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This thesis focuses on the reception of John Chrysostom during the middle Byzantine period,
oth-13™ centuries, through the lens of the so-called Catechetical Homily on Pascha (CPG
4605). The earliest surviving attribution of this text to John Chrysostom comes from the
monastic leader, Theodore of Stoudios in the 9t century. Theodore began the tradition that
has continued over a millennium up to the present of reading the Catechetical Homily on
Pascha at the Easter vigil service. In this way, the text became one of the most frequently
copied and well known ascribed to Chrysostom. The text has two indirect textual traditions,
as well: one from Theodore of Stoudios and the other from Neophytos Enkleistos in the late
12th-early 13" centuries. Both abbots have left paschal homilies in which they incorporate
the text of the Catechetical Homily on Pascha. Part 1 of this thesis gives the first critical
edition of the Catechetical Homily on Pascha, as well as of Theodore of Stoudios’ Oratio 1V,
incorporating the former. Neophytos’ text already has a critical edition. Principal manuscript
witnesses are presented and a stemma codicum is offered, while intertextual relationships
are extensively discussed. Part 2 of the thesis focuses on the historical context of the
Catechetical Homily on Pascha during the middle Byzantine centuries. A chain of receptions
is traced that were inspired by, and responded to, Theodore of Stoudios’ 9" century
understanding and deployment of Chrysostom’s heritage. In each century the image of
Chrysostom played a slightly different role, building on what had preceded, while also
innovating in response to changed circumstances and agendas of the political and religious
actors of the time. Thus, each chapter of Part 2 focuses on one of the centuries from ca.
800-1204, complementing the critical edition of the text given in Part 1.
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John Chrysostom was the most prolific Byzantine Church father, reaching high levels of prominence in the
Byzantine Church for both his rhetorical prowess and spiritual instruction. Nevertheless, the process itself of
the development of his cult in Byzantium has never been systematically studied. Moreover, one of the single
most popular texts attributed to him, the so-called Catechetical Homily on Pascha, has also never been
systematically analysed, despite scholarly insistence for centuries that the attribution to Chrysostom must be
mistaken. The present dissertation addresses these two gaps in research together. Part 1 offers the first ever
critical edition of the Catechetical Homily on Pascha, as well as the first edition of a related Byzantine text by
the boisterous Constantinopolitan abbot, Theodore of Stoudios. The primary manuscript witnesses to the
Catechetical Homily, and all related texts, are presented in detail and the relationships between these texts
are investigated in an effort to bring to light as much of the history behind the Catechetical Homily as possible
from the point of view of the manuscripts preserving it. Part 2 builds on the research in Part 1 by examining
the context of John Chrysostom’s Byzantine reception and the people involved in the process. As noted
above, Theodore of Stoudios plays a critical role in 9" century Byzantium. Part 2 begins by tracing the major
lines of Chrysostom’s reception from his death in the early 5 century until the time of Theodore of Stoudios’
birth in the mid-8™" century. From there, it investigates Theodore’s understanding of Chrysostom, his use of
the Catechetical Homily among other aspects of the heritage attributed to Chrysostom, and how Theodore’s
promotion of a particular interpretation of Chrysostom sparked a chain of receptions that stretched over the
course of centuries. The chapters in Part 2 all address aspects of this chain of receptions, beginning with
Theodore’s use of the Catechetical Homily in the 9" century and stretching to the early 13" century, when
Neophytos Enkleistos, a recluse living on Byzantine and then Lusignan Cyprus, imitates Theodore, although
under different circumstances.
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GENERAL PROLOGUE

This study will center upon the reception of John Chrysostom in Byzantium in the 9"
13 centuries, with its starting point being the so-called Kaziyntixog Aéyog gic 1o éyrov ndoyo
(CPG 4605, PG 59:721-4), attributed to Chrysostom by the majority of extant manuscript
witnesses, as well as by Theodore of Stoudios and Neophytos Enkleistos.! No author’s
reception in any period can be fully comprehended through an examination of the Nachleben
of only one text, and this was never truer for anyone than for the outstandingly prolific John
Chrysostom. That being said, SermCat, which can fit onto one side of one manuscript folio,
has become simultaneously perhaps the most popular and least-often studied single text from
the vast Chrysostomic corpus of genuine, dubious and spurious works.? Its popularity is
directly related to its liturgical use in the Eastern Orthodox Church, being read aloud at the
Easter vigil service even down to the present day. However, the very fact that this popularity
is liturgical in nature has, in its turn, usually meant that scholars who specialize on various
aspects of Chrysostom studies—rhetoric, theology, identity and many other fascinating
aspects—remain unaware of the significance attached to SermCat and its connection to
Chrysostom’s rise in prominence during the 9"-13' centuries. Chrysostom’s pre-eminence in
the post-Iconoclastic middle Byzantine period is known to be associated with textual
collections such as the Pearls of John Chrysostom,® the Ekloge of his homilies attributed to
Theodore Daphnopates,* and by the liturgy attributed to him overtaking both that of Basil and
James to become the standard Orthodox liturgy celebrated within and without the Byzantine
empire. These latter developments all occur during the 9"-10% centuries, to which period also
dates the earliest direct evidence of the liturgical use of SermCat in one of the premier

Byzantine sciptoria of the time: the monastery of Stoudios. Theodore’s usage of SermCat is

I From here on, SermCat—from its Latin title, Sermo Catecheticus in sanctum Pascha.

2 This can be seen from a search through the Online Bibliography of Scholarship on John Chrysostom and
Attributed Writings, compiled and updated by Wendy Mayer. Available here:
https://www.academia.edu/6448870/Chrysostomica_An_Online Bibliography of Scholarship _on_John_Chrys
ostom_and_Attributed Writings (accessed on 28.5.20). In 240 pages of international bibliography, I was able to
find only 1 direct reference, that is to say, an article that specifically focuses on SermCat. It is mentioned in
passing in many studies of liturgical developments in the 9"-13% c.

3 Cf. Soporan (2016), who focuses, however, on the post-Byzantine period. Nevertheless, the collection survives
in an 11" ¢. Greek manuscript: Laurentianus Plutei 11.09 (1021), f. 282r: TO EIIONOMAZOMENON TOY
XPYZOSTOMOY | MAPTAPITAI BIBAION TH TOY KY(PIOY) IH(ZOY) | X(PIETO)Y XAPITI... Images
available here:

http://teca.bmlonline.it/ImageViewer/servlet/ImageViewer?idr=TECA0000613550&keyworks=plut.11.09#page

/579/mode/lup (accessed 28.5.20). The first text in the collection in this manuscript is SermCat.
4 Cf. Mayer (2015) 3.


https://www.academia.edu/6448870/Chrysostomica_An_Online_Bibliography_of_Scholarship_on_John_Chrysostom_and_Attributed_Writings
https://www.academia.edu/6448870/Chrysostomica_An_Online_Bibliography_of_Scholarship_on_John_Chrysostom_and_Attributed_Writings
http://teca.bmlonline.it/ImageViewer/servlet/ImageViewer?idr=TECA0000613550&keyworks=plut.11.09#page/579/mode/1up
http://teca.bmlonline.it/ImageViewer/servlet/ImageViewer?idr=TECA0000613550&keyworks=plut.11.09#page/579/mode/1up

part and parcel of his broader program of promoting John Chrysostom.®> Theodore of Stoudios’
reception of Chrysostom as a prototype of righteous, holy rebellion against the imperial court
sparked a response from the imperial court itself—which then strove to highlight Chrysostom
as its own protector. This counter-reception, in turn, caused certain disturbances among first
and second-tier elites in the late 11" century, leading to what is known as the Three Hierarchs
Controversy.® From the beginning, Theodore of Stoudios’ reception of SermCat, which he
attributed to John Chrysostom, inaugurated a new era in Chrysostom’s reception history—one
which built on the work of the preceding centuries, while at the same time, raising Chrysostom
to new and unprecedented heights.

In the early 9™ century Theodore of Stoudios quoted SermCat in full in a paschal
sermon of his own, his so-called Oratio 4 (PG 99:709-720), attributing it to John Chrysostom.
In one sense, Theodore did nothing innovative; Mary B. Cunningham has highlighted
numerous cases of patristic homilies being employed as readings in churches, mainly
monasteries, primarily on major feast days.® Albert Ehrhard’s three-volume work on the
tradition and duration of Greek hagiographical and homiletic literature examines much of the
manuscript evidence concerning these practices.” Ehrhard believes that liturgical compilations
of patristic homilies began to be widespread in the 8™ century, thus in the decades just before
Theodore’s birth and as he was growing up.'® The earliest extant witness to SermCat is
preserved in a mid-9™" century manuscript, Vaticanus graecus 2079 (before 868), from the
Stoudios monastery in Constantinople.!! Thus, the direct tradition of the text is intimately
connected to Theodore’s appreciation and use of Chrysostom and how he influenced the
thought and liturgical practices of Theodore’s own age and those following it. Indeed, the
monks of Stoudios took great care to ensure that Theodore’s Catecheses enjoyed wide

distribution, already from the 9" century, in monasteries both within and beyond

3 See Part 2, ch. 1 for details.

® These details and effects of Theodore of Stoudios’ reception of Chrysostom will be explored more fully in Part
2.

7 From here on, Or.4. The text printed in PG is that of Mai from volume V of his Patrum Nova Bibliotheca of
1849. The title Oratio 4 is an adaptation from Mai’s title, Oratio 3, based on the different order of texts classified
as Orationes in PG. This title does not appear in any manuscript witness. Instead, in the manuscripts, this text
never appears in any series of orations by Theodore, and I am unaware of any such series under Theodore’s name,
in general. The text often appears as part of both his so-called Small and Great Catecheses, but it is just as often
preserved separately from these collections. See section B.

8 Cunningham (2011). Moreover, Theodore incorporated other texts into his own works, encomia, catecheses etc.,
on other occasions as well. See Kaklamanos (2018) 540-553.

% Ehrhard (1936-39).

10 Ehrhard (1936) 1:54.

! There will be a detailed presentation of the principal manuscripts below.



Constantinople.!? In this connection, another development of the early 13" century becomes
directly relevant and significant to this study.

The monastic typikon left by Neophytos Enkleistos (1134—ca. 1214) to his monastery
is preserved in the early 13™ century manuscript University of Edinburgh 224 (Laing 811),
copied by the notary of the episcopal court Vasilios of Paphos in 1214, and corrected by
Neophytos himself.!* In his typikon we read that his catecheses were to be read out every
Sunday.!* The Catecheses themselves are also preserved in one sole manuscript witness, again
bearing Neophytos’ autograph corrections, Parisinus supplementum graecum 1317 (1214), also
copied by Vasilios. Neophytos’ twelfth Catechesis is entitled: A short prologue to the divine
and holy Chrysostom’s sermon on the resurrection. In essence, Neophytos does exactly what
Theodore had done approximately four centuries before him:!> he introduces SermCat as the
paschal homily par excellence, quotes the entire text and then concludes with a short epilogue.

There are many aspects of Neophytos’ Catechesis 12 that will be analyzed in fuller
detail below. However, one structural element must be highlighted briefly here. After quoting
the penultimate line of SermCat, Neophytos then moves seamlessly into his own epilogue, in
no way indicating that he has finished quoting SermCat.'® Indeed, his transition even reflects
an attempt to try to continue SermCat. At the end of the Catechesis, Neophytos asks for his
listeners’ understanding in adding his own few words to the end of SermCat—a request that
makes most sense if his listeners in the early 13 century were already so familiar with the text
that it was not necessary to indicate to them where SermCat ended and Neophytos began

again.!” If this interpretation is correct, then between the time of Theodore of Stoudios and

12 Kaklamanos (2018) 191-194; 205. Cf. the testimony of patriarch Anthony III of Constantinople (974-979) in
his Catechesis 3.4-7: “Adehpol kol mATEPEG, OO Ypeia TG TATEWVTS LoV TopavEGEmS Ol TO Beodidaktov Kai
eumeeg VUMV kol VAAKOOV €V Gmact, Kol Ol TO TOV KOWOV MU®V ToTEPO Kol QOoTipa Gmavio Kol
TpoavayyEAAEWY Kol TPOP@TILEWV TOG DUETEPAS WYLYOG O THG KATNYNTIKTG avToD kaf™ EkdoTnV Topavésemc.”
Taken in conjunction with the evidence presented by Kaklamanos, the identification of the kowvov u®dv matépa
as Theodore of Stoudios is convincing. Roughly a century later, Niketas Stethatos also testifies to Theodore’s
continuing significance for monks at Stoudios, as well as those formerly there, in his Life of Saint Symeon the
New Theologian, chh. 61, 63 and 108.

13 For other manuscripts copied by Vasilios, see Repertorium der Griechischen Kopisten 11I/1 A, 45. Agapitos
(2020) cites Neophytos’ year of death as 1219.

14 Stephanis (1998, vol. 2) Tomixs AoBixn 13.2.

15 And his textual allusions to Theodore’s Or.4 will be explored below in Section C.

16 He has added a note in his own hand on f. 69v, where his epilogue begins, that reads: mpoo@ijxei éyxieioron, as
we will see in further detail below. However, within the actual text that the audience would be hearing there is no
indication of the transition.

17 This would seem to be further supported by the large number of extant witnesses to the text between the 9%
13" ¢. Cf. Cunningham (2011) 96 who notes the lively character of SermCat. She is referring to the current
interactive delivery of the text, where certain phrases are repeated by the listeners after they have been read out,
for example: émkpavOn and évéotn. These words are each repeated in phrases of parallel grammatical structure
in the final sections of the text, and at each instance the listeners respond back together loudly: €mkpdvon!



Neophytos Enkleistos (913" centuries) SermCat had come to definitively occupy the
position of paschal homily par excellence within monastic communities, if not outside them as
well. Therefore, what appears to have begun with Theodore in the 9" century—employing
SermCat as an authoritative paschal homily—culminates in Neophytos’ indirect confirmation
in the 13™ century that SermCat had become a text widely known and associated with Pascha
and, as always, with the name of John Chrysostom.

In the 9 century, Theodore of Stoudios looked primarily to Jerusalem and its
surrounding desert monastic communities for support in combatting the Iconoclasm that had
overtaken the imperial capital.!® This is hardly surprising since Theodore himself had spent
roughly the first two decades (780-799) of his monastic life at the Sakkoudion monastery in
Bithynia in Asia Minor, an environment heavily influenced by monks from the monastery of
St. Sabas in the Judaean desert, some of whom had migrated to Bithynia following the Arab
conquest of 638.!° Their influence on Theodore’s thought can also be discerned in his adoption
of their practice of writing nine-ode canons.’® Within this context, Theodore viewed
Chrysostom as his model in opposing what he considered the heresy of the capital and the
impiety of the imperial court.?! Chrysostom had battled the Anomoians during the Arian
controversy; Theodore combatted the Iconoclasts. Chrysostom rebuked the empress for her
opulence and greed; Theodore rebuked the emperor (Constantine V1) for his licentiousness and
adultery, as well as impiety (Leo V). Both were exiled numerous times; both died in exile. It is
not difficult to see why Theodore would have held up Chrysostom as his prototype, and indeed,
he himself cultivated this image.?> One other area in which he strove to imitate Chrysostom
was liturgical practice.?

Theodore is well-known for his liturgical and monastic practices. He is often thought
to have enacted liturgical reforms characterized by strong influence from Jerusalem, in
particular the Monastery of St. Sabas.?* Theodore strove to respond to the challenge of

Iconoclasm by emphasizing Christ’s passion and resurrection—thus highlighting both his

avéotn! However, I have not located any evidence indicating that Byzantine audiences interacted in this or other
ways with the clergyman as he read SermCat.

18 Theodore of Stoudios, Letters 276-278.

19 Pott (2010) 131-132.

20 ibid. 129; PG 99:1758-1778.

21 Theodore of Stoudios, Letters especially, 24, 28, 31.

22 This will be presented in detail in Part 2, chapter 1.

23 Without getting into the complex issue of the liturgy attributed to Chrysostom, Theodore accepted Chrysostom’s
authorship as unquestioningly as any Byzantine.

24 Pott (2010) 126. But cf. Galadza (2019) who challenges the concept of Theodore as a liturgical reformist.



divinity and humanity together.?’ In this effort Palestinian traditions were an obvious choice
for Theodore, since they had already been doing the same for centuries in order to respond to
the Anti-Chalcedonians, as evidenced not least in the catecheses of Dorotheos of Gaza, the
collection of whose works was compiled at the Stoudios monastery.?¢

Part of Dorotheos’ strategy of combatting the Anti-Chalcedonians included turning to
homilies of 4"-5" century Church fathers. Petrides first noticed that Dorotheos provides a
commentary for certain lines of sermons by Gregory Nazianzen being sung as hymns on
Pascha.?’ Strunk followed upon and expanded this research,”® while Detorakis notes that
Dorotheos must be grouped among the commentators on the work of Gregory Nazianzen.?
Towards the end of his collection of Catecheses, Dorotheos addresses two questions, both
related to texts of Gregory being employed liturgically: on Pascha and on the feast of the
Martyrs—taken from Oration 1, On Pascha, and Oration 33, Against the Arians and to himself,
respectively.3? Of interest here is primarily Gregory’s Oration 1 on Holy Pascha. Certain lines
from sections 1 and 4 of Oration 1 had been incorporated into the liturgical hymnography for
the celebration of the resurrection. This is significant for two reasons. First, Dorotheos
encourages the practice of incorporating lines from patristic texts into hymnography, as he says
it helps the divinely-inspired thoughts of the fathers to take root in the souls of both those who
sing and those who listen. Perhaps Dorotheos’ action can be taken to imply that patristic texts
had been employed for such liturgical purposes on other feast days, as well. Pott has argued
that from the 7" century onwards Palestinian monks sought to imbue their liturgical
hymnography with didactic material, as preaching had become more difficult under Islamic

rule.’! Dorotheos appears to foreshadow this development himself:

“For this reason, brothers, it is good to sing [hymns] from the sermons of the holy
god-bearers, since they are always striving to teach us whatever will contribute to
the illumination of our souls. And by doing this we are always able to learn from

these very words the significance of the feast being celebrated, whether it is a feast

25 These themes will be examined in detail in the detailed analysis of Theodore’s Or.4, which will follow the
critical text below.

26 Stouraitis (2017) 78-80; Kaklamanos (2018) 211.

27 Petrides (1904).

28 Strunk (1955).

2 Detorakis (2003) 126-127.

30 1t is unclear which feast of “The Martyrs’ he has specifically in mind. However, it should likely be a feast day
that occurs after Pascha in the liturgical calendar, since Dorotheos himself mentions his previous explanation of
the hymn for Pascha in this Catechesis. See Regnault and Préville (1963) 474.

31 Pott (2010) 138.



of the Lord or of the holy martyrs, of the fathers or simply whatever holy and

special day it may be.”*

Second, Gregory’s Oration 1 (inc. Avactdcemg uépa kol 1 apyn o0e&id, CPG 3010.01)
and Oration 45 (inc. 'Eni th)g @uAaxiic pov otioopat, CPG 3010.45) were taken up again in
the 7"-8™ century hymnographical compositions attributed to John the Damascene for Pascha
at the Lavra of St. Savas in the Judaean desert.*3 More significantly, Gregory’s Oration 1 and
Oration 45—both of which are paschal homilies—appear in Stoudite and Sabaite Typika as
readings on Pascha Sunday, together with SermCat, and all three texts are preserved together
in numerous manuscripts intended for liturgical use, such as: Baroccianus 199 (10t century),
Hagiou Saba 1 (10" century), Pantokratoros 84 (14" century), Baroccianus 197 (1343) and
Hagiou Saba 105 (15 century).

As noted above, in the Judean desert patristic homilies were being adapted into hymns
in order to facilitate the promotion of theological messages under the changed circumstances
of Islamic rule. In Constantinople, however, this difficulty did not exist, and so preaching
continued largely as before. The above manuscripts listed that preserve both Gregory
Nazianzen’s two paschal orations and SermCat perhaps represent an effort that appears to have
begun in the 9"-10™ centuries—most likely post 843—to unite both Chalcedonian theological
messages in one and the same book. In other words, evidence cited above reveals that Gregory
Nazianzen’s two paschal orations had served the function of preaching the Chalcedonian
interpretation of the resurrection by being adapted into hymns. In 9" century Constantinople
Theodore of Stoudios turned to SermCat. Manuscripts such as Hagiou Saba 1—and even
Vaticanus graecus 2079 (before 868), which preserves SermCat and Gregory Nazianzen’s
Oration 45—combine these two Chalcedonian messages, one utilized in the Jerusalem
patriarchate and the other in Constantinople. Both were employed in the struggle against Anti-
Chalcedonians and Iconoclasts. It is into this context that Theodore of Stoudios’ use of

SermCat must be situated.

32 Dorotheos of Gaza, Catecheses 474: “A1d, Todto Kahdv &otv, Adedoi, 1O YaArew &k TV Adymv TéV dyimv
Be0popmv, Emeldn TovTooD GToVdGLoVoLY el S1BACKEWY MUAG TAVTA TO GUVTEIVOVTO TPOG POTIGLOV TOV Yoy dV
NUGY- &v 0i¢ kol mpoKerTon NPV €€ adTdY TV TPOsEAPmY LYV Kol adTHV THY SVvapy Tfic EmTelovpévig
UvAUNG ael pavoavely, gite Agomotikn éoTv £0pT, €ite AyimV PapTOP®V, £iTE TOTEP®V, €T ATAMDG oia OfjmoTe
aylo kol Teprpavig Nuépa.” All translations are my own, unless otherwise noted.

33 The question of John the Damascene’s authorship of this and other compositions is, of course, under debate.
See Louth (2005) for analysis and further bibliography, as well as, more recently, Krueger (2017), both of whom
are in favor of the attribution to John the Damascene.



Consequently, with the above in mind, this study is divided into two parts. In the first
part are presented all primary manuscript witnesses to the texts in question: SermCat, Or.4,
Neophytos’ Catechesis 12, and any other versions of these texts that have been identified.>* A
stemma will be provided, where necessary, together with detailed descriptions of the
manuscripts themselves from paleographical, codicological and philological perspectives.
Moreover, critical editions of both SermCat and Or.4—mneither of which has ever been edited
critically—will complete the first part of this study.

Part 2 presents Chrysostom’s reception with a broader-angle view through the 913t
centuries. As noted above, the two major milestones in the history of SermCat have been set
by Theodore of Stoudios and Neophytos Enkleistos. It is, of course, possible that SermCat was
perhaps being used before Theodore delivered it in a 9™ century catechesis, and manuscripts
preserve it well after Neophytos’ death, sometime after 1214. Nevertheless, the official,
universal institution of the text as the paschal homily—overtaking Oration 1 of Gregory
Nazianzen, which was also used in this capacity in monastic communities since at least the 6
century, as noted above—appears to have been begun and completed within the space of the
9th_13t centuries. For this reason, the second part of this study is devoted to an examination of
Chrysostom’s reception more broadly conceived during these five centuries. The tradition of
SermCat—both its copying and its rise in prominence—did not develop in a vacuum.
Byzantine history from Iconoclasm to the Fourth Crusade witnessed various high and low
points spiritually, economically, politically and culturally, all of which contributed to the
ideologically highly-charged environment that prevailed. It was within this environment that
John Chrysostom acquired the official, institutional significance for the Church and the
imperial court that he has retained in part to the present day. Therefore, the second part of this
study follows the traces from the time of Theodore of Stoudios to that of Neophytos Enkleistos,
unravelling the various stages in this process, as well as the role that SermCat played, and thus
contributing to a deeper contextualization of the philological analysis presented in Part 1.

This will comprise an examination of how many and various authors approached and
employed Chrysostom’s oeuvre, certainly including Theodore and Neophytos, but also
emperor Leo VI, Theodore Daphnopates, Niketas David Paphlagon, Photios, Arethas,
Theophanes Continuatus, John Mauropous, Michael Psellos, the Synaxarion of the Monastery
of the Theotokos Evergetis, and many others. This will be a contextualizing examination of the

specific details, or steps, in the process of John Chrysostom’s rise to prominence in the Middle

3% A discussion of editorial technique and methodology is included below.



Byzantine period—during which the liturgy attributed to Chrysostom overtook that of Basil
and James in popularity both within and outside of the Byzantine empire. These sources will
together present a unified and holistic picture of the development of John Chrysostom’s

Byzantine reception from Iconoclasm until the Fourth Crusade.



PART 1—TEXTS AND MANUSCRIPTS

INTRODUCTION: EDITORIAL TECHNIQUE AND METHODOLOGY

In choosing to examine SermCat, I must also address the issues of authorship and authenticity,
which relate directly to the editorial technique and methodology adopted in the present study.
These former will be presented from both a historical and theoretical point of view. First, I
examine previous scholarly work on SermCat and its effects on the way the text has been
viewed, an analysis that will then be supplemented by a discussion of current editorial theory
and methodology. In his voluminous edition of Chrysostom’s corpus of the early 17" century,
Henry Savile (1549—-1622) pronounced SermCat spurious. Unfortunately, he did not elaborate
his reasons for doing so. One century later, Bernard de Montfaucon (1655-1741) produced his
own multi-volume edition of Chrysostom’s works, relying heavily on Savile. It is
Montfaucon’s edition that is reprinted in the mid-19" century in PG. Montfaucon groups
SermCat with seven other paschal sermons, stating that all of them are spurious. Savile also
had these seven other texts in his possession, as he makes clear in the margins of his exemplar
H (Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Auct. E.3.8, f. 569, 16—17" centuries), noting for all of
them, “Ex Ms. Episcopi Philadelphiae.” Pierre Nautin, in his critical edition of certain of these
other seven homilies, makes clear that this is a reference to Gabriel Seviros (1541-1616),
metropolitan of Philadelphia in name, but resident mostly of Venice.? Regarding SermCat, in
particular, Montfaucon believed it to be of better quality than the seven texts that follow it but
nevertheless fragmentary and ‘unworthy” of Chrysostom.® It is unclear whether he believes its
style, quality or length is unworthy of Chrysostom. Savile, again, does not explain his own
views. He simply strikes through Chrysostom’s name in the title of the text. It is possible that
both scholars reached this conclusion based on the fact that they appear to have accessed it
through manuscripts that transmitted it together with other texts whose style, vocabulary and

thematic content is overtly not that of John Chrysostom.

35 Nautin (1950), 23-25, esp. 24, n. 3. Seviros’ residence in Venice will become more significant below in Section
D in the examination of alternate versions of SermCat.

36 PG 59:721: “In sequentes de Paschate sermones. Qui primus occurrit sermo brevissimus, fragmentum est non
Chrysostomo dignum; sed melioris tamen notae, quam sequentes, qui a scriptore non indocto quidem, sed
admodum intricato profecti sunt. Septem postea sermones sequuntur ejusdem scriptoris, qui tanta obscuritate
praeditus est, quanta gaudet perspicuitate Chrysostomus.” However, cf. Baur (1908) 84—88, who argues that
neither Savile nor Montfaucon knew Chrysostom’s corpus, or his writing style, well enough to judge between
authentic and spurious works.
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Following upon Montfaucon, a period of scholarly silence has largely prevailed upon
this topic. After Savile and Montfaucon, no more multi-volume editions of Chrysostom’s
oeuvre intending to be comprehensive were published. Thus, attention to a small, seemingly
unimportant text such as SermCat has abated.’” Nevertheless, there have been significant
responses to Montfaucon’s laconic assessment of the text, often hidden in footnotes to editions
of other texts. Two of these are to be found in Angelo Mai’s (1782—1854) edition of the works
of patriarch Nikephoros I of Constantinople and of Theodore of Stoudios in volume 5 of his
Patrum Nova Bibliotheca and in Pierre Nautin’s critical edition of certain of the seven other
paschal homilies with which Montfaucon had grouped SermCat in his edition. First, Mai in
1849 notes in his edition of Theodore of Stoudios’ Or.4 the full-length quotation of SermCat
and Theodore’s attribution of it to Chrysostom. These facts lead him to criticize Montfaucon’s
haste in recklessly pronouncing spurious a work which he says must now be accepted as
genuine, since Theodore of Stoudios judges it to be s0.3® However, both Chrysostom scholars
and liturgiologists have largely remained either unaware of Mai’s comment or simply ignored
it, as SermCat is unfailingly pronounced spurious whenever and wherever it is mentioned.*®

Second, Pierre Nautin, in tracing the history of the other seven spurious paschal
sermons that Montfaucon had grouped with SermCat, notes that SermCat was also included in
the manuscript that Gabriel Seviros sent to Savile, as noted above. However, despite Savile’s
assumption that this common manuscript source constituted proof that all eight homilies were
spurious, Nautin notes that SermCat is not contained in any other manuscripts that transmit this
particular collection of pseudo-Chrysostomica, known as the “Little Trumpets”,*’ and that its
own tradition is both very rich and completely different from that of the other seven homilies.*!
Again, Nautin’s assessment appears not to have garnered much attention, perhaps not least
since it constitutes a footnote in an edition to other texts and the study of SermCat itself has

barely managed to attract scholarly attention for many centuries.

37 Cf. for example the extensive chronological list of editions of Chrysostom’s works in Baur (1908), in which
SermCat does not figure, outside of Savile’s and Montfaucon’s multi-volume editions of Chrysostom’s corpus.
38 NPB 5.24: “Exstat sequens sermo [sc. SermCat] vel fragmentum in editione maurina [Montfaucon] T. VIII p.
250. Spurium incaute Montfauconius iudicavit; nunc, autem, Studita iudice, inter genuina divi patris poni debet.”
Mai’s note is reprinted, along with his text, in PG 99:709-720.

3 Cf. Bertoniére (1972) 94-95; Thomas and Hero (2000) 116 n.8.

40 Cf. marginal note in top right of MS. Ottobonianus graecus 101 (17 century), f. 1r: koA lodvrar | 8 codmi |
yyo.

41 Nautin (1950) 24, n. 3: “Avant les homélies 1’édition de Savile et les deux autres portent un court texte intitulé:
Discours catéchétique sur la Paque. Ce discours figurait dans la copie envoyée par Sévére a Savile, puisque Savile
met en marge la méme indication que pour les homélies: Ex Ms. Epis. Philadelphiae. Mais il ne se trouve dans
aucun des autres témoins de la collection pseudo-Chrysostomienne, a laquelle il n’appartient pas. Sa tradition
manuscrite, tres riche, est complétement différente de celle des homélies.”
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Consequently, for over four hundred years as many scholars as have been aware of
SermCat have tended to believe and accept that it is indeed a text that wrongly bears the name
of John Chrysostom. What is even more significant, though, is that neither those who rejected
its authenticity nor those who upheld it have conducted any analysis or examination of the text
or its manuscript tradition. Neither Savile nor Montfaucon gives an explanation of his views
that can be considered sound and informed according to modern standards, and Mai’s
assumption that Theodore of Stoudios must be correct where Montfaucon was wrong is entirely
possible, and even plausible, but proven by nothing. Nautin rightly notes the difference in
transmission between SermCat and the other seven paschal homilies—which itself was an
important step forward—but as SermCat is not his object of investigation, he leaves his inquiry
there.*? I am aware of no studies or analyses of this text attempting to present the available
evidence and address the question thoroughly and systematically.

During the four centuries since Savile’s edition of SermCat was published, editorial
technique itself—and the concept of a critical edition—have also developed in significant
ways, and continue to do so up to the present. An unfortunate, common characteristic of all the
editions of texts discussed above is the lack of a presentation of editorial technique or
methodology adopted. In what has been considered the defining polarizing debate of the field
of textual criticism—namely, whether an editor adopts the Lachmannian method of discerning
the ‘original’ text through tracing variants, or the selection of a so-called ‘best’ manuscript,
whose text is then transcribed diplomatically and printed*—the editors of the above-
mentioned texts all appear to have been generally following editorial technique now subsumed
under Karl Lachmann’s name, though none of them ever mentions him or their methodology.
Even Pierre Nautin, publishing in the series Sources Chrétiennes in the mid-20" century,
assumed that his methodology for conceiving of a critical edition and producing one from the
available manuscript witnesses was essentially self-evident and thus did not warrant much

discussion. In the beginning of the 21 century this view still lingers to a certain degree.** In

42 Kaklamanos (2018) 595-597 also shows an awareness of the potentially problematic nature of Savile’s and
Montfaucon’s judgments.

43 The second of these two approaches is attributed to Bédier by Hult (1991) 117-118. See also Nichols (1990)
5-7. See also below for new approaches, especially in the work of Caroline Macé.

4 For example, Nathalie Rambault (2013) discusses the manuscript witnesses to Chrysostom’s texts on Pascha,
the Ascension and Pentecost whose critical edition she publishes, and she engages in a presentation of the
patchwork nature of certain of these texts, being essentially amalgams of genuine Chrysostomic material from
various sources—thus, perhaps, constituting an entirely new category in the seemingly binary analysis of
authenticity and spuriousness. However, despite much recent research on the subject, she appears to take for
granted that her methodology for constructing a stemma, evaluating variants and the very nature of the critical
edition are common to and agreed upon by all scholars.
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its most succinct form, the Lachmannian methodology dictates the collation of all known
manuscript witnesses in order to construct a genealogical stemma that should ideally then
indicate the best readings in an objective manner, relative to their proximity to the ancient,
‘true’ original text. Bédier, on the other hand, strove to identify the ‘best’ manuscript out of
those extant and print its text, with as little editorial intervention as possible.*> Each of these
two opposing poles of textual criticism has its advantages and disadvantages, but neither is able
to give a complete answer to the many questions posed by editing hand-copied texts, in
particular those that were in high demand and use—and therefore have survived in hundreds
of known witnesses with even more variants.

Nevertheless, there have been important advances made in the theory of stemmatology
and in the arrangement and purpose of critical editions.*® First, scholars have consistently
attempted to mine advances in digital technologies and even evolutionary biology for new
techniques to improve textual criticism. For example, many critical editions are now
constructed using computer-based collations and stemmata. Peter Robinson considers such an
approach preferable inasmuch as it significantly reduces the editor’s opportunities for error in
copying down readings and comparing them. Moreover, a computer-based collation appears to
offer the added advantage of avoiding the difficulties of having to choose an appropriate base
text by which to compare all manuscript witnesses before having constructed the stemma in
the first place.*” However, this method of reaching the ‘true’ text often proves insufficient for
hand-copied texts, and certainly for popular ones, since it is consistently derailed by any more
than a slight degree of contamination in the textual tradition. As the 10" century anonymous
Byzantine schoolmaster makes clear, what we today consider contamination of the tradition
was the means by which Byzantine scholars strove to correct the numerous errors in copying,

whether intentional or otherwise, that had crept into editions of texts over the centuries.*®

45 Hult (1991) 117-118. See also Timpanaro (2005) and Bédier (1929). Nevertheless, Bédier’s approach has by
now been relegated to the past.

46 On all of which see the recently published handbook edited by Roelli (2020), which I was unable to take fully
into consideration for the present study, as it was only published after the submission of my thesis. Nevertheless,
it gives a fuller treatment of the issues presented here with some of the latest research.

47 Robinson (1996). In this way one also avoids the logical difficulties of choosing a ‘best” manuscript to print—
whatever that may mean in a given, complex textual tradition.

48 See Anonymous schoolmaster, Letters 88.31-35: “tocadtng d&icOa dxpiBodc émidiopddceng, O ovk eEapkeiv
napevtifévol To0T® Kol T meptttedov 1| EAAETTOV onueiolg OAYolg TOlElV EUEavEG, AAAL S ETEPOG LETEYYPOPTIS
Kol £tépag cuvemokéyemg Emkpivecstar: tva ti yévmrtan; v’ €repog pev 6 Xpiotog ypdym, amoreiyol € v
pocOn KNV dAAog tod dpBpov, 0 8¢ petafdrol 10 Ocog dvt’ ékeivov;” Cf. Wilson (1996). Photios is accused of
forging documents to gain emperor Basil I’s favor: Treadgold (1997) 457 and (2013) 167. In the 14" century
Nicholas Kavasilas accuses Nikephoros Gregoras of forging passages from works of fathers of the Church in a
debate with Gregory Palamas (Garzya (1954) 526.64—-65).
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Contamination must necessarily be expected in ancient textual traditions; a methodology that
cannot function in, or make sense of, its presence will necessarily have limited success.
Within the field of evolutionary biology, philologists have viewed great potential for
stemmatology in phylogenetics. Caroline Macé presents the ways in which biologists and
philologists have been collaborating for many years in order to improve phylogenetic methods
for understanding the evolution both of living beings and ancient texts. The use of
phylogenetics, again, presupposes a computer-based approach in order to process the large
amounts of necessary data. As Macé¢ outlines, phylogenetics can be fruitfully applied to
stemmatology since it shares its base principle with evolutionary biology, namely that all
variations in the evolutionary tree can ultimately be traced back to one original source.*® This
is an advanced, more sophisticated application of Robinson’s above computer-based collations.
Again, here, contamination is problematic. Despite being considered progress in evolutionary
biology, Macé notes that in textual criticism an increase in variety or complexity in the tree of
origin is viewed negatively inasmuch as it indicates further distance from the ‘true’ original.
However, even beyond contamination, there are two serious problems, which to one degree or
another apply to both of these computer-based methods of analysis. The first, in fact, applies
more generally to the so-called Lachmannian method of textual criticism. As Macé herself
notes, philologists are dependent upon manuscripts as the only remaining evidence of their
texts in history.’® Since each of these texts was made by human hands, it follows that each is
unique, even if copied by the same hands. Therefore, when an editor essentially creates a
‘hybrid’ text, taking what are considered to be the best readings from multiple branches of a
tradition and combining them all into one critical text, then first the historical fact of the text’s
variety is erased from history, without proper consideration for the reasons why such variety
exists. Second, the hybrid text, which substitutes for the manuscript’s historical existence,
generally has no more firm evidence to support it than the editor’s own opinion. Finally, the
critical text itself constitutes perhaps the most egregious instance of contamination in the
textual tradition—a phenomenon that Lachmannian textual criticism considers only distances
the reader from the ‘true’ original text. Such inconsistency between the parameters within
which a methodology operates and the result it aims to produce is troubling. If we consider
that, in certain ways, ancient texts offer us our most detailed and closest access to societies and

cultures of the past, the implications of hybrid-reconstructions or contaminations of the past on

49 Macé (2006) 90.
50 Macé (2006) 94.
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such a scale are in fact alarming. Of course, any text must be interpreted, but this method of
interpretation seeks to impose normality and uniformity onto a tradition that never possessed
such qualities.

Finally, Macé observes that there is no overarching theory by which to explain the
evolution of texts entirely.’! As noted above, evolutionary biology rests on the fundamental
principle that change is good and is geared towards helping living beings adapt to their
particular circumstances; philologists, on the other hand, have readily disposed of this principle
with regard to texts—almost as if ancient texts were not to be read, used or considered
significant in ancient societies, as if they were simply for museum displays, to remain just as
is, so that we today might enjoy them as well.>? There is not much room in such methods for
the reality of the usages of ancient texts, and as a corollary to this, there is no available
explanation for the evolution of a text; philologists following Lachmann and Bédier have no
better interpretation for change than variations on a mistake, but this presupposes that all
human behavior in copying a text that falls outside of reproducing what the particular modern
editor considers to be the ‘true’ original is driven by failure of intention, rather than success.
David Hult summarizes this view eloquently, “...we are always safe in ascribing ignorance to
the scribe.”>3 This is, admittedly, quite an assumption. Moreover, failure, by definition, cannot
be formally theorized in the same way as successful intentions can since there is not the same
kind of intentional program being purposely followed. Thus, phylogenetics—a method
designed to explain logical, positive changes based on the program of species better adapting
to circumstances—runs into a serious logical problem when it is applied to texts in order to
interpret what is considered to be an opposite phenomenon, unintentional mistakes and
intentional contaminations. Since a copyist’s behavior is not predictable—despite the common
assumption that it is based almost exclusively on error—phylogenetics has, in fact, quite
limited applications to the development of texts in the ideological battle grounds of Byzantium.
In a society where forgeries and alterations of texts were not unusual, an editor today can never
be sure how intentional or not a significant textual variant is. A method that cannot comprehend

such positive, intentional changes will have great difficulties in offering the results needed.>*

51 Macé (2006) 95.

52 For an interesting presentation of this obsession with monuments from the past and our often unintentional
projection of this current obsession, and its demands, onto the past, see Riegl (2003). For an interesting application
of these demands projected onto the past, see for example Wilson’s (1996) complaints of Byzantine scholarship
on classical texts.

53 Hult (1991) 117. This does not mean, of course, that scribal error is not a significant contributing factor to
variations between manuscripts. Not all scribes were well enough educated to effectively act as editors of the texts
they were copying, and thus, simple mistakes must be distinguished from purposeful interventions.

>4 See Grafton (1990).
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Since the 1980s, a different current of thought in editing technique has come to respond
to many of the above difficulties. New Philology has striven to address the basic contradiction
inherent in the concept of the critical edition: to make use of manuscript witnesses, on the one
hand, in order to reach back in time as close to the original text as possible, while on the other
hand simultaneously taking the textual evidence preserved in each particular witness
seriously—when none of these witnesses preserves what the editor considers the ‘true’ original
text. In its most basic form New Philology’s objection to Lachmann and Bédier is based on the
fact that the critical text published can only definitely be traced back to the mind of the editor,
rather than the ancient author, whether as a hybrid construct or as a selection of one single
witness, ignoring all others.’> Moreover, the attempt to impose a rigidity onto the fluidity of
the hand-copied text is far more reminiscent of our current age of printing presses, publishing
houses and electronic pdf versions of books—absolutely identical in their infinite copies—than
it is of a culture dependent upon the human hand to decide whether to copy a text or not, which
text to copy and how.>® This problematic is further enhanced by two additional concepts.

In his 1972 Essai de poétique médievale, Paul Zumthor introduces the critical concept
of mouvance: the process by which a popular medieval text (usually one written in a vernacular,
Western European language in his study) undergoes large amounts of variation from one
manuscript witness to the next—a process which Zumthor considers characteristic of, and
essential to, a given textual tradition. Far from corruptions of the one ‘true’ original version of
the author, these variations are viewed as the various natural and self-evident phases of the
refashioning of a text in use.>” Though this may sound like a threat to the concept of a stable
text, which we may all study and make reference to, we must nevertheless keep in mind
Andrew Taylor’s observation that medieval manuscripts—far more than current, printed
books—are highly dialogic in nature.>® Roger Chartier phrases it eloquently, “In contrast to the
representation of the ideal, abstract text—which is stable because it is detached from all

materiality, a representation elaborated by literature itself—it is essential to remember that no

55 See Lied and Lundhaug (2017), esp. Lied and Lundhaug “Studying Snapshots: On Manuscript Culture, Textual
Fluidity and New Philology”. All of this, of course, is not to say that the editor’s opinion is without value, or
should not be offered. After all, any modern editor surely has more evidence of the text available in its rich variety
than any previous editor did. However, it is precisely because we have a much fuller picture of the textual variety
available to us today that we should make full use of it, instead of only presenting what we deem valuable or
significant from a given textual tradition.

36 Cf. Cerquiglini (1989).

57 Zumthor (1972) 84-106. On this phenomenon in pre-modern texts, see also the recent discussion in
Constantinou (2020), especially on page 6, where she argues that the rewriting of texts inherent in Zumthor’s
concept of mouvance: “is not just the natural consequence of an oral and manuscript culture, but also an essential
element of its ideology and aesthetics.”

58 Taylor (2002) 12.
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text exists outside of the support that enables it to be read.”” In other words, in the first
instance, there can be no SermCat—as there is no Republic of Plato or On the Crown of
Demosthenes—outside of the manuscripts that preserve it, in the first instance.®® These serve
as doors through which we attempt to enter further into the ancient lives of these texts, reaching
even to their performance, if possible. After all, the performance of a text—its intentional mode
of presentation to the world—is equally as significant as the text’s content.

All of these considerations are converging towards one and the same point of resistance
to Lachmann’s and Bédier’s textual criticism: erasing, or undervaluing, all variants to a text
that are considered to be useless or irrelevant to establishing the ‘true’ version of the text
precludes all human interaction with the text throughout history. In other words, this process
precludes intentionality and reception itself—two primary characteristics of human interaction.
For example, in his monumental study of Chrysostom in the history of literature, Baur implies
that Theodore of Stoudios’ Or.4 is directed against Iconoclasts—a possibility which, especially
concerning Theodore, is not surprising. However, it is by no means explicitly stated in the text.
Furthermore, he suggests that Theodore made use of Chrysostom’s literary heritage almost
exclusively in polemical works against Iconoclasm.%! The intentionality inherent in Theodore’s
handling of SermCat and his particular method of receiving Chrysostom in general are,
therefore, highly relevant to numerous of the manuscript witnesses examined below. First and
foremost, SermCat is transmitted in collections of Theodore’s Small Catecheses. The Small
Catecheses have been dated to the period 821-826, as opposed to the Great Catecheses, all of
which precede the Iconoclastic Council of 815. SermCat often opens the collection of Small
Catecheses as the reading for Pascha Sunday—the day on which the collection is designed to
begin being read®*—and as such, can convincingly be interpreted as Theodore’s response to
Second Iconoclasm precisely by highlighting the Chalcedonian Christology inherent in the
resurrection, and by implication the incarnation, of Christ, doctrines which formed the basis of
Theodore’s three Polemics against the Iconoclasts.®> Moreover, the oldest known extant

witness to SermCat—Vaticanus graecus 2079 (before 868)—is believed to have been copied

% Quoted in Taylor (2002) 1.

0 From the perspective of the transmission history of the text. However, this does not in itself negate the concept
of an author’s original and/or authoritative text. SermCat, for example, could potentially be the work of John
Chrysostom, as are many other texts, and yet still would only reach us through the medium of the manuscript.
From this perspective, the author’s (Chrysostom’s) original text would exist but readers would only approach it
through the material that, more or less faithfully, preserves it.

1 Baur (1908) 21.

62 Kaklamanos (2018) 205 and Leroy (2008) 219.

% On Theodore’s use of Chalcedonian theology in his Polemics, see Parry (2018), who also suggests that Theodore
wrote the Polemics near the same period that I suggest he delivered Or.4.



17

by Theodore’s successor, Nicholas the Stoudite (793—-868), at the Monastery of Stoudios.** As
we will see below, this panegyrikon also openly manifests its Chalcedonian theological
intentionality and reception of 4"-5% century Byzantine Church fathers, two facts which, if
ignored, could skew the evaluation of the variants offered by this manuscript and others that
follow it.

In this particular connection, Samuel Rubenson has recently argued that, especially in
early monastic textual traditions, the usefulness of a text was considered a far more important
criterion than its faithfulness to a supposed original; in this sense, each witness to the text—
theoretically copied by a different scribe under different conditions—is a unique edition of the
text.® In the case of Theodore and Or.4, such an argument could mean that if SermCat provided
Theodore with the theological support he needed to fight Iconoclasm, then his primary concern
would not have been to question whether John Chrysostom actually authored the text or not.
Rather, finding SermCat to promote Chalcedonian Orthodoxy, it would have only seemed
natural to Theodore that Chrysostom must indeed have been the author.

Rubenson, for his part, sees in this textual fluidity traces of the various uses to which a
given text was put over the course of centuries, and this is certainly not evidence to be relegated
to the category of ‘useless and/or irrelevant for the reconstruction of the text’. After all, it is
these very communities who used SermCat and many other texts for specific purposes that
have preserved them for us today. We cannot excerpt the products of their literary traditions
from all context. Such an approach to the NT was popular enough among Protestant
theologians to induce the beginnings of what is now called textual criticism—the hope of
reaching the ‘true’, original text by circumventing the tradition that produced and preserved it.
Indeed, these convictions were so powerful that, when he discovered how unfounded they are

in textual reality, Bart Ehrman coined the phrase ‘the Orthodox corruption of Scripture.”® The

% See below, Section A.

5 Rubenson (2017) 179: “...usefulness was more important than faithfulness.” For a view that had already taken
this supposition to further logical ends, see Ehrman (1996).

% Ehrman (1996). To this one might juxtapose the fact that the Byzantines had no set text, or officially sanctioned
and recognized edition of the NT. Cf. Rapp and Kiilzer (2019) 8: “The living liturgical tradition continues to shape
the reception of the NT in the Orthodox Church to the present day. Viewed from this angle, what may come as a
surprise to the scholar in search of the Urfext is perfectly understandable for the church-going believer: there
exists to date no authoritative text of the NT in the Greek Orthodox Tradition....[Karl Klimmeck] points out that
in the Orthodox tradition, the Bible acquires life, meaning and significance as it is embedded in the divine mystery
which is the liturgy.” and Krueger and Nelson (2016) 1: “This volume of essays about the NT in Byzantium works
against the simple notion of the Bible as a single text, a bound book, a fixed document, and an artifact widely
available to all—the consequence of printing and the Protestant reformation. Instead, it examines diverse aspects
of the Greek NT in the Middle Ages, considers the variety of its written forms both as continuous text and as
apportioned for liturgical use, and explores its oral and visual transmission and impact through sermons, hymns,
icons, and mosaics. Byzantines seldom encountered the text of the Bible as a whole, but rather in manuscripts that
divided scripture into smaller units, combined at times with other contents, so that the sum of the parts was greater
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basic logical problem remains that, in order to achieve this end, we must presuppose the
existence of a text for which we have no historical proof (the ‘true’ original, which in the
overwhelming majority of cases is nowhere preserved—and where it is preserved, in autograph
manuscripts, often the author has made alterations to the text that are transmitted into the
subsequent manuscript tradition with varying degrees of success, thus begging the question:
which of the author’s versions is the more ‘true’ or original; where does the preponderance of
intentionality lie?). In this way, we end up working backwards to prove our own pre-conceived
notions that are not supported by historical facts, namely the manuscripts themselves. Such a
platonic preference for the immutable ‘idea’ of a given text, as opposed to its material existence
in manuscripts, is untenable for objects made by human hands and minds. Human beings
always have intentions and specific circumstances, neither of which can be ignored in
evaluating their production. If human intention is not ignored in archaeology or the study of
material culture, why should it be in studying manuscripts, which are nothing less than highly
significant representatives of Byzantine material culture?

Therefore, in response to the above, for the present edition I have adopted the following
approach. I have collated by hand the 153 manuscripts known to preserve SermCat in one
version or another.®’ I do not mean to suggest that my hand-made collations surpass the
sophistication or accuracy that a computer could have brought to bear on the effort. However,
I do believe that I have developed a deeper acquaintance with the textual tradition and its many
variations through the long hours of reading and re-reading, copying and re-copying that these
collations required. I would certainly be less familiar today with SermCat’s various variations
had I left the task of comparison to a computer. These collations were all made against a base
text, which I took from PG 59:721-724, a reprint of Montfaucon’s edition. I chose PG’s text,

not because it is the most ‘original’, but because it is the latest printed edition, to which all

than the whole. The early modern print revolution transformed the Bible fundamentally, and in the opinion of
most people positively, but it also froze the Bible in time, cut it off from lived tradition, and turned it into a dead
artifact. Byzantium’s Bible was a Bible before print, a Bible so diverse, multifarious, multitudinous, that it cannot
be easily imagined, explained, or encapsulated by one accounting.” These two more nuanced and sophisticated
approaches to a text of such great importance to Byzantium’s spiritual and cultural life point the way to
approaching SermCat successfully, as well. To this day the Bible and SermCat remain the only non-
hymnographical texts included in the liturgical service books of the Orthodox Church, such was the popularity of
both. Both the Bible and SermCat were produced by a society in flux—and in constant dialogue with itself and
its past.

7 This number only represents Greek manuscripts. It does not include various 12" century translations into Arabic,
Slavic or Georgian that I have located. As the Greek manuscripts are already so numerous, I decided to focus
exclusively on them for the present study. Nevertheless, I thank Jaakko Hameen-Anttila, Shota Matitashvili and
Georgi Parpulov for guidance, suggestions and help comparing the texts of these translations to the printed Greek
edition of PG. This number also does not include the twenty-seven Greek manuscripts that I was unable to consult,
for which see Appendix.
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scholarly references to SermCat have been made since its printing. In other words, to the degree
to which scholars are aware of SermCat, they have likely studied it from Montfaucon’s text in
PG. 1t is also the text that has been included in the TLG. Moreover, as it happens, this is a text
that can be traced back at least to the 12" century in a manuscript now held in Oxford’s
Bodleian Library, Roe 6, as we will see below, and it is well represented in the following
centuries.

Regarding stemmatological methodology, SermCat is an easy case for many reasons.
First, it is a short text. No matter how one divides its lines, it can easily fit onto one side of one
page. Moreover, the text follows a tight, logically delineated structure, with many repetitive
parallel phrases. These facts seem to have favored variations in the text that would traditionally
be considered significant; in other words, most of the variations one finds involve omitting
certain lines in a repetitive parallel syntax, adding in certain lines—even attaching entirely
separate homilies, or material from separate homilies. Following the traces of such variation
has made it easy to discern which manuscripts are closely related since these variations have
the tendency to cluster. Thus, I argue that from the available manuscript evidence, five textual
families in SermCat’s direct tradition can be confidently distinguished, while for Or.4 I discern
three families. The detailed arguments for these distinctions are presented in the descriptions
of the primary manuscript witnesses.%® The stemma I have constructed is included below. For
each of the two texts, SermCat and Or.4, the stemma only includes the earliest manuscripts that
introduce the variants that are then followed by the rest of the tradition.

The texts of each branch of each textual tradition are then presented all together in
synoptic fashion, each with a critical apparatus that displays the variations within a given
family of manuscripts. As Neophytos Enkleistos’ Catechesis 12 already has a critical edition,
I have used this for my work on his text. Finally, I have offered my own opinion in the form of
a critical text for both SermCat and Or.4 after the synoptic presentations of their traditions. Of
course, I do not believe that editors’ opinions are without value. Rather I believe that they
should be balanced by the opinions of the texts’ other, ancient editors, the scribes who
preserved the text. Each editor of an ancient text today enters into the tradition and labor of
others; we ourselves did not sow the seeds—others have done that, but we reap the harvest. So,
we have entered into their labor. For this reason, I think it fair that each editor’s version be

presented, and each reader can then form his or her own informed opinion. In this way, perhaps

% Here is also an ideal place to note my indebtedness to Martin West’s (1974) concise handbook of textual
criticism, which has facilitated the construction of both stemmata.
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we will regain some of the dialogic nature of the manuscripts, which Taylor highlights in great
detail.®® I must say that I am fortunate to have had the luxury of adopting such a method for
SermCat. For longer texts, with more complex traditions, the above approach may well not be
suitable. It was feasible here, and I am happy to be able to open the door to the textual tradition
of roughly a millennium to each reader.

Finally, all of the above begs one last question: that of authenticity. Taking Lachmann,
Bédier, phylogenetics, mouvance, and Orthodox textual ‘corruptions’ into account, where does
authenticity fit in this picture? What role can it play? As we saw above, scholars of
Chrysostom’s writings have historically adopted the common, essentially binary approach to
authenticity that includes genuine and spurious writings. There is also the category of dubious
writings, but in the attempt to discuss a person’s thought and contribution to controversy, a
dubious work is hardly better than a spurious one, in the same way that dubious arguments are
not likely to convince. At a certain level, this makes sense; either Chrysostom wrote the text or
he did not. The basic and simple certainty implied here serves to reinforce the idea of the ‘true’
original text discussed above. Such binary opinions are frequently based on questions of the
text’s style.”® Once again, computers can offer significant assistance in this area. The TLG
project gives an editor today enormous advantages in the effort to uncover indirect textual
traditions, borrowings from other texts and stylistic similarities.”!

Stylometry, and especially the study of N-grams, has also contributed a great deal to
analysis of style, especially in evaluating a particular author’s style,”” and the TLG now
includes an N-gram analysis option. What emerges from an N-gram analysis of SermCat is
that its author employed good Atticizing Greek vocabulary that consistently appears in classical
authors, though in entirely different contexts. Out of all the results of comparison, only three
texts consistently display connections in content: SermCat itself, Neophytos Enkleistos’

Catechesis 12 and Goar’s Evyoloyiov of 1730, which included the text of SermCat for the

% Taylor (2002) 12.

70 Montfaucon used such criteria, and they are still popular today. See Voicu (2008).

"' As does the format that Theodora Antonopoulou has adopted in her (2008) critical edition of the homilies of
Leo VI. Whatever Leo has drawn from other sources is distinguished from his own material, which is printed in
bold in the text.

2 For a brief introduction to N-grams and their use, see Cavnar and Trenkle (1994), available here:
http://odur.let.rug.nl/vannoord/TextCat/textcat.pdf (accessed 27.12.18). For the application of N-gram study to
the question of authenticity see Oakes (2014). In particular, Oakes refers to the intriguing example of email in
determining authenticity (ix). Either a given message is written by the person it purports to have written it, or it is
not. Such a challenge to New Philology’s insistence on textual fluidity cannot be lightly dismissed, but as we will
see, there is yet more complexity to be uncovered in the transmission of ancient texts. If SermCat were transmitted
by email, many currently open questions would undoubtedly be answered.



http://odur.let.rug.nl/vannoord/TextCat/textcat.pdf

21

paschal service.”? However, even though the content of SermCat is not mirrored in other works,
it is important to note that its vocabulary generally is most commonly similar to other authors
of the 4" century, John Chrysostom being first among them. Many combinations, such as
€00EPNC Kol PIAO0£0C, PILOTILOG O dEOTTOTNG, EIGEAONTE TAVTES €1 TNV YOPAY TOD KVPIOL UMV,
nporofov 0 Hoalag éBonoev (as well as many others) appear almost exclusively in texts dated
to the 4™ century. The authors that consistently come up in comparison are John Chrysostom,
Basil of Caesarea, Gregory Nazianzen, Gregory of Nyssa, Athanasios of Alexandria and Cyril
of Alexandria—the first three being the most common, and Chrysostom himself the most
frequent among them. This is significant for many reasons.

First, despite the doubts cast on the text, its vocabulary and style appear to betray its 4™
century authorship in general, with a strong inclination towards the texts of John Chrysostom.
This by itself does not prove authorship.’* Nathalie Rambault has done much work to highlight
the phenomenon of constructing texts from pieces of Chrysostom’s genuine writings, thus
producing an entirely new text that was never authored as is by Chrysostom himself but bears
all the characteristics of one of his writings.”> Nevertheless, a necessary feature of such
compilations is that they contain passages taken almost verbatim from Chrysostom’s other
writings. This is not the case for SermCat; it does display similarity of vocabulary and style—
and some of its expressions appear in many of Chrysostom’s other texts—but it is certainly not
a case of compilation from other, unrelated genuine works. This leaves us the possibilities that
will be explored in the analysis below: SermCat may have been written by Chrysostom or it
may not; it could have been written by someone else in order to sound like Chrysostom so that
its message would attract more attention and have greater prestige, if it was truly intended to
fight the Iconoclasts as Baur believed.”® What is most likely for this, as for many other texts,
is that conclusive ‘concrete’ evidence for or against Chrysostom’s authorship will never be

found, and each reader will be left to form his or her own educated opinion from the evidence

73 It seems that Theodore’s Or.4 is not included in the TLG.

" 1t is difficult to imagine what would prove authorship. Stylistic similarities are often taken as proof of
authorship, but in a society so concerned with imitating the style of accepted authorities, this criterion does not
convince me. Nevertheless, we should keep in mind—as we will see in greater detail in the conclusions below—
that there is no less evidence in favor of SermCat’s genuine authorship by Chrysostom than there is for any of his
other texts that have never been suspect, such as Against the Opponents of the Monastic Life, the series On the
Incomprehensibility of God or even his Commentary on Matthew or other books of the NT. Naturally, Greek texts
by well-known and educated authors were often eponymous, a condition which acted as a stabilizing factor in
their textual traditions. Thus, the point here is not to cast doubt on the authorship of John Chrysostom’s scriptural
commentaries.

75 See Rambault (2013), (2014).

76 Baur (1908) 21.
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available.”” This is, indeed, the situation for the vast majority of Chrysostom’s writings that are
commonly accepted as genuine; there is not much external testimony verifying his authorship.
Usually, there is not much more to vouch for their genuinesness than similarity to other
writings, such as his NT commentaries, that have always been accepted as his (as they should
be).”® The question of authenticity is a difficult and complex one that, the further we follow its
line of thought, the more potential it has to leave us with fewer rather than more answers
regarding what we have always considered that we knew for sure.

Nevertheless, the opinions of Savile and Montfaucon have been taken at face-value for
so long by so many that it has simply become ‘common knowledge’ that SermCat is spurious,
despite the fact that over a century has passed since Baur disparaged both of their judgments
on authenticity of various works ascribed to Chrysostom.” It is for this reason that the
questions of authorship and authenticity must also be addressed in the present study, for the
first time presenting the available evidence systematically in order that what conclusions are
possible may be reached. Neither the text’s authorship nor its authenticity will play a significant
role in the analysis of Chrysostom’s Byzantine reception simply because I am aware of no
evidence that any Byzantines ever questioned the text’s authorship or authenticity.?® Rather,
the discussion of authenticity will address more modern philological concerns, in this way
complementing the presentation of Chrysostom’s reception in 913" century Byzantium. As
Daniel Galadza has noted in the conclusion to his recent study on byzantinization of the liturgy
in Jerusalem, new answers to old questions will come from studying “those texts known for
centuries, but never closely examined.”®! SermCat definitely fits this description, and I believe
the following analysis has much to contribute to numerous old questions relating to Byzantine
liturgical practices, monastic literature from the 4%-13" centuries and, of course, John
Chrysostom’s reception in the Middle Byzantine period. Therefore, in this first part we will

examine the major manuscript witnesses to SermCat, Or.4, Neophytos’ Catechesis 12 and any

77 For an intriguing discussion of the possibilities of authorship and how non-authentic attributions develop,
though focusing on devotional poetry, see Lauxtermann (2014).

78 In this connection, see also the fascinating, short treatise attributed to Cyril bishop of Kyzikos in MS. Megistis
Lavras K 41 (18" century), ff. 26v—27r. Edition and discussion in Lackner (1984).

7 Baur (1908) 84-88.

8 In fact, what little evidence does survive suggests quite the opposite. Gregory Akindynos makes reference to
SermCat in Oration 2 (9.26) of his Refutatio Magna of Palamas’ dialogue between an Orthodox Christian and a
follower of Varlaam. Akindynos references Chrysostom’s teaching that the kingdom of heaven is Christ’s
resurrection, and to prove this he cites from Chrysostom’s Homily 58 On Matthew and SermCat. Thus, it seems
clear that throughout the span of the Byzantine empire—and indeed up to the present day among Orthodox
Christians—SermCat’s authenticity was considered to be as definite as that of the Commentary On Matthew.

81 Galadza (2017) 353.
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differing versions of these that have been identified.®? The timeframe that we must take into
account in this examination is that of the manuscripts, which are extant from the 9" to the 17%

centuries. The sigla below are listed in the order in which the witnesses are described.

82 Only those manuscripts whose readings contribute to the distinction in textual families, and thus construction
of the stemma, will be presented. All of the rest are not presented, though a complete list of manuscripts collated
is provided in Appendix 1.
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Sigla

Sermo Catecheticus in sanctum Pascha

Roe 6 (12 century)

Vaticanus graecus 2079 (9™ century)
Laurentianus Plutei 9.22 (974)

Vaticanus graecus 1633 (101"-11' centuries)
Ottobonianus graecus 14 (10 century)
Baroccianus 199 (10" century)

Parisinus supplementum graccum 1386 (1075)
Coislinianus 271 (11%"-12% centuries)
Marcianus graecus II 42 (1314 centuries)
Pantokratoros 26 (11" century)

Vaticanus graecus 2013 (9""-10™ centuries)
Trinity College 185 (c. 1020)

Cromwell 23 (1064-5)

m 4> R ZO®VEOQT < Z

Oratio 4 In sanctum Pascha

D Vaticanus graecus 1587 (1389)

E Baroccianus 197 (1343)

F Timiou Stavrou 92 (1581)

J Biblioteca Estense Universitaria A.s.5.7 (1540)
L Vaticanus graecus 1517 (1585)

Catechesis 12

Q Parisinus supplementum graecum 1317 (c. 1214)

Alternate Versions of Sermo Catecheticus
Y Vaticanus graecus 2194 (14" century)
Z Vaticanus graecus 1936 (16" century)
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SECTION A— (PS.)CHRYSOSTOM’S SERMO CATECHETICUS IN SANCTUM PASCHA

1. PRIMARY MANUSCRIPT WITNESSES

FIRST MANUSCRIPT FAMILY: 0

N Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Roe 6 (12t century)
Catalogues and Reproductions: Hutter (1977); Carr (1982);
https://medieval.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/catalog/manuscript 8805 (with digital photos of

manuscript); Pinakes diktyon #48389
Parchment. 200x140 mm. 187 folia, one column of text with 30 lines per page. Script: slightly
less florid Cypriote carrée. Ruling: 32C1.%° This is a collection of homilies of Gregory
Nazianzen, each accompanied by an illumination that depicts the theme of each particular text.
However, preceding all of Gregory’s homilies is SermCat, with its own illumination, therefore
being the first in the codex. Nevertheless, it is an integral part of the codex, not a later addition.
Its accompanying image depicts a figure seated, slightly bent over and writing on a scroll. The
face has been badly damaged, and there is no visible written indication of who the figure is.
Carr has identified the figure as Gregory Nazianzen.®* However, upon close inspection one can
discern with difficulty that the text of the scroll being written reads: Ei tic gvogpng kai
@60g0g, dmoraPétw. This is from the first line of SermCat, and the text itself, which begins
on the facing recto, is attributed to John Chrysostom. Nevertheless, Hutter has noted that the
scroll’s text is a palimpsest, which originally contained the first lines of Gregory Nazianzen’s
Oration 1 on Pascha, thus reinforcing Carr’s identification.®

Underneath the image is a dedicatory inscription by the donor of the Roe manuscripts,
Thomas Roe (1581-1644): “Thomas Roe Eques aurat(us), et Seren.(issi)mi magna Britan | nia
& ¢k regis, apud Turcarum Imperatorem Orator, in gratitudinis suae erga Matrem
Academ(iam) perpetu | um testimonium, hunc librum, quem ex Oriente secum | aduexit,
pub(licae) Bibliothecae. D.D. 1628. /”” Roe was ambassador to the Ottoman Empire from 1621

1628, during which time he acquired this and many other Greek manuscripts. He is known to

8 Leroy (1967) 12. For rulings, I have cited Leroy. For equivalents of his classifications with others, see:
http://www.palacographia.org/muzerelle/grecs1.htm.

8 Carr (1982) 77.

8 Hutter (1977) 53: “Diese Legende ist ein Palimpsest: Urspriinglich stand auf dem Blatt der Beginn der 1.
Osterhomilie Gregors...”



https://medieval.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/catalog/manuscript_8805
http://www.palaeographia.org/muzerelle/grecs1.htm
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have had friendly relations with the patriarch of Constantinople, Cyril III Loukaris (1620—
1638), whom he helped restore to the patriarchal throne®® and on whose behalf he also
presented the Codex Alexandrinus to Charles I in 1627.%

The Bodleian Library’s catalogue entry for Roe 6 dates it to the 13™ century, citing its
possible provenance as Nikaia. However, in an extensive study of this and other similar
manuscripts, Carr has argued that Roe 6 is related to the Chicago subgroup of manuscripts of
the more general decorative style manuscripts. She dates this subgroup to the 12% century, and
indicates that its provenance spread from Cyprus to Palestine and Syria, the manuscripts
themselves thus being “Levantine in general, with a focal point in Palestine or Cyprus.”%® This
is significant since, as noted above, Theodore of Stoudios may have drawn on Palestinian
liturgical practices in the 9" century, or he may have influenced them himself, and as will be
presented below, Neophytos Enkleistos did the same in the 13 century. Moreover, if this
manuscript originated from Cyprus in the 12% century, then it is worth noting that its text differs
markedly from that of Neophytos’ Catechesis 12 in the 13™ century.

The text preserved in Roe 6 is striking for its similarity to the printed edition of PG. In
only two places does it vary from Montfaucon’s text—and these two differentiations from
Montfaucon are by far the most common in the entire tradition, represented almost

unanimously by all 153 manuscripts collated. They are as follows:

PG:¥ ‘0 8dnc, pnotv, émikpdvon. Zvvavtioog 6ot kKatom Emkpavin: kai yap kadnpéon]
N (TC): 0 aong enoiv &mkpdvoOn, cuvavtcag GOl KAT®: £MKPAVON. Kol yap €vekpaon:
EMKPAVON, Kol yop Kabnpéon.

PG: avéom Xprotdg, kai yaipovowy dyyedotr dvéotn Xpiotdc, Kol veKpOg ovdelg ml
pvnuatog] N (TC): dvéomn Xpiotdg, kai yaipovow dyyedor avéomn Xpiotog, koi (o

TOMTEVETOL AVESTN XPLOTOG, KOl VEKPOG OVIELS €Ml LVALLATOG,.

86 Karambelias (2018) 93-94 and n. 200.

87K arambelias (2018) 89; McKendrick and O’Sullivan (2003) 1. Cyril was considered a great ally by the English
in the resistance to the influence of the Jesuits.

88 Carr (1982) 65-66.

% Normally, the text of the manuscripts will be compared to the critical edition—indicated by the abbreviation
TC for textus criticus—except in cases like this where the manuscript’s version is that adopted in the critical text.
In these cases, the manuscript’s text is compared to that of PG to highlight the difference between the manuscript
and Montfaucon’s printed edition. However, for variants among manuscripts within a given branch of the textual
tradition, the readings of the derivative witnesses are compared to the witness from which I believe they derive.
For example, variants in Laurentianus Plutei 9.22 (974) are compared to readings from Vaticanus graecus 2079
(before 868), as will be seen below.
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This text is further represented in many other, later manuscripts, and in fact, by the
141h-15% centuries, it begins to hold sway in the textual tradition generally. It is likely due to

this that Montfaucon’s printed edition so closely resembles the text of Roe 6.

SECOND MANUSCRIPT FAMILY: ® (V)

\% Rome, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, MS. Vaticanus graecus 2079 (before
868)

Catalogues and Reproductions: CCG VI, 245;

https://digi.vatlib.it/mss/detail/Vat.gr.2079 (with digital photos of

manuscript); Pinakes diktyon #68709
Parchment. 205x140 mm. 156 folia, one column of text with 20 lines per page. Scribe: Nicholas
Stoudite. Script: minuscola antica rotunda.”® Ruling: 10A1n.”! With the earliest extant codex,
Vaticanus graecus 2079 (before 868), we begin the second branch of the textual tradition. The
manuscript was copied by Nicholas the Stoudite, scribe of the Uspensky Gospels.??> The codex
contains: homilies attributed to Proklos of Constantinople (3),”®> Amphilochios of Iconium (1),
Gregory Nazianzen (6), John Chrysostom (6), Basil of Seleucia (1), Leontios the presbyter of
Constantinople (1), Theodore of Stoudios (1), Andrew of Crete (1), Menander Protector (1)
and Gregory of Antioch (1), as well as one hagiographical text on the Annunciation.’* Ehrhard
identifies the manuscript as a panegyrikon for the entire Church year, Type C, comparing it to
two manuscripts held today in Oxford, New College 82 (11"-12% centuries) and Bodleian
Clarke 50 (1213 centuries). On the basis of this comparison, he reaches the conclusion that
the first text in the codex today, (CPG 2084) on the Annunciation, was originally the eighth
text. He reconstitutes the original first seven texts, working backwards, as follows: texts 5—7
each covered one of the first three days of Holy Week; texts 3—4 addressed Palm Sunday; and
texts 1-2 both concerned the Annunciation.®> The homilies are mostly numbered, though the

numbering is not consistently in order until after Gregory Nazianzen’s Oration 41 on Pentecost,

% Follieri (1997) 211.

1 Leroy (1967) 3.

92 CCG VI, 245. Cf. Eleopoulos (1967) 39-41, who dates the manuscript to the 10" century He does not address
the similarities in hand between this and the Uspensky Gospels, particularly: ¢, A, T, B, €1, ayy, eye.

93 The numbers in parentheses following authors’ names give the number of texts attributed to a given author in
the codex.

%4 http://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/68709/ (accessed 10.10.18).

95 Ehrhard (1936) 1.227-230.
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numbered 20" in the codex (ff. 77v—88v). Quires are marked by two small crosses in the upper
left and right margins of each eighth recto, beginning with what is today f. 1r. However, the
marking is not consistent throughout the codex. In some cases, this appears to indicate that
folia have been added later; for example, beginning on f. 8r, we are presented with a text of
John Chrysostom In quatriduanum Lazarum et contra Anomoeos 9 (CPG 4322). The
parchment is of a different type, as is the ink and the hand that copied it. Voicu dates ff. 8-9 to
the 13" century.”® Moreover, many texts are not consistently copied from beginning to end.
For example, the Chrysostom homily noted above beginning on f. 8r ends abruptly on f. 8v,
while the (ps.)Chrysostomic /n Latronem (CPG 4604, Aldama 561) continues mid-sentence
from f. 9r—11v. The text beginning on f. 12r, is Leontios the presbyter of Constantinople’s In
uxorem lob et in proditionem Iudae (CPG 7895). It continues until f. 16v. On f. 17r picks up a
homily by Gregory of Antioch Homilia in mulieres unguentiferas (CPG 7384) until f. 18v, at
which point the text concludes.

The codex has been rebound since being copied—perhaps at the same time as certain
folia were added and/or removed. There are marginal scholia on ff. 20v and 32r that have been
cut off in the rebinding process. The codex generally avoids the use of decoration and color,
except in two instances. On f. 47r, just before the beginning of SermCat, red ink is used in a
marginal rubric to indicate when the text is to be read, i.e. on Pascha, and on f. 122r green ink
has been used for a title and initial capital of the text. There is no colophon; the manuscript
ends abruptly mid-sentence on f. 156v, 9 ff. into Gregory Nazianzen’s Oration 39 on
Theophany. The text of SermCat (ff. 47v—48v) is immediately preceded by the two paschal
homilies of Gregory Nazianzen: inc. Avactdoemg nuépa kai 1 apyn 6e&d (Or. 1, ff. 18v-21v)
and inc. 'Emi thic evAoki|g pov otooupal (Or. 45, ff. 21v—47r). SermCat is followed by another
text of Gregory Nazianzen, inc. 'Eyxaivio. Tipdc0ot makoidg vopog (Or. 44, ff. 50r-58v).”7
Finally, as noted above, this codex bears visible traces of the theological intentions behind its
composition. In the margins, one reads scholia on ff. 25v and 83v that refer the reader to the
Fourth Ecumenical Council in Chalcedon (451) and the orthodox definition that resulted from

it.%%

% CCG VI, 245.

°7 In between the end of SermCat on f. 48v and the beginning of Gregory’s Oration 44 on f. 50r, there is one folio
containing on both recto and verso a fragment of Gregory Nazianzen’s Oration 39 on the subject of Theophany
(inc. ITddv 'Incodg 6 €uog).

%8 . 25v (Gregory Nazianzen, Or. 45): idov koi &vtowd(a) | pav evoty ka | Tnyopel mavi(wv) | tdv Aoynkév. f.
83v (Gregory Nazianzen, Or. 41): [a]ptovot kad | gvvopua | vot.
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The text of SermCat transmitted in this manuscript bears none of the characteristic
interpolations that occur later in the tradition.?” That being said, Vaticanus graecus 2079 does
offer us clear indications of its errors in copying from its own prototype. For example, on. f.
47v 1. 15 the scribe has mistakenly copied €vdekdtnv instead of évvatny. L. 17 is the proper
place for évdekdatny. Moreover, on f. 48v, 1. 13 we read &rnofev instead of néntokev.'” No
other manuscript transmits these two particular errors of Vaticanus graecus 2079.

The text is attributed to John Chrysostom, as it will be in all but two manuscripts.

Certain of Vaticanus graecus 2079’s characteristic variants are:

TC: amolapétm] V: amordfet

PG: €l tic peta v Extmy €pbace] V (TC): &l tig mepi v kv €0avn
TC: apeparéto] V: dueiPain

TC: mpocehfétm] V: mpocéiin

PG: OudTIipog yoap dv 6 deondmg] V (TC): elotyog 6 ¢iavlpwmog

V: post yopiletor]kai Ta Epya d&xeTan Kal v yvouny acndleton add. cod.
V: post kdto[EémukpdavOn yop kai évexpdOn add. cod.

TC: néntoxev] V: Emabev

V (TC): post dyyelot]avéotn Xpiotog kai {on moittevetat add. cod.

P Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurentiana, MS. Laurentianus Plutei 9.22
974)

Catalogues and Reproductions: http://teca.bmlonline.it/TecaRicerca/index.jsp

(digital photos available); Pinakes diktyon #16110

Parchment. 325x235 mm. 201 folia, two columns of text with 30 lines per column (ff.
196v—201v, containing some Letters of Chrysostom, appear to be a later addition to the codex,
written in a different hand in two columns with 51 lines per column; 2 flyleaves before the
table of contents also contain Letters, written in same hand as others, one column of text with
41 lines). Script: Minuscola libraria. Ruling: 00D2.!%! Laurentianus Plutei 9.22 (974) is a dated
collection of works of John Chrysostom. It was copied by Basileios the calligrapher on 13 May

9 These will be discussed in detail, as they appear, below in connection with the manuscripts that contain them.
100 This variant could have been present in Vaticanus graecus 2079’s prototype, and even earlier in the tradition,
if one supposes that it may have acted as an influence on Romanos Melodos’ Hymn 42 On the Resurrection.

101 L eroy (1967) 1.
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974.192 Contents generally match the 13 works of Chrysostom listed in the table of contents on
f. 2r, except for the Letters of Chrysostom added on flyleaves to the beginning and end of the
codex, and for the homily of (ps.)Epiphanios of Cyprus In Divini Corporis Sepulturam (CPG
3768). Bernardinello argues that the manuscript was produced in the so-called Scriptorium of
Ephraim in Constantinople.!*

Decoration is minimal throughout the manuscript; it is limited to rare initial capitals
and title bands. Colors employed most frequently are red and blue, with instances of green (ff.
52r, 119r). The first title has a colorful band and an initial capital in red and blue ink with a
hand giving a blessing, reminiscent of decorations found in Greek manuscripts of Southern
Italian provenance.'* However, the remaining titles in the manuscript are mostly lacking in
color, and most initial capitals are simply letters, as opposed to figures, hands or animals in the
shape of letters. Quires are marked in the upper right margin of each eighth recto with a Greek
numeral. Numbering of the quires is consistent throughout the manuscript. The codex appears
to have been rebound. Marginal scholia on ff. 17r and 26v are slightly cut off, as well as some
of the numerals numbering the quires.

SermCat is the final text of the codex, according to the table of contents. It is now
followed by letters of Chrysostom added to the manuscript later in a different hand, and
immediately preceded by (ps.)Epiphanios of Cyprus’ In Divini Corporis Sepulturam (CPG
3768), which was an immensely popular reading during Holy Thursday, being preserved in
over 300 known manuscript witnesses. Laurentianus Plutei 9.22 does not appear to have been
destined for liturgical use. However, the presence of both of these texts together in the codex—
both intimately linked to the liturgical traditions of Holy Week—suggests that certain liturgical
considerations contributed both to the inclusion of (ps.)Epiphanios’ homily and their placement
together.

Furthermore, in the title of SermCat in the manuscript, we read: gig tov doroacuov. This
is a reference to the Stoudite Hypotyposis, Version A, which regulates the service of the paschal

vigil as follows:

“It should be known that after completing the matins of the Radiant Sunday, the

embrace (domacudc) takes place as follows. Changing his sacerdotal robes, one of

102 The colophon on f. 180v reads as follows: “’Eypéen 1 mapodsa Pirog | oD &v dyioig matpdg udv | imévvov
10D YpLCOCSTOHOV | Ol YEWPOG Baciieiov kAn | pikod tamevod kol apopt@rod...umvi) poio 1T Et(er) qunp |
iv(dwtidvog) B".” Transcription is diplomatic.

103 Bernardinello (1977) 29, n. 153.

104 Cf. Leroy (2008) passim, esp. ch. 7.
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the deacons takes the holy Gospel and stands before the entrance of the holy
sanctuary. Coming forward, the superior kisses the holy Gospel and then the
deacon; after doing this, the superior stands beside him. Next, with their candles in
hand, every one of the priests and the brothers kiss one another in the same fashion
according to the appropriate order. They say, ‘Christ is risen’ and those so greeted
respond, ‘For He is risen indeed.” All stand in a row while the choir monitors
maintain this good order. When they reach the royal gates, they [all] return to the
same royal gates and then they fill up the other section of the church in the same
fashion as all sing in a loud voice the ‘Christ is risen.” Thereupon, they take up the
‘Let the heavens rejoice and the earth exult’ (Ps. 95 [96]: 11). Thereafter, the
precentor, or perhaps another of the brothers, goes up to the ambo and reads the
sermon of our holy father John Chrysostom, the one which begins ‘Whoever is
pious and loves God.” When the reading is completed, all assemble in a group and
give thanks to the Lord. After they have made three bows, a prayer is said by the

superior and the service of matins is dismissed.”!%

Thus, already from the 10" century—in a manuscript that may not have been primarily
destined for liturgical use—we find evidence of contemporary liturgical practices related to
Holy Week and Pascha. It is true that Version A of the Hypotyposis is taken from manuscript
Vatopedi 322 (13"-14™ centuries), thus many centuries after Theodore. Julien Leroy believed
that the more detailed Hypotyposis of Version A could not have been written earlier than the
13™ century.!% However, as we have seen, the distance in time does not necessarily mean that
the material transmitted is not received from earlier centuries. If this version of the Hypotyposis

was already being referred to roughly one century and a half after Theodore of Stoudios’ death,

105Thomas and Hero (2000) “4 Stoudios” 99100 translated from Dimitrievski (1895, vol. 1) 227: “Asi €idévai,
&1L PETA THY GUUTA POV ToD SpBPOL TG MAUTPOPOPOL KVPLIKFC YivETol O GOTACHOC 0UTOC €1¢ TdV ASVIT@Y,
TNV EPATIKTV 00 TOD VTOAAACO®Y GTOANV Kal TO dylov edayyéhov AauPdvav, iotatat gig ta mpodupa tod ayiov
Busiaotnpiov. Eicepyopevog ovv 6 kabryodevog, Kol T fylov domalopevog sdayyEMoy, sita kai Tov Sidkovov,
fotaton mAnciov avtod. Ei0° obtmc oi iepsic kai ol adedpol mhveg kotd TV idiay EkacTog TaEW NeTd Aopmadmy
aAAnovg domdlovraol kol t0 Xpl1otog avéotn mpoobeyyduevol avtiedéyyovtot Tolv ol domalopevor 10- Kol
yop avéot. Todv taapydv v edta&ioy ToOTV TOLUEVEY Kal oToNdoV Tavimy lotapévay. Ote phdcwot
UEYPL TAV POCTAMKOV TUADY, AVATPEXOVGLY £0G TOV AOTAY BOCIAMK®Y TUADY, Kol 00T®g Aotmov Kol 10 100 vaod
£TEPOV HEPOG AVATANPODGL, Kol TO- XPIoTOG GVESTH UEYRAOQPDVMG TAVIOV AEYOVI®V, EMGVVATTOVCL Kol TO-
Evgpovécbucay oi odpavol kai dyodldcOm 1 yij. EiB® obtmg dvépystan 6 xovovapyng, el Toym, 1 Etepog t@v
ASEAPAY &V T auPovt kal dvaytvdokel oV 10D Gyiov Tatpdg HudY Todvvov Tod Xpucoctopov Adyov, od 1
apyn:- Ei tg edoePng ol @rdbeoc. Kai petd thv cOUmAfpootly TG GvayvOoe®s GyeANdovV TOvImv
cuvabpotsbéviov kai 1@ Kupi edyopiomodviav, Kol T0¢ TpEG TPOCKLVIGELS TONGAVI®YV, YiveTal e0yT| VIO TOD
KkaBnyovpévov Kol 11 1o OpBpov Teleia dmdAVGIC.”

106 Leroy (2007) 51, n. 15: “Une redaction [sc. Version A] certainement postérieure—je ne la crois pas antérieure
au milieu du XIII® siécle...”
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then this is likely an indication that either he or his immediate successors sought to establish
this paschal reading of SermCat firmly in place.'?’

These indications are further reinforced and developed in other manuscripts preserving
SermCat. Of those that prescribe the reading &ic tOv domaocuov, there are: Laurentianus Plutei
9.22 (974), Ottobonianus graecus 14 (10" century), Trinity College 185 (c. 1020), Sinaiticus
graecus 401 (11" century), Laurentianus Plutei 11.09 (11™" century), Vaticanus graecus 477
(11 century), Cambridge Nn.1.23 (12" century), Parisinus graecus 540 (12"-13™ centuries),
Belgique 1V.459 (14" century), Vaticanus graecus 571 (14% century) and Marcianus graecus
947 (14™ century). Others prescribe the reading petd tov donocuov. They are: Vindobonensis
supplementum graecum 177 (10% century), Parisinus graecus 639 (11" century), Vaticanus
graecus 782 (12" century), Coislinianus 271 (12" century), Marcianus graecus 1123 (13®
century), Marcianus graecus 1104 (13" century), Dionysiou 50 (14" century), Cromwell 22
(14" century), Vindobonensis historicus graecus 63 (14" century), Russian National Library
Q.No. 906 (gr.) 675 (15" century), Hagiou Saba 105 (15% century), Parisinus supplementum
graccum 1001 (16" century), Sinaiticus graecus 1697 (17" century) and Hagiou Saba 54 (17t
century). With 11 codices placing the reading at the kiss of peace and 14 after the kiss of peace,
it appears that there was either a confusion of the regulations expressed in various Typika or a
certain flexibility, especially in expressions such as €ic and petd. The latter possibility seems
much more likely. In any case, it is clear that from at least the 10" century, if not the 9",
SermCat had a stable position in the structure of the Pascha vigil—in certain places, to be sure.
The earliest 10" century witnesses of the text appear to be making direct reference to the
Stoudite Hypotyposis.

After collation, it appears that the text of SermCat preserved in Laurentianus Plutei 9.22
is descended from that of Vaticanus graecus 2079. After correcting one obvious error from
Vaticanus graecus 2079 (the confusion between vvdartnyv and évdexdnyv), Laurentianus Plutei
9.22 departs from its prototype in only two places. Towards the end of the text, Vaticanus
graecus 2079 had added the phrase, émkpdvOn yap kai &vekpmOn. Whereas many other
manuscripts preserve the yap kai, Laurentianus Plutei 9.22 corrects this locution to kai yop.
This is an intriguing case, since it its interpretation is based on the actual performance of the

reading. One could read either: 1) émucpdvOn yap, kai evekpmOn—as Vaticanus graecus 2079

197 Therefore, 1 agree with Thomas and Hero (2000) “4 Stoudios” 93: “Topographical information provided in
conjunction with the description [A2] of the monks’ procession during Easter week serves to identify [A] as the
one closest to the original setting of the document at the Stoudios monastery.” We should also note that the
Hypotyposis recommends the reading of SermCat alone, not incorporated into Theodore’s Or.4.
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does—or 2) EémkpavOn, yap kai évekpmOn—as Laurentianus Plutei 9.22 apparently did. In this
latter interpretation, a knowledgeable scribe would correct the awkward placement of yap in
1% position, as is done here. Beyond this, our codex’s only other variant reading in relation to

Vaticanus graecus 2079 is the following:

V (TC): mpdbeowv] P: mpoaipeotv

Therefore, Laurentianus Plutei 9.22 contains all the characteristic readings of Vaticanus
graecus 2079; it corrects two perceived errors from its prototype, one of which other
manuscripts did not (either perceive or correct), and it manifests one variant of its own. For
these reasons, I argue that the text of Plutei 9.22 is descended from that of Vaticanus graecus

2079.

G Rome, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, MS. Vaticanus graecus 1633 (10—
11" century)

Catalogues and Reproductions: CCG VI, 171;

https://digi.vatlib.it/mss/detail/Vat.gr.1633 (with digital photos available);

Pinakes diktyon #68264

Parchment, except for paper used for ff. 3—4 for the table of contents, added later.
280x210 mm. 364 folia, 2 columns of text with 46—49 lines per column. Script: minuscola
libraria.'®® Ruling: 20D2.'% With Vaticanus graecus 1633 we finish the presentation of the
major representatives of the second branch of SermCat’s textual tradition. Ehrhard has
described the manuscript as one of the most detailed representatives of the Italo-Greek year-
long panegyrikon.!!® Contents: homilies beginning at Pentecost and ending there—with some
for the Dormition, as well. Attributions are: Proklos of Constantinople (12), Ephraim the Syrian
(6), Gregory of Antioch (2), John Chrysostom (47), Anatolios of Thessaloniki (1), Andrew of
Crete (6), Pantoleon the hieromonk (1), Menander Protector (1), Severian of Gabala (1),
Athanasios of Alexandria (2), Gregory Nazianzen (5), Basil of Caesarea (5), Asterios of
Amaseia (2), Gregory of Nyssa (1), Lucian of Caphar Gamala (1), Basil of Seleucia (3), John
of Euboea (1), Amphilochios of Iconium (3), Cyril of Alexandria (2), Methodios of Olympos
(1), Anastasios of Sinai (1), Nestorios of Constantinople (1), Gregory Thaumaturgus (2),

198 Folleri (1997) 217.
19 Leroy (1967) 6.
119 Ehrhard (1938) 11.134
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Hesychios of Jerusalem (1), Epiphanios of Cyprus (3), (ps.)Eusebios of Alexandria (20),
Timotheos of Jerusalem (1) and John the notary (1), as well as several hagiographic and
apocryphal texts. There is a note in the table of contents stating: Todto 10 Ptpriov fv Thc poviig
Mg KpvmToEEPPMS. A provenance from the Grottaferrata monastery concurs with Voicu’s
identification of Italo-Greek elements in the codex. Indeed, the wide use of color, yellowing
titles and decorative initial capitals all strongly resemble those that we will see below in
Ottobonianus graecus 14—another Italian manuscript—as does the hand and the ink. This is
significant, given that the other two extant members of this family were produced in
Constantinople. Nevertheless, Vaticanus graecus 1633’s text of SermCat has much more in
common with these two Constantinopolitan witnesses than with the 6 other witnesses in the
next family—most of which can be traced back to the Italian peninsula.

The text has many, but not all, of the characteristic readings of Vaticanus graecus 2079.
In fact, Vaticanus graecus 1633 has a large number of its own variants from its prototype. Many
of these are simply omissions that occur in other families, as well. In fact, the same omissions
can easily occur in different manuscript families of the textual tradition of SermCat due to the
text’s high level of repetitions. The conditions are ideal for a saut du méme au méme.'!! The

characteristic variants of Vaticanus graecus 1633 are as follows:

V (TC): El 11g mepi v Extny €pavn] G: Ei tig mepi v €ktnv Epbooce

V (TC): ddTIH0G 6 rAdvOpomoc] G: 6 yap AdvOpwmog

V: Kai ta Epya déyeton kai v yvounv doraletat] G: kol yvounv doraleton

V (TC): mavteg dmoravcate Tod TAOVTOL ThG Yp1otdTTog] G: Mhvteg petardpere Tod
TAOVTOV TH|G YPNOTOTNTOG

G: post pviuatog] avéotn Xpiotodg kol KOGHOG £pmTicOrn, dvéotn Xprotdg Kol

avBpwmol edepaivovtal, kai M yi aydrietal, avéotn Xplotog kol maviec colmpueba add. cod.

Of these first three, two are variant readings, while the third appears to simply be a
mistake in copying. The fourth variant is interesting in that it offers two corrections that accord
perfectly with Theodore of Stoudios’ interpretation of SermCat. The text of Theodore’s Or.4
printed by Angelo Mai is problematic because it preserves a recension that is much longer than

any of Theodore’s surviving catecheses.!!? Of the other manuscripts, the ones that preserve

1 West (1973) 24.
12 In fact, it seems likely that Mai named this text Oration 4, as opposed to grouping it with Theodore’s
catecheses, precisely because the recension he had before him was so much longer than any of Theodore’s extant
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Theodore’s epilogue to SermCat offer a much shorter text where Theodore encourages his
monks to receive communion, which will strengthen and heal their souls and bodies. This, he
states, is John Chrysostom’s point in SermCat. Characteristically, he proclaims: “Ouiv 6¢
yévorro, adehpoi, 1| TV Oeiov pvompiov petddnyig...”!'3 The scribe of Vaticanus graecus
1633 has employed the verb petorapupdve as a substitute for dmoAadw found in Vaticanus
graecus 2079. He has also corrected his prototype’s mistaken ypiotdtrog to the proper
ypnotétrog. This word also, when properly corrected, is likely intended to refer the listener
(or reader) to the act of receiving communion. Thomas Schattauer has discussed how one of
the earliest communion hymns used in the Church was Psalm 33:9: “I'ebcacfe kai idete St
¥pNoTog O koproc.”!* He explains how it is ideal because of its word and sound play with the
proper title Xpiotoc—Christ. Indeed, this is a hymn that would very likely have been in use
during John Chrysostom’s lifetime—yet another indication that SermCat is a text well-situated
in the 4" century. Thus, when Vaticanus graecus 1633 varies from Vaticanus graecus 2079 in
this way, it aligns itself with the majority witnesses to Theodore of Stoudios’ text and its
interpretation of SermCat. It aligns itself with SermCat’s position in Theodore of Stoudios’
catechetical corpus, known from Theodore’s Or.4. This is significant since Vaticanus graecus
1633 was held and used at the Grottaferrata Monastery, founded in the early 11™ century just
outside Rome and famous for following the Byzantine rite.!!> Thus, since Vaticanus graecus
1633 adjusts its text of SermCat to follow Theodore’s Or.4, we can perhaps surmise that
Theodore’s original epilogue to SermCat indeed goes back either to his own hand, or one very
close in time to his.!!® Finally, the fifth variant consists of rhetorical elaborations of the closing
repetitions of SermCat. Similar elaborations are to be found in other manuscripts of Italian
provenance that transmit versions of SermCat of varying length and attribution. Whereas these
other versions are preserved in manuscripts from the 14" century, we can see here that
elaborations of SermCat were being inserted from at least the 1011 centuries, as well. These

will be discussed below in Section D.

catecheses. This problem, however, is resolved when one consults the full manuscript tradition. We will see this
in further detail below, in section B. In other words, it seems that Mai’s sole criterion for considering Or.4 an
‘oration’ instead of one of Theodore’s Catecheses was the length of the recension he had before him.

113 Baroccianus 197, f. 553v. See below, section B, where Theodore’s manuscripts are discussed.

114 Schattauer (1983) 96-97.

115 For the influence of Stoudite monasticism on the Italian peninsula, see Morini (2001).

116 Indeed, as will be seen below in Section B, the earliest surviving manuscript transmitting Or.4 that I was able
to locate is Moni Leimonos 65 (10%—11™ century).
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THIRD MANUSCRIPT FAMILY: a

(0 Rome, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, MS. Ottobonianus graecus 14 (10"
century)

Catalogues and Reproductions: Follieri (1997) 205-248;

https://digi.vatlib.it/mss/detail/Ott.gr.14.pt.2 (digital photos available); Pinakes

diktyon #65255

Parchment. 382x242 mm. 272 folia, with two columns of text of 38 lines each. Script:
minuscola libraria.!'” Ruling: 20C2.!"®* With Ottobonianus graecus 14 we enter the second
major manuscript family in the textual tradition of SermCat. Contents: homilies attributed to
John Chrysostom (31), Theophilos of Alexandria (1), Philagathos Kerameus (1), Severian of
Gabala (4), Basil of Seleucia (5), Hesychios of Jerusalem (2), Andrew of Crete (2), Leontios
Arabissos (1), Athanasios of Alexandria (4), Joseph archbishop of Thessaloniki (1), Titus
bishop of Bostra (1), Leontios the presbyter of Constantinople (5), George of Nikomedeia (1),
Amphilochios of Iconium (1), Gregory of Antioch (1), Epiphanios of Cyprus (1) and certain
anonymous writings of Arians. Enrica Follieri has dated the codex to the 10" century on the
basis of paleographical and codicological evidence.!'!'” Ehrhard’s assessment of the codex as
one of the oldest and most-detailed examples of the panegyrikon for the whole Church year,
Type B, supports Follieri’s conclusions.!?® Also, the decorative features of the manuscript—
which primarily consist of initial capitals formed of many various figures, both animal and
human, employing green, blue, red and yellow colors—are characteristic of Italo-Greek
codices of the 9"-10™ centuries. For example, on f. 247v, the initial capital epsilon of SermCat
is formed of a hawk bending over a rabbit that is seated upon a vine. The colors employed are
blue, green, red and yellow. The decorative headpiece also displays the same colors. This high
level of creative design is a hallmark of 9"-10™ century Italo-Greek codices. Follieri, on the
other hand, identifies the manuscript’s hand as a typical example of the “minuscola libraria” of
the 9'"-10" centuries in her analysis of many other Vatican manuscripts of the same style of

handwriting. Interestingly, she argues that the hand of Nicholas the Stoudite, scribe of

7 Follieri (1997) 217.

18 Leroy (1967) 6.

19 op. cit..

120 Ehrhard (1936) 1.213. He does note, however, that the codex has lost at least 59 of the original texts that it
contained.
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Vaticanus graecus 2079, constitutes an early phase of this style, which she calls “minuscola
antica rotonda”.!?!

Ottobonianus graecus 14 is currently bound in two separate volumes. SermCat is
preserved on ff. 247v—248r of the second volume. Neither volume of the manuscript contains
a table of contents since the original beginning of the first volume is no longer present in the
codex. The first folio preserves the last few words of one text and then begins a homily on
Psalm 150 attributed to John Chrysostom. Quires are numbered in the upper right margin of
each eighth recto with capital numerals surrounded by an intricate design, beginning on f. 169r.
The numbering starts at A, instead of at A. f. 169r is the 44 folio in volume two, meaning that
5 full quires and half of one precede the first marking of quires in volume 2. However, the right
margin of many folia is missing, so it is possible that some of the original numbering has
disappeared. Nevertheless, at the bottom of f. 148v—the end of the 3™ quire—there is a note:
Aeiner tetpddo ovo. f. 149r continues with an entirely different text. There are at least 4 ff.
missing after f. 142, and the numbering is then corrected to 152, 153, etc. In any case, the
numbering of quires does not appear to reflect these discrepancies. We find clear evidence on
f. 138v that the manuscript has been rebound. The numerals indicating the number of the text
have been partially cut off. Other such indications can be found on f. 217v. There is no
colophon at the end of the manuscript. The last text, on the Ascension, is preserved whole, but
afterwards the codex ends.

The text of SermCat that Ottobonianus graecus 14 preserves requires special attention,
as it gives us our first indications of the complex interactions that took place over the centuries
between SermCat itself and the liturgical and literary traditions of prominent monastic centers
as they developed. Ottobonianus graecus 14 transmits many of the characteristic readings of
Vaticanus graecus 2079, primarily at the beginning and end of the text. However, at one point
it disagrees with Vaticanus graecus 2079 in favor of Laurentianus Plutei 9.22. Instead of
npoBeoty, Ottobonianus graecus 14 transmits the reading mpoaipeotv. This is a curious
phenomenon that will appear in many texts descended from Ottobonianus graecus 14. The
manuscript also transmits the reading émikpavon yop kai évexkpdn, found in Vaticanus graecus
2079. Laurentianus Plutei 9.22 had corrected this to: émukpdvOn kai yap évexkpdOn. This alone
is perhaps not enough to declare in favor of descent of Ottobonianus graecus 14 from one of
these other two manuscripts. Many of its other readings differentiate it significantly from both

of these.

121 Follieri (1997) 211.
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Some of the characteristic variants of Ottobonianus graecus 14 are the following:

O: post yapiletar]kai ta Epya déyxeTon kai TV TiunVv domdleton add. cod.

O: éykpateic kai pdbvpuot v NuUEpav TyuMcote om. cod.

O: post oNuepov]AéyovTeg Kol oKIpTdVTEG PeTd ToD Aowid oty 1 nuépa fiv noincev 6
KOp10¢, ayorhacmpeda kai evbepaviduey &v avti) add. cod.

PG: mavteg amolavcate 100 cvunociov th¢ miotemg] O: mhvieg dmoiadoote Tod
TAOVTOV TH|G TOTEMG

TC: Exéhace tOv @donv katehbav eig tov qomv. Enikpavev adtov yevohpevov Thig

oapkOg anTod] O: EKOAAGEV ODTOV YELGAUEVOS THG COPKOG ATOD

These five readings characterize this whole third family of manuscripts. The omission
of the phrase &yxparteig kai pabvpot v fuépay T cate appears to be a case of saut du méme
au méme, a common phenomenon in the numerous repetitions of SermCat. The phrase before
this one is: TAoVG101 Kol TEVNTEG LET  AAANA@V Yopevoate. The -ate ending of both imperatives
provides the proper conditions under which the scribe could easily jump from the end of the
first to the end of the second phrase without noticing the text lost in between, especially since
the phrases are of similar length and thus the -ate ending frequently appears at the same point
in each respective line of text in a given manuscript.

The last three variants of Ottobonianus graecus 14 are of more interest. The
interpolation of a verse from Psalm 117—"adtn 1 Muépa v émoinoev 6 «Kvp1oc,
ayoAlacopedo kai e0ppavOdpey év avth”—is intriguing when placed in the liturgical context
in which SermCat was employed. First, we must note that this particular verse, Ps. 117:24,
appears in many paschal sermons.!?? Stoudite practice dictated that it was to be read at the end
of Orthros of the Resurrection, just before the kiss of peace, during the paschal vigil—in other
words, only a few minutes after midnight. The liturgical tradition of the Lavra of St. Sabas in
Palestine gives the same prescription.'?* The monks of Palestine, especially of the Lavra of St.
Sabas, introduced the vigil as an ascetic practice. Cyril of Scythopolis attributes the

introduction of vigils to Sabas himself.!?*

122 For example, Leontios the presbyter of Constantinople builds almost an entire paschal homily exclusively
around this verse. See Datema and Allen (1987). For Leontios, see ODB “Leontios”2.
123 Bertoniére (1972) 218-219. Cf. Thomas and Hero (2000) “4 Stoudios™ 99.

124 Price (1991).
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The next variant, in which cvumnociov is replaced with miobtov, is one of two in
SermCat’s manuscript tradition that could be interpreted as the substitution of a term more
common in the literary and social environment of the 4" century with another that resonates
better in the 9"—10% centuries and beyond.'>> The phrase cvunociov tfi¢ mictewg does not
appear in any other text in the TLG database. However, the variant phrase mio0Otov |G micTemg
does occur at least twice in what is considered today to be the genuine corpus of John
Chrysostom, and rarely anywhere else. These are in his In sanctum Julianum martyrum (CPG
4360) and the first of his In Anna Sermones (CPG 4411).'%6 There is a third occurrence in his
Contra theatra (CPG 4563; Aldama 432), considered spurious by both Savile and Montfaucon,
who employed stylistic criteria.'?” However, Theodore of Stoudios quotes this last instance
word for word in his Epitaphius in matrem suam,'?® so he may have considered it genuine.!?

The final significant variant contained in Ottobonianus graecus 14 is a truncation of a
much longer verse, in which the grammatical construction itself changes. The longer phrasing
transmitted by most witnesses to SermCat: “€xorace [sc. Xp1otog] TOV AoV KateAbwv ig TOv
donv- Enikpavev aOTOV YELGAUEVOV THG GOPKOS aDTOD” becomes “EKOLUGEV OVTOV YEVGAEVOC
T capkoc avtod.” This seems to be a case of simplification—both of the longer verse and of
its more complex grammatical structure. In the first version, it is Hades who tastes of Christ’s
flesh—he receives him as he did all the dead—and in doing so is embittered by that very flesh,
since it is Christ’s and thus sinless. The phrase alludes to Isaiah!3*—whom SermCat explicitly
quotes only a few lines later. Hades is described as literally devouring the dead, and Christ’s
arrival causes him a type of stomach pain, as the dead begin to rejoice inside him.!3! Finally,
the phrase—together with the passage from Isaiah—reinforces the doctrine of the Fourth
Ecumenical Council in Chalcedon (451), which emphasized the equal and complete status of
both Christ’s human and divine natures. As noted above in connection with Vaticanus graecus
2079, concerns for promoting the doctrine of Chalcedon are intimately linked to the textual

tradition of SermCat. Through this variant reading of Ottobonianus graecus 14, the connection

125 Assuming that SermCat is indeed a 4" century text. Such variants among the manuscripts could be interpreted
as evidence in favor of this hypothesis.

126 PG 50:670.35 and PG 54:638.53, respectively.

127 PG 56:545.717.

128 PG 99:884-901

129 1t is difficult to say whether Theodore considered this a text of Chrysostom or not. He quotes from the text, but
does not expressly attribute it to anyone. As for Savile and Montfaucon, we have already seen Baur’s disparaging
assessment of their judgments on the authenticity of texts bearing Chrysostom’s name.

130 Isa. 14:9: “6 Adnc kétwdev énucpdvon cuvavifioag cot...”

131 Tischendorf (1853) 305: “mévtag yop odg dn’ aidvoc KaTémov, 150D TapuccoUEVoVE KATavo®, Kol GAyd TV
Kooy pov...”
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with Chalcedonian Christology is obscured, if not lost. In this variant it is Christ who tastes of
Hades’ flesh, in this way torturing him. This is intriguing because it realigns the text of SermCat
with every other paschal homily I was able to locate.!3? SermCat is almost alone in placing
Hades in the position of tasting Christ’s flesh, instead of Christ tasting death and then defeating
Hades. Ottobonianus graecus 14’s simplification from yegvcapevov to yevoapevoc—followed
by many manuscripts and adopted by the longer versions of SermCat, as we will see in greater
detail below—seems to be an attempt to realign the text with the more common theme of Christ
tasting death. However, Hades does not have flesh, and Christ does not devour Hades. Nor
does it make any sense for Christ to embitter Hades by tasting of his flesh. Thus, I believe the
lectio difficilior to be the older reading and closer to the original. This simplification,

nevertheless, becomes a popular reading.

B Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Barrocianus 199 (10" century)
Catalogues and Reproductions: CCG I, 189;
https://medieval.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/catalog/manuscript 1032 (digital photos
available); Pinakes diktyon #47487

Parchment. 340x230 mm. 9 flyleaves + 357 folia, with two columns of text, 36 lines
each. Script: minuscola libraria. Ruling: 20E2.!3 Contents: homilies attributed to Ephraim the
Syrian (2), John Chrysostom (27), Andrew of Crete (8), Gregory Thaumaturgus (2), Sophronios
of Jerusalem (1), Leontios presbyter of Constantinople (5), John Damascene (5), Amphilochios
of Iconium (1), Severian of Gabala (2), Basil of Seleucia (2), Proklos of Constantinople (3),
George of Nikomedeia (1), Gregory of Antioch (1), Epiphanios of Cyprus (1), Gregory
Nazianzen (3), (ps.)Eusebios of Alexandria (2), Gregory of Nyssa (2), Chrysippos of Jerusalem
(1), Antipater of Bostra (1), Theodore Synkellos (1), Anastasios of Sinai (1) and Germanos I of
Constantinople (3). Ehrhard has classified the manuscript as a half-year panegyrikon, type A,
one of the best preserved examples of its kind.!3* The flyleaves of the codex, containing the
table of contents, are paper, written in a different hand from the rest of the codex—which overall
displays the same 9"-10'" century minuscola libraria observed above in Ottobonianus graecus

14.

132 A TLG search displays that almost every text that discusses Christ’s descent into Hades focuses on Christ
tasting death. One is extraordinarily hard-pressed to locate a text that mentions Hades tasting of anything at all.
133 Leroy (1967) 6.

134 Ehrhard (1938) 11.98.
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Aubineau has dated the table of contents to the 15" century.'3* On the last page of the
table of contents, a note on the bottom right margin of f. vii r notes: “PipAiov tfic ocePacuiog
poviig thg mavayiog Beotokov tig Emovopalopnévolg dykapdbov.” The monastery of Panagia
Agkarathos is believed to be one of the oldest on Crete. However, in the early 16" century it is
said to have been found in a state of disrepair upon the arrival of Nikephoros Notaras. Under
his direction, the monastery experienced a revival and became a significant center of cenobitic
monastic life.!* Any substantial library that the monastery would have had most likely would
not have preceded this period.'37 It is, therefore, possible that the table of contents was added
when the codex came to the Monastery of Agkarathos. The style of handwriting in the table of
contents appears to consist of mostly archaizing imitations of older styles such as the so-called
Fettaugenschrift or that of the Monastery of Hodegon.!3}

Decoration in the folia consists primarily of thin headbands, without color, and ornate
capitals in red ink. Titles themselves are in the majuscule script employed in Ottobonianus
graecus 14. Quires are marked in the upper right margin of each recto with the Greek numeral
designating the number of the quire. In other words, the folia of the first quire are marked a’.'*°
There is evidence that the manuscript has been rebound; scholia, on ff. 41r and 308r, have been
cut off in the process. There is a monokondylion on f. 194r; it appears to be later than the
original text of the codex. On f. 356r a certain Kallinikos has left his signature in the bottom
margin. There is no colophon.

SermCat is transmitted on ff. 139r—140r. It is one of very few texts in the codex whose
initial capital has not been decorated in red ink, despite clearly being part of the original
manuscript. I argue that the text preserved in Baroccianus 199 is descended from that of
Ottobonianus graecus 14.'%° It does not depart from its prototype except for in one instance. As
we saw above, Ottobonianus graecus 14 omits the phrase: éykpateic kai pdbvpot v nuépav

Tiunoote. Baroccianus 199 omits not just this phrase, but also the one preceding it: TAovac10t

35 CCG1, 189.

136 Janin (1953; 1975), unfortunately, does not include this monastery among those he presents. The above
information was taken from here: http://www.monastiria.gr/kriti/nomos-irakleiou/iera-moni-agkarathou-kriti/
(accessed 26.9.18).

137 However, this could be the time at which the monastery acquired the manuscript. It does not necessarily mean
that the flyleaves were written there.

138 Cf. Vaticanus graecus 191 and Vaticanus Chig. R.V. 29, respectively. See also Kotzabassi (2017).

139 An admittedly unusual practice. In fact, some folia of the first quire are not marked with the a’; however, from
the second quire onwards the marking of each folio in the quire with the appropriate Greek numeral becomes
more consistent.

140 Though examining the contents of each manuscript, it is not immediately clear that the codex Baroccianus 199,
as a whole or in large part, has been directly copied from the whole or significant parts of the codex Ottobonianus
graecus 14.
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Kol TévnTeg pet AAANAmv yopevoate. This may be explained by the phenomenon of saut du
méme au méme, since the last phrase right before Baroccianus 199 jumps is: koi tpdtot koi
devtepot TOV ehov dmoldPete.'*! The -are/-ete ending provided the ideal conditions under
which such a jump could occur; the only difference here is that the scribe of Baroccianus 199
jumped two lines, instead of just one. A quick glance back at f. 247v of Ottobonianus graecus
14 confirms just how easy it was for the scribe of Baroccianus 199 to make this jump. Since its
prototype had already left out one line, the Baroccianus scribe only had to leave out one line
himself—and now the text is missing two lines. In each line the -oate/-e1e ending is in exactly
the same position. This error of Baroccianus 199 is transmitted to other manuscripts that were
copied from it. Aside from this, Baroccianus 199 transmits all of the characteristic variants of

Ottobonianus graecus 14, for which reasons I argue that the former is derived from the latter.'#?

S Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale de France, MS. Parisinus supplementum
graecum 1386 (Ex-Kosinitza 27) (1075)

Catalogues and Reproductions: Astruc (1984); Pinakes diktyon #54043

Parchment. 340x245 mm. 351 folia, with 2 columns of text, 22 lines each. Script:
Perlschrift. Ruling: 34C2df.'*3 Contents: Theodore of Stoudios’ Catecheses (both Small and
Great), his Testament, Naukratios’ Encyclical on the Death of Theodore of Stoudios, certain of
Theodore’s elegiac couplets and SermCat. We learn from the colophon that the manuscript was
copied at the behest of a certain Kosmas, synkellos and abbot of the Monastery of Stoudios by
the calligrapher Germanos on 21 June 1075.'** Astruc traces the ownership of the manuscript
from Stoudios in the 11" century to the Monastery of Eikocipovicong, more commonly known
as Kosinitza, close to the Pangaion Hills in the region of Serres in the late 16" century. From
there it slowly made its way to an auction in 20" century London where the Bibliothéque

nationale de France acquired it.'*> Astruc notes that the parchment is of good quality, and that

141 Nevertheless, one cannot rule out the possibility that the scribe omitted the line in question on purpose, perhaps
in an attempt to smooth over the interruption caused by the absence of éykpateig kol pabvpor v Nuépav
tyunoare. I thank Dr. Aaron Pelttari for his insights here and elsewhere in this study.

142 Baroccianus 199 itself has numerous descendants, among them notably Sinaiticus graecus 374 (early 11%
century), currently held in the Russian State Historical Museum; it is a collection of the Small Catecheses of
Theodore of Stoudios, headed up by SermCat.

143 Astruc (1984) 277-278.

144 The colophon reads as follows: “ypéen 1 10 6c(iov) | mat)p(d)g HUB(V) Ocodd(pov) PiPro(c) | tdv
KatyNoewy | koopud @ TYuot(dt) | m(at)pi- cvyké(AA®)- kol thg TV | Xtovd(iov) povilg ipnvike | tdto
kaOnynTi- un(vi) | iovvim ko~ iv(dtktidvog) 1y | ETovg gemy- 01a | ['eppovod Tod €0 | 1e(AoDg) apapToA0D povoyod
| (kai) kaAlypd(pov) Tig avt(fig) pov(fig).”

145 Astruc (1984) 284-286.
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the decoration of the manuscript is minimal.'* Leroy responds to Sevéenko’s supposition'4’
that the text transmitted here is close to that of the archetype of Theodore of Stoudios’ Small
Catecheses by demonstrating that the readings preserved in this manuscript are not only not
those of the archetype, but that they rather represent deliberate—and often arbitrary—
corrections of perceived mistakes in the archetype.!*® Leroy’s conclusion is further borne out
from an analysis of the text of SermCat that the manuscript transmits.

The characteristic variants of Parisinus supplementum graecum 1386 fall into two
categories: on the one hand, variations from the family of Roe 6 and variations from the family
of Vaticanus graecus 2079, on the other. Its variations from Roe 6 are all to be found already in
its own prototype, Baroccianus 199. They are all readings characteristic of Ottobonianus
graecus 14, with the addition of Baroccianus 199’s deviations from that, as we saw above.
Parisinus supplementum graeccum 1386’s only particular variants are actually attempts at
correcting perceived grammatical errors traceable back to Vaticanus graecus 2079. In fact, the
‘errors’ corrected are not errors at all. They simply represent either an alternative way of
expressing a prohibition in Greek or the choice between using the exhortatory subjunctive or

the imperative in the apodosis of a simple past condition.!* They are as follows:

: éoptaon] S (TC): gopralétm

: amoAapn] S (TC): dmorafétm

D apeBaAn] S: apeiPorriéto

: wpocélOn] S (TC): mpoceAfétm
: €EEMON] S: €EeMBétm

< < < < <

It will be helpful to examine the entire phrases in question in order to better appreciate

the situation.

1. Eitig peta v tpitnv nAev edyoplotdv doptdon/éoptalétem
2. Fimng &kope vnotevov anordafn/dmorafétm viv to dnvaplov
3. Eitigmepi v €ktnv @dvn undev apueBain/dueiBoairéto
4. FEimnigvotépnoey &ic v Evatny tpocéAdn/npoceAfitm

146 ibid. passim.

147 Sevéenko (1977) 434.

148 Leroy (1979) 277.

149 Cf. Smyth (1920) 1800 ff., 2300 ff. respectively.
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5. Mndeic £EEAON/EEehBéT TEWVDY

In each of these five instances, Vaticanus graecus 2079 transmits the reading that
employs either a hortatory subjunctive (1-4) or a prohibitive subjunctive (5) as opposed to
opting for the third person singular imperative. Parisinus supplementum graecum 1386 prefers
the imperative; both options are well attested in Attic Greek texts.!>* What is interesting to note
in particular in connection to SermCat is that in the first four instances—all of which occur
together in the first section of the text—even Vaticanus graecus 2079 does not employ the
hortatory subjunctive for each of the eight conditional sentences present. Rather, it mixes the
subjunctive with the imperative, almost alternating back and forth between the two, in this

manner:

“Ei 11g €doefng kol eihdBeog, dmolaviTe TovTNg TG KOATG mavuynpems: &l Tig
d0DAOC EVYVOUWV- EiGEMOETM YaipwV gl TNV xapdv TOD Kupiov oToD- €1 TIg EKOE
ynotedov: amorafn vov to dnvdaplov- &l TIc Amod mPOTNG gipydoato- dgxicHm
ofjuepov 1o dikonov deAnua- €1 Tig petd Tv Tpitny A, edyapiotdvy fopTdon: £
TIG epl TV EKTNV €0Aavn: undev apeipain, kol yop ovdev {nuodtor €l Tig
votépnoey €ig Vv évatny (cod. évdekdtny), mpocérdn undev Evoordlwv- &l Tig

uovnyv Eebacev v Evdekdny- pn @opndi v Ppadvtijta...”

With the exception of the last phrase, Parisinus supplementum graecum 1386 is
consistent in preferring the third person singular imperative throughout. In other words,
Vaticanus graecus 2079 displays a mix of third person imperatives and hortatory subjunctives.
Parisinus supplementum graecum 1386 opts for consistency and changes all of the hortatory
subjunctives—except for the last one—into third person singular imperatives. I cannot
comment generally on the text of Theodore’s Small Catecheses that the manuscript preserves,
but I can confirm that, in SermCat at least, Leroy’s conclusion concerning deliberate correction
of perceived errors appears to hold true. The text has likely been purposely altered from its

prototype in an attempt to restore a parallel structure of third person imperatives throughout.

150 See Smyth (1920) op. cit. for examples.
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C Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale de France, MS. Coislinianus 271 (11th—12th

century)

Catalogues and Reproductions: Devreesse (1945) 250-252; Pinakes diktyon #49412

Parchment. 285x210 mm. 274 folia, with one column of text, 23—24 lines each. Script:
Perlischrift. Ruling: 20D1."5! Contents: Theodore of Stoudios’ Great Catecheses, SermCat,
Theodore’s Small Catecheses, his Testament and Naukratios’ Encyclical on the Death of
Theodore of Stoudios. Devreesse notes that the manuscript is divided into two parts: the first,
ff. 3r-34v, dating to the 12" century and the second, ff. 35r-272v, dating to the 11 century.
He notes that titles and initial capitals in the manuscript are decorated in red ink. However, on
f. 35r the initial word (E{) of SermCat appears to be more elaborately decorated than that. It is
formed of a vine in a semi-circle shape with a hand extending from the middle holding a cross.
The reproductions I have studied are black and white, so I cannot comment on the colors used.
Nevertheless, the style of the decoration is reminiscent of other initial capitals from
Ottobonianus graecus 14. A note on f. 274v states that the manuscript belonged to the monastery
of St. Panteleimon on Mt. Athos. Given that the monastery was founded in the 11 century, it
is possible that this manuscript was either copied at St. Panteleimon or for its library, or perhaps
brought there with others for the purpose of starting the library. In any case, Mt. Athos could
be its original place of provenance.

Finally, we must note that, although three 11" century manuscripts of Theodore of
Stoudios’ Catecheses extant today preserve SermCat!>>—Parisinus supplementum graccum
1386, Coislinianus 271 and Sinaiticus 401—only Coislinianus 271 places SermCat before the
first Small Catechesis (inc. Adehpoi Kol Tatépeg, £meldn) ydprtt Xpiotod NEmdnuev 10 dyov
nhoyo dmominpdoatr).'>® The other two collections have SermCat as the final text in the
manuscript. There is a marginal note on f. 36r next to the title of the first Small Catechesis, after

SermCat, which reads: tf|g Alokouvicipov—to be read beginning in the week following Pascha.

151 Leroy (1967) 6. Unfortunately, I was unable to examine the manuscript in person, and it is not among the many
that the Bibliothéque Nationale de France has digitized. The ruling was not easily visible in the reproductions,
and Devreesse does not make mention of it in his description. I have given my best estimate.

152 As far as I am currently aware. However, the heuristics for SermCat are problematic. The vast majority of
manuscript catalogues do not specify which Catecheses of Theodore of Stoudios are transmitted in a given
manuscript; thus, SermCat is often grouped together with Theodore’s Catecheses in the mind of the catalogue’s
author, and therefore not specified. Until a critical edition of Theodore’s Catecheses appears, the heuristics for
SermCat must necessarily remain a work in progress.

133 Theodore of Stoudios, Small Catecheses 1. It should be noted that certain manuscripts of Theodore’s
Catecheses transmit Theodore’s Or.4, while others transmit SermCat.
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This is a clear indication that on Pascha SermCat was read, and beginning on the next Sunday
reading of Theodore’s Small Catecheses began, in accordance with Stoudite practice.!>*

Indeed, concerning the placement of SermCat in relation to Theodore’s Catecheses,
Mario Re has convincingly argued that the archimandrite Luca, author of the 11™ century
Typikon for the San Salvatore monastery of Messina, must be specifically referring to Sinaiticus
401 in his instructions for the reading of SermCat on Pascha when he writes: “Eita mpotifetat
&vayvooic o0 Xpucootopov gig 10 Iaoya kol gic Tov domacudv, ob 1y dpyn: Ei 1ic evlafijs
Kad iAé0eog. Zter adTov gi¢ 1O TEh0G ToD peydiov Bipiiov Tod Xtovditov.”!>3 Re persuasively
maintains that, among collections of Theodore’s Catecheses containing the text of SermCat,
only Sinaiticus 401 fulfills all the conditions mentioned in Luca’s prescription: being a big
book; dividing the Catecheses into two sections as was done at San Salvatore; giving the variant
incipit (E7 ti¢ edAapfijc, as opposed to eboefijc of most manuscripts); and placing SermCat at the
end of the collection of Catecheses.'>® If Re’s identification is correct, then in comparing
Sinaiticus 401 to Coislinianus 271 and Parisinus supplementum graecum 1386 we are
simultaneously able to note great similarities in liturgical practices between mainland Greece,
Mt. Athos, Sicily and Southern Italy as well as the faint traces of textual divergences between
them in the 11%"-12% centuries.

The text preserved in Coislinianus 271 is derived from that of Parisinus supplementum
graecum 1386. The former contains every particular variant of the latter with one variant
reading of its own, one correction of a mistake in its prototype and one selection of apparently

multiple variants. The particular variant is the following:

S: Aéyovteg kai okpTdvTEG petd Tod Aawid] C: okiptdvieg Kol Aéyovteg LeTd ToD Aowid

The correction of the prototype is:

S: éxolaoev avTov yevaauevog thc oapkog avtod ] C (TC): ExkdAacev adTOV YELGAUEVOV

THG GapPKOC oV TOD.

134 ibid.: «...éme1dn REMOMpeV yapitt Xpiotod 10 Gylov ndoyo drominpdoarl...” This was read after the end of
the week of Pascha.

155 Re (2000) 263-264.

136 As both Re (2000) 264 and Leroy (2008) 208 observe, SermCat has been added to this manuscript by a later
hand.
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Despite not having the original, complete phrase before him, the scribe of Coislinianus
271 was nevertheless able to perceive the original grammatical structure of this sentence and
restore it, thus changing the participle from nominative (as if referring to Christ) to accusative
(so as to refer to Hades, as we saw above with Ottobonianus graecus 14). At one other point in
the text, the scribe of Coislinianus 271 encountered what he perhaps considered to be duplicated
variants of one and the same passage: mévteg AmoAadGoTE TOD TAOVTOL TH|G YPNOTOTNTOG TAVTEG
amolovcate ToD TAOVTOL Th¢ TioTemS. As we saw above, the shift from cuunociov tig micTemg
to mhovtov TG Tiotewg goes back to Ottobonianus graecus 14. The phrase preceding it—
mhovTOL Tiig YpnotOTTOG—is a reference to Paul’s Letter to the Romans 2:4.'57 Here, the scribe
of Coislinianus 271 chose to copy the latter phrase of SermCat and not the former. The scribe
of Marcianus graecus 1123 (13" century), whose text is also derived from Parisinus
supplementum graecum 1386, appears to have believed the same thing concerning this passage.
He opted to include the former phrase and not the latter. In all other aspects, Coislinianus 271

reproduces all the particular variants of its prototype, Parisinus supplementum graecum 1386.

M Venice, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, MS. Marcianus graecus II 42
(1123) (13t-14™ century)

Catalogues and Reproductions: Mioni (1967) 141-144; Pinakes diktyon #70204

Parchment (paper for ff. 6670, 73—78, 81-86, 89-98, 142-147, 150-155, 256261,
264-265). 220x186 mm. 3 flyleaves + 292 folia, with one column of text, 27-28 lines each.
Script: Rectangular Salentian style. Ruling: V 00A1.'3® Ehrhard classifies the codex as a 131
century non-menological collection of homilies (with some additions from the 14" century)
mostly dedicated to the movable Church year, followed by certain apocryphal texts.!>
Attributions: Gregory Nazianzen (2), John Chrysostom (12), Amphilochios of Iconium (1),
Cyril of Jerusalem (1), Ephraim the Syrian (3), Athanasios of Alexandria (2), Germanos I of
Constantinople (2), Andrew of Crete (1), ps.Eusebios of Alexandria (2), Epiphanios of Cyprus
(2), Gregory of Antioch (1), Pantoleon the deacon of Constantinople (1), Gregory
Thaumaturgus (1), Aetios presbyter of Constantinople (1) and Proklos of Constantinople (1).
Mioni agrees with Ehrhard’s assessment, identifying it as a codex of Italo-Greek provenance,

composed of folia copied in both the 13" and 14" centuries. Two different scribes in the 13t

157 “} 1od mhovtov Tfig xpnoTdTTOoC 0dTOD KOl THC dvoyfc kol tfig pokpodvpiog Katappoveig, dyvodv dTL 1O
xpNoToV 10D B0 gig peTdvoldv oe dyet;”

138 Leroy (1967) 46.

159 Bhrhard (1952) 111.813.
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century—poorly educated in Mioni’s estimation—and a third from the 14" century have
contributed to the manuscript. The parchment is of poor quality (though numerous folia are
actually paper), with slight damage throughout. The watermark of the paper is the boat, which
Briquet locates in Genoa in the year 1315.1%° On f. 291r, a certain Peter (“metpo moAnt”) testifies
that in 1579 he has left the codex (“aonve 10 BipAnm Todt0”) at the monastery of St. John the
Theologian at pecaumeintn. Perhaps we can identify Peter’s pecapuneAnm as the modern day
Mesabelies neighborhood of Heraklion, (present-day) capital of Crete. This possibility is further
reinforced by Peter’s method of dating. He writes apo8” (1579), as opposed to {nl" (7087).
Peter’s use of what is practically modern, demotic Greek is also worth noting. Perhaps the most
characteristic element is his use of the more simplified, modern form denvm, instead of dpinu
or aQfKo.

The text presented by Marcianus graecus 1123 can be described as a rather careless copy
of Parisinus supplementum graecum 1386. Many of its deviations from this manuscript’s text
are easily explained as either omissions (saut du méme au méme) or simple misreadings of the

prototype. Its noteworthy characteristic readings are as follows:

S: kol ta Epya déxeTon Kol TV Tiuny acmdletor] M: kai 10 Epyov d€xeTon Kol TV mieTnV
aomaletan

S (TC): kol TpdTot Kai devTEPOL TOV UIoBOV amordpete] M: kol Tp®dTOG Kol HEVTEPOG
amolafEtm

S: Aéyovteg Kol okipt®dvteg petd 100 Aowid] M: kol oxiptioate petd tod Aavid

Aéyovteg

The first variant can be attributed to Parisinus supplementum graecum 1386’s use of
Perlschrift.!! In the word Tipfv the T and 1 are written so closely together so as to touch each
other. A careless eye could easily read m instead of ti. From there, it is left to the scribe to make
sense of m(u)nv. From this nonsensical combination, wictnv is not a difficult choice to make

given the context. The other two variants will have likely been caused by similar careless

copying.

160 Briquet (1907, vol. 3) 600.
161 Astruc (1984) 279.
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K Mt. Athos, Monastery of Pantokratoros, MS. Pantokratoros 26 (Lambros
1060) (11" century)

Catalogues and Reproductions: Aubineau (1977); Lambros (1900) 95 (available online

here: https://anemi.lib.uoc.gr/metadata/f/7/e/metadata-01-0001135.tkl, accessed

2.1.19); Pinakes diktyon #29045

Parchment. Dimensions: 240x310 mm. 276 folia, with two columns of text, each with
29 lines. Ff. 1r—v contain a list of the 17 homilies that once preceded.'®? Ruling: 20D2.!%* Script:
Perlschrift. Contents: the manuscript is a panegyrikon with homilies beginning in the Triodion
period of Lent (Sunday of the Prodigal Son) and ending just after Pentecost with a homily for
All Saints. Attributions: John Chrysostom (10), Germanos II of Constantinople (1), John
Damascene (1), Hippolytus of Rome (1), Andrew of Crete (3), Gregory of Nyssa (1), Nektarios
of Constantinople (1), Joseph archbishop of Thessaloniki (1), Theodore of Stoudios (1),
Theodore Synkellos (1), George of Nikomedia (1), Epiphanios of Cyprus (1) and Gregory of
Caesaria (1). With Pantokratoros 26 we come to the last major representative of the third
manuscript family of SermCat’s textual tradition. I was not able to study this manuscript in situ,
but only from a microfilm reproduction at the Patriarchal Institute for Patristic Studies in
Thessaloniki. The manuscript has been described by Spyridon Lambros in his Catalogue of the
Greek Manuscripts on Mount Athos.'** Lambros has dated the manuscript to the 11% century.
There is a note on f. 212v indicating possession by the Monastery of Pantokratoros. However,
it is unsure whether the manuscript was copied on Mt. Athos or not. I cannot comment on the
colors employed because of the black and white image of the microfilm, but the appearance of
the text is very different from the majority of the other manuscripts in this family. It is closest
to Baroccianus 199, Parisinus supplementum graecum 1386 and Coislinianus 271. In other
words, to all appearances, Pantokratoros 26 is lacking in decorations that are considered
characteristic of Italo-Greek productions.

The text of SermCat preserved here is also noteworthy, as it presents all of the
characteristic readings of Ottobonianus graecus 14 but none of the variants transmitted from
Baroccianus 199. Its only differences from Ottobonianus graecus 14 are in three places. In the
same way as the scribes of both Coislinianus 271 and Marcianus graecus 1123 believed that in

their prototype, Parisinus supplementum graecum 1386, the phrase: ndvteg dmoravoate tod

162 Aubineau (1977) 26, n.10 notes that this should not lead us to conclude that the remaining homilies were added
to the codex after it was split in two.

163 Leroy (1967) 6.

164 Lambros (1900) 95.
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TA0VTOL TG ToTEWMS, TAVTES AmoAavoaTe TOD TAOVTOL THG Y¥pnotdtrog, preserved two rival
variants of the same passage, and thus each scribe opted to copy one or the other phrase, so too
in Pantokratoros 26 we read simply: mdvtec dmolavsate Tod mlovtov Thg ypnotdttog. % The
second variation does not actually consist of a different reading, but different placement of a
particular passage: €mukpavOn kai yop évexpadn. It is true that the scribe of Pantokratoros 26
has changed the variant of Ottobonianus graecus 14 yop xoi to Koi yap—something which no
other manuscript in this family that includes this particular passage does. However, the main
difference is that Ottobonianus graecus 14—and all other manuscripts in this family that include
this passage—places this particular line after the quote from Isaiah: 6 Adng, pnoiv, Emkpdvon
ouvavtnoag oot kdtw. Pantokratoros 26, instead, places the phrase after the second repetition:
EmkpavOn kol yop €vemaiyOn. Finally, the scribe omits the small phrase: xoi yop ovdEvV
{nuodtar. Other than these minor variations, the text of Pantokratoros 26 is in full agreement
with that of Ottobonianus graecus 14, for which reason I argue that the former is descended
from the latter. This ends the presentation of the third manuscript family of SermCat’s textual

tradition.

165 This is what happens in the printed edition of PG 59:721-724, as well.
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FOURTH MANUSCRIPT FAMILY: vy

A Rome, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, MS. Vaticanus graecus 2013 (9"
10" century)

Catalogues and Reproductions: CCG VI, 230-232; Pinakes diktyon #68642

Parchment. Dimensions: 245x190 mm. 214 folia, with 2 columns of text, each of 35—
40 lines. Ruling: 00C2.1% Script: compact, slightly angled and irregular Rossano style. This fits
with Voicu’s indentification of the manuscript’s Italo-Greek provenance.!®’ Contents: the
manuscript is a panegyrikon for just over half of the year, beginning roughly with Lent and
ending with the Dormition. Ehrhard classified the codex as an Italo-Greek panegyrikon,
identifying that part of its texts are to be found in the manuscript Vaticanus graecus 2119 (10t
century).!%® Attributions: John Chrysostom (28), John Damascene (1), Epiphanios of Cyprus
(3), Amphilochios of Iconium (2), Gregory Nazianzen (4), Athanasios of Alexandria (1), Basil
of Caesaria (2), Ephraim the Syrian (5), Gregory of Antioch (1), Titus bishop of Bostra (1),
Anastasios of Sinai (1), Severian of Gabala (1), Dorotheos of Gaza (1), Leontios presbyter of
Jerusalem (2), Proklos of Constantinople (2), Basil of Seleucia (1), Leontios presbyter of
Constantinople (1) and John metropolitan of Thessaloniki (1). In the examination of the
manuscripts preserving SermCat, Vaticanus graecus 2013 represents a strong textual
divergence from all other early, significant witnesses examined.

There is no table of contents. The folia are generally very faded, with minimal
decorations. Many folia display humidity damage and/or holes. Others have simply been cut
out of the codex. Two folia appear to have been cut out between ff. 46v—47r. Nevertheless, the
quires generally still number eight folia in all. Further evidence of re-binding is to be found on
ff. 198r and 204v where marginal notes have been cut off. Color does not appear anywhere in
decorations throughout the manuscript; however, titles are ornamented with simple, Italo-Greek
style decorations, such as those in Ottobonianus graecus 14. The ink and hand also resemble
the minuscola libraria employed in Ottobonianus graecus 14, Baroccianus 199 and others. The

codex ends abruptly with no colophon.

166 Leroy (1967) 1.
167 CCG VI, 230.
168 Ehrhard (1938) I1.143.
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The text preserved in Vaticanus graecus 2013 transmits variants that do not appear
anywhere else in the known manuscript tradition of SermCat.'® However, it is interesting to
note that some of Vaticanus graecus 2013’s variants do appear in other texts that incorporate
large swathes of SermCat, such as in CPG 5003, transmitted in MS. Dionysiou 71 (11% century),
ff. 186—188, which also incorporates passages from Theodore of Stoudios’ catecheses, making
a much longer text that is heavily dependent upon SermCat.!”® The most significant variations

are as follows:

TC: €l g mepl v &ty €@davn, undev auePoréto] A: &l Tig kv €pdvel undgv
acporilwv

TC: unogv évooralmv] A: undev dStudv

TC: koi v Tpa&v Tid Koi v mpoddecty Emaivei] A: om. cod.

A: post devtepot] kai ol mepi TV Evoekdtnv add. cod.

A: post yéuet] ayaBdv add. cod.

TC: ndvteg dnoiavoate ToD TAOVTOL THG ¥PNOTOTNTOC] A: AmoAadGOTE TOD GLUTOGIOV
TG mioTE®S, TAVTES AmoAavcate ToD TAOVTOL THG XPNOTOHTNTOG

TC: 6 10D Zotipog Bdvatog] A: tod Bavdtov 6 Tod Ogod Bdvatog

PG: Zuvovtioog 6ot Katm Emkpavon, kol yap kabnpétn, Enukpdavon] A: om. cod.

TC: xatapépAnocoar] A: méntokag

TC: Avéot Xpiotdg kol tentdkact daipoveg] A: om. cod.

TC: post dyyeiot] A: kai okiptdov apydyyeiot add. cod.

TC: Avéot Xp1otodg kol vekpog ovdelg éml pvfpatog] A: om. cod.

A: post apyayyerot] Avéotn Xpiotog Koi (o moAtedeTol, AvESTN XPLoTOG Kol TOTG €1g
avtov EAmtilovov v {onv Kol v dvactacty Edwprcato add. cod.

A: post €yéveto] Avéotn Xp1otog kal gipvny 1@ Koou® £dwpnoato add. cod.

For many of these variants, there is no explanation that offers itself—for example:
aocporilwv instead of apeipariétom or Sudv instead of évdordlwv. Vaticanus graecus 2013°s
reading is nonsensical as preserved in these instances, but I have not found the evidence

necessary to explain these nonsequitur readings. Other variants, such as the small addition of

169 Except, of course, in other manuscripts that appear to have been copied from this one. However, since its copies
do not offer any significant textual variants, their evidence is not taken into account here.

170 T am grateful to Guillaume Bady for sharing his research on this, and many other points, with me. His
discoveries and insights into this and many other paschal homilies have greatly improved the quality of the present
research. See Bady (2008; 2012; 2017; 2018) and cf. Mayer (2015).
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the word dyaBdv as the genitive object of the verb yépet in a phrase discussing a banquet table
makes sense; it appears in a slightly altered form in Vaticanus graecus 1633. However, it is
striking that at least two of these variants are transmitted in another, much longer text that has
drawn significantly from SermCat, preserved in Dionysiou 71 (11% century), ff. 186—188. These
are: post dyyelot] xoi okiptdov apydyyerot add. cod. and post apydyyerot] Avéotn Xpiotog
kai (o1 TolteveTal, AvEaTtn XploTog Kal Toic €ig adtov EAmilovaty T (onv Kol TV AvacTacLY
gdowpnoaro add. cod. In essence, these two readings serve to make one line of the text much
longer. The text preserved in Dionysiou 71 is, in many other respects, vastly different from that
of Vaticanus graecus 2013. There is no hint that the two are closely related. This renders these
readings common to both manuscripts even more fascinating, if we consider that only two
centuries after the death of Theodore of Stoudios his own work—as we have an approximation
of it in Vaticanus graecus 2079 and in the manuscripts preserving his own Or.4 that we will
examine below—was so drastically altered and supplemented to the point of being almost
unrecognizable. Whatever the particular reasons for these creative interferences and
interpolations into the text, Theodore inspired great enthusiasm in his successors for the
reception of John Chrysostom’s paschal homily par excellence—an inspiration that led them to

receive and to mold their own reception of Chrysostom and the text attributed to him.!”!

170 Cf. Part 2, chapter 1.
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F1irTH MANUSCRIPT FAMILY: B

T Dublin, Trinity College Library, MS. 185 (11" century)
Catalogues and Reproductions: Crostini:

(http://digitalcollections.tcd.ie/home/#folder _1d=131&pidtopage=MS185 005&entry_

point=223);!7? Digital images are available here:
http://digitalcollections.tcd.ie/home/#folder_id=131&pidtopage=MS185 005&entry p
oint=5 (accessed 3.1.19); CCG I, 1-2; Pinakes diktyon #13591

Parchment. Dimensions: 337x235 mm. 261 folia, with two columns of text, each of 28—
29 lines. Ruling: 20E2.'73 Script: Perlschrift. Contents: Crostini has identified the manuscript
as a liturgical homiliary for the entire year beginning in September and ending in August,
according to Ehrhard’s classification a pre-Metaphrastic Type A. Attributions: Chrysippos of
Jerusalem (1), Hesychios of Jerusalem (2), Cyril of Jerusalem (1), Germanos I of
Constantinople (3), Gregory Nazianzen (2), Basil of Caesarea (1), Epiphanios of Cyrpus (1),
Antonios the hagiographer (1), Archippos the hermit (1), John Damascene (1), Pantoleon the
presbyter and monk (1), Kosmas Vestitor (1), Ephraim the Syrian (1), John Chrysostom (12),
Christopher of Alexandria (1), Sophronios of Jerusalem (1), (ps.)Eusebios of Alexandria (1)
and Proklos of Constantinople (2). Crostini dates the manuscript to the year 1020. Ehrhard also
proposed an 11™ century date, noting the presence of gaps in the liturgical periods of the year
represented by the texts collected in the codex, as well as items missing at both its beginning
and end.!”* Though a Southern Italian provenance has often been suggested, Crostini rejects
this in favor of a Constantinopolitan provenance—while at the same time casting doubt on the
possibility that it was copied in an imperial scriptorium for Basil II. She notes one scribal hand
throughout the manuscript. Certain titles are highlighted in red, yellow or green ink, while initial
capitals also display creative decoration, as well. Many of these decorations recall features
characteristic of Southern Italian techniques. Not only has the manuscript been rebound, but in
fact at least 52 folios are missing, according to Crostini’s count.

The text of SermCat transmitted in the manuscript differs markedly from that of the four

families we have thus far examined. With Trinity College 185 we move on to the fifth, and

172 Dr. Crostini has written an extensive 22—page description of the manuscript for Trinity College Dublin’s Digital
Collections, available here:

http://digitalcollections.tcd.ie/home/#folder _id=131&pidtopage=MS185 005&entry_point=223. However,
having downloaded the article many months ago, I now discover that the link no longer works.

173 Leroy (1967) 6.

174 Ehrhard (1936) 1.163-164.
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final, manuscript family in the tradition of SermCat. The characteristic readings of Trinity

College 185 are as follows:

TC: El 1ig evoefn|g kai ¢rhdbgog, dmorovétem Th¢ KaAfic Tavtng mavryvpews] T: Ei tig
evAuPelg Kol PLAOYPLETOG, AmOAAPETM TOTNG THG KAATS TavyDpems Ta Yopiopato

TC: épdvn] T: om. cod.

TC: kai yap 00dev {nuodtar] T: om. cod.

TC: El tig botépnoey ig Ty évvatny, Tpoceddétm undsy Evoolalwv] T: &l 1ig votépiogy
elg TV évatnv €AB€tv, unogv abvunoet

TC: doTYWog 6 LavOpwmog] T: PIAOTIHOC Yap £0TV O PIAGVOP®TOG

TC: xoi Vv mpa&v Tnd kol v tpdecty Emovel] T: kai v yvounv domdletot, kol
™V TPa&v Td, Kol 10 Epyov mpoacietal, kol TNy tpdecty Emavel

TC: tpvoncate navteg] T: tpvpnoaveg doate

TC: moAvg] T: Rroipocton

TC: mavteg dmolavoate 100 TAoVTOL THG YpNnotodtoc] T: mhvteg dmolavcate Tod
CLUTOGIOV TO YAPIGHA, KOl TAVTEG AVTANCATE TOD LOPOL THG XAPLTOG

TC: £€pdvn yap 1 kown Pactieio. Mndeig 66vpésbm ta traicpota] T: om. cod.

TC: cvyyvoun yop €k tod téeov dvétere] T: dpeotg yap dmd 10D Tapov aveTelhey

TC: "EcPecev avtov v adtod Kateyouevoc. Exolacev tov adnv koatelbov gic tov
dgonv. 'Emikpavev avtov yevoduevov thg ocapkog avtod] T: Eowoev Mudg kol ék 1o doov
EppHoaTo, EMKPAVON O GONG YELOAUEVOC TG GOPKOC DTOD

TC: EmkpdvOn xoi yap kabnpédn] T: om. cod.

TC: "ElaPe yijv xoi cuvivinoeyv ovpavd] T: om. cod.

TC: Avéotm Xprotdg kol mentdkact daipoveg] T: om. cod.

TC: ovdeig €mi pviuatog] T: odk EoTiv év pviuatt

One immediately senses that this is a far different text than those we have thus far
examined—while still not qualifying as a different version of SermCat altogether. Some
variants can be attributed to simplifications of, and/or additions to, the text, such as adding
yopicpata as an accusative object of the verb amoAavetv, instead of keeping the genitive object
navnyvpews. Other simplifications include: ®wAdtipog yap oty 0 QUAAVOpwTOC, TAVTEG
amolovcate Tod cuumociov 10 ydpiopa and EmkpavOn 6 &oMg yevodpevog g capkog avTod.
This last one is intriguing, since it actually makes its way into some of the different versions of

SermCat that we will examine below. Many manuscripts transmit yevodpevog, but are perfectly
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happy to keep Hades in the accusative ({dnv), as the object of the active verb €nikpavev. Thus,
yvevodpuevog refers back to Christ. We saw this above in the family of Ottobonianus graecus 14.
However, Trinity College 185 has taken this variant to its logical end, restructuring the phrase
entirely. Now, Hades is the subject of a passive verb, and thus the original variant ygvoépevog
can once again modify Hades. The resulting phrase is far more linear than the original:
Emikpovey aOTOV yeuoduevov Tig oapkog avtod. For other variant readings here, there is no
obvious explanation. For example, one is at a loss to explain undgv abvpnocet in place of undgv
gvoolalwv, or tpuepnoavteg doate instead of tpvenoate ndvteg. Perhaps the former could be

attributed to mis-hearing.!”

R Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Cromwell 23 (1064-5)

Catalogues and Reproductions: CCG I, 217-218; Coxe (available online here:
https://medieval.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/catalog/manuscript 4038); Darrouzes (1954);
Pinakes diktyon #47813

Parchment. Dimensions: 310x250 mm. 334 folia, with two columns of text, each of 30 lines.
Ruling: 00D2.'76 Script: angled, slightly less ‘energetic’ stylized cursive, with elements of
liturgical minuscule and Perlschrift. Contents: Ehrhard classifies the codex as an example of
an entire-year panegyrikon, completely preserved—despite the relatively small number of
homilies contained in the codex.!”” Attributions: Basil of Caesarea (4), Andrew of Crete (5),
George of Nikomedia (1), John Chrysostom (8), Gregory Nazianzen (5), Amphilochios of
Iconium (1), John Damascene (1), Ephraim the Syrian (1) and Germanos II of Constantinople
(1). The manuscript is dated to 1064—-5 on f. 1r. Coxe notes in his description that it once
belonged to the Monastery of St. Anastasia Pharmakolytria in Halkidiki, Greece. However,
Darrouzes, in an article that examines manuscripts from the monastery, was unable to find any
connection between this codex and the particular monastery.!’”® However, after an in situ
examination of the manuscript, I can confirm Coxe’s note. On the inside of the back cover of
the manuscript, in the top right corner, is written in a nearly illegible cursive script the

following note: “Attn 1 pnProg | drapyn the ayi(ag) | pov(fg) avaotaciog kol 1 T T eENA®

175 §@vpmoet could potentially be explained as a synonym for évdod{wv, combined with a change of syntax from

present active participle to aorist active subjunctive. It’s possible that Goate may also be a corruption of dnavtec.
I thank Niels Gaul for his suggestions on these, as well as many other, points.

176 Leroy (1967) 1.

177 Ehrhard (1938) 11.21-22.

178 Darrouzeés (1954) 56.
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| o1 8k Thig po(v)fig Tavtng va &xm | Tag apac tdv dyiov T 9eo@o | pov n(até)pwv duny.” 7

@eo@Opwv must be a mistake for Oeopdpwv. The 318 fathers are undoubtedly those of the First
Ecumenical Council held in Nikaia in 325.180

The binding is beginning to come undone at the bottom edges. The parchment is stiff
and rough. There is also some evidence of water damage throughout the manuscript.
Decoration is minimal. The only color employed is red, for titles and initial capitals. Above the
table of contents is written Biiiov mavnyvpikdv. The texts transmitted here cover almost the
entire year, from the birth of the Theotokos on 8 September to the Transfiguration on 6 August.

The text of SermCat transmitted in Cromwell 23 can be described as an attempt to
correct perceived errors of its prototype, Trinity College 185. Cromwell 23 generally preserves

all the characteristic variants of its prototype. The changes it makes are the following:

T: El 11¢ evAafeig kol @uAOxp1oTog, AmoAaPET®m TaVTNG THG KOARS TTovnyOLpems To
yopiopata] R: Ef tig e0AaPng kol @loyplotog, AmoAafETm TdV Yoplopudtomv Tadtng THe KOATRS
OV YOPEWMG

T: éoptdoet] R (TC): éoptalétm

T: épOace om. cod.] R: agiketo add. cod.

T: mhvteg amolavoate tod cvumociov 10 Ydpopo] R: mhvieg dmoiavcate tod
GLUTOGIOV

T: dvéot Xpiotog Kai mentokact daipoveg om. cod.] R (TC): habet cod.

Cromwell 23’s variations from Trinity College 185 demonstrate improvements in
spelling (evAafnc) and grammar (Tdv yopiopdtov, Eoptalétm), but are not limited to these
areas. Cromwell 23 supplies a verb, aopiketo, to fill in the gap where Trinity College 185 had
omitted one altogether (most likely either épdvn or &pbace, depending on its prototype).
Moreover, Cromwell 23 manages to re-insert a line that Trinity College 185 had omitted:
avéotn Xplotog kol memtokoaot daipovec. It is difficult to pinpoint the reasons for such
phenomena with the current state of evidence; however, it seems likely that Cromwell 23 was

able to consult another manuscript of SermCat together with Trinity College 185, especially in

179 It seems that D. Grosdidier de Matons in a dissertation at the Ecole pratique des Hautes Etudes has discussed
this same note of possession. Unfortunately, I was unable to consult this dissertation.

180 Cf. this similar curse found in the DBBE, occurrence #18564, in MS. Russia GIM Sinodicus graecus 456
(1297): https://www.dbbe.ugent.be/occurrences/18564 (accessed 14.10.20). I thank Niels Gaul for his help in
reading and interpreting this note.
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order to restore the line at the end of the text.'®! Nevertheless, even if Trinity College 185 was
copied around the year 1020 and Cromwell 23 in 10645, there is no way to know how many
other manuscripts could have intervened between these two in the transmission process.
Moreover, Trinity College 185 was likely copied in Constantinople. We know that Cromwell
23 belonged at one time to the Monastery of St. Anastasia in Halkidiki, but the monastery was
founded in 1520. It is, therefore, unclear where this codex was held for approximately the first
five centuries of its existence. It is possible that it was also copied in Constantinople, but at

present this is uncertain.

1811t is also possible that the scribe simply knew the line by heart from having heard SermCat read aloud at paschal
services, and was able to insert it from memory.
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1I. CRITICAL EDITION OF SERMO CATECHETICUS

Stemma of (ps.)Chrysostom’s Sermo Catecheticus in sanctum Pascha (CPG 4605)

Constantinople Italian Peninsula Cyprus/Palestine Mt. Athos

IX V(Stoudios)  [B]
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Critical Text of (ps.)Chrysostom’s Sermo Catecheticus in sanctum Pascha
(CPG 4605)

TOY EN ATI'TOIZ ITATPOX HMQN IQANNOY TOY XPYZOXTOMOY AOI'OZ
EIZ THN ANAXTAXIN TOY KYPIOY HMQN [HX0Y XPIXTOY

ET 11c evoefnig kol rhdBe0g, AmoAavET® THG KOATG TAVTNG TOVIYOPEWC.
E{ t1c 50dhog evyvopmv, gioeAdétm yoipov g TNV Yopdv Tod Kupiov adToD.
E{ t1c Exape vnotedov, drolaPétm vov TO dnvaplov. 5

E1 11ic and mpong dpag eipydoaro, dexécbw onpepov o dikotov deAnua.

E{ 11 peta v tpitnv nA0sv, edyapiotdv optalétom.

ET tic mepi v Ektnv €0avn, undev aueBoréto- kai yap ovdev {nuodtot.

ETl tic votépnoeyv &ig v évvatmy, tpocedfétm pundev Evooralmv.

E{ tic povnv épbace v Evdekatmyv, un eofnoi myv Ppadvtita. 10

duLoTYOS O PILAVOpWTOG.
Aéyeton 10V Eoyatov Kabdmep Kol TOV TpdTOV.
Avamavetl TOV TG EvOEKATNG O TOV £PYUCAUEVOV GO THS TPMTNG.

Kai tov Dotepov €leel kal TOV TpdTOV Ogpamenet.
Kakeivo 6idwot kai toute yopiletat. 15
Koai mv mpa&v tipd xoi v npdectv Emarvel.

1-2 TOY EN...XPIXTOY V] Tob év ayiolg matpdc NUMOV idAvVVOL GpYIEMICKOTOV KOVOTAVTIVOLTOAEMS TOD
XPVGOGTOUOV- AOYOG €15 TNV AAUTPAV KVPLOKTV THG Gryiog xplotod tod 0god NudV dvactdoems. Kol gig v
Bpadvtijta N; TOY EN AT'TOIX ITATPOX HMQN IQANNOY APXIEIIIXKOIIOY
KONEZTANTINOYIIOAEQZ TOY XPYXOXTOMOY, AOI'OX TH AT'TA KYPIAKH TOY ITAXXA EIX TON
AZITAZMON O; TOY ATTOY IQANNOY TOY XPYZOXTOMOY APXIEITIZKOIIOY
KONEZTANTINOYTIOAEQZ- AOT'OX EIX THN TOY XPIZTOY ANAXTAZXIN MIKPOZ, AAAA TTANY
KAAOZX A; TOY EN ATIOIZ [TATPOX HMQOQN IQANNOY TOY XPYXOXTOMOY - OMIAIA EIZ TO
AT'TON ITAXXA KAI EIZ TON AXITAEXMON T 3 Ei 1ig gvoepic...movnyvpewg NVO] "H 1ig evoefng kai
PIAG0g0¢ ATOAAVET® TOOTNG TG KOARG TToviyOpeg A; Ei Tig edAafr|g kal @ildypiotog. dmolafétm tontng Tig
KoAfg mavnyvpeng ta yopicpata T 4 Ei ig 600r0G...a0T00 NOT] cicerfdto VA 5 Eitig
Exape...onvaprov NT] amordpn VO; drnordpfet et om. viv cod. A 6 Ei Tig amo wpdTS... .00 npa N] dpag
om. codd. VOT; ofjuepov om. et viv add. cod. A 7 Ei 1ig petd...sopraléto] éoptdon N; éoptdoet VOA;
evyapiotmg goptdcel T 8 Ei Tig mepl...CnuodTan] peta et EpBace habet cod. N; apeipain VO; fj tig Ektnyv
€pavn undev acparilwv- ovdev Inuiodton A; i Tig peta v Ektyv. undev aupiBaiier T 9 Eitig
votépnoey...Evooalov N] évdexdtny et TpocédOn habet cod. V; mpocéidn O; 1j Tic VoTépnoey Evvanv-
TPocEAON undev dudv A; ET tig botépnoey gig v évamnyv éABelv- unosv abopcet T 10 Ei tig
povnyv...ppadvrijta VOT] eig add. codd. NA 11 ®1héTipog 6 @rhavOpmmog VOA] giAdTyog yap dv O
deomotng N; eAoTIHOG Yap €oTv O ehdvBpomog T 12 Aéyetat...mpdtov N] kabdrep toOv TpdTepov V;
kafanep TOV TpdTIcTOV O; OG KOl TOV TPp@TOV A; KaOMG Kol OV tpdtov T 13 Avamaver... tpdTng N] tijg om.
codd. VOA; xafdnep 10 épyocapéve and tpotmc T 14 Kai Tov Yotepov...0epanever NVOT] npdtepov
kauvovta A 15 Kakegivo...yapietor NVOT] koi todto didwow kakeivo yopiletar A 16 Kai thv
wpaguy...émauvel N kol ta Epya S€xeton Kol TV yvouny donaletar Kol v tpaéy Td: Kol v mpobecty
Emovel V; kol ta Epya d€yetan-kal T TNV domdletat kol Ty Tpd&v Tyd, Kol v mpoaipecty Enovel O; om.
cod. A; Kai TV yvouny aondaletat. Koi v apdSv Tipd- Kol to Epyov mpocietal. kol v mpodecty maivel T
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Ovkodv gicéAdnTe ThvTES €lG TNV Yapav TOD KLPiov HUDV.

Koai mpdtot kai 0ebtepotl 10V LeBov amordPete.

[TAovo1ot Kol TEVNTES PLET  AAANA®V YOPEVCATE.

‘Eyxpateig kol pabupot thyv UéEpavV TIUCATE. 20
Nnotevoavteg Kai [ vnotedoovtes eDEPAvONTE GNLEPOV.

‘H tpamelo yéper Tpuefcate TAVTES.
‘O p66Y0¢ TOANG: Pndeic EEEADOL TEWVDV.
[évteg dmoiavoate Tod TAOVTOL THG XPNOTOTNTOG.

Mndeig Opnveito meviov- Epdvn yap 1) Kown Poactieio. 25
Mndeic 60vpéchm Ta Traicpata: GUYYVAOUN Yop €K TOD TAPOV AVETEIAE.
Mndeig poPeicbm Tov Bdvatov- nAevBépwae yap Hudg 6 ToD cwTHPOg BAvaTOoC.

"EoBecev adtov O ahTod KOTEYOUEVOC.
"Exoloce tOV §onv KateAbav €ig TOV donv.
‘Enikpavev adtov yevodpevov thg capkog ovtod. 30

17 Ovkovv.. . qudv N] cicélbatar VA; cicéAfete OT 18 Kai tpdror...amordfete NVOT] kai ot mepl v
évdekdrny add. cod. A 20 Eykpateis... iufocate NVAT] om. cod. O 21 Nnotevoavtes...cnipuepov NV]
post onuepov add. Aéyovteg kol oKipT@VTEG et ToD Aavid avtn 1 fuépa fjv Emoinoev 6 kbploc:
ayorAacopeda kai edepaviduey év avtii cod. O; ante ur add. ot cod. A; ante vnotedoavteg add. oi cod. T
22 'H tpanela... mavreg NVO] 1 tpdnela yépet ayaddv- Tpuenoavteg mivieg AmoAadcate T0D GUUTOGIOV TG
niotemg A; N tpanela yépet. tpupnoavteg doate T 23 ‘O poocyog...mewvdv N] EEMON VO; om. cod. A; om.
moA0g et habet fjroipactal cod. T 24 Mavres...xpnototnrog N] ante [Tdvreg add. [Tavteg dmoiavoate tod
ovumociov TG miotewg cod. V; ante ITavtec add. [avteg dnoladoate Tod mhovTov Tii¢ TioTemg cod. O; mhvteg
amoAavoaTE TOD GLUTOGIOV TO YUPIoUA- KOl TAVTEG AvTAncate ToD popov Tiig xdpttog T

25 Mnocsic...pactieio NVA] om. kown et habet Xpiotod cod. O; om. £pdvn yop 1 kown Bacireia cod. T

26 Mnocic...avéteihe N| ano pro ék VOA; om. Mndeig ddvpécbom ta nraicpota et habet doeoig yap dmod t0d
Tapov avétethev cod. T 27 Mndsic...0avatog N] tod cwtijpog 0 Bdvatog V; éhevbépmaoe yap fudg Tod
o@Tipog 6 BAvartog O; Tod Bavdtov 6 T0d Beod BAvaTog A; NhevBEépmcey NAG T0d cwTiipog 6 Bavatog T

28 "Eofeoev...katexopevog NVOA] om. cod. T 29 ’Exdroce...aonv N] o katehbwv VA; ékdracev adTOvV
yevodpevog tig oapkog avtod O; Ecwoev Mudg kai £k tod ddov éppdcato T 30 Emikpaveyv...adtod NVA]
om. cod. O; émkpavOn 6 @oéngc. yevodpevog tig capkog avtod T
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Kai todto mporafmv Hoalog Efomoev- 0 dong, enotv, mkpdvin cuvaviioag
GOl KAT®.

EntikpavOn, koi yop Evexpaon.
‘EntucpavOn, koi yap kabnpéon.
‘EmtikpavOn, kai yop Evemaiyon. 35

"EAafe odpa kol 0ed meptéTuyey.
"EAaBe YTV Kol GUVAVINGEV 0VPUVER.
"EAaBev Omep EPAene kol mémtwkev 00ev ovk EPAeme.

[Tod cov Bdvarte 10 kévrpov; [Tod cov §on 10 Vikog;

Avéotn Xp1otog Kol o kataBEPAncat. 40
Avéotn Xp1oTog Kol TENTOKAGL SALLOVEG.

Avéotn Xp1otog Kai xaipovotv dyyelot.

Avéot Xp1otog kol {on moAtteveTaL.

Avéotn Xp1oTog Kol vekpog 00OELS €Tl LVALOTOG,

Xp1o10g yap £yepheig Ek vekp@DV Amapyn TOV KEKOIUNUEVOV EYEVETO- 45
avTd 1 06&0 Kol TO KPATOG €ig TOVC QidVAG TV OidV®Y. AUNV.

31-32 Kai 10970...KaT0 NV] 6 Noaiog £foa O; pnoiv et cuvavinoag oot KGtm om. cod. A; om. cot et habet
cecod. T 33 ’EmkpavOn...évekpd0n N] yop koi VO; om. codd. AT 34 ’Emkpavn...xa0npédn NVO]
om. codd. AT 37 "Erae...o0pav® N] Erafev mv yijv Kai cuviivinoeyv 1d 0e® V; Elofe v yijv, koi
ovvivinoev ovpav®d OA; om. cod. T 38 "Edafev...Efrene NOA] om. méntwkey et habet £éxabev cod. V; om.
Omep et habet 6 cod. T 40 Avéot...katapépinoor NVOT] néntokag A 41 Avéotn...daipoves NVO] om.
codd. AT 42 Avéor...ayyehor NVOT] post dyyerot add. kol okipt@dotv apydyyehol cod. A 44
Avéor...pvijpatog NVO] avéot ypiotdc: Kol toig gig antov Eltilovot v {onyv kai v avactacty
£0mpNoato A; AvESTN XPLOTOG. Kol vekpOg ovk Eotv €v puviuatt T 4546 Xprotog... Apnv N] kai 10 kpdtog
om. codd. VO; xp1ot0¢ yap adtog £yepOElc Ek vEKpDY AmapyT) TOV KEKOWUNUEV®V EYEVETO- AVEGTT ¥PLOTOS Kol
EPNVNY TO KOGU® EdPNOATO- 0OTA 1) 60&0 KOl TO KPATOG GVV T@ maTpl Kod T Ayim mvedpott viv Kol del kol
€15 TOVG aidVog TAV aidvov apny A; xplotog yap £yepbeic. dmopyr| TV KEKOUNUEVOVY £YEVETO- DT 1) d0En Kol
70 KpATog Ao @ TaTpl Kol Td ayim Tvedpatt. €ig To0G aidvag Tdv aidvov. auniyv. T
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1. ANALYSIS OF SERMO CATECHETICUS IN SANCTUM PASCHA (CPG

4605)

Structure

Before the description of manuscript witnesses, it will be helpful to briefly note the
major points of structure, style, vocabulary and content in the texts under discussion. As noted
above, Montfaucon believed that SermCat was fragmentary; indeed, it is considerably shorter
than almost any other homily preserved under Chrysostom’s name considered genuine. For
this critical edition, I have decided to group the text into its thematic units so that its structure
may become apparent. Far from fragmentary, SermCat in fact displays a tight, highly
developed structure that appears to reflect authorial intention and rhetorical skill. First, the text
is divided numerically into units that correspond to the following pattern of line groupings: 3—
5-3, 3-5-3, 3-3, quotation from prophet, 3—3, quotation from prophet, 5, closing. These
groupings are reflected in the division into paragraphs above. Each group of paragraphs is
equally balanced; there are two cycles of 3—-5-3, followed by the first, shorter cycle of 3-3.
This is then broken by the quote from Isaiah. The next short 3—3 cycle follows, which is
succeeded by the quote from Hosea. Finally, the triumphal 5 line cycle announces the
resurrection, and the text closes with a typical doxology. Such an evenly balanced structure
provides a strong case against the argument that SermCat is a fragment. Rather, this appears to
be a text that was intentionally constructed so as to maximize the potential to convey a complex
theological message as quickly and concisely as possible, without sacrificing clarity. Whatever
the origins of SermCat are, the text should not be considered fragmentary. The longer versions

we will see below exhibit interpolations alien to this tight structure evident in SermCat.

Style

The style of the text is also not haphazard or random. The opening paragraphs, where
the initial invitation to participate in the celebration is expressed and qualified in terms of faith,
repentance and asceticism, manifest the longest lines of the entire text. From there, the author
picks up speed and employs primarily short, powerful phrases, full of imperatives. The style
reflects an author concerned with addressing a large audience, of all levels of education and
understanding. As will become clear in the analysis of vocabulary and content, SermCat can
be interpreted on many levels. There exists a simple, obvious level, comprehensible to all, but

below this, through sophisticated allusions to the Bible and other texts, the author accomplishes
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a powerful theological synthesis that would be perceptible to the more literate in the audience.
At all events, the text appears to have been designed to be heard rather than read, as evidenced
by the short length of the overall composition and the short, dynamic phrasing employed.
Rhetorical features of note include: 1) extensive use of anaphora (&1 Tig 11. 1-10, kai 11. 14-16,
unoeig 1. 25-27, émkpavom 11. 33-35, &hafe 1. 36-38, avéom yprotog 1. 40-44); 2) pervasive
metaphors to describe participation in the liturgy and receiving communion (Toviyvpig, xopo
100 Kvpiov, onvdprov 11. 3-5; dikarov deAnpa L. 6; icBog 1. 18; tpanela, pocyoc, TAodTog TG
¥pNoToTNTOG, KON Paciieia 1. 22-25); 3) oxymoron to portray Hades’ defeat by Christ’s two
natures (c®po/0ed, yfiv/ovpavd, dmep EPreme/ovk ERAene 11. 36-38); 4) aporia in the passage

quoted from Hosea, which prophesies Hades’ defeat (1. 39)

Vocabulary and Content

These two aspects will be presented together, since there is much overlap between
them. We have already seen above in the presentation of stylometry and N-grams that the
vocabulary employed here is highly characteristic of the writings of John Chrysostom. The
next closest literary monument which SermCat’s vocabulary resembles is the NT. Terms such
as: o0odlog, Omvaplov, HicBOG, HOGYOC, TAODTOG THG Ypnototmtog and dAmopyn TGOV
kexoyumuévav all testify to the author’s heavy dependence on the concepts, and the text itself,
of the NT. SermCat opens, as noted above, with an invitation to all Christians to participate in
the feast of Pascha; Christians are characterized by their faith (evoefng kol eA60g0g), their
devotion to Christ and repentance (dodhoc e0yvdpwv)!¥? and their asceticism (Ekape
vnotevwv). These ideal qualifications are then balanced out by a parabolic picture of how
Christian life is actually lived by the faithful, through an extended reference to the Parable of
the Workers in the Vineyard (Matt. 20:1-16). Those who came—in this context, perhaps,
converted or began fasting—at the first hour receive the promised payment: receiving the
mystery of communion. However, others who have only come at the eleventh hour should not
feel inferior or afraid, since they will also receive the just reward for their later conversion or
lesser asceticism, which is equal participation in the mysteries of the Church. This thematic
section closes by emphasizing God’s love for humanity, by which he desires to reward all

people equally: ®dtipog 6 pavOpwmoc.'®> We must, finally, take note here of the fact that

182 This line in its entirety—=i Tic 30dAog £0yVOL®Y, eiceAdéTm Yaipav €ic THY xapdv Tod Kvupiov avTod—is, more

precisely, an allusion to the Parable of the Talents: “...&0, SodAe dyadg koi moTé, &mi OMyo g MOTOC, £ TOAADY
o€ KaTaoTHo®- icelde gig TNV xapdv 10D Kupiov cov” (Matt. 25:21).

183 Cf. In Genesim Homiliae 32.9: ®\6Tog yop &v 6 Aeomdtng 6 Muétepog... (PG 53:304.38) and 40.3:
... QUOTIHOG BV Kol peyokddmpog 6 Aeomdtng O fpétepog... (PG 53:371.57). Chrysostom employs the adjective
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the Parable of the Workers in the Vineyard is actually an unusual choice for a paschal homily
by patristic standards. A search of the TLG reveals that no major 4"-5% century father of the
church chose to use this parable in connection to the resurrection—except for Chrysostom, if
this is truly his work. That being so, it would admittedly be a strange choice for an author who
wanted to pass off his own work as Chrysostom’s without anyone noticing. If anything,
choosing a parable that was never used by anyone else as the basis of the first half of the text
would have precisely drawn more attention to the text.

Whatever the case may be, the use of this parable in a text, which links the resurrection
to the receiving of communion, is significant. The Parable of the Workers in the Vineyard
serves to reinforce this connection. Those who worked longer are unable to understand why
their reward is not greater than that of those who worked less, but they fail to understand what
the reward actually is. When the ‘denarion’ that they receive is interpreted as participation in
the mystery of communion, then it becomes clear why everyone receives the same reward. The
liturgy attributed to Chrysostom expresses the concept characteristically at the point during
which the celebrant breaks up the sanctified bread into pieces in order to place it into the
chalice: “The Lamb of God is broken and distributed; broken but not divided. He is forever
caten, yet never consumed, but He sanctifies those who partake of Him.”'®* The liturgy
attributed to Basil of Caesarea expresses the same concept slightly differently in the celebrant’s
prayer during the cherubic hymn: “For you, Christ our God, are the Offerer and the Offered,
the One who receives and is distributed...”!8> Further connections between the eschatological
repayment of wages (Luc00¢) presented in the Parables of the Talents and the Workers in the
Vineyard and SermCat are to be found in other prayers of Basil’s liturgy, such as that following

the great entrance:

“As you accepted this true worship from your holy apostles, accept also in your
goodness (ypnototnr), O Lord, these gifts from the hands of us sinners, that being

deemed worthy to serve at Your holy altar without blame, we may obtain the

@uoTipog to describe God numerous times in the In Genesim Homiliae. It appears a total of 12 times in his corpus.
He describes God as iAavOpamog 132 times (including some instances in works considered to be spurious).

18% Tepaniov A° (2010) 132: Meriletar kol Stopepiletar 6 dpvog tod 0eod, 6 pelouevog kai pry Stapovduevog, 6
navtote £6010peVOG Kal PUNdEmoTte domavmdpEVos, GALL Tovg petéyovrag aylalwv. English translation taken from
The Divine Liturgy (1985) 31.

185 Tepazicév B (2008) 105: Zb yap €1 6 Tpoc@EPOY KoL TPOGPEPOHEVOC, Kai TPocsdeydpevoc, kol Stadddusvoc,
Xpiote 0 00g fudv. .. English translation from The Divine Liturgy of our father among the saints Basil the Great
(1988) 14.
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reward of the faithful stewards (Lic00v t@®v moT®dV) on the fearful day of Your just

judgment.”!8

Moreover, in the prayer before the consecration of the gifts, the celebrant describes
Christ’s saving actions: “So He became the first-fruits of those who have fallen asleep, the
first-born of the dead that He might be Himself the first in all things.”'®” The connection

between Christ’s death, descent to Hades and resurrection and receiving communion—all in

an eschatological context—is even further reinforced in the celebrant’s next prayer:

“Do this in remembrance of me. For as often as you eat this Bread and drink this
Cup, you proclaim my death, and you confess my resurrection. Therefore, Master,
we also, remembering His saving passion and life-giving cross, His three-day
burial and resurrection from the dead, His ascension into heaven, and enthronement

at Your right hand, God and Father, and His glorious and awesome second

coming...”!8®

Thus, despite the fact that the eschatological repayment of wages in Parables of the
Talents and the Workers in the Vineyard does not appear to have been frequently employed in
paschal homilies, both are present in what came to be recognized as the paschal homily par
excellence—a text, moreover, that works equally well as a commentary on the liturgy itself. By
highlighting the eschatological nature of receiving the reward of Christian life, which is to
receive communion and participate in Christ’s life, SermCat underlines the interpretation of the
celebration of the liturgy as a foretaste of the eschata.'® Therefore, the recognition of SermCat
as the quintessential paschal text is likely due in part to the fact that the NT passages it uses to

describe the nature of receiving communion are fully in line with the very texts of the divine

186 Tepariév B (2008) 111: Q¢ mpocedéém £k 1V dyimv 6ov dmoctérmv TV aAndviy todtnv Aatpeiov, obtm
Kol €K TV Xepdv MUAV TV GpopTOA®dV TTpdcdeiar ta ddpa Tadta, &v Ti] ¥pnotomti cov, Kipie, iva
KoToELWOEVTEG AELTOVPYELY AUEUTTOC TA AYin 6oV Buclaopie, EVpoOUEY TOV GO0V TOV TIGTOY KOl GPOVIL®OV
oikovopwv, &v tf Nuépa Tt eoPepd Tiig dvtamoddoemdg cov Tig dikaiag. English translation from The Divine
Liturgy of our father among the saints Basil the Great (1988) 20-21.

87 Tepariév B (2008) 118: ...8yéveto dmapyn TOV KEKOWUNUEVOY, TPOTOTOKOG &K TMV VEKP®V, Tva | adTdg Td
navta &v miol tpetedv. English translation from The Divine Liturgy of our father among the saints Basil the
Great (1988) 27-28.

188 Tepariov B (2008) 120: Todto moteite gig v unv avépvnoty. Ocdxic yap dv c0inte Tov &ptov Todtov Kkai
70 TOTAPIOV TOVTO TVNTE, TOV OV BEvaTOV KaTayYEAAETE KOd TRV £pTy AvacTacty Opoloysite. Mepvipévotl oy,
déomota, Kol NUElG TOV c@TPiov avTod Tatnudtev, T0d {womolod oTavpod, THg TPINUEPOL TAPTIS, TG EK VEKPDV
AvaoTACE®G, TG €1g 0VPAVOVS GvOdOV, THG €K de&ldV Gov ToD Beod Kal matpdg KabEdpag, Kal Thg EvooEov Kai
PoPepdc 0evTEPOG aTOD TOPOLGing. ... English translation from The Divine Liturgy of our father among the saints
Basil the Great (1988) 29. Cf. also Kartsonis (1986) Plate 72b.

189 See Rausch (2012) available here: https://litpress.org/Products/GetSample/5735/9780814657355 (accessed
2.4.19).
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liturgy itself. This probably played a role in Theodore of Stoudios’ decision to select SermCat
as the ideal catechesis concerning: Pascha, Chalcedonian Christology, liturgy and communion,
as all of these major themes are presented and analyzed in the text in a concise, yet powerful,
way that conveys the message simply and effectively.

The next thematic section (1. 17) opens by transitioning from the Parable of the Workers
in the Vineyard to yet another eschatological parable from the Gospel according to Matthew,
that of the Last Judgment: “cicéAOnte €ig v Yapdav tod Kvpiov NuAV” (Matt. 25:21, 25:23).
Richard Bréndle has noted that Chrysostom describes this passage as the sweetest from the
entire Gospel, and the references to it in his corpus are numerous.'”® SermCat then progresses
on to a series of comparisons: rich and poor, self-controlled and lazy. The most troubling of
these is the final: those who have fasted and those who have not. These Christians are also
called to equally participate in the paschal feast, i.e. the mystery of communion:
“Nnotedoavteg Kol pn vnotevoavteg evepdvinte onuepov | ‘H tpanelo yéper tpuencate
névtec.” Evidence for potential opposition to, or misunderstanding of, this sentiment ranges
from Paul’s First Letter to the Corinthians 11:27-34'"! to MS. Vatopedi 92 (1876), which on
ff. 248-255 preserves a short treatise entitled: Avtippnoic wpOC TOVE PUAOVEIKODVTOG
VEOCOPIOTAC MG TV PR | owv tig iepdg €v 1] Kvplakf tod Ildoyo dvayivookopévng |
Komynoewg 1fitor 10, Nnoteboovteg kai un vnotedoovieg, €0¢ | pavOnte onuepov:
AvatpETovTeg TOV ToD igpod XpLGOGTOLOV | VOOV, TPOG TV £0LTAV TOPAVOLOV KOTAALGLY THG
auopov vn | oteiog, Ovieg oOTOKOTAKPITOL, Koi O THG AVGEMG THC GMOGTOAMK®MG 7o |
padedopévng vnotelag, petd T®vV Beoktdovav Tovdaiov mapd TOV | iepdV ATOCTOA®MV
KOTATOTTOUEVOL: KOl ovv €kelvolg Katakpvopevol. This anonymous treatise interprets the
controversial passage as an invitation to those who have not fasted to rejoice in the fact of the
resurrection, but not to receive communion, but SermCat itself does not appear to offer any
support to such an interpretation. Rather, the invitation even to those who have not fasted to
rejoice in the fully laden table seems a clear indication that all are called to participate, at least
on this feast, regardless of preparation.

The text then alludes to the Parable of the Prodigal Son: ““O poécyoc moAvg, pundeic
€€éMBoL mev®dv.” When the prodigal son returns home, his father commands the servants:

“... Kol QEPETE TOV LOGYOV TOV G1TEVTOV, B0GATE, Kol paydvTeg sdQpavOdpey, 8Tt 00TOC 6 VIOG

199 In  Matthaeum Homiliae 79.1: “Tfic mepwonfic todtng tiig Ndlotne, fiv ovvexdc otpépoviec ov
Swhumavopey...” Cf. Brandle (1979; 2008).

1 Though 1 Cor. 11:27-34 does not explicitly reference fasting, it does warn against receiving communion
unworthily. The line from SermCat here appears to recognize fasting as an expected element of preparation for
the feast, if only to then relativize its significance in relation to the larger picture.
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1OV VEKPOG RV Ko avénoev...” (Lk. 15:23-24).12 The resurrection imagery is apparent in the
father’s words. Moreover, the entire scene is reminiscent of Abraham’s near sacrifice of Isaac,
who is replaced by a ram at the last moment (Gen. 22). The fatted calf in the Parable of the
Prodigal Son is easily interpreted as Christ himself—a sacrificial victim offered by the
benevolent father who rejoices at the return of his estranged prodigal son. Paul seems to give
the same interpretation in his First Letter to the Corinthians: “... kol yop 1O TACKQ NUDV VTEP
nuav €tvn Xpotds” (1 Cor. 5:7). This is, therefore, a fitting complement to the previous
parable, a concise way to interpret both as representations of paradise after Christ’s
resurrection. Finally, this thematic section closes with a reference to Paul’s Letter to the
Romans: “f 100 mAovTOL TG XPNOTOTNTOC OOTOD Koi THS Avoyhg kol Th¢ pokpobupiog
KATAPPOVEIS, Ayvodv &1t 10 Ypnotov tod Beod &ig petdvoldy oe dye;” (Rom. 2:4). This final
allusion fits well with both the Parable of the Workers in the Vineyard and that of the Prodigal
Son. Paul opens the second chapter of Romans by emphasizing that no one has a right to
pronounce judgment on anyone else—especially if that person is also guilty of wrongdoing.
This is the same message conveyed by the two parables, in each of which the apparently
righteous, who did not forsake God’s law, end up receiving a reward no different than those
who either did abandon God’s commandments and then returned, or instead began to practice
his righteousness much later. All of these passages from the NT emphasize one and the same
point: that all people who make any effort, however great or small, to return to God, will be
rewarded by participation in the kingdom of heaven. This is the message of SermCat, in
general. It is worth noting that this message of encouragement for sinners late in coming to
repentance bears great resemblance to the monk Isaac’s sixth charge against Chrysostom at the
Council of the Oak, as Photios has preserved it for us in his Bibliotheke: “that he provided carte
blanche for sinners by teaching that: ‘If you sin again, repent again, and every time that you
sin, come to me and I will cure you.””!? In the aftermath of Second Iconoclasm and the Council
of 815, such a message may well have seemed appropriate to Theodore of Stoudios, as well,
as a means of encouraging Iconoclasts to repent of their heretical ways and return to the
heavenly banquet.!*

The next thematic section (1. 25-30) opens the second portion of SermCat, dominated
by the shorter cycles of 3—3, broken by quotations from Old Testament prophets, which are
then followed by the triumphal 5-line cycle and doxology. The first short 3—3 cycle acts a

192 Of the 6 appearances in the NT of the word pocyoc, 3 are in this parable.
193 Barnes and Bevan (2013) 157. Italics as in translation.
194 See also below, Analysis of Or.4 and Part 2, ch. 1 for more on the context of Theodore’s delivery of Or.4.
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transition from the above parables into the narration of Christ’s descent by exhorting the
audience not to fear or be distressed by major afflictions of human life: poverty, sin and death.
The reason in each case is that Christ has risen from the dead and given the solution to these
and all problems. The next short 3—3 cycle begins the narration of Christ’s descent into Hades
and foreshadows the quote from Isaiah. As we will see below, the last line—""Enixpoavev adtov
yevoauevov TG capkoc ovtod ’—undergoes various transformations in the manuscript
tradition. Nevertheless, it exhibits a unique mode of expressing Christ’s victory over Hades.
Only here, in SermCat, is Hades described as tasting Christ’s flesh and being embittered. In
other paschal homilies and hymns it is Christ who tastes death, and then conquers it.

The quote from Isaiah connects the previous 3-3 cycle to the following one; the
common motif is the embitterment of Hades. We now learn how and why Hades was
embittered: it has been put to death (i.e. it suffers itself the punishment it dealt out to humanity),
it has been deposed—its kingdom is ruined and Christ’s is established—and all of this has
taken place because Hades was deceived by Christ. This deception forms the subject of the
following 3—3 thematic cycle (1l. 33-38). It is precisely at this point in the narration of Christ’s
descent that Nicene and Chalcedonian Christology is promoted most overtly and effectively.
Christ’s two natures are described in vivid terms. Through this deception, Christ has triumphed,
and his victory is reflected in the quote from Hosea. It seems likely, however, that the author
of SermCat did not take this line from Hosea,'> but rather from Paul’s First Letter to the
Corinthians.'*® The influence of Paul’s letter is felt again at the conclusion of SermCat, just
after the 5-line cycle in the words: “Xpiotog yap &yepbeic éx vekpdV amapyn TOV
Kekowunpuévav gyéveto.” The author is alluding to Paul’s words earlier in his First Letter to the
Corinthians: “Nvuvi 8¢ Xplotog &ynyeptot €K vekpdVv amapyn t@v kekoyunuévav” (1 Cor.
15:20). Thus, the triumphal 5-line cycle that celebrates the resurrection is framed by the
context of Paul’s letter. The scene described in these 5 lines is recreated in the 4"-6" century
apocryphal Gospel of Nikodemos. Hades is cast down; the demons are defeated. The angels,
upon seeing the defeat of the evil ones and the rescue of humanity, rejoice; life reigns supreme
over death with the establishment of Christ’s kingdom, and none of the dead are left in

Hades.!®7

195 Hos. 13:14: “éx ye1pdc 650v pvcopat omtodg koi &k Oavétov Avtpdscopuat avtodg: mod 1 dikn cov, Bdvate; mod
T0 KEVIPOV GOV, {o1);”

196 1 Cor. 15:55: “tav 8¢ 10 @Baptov Todt0 &vdvontar debapsioy koi 1o Bvntov Todto &vdvontar dbavaciay,
T0TE YEVIHGETOL O AOYO0G O YEYPOUUEVOS: KaTemOON O BAvaTtog €ig vikog. Tod cov, Bdvarte, TO vikog; Tod cov, Bdvarte,
10 K€vtpov;” Despite the fact that Paul appears to have only addressed death, not death and Hades, the fathers of
the church consistently cite this passage as we find it here in SermCat.

197 Tischendorf (1853) 306-309.
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From the above analysis, we see that SermCat constitutes a highly sophisticated
theological text, employing central motifs from the NT to promote specific theological
messages, namely Nicene and Chalcedonian Christology. Its vocabulary and structure are
purposely and specifically adapted to this purpose. There is no evidence to prove that it is not
fragmentary, but there is, more importantly, none to suggest that it is. Finally, many of its

textual elements are strongly reminiscent of Chrysostom’s writings.
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(1r) Tod év ayloig matpog HUMV
{0aVVOL ApYLETIGKOTO
KOVOTOVIIVOLTOLEMG TOD
XPLGOGTOLOL- AOYOG €ig TNV Aopmpay
KUpLaKnV Tiig ayiag yprotod tod Heod
NUGV TG AVacTAGEMS. Kol €ig TNV
Bpadvtijta

Ei 11g eboefng kai gihdbeoc,
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Vaticanus graecus 2079, (before
868), ff. 47v-48v
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Ottobonianus graecus 14 (10th c.), ff.
247v-248r
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KONZTANTINOYIIOAEQXE TOY
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247v

TOY-AXITAXMON O] TOY EN AT'IOIZ [TATPOX
HMQON IQANNOY APXIEIIZKOIIOY
KQONITANTINOYTIOAEQXE TOY XPYZOXTOMOY
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Vaticanus graecus 2013 (9%-10% c.),
ff. 117r-v

(117r) TOY ATIOY IQANNOY
TOY XPYZOXTOMOY
APXIEIIZKOIIOY
KQNEZTANTINOYIIOAEQE.
AOTI'OZ EIX THN TOY XPIXTOY
ANAZXTAZIN MIKPOZ, AAAA
IMTANY KAAOX

"H 115 evoefng kai eAdbeog
ATOAOVETO TAOTNG THG KOATG
TOVIYOPEDC:
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ovdev {npodtot-

1} TG VoTépnoev Evvatmyv: TpocéAon
eV StMdv-

i Ti¢ gig povny Epbacev EvdekdTny
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Trinity College 185 (11% ¢.), ff.
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PAOTIILOG YOp OV 0 Agomdng

déyeton Tov Eoyotov, Kabdanep Kol
OV TPATOV-

AvVOavEL TOV THiG EVOEKATNG, MG TOV
£PYOCAUEVOV ATO THG TPD NG

Kol Tov Dotepov €Aeel, Kol TOV

npdToV Bepamevet-

Kakeive didmaot, Kol ToVT®

(1. 15 TC) yopiletar.

Kol TV TPAEWY T, Kol TV
mpoOeotv Ematvel.

oVKOVV glcéAOnTe ThvTES €iC TNV

xapav T0d Kvpiov udv,

Kol Tp®TOL Kol dEVTEPOL TOV IGHOV
AmoAGPeTe,

TAOVGLOL KO TEVITEG HETO AAMA®Y
xopebvoarte,

£YKpOTETG Kol p@bvpot v Nuépav

(1. 20 TC) tynoare,

VNOTEVGOVTEG KO [UT) VI|OTEVGOVTEG
0QpavOnTE ONUEPOV.

1 Tpamela YEUEL TPLONCATE TAVTES:

0 HOGY0G TOAVG, undeig £EEADOL
TEWVRDV.

TAVTEG ATOAGLGOTE TOD TAOVTOL THG

xpnotomrog. (1v)

undeic Opnveitw meviav- Epavn yap M
(1. 25 TC) xown Pacireio-

PUAOTLHOG O PIAGVOp®TOC:

déyeton Tov Eoyartov, kabdmep TOV
TPOTEPOV-

Avamadel Tov Tiig Evdekdtng (48r) dg
TOV £PYACAGLEVOV OO TPAOTNG:

Kol Tov Dotepov Eleel- kai TOV
mpdTOV Bepamevet-

Kakeivo 5idwotv Kol 0T
yopiCetar (1. 15 TC)

Kol 0 Epyo d€xeTon Kol TNV yvoOunv
aondletor-

Kol TV TpAEW TYd: Kol TV
mpoOeoty Emarvel-

ovkodv gicéAOartat mhvteg gig TNV
¥apav Tod Kupiov UMV

Kol Tp®TOL Kol deVTEPOL TOV HGHOV
AmolavETE:

TAOOOL0L Kol TEVNTEG HET’ GAANA®V
xopebvoarte:

£yKpOTels kai pabvpot Ty Nuépav
typmoate: (1. 20 TC)

VNOTENCOVTEG Kol LT VIGTEDCOVTEG
0QEpavOnTE oNpEpOV-

1M tpamela YEUEL TPLPNCOTE TAVTEG:

0 HOGY0G TOADG: pndeic EEEAON
TEWVAV-

TAVTEG ATOANVGATE TOD GLUTOGIOV
TG ToTEMG:

TAVTEG ATOANVGATE TOD TAOVTOL TG
¥APLOTOTNTOG:

undeic Opnveitw meviav £pavn yop M
kown| Baoctreia- (1. 25 TC)

QUOTIHLOG O PIAGAVOp®TOG:

déyeton Tov Eoyatov Kabdmep TOV
TPATIGTOV-

AvamavEL TOV TG VOEKATG MG TOV
£pyachpevov Amd TpOTHG:

Kol 7oV Dotepov éleel, kai Tov
npdTOV Bepamedet-

kakeivo 8idwot, kol tovto (1. 15 TC)

yopiCetor

Kol Ta Epya dEYETALKOAL TNV TNV
aomaletor

kol TV Tpa&v Td, Kol v
npoaipecty ETovel:

ovkodV gicéAbete TaVTES €iC TV
xopOv 70D Kupiov Nudv-

kol Tp®TOL ki deVTEPOL TOV HoBoV
amohovete:

TAOVGLOL KO TEVNTEG LETOAANAOV
yopevoate- (1. 20 TC)

VNOTEVGOVTESG KO [T} VI|OTEVGOVTES:
£0EpavOnTe oNpepov Aéyovteg Kol
oKIpTAVTES PETA TOD Aawid adTn 1
nuépa fiv éroinoev 6 kbplog:
ayarhacopedo kol edQpavOdLEV
&v oOTi:

1N tpamelo yépeL TPLENCATE TAVTES:

0 HOGY0G TOADG, Undeig EEMON
TEWVAV-

TAVTEG AMOAADGOTE TOD TAOVTOV THG
nioTe®G:

mavteg anolavcate tod (248r)
TAOVTOV Ti|G ¥PNOTOTNTOG:

undeig Opnveitw meviov- Epavn yap i
xprotod Pacireia- (1. 25 TC)

wp60esv VG] mpoaipeswv P éykpatijg-tipioate V]

£ykpoteig kai paBopot v uépav tipicate Py om. cod.

G W tpanela-mavreg V] M tpdmonlo yéum tpugicate
mavteg P; 1 tpamnelo yéuel tpugricate maviav tdV
ayabdv G

kaBanep OBSCK] donep M éregi OBSCK] éhandv M

Bepansoer OBSCK] Oepancdov M ti £pya OBSCK]

10 Epyov M tymijv OBSCK] miotnv tp@rot kai debtepor
OBSCK] npdtog koi dehtepog M TV nieBov dmoradete

OBSCK] anoraféto M mhodoror kai mévnteg
petadliqiov yopevcate OK] om. codd. BSCM

Afyovreg kai okiptdvreg OSK] Aéyoveg kai oknprdvies B;
oKkIptdVTES Kol Aéyovteg C; kol okiptioate HeTd T0D Aavid

Aéyovieg M £E€0ON OBMK] £&edéto SC mavreg
amolavoute Tod ThovTOV TG wicTEMG OBSC]
om. codd. MK

@UOTILOG O PIAAVOp®TOG:

déyetal 1OV EoyaTov OG Kol TOV
TPDOTOV-

AvamodeL TOV ThiG voekdng, dg TOV
£PYaCAUEVOV OO TPAOTNG:

kol TOv Votepov EAeel- Kal TOV
TPOTEPOV KAVOVTA Oepamevet:

Kot 00T Jidmotv Kakeive
xopiletar (1. 15 TC)

ovkodVv gicéAbarton mavteg €ig v
XopOv 70D Kupiov Nudv-

Kol TpMTOL Kot deVTEPOL Kol o1 TTEPL
TNV &vdekatmy, Tov picHov
Aol pete:-

TAOVGLOL Kol TEVITEG: LETOAANA®Y
yopevoate:
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0 nooyo¢ Nroipaotat. undeic EEEA0ot
TEWVAV-
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xaprrog: (1. 25 TC)

30



undeig 0dvpéchm ta mraicpato-
GLYYVOUN Yap €K TOD TAPOV
avétethe:

undeic poPeicbo tov Bavatov-

NAevbépmae yap NMUdg 6 T0d cwTAPOg
Odavarog:

£oPeocev avTov O AHTOD
Kateyopevos:

£xOlace TOV EonV kateAdmv gig TOv
Gonv-

£MiKPAVEV OVTOV YEVGAUEVOV TG

(1. 30 TC) copkog avtod.

Kai todto mporafaorv noaiog
épomoev- O dong, pnoiv,
Emikpavln. GuVOVTHGOG 60 KAT®,

EmKpavOn kol yop Evekpmon,
EmucpavOn- kal yap kobnpsdn:
(1. 35 TC) émkpdavOn- kai yap
gvemoiyon.

"Elofe odpa, koi Oe@d mepléTuyev-

£\afe yijv, Kol cuvivincey ovpavd-

EhoPev Omep EPlene, Kol TERTOKEY
80ev ovk EPene:

nod cov, Bavate, TO KEVTPOV; TOD
60V, (101, TO ViKog;

avéotn XploTtog, Kol oV

(1. 40 TC) xarapépinoar-

avéotn XploTtos, Kol TENTMOKOGL
daipoveg:

avéotn Xplotdg, kai yaipovowv
Gyyerot-

avéot Xpiotdg, koi fon
TOMTEVETAL

avéotn Xplotog, Kai vekpog ovdElg
€1l LVNLOITOG.

undeig odvpéchom to mraicpato:
GLYYVOUN YAp GO TAPOV
avéteidev- (48v)

undeic poPeicbo tov Bavatov-
Nievbépmaoev yop Nudg o
omTipog 0 Bdvatog:

£oPecev antov O’ avTod
KateyOUeVOS:

€kOlacev TOV GoMv- 0 kateAbmV &ig
oV Gdnv-

EMIKPOVEV 0OTOV YELGAHEVOV TH|G
oapkog avtod- (1. 30 TC)

Kol To0to Tporafdv Nodiog
£ponoev- 6 adng enoiv Emcpavon
GUVAVTICOG GOl KATO:

EmcpavOn yop Kai EvexpmOn-
EmkpavOn kol yop kafnpedn-
€mucpavOn koi (1. 35 TC) yap
évenaiyon:

E\aPev odpa kai Oed TepréTuyey-

£lafev TV YRV Kol GuVAVINGEY T
Oed,

ElaPev Omep EPAenev- kal Enabdev
60gv 0Ok EBlenev-

10D 60V Bdvarte 10 Kévipov- oD Gov
@01 10 ViKog:

AVESTN YPLOTOG KOl OV
kataféPinoar (1. 40 TC)

AVESTN YPLOTOG, KOL TERTOKAGLY
daipoveg:

AVESTN YPLOTOG KOl Yaipovoty
dyyerot-

AvéoT yp1oTig, Kot {mn moAtedeToL:

AvESTI YPLOTOC, KOl VEKPOG 0VIELS
£ml LVNpHOTOG:

undeig 0dvpéchom 10 mraicpaTa
GLYYVOUN YAP GO TAPOL AVETEIAE:

undeig poPeicOw 1oV BdvaTov-
£levbépmae yap UG T0D GWTHPOG
0 Odvatog:

£€oPeoev avTov O AHTOD
KOTEYOUEVOG:

EKOMOOEV OOTOV YEVGAUEVOS TG
capkog avtod- (1. 30 TC)

Kol 70Dt TporaPov O foaiag ERoa-
0 GO enoiv Emkpavon
GUVOVTIGOG GOl KAT®:

EmKpavOn yop Kol EvekpmOn-
Emkpavon, kol yap Kabnpéon-:
Emukpavon kai (1. 35 TC) yap
évemaiyon-

Ehofe odpa, kai Oed mepléTuyey-

€\ afe v yiv, Kai cuvivincey
ovpovVd-

&\aPev Omep EPAenev Kol TENTOKEV
60ev ovk EBlemev-

mod 60V Bdvate TO KEVIPOV: TOD GOV
@om 10 vikog:

avéotn yplotdc, Kai oL
katoféBAncar (1. 40 TC)

GVESTN YPLOTOG, KOl TENTOKAGL
daipovec:

avéotn yploTdc. Ko yoipovotv
Gryyehot-

AvESTN YPLOTOG, Kot Lo ToAtTevETAL

avEoTT YPLoTOC: Kal VEKPOG OVOEIG
£ml VN poToG:

undeig 0dvpécho ta mraicpato-
GLYYVOUN YOp AT TAPOV
avétethey-

undeic poPeicbw tov Bdvartov-
NAevbépmaey yop NMudg tod
Bavdrov 6 Tod Heod Bavatog:

£oPeoev avTov V7O ATOD
KOTEYOUEVOC:

€kOLaoev TOV &oNVv- 0 koterbav €ig
oV Gonv-

EMiKpOVEV 0OTOV YELGAEVOV TiiG
capkog avtod- (1. 30 TC)

Kol To0T0 TPoAafodv Noaiog
£Bonoev- 0 adng Emucpavon-

kol yap (1. 35 TC) évemaiydn- (117v)
E\aPe odpa- Kol 0ed mepréToyev-

£\ afev v yijv Kol GuvivIncey
oVpavd-

£\afPev Omep EPAenev

Kol témtwkey 60ev 0Ok EPAemev-

mod 60V BAvaTE TO KEVIPOV: TOD GOV
6.om 10 vikog:

(1. 40 TC) dvéot yprotdc Kai oL
TETTOKOG:

GVESTN YPIOTOG: KOl Yaipovoty
Gryyehot Kol oKIpTOOLY apydyyelot
AvESTN YPLOTOG: Kot Lo ToAtTevETAL
avéotn ypoTdc- Kol Toig €l adTOV

éamiCovov v Lonv kol Ty
avaotacty £dmpnoato-

undeig Opnveito meviav. deeoig yop
Ao T0D TAPOV AVETEIAEY-

NAevbépmaoev Mudc T0d cwtiipog O
Odvarog: 20

£owoev Nuag kol €k Tod Gdov
£ppvoaro-

EmpavOn o Gonc. yevodpevog tig
capkog avtod: (1. 30 TC)

kol todto mporafav noaiog
€fomoev- 0 Gong enotv (215v)
EmKpEvOn cLVOVTICOG G KATO-

mpavOn kai (1. 35 TC) yap
évernaiyon:

£laPe odpa. kai Oed mepléTuyey-
E\aPev 0 EPAemev. kol mémtokey H0gv
ovK EPAemev-

mod Gov Bavote 1O KEVIpov. oD Gov
&0m 10 VviKog:

avéoTtn xplotdc. kai oV
kotaPéPinoar (1. 40 TC)

AvEGTN YPLOTOG KOl YoipovstY
dyyeot:

avEoTn (PpLoTog Kol (o) ToAltevEToL:

avéotn xploTdc. Kai veEKpOG 00K
£otTwv év pvnuatt



XPLoTOC Yap €yepbelg £k vekpdv, (1.
45 TC) drapyn TV KEKOWUNUEVOV
€yéveto- anTd 1M 06&a Kol 1O KpATog
€16 TOVG 0dVAG TAV 0ldVEOV. AUV.

XPLOTOG Yap Eyepbeig €k vekpOV-
amopyn @V keknunpévov (1. 45
TC) éyévero- avtd 1 6&n gig TOVG

aidvag apnv.

¥PLoTOG Yap €yepbelg £k vekpdV-
amapyn OV Kekounpuévav (1. 45

TC) éyéveto-antd 1 06&a gig TOVG
aidVog TV VoV apny.

248r

TavVTEG dmolavoute TOO TAOVTOV Tijg XPNOTOTNTOG
OBSMK] om. cod. C yprotod O] ko) BSCMK
£hevbipmae O] Nhevdépmoev BSCMK 1jpdg Tod
ooTijpog 6 0avatog OBSCK] 100 cwtijpog 6 Odvarog
Nuig M yeveapevog OBSMK] yevodpevov C

£B6a OBSCK] £&pn M gnoiv OBSCK] om. cod. M
smkpavOn-éveraixdn OBSC] kai yap kaOnpéon, kai
yap évenéyn M; émkpavin kai yap kabnpéon,
EmuepavOn kai yap Evenaixdn, Emkpaven koi yap
gvekpdtn K - £hape OBSCK] Elvoe M ovpavd
OBSCK] ovpavov M é@véetn-daipoveg OBSC] om.
cod. M; avéorn-katapépinoor OBSC] om cod. K
yap OBCK] om. codd. SM  émapyij OBSCK] apyn
M avt@-apiqv OBM] a0td 1 36&a dpo 1d matpl koi
@ moavayio kol ayodd kai {oomowd Tvedpatt viv Kol
el Kai gig Tovg aidvog @V aidvev auiv K 1dv
aidveov OBSM] om. cod. C; ¢uijv OBCM] om. cod. S

YPLOTOG Yap a0TOg EYepHElS £k
VEKPAV ATOPYT TOV KEKOUNUEVOV
éyévero- (1. 45 TC)

AVEGTN YPLOTOG: KOl EipRvNV T
KOop® £6mpPHoaTo-

avTd 1 66&a Kol TO KPATOG GVV TM
matpl koi T® Gyio Tvedpott vov Kol
el Kol €i¢ ToVG adVaG TOV 0idVEOY
apnv.

XPLoTOG Yap €yepBeic. dmapyn TdOV
kexounpévev (1. 45 TC) éyéveto-
avT®d M 66&a Kol TO KPATog o Td

TPl Kod T@ Ayl mvedpoTt. €iG TOVG
aldvog TV aidvVoV. Gunv.

70 yapropa] om. cod. R Opwijro T] Opnveito R and tod T] éx
R post @dng] yap add. cod. R

215v

oe T] oot R post dyyehot] avéotn xpiotodg kol

nentdkact daipoves add. cod. R post avedpati] viv

Kai det koi add. cod. R
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SECTION B—THEODORE OF STOUDIOS’> ORATIO 4 IN SANCTUM PASCHA

1. PRIMARY MANUSCRIPT WITNESSES

We now progress on to the examination of the primary manuscripts of the second major
textual tradition of SermCat: its whole incorporation into a paschal homily of Theodore of
Stoudios. The latest printed edition of this so-called Oratio 4 is that of PG 99:709—720. This is
a reprint from volume 5 of Angelo Mai’s Patrum Nova Bibliotheca (24-33).'%% In Mai’s edition
the text is numbered third among various orations of Theodore. This categorization as ‘oration’,
as opposed to catechesis (as the text is called in the manuscript Mai had in front of him), has
been retained in PG, even though the ordering of the orations has changed. This fact has affected
the way that scholars have approached—when they have approached—this text. Namely, since
it is often not considered to belong to Theodore’s catecheses, it has received even less attention
than they usually do. As we saw above, SermCat itself often figured in collections of
Theodore’s catecheses. This association must be borne in mind, as it holds important clues for
discovering how both Or.4 and, primarily, SermCat achieved such popularity.

Mai notes that he has copied the text from the manuscript Vaticanus graecus 1587. Thus,
instead of providing the text of either Mai or PG as a baseline for the examination of Theodore’s
textual tradition, I give here a description of Mai’s prototype, and the baseline text will be that
which I have copied directly from the manuscript itself. This method is preferable primarily to
avoid unnecessary discussions of Mai’s errors in copying his prototype. However, before
moving onto the baseline of Theodore’s textual tradition, we must note that Vaticanus graecus
1587 preserves one of two recensions of Or.4 that have come down to us today. In the guise of,
perhaps, a longer recension of Theodore’s epilogue Vaticanus graecus 1587 transmits in fact
yet another full quotation of a paschal homily, which itself is also attributed to John
Chrysostom: In Triduanam Resurrectionem Domini (PG 50:821-824, CPG 4526, Aldama

546).'° In other words, just before the point where we would expect the doxology with which

198 Available online here: https://books.google.gr/books?id=Elb57rej-
kgC&printsec=frontcover&dg=mait+novatpatrum+bibliothecattomus+quintus&hl=el&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwi
D5duTwtHfAhXOC-
wKHWIQDXIQ6AEIKjAA#v=onepage&q=mai%20nova%20patrum%?20bibliotheca%20tomus%20quintus &f
=false (accessed 3.1.19).

199 From here on InTrid. Naturally, the authorship of the text has been called into question. Antonopoulou (1997)
114-115 and n. 115 compares Theodore of Stoudios’ Or.4 to Theodore Daphnopates’ Ekloge, containing pieces
of Chrysostom’s sermons compiled into new homilies. Kaklamanos (2018) 595-597, on the other hand, discusses
Or.4, its manuscript tradition and the two recensions—one containing Theodore’s epilogue and the other InTrid.
He does not recognize the two versions as two different recensions, despite the fact that InTrid and Theodore’s



https://books.google.gr/books?id=Elb57rej-kgC&printsec=frontcover&dq=mai+nova+patrum+bibliotheca+tomus+quintus&hl=el&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwiD5duTwtHfAhXOC-wKHW1QDXIQ6AEIKjAA#v=onepage&q=mai%20nova%20patrum%20bibliotheca%20tomus%20quintus&f=false
https://books.google.gr/books?id=Elb57rej-kgC&printsec=frontcover&dq=mai+nova+patrum+bibliotheca+tomus+quintus&hl=el&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwiD5duTwtHfAhXOC-wKHW1QDXIQ6AEIKjAA#v=onepage&q=mai%20nova%20patrum%20bibliotheca%20tomus%20quintus&f=false
https://books.google.gr/books?id=Elb57rej-kgC&printsec=frontcover&dq=mai+nova+patrum+bibliotheca+tomus+quintus&hl=el&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwiD5duTwtHfAhXOC-wKHW1QDXIQ6AEIKjAA#v=onepage&q=mai%20nova%20patrum%20bibliotheca%20tomus%20quintus&f=false
https://books.google.gr/books?id=Elb57rej-kgC&printsec=frontcover&dq=mai+nova+patrum+bibliotheca+tomus+quintus&hl=el&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwiD5duTwtHfAhXOC-wKHW1QDXIQ6AEIKjAA#v=onepage&q=mai%20nova%20patrum%20bibliotheca%20tomus%20quintus&f=false
https://books.google.gr/books?id=Elb57rej-kgC&printsec=frontcover&dq=mai+nova+patrum+bibliotheca+tomus+quintus&hl=el&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwiD5duTwtHfAhXOC-wKHW1QDXIQ6AEIKjAA#v=onepage&q=mai%20nova%20patrum%20bibliotheca%20tomus%20quintus&f=false
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SermCat would normally end, this second paschal homily begins.?’ The first few lines of it
have been cut out, but other than this, the entire homily is copied, as it is to be found in numerous
other witnesses. There is no indication in the manuscript concerning this transition to a different
homily. There is no break in the line, no title, no name or any other sign or indication that we
are now reading InTrid. As we will see below in the description of Vaticanus graecus 1587,
there is only a small cross symbol in the margin and a semi-colon between the last line of
SermCat and the first line of InTrid, which in other witnesses to Or.4 serves to indicate the
transition from Chrysostom back to Theodore. This is all that one could expect two such
symbols to indicate—certainly not a transition from one text to an entirely different one. Indeed,
not only is there no indication of the transition from SermCat to InTrid, but one gets the strong

201

impression that there is no awareness of this fact on the part of the scribe.””" Therefore,

Vaticanus graecus 1587’s text will be presented below as a category all its own. Since all other
known manuscripts follow the tradition of the oldest witness, Baroccianus 197, this will be the

next manuscript discussed, and will act as a baseline for the others.??

epilogue are never transmitted together in any of the witnesses. Nevertheless, he insightfully notes, as Angelo Mai
had done, that since Theodore of Stoudios believes SermCat to be genuine then it is time that current textual
scholarship lay aside the obsolete and incomplete assessments of Savile and Montfaucon—who in any case do
not present any evidence in support of their claims that SermCat is spurious—and re-evaluate the case afresh,
with the more sophisticated techniques and more extensive evidence available today.

200 With the present state of evidence, it is impossible to know why this happens—whether on purpose or because
at some point the end of the former text and beginning of the latter were lost and both texts merged into one. In
any case, the scribe of Vaticanus graecus 1587, Michael the nomophylax, shows no awareness in the manuscript
that he is copying two different texts here.

201 Which is no discredit to the scribe, Michael the nomophylax. Surely, Mai and Migne had more resources at
their disposal than Michael the nomophylax in the late 14" century, and neither of them noticed what had
happened. Today this kind of detecting is done for us by tools such as the TLG, of which neither Mai, Migne nor
Michael the nomophylax could ever have conceived.

202 Indeed, significantly MS. Moni Leimonos 65 (10"-11" century), the earliest extant witness to the text that I
was able to locate, also appears to follow this rule. Unfortunately, | have been unable to examine this witness’
text thus far due to renovations being carried out at the monastery’s library.
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FIRST MANUSCRIPT FAMILY: D

D Rome, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, MS. Vaticanus graecus 1587 (1389)
Catalogues and Reproductions: Turyn (1964) 176—177 (with plates); Images available
here: https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS Vat.gr.1587.pt.2; Pinakes diktyon #68218

Paper. Dimensions: 207x147 mm. 373 folia, with 1 column of text, with 23 lines.
Ruling: 00D1.29 Scribe: Michael the priest and nomophylax. Script: combination of elements
from Cypriote bouclée and Baroque Salentian style, angled slightly to the right.?°* Contents:
Ehrhard classifies the codex as a regular, 43—text Homiliary, completely preserved, transmitting
texts for both Lent and Pascha.?%’ Attributions: John Mauropous (1), Basil of Caesaria (3), John
Kladas (1), Maximos Planoudes (1), George of Nikomedia (3), Nicholas Pepagomenos (1),
Sophronios of Jerusalem (1), Andrew of Crete (3), John Chrysostom (23), Ephraim the Syrian
(2), Anastasios of Sinai (2), Nektarios of Constantinople (1), Athanasios of Alexandria (1),
Synesios (1), Joseph archbishop of Thessaloniki (1), Hesychios of Jerusalem (1), Leontios the
presbyter of Constantinople (2), Epiphanios of Cyprus (1), Theodore of Stoudios (1), Proklos
of Constantinople (1), Gregory of Antioch (1) and Basil of Seleucia (4). The manuscript is an
elegant volume with paper folia; however, the binding is extremely delicate. I was unable to
locate a watermark on the paper. One hand can be observed throughout the codex, that of
Michael the priest and nomophylax. He signs on the final folio of the codex, informing us that
he began copying the manuscript in November of 1389 and finished on Wednesday 15
December of the same year.?%

Decoration throughout the manuscript is very minimal. Titles and initial capitals have
been written in a red ink with a certain level of elegance and decoration. However, the color
has faded to such a degree that neither the titles nor the initial capitals are now visible in the

images online. They are only visible to the naked eye, upon inspection. Thus, the title of

203 Leroy (1967) 1.

204 This style is classified by Mioni as pre-humanistic minuscule. See Mioni (2009) 168.

205 Ehrhard (1938) 11.258.

206 This, at least, was the only way I could make sense of his statement. His colophon reads as follows: “+ ‘Tepeig
Muya(n) 6 vopo@OAag v Bifrov trvde ypdwog &v T | unvi NoguPpim- t@ t(et) gpon.” At this point, he seems
to say that this was the 13% indiction, but it is unclear—and this interpretation is weakened by the fact that the
year was the 7" indiction. In any case, he concludes: “fjuépa tetpédt Tod G(yi)ov iepopdptvpoc Elevdep(iov) dpa
v".” The feast of St. Eleftherios is celebrated on 15 December, and indeed, in 1389 15 December fell on a
Wednesday. Therefore, I interpret Michael to mean that he began in November 1389 and finished on Wednesday
15 December 1389. Turyn (1964) 176 assumes that Michael has written November by mistake, intending in fact
to write December from the beginning. This interpretation at least clarifies the confusion between the feast of St.
Eleftherios and finishing the book in November.


https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.1587.pt.2
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Theodore’s Or.4 reads as follows: “Tod &v ayioilg Tatpdg HUdY Oeoddpov Tod TovdiTov- Adyog
KaTNMTKOS Tf yle Koi peyddn kvplakf) tod ndoyo.” The beginning of SermCat within Or.4
is marked by a (faded) initial capital in red, accompanied by a marginal note: “dpyn oD
xpvcootopov.” It is this note that has been reprinted in both Mai’s and Migne’s editions of the
text. Moreover, despite Mai’s complaint that he was unable to discern sufficient indication of
where SermCat ended and Or.4 resumed,??” what should have been the transition is marked by
a small cross in the margin—though the actual text itself makes no effort to clarify this
transition. As we saw above, there is much more here than meets the eye at first glance. It is at
this point that we, in fact, transition to the text of InTrid. Mai, on the other hand, seems to have
believed that there was no transition from SermCat back to Or.4, and that he had in his hands
simply a much longer version of SermCat than Montfaucon had previously published.

As far as the provenance of the manuscript, there does not appear to be concrete
evidence. Paper without a watermark may perhaps be an indication of western-style paper from
the beginning of the 14 century, though this is not certain or likely—not least because Michael
dates his manuscript to 1389. Michael’s title ‘nomophylax’ may suggest Constantinople, though
this, too, cannot be considered definite. Constantine Harmenopoulos, also active in the 14t
century, held the title nomophylax, while residing in Thessaloniki.?®® Therefore, it is very
difficult to assign a provenance to this manuscript. As we will see soon below, Baroccianus 197
transmits a very different text than Vaticanus graecus 1587. Baroccianus 197 does not copy
InTrid; after the end of SermCat, it gives us Theodore’s epilogue. Michael the nomophylax
likely did not attach InTrid to Theodore’s text of his own volition or accord. The textual
evidence suggests that Michael had a prototype other than Baroccianus 197 for Theodore’s
prologue to SermCat;?? thus, it follows that this prototype also attached InTrid to the end of
SermCat. If it were otherwise—if he were aware of the true situation—surely Michael would
have indicated in some way the addition of an entirely different text.

By chance, Angelo Mai happened upon this particular witness to Or.4, which combines

the text with InTrid, printed it and has thus solidified this version as the definitive one in the

207 Cf. Mai’s note (1849) 26 n.1: “Hactenus (sc. dmoapyn @V kekounuévav §yéveto) Chrysostomus in editione
maurina. Verumtamen apud nostrum Studitam videtur paulo longius progredi. Ceterum ubinam, cessante
Chrysostomo, resumate orationem Studita, non satis video.”

208 ODB s.v. Harmenopoulos, Constantine.

209 In order to understand the differences in the prologue in detail, I have provided Baroccianus 197’s variants in
a critical apparatus to the text of Vaticanus graecus 1587. The symbol for Baroccianus 197 in the apparatus is E.
I do this only for the prologue since the epilogue is entirely different. The aim is solely to demonstrate that the
two manuscripts preserve texts that are not closely related. Thus, Vaticanus graccus 1587 had another, as yet
unknown, prototype, and so the addition of InTrid to SermCat must go back further in time than the end of the
14™ century.
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minds of scholars who have read the text. If Mai had found another of the surviving witnesses
to Or.4 that preserves Theodore’s epilogue to SermCat then he might have classified Or.4 as

one of Theodore’s Catecheses—as it indeed appears to be.



76

SECOND MANUSCRIPT FAMILY: a8

E Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Baroccianus 197 (1343)

Catalogues and Reproductions: Turyn (1980) 108—112; Images available here:
https://digital.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/inquire/Discover/Search/#/?p=c+0,t+.rsrs+0,rsps+10.f
a+,s0+t0x%3 Asort%SEasc,scids+,pid+eba7435d-673e-449b-8a8f-
bd644ee88ead.vitac64724a-feac-4944-9a3e-424658¢c2c894; Pinakes diktyon #47484

Paper. Dimensions: 315x205 mm. 673 folia, with one column of text of 32 lines. Ruling:
11C1 am.?! Scribe: Galaktion Madarakis.?!! Script: Late, mimetic Perlschrift. Contents:
compilation of various sermons, theological treatises, canon law texts and hagiographies.
Between ff. 443v—579r the order of the sermons appears to follow the liturgical calendar from
Theophany to the Annunciation (covering just over a year), but Or.4 is included between the
hagiography of St. Demetrios of Thessaloniki (Oct. 26) and Christmas. Attributions: Symeon
the monk (1), Neilos of Ankyra (1), Gregory Nazianzen (7), Theodore Prodromos (1), Philip
Monotropos (1), Athanasios of Alexandria (1), Cyril of Alexandria (1), Epiphanios of Cyprus
(4), Sophronios of Jerusalem (2), John Damascene (2), Anastasios of Sinai (3), Peter
Damascene (1), John Chrysostom (12), Andrew of Crete (5), George of Nikomedia (2), John
Mauropous (1), Gregory II of Constantinople (1), Proklos of Constantinople (1), Anatolios of
Thessaloniki (1), Manuel Philes (1), Theodore of Stoudios (1), Basil of Caesaria (2), Isidore of
Pelusium (1), Michael Psellos (1), Sosiades Kyzikenos (1), Theophylaktos of Ochrid (1) and
Manuel Doukas (1). We now enter into the second main family of manuscripts of Or.4. They
are distinguished by a mostly uniform prologue (and epilogue in those witnesses that preserve
it) of Theodore of Stoudios and a text of SermCat that is surprisingly close to that of the printed
edition (PG 59:721-724). In other words, it appears to be ultimately derived from the text of
the Roe 6 family, as we saw above, which eventually served as prototype of the printed edition.

Coxe dated Baroccianus 197—the majority of it, if not the whole—to 1344, and has
determined Constantinople as its provenance. He notes that it formerly belonged to the
hieromonk Galaktion Madarakis.?!> Turyn agrees on the provenance, but dates the manuscript
to 1343 based on Madarakis’ notes throughout describing events that took place in

Constantinople. The online database, Pinakes, cites Madarakis as the scribe. Coxe does not say

2107 eroy (1967) 4.
2 RGK 111, 48.
212 hitps://medieval.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/catalog/manuscript_1030 (accessed 4.1.19).



https://digital.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/inquire/Discover/Search/#/?p=c+0,t+,rsrs+0,rsps+10,fa+,so+ox%3Asort%5Easc,scids+,pid+eba7435d-673e-449b-8a8f-bd644ee88ea4,vi+ae64724a-feae-4944-9a3e-424658c2c894
https://digital.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/inquire/Discover/Search/#/?p=c+0,t+,rsrs+0,rsps+10,fa+,so+ox%3Asort%5Easc,scids+,pid+eba7435d-673e-449b-8a8f-bd644ee88ea4,vi+ae64724a-feae-4944-9a3e-424658c2c894
https://digital.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/inquire/Discover/Search/#/?p=c+0,t+,rsrs+0,rsps+10,fa+,so+ox%3Asort%5Easc,scids+,pid+eba7435d-673e-449b-8a8f-bd644ee88ea4,vi+ae64724a-feae-4944-9a3e-424658c2c894
https://medieval.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/catalog/manuscript_1030
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this.?!® Instead, it is Turyn who examined Madarakis’ claims as scribe extensively, concluding
that he is in fact the scribe of Baroccianus 197.2!4

The paper is in good condition. It shows signs of wear and various places of water
damage. Decoration is minimal; it is limited to red ink that is used for titles and initial capitals.
The contents of the manuscript are perhaps its most striking aspect. Unlike every other
manuscript witness we have examined up to this point, Baroccianus 197 is not primarily a
collection of homilies. Its contents range from certain liturgical prayers, Theodore Prodromos’
hymn to St. Barbara, a scribal commentary on the great earthquake that struck Constantinople
in 1343, a synopsis of the seven ecumenical councils, and of course, various homilies. The text
of SermCat, as noted above and as detailed in the critical apparatus to the text of Vaticanus
graecus 1587, is derived from a source quite different from Mai’s prototype. First, already in
its title, Baroccianus 197 acknowledges that this homily does not exclusively consist of
Theodore of Stoudios’ writing. Moreover, we must note here that, as it calls SermCat pn6évta
KatnyMTiKov Adyov, there appears to be a degree of awareness that SermCat was perhaps not
intended by its original author (Chrysostom or whomever else) as a catechesis, but that this title
has been attached to it through SermCat’s association with Theodore’s Catecheses. Other Or.4
witnesses will show the same awareness below. Second, after the end of SermCat, there is a
line break, and another initial capital in red ink clearly marks the resumption of Theodore’s
Or.4. These external differences between Vaticanus graecus 1587 and the Baroccianus 197

family foreshadow the internal, textual differences that we will see in more detail below.

F Jerusalem, Patriarchal Library, MS. Timiou Stavrou 92 (1581)
Catalogues and Reproductions: Pinakes diktyon #35988; Images of the manuscript are

available here: https://www.loc.gov/item/00279396418-j0

Paper. Dimensions: Unknown.?!® 155 folia, with one column of text of 20-21 lines.
Ruling: 00D1.2'% Script: Hodegon style. Contents: 52 of Theodore of Stoudios’ Small
Catecheses, his In Annuntiationem Deiparae (BHG 1116p), followed by 63 more of his Small

Catecheses.

213 http://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/4 7484/ (accessed 23.8.18).

214 Turyn (1980) 108-112.

215 Unfortunately, I was unable to study this manuscript in sifu. I studied it from photographs provided me by
Agamemnon Tselikas. As I am unaware of any catalogue that contains an entry on this manuscript, I do not know
its dimensions.

26 Leroy (1967) 1.



https://www.loc.gov/item/00279396418-jo
http://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/47484/
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The manuscript was copied in 1581. The first element that demands our attention here
is the note at the end of Or.4: Xpio1od T® d®dpov kol movog k p” A i p pv'. Aside from the
cryptography at the end, this closely resembles a formulary signature popularized in the later
14" century by the Hodegon Monastery of Constantinople, which fits well with the script
employed in the manuscript. Sofia Kotzabassi gives an example in her recent contribution to
the Companion to Byzantine Illustrated Manuscripts: “Ogod 10 d®pov Kol Xopitwvog
novog.”?!7 Kotzabassi continues by describing how the Hodegon style—which was also
commonly used on Mt. Athos—was often employed for liturgical manuscripts, many of which
were also illuminated.?'® Timiou Stavrou 92 has no illuminations; the decorations, however, are
quite brilliant and intricate, especially in comparison with the other witnesses to Or.4 thus far
examined. For example, the initial capital of SermCat is an elaborate design, including blue and
red ink and many floral shapes. The same is true of the initial capital of Or.4, though the colors
there are slightly more faded. There are signs of water damage on the parchment, with small
holes close to the binding. The text of Or.4 transmitted here displays some minor variants from

its prototype, Baroccianus 197, such as the following:

E (TC):xatdinywv] F: xatdmin&v
F: post yapdv tod kvupiov nudv] Tncod Xpiotod add. cod.

E (TC): yaipovot | F: yopevovot

Beyond this, it also omits passages characteristic to Baroccianus 197, such as:

E (TC): tig éykouidoet TpendvToc Tod ¥P1oTod TNV AVAGTICLY, TiG KOTOPUOPVUVEL MG
0éung TN Aapmpogopic, TOV Aadv TG €kKAnciag, Tig &mavésel TOVG VOQEOVTOG Kol

yYpMyopodvTog, Tig mapaundicel Tovg auelelc kai padvuovc] F: om. cod.

As we will see, this particular passage is transmitted only in Baroccianus 197. Timiou
Stavrou 92 also adds the title of SermCat into the text at the proper point, whereas Baroccianus
197 had signified the transition by a line break and a decorated initial capital alone. Finally,
Timiou Stavrou 92 ends its text at the end of SermCat, with the doxology found in the witnesses

to SermCat, thus omitting Theodore’s epilogue. There are many similarities between Timiou

217 Kotzabassi (2017) 46-47.
218 In fact, the Hodegon monastery was renowned for its liturgical productions. See Pérez Martin (2008) 8—14.
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Stavrou 92 and Baroccianus 197; it seems clear that they are both members of the same family
of manuscripts, though it is entirely possible that they are nevertheless separated by more
(missing or yet undiscovered) steps in the transmission. It appears most likely that both are
ultimately descended from the same archetype. However, Timiou Stavrou 92 does not appear
to be a direct copy of Baroccianus 197. Instead, I believe it was copied from the same prototype

as Baroccianus 197, and thus preserves variants from this lost witness as well.
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THIRD MANUSCRIPT FAMILY: ¥

J Modena, Biblioteca Estense Universitaria, MS. A.s.5.7 (Puntoni 124) (16"
century)

Catalogues and Reproductions: Puntoni (1896) 463—465; Pinakes diktyon #43397

Paper. Dimensions: 245x170 mm. 175 folia, with one column of text of 24-25 lines.
Scribe: Andreas Darmarios, called 6 'Emdavpiog.2!® Script: less elegant typographic minuscule,
slightly inclined to the right. Ruling: None. Contents: miscellaneous collection of
lexicographical works, canon-law texts, various sermons, letters, catecheses and liturgical
hymns. Attributions: Theodosios Grammatikos of Syracuse (1), Photios of Constantinople (1),
pope Eugenius IV (1), emperor Leo VI (1), Kosmas Vestitor (1), Theodore of Stoudios (2),
Athanasios Rhodios (1) and John Chrysostom (2). With A.s.5.7 we progress on to the third
manuscript family of Or.4. This family is distinguished by a prologue of Theodore that takes
characteristic elements from both of the previous families, while the text of SermCat adds many
interpolations that we will only see again below in the various different recensions of SermCat.

Decoration is basically non-existent. The only color ink used is a faded brown for both
titles and texts. Initial capitals are just barely larger than the body of the text. The paper shows
multiple signs of wear and damage, and some folia are severely torn. Once again, the contents
of the manuscript cause it to stand out in relation to every other witness. This is not a homiliary.
The codex contains Photios’ synopsis of the seven ecumenical councils, some of Leo VI’s
liturgical hymns and two of Kosmas Vestitor’s encomia on Chrysostom, in addition to
Theodore’s Or.4 and many other various texts. Indeed, on the final folio of the codex—of which
only half remains—there are written a few sentences from chapter 68 of the 67 century Life
of Martha, Mother of the Younger Symeon the Stylite. The text abruptly cuts off, and is followed
by a list of the ten commandments, which then concludes by noting that the Saracens accepted
the faith of Mohammed in the year 637. The miscellaneous character of the manuscript itself is
reflected in the text of Or.4 that is transmitted here. A.s.5.7 combines certain readings from
both Vaticanus graecus 1587 and Baroccianus 197; however, these readings that it shares in
common with Baroccianus 197 are so common in the traditions of both SermCat and Or.4 that
one cannot rule out either that the immediate prototype of A.s.5.7 contained these readings
added from comparison with other witnesses or that the scribe himself of A.s.5.7 simply knew

the readings by heart:

29 RGK 1, 13; RGK 11, 21; RGK 111, 22. The present manuscript, however, is not mentioned.
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DIJ: avouveito] E (TC): peyorlovéto

D1J: 610 Bpayéwv kai cuvieTunuévav Aoyov Eayyeréto] E (TC): ot dAMymv Adyov Kai
CLVTETUNUEVOV PNUATOV S1eEIET®

E (TC): post &rouog éotiv] €ig 10 Aéyewv add. cod.] J: mpdg 10 Aéyewv add. cod.

D: ota Npiv énayyéietar] E (TC): oo Mpiv onuepov 6 thc petavoiac émayyéAhetan] J:
a ol vOv Nuiv émaryyEAdetan

D: mpocérfot kai avtog undev évévalwv] EJ (TC): un eofn o v Bpadutiita

D: xoi ta Epya 6éyetan habet cod.] EJ (TC): om. codd.

Furthermore, A.s.5.7 transmits certain interpolations which we will only see again when
examining the different, longer versions of SermCat below. These include phrases such as: 1)
“Enel yapdg dvimg 1 Muépa €0ty avtn Kol e0Qpocvvng, dyamntol, Nuépa dyolMdcems Kol
cotmpiog”; 2) “Tedoacbe kai 1dete 6TL Xpiotog 0 Koprog”; 3) “Oeodg Kvplog kai Emépavev

NUiv.”

L Rome, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vaticanus graecus 1517 (1585)

Catalogues and Reproductions: CVG (1973) 61-63; Franco (1910) 368-373; Pinakes

diktyon #68148

Paper. Dimensions: 270x203 mm. 248 folia, one column of text of 24-26 lines, with a
maximum of 30 on ff. 227-245. Script: typographic minuscule. Ruling: None. Contents:
typikon of services of the Eastern Orthodox Church. However, the manuscript does not merely
transmit instructions, but actually gives the texts of of the services, their readings and hymns.
This manuscript has been described and discussed, in particular relation to Vaticanus graecus
1587, by Nicola Franco in his article Il “Adyoc Kornynrixés” della Domenica di Pasqua.**°

The manuscript itself offers us a great deal of information. There is a note on f. 2r that reads:

“Francesco Acchida, son of Emmanuel chorepiscopus of Rhodes, protonotarius
and catholic profopapas of Messina on Sicily—having composed this book with
much effort and expense from the eastern [sc. rites] because of his great zeal for

the apostolic see—offered it to his eminence Pope Sextus V, great archpriest, in

220 Franco (1910) 368-373.
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the Vatican Library, to be kept there by this very library’s protector, the most

illustrious and venerable Antonio Carafa, in the year of Christ 1585.”%!

Thus, we learn that the manuscript was a gift given to Pope Sixtus V (1585-1590) to be
stored in the Vatican Library during the tenure of its 6™ Bibliothecarius, Antonio Carafa (1585—
1591).222 The date given at the end of the note yields the year 1585. The person giving the gift
is a certain Francesco Acchida, son of a chorepiscopus of Rhodes, Emmanuel.?>* Both men are
actually also mentioned in a 19" century edition of the Anthology of Stobaios by Thomas
Gaisford, where we learn slightly more about them. Included in the introductory material to the
volume is a letter of Nicolaus Schowius to C.G. Heynius, written in Rome in 1790. Schowius

describes contents of certain manuscripts, and at one point, we read the following:

“At Bologna, in the library of [the] San Salvatore [monastery] there is a surviving
manuscript numbered 172, of paper_, from the 16" century, which contains a
collection of aphorisms [made] by Acchida, protopapas of Messina. This same
collection is described thus: A book, in which various selections of multiple and
different gnomes of theologians and philosophers, brought to renowned Italy from
the East by Francesco Acchida, protopapas of Messina, son of Emmanuel
chorepiscopus of Sicily and pious among hierarchs, one of the nobility of the island
of the Colossus [i.e. Rhodes], which he [i.e. Acchida] offers subserviently to your

Mlustriousness.”?**

221 Vaticanus graecus 1517, f. 2r: “0 x0ploc @paykickoc Gxndo tod fHuavoviil ¥®poemcKoTov Podiov vVIOC
TPOTOVOTAPLOG KoL TPOTOTONAG KAOOAKOG HECTIVIG TNG OLKEAING €K TOAATG €ig TNV AmMOGTOMKNYV KoBEdpaV
npobupiag TodTo 10 PifAio TOAAD TOVE Kol damdvn cLVAENG-EK TOV AVATOMK®DY TPOCEPEPE TM LOKOPLOTOT®
mamo oiETm TEUTT® Apyepel peyiotw €v i) Patucavi] BipAiobnkn-eviaybncousvov ént peyaloOANKOG THg aOTHG
BprobMKkmg ToD EKAapUTPOTATOL KOl 0HGECIHOTATOL KVPIOL GVTOViIOU KAPSVAAL KAPOTQa ETEL APTE YPLGTOD.”
222 Cf. Riley-Smith (2016) 319 for the fate of his brother, Carlo Carafa.

223 Cf. Karambelias (2018) 68 for the fate of another Francesco from Rhodes, who was apparently burned alive in
Rome in the mid-16™ century.

224 Gaisford (1822) 63: “Bononiae in bibliotheca S. Salvatoris exstat codex MS. num. CLXXII, chart. 8"°. saec.
XVI. qui syllogen sententiarium ab Accida protopapa Messanensi collectarum continent. Ipsa sylloge ita
inscribitur: Bipiiov, &v @ mepiéyovran mowkilol gkhoyai £k So@OpovV YVOU®Y 00K OMymv Beoldymv Kol
100600V, Kocbey &v Tf meptovopo Trolig €€ émag mapd tod KOpov Dpaykickov AKkida TPOTOTATA
Meaonvng, viod 10D evoePoidg &v iepebot 'EppavounL yopoemoKomov vijoov Zikeliag, vOog TV gbyevdv Tiig
Kolaccoéwv viioov kal moAemc, Omep Ti) 1] Exhapmpotntt dovAik®dg tpoodyet.” The text is available on Google
Books, here:
https://books.google.gr/books?id=KnHRAAAAMAAJ&pg=PR63&Ipg=PR63 &dq=ppayKickocttovt+eupavooun
Mrpotonanac&source=bl&ots=cHQsBGkTS5V&sig=1yGZdzEPa QIUDWTLw8J95Lndfs&hl=el&sa=X&ved=
2ahUKEwjl6uf6uf7cAhVLIBoKHTTcCIS8QO6AEWA30ECACQAQ#v=0onepage&q=0paykiokoc%20tov%20suu
avounA%20npotonaroac& f=false (accessed 21.8.18).
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Acchida’s role as protopapas is significant, since it implies that he was spiritual head of
the Eastern Orthodox Christians in the area—and would thus have been familiar with their
rites.??®> This affiliation appears to be further strengthened by use of the phrase “ék TGV
avatoAk®v”, and by the quotation in Schowii’s letter “kopc0ev &v T meprovopw Troliq €5
€ag mapd tod Khpov Dpaykiockov Akkida.” It is unclear whether ‘the East’ refers to Rhodes
or further afield, but in any case, it does seem to imply close connections between Acchida on
Sicily and Eastern Orthodox communities further East. Acchida’s precise reason for giving the
codex to the pope is also unclear. However, it has been proposed that Francesco Acchida was
the brother of Ioannis Acchida, an Orthodox priest on Rhodes in the mid-16" century. Both
men appear to have been involved in attempts to start uprisings against the Ottoman empire
with Western European support.??® Perhaps this codex is just one piece of evidence
demonstrating the amiable relations between the Acchida family and the papal see.

Before Or.4, we are given instructions on how to read the text, which—as seen above

in connection to Laurentianus Plutei 9.22—resemble statements from the famous Stoudite

Hypotyposis:

“After the completion of the kiss of peace (domacpoc) the present homily [written]
by our venerable father and confessor Theodore the Stoudite is read by the Abbot.
[This homily is a] prologue encouraging us to listen with great care to the so-called
catechetical Homily [written] by our father among the saints John Chrysostom,
patriarch of Constantinople, on the great and brilliant Sunday of Pascha, of the

glorious and holy Resurrection of our Lord, God and Savior, Jesus Christ.”?*’

This is the only instance thus far where we have seen Chrysostom referred to as patriarch
of Constantinople. Every other witness up to this point that has mentioned his rank identified
him as archbishop of Constantinople—and indeed, Chrysostom is still referred to this way in

the Eastern Orthodox Church to this day. This is perhaps an indication of divergence between

225 1t is perhaps also possible that Acchida was the head of a Uniate community that employed rites also in use
among Eastern Orthodox communities. For more on this possibility, see Cassar (2002). I thank Paschalis
Gkortsilas for his insight on this point.

226 Chasiotis (2012) 88—89, n. 51. Available online here: https://www.scribd.com/document/84656911/KYIIPOX-
copy#scribd (accessed 22.8.18).

227 Vaticanus graecus 1517, f. 100r: “Metd 8¢ 100 mAnpodfivar OV AGTOCUOV GVayIVOCKETOL ToPd TOD
Kafnyovpévov 6 mapmdv Adyog 10d 06iov matpdg fudv kot 0poroyntod Ggodmpov tod LTovditov- TPooipov
TPOTPEMOUEV LETO TAOMG TPOGOYTG GkpoacOijval UG TOV Tapd Tod &v ayiolg Tatpog MUY Todvvov Tatpiipyov
Kaovotavivounorewg 100 Xpuoootopov pnoévio katnyntikov Adyov, €v Tf] pHeydAn kol Aapmpd Koptoki tod
[Méoya tiic £védEov Tod Kupiov @eod kai Zwtipoc nudv Incod Xpiotod Ayiag Avactdcews.”
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the Orthodox community in Messina and the rest of the Church. Decoration in the manuscript
is limited to red initial capitals that designate the beginning of a new section. The codex ends
abruptly midway through a canon to St. George. There is no colophon.

Vaticanus graecus 1517 is a copy of A.s.5.7, and, since Theodore’s prologue is
preserved whole in Vaticanus graecus 1517, we can get a glimpse of what it must have been
like in its prototype. The part of the prologue missing in A.s.5.7, here preserved in Vaticanus

graecus 1517, follows Baroccianus 197.

D (TC): potaymyia kai Bupndia] EL: Boundia kol dyoriioctg

D: 1l 10 mapookevdoav tocavtny yevécHar Mdoviv kol @awwpdmra] EL: i To
KatayAdicav oVt O NUETEPOV GVGTN L

EL (TC): post &rouédg éotv] €ig 10 Aéyev add. codd.

D: ola Npiv énayyéiietar] EL (TC): ol fpiv ofpepov O tiig petavoiog émayyéAieta

Vaticanus graecus 1517 does not display strong variation from its prototype; however,
since it preserves its text whole—as opposed to A.s.5.7—it, and not its prototype, serves as the
main source of the text of this manuscript family. In cases where the two witnesses disagree,

they are both cited.
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1I. CRITICAL EDITION OF ORATIO 4

Stemma of Theodore of Stoudios’ Oratio 4 In sanctum Pascha

Constantinople Cyprus Mt. Athos icily Unknown
o] [v]
XIV
E [
D
XV
XVI

XVII
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Critical Text of Theodore of Stoudios’ Oratio 4 In sanctum Pascha

Tod év aylog maTpog UMDY Oc0ddPOoL TOD LTOLSITOV TPOOIUIOV €ig TOV PN OEVTO KOTNYNTIKOV
Adyov M) ayig kol peydin kvplaxi Tod mdoyo

Ti tod10, MaTépeg Kol AdeApol, PIAEOPTOL KOl PLAOYPIGTOL;

Tig 1) tocavtn Aapmpopopia;

Tig 1) tocavt potaywyia kol OBoundia; 5
Ti 10 eaudpvvay obHT® TV EKKANGiav;

Ti t0 Aapmpdvay oVT® TV oikovpévnv;

Ti 10 katayloicav oVT® TO HUETEPOV GVOTNUA,

X0¢c &v aBopia kai onpepov v evBupiq.
X0¢ &v Katneeig Koi oUePoV &v eodpOTNTL. 10
X0&c év OAOALYUOTG KOl oYEPOV €V AAAAAYLLOTC.

"Epmtdg 1t TovTemv 1o altov;

Ti 10 mapackevdcav TocadTV dyAaioyv yevésOot Kol yopav Kol AaumpdtTra,;

Xp1o10g AvESTN €K VEKPDV-

Kol TGV AvOp®TOLG TV TPOG 0Vpavov dvdifacty Edwpnoato: 15
avémEe TOV ToPAdEIGOV Kol TAGLY EIGITNTOV TOIG €iG ADTOV TIGTEDOLGLY ATEPYAGATO.

"Q BaBovg pn petpovpévon-
® DyYovg pUr VOOLUEVOL:
® pootnpiov Kavod voog KotaAnyy vrepPaivovtog.

1-2 Tobd...waoya] Tod &v dyloig matpog MUY Ocoddpov 10D Ztovditov: Adyog KaTnyNTKOS Tf oyl Kol peydin
Kuptaki] 1o Tacya D; ®godmpov Tod Xtovditov, Tpooipov gig Tov prBévta KatynTikov Adyov Tapd Tod &v
ayloig Tatpog MUY, IdEVVOL APYLETIOKOTOV KOVGTAVTIIVOVTOAEMS TOD ¥PUCOGTONOVL, &V Ti] ayia Kol Heydin Kol
hopmpd Kuptakd Tod TAGK0:- AVUYIVOOKETOL €IG TO TELOG TOD OpBpov, petd 10 TAnpwdijvar tov domacpov E;
Tod o6ciov kai BeoPdpov TaTpdg NUOY Ocoddpov 10D LTovditov- TPooipov gig Tov pnoévia KatnynTikov Adyov
70D &V (yiolg matpOg UMV IMAVVOL APYLETICKOTOV KMVGTUVTIVOLTOAE®G TOD XPVGOGTOUOV. THG Gryiag Kol
peydAng Aapmpdg kupokis, mepi Tiig ayiag kai Evoo&ov ypiotod Tod Beod Mudv dvacticens F; Meta 6¢ 10
TANP®OTvaL TOV AGTAGUOV AvayvoKETAL Topd TOD Kobnyouévo 0 Tapmv Adyog 10D 06iov TaTpdg UMY Kol
oHoA0YNTOD O0dMPOL T0D ETOVSITOV- TPOOIUIOV TPOTPETOUEVOV LETE TAGT|G TPOGOYTG GKkpoacHijval fudg Tov
TopA ToD €V Ayiolg maTpOg NUMV IwEVVOL TOTPLAPYOV KOVOTAVIIVOUTOAE®MS TOD ¥PUGOGTOUOL PN BévTa
KotnynTkov Adyov, €v Tij peyain koi dapmpd kuplakt] Tod mhoyo tig £vooEov Tob kupiov kai Beod Kol cOTHPOC
NUAVY inocod yprotod ayiog dvaotdoemg L 1-31] om. cod. J 3 matépeg kai adeh@oi E] adehpol dyommtol kol
D; notépec FL 5 tig-0vpundia D] tig 1 tocavt Buoundia kai ayorriooig EL; om. cod. F 6 ti-ékkinciav EL]
i 10 KoTaoTpdyov obtw Vv EkkAnciav D; ti 10 eodpivay obte v oikovpévnyv F 7 ti-oikoopévyy EL; ti 10
TOPACKEVAGOV 0VT® TNV oikovpévny D; ti 10 Aaurpivay obto v ékkinciov F - 8 ti-evetype EFL] i to0
TOPACKEVAGOY TOcAVTNV YevEsHaL doviv Kol eadpotnta D 9 y08&c-gvBopig D] ¥0&g év konoeeig kai
onuepov &v eudpottt FL; x0&¢ év katoeeio kol onjpepov v padpdmta E - 10 x0ic-oadpotnti D] x0c év
aBopig xai onpepov év evbvpig EFL 13 ti-haprpétnte EF] kol ti 10 Topoackevdcay yevésbat tocadtny
xopav kol Aapmpotnta D; i 10 katackevdoay TocanTny dyioiog yevésOot Kal yapav Kol Aaprpotnta L

14 Xprotog avéotn £k vekp@dv EFL] post kol drog 6 k6o nyoridoato add. cod. D 15 kot wéowv-
£dopnoaro EFL] kampynoe 1@ (momol®d avtod Bavitm Ttov Odvatov- kol avteg ol &v @ ddn Tdv deoudv
anelvbnoov D 16 aviwée-anepydoaro EFL] nvéwée tov mapddeicov, Kol macy adTov eionKTov
anepydoato D 17 & Badovg pn petpoopévov EFL] ® Babog pun voodpevov D 18 & Hyoug pi) voovpévov
EFL] & Dyog pn petpodpevov D 19 & pootypiov-vrepfaivovrog EL] & pootnpiov gpiktod, vodg dvvapy
vrepPaivovtog D; & puotnpiov kovod, voog kotdmin&w vrepPaivoviog F
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Yuvodow dyyelot T compig MUdV EXeV@PAvVOUEVOL: 20
TPOPTiTaL YaipoLGL TOG 010G TPOPPNOEIC TANPOLUEVOC Dedevot-

1N Ktioig mdca yopevet-

noyace yap avti] cOTHPLOG NUEPQ.-

Elapyev ath) dkarocHvng HAtoc.

Tig toivuv d&lwg Duvioet TG UEPAS TNV XAPLY; 25
Tig éykopacel mpendvtwg tod Xpiotod TV dvacTacty;

Tig Katapadpivel o¢ OIS T Aapmpoeopia tov Aaov th¢ ExkAnciog;

Tig émavécel TOLG VIPOVTOG Kol YPNYopodVTaG;

Tig mapapvbncetl Tovg dpereis kai pabdipovg;

Tig &tepog 1 0 YPLGOVG UV TTATHP- 30

‘O 1Mig T0D Be0d cvumabeiog peyaAoP®VOTUTOC KPLE:

0 VTEP TOV VETLOV TOTOUOV PEMV TG TOD TVEVUATOG VAT

0 YPLGOVOVGS KOl YPLGOYAWGGOG KOl YPLVGOGTOWOG:

00T0g £k0g1aléTm Kol PeYaAVVET® Kai Kpoteitm TV ToD KVpiov AVAGTAGLY

Ko TV Ta0g SOVOUY Koi EvEpyelay

Ot OMymv AOYmV Kol cuVTETUNUEVOY PNUATOV SEEETO. 35

AN 0 pev €ropdg éotiy €ig TO Aéyety,

MG TOD AOYOL PTOP TOKIAOG

Kol GAATLYE PLeyaAoP®VOTATN TOD TVEDUOTOC:

NUETG € TPOG TO AKOVEW TOVTOL ETOIUADTEPOL YEVAOUED KO TPOGEKTIKADTEPOL,

tvo gid®pev ola iy ofpepov 6 tfig petavoiag dmayyéAhetar kfjpuE 6 devtepoc. 40

21 idiog EFL] oikeiog D 22 1 kticw wdoa yopevel EFL] ndca 1| ktiolg cuveoptdlet D 23 cwtiprog pépa
L] fuépa cotmpiog DEF 24 £lapwyev abti] dwkarocvvng fjitog EFL] Elapye ndotv 0 tig dtkaoovvng fiiog D
25 tic-yapw EF] tig toivuv a&ing tiic Aaumpds tantng nuépag v xaptv &vpvnoet D; tig Toivuv d&ing
g&vpvnoet tig uépag v xapw L 26 tic-avactacty E] tig peyoronpendg tod T0600T0L pustnpiov kbeidon
v ddvapy D; om. codd. FL  Tig ketagadpiver-pgdopovg E] om. codd. DFL 30 post matip] add.
Todvvng cod. D 31 6 tijg-kijpué EFL] 0 diampvoiog kai peyoroewvotatog kijpvé D post kijpu] add. o tijg
01KOVHEVNG SLIPAVESTATOC KOl AUUTPOTUTOG POCTIP Kol AANOvOG Toyny Kod d1dAcKaAog: 6 T Yyoy®dv
€0QLESTATOC Kol dOKLUMTATOG W0TPOS: O TAV AUAPTOADY EyyonTiic a&dypeog cod. D 32 6 vwép-vapoata E] 6
VIEP TOV VETAOV TOTAUOV PE@V TA YpLooppeiBpa vipota D; 6 Hnep TOV VETAOV PEOV TOTAUOV TG TOD TVEDUOTOG
E; om. cod. L 33 6 ypveévovg-ypuveoctopog DF] 0 xpucdvoug kai xpuodylwccog kal xpucoppipmy G Kol
ypucoctopog E; 6 xpucdppoug kol xpusdylmccog kai xpucdotopoc L 34 ovtoec-évépyeiav E] obtog
gk0e10léTo kol avopveito kol kpoteito Tod pootpiov v SHvauy- kol TovTov Yép Mg oidv e D; obtog
Be10létm Kol peyaAvVvET® Kol KPOTEIT® TV ToD Kuplov AvACTACIY- Kol THV TadTng dvvapuy kal évépystav F;
obtog £k0e10éTo Kol peyolvvéaTe Kol kpoteitm TV Tod Kupiov dyiav dvdotacty kol Thv TadTng SHvapy Ko
évépyeov L 35 v ohiyov-diegiéto EL] dia Bpayémv kol cuvietunuévav Adyov éEayyeléto D; 8t oAlywv
Kol cvvtetpunpévoy pnudtov deéiéto F - 36 post é6tiv] ig 10 Aéyewv om. cod. D 40 iva-0 dgvtepog L] tva
eiddpev, ola Npiv énayyéAietar O tiig petavoiag kfipué 6 Sevtepog- 810 dxovoate D; tva lddpev, olo Huiv
ONUEPOV, O TG peTOvoiag Emayyéddetat Kijpug O devTepPOg- oLV Tappnoia TEGLY AvaBodV TPOVAG Kol KNpOTI®V
kai AMywv E; tvo e1d®uev, ola fUiv ojuepov, 6 Tig petavoiag énayyéAieton kfipué 6 devtepoc F - post
dev1epoc] add. titulum Sermonis Catechetici Tod €v aryiolg Tatpog NUDY iI@EVVOL APYIETIGKOTOV
KOVOTOVTIVOLTOAE®MG TOD YPLGOGTOUOV- AOYOG KOTNYXNTIKOG €iG TNV ayiov Kol AApUmpo@dpov NUEPaV T
avootdoewng xpotod 1od Oeod Nudv cod. F
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ET t1c evoefng kol rhdBeog dmorovétm TonTng TH KOARS Taviydpemg.
E{ t1c 50dhog evyvapmv icel0ETm yaipwv €ig TV yapdv 10D Kupiov avTod.
E{ tic Exape vnotedov anolaPétm vov 10 dnvaplov. (SermCat 5)

E{ t1c dnd mpong dpag eipydoato dexéobm onuepov 10 dikaov dQAnua.

Ei tic petd v tpitnv NA0ev dyapiotdv £0pTdon. 45
ET tic peta mv €kt €pbace undgv dpeiporéto- Kol yap ovdev {nuodrat.

E{ tic votépnoey &ig v évvammy tpocedfitm pundev Evoolalwv.

E{ tic povnv épbace v Evdekaty un eofnoi mv Ppadvtita. (SermCat 10)

DULOTIHOG Yap BV 0 dEGTOTNG, dExETAL TOV E0)aTOV KOOATEP TOV TPDTOV.
Avamonet TOV TG EVOEKATNG OC TOV EPYACAUEVOV ATO THE TPAOTNG. 50

Kai tov Dotepov €leel kai TOV TpdTOV Oepamedet-
kakeive didwot kol Tovte yapiletar (SermCat 15)
Kol TV Tpa&v TId Kol TV Tpodecty Ematvel.

Ovkodv gicéABete mhvteg €ig TNV Yapdv ToD KLpiov MHUDV.

Kol TPMTOL Kol 0eHTEPOL TOV UIoOBOV AmoAdPeTe: 55
TA0VG101 KO TEVNTEG LET AAANA®V YOPEVLGATE:

gykpateig kol pdbvpotr v nuépav tyunoate- (SermCat 20)

VNOTEVGAVTEC KOl [T] VIOTEDGOVTEG EDPPAVONTE GNLEPOV.

‘H tpanela yépeL, TpLONGATE TAVTES.

41 Ei tic-ravnyvpewg DEF] &f 11 evogfr|g kol gild0gog, dyamntol, AmoAavéTm TV ayaddv YopIoUAT®V THG
KoARG TodvTng TovnyOpewc L 43 dmoraféto D] dnolavéto EFL 44 eijpepov EFL] viv D 45 si tig-éoptdost
DEF] &l 1ic petd v tpimv RABev edyxapiotdy kol dyoddouevog foptalétm onuepov L 46 &l Tig petd Ty
gxmnv-{nuiodran EF] &1 tig mepi mv kv AA0ev, indav dugiBarétom mpocéddel kai antdg pndiv &vévalwv D; el
TIG TEPL TNV EKTNV AQIKETO, UNOEV AUPPAAT, Kol yap od Cnuodtor L 4748 i Tig Votépnoev-ppadvtijta] om.
cod. D 48 i Tig povnv-ppadvtijta EF] € 16 gic povny Epbace v evdekdtny, un eofnofj v Ppadvtijta koi
o tobto otevalov L 49 guhétipog-ipdTov DEF] guldtiog yap dv 0 Mpétepog deomdmg, ayaddg te kol
Erenuov Kol cvumadng déyetar Tov Eoyatov kabmg kol tov Tpdtov L 50 &évdekatng dg tov DEF] £vdekdng
dpog kobamep tov L 53 kai v wpa&v-émravel EF] kai 0 £pya déxeton kol v yvouny dordaletol: Kol v
apa&w Tpd, kol v mpdbecwy Emanvel D; kol v mpdEy Tind Kol v yvouny domdletor- tov mdbov te
TPOGOEXETAL, KL TO EPYOV TTPOGIETAL, KO TNV TTPOAIPESLY EXOVET Kai TV TpdOeoty PAénel, kal v d14bectv dryomd
L 54 post jpdv] incod yprotod add. cod. F 55 kai apdror-amorafere D] dnolavete EF; mpocélfete mbvteg
PO AOTOV Kol poTicOnte, Kol TpdTot kol 6evTepOL Kal pésot kol DoTepotl Tov ebov amoravete L 56 mhovoror-
yopevoate DEF] mlovciol kai mévnteg, 60bAot kai €levlepot, puet’ dAANA®v yopevoate L 57 éykpateic-
myieate DEF] éykpateic kai pdbvpot do&doate kol peyodlvvote Tov 00V U@V- Kot TV ATy TodH TV HUEPLV
Kol Qoudpav Eoptnv vuvnoote kol Bavpdoate kol tipcate L 58 vnoetevoavreg-onuepov EF] ol vnoteboavteg
D; vnotedoavieg kol uny vnoteboavteg Evepavinte onpepov petd tod david okipT@vTeg Kai Adyovtes abtn M
nuépa, v Emoinoev 0 KOPLog, dyoriocopeda kai edepoaviduey &v ovtii L 59 ante | Tpanela] inseruit 'Emel
xapds Gvimg M NuEpa EoTiv abTn Kol eDQPOcHVNG, AyamnTol, NUEPO AYUAAMACEMS KOl cOTNPING, NUEPH POTIGULOD
Kol ayloopod, nuépo eipnvng Kol KataAlaytic, NUEPO AVOTAGGE®MS KOl AVaKOIVIGHOD TGV NUETEP®YV YuX&V. ot
€0Tiv OVTOG PEYaAN Kai Bavpaotr| Kol Emeavig: abtn E0Tiv E0pTAV £0PTH, KOL TOVAYVPLS TAVIYOPEDVY. AT £0TIV
1N oePacpio kal ayio kol AAUTPOPOPOG NUEPO THG AVUCTAGE®MG. £V TADTI CLUVIYELPEV NUAG O XPLoTOG EPPLUEVOVG
T apoptig. €v Todt) ovve(®omoincey MUAG VEVEKPOUEVOVS TOIC TOPATTOUOCLY. &V TOOTH TOV TAPAdEIGOV
Nvéwée, kal amoiavely Nuac tod EAov tiig Lwiic kaméinoevy, dmep €otiv TO Tipov Kai dytov Koi {momoldv avtod
o®po kol oipo- St od kaBoipopeda kol dy1alopeda kol poT(opeda kai fyoviiopso. Totvov kai dppavOduEY
&v avti] kol dyardacopeda cod. L 59 1 tpanelo-navres DEF] 1) tpancla yéuel, tpuopncavteg doate L
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‘O pocy0¢ TOAOS, Undeig EEEABOL TEWVDV. 60
[Tévteg dmoiavoate Tod TAOVTOL THG XPNOTOTNTOC.

MnJdeig Opnveito meviav, Epdvn yap 1 Ko Boctreia- (SermCat 25)
unodeig 66vpécbm mraicpoTa, cuyyvodun Yop €K Tod TAPOL AVETEIAE:
unoeig poPeicHm Bdvatov, NrevbBépwaoe yap MUds 6 Tod cwtijpog Bavatog.

"EoBecev adtov DT adTOD KOTEYOUEVOG: 65
gkoOLaoe TOV oMV 6 KateABmV €ig TOV Gonv:
EMiKpOvVEY aTOV Yevodpevov Tig capkog avtod. (SermCat 30)

Koai todto mporafmv Hoatog éBomoev- 0 dong, enotv, émkpdvOn cuvavtioag
GOl KATO.

EmtikpavOn, kol yop kabnpéon- 70
EMKPAVON, Kol yap Evekpmon:
EMkpavOn, kai yap Evemaiydn. (SermCat 35)

"EAafe odpa kol 0ed mepréTuyey-
E\afe YNV Kol GLUVNVINGEY OVPOVD-
Ehafev Omep EPhene kal méntwkev 60ev ovk EPAeme. 75

[Tod cov Bdavate 0 kévrpov; [1od cov dom 1o Vvikog;

Avéotn Xp1otog kai o kataféPAncat- (SermCat 40)

avéotn XplroToc Kol TEMTOKAGL SUILOVES:

avéotn Xprotdg kai yaipovotv dyyelot-

(SermCat 40) avéotn Xpiotog kai {on moltteveTal: 80
avéotn Xprotog Kol vekpOg 0VOEIS €Ml VI LOTOG.

60 0 poéoyoc-rewvdv DEF] 0 pooyog Mroipactal, undeic £EEAON mewv®v koi otepoduevog L 61 mavrec-
ypnototntog DEF] maviec amolavoate tod mholVtov Tii¢ miotemg: mhvieg dmolovcate 10D TAODTOL TH|g
XPNOTOTNTOG MhvTES AmavtAnoate Tod HHpov TG XaptTog, 4Tt TO Taoya UMV Ve MUV £TVON YP1oTOC. ThVTES
avtAnoate €k TG AKEVOTOL TTYTig ToD cmTijpog Beod Kol edEpavOnTe. yevoache kal idete §T1 ¥pNnoTog O KOPLOGC.
0g0¢ kOp1og kai Enépavey Nuiv L 62 paciieia DEF] compia L 63 undsic 66vpicdm-avéteirhe EF] dno 100
tapov D; undeig ddvpécbo mraiouata, cuyyvoun yop koi Geecig amd tod tdeov avétehe L 64 pundeig
oofeic0w-0dvatog DF] undeic oPeicBw tov Bdvatov- Nievbépmwae yap Nudg tod cotijpog 6 Bdvartog E; tov
Odavatov L 65 EoPeoev-kateyopevog EF] om. cod. D; EoPecev avtov 0 On’ adtod KATEXOUEVOS: EGMOEV TIOG
XPLoTOG O Be0G KOl £k TOD ddov Eppucarto- EENpracev NUAS €K T Katadvvacteiog Tod daforov, Kai T1ig dovieiog
avtod NAevBépwoey L 66 éxdhace-gony EF] skdivce 1OV ddnv, 0 kateAbav &ic tov donv D; ékdiacey OV
Gonv xateldav &v 1@ Gon L 67 émikpovev-00T1o0 F] émikpoavev avtov yevoauevog g oapkog avtod D;
EMiKpAVEY YOP ADTOV YEVGAUEVOC TG apKOc antod E; Emtkpdvin 6 Gdng yevodpevog tiig Tyiag kol ayiog copkog
t0D dgomotov L 70 émkpavOn-kaOnpéOn EF] om. cod. D; émkpdavOn kol yap katnpynon L

71-72 émxpavOn-éveraiyOn DEF] émnkpdvOn kal yap éveraiydn- émukpdvOn kol yap Evekpdbn- éxucpavOn kol
yop kaOnpétn- Emkpdvon kol yop €deopeddn L 74 Ehape yijv kai covijvineey ovpav®d L] om. cod. D; £hafe
Yilv Kol cuvijvineev ovpavév EF 76 ante mod cov, Odvare, 0 kévrpov] add. 6 ebxonpov odv sinelv cod. L
77 avéotn Xprotog kai 60 katafépinocar EFL] om. cod. D 81 avéotn Xpiotog Kol vekpog ovdsis émi
pvijpatog DE] vekpog om. cod. F; davéotn Xpiotog kal vekpoi cuvnyépbncav Groavieg unkétt Svteg &v pvnuatt:
avéot Xprotog, Kai pBopdg EAvtpdmOnuey: avéotn Xpiotdg, Kol katdpag Eppvotnuev: avéotn Xplotog Koi NUeig
ovvovEaTNEY- avéotn Xp1oTtdc, Kol Nueig éloddnuey L
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Xp1o10g yap £yepbeig ék vekpdV dmopyn TOV
Kekoyumuévav €yéveto. (SermCat 45)

A TaDTO PEV 1 LEYOAOP®OVOTATN AVPO TOD TVEDUOTOC,

0 T petavoiag vENMYMTAG,

0 ovpdviog avOpwmog, 85
0 émiyelog dyyelog,

0 (PLGOPEYYOPHOYYOG THC OlKOLUEVNC AauUTTTiP,

0 YPLGOEON|G KOl YpNoAVYHS TOV AvOpOT®OV doThp,

M eOTOPOPOG Kol BeavyTic Kol TapPOElg GEAV,

0 PMOTOELONG Kol AvESTEPOS TOV ELOPOUEVOV KOl ECKOTIGUEVMVY YYDV HA10G, 90
10 dovToV Kol VTEPAAUTPOV TOIG &V OKOTEL ODC,

0 PadPHVOG Kol KATAAAUTPOVOS Gracay TV oikovpévny Toig Beiolg Aoyols kai S10dyracty.

NUiv 8¢ yévotro, adedot, 1 T@v Beiov poompiov Hetdnyis gic apaptudtov EEarenyty,
€1¢ TANUUEANUATOV GUYXDPNCLY,

€lg dppooTnuiaToV ooy, 95
elg evelilav yoyfc,

€1 e0pWOoTIOY COUATOC,

€1g vékpootv T®V Bavatodviov taddv,

eig oo TdV (mOoYovoLVTOV YPNoTQV,

€lg \epaoTopov evmedeiog, 100
€lg dpaviouov anebeiog,

€1g Oy TV OMPBOVTOV UGS SUOVOV,

€1g Yopav T@V Yopoviov &mi T compig NUOV dyyélav,

eig Comv aimviov

TG mhvteg TOYOEY XGpLTL Kod PrhavOpmriq ToD £k vexpdv dvactéviog Xpiotod Tod 105
dAn0vod Bgod UMV @ Tpémel Tico SOEN TN Kol TPOGKHVNGIG GVV TA Gvapy® anTod

ToTPL Kol TQ Tovoyio Kol ayadd kol {momod Kol OHoovGie TveLaTL VOV Kol o€l Kol

€1g ToVG aidvag TV aidvev. Apny.

82 post ¢yévero] epilogum Theodori om. et inseruit /n triduanam resurrectionem Domini (PG 50:821-824, CPG
4526, Aldama 546) cod. D; add. avtd 1 d6&a €ig Tovg aidvog TV aidvev, dunyv et desinit textus F - 83 Adpa E]
popa L 84-92 6 tijg petavoiog-owdaypacwy E] Todvyng 6 mévv, 6 v yAdTTow Ypucodg L 93 fuiv L] dpuiv
E 103 post udv] ayiov add. cod. L 106107 wavayio kai dyodd kei Lowomord koi D] om. cod. L
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1. ANALYSIS OF ORATIO 4 IN SANCTUM PASCHA

Structure

The structure of Theodore of Stoudios’ Or.4 appears to consciously imitate that of his
prototype, SermCat. As we have it today, Or.4’s pattern mirrors the rthythym of SermCat’s
thematic units. Its prologue consists of four cycles: 63, 5-3, 5-6, 5-5. The fact that Or.4 fails
to reproduce as coherent and cohesive a structure as SermCat displays is yet another argument
in favor of dating the latter to a period earlier than the 9" century. In comparison to Or.4,
SermCat shows that its author, while Christian, had access to excellent rhetorical training that
may be more reminiscent of the 4"-5" centuries than the 9. Or.4’s quotation of SermCat
preserves the structure of that text almost exactly as we find it in its own direct manuscript
tradition. The only alteration of the structure comes in the last thematic unit of the first 3—5-3
cycle. In Or.4, the last unit is composed of 2, not 3, lines due to a textual variation. SermCat’s
tradition transmits @IAOTILOG O PIAGVOpTOG | d€xeTon TOV Eoatov Kabdmep TOV TpMDTOV as two
separate lines. Or.4 has changed this to: @iAdTipOg Yap DV O deomOTNG, dEYETAL TOV EGYOATOV
kaBdmep TOV TpdTov. By expressing the first line as a direct cause of the second, Or.4 unites
the two and alters the structure of the text. From this point, SermCat continues maintaining the
same structure we saw above. Theodore’s epilogue then consists of two large, final paragraphs
of 10 and 12 lines respectively: the first praising Chrysostom and the second exhorting the

listeners to receive communion, outlining its various beneficial effects.

Style

Again, in the area of style, Theodore has overtly imitated the style of SermCat. As noted
above, SermCat’s style of expression is characterized by short, forceful phrases, often in
multiple repetitions of parallel structure. This is precisely what we find in Or.4, as well.
Moreover, it is likely that Or.4 was designed to be performed orally, rather than read. The text
alludes to this with its numerous rhetorical questions, as well as its opening address,
characteristic of Theodore’s catecheses: ddelpol kai matépec. As we will see in greater detail
below, SermCat was often included in collections of Theodore’s catecheses; the reason for this
is surely that, far from being an ‘oration’, Theodore originally delivered Or.4 as a paschal
catechesis.??® Finally, Theodore makes extensive use of rhetorical devices in the text, such as:

1) alliteration (tig, ti 10 1l. 3-8); 2) anaphora (tig 1. 3—11, y0éc 11. 25-30, &ig 1. 94-104); 3)

228 The significance of this possibility will be explored further in Part 2, chapter 1.111.
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antonomasia (tig &€repoc/o ypvoodvovug 1. 30-33, cdhmys...100 mvedpoatog 1. 38, Avpa T0d
nvevpatog ete. 11. 83-92);22° 3) aporia (tic 1. 4-8, épmtac 1. 12-13, tic 1. 25-29); 4) hypophora
(tic/tic €repog 1. 29-30); 5) homoioteleuton (Aoumpopopio/Bvundio/sxkinciov 1. 4-6,
petpovpévov/voovuévou 1. 17-18, éEdreryv/cuyydpnow/iacw/ete. 1. 93—104).

Vocabulary and Content

There are numerous intriguing and noteworthy elements in Or.4’s vocabulary and
content. First, in his prologue, Theodore creates a vivid contrast between darkness and light
through a series of rhetorical questions and stark images. He highlights the brilliance of the
feast of the resurrection in contrast to the gloom that followed upon Christ’s death. This
antithesis can also be read at another level. As noted above, SermCat displays certain elements
in common with the apocryphal Gospel of Nikodemos, suggesting that the latter has drawn
from the former. Here in Or.4 we find indications that Theodore is not just drawing on SermCat,
but also on the apocryphal Gospel—which, by Theodore’s time, had influenced much of the
liturgical hymnography for the services of Christ’s crucifixion and resurrection, at least within
a monastic context.?*® The connection between Or.4 and the Gospel of Nikodemos is reinforced
as one continues reading Theodore’s prologue. Christ’s resurrection has caused light to shine
in darkness, and as a result, the angels rejoice at the salvation of humanity; the prophets are
also elated when they see their prophecies being fulfilled. These are all elements present in the
resurrection scene of the apocryphal Gospel.?*!

Or.4 then progresses on to Chrysostom himself. Theodore wonders aloud who could
properly praise Pascha, and reaches the conclusion that Chrysostom is the most obvious choice.
Of course, this is a rhetorical device; even so, that Chrysostom is self-evidently the one who
should weave the appropriate encomium (“tig &tepog 1 0 ypvoodc NUdV wat)p”’) indicates his
status already before Or.4 in liturgical panegyrika. This status will be highlighted further below
in the descriptions of the manuscript witnesses—many of which are panegyrika, in all of which
Chrysostom features prominently. Theodore then begins to reiterate the appropriateness of his
choice: Chrysostom is the great preacher of God’s compassion; the force of his words is greater

than that of the Nile, and both his mind and tongue, not just his mouth, are also golden. Thus,

229 At 1. 30 the majority of witnesses omit the name Tmévvng, though very few, such as Vaticanus graecus 1587,
insert it (Codex D, as can be seen above in the apparatus criticus). I believe Theodore’s intention here was to
employ antonomasia, making an unmistakable reference to John Chrysostom that was only further enhanced
precisely by not mentioning his actual name.

230 See Louth (2005) 252-282, who discusses the apocryphal Gospel in hymns attributed to John Damascene.

231 Tischendorf (1853) 306-309.
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he will instruct us in the significance of Pascha in a few short words. In Theodore’s appraisal
of SermCat, we observe that he has perceived the same elements of structure, style and content
as noted above. SermCat is designed to communicate that Christ’s resurrection offers mercy
and redemption to all, and is written in a concise but forceful style. It appears that SermCat’s
short length has made an impression on Theodore himself (“ot OAlyov Adywv xoi
ocvvtetunuévov pnudatov”). Finally, Theodore compares Chrysostom to John the Baptist,
calling him ‘the second preacher of repentance’ (“0 tfic petavoiag kfipvé 6 deVTEPOS”). As we
will see in Part 2, ‘preacher of repentance’ is a common epithet applied to Chrysostom, and
Theodore has a habit of grouping Chrysostom and John the Baptist together as his two models
for opposing the imperial Court. This thus further reinforces Baur’s suggestion that Theodore
intended Or.4 as a response to Leo V’s Iconoclasm. Naturally, Theodore, being abbot of the
Stoudios monastery, connects the characterization of Chrysostom to John the Baptist.>3? This
may be a further indication that Or.4 was originally delivered at Stoudios, thus either in the
year 815 itself, just at the beginning of Second Iconoclasm, or at some point between 821—
826.233

Theodore’s epilogue is then divided into two parts. The first resumes and concludes the
praise of Chrysostom as the most suitable encomiast of Christ’s resurrection. Theodore
displays his penchant for hapax legomena with the word ypvcopeyyop0oyyoc.** The second
part then exhorts Theodore’s listeneners to receive communion because of all the spiritual
benefits that it offers them. Here again we see Theodore’s love of parallel wordplay: 1)
AUOPTNUATOV EEGAEWYIV/TANUUEANLATOV CLYYOPNOWV/APPOSTNUATOV (oY, 2) VEKPOGY TOV
Oavatovvtov  mabdv/(dwowy  t@dv  {woyovodviwv  ypnotdv, 3)  VIEPACTICUOV
evmedeioc/apavicpuov anebsioc. Moreover, this second 12 line paragraph increases the

possibility that Or.4 was delivered at Stoudios, instead of through one of Theodore’s epistles

232 This was a connection that Theodore routinely made. See Part 2, Chapter 1.

233 The possibility that Theodore delivered Or.4 on Pascha of 815 (1 April), in between Nikephoros I’s resignation
(13 March) and Leo V’s Iconoclast Council (after Pascha)—indeed on the very day that Theodotos Melissenos,
Leo’s new iconoclast patriarch, was enthroned—is highly intriguing. Theodore was invited to this second
iconoclastic Council, which upheld the decisions of Hiereia (754), but he did not attend; the reason could have
been that he already gave his response on the day of Pascha itself with Or.4. Shortly after the council, Theodore
went into exile for six years (815—821), though even then he did not cease sending out writings against Iconoclasm,
as Vita B makes clear (PG 99:288.11-19): ““O 6¢ ye ITatnp nudv @cddmpog 00 déAMmeY EKTOTE, GAL" EMAAARAOVG
YOPOTTOV EMOTOMAG, Kol dieyeipv TpoOg Avopeiay Tovg £yydg Kol Tovg TOppwbey, EUpovi] E0VTOV T AVCoHVTL
v aipecty éviedbev paAlov Kotaotioot BovAOUEVOC: Kol MG 0V motEiTol Adyov TGV avTol ATEN@Y, oUTE UV
0édetev TOv Vvmep gvoefeiag Bavatov- gig 6, Kol povelg TeplocoTépmc O KOKOYVOLoY Aéwnv, EEopiav kal adTov
kartaducdlet...” While not impossible—and perhaps plausible, if one accepts Or.4 as an intentional response to
Iconoclasts—the hypothesis that Or.4 was delivered in 815 is nevertheless not confirmed by any other source. See
Cholij (2010) 56 and Kaklamanos (2018) 125-127.

234 The lemma ypvcogeyyng appears in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, as well as in the De Cerimoniis in chapter 10 on
the Monday after Pascha.
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from exile. The scene appears to be one in which everyone—Theodore and his monks—are all

present together at Stoudios celebrating Pascha.?3?

235 Moreover, just before leaving for his third exile, we are informed that Theodore commanded his monks to
leave Stoudios if they desired to live a peaceful, orthodox life. See Vita B (PG 99:288.19-28): “...deEaquevog
toivuv 0 1epog TTotnp Mudv kol tiig dpbodoiag averaioyvvtog elonynTig v mepimodntov avtd Kol £k ToALoD
EPETTV AMOPUGLY, TPOCKAAESAUEVOS TO TATB0G TV podnt®dv, kabictnow &v adtoig 6vo kal EfdopnKovta
apynyovs, Ve  odg Katapeptodijval TV ASEAPOTNTO CLOUPETD YVOUN TPOTPEYAUEVOS, SEOMKAOG TE ODTOIG
EvtoAnv dote peta v EEodov adtod un évamopeival odtdoL Tva TV BeAovT@v TV dANn0T Cony, kol dyandviev
TG ayodag nuépag idelv, kabmg yariet 6 dylog Aavid...”



Vaticanus graecus 1587
(1389), ff. 308v-313v

(308v) Tod &v ayiolg matpog
NUdV Ocoddpov 10D
2tovditov:

AOYOG KOTNYNTIKOG TH dryig
Kol PEYAAT Kuplokt) Tod
Thoyo

Ti todt0 AdeApol dyommrtol
Kai puAéopTot Kol
QuOYpLOTOL-

Tig 1) TOGOOTN Aapumpopopia.:

Tig 1) ToGOVT POTAY®OYin Kol
Boundia- (1. 5 TC)

Baroccianus 197 (1343), ff.
551v-553r

(551v) B®godmpov 0D
2tovditov, mpooipiov gig Tov
pnOévta katnymTikov Adyov

apo oD &v
ayiolg TaTpoc UMV, idAEVVoL
APYIETIEKOTOV
KOVOTAVTIVOUTOAE®MG TOD
YPLGOGTOUOV, &V TH| aryio Kol
HEYAAT KOl AQUTTPA KUPLOKT)
TOD TAoKOL: AVAYIVDCKETOL
€1g 10 TéA0g ToD OpHpov, peTd
T0 TANPpWOTvaL TOV
acmoouov:- +

Ti todt0 matépeg Kol AdeApoi
QUéopTol Kai ridyploToL:

Tig 1 Tocav T Aaprpogopia.

Tig 1) Tosavtn Bopndia kai
ayoAriaoig (1. 5 TC)

551v

Oc0d®pov-dcmacpov E] 1od ocion
Be0@opov maTpoOg NUAV, Be0ddpov
MYOLHEVOL TV XTOVdiov, TPOoOoipoV gig TOV
pnBévta katymTikov Adyov, Tod &v ayiotg
TOTPOG NUAV 10AVVOV, APYLETIGKOTOV
KOVOTOVTIVOUTOAEWDG TOD YPLUGOGTOLOL, Tf
ayig Kol peydn xoplakt tod naoyo H

Timiou Stavrou 92 (1581), ff.
141r-144r

(141r) Tod 6ciov kai
00OpOL TATPOG NUDV
Be0ddpov T0D cTOVdiTOV:
TPOOioV €ig TOV pndévta
KaTnyMTIKOV Adyov Tod &v
ayiolg TaTpoOc NUAV imEvvov
ApYlEMEKOTOV
KOVOTAVTIVOLTTOAE®G TOD
YPLGOGTOLOV. TG ayiag Kol
HeYAANG AAUTPAS KVPLOKTG,
nepl TG aylag kol EvodEov
¥p1oT0D TOD B0 UMV
AVaGTACEMG:

Ti todt0 matépec prAopTol
Kol PIAOYPLoTOL;

Tig 1) TosaV TN Aapmpopopia;

(1. 5 TC) 11 10 padpvvav
oVt TNV oikov (141v)
pHévny;

141r

T0v-dvactacemg F] tod ociov kai Beopdpov
TaTPOS UMV Be0ddpov Tod oTOVdiTOV
TPOOTLULOV €IG TOV KATNYNTIKOV AOYOV TOD &V
Gryio1g matpog NUAY idvvoy GpYLETIGKOTOV
KOVGTOVTIVOUTOAE®MG TOV YPLGOGTOUOV, TH
ayig kol peydAn Aapmpd Kuptaki Tig ayiog
Kol £vo0&ov yprotod Tod Beod dvactdoewng I

Vaticanus graecus 1517
(1585), ff. 100-110r

Metd 8¢ T0 TAnpwoiivol TOv
AGTOCUOV AVOYIVOOKETOL
napd Tod Kabnyovpuévov O

Tapmv Adyog 10D 0Giov
TATPOC UMV Kol OLOAOYNTOD
Be0ddpov Tod LTovditov:
TPOOTIUIOV TPOTPETOUEVOV
HETO TAGM G TTPOGOYTS
axpoacOfjvor Nuag tov mapa
10D &V ayilolg TaTpOg UMV
ioavvou matpiapyov
KOVOTOVIIVOUTOAEWMG TOD
YPLGOCTOUOV PNBEvVTa
KaTNNTIKOV Adyov, &V i)

UEYAAN Kol AOUTTPd KLPLOKT]

T0D oy Thg EvOO6EoL TOD
Kupiov Beod Kol cOTHPOG
NUdV inood yprotod ayiog

AvaoTAcEMG.

Ti todt0 moTépEC PIAEOPTOL
Kol PIAOYPLoTOL;

Tig 1) Toca TN Aaumpoopia;

Tig 1) Tocavtn Bopndia kai
ayorriaoig; (1. 5 TC)



i 10 KoTaoTpAYaY OVTM TNV
ExkAnoiav-

11 10 Katayldicav v
OlKOLUEVTV-

i T0 TAPACKELAGAY OVT® TNV
OlKOLUEVT V-

i T0 TOPACKEVACAY TOGOVTNV
yevéaBat doviv Kol
QodpoOTNTO

¥0c €v dBupia, Kai onpepov
&v evbopia

¥0ec &v komoeeia, Kol
ONUEPOV €V PUOPOTNTL:

x0€c €v dhoAvypoig, kal
onuepov €v (1. 10 TC)
ooy poic:

EpOTAG TL TOVTOV TO OiTIOV,
Kol T TO0 TOPUCKELAGOV
yevésOon tocavTV Yopav
Kol Aopmpdra;

Xp1oT0G AvESTN €K VEKPDV,
Kol Gmag 0 KOGUOG
NyoeAAdcaTOo:

Katnpynoe t@® {oomold adtod
Bavdrto TOv Odvatov-

Kol TAvTEG o1 €V T® AdN TV
deoudv aneivncav- (1. 15
TC)

i 10 padpvvay oVT® TNV
gxkAnoiav-

i 10 Aapumpivay oVT® TV
OIKOVUEVTV-

i 10 Katayloicov obHT® TO
nuétepov cHoTnua-

¥0Ec &v xatnoseia, kol
ONLEPOV €V OPOTNTAL;

¥0&c év aBopia, Kai onuepov
&v gubopia;

¥0&c €v dAoAvypOig, Kol
onuepov (1. 10 TC) év
ooy oig;

EPOTAG TL TOLTOV TO OITIOV;

Ti T0 TOPACKEVAGOY TOGUVTNV
ayAdiov yevéaOat, kai yopav
Kol Aaumpotnra,;

YPLOTOG AVESTY €K VEKPDV-

Kol Tac avOpmmTolg, TV
TPOC 0VPAVOV Avafocty
gowpnoarto- (1. 15 TC)

i 10 Aapmpivay odT® TV
gkkAnociav;

¥0c €v katoeia, Kol
ONUEPOV €V QUOPOTNTL;

x0&c €v dBupuia, Kai onpepov
evbvpia;

¥0&c év dAoAvYHOiG, Kol
onuepov €v (1. 10 TC)
aAoAorypoic:

€pMTAG TL TOVTOV TO AITIOV;

Tl 10 TOPACKEVACAY TOCAVTNV
ayiaiov yevécOat, kal yopav
Kol AopumpdtTa;

Xp1oT10¢ AvEaT €K VEKPDV,

Kol Tioy avOpmmTolg, TV
TPOS 0VPaVOV Avhfacty
gdwpnoaro- (1. 15 TC)

1 10 Padpvvay oVT® TNV
ExKAnoiav;

i 10 Aoumpivay oHT® TNV
OlKOLUEVTV;

i 10 Kotayloicav obtw, 10
nuétepov cHOTNUO,

¥0&c €v Komeeig Kol onuepov
&V paudpotTL:

x0c €v dBvpia Kol onpepov
&v evfopiq-

x0€c €v dholvypoig kol
onuepov év (1. 10 TC)
aAadorypoic:

€PWTAG TL TOVTOV TO OITIOV;

Tl T0 KOTOOKEVAGOV TOGOVTNV
ayAdiog yevéoBan kai yapav
Kol Aapmpdtn o

Xp1oT0¢ AVESTN K VEKPDV

Kol Aoy avOpmTOLG TNV TPOG
oVpavov avafocty
gdmpnoaro- (1. 15 TC)



Nvéwée TOV mapadeicov, Kai
TAGLY AOTOV EIONKTOV
amepydcaTo:

® BdaOog un voovpevov-
® Dyog un HeETpOVUEVOV-
® pouotnpiov epiktov, voog

dvvapy vepPaivovtog:

vuvodow dyyelot i) copia

nuedv éngveparvopevor- (1. 20

TC)

TpoeTiTat Yaipovast Tag oikelog
TPOPPNOELS TANPOVUEVOG
Bemdpevor

naca 1 KTic1g cuveoptdlet:

noyace yap adth Nuépa
COTNPLOG:

Elapye Taow O TG
dooovvng fAoc:

avémEe 1OV Tapdoelcov, Kai
TAGLY €lG1TNTOV TOIG €iC
aVTOV TETELOVOLV
AmEPYACOTO-

® BdaOovg pun petpovpévov-

® Vyovug un (552r)
VOOLULEVOD:

® pootnpiov kovod, voog
KatdAny vepPaivovtog:

vuvodow dyyelot i copia

nuedv éngvepavopevor- (1. 20

TC)

TpoeTitar yoipovact, tag 1diog
TPOPPNCELS TANPOVUEVOG
Beopevor

1N Ktioilg mdoa yopevet:

nvyace yap avti, nuépa
oOTNPLOG:

Ehapyev ot OKoocHVING
106

avémEe 1OV Tapdodelcov, Kol
TAGLY €loNTTOV TOIC €iC
aVTOV TETELOVOLV
AmEPYACATO

® BadBovg un petpovuévou-

® VYOoLg 1] VOOLUEVOL®

® pootnpiov kovod, voog
katdmin&w vrepPaivovtog:

vuvodow dyyelot, tf] coTpig

NuUeV éngvepavopevor(l. 20

TC)

TPOPTTOUL YOPEVOVGLV, TAG
idiog (142r) mpoppnoelg
TANpovuEVaS Bedpevot

1N Ktiolg mdoa yopevel

nvyace yap avTth Nuépa
omTNPLOG

ELapyev a0t Koo HNG
Ao

141v
kataminéw F] corainyw I
142r

yopevel F] oxiptd kot yopever I yap F] om.

cod. I

avémEe TOV Topddelcov Kol
TAGLY €io1TNTOV TOIG €iC
aVTOV METEHOVGLV
AmePyAcaTo.

® PdaOovg un petpovpévov:
® Dyoug ur vooupévoy:
® pvotpiov Kovod voog

KatdAny vmepPaivovtog:

vuvodowv dyyelot T compig

NGV éngvepavopevor-(1. 20

TC)

TPOQTITOL YOipOLGL TAG 1di0G
TPOPPNOELS TANPOVUEVOG
Beopevor-

1 Ktiolg mdoa YopeveL:

Nvyace yop ot cOTAPLOg
Huépar

Elapyev o0t Koo HNG
fAog:



Tig Tolvuv a&iwg TG AapTpac
TOOTNG NUEPOC TV APV
g&opvnoet: (1. 25 TC)

Tig peyorompendg 10D 10
(309r) covtov puotpiov
gkberdon v dLVOLY-

Tig &t€POGC, 1 O YPLGODG NUDY
natnp Todvvng (1. 30 TC)

0 dlampvo1og Kol
UEYOAOP®VOTATOC KTpLE:

0 ti|g oikovpévng
dlopavEoTaTog Kol
AOUTPOTOTOC POOTIP KO
GANOwvog Townv Kol
d10boKaAOG:

0 TOV Yuy®dV EDPLEGTATOC Kol
JOKILMOTOTOS 10TPOG:

0 TOV APAPTOADY EYYONTNG
a&oypeog:

0 VTEP TOV VETAOV TTOTOUOV
PE@V T YpLoOPPEdpa
véypoto

0 (pLGOVS Kol YPLGOHYAMGGOG
Kol YpUGOGTOLOG.

Tig Toivuv a&img HUVNoEL TG
nuépag v yapw- (1. 25 TC)

Tig éyKkopacel TpemdVTog T0D
XP1oTOD TV AvAcTACLY-

TG Katapatdpivel o¢ 0&ung
T Aapmrpopopia, TOV AadV
TG ékKAnciog:

Tig émavésel TOLG VOPOVTAG
Kai ypnyopodvtog:

Tig Tapaundicetl ToVG ApeAeic
Kol paddpovs:

Tig €tepPOg, 1| 0 YPLGOVG NUDY
natp- (1. 30 TC)

0 Mg T0D Be0d cvpmabeiag,
HEYOAOP®VOTATOC KTpLE:

0 VTEP TOV VETAOV TOTOUOV
PE®V T TOD TVELLLOTOG
vaporto:

0 {pLGOVOVC Kal
YPLGOYADGGOC Kol
YPLGOPPNLOV Gpa Kol
YPLGOGTOUOG:

552r

Tig &ykopuaost-paddpovg E] om. cod. H
0 vgp-vapata E] 0 Onep tov veilov péov
TOTOUOV T TOD TvedpoTog pevpoto H 6
APVoévovc-ypuodsTopog E] 6 ypvodvoug,
Kol XpuodyAmocog, kai ypvodotopoc H

Tig Toivuv a&img DUvNoeL Thg
nuépoag v xapw; (1. 25 TC)

tig &tepog, 1 0 YPLGOVG NUBY
natmp- (1. 30 TC)

0 TG 10D 00D cupmadeiog
HeyoropmvoTatog Kipué:

0 VIEP TOV VETAOV PE®V
TOTOUOV T TOD TVEVUOTOC

0 YPLGOVOVC, Kol
YPLGOYAMGGOC, Kol
YPLGOGTOLOG!

142r
0 vep-mvedparog F] 6 vmep tov veilov péwv
TOTOOG T TOD Tvevpatog I

tig Tolvuv a&img &vpvnoet
TG Muépag v xapwv; (1. 25
TC)

Tig &tePOg 1| O YPLGOVG LUDY
mamp; (1. 30 TC)

0 tf|g 0D Be0d cvpumabeiog
UEYOAOQ®VOTATOG KTjpLE:

0 YPLGOPPOVE Kol
YPLGOYAWGGOGC Kol
YPLGOGTONOG:

Xpuoootopog] qua incipit abruptus textus J



obtog ékOgtalétm Kol
GVOUVEITO KOl KPOTEIT® TOD
pootnpiov TV dvvopLY-

Kai ToVTOV YGPLV, O OlOV TE,
o Bpaycmv Koi

GUVTETUNUEVOV AOYOV,
gayyeréto- (1. 35 TC)

AL O pev ETolog oty

®¢ ToD AOYOL PRT®P TOIKIAOG:

Kol GAATLYE peyaAo@mvoTaTn
10D TVEVLOLTOG:!

NUETG € TPOG TO AKOVELY
TOVTOV, ETOMTEPOL
yevopuedo Kol
TPOGEKTIKMOTEPOL-

vo £id®pev, oo uiv
EmaryyéAleTon O TG

petavoiog kfpvé 6 de0TEPOC:

o010 axovoarte: - (1. 40 TC)

obtog ékOgtalétm Kol
HEYOALVET®, KOl KPOTEIT®
Vv 10D Kvpiov avacTacty,
Koi TV TG SV Kol
Evépyelov-

U OAyov Adyowv kol
CUVTETUNUEVOV PNUATOV
deéiétm: (1. 35 TC)

AL O pev, ETolnog 0Ty €ig
TO A&yeLv,

MG ToD AOYOL PRT®P TOIKIAOG,

Kol GOATYE peyoho@mVOoTATn
o0 TVEVLOLTOG:

NUETG € TPOG TO AKOVEWY
TOVTOV, £TOUATEPOL
yvevouebo Kai
TPOGEKTIKMOTEPOL,

va €id®pev, ola Huiv
onpepPov, O TG pLetavoiog

gmaryyéhdeton kfjpvg O
devtepoc: (1. 40 TC)

oLV mappnoio Tacy avafodv
TPOVAOS Kol KNpLTTOV Kol
Ayov-

ovv-Aéyov E] 100 ypvcootopov H

ovtog Og1alétm Kol
HEYOALVET® Kol KPOTEIT®
TNV 10D KVpiov AvdcTacV:

Koi TV TavTng SHvapy Kol
gvépyelay, o OMymv kol
CUVTETUNUEVOV PNUATOV
de&éto: (1. 35 TC)

AL’ O pev Etolog €ig To
Aéyerv,

®¢ M 10D Adyov prtep
TOKIAOG

Kol GOATTYE PEYaAOP®MVOTATN
o0 TvedLOTOC

NUETG O€ TPOG TO AKOVELV
TOVTOV, ETOUMTEPOL
vevopedo Kol
TPOGEKTIKMOTEPOL

v’ &1 (142v) Sdpev, ol Hpiv
onuepov, O TG Hetavoiog
gmaryyéAAetan Kijpu& O
devtepog: (1. 40 TC)

pnuatov Flom. cod. I  érowpérepor F]
growpot I

oVtog éxOetalétm Kai
UEYOAVLVET® Kol KPOTEITM
Vv 10D Kvpiov ayiov
avdotacty kol TNV TadTng
dvvapy Kol Evépyestov-

OU OAlyov Aoyov Kai
GUVTETUNUEVOV PNULATOV
oeéiéto: (1. 35 TC)

AL O pev ETolog oty €ig
TO Aéyelv,

®¢ T0D AOYOL PNT®P TOIKIAOG

Kol GAATLYE PeyohoQmVOTATY
00 TVEOLOTOG:!

NUETG 0€ TPOG TO AKOVEWV
TOVTOL £TOIUADTEPOL
yvevouedao Kol
TPOGEKTIKMTEPOL,

tvo €id®pev ola iV oYpEPOV
0 Ti|g petavoiog
EnayyéAdeTon Kijpu o
devtepog. (1. 40 TC)

ovTog-deéiéto L] odtog éxbetaléto kol
KPOTEIT® Kot AvupveiT® ToD pootnpiov v
SVHvap Kod THY ToOTOL Xapty, GG 016V TE S1d
Bpoyéwv kai cuvTeETUNUEVOV AOYOV
gCayyelléto J  gig 10 Aéyav L] npog 10
Aéyev J - iva-devtepog L] iv' eidopev 6 kol
VOV uiv éraryyéletan O TG petavoiog Kijpug
0 dedtepog J  post devTEpog] TOD Ev ayiolg
TOTPOG NUAY 1AVVOV, APYLETICKOTOV
KOVGTOVTIVOUTOAEMS, TOD ¥PLGOGTOUOV,
AOY0g €ig 10 Gytov maoya add. cod. J



E{ t1c evoefr|g kol gradbeog,
amolafETm TaTNG THS
KOARG TovnyOpeme:

&l T1g oDAOG EVYVOU®V,
eloehBéto yailpov gig v
xopav Tod Kvupiov avTOD-

€l T1c Ekape VnotevL oV,

amoloPETw vV TO dnvaplov-

€l T1g Ao PTG Dpag
glpydoato, dexécbw vov 10
dikaov deAnuo.

&l TIg petdL TV Tpitnv NADey,
gvyaplotdv Eoptaoet- (1. 45
TC)

&l T1g mepi TV EKTV NADEY,
unodev aueIPoréTm,

E{ t1c edoefnig kol prhdbeog,
amorafé (552v) T TanTng
TG KOATC TavyOpems:

&l T1IG SODAOG EVYVOUW®V,
eloehBéto yaipov gig v
xapav Tod Kvpiov adTOD-

el T1c Ekape vnotéPov,

ATOAOVET® VOV TO dNvapLov:

&l T1g amo ThG TPOTNG Bpag
glpydoaro, dexécbw

onuepov to dikaov deAnpua

&l TIg petdL TV Tpitnv NADeY,
gvyaplotdv Eoptaoet- (1. 45
TC)

el Tig peta v &k Epboaoe,
UNOEV AUPIPOAETO- KOl YOp
ovdgv {nuodtat-

Tod &v ayloig maTpdg UMDV
{OAVVOL APYLETIOKOTOV
KOVOTOVTIVOUTOAEWDG TOD
YPLGOGTOLOV AOYOG
KaTNYMTIKOG €ic TV aylav kol
AOUTPOPOPOV MUEPAY THG
avactdoemg ypiotod Tod Beod
NUGV.

E{ t1c edoefnig kol grhdbeog,
AmoABETM TOOTNG THC
KOATG TovnyOhpems:

€l T1g S0DAOG EVYVOUW®V,
gloelBéto yaipov gic v
Yopav Tod Kvpiov ATOD:

€l T1g EKapE VNOTELOV,
ATOANVET® VOV TO dNvaplov:

€1 TIG Ao TPAOTNG DpOg
gipydoaro, dexécbm
onuepov to dikaiov deAinpuar

&1 T1g petaL v Tpitnv NADey,
evyaplotdv Eoptaoet-(l. 45
TC)

€l Tig peta v kv €pbaoe,
uNdev AuEIPorrAETO, Kol yop
ovdgv (nuodtar

142v

Tov-ipdv F] 100 ypucootopov I post
koAijg F] kol Aapmpag add. cod. I ¢optacer
F] éoptaléto 1

E1 11c edoefng kol gridbeog,
dyonntoi, ATOANVET® TV
ayoddV yapIoHaTOVY THG
KOATG ToOTNG TOVN YOPEWDC:

€l T1g oDAOG EVYVOUW®Y
elogABéto yaipov gig v
Yopav Tod Kupiov o TOD:

€l T1¢ Ekape vnotedmv
AmOAALET® VOV TO dnvaplov:

€l TIg Ao TPATNG DG
glpydoarto deyxécbm onuepov
70 dlKkoov dpAnua:

&l T1g peta v Tpitmy NAev
eVYOPLOTAOV Kol
ayoaAAOpueVoG E0ptaléTm
onuepov- (1. 45 TC)

el Tig mepl v EknVv deiketo,
UNoEV AUEPAin, Koi yap ov
{nuodrat

Tavtng L] om. cod. J



TpocéADeL kol adTOC Undev
gEvovalwv-

euoTIROG Yap dV (309v) 6
deomoONC,

déxetan TOv Eoyatov kabdmep
TOV TPATOV-

AVATOOEL TOV THG EVOEKATNG
WG TOV £PYUCAUEVOV ATO THG
mpatg (1. 50 TC)

Kol TOv Dotepov ELeeT, kol TOV
np®dTOV Bepamevet-

KOKEIVD 3101, Kol ToVT®
yopiCeta:

Kol To Epyo dEyETOL KOl TV
yvounv dondleton

Koi TV Tpa&v TYd, Kol v
npodecty Emavel-

el Tig botépnoeyv &ic v
Evvartny, TpocedETm undev
gvolralov:

el Tig uovnv €pbace v
gvoekamy, un eopnoq mv
Bpaodvrita-

QUAOTIHOC YOp DV O dEOTTOTNG,
déyeTon 1OV EoyaTOV
KaBdmep TOV TPpOTOV-

AVaTOOEL TOV THG EVOEKATNG,
MG TOV £PYOCAUEVOV ATO THG
npotg (1. 50 TC)

Kol TOV Votepov EAeel, Kol TOV
npdTOV Ogpamevet-

Kakeivo S1dmot Kol ToLT®
yopiCetan:

Kai TV Tpa&v Tipd, Kol v
npoBecty Emavel:

552v
post kaBanep E] kai add. cod. H

€l TIg VoTéPNOEY Eig TNV
Evvartmv, TpoceAdET®m pundev
Evooldlmv:

€l Tig povny €pbace TV €voe
(143r) kv, un eopfn oM
v Ppadvtita:

DUOTILOC YOp BV O dECTTOTNG:

O&yeTan TOV Eoyatov Kabamep
Kol TOV TPOTOV:

avamadel TOV THG EVOEKATNG,
MG TOV £PYOCAUEVOV OO THG
apag (1. 50 TC)

Kol TOV VoTePOV EAeel, Kal TOV
TpdTOV Bepamever

Kaxelvo d10wat, kol ToHT
yopiletar

Kol T Tpa&v Tiud, Kol v

TPOBecY EMOVET:

143r
£l TiIg-@oPn01j F] &i Tig &l
povny v évdekdtny Epbace pn opndite I

€l TIg vVoTéPNoEY &ig TNV
Evvatnv, TpocelEéTm undsv
&voolalmv-

Ei 1i¢ €ig povnv €pbace v
gvdekatmyv, un eofnon mv
Bpadvtita Kai S Todto
otevalov:

QUOTIHOG Yap OV O MUETEPOG
deomdg, ayabog te Kol
ELeNUOV Kol cLUTaONG

déyetan TOv Eoyatov kabmg
Kol TOV TPMOTOV-

avamaHeL TOV TG EVOEKATNG
dpag, Kabamep TOV
gpyaocdpevov amo Tig
npamg: (1. 50 TC)

Kol TOV Votepov EAeEl, Kol TOV
TpOTOV BepamevEt-

KaKelve d10wat Kol ToVTE
yopiletar-

Kol TV Tpa&v T Koi v
yvounv daordaletol-

OV 1600V 1€ TPOGOEYETAL, KOl
10 €pyov mpocietal, Kol TV
Tpoaipesty Emavel-

Kol v Tpdbectv PAémet, kol

v ddbeov dyand-

Kol Ty wpagv-donaleron L] kol v
yvouny acraleton koi v Tpd&y Tnd J



0VKODV, lcEADETE TAVTECS E1G

TNV Yopav Tod Kupiov HUAOV-

Kol TPMTOL Kol 0eVTEPOL TOV
pieBov amoAdPete: (1. 55
TC)

TAOVG101 Kol TEVNTEG, PET
A AoV YopevoaTe:

€ykpateig kol padvpot, v
NUEPOV TUNOOTE:

01 VNGTEVCAVTEG KOl U
VNoTEVCAVTES, EDQPAVONTE
OTUEPOV-

ovKoDV eicéNBeTe TAVTES €l

TNV Yopav Tod Kupiov NUAV-

Kol TpMTOL Kol 0£VTEPOL, TOV
ucBov amoAavete: (1. 55
TC)

TAOVG101 KOl TEVNTEG, PET’
aAMA®V YopevoaTe:

gykpateig kol padvpot, v
NUépaV T oOTE:

VNGTEVGAVTESG KOl N
VNoTEVCAVTES, EVQPAVONTE
ONUEPOV-

0VKODV, lcEADETE TAVTES €1C
TNV Yopav Tod Kupiov MUV,
inood yprotov-

Kol TpMTOL Kol 0eVTEPOL, TOV
woeBov amoraverte: (1. 55
TC)

mAovo101 Kol TEVNTEG, PET’
aAMA®V Yopevoate:

€YKpateig Kol pabvpot, TV
nuépav TiuMooTe:

VNOTELGAVTEG KOl LN
VNoTEVCOVTEC EDPPAVONTE
O HEPOV:

inood yprotod F] om. cod. I

00KODV glcéNBeTE TAVTES €l
TV Yopav Tod Kupiov NUAV.

TPOCEADETE TAVTES TPOG
aOTOV Koi poTicOnrte,

Kol Tp®TOL Kol deVTEPOL Kol
pécot kol VoTEPOL TOV
pioBov amoAavete: (1. 55
TC)

mhovG101 Kol TEVNTES, dODAOL
Kol ELev0epot, pet’ AAANA®V
yopevoaTe:

€yKkpateig kol pdbvpot
do&doate Kol peyaAdbvate
TOV 020V MUOV- Kol TNV
AOUTPAV TOOTNV UEPAY KO
Qoudpav £0pTNV LUVNGOTE
Kai Qavpdoate Kol Tnoate:

VNGTELGOAVTES KOl 1N
VNoTeEDoAVTEG EDPPAVONTE
OCNUEPOV UETA TOD OVTO
OKIPTOVTEC KOl AEYOVTEG:
adt M Nuépa, v émoincev 6
KOp10g, dyorlacmpedo kol
evppovOdUEY v avTH.

‘Entel yapdg 6viog 1 nuépa

€otiv abtn Kai EDPPOGVHVT,

dyomnrot, NuUépa AyaAAdcEmG

Kol comTnpiag, NUEPQ

amolavere L] anordfete J  peyardvare
7oV 00V udv L] peyoldvate koplov tov
Beov udv J



QOTIGHOD Kol AyloHoD,
nuépa eipnvng Kol
KOTOAAOYTIC, UEPQL
avamAacewms Kol
AVOKOIVIoUOD TOV UETEPOV
Yoydv. adt €otiv dvtwg
peyaAn koi Bowpaotn kol
EMPAVIG: aDTN E6TLV £0PTAOV
€0pT1, KO TOVIYVPIG

TV YOPE®V. obTn £6TIV N
oefoopio kol ayio Kol
hapmpodpog Nuépa tig
AVOGTACEMG. &V TOTY
GUVIYELPEV NUAG O XP1oTOG
gpppévoug Tf apaptiq. &v
a0 cvvelwomoinoev NS
VEVEKPMUEVOVG TOTG
TOPOTTOLOGLY.

&v TahTY TOV TaPAdEIGOV
NvEMEE, Kal Amolavey UG
0D EOAov Thg Lofig
katn&looev, Onep €otiv TO
tipov xoi dyov Koi {oomolov
o0ToD odpa Kol aipas 31 ov
kaBapopeda kai ayralopeda
Kol eoTCopeda Kol
gykavilopeda. totvov kai
eOppovOdUEV v aDTH Kol
ayorlacopeda.

avTn éotiv-¢m@avic L] ab €otiv 1| 6vieg
peydAn kol Emeavig J



N Tpdmela YéueL, TpLPNCOTE
TOVTEG:

0 HOOY0G TOADG, UNOEIS
g&ENBoL tevdv- (1. 60 TC)

navteg dmoladoote TOD
TA0VTOL TG YPNOTOTNTOG:

unoeig Opnveito meviav-

€pavn yap M kown Poctieio

unodeig 6dvpécbm nraicpota:
oLYYVOUN YOP GO TOD
TAPOV AVETEIAEV-

unodeig poPeicHw Bdvatov-
nievbépwaosey yap Nuag o
100 coTHpog Bdvatog:

N Tpdmela yéueL, TpuPRcOTE
TOVTEG:

0 HOGY0G TOADG, UNJELS
EEENON ewvdv- (1. 60 TC)

TAVTEG ATOAOVGATE TOD
TAOVTOL TG XPNOTOTNTOG

unoeic Opnveitow meviav:
Epavn yap 1 Kown Pactreio

undeig ddvpécbm mraicpoto
ocvyyvoun yop €k (553r) tod
TAPOV AVETEIAE:

undeig poPeicHm tov Bavatov:

nievBépmwae yap MUAG T0D
cwtipog 6 Bavatoc:

xpnotétnTog E] yprotdémroc H

N Tpdmela yéueL, TpueRcaTE
TOVTES

0 1o (143v) oyog moAve,
undeig 56N mewvdv- (1. 60
TC)

TAVTEG ATOAOVGATE TOD
TA0VTOL THG XPNOTOTNTOG:

unoeic Opnveitom meviav,
£pavn yap 1 Kown Poctreio

undeig ddvpécbm mraicpara,
oLYYVOUN YOp €K TOD TAPOL
avéteile:

undeig poPeicHmw Bdvatov,
nievbépmwaoe yap Nuag, 6 T
cwtipog Bavarog:

1N Tpdmela YEUEL, TPLENCAVTES
goorte:

0 HOoY0G NToitacTOL, UNOELG
€EEMON mEWVDV Kol
otepovpevoc (1. 60 TC)

TévTeg Amolovcate TOD
TAOVTOV TH|G ToTEWG:

TévTeG AmoloGATE TOD
TAOVTOV TH|G YPNOTOTNTOG:

TAVTEG ATOVTANGATE TOD
popov TS xaptrog, 8Tt 10
Taoy o MUAV VTEP NUDV
£t Xpotoc.

Tévteg AVTANGOTE €K THG
aKeVOTOL TNYNG TOD
ocmTtipog BeoD, Kai
evppavonte.

yvevoaobe kai 1dete OT1
YPNOTOG O KOPLOG.

0g0g KOPLOG Kai EMEQOVEY
NUiv.

unoeig Opnveito meviav-
€Avn yap 1 Kown cwtnpio-

unoeig 6ovpécbom mraicpata,
GLYYVOUN YOp Kol GQECLS
Ao TOD TAPOL AVETEILE.

fvéoée L] avépte J  tpooncavreg L]
tpupnoate J mavrec-tiotemg L] mavteg
amolavoate tod cupnociov J



EK®ALGE TOV AdNV, O

KatehBov gig Tov domv- (1. 65

TC)
EMIKPOVEV ODTOV YEVLOAUEVOG
TG GapKOG oV ToD:

Koi o070 mTpoAafmv noaiog,
gponoev- 6 Gonc, enoiv
EMKPAVON, CLVOVTHGOG GOl
Kato-

(1. 70 TC)

EMKPAVON, Kol yap Evekpmon:
EMKPAVON, Kol yap Evemaiydn:

g€oPeocev avTOV VT ADTOD
kateyopevoc (1. 65 TC)

gkOAacE TOV oMV, O
KateABmV €ic TOV Gonv:

EMIKPOVEV YOP QDTOV,
YELGALEVOGS THG GOPKOG
avTod:

Kol ToDT0 TpoAaPav 0 foaiog
gponoev: 6 Gonc enoiv

EMKPAVON GLVOVTIGOG GOl
Kato-

EMKpAvOn, Kol yap Kabnpétn:

(. 70 TC)

EMKpavOn, Kol yap Evekpmon:
EMKPAvVON, Kai yap Evemaiyon:

553r
KaOnpétn E] évekpobn H  évexpaddn E]
kofnpéon H

g€oPeoev aToOV KT’ WO TOD
kateyopevoc: (1. 65 TC)

gkolaoce TOv Gony, 0
KateABmV €ic TOV Gonv:

Emikpavey avTOV, YELGAUEVOV
g oo pKOg A TOD!

Kol TodT0 TpoAaPfav Noaiog
gpomoev: 6 aone, enoiv,
EMKPAVON GLVAVTNCAG GOl
Kato:

EmukpavOm, Kol yop kabnpédn:

(. 70 TC)

EMKPAvOM, Kol yop EvekpoOn:
Emukpavon, Kol yap Evemaiyon:

143v
kai-¢fonoey F] om. cod. I

unoeig poPeicOm tov Bdvatov-
nievbépwae yap Muag 6 T0d
ocwthpog Bavartog:

g€oPeoev aTOV 0 VT AVTOD
kateyopevoc- (1. 65 TC)
£0moeV MUAG YPLoTOG O Be0C
Kai €k Tod doov éppvcarto-
EENpracey MUAG €K TG
KOTOOLVOOTELNG TOD
dwaPorov, kai th)g dovieiog
avTod NAeVBEPMOEY.
gxolaoev TOV NV KateAbwv
&v T@® Gom.
EMKPAVON O AONG YELGAUEVOG
TG Tiog Kol ayiag ocapkog
10D de0TOTOV:

Kol TodTo TpoAa v nootog
gponoev- 6 gonc, enotv,
EMKpAvON cuvavtioag ot
KATo-

EMkpavOn kai yop
katmpynon: (1. 70 TC)
EMKPAvON kol yop vemaiyon:

0 100 smTijpog Bavartog L] 10d cwtijpog 6
0avatogd 0V’ avTod KaTEONEVOS L] O’
a0TOD KATEYOUEVOG J  GUVAVTI|GHS 6oL
Kot ¢mkpavOn L] om. cod. J ¢émkpavon
Kol yap évemaiyOn-avéotn yprotos kai Lo
L] non legitur in cod. J



E\aPe odpa, kol Oed
TEPLETVYEV-

EhaPev Omep EPAemev, Kai
nénTmkey 60ev 0Ok EPAemey-

(1. 75 TC)

oD 6oL Bdvate TO KEVTPOV-
7od 6oV Ao1 TO VIKog:

avEoTn YPLoTOG Kol
TENTOKAGL dOILOVES:

GvEoTN YPLOTOG, KOl XoipovstY
ayyerot:

AvéoTn YP1oToG, Kai Lo
nmoAtevetal (1. 80 TC)

AVESTN YPLOTOGC, KOl VEKPOG
ovdeic €mi pvnuatog: (310r)

E\aPe odpa, kol Oed
TEPLETVYEV

&E\afe yijv, Kal cuviVINoEY
ovpavOV:

ElaPev Omep EPAeme, Kol
néntokey 60sv 0Ok EPAeme:

(1. 75 TC)

mod cov Bdvarte 10 KEVTPOV-
oD 6oL (oM TO ViKOG:

avEoTN YPLoTOG, KOl GV
KataEPAncar

avéoTn yp1oTog, Kol
TEMTOKACT OOILOVEG'

AvEoTN YPLoTOG, KOl Xoipovsty
dyyelot

avéoTn yPLoTog, Koi Lo
noltevetor (1. 80 TC)

AVESTN YPLOTOG, KOl VEKPOG
0VOEIC £l LVHHOTOC!

EaPe odpa, Kol Oed
TEPLETVYEV

&€loPe yijv kol cuvivinoev
0VPOVOV*

EloPev Omep EPreme, Kai
néntokey 60ev ovk EPLeme:

(. 75 TC)

mod cov Bdvate 10 KEVTPOV;
oD Gov (o™ TO VIKOC;

avEaTN YPLoTOG, KOl OV
KatafEPAnoar:

avéoTn yPLoToG, Kol
TMENTOKOGL OOULOVES:

AvEaTN YPLoTOG, KOi Yoipovsty
dyyelot

avéoTn yP1oTog, Koi Lo
nmoAtevetar (1. 80 TC)

AvEoTN YPLOTOG, Kol OVOELS £
HVAROTOS:

post katapéprncar] qua desinit textus I

EMKPAVON Kol yap EvekpoOn:
EmKpavOn kai yap kadnpeon-
EMKPAvVON Kol yop €deouendn:

E\afe odpa, kol Oed
TEPLETVYEV:

&\afe yijv kol cuvivinoev
ovpaved-

E\aPev Omep EPAeme, kai
néntokey 60ev ovk EPLeme:

(1. 75 TC)

0 ebkopov odv einelv- mod
cov, Bdvarte, TO KEVIPOV;
oD Gov (101 TO ViKOC;

AvéoTtn PLoTOG, Kol oL
KatapEPAnca-

avéoTn yp1oTog, Kol
TENTOKOOL OUILOVES:

AvEaTN YPLoTOG, Kol Yoipovoty
dryyehot:

AvEaTN YPLoTOG, Kol Lo
nmoateveta (1. 80 TC)

molreveron L] non legitur in cod. J



XPLoTOG Yap Eyepbeig ek
VEKPDV, ATAPYT TOV

KEKOWUNUEV@V €YEVETO:

Qua incipit InTrid (PG
99:712-720)

YPLOTOG Yap Eyepbeig éx
VEKPDV, ATAPYT TV
KEKOWUNUEVQV EYEVETO

A TaDTO PEV T
peyaropmvotdtn Avpo Tod
TVEDLLOTOG!

0 ¢ petavoiog vVeNyNTic

0 ovpdviog avOpwmog: (1. 85
TC)

0 €miyelog dyyelog:

0 XPLCOPEYYOPHOYYOS ThG
OlKoLUEVNG AT P!

post éyéveto E] 100 0ciov Oeoddpov H
553v
0 Tijg peTavoiag-dwaypaot E] om. cod. H

YPLOTOG Yap Eyepbeig &k
VEKPDV, AmapYT) TOV
KEKOWUNUEVAOV €YEVETO® DTD
1 06&a €l TOLG aidVAG TOV
aldVOV, ouny.

AvEoTN YPLoTOG, Kol VEKPOL
ocuvnyépnoav, dmoveg
UNKETL OVTEG £V LVILOTL:

avéoTtn p1oTos, Kol Oopdg
ENTpOONuEV-

AvESTN YPLOTOG, KOl KATAPOS
EPpvoOnuey-

AvEGTN YPLOTOG, KOl MUETG
GUVOVECTILEV

AvEGTN YPLoTOG, Kol MUETG
ECondnuev-

Xp1ot0g yap €yepbeig €k
VEKPDV Amapyn TdV
KEKOUNUEVDV EYEVETO.

GALG TODTO PEV 1)
UEYOAOP®VOTATN HOpa TOD
vedpatog, Todvvng 6 v,
O TNV YADTTAV YPLGODVG.

(1. 85 TC)

avéotn yprotéc Kai vekpoi L] non legitur in
cod. J év pvijpati L] non legitur in cod. J
avéeTn yproTog, Kal Npeig cuvavéstnpey L]
om. cod. J pdpa L] Aopa J



0 YpLGOMOELG KAl YPNOAVYTC
TAV AvOpOTOV 0oTNP*

1N P®TOPOPOG Kai Beavyiic kai
TOUPOAELG GEAVN'

0 PMOTOELONG KOl AVESTEPOC
1OV Copopévev kol
EGKOTICUEVAOV YOYDY 06

(1.90 TC)

70 GoVTOV Kol VITEPAAUTPOV
101G €V OKOTEL OOG'

0 a1 (553v) dpvHvog kai

KATOAQUTPOVAG GTacoV TV

oikovpévny, toig Bgioig Adyorg

Kol Sddypoot

VUV 0€ Yévorto, AdeA(OL, 1)
TV Oelov puotpiov
UETOAN YIS

€lg apopTNUaTOV EEAAEWYLV:

€1¢ TANUUEANUATOV
GLYYOPNCLV:

g appoomuiaToV ooty

(L. 95 TC)

eig eveliov yoymic:

€1g eVpwOoTioY CHONTOC

€1 VEKPOOV T®V
Bavatovvtov mabdv:

553v
gic-eoparog E] eig edpootiav cmpotog,
&ig eve&iav yoyiic H

(1. 90 TC)

NUIv 8¢ yévotto, adeloti, 1
TV Beiwv pootpiov
UETAANYIG

€lg apapmmuitov Edlenyy,

elg MAnuueANUiTOV
GLYXDOPNOLV,

€lg appoommuatov iy,

(1.95 TC)

elg eveliav yoyfc,

€l e0pOOTIOV GMOUOTOC,

€lg VEKpOoV TOV
Oavortodviov Taddv,

fpiv L] opivJ  gvegiav L] evetiog J



elg Lomov TdV {moyovouvTmv
YPNOTOV:

€lg VTEPACTIGUOV eVTEdEiog

(1. 100 TC)

€ig dpaviouov anebsioc:

elg Oy 1@V OMBOVTOV
NUOS Sopdvmv:

E1G Yopav TV YopovImV &ml
T coOTpio HUOV AyyELmV:

eig Conv aidviov:

NG TAVTEC TOYOEY, XGpLTL Kol
QUavOpoTia, TOD €K VEKPOV
vaoTdvTog YPLotod ToD
aAnOwvod Ogod Huav- (1. 105
TC)

O mpénel mhica S6&a Ty Ko
TPOCKOVNOIG LV TG AVApY®
avtod motpi, koi mavoryio kol
ayo0d Kol Loomold Kol
OHooVGi® TvEdUATL VOV Kol
del, Kai €ig Tovg aidvag TV
aidvev, auny. : +

noavayio-kai E] om. cod. H

elg Lowo 1V {moyovoLvtwv
XPNOTAOV,

elg bmepaomopov evnebeiog,

(1. 100 TC)

€lg apaviouov anebeiog:

elg OMyv TV OAMPOVTOV
NUAS SUUOVDV-

€1 Yapav T®V YopovToOV £mi
1] compig MUV dyiov
ayyérov,

kai gig {onv v aidviov-

TIg mavTeg TOYOLEY XEPLTL Ko
QeUavOpoTig TOD €K VEKPDY
AvaoTAVTOG XP1oTod TOD
aAnOwvod Beod Hudv, (1. 105
TC)

O mpémel mhioa SOEa, T Kol
TPOCKOVNGIG GOV TG AVAPY®
avTod maTpi, Kol TG OLOOVGIM
mvedpatt vV kol del Kol €ig
TOVG VIS TAV dDdVAOV,
aunv.

fig TavTeg TOYOLEY YaprTL Kai] qua desinit
abruptus textus J
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SECTION C—NEOPHYTOS ENKLEISTOS’ CATECHESIS 12

Neophytos Enkleistos (1134—after 1214) provides us with our second indirect textual
tradition of SermCat in his Book of Catecheses, preserved in the autograph witness, Parisinus
supplementum graecum 1317. As there is a recent critical edition of the text published in

volume 2 of the series, Ayiov Neopirov Eyxleiotov Zvyypouuata, I will give a brief description

of the manuscript itself, preceded by the text from the critical edition of Vassilis Katsaros.?*¢

The analysis of Neophytos’ text will be incorporated into the description of the sole manuscript

witness.

Critical Text of Neophytos Enkleistos’ Catechesis 12

KATHXHZXIX IB’

TOY AYTOY EIX TON ITEPI ANAXTAXEQY AOI'ON TOY
OEIOY KAI IEPOY XPYXOXTOMOY
BPAXYTATOZXZ ITPOAOI'OX
EvAdynocov, <mdtep>.

Adehpol kal motépec, dikalov 1yoduat YAdooav mniivny
Kol Adyov ioyvov Kai vodv yBopaldv orjuepov novydoat, ivo
YADOoO XpLGEa Kol | AOYOS eatdpog kai vodg Belog kail DYnAOg
™V aylov Kol odpdy Kol GOTNPLOV Kol AAUTPaV TOD ZOTHpog
vuvnon Aapmp®dc Eavactacty- 0¢ kai Pefaidoet paAlov 5
Kol T ioyv®dG Topd Thg MUV dpabiog é¢ ékdotng Kuproktig
nepl te Epyaciog kol Epyat@v kai onvapiov Aeydueva: kol téyo
000" aTOC KATO LEPOG TEPL T TOLAOE dnynoeTaL: TH¢ Oeilag yap
AVOGTACEMG 1) TOYKOCULOG YOPUOVY, EUTAEDV YOpAS aDTOD TNV
YOV Kai TV voiv Kol TNV YADCoOV EPYAGAUEVT] OV GUVEXDPN- 10
o€V EIMEV KAt HEPOC €V TOOTM TM AOY® TIiG LEV O 0iK0dEGTO-
™G, TiG 0 O Aumel®V Kol Tiveg ol £pydTon Kal TiG 1) TpdTN Kol 1
gKtn Ko 1 évvarn kol 1 Evoekatn kabéotnkev dpa kol Tig N
EoMEPOL KOl TL TO dNVAPLov, GALG ToDTO TAVTH MG TPOINAN. TOG |
TPOGEYOLGL KATAAEIYOG KMV, YAVVOUIEVOG TPEATO SATPLGImG 15
oVTMO1 AEymv.
«ET 115 evoePng kai eiAd0e0c, ATOAOVET® THES KOATC TadT™NG
noavnyvpewg. El tic 60dAog edyvapmv, eioedféto yaipov gig
mv xopav 10d Kvpiov avtod. Ei tig Ekape vnotedwv, dmoiavé-

236 Ayiov Neogivrov Eyrieiotov Zvyypduuata, 2 (1998) 255-258. See especially 123—150 for a detailed description
of manuscript Parisinus supplementum graecum 1317.



T VOV 10 dnvapiov. Ef 11 amd mpdng eipydoato, dexécbm o1-
pepov o dikatov deAnua. Ei Tig petd v tpitnv nidev, edyapt-
ot®Vv coptalétm. El tic mepl v kv €pdvn, undev auePaié-
Tm- Kol yop ovdgv (nuodtat. Ei Tig botépnoe v évvatny, mpo-
oeMd€Tm, undgv évooralwv. ET 1ig poévnv Epbace tnv £vdekdny,
un eofnoq v Ppadvtijta: GILOTIHOG O PIAGVOpOTOC, déyeTOL
1OV €oY0ToV KaOAmep TOV TPMDTOV- AVOTAVEL TOV THG EVOEKATNG
WG TOV £PYUCAUEVOV ATO TPOTNG: | Kol TOV DoTtepov EAeET Kal
1OV Tp®TOV Bepamedel- kakeive 61dmwaot kol TovT® yopiletal-
Koi TV Tpa&v T, Kol TV Tpoaipesty Ematvel.

Ovkolv eicélbete mhvteg €ig TV Yapav Tod Kvpiov nudv-
Kol TpMTOoL Kol devTEPOL, TOV HIcBOV amoAdfete. NnotedoavTeg
Koi U1} votehoavTes, evepavonte onuepov Adyovteg kol
oKIpTOVTEG PeTd ToD Aaid: “Adtn Nuépa, v Emoincev 0 Ko-
p1oG- ayarlocmpeda Kol eDepavOdUEY &V aOTh”.

‘H tpamela yépet, tpoercate mavteg. ‘O poGyog ToAvS, Un-
Oelg €EeMBéTO TEV®V- TAVTEG ATOAOVGATE TOD TAOVTOL THG
ypnotdtTog. Mndeic Opnveito meviav- Epdvn yap 1 Ko Pa-
otkeio. Mndeic 00vpéchm td traiopata: cuyyvaun yop amo
TOD TAPoV dvétethe. Mndeic poPeicOm oV Bdvatov- nAevBépm-
o€ yop NG | Tod Zotiipog 6 Bavatoc. "EcPecev avtov, v’
avTod KaTEXOUEVOS. EKOAUGEY DTOV , YELGAUEVOS THG GOPKOG
avTod* Kol TodTo mpoAafmv 0 ‘Hooiog £Boa: ““O dong”, pnoiv,
“EmkpavOn cvuvavtioog col” Katw. Emupdavon, kai yap éve-
kp®On. EmkpavOn, kai yap Evenaiydn. "EAafe cdpa kol Oed
nepétuyev. "Edafe yijv kol cuvivincev ovpav®d. "EraPev Omep
EPAene kol méntwkev, 60ev ovk EPAeTe.

[Tod cov, Bdvarte, 10 Kévipov; I1od cov, §dn, 10 vikog; Avé-
o™ Xp1otog Koi oL katafEPAncat. Avéotn Xpiotog Kol me-
TTOKOOoL daipovec. Avéotn Xplotdg Kol xaipovsty dyyelot.
Avéot Xpiotog kai {on moltevetat. Avéotn Xplotodg Kol ve-

KpOG 000¢€lc €mi pvnpatog. Xplotog yap £yepbeic €k vekpdv, “amap-

AN TOV KEKOWNUEVOV” £YEVETON KOl Amapyn THS MUV 6OTN-
plog kai thg dvo mopeiog kabéotnke, TG 0€ KAT® Topeiog TOVG
TGTOVG EAVTPDOGOTO | Kod THG dve mhateiog Tovg 0000TdTHG
ammAace, TG 0¢ KaTm mAateiog Tovg dikaiovg dmeipynoe Kol
TG KAT® TOANG CLVTPIYOG TAG v ToAoS dvépEe. Kai ol pev
Kbt Spoaméton Opnvodot kai Aéyovst: Tic dotiv 00TOG 6 dNTTN-
T0¢ AvOpwTOg, 0 HIEP TAVTAG AVOPMTOVG KOTIGYVOAG MDY Kol
OmA® EuAive tpavpaticog Kol okvAgvoag Nuag; Ol 6¢ dvo
TOATTO AVVUVODGL Kol AEyouoty: «Apate TOANG, Ol BPYOVTEG

NUGV, Kol gloededoetol 6 PactAeng ThHg 66ENC», 0 «KpaTALOC Kol

ioyVPOg, O «OLVVATOG &V TOAELMY Kol povog duvaotng. Kal o pev
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KAt TOpavvoc kavyd[pev]og Eleyev: 160D Paciiedm tod Pa-
otleiov TAAGHOTOG O 08 Gve Pacidede 610 Zopoviov TaAY
avtéleyev: « YTOUEWOV e gig NUEPAV AVACTACEDC OV €1G pap-
toplov.» Kai 0 pév kdto dmootdng yopuvmbeic amodvpetat, | 1
0 v vouen tod Xpiotod, ExkAncio, VOUEIK®OS EmoydALETOL
Aéyovoa: «AyaAldoOm 1 yoyn pov &t 1d Kupio- évédvoe
Yap pe ipdtiov compiov kol yrt@dvo 0QPocHvNe» TePLEPaAE
LE, «MG VOUPI® TeptEdnké pot pitpay Kol ¢ VOUPNV KOTEKO-
ouNGé pe KOoU®». Alomopodaot TVELLLATO TPOPNTAV TNV TAPTV
Vv 0600V ToD KoAoD £Keivov Kol PEYEAOD TOUEVOC Kol Aé-
yovot- [Tod éotv 0 avayaymv €K «yT|g TOV TOEVA TAV TPOoPd-
TOVY» o0TOD, vl ToD «O LEAL®V avayaysivy; “Og 10 dmopov
MV To0T01G, PNoi- «Ald Zudv 00 crwancopot Koi ot Tepov-
COAT L OVK AVAC®, EmG av EEEAON G A 1 S1KALOGVHVT LLOLY,
Kol «T0 OTNPLOV LoV OGEL AOUTAG Ko GeETo).

ToadTnv ovv, dyonmTol 43eApoi, TV Hicpdy TPocORKNY
pocédnka, ovy tvo ATAMS Kol MG ETuyeV EMTEIVD TOV KOOV
VUGV, 008" &TL tval OITEPPPO | VG THS YPLCOPPTLLOVOG YADTTNG,
G tva aifve aivov mpocdnicm kdyo pikpov i Xpiotod dva-
OTAGEL «KOl TPOSONG®Y, PNOiV, «EMl TAGAV TNV 0ivesTV Govy, OTL
1O «ThoY0 NUAV VTEP UGV £TOON Xp1oTdoy, AL EENyEpOn Mg
Bedg kai factledg ToD TavTdg, «dVVATOG &V iYL aVT® 1 dO&
€1 TOVG UMVAG: AUNV.
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Q Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale de France, MS. Parisinus supplementum
graecum 1317 (c. 1214?)%%7

Catalogues and Reproductions: Katsaros in Ayiov Neopvtov Eykieiotov Zvyypouuora,

2 (1998) 123—-150; Pinakes diktyon #53978;

https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b52510063g/f1.item.zoom for images of ms;

Astruc and Concasty (1960); Browning and Constantinides (1993) 96-99.

Parchment. Dimensions: 182x147 mm. 220 folia with one column of text of 23-25 lines.
Scribe: Vasileios of Paphos.?*® Script: Vasileios’ hand shows marked influences from both
Perlschrift and Bouletée style.?* It is an upright and fluid minuscule with certain majuscules,
such as 8, y, k, A, v, v and others. Ruling: 32C1.2*° Contents: primarily Neophytos’ catecheses,
together with some encomia and other homilies on feast days of Christ or the Theotokos.
Ehrhard did not study this manuscript. However, in Section D below, where the different
versions of SermCat will be presented, a homiliary of Philagathos Kerameus, Vaticanus graecus
2194 (14™ century) follows the same structure as our present manuscript, only in reverse. In its
first section it contains the homilies for the Sundays of the year, followed by homilies for major
feast days of Christ and the Theotokos. Neophytos has reversed this structure here. Ehrhard has
identified Vaticanus graecus 2194 (14" century) as a typical example of the late Italo-Greek
homiliary. This is highly significant considering that Vaticanus graecus 2194 (14™ century)
contains a note detailing how it was, in fact, copied on Cyprus from a prototype that had been
brought from Sicily. The prototype was not arranged in the correct order, according to the note.
When the copying was finished, Vaticanus graecus 2194 was placed in the collection of the
church of the Theotokos Hodegetria in Lefkosia. Since Neophytos’ text transmits variants
characteristic of Ottobonianus graecus 14 (10" century), another Italo-Greek homiliary, the

similar structure of his manuscript to Vaticanus graecus 2194 acquires further importance.

237 Katsaros (1998) 124 dates the manuscript to the first quarter of the 13™ century, but he does not specify a year.
Rather, he offers a range (81-83) from 1198-1214. He also does not securely identify the scribe as Vasileios of
Paphos, scribe of University of Edinburgh, MS. 224—Neophytos’ Typikon, which is dated to 1214. However,
Katsaros does not reject the possibility that Vasileios is the scribe (1998, 135—-137). Galatariotou (1999) 275-277
dates the manuscript to approximately 1214, though she does not state her reasoning.

238 As stated in the previous note, Katsaros leaves open the identification of the scribe. He notes (1998) 137 that
Astruc and Turyn both proposed this identification; Gamillscheg and Harlfinger, however, rejected it. Having
personally examined University of Edinburgh Library, MS. 224 extensively—which is signed by Vasileios—I
agree with Turyn and Astruc’s identification of Vasileios as scribe, as do Browning and Constantinides (1993)
97. Indeed, the similarities between Parisinus supplementum graecum 1317 and Edinburgh 224 are innumerable
and striking from the first glance. I have no doubt that the scribe of both is the same person.

239 Browing and Constantinides (1993) 98 identify his script here as Cypriot carrée.

240 K atsaros (1998) 134; Leroy (1967) 12.
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Perhaps Neophytos’ ordering of homilies was the poor arrangement that the scribe of Vaticanus
graecus 2194 has in mind.

Decoration is limited to titles and initial capitals in red, bearing strong resemblance to
University of Edinburgh Library 224 (1214), also copied by Vasileios of Paphos. Neophytos
addresses his Catecheses to a certain brother, most likely his own brother, John, abbot of the
Monastery of St. John Chrysostom at Koutsovendis.?*! On f. 1v we read a note written in thick,
deep black ink: “(€)xoiueifn 0 €v Paciiedow aidn | (L)og kot TpaKdpLTOS Kol dyo(g) |
KOPNG, 1O(AvVNC) 0 SOVKAG UNVLI VOELPL® | NG TOG TPNG NUEpa TpNTN (YVO(IKTIDOVOG) 1y | £TOVG
cy&y (AM 6763 = AD 1254).” The note refers to the death of emperor John III Doukas Vatatzes
on 3 November 1254. Vatatzes was revered as a saint within a few decades of his death. This
note does not mean that the present manuscript should be necessarily dated after 1254. Most
likely, the note was added after copying, since the rest of the folio is written in a different hand,
smaller size and different, faded ink. Nevertheless, this may be evidence that the manuscript
left Cyprus and made its way to the Empire of Nikaia at some point before 1261.%4?

The text of SermCat that Parisinus supplementum graecum 1317 transmits has many
interesting features, which acquire even further significance when examined in conjunction
with Neophytos’ own prologue and epilogue. First, Neophytos clearly indicates where his
prologue ends and SermCat begins; he does the same for his epilogue. On f. 69v, where SermCat
ends, Neophytos himself has written a note on the bottom margin: “+apocOnket £ykieictov+.”
Beginning with the collation of the text itself, we find that it transmits all the particular variants
characteristic of Parisinus supplementum graecum 1386 (1075), a Stoudite manuscript, as we
saw above. This is noteworthy for many reasons. First, Katsaros states in his critical edition of
the text that he is surprised to find Neophytos unacquainted with the catecheses of Theodore of
Stoudios—since Neophytos makes many direct references to the work of the other major
iconophile saint, John Damascene. He conjectures that Neophytos was never able to gain access

to a manuscript of Theodore’s catecheses within the limited confines of his Enkleistra.>** In

241 Katsaros (1998) 81-87.

242 Browning and Constantinides (1993) 98, n.7 interpret this note as evidence that the Cypriots continued to
consider themselves subjects of the Byzantine empire long after their island had been taken by Latin crusaders
and remained administratively out of reach of the Byzantine court. This is surely also true, but considering that
the manuscript eventually made its way to Constantinople to be catalogued as MS 370 in the library of the
Metochion of the Holy Sepulchre there, it would not be impossible that its first step on that journey was from
Cyprus to Nikaia—and from there to Constantinople.

243 Katsaros (1998) 118: “Madc mopatevedel dotdco tO yeyovdg 81l 6 Nedgutog d&v yvepilel o keipeva tdvV
Kamynoeov évog dAlov peydAov povooTikod NyE Tig eikovopayikis meplddov, Tod Oeddwpov LTovditn, oi
Mukpeg Katnynoeig 100 0noiov Bpickovtotl oAd Kovtd and dmoyr Souiis Kol VOUBETIKTG GKOTIUOTNTOS Y10 TOVG
HOVaXovs, Aoy EELTNPETODGOV TAPOUOIOVE GKOTOVS Vil THV TVELHATIKT Bopdkion Tig HEYAANG HOVOAYIKTG
kowottag. Iomg d&v Eptace mOTE ot YEPL TOL Eva ¥ePOYPOPo Le Ta Epya ToD Oeddwpov Xtovditn, oTdV
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fact, as we saw above, Parisinus supplementum graecum 1386 is a collection of Theodore’s
Small Catecheses, preceded by SermCat. It is difficult to say whether Neophytos was ever able
to consult this codex specifically or not. However, considering the fact that his text of SermCat
appears to be descended from that of a collection of Theodore’s Small Catecheses that was
copied at the Stoudios Monastery just over a century before Neophytos himself had his own
catecheses copied out, it is not unlikely that he did manage to gain access to a manuscript of
Theodore’s catecheses. In any case, the view that Neophytos did not know Theodore’s work
seems untenable in light of this evidence.?**

As we saw above, Parisinus supplementum graecum 1386 (1075) is a manuscript in the
family of Ottobonianus graecus 14 (10" century). One of the primary characteristic variants of
this family is the interpolation of the Psalm verse 117:24: “att 1 fjuépa fiv €énoincev 6 kdpLog,

2

ayoAlacopedo kol gogpavOduey &v avtil.” This interpolation is present in Parisinus
supplementum graecum 1386, as it is in Neophytos’ text of SermCat. As discussed above in the
examination of Ottobonianus graecus 14, Stoudite practice had adopted the usage of this Psalm
verse during paschal Orthros from the Sabbaite liturgical tradition. The Sabbaite usage also
included other Psalm verses, such as 23:7-9: “dpate mOAag, ol dpyovieg VUMV, Kol EmapOnTe
molat aidviot, kol eicelevoetatl O Pacthedg Thg d0ENG. Tic dottv 0DTOC O Pactiedg Tiig dOENG;
KOPL0¢g KpaTandg Kai dvuvatdg, kKOplog duvatdg €v moAéum.” These liturgical usages popular in
the Judaean desert are reflected in the apocryphal Gospel of Nikodemos, and they find their way
into Neophytos’ epilogue to SermCat here in Parisinus supplementum graecum 1317, as well
(1. 56-72).

Neophytos takes up many of the themes from the apocryphal Gospel, which itself
contains numerous elements that were absorbed into the Sabbaite liturgical tradition: 1) the
demons who are at a loss as to how this human being is also God, and thus able to defeat them;
2) the angels (v moAitar) who command that the gates be opened so that Christ may enter; 3)
the devil himself who was so prideful as to think that he could contain all of humanity in Hades
and keep them there forever; 4) Christ who responds back in words taken from the prophets of
the Old Testament; 5) the devil’s lament after Christ raises humanity from Hades. In fact, these

are also all elements present in the text of SermCat itself, as well: 1) “EAafe cdua Koi Oed

neplETuyey”’; 2) “mod cov Bavate 10 kévrpov, mod cov {§dn To Vikog”; 3) “EmkpdvOn xai yap

TEPLOPIGUEVO KOGHO TOV PifAiov mov katelye 6 povoyog tilg Eykdeiotpag amd TV moAdTEPN TOTEPIKT
napdadoon.”

24 Nevertheless, cf. Galatariotou (1991) 26—28 for the difficulties involved in precisely determining Neophytos’
sources.
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kaOnpédn.” Neophytos gathers all of these intertextual elements together in his epilogue to
SermCat, thus demonstrating and reinforcing the common literary heritage of both the homily
and the apocryphal Gospel. Finally, Neophytos references a homily equally as popular as
SermCat, which was also included in the liturgical readings for Holy Week in the Sabbaite rite:
(ps.)Epiphanios of Cyprus’s In Divini Corporis Sepulturam (CPG 3768) when he writes tv
taenVv Vv 0gocopov (11. 71-72 ). Epiphanios’ text in Greek is entitled: Eic tv Oe6cmuov tapnv
100 Kvpiov nudv. It is preserved in over 300 known manuscripts, and also reflects many
elements from apocryphal texts. All of these features together allow us to reasonably conclude
that Neophytos was aware of the significance that SermCat had acquired in both the Sabbaite?#®
and Stoudite liturgical traditions, and that his choice to essentially copy Theodore of Stoudios’

practice, by reading SermCat on Pascha instead of a sermon of his own, is a strong indication

of this.

245 See Part 2, chapter 3, section VI for details.
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SECTION D—ALTERNATE VERSIONS OF SERMCAT

There are two final manuscript witnesses to SermCat that must be discussed: Vaticanus
graecus 2194 (14" century) and Vaticanus graecus 1936 (16" century). Both of these
manuscripts transmit a text that contains SermCat—although it is highly supplemented and
often re-arranged. Neither text shows close affinity to any of the manuscript witnesses we have
thus far examined. While the core of SermCat remains in the text, the interpolations here are so
numerous and external to the rest of the textual tradition that these two texts must be considered
different versions altogether of SermCat. As neither of the two manuscripts is a copy of, or

prototype to, the other, their texts will be presented as transmitted.

Rome, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vaticanus graecus 2194 (14" century)

Catalogues and Reproductions: Darrouzes (1957) 157; Lilla (1968) 282-286; Pinakes

diktyon #68825; (CPG 5098)

Paper. Dimensions: 260x175 mm. 415 folia, with one column of text of 13—15 lines.
Script: typographic minuscule (hand A—first few folia) and Hodegon style (hand B—dominant
throughout codex). Ruling: None. Contents: homiliary of Philagathos Kerameus divided into
two sections: the first gives homilies of Philagathos for every Sunday of the year by week,
following the fixed calendar of liturgical feasts. The second section gives homilies for the
moveable calendar of feast days, beginning with Lent and going through the feast of All Saints,
just after Pentecost. Ehrhard identifies it as a representative of the late Italo-Greek Homiliary,
in the sub-category of those that mention only the epithet of their author, Kepapeic, and not his
first name.?*® The quires of the codex are not marked. The note after the colophon reads: “f [=

&l] Tvog 10 &pyov, Bedg oidev, O dpavvidv koapdiog.”>

Indeed, the notes throughout the
manuscript provide us with invaluable, and fascinating, information. At the switch between
sections, from fixed feasts to moveable feasts, there is a note (f. 196v): “napatnpnréov &1t 00K
MV £0pOOUMC GLVTETOYUEVOV TO MO GikeAiog dvakousey modoidv dviypagpov.” This must be
read in conjunction with the colophon (f. 410v): “...&ypdon...01" €£660V Kol GLVIPOUTC TV
oLVadEAPOV ThG aylog ékkAnociag, Thg vmepayiog Beotdrov g OdNYNTPLOC. Kol £T€0N Tap’

avTAOV &V T® TPOoPPNOEVTL TAVGENTO vad- €I TOMV Aevkwaiay, Kol ol avayvadokovteg ebyecbe

246 Ehrhard (1939) 111.636.

247 As noted above, it was common in Hodegon manuscripts for the scribe to sign in a characteristic manner, such
as: Ogod 10 d®pov kai Twdvvov movog. Nevertheless, these signatures are always written in Byzantine
dodecasyllables, a meter which in this case has not been maintained.
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avtovc.”?*8 Thus, we learn that this manuscript was copied in Cyprus, perhaps in Lefkosia, from
an older prototype brought from Sicily. It is an intriguing possibility that Christian communities
on 13 century Cyprus may have turned to Byzantine authors in 12" century Norman Sicily for
inspiration and texts that reflected a situation similar to their own—identifying as Byzantine in
spirit, and yet governed by Western European powers.?*® In any case, the significance of now
being able to pinpoint the origin of this variant version of SermCat is paramount.

The text of SermCat in Vaticanus graecus 2194 is without attribution. It is the last text
in the codex; there is no title or name, only a simple, decorative band above the text. Moreover,
there is no red ink here, except at the end of the text, whereas red ink has been used for titles
and initial capitals in the rest of the codex. Nevertheless, the hand and the ink of the text are the
same here as for the rest of the codex.

The text that Vaticanus graecus 2194 transmits—as that of Vaticanus graecus 1936—is
essentially a compilation of many, various sources. These sources, except for quotations from
the Bible, have been indicated in the critical apparatus to these texts. The single largest source
is, of course, the Bible itself—the Psalms and Letters of Paul dominating. Next come Theodore
of Stoudios’ Small Catecheses, Gregory Nazianzen’s Orations 1 and 45 on Pascha, and then
various patristic texts. We can, therefore, conclude that the very sources from which these
compilations were constructed bear witness to the history of SermCat itself. It was transmitted
in manuscripts containing Theodore’s Small Catecheses, and in liturgical manuscripts it was
grouped together with Gregory Nazianzen’s two paschal orations as readings during the paschal
vigil. The text of Vaticanus graecus 2194 included in this study is taken from the critical edition,

produced from this manuscript, published by Salvatore Lilla.?>°

248 The scribe also signs his name: “&ypaon 8¢ d1d ¢ ¥epOC Taymuiov dpovéiyov auoaptorod 1o mapdmay.” (.

410v). Lilla (1968) 282, n. 1 cites a colophon that reads: apaptod@dv naviov apoptordtepog Ioydog amod
podov. I was unable to locate this colophon in the codex.

24 For Philagathos Kerameus and the essentially Byzantine spirit that permeates his homilies, see Antonopoulou
2015.

230 Lilla (1968) 282-284. Lilla has corrected errors of both accentuation and spelling from the manuscript.
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Rome, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vaticanus graecus 1936 (16™ century—
1575?)

Catalogues and Reproductions: Pinakes diktyon #68565;
https://digi.vatlib.it/mss/detail/Vat.gr.1936 (with images available); Lilla (1970) 67—
74; (CPG 3251)

Paper. The watermark is the Anchor and the Star, from the Veneto region. It was in use

during the period 14561589, according to Mo§in.?*! Dimensions: 313x205 mm. 235 folia, with
one column of text of 30-32 lines for ff. 1-65 and 229-233. Two columns of text, each of 33
lines for ff. 66—-228. Script: two hands are discernible throughout the manuscript, corresponding
to the different layouts of the text. The hand that writes in one column without ruling uses a
late, mimetic Perlschrift with elements of the Typographic minuscule. The hand writing in two
columns uses an energetic stylized cursive. Ruling: for folia with one column there is no ruling
visible. For those with two columns of text the ruling is 20A2.252 Contents: Lilla describes the
manuscript as the patriarchal homiliary of John IX Agapitos of Constantinople.?>* In essence,
this is a Kyriakodromion, with homilies for Sundays throughout the year, beginning with the
11 Eothina Gospel readings for Orthros and then proceeding in a non-specified order.
Attributions:>>* Theophylaktos of Ochrid (1), John IX Agapitos of Constantinople (31),
Philotheos Kokkinos (4), Germanos II of Constantinople (3), Amphilochios of Iconium (1),
John Chrysostom (3), John Xiphilinos (1) and Manuel Xanthinos the chartophylax (1).
However, this variety of authors is not indicated in the manuscript itself, where names are not
mentioned in the titles and the impression is given by a note on the verso of the second flyleaf
that all the texts are authored by Amphilochios of Iconium.?>° Many initial capitals—most likely
intended to be decorated with red ink—were never added, on ff. 21r and 46r. However,
beginning on f. 66r, title bands and red initial capitals are present. There are numerous blank
folia, such as 14v, 19v—20v and 65v. At the end of the manuscript on f. 235v there is a note that
reads: “1575 pnvi I'od Z10od: N ¢ | + fHA0a Dgt(nv) vaxova mavnkitog Tounyog motnvn & g dmo
Vv Bevernv & | 31 dpfuepog thig &ytog dvvng | kai Eta&d Todc va Todg SovAéyo vor pfiveg Thv

dywav avva:-.” This note is perhaps not a colophon, nor is it entirely clear what its author is

251 Mogin (1973) 24, type It.IL2A.d.

252 Leroy (1967) 5.

233 Lilla (1970) 67, with reference to Ehrhard (1943) 111.636.

234 These attributions are not present in the manuscript itself; rather, they are modern attributions.

255 The fact alone that, other than Amphilochios and Chrysostom, no authors before the 11" century are present
in the codex is enough to create suspicions regarding attribution of authorship. That the texts are all then attributed
to Amphilochios simply confirms that this attribution cannot be considered accurate.
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saying. He appears to be indicating that on 6 March 1575, in the 6" indiction,?*® he came to the
town of Nacona in Sicily from somewhere further north in the Veneto region in order to serve
as acting priest (épnuépiog) of a church dedicated to St. Anna, where he made known his
intention to serve for a certain number of months. The town Nacona is attested by an ancient
coin, which James Millingen presents in his Ancient coins of Greek cities and kings.>>’ The
name of the town is confirmed by Stephanos of Byzantium in his Ethnica.?>® The dating of this
note in Vaticanus graecus 1936 is confusing. Despite using our current dating system, he
indicates an indiction that in any case must be mistaken. The year 1575 would correspond to
7083 on the Byzantine calendar, the 2" indiction.

In a follow-up to the article in which he discusses the version of SermCat preserved in
Vaticanus graecus 2194, Salvatore Lilla makes a comparison between that version and the one
preserved here in Vaticanus graecus 1936.2%° Unlike in the previous article, here he does not
give a critical edition of the text; therefore, the text given here is my own transcription from the
manuscript itself. As noted above for Vaticanus graecus 2194, the text of Vaticanus graecus
1936 also contains interpolations from many other texts, including various Catecheses of
Theodore of Stoudios, Orations 1 and 45 on Pascha of Gregory Nazianzen and others. This text
is also preserved in other late manuscripts, for example British Library, MS. Burney 45 (16t
century, diktyon #39315). It is difficult to say which manuscripts were copied from which both
because of uncertainties in dating and the overall uniformity of the texts preserved.?® In any
case, the version of SermCat transmitted by Vaticanus graecus 1936 appears to be a late, post-
Byzantine compilation from various authors that was then attributed to middle or late Byzantine
figures, whether John IX Agapitos of Constantinople or Philotheos Kokkinos. Considering that
the text of SermCat printed in PG is preserved in numerous manuscripts from the 1215t
centuries, it is highly unlikely that either of these two patriarchs of Constantinople actually

considered this version to be genuine.?%! It is important to keep in mind that at least two of these

236 Though there is always the possibility that perhaps this does not denote an indiction.

257 Millingen (1831) 33-35. Available online here:
https://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=mdp.39015082353650;view=1up:seq=49 (accessed 14.1.19).
Unfortunately, Millingen does not date the coin, but he makes it clear that it is from before the birth of Christ.

238 Stephanos of Byzantium, Ethnica 13.7.1: “Naxévn d¢ +6Akoévn+, molg Sikerog. o £0vikdv Naxovaiog.
diMotog ¢" ZikeMK®Y.”

2% Lilla (1970) 67-74.

260 No variants of significance were detected between the texts preserved in Vaticanus graecus 1936 and British
Library Burney 45.

261 Rather, this is likely a continuation and logical extension of the phenomenon described by Antonopoulou
(1997) 114—115 and Kaklamanos (2018) 540-554 and 595-597. Cf. Zografou (2007) who examines the similar
phenomenon of Gabriel I archbishop of Thessaloniki (1393—1410) compiling his own homiliary that incorporates
excerpts from the fathers of the 4"-5% ¢. This practice is analyzed with particular reference to Chrysostom’s role
in the homiliary of Neilos patriarch of Constantinople (1379—-1388) in Hennephof (1963).
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compilations can be traced back to provenances on or related to the Italian peninsula, the Veneto
region for Vaticanus graecus 1936, Venice and Crete for Burney 45. Therefore, if we may take
the sources for these compilations as indicative of their transmission history, then it is highly
significant that the manuscripts preserving them are almost all traced back to locations on the
Italian peninsula or under control of its inhabitants. This is a strong indication of the continued
influence of Byzantine liturgical practices on a geographical region and political sphere that

had long since left the orbit of Byzantine imperial influence.



Vaticanus graecus 2194 (14" ¢.), ff. 413r-415v

(413r) Aapmpa kol peydin kot Bavpaoti | Topodoa HUEPT, Kol xopds GVTImS Kot EDQEPOGHVIG NUEPQ Kal
aivécemg kol Bupndiog Tvevpatikiic Kol dyordoemg, Nuépo Elevbepiog Kol EOTIGHOD Kol

aylaopod, uépa korarhayiig kai eipfiivng kot cotpiag kot fondeiog TdV NUETEPOV YuxdV. £V T
cuvelyepev Nuag 0 XpLotog EPPLEVONS TH] apaptiq, &v TanTy cvvel®onoince vevekp®UEVOVG TOIG
TOPATTOUAGLY, &V TOOTY TOV TAPASEIGOV AvEDEEV MUV OV EKAelseY ) TV TPOTOTOPOV NUAY TOPAKOT|
kai Tapafootc, v oty Tod Tiiov kai {mwomotod oTod chuatdc T Kai alpatog amoladely <Huic>
Néimoe, 31’ OV kaBapopedo kol o TILopedo Kol dylalopusda- ATpov yap Edmkev avtdy 6 Xp1oTtog Hrep
NUAV, Kol Tponyayev <fudc™> €k tod Bavdrov &ig v {onv, drd 6KOTOVS £l PMS, Ao Ti|g SovAeiag &ig
€levbepiav, amo tig £xOpag ig yvnoevovoay @ihiav-

(413v) €é&nydpocev NPas €K THG KOTAPOS KoL TG AUApTIOG YEVOUEVOS DIIEP NUDV KaTdpa tva TV
vioBesiav amoldfmpey, tvo unkétt duev Sodhot AL’ EAevBepot, unKétt Eumadeic GAN" dmabeic, pKétt
PUNOKOGHOL GAAL PIAODEOL, INKETL KOTO GAPKO TEPTATODVTEG AALY Kot TTvedpa- Nyiaoey <koi>
£00&acev NG &v mvedpoTt dyim va v kKoot {ofig TEPUTATHCMUEY. Ti AVTATOIMGOUEY TH KUPim
nEPL TaVTOV OV MUiV dvianédoke, Tl dvtomoddoopey i DrepPailovon 1o Beod Swped Te Kol xapiry;
£UYOPLOTNOMUEY KOl TPOGKLVI|COEV KO TPOGEVEYKMEV AT TG LOPO Kol TOVG DUVOLG DG dDPaL LLETA
@oPov kai edraPeiog kol TATEWDOoEMS PIMAVOp®TOG Yap £6TL Kol GLUTAONG O dE6TOTNG, KOl TAVTU
TpocdEyeTan €1 Kol pikpd giot Kot

(414r) £dteri] T map” MUV oOTH TPOCAYOUEV. AYUTNOMOUEV, AOELPOTL 1OV, TOV AYOmCOVTH KOPLOV
KaTd xapv NUAc, anobdvmpey vep 100 arobavovtog Ve UMV dwpedv, TopevddLEY OTicw TOV AyiwV
a0Tol &vToA@V, Kabapicwpey £00ToNg GO TEVTOS LOAVGHOD GOPKOG KO TVEDATOG, TPOGAUEWUEY TM
0e®d NuUdV Tpa&eic dyaddc, miotv, dydmny, EATido, VTOLOVIV, CLUVIPLUOV Kapdiog, KaTovHEEMS daKpa,
oLVENoEMG KAOapotv, vEKpmaoy Ttaong apaptiog kot mbupiog kakfig SOVAEIGmHEY T@ Kupim HETA
GLVECEMG KOl KopTepiag Kol ETLoViig, Evotepviodpdea 0 eiktpov Tod aAndvod Bgod Kol cwTiipog
NUAV , oopey aOT® Jopo Koo, Taves GomUEV, KPOTHOOUEY WOMUKDS TAG YEIpAS Kol GAoAGE®IEY
@ 0e® &v povi] dyadlhdceg Tt Kuplog DyloTtog Kol eofepog Bactheds Ert ndoav TNV YiV. HEYOG KOPLOG
Kol Tfig peyahoohivng antod ovk E0TL TEPAC, HEYAS KOPLOG Kol HeyGAn 1

(414v) ioydg anTob- Kothpynoe yop kol Exdtae TOv £x0pov Kol didPforov, kai TOv Bdvatov Kotendtnoe,
Kol Tévtog avéotoe Loy aidviov dopnodpevoc. eicélbopev yoipovteg gig v xapav Tod Kupiov
NUOV, OGS S0DAOL EDYVAOUOVEG ATOANVGMEY TAVTES TAV AyaddDY XUPIoUATMV TOOTNG THG KAARG

OV YOPEMGC, ApyovTeS Kol apyopevol, dSobAot Kai ELedBepot, dvdpeg Kal yovoikes, Tpecutepot Kol
vemTePOL. d0EAGATE KOPLOV TOV DOV UMY, Kol TNV AOUTPAY TADTNV NHEPLY DUVIGATE Kol peyoldvoTe
Kol Oavpdcate, vioTeDOVTEG KO [UT) VIIGTEVOVTEG EDQPAVONTE GNUEPOV, EYKPATELG Kol pabupot Thv
NUEPAV TINGATE, TAOVGLOL Kod TEVNTEG HET AAMA®YV Yopevoate. 1| Tpdmela YEUEL, TPLONCOTE TAVTES: 1)
tpamelo yépet, pndeig EEAON TEW@V Kol GTEPOVIEVOG: TAVTEG AMOANDGATE TOD TAOVTOL TG
APNOTOTTOG OTL <<TO TG NUAV VIEP MUV ETVON XPLoTOG>>, TAVTEG AVIANGATE €K THG AKEVDTOL
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Vaticanus graecus. 1936 (14% ¢.), ff. 66r-67v

(661) Tod év Gryiolg matpog NUdV Apugiroyiov, émckomov Troviov, Aoyog gig v dvdctacty Tod Kvpiov
Nudv Incod Xpiotod, v Aapmpav fuépav

Xopdg Nuépa Kai EDPPOcHVNG, dyarnTol, Nuépa dyarldoems kai compiog. Huépa potiopod kai
aylaopod, nuépoa elpivng Kot kKatoddayfc, NUEPA AVOTAGCEMS Kol AVOKOWVIGHOD TV NUETEP®V YuYdDV.
‘Huépa 6vtog peyddn kol Oovpaot kot Empavig. AVt E0pt@v €0Tiv £0PTT| KO TOVIYVPLS TV YOPEDV.
AV €otiv 1| oePaopio kai ayio kol Aapmpoedpog Nuépa Tiig dvactiacemc. 'Ev tavtn cuviyeipev udc O
Xprotog Epprupévong i apaptie. 'Ev tadvt cvvelmonoincev Mudg 0 Xplotog VEVEKPOILEVOLS TOTG
nopantdpacty. 'Ev 1ot 1oV nopddeicov dvéméev, amolduety npdg tod EAov Tiig Lotig, bnep Eotiv 10
tipov kai {@onotdv avtod oo koi aipo, St od kabopduedo kai dyralouedo koi poTilopeda Kol
gykoviZopeda. A todto, Topakord, SoKILalETe £kaoTog, Adelpoi Hov, kai obtwg £k ToD dptov
£€0016To, Kol €k toD motnpiov TvéTw. ‘O yap dva&iog, £abiov Kol Tivov,

Kpipa £avtd £cbiet kai mivel, pn Stapivov 0 odua kai oipa oD Kupiov fudv Tncod Xpiotod. Eyo (?)
tig Aadnoet tag duvaoteiag tod Kvpiov, dkovotig momoet mdoag tag aivéoelg avtod; Tig 8¢ ikovog
duynoacor kai dei&an kot yvopioor a&ing Thg uépag v xdptv, Kot dpuvijoot Kol Bavpdoat Thv Tad g
Sovopy Kol peyoretdtea; Qg aveepevvnro ta 100 Ogod kpiporta, Kol avebyviaotot ai 660t adTod.
X0&c Muiv &v xatneeig Kot oNUEPOV €V eadpOTTL, ¥HEG £V oTEVAYLOTS KOl o1jLepPOV €V Aol LLOTG.
X0¢g év abopig kai onpepov €v e0Bupiq. AvekAdintog dvtmg éotiv, adelpot pov, Tig NUéEPag TanTNng M
K6p1c. Avekduyntog vVmdpyet 100 pootnpiov 1 dwped. AveEepevuvintog evpickeTat AANOMS 1) VrepPoAn
0D peyébovg ti|g gig Nuiv 100 Ogod dyamnoems, Kol thg evomiayyviog avTod Kol cuYKaTofAcE®G.
ADTpoV yop Edmkev £0VTOV 0 XPLoTog HIEP HUAV TAVT®V, Kol Tpofyoyey Mg €k tod Bavatov &ig v
Conv, aro 100 okdToVg €i¢ MG, Ao TG dovAeiag €ig Ehevbepiav, amo Thig ExOpag gig yvnoievovoay
@kiav. 'E&nyopacey NG €K TG KaTapag Kol TG GUopTias, YEVOLEVOS DITEP UMV KaTdpa, tva TV
vioBesiav amordfmpey, tvo unkétt duev Sodrot AL EhedBepot, uniétt Eumadsic GAL" dmadeic, pmrét
@LOKOGHOL AAAL PLIAODEOL, INKETL KOTA GAPKA TEPITATOVVTEG GANG KOTAL

(66v) mvedpa. Ol yop Katd 6apKa TEPITOTODVTES TO THG 0APKOG PPOVODGLY, Ol O KOTA TVEDLLA TO. TOD
vedpotoc. "Edmkev Nuiv mvevpotik®dg éoptalev kol mvevpatikdv avatpépecdat. "Edmkev Npiv &v
0010 TL Kol dikaoovvy moltevesbat, &v dydnn Kol opovoig, &v mpadmtt kai giprvy. Ev paxpobopig
Kol ypnototin yiocey. 'Ed0&acev udc év mvedport ayio, iva év kouvomtt {ofig tepuatioopey. Hueic
3¢, 11 avtomoddoopey ¢ Kupio mepi mavtov tovtev, dv iy dvtonédokev; Ti dvramoddoopey d&ov
Tiig 0D @od peyaronpeneiog kol 60&ng kai Paciieioc. Ti dvtomoddoopev icov tf] VrepPfarilovon adTod
dmped te kai yapity, Evyopromiompev 1@ Kupio, dyomntoi, edyapiotoopey kol doEdcmpev 10 €ig MIdg
avtod péyo Edeoc. Evyapiotompey kai tpocrnécmpey @ Kupio kai tpockuvicmpey odtd, Kol
TPOGPEPMILEV TA LOPA Kol TOVG DVOLG dG ddpa petd eofov kai evyaptotias. PAavOpmmog yap 0Tt
Kol euLdryadog
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(415r) myfg 100 cwtijpog Beod Kol evEpavnte: yedcoobe kai dete GtL ypnoTOg O KVPLOG Bedg
<Inoodc> Xpiotog <dg> kol émépavev Nuiv. Mndeig Opnveito 10 nraicpata, cvyyvoun yop amd tod
Taeov avételhe: undeig eoPeicbm tov Bavatov, NrevBépmaoe yap Mudg 0 T0d cwtiipog Bdvatog: Ecmwoev
NUdG Kot €k To0 Adov Eppvcarto- g&fpracey €k Thg Katadvvaoteiog Tod Sforov kol Tig dovAeiog
a0Tol NAeVOEPaEY. Emkpavon 0 AdNg YELGAEVOG TiiG TLiog Kol dyiog capkOg ToD de6TOTOL, KAOMS
"Hodiog mpoavepmvnoev 0 Awdng Adywv €mkpavOn ocuvaviioog 6ot Katm. Emkpavon £meidn katmpynon-
EmKkpavOn €medn evenaiyn: Emkpdvon- kol yop £decpueddn- Eafe odpa kol 0@ mepiétoyev, ELafev
Omep EPheme kal méntokev O0ev ovk EBAene. Katémey O BAvatog dyvodv, Katomadv 0¢ Eyve dv Kotéme:
katénie {onv, Katemdon o¢ V7o tiig (oTic katénte TOV Eva PeTd TV

(415v) mavtov, andlece 6 610 TOV Eva TOVG TavTOC: ipTacey O Aémv, cuveBracOn 6& Tovg 0d6vTaG.
S T apoptiog 6 OGvatog ioyvey, &v 1d Xpiotd 68 auaptiov [ edpOV AVEVEPYNTOG EUEIVE. TOD GOV,
Odvare, 0 KEvpov; Tob Gov Adn 10 ViKog; avéotn Xpiotog Kai ov kataféBAncat: avéotn Xpiotog Kol
xaipovoty fiyyeot kol TenTOKOCL daipoves: dvéotn Xpiotog kot phopdg EAvTpmOn ey Kol Katdpog
£ppoctnuev- avéotn Xprotog kai Nueic cvvavéotnuey kot {mfig NEddnpey. Xpiotog €k vekpdv avaoTig
AmapyN) TOV KEKOUNUEVOV £YEVETO 0OT® 1) 60EN €ig TOVG aidVIC <T@V AdVOV>. Apnv.

415r-415v
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0 AgomdTng, Kol TAVTH TPOGOEYETAL, €1 KOl LKPO, Ko EDTEAT] T ap MUV aOTd TPocaydUEVa.
Ayamfoopev kol NUELG, adehpoi pov, Tov dyamnoovta katd yépv nuds. Aroddvopey drep 100
amoBavovtog Ve MUV dwpedv. [opevddpey omicw TV dyimv adTod EVIOADY, KaBopicmpey E0TOLG
Ao TOVTOG LOAVGLOD capkOg Kal mvevpatoc. [Ipocdéopev 1@ Oed Mudv npdéeis dyadds, miotwy,
aydmmv, EATida Kol VTOROVAV, GUVTPILUOV Kapdiog, KatoviEems dwped, CLVENOEWG KGOapaLY,
VEKPOGLY TAV &l YTiG peeldv, mopveiag, axabapoiog, mdbovg, Embupiog Kokt Kol thig TAgoveiag.
Aovriévompev @ Kvpio peta cuvésems kol evotabeiog kai kaptepiog kot vropovils. 'Evotepvicmpeda
10 pidtpov Tod dAndvod Beod kai cwTiipoc NuAY. Acopey odtd Gopo kavoy. ITavteg fomuey.
Kpotmowpev tag yeipog, kot GhordEopey 1@ Oed &v pwvi] dyaldoewc. ‘Ot Koprog dyiotog, pofepog
Booctheds Emt mdoav TV yiv. Méyag Kopiog kai aivetog opodpa. Méyag Kopiog kal tiig peyohocivng
avtod ovk &0t mépac. Méyag Kvprog kai peydin 1 ioxdg avtod. Katmpynoev yap kol Endraev tov

(67r) dralova kai Vrepeavov ExBpov UMY kol diaforov, Kol TOV BGvaTov KoTETATNGE, KOl TAVTAG
avéotnoe, Lonv MUV aidviov dopnoduevog. X0eg yap cvvebantouny 1@ Xpiotd, ki cvveyepodueda
oNLEPOV. ALl TODTO Kol ATOAADGMUEY TAVTES, GyamnTol, TOV GyaddV YUPIGUATOV TAVTNG THG KUATG
movnyopemc. EicéA0mpev yaipovteg gig v xopav tod Kupiov nudv, dg dodlot ehyvdpoves, Bactielg
Kai apyepeic, dpyovreg Kol apydpevor, iepeig kai S1GaKovol, povaotal Kot pyddes, oTpatidTal Kol
id1dTon, TPEGPUTEPOL HETA VEOTEP®V, (VOPEG KOl Yuvaikes, TAODG10L Kod TTéVTEG, S0DAOL Koi EAe0BEpOL
do&acate kai peyolovate Koprov 1ov O@gov Nudv, kol Ty Aapumpay tadTtnv nuépay Kol padpay €0ptyv.
Yuvioate kot Bavpdoate Kol THoaTe VNOTEVGOVTES Kol KOTdoavTtes. Aebte yaipovtes, dmohdfete T0
dnvapiov ot amo TG TPOTG dpag Epyacdpevol, dé€acbe onpepov 10 dikatov deAnpa. Ot petd v
Tpitv EA0OVTEG EVYOPLOTODY Kol dyoddopevol Eoptdoate onpepov. Ot peta v £kt eHdcovteg undev
apeipdriete. Ot votepncavTeg €ig TV Evartny, mpocéAete undev évdoralovteg. Ot v Evdekdy povnv
pOacavteg, U eopnonte v

Bpadvtnta kol d1t TodTo oTVYVALETe. PIAOTIHOG E0Tiv O AgomdTng. Ayabog £oTiv Kol EAemV Kol
ovumadng. Aéxetar TOV EoY0TOoV HOTEP KOl TOV TPATOV. AVOTAVEL TOV ThG £VOEKATNG BPOG, DG TOV
€pyacapevov ano tig tpdme. Kai tov Hotepov Eheel kai tov TpdTov Bepamevet, kai 1001 didwot
Kaxeive yopiletar. Kai myv yvounv dondletor kai thv mpd&y Tipd, kot tov 1ofov mpocdéyetar Kol T
nmpoaipeotv Enavel. Kai v npdbeov PAémet kol tv d1d0ecwv dyand. A todto mpocéAete mhvteg Tpog
aOTOV Kol pwtiodnte, Kol TpdTol Kai devTEpot Kot pécot kot Hotepot OV icbov anordfete. [TAovotot
Kol TEVNTEG LET’ AAAMA®V yopedoarte, £ykpateic Kol pdbvpot v nuépav tipuncate. Nnoteboavteg kot
un vnotedoavteg evepavnte onpepov. H tpanela yéuet, undeig £EEAD0L TE@®V Kol 6TEPOVUEVOS.
[éavteg anolavoate tod TAovTOL THG YpnotdTToC. ‘OTL T0 TAGTKL UAV VIEP NUDV £Tifn XproTodc.
[MGavteg avTinoate €k TiG AKEVOTOL TNYTig T0D cwTipog Beod kai evepdvinte. I'eboacbe kai idete Gt
Xp1otog 0 Kopilog. @eog kopiog kot Emépavey iy, undeig Opnveitom meviav, Epavn yap 1 Kown
Bactkeio. Mndeig 0dvpécbm mraiopota, cuyyvoun yop ard tod tdepov

66v

ayamiempev aderpoi-dowpeav] Theodore the Stoudite, Small Catechesis 12.25-27 dovievompev 1@ Kvpi® petd cvvésewg] Theodore the Stoudite, Small
Catechesis 12.32-33  ¢vetepvicdpeda to @iltpov Tod GrAndvod 0god kai corijpog udv] Theodore the Stoudite, Small Catechesis 12.51

67r

%05 yap cvvebantopnv T® Xprotd arri cuveyepopeda ofjpepov] Gregory Nazianzen, Oration 1 On Pascha PG 35.397.19  Baciheic kai apyepeic-
dovhrot kai £hev0epor] Leo VI, Homily 41.308-311



(67v) dvétetlev. Mndeig poPeicbm tov Bdvatov, NAevBépmae yap NMUdg 6 T0d cwTipog OdvaToc.
Kotaidoopey tag pet’ aAniov £x0pag kai pvnoikakiog, dyanntol. Zuyyopnomuey Tavtag i
AVOOTAGEL, Kol EITOUEY TOTG oodoty Hds 6Tt adehpoi UdV giciv, Kol TovTovg mepurtvédueda.
Xp1otog yap 1 eipnvn Nudv, 0 T Eniyela kol 0 ovpavia gipnvEéLGG Kol TOMoaS Ta AudTepa £v, Kol TO
pecdtoryov Tod epaypod Avcag v ExBpav év i capki avtod. Eipivny £dmkev toig avtod pabntois kol
ATOGTONOLG, EIPMVIV AQTKEV aDTOIG, kai Ot Ekeivav, NAg eipvny Kai Gydmng viovg Arepydoato,
Bapoeite Aéywv £ym veviknka TOV KOGHOV Kol TOV KOGHOKPATOpa, Bactdong TV duaptiov To0d KOGUOV.
"Eowoe yop Mg Xpiotog 0 ®edg. Kai 1o Adv Eppdoaro, EENpraocey NUdg €k Tig Katadvuvaoteing Tod
SwPorov kai tiig dovdeing avtod NAevBépwoey. EmkpdvOn 6 dong yevodpevog Tiig Tipiog Kol ayiog
60apKkog To0 Agomotov, kabmg Hodlog tpoginey, EmkpavOn 6Adng, cuvavtioog oot kato. Emxkpdvon
Kol yop katpynon. EnxkpdvOn kol yap évemaixdn. EntcpdvOn kol yap £5eopeddn. "Elape odpo kol
Bed mepiétuyeyv, EaPev Omep EPAene kal méntwkev 60ev ovk ERAeme. Kammiev 6 Bdvatog ayvodv, kol
Kotamav £yve év kammev. Katémev {ony, katemdOn vro tiig (ofic. Katémey tov éva petd mviwv,
amoleoe TOV £vo duit Todg Tavtog. “Hpracev dg Aémv, cuvebraodn 8¢ Tovg 636vTas.

A T apaptiog 6 Bdvartog ioyvev. 'Ev Xpiot@d 8¢ apoptiov pun e0padv dvevépyntog Euewvey. Kévipov
yap tod Bavdrtov 1 apaptio. Apaptiov 8¢ 6 Kbplog odk Enoincev, o0dE ghpédn d6A0g év 1@ otdpaTL
avtod. Edkotpov odv &imelv, mod cod Bdvate to kévipov; ITod cod Adn 10 vikog; Avéctn XpioTtdg Kai o
kataféPAnoat. Avéotn Xpiotog kai yaipovowv dyyehot. Avéotn XpioTtog Kol TENTOKAGCL SA[LOVES.
Avéot Xpotog kai o mohtedeTat. Avéot Xplotog kai vekpoi cuvnyépnoayv. Avéstn Xpiotog Kol
@Bopag Elvtpddnuey. Avéot Xpiotog Kol katapag Eppucinuev. Avéotn Xplotog kai NHElg
ovvavéotnev. Avéotn Xpiotog Kol Uels ElomOnpev. Xpiotog €k vekpdv AvaoTdg Amapyr| TdV
KEKOLUNUEV@V EYEVeTO. AVT® 1) 60&n Kal TO KPATOG Kol 1) TPOGKVOVNOLG Kai 1 Leyahoovvn viv Kol del Kol
€16 TOVG aidVaG TAV oidveov. Apny.
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CONCLUSIONS—PART 1

In Part 1 we have traced SermCat from the earliest indications of its influence in the 4
5% centuries through the 6"-8™ centuries all the way to Theodore of Stoudios’ Or.4 in the early
9% century and beyond. SermCat’s theological message, short length and forceful composition
all made it an ideal choice for hymnographers and catechists alike. The text does not appear to
have exercised widespread influence on the general Christian faithful before Theodore of
Stoudios decisively initiated the process of incorporating it into liturgical Typika. Instead,
before SermCat’s inclusion in Typika it appears to have been known mostly to those few who
were composing liturgical texts or reforming liturgical practices, Theodore of Stoudios among
them. Nevertheless, one can never exclude the possibility that evidence of further influence or
awareness of SermCat has simply been lost to us, or remains yet undiscovered.

Examining both the critical text of SermCat and Or.4, as well as the texts preserved in
each major manuscript family and the alternate versions of SermCat, one is able to gain a much
wider appreciation of the textual tradition. First, it becomes clear that, since all manuscript
families of SermCat preserve the first 3—5-3 cycle of its structure intact, the claims originating
with Montfaucon that SermCat is fragmentary should probably now be rejected. In fact, the text
displays a highly intentional and tight structure, as noted above, which effectively conveys
many theological messages on multiple levels concisely and clearly. Nevertheless, through
many centuries of copying—and in varying environments—SermCat acquired interpolations
that demonstrate the text’s vitality and use. It is precisely the high level of variations in the text,
even from the 910" centuries, that prove how important it had become.

As far as the questions of authorship and authenticity are concerned, we have seen much
circumstantial evidence above; I am aware of no concrete evidence that could decide
definitively for or against John Chrysostom’s authorship of the text. Nevertheless, considering
that 1) the vocabulary, style and content all appear to be closer to that of Chrysostom than to
anyone else; 2) the text makes highly sophisticated allusions?®? to liturgical practices of the 4
century; 3) over 150 extant manuscript witnesses attribute the text to Chrysostom, while the
only witnesses that do not are clearly late Byzantine compilations for patriarchal homiliaries
that have no pretensions to originality or authenticity in this sense; 4) no Byzantines, including
Theodore of Stoudios—who would perhaps have been in a more advantageous position that we

are today to evaluate Chrysostom’s work based on early manuscripts—ever suspected SermCat

262 See above, description of Vaticanus graecus 1633, pp. 44-46.
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to be anything other than the genuine work of John Chrysostom;2% 5) Savile and Montfaucon
who originally questioned the text’s authenticity not only did not present any credible evidence
or argument for their assertions, but moreover have since been judged highly incompetent in
general as relates to the judgment of authenticity in Chrysostom’s corpus?®*—I believe that the
only reasonable conclusion that the current state of evidence allows one to reach is that there is
a formidably large and convincing amount of evidence in favor of Chrysostom’s authorship of
SermCat. I am aware of no evidence that indicates anything to the contrary. I do not believe
that we will ever be able to say with certainty that John Chrysostom did or did not author this
text. However, we should not forget that there is much more evidence in favor of the text’s
genuineness—preserved in hundreds of witnesses—than for quite a few others that we attribute
to Chrysostom today.?% There is not less evidence demonstrating Chrysostom’s authorship of
SermCat than there is for his authorship of the Homilies on Matthew or John, for example.?6
SermCat has an essentially unanimous manuscript tradition—both direct and indirect—
attributing the text to him. The text was most appreciated and employed in monastic

environments, and two major Byzantine monastic authors—one of whom oversaw one of the

most impressive scriptoria of his day—explicitly attribute the text to John Chrysostom.?$” One

263 Naturally, the Byzantines rarely exercised the same critical analysis of authorship that is common today.
Nevertheless, in the generations after Theodore of Stoudios, Photios was quite capable of maintaining a critical
disposition. In Codex 96 of his Bibliotheke, he summarizes George of Alexandria’s Vita of Chrysostom. He first
expresses doubt about who George of Alexandria is. Finally, at the end of the Codex, he again indirectly expresses
his doubt by avoiding using George’s name, while at the same time accusing him of telling many false or mistaken
tales about Chrysostom (Photios, Bibliotheke, Codex 96.83b.19-21): “O 52 cuyypagedc 00Toc 0vK OAlya paiveTar
TOPLETOPAV: AAL" 0DSEV KOADEL TOVG AVayIVOOKOVTOS EKAEYOUEVOLG T ypriotpa ¢ Aowd topopdv.” Cf. Trapp
s.v. mopiotopéw: “falsch erzahlen.”

264 See above, p. 21.

265 Of course, regarding Chrysostom in particular, the differentiation between genuine and spurious is quite sui
generis. Following upon his death, a schism erupted in the Church and many pseudepigrapha were penned or
produced at that time. Therefore, one must always keep in mind that dating alone is not a sufficient criterion for
discerning Chrysostom’s genuine works. See Mayer, W. (forthcoming) A Life of their Own: Preaching,
Radicalisation, and the early ps-Chrysostomica in Greek and Latin, in Apocryphal and Patristic Literature
between Orient and Occident. Barone, F., Macé, C. and P. Ubierna (eds) Turnhout. Nevertheless, these findings
have limited relevance to SermCat, which is not a polemic and is unrelated to the Johannite Schism.

266 In fact, as concerns these pillars of what we consider Chrysostom’s genuine corpus, there is little evidence that
the text we possess today is in fact that which John Chrysostom conceived of, delivered or even wrote down—if
he wrote them down himself. Cf. Voicu (2008). The situation is further complicated by the fact that the most
recent critical text of the Homilies on Matthew is that of Field from 1839, for which we may only guess how many
of the extant 651 manuscript witnesses he consulted. For the Homilies on John the state of affairs is worse. There
is no critical edition; Migne’s 1862 edition, vol. 59 of PG is the latest printed edition available. There are 347
known extant manuscript witnesses to the Homilies on John. One begins to see that Voicu’s insight is well-taken,
and what we consider to be the self-evidently genuine corpus of Chrysostom may or may not be all that it at first
appears.

267 Nevertheless, for a balanced approach, one must also take into account Theodore’s idea of how authority, and
thus authenticity, are conferred, as noted by Papaioannou (2014) 33—34: “A rare but illuminating discussion of
authority and hagiographical anonymity is offered by Theodore the Stoudite...In a letter-response to a series of
queries by his spiritual ‘child’ Thalelaios, the learned abbot concludes with the following... ‘About the story of
Saint Pankratios: how is it that it does not indicate by whom it was composed? Almost all texts of Martyria are
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cannot ask for more evidence than this, and if SermCat’s genuineness were to force us today to
re-evaluate our understanding of Chrysostom’s homiletic production, I believe that this can
only be for our benefit and further progress in understanding his work.

Beyond modern concerns of authenticity, since the Byzantines believed that SermCat
was a genuine text of Chrysostom, the text offers us an ideal window through which to glimpse
the inauguration of a new era in Chrysostom’s reception in middle Byzantium from the 913t
centuries. Part 1 of this study has laid the groundwork for this investigation by presenting the
indirect testimonies to SermCat before Theodore of Stoudios’ direct, 9" century testimony/text
itself—both the critical edition and the text preserved by each major manuscript family—as
well as descriptions of all major witnesses and discussions of their provenance and significance
for the textual tradition as a whole. Part 2 will present the afterlife of Theodore of Stoudios’ 9™
century reception of Chrysostom in general and SermCat in particular. Having observed the
cause in Part 1, we will now observe its effects in Part 2—the various receptions of Chrysostom
that arose as a direct result of Theodore of Stoudios’ liturgical practices, which centered
primarily on the person of John Chrysostom and sparked a refashioning of the 4" century father

into his various Byzantine forms.

anonymous [scil. without an €mtypaen]. Still, they are secure/authoritative [BéBaia] and it is from these that
preachers proceed to compose their encomia on the martyrs. In Sicily, saint Pankratios is honored with a great
church, in which they say miracles have taken place. So, clearly, the one who does not accept the story, has also
rejected the martyr.” Theodore makes clear that it is the martyr himself who guarantees the value of a discourse
about him.”
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PART 2—CHRYSOSTOM’S RECEPTION

Part 1 examined the manuscripts preserving SermCat, Or.4, Neophytos Enkleistos’ Catechesis
12 and other related texts. Part 2 will address the contexts in which all of these texts were
employed, the agents behind their production and distribution and the effects that arose
therefrom. As such, Part 2 is primarily focused on the centuries from Theodore of Stoudios
(759-826) to Neophytos Enkleistos (1134—ca. 1214). Nevertheless, this introductory chapter
will give a brief overview of Chrysostom’s reception up to the 8" century, when Theodore of
Stoudios was born, in order to keep in mind the already vibrant Byzantine traditions

surrounding Chrysostom before Theodore made his decisive contributions.?®

INTRODUCTION: RESEARCH QUESTIONS & HISTORICAL AND SOCIAL

CONTEXT

John Chrysostom has recently been called, “the most important Father of the Orthodox
Church.”?® This statement is based on the widely-known fact that the Greek manuscripts
preserving his writings far and away outnumber those of any other author from any period.
This fact alone is, indeed, significant and indicative but, in the end, gives less information than
is often assumed and could even be misleading. Chrysostom’s importance has likely never been
doubted, and yet, is it simply a matter of numbers (of manuscripts)? Why was he more popular
than others? What are the specific details—the successive steps—that led from his tenure as

archbishop of Constantinople to being the most popular Greek author in Byzantium??7° These

268 Naturally, there are numerous texts on Chrysostom, hagiographical and encomiastic, which are not dealt with
in this study, a primary example of which being the Orations of Kosmas Vestitor (cf. nn. 580 and 590). For an
extensive treatment of Byzantine rhetoric on John Chrysostom, see Stergioulis (2009).

209 Tsamakda (2017) 366. She notes that from the 6™ century John was known as “Chrysostom”, the Golden
Mouth. This is a definite improvement from Maas and Trypanis’ (1970) 190-191 assumption that the epithet was
only applied generally in Byzantium from the 8" century. The 6™ century dating of the use of the “Chrysostom”
epithet usually refers to Pope Vigilius’ First Constitutum (Price (2009) 2:190). This assumption prevails in even
the most recent monographs on Chrysostom. Cf. Cook (2019) 3, n.4. Nevertheless, the earliest reference to the
epithet that I have been able to locate is from a mid-late 5% century Vita of Epiphanios of Cyprus (PG 41:101),
which appears to indicate that “Chrysostom” was in common use even from then: “O9tot obv GvoyKacOEvTeC
avijABov €mi v Baociida oA, Kai Tpocénecay Todvvr 1@ EnikAnv Xpvcootoum.” Rapp (2005) 18 dates the
Vita to between 430—475. One cannot exclude the possibility, however, that “Chrysostom” is a later addition to
the Vita’s text, for which see generally Rapp (1991).

270 Chrysostom’s obvious significance is often taken for granted in secondary scholarship, and explaining how or
why this happened is frequently considered either unnecessary or simply a fait accompli. For an indicative
example, cf. Liebeschuetz (2011) 116: “By far the fullest account of Chrysostom’s life is the Dialogue...of
Palladius...” The 7" century Vita attributed to George of Alexandria (BHG 873), easily twice or three times as
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are the basic questions that the following chapters will engage, beginning from Theodore of
Stoudios’ reception of SermCat and continuing from there, offering certain, specific snapshots
of the development of Chrysostom’s Byzantine Nachleben. Chrysostom’s story was always
one of conflict between himself and various groups and institutions. The foundations of the
middle Byzantine version(s) of his story— in which SermCat plays a central role—were
solidified in the 9™ century, but in order to understand how and why Chrysostom’s 45t
century conflicts were considered applicable to Byzantium’s 8-9™ centuries struggles, one
must conduct a brief review of developments in the intervening four centuries. This review will
be limited to the intertextual relations?’! between specific hagiographic and historical sources
on themes that came to characterize Chrysostom’s conflicts as a bishop: spiritual authority,
ascetic authority and pragmatic authority.?’? Claudia Rapp has identified these three themes—
distinct, though by no means fully separate or mutually exclusive—as the most central to
episcopal authority in Late Antiquity, and though she strives to analyze figures less prominent
than Chrysostom, this model can be fruitfully applied to him as well.

Rapp outlines her model along the following lines. Spiritual authority is the recognition
of its bearer as a recipient of the Holy Spirit, best illustrated by the NT account of the apostles
receiving the Holy Spirit on Pentecost. An example of spiritual authority could be Peter who,
no longer the impulsive coward of the Gospels, demonstrates his spiritual credentials to the
gathered crowds, many of whom join the church as a result. Significantly, spiritual authority
can only be given by God. Ascetic authority, on the contrary, Rapp notes, is a path open to
all—though, again, most successfully traveled by those whom God has chosen for specific,
sacred tasks. It is the authority resulting from arduous, voluntary bodily asceticism in the effort
to purify and devote oneself entirely to God. We can locate this concept of ascetic authority in
the figure of John the Baptist, who wore a hair shirt and ate locusts and wild honey.?”> When
Jesus asks the crowds why they have come out to the wilderness to see John, he reminds them

that those who wear comfortable clothes live in the royal palace.?’* Finally, Rapp highlights

long as Palladios’ text, is almost never mentioned in scholarship on Chrysostom. George attempts a synthesis of
5% century accounts of Chrysostom, including passages from genuine Chrysostomic works. The same holds for
almost all other Byzantine accounts of Chrysostom. Their evidence has been too long ignored. For a notable
exception, see now Antonopoulou (2016). I am grateful to John Haldon’s challenging and helpful comments on
this issue. Cf. Mayer (2007) 39, n. 2; Van Nuffelen (2013) and Barry (2016). For an examination of certain
characteristic Chrysostomic ideas and concepts in later Byzantine literature, see Bozinis (2019).

271 Part 2 will draw on many types of sources other than texts, but for the specific examination of 59" centuries,
in particular, texts will be the main source type, since the survival of other types, relevant to Chrysostom, is
extremely rare. To the degree that they survive, iconographic representations will be included.

272 Rapp (2005) 16-18. Cf. Brown (1971); Rapp (1999), (2010); and Sterk (2004).

273 Matt. 3:1-4.

274 Matt. 11:7-15.
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pragmatic authority, which derives from the possessor’s public actions (and in many cases
benefactions). Interestingly, pragmatic authority is the one amongst this triad that has no real
parallel in the NT. The closest example would be Jesus’, or his disciples’, numerous miracles
in the form of healings, resurrections of dead, etc. However, these would be benefactions more
proper to spiritual than pragmatic authority, as the work of the Holy Spirit’s grace in and
through a chosen person. Pragmatic authority, on the other hand, as Rapp presents it, is a result
of the holder’s position in the strictly human social world: access to wealth and political capital.
Though Rapp insightfully notes that the late-antique bishop’s role did not change overnight
with the rise of Constantine I (306-337) to power, nevertheless it should be noted that the
bishop’s access to pragmatic authority—and thus, to the possibility of earthly, social
benefactions—did in fact drastically change as a result of factors that clustered around, and
were to a certain degree due to, Constantine’s reign.?”> These shifts prepared the ground for
Chrysostom’s late-4" century episcopate, during which he took full advantage of all three types
of authority Rapp has identified.

A bishop’s pragmatic authority is expressed by caring for the poor and vulnerable; in
the late-antique Roman empire, Christian bishops focused their efforts on two such groups: the
indigent and widows. In this way, the bishop expanded his power base, significantly to areas
where elites had little to no presence or influence. Eusebios of Caesaria reports that Constantine
allotted to the bishops all necessary resources to feed the poor so that they would be able to
attract more people to join the church—a quintessential type of benefaction that expresses
pragmatic authority: providing necessities of life by means of power in human social
networks.?’® Athanasios of Alexandria indirectly confirms Eusebios’ report in his defence
against the charge that he sold off the wheat Constantine gave him for his own personal gain.?’’
Moreover, Canon 16 of (ps.)Athanasios explicitly connects the bishop’s role to feeding the
poor, particularly on major feasts of the liturgical calendar.?”® This role is reflected, moreover,
in Chrysostom’s own homily De Eleemosyna, where he cites Paul’s instructions to early
Christians that they should give to the poor, especially on Sundays because it is the day of the

resurrection. In other words, Chrysostom here joins almsgiving with the resurrection—just as

275 Rapp (2005) 13 for the over-emphasis on Constantine I’s role in church—state relations and 32-38 for the
growing tensions between monks (as representatives of spiritual and ascetic authority) and bishops (as
administrators, i.e. pragmatic authority) from the time of Clement of Alexandria, to Origen and down to Jerome.
276 Eusebios, Vita Constantini, 3.58.4. This can be contrasted to Jesus’ feeding the crowd of five thousand (Matt.
14:13-21). As a miracle, this latter is not strictly an expression of pragmatic authority, since it circumvents all
human forms of power, being a direct, miraculous gift from on high.

277 Athanasios, Apologia Contra Arianos, 18.1-2.

278 Riedel and Crum (1904) 27. Cf. the entry for the text in CE 458b—459a, where dating is placed before the mid-
5% century.
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the text of SermCat does.?” Moreover, the gathering and redistribution of resources may have
been based upon spiritual motives, or at least presented in such terms, but their effects were
wide-ranging. Gilbert Dagron described Chrysostom at the head of an effective restructuring
of the flow of disposable capital in Constantinople and the provinces. Peter Brown, touching
on many of the same themes, has highlighted the readiness of the late-antique bishop to
incorporate the poor into his sphere of protection and influence, in this way vying for position
before the emperor against the curiales.”®® Dagron, however, places more emphasis on
Chrysostom’s turn towards widows. Palladios’ characteristic phrase echoes their significance
in Chrysostom’s general program: “10 @V ynp®v tdypa”—the widows’ battalion.?!

As early as Paul, widows had been enjoined to embrace a life of celibate asceticism.?%?
In the context of the 4" century, this injunction took on new dimensions. As more and more
high-ranking officials and elites were converting to Christianity, more and more wealthy
Christian widows were to be found—and the acquisition of their resources was relatively
uncharted territory. Gregory Nazianzen and John Chrysostom each held correspondence with
young elite women, both of whom shared the same name, Olympias.?®3 Gregory of Nyssa also
wrote a treatise, in which he upheld the ideal of virginity.?®* However, the sources that have
survived give the impression that Chrysostom, more than his rough contemporaries, made
concerted efforts to turn the Church’s attention towards tapping the unclaimed resources of the
“widows’ battalion”, writing two treatises to a young widow and an even longer, more general
treatise advocating virginity, both for widows and for those not yet married; in addition to
these, he also wrote an extensive three books, which subtly reroute the late-antique career path
of children of the aristocracy away from service in the imperial bureaucracy to service in the
monastery, an institution which significantly came under the official control of the late-antique

bishop at Chalcedon (451).2% Episcopal regulatory concern for monastics only increased over

27 For De Eleemosyna see PG 51:261-272; for SermCat see Part 1. Cf. Brown (1992) 90-95. Though this does
not appear to be a connection made by Chrysostom alone, as demonstrated not least by (ps.)Athanasios above.
The 11% century Vita of Symeon the New Theologian by Niketas Stethatos also mentions the poor being fed
during the panegyris on Symeon’s feast day. See Niketas Stethatos, Life of Saint Symeon the New Theologian
151.

280 Brown (1992) 71-117.

281 palladios, Dialogus, 32.19. Cf. Dagron (1974) 488-517.

282 1. Cor. 7:8: “Aéyw 82 101 drydipoig xai Toig ypois, KaAdv antoig v peivooy m¢ kayd.” Cf. 1 Tim. 5:3-16,
in particular v. 6: “1f 8¢ cmatoAd®doa [sc. ynpa] (doo téBvnkev,” to which Chrysostom makes reference no less
than 23 times throughout his corpus. For the significance of Paul’s First Letter to Timothy as a “mirror for
bishops” and forerunner to Chrysostom’s own On the Priesthood, see Rapp (2005) 32—48.

283 For Gregory, see McLynn (2009) and generally Simelidis (2019).

84 De Virginitate PG 46:318-414. On Gregory of Nyssa generally see Ludlow (2007), for De Virginitate
specificially, Ludlow (2014).

285 Though Chrysostom had already begun before the Council of Chalcedon to recognize monastics as powerful
players. Ad Viduam Juniorem PG 48:600-609, Eiusdem ad eamdem de non iterando conjugio PG 48:609-621,
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time, one of its most evident manifestations being the canons of the Council in Trullo (691—
692), which form the bedrock of Byzantine canon law.?* In this way, Chrysostom provides a
prime example of a late-antique bishop systematically increasing his pragmatic authority by
focusing on the more vulnerable in society: the poor and widows. The insistent promotion of
celibacy for these, and other, groups was initially presented in spiritual terms, as in Paul’s
Letter to the Corinthians. However, the significance of a bishop having a broad support base
of groups otherwise uncared for in society—who, by reason of their celibacy, had minimal ties
to insitutions other than the Church—began to acquire much greater value in terms of
pragmatic authority from the late-4'" to early 5% centuries.

In addition to these efforts, Dagron notes how Chrysostom strengthened the financial
connections between the see of Constantinople and monastic institutions both within the city
and its hinterland, reaching in fact deep into the Anatolian peninsula. It could hardly have been
a coincidence, then, when in 451 the Council of Chalcedon extended the see of
Constantinople’s jurisdiction into precisely these same areas, reaching down to the natural
border of the Taurus mountain range.”®” A combination of these and other factors is likely
behind Anthony Kaldellis’ assertion that: “loannes Chrysostomos wished to transform the
world into a vast monastery under episcopal authority.”?%® Chrysostom did not simply wage a
cultural or religious war against Hellenism. He made himself the linchpin in the
(re)construction of the East Roman empire, a project that would find the Church, and eventually
prominent monastic houses, intimately involved with the empire’s finances, policies, taxation,
wars and almost every other prerogative of the sovereign. Whereas in the 4™ century, openly
pagan literati such as Themistios or Libanios could exult in their parrhesia to counsel the
emperor on official policy, by the early 5™ century hierarchs such as Chrysostom and others
had decisively turned the imperial court’s ear(s) towards themselves.?®® The result was a new

framework of social power that John Haldon has termed the “imperial Church”, an institution

De Virginitate PG 48:533-596, Adversus Oppugnatores Vitae Monasticae PG 47:319-386. Price and Gaddis
(2005) 1:15 interpret the decision at Chalcedon as a move designed to rein in the monks of Constantinople in
particular—hardly surprising considering the role that the capital’s monks played in the depositions of both John
Chrysostom and Nestorios. Cf. Caner (2002); Hatlie (2007) 39—40 and 67—68.

286 Humphreys (2015) 44-45 and 55-57. Cf. also Herrin (1992) for Trullo’s effect on the everyday lives of women
in the empire.

287 Dagron (1974) 500-517.

288 Kaldellis (2007) 136. Completely aside from whether Chrysostom himself actually desired this or not, by the
early 9™ century it is quite probable that a view similar to this one was being attributed to Chrysostom by the
embattled—and soon to be victorious—iconophiles, as we shall see below. Cf. Lenski (2004) 114 who discerns
in Chrysostom’s efforts to exert more episcopal authority over monks a certain uneasiness about their growing
influence.

289 Cf. Brown’s (1992) 114-117 interpretation of Cyril of Alexandria orchestrating the demise of the philosopher
Hypatia.
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whose foundation he dates to the Council of Chalcedon (451).2%° Thus, the roughly half century
from Chrysostom’s enthronement as patriarch of Constantinople in 398 to Chalcedon (451)
was of crucial significance for relations between: the see of Constantinople and the imperial
court, the patriarch of Constantinople and the heads of other sees and the imperial capital and
its provinces. At the center of these shifts in power was the dynamic—and sometimes
problematic—patriarchate of John Chrysostom. With the above in mind, we will now take a
more detailed look at how the stories of Chrysostom were fashioned to eventually incorporate,
by the early 9" century, all three types of saintly episcopal authority outlined above: spiritual,
ascetic and pragmatic. In hagiographies, one often observes that saintly bishops are presented
as acquiring first ascetic authority, then receiving spiritual authority in recognition of the
former; finally, once God has shown his approval, then the saint receives the pragmatic
authority of the episcopacy.?’! As we will now see, in real life, this order is often reversed and
the spiritual and ascetic aspects are more highly emphasized by later sources that seek to justify
a particular political/ecclesiastical agenda.

Chrysostom served as archbishop of Constantinople from 398-404, with a brief
interruption during his first exile. His tenure ended abruptly in 404 due to his second and final
exile. During this second exile, he died in 407 at Comana Pontica.?*> However, his Byzantine
reception, unusually, begins in 403, four years before his death, during the lead up to his final
exile when the so-called Johannite Schism began, which would last until the translation of his
relics back to Constantinople in 438 to be buried at the church of the Holy Apostles under the
direction of his successor to the see of Constantinople, Proklos (437-447).2°> Wendy Mayer
has recently shown that the category of texts known as pseudo-Chrysostomica, homilies falsely
attributed to Chrysostom, began to be written from 403 and continued until 438. These texts
were designed to justify Chrysostom in the face of his humiliating exile and death, during the
ongoing Johannite Schism.?** Indeed, when one examines the early-mid 5™ century sources on
Chrysostom, there is a definite trajectory that can be traced from the Johannite Schism to the

birth of Chrysostom as “the Byzantine patriarch” par excellence.

290 Haldon (2016) 59: “Of all the factors that contributed to Byzantine survival, we may wonder whether the
Church and its activities were not one of the single most neglected and underestimated elements in our
discussions.”

21 As, for example, in Palladios’ account of Chrysostom, as well as George of Alexandria’s, upon which almost
all later Byzantine authors draw.

292 For modern critical biographies, see Liebeschuetz (1985), the full-length monographs by Kelly (1998) and
Brindle (1999). See also introductory comments in Allen and Mayer (2002) 3—52.

293 There is some debate over the exact dates of his tenure; cf. ODB s.v. Proklos (434). For the legend of Proklos’
relationship with Chrysostom, see Constas (1994) 18-21. See also, generally, Leroy (1967).

2% Mayer (forthcoming). Cf. also Voicu (2007).
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First, however, in order to trace this trajectory, one must have an idea of the
accessibility of Chrysostom’s writings—and/or his pseudepigrapha—during the early decades
of the 5™ century. Neilos of Ankyra, an ascetic theologian who died at Sinai ca. 430, writes in
his Letter 214 to Valerios the koubikoularios that of all the divine teachers of late, John, the
golden flowing river, surpasses them all—truly God’s gift to the world, inasmuch as he
censures even the faults of hierarchs.??> Thus, many wise tongues are praising his name.?
Isidore of Pelousion (370—after 433), writing from the Nile, conveys in Letter 224 to a certain
Heraklios that he i1s amazed that Heraklios is unfamiliar with Chrysostom’s work. For Isidore,
the only logical conclusion is that Heraklios is so insufferably lazy as to have ignored a man,
the fame and reputation (kAéoc) of whose writings have already reached the ends of the earth

and the sea.?’

Indeed, Isidore himself played a role in disseminating Chrysostom’s works, as
he writes in Letter 156 to Eustathios that he has sent him the requested copy of Chrysostom’s
On the Priesthood.*®® Neilos and Isidore give us an idea in these letters of the rapidity with
which stories about Chrysostom and his writings had begun circulating in the early 5" century

empire.?”’

I. CHURCH HISTORIANS—SOKRATES>"

In addition, in three church historians—Sokrates, Sozomenos and Theodoret of
Cyrrhus—we find fuller accounts of Chrysostom’s tenure as archbishop of Constantinople that

nevertheless vary in significant ways from each other.3"! Testimony from Isidore’s Letters,

295 This comment coming from a monastic figure highlights the tensions between church hierarchy and ascetics
in the early 5" century To a certain degree, Chrysostom was being claimed as each side’s hero. The result was a
compromise, but one whose balance by the 9% century was more heavily tipped in favor of monasticism.

26 PG 79:296 (Book 2, Letter 214): “Eici Tivec xoi dpting motapol dévvaa péovieg Oe10tépav memAnpouévol
peiBpov, toig oikelolg Opppact v mOAY 100 Ogod, v ExkAnciov onui, Kotevepaivovieg tf] dvekAeint
apdeiq. .. Mellov 8¢ tdv eipnuévev Bovpact@v avopdv, Tapd Aeod T@ KOGL® TOTOUOSC ¥PUooPPOaS dedmprTat,
Todvvne 6 Kovetavitvoumdleng énickomog, obTivog Todg &maivovg moldal tdv copdv pepilovion yAdooor.
AvOpaé yap obtog éAndéctata...sig Byog dpug TV @AOYO THC mAvIoV Ppotdv edepyeTikic Sidoufic,
SKEYWPLOUEVOS EKEIVOV, KO SLOKEYPNUEVOG TOIG EDPPOVOVVTOV, TAV TPONV UEV EDETLOVUEVOVY S’ APETAV, VOVI
8¢ yeyopévmv 810 TV pabopiav, Kav TopEveS TVYYGveoy. ..”

27 PG 78:1317 (Book 4, Letter 224): “Alav Oavpdalo, ndg 1o pév ihéoc 1év cuyypouudtov, @v dmolélowmey 6
Taveoog Todvvng, mavtaydce portmodvimv, dypt e Yiig kai BaAdting teppdtov Epbacev, tig 8¢ ofjg ov
kaOyoato duabiog. Oavudlmv 8¢ odk Ekeivov aitiduat, GAAL TV oy péueopat avorépfintov pabopiav...”

28 PG 78:288 (Book 1, Letter 156).

2% Isidore further discusses Chrysostom in PG 78:284-285 (Book 1, Letter 152) and PG 78:484 (Book 2, Letter
42).

300 This is not to imply that analysis of sources must be divided into genres. The following three historians simply
offer some of the fullest, most detailed early accounts of Chrysostom, from the mid-5" century. On “genre” as a
category in Byzantine literary criticism, see Mullett (1992); Agapitos (2014), esp. 3, n. 15, with further references.
301 Each author mentions that Theodosios 11 (402-450) is currently reigning, and Sokrates and Theodoret record
the translation of Chrysostom’s relics in 438. Sozomen omits the translation of his relics, but recalls episodes of
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302 can easily

such as calling Chrysostom “the eye of the church in Byzantium and everywhere,
give precisely the impression that Chrysostom’s supporters actively cultivated, namely that the
whole oikoumene was united in support of him. However, a comparison among the following
three accounts from church historians of the mid 5™ century allows us to steal a glimpse into
the gradual process of marginalizing all versions of Chrysostom’s story that were not entirely
laudatory. Each historian offers a character description of Chrysostom. Sokrates depicts him

as follows:

“He was, as they say, rather a strict man because of his zeal for temperance, and
moreover, as one of his closest acquaintances from youth said, more prone to anger
than a proper sense of shame/respect. Because of his uprightness, he was not safe
from [the tribulations] that would come, while on account of his sincerity, he was
indifferent to suffering. He spoke freely and without restraint to his interlocutors.
When he taught, he was able to greatly benefit his listeners’ mores, while in more

personal conversations those who didn’t know him believed him to be arrogant.”*

Sokrates’ account, overall, is openly in favor of Chrysostom—as are almost all surviving
sources—and yet, one can readily recognize the outlines of a real human being in Sokrates’
mix of positive and negative character traits. Sokrates desires to present Chrysostom even-
handedly.3%*

In fact, his account is mixed for other reasons, as well. Concerning Chrysostom’s

characteristic intervention in the affairs of the Ephesian church, two versions of Sokrates’

Proklos’ tenure as archbishop. Therefore, each text was likely initially composed during 438—450. Cf. Urbainczyk
(1997a) 1. For reasons that will be presented below, Theodoret likely revised certain elements of his narrative in
the years following the Council of Chalcedon in 451. I do not wish to posit a linear or chronological progression
from one author to the next. Although, both Trompf (1994) and Urbainczyk (1997a) argue that Sokrates wrote
first, followed by Sozomenos and then Theodoret. Be that as it may, I will focus on presenting a thematic
development, which takes place within this span of roughly 15 years, based of course on the events of the
Johannite Schism and its resolution. Strangely, Evagrios Scholastikos makes no mention of Chrysostom—even
concerning the translation of his relics in 438 (he dispatches Proklos’ tenure as archbishop of Constantinople in
one line, Historia Ecclesiastica, 16.31) or his recognition at the Council of Chalcedon in 451.

302 pG 78:288 (Book 1, Letter 156): “6 yap tdv 100 Ood dmoppfitov co@dg vmoertng Tadvwng, 6 Thg &v
Bulavtio 'Exkinciog kai mwdong opBouiudc.” Cf. Leontios of Byzantium’s (died ca. 543) similar expression,
reversing the hierarchy and placing Chrysostom before the Cappadocians and Athanasios (Daley (2017) 416).

303 Sokrates, Historia Ecclesiastica, 6.3.13—14: “"Hv 8¢ &vOpwmoc, &¢ pact, S0 (Aov co@pochivig TikpdTePOC
Kol AoV, MG £QN TIG TAV OIKEOTATOV avT® €k véag NAkiag, Boud pdAiov 1 aidol &yapileto, kol o0 pevV
opBotta Biov ovk AcEAAC TPOg Ta pEAAOVTO, 0L GmAOTNTO O gvYePNG: EAevbepocTopiqn T€ TPOG TOVG
gvtuyyavovTag GpETPmG EKEYPNTO, Ko £V TA PEV S18AcKELY TOADC IV deeAfjcon T T@hV dkovdvtoy §0m, év 88 Toic
cuvtuyiolg dAalovikog Toig dyvoodoty odtov évopilero.”

304 Perhaps due in no small part to his more immediate aim of defending Origen from, primarily, Theophilos’ and
Epiphanios of Salamis’ attacks in relation to Chrysostom’s deposition from the see of Constantinople. Cf. Van
Nuffelen (2005) in conjunction with Elm’s (1998) intriguing reading of events.
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History survive.>* One of these two explains that there was unrest in Ephesos, since multiple
factions wanted to promote their candidates for the vacant episcopacy; Chrysostom came from
Constantinople and, realizing that he would be unable to resolve the situation by his eloquent
tongue alone (a subtle admission of the lack of the proper spiritual authority, with which Peter
had been able to dispel opposition in Acts, as noted above), he restored peace by ordaining one
of his own deacons, Herakleides. All sides accepted this and were reconciled. Thus, the
machinations that Chrysostom’s enemy, Severian of Gabala, took part in during the former’s
absence from his Constantinopolitan see were a simple result of Chrysostom being forced to
spend time in Ephesos maintaining order and peace.’* Sokrates’ other version of these same
events unfolds rather differently. Here, the crucial point of contrast is that Chrysostom arrives
in Ephesos, where the see is vacant, and though multiple parties have their own favorite
candidates, yet there is no unrest or conflict. Instead, the unrest is a direct result of Chrysostom
ordaining his own deacon, Herakleides, of whom all parties disapproved, since they considered
him unworthy to become bishop—though we are not informed why. This, then, becomes the
reason that Chrysostom must stay in Ephesos for a long time—so that he may “restore the
peace” that he himself disturbed—allowing Severian of Gabala to steal some of his limelight

307 These telling shifts in Sokrates’ narrative—on the very issues brought

in Constantinople.
against Chrysostom at the infamous, demonized Synod of the Oak (403) that deposed him?3%—
are characteristic of the transition period in the early 5% century, during which the numerous
potentially negative assessments of Chrysostom’s episcopacy are either marginalized or re-
written. Sokrates attempts to admit, as if ex silentio, that Chrysostom strove to increase his
pragmatic authority by virtue of his position as patriarch of the capital, but he did not
necessarily possess enough of either ascetic or spiritual authority to quiet opposition. In fact,
Chrysostom was attempting to extend his pragmatic authority—i.e., jurisdiction—at a time

when this still remained a grey area.>*® Sokrates’ awkward attempts to both show this and

remain in full support of Chrysostom are evident in the shifts between the two surviving

305 Though, regardless of the differences in this particular section of the text, Sokrates nevertheless presents
Chrysostom’s ordination of a bishop outside his jurisdiction itself as an avéykn (Historia Ecclesiastica, 6.11.8).
306 Sokrates, Historia Ecclesiastica, 6.11.9—15 (Version B).

307 Sokrates, Historia Ecclesiastica, 6.11.9—16 (Version A).

308 A demonization due in no small part to Palladios of Helenopolis’ masterful defense of his friend, Chrysostom.
For the text, see Malingrey and Leclerq (1988) and Malingrey (1988). For analysis, see EIm (1998), Katos (2011).
Cf. also the slightly earlier, but not nearly as widely read, account by (ps.)Martyrios (now believed to be written
by a certain Kosmas) in Barnes and Bevan (2013), for which cf. Barry (2016). It is interesting to note that later
accounts justifying a saint accuse his/her accusers precisely of failing to recognize the saint’s spiritual or ascetic
authority. In this way, the hagiographer indirectly, and perhaps unwillingly, hints that while alive the saint may
not have possessed all three types of authority to the degree necessary for his/her society to recognize them.

309 See below, Section 111, for discussion.
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versions of his text. Sozomenos’ and Theodoret’s accounts do a better job of dressing
Chrysostom’s pursuit of further pragmatic authority with the proper saintly credentials of both
ascetic and spiritual authority. Chrysostom’s 7" century hagiographers will solve this problem

for Byzantium once and for all.

I1. SOZOMENOS

In his History Sozomenos touches upon the same theme of Chrysostom’s extra-judicial
episcopal management, just as Sokrates did and Theodoret does, as we will see below.
However, he also discusses the theme of Chrysostom’s stance towards Greek paideia and
Hellenism more generally, which will be of utmost significance in the 9" century iconophile
vanguard against Iconoclasm, characterized by Theodore of Stoudios and the Vita Stephani
Iunioris; both saw the iconoclast movement as an unwelcome intrusion of Hellenism into the
Church.31°

Sozomenos’ account runs as follows:

“There was a certain priest in Antioch on the Orontes named John, of noble birth
and virtuous way of life, formidable in both speaking and persuasion, surpassing
the other orators of his day, as even the Syrian sophist Libanios testified. For it is
said that when he was about to die, and his students asked him who was to take his
place, he answered: [It should’ve been] John, if the Christians hadn’t stolen him
away. In church [John] benefited a great many of his listeners in virtue and made
them of like-mind with him concerning the divine. Because, since he lived a divine
way of life, he inspired the zeal of his own virtue in his listeners. And he was easily
believed that he was not trying to coerce them into believing like him through some
art or the power of speech, but that he was explaining the divine books with
sincerity, exactly as they truly are. For speech that is adorned by works reasonably
appears trustworthy, whereas, without them, [the speech] makes the speaker appear

to be a liar even if he puts great effort into his teaching. But in [John] success in

310 Cf. Theodore of Stoudios, Letters, 195.15-17, 314.12-16, 362.7-9; Vita Stephani Iunioris, §10, 27, 29, 63, 75.
For Sozomenos generally, see Trompf (1994); Urbainczyk (1997); Van Nuffelen (2010), (2018). The critical
scholarship on Chrysostom and Hellenism is unending. See, characteristically, Festugiere (1959), Agapitos
(1998), Stenger (2016), Gkortsilas (2017).
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both [areas] was present, for he both led a temperate and exacting way of life, and

he employed clear expressions with brilliance...”!!

First, as noted above, we see Sozomenos contributing to 5™ century traditions of
Libanios overtly recognizing Chrysostom as his greatest student. Nevertheless, Sozomenos
simultaneously emphasizes that Chrysostom avoided using sophisticated rhetorical techniques
in order to be convincing. For Sozomenos, Chrysostom convinced people because of his
sincere exposition of scriptural truths, combined with his virtuous way of life.3!? This was not
simply an occasion to employ a practiced topos of simplicity. It represents Sozomenos’ attempt
to address a problem that plagued Byzantine clergy and literati well into the 11%-12% centuries
and beyond. The necessity that many Byzantine authors seem to have felt to demonstrate
Chrysostom’s mastery of Greek paideia, on the one hand, while at the same time producing
successful oratory—allegedly devoid of Greek sophistry, convincing exclusively because of
Chrysostom’s moral (Christian) erudition—on the other, was present from the early 5" century
and continues throughout the entire period under analysis here, and well beyond.

In fact, Isidore of Pelousion attempts his own solution to this same problem, as well,
though notably different from Sozomenos’. Among the pseudepigraphic Letters attributed to
Libanios, only one of the nine has a named addressee. Letter 9 to John purports to be Libanios’
report to Chrysostom of how he [Libanios] read out an imperial panegyric that Chrysostom had
composed for emperors Arkadios and Honorius?!? to certain literati, none of whom could be

restrained from jumping up, crying out and reacting with amazement at the text’s eloquence.

311 Sozomenos, Historia Ecclesiastica, 8.2.2—4: “fv 8¢ g &v Avtioyeig tf mop ‘Opdévin npesPitepog dvopo

Todvvng, Yévog TV edmatplddv, ayabog tov Biov, Aéyewy te kai meibev devog Kol Tovg Kot avTov VIepPAAlmv
pntopag, @g kol Apdviog 6 ZOpog coPloTng ELapTuPNGEY- Nviko Yap ElehAe TeleLTAy, TuvOOVOUEVEOV TV
gmndeiov, tig dvt avtod &otal, Aéyetal eimelv Todvvny, &l ui Xpiotiovol TodTov E6VANGAY. TAEIGTOVS OE TV
avToD AKOLOVTOV €T EKKANGi0G €ig APETNV OPEANGE Kai Opd@povag avtd mepl tO Oglov émoinoe. Oelmg yap
TOAMTEVOUEVOG TOV €K TG oikeiag apetiic Evetifel AoV TOiC aKpoaTaic Kol EmaTodto Pading, Mg oV TEV Tvi
Kol duvdpel Adyov Praletar mapoamAnota do&alew avtd, AL’ g Exel aAndeiog siMkpivdg tag tepag EEnyeito
Biprovc. Adyog yap Ko TdV Epywv KoopoOUEVOS THoTEMG GEL0G EIKOTMS GaiveTal, dvev 68 ToOT®V Eipwva Kol TV
oikelmv AOY®V dmogaivel TOv Aéyovta, kv 6movddaln S1806KOV. T@ 6€ KOT AUPOTEPE EVSOKIUELV TPOGTV- Ay™YT
pev yap Piov coepovi kai Toteig akpifel Expiito, ppdost 8¢ Aoyov capel petd Aapmpdtntog...”

312 Sozomenos’ efforts to dispel what must have been rumours circulating at the time concerning Chrysostom’s
tendency towards coercion—witnessed not least by Sozomenos’ own use of the verb Piéleran, if only to negate
it—are less than convincing. See critical accounts in Maxwell (2006), Sandwell (2007) and Liebeschuetz (2011),
who despite focusing almost exclusively on Chrysostom’s activity in Antioch, nevertheless offer insights
undoubtedly applicable to his tenure in Constantinople, as well. Mayer (2019) takes an interesting approach,
applying methods of cognitive science to an analysis of Chrysostom’s efforts to convert Jews and keep all others
from being drawn to Jewish religion.

313 This alone would have been an incredible feat, considering that Libanios died ca. 393, whereas Arkadios did
not succeed his father, Theodosios I, until 395. Honorius was crowned emperor of the West in 393, but
Chrysostom would hardly have had occasion to compose a panegyric in his honor. This context for Libanios’
Letter is given by Isidore of Pelousion in his own Letter 42, noted below.
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Libanios is even made to subtly express his joy that Chrysostom has moved from forensic
oratory to preaching in the church—which has given him the opportunity to employ his
epideictic technique.’!* The letter is patently a later forgery, but intriguingly, it is included
entire in Isidore of Pelousion’s own Letter 42 to Ophelios Grammatikos. Isidore, apparently
either accepting the letter as genuine or perhaps even having composed it himself, is actively
engaged in trying to convince Ophelios—himself a teacher of rhetoric as we learn from his
title—that Chrysostom surpasses all others in successful Atticizing diction. After all, even
Libanios ceded primacy in oratory to Chrysostom.3!> In the context of a letter to a teacher of
rhetoric, Isidore could be citing (ps.)Libanios’ text as proof of Christian superiority in the
literary sphere; perhaps he is even suggesting the inclusion of Chrysostomic homilies in
Ophelios’ teaching materials.?'® Whatever the case may be, Libanios, Demosthenes and even
Athens itself—the symbolic heart of Greek paideia—will all find their way into Chrysostom’s
hagiographic afterlife by the 7" century with George of Alexandria’s help, as we will see
below, thus setting the stage for Theodore of Stoudios’ appreciation of Chrysostom as a
seasoned champion against the damaging effects of Hellenism.

Coming to the issue of Chrysostom’s episcopacy, Sozomenos’ account gives good
reason to pause in comparison with both Sokrates’ opinion(s), on the one hand, and Neilos’
and Isidore’s views, on the other. First, one observes that Sozomenos has nothing overtly
negative to say about Chrysostom, in stark contrast to Sokrates. Elsewhere in his work,
Sozomenos presents what Sokrates had called Chrysostom’s “excessively free speech” in a
markedly different light, highlighting how Chrysostom took the injustices of the rich against
the poor personally and rebuked them openly in church—sufficient cause for “the many” to
rejoice and “the rich and powerful” to lament.>!” Sozomenos often praises Chrysostom for
championing the causes of the poor and helpless by using precisely the means that the more
elite-minded Sokrates, a lawyer, found inappropriate and extreme. In other words, Sozomenos
begins the process of reading greater spiritual authority into Chrysostom’s patriarchate, thus
complementing his overt uses of pragmatic authority. However, just like Sokrates’,

Sozomenos’ account is not entirely uniform.

314 Libanios, Letters, 11:571: “A&lpevog cov OV Adyov TOV ToADV Kol KoAOV, dvEyvav dvdpdot Aoywv kol antoic
dnuovpyoic, dv ovdeic fv, 8¢ ovk Em)da e Kod £Boa, kai mavta Edpa TV exmemAnypévay. “Hobny ovdy, 811 16
detcvivar v téyvny €v dkaotnpiolg mpootidng tog Emdeigels...”

315 PG 78:484 (Book 2, Letter 42).

316 Though, in the absence of further contextual evidence, this must remain speculation. The issue of Chrysostom’s
relations to Greek paideia will resurface in George of Alexandria’s 7" century Vita (BHG 873), as well as in
chapter 3.

317 Sozomenos, Historia Ecclesiastica, 8.2.11. This will become one of the most characteristic motifs of
Chrysostom’s Byzantine reception, as we shall see in greater detail below.
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Sozomenos relates how Chrysostom’s first priority as patriarch of Constantinople was

to reform the clergy:

“But when John had come to the episcopacy he first strove to reform the lives of
the clergy under him; after eagerly investigating their appearances in public, their
living quarters and the rest of their conduct, he both checked and corrected them,
while some others he expelled from the church. For since he was censorious by
nature—and in trials he used to get angry with the unjust—during his episcopacy
he gave in even more to these passions. For [his] nature, having taken hold of

authority easily drove [his] tongue to rebuke and incited his anger more readily

against sinners.”?!?

This is about as close as Sozomenos comes to recognizing a lack of spiritual authority
on Chrysostom’s part (i.e. presenting his parrhesia in a negative light) in a narrative that is
otherwise seemingly uniformly eulogistic. Nevertheless, certain cracks in the edifice can still
be discerned. The above passage ends with the following comment in passing: “But he didn’t
just [take care of] his own church, but rather, being noble and generous, he even strove to
rectify [problems] everywhere.”3!” Then follows a description of his interventions in the sees
of Rome, Alexandria and Antioch. This favorable presentation of Chrysostom’s disregard for
the Synodikon of the Second Council (381) is echoed in the Council of Chalcedon (451).3%°
Ironically, as Price and Gaddis note, the text from 381 is read out and thus preserved in the
very section of Chalcedon’s proceedings (Canon 28) which annul it, namely where
Constantinople’s jurisdiction is extended to cover Thrace, Asia and Pontica—as well as any
other location where the patriarch of Constantinople is invited to get involved. Sozomenos here
gives the reason for this as Chrysostom’s goodness (&ya00¢ &v); Theodoret will adopt a similar
strategy, as we will see below. The Council of Chalcedon, however, attributed the increase in
the see of Constantinople’s prestige and jurisdiction exclusively to its status as an imperial city,

therefore on a par with Rome. There are no mythologies of apostolic primacies here, whether

318 Sozomenos, Historia Ecclesiastica, 8.3.1-2: “O 8¢ Todvwng éni Thc émokonfi yEVOUEVOS TPOTEPOV
dtopBodabat Tovg PBiovg TV VT aVTOV KANPIK®Y €omovdalev, Tpoddovg T aVT®V Kol diottoy Kol TV GAANV
GY@YNV TOALTIPAYLOV®Y HAEYYXE T€ Kol EMEGTPEPE, TOVG O Kal Thig EkkAnciag EEmDet EleyKTiKOG Yap BV QOoEL
Kol KOt TV AdtKoOVT®V €v 8iKY ayovakt®y £Tt HaAAoV &V Ti] EmoKomn] EnEdwKe TOVTOLG TOIg mad sy, 1) Yop
@Vo1g €€ovaiag Emhafopévn padiog Tpog Eleyyov €ENye TV YADGGOV Kol TV OpyNV £TOLOTEPOV KOTO TAOV
apoptavoviev éxivet.”

319 Sozomenos, Historia Ecclesiastica, 8.3.2: “od poévnv 88 v due’ adtov ékkinciav, AL o dyabog kai
peyoro@pmV Kol Ta mavtayi] Emavopbodv Eéomoddalev.”

320 Price and Gaddis (2005) 3:85-91.
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they be of Peter, Paul, Andrew or anyone else.??! In other words, Chalcedon’s decision is based
exclusively on pragmatic authority; only later do the Byzantine invocations of spiritual
authority make their appearance.®?? The intimate connection between Chalcedon’s verdict and
Chrysostom’s reception is made by Theodoret, who supplements the narrative of pragmatic
authority with the necessary spiritual elements in order to make Chrysostom’s status as a saintly

bishop more evident.

III. THEODORET

Our third church historian, Theodoret, sets a distinctively different tone from both
Sokrates and Sozomenos even from his first mention of Chrysostom: “John the great luminary
of the oikoumene.”3?* From the outset Theodoret signals Chrysostom’s spiritual authority; his
text is also the first to show signs of the lasting effects of the reconciliation that followed the
end of the Johannite schism. Both Sokrates and Sozomenos had named Chrysostom’s enemies
among church hierarchy. Theodoret, on the other hand, explicitly states that he will not do so,
taking into consideration the other virtuous acts of those hierarchs and not wanting to tarnish
their reputations.’?* Indeed, he calls Akakios of Berroia “divine” and Leontios of Ankyra “a
man radiating with many types of virtues.”3?> However, by far the most significant passage of
Theodoret’s History is that where he fashions Chrysostom into a post-451 (soon-to-be
ecumenical) patriarch of Constantinople.

He writes suggestively:

“The great John, having received the oars of the church, chastised the injustices

done by some with boldness (mappnoiq); he gave appropriate counsels to the

321 See Price and Gaddis (2005) 3:90. Paul becomes an important figure in Constantinople’s effort to enlarge its
jurisdiction to the detriment of Rome at the Second Council in Nikaia (787), as we will see below in Section F in
more detail. For the legend of Andrew’s founding of the see of Constantinople, as well as a brief overview of its
history, see ODB s.v. Constantinople, Patriarchate of, with further bibliography.

322 See discussion below in Section F.

323 Theodoret, Historia Ecclesiastica, 328: “loévvnyv 10v péyov tiig oikovpévng ewotfipa.” For Theodoret’s
contributions to Byzantine hagiography, see especially Krueger (1997). For more general surveys, see Urbainczyk
(2002), Papadoyannakis (2004), (2012); Siniossoglou (2008), Vranic (2015). Theodoret’s differing approach may
be related to his stated desire to pass over controversy in silence; see below.

324 Or to stir up more trouble in a conflict that is supposed to have been resolved in 438—possible signs of
continued tensions surrounding Chrysostom’s image? See Theodoret, Historia Ecclesiastica, 334.

325 Cf. Sokrates, Historia Ecclesiastica, 6.18.20-22 and Sozomenos, Historia Ecclesiastica, 8.20.3.4, where both
Leontios and Akakios are named among Chrysostom’s unjust accusers. Nevertheless, though this is all Sokrates
has to say about them, Sozomenos also makes favorable mention of Leontios (6.34.9) and Akakios (7.28.1-3,
where Sozomenos, on the one hand, lists Akakios’ virtues, while on the other hand wondering to himself whether
he was really so virtuous or simply made a constant display of virtue so as to be considered such).
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emperor and empress; he requested of the clergy to live according to [canon, /it.
existing (keiuévong)] law and he prevented any who dared to transgress [these laws]
from entering the altar, since—as he said—it was not right for them to enjoy the
honor of clergy while not striving to imitate the true clergy’s way of life. Nor did
he take this consideration for that city [i.e. Constantinople] alone, but for all of
Thrace, divided into six dioceses, and all of Asia, governed by eleven magistrates

(&py6vtwv). And, indeed, he even adorned Pontica with these laws; [Pontica] has

the same number of dioceses as Asia.”3%¢

We observe in Theodoret’s description further developed traces of the hagiographic “reversal”
mentioned above. Theodoret first emphasizes Chrysostom’s spiritual authority—noting
positive uses of parrhesia and spiritual counsels to the emperors (not the excessive
chastisement that Sokrates and Sozomenos could not but admit). Only then does Chrysostom’s
pragmatic authority enter into play. Theodoret’s account marks a milestone in Chrysostom’s
trajectory from controversial patriarch to model saintly bishop. Unlike Sokrates’ and
Sozomenos’, Theodoret’s account is uniformly located on the borderline between
Chrysostomic panegyric and hagiography.*?’

In presenting his pragmatic authority, Theodoret says that Chrysostom received the oars
of simply “the Church”, not the church of/in Constantinople. This is no coincidence,
considering the jurisdiction which he ascribes to Chrysostom—treaching from approximately
the modern-day Greek-Turkish border in Thrace to cover almost the entire Anatolian peninsula.
As we have just seen above with Sozomenos, there are specific reasons that Theodoret
attributes these particular regions to Chrysostom’s oversight. Sokrates reports that
Chrysostom’s predecessor, Nektarios (381-397), was the first “patriarch” of Constantinople,
with a jurisdiction that included the imperial city itself and Thrace. Pontica belonged to
Helladios, successor of Basil to the see of Caesaria, while’s Asia’s jurisdiction went to

Amphilochios of Iconium and Optimos of Pisidian Antioch.3?® Official reassignment of these

326 Theodoret, Historia Ecclesiastica, 329: “O 8¢ péyag Tmdvvng todg Tii¢ ékkAnciag de&duevog olaxag Tag te
apd Tvov yryvopévag adikiog ovv mappnoig SmAeyye, kal PactAel Kol BactAidt Tap1jvel Td TPOGPOPO., Kol TOVG
iepéag N&iov KoTh T0VG KEWEVOLE ToMTeVEGHNL VOLOVG, TOVG d€ ToVTOVG TTopaPaively ToApudvTtag EmPaivey Tdv
AVOKTOP@V EKMOAVEV, 0V Ypijval Aéy@v ThHG HEV TV iepérv AmoAadEWY TR, TNV O TOV AANOWVOV lepémv U
{nAodv Protv. kai tavTny €noteito TV Tpoundetov oV povov Ekeivng Tig TOAemc, dAAA Kal Thig Opdrng amdong
(gic €€ 6¢ ab Myepoviag dpntor) kod g Aciog 6Ang (bno Evdeka ¢ kal avtn apyovimv iBvvetat). kai péviot
kai v Iovtikny tobto1g Katekdopet Toig vOopois: ioapifuovg 8¢ kol adt ti Aciq &xetl Tovg yovuévovg.”

327 For relations between bishop and emperor, see Brown (1992) and especially Dagron (2003) and Rapp (2005),
also Karlin-Hayter (1995) and, most recently, Walker (2019). For monastics, see Brown (1971); Hatlie (2003),
(2007); Sterk (2004); after Chalcedon (451), see Wipszycka (2018).

328 Sokrates, Historia Ecclesiastica, 5.8.12-16.
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jurisdictions only occurred at the Council of Chalcedon. However, Price and Gaddis note that,
“Bishops from John Chrysostom (398—404) onwards attempted to enforce a Constantinopolitan
hegemony over Asia Minor, claiming the right to ordain metropolitans [which Chrysostom did,
despite common opposition to his candidate at Ephesos, as noted above]*?® and intervene in
local affairs...”33% Consequently, during Chrysostom’s time as archbishop of Constantinople
(398—404) his official jurisdiction would likely not have far exceeded the bounds of the city of
Constantinople itself—as evidenced by Theodoret’s own comment, echoing Sozomenos’: “Nor
did he take consideration for that city alone.”3*' However, Sozomenos’ and Theodoret’s
comments ascribe to Chrysostom precisely the increase in jurisdiction that was later established
by the Council of Chalcedon’s (451) controversial 28" canon: “...we resolve that...the most
sacred archbishop of imperial Constantinople New Rome is to enjoy the same privileges of
honour [i.e. as Old/Senior Rome], and that he is to have power, on the basis of his authority, to
consecrate the metropolitans in the dioceses of Asiana, Pontica and Thrace...”3*? Theodoret
died within a few years after the Council of Chalcedon; therefore, it seems likely that he revised
the text of his History to reflect the evolution of the see of Constantinople—and of Chrysostom
himself, who was officially recognized at Chalcedon as a theological authority*3*—thus
anachronistically re-fashioning him into a figure that would eventually become Ecumenical
patriarch of Constantinople.>** Even more crucially, fast-forwarding to the 8" century, the
empire over which emperor Leo III (717-741) reigned is almost exactly coterminous with this
new Constantinopolitan jurisdiction established at Chalcedon.?* In effect, the Council of
Chalcedon set developments into motion that—due to a confluence of factors—would

eventually render the patriarch of Constantinople effectively the patriarch of the Byzantine

329 Cf. Sokrates, Historia Ecclesiastica, 6.11.28 (Version A).

330 Price and Gaddis (2005), 1:14.

331 Pinpointing Constantinople’s precise jurisdiction before the Council of Chalcedon is anything but
straightforward. Canons 4 and 5 of the Council of Nikaia (325), as well as the Synodikon of the Second Council
(381) both sought to clarify, and limit, episcopal jurisdictions, though Constantinople had not yet begun to play
the central role that it would come to assume—indicatively—following the milestone that was Chrysostom’s
tenure. Cf. ODLA s.v. Constantinople, See of; ODB s.v. Ecumenical Patriarch; Dagron (1974) 454-487. My
thanks to Richard Flower for his helpful advice and suggestions on this.

332 Price and Gaddis (2005) 3:90.

333 Price and Gaddis (2005) 3:28, 118, 162.

334 Cf. ODB s.v. Ecumenical Patriarch, with references. This title is being used as early as the 6™ century by
patriarch Menas. Nevertheless, even over two hundred years later, patriarch Tarasios (784-806) encounters
opposition from Pope Hadrian I (772-795) over the title and jurisdiction of the see of Constantinople. Cf. Ludwig
and Pratsch (1999) 57—-108, on Tarasios generally, specifically 88, 96—97 here; Haldon and Brubaker (2011) 273,
nn. 105-106

335 Not included are Rome, the Exarchate of Ravenna and Sardinia, Sicily, and parts of modern-day Greece. Cf.
Haldon (2010) 70.
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empire itself. Theodoret in the mid-5" century strives to retroactively center this development

squarely on the shoulders of Chrysostom’s spiritual initiatives.

IV. 7™ CENTURY HAGIOGRAPHIES—THEODORE OF TRIMYTHOUS &

GEORGE OF ALEXANDRIA

In the 7™ century, purely hagiographic accounts begin to overtake the more “historical” ones—
i.e. those that focus more on human rather than supernatural factors.33¢ The pair of Theodore
of Trimythous and George of Alexandria is indicative in this sense. Theodore composed a Vita
of Chrysostom (BHG 872 and its shorter recensions, 872d—e) that in many ways is transitional
from the church histories examined above to George of Alexandria’s extensive text, which is
focused intently on the supernatural.®3” Theodore’s Vita—in both its longer and shorter
recensions—is based exclusively on the political aspects of the Johannite schism, leaving
miracles out entirely.?*® Indeed, 87.5% of the text is focused on Chrysostom’s conflict with
Theophilos of Alexandria, whereas monasticism plays only the smallest of roles—comparable
to what it played in Palladios’ Dialogue, whom Theodore explicitly names as his model. He
then abridges Palladios’ already concise exposition of Chrysostom’s monastic years—i.e. his
ascetic credentials.**° To put this into context, one must compare Theodore’s re-writing of
Palladios with George of Alexandria’s. In George’s extensive Vita, Chrysostom’s six monastic
years, based loosely on Palladios, occupy roughly 16% of the entire text. Theodore devoted

1.1% of his text to Chrysostom’s monasticism and Palladios 0.3% of his.

36 Cf. Baur (1907) 45: “Georges d’Alexandrie inaugure une nouvelle phase dans les biographes de
Chrysostome...George n’est plus son historiographe, mais son hagiographe.”

337 For the text of both George and Theodore’s respective compositions, see Halkin (1977). Cf. John Klimax’s
assertion that fighting demons and working miracles is the express prerogative of monks (Scala paradisi, PG
88:657b): “tig yap map’ éxeivolg [sc. toig &v 1® kOcU®] Bavpata menoinke TMOMOTE; TG VEKPOLS TYELpE; Tig
daipovog amiacev; Ovdels. Tadta yop mavta povoy®dv td Emabia, o 0 KOGHOC ywptical ov dvvatat. Ei yap
ndvvaro, mepl i 1 doknolg, fiyovv 1 dvaydpnois;” See also Hatlie (2007) 250. Notably, Chrysostom does not
begin to work miracles until George of Alexandria greatly expands the narrative of his monastic years to include
them.

338 In other words, there are no miracles attributed to Chrysostom himself. He does report a story common to 7%
century sources, the vision of Adelphios, which will be examined in greater detail below. However, this story,
which is only included in the longer recension of the text, takes place after Chrysostom’s death; it is not a miracle
worked by him.

33 Theodore of Trimythous, Vita, 9. Intriguingly, Theodore makes sure to cite Palladios’ own ascetic credentials
in naming him as a source of information: “Ovtoc [sc. Palladios] npétov pév v Epnuov oiknoac &mi ikave £
kat&mbn kai g émiokomnilg &v BiBuvig...0¢ kol a010¢ Kowvavikog v Todvvov KoTOKAEIGTOC YEYOVEV
Evdekapnviaiov ypovov év oikickm eoPep®.” Cf. Palladios, Dialogus, 28-29. Palladios’ account of Chrysostom’s
monasticism takes up a total of 14 lines of text, and even undermines the very ascetical nature of Chrysostom’s
struggle, highlighting that he was victorious over his passions, as Palladios puts it, “o0 néve tocodtov, dGov
Moyw.” For critical accounts, see Illert (2000); Katos (2011).
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The exponential surge in the significance of Chrysostom’s monastic years—during
which his impeccable and unimpeachable ascetic and spiritual authority will be laid out in great
detail—is likely not all due to George’s own invention. Nevertheless, despite the fact that his
sources for the vast majority of episodes remain unknown, the content of the episodes makes
their aim evident. We find reworkings of Christ’s parables from Gospel accounts—where
Chrysostom plays the protagonist—as well as Chrysostom working miraculous healings based
on those of Christ in the Gospels, thus guaranteeing Chrysostom’s spiritual authority. The issue
of Chrysostom’s ascetic authority, made more problematic since one of his accusers at the
Synod of the Oak was a well-known monastic leader in Constantinople, is addressed by
elaborating on his years as a monastic. Finally, perhaps the most important category of episode
is that of the divine visitations that Chrysostom receives from various saints, marking out
crucial junctures in his episcopal development. These divine visitations serve to provide a
spiritual veneer behind which one may observe historical traces of Chrysostom’s developing
pragmatic authority as a bishop. Indicative examples from each type of episode will be
examined to demonstrate their significance both within their immediate 7" century context and

for the later centuries of the middle Byzantine period, as well.

1. CHRYSOSTOM AS CHRIST IN GOSPEL PARABLES/HEALING

It is a common motif in hagiography for the protagonist to be re-fashioned as a Christ-like
figure, according to Gospel accounts; Chrysostom’s Vita by George of Alexandria is no
exception.**® The Gospels’ role in the Vita is multifaceted, ranging from well-placed quotations
to adaptations of entire episodes. For example, since Chrysostom was of noble birth, his parents
insisted that he not walk to his rhetorical lessons, but ride on horseback followed by an
appropriate number of attendants. Chrysostom refuses out of humility, and having convinced
his parents that he is correct, they are amazed by his wisdom; everyone then learns of the
episode and their response mirrors that of the villagers who witnessed the miraculous naming

of John the Baptist: “So what then will come from him?”**! Chrysostom’s humility is further

340 On George’s Chrysostomic Vita, see Baur (1907) 45-46, (1927); on issues of authorship and borrowing, see
still the detailed, concise exposition in Norton (1925); Hansack (1984); Leclerq (1982); Holloway (2007) and for
an example of Byzantine borrowings from this Vifa in action, see Antonopoulou (2016). For a brief outline of the
Vita see Photios, Bibliotheke, Codex 96; cf. Antonopoulou (2016) 4-7.

341 George of Alexandria, Vita, 76: “Ti &pa péder &€ avtod EoecBor.” Cf. Lk. 1:66: “1i &pa 10 moudiov todto
gotan; kai yap xelp kvpiov Mv pet’ owtod.” This motif recurs later when Chrysostom returns to Antioch to be
ordained. Cf. George of Alexandria, Vita, 113. Despite George of Alexandria’s insistence that he is adding nothing
of his own to the Vita and that he will begin from Chrysostom’s youth as his sources did (George of Alexandria,
Vita, 72-73), there is no known source on Chrysostom predating George’s Vita that deals in any detail with
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stressed—as noted above, there was a 5™ century tradition of ascribing arrogance and excessive
free speech to Chrysostom, so his later hagiographers had their work cut out for them—in his

re-enactment of Christ’s command concerning seating arrangements:

“When you are invited by someone to attend a wedding, do not recline at the first
couch, lest someone more noble than you has [also] been invited, and when the one
who invited both you and him comes, he will say to you, ‘give him this place,” and
you will then take the last place in shame. But when you are invited, go and recline
in the last place, so that when he who invited you comes, he will say to you, ‘friend
move closer up.” Then you will gain renown before all of your fellow guests. For

each one who exalts himself will be humbled, and he who humbles himself will be

exalted.”’*

During Chrysostom’s entirely fictitious stay in Athens to complete his rhetorical
education, he is invited by the governor to an assembly. He refuses the carriage the governor
sends to bring him, preferring to come on foot, and when he arrives, the governor is amazed at
Chrysostom’s humility and invites him to take a seat next to him. Chrysostom refuses, choosing
to sit in the lowest seat, furthest away. The people plead with him, though, and after much
effort manage to convince him to sit in the middle of the assembly.’* Later, the power of
Chrysostom’s virtue, his spiritual authority, is revealed in a series of miracles. He heals a high-
ranking officer of Antioch, Archelaos, of leprosy. In asking to be healed, Archelaos says that
he knows God will not ignore Chrysostom asking something of him3#4—a statement that both

testifies to the bishop’s proper role as intercessor with the representative(s) of power, as well

Chrysostom’s youth. Palladios and Sokrates, whom George names as sources, offer only a few lines of scant
information. For the role of NT quotes in hagiographies, see Krueger (2016).

32 1Lk, 14:8-11: “Btav kAnOfc v1d TIvog eig yépovg, un kotakAdfig ic v mpotokhciav, pnmote viipdtepdg
6oV 7| kekAnpévoc U1’ odTod, kod EABMV 6 68 Kol avTdv Karéoac Epsl ot SO¢ ToVT® TOTOV, Kol TOTE HPEN HeTd
aioydvng tov €oyatov TOmov KoTéXe. GAA’ Otav kKAnOfc, mopevbeic dvdameoe &ic tov Eoyatov ToMOV, v OTOV
EAON O kekAnkdg o Epel ool ike, mpocsavafndt dvadtepov. tOTE €0TOL GOl dOEN EVOMIOV TAVTQOV TGV
GUVOVOKEUEV@V ooL. OTL TAG O VYAV £0VTOV TamEVOOnGETAL, Kol O TAmEV®Y £0VTOV DY cETOL.”

33 George of Alexandria, Vita, 79-80: “’Ev ud obv cuvn0poicuévey Taviov Kol Tod Emdpyov Tiic moAewg &v Tivt
TPOPAVESTAT® TOT® Tii¢ mOAews [George’s vague topographical references to “Athens”, among other things,
reveal the lack of this episode’s historicity] &v émonpm HUéEPQ, ATooTéEALEL O EMap)0C TPOG TOV HoKaplov Todvvny
Oymua, 6mog EmPag adTd TopayEVNTOL TPOG AOTOV €V TG GVVESPI®- TIKOVEV Yap TePl TG Evovong avT®d copiog
kol Enefopet avtomng avtod yevéaBar [cf. Lk. 23:8]. 'O 8¢ paxdprog Twdvyng todto pév mapntioaro motjoat... O
8¢ paxdprog Tmévvng ovk Gvéusvey, AL Tapavtd mapayéyovey &v 1 cuvedpio...Ilpotpansic obv mapd Tod
Emdpyov ovykafcor avtoig €v T@® cuvedpio, AneAbdv &€ig TOV KATOTEPOV TAVI®OV TOTOV £KAOICEV- Ol 08
napePralovto v péom avt@v Kabicot Kol HOMG TOTE PETO TOAADY TAPAKANGE@V NoVVHONcaV el adToV
katadé&achal Tovto motjcat.”

34 George of Alexandria, Vita, 99: “Anokpi0sic 82 6 Apyéloog einev- Tie, pnoiv, mdtep, TapaKIAEGOV TOV OOV
QQeAETV TV VooV Tadtny £€ £pod. Olda yap 81t 00 mapakodel cov 6 Oedg eig O av aithon adTd.”
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as a paraphrase of Martha’s response to Jesus just before he raises Lazaros from the dead: “But
even now I know that as many things as you ask of God he will give you.”3* Chrysostom also
heals a woman with an issue of blood, where the connection with Christ is made as explicit as

possible. The woman is made to tell her husband to take her to Chrysostom for healing, since:

“Even if | am unworthy to gaze upon his angelic face, yet I know that he will not
turn away from or spurn me, a sinner, as he imitates the common master and lord
of all [one of Chrysostom’s own beloved phrases], who did not reject the woman

who suffered like me from an issue of blood, but healed her by the touch of the

hem of his garment.”

After Chrysostom heals and converts her, the crowds return to their homes, rejoicing
and proclaiming God’s benefactions and wonders that he wrought through his servant John—
significantly, all of these benefactions (evepyeciar), a primary function of both late-antique
curiales and Christian metropolitans, take place before Chrysostom’s episcopacy.’*’ His
spiritual authority, therefore, becomes a central factor in his ordination as patriarch of
Constantinople; this allows for his enemies in the capital to be freely demonized, since they
dared to oppose God’s chosen vessel, a point expressed succinctly as Chrysostom is made to
contemplate a telling verse from the Psalms: “I searched out your commandments and I spoke
concerning your testimonies before kings and was not ashamed. And I studied your
commandments, which I dearly loved.”3*® Chrysostom is being prepared for his controversial
episcopacy, and George’s readers, or listeners, are being prepared to receive their saint.

Three final episodes round off the presentation of Chrysostom’s spiritual authority as a
Christ-like figure. First, during his monastic years, a certain Syrian monk, Hesychios, whom

Chrysostom takes as a model of asceticism, witnesses one night a vision granted to

345 In. 11:22: “6Aé kod Vv oida 6T1 doa dv aitior 1oV Bsdv Smost cot 6 880¢.”

346 George of Alexandria, Vita, 103: “Ei kai évotio sipi OsdoocBor TOV dyyehkdv adtod yopakTipa, GAL  0ido
OTL 00 PN pe andomntat 0vdE POeADEETAL TV AUAPTMOANV, LUOVUEVOS TOV KOOV TAVTOV SE0TOTNV KOl KOPLOV pn)
amoppiyovto TV OpHooTadT] LoV aipdPPOLV YVuvaika, GAAG TaOTNV lacdpevoVy Ti il ToD Kpaomédov avtod.”
The reference is to Matt. 9:20-22: “Kai yovn aipoppoodoo dddeka & mpocelbodoa dmicbev fyato 10D
KpaoTEdov 1oV ipatiov adtod- EAeyev yap &v €avtii- €av povov dyopat tod ipatiov avtod cwbnoopat. 6 6¢
‘Incodc oTpageic kai idav avtiv sinev- Bdpost, BOyatep- 1 TOTIC GOV GECWKEY GE. Koi (0N 1) YOV Gmd TG
dpog €xeivng.”

347 George of Alexandria, Vita, 104: “Kai edyapictnoay drmovieg Td kupio ol copmapdvieg adti kol VméoTpeyoy
v yopd peydAn €ic TOV olkov adT@dy KkNpOTTOVIES TAC £VEPYEsiag kol To Bavpdoto Tod Beod o yevopeva &ic
avToVvG 810 ToD O6Giov avTod doviov Twdvvov.”

348 Ps. 118:45-47: “Tag évtoldg cov dEelimnoa kol EAdAovv &v Toig popTupiolc cov évavtiov BactAémv Kol ovk
Aoyuvormy- kai uerétmv v Taig £vtohaic cov aig fydmnca oeddpa.” Cf. George of Alexandria, Vita, 97.
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Chrysostom.>* The apostles Peter and John visit him, the former bringing his keys and the
latter a book.’*° Each addresses Chrysostom as a new Daniel—in other words, God’s
messenger in a foreign, pagan land. Constantinople is surely implied here.?! Each then gives
his gift to Chrysostom, who protests in vain that he is unworthy to receive such honors. John
explains that God is granting to Chrysostom the grace to know the truth, to preach it brilliantly
and to silence the mouths of heretics: Jews, Greeks and all others. Peter then gives his keys to
Chrysostom, revealing that through them Chrysostom now receives the powers to bind and
loose—i.e. one of the symbols of the bishop’s pragmatic authority par excellence.>>? In this
way, he is “ordained” from on high and then by the church on earth. In the next telling episode,
before Chrysostom’s earthly ordination to the priesthood by Flavian takes place, an angel
comes to announce it to him; the angel compares Chrysostom to Moses, reminding him of the
passage from Exodus, where God tells Moses: “Behold, I have given you as a god to
Pharaoh...”333 The parallels between Moses’ constant parrhesia before Pharaoh—and God
hardening Pharaoh’s heart so that his glory might be made manifest through his defeat of
Pharaoh—could not have been but immediately understood in close connection to
Chrysostom’s life by many Byzantines.*>* During his actual ordination, a golden dove comes
to rest on his head, just as the Holy Spirit, in the form of a white dove, appeared above Christ’s
head as John the Baptist baptized him; Flavian and all present are amazed at the miracle.?>
Finally, Chrysostom’s spiritual authority is confirmed also after his ordination to the see of
Constantinople. A certain member of the imperial bureaucracy is slandered to the emperor and
loses his position. He turns to Chrysostom for help to regain it; Chrysostom’s assistant, Proklos,
tries to announce the man’s presence, but when he looks into the patriarch’s study, he realizes
that Chrysostom is already speaking with someone.*>® No one ever leaves the room, so Proklos
never announces the man, and he goes away in sorrow.>>’ This same pattern continues

numerous days, until finally Chrysostom asks Proklos why the man who needed help never

3% For the episode see George of Alexandria, Vita, 93-97. Cf. Mitchell (2000) 34-36; Holloway (2007).

330 Literally paper (xaptng). Cf. PGL s.v. yéptng, where John of Damascus uses the word figuratively to refer to
a confession of faith.

351 Though not in contradistinction to Antioch, but to the monastery itself. For the significance of spatiality in
Chrysostom’s thought cf. Hartney (2004); Shephardson (2014); Stenger (2015), (2016).

352 Leo VI will make certain changes to Peter’s words appropriate to his own context, further developing the seeds
of rivalry with Rome already present in this passage. Cf. Leo VI, Homilia 38, 1. 305-309 and ch. 2 for analysis.
393 Ex. 7:1: “Kai eine Kdprog mpdc Maovaiiv, Aéymv, idod 3£8wkd ot Bcdv Dapad. ..”

354 Ex. 14:4.

3% Lk. 3:22.

356 Halkin (1977) 143 wonders whether this Proklos is the same as the patriarch of Constantinople responsible for
bringing Chrysostom’s relics back to the capital from Comana Pontica. He cites Bessarion’s authority. Cf. Constas
(1994).

357 George of Alexandria, Vita, 142-148.
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came. Proklos, eventually realizing what had happened, points to an icon of Paul above
Chrysostom’s desk and explains the whole event.3*® Notably, God had allowed this miracle to
take place in response to Chrysostom’s own request that God demonstrate whether he approved
of Chrysostom’s exegesis of the Bible or not.>>® Thus, Proklos’ vision of Paul whispering the
interpretation into Chrysostom’s ear is the seal of his spiritual authority, the depiction of which

becomes a prominent motif in middle Byzantine Chrysostomic manuscripts.3¢°

2. CHRYSOSTOM THE ASCETIC

The earliest extant account of Chrysostom’s life following upon his death in 407 is the so-
called Funerary Speech attributed to (ps.)Martyrios. One of the text’s striking features is its
utter silence concerning asceticism in Chrysostom’s life. Palladios, writing soon after
(ps.)Martyrios, initially devotes a few lines to the topic of his stay among the monks. On the
other hand, he makes an overtly forced effort to defend Chrysostom’s habit of eating alone
during his tenure as patriarch, an otherwise unacceptably anti-social behavior. In the Dialogue,
however, it is not the bishop (meant to represent Palladios) who describes the behavior as
ascetic; rather, the bishop’s interlocutor, a young Roman deacon, does this. The bishop makes
every effort to direct attention away from the topic altogether, citing various NT passages that
devalue the significance of eating habits in relation to sanctity.?®! Sokrates highlights that
Chrysostom’s supporters were describing his potentially offensive behaviors as ascetic
practices in order to refute criticism arising from the Johannite schism.3? Sozomenos, on the
other hand, despite recognizing a certain connection between moderation in eating and sanctity
generally,*%®> makes no mention at all of Chrysostom’s habit of eating alone, nor of his years
among the monks. His only mention of Chrysostom’s ascetic credentials refers to his
involvement with the asketerion run by Meletios of Antioch’s right-hand man, Diodoros, and
an otherwise unknown Karterios.’** Surprisingly, Theodoret makes no mention of

Chrysostom’s ascetic practices whatsoever. Theodore of Trimythous, who had focused almost

3% Cf. Brubaker and Haldon (2011) 62 for icons being described, in the period before the Council of
Constantinople III (680—681) as aids in identifying saintly figures from visions.

3%9 George of Alexandria, Vita, 143.

360 Krause (2004) 185-193, (2008). Cf. Mitchell (2000) 488—500. Niketas Stethatos turns to this image and adapts
it to demonstrate Symeon the New Theologian’s spiritual authority in his Vita of Symeon. See Niketas Stethatos,
Life of Saint Symeon the New Theologian 150.

361 Palladios, Dialogus, 28-29, 69-71.

362 Sokrates, Historia Ecclesiastica, 6.4.

363 Sozomenos, Historia Ecclesiastica, 6.33.1-3.

364 Sozomenos, Historia Ecclesiastica, 8.2.1-12. Cf. Kelly (1995) 18 and generally 14-35.
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exclusively on Chrysostom’s conflicts with Theophilos and Eudoxia and used Palladios as his
main source, gives but a couple of lines to the topic of asceticism. This spotty record means
that in the 5™ century ascetic authority was not being ascribed to Chrysostom. Even further, if
Theodore of Trimythous is still not highlighting it in the 7™ century, then one concludes that
the attribution of ascetic authority was still considered an optional element of Chrysostom’s
Byzantine Nachleben.’®> Aside from the obvious problem this creates, further complications
are entailed in the fact that one of Chrysostom’s most prominent accusers at the Synod of the
Oak (403) was a monk, hailed as the father of Constantinopolitan monasticism, Isaakios the
Syrian.3¢6

Sources on Isaakios are sparse, and yet Palladios’ expression summarizes succinctly
the heart of the problem: .. .Isaakios, the little Syrian, a street urchin, leader of pseudo-monks,

367 Photios corroborates Palladios’

who always occupied himself with slandering bishops...
assertion that Isaakios was among Chrysostom’s accusers in his summary of the Acts of the
Synod of the Oak, which deposed Chrysostom.?®® Nevertheless, Isaakios had been instrumental
in the founding of one of Constantinople’s most successful and longevous monasteries, the
Dalmatou monastery, which was in operation from the 4™ century to at least the 11th-12
centuries.’® It became a cornerstone of Byzantine orthodoxy in the 5 century—being given a

supervisory role over the capital’s other monasteries—and was zealously iconophile in the

365 Dating Theodore’s and George of Alexandria’s texts is a nearly impossible task—one that will likely never
receive a satisfactory solution, especially given the total lack of concrete, contemporary historical references in
the texts themselves. Norton (1925) argued against Baur (1907) 44—45 that Theodore composed first and that
George used him as a source; he asserts that it is the other way around. Halkin (1977) 7 states that Theodore seems
to have lived in the second half of the 7 century—regardless of the fact that the text he prints from ms. Mosq.
gr. 161 (11" century) is later than the 7" century, but he does not specify when precisely. The abbreviated
recension of Theodore’s Vita is taken from ms. Vat. gr. 1669 (ca. 1000), copied at the Stoudios monastery (ibid.,
45). For George of Alexandria, Halkin notes that he has taken the text from mss. Vindob. hist. gr. 5 (10411
centuries) and Iviron 263 (15™ century), though the text itself, he argues, seems to go back to the first half of the
7% century. Unfortunately, he does not explain how he reached this conclusion, nor does he refer to previous
scholarship on the issue (ibid., 69—70). In any case Norton (1925) 69 claimed that Baur was alone in viewing
Theodore’s as the older Vita; given that Halkin agrees with Norton, this is likely to remain the “consensus” to the
present day.

366 ODLA s.v. Isaac the monk, though his opposition to Chrysostom is not mentioned here. Cf. Hatlie (2003) 275,
(2007) 67-69.

367 Palladios, Dialogus, 34: «.. loaaki® Tvpicke, meprrpipportt, denynti ywevdopovaldviav, &v kokoloyiag
KoToTpIPEVTL TAVTOTE KATA EMGKOTOV...”

368 Photios, Bibliotheke, Codex 59.18b.33-39. Photios mistakenly identifies Isaakios as a bishop. Cf. Barnes and
Bevan (2013) 157 n. 24. Incidentally, Mayer (2015) believes that Palladios’ Dialogue was nearly forgotten within
a few centuries of its composition, “perhaps because of the change in Byzantine literary tastes that occurred in the
eighth century.” It is unclear what change she could be referring to and what possible connection it could have to
Palladios’ Dialogue. It is also unclear whether she is aware of the Dialogue’s popularity in the 9 century. Photios,
George the Monk and Theophanes Confessor all appear to have read Palladios’ account. Moreover, despite her
belief that the Dialogue is preserved in “very few manuscripts”, the text is known to be preserved in 15
manuscripts, many of them from the 9'"~11% centuries, certainly not a number that qualifies as “very few” when
one looks at how many manuscripts tend to preserve the texts that we study today.

369 Hatlie (2003) 275.
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9t 370 Theoretically, Chrysostom’s lack of credible ascetic credentials, combined with his
condemnation by the capital’s ‘father of monasticism’, could have eventually spelled the doom
of his orthodox afterlife, as it did for Nestorios when he came up against Isaakios’ successor,
Dalmatos.3”!

The first mitigating factor in all this was Chrysostom’s own oeuvre. He had repeatedly
held up monks as an example, even explicitly recommending the faithful to study Athanasios’
Vita of Antony.>’> Moreover, he composed numerous treatises promoting monasticism and

ascetic ideals, as noted above;3”3

consequently, there was little difficulty for his later
hagiographers to develop his ascetic authority. In the immediate context of the 5" century, once
again the Council of Chalcedon (451) proves a defining moment. With its Canon 4 it officially
brought monks under the pragmatic authority of the local bishop. Daniel Caner has argued that
this was not only a move directed unambiguously at the monastic population of Constantinople,
but indeed, it even struck a fault line between the ‘orthodox’ monks already informally
obedient to the patriarch’s will and the other more rebellious and riotous monastics. That the
Council was called to condemn a heresy preached by Eutyches, Constantinople’s leading
monastic at the time, is indicative of the patriarchate’s concern over its two primates recently
deposed at monastic instigation: Chrysostom and Nestorios.3”*

To this combination of developments, George of Alexandria contributed an impeccably
rigorous ascetic regime to Chrysostom’s hagiography. First, once his mother dies, Chrysostom
distributes his inheritance to the churches and monasteries of the area and adopts a quasi-
monastic lifestyle while remaining in the city. However, his conscience would not let him
remain satisfied with this. Consequently, he leaves the city behind—despite the fact that his
mind was impregnable to its wiles—and enrolls himself as a citizen of the Heavenly
Jerusalem,*”® namely the monasteries of the surrounding area.3’¢ With this introduction, George

subtly reworks Palladios’ original text, depicting Chrysostom as a monastic, not in order to

learn asceticism, but rather to teach it to the anchorites themselves.’”” Chrysostom’s

370 ODB s.v. Dalmatou Monastery.

371 Hatlie (2007) 69.

372 Chrysostom, In Matthaeum Homilia 8, 128b—c.

373 See above, p. 111.

374 Caner (2002) 206-213, especially 210 for Nestorios’ attribution of “quasi-episcopal power” to Eutyches; in
other words, Eutyches was on track to add a bishop’s pragmatic authority to the recognized ascetic authority he
already possessed as a monk, a potentially threatening combination viewed from a bishop’s perspective.

375 Cf. Gal. 4:26: “fy 8¢ dve Tepovcolnip érevdépa Eotiv, ftig otiv prTnp Muév.” For the significance of the
concept of ‘Heavenly Jerusalem’ for Constantinople’s ideology as an imperial capital, see ch. 1.

376 Halkin (1977) 91-92.

377 Palladios, Dialogus, 28. Cf. Theodore of Trimythous’ version in his Vita, 9. Of course, Chrysostom himself
had laid some, though not all, of the groundwork for this narrative in his On the Priesthood 1.2.
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acknowledgement of monastic superiority to city-based asceticism is recognized and rewarded
by his fellow monks, who almost immediately demand that he become their abbot. Naturally,
his humility will not allow him to accept, but they insist. Both parties reach a compromise in
which Chrysostom essentially ends up giving catecheses to the gathered monks on the model
of Dorotheos of Gaza—a model, significantly, which Theodore of Stoudios openly draws from
and promotes in his own reforms of Constantinopolitan monasticism in the late 8t—early 9t

378

centuries.”’® Thus, the connection between the spiritual authority George attributes to

Chrysostom and his newly-found ascetic authority is established in his quasi-catecheses: “For
he [Chrysostom] had dwelling in him the Holy Spirit, welling up divine words in his mouth.”7
In this way, George adroitly solves the issue presented by almost every previous source’s
dearth of an undeniably respectable ascetic pedigree for Chrysostom. By shifting the locus of
his reception of the spiritual authority to interpret the Bible and deliver spiritually beneficial
logoi from Antioch during his diaconate (pace Palladios, Sokrates, Sozomenos and Theodoret)
to the monastery, George makes Chrysostom into an abbot first and only secondarily a deacon
soon-to-be-bishop. This takes pressure off of Chrysostom’s later conflicts with Isaakios; they
cannot be power struggles between a hierarch and a leading monastic in an age of ambiguous
jurisdiction between the two. After all, if Chrysostom himself was an abbot, in all but name, at
the demands of his monastery—long before being ordained even to the diaconate—then there
could have been no reason for any power struggle between him and the capital’s monastics.
Isaakios” 9" century hagiographical encomium, written by Michael the Monk (BHG 956d),
testifies that by at least that time the Dalmatou monastery had no interest in remembering
Isaakios’ role in Chrysostom’s deposition. Not only is it omitted—whereas Dalmatos’ battle
with Nestorios is mentioned—but Chrysostom is named only in passing, among the orthodox
patriarchs from Nektarios (381-398) to Sisinnios (426—427), in other words the blameless
predecessors of the heretical Nestorios. The encomium subtly reveals the results of

Chrysostom’s acquisition of ascetic authority gained during the 5%-9% centuries.3%

38 George of Alexandria, Vita, 93: “Tadto koi t6 ToUT@V mopomMicte Sddokmv [Chrysostom]
GEVVAMG. ..YEVOUEVOG OTHAT S1d0cKOAlNG TAGL TOlIG AVTIONE®Y XDPOG. .. LETA dE0VG Kol TOAATS aidoDg fipyovTo
POG oOTOV 00 pOVoV doknrtal, GAAG Kol Adikol Kol kKAnpikol Kol aSlopatikol, akodcat TG coeiog Kol Tiig
vovbeciog avtod.” For Theodore’s program, see ch. 1.

37 George of Alexandria, Vita, 93: “Eiyev yap &v odtd oikodv mvedua 10 &ytov Ppoov &v 16 6TopoTL avtod Td
Oela Aoya.”

380 Hatlie (2003) 278 §4 and 285 §19.
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3. CHRYSOSTOM: BYZANTINE PATRIARCH PAR EXCELLENCE

Thus far, the most substantial extant sources on Chrysostom have all emphasized his pragmatic
authority, whether positively or negatively, with reference primarily to the type of behavior
characterized by the affair of episcopal simony in Ephesos. George includes this episode as
well, presenting a contradictory collage of quotations and adaptations from Theodoret,
Palladios and Sokrates.?8! Each, as we have seen, had a different aim: Theodoret to praise,
Palladios to defend and exonerate, Sokrates (in his less-favorable Version A text which George
quotes) to critique. George tells us nothing new here. Rather, his contribution to Chrysostom’s
pragmatic authority is of a far more significant nature and reflects the changing landscape of
the empire itself during the 7% century. Rather than bother with the details of 5" century sources
seeking to comment on Chrysostom’s intrusion into another ecclesiastical see’s jurisdiction—
in many ways an issue far less relevant in the mid-7" century empire than in its mid-5" century
counterpart®®>—George turns his attention to Chrysostom’s (God-given) protection of, and
authority over, the emperor himself. A few episodes—mostly absent from older extant
sources—demonstrate this shift.

There is a strong anti-imperial current running through George’s narrative that can be
detected even from the narration of the emperor Arkadios’ summoning Chrysostom to the
capital to assume the see that Nektarios left empty.3* Palladios had originally narrated that the
emperor wrote to the comes of Antioch that Chrysostom should be lured outside the city walls
and rushed into a waiting carriage bound for the capital so that there would be no resistance.3%*
George’s narrative adds a substantial backstory to this scene. As he tells it, the emperor first
writes directly to Flavian, patriarch of Antioch at the time; since George also includes
Palladios’ narrative, the emperor’s letter to the Comes only appears later. This shift in priority
of access to the emperor is indicative of the 7™ century, by which time patriarchs had become
one of the most important appointees of the court. When the people of Antioch learn that
Chrysostom is being summoned to the imperial see, they begin to riot in protest; Flavian gives
in and sends messengers to the people to inform them that he will refuse the emperor’s order.
However, the messengers are unsuccessful; the crowd does not finally calm down until Flavian

himself comes out and takes an oath that he will never allow Chrysostom to leave Antioch. The

381 George of Alexandria, Vita, 135, 158-166. Cf. Theodoret, Historia Ecclesiastica, 329; Palladios, Dialogus,
83-93; Sokrates, Historia Ecclesiastica, 6.9—11 (Version A).

382 Because of Lombard, Slav and Arab invasions. Cf. Haldon (1997), (2016).

383 George of Alexandria, Vita, 125-127.

384 Palladios, Dialogus, 29-30; cf. ODB s.v. Comes.
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telling phrase used to describe Flavian’s messengers’ failure is: “When they then saw these
things [i.e. the riots] and that they were accomplishing nothing, but rather that the citizens [of
Antioch] and those of the surrounding area were rioting more in the church, the bishop [i.e.
Flavian] gave them an oath...”3® George’s expression can be fruitfully compared to

Matthew’s:

“But when Pilate saw that he was accomplishing nothing, but rather that a riot was
starting, taking water he washed his hands before the crowd saying, ‘I am innocent
of this righteous man’s blood; you will see to it yourselves.” And all the people
answered saying, ‘His blood [is] on us and on our children.” Then, [Pilate] released
for them Barabbas, and having scourged Jesus, delivered him over to them to be

crucified.”3%¢

The comparison and contrast between Christ being taken outside the Jerusalem city walls, as a
lamb to the slaughter, for crucifixion by the pagan Romans and Chrysostom being eventually
lured outside Antioch’s walls to be taken to Constantinople, for eventual martyrdom under a
Christian emperor, underscores the serious problem that Chrysostom became for the imperial
court.’®” The Vita undoubtedly wishes to emphasize the difference between the Jews of
Jerusalem who handed over their savior and messiah to their enemy, the Romans, and the
Christians of Antioch who did everything in their power to keep their cherished saint from the
hands of the Roman emperor, who eventually caused Chrysostom to meet his death for reasons
not unlike the charges against Christ: parrhesia.*3® And just as the Roman emperors eventually

submitted to Christ, so George of Alexandria will have them submit to Chrysostom, as well.

385 George of Alexandria, Vita, 126: “Ote odv é0smpnoav todta kai 8Tt 008EV dperodoty, ALY Kol TAsimv
06pvPog yivetar &v Tf] EkkAnciq €k t€ TOV TOMT®V Kol TV TG TEPLYDPOL, dEdMKEV aNTOIg OpKOV 0 £MioKoMmog...”
386 Matt. 27:24: “ISav 8¢ 6 IIkdtog 811 008EV MEELET GALL pudrhov B6pvPog yivetatl, AaBov Bdwp dmeviyato Toc
Y€lpoag amévovtt 10D dyrov Aéywv- ABPOG gipt dmo tod aipotog Tod dikaiov TovTov- HiElg Oyecbe. kol dmokplOelg
g 6 Ao elmev- 1O aipa avTod &’ AU Kol £mi To Tékva NUGV. ToTE dnélvoey avtoic Tov BapaPpiv, tov 88
‘Incodv ppayeldoag Topedmkey adTolg tva oTowpof.”

387 That being said, the precedent that Chrysostom’s treatment could have set was potentially threatening to the
Church as well. Cf. (ps.)Martyrios’ anxiety in his Oratio funebris, 138.1-6: ““Epoi u&v odv Sokodowv oi Sé Thv
koipnow tod paxapiov [sc. Todvvov] ] Kowvmvig TPoctdVTES T TOVTOV TAANL ADTOVS €L TOV POVOV QBETY,
O13AOKEY TE TOVG HETA TODTO ATOVTOG—EIKOG 08 TOALOVG MG €V To100T® Pl deiybnoechar totovToLC—iV’, dTaV
0élwov dmeldoot dikaiov Kol Aviicav TO Tpdypo dtacmeipn T0 TpoPata, TaxEmg avToV AvELmo, BOTE Ti|
avapéoel cuvaydijvar ta moipvia.”

388 Cf. John 7:2-8: “"Hv 82 &yyvg 1 £optr) TV Tovdaimv 1 cknvomnyia. ginov oOv mpdg adTov [sc. Tov Incodv] ot
aoeApol adTod- petafnot EvtedBey kai Hraye gic v Tovdaiav, tva kai ol padntai cov Bewprcovoty cod td Epya
8 Totelc- ovdeic Yap T &v kpuTT® TOlEl Kol {NTel oToc &v mappnoiq etvar. £l Tadta TOLELS, PAVEPMGOV GEAVTOV
¢ KOGU®. 0VSE Yap ol AdeApol oTod EmioTevov gic oWTov. Adyel oDV adToic 6 Incodc- 6 kapdc 6 udg odmm
TAPESTLY, O O KOLPOG O VUETEPOG TAVTOTE £GTLV ETOLHOG. 0V dVVOTOL O KOGHOG LUGETV VUG, EUE O LoET, OTL YD
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As soon as Chrysostom arrives in the capital the emperor and the senate come to the
church to receive his blessing.?®® Chrysostom again protests that the honor is too burdensome
for his lowliness, but the emperor insists, asserting that just as Christ selected his apostles and
sent them out to illumine the world, he has now selected Chrysostom—one who imitates the
good, true shepherd by laying down his life for his sheep. The echoes of John 10:11—*I am

”3%0__are not simply a

the good shepherd; the good shepherd lays down his life for the sheep
pious cliché. According to the Typikon of the Great Church, the Gospel reading for 13
November, Chrysostom’s primary feastday, is John 10:7-16, the full description of the good
shepherd. The hymn sung during communion is taken from Psalm 112:6, “the righteous will
be remembered forever.”3*! George enhances the motif of the righteous good shepherd/lamb
for slaughter even further when he presents Chrysostom giving the emperor and senate fair
warning that he will not shirk from chastising whomever is in need of instruction. He
recommends to them to keep the example of the prophet Nathan rebuking king David in
mind.3*? Significantly, when Nathan censored David for sending Uriah to his death and then
taking his wife, he used a parable of an avaricious rich man stealing the only lamb of a poor
man; in other words, Chrysostom foreshadows that his role as holy man, who must rebuke the
God-appointed ruler with parrhesia, will be due to the ruler’s avarice.3*3 A close parallel with
Nathan’s parable to David can be observed in the legend of Eudoxia’s usurpation of a poor
widow’s vineyard.

394 is included in both Theodore’s and George’s Vitae, though George’s

This episode
version is by far the more detailed.?*> The episode is a subtle tool by which to shift blame for
Chrysostom’s deposition, exile and death off of the bishops and monks?°® and onto the empress,
Eudoxia. In this way, the Church was seen as relatively blameless;**’ even the emperor,

Arkadios, is excused in George’s account of events. Instead, it becomes preferable to blame

HopTUP® TEPL avTOD dTL Ta Epya odTOD ToVNPa EoTiv. VUETS Avapnte eig v €optv [sc. &ig Tepocdivpal- Eyd
oVK avofaive glg v €0pthVv TawTV, 6TL 0 £U0G KOPOG 0UTt® TEmMpwTaL.”

389 George of Alexandria, Vita, 129-132.

390 John 10:11: “Eyd it 6 moymv 6 KoAOC. 6 oty O koddg T yuyfv odtod tidnctv vrp v npoPdtmy.”
31 Mateos (1962) 98-100. For dating, see ibid., iii-xx. Cf. Ps. 112:6: “cic pvnuocuvvov aidviov Eotat dikaiog.”
32 Cf. 2 Kings (2 Samuel) 12:1-25.

393 Cf. Brown (1971); Dagron (2003) 49-50, 111-113.

3% For a detailed analysis of the sources of this episode and their development over time, see Nikolopoulos (1973),
especially 283-308.

395 Halkin (1977) 20-21 (Theodore’s Vita), 191-198 (George’s Vita).

3% And significantly off of Chrysostom himself entirely, whom Palladios and Sokrates had primarily blamed.

397 As will be presented below, hagiographies of the 5" century, such as the Vita Epiphani Salamis (BHG 598)
and the Vita Porphyrii Gazensis (BHG 1570), also followed this same tactic in describing Chrysostom’s relations
with the empress. Though both texts mention the episode of the widow’s vineyard, none of the non-hagiographical
sources do.
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the avaricious, and (it is implied) promiscuous Eudoxia, close enough to the emperor to
necessitate his repentance too but distant enough to avoid criticizing him directly.3°® However,
this episode began its life much earlier than George of Alexandria and Theodore of Trimythous.

The earliest extant source on Chrysostom’s life, (ps.)Martyrios’ Funerary Speech,
expresses anxiety that Chrysostom has become essentially the first Christian bishop “martyred”

at the orders of a Christian Roman emperor:

“Those who enter into communion with them [i.e. the rest of the church] because
the blessed [John] has died seem to me to have spurred them [i.e. the imperial
couple] on long ago to murder, and to teach all later generations—and it’s likely
that in this life there will be many such people—that when they want to drive away
a righteous man, and when this distressing event scatters the sheep [i.e. causes the
Johannite schism], to kill [the righteous man] so that, by his death, the sheep will
be gathered together again. What are you saying? You were not in communion
because of the injustice [of Chrysostom’s deposition and exile] and now after the
murder you are in communion—just as if the murder had wiped away [the
injustice]? Or did you hate Jezebel up until the point of [her] seizing Naboth’s
vineyard, but after she killed him did you resolve your anger for her with his life?
“But what can we do,” [one] says, “now that the man [i.e. Chrysostom] is dead?”
[You can] wait for the just judgment from Christ; and it will come, and let no one
be in doubt. For the master is not in the habit of including the solution of affairs
within the [temporal boundaries] of peoples’ lives. But rather, from the total despair

of these things [i.e. retribution], he likes to make a beginning...””

398 Cf. Ekonomou (2007) 300: “The emperor was God’s elected representative on earth. He held the empire in the
name of Christ whose instrument he was and from whom he derived his power and authority. To criticize the
emperor was a sacrilege; to fail to obey and pray for him, whether he was good or bad, unthinkable impiety.” Cf.
Riedel (2018); Walker (2019); Tougher (2019). Cf. also Eudoxia’s objection to Chrysostom’s directness in
rebuking her in the Vita Epiphani Salamis (BHG 598) PG 41.101D: “Mn éAéyyxewv Béhe Kotd TpOGOTOV
Baocirielg”—and his exchange with her in George’s Vita, where she expresses a similar sentiment and Chrysostom
himself recognizes the awesome authority of an emperor as empsychos nomos (George of Alexandria, Vita, 195):
“H 8¢ BaoiMooa Aéyel avT@®- M7 obtog avtileye Bacthedotv: 00 yip OEeAcEL o€ T0UT0. ATokpOelg 3¢ mhAy
Aéyet avtii. .. Ildvrec. ..ol Paciieig vopor giciv.” For the concept of the emperor as empsychos nomos, as well as
the power struggle that this concept created between the emperor and patriarch in middle Byzantium, see Dagron
(2003) 230-231. It was expected that criticism would always take place from a distance, and, preferably, be
directed at the emperor’s advisors rather than himself.

39 (ps.)Martyrios, Oratio funebris, 138.1-16: ““Epol pgv odv Sokodotv ol 1o v koipmotv tod pakapiov [sc.
‘Todvvov] Tf] Kowv@vig TPoc1dvTeg Tf] ToVT®V ThAat adTOVG Eml TOV POVOV MBELY, 10ACKELY TE TOVG HETA TADTO
Grovtoc—eikog 6& ToAAOVG MG €V To1oVT® Pim deyybnoechat tolovtoug—iv’, dtav OEAmoy dreddoot dikatov Kol
Aomiioav O Tpdypo dtoomeipn Td TpoOfata, TAXEMS aVTOV AVEA®GLY, BaTe T dvalpéoel cuvaybijvar T moipvia.
i Aéyelg avOpame; 00K EKOVAVELS d10 THV AdKiaY Kol KOWVOVEIG LETA TOV pOVOV, HGTEP TOD POVOL ATOCUNENVTOG
gxelvnv; 1 kai v TeCaPel péypt pev tijg 10d Nofovbs aureldvog dpmayiig d1d todTo Eioel, Eneidn 6¢ avTov
dveide, tfi Cofi ékeivov 10 mPdg TadTV cuykatélvoag picog; Ti odv Exopév, gnoi, motficar, Tod AvSpPOC
amoBavovtog; Ty and Tob Xptotod dikaiov Kpiotv TepUeival TAvTHg 6¢ Eotat kKol Undeic AUPBOAAET®. 0D Yap
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As Nikolopoulos insightfully notes, (ps.)Martyrios makes no mention of the widow or her
vineyard that Eudoxia usurped; he simply compares Chrysostom’s treatment by the court and
his enemies in the church to that of Naboth at the hands of Jezebel.*?° Jezebel had arranged for
Naboth to be killed so that king Ahab could take his vineyard. Nevertheless, Elijiah comes and
rebukes him for it. He repents, and God has mercy on him. Jezebel, on the other hand, will not
escape punishment in the end.*"! The analogy must have seemed so appropriate at the time,
that before the end of the 5™ century at least two other hagiographies, the Vita Epiphani Salamis
(BHG 598) and the Vita Porphyrii Gazensis (BHG 1570), depict Chrysostom having tense
relations with Eudoxia over her usurpation of a widow’s vineyard.*> Moving into the 7"
century, Theodore of Trimythous reports, in the longer recension of his Vita (BHG 872), that
while Theophilos and Chrysostom’s other enemies among the hierarchy had already turned
Eudoxia against him, it happened that Eudoxia wandered into the widow’s vineyard, perhaps
by accident. This was allegedly problematic because of a law that Eudoxia cites, whereby
whenever an emperor sets foot in, and/or eats the fruit of, a vineyard, it must necessarily
become royal land. The previous owner may choose another vineyard or receive payment.
Halkin calls this law “imaginary”,4%* but it is not exactly pure fiction. In fact, it is an adaptation

of Ahab’s original request to Naboth for the vineyard:

“Now Naboth the Jezreelite had a vineyard in Jezreel, beside the palace of Ahab
king of Samaria. And after this Ahab said to Naboth, ‘Give me your
vineyard...because it is near my house; and I will give you a better vineyard for it;

or, if it seems good to you, I will give you its value in money.” 4%

Eudoxia also offers to the widow, according to Theodore, a larger and better vineyard, but the

widow does not accept; neither did Naboth. He was loath to part with the inheritance of his

&v 1] 1@V avBponov of] kol T0 T@V Tpayudtov T€Aog tepikigiey giwbev 0 deomoOTNG. TOVVOVTIOV 6& PEAAOV GO
TG TEAEing aNTAV ATOYVOoEMS PULET TAV TO10VT®V TG TPooia noichat...”

400 Nikolopoulos (1973) 284.

401 1 Kings 21. The similarities between Naboth’s case and Chrysostom’s, and thus the applicability of
(ps.)Martyrios’ analogy, are numerous—especially taking into account how later hagiography developed this
episode. See presentation below.

402 For Epiphanios’ Vita see PG 41:101-104, where Chrysostom warns Eudoxia that she will be compared to
Jezebel. For Porphyrios’ Vita see Grégoire and Kugener (1930) §37. Jezebel is not mentioned by name in
Porphyrios’ Vita.

403 .e. he did not consider that it was an actual Roman law in the 5" century. See George of Alexandria, Vita, 193
n. §89.

404 1 Kings 21:1-2 (RSV).
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ancestors, just as George of Alexandria’s version of the widow will be. Thus, Chrysostom must
demand the very same vineyard from Eudoxia, one which in this fanciful Byzantine “treatise”
on the proper power relations between church and state, she is tragically unable to return.

George of Alexandria’s version of the story intensifies the widow’s pathos, and
consequently Eudoxia’s malice, even further. First, he prefaces the episode of the vineyard
with two others that demonstrate Eudoxia’s inhuman avarice. In both cases, she tries to cheat
her citizens out of money.*®> In one instance, Chrysostom first convinces Eudoxia, who is
trying to get Theodorichos the patrician to lend the state some money, to leave him alone and
stop being so greedy. Chrysostom then turns to Theodorichos himself and convinces him to
donate all the money that Eudoxia tried to get from him as a loan to the church’s xenodocheion,
which Theodorichos gladly does. Naturally, when Eudoxia learns that she has been piously
duped, she becomes enraged—but George of Alexandria only allows her anger to derive from
greed.*% In the second instance, Chrysostom again opposes Eudoxia’s rapacity, directly
defying her orders to not demand from a certain eparch that he repay all the money he took
from the widow Kallitrope. Chrysostom ignores Eudoxia—and is protected by an angel; the
eparch pays all the money back. Eudoxia assesses the situation as follows: “As I see, this man
[i.e. Chrysostom] has come from Antioch to make the emperors’ orders impotent.”*’ In fact,
he does not desire the court to be impotent. Instead, step by step he is teaching Eudoxia that
only when the church needs funds for its own pious purposes is intervention and/or request
appropriate. He is made to demonstrate that the balance of power must necessarily always be
tipped in favor of the church.

Finally, regarding the widow’s vineyard, George reports that a certain senator,
Theognostos (a telling name for the Chrysostomian equivalent of Uriah,*® inserted into this
re-fashioning of Naboth’s vineyard story), pious and beloved of the emperor, is slandered.
Arkadios confiscates all his property and sends him into exile in Thessaloniki. On the road,
though, Theognostos gets sick and dies. His widow begs Chrysostom for help. First, he
comforts her, assuring her that her husband has found rest in paradise because of the injustice,
while his accusers will necessarily go to Hell. He then allows her to receive funds from the

church’s xenodocheion for herself and her children, while considering how he can get her

405 George of Alexandria, Vita, 148-151, 167-172.

406 George of Alexandria, Vita, 150-151.

407 George of Alexandria, Vita, 170: “Qc 0eop®, HA0ev 0DT0¢ dmd AvTioyeiog AnplkTovg TOcal TOG KEAEVGELS
TV faciiémv.”

408 Cf. above, p. 27.
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husband’s property restored to her.*”® Chrysostom’s next step is to initiate a series of
communcations with Eudoxia in which he pressures her with moral, spiritual counsels to
follow, not the fictitious “Roman law” adapted from the OT precedent of a ruler gone astray

3

from God’s law, but the spiritual precepts of the NT Paul who, “...fought the good
fight...finished the race...kept the faith.”#!? If she refuses, her negative example is also ready
at hand: “Yes, I ask you to resolve your vindictiveness against her [i.e. Theognostos’ widow],
remembering the savior in the gospels...addressing that rich man and saying, ‘Fool, this night
they demand your soul from you; and the things you have prepared, whose will they be?””4!!
George of Alexandria is quoting from Luke’s gospel, and critical for the interpretation of this
scene in Byzantium is the next line—whose significance has been implied throughout the
presentation of Eudoxia’s greed: “Thus [i.e. like the rich fool] [is] every one who stores up
treasure for himself and [is] not rich towards God.”*!> Chrysostom has already conveyed this
sentiment when he redirected the loan from Theodorichos—which Eudoxia begged for by
reason of the imperial treasury’s financial straits—straight into the coffers of the church’s
xenodocheion, which is the institute through which the bishop funds his public benefactions
(evepyeoion). These scenes in the Vita are dressed up in moral, pious overtones, but they
represent nothing less than the Church’s attempt to project what it considered to be the proper
relationship between the so-called two powers, an arrangement in which the state is useful only
insofar as it is subservient to the Church.*'* Chrysostom’s life, deposition, exile and death dealt
a strong blow to this effort. In his Byzantine afterlife, though, his hagiographers would seek
their pious revenge. In fact, Chrysostom’s fictive correspondence with Eudoxia over the
widow’s vineyard gained such significance in Byzantium as to be excerpted from George’s
Vita altogether, developed and re-inserted into Chrysostom’s letter collections as allegedly

genuine correspondence.**

409 Cf. ODB s.v. Xenodocheion. As we have just seen, the xenodocheion is where Chrysostom stores the money
that he snatches out of the emperors’ hands for pious uses.

4102 Tim. 4:7: “10v koAOV &ydvo fydvicpo, tOv dpdpov tetéleka, v mioty tetipnka.” Cf. George of
Alexandria, Vita, 194: “Muymocdtm odv kai 1] DUETEPO QIAOYPIOTOC BE0GEREID TOVG THY THOTY TNPHGAVTOC
AP TOG Kol TOV KOAOV dpopov EAniakotag &v Tdde T® Pim dia tdV dyaddv npaiemv.”

411 George of Alexandria, Vita, 194: “Nai nopokaié 6 ADcot TV TPOG ATV LVNCIKAKIOY GOV, LepvNEVT ToD
o@TIPOG &V EVAYYEMOIC. .. TPOG TOV TAOVGIOV EKEIVOV GITOTEWVOUEVOD Koi AEYOVTOG: AQpPoV, Tf| VUKTL TOOTH TV
YUYV 6ov arortodotv and cod- 6 6¢ froipacag tivi Eotat;” Cf. Lk. 12:20.

421 k. 12:21: “obtag 6 Oncavpilmv Eavtd kol um gig 0edv TAovtdvy.”

413 Cf. Dagron (2003) 17 who noted that Byzantine “political science” was expressed through moralizing advice
to emperors, not in order to limit their powers as much as to tame them—from which emerged the genre of the
mirrors for princes.

414 Nikolopoulos (1973) 284-308, 502-507.
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V. THE TwO POWERS IN THE 7™ CENTURY: GEOGRAPHY, POLITICS

AND LAW

By the time George would have been writing his Vita, Justinian I (527-565) had long
since formulated his vision of relations between the two powers.*'> Following this, under the
reigns of Heraklios (610-641), Constans II (641-668), Constantine IV (668—685), and
Justinian II (685—695, 705-711) the original Justinianic theory was tested and modified.
Dagron perceptively noted that, “To speculate about an equilibrium between the spiritual and
temporal is to adopt a shortsighted or self-deluding approach...”*¢ His conclusion is borne out
in the sources examined above. There has been no essential question of balancing or of
collaboration, as much as of rivalry for prominence. In the early 5" century (ps.)Martyrios and
Palladios could express concern over the imperial court’s handling of Chrysostom’s various
provocations, but by the 7" century Theodore of Trimythous and George of Alexandria were
already engineering Chrysostom’s posthumous revenge. The reasons for this are multifaceted;
this short overview will focus on three areas: geography, politics and law.

The empire suffered severe territorial losses, first in its western provinces towards the
end of the 5" century. Justinian I made a show of regaining them, but his mid-6" century gains
were already unraveling in his own lifetime, and his successors did not share his zeal to
maintain them. The empire’s attention was simply not focused on Old Rome anymore. When
Constans II turned his attention back to the Italian peninsula in the mid-7% century, establishing
his new capital in Syracuse, it ended in disaster and resulted in his assassination.*!” By the mid-
8t century Leo III was taking provinces from the pope’s jurisdiction and re-assigning them to
the patriarch of Constantinople, and by the late 8" century Eirene and Tarasios were justifying
this with reference to Paul’s missionary activities there.*'® In all of these developments, a key
factor was the shifting geography of the empire itself.#!° Byzantine geography in the early 9"
century was dramatically different from what Arkadios had inherited from Theodosios I in 395
and Chrysostom had engaged with from 398-404.42° The burden, or disadvantage, was no
longer on the Church’s shoulders—to ensure its continued imperial favor by monopolizing its

hold on religion in the empire, thus converting as many subjects as possible to Christianity.

415 See Chrysos (2018) 317-319 and passim.

416 Dagron (2003) 2.

417 On this episode, see Jankowiak (2013), especially 305-309.

418 Ludwig and Pratsch (1999) 76-77; Haldon and Brubaker (2011) 267.
419 Cf. Wickham (1989), (2006).

420 Cf. Haldon (2010).
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Rather, by the 9" century Hellenism was no longer a seriously viable religious alternative or
competitor with Christianity; the burden was the state’s to bear. From then on, the church’s
jurisdiction was larger than the empire’s and was to remain so0,**! allowing the church varying
degrees of freedom to develop independently of the empire.*?? The Byzantine court
continuously strove to regain control of the situation, but once rival courts entered into
relationships with the papal see, notably the Franks, it was only a matter of time before the East
Roman imperial church would attempt to play one state against the other.*?

Indicative examples of this power struggle both within and without the empire can be
observed in the cases of Heraklios; Maximos the Confessor and Pope Martin I; and Justinian
I1. In the late 4" century Chrysostom had envisioned Constantine I as a high-ranking official
who provided appropriate security for the Church and its divinely selected heroes.** However,
on 24 April 629, Heraklios officially used the title wioog év Xpiot® facileig for the first time,
altering the schema laid out by Chrysostom.*?® The year itself is significant; Heraklios was then
at the height of his powers, having defeated the Persians.*?¢ The Byzantine emperors would no
longer treat their office as that of the highest-ranking civil official—and thus civil servant of
the Church. Rather, Herakleios saw the office as a divine grace bestowed by God, on the model
of the prophet David’s kingship.*?” It is precisely to this model that George of Alexandria had
Chrysostom respond above, when he warned Arkadios that, just like Nathan with David, so
Chrysostom would rebuke Arkadios and anyone else if need be. Moreover, according to
patriarch Nikephoros I, Heraklios expressed his views on kingship even more explicitly when

dealing with his untrustworthy general, Krispos:

421 Despite the fact that “the Church” is not a monolithic institution that always works in full harmony. Claims to
authority usually surpass actual results on the ground in grandeur. Cf. Kaldellis (2019).

422 Cf. Stouraitis (2018) 132. Christian identity was able to overcome geographical boundaries and concepts of
ethnos, just as Roman identity had been able to. Newly subject peoples and dependent kingdoms were educated
just as much in theology as in politics. See the indicative example of Theodore Daphnopates’ 10% century Letter
10 to the Bishop of Soune in Armenia, who teaches one nature in Christ after the union, at the order of the emperor.
423 Ekonomou (2007); Herrin and Angelov (2012); McKitterick (2016).

424 Specifically, the apostles. Considering that Chrysostom would have preached in this church—and the
connections between him and Peter, John and Paul that later hagiography drew—his identification of the emperor
as servant of the apostles could be interpreted as also extending to their successors: himself and all other bishops.
Cf. Adversus Judaeos et Gentiles, quod Christus sit deus PG 48:825; In secundam ad Corinthios epistulam
Homilia XXVII PG 61:582.

425 Humphreys (2015) 31. He also notes (32) that, “The new titulature [i.e. BaciAe0c].. . represented the emergence
of Christianity as the hegemonic ideological force in imperial ideology.” Cf. Shahid (1972) and the opposing view
of Chrysos (1978).

426 Kaegi (2003) 192-228.

427 Dagron (2003) 29. Not to suggest that this only began in the 7" century. Rather, it is the confluence of particular
Byzantine geopolitical difficulties and the vision of a Davidic kingship that combine, perhaps for the first time in
the 7™ century, that is notable. Cf. Humphrey (2015) 33-40.
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“After assembling all the members of the senate and the remaining people of the
city together with their primate Sergios, Heraklios is reported to have asked them:
‘When a man insults an emperor, whom does he offend?’ They answered: ‘He
offends God who has appointed the emperor.” And he urged Krispos also to express
his honest opinion. The latter, not understanding the play that was being acted, said
that a man convicted of such a daring deed should not even have the benefit of a
lenient sentence. Then the emperor reminded him of his feigned illness...how he
thought of degrading imperial dignity...And picking up a book he [Heraklios]
struck him [Krispos] on the head...And straightaway he [Heraklios] directed that
his [Krispos’] head should be shorn in the manner of a clergyman and that the
bishop should recite the customary <prayers> over the act of tonsure. He then went
out to meet the soldiers of Krispos and said to them these exact words: ‘The
Reverend Krispos had you as his assistants until now, but today we <make you>
the emperor’s own servants.’... After this, he confined Krispos in the monastery of

the Chora...”*?®

Heraklios not only arranges for patriarch Sergios and “all the members of the senate and
remaining people” to publicly proclaim him a divinely christened emperor, but he even punishes
Krispos for disrespecting his honor by demoting him to be a cleric and jailing him in a
monastery. This episode shows Heraklios making use of the Church like any other ministry
subject to him in order to avert the degradation (xatevtedilew) of the emperor.#?° In connection

with this, his reign saw an intensification of the process of liturgification of imperial ceremony,

428 Nikephoros, Historia syntomos 38-41: ““Hpéxieiov 871 dOpoicavta todg £k tfig suykiitov BovAfig dmavtag
Kol TV GAANV TAN0LV T0d dotemg Gpo Td TPoLdpw Xepyim einelv Aéyetat Tpog adtode: 0 Paciiéa VPpilmv Tivi
TPOCGKPOVEL;, TOVG O& Qdvor @ Be® @ momoavtt avtov Pacidéa. kai Kpiomov mpotpémev, koi adTov
amoaivesBar 0 dokodv 00p@dG- TOV 8¢ 0K 180T TO dpapatovpynuo Aé&at unde erAavpmmov Tuyelv dikng Tov
éml 101001 GAOVTO TOAuMpoTL. Kol TOV Pocidéa dvoppvickelw adtov ola dv Kacopeig &ml tf] voom
KOTESYNUOTIC0TO, Kol (G TO Ti|g Pactreiog katevtedilew a&iopa deto... kol dpa Aafovia TOpov Kata KOppNGS
ToUTOV Todew...e000g 6¢ Emtpéyon €ig KANpkod oyfjpo TV KEQUANV dmokeipachor, kai TOV igpapynv T
vevopuopéva nt tf] amoxdpoet EmebéyEacboat. £EeABOvVTa 0 antov Toig pete Kpiomov otpotidtalg €mi AéEemg
®d¢ eineiv- 6 momdic Kpiomog vmovpyods dudc Enc Tob viv lysv, Nusic 8& onfuepov oikelakove Tic Pociieiog
VINPETOC. . . LeTC O1) TadTa Kpiomov €ig 10 Agyduevov tijg Xdpag mepieipybot cepveioy...”

429 Kaldellis (2019) 111, and 126, where he calls the Church an “instrument of the state” that was intimately
involved in promoting Roman identity in the aim of extending the emperor’s unofficial, and eventually official,
jurisdiction. Dagron (2003) 181 offers a more nuanced account by which the emperor strove to identify his
imperial priesthood with that of Melchizedek, priest and king, thereby extending his jurisdiction over the church,
as well. However, ironically the emperor could only hope to maintain such an image by remaining righteous, like
Melchizedek. This in turn entailed submitting to, and defending, orthodoxy. Nearly every time that the emperor
attempted to usurp the Church’s prerogative to define orthodoxy, his initiative was labelled heresy.



145

with coronations taking place in Agia Sophia by 641—the cornerstone in the gradual
liturgification of public space itself—centered on the person of the emperor.*°

Nevertheless, the case of Maximos the Confessor and Pope Martin I demonstrate that
Heraklios’ model of church subordination to the court had not settled the issue. The orthodox
battle against Monothelitism provides the opportunity to glimpse certain cracks in this edifice.
In the mid-late 7™ century the empire’s influence was most strongly contested in areas such as
Palestine, Africa and Italy. Justinian I and Constans II had made greater or lesser attempts to
reign Italy back into a closer orbit around Constantinople, and Heraklios, himself a native of
Carthage, had definitively saved the Holy Land from the Persian empire, only to lose it to the
Rashidun Caliphate within roughly a decade. Islamic expansion would soon mean that his
homeland would also be lost to the Byzantine empire. Within this context, the monothelite
controversy established a paradigm that iconophiles would later follow; precisely in the areas
where Constantinople’s former hegemony was being either erased or seriously undermined,
religious resistance to Byzantine imperial attempts to impose distasteful theological
compromises grew strongest.*3! It was Justinian I, Heraklios and Constans II who attempted to

432__all of which had originally been provoked

impose an orthodoxy on these outlying provinces
by Constantinople’s seizure of real primacy beginning at Chalcedon (451), which had been
based at the time on the see of Constantinople’s proximity to the emperor and later given a
spiritual justification through the anachronistic re-fashionings of Chrysostom examined above.

Maximos the Confessor provides the ideal test case for the observation of this
phenomenon; joined in Palestine by Sophronios of Jerusalem, in Africa by the exarch Gregory
and in Rome by Pope Martin I, Maximos led the opposition to both Heraklios’ Ekthesis and
Constans II’s Typos in the three geographical regions surrounding the new Byzantine
heartlands, where imperial influence was waning. Both the Lateran Synod (649), during which
Pope Martin I pronounced patriarch Paul II of Constantinople a heretic, and Maximos’ own
trial for treason show how their opposition to imperial doctrine was interpreted by the court: as
a political statement of insurrection.*3* Constans II’s Typos of 648, which moderated but did
not deny monothelitism and forbade any further discussion of Christ’s wills or energies,

contributed significantly to framing the doctrinal controversy in terms of loyalty or not to the

430 Brubaker and Haldon (2011) 64—65, who note that the liturgification of ceremony had begun already under
Phokas (602-610).

41 Dagron (2003) 167.

432 Allen and Neil (2002) 1 describe Constantinopolitan monoenergism and monothelitism as a “way of shoring
up ecclesiastical unity in a time of political turmoil.”

433 Dagron (2003) 167—172; Brubaker and Haldon (2011) 17-20.
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court itself.*** Maximos’ and Pope Martin I’s challenge proved so insidious in the eyes of the
court precisely because it came during a period of real existential threat for the empire.*¥
Constantinople’s strategy was one of reliance upon time-honored traditions, notably that of the
canon of 4-51 centuries fathers of the Church—all of whom had come to the capital from the
specific areas that Arab and Frankish expansion were now threatening: Antioch, Cappadocia,
Palestine, Alexandria, Rome, etc.**® Whether intended this way or not, Maximos and Martin
both seemed to be engaged in sedition when they rejected the obtuse imperial interventions into
the theological fray by turning an important source of the empire’s ideological support system,
the canon of Church fathers, against them.*” The intersection of geography and politics in
framing this conflict is crucial; monks within Constantinople were not nearly as politically
active during the 7% century as their 4"-5" century counterparts, Isaakios and Dalmatos, had
been.**® Their later dormant state paved the way for figures like Theodore of Stoudios to re-
fashion their public persona once more in the early 9" century. In any case, monks outside
Constantinople, like Maximos—and pope Theodore (642-9) also a Palestinian-born monk and
his successor Martin [—were highly engaged in reclaiming the Church’s rights of theological,
and thus political to a certain extent, autonomy in relation to the earthly power of the state.**°
This was a struggle to revive Chrysostom’s vision, noted above, one in which emperors’
involvement in church affairs was at best limited to custodial duties.

Justinian II’s Council in Trullo (691-692) marks a milestone in the 7™ century power

struggles between church and state, which set the tone moving forward until 843.440 Trullo’s

102 canons were so influential in later generations that they remain to the present the foundation

434 For the repercussions of these Christological conflicts on images of Christ and his passion in the works of
Anastasios of Sinai, see Kartsonis (1986).

435 Haldon (2016).

436 Whittow (1996) 102-103.

437 Brubaker and Haldon (2011) 19-20. Haldon (2016) 203 believes that Maximos was probably intentionally
involved in treasonous activities.

438 Hatlie (2007) 248: “As local [i.e. Constantinopolitan] monks closed themselves off from influences coming
from the outside world, they simultaneously expanded their links to the official organs of church and state,
becoming more beholden to local authorities than ever before. This development did not make a dramatic change
from the century before, but it did constitute continuing evidence of the monks’ tendencies toward compromise
and accommodation in their relations with authorities in the city.”

439 Haldon (2016) 200-205.

40 For which reason two recent studies on significant developments during the period of Iconoclasm focus on
Trullo’s role in laying the foundation for the later conflict, Brubaker and Haldon (2011) and Humphreys (2015).
Humphreys (2015) 40 in particular highlights how Maximos’ posthumous rehabilitation at the Council of
Constantinople III (680-681), under Constantine IV, followed a pattern of church—state relations that would be
followed during Iconoclasm, as well. However, whereas in the 7™ century Maximos was a geographical outsider
to the empire, during Second Iconoclasm especially, the monks of Constantinople acted as ideological, and at
times geographical, outsiders voicing dissent.
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of canon law in the Eastern Orthodox church.**! Moreover, Trullo also provided Leo III with a
model for his own legal program, the Ekloge in the mid-8" century, as well.**
Characteristically, Trullo’s Acts employ scriptural quotations notably more frequently than
previous canonical literature, reflecting the rise of the Bible as the central text of Byzantine
culture and the psalter, in particular, as the primary Byzantine educational text.*** However,
most significantly, Trullo was not convened to discuss dogmatic issues; its scope was entirely
ethical in nature. This did not translate into reduced impact, but rather much the opposite.##
The rise of scriptural prominence and the promulgation of purely ethical canons—which
included canons for the laity for the first time—indicate the goal that the council strove to
achieve. The empire at the end of the 7™ century was in a precarious state, balanced between
being the Heavenly Jerusalem of God’s New Israel and almost vanquished by the rise of Islam
(a heathen religion in Byzantine eyes). Trullo’s canons, therefore, hearkened back to OT models
of Jewish kingship proclaiming repentance to the people gone astray so that God’s favor would
return and help the Chosen People conquer their enemies on the battlefield. The council marked
the end of ancient Christianity and the beginning of Byzantine Christianity, with its strong
moralizing overtones and pro-monastic stance, which matched perfectly with the Chrysostom
encountered in George of Alexandria’s Vita.**> Characteristically, at the last major council
before Iconoclasm, Justinian II signed the Acts of Trullo—only the second time that an emperor
signed a council’s acts. Constantine IV had signed those of the Council in Constantinople 111
(680—681), affixing his signature last. Justinian II, on the other hand, signed first, even before
the blank space left for the pope’s own approval.**® He was to be seen as the council’s true
president.

Thus, on the eve of Iconoclasm, the emperor had convened a council for his own
purposes—since the Church had no doctrinal issues to discuss—conveying this openly through
placing his name first on the council’s Acts. The various episodes of George of Alexandria’s
Vita in which Chrysostom is shown warning the emperors not to overstep the proper boundaries
of their position in the church found real-life applications during the 7" century. From the time

of Chrysostom’s death in the early 5" century until the 8™ century, when Theodore of Stoudios

44! Humpbhreys (2015) 44-45.

42 For an English translation of the Ekloge with notes and analysis, see Humphreys (2017).

443 Humphreys (2015) 52-53; cf. Mango (1975a). The psalter’s significance as the foremost Byzantine primer has
further ramifications in the period following 843, where programs of manuscript illustration were implemented
to cement the victors’ messages.

444 Indeed, Theodore of Stoudios references Trullo’s Canon 42 against monks with long hair in his Letter 27 to
Niketas the Patrician; characteristically, he refers to Trullo as the 6" Ecumenical Council.

45 Humphreys (2015) 55-77.

446 Humphreys (2015) 77.
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was born, raised and educated, Chrysostom had become, like Christ, a sign of controversy and
the cause for both the rise and fall of many:*’ for the imperial court, a Christian Fury avenging
injustice, while for church hierarchy and monks, a prime example of “humbling oneself even

to death” in an officially, and even aggressively, Christian empire. 4

47 Cf. Lk. 2:34.
448 Cf. Philipp. 2:8.
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CHAPTER 1—THEODORE OF STOUDIOS AND THE REBELLIOUS

CHRYSOSTOM

1. SETTING THE STAGE

This first chapter centers primarily on Theodore of Stoudios (759—826) and the critical role he
played in initiating the process of what came to be John Chrysostom’s middle Byzantine
reception(s). Though never reaching Chrysostom’s level of popularity himself, Theodore was
instrumental in promoting certain aspects of Chrysostom’s literary heritage as part of his larger
program of monastic, liturgical and political reform in the late 8™-early 9" centuries, to which
other figures of his own and later ages responded. Thus far, this study has primarily emphasized
Theodore’s use of SermCat. Theodore’s aim in employing this text—as well as how other
figures reacted to Theodore’s usage—remains the primary object of investigation throughout
the present study. Nevertheless, his reception of SermCat is the tip of the iceberg: both the most
prominent aspect of Theodore’s reception of Chrysostom and simultaneously an integral part
of a much larger entity. In this chapter, SermCat will be presented as one of the most public,
and lasting, expressions of Theodore’s overarching program of resistance and protest against
what he perceived to be the various sins and blasphemies of the imperial court and church
hierarchy. In this effort, Chrysostom served Theodore’s purposes just as well as did the ascetic
models, Sabas and Dorotheos of Gaza, both famous for supporting Chalcedonian Christology
against anti-Chalcedonians of the Eastern provinces;** all three, each in his own way, became
for Theodore during 9" century Iconoclasm a subversive, almost anti—Constantinopolitan
ideal that he strove to promote in his own 9" century context.

In the preceding introductory section, the process by which Chrysostom was eventually
refashioned into the model “Byzantine patriarch™ par excellence was outlined in detail. This
process involved the gradual marginalization of other sees’ jurisdictions, and thus authority,
first at a conciliar level, at both Constantinople I (381) and Chalcedon (451); when the empire’s
geographical boundaries then shifted following invasions of both the Italian peninsula and its
Eastern provinces, this marginalization in favor of Constantinople was even further established,
thus building on the processes of refashioning Chrysostom examined in the previous,

introductory chapter. Ironically, however, Theodore of Stoudios deploys the example of

49 For Theodore’s models in the role of politician-monk, see Karlin Hayter (1994), esp. 217 n.2.
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Chrysostom for precisely the opposite reason. In order to appreciate the significance of
Theodore’s reception of Chrysostom, both in relation to what preceded him from the 519t
centuries and to what succeeded him in the late 9t—13™ centuries, it is crucial to understand
from the outset that Theodore turns to the figure of Chrysostom in order to radically reinterpret
his significance, developing themes present in George of Alexandria’s Vita and yet taking them
much further. While not reinventing the wheel entirely, Theodore nevertheless seeks to employ
Chrysostom, not to amplify the primacy of Constantinople’s position, as Theodoret had done
and as both Photios and Leo VI would also—even George of Alexandria had Chrysostom
confess the spiritual and political primacy of Constantinople.**® On the contrary, Theodore uses

Chrysostom to undermine this Constantinopolitan superiority.*’!

11. CHRYSOSTOM: PROTOTYPE OF SUBVERSION

Theodore of Stoudios’ use of parrhesia and his rigorist stance (dkpipeia) towards both court
and patriarchate are well known.*? What is less well understood is how Theodore justifies
these actions by making direct reference to the precedent of John Chrysostom. Chrysostom is
one of the most frequently-cited Church fathers in Theodore’s Letters,*>3 where, in particular,
he demonstrates his use of Chrysostom as a model and justification for undermining

Constantinople’s primacy perhaps more clearly than in any other part of his corpus.** A careful

40 Cf. George of Alexandria, Vita, 125, where Chrysostom responds to Arkadios’ letter ordering him to come
take up the vacant see of Constantinople: “Tig i €yd 0 Tdhag, (va TOAUMO® T0100TOV KEParaiov EmhaPésdot
Kol pdAioTo, v TNAKOOTH TOAEL KOl TOAVAVOP®;”

41 For a different interpretation, see Dagron (2003) 225-226 who argued that Theodore envisioned the patriarch
of Constantinople as ecumenical in every sense, basically ignoring the pentarchy of other sees; he claimed that
Theodore was only concerned with the other sees when there was a problem at Constantinople, with reference to
his Letter 16 to emperor Nikephoros. Nevertheless, in this letter Theodore writes to emperor Nikephoros I, who
had asked Theodore for potential candidates to fill the see left vacant by Tarasios’ death, with great concern that
the new patriarch should have passed through the ranks of the clergy. Nikephoros then proceeded to do precisely
the opposite, installing an imperial secretary as patriarch, ignoring Theodore and thus gaining Theodore’s
opposition to both himself and the patriarch Nikephoros I. Consequently, I find Dagron’s interpretation of
Theodore’s view of Constantinople and its role in the church unconvincing on this particular point. For a more
nuanced view, see Karlin-Hayter (1994).

452 Note, however, the difference when he is addressing his own community internally, during peace-time, in
Great Catechesis 112.15-16: “péya koxov 1 moppnoia kot OAEOplov- pOyopev ol Tavtes.” Hatlie (1996) does not
discuss this particular passage. Haldon (2016) 158 notes that from the 7" century onwards monks, such as John
Damascene, often complained that the church hierarchy simply followed the theological line espoused by the
court. This, in turn, left the role of parrhesia wide open for monks, like Theodore of Stoudios, entering the 9™
century.

453 Cholij (2010) 23. For list of citations, see Theodore of Stoudios, Letters 2:870.

434 Pratsch (1998) focused almost exclusively on Theodore’s Letters for his biography and Cholij (2010) xi also
recognizes them as his “most important writings”. It is in his Letfers, where Theodore airs his complaints and
justifies his actions to outsiders that we are given some of the clearest glimpses of his intentions. For an insightful
analysis of subversion in Byzantine texts generally, see Angelov (2013) with further bibliography.
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analysis of Theodore’s Letters that mention Chrysostom shows that Theodore uses him almost
exclusively to fight his battles. Out of 25 mentions of Chrysostom in the Letters, twenty (80%)
invoke Chrysostom’s authority either in relation to the Joseph Affair or Iconoclasm.*> A
further four instances (16%) cite Chrysostom as an authority in various side-battles Theodore
waged.*¢ In only one case is Chrysostom named outside of a contentious context.**” The
addressees of these conflict-oriented letters include: Basil abbot of the St. Sabas Lavra in
Palestine, Pope Leo III, various monastic brotherhoods persecuted and dispersed by
iconoclasts, John the Grammarian and emperors Michael II and Theophilos. The theme uniting
all of these letters is a healthy dose of “speaking truth to power,” and it was through this practice
that Theodore of Stoudios strove to implement his agenda of strengthening the monastic
Stoudite federation as a rival power structure to both court and patriarchate. John Chrysostom
was at the center of this process for Theodore. Examining particular instances in these letters
reveals even further nuance.

In Letter 555 to the reverend abbot Basil and all the fathers of the venerable monastery
of St. Sabas,*® Theodore emphasizes the community’s descent from the 5% century
establishment of Sabas, known to posterity for his monastic reforms** and his defence of
Chalcedonian Christology.*®® Theodore complains to Basil that a local council in
Constantinople convoked by emperor Nikephoros I (809) has reinstated Joseph of the Kathara
monastery, who had performed Constantine VI’s second (adulterous, in Theodore’s eyes)
marriage.**! Of especial interest is Theodore’s claim that his opponents deny the validity of his
own imitation of both John the Baptist’s and Chrysostom’s parrhesia in protesting the
emperor’s transgression of canon law. Apparently, they objected that the Baptist’s rebuke of
Herod was unnecessary and Chrysostom’s chastisement of Eudoxia over the widow’s vineyard

was mistaken.*> We have already seen in the introductory section how the story of Chrysostom

455 The Joseph Affair arose when emperor Nikephoros I reinstated Joseph of the Kathara monastery, who had
performed Constantine VI’s marriage to Theodore’s own niece, Theodote—a union which Theodore viewed as
adulterous, thus opposing it. Cf. Hatlie (1996) 263 n.3 and Cholij (2010) 50-51.

436 For example, against men having long hair or against killing heretics. Cf. Theodore, Letters 27 and 455,
respectively.

47 1n Letter 7 to empress Eirene Theodore confirms that Chrysostom approves of Eirene’s relaxation of taxes and
the benefits this brings to the poor: Theodore, Letter 7.46-52.

48 Theodore of Stoudios, Letters 849-852. He dates the letter to 809—811 on the basis of content, as all of the
others that will be presented here, as well; Theodore is complaining about the Joseph Affair.

49 Among a voluminous bibliography, see Bertoniére (1972), Taft (1980), Patrich (2001), Pott (2010) and Galadza
(2018), (2019). Greek text of the so-called Sabaite Typikon in Dmitrievskij (1895) 222-224; English translation
in Thomas and Hero (2000).

460 ODB s.v. Sabas (439). Cf. Theodore’s comments in Letter 555.96-99. See also Flusin (2011); Galdaza (2019)
134,

461 Theodore, Letter 555.45-48.

462 Theodore, Letter 555.64-72



152

and the widow’s vineyard developed out of comments by (ps.)Martyrios in his Funerary
Speech. Nevertheless, the episode had become historical fact by Theodore’s time.
Chrysostom’s famed parrhesia becomes a leitmotif for Theodore throughout the corpus of
letters. He refers to it in Letter 28 as well, also addressed to Basil. In addition, in Letter 33,
addressed to Pope Leo III (795-816), Theodore again cites his desire to imitate John the Baptist
and Chrysostom, but that his opponents continue to criticize him for this. Indicatively, these
letters are addressed to spiritual leaders living beyond the reach of the Byzantine court in the
early 9™ century. In this way, Theodore resorts to spiritual models of resistance against earthly
power, the Baptist and Chrysostom, precisely in the context of opposing the earthly power in
his own life, the imperial court, by seeking support from spiritual centers beyond its reach: the

Judaean desert and Rome.*%3

Theodore’s turn to the sees of the lost Eastern provinces and the
Pope of Rome, from the 9™ century on allied with Western courts, reflects his understanding
of Chrysostom’s usefulness: to subvert the primacy of Constantinople spiritually and, thus as
a result, politically. In this connection, his Letter 276 to the patriarch of Jerusalem is highly
indicative. After listing all the places in the Holy Lands that he visits in his imagination,
Theodore reassures patriarch Thomas I of Jerusalem (807—820) that he, in fact, has primacy
over the other Christian sees, inasmuch as he oversees the places where Christ lived on earth.

There is, perhaps, more than a routine captatio benevolentiae to be discerned in Theodore’s

address to an eastern see, asking for aid in combatting Constantinopolitan Iconoclasm:

“How I am amazed over what great and awesome places of worship your
blessedness is head. You are first among the patriarchs, even if you are fifth in
rank; for, where the bishop/overseer (énickomog) of our souls and the archpriest of

all things was born, enacted all his divine works, suffered, was buried, arose again,

463 Theodore was, of course, not the only one to follow this strategy. The anti-Stoudite Vita Stephani lunioris also
emphasizes that Constantinople alone, of the sees of the Pentarchy, embraced Iconoclasm. See Vita Stephani
Tunioris § 28. Cf. the comment on patriarch Germanos’ successor Anastasios at §10): “dotig T0 ThHg ékkAnciog
navta 1oig Pactieiog npoédmkev” (cf. also §63). The Life envisions Iconoclasm as a kind of reverse pagan
persecution, where Christians are now accused of idolatry by heretics, who follow the Greeks. At §2, the Life
quotes from Andrew of Crete’s Homily on Patapios (CPG 8188, BHG 1425, PG 97:1205-1221, here 1209D—
1211A): “T0 8¢ pot, & iepd TV 0pPodOEMY ToviyLPIS, B0t TE THE KaTd XPIoTOV dKp® SUKTOA® PIA0GOQI0G
gye0c000g, oTovddcate Oepudc &v AANOWT| TioTel Té dTa THC Sravoiag OEc0aL- v ToiC TaAPODGL YaP, TVEVHOTIKTC
eveiag Kol 00 capkikig 0kAEi0g T Tpokoni|g, dG &v Toig EAAnov, 11 dnynotg.” For Theodore, as well, Iconoclasm
was a “Hellenic” persecution; cf. Letter 362 to abbot Makarios: “Ti 6¢ cot, matépav Gpiote, dokel T TapoVTA,
AN ovyl mpoelsddla THg Tod Avtiypiotov €ledoemg; fpbn Xplotog €k PEGOVL YPUEOUEVOG GUV UNTPL Kol
Bepamovoty, dmep €otiv ovdaiopod fitot EAAnviopod.” ibid. Letter 221 to all of the brotherhoods scattered
everwhere for Christ, with those held in prisons and exiles in the Lord.
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lived and was taken up—it is clearly there that the rank surpassing all others

resides.%4

The concept of Constantinople as the heavenly Jerusalem—and imperial efforts over
the course of centuries to increase the capital’s spiritual credentials in order to attain and
maintain this status—was central to New Rome’s identity.*®> That Theodore would, even
metaphorically, deprive the see of Constantinople of its honorary primacy with Rome—in an
attempt to undermine its effective primacy of jurisdiction within the empire—and thus ignore
the capital’s self-identification as the new, heavenly Jerusalem is characteristic of his
subversive strategy. He systematically ignores political precedents and realities in an attempt
to impose a spiritual kratos onto the political one. Moreover, he also addresses similar letters
to the patriarchs of Alexandria and Antioch, in this way trying to unite all of the patriarchal
sees in opposition to Constantinople.*%¢

The see of Constantinople had been granted honorary primacy equal to that of Old
Rome at the Council of Chalcedon (451), not for any spiritual reason, but because it was
recognized as a permanent imperial capital.*’” Theodore ignores this in the same way that
George of Alexandria depicted Chrysostom ignoring proper etiquette towards the emperor. In
his first meeting with Arkadios, Chrysostom had warned him that he would be subject to rebuke
just like everyone else—though in actual practice this was unacceptable. George of
Alexandria’s Chrysostom, however, superimposes the authority of divine law onto human laws
and customs. Theodore does the same. In his letters to Pope Leo III and abbot Basil he
repeatedly insists on the legal and canonical prohibitions of Constantine VI’s second marriage;
for him, it is transgression of divine law, and, in this connection, he remarks that his opponents
claim emperors are not subject to divine laws.*®® In striving to uphold the primacy of divine
law over the court, Theodore repeatedly turns to George of Alexandria’s vision of Chrysostom

by no coincidence.*® Constantine VI’s second marriage and Leo V’s reintroduction of

464 Theodore, Letter 276.26-32: “&, TnAikov Koi gpikTdv cefacudtov 1 tfig ofig LaKkaplotTog HIdpyet KopLen.
oD TP@TOG TATPLOPYGV, Kav mevTdlolg 1) apOud- od yap 6 dnicionog TV Yuxdv Kai TV Shov dpy1epedg Kol
€yevwnOn kai E6pace T0 Ogovpya Tavta kol Emabev kol Té0antan kol avéotn kai Einoe kai aveAneon, kel dijlov
611 10 Vmepaipov andviov a&iopa.” Cf. Tsigkos (1998) 221-226.

465 Dvornik (1958); Dagron (1974) 409; Carile (2007) especially 359-386 and Kraft (2012). For a slightly different
view, see Lidov (1998).

466 Though his Letter 286 to Nikephoros, most holy patriarch of 815-818 makes clear that he is no longer opposed
to the Constantinopolitan patriarch, but to the court itself, with which Nikephoros has also broken off relations by
this point.

467 Price and Gaddis (2005) 3:90.

468 Theodore, Letters 28.24-46; 33.30-36; 34.76-84; 555.

469 This is not to say that Theodore did not have his own political agenda, simply that he framed it in different
terms. Cf. Karlin-Hayter (1994).
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Iconoclasm—at heart both political decisions on the emperors’ parts*’*—contravened divine
law for Theodore, to which the emperor himself is subject just as much as everyone else.
Theodore here is striking the heart of a fault line in Byzantine imperial ideology: the antithesis
between an officially Christian empire, where God’s law (is supposed to be, according to
Theodore’s interpretation, what) reigns,*’! and the surviving concept of the emperor as nomos
empsychos.*> After the Council in Trullo (691-692), where Justinian II had attempted to mix
the two sources of law together, an initiative furthered by the Isaurian lawgivers as well,*’* the
time must have seemed more than ripe to Theodore of Stoudios to re-delineate the proper
hierarchy, and Chrysostom was his ideal model.#’* Chrysostom himself had already usurped
the privilege of nomos empsychos from the emperor and applied it to the apostles.*”> For both
Chrysostom and Theodore, divine law—and significantly, those who could interpret it—held

true primacy over all others.

III. CONTEXT AND PERFORMANCE OF SERMCAT

Nevertheless, in Chrysostom’s 4"-5™ century context there was a divide separating him, as a

bishop, from monastic leaders.*’® Had Theodore of Stoudios lived then, his reception of

470 Henry (1969) 495-496 calls Theodote a “paramour” of Constantine VI; having finally come out from under
his mother Eirene’s control, he desired to make a marriage alliance of his own choosing, leaving that orchestrated
by her to the side. Cf. Herbst (1998) 245-247. For Leo V’s reintroduction of Iconoclasm as a primarily political
consideration, see Brubaker and Haldon (2011) 366-371.

471 Cf. Theodore, Letter 532 to emperors Michael and Theophilos: “Eyvocpévov éoti Toic AOyov HETEXOVGLV
[possibly an indirect slight to Michael II as uneducated, cf. Theophanes Continuatus 7.3—4] 6t 0 Toufociieng
TV andvtov 0edg 10 Tii¢ émyeiov Paciieiog xpiipd te kal dvopa TovTov Yhpty Edwpncato i dvlpmreiq pvoet,
iva, puunoet T@v odpaviov Kol Ta Eniyela T0 ipnvaiov kol AoTAGINGTOV KEKTNUEVE, GOUPOVOV EYOLEV TNV €lg
avTov do&oroyiav e kol mpookvvnotv.” What Theodore’s round-about explanation of kingship implicitly states
is that the court will have a war on its hands if Michael II does not officially repeal Iconoclasm. Cf. also Letters
418 to emperor Michael II and 419 to Stephanos Adsekretis. patriarch Nikephoros I had already found himself
unwillingly engaged in a war with Theodore over the Joseph Affair. Cf. Letter 25 to patriarch Nikephoros and
Karlin-Hayter (1994) 224.

472 Cf. Dagron (2003) 223-247; Ramelli (2006); Amato and Ramelli (2006).

473 See introduction, section F and cf. Humphreys (2015), (2017).

474 Unsurprisingly, this often left Theodore implicitly acting as the head of this new hierarchy. Cf. Letter 490 to
Theoktistos, where he demands an orthodox confession of faith from the monk Theoktistos in the same way that
Nikephoros I had attempted to get one from Leo V upon his accession.

475 See his Homily 1 On Matthew PG 57:15: “Ob yap &€ dpovg katfiesav othAac @époviec MBivag i TV yelpdv
ol dmoéotoAol, kabdnep Moot GAAL TO Tvedpo €v T dtavoig TeplpépovTec...ifiio kol vopot yvopevol did
TS xaprrog Epyuyot. Obtm ToLE TPLoYIAions, 0UTM TOVE TEVTAKIOYIAIOVG, 0VT® TOVG TG 0IKOVEVG EMECTACAVTO
dMpovg, Tod g0l dud Tii¢ Ekeivav YAdTTNgG 101G Tpoctodoty dract dtodeyouévov.” For the nomos empsychos in
Byzantine imperial ideology see Hunger (1982) 199; McGuckin (2003) 260-262.

476 As noted in the introduction, the Council of Chalcedon (451) provided canons that officially subjected monks
to episcopal authority; these very canons make an appearance later in Methodios’ mid-9™ century struggle to rein
in the Stoudites, Athanasios and Naukratios, who had supported an alternate candidate to replace John the
Grammarian. See below, section V.
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Chrysostom as a model for an abbot opposing the court and patriarchate would likely have
been drastically different. However, George of Alexandria made decisive contributions
towards bridging the gap between Chrysostom’s episcopal duties, known from historians, and
his monastic credentials as quasi-abbot, which George details in his Vita. He presents the
cenobitic community that Chrysostom joins urging him to give them what amount to
catecheses—instructions for the spiritual life.*”” Thus, by the time Theodore settles his
community at Stoudios, it would not have appeared strange to cite the example of Chrysostom
in describing to the Stoudite monks his apprehension at presuming to be their shepherd, a term

traditionally reserved for bishops:*’®

“My fathers, brothers and children, I have already begun giving my catechesis, I
have already opened my humble mouth towards you, and I do not say this from
humility—for there is none in me—but from a sense of my unspeakable sins and
of the instruction required for shepherds [to give]. How much and how great a thing
must it end up being for me to act and speak for the benefit of your venerable souls,
as it were, every hour and every day! For if God’s great archpriest, the preacher of
repentance, he who struggled on behalf of the truth—I say Chrysostom...he feared
the task of leadership and he trembles and cries out somewhere in his homilies that,
‘it is difficult for me, the overseer, being as I am, to be saved,” what can I say, the
wretch and impure, refuse and worm, the mindless and foolish, the dumb and
irrational one? And I do not even know what I can say of my unworthiness. How
did I come [to hold] this office? How, being unclean, have I been promoted to
enlighten others? How, being far from God, have I been commanded to return those
who have gone astray? I should be a sheep, and yet, I have been made a shepherd.
I should be a subject, and have come [to be] a ruler. I should make my ear [ready]
to listen to instruction, and yet I open my unclean lips for the instruction of

others.”*”?

477 As noted in Part 2, Introduction.

478 And emperors. See Hunger (1982) 199. Theodore’s monasticism was encroaching on both the church’s and
state’s power.

479 Theodore, Great Catecheses, 48.1: “Ilatépeg pov koi adehoi kai Tékva, Mg fidn pyduevog sipn v Kotymo
noteiohat, dg 110N AvE@ya TO GTOUA LoV TO TUTEWVOV TTPOC DIAC, KOl TODTO OVK €K TOTEWVOPPOGHVIG AEY® (0D Yap
€oTv &v guot), AL €k cuvauoOnoemg TV T ApVBNTOV LoL GpapTIAY Kol Thg EKCnTovuévng didackaliog &v Tolg
TOWESL. TOGOV YOp Kol NAikov kal Tpdocey kol Aéyewv dpeiletal pot €ml Aotteleiq TOV Tiimv DUAY YooV,
Katd tdoav Og imely Nuépay Kol dpav! gl yap 6 péyag apylepeds Tod Beod, 0 Kijpvé Tiig netavoiag, o Tiig aAnbdeiog
vrepadinoag, 1oV XpuodoTopov AEy®, PETA TNV AElpmS elmelv Kol dmepiinmrov @V €k Beiog xapirog d1o TV
YEWE®V aDTOD diKNV TOTUUDV PLEVTIOV SIO0CKAAIDY £l TAGAV TNV olkovUEVNY, doTep Kal Eml TOV dAAw@V Exel
Oeiov matépav, 6€dotike TO Epyov Tiig TpooTaciag kal Tpépetl kal fod mov v 101G £0vTod AdYOLG, Tt “T0 KaT™ ELE,
¢ Em Kol dtdkeyon, SVGKOAGY £6TL crBfjval TOV Emtponevovta,” Tt tva £y®d eByEmpat 6 TéAag Kol dkabaptoc,
1 xompio Kai 6 GKOANE, 6 Gvovg kod dppawv, O deevog Kai HAoyog; Kai ovk o1da, Ti ginm dEov Thg fovtod
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Far from disqualifying him from giving instruction, Theodore’s public
acknowledgement of his unworthiness serves to subtly highlight his position and set him in the
good company of a 4™ century theological and spiritual authority, John Chrysostom. Following
the model set out in George of Alexandria’s Vita, Theodore’s expression of humility confirms
that he is a shepherd (moynv), a term traditionally reserved for hierarchs, and ruler (&pywv),
by virtue of his abbacy.**° Thus, his Catecheses, and especially the one that presents SermCat,
reinforce his reception of Chrysostom as a project to boldly “speak truth to power” and to
subvert the authority of the court. It is in this connection precisely that his performance of
SermCat acquires great relevance.

As noted in Part 1, the text of Theodore’s Catechesis incorporating SermCat indicates
that he possibly delivered the text as a paschal homily at the Stoudios monastery—as opposed
to the Sakkoudion monastery or from exile.*3! In other words, he likely performed the text in
Constantinople, where Chrysostom himself had “spoken truth to power” four centuries earlier.
Moreover, in the cases when the text is transmitted in a manuscript of Theodore’s Catecheses,
it is always included in the collection of so-called Small Catecheses. This is significant for
many reasons. First, Julien Leroy has argued that the division of Catecheses into “small” and
“great” was done by Stoudite monks after Theodore’s death. Theodore himself did not intend
them to be circulated widely; the Small, though, were perhaps intended for wider circulation.
The whole group of Catecheses taken together was arranged after Theodore’s death into a
Stoudite, Theodore-centric Panegyrikon, with readings of particular texts appropriate to major
feast days, and in this context SermCat attributed to Chrysostom was transmitted with
collections of Theodore’s Catecheses. Finally, Leroy argues that Theodore delivered the Small
Catecheses between the years 821-826 at the monastery of St. Tryphon.*%?

The significance of this context for the performance of SermCat is that the Great

Catecheses were delivered during peaceful times; only the Small Catecheses pertain to

avo&lotog. @, ndg gig Tovto EnfjAbov 10 d&impa; &, TdG PuIaPOg MV gig TO PMTILEY GALOVG TPoTypaL; B, TdG
Toppm BV Bcob €ic 1O TPOGyE TOVS APESTNKOTOC EmTETOYpaL; déov pé doTtv TpOPaTov sivon Kai si¢ moyéva
KatéoV- déov e sival apyouevoy kai sic dpyovra HABov- déov HIoTIBsiv 1O 0b¢ gic dkpdacty SidaypudTov Kol
T puTapa xeIAN avoiym gic ddackaiav Etépwv.” I have been unable to locate the source of the passage Theodore
cites from Chrysostom.

480 And he demonstrates as much in his Letter 25 to Nikephoros the patriarch of 808, where he demands the
removal of the steward Joseph, who had performed Constantine VI’s second marriage. Nikephoros’ handling of
the Council of 809, where Joseph was re-instated, proved his unwillingness to be ruled by Theodore. They
remained at odds until Leo V united them against himself.

481 See Part 1, Analysis of Or.4.

482 Leroy (2008) 3940, 43, 62, 93. Cf. Janin (1975) 55-56; Cholij (2010) 62-63.
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conflicts, which is in accord with Theodore’s use of Chrysostom to fight his battles.*** Thus,
even if Leroy generally dates the collection to 821-826, including Theodore’s stay at the
monastery of St. Tryphon, nevertheless SermCat is not an absolutely integral piece of this
collection; it is transmitted in only 9 out of 87 extant witnesses. Consequently, it would have
been considered important and relevant enough to be included, but only sometimes.*%* This
fact affords, perhaps, a certain flexibility in dating the text’s performance context, as well. If
one maintains the general rule that Theodore would have delivered this text during a time of
conflict, then feasibly other periods, such as 809—811 and 815-820, present themselves as
options also, both periods during which Theodore spent at least some time at Stoudios.*
Chrysostomus Baur asserted that almost every time Theodore cites Chrysostom it is in
defence of icons, a position supported by Theodore’s Letfers, as observed above, as well as his
Catecheses.*3® By referring to Theodore’s performance of SermCat Baur seems to imply that
he held the same opinion concerning this text, as well.*8” SermCat certainly espouses the
Chalcedonian Christology by which Theodore aimed to battle Iconoclasm.*®® Moreover,
Theodore explicitly interprets SermCat as a preparation for receiving communion in his
epilogue to the text,*® which may well reveal its capacity as a response to Constantine V’s
argument in his Peuseis that the eucharist was the only acceptable image of Christ.*° If Leo
V’s Iconoclasm was Theodore’s target here, as Theodore’s general method of employing
Chrysostom suggests, then one intriguing possibility for the text’s performance presents itself.
Given that SermCat could only be performed at Pascha, there was only one Pascha
available to Theodore to deliver this catechesis before his monks—as opposed to through a
letter from exile, which the content of the text seems to exclude as a possibility: 1 April 815. It
was only in the final months of 814 that Leo V began to gradually reveal his intention to

reintroduce Iconoclasm. In December 814 Leo presented his desire to patriarch Nikephoros I

483 Leroy (2008) 62.

484 A phenomenon not uncommon in the manuscript tradition of Theodore’s Catecheses. See Leroy (2008).

485 His third and final exile began in April 815 at the order of Leo V; see Cholij (2010) 58.

486 Small Catechesis 42, with mention of Chrysostom at §11.

487 Baur (1907) 21 n.9, though he doesn’t develop it in any detail.

488 See Part 1, Analysis of Or.4.

49 ibid.

490 Cf. Gero (1975); Brubaker and Haldon (2011) 192; Theodore’s Letter 417 to Naukratios Theodore of Stoudios,
Letters 2.582—-584, written in January of 821 to celebrate the assassination of Leo V the previous December, whom
Theodore calls “t0 okedog Tiic 0pYG, TOV VIOV T0D Tafenh, tva pun Aéym Kaforrivov, Tov dndyovov 100 Ayadp,
10 €€epumidpilov Tovlavod, to TApope tod tovnpod” etc. Parry (1989) 171 argues that it had actually been left
to Theodore and patriarch Nikephoros I to respond to both the Councils of 754 and 815, since John Damascene
had died in 749 without knowing Constantine V’s Peuseis. Cf. also Parry (2018) on Theodore’s originality as a
theologian. Ironically, in the conflict among iconophiles that followed the restoration of 843, Peter, author of the
Vita of loannikios, has his protagonist call the Stoudites themselves ckein 0pyf|g for opposing their candidate for
patriarch, John Katasambas, to Methodios. See Talbot (1998) 340.
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and certain other iconophiles, among them Theodore; both Theodore and Nikephoros
vehemently opposed him.*’! During Lent of 815 Nikephoros and Theodore both protested, each
in his own way. Nikephoros resigned, and was soon sent into exile; Theodore, on Palm Sunday,
organized a procession with icons around the Stoudios monastery. Leo V replaced Nikephoros
on Pascha, 1 April 815, with Theodotos Melissenos, a lay imperial official. At the iconoclastic
synod that Melissenos then convened, Theodore refused to be present. Nevertheless, he
addressed his disapproval to the synod in his Letter 71 to the iconoclastic synod on behalf of
all abbots.*?> He was soon ordered into his third and final exile. Theodore’s last act of
subversive resistance to Leo V’s renewed Iconoclasm within Constantinople can be taken to
be his performance of SermCat, attributed to Chrysostom, where the Chalcedonian Christology
that Theodore used to combat Iconoclasm is on full display. On the very day that Leo installed
his puppet-patriarch in order to push through his impious (in Theodore’s mind) reforms,
Theodore counters; his choice of text even refers his listeners back to Constantine V’s attempt

in his Peuseis to claim the eucharist as the “iconoclast” icon.*3

¥l A scene famously depicted in MS. BL Add. 19352 (1066), the Theodore Psalter, named for its scribe,
Oeddwpog ¢k Katoapeiog (RGK 1.131). On f. 27v in the upper left margin Theodore and Nikephoros are depicted
holding an icon of Christ. In the lower left margin, they again surround Leo V, enthroned, as iconoclast bishops
to their left proceed to whitewash an icon of Christ. Notably, Theodore himself is unnamed; he is simply identified
as: 0 o(o1o)g m(aT)np. MS. available online here:
http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/FullDisplay.aspx?ref=Add MS 19352 (accessed 21.1.20). Cf. Krausmiiller (2006)
256, 259-270; Parpulov (2014) 245 and passim. For summaries of events see Pratsch (1998) 203-261; Choljj
(2010) 54—60; Brubaker and Haldon (2011) 366-385. Intriguingly, in Byzantine historiographical accounts,
Theophanes Continuatus, Scriptor Incertus, Genesios and Skylitzes, Theodore and his monastery have been
completely removed from the story, which in turn is depicted entirely as a struggle between the court and the
patriarch. In a similar way, having contributed to Chrysostom’s rise in prominence during the middle Byzantine
period with SermCat among other means, Theodore himself is then soon eclipsed by Chrysostom—his own
catechesis falling into disuse and marginalized outside of monastic circles. It is not until the end of Second
Iconoclasm that the monastery of Stoudios and its abbots begin to make an appearance again in surviving
historiographical accounts. Cf. Delouis (2005) 285-304, 374-466. The most prominent exception to this rule is
the Synodikon of Orthodoxy, which was read out every year (cf. Skylitzes, Synopsis, Constantine VIL.7;
(ps.)Kodinos, De officiis, 246.7—12). For Theodore in the text of the Synodikon, see Gouillard (1967) 53.127,
297.116.

492 Again here one discerns Theodore’s willingness to assume responsibility for “all abbots” of the city, not all of
whom, of course, agreed with him on the issue of icon veneration. Cf. Hatlie (2007) 398. Furthermore, his
insistence to speak on behalf of the abbots may imply his disapproval of the anchorites across the Bosphoros,
which comes out explicitly in his Small Catechesis 38. See also below, V.

493 On “the inseparable nature of liturgy and theology”, see Galadza (2018) 8, with further references. Cf.
Theodore’s Vita B (by Michael the Monk) PG 99:285A-288A. The major drawback to this hypothesis concerning
the performance context is that Theodore’s Vita refrains from mentioning it, even though it does refer to his Letter
71 to the Council of 815, citing the first lines of it. As far as I am aware, no surviving source, other than Version
A of the Stoudite Hypotyposis, directly refers to Theodore’s reading of SermCat; in this way, the hypothesis is
neither confirmed nor denied. However, even Neophytos Enkleistos (1134—1214 ca.) does not mention the source
from which he learned of the reading of SermCat, despite it being almost certainly a collection of Theodore’s own
Catecheses (cf. Part 1 and below, ch. 4). Consequently, in the absence of any further evidence in support of, or
contrary to, the present hypothesis, it appears to fit the context of Theodore’s opposition to Leo V’s iconoclast
policies, manifested both by his procession with icons and his letter to the Council of 815. Therefore, I adopt it as
a plausible explanation until and unless a better one presents itself.
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IV. AFTERMATH: “CHRYSOSTOM MUST INCREASE, THEODORE MUST

DECREASE”**

In the final, official iconophile restoration of 843 the Stoudites’ role was not the central or
glorious one, of which Theodore had surely dreamt.**’ Instead, the Stoudites were marginalized
both in practice and in the commemoration of the event.**® On the other hand, Chrysostom
began to grow in significance and centrality for Byzantine spirituality, in part due to
Theodore’s contributions. Thus, the aftermath of Iconoclasm witnessed the Stoudites’ struggle
to avoid their own reduction to a less prominent role, even as Theodore’s saintly hero and
champion against Iconoclasm, Chrysostom, gained in conspicuousness.

Chrysostom’s presence in the life of everyday Byzantines would likely have been felt
most in the services of the church. SermCat demonstrates this, but other 9" century evidence
fills out the picture, as well. First, the Life of Stephen the Younger (BHG 1666) testifies to the
reading of Chrysostom’s corpus in church services throughout the year*’—and to the special
preference Stephen had for hearing Chrysostom’s homilies being read out in church over

498

saints’ lives or other church fathers’ homilies.*”® In addition to this, the increased practice of

494 John 3:30: “gkeivov &l av&avery, us 8¢ dhattodcdot.”

495 For overviews of events, see Darrouzés (1987); Karlin-Hayter (2006); Delouis (2005) 285-304, (forthcoming
presentation at Vienna conference on Theodore of Stoudios in 2016). I thank Dr. Delouis for making his paper
available to me ahead of publication.

49 As noted above, even the pro-Stoudite historians, Theophanes Continuatus and Genesios, do not mention
Theodore’s role in opposing Leo V’s Iconoclasm—though they do give the tradition that empress Theodora was
spurred onto restore the icons by Stoudite insistence (Talbot (1998) 211 n. 338; Karlin-Hayter (2006) esp. 61—
63). Delouis (forthcoming) 2 even argues that the inclusion of Theodore of Stoudios’ name among the
acclamations of the Synodikon of Orthodoxy—just as much as the translation of his relics back to Constantinople
in 844—was in fact part of patriarch Methodios’ general strategy to neutralize the impact of Theodore’s legacy,
and thus hamstring his successors in the mid-9™ century.

7 Vita Stephani lunioris, §97. Just as Theodore subtly employed language that depicted him in an episcopal role
of authority, as noted above, so the Life here does the same for Stephen, ibid. 21-28: “Kai obtwg 6 kotd dAn0gioy
€k PpEpovg iepog kai oD mavevepov TipoBéov 6hoKNVog, T Kowvd didackdim [Tadvio £EakolovddV kai viipwv
év mdlol, TV e Omobev EmhovOavopevog Kol Tdv Eumpoctey OonUEPAL ETEKTEIVOUEVOG, OV JLEAEITEV, dAVITIKMG
EIETV, HEAETOV VOKTOP TE KOl NUEPAV £V T VOU® KLpiov, Moel EOAOV TEPLTELUEVOV Tapd TOG S1EEAB0VG TMV
VOGTOV- 110l Yap OTL HeT 0V TOAD €V Kopd idi® ddoEL TOVG KaPToLS TOV TOVEV avTod &ig ékatov.” We have
already seen in the introduction how George of Alexandria applied these same themes to Chrysostom’s episcopal
years: study day and night and having Paul as a teacher. Moreover, naming Stephen a classmate of Timothy further
points to what kind of instruction he was receiving from Paul: lessons in how to be a bishop. Cf. 1 Tim. 3:1-2:
“ef Tic émoxonfic opéyetar, kakod Epyov émbuusi. Sei obv 1OV &mickomov dvemidnuntov ivor...” For the
significance of / Timothy in training clergy in Byzantium, see Rapp (2005) 32—41. Thus, the Vita, being anti-
Stoudite, shows traces of rival claims to Theodore’s conception of authority. See below, V.

98 Vita Stephani Iunioris, §17-21: “npog tiig iepdg wryxMidog iotduevog [i.e. Stephen] koi 1§ dvayvdot
TPOGEY@V, EK PHOVIG AKPOACEMG LOVOGVELY ADTOV TO AVOYIVOCKOUEVOV KOl £l GTOHATOG PEPELY, €iTE LOPTOPLOV,
gite Biov, €ite Kol Tatpdg TIVOG SdacKaAlaY, LAAMGOTA 08 TOD HeEAMOTAYODS XPLGOGTOUOL TTATPOG: AVTOD Yop
Eleyev mhgio Emmobely tag Oiag didaokoriog.” The scene described here may reflect the effect of Canon 19 of
the Council in Trullo (691-692), which ordained that clergy should preach only what is in accord with the canon
of the fathers of the Church and, indeed, should avoid writing their own homilies altogether (ACO I1:19): “...&i
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frequent—even everyday—communion also led to prevalence of the liturgy attributed to
Chrysostom.*”® Already in the 7™ century, George of Alexandria’s Chrysostom recommends
to a man he has healed to receive communion daily.’®® This may be an indication that the
practice we know from the 9" century reached back even to the 71: Chrysostom’s liturgy was
celebrated on weekdays, while that attributed to Basil was celebrated on Sundays. In any case,
Theodore instituted the daily celebration of Chrysostom’s liturgy at Stoudios so that the
community could receive communion as frequently as possible.’®! How exactly this
transitioned into Chrysostom’s liturgy overtaking that of Basil’s to the point of becoming the
“official” liturgy celebrated on Sundays and almost every other occasion is not described step-
by-step in surviving sources. However, what is of interest is a legendary account of patriarchs
Tarasios and Nikephoros discussing precisely this issue.

The anonymous source relates how Nikephoros and Tarasios were deciding amongst
themselves the proper manner for the liturgy to be celebrated. They eventually both agree that
the arrangement current in the early 9" century needed to change. Since Basil’s liturgy was too
compunctual for the celebration of the resurrection, it should not be celebrated every Sunday,
but rather on more compunctual days, such as the Sundays of Lent. On the other hand,
Chrysostom’s liturgy was more proper for a joyous celebration of the resurrection, and so it
should be appointed as the main liturgy for every Sunday.’®? Despite the blatantly fictitious
nature of the account—impossible if for no other reason than, despite referring to each other
as patriarchs, Nikephoros only succeeded Tarasios because of the latter’s death—nevertheless,
the anecdote serves to summarize the general tenor of the Stoudites’ position following both
the death of Theodore and the restoration of 843: their own marginalization. Theodore is
completely absent from the account, even though his direct association between frequent
communion and Chrysostom’s liturgy likely played a critical role in the shift in the Church’s

liturgical preferences as a whole, especially since what developed into the Stoudite Typikon—

YPaeog dvakivnbein Adyog [i.e. interpretation of Scripture], un dAkmg Todtov Epunvevétooay 1j og v ot Ti|g
EkkAnciog emotijpeg Kol 01ddokaAol St TV oikelwv cuyypoppdtov mapébevto- kol pdrlov €v 1o0To1g
evdokieitooay 1 Adyovg oikeiovg cvvtdrtrovieg, oty §te mPOG TODTO AMOPWG EYOVTEG AmMOTIMTOEV TOD
npoonkovtog.” Intriguingly, in Trullo’s first 36 canons, 3—39, which are devoted to the clergy (cf. Humphreys
(2015) 62—-63), Chrysostom is cited as an authority twice, in Canons 16 and 32, whereas almost no other Church
father is even mentioned.

49 For a historical overview of this practice, see Parenti (2010); Galadza (forthcoming presentation at Vienna
conference on Theodore of Stoudios 2016), with further references. I thank Dr. Galadza for sharing his paper with
me ahead of publication.

300 George of Alexandria, Vita, 132: “Kowvdvnoov 8¢ fiuepovsing tdv ayiov pootmpiov oxordlmv Sdtomovidg i
aylg éxkAnoiq.”

301 For a recent general overview of the subject, see Galadza (2018), here 130—-131; Parenti (2010) 42-44.

302 For text, English translation and analysis, see Alexopoulos (2006) 132—135. Cf. Taft (1992) 55.



161

based on his own initiatives—came to prevalence in the Byzantine church by the 12%-13®
centuries. In this connection, SermCat itself provides another telling indication.

In Part 1, it was noted that the title often given to the text in question in the manuscript
tradition is Catechetical Homily on Pascha (CPG 4605). Nevertheless, the earliest extant
witness to the text, Vaticanus graecus 2079 (before 868), simply calls it: Homily of our father
among the saints John Chrysostom on the resurrection of our Lord Jesus Christ>% In fact, in
the majority of 9"-11'" century witnesses generally, the text has a similar title, with reference
often being made to the kiss of peace (domaopodc) during the paschal liturgy,’** an example
being one of the earliest witnesses, Laurentianus Plutei 9.22 (974), whose text is descended
from that of Vat. gr. 2079.5% Nevertheless, by the 12 century, the text begins to be viewed as
“catechetical”, as in Sinaiticus graecus 1095 (12'" century), where the title is: Catechesis of our
father among the saints John Chrysostom, archbishop of Constantinople, on the brilliant
[Sunday] of the holy, glorious resurrection of Christ our God.>% The scribe even includes in
red ink, used for the rest of the title also, Theodore’s characteristic opening address for his
Catecheses: “Brothers and fathers”. It was in the 12 century that the Stoudite Typikon began
to exercise its greatest influence on the Church as a whole.’?” Consequently, in the immediate
aftermath of the restoration of 843, the text itself initially gained immediate popularity in
monastic centers with close links to the monastery of Stoudios, but nevertheless retained its
character as a text of Chrysostom more than as a catechesis of Theodore. This is further

reinforced by its somewhat rare inclusion in collections of Theodore’s Small Catecheses. It

583 vat. gr. 2079 (before 868) f. 47v: TOY EN ATIOIT II(AT)P(O)X HMQON IQAN| NOY TOY
XPYZOXTOMOY AOT'OX-| EIZX THN ANAZTAXIN TOY K(YPIO)Y| HMQN I(HXO)Y X(PIZTO)Y (available
here: https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS Vat.gr.2079 accessed 21.1.20).

304 A practice we know to be current at Stoudios before Theodore’s 3™ exile, at least, from Theodore’s own
description in his First Polemic against Iconoclasts 78: “kai vOv pev kKAGdovg aipopev €ig tomov thg £ml TdAOL
kabédpag- viv 8¢ aomalopedo aAARAovg gig onueiov tig dvaotioews.” Judging from Theodore’s expression, the
kiss of peace must have been known to his opponents, and so likely an element of the Cathedral rite, as well. Cf.
Bertonicre (1972) 143—-145, who nevertheless makes reference to later sources. However, Version A of the
Stoudite Hypotyposis also describes the kiss of peace, together with the reading of SermCat. See Thomas and
Hero (2000) 4.99—100.

305 Laur. 9.22 (974) f. 195v: “+ 1o &v dyioic n(ot)p(0)g uév in(dvvov)| dpylemiok(6)m(ov) KOVeTaVTVoL| TOAEMC
0D YPLOOGTOUOL-| AdYOC, €l TOV domacuov:| kb(pie) OAO(ynoov).” The manuscript has been digitized and is
available here:
http://teca.bmlonline.it/ImageViewer/servlet/ImageViewer?idr=TECA0000612266&keyworks=plut.09.22#page
/396/mode/lup (accessed 23.1.20).

3% Sinaiticus graecus 1095 (12" century) f. 146v: “Tod &v dy(io1g) m(at)p(0)g A(BV) im(Gvvov) dpy(1)emcidmov
KOVeTavTVouT(0)AM(emg) ToD ¥p(VGOGTOHOL)- KaTNolg| €ig T(MV) Aapmpay tig ay(iag) évoo&ov y(pioTo)d Tod|
0(e0)d NUOV AvacTdcens : aded| poi kol matépeg :” I thank Fr. Justin Sinaites for providing me with high—quality
digital photos of this and other manuscripts from the Library of St. Catherine’s monastery, Sinai.

307 Cf. Taft (1992) 5261, esp. 59 ff.; Galadza (2019) 136-138, but with reservations.



https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.2079
http://teca.bmlonline.it/ImageViewer/servlet/ImageViewer?idr=TECA0000612266&keyworks=plut.09.22#page/396/mode/1up
http://teca.bmlonline.it/ImageViewer/servlet/ImageViewer?idr=TECA0000612266&keyworks=plut.09.22#page/396/mode/1up
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was only later, with the rise of the Stoudite Typikon in the 12 century that almost immediately
SermCat begins to reflect its Stoudite associations once more.3%

This is curious when one considers that one of the primary ways that the Stoudites
fought to occupy the center of the restoration of 843, aside from once again vying for the see
of Constantinople,>* was precisely through the editing and distribution of Theodore’s so-called
Small Catecheses. Delouis has argued that, when taking account of their situation, Theodore’s
successors made a conscious choice to avoid a comprehensive edition of his corpus. Instead,
they focused on the final grouping of his Catecheses as the hallmark of his spiritual legacy,
those delivered between 821-826, i.e. during his 3™ exile in the period of Second Iconoclasm.
The edition produced was well planned, focusing on promoting those of Theodore’s texts that
could be easily employed for major feasts of the liturgical calendar, beginning with Pascha.
SermCat, of characteristically short length and addressing Pascha itself, could not fail but to
adorn this collection in at least certain of its surviving witnesses. Indeed, this strategy even
extended to the almost complete exclusion of the so-called Great Catecheses, which had
largely been delivered during peace time.>'”

Finally, a glimpse at the 10" century manuscripts of SermCat reflect the effects of this
9% century situation. Each of the 9 manuscripts bears witness to one or another aspect of the
Stoudite predicament in the period of restoration. Theodore is conspicuously absent from the
vast majority of these witnesses, though it is always necessary to be careful not to confuse what
is in many cases the accident of survival until the present day with an accurate reflection of the
reality of the situation at that time.’'! Complementing his invisibility is Chrysostom’s
pronounced presence. In seven out of nine manuscripts, all of which are various types of

Panegyrika, John Chrysostom is the most frequent appearing author—though numerous of

these attributions have been called into question.’!? Regardless of their authenticity, the

398 This is perhaps further reinforced by the case of ms. Parisinus graecus 1018 (10™ century). The manuscript is

a collection of Theodore of Stoudios’ corpus, beginning with the Small Catecheses. The collection of catecheses
seems to have originally begun on f. 9r with what Theodore of Stoudios, Small Catecheses 1-3 recognizes as
Catechesis 1 on the need to conduct our entire lives in readiness. F. 8r gives the end of the table of contents.
Nevertheless, on ff. 8r—v we today find SermCat following the table of contents, copied in a hand different from
the main hand of the witness, and likely dating to the 12—13 centuries

309K arlin-Hayter (2006) 66—74; Delouis (forthcoming) 2; cf. Darrouzés (1987). For a slightly different view, see
Hatlie (2007) 391-392.

319 Delouis (forthcoming) 3.

11 For a different perspective on Theodore’s continued veneration in later Byzantine generations, see also
Kaklamanos (2015a).

312 The manuscripts in question are: Jerusalem Hagiou Saba 1, Oxford Bodleian Baroccianus 199, Ottob. gr. 14,
Vat. gr. 1633, Vat. gr. 2013, Vindobonensis supplementum graecum 177, Leukosia archepiscopal library 19, Laur.
9.22 and Parisinus graecus 1018. As noted in Part 1, Chrysostom is almost always the most popular author in the
various Panegyrika examined.
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attributions themselves demonstrate Chrysostom’s prevalence in collections of readings for the
liturgical year. The two exceptions to this rule are: 1) Vindobonensis supplementum graccum
177, a collection of Gregory Nazianzen’s orations, preceded by SermCat and 2) Parisinus

graecus 1018, a copy of the Stoudite edition of Theodore of Stoudios’ corpus.

V. THEODORE IN HIS CONTEXT

The reason behind Theodore’s almost invisibility outside of explicitly Stoudite sources closely
corresponds to his method of employing Chrysostom as a prototype of pious subversion.
Theodore was always seeking opportunities to involve his monastic community in the politics
of the capital city. From their establishment at the Stoudios in 780—just after the death of
Constantine V’s successor, Leo IV, while Eirene was busily keeping the five other descendents
as far away as possible—to their protests over Constantine VI’s second marriage in 797 and
the Joseph Affair later in 809, Theodore of Stoudios and his community’s every public move
was designed to make a statement of “truth to power”. This not only gained him the ire of the
court on frequent occasions, but also served to isolate him from the patriarchate, as well.
Theodore, for his part, had a vision of the unification of monastics—demonstrated not least by
his presumption to write to Leo V’s Council of 815 as if on behalf of all abbots in his Letter
71. Just like Chrysostom arbitrarily extending his jurisdiction into Ephesos in order to deal
with simoniacs and then installing his own candidate for hierarch to the annoyance of the clergy
there, Theodore strove to increase his jurisdiction, albeit in a different way, inasmuch as
canonically an abbot had no jurisdiction outside his monastery walls. Theodore’s solution to
this was to create the so-called Stoudite federation: networks of communication,
interdependence and influence. In this way, Theodore adapted Chrysostom’s expansionist
vision of jurisdictional authority, always in the name of defending orthodox belief and practice
against a corrupted clergy and/or empire. For Chrysostom, as noted in the introductory section,
this worked better than for Theodore from the start. Each in his own way provided
Constantinople with a potential asset that was missing before: Chrysostom, the saintly
archbishop who solidified Constantinople’s growing claim to primacy; Theodore, the resolute
monastic defender of the purity of orthodoxy, who could potentially bridge the gap between
monasticism and church hierarchy and politics, if only his cult could grow to the necessary
levels of popularity to be cemented in Byzantine spiritual consciousness. This was the task that

the Stoudites set themselves after Theodore’s death, and yet, many of the figures who criticized
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and undermined this effort were neither church hierarchs bitter about Theodore (with the
exception of Methodios, who was himself a monk) or imperial officials. Instead, open criticism
of, and opposition to, him is to be found mostly in sources written either by and/or for
prominent monastics of his day. It was this infighting among monastics—cenobitics and
anchorites—that eventually hindered the necessary expansion of Theodore’s posthumous cult
beyond monastic circles closely associated with Stoudios, and thus, Theodore’s attempted
imitation of Chrysostom in this final sense remained ineffective, a phenomenon which will
now be examined in greater detail.>!3

First among Theodore’s critics is Theophanes the Confessor (ca. 760—-817), founder of
the community of Megas Agros in Bithynia, on the southern shore of the Sea of Marmara.>'4
Theophanes, despite being a resolute iconophile, even a “Confessor” like Theodore,>!
nevertheless was also a staunch supporter of church hierarchy. He had no desire to create his
own hierarchy, by forging a vast network of confederate monasteries, as Theodore of Stoudios
desired and sought to implement. Rather, Theophanes and many other monastics of the day
submitted more willingly to existing hierarchies, discerning in Theodore’s enthusiastic
promotion of cenobitic monasticism an excuse to set up a rival hierarchy, and thus jurisdiction,
of authority with Stoudios at its head, that could effectively challenge both court and
patriarchate whenever Theodore desired.’'® Consequently, Theophanes disagreed with

Theodore over the issue of patriarch Tarasios’ handling of Constantine VI’s second marriage

313 Though even centuries after his death, Theodore continued to be revered in Stoudite circles, as demonstrated
by Niketas Stethatos in his Vita of Symeon the New Theologian. See Niketas Stethatos, Life of Saint Symeon the
New Theologian 61, 63, 93 and 108.

314 Brubaker and Haldon (2011) 298-300.

315 The Synodikon of Orthodoxy (Gouillard (1967) 297.116), as well as numerous later authors (especially
Stoudites, such as Niketas Stethatos (cf. Darrouzés (1961) Oratio 10.11.2-3), recognized Theodore as a
Confessor. However, cf. the Life and conduct of and narrative about our thrice-blessed and inspired fathers
David, Symeon, and George, those lights shining in ancient and terrible times (Talbot (1998) 182-183 (BHG
494)), where Theodore is omitted from a list of iconophile confessors under Leo V that includes patriarch
Nikephoros I, Euthymios of Sardis, Theophanes the Confessor and George of Mytilene. See also Talbot (1998)
185—-186 n. 220 for further traces of this particular hagiographer’s desire to suppress the role of the Stoudites in
opposing Second Iconoclasm.

516 Cf. Theophanes’ caustic comments concerning Theodore’s opposition to patriarch Nikephoros I’s election at
Theophanes Confessor 481: “...éyeipotovOn Nikneopog, 0 ayidTOTOC TATPLAPYNG, OO GCTKPNTOV YNne®
avtog 100 Aaod Kol Tdv iepéwv, Tpog 6 kal T@v Pactiéwy [Despite Kazhdan’s comment (ODB s.v. Theophanes
the Confessor) that Theophanes opposed almost every emperor he wrote about, here Theophanes describes the
process of Nikephoros’ selection of patriarch as much more democratic than the likely autocratic process that it
was. Cf. also Theodore’s Letter 16 to emperor Nikephoros, which presents the picture of an emperor deciding
which patriarch he will choose]. [TAdtv 8¢ Kol @ddmPog, 1y0DEVOL TG LOVTG TAV ZToLdiov, 00 GUVEVSOKTGOV
] xewpotovig Nikneopov, dAra kal AMav dvtetdybnoav oyicpo peketnoavreg, aitiav 6fjfev edloyov Exovteg 10
un Selv amd Acik@v a0pdme el €mokomiv GvaTpéyewy...kod ook fv 1O mpdypo Efvov Tii¢ dkkAnciog Kol
TPOCOATOG EXvonBEv, AALG Kol ToALOL GALOL and Aaik®dV Eneckommoav a&ing Tig a&lag @ Oed iepatevcavteg.”
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and over emperor Nikephoros I’s selection of the secretary Nikephoros to succeed Tarasios.>!”

While Theodore broke communion, Theophanes had a more flexibile understanding of the key
concept of oikonomia invoked by Tarasios and a high estimation of Nikephoros as choice for
patriarch. It was only Leo V’s reintroduction of Iconoclasm that gave Theophanes and
Theodore a common enemy, thus reuniting them. After Theophanes’ death in 817, Theodore
composed an encomium in his honor.>'8

The next major iconophile source to undermine Theodore and his motives is the Life of
Stephen the Younger (BHG 1666). The Vita does not openly criticize Theodore; rather, Marie-
France Auzépy has discerned in the context of the Vita’s composition an opposition to the
Stoudite tendency toward schism.>!° She dates the Vita to ca. 809, the time when Theodore had
just broken communion with patriarch Nikephoros I over the Joseph Affair. Facing much
opposition and a formidable threat from what amounted to essentially a Stoudite
“excommunication”, Nikephoros needed a spiritual authority to support him. In this context, a
deacon of Hagia Sophia, Stephen, wrote the Life of Stephen the Younger, an alleged martyr of
Constantine V’s Iconoclasm. Indicatively, Stephen the younger is meant to have been an
anchorite of Bithynia, the same area where Theodore’s family institution, Sakkoudion, was
located, and indeed, where Theophanes the Confessor’s monastery of Megas Agros was
located. A pattern is emerging, which will continue with the Life of loannikios as well, whereby
anchorites of Bithynia are opposed to Theodore and his vastly extending cenobitism, based in
the capital, as noted above.

The Life of loannikios is one of the most openly critical of both Theodore and the
Stoudites in general. It is with loannikios that Theodore himself first informs us of his own
distaste for the anchoritism being practiced in Bithynia, in specific relation to Second

Iconoclasm; he accuses them of sitting out the fight while still claiming to be confessors.>?°

317 Ignatios, however, in his Life of Nikephoros the patriarch responds to Theodore’s objections in various ways.
First, he imbues (Talbot (1998) 57) Nikephoros’ past with the beginnings of pragmatic authority, by highlighting
how he was put in charge of Constantinople’s largest poorhouse, which prepared him to later become patriarch
(Cf. Constantelos (1968) 257-269; Hunger (1963)). Ignatios, then, responds (Talbot (1998) 58—59) to the Stoudite
understanding that emperor Nikephoros I had simply ignored Theodore’s specifications for patriarchal candidate
by relating how God had already chosen the secretary Nikephoros as his patriarch; God’s choice is then revealed
to emperor Nikephoros, who did not hear anyone else recommending God’s candidate but nevertheless remained
faithful to this divine revelation—perhaps a veiled criticism of Theodore. Finally, the secretary Nikephoros’
(Talbot (1998) 60) ascetic credentials are then revealed to emperor Nikephoros, thus again answering Theodore’s
objection that a layman is untrained in the spiritual life.

318 Cf. Letters 214 and 291. For the encomium, see Efthymiadis (1993).

319 Cf. Auzépy (2007), especially page 128, n. 29 where she highlights certain basic differences in conception of
the ideal monk by Theodore and the Vita of Stephen the Younger.

520 Talbot (1998) 245 and n.10 for reference. The version of loannikios’ Vita that Talbot includes is that by Peter,
a monk of the Agauroi monastery on Mt. Olympos in Bithynia (cf. Talbot (1998) 245; Hatlie (2007) 478); the
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The Vita has loannikios respond to this attack in various ways. First, a group of prominent
clergy visit loannikios, among them Theodore and Joseph the steward, who had performed
Constantine VI’s second marriage. loannikios’ Vita depicts the Stoudites overtly as Pharisees,
in whose minds questions and doubts arise as to why this holy man, loannikios, would receive
Joseph the steward into his abode.>?! The second episode addresses the period of Methodios’
patriarchate.’?? Toannikios explains first to his close friend, Eustratios, abbot of the Agauroi
monastery,>? that the Stoudites’ opposition to Methodios is due to the devil, who has entered
their minds and made them do and say outrageous things, since he could not bear to see the
Church in peace. For Toannikios, they are vessels of destruction,>?* babblers and schismatics
on a par with the Arians. Later, loannikios writes to Methodios asking the latter to visit him
before he dies. Methodios arrives with a sizeable entourage, who receive loannikios’ warning

525

about those who are “not afraid to rend the tunic>* of the word of God, and have even torn it

into many pieces.” He means, of course, the schismatic Stoudites that follow in Theodore’s

footsteps. loannikios then culminates his rebuke by asserting that:

“Those who did not shudder to do these things to the fathers and the holy patriarchs
who have gone before [i.e. Tarasios, Nikephoros and, perhaps, even Joseph the
steward], have themselves become therefore by their own action a scandal to the

526

church of God, and sons of the wicked one and tares.”>*® If anyone, therefore, does

not accept the great Methodios as patriarch, like the great Basil, and the theologian

Gregory and the divine Chrysostom, let him be anathema.”>?’

loannikios’ Vita reframes Theodore of Stoudios’ attempts to follow in Chrysostom’s

footsteps by casting Theodore himself in the role of the schismatic Arians. Basil had fought

other Vita, by Sabas, a monk of the St. Zacharias monastery at the base of the same Mt. Olympos, is not hostile
to the Stoudites. See ibid. 248.

321 Talbot (1998) 293 where Ioannikios commends Joseph the steward for his repentance and encourages him to
continue since his [Joseph’s] death is near: “The Stoudites were scandalized at this, for they are always
accustomed to concoct scandal and to consider themselves superior to anyone else. Thus in no small measure they
found fault with the blessed man [loannikios] in their thoughts, adding even this in their mind, “Who knows the
day of each man’s death but God alone?’” The scene is highly reminiscent of Christ, as the holy man par
excellence, healing the paralytic by forgiving his sins—with the Pharisees then questioning in their hearts his
authority to do so, since only God can remit sins. Even Jesus’ rebuke of the Pharisees is echoed in Ioannikios’ to
the Stoudites. Cf. Mk. 2:1-12 and Lk. 5:17-26

522 Talbot (1998) 338-344.

523 And thus, the hagiographer Peter’s own abbot. Peter claims that Eustratios is his main source of information
on loannikios. Cf. Talbot (1998) 245.

324 Cf. Rom. 9:22: okeln opyic.

525 Cf. Jn. 19:23-24.

526 Cf. Matt. 13:38.

527 Talbot (1998) 343-344.
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them first with Athanasios; Gregory then presided over the Council of Constantinople (381),
which condemned them again. And yet, the Arians insisted, even in Chrysostom’s day, on
keeping their own churches and processing through the capital singing Arian hymns.
Chrysostom dealt with them by enforcing the anathemas against them and compelling the

emperor to either induce them to accept Nicaean orthodoxy or be expelled from the capital.>?8

VI. CONCLUSIONS

This chapter began by outlining Theodore of Stoudios’ reasons for turning to Chrysostom as a
model in his own life and the methods by which he strove to promote his association with
Chrysostom to others, as an indication of his stance as martyr for, and champion of, orthodoxy.
In this effort, he focused on subverting and openly opposing the imperial court and the church
hierarchy, if he considered that the latter were being excessively subservient to the former. He
received a backlash from both of these quarters. Nevertheless, in the aftermath of the
restoration of 843, monastics gained a significantly greater presence in church and state
politics. One would expect, from reading Stoudite sources like Theodore’s Letters and
Catecheses, that the vanguard would again be lead by a faithful successor of Theodore.
However, it was precisely Theodore’s understanding and use of Chrysostom that laid the seeds
for factions to open up within monastic circles. Theodore’s strict adherence to what Sokrates
had discerned in Chrysostom>?*—excessive free speech (parrhesia)—as the most salient
feature of Chrysostom’s reception had made him enemies in precisely the monastic camps
whose recommendation for patriarch in 843 was followed. Even so, the opposition to a
“Theodorian” reception of Chrysostom would not end with Ioannikios and Methodios. As Peter
of the Agauroi monastery noted in his Vifa of loannikios, peace in the Church never lasted
long, and 843 was no exception. With the patriarchates of Photios, the reign of Leo VI and the
opposition raised against him by patriarch Nicholas I Mystikos, Arethas and Niketas David
Paphlagon, Chrysostom’s reception would again come to the fore, and further responses would
be given to the “Theodorian” understanding of Chrysostom’s significance for Byzantine

spirituality.

328 See Sokrates, Historia Ecclesiastica.6.8; cf. George of Alexandria, Vita, 153—156.
329 Sokrates, Historia Ecclesiastica, 6.3.13—14.
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CHAPTER 2—A TALE OF TWO EMPERORS

1. SERMCAT IN THE 10" CENTURY

The 10" century marks a watershed moment in the history of SermCat. There are extant
witnesses representing three of the five main branches of the manuscript tradition in the 10™
century—Laur. 9.22, Ottobonianus graecus 14 and Vaticanus graecus 2013—each of which
diverges significantly from the others. Laur. 9.22 is the oldest dated collection of Chrysostomic
texts, most likely originating from a scriptorium in Constantinople, copied by Basil the
calligrapher in 974.33° On the other hand, Ottob. gr. 14 and Vat. gr. 2013 are both Greek
manuscripts of Italian provenance, while Vaticanus graecus 1633—a descendent of Laur. 9.22
and dated to the 10!"-11" centuries—belonged to the Grottaferrata monastery, which was
founded in 1004 by Neilos of Rossano. The monastery, though under the pope’s jurisdiction,
followed the Byzantine rite—including the reading of SermCat at Pascha—and its monks, like
its founder, were mostly from Calabria.>3! This manuscript may have been copied precisely for
the newly-founded monastery. Many of these Italo-Greek monasteries adopted numerous
elements of liturgical practice and daily life from the Stoudios monastery.>3? Consequently,
despite the Stoudites’ marginalization in the aftermath of 843 specifically within
Constantinople, the reception of Theodore of Stoudios appears to have been quite warm,
especially in the monastic heartlands on the Italian peninsula, on Sinai and in the Judaean

desert.>? Indeed, the presence of these diverging textual families, which are all attested in the

330 Signature  visible on f 180v  (http://mss.bmlonline.it/s.aspx?21d=AWODIIV511 A4r7GxL-
IR &c=1.9%20Reliqua%20ex%20Epistolis%20S.%20P.%20N.%20loannis%20Chrysostomi%20in%20finis%20h
uius%20libri%?20descriptis#/oro/366, accessed 24.2.20). See Part 1, 50; cf. RGK IIIB.70. Another witness in the
same branch as Laur. 9.22, Sinaiticus graecus 234 (late 10" century), currently held in the Russian State Historical
Museum, notes in the upper margin just above the title of SermCat: “+ fjxovca 61t AvayvdoKeTaL €15 TV ATOAVGLY
©(0B) 8pOp(0v) T(f)g M(ENV(EMNS) Ku(praxii).”

31 ODB s.v. Grottaferrata.

332 Leroy (2008).

333 Nevertheless, he also enjoyed a certain esteem within 10" century Constantinople, as well. Theodore
Daphnopates is credited with Vita A of Theodore of Stoudios (BHG 1755, PG 99.113-232). Theodore’s successor
to the abbacy of Stoudios and later patriarch, Antony III (973-978), testifies that Theodore’s Catecheses continued
to be read daily in the Stoudios monastery, and Symeon the New Theologian (949-1022), though abbot at St.
Mamas monastery, was originally a monk under the direction of Symeon the Pious at Stoudios. During his later
abbacy, he delivered his own considerable corpus of catecheses, which he modeled on those of Theodore. See
Antonopoulou (2011) 22, 24, 30.



http://mss.bmlonline.it/s.aspx?Id=AWODlIV5I1A4r7GxL-lR&c=I.%20Reliqua%20ex%20Epistolis%20S.%20P.%20N.%20Ioannis%20Chrysostomi%20in%20finis%20huius%20libri%20descriptis#/oro/366
http://mss.bmlonline.it/s.aspx?Id=AWODlIV5I1A4r7GxL-lR&c=I.%20Reliqua%20ex%20Epistolis%20S.%20P.%20N.%20Ioannis%20Chrysostomi%20in%20finis%20huius%20libri%20descriptis#/oro/366
http://mss.bmlonline.it/s.aspx?Id=AWODlIV5I1A4r7GxL-lR&c=I.%20Reliqua%20ex%20Epistolis%20S.%20P.%20N.%20Ioannis%20Chrysostomi%20in%20finis%20huius%20libri%20descriptis#/oro/366
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10" century, testifies to the popularity that SermCat began to enjoy. Furthermore, we know
from the Book of Ceremonies that on the Monday after Pascha, when the patriarch begins the
liturgy, the emperor enters the altar of the church of the Holy Apostles and together they pray
at the tombs of both Chrysostom and Gregory Nazianzen—both of whose paschal homilies
formed readings together in various Typika, and are transmitted together in numerous
manuscripts.>** Constantine VII had Gregory’s relics brought to Constantinople soon after
regaining his throne in 945 and interred close to Chrysostom’s.3*3 In the 9 century Theodore
of Stoudios had promoted a highly subversive image of Chrysostom, but in the late 9™ and 10
centuries emperors Leo VI and Constantine VII began to evolve this subversive image in a
drastically different direction. Theodore’s image of the subversive Chrysostom, opposed to
imperial impiety, began to be slowly but surely replaced by the court itself, in particular the
Macedonian emperors. They promoted a more court-friendly image of Chrysostom as guardian

of the emperor and his rule.

11. LEO VI: ANOTHER MARRIAGE SCANDAL, ANOTHER CHRYSOSTOM

As noted in chapter 1, Theodore of Stoudios’ (759-826) first opportunity to publicly
assume the role of a 9™ century “Chrysostom”—whom Theodore routinely linked with
Chrysostom’s own namesake, John the Baptist and his rebuke of Herod—was Constantine VI’s
(780-797) second, adulterous (in Theodore’s eyes) marriage of 795. It was likely as part of this
program of resistance that Theodore turned later to SermCat during Second Iconoclasm. In the
later 9"-10' centuries the Macedonian dynasty found itself in its own marital difficulties, when
emperor Leo VI (886-912), desperate to fully legitimize the male heir he had finally obtained
in his son Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos (913-959), entered into his fourth marriage with
Zoe Karbonopsina in 907.°3¢ Leo’s so-called Tetragamy Affair led to a prolonged rift between
court and patriarchate, which was not finally healed until 920 with the Tome of Union.>*" 1t
was after this point that Niketas David Paphlagon began his public reception of Chrysostom

334 Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, De Cerimoniis, 1:69.22-26: “Ev&auevot 82 gic TOV Thpov 10D Te TaTpdg
MUV Xpvoootdpov kai T0d Beoldyov 100 Ayiov I'pnyopiov, kal Gyavteg knpovg, EEEpxoviol aueotepot 6 T
Boaotledg kai 6 maTpLapyng ot Thg aplotepdg mAayiag Tod Buolastnpiov...”

535 Dagron (2003) 218; cf. Elm (2012) 243-245.

336 For overviews of events, see Vogt (1935); De Matons (1978); Tougher (1997); Antonopoulou (1997); Riedel
(2018). Cf. also Markopoulos (2018). From the perspective of literature, see Flusin (1985), (2001); Antonopoulou
(2017).

537 And indeed was not solved by Leo or his dynasty, either, but rather by the usurper, Romanos 1 Lekapenos
(920-944). Cf. Mari¢ (2018) 103.
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with an encomium, in which he picked up on Theodore of Stoudios’ primary theme: the link
between Chrysostom and John the Baptist’s parrhesia, closing with a prayer that the Church’s
current peace after the storm might last.>3

However, long before Leo VI could scandalize the church with his Tetragamy Affair,
he composed an encomium on Chrysostom at the request of his father, Basil I (867-886).
Theodora Antonopoulou dates the delivery of Leo’s Homily 38 to November 882 at the latest,
thus his earliest surviving homily—making it a significant early statement of Leo’s
understanding of the imperial office which he was by then destined to inherit from his father.>
As Antonopoulou has carefully noted in the apparatus fontium to her edition of the text, Leo
drew in the main from George of Alexandria’s 7™ century Chrysostomic Vita, repeating most
of George’s episodes, if often only in summary.>** That being said, not only was Leo not
excessively dependent on his key source, but rather, in important ways he departed from
George of Alexandria’s vision of Chrysostom altogether. Leo gave first expression to the
logical conclusion of the image of Chrysostom as bishop of the oikoumene, found already in

Theodoret of Cyrrhus’ Ecclesiastical History.>*!

Theodoret had subtly emphasized
Chrysostom’s spiritual jurisdiction over the entire (Roman) oikoumene. Leo VI does much the
same, while simultaneously re-casting Chrysostom for the first time as patron of the imperial
court and model par excellence for the emperor himself.’*? A few indicative examples from

the text will illustrate Leo’s innovative reception at work.

1. COMPARISON BETWEEN A MONK AND AN EMPEROR

First, the most striking difference between Leo’s text and George of Alexandria’s is the
presence, greater or lesser, of monasticism. As noted in the introduction, Chrysostom’s years
among the Syrian monks occupied approximately 16% of the entire Vita by George of
Alexandria. In Leo’s encomium, Chrysostom’s monasticism is presented in 158 lines out of

1686 in total—just over 9%. Whereas George had devoted a little more than one-sixth of his

538 The events will be presented in more detail below. For the text, see Dyobouniotes (1934). Antonopoulou (2016)
4649 argues that the text postdates the Tome of Union, coming likely before Constantine VII’s regaining of sole
rule in 945.

33 Antonopoulou (1997) 6768, 123-126. For the text of Homily 38, see Leo VI, Homiliae 480-557.

340 Antonopoulou’s innovative format, placing the elements Leo drew from previous authors in plain characters,
with his own contributions in boldface, facilitates analysis of the homily immensely.

341 See Part 2, Introduction, Section III. Cf. Leo VI, Homiliae 521.904-910, where Leo seems to imply that he
has consulted Theodoret as a source, as well, and recommends him as further reading.

342 For the potential of homiletic literature to convey political messages, see Antonopoulou (forthcoming), esp. 7—
9.
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text to Chrysostom’s monastic credentials, Leo gave less than one-tenth of his to the same
subject. In other words, Leo reduces the role of monasticism in Chrysostom’s life by almost
half from his source. This shift in emphasis already heralds the changed tenor of Leo’s
reception of Chrysostom in relation to Theodore of Stoudios, as well. Chapter 1 noted how
Theodore explicitly invoked Chrysostom as a model for giving monastic catecheses.’* George
of Alexandria had done the same.>** Leo does address Chrysostom’s pre-eminence among the
monks, but makes no mention of catecheses per se. Chrysostom is said to have composed
ascetical instructions, but no mention of oral delivery is intimated.>* By all appearances, Leo
does not have in mind any Chrysostomic works that could be construed as catecheses. In subtle,
but significant, ways Leo is gradually re-orienting Chrysostom away from the model of abbot-
made-Byzantine-patriarch popularized by George of Alexandria and utilized by Theodore of
Stoudios to promote his personal agenda of either gaining the patriarchal throne for himself or
for one of his successors, both attempts that ended in failure. Leo was not prepared to see that
trend change.>*® As co-emperor already with his father Basil I by 882, Leo VI first clears the
Chrysostomic canvas of monastic overtones, and then proceeds to paint a Chrysostom that is a
reflection of the Bacihikn eikdv.>

The first intimations of Chrysostom’s preparation for quasi-imperial status—no doubt
a foil for the young Leo, who found himself in that very position while composing the
encomium—is the exercise of that “most imperial summit of virtues”, ilavOpwmio.>*® The

general centrality of this virtue for the emperor’s, as well as for the Christian bishop’s, relations

33 Chapter 1, Section III. Indeed, in that instance, Theodore had quoted an otherwise unknown passage from
Chrysostom’s corpus, where the latter described his apprehension in presuming to instruct others as follows: “t0
Kot EuE, mg Ex® Kol Stk SOGKOAOV £0TL cwbijvar Tov émrporevovra.” Intriguingly, Leo describes himelf
in quite similar terms in Homily 7 (Leo VI, Homiliae 101.504-510): “Q Nod xai Zo@io koi ITveduo
avayov...0tdov...iva. 681 VO NUAOY O 60G TEPLOVOI0G A0OG EmTPOoTELONEVOS, Kol TAV Eviodba
CUUTUTTOVTOV GKAIBV U TEWPDTO TpayUdtov Kol Tig Ekelbev petdoyot TV 6e&1dv dmoiavcemg...” Cf. Riedel
(2018) 5 and n.15.

3% Part 2, Introduction, Section IV.2.

35 Leo VI, Homiliae 492.260-271. Leo’s own collection of homilies has come down to us, organized into a
Panegyrikon under his own direction (Antonopoulou (1997) 50-51; ibid. (2008) XX—CIX)—an intriguing parallel
to Theodore of Stoudios (who, curiously, did not even edit his own corpus of Catecheses; rather, Stoudite monks
did it for him posthumously, cf. Leroy (2008) 39—40, 65, 215-216). For Leo, Chrysostom may not have given
catecheses, but Leo himself did instruct his people viva voce through homilies.

346 Which is, no doubt, why at his accession he installed his younger brother Stephen as patriarch and then
proceeded to continue the work of giving homilies himself. Cf. Flusin (2001) 31; Antonopoulou (forthcoming) 8.
47 Cf. Niketas David Paphlagon’s explicit reference to Chrysostom’s Vita as an exercise in painting a BactAtkn
eik@v in the Chrysostomic Vita he composed at the request of Constantine VII (Niketas David Paphlagon, Vita
13.16-20): “...obtm kdpol ofuepov olov &l Tva PucIMKOTATHV EikOvVa Ypayon Kol (¢ XpOHOGL TolC Adyolg
EVIEYVOC GLYKEPOVVOLEVOC Gap®C Stalmypapfical kol Toic Gmdviay dyectv (¢ 0oV Té £6TL TapacTico TOV
‘Todvvov T0d Beiov kail ypvoopnpovog 1 Beoprpovog Piov Tpotpanévt kol Opunbévrt...”

4 Cf. Antonopoulou (forthcoming) 8: “Justice and philanthrophy are...imperial attributes [i.e. that Leo
emphasizes in his homilies].”




172

to his people has been noted in the Introduction.’*® Leo’s Chrysostom reaches this summit
precisely through ascetic effort, which echoes a fopos of the benevolent emperor who strives
day and night for the benefaction of his people®**—a fopos Leo himself underlines in the
introductory section of his Taktika, a manual of military strategy composed in Leo’s court and

bearing the emperor’s own name as author:>!

“...nothing so grieves and pains our heart as the misfortunes of our subjects and
any decrease or failure <in their attaining> the good things due them, because of
<someone’s> negligence. Now, if an improvement in the condition of just one
person who has been entrusted to our care causes us ineffable happiness and the
worsening of his condition brings us unsurpassed grief of soul, what would we not
suffer with so many tens of thousands depending, after God, on our providence
(mpovoiag)? Mindful of our obligation to take thought and to be concerned about
them, we stay up at night, and during the day we deliberate on how to preserve
them free of all unpleasantness and harm and on how they may enjoy all the

happiness and prosperity that are rightfully theirs.”>?

Leo’s Taktika is designed to teach the technique of war to preserve the empire
unharmed; Chrysostom’s ascetic writings teach the technique of asceticism so that warring

passions may not overwhelm the struggling Christian’s soul, as Leo depicts vividly in the

encomium, further continuing these imperial-monastic parallels:

“Now, John at this time [i.e. after the vision of the apostles Peter and John]**
authored his ascetical works. Thence, as he was ascending to the very summit of
that most imperial of virtues and subjugating the insolence of the passions [of the

soul], authority over them [i.e. the passions] was given to him from God, as [his]

54 Part 2, Introduction. Cf. Hunger (1963).

330 Cf. its appearance in the Vita Basilii as well, § 41.1-10.

351 For text, with translation and notes, see Dennis (2010); for critical commentary, see Haldon (2014).

352 Dennis (2010) 3, with Greek text on 2. Riedel (2018) 171 has also intriguingly discerned Chrysostom’s
influence upon Leo in the latter’s infamous Novella 55, wherein he follows his father Basil I’s policy of forced
baptism of Jews, at the penalty of suffering the fate of an apostate otherwise—Leo VI, Novellae § 55.29-31):
“npog 6¢ 10 iovdainV EmavacTpePOIEVOC 0N Kal dOYHATA, TODTOV KATH TOVG TEPL ATOGTATAV EYKELLEVOVG VOLOLG
elompdrttresOot v Tpepiav.” Riedel makes a comparison with Chrysostom’s concept of the transformation that
takes place during baptism in his Homily 2 on Romans (PG 60:401-410).

333 Which will be discussed below in Section B.
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imperial mind [avtokpaTopog vod] levied tribute [from the passions] with the aid

from on high and brought their barbarity under yoke.”*

Leo’s language leaves little to the imagination. Chrysostom’s authority over the
passions is given to him by God, just as the emperor’s reign is ordained by God. In this
connection, Leo’s Chrysostom does not have the fjyepdva vodv of Plato3*3 or Solon,>¢ but the
avtokpdropa vodv of 4 Macchabees,>’ Clement of Alexandria®>® and Arethas.>*® He, thus,
exercises the care and beneficence of an emperor in maintaining the proper order in his

community:

“[One] could not observe then [i.e. during Chrysostom’s monastic years]
drunkenness, disorderly laughter, quarrels, envy or any of the other clouds that
impede the rays of the noetic sun from being seen. And the reason for all of this

was John’s singular, philanthropic concern and provision.”>%

3% Leo VI, Homiliae 495.323-328: “O 8¢ Todvvng tnvikadto 1oV GoKNTIKOVC cuveyplyoto Adyovg. Eviedfey
adT® TPOC TNV AKpdpelay ThG POCIMKOTATNG TAOV UPET®Y AVIOVTL TEPLOTG Kol T0 Opdon tdv mabdv
vrotdooovtt, Bedbev M kot avt®v €Eovcia mapadidotal, Tod AVTOKPATOpPOg Vo Ti] dvmbev cuvemucovpig
(poporoyodvtog kai O €kelvmv dypraivov kabvrotdocovtog.” Cf. the Vita Basilii’s depiction of converting the
Bulgars and Rus as both a powerful spiritual and political tool § 96—-97. Dennis (2010) ix: “Successor to Caesar
Augustus, Trajan, Constantine, and Justinian, he [i.e. Leo] was expected to be victorious in war and to subject
barbarian peoples to the authority of Rome. He soon realized that he could not do this without a solid knowledge
of military equipment and practice.”

535 Plato, Leges, 963a8-9.

36 Diogenes Laertios, Vitae philosophorum, 1.60.7.

557 4 Macchabees 1:7: “TIoAho00sv pév odv kol dAhoydBev Exol” dv Opiv Emeitar, 6Tt adToKPETOP E0TIV TV
nafdv 0 evoePng Aoylopdc.” As Antonopoulou (2008) 495 notes in her apparatus fontium, this is likely to be
Leo’s principal source.

358 Clement of Alexandria, Fragmenta, 40.5-7: “0é\noic éoTL puoiky adtokpdropog vod avteovolog kivnoic 1)
voig mepi Tt avBaPETMG KIVOOLEVOG. 0dTEE0VOLOTNG 0TI VOUS KOTO UGV KIVOOUEVOG T| VOEPQ THiG Wu)T|g KivNnolg
avTOKpaTAG.”

53 Arethas, Encomium in sanctos confessores Gouriam, Samonam et Abibum, 8—10: “dpd ye kol 6 odTokplTmp
VUV vodg TV E0Tod vIoKAGGOS Ol TdV aicOntnpiov ékyeitat Kol Tolg Opopévolg okedavvotal;” In any case,
the distinction between vodg as fyepdv and adtokpdtwp is not absolute. Plato in his Cratylus employs the latter
phrase (413c5-7), whereas Philo deprecates it on more than one occasion (De confusion linguarum, 125 ; Legum
allegoriarum libri, 3.198). Nevertheless, the frequency of Greek texts composed after 146 BC that prefer the
characterization of volg as avtokpdtmp, instead of simply fyeudv, would seem to suggest that changed political
circumstances had an effect that remained visible even up to the time of Leo VI and Arethas.

30 Leo VI, Homiliae 496.363-366: “Ovk fjv id&iv 101e m6GE0V 0ivoglvyiay, ov yédwtog dratiav, odk Eptdag, ov
Cflov, obk dAAO TL TV aviiteyloviay vepdv opdcbot Tag Tod vontod HAov papuapuyds: GV ambviov
kepahioov £€v, T Todvvov kndepoviag 1 eAGvOpomog Empéieln.” Leo’s sentiment is reminiscent of
Chrysostom’s own in his advocation of monastic life, Adversus oppugnatores vitae monasticae (PG 47:366.24—
28): “’Exel [i.e. among the monks] yap povov todto kabapdg cvuPoivov oty id€lv, GAL0OL 8¢ 0Vda 0D, 00 pdvov
6 TV TAPOVTOY DIEPOPEV, Kol TAcHY SkKexdPOol GTAGENC Koi Léyng VToOOety, Kol Aapmpic adToic sivon mepi
TOV peALOVTOV TG EAnidag...” Riedel (2018) 5 and n. 14 notes that the cleansing of society from moral turpitude
was a key concern for Leo (5): “Leo...wrote 113 new laws, the content of which reveal his earnest desire to
‘cleanse’ government and society of the corrupt and obsolete.” And n.14, “The title of Leo’s book containing the
113 novels reveals his purpose: Aéovtog év Xp1ot® abovdite ntaviov Bacthel evoePodg Baciiéng Popaiov [sic]
al Tdv vopov Emavopbotikai dvakabapoels.” Leo’s concern may also have been designed to act as a counterpoint
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Indeed, a few more indicative turns of phrase illuminate Leo’s intentions even further.
First, to introduce the account of Chrysostom’s election to the capital see, he states: “Since the
great guardian and judge [i.e. Chrysostom] was now about to take up the protection of the
oikoumene...”>®" Further down, Leo echoes Psalm 2:2 by calling Chrysostom “the Lord’s

anointed one’>%2

—a double-reference both to God’s anointed one, the King of Israel, i.e. Christ
(Xp1ot6c),>% as well as to every king of Israel’s monarchy.>** Thus far, Leo has been gradually
blurring the lines between the roles of emperor and patriarch, applying overtly imperial
language to Chrysostom—especially that of Israel’s Davidic kingship, dear to the Macedonian
dynasty.’% Finally, Leo has Chrysostom recognize, in stark contrast to Theodore of Stoudios’
understanding,>®® the emperor’s authority as nomos empsychos.>®” When Chrysostom attempts
to convince Eudoxia to return the widow’s vineyard to her, she initially responds that she

cannot because of imperial law. Leo’s Chrysostom then replies:

“This has been legislated by emperors, but indeed by those who were strangers to
the [Christian] faith. But you are simultaneously [living] law and have inherited
[the authority] to reign, and [your] conscience [is] urging [you], having recognized
the situation and making an allowance. And do not give [the opportunity] to the
crowds, who feel the burden of necessity, to call you a new Jezabel and all the other

elements narrated in Nabouthai’s ancient curse.”%

to the extreme moral decadence attributed to Michael 111, given as Basil I’s reason for murdering him and founding
the Macedonian dynasty. Cf. Vita Basilii § 19-20.

1 Leo VI, Homiliae 501.456-457: “Eneidn ¢ oikovpévng 6 péyog Euediev §on v mpootaciov mpostdng
kol kp1tng avadéyecOat...” Cf. Theodoret’s similar expression as noted in Part 2, Introduction, Section II1.

32 Leo VI, Homiliae 524.975-525.978: “Omoion 87 kai tfig avtod 10D Ocopcodc [i.e. Theophilos] cogiotikei
Ti|g kakiog TeBpeion katd tod Kvpiov kai katd tod ¥piotod adtod—mreptrtov yop Aéyew...”

363 Ps. 2:2: “mapéotnoav oi Pactieic Thc iig Kol ol dpyovieg cuvipdnocay &mi 10 avTd Katd Tod KLpiov Kod Kot
70D ¥proTod avtod.”

564 Cf. 1 Sam. 24:6, where David spares Saul’s life because he is the Lord’s anointed, namely Israel’s king: “roi
glmev Aauid mpog Todg dvpog oTod- pMSaude pot Tapd Kupiov, £l TOMGm TO Pp ToDTO ¢ YPLGTH KLpiov,
gnevéyka yeipé pov &’ adTdv- 1L ¥p1oTdC KLpiov 6TV 0VTOC.”

%65 Indeed, Kartsonis (1986) 91, 140, 189, 195 notes that David and Solomon begin to become standard elements
of the Anastasis image during the Macedonian dynasty. Cf. Antonopoulou (1997) 78—79; Dagron (2003) 192—
219.

366 Cf. Chapter 1, Section I1.

367 This is not Leo’s own innovation. He appears to have drawn it from George of Alexandria’s Vita (Halkin
(1977) 195). In any case, Theodore of Stoudios not only did not explicitly recognize this aspect of the emperor’s
kingship, but even highlights on numerous occasions the distance, and difference, between the emperor and the
law. Cf. Theodore of Stoudios, Letters 1.92.30-36, 1.104.110-111, 1.135.189-193, 2.851.64-72.

38 Leo VI, Homiliae 528.1047-1053: “Todto vevopodétnrat pév mapd Paciiémv, téya 8 tdv Eévav tii Tioteng.
0 8¢ Kol vopog &l kol Pactievely kexkAfpooar kol 1 cuveidnolg dvaykdlovca, cuveldvia O mpdypo Kol
ovyywaokovoa. Kai pr @g tovg moAlovg dvaykacOévtac, véav TeCapel ginelv og, kai 6ca d1d THg mbAat apdg
@ Napovbai dtictopnTor.”
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Leo’s Chrysostom both recognizes imperial prerogatives and provides an ideal model
of how to exercise them. He is, in turn, recognized by the emperor Theodosios II in this capacity
in Leo’s Homily 41 on the translation of Chrysostom’s relics. When Theodosios II receives
him in Constantinople, he honors Chrysostom by giving him “all the imperial authority, making
an offering of the very symbols of the empire.”>%° Leo composed these texts on Chrysostom as
a ‘mirror for princes’, as noted above, in the years just before succeeding his father Basil I to
the throne. Leo’s reign was characterized by seeking to rule in the realms of both state and
church. His Chrysostom has been symbolically given the reins of the state; we will now see
that those of the church will become his, as well-—a model Chrysostom for Leo himself to

follow in support of his own program.

2. PRIMACY AND 'EZ0OYXIA

George of Alexandria is the earliest known extant source to include the episode of the
elder Syrian monk, Hesychios, witnessing Chrysostom’s visionary visit by Peter and John, who
confirm him in his mission to serve the Church. John attests to Chrysostom’s exegetical pre-
eminence, while Peter gives him the keys that Christ had originally bestowed upon Peter,
symbols of the power to bind and loose, which is one of the bishop’s main functions.>”
However, Leo’s account of the episode differs from George of Alexandria’s in a slight, yet
consequential, way. In the encomium, Peter tells Chrysostom that God is giving him Peter’s
own authority (é€ovoia): “I am Peter, the one who confessed Christ to be the Son of the living
God. And God gives you my authority.”>”! While it could be read as a generic statement of any
bishop’s authority to bind or loose—transmitted through apostolic succession—<e&ovaia tends
to have further connotations. In fact, Leo’s use of the term €€ovcia finds telling parallels in
Canon 28 of the Council of Chalcedon (451) and the Letter of Pope John VIII to emperor Basil
the Macedonian at the Council of Constantinople (879—880), at which Photios was officially
reinstated to the Constantinopolitan patriarchal throne.

First, Chalcedon uses the term €£ovoia to apply both to church and state officials.

Within the Church, however, é£ovcio does not refer primarily to the bishop’s authority over

39 Leo VI, Homiliae 581.205-208: “O Boctievg...micav tv Paciteiov avtd EEovoiov adtoic cupuPorolg Thc
Bactieiag momaoapevog...” Cf. Halkin (1977) 494.6-9.

370 Cf. Matt. 16:19, 18:18.

ST Leo VI, Homiliae 494.307-309: “Eyo 8¢ eipi ITétpog 6 tov Xpiotov Yiov Ocod tod (Gvtog Opoloynioag.
Oe0g d¢ Kkal ool TV Euny didmaotv €€ovaiav.”
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binding or loosing sins of individual Christians, as much as his authority of jurisdiction, and
thus administration, over other bishops and sees: “Let the ancient customs in Egypt prevail,
namely that the bishop of Alexandria has authority [é£ovoiav] over everything, since this is
customary for the bishop of Rome also.”>”? In its infamous Canon 28, Chalcedon (451) greatly
expanded the see of Constantinople’s jurisdiction, as noted in the Introduction.’”® The

particular provision states:

“...we resolve that, above all, primacy and exceptional honour should be preserved
for...Senior Rome according to the canons, but that the most sacred archbishop of
imperial Constantinople New Rome is to enjoy the same privileges of honour
[tpecPeiov Tiig Tyfg), and that he is to have power [é£ovoiav], on the basis of his

authority [¢€ abBevtiag], to consecrate the metropolitans in the dioceses of Asiana,

Pontica and Thrace...”"

Richard Price and Michael Gaddis note in their commentary on Canon 28 that it was
Constantinople’s now secure status as an imperial capital that was behind its see’s elevation;>”
nevertheless, this still left Rome’s Petrine primacy intact. Thus, the é€ovaia of Canon 28 refers
to the hierarch’s jurisdiction, while & avBevtiag is a periphrasis for “by reason of proximity to
the emperor.” In other words, avbsvtia belongs to the emperor. Constantinople was only to
equal to Rome inasmuch as it was an imperial city, but as far as jurisdiction, and authority,
were concerned Rome still had primacy. Constantinople had jurisdiction only over its own
subordinate metropolitans.>’® The above context gives the general background, which must be
taken into account in interpreting Leo’s episode of Peter granting his authority (é¢ovcia) to the
archbishop of Constantinople par excellence, Chrysostom. Even just in relation to Chalcedon’s

(451) Canon 28, Leo’s statement could have been read as a challenge to Rome’s authoritative

572 Price and Gaddis (2005) 3:86. Greek text at ACO 11.1.3.95.30-32: “Ta apyoio £0n xpoteito o &v Alyvmto
dote Tov Ade&avopeiog Emickomov mhvimv Exewv éEovoiay, £meldn kol 1@ &v Poun émokdénm todto ohvndég
gotwv.”

573 Part 2, Introduction, Section III.

574 Price and Gaddis (2005) 3:90. Greek text at ACO.I1.1.3.98.33-37: “...cuvop®uey Tpd TAVIOV PEV T TPOTEI
Kad TV E€aipeTov TNV Katd ToVG Kavovas T Thg TpecPfitidog Poung. . .puidttecbat, ypijvar 8 TOV OGLOTOTOV
apyleriokomov tiig Paciiidog Kavotavivoumdiemg véag Poung tdv adtdv mpeofeiov Tiic Tiufic amoladev Kol
avTov €€ avbevtiog E€ovaiay Exetv ToD YELPOTOVELY TOVG PnTpomoAitog &v € T Actavi] kai ITovtike) kol @pakikii
T0ig d101knoeot...”

575 For Pope Leo I's opposition to and fear of the resulting marginalization of Old Rome inherent in this logic, cf.
Dvornik (1966) 51-52. Leo, as many of his fellow popes, preferred to stress the theological/apostolic arguments
for papal supremacy, inasmuch as they surely saw the writing on the wall. avBevtio imparted by proximity to the
emperor would from then on belong exclusively to the see of Constantinople. Cf. also the telling characterization
of Rome in the Vita Basilii § 53.45: “...1f|g m0ot€ peyarodd&ov Poune...”

376 Price and Gaddis (2005) 3.70-71.
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primacy. However, when one examines the proceedings of the Council of Constantinople (879—
880), which was either contemporary with Leo’s composition of the encomium, or preceded it
by only a couple of years,’”’ the gravity of the visionary Peter’s statement increases even
further.

John VIII addressed a letter to Basil I between 880 and 882,°’® whose most essential
point was to accept the re-instatement of Photios to the patriarchal throne of Constantinople.>”
In so doing, John stresses that his own avfevtia gives him the é€ovcia to either accept or reject
Photios, but taking care that the church not suffer schism, he accepts Basil’s request for Photios
to return.>®® Indeed, significantly, John highlights how the see of Rome has traditionally acted
as the safe haven to which orthodox bishops have turned for help during times of unjust
persecution, just as, John notes, Photios is doing now: Athanasios of Alexandria (328-373),
Cyril (348/50-386/7) and Polychronios of Jerusalem, Chrysostom (398-404) and Flavian
(446-449) of Constantinople.*®! It is unclear who Polychronios of Jerusalem is meant to be.>%?
However, Athanasios, Chrysostom and Flavian were all renowned for fighting the various
heresies of Arianism, Pneumatomachians, Sabellianism and Monophysitism. Pope John is
claiming that the popes of Rome are no less than the guarantors and defenders of the empire’s
orthodoxy by restoring to their thrones hierarchs who were deposed by the emperor at

Constantinople—undoubtedly a veiled rebuke of Basil’s own removal of Photios at the Council

577 Antonopoulou (1997) 68.

578 i.e. between the end of the Council and the death of John VIII in 882.

7 For the text, see Pope John VIII, Letter. For a recent overview of the significance of Photios’ patriarchate(s),
with particular reference to relations between the Byzantine emperor and the pope of Rome, see Chrysos (2018).
380 Noting, at the same time, that Basil did not wait for his approval to do so. Pope John VIIIL, Letter 2.12.10:
“NUElc 8¢ Thic Vuetépag yaAnvoTnTog TNV iKeEciov mpocodeLdpevol...aneoteilapey Anokpiolapiong MUOV
gkmAnpodvtag 0 0Epa vudv, €l kol 1 duetépa gvoéPela oV dvopa [sc. Photios] éxProcapévn Epbacev
GToKATOCTH oL Kol TTPO NUAV. .. O oG NUETS ToDTO Bepamevouey, ovk €k Thg NHETEPOS adBevTiog, Kainep EXOVTEG
g€ovoiav Tovto motelv...” At this point, John VIII is primarily dependent on Basil for military support in the
campaign against Arab conquest of the Italian peninsula, and so he protests papal power but in the end acquiesces
to Basil. Cf. ODB s.v. John VIII. An interesting usage of av0gvtia, parallel to the sense in which John VIII intends
it, is to be found in Chrysostom’s own first letter to Pope Innocent (CPG 4405) PG 52:531.22-27: ““O 8¢ [sc.
Theophilos] domep 10ig TPOTEPOLS EMAYO@VILOUEVOG, TOV APYIOIAKOVOV KOAEGOS TOV EUOV, € avBevTiog TOAATG,
domep 110M ynpevodong tiig Exkinciog, kai ovk £xo0ong énickomov, 61 EKeivov TOV KATipov dmavto mpog £00TOV
petéotoe.” Perhaps by no coincidence, the patriarch of Alexandria to this day claims the title of pope as well as
patriarch of Africa (https://www.patriarchateofalexandria.com/index.php?lang=en accessed 21.2.20). Cf. also
Kosmas Vestitor’s account of Theodosios II’s recognition of Chrysostom’s own avfevtio, when requesting the
latter’s permission to bring his relics back to Constantinople, in the fourth Oration on the translation of the relics
of John Chrysostom (CPG 8145, BHG 878) 74.2—4: “Omolopfdve [i.e. Theodosios II] un kota mopaitmo
avavedool mpog Mudg EM0elv tov Xpvodotopov, GAAd kot avBevtiav, 61t dvuvaocteig ToDTOV pETEVEYKOL
katonBadidcapey.”

381 Pope John VIII, Letter 2.15.

382 There is no entry for any Polychronios in the ODB, nor is there any hierarch of Jerusalem attested with that
name. Moreover, the name does not come up in this connection in a search of the TLG either.
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of 869—870. Indeed, in an extended passage, John explicitly outlines his understanding of the

authority invested in him by virtue of Peter’s keys:

“For this apostolic throne having once received the keys of the kingdom of heaven
from the first and great archpriest, Jesus Christ, through the chief of the apostles,
Peter, when [the latter] said to him, ‘I will give you the keys of the kingdom of
heaven, and whomever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whomever

>383__[for this reason, the see of Rome]

you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven
has universal power [é€ovaiav kaBoiov] to bind and loose, and according to the
prophet Jeremiah, to uproot and plant. For this reason, using the authority
[ab0evtig] of the chief of the apostles, Peter, together with our entire local church
we command you, and through you our most holy brothers and con-celebrant
patriarchs of Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem...to be in harmony and of one
mind with us, or rather with God, concerning all of your requests [i.e. that Photios

be re-instated].”*

It is within the context of Pope John’s letter that Leo VI’s encomium of Chrysostom
must be read. Leo’s Peter, as noted above, gives to Chrysostom the keys of the kingdom of
heaven and assures him that Christ grants together with them Peter’s own authority (tnv gunv
g€ovoiav)—precisely the same authority that John VIII at the same time was emphasizing as
universal in character (é€ovciov kaBorov). Moreover, Pope John mentioned in his letter that
with papal assistance Chrysostom had been restored to his throne. This is less accurate than it

at first appears. Palladios incorporates what he calls Chrysostom’s letter to Innocent asking for

help after his final deposition,’® and Sozomenos reports Pope Innocent’s displeasure at

583 Interestingly, John says “whomever you bind” and “whomever you loose”, employing the masculine accusative
relative pronoun &v. The Gospel text, at both Matt. 16:19 and Matt. 18:18, employs the neuter, either singular (3)
or plural (6ca): whatever. John’s switch to whomever is perhaps a further indication that he understands this
particular authority to be jurisdiction over other bishops, as in the present case he sees himself exercising over
Photios.

384 Pope John VIIL, Letter 2.17-18: “xkafdmaé yap O dmootohikdg ovtog Opdvog AaPav tic kAElS Tfig Pucileiag
TOV 0Vpav®dV mapd Tod TPAOTOL Kol peydhov dpyepéws Incod Xpiotod, 810 T0D Kopueaiov T@vV ATocTOA®Y
[Tétpov, gimdvtog TPOg aNTOV: Lol dDcm TOG KAEIS Thg Paciieiog T@V ovpavdv, kai “Ov v dnong &nt Tiig Yis,
gotal 0edepéEVOg €V TOIG 0Dpavols, Kol Ov av Adong £mi Tiig Yiig, £otot Aelvpuévog €v Toig ovpavoic, £yl EEovoiay
KkaBoLov deopelv T€ Kol Aev kol katd Tov mpoentny Tepepiov £kpilodv Koi KatapLTELEY. d10 TOVTO Kol MUELS
] avBevtig ToD KopLEaiov TV drTocTOAWY [TETpov YpduevoL, Letd mdong ThHg kad’ MU aylTaS EKKANGiag,
napeyyvopedo OUlv, kai 6 VU@V TOIG TE AYIOTATOLG AOEAPOIG KOl GULAAELTOLPYOIG MUV TOTPLAPYULS,
AlsEavdpeiac, Avtioyeiag, Tepocoldumv...opovoticat kai opogpovijcat Huiv, udrlov 88 1d Oed, &v micwy oic
VUETS €Entoacte.”

385 Palladios, Dialogus, 11.8-10: “4X)\" éneidn), xobdnep £pOnyv eindv [sc. Chrysostom to Innocent], od Opnveiv
O€l povov, aALG Kai dtopBodv, TV DUETEPAY AYATNY TAPUKOAD S10vVOoTHVaL Kol GUVOAYTCOL KOl TAVTO TOLo oL,
(oTe oTHVAL TAVTL TO KOKAE.”
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Chrysostom’s final deposition, asking for his re-instatement.>®¢ Nevertheless, both Chrysostom
and Innocent died before anything could materialize. Leo’s account of events acts as a
corrective to Pope John VIII’s statement. At Chrysostom’s first deposition, Leo has Pope
Innocent recognize Theophilos of Alexandria’s machinations—following Palladios’ tradition
through George of Alexandria—and turn to God asking for a resolution to the situation. In
other words, the Pope learned of what happened but offered no more help than personal
prayers.>®” In the recounting of Chrysostom’s final deposition, again the pope’s effective hand
is nowhere to be found. George of Alexandria had given a prominent role to Innocent in the
effort to restore Chrysostom after his final deposition; the papal letter that condemned Arkadios
for Chrysostom’s blood fits well with the spirit of John VIII’s assertion to Basil 1.5 Leo
silently suppresses this tradition of fervent papal support—and blame of the emperor—
preferring instead to depict Innocent as a subordinate to Honorius, emperor of the West, and
reticent pursuer of Chrysostom’s vengeance; Arkadios, for Leo, is the innocent victim of
Eudoxia’s deception, in conjunction with Theophilos’ brash insolence. When Innocent does
learn of Chrysostom’s final deposition in Leo’s encomium, the pope keeps quiet at first. Only
when some of “the virtuous” from Constantinople come complaining to Rome does Innocent
report to Honorius what he had learned; the emperor takes over from there—it is implied, to
right the wrong—but no council to re-instate Chrysostom is mentioned. By no coincidence, the
910%™ century author, (ps.)Photios, also emphasizes Innocent’s impotence in precisely this

way in his Adversus primatum Romae.>® Therefore, in his encomium on Chrysostom, Leo VI

386 Sozomenos, Historia Ecclesiastica, 8.26-28.

387 Leo VI, Homiliae 540.1315-1320: “AALd @co@ihog yphget [sc. to Innocent to inform him of Chrysostom’s
deposition] pév, kataylvOoketol 8¢, Soyvovtog Tod Thme GopdE Té KoTd TOV EYoV- OV TO TOAVESES TGV
EmdsupdTev KoTomAayeig 6 Poung, ni tov Oeov katapedyetl kakeiBev €artel Avbijvar T®V oKavodA®mV TA
pnyovipoto. Koi pévrot kai Aappavet myv Adow, kol 10 téyog nAikov.” The contrast between Innocent’s refuge
in prayer and John VIII’s authoritative wielding of Peter’s binding and loosing powers is striking. Further down
in the encomium, at 1332—1335, Honorius writes to his brother and fellow emperor, Arkadios, chastising him for
allowing Chrysostom to be deposed, and without consulting Rome at that. Nevertheless, this highlights Arkadios’
own innocence as an unwitting accomplice to the deed more than Leo’s recognition of papal jurisdiction over the
see of Constantinople. This can be seen also in Leo’s Homily 41 On the translation of the venerable relics of our
father among the saints John Chrysostom archbishop of Constantinople (Leo VI, Homiliae 575.68-576.73).
Eudoxia, as per usual, dies being consumed by worms, while in Arkadios’ case, “...0 gvoikog 6pog tiig {ofg
TEMMPOTO Kol Og000610¢ 0 Ekeivov maig T maTp@do oKATTPa KeEKANP®TO...” Leo’s primary goal is to free the
emperor from all blame. Halkin (1977) 487-497 originally published this text, without attribution, from ms.
Sabaiticus graecus 242 (10" century). Devos (1989) then recognized Leo VI as its author. Paschalides (1999)
171-177 disagreed, discerning the authorship of Niketas David Paphlagon, instead. However, Antonopoulou
(2008) CCXII-CCXVI has convincingly argued for Leo’s authorship of the text.

388 Cf. George of Alexandria, Vita, 265: “@wvi} aipotog tod 4d3ekpol pov Todvvov Bod mpdg tov Oedv Katd 60D,
Boaocired, dg mote APek Tod dikaiov Kot T0D ddeApokTovoL Kdiv- kol mavti tpon® Exdiknonoetor.”

8 Leo VI, Homiline 551.1566-552.1581. (ps.)Photios, Adversus primatum Romae: ““Oti xa®aipedévto
TOPAAOYDTOTA TOV TO TOD Bgod AANODg otopa Kol vodv ovpdviov Xpucsootopov Todvvny 0 pév popaiov
poedpoc Tvvokéviiog moAAG omovddcoag e€ig TV oikelav Emavoyoyslv TV ovdev ioyvoev- O O¢
Kovotavivounorewsg Attikdg, moAhd 100 AAleEovdpeiog dvoavacyeTodvTog, €ig TV TOV Apylepév TNV
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subtly alludes to themes of immediate political and ecclesiastical relevance in the final decades
of the 9" century, employing Chrysostom, on the one hand, as a Constantinopolitan answer to
Roman claims to overarching superiority, while on the other, reshaping his image precisely to
undermine the distinctly rebellious, anti-court tenor of Chrysostom’s reception that Theodore

of Stoudios had so studiously promoted.>*°

3. PATRIARCHAL PROBLEMS

Nevertheless, Leo faced his own challenges at home, as well. His desire to control both
church and state has often been noted, and this has been linked to his homiletic activity,**! as
well as to his immediate deposition of Photios, upon accession in 886, and installation of his
own younger brother, Stephen, as patriarch—despite the latter not yet having reached the

592

required age.””* Photios, of course, was not only involved in Leo’s incarceration on suspicion

of plotting against his father Basil I in 883—albeit acting as a relatively mitigating factor. Far

more importantly, Photios shaped Basil’s idea of himself as emperor.>3

Leo, on the contrary,
desired to shape his own self-image, as noted above.>** Leo deposed Photios in 886, and so his
reign began with the necessity to address the quintessential ‘patriarchal problem’, namely
patriarchal authority asserting its dominance over the court.”®> This problem remained
prevalent during Leo’s reign. The Tetragamy Affair, which began with the birth of Leo’s son
Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos in 905, highlights the issue. As Shaun Tougher notes, “the
Tetragamy crisis is the most obvious facet of [Leo’s] reign, though not the sole one, that
demonstrates his attitude towards ecclesiastical authorities and his perception of his own

authority.”%

gmavnyaye, Toig iepoig durtvuyolg €vtaéag adtod O dvopa. £kaotog yap @ oikei® Opdve tdv GAlwv €otiv
gmpotéotepog.” On this work, cf. what is surprisingly one of the few works of scholarship to mention this text
to date, Codofier (2017) 64, n. 10: “[these works (i.e. including the Adversus)] non son atribuibles a Focio.”

390 Kosmas Vestitor promotes the same idea—as, naturally, do many in reference to Chrysostom—in his fourth
Oration on the translation of the relics of John Chrysostom (CPG 8145, BHG 878) 73.17-20: ““Apavteg avtov
[i.e. Chrysostom] @épete mpog pe [i.e. Theodosios I1] kai £&v Tic DYAv einn 1, Epeite TPOg avTOV- 1| BuydTnp T0D
Bactiéwg 1@V PaciAevdvimy Koi untnp Tood®v tdv EKkKAncldv ékkinoioa. [i.e. Constantinople] domep kpoood TOV
yxpvoodv Tii¢ 1diog mpardtntog {ntel tovtov mepiParécBar.” The difficulties in precisely dating Kosmas’ life,
whether to the 8% or 9" century, makes precise contextualizing of his views problematic.

391 Antonopoulou (1997) 44, though cf. Flusin (2001) 33 for a different view.

32 Tougher (1997) 36, 68

393 Tougher (1997) 79-80, 87-88.

39 Markopoulos (1998) 476.

395 Tougher (1997) 71.

3% Tougher (1997) 133.
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Leo was unfortunate in being unable to produce a male heir to succeed him until his

397 was born in

fourth (soon-to-be) wife, Zoe Karbonopsina. Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos
905 and baptized, but Leo apparently felt this was not enough to secure his heir’s legitimacy,
for which reason he attempted a fourth marriage, strictly forbidden by Byzantine canon law.>*®
In the course of forcing his will, Leo involuntarily re-enacts scenes from both Chrysostom’s
Vitae and Theodore of Stoudios’ struggles against the court. First, he is turned away from
entering Hagia Sophia at Christmas of 906 by patriarch Nicholas I Mystikos (901-907 & 912—
925), reminiscent of Chrysostom’s barring of Eudoxia from entering the church due to her
seizure of the widow’s vineyard.’” Nevertheless, Leo behaves in a manner more royal than
Eudoxia (in George of Alexandria’s account): “Then Leo, the emperor, did something fitting
of an emperor in an imperial manner, throwing himself on the ground and having shed many
tears, arose and said to the patriarch, ‘Enter, Master, being in no way hindered by me. For |
suffer a deserved and just penalty on account of my innumerable sins.””*’ Leo’s repentance,
however, is also what allows him later to use parrhesia and apply pressure to Nicholas I, who
had promised him numerous times that he could enter and always found another reason to deny
it at the last minute. !

Leo had the further misfortune of encountering an unbending opponent in Niketas
David Paphlagon®—just as Nikephoros I and Leo V had in Theodore of Stoudios. Nicholas
I, in the above-cited Vita of Euthymios the patriarch (Nicholas’ interim successor), mentions
Arethas’ disapproval of Leo’s fourth marriage, noting that he cannot allow Leo to enter Hagia

603 Arethas eventually does so and is reconciled with the court.%%*

Sophia until Arethas relents.
His student, however, Niketas David Paphlagon, becomes an unrelenting opponent of Leo’s
oikonomia. In an oft-cited fragment from the Vita of patriarch Euthymios (907-912), Leo’s
replacement for Nicholas I, Niketas David’s struggle against Leo’s adulterous tyranny is

depicted in terms that Theodore of Stoudios would have readily supported:

37 On the significance of the title that Constantine assumed, Porphyrogennetos, and the chronology of its usage,
see Mari¢ (2018) 120-122.

3% Tougher (1997) 156-160. The Vita Euthymii reports that Zoe’s relatives requested her recognition as
Augusta—and thus, her officially sanctioned marriage to Leo. Cf. Vita Euthymii, 109.24-32.

39 Cf. George of Alexandria, Vita, 196-198.

00 Vita Euthymii, 77.25-29: “16te Aéwv 6 Paciied Bactikdy Tt Pacikdg énoincey, Eavtodv &n” &5dpoug Plyoag:
Kol €7l TOAD dokpHoog AvaoTtag T@ ToTpldpyn Eon- eloedle, déomota, un wap’ £uod O Topdmay EUmrodiLoueVog.
S0 yap T TAT00G TdV EUdV APETPTOV GPOAUATOV AEIMG Kol dikaimg Thoy®.”

Ol Vita Euthymii, 79.7-83.4.

602 Cf. Grierson and Jenkins (1962) 136.

893 Vita Euthymii, 77.15-19.

04 Vita Euthymii, 126-127. Cf. Karlin-Hayter (1961), (1962); Tougher (1997) 13; Antonopoulou (2017) 191.
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“He [i.e. Leo] said angrily, ‘But do you think you will achieve your salvation
without my imperial reign, my prayer and my intercession?’ And he [i.e. Niketas]
responded, ‘But no, you will not guide us towards Christ, nor do you precede us
into his heavenly kingdom, but you—having been allotted for a time by the Most
High to reign over [other] people [as a mere] person [yourself], bend [sc. your

h605

bow], prosper and reign with righteousness and truth®® so that you may not be put

to shame by the king of kings on the day of God’s visitation. But we, following

Michael, the arch-general of God’s armies, will be allied through him to Christ.”%

Niketas is then brutally beaten and sent to be confined in the Dalmatou monastery,
where he will further be pressed to submit to the emperor’s impious (in his eyes) will.5%’
Niketas’ challenge attacked the heart of the Macedonians’ devotion to the cult of Michael the
archangel, while simultaneously foregrounding the tensions between Court and Church that
Chrysostom had represented for Theodore of Stoudios in the 9% century.®®® Niketas overtly
attacked Leo’s entire self-image of emperor/shepherd who guides both church and state
towards heaven. Moreover, even with Niketas confined, Leo continues to have patriarchal
difficulties. Nicholas I is exiled in 907 and replaced with Euthymios, Leo’s spiritual father, but
even he was not shy to contradict Leo’s will.*® Despite Leo’s, perhaps, idealized vision of
Chrysostom as a model patriarch who supports, submits to and guards the emperor, his actual
experience from 905 onwards proved to be quite different, all in an effort to secure his son
Constantine’s succession. In 945, Leo got his wish, posthumously, and Constantine, just like

his father, turned to Chrysostom at the beginning of his reign as avtokpdrmp.®!?

III. CONSTANTINE VII: CHRYSOSTOM, THE EMPEROR’S PROTECTOR

605 ps. 44:4.

606 Vitae Euthymii fragmentum 125-127: “AAa Bovdet,” Een Bopoduevog £keivog, “Bvev Tiig éufic Baotieiag kol
Thic e0yfig kol peotteiog cotnpiag Toyxelv;” AvTog 8¢ glmev- “Ov pév ovv- o0 ob fpiv kadnymon npodg tov Xpiotdv,
003¢ mPOG TNV 0VpavIov adTod Tponynon Pactigiov. AAAd ob pev dvOpomog avBpmmwv Tpog Kapov v 6 HYieTog
dproev Pactiedey Aaydv, Evieve Kol kKatevodod Kol Baciieve petd dikooovvng kol aindeiag, tva un Vo Tod
Baciiémg tdv Paciiémv kotoioyuvoiig &v uépa Beod Emokomnii. Huelc 8¢ MyonA @ apylotpatiy® tob 0god
TV dvvapenv enduevol cuvOnodueda ot avtod mpog 1ov Xpiotdv.” Cf. the diametrically opposite account—
favorable to Leo—preserved in the Vita Euthymii published from ms. Berolinensis graecus 55 (12" century) by
Karlin-Hayter (1970) 105.14-109.23. For the ms., see ibid. 5-6.

%7 In numerous of his works, Niketas makes reference to his displeasure at Leo’s Tetragamy Affair. See
Paschalidis (1999) 100-103, and 123-288 for Niketas’ oeuvre.

898 Cf. Vita Basilii § 41,76, 83, 93, 94.

09 Tougher (1997) 103—104; Riedel (2018) 135-136.

810 For the distinction between Bactieio and avtokparopio with especial reference to Constantine VII and sources
on him, see Mari¢ (2018) 119-120.
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If Leo VI laid the foundations for the ‘imperial’ reception of Chrysostom, Constantine VII
Porphyrogennetos completed the construction—and with good reason. Constantine was
crowned co-emperor with his father Leo in either late 907 or early 908.°!! By the time Leo died
in 912, Constantine was only 7 years old. Thus, his uncle, Alexander (912-913), first ruled
until dying after only just over a year. Consequently, Constantine’s mother, Zoe Karbonopsina,
together with a council of senators comprised a regency for him until the successful rise in 919
of Romanos I Lekapenos (920-944) to the role first of basileopator, then caesar and eventually
co-emperor by December of 920. Romanos then found a way to demote Constantine VII,
making him second-emperor.®!? Later on he also had his two eldest sons, Stephen and
Constantine, crowned and his youngest son, Theophylaktos (933-956), was eventually

613 Tt would seem that Romanos admired Leo VI’s

ordained patriarch of Constantinople.
strategy of associating close family members with power, and Constantine VII’s reign was
noticeably threatened.®'# Nevertheless, Constantine VII proved fortunate; Romanos’ two sons,
Stephen and Constantine, exiled their father to the island of Prote in 944. As a result, in his will
Romanos named Constantine VII first emperor, with a provision that his own sons, Stephen
and Constantine, should be deposed altogether should they ever offend him in any way.%!°> Soon
after—on 27 January 945, feast of the translation of Chrysostom’s relics to Constantinople—
on suspicion of conspiracy against him Constantine VII had Romanos’ two sons exiled to
nearby islands and ordained clergy.®'® Thus, his tenure as sole emperor, avtokpdtwp, began.®’
By having the members of the usurping dynasty arrested on the feast of Chrysostom,
Constantine VII possibly intended to begin his reign as his father, Leo VI, had begun his, with
a focus on Chrysostom. Having been released from jail and reconciled to Basil I, Leo VI had
honored Chrysostom by composing a homilial Vita. Constantine VII in this way could

potentially have underlined his reign as a continuation of his family’s dynasty by linking it to

a feast of John Chrysostom, the patriarchal patron and model for his father.

11 Cf. Grierson and Jenkins (1962) 137-138.

612 Theophanes Continuatus, 400.9-23, esp. 20-21: “tov Baciiéa Kawvotaviivov vmoPiBalel xoi devtepov
kafiotnow, Eavtov 8¢ mpodyetl gig Tobumpocbey.”

613 Christophilopoulou (1970) 59-61. Leo VI had created the office of basileopator, according to Philotheos’
Kletorologion, for his most-trusted counselor, Stylianos Zaoutzes. Cf. Karlin-Hayter (1968); Leroy-Molinghen
and Karlin-Hayter (1968). See also the recent discussion in Gkoutzioukostas (2014).

614 Cf. Whittow (1996) 290; Mari¢ (2018).

815 Theophanes Continuatus, 434-435.

616 The report of the conspiracy against Constantine VII by Stephen and Constantine is in Liutprand of Cremona’s
Antapodosis. Cf. Flusin (1999) 11 and n. 32.

617 Theophanes Continuatus, 437-438.
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In conjunction with his well-known historical interests,%'® Constantine VII also had
special religious interests, particularly concerning relics.®’® He viewed Chrysostom as
protector/guarantor of his reign because on the feast day of Chrysostom’s relics he regained
his throne.®”® Moreover, due to his personal devotion to Gregory Nazianzen, Constantine
orchestrated the return of his relics to occur on 19 January and be buried next to Chrysostom’s
in the church of the Holy Apostles, thus creating an octave (19—27 January), during which both
Constantinpolitan hierarchs’ relics were celebrated with processions, culminating on the day
that Constantine became avtokpdtmp.5?! In fact, it has been demonstrated that the letter, which
Constantine VII had Theodore Daphnopates write on his behalf to Gregory requesting
permission to bring his relics back to Constantinople, is based in both concept and content on
the letter attributed to Theodosios II, transmitted in Kosmas Vestitor’s fourth Oration on the
translation of the relics of John Chrysostom (CPG 8145, BHG 878), wherein Theodosios II
requests the same permission from Chrysostom.%?? Darrouzes and Westerink date the letter to
the early years of Constantine’s sole reign. The emperor also added to his hymnographic

623 Finally, Constantine further

production by composing two canons in honor of Chrysostom.
ensured that his patriarchal patron saints would continue to be honored every year with even
further reverence by including the ritual of the emperor and patriarch praying at Chrysostom’s
and Gregory’s tombs on the Monday after Pascha, as related in the Book of Ceremonies.®**
Nevertheless, indications of Constantine’s overt reverence for Chrysostom, in particular, do
not stop here.

As noted above, Romanos I had his youngest son, Theophylaktos, ordained patriarch
of Constantinople (933-956). The history known as Theophanes Continuatus, one of

Constantine VII’s projects, has insightfully been described as the emperor’s effort to turn

618 For which see the recent comprehensive study by Németh (2018); Markopoulos (2018) esp. 24 and ff for the
necessary sense of caution in recognizing that direct indications of Constantine VII’s hand at work in the
historiographical corpus composed under his reign are not simple to trace. Nevertheless, cf. Antonopoulou (2018)
and (2019) for the canons in honor of Chrysostom, which she convincingly argues are the genuine work of
Constantine VII himself. Constantine is also traditionally credited with composing the eothina exaposteilaria still
current in liturgical books.

619 Kalavrezou (1997) 67-77; Flusin (1999) esp. 10-11; Klein (2006) 91-92

620 Antonopoulou (2011) 19.

21 Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, Encomium 81: “TleiBopat. .. pf pévov odtov [i.e. Gregory] Tog odpoviong
KataAmovTa dtotptBog ped’ Muadv mavnyvpilew Kol cuvaydiieobol, GAAL Kol TOV TMV ATOGTOADY OPOV. .. TOVG
€LoVG Oepprolc TPooTATAG KOl TG OIKOVUEVNG AGPAAETTATOVS PPOVPOVS, TPOG 0& TOVTOIC Kol TO TEPTVOV Kol
TayypLoov GTOU, TOV EUOV Xpuooppdav kal Tii¢ EkKANciog d1edécTatoV Kol HEAPPLTOV TOTAUOV, TOV TG
petavoiag &yyuntny evkatdvuktov kol tiig ddackariag evnyéototov Opyavov...” The feast of the apostle
Timothy (22 January) and of Gregory’s dormition (25 January) also fell in this same octave.

622 Darrouzes and Westerink (1978) 18. Cf. Dyobouniotes (1925) 74.7-20.

623 See Antonopoulou (2018) and (2019).

24 Vogt (1967) 1.69.22-26.
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history into storytelling, highlighting the good and bad characters of the past in a more
dramatical than strictly fact-oriented account of history.®”> In this way, Constantine
appropriated the past and exercised an authoritative control over knowledge of it for
posterity—thus making it a vehicle of promoting his own propaganda.®?® The case of
Chrysostom provides an illustrative example of the phenomenon. Theophanes Continuatus
relates the death of patriarch Theophylaktos as a deliverance from the former’s idiotic

wantonness by Constantine VII’s meritorious choice, Polyeuktos (956-970):

“But when the patriarch Theophylaktos got sick and neared death, regaining a little
strength, he never ceased from his evil baseness, from ordaining hierarchs with
bribes and maintaining horses and [i.e. other] nonsense. And then, overcome by
illness, he died, having been patriarch for twenty-four years. Polyeuktos was
ordained in his stead, a monk who shone in the ascetic life, having been tonsured
from a tender age and being eminent in all virtue and sound doctrine. And he was
considered—and said to be—by many another John Chrysostom. Nor was he just
said to be, but it was evident [i.e. that he was]. Seeing him [i.e. Polyuektos being
such a patriarch] Constantine [i.e. VII], a lover of all good things, was delighted

and rejoiced in his fortune [to live] during the same time as such a man.”®%’

Of first importance is the message the text is trying to communicate. In saying that
Polyeuktos was thought and said to be another Chrysostom, Theophanes Continuatus is
promoting Constantine VII’s virtuous choice of patriarch. Nevertheless, in the early 5" century,
being seen to be another Chrysostom would not have been an unambiguous compliment. For
Sokrates it would have meant virtue covered by external brazenness that most would have
interpreted as arrogance. Even Sozomenos’ more laudatory account acknowledged that

Chrysostom’s harsh tongue often went too far.5?® On the other hand, for Theodore of Stoudios

in the early 9" century—whose harsh tongue was also reputed to have regularly gone too far—

625 Cf. Featherstone (2012).

626 Cf. Németh (2018) 31 (and n. 49 with further bibliography) and 145-156. For approaches of modern
historiography to the Byzantine past, see the insightful—and dryly humorous—short introduction by Haldon
(1984).

27 Theophanes Continuatus, 444.14-445.5: “O & notpiapyne Oco@Oraktog AppOoTHGAS Koi TPOS TO Daveiv
gyyioog Kol PKpOV pocheic ovk EVESKEY E0VTOV TG ToVNPag HoyONpiog Kol TOD HETA SDPOV XEPOTOVEIV TOVG
apyepsic xod mpeleicOon TV fnmov kol Prakeidyv. kai odoig Ko THg vOsov Kuplevdeic Tédet Tod Piov ypdtau,
naTplapyevoog ypovovg £lkoot kai TEGoapat. xelpotoveital 8¢ avt’ avtod [ToAvevktog povoyog dokntikov Biov
Stoddpmv, Kol povacog €5 amoddv oviymv kol dampéyag &v maorn Gpeti] Kol 0pod ddypatt- Kol g dAAog
Todvvng 6 XpuodoTtopog Topd ToAA®Y £yvapileto kol EAEYETO, Kal 00K EAEYETO PHOVOV GAAA KOl EPaiveTo. TODTOV
opdVv 6 purhokorog Kovotavtivog Exaipe Kol yaiAdto dg To1odTov dvopa Emtuymv Eml TdV fUePp®Y adToD.”

628 See Part 2, Introduction, Section II.
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being another Chrysostom meant keeping a tight leash on the imperial court, ever prone to
impiety of various kinds.®?* However, by the mid-10" century Chrysostom had again been
refashioned, along lines laid down by Leo VI, into an emperor-friendly patriarch, one that a
rich, powerful and strong-willed emperor need not fear. Indeed, further on in his account
Theophanes Continuatus informs us of Constantine VII’s especial love for Chrysostom, in
which he surpassed all before him, honoring the saint with the most glorious
commemoration.®® Andras Németh notes that John Skylitzes draws heavily from both of
Constantine VII’s major historiographical projects, Theophanes Continuatus and Genesios’
account. However, Skylitzes is highly critical of his sources’ overt propaganda;®! he makes
concerted efforts to leave Macedonian ideological concerns out of his history.®*? Therefore, a
look at Skylitzes’ account of Theophylaktos’ death and Polyeuktos’ election is instructive.
First, Skylitzes also gives a negative account of Theophylaktos’ behavior.®3* However,
when he comes to Polyeuktos, the comparison with Chrysostom is nowhere to be found, despite
Skylitzes’ dependence on Theophanes Continuatus being evident even from lexical
similarities.®** Polyeuktos is ordained; Constantine’s choice is praised, but the ordination is
performed contrary to custom, by the metropolitan of Caesareia rather than that of Herakleia.
Constantine and Polyeuktos are both censured because of this. Polyeuktos then goes on to
speak boldly against the avarice of Romanos I’s relatives. Romanos, naturally, was not
pleased®®® and the resulting trouble makes Constantine regret ever having chosen Polyeuktos

in the first place.®*® Certain key differences between Skylitzes and Theophanes Continuatus

629 See Chapter 1. Indeed, Theophanes Continuatus does not hesitate to call Chrysostom the preacher of
repentance, which Theodore himself had emphasized in his Oration 4 and elsewhere (see Part 1, Critical Text of
Or.4). However, after Leo VI’s conciliatory adoption of the role of repentant emperor during the Tetragamy Affair,
coupled with his other efforts to re-write Chrysostom’s reception, this Chrysostomic epithet lost some of its bite
in relation to the imperial office. Theophanes Continuatus advertizes it (see text in following note) without fear
of it reflecting back negatively on Constantine VII.

630 Theophanes Continuatus, 457.18-22: “Obtwg fydmncey dg dAAog oddeic TdV mpd avTod mMoTdY, Kol pviumn
AQUTPOTATY TETIUNKEV KOl TO E0PLES TOD XPUGOGTOLOV, EXAVAV TIV GLVONKNY TAV AOY®OV Kol TEPPOADY Kol TO
TV KOKAOV 6YO0IVOTEVT Kol EvOuIMUATOV, v 01 TOV TG HETavoiag Kpuke Aoump®dg kol dylade SueydAvvey.”
631 Skylitzes, 3-4.

632 Németh (2018) 146.

633 Skylitzes, 242-244.

634 Skylitzes, 244.11: “Koi y£1p0TOVEITOL. .. vt 00T0D moTpLépyne MoAOEVKTOS Hoveydg. . .47 TOADY 8& xpOvoV
] povadikfi molteiq Evoranpéyac.”

35 Which is odd considering that he must surely have been dead by that time.

36 Thus, Skylitzes’ account roughly matches what one finds in the ODB s.v. Polyeuktos, as opposed to
Theophanes Continuatus’. Nevertheless, while Skylitzes omits the comparison with Chrysostom, his description
of Polyeuktos’ behavior calls to mind numerous elements of Sokrates’ and Sozomenos’ descriptions of
Chrysostom, whereas Theophanes Continuatus made the comparison but left out the explanation, giving only a
general indication of Polyeuktos’ virtue and orthodoxy. This divergence is perhaps to be taken as an indication of
Skylitzes’ simultaneous dependence on a common source between him and Theophanes Continuatus, which the
latter polished for a pro-Macedonian readership. Featherstone (2012) 126 notes the likelihood of a common source
for Theophanes Continuatus and Genesios, but does not mention Skylitzes in this particular connection.
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reveal the former in the process of re-working Macedonian propaganda. First, the comparison
between Polyeuktos and Constantine VII’s patriarchal patron, Chrysostom, disappears.
Second, in Skylitzes we find only negative relations between Polyeuktos and Romanos I,
whereas in Theophanes Continuatus it was Polyeuktos who had comforted Romanos during
his exile on the island of Prote long before being elected patriarch—thus, confirming
Constantine VII’s wise choice.®*” Theophanes Continuatus has nothing negative to say about
relations between Polyeuktos and Romanos. In short, while Theophanes Continuatus presents
both Chrysostom and Polyeuktos from a pro-Macedonian point of view, Skylitzes adopts none
of this. For him, Chrysostom—who makes no appearance in his work—is not the friendly
guardian of imperial rule. Polyeuktos himself may actually bear many characteristics that had
been attributed to Chrysostom in centuries past, but this is seen as a negative burden on
Constantine VII’s shoulders, which drives him to search for an excuse to depose the patriarch.
Thus, in a twist of irony, just as Skylitzes omits the pro-Macedonian image of Chrysostom
from his account, he introduces Polyeuktos in terms that many in the 5% century would have
recognized as Chrysostomic: parrhesia, attacking the rich and powerful and, most importantly,
provoking the emperor to search for ways to depose him. It is to this scale that the literary
pursuits associated with the court of Constantine VII strove to re-write the past. In the honor
he showed to Chrysostom, one can observe his cultivation of a reception of Chrysostom begun
by his father, Leo VI, taken to its logical conclusion. Just as after the 5" century clashes
between Chrysostom and court led to the 7™ century re-writes, where patriarch and emperor
were on the best of terms—and only the devious empress connived against their good
relations—a similar phenomenon occurs here. During Second Iconoclasm Theodore of
Stoudios had made concerted efforts to re-focus attention on Chrysostom’s clashes with the
court—and the emperor in particular, not just the empress—in order to justify his own.
Following the restoration of 843, changing circumstances and needs impelled the production
of a new version of the Chrysostom story that downplayed tensions between patriarch and
court, showing them rather as collaborators for common goals. The patriarch protected the
emperor with his prayers and sanctity, while the emperor guarded the holy patriarch’s memory
and ensured orthodoxy held sway throughout the empire and as much of the world as possible.
Within this context Jews were repeatedly forced to accept Christian baptism;
Constantinopolitan authority was asserted over the issues surrounding Photios; and the

Macedonian dynasty was first strengthened under Leo VI, and then, when threatened, re-

837 Theophanes Continuatus, 434.18-435.2.
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established by Constantine VII. Throughout all of these developments the Macedonian
‘imperial’ reception of Chrysostom is present.

The turn of the century would see Chrysostom’s reception develop even further. Not
just monastic centers of traditional Byzantine heartlands with connections to the Stoudios
monastery, but even prominent monasteries of Constantinople would begin to incorporate
SermCat into their Typika. This contributed to Chrysostom’s own rising prominence, but it is
noteworthy that Theodore of Stoudios’ Oration 4, incorporating SermCat into its text, was not
prescribed in any extant or known Typika. After the Macedonian re-working of Chrysostom’s
reception, connections between Chrysostom and Theodore grew more and more tenuous until
the latter was eventually all but forgotten in relation to the former outside of strictly pro-
Stoudite circles. Nevertheless, by the 11" century numerous authors had contributed
significantly to the literary mosaic of Chrysostom’s Nachleben, and as had already happened
from the 57" centuries and the 910" centuries, so again from the 10"-11" centuries
circumstances changed. Cultural, and particularly literary, interests shifted, and these cultural
seismic events once again caused a reshaping of the landscape of Chrysostom’s reception, with

the epicenter focused on what is traditionally known as the Three Hierarchs Controversy.®#

3% For a theory of periodic, cyclic social unrest—applied to much more recent history—see Turchin and

Korotayev (2020), available here: https:/journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0237458
(accessed 5.11.20).



https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0237458
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CHAPTER 3—IN BETWEEN THE HIERARCHS: CHRYSOSTOM FROM
THE 11"M—13™ CENTURIES

1. ENIGMATIC SOURCES

“The eleventh century in Byzantium is all about being in between, whether this is
between the anvil and the hammer, between Basil II and Alexios Komnenos,
between the forces of the Normans, Pechenegs and the Turks, or between different
social groupings, cultural identities and religious persuasions. And there is no
reason to doubt that this in-betweenness must have been a distinctly unpleasant
experience for many Byzantines. It is because of Psellos’ rhetorical forcefulness
that we tend to see the eleventh century as a triumph of ‘humanism’ and
enlightened ‘Hellenism’, but it is also, and perhaps primarily, a period of religious

uncertainty, spiritual anguish and pious regrets.”%’

The in-betweenness of 11" century Byzantium can be further glimpsed through the lens of
Chrysostom’s developing reception in the period. By the early 11" century, the hagiographic
novel Barlaam and loasaph—an adaptation of a Vita of the Buddha—had been translated from
Georgian into Greek by Euthymios (d. 1028), one of the founders of Mt. Athos’ Iviron
monastery.®*’ No doubt, one of Euthymios’ additions to the text as he translated it was to quote
a passage from SermCat,*! while by the beginning of the 12" century, the monastery of
Theotokos Evergetis had included as part of its Typikon the reading of SermCat at the paschal
vigil.642

Lauxtermann’s notion of in-betweenness can also be applied to evoke the well-known
icon of the Three Hierarchs: Basil of Caesaria, Gregory Nazianzen and John Chrysostom. 43

Depending on the artist, Basil and Gregory may switch from far left to far right, but Chrysostom

is almost always depicted in between these other two in surviving compositions.®** Considering

639 Lauxtermann and Whittow (2017) xv—xvi.

640 Toumpouri (2017) 149.

1 Vita Barlaam et loasaph, 31.142-146: “nélv &g 8vOpaonog Oviiokel [i.e. Christ], d¢ 8¢ Oedg éEavioTaton
oKkvAedoag Tov Gony. Ao kékpayev 6 mpoentg ‘O §ong Emkpavon cuvavmoog oot katw. Emikpdvlny kol yop
éveraiyOn GvBpmmov Sok®dV AaPely YIAOV, Td Oed 0 mepitvymv Kol kevog EEaipvng yeyovmg Kol aiyudAmTog.
"Evyeipetot Totyapodv d¢ 0e0¢ kai avépyetot i 00povovg, 60gv 00daudg ExmpicOn (emphasis mine).”

42 Jordan (2005) 1P.86-95.

43 Cf, for example, ms. BL Add. 19352 (1066, ‘Theodore Psalter’) f  35v:
http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspx?ref=add ms_19352 f001r (accessed 16.3.20).

644 See the collection of Sinai icons here, in which Chrysostom is positioned in the middle in the overwhelming
majority of  depictions  (despite the dating being uncertain in almost all cases):



http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspx?ref=add_ms_19352_f001r
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that Panagiotis Agapitos has argued that in the environment of 11" century literary culture

Chrysostom represented the harshest position towards Hellenism, %4

while Basil and Gregory
were both more positively disposed,®*® perhaps Byzantine iconography strove to pictorially
represent the more overtly Hellenophile hierarchs acting as balancing forces to the third
hierarch who was renowned for his more open hostility to Greek paideia.

Scholarly accounts of the controversy surrounding the Three Hierarchs are usually
based on the slightly varying descriptions found in synaxaria from the 12%-14" centuries.®’
Nevertheless, the synaxaria present certain problems, of both a chronological and ideological
nature, which in turn necessitate the larger scope of the present chapter.®*® In order to follow
the full development of both the controversy and establishment of the feast of the Three
Hierarchs, a scope encompassing the late 11" century alone does not suffice—despite the
synaxaria’s insistence that it took place under the reign of Alexios I Komnenos (1081-1118).%4
The present chapter, therefore, begins with the dawn of the 11% century—its characteristic
shifts in literary culture with regard to the 10" century—and traces what evidence remains of
the cultural conflict that is reported to have broken out in Constantinople between the admirers
of Basil of Caesarea, Gregory Nazianzen and John Chrysostom.®*® The sources for the
controversy and its solution lead through the 12 into the 13 century and from Constantinople
to the peripheries of Byzantium’s ever-shifting boundaries. In this way, the present chapter

closes with Neophytos Enkleistos’ reception of both the Three Hierarchs and Chrysostom, in
particular; Neophytos fittingly adopts Theodore of Stoudios’ practice of incorporating SermCat

http://vrc.princeton.edu/sinai/items/browse?search=chrysostom&advanced%5B0%5D%5Bjoiner%SD=and&adv
anced%5B0%5D%5Belement id%S5D=&advanced%5B0%5D%5Btype%SD=&advanced%S5B0%5D%5Bterms
%S5D=&range=&collection=&type=&tags=&featured=&exhibit=&submit_search=Search+for+items (accessed
16.3.20). The same is also true in the Theodore Psalter. As will be examined below, this compositional style
reflects motifs of John Mauropous’ Homily 178 on the three hierarchs (Lagarde (1882) 106—119). I thank Giovanni
Gasbarri and Georgi Parpulov for their helpful comments on this and other points.

645 With which neither Kaldellis (2007) 136 nor Papadopoulos (2009) 9 appear to disagree. Cf., however, Bozinis
(2011), (2019), as well as Gkortsilas (2017), who emphasize Chrysostom’s significant dependence on the literary
heritage of Hellenism, latent underneath his often anti-Greek rhetoric.

646 Agapitos (1998) 187-191.

47 Agapitos (1998) 188; cf. also Gazi (2004) 136-143. Surprisingly few scholars appear to have made much of
John Mauropous’ own homily for the feast, despite broad acceptance of the synaxaria’s insistence on Mauropous’
crucial role in establishing the celebration. Kazhdan’s (1995) 374 interpretation of Mauropous’ initiative,
especially, leaves one wondering how closely he read Mauropous’ text. See also below, n. 665

48 Gazi (2004) 140 notes characteristically: “H povodiki Bdowun mAnpogopia [i.e. given by the synaxaria] ivou
0Tl 0VTOVPYOS TG CLYKPOTNONG TNG TPLavdpiag Tav Iepapydv gival o Iodvvng Movpdmovg, YvmotdTepog mg
untpomoAitng Evyaitwv.”

649 Angold (1995) 155, following Bonis (1966) who relied primarily on the corpus of Mauropous himself, also
dates the institution of the feast to the late 11" century.

50 Questions begin to arise when one realizes that the self-styled star of literary Byzantine culture in the 11%
century, Michael Psellos, had apparently not even one word to spare concerning this alleged stasis of
constantinopolitan literati. It hardly seems possible that he would have missed the chance to cast himself as the
hero who settled the debate. More on this and other problems below.



http://vrc.princeton.edu/sinai/items/browse?search=chrysostom&advanced%5B0%5D%5Bjoiner%5D=and&advanced%5B0%5D%5Belement_id%5D=&advanced%5B0%5D%5Btype%5D=&advanced%5B0%5D%5Bterms%5D=&range=&collection=&type=&tags=&featured=&exhibit=&submit_search=Search+for+items
http://vrc.princeton.edu/sinai/items/browse?search=chrysostom&advanced%5B0%5D%5Bjoiner%5D=and&advanced%5B0%5D%5Belement_id%5D=&advanced%5B0%5D%5Btype%5D=&advanced%5B0%5D%5Bterms%5D=&range=&collection=&type=&tags=&featured=&exhibit=&submit_search=Search+for+items
http://vrc.princeton.edu/sinai/items/browse?search=chrysostom&advanced%5B0%5D%5Bjoiner%5D=and&advanced%5B0%5D%5Belement_id%5D=&advanced%5B0%5D%5Btype%5D=&advanced%5B0%5D%5Bterms%5D=&range=&collection=&type=&tags=&featured=&exhibit=&submit_search=Search+for+items
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into his paschal catechesis—while simultaneously preserving his own encomium on the Three
Hierarchs, which ironically contradicts the purpose of honoring the three together by singling
out Chrysostom for praise. Thus, Neophytos provides the most suitable point at which to
conclude the present investigation into Chrysostom’s middle Byzantine reception.
Nevertheless, in order to appreciate the significance of the feast of the Three Hierarchs, and
the events surrounding the feast’s establishment, the connections between this and the earlier
phases of Chrysostom’s middle Byzantine reception, already presented in previous chapters,

must be established.

II. CONNECTIONS AND CONTINUITIES: OLD BATTLES, NEW SOLDIERS

Thus far, from the introductory chapter through Chapter 2, certain critical junctures in
the development of Chrysostom’s middle Byzantine reception from the 5%—10™ centuries have
been presented. Initially in the mid-5" century, church historians gradually laid the foundation
for Chrysostom’s development into the saintly Byzantine patriarch par excellence, rendering
him a palatable supporter of more elite interests—such as rhetorical skill and beneficial

largesse (pihovOpwmia)®!—instead of just those of the peasants,®

such as: brazen indignation
towards upper-class oppression (Sokrates’ €levBepootopio) and flaunting of wealth
(Chrysostom’s infamous attacks on women’s jewelry), as well as chastising stinginess in
sharing accumulated resources. It is primarily these latter concerns that Chrysostom himself
focuses on in his surviving corpus, but an empire that from the 5™ century onwards began to
progressively understand just how closely it would be collaborating with the Church in the
future could not afford to leave such a controversial figure as Chrysostom unreconciled to elite
interests forever. Just as Constantine I (306—-337) understood that reconciliation with Christ,

himself a onueiov dvtileydpevov,©33

and his followers was preferable to continuing a never-
ending civil war that was spectacularly failing to produce results, in the same way Proklos
(434-446) would have had little difficulty in convincing Theodosios 11 (408—450) that taking

charge of Chrysostom’s saintly reception by translating his relics back to the capital was

65! Naturally, eilavOponio. was a crucial concept in Christian theology, as well. However, as noted in the
introductory chapter to Part 2, there were certain critical differences between the established philanthropy of a
late-antique curialis, who cared for only those concerns directly related to the city itself that would then praise
him in return, and that of the Christian bishop. The latter began to seek out the disenfranchised destitute of the
late-antique metropolises, and by taking care of their basic needs, began to develop a power-base that in no way
depended upon the established structures of a late-antique, non-Christian metropolis.

952 For characteristic examples of Chrysostom’s concern for the poor, see Brindle (2008).

653 Lk. 2:34-35.
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ultimately the wisest move for the court to make. Thus ended the schism caused by
Chrysostom’s second exile; thus began the long process of different interests—hierarchical,
monastic, educational, imperial—to claim Chrysostom’s patronization for themselves. By the
end of the 7%-8" centuries, hagiographies and homilies had thoroughly emphasized
Chrysostom’s monastic, hierarchical and rhetorical credentials. His ambiguous few years
among Syrian monastics had been transformed into a veritable abbacy of a cenobium. His exile
from the see of Constantinople had been painted in the darkest demonic terms and
responsibility had been placed on the empress, while the emperor was excused from
culpability. Finally, his homiletic corpus was being read regularly in monasteries and local
churches and gathered into unofficial “canons” of patristic literature, Panegyrika, to be read on
every major feast day of the ecclesiastical calendar; in this last development, Chrysostom had
been set apart precisely by his honorary title, Golden Mouth.

Consequently, in the 9™ century Theodore of Stoudios had already encountered a
centuries-old tradition of Chrysostom’s reception. For Theodore’s purposes, the more elite-
friendly aspects, such as rhetorical prowess and even largesse, were of little use. Instead,
Theodore systematically emphasized Chrysostom’s outspoken opposition of the imperial court
and his intractable insistence on complete autonomy for the church within the state. These more
subversive aspects of Chrysostom’s reception proved far more advantageous to Theodore in
his campaigns against what he considered to be the court’s various impieties in the late 81—
early 9" centuries. One central aspect of his battle against Second Iconoclasm under Leo V
was his promotion of SermCat, whose attribution to Chrysostom Theodore recognized. The
text espouses the anti-iconoclastic theology that Theodore himself constantly promotes, and
most likely it constituted a central component of Theodore’s piece de résistance before his
third and final exile for opposing Leo V’s Iconoclasm. In the end, Theodore succeeded in
shifting Chrysostom’s reception back to a more subversive tone, even if his own role in
eventually defeating Iconoclasm was mostly forgotten or ignored outside of Stoudite circles.
Nevertheless, the challenge to the court’s authority was felt and would be answered.

In the late 9t"—early 10" centuries, Leo VI (886-912) began to reshape the imperial
office into that of a guardian of both church and orthodoxy in innovative ways. He began
delivering homilies on major feast days of the Church and days of particular significance to the
Macedonian dynasty—to the exclusion of both patriarchs Stephen (886—893), Leo’s own
brother, and Antony II Kauleas (893-901). Thus, for the first half of his reign, Leo not only
held the highest office of the state, but was himself also the most prominent preacher in the

Church. This blurring of boundaries between church and state is already reflected in his early
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Vita of Chrysostom, wherein the latter is adorned with certain imperial virtues, while the
Church’s role generally in resolving the Johannite schism is diminished. Leo’s son, Constantine
VII Porphyrogennetos (913-959), took his father’s initiatives even further. When he regained
his throne from the usurper, Romanos I Lekapenos (920-944), he attributed his good fortune
to the two hierarchs he considered his imperial patrons: Chrysostom and Gregory Nazianzen.
He wrote hymns in Chrysostom’s honor, instituted veneration at both of their tombs as part of
imperial ceremony and praised them both in encomia. By the time that Constantine VII died in
959 the balance of Chrysostom’s reception had shifted dramatically from where Theodore of
Stoudios had left it in 826. Chrysostom had gone from scourge of the court to imperial
patron.%>* That he was known for his debunking of non-Christian religious beliefs was accepted
and at times even considered highly useful, such as during the forced baptism of Jews under
both Basil I (867—886) and Leo VI.

Nevertheless, the Macedonian solution to the problem of Chrysostom’s reception
proved no more final than its predecessor under Theodore of Stoudios. The 11 century began
to witness significant shifts in Byzantine literary culture, the likes of which had not been seen
since the late-antique empire of the 4™ century.®> Michael Psellos’ prominence in Byzantine
and modern scholarly interest has a certain distorting effect.®® Nevertheless, he maintained
close connections to the imperial court for the better part of four decades, joined by his three
closest colleagues—Constantine Leichoudes, John Xiphilinos and John Mauropous—for much
of that time. It is in this literary circle®’ that one can observe exemplified the shift from 10
century encyclopedic tendencies®® towards the 11" century deeper engagement with classical
sources per se and the struggle to render them compatible with contemporary middle Byzantine

culture.®? For most members of this tetrad, such engagement was not problematic. However,

654 A theme that would be expressed still more explicitly in the late 11" century MS. Coislinianus 79 (11" century),
a collection of Chrysostom’s homilies features an illustration on f. 2v of Chrysostom offering his book to the
emperor, labelled Nikephoros III Botaneiates (1078—1081). Spatharakis (1976) figure 72 identifies the emperor
as Michael VII Doukas (1071-1078). The text above the image reads (ibid., 112): “EI'Q MEN EIMI 0%/
OYAAE ETEOHOOPE/ QX ETNQX AYTON/ IIPATMATQON TAY/ EKBAXEIX/ O A’ AY T'E PHEZEIX KAT/
XPYZOYN OEPQN/ XTOMA/ O XYITPAOEYX EXTHKEN/ EIX AYZQIIIAN/ AITQN XYN HMIN/
I'PADEQYE TOY £0Y/ XAPIN/ ON EYMENQZX BAEIIOIZ TE/ KAI TPE®OIX ANAE.”

655 See Agapitos (1998) and Magdalino (2017).

656 Papaioannou (2013); Jeffreys (2017), as well, of course, as Mango (1975).

657 Margaret Mullett (1984) 174 has disparaged the term ‘literary circle’ with characteristic insightfulness. I
employ it here not to suggest that any of the four literati—Psellos, Leichoudes, Xiphilinos or Mauropous—
necessarily acted as patron to the others. Rather, Psellos maintained friendships with the other three; composed
encomia for them; and shared literature with at least Xiphilinos and Mauropous. Four seems too small to be called
a network, and the further relations of these literati to other contemporaries goes beyond the scope of the present
chapter.

658 Cf. Odorico (1990).

639 Cf. Mullett (1984), esp. 173.
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Psellos, as will be examined below in detail, often takes a markedly defensive tone against
unnamed critics. Indeed, in perhaps his most famous letter, addressed to Xiphilinos, Psellos
vehemently defends his own orthodoxy and refutes Xiphilinos’ criticisms of his study of Greek
literature; the latter apparently considered that Psellos was interested in more than just
polishing his usages of the Atticizing sociolect, the only officially condoned reason for the
study of Greek texts. Psellos’ own student, John Italos, took Psellos’ tendencies even further,
initiating a closer and more profound dialogue with Greek philosophy than the Christian empire
was prepared to accept. Italos was reprimanded in 1077 and anathematized in 1082. Alexios I
Komnenos (1081-1118) had anathemas added to the Synodikon of Orthodoxy specifically for
Italos, which emphasized that Greek literature was only to be consulted for linguistic reasons.
This interpretation of the limited value of Greek paideia actually hearkens back to a 4" century
disagreement over the usefulness of Hellenism’s literary heritage within the bosom of the
Church itself, represented by the varying positions taken by none other than the 11 century’s

“Three Hierarchs.”¢%0

III. FOUNDATIONS OF THE THREE HIERARCHS’ CONTROVERSY

In fact, the term ‘disagreement’ is slightly misleading.®®! Gregory and Basil were
actually in broad agreement, on the one hand, that Greek literature could certainly be misused
and induce heretical tendencies. This concern impelled Basil to write his treatise, To Youth on
How They Might Be Benefited by Greek Literature. Gregory, for his part, disparages Julian the
Apostate’s Hellenism in his invectives against the latter. However, both Basil and Gregory
discerned in Greek texts a value that went beyond simply its attractive linguistic facade.
Gregory laments the tendency among Christians to reject Greek literature outright. Just as Basil

had recommended imitating the bee and collecting useful teachings from Greek texts,®? so

660 Cf. Angold (1984), (1995); Gounaridis (1996), (1999); Kaldellis (2007); Siniossoglou (2008).

6! Though, perhaps, not as misleading as Magdalino’s (2002) 331 “synthesis between philosophy and theology
which had been worked out by the fathers of the Church.” In fact, the frank discussion of the differences between
Chrysostom’s approach and that of Basil and Gregory had never actually taken place—the closest approximation
being various accusations of heresies, resulting in councils and definitions. It was precisely this lack of a ‘worked
out’ synthesis that left the field open for Psellos to experiment and for Xiphilinos and others to criticize.

%62 Basil of Caesarea, To Youth on How They Might Be Benefited by Greek Literature, 4.1-48: “AA\" 811 n&v ovk
dyypnotov yoyoic padnpoto ta EEmbev on Todta ikavdg eipntot- dnmg ye pnv avtdv pebektéov LUV EERG av €in
Aéyetv...katd Taoay 81 oDV TdV HeMTTIOV TV gikova Tdv Adymv Dpiv pebsktéov. ékeivai te yap obte fimact Toic
&ivoeot mapoamAncing émépyovion, obte Py olg Gv Smmtdory, dAa @épetv émyelpodoty, GAL doov ovTdY
gmndetov Tpog TV Epyaciov Aafodoat, T0 Aowmov yaipev aeiikov. NUE Te, v coppovdpey, 66OV oikelov NIV
Kol ovyyeveg Th) aAndeig map’ avTdv Kopsdpevot, VepPnoodueda To Aemoduevoy.”
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Gregory bemoans the ignorance of most Christians, who fail to do precisely that.®s* Crucially,
for both Basil and Gregory, the value of Hellenism goes beyond philology;®** both insist that
certain teachings of Greek literature are useful for Christian life—a position that Psellos takes
up in his own defense, citing Gregory and Basil as his precedents, as will be outlined in detail
below. Their view was in stark contrast to the strict philological approach that the Byzantine
imperial church later took with the anathemas of Italos added to the Synodikon.®®> Rather, it
was Chrysostom who had championed the view of Greek literature that was enshrined in the
Synodikon. It was Chrysostom who had insisted in his treatise, Against the Opponents of the
Monastic Life, that:

“...the study of rhetoric remains in need of temperance, but temperance does not
require study of rhetoric. For it is possible to achieve a temperance even without
this education (radevcemg), while no one would ever acquire the [i.e. true] power
of rhetoric without temperance, since all time would be wasted in evil and

licentiousness.”®°

However, before detailed analysis of how these 4" century conflicts found new life and
relevance in 11" century Byzantine literary culture, certain persistent problems of the

chronology of the 11t century Three Hierarchs controversy must be addressed.

%63 Gregory Nazianzen, Epitaphios, 2.11.1-2: “Oipo 8& o évoporoyficOo tév vodv xdviav, taidevctv 1év

nap” MUV &yaddv tvor 0 TpHToV- 0D TOHTNY POVIY THY EDYEVESTEPAY Kai UETEPOVY, | TV TO &v AdY01g KooV
Kol @ULOTIHOV dtipdlovca povng Exetal thg cotnpiog Kol Tod KAAAOLG TV VOouuEVeV- GAAL Kol TV EEwBev, fiv
ot moAloi Xpiotiav®dv danthovsty, ag Enifoviov kol cparepay Kol Ogod noppw Pdrliovoav, KakdG €idOTEC.
“Qonep yap ovpavov kai yijv kol aépa kol doo ToVTOV, 0VK ETELDT KOKMG Tveg EEeMN@acty dvi ®god td Tod
Ocob o€Povteg, 610 T0VTO TEPLPPOVNTEOV: AAL" BGOV YpNoLpoV adTdV KapTovuevol Tpog te {mny kai AmdAavcy
Goov EmiKivouvov JlapeVYOUEY, OV T@ KTIOT) TNV KTIoW £MaVIGTAVTIEG KOTO TOVG Gepovac, GAL’ €k TdV
SNUoVPYNUATOVY TOV INUIOVPYOV KoTodapuPavoves, Kol 6 enow 6 Bgiog Atdetolog, aiyporotilovteg Tdv vomua
eig Xplotov.”

4 For insightful analyses of Greek philosophy’s use by Church fathers, with specific reference to Gregory
Nazianzen, see Demetrakopoulos (2014), (2015). For the notion of “Christian philosophy”, see Tatakis (2007)
and generally Jaeger (1961); Pelikan (1993); and Stead (1998).

%5 For the notion of the Byzantine imperial church, see Haldon (2016) esp. 121-158. For the anathemas, see
below.

%66 gdversus oppugnatores vitae monasticae PG 47:367.24-30: .. .1 p&v tdv Adymv cmovdn tiig 6mod tdv Tpdmmv
gmiewceiog Ogltal, 1 6¢ TAV TPOT®V EMeiKeLD OVKETL TG A0 TAV AdY®V TPOSONKNG. ZOEPOGUVNV HEV YOpP KOl
YOPIG TG TAdEVoEMS TaVTNG KatopBdoat v, Aoymv 8 duvoLy Y®pig TPOT@V YP1oTAV 0VOEIG v TPosAdPol
TOTE, TAVTOG TOD YPOVOV €ig Kakiov Kol AGEAYELLY AVAAIGKOUEVOL.”
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IV. ISSUES OF CHRONOLOGY

The main primary source that scholars turn to for descriptions of the Three Hierarchs
controversy are the various synaxaria. Despite certain variations and omissions, the 14"
century synaxarion differs little from that preserved in the 13" century ms. Parisinus graecus
1572, ff. 270v—272v.%7 Both insist on the same main points of chronology: 1) that John
Mauropous—who was at that time metropolitan of Euchaita—was responsible for settling the
controversy that had erupted among the literati of Constantinople, after having received a
vision of the Three Hierarchs;%® 2) that the controversy itself took place during the reign of
Alexios I Komnenos (1081-1118); and 3) that Mauropous’ vision occurred some years after
the conflict began.®® There is no debate over the years during which Alexios Komnenos
reigned, but Mauropous’ tenure of the see of Euchaita is a different story.®’ Mauropous is
usually considered to have been elected metropolitan under Constantine IX Monomachos
(1042—1055) ca. 1050. By 1075, almost all scholars agree he had returned to Constantinople to
retire as a monk in the monastery of Petra. The difficulty that emerges is, if the synaxarion is
to be believed, Mauropous must still have been metropolitan of Euchaita during the 1080s. If
the synaxaria are not to be believed, then we have no other chronology for how this feast of
Three Hierarchs came into being. Neither option appears prima facie appetizing. In order to

make any sense out of these seemingly mutually-exclusive chronological restrictions,

%7 The 14" century synaxarion is published in PG 29:390-393. The Paris ms. is available in digitized form here:
https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10723599w/f292.item.zoom (accessed 17.3.20). There is also a 12 century
witness, ms. GIM Sinod. gr. 331 (Vlad. 291), which preserves much the same account on ff. 303r—306r:
https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/43956/ (accessed 17.3.20). Despite Agapitos’ (1998) 188, n. 84 assertion
that there are two differing versions of the synaxarion entry for the feast, in all mss. from the 12%-14" centuries
that I have examined, the accounts are largely the same, with no significant differences.

68 PG 29:390-391: “’Emi tfig BaciAeiag oD AreEiov, ¢ peta Botaveidtny to okfntpa Th¢ Pactieiog £64Eato, &v
Kovotavtivoumorel 6Tdolg yéyove mapd tdv EAAoyinmy kol dvapétmv dvp@v...omTévovtal ol HéyloTol oDTol
[i.e. the Three Hierarchs] 1@ t61¢ tiig Evyoitdv moéiemg t@v igpdv €Enyovpéve, Todvvn 1® mévo dvdpi...” (the
text printed in PG has Euchaita accented this way, with a circumflex on the ultima, while the ms. gives Evyaitov,
used even in Modern Greek to this day). Cf. Parisinus graecus 1572 (13" century) f. 271r.

669 PG 29:391: “’Enti tovto1g 81 T0i¢ Ovopaot [i.e. Johannites, Basilites and Gregorites, the names of the factions
that supported each particular hierarch] tdv mepi Adyovg otacialdvimv, kai To0TeV 0UT® AeyouEvev £l xpOvolg
go00TEPOY, OMTAVOVTOL Ol LéYIeTOoL 0UTOoL. .. T TOTE Thic Edyaitdv... Tmévvn.” Cf. the slightly different variant of
ms. Parisinus graecus 1572 (13" century) f. 2711: “&ni To0t01¢ 87 TOig dvONAGL TV TEPi| AdYoLG GTAGIALOVTIMY
Kol To0T®V 0UTO Yivopdvmy, €ml xpdvolg| €c00TEPOV.. . Empaivovtal & OpoD| ol TPEIC iEpapyoL T® TPOLdpm TV
gvyaitav iwdvvn...” Certain points of the synaxaria’s admittedly confused chronology are often either missed or
passed over in silence in scholarship. Bonis (1966) 1; Agapitos (1988) 189. However, Kazhdan (1995), continuing
Follieri’s (1967) line of thought, discusses the chronological inconsistencies.

670 A debate took place over Mauropous’ biography between Karpozilos (1982), (1990), (1994) and Kazhdan
(1993), (1995). Karpozilos’ positions continue to find broad acceptance among scholars: Agapitos (1998); Gazi
(2004); Lauxtermann (2016); Mauche and Roskilly (2018). Kazhdan’s contributions, despite continuing to be
cited, do not seem to have found many favorable ears.



https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10723599w/f292.item.zoom
https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/cote/43956/
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represented by the synaxaria’s accounts on the one hand and modern scholarship on the other,
one must necessarily address the many problems surrounding the details of Mauropous’ life,
as far as possible.

There is no clear indication of Mauropous’ birth, though it is commonly agreed to have
been within the first decades of the 11" century. There is also no concrete evidence of his death.
Nevertheless, if the synaxaria are correct that he was still alive after the usurpation of Alexios
Komnenos in 1081, then he must have reasonably died at some point within the last two
decades of the 11 century.®’! The debates tend to center around the middle of his life, and thus
the middle of the century. It is absolutely sure that Mauropous was elected metropolitan of
Euchaita. He himself informs us of as much in his corpus,®’”> whose arrangement in MS.
Vaticanus graecus 676 (11" century) he personally oversaw.®’> However, his election as
metropolitan is almost unfailingly interpreted as an exile disguised as a promotion that took
place during the reign of Constantine IX Monomachos (1042-1055), ca. 1050.67* While not
impossible, it may appear improbable that Mauropous spent the next 3 decades of his life
wasting away in misery at a metropolitan see he found repulsive and depressing, and which

was slowly being overrun by Turkish raiding parties®’

—especially considering that he
eventually made the unilateral decision to retire back to Constantinople. Nevertheless, the

synaxaria are all in agreement that Mauropous was still in Euchaita post-1081. Thus, there is a

71 Kazhdan (1995) 363 notes that Follieri did not consider that the synaxaria accounts sufficed as evidence that
Mauropous lived past 1080. However, she does not propose a solution that then solves the problem with which
they leave us.

672 Poems 92-93 are usually interpreted as referring to his ordination to the metropolitanate, as opposed to his
previous ordination to the diaconate. See also Bernard and Livanos (2018) for English translation and ibid., 590—
591 for commentary. Moreover, we also have his inaugural homily at the metropolitan see of Euchaita: Lagarde
(1882) 160-165.

673 Lagarde (1882). On the ms. and the argument that it is actually Mauropous’ master edition of his corpus, as
opposed to a copy of the master edition, see Bianconi (2011); Lauxtermann (2016). My thanks to Prof.
Lauxtermann for his advice and sharing his relevant studies.

674 Cf. Haldon, Elton and Newahrd (2018) 379, n. 14. The interpretation of Mauropous’ metropolitanate in the
provinces as an exile, per se, may not be mistaken. He may have seen it in those terms. See Mullett (1995), (1996)
for further 11%-12" century examples of the same phenomenon. However, Lauxtermann’s (2016) 92-94
interpretation of Mauropous’ misery over his exile in his self-description as oiktpo¢ mownv seems to miss the
subtle use of the topos of humility. oiktpdg describes the misery of an unworthy sinner, not a depressed literatus.
Moreover, as Lauxtermann (2016) 89-90 himself notes, Mauropous strove to live by the motto Ad6s PBidcog. His
distress, therefore, at being sent to the backwater town of Euchaita from Constantinople is perhaps not as great as
one might imagine, if Mauropous remained true to his own motto.

75 That Euchaita was captured by Turkish forces ca. 1075 is almost invariably cited as a main reason for
Mauropous’ retirement, despite the lack of any overt indication that this was the case. What evidence Kazhdan
(1993) 109 based his assertion on—“By 1075 the bishopric [i.e. of Euchaita] seems to have been conquered by
the Seljuks, and Mauropous left the city.”—remains unclear. Cf. Karpozilos (1982) 46—47 and (1990) 25-27, who
is more cautious in his judgments. Agapitos (1998) 189, n. 91, who follows Karpozilos, curiously did not maintain
the same guarded stance in face of the sources’ inconclusiveness. In any case, Psellos’ own testimony in his
Encomium on Mauropous (Psellos, Orationes 17.533-561) that Euchaita alone is safe from the storms that are
attacking the Anatolian peninsula would appear to suggest that the metropolis had not been captured even post-
1075.
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certain tension created between interpreting Mauropous’ metropolitanate as an exile begun
under Constantine IX and lasting, at the same time, into the reign of Alexios I, as the synaxaria
insist. The tension is further increased by scholars’ habit of placing Mauropous’ return to the
capital around the year 1075, when it is assumed that the Turks captured Euchaita—again
contrary to the synaxaria accounts and without any actual evidence indicating such a capture.
Thus, despite broad scholarly reliance on the synaxaria concerning the controversy of the Three
Hierarchs, there are unsolvable inconsistencies between current scholarship on Mauropous’
biography and the evidence presented by the synaxaria.’¢

In fact, the date of ca. 1075 is indirectly based on Psellos’ funeral oration for the
patriarch John VIII Xiphilinos (1064—1075).6”7 Mauropous himself has the frustratingly
consistent habit of referring to himself and the course of his life in cryptically vague terms,
from the viewpoint of a millennium after the fact, and thus, one must turn to the more precisely
datable clues which Psellos offers us in his three encomia of his friends: Xiphilinos,
Constantine Leichoudes (1059—-1063) and Mauropous himself.¢”® We are fortunate to know the
precise order in which the two funeral orations (for Xiphilinos and Leichoudes) and the
encomium on Mauropous were composed; Psellos himself signposts throughout the texts by
means of explicit references. Thus, the funeral oration for Xiphilinos comes first, the necessary
terminus post quem being 107557 From internal evidence in the funeral oration for
Leichoudes, we know that Xiphilinos is already dead and that Psellos has already finished with
his funeral oration for him.%®° Moreover, and most intriguingly, Psellos also tells us in this same

oration on Leichoudes that Mauropous is not only still alive, and owed an encomium, but that

%76 This tension is routinely avoided in scholarship. For example, Agapitos (1998) 189 has Mauropous institute
the feast from Constantinople in 1082, but does not address the synaxaria’s claim that Mauropous was at his see
at Euchaita when he instituted the feast. In any case, no doubt Euchaita was captured at some point following the
catastrophe of Manzikert in 1071. Kazhdan (1993) 109, (1995) 382. Intriguingly, as Haldon, Elton and Newhard
(2018) 379 note, despite the likelihood that Euchaita was taken by Seljuk Turks soon after 1071, it nevertheless
remained a metropolitan see into the 14" century. However they also note (387) that we are still awaiting the first
excavation of the sparse remains. With a lack of both archaeological and textual evidence, any certainty about
Mauropous’ motives for returning to Constantinople, as well as the date when that took place, must necessarily
be speculative at best. Moreover, Agapitos (2020) 30 argues that Mauropous’ homily on the Three Hierarchs was
delivered in Constantinople post-1075.

677 Karpozilos (1990) 25-27. Cf. Mauche and Roskilly (2018) 742.

678 For translations of the two relevant funeral orations, as well as helpful introductions, see Kaldellis and Polemis
(2015), who follow, ultimately, Karpozilos in interpreting Mauropous’ election to the see of Euchaita as an exile
in disguise that likely took place ca. 1050 (p. 6).

679 Furthermore, Kaldellis and Polemis (2015) 10 argue that 1080 must be the terminus ante quem for Psellos’
own death.

80 Psellos, Funeral Oration on Leichoudes, 136: “As for the other man [Xiphilinos], my speech has already
revealed his approach.”
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he is still now—that is, post-1075—metropolitan of Euchaita.®®! Psellos’ comment that
Mauropous has not yet retired from the see of Euchaita as late as 1075, and more likely 1076—
8 in order to allow time for the composition of both the encomium on Mauropous and the two
funeral orations on Xiphilinos and Leichoudes that preceded it, is the last overt indication of
Mauropous’ tenure of his see.%®? However, at the trial of John Italos in March 1082, a certain
Basil of Euchaita is listed among the hierarchs in attendance.®? Thus, it seems that Mauropous
must have retired from his see at some point between ca. 1077-1081. The synaxaria do not
need to be taken as authorities on chronology of events, but it is nevertheless intriguing that
Psellos’ texts appear to be more in agreement with certain key aspects of the synaxaria’s
chronology of events than with recent scholarly outlines of Mauropous’ biography. Moreover,
the overt references in each of the texts to the other members of the triad give the impression
that Psellos intended his three encomia on his friends to be taken together, as if in an attempt
to unite his three friends in panegyric.

Psellos’ triad of encomia on his friends offers us more than just a chronological
structure. Up to now, the present analysis has avoided posing the question of why Psellos would
delay anywhere from 12—15 years to compose the funeral oration of his one friend with whom
he found no blame at all, Leichoudes (1059—-1063). It was only after the death of Xiphilinos in
1075, whose funeral oration does not shy away from addressing the conflicts between him and
Psellos over the value of Greek paideia, that Psellos then embarks on praising both Leichoudes
and Mauropous—each in his own way more overtly open to embracing Hellenism than
Xiphilinos appears in the relevant letters that Psellos addressed to him while still alive.®
Psellos himself fails to explain his delay in praising Leichoudes, and yet internal evidence from

all three encomia suggest traces of a larger context into which this textual triad may be

81 Psellos, Funeral Oration on Leichoudes, 136: “One of them [Xiphilinos] had already matured in age and
education, and he brought his temporal existence to an end in perfect virtue [in 1075], while the other [Mauropous]
still has life left in him. Not only is he conspicuous among other wise men, but he is also one of the most
prestigious bishops: the metropolis of Euchaita obtained in him a virtual founder and protector.” Lauxtermann
(2017) 110 does not appear to have taken Psellos’ funeral oration on Leichoudes into account in dating the
former’s encomium on Mauropous. He argues that the encomium on Mauropous must have been delivered either
in 1075 or just after, but Psellos signposts for the reader in his funeral oration on Leichoudes that he has already
spoken about Xiphilinos, necessarily after 1075, and has yet to address Mauropous’ virtues. If Psellos did die
close to the end of the 1070s, the encomium on Mauropous should probably be dated closer to 1080 than to 1075.
2 Moreover, in the encomium on Mauropous, Psellos counsels Mauropous not to retire from his see, describing
the misfortunes that will befall the city if he leaves (Psellos, Orationes 17.816-819). Thus, it is only natural to
conclude that at the time Mauropous is only considering retirement but has not in fact left Euchaita yet.

83 Trial of Italos 141.73-74: ... Bactleiov Evyoitov | kol tpotocuykéAiov...”

684 Kaldellis and Polemis (2015) also helpfully include translations of Psellos’ relevant letters to Xiphilinos (163—
176). Psellos notes that Leichoudes excelled beyond ancients in rhetoric (Psellos, Funeral Oration on Leichoudes,
135). Mauropous himself has left abundant evidence of his open embrace of Greek paideia, even Plato, whose
redemption from Hades he prays for in his Epigram 43.
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situated—a continuation of the 4" century debate of the value of Hellenism, whose brief

outlines were drawn above.%

V. A CONFLICT: THREE FRIENDS AND THREE HIERARCHS

In the 4™ century Gregory Nazianzen and Basil of Caesarea—lifelong friends and both ardent
students of Libanios, classmates of Julian the Apostate in Athens—both openly supported the
notion that Christians could fruitfully draw, not just Atticizing dialect, but even certain useful
teachings from the literary heritage of Hellenism. In order to honor Basil and silence detractors
to their stance, Gregory describes the usefulness of Greek paideia in his funeral oration for
Basil, quoted above. However, before the 4™ century finished, John Chrysostom found cause
to vehemently disagree with Gregory and Basil’s approach—without, of course, naming them.
In his treatise, Against the Opponents of the Monastic Life, Chrysostom takes an aggressive
apologetic stance, accusing the “Greeks” of never having conceived even one sound
teaching.®® Nor was this youthful treatise an isolated instance. In his scriptural commentaries,
Chrysostom lost few opportunities to insert heroes of Hellenism, such as Plato, in comparisons
with Christian saints, only to systematically lambast the former time and again. Nor were his
criticisms limited to the teachings of Hellenism. Concepts such as eloquence (gvyAmtrtio) and
rhetorical prowess (d€votnc) were causes of scorn for Chrysostom, who strove to promote the
superiority of the illiterate fisherman apostles that Christ had sent out to conquer the whole
world.®®7 There was little room left for agreement with either Basil or Gregory on the subject
of Hellenism, when Chrysostom made statements of this kind. This fundamental, and
significantly never-resolved, conflict over the proper way to engage with Hellenism on the part
of 4" century Church fathers led to numerous misunderstandings and accusations of heresies

over the centuries of the Byzantine empire.®® For the first time, however, the tension came to

%5 For the concept of the Three Hierarchs controversy as a continuation of 4™ century debates over the value of
Hellenism for Christian education, as well as the right of Christians to draw from Hellenism in support of Christian
doctrine, see Agapitos (1998); Gazi (2004).

86 Adversus oppugnatores vitae monasticae PG 47:324.32-33: “Ei 68 "EAAnveg dvOpwmot, kai pndev Shmg vyieg
gvvoodvteg...” Much work has been done on Chrysostom’s apologetics towards Hellenism. See Schatkin (1987);
Maxwell (2006); and Gkortsilas (2017), with further bibliography.

87 Homilia 4 in Acta Apostolorum PG 60:47.19-46.

%8 The synaxaria’s account of three factions that opposed each of the Three Hierarchs to the others has the
advantage precisely of circumventing the need to recognize this longstanding divide between such prominent and
beloved Church fathers. Moreover, limiting the controversy to one of rhetorical style also avoids the need to
address the underlying issue. All three hierarchs employed Greek rhetoric and followed its rules of style. The real
divide between them was their appreciation of the content of Greek literature, and this divided Basil and Gregory
from Chrysostom.
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a head in the 11" century and found open expression in the writings of Byzantium’s most

outspoken literatus: Michael Psellos.

1. MICHAEL PSELLOS

In two of his three encomia on his friends, the funeral oration for Xiphilinos and the
encomium for Mauropous, Psellos refers to the example of Gregory Nazianzen and Basil of
Caesarea. In the latter case, Psellos favorably compares Mauropous to those who fail to
understand the value of Greek paideia, continuing on to praise Gregory and Basil for using
paideia to support orthodoxy and fight heresy.®® Part of Psellos’ encomium of his teacher,
Mauropous, is the implicit understanding that the latter espoused similar views of both
Hellenism and the legacy of the two Cappadocian fathers. Psellos also closes his funeral oration
for Xiphilinos by citing the examples of Gregory and Basil, emphasizing that Xiphilinos
followed the same path as they had and attained the same glory.%*® What is intriguing in this
latter connection is that from Psellos’ own correspondence with Xiphilinos, such does not
appear to have been the case. It seems that Xiphilinos accused Psellos of engaging too closely
with Hellenism (among other non-Christian literatures). Psellos in response turns to the
examples of Gregory and Basil among the Church fathers to defend himself. His defensive tone
is even evident to a degree in the encomium on Mauropous: “But [—so that [ may add to my
friend’s encomium a little about myself, and let no arrow of vengeance strike me—I did not
only learn everything that the Greeks, Chaldaeans or Egyptians [teach], but I also scorned them,
but not all of them...”®! Though Psellos does not take this particular defensive tack in his
funeral oration for Xiphilinos, it is however on full display in his Letter S 175 to Xiphilinos.%%?
In this infamous letter, Psellos addresses Xiphilinos’ accusation against him of exaggerated

devotion to Plato and Greek philosophy:

89 Psellos, Orationes 17.355-384, esp. 361-366: “fj i note TdV KO’ NUAG PLAOcOPAV 0i dKpot T@V ‘Opryévoug
ovyypaupdTov 00K EAAyIeTOV HEPOG GUVEILOYOOL, Kol PIAOKOAIY TO GUVEIAEYUEVOV KATOVOUAKOGLY, Tl Kol
c0QOi TNV maidevoty oy, Kol Tpog aAndeiay Tavta Koi Ayovteg kol cvyypaoovteg;”

90 Psellos, Funeral Oration on Xiphilinos, 225: “If my claim is not too audacious, I would say that he [i.e.
Xiphilinos] became equal to Gregorios [of Nazianzos] and Basileios [of Kaisareia], the luminaries of the Church.”
01 Psellos, Orationes 17.355-358: “"Eywy’ odv, tvo Tt koi mepi £pontod @ Tod @idov Ay Tpocdficw, Kol e pf
Balot Pérog vepéoemg ovK E€yvakely povov omoco “EAAnveg o0d’ Oomdoo XaAdaiot §| Atyvomtiol, GAAG Kol
KOTEYVOKEW o0T@®V, TANV 00 Tavimv...” Psellos’ defensive stance is also apparent in his funeral oration for
Leichoudes, despite the lack of any overt reference to Gregory or Basil (Psellos, Funeral Oration on Leichoudes,
131): “We are not like teachers addressing an audience ignorant of the facts, but instead we stand here to be
corrected by them, who censure us when we fall short and who will be paid by us in full.”

92 Translated in Kaldellis and Polemis (2015) 168—176.
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“...if it is your reproach that I often conversed with that man [Plato] in his
dialogues and that I admired the style of his expression and worshipped the power
that lies in his proofs, why then did you not also hurl this charge against the Great
Fathers, who overturned the heresies of Eunomios and Apollinarios by employing

precisely those kinds of exact proofs? But if you believe that I follow his dogmas

or rely on his laws, you do not think rightly about us, brother.”¢%

The “Great Fathers” who refuted Eunomios and Apollinarios were primarily Gregory
Nazianzen and Basil of Caesarea.®* Psellos’ defensiveness does not manifest itself nearly as
much in his funeral oration on Xiphilinos as in his private correspondence with him, perhaps
precisely because, of the three friends, it was Xiphilinos who was most troubled by Psellos’
approach to Hellenism. It was Xiphilinos, of the three, who had been one of Psellos’ accusers.
Psellos continues by further elaborating on how his engagement with Plato and Chrysippos is

exactly that of Gregory and Basil:

“As for the Platos and Chrysipposes whom you mention, I have loved them—how
could I not?—but only for their beauty and surface smoothness. Of their doctrines,
some | immediately passed over, while those others that complement our
suppositions I readily took on and mixed with our holy scriptures, just as once
Gregorios [of Nazianzos] and Basileios [of Kaisareia], the great luminaries of the

Church, did.”®

Here one observes Psellos highlighting the unresolved literary conflict of the 4™ century
He makes reference to the strictly philological approach to Greek literature—that favored by
Chrysostom and the imperial church later on—but he then attempts to defend Gregory and
Basil’s efforts to assimilate certain teachings from Greek texts that were in agreement with
Christian ethics. In other words, Psellos is here making an effort to resolve the 4 century

literary conflict—to reconcile Chrysostom’s view of Hellenism with that of Gregory and

993 Psellos, Letters 168. For text, Psellos, Epistulae 202.2-9: “Ei pév yap npocovediCeic 61t Oopd mote 16 vdpi
TPOCOMIAOLY €V TOlG O10AdYOolS avTol, Kol tod 1€ Yapaktipog Tii¢ epunveiog é0avpalov, Kol TV €v Taig
SadéEeory EeBsialov SHvapty, Ti ) kol Toic peydroig Todto maTpdoty Emppirtsic e’ GV Eksivor toic Edvopiolg
Kol AToAvapiolg Tag aipécelg avéTpeyay, Ballovieg dipipeioig cvAloyioudv; Ei 6° 6t toig 6dypacty Emopat, fi
101G €kelvov vopolg émotnpilopat, oV kaAdG ofel mepl UMY, AOEAPE.”

94 As well as Gregory of Nyssa, on whom more below.

95 Psellos, Letters 171. Text in Psellos, Epistulae 202.96-102: “IIMdtovac 8& odg Aéyeig xoi Xpuoinmoug,
Nydmnoa pev (mdg yop ov;), GAL" dypt 100 KdAAOVG Kol TiG EMPOIVOUEVNC AEOTNTOG TV O Tap’ Ekeivolg
Soypdrov, 6 ugv edddc mapedpaka, TIveL 88 Mg TPOC TAG HUedamic cuvepyd vToBécelg €0 udia Aapav, Toig iepoic
AOYOlg cuvEWEQ, (O Tov o1 Kai I'prnyopiog kol Baciletog, ol peydrot tiic EkkAnciog emwoTtiipes, nenpdyooct.”
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Basil.®® One wonders what view Psellos’ opponent here, Xiphilinos, took of this defence.
Finally, Psellos closes his letter by rebutting Xiphilinos’ attack on the former’s life in the

capital city:%

“Therefore, dear friend, that is how I arbitrate between mountains and cities,
following my God and Lord for whose sake I have taken up his yoke and put on
this very hair shirt. He was often in the marketplace and rarely drew near to
mountains. And those around the famous Gregorios, as you yourself know, went
to the angelic life right from the midst of crowded squares. For if “the kingdom of
heaven is within us,” then what inner mountain remains?...Plato is mine, brother
and so is Chrysippos!®*® But Christ, with whom I have been crucified, whose is he?
On his account did I not symbolically cut off the superfluity of my hair? On his
account did I not exchange one way of life for another? If I completely belong to
Christ, surely I will neither repudiate wiser literature nor cast off the knowledge of

beings, both those that are intelligible and those that are sensible.”*”

Studying how Psellos constructs his defence against Xiphilinos reveals that the latter espoused
many of the same anti-Hellenic views that Chrysostom had expressed in his treatise, Against
the Opponents of the Monastic Life: 1) true spiritual ascent (usually) takes place among the
anchorites, not in the busy city, the bastion of Classical Greek civic life; 2) Hellenic literature
contains no teachings of any value for the Christian spiritual life; 3) even the strictly
philological approach to Greek texts is a waste of time if one has not already been perfected in
virtue.”® This, then, is the first crucial piece to the puzzle of the Three Hierarchs controversy:
the conflict within Psellos’ own literary circle between himself and Xiphilinos. This is a

conflict that Psellos himself presents as developing along the same lines as the 4 century de

99 He makes a similar effort in his short treatise, The Styles of Gregory the Theologian, Basil the Great,
Chrysostom, and Gregory of Nyssa, translated with introduction and notes in Barber and Papaioannou (2017)
108-117.

7 For the 11" century monastic belief that city-life and dangerous flirtation with Hellenism went hand in hand,
see Clucas (1981) esp. 3-5.

98 In his critical edition, Papaioannou takes this as a question, not an exclamation. See note below.

09 Psellos, Letters, 174—175. Text in Psellos, Epistulae 202.180-197: “Obtmc &yd, gpiltate, Toic dpect Srontd xoi
TG TOAEGL TQ EUd Bed kal deomdtn €mOUEVOG, O OV Kol TOV €keivov Mpdunv Luydv, Kai tovti 10 TpvyIvOV
neOpnKa EoOnpa, 6g TOALAKIG PEV TOIG Ayopdis, omaving 8¢ tpoonel Toig dpeot. Kai ol mepi ['pnydplov 8¢ tov
vy (Bomep kol adTdC 0160a) Gmd TV TANBOVGEHY dyopdv £mi THV dyyehuciv {onv petetdfavto- &i yap 1)
Boaoctieio T@V 0Opav®dY EvTog NUAV €6TL, moiov EvOov Opog oUK dmoAéAeuntat;... Epog o IThdtov, adehpé, kol O
Xpooumog;, ‘O 8¢ Xpiotdc @ cuvesTadpoual, Tivog; ' 8v dcov OC &v cuuUPOL® THY DAIKNV Gmeképaca
TePITTOTNTO, O OV AQ  £tépag mpog £tépav petebéunv (onv; OO pnv el kobopdg it tod Xpitotod Tovg
GOPMOTEPOVG TMOV AOY®OV GPVIAGOUAL, Kol THV YVOCW T@V Ovimv, dca te vontd Kol 6ca aicOntd mépukey,
amodvoopat.”

70 gdversus oppugnatores vitae monasticae PG 47:368.23-51.
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facto disagreement between two Christian approaches to Hellenism: that of Gregory and Basil,

on the one hand, and Chrysostom’s on the other.

2. JOHN ITALOS

The second significant piece of the puzzle involves Psellos’ student, John Italos (ca.
1025—after 1082). Sources on Italos, as on all who were condemned as heretics, are scarce and
strongly biased.”®! Significantly, despite becoming the heretical scapegoat of the inauguration
of Alexios Komnenos’ reign for an allegedly exaggerated preference of Greek philosophical
doctrines over and against those of the Church, Italos’ surviving corpus shows him in the main
defending Church doctrine and chastising the Greeks for mistaken conclusions.”®? In fact, it
seems that targeting Italos was perhaps little more than a symbolic way to target Greek
philosophy generally.”® Suitable excuses were found, and the inquiry into Italos’ orthodoxy or
not was conducted, not by the patriarch Eustratios Garidas (1081-1084), but in the presence of
the emperor, Alexios Komnenos himself.”% Alexios lost no opportunity to profess his pious

zeal for guarding the orthodoxy of the empire, for which reason he found Italos guilty of heresy,

701 Nevertheless, see Gouillard (1967) 183-202, (1985); Clucas (1981); and Trizio (2017) for overviews of events,
as well as Kraft and Perczel (2018) for a critical edition of Italos’ Quaestio 71 with introduction, translation and
commentary.

792 Trial of Italos 166-167: “...ce n’est plus un théologien [sc. Italos] d’expression malhabile, ¢’est un philosophe
qui est mise en cause pour la substance « hellénique » de sa pensée. La généralité méme qui enveloppe la
relation...suggere bien que ce qui est récusé, sincérement ou non, c’est une attitude d’ensemble : Jean a commis
le crime de revendiquer...une place pour la réflexion philosophique des Anciens dans le programme
d’enseignement de la culture chrétienne établie. La est le considérant ultime qui commande 1’ostracisme qu’on
vient de voir prononcé contre Jean et ses amis, et naturellement la condamnation globale de son paganisme...”
703 Trizio (2017) 464. Cf. ibid. (2014). Certain bishops at Italos’ trial even appear to have been concerned that
Italos was being condemned unfairly, but such dissension was forbidden. The question of Italos’ guilt was
necessarily a foregone conclusion since the emperor had already provided his verdict, and whoever disagreed
would himself be subject to anathema Trial of Italos 141.84-87): “Omdvoro, 8¢ Tig NV (G TIVES THV THG APYIEPATIKTG
KOTAOTACEMS KOl TOD AOToD KAPOV Ti|g LeydAng Tod Beod EkkAnciag dmoyiBupilovoty mg évootdlovteg mepi ToD
Trodod kol paci pur KaA®dg unde axpPdg {nndijvar Ta Kotd TV dvBpwnov, dpichn mg £l TI ToamToToDdE POvein
UOUOV TvaL | St PoAn)v Emdymv KaTd TL TOIG KEKPUEVOLG Kol Amo@avOeiot mapd oD Kpataod Kol ayiov Hudv
Baciiéwg kupod Ale&iov, Topovcig Kol TAV GLUTOPOVTIOV Tf| TOWDTN KPIGEL KOl AmoPAcel GERACIOTATOV
apyepév f| T® yeyovott avabepatioud £mi tf] Towdtn VrobEoet EmuepEOpevog, Tobtov avadépatt Hrookeicbar.”
%4 Trial of Italos 143.143-145.151: “Tfj & votepaiq, Tpookindeiong Ti¢ iepdc cuvodov kai Tod Ttakod petd Tdv
olkelwv OpANTOV €mi TV aylotdty éxkAnoiov agucopévov kol ta Pifiia €yovtog EumpocHev avTod
npocayoueva v’ 1 EvteAng ov{nmoig yévnrat, 1 100 Aaod @opd, (Nov mAnobeica molhod, yéyove Kot TOD
avopog, kavtedBev Opodg donpog kKol Bor) TOAAT &V TM HEYAAD GEKPETM EK THG CLVEAEDCEMG TAV dEdPAUNKOTMV
cvpPEPnKey. OV yapv dvoptmBeiong ToTe THC SyvVAOGENS, 6 GyOTOTOC TOTPLapYMG GvéBeTo Tii Boctieia HUMY
TNV TV KOT o0TOV TOATPOYUOGOVIV OG AV, &V EMNKO® TOD KPATOLG avtiig dakpnPovpévng tiig tmobéoemg,
eopadf M aAndeia koi dmav Swoivbein aueiforov.” Cf. also ibid. 155.370-375: “Emel 8¢ tovtev €11
Sy IVOCKOUEVOY KEQOAALA Tiva déka Thg EAANViKTg aBedtnTOoC Yépovta...” Nevertheless, Gouillard believes
(ibid. 163) that Alexios did not actually participate in the process at all, and that the phrase €v énnkoo is merely
intended to mean that Alexios was informed of the process of Italos’ trial and that he held the ultimate authority
of arbitration.
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and anathemas were added to the Synodikon of Orthodoxy, reflecting the nature of Italos’

impiety. The most relevant of these is the following:

“To those who pursue “Greek” lessons and are thus educated in such things—
except for reason of schooling (raidevotv) alone—but who also follow their [i.e.
the “Greeks’”’] vain teachings and believe in them as true, and so adhere to them as
if they were sure, such that these people instruct others in such teachings sometimes

secretly and other times openly without fear or hesitation—anathema!”"%

That the term “schooling” (maidevoig) should be interpreted to mean studying Greek
texts strictly for the purpose of learning proper Atticizing expression and philological dexterity,
one has only to consult the record of Italos’ trial, wherein every one of the flimsy charges
brought against him had exclusively to do with theological solecisms in Italos’ various
expressions of faith, otherwise orthodox by Byzantine standards.’?® Italos and his
condemnation give the second piece in the puzzle of the Three Hierarchs controversy. Psellos
pushed the boundaries of Byzantine tolerance of Greek paideia by studying the texts for more
than just their linguistic style. Nevertheless, he frequently insisted that he also scorned their
ignorance, and his emphasis in many works on purely rhetoric and style likely contributed
much to his escape of anathema. Thus, later in the 12% century, even in deprecating Italos,
Anna Komnene has nothing but compliments for Psellos and his wisdom in her propagandistic
account of her father, Alexios Komnenos’, handling of Italos’ trial.”®’

Effi Gazi has highlighted this second piece of the puzzle, albeit from a different
perspective. She poses the question: in a group of three hierarchs, where two are lifelong
friends, both from Cappadocia, why is the third John Chrysostom and not Gregory of Nyssa?7%
After all, the story of three factions that each supported their favorite hierarch—Basil, Gregory
Nazianzen or Chrysostom—preserved in the synaxaria is not corroborated by any other

source.”® It is likely to be a later interpretation of events in mythological and/or metaphorical

705 Gouillard (1967) 59.214-218: “Toig 16 éMnvikd Sie&odor podiuota koi i 818 maidevo pdvov todta
TOdEVOUEVOLS, AAAN Kol dOE0IG adTdY Taig poTaiong Emopévolg kai g aAnBéct miotedovot, kol obTmg avTaic Mg
70 BéParov Exodooig EYKEIHEVOLS, DOTE Kol ETEPOVS TOTE PEV AABPQ, TOTE OE QovepdG EVAyely aTolg Kol S1dacKeEV
avevdoldotmg, avadepa.”

706 See Trial of Italos. In his edition of the Synodikon, Gouillard (1967) 58 translated the term naidsvoic by the
French: “instruction”, roughly equivalent to the English “schooling” or “education”.

707 Kambylis and Reinsch (2001) 5.8.34.

78 Gazi (2004) 189-191.

79 However, Gazi does not question the synaxaria’s claim that the controversy took place.
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terms.’!% At first glance, the question of Gregory of Nyssa’s absence from the triad and John
Italos’ condemnation in 1082 may appear to be unrelated. Nevertheless, despite the fact that
11" century Byzantium believed that Psellos and Italos were both pushing the boundaries with
regard to Hellenism, Gregory of Nyssa in the 4™ century had already gone much farther than
even Italos had.

First, Gregory of Nyssa was Basil’s younger brother; he also became a hierarch himself,
received a similarly excellent education in Greek paideia, and he maintained friendly relations
with Gregory Nazianzen. Moreover, as noted above, Psellos had included Gregory of Nyssa in
one of his treatises investigating the rhetorical style of prominent Church fathers in comparison
with the Classical Greek canon.”!! Thus, all things being equal, Gregory of Nyssa should have
been a potential candidate for a position among the Three Hierarchs. In addition, in his homily
on the Three Hierarchs, John Mauropous highlights the fact that Gregory Nazianzen, Basil and
Chrysostom all have feast days in January already;’!? the synaxaria comment on Mauropous’
wisdom in choosing January as the month for the common feast for precisely this reason.’!?
However, according to the Typikon of the Great Church, Gregory of Nyssa’s feast day is

celebrated on the 10™ of January,”'

and no less significant a manuscript than BNF Parisinus
graecus 510, the deluxe 9™ century collection of Gregory Nazianzen’s homilies, features an
illustration of the “Cappadocian Fathers”: Basil of Caesarea, Gregory Nazianzen and Gregory
of Nyssa.”!'> On its face, therefore, there does not appear to be an obvious reason why
Chrysostom should have been favored for third member of the triad over Gregory of Nyssa. In
many ways, Gregory of Nyssa would fit better, whereas Chrysostom is something of the odd
man out in the company of Gregory Nazianzen and Basil of Caesarea, whom we cannot be sure
that Chrysostom ever knew and with whom he does not appear to have had any correspondence.
Since the triad of the “Cappadocian fathers” already existed and had been acknowledged to
some degree, why was it necessary to make a new one—replacing Gregory of Nyssa with
Chrysostom, who had no demonstrable personal connection to either Basil of Caesarea or

Gregory Nazianzen—beyond the fact that all three were students of Libanios? It is not until

one examines Gregory of Nyssa’s corpus, in the context of the 11™ century contentions over

710 In this connection, see Connerton (1989) and Lakoff and Johnson (2008). For the synaxarist’s account of the
three factions, cf. PG 29a:390-391.

711 Barber and Papaioannou (2017) 108-117.

712 Lagarde (1882) 106.

13 PG 292:391.C-D.

714 Mateos (1963) 192.

715 On f. 71v. Cf. Brubaker (1999) figure 13; Gazi (2004) 221.
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Hellenism, that the enigma is solved and the connection to Italos’ condemnation—and thus to
a crucial aspect of the feast of Three Hierarchs—is illuminated.

Chrysostom’s view of the place of Greek paideia in the Christian life was the harshest.
Gregory Nazianzen and Basil of Caesarea admitted that Hellenism could be of use, in its
essence not just its form, but only as a secondary partner, or servant, of Christianity. Gregory
of Nyssa viewed Hellenism, not as a dangerous intruder or a subservient philosophical
discipline, but as an equal partner with Christian doctrine. In describing Moses’ conflict with

Pharaoh’s (in Judaeo-Christian eyes) godlessness, Gregory of Nyssa writes:”!6

“...he [i.e. Moses] prepares for battle with his enemies, holding that staff in his
hand, that is, the word of faith, with which he will strike down the Egyptian snakes.
And his foreign partner (6polvyog) will accompany him. For some part of external
education (tfig £Em modeHoEMC), not to be scorned, [is suitable] for marriage with
us for the purpose of bearing the virtues. For, indeed, both ethical and natural
philosophy could become a spouse of the higher [i.e. Christian] way of life and
friend and participant in [that] life—only if her offspring do not bring with them

any of the foreign contamination.””"”

Gregory of Nyssa, therefore, also demonstrates a certain level of caution; he
nevertheless reaches the point of calling Hellenism a potential marriage-partner (opélvyog,
p0g ovluylav udv) with Christianity. This was radically beyond what Basil and Gregory
Nazianzen had suggested and practically at diametrical odds with Chrysostom’s view.”!® It was
certainly farther than either Psellos or Italos had dared to go. Gregory’s diminished cult in
Byzantium appears to be directly linked to views such as the above, which diminution began
early.”? It is likely for this reason that the triadic scheme of the “Cappadocian fathers” was
insufficient to successfully respond to the unrest caused among the more spiritually
conservative circles of 11% century Byzantium by first Psellos’ and then Italos’ careers. If

anything, such an image would have been interpreted as an exhortation to Italos to engage even

716 Cf. Gazi (2004) 226-232.

"7 De vita Moysis PG 44:336D-337A: “...ntpdg 1OV dydva tdv £x0pav dmoddeton, S1d xeipog Thv Poxtnpiov Exwov
gkeivny, TodT" £oT1, TOV AOyoV THC mioTtewe, @ uEALEL Todg Atyvrtiovg d@eic katayovilesBol. Akolovonost 88
avT® Kod 1 €& aAroOA@V opdluyog: €0t yap TL kai Thg @ madevoemc TPOg culuyiay MUV €ig TeEKvoyoviay
apetiig ovk amoPpAnTov. Kai yap 1 10w te kol puoikn grlocopia yévolto dv mote T@ dVyMAotép® Pi cdvluydg
T€ Kol @i Kol kowmvog tiig Lofic: povov &l T €K TaTNg KuNpaTa UNdv €ndyotto 100 GAAOPVHAOL Hdouatog.”
718 One indirect indication of this is provided by Jaeger’s (1961) classic study on Christianity and Greek paideia.
Among other Church fathers, Gregory Nazianzen, Basil and Gregory of Nyssa are discussed at length. John
Chrysostom’s name does not appear even once in the entire volume.

19 Gazi (2004) 227.
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more closely with Hellenism, as an equal partner. Since Psellos’ defensive tone indicates that
the spiritually conservative—such as Xiphilinos—were the ones who were uneasy, Gregory of
Nyssa was not going to provide the answer. Only the consistently harsh stance that Chrysostom
expressed, with his constant suspicion of Hellenism, which found approval in the
conservatively-minded Synodikon, could act as an ideal balancing force between the slightly
more open-minded approach taken by Basil and Gregory Nazianzen. It is precisely this mixture
that one finds in John Mauropous’ initial Homily on the Three Hierarchs, the third crucial piece

of the puzzle.

3. JOHN MAUROPOUS

Ms. Vat. gr. 676 (11" century) preserves John Mauropous’ Homily on the Three
Hierarchs, with the date given for its reading as 30" of January. This does not necessarily
indicate that Mauropous himself initially delivered his homily on that date; nevertheless, since
he was involved in the arrangement of the ms., he must either have chosen the date for this
edition of his corpus or else accepted a decision perhaps made by others when the feast gained
general acceptance. Thus far, in the cases of both Psellos and Italos it has emerged that, in fact,
the synaxaria’s account of three factions of literati who opposed the Three Hierarchs to each
other finds no support in any surviving sources. Rather, it appears that the 4™ century divide
between Gregory Nazianzen and Basil of Caesarea, on the one hand, and John Chrysostom, on
the other, was understood by Michael Psellos and perhaps by his accusers, as well. For this
reason, Psellos cited Gregory and Basil as a pair in his defence with regularity. Nevertheless,
the more spiritually conservative circles, who tended to appreciate Chrysostom’s stance,
tolerated Psellos but not his student Italos.”?® This conservatism, represented in its figurehead,
Alexios Komnenos, found its expression in Italos’ trial in 1082 and the subsequent additions
to the Synodikon, where in both cases Chrysostom’s strictly philological approach to Hellenism
was upheld. The probable reason that John Mauropous is given credit by the synaxaria for
resolving a “controversy” is that in his Homily on the Three Hierarchs he advocates that a unity
be fashioned out of the two varying approaches to Hellenism and posits himself as witness to
Chrysostom’s desire to share a common celebration with his two “friends,” Gregory Nazianzen
and Basil. Most significantly, Mauropous does not refer to disputations over rhetorical style,

as the synaxaria insisted was the cause of the conflict. Rather, Mauropous speaks in terms of

720 Evidenced in their respective representations in the 12" century Timarion 10281135, as well.
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belief (06&n), virtue (apetr)) and piety (evcéPeia). He is not reconciling various views on
linguistic style, but the conflict over the value of the content of Greek texts, to which both

Psellos’ defensiveness and Italos’ condemnation bear witness:

“How, then, are you [i.e. Chrysostom] here alone [i.e. in respect to his celebrations
in the church calendar, as opposed to his preaching of equality and unity in his
homilies] one-sided and unequal, accepting that for yourself there be two great
ceremonies and honors, but for these your peers (opotipoic) and co-believers
(0poddéoig) only one [celebration] each? But no, he [i.e. Chrysostom] will, of
course, no longer tolerate this, if [ may speak on his behalf, even if up until now he
allowed his more fervent devotees to ascribe him such an exceptional honor; nor
will he tolerate this—as far as we are concerned and are able [to ensure it]—
enjoying more for himself alone, while those with whom he was united in
collaboration for piety’s sake have less [honor]. Rather, even here he will prefer as
usual the common [good] over [his own] private [benefit], nor will he seek only his
own [ends], but he will receive also that of the others with rejoicing—that is, his
partners’ and companions’ in the struggle. [ am a trustworthy guarantor of both the
great man’s [i.e. Chrysostom’s] soul and opinion. So then, if you will, students of
the Three, aid me in my efforts, and you also provide the same guarantee with
confidence on behalf of the other two [i.e. Basil and Gregory]. For there is one
belief (86&0) among the Three, the Trinity; there is one aim, virtue (dpetn); there
is one struggle, to support and secure piety (evoéfeia) when it is challenged. There
is one never-ending task [that they share], caring for the salvation of souls with
every deed and word and method. The Three equally glorified God on earth. They
equally strengthened the word of truth. They equally adorned liturgies, churches
and commemorations of the martyrs with their homilies. If I may say something
even more persuasive, equally have we been benefited by the Three. Therefore, let

us equally honor our benefactors in return. This is the goal of my speech...””?!

21 John Mauropous, Homiliae 178.107: “nd¢ odv &viodda 6O pdvov £1epoppemic Te Koi &vicog, S1Ttic uiv 8’
£TOVG GEAVTA TOG HeYIoTAG TELETAS KO TG, TOIG & OHOTIHOLS TOVTOLG Kol O0d0E0LS Gva i EKATEP® TOGAVTIV
telelobon KoTodeyOUeEVOGS; o0 UV Mg €ikog €ig 10 €&Rg KatadéEetar, v’ fmép avTod Kol (’xnokoyﬁcmum Kav €ig
debpo cmvsx(opm 101G TCSpl avTOv nguorspmg g E€aipeTdv Tvo TadTNV dovépey poipav avTd, 0vd’ avgismt
TEVTOC—T6 Y 0DV 8¢ MUV Te Kol Top” HUGV—TAEOV aDTOG TL HOVOG KAPTOVLEVOC, LELOVEKTOOVTIMY EKEVMY 01¢
VmEp evoePeiag T0 ioa cuVETVEVOE KOl GLUVEKOUEY, GAAL TPOTIUAGEL KAvTaDOo cuvNB®E TO KooV ToD 1diov, Kol
o0 {ntroetl pdévov to £0wtod, GAAL Kol TO0 TV £Tépmv, €ltovv &taipav kol cuvabiov avtod, ped’ Mdoviig
TapaMYETAL. £Y0 THC TOD HeydAov Wuxfic Te Kol yvapmg &yyomtig a1dypec. i 8 odv, dAAY GLAAGPEGHE pot
Kai DUETS Tig omovdiic, ol TV TpIdv pabntal, kal ™y adTv Bappodvrag £yydny vngp @V Vo cuveyyvicuce.
pio pev 866&a tolg Tpioiv, 1 TpLdc. £ig 8¢ okomdc, apetn. €ig 8¢ Aymv, Khovovpévny otnpiSot kol chwcxpahca(sem
v gboéPelav. Ev Epyov GAnktov, yoy®dv cotnpio Epyolg maot Kol Aoyols Kol tpdmolg cmovdalopévn. €n iong ol
TpeiG €mi yijg B0V ueydivvay. én” Tong Tov Adyov il dAndeiog Ekpdtuvay. € iong T® AdY® TAC GUVAEELS, TOG
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Mauropous has not a word to spare concerning more elevated, grandiloquent styles of
speaking as opposed to more fluid and extemporaneous, as the synaxaria have had successive
generations believe was the cause of both the controversy and feast of the Three Hierarchs.
Rather, Mauropous frames his discourse in terms of a truce, offering a guarantee of ceasefire
from Chrysostom’s side, provided that those who represent Basil and Gregory produce a
similar guarantee. The division is not between each of the three against the others, but
Chrysostom against Basil and Gregory. In other words, the differences between the Three to
which Mauropous refers are the differences in evaluating the content, and thus inherent and
essential value, of Greek literature in and of itself for the Christian life. Rhetorical style plays
no role in Mauropous’ understanding of the controversy. It was Psellos’ close engagement with
the content of Greek paideia that ruffled the more conservative feathers of his day, and despite
being both judged and mocked for his solecisms, Italos was condemned for the same reason
that Gregory of Nyssa was excluded from this later triad: both had drawn far too much from
the content (and form) of either Plato or Aristotle for a conservative, Chrysostom-minded

hierarchy’s comfort.”*?

VI. AFTERMATH—CRUSADER CYPRUS AND NEOPHYTOS ENKLEISTOS:

THREE HIERARCHS AND SERMCAT

The final developments to be investigated of Chrysostom’s reception during the middle
Byzantine centuries take place notably outside the capital city, at the ever-shifting periphery of
the 12t-13% century empire: Cyprus. Neophytos Enkleistos (1134—after 1214) flourished
during a time of great upheaval, marked by the roughly contemporary careers of Manuel I
Komnenos (1143-1180), Isaac Komnenos, basileus of Cyprus (1184—-1191) and Richard I
Lionheart (1189-1199).723 Consequently, the disturbances of Neophytos’ environment differed

gkrkAnciag, 0 TV LapTHp@Y PVALG EKOGIMGaY. EIm Tt SLeMMNTIKOTEPOY, &n iong NUElS VIO TV TPV €D
nemdvOapey. én Tong Toryapodv kai Todg eVepYETOC AVTITIUHGMUEY, 0VTOC 6 TOD AdYOV GKOTOG...”

722 Jaeger (1961) 86: “Gregory’s [i.e. of Nyssa] philosophical mind could not content itself with the sort of paideia
that he had taken over from the rhetorical schools and their tradition. At his time a teacher of rhetoric was called
a sophist, and it was no doubt a necessary profession. But Plato had given him a deeper idea of what the true
education of man ought to be.” Cf. ibid. 86—102; Gazi (2004) 172—-191, 212-232. Italos, on the other hand, is
depicted in the Timarion searching for Aristotle among the dead 1117-1122: “Odtog [i.e. Italos] 8& Hnd TovTwY
atipmg mepwPpiopévoc, DTOYWP®Y Kol OTEVOV, AploToteAsC, Apiototelss, Eleye Kol @ ocvAloyloud Kol
cogicpoto, mod £0TE; €l Yap Lol mOpTiTeE VOV, KATEMOAEUNGH v TOUG APEATEPOLS TOVTOVE PIAOGOPOVG Kol
coQ1oTAG Kol TOV Kakietov tovTov [Haplaydva kal yopéumopov Atoyévny [i.e. Diogenes of Sinope].”

23 For Neophytos, see Galatariotou (1991), esp. 40-71 for overview of Cyprus during 11%-13" centuries. Cf.
Tsiknopoulos (1954), (1958); Egglezakis (1979—1980). For the period generally, Magdalino (2002); for Cyprus,
Carr (2010); overview of Crusades, Harris (2003); Riley-Smith (2016), esp. 165-172, 289-290.
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drastically in nature from those that troubled Psellos’ relations with Xiphilinos or Italos’ career
as consul of the philosophers. This is not to say that Neophytos was uneducated; he took care
to familiarize himself with the works of the 4™ century Church fathers, as well as many other
Byzantine spiritual classics.”>* Nevertheless, the literati of the class of civil servants of the
imperial court played little to no role in Neophytos’ life. As such, their struggles are starkly
absent from his surviving corpus. Though the feast of the Three Hierarchs was being

celebrated’??

—and certain of the synaxaria accounts of the controversy leading to it would
have been copied during Neophytos’ lifetime—Mauropous’ triad of Three Hierarchs has not
left its mark in Neophytos” writings.”?® Neophytos does group Basil, Gregory Nazianzen and
Chrysostom together as recognized authorities, though not strictly as the triad of Three
Hierarchs. In his fourth homily from his collection of ten on Christ’s commandments,

Neophytos conducts a thought experiment:

“And, if it be allowed, let the speech place the great Basil and the divine Gregory—
I mean the Theologian—to the side for a moment, together with all those who have
penetrated the realm of the divine alike, and let us set before us the holy
Chrysostom alone, or rather the Mouth of Christ (Xpiot6ctopov), since that is what
he really is...what he said sufficed, as we noted above, for the world to be saved.
And if we gather together his companions and place them beside him and listen to

each speaking...we will find them of one mouth and one mind...”"*’

724 He speaks of his education and the difficulty of access to books in Homily 4 of his Decem Homiliae. See
Neophytos Enkleistos, Decem Homiliae 50—66.

25 As witnessed by the Typikon of the monastery of Christ Pantokrator, modern Zeyrek Camii, founded by John
I Komnenos (1118-1143) in 1136 (Typikon Christ Pantokrator 41.191-194): “Tf} 8¢ €optfj ToD dyiov Baciieiov,
00 @goAdyov Kol Tod Xpvooatopov, 1 puev eotayio kai £t EAatt@bnoetal ag mpotibechal Tf) T®V KowdV
£0PTAV POTAYIY SIEKAPDTIOV HOVOV €V, TO pHEAAOV Epmtpocbey tiig EopTtalopévng ayiog eikdvog iotacbat, To 68
oyoviov EogTor Opoimg pivoov €vog.” Nevertheless, it is unclear that this feast was intended to be celebrated on
30 January, as the synaxaria inform us that it should be. In the Typikon it is described in between the Annunciation
(25 March) and the feast of the Apostles (29 June, Peter and Paul, 30 June, 12 Apostles).

726 However, this does not appear to be an act of defiance to the Komnenian dynasty, whose rulers had Neophytos’
loyalty. Cf. Galatariotou (1991) 210-211. On the contrary, Neophytos does not appear to have espoused a negative
outlook of the Constantinopolitan elite such as that of Senacherim Kakos, protasekretis of Michael VIII
Palaiologos (1259-1282), whose distress at learning of the re-capture of Constantinople in 1261 is reported by
Pachymeres, Chronikon 1:205.3—10): “ti ye apoptodotv, ®g EmLRV Kol PAEney Tocadto dewvd; Tod Aotmod kakov
Tic un amléto, énsi Popoior kai avbic matodor v mOAw.” Cf. Magdalino (2008) 132 who interprets
Senacherim’s distress in light of Byzantine apocalyptic prophecies. I thank Thanasis Sotiriou for bringing this
passage to my attention.

727 Neophytos Enkleistos, Decem Homiliae 50.22-51.18: “Kai, &i S0k&l, S106THCOUEY T AOY® HIKPOV TOV PéyoV
Baciketov kal tov Oeonéstiov Ipnyodpiov, Ayw o1 Tov O@cordyov, kol mhvtag Opod tovg ta Ogia dtamopOuedoavtag
Kol émiotinoopey povov tov Belov Xpuvodotopov, Tov pdAAOV Xplotdotopov g Xpiotod otopa (gineiv
0iKeldTEPOV). .. TipKOVV T TTap” 0O TOD AOANBEVTA KOl LOVOL, DG TPOEPNLEV, TOV KOGLOV €ig cmtnpiav. Edav 6¢ kai
TOVG HETOYOVG 0OTOD GLUVOOPOICOIEV KOL GUGTHCMLEV TOVTM KOl EKOTEPMV AAAOVVT®V AKOVGMOUEV. . .EDPTICOUEV
aDTOVG OLOPMVOLS Kol OHLOPPOVOLG...”
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This is as close as Neophytos comes to speaking of John Mauropous’ Three Hierarchs.
Chrysostom suffices for instruction; Basil’s works on monasticism are enough to teach
asceticism,”?® while Gregory does not receive a specific role. It is likely that this reflects both
his physical distance from Constantinople, as well as his literary distance from the world of
Mauropous, Psellos and Italos. Neophytos’ literary interests are characteristically those of
Byzantine monasticism: John Klimakos, John Chrysostom, Basil of Caesarea, Isaiah the
hesychast etc.”?” It is in this connection that Neophytos closes the present study of
Chrysostom’s reception.

Neophytos does not draw from the literary heritage of Constantinopolitan literati, but
he does follow major monastic trends, such as those begun by Theodore of Stoudios in the 9
century. Authors of monastic rules in 11"-12% century Constantinople continued to turn to

Stoudite precedents,’*°

and Neophytos followed suit. He delivered catecheses on the model of
Theodore of Stoudios,”?! and as noted in Part 1, Neophytos copied Theodore of Stoudios’
practice of reading SermCat at the paschal vigil.”*? Indeed, there appears to have been a
longstanding monastic network, however loose, of communication and travel between
Constantinople and Palestine,’*? which in the 12" century at least passed through Cyprus.
Patriarch John IX of Jerusalem (1157-before 1166) traveled this route from Palestine to Cyprus
and on to Constantinople.”** Neophytos himself, though never moving north to Constantinople,
did travel to the Judaean desert on pilgrimage before returning to Cyprus to eventually establish
his Enkleistra.”3?

Thus, by the 12" century what Theodore of Stoudios began in early 9" century
Constantinople likely in opposition to the imperial court’s re-introduction of Iconoclasm,

namely reading SermCat, probably served Neophytos Enkleistos as an indication of continued

spiritual—and thus political—loyalty to the authority of the Byzantine capital. Over the four

728 Though Neophytos cites other ascetic authorities, as well. Neophytos Enkleistos, Decem Homiliae 51.21-28,
54.1-3.

29 Galatariotou (1991) 23: “The evidence...clearly suggests that Neophytos’ literary culture was entirely based
on ecclesiastical literature, and that within that it was confined to a limited, routine patristic, ascetic and
hagiographical content.”

730 See Krausmiiller (2011).

31 He even began his catecheses with Theodore of Stoudios’ characteristic opening: AdgAgoi kai matépeg.
Sotiroudis (1998).

732 See Part 1, Section C.

733 See Chapter 1 for Theodore of Stoudios’ extensive communication with representatives of Palestinian
monasticism.

734 Cf. Spingou (2016). Cf. Galatariotou (1991) 55 on Cyprus’ commercial connections to the rest of Byzantium
and Palestine, as well.

735 Galatariotou (1991) 14.
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centuries that intervened between Theodore and Neophytos, Byzantine emperors, monastic
leaders and hierarchs had labored much on the enhanced foundations of Chrysostom’s
Byzantine reception, which Theodore of Stoudios laid down in opposing the imperial court.
Though Theodore had most likely originally intended the reading of SermCat to act as an
integral part of his larger program of subverting official court policy, by the time the practice
reached Neophytos Enkleistos roughly four centuries later circumstances had changed
dramatically. Constantinople was facing unprecedented threats that resulted in its first fall,
while the efforts of Leo VI, Constantine VII and Alexios I had transformed Theodore of
Stoudios’ subversive Chrysostom into an imperial guardian. When Neophytos Enkleistos read
out SermCat, he followed the Constantinopolitan, Stoudite monastic tradition—and thus
displayed his loyalty to the spiritual, and so political, authority of the imperial capital, as
opposed to the usurpation of Isaac Komnenos basileus of Cyprus and the Lusignan dynasty

that succeeded him.
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

This study has focused on the reception of John Chrysostom from a primarily literary
perspective during the middle Byzantine centuries (913, with special attention to the so-
called Catechetical Homily on Pascha (CPG 4605), attributed to him. The two parts of this
study have each approached the topic from a different angle. Part 1 presents the manuscripts
that preserve the Catechetical Homily in its direct tradition, as well as Theodore of Stoudios’
Oratio 4 and Neophytos Enkleistos’ Catechesis 12, which are part of the former text’s indirect
tradition. Part 1 has given descriptions of the major manuscript witnesses to each of these three
texts, as well as other versions of the Catechetical Homily that have been located in various
manuscripts. In addition to this, the first ever critical editions of the Catechetical Homily and
Theodore of Stoudios’ Oratio 4 are given in Part 1. Part 2, on the other hand, traced the context
of Chrysostom’s reception, primarily from the 913 centuries. An introductory chapter gave
an overview of Chrysostom’s reception from his death to the birth of Theodore of Stoudios in
the 8" century. From there, Part 2 traced Theodore’s usage of the Catechetical Homily as an
integral component of his overall reception of Chrysostom, which itself gave impetus to the
Court, Church and literati to react over the course of the following four centuries.

In the conclusions to Part 1 certain observations have already been made. The question
of the authenticity of the Catechetical Homily must necessarily remain open at present, and is
likely to always remain that way. Short of an autograph witness from the 4% century—which
is more a figment of the modern imagination than something to be expected from that cultural
environment—there is insufficient evidence to claim with absolute certainty that the
Catechetical Homily is the work of John Chrysostom. Nevertheless, certain strong indications
in favor of this hypothesis have been presented in Part 1, while equally strong evidence against
this view has not been found at present. Rather, this ambiguity itself presents an opportunity
for reflection on the criteria to be employed in judging the authenticity of hand-copied texts,
especially those of a religious nature that enjoyed wide popularity and use.

Part 2, in its turn, has outlined some of the effects of the attribution of this text to John
Chrysostom in middle Byzantium. Theodore of Stoudios turned to the model of John
Chrysostom in his various conflicts with the Court and Church hierarchy; it is likely that the
Catechetical Homily played an important part in some of this. Theodore had the habit of
promoting John Chrysostom and John the Baptist together, thus sending a clear message to all

who could potentially be considered enemies of either: impious rulers and/or the religious
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establishment. Theodore’s powerful message led to reactions, especially by the Court, in the
following centuries that reached a head at some point towards the mid—late 11 century in what
has been known up to the present day as the Three Hierarchs Controversy. Evidence has been
examined that this event, as described in the Synaxaria, never actually took place. Rather, it
was likely a later re-telling of clashes over the reception of the Church fathers’ heritage,
specifically Basil of Caesarea and Gregory Nazianzen’s, on the one hand, and John
Chrysostom’s, on the other. The chain reaction that Theodore of Stoudios had set in full motion
in the 9™ century, by putting Chrysostom at the head of a religious resistance to established
State and Church power structures, had various effects in the centuries that followed, which
Theodore could never have predicted. One of these was that both emperors Leo VI and
Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos chose to fashion Chrysostom into their imperial patron.
Another was that literati of the 11" century clashed over just how the content of Hellenism’s
literary heritage should be properly employed. Chrysostom had argued strictly against
employing the content at all, but Basil and Gregory had championed a different view.
Chrysostom’s rise in prominence from the 9" century, due in part to Theodore of Stoudios and
the Court and Church reacting to him, brought this strict attitude towards Hellenism to the fore
in the 11" century to the point that: Psellos vehemently defended himself; Italos was
anathematized; and Mauropous strove to find ways for reconciliation.

Overall, this study has striven to show that sources such as the Catechetical Homily,
known but mostly overlooked, can offer valuable information that may further illuminate
significant questions, whose answers are often assumed given, such as: why did John
Chrysostom rise to such levels of spiritual prominence in the middle Byzantine Church to the
point that his reception threatened to overshadow that of other Church fathers? The rich
treasure trove of Byzantine literature that has survived is full of lesser-known authors, whose
work has not yet been fully appreciated, or perhaps even discovered. While not wishing to
diminish the value of that work, the present study has emphasized that we must simultaneously
not assume that the question of the significance in Byzantium of even the most prolific of
authors, John Chrysostom, has been definitively answered. As the first systematic study of John
Chrysostom’s reception from his death to the Fourth Crusade, the present study hopes to
highlight the value of often overlooked sources, such as the Catechetical Homily, and to
stimulate renewed interest in revisiting figures that may appear to be sufficiently well-known

and questions that perhaps seem definitively answered or exhausted.
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APPENDIX: LIST OF ALL MANUSCRIPTS COLLATED—ARRANGED
BY TEXT

Sermo catecheticus in sanctum pascha (CPG 4605)

1) Vaticanus graecus 2079 (before 868), ff. 47v—48v
2) Laurentianus Plutei 9.22 (974), ff. 195v—196r
3) Ottobonianus graecus 14 (10™ century), ff. 247v-248r
4) Baroccianus 199 (10" century), ff. 139r-140r
5) Vindobonensis supplementum graecum 177 (10% century), ff. 3r—v
6) Vaticanus graecus 2013 (10 century), ff. 112r—v
7) Russia GIM Sinodicus graecus 374 (10t century), ff. 6v—7r
8) Jerusalem Patriarchal Library Hagiou Saba 1 (10" century), ff. 162v—163r
9) Parisinus graecus 1018 (10™ century), ff. 7r-9r
10) Vaticanus graecus 1633 (10"-11" century), ff. 250v-251
11) Coislinianus 199 (11 century), ff. 309r—-310r
12) Pantokratoros 26 (11" century), ff. 226v—227v
13) Cromwellianus 23 (1064—1065), ff. 203r—204r
14) Trinity College 185 (c. 1020), ff. 214v-215v
15) Parisinus supplementum graecum 1386 (1075), ff. 349v—351
16) Sinaiticus graecus 401 (11™ century), f. 209v
17) Vaticanus graecus 477 (11" century), ff. 297v—298r
18) Laurentianus Plutei 11.09 (11™ century), f. 282v
19) Vaticanus graecus 478 (11 century), ff. 1r-2r
20) Franzonianus Urbani 16 (11" century), ff. 265r—v

21) Parisinus graecus 639 (11%" century), f. 276v
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22) Panteleimonos 76 (11™ century), ff. 224v—225v

23) Russia GIM Sinodicus graecus 234 (11" century), ff. 180r—181r
24) Lambeth Palace 1187 (11t"-12% century), ff. 289r-290r

25) Atheniensis graecus 2487 (11112 century), ff. 109r—110v
26) Vaticanus graecus 1636 (12 century), ff. 184v—185
27)Roe 6 (12" century), ff. 1r—v

28) Vaticanus graecus 782 (12" century), ff. 129v—131r

29) Vaticanus palatinus graecus 24 (12 century), ff. 1r—v

30) Parisinus graecus 633 (1186), ff. 235v—-236v

31) Phillipps 1481 (12% century), ff. 232v-233r

32) Cambridge Nn.1.23 (12 century), ff. 271v-272

33) Coislinianus 271 (12 century), ff. 35r-36r

34) Sinaiticus 1095 (12% century), ff. 146v—148v

35) Marcianus graecus 1342 (12 century), ff. 36v—37v

36) Atheniensis graecus 295 (13 century), ff. 134r-137

37) British Library Additional 14066 (12%—13™ century), f. 4v
38) Rawlinson 4 (12-13™ century), ff. 2r-3r

39) Parisinus graecus 540 (1213 century), ff. 317r—v

40) Sinaiticus graecus 52 (fort. 1213 century), ff. 213r-216r
41) Escorialensis X.III.15 (13" century), f. 3r

42) Selden Supra 4 (13™ century), ff. 68v—70v

43) Coislinianus 361 (13™ century), ff. 202r—v

44) Parisinus supplementum graecum 1260 (13" century), ff. 232r—v
45) Marcianus graecus 1123 (13™ century), ff. 167v—168v

46) Marcianus graecus 1014 (13 century), ff. 221v—222r



47) Marcianus graecus 1104 (13 century), ff. 245v—246r

48) Vaticanus graecus 1455 (13™ century), ff. 362r-363v

49) Mytilene, Monastery of St. John the Theologian 7 (13™ century), f. 53v
50) Megistis Lavras A 173 (1214 century), f. 113v

51) Parisinus graecus 87 (121-14" century), f. 6v

52) Philotheou 44 (13"-16'" century), ff. 224r-v

53) Belgium Library of Prince Albert I 1V.459 (14" century), ff. 63r—64v
54) Dionysiou 50 (14" century), ff. 312r-313v

55) Iviron 374 (14" century), ff. 170r—v

56) Megistis Lavras I' 11 (14" century), ff. 136v—138r

57) Pantokratoros 84 (14" century), ff. 238v—239r

58) Istanbul Patriarchal Library Panaghia 46 (14" century), ff. 187v—188v
59) Leiden Vossianus graecus Q° 66 (14% century), ff. 106v—107r

60) Monacensis graecus 644 (14™ century), ff. 97v—98v

61) Baroccianus 241 (14" century), ff. 129v—130r

62) Laurentianus Plutei 10.15 (14 century), ff. 179v—190r

63) Cromwellianus 22 (1314-1315), ff. 21r-21v

64) Selden Supra 9 (14 century), ff. 32r—v

65) Christ Church College Oxford Wake graecus 76 (14™ century), ff. 91r-93v
66) Lincoln College Oxford 1 (14" century), ff. 274v—275r

67) Parisinus graecus 980 (14" century), ff. 174v—175v

68) Parisinus graecus 1186 (1306), ff. 136r—v

69) Library of Russian Academy of Sciences RAIK 87 (14" century), ff. 256r-257r
70) Ivan Dujcev Foundation D. graecus 178 (14™ century), ff. 237r-238v

71) Vaticanus graecus 562 (14" century), ff. 1r—v
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72) Vaticanus graecus 571 (14" century), ff. 187v—188r

73) Marcianus graecus 947 (14" century), ff. 2r—v

74) Marcianus graecus 1423 (14" century), ff. 220r-221v

75) Marcianus graecus 1454 (1374), ff. 130r—131r

76) Vindobonensis historicus graecus 63 (1319), ff. 133v—134v
77) Megistis Lavras " 37 (14" century), ff. 152v—153v

78) Megistis Lavras Q 128 (14" century), ff. 2r-3r

79) Vatopaidiou 681 (14™ century), ff. 105r-107r

80) Vatopaidiou 455 (14™ century), ff. 1r-2v

81) Docheiareiou 80 (14" century), 1r-3r

82) British Library Harley 5540 (14""-15™ century), ff. 279r-280r
83) Atheniensis graecus 180 (14"-16™ century), f. 401r

84) Atheniensis graecus 78 (15" century), f. 121v

85) Atheniensis graecus 1910 (15" century), ff. 135v—136v

86) Atheniensis graecus 2484 (15" century), ff. 204v—205v

87) Megistis Lavras A 79 (15" century), ff. 3r—4r

88) Megistis Lavras H 152 (1406), ff. 55r—58r

89) Istanbul Patriarchal Library Panaghia 29 (15" century), f. 115r
90) Leiden Bibliotheca Publica graecus 64 A (15th century), ff. 211v-212v
91) British Library Harley 5546 (15" century), ff. 195r-196v

92) Messinensis San Salvatore 107 (15" century), ff. 247r—v

93) Meteora Varlaam 99 (15™ century), ff. 4r—v

94) Parisinus graecus 1613 (15" century), ff. 136v—137v

95) Vallicellianus B 128 (15™ century), ff. 180r—v

96) Russian National Library ® No. 906 graecus 675 (15™ century), ff. 15r—17r



97) Russia GIM Sinodicus graecus 211 (15% century), ff. 163v—165r

98) Ivan Dujcev Foundation D. graecus 38 (1418), ff. 193r—195r

99)

100)
101)
102)
103)
104)
105)
106)
107)
108)
109)
110)
111)
112)

113)

114)
115)
116)
117)
118)
119)
120)

121)

Ivan Dujéev Foundation D. graecus 89 (15" century), ff. 24r-26v
Vaticanus graecus 769 (15" century), f. 351v

Vaticanus graecus 789 (15™ century), ff. 89r—90r

Vaticanus palatinus graecus 288 (15" century), f. 261v

Marcianus graecus 981 (15" century), f. 146v

Marcianus graecus 1217 (15" century), ff. 207r—208r

Jerusalem Patriarchal Library Hagiou Saba 105 (15™ century), ff. 160r—v

Vindobonensis theologicus graecus 247 (15" century), ff. 310r—v

Russia GIM Sinodicus graecus 259 (15"-17" century), ff. 140r—v

Cambridge Christ’s College 253 (16™ century), ff. 168r—v

Phillipps 1443 (16" century), ff. 264v—265r

Dionysiou 410 (1526), ff. 272r-273r

Dionysiou 148 (1540), ff. 61r-62r

Istanbul Patriarchal Library Panaghia 143 (1571), ff. 47r—v

Deutsches Buch und Schriftmuseum Klemm-Sammlung 1.201 (16th century), ff.

460r—461v
Monacensis graecus 221 (ca. 1550), ff. 103r—14r

Parisinus supplementum graccum 1001 (16" century), . 1v

Sofia Church Historical Archive Institute 811 (16" century), ff. 370r-371v

Sofia Church Historical Archive Institute 829 (16™ century), ff. 55v—57v
Marcianus graecus 1255 (16" century), ff. 162v—163v

Marcianus graecus 1311 (16" century), ff. 280r—v

Koutloumousiou 359 (16" century), ff. 155r—v

Bodleian Auctarium T.3.04 (16™ century), ff. 251r—v
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123)
124)
125)
126)
127)
128)
129)
130)
131)
132)
133)
134)

135)

136)
137)
138)
139)
140)
141)
142)

143)

Bodleian Auctarium E.3.08, Codex H Savile (1617 century), ff. 569r-570r
Bodleian Auctarium E.3.15, Codex Q Savile (1617 century), f. 210r
Sofia Church Historical Archive Institute 880 (16%—17% century), f. 131v
Andros Moni Agias Zoodochou Pigis 13 (17" century), ff. 245v—248r
Sinaiticus graecus 1697 (17" century), ff. 191v—192v

Megistis Lavras A 28 (17% century), ff. 141r-142v

Megistis Lavras M 61 (1667), ff. 50v—52v

Ottobonianus graecus 107 (17" century), ff. 166v—167r

Jerusalem Patriarchal Library Hagiou Saba 54 (1684), ff. 12v—17r
Jerusalem Patriarchal Library Panagiou Taphou 205 (1692), ff. 125-126
Megistis Lavras ® 98 (1748), ff. 17r—19r

Megistis Lavras E 122 (18 century), ff. 151r—153v

J. Paul Getty Museum Ludwig II 5 (14" century), ff. 2r-3r

Atheniensis graecus 180 (14" century), f. 401 [SermCat]

Oratio 1V in sanctum pascha

Baroccianus 197 (1343), ff. 551v—553r

Vaticanus graecus 1587 (1389), ff. 308v—313v

Vaticanus Barberinus graecus 583 (14™ century), ff. 608v—610v
Estensiensis a.S.5.07 (15" century), ff. 173v—175r

Parisinus graecus 1625 (15" century), ff. 26v—27v

Marcianus graecus 414 (1538), ff. 233r-234v

Jerusalem Patriarchal Library Timiou Stavrou 92 (1581), ff. 142v—144v

Vaticanus graecus 1517 (1585), ff. 100r—110r
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144)
145)
146)
147)
148)
149)
150)

151)

152)

Xeropotamou 341 (1565), ff. 390r—392v

British Library Additional 15435 (16" century), ff. 30v-31r

Ambrosianus graecus I 91 inf. (16" century), ff. 204r-205r

Dionysiou 479 (1633), ff. 91v—93v

Megistis Lavras K 19 (1645), ff. 168v—172v

Biblioteca Nazionale Vittorio Emmanuele 111 2.B.7 (17" century), ff. 58r—v
Zographou 16 (17" century), un-numbered folia, metaphrasis

Iviron 1327 (17" century), ff. 91v—93v

Catechesis 12 On the paschal homily by John Chrysostom

Parisinus supplementum graecum 1317 (c. 1214), ff. 67v—71r

Alternate versions of Sermo Catecheticus in sanctum pascha

153)
154)

155)

Manuscripts catalogued as transmitting SermCat and/or Or.4 but

Vaticanus graecus 2194 (14th century), ff. 413r—415v
Vaticanus graecus 1936 (16" century), ff. 66r-67v

British Library Burney 45 (16™ century), ff. 120r-122r

which I have been so far unable to consult’>°
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736 Manuscript catalogues frequently list SermCat and/or Or.4 mistakenly among a given codex’s contents; since
I have been so far unable to consult these particular witnesses, I cannot be absolutely sure at present that they do
transmit either text in question.
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156)  Atheniensis graccus 457 (17" century), ff. 755-770 [SermCat]

157) Dimitsana, Greece Public Library 63 (18" century), ff. 190-209 [SermCat]

158) Elassona, Greece Monastery of Olympiotissa 132 (17" century), ff. 245-244(sic)
[SermCat]

159) Grottaferratensis Z.y.007 (graecus 50) (15" century), ff. 187-188 [SermCat]

160)  Almyros, Greece Archaeological Museum 39 (15" century), ff. 1-280(sic) [SermCat]

161) Jerusalem Patriarchal Library Hagiou Saba 418 (14" century), ff. 167-168. [SermCat]

162) Leukosia, Cyprus Library of Cypriot Archepiscopate 19 (10" century), ff. 212-226
[SermCat]

163) Meteora Metamorphosis 224 (15™ century), ff. 146-166 [SermCat]

164) Meteora Metamorphosis 395 (17" century), ff. 94-95v

165) Lesvos Leimonos Monastery 9 (15" century), ff. 1r—v [SermCat]

166)  Ohrid Naroden Muzej 25 (Mosin 44) (13 century), ff. 1-251(sic) [SermCat]

167) Patras, Greece All Saints Monastery 2 (16™ century), ff. 170171 [SermCat]

168)  Sparta, Greece Monastery of Holy Forty Martyrs 35 (18 century), ff. 2-5 [SermCat]

169) Vaticanus graecus 579 (15 century), ff. 103—109v [SermCat]”*’

170)  Vindobonensis historicus graecus 67 (13™ century), ff. 7981 [SermCat]

171) Meteora Metamorphosis 170 (16™ century), ff. 277v-282 [Or.4]

172) Meteora Metamorphosis 232 (16™ century), ff. 387-388 [Or.4]

173) Lesvos Leimonos Monastery 65 (10!"-11% century), ff. 104108 [Or.4]

174)  Naxos, Greece Church of Koimesis Theotokou Philotiou (2 Sphyroéras) (15"-161
century), ff. 89v—96 [Or.4]

175) Vallicellianus Allaci 114 (saec. ign.), fasc. 24(sic) [Or.4]

37 Due to a lack of uniformity among manuscript catalogues with regard to the titles that signify SermCat’s

presence in a codex, I discovered only after the fact that certain witnesses, such as this one, exist in libraries I had
already visited.
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177)
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Vaticanus Regius graecus Pio II 34 (1542), ff. 116v—120r [Or.4]

Atheniensis graecus 2193 (17™ century), ff. 190-495v(sic) [SermCat, metaphrasis by

Maximus Peloponnesius]

178)
179)
180)
181)

182)

Atheniensis graecus 2487 (1112 century), ff. 109—110v [SermCat]

Gjirokastér, Albania Metropolis Library 6 (17% century), ff. 278r—v [SermCat]
Zavorda, Greece Monastery of St. Nikanor 2 (13™ century), ff. 321-324 [SermCat]
Zavorda, Greece Monastery of St. Nikanor 89 (14" century), ff. 214v-216

Zavorda, Greece Monastery of St. Nikanor 170 (1638), ff. f. 107v
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	Part 1—Texts and Manuscripts
	Critical Text of (ps.)Chrysostom’s Sermo Catecheticus in sanctum Pascha
	(CPG 4605)
	ΤΟΥ ΕΝ ΑΓΙΟΙΣ ΠΑΤΡΟΣ ΗΜΩΝ ΙΩΑΝΝΟΥ ΤΟΥ ΧΡΥΣΟΣΤΟΜΟΥ ΛΟΓΟΣ ΕΙΣ ΤΗΝ ΑΝΑΣΤΑΣΙΝ ΤΟΥ ΚΥΡΙΟΥ ΗΜΩΝ ΙΗΣΟΥ ΧΡΙΣΤΟΥ
	Εἴ τις εὐσεβὴς καὶ φιλόθεος, ἀπολαυέτω τῆς καλῆς ταύτης πανηγύρεως.
	Εἴ τις δοῦλος εὐγνώμων, εἰσελθέτω χαίρων εἰς τὴν χαρὰν τοῦ κυρίου αὐτοῦ.
	Εἴ τις ἔκαμε νηστεύων, ἀπολαβέτω νῦν τὸ δηνάριον.    5
	Εἴ τις ἀπὸ πρώτης ὥρας εἰργάσατο, δεχέσθω σήμερον τὸ δίκαιον ὄφλημα.
	Εἴ τις μετὰ τὴν τρίτην ἦλθεν, εὐχαριστῶν ἑορταζέτω.
	Εἴ τις περὶ τὴν ἕκτην ἐφάνη, μηδὲν ἀμφιβαλέτω( καὶ γὰρ οὐδὲν ζημιοῦται.
	Εἴ τις ὑστέρησεν εἰς τὴν ἐννάτην, προσελθέτω μηδὲν ἐνδοιάζων.
	Εἴ τις μόνην ἔφθασε τὴν ἑνδεκάτην, μὴ φοβηθῇ τὴν βραδυτῆτα.   10
	Φιλότιμος ὁ φιλάνθρωπος.
	Δέχεται τὸν ἔσχατον καθάπερ καὶ τὸν πρῶτον.
	Ἀναπαύει τὸν τῆς ἑνδεκάτης ὡς τὸν ἐργασάμενον ἀπὸ τῆς πρώτης.
	Καὶ τὸν ὕστερον ἐλεεῖ καὶ τὸν πρῶτον θεραπεύει.
	Κἀκείνῳ δίδωσι καὶ τούτῳ χαρίζεται.        15
	Καὶ τὴν πρᾶξιν τιμᾷ καὶ τὴν πρόθεσιν ἐπαινεῖ.
	___________________________________________________________________________
	1–2 ΤΟΥ ΕΝ…ΧΡΙΣΤΟΥ V] Τοῦ ἐν ἁγίοις πατρὸς ἡμῶν ἰωάννου ἀρχιεπισκόπου κωνσταντινουπόλεως τοῦ χρυσοστόμου( λόγος εἰς τὴν λαμπρὰν κυριακὴν τῆς ἁγίας χριστοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν ἀναστάσεως. καὶ εἰς τὴν βραδυτῆτα N; ΤΟΥ ΕΝ ΑΓΙΟΙΣ ΠΑΤΡΟΣ ΗΜΩΝ ΙΩΑΝΝΟΥ ΑΡΧΙΕΠΙΣΚΟΠ...
	Οὐκοῦν εἰσέλθητε πάντες εἰς τὴν χαρὰν τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν.
	Καὶ πρῶτοι καὶ δεύτεροι τὸν μισθὸν ἀπολάβετε.
	Πλούσιοι καὶ πένητες μετ᾽ ἀλλήλων χορεύσατε.
	Ἐγκρατεῖς καὶ ῥᾴθυμοι τὴν ἡμέραν τιμήσατε.      20
	Νηστεύσαντες καὶ μὴ νηστεύσαντες εὐφράνθητε σήμερον.
	Ἡ τράπεζα γέμει( τρυφήσατε πάντες.
	Ὁ μόσχος πολύς( μηδεὶς ἐξέλθοι πεινῶν.
	Πάντες ἀπολαύσατε τοῦ πλούτου τῆς χρηστότητος.
	Μηδεὶς θρηνείτω πενίαν( ἐφάνη γὰρ ἡ κοινὴ βασιλεία.     25
	Μηδεὶς ὀδυρέσθω τὰ πταίσματα( συγγνώμη γὰρ ἐκ τοῦ τάφου ἀνέτειλε.
	Μηδεὶς φοβείσθω τὸν θάνατον( ἠλευθέρωσε γὰρ ἡμᾶς ὁ τοῦ σωτῆρος θάνατος.
	Ἔσβεσεν αὐτὸν ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ κατεχόμενος.
	Ἐκόλασε τὸν ᾅδην κατελθὼν εἰς τὸν ᾅδην.
	Ἐπίκρανεν αὐτὸν γευσάμενον τῆς σαρκὸς αὐτοῦ.      30
	___________________________________________________________________________
	17 Οὐκοῦν…ἡμῶν Ν] εἰσέλθαται VA; εἰσέλθετε ΟΤ    18 Καὶ πρῶτοι…ἀπολάβετε ΝVOT] καὶ οἱ περὶ τὴν ἑνδεκάτην add. cod. A    20 Ἐγκρατεῖς…τιμήσατε NVAT] om. cod. O    21 Νηστεύσαντες…σήμερον ΝV] post σήμερον add. λέγοντες καὶ σκιρτῶντες μετὰ τοῦ Δαυΐδ αὕτη...
	25 Μηδεὶς…βασιλεία ΝVA] om. κοινή et habet Χριστοῦ cod. O; om. ἐφάνη γὰρ ἡ κοινὴ βασιλεία cod. T
	26 Μηδεὶς…ἀνέτειλε Ν] ἀπὸ pro ἐκ VOA; om. Μηδεὶς ὀδυρέσθω τὰ πταίσματα et habet ἄφεσις γὰρ ἀπὸ τοῦ τάφου ἀνέτειλεν cod. T    27 Μηδεὶς…θάνατος Ν] τοῦ σωτῆρος ὁ θάνατος V; ἐλευθέρωσε γὰρ ἡμᾶς τοῦ σωτῆρος ὁ θάνατος Ο; τοῦ θανάτου ὁ τοῦ θεοῦ θάνατος Α; ἠ...
	28 Ἔσβεσεν…κατεχόμενος ΝVOA] om. cod. T   29 Ἐκόλασε…ᾅδην N] ὁ κατελθὼν VΑ; ἐκόλασεν αὐτὸν γευσάμενος τῆς σαρκὸς αὐτοῦ Ο; ἔσωσεν ἡμᾶς καὶ ἐκ τοῦ ᾅδου ἐρρύσατο Τ    30 Ἐπίκρανεν…αὐτοῦ ΝVA] om. cod. O; ἐπικράνθη ὁ ᾅδης. γευσάμενος τῆς σαρκὸς αὐτοῦ Τ
	Καὶ τοῦτο προλαβὼν Ἠσαΐας ἐβόησεν( ὁ ᾅδης, φησίν, ἐπικράνθη συναντήσας σοι κάτω.
	Ἐπικράνθη, καὶ γὰρ ἐνεκρώθη.
	Ἐπικράνθη, καὶ γὰρ καθῃρέθη.
	Ἐπικράνθη, καὶ γὰρ ἐνεπαίχθη.        35
	Ἔλαβε σῶμα καὶ θεῷ περιέτυχεν.
	Ἔλαβε γῆν καὶ συνήντησεν οὐρανῷ.
	Ἔλαβεν ὅπερ ἔβλεπε καὶ πέπτωκεν ὅθεν οὐκ ἔβλεπε.
	Ποῦ σου θάνατε τὸ κέντρον; Ποῦ σου ᾅδη τὸ νῖκος;
	Ἀνέστη Χριστὸς καὶ σὺ καταβέβλησαι.       40
	Ἀνέστη Χριστὸς καὶ πεπτώκασι δαίμονες.
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