MPKEKIH MAMETH ChAOK CA NEPCH.

53.f. 279v - a note next to the writing about the heretic Paul, a line in red ink:
H RELT.

54. f. 280r - a note written in red next to the text about St. Cyril of Alexandria:
o mhsite.

and shortly below, next to the writing about the Son and the Word: ® z¢ o
Xk —.

“Pantosotir”. On this question, see E. TURDEANU, Le Sbornik dit ‘de Bisericani’: Fausse identité dun
manuscrit remarquable, “Revue des études slaves” 44. 1-4, 1965, pp. 37-40.
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55. f. 283r - two notes written in red:

next to the writing about Arius: 0 Toms e Agie NPEZRVTE chiH AAEZANPRCKIIA
UPKEE.

in the lower margin, under the writing about Eunomius: & evnwaie raaknii
Chil, KAZHKS BNk, ropua skaw © Aia, HENSEHA WIS AAALIE & CHA —.

56. f. 284r — written in red ink in the upper margin, concerning the birth of
the Son from the Father: nepoziteno  positeno  HexoANo.

57.f. 287r - note written in red on six lines, regarding the Holy Trinity: FeTRS
EW TPUA & HE AR, AL W EAHNOCRIJKCTRO.

58.f.289r - in black ink, next to St. Basil’s writing on the Holy Ghost: dBavacie.
The note may have been written by a Greek; in the manuscript there are other such
notes written in the two alphabets.

59. f. 289v - a note, next to the text about controversy with the Montamsts
written on five lines in black ink: £k chZaARK UAka NPK R'hZE ® ZeMAA H WEPAZO CROH
otk €ro w—.

60. f. 292r - a note on two lines, written in black ink, next to the text about
understanding God: n €iik e EKIRAE.

61. f. 294v - a hard-to-read note, written in red next to the text concerning
Epiphanius of Cyprus: nokphig ri& KXTE™ 0 NAKKI He énnf HA 2KE CAT.

62. f. 301r - indication on four lines, in red ink: g0 2} BW KWHE Erocad/gioy.

63. f. 301v - note in red ink: M njpKk .

64. f. 303v - a large marginal note-colophon, written by the copyist of the
manuscript in a legible short hand in black ink, with only three initials in red. It
is framed in a red border with modest ornamentation. Below, to the right, next to
the number of the tetrad, which ends with — 36 (is) — a hand from the 19® or 20™
century has calculated the year of the date in the note:

7065

5508

1557

The text of the marginal note':

HZBOAENIE wifd . 0 o nocn’kmENTEM cha . n cmﬂp'hmems o ,A,XA . HauA cia
KNHTA NA HMA NpagHAL Kl dfak. u C"IstIxI.IJH noReAkHTE 1 Aaame np'kwcujmua
mnpononwm co)[lmcm KV r;mr'wpm exe H WEMECKA zoﬂz A - H AAAE 1 B MONACTH
M,A,s Xpa € tmzmmz m §d 1 Ciica uamz WX . A BRAE £ Bh BRKRI BEKA nAM/.x a
Kmo pazopn HAWA ,a,aama Keg NA BARENTA, A BMAE npomm @ crica nwero W xa H®
NpaTAA £ AP . 0 ® R'CRK ETKI . 0 HCIHCA CA PAKOM EPOATAKONA TEAMPTWNA, BUENHKA

'* The colophon was published, together with the Romanian translation, and cited literature,
in: Insemndri de pe manuscrise §i cdrti vechi din tara Moldovei, vol. 1, p. 72.
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TOroRe MHPONOANTA . B AHH AMEBAAPA ROE/RS . B ATo 286 (7065 CM = 1557 P. Xp.)
Mg & & (uwm §).

65. f. 327v — an indication written on two lines in black ink next to the text
about how the impious Armenians fast: ¢ apmEnExh -

66. f. 333v — note on the side of the sheet, written in a later hand, in black ink:

I az muorwrgkiini / 1epen Twpems — there follows something resembling a sig-
nature Ak z¢3e 80 ® ratgs.

7265 Aug. 30

5508

1757

67. f. 338r — later note: Hak np-EARAH ARANTW paAT vaced.

Below, in the same hand, in Greek and Cyrillic letters - Praodewd’ A'mmmﬁ'.

On the side, a note dating from the 18" century, by the monk Iorest, written
in mixed Latin and Cyrillic letters:

IOREST - épmonax/ zcke A7 © ratxn

Below, calculation of the year:

7265 Aug. 30

5508

1757

68. f. 338v — note written in Romanian, in Cyrillic script:

Mlparaa AUATH AE A4 CRHTE M’li'\ch'le N'I.KU'B,A\ wi GiHA cTPHKAT W ’A,EE\AEI‘A'I“'I; wa
AEraTh £ carepent Twn [aR Zekal (7224 =1716/7). The term “humble” is usually used
by a metropolitan bishop in reference to himself, but we cannot say with certainty
that the reference here is to a metropolitan.

69. f. 339r - several later notes in Romanian, in Cyrillic script:

T ASHE MHUABEWIH NE MEJOY gBra ETABH MAKo UIl & T8TEPS cHIad Tk (written
on two lines).

A Wikis o Bie ks ATPS 8" A ch' udcspH APER 14 MHNBTE en Lmo\k (calcu-
lation of the hours and minutes in the year) “In stiinta sa fie ca intru un an sant
ceasuri 11622, iar minute sint 249 720 (f. 339).

70. f. 339v - two writings, of a later date and in Romanian, in Cyrillic script:
one of them is a list on 11 line, and under it is a one-line note.

71. The back of the back cover. There are several spoiled notes, which are il-
legible. In addition:

YHHE N Ch BA ATWCA AE TOATE, A NPHUENE Ne AMNEZES, NS NOATE TOTh WMs'

Yierume (written vertically)

Gagk AE ATh NETPs AUKA AECARATE
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The marginal notes enable us to confirm the archaeographic data with which
the manuscript became known to scholars. BAR 636 was written for the Neamt
monastery at the order of the metropolitan bishop of Suceava and all Moldavia
Gregory II by his disciple Hierodeacon Hilarion in 1557, in the time of the Mol-
davian ruler Alexandru Lapusneanu. The later marginal note, written in 1567
confirms this donation, a fact which supports the view as to a strong connection
between Metropolitan Bishop Gregory II, the manuscript, and the place of its cre-
ation. It was no accident that the Metropolitan was titled not only bishop of Su-
ceava but also of Neamt. It is known that the Neamt monastery, together with the
Moldavian monasteries Bistrita, Dragomirna, Moldovita, Probota, etc., was one of
the most active centers of copying, which produced the so-called Slavo-Romani-
an literature written in accordance with the Bulgarian orthographic norms of the
Second Bulgarian Empire.

In studying the collection, we should first of all place it in its own historical
and cultural context. This applies to the production of the copy in question, but
also to the creation of the protograph that preceded it. We have sufficient data
indicating that such collections were not exceptional in Moldavia, which certainly
raises the question as to how texts with a certain content of ideas were created and
combined - texts which preceded the events taking place around the middle of the
16™ century. The specific situation in Moldavia in the 15"-16™ century - its geo-
graphic proximity to Catholic countries like Poland, Lithuania, Hungary, its active
contacts with the Patriarchate of Constantinople, and the threat coming from the
Ottoman power, were all factors impelling the need for “rallying the Orthodox
forces” and “affirming Orthodoxy as the dominant ideology in Moldavia™'¢.

The affirming of Orthodoxy and the fight against heresies and against other
religions and other Christian confessions was a permanent policy of the Moldavian
rulers. In the context of the present study, it is important to point out that as ear-
ly as the 15" century, religious minorities were oppressed in the principality, al-
though not on a large scale; hence, this policy was not very typical for the situa-
tion there. Such action was always related to aggravated relations with the Sultan.
The subjects of oppression were primarily the Jewish traders, connected with the

16 TI. PyCEB, A. [IABUTIOB, Ipuzoputi Lfambnax 6 PymoHus u 6 cmapama pymoHcKka numepamypa,
Codms 1966, pp. 13, 20. Regarding the situation in Moldavia and the relations between the differ-
ent confessional communities, see: M. CRACIUN, Tolerance and Persecution. Political Authority and
Religious Difference in Late Medieval Moldavia, "Colloquia. Journal of Central European History”
X-XL.1-2, 2003-2004, pp. 7-8.
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Ottoman Empire, and especially the local Armenians'. Data on oppression and
outrages against the Armenians and their clergy are extant for the time of Stephan
the Great (1479), and later for the rule of Petru Rares (1534), albeit not as cruel
as in later times'®. The “Latins’, i.e., the Catholic minority in the principality, were
not exempt from this policy. Information on persecution of Latins is extant from
as early as the first half of the 15" century, and also from the time of Stephan the
Great". However, the crisis that is our topic of interest, and which might be rele-
vant for the creation of the collection under study, arose around the middle of the
16™ century. It seems to have been due to internal political conflict, which occa-
sioned the campaign and ruin of Moldavia by the armies of Sultan Suleiman the
Magnificent in 1538. The campaign was provoked by the intrigues of a “foreigner”
- the Albanian Mihul®. These moods found visual expression in the depictions of
the “condemned” in the Last Judgement on the outer walls of Moldavian churches
from the middle of the 16™ century, and especially in Voronet, where we find de-
picted not only the Muslim oppressors, but various heretics and schismatics, no-
tably including “Latins” and Armenians*. But the serious persecution of people of
other faith began more than a decade later, and was connected with the conversion
to Islam of the ruler of Moldavia Ilias Rares. He adopted the Muslim faith officially
on 30 May 1551 in Constantinople, and subsequently abdicated and was appoint-
ed governor of the Silistra sandjak®. This was a shock to Moldavian society, and
raised suspicions that the Sultan had decided to change the status of the principal-
ity and to put it under his direct rule. The clergy and the Orthodox Christians saw
Iliag’s deed as treasonous, and described it in the harshest terms®. Religious fervor,

7 ST. ANDREESCU, Presiune otomand si reactie ortodoxd in Moldova urmasilor lui Petru voddi
Rares, “Studii si materiale de istorie medie” XXVII, 2009, pp. 27-29, 47 sq.; M. CRACIUN, Tolerance
and Persecution, p. 10 sq.

18 M. CRACIUN, Tolerance and Persecution, pp. 10-12, 13-14.

¥ Ibidem, pp. 10, 12-14.

2 Cronicile slavo-romine din sec. XV-XVI, publicate de Ion Bogdan, ed. P. P. PANAITESCU,
(= Cronicile medievale ale Rominiei, vol. II), Bucuresti 1959, p. 84 (chronicle of Macarius); B. Jou-
DIOU, La réaction orthodoxe face aux étrangers dans les principautés roumaines au XV siécle, [in:] Mi-
grations et diasporas méditerranéenes (X°~XVI siécles), éds. M. BALARD et A. DUCELLIER, Paris 2002,
pp. 248-249.

21 S. ULEA, Origines et signification idéologique de la peinture extérieure des églises moldaves,
“Revue roumaine d’histoire” 1, 1963, pp. 53-55; M. CRACIUN, Tolerance and Persecution, pp. 21-26.

2 ST. ANDREESCU, Presiune otomand §i reactie ortodoxd, p. 36 (see note 43); Caldtori strdini
despre Tarile Romane — Supliment I, forign travelers about the Romanian principalities ST. ANDREE-
scu and others, Bucuresti 2011, p. 46.

3 Cronicile slavo-romine din sec. XV-XVI, ed. P. P. PANAITEscU, pp. 110-113; B. Joupiou,
La réaction orthodoxe face aux étrangers, p. 250.
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as well as political motives, led to persecutions of Jews and Armenians, who were
more or less connected with the Ottoman Empire*. Fears that the foundations
of society would be infringed upon, were combined with increased proselytism
on the part of Catholics and especially Protestants from Transylvania, who pres-
sured the population not only there, but in Moldavia as well®. They were also per-
secuted under the new ruler Stephan Rares, which continued under Alexandru
Lapusneanu as well, the time when the collection under study was created.

Events in Moldavia around the middle of the 16" century produced a new
ideological image, which was appreciated in the principality, and which was noted by
B. Joudiou: the image of the ruler who has restored the true faith in society*. No doubt,
the Church, and foremost Bishop Macarius, provided the ideological basis and justifi-
cation for persecution of the enemies of Orthodoxy who had nearly been victorious,
and the power of the prince implemented this ideology. The mechanism of persecu-
tion, however, was of a legal kind, and was implemented by the state authorities; it is
in this context that we should assess the creation of the miscellany under study, which
combines theological polemics with legal norms, to which the greater part of the
manuscript is devoted. In fact, the choice of a certain variant of the Nomocanon,
which we will mention later, is not accidental, as this was generally the purpose of
legal literature. It should also be noted, that this canonical text was widely dissemi-
nated both in the Wallachian and the Moldavian tradition. We have many copies of
it, made in the principality from the second half of the 15" to the 17™ century?.

In studying BAR 636 and its historical context, we should have in mind the
existence of a nearly identical manuscript, which is now preserved as a photocopy
under the call mark BAR Ms. sl. 685 (further below, only BAR 685) in the Library
of the Romanian Academy. The original is found in the Library of the Russian
Academy of Sciences, in the collection of A. I. Yatsimirsky, Ne 51. A. I. Yatsimirsky
described the manuscript®, and the photocopy is described by P. Panaitescu in the

# ST. ANDREESCU, Presiune otomand si reactie ortodoxd, p. 44 sq.; M. CRACIUN, Tolerance and
Persecution, pp. 35-36.

% ST. ANDREESCU, Presiune otomand si reactie ortodoxd, p. 45 sq.; B. Joupiou, La réaction
orthodoxe face aux étrangers, p. 252.

% B. JoupI1ou, La réaction orthodoxe face aux étrangers, p. 250.

¥ M. IImbPAHCKA-KOCTOBA, Ilokaiinama KHumHuHa Ha O6wvneapckomo CpedHosexosue
IX-XVIII eex. Esuxoso-mexcmonozuunu u xynmyponoeuuru acnexmu, Codus 2011, pp. 540-542
(review of the manuscripts); D. NAYDENOVA, Anti-Armenian Polemics in a Slavic Canon Law Mis-
cellany (Ms. Slav. No 461 from the Manuscript Collection of the Romanian Academy), “Etudes bal-
kaniques” L/3, 2014, pp. 88-90 (note 18).

3 AL V. AuMMMPCKUI, M3 cnassnckux pyxonuceii. Texcmor u 3amemxu, Mocksa 1898, pp. 76—
92; see also A. V. Slummupckuit, M3 ucmopuu cnassuckoti nponosedu 8 Mondasuu. “IlaMsaTHUKK
IpeBHeN MICbMEHHOCTY M MCCKyCcTBa” 163, 1906; accessible www.knigafund.ru.
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third volume of his inventory®. It had contained a now lost marginal note dating
from 1512 and relating the work to the Moldavian ruler Bogdan IIT*:

+ R akm fz'JK, Ch AMMHTE H NOREAKHTE EAMOUKCTHRAMO M XpcToAwBHEAr Iw Borpan
ROEROA, MocnoAdph Bhck Zeman Mwapage™R HenHea ca ch KHHMA pekombl Homwkanwn
MmonacTHr ® Bucepnkann. Hanuca ke cb Komam Bh monacTHp HEMeuKoms HAEKE ecT
xpam Ilanmwkgamop, muwrorgRIWINTH Taxa epwATakwi HHKoAHMB eroyMeNcTRIRALIOY
e Thraa Tepmonay Tlapoenie.

+ Awia cn w O¢oc [in Greek].

The situation in Moldavia under Bogdan III, ruler of Moldavia from 1504 to
1517, was very tense at times, but there is no information regarding events like
those we know to have happened under the successors of Petru Rares — events
that provoked intense persecution of other religious denominations. True, we have
information about occasional tense relations with Poland, which might have pro-
voked an anti-Catholic reaction. There was conflict with the Ottoman Empire as
well (especially in connection with the events of 1512, events contemporaneous
with the alleged time of the creation of the collection, and reflected in the chronicle
contained in its “twin” copy dating from 1557). Nevertheless, we cannot take these
events as grounds for the creation or copying of this manuscript, which is strik-
ingly opposed to various heresies, schismatics, and religious minorities in general
in the principality. This is a question of direct relevance to the study of the manu-
script BAR 636 and hence cannot be neglected.

It is notable that the marginal note in the Yatsimirsky copy contained an inter-
esting passage: HcnHcA ¢A ¢ KHHMA gekombl Homwkanwn monacThpio ® Buncegnkann.
Hannca e e komam Bh monacTHg Hkmeukomoy naexke ecm xpam Manrwkparop. This
suggests a new dating of the establishment of the Bisericani monastery, and attrib-
utes the Neamt monastery church to Christ Pantocrator, while the church is known
to have been dedicated to the Ascension of Jesus. Moreover, the book is entitled
with the Greek loanword komams, which literally means “piece”™ A. I. Yatsimirsky
notes this with regard to several collections connected with Gabriel Uric®. We may
dispute his opinion that this was typical for Serbian manuscripts, but we cannot

¥ P. P. PANAITESCU, Z. MIHAIL, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-romdne si slave din Biblioteca
Academiei Romdne, vol. 3, partea I-A, Bucuresti 2018, pp. 114-118.

% The note was published by A. I. YATSIMIRSKY, together with a description of the manuscript
(M3 cnasanckux pyxonuceil. Texcmot u 3amemxu, Mocksa 1898, pp. 85-92), and more recently in:
Insemnari de pe manuscrise si cdrti vechi din Tara Moldovei. Un corpus, eds. 1. CAPrO§U, E. CHIA-
BURU, vol. I (1429-1750), Iasi 2008, p. 37, an. 1512 <7020».

AL Aummmpcekuit, Ipueoputi Lambnax, p. 304.
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ignore his observation that this term may have signified a copy made of part of
a larger collection. In any case, we believe the fact that the same rare word (“ko-
mat”) occurs in other Moldavian texts by Gabriel Uric, dating 1448-1450 proves
that this was the continuation of an older compilation tradition and that the com-
pilers were aware they were copying parts of other books.

An article by Emil Turdeanu, specially devoted to these questions®” and pub-
lished around fifty years ago, has considerably facilitated our study. In it, the author
makes highly critical comments on the data regarding the very existence of the Bis-
ericani monastery (and its predecessor, the “Monastery of Father Joseph®) during
the first decades of the 16™ century®. In consideration of a series of manuscripts
belonging to Bisericani monastery and moved to Russia in the early 20" century,
he concludes they were written in the 1520s for the newly founded monastery, and
assigns the time of its establishment to the rule of Stephan the Younger (Stefanitsa),
son of Bogdan III and lord of Moldavia from 1517 to 1527**. The author explains
the misunderstanding related to the mention of the church devoted to Christ Pan-
tocrator in Neamt®, which sheds additional light on the dating of the marginal
note in question. The same may be said for the use of the word “komat” there*.
Thus, Turdeanu categorically denies the 1512 dating of the so-called Bisericani
Miscellany (the one in the Yatsimirsky collection of the Library of the Russian
Academy of Sciences), and places the date several decades later. He also connects
it with the manuscript under discussion (i.e., BAR 636, whose content he knew
only on the basis of Ioan Bogdan’s publication), and with the ktetor Metropolitan
Bishop Gregory II*’. Our study basically confirms Emil Turdeanu’s hypothesis of
half a century ago.

Thus, it is not necessary to look for a similar situation in the principality in
1512 in order to explain the creation of the copy now preserved in the Yatsimir-
sky collection. The book was probably likewise written around the middle of the
16™ century under the successors of Petru Rares. On the other hand, we cannot
overlook the fact that the existence of twin manuscripts raises the question as to
their origin: are they exact copies of transported protographs, or was some addi-
tional compiling carried out in a certain historical and cultural context? For the
time being, we are inclined to take as a working hypothesis the view that this type

2 E. TURDEANU, Le Sbornik dit de Bisericani’: Fausse identité dun manuscrit remarquable,
pp. 29-45.

3 Ibidem, pp. 30-37.

3 Ibidem, p. 37.

% Ibidem, pp. 37-40.

3 Ibidem, pp. 40-41.

7 Ibidem, pp. 43-45.
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of compilation, which follows a strong anti-heretical line, was a Moldavian phe-
nomenon that is unknown to us in the prototype volume of text in the extant man-
uscripts of South Slavic literature before the Ottoman conquest. This conclusion
refers to the general make-up of the collection and not to the origin of the separate
translated works it contains, many of which originated in the Slavic South (specifi-
cally, in the Second Bulgarian Empire and its capital city Tarnovo); some, in Mount
Athos (cf. the Mount Athos typikon); and a few, in Russia.

* %k %

Thus, we believe we can examine separately the different thematic compo-
nents of the manuscript and the texts constituting it, in order to place them in their
own historical environment.

1. The legal part seems the most significant in terms of size and importance. It
cannot be examined separately from the others. As mentioned in the description
above, on f. 18r, under the heading ckazanie g kpaTu'k knisk cen is placed the
content of a certain type of nomocanonical editing which has a separate division
into chapters, of which in all pita (151) are listed. Some consecutive letters from the
letter numeration of the chapters are missing, most probably due to an accidental
oversight. This nomocanonical editing was so popular in the 14"-18" century, that
it has justifiably been called “the epithymia nomocanon of Slavia Orthodoxa”. In
scholarly literature, it is also related to the terms: Pseudo-Zonaras penitential no-
mocanon, introduced by A. S. Pavlov (further below PsZ)*, or Cotelier’s nomocan-
on (named after the publisher Jean Baptiste Cotelier, who reproduced the Greek
original with an assumed chronology between the 12" and 14" century; but there
are important differences between the Slavic and Greek canon)*. This ecclesias-
tic-law content is the core of BAR 636. The texts that remain outside the numera-
tion of PsZ should be included in it, but they are also present both in BAR 636, and
in the Bulgarian ecclesiastic-juridical collections. Such are the question-answer
texts of St. Cyril of Alexandria, St. Athanasius of Jerusalem, the sermons of St. Basil
the Great, excerpts from The Ladder of Divine Ascent, from St. Epiphanius of Cy-
prus, the Lapsaik, etc. The text bloc in BAR 636 and BAR 692 contains the already
mentioned ® KuTia cro nuKoAkl, Beankaro Racuaia, ctro Tempa daeganppinckaro

3 A. C.I1ABJIOB, Homoxkaton npu Bomvuiom Tpebruxe, Mocksa 1897, pp. 40-43; M. IIMIBPAHCKA-
Kocrosa, Cnassitckusm [cesdosonap, “Palaeobulgarica” XXXII 4, 2008, pp. 25-52.

¥ ].-B. COoTELERIUS, Ecclesiae Graecae Monumenta, vol. 1, Paris 1677, pp. 68-158, a set of 547
successively numbered rules.
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npaguaa éi, crro Hruaria, ® Aavcanka, © KHTIA ctro naxomia. Some of the list-
ed textual micro-units, for instance, the excerpts from the Vita of St. Pachomius
and the Lapsaik (a book of stories about the Eastern monks) are contained in the
form of excerpts in Nikon’s Pandects, where they are placed under separate chap-
ters; that is why the source of their loan in the prototype Slavic collection requires
separate study. At the same time, in the Moldavian manuscripts, the prayers ¢7ro
Anacracia MATREI PAZAPRWATH BheRKR KAATEX are missing, while in some iden-
tical Bulgarian collections they are placed immediately after these rubrics (CIAI
1160, ff. 201r-202r). In conclusion, we may safely claim that among the possible
influences on the choice of components of the manuscript were the Bulgarian col-
lections from the time of the Second Bulgarian Empire, transferred to Moldavia.
This conclusion is confirmed by the following two rubrics: f. 188r: nzaekenie o
npABoc?\éwk K'lipfk. H O CTRH K muKo'l'BépALpS H ’E,A,nuoc(‘iquk H MEpAZA'RAﬁMfku rl'gu,u;
f. 194r: nzaomkenie Apoyroe ® 1ScTHNTANA HZAGKeNo caapiakil. The text ends on f. 1961
around the middle of the page, of which the second half is empty. These are two
confessions of faith formulations, which are variants of the Credo and are placed in
identical form and with identical titles in BAR 692 and BAR 726, as well as at the
beginning of ff. 33v-34v in CIAI 1160%. The first can be identified as a compilation
of St. Gregory the Theologian’s interpretation of the Credo and Michael Syncellos’s
Writing of the True Faith, which also figures in the Simeon Collection of 1073. This
is an original Credo by Gregory the Theologian (330-390), written in connection
with the mystic baptism and included in one of his sermons on this topic. The
identification with the Izbornik of 1073 and the work of Michael Syncellos has
been established through textual comparison*'. The second version of the Credo
is the one indicated as the Presentation of Justinian the Autocrator. We know that
the authoritative Credo is the so-called Nicene Creed, consisting of 12 articles. But
there are many others known to scholars*’. Some of them were written by private
individuals; the motivation for their writing was to fight heresy. The rejection of
the respective contemporaneous heresy is usually placed at the end of the formula
and serves as an indication of the time it arose. While the first credo formula raises
mostly linguistic-textological questions, inasmuch as the sources of the compo-
nents of the compilation are clear, the so-called Credo of Justinian presents certain
difficulties related to its identification. Judging by the title, it dates from the time of
Emperor Justinian I (527-565), the time of the so-called “three chapter” controver-
sy, in connection with which the emperor convened the Fifth Ecumenical Council

1 Apxuscku HOMOKAHOH, . 12.
4 Ibidem.
* K. KYEB, Mean-Anexcanoposusm c60pHuxK. .., p. 143.
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in Constantinople in 553. The theological dispute echoed the struggle between the
adherents and opponents of the Chalcedon Credo and of the Fourth Ecumenical
Council of Chalcedon of 451. The credo postulates two indivisible and unmixed
natures of Jesus Christ - Divine and Human. This dealt a blow to monophysit-
ism, which asserted only the divine nature of Christ. Many dogmatists, however,
considered the creed to be an expression of Nestorianism. Justinian’s edict of 544,
known as the Edict of the Three Chapters, intervenes in these controversies with the
condemnation and anathema of Theodore of Mopsuestia, a teacher of Nestorius, as
well as of the pro-Nestorian works of Theodoret of Cyrus and Ibas of Edessa, which
the authors themselves renounced. Although at the time the imperial decree was
published the persons in question were no longer living, the Edict and subsequent
decisions of the Fifth Council were basically aimed against these heresies. This
was the basic dogmatic content of the Fifth Council, which did not formulate any
specific canons. Origen and Evagrius Ponticus were also condemned at the Coun-
cil. The connection between Justinian and the Fifth Council is usually confirmed
by the so-called Chronicle of the Ecumenical Councils, a text that accompa-
nied many guidebooks, legal collections and miscellaneous collections in the Sla-
vic manuscript tradition. According to the title of one of the versions of the Slavic
guidebook, the text indicates: ngn oycTHank ReAHUEMB UEPH BMIC .E-H CROPR Bk
ILEpR rpap EThIMH WLH...HAEKE CA BB KAKA BAAAL OVKP'KIAQ HZHCKARTKILE NPOKAALIA
H Npagoyio BEpoy oymRepAnA®. In this perspective, the Justinian Credo, borrowed
by the Bulgarian protographs for BAR 636, actually represents a confirmation of
the canonical doctrine of the Holy Trinity and of Lord Jesus Christ as entirely God
“in respect of divinity” and entirely Man “in respect of humanness” (the postulate
of His two inseparable and unmixed natures as perfect God and perfect Man), as
well as of the Holy Virgin as Mother of God. Of the specific heretical leaders, the
Credo mentions Nestorius, condemned by the Council of Ephesus in 431; Eutychi-
us, condemned as a Monophysite in 448; Apollinarius, condemned in the first rule
of the Second Ecumenical Council of Constantinople of 381 as preaching a heresy
similar to Arianism and for his uncanonical understanding of the Holy Ghost.
Consequently, the basic confessional dogmas are aimed against the traditional

# K. A. MaksiMovi¢, Aufbau und Quellen des altrussischen Ustjuger Nomokanons, [in:] For-
schungen zur Byzantinischen Rechtsgeschichte, Bd. 22.10, Frankfurt am Main 1998, p. 494;
A. MWITEHOBA, P. TIABNIOBA, ITandexmu, [in:] Kupuno-Memoduescka enyuxnoneous, . II1, Codus
2003, p. 64; K. A. MAKCUMOBWY, ITandexmot Hukona Yeprozopua 6 OpesHepycckom nepesode XII 6exa
(topuduueckue mexcmot), Mocksa 1998; W. J. AERTS, Nikon of the Black Mountain, witness to the first
crusade. Some remarks on his person, his use of language and his work, named Taktikon, “Orientalia
Lovaniensia analecta. East and West in the Medieval Eastern Mediterranean” I, 2006, eds. K. CIGGAR,
M. METCALF, Leuven-Paris-Dudley, MA, pp. 125-145.
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heresies — Arianism, Nestorianism, Monophysitism. This forms an anti-heretical
framework for PsZ, as confirmed by the basic contents of the collection, which is
essentially a Trinitarian Orthodox confessional formula. As for the fact that it is
absent in the early copies of PsZ, such as GIM Hlud. 76 and RGB 3169, while in the
Moldavian copies, it appears once again outside the numeration of the rules, there
can be only one explanation. The Moldavian copes of PsZ reproduce the Bulgarian
Tarnovo protograph, of the type CIAI 1160. This manuscript is closest to the full
ecclesiastical law collection and impelled the Moldavian manuscript tradition, in
which BAR 636 holds a foremost position.

2. The polemical anti-heretical part of the manuscript may be placed in sec-
ond place inasmuch as it serves as a theological-ideological justification for the
very existence of the collection and for the policy that brought about its creation.
This part presents in a very natural way, and prominently, the themes deriving
from the Trinitarian and Christological controversies in the times of ecumenical
councils, themes that had been later clarified and given new significance in the
anti-iconoclastic controversy and the anti-Latin polemics particularly outstanding
in the collection. Several texts in the manuscript are related to controversies with
the Arians. These texts are included here in keeping with the tradition but also
as a basis for the Trinitarian and Christological discussions that follow. We shall
not dwell much on them in our commentary, but will devote greater attention
to the anti-iconoclastic, anti-Armenian, and anti-Latin themes, whose presence in
the texts impacts on the rest of the collection’s contents.

The anti-Latin section of the polemical works seems to be the most signifi-
cant one. We may add to it several texts that, in their location and grouping in the
collection, form a unified set. From f. 232r to f. 272r there is a rich anti-heretical
cycle, which consecutively includes the above-mentioned Useful Tale about the
Latins; w gpans® n w npwuni aaThnd — an excerpt from Chapter 51 of the Saint
Sabbas Nomocanon (the Nomocanon of St. Sabbas of Serbia, or the South Slavic
nomocanon with exegesis) under the same title; excerpts from the works of Nikon
of the Black Mountain against the Latins; from works by Patriarch Callistus on
the Orthodox faith, and two anti-Latin narratives entitled Gadgo W HEMEULCKW
NERATKYIENH. KAKO HAOYYH MRIHHEKIM NETph M GAORo WIfA HAWEre oebcia neyieckaro
Hrmena. Kb HZAcAdRS Knas. The text version of the tale about Peter Mongos (an
anti-Latin text of very early origin, published by A. Popov**) and other enlarged

“ A. IIonos, Mcmopuko-numepamyphuiii 0030p OpesHEPYCCKUX NONEMUHECKUX COHUHEHUIL
npomus namunsn XI-XV ee., Mocksa 1875, pp. 5-27. Of the older studies, it is worth also mentioning
K. ictomuH, Mcmounuk «Cnoo o Hemeueckom npenvujerutl, Kak Hay4u ux zyeHusviii Ilemp epecu»,
“Xpuctusiackoe urenue” 2, 1904, pp. 342-348. The author holds the view as to the Bulgarian origin
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and amended editions continued to be disseminated during the 16" century as well
(when the Moldavian manuscript under study was produced), for the purpose of
anti-Uniate propaganda®. The nature of this first narrative text supports the view
regarding a very early version with Bulgarian linguistic features, while the second
was obviously further elaborated, on the basis of the first, within a Russian linguis-
tic environment. The contents of f. 272r-f. 303r is a continuation of the anti-Latin
cycle further above, but contains general anti-heretical texts, including fragments
of dogmatic anti-heretical works by St. Athanasius of Alexandria, St. Anastasius of
Antioch, St. Cyril of Alexandria, St. Basil the Great, St. John Chrysostom, St. John
Damascene, St. Gregory of Nyssa, St. Anastasius of Sinai.

There are several more noteworthy text units following to the end of the col-
lection. In consecutive order, the first of them is Encyclical Epistle of the East-
ern Patriarchs of Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem against the decisions of the
Council of Florence and against the patriarch of Constantinople Mitrophanes,
former Metropolitan of Cyzicus, whom John Palaiologos raised to the patriarchal
throne as a supporter of the Union. Its Greek language original dates from April
1443 (f. 228v)*. The inclusion of the Encyclical Epistle in Slavic translation aimed,
on the one hand, to support the consolidation of Orthodoxy as a basic ideological
focus of the Moldavian collection; on the other hand, it is a reference for dating
that sets the year 1443 as the terminus post quem for the creation of the prototype.

Although we cannot identify a separate anti-Protestant section of the miscel-
lany, we believe that this aspect is related to the general attitude against Western
Christianity. The manuscript was produced around the middle of the 16™ century,
and we cannot expect that, at that time and in that part of Europe, in an Orthodox
environment, there could have already been any polemical anti-Protestant treatises,

of the translation, which follows a Greek model disseminated in the 10" century in Bulgaria, at the
time of Prince (Tsar) Simeon, with the spread of the encyclopedic trend of translating and compiling
different Byzantine historical works and chronicles; see also A. C. TIABIOB, Kpumuueckue omsemot no
ucmopuu OpesHetiuieti epexo-pycckoti nonemuxu npomue namunsaH, Caukt Iletep6ypr 1878.

A Kpusa, ITemp Iyerusuii u Ilanecca. AHMUnAmuHcKas yepKosHOCIABAHCKASL NONEMUHECKAS
numepamypa 6 Llenmpanvroii Espone, “Studia Slavica Hungarica” 2.2, 2008, pp. 397-405. Con-
cerning Peter Mongos, as emblematic for the anti-Latin current in Byzantine and Slavic literature,
and the controversies concerning the historical identifications and the semantic codes of the im-
age, see also V. B. BENIOMKWHA, ITemp Iyenusviii u Ilemp Mowe, “IInanor co BpeMeHeM. AlbMaHax
MHTEJIeKTYanbHOI ucropun” 2, 2004; A. PAPADAKIS, Peter Mongos, [in:] Oxford Dictionary of Byzan-
tium, ed. in chief AL. KAzZDHAN, vol. 1-3, New York-Oxford 1991, p. 1638.

¢ The Slavic text was published by A. I. YATSIMIRSKY, Ipueopuii Llambnak. Ouepk ezo s#usHu,
AOMUHUCPAMUBHOLL U KHudicHoti dessmenvrocmu, CaukT Iletepbypr 1904, pp. 276-277. There is
information on the Greek edition of the text in: L. ALLATII, De Ecclesiae Occidentalis atque Orientalis
perpetua concensione libri tres, cap. IV, 1648, pp. 939-947; accessible at www.books.google.bg.

38


http://www.books.google.bg

Part One. The Slavic Manuscript BAR Ms. Slav. 636...

original or translated. We should also have in mind that the main part of the contents
of the collection was created nearly a century earlier. Thus, the criticisms against the
West — especially those regarding everyday life — largely referred to the Protestants.
As to the sphere of everyday life, we find many common “blameworthy” elements
in what is written against the Latins. These include accusations of iconoclasm, crit-
icism regarding the Credo, the rituals, and the various domestic differences, which
the Orthodox are inclined to perceive as revolting and hateful to God. To this we
should add the affiliation to Protestantism of the usurper John Jacob Heraclides,
known as Despot, who held the Moldavian princely throne from 1561 to 1563*.
His presence as a ruler of a traditionally Orthodox country was certainly a cause
of great tension in society. During his rule, he evidently disregarded the Orthodox
traditions (or was at least accused of this), and brought various hateful Lutherans to
his court as counselors*. It was at the time of the Despot’s rule that a certain number
of German and Italian Protestants settled in Moldavia, working as artisans at the
court; after the ruler fell from power, in the course of the unrest that followed, these
Protestants were killed®. We should pay special attention to one of the features of
Protestantism - iconoclasm — and how it was perceived in an Orthodox environ-
ment. Maria Créaciun notes that among the Eastern Slavs, the Protestants’ prominent
iconoclastic attitudes exercised strong influence in the contact zones between them
and the Orthodox Church, which responded with polemical literature and through
the policy of rulers belonging to that Church®. It may be said that it was precisely the
rejection of the holy images, the deep-rooted iconoclasm of the Jews, the Judaizers
and the Protestants that was the uniting element in the negative attitude of Moscow’s
political and ecclesiastic elite towards these groups. This attitude could not fail to
influence other Orthodox countries as well, including Moldavia, where there were

¥ M. CRACIUN, Tolerance and Persecution, pp. 5-6. Maria Craciun has devoted a whole mono-
graph to the relations between Orthodox and Protestants in Moldavia; unfortunately, the book was
not available to us (M. CRACIUN, Protestantism si Ortodoxie in Moldova secolului al XVI-lea, Cluj
1996, 250 p.). On this matter, see also M. MiLADINOV, Coluistis deos alienos: Authority of the Old Tes-
tament in the Early Protestant Polemics against the Veneration of Saints and Images, [in:] The Biblical
Models of Power and Law / Les modéles bibliques du pouvoir et du droit, eds. I. BILIARSKY, R. G. PAUN,
(= Rechtshistorische Reihe, 336), Frankfurt am Main-Berlin-Bern-Bruxelles—-New York-Oxford-
Wien 2008, pp. 183-201.

8 Cronicile slavo-romine din sec. XV-XVI, ed. P. P. PANAITESCU, pp. 132-133 (Chronicle of Aza-
rius); B. Jouplou, La réaction orthodoxe face aux étrangers, p. 252.

4 M. CRACIUN, Tolerance and Persecution, pp. 5-6, 32.

%0 Ibidem, p. 16. The anti-iconoclastic themes with regard to the Protestants is one of the basic
arguments for propaganda in support of Muscovy, especially after the intervention of Ivan IV the
Terrible in Livonia in 1558 after local Protestants destroyed Orthodox icons. See M. CRACIUN, Toler-
ance and Persecution, pp- 25-26, 29.
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not many registered iconoclastic actions on the part of the Protestants, although we
do have information about confiscation of church plates, metal covers of icons, and
other valuable objects from Orthodox churches’'.

The anti-iconoclastic theme in the polemical section of the miscellany is re-
presented by accusations of heresy leveled at political opponents and in theological
controversy. This was evidently due to the great scar the iconoclasts had left on
historical memory and doctrine. As for the situation in Moldavia in the middle
of the 16™ century, we should point out that in the chronicle of Bishop Macarius,
we find such accusations aimed at Iliag Rares in connection with his conversion to
Islam?2. Of course, the ruling Despot could not avoid being accused of iconoclasm
inasmuch as Protestants were particularly strict in their negative attitude to sacred
depictions®. Such criticism was also leveled at John III the Brave (Ioan cel Veteaz,
1572-1574) in the chronicle of Azarius, who calls the ruler “a second Coprony-
mus”>. As mentioned above, the collection under study is made up of texts that
are mostly South Slavic in origin, but some of the texts have Eastern Slavic roots,
even though the collection was produced in Moldavia. Hence, the anti-iconoclas-
tic theme may have been provoked by the great theological disputes and clashes
related to hesychasm and the anti-heretical councils of the 14" century*. Together
with this, the anti-heretical policy of the Slavic South was followed up in Russia,
where various sects, in some cases similar to the ones in the Balkans, developed
distinctly iconoclastic ideas®. We already mentioned the influence of Protestants
in contact zones. This is yet another argument in support of the inclusion of this
theme in the miscellany — an argument referring to the political situation in the
principality. We should also recall that the anti-iconoclastic theme is present in
contacts with Muslims, especially as the Ottoman Empire was the suzerain of the
Moldavian principality. There are sufficient data on destruction of holy images by
the Ottoman army, specifically during the period in question®’.

1 M. CRACIUN, Tolerance and Persecution, pp. 28-29.

52 Cronicile slavo-romine din sec. XV-XVI, ed. P. P. PANAITESCU, p. 111; B. Joup1ou, La réaction
orthodoxe face aux étrangers, p. 250.

53 Cronicile slavo-romine din sec. XV-XVI, ed. P. P. PANAITESCU, p. 132.

> Ibidem, p. 137; B. Joup1ou, La réaction orthodoxe face aux étrangers, p. 253.

> M. Créciun explicitly points out that Bishop Macarius, who certainly played an important
role in the anti-heretical policy in the middle of the 16™ century in Moldavia, acted as a hesychast
- M. CrAc1UN, Tolerance and Persecution, p. 14.

% S. MICHALSKI, The Reformation and the Visual Arts. The Protestant Image Question in West-
ern and Eastern Europe, London-New York 1993, pp. 125-129; M. CRACIUN, Tolerance and Persecu-
tion, pp. 16, 25-29.

7 M. CRACIUN, Tolerance and Persecution, p. 30.
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The anti-Armenian controversy is present in the manuscript primarily in the
Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon, in the Mount Athos Typikon and in connection
with the Artsivur fast. This type of anti-heretical writings was recently discussed
in an article by D. Naydenova, based on Romanian materials, although not with
reference to the manuscript under discussion here®®. Naydenova emphasizes the
Tale of the Armenian Heresy, a work that is not present in our manuscript, but
which is placed in the same context in the legal text of the Pseudo-Zonaras No-
mocanon. The article examines the origin and dissemination of the work, as well
as the canonical provisions that underlie the specific attitude towards Armenians
in an Orthodox environment (the Empire and Russia). It should be noted that the
members of this ethnic group are criticized, derided and depicted with disgust
not only based on their religious deviations but also in terms of their domestic
habits®. The copy of the anti-Armenian Tale discussed in the article was pro-
duced in the Wallachian principality, not in Moldavia, around the middle of the
17" century (1651-1652), the time of Metropolitan Bishop Stephan, in the Bistrita
monastery®. D. Naydenova calls attention to the fact that, according to Romanian
scholars, the first copies of the Tale very probably appeared in Moldavia in the
16™ century and, from there, reached Wallachia®'. We have several data regarding
persecution, or at least oppression, of Armenians in Moldavia as early as the 15"
century. Such action and attempts at coercive conversion to Orthodoxy occurred
in 1479-1480%. A Venetian chronicle reports that in the time of Petru Rares, on
3 January 1534, members of the Armenian clergy were flogged and forced to eat
meat during the fasting period®. The severest persecution, however, took place
under the rule of Stephan Rares (especially on 16 August 1551 and the following
days); it was organized and conducted by the ruler himself and was continued by
Alexandru Lipusneanu®. It began in a particularly brutal way and turned into pro-
longed persecution of the clergy and the faithful, destruction of churches, books
and sacred objects or symbolic items such as the holy elements of the Eucharist,

% D. NAYDENOVA, Anti-Armenian Polemics in a Slavic Canon Law Miscellany, p. 82 sq.

> All this is well presented in the article by D. NAYDENOVA, who also cites abundant literature
on the topic.

% P. P. PANAITESCU, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-romdne din Biblioteca Academiei Romdne,
vol. II, no. 461, Bucuresti 2003, pp. 284-289; D. NAYDENOVA, Anti-Armenian Polemics in a Slavic
Canon Law Miscellany, pp. 83-84.

¢t D. NAYDENOVA, Anti-Armenian Polemics in a Slavic Canon Law Miscellany, p. 83, note 3.

¢ M. CRACIUN, Tolerance and Persecution, pp. 10-11.

% Y. DACHKEVYCH, E. TRYJARSKI, La chronique de Venise, “Rocznik Orientalistyczny” XLVI.1,
1989, p. 113; M. CRACIUN, Tolerance and Persecution, p. 11.

# M. CRACIUN, Tolerance and Persecution, pp. 11-12, 13-14, 30-31.
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the holy myrrh, etc. Armenians were given the choice of converting to Orthodoxy
or leaving the country. Later on, the intransigent ones were killed. The whole reli-
gious infrastructure of the Armenian-Gregorian Church in Moldavia suffered, and
was in fact destroyed. In 1554 and 1558, Alexandru Lapusneanu undertook similar
action. This certainly indicates the atmosphere that existed in the country around
the middle of the 16" century, and later, with regard to religious minorities. These
events were in essence similar to the situation in almost all of Europe during that
age. In any case, they confirm the characteristic intolerance of the historical con-
text in which our manuscript was written and show the connection of its contents
with contemporaneous events. It is hardly accidental that the manuscript BAR 636
ends with excerpts from the Mount Athos Typikon, which include an abridged
menologion with typical commemorations of Mount Athos saints, as well as an-
ti-heretical fragments against the Armenians and the Artsivur fast. The last text is
on f. 337r—f. 338r: 0 MAKUYANH AREA MPHIWOTA CHHAHTA.

3. The historical section of the collection was the first that drew attention to
the manuscript and remains the most popular part, at least among Romanian his-
torians. In his special study of the attitude towards religious minorities in Moldavia
in the 16" century, the French historian Benoit Joudiou writes, “Nous croyons qu’il
est nécessaire de réévaluer I'importance des chroniques moldaves du XVlIe siécle
en tenant compte de leurs fondements théologiques. Trés longtemps considérées
comme des chroniques princiéres par de simples imitateurs des chroniques byzan-
tines, elles sont d'abord des témoignages de la vigueur d’un courant idéologique,
qui saffirma par réaction au sort subi par le pays, et au-dela par toute I'Ortho-
doxie™®. We believe that this text is a good reference point for understanding the
inclusion of chronicles and of historical elements in the collection of Metropolitan
Gregory II.

Several works in the manuscript can be classified as historical-polemic litera-
ture; but we must note that some of the marginal notes are also of this kind. They
can be divided into two main categories:

(1) Texts presenting the histories of separate Orthodox Churches;

(2) Texts created in Moldavia and presenting the history of the principality.

The former are of an earlier date and are translations from Greek originals,
while the latter are local works, prepared on a Byzantine basis. The translated lists
and tales were probably inherited from an original - now lost — version of the mis-
cellany, the writing of which we can date a little before, and around, the middle of
the 15" century (in any case, after the Ferrara-Florence Council). For their part,
the Moldavian chronicles are the latest texts in the manuscript: their tales reach the

 B. Joup1ou, La réaction orthodoxe face aux étrangers, p. 254.
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year 1512. However, we believe they were they were probably added at a later date
to the already existing contents of the collection.

The older ecclesiastic history texts are comprised of presentations of ecu-
menical councils and of lists of the patriarchs of Jerusalem and of Constantino-
ple. In fact, the order of the works itself suggests the presence of a historical set in
the collection. The first in order of importance and in its place within the manu-
script, on f. 206v, concerns the patriarchs of Jerusalem: Z & ® ngrsgni namgiagxi
&ro rpa iegpama «—. The text has no original title. The indicated heading was
added in red ink above the text at a later date by the same hand that wrote some
of the marginal notes. There follows the Tale of the Seven Ecumenical Councils,
on f. 207r, and the Moldavian chronicle, published by I. Bogdan, on f. 220v sq.
Placed on f. 226r under the heading Harguipen ® & cwEW ks kWerdmi rpd are
lists of Archbishops of Constantinople and the ecumenical patriarchs from Mi-
trophanes (306-314) to Philotheus Kokkinos (1354-1355, 1364-1376). The lists
are brief and represent an enumeration of the names of holders of the respective
chairs, or present the ecumenical councils as part of the clarification of their
decisions and legislation. In both cases, however, these texts can, and should, be
considered in the specific ecclesiastical context of the fight against various devi-
ations from dogma and their declaration as heresies through the mechanisms of
ecclesiastical law and authority. In this sense, this is no ordinary historical nar-
rative, but rather a conscious ideological stance that coincides with the general
orientation of the collection.

The Moldavian chronicles were published early on by Ioan Bogdan; they have
been commented but they will be again an object of special attention in the present
study. We believe that it is precisely within the historical context of the creation of
the manuscript that we may inscribe the manuscript’s historical marginal notes.
These texts are different from the already indicated tales and lists related to the his-
tory of the Church, yet they have a similar ideological significance and fulfill the
same function in the miscellany. The basic chronographic text, which Ioan Bogdan
calls “Serbo-Moldavian Chronicle®, is placed on ff. 220v-225v. The presentation
is brief and resembles the list of names of Byzantine emperors, together with the
years of their rule, but there are additions in some places, most of which con-
cern theological controversies and heresies (as well as other important religious
events, such as the emergence of Islam and the preaching of the “false proph-
et” Mohammed). In the presentation, the convening of an ecumenical council is
always pointed out, as well as the name of the ruler under whom it took place.
Iconoclasm has merited special attention. Information on the baptism of Kievan

% 1. BoGDAN, Cronice inedite atingdntoare la istoria rominilor, pp. 80-102.
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Rus and the creation of the Slavic script by St. Cyril has also found a place in the
account. Under the specially indicated year 961, the author points out the start of
construction of the Great Lavra by St. Athanasius of Athos. Comparatively more
space is devoted to the conquest of Constantinople by the Latins, and special
attention is given to the change of ecclesiastic leadership and the mention of the
pope in liturgy. The winning back of Constantinople by Michael VIII Palaiolog-
os has not been omitted, although, understandably, it is not put in opposition
to the Latins. The list ends with Manuel II Palaiologos and continues with the
Wallachian rulers; here two events from the history of Balkan Slavs are specially
mentioned: the death of Tsar Uros and the fall of Tarnovo to the Ottomans. The
subsequent account traces the reigns of various sultans, ever paying special at-
tention to events related to Wallachia, Moldavia and Hungary. The chronograph
ends with Sultan Selim I and events in Moldavia under Bogdan III in 1512. On
f. 220r, i.e., before the main text of the chronicle, we find four notes that are
meant to be additions and refer only to the ecclesiastic history of the principali-
ty; they concern: the Archbishop Kyr Joseph of Neamt (1453 ), the saintly life and
death of Metropolitan Bishop Theoctiste (1477) and the death of Metropolitan
Kyr George (1511). There is a notable mention of the Neamt monastery and the
special relation to it.

These chronicles do not display any definite anti-heretical line in the ac-
count, although the beginning of the text — devoted to events in the Empire
- can be seen as emphatically anti-Latin and as containing strong anti-heretical
(especially anti-iconoclastic) elements. This impression grows weaker as the au-
thor’s attention turns to events in Moldavia. It should be stressed, however, that
the chronicle certainly unites the history of the principality with the general
history of Christianity, presenting the former as a continuation of the Byzan-
tine history and of the traditions of the South Slavs. Here the religious stress is
placed on opposition to the Ottomans and Islam, which evidently confirms our
general observations regarding the historical context in which the manuscript
was created/copied. It seems the several interventions of the Sultan in Moldavian
affairs and Iliag Rareg’s conversion to Islam prompted the chronicler to include
the above-mentioned emphasis in his work.

4. Apocrypha. The last rubric (ff. 302v-303r) is related to the continuity be-
tween the Old and New Testaments, and seems to announce the apocrypha that
follow: f. 304r: [ARAENTE WIS HAIEMS ARPAAM W ZARETE ApXLeTpATHIMG muxanaw (The
Testament of Abraham) and f. 316r: oyKAZl KAKO C'WTROPH Ik BPACTRO KOTKCTHOE,
a copy of one of the chapters of Tale of the Tree of the Cross by Presbyter Jeremiah.
The first of these texts is a popular Old Testament apocryphal work, while the latter
probably represents a Slavic compilation of texts of various origins. On the one
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hand, they certainly testify to the continuity between the Old and New Testament,
and on the other hand, they are in line with the general orientation of the manu-
script in its legal section. The Testament of Abraham is strongly focused on God’s
Judgement and the Salvation, which is an eschatological projection of the judge-
ment of the ruler and of the Church in defining religious deviations and eradi-
cating heresies and alien religions, which is the main emphasis in the structure of
the manuscript. The apocrypha have already been the topic of scholarly literature,
and one of the co-authors of this study publishes them and comments on them in
detail in one of the next chapters of this book.

In conclusion, we have a collection that is not only rich in content but has had
a turbulent history. The preserved marginal notes confirm that the manuscript has
passed through the hands of different individuals originating from different ethnic
circles. A noteworthy fact is that several languages are used in it (Slavic, Romanian
and Greek) and it is written in three scripts — Cyrillic, Latin (a very early use of
the Latin alphabet, before it was introduced as the official script of the Romanian
language) and Greek. This fact certainly confirms the importance of the manu-
script as a testimony to the community and collaboration between Balkan peoples
at the dawn of modern history. It is in the framework of this collaboration and the
preservation of a shared Orthodox identity that we should evaluate the fact that
the collection is devoted to the affirmation of Orthodoxy and the fight against var-
ious religious deviations such as heresies and alien religious systems. This explains
the active participation of clergymen, in cooperation with the ruler, in the fight
against the confessional minorities. The activity for providing a literary armor in
defense of the Orthodox faith from heresies is part of this fight and opposition. The
Moldavian lands were a sort of contact zone of literary influences coming from
the south, the northwest and the northeast, which practically means that here,
as well as more generally in Romanian medieval literature written in Cyrillic, the
South Slavic and Russian influences crossed paths. The support of Moldavian rul-
ers as ktetors of monasteries helped preserve the remarkable works of the medieval
Bulgarian script and literature. The culture of collections typical for the Balkans in
general in the 15" century, flourished here.

As to the exact dating of the prototype for this copy, we may set as the termi-
nus post quem approximately the middle of the 15" century, in consideration of
the dating of one of the most topical texts, the Encyclical Epistle of the Patriarchs
of Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem against the union between the Western and
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Eastern Churches®. It is true that the last precisely dated events are from 1512, but
it seems to us they were added later to one of the copies. The marginal note dating
from 1557 is indicative only for that concrete copy. In our opinion, the great ex-
citement connected with the destiny of Orthodoxy occurred in the first half, and
around the middle, of the 15" century, the time of the Council of Florence. Events
in the Balkans that echoed this council and its decisions gave additional impetus to
the growing anti-Latin campaign and had a direct bearing on the Moldavian lands.
Here we should add the stress caused by the fall of Constantinople in 1453. This
would suggest that we should hypothetically date the creation of the prototype
in the time of Stephan III the Great (1457-1504), who was known for his ktetor
support and protection of Orthodoxy. In the middle of the 16" century, there was
a cluster of critical events that required the defense of the faith. In her article, fre-
quently cited here, Maria Criciun proposes that we view the events taking place in
Moldavia under the successors of Petru Rares, and the persecution of confessional
minorities, as a policy of “confessionalization of power” in the principality. The
events are thus placed in a European context. We would not venture to deny this
thesis entirely, but we should have in mind that the situation in the southeastern
part of Europe was different from the raging conflict between the Reformation
and the Catholic Counter-reformation. The confessionalization of the West during
that age is understood in the framework of war and conclusion of peace between
Catholics and Protestants. In Orthodox countries, for their part, state power was
always understood and grounded on a confessional foundation, and the question
of this kind of consolidation does not stand in the same way. In our opinion, sim-
ilarities to Europe can be looked for only in the shaken unity resulting from the
emergence and dissemination of various confessions. The threat coming from
them and especially from the Ottoman Empire - the Islamic suzerain of Moldavia
- provoked the strong response coming after the fall of Iliag Rares from power.
Protection of the Orthodox faith remained a priority both for the rulers and for
the monastic circles loyal to them. The collection BAR 636 discussed in this study
was a product and instrument of this priority.

¢ In fact, we may say that the latest texts in the collection, dating from 1557, are the Moldavian
chronicles that lead up to the second decade of the 16™ century, but we believe that they were most
probably added to the collection, which had been shaped in the second half of the 15" century.
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The Law Section of the Manuscript
The Nomocanon of Slavia Orthodoxa
On the Two Sides of the Danube in the 16" Century
and Manuscript BAR Ms. Slav. 636

%ﬂections of primarily legal content from the time of the Second Bulgari-
an Empire, and specifically those known to have been disseminated in the 14" cen-
tury, have become a focus of research interest for Bulgarian medieval studies in
recent years. It is still too early to make a categorical judgement as to their nature
and origin, despite the indisputable value of some studies and the efforts of source
experts to describe and publish some 14" century manuscripts'. Scholars have cat-
egorically proven that special collections of laws were part of the compilation tradi-
tion — which included patristic and monastic-ascetic works, collections of personal
spiritual readings for the royal family, and encyclopaedic collections, left from the
reign of John Alexander (1331-1371)% which has been amply documented with

' A. A. Typwnos, K ucmopuu muiprosckozo “uapcxoeo” ckpunmopus XIV 6., “Crapo6birapcka
nureparypa’, KH. 33-34, 2005, B uecm na Kn. Meanosa, pp. 305-328; E. BENAKOBA, O cocmase
Xnydoeckoeo HomokanoHa (k ucmopuu cb6opruxa “Sunap”), “Crapobbirapcka nureparypa” 37-38,
2007, pp. 114-131; [I. HAIEHOBA, KaHoHuuHONpABHU meKCco6e 6 CoCmasa Ha CABSHCKU POKONUCU,
coxpanseanu 6 6vneapcku kHueoxpanunuuia (Ilpedsapumenen cnucok), “Palaeobulgarica” XXXII.4,
2008, pp. 53-69; M. LIMBPAHCKA-KOCTOBA, Iokatinama kHuxHuHa Ha Beazapckomo cpedHosexosue
IX-XVIII 6. (e3ukoso-mexcmonoeuunu u Kynmyponoeuunu acnexmu), Copus 2011, pp. 259-410;
A. KEMATIOBA, Edun topuduuecku c6oprux om XVI 6. Peunux-unoexc, Ilnosgus YV 2016.

* V1. BOXWIOB, Boneapckomo obujecmeo npes 14 sex. Cmpyxkmypa u npoconozpagpust, Copus
2014; A. ALBERTI, Ivan Alexanddr 1331-1371. Splendore e tramonto del secondo impero bulgaro,
Firenze 2010, pp. 143-176; [1. HAWIEHOBA, FOxcHocnassiHckas pykonucHas mpaduyus HomokanoHa
Komenepust (Cnasancxuii Icesdosonap), [in:] P. ZENucH, E. BELyakova, D. NaYyDENOvA and
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regard to its written monuments. The collections were part of the general trend
of spiritual revival and growth, known as the Second Golden Age of Bulgarian
literature, of which the tsar himself was the inspirer and patron. His rule was priv-
ileged also in being the period with the greatest number of surviving written mon-
uments, some of which, after the Ottoman invasion, penetrated into Wallachia and
Moldavia, and from there reached Russia. The contents of the well-known collec-
tions of John Alexander, despite their varied composition and purposes, contain
recurring texts, whose function was to regulate the purity of the Orthodox faith
and to provide fundamental dogmatic support for the efforts to preserve the faith.
Several trends stand out: the encyclopaedic current, consisting in the large number
of question-answer texts in some of the collections (especially the Lavrentiy col-
lection of 1348)?; the monastic-ascetic current, which was encouraged by the tsar’s
strong support for Bulgarian monkhood and its hesychast practices. Collections
of canon law fall in the range of texts disseminated among monastic circles. The
greatest attention until now has been devoted to various editions of the confessional
Credo and the Presentation of the Ecumenical Councils, which are usually mandato-
ry parts of Slavic guidebooks (Kormchaya) and nomocanons, but which were like-
wise included in other types of collections from that period (for instance, the Pop
Philip collection of 1345, the Lavrentiy collection of 1348). They were not the only
ones, however. Thanks to the popularization, by the cited studies, of the four ex-
tant canon law collections from the 14™ century, now preserved in one Bulgarian
and three Russian book depositories - CIAI 1160, GIM. Hlud. 76, RNB Q. II. 90,
RGB Muz. sobr. 3169 (the spelling in all of them being Bulgarian with two signs
of nasals), we know that these are the earliest textual examples, known to scholars,
of the unvarying collection of canon law known to scholars under several (all of
them unsatisfactory) titles: Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon, just Pseudo-Zonaras, or
Nomocanon of Cotelerius*. Due to its great popularity, the prototype collection of
law enjoyed the status of the “penitential nomocanon of Slavia Orthodoxa” (how-
ever, the specification penitential is questionable in view of the inclusion of civil

others, Uzhorodsky rukopisny Pseudozonar. Pravidld mnisskeho a svetského Zivota z prelomu 16-17
storo¢ia, “Monumenta byzantine-slavica et latina Slovaciae’, vol. 5, ed. P. ZENUCH, Bratislava 2018,
pp- 92-120.

* K. KvEB, Mean-Anexcanoposusm c6opHux om 1348 2., Copus 1981.

* Further below, we will designate the Greek prototype with the abbreviation NC (Nomocanon
of Cotelerius), and the Slavic edition as PsZ (Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon), the name used in
scholarly research. On these issues, see M. LIMBPAHCKA-KOCTOBA, Crasanckusm Ilcesdosonap,
“Palaeobulgarica” XXXII. 4, 2008, pp. 25-52; EADEM, [oxatinama kuuxcnuna na Beneapckomo
cpedHosexosue..., pp. 263-273; A. C. I1ABNOB, Homoxanon npu Bomvuiom Tpebruxe, Mocksa 1897,
pp- 40-43.
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law regulations as well®). All copies derive from a common protograph, which by
its linguistic particularities can be defined without hesitation as Old Bulgarian.
Regarding the collection of ecclesiastic law, the following conclusions are valid and
may serve as a necessary reference point for the present study:

— It reproduces a Greek prototype that has not been precisely identified to date.
Most probably, the source of the Slavic translation was a comprehensive Greek
collection of ecclesiastic law with an unvarying textual core and a mobile periph-
ery, a collection that shows typological similarity to the Nomocanon of Cotelerius,
published as early as 1677¢, without being identical with it. The Greek original
was published by the Provengal theologian Jean-Baptiste Cotelier, after whom it is
named, and was commented on by Zacharid von Lingenthal, E. Herman, I. Croce,
N. Matsi, and reissued by G. Pouli’. The common features consist in the following
essential particularities: the prevalent presence of canonic (penitential, ecclesias-
tic) norms; a strong anti-heretical line; vivid traces of Roman-Byzantine civil law,
and certain Barbarian elements borrowed from the traditional law and the so-
called Leges of the Lombards and the Germanic nations; a strong domestic line
of non-canonic rules or rules of doubtful authority. The respective penal practices
mirror the same mixture of legal systems, and the manuscripts include the use
both of penitential discipline (fasting, genuflection and other penitential practices)
and of secular penalties such as death, mutilation, monetary fines.

> Apxuecku HomokaHoH. boneapcku poxonuc om XIV 6., GOTOTUIIHO M3JaHMeE, TOATOTBIIN
A. KpbCTEB 1 LI. AHAKMEBA, llymen 2007, pp. 5-6.

¢ J.-B. CoTELERIUS, Ecclesiae Graecae Monumenta, vol. 1, Paris 1677, pp. 68-158; H. OMONT,
Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothéque Nationale, Paris 1888, p. 22.

7 Z. LINGENTHAL, Die Handbiicher des geistlichen Rechts aus den Zeiten der untergehenden
Byzantinischen Reichen und der Tiirkischen herrschaft, St. Petersbourg 1881, pp. 23-24; IsIDORUS
CROCE, Textus selecti ex operibus commentatorum Byzantinorum iuris ecclesiastici, cam introductio-
ne P. A. HERMAN, [in:] Codificazione canonica orientale, I1.V, Vaticana 1939, pp. 34-35; N. MAT=HS,
Iepi vy ywpiwv t00 O16 100 1. B. Cotelerius ékd00évtog voporavovog, ABnvai 1977; T. TIoYAHS,
O Nopoxdvwv 100 Cotelerius, @eooalovikn: BipAodikn Bulavtivod kai petafulavtivod Sikaiov
1, 1992. A number of studies on the Slavic penitence tradition discuss the Greek prototype of
Cotelier; see V. JAGIC, Opisi i izvodi iz nekoliko juzno-slovinskih rukopisa, “Starine” VI, 1874, p. 62;
C. CMUPHOB, [IpesHepycckutl OyxosHuk. Mccnedosanue no ucmopuu 4epkosHozo Ovbima ¢ npunodice-
Huem. Mamepuanvt 0715 ucmopuu OpesHepyccKuoll nokasHHotl oucyunaunot, Mocksa 1914 (reprint:
Gregg International Publishers Limited, England 1970), pp. 189, 285, 289 et seq.; H. C. CYBOPOB,
K sonpocy o sanadnom enusHuu Ha opesre-pycckoe npaso. Ilo nosody kuueu npog. A. C. Ilasnosa
“MHumbvle cnedvt KAMoOAUHECK020 IUTHUS 6 OPeBHElUUX NAMAMHUKAX 1020-CAAABIHCKO20 U PYCCKO-
20 yepkosHozo npasa”, Mocksa 1892, SIpocnasib 1893, pp. 35, 82; IT. Ontany, Porv cmapuix cnassm-
ckux u cpeoneboneapckux HoMOKAHOHO8 6 Pa3BUMULL CTIABTHO-PYMBIHCKOLL HOPUOUHECKOT umepa-
mypoi, “Palaeobulgarica” XV.3, 1991, pp. 18-35; R. CONSTANTINESCU, Vechiul drept romanesc sctis.
Repertoriul izvoarelor 1340-1640, Bucuresti 1984, p. 107.
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— The linguistic traits of all early copies are identical and testify to the Bulgarian
character of the translation. According to preliminary research, its creation may be
placed within the chronological range from the first half of the 13" to the beginning
of the 14" century. In any case, as early as the second quarter of the 14" century, it al-
ready displays linguistic and structural variability, more in the marginal texts than in
the core of the prototype collection, which remains stable. Based on the inventories
of Bulgarian manuscript collections, we may conclude that in the main manuscript
depositories of Bulgaria, there are at present eight identified copies of the relative-
ly complete text; separate text sections are contained in six other manuscripts; in
five manuscripts, excerpts from the PsZ are combined with other editions of law
and canon. There are numerous known copies in foreign, especially Russian, Serbi-
an and Romanian, manuscript collections. At the same time, nothing definite is yet
known about the location where this translation was made or the person or persons
who made it; but provisional hypotheses have been formulated by scholars®. Some of
the most valuable examples of the textual prototype are:

o CIAI 1160 is the earliest preserved collection of ecclesiastic law in con-
temporary Bulgarian manuscript depositories. It is the property of the Ecclesias-
tic-historical and Archival Institute of the Patriarchate of Bulgaria, in Sofia. It was
the subject of a brief catalogue description, where it was entered as Nomocanon
from the end of the 14™ century®. In 2009, the manuscript was reproduced in pho-
totype under the title Archival Nomocanon and with no change of date'’. The main
copyist has left a note on the last two lines in the text field on f. 192r: nucagwaro
cie M NoarkNH, Bk LYTET cRofms. Cymew, ma 1epwaind. Based on the filigree version
Moshin-Tralich 1944 from the year 1352, the Romanian scholar R. Constantines-
cu dates CIAI 1160 to the period 1351-1360 and proposes the region of Vidin as
its place of origin. In her dissertation on filigrees in 14™ century manuscripts in
Bulgaria, N. Atanasova dates CIAI 1160 to the 1370s-1380s'". This more precise
dating is based on two watermarks dated exactly to the period 1363-1366, while
the dating of one watermark depicting a ship remains uncertain. The opinions pre-

8 M. LIMbPAHCKA-KOCTOBA, Ilokaiinama kuuxcnuna Ha DBeneapckomo cpednosexosue...,
pp. 396-410.

° B. XpucTOBA, B. 1. KAPAJDKOBA, A. VIKOHOMOBA, Boneapcku pekonucu om XI oo XVIII s.,
3anasenu 6 Boneapus, ceonen Karanor, Copust 1982, pp. 55-56; R. CONSTANTINESCU, Vechiul drept
romanesc scris..., pp. 37, 107; Apxuecku Homokanon. Beneapcku powxonuc om XIV 6., pororunHo
nsganne, nogrotemmm A. Kpberes u 1. SAnaxuesa, lllymen 2007.

10 M. IIuBPAHCKA-KOCTOBA, Apxusckuii HomoxawoH. Boneapckas pyxonuce XIV eexa,
¢doroTunHoe nsnanue, “Scripta and e-Scripta” 5, 2007, pp. 250-254.

" H. ATAHACOBA, Qunuepanonomxu npobnemu Ha 6Geneapcku pokonucu om XIV-XV e.
(3anasenu 6 boneapus), pucepranus, Codpus 1984, p. 73.
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sented in the work make it possible to place the time of the creation of CIAI 1160
approximately between the 1360s and the 1380s.

o GIM Hlud. 76 from approximately 1330-1350 is a two-part code with
a Bulgarian and Serbian section'?. The first 90 sheet are written in two nasal vowels
Tarnovo orthograph. Based on paleographic criteria, A. A. Turilov identifies one
of the copyists of the Bulgarian part of the code as Pop Philip, who together with
his teacher, was the main copyist of the famous Synodic copy of the Chronicle
of Constantine Manasius in the collection of Pop Philip dating from 1344-1345,
manuscript Ne 38 in the Synodic Collection of the State Historical Museum, Mos-
cow. The author believes that GIM Hlud. 76 may also have originated from a scrip-
torium in the capital city of the Second Bulgarian Empire.

- The Lovech collection of Monk Pachomius (L), manuscript Ne 13.3.17
from the collection of A. I. Yatsimirsky in the Library of the Russian Academy of
Sciences in Saint Petersburg, is a late-14™-century manuscript, the marginal note
of which, however, reproduced earlier data about the creation of a prototype col-
lection in a religious center connected with the Metropolitan Bishopric of Lovech,
in the time of the pious despot John Alexander, his son Michael Asen, and the
Archbishop Symeon, i.e., prior to 1331, when the despot was enthroned as tsar
of Bulgaria®. This manuscript, which has not been studied at all, is accessible on
microfilm Mf 266/79 in the Library of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences. Most
importantly, in some of its components, it is akin to the Pop Philip collection of
1345 and the Lavrentiy collection of 1348.

« Nomocanon NBKM 1117 - nomocanon from the second half of the 15" cen-
tury, of southwestern Bulgarian origin'*. This is one of the earliest and most im-
portant copies of the PsZ; it has not been published to date. By its linguistic and or-
thographic particularities and vocabulary, manuscript NBKM 1117 can be localized

2 C. Hukonosa, C. M. Mopuesa, T. TIonosa, JI. TACEBA, Boneapckomo cpedHosexosHo
KynmypHo Hacnedcmeo 6 coupkama na Anexceii Xny0os 8 [Jopicasrus ucmopuuecku my3seii 6 Mocksa.
Kamanoe, Copusa 1999, p. 82; E. BENAKOBA, O cocmase Xnydoeckozo HomokanoHa (K ucmopuu
coopruxa “3unap”), “Crapobbirapcka mureparypa” 37-38, 2007, pp. 114-131; A. A. TypwiIos,
K ucmopuu moiprosckoeo “uyapckozo” cxpunmopus XIV 6., “Crapo6biarapcka nureparypa’s KH. 33—
34,2005, pp. 305-328; V1. [IVIT4EB, M3 cmapama 6‘wzzapc1<a kHuxcHuHa. 1. KnusxcosHu u ucmopuuecxu
namemnuyy om Bmopomo 6wneapcko uapcmeo, Codpus 1940, pp. 129-130.

3 K. KvEB, Co06ama na Jlosuanckus c6opruxk, nucax npeou 1331 e., “IT'bpHOBCKA KHIDKOBHA
mkoma” 1, 1974, pp. 79-88.

4 M. PAVIKOBA, EOuH 10203anadHo6v/12apck HOMOKAHOH om émopama nonosuna Ha XV é.,
“Maxegoncku npernen” XX.1, 1997, pp. 69-92; M. CtosgHOB, Xp. Konos, Onuc Ha crassHckume
pokonucu 6 Cogutickama napooHa 6ubnuomexa, T. 3, Codus 1964, pp. 455-456; B. XPUCTOBA,
1. KAPAJDKOBA, A. VIKOHOMOBA, Beneapcku pekonucu om XI do XVIII 6., 3anaszenu 6 boneapus,
CBOJIEH KaTaJIor, Cmb}/m 1982, p. 81.
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in Southwest Bulgaria, as confirmed by the marginal notes relating it to the region of
Bitola. This is the only manuscript in Bulgaria that has an early system of numbering
and division of the ecclesiastic law content into chapters, a system that differs from
the most widespread type of numbering in written monuments of later ages.

What place does manuscript BAR 636 hold in the fruitful written tradition of
this type of nomocanon? First, we should note that the presentation of the manu-
script under the title Rules and Serbo-Moldavian Chronicle, as P. Panaitescu lists it,
is justified by the fact that its law section occupies approximately half of the manu-
script (ff. 23r-187r rules; Statement of the Orthodox Faith and Legend of the Seven
Ecumenical Councils, ft. 207r-220r). To answer the question, we will touch on two
of the most typical characteristics of the text structure of this copy: the presence of
a numbering system and the anti-heretical line in it, which, as pointed out above,
is supported by other texts included in this monastic collection.

1. Numbering system

The presence of PsZ in Romanian depositories allows generally identifying
several different forms of its existence. First, there are early Slavic copies of PsZ
from the 15" century, whose origin is South Slavic Bulgarian or Serbian, but also
possibly Wallachian or Moldavian, and which do not have a page numbering sys-
tem but are distinguished by other formal traits of textual and copying organi-
zation. Such a trait is the placement of the text in two columns. We meet with
this in BAR 148 - one of the earliest, fully preserved and valuable copies of the
PsZ from the other side of the Danube'. In arguing that the manuscript was cop-
ied in the Neamt monastery, the descriptor was not aware there was an integral
and systematic ecclesiastical law section in it, but described separate text units on
ff. 110r-158v. Thus, no mention is made of PsZ and a general reference is made
to the Rules of the Holy Fathers, i.e., the whole copy acquires a title according to
the first heading placed in the manuscript or according to the title of some of its
component parts, for instance, Canonaria of John the Faster. Thus, the original
headmg of PsZ has different versions but is practlcally similar in all copies:
G EM's NOYHNAIEME NPARHAO CT'R] AflAk H c'wu NPRNSEHKI M BIFOHOCHR Wiyh HAUIHY.
7. [0 ChBOPA. W ISPEWY H W AKAEXK ancmu ZanoreA'sl Reakite (cited from CIAI 192,
a copy of the M11esev0 prmted nomocanon, f. 3v from tetrad a); HpARm\A CTHY AllATs
B CTRI. % ChEOPR MPNEHKI W EISHOCHAIMXL Wik HAWNR. O ENHCKON® W & MHHXOKh H

15 P. PANAITESCU, Manuscrisele slave din Biblioteca Academiei RPR, t. 1, Bucuresti 1959,
pp. 188-191.
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1EgEEX” 1 O AIO'A:E ancmfi\ Zanor'kAn Bckkula 1 no$venn (CIAI 1160, f. 34v); Apxn)
obv Be® vopokavovog. Kavoveg tov ayiwv AmootoAwy Kai TV EMTA OIKOVHEVIKOV
ovvodwv Tepl dpxlepéwy, lepéwy, povax®v peyalooxipwy kal dAAwV povax®v,
Kai Aak@v. Eym 6 métpog kai madhog Statdooopev toig dovloig ¢pydleadat (Cote-
lerius 1677: 68). The two-column format of PsZ in BAR 148 suggests the copyist
was following a South Slav prototype localized in western Bulgaria, because in this
respect the copy is akin to manuscripts in Bulgarian depositories, such as CIAI 177
and CIAI 194, which also date from the 14" century, the former known to scholars
as the Molitvoslov of the 15" century from the Pshina Monastery, and the latter, as
Trebnik from the 15" century'c.

The second particular form of existence is related to the emergence of Slavic
book printing in Cyrillic script, of which one of the most active locations was Wal-
lachia. The first printed examples of PsZ also lacked a numbering system. It is to
be noted they appear as early as the 16" century in the following centers of Slavic
book-printing in Cyrillic and in the following chronological order: in Gorazde,
1531; in Targoviste (Wallachian Muntenia), 1545; and from the printing workshop
in the Serbian Mileseva monastery “Holy Ascension of Our Lord” from 1545 to
1546". In these copies, PsZ does not figure separately but is included in the collec-
tion of printed prayer books or breviaries (trebnik). The text of the complete proto-
type is presented in a strongly abridged version that has mainly retained the line of
rules for everyday basic ritual practices, ritual purity, purity of marriage, nutrition,
etc., while many text units of lesser applicability to that period of history have
been dropped, such as the anti-heretical line. On the basis of Slavic copies of PsZ,
manuscripts and printed books in Romanian, but in Cyrillic script, were created
on the other side of the Danube, whereby the editions of the PsZ figure among the
beginnings of literature and culture in the Romanian language. We are referring to
several emblematic examples:

a) The edition related to the activity of Deacon Coresi in Brasov, with an un-
specified year of publication between 1570 and 1580. It is known under the title
Pravrila sfintilor oteti'®.

' VIB. FOwEB, Cmapu 3anucku u Haonucu, “Tonuumnx xa CY. Borocnocku dakyarer” IV,
1927, pp. 346-347, 353-354.

17" M. CIBRANSKA, Etude du texte et des particularitéslinguistiques du premier nomocanon cyrillique
imprimé, “Etudes Balkaniques” 3, 1994, pp. 95-101; M. LIMBPAHCKA, KoM xapaxmepucmukxama
Ha Nnopeume ne4amuu KUPpuicku HomokaHonu, “Maxenonckn npernen” XVIL3, 1994, pp. 67-82;
C. BojaHMH, Cm. Enumumujnu nomokaxon Ionasxoenckoz monumeenuxa (1523) y ceemy wmamnarie
u pyxonucte xrwuze, “Crkvene studije/Church Studies” 15, 2018, pp. 181-203.

18 1. BianNu, Texte de limba din sec XVI. II. Pravila sfintilor apostoli tiparitd de diaconul Coresi in
Brasov intre 1570-80. (Fragment), Bucuresti 1925; C. A. SPULBER, Cea mai veche pravild romaneascd,
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b) Rules of the rhetorician and scholastic Lucaci dating from 1581, from the
Putna monastery, placed in manuscript BAR 692. The text of the rules, accompa-
nied by a dictionary and phototype reproduction of the manuscript, was published
in 1971%. The manuscript, whose contents are entirely related to ecclesiastical law,
contains a copy of PsZ, and PsZ is certainly one of the sources of the Rules of Lu-
caci, written in bi-lingual format, with Slavic and Romanian texts following line by
line. Among the rules, there are easily identifiable text segments from PsZ mostly
concerning incest and degrees of kinship, from which one may derive interesting
comparisons between the rich Slavic kinship terminology and the corresponding
Romanian terms.

The question arises as to when and where the numbering system we find in
BAR 636 originally appeared? It is easier to give a positive answer to the ques-
tion as to why it appeared. The Slavic PsZ is a large edition of ecclesiastic law,
but without clear thematic principles in the system and order of arrangement of
the material, in contrast with many written monuments of Byzantine mediaeval
legal literature, such as the nomocanons, the Synthagma of Matthew Blastares,
the Eclogue, and the Procheiron. All of them follow a certain principle - whether
it be thematic, alphabetical-thematic, etc. - in division of titles, chapters, para-
graphs. The order of PsZ was certainly determined by the nature and structure
of the Greek source. The content, structure, and typological characteristics of
the example published by J. B. Cotelier, consisting of 547 rules, lack a system
of arrangement. Cotelier made a clear but brief editor’s commentary: he char-
acterized the Greek editing as imperfect, disorderly, odd, illogical, and full of
repetitions and inconsistencies®. Because of this, the prolonged presence of the
prototype in a Slavic environment naturally led to the need for imposing some
kind of system on the material, in order to facilitate comprehension of the var-
ious cases and, not least, to make the copyist’s work easier. The archeographic
dossier of PsZ warrants the assertion that page numbering is a later feature, and
the earliest Slavic copies lacked it.

Text —Transcriere, Studiu, Cernauti 1930; Texte romanesti din sec. al XVI. 1. Catehismul lui Coresi.
II. Pravila lui Coresi. III. Fragmentul Todorescu. IV. Glosele Bogdan. V. Prefete si epiloguri, editii critice
de E. Buzi, G. CHIVU, M. GEORGESCU, I. GHETIE, AL. ROMAN MORARU, FL. ZGRAON, coordonator
I. GHETIE, Bucuresti 1982, pp. 218-231; FL. DiMITRESCU, Tetraevanghelul tipdrit de Coresi Brasov,
1560-1561, comparat cu Evangheliarul lui Radu de la Mdnicesti 1574, Bucuresti 1963, p. 13.

¥ 1. Rizescu, Pravila Ritorului Lucaci 1581, text stability, studio introductive si indice, Bucu-
resti 1971.

20 Contemporary scholars also support the view that the prototype collection is non-canonical.
See L. SORLIN, Strugles et géloudes: Histoire d'une croyance et dune tradition, “Travaux et mémoires”
11,1991, pp. 411-436.
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Against this backdrop, the numbering system in the Slavic PsZ acquires spe-
cial importance. Based on the available source data, we may generalize that the
earliest copies containing page-numbering date from the 14" century and are re-
lated to the Slavic South. Of the copies preserved in Bulgarian depositories, the
14™-century manuscript NBKM 1117 is remarkable for being the only one with
a numeration system. In its linguistic-orthographical particularities and vocab-
ulary, the manuscript is connected with Southwest Bulgaria, as confirmed by the
marginal notes that mention settlements in the Bitola region during the Ottoman
period. According to data presented by E. Belyakova, some South Slavic copies
have as many as 149 or 151 chapters, and the Russian ones, as many as 200'. Par-
ticularly widespread is the numbering system in the Moldavian copies of PsZ, such
as manuscript BAR 636, its twin manuscript BAR 685, as well as BAR 692 and BAR
726. They extend to as many as 151 chapters. Here we should say that both in the
Moldavian copies and in NBKM 1117, the numbering does not repeat, and indeed
has nothing in common with, that of the Cotelerius prototype, as it basically refers
to the chapters and not to individual rules. In the Nomocanon of Cotelerius (NC)
there are a total of 547 consecutively numbered rules. In NBKM 1117 there is
no preserved table of contents. In the Moldavian manuscripts, however, one may
check which text corresponds to which chapter by means of the so-called Gskazn
(Gnkazanmie) knuek cen B's KpaTik raaga (cited from BAR 692, f. 9a). Here is what
it comprises, according to the manuscript under study BAR 636:

Gmmzams 4N Kpm'u,'k Khnetk cem. 1.

Amx HIKE B cmmu,a EKE A'RAA'I‘H ,A,a H W npazuuu,'kxh KAVNHXh

.0 npazuuu,'k c'rxrh anak. W np'rwa H cfrx*h B'hcmmcxu o\,'vwrmm RACHATA REAHKATO.
H rpwwpm BFOCAORA. H IWANNL\ znwooycw

0 namamn c'rx'h REAHKOMHHK S,

=1 el

> — LEEEEO)

. 0 kHAZW H 0 TR HKE N0 RAACTIA H. W O UFKEH. H O ENK
0 noc'rpnazmqu cA E'h mwuacmmpn

> 0 ) A X

X
MW, H 0 EPEW.

. 0 enkn, 1 o uroymen’kxh H KAHPHKW TEWPALIA HENPARAMI.

.0 IEpEW " Alaxwwkxh

.0 QWAWI'EAE " VAA’R npaxmo H Axwanuxh pWAH'I'E/IE o Bpau,'kxh o KOYMWK CTRO.
.0 WCKKp‘"hNENH MAL|.IEX/Y\ m\n TRILR. HAN NPRTRYLR CROR.

1.0 np'knwso,a,'kaun KoE MAvae CA.

Tor =i v ml1

al. O KPKROMBWENTH, ¢ EW ocMh.
A rmo 4 > . > A > 4 > ’
&1 O TaKo NOBAE HCMORKAATH CA NMOOYVENTE IEQEWME. H NPWCTKI YARWAME, H KENAME.
> ’ A m . > ’
H KAKO NOEAE NPTHMATH Kk HCMOREAH.

2 E. BENAKOBA, O cocmase Xmy0osckozo HomoxkaHoHa (k ucmopuu cbopruka “Sunap”),
“Crapo6piarapcka nuteparypa” 37-38, 2007, p. 115.
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FI. O HENOREAH IWAHNA MNHKA MOOYVENTE. KAKO MWEAETH NYHYACTHTH KOTO AMBO.

A0 cpR 0 A Bacia rwannkl, BonEAkge pazapKwnKl. KiKo NOBAETH ApIKATH
xw'm'.qjﬁ cNTH cA. H 0 NEpf\,A,ALpTﬁ 0 CROEMh CACENTH. W wWradwennl. JKennl ke W
MXKKTe BARVENH © UPKRE NOKAANTA REAHKATO PaAH. Ad HE NPHYAIAAT CA NHKOI‘AA
KE. AONAE)KE zanoxkau I'Ip'kAANNhIA Hak cmxpmmm‘n Aqu AH HA crhMp‘"h'l‘H BmAs
mofta AlPIE TRKMO E )(pIC'I'IAMHNh mm;zr;gmuuo A npnvmcmum cA. Kpom'k aye
HMAT BOAECTL ® EKca MAYHMA H ® HER CKONYARAE CA. TAKWEK KW B'WZEPANKETH
NPARHAS. KO AA CTOE npnwéqjm'l's CREAKAET CA. CEMO pL\Aﬁ OVCTARH CA CHILE,
ErkcHoyEMa HH HA cmmp'wru I'IpHVAI.lIA’I‘H H,v\,a,u ct Efk,A,omo Aqu KTo nono\fgfkpum
HA ChMYRTH E'hCKOLIE CERE B'h xpmmucmm BRpR Kprrwru H Aocn'kmm £r0 KYTHTH,
HANPACHKIA PAAH CHAMYTKTH EM0. PhUH TRKMO MATER ZAKAHNANTIO H BRPOYR Bk
EARNOPO Ba. 4 b N0 TERR A MAETA W A NPOKAKHE CA EDECH NOAOVRROCKRIA. NOTS
noMazkh iro mvpW ReAMKWL. B npuvAcTH éror. The passage is noteworthy for
its use of the term half-faithful, half-faithful heresy. According to A. Nikolov,
the qualification “half-faithful” became synonymous with Latin heretics and
gained currency in Slavic texts of the 14™ century. But it may apply likewise to
the Armenians, as witnessed in some sources, such as one of the editions of the
question-answer work Razumnik-Ukaz**

. O MRAGKKCOTRE. W O VTR KAKO BRITH EMOY NONOY HAN NE EWITH.

O upREH. 1 0 cTRML NPHYALIENTH.

.0 smﬁuuu,’k vil m\pﬁu,AE cA EARNHKL. H O np’kAéNTu, Mo l'pka\f) zénoxkau.

»1 =1

Sy

O nWerH ReAHKK], B MAAKT H O pACRIKENH WILA AXORHATO.
.0 oy"ﬁ'l'nc'mm\i ROANKI, H HERWAHLL.
K. O Kewk MARAMCTYE.

0 'mi'rexh u,'{imx'muuxh

.0 B'hcxuquqm IKENKI NACHATEM".

.0 u,pmm SHZAANTIO, HAN NMONORAENTIO.
. O B'RgOVAIHXK Bk MAAL! H SE'RP'R. H KWEKI H BYA:KA 0 ANH H YAkl AWEQKI 0 ZAH.
. O MAAKTH. H 0 MRIKEAGIKKCTEM.
O TPHEPAYHLIHYK.
O TATWKk MPWENKIKh.
O HMALITHKK BPAKAR CERE H MEKAOY CERE. H OVMHPAALIN.

0 oycwnuwinm.
.0 Mp"l;Ll,HN:; H O\E'AAEAENﬁ H Kp'KEE.
. 0 AL|JE mm\As (4N KAAAAZh Yo CKKp’hNO HAN B BHHO. HAN AI.|JE POAHT CA T'd B'h

L2

IR B

=

TR

=>1 31 =1 A1 A1 E'I. AL A1 A1 A1

nummu,n HAN AL|JE EV(EN WCKKp‘"hMH'I“’h HAW Aqu KTO RCTh. HAN AEORK 'mzopwm
Ch MOMANKIMH.

~ ’ . 4 X

AR. O KEHALITHY A HA HHORRPHNKI.

- ’

ar. O KHToRAR'R.

2 A. Hukonos, Mesxody Pum u Koncmanmunonon. V3 anmukamonuveckama aumepamypa
6 boneapus u cnassnckus npasocnaser césim (XI-XVII a.), Coust 2016, p. 125.
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4. O BpaExs.

ae. O 1ggen.

as. O nguemwin Zanogk, 0 NETRWPkIIN.
7. O oykaanEAYH ® MATHER.

> bl 4 4 ’ X X
An. O 1EpEn BEZh ANTHMHCA CAOVIKARUYIH. H OVMHPAALIH WTYWYHLY" NEKQLPENKL. H
7 . T
NPHHOWIENTH Bk LKW,
- ” Ié i 4
Ao Kena ayle pOAHTH Bs MO REAHKKIH.
> X 7 7 > > 7 ’
M. O OYBHBAALIN CERE CROER BOAER H OVMEPLIHKK TAKO.
14 X ’ ’ 4
Ma. O HWCALIA KOKS NEVHCTAAMO CKOTA.
) ee > ’
MR. O OYETHCTREKL HIKE B JATEh.
r o~ — ’ X
ar. O ayie KPTHT ca © NWranki.
f s
MA. O npRRWKAENH 1EGEA.
- A ‘4 X
Me. O nATHIX HEARXL paZApRLWIENKI.
4 X 4 X ¢
Ms. O ZAKAAAAYIH. H XWTALIH NPHYACTHTH.
)
mz. O 1egen.
- ’
Mu. O KeNAXh.
~ > AN 7 T ow ’
Mo, O 1E9EN AIE KOMo KPTH, TETHIER.
r > ) 4 4 o ’ ) ’ X
. O ALIE OYMPETH WTPOVA NECTPHIKENO W BAACK EMO MYTKEKI.
rox ’ > 0 0 A X
fa. O cTaphl KPRIIAALIHY CA. 1 0 EGEW.
” ~ ’ 3 A o\ > >\ ’
AR O Alie KTO XOYAHTH 1EGEA. HAN KA'RHETI, HAN KAEREWIETk.
e X ) ee
fr. O Tegew, 0 ATAKWHRYk.
’ 7 > ’ > ’ > -
fiA. O MHRWAAYIHK A BPAKA. H KENALIHY CA. H MACK ARLITH.
> ’ /e m 4 ) Y 4 X ) ~ ’
fe. O HKE pABA WRYTEMO OVVH NE MORHNOBATH CA I'ilk. HAN KPACTH H HAH b ABHH'R
S ee r
NRYTA AEKATH KoM,
~ >
fis. O wran.
- X e - > ’
iz, O BRZaagn ® UPKRH EKE NA CE MOAHTH CA.
./ X 4 A PRI 4 ~ o
fin. O NPTHMAALIA NERTWZAKOHENOE MAWNOCTE HAN AAATH EEZ BARENTE.
4 X “ \
fto. O ARBCTROYAYIH © CROER HKENNI.
> X é ’ ™
5. O OYHHYHIKAALIH AOBH TEOPALIA.
~ ) ’ \ 4 - 4
a. fyIe KTO WCKRPKNHTh MKENKR BJATA CROEMO AKORNAIO.
’ X ° . ’ G
58, O 'HRWAALYH cA EABENTE TPANEZNA.
4
. O KeNaXh.
- % > ’ .
3A. O HIpaXh, H NAACANTHYK.
4 . —~ X A
6. O NWCTPHSAAYITHY cA © CROH VA.
4 > 4
6. O pWAHTEAEXR H VAATRK K.
4
5. O KeNAYh.
4 4
7. O NWCTRIYPHK cA B CREWTAL
’ > > [
3. O pazagkwenk, 0 cpR 0 nATW. K
> 4 A\ b 4 ’ 4 4
5o. O NZAWKENH Zakl B Ke NHAXOAHTH MNHXWMh HA TPAMEZR MHPCKKIXh.
’ X ’ I AW
9. O TRWPALIH TAHNKI C'h ERFEW.
L ”
0a. O [RAXIYIHKK C'h EPISTHKWAMK.
) -
OB. O HENPUYAIIAALIH CA Ch EhCRMH XPTH.
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- 4 X r ’
or. 0 BAXA’RH]H ¢’k NWIAHKIMH 2KENAMH.
OA 0 E/I/Y\ANHLI,H
0. 0 Eann'k " nw H AIAKWN’E
02. O TPOERPAVHKIHYK.
4 X ’ ..

07. O ZanaakAIA HENARHCTTE YTO AMEO.
- . vy
oH. O chMPTH HIOY MENWE'R.
- - 7 4
0¢0. O UPKWENEH EAACTH.

” A 7 4
il. O 1Ko MOROBAETK ChEWYP'h ChCTARARTH.
fla. O wcmmnampn W IpAROCAARHRIA EBphl.
fig. O AI.|JE MHI BRPATH A HHOVKCKA HKHTIA.
fir. O HKE BTOPOE NOCATANTE TROPHTE.

4 .

fia. O MAAAKTA.
- " 4 4
fle. O HkKe ¢ WMk BARAHTH.

» Al 4 m
iis. O dipe KTO c'hr'prkmu Ch KSmnu,m CEOX.
nz 0 AL|]E AEA EpATa AXWBNA OKQAMWAH'I‘A
iin. O namzwozz\wsuuxh u KARETHH.

~

’ (N 7 e
fio. O anGkecitrkme. pmrwre. npucn8umn. KAATEONYECTRINK H NPWYTH TAKOROE.

. ” A ;. .
fio (sic!). O ae KT NPEYACTH cA N0 AENTH.

- r X r X ) ’ X rox 7 b ’” P - >
G. O zangRipennl BPAUR. U 0 PAZAHYHRKI CTENENH PWAA. EXKE O NAKTH H E2KE N0 AXOY. H

0 Epavmfl pofd\mﬁ
(;A IdKo He N3BAETH B K N0 I'IAM/NI‘M TROPHTH.
(;B 0 mpwespavuu Haye |spm EARHTh.
¢r. O KAA cA pAZEWHIK. 0 TATA H EpE’l‘;I?.

” 4 ’ ’
A O 1dKo HE AOCTOHTK HCTASATH CA KEZ HAKAA O BRYR. 1

Ge. O crpAKTEACTEE.

ts. 0 ganp'kqjén'l'e ENKWNoR. M CREARTEACTEE 1EpAVEE.
(;z o HeEHAKh W'I'pAKH A'RALHIHXh

(;u 0 1Ko He AOH Koo cmAn EEZ HCMKITANTA.
(;eu 0 t.\I.|JE KTo wﬂpwu xpmmnuua W K'kpfk

p. O duyie vAKA OFKPAAETH KTO.

pa. O KAATER TEgencTEn.

PE. O Ayte KTO OE(RIPE CRER JKENR EARA.
pr.0 NPUEKITKOY UFKWEHEM.

Pa- O duyie KTo vTo OVKPAAE. H CKOPO WEPRLE.
Pe. O AIE MMK KOro MPWEKI PACKWNARILA.

2. O HAABYIN JKENKI HA OCKRPTKNENTE.

7 O Alye nonaaTa NP-EAIORKI mﬂ*aépﬁ.

fH. O HRAAYH KOO HA OCKEQTRHENTE.

0. O MNHXKI NPHNECLIA YTO B MWHCTHI,

fl. O dljte KT ChKPWIE PAZEOHNHKA.

pdi. O AE KTO BARAHTE € CKWTH.

— ’ - ’ T O e W
PAL (0] HENARHAA YAKKL. XhIHNH H NIANH
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- ” A~ 4 ’ Gl
pel. O AIE KTO N0 [AAEHH NPHYACTH CA.
psi. O AI.|JE Ko zanp’klpmn cKiH 1 Ap*hZNE'I‘h NPUYACTHTH CA.
p{l o que Ko 0cTARH WifA ,A,xomm
pii. O AL|JE |spm <I>epocarrh Bs HHA .
pe’? 0 AL|JE |spm NPOKAKHE )KENX\
pI{ o que " AIAKWNh npomnme upm
pm\ 0 1Ko He I'IOAOEAE'I‘Is EARHTH AIAKWMO\{ cRAAYTHME.
KE. O 1Ko HMA BAAC 1EJEH NOCAATH KOTO.
PET. O ALIE OTPOVA OV MPETH HEKFLIENO.
pEA. O enk O\FMép’RAlpH CROA ,A,'li'ru.
pie. O 3KENA WEARNHLA H BRIIMUA H MOphI.
pKs. O aie npimeTs AgKRO NA TEGEA.
pI{HZ O KENA HMALIH CROE WEKIVHOE.
plm 0 meu’k E'kZAp'h)KArKLlJH cA W MXKA.
pA ﬂqje poAn KEHA H Kk CRAT)TH NPHEAHZKA.
pAd. O Hike HZMOVEHELIE YTO CRSE.
pAR. O HWeALIEH WEARANTA H ERIATA HA WTA CRON.
par. O Koynoayn ® WEARAHTH.
pap. O KeNA NOHTH Afﬁmn CROA \Gmpégn
pie. O Aqu KT vTo B'hzmerrh t u,pm;e BEZ, B RARENE.
paz. 0 Aqu Ko mzmz cKo © Hekphik cxoe
paz. O Aqu KT B'hZME WPRATE © Bmmm'k CROE.
pan. 0 wcm;p'humnum CA B BEARKKI 110
pio. O egen
. O NPABHAO MHHIIECKOE HZAOKENS B'h KA
pMHK 0 ’l)sp”m
pmr o AI.|JE Ko Konm CROER OVEHAT CA.
pMA o Aqu Ko np’kAA r'pA uuomoy ugio.
pme o Aqu KT BPAKs opraAwm
pail. O Ufio B KHASI HKE ZAKIA KAZNH.
pato. O Kewk nMAH WRIANAA cBOA — written in the lower margin
pato. O NOKAAHH MNHCAZ.
pHa. O CTENENEKK ChYWACTRA:~

# Not only in BAR 636, but also in other Moldavian manuscripts, such as BAR 726, the
150" rule is missing, which should be designated by gu. In the copy NBIV 101 (36) published by
A. Kemalov, the last numbering is the 146™ rule: A. KEMAJIOB, EQut topuduuecku c60pHux..., p. 625.
What chapter 150 contained can be established by comparlng the manuscript twin BAR 685, . 164r:
O AlPE KTO HOYAHME XPTiANHNL cK) HOYAHMK EwIRAeTh ® noranki. The contents do not have a fixed
location and may be placed at the beginning or at the end of the manuscripts, as in BAR 726, where
they start on f. 236r.
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We see that in the so-called Gnkazm there are omissions, confusions and rep-
etitions. Thus, the efforts to systematize the material through numbering and sum-
maries were not fully successful. Let us look at the differences between the number-
ing in BAR 636 and NBKM 1117.

First, the number of chapters is not the same. As NBKM 1117 is not fully
preserved, we do not know what its full contents were, but the layout of the ma-
terial excludes the possibility they were identical with that of the Moldavian cop-
ies. Thus, NBKM 1117 contains a total of 57 sheets, upon which are numbered
43 chapters running from the first preserved one, £u (28), to the last, 6k (72). The
numbering in NBKM 1117 is placed next to, and outside, the text field. The second
preserved number in the manuscript text is a (30), i.e., there is an omission here;
the number Kz (26) appears as far ahead as f. 44r, preceded by ie (55) and followed
by iz, iin, while the text continues without interruption. It is reasonable to assume
that the number k2 was a copyist’s error. Apart from these anomalies, the other
numberings follow the correct order; parts of the signs for 63, 64, and 68 are miss-
ing due to damage of the manuscript. NBKM 1117, from the 15" century, although
not fully preserved, is a comparatively early manuscript and hence the attempt
made in it to systematize the numbering of the Slavic PsZ is highly valuable, as it
is missing from GIM Hlud. 76, CIAI 1160 and RGB Muz. sobr. 3169. This impor-
tance is all the more evident in view of the assumption of some researchers that the
manuscript has retained two Glagolitic letters with the value of Cyrillic script: on
f. 9r, the digit in number 34, a chapter numeration written outside the field of the
text, is the Glagolitic “n”, and on f. 11r, an unidentified Glagolitic letter is used to
designate the digit in the number 36, and consequently it is assigned the value of
2kao (6). The presence of Glagolitic letters in this written monument was first not-
ed by M. Raykova®. Later, Y. Miltenov included the inscriptions in his study on the
use of Glagolitic letters in Cyrillic manuscripts, drawing the important conclusion
that, for now, manuscript NBKM 1117 is the latest in date of the South Slavic ones
known to contain Glagolitic letters, i.e., it is an upper dating limit for Glagolitic in-
scriptions in a Cyrillic script environment®. In a previous publication, we qualified
our statements with the provision that the second specific letter, which does not
match a precise Glagolitic mode of tracing the letter, requires separate research®.
If this is indeed a Glagolitic letter, by the morphology of its shaping, it resembles,

2 M. PAVIKOBA, EOuH 10203anadno0sneapcku HOMOKAHOH om émopama nonosuna Ha XV eex.,
“Maxkenoncku mperen” XX.1, 1997, pp. 69-92.

» 1. MWITEHOB, Kupuncku pokonucu c¢ enazonuuecku enucsanus, “Wiener Slavistisches
Jahbruch” 55, 2009, pp. 191-219; 2010, pp. 56, 83-98.

% M. IImBPAHCKA-KOCTOBA, [lokaiinama kHuxMHUHA Ha Beneapckomo cpedHosexosue...,
pp. 293-297.
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at best, the Glagolitic n:e, which has the value of 10 in both alphabets. But this
makes no sense with regard to the number 36. It is not impossible, however, that
underlying the two problematic shapings of the letter are in fact Greek short-hand
letters: thus, the Greek §, which has the numeral value of 4, is decorated in its
shorthand version in a way that resembles the serifs in the Glagolitic x; and the
Greek T, with the numeral value of 6, strongly resembles the shaping of the letter
on f. 11r. This would suggest the influence of the Greek script, which, considering
the manuscript’s age and territory of origin, is an equally possible explanation as
that referring to Glagolitic remnants. In any case, we have grounds for recognizing
in the numbering of NBKM 1117 an indication of the continuous dissemination of
the nomocanon in a South Slavic literary environment.

The second difference between NBKM 1117 and BAR 636 is that the chapters
contain different numbers of rules. For instance, in the Moldavian copies, chapter
41 contains only one rule - the prohibition for a person wearing the skin of a horse
or donkey to enter a church; chapter 33 is about sorcery rituals using wheat, and
is likewise covered by a single case; at the same time, the chapter numbered 13
contains the full edition of John the Faster, and represents a separate text; the very
long chapter 8 concerns parents and children; chapter 30 is about prohibition on
consumption of carrion or the flesh of drowned animals, etc. In NBKM 1117 there
is likewise no regularity in the number of cases placed under a given numeral.

Third, we see differences in the correspondence of chapter number to text
between NBKM 1117 and the Moldavian copies. Thus, the AchaEters numbe,{eci
34 and 36 in NBKM 1117 are respectively ¢ manakin and Kako NoEale NamATh MpREH
TropuTH. But in the Moldavian copies, the section on malakia is numbered Ke, and
the preceding rule, o B'KpO\[}OI.IJﬁ Eh MaAH H 2B'KPH H YACORH mnoylpu?, is respective-
ly £a. Chapters 34 and 36 in BAR 636 are O spaukxs and O nguemwi zanogg,
n neTewpkn. From this, we may at least conclude there were either different num-
bering systems in use or that the initial system had changed in the later Moldavian
copies due to the inclusion of additional matter which changed the consecutive
order. The second assumption seems more likely. The reduction of the original
contents of PsZ to 149-151 chapters in the Balkan tradition, a feature best pre-
served on the other side of the Danube, in the Wallachian-Moldavian principal-
ities, was the result of later work on the text. There may have been a transitional
system of numbering (as testified by NBKM 1117), but it was changed and unified.
The causes of this numbering are basically related to the attempt to arrange, to
put some order in the least systematic yet most popular nomocanon of Orthodox
Slavic literature. A textual prototype for the Moldavian copies of PsZ is the Bul-
garian (Tdrnovo) protograph. In the 14™ century, PsZ was disseminated within
the body of many more surrounding texts, i.e., the canon low core was enlarged
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with dogmatic, anti-heretical, liturgical and other texts, some of which were in-
cluded in the numbering, so that the number of chapters was increased. It suffices
to present in numbers the conclusion drawn from the comparison between two of
the earliest Slavic copies of PsZ, CIAI 1160 and GIM Hlud.76. In the former, there
are 71 sheets with various texts placed between the rules of the Council of Anti-
och on f. 88v and the excerpt from the Law Books [Knueu 3axkonnuisa] on f. 159r.
This means that CIAI 1160 complements the picture of literary production in the
Bulgarian 14™ century with a canon-law type of collection, and this would make
of Bulgaria a generator of canon law literature that subsequently spread to the Wal-
lachian-Moldavian principalities and to Russia.

2. The anti-heretical line in PSZ

The next very important feature of the Slavic PsZ is its anti-heretical orienta-
tion, evident in two main lines: against the dualist heresies, and against the Latins.
Before going on to the concrete texts, we should note that the anti-heretical line is
not explicitly indicated in the heading list. Thus, the titles of the separate chapters
contain general designations, such as heretics, “pogani” (i.e., pagans), apostates
from the true faith; regarding the non-Orthodox, the text mostly refers to the Jews
(chapters 31: 70). In fact, however, one of the reasons why the ecclesiastic law sec-
tion of BAR 636 is the largest in size, is the intention to fight heresies and to use
the canonical heritage to defend the foundations of the Orthodox religion. There
are several main anti-heretical emphases in BAR 636.

 “Paulicians” and other relevant terms for dualist heresies occur three times.
Paulician stands out as the earliest in order of appearance heresy, as a direct suc-
cessor and adherent of the Manichean heresys; it is treated of as neo-Manicheism,
and this explains the stereotypical confusing and equating of Bogomilism, Mani-
cheism, Messalianism and Paulicianism, throughout the Middle Ages”. The com-

77 Kp. T'EUEBA, Bocomuncmeomo u Hez060mo ompaxcerue 8 cpedHosexosHa xpucmusicka Ee-
pona. Bubnuoepapus, Codust 2007, especially “Manichean heresy”, pp. 93-100; “Paulician heresy’,
pp- 100-106; PETRUS S1cuLrus, Historia Manichaeorum, [in:] PG, t. 104, col. 1239-1304; Sermo I, IT
adversus Manichaeos, col. 1305-1346; P. M. BAPTUKAH, [Temp Cununuticku u ezo “Vicmopus nasnuxu-
an”, “Busantuiickuit BpeMeHHUK 43.18, 1961, pp. 323-358; PHOTIUS, Contra Manichaeos, [in:] PG,
t. 102, col. 15-264; N. S. GARSOIAN, The Paulician Heresy. A Study of the Origin and Development of
Paulicianism in Armenia and the Eastern Provinces of the Byzantine Empire, Hague—Paris 1967; P. LE-
MERLE, L'Histoire des Pauliciens dAsie Mineure daprés les sources grecques, “Travaux et Mémoires”
5, 1973, pp. 1-144; J. HAMILTON, B. HAMILTON, Christian Dualist Heresies in the Byzantine World
¢. 650-c. 1450, Manchester, NY, 1998, especially “The Paulicians”, pp. 5-25; G. MINCZEW, M. SKOW-
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mon ideological foundation of mediaeval dualist heresies was one reason for the
interchangeability in name and in doctrine between Manicheism, Paulicianism,
and Bogomilism. The Christian dualist doctrine of Paulicianism, due to its ori-
gins in Armenia, tended towards the Armenian heresy. These multiway relations
make of it a universal “code” for dualism. Some source references in translated
canon texts in the Slavic tradition make the name Paulician a hyperonym for any
member of a dualist heresy. For instance, in the Russian Troitskiy collection of
the 14™ century, copied from a South Slavic original, the more widespread and
neutral designation egemukm is replaced by a more concrete term: Hroymens Aa
HE B'bIFONHTL HZ MONACTKIPA NHKOIOE, T'hKMO HKE BOYAETh MARAHKeanHn's*. This is
a fragment from three rules, titled with the name of Nicephorus the Confessor in
some monuments, which regulate the justifiable reasons for a monk to leave his
monastery. One reason is that the hegumen is a heretic or a Paulician. The topi-
cality of the latter, specifying, term is evident in a variant of this rule found in the
Berlin collection from the early 14™ century: dpXHMANAPHTS AA HE HZIONHTK HZ
MANACTHPA HHKOEMOMKE. HR ThKMO HIKE ERAETH NaRAHKHANHNLY. Consequently, these
are topical designations of heretic, occurring in approximately contemporaneous
monuments and under common sources of influence. Notably, such data on the
position of Paulicianism among the dualist heresies are particularly concentrated
in PsZ. This collection contains rules related to the Paulicians together with the
Bogomils, the Armenians, and the Jacobites, as well as a cohering text against Paul
of Samosata (260-272) and the Paulicians nxe ropun coy™h Rekxm egeTHIL™.
Thus, the term Paulician in PsZ is used three times.

1. The first example may be called emblematic and generalizing for the an-
ti-heretical line in PsZ. This is the rubric ® ngagnAk cEWpa ANTIHOXTHCKAMY, NUM-
bered in NBKM 1117 as #i2 (the correct number is 56, but in the manuscript, as we
pointed out, the mistaken numbering is K2), and in BAR 636 as éa (71). In general,

RONEK, J.-M. WoLsK1, Sredniowieczne herezje dualistyczne na Batkanach. Zrédta stowianskie, “Series
Ceranea” 1, 2015, £6dz; [I. PAEBA, ITasnuxkanu u nasaukancmeo 6 bvnzapckume 3emu. Apxemun
u nosmoperuss VII-XVII 6., Codus 2015.

% ]J. Porovskl, FrR. THOMSON, W. VEDER, The Troickiy sbornik (cod. Moskva, GBL, E 304,
Troice-Sergieva lavra N 12), text in transcription, “ITonara kpHMUTrOmMCbHAS” 21-22, 1988, p. 52.

2 X, MUKIAC, JI. TACEBA, M. VIOBYEBA, Bepnuncku c6opruxk. Berlinski sbornik, Kupuo-
MertopnueBckn HaydeH 1eHTHp, Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Sofia—
Wien 2006, p. 146. H. MIKLAS, V. ZAGREBIN, Berlinski sbornik. Codices selecti, vol. LXXIX, Graz 1988.

% M. TsiBRANSKA-KosTova, M. RAYKOVA, Les Bogomiles et (devant la Loi). Les sources slaves
de droit canonique a propos de 'hérésie aux XIV-XV ss., “Revue des études sud-est européennes” 49.1,
2011, pp. 15-33; M. LIMBPAHCKA-KOCTOBA, Ilokaiinama KHUMHUHA KHUMHUHA Ha Benzapckomo
cpedHosexosue..., pp. 259-380.

63



Panoply in Defense of Orthodoxy...

in the NC, there are 6 rules, numbers 435 to 441, related to the Council of Antioch
of 341, but the one placed in PsZ has no match in the Greek text:

BAR 636, 103v: 3. BrhckKoro MARIArS. ch EQETIKW HAM MHARLIATO, HAM
APOVHKERI ARAIIA i AISERRI 0 AHNENTA. CHIRYA C'h ADMENHNS. HAR s 1AKORHTW. KAl
Ch MOYCOYAMANHNW. HAR Ch NARAHKTANHNW. HAR WKe cX NPWYiH TAKWETH, HIKE CX
NATEQHNH W BOMOMHAH, TaKORAro anaeema:~ (CIAI 1160, f. 88v; GIM Hlud. 76, f. 48v;
NBKM 1170, f. 44r — ¢ namumnnn@, f. 68v). This is a generalizing rule for the
heresies in the focus of attention®. Although the copies show variability in some
of the designations for heresies, the clear references to Paulicians are constant and
the term remains practically unchanged in all copies of PsZ. Together with this, the
rule has the following particularities:

- 1in BAR 636 it is not placed under the rubricator but is separately numbered.
This shows its importance for the compilers of the collection. The preceding rule in
rubric ® npaRHAK chEWPA ANTiHOXTHCKaro refers only to the Jews. The copy in BAR
636 looks like this:

BAR 636, f. 103r — .6 E'heKKh NOMK e ch ERPEMNW TAHNKI TEOPAIIArO. H
EPATA @0 HAQHYALIA, HAN HAARIIA Ch HAMb, HHWIAEMENHHKL CRiH ESKTR UPKRe 0 ®
EAMNOMAMYBHKINS HCTHNK] XPTTANK. TAKORA andeema. In NBKM 1117, the two rules are
placed respectively first and second in the mentioned rubric, which also contains
rules on purity of eating and ritual, and a prohibition to associate with heretics. In
early Bulgarian copies and in other Wallachian and Moldavian copies without num-
bering, among which BAR 148, the rule in question is placed second in a general
cycle of anathemas against various forms of associating with Jews and heretics.

« The rule joins Paulicianism to Bogomilism, introducing two nominational
facts for the Bogomil dualist heresy. These are the terms natepunm and soromiian,
which we will examine here. First of all, it is remarkable that Bogomilism is dis-
cussed only in the Greek prototype. For reasons stemming only from the choice
of the anonymous compiler of NC, the two rules on this topic are placed in the
section “Rules of the Council of Laodicea” (sic!). The rubric covers 17 canons in all.
Under the misleading title Kavoveg 1@ év Aaodwkéia g Ppuyiag ovveAOovtwv
aylwv matépwv, which corresponds to the original title of the council, the Coteler-
ius text contains practically not a single original canon from this council. Rules 460
and 461 in NC immediately attract attention:

Ne 460: Kal épwtnoov avtov mpdtov mept Boyopuhiag. kai té Aowmd avtog
AéyeL.

Ne 461: O &ig alpeoty meowy, eig Boyophiwy, ov cuyxwpnbnoetal.

31 M. LInbPAHCKA-KOCTOBA, M. PAVIKOBA, Bocomunume 6 yopkosHOOpUOUtecKume mekcmose
u namemuuyy, “Crapobsiarapcka mureparypa” 39-40, 2008, pp. 197-219.
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Related to it is the mention of the Bogomil heresy, as made clear by the can-
on numbered 459, which is in fact the beginning of the prayer “I'n g:ke nawn nike
Merpoy u Baoypnnum...”. Consequently, NC suggests that in the course of the sacra-
ment of confession, the foremost question the spiritual father asks the repentent
is about the Bogomil heresy, and the persons confessing that heresy are excluded
from communication with Christians. The presence of this question in the sacra-
ment of confession demonstrates that at the time NC was created, the heresy in
question was a very real threat, and this again points to the 12" century, when the
first anti-heretical council, held in 1111 in Constantinople to oppose the heresy
of Basil the Physician, set the start of the official persecution of Bogomilism. This
is valuable testimony to the presence of the heresy issue not in the anti-heretical
works of the polemicizing authors or in synodal documents and imperial edicts,
but in the daily intercourse between priest and parishioners. The heresy is not in
the focus of the compiler’s interest and he mentions it no more. At nomination lev-
el, no more is said about Bogomilism in the PsZ either, and the above-mentioned
two terms, narepinn and goromuan, are used only in a few cases. But the Bogomil
theme in PsZ undergoes nominational development in comparison with NK, as
the term naragenn, namegunn is introduced. It was adopted in Italy and southern
France in the 12" century, and in Bosnia in the early 13", seemingly moving more
easily from west to east™. Its presence in the ecclesiastical law texts is indicative of
the mutual influence flowing between the dualist sects but also between the writ-
ten texts opposing them in the Balkans in the 12""-14"" century. In BAR 636 this is
a traditional literary fact adopted from the Bulgarian prototype on which PsZ was
based.

o It is not hard to establish that the “rule of the Council of Antioch” is actu-
ally a pseudo-attribution, since the local council of 341 in Antioch defined only
25 canons, among which there was not, and could not have been, such a rule. It
should be emphasized that in the Greek edition of Cotelerius, none of the 6 canons
excerpted from the Council of Antioch treats of the heretics. The only analogy
could be drawn with the second rule of the local council, referring to the prohibi-
tion to consort with persons of penitent status who are barred from communion,
and the measures to which these are subjected. Similar canonical references can be
found also in the 33™ canon of the local council of Laodicea, 343, and in Apostolic
rules 10, 45 and 46, all of which refer to prohibitions for praying together with

2. S. RUNCIMAN, Le manichéisme médiéval, Paris 1949, p. 168; J. DUVERNOY, Le Catharisme.
II. Lhistoire des cathares, Toulouse 1979, p. 328; A. SOLOVJEV, Svedocanstva pravoslavnich izvora
o bogomilstvu na Balkanu, “Godi$njak Istoriskog drustva Bosne i Hercegovine” 1.103, 1953, p. 98;
S. PATRI, Le nom de Bogomilii, “Slavia Occitania” 16, 2003, Bogomiles, Patarins et Cathares, pp. 17-23.
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people excluded from communion and with heretics. This proves that the Slavic
PsZ was enlarged in comparison with NC. The fact that the above-mentioned rule
is found among the rules of the Antioch council in PsZ may have various reasons,
for instance, it may be yet another instance of lexical association between Pauli-
cians and Paul of Samosata, who was a patriarch of Antioch, or perhaps a result of
the flexible non-canonical norm of the Greek prototype. Given that the NC refers
to the Bogomils in the “Rules of the Council of Laodicea’, all sorts of interpola-
tions and interpretations could have appeared both in the Slavic and in the Greek
environment. Hence, the so-called “rule of the Antioch council” most probably
reflects the strong anti-heretical moods in the Balkans. It is more likely that the
rule had a Greek prototype. We cannot completely exclude the hypothesis that it
was inserted in the already existing body of the systematic edition of rules called
PsZ. Proving this hypothesis would require a full textual study of the text compo-
nent ® nNgarHAL ckEop*HAA anTHWXHHcKAro, and the discovery of an eventual Greek
prototype. NC cannot be of help in this respect, because this rule is missing from
it. For now, the rule, and the edition in which it is contained, are not known to us
from copies earlier than the 14" century. The rule clearly makes equal the eccle-
siastic penalty imposed on the heretics with that imposed on those who consort
with heretics, and in this sense plays a preventive role that restricts their influence.
This is an additional proof of the rule’s topical importance in the age when it was
copied. The inclusion of concrete references to dualist heretics, and especially their
designation with three of the most popular heretical terms — Paulicians, Patarenes
and Bogomils — leaves no doubt that the epitimia suggests a common canonic prac-
tice, whereby the Paulician doctrine from NC could be extended by analogy to
examples from Bogomilism. A common particularity of all copies of the rule is the
presence of the designation Bogomils and its clear connection as a species term,
together with Patarins, Patarens, under the common genus designation Paulicians.
That is why the terms Bogomils and Patarens are glosses, introduced through the
explanatory notation uxe cxms. The change is indicative of the way of designation
and the analogies drawn between heretical movements that are proximate in their
ideological foundation. As for the term Boromuan, its spelling remains generally
correct, i.e., the copyists were familiar with the name and knew what they were
designating by it. Only in some of the copies, such as RGB 3169, do we meet with
the spelling Bogomoli, krfomoean, which was probably an error based on lexical asso-
ciation. Hence, an authoritative dictionary like Dictionary of the Russian Language
11"-17" Century [Cnosapv pycckozo sizvika XI-XVII e6.] does not contain an ar-
ticle on “Bogomili” but only on “Bogomoli” (DRL 1: 62). The latter designation is
typical for texts written outside the Balkan and South Slav environment, which
until the end of the 14™ century remained a field of intense confrontation between

66



Part Two. The Law Section of the Manuscript...

Bogomilism and anti-Bogomil trends. A representative work of this period was the
Vita of Theodosius of Tdrnovo by Patriarch Callistus, extant only in a Slavic trans-
lation. Its author, along with the more frequent designation “Massalian heresy”,
uses on two occasions the phrase ckgpsHHS0 H EFOMPKZKE BOroMHACKSI cHPRvh
Mmacaananck$io epeck. The authenticity of the text is undisputable, as it refers to the
activity of the anti-heretical councils held in Tédrnovo in 1350-1360 against the Bo-
gomils, the Adamites and the Judaizers®.

« Finally, we should note that the rule follows the pattern of an anathema,
one of the most frequent formulas in canon literature for imposing punishment
on heretics. This is because the anathema was in principle the higherst ecclesiastic
penalty*. The Greek term dvafepa was first used in the Septuagint (Deuteronomy
13: 15). As a term in ecclesiastical law, it is equal to a curse, whereby the sinner is
not simply excluded from ritual communion (the so-called excommunication) but
is “sent to Hell with the Devil”; there is no forgiveness for his sin, and after death,
his body does not decompose in the usual way. The anathema is usually a public
punishment imposed by a prelate, and was typically applied against socially sig-
nificant crimes, such as apostasy and heresy. It is notable that the lexeme anaTema,
anaeema was translated in early Slavic texts as npokaaTs, oThaRvsHs, while in the
reformed Mount Athos liturgical translations, according to I. Hristova, the word
“was institutionalized™* and remained in the original Greek form. PsZ conforms
to this tendency, and anathema is a very frequent form of ecclesiastic penalty re-
ferred to here. It use was considerably extended compared with the original ca-
nonical texts in which it occurs, and comprises not only anti-heretical measures
but real everyday practices as well. In the canonic heritage, the anathema appears
for the first time in the form of the so-called uéyag dgoptopdg in the canons of the
local council of Gangra of 340, where, out of 21 rules, the formula occurs in 14,
mostly in connection with daily human sins.

Starting from the PsZ edition, which was the documented textual environ-
ment of dissemination, the rule in question entered the ecclesiastic law collec-
tions, some of which were created through compilation from numerous sources
according to a preliminary conception of the writers or of those who ordered
the work. An example of this is the collection of Cyril Belozersky, created at the

3 B. H. 3nATAPCKY, JKumue u xusnv npenodobruazo omua Hawezo Teodocus, ,COOpHUK 3a
HAapOIHM YMOTBOPEHN, HayKa U KHWKHUHA 2.20, 1904, pp- 4-41.

3 Dictionnaire encyclopédique du Moyen Age, sous la rédaction d’A. VAUCHEZ, vol. I, Paris
2001, p. 63.

% W. XpuCTOBA-IIIOMOBA, CrysebHusm Anocmon 6 cnassHcKama poKONUCHA mpaounus,
Codus 2004, p. 401.
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order of the hegumen and founder of the eponymous monastery in 1397°. In
this collection, with no direct connection to the PsZ nomocanon, the same rule
is given on f. 78.

2. Although the term Bogomils is not mentioned anymore in PsZ, hence, not
in BAR 636 either, there is a strong anti-heretical line against the set of dualistic
ideas and practical postulates. The line forms cycle without clear reference to any
particular dualist heresy. These elements are present in several blocks of text contain-
ing regulations against known dualist heteropraxes, such as: the rejection of mar-
riage, insubordination to the spiritual father, avoidance of the church, prohibition of
fruit sacrifices, the desire to lead an angelic life in erroneous ways, etc. (CIAI 1160,
ft. 80v-82r; NBKM 1117, ff. 31r-33r). Against this backdrop, there is a notable sec-
ond nominational reference to the Paulicians. It refers again to the prohibition on
communication with heretics and to the topic of desecration of foods and beverages
as a result of such communication. Thus, it follows the everyday line of relations
between the Orthodox and the heretic. Here again, the canon equates the form of
penance with regard to Armenians and Paulicians, while the opposition to Jews is
foremost, as the penance in relation to them is three times greater.

BAR 636, ff. 73r—74v, Ad. AIIE YTO AKEO OCKBp"hNH EVpEMNh EMB PRKOR CROEX.
HAR EHNO HARN MACAO AR HNG v  TAKWENI. NE Aowms xprmannuo\,' R'RKSCHTH & NX
npums upm AQ SCTHTK & 1 morAd no CEMb AQ B'KKOVIIAET CA. HIKE Ch ApMENHNW rCTk
HAR C naanuwkuuuw HAN C'h spemuxw KAKWERMb AHEO, H AI.|JE NAYE 0 AERE mua KTo
e TAKWERKIA. cemo\( NOREARRAE A OCTARH CA ® cEro, 1 Al NPUXOAH K UYhKEH YHCT.
H AL|JE NEB'I;,A,'kme ct crwgopunh £ A OCTHTR €0 16QEN. AlpE AH KE B'R,A,u H oycARIWH
NamzAme naKkl A OCTHTR Mo |spm ,A,Aﬂh smoy zanozfﬁ Maaxk ® ganp’kmmm ﬂuu M
NE noc/\oyume namzama HAR XOWIE Ch NHMH KICTH H NHTH. TAKWEKIH C'h XPTTANHNW
A e CTh. NH Bk LPKORK Ad NMPTEMAET cA. NR Ad wgpaqmw cA ® HEro EscRKAIK
xp’l‘lANHNh 1Ko HAOAOC(\O\"PKH'I‘EA"R ﬂlps A KOI‘AA NAKKI KO AA NPTHAETH K ucnogfkp,n
A OAXYHT cA HA NOKAANTE .17, A'k'l'd H Bk ARWH A'l;rvo\( AA e npnmm B:Y\'A'E ® Aomo\(
Mo Bk LFKORK. HH npoc(I)opA HH HNO KAKORO 3KE npunomeme A Bk TPETiE AKTO AA
NPHEMAET CA npochopa £ro B’k u,pmsu u TaKo Ad C'kBp"lsUJH H TPETTE ARTO Bk MOKAANTH.
e an ko npunomnm Ca Kb EVAD H ch NHMK sAunommApmcmgo\(e (4N B'kp'k H. CkH
AlgIE KOrAA npmAz ﬂAKhI HA xpmmncvmzo A4 WAXVHT cA Ha nokaanie Ak e» 'rpu Akma
B MRemo omammm u nomo A npm.rm BXAE npoc(])u:pa Ero B'h LPKRH. H NPOVEE A
CWTROPH Bk MOKAANTH H Bk AECATOE AKTO AA NPHYACTH CA CTMOY NPHYALIENTIO.

3 Dnyuxnonedus pycckozo ueymena XIV-XV 6., cooprnux npenodobnozo Kupunna benosepckozo,
Pocuiickass HanmonanpHas 6ubnmorexa, Kupuio-benosepckoe cobpanne N XII, oTB. peakTop
I. M. ITpoxopPOB, Cankrmerep6ypr 2003.
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3. The third nominational reference to Paulicians occurs in a specific text unit:
the rules 299-301 of NC, which in NBKM 1117 are arranged as chapter 50, with
the heading ¢ Kon ANEh cTH maco | cigs, ff. 20r-22v; in CIAI 1160 they have
the heading w cwignkn nean, ff. 73r-74v, as well as L ff. 1526-1546; GIM Hlud.76,
ft. 35r-37r. In BAR 636 the presentation begins from f. 78v in the chapter num-
bered as 45, without heading. However, on the following f. 79r, and within the same
chapter, there appears the vermilion-colored rubricator ¢ cwigh'kn NHEaa npaRHAO.
Consequently, this is a stable text unit in PsZ, which in the Slavic version presents
rules that, compared with the initial Greek text, are considerably enlarged with
new texts, evaluative epithets, and additional heretical designations: mprﬁmmmhm
EQETHKRKI, KOV ARNKIA BAAAOCAOBU'A H BAMKI CTRH TPOMLH M PAZCRKATEAA HIWAHNA
ANTHXPHCTORA NPRAHTEVA H cinacafinka etc. Under the following expanded head-
ing in some copies, GTre W BhceAeHCKAr® BTOpAre chBopa variant in L u nakui zpu
WIACHO CE. CTIO H BRCEAENCKATO E'hTOPAM0 ChEOPA W CKIPH'KH HEAEAH. H W NPOViN fieak
ckazanie) the following text begins in the BAR 636 copy, containing some of the
most interesting variants and additions from other copies. We mark the omissions
in the Moldavian manuscrlpts with square brackets:

HoKEA'I;BAE BheRKOMOY xpmmuuuo\( 1o crrim nacu,'l; BBCA cemmw\ © HEAA 0 NAKKI
AO NEAA SWMHNR, anc'rm VALH Ad MA)K MA, A MuHcH Chlph H pHBhI (in L added
M anua). [1 nakit Ao cgrR . THHILR BRCA TR CEAMOPHILR]. H NAKKI AQOVTRA CEMOPHILR
Ao EheR CTXh. MO ChUIECTEHIO CTIO AXA. TAKOMKE CTH, H NAKK © POATLETEA xlﬁ A0
EFOIRAENHIA (in LAO CThIN npoca’klpmm in CIAI 1160 Kp'mpema XEa) 'm\Ko;m mcmn
ET. ANH. H NAKKI NEAA 1dKE np'kmemmconwcnum NEAA. Bh HA 2KE mpmxmwu APMENH
NOCTAT cA CKBp"hNNhIM CROH no 'I‘p"hKAA'I‘OMO\[' Apu,uﬁo\(pnoy H Tor Al noBEA'I;BAEMh
BheRMb xpvrmnw racTH, 'mmms E'hCA TR CEAMOPHULR, A NE NOCTHTH 1AKO E,A,nuommpmuo
AN epwnxu WR B ocpR B DA [CTH MAch. A vpmuu,u CHPh H PKIBKI, IAKOIKE H B'R WHH
APOVThIA cEmopLA. Ae g nprkake. A npwm/.\'l'n XANSISApIE (inL and GIM Hlud
76 xansisape; in CIAI 1160 xaususamz) no ;Kprm'xhl TRWPATH TOMAA 4N TR EhCA
cemopnum nco\( M'I;Kozzuo\( Apu,nxo\(pm HIKE CRTh APMENH. CEMo pa,a,n Ne Aowm Ha Tora
HH EAMHK AL NOCTHTH. KTO AH HE nocno\(qme cH NPRAANTH CTHRIMH, HX HHAKO NAVNE
mm,a,pmcrmommu, ANAGEMA~W cmpu'kn HEAA npammo (in L, without segmentation
and heading, continues u EBeA TaKoste CHIPHEA NEAA HACTH ChIpA W Tdlyh NoREAK
CThIH t'hBop'h) H EhCA TaKowME cupum.\ NEAA FACTH chiph MOREAR CThIM ChEW(PTh. A B'h
cprﬁ KE 0 NA THIA CEMHUR HE NORAE MKTH AVOITA HHIKe NPRIKECIENRA. HR B «» va

[Afte] (in L & Bpkma AEBA'I‘A vAcA NOBAETH MRTH YACORMI Ch BEQNA) WX B 6. va 10
®novyiyenn REQHA. RTRXWAN HA TPANEZR 1 MBI chiph 0 AHLLA pA,A,u EpE'I‘MKh ANTWHNTANCKKI
(in L Auponiackni as the beginning of a new paragraph) u cageaianckni (added in
the margin of CIAI 1160 as a corrected omission; in L and GIM Hlud. 76 in the
basic text), HIKE crhxp[\wkmfl'h E'hCA CHA c?mopnu,m NE [ACTH NHYKCOIKE. TRMIKE NOREAK
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t’FhIH H BhCEAENCKKIN CrbBth KO Ad BheRKK npABocMBuun BRCA X cfmopnu,m NE
rACTH nu%come mm“ Ke nogmfk BEZh BhCRKOMO pacmmmm Aa mcm thlph H 1aHUA
H PhIBAI. zqu Ke H Nave npom\um\mn mpmmmmm EPETHKNI. npmm\ro AplA H c'h HHMK
mcmowpla H caREATA. H wwpa H QEWAOTA, xoy/mhm BAA,A,omwKu,A H BpAFhI CTiH
TOOLH, H pazc'kmmm/.\ H WAN"NA AHTHYPHETORA npmw.\, H chHacARNHK. MdeIONA KE H
zwcnmm H nwpo\rcm cH B'hek npom\unamn EIE 2Ke LHE. EpECEH H E'hCA NACTARHHKKI H
H o\rvnmm/.x H AMKOMETPA, H NARAA CAMOCATEA (1n L camsca) H MAKEAWNTA. 1 EV’I‘H)(IEKM
zAuNommApmnnKu K"hKO\“H'R XKe W AIWCKOQA H cmnpm\ua (1n L cmpmun) H NARAA H
o\(vmu £ro NARAMKTANKI (in L nagAuKe), HaKe rwpmm CR nave B"hc’k Epwmm rAKOKE
H dpMENH H ,A,po\(r'u EpE'I‘MKhI KSKSBQMKM W ch B'hek CTRIH K I'IpWBNIH H BIONOCNTH
WK NAWH, ChEWPKI B'hCEAEHCKBIA H REAHKKIA c'wmsopnxme Bk KWCTANTINK (GIM
Hlud. 76 Kouc'mN,A,MM'k) rpapzk Bmml,'kmn H E'hCTWYHH r'pa,a,'k Bk NHKEH 3KE H Eh
edeck, 0 B xamn,a,wwk mm\rnfk KE H C'h npagocnmnumn H srommApmuumn upn
NA Kp’RMENA KoTopar oK H UPTRA. NOTOMb e H Apoysm CREWOYPH CTiH maampm no
ARTE, Bh 10AATA upm\m Bk KOCTANTHH'R rpAA'l; H B BKCTWYHKI LPRAKK REAHKAIN.
Bk AAWAMKIH e H B cap,a,m H B FANPp'R H B Awruwxm H B mcapm H B
npwvm REAHKKI ULJKRA H r'pA,A,'k HIKE B'RCEMAA ncw.\smqje 0 npaxomaxm H O HCTIPARAEH
HC'FHNNhI/Y\ K’kphl ChHcAWA H npkAdwA m\mn np'kaa cTaa cH, RTBZPAIKATI|IE
BheRKR EpEC'h " npomnmmms HACTARNHKI H)(h BheR  HIKE E,A,nuomm,a,pmcwo\r
N mmm H NPOraNEARIIE BAKKEI naroysumm H ALIJE'I‘A'RNNhlA ® CAWRECHAIO C'I‘AAA
KA. Hike BAAAOCAORALYE xo\(z\m\a uao\(vuum. pAZC'RLLAX\lpE H pag'kmk,v\qu CTRX H
BEZHAYAANRA H E,A,uuocmumﬁm H muﬂomxop/.\lumfa mpou,m WEH ke pRiA ® NH N
ncnoxrk,a,m'n HCTHNHO Bu,m nprmm mwu,m HALUR Bu,m H npno ABR MAPH. KTy CHM 3KE H
HHA MHOrA pazgpammm H XOVANKIH HA HOTHNHARA H CTRA H ﬂdeOCAAEN:KA BhpR XER.
TRMKE H Mbl, [AKO HCTHHNTH OCOWRNHILH H o\(vmnu,n CTXh AflAs, EAMNOMX\AQ"I;NO
Ch cHMH cmumn H BFONOCHKIMH wu,m ncnoﬂ'kAAEMh mme Hp’RAALUA mmm CTHH anAH,
HCTHHNO. 1d2Ke NOTRPTKAHIWA H OVKY'RIHWA cTTH H EMOHWCHTH WIiH NAWH 0 NgRAALLA
HAMK CHILE Bk NPAROCAARNEH H HCTHNNKH BRp'R NY-RERIRATH. H NE NPHKACATH CA HHIKE
HCTASORATH O TPhKAATRIH H BFOMPKZ'KK EQETHKW. NX WEKKATH TR H CTPANHTH
cA ® HA 0 NPOKAHNATH W, 1dKO NACARNHKKI WIHIO REYNOMOY H ChIKHTEAA ATARWAORKI.
NARNENKIA ATAROAOME, H MOYBHTEAA ALTETARNNLIA.

Judging by the text in L, where the heading for Quadragesima Sunday is not
a separate microunit, we see that the chosen canonical framework is that of the
Second Ecumenical Council (First Constantinople) of 381. In its first and seventh
rule, the Council condemns the contemporaneous 4" century heresies, including
the Macedonians (pneumatomachi), the Sabellians, the Eunomians, the Marcelli-
ans, the Apollinarians, etc. These are Trinitarian and Christological heresies that
emerged from the unorthodox interpretation of the Holy Ghost. The heresies were
similar to Anianism, which had been condemned by the First Ecumenical Council

70



Part Two. The Law Section of the Manuscript...

of Nicea in 325. But the contents following these rules does not directly match this
framework, as the regulations are aimed against unorthodox views on fasting. This
is indisputable in view of the well-defined polemics against the Armenians and
their Artsivur fast (a preliminary fast in the pre-Paschal penitence cycle during the
week of the Publican and the Pharisee, and before the Sunday of the Prodigal Sun,
referred to in the text as éaa exe npk maconsnma. None of the ecumenical councils
has mentioned the Artsivur fast, but its arcane nature, explained in various ways, is
well known from Byzantine sources”. In our text, the fast is mentioned in connec-
tion with the Orthodox dogma on fasting, as cited in the Lenten Triodion and the
Typikon, without any references to the legendary narratives about Sergius and his
dog. In order to differentiate themselves from the Armenians and other Oriental
monophysite sects, such as the Jacobites, the Copts and the Nestorians, the Ortho-
dox do not fast on Wednesday and Friday during the week of the Artsivur fast on
pain of anathema (according to other interpretations, there is no fasting during the
whole week, as indicated in the Slavic text: cero pagn HE AGHTE HAM' Wi EAHNL AfS
nocruth). The reason this fast is mentioned in the text on Quadragesima Sunday
is the general permission to consume dairy products. Besides the Armenians, the
text indicates the so-called Hadzizarians. Already in the first half of the 11™ cen-
tury, Metropolitan Bishop Demetrios of Cyzikos in Asia Minor, wrote against the
Armenian sect of the Jacobites, the Hadzizars and the Melchites (a heresy that
had a higher reverence for the cross and the death on the cross than for Christ
Himself)*, and excerpts from his work form chapter 41 of the St. Sabbas Zakono-
pravilo, next to the well-known chapter 42, about the Bogomils, called Babuns.
This form of the texts is present in the initial translated text according to its earliest
preserved copy in the Kormchaya of Ilovitsa from 1262%. Demetrios of Cyzikos
compares these heresies to the Eutychian heresy, and one of his accusations against
them is that they consume meat during Quadragesima week. Consequently, the
micro-text about Quadragesima Sunday in the text fragment under study is a kind

7" A. SHARF, Byzantine Orthodoxy and the Preliminary Fast of the Armenians, [in:] BYZANTION.
AQIEPOMA XTON ANAPEA N. XTPATO. TOMOX II. ®EOAOI'TA KAI ®IAOAOITA, AOINAI
1986, pp. 649-670.

% PG 127, col. 879-885.

¥ Preserved now as a 398-sheet parchment code, copied by Dyak Bogdan in Ilovitsa, a center of
the Bishopric of Zeta, at the order of Bishop Neophyte. The manuscript is kept in the Library of Zagreb
and has been published as a phototype by M. Petrovi¢ in 1991. See M. IIETPOBUE, 3aKoHonpasusio
unu Homoxanon ceemoea Case. Vnosuuku npenuc 1262 zo0une, pororunuja, Topmu Munanosary
1991, pp. 2056-206a; M. TSIBRANSKA-KOSTOVA, Some Anti-heretic Fragments in the 14" Century
Bulgarian Canon Law Miscellanies, “Studies Ceranea. Journal of the Waldemar Ceran Research
Center” 4, 2014, L6dz, pp. 261-276.
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of focal point of the topic of violation of Orthodox fasting and the ways of differen-
tiating oneself from heretics by means of various practices during the pre-Paschal
cycle. As is well known, the 40-day fast proper begins after Quadragesima Sunday.
The list of heretical leaders that follows demonstrates once again that the main
targets of controversy are the Trinitarian and Monophysite heresies and the Quad-
ragesimists who deviate from Orthodoxy in the way they celebrate Easter, some
of whom are similar to the Juzaizers*. The Second Ecumenical Council did dis-
cuss these heresies. The list of heretical leaders included in the text (condemned
mainly before and at the Fourth Ecumenical Council) begins traditionally, with
Arius, Nestorius and famous Monophysites, but the list also distinguishes Paul
of Samosata and Lycopeter. The historical reference of their names was both to
Monophysite-type heresies and to dualistic ones, especially the most popular of
the latter, Paulicianism. Lycopeter, for instance, was declared to be the teacher
of the heretic Sergius, who, according to the traditional legendary explanation,
had established the Artsivur fast; and was also the leader of the Phundagiagi Bo-
gomils from the Theme of Opsikion in northeast Anatolia during the first half
of the 11" century, according to the anti-heretical work of Monk Euthymius of
Acmonia*. The dualist line is complemented, in terms of nomination, by the
term koygpukm, consistently spelled this way in the Moldavian copies; the work
is undisputably related to the name of the Manichean leader Kuvrik Mani*>. We
may assume the text is in tune with the Byzantine 12" century, when accusations
of dualism were added to those concerning the Trinitarian dogma: for instance,
the Armenians were defined as Manicheans or Paulicians, because Paulicianism
flourished particularly amidst the Armenian diaspora in Byzantium. Moreover,
Byzantine literature from the time of the Crusades contains examples of Arme-
nians being put in the same category with Latins, in addition to the traditional
accusations of Monophysitism and Dualism against them. That is why they are
metaphorically called “the third column of the Latins”. There were common fea-
tures between the two denominations in certain practices the Orthodox Church
was fighting, such as the use of unleavened bread and pure wine, unmixed with

" [Ipasunama na Ce. npasocnasHa yvpkea ¢ MuaKy8aHusma um, IOf pefakiyaTa I IPeBofa
Ha cBeleHuK A-p Cr. [laHkoB, npoToasikon V1. CTE®AHOB, IT. ITAHEB, Codmst 1912, pp. 424-425.

' G. FickER, Die Phundagiagiten. Ein Beitrag zur Ketzergeschichte des byzantinischen
Mittelalters, Leipzig 1908, pp. 165, 211-219; M. ANGoOLD. Church and Society in Byzantium under
the Comneni 1081-1261, Cambridge 1995, p. 467; ]. GOUILLARD, Lhérésie dans 'Empire byzantin
jusquau XII s., “Traveaux et mémoires” 1, 1965, pp. 299-324; A. SHARE, Byzantine Orthodoxy and the
Preliminary fast” of the Armenians, pp. 669-670.

2 A. TOTOMAHOBA, 3a edHa napoHomasusi 6 bopunosus cunodux, [in:] Gaoreca npkviopnara,
T. 15: FO6uneer cooprux 6 uecm na npod. V. Byroxnues, Coust 2012, pp. 36-42.
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water, for the Eucharist. Anti-Armenian propaganda became particularly intense
after the Norman conquest of Salonika in 1185*.

The Slavic tradition also presents examples of customary anti-heretical accu-
sations against Armenians and Bogomils, for instance, in the Vita of St. Hilarion
of Moglena by Patriarch Euthymius. Following the traditional formula of rejec-
tion NPoKAHHATH ke Bnca epeTHKKI, here we read the names of agia Faa 1 egnomia,
CAREATA 2KE H MAKEAWHNTA, AMOAHNAQPTA H OPQHI'ENA, ee@pa MOMCBCETTHCKAMW H NECTOPTA
8VENHKA EMW. ATOCKOPA H CERHPA, H ERTHXTA H NOBHKIA HAS. H ELIE 2KE H MANENTA
H nagaa camocaTeannna. On the other hand, the Bulgarian collection in Berlin con-
demns the Armenians, as well as the Latins - mphl{nﬁ APhMENH CKRPNH NWCTh MAHM
TpunrSpuern®. The forms of anathematization of heretics was probably influenced
by certain Manichean and Paulician formulas of rejection of heresy*. The tradition
of such texts grew stronger in times of real persecution, as in the 12" century, with
the appearance of Euthymius Zigabenus’s Panoplia Dogmatica, the most important
anti-heretical document, “which set the theological tone in Byzantium™¢, and the
list of anathemas against the heretics was changed three times, in 1157, 1166 and
1170, during the reign of Manuel II Komnenos*. Thus, the anti-Armenian and
anti-dualist line was traditional for the age in which the archetype text of PsZ ap-
peared and was copied.

Finally, it is worth remarking that, starting from the earliest known 14™-cen-
tury copies of the PsZ , the same number of heresies, subject to anathema, is invar-
iably indicated in the anti-heretical text in question — #e (65) ¢pecen, while in the
corresponding text of rule 301 of the NC, their number is t0.g 38 (62). The vari-
ation between 65 and 62 once again shows that the Slavic translation prototype is
based on a source other than NC, but certainly with a similar or close manuscript
filiation. Indisputably, of all dualist heresies mentioned in PsZ, the presence of
Paulicianism and the related Armenian heresy is most outstanding; they prevail as
examples of non-Orthodox penitential fasting practices, and compete in frequen-

* M. ANGOLD, Church and Society in Byzantium under the Comneni, p. 510.

* For Euthymius’ works see the digitized version on www.Cyrillomethodiana; X. MUKIAC,
JI. TACEBA, M. VIOBYEBA, Bepaumcku c60pHUK..., p. 56.

* ‘We know that the basic source against Messalianism and Paulicianism is the so-called Talotsi
form, the prototype of which dates from the 11"-12" century, and which equates the Bogomils with
these two heretical doctrines as well as with the Euchitians, the Enthusiasts, the Marcionites, etc.
- G. FICKER, Die Phundagiagiten. Ein Beitrag zur Ketzergeschichte des byzantinischen Mittelalters...,
pp. 172-175; J. GOUILLARD, Lhérésie dans 'Empire byzantin jusquau XIIs..., p. 308.

6 P. MAGDALINO. The Empire of Manuel I Komnenos 1143-1180, Cambridge 1993, p. 367.

¥ C. GALLAGHER, Church Law and Church Order in Rome and Byzantium. A Comparative
Study, “Byzantine and Ottoman monographs” 8, 2002, p. 176.
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cy only with the traditional anti-Judaic emphasis and with the second significant
anti-heretical line in PsZ , that related to the Catholic Latins.

« Starting from the earliest copies of the Slavic PsZ and up to its Moldavian
copies, the manuscripts invariably contain the following passage, which is pub-
lished here in its main text according to BAR 636 and with separate variants from
some of the comparative sources (NBKM 1117, 42r-43r; CIAI 1160, 87r-88r; L,
155r-162r; GIM Hlud. 76, 47r-48r).

BAR 636, chapter 68, 101r-103r: Tlorkpdem ke 0 ZAKA erip;r\ H ARKARRA.
HIKE BEZKRACHOE APTRARRIIE (CIAI 1160 H cASIKRLIE) Mp’l‘Ko cHp'R 1aKomKE (I);)X\SH (the
same in L and GIM Hlud. 76) H HNH NPWYTH TAKWETH HXAKE HEHCTHHA mp'wma H
EECKp’hKNAd B OWE ReTHNo (in L and GIM Hlud. 76 M’Rucmunuo) B’h\UEpA?KENIE H
EKE ucnoxfk,a,o\(m Hw Mp'I‘KA B'hprA?KdrY. cha Bila. BeKKOE REZKRACHOE, H REZWANOE
Mp'wrﬂo £. IAKOXKE WHH 'mswp/,\ H HNO KE EAAAOCAOKIE, (CIAI 1160 B/\AAOCAOBA)
znfkmues EKE TAATH xo\m/,\qu KO CTRIH Axh ® x("fj,_a' H® cila ucxo,a,n H pAsoA'ano
o AXA raAye nponoﬂ'kapz H HHAA Muwm BI‘OMQ"hZCI{A IAKOIKE HMA. HIKE NE
B'hCXW'F'KLIJA nompwrn CA CTMOY ChEWPOY, H oyvzmw cmmx'h \ULI"h (end in L)%,
HXHKE NocAKAH ChEPA Bk Kwncrmwvmn r'pl\,a,'k cTaa H deROCAABNAA H (1n the margm
of BAR 636 rIpAB'hNAA) wwpa u,pu,A Ch cnomm cH I'IpdEOCAABNIsIH upz MM)(AHMU H
Ch TRMH REAHKKIMH wu,u o WEPAZOY REAHKKIA W npmﬂhm crm;wprh Bk CEAECKAIN,
NAKK CWTRWQLIE H CWCTARAKIUE, NPAROCAARHAA EROR OVTROKAHWA H NERAAWA.
OrHARIIE H NPWKAAEWE BheA céemxﬁpmuhm ;pf’l‘HKhl H NWeThl W H ﬁcnoﬂrliMNTe
MKl 3KE nocnfﬁcmxo\[mme np'kAamo\( C'l‘)(h wu,rh H o\fvsmo\[ 0. MC"OK'kAO\“E CTRA H
KHEOHAYAANRA, H eAnuoc,v\mNm.\ mplw\ pagnocm\gno wuc\ H CHA W c'vr'o ,A,xa
wu,A Beznavm\na H CHA C'hEEZNAVAANA H ,A,xa o pABnocquNA Wit Nspwmmna H
CHA PWIRENNA, 0 CTTo ,A,XA ucxo,a,/aqmro ® wu,A H NA ik np'kl;hmamum E,A,MNA cHAQ.
H EAHNO CRYETANTE, H E,A,uno NOKAWNENTE. CTHIR 'rpu,m H TAKO FAATH HAMK. 1Ko ®
\UL'I'_A. HEXOAALIA AXA €TI0, W HA ek nprksummqm a exe cnu,s NEM:Y\AQ'BC'FBO\{{Y\M.IH (1P
um\m MO CROEMOY COVEMRPTWHOMOY PAZOVMOY PAALIA. TAKWEKIH, ANAGEMA, ANAGEMA,
anaoema (in L added at the end Hzke HEMOBHHOYET A HAMHCANBIKL NH NOCcASWIAETH
MR AANHHW AL cH HANHCANNKIA & cTRIA aflA'k. H BFOHOCHAIN H npnosnm WLk, HR HHAKO
HAYKHE XOAHTH H JKHTH KPoME cH NANHCANNKIN npABM anaoema .. (which in BAR 636
refers to the next chapter, 69, containing rules for monks).

In the description of CIAI 1160, this textual insertion formally falls within
the group of compiled texts under the heading w cwighkn nean, which comprises
a great variety of excerpts, including epitimian rules*, but in L, it is not separated

8 Here, the text is intentionally cut short and continued with epitimian rules: “Ggen Ha AoEn
HEXOAAH HAH Tickl Xpana...”. After the body of monastic rules, the text continues on f. 161v.
¥ Apxuecku HOMOKAHOH, . 13.
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in an independent microunit. The rules interrupt the unified textual structure of
the blocks of what we may call “non-epitimian” texts. The situation in L warrants
the assumption that the doctrinal regulations made up an integral whole and were
segmented later on. Coming in support of this assumption is the fact that the frag-
ment is not separated under a special heading. It is framed within readings about
the fasts in the Orthodox Church. It ends with a triple anathema and denounces
the “hateful faith of the Fruzi, Frzi”. We think this is a key term and will discuss it
first of all.

Mpxsu (or in later copies, Ppash, dpoysn) is used in one more place in all the
sources, in connection with the four main fasts — Lent, the Nativity fast, the Apos-
tolic fast and the Holy Theotokos fast; the word is positioned in proximity to the
above text, and again, without a special heading. Formally, in its position and theme,
this fragment falls under the above rubric: Gero go papu APBZNRELIE HANHcaXW. A
ME RHHR wku,m ngmwsp'km WE, KO XOTATH NOCTHTH CA. H CROHMH HAYHHAN'MH
CROR MOCThI H 8cTaRKI HAVHE TEOPHTH Komopmumo raKd epﬂ'lu,u mgep/.\ HE APRAAYE
npEAANTA CTRIA Al W CTIH_ETOHOCHR! H1yh. mm EMAQ AOCTOHT'L MOCTHTHA, Tofa
HE MOCTAT CA. H zr',A,A AENO 1 HE MOCTHTH CA. TOMA NOCTAT cA. ® NPAROCAARHAA H
HCTHHHBIA Bt ,A,AAE wcmo;mpr H CKBp"thY\A BEQR CEOR PAZEOAIENR AQBARUE. H
CTARA TPLK WLLA H THA H CTTO AXA, HEYHCTO B umcnpammo ucnoxfk,a,smuu KO PpRsH
H ApMENH npom\m'm H HNH NPOVH TAKORIH, mxe NE npummwn eA Kb HCTHHHOMS
npm;oc/mxno HIKE 0 REAHKAAO NOCTA NPTRERA HEAA MACA mAmpe H el Al|.IE KTo xoqu
HY € NPOKAAULA CTIH ChEOPH H BARVHILA, ngknoinwif 0 BFOHocHK] Gijs Hawh (in L
H XBH noppaxarean). The same text is written respectively in CIAI 1160, 86r; L,
163r-v; GIM Hlud. 76, 46r-46v.

In the early canonical definitions of the first ecumenical councils, the terms
dpoyru, dovrui, dourn, douzn referred to kol Moviaviotag tovg EviavOo
Aeyouévouvg Ppoyag, ie., a sect from Phrygia, a region in Asia Minor, united
around its leader Montanus and his followers, who preached the dissolution of
marriage, rejection of the Eucharist, the practice of Satanist sacrifices, belief in the
consoler, the Paraclete, whose name was adopted by their leader, etc. This heresy
was condemned at the Second Ecumenical Council in the Council’s seventh rule,
and at the local council of Laodicea, circa 343, in its eighth rule*. Epiphanius of
Cyprus (+403), in his Panarion (374-377), excerpts of which were included in
the St. Sabbas Zakonopravilo, refers to the heretics mentioned in the Second
Ecumenical Council as Montanists: ¢guru ®© MoNAANA coyTh, GPHIH MON'AANHTAI,

* Ipasunama na Ce. IIpasocnasta yovpkea, pp. 418-419; Ilpasunama na Ce. Ilpasocnasna
YBPKEA C MBKYBAHUAMA UM, TIO] peaKLIMATa U TPEBOJA Ha cBellleHNK i-p CT. LIaHKOB, TpOTOfIAAKOH
V. CTE®AHOB, I1. I1AHEB, Codust 1913, pp. 789-790.
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karagpuracre’’. But in the same Slavic canonic source, the whole chapter 51 is de-
voted to w gpannzkxk H w npovuyx aaTunkym (in the text, also Gpanzn uxe rep"mann
NapHUAeTh ce). Among the numerous accusations leveled at the Latins, they were
said to consume meat in the first week of Lent: nu ZhNAKTK ¥To ecTh chipHaa NEAE;
they fasted diversely during Lent, the length of the fast varying from 6 to 8 to 10
weeks among different Catholics. We see that the same accusations could be aimed
at different heretics: (1) In the eighth rule of the Second Ecumenical Council, the
Eunomians, Sabellians and ggpoyrui® were called “sryadnitsi’, because they ate meat
on Wednesday (cpsapna), and fasted on Saturday; (2) According to Demetrios of
Cyzikos, Jacobites, Hadzizarians and Melchites g CTRIH BEAHKKIH N6 Bk c8EOTS
M BB HEAIO MAIKO M CHPh H IAHILA FAETH. WIPKCHBKH CAOYIKE. E'h EHHO ROARI HE
B'hangatoTh>’; (3) On the other hand, fasting on Saturday, holding religious services
with unleavened bread [ompsicHoiu], and the most serious of all - the doctrine
that the Holy Ghost proceeds “and from the Son’, i.e., the Filioque, were manda-
tory arguments in Byzantine anti-Latin controversy, and respectively, in its Slavic
reception. In view of the contents of the text from the Slavic PsZ, in which the
term appears, we have reasons to believe that Mp&snu refers to the Latins; thus, we
may relate the text itself to the anti-Latin theme, which could not have been placed
within the canonic definitions of the Second Ecumenical Council but could have
resulted from the nominational association between like-sounding names. In fact,
L provides support for this hypothesis in a marginal note on f. 78v, where we read:
maan HaguvaT ca gpxen. The use of the basic spelling in the manuscript warrants
defining the note as a gloss contemporaneous with the writing of the manuscript.
When the Empire of Charlemagne - the Imperium Francorum - was re-
cognized, the whole Western world was designated as the state of the Franks - in
Greek: @pdyxot. Starting from 1204, the Latins and Crusaders were designated by
that name. Nicon of the Black Mountain (1025-1100/1110) left an early testimony
to this in his Taktikon, as the author personally witnessed the conquest of Anti-
och by the knights of the First Crusade. In chapter 38 of his work, he mentions
10 €0vog TV @payy®v év taig Beiaig ypagaig Teppavol Aeyopevov®. According
to him, they are connected with the heresies of the Macedonians, the Nestorians,

1 Cited from the Bucharest Kormchaya from the same filiation, manuscript Ne 285 of the
Library of the Romanian Academy, f. 285v.

2 Ibidem, f. 61r.

3 Ibidem, f. 153v.

* W. J. AERTS, Nikon of the Black Mountain, witness to the first crusade. Some remarks on his
person, his use of language and his work, named Taktikon, [in:] Orientalia Lovaniensia analecta. East
and West in the Medieval Eastern Mediterranean, 1, eds. K. CIGGAR, M. METCALF, Leuven—Paris—
Dudley, MA, 2006, p. 424.
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and especially the Arians. The name pxzn appears in the Tarnovo inscription of
Tsar John Asen, from 1230, in the Church of the Holy 40 Martyrs, while gp&ri
appears in the Brief Vita of Hilarion of Moglena®. In the Vita of St. Petka of Tarno-
vo by Patriarch Euthymius, the forms ¢pxrul, dpren, dpmxucksln are present.
They are consistent with the described events from the time of Tsar John II Asen
(1218-1241) and designate the Latins (Franks), the residents of the Latin Empire
in the Balkans that was established after the Fourth Crusade and which existed
from 1204 to 1262, The number of examples could be enlarged considerably, but it
is already clear that the designation was typical for literature in the Second Bulgar-
ian Empire and the Slavic South.

In the discussed insertion from PsZ, also denounced are the Latins use of
unleavened bread in the Eucharist (Azymes) and, especially, the Filioque. The text
refers in this connection to the Council of Constantinople, 843, where the vener-
ation of icons was definitively restored by the dowager empress Theodora (842-
867), regent of her son Michael, and with the support of the logothete Theoktistos
and other members of the regent council®. On March 11, 843, on the first Sun-
day of Lent, veneration of icons was publicly proclaimed, and the decisions of the
Seventh Ecumenical Council (Second Nicean), 786-787, were revived. Its natural
continuation was the council of 843, which set a very topical for its time definition
of Orthodox doctrine, and hence became foundational for the anti-heretic theme,
inasmuch as heresy is defined solely in terms of what it is contrary to, i.e., a heretic
is anyone who is not Orthodox”. Thus, the seemingly incompatible headings of
texts in early Bulgarian collections have an inner consistency and united orienta-
tion. Evidently, the Slavic text leans on a concrete Greek, probably compiled, pro-
totype, upon which influences have accreted from Byzantine anti-Latin polemical
works and ideas. The intense anti-Latin propaganda became a distinctive feature of
Byzantine society in the 12" century. All scholars studying this period agree in the
assessment that under the Komnenos dynasty, there was an unprecedented wave
of Greek attacks against the errors of the Latins, which grew into a “religious hyste-
ria and popular antipathy”*. The period from the 11" to the early 13™ century pro-

* B. H. 311ATAPCKY, Mcmopus Ha 6wneapckama 0vpicasa npes3 Cpednume sexose, T. 3. Bmopo
6wvnzapcko yapcmeo. boneapus npu Aceresyu (1187-1280), Codus 1994, pp. 593-594.

% K. KvEB, Beenercku cwvbopu, [in:] Kupuno-Memoouescka enyuxnonedus, 1. 1, Copus 1985,
p. 467; VIB. BOXWIOB, A. TOTOMAHOBA, V1. Buapcku, Bopunos Cunodux. Mzdarue u npesod, Codus
2010, pp. 10-14; VIB. BUIAPCKY, [1aneonozo8usm cunoOux 6 cnassamcku npesod, Cocdust 2013, pp. 7-11.

57 ]. GOUILLARD, Le Synodikon de 'Orthodoxie. Edition et commentaire, “Traveaux et mémoires”
2, 1967, p. 182.

* P. MAGDALINO, The Empire of Manuel I Komnenos, p. 368; M. GALLAGHER, Church Law and
Church Order in Rome and Byzantium, p. 173; T. KOLBABA, Byzantine Perceptions of Latin Religious
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duced especially topical in Byzantine literature lists of errors of the Latins, and this
became a widespread literary genre that influenced Slavic manuscripts (the Berlin
collection, for instance, contains references to the so-called 30 errors of the Lat-
ins: a HA AATHNR HCKAAAMRAETK .4. BhiNk Zawixk)™. In Balkan Slavic societies of the
13" century, the anti-Latin theme was officialized in, and through, the Zakono-
pravilo of St. Sabbas of Serbia. Hence, this anti-heretical line was also typical for
the time of the emergence and copying of Bulgarian canon collections, and natu-
rally flowed into the later Moldavian ones.

The presence of a divergent anti-heretical line in an epitimian/nomocanonical
text within the structure of the Moldavian collection BAR 636 and its twin, BAR
685, also supports the basic thematic line of fighting all deviations from the pure
Orthodox faith. Scholars have pointed out that the above-mentioned Greek pro-
totype called Nomocanon of Cotelerius, whose indirect heir in the Slavic tradition
is called Pseudozonar, Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon®, is not the direct source of
the Slavic translation but certainly belongs typologically to the same manuscript
tradition in the Byzantine canon literature of the 12""~14" century. Consequent-
ly, the anti-heretical line has been adopted namely from the Byzantine prototypes.
The close location and themes of all the discussed anti-heretical texts in PsZ suggest
that this is a common unified anti-heretical cycle, which was segmented in various
ways in the various copies. The nature of the texts resembles a secondary compila-
tion drawn from different sources and created in Byzantium, and not some mono-
lithic and homogenous corpus. Undoubtedly, however, taken together, the texts
place an ideological emphasis on the relation Armenians-dualists-Latins. Although
the Slavic anti-heretical cycle has a still unidentified Greek prototype, it is from the
latter that the compilers borrowed the prevailing, traditional Byzantine viewpoint
on Orthodoxy as the true faith of the Church, inherited from the Apostles and the
Holy Fathers. That is why the Slavic collections under study point out repeatedly
that all legal regulations are a sacred Patristic heritage. We can thus explain why
the texts were given headings taken from the ecumenical councils, i.e., from that
same Patristic heritage, that did not correspond to contemporaneous reality. On
the other hand, the large presence of the topic of fasting clearly points to a monas-
tic environment of dissemination, and most probably creation, of the Slavic trans-
lation. Consequently, the structural units described under the designations Gro

»Errors”: Themes and Changes from 850 to 1350, [in:] The Crusades from the Perspective of Byzantium
and the Muslim World, eds. A. Laiou, R. MOTTAHEDEH, Dumbarton Oaks-Washington 2001,
pp. 117-143.

% X. MUKJIAC, JI. TACEBA, M. VIOBUEBA, Bepaumcku c60pHux, p. 68.

€ M. IIMBPAHCKA-KOCTOBA, Iokaiinama kHuxHuna Ha Benexapckomo cpedHosexkosue.. .,
pp. 259-410.
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H EWCEAEHCKATO ChEOPA, W chiphk HEan and O ngagnak ckkopa AnTHoguckare, and
probably some individual anathemas, had formed a thematic unity in the Greek
prototype itself. That prototype had influenced the Slavic tradition, providing it
with so popular a collection of rules and anti-heretical texts, that it is justly called
the “epitimian nomocanon of Slavia Orthodoxa” There is good reason to test the
hypothesis that the source of the Slavic translation was not simply a nomocanon,
but an integral Greek ecclesiastic law collection with an invariable anti-heretical
core. This core ceased to be of current importance only in late South Slavic copies
and printed breviaries (trebniki) of the 16" century. It is remarkable, however, that
in the Wallachian and Moldavian lands, the anti-heretical theme from the same
Slavic ecclesiastic law collection was not only preserved in the 15%-16™ century,
but was enriched with new texts. By way of summing up, let us recall once again
the basic textual units aimed at heretics from the content of the nomocanon in
BAR 636, some of which were given new designations not present in the early
South Slavic copies from the 14™ century.

o Chapter 43: GTro u Esceaenckare BToparo chBopa, which contains only one
rule, beginning with aie ko ® NWrANKY AZKIKK NPTHAE KPTHTH CA B NPAROCAIRHAA
gRpR (77V).

o Chapter 45, called in the contents: O naThixn WEakxh pazApkwenkl, contains
the first text published here, including the fragment on Quadragesima Sunday:
o chIp'RH NEAA NPARHAO.

« Chapter 67: 0 nocTEIIHX A Bs CREWTHI.

« Chapter 68: O pazapkwenk n cpk u namw, which includes the second text
published here. It is worth pointing out that the manuscript BAR 636 provides
explicit information on the use of the term ¢pxzn outside the PsZ nomocanon and
the added and extremely varied anti-Latin cycle.

« Chapter 70 is entitled ® ngagnas csEwga anTioxinckaro, and contains only
one rule: anathema against an Orthodox priest who associates with Jews.

o Chapter 71 is entitled O rap&ipnxs ¢ eperHkwams and again contains only
one rule — against the Bogomils.

The Moldavian manuscript BAR 636 proves that the numbering of chapters,
and their designations, were directly dependent on the typological characteris-
tics and thematic orientation of the translated ecclesiastic law collection. The an-
ti-heretical theme is one of its essential features. In 16"-century Moldavia, this
theme had a current political basis not only in the historical circumstances of the
years immediately preceding the creation of BAR 636, but also in a general an-
ti-heretical line that periodically flared up with renewed force in the Principali-
ty of Moldavia. Thus for instance, in August 1551, the Moldavian ruler Stephan
Rares (1551-1552), together with the Orthodox clergy, undertook persecution of
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Armenians, Catholics, Protestants and Jews in order to strengthen the Orthodox
faith that had been betrayed by his brother Iliag Rares, who earlier that year, in
Istanbul, had committed the most terrible crime in rejecting Orthodoxy and con-
verting to Islam®. Consequently, the appearance of the ecclesiastic law prototype,
conventionally called PsZ, beyond the Danube, and specifically in Moldavian col-
lections like BAR 636, had the same motivation that had brought about the Slavic
translation itself: to defend Orthodoxy, at a hard time for its existence, by means
of penitence, and the search for salvation through righteous Christian living. The
prototype collection that was brought over from the Bulgarian lands, with its rich
store of anti-heretical fragments, served as a basis for the compiling of a true Or-
thodox encyclopaedia against heresies, for which a Bulgarian 14" century source
had served as a matrix, and in which those systemic and unified linguistic traits
that testify to the Bulgarian character of the translation were preserved. In this
way, a literary heritage, reproduced in the Principality of Moldavia, transported to
the 16" century the anti-heretical traditions of Byzantium, of the Slavic South, and
of the Second Bulgarian Empire.

' Caldgtori straini despre Tirile Romdne - Supliment I, foreign travelers about the Romanian
principalities $t. ANDREEsCU and others, Bucuresti 2011, p. 46; ST. ANDREESCU, Presiune otomand
si reactie ortodoxd in Moldova urmagilor lui Petru vodd Rares, “Studii si materiale de istorie medie”
XXVII, 2009, pp. 25-60.
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Part Three

The Manuscript Part Devoted to Doctrine
and Controversy

@%hough not the largest in size within the manuscript, the part dealing
with doctrine and controversy is extremely important with regard to the collection’s
purpose. We have already mentioned this part in our general presentation of the
manuscript. Here we will only note some basic features and then go on to the sep-
arate texts that are of interest for our study. The part in question consists of a few
separate works. Two of them are published here, in chapters of this section, together
with detailed commentaries, and we will not linger on them in this brief preface.
The first work in question is the Encyclical Letter of the Three Patriarchs of Alexan-
dria, Antioch and Jerusalem, occasioned by the activity of the ecumenical patriarch
Mitrophanes in three metropolitan bishoprics in Anatolia. The second is the Ser-
mon on the German Temptation, an anti-Latin work that appears in the collection
in two different versions: Gaogo W HEMEULCKW NYRAKIYIENH. KAKO NAOYUH MKINHEKIH
nemps and GAORo WA NAWIEro T NEYIECKATO HISMENA. K HZACAARS KNAS.

It should be noted that the works in the part devoted to controversy have al-
ready been in the focus of interest and study by other scholars. Useful Tale about
the Latins was published several years ago, in a critical edition, by Angel Nikolov’,
who has since continued his research on the topic in a new book and other stud-
ies®. That is why we will not linger here on this text, but will only refer the reader
to that author’s published studies, which largely cover the topic for the time being.

' A. Huxonos, ITosecm nonesna 3a namunume. Ilamemnuk Ha cpeOHOBEKOBHAMA CNABAHCKA
nonemuxa cpeusy kamonuyusma, Codus 2011.

2 IpEM, Mexcoy Pum u Koncmanmuronon. VI3 anmuxamonuueckama numepamypa 6 bonzapus
u cnasauckus npasocnaser ceésim (XI-XVII a.), Codust 2016.
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The collection contains some additional interesting anti-heretical works, but
they have been sufficiently studied and we will not discuss them separately here.
As pointed out, they are part of a large anti-Latin cycle situated at ff. 232r-272r. It
includes “On the Franks and the other Latins”, which is an excerpt from chapter 51
of the Zakonopravilo of St. Sabbas, excerpts from the work of Nicon of the Black
Mountain, the work of Patriarch Callistus on the Orthodox faith, etc. This cycle
is followed on ff. 272r-303r by various polemical anti-heretical texts presented
as fragments of the writings of Fathers of the Church, such as St. Athanasius of
Alexandria, St. Anastasius of Antioch, St. Cyril of Alexandria, St. Basil the Great,
St. John Chrysostom, St. John Damascene, St. Gregory of Nyssa, St. Anastasius of
Sinai. These are not doctrinal works specifically aimed against a concrete heresy,
but concern various Trinitarian, Christological, and related, heresies, such as icon-
oclasm, from the earliest times of the Christian Church and later.

The importance of this part of the collection lies in its function as a weapon
in the fight against deviations. While the ecclesiastic law part of the book provides
a tool in this fight, the controversial and doctrinal part provides a doctrinal foun-
dation. The ample variety of the texts seems to indicate the collection was meant
for long future use in defense of the Orthodox faith. Of course, due to the relatively
early date of its creation, its could not contain anti-Protestant controversy, as the
Reform was yet to come, but by some of the texts, especially those related to icono-
clasm, it remained of topical importance for decades. The presence of topics relat-
ed to Trinitarian and Christological controversy from the time of the ecumenical
councils, which later acquired a new signficance, may be accounted for by the po-
litical situation in the Principality of Moldavia. They were placed in the collection
in keeping with the tradition, but also as a foundation for later theological debate.
They provide a good basis for concrete studies, which are included as chapters in
this section of the present book.



Chapter I

Encyclical Letter of the Three Patriarchs regarding
the Consequences of the Florentine Union

e

Cyhe historical context of developments in Southeastern Europe, and
more generally in the Levant, in which the document under discussion is in-
scribed, was determined by several important events. These can be defined as both
political and ecclesiastic-religious. The Encyclical Letter of the Three Patriarchs
of Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem dates from April 1443 and is closely con-
nected with some of the consequences of the Union concluded at the Council of
Ferrara-Florence, 1437-1439. The Union had a wide resonance in the Orthodox
world, where it was not accepted unequivocally. Rome was evidently asserting its
position, although carefully and with the greatest restraint, so as not to offend its
Eastern Orthodox partners. The Christian world seemed to feel a need for unity.
The division was hateful in the eyes of God and undesired by the faithful as well.
But it had taken place in the context of established and continuously growing dif-
ferences. Thus, the reasons for desiring unity and rejecting it were equally varied.
Sometimes the motives were purely religious, at other times, and often, they were
purely political, but in most cases, they were a mix of the two. It was perfectly
clear for Constantinople that it could not resist the advance of the Ottomans with-
out Western financial and military support. This support — often contemplated
in the form of a Crusade - was linked to Church unity as Rome understood it.
In fact, this was one of the motives for the Union. This was also a reason why
some Orthodox countries that were not under direct threat of Muslim conquest
rejected it from the start. A good example of such a country was the Grand Duchy
of Moscow. While some members of the pro-Union movement had a sincere the-
ological conviction that the achievement of unity was good for the Church and
worth striving for, the main driving force of the movement was the secular power
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of Constantinople. Certainly looming large here is the great and tragic figure of
Emperor John VIII Palaiologos. The main resistance against the Union came from
within the Byzantine Empire, or what remained of it'. The force of this resistance
testifies to the severity of the division within the Christian world and the strength
of the established Orthodox identity. All this led to the conquest of Constantinople
by the Ottoman Turks on 29 May 1453. That date marked the end of the Empire
that had existed for a thousand years. The event transformed the whole situation in
the Eastern Mediterranean area and would influence the development of Europe
for centuries to come.

As mentioned, far from all Orthodox churches accepted the Decree of Union (the
so-called‘Opog), published in Florence in early July 1439. The three Eastern patriar-
chates — Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem - were not among those who initially
rejected it. They were represented at the Council by special plenipotentiaries who
signed the decree. The Encyclical Letter we are discussing here expressed opposition
to the consequences of the decisions of the Council and to the patriarch of Con-
stantinople Mitrophanes II (1440-1443), a former metropolitan bishop of Cyzikos,
whom John Palaiologos raised to the patriarchal throne because of Mitrophanes’
support for the Union. The newly elected patriarch tried to impose the Union with
Rome by appointing supporters of the conciliar decisions as heads of bishoprics, do-
ing so in ways deemed un-canonic, whereby he eventually incurred the disaffection
of the Greek clergy and the people®. The Encyclical Letter contains information about
the described events and makes a clear assessment of the people involved in them.

This document had great importance, because the three Oriental patriarchs
gathered in Jerusalem to make their decisions. Some of the copies of the letter
characterize it as a 6pog/definition, others, as a suvodikr| Sty vworg kai arogaocis/
conciliar decision and judgement of the patriarchal council of Jerusalem of 1443.
Its authenticity has been questioned by some scholars, and accepted by others
based on argumentation on which the Slavic translation of the letter has an indi-
rect bearing; hence, this argumentation will be taken into account in the analysis®.

! Resistance against the Union and the stages of Union are excellently traced in a special study
by Marie-Héléne Blanchet. M.-H. BLANCHET, L'Eglise byzantine a la suite de I'Union de Florence
(1439-1445). De la contestation a la scission, “Byzantinische Forschungen” 29, 2007, pp. 79-123.

* Even at the signing of the Union, and of course after it, the representatives of the Eastern
Church were far from unanimous, not even those who signed the document - see M.-H. BLANCHET,
Les division de I'Eglise byzantine aprés le Concile de Florence (1439) daprés un passage des
“Antirrhétiques” de Jean Eugénikos, [in:] Byzance et ses périphéries: Hommage a Alain Ducellier
(mondes grec, balkanique et musulman), Paris 2004, p. 19-25.

3 J. GILL, The condemnation of the Council of Florence by the three oriental patriarchs in 1443,
[in:] Personalities of the Council of Florence and Other Essays, Oxford 1964, pp. 213-221;
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What does the text tell us? Here is a summary of its content: the Eminent
Metropolitan Bishop of Caesarea of Cappadocia and Exarch of the Oriental coun-
tries, Arsenius, visits the holy places in Jerusalem and the Holy Tomb of the Lord.
There he meets with the three patriarchs, Philotheus of Alexandria, Dorotheus of
Antioch, and Joachim of Jerusalem, and informs them of the “temptation” in Con-
stantinople after the Council of Florence headed by Pope Eugenius and attended
by John Palaiologos. He is referring to the three basic violations: the Filioque, the
use of azyme, i.e., unleavened bread, and veneration of the Pope. There follows an
expressive account of the outrages perpetrated by Patriarch Mitrophanes, who had
seized the throne in a scurrilous manner with the aid of the Roman Pope and the
“Latin-minded” Greek emperor. Special attention is paid to the fact that Patriarch
Mitrophanes appointed four non-Orthodox supporters of the Union to the chairs
of Amasia, New Caesarea, Tyana, and Mokissos. Metropolitan Bishop Arsenius
turns to the three oriental patriarchs with the request that they convene a council
and issue a conciliar letter declaring the uncanonical Uniate prelates illegitimate,
and delegate to him the powers of exarch of all Anatolia, so that he may restore
Orthodoxy and piety. At the end, it is said the synodial letter was signed personally
by the three Oriental patriarchs in the month of April 6951 (i.e., 1443), sixth indic-
tion. The original text of the letter in Greek was published by Leo Alatius in 1648*,
and underwent many more editions, of which the most notable are those by Georg
Hofmann and by loannis and Alkividadis I. Sakkelion®. Based on G. Hofmann’s
edition, Alexander Zanemonets made a full translation from Greek into modern
Russian®.

M.-E. BLANCHET, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de lunion de Florence par les patriarches
orientaux en 1443. Réexamen du dossier documentaire, [in:] Le patriarcat cecuménique de Constantinople
et Byzance hors frontiéres (1204-1586). Actes de la table ronde organisée dans le cadre du 22° Congrés
international des études byzantines, Sofia 22-27.08.2011, “Dossiers Byzantins” 15, 2014, Paris, pp. 309-
326; A. 3AHEMOHEL, K 8onpocy 06 ucmopuunocmu u 3uadenuu Vepycanumckozo cobopa 1443 .,
“Byzantinoslavica” 67, 2009, pp. 331-336; A. 3AHEMOHEL, B uem 3nauenue Mepycanumckozo cobopa
1443 2.2, “BusanTumiicknit BpeMeHHUK 68, 2009, pp. 165-169. One of the most recent studies is
M. IImbPAHCKA-KOCTOBA, Criasstckomo docue Ha edur 0okymenm cpeusy Pepapo-Pnopenmumnckama
yHus: OKPpoHHOMO nocnanue Ha usmodrume nampuapcu om 1443 2., “Slavia” 2019 (in print), where
the linguistic data on the Slavic translation are analyzed based on the publications of M.-H. Blanchet.

* L. Arrarti, De Ecclesiae Occidentalis atque Orientalis perpetua concensione. Libri tres, cap. IV,
Cologne 1648, pp. 939-942.

* L KATA. I. ZAKKEAIONOE, KatdAoyog Tav yeipoypdowv 1ii¢ EOvikfic BifAio0nxns 17 EAA&Soc,
ABfjvau 1892, pp. 24-28 [= ZakkeAiwv, KatdAoyog]; G. HOFMANN (ed.), Concilium Florentinuum.
Documenta et scriptores, “Orientalium documenta minora’, ser. A, vol. 3.3, Roma 1953, #45, pp. 68—
72 [= HOFMANN, #45].

¢ A. 3AHEMOHEL, K 8onpocy 06 ucmopuurocmu u 3nauveruu Vepycanumckoeo cobopa 1443 e.,
pp- 334-336; IDEM, B uem 3nauenue Vepycanumckozo cobopa 1443 2.2, pp. 167-169.
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Thus, the Greek original of the text has been published (although based only
on certain copies, while M.-H. Blanchet is preparing its critical edition) and has
not gone unnoticed by researchers. Its Slavic translation, by contrast, has attracted
the attention - especially recently — almost solely of the two authors of the present
study’. This article is a continuation of our research and aims mainly to present
the basic characteristics of the text (the Greek original and the Slavic translation),
to discuss the problem of its authenticity, to offer a brief historical and theological
commentary, to present the persons mentioned in the text, and above all, to place
the source in the context of the manuscript collection BAR 636. One of our chief
tasks is, based on this edition and the Greek text, to analyze the specificities of the
translation of the Letter and to comment on the time and place of its appearance.
The latter question, together with the surmise as to who might have been the Let-
ter’s translator, was in the focus of attention of Alexander Ivanovich Yatsimirsky,
its first researcher.

The authenticity of the Greek original of the text has been seriously ques-
tioned; meriting the greatest attention is the particular study by Joseph Gill, who
completely rejects its authenticity and even declares the letter to be a fabrication
made in the 17" century by Georgios Koressios of Chios in order to support the
anti-Union cause, and first published in the edition of Leo Allatius®. The main
weakness of J. Gill's argument, and decisive for its assessment, is that the author
has not worked with the manuscript tradition and is not even familiar with the
edition of A. Sakkelion, which might solve many of the issues Gill raises. We will
not discuss his thesis here, but only point it out to complement the information, as
it has been definitively refuted in a very well-argued way in a special article by Ma-
rie-Héléne Blanchet®. Of course, the thesis that the text was written in the 17" cen-
tury is completely unfounded, inasmuch as we have copies from the 15" century
and copies of its Slavic translation from the 16™ century. Gill's other arguments
have also been refuted by Blanchet: the erroneous presentation of the hierarchy of
patriarchal chairs, Jerusalem being incorrectly placed before Antioch, the numer-

7 VIB. Buapcku, M. IIMbPAHCKA-KOCTOBA, Cnasaucku pokonuc BAR Ms. sl. 636, XVI 6., om
Bubnuomexama na PymoHckama akademus 6 Bykypewy, “Apxuorpadcku npunosu” 37,2015, pp. 107-
155; I. BILIARSKY, M. TSIBRANSKA, Contra varietatem pugna latissima. Un recueil juridique moldave et
son convoi (BAR Ms. sl. 636, XV siécle), “Analele Putnei” XII.2, 2016, pp. 105-146; M. ITMIBPAHCKA-
KocTtoBa, Crassanckomo docue Ha edun Ookymenm cpeusy Pepapo-Pnopenmurnckama yHus...,
in the press.

8 J. GILL, The condemnation of the Council of Florence by the three Oriental patriarchs in
1443, p. 220. See also Georg Hofmann’s mention of the doubtful nature of the council of the three
patriarchs: HOFMANN, #45, 68.

® M.-H. BLANCHET, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de l'union de Florence, pp. 311-312.
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ation of the Council as eighth (ecumenical), the reference to the use of unleavened
bread for the sacrament of the Eucharist, and the introduction of the Filioque in
the Symbol of Faith, the disrespectful attitude towards the ecumenical patriarch
and especially towards the basileus John VIII Palaiologos'’. We will not devote
much space to these issues here but would refer the reader to the above-mentioned
article, which largely exhausts them.

As we pointed out, one of the basic weaknesses of the argumentation against
the authenticity of the council and the decision made by the three patriarchs in
1443 is based on ignorance of the manuscript tradition and even of the editions.
That is why we should focus on the differences between the two published texts, in
order to compare them with the Slavic translation.

o The first difference is in the titles given in the two publications. In the manu-
script from the National Library of Athens, it is: Zvvodikn Stayvwotg kai 4mo@aotg
TOV aylwtdtwv kai 0pBodofwv Tiig dvatolikis ExkAnoiog tpidv matplapxdv,
Dobéov AdeEavdpeiag, AwpobBéov Avtioxeiag kai Twakeip Tepooohbpwy mepi te
TG év DAwpevtia yevouévng 0ydong cuvodov kal T@V HTIO TOV AATVOPPOVWV
xepotovnOévtwv'. The title in G. Hofmann’s publication is: ‘Opog t@v ayiwv
natplapx@v év tf Zvpiq, DhoBéov Alefavdpeiag, Twakeip Tepocoldpwy kai
AwpoBéov Avtioxeiag, kata TG év PAwpevTia ovvodov ... fjtol Tig 6ydong Kai
papdg'. M.-H. Blanchet has discussed in detail the difference between the titles,
which leads to different perceptions and assessments of the text, and we can hardly
add anything to what she has said”’. The important thing is that her discussion
refutes one of J. Gill's objections with regard to the authenticity of the document,
i.e., the uncanonic order of the patriarchal thrones in Hofmann’s edition, where
Jerusalem is wrongly placed before Antioch. The problem of the more pretentious
name of the act of 1443 is also resolved (“definition”, “Opog”), which claims to set
the decision of the three Oriental prelates on a level of equality with the decisions
of the council of Florence. We should mention here that the texts of the two edi-
tions describe the act in the same way, as a “synodial opinion” (cuvSikiv yvapnv)*.

« The second difference lies in the use of modified words and names with
a markedly pejorative character. As for the use of diminutives aiming to denigrate
the institution, the two editions are quite similar. There are terms like pntpomoAidia
and émokomidia (“little metropolitans” and “little bishops”) applied to the prelates

O Ibidem, pp. 312-316.

11 AKKEAIQN, KatdAoyog, 24.

2°G. HOFMANN, #45, 69.

* M.-H. BLANCHET, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de lunion de Florence, pp. 316-317.
* ZAKKEAIQN, KatdAoyog, 26; HOFMANN, #45, 71, ..
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uncanonically appointed by Mitrophanes II'*. In contrast, we do not find the ag-
gressively pejorative turn of the names or designation of the patriarchal institution
in the edition of the Athens copy. In Hofmann’s edition, the name of Patriarch Mi-
trophanes II is twice changed into “Mitrophon”, which would signify “matricide’,
while in the Athens copy, his name is unchanged'. Marie-Hélene Blanchet notes
a change of the name of Pope Eugenius (from Evgenios to Agenios), which Hof-
mann has not included in his edition'”. The last change is that from “patriarch” to
“fatriarch” (meaning “head of clan”)'$, which certainly is not a positive designation
for the prelate of Constantinople. Thus, we see the diminutives appear in both cop-
ies, but in some cases the proper form of the names or of the patriarchal institution
are preserved in the Athens copy, which makes it less aggressive. This provides
arguments that an additional change and interpolation was made in the text.

o The last and probably most important difference between the two pub-
lished texts is in the interpretation of the decisions of the Council of Ferrara—
Florence regarding the addition of the Filioque in the Symbol of Faith and regard-
ing the use of leavened bread. No doubt, the meaning of the decision has been
changed here; we would refer the reader to the commentary in Marie-Héléne
Blanchet’s article'.

We should add the many noticeable spelling and grammatical errors in the
copy chosen by Georg Hofmann as a basis for his edition. All this allows us to con-
clude that changes were made in the text in order to enhance its anti — Latin nature
and to uphold a certain ideological, and probably political, standpoint.

A comparison between the Greek original and the Slavic translation of the
text would be most relevant for our discussion. Before going on to this, however,
we should specify that we can only compare the two published versions of the
Greek original. A full and precise comparison could be made after Marie-Héléne
Blanchet’s promised and expected critical edition of the text comes out. Here we
will follow up some important points mentioned above, but only in the context of
the publications of the Greek text. Before offering our observations on the matter,
we will review past research on the manuscript tradition of the Slavic text.

'* TAKKEAION, KatdAoyog, 26; HOFMANN, #45, 70,, .

¢ YAKKEAION, Katddoyog, 25, 26; HOFMANN, #45, 69,, 70, , . It should be pointed out,
however, that in the parallel text of the Letter, taken from the Ecclesiastical History by the Metropolitan
Meletius of Athens, published in the 18" century, the name of the pro-Union patriarch is given as
“Mitrophanes”, which indicates a similar copy was used to the one published by G. Hofmann.

7 M.-H. BLANCHET, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de 'union de Florence, p. 318 and
note 43.

' YAKKEAIQN, KatdAoyog, 26; HOFMANN, #45, 70, .

¥ M.-H. BLANCHET, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de lunion de Florence, pp. 313-315.
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The Slavic translation cannot resolve a number of debated issues regarding
the Greek tradition of the text, but may indirectly contribute to the discussions
and illustrate the course of its reception in the non-Greek Orthodox world. Sev-
eral points in the Slavic tradition of the translation may be taken into account in
order to resolve both the specific linguistic-textological issues and the nature of
the Greek source of the Slavic translation. The translation has several sources. In
discussing the importance of the translation, we should start with Joseph Gill’s
accusation that the Encyclical Letter is a 17"-century fabrication®. This view has
been seriously challenged already, and the existence of the Slavic translation, with
copies from as early as the 16™ century, definitely refutes it.

In 1904, the well-known Slavicist Alexander Ivanovich Yatsimirsky published
a book on Gregory Tsamblak. There, in connection with the hypothesis that Tsam-
blak and Gavriil Uric, the well-known monk and writer from the Neamt monas-
tery, are one and the same person, and in clarifying the literary legacy of the latter,
Yatsimirsky commented on the Encyclical Letter and published several fragments
of its Slavic translation®'. Here we will leave the name of Gregory Tsamblak aside,
inasmuch as his modern biographies assert he died around 1419-1420, i.e., after he
headed the delegation of representatives of Lithuania, Great Novgorod, and Mol-
davia at the Council of Constance®. As we know, this council, held as early as the
beginning of the 15" century under the already looming threat of the Ottomans,
attempted to settle the differences between the Eastern and Western Churches?. Yat-
simirsky’s opinion that Tsamblak lived as a monk in Neamt until his death at the age
of 86, around 1450, is based on mistaken data from Moldavian chronicles, which
confuse the names of two different historical figures, both bearing the name Grego-

2 J. GILL, The condemnation of the Council of Florence by the three oriental patriarchs in 1443,
[in]: Personalities of the Council of Florence and other Essays, Oxford 1964, pp. 213-221.

2 AL WL Slummupckun, Ipueoputi Lambnax, pp. 244-245, 274-278.

2 M. CHACOBA, VMsmounuyu 3a peuma na Ipuzoputi Llambnax nped uvpkosHus cvbop
6 Koncmany, [in:] A. MUITEHOBA (pern.), Cpebopruam eex: Hosu omxpumus. CoopHux 00Knaou
om mexcoyHapoonama kongdepenyus, 10-11 maii, 2015 ., Borrapcka akagemus Ha Haykute, Codus
2015, pp. 91-112.

» We should note that, due to unclear points in the biography of Tsamblak, there is debate
as to whether he was present at the Council of Ferrara-Florence. A. Yatsimirsky gave a negative
answer to this question (A. V. Aummupckunt, Ipueopuii Lambnak, pp. 260-262). In the Russian
written tradition, where a whole “Florentine cycle” of texts related to this council appeared and was
disseminated in a certain type of collection, there is added to the collections the Conciliar Letter of
the Lithuanian bishops regarding the ordainment of Gregory Tsamblak as Metropolitan bishop
of Kiev in 6924, 1415 (O. JI. HOBUKOBA, Popmuposarue u pyKonucHas mpaounus ,, prropeHmuHcKozo
yukna” 80 mopoti nonosurvl XV-nepsoii nonosurvt XVII 6s., “Ouepku peopanbroit Poccun” 14.44,
2010), that is to say, documents from different synods were unified.
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ry. At an earlier time, Tsamblak had certainly lived for a while in Moldavia and in the
Neamt monastery. While the year and place of death of Gregory Tsamblak have not
been definitively established, we accept the prevalent opinion, which excludes his
being the translator of the Encyclical Letter of the three Oriental patriarchs.

This is not equally true for the other figure involved in the translation, Gavriil
Uric*. The outstanding calligrapher and translator made an important contribution
to the development of Orthodox written culture in Moldavia, to the transmission of
the Tarnovo traditions to the Moldavian land, to the reproduction of the works of Pa-
triarch Euthymius and Gregory Tsamblak. He was a prominent copyist of works in
the vita and panegyric genres, collections, Triodia, and homilies. Those of his manu-
scripts that are of undisputed date were written between 1413 and 1451%. Hence,
with regard to the tradition of Slavic translations of the Letter, we cannot exclude
Yatsimirsky’s information, based on a copyist’s note in a later collection from 1629.
This note reproduces information drawn from the copy of the text under discus-
sion in a lost manuscript by Gavriil Uric from the second half of the 15" century.
The text of the note published by Yatsimirsky is the following: & AT zifha ragginas
MoHAXk ® WRrAE cTe NAYPLTA Bk CHXh MEAOTOVHKIKK KNHPaxh’. Based on these data,
Yatsimirsky concluded that when the Encyclical Letter appeared, “the humble cop-
yist hastened to translate this letter into the Slavic language™. He considers the

* K. VIBAHOBA, Hesabenasan gpazmenm om Cnoeomo 3a 6Cu4KU C6emMUU HA NAMPUAPX
Dunomeii, asmoepad na Iuspuun Ypuk, “Palacobulgarica” 40.3, 2016, pp. 7-28; II. BOJUEBA,
Tpaouyuume na TepHosckama KHuxoeHa wikona u denomo Ha laspuun Ypux, [in:] Teproscka
KHuM08HA wikona, T. 2, Codusa 1980, pp. 177-182; I. Muxawmna, Pykonucu laspuuna Ypuka
u ux numepamypHoe 3nauenue, [in:] TopHoscka kHuxoeHa wikona, t. 2, Codusa 1980, pp. 81-88;
A. JI. TIACKANb, Mmoeu u 3adaqu usyuenus pyxonuceil Iaspuuna Ypuxa kak paHHvix UCMOYHUKOS
no ucmopuu cnagsHo-mondasckoti kuuxcnocmu XV 6., [in:] Hccnedosanus no ucmounuxosedeHuo
CCCP dookmsbpockoeo nepuoda, Mocksa 1989, pp. 4-32; A. [I. ITACKAJIb, Hogvte 0anHble 0 KHUdICHOTI
dessmenvrocmu luspuuna Ypuxa Hameykazo, [in:] TopHoscka KHUMO8HA wikond, T. 5, Codust 1994,
pp. 409-413; IDEM, Hogbvte 0anHble 0 pykonucHoi Hacaaouu laspuuna Ypuka 6 cnassamHo-monoasckoi
KHUMCHOCMUY neepoii nonosunvl XV eexa. Mamepuanvt mexOyHaApOOHOTi HAYUHO-NPAKIMUYECKOTE
KoHpeperyuu Poccutickoii eocydapcmeennoil 6ubnuomexu, 12-13.10.2016, “PymMAHLIeBCKIE YTEHNA
4. 2, Mocksa 2016, pp. 31-36.

% A. 1. TIACKAJIb, Hosble danmvie 0 KHUNCHOL 0essmenvHoCmu laspuuna Ypuxa Hameykazo,
p. 411; A. 1. ITACKAJIb, Hosvie OatHole 0 pykonucHoil Hacnaouu laepuuna Ypuka, pp. 31-36.

% A, WM. SAummumpcknii, Tpueopuii Ilamébnax, p. 245. The year should be calculated as
1443 = 6951 - 5508, assuming that in this edition, the first numeral letter is actually 2 (6). Hence,
in view of the dating of the Encyclical Letter to April, the coefficient for calculating the Byzantine
numbering of years results in 5508. In the note, however, the month is not specifically given, as we
see. An interesting contextual use is that of the verb naupnma>naugsrarn “write, copy”; Yatsimirsky,
again based on the dating, presumes this means “translate”.

7 AW Slummupckun, Ipueoputi Lambnax, p. 274.
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expression ® wkrae to be typical for Gavriil/Tsamblak. We find data about the late
manuscript of 1629, containing this information, in a brief bibliography presented
in another book by Yatsimirsky, where the work is described as a miscellany of ser-
mons and vitae, found in northern Bessarabia and kept in the Dragomirna monas-
tery before passing into the collection of Theophile Gepetsky?. A. Pascal points out
that this is one of the later copies of an unextant translation by Uric, which included
one more letter, the Letter of Matthias I Patriarch of Constantinople to the ruler of
Moldova Alexandru the Good, from 21 July 1401, which contains information about
the activity of Gregory Tsamblak in Moldavia®. Later on, in another, more recent,
publication by the same author, the 16" century Euchologe, in which this other letter
was included, is not mentioned among the dated and undated manuscripts of Uric™®.

Thus, the indicated information is the only one placed after a copy of the En-
cyclical Letter, and thereby connecting the name of Gavriil to his translation. How-
ever, we see it does not present sufficient proof he was the author of the translation.
Yet this hypothesis cannot be entirely rejected either. By contrast, the environment
in which the Encyclical Letter was disseminated, and in which its translation was
probably made, can be identified with far greater certainty. That is because two
other copies document its text reliably enough, although they are not provided
with the same kind of copyist’s note. After Yatsimirsky’s comments®, today we
know considerably more about the two manuscripts. They have been the object
of scholarly attention in their entirety or in separate parts for various research
purposes®. They are the two manuscript twins, BAR 636 and BAR 685 from the
Library of the Rumanian Academy. As we have already stated, the twin manu-
scripts are a Moldavian phenomenon: miscellanies with a markedly anti-hereti-
cal orientation meant to defend Orthodoxy and thereby serve the needs of the
principality in a specific political situation®. The large-scale fight against religious

2 A VL SIUMMUPCKNI, M3 cnassiHckux pykonuceit. Texcmot u 3amemixu, Mocksa 1898, pp. 69-70.
The current location of this manuscript remains unknown for us, as well as its destiny.

» A. JI. TIACKAJb, Mmoeu u 3adauu usyueHus pyxonuceti Iaepuuna Ypuxa Kax paHHvix
UCMOYHUKOB N0 UCMOPUU cnassino-monoasckoil knuxcnocmu XV eexa, pp. 5, 10.

* IpEM, Hosvie danmvie o pykoncunoii Hacnsouu Iaspuuna Ypuxa 6 c1assHo-monoasckoil
KHuxicHocmu nespoil nonosutvl XV eexa, pp. 31-36.

AL WL Slummupckun, Ipueoputi Lambnax, p. 275.

2 W. bunapcky, M. LImsPAHCKA-KOCTOBA, Crassmcku pwkonuc BAR Ms. sl. 636, XVI 6., om
Bubnuomexama na Pymorckama axademus 8 Byxypeus, pp. 107-155; 1. BILIARSKY, M. TSIBRANSKA,
Contra varietatem pugna latissima. Un recueil juridique moldave et son convoi (BAR Ms. sl. 636, XVI*
siécle), pp. 105-146.

* B.Joup1iou, La réaction orthodoxe face aux étrangers dans les principautés roumaines au XVI
siécle, [in:] Migrations et diasporas méditerranéennes X°*~XVI* siécles, eds. M. BALARD et A. DUCELLIER,
Paris 2002, pp. 248-249; M. CRACIUN, Tolerance and Persecution. Political Authority and Religious
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deviations demanded the compiling of texts against the traditional Trinitarian and
Christological heresies, as well as anti-Iconoclast, anti-Catholic, anti-Armenian
and anti-Jewish texts. The anti-Latin part of controversy works is the most im-
portant and forms a unified set, in which the Encyclical Letter is placed as being
the most topical and closest to the time of the creation of the manuscripts. Hence,
it serves as a reference point for the possible lower date limit of the compiling of
these collections. The Encyclical Letter was disseminated together with emblem-
atic anti-Catholic texts: A Useful Tale about the Latins; the well-known chapter
51 of the Zakonopravilo of St. Sabbas W& @pansk . # W npwun AaTHHA; an excerpt
from the text by Nikon of the Black Mountain against the Latins; Sermon on the
German Deception, How Peter the Stammerer Taught them Heresy, the anti-Latin
GaoRo WA HAWIErO EWCTA MEYIEGCKAO HIOVMENA. Kk HZACAAROY KNASoy, etc. The
question regarding the Encyclical Letter is, when was it included in the collections:
at the time of the compilation of the prototype collection, or later, as a consistent
addition to the corpus of anti-Latin texts. This implies the question as to whether
these collections were compiled in the second half of the 15" century or the first
half of the 16™. We may assert that the oldest works included in them, such as the
A Useful Tale about the Latins and the Sermon on the German Deception, were bor-
rowed directly from the South Slav, Bulgarian prototype from the time of the Sec-
ond Bulgarian Empire. This coincides with the origin and particularities of other
parts of the two collections, especially the so-called Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon,
which occupies more than half the collection. The earliest known copies of this
nomocanon are Bulgarian, from the 14" century. In view of the fact that the third
source of the Slavic translation of the Letter is a collection different in type from
the two anti-heretical ones, it would be more logical to consider the hypothesis
that the copies in BAR 636 and BAR 685 were included as part of the initial
anti-Latin cycle at a later date, i.e., in the 16™ century. This would imply that the
Letter was situated in an environment consistent with its matter, among the anti-Latin
works, but was not translated specially for the purposes of the collections.

The edition, already presented in previous publications of ours, and offered
below in the present study, enables us to compare the Greek original with the
translation. We have already traced the differences in the titles across different edi-
tions of the original. M.-H. Blanchet points attention to the more precise text in-
cluded in the Manuscript Catalogue of the Athens National Library. The Slavic text

Difference in Late Medieval Moldavia, “Colloquia. Journal of Central European History” 10-11.1-2,
2003-2004, pp. 5-58.

3 M. LInBPAHCKA-KOCTOBA, ITokatinama kHuscHuHa Ha Benzapckomo cpedrosexosue IX-XVIII 6.
(e3uxo60-mexcmonoeuunu u kKynmyponoeuunu acnekmu), Cousi 2011, pp. 259-410.
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has no title and begins with an appeal to the reader: Aa BKeTe Rhell NPaROCAARHKI
XPTiANH - cit nacTéRIee nucAnTe Eke gpume. This beginning has a corresponding text
in the Greek edition: Tivdokete andvteg oi dpBodo&ot xptotiavoi... G. Hofmann
has published it in the critical tools attached to the basic text, because he repro-
duces it based on the marginal notes in the manuscript he has used, the Vaticanus
Ottobonianus gr. 418 from the 15" century. The fact there is no title points to
several interesting features. The terms in the Greek title have no direct match in
the Slavic text, but at its end, the expression ¢sR'ETB (BBOgbNB, CUVOSIKNV YVOUNY
performs a terminological function®. Thus, the text is given the status of a conciliar
decree. Another interesting feature preserved in the Slavic translation, is that the
patriarchal chairs are not named in the order of their canonic status and rank (Al-
exandria, Antioch, Jerusalem): Jerusalem is placed second after Alexandria®. This
feature is found not in the title, as in Hofmann’s Greek text, but inside the presenta-
tion where the names of the three patriarchs and their chairs are listed. This is the
order in which they are given in the Greek original as well. These facts justify the
assertion that the Slavic translation was based on an already edited Greek original
complemented with marginal notes.

Secondly, G. Hofmann, J. Gill and then M.-H. Blanchet have discussed certain
stylistic elements of the Greek text, which require deeper study in order to ascer-
tain whether they correspond to the style of the patriarchate office. It should be
noted immediately that, if not compared with the Greek text, similar words and
expressions in the Slavic copies would be considered copyist errors and misun-
derstandings, whereas they actually reproduce the Greek source quite accurately.
These words are:

« The use of the diminutive in a pejorative sense in the designation of ecclesiastic
ranks”. In this way, they stress the inauthenticity, the un-canonic status of the
four Uniate prelates appointed by Patriarch Mitrophanes. The Greek terms used
are untpomolidia and émokomidia, corresponding in Slavic to mugoneanpia and
efiknéaTa / eiknwanaia derived from the correct terms muTgonoanTs, enuckons. By
contrast, when the chair of Metropolitan Bishop Arsenius is designated, it is called
CTRHWITR MHTPONOALR KECAPTA KANAAOKIHCKKIA.

« Paronomasia in naming historical persons. The names are modified with
words of a similar root but bearing a polemical and denunciatory pathos. First is

* G. HOFMANN, #45, p. 72.

% J. GiLL, The condemnation of the Council of Florence, pp. 213-221; M.-H. BLANCHET,
Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de I'union de Florence, pp. 319-320.

7 G. HOFMANN, #45, p. 70; M.-H. BLANCHET, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet
de l'union de Florence, p. 317.
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the name of Patriarch Mitrophanes, who becomes mnjodéns, ciigk’ mamepooyinua
(from the Greek untpo@6vog). Similarly, attached to his name is the title mugodwnn
damgiapxs < @atplapxng. It means a leader of a clan (from the Greek gpatpia),
which deprives the ecclesiastic title of its ecclesiastic dignity and its reference to
a uniter of the community. Of the personal names and titles, only the name of Pope
Eugenius (1431-1447)*, in whose time the Council of Ferrara-Florence was held,
is not the target of punning, although in some Greeek copies of the Encyclical Let-
ter, this name too is distorted pejoratively.

o Ecclesiastic terminology, which may be subdivided into several sub-groups
of lexical data:

— First of all, there are epithets attached to the names of historical figures.
Of great interest for researchers has been the qualification attached to John VIII
Palaiologos, Aattvo@pdvog, aaTnnommpgkisin “Latinophrone; Latin supporter
adherent of the Latins” It is used tw1ce, once with reference to the emperor — 1ige
MPTRUKCKRI 1WAHNW NaAewAord AaTHNMRPRNKI, and again with reference to the un-
cannomcally appomted four Uniate metropohtan blshops - Mupocbwnm (I)A'l‘pldp)('h
BEZAKWNNAA pmmnonommm NOREAR AATHHOMRPKNKIA, WR i NAYE H Kk WEAACTH
EhCE B'RCTOouNKIA cfankl. The text often uses words derlved from the second root
of this comp031te nOUN EhMAAPLHHK — CROA EQECH CRMRPBNHKKI; CRMRAPORATH
- AA'FHNCKAA NN MfY\phC'I‘BO\[AlpIH H 'l‘BWpALpIH HENPAROMA APhCTRORATH — [ Ad
WKeNE mnpagommphcmgo\(/.xlplu ® EheA WEAACTH cRoX. There is a sustained tenden-
cy for the word @povéw ‘think, judge, meditate, take side, reason’ to be translated
with mmpgkcTRORATH, MAAgoRATH, Which is the meaning both words have in classi-
cal Old Bulgarian monuments®. As early as Methodius’s 9"-century translation of
the first Slavic Nomocanon, the contextual use of the verb mxppncTrRORATH is relat-
ed to the anti-heretical conciliar texts — for instance, Canon 1 and 4 of the Council
of Ephesus, concerning the Nestorian heresy*. The lexemes from the same root
are used as a universal device to emphasize the affiliation of various heretical doc-
trines precisely to the Latin heresy.

- Secondly, the Slavic text is precise with regard to titles found in the Greek
source. Notable in this semantic area are the titles attributed to Metropolitan Bish-
op Arsenius, an enigmatic figure, insomuch as he is documented nowhere but
in our text. He is titled as Metropolitan of Caesarea of Cappadocia, and also as
ngngongkeToaens (TpwtoBpovog) and egapxs (¥Eapyoc) of all eastern countries

* M.-H. BLANCHET, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de lunion de Florence, p. 318.

¥ Cmapobweneapcku peurux, T. 1. A-H, Codus 1999, pp. 890-891.

0. VaSica, K. HADERKA, Nomokanon, [in:] Magnae Moraviae Fontes Historici, T. 4. Textus
Turidici Suplementa, Brno 1971, pp. 324-325.
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(Bscen BieTounkn crpank) or of all Anatolia (Bscen anarwain); there is no synon-
ymy in Hofmann’s edition, where only “exarch of Anatolia” is given.

— Thirdly, the fact that the text is a translation is evidenced by the foreign
terms it contains. We will discuss only two of them. In order of appearance, these
are: Za ChEPANNRA KOYCTOVATR Es QAWPHNTIN, HKe Bk HTAATH CKEQHHATO CThBWA.
The first lexeme, koyemoana< kovotwdia<custodia, does not appear in Hofmann’s
edition, but is found in the alternative - and according to Blanchet, more pre-
cise — copy found in Sakkelion, from the late 15"~ early 16" century. As for its
meaning, the lexeme probably emphasizes the same meaning of “sentry, guard”
that it has in Byzantine and Bulgarian literature of the earliest period*, and refers
here to the guarded, enclosed character of the Council of Florence. The second
lexeme is used twice and is drawn from the following passages: &Thia KE Khia
LPKRE KWCTANTINA Fa NOREAK Ad Nd ErORS Taxa WRAL NSABKRYTH NoKAZa; W ENKNH
N0 B'heRAOY H B R'EKe EYIE KE H HIOVMENH RhKoymR AXWEHHKW maga (in Greek,
the adverb taxa means “quickly, at present, actually”; in the Russian translation by
A. Zanemonets it is ,,no cymu dena’, ,pasno”). In translating it, Zanemonets has
indicated the colloquial character of the expression*.

- With regard to the dogmatic content and the general linguistic form of the
Letter, it may be said that the Slavic version gives it the appearance of a truly official
synodial document. The translation has hardly raised doubts as to authenticity, of
the kind that the Greek original has provoked amidst contemporary scholars, be-
cause its finer points may escape the attention of a Slavic-language reader, leaving
in mind only the general discourse of the letter, which lends it the prestige of its
high purpose - the unification of Orthodoxy. Moreover, its authenticity is indicat-
ed by the personal signatures placed at the end of the text, as the document states.
The traits of stylistic prestige are found not only in the basic terms relateed to the
administrative organization of the Church, but also in the terms and combina-
tions of terms that had a long tradition in Slavic anti-Catholic and anti-heretical
writings, beginning with the very first translated works on these matters. Such
terms are, for instance, egeTHKs, ongrkenkKs, nana; typical pejorative epithets ap-
plied to the Uniates and the Uniate chairs are ckgphNbHs, HEYHCTH, HHOCAARKHN'S,
3A0CAARLHs, HeRRpsHs. By contrast, the Orthodox Church of Constantinople is
called msnorongkeaarnna, an epithet that displays a pleonastic accumulation in
the first two elements of the composite word mmsnorn u ngk. It may be noted this
epithet is not present in the texts published by Hofmann and A. Sakkelion, and
probably reveals the attitude of the Slavic translator. The anonymous translator

1 Cmapobwneapcku peunux, 1. 1. A-H, Codust 1999, p. 768.
2 A. 3AHEMOHEL, B uem 3nauenue Vepycanumckozo cobopa 1443 2.2, pp. 168-169.
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made some few, but interesting, insertions of an interpretative nature, which have
no basis in the two cited Greek editions. Thus, regarding the dogmatic accusations
against the Uniates, the term Symbol of the Faith (in Greek év 1@ TfiG ToTéwg
TupPolw) is replaced by the first words of the Greek designation ke ¢ BKgs& B
eanns 4. To this day, the first word “I believe” (Bepyio) is used instead of Sym-
bol of the Faith® This synonymous metonymic substitution does not change the
meaning in any way, but, on the contrary, makes it more comprehensible to the
Orthodox. In other cases in the Slavic text, the tranlator’s choice is reveled only by
one of the two comparative Greek editions. The clarification that John Palaiologos
is basileus of the Byzantines, and not only basileus, appears in the Sakkeloni edi-
tion (but not in Hofmann); it is translated in Slavic thus: i Wge rgmukckil 1WANNW
naaewaors, kai Baci\el T@v Popaiwv Twdvvy 1@ Makaoddyw®. We already men-
tioned the beginning under which the Encyclical Letter was disseminated in Slavic
copies. It is borrowed from a Greek interpolation, from which was also borrowed
the specification that the three patriarch met in Syria, érxw mgit namgiagxs"n’&gn
engin. This fact is mentioned only in the main text of the two Greek editions - Hof-
mann and Sakkeloni - but not in the heading of the document. With regard to
the other common linguistic features, the Slavic translation follows a particular
Greek text in detail. An example of this is the etymological figure in the expression
HEQRKOMOAOKENKI, PRKONOAOHKH, O AXELPOTOVNTOG KEXELPOTOVIKE™.

- Lastbut notleast, it is worth mentioning certain data of historical-factological
significance, regarding the authenticity of which, and their presence in other sourc-
es, future research has yet to comment. Along with the names of persons involved in
the Council of Ferrara-Florence, along with the names of the direct participants in
the creation of the Letter, the Slavic text presents the spelling of some less common
chairs: B AMACTAR [ER 1Ko, NORTR KecapT® ke TiaNa W mokveona. While the first chair
presents no spelling issues, the latter is translated as a noun in the accusative case
directly following the Greek source (Mwknooo6v, Mokissos, Mokis, in the Eparchy of
Caesaraea). In this context, it is not surprising that Constantinople is twice translat-
ed as Tsarigrad, a popular name for the city among Slavs.

Based on the listed linguistic-textological features, it may be assumed that
the source of the Slavic translation was a Greek copy intermediate between the
editions of Hofmann and Sakkeloni. That copy had already contained the inter-
polations pointed out in the Hofmann edition, and especially the variant readings
presented by the publisher in the critical apparatus to the marginal notes. As was
clarified, these secondary editor’s interventions in the initial Greek text occurred

* HOEMANN, #45, p. 70; ZAKKEAIQN, Katdoyog, p. 25.
“ HOFMANN, #45, p. 70.
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early on, since they already appear in the 15" century copy. However, the facts
clearly raise doubts about Yatsimirsky’s idea that the Encyclical Letter was translat-
ed precisely in 1443. We may assume that the year 1443, indicated in the copyist’s
note in the collection from 1629, was the result of contamination of different data
and was due to a calculation made to ascertain g ATw, ;fﬂ[\ at the end of the letter.
The dating is of essential importance in a synodial document. We must not forget
that the users of the BAR Ms. sl. 636 manuscript have done precisely that — date
it - in the marginal note of the copy.

There still remains to discuss whether the translator of the Encyclical Letter
may have been Gavriil Uric himself. This hypothesis should not be rejected lightly,
but is hard to prove. The translation may have been accredited to him, because
his name was linked to the other letter, mentioned above - the Letter of Patriarch
Matthias to the ruler of Moldavia Alexandru the Good - which was clearly meant
for the Orthodox secular and clerical circles in Moldavia. The part that translation
of documents or the compiling of controversy works* played in the activity of
Gavriil Uric is a topic yet to be studied and not researched until now. For now,
there seems to be no direct evidence linking his name to the compilation of any
collection that may have served as a prototype for the Moldavian anti-heretical
collections of the first half of the 15% century, a prototype testified to by the only
two extant 16™-century copies through which the Encyclical Letter is studied. The
inclusion in BAR 636 of a Moldavian chronicle, whose latest possible dating is
1512*, and which describes events that took place in the Moldavian principality
in the time of the ruler Bogdan III (1504-1517), and the enthronement of Sultan
Selim I (1512-1520), confirms once again the hypothesis that the chronicle was
more likely a contribution to the fierce defense of Orthodoxy undertaken by loyal
monastic circles during the first and second quarter of the 16™ century, a time of
increased social-political tension in the principality. Thus, the Slavic translation of
our text was attached to the already formed cycle of anti-Latin works. The place
of its appearance was certainly the Principality of Moldavia, but it is logical that it
would have been of much greater topical importance precisely in the second half
of the 15" century. It was hardly difficult for the copyists of the two Moldavian
collections to find protographs for it in the literary heritage of the Moldavian mon-
asteries, especially in Neamt.

* Another such collection of controversy is BAN, No. 13.3.20 in Saint-Petersburg, from the
first half of the 15" century, mentioned by A. Pascal (A. IIACKATb, Hogvle damHbie 0 pyKOncuHoil
nacasouu Iaspuuna Ypuka 6 cnassno-mondasckoi KHuxcHocmu nepoti nonosunvt XV eexa, p. 34).

¢ BAR 636, ff. 220r-225v in the manuscript; edition in I. BOGDAN, Cronice inedite atingintoare
la istoria rominilor, Bucuresti 1895, pp. 95-96.
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The Encyclical Letter is important for the literary history of Southeast Europe
not only as a testimony to a dramatic period preceding the fall of the Byzantine
Empire. On the one hand, despite suspicions as to authenticity, relevant more for
the Greek original of the text than for the Slavic translation, the Letter is exempla-
ry for ecclesiastic documentary, epistolary and administrative literature, and it is
interesting to study it in the context of the specific style of this type of writing as
regards the translation of Greek prototypes into Slavic. On the other hand, it indi-
rectly testifies to the Ferrara-Florentine Union, an important event for the whole
Slavic Orthodox community, but which has understandably been left outside the
main focus of the writers who continued to work in Balkan lands already subjected
to the Sultan. In this context, some of the works did not reach the Slavic Balkans,
but found fertile soil for dissemination in Moldavia. The Slavic translation has
a very important unifying feature. In the perspective of the cultural heritage, it
should be stressed that the two copies of the Letter appearing in Moldavian an-
ti-heretical collections reproduce the linguistic-orthographical traditions of the
Second Bulgarian Empire and its capital Tarnovo - the spelling that includes the
two “ier” (» and 1) signs and the two nasals. They were a prestigious norm for all
Cyrillic literature at that time in the Moldavian principality. The linguistic conti-
nuity is only the outward distinguishing trait of the continuity of ideas and of the
construction of community and cultural areas. That is how continuity was ensured
for the Slavo-Byzantine heritage, and how conditions were created for its transmis-
sion in a new epoch, which scholars continue to call, using N. Iorga’s apt metaphor,
“Byzantium after Byzantium”.

Before giving the Slavic text of the Encyclical Letter, we will offer a brief pro-
sopographic catalogue of the persons mentioned in it. This is important, at least be-
cause some of them are quite unknown from any other sources besides this text:

« Emperor John VIII Palaiologos (1392-1448, ruled 1425-1448)". He was the
next to last Byzantine basileus, the older son of Manuel II Palaiologos and Helena
Dragas. He became a sym-basileus in the early 15" century and autocrat in 1421.
He officially assumed power after the death of Manuel II. He sought to establish
closer relations with the West, supported the Union and personally took part in
the Council of Ferrara—Florence. His efforts to oppose the Ottoman conquest were
dashed with the fiasco of the Crusade campaign at the battle of Varna in 1444. It
is precisely his deeds, and their consequences, that the Encyclical Letter discusses.

¥ Prosopographisches Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit, #21481; J. GILL, John VIII Palaeologus.
A Character Study, [in]: Personalities of the Council of Florence and Other Essays, Oxford 1964, pp. 104-
124; The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. II, p. 1053; V. Bypuh, Cympax Buzanmuje: Bpeme
Josana VIII Ilaneonoea, 1392-1448, Beorpap 1984; Iv. DyurI¢, Le crépuscule de Byzance, Paris 1996.
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o The Ecumenical Patriarch Mitrophanes II (4 May 1440-1 August 1443)*.
As metropolitan of Cyzikos, he took part in, and supported, the Council of Fer-
rara-Florence. He was appointed ecumenical patriarch by Emperor John VIII
Palaiologos, replacing Patriarch Joseph II, who had died in Florence. His actions as
patriarch of Constantinople provoked discontent and caused the people to revolt.
He died on 1 August 1443 in Constantinople. It is precisely the uncanonical ap-
pointments to four Anatolian chairs made by Mitrophanes that the three Oriental
patriarchs oppose.

o Philotheus, Patriarch of Alexandria (1435-1459)%. He held the chair of Al-
exandria for a comparatively long time, but his name has gone down in history
chiefly in connection with the Council of Ferrara-Florence. He did not person-
ally attend the Council but was represented there, at first by Metropolitan Bishop
Mark of Ephesus, and then, because of the latter’s evidently hesitant position and
ultimate withdrawal from the Union, by Metropolitan Bishop Anthony of Hera-
clea and Protosyncelle Gregory. Thus, Patriarch Philotheus practically endorsed
the conciliar decree of Union. Additional testimonies to this are contained in the
letter of thanks in connection with the Union addressed to him by Emperor John
VIII Palaiologos as well as a letter from his representative, Protosyncelle Gregory.
Moreover, Philotheus personally sent a letter to Pope Eugenius IV on 1 September
1440, in which he expressed the Alexandrian Church’s agreement to the Council
and the Union™. The situation evidently changed afterwards.

o Dorotheus II, Patriarch of Antioch (1436-1454)". He held the chair of An-
tioch for nearly twenty years. Although he has come down in history chiefly as
an opponent of the Union, he was represented at the Council of Florence by Met-
ropolitan Bishop Isidorus of Kiev, and thus took part in affirming the Conciliar
definition. His stance in the Letter is different.

o Joachim, Patriarch of Jerusalem (1431-unknown)*. He and the preceding
two prelates were under the power of Islamic rulers, so to accept the Union may
have been very problematic for them. However, he was likewise represented at the
Council. The signature of his representative, Dositheus, Metropolitan Bishop of
Monembasia, is placed under the Conciliar decree. He too held his chair for a rela-
tively long time. We know that the patriarch of that chair in 1450 was Theophanes
I1, but we also know the chair was vacant for some time prior to that year.

8 Prosopographisches Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit, #18069.

¥ Ibidem, #29906.

% G. HOFMANN, #33, pp. 39-40; #34, pp. 40-45; #38, pp. 51-53. Regarding these events, see
M.-H. BLANCHET, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de l'union de Florence, pp. 319-320.

*! Prosopographisches Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit, #5939.

2 Ibidem, #8383.
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« Pope Eugenius IV (1431-1447)%. Born Gabriele Condulmaro in Venice in
the early 1340s, he became pope on 3 March 1431. His main effort aimed at unifica-
tion with the Eastern Churches, the Orthodox as well as the Armenian and Coptic.
Considerable success in this respect was achieved with the decree of union at the
Council of Ferrara-Florence. However, since the Union had only a political basis, it
subsequently failed due to internal resistance among the Byzantines and the fiasco
of the Crusade at the battle of Varna in 1444. He died in Rome on 23 February 1447.

o Arsenius, Metropolitan Bishop of Caesarea of Cappadocia and Exarch of
Anatolia®. He is not known to us from other sources. He evidently opposed the
Union. He went on a pilgrimage to the Holy Land and initiated the council of the
three Oriental patriarchs in Jerusalem. They authorized him to oppose the unca-
nonical appointments made by Patriarch Mitrophanes II and to represent Ortho-
doxy as Exarch of Anatolia. He is a main figure in the Letter.

 Pachomius, Metropolitan Bishop of Amasia (in the 1440s)**. As hieromonk,
he was chosen to take part in the Council of Florence in 1437 and signed its deci-
sions in 1439 as hegumen of the St. Paul Monastery. He succeeded Joasaph as bish-
op of Amasia in the early 1440s, soon after the enthronement of Mitrophanes II
as Patriarch of Constantinople. Two letters to him by Theodore Agalianos are
extant®®. He was evidently a supporter of the Union and one of the four prelates
whose uncanonical appointment to the Anatolian chairs provoked the interven-
tion of the Oriental patriarchs.

o N. Metropolitan of Neocaesarea. Nothing is known about him, not even
his name. He was prelate of Pontus Polemoniacus, appointed by Patriarch Mi-
trophanes II, and evidently a supporter of the Union with the Roman Church.

« N. Metropolitan of Tyana. An anonymous prelate of Cappadocia Secunda,
appointed by the Patriarch of Constantinople as a supporter of the Union.

 N. Metropolitan Bishop of Mokissa. An anonymous prelate of Cappadocia
Tertia. He was a supporter of the Union, enthroned by Patriarch Mitrophanes II.

3 . GILL, Eugenius IV, Westminster, Md., 1961; The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 11,
p. 744; M. DECALUWE, A Successful Defeat. Eugene IV's Struggle with the Council of Basel for the
Ultimate Authority in the Church, 1431-1449, Bruxelles 2009.

> Prosopographisches Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit, #1402, as well as all the cited literature
related to the Encyclical Letter of the Three Patriarchs.

> Ibidem, #22216 et #22221; K. HAJDU, Pachmios, Mitropolit von Amaseia als
Handschriftenschreiber: Seine Schrift und die Identitit von PLP 22216 und PLP 22221, “Byzantinische
Zeitschrif” 94, 2001, pp. 564-579; M.-H. BLANCHET, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet
de l'union de Florence, p. 322.

% S. PETRIDES, Documents sur la rupture de I'union de Florence, “Echo d'Orient” 14, 1911,
pp. 204-207.
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TEXT OF THE ENCYCLICAL LETTER ACCORDING TO BAR 636
WITH VARIANT READINGS FROM BAR 685

The two copies, BAR 636 and BAR 685, seem reliable with regard to the Slavic
translation of the letter from Greek. In manuscript BAR 636, the text is placed after
the text on f. 226r Mampidpen ® & ek B kWerdmia rpd, a list of the archbishops
of Constantinople and the ecumenical patriarchs from Mitrophanes (306-314) to
Philotheus Coccinos (1354-1355, 1364-1376)%. This text was published for the
first time in the cited publication. The end of the text is followed by a serles of an-
ti- Latm works, begmmng on f. 232r Morkemh nmzuaa w AA'I'HN\U Kow\,a axunuiA
® roKke. 0 ©® OTKD ©GKTa HPKRE. 0 Kako HZWEPKTAWA CEER EgecH £xke WNgRCNWUNA
cAOVKHTH. H X844 Ha €Tro gxa «—. Consequently, the Encyclical Letter is thematically
and logically connected to its “textual convoy”. In the twin manuscript, preserved
in the Yatsimirsky collection, and which we are using in its photocopy version
from the Library in Bucharest (BAR 685), the text is accompanied by a similar but
slightly different convoy. The approximately twenty sheets preceding it are filled
with historical works: lists of Jerusalem patriarchs, Moldavian chronicles, and on
f. 215, several interesting chronicle notes in Slavic (in Cyrillic letters) and in Polish
(in Latin letters), after which, on ff. 216r-220r, comes the text of the Encyclical Let-
ter, followed by the A Useful Tale about the Latins. This connects the Letter both to
the dogmatic and the historical part of the collection. The given variant readings in
BAR 685 are few and are presented in order to highlight some spelling differences,
since the text has some invariable traits.

/f. 2286/ Aa K'RC'I‘E B'hCH ﬂpABOCAAENhI xpmlanu- cie Nacmommss nucamz £Ke
zpwre np'knuca ca © uTHAre B cTo NHCANTA, ETKh w'ple ﬂd’l’pldp)(‘"h AN cupm-
H eAnnm COWKKI NMPHAOKENTA, HAN WATI® He HMA B'h ceBR. i p’klm Toneke npinAe
Hprkwtll_IENNhIH MHTYONOANT ZAE CTRHWTR mumponwmx\ Km\pm KAﬂAAOKIHCKhIA'
HIKE 1 ﬂp"hBonp'RC'l‘OMNh ChIH, zgapxm B'hCEH m;cmoqwku cmpawl;- B'hKO\('ﬂ'R OVEO
NOKAOHHTH cA gmcsqmuomo\[ FA nawero 1V xa PPOBOY* H HIKE B upnzwl; BHA’R'I‘H
cqumma mEemas B's NHX)KE rlp'RC/\ABNAA cmzpmmumh\ cA XKA cmmompema TAHNCTRA*
mmo\(n'k KE H psqm ch HAMH EKE O npAEomABm H EAroukcTH xpmmncmro REAHKATO
TAHNCTRA. 0 HZIRHTH HKE Bk LPHIPAAR CWEAJZHH Bhehl, 24 ChEQANHRA KOYCTOY ATR
Eh QAWPHNTIH, HiKe B HTAATH CKEJNHATO ChEWQA. H AATHNCKATO C'h EVIENTE Mand

7 V. bunapcky, M. IInsPAHCKA-KOCTOBA, Crasancku povkonuc BAR Ms. sl. 636, XVI 6., om
Bubnuomexama na Pymonckama axademus 6 bykypeus, pp. 115-117; 1. BILIARSKY, M. TSIBRANSKA-
Kostova, Contra varietatem pugna latissima. Un recueil juridique moldave et son convoi (BAR Ms.
sl. 636, XV siécle), pp. 112-114.

% 74 CREQANHOVA KOYCTOATR.
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>

npocn&mmmaro Az wﬁnééuo M npnnoméu'l's RE EXE Brlipu HALIER mﬁ'mwkm H
mnopoqhwk CRAOIKENTH, 1A7KE B K'RQBX\ B'h EAMNG Ede nonncagms H o\[g'kpnxms raKo
H® cNa ucxo,a,u BIE"KIN AX"'V H wnp'kcuo npocTHELIE HAMH PKp"k'I‘H cA. H oM HaTH ch
'pA,A,u nanm- ELIE 3KE W HHA EAHKA MZB'hN'h I'IpAKIMh REZAKWNIA CXH, cmnn,a,e H 0YKp'h,A,H'
H mmo HIKE KVZHKO\{ Mrnpoq)ouo cHpk Mamepoo\[smu,a pazsouuuthxu KWeTATIN
r'pa u,pKK'k ﬂp’l‘(\"h chxmw Ch NOCIRIENTE" sperrmm H pemm nans. u 1ige rpm%cxm
IWAHNW naaewaord AA'I‘HNM/Y\thhI' B’Rpﬂhl nprkw.x FONA, MRYA, ganprkqmz.x- um'kpuu
e 0 ZAOCAARNAI ﬂpHZhIBAA noqnw/.x- KO CROA EPECH cmmmpmunkm- H nznnxa naue
ch’ npucm/.\ N cmnpowmsmz H np'kp'kmmz npABocm\mo\( H Bm'othmlox o
) prAZA Mupono/m,a,m CKBp'hHNAA H NEYHCTAA EnKno,A,m- ne thc,w*" ) Bmmxnw.\
H c'm npvmm CThIA BE KhlA LLpKBE KWeTanTina [‘pA NOREAR AA NG ErORS rmxa WEAd
62 nonsmmmm nomza- KO HIKE PENHKIM Bmcecmenwkumm anononn kv Apcenie,
CTRAWTR  MHTPONOALR Kecagix mna,a,omucmm- npmgonpwunm Ke W EBAPKH
EhCEH ERCTOUNKH CTPANRe KO HE ThULR Kk HHHl LPKEA® MHPOGWH dampiagys,
BEZAKWHNAL JRKOMOAOMKENTA MOREAR AATHNOMAPKNKIH, WX CE NAYe H K WEAACTH
B'hCE B'RCTOUHKIA CPANKI® YETHPE HEQRKOMOAOKENKI, PRKOMOASKH® H MHOMOAHAIA, H
Eﬁl{n\(mn,a,'l'A * B'h AMACTAR HER 1Ko, HORTR mcap'l'm KE TTANA H MOKVCONA® AATHHCKAA
BheR W mmpkcmgo\(mpm H mﬂwp/.\ujm- HIKE NE TRULR W C:Y\AB CROE nplmwm.qjm
pac'w\'kms H NArSER, HR nomonnu,’k npoApmzAmn H CXRITH xm\ CTAAA BheR TaMo
xpmm- TaKO npfkmmpmqnn H pacm'kmmpm- H MNOFO"Q’RCAABNhIA LPKRE cmmazun
xowucmﬂo\(mme- mo CEro gaxH EANOUKCTHETH H B'RpN'RMllJIH H NPAROCAARTA cmswpuu H
peznnmmm CRH H3KE pmnuu MuponoAu 4N cuunwl;umm Kecagiz KAHA,A,omMcKMA NE
p‘"hﬂ/h ZgkmH u,pms/.\ XK’k nzzwkmmz H naroysm HHOCAARNKIN K™ nprmson H
szEcKoyAmon noMAR cmswpwk B'kzm'u CRER ® HA TpE HpABOCAAKNhIH nApmpxm i
B'h cvpm- (bunoom AAEZANp'hCKM‘O H IWaKVMA |spnncmro H Aop\wm Aumnwxmcmro-
A wmzm mnpaxommphcwo\f .mpm ® EheA wgm\cmu CROR* mxo npmxopw chlIH
H npamcnamuh- Ke H MBI NOReARRAE cmswpwk Ko\(nno B HMA E,A,uuocmpuhm
H KHEOHAYAANKIZR H NEQAZ'RAMMMM CThIX mpufv\- HIKE NE za ,A,osprl"k/lh pA,A,M H
EArOUKCTIA pr\KOHOI\OPKENhI mnmponwnuw Ke H EHKHH ne Bmcm,a,o\( H B'h B'CR: ups
XKe W nro\(menn ENTTIEY AXWBNHKM Tagas TAKOME Ke H clpennnmu H Amxwun H
BheRKOro u,pKwKnar'o npocts YnHA* R cKBp"hNhl CRIPTH H NEAWHNNhI' EpECH H FONENIA
ﬂpABOCAAKIA B'hCXhI'I'I/IBLUII/I Kp'RMA ThULA - rmcwum NEAWHN'R mmmscnama H specn
WEPAZS, Kk ENKNia” M mmjonwaia”e ra pekul ciHTeAn flud, 1A Ad s COROR naue
PACTAA "+ H XRO HCTHHAMG EA HAWIEMO NPAROCAARNOE CTAAO, NHKAKOKE CTPAXA K3KlA

” A
% rake wk ndENo.

m}'xfﬁpnx“mt CA.
61 0AZEOHNHYKI.
2 WRAACTH,

60
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npmm e B EAMOUKCTIA CTAMARWTH NAWe R npszpwrmz.x H BEC’I‘O\"NMH c,mpm
Kh EAI‘O‘II\C'I‘IO\[ ch'kmmo\[ cH noxmfk[m W Am BEZA’RANI;IH H mcquum;m gmmn
E'he'RKOMo ctpmno,a;kucmma H u,pmuxm\ Aonmmm ucw\samz EX\AE Bz\roqmcmloy wmpe
H B'WCEAENCKKI® TAKO IKE Cid npmuuu H NEHOKHH:Y\BLUE Ad eR EEZA'RANhI H NEC[IJENNM

Hp’kp'kKHAu]H Ke cA H CthpW'I‘HBA’RAll.IH cA pAZBOHNHHhCKhI BEZAKWN'k ,A,A ¢k H
npwm/.\'m H ®ARYENH® 1 C"IsﬂOCI'I'kI.I.IIsCKOAI.pIH H cmnomamx.\ujm E'h TAKWEKIH* M0AArAE
ke R'hc'kxo nponon’kuum EAPOUKCT10, HIKE Bumspmuaro R'heECTRHWIANG anonozmm
HaKE np’kqmua egapxc\ Bk CEH ANA'I'\W\IH ngonok ,A,A'l'u no Bc,m\,o\f Bz\rothmle- mcmm,a, pa
CA Kh HOTHNR AHLLA u,p'k HAR HApIAQXA HIKE Nmpmommpmcmxamma HARN A’kmmaro- HH
BOrdTa EAACTEAMNA, HAN npunowma CA UAKA® R APRZNORENTEML ERPBI H NPAROCAARTE
cm,a,prlﬁmm BE® c'rpéxA H EE? chMBRNTA® No zénox’kAu I:I'M'k'l‘ﬂ TOMB caéﬂo,a,m, ® Nhnk
EArouRCTiA paAu WEAHYHTH, zanpfkmumn H ncnpagnmn HaKe mnpas'k mmpmcmxo\(/,\qm
Bk BeRkW arkemk B He oKe AL|JE B'hZ(HO?KE nplwru- © camk na nplem“ WEAA

AANNhIA pAAH HA BAMTH H cmw\ c'l'r'o AXa* EXKe NOKAE CiE CREACTH, NEAAPONPIANE
Ke W npaxfk mrothmle- erome pA AA Bea Em"o\( NANHCA NA CRER" ChEWPHE NONHcaNk
NALIER PXKOM® MUA Angh , B AT, Stha . In the outer corner of the page in the
manuscript, bottom left, there is a calculation of the year, made at a later date:
6951 — 5508 = 1443. There are no such calculations in BAR 685.

3
AACTh CA.

103






Chapter II

Two Sermons against the “German Delusion”
in BAR Ms. Slav. 636

Jis known that the theological-dogmatic and confessional opposition
between Eastern and Western Christianity grew into intense religious antagonism,
which was not only reflected in medieval literature, but nourished the latter with
ideas, images, and specific literary genres. Due to the particularities of the cultur-
al-historical conditions in medieval Bulgaria, the extant written material related
to this topic in Bulgarian manuscript depositories is not comprehensive. Still, this
material is so important that it has impelled scholars to study the whole Slavic
manuscript heritage. In the last few years, these efforts have led to the appear-
ance of two indisputably valuable Bulgarian contributions, i.e., the books by Angel
Nikolov:

1. A Useful Tale about the Latins. A Monument of Medieval Slavic Controversy
against Catholicism (Sofia 2011) [“TloBect nonesHa 3a ymaruHuTe. IlaMeTHUK Ha
CpeJHOBEKOBHATA C/IaBSHCKA IojleMyKa cpenry katonunusma’ (Codums 2011)];

2. Between Rome and Constantinople. Anti-Catholic Literature in Bulgaria
and the Slavic Orthodox World (XI-XVII c.) (Sofia 2016) [“Mexny Pum n Kon-
CTAaHTMHONOJ. VI3 aHTMKaTONMYecKaTa MUTepaTypa B Bbiarapus u craBIHCKUA
npaBocnaBeH cBAT (XI-XVII B.)” (Codms 2016)].

The latter book is a successful attempt to collect in a single volume, and to
reassess, part of the most important Slavic translations of representative Byzantine
works against Catholicism, based on manuscript sources spanning from the 14" to
the 18" century. It is notable that, in both of his books, the author has used data
from BAR 636, inasmuch as both this manuscript and its twin, contain copies of an
emblematic work of Orthodox controversy against Catholicism: llog&eTh noaeznaa
W AATHNW Korad MARuHIA © rgikh. B ® CTRL §Kia UPKRE. 0 KaKo NZWEPKTWALIA
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ceBR EpECH E2kE WNPRCHWUNA cAoykHTH. H X8Ad Ha €Tro ixa «—. This is the so-called
A Useful Tale about the Latins (ff. 232r—f. 254v). It is part of a well-structured and
previously conceived cycle of anti-Latin works, which form the richest and largest
section of the controversy section in the work. Belonging to it are also & ¢panstk .
AW NPWUA AATHRA; HoKe Bs ETKs WITA HALIEFO HHKWHA; HHA NORR HHKAQWYA KAAHCTA,
3 Repk ¥k, ete. Included in this section are the two sermons we will focus on. The
subject of analysis are two texts that have the structural framework both of a nar-
rative discourse and precept, but are also written in a tone of refutation typical for
controversy in general. Both texts have been thoroughly analyzed in Andrey Pop-
ov’s work, which in many respects remains unsurpassed to date'. They are united
around the emblematic figure of Peter the Stammerer. They have been disseminat-
ed under the following titles:

1. GadBo W NRMEYKCKW NYRAKIIENH. KAKO HAOYYH MATNHEKIH NETQ, EQECH.

2. GAGRo WA NAWENG SeWcia MEYIECKATO HIOVMENA. Kh HZACAAROY KNASS.
0 AATHHW.

Before going on to the concrete analysis of the texts, we should note that in
most of the historical studies devoted to them, as well as in the cited books by
A. Nikolov, these works have been examined from a historical perspective, and
with respect to two levels of anti-Latin controversy: theology and propaganda’.
Adhering to the generally accepted term “anti-Latin controversy™, we will look
for a complementary, but important, dimension of the term, i.e., the semantics of
expression, images and metaphors, the words that serve as markers of the concept
of the other, the alien, the non-Orthodox. The abundant bibliography on Peter
the Stammerer, to whom whole Internet sites are devoted, includes some valuable
studies®. The latter examine medieval anti-Latin controversy through the linguis-
tic-cultural conceptualization of otherness, other religion, “people of a different
faith”, and discuss the specific methods for studying “primitive storylines in texts™.
Here we will add two more reference points for our analysis:

! A. TIonos, Mcmopuko-numepamypHoiii 0630p OpesHepyCcCKUX NOIEMUHECKUX COUUHEHUTI nPo-
mus namunsn (XI-XV 8.), Mocksa 1875.

2 A. Hukonos, Mex0dy Pum u Koncmanmunonon. VI3 anmuxamonuueckama aumepamypa
6 boneapus u cnassnckus npasocnaser ceésim (XI-XVII 6.), Codust 2016, p. 8.

* Henceforth the terms “anti-Latin” and “anti-Catholic” will be used synonymously.

* A.Kpusa, Ilemp Iyenusviii u Ilanecca. AHMunamuHcKas uepKo6HOCIABTHCKAS NONEMUHECKAST
numepamypa 6 Llenmpanvroii Espone, “Studia Slavica Hungarica” 53.2, 2008, pp. 397-405; O. B. 3y-
EBA, /IUH260KOMMYHUKAMUBHAS XAPAKMEPUCIUKA NOCTIe008amenell 1amuHcKoil 6eput 8 OpesHepycc-
Kot yeprosHoil nonemuxe, “Becuix BIIY” 4.2, 2014, pp. 26-30.

> A.Kpusa, ITemp Iyenusoiii u Ilanecca, p. 401; V. H. [JAHWIEBCKWIL, [Tosecmb 8pemeriHuix nem.
Tepmenesmuueckie 0CHOBbL UCMOUHUKOBEOEHUS IEMONUCHVIX mekcmos, Mocksa 2004, pp. 271-272.
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o The term “lexical marker” can be used as a specific kind of the more gen-
eral “linguistic marker” and of the general idea of marker as a sign by which an
object is designated and distinguished from another object®. Thus, even without
being used frequently, a lexeme may have a connotation within a specific con-
text and be marked through its connection with other words found in its textual
environment. The word thus creates a semantic recognition code. In the narrow
linguistic sense, the term “linguistic marker” is successfully applied as a feature of
structural-typological studies in the field of phonology, morphology, and lexicol-
ogy through a set of traits and by introducing oppositions between marked and
unmarked elements of a given set.

« The second aspect of our observations will be the common grammatical
and dictionary data, used to check whether it is possible to make a linguistic diag-
nosis of the chosen text in support of existing hypotheses as to where and when the
first translations from the “Slavic dossier of the Great Schism” were made’.

Here is a brief contemporary summary of the written history of the two texts.
The first sermon (henceforth SI) has been documented based on the earliest South
Slavic copies from the 14" century (in manuscript Ne 12 from the Holy Virgin Mon-
astery in Montenegro, of Bulgarian origin, and manuscript Ne 11 from the National
Library of Serbia in Belgrade, of Serbian origin)®. The most important conclusion,
from a source studies perspective, is that the sermon belongs to an initial corpus of
anti-Latin translated works, about which A. Nikolov says: “[...] it may be assumed
that it was precisely in the second half of the 11" century and the first decades of
the 12 that some of the earliest Slavic translations of a number of controversial
texts against the Latin heresy were prepared - a large scale activity that may be
linked to the actively functioning, at that time, western Bulgarian monastic literary
centers in Sredets and the vicinity, although we cannot exclude the possibility the
translations were made in Ochrid or even Mount Athos. In this way, the initial
nucleus of a corpus of Slavic anti-Catholic texts was formed, which was gradu-
ally added to™. We find grounds for this statement in the occurrence of similar
storyline elements in the narrative about Peter the Stammerer in ancient Russian
chronicles, chronographic works and historical compilations such as the Chrono-

¢ M. Vier, N. S. TRuBETZKOY et R. O. JAKOBSON, A lorigine de la notion de «marque» en
linguistique et de sa fortune depuis cinquante ans, “Revue des études slaves” 55.2, 1983, pp. 375-382;
www.persee.fr/doc/slave [retrieved 12.02.2017].

7 A. Huxonos, Mexoy Pum u Koncmanmumnonon, p. 21.

8 Ibidem, pp. 85-86; partial edition of the copy from the first manuscript, ibidem, p. 76; partial
edition according to the second manuscript in A. Kpusa, Ilemp Iyenueviii u Ilanecca, p. 400, available
at www.digital.nbs.bg.ac.yu.

° A. Huxonos, Mexdy Pum u Koncmanmumonorn, pp. 19-21.
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graph on the Great Presentation [Xponozpag no senuxomy usnoxeruro], compiled
not later than the 1090s', the Russian Prime Chronicle [[losecmv 8pemeHHbIX 1em]
(early 12™ century, henceforth PVL), Greek and Roman Chronograph of second re-
daction [Jlemonucey, enuncku u pumcku om smopa pedaxuus''], Complete Chrono-
graphic Paleia [ITennama xponoepagcxa Ianes']. In PVL the mythical Peter the
Stammerer, an apostate pope, is considered to be the founder of the Latin (“Ger-
man”) heresy, and is mentioned in the context of the events of the year 988 - the
baptism of Vladimir in the true Christian faith, and the need for the ruler to dif-
ferentiate himself from all heresy at the very start of his initiation". A. Nikolov
assumes that, through Byzantine clergymen, the story reached the Russian lands
as part of a South Slavic collection of controversy texts'*.

The second sermon (henceforth S2), as its title suggests, was created in a Rus-
sian environment. It has three known text redactions, the first and most archa-
ic of which is known from 14™ century copies (the Paissius Collection from the
Kirillo-Belozersky Monastery, late 14™-early 15" century)®. The latter, which is
present in the Moldavian manuscripts under study, was composed from various
sources, including S1. The very fact, however, that the title of the work connects
the founder of the Kiev-Pechora monastery Theodosius Pechersky (11074) to his
spiritual disciple the Kievan prince Izyaslav Yaroslavich (1054, with interruptions
until 1069), grandson of Prince Vladimir I, again situates the purpose of this an-
ti-Latin work of controversy within a specific historical context contemporaneous
with the Great Schism. The debates regarding its authenticity were resolved in fa-
vour of the authorship of Theodosius Pechersky'®. The storyline related to Peter the
Stammerer in this narrative is evidently a secondary insertion and was not written

12 O. B. TBOPOIOB, JpesHepycckue xporozpagot, Jlenunrpag, 1975.

1" Ibidem, pp. 111-159, about Peter the Stammerer, pp. 144-145 in particular.

12- 0. B. TBOPOTOB, /[pesHepycckue xporozpagut, p. 258; A. IIONOB, Mcmopuko-numepamypHuiii
0030p, p. 25.

3 [losecmv 8pemenHbix 7iem, TIOFTOTOBKA TEKCTa, IepeBox 1 KoMeHTapun O. B. TBOPOIOB,
[in:] Bubnuomexa numepamypot Ipesreii Pycu, nop pen. [I. C. JINXAYOBA 1 IP., T. 1 (XI-XII Beka),
Canxr-Iletep6ypr 1997; www.lib.pushkinskijdom.ru [retrieved 01.02.2018].

4" A. Huxonos, Mesx#dy Pum u Koncmanmunonon, p. 77.

5 A. TIonos, Mcmopuxo-numepamypHuiii 0630p, pp. 69-81.

16 U1 T1. EPEMUH, JTumepamyproe Hacnedue Peodocus ITeuepckozo, “Tpynpl OTHeNeHNA [peB-
HepyccKoit muTeparypsl” 5, 1947, pp. 151-163, edition of the archaic redaction on the pp. 170-173;
published also in the selected Works of Theodosius Pechersky. Iloyuerust u monumev: ®eodocus Ile-
4epckoeo, MOJTOTOBKA TEKCTA, epeBox 1 komMeHTapun H. B. IIOHBIPKO, [in:] Bubnuomexa nume-
pamyput [Ipesreit Pycot, nop, pep. [I. C. JINXA40BA 1 1p., T. 1 (XI-XII Beka), Cankr-Iletepbypr 1997;
www.lib.pushkinskijdom.ru [retrieved 22.03.2018].
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by Theodosius Pechersky himself, as it is absent from the most archaic edition".
Here S2 will be used mostly as an auxiliary source for the analysis, and when refer-
ring to the edition of the Moldavian collections in order to illustrate some point.

The two copies from the two Moldavian manuscripts used here are relatively
late and have not been published until now. The two tales in them were dissem-
inated together with A Useful Tale about the Latins; moreover, their presence in
the Moldavian collections supports Nikolov’s thesis that medieval writers quite
rarely copied separate controversial texts; but more often, whole collections of
such works'®. This fact indicates two possibilities: the language of the sermons was
preserved in its authentic character, but the realities referred to where transformed
due to misunderstanding, additional interpretation, association and other factors
familiar from the history of medieval literature. In any case, the later copies may
yield information needed to “restore the dossier of the origin of the text”*.

SEMANTIC CODES IN S1
1. The name Memps TRruuBRIH

It is a semantic sub-type of the nomina personalia and, as a nickname, is based
on a qualitative adjective designating a physical defect of voice and speech. The
lexicographic interpretation places the adjective rarsnugs in a biblical context
- Mark 7: 32, according to the Old Bulgarian Zographou gospel, the Codex Mari-
anus, St. Sabba’s Book, and points to Isaiah 35: 6 in Parimeyniks (Book of paroim-
iai), corresponding to the Greek word poyilaAog, derived from péyig and AaAéw,
literally, “one who has difficulties in speaking”, as well as to biblical periphra-
ses from the Codex Suprasliensis and the Euchologium Sinaiticum?. The cor-
responding Slavic words from the biblical context are invariably defined in the
dictionaries as “stammering; one who has a speech defect”. They correspond to

17 T1. EPEMUH, /Iumepamypnoe nacnedue Peodocus Ileuepckozo, p. 141.

'8 A. Hukonos, Mexcdy Pum u Koncmanmunonon, p. 26.

¥ V1. H. JAHWMIEBCKWUIL, [Tosecmp épemeHHuix nem, p. 271.

% A Greek-English Lexicon, compiled by H. G. LippeLL and R. ScotT, with a revised
supplement, Oxford 1996, p. 1140.

2 Cmapoboneapcku peurux, 1. 1, Codusa 1999, p. 384; Cmapocnasarckuii cnosaps (no pyxo-
nucam X-XI sexos), mox pegaxuneit P. M. IJENTIMH, P. BEYEPKY, O. BArosort, Mocksa 1994, p. 181;
1. V1. CPESHEBCKIIL, Mamepuanvt 0715 cno8apst OpesHepycckoeo s3vika, T. 1, Cankr-Iletep6ypr 1893,
p. 608; Cnosapv pyccxoeo sasvixa XI-XVII 6s., T. 2, Mocksa 1989, p. 404; 3. PuBAPOBA, 3. XAVIITOBA,
Ipuzoposuues napumejrux. 11. Jlexcuxa. Index verborum, Cxomje 2014, p. 132.
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the basic meaning of one of the most popular sermons, Isaiah 35: 6, related to the
salvation of man, the restoration of human integrity, the return to harmony, and
the activation of the human senses, through true faith and divine grace (“Then the
eyes of the blind shall be opened, and the ears of the deaf shall be unstopped. [...]
And the tongue of the dumb [the stammerer] shall sing”: mckHs BRAETS IAZBIKS
r&ruugsinX). This is a recurring topos in medieval sources?. In various medieval
Slavic texts, the semantic field of the trait “speech disorder” is formed likewise by
the lexemes: 'HRCHES, MAMNMERS, ZAMKAHRS, AOMOTHES, HRME, HRmoraaroaaru
(“to speak unclearly, stammering”), nkmoToranHie (MAAAENBYLCKO HEMOTORANHE
in Patriarch Euthymius, meaning unclear, disconnected, immature, uncultivated
speech), etc.”. The etymon of the Slavic adjective r&ruug is of very ancient In-
do-European origin, and onomatopoeic in character; it has left traces in Sanskrit,
Greek, Persian words with the meaning of “making unclear sounds like animals
and birds; to speak inarticulately, to hum, to murmur”; in modern Slavic languages
and dialects, the prevalent meaning is “to speak in a nasal voice, to snuftle’, i.e.,
rhinolalia*. The adjective in the name of Peter the Stammerer acquires a specific
personal meaning and a makes a metaphorical shift from a concrete speech disor-
der to the general semantic trait of unclear speech and then to a generalized ref-
erence to non-Christian, heretic, violator, profaner of the Word of God. The idea
of Logos as a manifestation of God was preceded in Greek and Roman antiquity
by the notion of the civilized person as one who has a personal way of expressing
himself, and in opposition to him, the barbarian who cannot speak clearly and is
incapable of the act of verbal communication (Bdppapog “one who is not a Greek,
does not speak Greek; alien, of a foreign land, foreigner; one who speaks unclear-
ly, incomprehensibly”)*. Verbal and linguistic incapacity is a form of alterity and
separation from the community. This deficiency may be attributed both to the
Hellenes and Pagans, who are metaphorically called “speechless” because they are
not familiar with the Word of God, and to the heretics, who desecrate and distort

2 Bubnus, cupeu kHueume Ha Ceeujeromo nucanue Ha Bemxus u Hosus 3aéem, Codust 1982,
p. 850.

2 T. VImeBA, CybcmanmusHoe ynompebneHue umeH NPURAZAMenvHolX U O0py2ux C7os
€ A0veKMUBHDIM 3HAUEHUEM 8 CpedHesek080M boneapckom sizvike. CyOcmanmusHo ynompebnsemole
npunazamenvtole - Hazéanus nauy, “Linguistique Balkanique” 56.2-3, 2017, pp. 211-230;
O. B. 3VEBA, JTuH260KOMMYHUKAMUB HAS XAPAKMEPUCMUKA Nocniedosamereti NAMUHCKOL 8epol,
pp- 26-27; E. MIKLOSICH, Lexicon Palaeoslovenico-Graeco-Latinum, emendatum auctum, Neudruck
der Ausgabe, Wien 1862-1865 (reprint 1977), p. 150; Cmapobeneapcku peunux, T. 1, 1999, p. 1027;
V. V1. CPESHEBCKUIN, Mamepuanvi 075 cnosaps, T. 1, 1893, p. 608.

24 Bboneapcku emumonoeuuen peurux, 1. 1, 1971, p. 298; dmumonozuueckuti cno6apo C1asaHCKUX
Aa3vik06. IIpacnasaHckuil nekcuqeckui 5ﬁom), nop pex. O. H. TPYBAYEBA, T. 7, 1980, pp. 81-82.

» A Greek-English Lexicon, p. 306.
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the Word. That is why the name Ilerpn I'®Rrungmin proves an especially suitable
emblem of the Orthodox attitude to the otherness of the Latins, who are declared
to be heretics: in Greek, ITétpog Moyydg, from poyyog — “a person with a hoarse
voice, husky voice, unclear voice”®. The placement of this person in the title of SI
together with a derivative from the onym nkmun (nEmsvysckoe ngkasypenmne) and
the unambiguous qualificative noun epecso related to his views, provides a frame-
work for the storyline to be discussed. In the numerous studies on this key figure,
two aspects stand out:

- Analysis of the semantic motivation underlying the name, which has led to
the creation of a mythical character. Remaining valid in this respect is the assump-
tion that in the Greek linguistic environment, where the legendary storyline proba-
bly emerged, the name of the supreme apostle Peter, called Magnus, was associated
with the name Moyydg, so that even by his name, the founder of the heretical
doctrine could be profaned, pejorated, and reduced to the exact opposite of his
positive antipode. The false Peter is an anti-apostle. In the words of A. Popov, who
presents a comprehensive review of preceding studies on this topic, and especially
those of J. Hergenroeter and Baron Gustav A. Rosenkampff, “Peter the Stammerer
is not a person but an abstract opposite of St. Apostle Peter””. To oppose the au-
thentic and the fake in a single name is a frequently employed rhetorical device®.

- The second question concerns the historical foundation of the name.
Among numerous attempts made to establish name analogies, the prevalent asso-
ciation made today is with the monophysite patriarch of the same name, Peter III
Mongos (477-29 October 490), who exercised his office in Alexandria, and whose
patron saint was the apostle Peter, as Alexandria was the city where the apostle’s
disciple St. Mark had suffered martyrdom. The biographical data about the moder-
ate monophysite Peter III Mongos present him as involved in the dramatic struggle
for Church unity in the 5" century, and show him as being in changeable relations
with Rome and Constantinople; he was ultimately involved in the events related
to the first great schism between Christian churches after the Fourth Ecumenical
Council of Chalcedon in 451, known as the Acacian Schism of 484-519%. This
allows us to look for a historical basis for the mythical character, who subsumes in

% Ibidem, p. 1140.

77 A. TIonos, Mcmopuko-numepamypoiii 0630p, p. 21; see also A. C. ITABNIOB, Kpumuueckue
ONbIMbL MO UCMopuU OpesHetiulell zpexo-pycckoti nonemuku npomué aamumsH, Cankt-Iletep6ypr
1878, p. 24; V1. BEMIOWKVHA, IT. T'yrHuBbIiA, IT. MOHT, [Juanoe co spemerem, “AnbMaHaxX MHTEIEKTY-
azbHoOI nctopun” 12, 2004, pp. 309-312.

2. B. 3YEBA, JlunzeoxomMmyHuKamusHas xapakmepucmuxa, p. 27.

» E. WIPSZYCKA, Les élections épiscopales en Egypte aux VIe-VIle siécles, [in:] Episcopal
elections in Late Antiquity, eds. ]. LEEMANS et al., Berlin 2011, pp. 259-292.
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himself the image of the apostate pope and heretic, and adapts flexibly to the nar-
ratives and polemical aims of the anti-Latin controversy related to the rift between
Rome and Constantinople in the Great Schism of 1054.

It is noteworthy that two homonyms appear in Slavic literature, each present
in a specific textual environment. Although the lexicographic sources do not pres-
ent these two names as separate name combinations, we can generalize, based on
the extant data, that Ilerpn T'®rungmsin, a monophysite patriarch, is mentioned in
the Chronicle of George Hamartolos and also in the earliest preserved Slavic Korm-
chaya, that of Ephraim, dating from the late 11"-early 12 century and based on
an Old Bulgarian protograph (in the work of Presbyter Timotheus against the
heresies, chapter 11, against the monophysites, called “the headless”, because they
were left without their leader Peter the Stammerer®). From here, it passed into
other kormchayas. His mythical namesake and “founder” of the Latin heresy ap-
pears in chronicles and chronographical works (PVL, Greek and Roman Chrono-
graphy from second redaction, Complete Chronographic Paleia), and through them,
in other types of books (the Menaion of Macarius, where the storyline is explic-
itly indicated as borrowed “from the Chronography”); in Bulgarian, Serbian and
Russian controversial collections from the 14" century and later; in South Slavic
Euchologia; in the Order of Reception of the Latins into the Orthodox Faith; in lat-
er diverse monuments (like the Printed Book of Cyril against the heresies and in
defense of Orthodoxy, published in Moscow in 1644), where the story about Peter
the Stammerer becomes part of another anti-Latin work, known as ® pnmckoms
omknapennn, and through it, is included in the Printed Kormchaya of 1653%; in
later translated works of Slavic literature, stemming from the official doctrinal line
of refutation, narrative-apocryphal in nature, and even possessing some features
of a pamphlet. It logically follows that the chronographical textual environment
proved suitable for associating two anthroponyms, because it was easiest to insert
the story of Peter the Stammerer, the mythical first hierarch of the Latin heretics,
precisely within a historical narrative. An additional circumstance is the fact that
the non-extant Old Russian work Xponozpag no senuxomy usnoxenuro contains

0 V1. BENIOWKWHA, [Temp Iyenuswiii u ITemp Mone, p. 312.

' B. BEHEWEBWY, [IpesHecnassmckas kopmuas XIV mumynoe 6e3 monkosanuil, T. 1, CaHKT-
ITetep6ypr 1907 (reprint Leipzig 1976), p. 731; K. A. MAKCUMOBNY, Busaumuiickas cuHeazma
14 mumynos 6e3 monkosanuil 6 OpesHeboneapckom nepesode. CnassHo-zpedeckuil, zpedecko-
CAABAHCKULL U 06pammbvili (cnassHckutl) cnosoyxkaszament, 1. 1-2, Frankfurt am Main 2010, p. 422;
V1. BEMIOWIKVHA, [Temp Iyenusviti u Ilemp Mowe, pp. 310-311; Cnosapv dpesHepycckozo s3vika, T. 2,
1989, p. 404.

2 A. HuKonos, Mesx#dy Pum u Koncmanmunonon, p. 77; A. T1oNOB, Mcmopuxo-numepamypHuiii
0630p, pp. 19-20.
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precisely the Old Bulgarian translation of Chronicle of George Hamartolos, dating
from the 10"-11" century. We see that the sources containing the two homonyms
are interwoven. That is why SI is defined in A. Popov’s book as a “chronicle tale”
For this purpose, it was probably starting from a Greek basis that strands of leg-
endary plot were combined, containing elements drawn from biblical narrative,
but re-semanticized, reinterpreted in the spirit of opposition to the Latins. Marks
of chronicular discourse are evident in the attempts to place the events in a histor-
ical framework. In this respect, we should point out several reference points.

First, it is noticeable that the title of pope, attrlbuted to the mythical character,
is missing in SI, but is present in S2 — 1 cWTRWPHYIA £ro NANOXK pimakue — and in
later re-workings of the story. In 16"-century text variants written for the pur-
pose of anti-Uniate propaganda, he is a “Roman pope and lecher™*. In Complete
Chronographic Paleia and PVL, which are based on the same prototype text, the
ecclesiastic institution is presented descriptively through the phrase gsznpniam,
B'hCXRATHTH ngReToas pumcksin, while in S1 the writer restricts himself to the spa-
tial topos, using the neutral verb ngunrn g Pumns and the associative marker for
otherness, for violation of the existing order contained in the expression nocragnTH
cROH Zakow'k. In this case, cron a lexical marker not only of identity, but also of
difference form the commonly held beliefs. The word zakonm, for its part, points
to a wide range of meanings, but in this case is mainly placed in opposition to the
true law, that of God. The linguistic structures in the two texts differ. Those specitf-
ic to SI place the text in the category of primitive text storylines, whose primary
semantic code is narrative, the accumulation of actions and their results. The pseu-
do-historicity of the plot in SI is built not an actual historical event, but on the
transformation of element of biblical stories and the above-mentioned rhetorical
device of attaching a contrary content to the same familiar object or subject, for the
purpose of pejoration, intentional depreciation, going as far as derogatory seman-
tics. While in the chronicular text variants of the storyline, Peter the Stammerer
appears after the Seventh Ecumenical Council (787), in SI the time of his appear-
ance is unclear. But the text intentionally refers to the dawn of Christianity, before
the religion was became officially established with the Edict of Milan in 313. Sev-
eral symbolic legends are related one after the other, which in their plots resemble
fairy tales. The following semantic nuclei emerge. Placed in opposition to ancient
Christian events in pagan Rome - the persecution of Christians under the emper-
or Nero (37-68) and the martyrdom of St. Apostle Peter - is the anti-apostle; the
nominal antipodes are complemented by Peter Simon, who will glorify God and
will become the shepherd of Christ’s flock (according to John 21: 15-19), and Si-

3 A. Kpusa, Ilemp Iyenusoui u Ilanecca, p. 399.
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mon Magus, the forefather of all heresies and of simony (according to Acts 8: 9-11,
18-20); the Antichrist rises against the Christian doctrine, but is vanquished: g
CREOTA KW BRI NOREAA XRA. CNAAE ANTHKQHCT'B ¢k NEC cb EKew cRodan. The
ideological implication is clear: the battle of Orthodoxy against Catholicism is so
fundamental, that it is related to the origins of Christianity and involves the very
existence of the faith; that is why the text uses legendary archaization. By contrast,
the chronicular versions of the same story contain other ideological messages, re-
lated to a theological-doctrinal understanding of the deviations of the Latins, such
as: the violation of pentarchy and the exclusion of Rome from communion with
the other patriarchal thrones, those of Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch, and
Jerusalem; iconoclasm, including the non-veneration of the Cross; the purchase
of positions in the Church, i.e., simony in its actual manifestation; the failure to
confess the official Symbol of Faith. The inserted tale of Peter the Stammerer in
Paleia and PVL is situated in the context of the history of the ecumenical councils
and the Christianization of the ruler, the institutionalization of the faith. The leg-
endary framework in S1, which precedes and motivates the appearance of the story
about Peter the Stammerer, is based on the apocryphal “Acts of Peter” and “Acts of
Apostles Peter and Paul’, borrowing from them the following elements: the ascen-
sion of Simon Magus to heaven; his fall from heaven, equated with his moral fall;
his dismemberment into four parts, i.e., his loss of identity and integrity; his death
precisely on the Sabbath, by force of the prayers of the apostles Peter and Paul*.
Similarly, the apocryphal Vita of the Blessed Apostle Peter contains a story about
the persecution of the Christians under Nero and the crucifixion of Christ’s apostle
in the center of Rome®. The mention of the Seventh Ecumenical Council in SI
defines the upper historical limit, the final temporal frame of the narrative. In this
segment, there is a difference even between the most archaic South Slavic copies.
In Belgrade 11, the word “council” is in the singular: na .Z. csgopk, and in Pljevija
12 and the Moldavian copies, it is in the plural: n npwkaAWA W cTiH WiLH HA 7. MK
cBWykgk. In the former case, there is a direct connection to the familiar chronicu-
lar framework of the story of Peter the Stammerer, and for the latter, there is a pos-
sible interpretation that coincides with the mythologization of the early Christian
storyline about the Apostle Peter and Simon Magus. Both versions, however, add
a previously inexistent doctrinal rejection by a supreme ecclesiastic authority, which
was missing here, unlike other heresies, and therefore had to be created.

** A. TIonos, Mcmopuko-numepamypHuiii 0630p, p. 20; K. VICTOMUH, Mcmounuxk. Cnosa o Hemeue-
CKOM npenujeHul, Kax Hayuu ux eyenusviii llemp epecu, “Xpuctuanckoe uterve” 2, 1904, p. 346.

% Cmapa 6vneapcka numepamypa, T. 1. Anoxpugu, cbcTaBUTeNCTBO U perakuys [I. [IETKAHOBA,
Codus 1982, pp. 183-184.
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Consequently, SI retains traces of a naive initial nucleus of text, which as-
serts the rejection of the Latins by means of semantic biblical archetypes and their
transformation into legends and apocryphal micro-storylines. This could be taken
as a textual proof of the antiquity and primary status of the legendary storyline.
Together with this, it is notable that the only concrete accusation against the Latins
in this introductory “chronicular” part of S1 is the reference to their fasting on the
Sabbath. But instead of the word “fast”, which is missing even from the oldest South
Slavic copies, both Moldavian manuscripts use the descriptive expression (incor-
rectly in BAR 636, and correctly in BAR 685 (He) AATH MAcA B ANk CREOTHKIN).
Inasmuch as fasting is outwardly perceived as refraining from food, in a linguistic
perspective we may assume there is a metonymic substitution here. But most prob-
ably, this is a later insertion in the storyline, since the earliest South Slavic copies
do not contain it; there are no signs of it in the copies published by A. Popov™*. It
is possible that, because of its contiguity with A Useful Tale about the Latins, to
which it was most often joined, SI may have been influenced by the accusation that
Catholic monks did not observe the forty-day fast and ate meat on the Saturday*.
Saturday was associated with the Sabbath fast of the Latins — an accusation placed
foremost early on, in the first polemical anti-Latin works of 9*-century Byzantine
literature; but paradoxically, in SI Saturday is only a sacred topos and a mytholog-
ical reference point, from which the outward, physically recognizable deviations
of the Latins begin — foremost, the shaving of beards. It was only later, for instance
in the Printed Kormchaya, that the introduction of the Sabbath fast, in keeping
with the Judaic model, was attributed to Peter the Stammerer®. Regarding the
text under consideration, it seems important to focus on when things happened,
since when the deviations date, and not on what these deviations consist in exactly.
However, there must certainly have been some archetypal motif, because in the
early South Slavic copies of the Order of Reception of the Latins into the Ortho-
dox Faith the liturgical formula requires that the heretic renounce the Latin faith
and the so-called caBoTheTRO With the addition uke nerps royruugmsin BW gHME
oyerTagnak ec’. There are many early examples where the events that transpired
between Simon Magus and St. Peter on the Sabbath were linked to the Sabbath fast
of the Latins, respectively, the tracing of the Latin heresy back to Simon Magus,
the originator of all heresies®. It is logical to assume that the storyline about Peter

% A. TIonos, Mcmopuko-numepamypHoiii 0630p, p. 22; A. HUKONOB, Mesdy Pum u Korncman-
munonor, p. 76; A. KPu3A, Ilemp Iyenusoiii u Ilanecca, p. 400.

7" A. HUKOnos, Mexdy Pum u Koncmanmuronorn, p. 260.

3 A. Ilonos, Mcmopuxo-numepamypHoiii 0630p, p. 19.

¥ Ibidem, p. 27.

0 Ibidem, pp. 24, 112; K. VicToMyH, Mcmounuk. Crosa o Hemeueckom npenujeHu, p. 346.
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the Stammerer was joined to the legend immediately after the appearance of the
mythical character, i.e., at a very early date. The comparison of the Latins to Jews
and their “Judaizing” was one of the earliest “polemical hyperboles” in anti-Latin
controversy*. It was progressively complemented with accusations of Arianism,
Nestorianism, Armenianism, Paulicianism, and especially iconoclasm, based on
assimilation due to the similarity of certain deviations; these were meant to rein-
force the idea of otherness from the Orthodox. Such assimilations may be found
in the lists of 86 deviations of the Latins, published by Jean-Baptiste Cotelier as
early as 1686*.

In contrast with S1, the historical framework in which the storyline about Pe-
ter the Stammerer is placed in S2 resembles the chronicular narrative and was evi-
dently influenced by it. There is an emphasis on the new, Christian, i.e., authentic,
history of pagan Rome, a city that, ever since the time of Constantine the Great, was
projected on the New Rome and New Jerusalem - Constantinople. The insertion
was ideologically motivated by the idea, typical for Byzantine cosmopolitanism,
that the capital of the Byzantine Empire was the center of the Christian universe®.
In §2, a typical distinction is made between pagans, designated as pumatkne, and the
residents of Constantinople, called pomen. The spatial topos is not delineated by the
name “Byzantion”, even though the text specifies that Constantine the Great cnza
ceR'R rpA ReAlM, Na oyemhl nwhra. The new start of universal history is marked by
symbolic designations for Constantinople. Consequently, at the nominative level,
pagan and Christian life are put in mutual opposition, which recalls the basic op-
position in SI, serving as a backdrop to the character of the apostate pope. S2 is
more complete in its, so to say, “prosopography”. It presents additional, secondary,
information. Apart from the familiar characteristic, that he was pRYTR MRINHES,
it is indicated that Peter the Stammerer came from a Latin family & oyant. The
derivative homonym shows traces of a phonetic variant of names borrowed from
Greek*. In Letter of Prince Yaroslav Svetopolchich about the Latin Faith by the Rus-
sian metropolitan bishop Nicephorus, who held the bishop’s throne in Kiev from
1104 to 1121, it said that the Romans were conquered om 8aHAHAT, HXKE HAgHYAKTCI
wkawi®. In A Brief Tale about the Latins, in a Serbian version from the 13"-14%

' Mocnanus mumpononuma Hum@opa, oTB. pef. B. B. MWIbKOB, mocnaHue Ha /aTHH,
nepeBof, . I. BAPAHKOBA, komMMeHnTapuu B. B. M11bKOB, Mocksa 2000, p. 108.

% ].-B. COTELERIUS, Ecclesiae Graeca Monumenta, t. 3. Luteciae Parisiorum, 1686, pp. 506-508.

1. BILIARSKY, La ville, les héros et I'Univers, [in:] Forma formans. Studi in onore di Boris
Uspenskij, Napoli 2010, pp. 63-76.

“ Cf. Oyanenmw, Banenmws, OvVA&AnG Oyanenmunuans, Banenmunuan, OO0&AevTIVIAvOg,
Badevtivor - K. A. MAKCUMOBWY, Busanmuiickas cuneazma 14 mumynog 6e3 monkosanuil, p. 29.

* IToyuenus u monumeént Peodocus Ileuepckozo, MOATOTOBKA TEKCTA, IEPEBOJ, I KOMMEHTAPUI
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century, the terms oyanaaas and nBubub are identical in meaning®. ® o\}iu’? in §2
is an exonym for some of the German tribes: Vandals, in Latin: Wandali, Vandili,
in Greek: BavSaloi, notorious for the devastation of Rome in 455 in the time of
the emperor Valentinian III. The term was discussed in anti-Latin polemical liter-
ature as early as the 11" century”. It does not occur in the first and most archaic
version of the Tale, whose author is Theodosius. Only a complete analysis of all
cases when the term is used in the old texts would enable us to clarify whether in
this particular case in S2 there is a secondary semantic code referring to “Vandals,
Barbarians”. Also debatable is the question as to the etymology and meaning of
the word nyemtsi in each separate context; the primary meaning is “designation of
West Europeans; foreigners, whose language is incomprehensible”. According to
O. Zueva, in the original Russian and translated anti-Latin works, current in the
Russian lands in the 11"-13" century, the word nyemets already had an invariably
negative meaning of Vandal, barbarian®. There are numerous cases of the word
being used to designate heretics in general, but this meaning has not been studied
by types of texts®. To sum up, the hyperonyms are Romans (with an emphasis on
paganism) and nyemtsi, Latini, Latintsi, Franki, Franzi (Fruzi) or Germani, Nor-
mani, as a general designation of Western heretics-Catholics; the hyponyms are:
Amalfiti, Benedtsi (Venetians), Itali, Catalani, Longobardi, etc.”!

H. B. I[TOHBIPKO, [in:] Bubnuomexa numepamypui pesreii Pycu, o pen. 1. C. JIMXAYOBA u fip., T. 1
(XI-XII Beka), Cankr-Iletepbypr 1997, p. 74; www.lib.pushkinskijdom.ru [retrieved 22.01.2017].

“ A. HUKOnos, Mexoy Pum u Knocmanmuwnonor, p. 277.

¥ T. KOLBABA, Byzantine Perceptions of Latin Religious “Errors™ Themes and Changes from 850
to 1350, [in:] The Crusades from the Perspective of Byzantium and the Muslim World, eds. A. Latou
and R. MOTTAHEDEH, Washington 2001, p. 135.

¥ Cnosapuv pycckozo asvika, T. 11, 1986, p. 178; V. VI. CPESHEBCKWIL, Mamepuasnvt 0715 cLO8aPS,
T. 2, 1902, p. 486.

0. B. 3YEBA, /IuHz860KOMMYHUKAMUBHAS XapaKmepucmuka, p. 27.

30 1. TIETKAHOBA, ,,/lamunu“ u ,Hemuyu“ 6 cmapobenzapckama numepamypa u 6 6vnzapckama
HapooHa necen, “Bonrapckn domknop” 4.28-34, 1984; P. ANGELOV, The Man of the West through the
eyes of medieval Bulgarians, “Bulgaria Mediaevalis” 2, 2011, pp. 409-416. I1. AHTENOB, Yys#oume
Hapoou 6 npedcmasume Ha cpedHosexosHus Gvneapun, Codus 2013, pp. 168-202; T. KOLBABA,
Byzantine Perceptions of Latin Religious “Errors”, p. 135; A. KAZHDAN, Latins and Franks in Byzantium:
Perception and reality from the eleventh to the twelfth century, [in:] The Crusades from the Perspective
of Byzantium and the Muslim World, pp. 83-100.

*! These designations gained ground in Byzantine literature, and are spelled differently in
Slavic. There are also common designations for West Europeans, in which the key word is “West”, or
designations that become comprehensible only when compared with the Greek text. For instance,
ZAMAAH'BIE CTPANBI XPHCTHIANH RHEROYAOY HONKCKHIA AOYK'hI, TOD iwviov kOAmov. The Work of Pseudo-
Photius, begins thus w @gpanzkxs n w ngovuxs aarunkyxws. It is placed as chapter 51 of the South
Slavonic kormchaya, with exegesis, based on its oldest copy, the Ilovitsa kormchaya, from 1262
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However, the varying text versions of the storyline about Peter the Stammer-
er employ a common arsenal of anti-heretical terminology. Prominent among
these devices, we find: two-level and three-level combinations with a predicative
nucleus and a nominal or nominal-attributive element: ckmn oyvennie pazno (PVL,
Paleia); ggecTH Bw epech ZaRIR (Paleia); oThRpRCTH REBPR XPHCTHHNBCKXER
(S1, variant omhBgRCTH BEPR NPAROCAARBHRER H CRATARER S2); o(oy)npagarTH
AaTunsckikR BRp&R (in Plievlja 12 with oy, as in the Moldavian copies, but in
Belgrade 11, with o). We can agree with A. Popov that the variant ongararamn is
more precise: “to declare just, correct, to justify”*% from the same root comes
ongarkAa, “justification, grounds™; also, BAaZHHTH cA o B'EpR aaTHHckon (SI),
NocARAORATH MOMPAVENNOH H ZAOCMPAANOH BRPR AamuneThu (82); npumkwaru ca
K, APhKATH OBHYAH HY'h, etc. It is worth noting that SI contains some features of
spelling and grammar that, in the Moldavian copies, are a heritage from the pro-
tograph. They coincide entirely with the oldest extant South Slavic copies: trac-
es of extreme diligence in the infinitive norgercru instead of norgeru; preserved
dual number in the verbs nomwancra ca, chTropHcTa; preserved genitive-accu-
sative form for persons Em c¢Tro nemga; instrumental case without preposition
WeTPHIKENOR BPapok. The names designating ethnic and religious affiliation,
AATHHE, pHMARINE H XpHcTHiane are the same in S and S2. The spelling, in SI, of
the words xpucTHRNE, XpHCTHIANGI, AATHHE, AATHH'KINE, AdTHN'RI indicate hesitation
with respect to the Old Bulgarian norm for names in the nominative case, plural,
which includes these words in the consonant -t- declension, with the suffix -rane
and requires forms for the singular ending in -uns. Two verbs merit attention:
chnkgkTH ca “enter into argument, to clash, to quarrel” and especially the aorist
pazekAe ca, in Belgrade 11, packae ce. K. Istomin has specially pointed it out as
occurring in the chronicular version as well**. We believe the lexeme belongs to
an archaic layer and resembles the hapax in the Codex Suprasliensis: the negative
present active participle from the verb, not present in the collection, ne ckpatan

year. (M. TIETPOBUE, 3akononpasuno unu Homoxanon ceemoea Case. Vnosuuku npenuc 1262 e.,
Topwy MwnanoBan 1991). It contains many homonyms. The terms reflect the Byzantine conception
of the heterogeneity of Western Christians, who are not seen as a monolithic group. Some of the
names of the tribes in the Roman Empire of that time, such as “Germans’, “Vandals’, “Allemans’,
became designations for Catholics. According to A. Kazhdan, the term “Latins”, with its ethno-
confessional content, was contemporaneous with the Great Schism, and finally became prevalent in
the 12™ century. A. KAZHDAN, Latins and Franks in Byzantium, pp. 84-86. Consequently, the name
in SI corresponds to the early designations for Western heretics.

32 F. MIKLOSICH, Lexicon Palaeoslovenico-Graeco-Latinum, pp. 510-511.

53 A. TIonos, Mcmopuxo-numepamypHuiii 0630p, p. 23.

>t K. VictomuH, Hcmounuk. Cnosa o Hemeueckom npenseHuu, p. 344.
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ca < He ckpaTh ca “indestructible, steadfast, sturdy”, which in SI appears with
the opposite meaning pazekpamn ca, pagekern ca “to fall into ruin, the break
down into parts, to lose wholeness”.

2. The false doctrine of Peter the Stammerer

This semantic code comprises physical and moral characteristics.

2.1. Microtext segments regarding outward appearance

The primitive storyline of the text, according to the reference points marked
by A. Kriza, presents the false doctrine of the Latins through external features®.
The outward appearance and apparel are key points in ethno-stereotypical re-
presentations of the stranger, the other”. The Roman pseudo-prelate enters the
sacred ecclesiastic space thus:

- Bn BpAVN'k PHZA. H E'h pwrwr"k moso\(u;k H Bh PRKARHILA ST; B NOROAWYHTHI
PHZA. H B’k pWIATR KAOBOVLR. H B'h pRKARHLLYR S2; B'b NAYHHAX'S (NAOYYHNAY) pHZA
H Bs pOramky'h Kaonoyukx s (KAoBoyL ). H B's pRKARHWEX'S in Plievija 12, Belgrade
11; B NOAORYHT RIS PHZAXS, Bk SrograThR KAoRSI'R, R p8karRHUEX in the Paleia;
B'h MOROAOYATAKs PHZAXs H Bk PoraTE KAOEYLE H B goyKaRHUAK's in the Me-
naion of Macarius; in Russian copies published by Popov, the variant spelling is
also restored: natovunaxm pnzaxt>*. Two nominal attribute syntagms are formed, in
each of which, the attribute gives an evaluative description of the substantive. While
pnza, in the plural, is a hyperonym for clothing, the outwardly visible apparel of the
pseudo-prelate, the variants of the epithets attached to the work indicate the text was
elaborated in a different environment. The variant narwvunsns is placed in the earliest
known South Slavic manuscripts and seems to be the initial one. Epavsns is a possi-
ble variant, formed through phonetic analogy or association, only in the Moldavian
copies. In some of the accusations figuring in the lists of errors of the Latin cler-
gy, they are reproached for their religious apparel being too colorful and made of
fine red tissue, YPhRAENLIMH BPAYN'BIMH TaKo HHThMH Tekoyie (the 13™ accusation

> Cmapobovneapcku peunux, T. 2, 2009, p. 896.

% A. Kpusa, Ilemp Iyenueoui u Ilanecca, p. 401.

7 O. B. BEJIOBA, OmHoKynvmypHole crmepeomunul 8 CIassHCKOL HapooHoil mpaduyuu, MockBa
2005, p. 10.

8 A. HuKonos, Mesxdy Pum u Koncmanmunonon, p. 77; A. T1oNOB, Mcmopuxo-numepamypHuiii
0030p, pp. 25-27; A. Kpu3a, ITemp Iyenusuiii u ITanecca, p. 400.
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in w dpanzgkxs 1 w ngovhxs AaThikxw>® may possibly refer to silk; Brief Tale
about the Latins and other texts also suggest the use of religious clothing re-
sembling wedding apparel®. The adjective pavsns might refer precisely to the
prelate’s clothing based on the metaphor that the state of priesthood is a kind of
marriage to the Church. We should note, however, that this point does not oc-
cur as a separate deviation in the most widespread polemical works. The gaudy,
immodest apparel violated rule Sixth of the Seventh Ecumenical Council, which
considers this practice to be a direct consequence of the pernicious influence of
iconoclasm®'. Prevalent in Russian copies is the variant nogoAovYHT™ s, NAROAOYHT
“veiling, covering, outer”, with Russian particularities of pronunciation®. The lex-
eme narwvhna “spider’s web; net” and its derived adjective are especially suitable to
express the figurative sense of a pernicious influence by which the heretics entan-
gle people in the web of their false doctrine. In his Vita of St. Hilarion of Moglena,
the most pointed anti-heretical work by Patriarch Euthymius, the author shows
the hero of the vita, St. Hilarion, as a fighter against heresies, who defeats here-
tics in controversy as effortlessly as if he were tearing apart a cobweb®: xca Tk
K'hZHH H WENEPANTA RKOKE NARYHNNAA TKANTA 8AWES pazaupaauie. The connotation
also refers to the impermanence, deceptiveness, untruthfulness of this element
of the apparel, which, worn by a prelate, should normally express dignity, purity,
sanctity. The lexical markers for clothing are a code for the inner content. To take
another example from the works of Euthymius, the ancient desert fathers are said
to be dressed B mHAOTE M Ew KoZiaxh Komaxk which, according to the Letter to
Cyprian, is a sign of self-denial, rejection of material things, asceticism; the same
characteristic is expressed when rgkTHIiE, RAdcENNBIA opekAH are worn by Theo-
phano in devotion to God, according to her Prayer Canon (Paraklesis); ks Bkl
puzul is where baptism and initiation to the pure Christian faith takes place, etc.
The fact that Peter the Stammerer wears clothes made out of cobwebs refers to the
falsity of his doctrine.

o Paralled to the above-mentioned negative semantic in SI is the expression
B pwrark kaogovu . The lexeme kaogoyks, an ancient Turkic loanword in Slavic
languages, meaning “hat, cap, head covering” acquires nuances of meaning de-

¥ A. TIonos, Mcmopuxo-numepamypHulii 0630p, p. 63.

% A. Huxonos, Mexdy Pum u Koncmanmuwonor, p. 277.

' IIpasunama Ha ceemama IIpasocnasHa yospkea ¢ MeaKo8aHUAMA UM, TIOJ PeFAKIMATA
n ipeBopa Ha CT. IJAHKOB, VIB. CTE®AHOB, I1. ITAHEB, 1. 2, Codust 1913, pp. 505-506.

2 V1. V1. CPESHEBCKMIL, Mamepuanvt 0715 cnosaps, 1. 2, 1902, pp. 1001-1002; Crosapw pycckozo
A3vika, T. 15, 1989, pp. 166-167.

 According to the digitized version of Patriarch Euthymius’ works on www.Cyrillomethodiana.
com.
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pending on the surrounding text and the corresponding purpose of the lexeme:
the meaning ranges from the ruler’s tiara to the monk’s kalimavkion to the mitre
of a high ranking prelate or bishop (a symbol of his spiritual power called “the
helmet of salvation”). The word appears in the Izbornik of Symeon and in John Ex-
arch®. The trait poraTs, “horned, in the figurative sense - sharp”, suggests an asso-
ciation, for one thing, with the Catholic prelate’s mitre. This attribute is mentioned
in Controversy of Panagiot with Azymit, a Greek 13"-century pamphlet, which was
translated into Slavic early on®. But it can also be interpreted metaphorically in
the negative sense, related to evil, the snake and devil, the Horned One®. There are
known cases of semantic overlap of the terms ¢peTnis and poraThub in their quality
of vocatives. Such cases are found in many early 11"-12" century Russian epitim-
ian collections based on South Slavic prototypes®. The zoomorphous trait would
be associated with the bestial principle imputed to the Latins in other polemi-
cal works; for instance, they are accused of naming their children after animals,
ZR'EPHHA HMB HMENA HapnvioThk according to the Letter of Metropolitan Nicephorus
to the Russian prince Yaroslav®®.

o S1 emphasized two other external traits: Peter the Stammerer enters the
church Bs pXKaRHUA H WeTpHaKENoR Bpapok. The first trait is not found in First Let-
ter of the Patriarch of Constantinople Michael Cerularius to the Patriarch of Antioch
Peter III from 1054, nor in the first lists of Latin errors, but it is present in accusa-
tion 13 against the Latins in chapter 51 of the South Slav kormchaya, with inter-
pretations w ¢ganzkxs H w ngovhxt AaTunkxs. It claims that, in addition to rings,
the Roman presbyters and bishops pxuk WEAAVA B POVKARHI'EX s, HA NPAREH 2Ke
POVKARHLE MHWETH cA PSKA 1AKO HZ' WEAAKA, HA A'KEEH 2KE ATNKLH BKIH HAMHCAETh
ca. The description matches the liturgical gloves worn by bishops and cardinals,
upon which two often depicted symbols, are the Lamb of God and the right hand
of God. Having in mind that the anonymous prototype of this text (wrongly ap-
pearing under the name of Patriarch Photius (810/820-896)), was created no later
than the late 11" century, and that its Slavic translation in the Kormchaya dates
from the beginning of the 13" century, the accusation, in SI, of wearing gloves is
a sign of the early date of the carrier text, since this accusation is far from being

64 Boneapcku emumonozuuen peunux, T. 2, 1972, p. 462; Cnosape pycckozo Asvika, T. 7, 1980,
pp- 176-177.

¢ A. TTonos, Mcmopuxo-numepamypruiii 0630p, p. 251; T. KOLBABA, Byzantine Perceptions of
Latin Religious “Errors”, p. 140.

¢ V1. V1. CPE3HEBCKUI, 3, 1903, p. 129.

¢ C. CMWUPHOB, llpesHepycckuil 0yxo8HuK. Vccne0o8anus no ucmopuu uepkosHozo Ovima,
Mocksa 1914 (reprint Gregg International Publishers, 1970), p. 31.

5 O. B. 3VEBA, /TuHz60KOMMYHUKAMUBHAS XapaKmepucmuxa, p. 28.
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the most popular one. The second element - the shaving of beards - is a key ele-
ment in all anti-Latin controversy. In S1, this is a micro-theme in several separate
segmentations, which are practically repeated without any change since the oldest
South Slavic copies, from the 14™-century ones to the 16"-century Moldavian. The
topos ocTpHiKeNA Bpapa is repeated as a generalization & no BheR cREWTHI cTpHLIH
BPAAkl NoReAk — i.e., it is practically connected to what is a dominant point in SI,
the Sabbath, and not the Sabbath fast. It is observed by the Jews and Simon Magus
(hence, linguistically, noyaencTroraTH and cREoTheTRORATH in Slavic texts, mean
the performance of pagan and heretical practices in general). Peter the Stammerer
also commands nocrgrramu aona. The latter interpretation in SI is a kind of anath-
ema and sign of separation from the community: if a person is killed in war a aono
M0 NE ERAETh NocTpH:Keno, he is not buried in earth and is treated as a violator
of the law. The two expressions fully coincide in Pljevlja 12, Belgrade 11 and the
Moldavian copies. The question arises as to what SI means by the lexeme aono®
(“lap, knees; bosom, stomach, bowels”; “bosom, interior, lap, womb, pocket, male
genitalia”; “bosom, lap, lower back, nucleus, testicles”; “breast, thigh, hip, sexual
organs’; secondary metaphorical meaning, “a thing surrounding something else;
sphere, surface, place”). We will consider two possible explanations. It is not to be
excluded that the expression is meant to build a negative stereotype by means of
linguistic structures:

o Interpreting its style as that of what he rightfully calls a “grotesque story”,
Nikolov assumes that the Latins shave their “laps”; a more precise translation
is “loins, genitalia™®. If we accept this absurd accusation, we could explain the
hesitation and contradictory interpretations in some copies: in the Paleia 6pady
nocmpuew, a 10Ha He nocmpuiszce compared with 6pady nocmpues u noro nocmpues
in the Menaions”’; in the Printed Kormchaya, the storyline intensifies to the point
where, according to the Latin deception, gapoy, oyeni and aono of everyone, men
and women alike, are shaved Remarkably, S2 places these two elements as errors
2 and 3 of the Latins: &, RHNA H. NOReA'R N0 Ehe'R cREWTHI deAhl CROA cmpmpu
N3 Ke W AWHA. T BINA FXh, AJE KTO HA DATH OVEHENK EXAETB. A AOHO HECTQHIKENO
BRAETH Emoy... For now, we cannot indicate any direct source of this fragment. The
accusation in SI is a rare one, and has itself become a source of texts going back to
its early version, including S2. It may be a case of complete disparagement, which

® Cmapoboneapcku peunux, 1. 1, 1999, p. 807; Cnosapv dpesnepycckozo s3vika, T. 4, 1991,
pp. 427-428; Cnosapv pycckozo Asvika, T. 8, 1981, p. 381; V. V1. CPE3HEBCKUIL, 2, 1902, p. 46;
M. OACMEP, Omumonozu1eckuii c106apv pycckozo Asvika, T. 1-4, Mocksa 1987, p. 517.

70 A. HUKOJIOB, Mem)yPuM u Koncmanmunonon, p. 144; A. Tlonos, Micmopuxo-numepamypHotii
0030p, pp. 22-23.

7t A. TIonos, Mcmopuxo-numepamypruiii 0630p, pp. 25-26.
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would be typical for derivative genres. This effect is achieved by a comic opposition
and devaluation of the human head, i.e., the topmost part of the body, associated
with thinking and intellect, as opposed to the lower part, linked to lowly passions.
Such means of representing the stranger, the other, are also familiar from folk-
lore”. According to this interpretation, nocmguramh aona is a nominal-predicative
combination with a name in the plural of the accusative case. Such disparaging,
profane accusations are known from other sources as well. Popov points out the
rare accusation that the Latins nutomk c¢Ron ceun (variant ckvn), disseminated in
some variants of the Byzantine t& aittaparta, the same in $27°. This meaning of
Aono seems most acceptable within the context.

« It is possible, however, that the designation is parabolic, relying — as in the
case of the clothing - on a double meaning. In late anti-Latin stories, such as Tale
about how Rome Fell away from the Orthodox Faith (known from 15"-16" century
copies, but which has left traces in the views of Bulgarian Paulicians), the Pope,
for love of a common girl who requires of him that he cut his golden hair and
shave his mustaches and beard, is prepared to deprive himself of these and thus
lose his sacred dignity. The accursed (according to the text) Peter the Stammerer
finds a way to justify such acts on the grounds of a “new law and books” in which
shaving is motivated by the need to avoid spilling the Eucharist on the beard and
mustaches’. In the 16™-century copy of the Tale, manuscript no. 1161 of the Eccle-
siastic-Historical and Archival Institute of the Bulgarian Patriarchate, it is pointed
out that, hearkening to a voice from heaven, the pope personally set an example
by cutting his hair (wepnvh Raack). This is certainly a late form of the plot, which
has some fairy tale features and displays folk tale imagery”, but it is precisely in
these features, despite the difference in length and chronology, that it is similar to
S1. There is an early example of the accusation related to shaving and cutting the
hair on one’s head contained in the above-mentioned Letter of Nicephorus, Met-
ropolitan of Kiev, to Prince Vladimir Monomachus (1113-1125). There, added
to the instructive element of the work, is a list of errors of the Latins: Tperara e,
NOCTPHIATH BOPOA'KI CROH H MOAOR'KI EPHTROK. GIKe £C WPEVHO H ® MWVCEORA ZAKOHA
n ® evaranckare’. A linguistic question arises: is it possible that nocmguramn aona is
an unvarying word combination with the metaphorical meaning of the bare spot,
the surface of the head, the round shape, the sphere of the haircut, so that aona

72 O. B. BEJIOBA, OmHOKynvmypHbie Crmepeomunvi 8 CIA6AHCKOL HAPOOHOL mpaduyuu, pp. 55-56.

7 A. TIonos, Mcmopuxo-numepamypruiii 0630p, p. 71; J.-B. COTELERIUS, Ecclesiae Graeca
Monumenta, p. 506, the Latins wash with urine and drink it.

™ A. HUKOOB, Mescdy Pum u Knocmanmunonon, pp. 285-286.

7> Ibidem, p. 184.

76 Iocnanus mumpononuma Huxugopa, p. 97.
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would be the genitive case of a thing, or part of the whole? In a canonical sense,
the Greek kovp@, Latin tonsure, is customary for men entering monkhood or the
ecclesiastic hierarchys; it is a common feature of the Christian tradition, a symbolic
bodily sacrifice in the name of God, an initiation similar to that of the sacrament
of baptism. The round shape of the spot of cut hair also symbolizes Christ’s crown
of thorns, according to Sophronius, Patriarch of Jerusalem (560-638); the custom
was a near antecedent of the Canons of the Council in Trullo, of which rule 21. and
33. regulate tonsuring of clergymen. Later on, the tonsure became a recognizable
mark of the Catholic clergy. In the anti-Latin texts collected by A. Popov, frequent
mention is made of the shaving of the beard and also of the tonsure”. Those
same texts contain the words nocmpur, Khika, nakuik, RAACTh WCTPHIKENHIE IECT
KoyeTh R'ENELL TEJHOR™S WEPAZ™™ CNACHTEAER™S; YEPTPQ, vheTh “honor, dignity” of
clergymen’®. There are known early metaphorizations of the clerical haircut, for
instance R'bZAOKHTH MOPT'hI YEJHHYKCK'RIIA, in 11"-century texts”, or associative
mechanisms for the creation of Slavic terms based on commonly used words.
In the Kormchaya of Ilovitsa, dating from 1262, the Greek kovpa. is translated
with the rare lexeme roymsni, a diminutive of roymsno — EXwv “threshing floor,
threshed land; a place where threshing is done with oxen” because of the resem-
blance to the oval shaven area of the head®. The verb nocrguraTn metonymically
designates “entry into holy orders” by one of its distinguishable traits, the cutting
of the hair. As all the preceding accusations in SI are related in some way to the
Catholic clergy, or at least confuses practices of the clergy and of lay persons, it
is possible that this practice too refers to clergymen. The shaving of the beard by
clergymen, practiced among the Latins is one of the most frequent reasons for
controversy, because the Orthodox considers this to be a loss of God-likeness®'.
Refusal of burial is the accusation that is hardest to explain. Possibly, in SI this is
a contamination with another accusation: the participation of Catholic priests in

77" A. TIonos, Mcmopuko-numepamypHulii 0630p OpesHePYCCKUX NOTEMUHECKUX COHUHeHU,
pp- 23, 48, 83, 102 and especially the Controversy of Panagiota with Azymita, pp. 273-274.

8 IDEM, Mcmopuxo-numepamyphuiti 0630p 0pesHePyCCKUX NONEMUHECKUX COUUHeHUL, P. 204.

7 B. YCHEHCKWV, Anmonuii Ileuepckuil U HA4aNbHAS UCIMOPUS PYCCKO20 MOHAULECBA
(psicocpop 6 Ipesneti Pycu), “Slovéne. International Journal of Slavic Studies” 1, 2016, p. 92.

80 M. LIMBPAHCKA-KOCTOBA, Cmapu demuHymusu ¢ mepmuHonozuuHo 3Havexue: (Oenexcku
6vpxy nekcemama ZHmvHoye), “OUIOIOrMIecKN CTYAUN Ha BeTnKOTHPHOBCKMS yHUBEPCUTET 35,
2016, Cooprux 6 uecm Ha 70-ma eoduwnuna Ha npod. Mean Xapanamnues, pp. 67-80; BX. olre
TyMHMBBIN — YOUVEG, V1. VI. CPESHEBCKWIA, 1, 1893, p. 610; A Greek-English Lexicon, pp. 362-363,
yvpviig ‘naked, bald, uncovered, scalped’; B. MAKAPOBA, O67uK pycckoz0 céeuseHHUKA: K UCHOPUL
onunnbix eonoc, “VKypuan «Teopus moner. Onexa. Teno. Kyabrypa»” 4, 2007; http://www.deacon.
ru [retrieved 24.03.2017]).

81 A. Kpusa, Ilemp Iyenusoui u Ilanecca, p. 401.
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wars and battles, their being soiled with blood and manslaughter (in the Letter of
Michael Cerularius, this is the fifth accusation; in Brief Tale about the Latin Her-
esies, version A, this is the fourth accusation, which is contaminated with shav-
ing of the beard)®. The Western clergy take part in military action in fulfilling
the vassal duty of the Roman Church, which became a feudal institution starting
from the 8" century®. This did not prevent priests from maintaining their reli-
gious rank, and respectively, their haircut as an outward mark of belonging to
the clergy. In many anti-Latin texts, the author’s indignation is provoked by the
right of Catholic priests to perform the liturgy even though they take part in wars.
The loss of the tonsure is equal to the loss of ecclesiastical status, and the person
becomes a criminal, even though he should be excommunicated for the first, and
much more justified, reason. Rule 7 of the Ecumenical Council of Chalcedon ex-
plicitly forbids clerics to take part in military action, and anathemizes violators®.
SI1 makes a parody of this deviation: Peter the Stammerer anathemizes for the
opposite action. However, the question of hairstyle among the Latins is confusing.
Nicetas Stifit, a contemporary and associate of Michael Cerularius, condemns the
Latins for letting their hair grow, like the Hellenes did, and smearing themselves
with Ronmmu in order to attract attention®. One possible explanation for why
the tonsure is not mentioned is that the symbolical general Christian aspect of the
liturgical attribute, which is not considered a serious deviation, although remain-
ing a very recognizable feature. It seems this point is more impressive for modern
scholars than it was for the medieval controversialists. Thus, remaining unre-
solved to this day is the question why the miniature in the Bulgarian Dobreysho
Gospel, from the first half of the 13" century, manuscript no. 17 in the National
Library Saints Cyril and Methodius, depicts the priest Dobreysho as a beardless
clergyman with a bare round spot on the head (according to some, this is a ton-
sure; others believe it is a head kerchief), and whether the iconographic model
has some connection with its historical time and to Western influences®. The
answers to these questions require an analysis of all facts related to words for re-
ligious haircut in the Slavic liturgical terminology. What we offer here are simply
some thoughts the topic.

A variant of the passage in question in S2 is the typically Russian form
¢ KOpYKIo& EpapR nocTprmk instead of the more frequent gnTRok. As mentioned,

82 A. Huxonos, Mexdy Pum u Koncmanmuwonor, pp. 202-203.
ITocnanus mumpononuma Huxugopa, p. 121.
Ilpasunama na ceemama Ilpasocnasna yopxea c menaxosanuama um, 1. 1, 1912, p. 539.
8 A. ITonos, Mcmopuxo-numepamypHoiti 0630p, p. 133.
8¢ E. MYCAKOBA, M3cnedosamensm uumamen na [lo6petiuiosomo esarzenue, “Littera et Lingua”
11, 2014, p. 3; www.slav.uni.sofia.bg [retrieved 13.03.2017].
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this interpretation of the storyline about Peter the Stammerer was not the work
of Theodosius Pechersky himself, but reveals an inclusion of domestic terms
(kpsvars, kpvara “a narrow-necked vessel for beer; an earthen vessel, pot; a cup,
a tile; in this case, probably an earthen shard used for cutting”; the lexeme has an
unclear etymology of Ancient Slavic or Old Turkic origin and occurs in all Slavic
languages)¥’. In S2, in Paleia, in the Menaion of Macarius, added to the above men-
tioned outward traits attributed to Peter the Stammerer is the invariable wearing
of rings, which is a practice of Catholic bishops according to accusation 26 in the
First Latter of Michael Cerularius and the 27" accusation in the lists of Latin errors
in Version A in Nikolov’s edition®.

2.2. Micro-textual segments for moral characterization

Along with outward traits, SI presents certain basic themes related to mo-
rality. Early on, A. Popov found that in many texts, the dogmatic accusations
cede the first place to mundane ones, and to accusations that assume “a childishly
naive form™, while A. Nikolov formulates the logical assumption that the initial
anti-Latin corpus included texts meant for ordinary clerics and laymen®. This
view is based not only on the supposed chronology of the anti-Latin prototype,
which was of the time of Byzantine domination, but may also be supported by the
linguistic form:

* M B'hCE NEYHCTO H cKEPKNHO rcTH is the first concrete accusation; it has not
changed since the oldest copies of SI and is repeated in S2 1 nogeak Hmn caago
KHTH. 14CTH H NHTH cKEPRNO W Neviero. In PVL, such a passage is entirely missing;
in Paleia, Menaion of Macarius, and in S2 there is the added remark that Peter
the Stammerer ordered his men to eat in the same dish with dogs; in the Printed
Kormchaya eating all sorts of foul things and eating in the same dish with dogs is
retained, but is not attributed to the pseudo-prelate. Evidently, the story has devel-
oped, but the first, and neutral, version is the one in SI. GKgpshshs and HevHcT
are words sufficiently expressive of things unclean, foul, revolting, vile®’. They may
refer to various unclean practices of ritual and eating. The consumption of animal
products in the first week of Lent was an accusation dating from the time of Patri-

¥ Cmapoboneapcku peurux, T. 1, 1999, p. 759; E. MIKLOSICH, Lexicon Palaeoslovenico-Graeco-
Latinum, p. 318; bonzapcku emumonozuuer peuHux, T. 3, 1986, pp. 222-223

% A. Huxonos, Mexoy Pum u Koncmanmuwonor, pp. 204, 206.

% A. ITonos, Mcmopuxo-numepamypHoiii 0630p, p. 16.

% A. Hukonos, Mexoy Pum u Koncmanmunonon, p. 20.

' Cmapoboeneapcku peurux, T. 2, 2009, p. 685.
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arch Photius, the 860s; it also occurs in the treatise of Leo of Ochrid, 1053°%. But
the true pathos of these accusations of food impurity is displayed in a specific gen-
re of lists of Latin errors that was spread in Byzantine literature in the 11" century.
This genre was established by Michael Cerularius, Patriarch of Constantinople, in
his First Letter to Peter III, Patriarch of Antioch, of 1054, accusations 4 and 20%.
One of the most impressive examples in monuments translated into Slavic is the
above-mentioned chapter 51 of the South Slavic Kormchaya with interpretations,
according to its translation in the Ilovitsa Kormchaya of 1262°*. Here, a complicat-
ed set of views is presented, based on an Old Testament prototype in Leviticus 11,
regarding impure animals, as well as Leviticus 3: 17, Leviticus 7: 21-27, involving
motivations related to ritual purity in general, and ontological, axiological, ritu-
al-religious, and general hygiene considerations. The inclusion of more and more
animals among those consumed by the Latins is evidently a kind of escalation of
the general dislike of the Byzantine world for Western Christianity. This is certain-
ly a mundane, not dogmatic, reference in the texts enumerating animals. We must
not forget, however, that underlying this is a legal issue that separated the Latins
from the Orthodox, as it is contrary to the canonic tradition. The prohibition on the
consumption of mgsunna, “meat from dead animals, carrion’, Greek Bveowuaiov,
ZR'EporaAnna, “carcasses of animals, killed by predatory beasts”, Greek OnptaAwtov,
are regulated by rule 63 of the Apostles and rule 67 of the Ecumenical Council of
Trullo, 691-692. The second rule of the local council of Gangra adds the prohibi-
tion on oyAagalennNa “an animal choked by another animal’, Greek mviktoc”. In
the late 12" century, the great canonist Theodore Balsamon added a very valuable
remark to his exegesis of rule 63 of the Apostles: he believed that the Latins violate
the rule in using animals as food*®. The second half of the 13" century and the early
14™ century were a particularly active period of anti-Latin controversy in the Bal-
kans, when the reverberation of the direct political and religious clash with the
Latins, who had been present for more than 50 year in the Balkans, was still strong.
Hence, it is understandable that the biblical models were flexibly adapted to the
new objectives of denunciation. The Byzantine controversialists built the image
of the Catholics as people who eat choked animals, carrion, pork lard and various
vile food, including wild horses, donkeys, bears, beavers, and especially frogs and
turtles; they drink blood and share their food with dogs, eating in the same vessel

2" A. TIonos, Mcmopuko-numepamypHoiii 0630p, pp. 9-15; A. HUkonos, Mexcdy Pum u Kow-
CMAaHMUuHoOnon, p. 7.

% A. Huxonos, Mexody Pum u Koncmanmunonor, pp. 204, 206.

% Ibidem, pp. 142, 206.

% [Ipasunama Ha ceemama IIpasocnasHa yvpkea ¢ menkosaHusma um, T. 1, 1912, pp. 177-178.

% Ibidem, p. 177.
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with them, and in Theodosius Pechersky, also with kowkamu in the archaic version,
and with korsikamy in the reworked, later edition in S2%. In S1, however, the topos
“impure foods” is only marked, and not supported with details, which points to an
early origin of the prototype.

« The next too moral accusations are mutually dependent. The first, according
to S1 is the practice of the Latins, again imposed by their leader, n nogeak nonogw,
7. KENL ROAHTH, H NONWEE EkITH, with a variation in the oldest South Slavic copies
only in the syntagm 7. enn narkrn. In SZ thlS is present as the first of 28 numbered

“guilts” ofthe Latins: 3. RHNA H'h. MONWRE HXk A0 z M KE CAO\[')K:Y\'I‘Ix BAR 'I‘BWpAll.IE
¢k umwmnnu,amu mwrvo e rpkxa RhAKIRALIE PEKLIE CHLLE, KO WROIITE £ 0 KWAHKO
KTo Tg-RROYE, SNk AL ACT™. The same accusatlons are repeated tautolog1cally in the
26" and 27" gullts k2, RANA HXh. NONWEE Mxh HE JKENAT CA zamnom KENOR. R C'h
pABHHEAMH KHEX. H cno\rmm mm;zspanuo KZ, RUNA Hh. ENHCKWIH HYh HAAWAKNHLA
ATRIKA, H HA BWHA (sic!) xwaa. The moral purity of Catholic priests is discussed as
a third deviation as early as the Circular Letter of Patriarch Photius from 867, and
sharp remarks are not spared with regard to the celibacy and un-canonic concubi-
nage of Catholic priests, which are compared with the deeds of Manent®. Celibacy,
a practice contrary to Orthodoxy, was introduced at the early Christian synod in
Elvira (Granada) in 306. It is discussed in the 23™ accusation in the First Letter
of Patriarch Michael Cerularius and the 23" accusation in the Lists of Latin errors
(Hukonos/Nikolov 2016, pp. 204, 206)*. In the subsequent tradition, celibacy is
denigrated to the point where it is presented as its contrary: the right to have seven
wives and to remain a priest. In some sources, it is said that Catholic priests have
no wives of their own but fornicate with other men’s wives, i.e., the accusation is
both against celibacy and that it is not really observed. This is the case in A Useful
Tale about the Latins'®. In PVL it is stressed that the doctrine of the Latins is not
united on this point, that it is pagano, i.e., unstable, unreliable, because some cler-
gymen have only one wife, and others have seven. The echo from the subsequent
interpretation in texts like SI is evident here. The second aspect is related to the
right of Catholic priests and bishops to possess an unlimited number of concu-
bines without this being considered a sin. The lexeme naaoxksnHua is one of the
rare cases of a copyist’s mistake in interpretation in the two Moldavian copies. In

7" A. Hukonos, K. CTAHEB, O6pedosvle yKn0HeHUS U 0YPHblE NPUBLIUKY JIAIMUHCKUX ePemuKos
6 BU3AHMUTICKO-CIABSHCKOTE nonemuyeckoti numepamype Cpednesexosvs, “Studies Ceranea” 4, 2014,
pp- 125-140; A. Hukonos, Mexdy Pum u Koncmanmuronon, pp. 147-158.

% A. TIonos, Mcmopuxo-numepamypruiii 0630p, pp. 9-10; Ilocnanus mumpononuma Huxu-
¢opa, p. 118.

% A. Hukonos, Mexdy Pum u Koncmanmunonor, pp. 204, 206.

10" Tbidem, p. 260.
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legendary narrative, the syntagm in which the word participates is etymologizes
thus: 4 B's AGKHHUA NE RkAdKH TgrRKA; B NAAOKNHLAX'S NE NoA0kH rprkxa in Plievlja
12 and Belgrade 11. The word appears not only in SI and S2, but also in Chronicle
of George Hamartolos, in TBY, where it is a precise insertion from the Chronicle, in
the Paleia, the Menaion of Macarius, and the Printed Kormchaya. R. Stankov dis-
cusses lexemes designating an illegitimate wife, and points out the variations in the
prefixes to the common root morpheme: Zano:KuHHILA, HAAOKKHHLLA, MOAKAOKEHHLLA,
as well as :Kennmara, nocapkhuua, noropknnua, all of these corresponding to the
Greek maAAakn'™. The author is justifiably skeptical about the opinion of some
Russian scholars that naaesnHua is a Russianism: he argues that it occurs in the
Sermon of Theodosius Pechersky. To Stankov’s proof, we will add the conclusion
drawn thus far, that S2 is dependent on SI. Moreover, the lexeme is used both in
the part originally written by the Russian hegumen, and in the insertions appear-
ing in the contaminated later edition. They belong to the South Slavic prototypes.
The fact that all the sources used here refer to the illegitimate concubinage of Latin
priests with concubines, make of this lexeme a reading in the archetype of SI.

o The last “contribution” of Peter the Stammerer to the seduction of the Lat-
ins according to S1 is Hrg kUMb NoREA'R HrpaTH B UPKEA Hxk. This is absent from
the passage about Peter the Stammerer in S2, but is indicated as the fourth guilt
A. BHNA HXh, HIILH HIPAATR Bk LPKEA WKk, The information is repeated in Paleia,
the Menaion of Macarius, while the Printed Kormchaya even specifies the musi-
cal instruments they play in churches: organs, tympani, and musiki'®. The Tale of
the Impious Popes, a late, 17"-century pamphlet against the Uniates, ascribes this
practice to one of the popes: BuTaanans nana. ™k oycTARH CRHPHTH Bk WPrANkI, B
upken'®, But such an accusation is missing from the lists of errors. The etymologi-
cal figure in the wording again suggests a derived presence in the text.

At the end of our analysis, we present three groups of conclusions regarding SI:

o S1 is an early example of derived apocryphal-legendary literature against
Catholicism. For now, we support the idea that it is a translated work, which makes
it possible that it appeared in Slavic literature as early as the end of the 11" and
beginning of the 12* century. The apocryphal stories and the storyline about Peter
the Stammerer were probably united in one book in the Greek original. A. Pavlov
and K. Istomin, the first great researchers of SI, wrote that it was a compilation of
very old Christian tales. In S1, the common motifs from apocrypha and from the

101 P. CTAHKOB, M3 Habmiodenuii Hao nekcuxoti OpesHeboneapckozo nepesoda Xponuxu leopeus
Amapmona: Muumote pycusmot (2), “IlpecmaBcka KHIDKOBHa 1Koma” 16, 2015, pp. 83-102.

12 A, TTonos, Mcmopuko-numepamypHoiii 0630p, p. 19.

1% A. Hukonos, Mexdy Pum u Koncmanmuronon, p. 291.
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chronicles of George Hamatolos and John Malalas are used to present the Latin
heresy as primeval to Christian history and as contrary to Orthodoxy as is the
idea of the Antichrist. Although the mechanisms by which this negative cultural
stereotype is constructed rely on “patching storylines together”, they require a cer-
tain historical context and attitude in order for the mundane-legendary narrative
to emerge. Gadgo W HEMEYKCKW NERAKIPENH. KAKO NAOYYH MAINHEKIM NETP EQECH
is not only of an old origin, but in a specific way, the presentation profanes the
Latin errors in approximately the same order as in the first translated prototypes
from the “Slavic dossier of the Great Schism” - however, not anonymously, but in
attributing the errors personally to Peter the Stammerer. The character’s outward
features and morals follow the “Cerularius” paradigm regarding the clean-shaven
face, the consumption of foul foods, the military activity of the clergymen; there
is no clear accusation regarding the Sabbath fast and regarding fasting in general,
and no dogmatic accusations at all. But the text is controversial through references
to the first beginnings of the Christian legend and its symbolic images. The lan-
guage is simple; a contrast is established with persons and with mundane and ritu-
al practices; the author uses elements of chronicular narrative (a pseudo-historical
framework) as well as of a fairy tale and of a pamphlet. At linguistic level, there are
two cases of an etymological figure; some lexemes imply a simultaneously direct
and metaphorical meaning, a combination between outer, visible, and of inner,
invisible. This is typical for text symbolism in allegories and the moral lessons of
fables, fairy tales and legends. Although brief, the text presents some basic traits of
ethno-cultural stereotype: a moral evaluation, associations, hyperbole'™. I. N. Da-
nilevsky points out that primitive storylines have what he calls a “multi-layered se-
mantics” through which they support the basic concepts'®. If we maintain this was
a translated work, the logical question arises as to the Greek source from which
this so-called Sermon was translated, a Sermon whose title is justified only by its
final instructive element - that the Latins believe not in St. Peter, but in Peter the
Stammerer. In what environment was the work disseminated? The questions also
arise as to whether we have before us the whole text in its initial form — in view of
the ramifications of the “chronicular introduction” in the variants of S1 and S2; to
what degree the earliest South Slavic copies document this initial text, and to what
degree they have modified the archetype text nearly two centuries after its sup-
posed translation. As a working hypothesis, we assume that the relation between
the chronograph version and S1 is the reverse of what K. Istomin points out: it was

104 Q. B. BENOBA, OmHokynvmypHvie cmepeomunot, p. 9.
195 V1. H. [JAHVIEBCKWIL, TTosecmv 8pemenHoLx em. lepmeHesmuueckiie 0CHO8bL UCOUHUKO6e-
OeHUsI IeMONUCHBLX MEKCMO8, pp. 271-272.
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not the chronographs that influenced S1, but, on the contrary, SI reproduces an
autonomous narrative filiation of the storyline about Peter the Stammerer, part of
which was united with the chronograph presentation, in which there were con-
ditions for homonymy of names; precisely because it was amalgamated into the
chronograph, this part was able to survive in later sources. Hence, its first scholars
were right in asserting that the storyline about Peter the Stammerer was edited
a number of times. The version under discussion of Sermon about the German
Delusion is one of the earliest known textual examples of the sermon. Of course,
categorical conclusions may be drawn only after building a fuller archeographic
dossier of the text in the Slavic tradition and making comparisons with possible
prototypes in Greek.

« Along with this, an even partial comparison with Russian chronicular and
epistolary literature from the 11*-12 century proves that SI was known in Russia
during that period and was used in the argumentation of Russian controversialists.
Even though this influence is not perceptible in the original work of Theodosi-
us Pechersky, the re-workings based on the initial variant of his Letter to Prince
Izyaslav could have appeared as early as the 12" century (for instance, in connec-
tion with his canonization 1133 and the re-anthologizing of his works), just as
we find in that century the influence of controversial works translated from the
Slavic South in the works of Nicephorus, Metropolitan of Kiev and other Russian
high-ranking clergymen.

The dissemination of the S2 variant in Moldavian monuments implies the ex-
istence of a compilation that drew from at least three evident sources: the original
Letter of Theodosius Pechersky, the Sermon about the German Delusion, and one
of the editions of lists of Latin errors containing 34 errors, out of which, however,
the text presents and lists only 28 errors. The linguistic particularities of SI, when
compared with the variants of S2, indicate that the South Slavic copies were closer
to the archetype text and did not contain the additions or linguistic changes pres-
ent in S2. Hence, the opinion that Sermon about the German Delusion may have
been of independent Russian origin'® is not supported by us in the present study;
in this, we are share the assumptions of K. Istomin, A. Kriza and A. Nikolov re-
garding a probable South Slavic translation from Greek.

o The third conclusion concerns the value of the two copies in Moldavian
collections of the 16™ century. In our opinion, one of the most important conclu-
sions is that the basic and oldest works of their anti-Latin corpus were borrowed

1% A. TYPUIOB, Mesxcnasanckue KynvmypHuie césa3u snoxu CpedHesekosvs U UCOUHUKOBede-
HUe UCMOopUY U KyIomypol cnassu. Imwodvt u xapakmepucmuxu, Mocksa 2012, p. 249; V1. BEIOWKM-
HA, Ilemp Iyenuseviit u Ilemp Momne., pp. 309-312.
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directly from the South Slavic, Bulgarian prototype dating from the time of the
Second Bulgarian Empire. Among these works are A Useful Tale about the Latins
and Sermon about the German Delusion. This would coincide with the origin and
particularities of the other parts of these collections, especially the so-called Pseu-
do-Zonaras Nomocanon, which takes up more than half their contents. Even the
segmentation in the title of SI recalls that in the oldest South Slavic copies (com-
pare, in the Moldavian copies and Belgrade 11, the placing of the word ¢pecn under
the basic text of the title: a photograph from Belgrade 11 at www.digital.nbs.bg.ac.
yu). In the Moldavian copies, S2 begins immediately after S1. In Belgrade 11 and
Pljevlja 12, there is no S2, and after SI there follows, without a heading, a presenta-
tion of the key moments in the earthly life of Christ, where the beginning of the
Gospel of St. Luke is repeated word for word (Luke 3: 1-2), presenting the events
from the time of Emperor Tiberius in Rome and Pontius Pilate in Judaea. This
insertion is again paralleled in the chronicles of Hamartolos and Malalas'”. How
S2 came to be placed in the Moldavian manuscripts under study is a matter for
separate analysis. The variants from SI testify to their more precise understanding
in BAR Ms. sl. 685. The precision of the variants in this copy is supported by oth-
er micro-textual units in the compilation. E. Turdeanu’s opinion that BAR 685 is
older than BAR 636, and hence should be dated to before 1557, is confirmed, apart
from their possible common original from which they were copied'®.

In addition to their other valuable aspects, the two Moldavian manuscripts are
an important proof of the vitality of the “Bulgarian dossier of the Great Schism,
which has not survived in Bulgarian manuscript collections.

PUBLICATION OF THE TEXTS BASED ON THE BASIC COPY BAR 636
AND WITH VARIANTS BASED ON BAR 685 (= BRAN Ne 13.3.23)

4 ) A 4 4 b 14 4 ”
Gaoro w N'RM'RVI;CK“‘; I'Ip'k/\'hl.pENH. KAKO HAOYYH I'RI'NHEBKIH NETPh, EPECH

19 cHmwna KA'I;XKA Bk MK, W B'ﬁpwaamA Rk Ch

< - Y
6raa np'k/m;cmh Bkl © Epicu
pumnfkm B Nh NgH mpwwt u,;m i C'hﬂp'k CA CHMWNL Ch nmva H nagaw. u
Bmzuomaame CA HA NEO cHMW BAKKW. B Beh AIOAIE Aumkam cA emo\r Memps ke

H HdBEAh I'IOMWAHC'I‘A CA SOY GHMWNh EW 'FOI‘AA NOI.IJALIJE CA I'IO NBCEMh HE'l‘p'h K€ H

17 K. VICTOMUH, Mcmounuk. Cnosa o Hemeueckom npenuseHuut, p. 345.

1% E. TURDEANU, Le Sbornik dit ‘de Bisericani’: Fausse identité dun manuscrit remarquable,
“Revue des études slaves” 44. 1-4, 1965, pp. 37-40.

19 Missing: ® egecn.

132



Part Three. The Manuscript Part Devoted to Doctrine and Controversy

TageAk cmmzwpncm ZHAMENTE Kpmuoz H HA BhIcOTR pAzc'k,A,s ca GHmwiL B/mxwﬁh
Ha, A. YACTH, H CNAAE C'h BKICOTKI H C"thO\[LIJH CA H TOTKIBE Ch WOYMW Bk ANk
cREOTHRIH. Toro paxi AATHNRINE'C AATE MACA B'h ANk CREOTHAIK''L. Bk cXEOTR
W BuI nogkAd XEA. cn[x,a,z ANTHXPHCT™S Ch HECh ch E'KCAI CROHMH''Z MATROM ke
Hﬁmpa n Magaa'®, pazrn’km cA Hzpwum u,pm na Ilempa, H NOREAR paCNATH €ro. H Bl
'ror',zm FONENTE NA xp'rmnu H pazsfkrom/,\ xpmmnu““ ’EPAA 7KE MONENTE npfkc'm NOTOMi
npm,a,e HE’I‘p’h rwmuuxuu Bk piMb, H prrmm B’kpX\ xpmmucmm H NOCTARH CROH
ZAK\UNh MNWIAI zpecn H EWHHAE B'h (KO Bh EpAVN’R pHZA. H Bk pwramh KAOEO\[LI"R
H B er\KABHLLA H wcmpummom BpAAO:K nocmpnmw AONA NOREAR!S, 1 K'hCE HEVHCTO H
CKBp'hNNo rACTH. 1 NOREAR NONORW, 7. KENK BO,A,WFM H NONWEE EWITH. 4 Bk Aomnuua
NE BhASKH rprkxal'S. g, wxoum £, T, TAKO B C'h NAAO?KNHLI,AMH cnaTh. A no Bkek
CAEWTHI CTOHIIH EPAALL AIE AH KTO HA pATH OVEHENK EXAETh. & AOHO EMO HE BRAETH
NOCTPHIKENS. NMOREAR NE MOTPERCTH €0 B ZEMA'K, CHILE PEVE. CTH CATh NYRCTRNNULM
zékwuo\[ H HIRULEMB NOREAR HIPATH B'h u,ﬁ{mx\ HXk. H npwmém/ﬁ H cﬂ'u k(vL'l,_r'l A Z.
Mk C"hB\Up'RXh ~ BRAOMO e BERAMN, B rw\rvuum\ro Tempa R’Rpm{'/h’l‘h AA'I‘HNM A HE B's
o HE'I‘pA Auu AH KTO oynpamfkﬂm AATHCKRA BEPR. Ad BRAETH MPOKAN, Ad CA NE
BAAZNA XPTiaNe W BRPE'7 AdTHHCKOH ~

118 119

4
Gaogo
0 AATHHW

L 4 A ee [ ) 4 ) 4 4
wua HALLIEMO ©EWCIA  TELPECKATO I/II'O\[MENA. 14N HZACAAKO\" KN28.

ﬂz’h oeicie XO\MMM MHH. PABK c'ru/.\ 'l‘le,)K wu,A H cla W CTro AXA. Bk YHCT'RME
KHTTH. W B npABocAABN'kM B'I;p'k pommh H K'hCHH'I'AHh 4N ,A,ospwuh zaxwu’k H
npaxocnaxu’kmn wu,em“ H MTPIR xpmmunnom WHH 3Ke NAKAZ,AC'I‘A MA cemoy vmnomoy
H HpABOB'kpNOMO\“ ZAKONO\[ KHTH. & He NOcARAORATH MOMPAVENOH, H ZASCMPAHON ERpR

10 A THNAL

U g [AATE MACA B AHB CREOTHAIH,
Ch CROHMH BRchl.

MATEKI paai Tempa n Tagaa.
)(EVFTAN'I;.

NOREAE MOCTPLINATH AOHA.

"6 The passage is written in the same way and the copyists have reproduced the word
HaaoxkhHHLA incorrectly, either due to a pun on words with the same root in: AoKHHILLAKS BBAOKHTH
or due to an accidental omission of the prefix Ha. The prefix is written above the line in the second
use of the work naaoxkunnya in BAR 636. In earlier copies, from the 14™ century - Pljevlja 12 and
Belgrade 11, the passage is this: a B nasomnnud ne noaokn rpkga (A. HUKOMOB, Mexdy Pum
u Koncmanmumnonon, p. 76).

17 gaggpapennon added.

18 Graganie.

19 Added ngfiognaro.
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AGTHETRH. N NPHMKIIATH cA Kk NHMK, NH WEKIVAA 0 HE AQRIKATH. HHIKE KOMKANTA
H NPHYALIATH C. HU BheRKOMo O\fvéu'l'a H NE NOCAOVWATH. H ® ELcRKKI HARW H
EAKCTH CA. HH CROH A"hll]!ph B’hAA'I‘I/I HA EPAKhI, HH MOCATATH A C'h CHWEKI H. NH3KE
CROA CHRI Kk Ammip’kmt H NE CWHHMATH CA. HH Bs E,A,MNOMh ARAR NE HARTH, HH
EAHHOTO npnwﬂmmm C'h HHMH. NH Bpwwru ¢, i KO\[MWI'H HH TIOKAOHHTH cA EM8,
HHIKE u,'k/\omvru £ro. H E'h EAMMOMh c'hcm,a;k HH mcrru HH nwrn ' NHMH. TIAYE KE HH
EAHNO[‘O ® EpAI.IJENh M HE npnemawn © NH. R OBAYE W ELjIE e AL|JE Mrkmrl'wphm ity Q\UAA
more, H ® K'Rphl H HpIHAE Kk HALIEH xpamuu’k cmpaun%cxu wspazoma npoca 0\( HA
N’RKO'FOQX\A MATKINA, HAR XA"RBA HAM KE NOBAETH, NHYTOKE K'hZBPANHTH © NA. NR
NOMHAORATH, H AATH HMb ® HZEKITKW HAWH NHTH H [CTH. KX HE Bk ChRRAK HAWIA,
MR Bh CheRAR W ALIE A NE ERAETH OF NH NH EAHNOTO C'hCRAA. TO H B HAWN
cheRAR AATH HMb NOTPREHAA. MOcAKAN KE MATER CLTROPHTH NA HHMH, H OCTHTH
ﬁxh TAKE lz’icrl'u HIHTH © chei T, NONEKE Ne npéxo Bflipo\"'/.\v HHIKE YHCTO HKHERTh.
nommz CEM 0\(80 ﬂp’kd"hUl‘H BRIELIN mmm Wk B HH. 6I‘AA REAMKKIN LT KWNC'FAN'I‘INh
npmm Hz pHMA H cmza ceR'k l‘pA BEAIH HA o\rcmu NWHTA. EKE MAET CA HOBKIH TEJAMTS,
H NOEKIH pIMh H HApE TR r'pA,A,w H npmzi,a,s AR AH HZBpANNhIA H NAQWVH'I‘MA ny’
puma ZORWMKIH pwmm TaKE npmlm ek ZHaMenTa IEpAMhCKdd H OBETWIA PiMk. W
MHN(Y\KLI.IO\" KE MNOMO Kp'kMENE npm,a,s HERKTo ® oyamm AATHHCKAT® PWAA HMENEMS
ﬂE'l‘p"h H TR ER pRYIR PRINH. W crm'awpum/.\ £ro NANOR piamatine. S oxe ﬂp'k/\'ht'l’ld
H. H NOREAR HMb CAARO MKHTH. IACTH H NHTH CKBPKNO H HEYHCTO. H WRYRMKE BRPXR
npABocm'\BMX\A H CTRA. H NOCTARH CROM z[\mg C'h MHOTOR Epec'l'm H BmNﬁAe Bk Ll,pl'(_éﬂh
E'h MOROAWYHTHI puza H Eh pwr'A'l"k Knosoyu,'k H B er.KABHLI,'k c Kopvwom BPAAR
HOC'I'pMI"h H nomz\'k H HNH MNWIKI npfkmsc'rn rmsopwru H. NAVE Ke W Ch zlsu N
EAMNOMh C'kCIY\A'k CTH H HHYKCOKE CRKHHTH cA. H HHKI MNWZR EHHK EpE'I‘HVhCKhI
Ad. HIKE he NAﬂHCAXWMh 'l"k)(h BhcR ZAE HR © YACTH MAA0 BReNOMENR. 3. BHHA HYh.
NOMWEE HXh A0 g Mk ms CAO\"}KX\'I‘h BAR 'l'BWpAI.pE N Nanwmuuu,amn HHYTO e rprkxa
B’hM‘"kN"kAll]E pemus cmu 1Ko wBoqm £ H Kummco KT mpfl;so\[e Nk Ad cTh. R,
EHNA H. NOREAR M0 EheR CAEWTHI BpA,A,hl CROA CTQHIIH, N4 KE H AWNA. . BHNA WX,
Auu KTo Ha pa'ru OVEHENK B,Y.,A,e'r'h A AOHO  HECTQHIKENO B AETH smoym e NIoTgHEATH
Ero N ZEM/\H 1Ko zaxononp'kcmﬂ\nunﬁm e A BHNA HXh, nrpmu,u m'pax.\'rh N u,pmm
HXk. E. EHHA - cmqm/.x zlsu H KpWHATh H)(h ROAOR cﬂnpmuox. H cno\(msm TKWpA’I‘h
'k HHMH B'h u,pmm CROM. 2. KHNA B" X nwcww cA. A mzammz TRWPA. 7. BHNA MXh
wwpogon NEAH MA W Chigh [AAATH. A EHNA HX, BEZAKONO KENAT cA, TEPEA prALpA/.\
CA. . BHNA HXh Kp'thANv CA Bk E,A,Mnth norpmmmu H B"hM'kC'FO M\{pd CKINAATH
N o\[c'm coAb. H TAKO nomazow.\ qumsmar'o H Kpmaemomo\( HMENE CTTO e NA;)HVA'I‘h,
R [KOKE KWTATH PWAHTEAA 10, TAKO HAPHUAA H B TO HMA KOTATH 0. 1. BHHA

120 & oydneak.
1214 AONO HEMOCTPHIKENO HMEA.
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n, Oﬂp'RtNWK"h mo\pm.'m A1, RHHA W, TAKvAHWA W r'o'pwmum FAATH CTFo Axa
HCXOAA[HA ® wiia 0 © cla. MKl e e raE @ cm\m, (1P pABNA Wiy M cuo\[ &1, Kﬁm\
nxm HKWHK HE wk/\o\(/.\mh HH qujm cmxm a Kp'l"h HANHCARLIE NA ZEMAH H AEKAILE
LI,'R/IO\{'A €0, 0 BRCTAR'KIIIE I'IOI'IHQAA €0 HWIrAMH cgoumu FI, RHNA HXK, MPBTEAIO Bl
rpws’k NOAAMAR HWIAMA Kk zana,a,o\{ H pmu;k N8 HEMB NOAATAA, 4 He ngrkce. Al,
BHHA H, JKENAT cA ARA BpA'I’A 24, AK'k CECTRHMUM. E1, BHHA M, ARTH ¢k ikl
H ¢ KWTKAMH HZ' EAHNOI‘O c'hcﬁ\'a,a 21, RHHA HXh NIATH CROH CELLI; H OVH CER'R, MBIAT.
z KHNA HXh AMETA KWHA MAA . BHNA HXh KEABKI m,A,A a1, BMNA HXh wc/\u MAA
K. BRHNA Mxh OYAARAENHNX\ mA/.wu ia, BANA HYh. Mp’hLI'HNX\ IZIAA'I‘h KR, BRHNA HXh
MEARE AR m,A,th K, BMNA H)(h Bmspwﬂh onawk [MAX. KA, vp'hnmul H Es BEAHKhIN
no RHHA HXh mlwu,n u AWH m,A,A Ke RINA HXh curpkuweniio ne & Ba npoienia HpWCA’I‘h
WA NPAIaA NONWEE HXh Ha Ac\poy K2, RHHA HYh. NONWEE HXh HE IKENAT Can gamuom
KENOXK. IR C'h pasHNkAH KHER. H mo\rmm mm;zspauuo K7, RHNA HXh ENHCKWITH H)(h
MAAmenu,A Ap'h?KA H Ha KWNX\ (sic!) xw,A,A ku, BHNA HXh mmm H pamamps ,A,'I;'l'n
MBIAT CA Bh ChCAARS H NOTOMB IARTH H NHATH uz HH. TOro pagH Ad £ B'RAOMO
an’kmmo\( xpmmuunoy 1Ko cE Hengr AaHo BRI © o710 nempa NHzKE O\Lc'mmmo HAKOKE
WEH MAATH. KX np'k/rmpmu BKIEWIE © TOro nempa rmrnnmro HIKE Ebl HMb NANOR Bk
AR THA. nomms H HHA MHWrAA A’k/m CRTh 0\,' HH, HEMPARAL - pazRpaljieHaa
H NOrIERANAA. ELIE e H cmgpmmmaro nocra Ne HMA HAR [AARTH mnu,A H makko.
EMOIKE HH mqum HE TROPATH, z;m 'I'BWpA'l'h WHH. H MNWIO Eh CAREA'RCKRA EPECTH
B'RCTRNAN. MK 7Ke peve wwh wa,a,o smoAn cA Kpuﬂoﬂfl;pnm B’hc"k)(h ARk, ZaNE 2K
HALIA zmm'ls HCNAKNHAA CA E ZAOR 'voA K"Rphl H mo,a,nu XO'I‘A KTo cliTH AR CRSX
4N npaxox‘kgmon K'kp't KHEA. NE KW HHOX B'kpm nd NBECEMh, AO\[VLLIE HALIER. MONEKE
HALA B'kpd YTHA H VHCTA H cTa. np’k,a,ana EAh H cTMH wu,m HR E'pr)K ;Kmmum
HMEMb r‘p’RXWBh nzmm'n H MRKKI B'RYHKIA. H KONEYHOH mugun npnv.@.cmuuxw EKITH,
H EEZ" Kumu,a C'h CTMH pAAOKATH cA. A Bk HNOH BRpR mmmtpomo\( HAH B'h AA'I‘HNCKOH
HAH Es cpaunucmn O He KHA"R’FH KHZHH B'RYNKIA, NHKE YACTH C'h cwun HE NORAE
Ke NMKOMO\[ XBAAWFH HNOR K'I;pu ALIJE AR KT xmmwvm HNOX B'RphI, TO CROR XOVAHTh
BRPR. auu A XBA/\H'I‘h H CROX H HHOR B'tpm T 1Ko ,A,merkpumch NApnvw A, H
BANZ EpECH E. THI 2Ke VAAO TAKWER ,A;knh BAAH CA. NE NPHCRARAH CA K'h NHMK, HX
ERran ® HH. A cROR ERPR HeNPRCTANNO XEAAN. H NMOARH2AH CA Bk HEH AWEPKIMH
KA, NECTOMB Hi MATROR, 1 CArKPENTE. AATKINER, MHAOVH B'CRKOPO HE TREMO CROER
BEPhI, R H YIOHKAER. ALJIE RHAHLIN AAYHA HAR HATA HAR ZHAMHA HAR ERAOR WAQKAKHMA
HAN JKHAWEHNK, HAN CPALLHNL. HAN AATHHHNK HAR KTO © HNKI NOranml, Ehckkoro
MAAOYH. 1 ® BEAR EMO HZEARH ALIE MOMKEWIM M MRZhI ® BA CEER NPTHMEIN NONEKE
cAMb Bk HHN'E EAHT S MWIANKIA. TOTAHKIM 3KE H HERBPNKI BhceMb BRUE Nonevenie ©
Rd. & B ERAKUIEMS TOVKAH BXAR AWEKA AKTKAH. & MBI FKHERIIE B NPAROH

122 o
Mhl 2KE NE "AE TAKO.
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B’kp'K JKHEH ECMBL H EAh xpannmu H Eh B:Y\q.IEMh K'ku,'k CACAEMH AT NAWIMMA
|\" XOMh. W PEVE MH ®Ls, AI.|JE TH CA npm\oyvumh OYMp'k'I‘H CTRIR B’Rphl pc\Au ™
o\(zupu ch Apmgnommemt Ea pAAH ZA K'ksz\ XEX. cTiH EWw pw: no B"kp'k OYMQ'RUJA Ad
KHERTh 10 x'k Thl 3Ke VA,A,o aipe oyzpuum KpMBOK'kpNhIA npA ARALIA ¢ K'kpNuMM
H ARCTTR xww.\uu wap’kcmn W npaxox’kﬂ'kpmm B'Rpm TR #KE NOMOZH HpABOB’RpNOMO\"
HaA KpHEOK'kpNhIA TO 1AKO ORVA nzsmmum W OYCT'L AKEORk. AL|JE AN HE NOMOKELIH, TO
1Ko xo\( nopo\(msmu CA. COTWHA KW ¢ NAO\"VHAh KPHROH B’kp'K e A pww TH
c'hnzpumm THLR HOKp"hZH A ceM B'RQO\[H THI 3KE YAAO PR, Th KpHKOB’RpNE MHALIN
AW Ba ABWE"RQNA HE CABIWUHILH AH WKAANE W pazgpc\mme ZAR B'I;po,v\ NHCANTE KAKO
FAET k. E,A,Muh B EAHNA BRpA. EAHNO KOIIENTE. peve EW M. TaKo Akno £ NAMK HCNAKNHTH
BheRKR npmm 4N mo,a,sxh HaA ZEM/\H Ad Bmcs HCNA'KNHER Bmzm CA. owmnnm nocaa
HaA nponoB'kae ThI 3Ke nponog'kAAme AnAthomo\,’ H no oyc'mg'k Xk Wik KOAHKO
Ap'h?KAle CTRA B’kpﬂ\ H ﬂpABotAAKNX\A H C'thA'I'HA CA ECH HA gnogfkpls no NAO\"VENI}O
comouuuo\[ HE muma AH TIARAA ATAA TAALIA. Al|JE arfa npnme (4N mscz H BAFORRCTHTH
BAMh NE TAKOIKE Mhl BAI‘OK'RC'I‘HXWMh AA BmAemh ﬂpOKAA'I‘h RKI 7KE nponogkaame
ANALCKOE R cmx’h Wll,'h ucnpamems noapmrwcw H npmhcw NEﬂpABEANOE o\{'wme ﬁ
B'I;pm pAZBpAll.IENNX\/r\ HCMA'KHENR MHWIKIA NOMKIERAH. TOro pm wﬁpmmmu Feme © A,
NAM“ 2KE NOAORAETh HE HOCA'kAOBA'I‘H pazspammnmmn H Z/\OB’kpN KIHMb H nomoymwmemn
BT RHAIH M nponox’kamsMh HIKE npoan'kAamA H NAO\"VHI.IJA B'hCEAENRA BhCA.
YKCTH H CAARHTH WIiA H el H CTIO Axd. B'hCEMAA H HHWE H NPHO H Bk BRKKI BRKW,
AMHHK.



Part Four

Historical Texts

1. Introduction

gz%ong with its other parts, the manuscript under study, BAR 636, con-
tains several historical texts. They differ from one another considerably, but were
all selected to serve the purpose and fulfill the tasks of the collection. Law and his-
tory are connected along many lines. By definition, law is conservative and looks
to the past. Legal custom and customary law are based on a long tradition of re-
spect for certain rules, which turns those rules into a value, a good, and legitimates
them as obligatory. Legal interpretation, as linked to law enforcement, is always
historical, because the creation of a norm usually precedes its application. Norma-
tivity involves the creation, stabilization and preservation of relations and ties in
society; hence, it is more or less turned to the past. One way in which law and his-
tory are connected is that normativity often seeks in the past the foundations of its
legitimacy, seeks them in tradition, and hence turns to historical knowledge of the
past. In some legal systems, proof, justification and sanctioning of norms passes
through genealogical study. Such is Islamic law, for instance, where proof of the ve-
racity of the hadith that present the deeds and words of the Prophet Muhammad,
besides those in the Revelation, is based on a historical account that retraces the
path of memory of the event since the beginnings of Islam and up to the moment
of the law’s application.

The manuscript that is the object of the present study contains two types of
historical texts. One type presents events from the general history of the Christian
Church: these are the lists of patriarchs of the sees of Jerusalem and Constantino-
ple and the Tale about the Ecumenical Councils. The other type represents an at-
tempt to actualize and localize the common Christian heritage: this is a chronicle,
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in which the events of world (in fact, “Roman”) history are placed in relation to the
nations of Southeastern Europe (the Bulgarians) or Eastern Europe (the Russians
and Ruthenians), to the conquest of the Balkans by the Ottomans, and especially
to the Principality of Moldavia. This concretization of Christian history with a fo-
cus on Eastern and Southeastern Europe aims to provide better comprehension
and legitimacy of the main purpose of the collection: the fight against religious
deviations.

It should be pointed out at once that the main schema of this group of histori-
cal works is not original but was borrowed from Byzantine legal collections. There
we find chronographic works (the Chronography of St. Patriarch Nicephorus the
Confessor) and the Lists of patriarchs, attributed to him also, which encompass
the five traditional patriarchal chairs (Rome, Constantinople, Alexandria, Anti-
och and Jerusalem), as well as Tale of the Ecumenical Councils. Years ago, Yaroslav
N. Shtapov devoted a series of particular studies on the historical elements of the
Kormchaya, viewed in the context of the original Byzantine collections'. They are
interesting and relevant for our study, but deal mostly with the textological sources
than with their role and function within the entire body of the legal collection. Let
us examine the texts separately.

1.1. The Tale of the Ecumenical Councils is an essential element of the canonical
collections, and hence is certainly interesting for us. The reason for its importance
is clear enough: the ecumenical councils, as well as some specific local councils,
are a main source of ecclesiastic legislation®. In this sense, knowledge of the history
of the councils enables us to understand the rules, to interpret them in their own
historical context, and to apply them precisely in accordance with the intention
of the council fathers. This is also suggested by an interesting observation. As is
known, Christianity does not consider law to be the will of God, but sees it as a hu-
man creation that belongs to the Kingdom of Caesar®. In this respect, Christianity
is radically different from Judaism and Islam. For Christians, law is the work of
people - in this case, of the bishops at the councils - and not of the Holy Ghost (as
are, for instance, the doctrinal decisions of the councils concerning the dogma).
Hence, law carries all the deficiencies of human nature: it is transient (i.e., histor-
ical, linked to a concrete age, and not eternal), imperfect, changeable and subject
to interpretation in its application. That is why the history of the establishment of

! 51. H. I[ANOB, Busanmutickue xpoHozpaguueckue couuneHus 6 opesHecnassamckoti Kopmuei
E¢pemosckoii pedakxyuu, “Jlerormcu u xporuku. CoopHuK crareir’, pex. M. H. Truxomnupros, Moc-
kBa 1976, pp. 230-263; IDEM, Busanmuiickoe u 10#HOCIABAHCKOE npasosoe Hacneoue Ha Pycu 6 XI-
XI1II 86., MockBa 1978, pp. 64-68.

2 H. Munaurs, IIpasocnasto ywprosro npaso, Codus 1904, pp. 48, 91-99, 99-108.

> H. HATTENHAUER, Europdische Rechtsgeschichte, 4. Auglage, Heidelberg 2004, pp. 135-140.
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norms acquires enormous importance for its interpretation and application. Such
is the function of historical accounts about the ecumenical councils, and it is in
this context that we should consider their inclusion in the predominantly legal and
controversial collection BAR 636 and its twin, the Bisericani Miscellany (Yatsimir-
sky Ne 51 = BAR Ms. slav. 685), which are the object of the present study. To these
arguments concerning the legal part of the collections, we may add such as relate
to its controversial anti-heretical part. The ecumenical councils are the highest
organ of the Church; they are viewed by Orthodox ecclesiology as the visible head
of the Church in our visible world, in contrast with the True Head of the Church,
Jesus Christ our Lord. The council was convened when necessary by the emperor,
and practically all these occasions were related to internal theological problems
among the Christians. The condemnation of some doctrine by the council defines
it as a heresy, and it is rejected by the faithful and in some cases persecuted by the
state. Thus, the councils acquire great importance in the fight against religious
deviations, and the tale about them fits organically in controversial anti-heretical
collections like the one in question, as it serves as an argument supporting the rest
of the contents of the manuscript.

In his edition, based on the contents of the Kormchaya, Y. N. Shtapov pub-
lished a text about the councils that completely differs from the one in our manu-
scripts*. The text in the Symeon (Svetoslav) Collection is considerably closer to,
but not identical with, the one we are studying®. In seeking to identify it, we should
look to the Greek original version, which is considerably better researched, but
without claiming this is a new translation. A special chapter in this section will be
devoted to these problems.

1.2. Although Tale of the Ecumenical Councils is, in its variants, one of the most
typical historical works included in the legal collections, the other elements of the
historical part, the Patriarchal Lists and the Chronography can also be counted in
the traditionally included elements of these collections. They are usually mutually
connected. In Byzantine legal collections, we find copies of the Brief Chronography
of St. Patriarch Nicephorus the Confessor, which passed into the Slavic translations®.
This work is a rather concise presentation of world history since the creation of the
world and up to the first rulers of the Macedonian and Comnenian dynasty. In fact, it

* 5. H. TANOB, Busanmuiickue xpoxoepaguueckue couunernus 8 opesrecnasarckoii Kopmueri
E¢gpemosckoii pedaxyuu, pp. 246-250, 263.

* Cumeoros cooprux (no Ceemocnasosust npenuc om 1073 2.), 1. 1. Mscnedeanus u mexcm,
Codms 1991, pp. 241-249 (ff. 23b-27b).

¢ 4. H. IITANOB, Busanmuiickue xpoHozpaguueckue couuHeHusi 8 opesHecnassHckoil Kopmueri
E¢pemosckoii pedaxyuu, pp. 231-241.
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is largely a list of names of biblical patriarchs, of Kings of the Chosen People, of East-
ern (Persian and Babylonian) and Hellenistic kings and Roman emperors, together
with the number of years each of them ruled’. Only for a few of them (Alexander,
Octavian Augustus, Constantine, Justinian, Heraclius, etc.) are there added remarks
about events that took place under their rule. Scholars believe that the lists of patri-
archs included in the historical part of the Byzantine legal collections are actually
a continuation, and part, of the chronography. That is how they were published by
Carl de Boor®, being placed immediately after the list of the Judaic high priests. In
the Slavic translated collections, we find only a list of the ecumenical patriarchs, not
including those of Rome, Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem.

In this respect, we notice some significant differences between the historical
part of the collection under study and the respective parts in the above-mentioned
collections. The chronographic work is different: instead of the Brief Chronography
of Patriarch Nicephorus, we have the so-called Moldavian chronicle. It is certainly
an expansion and continuation of the further but one going much further up to the
actual situation in the European southeast in the 16" century. Of course, the tem-
poral scope is different and extends to a much later age, the early Modern times.
The starting point of the chronology is also different: not the creation of Adam but
the First Ecumenical Council and the Christianization of the Empire. As for the
Lists of Patriarchs, we should note there is such for the patriarchate of Jerusalem,
while the list of patriarchs of Constantinople again begins with the First Ecumen-
ical Council (and not with the time of the apostles, as in the original version) and
extends to as late as the second half of the 14™ century, hundreds of years after the
time of the last patriarchs in the Greek lists and the lists in the Slavic translations.

Indisputably, our manuscript displays a much more distinct ambition to update
the historical presentation and relate it to the concrete situation in southeastern Eu-
rope during the Byzantine and post-Byzantine age. This updating may also be themat-
ic: the connection of the work with the legal and controversial fight against heresies.

2. The location of the historical texts within the manuscript

The location of the historical texts merits special attention in our study in
terms of the tasks it sets itself. But first, it should be noted that they may be viewed
as independent texts, mutually connected in their contents, which present various
aspects of the history of the Church and of Christianity. It is also striking that two

7 C. DE BOOR, Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica, pp. 81-101;
V. BEHEWEBNY, [pesHecnasanckas Kopmuas, pp. 210-230.
8 C. DE BOOR, Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica, pp. 112 sq.
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of the texts are lists of the patriarchs of Jerusalem and of the ecumenical patriarchs
of Constantinople, lists which are certainly of a similar genre but are not parts of
one and the same presentation, at least not in the framework of this manuscript.

The so-called “Moldavian (or Serbo-Moldavian) chronicle” is particular. It is
of a different genre, was compiled in a different (i.e. Moldavian) environment, and
presents the history and dissemination of Christianity on a much more local scale
(at least the second part of it), although far beyond the boundaries of the princi-
pality. There is an opinion that this text, which concludes its account with the year
AD 1512, and is thus the latest work in the collection, was probably added to the
collection when the latter was compiled in the 16" century’.

2.1. In the framework of the manuscript BAR 636, the historical texts form
a unified whole, as testified by their positioning in a block within the collection.
They are gathered in one place and occupy the ff. 206-227, as follows:

- f. 206v - a list of the first patriarchs of the Holy City of Jerusalem. The text
is published in chapter 1 of the present section of our book.

- f. 207r — Ckaganie ¢TXh BhceatNcknl cepmb chBwpR. Tale of the seven
Ecumenical Councils, mentioned above. It is an inseparable part of the canon law
collections. The Tale is published in a separate chapter in the present section of our
book.

- f. 220r - chronicle note, which is well- known and was pubhshed by loan
Bogdan'. Beginning - & ATw Suga (6961=1453) N ApXIEﬂKﬂh kG Twel © wkaeeka
monacTHpk. We offer a new publication of the text in chapter 3 of the present section.

- f. 220v - Moldavian chronicle, published by I. Bogdan''. Beginning/Title
— XpTiaNcTiH 1ifie & cukops. We offer a new publication of the text in chapter 3 of
the present section.

— f.226r - Mamgidpen ® & cwew B kWemdmia rpd. A tale and list of the bishops
of Constantinople and the ecumenical patriarchs, from Mitrophanes (306-314) to
Philotheus Kokkinos (1354-1355, 1364-1376). The text has not been published by
Bogdan, and, to date, has been published only by us in some preliminary publications
on the manuscript BAR 636. We offer it in full in chapter 1 of the present section.

Of course, the definition of “historical work” is quite broad and could be ap-
plied to other texts as well in the collection, which, however, holds the risk of thin-

° VIB. Buapcky, M. LIMBPAHCKA, Crassancku pekonuc 636 (BAR, Ms. sl. 636) om Bubnuome-
Kkama Ha PymoHckama akademusi 6 Byxypews, pp. 149-150; 1. BILIARSKY, M. TSIBRANSKA, Contra
varietatem pugna latissima, pp. 144-145.

1 1. BOGDAN, Cronice inedite, p. 96, translation on pages. 101-102. In Bogdan’s publication of
the text, this note (or notes) was added to the chronicle that actually follows it.

U Ibidem, pp. 91-101 (text and translation).
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ning out their meaning and function. Certainly, the enumerated works are well
chosen in terms of their importance for the purposeful structure of the manuscript
as armor against religious deviations. This is confirmed by the fact that we find
the same selected works in our collection’s twin manuscript, kept in the Library
of the Russian Academy of Sciences.

2.2. In the Bisericani Collection (manuscript Ne 51 of the Yatsimirsky collec-
tion), kept in the Library of the Russian Academy of Sciences in Saint Petersburg,
the same historical part figures likewise as a bloc of texts. Here we will present its
contents in brief. We should stress we have worked with a photocopy of the manu-
script kept in the Library of the Romanian Academy of Sciences in Bucharest,
under number BAR Ms. slav. 685:

— ff. 192r-205r — Gkazanie éTxh Bhceaen’ckil ceamb chEWprR. Tale of the Seven
Ecumenical Councils. We mentioned it above in connection with its regular pres-
ence in canonical collections.

- ff. 205v-206r — The first patriarchs of Jerusalem. The title here is that of
the original work. I believe that the two marginal notes in the list depend on each
other or on a common prototype. Even the note concerning the dating from the
Passion of Christ to Patriarch Narcissus (AD 106) is present as a marginal note in
the left margin. The text was published for the first time in our articles describing
manuscript BAR 636'2. We present it here in chapter 1 of the present section of the
book; the copy of the variant kept in the Yatsimirsky Collection in Saint Petersburg
has been used for the presentation of variants.

— ff. 206v-209r — Mampiapen ® ngrKRAre chEWPA B KWH cTanTHk rpapk. Tale
and list of the archbishops of Constantinople and the ecumenical patriarchs, from
Mitrophanes (306-314) to Philotheus Kokkinos (1354-1355, 1364-1376). It was
not published by Ioan Bogdan. We published the text in our articles describing
BAR 636". Here we offer its publication in chapter 1 of the present section; the
Yatsimirsky copy has been used as a source of variants.

- ff. 209v-215r - Moldavian chronicle published by I. Bogdan'*. Beginning/
Title — xpriaw'erin pie & curopn. Here we publish it in the chapter 3 of this part
of our monography.

12 VIB. Bunapcky, M. LIMBPAHCKA, Crasstcku pokonuc 636 (BAR, Ms. sl. 636) om bubnuomexa-
ma Ha Pymorckama akademus 6 Byxypeus, p. 113; 1. BILIARSKY, M. TSIBRANSKA, Contra varietatem
pugna latissima, pp. 109-110.

3 VIB. BuwiApCKY, M. LIMBPAHCKA, Crassancku pokonuc 636 (BAR, Ms. sl. 636) om bubnuome-
kama na Pymoenckama akaoemus 6 Byxypews, pp. 113-114; 1. BiL1aARSKY, M. TsiBRANSKA, Contra
varietatem pugna latissima, pp. 110-112.

4 1. BoGDAN, Cronice inedite, pp. 91-101 (text and translation).
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- f.215r - a Chronographic note, written later by another copyist. Beginning
— Gia uapTEia arapéckaa. This text is not present in BAR 636. It is published further
in this book.

The texts are the same but their order has been changed. The text of Tale of
the Seven Ecumenical Councils and the List of Patriarchs of Jerusalem has been
reversed: here the Tale precedes the List, while in BAR 636, it come after it. In BAR
636, the list seems added. The List of Ecumenical Patriarchs follows immediately
after the Jerusalem list. The Moldavian Chronicle is placed last. It is worth men-
tioning that we find a discrepancy between the texts only with regard to the last
two added chronographic notes; we should have in mind that both were added in
the twin manuscripts and evidently were not part of the original collection. They
were written in another hand and at another time, although in the same epoch.

2.3. A comparison of the content of the historical works in the twin manu-
scripts reveals some interesting particularities which lead us to certain conclu-
sions. First of all, let us examine the order of presentation! In BAR 636, the order is
the following: (1) List of the Patriarchs of Jerusalem; (2) Tale of the Seven Ecumen-
ical Councils; (3) Chronographical note (added); (4) Moldavian Chronicle; (5) List
of the Ecumenical Patriarchs of Constantinople. The order of their arrangement
in the twin manuscript from the Yatsimirsky collection (BAR Ms. slav. 685) is the
following: (1) Tale of the Seven Ecumenical Councils; (2) List of the Patriarchs of
Jerusalem; (3) List of the Ecumenical Patriarchs of Constantinople; (4) Moldavian
Chronicle; (5) Chronographical note (added).

Undoubtedly, the order of the texts in the Yatsimirsky collection is more log-
ical. There the presentations of general Christian history come first and are fol-
lowed by texts concerning the local tradition of Eastern and Southeastern Europe.
The order in the copy from BAR 636 is somewhat chaotic: the Moldavian chronicle
is inserted before the list of ecumenical patriarchs, whereas in terms of chrono-
logical order, it should come after the list of patriarchs of Constantinople. The two
chronographic notes raise no particular problems, as they are a later addition, and
not an integral part of the historical account. They are interesting as texts, but not
with regard to their placement in the manuscript.

Should we try to explain this difference in the order? We believe there is no
need to. The order in the Bucharest manuscript does not seem to be the result of
an intentional change. We can only guess at the reason for it was. One possibility
is that the copies were made from different prototypes — thus, it would not be the
case that one manuscript is derived from the other or that both come from a com-
mon source or a common original. This explanation does not seem very probable
to us, inasmuch as the two collections are evidently related. Another possibility
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is there was an error or oversight, but we cannot find a reasonable explanation
for this either. What is certain in any case is that the content is common and had
a common purpose and function that we should identify.

3. The purpose, meaning and function of the inclusion of the historical
works in the collections

We have already stated a certain view on this matter. Although our collection
is not purely canonical, and its content is focused precisely on the fight against
heresies, the presence of the historical texts in it is justified by the historical con-
text of the ecumenical, and other, rules and also of the anti-heretical works. That is
how we should explain the presence of all historical presentations in the collection,
especially as these are united in a single section of the manuscript.

Of course, we should begin our study from the source: the Byzantine legal col-
lections. As stated above, the historical section is present in those collections, and
it is present as an integral part of each collection. This is not the place for a com-
prehensive study of the Greek manuscript tradition, and such is not our task, but
we may use the available tool - the Repertorium of legal Greek manuscripts - to
make a brief review. The Repertorium shows that the historical parts of collections
usually form blocs, like in our manuscript, which indicates that they were viewed
in their own separate context and as texts containing a common message. It would
be interesting to trace the situation in the Slavic copies, and this could form the
topic of a separate study.

The ecumenical councils (perhaps with the sole exception of the Council in
Trullo) were convened to decide important controversies that were shaking the
Church. The condemnation of a doctrine that had provoked these controversies
made that doctrine heretical and generated new controversial literature, or con-
firmed the literature already existing before the condemnation. Thus, the history
of the dispute, the history of the convening of the council and its course, the histo-
ry of the establishment of the rules, of the doctrinal debate, and of the theological,
and later disciplinary, condemnation of the heresy, became an essential part of the
anti-heretical rules or of the doctrinal and disciplinary decisions. Without this
part, they are difficult to understand. In any case, the historical account creates
a context for the works that are basic to the content and function of the collection.
The armor of the fight against heresies needs to be situated in its own temporal
environment.

The fight against heresies has two aspects. On the one hand, it is a histori-
cal phenomenon: it takes place in a specific historical age; the religious deviation
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emerges in a concrete social, historical and spiritual environment and corresponds
to the concrete searches of people in that age that have led to the erroneous - ac-
cording to the Church - conclusion. On the other hand, however, the Church and
the Orthodox people respond so sharply not only because the heresy is damaging
to their concrete historical interests, impedes the solution of concrete social, and
often political, problems, or does harm in some concrete way. The heresy is an
erroneous understanding of some essential feature of the faith or of its institu-
tions, an error that is an obstacle on the road to Salvation. History is essentially the
road of Mankind that spans from the Fall to the Last Judgement. This is no longer
a concrete social or political problem but an inmost concern of Mankind. That is
why the fight against religious deviations can be understood only in an ecumeni-
cal eschatological perspective. The fight against heresies is a fight not only against
heretics but also against the primordial Enemy of humans. Although it is waged in
our world, using the current means of a historically specific society, this fight is the
precursor of the great eschatological battle against evil at Armageddon. The latter
is an image and an argument borrowed from the future to justify the fight against
heresy in the present.

Thus, the ruler, or leader, of the battle is often presented as a dragon-slayer,
and the saintly dragon-slayers are equated with power. The theme regarding the
Muscovite kingdom has been studied in detail by Maria Plyukhanova on the ba-
sis of the Vita of Saints Peter and Pheuronia of Murom'. The battle with the
dragon is not a specific one but is a cosmic battle against the embodiment of
evil, against the Enemy of humankind. It is the deep foundation of the fight not
only against unbelievers but above all, against heresies. The eschatological back-
ground of the battle against evil only emphasizes the importance of that battle’s
concrete historical dimensions. The tales provide that historical context. If the
eschatological evil can be depicted as a dragon/serpent, and the victor as a drag-
on-slayer, then the concrete encounters with deviations that obstruct Salvation
should also have concrete historical images. Such are the councils, such are the
ecclesiastic leaders, and such are the rulers as political leaders — Orthodox rulers
of course.

That is the purpose of the collection’s historical section: in addition to the
eschatological battle, there is a battle in history. It is waged by means of the word,
which is the sword of the Spirit (Ephesians 6: 17), by means of law and tribunal, us-
ing all sorts of weapons, because there is much at stake. That is what the historical
works in the manuscript collection mean to tell us.

5 M. IImoxXAHOBA, Croxemvt u cuméonvi Mockosckozo yapcmea, Cankr-Iletepbypr 1995,
pp. 217-221.
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Chapter I

Lists of Patriarchs

1. The Lists of Patriarchs in the context of the historical part
of the legal collection

%the manuscript under study BAR 636, we find two lists of patriarchs:
one of the patriarchs of Jerusalem and one of the ecumenical patriarchs. The same
two lists, constructed similarly but placed differently, we find in the Bisericani Mis-
cellany, the twin manuscript in the collection of A. I. Yatsimirsky.

Lists of patriarchs were invariably included in the canonical-legal collections
of the Byzantine tradition, a feature that, through reception from the Empire,
passed into the law of Slavic Orthodoxe countries and the principalities of Wala-
chia and Moldavia. The presence of this text in Slavic canonical collections should
be the topic of a special study. Unfortunately, we do not have any detailed and
general analytical description of those manuscripts that might help us comment
on the matter. We may note that the text is present in the basic canonical copies.

Regarding the Greek originals, we have a repertorium of the manuscript tra-
dition of Byzantine canonical law’ that enables us to make some observations and
generalizations. According to the repertorium, the lists of patriarchs are present
in twelve manuscript collections of ecclesiastic and canonical law; most of these
manuscripts present lists for all five old patriarchal sees: Rome, Constantinople,
Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem?®. There are only a few exceptions: the see of
Constantinople alone is present in manuscripts Ne 347, 354, 522 and 526 (accord-

! A. SCHMINCK, D. GETOV, Repertorium der Handschriften des byzantinischen Rechts, Teil I1. Die
Handschriften des kirchlichen Rechts, vol. I, Frankfurt am Main 2010; vol. II, Frankfurt am Main 2017.

2 We are referring to numbers 344, 351, 397, 347, 354, 473, 477, 479, 481, 521, 522, 526 in the
repertorium.
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ing to the classification of the repertorium), and in Ne 522, Constantinople and
Rome (only the first Roman bishops, up to Pope Felix IT). Nowhere do we find only
two sees separated from the other (except the sole case of Rome staying alone),
and there is no special attitude towards Jerusalem. It is also worth noting that
in the Greek copies, the lists of patriarchs form an integral bloc of sees (in many
cases, all five patriarchates). This certainly shows the lists to be part of a unified
text. In the Slavic translations, this observation is not possible as there are no
other sees besides Constantinople. In our manuscript BAR 636 and its twin, the
see of Jerusalem is also present, whose list comes in first place but is separated
from that of the ecumenical patriarchs by the text of the Tale of the Ecumenical
Councils and the Moldavian Chronicle. In the Bisericani Collection (Yatsimirsky
Ne 51/BAR 685) the patriarchs of Constantinople follow immediately after those
of Jerusalem. We do not believe we should draw any special conclusion only on
the basis of the separation in BAR 636, which might be due to all sorts of reasons,
including technical ones. The important thing is that in both cases the lists are
included in the unified set of the historical part of the collections, which the com-
piler viewed as an integral whole.

The Greek originals of the lists have been published several times; under-
standably, the prevalent interest in these editions is directed towards the ecumen-
ical patriarchs. The first edition, that of Johannes Leunclavius, was subsequently
reissued in vol. CXIX of Patrologia graeca. This edition encompasses only a list,
with brief historical notes, of the ecumenical patriarchs, from the first one and
up to Patriarch Joseph I Galesiotes (1266-1275), followed by a presentation of
the officials of the Patriarchate’. We also find lists of patriarchs in the foreword to
the first volume of the works of St. Athanasius of Alexandria in Patrologia graeca,
vol. XXV*. We have three lists: two of the patriarchs of Alexandria (in Greek and
Latin) and one, in Latin, of the Roman popes. The publisher indicates on which
copies he has based the publication: ex codice Colbertino 3558, saeculi XVI. The
next edition was made by Carl de Boor in the framework of his publication of the
historical works of Patriarch Nicephorus®. This text (a brief chronicle and lists of
the emperors and patriarchs) was republished, with some significant differenc-
es, in parallel with the Slavic translation by Vladimir Bene$evi¢ in his study and

> TIoHANNIS LEUNCLAVIL, [uris Graeco-Romani tam canonici quam civilis. Tomi duo, Francofurti
MDXCVI, vol. I, pp. 296-304 (reprint Farnborough 1971); Patrologia graeca, vol. 119, Parisiis 1881,
col. 909-926.

* Patrologia graeca, vol. XXV, S. P. N. Athanasii archiepiscopi Alexandrini. Opera omnia quae
existant vel quae eius nomine circumferunt, pp. CLCCCIV-CLXXXV.

> C. DE BOOR, Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica, Leipzig 1880 (re-
print New York 1975), pp. 112-133.
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publication of some texts from the Kormchaya®. The Russian author followed de
Boor’s edition and quoted it, but the copy he chose does not always coincide with
the Slavic translation with regard both to the list and to the missing, or present,
very brief notes about the pontificates of some patriarchs. In 1884, F. Fischer pub-
lished an extensive study on the list of patriarchs of Constantinople’. He made
a wide and detailed review of the sources; indisputably, his work is an important
stage in the study of the see of Constantinople, but the theme of his work is very
different from ours. Here I will only mention that the author devotes special at-
tention to the first eight patriarchs, from Mitrophanes, through Alexander, Paul,
Eusebius, Macedonius, Eudoxius, Dimophil and up to Evagrius®, who are also the
first ones in the list in manuscript BAR 636. Vladimir N. Benesevi¢ includes lists
of patriarchs in two of his editions. The first of these is the edition of the rank
lists from the Treatise of Philotheus’. His other publication was already men-
tioned above. In it, he also published the Slavic translation based on two manu-
scripts: the Troitsky (Troits. 207) and the Pliginsky copies (Collection of Titov in
['TIB E II 250/PHB, b 11.250)".

The lists of patriarchs are considered to be the work of Patriarch Nicephorus,
being closely connected with his historical writings''. They encompass all five
of the traditional patriarchal sees (Rome, Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch
and Jerusalem) and are present in nearly all Greek copies of the Chronography
of Patriarch Nicephorus. The shortest, and oldest, lists of ecumenical patriarchs
usually go as far as Patriarch Ignatius, i.e., around half a century after the death
of Patriarch Nicephorus, while the list of the four sees do not extend beyond the
middle of the 7% century. Y. N. Shtapov explicitly notes that the Slavic copies of
the Kormchaya contain lists only of the ecumenical patriarchs; the other lists are
not included".

¢ B. H. BeHEWEBWY, [pesuecnassuckas Kopmuas XIV mumynos 6e3 monkosanuii, 1. 11,
pen. SI. H. Janos, Co¢ust 1987, pp. 210-239 (maTpuapiueckust CIUCHK pp. 231-236).

7 F FISCHER, De patriarcharum Constantinopolitanorum catalogis et de chronologia octo primo-
rum patriarcharum, “Commentationes philologiae Ienenses” III, Leipzig 1884, pp. 263-333.

¢ IBIDEM, pp. 297-333.

° V. BENESEVIC, Die byzantinischen Ranglisten nach dem Kletorologion Philothei (De cer. L. IT
c. 52) und nach dem Jerusalemer. Handschriften zusammengestellt und revidiert, “Byzantinisch-neu-
griechische Jahrbiicher” 5, 1926-1927, Athen-Berlin, pp. 97-167 (lists of Patriarchs, pp. 98-102).

1 B. H. BEHEWEBNY, [pesnecnasuckas Kopmuas, 11, pp. 231-236.

41, H. IITATIOB, Busanmutickue xpoHoepaguueckue couuneHus 6 opesHecnasanckoil Kopmuei
E¢ppemosckoii pedaxyuu, [in:] lemonucu u xponuxu. Cooprux cmameil, pes. M. H. Tuxomupos,
Mocksa 1976, pp. 241-242.

12 4. H. JANOB, Busanmuiickue xpoHoepaduteckue couuHeHus é opesHecnasanckoil Kopmuetl
E¢pemosckoii pedaxyuu, p. 242.
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2. List of the patriarchs of the Holy City of Jerusalem

In manuscript BAR Ms. slav. 636, we find a list of the first thirty-six patriarchs
of Jerusalem that starts from the first who held the see, Saint James, “brother of the
Lord”, and goes as far as Cyril I. The text has no original title, and the title present in
the manuscript was added later by the copyist, in red ink above the text. The same
hand wrote some of the notes and additions to the text. We believe that the notes
warrant the search for a mutual dependence between the two copies or their de-
pendence on a common prototype.

We already mentioned that the Slavic copies of the Kormchaya contain no
lists of the Jerusalem patriarchs. This gives us reason to search elsewhere for the
source of their presence in the text. There was probably a direct loan from some
Greek original or a continuation of a different Slavic tradition. When comparing
the list published below with the Greek original from de Boor’s edition”, the first
difference to strike our attention is that, unlike the Greek text, BAR 636 does not
give the number of years of the pontificates of the Jerusalem patriarchs. Of course,
we may also enquire what was the point of including this list in the collection. We
do not believe there are no obvious data indicating the inclusion of the Jerusalem
list was connected in any way with the general message of the manuscript. The
presence of the list of patriarchs of the Church of the Holy Land and the sees in
the city of the Incarnation and the Passion was probably meant to give greater
weight to the historical context of the texts — legal and controversial — of the Mol-
davian collection in the 16" century.

Here we present the whole text, with variants based on the twin copy from the
Yatsimirsky collection'.

BAR 636, f. 206v, Yatsimirsky N° 51 = BAR 685, ff. 295v-206r:

Zxe ® nprum nampmpxu cvrr'o rpa TpAma «—

Hpmmm KW BPA Fit + ciMed KABWNORK IO\"C'I"h zaxxm * TWETA * RENTAMHNS
* CENEKACK wycm * AERTH E(I)pI/IC"h . uucm]m . w,A,A i a'ro’® nA'kmmA u;wuo\( A
meaRirkro pazopmu\ H |o\{,a,mcm\r'o nzrm\ma AR LWL A dike © AZhI a'ro BRI . MAKo
* RACTANS * moynaie -magu . |o\(maum * PaiE * cvma * raie ApO\[FhIH * W HNK 10yAian
* KANHTWHAK * Awnuxmnu . o\(anm * HapKHCTL. - Ala e rspmama . rwp,a,le . fmsgéﬁpm .
MAPZARANK * EVMENTE * ZARAANK * EQMWH MAKAQTE * © XRA OVBO NPHWECTETA ARTA Adske'S

3 C. DE BOOR, Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica, pp. 123-126.

4 In the copy from the collection of A. V. fArmmupckuit No 51 (= BAR Ms. slav. 685) this text
occupies ff. 205v-206r.

5 Summupckuii 51: npgaro.

16 SuuMupckuit 51: omm.
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Ao WEQETENTA aTHAro ngm ks + Io MAK&pM npEA MAZHMWHACK * H K\?'p'l'/\'h + W
Avro\(cw u,p'k WHeAH 2Ke QOAHCA Il " 0 e X€ o NABTH AdiKE Ao KWHCTANTINA L'k Af
BRI Upie + NOBHE Ke W © MKWRA AF NATPIA) R TEJAMW,

In the margin, there is a note, on five lines in red ink, related to the Patri-
arch Narcissus and probably written by the copylst H1er0deacon Hilarion: ra EkITH
HAKHE .4 Tom © cliTé/Hiia cp'rn gk EW kY §¢ " 12— (=106).

It should be noted that there are some significant differences in the lists: in the
Slavic text, there are omissions and a displacement, and the lists ends at different
patriarchs (time). We already noted the absence of the years of the pontificates
— except for Patriarch Narcissus, whose name is added in the margin (in both cop-
ies), followed by the number 30 and the indication that 106 years have passed
since the Passion of Christ. Second in the list is Simon, son of Clopas, who is
designated in the Greek text as Xvpewv 6 KAewna'. We will not linger on some
changes of names, which nevertheless remain recognizable when the ending of the
nominative case is removed, albeit incorrectly. Missing from the list are John, Mat-
thew, and Philip (Ne 7-9), who should stand between Benjamin and Seneca; Elijah
(Ne 25), between Julian and Capiton; the places of Valentus (Ne 29) and Dulichian
(Ne 30) are moved, and Maxim and Antonin, who precede the latter two (Ne 27-28)
and come after Capiton, are missing; also missing is the second Narcissus (if he is
not the one designated in the marginal note); Maxim has become Maximonas, and
after Cyril (St. Cyril of Alexandria), the remaining ones up to Sophronius (St. So-
phronius of Jerusalem) are not present in the Slavic list in BAR 636. Let us list the
missing names: 1) St. John I (the second decade of the 2" century AD); 2) St. Mat-
thew I (+ 120, 2113-120); 3) St. Philip (120-124); 4) Elijah; 5) Maxim; 6) Antonin.
The first three are canonized saints and the latter three are little known. Though
the matter could be researched additionally, we see no particular reason why these
names should have fallen off the list. It could be due to an error in copying/transla-
tion, or to omissions in the Greek original. The only remaining objective of further
research would be to identify the Greek original of the list.

There are likewise differences in the explanatory notes attached to the list.
In the Slavic text, there is an indication where the list of the first patriarchs of
Jerusalem ends - those who lived in the time of the apostles and who were of the
Chosen People (from James, brother of the Lord, to Judas). It is also indicated that
fifty years had passed from the first capture of Jerusalem to its last destruction,
and that the next bishops were “from the pagans’, i.e., were not Jews. Additional
information is given towards the end of the list: the number of years from the In-
carnation to the discovery of the Holy Cross and from Augustus to Constantine,

7" C. de BOOR, Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica, p. 123,,.
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and that the number of patriarchs since the time of James is 35. This information
is missing in the Greek texts published by de Boor, where it is noted which patriarchs
were under the rule of pagan emperors, and which, under Christian emperors.
The last in our list is St. Cyril of Jerusalem'®, while in the Greek list, the last is
St. Sophronius of Jerusalem'. The question is, why were these two chosen to be
last. We are tempted to look for some meaning in this choice, while admitting
the meaning is hard to prove and holds the risk of over-interpretation of the text.
The name of St. Sophronius of Jerusalem is linked to the time of the Islamic con-
quest of the Holy Land and of Jerusalem. This occurred precisely in the time of
his pontificate, when the relations between conquerors and conquered were estab-
lished — especially the relation between the caliph Omar and the Church and its
prelate St. Sophronius. We suppose that the crucial importance of this time deter-
mined Patriarch Nicephorus, or some other author of the Byzantine original of the
list, to end the enumeration there. For his part, St. Cyril of Jerusalem was one of
the most respected theologians and Fathers of the Church. He is known foremost
for his fight against the arch-heretic Arius and the Arian heresy. We are tempted
to see that as the reason for his last place on the list of the two Moldavian copies
(BAR 636 and Yatsimirsky 51/BAR 685). This choice would be in harmony with
the general anti-heretical purpose of the collection. This is merely a hypothesis,
but a probable one.

3. List of the ecumenical patriarchs

On f. 226r of BAR 636, there is a text entitled: Nlamgidpen ® & ek B
kwerdmia rpd. This is a list of prelates who held the see of Constantinople, start-
ing with the time of the First Ecumenical Council and Mitrophanes, and end-
ing with the time of Patriarch Philotheus Kokkinos (1354-1355, 1364-1376)
- an emblematic anti-Barlaamite, who defended Orthodoxy in the 14™ centu-
ry controversies. The title of the text is written in red ink, as are the separate
contents, which subdivide the text (of the list of patriarchs of Constantinople)
and function as rubric headings. Some of the first letters of the names, and the
dots that separate them, are also written in red. This particular text has been
published only in our descriptions of the manuscript BAR 636, and we present
it here in full:

BAR 636, f. 226r; Yatsimirsky Ne 51= BAR 685, ff. 206v-209r

'8 The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 1, pp. 571-572.
¥ Ibidem, vol. 111, pp. 1928-1929.
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2 Yatsimirsky 51: ngsgaro.

21 Above the name of Patriarch Macedonius, the year is written rather illegibly. According to
historical data, he inherited the patriarchal throne from Eusebius of Nicomedia and was patriarch for
around ten years during his second pontificate (351-360). Yatsimirsky Ne 51: & ak.

22 The text, starting from Nestorius and up to this note, is written in the right margin of the
manuscript page. In the Bisericani Miscellany (Yatsimirsky Ne 51/BAR 685), it is written in the pre-
sentation itself, at its place in the list.

2 Yatsimirsky Ne 51: cfi mnxanaa upk . # gnéks nukvdwpa ugk &i 4. The number &i was cor-
rected above the row as . In manuscript BAR 636, this text is written in the upper margin of the page
as an addition to the text, probably due to omission.

2 Yatsimirsky Ne 51: éhrs gacHaia 1ipk. In manuscript BAR 636 this text is written in the upper
margin of the page as an addition to the text.
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AR, IWCTPh HenoREANHKS, H AK. W EeKoRK AATHNOGPWHEK, H AK. 1WCTPh nakkl /allfh
i rpirogie kingie, § ak. acanacie ASRABIN (sic!?), & A K. 1W kpwWrkkin, & A, dednacie
nakul 0 4K, nudWin z€anwn, £ a0, © Ak repachmn, 7 aK. tcaia ke B IWANNS, ©
HEMO 3Ke MNWIO MATEKK UFKEH NOAT K. AKHNAHNOY H RAJAAMOY MOBOPNHK™S. HCHAWpK,
" AR KAAHCTB AOBPRIH, 4 A, QHAWOEH, ML, & BTWPO NMAKK KAAHCT™h. NAKKI 3KE 1
PHAWSEH BTOPO:~

The list of the patriarchs of Constantinople is considerably longer than that
of the Jerusalem prelates, and is significantly different. The patriarchs (with few
exceptions) are presented with the number of years of their pontificates; they are
arranged according to the ecumenical councils, and there are a greater number of
historical and theological notes about them. The last name on the list is certainly
emblematic as well, but is from a much later date than the last on the Jerusalem list.

We already pointed out that the Slavic translations usually contain only the
list of the ecumenical patriarchs, while that of the Jerusalem patriarchs figures in
our manuscripts only as an exception. The prelates of Constantinople figure more
often in the Greek original of the lists: others might be absent, but they are always
included in the collections. We believe the reason for this is clear; it is related not
only to the importance of the see in the capital city but also to the focus on the
Empire and events there, especially those involving law (jurisprudence and ad-
ministration of justice).

In this respect, it would be interesting to compare our list with those in other
Slavic collections (as far as these are accessible to us) and with the Greek ones
published by Carl de Boor. As for the Slavic ones, we may use the publications of
V. N. Benesevic¢ and Y. N. Shtapov as a basis for comparison. The most important
difference between the lists is their range. The Byzantine ones, as well as those
Slavic ones that were published by the two Russian authors, begin the list of Con-
stantinople prelates with St. Andrew the First-called, while our list begins with
Mitrophanes I; it is explicitly stated that the time of the First Ecumenical Council
is taken as the starting point of the list. This is probably related to the tradition ac-
cording to which the emperor Constantine awarded the bishop of Byzantium with
the honorary dignity of patriarch. In this respect, our manuscript BAR 636 and its
twin continue this tradition and differ significantly from the starting date and first
name both in the Greek original and in the published Slavic translations.

The ending of the list is even more interesting. While the Greek lists con-
clude with Patriarch Nicholas I Mystikos (901-907, 912-925), and the Slavic
ones, with Patriarch Euthymius I Syncellus (907-912) - in the late 9" and early
10" century - those in our manuscripts conclude with Patriarch Philotheus Kok-

» Tt is the same in the Bisericani manuscript (Yatsimirsky Ne 51).
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kinos (1354-1355, 1364-1376), who was deeply involved in the Palamite contro-
versies in the 14™ century. In both cases, the chosen dates were not arbitrary. In the
late 9" and early 10" century, there were intense disputes in Constantinople, which
it took decades to resolve. That was undoubtedly an important moment in the
history of the Church, closely related to the development of its canon. The same
may be said about the Hesychast disputes of the 14" century, which certainly drew
a dividing line within Orthodoxy and also between the Eastern and the Roman
Churches. Of course, we are tempted to relate this choice in the lists to the general
anti-heretical orientation of the collection.

As for the list itself, we may say the differences are due either to a confusion
regarding the repeated pontificates of certain patriarchs, or to errors and confu-
sion in the list itself, or (more rarely) to damnatio memoriae of the respective prel-
ates of Constantinople. Let us point out some cases! There is the repeated dismissal
and restoration of Patriarch Paul I the Confessor and Patriarch Macedonius, the
latter being evidently related to controversies regarding the heresy that bears his
name. There are hesitations about the positions, in the list, of Patriarch Nestorius
and Patriarch Maximian, which is related to controversies with the Nestorians and
the course of the Third Ecumenical Council. In connection with the Council of
Chalcedon, we observe hesitations regarding the name of Patriarch Anatolius (in
some other Slavic copies, he is named “Antoniy”) and his place on the list before
or after the council. Similar is the situation around the Fifth Ecumencial Council
and the order in which the patriarchs Menas, Eutychius, and John are listed. In the
Greek list, there are no more names after Patriarch Sergius, and this is certainly
related to the controversies with the Monothelites. And finally, the name of Patri-
arch Antony (821-837), who should come after Patriarch Theodote, is missing in
the Greek original published by Carl de Boor; this might be due to his affiliation
to the iconoclasts.

In general, we believe the deviations in the list do not carry any significant
information relevant to our task of explaining the presence of historical texts in
the legal-controversial collection. Here we should make the important clarification
that the irrelevant differences are those in the parallel lists, while the differences
between the beginning and, especially, the ending of the lists (which extend as late
as the 14™ century in the twin manuscripts under study) are very important for our
topic. They certainly confirm the overall emphasis of the collection as a literary
armor against religious deviations.
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Chapter II

Tale about the Ecumenical Councils

1. The history of the ecumenical councils in the context
of the historical part of the legal collection

72

@/he council, especially the ecumenical council, is held to be the highest
institution of the Church in the visible world, inasmuch as, viewed as a divine-hu-
man institution, its head in the celestial world is the Lord Jesus Christ. In the early
Church, bishops, presbyters, and deacons, together with laypersons, held regional
meetings to resolve important questions and disputes; under Emperor Constan-
tine the Great, the First Ecumenical Council was convened to oppose the doctrine
of Arius. This forum had the additional effect of emphasizing the universal charac-
ter of the Church, corresponding to that of the Empire'. The emergence of the idea
of the council is related to the idea of it's the anthropic character, and respectively,
its infallibility on doctrinal issues, and also its Christian universalism, which was
impaired by the division that concluded in the 11" century?. The canonical issues
resolved at the council were not in the category of Divine and infallible decisions,
but certainly had great importance for both ecclesiastic and secular law. The early
councils were summoned and presided over by the Emperor, who was the central
figure there, and their decisions were promulgated by an imperial constitution,
which made them an inseparable part of the integral normative system. Thus, the
council combines all aspects of Christian universalism and defines an important
part of the political and legal ideas of the age.

! W. BEINERT, Council, [in:] Encyclopaedia of Christian Theology, vol. I, Abingdon 2005.

2 On the history of councils and the idea of council, see: H. J. SIEBEN, Die Konzilsidee der Alten
Kirche, Paderborn 1979; H. J. SIEBEN, Traktate une Theorien zum Konzil, Paderborn 1983; W. BRAND-
MULLER (ed.), Konziliensgeschichte, Paderborn 1980, sq.
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That is how things stand in the manuscript under study. The Tale of the Seven
Ecumenical Councils represents a kind of focal point for the legal, doctrinal-polemic,
anti-heretical, and historical-chronological part of the collection. The ecumenical
history of Christianity cannot be described without an account of the controversies,
opposition, events, participants, content and results of the ecumenical councils. As
mentioned, the conciliar principle of the Holy Universal Orthodox Church is one of
the most important principles of its existence and organization. At the same time,
in legal and ideological terms, the Tale is the most essential element of the historical
part of the legal collections. Inasmuch as the rules of the ecumenical councils are
central to ecclesiastic and, in a certain sense, secular legislation, the account of their
course and objectives furnishes a basis for the structure of the collection. To this, we
should add the importance of these councils for the fight against heresies: thus, the
importance of the text for our legal and anti-heretical collection becomes evident.

2. The Tale of the Ecumenical Councils in the Byzantine tradition

As the text in question is an essential element of the legal collections, it has not
passed unnoticed by juridical historiography. This refers most of all to the Byzantine
Greek-language tradition, from which the Slavic tradition originated. It is quite natu-
ral that the Church councils have provoked the interest of researchers since the dawn
of Byzantine studies, but we may say the publication and investigation of the synoptic
reviews grew in the second half of the 20™ century. Already in 1974, Father Joseph
A. Munitiz remarked that “a critical edition of the full synopsis de synodis is clear-
ly a desideratum for the study of the Byzantine catechetics and theology”, although
Father Frantisek Dvornik had already declared his intention of filling in this gap’.
The task has been made difficult by the existence of textual variations in the different
copies; nevertheless, a considerable amount of literature has accumulated. Here we
may point out again the previously mentioned series of studies by H. J. Sieben*, and
also those by J. A. Munitiz’. Several years ago, a critical edition of one of the variants
of the history of councils in the Greek-language Byzantine tradition was published®.

* J. A. MuniITiz, Synoptic Greek Accounts of the Seventh Council, “Revue des études byzantines”
32,1974, p. 147.

4 See here note 2.

° Father J. A. Munitiz devoted a series of studies to this topic, of which the main ones are cited
frequently here.

¢ L. M. HoremaNN und W. BRANDES, Eine unbekannte Konzilssynopse aus dem Ende des 9. Jahr-
hunderts. Editiert, iibersetzt und kommentiert, [in:] Forschungen zur byzantinischen Rechtsgeschichte,
Bd. 30, Frankfurt am Main 2013, 360 p.
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The topic is very extensive and is additionally complicated by the lack of a unified,
stable text tradition.

The history of councils is an essential element of legal collections, but one
that permits some freedom of presentation, which may be shorter or longer de-
pending on the aims of the compiler. We have some very brief accounts of coun-
cils, limited to their enumeration and the indication of the number of years sepa-
rating two successive councils’. We also have some more extensive presentations,
which give an account of the course, participants, activities and results of the re-
spective council®. There are also some much longer accounts of each of the coun-
cils, such as the text published by L. M. Hoffmann and W. Brandes’. The copy
under study, which we publish further below, belongs to the second of these
three groups, so that is the group on which we will focus our attention. Research
is made difficult by the considerable variety within the group, in terms of copies
and versions. The first group of accounts consists of works that give quite short
presentations, but they too may be interesting because of their different ways of
dating the councils and measuring the intervals of time between them, ways
that are present in our copy as well. The third group seems to have the least
number of common features with our text. Notable about it is that the detailed
presentation is combined with a lack of dating elements, such as the year from

7 V. N. Benesevi¢ published the Greek and Slavic texts together (Bb. H. BEHEMEBNY,
lpesnecnassnckas Kopmuas XIV mumynoe 6e3 monxosanuiiii, Codust 1987, pp. 237-239).

8 Here we may point out the classical edition by Christophe JusTEL/Christophorus JUSTEL-
Lus (Nomocanon Photii patriarchae Constantinopolitani. Cum commentariis Theodori Balsamonis
patriarchee Antiocheni. Christophorus Justellus ex bibliotheca Palatina nunc primum greece edidit.
Accessere ejusdem Photii, Nili metropolitee Rhodi, & anonymi tractatus de synodis oecumenicis ex
bibliotheca Sedanensi ab eodem Justello nunc primum greece editi, Parisiis 1615), which was later
reprinted multiple times (the first reprint being made in the 17* century by Justell's son Hen-
ri JusTELLUS and Guillaume VOELLUS in: Bibliotheca iuris canonici veteris, 11, Parisiis 1661). We
should mention the popular edition in G. RHALLES, M. POTLES, vol. I, pp. 370-374 (I. A. PaaAH,
M. ITOTAH, X0vTaypa T@v Ociwy kai Tep@v kavovwy TOV Te dylwy Kol TavevpHuwy ATooToAWY, Kot
10V Tepav Oikovuevik@v kal Tomk@v Zvvédwy, kal 1@V katd uépog Ayiwv Iatépwy, TOPOG TPWDOTOG,
ABnvnow 1852). In the framework of his study of Greek manuscripts in Brussels that were not
used by C. JUSTELL, ]. A. MuNrTiZ published a text (The Manuscript of Justell’s “Anonymi tractatus
de Synodis”, “Byzantion” XLVII, 1977, pp. 253-257). The text in the third volume of the edition of
the Miscellany (Izbornik) of Svetoslav (the Symeon Collection) is close and represents another ver-
sion of this one, published by G. RHALLES — M. POTLES, Cumeonros cooprux (no Ceemocnasosus
npenuc om 1073 2.), 1. 3. Ipouku ussopu, Codus 2015, pp. 216-232. In any case, it is worth noting
that many of these copies present an early variant of the text, in which the ecumenical councils are
six in number, not seven.

? L. M. HOFEMANN, W. BRANDES, Eine unbekannte Konzilssynopse aus dem Ende des 9. Jahrhun-
derts, pp. 52-203.
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the Creation of the World, the years of the preceding ecumenical council or the
dating of the reign of the Emperor who convened the council. All this makes it
less interesting for us, especially as this group, to the best of our knowledge, has
no examples in the Slavic linguistic environment.

3. The Tale of the Ecumenical Councils and its study
in the Slavic literary tradition

The history of the Tale of the Ecumenical Councils has been less studied in its
Slavic tradition. Apart from the various Russian printed editions of the Kormchaya,
we have several publications related mainly to the study of its contents or the study
of the chronology and the individual manuscripts. In order to trace the sources of
the copy and the chronographies it contains, Ioan Bogdan has built a supposed pro-
totype of the so-called Moldavian-Serbian chronicle in which he includes the tales of
the ecumenical councils, which he takes from the printed edition of the Kormchaya
(Moscow 1787, ff. 1-6). The text he published is practically identical with the copy
we are studying. The text of the Kormchaya printed in the early 20" century is quite
similar, but with some differences; it claims to repeat the Moscow edition of 1650.
We have a text published by V. N. Benesevic in his study and publication of the text
of the Kormchaya in the second volume of the edition, which came out more than
half a century after the author’s decease'. The same text was in the focus of interest
of Y. N. Shtapov, who published it together with a study that touches upon some
important problems related to the presence of historical works in legal collections'.
We should note that the text in Benesevi¢ and Yaroslav Shtapov is different from
the one we publish below: it is rather short and gives only the chronological frame
(in some cases, the years of the councils, and mainly the intervals of time between
them), and thus has basically very little in common with our text. With reference
to the three above-mentioned groups of Greek manuscripts, those of the Ephraim
Kormchaya (in the publications of Benesevi¢ and Shtapov) are among the briefest
in the first group. The longest presentations from the third group are missing, while
ours belongs to the second group, as do the texts in Christophe Justel’s edition.

In her latest study of the Kormchaya, M. Korogodina indicates the presence of
the Tale of the Ecumenical Councils in the legal collections'?. The author points out

10 B. H. BEHEWEBNY, []pesnecnasanckas Kopmuas XIV mumynos 6e3 monkosanuiiii, pp. 237-239.

" 4. H. IIANOB, Busanmuiickue xpoHozpagueckue couunenus 6 opesrecnassmckoti Kopmuet
E¢ppemosckoii pedaxyuu, [in:] Temonucu u xponuxu, Mocksa 1976, pp. 246-250, 263.

2 M. B. KoporomnHa, Kopmuue kuueu XIV-nepsoti nonosunvt XVII eexa, 1. 1. Onucarue
pedaxyuii, MockBa—Cankr-Iletep6ypr 2017, pp. 15, 494.
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that the Tale’s text is found in the Serbian and first Russian variants, in the Great
Reading Menaia, and in other collections, as well as in the printed Kormchaya,
in a revised version. The Tale is a popular text disseminated in the Slavic legal
literature. Orthodox Slavs became familiar with the history of the Seven Ecu-
menical Councils early on, with the first translation from Greek at the time of
the First Bulgarian Empire. Variants of the history of the councils were dissemi-
nated in such emblematic and varied in genre monuments of early Slavic literary
culture as the Miscellany of Symeon/Svetoslav dating from 1073". Only six ecu-
menical councils are presented there, but that was a different variant, belonging
after all to the group of comparatively more detailed accounts of councils, such
as that published below. This is an important indication of the interest the text
provoked, although the texts accompanying it are not of the legal category. Of
course, special attention in the present study should be devoted to the Ephraim
Kormchaya, which is an extant literary testimony to the Preslav translation of
the Syntagma in 14 titles based on the Photius edition, without exegesis. We
already mentioned the chronographic texts presented there, which are related
to the short indications of intervals between councils. Hence, the earliest Slavic
Kormchaya collections contain different versions of the Tale in terms of their
size, comprehensiveness and age. The Ustyug Kormchaya dating from the late
13"-14" century, which has preserved one of the two known copies of Methodi-
us’s translation of John Scholasticus’s Nomocanon, in 50 titles, contains, at the
very beginning of the manuscript, two different text versions, with chronologies,
of the ecumenical councils (ff. 2r-6v)'. They are surrounded by two different
variants of the Symbol of the Faith based on the definitions of the First Ecumen-
ical Council in Nicea, 325, and the Second Ecumenical Council of Constantino-
ple, 381. The parts of the presentation are different in range. The first redaction
ends with the explicit indication that there are six ecumenical councils, while
the second includes the Seventh Ecumenical Council (Second Nicene, 786-787).
The two texts differ by a number of grammatical and lexical archaisms from the
Cyril-Methodius and Preslav norm of the literary language. The precise Greek
prototypes of these Slavic translations are yet to be discovered.

The presentation in BAR 636 is of the full version of the Tale, similar to the
second version of the Ustyug Kormchaya, as it not only indicates the number of
years between councils but also gives a full account of the history, participants
and basic anti-heretical definitions against deviations from the Christian faith.

* Cumeonos c6oprux (no Ceemocnasosus npenuc om 1073 2.), 1. 1, Codms 1991, pp. 241-249.
" K. MAKSIMOVIC, Aufbau und Quellen des altrussischen Ustjuger Nomokanons, “Forschungen
zur Byzantinischen Rechtsgeschichte” 22.10, 1998, pp. 477-508.
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In this respect, the text is entirely different from that published by Shtapov and
Benesevic'®. Despite the changes in language and the elimination of certain
archaisms, such as nanexs, cusnsms and their replacement with nana, csgogs,
our text is interesting with respect to the translation from the Greek source.
Here are some of the most important changes: the use of the word gkenora
“truth” and the morpho-syntactic archaism ne smimoy — the negative infini-
tive — instead of ME B'KITH: a4 NOPOAMI VIORKCTRBHSI. HE E'hIToy ® Ba coyiya in
the description of the Fifth Ecumenical Council of Constantinople, 553 AD,
which opposed the errors of three main groups of heretics, the Eutychians, the
Nestorians, and the Origenists. This use was announced for the first time by
I. I. Sreznevsky'¢ in the indicated work, which contains publications of impor-
tant parts of the Ustyug Kormchaya, and was later reproduced by P. Lavrov'.
This archaism received the attention it merits only in T. Slavova’s'® overview
of the known cases of the presence of the gmiroy form in various monuments.
Slavova even proposes a possible Greek parallel of the article in the Ustyug
Kormchaya, whose authorship is still a matter of debate — though the preva-
lent view is that the basic text was written by Patriarch Germanus I (715-730).
She finds a similarity in the article on the councils in the Miscellany of 1073.
Its Greek prototype, which is very probably similar to the yet unknown Greek
original from which the translation in the Miscellany was made, may serve as
a reference point. The author’s conclusion is quite convincing: ne EnwiToy trans-
lates the infinitive form in the construction Accusativus cum infinitivo punte
yeyeonoOol... alcOnTov Tapadeicov.

Thus, to conclude, we should say the study of the Slavic translation of the
Tale of the Ecumenical Councils is yet to be made. Another task for the future is
a comprehensive overview of the manuscript tradition and the presence of the
Tale in legal collections. Below, we will try to review some elements of the work,
on the basis of which groups of texts might be defined, thereby prompting ideas
about the affiliation of the copies of the BAR 636 manuscript and the Bisericani
Collection to some of these groups.

* 4. H. IANOB, Busanmuiickus xponozpaduueckus couuHenus 6 opesHecnassaHckoi Kop-
mueti..., pp. 246-250, 263; IDEM, Busanmutickoe u 10i#HOCIABAHCKOE NPABOBOE Hacneoue Ha Pycu
6 XI-XIII 66., Mocksa 1978, pp. 64-68.

16 1. V1. CPESHEBCKUI, O603penue OpesHux pycckux cnuckos Kopmueii krnueu, Cankr-Iletep-
6ypr 1897, pp. 113-135.

17 T1. A. JIABPOB, Mamepuanvt no Ucmopuu 603HUKHOBEHUS OpesHeliuteli CIA8AHCKOL NUCOMEH-
Hocmu, Jlenunrpag 1930, pp. XLVII-L.

'8 T. CnaBOBA, Heobuuailnu un@uHumueHu @opmu 6 cmapobvreapcku  npesoou,
“Palaeobulgarica” XXX.2, 2006, pp. 52-61.
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4. Certain particularities of the text and questions as to its category
and origin

Here, we will limit ourselves to presenting the existing differences in the com-
putation of dates of the councils, and to some observations on the account of the
Seventh Ecumenical Council.

4.1. The different ways of dating in the various copies

An important distinguishing feature of the historical account of the coun-
cils published below is their dating and the indicated numbers of years that sep-
arate them. This information, which is not always present in the published Greek
texts, has not escaped the notice of scholars'. The different copies employ different
means of dating: the year since the Creation of the World (according to the Alex-
andrian system of chronology, and for the Seventh Ecumenical Council, according
to the Byzantine chronology), the year since the birth of Christ (in most copies,
it is written as “since the Ascension”), the time between two consecutive councils,
the consecutive year of the emperor’s reign. In this respect, our variant of the text
is particularly ample, because it contains all the indicated modes of dating. After
investigating the tradition, we could also use the number of Church Fathers partic-
ipating in the council, which is why we give this information as well here.

The First Ecumenical Council (First Nicene, 325 AD) in our Tale is correctly
dated as having taken place 318 years after the Ascension of Jesus Christ, in the year
5818 since the Creation of the World®, in the tenth year of the reign of Constantine;
318 Church Fathers took part in it (BAR 636, f. 207r). Here it is worth noting the dat-
ing after Christ, which is calculated not as “after the Nativity of Jesus Christ” (i.e., after
the Incarnation), but as after the Ascension. That is the mode of dating in some of the
Greek copies and in some of the published Slavic texts; in the Kormchaya of Patriarch
Joseph, the year is given as 318 since the Incarnation. In Ioan Bogdan’ edition, the giv-
en year is the tenth of the reign of Constantine, and in the Kormchaya, the twelfth*. In

¥ J. A. Muni1TIZ, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, “Revue des études byzan-
tines” 36, 1978, pp. 193-218.

2 The years since the Creation of the World from the First to the Sixth Ecumenical Councils
are given according to the Alexandrian era, while the Seventh Council is dated according to the
Byzantine era.

*! The date is the same in Bogdan’s edition (I. BOGDAN, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und ser-
bischen Geschichtsschreibung, p. 511), and in the Kormchaya of 1650, but there it is with reference to
the Incarnation (Kopmuas, nanewamana co opueunana nampuapxa Vocudga, ff. 5r-v).

163



Panoply in Defense of Orthodoxy...

Benesevi¢’s and Shtapov’s edition of the brief account, the year since the Ascension
is the same?®. The year since the Creation of the World is the same as in the two
editions of the Slavic text (the Kormchaya and Bogdan’), as well as with the manu-
script numbers 1, 5 and 14 Joseph Munitiz’s table®.

The Second Ecumenical Council (Constantinople, 381 AD) is dated according
to the Alexandrian chronology as 5874 (which is the correct date for this chronolo-
gy) and as 52 years since the first council, in the second year of the reign of Theodo-
sius the Great; 150 Church Fathers took part in it (BAR 636, f. 208r). The same num-
bers are present in Bogdan’s edition, but in the edition of the Kormchaya of 1650, the
interval is given correctly as 56 years, while the other numbers are the same®.
The number of years between the two councils in the Benesevi¢ and Shtapov edition
is 60%. If we subtract the year of the First Council indicated in the manuscript from
that of the Second, we would obtain the correct number, 56 years (5874 — 5818 = 56),
but the copyists have written a different one. The year 5874 according to the Alex-
andrian era coincides with Ne 1, 5 and 14 in the table of J. Munitiz. The same author
particularly directs his attention to deviations in the time intervals between the two
councils, and explains the existing four-year difference as resulting from the influ-
ence of Patriarch Nicephorus’s Brief Chronography regarding the year of the reign of
Theodosius I in which the council took place: he states it was the second, while other
chronologists indicate the sixth year®. It should be said, however, that the distance
in time of 52 years between the Second and Third Ecumenical Council became par-
ticularly popular and is present in all manuscripts in the groups from Ne 9-15, which
is the great majority of 11"-12"-century manuscripts.

The Third Ecumenical Council (Ephesus, 431 AD) in our text is dated to the
year 5915 since the Creation of the World (according to the Alexandrian era, while
the correct year is 5923), 41 years after the Second Ecumenical Council, in the
13" year of the reign of Theodosius II; 200 Church Fathers took part in it (BAR 636,
f. 209v). The numbers cited in Bogdan’s edition and in the Kormchaya of 1650 are the
same”. The years between the Second and Third Ecumenical Council in the edition

* b. H. BEHEWEBWY, [Jpesnecnasanckas Kopmuas XIV mumynos 6e3 monxosanuii, p. 238;
A. H. IIANOB, Busanmutickus xporozpaduueckus couunenus 6 opesrecnassamckoti Kopmueii..., p. 263.

» J. A. MunITIZ, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, p. 197.

# 1. BoGDAN, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und serbischen Geschichtsschreibung, p. 512;
Kopmuas, nanewamana co opueunana nampuapxa Vocuda, f. 6v.

» B. H. BeHEWEBWY, [pesHecnasanckas Kopmuas XIV mumynos 6e3 monxosanuii, p. 238;
S1. H. I[ALIOB, BudanmuticKust xpoHozpagueckust couureHust 8 opesHecnassrckoil Kopmuei. .., p. 263.

¢ J. A. MunITi1Z, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, pp. 196-197.

7 1. BOGDAN, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und serbischen Geschichtsschreibung, p. 513;
Kopmuas, nanewamana co opueunana nampuapxa Mocudga, f. 7v.
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of Benesevi¢ and Shtapov are 50%. The correct calculation of the years between the
two councils is 50, but it is rarely present in the texts. The number present in our text
occurs in Greek manuscripts Ne 5 and 11-15 (Munitiz’s table), and an explanation is
offered for this difference®. The given year since the Creation of the World coincides
with the dating in several manuscripts from groups Ne 5 and Ne 14.

The Fourth Ecumenical Council (Chalcedon, 451 AD) is dated in our manu-
script to the year 5945 after the Creation of the World (the correct date according
to the Alexandrian era), 30 years after the Third Ecumenical Council, in the second
year of the reign of Emperor Marcian; 630 Church Fathers took part in it (BAR 636,
f. 210v). The texts in the Bogdan edition and in the Kormchaya of 1650 give the
same numbers®. The interval between the two councils in the Bene$evi¢ and Shta-
pov edition is ten years®. In our manuscript, the indicated interval between the
Third and Fourth Council (30 years), is ten years longer than the true one. The cor-
rect number of years between the two councils is 20, but it is not indicated in any of
the Greek copies, among which the number 30 is clearly prevalent®. The explana-
tion of this may be a possible error that was later reproduced, including in the Slavic
translations®. The year since the Creation of the World indicated in the manuscript
is 6945 and coincides with the dates in the copy groups Ne 1 and 5.

The Fifth Ecumenical Council (Second Constantinople, 553 AD) is dated in
our manuscript to the year 6047 since the Creation of the World (Alexandrian
era, the correct date), during the 26" year of the reign of Emperor Justinian I, or
150 years after the Council of Chalcedon; 165 Church Fathers were present at it
(BAR 636, f. 214r). In the Kormchaya of 1650 and in Bogdan’s edition, the interval
between the Fourth and Fifth Council is 102 years, which is the correct number,
while the rest of the numbers are the same as in our manuscript*. The interval
indicated in the Benesevi¢ and Shtapov edition is 100 years®. It is remarkable that

» B. H. BEHEWEBNY, [Jpesrecnassuckas Kopmuas XIV mumynos 6e3 monkosanuil, p. 238;
SI. H. LIANOB, Busaumuiickusi xpoHozpaguueckus couuenusi 8 opesHecnasswckoil Kopmueri...,
p. 263. I believe there is a typing error in BeneSevi’s edition: the “N” has been replaced by “H”

# J. A. MuNITIZ, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, pp. 197-199.

% 1. BoGDAN, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und serbischen Geschichtsschreibung, pp. 513-514;
Kopmuas, nanewamana cv opueunana nampuapxa HMocudga, ff. 8v-9r.

' B. H. BeHEWEBWY, [Jpesnecnassuckas Kopmuas XIV mumynos 6e3 monxosanuii, p. 238;
SI. H. IJANIOB, Busanmuiickus xpoHozpagueckus couuHeHus 6 opesrecnassarckoti Kopmueii..., p. 263.

32 See the table in J. A. MuNITIZ, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, p. 197.

3 Ibidem, pp. 199-200, 215.

** 1. BoGDAN, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und serbischen Geschichtsschreibung, p. 514;
Kopmuas, nanewamana cv opueunana nampuapxa Vocuga, f. 11r.

% Bb. H. BEHEWEBNY, [pesnecnassrckas Kopmuas XIV mumynos 6e3 monxosanui, p. 238;
1. H. IJANIOB, Busanmuiickus xpoHozpaguteckus couuHeHus 6 opesrecnassarckoti Kopmueii..., p. 263.
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most Greek manuscripts indicate an interval of 102 years between the Second
Constantinople and the Chalcedon Councils and only group Ne 13 gives the num-
ber of years as 150, which Joseph Munitiz attributes to an error in the reading of
B as N*. The year 6047 based on the Alexandrian chronology is present only in the
Greek manuscript group Ne 5.

The Sixth Ecumenical Council (Third Constantinople, 680-681 AD) is indicated
in our manuscript as having taken place in the year 6076 after the Creation of the World
(the correct date is 6176), with the participation of 170 Church Fathers, 129 years after
the preceding council, in the 30™ year of the reign of Emperor Constantine Pogonatus,
father of Justinian II and grandson of Emperor Heraclius (BAR 636, f. 215v). The fact
that the emperor’s grandfather is indicated may be due to his importance in Byzantine
history, but the mention of Justinian II should have some other explanation, especially
in view of his controversial reign, divided in two by a period of usurpation. It seems to
us this question should be discussed in a more comprehensive commentary, in view of
the fact that it was under his reign that the Quinisextus Council, or Council of Trullo
(692 AD) was held. In Bogdan's edition and in the Kormchaya of 1650, the numbers
are the same”. The number of years between the two councils is given as 130 in the
briefest accounts®. The interval of 129 years between the two councils is present in
Greek manuscripts from groups Ne 5, 7 and 10-13 Joseph Munitiz’s table). It is near
to the correct number, 127 years, and may be accounted for by computation based on
the Alexandrian chronology™®. The year 6076 after the Creation of the World does not
occur in any copy, but in group Ne 5, we find 6176 (near to the correct year, 6174): the
difference may be due to a continuation of the initial mistake.

The Seventh Ecumenical Council (Second Nicene, 787 AD) is presented
with the following numbers in our manuscript: the year 6296 (which is the cor-
rect date according to the Byzantine chronology), 120 after the preceding Sixth
Council, under Emperor Constantine VI and his mother Irene, in the eighth
year of his reign, and with the participation of 167 Church Fathers (BAR 636,
f. 217r). In the edition of Ioan Bogdan, the calculations are exactly the same,
and in the Kormchaya of 1650, the year is 6306 after the Creation of the World,
while the other numbers are the same*. The number of years between the Sixth

% J. A. MuNITIZ, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, p. 200.

7 1. BoGDAN, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und serbischen Geschichtsschreibung, p. 516;
Kopmuas, nanewamana co opueunana nampuapxa Vocuda, f. 12v.

* B. H. BeHEWEBWY, [Jpesnecnasanckas Kopmuas XIV mumynos 6e3 monxosanuii, p. 238;
S1. H. I[ALIOB, BudanmuticKust xpoHozpagueckust couureHust 8 opesHecnassrckoil Kopmuei. .., p. 263.

* J. A. MuNITiZ, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, pp. 197, 201-202.

1. BOGDAN, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und serbischen Geschichtsschreibung, p. 517;
Kopmuas, nanewamana co opueunana nampuapxa Mocudga, f. 14r.
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and Seventh Councils in Benesevi¢ and Shtapov is 122, but in their editions
the anti-iconoclastic council is dated to the year 6296 after the Creation of the
World and through indiction 11, and the year of the death of Constantine VI
is given — 6305 after the Creation of the World and 805 AD. The last two dates
are missing in our text, and in similar ones to ours*. The correct number of
the interval is 107, but this number does not occur in any copy (the closest is
in Ne 16 of Joseph Munitiz’s table — 109 years). There is an evident prevalence
of the 120-year interval, the exception being only in Ne 6 (118/168), 8 and 12
(122 years), and 16 (109 years). The mistaken number can be explained by the
passage from the Alexandrian chronology (up to the Sixth Council) to the Byz-
antine one (for the Seventh Council)*. The year is presented according to the
Byzantine chronology since the Creation of the World, not the Alexandrian, and
we find it in manuscripts Ne 1, 511, 5111, 8 (Munitiz’s table). It should also be not-
ed that Ne 7 gives the year 6305*.

4.2. Some particularities in the account of the Seventh Ecumenical Council

Most of the published variations and versions in the group of Greek texts we
are considering are in fact related only to the presentation of the Sixth Ecumen-
ical Council, which shows the early origin of the text. Of course, the number of
councils changed up to the second half of the 8" century. It was at a comparatively
late date that the Orthodox tradition set their number at seven - this number was
made definitive only with the flourishing of canonic commentaries in the 12™ cen-
tury*. Some manuscripts contain a tale about the inexistent Eighth Ecumenical
Council, dealing with the holy icons and convened during the reign of Emperor
Michael III and his mother, Empress Theodora®. There are data concerning an
eighth ecumenical council held in 879-880 AD (recognized as such by the Roman
Catholic Church, but not by the Orthodox Church) in, for instance, the manu-
script Monac. gr. 256 f. 52*°. In some cases, certain local councils (which are im-
portant in a canonical-legal perspective) and certain heretical councils are also

“ B. H. BEHEWEBNY, [pesrecnassnckas Kopmuas XIV mumynos 6e3 MonKosaHuil, p- 239;
A. H. IIANOB, Busanmuiickusi xpoHozpagudeckus couunenus 6 opesHecnassmckoti Kopmueii...,
p. 263.

2 ]. A. MunITiZ, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, p. 202.

+ Ibidem, p. 203.

* J. A. MuNITIZ, Synoptic Greek Account of the Seventh Council, p. 149 and notes 10 and 11.

* L. M. HOFEMANN, W. BRANDES, Eine unbekannte Konzilsynopse aus dem Ende des 9. Jahrhun-
derts, pp. 204-223.

% J. A. MuNITIZ, Synoptic Greek Accounts of the Seventh Council, p. 152, note 29.
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included”. Because of this, and because of the good work Joseph Munitiz has done
in researching and publishing texts about the Seventh Ecumenical Council, we
should devote the necessary attention to it. Here is the place to note there is a se-
rious difference in the given numbers of participating Church Fathers in the copies
we are studying (BAR 636 and the Bisericani Miscellany), which, in agreement with
the text of the Kormchaya of 1650 and the text published by Ioan Bogdan, give the
number 167, while the Greek copies, with some variations, are grouped around
the number 350, later corrected to 367*. The number in the mentioned Slavic
translations was probably influenced by this latter correction, together with a cop-
ying error that was later multiplied.

A thorough overview of the account of the Seventh Ecumenical Council and
the separate presented texts indicates that the so-called “second text” of the pub-
lication® is the one most similar to our text; the ending, however, is more similar
to the so-called “first text” (§6)*°. Overall, it may be said that the alternative texts
display greater differences. There is no full overlap. Our text is considerably longer,
although not identical with any of those published by Father Joseph Munitiz.

4.3. Notes on the origin and manuscript category of the text

Our observations on the different ways in which the councils are dated, and on
the general structuring of the text, may suggest some ideas as to its origin and the
manuscript category to which it belongs. Of course, this refers to a group of Greek
texts, in as much as the Slavic translation is obviously strongly dependent on the
original. The identification can be made only after a very detailed investigation,
which is not among our immediate tasks.

What can we say in this respect at a first reading?

As to the very different numbers of years ascribed to the intervals between
councils, the coincidences may probably be used to group the texts within sepa-
rate traditions. As for the Byzantine texts, we have the research results of Joseph
Munitiz, which provide us with a starting point. Unfortunately, the Slavic tradition
has been much less researched, and all we basically have is Y. N. Shtapov’s article,
which, however, refers to a very different group of texts. Still, it shows that in the

¥ L. M. HOFFMANN, W. BRANDES, Eine unbekannte Konzilsynopse aus dem Ende des 9. Jahr-
hunderts, pp. 52-57 (Antioch, Ancyra, Neocesaria), 68-74 (Gangra, Antioch, Laodikeia, Serdica),
pp. 78-80 (Carthago), pp. 94-102 (Ephesenum Latrocinium AD 449).

* J. A. MuNI1TIZ, Synoptic Greek Accounts of the Seventh Council, pp. 170-171.

¥ Ibidem, p. 179.

0 Ibidem, p. 178, ..
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Greek manuscripts, there is full overlap of the intervals indicated in our copies
(BAR 636 and the Bisericani Miscellany) only with the one indicated as Ne 13 in
J. Munitiz’s table'. This is a manuscript from Vienna (Vindob. th. gr. 264, f. 162v),
to which we have no access; but according to the information that the account of
the councils there is only one page long, we may infer it is a different, shorter var-
iant of the text®. We observe a certain coinciding of the years in our copies with
those indicated in the chronology of George Hamartolos; only the number of the
fourth interval there is closer to the truth (excluding the error in the numbers “B”
and ”N”)>, but this can hardly be very helpful for our search for the right category
of texts. The intervals are different in the copy of the Miscellany from 1073. At this
stage of research, we cannot define the group category of the text based on the
length of the intervals.

If we compare the dating from the Creation of the World (based on the Alex-
andrian and Byzantine computations, which are combined in the Greek copies),
we should say that closest to our case is are groups numbered in the table as Ne 511
and - with one additional difference — Ne 1°*. Unfortunately, at this stage we can-
not draw any conclusion from this observation, in Ioan Bogdan’ texts, the years
coincide, and in the Kormchaya of 1650, there is a difference only in the case of the
Seventh Ecumenical Council.

5. Conclusion

We hope our observations on the manuscript tradition have contributed some
knowledge to the study of the presentations of the seven ecumenical councils in
Slavic legal collections. Unfortunately, we cannot draw more concrete conclusions
at this stage; these would require a much more detailed textological study of the
manuscript tradition. Of course, we do not believe any specific Slavic contribution
within this tradition, as it is dependent on a Greek original (or more than one).
This is certainly a case where a work in the Byzantine Orthodox tradition was dis-
seminated and received within the nations of the Byzantine community.

After the study and publication of the text, we believe we can confirm the con-
clusion drawn from our investigations of the other historical works included in the
manuscript BAR 636 and the Bisericani Miscellany. The conclusion is that the sep-

1 J. A. MuniTtiz, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, p. 197.

32 Ibidem, p. 216.

51, H IANOB, Busanmuiickus xporozpaduueckusi couuHenus 6 opesHecnassuckoil Kopm-
weil..., p. 247.

* J. A. MunITIZ, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, pp. 203, 212, 214.
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arate texts were not included for their own sake but served the overall purpose of
the collection, which is the fight against religious deviations. This fight was waged
by doctrinal-polemical and legal means, and the task of the historical works was
to provide an instrumental context for the copyists and those who had ordered the
collections. Of course, the ultimate goal of this fight coincides with the basic value
of Christian culture. The controversy was aimed at consolidating society around
the Church and giving greater stability to the state, but in fact, its major purpose
was eschatological and related to the Salvation of souls in the beyond, which, how-
ever, is to be prepared in this world and within the sphere of history familiar to us.

6. Edition of the text

The text of the Tale of the Ecumenical Councils is published here according to
the copy of the Slavic manuscript in BAR 636. The few variations given here are
based on the copy from the Bisericani Miscellany, which we have used in the pho-
tocopy version BAR 685.

BAR 636, ft. 207r-220r

207r

GKﬂz’ﬂﬂie G(E{;\)T(hI)Xh’H E'LG'EA(%H“-
CKKI CEAMh cmswprk chBW 3~

() B'hZNENIA XBA A9 NPTKEATO ChEWpA,
AR THL A ® NAW.\AA \ MHgOY.

R ATW 1,ewm Bl CTRIH B

,

CEAENCKBIH NYTLEKIH ChEWYA

Bk NHKEH. NPH BEAHLRMA LQH
KWHCTANTINE. Bl AECATOE

akmo U'p'/l‘aﬂd €ro. HiKe up"l'c\so-

Ra A, AH + KRR Ke cTIH WILH
chiiewen ca uicaw, I cma-
p'kHLUHNhI KE s’kxz& cmswps
cunmcmpm nana pHMCKhIH ane-
AANJ KWHCTANTINE rpapa,

NPH MHTPWPANk nampiapek.
fmaénApm nana :MEQANAQ"I;CKM-
EveTaoiE nampmpxm AN'I‘IW-

XIHCKRIH- MaKAgiE |egmmcmm

170



Part Four. Historical Texts

7 I ee 4
C'hHHAWLIA 2KE ¢A HA AplA CO\"E-
A ’ ’
MXRPRHATO. NPEZEVTEYA EBIR'-

207v

WAro AAEZANPLCKRIA LPREE.
XOVAALIA chA B2KIA A HAWENS
IV KA HCTHNNAMO BA. TRAQK To-
MO MAAAIE HEYKCTHERIH, H NE
EAHNOCKLINA WOy, T sk
CEMO 1AKO BYAMA HCTHN'E. Koy-
MHO H C'h € AHNOMKICATKNHKKI
€ro. CThIH C'KH ChEWPh NYO-
KAA H OBPKIKE. H EVCERTA HH-
KWMHATHCKANO. H MAKEAWNTA.
H €VENWMIA. AlJIE EW H CAWRE-
Chl PAZARUAAKR CA, HR NOAOBHO
APTERH © HCTHNKI G!n&,n,wum
npABOB’kpuﬂ\A Ke R’kp)ﬁ 0\{'['89-
AHEWLE € CTIH WILH, EAHNOCKLIN
chia wu,o\( ﬂpOﬂOK'RAABI.UE mﬂopu,a
K'hc"k‘ll\CKhIMh a He 'FBAph H
£A HCTHHNAMO H BAKR H Fa. no
NPPKOY FAALIOMOY. He YgRRA
nprkake AENNHUR POAHK TA.
ki (in the margin below)

208r

HAKOMKE HZAOMENTE BRphI HAMA.

chigk. BEpoyR B EAfHONO Ra.

€ke B ARKHORENTEMB CTIO AKA
NPORBZMAACHIA. OVCTARH iKe

C'hH CTRIH H B'hcméucth ChEW.

H CTRA m\cxm npaguommu fid.

AKOMKE NIE No WEKIYAK ,A,QMKH

N'I;u,lH sw W np'kmmn 4N ,A,l

MAp'I’IA Mua HpAZNOBAAX:K HA)(/Y\~

© nprkgaro t'hBWpA AO Bmoparo Ak AR~
E’I‘Opth ;m CThIH A Bhceatnckiid (B in the margin)
CREWP'h Bl Kb KWHCTANTINE
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rpapk © B AkTW feuTéA. Bh
LPTEO SEWCiA REAHKAArO. E'h
ARTW BTOPOE LPTRA €O, HIKE
LPTRORA AKTh, 71 * ERKR Ke
— A — AT ’ — . .
CTTH WIH chlilEwed cA YHeawa', (pH in the margin)
CTAPRHWHNKI ke BRXR TOro
ChEWPA, AAMACK NANA PHMCKRI
HEKTAPTE NATPiapxT KWemamin rpd
— . .
kA (in the margin below)

208v
& Y4 > T
KVPHAL NATPTAPKE 1€PAMCKRIH.
THMWSEH NATPTAPK S AAeZAN-
. ”
APTBCKBIH. MEAETTH NaTpIapK
ANTTWKTHCKKIN, PPHMOQTE NH-
CTHCKRIH. H MPHIWQTE EIOCAORN,
NPARA MR KWHETANTINE
rpapd. HIKE Bh BTOPRME ChEW-
gk cTR pAcngH BRIRWIH. CROER
ROAER NIk chBWPS MPE ca npk-
CTOAA®. H CRTEOPHER W OcTa-
RAENH NYTAA CAORO. H O NgH-
7 X — —— > 7
WECTRH Tk cTXh Wik, H NPO-
A
4k NP BhCRMb CREWPOME, O-
THAE B'b HANZTAZOME. C'hNH-
O SR ” —
AWLIA KE A CiH, pH CTIH Wi,
LANETY 4 «
HA MAKEAWHTA AXOEOQLA. HIKE
PAZEOHNHYLCKKIH NYTAL Bhehl-
THEWIAMO KWHCTANTINE rpaja.
7 — — —
XOVAALIATO AX'h CThIH. MAdAlIE
~ b4
EW TOrO TRAph EWITH, 4 HE EA.

209r
> 4 A 4 > 4
H HE TOMOME CRIPRCTEA EMOKE
Wik H ek, H TOVKAAMO ® BKTEQ.
R
C'k BW MAKEAWNTE E1JIE HKHEA
A [/
ckIH NSBNO AIERH KoV AkLuE.

% BAR 685: ¢ ‘keToaa.
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4 v b 4
CEMO OYEOQ KO ™ MPAROCAARNOH
4 7 es o /.
RRYE, e careaiemh AHETHCKI.
H ch AﬂWNApIEMh AAWAHKIHCKhI
H G,A,HNOMI:ICA"I;NHKI:I H, npwm\A-
WA H OCKAHIWA CTTH WILH. 1Ko
— moo— 4 X A
ChAUINA, MAK A HALLEMO IV XA
— b} « 14
MAIOMOY H HEOYMHNA. HE TOTOKE
4 ~ — 7
THBKMO. HR Eh TPHANERNOH Mph-
7 — 7 M
TROCTH TRAECE MNR, ch TRAW
> T A ’ —
H BKTROY SMPRTH raaax.
m s — 4 56 4 ) 4
NAR A HAWIEMO™ EWITH HZERCTH-
— 4 4 — M
WA. A4 HMAYIA, HAWHML AWA
GAHNOCX\I.IJN:K H Ea HUI‘HNNA[‘O
H Fa ?KHBO'I‘BOpAI.pA[‘O np'l'ro
AXa OYMCNHUJA. EAHNOCRIINA

209V
wu,oy H cuo\(, 'ror'o EhI'FH nponw-
Bfﬁm/.x H moroms RHKTEA W CH-
Abl. A7KE CTIOE HZAOMKENH BRphI
”

np’k,a,p'ﬂmnmh. €KEe TH rdcHRe

— — A e b 4
CTrO AXA BAFTIR HZMAACHILA ~

© BTOpAr 3Ke cmr;u'!pa A0 mperiare (Ak in the margin)
prm KE CThIH H BhceAeNcKuIH (Ma in the margin)
C'hBWp'h X BB e(I)Ecrk « & aTw, (' in the margin)

eu,ﬂ 4N u,p'l'Bo wwcu\ MaAda-
ro. Bs ARTW 'FpHMA,A,ECNFOE
u,p'ma er'o H?KE u,meOBA ik,
ME. H ,A,BA Mu,a C'RWEWEH A
CTiH WiiH, BRXA ke uicaw, €.
cmép’kumuuu e B'lixm ChEW-
poy. KVpIA'h nana AAfganp'thu
npAB/.\H np'm'h KEAECTHHA NAMNkKl
pHMCKAFO H OYKENA/\IE nampmi)
IGpAMhCKhIH H MEMNWNK €NM
EQECKKIH. CThNHAE 3KE CA CThH
ChEWph HA ETWpTa ZA(S‘II;C'I‘I-’IKX,

, .y , ,
5 BAR 685: Ifaaax®. €TIH e WLH ch AIUNR H OfMHR NAKTH Fd HAWIETO.
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210r

éanm\')nA kWeranmink S rpapd.

oy uAKa Brkpo\(mpar'o Xa pazak-
A'I;mparo H np’kc'kuc\muw’o
npocrm EW TOrO 4AKA EKITH rwm-
WE, & NE Ba B'hmrmphma CA. ABA
cha o GAHN’RMh x’k SR rw.\

H Am\ CRCTARA. H GAHNOI‘O O¥Bo
ERITH, HKE © WiiA pommuaro
CAORA. APOVTArO 3Ke, Hike © MAPIA
PORTBIIATO CA YAKA. N0 AKEEH
KE CRETBKOYIARIIA CA CAOROY.

H T'KZOHMENHTOMOY CHA HMENA.
TEME NH ER, NR {OJOAHUR
NPUTRA ABR MAPIR. POKABUIRA
TOrO f'a HAWEFO H BA IV XA HMe-
HORAAUI. TOrO pAAH H ckH CThIH
c'hsu'!p'h np'ksh'lmmum 'rér'o
E'h TAKWERMK xo\mmu HZEp'h-
MWA. 1K }‘KHAWBCKAA ChMEI-
CAALIOY. B'h KA BRpSXRIpArS

210v

Nsc'r'wpm H p'kcnomm HCTHNNR
Bu,m nplmvm\ ABR MOKAZAWA.

H ® Nex BecRmene (1) B'hnr\"hlplxm}
cA A HAWIEO IV KA. CRa B'_'m'm

H A npoan'kAamA HECTW-

pIE 2KE HZMHANK Kkl B'h wacmm~

© Fa-ro ke chEWPA A0 A 10, Ak A~
YETRYWThIN 2KE CThIH H B'hCeAeN’- (§ in the margin)
CKhIH cmu’;ph BK B XAAKH,A,\éf'i

R ATW, 1;eu,zm ngH u,pH MApKIdN

E'h K'I‘OpOE AETO upmm\ er'o

HaKe H qpmsom A 81, 1 Mwh 5.
B'I;xm Ke CTRLIEWEN cA CTTH WIH
yHcaw, Ka* cwp'kumuuu e

ERKR c'hswpo\( ABWTTE Nana pH-

CKKI. H ANATWATE NATPTAPKE KW-
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CTANTINE rpaAd. H oyxmams
naTpiapxT ISpAMhCKhIH H Ma-
AHMK nampmpxm AN'I‘HWXIH-
CKKIH. ANACTACTE MHTPONOAR

211r
’ 14 > Tsou
CWAOVHCKBIH. CTEPANK EPEKRI.
CREQALLA KE CA HA ATWCKOPA
’ e/ > A
ELIRLIAMO NATPTAPKA AAEZAHP -
CKAro. H HA €VTHXTA apxTMa-
HAPHTA KWHCTANTINE rpapa.

. ~ — 4 N = > — \
ClAa BEW clicA HAWEMO H BA IV XA B'h-

YAuENTE WARTAACTA AO KONLA.
OHAR TOrO NPHEHAKNTEME NAK
IION?EUJA BACHOCAWR'KCTA, mTALpA
Ko N NAT rivk e,a,unocmuma
HAMB. NR © ,A,Bwlo o\(so GC'I‘BO\"
ch GAHNENIW EKITH. eAunom

e cmgpmmumu cA no C"bGAHNE-
NiH. H K gmmgo\f cmpmu ﬂpHAA-
raaK®. TOMO PaAH OVEO cid Bk
TAKWEKH NPRAKCTH NYREKIRA-
AllA. C'K CThIH CREWPK HZEQ-
KE H NPOKAATH. HZMAACHELLA
CREQTRUIENA BA H ChEQTRILENA
4AKA TOTO, B'h ARWI z:cmgo\( Ne-

211v

cm’kcno H NEpAZA'tANO A HALIErO
W xA AK'I; Ke pemuw €cTik.
CAOKO\“ PAZAHUNAA, NE c/\oxoy pa-
Z,A,'ﬁdeu'l'a lﬁxomi m}"ﬁo ,A,u]_c\' H
'l"'RAO QAZAHHNA OYEO €cma
Ecmrd C"M,A,HNENAA AHLEME.
EAHNO CHILE CrhA’kAOEAAI.IJA
HpHWBI.IJAﬁHl.IA cA fmumm Aum
EW anfMAmpH TRAECHRIA crl'p'rH
H IaKE w HH BW/\’RZNH H TRAE-
CH cmpammmo\( H mpoymamms
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CA TIEYAAMH H NONEYENTEME c'h
Amm TAKO H O x’k AB'R o\frso
€cTRE. YAK™ 3KE H Eh CAORO.
EAHNO KE AHLLE MO CHEBKOYTIAE-
NI, HR pﬁl{wm,«h pAZA'ﬁAENTA
BWpH'FEAE ,a,um OHHCANA cH-
p'k OAp’h?KHMh ¢ B TRAECH,

H CTYTH NPTEMAE H EWA'RZNH
npkTprkRAE. Ad AlpE TAKO

212r

cmﬂmm\{nu CA CAOKO BAAH CA
H Tkl TAKWEHME HOKHNX\'I‘H CA.

H 'FBOpH'FH TOro cmprrm\ H WNH-
CAHA. CHp"R w,A,p"MKHMA Aqu
0\[50 ECTROMA cmpmno € CAOBO
HAH H B Mkemk HpHGMAE WiH-
CANTE. CR KAKORA E'h HEMh rro’ro
pAAH HR NE cmm;mynnmm pA
Ks wnucauoy H cmpmuo\f 'I"KAECH
E,Y\,A,emh H T C'Fp'FENh H WNHCANK.
AlpE HH nocmpA,A,A HH WIHCANTH
WIHCANK Ebl. aujs EcTRW Ne-
np’knommh € H HEOHCANK H
EEC'I‘p’I‘ENh 'ro Al|.|£ 4N 'I"KA’R
BX\,A,E U,'I;Ao HMA CROE chmpmlz

H C'th'hlUENO mnp'k/\ommlc\
CAOEO. H Nk AHENO NONEKE NH
YAULCKAA ALTA HH npoc'ro HH 'ro
pAAH €3KE B'h TRAECH €CTRO cTpa-
KAE. NXR N0 ecrmo\[ CTPAKAETh

212v

) 4 4 ) \ ’ A )

H cBR'ENE T'KAECH HAH 'mmoms H
BH,A,HMA Bm,a,e H o\(mpemh H HIKE
no ¢n C'I‘pA}KAE'I’h emmome k-
AO. HR TAKWEKI o\(so NE nocmpa-
A

METh. NONENKE th:I.phC'I‘KOMh

cia HMaTh, ® Ea NPHEMUIN. cTPA-
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KAE IKE C'l'p"lé‘\N'l'A CHALI HMALIH
Ks OAEZHOMOY. C'h NHMH KE

H \T!xo'p,ﬁ Flcxo'p,mqm He TRAE-
CE. H oymzae cmpﬁm N A,A;k
ALIJA H HKe Ha fiH cm/.xzm Hx;m
pAAH H TAMO EK1 TRE NPHWIECTRIE.
AKOKE O ATATS nwp'h npono-
R'RAARWIANG CRYIH B TEMNH-
A WEAABAENTE. K CEMOVIKE H
B'ﬁcu MRUHTH CA xo'rmqm

e 1 TRAeck NE AMA. cmpame-
T Ke osaqe Aum Al|JE i cmph €
HENPHATHA. il ONHCAET CA, HE
CAOES BKITIA. ONHCAET KE CA

213r

FAE RTOPOE, B'h WiHeank TRaecH
HMALIH NPREKIRANTE. KOKE

CE OVEO NE AOBJOTEWPATH NOHX-
HRARIYIH. NPHYUA TAKO ERITH KO
npmxou’mpéznoz K 'rdmo\( Ew
o\pm HE EH BKIAA ﬂlelA npmﬂm
OYBO é OYKAZANIE OYErkp’kA €xke
MO YUACTH. YRCTH pAAH IOENArO.
MRI OVBO YAKA, HE ZaNEKE Ngrkke
EKITH, HAH KOVINO ERITH, NR NA
CKZ\ZANTE anAx\ﬁ HHR n;m)ﬁq/.\

€3KE TAKWEKIMK cﬂ\mhcmgw cAC-
ROV C"hGAHNH'I‘H ca EKe © HA k-
AfCH. H NHKAKO3E Kor',A,A pr/wk
mor'o BH,A,Hmo\[ BRITH. AlE H 1RAO
HMA 10 cru;'hxo\(m\emu pAZAHlIIE
IAKOME H WEIITH YAK'K. B WEOE
KW REARXT cA CROHCTRA. HEW
HH ® KHA’RNIA BEC"I;M;)'I‘NA BHAH-
M H ChMJTHA BRI NALLA ALTA.
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213v

TAKOME H Bk CAORO EHAH HAN C'h-
M)TENK. APE H Bh RHAHMRMA H
M;Tvrmﬂwl;zuh TRAECH. HAWI 2Ke
AMUd H CAOROY BRIRWIEMA. u,'k/m
BW HMATH Regh oysmvmm pmos
OBWIO cBoA coscmm IAKOKE Kkl
Kosmo wmpm BW YAk © ALIJA

H mfimecu Cick Ke ® BKTEA -
CTARAS CA. YTO BW HE AOCTAETh
MU BARUENE HMAYH OCOBENk
KHEW. €K BKITH CRYILCTROY
RECIAKTHOY H CAMOARHIKHOY.

4TO Ke TRAOY K EWITiHO TRAS.
EMO)KE PAAH H KONUYARAALIE Ch-
EWgh PEYEMB. TRAECH BRITH NA
TPOE pacmoénno\{ € a0 & e
ENO, wpmncrm CKER. CHAOR KH-
ROTh HMH. TH 3K NE [AKOMKE MO-
EAE, NR IAKOKE NENORHO NMPHEMAE,
NPHYA. H ZASARHCTROVA O Ehipw-

214r

WeNTH~ ® & -ro e C'hBWpA A0 € -ro. (ak. in the margin)
TIATKIN 3Ke cmswph Bl B’ KWHCTA- (pn. in the margin)
TNk r'pA,A,'k . B ATW ﬁmg * NgH (€ in the margin)
upH IOYCTHNIAN'k Apmuuma

Bk AK" RS u,prmm ero HIKE LYTRO-

RA A, AH. H Mwh z . B"RX:K Ke

ChUIEWEN cA CTTH WILH, PAe.

CTagRHWHNKI e BRXR ChEW).

RHIHATE NANA pTMCKKIH. €VTH-

Xie NATPiapKs KWNCTANTING .

ANWAHNAPTE AAEZANPTRCKKIL AW-

MENK ANTHWYTHCKKIH, EVTH-

Xie )IépXMhCKhIH. AdMiANK cOZW-

nomi'rclmu * C'k CThIH ChEWPk,

c'mzprmuu o\(so HIKE Bk )(AAKH,A,w-

LN c*u;wpa H ﬂpAKOB'KpNA H cniaa
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NOREAKHTA €rO BheR ChBPRILE-
HO OVTRP'KAH. H BRZPACTHULRA
E€PECTh NPOKAA A WRYKIKE. TAKO-
KAEKE NPOKAA NP REOWEPAZHO

214v

OVEO WPHIENA BEZOVMNATO. H E'h-
¢'R NEYKCTHRAA €rO MHCANTA.
ERAMYTA 3KE H AHAHMA. APERAE
ERIEWIAL. HZAOMKENTA ® NEW rad-
Rhl. QEKIIE CRITHCANTE. [IKO OVYE-
HHKA WPHTENOY H EAHNOMKICAA-
. H ¢ €AAHNCKBIMH cHrRLE-

HA NOREAKNTH. HEW cHMb TRAE-
CEMb RALKE NITh QBAWKENH €,
BEZOVMNE PEKWILA HE BThCKYWCNR-
TH. H EIIE KE Kb CEMOY BAAARKR
mTuJe 1Ko Auﬁ. np'hK'kHumA
CRTh 'l"kAECE H Hp’kH{AE TRAECK
PWAHIIA. i © €AMANCKL] HAYH-
HAALIE NOREARNTH, NprRXOaie-

HiE Alams © TRAA B TRAO oyud-
XX KOMNEL, 7Ke BRITH E'RUNEH
MRWE rAdax&. H EReW naknl

B MP'KETH CANK OVCTPOHTH Ca FAd-
X*®. H XA IOENA HA BKIFH H HH-

215r

YTOKE paznﬁquo Aok © fa xé-
aRaxx mpmwmamu paH ke O-
KAERETAAK, Ko WK C'h'FBOpE

® BA. HH EWITH €MOY. H ELIE iKe

K TOMOY MAdAKR. 1AKO NE R'hIAK-
™ cmz,a,&ms BhICTh fx,A,[xMh H

HHA ApO\[I‘AA TRMAMH xo\mm\A
HCMHCARLIE WEAHYENH BhIllIA.

H MHWMLI © u,;mm r'o\rlmqu razKe
CRMHCANTA HE IAR'R H 1ACHO npom-
KA"RXX\ cA. HR ® NEKKI Bs TannE
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APWHKHMA BRXR. NHIKE AO KO-
HULA WEAHYENH BRILA HA YETEQh-
™ chEWpk. diyte H HEWTH © o
Wis cia ®mkraaxs. HEW nptk-

Kt TOro chBwpa KEXR ElAH THTE
EPETHSH NPWKAATIH. €MAANKE

Eh MHWITH AKAH TAKWEAA NAYA-
WA CA OVUENTA. TOFAA C'KH ChEPA
A CTHIH ChEWPh NATHIH, CHYIKE

215v
) ) 4 X’ ) 4 a
H EAHNOMBICABHHKLI H . H XOVAHA
4 7 .. 7 b o’
B ChITHCANTA NPWKAALIA. H ELIE
> ’ . A
Ke H MEMFOVECTTHCKATO o£Wpa
’ > 7 ee ) 4
NPWKAALIA. H NECTWPTA OVUENH-
) \ ) 4 ) ~
KA €rO, H ¢k XOVANHMH €r'S k-
. o
NHCANTH. 1AKO CKEYWHHNKIA NAK-
> Ié — 7 4
bl HZEPRIWIIA~ ® € KE ChEW-
s oAy, v
pa A0 S -0, Ak, pRe- . 5 ~
4 — 4
HIecThIH 2Ke CThIH H RhCEAENCKKIH
’ o ’
ChEWY'h. Bhl B'h KWCTANTINE rpa-
- — — W
A B ATW, SOS * NPH UPH KW-
’ 4 4 N o— ) >
CTANTINE BPpapATR WIH 10V CTH-
e/ 4 ) 4 ..
HIANWR'R. RNOYL'R 2KE HPAKAIER'R.
4 ’ <
Bk A'KTO TPHHAAECATOE LPTRA
> A o N omos 4
€ro. HKE UPTRORA AR, 71 ~
7 A7 A
By Ke crulilewie ca cTiH WILH.
r’ 4 4
YHCAW, PO * CTAPRHUIHNKI Ke
4 7 > w A
BRKR CREWPOY. Araew nana gi-
7 ee o’ aw
MCKKIH. TEWPriE NATPiapKh KW-
4 7
CTANTINE rpapd. Sewdans
- .
kA (on the lower margin)

216r
> 7 > ’ X 7
ANTHWYXIHCKBIH. H NETP MHH
) 4 .o ’ 14
© AAEZANAPTA. NONEKE BAORCTRS
\ 4 ) 4
RAIE TOTAA NPRCTWAR AAE5A-
A — 7
HPhCKhIA LJKRE * ChEPALLA
) 4 ~
KE CA HA WEHORHEWIRA CA €PECh
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Bk cTRH crhm\')pwku B anaTkH
u,pmm FAA KE Ha ([)Apancm\r'o
ENKNA. H HA WHWpTA pumcm\ro

H K\/'pd MEZANApmcmro Ha cepr'l
H anA NARAA H nm'pA BRIELIA
enKnu KWHCTANTING Ipapd.

H €LIE 2Ke H HA WEHORHEIIAA
€pech, NPRIRE HANHCANNKI €pE-
THKK HA CEMB CT'RMb chEWYE.
CE NA MAKAQTA ANTHWKTHCKAMO
npmxocfk,a,[mnum H Ha cmé(])a-
HA qumum er'o H Ha noswpnu
CH EW npfkm,d,spmm epm'Hu,H
SeWph H WHWpTE. NHY Ke H CEQTTE.
KV, NAREAR H NETPh. MAKAQTE

216v

W cTeda OVUENHKR €T'O. APKZNR-
WA PEYIH EAHNR BOAA. H EAHNO
ARHCTRO HMETH 1oy HAWEMOY
IV Xoy, H no B'hﬂA’I;llJENH ChAZh
rIpAKOB"RpIA pAZAp'kLI.IH'I‘H B'h-
cxom'tﬁuu.\ CEro pa,A,H CTRIH
B'kcmmcmm C'hBWp'h np'kme-
NHCANNKIA epzmuum 1Ko EFrO-
Bwpu,A npomm H E'hek xo\(am\
A’ nogeakNia. H B"hc'k)(h K nS-
EHOMRAPKCTROVAWIA, HAH
MRAPKCTRORATH XWTAH. H
BEZh NOKAANTA NPRERIRAALIN,
C'h TRMH e H NOAHKPWNTAY Maa-
AOOVMHATO CTAPUA. HIKE MPRTRIA
R'hCTARHTH ReAEPRUIOALIARS Ta-
KWEKH €PECH, THLIHNKI e No-
AOYUHELIA. H E'WHEMAA NE BWZRH-
PHARTH H €LIE BWALIATO XOVAE-
Hid. TAKORRA €pech WRAHUHE'-

57 BAR 685: anoanxpuwnia.
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217r

WE NPWKAALLA. NPAROEEINAA No-
REAKNTA, ACHERE CKH CTRIH cLEW
HZIAACHEK. ARR ROAH. CHpRuUR,
xoTEniH. i ARR €cTrE i AKH-
cTR'R, HZR'RCTHIWA HMETH no
B'knm;ujm'l'u oy N&memoy ¥ &8
H Bk pagp;knmu AHLI'A HE B,Y\AH mo.
HR MONEXKE NHeAHNomo\[ €CTES
xgo\[ BEZ ROAA KILE, BEZh XO-
TRNTA H NEA'kHcthNo\[ EhI'FH
HEW TAKWEAA ® ec'mza WeMAA-
IJe CWECTRA:~ © 5 -0 7Ke ChEW-
pa A0 7 -ro akTh, Pk . 7.

Gézﬁu e C'I"_.lxIH H m;cm@ucm;m
cmswph Ehi B NHKEH B'I'OpOE
B ATW fscqs * B'h u,p'mzo KW-
CTANTINA H 1pHNKI zwrpu €ro.

Bk A'k'l‘o OCMOE u,p'mm €ro.

HKE u,prlvﬂom\ AE, kg + Ci o\rso
CTRIH ChEWPh NHKEHCKKIH ',

217v
’ ’ —/
PN NIIT I'IOCAO\['UJAAHuJE 037,
X wu,m ER OYKpAmEHh YH-
HONAUAANHKRI 7Ke HMELIE tl|.IE-
HHATO TOMO WIAKYENTA. ANAPT-
ANA NANKI PTMCKATO. HIKE Bk CE-
BE MRCTO MocAd NETPA BAOTO-
’ 58 r’ — M
B'EHNAMO™® MPEZRVTEPA CThIA (1-
CKhIA u,p'T{BE H Apoy"mro nempa
anszpA O] H[‘O\"MENA HIKE B pI-
MR ll'l‘NAl‘O Mouacmup'k CTro
CARMI. H equ KE IWANNA H OWATR
WEA MNHXA H npezﬂvaa -
RAENTE HMALIA ERCTWYNKI ANA%-
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CKKI np'%\z\'b H é'qu Ke * TRM
Tagacie nampmpxh Kwucrmwm-
Nk rpaga. H NWAHTTANK Nana
AAEZANAPKCKRIH * CThBQALLA

Ke A, NA DMETAAPH cTXh H
WTHKl HKWHE NOKAGNENTE. TH
EW WKAANNTH, XA HCTHHHATO

218r
BA NALIEMO A0 KONUA XOVAHTH Apk-
ZHAWA ABAECH BheRKO pocaske-
HVE H XOVAENTE NPOMBILARALE.
HAOAA NOKAANREMFRA HKWHX
Ero, APWINORAENNO H KEZEWIKHO
HAPHILAALIE. ErCKe PaAR HAW-
cKAd AKCTh WIONHT cA. H Bhek-
u,'kMH Eszqﬂc'r'l'u \GEA&M/.\QJE
nocp’k,zvk 'Pp*ml{HLpA BAAlm.qm H
nonupampa c'hmumz.xlpe Ho
onmommps BHA’RNIE KAAO-
CTHO xpfmamu mxwpmpe 'I‘AKO-
BAAIKAE H Ha HNhI cujmm_u HKWHA
mﬂwp/.\um H CiA nouumamp/.\/,\
xpw'mmu mehun H rwnz,\uu
H t'hmp'l‘H Hp’kAAAI.pE. HE B'kAA-
Lpe 1Ko CcH pA,A,ﬁ Ha XA nave H CThIA
€ro EPaHk mﬂwpmpe TH CheTa-
BA'RAXX. AR'R KW €. [KO YKCTh
WEQAZWEK, YKCTh BhWEPAKAEMIT

218v

RRIBAE IAKOKE H CThIIPOTHENO.
UTGIKE PANH TOTO. H CERE OVEO
B'R‘INOMO\{ B"h,A,ALUA npom\A-
TPl CTRA KE HKWHA KEX,
chpR WRpAZs. N0 ANAKCKOMS

% The text between note 59 and 60 is not present in BAR 685: WEAAraALIE H ONAKEAALIE.
0 The text between note 59 and 60 is not present in BAR 685.
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ChEhIWE H wthmmo\( npkAA-
HT10, NA YKCTh Bmospamaemm
NOKAANETH cA H NOUHTATH, Bs-
ek cRAW OYTBp"hAHUJ/.\ H Za-
nma'wrkm/,\ TAKO BW YTHOMS
Kp'l‘O\{ nomawk.mps cA, Ha HE-

KE )KHKO'I‘KOQHBOE pAcnpo”‘”‘mo X
'l"kz\o H oumpemz MHpOBH
Kp’hBh HCTOUH. H equ Ke H OBp'-
7oy Kp’l‘d Aaake BRcH OIWHH-

MH BRIBAA H C'I'pAC'I‘H HeRakA
CA. TOTO PaNH HiKe EAHHOA NA
NYLREOWEPAZNEME ChTREWQLLIR-

A CA BAMTH 0 cHAL AAKE H A0 TR
WEPAZWEL chAWENKI ARHCTEW

219r

C'hﬂpOHCXOAH'I‘H H GLIJE KE H ca-
MRA XER HKWHR, meuz OBpAZh
HE Bs TAKWELI ONHCANTEMB YRCTh
H nommwl;me HAR HA TOrO camo-
ro HA pA,A,H HAKOAwBMo RBUAURLLIA.
H Z4 Nkl OVMEQLIA CTA BZNWCH.
TAKOME H UPREAME CTXb H rpw-
BW H MWIEMs BEPHO NOKAANK-

EM cA. TR npecz\ém\hmaro GIBEAI-,I-
HaAIje ra. m TRYIA e xx’k Hmu-
Nk pEKLuz ospazo\(’ WX H npthm
RAGULR HAWA BILR. H BWER cTXR
CIHENNKIME EhWEPAMKENTEME.

Mo PARENCTEOY NPThEOOBPAZHOM
REAHYKCTRTIO H YKCTH. NOYHTATH

H NOKAANETH OVTRYKAHILIA.

HEW TR paAH B € AHHOTEOPNOE
HRKOE H CThBWQHOE NPHEWAHMH

61 The text between note 61 and 62 is not present in BAR 685: ReAHuaALe d. B ORPAZOY MPUTHIA
gAGUR HAWA BILR.
62 The text between note 61 and 62 is not present in BAR 685.
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4 4 .. X J \
ELIRAEMb BHARNIEMB. TR paaH

AT « I4 ’
CMWEBHM CA HXKE K KPAERH 2KEAA-

219v

EMBI NAYE ECTRA CWUETATH CA.
HEW [RAENATO pAgM’NTA H Nouk-
CTH. NoKAAHENTA cmmn wspazw

B ehASTWY ke © HA KKTLENKIA
B"Rphl K'h NEpAZA'RANOMO\{ H e,A,H-
Nocmmnomoy H e,A,HnoprAzno-
Moy H e,a,nuomxopnomoy RHTES
EhZEWAHMH BRIRAEMK. CljIENo-
ARNNO 3Ke 0 NEPAZARANO. 1AKO

NE Bs RHAHMBLI NREKIRAE. HAR.
RHAHMBIME pAAH KT BRILINHM
Bﬁ,a,'kn'l’ma BszkGAHMh oYM

H ONAKYAEML. H TAKO eme K
BO\" HpHBAH?KENIA NACAAZRKIIE
wcqum cA BAFTIR ero HAKOKE
HH H C'R CThIH H R'hCEAENCKKIH -
Bwp'h ,A,osp'k é l]p"kAAAh H no

cH EaKla u,pKBH KO\{'HNO ¢k TRMH
wauoswpuu H xp'r'mncxw.\
KAERETNHKRLI NPWKAsHLE ORPA-

220r

PAAT ca H'. NHKAKOKE XOVHE.
HKWNORWELLL, HENARHAALIE.
HMIKE EW NPARORRPTA NOEWPNH-
Kkl WKAERETAA. TONEKE TOOY-
AWEh HXh NAWAKIL pACKINATH
NOTKIPARAAT CA. CH OYEO
NPOKAHNAATH KO HCTHN'R
RpArkl:~
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Chapter III

Moldavian Chronicles

1. The chronicle in the framework of the manuscript

@obably the most original text in the historical section of the manuscript
BAR 636 and in its twin manuscript in the collection of A. I. Yatsimirsky Ne 51 (the
Bisericani Miscellany in Saint Petersburg), is the so-called Moldavian Chronicles,
published by Ioan Bogdan (the text in BAR 636)' and by A. I. Yatsimirsky (the text
in the Bisericani Miscellany)®. This source plays a distinct and important role for the
formation of our knowledge about the medieval Romanian space, especially about
the development of its historiography and its understanding of the past. There-
fore, the text has been, and still is, studied by modern and contemporary historians
not only in Romania but also more generally in Europe. We will not attempt to
present the available bibliography, and the investigation of the work as a historical
source does not fall within the range of our tasks. Our aim here is to ascertain the
place of this text in the collection and in the twin manuscript and to draw conclu-
sions about its importance for the reception of law in the Principality of Moldavia
and the other Orthodox countries during the Middle Ages and the post-Byzantine
era. This aim, regarding the study of the source, is relatively limited, which im-
plies that further, more comprehensive research will be devoted to the chronicle,
research that should unquestionably be made jointly with Romanian scholars.
The text of the chronicle is an integral part of the historical section of the col-
lection (BAR 636). It is part of that section not only in theme but also in its location

! The author entitles it Serbo-Moldavian chronicle from Neamt (325-1512 ¢.): 1. BOGDAN, Cron-
ice inedite atingdntoare la istoria rominilor, Bucuresti 1895, pp. 81-102. The text was republished later
on by P. P. Panaitescu (P. P. PANAITESCU, Cronicile slavo-romine, pp. 189-193).

2 A VL SIumMMuPCKI, M3 cnasstckux pyxonuceti. Texcmot u 3amemxu, Mocksa 1898, pp. 81-84.

187



Panoply in Defense of Orthodoxy...

within the manuscript. It is placed after the list of the patriarchs of Jerusalem and
the Tale of the Seven Ecumenical Councils and before the list of ecumenical pa-
triarchs. At the same time, the Chronicle is distinct within its section by its title,
by the division of its text into rubrics, the beginnings of which are marked with
colored ink. At the beginning of the presentation, the text is divided according to
the ecumenical councils; later, according to the reigns of emperors and then the
reigns of other rulers. The change of places of the patriarch lists, which are situated
before and after the other two historical texts, makes it somewhat difficult to draw
firm conclusions based on the accompanying texts; but we believe we have reason
to see a connection between the historical texts themselves. The important thing
is that we have a unified set of historical texts that certainly serves the purposes of
the legal collection and of its doctrinal-polemical part.

The chronicle itself is a typical Byzantine brief chronicle of world history, i.e.
the history of Salvation. Here we should note that both twin manuscripts display
a tendency to update the historical presentation. This is done by adapting and con-
necting the history of Eastern Christianity to that of the Principality of Moldavia,
and through later additions to the manuscripts (f. 220r in BAR 636 and f. 215r in
Yatsimirsky Ne 51=BAR 685).

I believe we have every reason to assert that the connection between history
and law is what determines the inclusion of the chronicle in a legal collection. This
is not some particularity of the manuscripts under study (BAR 636 and its twin),
but a Byzantine tradition. Historical works were regularly, almost obligatorily, in-
cluded in Byzantine legal collections. In our case, we will discuss the chronicles.
Although other works are present as well®, the one most typically included in legal
collections is the Brief Chronicle of Patriarch Nicephorus*. These problems have
never been in the focus of scholarly interest on medieval law, but have not passed
unnoticed. Yaroslav Shtapov devoted special attention to the presence of the chron-
icle of Patriarch Nicephorus in the Slavic Kormchayas®. The author’s main purpose

> A. ScHMINCK, D. GETOV, Repertorium der Handschriften des byzantinischen Rechts, Teil I1/1,
#339.40 (CeToBHa XpoHuKa), #384.6 (MonemBacuiicka xponuka); Teil II/TI, #430.70 et 448.53
(two very short world chronicles), #521.114 (one of the short Byzantine chronicles published by
P. Schreiner — P. SCHREINER, Die Byzantinischen Kleinchroniken, Bd. I, Wien 1975, #14, pp. 128 sq. Of
course, this enumeration does not claim to be exhaustive.

* The brief chronograph of Patriarch Nicephorus was known in translation at the dawn of
Slavic literature. We have every reason to believe it was translated at Preslay, as it is included in the
Simeon Miscellany - Cumeoros cbopruk (no Ceemocnasosus npenuc om 1073 2.), 1. 1, pp. 721-725
(ff. 264a-266b).

* 1. H. LIIANOB, Busanmutickue xpoHozpaguueckue couunenus 6 opesHecnassamckoti Kopmueii
E¢gpemosckoii pedaxuyuu, p. 231 sq.
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was to clarify its textology and sources, not its functions within the collection. Still,
his study presents a good panorama of the historical sections of the collections and
shows that these works had a specific importance for the overall perception of the
norms. In any case, he made it clear they were an integral part of the whole, and
that their purpose was to present the temporal and historical context of the legal
norms and to ground the significance of these norms by presenting the course of
their establishment.

As mentioned, the Chronicle of Patriarch Nicephorus has a stable place both
in the Greek originals and in the Slavic translations of the legal collections. There
may be various explanations for this fact, but we believe we should consider the
popularity of the work in its own time, an age marked on the one hand by the tri-
umph of Orthodoxy - unquestionably important for Byzantine culture, and on
the other, by the intense legislation and development of juridical culture in the
Empire. Nor should we overlook the popularity of the work and of its author, or
its quality of a brief presentation of world history since the Creation of the World,
with a clear Christian emphasis. Obviously, this is the chronicle that is replaced in
manuscript BAR 636 and its twin by the Moldavian Chronicle, or what the pub-
lisher calls the “Serbo-Moldavian” chronicle.

What is the reason for this replacement, and where did this text come from?

The answer seems obvious, but not so simple when we go into details. Of
course, the inclusion of a text that substitutes for, or rather further expands on,
the Chronograph of Patriarch Nicephorus should be due to the wish to update the
context of the normative part of the collection and the controversial works. This
is demonstrated by the “Moldavian” character (not very emphatic, but distinct) of
the chronicle and also by the notes added separately to the two twin manuscripts
(f. 220r in BAR 636 and f. 215r in Yatsimirsky Ne 51=BAR 685). It is more diffi-
cult to explain what necessitated this updating. It is always well to situate impor-
tant messages within an up-to-date context. But this would apply to all the legal
collections containing the work of Patriarch Nicephorus that do not attempt to
substitute it by an account more closely linked to the historical environment of
law enforcement or of the respective manuscript’s creation. This question can be
answered after in-depth research. Here we will point out the very difficult mo-
ment Moldavia was undergoing, involving the conversion of the ruler Ilias Rares
to Islam and the severe crisis under the heirs of Petru Rares, when the state felt
isolated and threatened by its more powerful neighbors. We believe that is where
we should seek an explanation of the updating of the collection’s historical part,
but after thorough study.

We will limit our judgement concerning the origin of the text only to a gen-
eral reference to its compiled character. We should have in mind that this is
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a work from the dawn of medieval Moldavian and Wallachian historiogra-
phy: that it should be entirely original in origin is unthinkable, and no one has
claimed such a thing. The text is of the nature of a short Byzantine chronicle, as
are many Serbian chronicles. The origin of the information it contains should be
sought among the Byzantines and the South Slavs. Such is the prevailing opinion
in modern and contemporary historiography. Before touching on this matter,
we will present the contents of the chronicle. In his extensive study from near-
ly half a century ago, G. Mihiila discusses the traditional presence of the Brief
Chronicle of Patriarch Nicephorus in the Romanian principalities and in early
Romanian historiography, proposing the thesis that the two chronographic texts
from BAR 636 and from the Bisericani Miscellany (Yatsimirsky Ne 51=BAR 685)
are in fact a revised edition of Patriarch Nicephorus’ work®. This is a remarkable
observation, because until then, most scholarly interest had been focused chiefly
on the last part of the work, which presents the history of the Balkan nations, of
the Ottoman conquest, and most of all on the story of the Moldavian principali-
ty. We will linger on this further below.

2. Content of the chronicle

Although it is a compiled work, and composed of two clearly separate parts,
the Moldavian Chronicle is well structured, subdivided and carries a clear mes-
sage. The text has a title, written in red ink, indicating that the work presents
the Christian emperors starting from the time of the First Ecumenical Coun-
cil: this distinguishes it from the classical form of the Chronograph of Patriarch
Nicephorus, which begins with the Creation of the World. The difference is sig-
nificant, but we should have in mind that the work of the ecumenical patriarch
and iconodule Nicephorus has reached us with the respective additions and
changes, which create great variety among the copies. In any case, we can safely
assert that both chronicular works (our chronicle and the Brief Chronograph
of Patriarch Nicephorus, if we consider them to be different) have an identical
purpose within the framework of legal collections: they present world Christian
history. In one case, however, the history is presented in the context of world
history according to the biblical view of the Creation, the Fall, the forefathers,
the patriarchs, the history of the Chosen People of Israel, the successive Bab-

® G. MIHAILA, Istoriografia romdneascd veche (sec. al XV-lea — inceputul sec. al XVII-lea) in
raport cu istoriografia bizantind si slavd, [in:] IDEM, Contributii la istoria culturii §i literaturii romdne
vechi, Bucuresti 1972, pp. 108-109.
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ylonian, Persian, and Hellenic kingdoms, and down to Rome, the time of the
Incarnation, the Sacrifice and the road to Salvation. Such is the classical form
of Patriarch Nicephorus’ work. By contrast, our chronicle begins with Emperor
Constantine and the First Ecumenical Council, which is the Christian history of
Rome. We should specially point out that, in chronological terms, the beginning
of the Moldavian Chronicle coincides with the beginning of the list of prelates
of Constantinople in our manuscript. It may be said that, at least at the start, our
text follows the pace of the councils, which organize the divisions of the text,
marked by red ink. It seems to us this is a characteristic feature of the whole
historical part of the collection: its organization is a function of the holding of
councils and the account of these councils. We see this everywhere. Inasmuch as
the councils were convened to resolve some theological or disciplinary problem
of the Church, it seems to us this approach results from the general organiza-
tion of the manuscript as a legal and controversial weapon in the fight against
heresies.

In the framework of the presentation, organized on the basis of the coun-
cils, we also find indications of other historical events. Thus, regarding the
period between the Fifth and Sixth Ecumenical Councils, the appearance of
the “Saracen false prophet Mohammed” is noted (f. 221r). Of course, the tri-
umph of Orthodoxy in the 9" century is specially pointed out, and after it, the
historical events of special importance for Eastern Christianity but concerning
the Slavic countries. The baptism of the Bulgarians is presented in the context
of the restoration of veneration for icons and the creation of the Slavic script
by St. Cyril, all of which is situated under the reign of Emperor Michael III
(f. 222r the beginning). For its part, the baptism of the Russians is situated in
the time of Emperor Basil I (f. 222r). Regarding the reign of Emperor Nicepho-
rus Phokas, it is noted that the edifice of the Great Lavra of Mount Athos
by St. Athanasius the Athonite (f. 222r) began then. After John Tzimiskes
comes another section, and it is noted that, from the time of Adam until then,
6,484 years have passed (f. 222v). The new chronology begins with Basil II
Porphyrogene, the Bulgaroktonos, without any special account, and continues
with a presentation of the list of emperors with indications of the years of their
reigns. The next section begins after the reign of Manuel I Comnenus: the time
from Adam to Manuel being 6,689 years (f. 223r). The conquest of Constan-
tinople by the Crusaders has been given special attention as a certainly tragic
event, and the emphasis is on the establishment of the mention of the Pope’s
name there, which is a sign of temporary victory of religious deviations linked
to Rome (f. 223r the end). The winning back of Constantinople is noted, but
the emphasis and new division is situated at Andronicus III Palaiologos, who
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“deposed Barlaam”, and from Adam to him, there are 6,860 years (f. 223v).
Here again we have an emphasis on the fight against heresies. The account
of the Empire ends with Manuel II Palaiologos. These are the kings since the
Creation of the World - by these words, a clear end is put to the first part of
the chronicle (f. 224r the beginning). There is a significant difference here
from the classical version of the presentation in the Chronograph of Patriarch
Nicephorus, which usually ends at a considerably earlier time, notwithstand-
ing the quite great variations in copies.

There follows a presentation of the history of the Moldavian Principality,
combined with that of the Ottoman conquest, featured in quite a negative light.
First is the account of the arrival of Dragos from Maramures, who was hunt-
ing aurochs, and the beginnings of the principality (f. 224r). Immediately af-
ter comes the conquest of Gallipoli by the Ottomans and the ensuing disaster
(f. 224r), the death of Momchil at Peritheorion, the conquest of Tarnovgrad, the
death of King Uro$, and then of Bayezid I after the battle of Ankara, the march
and death of Musa, and the death of Balsa of Zeta (f. 224v). On the same page,
we find information on the reign of Alexander the Good of Moldavia, which
serves as a context of the presentation. The account up to the fall of Constan-
tinople to the Ottomans follows the stages of their conquest of the Balkans. After
Mehmed II, the narrative begins to resemble that of the Byzantine emperors, be-
ing divided according to the names of the separate rulers: Bayezid I and Selim I
(ff. 225r-v). The mention of the “pious Bogdan Voevoda” is linked to an apoc-
alyptic depiction of the situation in the principality, presented in the context of
the battle against the infidels and the ensuing pestilence and disaster in Mol-
davia (f. 225v). There is a direct reference - full of eschatological horror - to the
advent of the Antichrist. The chronicle ends with an interesting chronological
note, saying that, from the reign of Mehmed Bey until that of Bayezid, 29 years
had passed; and from the reign of the latter to that of Selim, 31 years (f. 225v).
We cannot help noticing that in the chronology of Muslim rulers, the calcula-
tion “since the Creation of Adam” is not used, but only the years between the
rulers themselves. This, we believe, should be seen as a mark of their exclusion
from the context of world history of Salvation, and their isolation in a separate
context of their own.

As for the construction of the work, we can agree with previous scholars that
it is easy to distinguish two separate parts in it: a history of Christianity in general
and of the councils related to the Empire, and a history of the Ottoman conquest
and of the 14"-16" century. The two parts differ (at least partially) in style and are
of different origins. We thus come to the question of the sources that the Moldavi-
an compiler has used.
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3. Sources and origin of the chronicle’s text. Its purpose
within the collection

Scholars agree that the text has the character of a compilation. The first pub-
lisher, Ioan Bogdan, wrote that this was a revised version of South Slavic chrono-
graphs (Bulgarian and Serbian), and referred to one of them in his publication’.

A. L. Yatsimirsky made a particularly important contribution to research on
the chronicle’s origin. He devoted special attention to it in his collected studies on
texts and manuscripts on which he had worked?®. He traced the loans in detail and
even published the text with a parallel presentation of the sources from which the
data were borrowed. We do not believe the topic has been exhausted; it should be
continued on the basis of the much greater amount of data we have at our disposal
at present, approximately a hundred years after the publication of A. I. Yatsimirsky.
Clarifying the mechanism of the borrowing of data should be pursued together
with their examination within their own context, which may allow us to draw con-
clusions regarding the function of the source within the manuscript we are using.

In his publication of the Moldavian part of the chronicle, P. P. Panaitescu
makes a superficial review of studies on the text, and separates and abandons the
“Byzantine” part, not considering it an integral component of the work®. This ap-
proach is perfectly unfounded both methodologically - as regards the textological
study of the source, and in terms of the context. It leads to incorrect conclusions,
but basically Panaitescu draws no conclusions at all. According to Emil Turdeanu,
the work has only a small and weak original part; an abridged version of a Serbian
chronicle is used for some themes (regarding the medieval Empire and the South
Slavs), and still other topics (the Ottoman conquest of the Balkans and the Mol-
davian history) are based on general information and local sources'.

It should be noted that most — in fact almost all — authors are mainly interest-
ed in the second, “Balkan-Moldavian” part of the chronicle, and not in the begin-
ning, which they consider to be of a standard kind and entirely unoriginal. For us,
however, the beginning is important inasmuch as our main interest is focused on
the presence of a historical text in a legal and polemical collection. George Mihdila
was the first to clearly formulate the thesis that the Moldavian Chronicle is a var-

7 1. BOGDAN, Cronice inedite atingdntoare la istoria rominilor, pp. 81-82. For the published text,
see I. BOGDAN, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und serbischen Geschichtsschreibung, “Archiv fir slavi-
sche Philologie” XIILIV, 1891, 502 sq.

8 A. VL. IUMMVPCKII, VI3 cnasanckux pyxonuceii, pp. 76-84.

® P. PANAITESCU, Cronicile slavo-romine, pp. 188-189.

10" E. TURDEANU, Lactivité littéraire en Moldavie de 1504 a 1552, [in:] E. TURDEANU, Etudes de
la littérature roumaine et décrits slaves et grecs des principautés roumaines, Leiden 1985, pp. 161-208.
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iant and additional development of the Brief Chronograph of Patriarch Nicepho-
rus''. Particularly useful is his review of the manuscript tradition of the work in
the Romanian environment. The author’s conclusion is defined by his interest in
early Moldavian historiography, and that is why he notes the particular connec-
tion between the Brief Chronograph of Patriarch Nicephorus and the Chronograph
of George Hamartolos. In most copies, they go together. In connection with our
study, it is worth mentioning that George Mihdild makes no mention of the legal
accompanying parts in some of the copies, or of the traditional presence of the
Chronograph of Patriarch Nicephorus the Confessor in legal collections.

In a relevant study, Dumitru Nastase touches on miscellany collections, and
particularly on the presence of chronicles in them'?. His study is conducted entirely
within the framework of his thesis regarding the legacy and continuity of the impe-
rial idea in the principalities (especially in Moldavia), which is argued through vari-
ous elements of historical narratives of the 15"-16" century. Here we may of course
include the presence of rulers of the two kingdoms of the Chosen People’® — Israel
and Judaea, but above all, of the Roman Christian emperors. Our chronicle has not
been overlooked by Nastase. It is mentioned with particular attention to the Chris-
tian rulers, especially Constantine the Great'. Of course, this is interpreted in the
framework of the general thesis that the Moldavian rulers continued the ecumenical
imperial tradition. What is important for our discussion is that D. Nastase confirms
Mihaild’s thesis that our text is a compilation made up of an abridged version of the
Brief Chronograph of Patriarch Nicephorus, a Serbian chronicle, and parts of early
Moldavian chronicles. We believe a deeper textological study of the source, which
has yet to be made, will give a more precise, if not complete, answer regarding its
origin. Here we will only make some clarifications, following the consecutive order
of the three main subdivisions of the text: the Roman-Byzantine, with which it be-
gins, the part borrowed from Serbian chronicles, and the “Moldavian” part.

" G. MIHAILA, Istoriografia romdneasca veche (sec. al XV-lea - inceputul sec. al XVII-lea in
raport cu istoriografia bizantina si slava, [in:] IDEM, Contributii la istoria culturii si literaturii romdne
vechi, Bucuresti 1972 (the article was first published in “Romanoslavica” 15, 1967), pp. 108-109, an
overview of the full presence of the Brief Chronograph of Patriarch Nicephorus in the Romanian
environment — ibidem, pp. 106-109.

12 D. NASTASE, Unité et continuité dans le contenu de recueils manuscrits dits “miscellanées”,
“Cyrillomethodianum” 5, 1981, pp. 22-48.

3 Regarding the connection of the historical narrative to the biblical tradition, and the con-
struction of the thesis regarding the “New Israel’, see VIB. Bunapcku, Om muda k ucmopuu unu om
cmenu k VIspaunio, “360pHuK pagosa Busanronomkor nacturyra” XLII, 2005, pp. 7-22; 1. BILIARS-
KY, The Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, p. 65 sq.

14 D. NASTASE, Unité et continuité dans le contenu de recueils manuscrits dits “miscellanées”,
pp. 23-24, 27-30.
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First, we may assert that the first part of the chronicle under study is based on
an additionally elaborated version of the Brief Chronograph of Patriarch Nicepho-
rus. In referring to this work, however, we should have in mind that, within its
Byzantine environment, the Chronograph is likewise not unified in its contents
and has reached us with multiple continuations. Its intense dissemination, and
even its presence in legal collections, implies it was continued up to the age when
the collection was compiled, or at least a time close to that. The copy in Parisi-
nus suppl. graec. 67 contains the names of rulers from Basil I and up to the 15"
century"”. The copy in Monacensis graec. 510 contains a particular list of emper-
ors from Constantine to John V Palaiologos, thus coming close to our case'. In
fact, the most significant deviation from the original work of Nicephorus is pre-
cisely the different starting point of the presentation and its different endpoint. We
are inclined to think that both dates were not chosen accidentally but are relevant
to the chronicle’s function within the collection and its emphasis on the contro-
versy with heresies and the legal treatment of heresies. A future comparative study
of our texts with the Greek ones and with other Slavic texts could lead us to more
concrete conclusions, but this is beyond the scope of the present study.

Second, the text that follows after the account of Manuel II Palaiologos either
was borrowed from specific Byzantine and South Slavic chronicles or drew data
from the Moldavian tradition. In the 19" century, Ioan Bogdan published the Ser-
bian text that most probably served as a basis for the historical narrative we are
discussing. We mentioned this earlier. For his part, A. I. Yatsimirsky published the
two sources in parallel. There is no doubt about the origin of the chronicle, but as
to its function within the collection, it is worth clarifying some points. We should
first of all point out that the presentation does not give priority to any of the Balkan
nations. The chronicle from which the text was probably borrowed is Serbian, but
this does not indicate any Serbian influence on our text. The choice should probably
be ascribed to the far more fruitful Serbian literature in the late Middle Ages and
the wider dissemination of its tradition due to the growing influence of Serbia in
the 13" and 14™ century. In this respect, it is well to compare the texts, because not
all the information in the Serbian chronicle has been included in the Moldavian.
Thus, the Serbian chronicle begins with the death of Tsar Stephan Dusan’, which
is not the case in our chronicle. The latter begins with the conquest of Gallipoli and
the entry of the Ottomans in Europe. If we must seek an explanation for this lack
(though we are not convinced we necessarily must), it might be due to a certain

> C. pE BOOR, Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica, pp. 226-230.
' Ibidem, pp. 231-234.
7 1. BOGDAN, Ein Beitrag..., p. 520.
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disregard for Serbian data and an emphatic interest in data related to the Ottoman
conquest. The next information is about the death of Momchil at Peritheorion, an
event that is also related to the Ottomans. The death of Tsar Uro$ is mentioned,
but after that, many very important events in Balkan history are missing, mainly
related to Serbia, such as the battle at Maritsa (Chernomen, Ormenio), the battle
of Plo¢nik, and the battle of Kosovo, with the deaths of Murad I and of Prince La-
zar Hrebeljanovic. All these events are certainly important and mainly connected
with Serbia. The next information, which is present in both texts, is about the fall
of Tarnovgrad'®. Then there is the rout at Ankara and the death of Bayezid I, the
death of Musa, several victories of Janos Hunyadi, the death of Murad, the con-
quest of Constantinople by Mehmed 11, etc. All this is presented, while important
historical events are omitted, such as the battle at Varna and the death of King
Vladislav III Jagiello Warnenczyk, the death of Tsarine Mara Brankovi¢, the con-
quest of Serbia by the Ottomans, the death of King Matthias Corvinus, etc.'” The
impression is that Serbian history was not a priority for the compiler, even though
he based the compilation on a Serbian chronicle. This was essentially an attempt to
present a general history of the Balkans without emphasizing any particular coun-
try. We are tempted to say that the “Bulgarian” information is not as neglected as
the “Serbian” is, so that we might seek some Bulgarian legacy in Moldavia, an idea
that has long been discussed; but this might be misleading. It seems to us the aim
was rather to build a more concise presentation, which is why some parts of the
chronicle were omitted, and these are the ones related to Serbian history because it
takes up much more space in the original South Slavic text. In this respect, howev-
er, we should also have in mind the linguistic observations of Ioan Bogdan, who is
inclined to see traits of Tarnovo spelling®.

Third, we cannot help noticing there is a certain emphasis on Moldavia. This
is not because there is much “Moldavian” data, but because a disproportionate
amount of attention is devoted to a country that was not central, but from which
the manuscript originated. With regard to the message and environment presented
in the chronicle, the events from Moldavian history are especially important for
our study. These are:

1) the narrative about the establishment of the Principality by Dragos, who
was hunting and chasing an aurochs in the mountains (f. 224r);

2) the mention of the reign of Alexander the Good (f. 224v);

8 Ibidem, p. 521; A. V1. SILMMWUPCKWIL, M3 cnasanckux pyxonucei, p. 82.

1 1. BOGDAN, Ein Beitrag..., pp. 521-525; A. VI. AUMMUPCKUI, V3 cnasauckux pyxonucet,
pp- 82-83.

% 1. BOGDAN, Ein Beitrag..., p. 490.
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3) the conquest of Chilia and Asprocastron by the Ottomans (f. 225r
at the end);

4) the ending of the text, and the conclusion of the chronicle narrative, at the
time of Bogdan III (f. 225v).

Like most researchers, we are convinced the emphasis on Moldavia is obvious,
in view of the special attention devoted to a not particularly important participant
in this region’s international relations in the Late Middle Ages.

Still, the two most important elements in the Moldavian emphasis of the
chronicle are the legendary foundation of the Principality by Dragos and the fact
that the text ends with events related to Moldavia. At the same time, it should be
noted that many important events in the history of the country are not presented.
For example, the name of Stephan the Great is not mentioned in connection with
the conquest of Chilia and Asprocastron by the Ottomans, although it is present
in the chronicles from which the information about the conquest was borrowed?'.
This was certainly an important loss that stressed people at that time because of
the strategic and symbolic importance of the two cities. In this connection, we may
ask whether the name of Stephan the Great, the most remarkable Moldavian ruler,
was not purposely omitted rather than simply overlooked. We can only surmise it,
but if true, the fact would suggest some ideological dimensions of the text. We will
also mention some other Wallachian and Moldavian “lacks” of parts that are pres-
ent in the Serbian text believed to be the prototype source of the chronicle we are
discussing: the Battle of Rovine (King Marko and Constantine Dragas were killed
there) and later the death of Mircea the Elder®’; the battles waged by Janos Hunya-
di against the Ottomans in Wallachia®; the victory of Stephan the Great over the
Ottomans and the subsequent loss to Sultan Mehmed II**. These omissions show
a certain disregard (that is hard to account for) with respect to the time of Stephan
the Great and to some essential events - heroic or not particularly heroic - in the
relations with the Ottoman Empire, with Poland, etc. An explanation to this prob-
lem should be found.

In any case, it may be asserted that the chronicle in our legal and polemical
twin collections is a compiled work based on Byzantine and South Slavic proto-
types and seemingly created in Moldavia. For the time being, we will refrain from
taking sides in the debate as to whether one of the twin manuscripts influenced the
other or both had a common source - although the latter seems more probable.

! 1. BOGDAN, Ein Beitrag ..., p. 525; A. V1. SILUMWUPCKWIL, M3 cnasanckux pykonucei, p. 83.
* 1. BOGDAN, Ein Beitrag..., p. 521.

2 Ibidem, p. 522.

2 Ibidem, p. 524.
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In any case, this work is of the “brief chronicle” type, and it presents the general
history of Christianity with an emphasis on Southeastern Europe, where Moldavia
is located.

4. Functions and purpose of the Chronicle within the manuscript

The Chronicle is an integral part of our legal and polemical collection and has
a specific purpose - the same as that of the Chronograph of Patriarch Nicephorus in
the Greek legal collections and their Slavic translations. It aims to present the histori-
cal context of the fight against heresies and of the establishment and implementation
of norms. It also attempts to inscribe the history of Moldavia in world Christian
history. That is why the presentation - at least in the beginning - is centered on
the ecumenical councils, which define the parts and structure of the text. This is
quite natural, considering that the collection is anti-heretical: so were the ecumen-
ical councils inasmuch as they were convened to fight against religious deviations.

Thus, we have a work that continued a tradition and was built through sub-
stitution and revision in the text on which it was based. This substitution was not
made in order to change the purpose of the work. On the contrary, it meant to affirm
that purpose by bringing it up to date. Still, it is worth noting that here we encoun-
ter a phenomenon which, in our opinion, appears for the first time, and in a very
significant way, in the twin manuscripts. We are referring to the attempt to change
and update the historical environment presented in the legal collection. It would
be interesting to know when, where and why this practice appeared in an Eastern
Christian environment. The Chronicle is much more closely related to the situation
in the Principality than is the Byzantine text of Patriarch Nicephorus. It continues its
account up to the beginning of the 16™ century and includes data on Moldavia. In
this way, the historical context of the norms or of the controversial works becomes
even clearer, and the relation to the situation of the country, even stronger. This con-
tributed to the crafting of a verbal full armor for the fight against the current heresies
of that time, a fight that is presented here with its norms but also with its past.

5. Publication of the text

The text is known in two copies: in the collection BAR 636 and in its twin,
the Bisericani Miscellany (Yatsimirsky Ne 51 = BAR Ms. slav. 685). The work has
a title written in red ink; likewise in red ink are the beginnings and endings of the
councils, which structure the presentation. For the later period of history, red ink
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is used to designate the emperors or other rulers (Christian or non-Christian) as
well as certain separate events. The text is published diplomatically based on the
copy BAR 636 with variations based on Yatsimirsky Ne 51.

In the manuscript BAR 636, f. 220r (lower half of the page) there are several
chronicle notes written later in a different hand. These notes were published by
I. Bogdan® as a supplement to the chronicle, even though they precede it in the
manuscript. There is also a note in the text of the Bisericani Miscellany, which was
added after the main text (f. 125r) and is included in our publication below.

THE CHRISTIAN KINGS SINCE THE FIRST ECUMENICAL
COUNCIL AND AFTER

(the published text is based on the copy in BAR Ms. slav. 636, ft. 220v-225v,
the variations refer to BAR Ms. slav. 685, ff. 209v-215r)

f. 220r*
> > T D vend B v

B itw, siz.a. &k apxflénknm k¥ TWen” & wkme
KA MONACTHPR. NP EArov™THEE RoeROAR AdealipaT
> M ~ > rA - P4 rh T T
H nomd B ANH AAeBAfigEAd CHA HATALIA ROERO™ * BARH
NP'RWELPENNRIM MHPONWAH, KV SEWTHCT K CTAph *
© APXTENKNA CPRECKATO, KV NHKWAHMA i~

-7 - r T > m m
B imw sine, npReTARH NYRWEPENNLIH MHJONWAH
KV QEWTHCTH CTAPKIN @ ~
B imw, 7o, npkerarn ngRWeipetinm mugonwan
KV rewrie craphin «  H ® ngrkemaraenia npkwéipe
HHA SEWTHCTA MHPONOAHTA, A0 MEWITa MH(O

A

noAMTA. ¢X Ak, A4 « :~

f. 220v - a text written in the right margin. The text appears in the same way
in BAR Ms. slav. 685

Gkl ca Re-

KhIH KWeTa-

HTINK Chl

» 1. BoGDAN, Cronice inedite atingdntoare la istoria rominilor, p. 96, translation on pp. 101-
102. In Bogdan’s publication, the text of this note (or notes) is added to the chronicle, which in fact
comes after it.

% The text, which is on f. 220r, is not present in the copy of Yatsimirsky Ne 51 (BAR 685).
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Ak, Fe -
fi WemagH 'l’pﬁi?
cuoﬂw CROH
p'mo ch'rs
H ch'mmm .
H ch'mfrls
HKe u,prmw-
RALUA, Ak,

KA i~

f. 220v
xpmmn cTiH Ugie_, ~ a C"hSWp"h
BeAnKhIH KWNC'I‘AN'I‘IN'h KW- (B AABOTO MOAE: Ak AR b)
c'mwm Ak Ky u,p'm;om
IO\(’AIANI; np’kcmmnuum; Ak
R . AGETANK, & MLI,"I; o\[AAEN”
TiANK REAHKKIH, Ak AU+ ofa-
—_—~ 7 oo/ A ..

Ak, ' - TPATIANK," 5. OVAAENTI-
7 —_~7 A oo 7 ’
ANk, €1 - oeWcTe ReAHKKIN, ST
m s M7 oA 4 Y4
AR. NPH HE 2KE Ekl, R ChEWph- il .

—_~ — o~ ~ 7 ee —~ ~ \ =
eTxh Wik - ApKAATE CH'B €rOA -
~ 7w AVee 4 A (=4
KR AR - 0eWcTe MAALIH." MB
o ~ A 7 e 14
AR. cHb APKAATERK - NgH HEMb
o ’ 4 ’
Bhl - T , ChEWph- c. C'I‘)("h wu,'h
MApKAN'h” @ AT A'k A Mu,'h &
HpH HEMIKE R, ,A, CthWp'h XA
e WK™ - AKEL REAHKKIN,Z Ui
_~ 7 4 ’ ’ iy
AL, AKTh. A'KEL MAAKIH BNS

~ \ rom s I4 o~
€ro, A’ Ak- ZHHWHK BI

n A A R 4 r 9
€ro.™ ak, AR ANAC'I‘ACIE AIKW |
—~ @™
KZ - IO\"C'I‘INh opazh. & , AK.

77 BAR Ms. slav. 685, added above: i1 ¢rui @1y ~.

% BAR Ms. slav. 685: ¢k EpaTia.

# BAR Ms. slav. 685: ngrkerannuks is absent.

% BAR Ms. slav. 685: cmxs @i lacking.

31 BAR Ms. slav. 685: emxs ®1s lacking.

2 Mistaken and added by the same hand. BAR Ms. slav. 685: MagkTanrh.
3 BAR Ms. slav. 685: e @iy lacking.
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f. 221r

|o\{c'rmmuh BEAHKhIH R

Mpn HEMIKE Bhl. € , ChBWph > pFe .

cTxs @ik - IO\{‘C'I‘I;NI; MAAMH
4 s m ./ - —/

APOVTRIH.® Ak, m’ 'FIBEpIE SARE.

MARPHKTE. K , AR - PWKa Kanna-

AWK, AR, R ﬁpAl’{ATE AR, A

KWCTANTING . 3, A - Hp&m\wna

ch Mzwspm cH Ko\(nuo MAp’I‘INOX\

Mu,'h A Kwucw Kz . Tpn ¢’

IARH CA CPALHNCKRIH ATKIKENQO-

POKR MWAMEXTh - KWHCTANTI >,

—_— ’ -~/ m ./ mrs

cH'h KWHeTINK. Z1', Ak, TIph ce

< 7 —r 14 36 s —_~ o~

Bhl. S chEWPk-*® 9O, cTxs Wilh-

TofeTiNiaNL ik €ro. Ak, T
4 L R A LA 4 [id

AeWHTIE " AR, Z . Aftmags, 7 ';

NaKKl ioycTHHTaNK Kghnonocenl (in the right margin: grwpHyex)”.

C'h THREIEMK. § . AK - PHAAH-

NMHKL RAPAANTE. & , /m\'ﬁ 8;)'113-

MIE XKe, A ANAC'I’ACIE VAR, R - o

Weie appamumi. & A - AKEBR

f.221v

KOHONB HKWHORWELL, K4, Ak,

TpH cemb pHMARNE BCTRIHWA

W [‘p'kl{h i oy,(wmmam.a leh

o ceE'k ,A,A;KE Aocm’k KWHCTA-

TINK THWH AMenHTRIn®, A3, AR .

A'BER XAZAgh ik €rO. T, A% - K-
; , —

CTANTINL €k NPAROCAARNOR MT(E-

& cn ighnom. Ak, &’ Tpn i’ &ul

7', ChEWP'k - THZ. cTXh WUk -*° NA H-

3 BAR Ms. slav. 685: p&¢’. cxs @i written in the outside margin.

35 BAR Ms. slav. 685: kwneranm{irs.

3 BAR Ms. slav. 685: 9&’. ek ®1js- written in the outside margin.

7 BAR Ms. slav. 685: also written in the outside margin.

3 BAR Ms. slav. 685: kwngwhnm instead ruwn fimennmain. In BAR Ms. slav. 636 likewise, there
is written in the margin kwngwnii ir, ik.

% BAR Ms. slav. 685: - m§7. cTxk ®uk - written in the outside margin.
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[ld 7

40 r -
Kwuoswpwk . HHKI(I)th H. A
i Mu,'h e C'FABpAKIE Ak, A

i MU, B - MHKAHAS PArAREH
—_ e~y —\
BAMOULCTHRKIH. * 4K, B - A'KBh
n 4 VA I B _r
APM'ENHNK. Z , A'K. H MUS, €. - MH-
XAHAS TPARAH, AMoppEH. A, AK.
H MU, & - ¢eWPHAK cH'h ErO.
, ARTh - TIOTHCK MHKAHAS Cis
7 ~ fee A
SEWPHAORL c'h MTPIR CH 0EO-
POXR. K , AK. H C'h RacHATEMB Ma-
’ TR S TN —r
KEAWHOMhK. 4, A'K. H MUk, A .

f. 222r
TpH ¢’ WEHORH cA npaxou\amz
fi IKWHKI cThiA K"hC'l‘ABHllJA YN
UPKEH NAKKI. A RA'I;[‘A;)E xpmm-
Nl C'h'I‘BWpHLLI/h i cAwRECA
CAWRECKAL CLCTARHIIA CThIf
mrplmw B A'I‘W §m3" - Rach-
Al MAKE,A,\U &, akm, HpH c”e”
POYCH Kpmuum. fi ERlA xpvm\m-
NE - AKER ﬂp'kMMplslH Ke , AK.
i tﬁli,"ls, MsgauApm EfA €ro.
a’, ARTh. H Mu,'k - KWHCTAN'-
A7 w
TINK cH'h AKBWEK. H , AR - puwMma
~ A N 7 moar 7 er o omo
cik €ro. . Ak~ pwma. i, Ak
HopdIpWrent KWHCTANTINK. &L,
AR - NOEH pWMaNh. 3, AK - HH-
’ N wr om A D e
KiQwph PwKa. S, Ak. H MU, S
4 ’ m 4 . . . "
TlpH cemn AaRpa Haua ZAATH ca (in the right margin: zpn).
Bk CT'RH MW, CThIHML 30ANA-
. ~ A
CTEMb A0WHCKKIML; B ROERW-
4 ” 7 L4

CKOMb CANOY ELIE CRIPH EMOY
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4 BAR M. slav. 685: the number § 73 is written in the outside margin.
2 Sic! In BAR Ms. slav. 636 the number of the month is lacking. BAR Ms. slav. 685:
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f. 222v
B Amw, S'vie - 10anns LI,HMH (in the left margin: " ma)*.
cXin. 8, ATk, A Mu,'h
EhiRaA of RO © dadma Ao LI'HMI-’I-
cxia. A, SVnp - RacHAiE NO-
p(])'l'p\(wmh, BAKIAPOOVEIHLS,

, A - KWNC’I‘AN'I‘iNh Baé éro.
R, Ak A mu,rh ar pWMANh ApSru
Apr‘lp\UHO\"(\h &, M. i MLI"h g
Muganas Nagaarwits. z Ak ~
Kaaadamin. Mwh A.on, & ANH ~
KwnemanTing MWNOMA gL, Ak ~
Qedpd BarpOpWriaa. 3, Ak, i Ay
&+ MHKAHAS crmipeu,h a’, Ak
]céu'l's i KWC'I‘AN'I‘INh AoyKa (in the left margin: kwamnH.
g, Ak A mu,'h g ev,A,omm
e €rd, 'k CHWEH CROHMH. MILK,
7 . i mano AHIH pWMANh ,A,lwr'z-
HHHNb. A'I;, N MHXAH/\"I; CH'h KW-
c'mm'moy AO\{KH. 8, Ak - HH-
KHPW RONTA, I, Ak - dAesTE KW-

O

=)
=3
g

f. 223r

MuHNk. 487, 7 AR - 1WANNK BAFp&- (in the upper margin: gacran i, &%)
pufuihm A’R Mano\(unh chs

éro Barpopwnuu A, Ak Bal-

RAA o\rso ® AAAMA A CEro u,pvma

Sxne, Ak - Megle CNh MANO\"H-

AERR Bdl‘pOprth F, Ak - dnpw-

HHKR KWMNHNh R, T - Tedi

arreant &, Ak - Mfgu A[‘l'mh nyé

ero? k8, ik - Msgu HONO My, (in the right margin: §'~).
Mo\{pu,o\rqm'h Mu,'h AL ® nero

KE AATHHW NOKOPH cA LUPH Ipa.

# This, written in the margin, is lacking in BAR Ms. slav. 685.
* This is on the line in BAR Ms. slav. 685.

* The same in BAR Ms. slav. 685 — written in the margin.

“ In BAR Ms. slav. 685 this is on the line, not in the margin.

’
. MUk, ),
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A NEOYCTPOENT IO BhILioy B'h rpapk,
BhCTAWA ® BWCKAOY HA TAATS.

fi npiAwA GpRZH rpd - B ATW,

S - A nostkake dnesie moypl, -

$ao - & GpRSH rPa ApRIKAWA

ARTA NEMAAA - A BWZAKKNRLLA
MPRIH RHA'KELIE BWZMRLIENTE

Bk MPAAK - A NOMHNAAKR NANA
pTMCKAro - B NPKEKIA NOMENH IH -

f. 223v
A ey ~
Qelph REAHKKIN AackA.S AR, AL .
BaTaup iWannk 74 €ro.” AR, AK.
AT ’ 79 ~ N
WPk MAAKIH AACKA, ci'h €rO." A,
AR - CH e BhKOYIR ¢k PRI
AHXAHAS NAAEWAOTh. HIKE AATH-
HH AZrNA ® ugn rpapa. k', AK.
—~ 4 —~ 4 47 ~ 4 4
B amw, syrHs®. i AdaTH Adnk
MPhKWMh WEKPAIIA - AHAPW-
HHKK CH'h MHXAHAA NAAEWACTY,
~ A~ > \ <
Mo ChMPTH WA CROENO, UPTRO-
\ T4 ) A —=/
EA NPH naTgiapek 1WeHPE. K,
AR - MHXAHAS AZHAH. A cHTh
~ \ 4 7 om A AT
€ro NANEWAOTk. AL , AR - AHpW-
HHKhk CH'h €O NAAEWAOTK. A, A'K.
HIKE BAPAAMA NHZAOKH A% cAWRE-
cH H ARant - Brskoynk ® apama
nwo o~ ™ "
AO ZAE. SWF, AR - KaTAKOYZH
W, MAGEH Bk MANK. NAAEWAD
> W 7 e S o~ M D AT M
W ¢’k MATEPIR H CHW ANPWHHKW ~
Rarakoyzune H nokanTens (in the lower margin: ke’).

f. 224r

BsKOVI'E A KAAWIWANNEK, cHh
ANAPWHHKA Nadewaora. a , Ak.
MaNoYHAK 110 CEMB CHs KAAWIWA-

7 In BAR Ms. slav. 685: B AT, S\s is written in the outside margin, not on the line.
* BAR Ms. slav. 685: fi lacking.
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HHA NAAEWAOTA. AE , AR =~

() cmzpANTA e MApa * ARTA cff pie.

B ATw, SWwiz - Gméak npofizro- (in the right margin: zpn)
AEHTEMB EKIEMB. HAGA MWA-

AABCKAA ZEMAH - NPTHAE ApATW-

WE ROEROAA. W OFrgrkcKoH Ze-

MAH B MAPAMOVYTRILA ZA TOYPO

HA AWEL - ® TOroKe Ak,

B ATW, SWiz - movpun ngkHAw- (in the right margin: zgH)
WA KAAHNWAKS, i NPRHMHIA

EPW. H NPTAILA MHWIKIA CTPA-

HEI Kk ZAMaAw - A © TOAK cs-

MRLPENTE CRTROPH €A, H HEOY-

CTPOENTE REAIE H NAroyRa no k-

e KPTTANCKRIN - BWIlA Ke

H TPRCH REAHIH N0 ZeMARYh.

TA e ARWHMB mHmOUiewiH (in the lower margin: k8)

f. 224v

ARTW, HHEAHIKE TOVPUH KAAH-
nwae NPRAAWWAY: B ATW,
Swie. Tlorsige MWMUHAO ne-

.. o :
PITWOCKKIH - WeMk AfCATOM

KE TERRLIOY 'k BYkXoy Weamh
CTWTHHE K'h WECTHIHME Thi-
calpamh K. ovmprk U Spw ~
B ATW, SuA. ngiAwA TovpuH
TYhHWER - Bk ATW, Stdv. ne-
MIBE BARIZHTH AMHPA © AEMH-

P4 NS ANTOVPOME. 118, KA. ANK.
B ATw, Sika. moycia XOAH Ha
HORG BprbAo. & MocAk Acnoyemh
EANO AKTO, pAckina BATKIAghI.

B ® TOrome AKTA ZaKAANL BRI
Ha HCTPOY - H AAEZANPK ROEROAA

* Instead of & morcuke akra. Bs ATw, SWiz - moypun npkApwma Kaannwak. In BAR Ms. slav.
685: Bk MoikAE AKTO, oYUM NPRHAWIIA KaANNWALC.
%0 BAR Ms. slav. 685: ®Heanzke ToypuH Kaannwae npkiswwa lacking.
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I4 A > A

MWAAABCKATO, CTA HA FRO. H I'Eo-

N mg o~ > - _~ 7 A
BA, AR AR W Mk, i R AW, S
~ 7 bl m ./ 4 14
Ko . VMR BAALIA ZETCKRIH.

b —~ ’ 4
H L) COYATANL PEROMBIH
KpHuia.

f. 225r

B ATW, SuAH. TovpuH npiAl coal -
B ATW, SUH. OVEH EHKOYAL MEZH
Bera Ha Raack ~ B ATw, Sna.
XOAH Eawa® nd Gak rpd. 0 chsh-
Ad KPKHOENK - A B TS ARTO
PAZEH IANKOVAL BAWIOY HA RAAKOH
ZEMAH, HA IAAWERNHIYK. B ATW,
(s"[l,li»& 0\}'1“51& MOYgaTS, f A .

B amw, sug. Ll,ph MEME BeMs u,pfmzo
HpIEMh, cmrpA,A,H NOKhIH r'pa

RKILLIE u,pH rpAM E AW, ﬁu,ga
ﬂpIA'l‘h u,p'h MEME BEMh ugH rpa.
MU,A MA ko . B ANh RTO i~

B ATW, S, oympR uph me-

ME BErk. nprkKko Mdp’k npfkuﬁi Ch
BOHCKW Ma, . o\[ de, K1 44 ANE -

4 samzumm cum éro nleMH 1Y TRO,
MU,A mOroite, 61, B EX - A uEma
EQATA CH nporua cth u,prh nleMH
KEATR H R l'pA P ro akma le'I‘BA €ro.

f. 225v

B amw, 7k’ Mud, 4 T . Serdran
BAIAZHTK u,p'm;o CROE srompmz—
Kooy cgozmoy cINOY ceHAHMS.

'H gs 7S akTO - npH BAFO‘IhC'FHBA
W BOrAdNA BOEROA . BRI A1O

H ChMp'hTONOCTE REAIE. H WE CE
HECTPOENTE B'h ZEMAH MWAAAR'-
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CKOE. WRO W KaKiA monoyienia
ChMIRT - WRO Ke MAd - ANO Ke YA-
CTAA CREHPANTA B EWHCKA. 1Ko
MHWIK] FAATH CHUERKIA ZAR

BELpES“ PAAH HACTATH znd%cmumro
u,ap’k mnome FIHLUE A O AN'FH)(pHc'k ~
(69} u,prI'BA mmu EEra. A0 u,p'l'm BAH-
ZHTa, CR ko' R - H w u,prl'm Ba-
mzwm\ A0 UPTEA cenanma, Ex

A" Ak~

In BAR Ms. slav. 685 on page f. 215r (the page where the Moldavian Chronicle
ends) we find the following note, written in a different hand and later (the note is
not present in BAR Ms. slav. 636):

Gia u,AmelA AFApECKAA * rame anNAVAA'FK/BA)(S W NeAzKe pAZApsmnme H pAZOpHLLE
/ BSCTOVHOE LYTRO r'pEu,Kos H NOWBAAWE / Bheeko I'IA/\E'I‘HNEIO H 1EPOCAAHME * NoTd
Ke / Mo nonSupenia  EKII RWZEWE W cAMH ReAHKA / KSTANTHHONOAK * MOASHOINKI
Ke W NOASAE/NTE * W ZANANTE cTPANH MHOTKIE * peKS ke / Maiepronia Gegrita Bocnita
X8H'rapina.

. .. \ .

53 BAR Ms. slav. 685: EiHMb NONOYIENTEME WEO ChMIKTIR.
” ) , w

5 BAR Ms. slav. 685: raamH, €Ke EKITH CHUERKIA ZAH BELIE.
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Chapter I

General Remarks on the Apocrypha Contained
in the Collection

el
Cyhe manuscript BAR 636 contains, among other works, two apocryphal
texts, following one immediately after the other, and placed after the other sec-
tions of the miscellany. They will be considered separately here, but before that, we
should raise the basic question of our study: What is the reason for their inclusion
in the collection? What purpose and function do they serve in it? These questions
are certainly closely connected with the basic task of the present book: to present
the contents of the controversial, and mainly legal, miscellany as a particular kind
of armament in the fight against heresies. Before approaching the question, how-
ever, we should note that the two deuterocanonical texts are not present in the
twin copy of our manuscript, now preserved in Saint Petersburg, in the collection
of A. I. Yatsimirsky, and classified under Ne 51. This fact is certainly significant and
deserves special attention. In examining the contents of the manuscript in its pho-
tocopy version in the Library of the Romanian Academy (BAR 685), the only one
accessible to us, we see that at the end, a part of the manuscript is missing, so we
cannot be certain as to its full contents. The two apocryphal texts should have been
there, at the end. We can only surmise whether they were included in the original
contents of the collection, and surmise is not a good basis for conclusions. We can
only work with what we have at hand, and should refrain from inference based on
the situation in BAR 685.
As mentioned, the contents of manuscript BAR 636 is very specific and in
a certain sense, unique. The purpose of the miscellany - to serve as a verbal weap-
on against religious deviation - is fulfilled by works that greatly vary in character.
Thus, the presence of apocryphal texts adds a specificity that needs to be explained,
because their dissemination together with the surrounding set of texts is untypical.
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Still, it should be noted that the joint presence of the legal and deuterocanonical
texts in the same collection is not exceptional. We have enough examples in this
respect, such as the Berlin Miscellany form the late 13™-14™ century, as well as
miscellanies from the Vienna Library containing copies of some relevant apocry-
pha, which we will discuss later on. It should be noted that this does not diminish
the unique quality of our collection, inasmuch as the legal texts in it are various.
The rules we find in the above-mentioned collections are mainly of a derivative
and mundane kind, and were typically disseminated in monastic circles. They pre-
scribe (and mostly prohibit) actions related to productive activity, prohibit various
foods, real or imaginary deeds or wishes of a sexual nature, and other such. In
this context, the presence of texts belonging to the category of so-called “popular
readings” is understandable. Of course, we should not disregard this presence, in-
asmuch as it too justifies certain rules of conduct. Still, we should take into account
that the norms in our manuscript are related to the fight against heresies and - al-
though there are included prohibitions from the sphere of everyday life related to
religious deviation - these are closer to doctrine and theological interpretations.
As we will see later on in our discussion, the two deuterocanonical texts in
the miscellany are closely connected with religion. One of them touches on the
problem of Salvation in connection with judgement, the assessment of a person’s
righteous deeds and sins during his lifetime, and also post mortem. The other text
shows the path to Salvation by distinguishing the tasks and actions pertaining to
Caesar’s kingdom from those related to the Kingdom of God. In both cases, the
reference is to an assessment, a choice, and ultimately, to the Salvation of souls. We
would like to propose the following as a working hypothesis for the discussion in
the present section: the apocrypha become part of the literary armor in the fight
against religious deviations precisely by indicating the road to Salvation and the
means that may convince people to take that road and not the road to perdition.



Chapter II

The Testament of Abraham and its Presence
in the BAR Ms. Slav. 636

1. The apocryphal tale, research, its nature, origin, and versions

78
@/he Testament of Abraham is an Old Testament apocryphal tale about
the last days and the death of the patriarch Abraham. This is a text based on bibli-
cal themes that is not included in the canonical books of Holy Scripture either as
a separate book or as part of one of the other books. This does not necessarily mean
it is a heretical work, or that it is in theological contradiction with the Bible and its
messages. Nevertheless, such texts are always looked upon with suspicion and are
often placed on the indexes of prohibited books. What is the explanation for its
presence in our collection? A preliminary working hypothesis could be that it pre-
sents the idea of judgement — Divine and human - on the living and the dead; this
idea may serve as an ideological basis for understanding and justifying the whole
contents of the collection.

1.1. Publications and studies on the Testament of Abraham

The Testament of Abraham already attracted the attention of researchers of
apocryphal literature in the 19" century. The first scholarly publication of the
original Greek text appeared in 1892, and was the work of M. R. James'; al-
though rather dated, his study continues to be used by scholars. The edition by

' M. R.JaMEs, The Testament of Abraham: The Greek Text Now First Edited with an Introduction
and Notes (= Texts & Studies. Contributions to the Biblical and Patristic Literature, ed. J. A. ROBIN-
SON, B.D., vol. I1.2), Cambridge 1892, IX+166 p.
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M. E. Stone? offers what is practically a new translation, but reprints the Greek text
established by M. R. James. A second edition was published by Francis Schmidt in
1986°. This author introduced new copies of the original, including one from the
Ambrosiana Library of Milan; this copy, on which the manuscript tradition of the
brief version of the tale is based, is very important for our study. As for commen-
taries on the text, in addition to the mentioned works, some of the most important
ones are the translation with commentary by M. Delcor*, that of E. P. Sanders in
the two-volumes on Old Testament Pseudoepigrapha edited by J. H. Charlesworth?®,
the special collection edited by G. Nickelsburg and devoted precisely to the Testa-
ment of Abraham®, as well as the latest book by Dale Allison, from 2003’

1.2. The Testament of Abraham - versions and translations
in Eastern Christianity

1.2.1. The work has arrived to us in two versions, a long and a short one.
M. R. James established this fact and his division has been followed unswervingly
by the scholars after him. The long version is represented by 28 manuscripts writ-
ten between the 11" and the 18" century, three of which have not been sufficiently
investigated (one, from Berlin, was lost during World War II; one is from Cluj and
one is from Chios)®. The two manuscripts from the collection of the Sinai monas-
tery contain copies whose version scholars cannot determine. The short version of
the Testament is more interesting for us; it exists in nine copies in various manu-
scripts from the period 11*-16™ century’. F. Schmidt divides the copies of the

2 M. E. STONE (transl.), The Testament of Abraham: The Greek Recensions, “Texts and Transla-
tions” 2, Pseudoepigrapha Series 2, Society of Biblical Literature, Missoula, Montana, 1972, VIII+89 p.

> E ScHMIDT, Le Testament grec dAbraham. Introduction, édition critique des deux récensions
grecques, traduction, Tibingen 1986, X+199 p.

* M. DELCOR, Le Testament dAbraham: Introduction, traduction du texte grec et commentaire de
la récension grecque longue, suivi de la traduction des Testaments dAbraham, d’Isaac et de Jacob daprés
les versions orientales, [in:] Studia in Veteris Testamenti Pseudoepigrapha, Leiden 1973.

> E. P SANDERS, [in:] J. H. CHARLESWORTH (ed.), The Old Testament pseudoepigrapha,
vol. L. Apocalyptic Literature and Testaments, Peabody, MA, 1983, pp. 871-902.

® G. W. E. NICKELSBURG JR (ed.), Studies on the Testament of Abraham (=Society of Biblical
Literature, Septuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. H. M. ORLINSKY, no. 6), Missoula, Montana, 1976,
X+340 p.

7 D. C. ALLISON JR, Testament of Abraham, Berlin-New York 2003, XVI+527 p.

8 E ScHMIDT, Le Testament grec dAbraham, pp. 2-3, 17-26; D. C. ALLISON, Testament of Abra-
ham, pp. 4-6.

° F ScHMIDT, Le Testament grec dAbraham, pp. 1-2, 6-10; D. C. ALLISON, Testament of Abra-
ham, pp. 6-7.
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short version of the Greek text into two groups: an older one, mainly represented
by copy E in the Bibliotheca Ambrosiana (Ambr. gr. 405 /G. 63 sup./, 11™ century,
not used by M. R. James) and the newer and more Christianized group of three
copies, whose chief representative is copy B (in the National Library of France
in Paris /Suppl. gr. 162/, 14" century)™. Especially interesting for us is the group
around copy E, which is similar to the oldest Slavic version of the work.

1.2.2. The relationship between the long and short version of the Greek text of
the Testament is quite complicated as to contents and language, which is why there
is no unanimity between scholars about their dating and classification. Probably
closest to the truth is D. Allison’s opinion that one version did not originate from
the other, but the two developed separately from a common source''. Important-
ly, the two versions contain an identical or similar ideological-theological message.

1.3. The origin of the text

We believe it important to trace the views as to the localization of the origin
of the text and its dating, as well as to the language in which the original was
written. In this respect, we will lean on the achievements of previous scholars.
The Testament is a deuterocanonical text that not only deals with Old Testament
characters and stories but was also created in a Judaic environment. Although it
has reached us after a Christian reworking and after being copied by Christians,
the text retains its Judaic nature. The first editor of the text, and its pioneering in-
vestigator, M. R. James, already presented eight arguments in support of its origin
in the Jewish diaspora of Egypt'2. Although some of James’s arguments have been
put in doubt or are considered unproven, the conclusion that the text originated
among Egyptian Jews has been almost unanimously accepted by later authors, like
E. P. Sanders, N. Turner, L. Rosso Ubigli, D. C. Allison'’. This localization is cer-
tainly also relevant for the dating of the original: it must have followed the flourish-
ing of the Jewish community in Alexandria. Still, the Testament was hardly created
much later than the early 2" century AD, when, as a consequence of rioting among

1 F. ScuMmIDT, Le Testament grec dAbraham, pp. 10-15.

' D. C. ALLISON JR, Testament of Abraham, pp. 12-27 (see p. 15).

2 M. R. JAMES, The Testament of Abraham, p. 76 and preceding pages.

13 E. P. SANDERS, [in:] J. H. CHARLESWORTH (ed.), Old Testament pseudoepigrapha, 1, p. 875;
N. TURNER, The Testament of Abraham: A Study of the Original Language, Place of Origine, Au-
thorship and Relevance, doctoral thesis, London 1953, pp. 177-185; L. Rosso UBIGLI, “Testamento
di Abramo”, Apocrifi dellAntico Testamento, “Biblica Testi e Studi” 4, 2000, eds. P. SaccHI et alii, p. 41;
D. C. ALLISON JR, Testament of Abraham, pp. 32-33. Allison (loc. cit., p. 32, note 66) even cites Liliana
Rosso Ubigli that this opinion is accepted almost unaminously by the scholars.
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the Jews of Alexandria in AD 115-117, the community was ruined and could no
longer be an environment for literary production. Ultimately, Sanders dated the
text to approximately 100 AD, and Allison, to the beginning of the Christian era'*.
There is also no unanimity as to the language in which the original text of the
Testament was written. Early scholars believed that the original of the text (or of
the two texts — long and short) was in Hebrew or some Semitic language'®. M. Del-
cor, and E. P. Sanders after him, were the first to support the view that the original
was in Greek: this is certain as regards the long version; as for the short one, three
are no obvious proofs for any language'®. I believe Greek is now the prevalent opin-
ion, which follows logically from the localization of the creation of the Testament
in Egypt, among the Hellenistic Jewish diaspora and from the dating of the work.

1.4. Translations of the Testament of Abraham in Eastern Christianity
1.4.1. Coptic, Arabic and Ethiopian translations

The Testament of Abraham was widely disseminated among Eastern Christian
circles. There are various extant translations, one of which is the topic of our study.
The oldest translation of the Testament is in Coptic, which is quite understandable
in view of the Egyptian origin of the work. The Coptic translation served as the
foundation for a tradition that included the Arabic and Ethiopian translations of
the same work'”. There are several extant manuscripts of the Coptic translation,
of which the most ancient is a fragmentary 4™ century papyrus in Sahidic, pre-
served in the collection of the Institut fiir Altertumskunde of Cologne University'®.

" E. P. SANDERS, [in:] ]. H. CHARLESWORTH (ed.), Old Testament pseudoepigrapha, 1, pp. 874
875; D. C. ALLISON JR, Testament of Abraham, pp. 34-40.

15" A brief review of the opinions can be found in: J. H. CHARLESWORTH (ed.), Old Testament
pseudoepigrapha, 1, p. 873-874.

16 M. DELCOR, Le Testament dAbraham, p. 34; E. P. SANDERS, [in:] J. H. CHARLESWORTH (ed.),
Old Testament pseudoepigrapha, 1, pp. 873-874.

17 K. M. HEIDE, The Coptic, Arabic, and Ethiopic Versions of the “Testament of Abraham” and the
Emergence of the “Testaments of Isaak and Jacob”, [in:] ‘Non-canonical’ Religious Texts in Early Juda-
ism and Early Christianity, eds. ]. H. CHARLESWORTH, L. M. McDoNALD, London-New Delhi-New
York-Sydney 2012, pp. 61-72.

8 M. PHILONENKO, Une nouvelle version copte du Testament de Job, “Semitica” 18, 1968, p. 61;
C. ROMER, H. J. THISSEN, P. Kéln Inv. nr. 3221: Das Testament des Hiob in koptischer Sprache. Ein
Vorbericht, “Studies on the Testament of Job”, eds. M. A. KN1BB, P. W. vAN DER HORST (= Society for
New Testament Studies, Monograph Series, vol. 66), Cambridge 1989, pp. 33-34; G. SCHENKE (Her-
ausg.), Der koptische kolner Papyruskodex 3221, Teil 1. Das Testament de Iob, “Papyrologica Colon-
ensia” XXXIII, 2009.

216



Part Five. Apocrypha in the Manuscript BAR Ms. Slav. 636

There is a 10" century Bohairic text in the Vatican Library (962 r.; Vat. Copt. 61,
ff. 148v-163v), published at the beginning of the 20™ century by I. Guidi, which is
not significantly different from the cited fragmentary copy in Cologne'®. An Ara-
bic translation of the Testament was made from the Coptic text. It almost literally
follows the Bohairic text published by I. Guidi, which thus becomes a secondary
source of dissemination of the work in the Middle East®. This continuity indicates
an uninterrupted tradition of the Testament in Eastern Christianity starting from
the 4™ century. There are five extant Arabic copies of the Testament; the Arabic
translation was published in a critical edition practically for the first time only
a few years ago?!. The are two Ethiopian versions of the Testament of Abraham*, of
which, until recently, it was believed that one was Christian, and the other, Falasha.
The latter thesis was refuted by Martin Heide, who argued that both versions are
Christian works written in the classical Ethiopian language Geez. Both are trans-
lations from the Arabic text of the work, whereby this source, and especially its
Coptic original, gained particular importance.

1.4.2. Slavic and Romanian translations

The first systematic attempt to review the Slavic manuscript copies of the Tes-
tament was made by A. I. Yatsimirsky in 1921%. This was followed decades later
by Emil Turdeanu®, and still later by A. Miltenova*. More recent publishers of
the source or of its commented translations have paid sufficient attention to its
Slavic version, in following the classification of Emil Turdeanu, who proposes di-
viding the copies in four groups: SI 1, comprises the oldest copies and includes the

¥ 1. Guipy, Il testo copto del “Testamento di Abramo”, rendiconti della Reale Accademia dei
Lincei, “Classe di scienze morali, storiche e filologiche” 5.9, 1900, pp. 157-180.

% K. M. HEIDE, The Coptic, Arabic, and Ethiopic Versions of the “Testament of Abraham”, p. 62.

2l M. HEIDE, Das Testament Abrahams. Edition und Ubersetzung der arabischen und dthiopi-
schen Versionen, Wiesbaden 2012, pp. 8-11, 63-92, 133-148.

2 K. M. HEIDE, The Coptic, Arabic, and Ethiopic Versions of the “Testament of Abraham”, pp. 63—
64; M. HEIDE, Das Testament Abrahams. Edition und Uhersetzung der arabischen und dthiopischen
Versionen, pp. 32-34.

2 AW SAuyMupCknit, bubnuozpaguueckuti 0630p anokpugos 6 10iHOCTABAHCKOU U PYCCKOTE
nucomennocmu. (Cnucku namamuukos), BeIIL 1. Anokpugor eemxosasemmuie, OTeNEHN PYCCKaro
A3pIKa 1 cmoBecHocTy Poccuiickoit Akagemun Hayk, Mocksa 1921, pp. 95-99.

* E. TURDEANU, Apocryphes slaves et roumains de IAncien Testament (= Studia in Veteris Tes-
tamenti pseudoepigrapha, vol. XX, eds. A. DENIs, M. DE JONGE), Leiden 1981, pp. 201-238, 440.

» A. MILTENOVA, The Apocryphal Series about Abraham, [in:] Studia Caroliensia: Papers
in Linguistics and Folklore in Honor of Charles E. Gribble, eds. R. A. ROTHSTEIN, E. SCATTON,
Ch. E. TowNsEND, Bloomington, Indiana, 2006, pp. 189-208.
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Bulgarian, Serbian, Ruthenian and Russian versions of the text®; Sl 2, comprises
three Croatian Glagolitic manuscripts, of which only the one in the Bodleian Li-
brary and in Oxford are complete, while the others are fragmentary”. The next two
groups Turdeanu relates to the Paleia and its Slavic translation, as they are part of
a cycle of several apocryphal texts connected with Patriarch Abraham, starting
with the Revelation of Abraham and ending with the Testament, i.e., the death of
the Patriarch?. Derived from them are respectively two groups of copies of a Ru-
manian translation of the work. Group SI 3 is a very abridged text, extant in four
copies: L (a manuscript from the St. Paul Monastery in Mount Athos, published by
P. A. Lavrov), Belgr. (a 14™ century manuscript from Belgrade, destroyed in 1940
during the bombing of the capital of Yugoslavia), B1 (an 18" century Serbian manu-
script, also destroyed during the bombing) and Z (a manuscript from Dubrovnik,
1520)*. Sl 4 comprises two Slavic manuscripts: N (the Tikves collection, published
by N. Nachov) and H (a Moldavian manuscript from the end of the 16" century,
published by B. Petriceicu-Hasdeu)*.

A. Miltenova has studied the manuscript tradition of the work in question in
her study on the whole Abrahamic cycle in Slavic literatures®'. Based on her texto-
logical analysis of the work (analysis that does not cover the three Croatian Glago-
litic copies) — SI 2, she proposes their division into three groups (versions I-III), which
are in many respects similar to SI 1, Sl 3 and SI 4. She rejects Turdeanu’s idea that
the work in question be examined in the context of the Paleia as concerns versions
S13-S14 (versions II-1II), and sees the whole Abrahamic cycle as a certain number
of independent works.

In the present study, we will be interested primarily in the first group of Slavic
texts, which, however, is not unified. It is the oldest not only in terms of the extant
copies (13™ century - the text from the Sevastyanov collection) but also in terms
of the time when the Slavic text was given the form in which it has reached us. It
should also be said that the copy BAR 636 belongs precisely to this version.

The Romanian texts are of interest to our study not only because they are for the
most part related to the Slavic tradition, but also because of the origin of our Mol-
davian manuscript. Two groups of Romanian texts are translated from Slavic and
one — the only translated variant of the long version of the Testament - is a transla-
tion from Greek into Romanian. The first scholar to work with the Romanian text of

% E. TURDEANU, Apocryphes slaves et roumains de Ancien Testament, pp. 210-211, 212-217.
7 Ibidem, pp. 211, 217-220.

% Ibidem, p. 221.

¥ Ibidem, pp. 221-228.

30 Ibidem, pp. 229-232.

3 A. MILTENOVA, The Apocryphal Series about Abraham, p. 189-208.
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the Testament was Bogdan Petriceicu-Hasdeu, who in the 1870s published a Roma-
nian copy of the Codex Sturdzanus in parallel with the Slavic text of the manuscript,
preserved in the State Archives in Bucharest”?. Emil Turdeanu has made a great
contribution to the study of the source in a Romanian environment; of the three
groups in which he classifies the copies, two are translations from Slavic: R (the text
of Codex Sturdzanus), corresponding to group Sl 3, and a second group of two cop-
ies (N° 2158, made in Wallachia in the 18" century modeled on the Transylvanian
or Moldavian types, and N° 5299, made in Transylvania in the early 19" century),
which belong to the tradition of Sl 4*. The third group of Romanian copies, which is
the largest in number (26 manuscripts), is a translation from Greek, made in the first
half of the 18" century, of the long version of the Testament**. To Nicolae Roddy, we
owe a new, comprehensive study of the Romanian tradition, with a publication of the
long version of the text accompanied by a translation into English*.

1.5. The texts accompanying the Testament of Abraham in the various copies

The Greek text of the work is basic and we should start with it. Accompanying
hagiography can be found in eight of the nine copies of the short version studied by
Francis Schmidt. In second place are homiletic works, present in six of the manuscripts;
other apocrypha are to be found in two copies (A and G, both from the 16" century)*.
Of the extant 23 copies of the long version of the Testament, manuscripts containing
homiletic and hagiographic texts are also decidedly a majority, and there are also sev-
eral (at least six) collections that contain other apocrypha®. In fact, Francis Schmidt
offers a very clear table of these Old Testament and New Testament deuterocanonical
texts, as well as hagiographic works, which accompany the Testament of Abraham in
the Greek copies®. For our present discussion, we should mention that the Testament
was not copied in the same convoy as in the Bucharest manuscript (BAR Ms. slav. 636).

2 B. PETRICEICU-HASDEU, Cdrtile poporane ale Romdanilor in secolul XVI in legatura cu litera-
tura cea nescrisa, I, Bucuresti 1879, pp. 189-194; Codex Sturdzanus. Studiu filologic, studiu lingvistic,
editie de text si indice de cuvinte de Gheorghe Chivu, Bucuresti 1993.

% E. TURDEANU, Apocryphes slaves et roumains de IAncien Testament, pp. 228-229, 232-233.

 Ibidem, pp. 233-237. The text was published for the first time - in the original and with an
English translation — by Moses GASTER, ‘Apocalypse of Abraham”. From the Romanian text, discovered
and translated, “Transactions of the Society of Biblical Archaeology” IX, part I, 1887, pp. 195-226.

% N. Roppy, The Romanian Version of the “Testament of Abraham”. Text, Translation, and Cul-
tural Context, Atlanta 2001.

% F. SCHMIDT, Le Testament grec dAbraham, pp. 6-10.

7 Ibidem, pp. 17-26.

3% Ibidem, pp. 30-32.
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The Eastern (Coptic, Arabic and Ethiopian) translations of the Testament
show no significant tendency to deviate from the set of accompanying texts known
to us from the Greek copies. Inasmuch as we are interested in this accompanying
set of texts in connection with the study of the copy in it BAR 636, it may be said
that the Oriental translations form a separate group of highly reworked, in the
course of translation, texts, which are accompanied by other apocryphal and nar-
rative works that have nothing in common with the polemic and legal content of
the manuscript we are studying.

As for the Slavic tradition, A. Miltenova, in a series of studies, and especially
in an article published about ten years ago, has considerably enriched the list of
manuscripts containing the Testament (designated by her as Version I) in compar-
ison with the list proposed by E. Turdeanu®. Here, we should note that we now
have a very useful instrument for such studies: the site Repertorium of Old Bulgari-
an Literature and Letters*, which provides quick access to a very wide information
base. Thus, the work under study is classified as “A cycle of tales about Abraham.
A tale of the death of Abraham”, and twelve manuscripts are presented, which were
or are kept in the depositories in Mount Athos, Bulgaria, Austria, Montenegro,
Romania, Russia, and Serbia*!. This list is not exhaustive or final. The manuscript
that includes the copy we are studying (BAR 636) is not presented on the site, nor
are some other copies. Nevertheless, the site is very informative and is an indispen-
sable tool for scientific research.

The oldest copy of the Testament of Abraham is part of the so-called Sev-
astyanov collection, 13"-14" century, now kept in the Russian State Library in
Moscow, No. 27. It was published in its entirety by T. Laleva*; the text of the Tes-
tament was published in the 19" century by N. S. Tikhonravov and G. Polivka®.
In this manuscript, the text is placed amidst various hagiographic works and
sermons*’. The work has a similar accompanying set of texts in the other copies

¥ A. MILTENOVA, The Apocryphal Series about Abraham, pp. 200 sq.

" http://repertorium.obdurodon.org/ [retrieved 6.07.2018].

4 http://repertorium.obdurodon.org/runSearch-checkbox.php?country=all&settlement=al
1&repository=all&author=all&bgTexts=ITukbn paskasu 3a ABpaam. Paskas 3a cMbpTTa Ha ABpa-
am&enTexts=all&ruTexts=all&lg=bg

42 T. JIANEBA, CesacmusiHosusim c6opHux 6 6vnzapckama pvkonucra mpaouyus, Codus 2004.

# H. C. TUXOHPABOB, Anokpuguueckus ckazanus, [in:] CéopHuk omoeneHus pyccaxo s3oika
u cnosecHocmu VMimnepamopckoii Akademuu nayx, T. LVIIL, No. 4, pp. 1-14; G. PoLivka, Die apokry-
phische Erzihlung vom Tode Abrahams, [in:] Archiv fiir slavische Philologie, Bd. XVIII, 1896,
pp- 112-125. T. Laleva has published the entire text of the Testament, written on ff. 1r-6r. The miss-
ing beginning of the work is taken from the Panagyurishte miscellany (NBKM, 433) — T. JIAJEBA,
CesacmusiHosusim c60pHuxK, pp. 21-30.

“ T. Jlanesa, Cesacmusnosusam cOopHuxK, pp. 9-19.
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as well®. A. Miltenova has devoted a series of studies to the so-called “miscellany
collections” created in an Eastern Slavic environment, and to their probable South
Slavic origin — we refer the reader to her works*.

A particular group of copies of the Testament are interesting by their similarity
to BAR 636. One of them is kept in the collection of the National Library of Austria,
Vienna, N°149, ff. 117v-130r. This is a collection of ecclesiastical sermons (many of
them by John Chrysostom) and apocrypha from the 16" century?. Similar to it is the
so-called Panagyurishte apocryphal collection from the 16™ century, N°433 in the
collection of Sts. Cyril and Methodius Library (NBKM), Sofia. There, the text of the
Testament is on ff. 105v-116v*®. The Adjar miscellany of apocryphal texts from the
late 17 or early 18" century (there is a note on f. 87r, written in 1715 in the village
of Adjar) is part of the collection of Sts. Cyril and Methodius Library, N° 326. The
text we are studying is on ff. 23v-31r, and the copy generally has Serbian-New Bul-
garian spelling features®. Here we must include the Danilov miscellany mentioned
previously (Belgrade, Museum of the Serbian Orthodox Church, Ne 100). On the
site Repertorium of Old Bulgarian Literature and Letters, these copies are united in
a separate table, which presents in an orderly fashion the textual correspondences for
the texts accompanying the Testament*. What is important for our study is that our
observations regarding the accompanying set of texts are confirmed by those data.

The Romanian texts of the Testament are a translation from Slavic (the short
version of the text) or from Greek (the long version). It should be noted that the
long version has not been translated into any other language than Romanian.

* JI. Crojanosui, Kamanoz Hapoowe 6ubnuomexe y beoepady, IV: Pykunucu u cmape uimamnae
krouee, Y Beorpagy 1903, no. 468 (104), pp. 294-305 (see: p. 298), no. 470 (738), pp. 306-309 (see:
p. 308); A. Munrenosa, Pokonuctama coupxa na Céuujosckomo uumanuuje, “Crapodbiarapcka -
tepatrypa” 8, 1980, pp. 94-102.

“ A. MunteHoBa, M3 ucmopusma na 6wnzapo-pyckume u 0vn2apo-ykpauHckume aumepa-
mypHu 6pu3ku npes XVI-XVII 6. (c6opruuu coc cmeceno codvpacarue), [in:] Coopruk doxnadu om
MeHOYHAPOOHUS crasucmuyer koHepec 8 Kues, 6-14 cenmemepu, 1983 e., “Cnassincka ¢punonorns”
18, 1983, pp. 51-58; A. MunreHOBa, ANoKpupu 1 anokpudHu UK ¢ 6eposimen 0v2apcku NPou3-
x00 8 pyckume uemu-c6opruyu om XVI-XVII 6., [in:] Slavia Orthodoxa, Esux u kynmypa. CoopHux
6 uecm Ha npod. 0 Pymsna Ilasnosa, Coust 2003, pp. 244-260.

¥ G. BIRKEFELLNER, Glagolitische und kyrillische Handschriften in Osterreich, Wien 1975,
No. 11/80 (ONB - Cod. Slav. 149), pp. 214-220.

* B. LloHes, Onuc Ha pekonucume u cmaponedamuume krueu Ha Hapoonama 6ubnuomexa
6 Cogpus, 1. 1, Cocpust 1910, no. 433, pp. 442-449 (expecially p. 446).

¥ IpEM, Onuc Ha pokonucume u cmaponeuamuume kuueu Ha Hapoonama 6ubnuomexa
6 Cogpus, 1. 1, no. 326, pp. 315-320.

*0 http://repertorium.obdurodon.org/plectogram-dev-checkbox.php?lg=bg&x=6&y=9&mss%
5B%5D=AM149NBW &mss%5B%5D=AM326NBKM&mss%5B%5D=AM433NBKM&mss%5B%5
D=AMI100MCB (retrieved 6.07.2018).
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Following the first scholars in this field - Moses Gaster and Nicolae Cartojan, who
worked in the late 19" and early 20" century®' — Emil Turdeanu has reviewed the
Romanian tradition of the Testament>*. As mentioned earlier, the short version of
the Testament has reached us in three copies, one of which in the so-called Co-
dex Sturdzanus, from the 16" century. It consists of hagiographic, apocryphal and
apocalyptical works™. The convoy of texts joined to the other two copies does not
particularly differ from that in Codex Sturdzanus. These are collections of apoc-
ryphal, apocalyptical and legendary works, the prototype of which Turdeanu be-
lieves to be from late medieval Macedonia®.

Without claiming to give the full statistics on the accompanying genres to
which the work under study was joined, we may say these were narrative texts
in the hagiographic, instructive, apocryphal, apocalyptical, and often legendary;,
genres, a category some authors define as “popular readings”. This characteristic of
the genres was an unvarying feature of the accompanying set of texts in the South
Slavic, Rumanian, and Eastern Slavic environment. In a certain sense, this feature
was a heritage from the accompanying set, the work was copied and disseminated
in its Greek original and in its translations into Coptic, Arabic and Ethiopian. This
is defined by the function and meaning of the text for society: we may generally say
the text aims to be instructive and to enhance the biblical knowledge and culture
of the Eastern Christian nations (Orthodox and of other).

In this sense, it should be stressed that the accompanying works in the copy
from BAR 636 is different, which is important for our present investigation. The
strong and emphatic legal and polemic character of the miscellany raises the ques-
tion addressed by this chapter: what is the function of the deuterocanonical text in
this convoy? We will devote the necessary attention to this question further below.

2. The Testament of Abraham joined to the set of accompanying texts
in the manuscript BAR 636

One of the chief tasks of the present study is to explain the presence of
this apocryphal text amidst the prevalently legal and anti-heretical manuscript
BAR 636. One other element should be mentioned, which might be important

' M. GASTER, Apocalypse of Abraham. From the Romanian text, discovered and translated,
pp. 195-226; N. CARTOJAN, Cdrtile populare in literature romaneascd, 1. 1, pp. 114-115.

2 E. TURDEANU, Apocryphes slaves et roumains de IAncien Testament, pp. 201-238.

>3 See the edition of the collection: “Codex Sturdzanus”. Studiu filologic, studiu lingvistic, editie
de text si indice de cuvinte de Gheorghe Chivu, Bucuresti 1993.

>t E. TURDEANU, Apocryphes slaves et roumains de IAncien Testament, p. 233.
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for our discussion. It is known that the manuscript BAR 636 has a twin®, written
in the same epoch, and which is now preserved under Ne 51 in the collection of
A. 1. Yatsimirsky in the Library of the Russian Academy of Sciences in Saint Pe-
tersburg. The twin is accessible in a photocopy version classified as BAR Ms. slav.
685 at the Library of the Rumanian Academy in Bucharest. This twin manuscript,
at least in its present state, does not contain a copy of the Testament of Abraham.
Yet we cannot be sure it never did, as the end of the manuscript — where the text
in question should have been - is missing. Not being sure, we need not speculate
on the matter. Of course, we know the two manuscripts are twins, and that they
fulfilled a similar social function as an anti-heretical weapon. In the already pub-
lished description of the collection BAR 636, we suggested that it was composed as
a verbal armament against religious deviations, and each of its parts has a particu-
lar purpose in this respect™®. The other apocryphal works included there must have
had the same purpose. We must clarify what it was.

Even a brief glance at the content of the collection will convince us that it con-
tains nothing to justify the presence of the Testament in the manuscript BAR 636
except the motif regarding the judgement of souls after death. This is the only
thing related to law. The idea of meting out justice for righteous deeds or sins after
death is typically Christian, although it exists in other religions as well. It certainly
derives from the words of the Savior that His Kingdom is not of this world, from
all of Christian eschatology, and from many other biblical texts. This repayment
for deeds should be based on an assessment and judgement of those deeds, which
more or less relates to the idea of a court of justice.

Judgement, and especially the Last Judgement in the end of days, figures large-
ly in Christian eschatology, theology, art, and literature. In our case, the connec-
tion with human justice is visible but not implicit. Christianity never confuses the
sphere of law, which is a system of norms regulating relations between people, with
the Will of God. Law, like the state, always remains within the Kingdom of Caesar,
not the Kingdom of God”. This, however, does not rule out the influence of reli-
gion on law: the latter is not an expression of God’s Will but is influenced by the
principles of the faith and by moral norms based on religion. Judgement itself is an

% E. TURDEANU, Le Sbornik dit de Bisericani’: Identité d'un manuscrit remarquable, “Revue des
études slaves” 44.1-4, 1965, pp. 29-45.

* VB. Bunapcku, M. [lubpancka-Kocrosa, Crassancku pokonuc 636 (BAR Ms. sl. 636, XVI 6.)
om Bubnuomexama na PymoHckama akademus 6 Byxypew, “Apxeorpadcku npunosu” 37, 2015,
pp. 107-155; Iv. BILIARSKY, M. TSIBRANSKA-KosTOVA, “Contra varietatem pugna latissima”. Un re-
cueil juridique moldave et son convoi (BAR Ms. sl. 636, XV siécle), “Analele Putnei” XII.2, 2016,
pp. 105-146.

7 H. HATTENHAUER, Europdische Rechtsgeschichte, 4. Auglage, Heidelberg 2004, pp. 135-140.
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act of wisdom, and any wisdom participates in, and even carries a microscopic bit
of the Divine Wisdom - that of the Lord Jesus Christ®®. Thus, we believe that the
comparison between Divine and human justice, especially with respect to deeds
related to faith, might be the rationale of the inclusion of the apocryphal text in
this anti-heretical and predominantly legal miscellany.

2.1. Three tales about judgement and repayment in the world beyond

Let us consider repayment, judgement and the tribunal in the Testament of
Abraham, by considering not only the short version but the long one as well, which
we only have in the Greek original and in a Romanian translation. We will dwell on
three elements of the text: first, justice after death — the two gates (and the two ways,
when there are such in the text) to the beyond, leading either to salvation or to per-
dition; second, the judgement of the souls of the dead and repayment for sins and
good deeds; third, Abraham’s judgement on various sins. It should be noted that in
the long and short version of the Testament, these stories are placed in different ways,
and in some points the story itself differs. That is why we should consider the stories
separately. But first, we will say a few words about the order in which they appear.

As we saw in our text, and generally in the short version, the first in order is
the story concerning the two gates and the two roads - to salvation and to perdi-
tion. Chapters 8 and 9 are devoted to it. Following after it is the story about the
place of judgement and the judge who passes judgement according to the registered
sins and righteous deeds — Chapters 10 and 11. Finally comes the story about the
tour and review of the world, when Abraham sees particular sins being commit-
ted and condemns them mercilessly — Chapter 12. The order in other copies of the
short version is similar®. It is different, however, in the long version: first comes
the tour of the world by Abraham and Archangel Michael and the pitiless judge-
ment of Abraham (Chapter 10); second is the story about the repayment after death
and the two roads and two doors leading to salvation or perdition (Chapter 11);
third in the long version is the story about the place of judgement and the judging
of souls, as well as relevant explanations (Chapters 12-14)%. Regarding Abraham’s
repentance for his merciless punishment of sinners, Dale Allison sees a clear logical
consistency in the chapters and events presented in the long version: (1) first Abra-
ham shows lack of mercy, after which God dismisses him, (2) then he sees the repay-

% Iv. BILIARSKY, Le droit et le sacré ou La mesure de la justice, [in:] La rencontre des droits en
Méditerranée. Lacculturation en question, éds. X. PERROT, J. PERICARD, Limoges 2014, pp. 109-116.

** F. SCHMIDT, Le Testament grec dAbraham, pp. 64-77, 89-93.

0 Ibidem, pp. 124-143.
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ment and judgement, where God is guided by charity and empathy, and (3) finally,
as a logical conclusion, Abraham repents and saves those whom he has punished®".
Assuming that the difference between the two arrangements is due to a different un-
derstanding of the story and its message, we could find some logical meaning in both
of them if we care to look for one. The only point we believe invariably necessary is
that the stories about the two doors and the repayment after death come before the
judgement of souls. We believe that logical consistency requires showing repayment
after death first, and then how that happens specifically. In fact, this is the case in
both versions: the tale about the two gates comes before the one concerning the
judgement. In our short version, they are placed in first and second position respec-
tively, and in the long one, they are in second and third position respectively. The
unmerciful judgement meted out by Abraham should not be relevant for the story
about repayment after death, because the former comes during the lifetime of the
sinners, and the punishments there are physical (fire falling from heaven, the earth
swallowing them up, wild beasts tearing them to pieces), albeit presented as happen-
ing through divine intervention. This story has some relation to the others but it is
not a relation of consecutive order of fate before and after death; instead it is that of
comparison of human justice with God’s judgement and mercy. This comparison
could be made before or after the story about the judgement of souls.

Below, we propose an interpretation of the three stories, discussed in their
consecutive order in our text.

2.1.1. Repayment after death. The two doors leading to salvation or perdition

The part of the Testament of Abraham that presents the idea of repayment
for sins and good deeds after death is directly influenced by the Gospel text,
specifically, the Gospel according to Matthew (7: 13-14): “13. Enter through the
narrow gate. For wide is the gate and broad is the road that leads to destruction,
and many enter through it. 14. But small is the gate and narrow the road that
leads to life, and only a few find it”. The connection between the two texts seems
obvious and does not require commentary. Yet it should be noted, that similar
images are found in the Old Testament as well®. It may be said in general, that
in this chapter of Testament Christian ideas predominate; the added Christian
element is very powerful, and little is left of the ideas of the original Judaic text
and its messages. Of course, this is important, as we are studying the presence

1 D. C. ALLISON JR, Testament of Abraham, pp. 296-297.
2 G. W. E. NICKELSBURG, Eschatology in the “Testament of Abraham”. A Study on the Judgement
Scene in the Two Recensions, pp. 27-29.
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and use of the story in a Christian environment - the Principality of Moldavia
in the 16™ century.

The story begins with Abraham being placed by Archangel Michael on
a cloud, as God has ordered, and the trip to the river Ocean. Here the texts of the
long and short versions differ. In our manuscript, the cloud carries Abraham and
the Archangel to the river Ocean (Chapter 8: 3). Across the river, the patriarch sees
the two gates leading to salvation and destruction (Chapter 8: 4). This is certainly
a loan from classical Hellenistic culture, but having in mind the probable Alexan-
drian origin of the work and its later Christian revision, this should not surprise
us. “Ocean” is the name of the divinity (in fact, a “titan”) of the river that encircles
the world - he is the son of Uranus and Gaea (Heaven and Earth) and father of the
nymphs, as we learn from many ancient authors, including Homer (Iliad XIV, 201)
and Virgil (Georgics 1V, 382)%. It is important for us that this is the boundary of
the world and gives a view to the beyond. In the long version, there is no mention
of the river. There it is said that Abraham was carried eastward to the first gate of
Heaven, where (probably behind it) he sees two roads — one wide and the other,
narrow®. East is a sacred direction in all biblical tradition, both for Christians and
Jews, and the Paradise is certainly located eastward, which is also the direction in
which people pray®. The presence of the heavenly gateway also indicates a vision
towards the beyond. It should be said that in our short version, the two gates are
mentioned, but not the two roads. The theme of the road also contains the same
message as that of the gate. It refers to some liminal phenomenon through which
one reaches a destination - in this case, salvation or destruction. If we compare the
texts of the short and long version of Testament with the Gospel text (Matthew 7:
13-14), we will see that in the Gospel, the road is only mentioned and the stress is
put on the gates. The road to life and the road to perdition through sin is familiar
to the Old Testament tradition (see Jeremiah 21: 8), but we are not sure too much
importance should be attached to this addition®. The “road” is somehow a natural

¢ Everyman’s Classical Dictionary (800BC-AD337), London-New York 1969, p. 367; Mudgo.
Hapodos mupa, T. II, Mocksa 1982, p. 249.

® F ScHMIDT, Le Testament grec dAbraham, pp. 128-129.

% A. L. FROTHINGHAM, Ancient Orientation Unveiled, IV, “American Journal of Archaeolo-
gy” 21.4 (Oct.-Dec.), 1917, p. 422; B. L. GORDON, Sacred Directions, Orientation, and the Top of
the Map, “History of Religions” 10.3 (Feb.), 1971, pp. 212-213; A. B. Ilogocunos, Ex Oriente lux!
Opuenmayus no cmpanam ceema 6 apxaudeckux xynvmypax Eepasuu, Mocksa 1999, pp. 195-
197, 287 sq.

% The road, the path to Salvation is indeed a widely discussed theme in the Judaic eschatology,
both in the Bible and in other Judaic literature; we find it in a great variety of cultural environments.
See D. C. ALLISON, Testament of Abraham, pp. 242-244.
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means of attaining Salvation. The idea of the wide and narrow gate (and of the
wide and narrow road, if such is mentioned) points to a measure, i.e., a judgement.
Above all, it should be mentioned that the gate is a place of judgement in Judaic
culture, among others®””. We believe this is at least partially related to the idea of
threshold implicit in the gate, the liminal nature of the place. On the other hand,
the gates are defined as “narrow” and “wide’, as are the roads in the short version
of the text. In fact, they are so defined in the Gospel text as well. The conversation
between Abraham and the Archangel is interesting: the patriarch expresses his fear
that he is too big to pass through the narrow gate (Chapter 9: 2-4). This means
that he sees the gate as a measure of a person’s righteousness, and the tribunal as
a judicial institution makes this measurement®.

In front of the gates is a man sitting on a gilded throne and he laughs or weeps
as he watches people entering one gate or the other. This is the Ancestor Adam. He
is presented as an important figure, but we do not see him judging, even though
the description leaves the impression that he is®. He rather notes, by laughter, or
by weeping and pulling his hairs, whether they are going to one place or the other.
Unfortunately, the sinners are much more numerous than the righteous. Chapter 9
(short version) of the Testament draws a depressing picture of the separation of
souls, and how they are driven by angels through the wide gate of destruction. One
of God’s messengers leads seven myriad souls to the gate of destruction and holds
one soul in his hand, and the Archangel and Abraham decide to check whether all
of these are unrighteous. This is a mark of mercy and an attempt to save; but they
find no righteous soul in the lot and only the one in the angel’s hand has an equal
share of good and evil deeds.

2.1.2. Judgement after death. The place of judgement, testimonies
and the judge/judges

The story of the two gates (and, in the long version, the two roads) leading
to salvation or destruction presents the repayment for deeds; but this repayment
should be based on an assessment. In the previous story, the only element of as-
sessment is the breadth of the gate and/or road leading to salvation. The size is

¢ See Deuteronomy 21: 19; Amos 5: 15, etc.

 Tv. BILIARSKY, Le droit et le sacré ou La mesure de la justice, pp. 115-116.

¢ T believe this impression is not accidental and has been purposely created in the Testament.
Dale Allison views Adam - sitting before the two gates — as a double of the judge Abel, who sits be-
hind the gate and judges souls (Chapters 10 and 11; Chapter 12 in the long version): D. C. ALLISON
JR, Testament of Abraham, p. 256.
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certainly presented as a measure. This measure is not only physical, since the Arch-
angel tells Abraham he will pass through the gate despite the large size of his body
(Chapter 9: 2-4). The judgement of souls after death is presented in Chapters 10
and 11 of the work (respectively: 12-13 in the long version).

With regard to the description of the tribunal, the differences between the
short and long version are numerous and important. At the same time, we should
note that there are many later interpolations in the text, most of which are in the
long version. We are interested in the text in manuscript BAR 636, but first we
would like to briefly present what is written in the long version”, where the place
of judgement is described in much greater detail. It is said the Archangel and
Abraham (the form “we” is used) enter through the wide gate, through which an-
gels drive myriads of sinful souls, and see the judge sitting on a crystal throne that
shines like fire. The judge himself is bright as the Sun, just like the Son of God. In
front of him, on a golden table shining like crystal, lies an enormous book, and on
either side of him are two angels with rulers, ink and pens; a shining angel sits in
front of the table with a weighing scale in hand, while a fiery angel sitting to the
left holds a tube that emits fire to test the sinful souls. The judge listens — the angel
on the right side notes the good deeds, the one on the left, the sins (Chapter 13:
9 of the long version) - and judges depending on the records in the large book.
The souls are weighed on the scale and tested by fire. In the next Chapter 13 (long
version), the angels are identified”’. The angel with the scale is Archangel Dokiel,
the just weighter (Chapter 13: 10 of the long version), and the one with the fire is
Archangel Puriel, who works the fire and tests souls with it (Chapter 13: 11-13
of the long version)”. The text is very complicated and contradictory; it leaves
doubt as to why the judgement is being conducted after the souls have already
passed through the wide gate, and why they are weighed or tested by fire after the
judge is informed of the record of their sins and righteous deeds. The weighing
of souls after death is obviously an Egyptian influence and a later addition to the
text”. It should also be noted that the Judaic and Egyptian traditions are so inter-
twined in the history of the Chosen People, that we may find common elements

70 See the text in E. SCHMIDT, Le Testament grec dAbraham, pp. 132-135.

I Ibidem, pp. 138-139.

72 Regarding the two archangels and their names, see G. W. E. NICKELSBURG, Eschatology in the
“Testament of Abraham”. A Study on the Judgement Scene in the Two Recensions, p. 36-39; D. C. AL-
LISON JR, Testament of Abraham, pp. 288-292.

73 See S. G. E BRANDON, The Weighing of the Soul, [in:] Myths and Symbols. Studies in Honor of
Mircea Eliade, eds. ]. M. Kitagawa, Ch. H. LoNg, Chicago-London 1969, pp. 91-110; G. W. E. Nick-
ELSBURG, Eschatology in the “Testament of Abraham”. A Study on the Judgement Scene in the Two Re-
censions, pp. 31-34, 39; D. C. ALLISON JR, Testament of Abraham, pp. 257-258, 264-273.
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in many cases. This is especially true for the Alexandrian Jews, among whom
the text was probably created. All this makes the work quite complex, especially
as it has also been found to contain elements of Platonism™. In fact, it is said
at the very beginning that the angel grabs a soul in one hand, and later we see
that the judgement proper is passed on this soul, which is separate from the oth-
ers. Its sins prove to be equal in weight to its righteous deeds, and thus it is placed
“in the middle”, i.e., neither sent to perdition nor put among the righteous. This
middle place is not clarified in the short version, but a Chapter (Chapter 14) of
the long version is devoted to it”. It turns out that in order for that soul to be
saved, a little must be added to the righteous deeds, and inasmuch as the soul can
no longer do that itself, the prayers of the righteous Abraham must weigh down
in order for the soul to be saved. It seems to us that the message aims foremost to
provide a theological justification and argumentation in support of prayer for the
dead. Insofar as interceding for the dead is problematic in the Jewish religion,
this chapter seems to present a Christian interpretation and intervention in the
work. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the idea of the superiority of Divine
mercy to just punishment arose in an Old Testament environment and was devel-
oped in the New Testament 7.

Such is the description in the long version of Testament but many of these
elements are absent in the short one. The participants in the tribunal are not the
same there, and the story itself is different. There is no description of the place of
judgement, and the story goes straight on to the judgement of the soul that was
separated from the others and that Abraham sees in the hand of the angel. It is said
at the start that its sins and righteous deeds are equal, but later on it turns out they
are not quite so (Chapter 9: 5-9 and 10, short version)”®. Of the angels, we see only
the one holding the separate soul in hand and placing it before the judge (here,
Chapter 9: 5-8); the other angels are missing, as is the weighing, and nothing is
said about the fire. The soul begs for mercy, but is accused of having murdered
her daughter and having fornicated with her son-in-law (here, Chapter 10: 4-5).

»

™ G. H. MACURDY, Platonic Orphism in the “Testament of Abraham”, “Journal of Biblical Liter-
ature” 61, 1942, pp. 213-226.

> F. SCHMIDT, Le Testament grec dAbraham, pp. 140-143.

76 R. LE DEAUT, Aspects de l'intercession dans le Judaisme, “Journal for the Study of Judaism” 1,
1970, pp. 35-57.

77 D. C. ALLISON R, Testament of Abraham, p. 303; R. BAuckHAM, The Conflict of Justice and
Mercy: Attitude to the Damned in the Apocalyptic, [in:] R. BAUCKHAM, The Fate of the Dead. Studies
on the Jewish and Christian Apocalypses [=Supplements to Novum Testamentum, vol. XCIII], Leiden—
Boston-Koln 1998, pp. 136 sq.

7 On the Greek text, see E. SCHMIDT, Le Testament grec dAbraham, pp. 67-73.
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The soul denies the charge and the judge orders that the keeper of the records be
summoned. Three angels bring two books, and are accompanied by an enormous
man with three crowns on his head, each bigger than the other. These are the tes-
timonies. He holds a golden pen (a stalk used for writing) in his hand. The judge
gives the order, the man opens one of the books (the record of sins) and reads that
the accusation of murder and adultery is true (Chapter 10: 6-14, short version).
The soul says it had forgotten about its sins in the world. But the sins have been
recorded and the soul is directed by the angels to hell (Chapter 10: 15-16, here)”.
The message is that there is a judgement after death and a judge in full glory as-
sesses the deeds; the tribunal is righteous: the deeds are not forgotten, they are
recorded in the books of the angels or by the enormous man.

The message is about a just judgement in the beyond, but it is also a message
about a just human judgement insofar as people can, or at least strive to, copy Di-
vine judgement. Hence, it is interesting to see who the judge and other participants
in the trial are. They are indicated in the next chapter. Archangel Michael identifies
them in answer to Abraham’s questions. Because the description is different in the
two versions of the work, the explanations of the Archangel also display significant
differences. We already mentioned the difference in names (archangels Dokiel and
Puriel), but in the long version we find the idea of a three-stage trial that is missing
in the short version. In fact, the ultimate and only just tribunal - that of God - is
presented differently.

In the long version, an extensive and multiple trial is presented, which ends with
Divine justice®. This trial unites judgement after death with the Last Judgement at
the end of days. Looking at the participants in the judgement, Archangel Michael
identifies the judge as Adam’s son Abel (Chapter 13: 2 in the long version), the first
martyr, who died at the hand of his brother Cain (Genesis 4). It is his duty to judge
the righteous and the sinners until the Second Coming (Chapter 13: 3 of the long ver-
sion). Judgement of humans after death by other humans is not unknown in the Ju-
daic and Christian tradition, although specifically Abel appears as judge only in this
text®. Particularly interesting for our study are the words of the Lord regarding the
judging of people only by other people®. These words of the Lord in the long version

7 There is a similar moment in the Coptic text of the Revelation of St. Paul: the souls pro-
test against the accusation — G. MACRAE, The Judgement Scene in a Coptic Apocalypse of Paul, [in:]
G. W. E. NICKELSBURG JR (ed.), Studies on the “Testament of Abraham” (= Society of Biblical Literature.
Septuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. H. M. ORLINSKY, no. 6), Missoula, Montana, 1976, pp. 285-287.

% F ScHMIDT, Le Testament grec dAbraham, pp. 136-139; G. W. E. NICKELSBURG, Eschatology
in the “Testament of Abraham”. A Study on the Judgement Scene in the Two Recensions, pp. 29-40.

81 D. C. ALLISON JR, Testament of Abraham, pp. 268-269, 280-284.

82 Ibidem, pp. 81-82.
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of Testament do not correspond to any precise statement in the Judeo-Christian tra-
dition, as we saw, judgement after death of people is present in it. The closest match in
the Bible is the text from the Gospel of John, “and has given Him authority to execute
judgement also, because He is the Son of Man®. This means that only a son of man
may judge; but it does not seem obligatory or the only possible means. Salvation is
linked to repayment, hence to evaluation, and repayment is linked to passing judge-
ment. Insofar as Salvation is a result of our deeds, but is in the hands of God, judge-
ment by God seems ultimately necessary. This seems to contradict what is said in the
long version, but the contradiction appears only formal to us: in fact, God repays for
sins and righteous deeds but does it in the final account, and not immediately, after
each righteous deed or sin. There are many examples of this both in the Old and New
Testament. A man (in this case Abel) executes the judgement in Testament as well: we
see this in both versions, although presented differently. In the long version, we see
a three-stage trial in which the first two stages are carried out by people: first, imme-
diately after death, is Abel’s judgement; second, in the eschatological perspective, is
the judgement of the Twelve Tribes of Israel; and third, the judgement of God Him-
self. Thus, we have three tribunals, all of them just and all regulated and requiring not
one or two, but three witnesses* (Chapter 13: 8 of the long version). We will linger on
Abel when we consider the short version of BAR 636. The judgement of the Twelve
Tribes of Israel will take place at the Second Coming (Chapter 13: 6 of the long ver-
sion)®. The very mention of the “Second Coming” is a sure argument in support of
the Christian character of the text. In the Judaic Old Testament environment, such
an expression would be unacceptable. This determines the mention of the Twelve
Tribes of Israel as well. The term basically refers to the Chosen People, but in our case
we should take it to mean the Church as the New Israel. In the number twelve, we
might look for a reference to the twelve apostles, but this seems to us less likely. What
kind of tribunal is this? Human or Divine? According to Christian ecclesiology, the
Church is a divinohuman organism and unites God with people and angels, unites
the visible with the invisible world. In this sense, the judgement could also be viewed
as divinohuman, a transition between the judgement of man (Abel) and that of God
at the end. But this statement holds some risk of excessive interpretation of the text,
and we believe that the judgement of the Twelve Tribes of Israel is closer to judge-
ment by men. God’s judgement comes only at the end and is final.

8 John 5: 27.

8 The three witnesses are mentioned in a similar description of the place of judgement in the
Coptic Apocalypse of St. Paul: MACRAE, The Judgement Scene in a Coptic Apocalypse of Paul, p. 287.

% G. W. E. NICKELSBURG, Eschatology in the “Testament of Abraham”. A Study on the Judgement
Scene in the Two Recensions, p. 40; D. C. ALLISON JR, Testament of Abraham, p. 285.
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Thus, in the long version, we see a three-level judgement that is a passage
from human to Divine justice. We believe the short version has a similar message,
though put in another way. Abel is present as judge in both versions, and the ex-
planation of this fact is not a difficult one: he is a son of man, of Adam, the first
man, and he is a martyr, the first human to be killed, by his brother at that*. In
the long version, Abel’s function of judge is limited to the Second Coming, when
he is replaced by the Twelve Tribes of Israel and by God, while in our version, his
judgement is limited by that which is written by Enoch. In both cases he is limited
by Divine justice, as we will see further below. The important thing for us is that
the first judgement after death is exercised by a man, a righteous martyr, but this
judgement is not final.

Especially interesting in the short version is the figure of Enoch, who is ab-
sent from the long version - in a latter reworking of the story, he is replaced by
angels (who record, weigh or put to the test). This probably indicates that at least
this element of the brief version is closer to the Judaic original of the work, espe-
cially as Enoch is highly venerated in the Judaic environment, and in the Book of
Jubilees, called Leptogenesis or the Lesser Genesis (4: 23; 10: 17), he is presented
as recording the accusations and the judgement, the righteous deeds and the sins
of people¥. In our text, Enoch is presented as wearing the three crowns of tes-
timony; he does not forget what people have done, and without his testimonies
the judge cannot pass sentence. Nevertheless, Abraham has doubts that Enoch is
able to record all righteous deeds and sins and to announce them. Can he attend
to every soul? Archangel Michael’s answer is among the most significant state-
ments in the story: if the judgement does not match the recorded deeds, it will
not be accepted, because this is God Who pronounces the sentences, not Enoch.
Enoch only writes them down (Chapter 11: 6-7, short version). God has placed

% Regarding Aber as a judge after death in Testament — see G. W. E. NICKELSBURG, Eschatology
in the “Testament of Abraham”. A Study on the Judgement Scene in the Two Recensions, pp. 34-36;
D. C. ALLISON JR, Testament of Abraham, pp. 268-269, 280-285. Various explanations of his presence
in this capacity in the text are proposed: son of Man may be translated/understood as “son of Adam”;
in Egyptian mythology, Osiris judges the souls, and Osiris was also a martyr, killed by his brother, so
perhaps it is based on the similarity (this is well argued by F. Schmidt — see G. W. E. NICKELSBURG,
Eschatology in the “Testament of Abraham”. A Study on the Judgement Scene in the Two Recensions,
p. 34); being a martyr, Abel is also a saint, and it is said that “do you not know that the Lord’s people
will judge the world? And if you are to judge the world, are you not competent to judge trivial cas-
es?” (1 Corinthians 6: 2); some Jewish sects revered Adam, Seth and Melchizedek, and Abel is the
prototype of Seth, who was born to Eve as a substitute for his killed brother (Genesis 4: 25, the very
name Seth means “substitute”). There may be more explanations, and the answer might lie in their
combination.

% D. C. ALLISON JR, Testament of Abraham, pp. 259-260, 278-279.
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him there to record, but when He displays mercy, the sins are erased and the
person is saved; when not, he goes to be punished (Chapter 11: 9-11, here). Thus,
we see that in the brief version as well, the final judgement is God’s, not man’s,
and the message of the text is similar to that in the long recension. The idea that
there is a difference between God’s justice and man’s justice lies at the core of the
apocryphal message; and God’s justice certainly has priority. This is confirmed in
a specific way in the following story.

2.1.3. The tour of the world and the punishments demanded by Abraham
for the crimes he sees

In the brief version of the Testament the last story about the judging of people
is the one relating Abraham’s tour of the world and the punishments he metes
out, or wishes, for the sins he sees. In the long version, the whole world lies visible
before him, and F. Schmidt not accidentally compares this with the picture of the
world on Achilles’ shield®. Sitting on a cloud (or on a celestial chariot in the long
version of the text) together with Archangel Michael, Abraham witnesses three
crimes, and prays God that the perpetrators be punished. In our short version, the
order of events is as follows: (1) Abraham sees a man fornicating with a married
woman and wishes that fire may fall from Heaven and consume him; so it happens
(Chapter 12: 2-4); (2) Abraham sees people bearing false witness and wishes that
the earth should open and swallow them, which immediately happens (Chapter
12: 6-8); (3) Abraham sees people going into the desert to kill and wishes that
the beasts of the desert should come and tear them to pieces, which immediately
happens (Chapter 12: 9-11).

It should be noted that the story is told differently in the two versions. The
consecutive order of the crimes is different and so are the punishments®. In
the long version, the order is the following: (1) first he sees the thieves and mur-
derers in the desert, who are punished by being torn apart by beasts; (2) second
come the fornicators, who are swallowed up by the earth; (3) finally comes the
theft, punished by a fire from Heaven. It may be said these crimes, which violate
both the law and God’s will, have prototypes in the Bible, as do the punishments.
Calumny, adultery, theft and murder are referred to in biblical Law and in the Ten
Commandments, as well as - for that matter — in all religious and legal systems

8 F ScHMIDT, Le monde a I'image du bouclier dAchile. Sur la naissance et Iincorruptibilité du
monde dans le “Testament dAbrahan’, “Revue d’histoire des religions” 185, 1974, pp. 122-126.
% F. ScHMIDT, Le Testament grec dAbraham, pp. 74-77 (brief version, chapter 12), pp. 124-129

(long version, chapter 10); D. C. ALLISON JR, Testament of Abraham, p. 220.
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of the past, and to some extent, of the present”. We can find the model of the
punishments as well in the Bible®".

The first punishment is for the adulterers, who are consumed by fire sent
down from Heaven. In the long version, this is the punishment meted out to the
thieves. It matches many cases in the Bible. For instance, some of the rebels around
Korah, of the Tribe of Levi, and the Reubenites Dathan and Abiram (Numbers 16:
35) are consumed by fire, while their leaders were previously swallowed up by the
earth. Thus we have two kinds of punishments in the Bible that are also referred
to in the Testament of Abraham. On two occasions, the consumption by fire befalls
the commanders of fifty together with their fifty men, sent by the impious king
Ahaziah, who worships false gods, to Elijah on the mountain (2 Kings 1: 9-12).
That is also the punishment that befalls Sodom and Gomorrah for the lawlessness
of their inhabitants (Genesis 19: 24). A similar, though not identical, punishment
befalls Nadab and Abihu, the sons of Aaron, who offered profane fire before the
Lord (Leviticus 10: 1-2); in this case, the fire does not come from Heaven. Though
not by way of punishment, there is consuming fire in 1 Kings 18: 38; 1 Chronicles
21: 26; Job 1: 16; Psalms 96/97: 3, 2; Maccabees 2: 10.

The second punishment is for the calumniators, who are swallowed up by the
earth. In the long version of the work, this is the punishment for adulterers. It is
evidently a reference to the history of the revolt of Korah the Levite and Dathan
and Abiram of the Tribe of Reuben (Numbers 16 and especially 16: 31-33; see also
Deuteronomy 11: 6 and many other places in the Bible that refer to this case).

The third punishment is for the murderers in the desert (these are proba-
bly robbers, which comes closer to the long version), who are torn apart by wild
beasts. In the long version as well, this is the punishment for the thieves and mur-
derers. This punishment resembles that in 2 Kings: the prophet Elisha is passing
by Bethel and youths from that city come to mock him, but bears come out of the
wood and maul forty-two of the youths (2 Kings 2: 23-25).

We should point out a significant aspect of the story about Abraham’ tour of
the world and the punishments he desires for the sins he sees: this is not a judgement
after death and for the salvation of souls, but a punishment for crimes committed
during the earthly life of the sinners. These sins, of course, are revolting in the eyes
of God, but they are not purely religious crimes. We may ask whether the punish-
ments are of a Divine or human kind, but first we must ask whether the question

% Regarding murder — Exodus 20: 13, Deuteronomy 5: 17; regarding theft - Genesis 20: 15,
Deuteronomy 5: 19; regarding adultery — Exodus 20: 14, Deuteronomy 5: 18; regarding calumny
- mainly Leviticus 19: 16, and Psalms 30/31: 13-14; 49/50: 20; 100/101: 5, Jeremiah 6: 28, 9: 4 etc.

' D. C. ALLISON JR, Testament of Abraham, pp. 223-229.
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is at all relevant in the context. The Testament of Abraham is a deuterocanonical
work, and we cannot expect it to have no relation to religion. It develops a biblical
storyline or rather a storyline related to the biblical history of the Chosen People.
It involves holy patriarchs like Abraham, Isaac, and also Sarah, as well as Archan-
gel Michael and God Himself. Though different views have been stated about the
genre and message of the work, it is in any case relevant to religion. This is true
for the crimes, which are sins, and for the punishments of those crimes. Obviously,
the punishments are desired and even chosen by Abraham, which means this is
a human judgement. At the same time, the nature of the punishments is such as to
require Divine intervention. A mere man could not cause the earth to open and
swallow up the criminals, or send wild beasts at once to tear apart the criminals,
much less send fire from Heaven to consume them. God does all this, directly or
through the Archangel®”. The punishments are borrowed from the Bible and so
they are Divine: they cannot be carried out by a man, but are meted out by a man
in the framework of human, not Divine, justice.

This is confirmed by the fact that God is displeased by the excessive pitiless-
ness of Abraham and orders the Archangel Michael to bring him back to earth, lest
he destroy the Creation (Chapter 12: 12-13)*. The exact words are that Abraham
shows no mercy, because he is not the creator of the world, and people should be
given the chance to repent in order to avoid the final destruction. God has made the
world for the sake of Salvation, not destruction. This viewpoint is interesting and
suggests a Christian element in the text. In this case, we may again look for simi-
larities in the Bible, but this time in the New Testament. In the long version of the
apocryphal work, there is a significant element that is missing in the short version:
God tells the Archangel to bring Abraham back to earth lest he destroy the Creation
entirely when he sees the sins of people, because he has no sins and so has no mercy
for sinners®. But God does have mercy, because He is the Creator and He seeks the
sinner’s repentance, not death. It is usually said all men are sinners and only God
is without sin, but in this case, the deuterocanonical text excludes the man Abra-
ham. This is rather an Old Testament perspective and has a foundation in Genesis
(17: 1). On the other hand, however, confidence in one’s own righteousness is a sin
in people rather than a good quality, as the parable of the publican and the Pharisee
illustrates (Luke 18: 9-14). But in fact, the Only Sinless One has the greatest mercy

%2 Abraham’s use of the words “Lord, Sir” may be an addressing to the Lord or to Archangel Mi-
chael, but clearly it is Michael who executes the judgement, although at the order of God: D. C. AL-
LISON JR, Testament of Abraham, p. 225.

% Concerning the Greek original, see: . SCHMIDT, Le Testament grec dAbraham, pp. 76-77.

% F ScHMIDT, Le Testament grec dAbraham, pp. 128-129 (X, 13).
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for sinners. We believe that the way in which the long text differs from the short one
could be explained only through the fundamental difference between Divine and
human justice, and this must be the message of the text.

A man may be pitiless, but God is not. Even the patriarchs, the apostles and
the least sinful ones may show a lack of compassion, but not God. An emblematic
text in this respect is Luke (9: 52-56), where it is said that the apostles Jacob and
John - like the prophet Elijah - proposed to the Lord that He send a fire from
heaven and destroy the Samaritan village that rejected Him. But the Lord answers
that He has come to save and not to destroy human souls. This text is certainly rele-
vant for the story in Testament. The Savior rejects the excessively cruel punishment
for sinners that we find in the Old Testament and that we mentioned with regard
to the punishments required by Abraham for those who violate the will of God.
In a sense, this is a response to, and a clarification about, the prophets’ fierceness,
which is in contrast with the Lord’s clemency®. In the Gospel story, He not only
does not fulfill the proposal of the apostles, but He reproaches them for it.

The similarity with the Testament is not accidental, for it seems that the pit-
iless, cruel punishments imposed by the prophets Moses, Elijah and Elisha upon
those who violate God’s will troubled the hearts and theological thought of Jews
and Christians alike. Similar messages can be found in other texts as well. Thus, in
the Actes Philippi martyris®® — a 4™ century text - it is said that when he went with
the other apostles to preach in Lydia and Asia, they reached the city of Ophiorym
(otherwise known as Hierapolis of Asia), where people worshiped the snake-god.
The local pagans and their high priests attacked the apostles, and St. Philip pro-
poses to the other apostles that they pray for the heavenly fire to be sent down to
consume the pagans, but then rejects his own idea. The local people continued
to torment them, threatening to draw out their blood and give it to the snake.
Despite the attempts of Bartholomew and John to dissuade him, Philip calls upon
the earth to open up and swallow the pagans. When this happens, the sinners beg
from abyss for forgiveness, but St. Philip does not relent. Then God’s voice is heard
and Jesus Christ appears, reproaches the apostle for his merciless inflexibility and
punishes him with exclusion from Paradise for forty days; only after that term will
Archangel Michael allow him to enter again. Christ pulls out the pagans, together
with the proconsul and the snake, from the pit with the help of a cross-ladder, and
they repent for their deeds.

% Dale C. ALLIsON has devoted a special article to these questions (Rejecting Violent Judge-
ment: Luke 9: 52-56 and Its Relatives, “Journal of Biblical Literature” 121.3, 2002, pp. 459-478).

% See the English translation of the text: J. K. ELLIOTT, The Apocryphal New Testament. A Col-
lection of Apocryphal Christian Literature in an English Translation, Oxford 1993, pp. 516-518.
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The story is impressive by its contents and by the similarity of the message.
The pious apostle shows himself pitiless towards the revoltingly cruel pagans, but
the Lord has mercy on them and they repent, while Philip is punished for his
hard-heartedness. The story in Actes Philippi martyris is closely connected with
similar themes in the Old Testament books Numbers and 2 Kings, as the textolog-
ical analysis of the two texts shows”. For us, the more important thing is that the
text aims at the same message in one case and demarcation from lack of mercy in
the other. There is no doubt who is the righteous one: the Christians are victims
of tormentors but God is merciful. The comparison is similar and the reproach
addressed to the righteous judge is similar. This again shows that Divine justice is
the model that should be followed, but to do so is hard, nearly impossible, even
for the most righteous Christians.

We find another similarity to an identical message in the Homilies of Pseu-
do-Clement (XVI, 20)%. The text states that the opening of the earth never hap-
pened, no fire was sent from Heaven to consume people, there was no flood in the
time of Noah, and beasts did not come out of the forest to maul people: for God
does not make repayment at once but in the final account. He demands repentance,
not the destruction of the sinner. We see the text literally repeating the situation
in Testament of Abraham, as confirmed by the textological analysis of the work®.
The comparison between the three similar apocryphal works (Testament, Pseudo-
clementine Homilies and Acts of St. Philip) with the Gospel text shows their mes-
sage is the same, although in the New Testament there is mention only of fire from
Heaven, while in the three works there is a reference to Old Testament stories. In
fact, Dale Allison has demonstrated the purely verbal similarity between the texts,
even though the wild beasts do not occur in the Acts of St. Philip, while the flood is
mentioned only in Pseudo-Clement'®. It seems obvious to us that the Gospel text
rejects the merciless attitude of the Old Testament prophets towards sinners and
the unrighteous, and the three apocrypha are either Christian, though non-ca-
nonical (Homilies of Pseudo-Clement and Acts of St. Philip) or at least marked by
Christian editing. This is not the place to discuss the difference between the mes-
sages of the Old and New Testament, but we agree with Dale Allison that a revision
of the merciless attitude towards violators of the law appears already in the Old
Testament: Wisdom 11: 22-27; 12: 2; Ezekiel 18: 23, 32; Psalms 144/145: 8, etc.'”!

7 D. C. ALLISON JR, Rejecting Violent Judgement: Luke 9: 52-56 and Its Relatives, pp. 461-462.
% B.REenM, Die Pseudoklementinen. 1: Homilien, Berlin-Leipzig 1953, pp. 227 (Chapter XV, 20,).
% D. C. ALLISON JR, Rejecting Violent Judgement: Luke 9: 52-56 and Its Relatives, pp. 462-463.
19 Ibidem, pp. 463-466.
00 Tbidem, pp. 471-478.
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The important thing here is that the very legalistically focused Judaic culture, and
even more so the Christian culture, draw an important distinction, but not oppo-
sition, between Divine and human justice. Justice in the human perspective can be
cruel at times even when meted out by a righteous man, but in God’s repayment,
mercy always comes first. In the final account, all receive their due, but each per-
son is given the possibility to repent and free himself from sin.

2.2. Divine and human justice in a legal anti-heretical collection

We believe that the message of that part of the apocryphal story that relates
Abraham’s tour of the world is central to understanding the Testament and explains
why this work was included in a legal anti-heretical collection, and to understand-
ing the whole message of the work. The opposition between justice and mercy vs.
unmerciful judgement is very impressive in many places in the Old Testament,
which is why these terms should be reconsidered'. The Testament of Abraham
does that in Chapter 14 of the long version'®. After the prayer and the salvation of
a soul left “in the middle” (Chapter 14: 5-9 of the long version), Abraham recalls
his lack of mercy and repents, praying forgiveness for his errors from God, and
salvation and eternal life for the sinners whom he has so cruelly punished (Chapter
14: 10-15 of the long version). In fact, we believe that the combined conclusions
from the three stories about repayment and judgement indicate the true triumph
of Divine mercy and justice.

To sum up our observations on the story of Abraham’s tour, on which he is ac-
companied and guided by Archangel Michael, we should say that the story displays
the difference between Divine and human justice, between the idea of punishment
for the guilty and repentance and correction of the guilty. In fact, the deeds Abra-
ham sees in the world are certainly sinful, but they are crimes according to secular
law as well, and he metes out punishment as a judge. In this respect, there is a great
difference compared with the previous stories about repayment after death. Here
the text is about punishment for crimes, while there, it is about the separation of the
righteous from the sinners. Although borrowed from biblical texts, the punishments
here are destruction in the world and departure from the world, not perdition in the
beyond. In fact, the story about Abraham’s judgement on the criminals in the world
is a story about the difference between what justice should aim at (mercy and salva-
tion) and what our limited human nature requires (the punishment of the violator).

192 R. BAUCKHAM, The Conflict of Justice and Mercy, pp. 132-148.
1% F. ScHMIDT, Le Testament grec dAbraham, pp. 140-143.
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3. Addendum. Publication of the text (according to BAR Ms. slav. 636)
3.1. The text of the apocryphal story

/f. 304r/ raRAENTE WIS MAUJEMS ARPAAM W ZARKTR ApXI.C'FpA'FHr'W MH)(AHAW w/

(1] (1'%) ENEI‘AA cquamm ,A,lm AKpAA/MS np’kcmﬂumn cA ¢ FAd P K /
Apxlcmpamlrs MHXAHA8 Y /(2) MHXAHAh & ag 1 - pe s HAH / K ARPAAMS * W FAR
Kk NEMS. / HZKIAEWIN © KAZHK cEX + (3) ANTE / KW TROM cKwNUAIACA * AA Scpom / i
AW, AdKE HZ Mﬁpa CEMO HE ﬁzh'l/,a,emn .

[H] (1) n u,a,f MHKAHAR K ABpAA/MS ©H np'l'ﬁAE Kk NEMS W u,'ﬁ/\o/fmﬂh £ro
MMXAHAh + (2) agpaam ke / Ne B’RA’RI.IJE KTO € * (3) H peqe Kb ME/MS « WKXKAS £cH dauE,
HAI\I ﬂrY\/'I‘EMh (4) wR'quA MHXAHA'h nm/mum{h ECM'h ‘n peqe ARpadMk * / (5) HAH 4N
AW“h MOH H NoYHEWN §/ NAck * (6) H zavpa HAEUJH mmoms / xoquum - (7) B'hnpocn Ke
Ap)(d[‘[‘/\h /f. 304v/ Muxam\m H ps - norkakt am kAKo / TH € Hma - (8) WrRyIA ABpAAMh
pe ./ pw,a,wreme MH NEQEKWI.IJA ABQA * / Ik Ke pme Kk MR * HZKIAN © ZE/MAA TROER,
H® pw,a,c\ 'I’BOEI‘O /[ n,a,n (4N ZEM/\A RIKe TH nommm / (9) nocnémaxmr ra, H qu B'h
zmm.& / ,mm A4 am Fis * H np’kmﬁopn Mn /P HMA FAA KWMS Ad HE NApE/‘I‘CA HMA
TRO? ABQAMK + 1R ABpad +/ (10) fEe MmxaHAl, HAN ¢ MBOR A0 / HKKoero mkemas

(II1] (1) nawera ske cb / AREMA paEHUHIIEMA * (2) W WEPR/TWETA AXKER ReAHKh
SRAW HA / NATH + Hmapa gRTETA, T+ (3) 1/ caniwax® raa © BETEIH FAAYs / Kb
HHMA * CTh * m;zlz'kc'rﬁ pk/un Kb HEMS K€ ECH nocm’mn * (4) canl/wa fmpa[xmn M
gnp'knu cA W/Kphl TAHHR E'h cpu,n csosmn “n pr /. 305r/ 4o xoqu ce ma'n .
(5)n wrspamum/.\ / m\Ku B's AO CBOM + B PE ABAAML * / gaanumz T KPARH, AQ MMkl

/A itk + QAAO B ANE Ebl - (6) ZAK/\A/BLIJA e WTPWIUH, H KApWI‘H HAUA/WA
R"IsZRABPKE ABpAAMh 1cadKa / €HA CROEr® pz * NS MOM AIOBH/MKIM 1CAAYE * B'WCTANN H
BhZAKH / BOAR HA PRIR MOH, Ad WMKIEME / NWSK MOCTERH CEMS, RHTARWIO/MS K
HAMB * (7) pAZgM'sz\ N KO / NocARHE MK € SMWITH NS / YAKS CEMS RHTARMIOMS
MR+ /(8) n CAI;II.I.IAEI; 1CAAKs xGu,"A CROEMO ﬁm/um ciad * nadua cA NgUHEce H B'kz/\'l'z‘x /
BOAhI < (9)n pz WYE * 4T cia €, 1Ko / pemm scu cE nocn’kms MuE Smu/rm 4K uws'k
meu;moms oy Na -/ (10) H BHA'RER AKpAA |a\am\ nm\lmqm -/ nnam\w cA m\tm N
HHML SRAW * /f. 305v/ RHAKEKE MHXAHAK NAAYAIIA CA / HKh * H HAGA NAAKATH ¢k
HHMH  / (11) NAAWWA cARZkI muxar’ma H Rhi/m/h K&MENTE .

[IV] (1) gC/\hII.I.IAKLI.IH e / CAppA naaus o+ Kmnpocn 0 pmz Yo / NAAYHTE * (2) fE
ABPAAMB, HHUTOKE / € + STHAN W AKAGH 0 MOTORN 1a/cTie récTeRH * (3) 1 WTHAE cAppa

14 We use Roman numerals in square brackets to indicate chapters according to the Francis
Schmidt edition.

195 We use Arabic numerals in round brackets to indicate the subdivisions of chapters accord-
ing to the Francis Schmidt edition, insofar as this is possible because the two texts coincide.
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ré/rl'om/.\qm B/E\é’li (4) npnuiew$ / e ANUS Ha Zand - Kthh,IAE mu/xaﬁ/\h Ha HECA H
nolmouum / np'k Emk + (5) c/mu,s BW ZAXOAA/LlJS * NOKAAN'RATCA Bhehl A[‘FE/AH E3KIH
- TRIKE £ NPKRKIN HKE / nomawl;wcm npkake B’hc"k)(h </ (6) n pc\gm,a,wm/.\ BhCH
AfTan E#in / Ha mkera cgoa (7-8 omm.), (9) u ge Muxaun'h/ K E8 * n8cTHA MA ecH
K'h AEpA/AMS ;)ABS TROEMS * NORRAL/TH M8 WA:TWENIE ,A,um e mka' /f. 3061/ ero -+ (10)
A7 Ke NE caK WEAHUHTH cAd/Ea, Apé[“’h W TH £ = 0 NPARAHEK / GAK' C'FpAHNhIA
nguemaa + / (11) HR Maa TA FH, Adih NAMA CW/MPTHRA Kb ARPAAMS * Ad caMk /
pazémkE A nE caniwnmh + (12) Rean/Ka BW prKun gEIH K HEMS, 1aK0 / WTHTH ¢ ® BKKA
ONOro + (13) naue / Fi, mAASewn fina npaRe ANt = / (14) 0 pede Fh K MEKAHAS, HAN
Kk NE/m$ + (15) 0 AwKe RHAMIIH ARIA, @3k / ¢ HHMb * HAEKE CIHTh, ¢ H Thi /
¢k HHMb + (16) AKE HAAOKR NA cflle / 1CAAKS, NAMATH ChMPTHRA * /

[V] (1) n morpa muxanas nginpe ks aBpA'/m$ + 1 OBPRTE W $roTORARIIA / B,E\;')'k,
H AAWE K REAHWA * (2) W 32 A/BPadME K TcAAKS CHS CROEMOY * / B'RCTANN, H NOCTEAR
WAPTK FOCTE/RH A MOYIETK * W B'hikerk cRRYR + /f. 306v/ nocTagh Ha crRpHMLE *
(3) ¥ cWTRO/H 1cAAKK TAKO * H AEPWCETA cnd/mh » (4-5-6 omm.)

[VI] (1) B Z b 3K G4 HOYH, BW/CNPENR 1CAAKTS * H NPTHAE Kb &/BAAMS,
B pE + GRYRZH MH ARE/QH Ad CA NAZGA CTAJOCTH TROEH + / AA IKE TERE HE RRZMA, ©
MENE + (2) B'B/CTAR K ABPAAME, WEPRZE * H E'h/AKZh B'h KAATh, WE'KCH A ORKI'/
WA CROEM * NAAYA H AOBHZAA * / (3) W B'heNAdKA ARPAAMEL * BHA'RE' / e MHXAHAS
A naduaa A ¢+ B NA/GA NAGKATH ¢ HHMH ¢ (4) cARIWA/BILH 3KE cAppa NAAYL W+
Hp'I'I/,IAE / K's HHMb * H m;npo’cn n pEKum </ (5) M fmpaémz 4T BRI EhI Ad TAKO /
nAduETE B'hc'k HOWIk * EAA KTO TH / ER npmme O AWk BpA'F'R TRO/E mm gmpfk HAN
umo eM8 Bl + / (6) wa'ktpamm Muxamm * PE* NN mppo /f. 3071/ ne Eui &K wu E,A,mm
O AWTR * cAWI/WARLIH 3KE cappa, WARYENTE B'BCR / GAKS © H cAARHRH EWIEWIH pfklm
/&, (7) 3& Kk ABPAAMS * KAKO MAMYEWIM NPHEHTARWHME MOCTIO Kk / HAMK, (8) HAR
KAKO NPocARZH c%m.&/momk& cA cgfﬁw HALIEMS B ,A,e'/m8 Néumuh * E'h ,A':mmu'l'n ,A',"Mh
p[\/,A,g N (9) pe ABpAAMh Kako Thi / B'KcH lmm\ CEro Rmm cmua - (10) ge capp, /
MNM MH CA, TAKO € EAHNE B mpﬁex / Wik ARKE m,A,Lun nd ,A,;m;w Ma /KpIHCKhI . EF,A,A
ThI ZaKAd TEAek, / (11) 0 @AOKW ch HHMH B AOMS NAWE  / (12) W PE ARpAAME,
Eh HCTHHNR EcH / pAgé’iM’kAA -+ (13) sz KW )E['At‘\ HWSE / ero $MuIRAAK, paggm'kx Bk
cpuh / 1Ko Take NWSE H TOr A SMKIEA / NS ARKEW MAMBEPTHCKKI * H Erpd / XWTRKR
HZEARHTH Au’!'m W céAwﬁ - /£.307v/ noB'ﬁAamA MH TAHHR *

[VII] (1) ¢ pe ABpAA / Ks MH)(AHA8 (2) ARH MH CA KTO ThI / ECH * pede Muxamm .
AZ'h N Muxam\m Ap)(A['l‘/\"Is Y AKpAAM'h / ckaxm MH Yheo pA,A,M npummh gcH -+ /
(3) pe MHXAHA’L, CH'h TEOH 1CAAKS AA / cmmw TH * (4) H pe ABpAdM"I;, N8 / mom p'kLI,H
MH * YT EcH B'h Rk / BMA'I;Ah (5) pe 1CAAK™, KHA’E Bk cR/NE, 1Ko CANLI,E H Mu,*h
B'RWe HA / rAARE MoeH - (6) H €& MXKb ReAHKL / SRAW ch HECh B'hZA'I‘CA, Ko / cR'E
HAPHULAA cA s cRETS « / (7) 0 WK Th CANLE C'h MAARKI MOER * /A ASHR OCTARH
8§ mene -+ (8) NAAKA / e AZ'm FAA + NE WHMN CAARH PAARKI / MOER + H cR'ETA A0M$
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MOEMD, B / cAARBI MOER + (9) BLCIAAKAKE CANLLE / W SERZKI (AAIIE « HE BHMM cRETa /
cHAwl HaweR + (10) ®r'kipa ceEranm /f. 3081/ mx’ 3& K MR * NE nAaun, 1Ko ©/A
" crETA AOMS TROEMS © © HHZO/cTH HA BRICOTR + (11) H ® ckNA HA NPO/CTPANCTRO * H
® ThMbI b CR'ETH /(12) H fi'ﬁ K'h HEMS * MOAA Ta IH, Bm/zmﬁ A8UA s HHML *
(13) 1 pede mu, HA * /BK Ok 44 ASYA CHETA cA ,A,on,a,m{s / cKWNUAAT ca, €1 94 A} Ane
" A Bh/cR Aua K'hgme cRoA Zapa * (14— 15) KO / MWVEH Faaawe MrY\?Kh CK'k'I‘E
/ RHA'KY, H c/mu,e wu,A MOErS Brhcxo/,a,mpa HA HEo - (16) H wB'kLpA muxan’/ ps Bk
ucmnnnm TAKO £ - cAMLE / |caaqe TROM WLk £ - A R'BZAIE CA / Ha HEC) - (17) H TRA
EMO WCTANE HA/ ZEMAH, AOHAEKE CKWHUAETCA, H, MK+ /TOr AL BReKgHETH RhCRKAA NATK
« / (18) n tiunk ARpAAME ScTPOH CH AOMK * /0 ChEPTLIUA cTPoENTE cROE * (19) W peue /
ABPAAM™A K'h MHKAHAS méaami /f. 308v/ it mon - dipe HZWIAK He TRAA © HX / o
TRAOME XOTR EWZWITH, Ad KH/ BHAKAR BheR AKAA FHA * MKE Ch/TRIPHAR £cH'® HA
HECH H HA Zeman « / ngrkoke ng-RemaRAENTa moero + (20) 0 / WRKIPARK MHKAHAL H PEUE
. m,a,’g/ﬁ'v MH CWTROPHTH CEro O CER'k, / R AA HAK H NOREME WIE MOE/MS O ceMb *
AA ALJE MH NOREAR / TOMAX CKAXKK TH E'hCA
[VIII] (1) n Bmgh’l/,a,e Muxaﬁnrh Ha HECA * W cma npk / \GLL'-EMh H FAA O ARpaAMEK *
(2) H pe/ b K'h MMXAMAS * HAR 0 oAl / axpaama 'k TRAOME * H CKAKN / EMS BhcA
EKER TH pE'I‘h A;)S['h / 6w an g - (3) H npm,d,s MUKAHAS, / 0 IOA ™ ARPAAMA b TRAOME
Ha / WEAA'R * W HEce ero NA KKR / HAPHUARIIRA cA WKIANL + (4) 0 EnW/ZgKRR
ABPAAME BHA'R ARWH BpaTa * /f. 3091/ eAMNA Mada, ' Apdra Reanka « / (5) W nocpRAK
WEIEKh EPA * CRAA/WIE MAHL NA NPRCTWAR CAARK / REALR * H NAQW MWL AFTA
Skg/emh 6o + (6) cRae AR NAGUAWE / B ckAWE » WAEAKBAR Ke nadul / carky$
(7) n e &Kpd&mn Kk Mnxa/ﬁns - KT cRH € 1 cKAAH HA / npfl;c'ru'm’k + EmSaxe
REAHKOR / CAAROA, H uapw MNWI Al‘l‘A'h ﬂp'k/C'I’WA M8+ NAAYET 3KE cA H crR/E, mm
Ke K/.\qjm B CM’RXA csmo/puu,m (8) n pE MHKAHAR K ABQAAMOY /m guauun AW EMO;
(9) w pz ABPAAMb, / NE ZHAR FH + (10) KHAHUJH AM WK / Kpd’l‘d * W Beala W'Y manaa;
(11) €& BWRW/AALTA Bh KHEO H Bk ChMQRTh * /TKcHAA CX REARLITA Bk JKHEO/ A
WHPOKAA BpaTA Bk NAPSEXR + / (12) ciake aimokn ckaan, aadmn € /£, 309v/ ngrkBmin
dAk + (13) 6rd ke E'h NPH/REAE Ha MECTO CE * RHARTH B'h/cA A HCXWAARA He
mRAa « / ® TOro BW cATh B'hek ¢ (14=15) pa erpd / RAAHWIN 610 carRALA cA + pazoy/
MEN KO flA BHAHTL BEAW/MbIA Bk KHEOTH * (15=14) aie an RUAH/WH .. "% Ero
NAAYALIA CA * PAZ8/AEH 1Ko ALIA BHAHTL REAW/MblA Bk NArSER * (16) Ad TOro papn
/ BAEARRAE NAAUL crRYS * pAZOV/MRH 1AKO RALILLRA YACTK © MH/QA RHAHTE MOAARLIA
Bk NAFS/ER * AQ TOro pAAN SAEARRAETH / CMEXORH CEMOPHILER. *

106 Added later in smaller characters and above the row (above the end of “rBopun” and above
“ma”), perhaps by another copyist.

17 Omitted and added later above the row by the copyist.

1% Two erased letters, perhaps “we”.
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[IX] (1) ¢ dBpad’/ Kk MHKAHAS = Ad HE MWPRT AH / NPOHTH ckROSE THena
RPATA; / HH MOPF e BSHHTH B'h 2KHES + / (0F MHXAHAS = En HE MOPR + (2) B/
CMAAKA 2KE ABPAA A, SEKI Ak /f. 3101/ umo chTROpA * (3) A7k KW EcMB TA/HKEKR
TRAOME, AQ HE HMAME MO/IIH BhAKCTH T8 Bk TRCHOIA BPA/TA * HE MWIR BhaKeTH
Rk WK, pA/ZRR AKTH « (4) 0 0F K HEMS MMXAH + /THI EAHNL BWAKZEWH Bh HA * /R
NMWENKIA TeRR + 4 MNWSH © / MHPA CKROS'R WIHPOKAA BPATA / HARTK Bk NAEXR * (5)
c'r'émlps we / &BpA&MS Bk TR U4 + & AFTATS NO/MHA Ak £ TRMK ¢ E,A,ﬁua ke / KA
NOCAI.I.IE Bk pRKS CROEK * / H B'hI'HA B'hCA AlUA B Kpam EE/A(Y\I.pIA Bk NArSER * (6)
pe ABpAAMh / A B"kCH A HA:Y\'I'h s NAr$Ex; / (7) pe MHXAHAh Kk AKpAAM8 . HA'R /
NOHIJEME Eh Aumxh cH B aie/ wsp’kqu AI.IJ:Y\ Aocmouufv\ m;/m,a,emn R B'h JKHEO
(8,9 omm.) H Liewe / NOHCKACTE, H NE ws;ﬂ;mwcw ,A,oo /£. 310V/ Kl KHEOTA EAHNOR
KE. pA/ZB'I;X\ Ke Nomaams AFTA's B'h pmm\( / wsp’kms EW r'p'kxm EA CRUETENK / C'h
npamnumu - (10) p¢’ ABpAAMh ,A,um / cm EKE MONHT AFTAT - TR AH € / RZHMAAH,
HAN HHK - (11) WK'RI.IJAB / e MHXAHAS, - CRMPKTh REAE / A HA CRAHOE ArRCTO, AA
CRAHTH / HM CRATH -

[(X] (1) p? AapAAME K MH/XAHAS. XOUIR AA EH MA AOREAR / A0 CRANAMO arkema,
RHKAR / KAKO CRAIA cXAf - (2) Torxa muKa/MAb NOXTh ARPAAMA H REAEH / B'h
MEemo HAE e EKwe pan - (3) 0/ Erga poHaweTa mEema HAE ke / BR cRaln - (4)
cAMIA fluA BROTA/PA B MEKA - KQHUAA W FAYA - / nomiaSn ma i - (5) 0 gt
CRAIM KA/KO TA XOULR NOMHAORATH, A / Thi A'KIJIEDA CROA N'E cH nomuaoka /f. 311r/
Ad . R E'hCTA NAW YgKRA CROEMD, / W NOr$EH A - (6) BREIpA 1 p?', HE Gkl / PAZEOH
MENE, R OBARIAAd / MA € - (7) CRAIN 3KE p? NPUNECTH / NAMA HanucanTa - (8) W ¢
KEPSRIMA / HOCA KNIPKI ARWA - E'KWE ¢k NIl / MRKK REAHKL SRAW -HMEA NA/ raaRE
REHLA, T - (9) eArine BENeLs / Buime B Ap8raro - cf Ke ADR/KA BBZBAWA HA
NocASWILCTRO - / (10) H Apmméms MRKK CRH B'h pRIE / TPKCTh z/\&'ms e
CRAIH, KOM/HAO WEAHUH Mgkl fllIA CEX - (11) n/ pagrnmxh MRKE EAHNhI KNI[‘hl
/wnocumu xspSmmth - 0 NO/HCKARK rpfk Aum moxk - (12) wgfkqm "/ ABpAAMh ps

‘W Al OKAANHAA - / KAKO mmm nmo NEEKI PAZEOH ® / meNe - (13) HE CEAH Th
KlE no gmp'ﬁ/m]’u MRKA CROEND cwmopmu\ /f. 311v, the last folio of the quire AHZ
'/ np'l;/uosu Ch MAKIKE ATRIPEQE caom -/ (14) w ApSruA r'p'l;xu EX wB/\HlIAA/lIJE £,
Axke BRuIE crm'Bopmm gk / KoMk i - (15) i cAWIWARWKN fiuA cif / B'RZKNHELWH,
rope Mk - ZaEKI / B'hea MRkl - cTH ke W HE ZaBwl/wA - (16) H ERZAWA Ke R
cASTBI W/THLNKIA, H MKUAXR R -

[XI] (1) pEdE fmpa/&mn Kk MHKAHAS - FH, KTO cm £/ c,Y\,A,m ) e WB'RlpABAAM

/ CRAIH W HE CRAH, pAZEE wB"R/LpABAAH . (2) pE MHKAHAR, KHAHLU H/ T cm,a,m
C'K ECT'h AREAW, MA/UHEKIM cA NPRERe - (3) o'k ke OREYI/RaAH, N B TROH -
ch £ $/uimean NENI&IH, H KHHMOUTH npé/lﬁuhm - (4) ndeTH ke i £ro camo, / A NHWIE
REZAKWHTA - H NPARAKI / KomS:iko - (5) p?' ARPAAME, MOKE / A ENW HOCHTH YACTH
Aiun, nan /f. 312r, first sheet of the tetrad 4’/ ®rkiparaTH RBEE fiud - (6) pé mn/
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XAHA'h AI.IJE KPHEO WB'kLlJABAE / ne AAAA mf% NH2KE O cirk Enw / WK'kq_IABAE (7) Ww
l‘h wK'I;LpAKA/.\M /Al|JE E HANHCOBATH, ENWXOBH £ / nopmqmo (8) uzmo/\u EW ca 8 ra
/ ENW FAA - e xoqm\ WE’R[uABA’FH / Awa, A e HHKOMS e TAKLKL / BrY\AX. . (9) pE
" Ik K mw)(ogu BOAD [ TH AAR. . A HAHCAELIH r'p'kxu / lmll/.\ s KHHrk, (10) due
BRAETh AlIA / MATHEA - wsp’kcw umaum r'p'k/xm ER NOMALKENKI, Brhun,A,srrh / B
KHROTK - (11) 4 AL|JE M flua He BX/AF MATHRA - WEpKIewn rgRXl / EX HANHCANKI, H
EBEAR R B'h / MRKR -

[XII] (1) n no BAA'KNTIO mEcTa, / cRALA HECE WEAAKK Eh TEPKAK - / (2) W
RhZg'KRK ARPAAME A0S HA Z6/MAA - BHAR GAKA npRatoBK ARALi /f. 312V/ ¢ sKEHOR
MEKATHUER - (3) W pf / ABAAME K'h MHKAHAS - RHAW/WH AH BEZAKWHIE CEMO; Ad
ChHH/AE WIHK ¢ HECE AA nordceTs ero - / (4) s TH ua’ C'hHHAE WINK ¢k HECE, / H
notdcTh (5) "M - pede Fh K'h MHaHAOY, / 1Ko 3K pé’gh ARpAAM™S, NocASWA / €ro - ApSIn
KW MK € - (6) B NAKK / ChMOTPHEL ARPAAME - RHAK NA/ ZEMAH HNBI WKAERETARIIR
1 (7) 1 P ABPAAML - Ad CA NPSCAAETH / ZEMAA Tl HHAMH, B Ad NONKQE A / KHEKI -
(8) B raKo e PEue ARPAAML / NOMPE HKh ZEMAA - (9) NAKKI c'h/MOTPHEK ARPAAME -
BHAR NE/KhA HARA Bh n8cThiNE 8/BHRATH - (10) 0 pEYE ARPAAMB Kb MH/XAHAS -
Bﬁ,a,num AM EEZAKWNIE / cﬁ'; noxmﬁ Ad ﬂpH'l.,A':TZ sERpTe / ® n¥cThINK, Ad noré’ism‘h

(11) /f. 3131/ B TR ua’ leHAWI.I.IA sERpie © HOY/CWhINA H C'kN’kAWLI.IA HYh

(12) FAA i / K MMXAMAS WEQATH NaKkl A/KpAAMA HA ZEMAA - H NE AQH EMO\[’ /
SEXOAHTH BLCR ZEMAA AKE Ch/TROPH, HE MHASET EW HHKOMO KE - / HE EW WXk £
chTROPHAR - (13) A NHerah / WEPATAT ca © cRol  rprRe'R, H NO/KAAT cA H ENCAA
A - (14) B TR ud’ W/EPATH muxanak agpadma - (15) eia / ke Smik cappa, (16)
NOrPERE R ARPA/AMb -

[XIII] (1) era e cmﬁp&rnmg ANTE / ARPAAMS - AONAE 3KE HE CMEETH / NPHCTRNHTH
Kk NEMS, 1aKO 3KE / AlUA EM8 BhZATH - (2) ApSTh KW Mu /e, Wk uile 8Kpach caipTh
KPACO/TOR MHOMOR - H NSCTH Kh ABPA/AMS, Ad & BHAH cRoHMA OuHMa - / (3) $kpacu
Ke MHXAHAR ChMgR , 0/ n8eTH & Kk ABPAAMS - (4) RHAKR k€ /f. 313V/ ABpAA chafrK
NPHCTRNHBWAA / K NEMS, $80A ca skiw - (5) B pf / ABPAGME Kk CTaMprRTH
MAA TA / CKAKH MH KTO Thi ecH, 0 WTH/AN © Mmene - (6) ®Hean ke KW TA / RHAK
NPUUIELRA Kb MIFK - / CHRTH CA ,{ma Mod Bk MK - / (7) A HReMns TeRR Agﬁnh
TKI BO / AXs Rsz\ﬁxh . AZ Ke nArh H Kp'hBh cero pdAH HE MOTR TprirkTH / TRoER
CAARMI - (8) BIAA EW ARNOTX / TROR, KO WK © anA cero - (9) n / peue crhmp'h Kh
ARPAAMS - FAMA TH / Bk EThCEM 'I‘BApH raze K c'm;opu /&, ne wsp’kme cA NOBENK TER'R
-/ (10) NOHCKA EW B arrak 0 B'h B/IAC'I‘E, / W B np'l;cmw/\'k H Bk un,'I; - HEb/
rociweTEN - H B B'heR SKHERIIH / 10 zEMAu H B Bo',A,f\ H He WEPE/Te cA NORENK
TERR - (11) H pE ABpAAMh /f 3141/ ks cmmp'wrn CA'M'A YHCTO - RH/KA EW ARNOTR
mﬂom 1Ko Wk ® / Mmiga cero - (12) W peve chmps MNH/UJM M rako aknora cm MoA

s / han MOrR TaKo Akna BhI'I‘H Bhe'R/Kom$ GAKS ; (13) HopE Kh HEW ABpAA / Ad
im € aknoma o - (14) B pf chmgR/ K's ABPAGMS - Wk HHKTO ke NZ/MHHAKH MENE -
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p? 8ro Z\BpAéMh / NOKAKH aMH ca KTO TR e - (15) pE / kMR, AZh M MOPKOE
HMA -/ AZ"h ECMh MAAUR - ZZ’h EcMs NAroy/Ba Bheem$ - (16) gede Kk HEH ABPAAME,
/ Ko mu EcH - p?' cmmpm - A7k EcMb / CRMPTR . PAZARYARLH AR © TR/ Aecie -
(17) pf K HEM AKpAAMh ThI AH / ECH CThM@'R ; MOMKEWIM AH Thi B'hEK/ CRTROPHTH;
Ad Al RZWIARTR / fiuR nZ TEaece - (18) W pE c'hmpw;'rh Kk / ABPAAMS - MHHILH AM
MO)F\ cxipma /f. 314v/ aknora ¢ix W 'mm cA Bhek /BakR - (19) WX Al $E0 KTO
B HpABE/AENh NPTEMUIEMS BBCA ﬂpARﬂx / TROPA B’kmu,h H MOAATAA HA / TAARE MOEH -
B AR Kb HEMS, / Ch NIOKOPENTEMB 1 NPARAORK - (20) At / k7o & rpKwnmkrs - npina®
Kk / HEMS MNWIOMB PHWEMK - A TgR/KhI EMS TRWPATK BRNELL - H 10/AANAA HA TAAR'R
MOEH - M Ch REAH/KW cTpagW crhmXias ero stkaw - /

[XIV] (1) p? Kk HEM ARPAAME - MOKAXKH M / PNHAOCTR TROX - (2) H WKphl £afd
/ THAAOCTK cROA - (3) HAMEWE KW MAA/EH, MKE HMEXR AHILA ZhMIHNA - / CEra pAAR
MNWSH ZxcnﬁMmu Q/Mﬁpcmrrh (4) Apérhm KE TAARKI, / 1aKe HMEKR KWNTa - cero
paAH / mHWsH © Kwnu\ nor'umm - WEH / e mwkxm wri - (5) B'h TR fHh o\(
/f. 3151/ Mp"RUJ/h z &l ABpAAM W cpaxa / C'hMp"h'l‘H NOMOAHE Ke CA ARPAA / Kk KB,
B BLeKpKeH Bhea - (6) ABPAA'/ KE KO B Bk chirk npkAL AR cROX - / 0 NPTHAWLIA
CHARI T, BARALE / ApSra €8 - 0 HecWwa fiuk erd / HA NOKOH - cAARKIE BILNEro
/ Ea - (7) NOrpERe Ke 1cAMK™s WIA CROEMS / ARPAAMA, BAHZK CROER MTPE~ - / CAARALjIE
RRIWNEro KA - eM8 2Ke / cAARA Bh B'RKkI RRKW , aMANL =~ /

"@rpa 880 cASKHTE EheA o nA/MA'FTX\ Fa 164 TRWPHTE - 0 MW/AHTE KA AA
TKH BAMb EXAE NACTA/ENHKL - B'h uux Ke Aie AKaaeme - / ﬁAeme KW ¢  NpHZKIRAE
Bk’ ng/BKIRAETH - BBeR 6Ta cX . BeR BARE/NAA - T8 e xc B'hCEARRAET ca - Ta/
Mo X' MOYHRAETH - EAAKENH Hike / K'h NEMS cuKpRA ca - 0 moro e /f. 315v/ AdE
HOHCT, B TOTS AEH - TAKO/BRIM CASRHT cA RWIHTH - KTO / MA paznmuwrh W
AWERE XBH - / CKP'KEAH HAR TRchoTa; HEW / CAAAOC'I‘h XEa, W E?K'I'BNAA ¢/ AKEOEK -
Bk 'R Mk B'hKSH'I; npo/mnﬂwr CA nAM/.\'m/.\ XROR - 1Ko / 3KE W ETIH Muu,n np’kzp’kmm
C"h/Mp'l‘h 74 AKWEORkK XRS Ad Toro / EAHNOI‘O NPHWEPRYLRTh - 1Ko / #E AllAK NAREAR
NPonoR-EASE / FAIH - HIKE NE AIOEH 114 163, ANA/oEMA - MapaNa<a - ¢& §Bo / mapanae
EVGEMCKKIN ECTh, / RHAR FA - W ARTE [AEH cA EMS / Fh FAA - ZANE AKEHLIH MA NARAE,
/ BM3RK TAE Ech - © PAAOCTH 3Ke / FAETK NAREAS MAPAHA®A, RHA'R / FA - & nginAe

—

A A~ T
s BHZKh I"AE ECTh ~

3.2. Notes and comparisons related to the text

The title. The title is identical with that in group E in Francis Schmidt, but is
textually different from that of group B, E G. The exception is the prayer “Lord,
have mercy!” at the end, which is probably due to the purpose of the copy. The title

in the Panagyurishte collection is different. In the Adjar miscellany (NBKM 326,
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f. 23v) the title is: cA0Ro MpaREANATO aRpaaMA £fa MpTHAE Em$ AgxFrak ALMKaHAL Eh
AOMK EM0. W BABH.

Chapter I. There are small differences in the text. The words “Michael! Here
I am, o Lord” are missing. It seems variants B, F, G of the short version show more
differences from our text. In the Panagyurishte collection (Pan.), in I: 1, it is said
that the Lord turned to the archangels Gabriel and Michael. The differences with
respect to the Adjar miscellany are insignificant.

Chapter II. There are more differences in this chapter. In BAR 636, there is no
mention of Abraham sitting by his oxen (in B, F, G the oxen are not mentioned).
In the Greek texts, there is no mention that the conversation begins with the kiss
of the Archangel. The conversation itself is different in BAR 636: there is no men-
tion of the invitation to sit with him, but he directly sends the Archangel to his
home, where he will be received. After that there is missing the entire part that
comes before Archangel Michael asks what Abraham’s name is; the change of the
name from Abram to Abraham is also presented differently (without direct speech
of the Lord), and the part before the departure for Abraham’s home is missing in
our text: it directly passes to the invitation to go somewhere. The two versions of
the Greek text differ, but are much closer to each other than to the Slavic text. In
Pan. II: 1 there is a description of where Abraham is sitting, and in II: 6 it is said
he started out in the morning to avoid attack by wild beasts at night. In Pan. II: 9,
there is an explanation of what the name means, and the part before they leave for
Abraham’s home is present, as it is in the Greek text.

Chapter III. In the text of this chapter, there are many differences between the
Slavic translation, particularly our copy in BAR 636, and the Greek original. In
the text published here, there is no mention of the distance of two stadia from the
oak (the tree called “tamarisk” in the Greek text) to the city. In Pan. III: 2, the oak
is called “of Ambreman”, and it is said it is as lovely as a birch tree. The rest of the
story is similar to the Greek texts, but in the Slavic version there is no mention of
the legend about washing the guest’s feet. The Archangel’s tears in Pan. III: 11 are
like marble, and in BAR 636, they are “like stones”. In the Greek text — stones.

Chapter IV. In the Greek text, Sarah’s tent (home) is mentioned. In the Slavic,
it is not. In the Greek text of copy E, Archangel Michael asks and receives permis-
sion to speak to God, but in BAR 636, this part is missing. The two Greek texts are
almost identical, but in B, F, G, when making his request, Archangel Michael prays
God to send the message about Abraham’s death to Isaac at the beginning, and does
not mention God’s decision at the end of the chapter. The text is similar to Pan.

Chapter V. The Greek texts of E and of B, F, G are longer. In the Slavic text
from BAR 636, there is missing the whole conversation between Abraham and
Isaac after the room is prepared for the guest (V: 3-6), when the son begs the father
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to let him sleep there. In the Sevastyanov Miscellany (Sev.), this part (V: 3-6) is
present, as it is in the Greek text.

Chapter VI. There are no significant differences between the two Greek texts
and the Slavic one from BAR 636. In the Greek texts, it is said that Isaac woke
up and went to the door of his father’s room, and in Sev. (VI: 1) he goes to the door
where Abraham and the Archangel have slept. In BAR Ms. slav. 636 - it is only said
that he went to Abraham.

Chapter VII. In VII: 2, in answer to Abraham’s question in BAR Ms. slav. 636,
Archangel Michael adds the title “Archangel” to his name, unlike in the Greek text.
In VII: 7, when the large man from Isaac’s dream takes the sun off his head, in the
Greek text he leaves the sunbeams, and in the Slavic (BAR 636, Pan. and Sev.), the
Moon. In VII: 14 of the Greek text, the man speaking to Isaac is called the “bright
man” (QwTevog dvBpwmog), in the Slavic texts (BAR 636, Sev.), he is called “Mo-
ses”. In VII: 17 - 6,000 years (Greek text E), 7,000 (Greek text B, F, G) and 8,000
(BAR Ms. slav. 636, Sev.).

Chapter VIII. There is a small difference in VIII: 2 - in the Slavic text (BAR
636, and Sev.), there is no mention of the world being shown and of Abraham’s
questions, but only the request that Michael would tell him everything. The river
in Sev. is called “Okrian” and not “Ocean” (VIII: 3). In BAR 636 (VIII: 7) Abraham
does not ask the Archangel why this man is sitting between the two doors (as in
the Greek E), but who that man is. In Sev,, the question is only as to who the man
is, but unlike BAR 636, there is no mention of his sitting between two doors. In
the Greek text (B, E G) VIII: 8, it is not Abraham who asks the Archangel who this
man sitting between the two doors is, but the reverse: the Archangel asks Abraham
whether he knows who he is. The text of VIII: 14-15 - in both Greek texts, there is
mention of weeping first and of laughter second; in the Slavic versions (BAR 636
and Sev.), it is the reverse.

Chapter IX. At the end of IX: 3 of the Greek text and in Sev., there is a precise
statement as to the age when a child may pass through the narrow door - 10-year-
old (E), 15 years (B, E G), and 10 years (Sev.); in the Slavic from BAR 636 - it is
only said “a child” In the Slavic texts (BAR 636 and Sev.) of IX: 5, there is mention
of an angel who leads seven myriad souls to the gate of destruction; in the Greek
(E), they are six myriad, and in the others (B, E G), only “myriads”. From the
second part of IX: 8 to IX: 10 inclusive, the Greek text (E) is different, and IX: 9 is
missing in BAR 636. The Sev. text strictly follows the Greek E. The other Greek var-
iant (B, F, G) is also shorter: IX: 9 is missing, but the placing of souls with equal sins
and good deeds in the middle is there. We may wonder whether leaving the phrase
“in the middle” might not be an allusion to Purgatory, and whether the omission
of this detail in BAR 636 is not due to an anti-Latin attitude.
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Chapter X. In the two Greek texts (X: 2) there is a reference to moving on
a cloud, but not in the Slavic ones. In BAR 636, Michael takes Abraham to “Heav-
en’, and in Sev., “to where the judge is meting out justice” (X: 2 end). In the Greek
texts, the man with three crowns answers, denouncing the crimes of the infanti-
cide woman, and in the Slavic versions, it is Abraham who answers.

Chapter XI. Variant E of the Greek text and the Slavic ones coincide. There are
differences between BAR 636 and Sev. Variant B, F, G of the Greek text is shortened
at the end of the chapter.

Chapter XII. In the Greek version (E and B, E G), every time Abraham wit-
nesses unlawful deeds on earth, the cloud takes him there to see the deed (VIII: 6,
VIII: 9). In the Greek (E and B, F, G) VIII: 13, the Lord says He has mercy on
people, because He has created them, something implied but not said in the Slavic
text. The Greek ones are more similar to each other, and there are deviations in the
Slavic one, though small ones. For their part, the Slavic BAR 636 and Sev. are quite
similar to each other.

Chapter XIII. In the text of E - XIII: 1, it is indicated that the words of the Lord
to the Archangel follow; in the Slavic texts, it is not. The words that the beauty of
death is not of this world (XIII: 8) are missing in the Greek B, E, G, and the Slavic
ones are identical here. In XIII: 10, there is a difference in the enumeration of the
angelic orders and of living creatures (as in the Greek E, while in B, E G this enu-
meration is completely missing) between the two Slavic versions and the Greek
one. The Slavic is shorter (the two are quite identical after the enumeration in
XIII: 10. In the Greek B, F, G, the conversation is shorter (XIII: 16).

Chapter XIV. In XIV: 2 of the Greek text E, it is said that death has two heads,
while in B, F, G and in the Slavic version, no number is given. In version B, F, G
of the Greek text, it is said that death has “three” dragon faces, and in E and in the
Slavic texts, there is no specific number indicated. In XIV: 4 in the Greek texts,
some of the heads are like swords (rhomphaia), and in the Slavic (both Slavic texts
are mutually identical), the are like spears. In XIV: 6 of the Slavic texts, there is no
mention of God sending Archangel Michael to take the soul of Abraham to the
tribunal. The Greek text in B, F, G is slightly embellished.
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Chapter III

Ukaz [Tale] How God Created the Brotherhood
of the Cross

1. The deuterocanonical text - its origin and place in the manuscript

@ne of the most remarkable inclusions to the contents of BAR 636 is the
following apocryphal text in the copy: 8KaZk Kako cWEOpH Fh EPACTRO KOKCTHOE
(ff. 316r-319r). There are no traces of this apocryphal text, or of the Testament
of Abraham, in the twin copy from the collection of A. I. Yatsimirsky (BAR 685),
again for the same reasons: the end of the manuscript, where the text should be,
has been lost. At first glance, its presence in our manuscript is puzzling. But its
inclusion is certainly not accidental; it was meant to serve some ideological-moral
objective of the compiler, since it is placed in the last part of the collection, im-
mediately after the other apocryphal tale, the Testament of Abraham, and before
the final text unit, entitled Typikon of the Holy Mount Athos. That is why the main
purpose of this discussion will be to present a hypothesis as to the function this
text performs in the general composition of the collection.

The cinnabar-colored heading contains two identifying expressions: 8kazm
and kpucmhole BpaTheTro. The former lexeme provides the heading that defines the
genre of the text: an instructive and explanatory narrative meant to present and
prove a certain truth'. The designation yxas occurs in the titles of other apocrypha,
for instance, the question-and-answer text known as Razumnik or Ukaz. The word
combination KphcTHolE EgaTheTRo, for its part, clearly points to the prototype of the
whole text from which the tale is borrowed. In the Slavic manuscript tradition, the

' Cps. 8kazs ‘TIOYKa, HacTaB/IeHMe, JOKa3aTencTBO, Cmapobeneapcku peunux, T. 2, Codus
2009, pp. 1049-1050.
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apocryphal cycle Tale of the Cross Tree was widely disseminated; the Index of Pro-
hibited Books ascribed it to Presbyter Jeremiah, a writer of the 10" century?. There
are currently more than 60 known Slavic copies of the whole collection, of Bulgarian,
Russian, Ruthenian or Serbian origin; the various copies of the collection have var-
ious titles. Several stories are organized around the poly-functional Christian sym-
bols of the cross and the tree; these stories establish a direct thematic connection
between the Old and New Testaments, placing the events of the earthly life of Jesus
at the center of the narrative. We may consider it proven that the Old Bulgarian
compilation was based on a cycle of stories, about the tree of the cross, attributed
to St. Gregory the Theologian and known in three editions, of which the third dates
precisely from the 10 century, when the initial translation was made. Subsequently,
this edition was used by Presbyter Jeremiah and, edited, was included in the so-
called pre-anthologized miscellanies, which became popular in Bulgarian literature
in the 13"-14" century?; they contained many earlier translated non-canonical texts
in various genres, strongly influenced by Old and New Testament apocryphal mo-
tifs, and containing elements of mythology and folklore. They came to express the
folklorish-religious line and were especially popular with the lower rank clergy. It
is not accidental that the earliest copies of the Tale of the Cross Tree are to be found
precisely in the representative manuscript anthologies of non-canonical, apocryphal
and entertaining readings, such as the collection of Presbyter Dragol (manuscript
Ne 632 of the National Library of Serbia, Belgrade, third quarter of the 13™ century)*

2 Cmapa 6vneapcka numepamypa, T. 1. Anokpugu, cbcTaButenctso u pegakuus JI. IleTkaHoBa,
Codus 1982, pp. 274-288; Em. Teoprues, /Tumepamypa Ha uzocmperu 60p6u 6 cpedHosexosHA
Bboneapus, Cous 1965, pp. 202-225; [I. Ilerkanosa, ITosecm 3a Kpocmuomo O0vpeo, [in:]
Cmapoboneapcka numepamypa. Enyuknoneduqen peunux, Copus 1992, pp. 334-335; II. IleTkaHoBa,
Anokpugna numepamypa u donknop: Anoxpugrama xyooxecmeena nposa u gonknopoem, Copus
1978, pp. 126-137; H. C. Tuxoupasos, Croso o dpese kpecmuom, [in:] ITamsimnuku ompeuennoii pyccxoil
numepamypol, T. 1. O6ujecmeennas nonvsa, Cankr-Ilerepbypr 1863, pp. 305-313; M. V. Cokornos,
Komnunayus anoxpudpos 6onzapckozo nona Vepemus, [in:] Mamepuano. u 3amemxu no cmapunHoii
cnasamckoii aumepamype, T. 1, Mocksa 1888, pp. 73-211; A. Muntenosa, I1pessumep Vepemus, [in:]
Vcmopus Ha 6vneapckama cpeonosexosHa numepamypa, Codpus 2009, pp. 285-287.

> A. Muntenosa, Iuxen paskasu 3a Kpecmnomo 0vpeo, npunuceéan na Ipuzopuii bozocnos,
http://scripta-bulgarica.eu [retrieved 05.05.2018]. Regarding the same, see A. MILTENOVA, South Sla-
vonic Apocryphal Collections, Sofia 2018, pp. 261-269.

* Also known as the Serbian parchment codex from the collection of P. S. Srechkovich in the
Serbian National Library in Belgrade. About this work, see A. MunreHoBa, [paconos coopruxk, [in:]
Cmapoboneapcka numepamypa. Enyuxnoneduuen peurux, pen. JI. Tletkanosa, Codus 1992, pp. 131-
132. The whole documentation on the copy in this collection was published by M. I. Sokolov in the cited
publication. On ff. 154v-177v, in the original of the collection, is placed the text “How Prov swore broth-
erhood with Christ”. Thus, we have the published text from the collection; the collection itself disappeared
during World War IT - M. U1. Cokonos, Komnunsuus anoxpugos 6oneapckozo nona Hepemust, pp. 97-101.
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and the Berlin collection from the early 14™ century (manuscript Ne 48 from the
Vuk Karadzi¢ collection in the Berlin State Library)’ a copy of the Tale in the
Khludov 14™-century copy®; lasting interest in these works continued even into
the 19" century, when, for instance, the copy in the Samokov collection was made
(manuscript Ne 1322 in the Saints Cyril and Methodius National Library, Sofia).
There was also an early Glagolitic copy of the compilation, related to the Croatian
tradition of the work’. Contrary to some outdated opinions that a pro-Bogomilist
tendency may be found in the story, today the prevalent view is that, in joining
together separate consecutive stories about the Tree of the Cross, the Holy Trinity,
and Jesus Christ (the title under which some of the copies of the collection were
disseminated), Presbyter Jeremiah did not serve the doctrine of Bogomilist dual-
ism - on the contrary, he tried to rehabilitate the Cross, rejected by the Bogomils,
and to clean non-canonical literature of the Bogomil influences with which it had
been imbued®.

The question as to why and in what text form the Tale of the Tree of the Cross
was present in the Slavic tradition forms a vast topic, as the separate stories could
easily have been removed from the Tale and existed as independent works. That is
what happened to the copy in the manuscript under consideration, BAR Ms. slav.
636. Leading to this conclusion is the fact that, out of the whole set of apocryphal
tales, only one story is included in our manuscript. It is the story whose main char-
acters are King Semekli, his son Probus/Prov, and Jesus Christ’. In some copies,
this text is present under the title A Tale about How the Lord Created the Brother-
hood of the Cross [Gaogo kako chTRopH Tocnoan BpaTheTro Kpemhoe]'’. However,
within the complete set of apocrypha, this episode does not have a separate title
and is present between two other tales: before it, the tale about the events in Cana
of Galilee, in which Jesus is a plowman; and after it, a brief version of the popular
story about St. Luke the Evangelist, the miracle of the mandylion and King Abgar’s

5 X. Muxkiac, JI. TaceBa, M. MloBuesa, Bepnuncxu coopruk, Sofia—Wien 2006, pp. 231-278.

¢ A. Tlonos, Ilepsoe npubasnenue K ONUCAHUIO U KAMANO02 KHUZ UePKOBHOL neuamu OUOT.
Xnyoosa, Mocksa 1875, pp. 31-44. M. L. Sokolov used the published copy of this manuscript to col-
lect the variants and comparisons with the Collection of Presbyter Dragol.

7 M. U. Cokonos, Komnunsiyus anoxpugos 6oneapcxozo nona Mepemus, p. 77.

8 TL. [lumutpos, IIpessumep Mepemus, Codus 1990, muceprarnus; JI. Jumurposa-Mapunosa,
Hosecm 3a kpovcmmomo dvpéo Ha npessumep Hepemus 6 cucmemama na cmapo6vreapckama
anoxpugna numepamypa u gonknopa, [in:] Meduesucmuunu uscnedsanus 6 namem Ha Ileiio
Humumpos, Ulymen 1996, pp. 37-43.

? The full translation of the Tale into modern Bulgarian in: Cmapa 6wneapcka numepamypa,
1. 1. Anoxpudu, is placed on pages 282-284.

1" According to data in the site Repertorium of Old Bulgarian Literature, http:// repertorium.
obdurodon.org, in which three copies are used, made between the 15" and 17" century.
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letter to Jesus Christ. The episodes are linked together by an explanatory sentence
at the beginning, stating that after the rule of Augustus (the Roman emperor Oc-
tavian Augustus 27 BC-14 AD), who is mentioned in the preceding narratives
in Tale of the Tree of the Cross, a certain King Selevkin came to power; the name
figures in a large share of the copies, but becomes Gemekan in BAR Ms. slav. 636.
We will devote special attention to him.

2. King Semekli

Before clarifying the messages contained in the deuterocanonical narrative,
we should devote attention to King Semekli himself. His name is certainly rather
untypical and raises questions, but it is not unknown in medieval Slavic literature.
First of all, we should point out that it varies in different copies of the work. In
all three copies presented in Repertorium of Old Bulgarian Literature and Letters,
this king is called Seleucius (Seleukios/Selevkios, Cenesxue, CeneBkua), and not
Semekli''. We shall not attempt to find a logical reason for the change of name in
our manuscript BAR Ms. slav. 636, but we should try to answer the question as to
whether this was simply a phonetic change (the two names are similar in pronun-
ciation), or one made for some other reason. Of course, the former explanation
is very obvious and the first to come to mind. A name like “Seleucius” may have
a historical basis, while “Semekli” hardly does. It is difficult to decide, partially
because of the occurrence of a similar, or maybe identical, name in other works of
the old literature.

Here, we should mention one of the kings mentioned in The Tale of the Proph-
et Isaiah, How He Was Raised to the Seventh Heaven by an Angel'. He is the king
Selevkia Simeklit, who descends from the mountain Vitosha, accepts his rank of
tsar in Romania, and founds several cities during his long, 37-year reign'. It seems
obvious to us, that the name “Simeklit” resembles the name “Semekli” in the text.
The combining of the two should indicate there was no simple transformation of
“Seleucius” into “Semekli”, but that these are two separate names. Such a conclu-

"I http://repertorium.obdurodon.org/runSearch-checkbox.php?country=all&settlement=all
&repository=all&author=all&bgTexts=1[nxb1 paskasu 3a KpbCTHOTO /bPBO OT TIpe3suTep Vepe-
must. Paskas kak Tocmon cprBOopu 6patctBo ¢ ITpoB&enTexts=all&ruTexts=all&lg=bg (retrieved
11.07.2018)

12 This text is also known under the title invented by Y. IvaNov and containing an interpretation:
Bulgarian Apocryphal Chronicle from the 11" century (“Bwnrapcku anokpudet neronuc or XI Bex”).

" Iv. BILIARSKY, The Tale of the Prophet Isaiah. The Destiny and Meanings of an Apocryphal
Text, Leiden-Boston 2013, pp. 18-19.
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sion, however, seems too categorical. By way of hypothesis, we may suppose that
the phonetic transformation, once made, took on a life of its own and was later
jointed to the original name. This is not very essential to our study, but has some
significance insofar as it connects King Semekli to Selevkia Simeklit in The Tale of
the Prophet Isaiah.

The name Selevk/Seleucius is connected with Semekli not only along this
line, but primarily by its occurrence in other copies, mentioned above. Here we
should add that we find a king of this name in some historical works of the Ot-
toman period: Slavo-Bulgarian History by Paisius of Chilendari', The Zographou
Bulgarian History" and Brief History of the Bulgarian Slavic People by Hieromonk
Spyridon'®. It is in this sense that we should try to clarify its message as related
to the message of the whole text. Ivan Biliarsky has devoted several pages to this
name in his book The Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, to which we refer the reader in
connection with the present study'”. Here we will mention only the conclusions
we have reached.

First of all, we should say that King Semekli should not be considered apart
from the king Seleucius who figures in the other works. It is also important that the
latter appears everywhere as a positive character. In The Tale of the Prophet Isaiah,
a ruler bearing that name is a builder of cities, and his reign is long and blessed.
In the three 18"-century histories of Bulgaria, he is glorious and victorious. King
Semekli is a positive character in our tale too, even though at the beginning he
falls into trouble, which he tries to resolve in an earthly way. His being blinded
- temporarily, as we are told - is not a punishment from God but is part of the
Lord’s plan of Salvation. In fact, Semekli, his son Prov, and the whole family are
instrumental to that plan and to the spread of the faith.

Of course, we cannot avoid relating a name like Seleucius, and its deriva-
tives, to the Seleucid dynasty and to the situation in the Near East in the time
of the Diadochi after the conquests of Alexander the Great. The Syrian dynasty,
which spread its power over the whole Near East and Middle Asia, is present in
the Bible as well, in the Old Testament Books of the Maccabees. This refers to Se-
leucus IV Philopator, the Hellenistic king of Syria and son of King Antioch III the
Great. The problem is that this pagan ruler is not a positive character in the Bible,
which is inconsistent with the character in our deuterocanonical text and in the

Y Hcmopus cnosenoboneapckas, cobpana u napexcoena Ilaucuem tiepomoraxom 6 nemo 1762,
usn. V1. Visanos, Codus 1914, pp. 31, 59.

15 V1. ViBauoB, Boneapcku cmapunu us Maxedonus, Codus 1931 (reprint 1970), p. 636.

' ComMpuyoH itepocXUMOHax, Vcmopus 6o kpamue o 6oneapckom Hapode cnoserckom, 1792,
Codus 1992, p. 127.

17 Tv. BILIARSKY, The Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, pp. 226-232.

253



Panoply in Defense of Orthodoxy...

other works mentioned above. We have no doubt that a character of that name
is derived from the biblical text, but why has the evaluation of him changed? An
attempt has already been made to answer this question, and we refer to it here:
in the Books of the Maccabees, Seleucus is not a positive character, but is not
a very negative one either; his evil deeds are mostly the fault of his pagan envi-
ronment and the Jewish renegades at his court. The story of the intervention of
the Hellenistic king serves not so much to bring damage to the Temple and the
Chosen People, as to display the power of the God of Israel over the Gentiles'®.
For that matter, a similar result is obtained through the image of King Semekli
in the deuterocanonical text.

3. Particularities of the apocryphal text in the copy from manuscript
BAR Ms. slav. 636

3.1. Omissions

Many details bearing ideological-symbolic meanings in the beginning of the
story are seen to be missing from the Moldavian copy when it is compared with the
Berlin collection (henceforth BCI)*. The plot in the apocryphal fragment opens
with what befalls King Semekli. He is a pious man, prepared to accept Christ in
his heart and even burning to see Him personally; but he falls victim to a bird. In
BCl he goes to church regularly and once, in the ninth hour of the service (around
three oclock in the afternoon, a symbol of the Saviour’s sacrifice on the Cross and
hence of Salvation), upon entering the narthex, the ruler falls asleep. The details set
the macro-frame of the tale, in which the main motif is the salvation of the king.
The temple symbolizes faith and humility, since, for Christianity, the human soul
is a temple, in which the grace of the Holy Ghost enters. Hence, we may say what
befalls the king is the necessary suffering that will lead to the true understanding of
the faith; symbolically, this happens in the temple. The place and time are missing
or changed in BAR Ms. slav. 636. The action develops generally in the royal palace
and there are no references to the hours of religious service, nor any indicated lo-
cation in time or in the sacred space of the temple.

8 Ibidem, pp. 230-232.

¥ For the sake of comparison, we use the variants in the apocryphal fragment under study
given in the text of the Berlin compilation: X. Muxrac, JI. Tacesa, M. Vosuesa, Beprurcku c60pHuxk,
pp. 257-266. Because some sheets are missing from the original manuscript, the editors have re-
stored the text according to a twin copy in a Serbian 16" century manuscript, collection of Hilferding
Ne 42 in the Russian National Library in Saint-Petersburg.
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3.2. Changes

Some facts in the plot have been changed and, in a sense, simplified. The plot
begins with the appearance of the wondrous, marvelous bird. In BCl it lets fall
NpoxoA™s CROH, i.e., its feces, and in BAR Ms. slav. 636, its waving wings throw up
dust that falls into the eyes of the king. The bird is a multiple symbol, an element
situated along the vertical axis of rise and fall. In this case, instead of symbolizing
the urge of the soul, it is mostly negatively charged with the connotation of evil,
disease, impurity; its wings create chaos, and the bird itself suggests transience,
corruptibility. Deriving from it is the blindness of the ruler, a dangerous disability
not only for him but also for the whole kingdom, especially if the news of it were
to reach the high dignitaries and the people. That is why the king calls his son Prov
and orders him to seek a material treasure in the form of taxes, gold and silver, so
that he may survive by it if he were deposed from the throne. At the end of the
story, this treasure will rightfully be turned into a spiritual one. At the start of the
story in BCI, there is no mention of King Seleucius’s family; in BAR Ms. slav. 636,
at the very start, the narrative strand pushes to the fore additional ailing charac-
ters in need of the miraculous power of salvation: the king’s wife is suffering from
leprosy and is r$saga, while his daughter in law is insane (nmkayn BEen B cesk).
The only one who can fulfill the king’s mission and find a solution to the situation
is his son Prov, a character who, like the prince in fairy tales, can do heroic deeds
and bring about a happy denouement. Prov is charged with the task of collecting
taxes so that the amassed treasure will fill the royal coffers and provide prosperity
for the ailing king and his relatives in case the information about his blindness
were to become known to all. The folk-tale symbolism continues with clearly de-
fined oppositions within which Prov’s mission must be pursued: he must seek in
the so-called “uncultivated space”, the lower earth, according to BAR Ms. slav. 636,
and, in BCl, the neutral no gucen Zeman.

3.3. Variants

Prov’s meeting with Jesus Christ, who appears as an ordinary man, occurs
in all editions of the narrative, but also has variants. In BCl Christ appears as
a twelve-year-old adolescent; in BAR Ms. slav. 636 he appears as a slave called
Emmanuel, from the upper earth; this detail is missing from BCI, and from the
copies of Presbyter Dragol and Khludov. The symbolic character in our copy has
a clearly stressed trait, revealed in Prov’s dialogue with Christ: the Lord appears
as man of letters who is occupied with literary work: kakora & paEoTa TRoA- Fi
pEue- KNHiKeReNh ecans. In the early Slavic editions, this is not stated explicitly,
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as the dialogue between the two characters uses allegory and binary textual se-
mantics to indicate “speaking in different tongues™; in BCl, it is clearly explained
that, while Prov understands the expression “upper earth” literally, God uses it
to refer to the heavens: the path that Prov asks the Lord to show him is not that
of tax collecting but the “path of the Father”, a return to the foundations of the
faith, etc. The deep symbolism of Prov’s encounter with the Lord in our copy
refers to books and writing as the essence of Divine wisdom. That is why Prov
trusts his guide, and feels joy and reverence for His knowledge, while the motif
of leadership, of the hero who guides through the labyrinth of knowledge and
faith, can be found in many legendary tales. One of the hypostases of God in
His human appearance is presented in a compelling and accessible way in this
story; it provides the basic motif of the salvation of the individual and of all
humankind.

3.4. New Testament themes and quotes

Apart from some formal resemblances of the apocryphal plot to fairy tale sto-
rylines, all copies of this part of the cycle Tale of the Cross Tree invariably contain
quotations from the Gospels. These quotations provide an ideological motivation
for plot development and a deep symbolical meaning for Prov’s fraternizing with
the Lord. In BAR Ms. slav. 636 the quotations are organically interwoven in the
narrative, as evident from the following:

- The collecting of taxes is motivated through the Gospel rule and the legal
norm for order and justice: “Render to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s; and to
God the things that are God’s”: in BAR Ms. slav. 636 paganTe EiKla ERH. a4 KecpeRa
kecap$ (Matthew 22: 21; Mark 12: 17).

- Convinced in the power and justice of his guide, Prov wants to fraternize
with Him, as he loves him like a brother. That is why Jesus responds with the quo-
tation from the New Testament: TaKo H E'WZAKEHIIH MENE Ko cam ca (variant
“Love thy neighbor as thyself”, Matthew 19: 19). It is worth noting the polyseman-
tic characteristic of the word “pa6s”, which has several meanings: “child” - Prov is
the son of King Seleucius, but is symbolically joined to God; “neighbor, a spiritual
brother” — Jesus in relation to Prov and Prov in relation to Jesus.

- A third important motif is that of Divine love and agape. Around this
motif is organized the storyline element that justifies the title of the apocryphal
tale as a tale about the establishment of a brotherhood of the Cross. In the story
itself, this spiritual, symbolical association is not called “of the Cross”, but is
organized around the spiritual closeness of man to God, and of people between
themselves as united by faith and love of Christ. Another noteworthy fact is the

256



Part Five. Apocrypha in the Manuscript BAR Ms. Slav. 636

wr1t1ng on paper, an element that is mlssmg from the copy in BCl: rs Bmzmm
xapmm H ZAHHCA pmmm CROER BpA'l‘hC'I‘Ko H peqe NEATRAKNKIMH écmu nponmx.vm
Ad ECTh TRH YAK'K C'WTROPHEKIH EPATCTRO H HERKPORARKIM EM0 BOAE €cTh M EpaTa
po;ﬁmaro. Thus, again, through the power of writing and the word, spiritual kin-
ship is asserted in the name of Christ above the call of biological kinship with
relatives.

- We should point out another Evangelical correspondence: the similarity
to the miraculous catch of fish from the Lake of Gennesaret, as related in Luke
5: 1-11. At first glance, there seems to be no direct connection, but we can find
some common element. There is the miraculous attainment of a purely earthly
goal, which proves beyond the power of men but is achieved by the Lord. In the
evangelical text, this is the catch of fish, which the future apostles themselves
did not believe possible, having tried all night to catch fish, but to no avail. In
the story, such a goal is the collection of taxes. The Lord achieves the tasks in
both cases, even though both goals belong to the sphere of that which is Caesar’s.
And again, in both cases the earthly goal is only a way of opening the way to the
heavenly one: the fishermen are to become fishers of souls, the king’s blindness is
to be healed so that more people may thereby take the road to Salvation. We can
also find present in the narrative the underlying idea of the Gospel text: in the
words of the Lord, we should lay up for ourselves treasures not upon earth, where
they are perishable and transient, but in heaven, where they are eternal and bring
salvation (Matthew 6: 19-21).

- The fourth motif, partially linked to the last one, is related to the cleans-
ing of sin by means of water — a symbol of baptism and initiation into the faith.
This is an initial ritual element for the creation of a community and the sharing
of unified ritual practices and doctrine. In various religions, water serves as
a borderline and thus as a connection between the sacred and the profane. This
is true, and particularly clear, in the faith both of the Old Testament and the
New. G. Gerov has devoted a special and very interesting article to this topic in
the context of Orthodox art®. The author examines various aspects of the is-
sue: dangerous water, beneficial water, water as knowledge. All these are based
on biblical paradigms and are directly related to liturgical practice. We should
consider some of these themes in connection with our deuterocanonical text.
First is the sacrament of baptism, one of the most important sacraments of the
Orthodox Church?'. It obviously involves water, and not only that which serves
for purification, but above all water related to a liminal ritual that reproduces

2 T. TEPOB, Bodama - epanuya, “IIpobnemn Ha uskycTBoTo” 1, 2002, pp. 31-40.
2 Ibidem, pp. 31-33.
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the Passion of Christ and the Resurrection as connected with the change tak-
ing place in the neophyte. The newly baptized enters the Church and becomes
anew person, just as Jesus Christ became the New Adam. In the Tale, we should
point out that water also functions as a remedy for illness*, a motif that can
also be found in many places in the Gospels. The most important instances are:
the story of Jesus Christ and the Samaritan woman at Jacob’s well in Sychar
(John 4: 5 ff), the healing of the blind man (John 9), and the healing of the
lame man at Bethesda (John 5). The theme can be traced in many other Gospel
stories, but it is especially important in our tale in connection with the trouble
that befell the king. In Orthodoxy, water fulfills the function of separating sin
from justice (the river of fire in depictions of the Last Judgement), separating
the sacred from the profane, and leading people into holiness, where there is
grace and health. We believe this is clearly reflected in our story, and is con-
firmed by the depiction of water, and of biblical themes related to water, at or
nearby the entrance of the Temple®. In the context of the deuterocanonical text
about the blind king and his son Prov, we must have in mind that this polemical
and law-related manuscript, intended to fight against religious deviations, had
the task not so much to punish heretics as to lead them along the right path
and bring them to Salvation. That is how we should interpret the function of
water as a borderline and a threshold to Truth and Life. In this sense, we can
find elements here of the same message as in the Testament of Abraham, which
also presents justice not as a means of repression but as opening the way to
repentance and salvation.

— The symbol of the fish is skillfully interwoven in the storys; it is especially
appropriate in relation to those not yet baptized who have yet to accept the faith,
symbolized by Christ, the Son of God and Savior of the world. The fish as a symbol
of insight and spiritual healing can already be found in the Old Testament, and
here throughout the collection BAR Ms. slav. 636, we find a clear line of organic
unity between the Old and New Testaments as a basis for the faith; this line is
present in the legal, the historical-dogmatic and the apocryphal parts. D. Dimitro-
va-Marinova has analyzed the profound symbolism of the fish, including in folk-
lore, and correctly points out the Old Testament quotation from the Book of Tobit
8: 2-3, in which the inner organs of the fish — heart and liver — have apotropaic
power to cast out demons*. We should note that the burning of incense upon

2 Ibidem, pp. 33-35.

3 Ibidem, pp. 31-32, 39.

2 I1. Immutposa-Mapusosa, [Tosecrm 3a kpwcmHomo dvpso Ha npessumep Hepemus, p. 40;
Bubnus cupeu Knueume na Ceeujeromo nucarue Ha Bemxus u Hosus 3asem, usgasa CB. CMHOJ Ha
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the organs of a fish in order to cast out demons, as described in the original Old
Testament passage, is present in early Slavic copies®, but not in BAR Ms. slav. 636.
The two sources we are comparing differ in the way they introduce and explain the
presence of the fish theme. In BCI there is a special episode about entry into the
river, where Jesus catches a fish and, holding it in his left hand, and crossing him-
self with the right hand, shows the importance and power of this early Christian
symbol. In the collection of Presbyter Dragol, the agapeic brotherhood between
Prov and the Lord is achieved by entry into a river; this is clearly marked by a spe-
cial exclamation marked by a shade of folklore stylistics: G)ae, RHANOE YIOAO, rKO
Mporn Bpa BFA Nageve ce®. In this episode, Jesus is, in a sense, a fisher, which has
a rich symbolic connotation. In the Moldavian copy;, however, the entry into water
is meant to purlfy Prov and baptlze himina splrltual sense: s peqs B'hNH,A"RMh B
Bo,a,ﬂ. H WAHKIAME ALK CKKp'thI TorAd AMEHUWA AFTAH, €rAQ PEYE T Kb YAKS W
BATE. Fh EhNHAE Bk BOAR- H SXBATH puiEX&. The parts of the fish are described in
detail (with lexical variants) in both variants; the purpose is to affirm the idea of
salvation by means of the innermost invisible essence of things. Prov accepts the
fish in his hands, just as he accepts Christ into his heart: npwgs noaTs grlEx 1 paz
8k B cfup croemn. He is able to understand this allegory because he achieves it at
the end of the path he has walked with Jesus, who appears as a brother and grants
him insight. It is noteworthy that the entry into water in BAR Ms. slav. 636 occurs
in the presence of angels who marvel at the miracle of spiritual transformation
taking place before their eyes, while there are no angels present at the scene in the
copy from BCI even though the idea is conveyed allegorically and with edifying
intent there.

3.5. Onym details

The onymous data from BAR Ms. slav. 636 provide reference points for anal-
ysis. We have already pointed out the phonetic changes in the name of king Se-
leucius-Semekli. It should be noted that none of the earlier copies quoted above
contains the variation in the name Seleucius, Selevk, and the name never turns
into Semekli. But we should not forget the occurrence of the name in other texts,
such as the Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, where it appears as Selevkia Simeklit*. The
two copies compared here differ in the comprehensiveness and coherence of the

Bpnrapckara npaBociaBHa 1ybpkBa, Codust 1982, p. 565.
5 M. U. Cokonos, Komnunauyus anoxpudos 6onzapcxozo nona Hepemus, p. 100.
% Ibidem, p. 99.
7 Iv. BILIARSKY, The Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, pp. 18-19.
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names designated in them. For instance, in BCl and the other early copies, Prov
meets Jesus in the land of Jericho, a detail that is missing in BAR Ms. slav. 636, but,
as mentioned, the name Emmanuel is typical only for the Moldavian copy, and
not for the earlier 14™ century one. These name variants can easily be explained
as based on analogies and allusions spontaneously and naturally occurring in the
course of copying the text.

A much more significant onymous detail is the changed name of the river in
which Prov receives his spiritual baptism and accepts the fish as a symbolic rem-
edy to the ailments of his close ones. In BCI the river is called Voyasta®; in the
Presbyter Dragol copy, it is Varsap; in the Khludov copy, Vast [Rkacrs], and in
the Croatian, it is even Daemas®. The variation points to the conclusion that the
name of the river is a mobile onymous detail; but nevertheless, in the early var-
iants, some phonetic analogy may be supposed to exist, and a natural variance
occurring in the course of copying. In BAR Ms. slav. 636 the river is named Tisza
(Theif3, Tisa, the name of an actual river that flows through Romania, Hungary
and Serbia and is a tributary of the Danube). While the geographical topos in
BCI remains neutral as to where this legendary river is actually located, in BAR
Ms. slav. 636 there is a specifying phrase “in our land”: nonpkms B Zemak
HAWLR- NPTHAWILR H cTAWR NpH BoAk THea. This warrants the assumption that
the manuscript reflects a textual editing of the apocryphal story that reveals an
indisputable updating of the copies based on the geographical area of dissemina-
tion of the work. Before a full analysis is made of the copies of this part of the text
in Tale of the Tree of the Cross, we cannot claim with certainty where and when
this geographical detail was added; yet it is not to be excluded it relates to Tisza’s
being a well-known river in Central Europe, and especially rich in fish*, a fact
that may have determined the insertion of the name regardless of the copyist’s
location.

3.6. The final episode

The final episode of the narrative also presents differences across the copies. In
broad outline, it comes down to the whole family being saved through the healing
power of the different parts of the fish - a model of the salvation of all mankind
— but it also refers to the rejection of the material treasure, which can only seem-

2 X. Muxac, JI. Tacesa, M. VioueBa, Bepautcku c6opHux, p. 260.

» The data are quoted from the variants in M. V1. Coxonos, Komnunsyus 6oneapckozo nona
Hepemust, p. 99.

30 Cf. the folk saying that “Tisza” consists of one-third fish and two-thirds water.
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ingly help them in this situation. The idea that the spiritual is more potent than
the material is clearly asserted. In the variant from BAR Ms. slav. 636, Prov gives
Emmanuel everything he has gained and takes only the fish for himself. The text
emphasizes the elements of penitence: informed of what has happened to his wife,
King Semekli rips his shirt, bursts into tears and looks at the picture of Christ. In
both variants God remains invisible to the human eye, but the Moldavian man-
uscript stresses that He can be known through the word, through penitence and
prayer.

3.7. Linguistic features

Last, we should note that the copy from BAR Ms. slav. 636 contains a num-
ber of proofs of indisputable linguistic trends that correspond to the folklor-
ish-legendary element, developed to an even greater degree than in the earlier
editions:

— Firstly, simplification of the expressions and compliance with grammatical
forms according to the natural development of the spoken Bulgarian language.
This tendency appears in the elimination of the independent dative and the da-
tive with infinitive, which are practically absent from the Moldavian collection.
In fact, the collection uses mostly declined verb forms and more rarely the parti-
ciple; of the more archaic constructions, it mainly retains the infinitive. They are
all used to describe the consecutive verb actions. For example: askuie gkun w
)E'ﬁ 1ok casiwaTh # 6Bp'ﬁcmn xo"l"kms BﬁA'RTM; nrl‘ﬁu,a K'hZAé'l"kBI.I.IA gApHBrh Kpﬁz\’k,
the archaic participle $aHgas ca etc., while in BCI there are many examples of
archaic constructions: aRroycToy e OyMepWIN, Afk EWICTh B'WHHTH edoy etc. At
the same time, the copy in BAR 636 preserves some grammatical archaisms: the
double number in cases like ecmk, ovn guigork; the dative for possession ovn oTu8
crotems, etc. Although the early copies of the apocryphal tale reveal the text was
disseminated in the western parts of the country, and the collection of Presbyter
Dragol already uses un orthography without signs of nasals, BAR Ms. slav. 636
obeys the general orthographical features of the entire collection and consistently
observes the yus orthography. Only in the word r$gara < ri&gaga is the large nasal
substituted with an §.

- Lexical variants at the level of the separate lexeme or expression, that reveal
a popular-colloquial trend: BphzawE, TAKORHZH PevH, CKPORHIHE, CKPORNOE, cnRIING;
the same single type adjectives and participles, with an identical suffixation and
clarification of the ier in the suffix xanocTenh, NAAYERENTs, KNHIKERENTS ZATROPEN .
We present some examples of expressive lexical variation that distinguish the lex-
ical fund of the copy:
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Berlin collection™ BAR Ms. slav. 636
Yae B gHARTH f. 258 KRAMAWE BHAETH )a\ REANKO
[ruyis HEKoH NETRAAETAIOYIK NSCTH NPOXOAL CROH | NTHUA EhZAETREWA SAOHES KOHAK CROH- W NPA
W HaaSvn cx f. 258 BRHHAE B Qullo Mo H weakng.
Parts of a fish: gpsxs (head), kawvn (gall), QGun pusk - heal blindness
oympoRa (internal organs) f. 262 mEgsigh (bladder, from the Old Slavic word

akxm; designating the gall bladder in the
liver)* - heals leprosy

xaun (a designation either of the gall or of the
secretion of the liver, which is yellow-green in
color) - chases away unclean spirits

Seleucius’s daughter in law, Prov’s wife, is The wife of Semekli and mother of Prov is
mentioned only at the end of the story: she r'$BARA < M'REARY, i.e., sick of leprosy®, ngokaza.

goes mad when the moon is full. Prov’s sonis | Nothing is mentioned about her son Prov.
mentioned only here, as sharing her illness.

Hemekwn z-kunun £, 258 Geaknk

® RuIWNLIHKS cTpank f. 259 ® rophA cmpanz, where an opposition is established
to the folkloric topos Bk Zémama AWANRA

4. Place and function of the apocryphal tale in the context
of the manuscript BAR Ms. slav. 636

And so, the text variant of the apocryphal tale about how God created a broth-
erhood with Prov, as part of the Tale of the Tree of the Cross, affirms some basic
ideas, which fit into the compiler’s general conception of the Moldavian collection.
This conception is not directly related to the anti-heretical line, but in asserting the
Christian values of proselytism — brotherly love, immaculate faith, communion
with one’s neighbor, the striving for moral purity, and belief in the salvation of
the soul - it achieves organic unity with the dogmatic, historical and legal texts
in the collection. It is worth recalling that one of the reasons for the popularity
of the whole cycle about the Tree of the Cross during the First Bulgarian Empire
was the intention to eradicate pagan mores by resemanticizing folklorish imagery
and ritual, and giving them a new Christian tone. Pagans and heretics remain the

3! The indicated page is from the edition of H. Miklas, L. Taseva and M. Yovcheva.

2 BEP, 3, 1986, pp. 774.

% The lexeme ¢v6as is still used in certain dialects, meaning “ailing from the disease guba,
leprosy” — PBE, http:// ibl.bas.bg [accessed 08.05.2018]. As mentioned, in the variant with § instead
& the lexeme is a rare case of spelling without signs of nasals in the collection.
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chief targets of doctrinal-theological propaganda, and their denunciation by vari-
ous means is a value model for the continuation of the true faith, regardless of the
epoch and location. In our case, we have an extremely interesting combination of
different texts — polemical, legal, apocryphal, and historical - in a single collection
aimed to fight against religious deviations. This is the context in which we should
present the functions of this text within the whole: it is not a true polemical text,
but it shows how religious discord can be avoided. The means to do so is the word
of God and the practice of the faith through prayer and repentance. Extremely
important is the emphasis on the Evangelical separation of the Divine from the
earthly. This produces a message that, although perhaps not identical with that of
the Testament of Abraham, in any case leads in the same direction.

The second motive for the inclusion of the apocryphal tale in the collection
might have been the idea that faith can be known through the world and through
the Christian written heritage, because the latter is universal panoply against all
deviations from Orthodoxy. This heritage is the true spiritual treasure underlying
the Orthodoxy and Orthopraxis of the monastic communities in times of trial.

Thirdly, there is no doubt that the narrative texts of a no canonical and apoc-
ryphal kind have survived precisely in a monastic environment and amidst the
low-ranking clergy, which had a need for messages of faith presented in an enter-
taining and allegorical form. Many of the short texts in BAR Ms. slav. 636 — About
the Old Testament Tabernacle, About Cleopatras ring — are entertaining readings
that have the function of a paschalia and generalize the connection between the
Old and New Testament (Law) through key images and symbols. These readings
were important in the minds and social practices of Orthodox Christians. The
fact that a specific part of the Tale of the Tree of the Cross was included in this rich
collection reminds us once again that we should look upon BAR Ms. slav. 636 as
a true monastic encyclopedia. The manuscript offers an indirect proof that Mol-
davian literature was a recipient of works from the Old Bulgarian and Slavic litera-
ture of various kinds, which enhances its value for modern research. The tradition
of apocryphal readings in the Moldavian lands began in the preceding, 14" centu-
ry, and some of the most important monasteries, above all Neamt, have preserved
the traces of the compiling efforts of outstanding writers in this field. The latest
research has shown that Gavriil Uric was a compiler of apocryphal readings as
well, and used them in compiling some of his own collections**. BAR Ms. slav. 636
continued the development of this line in the 16™ century.

* A. TIACKAJL, Hogvte 0annvie o pykoncunoti Hacnsouu Taepuuna Ypuxa 6 cnassaHo-monoasc-
Kotl kKHuscHocmu nespoil nonosunvt XV eexa, [in:] Pymsanyesckue umenus, 4. 2. Mamepuanvl medxc-
OyHAPOOHOU HAyuHO-npaxmuueckoti koHgepenyuu Poccutickoti 2ocydapcmeennoti 6ubnuomexu,
12-13.10.2016, Mocksa 2016, pp. 31-36.
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5. Publication of the text based on BAR Ms. slav. 636

/f. 316r/ 8KaZh KaKo c'm;o;m (N BpACTKO / Hpmcmnoe~ B mad ByEMena BRILE L
MMENE / CEMEKATH. AIOB'KLIJE p'klm w x’k 1cR / canlwami n osp‘kc'l'u xo'l"k/mz KM,A;I;'PM
xa ?KrY\AAALIJE KI/I/'A"'R'I‘H xA Bmum CEMEKATH / up'h Bk EAHNK ,A,wh B'hZAEFh Ha / WAp'h
CROH- RHAK NTHUAR REAH/KR 0 UISHR, NOci'R NOAATR AKTA/RIIH- 0 B'RZAHEH CA O NEH-
NTH/ILA BRZAETRRINA SAPHE™S KHAR / CROH- H NPA E'WNHAE Bk OUlK €0 / 0 weakn'k-
KeWd ero EKWe / réRARA- CH'K €M NPWRK- HArk/We KENR HAKAYN EKch B CERk-
/ 1Ko K WeaknE cemeKATH k- / NPHUZEA CHA CROEMO MPWRA- H pede / EAS. ChHHMAR
B ZEMAA AWANKS / 0 HE NOHMB HHKSro © rph céro- /f. 316v/ aa ne ngonorEemh S
Mirke n / c'uszpﬁ AANK 1O AKAE , Ad nwcmA/BMMh 4N CKp\éKnms H nocAk / ® nero
B'hIKHREMh- NONEKE / Qzua,mvh B'heH AIOAIE AZ’h ® / caknomx I'IOpA?KENh ECMhe /
Bm,a,m‘h HNk u,pm H NOHMET / u,p'mo HALE- CKpoBNoe TROE / EXAETh HAMb HANOCAR-
CHs / €M NPWEK HE NOXK €l COBOR HH/KOTO- WTHAE REAHKO 2KAAG/CTENK- H MOATH TAMO
HNKIA cm\f/r'u CEE'R- ChEHQPAKTH A&Nh ek / Kpémonoﬂ\ REAHKOR- MAAO Aé/mxm ‘a
ON'k Bprhzame Aa ne OY/ZNAETh HEKTO H HHK nprkmm / mwl;uu EW cpu,z nnaqmuo
1Ko / HHK NHKTO- RHA'K Fh KEAI/IK:Y\ / ?KAAOC'I‘h cpua ero crwmsopn / i nmo M PAEh-
nphn,a,e Kk npr“ /f.317r/ w pe npﬁumu MENE 1 BX\AX\ ¢ TO/ROR- I'IpOKh pe Kb X8
W Kom / ZEMAA £CH- 'k PEUE FOQNA / CTPANR ECM'hs- I'IpWBh pEE- / KAKORO HMA TEER
NdelIEI.IJh / i p; EMMANWHAL € HMA MOk / I'IpWRh PEUE- KAKORA B paso'm / TRoa- Ik
PEUE- KNHIKERENK ECMTs- / TAKOIKE CABILIA NPWEL O KNHSR- / B'hZPAAORA CA H PEUE, EXR AH
¢k / MHOR- T mmpo'cn Ngwea, W / quf ES- KAKéBo ,A;Iiz\o A’ﬁna/emn ZA‘E ONk PEYE-
EAHNh pABh / ecmn cemmma k- nocmmh / MA ECTR AANK C'hEpA'I‘H HAPW / MbR NE
AAE'Fh NOREAKHO MH € / B30 npumcmn NE BRMb U0 / ChTROPA; emmauwm\h peqe/
A7k CEEPR CIFRWING- [k pEde / NPWRS- cTaNM HaAAAgue- npn /f. 317V/ iiie EMmanwi B
rpd - RWZH/MALIE FAA- AARAHTE K3KIA ERH. /A KecAPeRA KecApS. NAPW cAniui / TAKWEHZH
KU NPUNWLIAXR / MNWIKKCTRO ZAATA H CPEBPA- / NPWEL K RHAKRR AMBAKIIE CA-
/ v peue ® KXAS ce Mk nphiage: / A7 ke B MHWsE' mkeTR HH/UTO e He ChEQA
" OK e B'h EAM/HOMB MECTR BheE MIPR AACTR / KOAHKO XOUIR- MNPWEL PEUE K /
8. EMMANWHAE KAKO CRTRO/PA AKEOEL ¢ TOEORK: Fh PEUE KA/KOER AKKORL XOUIEWIH
BRAE / TEBR, 1AKO EPATA PEUE Fh CRTRO/PA- TAKO H B'hZAKEHILH MENE / 1AKO CAM CA-
NPWEK PEYe ChTRO/PH- Ik BhZEMb XAPTTAR H ZaNHCA / PRKOR CROER EPATKCTRO. H PEYE /
HEARAKNRIMK ScTH, NpokAATk /f. 3181/ AA ECTh TRH GAKK ChTROPHEKIM / EJATCTEO H
HER'KPORARKIM €0 / KOAE €cT'h ® BPATA POFKENAMO- / NPWRK PEUE MHWIO HAMK ZAATA / W
CPERQA- ﬂOﬁA’th E'h ZEMA'R / Nf\um\ np'l'ﬁ,A,wme\ H cméum\ / npH ROAR THCA- Fh p@qe
Kb npw/a% "W EPATE NPWRE- NPWEL psqe /- cz AZ"h b peye R’hNHA"RMh B / BOAM H
WHKIAMK HALLR CKBp"h/NhI TOFAA AHBMIJ.IA AFFAH / er',A,A PEYE b Kb YAKS w EpA'I‘E /
I EhHHAE B’ BOA:K H Sxﬂamn / pmm& H peqe ‘w npwm npwm; / pmz Ce A7k EYE,
BReH Ay / € phIBA cia- pqu HE BRMAI spm'f / i peus Oun cen pms’k ZA cak/nomx
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é’cm’k MEXKIh €X é'c'rrh / 74 npon&zm "2 KAKUL ER €cTh / ZAME HEuHCTaro ASKa-
HpWKh /f. 318V/ NOATH PhIER H paz&ufk E'h cpu,u / CROEMA- nommz O ero cak/nk
€CTR- H MATH EMO npom/mma €CTh- KEND €10 MM"RA/[IJH HEYHCThIN Aéxm npk AL/
CTh eMMANwMAS NN C'h/EpANIA CROA- B'hZEMh pRIER / 1 nphu,a,r Kb pWAHTEAEMh
cRoil . / Gmmmm ke Zd’l’KOpENh / Ad HE Szmmm HHKTO O cn’k/no'r"k ero- I'IpWEh
Wk €ro / npuiiie 0 pacTRoH Olm phlsox"‘ / Bs BOA’E H nomaza oun wu,"fi / cRoEMS
H NPOZPATH: ch MK/XRIpEMB NOMAZA TPk CROR H / HCWRAK- b KAKUTR noMaza /
KEWR CROR M HelRA'K- BUARR / KW ceMEKATH g 0 $AMBAS cA- / W pEde, CHS NPWRE
© KXAS CE / B'WZAAL €cH - OHk HenorkAa /f. 3191/ M8 BacA HeTHHR- Ceme/Kain
pede, NPhHARME CHS- / TR €cTh 1€ K€, €r0 3Ke A7k / NAA'KR cA BHAKTH. EhCTARK /
C'h PhIAANTEME NOHAE- H RHAK / FA ceMekARin HZAAAEUE- 1 Bl / s HERHAHMEL- GemeraTn
/ PACTPRSARK PHZKI CROA FA/lIE- CAARA TEER RAKO NE O/CTARN MENE B'h NMOMKIERAN-
B'h/ZBIQARLIH MWAHTEKI pRKO/MHCANTA €M0- MAAMALH cA / FAAWE ChUHTAAH gRun
/ €ro cAdBABUIE- cAARA TEER / BAKO 1AKO HZEOAHAK €CH ChUH/TATH A Ch PAEWMA
CROHMK / NPWROMK- TeRR / cAARA B'h BR/Kh, / amn’ -~






Instead of a Conclusion

@%we announced at the beginning of our study, this monograph book
is devoted to a Slavic 16"-century manuscript compiled in the Principality of Mol-
davia (BAR 636). It would be more precise to say this manuscript prompted our
study of a cultural phenomenon, related to religion, law and literature, which was
characteristic for the two Danubian principalities remaining outside the Sultan’s
direct rule. During the late Middle Ages, a specific synthesis of the literary heritage
of the South Slavs was accomplished in that region. We are referring to compiled
collections of works drawn from various sources, among which the Bulgarian lit-
erary tradition of Tarnovo played a leading role — a claim that is hard to dispute.
We argue that, in its present state, the compilation in BAR 636 was purposely made
to serve certain needs of the monastic scriptorium and, in a wider sense, the so-
cial demands of the Principality in the middle of the 16" century. The works of
Moldavian literature, of which our manuscript is an example, demonstrate that
the miscellanies produced in the first half of the 16™ century included anthologi-
cal works in the category of monastic encyclopedias, which present an unusually
varied combination of texts in different genres and on different topics. The content
of the manuscripts followed a basic ideological trend in the Principality through-
out the whole 16™ century: the political consolidation and assertion of state pow-
er through the fight against religious deviations. This was an enduring feature of
the Moldavian rulers’ policy. Some of the miscellanies, like the one under study,
were ordered and written by identifiable persons. A specific trait of these collec-
tions is their continuity with older models, the reproduction of texts that testify to
missing or poorly documented filiation links. The miscellanies display the syncre-
tism of medieval culture and the use of the written text as an axiological regulator
of social processes, of the mentality and life of the individual. This explains the
active participation of clergymen and monks in the compilation of such works.
The Moldavian lands were a kind of contact zone of literary influences coming
from the south, northwest, and northeast, which essentially means an area were

267



Instead of a Conclusion

South Slavic, Russian, and according to some researchers, Ukrainian, influences
intercrossed'. The donations made by Moldavian rulers to the leading monaster-
ies Neamt, Putna, Bistrita, etc., helped preserve remarkable works of South Slavic
writing and literature, and stimulated the emergence of a local type of miscellany
that continued the traditional culture of compilation typical for the Balkans in the
14" and 15" century. The theoretical study of the terminology and the textual and
structural markers serving as a basis for classification of miscellanies in the Bal-
kans, are not a topic of the present study. The most recent views on these questions
are presented in the quoted book by A. Miltenova®.

This “culture of miscellanies” has two aspects: the separate components and
the whole they make up. Thus, our research objective in working on the manu-
script BAR 636 and its twin, the Bisericani Miscellany was to present the separate
parts, the components that form the collection, as well as the message of the inte-
gral whole. The structure of this book is subordinated to these objectives. In the
separate sections, we present groups of texts within the collection: legal, doctri-
nal-polemical, historical and apocryphal works. The chapters within the sections
are devoted to separate texts — published in their entirety and analyzed here. These
texts were not a Moldavian creation. Only one of them might seem such, and only
partially at that: the so-called Moldavian Chronicle. The others are translations or
compilations inherited from South Slavic and/or Eastern Slavic traditions. They
have a history, and importance, as independent works, and hence have not been
overlooked in our monograph. The reader is already familiar with them. What is
particularly interesting for us is their functional unity as parts subordinated to the
collection’s basic aim: the fight against heresies and religious deviations. In light of
this aim, the separate works acquire additional weight, because the fight against
heresy was a fight for religious purity and, hence, for the salvation of souls, a goal
that acquires cosmic importance and extends not only to the age or to the bound-
aries of the Carpathian Principality, but, in an eschatological perspective, to the
End of time and the world.

The two main thematic sections of the miscellany are the legal and dogma-
tic-polemical. They are also the largest in size and their texts are grouped together
within the manuscript, as are in fact those of the other thematic components. These
specific elements of the content - the legal and doctrinal-controversial — define its
purpose and the chief verbal weapons used to achieve its goals. The manuscript has
traditionally been defined as a legal collection; because of that, and on the basis of

! D.]. DELETANT, Slavonic Letters in Moldavia, Walachia and Transylvania from the 10" to the
17" cc., “Slavonic and East European Review” 58.1, 1980, pp. 1-21.
2 A. MILTENOVA, South Slavonic Apocryphal Collections, Sofia 2018, pp. 23, 131-146.
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our research interest, we have first examined the functions and purpose of the legal
texts in the manuscript. There are several such texts, of which the most important is
the Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon, regarding which research in the last twenty years
has proven the Bulgarian origin of its translation, made in the time of the Second
Bulgarian Empire, at the end of the 13" and beginning of the 14" century.

The doctrinal-polemical part of the manuscript collection is a no less impor-
tant element of the whole inasmuch as it defines the purpose of the collection. Law
is an instrument in the fight against various deviations in the daily conduct of pe-
ople in society. However, in our case, the area of application of the law is defined by
the doctrinal-polemical texts. Thus, the verbal weapon forged by the manuscript
was aimed against heresy as understood at that time. Since the most numerous
and largest in size texts are anti-Latin, the deviations of the Catholics are the col-
lection’s main target of controversy. For us today, this would be a fight against
religious deviations and the related incompatible modes of conduct, but at the
time, these were interpreted as heresies. As mentioned multiple times, the main
controversial work in the collection is A Useful Tale about the Latins, which was
recently published and is therefore not included among out texts. Here we present
in full the Encyclical Letter of the Three Eastern Patriarchs of Alexandria, Antioch
and Jerusalem, as well as two anti-Latin texts with a rich tradition of dissemina-
tion in the South and Eastern Slavic lands. We believe that no particular problems
arise as to the functions of the polemical texts in the collection. On the one hand,
these texts determine its general anti-heretical orientation, and on the other hand,
each separate text has a concrete purpose. The message of the tale of the three pa-
triarchs concerns the rejection of the Council for Union with the Roman Church
and of some specific administrative actions of the prelates supporting the Union.
Here it is important to note the demonstration of unity by the three patriarchs of
the Orthodox East, which could be very motivating for those who hesitate. In the
case of the work on Peter the Stammerer, the text contains a system of semantic
codes that present Western Christianity in a negative light; the emblem of negation
is an antipode of St. Apostle Peter: the Stammerer is impaired in the inmost ability
of a Christian — the Word and the speech, related to it. The anti-Latin controversy
is certainly most prominently present in the collection, but it is not the only po-
lemical topic. The collection addresses other religious deviations as well, though
allotting them less space. These include the iconoclasts (age-old foes of Ortho-
doxy), the Armenians, and some other heresies, especially such as were current in
Moldavia at the time.

The presence of historical texts in the collection is also not hard to explain. On
the one hand, they were traditionally present in certain legal collections — espe-
cially the Brief Chronography of Patriarch Nicephorus the Confessor; on the other
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hand, these accounts of the past provided a historical context for the norms, and,
in our case, also for the fight against religious deviations. Of course, we should di-
stinguish between the separate historical texts. In our manuscript, there are three
types of them: a chronicle, the lists of patriarchs, and the Tale of the Ecumenical
Councils. Certainly, all three serve as a historical context for the legal norms, but
in different ways. In the case of the Tale of the Councils, this function is obvious,
because the legal part of the collection is primarily canonical. The councils of the
Church, especially the ecumenical ones, are among the most important institutions
that create new canons and confirm traditional ones. They also have doctrine-de-
fining and disciplinary functions, which almost covers all the tasks assigned to
a collection like this one. In this sense, Tale of the Councils certainly helps us situate
within a concrete historical setting the anti-heretical goals of the manuscript and
the fight against deviations, waged with words and law. The functions of the lists
of patriarchs are similar. It is worth noting that, while in the Greek manuscripts,
we find lists relevant to all the old traditional patriarchates, linked to the idea of
Pentarchy, the Slavic copies usually contain only a list of the ecumenical patriarchs
of Constantinople. Our manuscript is an exception in this respect, as it has a list
of the patriarchs of Jerusalem as well. We pointed out that the councils not only
establish norms but also condemn heretical doctrines and their upholders. In this
sense, the account of the councils certainly presents this clash of ideas as well.
The theme is presented even more amply in the chronicle of the legal col-
lection. This particular work situates in a broader context our knowledge about
the internal ecclesiastic struggles related to canon; this context not only goes bey-
ond the boundaries of a single epoch or a single country, but also transcends the
accompanying texts dealing with ecclesiastical-doctrinal disputes. The compiler’s
choice to include this specific chronicle is interesting for us. As a rule, the text
placed in such collections is the Brief Chronography by Patriarch Nicephorus, to
which a continuation is often added, and which is generally adapted to later ages.
This was usually done in a Byzantine environment, while the Slavic copies adhered
more strictly to the original. In our case, however, there is an important difference,
inasmuch as the “addition” here is quite large. Still, this is not a new chronicle, as
many have been tempted to think, but a serious addition to the Brief Chronography
by Patriarch Nicephorus. After the conclusion of the original text, which was com-
pleted in the 9™ century, it contains additions borrowed from Serbian chronicles,
and finally, a “Moldavian” section as well. We have already discussed this in detail,
and point it out again here in connection with the inclusion of historical works in
the collection. The idea was to situate the canons and controversial texts in their
own historical settings. We observe a double tendency: on the one hand, historical
texts are clearly oriented to universalizing the context and linking it to the general
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history of Christianity; on the other hand, there is local emphasis, which in our
case encompasses the Balkan and Eastern Slavs, and especially Moldavia. This is
a noteworthy particularity of our manuscript, and research on this feature should
continue.

The apocryphal part of the collection is the least typical, but sufficiently com-
prehensible in view of the other texts. We already pointed out that apocryphal
works are not necessarily heretical. In our case, they are obviously not. But it is
relevant to explain the presence of each of them in the collection. The Testament of
Abraham introduces several themes related to the purpose of the collection: such
a theme is the reward for good and bad deeds, which comprises administration of
justice in this world as well as retribution after death; both are inseparable from an
assessment of deeds and the passing of judgement based on the deeds. Thus, the
apocryphal work contains a clear message concerning law and law enforcement,
justice and clemency. Although indicating a certain discrepancy between God’s
judgement, based on charity and mercy, and human judgement, based on a less
merciful understanding of justice, the message of the deuterocanonical text never-
theless displays a search for unity based on Divine mercy and for the salvation of
all souls, even those of sinners. The Tale about How God Created the Brotherhood
of the Cross has a different but similar message. However, this text is not genuinely
polemical, but rather asserts the Christian values of charity and empathy, thereby
showing the road to Salvation, which is inseparably linked to the Word.

Thus, we believe our manifold study has shown the truly great significance of the
manuscript that is the subject of our monograph book. Until now, it has been viewed
as a primarily legal collection containing some interesting additional texts, such as
A Useful Tale about the Latins and the Nomocanon. In a sense, this is true; along
with its other interesting works, the manuscript is a rich and well-selected collection.
But our objective — and perhaps our “merit” — was not only to study and publish
these texts, but to reveal and demonstrate the integral message of the manuscript
as genuine verbal Panoply, a genuine spiritual sword in the fight against heresy for
the Salvation of human souls.
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The monograph is dedicated to the Slavic manuscript BAR

Ms. Slav. 636 from the Library of the Romanian Academy

in Bucharest, compiled in the Principality of Moldaviain 1557
during the reign of the Moldavian ruler Alexandru Lipugneanu
(1552-1561; 1564-1568) and under the Suceava Metropolitan
Gregory II, written by the hand of Hierodeacon Hilarion, in all
probability in the Neamt Monastery. The manuscript is an
occasion for the study of a cultural phenomenon related to

faith, law and literature, characteristic of the two Romanian
principalities, where during the Late Middle Ages a special
synthesis of the literary heritage bequeathed by the South Slavs.
The manuscript is a collection with mixed content of anthological
sort, type of monastic encyclopaedia, with an unusually

rich combination of texts of different genres and themes:

legal, dogmatic, polemical, chronicle, apocryphal, and others.

The aim of the authors is to study and publish the individual
texts from the collection, revealing the overall message of

the manuscript as a real verbal armament, a real spiritual sword in
the fight against heresies for the salvation of human souls.

...and the Lord saw the great sorrow in Prov’s heart,
and pretended to be a servant. He came to Prov, saying:
Take me and I will be with you. Prov asked him: What land
do you come from? The Lord said: I am from the upper earth.
Prov said: What is your name? The Lord answered: My name is
Emmanuel. Prov said: What is your job? The Lord said: I deal
with books. Hearing about books, Prov was very happy and said:
Be with me...
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