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Introduction

This book is devoted to a Slavic 16th century manuscript kept in the Li-
brary of the Romanian Academy of Sciences under no. BAR Ms. slav. 636 (hence-
forth, BAR 636), as well as, partially, to its twin manuscript, the so-called Biser-
icani Miscellany, part of the Alexander Ivanovich Yatsimirsky collection, under 
no. 51, at the Russian National Library in Saint Petersburg1. The first of the two 
manuscripts has long attracted our scholarly interest, resulting in several publica-
tions on the codex itself and the contents of some of its texts. Until we started our 
work on the manuscript, it had practically never been subject to a true scholarly 
description, except for the relevant notes in the then unpublished third volume 
of Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-române și slave din Biblioteca Academiei române 
by P. P. Panaitescu, a far from sufficient presentation. In 2018, this third volume 
was published with the revision of Z. Mihail. This revision was limited to a more 
systematic and comprehensible presentation of the marginal notes and of some 
parts of the contents2. The very definition of the collection as Pravilă și Cronica 
sârbo-moldovenească shows miscomprehension of the nature, contents and pur-
pose of the manuscript. Several years ago, we titled one of our articles about this 
collection Contra varietatem pugna latissima3; through this somewhat lofty Lat-
in wording, we tried to indicate the purpose that the compilers had assigned to 
their collection. The Rules (or more precisely, the Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon and 
some other canonical collections) make up the main part of the collection, but the 
chronicles, and more generally the historical parts, are in fact integrally linked to 

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

2 P. P.  Panaitescu, Z.  Mihail, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-române și slave din Biblioteca 
Academiei române, vol. III, partea I-a, № 636, București 2018, pp. 43–47.

3 Iv. Biliarsky, M. Tsibranska-Kostova, “Contra varietatem pugna latissima”. Un recueil juri-
dique moldave et son convoi (BAR Ms. sl. 636, XVIe siècle), “Analele Putnei” XII. 2, 2016, рp. 105–146.
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the legal code, although it is they that have aroused the greatest interest of scholars 
of the Romanian past and historiography in the Romanian lands. Nevertheless, 
these are not separate parts that can be presented as such when characterizing the 
collection. True, the legal and polemical-doctrinal sections occupy the larger part 
of the manuscript – we may also qualify it as the most significant and defining 
(although we need hardly classify parts by rank of importance). We feel, however, 
that the individual sections should not be separated or placed in mutual opposi-
tion, as they form an integral whole based on their purpose. The collection was 
not compiled as a legal code, or for use by some law-enforcing authority; it was not 
compiled as a polemical collection for use in theological discussions. Neither was 
it compiled as a historical collection meant to preserve and disseminate knowledge 
about the past; it was compiled as an integral armament in the fight against reli-
gious deviations, for the victory of Orthodoxy over those deviations and for the 
Salvation of people.

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

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

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

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

The next parts cover the separate components of the collection. The second 
part (also not divided into chapters) is devoted to the collection’s legal texts. This 
mainly refers to the Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon, also known as the anti-heretical 
and penitential collection of Slavia Orthodoxa. Its text is not published here in its 
entirety, but the parts of it that are, and especially the contents, give an adequate 
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idea of the source. The third part encompasses some doctrinal anti-heretical texts 
– as conventional as this qualification may be. In any case, they are related to the 
refutation of confessional, ritual and mundane deviations perceived as heretical at 
that time. Included in this part are the following texts: Encyclical Letter of the Three 
Patriarchs, of Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem, concerning the non-canonical 
actions of the ecclesiastical authorities of Constantinople following the Councils of 
Ferrara–Florence, as well as the two versions of the Tale about Peter the Stammerer, 
devoted to the deviations of Western Christianity. These texts far from exhaust the 
doctrinal part of the miscellany, but the main component of this part, A Useful Tale 
about the Latins, was already published by our colleague Angel Nikolov in two of 
his studies on anti-Latin controversy, together with other texts from this doctrinal 
complex. The fourth part of the monograph encompasses the collection’s historical 
texts: the Lists of Patriarchs, the Tale of the Ecumenical Councils and the so-called 
Moldavian Chronicles. Understandably, the last mentioned have aroused the great-
est interest of Romanian historians, insofar as the chronicles are an early example 
of Romanian historiography and present events from the history of Romanians, 
but also of Bulgarians, Russians and Serbs, inscribing them in world history by 
integrating them into the history of the Empire. Our task has been to ascertain the 
place and function of these texts within the legal and controversial collection. 
The last, fifth, section of the book is devoted to the presence in the miscellany of 
two apocryphal texts, the Testament of Abraham and the Tale about How the Lord  
Created the Brotherhood of the Cross. Both these copies are published in full and 
for the first time in the present book. In addressing the question as to why these 
texts were included in the collection, we encountered several difficult problems. 
Foremost, there exists a  firmly fixed understanding that these apocryphal and 
non-canonical texts are essentially heretical. In a sense, this view is supported by 
the fact that some of them, perhaps most, were included at the time in particular 
lists of prohibited books. We believe there is a certain miscomprehension here. We 
do not deny that some of the non-canonical texts have served as a basis for hereti-
cal views or have resulted from such views, but it should be pointed out that their 
classification as “non-canonical” or “deuterocanonical” does not imply necessarily 
“anti-canonical”. Speaking about “deuterocanonical” works stricto sensu, we refer 
to writings of a biblical kind, similar to books from the Holy Scripture, from both 
the Old and New Testament, but which are not included in the canonical contents 
of Holy Scripture. Their being omitted should not surprise us. Different denomi-
nations include different books in the canon: on the one hand, there is the Judaic 
confession, on the other, there are the different Christian churches (Orthodox, 
Catholic, Coptic, Protestant denominations, etc.). The non-inclusion of books in 
the canon does indeed betray some suspicion of those books. Essentially, it means 
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the texts are not recognized as Divine Revelation, but it does not mean they are 
necessarily considered heretical. On the contrary, they are at times cited in canon-
ical books of the Bible, in works of Church Fathers and in other fully canonical and 
official texts. It is in view of this that we should interpret and study the presence of 
the apocryphal works in the collection BAR 636. 

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

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

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

in Bucharest

General Characteristics

Literature was central to Bulgarian-Romanian and Slavo-Romanian-Byzan-
tine cultural relations during the Middle Ages insofar as it was an important factor 
determining the general cultural features of the Balkans and Southeastern Europe. 
The literary exchange, across the two shores of the Danube, between Bulgarian and 
Romanian medieval literature in Cyrillic script covered all genres of medieval literary 
culture: liturgical, apocryphal, homiletical, hagiographic, etc. Especially abundant was 
the culture of various kinds of miscellanies, which have survived in copies of precisely 
Moldavian or Wallachian origin. We may recall the discovery made by the Romani-
an Slavist Ion Iufu in the 1960s: when cataloguing Slavic manuscripts from the Dra-
gomirna monastery in Moldavia, he formulated the concept regarding the Târnovo 
Reading Menaion in the ten-volume collection he designates as “Studion”1. A study of 
the copies made in Moldavia on the basis of medieval Bulgarian protographs demon-
strates that the full collection of so-called Reading Menaions was one of the most 
important achievements in the work of the Târnovo men of letters: Dan Zamfirescu 
figuratively calls the collection “the massif central of the general cultural terrain”2.

1 З. ЮФУ, За десеттомната колекция Студион (из архива на румънския изследвач Йон 
Юфу). Проучвания по случай Втория конгрес по балканистика, София 1970, “Studia Balkanica” 
2, 1970, pp. 299–343. 

2 D.  Zamfirescu, O  nouă viziune asupra istoriei culturii bulgare din secolele XIV–XVIII, 
ed. R. Vânturilor, Bucureşti 2013, p. 229.
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Our subject of description and analysis here is a collection of miscellaneous 
works preserved in the Library of the Romanian Academy in Bucharest. It was pre-
pared in a monastic environment and contains medieval works in various genres, 
but of a predominantly legal and anti-heretical orientation. They all served one 
purpose: to preserve and reproduce the supporting theses of Orthodoxy in the 
dogmatic, canonic and historical aspect. 

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

* * *

Manuscript BAR 636 is familiar to scholars; parts of it were published as early 
as a century ago, but so far it has not been the subject of comprehensive description 
except in the recently published third part of the Catalogue of the Slavic manu-
scripts of the Library of Romanian Academy by P. P. Panaitescu and Z. Mihail3. But 
even that work is not quite full and precise. This manuscript has provoked interest 
because it contains transcriptions of Moldavian chronicular works. It was recently 
discussed in a monograph by A. Nikolov dealing with one of the most interesting 
texts within the collection: A Useful Tale about the Latins4.

Manuscript BAR 636 is a miscellany of 338 pages of sturdy and smooth paper 
bearing a watermark depicting a wild boar5. Paper watermarked with a filigreed 
boar was produced in Silesia and Austria; the paper used in this particular manu-
script was made in Schweidnitz and was widely used in Moldavia at the end of 
the third and early fourth decade of the 16th century. It was later disseminated in 

3 P. P.  Panaitescu, Z.  Mihail, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-române şi slave din Biblioteca 
Academiei Române, vol. 3, partea I-A, Bucureşti 2018, pp. 43–47.

4 А. НИКОЛОВ, Повест полезна за латините. Паметник на средновековната славянска 
полемика срещу католицизма, София 2011.

5 A. Mareş, Filigranele hîrtiei întrebuinţate în ţările române în secolul al XVI-lea, No. 351, Bu-
cureşti 1987, p. 65. In the same manuscript, А. Mares discovered paper with filigrees of the type No. 
350–357.
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Transylvania and Maramureș as well6. It is important to our discussion that such 
paper was not used for copying purposes in Moldavia from the years 1527 to 1543. 
In fact, the date of the manuscript could be specified not only by the watermark 
on the paper but also by the note on f. 303v, which indicates the year 1557. This 
date is not inconsistent with the data as to the filigree. We may conclude that the 
manuscript was completed on 9 August 1557, at the time of the Moldavian ruler 
Alexandru Lăpușneanu (1552–1561 and 1564–1568) and the Metropolitan Bishop 
of Suceava Gregory II, and written by Hierodeacon Hilarion, a disciple of this met-
ropolitan bishop, most probably in the Neamț Monastery. 

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

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

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

 – The use of two signs for the nasals, with a complete absence of signs for 
the iotated nasals. For instance: хотѧи дшѫ оистити f. 58r, да ѿлѫѧт сѧ 76r, ѿ 
ѧꙁыкь, бѫдеⷮ f. 77r, плѧсати f. 93r; the consecutive writing of graphemes for the 
nasals of the reflexive particle сѧ and the oppositional conjunction нѫ.

6 Ibidem, рp. XXIX, XXXVI.
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 – The rule of combining two nasals in contact position one after the other 
always in the sequence ѫѧ: дрѹгѫѧ поимеⷮ f. 62v, на пагѹбѫ тѣлеснѫѧ f. 63r, 
таковѫѧ f. 93v, на пасхѫ великѫѧ f. 173v. 

 – Traces of non-systemic mixing of nasal signs together with their etymolog-
ical use: тъіѧ f. 26r, въ ѫꙅы (from ѩꙅа ‘illness, suffering’), слѹжѫи f. 88r, съ 
неѫ f. 126r, ѿ прикиѫ f. 135, пощѫдѣти f. 136r, кромѣ великыꙛ нѫждѫ f. 137v. In 
connection with the prevalently etymological use of nasal signs, we will note that 
there are very rare cases of substitution of the nasals by a reflex that is untypical 
for the manuscript, as for instance съꙗꙁь < съѫꙁъ ‘chains; a transitive connection 
between people’ on f. 139r.

 – Two signs for the “ier” (ъ and ь) vowels, where overall the etymological 
distribution of the prefixes and prepositions is generally preserved, but they are 
interchangeable at the end of the word. Here are some examples from a single page, 
f. 137r: раꙁѹмомъ, съвръшени въꙁрастомь, да вѣꙁмѫⷮ, потаить, рееть, творить, 
бѫдѫтъ, ѹдъ. A paerchik sign is also used for the omitted “er” or the latter is not 
marked at all.

 – The “eri” (ы) sign is always written as ы and stands at its etymological place 
or is substituted by и: прѣбываеⷮ f. 93v, присыненикъ f. 126r, съкрыеть f. 127r, 
иꙁыти f. 136v, рыбы, сыра f. 174r etc.

 – The etymological use of the “yat” vowel; in many cases, it stands after the 
consonants л, н, р which indicates compliance with an archaic model: скѡтнѣго 
f. 64v, родителѣ f. 95v, раꙁдѣлѣѫт f. 119r, мала лелѣ f. 125v, црѣ f. 137v, ближнѣго 
f. 147r, ѿганѣти f. 170v, въ ꙁемлѣ f. 264v, ѹправлѣеть f. 265r, etc.

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

The binding is made of skin, and has wooden boards. It is in bad condition. 
There are remnants of book locks. The front and back cover have geometrical 
vegetal decoration on the skin. On the front cover, there is a stamped depiction 
of the Council of the Holy Apostles and the descent of the Holy Ghost above 
them. 
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Decoration: some of the initial letters are written calligraphically, and the ba-
sic marginal notes are placed within decorated borders. There is a particular deco-
ration above the heading in several places: 

 – f. 1r – a later interlacing frame drawn in black and red ink. Above it, there 
is a cross, encircled by the inscription ІС ХС НИ КА.

 – f. 2r – above the heading, there is a multi-colored interlacing design. 
 – f. 24r – interlacing design above the title and an interlaced initial А.
 – f. 320r – a multi-colored interlacing decoration above the title, with, above 

it, a cross encircled by the sign ІС ХС НИ КА. 

1. The contents of the manuscript

1. f. 2r – Nomocanon. 
Прⷣѣсло́вїе покаа́нїю прави́ло стхъ ѿцъ събѡ́рныхъ. въсеи́ въселе́нѣи.
Beginning – Подо́баетъ быти а͗рхїе͗р҄ею съмы́сльнꙋ...
The first written text on f. 2r is entitled Прⷣѣсло́вїе покаа́́нїю прави́ло стхъ ѿцъ 

събѡ́рныхъ въсеи́ въселе́нѣи. This first rubric includes many short texts, such as 
a credo, norms for the fasts, and separate rules. There is an interesting text, in im-
perative form, which gives prescriptions as to how it befits a Christian to live; it is 
on f. 11v under the heading ѿ а͗плⷭкыхь ѹ͗ставь како подѡ́баеть жи́ти хрⷭтїа́нинꙋ. It 
elaborates and expands the topic of God’s Ten Commandments, and has a strong 
moralizing strain, as evident in the following excerpt: Ꙁаконода́вцꙋ Мѡѵ̈сеꙋ ре́кшѹ 
ілтѡⷨ̑. сѐ даⷯ прѣⷣ лцемь вашмь пѫ́ть ж́ꙁн ͗ пѫ́ть съмрьт. ͗ потомь ꙁбер̀ 
полеꙁное. да ж́вь бѫ́деш. It includes an explanation of the mode of calculating the 
day of the Pascha in the following brief paschalia (ff. 16v–17r): Пасхалі́а о͗брѣ́тена 
на пръ́стен клеопа́трнѣ. въⷣнега̀ о͗снѡва́нїа пола́гаахѫⷭ̑ стлъ́па кѡⷩ̑станті́на 
блгочьст́ваго. Съмотр̀ ѡⷦ̑то́врї мⷭ̑ц коⷣга еⷭ̑ ді, ͗ ѿ то́го дне ѡ͗ктоврїева съчьт̀ 
рпв дн. ͗ тѹ̏ обрѧщеш непогрѣ́шено днь стыѫ па́схы  

 – f. 18r – скаꙁа́нїе кра́тцѣ кни́ѕѣ се́и. Content of the Nomocanon.
 – f. 24r – Пра́вило стыⷯ а͗пⷭ҇ль. и͗ стхь ꙁ събѡ́рѡвь . и͗ иныⷯ стхь ѿць. въсѣ́мь 

члкѡⷨ на въсѣкѫ потрѣбѫ ꙁаповѣⷣ  раꙁлиⷱныⷾ 
Beginning – Аꙁъ Пе́тръ и͗ ⷭ ꙸ Па́влѡⷨ, а͗пⷭ҇лы хви.

 – f. 28r – о͗ кнѧ́ѕеⷯ . и͗ о͗ тⷯѣ́ (f. 28v) иже поⷣ вла́стїѫ иⷯ. и͗ о͗ ра́бѣⷯ пове́лѣнїе 
ꙁаповѣди бжїи :

 – f. 35r – о͗ рѡ́дителеⷯ и͗ о͗ чѧ́дѣⷯ правило 
 – f. 40v – і͗ѡ͗а́нна мни́ха, чѧ́да вели́каго васи́лїа. и͗же нарече́нь быⷭ҇ чѧ́до 

послѹша́нїа. о͗ и͗сповѣ́данїи таи́ныⷯ грѣхѡⷡ ́ по҆че́нїе ѡцеⷨ дхѡвныⷨ.
 – f. 54v – о͗ цркви и͗ о͗ стѣмь причѧще́нїи
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 – f. 56r – о͗ по́стѣⷯ вели́кыⷯ же и͗ ма́лыхь : 
 – f. 60r – ꙁапѡвѣ́ди ѡ͗ ѹ҆бїи́стьвныⷯ грѣ́сѣⷯ 
 – f. 66r – стхь а͗пⷭ҇лъ ꙁапѡ́вѣди, о͗ съꙁⷣа́ни цркѡ́внѣмⸯ : 
 – f. 67v – пра́вило о͗ вѣ́рѹѫщїиⷯ въ га́ди и͗ ѕвѣ́рѧ. и͗ ча́сѡвы имꙛщиⷯ. и дни, 

ѡвы ꙁли̏. ѡвы же дѡ́бри. и͗ о͗ иныхь непѡⷣбⷪныⷯ 
 – f. 68r – о͗ малакїи 
 – f. 70v – ꙁапѡ́вѣди о͗ мръ́цинахь  
 – f. 103r – ѿ пра́виль събѡ́ра а͗нтїохі́искаго 
 – f. 119r – Пакы̀ с҄е ꙁа́повѣⷣї ины ѡ͗ ꙁа́кѡныⷯ кни́гь. ѡ͗ сърѡⷣстви и͗ о͗ ꙁапрѣще́ныиⷯ 

бра́цѣⷯ. и͗ о͗ рꙁⷶли́чныⷯ степе́ниⷯ рѡ́да. ихже поⷣбаеⷮ блюсти ѿ стго крще́нїа и͗ ѿ е͗же по 
плъти кръве. въкⷹпѣ же и͗ о͗ бра́чныⷯ рѡжⷣа́кѡⷯ : 

 – f. 153r – а͗ с҄е пакы̀ о͗ и͗нѡ́кѡⷨ и і͗ер҄ееⷯ прѡчѧѧ же гла́вы смѣреномѫ́ ⷣрїи. 
повелѣ́нїа стхь ѿцъ тиї. о͗ приклю́чаѫщих сѧ въ и͗но́кѡⷯ і͗е͗р҄ееⷯ. и͗ иже поⷣ ѡ͗бла́стїѧ 
сѫщїиⷯ . и͗ о͗ раꙁли́чныⷯ съгрѣше́нїиⷯ. поѹ҆ченїе дшеполе́ꙁно. трѣ́бѹѫщїимь пастирѣ 
на кїиждо грⷯѣ́. и͗ꙁлѡ́жены на о͗чи́щенїе. и͗ ꙁрⷣавїю полѹ́ченїе  

 – f. 176r – степе́ни рѡⷣс́твѡⷨ. и͗ ѡ͗ бра́цѣ ꙁа́кѡнномь. и͗ о͗ е͗же беꙁ ꙁакѡ́на 
поса́гаѫщимь. и͗ о͗ раꙁли́чи сърѡⷣс́тва е͗же ѿ кръ́ве и͗ ѿ плъ́ти. и͗де́же поⷣб́аеть бра́кь 
сътво́рити. и͗ и͗де́же не поⷣба́еть. и͗ и͗де́же доⷭ҇иⷮ҇ ли́це коѐ ли́бо приве́сти на брⷦ҇а́ и͗ коѐ не 
привести. и͗ кото́раа͗ въꙁбра́нѣеть ꙁа́кѡнъ, и͗ котѡ́рыиⷯ не въꙁбранѣеть. и͗ котѡ́рыиⷯ 
расѫ́ждаеть :. As it follows the table of contents preceding the Nomocanon, 
this text should be the last in it. Here we will include the next two, which usually 
accompany it in the copies. 

 – f. 180r – о͗ пра́ꙁникѡⷯ и͗ пѡ́стѣⷯ и͗ кѡлѣ́нопрѣклѡне́ниⷯ въꙁбране́ниⷯ и͗лѝ 
повелѣныиⷯ быва́ти. 

 – f. 181v – ѿ ꙁаповѣде́ стхъ а҆плⷭ҇ъ :. Coming under this rubric are a few 
more small fragments of miscellaneous content: separate rules of Sabbaths or Fa-
thers of the Church; excerpts from vitae of St. Nicholas and St. Pachomius; a read-
ing from the Lapsaik, etc. 

 – f. 188r – и͗ꙁложе́нїе о͗ правослⷶв́нѣ вѣ́рѣ. и͗ о͗ стѣи и͗ животво́рѧщо и͗ 
е͗диносѫ́щнѣ и͗ нераꙁдѣли́мѣи трⷪ҇ци. 

 – f. 194r – ҆ꙁложе́нїе дрꙋ́гое ѿ і҆ѹ҆стнїа́на ҆ꙁло́жено саⷨдръ́жцⷶ : The text 
ends on f. 196r around the middle of the page, of which the second half is empty.

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

Beginning – Црь вѣкѡⷨ ́ творецъ нбѹ и͗ ꙁе́мли. морю же и͗ въсе́и въсе́ленѣи. 
The end of this text is on f. 206r, and the rest of the page is empty.

3. f. 206v – the first patriarchs of Jerusalem. There is no original title – the title 
was added in red ink at a later date and by the same hand that wrote the marginal 
notes. In the margin, there is an added note regarding the patriarch Narcissus; the 
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note is written on five lines in red ink, probably by the main copyist Hierodeacon 
Hilarion: ꙗⷦ҇ бы́ти наⷬки́сⷹ .л томⷹ ѿ спⷭ҇и́теⷧ҇/ныѧ срⷮтⷭ҇и. бѣ̋ бѡ̀ лѣтѡⷨ рҁ ти́ ⷨ : (=106).

4. f. 207r – Скаꙁа́нїе стхь въселе́нскыⷯ се́дмь събѡ́рѣⷯ. A tale of the seven ecu-
menical councils. 

5. f. 220r – a chronicle note. The text is known and was published by Ioan 
Bogdan7. 

Beginning – в лтѡ́ ҂ѕцѯа (6961=1453) бѣ̏ а͗рхїе͗пⷭ҇кпь кѵⷬ҇ їѡси ѿ нѣмеⷱ҇скаⷢ҇ 
монастирѣ..

6. f. 220v – Moldavian chronicle published by I. Bogdan8.
Beginning/Title – хрⷭ҇тїанстїи црїе а съборъ.
7. f. 226r – Патрїа́рси ѿ а събѡⷬ ҇ въ кѡⷩ҇стаⷩтіⷩ҇а граⷣ. A tale and list of the arch-

bishops of Constantinople and the ecumenical patriarchs from Mitrophanes (306–
314) to Philotheus Kokkinos (1354–1355, 1364–1376). The text was not published 
by Ioan Bogdan and remains unpublished to date. We present it in its entirety, and 
with an accompanying study, in the section on the historical texts in the manu-
script. 

8. f. 228r – marginal note (see the respective place!).
9. f. 228v – encyclical epistle of the patriarchs of Alexandria, Antioch and 

Jerusalem concerning the Council of Florence (April 1443). The text is written in 
black ink; the title and some of the initials are in red ink. In the outer corner of 
the page, below, on the left, there is a calculation of the year, written in the 19th or 
20th century: 

6951
5508
1443
This refers to the month of April 6951 since the creation of the world, which 

corresponds to April 1443 AD.
10. f. 232r – Повѣ́сть поле́ꙁнаа ѡ͗ лати́нѡⷯ когда̀ ѿлѫ́чишⷭ҇ѧ ѿ гръ́кь. и͗ ѿ стыⷽ 

бжїа цркве. и͗ како и͗ꙁѡ͗брѣ́тѡашѧ се́бѣ ереси е͗же ѡ͗прѣ́снѡчнаⷶ слѹ́жити. и͗ хꙋ́ла на 
стго дха . This is the Useful Tale about the Latins – a polemical anti-Latin work. 
As already pointed out, Angel Nikolov has made a comprehensive study on this 
text, together with a critical edition of the text; special attention is devoted to this 
particular copy9.

7 I. Bogdan, Cronice inedite atingăntoare la istoria romînilor, Bucureştĭ 1895, p. 96, translation 
on рp. 101–102. In Ioan Bogdan’s publication, the text of this note (or notes) is added to the chroni-
cle, which actually comes after it.

8 I. Bogdan, Cronice inedite, рp. 91–101 (text and translation). 
9 А. НИКОЛОВ, Повест полезна за латините. Паметник на средновековната славянска 

полемика срещу католицизма, София 2011, see particularly pp. 79–85.
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 – f. 254v – ѡ҆ фра́нѕѣⷯ . ҆ ѡ҆ прѡ́чⷯ лат́наⷯ . 
 – f. 260r – же въ стхъ ѡца на́шего н́кѡна. An excerpt from Nikon of the 

Black Mountain against the Latins.
 – f. 262v – на повѣⷭ҇ нќфѡра калста. о҆ вⷱ҇е́рѣ хвѣⷯ ́ .

11. f. 263v – Сло́во ѡ͗ нѣмѣ́чьскѡⷨ прѣлъ́щени, ка́ко наѹчи гѫ́гнивыи Пе́тръ 
ереси . “A sermon against the German error, or How Peter Mongos taught the 
heresy” – a polemical anti-Latin work. 

12. f. 265r – Сло́во ѡца на́шего ѳеѡⷣс́їа пещеⷬ ́скаго ͗гѹ́мена. къ ͗ꙁѧсла́вѹ 
кнѧ́ѕⷹ (added in the margin: о͗ ла́тнѡⷯ). The text is on a similar topic as the preced-
ing one and is a Russified variant of the history of Peter Mongos.

13. f. 272r –  ͗О ͗справле́н мⷶл́о вꙸ крⷮа́цѣе вѣрѣ. ͗ о͗ нꙁложен нечьст́выⷯ 
еретⷦ҇ . ͗ кы́ ѿ еретⷢ҇ ͗ ѿ кѫ́дѹ ꙗ͗в сѧ̀ . сълѹ́ч бо сѧ ѿ дне́ нѣ́кыⷯ събра́нїѹ 
се́мѹ бы́т ͗ глатⷭ҇ ѡ͗ сⷯ́  Added to this text are some erotapocritic fragments 
by St. Cyril of Alexandria.

14. f. 281v – Повѣда́нїе въ крⷮа́цѣ . како ͗ коего рад̀ дѣла ѿлѫ́чшⷭ҇ѧ ѿ наⷭ҇ 
ла́тне . ͗ ͗ꙁвръ́жен бы́шѧ ѿ пръвѣ́нца своего̀ ͗ ѿ кнї́гъ помѣ́нⷩыⷯ . ͗деже 
пшѫⷮ сѧ право /f. 282r – missing sheets/. In the left margin below the text, there 
is an indication written on 6 lines in red ink: михаила сигге́ла і͗е͗рлⷭ҇мскаго иꙁложенїе 
православнои вѣрѣ  

15. f. 282r – ...пнц . ѡв же бголю́бвї . ѡвⷤ нечьст́вї . ѡв же хрⷭ҇тїа́не . 
ѡв ѹбо сѫть дрѹ́ѕ . ѡв же бл́жнї . ѡв же неклю́чм . ѡв же въсѣ́чьскы 
ѿтѹ́жⷣен . ѡв же, аще ͗ не́мѡщн обаче съпрѡт́внц  The beginning is 
missing, due to missing sheets from the manuscript. What follows are fragments 
from dogmatic anti-heretical works by St. Athanasius of Alexandria, St. Anasta-
sius of Antioch, St. Cyril of Alexandria, St. Basil the Great, St. John Chrysostom, 
St. John Damascene, St. Gregory of Nyssa, St. Anastasius of Sinai. We present some 
of them with the titles. 

 – f. 282v – лѣствчнково
 – f. 282v – хрⷭ҇тї́нⷩ еⷭ҇ . вѣ́рѹѧ е͗д́нь бы́т бжⷭ҇тв҄о въ ра́внѣ вла́ст ѡца ͗ сна 

͗ стго дха . чрⷭ҇ѣреⷱ҇н́наа сла́ва еретгь еⷭ҇  
 – f. 284v – а͗наста́сїа патрїа́рха . блже́наго [бжїего?] гра́да вел́кыѧ а͗ндїѡхі́ѧ, 

͗ кѵ́рла а͗леѯа́нⷣръскаго, ͗ꙁлѡже́нїе въ кра́тцѣ о͗ вѣрѣ по въпроше́нїꙋ  
 – f. 287v – стго вас́лїа, ѿ сло́ва е͗же на арїа  е͗ѵномїа  
 – f. 287v – то́гожⷣе ѿ посла́нїа еже посла̀ къ братꙋ своемѹ, гргѡ́рїѹ е͗пⷭ҇пѹ 

н́ссїскомѹ . ѡ͗ раꙁⷣѣлен сѫ́щьства ͗ съста́ва •
 – f. 288r – Ꙁлатоѹстово, ѿ бе́сⷣѣ стго дха  
 – f. 289r – вел́кааго вас́лїа о͗ стѣмь дсѣ. 

The last rubric (ff. 302v–303r) concerns the continuity between the Old and 
New Testaments and seems to announce the Old Testament Apocrypha that follow.
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16. f. 303v – marginal note.
17. f. 304r – ꙗ͗вле́нїе ѡцѹ на́шемѹ а͗враа́мⷹ ѡ͗ ꙁа́вѣтѣ а͗рхꙇ̀стра́тгѡⷨ мхалѡⷨ 

 The Testament of Abraham.
18. f. 316r – ѹ͗ка́ꙁь ка́ко сътво́р гь браⷮство кръ́стное  This is a copy of part 

of Tale of the Tree of the Cross by Priest Jeremiah. F. 319v is empty. 
The latter two texts represent the apocryphal line of the manuscript. Their 

presence in this collection is justified by asserting the idea of salvation of souls by 
God’s judgement on people, which is related here to human justice on earth. 

19. f. 320r – ѿ събранїа ре́кше ѿ т́пка стыѫ гѡры̀ . праꙁнⷣц о͗ ра́ботѣ   
 A collective rubric, in which the highlights are a monthly list of remembrances 
of saints from Mount Athos and anti-heretical fragments against the Armenians, 
which, according to the text, are drawn from the rules of ecumenical patriarch 
St. Nicephorus. The main reason for this mention is the fact that the text basically 
deals with the Orthodox fasts and feasts, and hence refutes the Armenian Artsivur 
fast. 

20. f. 337r – о͗ млъчан͗ а͗вва̀ гргѡ́рїа сната. Only the title is written on 
this page. The text itself begins on f. 337v and continues to f. 338r, being written 
in a  different hand. Above it, in the margin, there is added: дѣанїа бгоѹгоⷣнаа, 
трѹпѣнїе.

Beginning – Пръ́вое оѵбо поⷣбаеⷮ млъча́лнкꙋ . ꙗкоⷤ о͗снованїе ͗мѣт.
The following sheets are empty or filled with marginal notes of a later date. 

2. Marginal notes and additions

1. On the back of the front cover, there is a note in Romanian, written on four 
lines and dating from the 19th or 20th century:

Pravila sfinţilor apostoli.
sec. XVI (şi XVIII) – 
(v. ff. 220, 228, 302v, 337 şi 337v).
Under this note, there is another, written on three lines:
чете ла́ꙁи
чеела че е͗ши фири́че де ѡм ⷧ 
таре чмь
Below, in a different hand, four lines in Romanian, in Cyrillic script: 
+ Тѡть ѡмл де спⷺ тьрв 
Сѡаре дака вине час ⷧ мѡа͗ре 
Тѡть ѡм ⷧ десть
      Тара́сїе де Ѳасоⷭ҇ 
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The marginal note indicates the name of the copyist: Tarasius of Thassos. This 
information allows us to draw some conclusions regarding the manuscript. It obvi-
ously had a turbulent history and traveled through different ethnic environments, 
as confirmed by other marginal notes and by the use of three alphabets (Cyrillic, 
Latin and Greek) in the notes. Such traveling of books can be considered part of 
the processes that created the shared religious-cultural environment of Southeast-
ern Europe. 

2. f. 1r – two illegible notes on the side and below the decoration. Top left side: 
illegible and cut off. The legible part is: тио грѣшніⷯ.

Below, under the interlacing frame (on a single line):
чине н съ ва лъса де тоате н ва пте пречепе пе дꙁⷨе ⷹ
3. f. 1v – a note on 13 lines, probably dating from the 19th century:
къте славе а къⷩ҇таⷮ Гедеѡⷩ҇ л  варлаⷨ 
съ съ щїе тоⷮ анме 
 нбⷭ҇ныⷷ чиноⷷ маръ 
 ꙗ͗ко доблѧ марѧ 
 стыѧ ѹдобренїе 
 въспрїими вифлемѧ бжїи митрополїи 
 по рождествѣ твое бгоневѣⷭ҇то влⷣчце 
 поѧⷮ хс петра ꙗкова іѡ͗ана 
 ꙗви сѧ коⷭ҇тантин црю 
 прпⷣбне ѿче бгоноее Ѳеоⷣсїе 
 прпⷣбне ѿче и͗ꙁыиде бежанїе иⷭ҇правеноⷨ 
 ино́къ множⷭ҇тва наставника 
 видⷤ елисаветⷴа кь две марїе. .
 ші ѡ͗҇ многоглаⷭ҇ница к тоатⷷ҇ славеле де бинⷷ҇ 
4. f. 5r – погы́бль еⷭ҇ (beside the text: са́мь погѹ́бѹль есть)
5. f. 10v – instruction written on four lines in red ink: еⷤ҇ нареⷱ҇ ́т сѧ чⷣѧⷶ ́ стго 

васи́лїа (beside the text: і͗ѡ҄а́ннь мнⷯи́ ѹ҆ченикь стго васи́лїа).
6. f. 26r – instruction on two lines, written in red ink: о͗ пра́ꙁницⷯѣ стхъ а͗п҇ⷭлъ 

(beside the text – и͗ стхь и͗ въсѐхва́лнⷯы а͗п҇ⷭлъ пе́тра и͗ па́вла . сиⷯ пра́ꙁнⷣикь съвръ́шати 
и͗ почи́тати).

7. f. 26v – a note on eight lines, written in red ink: не тъчі́ѧ мирѣнѡⷨ . н҄ѫ 
и͗нѡкѡⷨ въ псты́нѣⷯ праꙁновати и͗ почи́тати  (as far as to the text: въ сиⷯ ѹбо 
въсѣⷯ днеⷯ въ ниⷯ же пра́ꙁновати пове́лѣхѡⷨ въсѣко́мѹ хрⷭ҇тїа́нинѹ...).

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

Дїа́кѡⷩ҇ въ ѹстнаⷯ о͗сквръ́нивыи сѧ да и͗ꙁвръ́же/т сѧ . что́же еⷭ҇  ⷣ сраⷨ ́ныи 
глетъ, а͗ще поло́жиⷮ глетъ въ ѹстнаⷯ же́нскаго сра́ма . и͗ быⷭ҇ ́ и͗стица́нїе . с҄е тлъ́кеⷮ 
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въ ѹстнаⷯ о͗сквръ́нивыи сѧ . а͗ꙁъ ѹбо не пишѫ . таⷤ и͗ вѣдыи ꙗ͗вѣ . съдѣа́выиⷤ҇ то̏, 
и͗ прїе́млѧи͗ съ бмъ и͗сповѣданїе . рассѫдиⷮ. 

It is located in the margin next to the following rules: “дїа́кѡнѹ же аще 
приключит сѧ сїе...” and “Іер҄еи аще блѫдить, да и͗ꙁвръжет сѧ. а͗ жена̀ е͗го̀ аще хо́щеⷮ 
о͗ста́вити е͗го̀ цѣло́мѫдрїа радѝ своего...” It seems the text of the note should be 
between them.

9. f. 53r – о͗ м҄ѫжьлѡ́жствѣ  (next to the text: Мѫжелѡ́жство же на три̏ 
чѧ́сти и͗ вещи быва́еⷮ...).

10. f. 59v – an addition to an omission in the text: василїе (next to: и͗ глеть се̏ 
т҄ъи͗ вели́кыи стыи). This refers to St. Basil the Great, whose name is omitted. 

11. f. 63r – an addition of 8 lines, written in black ink, except for the first 
letter, “a” in red: а  ѹ҆би́выи видѣль еⷭ҇ собо́ѫ. ка́ко и͗ꙁво́лиⷮ҇ си́це да ҆пасе́ть / 
се́бе : (next to the text about the murder: ви́дѣхѡⷨ же и͗ дрѹ́гое ѹ҆бїиство 
быва́ѫщее...). 

12. f. 69r – added three lines in red ink: е͗же еⷭ҇ па́че еⷭ҇ства (next to one of the 
subdivisions of о͗ малакїи. е͗ст же и͗ дрѹгыи грⷯѣ содѡⷨс́кы. е͗же съ же́ноѫ ле́жати, и͗ 
въ а͗фе́дрѡнь блѫ́дити. е͗же еⷭ҇ вели́ко беꙁакѡ́нїе). 

13. f. 78r – indication on two lines in red: о͗ прѣхо́жⷣенїи і͗ер҄еи  (it signals 
the text: і͗е͗р҄еи аще прѣи́деⷮ въ инѫ ꙁе́млѧ и͗лѝ въ инъ грⷣа́, и͗лѝ веⷭ҇ ́ тако́ва. да не 
ѡ͗ста́вѧть слѹ́жити).

14. f. 85r – addition/clarification in red: въ ꙁ днь (next to the text: аще ли 
жена̀ ро́диⷮ на стѫѧ па́схѫ, то̏ до сеⷣма́го дне да ѹ҆мы́ет сѧ водоѫ).

15. f. 85v – indication in the upper margin in red: прие͗мшиⷨ прѣжⷣе млтвѫ: 
 (placed under the text: аще і͗ер҄еи крⷭ҇ти́ть ко́го либо трети́цеѫ. да ѿлѫ́чит сѧ ѿ 
і͗ер҄еиства).

16. f. 86r – added in black ink: и͗ о͗пїеⷮ сѧ (next to the text: і͗ер҄еи аще неслѹ́жить 
литѹргі́ѫ и͗лѝ дїа́кѡнь. н҄ѫ та́ко о͗бьꙗсть сѧ и͗ о͗блъ́вает сѧ). 

17. f. 101r – clarification written in black on two lines: нѫ дѧщиⷭ҇ ба радї (writ-
ten next to the text, that some monks, out of self-renunciation and heroism, have 
entirely given up drinking wine: та́ко прѣбы́ваѫⷮ подви́га ра́ди вели́каго и͗ до́браго, 
жела́ѧще ба ради).

18. f. 101v – праоⷣена (next to the text: събра̀ въ кѡнстанті́ни гра́дѣ. стаа и͗ 
правосла́внаа Ѳеѡⷣрⷪа црца).

19. f. 104v – two lines written in black ink: съ правослⷡ҇а́ными (next to the text: 
да причѧ́стит сѧ съвръше́ными хрⷭ҇тїа́нами...). 

20. f. 119v – clarification on one line, written in black ink: обѡиⷯ҇ сватѡⷡ҇ (to: еже 
ѿ бра́чнаго рѡжⷣдъства ꙁна́ѫщїи сѧ. сирѣчь сѹ́гѹбыⷯ сва́тѡвь). 

21. f. 121r – clarification on two lines, written in black ink: та́кожд и͗ браⷮ (next 
to the text: а дѣдь къ внѹ́кѹ вто́ромѹ сѫть степени). 
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22. f. 126r – clarification (substitution of word) on two lines in black: сь 
посⷣа́ницеѫ е͗го ̀ (next to the text: не мо́жеⷮ таковыи о͗сквръ́нити сѧ съ же́ноѫ 
о͗ца своего̀ нарⷱ҇е́наго. ни же съ паки́доѫ е͗го̀). 

23. f. 137r – clarification on one line using another word, written in black ink: 
посо́хѡⷨ, м ́(next to the text: да би́ѫⷮ҇ е͗го̀, м ⸯтимь тѡꙗ́гѡⷨ). 

24. f. 140v – clarification on one line in black ink, about the baptism of the 
newborn child that is in risk of dying: крще́но еⷭ ҇.

25. f. 142r – addition of one line in black ink: ѡ͗ста́вленїиⷯ (next to the text: 
жена̀ а͗ще повелиⷮ і͗е͗р҄еѹ о͗ литѹргїи е͗го̀). 

26. f. 150r – clarification/heading for the text (four lines) substituting another 
word: вражаѧ и͗лѝ идѣе къ вражаѫщимь (next to the text: і͗е͗р҄еи чары дѣ́ѧи и͗лѝ 
хо́дѧ къ чародѣ́емь. да и͗ꙁвръ́жет сѧ ѿ і͗е͗р҄еиства). 

27. f. 176v – clarification on one line in black ink, regarding kinship by match-
making: ѡбраꙁна (next to the text: имѧт же по съвъкѹпле́нїѹ раꙁли́чїа мнѡ́га 
нра́вна). 

28. f. 179r – clarification in black ink: жены мое͑ѫ (next to: жени ны́хми).
29. f. 202v – clarification regarding the Passion of Christ on two lines in black 

ink: ѡцтоⷨ и͗ жлъ́чїа напѡи́шѧ.
30. f. 204v – note on one line in red ink, regarding the pentarchy: е ́парⷮїа́рси.
31. f. 205r – the same and in the same sense: е  ́ парⷮїа́рсы.
32. f. 206v – addition, about Patriarch Narcissus of Jerusalem, to the text about 

the holders of this chair: ꙗⷦ҇ бы́ти наⷬки́сⷹ .л томⷹ ѿ спⷭ҇и́теⷧ҇ныѧ срⷮтⷭ҇и. бѣ̋ бѡ̀ лѣтѡⷨ рҁ 
ти ⷨ : (=106). The text about the patriarchs of Jerusalem is published in its en-
tirety further in this book.

33. f. 220r – a chronicle note written on 11 lines in black ink (initials in red), which 
is a chronicle about the principality of Moldavia. Published by I. Bogdan in 1895 year10.

Beginning – В лтѡ́ ҁцѯа бѣ̏ а͗рхїе͗пⷭ҇кпь кѵⷬ҇ їѡси ѿ нѣмеⷱ҇скаⷢ҇ монастирѣ
34. f. 220v – addition to the presentation of the Roman Christian emperors 

and the councils, on 12 lines, in black ink, of which only the initial C is in red: 
Скѡⷩ҇чаⷡ҇ сѧ веⷧ҇ ́кыи кѡⷩ҇станті́нь сы̏ лⷮѣ ѯе . и͗ ѡ͗ста́ви рⷮе ⷨ сновѡⷨ своиⷨ црⷭ҇тво . 

кѡ́сте. и͗ кѡⷩ҇стаⷩ҇ті́нⷹ. и͗ кѡⷩ҇стаⷩ҇тї иже црⷭ҇твѡвашѧ, лⷮѣ́ кд :
35. f. 221r – in black ink, across from the writing about Justinian II and the 

6th ecumenical council: втѡ́рицеѫ.
36. f. 221v – written on two lines in black ink: “Copronymus” is written in 

Greek letters, probably by a Greek, in order to clarify the incomprehensible word 
Gnoeimeniti (‘dung-named, named-crap’) in the text and to correct the number 24 
with 23: κωπρωνηм / лг лѣ ⷮ (next to the text: кѡнстаⷩ҇ті́нь гнѡ́и именитыи. лд лⷮѣ).

10 I. Bogdan, Cronice inedite, р. 96.
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37. f. 222v – ѱ҇ ма. Written next to the text about John Tzimiskes, but it is 
a correction of the number. 

Further below on the same page, written on three lines in black, across from 
Isaac Komnenos (і͗са́кїе и ҇): кѡ́мниⷩ҇ в лⷮѣ́ и͗мⷧ҇ъ, г ҇.

38. f. 223r – correction on one line, in red: васи́лиⷦ҇ їѡ҇ кⷣ҇ ́ (written above: іѡа́ннь 
багро̀рѡⷣны́и ҁі лⷮѣ).

39. f. 224r – indication/heading on two lines at the beginning of the presenta-
tion about Moldavia: ꙁа стран мѡⷧдаⷡскаѧ.

40. f. 226r – written in the margin across from the text about the 3rd and 4th 
ecumenical councils: Нестѡрїаⷤ҇ мръскаго. ѿ а͗нтїохїа бо сѫща. кѡⷩ҇стантинова же 
граⷣа стѡⷧ҇. не блгочьстивна върѫче на бывша .

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

written across from the place where Patriarch Ignatius is mentioned11: еі 
лⷮѣ снь михаила црѣ. и͗ вн ⷦ҇ никифѡ́ра црѣ (the underlined text of the number 
and years is a correction, written in red ink, of the indicated 11 years in the text 
proper).

written across from the place where Patriarch Stephan is mentioned12: снь 
васи́лїа црѣ.

42. f. 228r – a long marginal note13, written in a different hand in black ink; 
only the invocation cross and the initial И are in red:

† Иꙁволенїемь ѡ͗ца и͗ съ поспѣшенїеⷨ сна и͗ съврьшенїеⷨ стго дха . ра́ченїеⷨ 
бжтⷭ҇вныⷨ҇. распа́ле же дхѡⷡ҇ниⷨ҇. смѣренїе гри́горїе мирⷮополиⷮ сѹчаⷡ҇сскыи. же́лаѫ напаа́ти 
сѧ бжⷭ҇твнаго Кни́гѫ сїа̀ ре́кѡмаа пра́виⷧ҇ и͗ приплодїти кь стѡ́риц реⷱ҇нное, да́роватиⷭ҇ 
ѿ прѣмлⷭ҇тиваго га і͗ѵ ха. тѣмже потѫ́щатеⷧ҇нѡ и͗ꙁьѡ͗брѣте. и͗ и͗списаⷯ и͗ ѹ҆краси еи͗ 
по сеⷨ да́де ꙗ̏ по сьмрти свое͑и въ млбѫ се́бе и͗ па́меⷮ рѡдїтелеⷨ своиⷨ вь цркѡⷡ и͗деⷤ҇ еⷭ҇ 
храⷨ въꙁнеⷭ҇нїа га нашеⷢ҇ і͗ѵ ха въ ѡ͗бы́тѣли паⷩ҇досотра́ров14. а͗ ктѡ̀ поксиⷮ сѧ въꙁѧи 

11 On St. Ignatius, ecumenical patriarch (847–858, 867–877), see: Oxford Dictionary of Byzan-
tium, Oxford 1991, vol. II, col. 893–894; Prosopographie der Mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, Berlin–New 
York 2000, Bd. I/2, no. 2666, pp. 173–179; ВЛ. СТАНКОВИЋ, Цариградски патриаjарси и цареви 
Македонске династиjе, Београд 2003, p. 40 sq. et passim.

12 On Stephan I, ecumenical patriarch (886–893), son of the basileus Basil I, see: ВЛ. СТАНКОВИЋ, 
Цариградски патриаjарси и цареви Македонске династиjе, pp. 230–236.

13 The marginal note is published, together with the Romanian translation and cited literature 
in: Însemnări de pe manuscrise şi cărţi vechi din ţara Moldovei. Un corpus, eds. I. Caproşu, E. Chia-
buru, vol. I (1429–1750), Iaşi 2008, pp. 77–78. 

14 Sic! P. P. Panaitescu reads it as нандо съраровꙋ (P. P. Panaitescu, Catalogul Ms. Slave, vol. III, 
a type-written copy in the reading room for manuscripts of the Library of the Romanian Academy, 
р. 141). The word is translated as Pantocratorului. That is how it is printed in: Însemnări de pe man-
uscrise şi cărţi vechi din ţara Moldovei, vol. I, р. 78. It may be a mistaken form of “Pantocrator” or of 
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ꙗ̏ и͗лѝ и͗ꙁмѣнити и͗ про́дати иⷩ҇дѐ . а͗ к҇то да бдеⷮ проклеⷮ ѿ га ба сътвоⷬ҇шаго нбо и͗ 
ꙁѐ̀млѧ. и͗ ѿ тоⷢ҇ прчⷭ҇тї его мтре. и͗ ѿ д е͗ѵⷢ҇листи. и͗ ти҇ї стыⷯ ѿць иⷤ҇ въ никеѝ. и͗ ѿ нашеⷢ҇ 
смѣренїа да не бѫдеⷮ прощеⷩ҇ а͗миⷩ҇  / в лѿ ҂ꙁое (=7075=1567).

43. f. 243r – indication written in red: повѣсть (next to: ѡ͗ блъга́реⷯ).
44. f. 246r – сара́кыни. The designation сара́цины is present in the text, and we 

may ask who made the correction and why. Was it a Greek? Because this is a Greek 
pronunciation.

45. f. 248r – note in black ink: placed in brackets and crossed out: ꙁ прѣбине 
(ръ). 

46. f. 259r – a corrected number of the year of Constantine Monomachos and 
Patriarch Michael: the year written in the text: “в лтѡ ҁфнв” (= 6552) is corrected 
to: хѯг (= 663). This is probably a correction of the last two digits of the year. 

47. f. 265r – a note on two lines in red, next to the sermon of St. Theodosius 
of Pechora: о͗ ла́тинѡⷯ. 

48. f. 273v – note on four lines, written in black ink, referring to the uncreated 
nature of the Son: ѿ иⷤ҇ бѡ̀ сьвⷮо́реное, л́чьшее рожⷣенное.

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

а ́ вели́кы кѡⷩ҇стаⷩті́нь 
в ́ Ѳеѡⷣсⷪїе вели́кы 
г ́Ѳеѡⷣсⷪїе ма́лыи
д́ Маркїана блгаго
е ́ і͗стїнїаⷩ҇ вели́кы
ҁ ́кѡⷩ҇стантⷩ҇і́ брадатыи
ꙁ ́́кѡⷩ҇стантⷩ҇і́ и͗ и͗ри́на мⷶти е͗го̀ 
50. f. 277v – a picture of a hand pointing a finger and an indication, written on 

three lines in red ink: сеⷤ҇ на вътѡрⷨѣ събѡрѣ. 
51. f. 278r – indication written on two lines in red ink: на рⷮе́тїеⷨ се̏ . 
52. f. 279r – note about the heretic Mament, written on nine lines in red ink: 

съ бо і͗ерⷭ҇лимлѣнъ рѡ́доⷨ быⷭ҇. дре́внїи е͗ретиⷦ҇ си́рѣⷱ прь́выи мамеⷩть сьлож сѧ пе́рси. 
53. f. 279v – a note next to the writing about the heretic Paul, a line in red ink: 

и͗ ве́щї. 
54. f. 280r – a note written in red next to the text about St. Cyril of Alexandria: 

о͗ тѣⷯжⷣе.
and shortly below, next to the writing about the Son and the Word: ѿ ꙁеⷣ о͗ 

хѣ ̀ . 

“Pantosotir”. On this question, see Е. Turdeanu, Le Sbornik dit ‘de Bisericani’: Fausse identité d’un 
manuscrit remarquable, “Revue des études slaves” 44. 1–4, 1965, pp. 37–40.
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55. f. 283r – two notes written in red:
next to the writing about Arius: о͗ том жⷣе арїе преꙁвѵ̈теⷬ сыи̏ а͗леѯа́нрⷣьскыѧ 

цркве. 
in the lower margin, under the writing about Eunomius: бѣ̏ е͗ѵнѡ́мїе гаⷧ҇лѣниⷩ҇ 

сыи̏, ки́ꙁик е͗пⷭ҇пь. го́рша ѕѣлѡ̀ ѿ арїа, непоⷣбна ѡц лаа́ше а сна :. 
56. f. 284r – written in red ink in the upper margin, concerning the birth of 

the Son from the Father: нерожⷣе́но    рожⷣе́но    и͗схо́дно. 
57. f. 287r – note written in red on six lines, regarding the Holy Trinity: еⷭ҇ствоⷨ 

бѡ̀ трⷪ҇ца а͗ не ли́ци, глеⷨ. и͗ е͗диносѫщьство. 
58. f. 289r – in black ink, next to St. Basil’s writing on the Holy Ghost: ἀθανάсїе. 

The note may have been written by a Greek; in the manuscript there are other such 
notes written in the two alphabets.

59. f. 289v – a note, next to the text about controversy with the Montanists, 
written on five lines in black ink: бь сьꙁⷣавь члка прⷭ҇ъ́ въꙁеⷨ ѿ ꙁемлѧ и͗ ѡбраꙁоⷨ своиⷨ 
по́чⷮь е͗го̀ . 

60. f. 292r – a note on two lines, written in black ink, next to the text about 
understanding God: и͗ снь не бы́ваеⷮ. 

61. f. 294v – a hard-to-read note, written in red next to the text concerning 
Epiphanius of Cyprus: покры́в гнїѫ́ бжⷭ҇твъ и͗ пакы̀ не о͗пиеⷭ҇ нап же сѧт. 

62. f. 301r – indication on four lines, in red ink: до ꙁⷣѐ бѡ͗ кѡнеⷰ҇ ́ бгосло́/вїѹ. 
63. f. 301v – note in red ink: гдъ прⷪ҇ркь .
64. f. 303v – a  large marginal note-colophon, written by the copyist of the 

manuscript in a legible short hand in black ink, with only three initials in red. It 
is framed in a red border with modest ornamentation. Below, to the right, next to 
the number of the tetrad, which ends with – 36 (лѕ) – a hand from the 19th or 20th 
century has calculated the year of the date in the note:

7065
5508
1557
The text of the marginal note15:
͗Иꙁволе́нїе ⷨ ѡца . и͗ съ поспѣше́нїе ⷨ сна . и͗ съвръше́нїе ⷨ҇ стго дха . начѧⷭ҇ сїа̀ 

кни́га на имѧ правила стыⷯ апⷭ҇ль. и͗ съврьшиⷭ҇ повелѣнїе ⷨ҇ и͗ даа́нїе ҇ⷨ прѣѡ͗сщеннаⷢ҇ 
мирⷮопо́лита сѹчаⷡ҇скаⷢ҇ кѵⷬ҇ григѡ́рїа . еже и͗ нѣме҇скаⷢ҇ ꙁовеⷮ сѧ ⸱ и͗ да́де ꙗ̏ въ монастыⷬ҇ 
и͗деⷤ храⷨ еⷭ҇ въꙁнⷭ҇енїе га ба и͗ спса на́шеⷢ҇ і͗ѵ ха̀ . да бѫдеⷮ е͗мⷹ въ вѣкы̀ вѣка́ па́мѧⷮ . а͗ 
кто̀ раꙁориⷮ на́ша даа́нїа беꙁ наⷲ҇ блⷭ҇ве́нїа, да бѫдеⷮ проклѧⷮ ѿ спⷭ҇са на́шего і͗ѵ ха̀, и͗ ѿ 
прчⷭ҇таа еⷢ҇ мтрь . и͗ ѿ вⸯсѣх стыⷯ . и͗ и͗списа́ сѧ рѫ́коѫ е͗родїа́кона і͗е͑ларїѡ́на, ҆чени́ка 

15 The colophon was published, together with the Romanian translation, and cited literature, 
in: Însemnări de pe manuscrise şi cărţi vechi din ţara Moldovei, vol. I, p. 72.
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то́гожⷣе мирⷮополи́та . въ дни а͗леѯаⷩ҇дра вое́/вⷣоⷶ . в лто ҂ꙁѯе (7065 СМ = 1557 Р. Хр.) 
мⷭ҇ца аⷡ҇ ѳ (или е).

65. f. 327v – an indication written on two lines in black ink next to the text 
about how the impious Armenians fast: о͗ а͗рмѣ́нѣхь ⁖ 

66. f. 333v – note on the side of the sheet, written in a later hand, in black ink:
Пиⷭ҇ аꙁ мно͗гѡ͗грѣнⷲы / і͗ереи  ͗Іѡреⷭ҇ть – there follows something resembling a sig-

nature лѣ ҂ꙁсѯе аⷡ҇ : л ѿ ꙗсⷶхь.
7265  Aug. 30
5508
1757
67. f. 338r – later note: и͗лѝ прѣдѣли дѣанїѡⷨ радї часѡⷡ. 
Below, in the same hand, in Greek and Cyrillic letters – фи́лофеѡⷭ҇ ́ ді́аконѡⷭ҇ ́. 
On the side, a note dating from the 18th century, by the monk Iorest, written 

in mixed Latin and Cyrillic letters:
İORÉST – еpmonа͗ь́/ ҂ꙁсѯе аⷡ҇ л ѿ ꙗсⷶ҇хь 
Below, calculation of the year:
7265 Aug. 30 
5508
1757
68. f. 338v – note written in Romanian, in Cyrillic script:
Правла ачаⷭ҇тѫ ѧ҇ⷭе҇ а свиⷩтеⸯ мъⷩ҇стирі нїаⷨц ⷧ҇ ші фїинⷣ стрикатъ ші деⷭ҇легатъ ѡ͗ аⷨ 

легатъ еⷹ смерені Іѡн [лѣⷮ ҂ꙁскд] (7224 = 1716/7). The term “humble” is usually used 
by a metropolitan bishop in reference to himself, but we cannot say with certainty 
that the reference here is to a metropolitan.

69. f. 339r – several later notes in Romanian, in Cyrillic script:
† Доⷨне милещи не пеⷩрⷮѹ рга стли маⷬ҇ко ші а͗ ттроⷬ сфиⷩ҇цілоⷬ тъⷹ (written 

on two lines).
ѧ͗ щїиⷩць съ фїе къ ѧ͗тр  ⷩ аⷩ сьⷩ ⷮ҇ ча́сри ҂арѯв ꙗⷬ мин́те съⷮ҇ ҂с҂м҂ѳѱк (calcu-

lation of the hours and minutes in the year) “In ştiinţă să fie că întru un an sânt 
ceasuri 1162?, iar minute sînt 249 720” (f. 339).

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

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

Чине н съ ва лъса̀ де то́ате, а͗ причепе пе Дмнеꙁе, н́ поате то́ть ѡм ⷧ 
Чиⷩ҇стите (written vertically)
Са́рѣ де а͗ть пеⷩтр а͗чѣ́ѧ десабате 
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*  *  *

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

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

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

16 П. РУСЕВ, А. ДАВИДОВ, Григорий Цамблак в Румъния и в старата румънска литература, 
София 1966, pp. 13, 20. Regarding the situation in Moldavia and the relations between the differ-
ent confessional communities, see: M. Crăciun, Tolerance and Persecution. Political Authority and 
Religious Difference in Late Medieval Moldavia, ”Colloquia. Journal of Central European History” 
X–XI.1–2, 2003–2004, pp. 7–8.



30

Panoply in Defense of Orthodoxy…

Ottoman Empire, and especially the local Armenians17. Data on oppression and 
outrages against the Armenians and their clergy are extant for the time of Stephan 
the Great (1479), and later for the rule of Petru Rareş (1534), albeit not as cruel 
as in later times18. The “Latins”, i.e., the Catholic minority in the principality, were 
not exempt from this policy. Information on persecution of Latins is extant from 
as early as the first half of the 15th century, and also from the time of Stephan the 
Great19. However, the crisis that is our topic of interest, and which might be rele-
vant for the creation of the collection under study, arose around the middle of the 
16th century. It seems to have been due to internal political conflict, which occa-
sioned the campaign and ruin of Moldavia by the armies of Sultan Suleiman the 
Magnificent in 1538. The campaign was provoked by the intrigues of a “foreigner” 
– the Albanian Mihul20. These moods found visual expression in the depictions of 
the “condemned” in the Last Judgement on the outer walls of Moldavian churches 
from the middle of the 16th century, and especially in Voroneţ, where we find de-
picted not only the Muslim oppressors, but various heretics and schismatics, no-
tably including “Latins” and Armenians21. But the serious persecution of people of 
other faith began more than a decade later, and was connected with the conversion 
to Islam of the ruler of Moldavia Iliaş Rareş. He adopted the Muslim faith officially 
on 30 May 1551 in Constantinople, and subsequently abdicated and was appoint-
ed governor of the Silistra sandjak22. This was a shock to Moldavian society, and 
raised suspicions that the Sultan had decided to change the status of the principal-
ity and to put it under his direct rule. The clergy and the Orthodox Christians saw 
Iliaş’s deed as treasonous, and described it in the harshest terms23. Religious fervor, 

17 Şt. Andreescu, Presiune otomană şi reacţie ortodoxă în Moldova urmaşilor lui Petru vodă 
Rareş, “Studii şi materiale de istorie medie” XXVII, 2009, pp. 27–29, 47 sq.; M. Crăciun, Tolerance 
and Persecution, p. 10 sq.

18 M. Crăciun, Tolerance and Persecution, pp. 10–12, 13–14.
19 Ibidem, pp. 10, 12–14.
20 Cronicile slavo-romîne din sec. XV–XVI, publicate de Ion Bogdan, ed. P. P.  Panaitescu,  

(= Cronicile medievale ale Romîniei, vol. II), Bucureşti 1959, p. 84 (chronicle of Macarius); B. Jou-
diou, La réaction orthodoxe face aux étrangers dans les principautés roumaines au XVIe siècle, [in:] Mi-
grations et diasporas méditerranéenes (Xe–XVIe siècles), éds. M. Balard et A. Ducellier, Paris 2002, 
pp. 248–249.

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

22 Şt. Andreescu, Presiune otomană şi reacţie ortodoxă, р. 36 (see note 43); Călători străini 
despre Ţările Române – Supliment I, forign travelers about the Romanian principalities Şt. Andree-
scu and others, Bucureşti 2011, p. 46.

23 Cronicile slavo-romîne din sec. XV–XVI, ed. P. P.  Panaitescu, рp.  110–113; B.  Joudiou, 
La réaction orthodoxe face aux étrangers, p. 250.



31

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

as well as political motives, led to persecutions of Jews and Armenians, who were 
more or less connected with the Ottoman Empire24. Fears that the foundations 
of society would be infringed upon, were combined with increased proselytism 
on the part of Catholics and especially Protestants from Transylvania, who pres-
sured the population not only there, but in Moldavia as well25. They were also per-
secuted under the new ruler Stephan Rareş, which continued under Alexandru 
Lăpușneanu as well, the time when the collection under study was created. 

Events in Moldavia around the middle of the 16th century produced a new 
ideological image, which was appreciated in the principality, and which was noted by 
B. Joudiou: the image of the ruler who has restored the true faith in society26. No doubt, 
the Church, and foremost Bishop Macarius, provided the ideological basis and justifi-
cation for persecution of the enemies of Orthodoxy who had nearly been victorious, 
and the power of the prince implemented this ideology. The mechanism of persecu-
tion, however, was of a legal kind, and was implemented by the state authorities; it is 
in this context that we should assess the creation of the miscellany under study, which 
combines theological polemics with legal norms, to which the greater part of the 
manuscript is devoted. In fact, the choice of a certain variant of the Nomocanon, 
which we will mention later, is not accidental, as this was generally the purpose of 
legal literature. It should also be noted, that this canonical text was widely dissemi-
nated both in the Wallachian and the Moldavian tradition. We have many copies of 
it, made in the principality from the second half of the 15th to the 17th century27. 

In studying BAR 636 and its historical context, we should have in mind the 
existence of a nearly identical manuscript, which is now preserved as a photocopy 
under the call mark BAR Ms. sl. 685 (further below, only BAR 685) in the Library 
of the Romanian Academy. The original is found in the Library of the Russian 
Academy of Sciences, in the collection of A. I. Yatsimirsky, № 51. A. I. Yatsimirsky 
described the manuscript28, and the photocopy is described by P. Panaitescu in the 

24 Şt. Andreescu, Presiune otomană şi reacţie ortodoxă, р. 44 sq.; M. Crăciun, Tolerance and 
Persecution, pp. 35–36. 

25 Şt. Andreescu, Presiune otomană şi reacţie ortodoxă, р. 45 sq.; B.  Joudiou, La réaction 
orthodoxe face aux étrangers, p. 252.

26 B. Joudiou, La réaction orthodoxe face aux étrangers, p. 250.
27 M.  ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Покайната книжнина на българското Средновековие 

IX–XVIII век. Езиково-текстологични и културологични аспекти, София 2011, pp. 540–542 
(review of the manuscripts); D. Naydenova, Anti-Armenian Polemics in a Slavic Canon Law Mis-
cellany (Ms. Slav. No 461 from the Manuscript Collection of the Romanian Academy), “Etudes bal-
kaniques” L/3, 2014, pp. 88–90 (note 18).

28 А. И. ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Из славянских рукописей. Тексты и заметки, Москва 1898, pp. 76–
92; see also А. И. Яцимирский, Из истории славянской проповеди в Молдавии. “Памятники 
древней письменности и исскуства” 163, 1906; accessible www.knigafund.ru.
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third volume of his inventory29. It had contained a now lost marginal note dating 
from 1512 and relating the work to the Moldavian ruler Bogdan III30: 

+ В лѣт ҂ꙁк, съ даанїе и повелѣнїе блгочьстиваго и хрстолюбиваго Іѡ Богдан 
воевод, господаръ въсь Ꙁемли Мѡлдавстѣ исписа сѧ съ книга рекомы Номѡканѡн 
монастирю ѿ Бисерикани. Написа же съ комат вь монастир Нѣмецком идеже ест 
храм Пантѡкратор, мнѡгогрѣшнїи таха ерѡдїакѡн Никодимь егѹменствѫѧщѹ 
же тъгда їермонах Парѳенїе.

+ Дѡѯѧ си ѡ Ѳеос [in Greek].

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

It is notable that the marginal note in the Yatsimirsky copy contained an inter-
esting passage: исписа сѧ съ книга рекомы Номѡканѡн монастирю ѿ Бисерикани. 
Написа же съ комат вь монастир Нѣмецкомѹ идеже ест храм Пантѡкратор. This 
suggests a new dating of the establishment of the Bisericani monastery, and attrib-
utes the Neamț monastery church to Christ Pantocrator, while the church is known 
to have been dedicated to the Ascension of Jesus. Moreover, the book is entitled 
with the Greek loanword коматъ, which literally means “piece”: A. I. Yatsimirsky 
notes this with regard to several collections connected with Gabriel Uric31. We may 
dispute his opinion that this was typical for Serbian manuscripts, but we cannot 

29 P. P. Panaitescu, Z. Mihail, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-române şi slave din Biblioteca 
Academiei Române, vol. 3, partea I-A, Bucureşti 2018, pp. 114–118. 

30 The note was published by A. I. Yatsimirsky, together with a description of the manuscript 
(Из славянских рукописей. Тексты и заметки, Москва 1898, pp. 85–92), and more recently in: 
Însemnari de pe manuscrise şi cărţi vechi din Ţara Moldovei. Un corpus, eds. I. Caproşu, E. Chia-
buru, vol. I (1429–1750), Iaşi 2008, p. 37, an. 1512 ‹7020›. 

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

An article by Emil Turdeanu, specially devoted to these questions32 and pub-
lished around fifty years ago, has considerably facilitated our study. In it, the author 
makes highly critical comments on the data regarding the very existence of the Bis-
ericani monastery (and its predecessor, the “Monastery of Father Joseph”) during 
the first decades of the 16th century33. In consideration of a series of manuscripts 
belonging to Bisericani monastery and moved to Russia in the early 20th century, 
he concludes they were written in the 1520s for the newly founded monastery, and 
assigns the time of its establishment to the rule of Stephan the Younger (Stefanitsa), 
son of Bogdan III and lord of Moldavia from 1517 to 152734. The author explains 
the misunderstanding related to the mention of the church devoted to Christ Pan-
tocrator in Neamț35, which sheds additional light on the dating of the marginal 
note in question. The same may be said for the use of the word “komat” there36. 
Thus, Turdeanu categorically denies the 1512 dating of the so-called Bisericani 
Miscellany (the one in the Yatsimirsky collection of the Library of the Russian 
Academy of Sciences), and places the date several decades later. He also connects 
it with the manuscript under discussion (i.e., BAR 636, whose content he knew 
only on the basis of Ioan Bogdan’s publication), and with the ktetor Metropolitan 
Bishop Gregory II37. Our study basically confirms Emil Turdeanu’s hypothesis of 
half a century ago. 

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

32 E.  Turdeanu, Le Sbornik dit ‘de Bisericani’: Fausse identité d’un manuscrit remarquable, 
pp. 29–45.

33 Ibidem, pр. 30–37.
34 Ibidem, р. 37.
35 Ibidem, рp. 37–40.
36 Ibidem, рp. 40–41.
37 Ibidem, рp. 43–45.
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of compilation, which follows a strong anti-heretical line, was a Moldavian phe-
nomenon that is unknown to us in the prototype volume of text in the extant man-
uscripts of South Slavic literature before the Ottoman conquest. This conclusion 
refers to the general make-up of the collection and not to the origin of the separate 
translated works it contains, many of which originated in the Slavic South (specifi-
cally, in the Second Bulgarian Empire and its capital city Târnovo); some, in Mount 
Athos (cf. the Mount Athos typikon); and a few, in Russia.

* * *

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

1. The legal part seems the most significant in terms of size and importance. It 
cannot be examined separately from the others. As mentioned in the description 
above, on f. 18r, under the heading скаꙁа́нїе въ кра́тцѣ кн́ѕѣ се́ is placed the 
content of a certain type of nomocanonical editing which has a separate division 
into chapters, of which in all рна (151) are listed. Some consecutive letters from the 
letter numeration of the chapters are missing, most probably due to an accidental 
oversight. This nomocanonical editing was so popular in the 14th–18th century, that 
it has justifiably been called “the epithymia nomocanon of Slavia Orthodoxa”. In 
scholarly literature, it is also related to the terms: Pseudo-Zonaras penitential no-
mocanon, introduced by A. S. Pavlov (further below PsZ)38, or Cotelier’s nomocan-
on (named after the publisher Jean Baptiste Cotelier, who reproduced the Greek 
original with an assumed chronology between the 12th and 14th century; but there 
are important differences between the Slavic and Greek canon)39. This ecclesias-
tic-law content is the core of BAR 636. The texts that remain outside the numera-
tion of PsZ should be included in it, but they are also present both in BAR 636, and 
in the Bulgarian ecclesiastic-juridical collections. Such are the question-answer 
texts of St. Cyril of Alexandria, St. Athanasius of Jerusalem, the sermons of St. Basil 
the Great, excerpts from The Ladder of Divine Ascent, from St. Epiphanius of Cy-
prus, the Lapsaik, etc. The text bloc in BAR 636 and BAR 692 contains the already 
mentioned ѿ житїа стго николы, великаго Василїа, стго Петра Алеѯандрїискаго 

38 А. С. ПАВЛОВ, Номоканон при Большом Требнике, Москва 1897, pp. 40–43; M. ЦИБРАНСКА-
КОСТОВА, Славянският Псевдозонар, “Palaeobulgarica” XXXII 4, 2008, pp. 25–52. 

39 J.-B. Cotelerius, Ecclesiae Graecae Monumenta, vol. I, Paris 1677, pp. 68–158, a set of 547 
successively numbered rules.
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правила еі, стго Игнатїа, ѿ лаусаика, ѿ житїа стго пахомїа. Some of the list-
ed textual micro-units, for instance, the excerpts from the Vita of St. Pachomius 
and the Lapsaik (a book of stories about the Eastern monks) are contained in the 
form of excerpts in Nikon’s Pandects, where they are placed under separate chap-
ters; that is why the source of their loan in the prototype Slavic collection requires 
separate study. At the same time, in the Moldavian manuscripts, the prayers стго 
Анастасїа млтвы раꙁдрѣшати въсѣкѫ клѧтвѫ are missing, while in some iden-
tical Bulgarian collections they are placed immediately after these rubrics (CIAI 
1160, ff. 201r–202r). In conclusion, we may safely claim that among the possible 
influences on the choice of components of the manuscript were the Bulgarian col-
lections from the time of the Second Bulgarian Empire, transferred to Moldavia. 
This conclusion is confirmed by the following two rubrics: f. 188r: и͗ꙁложе́нїе о͗ 
правослⷶв́нѣ вѣ́рѣ. и͗ о͗ стѣи и͗ животво́рѧщо и͗ е͗диносѫ́щнѣ и͗ нераꙁдѣли́мѣи трⷪ҇ци; 
f. 194r: иꙁложе́нїе дрѹ́гое ѿ іꙋстинїа́на иꙁло́жено саⷨдръ́жцⷶ. The text ends on f. 196r 
around the middle of the page, of which the second half is empty. These are two 
confessions of faith formulations, which are variants of the Credo and are placed in 
identical form and with identical titles in BAR 692 and BAR 726, as well as at the 
beginning of ff. 33v–34v in CIAI 116040. The first can be identified as a compilation 
of St. Gregory the Theologian’s interpretation of the Credo and Michael Syncellos’s 
Writing of the True Faith, which also figures in the Simeon Collection of 1073. This 
is an original Credo by Gregory the Theologian (330–390), written in connection 
with the mystic baptism and included in one of his sermons on this topic. The 
identification with the Izbornik of 1073 and the work of Michael Syncellos has 
been established through textual comparison41. The second version of the Credo 
is the one indicated as the Presentation of Justinian the Autocrator. We know that 
the authoritative Credo is the so-called Nicene Creed, consisting of 12 articles. But 
there are many others known to scholars42. Some of them were written by private 
individuals; the motivation for their writing was to fight heresy. The rejection of 
the respective contemporaneous heresy is usually placed at the end of the formula 
and serves as an indication of the time it arose. While the first credo formula raises 
mostly linguistic-textological questions, inasmuch as the sources of the compo-
nents of the compilation are clear, the so-called Credo of Justinian presents certain 
difficulties related to its identification. Judging by the title, it dates from the time of 
Emperor Justinian I (527–565), the time of the so-called “three chapter” controver-
sy, in connection with which the emperor convened the Fifth Ecumenical Council 

40 Архивски номоканон, p. 12.
41 Ibidem.
42 К. КУЕВ, Иван-Александровият сборник…, p. 143.
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in Constantinople in 553. The theological dispute echoed the struggle between the 
adherents and opponents of the Chalcedon Credo and of the Fourth Ecumenical 
Council of Chalcedon of 451. The credo postulates two indivisible and unmixed 
natures of Jesus Christ – Divine and Human. This dealt a blow to monophysit-
ism, which asserted only the divine nature of Christ. Many dogmatists, however, 
considered the creed to be an expression of Nestorianism. Justinian’s edict of 544, 
known as the Edict of the Three Chapters, intervenes in these controversies with the 
condemnation and anathema of Theodore of Mopsuestia, a teacher of Nestorius, as 
well as of the pro-Nestorian works of Theodorеt of Cyrus and Ibas of Edessa, which 
the authors themselves renounced. Although at the time the imperial decree was 
published the persons in question were no longer living, the Edict and subsequent 
decisions of the Fifth Council were basically aimed against these heresies. This 
was the basic dogmatic content of the Fifth Council, which did not formulate any 
specific canons. Origen and Evagrius Ponticus were also condemned at the Coun-
cil. The connection between Justinian and the Fifth Council is usually confirmed 
by the so-called Chronicle of the Ecumenical Councils, a  text that accompa-
nied many guidebooks, legal collections and miscellaneous collections in the Sla-
vic manuscript tradition. According to the title of one of the versions of the Slavic 
guidebook, the text indicates: при ѹстианѣ велицѣмь цсри бꙑс .е.-и сборъ въ 
Цсрѣ град стꙑми ѡци...идеже сѧ бѣ кака блѧдь ѹкрꙑла иꙁискавъше проклѧша 
и правѹю вѣрѹ ѹтвьрдиша43. In this perspective, the Justinian Credo, borrowed 
by the Bulgarian protographs for BAR 636, actually represents a confirmation of 
the canonical doctrine of the Holy Trinity and of Lord Jesus Christ as entirely God 
“in respect of divinity” and entirely Man “in respect of humanness” (the postulate 
of His two inseparable and unmixed natures as perfect God and perfect Man), as 
well as of the Holy Virgin as Mother of God. Of the specific heretical leaders, the 
Credo mentions Nestorius, condemned by the Council of Ephesus in 431; Eutychi-
us, condemned as a Monophysite in 448; Apollinarius, condemned in the first rule 
of the Second Ecumenical Council of Constantinople of 381 as preaching a heresy 
similar to Arianism and for his uncanonical understanding of the Holy Ghost. 
Consequently, the basic confessional dogmas are aimed against the traditional 

43 К. А. Maksimović, Aufbau und Quellen des altrussischen Ustjuger Nomokanons, [in:] For-
schungen zur Byzantinischen Rechtsgeschichte, Bd. 22.10, Frankfurt am Main 1998, р. 494; 
А. МИЛТЕНОВА, Р. ПАВЛОВА, Пандекти, [in:] Кирило-Методиевска енциклопедия, т. III, София 
2003, p. 64; К. А. МАКСИМОВИЧ, Пандекты Никона Черногорца в древнерусском переводе XII века 
(юридические тексты), Москва 1998; W. J. Aerts, Nikon of the Black Mountain, witness to the first 
crusade. Some remarks on his person, his use of language and his work, named Taktikon, “Orientalia 
Lovaniensia analecta. East and West in the Medieval Eastern Mediterranean” I, 2006, eds. K. Ciggar, 
M. Metcalf, Leuven–Paris–Dudley, MA, рp. 125–145.
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heresies – Arianism, Nestorianism, Monophysitism. This forms an anti-heretical 
framework for PsZ, as confirmed by the basic contents of the collection, which is 
essentially a Trinitarian Orthodox confessional formula. As for the fact that it is 
absent in the early copies of PsZ, such as GIM Hlud. 76 and RGB 3169, while in the 
Moldavian copies, it appears once again outside the numeration of the rules, there 
can be only one explanation. The Moldavian copes of PsZ reproduce the Bulgarian 
Târnovo protograph, of the type CIAI 1160. This manuscript is closest to the full 
ecclesiastical law collection and impelled the Moldavian manuscript tradition, in 
which BAR 636 holds a foremost position. 

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

The anti-Latin section of the polemical works seems to be the most signifi-
cant one. We may add to it several texts that, in their location and grouping in the 
collection, form a unified set. From f. 232r to f. 272r there is a rich anti-heretical 
cycle, which consecutively includes the above-mentioned Useful Tale about the 
Latins; ѡ фра́нѕѣⷯ и ѡ прѡ́чииⷯ лати́наⷯ – an excerpt from Chapter 51 of the Saint 
Sabbas Nomocanon (the Nomocanon of St. Sabbas of Serbia, or the South Slavic 
nomocanon with exegesis) under the same title; excerpts from the works of Nikon 
of the Black Mountain against the Latins; from works by Patriarch Callistus on 
the Orthodox faith, and two anti-Latin narratives entitled Сло́во ѡ͗ нѣмѣчьскѡⷨ 
прѣлъ́щени. ка́ко наѹ͗чи гѫ́гнивыи пе́тръ и Сло́во ѡца на́шего ѳеѡⷣс́їа пещеⷬскаго 
и͗гꙋ́мена. къ и͗ꙁѧсла́вꙋ кнѧ́ѕⷹ. The text version of the tale about Peter Mongos (an 
anti-Latin text of very early origin, published by A. Popov44) and other enlarged 

44 А.  ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор древнерусских полемических сочинений 
против латинян XI–XV вв., Москва 1875, pp. 5–27. Of the older studies, it is worth also mentioning 
К. ИСТОМИН, Источник «Слово о немеческом прелъщений, как научи их гугнивый Петр ереси», 
“Християнское чтение” 2, 1904, pp. 342–348. The author holds the view as to the Bulgarian origin 
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and amended editions continued to be disseminated during the 16th century as well 
(when the Moldavian manuscript under study was produced), for the purpose of 
anti-Uniate propaganda45. The nature of this first narrative text supports the view 
regarding a very early version with Bulgarian linguistic features, while the second 
was obviously further elaborated, on the basis of the first, within a Russian linguis-
tic environment. The contents of f. 272r–f. 303r is a continuation of the anti-Latin 
cycle further above, but contains general anti-heretical texts, including fragments 
of dogmatic anti-heretical works by St. Athanasius of Alexandria, St. Anastasius of 
Antioch, St. Cyril of Alexandria, St. Basil the Great, St. John Chrysostom, St. John 
Damascene, St. Gregory of Nyssa, St. Anastasius of Sinai. 

There are several more noteworthy text units following to the end of the col-
lection. In consecutive order, the first of them is Encyclical Epistle of the East-
ern Patriarchs of Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem against the decisions of the 
Council of Florence and against the patriarch of Constantinople Mitrophanes, 
former Metropolitan of Cyzicus, whom John Palaiologos raised to the patriarchal 
throne as a supporter of the Union. Its Greek language original dates from April 
1443 (f. 228v)46. The inclusion of the Encyclical Epistle in Slavic translation aimed, 
on the one hand, to support the consolidation of Orthodoxy as a basic ideological 
focus of the Moldavian collection; on the other hand, it is a reference for dating 
that sets the year 1443 as the terminus post quem for the creation of the prototype. 

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

of the translation, which follows a Greek model disseminated in the 10th century in Bulgaria, at the 
time of Prince (Tsar) Simeon, with the spread of the encyclopedic trend of translating and compiling 
different Byzantine historical works and chronicles; see also А. С. ПАВЛОВ, Критические ответы по 
истории древнейшей греко-русской полемики против латинян, Санкт Петербург 1878.

45 А. КРИЗА, Петр Гугнивый и Папесса. Антилатинская церковнoславянская полемическая 
литература в  Центральной Европе, “Studia Slavica Hungarica” 2.2, 2008, pp.  397–405. Con-
cerning Peter Mongos, as emblematic for the anti-Latin current in Byzantine and Slavic literature, 
and the controversies concerning the historical identifications and the semantic codes of the im-
age, see also И. В. ВЕДЮШКИНА, Петр Гугнивый и Петр Монг, “Диалог со временeм. Альманах 
интелектуальной истории” 2, 2004; A. Papadakis, Peter Mongos, [in:] Oxford Dictionary of Byzan-
tium, ed. in chief Al. Kazdhan, vol. 1–3, New York–Oxford 1991, p. 1638.

46 The Slavic text was published by A. I. Yatsimirsky, Григорий Цамблак. Очерк его жизни, 
административной и  книжной деятельности, Санкт Петербург 1904, pp.  276–277. There is 
information on the Greek edition of the text in: L. Allatii, De Ecclesiae Occidentalis atque Orientalis 
perpetua concensione libri tres, cap. IV, 1648, рp. 939–947; accessible at www.books.google.bg. 

http://www.books.google.bg
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original or translated. We should also have in mind that the main part of the contents 
of the collection was created nearly a century earlier. Thus, the criticisms against the 
West – especially those regarding everyday life – largely referred to the Protestants. 
As to the sphere of everyday life, we find many common “blameworthy” elements 
in what is written against the Latins. These include accusations of iconoclasm, crit-
icism regarding the Credo, the rituals, and the various domestic differences, which 
the Orthodox are inclined to perceive as revolting and hateful to God. To this we 
should add the affiliation to Protestantism of the usurper John Jacob Heraclides, 
known as Despot, who held the Moldavian princely throne from 1561 to 156347. 
His presence as a ruler of a  traditionally Orthodox country was certainly a cause 
of great tension in society. During his rule, he evidently disregarded the Orthodox 
traditions (or was at least accused of this), and brought various hateful Lutherans to 
his court as counselors48. It was at the time of the Despot’s rule that a certain number 
of German and Italian Protestants settled in Moldavia, working as artisans at the 
court; after the ruler fell from power, in the course of the unrest that followed, these 
Protestants were killed49. We should pay special attention to one of the features of 
Protestantism – iconoclasm – and how it was perceived in an Orthodox environ-
ment. Maria Crăciun notes that among the Eastern Slavs, the Protestants’ prominent 
iconoclastic attitudes exercised strong influence in the contact zones between them 
and the Orthodox Church, which responded with polemical literature and through 
the policy of rulers belonging to that Church50. It may be said that it was precisely the 
rejection of the holy images, the deep-rooted iconoclasm of the Jews, the Judaizers 
and the Protestants that was the uniting element in the negative attitude of Moscow’s 
political and ecclesiastic elite towards these groups. This attitude could not fail to 
influence other Orthodox countries as well, including Moldavia, where there were 

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

48 Cronicile slavo-romîne din sec. XV–XVI, ed. P. P. Panaitescu, рp. 132–133 (Chronicle of Aza-
rius); B. Joudiou, La réaction orthodoxe face aux étrangers, p. 252.

49 M. Crăciun, Tolerance and Persecution, pp. 5–6, 32.
50 Ibidem, p. 16. The anti-iconoclastic themes with regard to the Protestants is one of the basic 

arguments for propaganda in support of Muscovy, especially after the intervention of Ivan IV the 
Terrible in Livonia in 1558 after local Protestants destroyed Orthodox icons. See M. Crăciun, Toler-
ance and Persecution, рp. 25–26, 29.
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not many registered iconoclastic actions on the part of the Protestants, although we 
do have information about confiscation of church plates, metal covers of icons, and 
other valuable objects from Orthodox churches51. 

The anti-iconoclastic theme in the polemical section of the miscellany is re-
presented by accusations of heresy leveled at political opponents and in theological 
controversy. This was evidently due to the great scar the iconoclasts had left on 
historical memory and doctrine. As for the situation in Moldavia in the middle 
of the 16th century, we should point out that in the chronicle of Bishop Macarius, 
we find such accusations aimed at Iliaş Rareş in connection with his conversion to 
Islam52. Of course, the ruling Despot could not avoid being accused of iconoclasm 
inasmuch as Protestants were particularly strict in their negative attitude to sacred 
depictions53. Such criticism was also leveled at John III the Brave (Ioan cel Veteaz, 
1572–1574) in the chronicle of Azarius, who calls the ruler “a second Coprony-
mus”54. As mentioned above, the collection under study is made up of texts that 
are mostly South Slavic in origin, but some of the texts have Eastern Slavic roots, 
even though the collection was produced in Moldavia. Hence, the anti-iconoclas-
tic theme may have been provoked by the great theological disputes and clashes 
related to hesychasm and the anti-heretical councils of the 14th century55. Together 
with this, the anti-heretical policy of the Slavic South was followed up in Russia, 
where various sects, in some cases similar to the ones in the Balkans, developed 
distinctly iconoclastic ideas56. We already mentioned the influence of Protestants 
in contact zones. This is yet another argument in support of the inclusion of this 
theme in the miscellany – an argument referring to the political situation in the 
principality. We should also recall that the anti-iconoclastic theme is present in 
contacts with Muslims, especially as the Ottoman Empire was the suzerain of the 
Moldavian principality. There are sufficient data on destruction of holy images by 
the Ottoman army, specifically during the period in question57. 

51 M. Crăciun, Tolerance and Persecution, pp. 28–29.
52 Cronicile slavo-romîne din sec. XV–XVI, ed. P. P. Panaitescu, р. 111; B. Joudiou, La réaction 

orthodoxe face aux étrangers, p. 250.
53 Cronicile slavo-romîne din sec. XV–XVI, ed. P. P. Panaitescu, р. 132.
54 Ibidem, р. 137; B. Joudiou, La réaction orthodoxe face aux étrangers, p. 253.
55 M. Crăciun explicitly points out that Bishop Macarius, who certainly played an important 

role in the anti-heretical policy in the middle of the 16th century in Moldavia, acted as a hesychast 
– M. Crăciun, Tolerance and Persecution, p. 14.

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

57 M. Crăciun, Tolerance and Persecution, р. 30.
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The anti-Armenian controversy is present in the manuscript primarily in the 
Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon, in the Mount Athos Typikon and in connection 
with the Artsivur fast. This type of anti-heretical writings was recently discussed 
in an article by D. Naydenova, based on Romanian materials, although not with 
reference to the manuscript under discussion here58. Naydenova emphasizes the 
Tale of the Armenian Heresy, a work that is not present in our manuscript, but 
which is placed in the same context in the legal text of the Pseudo-Zonaras No-
mocanon. The article examines the origin and dissemination of the work, as well 
as the canonical provisions that underlie the specific attitude towards Armenians 
in an Orthodox environment (the Empire and Russia). It should be noted that the 
members of this ethnic group are criticized, derided and depicted with disgust 
not only based on their religious deviations but also in terms of their domestic 
habits59. The copy of the anti-Armenian Tale discussed in the article was pro-
duced in the Wallachian principality, not in Moldavia, around the middle of the 
17th century (1651–1652), the time of Metropolitan Bishop Stephan, in the Bistriţa 
monastery60. D. Naydenova calls attention to the fact that, according to Romanian 
scholars, the first copies of the Tale very probably appeared in Moldavia in the 
16th century and, from there, reached Wallachia61. We have several data regarding 
persecution, or at least oppression, of Armenians in Moldavia as early as the 15th 
century. Such action and attempts at coercive conversion to Orthodoxy occurred 
in 1479–148062. A Venetian chronicle reports that in the time of Petru Rareş, on 
3 January 1534, members of the Armenian clergy were flogged and forced to eat 
meat during the fasting period63. The severest persecution, however, took place 
under the rule of Stephan Rareş (especially on 16 August 1551 and the following 
days); it was organized and conducted by the ruler himself and was continued by 
Alexandru Lăpușneanu64. It began in a particularly brutal way and turned into pro-
longed persecution of the clergy and the faithful, destruction of churches, books 
and sacred objects or symbolic items such as the holy elements of the Eucharist, 

58 D. Naydenova, Anti-Armenian Polemics in a Slavic Canon Law Miscellany, р. 82 sq.
59 All this is well presented in the article by D. Naydenova, who also cites abundant literature 

on the topic. 
60 P. P. Panaitescu, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-române din Biblioteca Academiei Române, 

vol. II, no. 461, Bucureşti 2003, pp. 284–289; D. Naydenova, Anti-Armenian Polemics in a Slavic 
Canon Law Miscellany, pp. 83–84.

61 D. Naydenova, Anti-Armenian Polemics in a Slavic Canon Law Miscellany, p. 83, note 3. 
62 M. Crăciun, Tolerance and Persecution, pp. 10–11.
63 Y. Dachkevych, E. Tryjarski, La chronique de Venise, “Rocznik Orientalistyczny” XLVI.1, 

1989, p. 113; M. Crăciun, Tolerance and Persecution, p. 11.
64 M. Crăciun, Tolerance and Persecution, рp. 11–12, 13–14, 30–31.
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the holy myrrh, etc. Armenians were given the choice of converting to Orthodoxy 
or leaving the country. Later on, the intransigent ones were killed. The whole reli-
gious infrastructure of the Armenian-Gregorian Church in Moldavia suffered, and 
was in fact destroyed. In 1554 and 1558, Alexandru Lăpușneanu undertook similar 
action. This certainly indicates the atmosphere that existed in the country around 
the middle of the 16th century, and later, with regard to religious minorities. These 
events were in essence similar to the situation in almost all of Europe during that 
age. In any case, they confirm the characteristic intolerance of the historical con-
text in which our manuscript was written and show the connection of its contents 
with contemporaneous events. It is hardly accidental that the manuscript BAR 636 
ends with excerpts from the Mount Athos Typikon, which include an abridged 
menologion with typical commemorations of Mount Athos saints, as well as an-
ti-heretical fragments against the Armenians and the Artsivur fast. The last text is 
on f. 337r–f. 338r: о͗ млъчани͗ а͗вва̀ григѡ́рїа синаита.

3. The historical section of the collection was the first that drew attention to 
the manuscript and remains the most popular part, at least among Romanian his-
torians. In his special study of the attitude towards religious minorities in Moldavia 
in the 16th century, the French historian Benoit Joudiou writes, “Nous croyons qu’il 
est nécessaire de réévaluer l’importance des chroniques moldaves du XVIe siècle 
en tenant compte de leurs fondements théologiques. Très longtemps considérées 
comme des chroniques princières par de simples imitateurs des chroniques byzan-
tines, elles sont d’abord des témoignages de la vigueur d’un courant idéologique, 
qui s’affirma par réaction au sort subi par le pays, et au-delà par toute l’Ortho-
doxie”65. We believe that this text is a good reference point for understanding the 
inclusion of chronicles and of historical elements in the collection of Metropolitan 
Gregory II. 

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

(1) Texts presenting the histories of separate Orthodox Churches; 
(2) Texts created in Moldavia and presenting the history of the principality. 
The former are of an earlier date and are translations from Greek originals, 

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

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

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

The Moldavian chronicles were published early on by Ioan Bogdan; they have 
been commented but they will be again an object of special attention in the present 
study. We believe that it is precisely within the historical context of the creation of 
the manuscript that we may inscribe the manuscript’s historical marginal notes. 
These texts are different from the already indicated tales and lists related to the his-
tory of the Church, yet they have a similar ideological significance and fulfill the 
same function in the miscellany. The basic chronographic text, which Ioan Bogdan 
calls “Serbo-Moldavian Chronicle”66, is placed on ff. 220v–225v. The presentation 
is brief and resembles the list of names of Byzantine emperors, together with the 
years of their rule, but there are additions in some places, most of which con-
cern theological controversies and heresies (as well as other important religious 
events, such as the emergence of Islam and the preaching of the “false proph-
et” Mohammed). In the presentation, the convening of an ecumenical council is 
always pointed out, as well as the name of the ruler under whom it took place. 
Iconoclasm has merited special attention. Information on the baptism of Kievan 

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

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

4. Apocrypha. The last rubric (ff. 302v–303r) is related to the continuity be-
tween the Old and New Testaments, and seems to announce the apocrypha that 
follow: f. 304r: ꙗ͗вле́нїе ѡцꙋ на́шемꙋ а͗враа́мⷹ ѡ͗ ꙁа́вѣтѣ а͗рхꙇ̀стра́тигѡⷨ михаилѡⷨ (The 
Testament of Abraham) and f. 316r: ѹ͗ка́ꙁь ка́ко сътво́ри гь браⷮство кръ́стное, 
a copy of one of the chapters of Tale of the Tree of the Cross by Presbyter Jeremiah. 
The first of these texts is a popular Old Testament apocryphal work, while the latter 
probably represents a Slavic compilation of texts of various origins. On the one 
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hand, they certainly testify to the continuity between the Old and New Testament, 
and on the other hand, they are in line with the general orientation of the manu-
script in its legal section. The Testament of Abraham is strongly focused on God’s 
Judgement and the Salvation, which is an eschatological projection of the judge-
ment of the ruler and of the Church in defining religious deviations and eradi-
cating heresies and alien religions, which is the main emphasis in the structure of 
the manuscript. The apocrypha have already been the topic of scholarly literature, 
and one of the co-authors of this study publishes them and comments on them in 
detail in one of the next chapters of this book. 

*    *    *

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

As to the exact dating of the prototype for this copy, we may set as the termi-
nus post quem approximately the middle of the 15th century, in consideration of 
the dating of one of the most topical texts, the Encyclical Epistle of the Patriarchs 
of Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem against the union between the Western and 
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Eastern Churches67. It is true that the last precisely dated events are from 1512, but 
it seems to us they were added later to one of the copies. The marginal note dating 
from 1557 is indicative only for that concrete copy. In our opinion, the great ex-
citement connected with the destiny of Orthodoxy occurred in the first half, and 
around the middle, of the 15th century, the time of the Council of Florence. Events 
in the Balkans that echoed this council and its decisions gave additional impetus to 
the growing anti-Latin campaign and had a direct bearing on the Moldavian lands. 
Here we should add the stress caused by the fall of Constantinople in 1453. This 
would suggest that we should hypothetically date the creation of the prototype 
in the time of Stephan III the Great (1457–1504), who was known for his ktetor 
support and protection of Orthodoxy. In the middle of the 16th century, there was 
a cluster of critical events that required the defense of the faith. In her article, fre-
quently cited here, Maria Crăciun proposes that we view the events taking place in 
Moldavia under the successors of Petru Rareş, and the persecution of confessional 
minorities, as a policy of “confessionalization of power” in the principality. The 
events are thus placed in a European context. We would not venture to deny this 
thesis entirely, but we should have in mind that the situation in the southeastern 
part of Europe was different from the raging conflict between the Reformation 
and the Catholic Counter-reformation. The confessionalization of the West during 
that age is understood in the framework of war and conclusion of peace between 
Catholics and Protestants. In Orthodox countries, for their part, state power was 
always understood and grounded on a confessional foundation, and the question 
of this kind of consolidation does not stand in the same way. In our opinion, sim-
ilarities to Europe can be looked for only in the shaken unity resulting from the 
emergence and dissemination of various confessions. The threat coming from 
them and especially from the Ottoman Empire – the Islamic suzerain of Moldavia 
– provoked the strong response coming after the fall of Iliaş Rareş from power. 
Protection of the Orthodox faith remained a priority both for the rulers and for 
the monastic circles loyal to them. The collection BAR 636 discussed in this study 
was a product and instrument of this priority. 

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

Collections of primarily legal content from the time of the Second Bulgari-
an Empire, and specifically those known to have been disseminated in the 14th cen-
tury, have become a focus of research interest for Bulgarian medieval studies in 
recent years. It is still too early to make a categorical judgement as to their nature 
and origin, despite the indisputable value of some studies and the efforts of source 
experts to describe and publish some 14th century manuscripts1. Scholars have cat-
egorically proven that special collections of laws were part of the compilation tradi-
tion – which included patristic and monastic-ascetic works, collections of personal 
spiritual readings for the royal family, and encyclopaedic collections, left from the 
reign of John Alexander (1331–1371)2, which has been amply documented with 

1 А. А. ТУРИЛОВ, К истории тырновского “царского” скриптория ΧΙV в., “Старобългарска 
литература”, кн. 33–34, 2005, В  чест на Кл. Иванова, pp.  305–328; Е.  БЕЛЯКОВА, О составе 
Хлудовского номоканона (к истории сборника “Зинар”), “Старобългарска литература” 37–38, 
2007, pp. 114–131; Д. НАЙДЕНОВА, Каноничноправни текстове в състава на славянски ръкописи, 
съхранявани в български книгохранилища (Предварителен списък), “Palaeobulgarica” XXXII.4, 
2008, pp. 53–69; М. ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Покайната книжнина на Българското средновековие 
IX–XVIII в. (езиково-текстологични и  културологични аспекти), София 2011, pp.  259–410; 
А. КЕМАЛОВА, Един юридически сборник от XVI в. Речник–индекс, Пловдив УИ 2016.

2 И. БОЖИЛОВ, Българското общество през 14 век. Структура и просопография, София 
2014; А. Alberti, Ivan Alexandǎr 1331–1371. Splendore e tramonto del secondo impero bulgaro, 
Firenze 2010, pp. 143–176; Д. НАЙДЕНОВА, Южнославянская рукописная традиция Номоканона 
Котелерия (Славянский Псевдозонар), [in:] P.  Ženuch, E.  Belyakova, D.  Naydenova and 
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regard to its written monuments. The collections were part of the general trend 
of spiritual revival and growth, known as the Second Golden Age of Bulgarian 
literature, of which the tsar himself was the inspirer and patron. His rule was priv-
ileged also in being the period with the greatest number of surviving written mon-
uments, some of which, after the Ottoman invasion, penetrated into Wallachia and 
Moldavia, and from there reached Russia. The contents of the well-known collec-
tions of John Alexander, despite their varied composition and purposes, contain 
recurring texts, whose function was to regulate the purity of the Orthodox faith 
and to provide fundamental dogmatic support for the efforts to preserve the faith. 
Several trends stand out: the encyclopaedic current, consisting in the large number 
of question-answer texts in some of the collections (especially the Lavrentiy col-
lection of 1348)3; the monastic-ascetic current, which was encouraged by the tsar’s 
strong support for Bulgarian monkhood and its hesychast practices. Collections 
of canon law fall in the range of texts disseminated among monastic circles. The  
greatest attention until now has been devoted to various editions of the confessional 
Credo and the Presentation of the Ecumenical Councils, which are usually mandato-
ry parts of Slavic guidebooks (Kormchaya) and nomocanons, but which were like-
wise included in other types of collections from that period (for instance, the Pop 
Philip collection of 1345, the Lavrentiy collection of 1348). They were not the only 
ones, however. Thanks to the popularization, by the cited studies, of the four ex-
tant canon law collections from the 14th century, now preserved in one Bulgarian 
and three Russian book depositories – CIAI 1160, GIM. Hlud. 76, RNB Q. II. 90, 
RGB Мuz. sobr. 3169 (the spelling in all of them being Bulgarian with two signs 
of nasals), we know that these are the earliest textual examples, known to scholars, 
of the unvarying collection of canon law known to scholars under several (all of 
them unsatisfactory) titles: Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon, just Pseudo-Zonaras, or 
Nomocanon of Cotelerius4. Due to its great popularity, the prototype collection of  
law enjoyed the status of the “penitential nomocanon of Slavia Orthodoxa” (how-
ever, the specification penitential is questionable in view of the inclusion of civil 

others, Užhorodskӳ rukopisnӳ Pseudozonar. Pravidlá mnišskeho a svetského života z prelomu 16–17 
storoċia, “Monumenta byzantine-slavica et latina Slovaciae”, vol. 5, ed. P. Ženuch, Bratislava 2018, 
pp. 92–120. 

3 К. КУЕВ, Иван-Александровият сборник от 1348 г., София 1981.
4 Further below, we will designate the Greek prototype with the abbreviation NC (Nomocanon 

of Cotelerius), and the Slavic edition as PsZ (Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon), the name used in 
scholarly research. On these issues, see М.  ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Славянският Псевдозонар, 
“Palaeobulgarica” XXXII. 4, 2008, pp.  25–52; Eadem, Покайната книжнина на Българското 
средновековие..., pp. 263–273; А. С. ПАВЛОВ, Номоканон при Большом Требнике, Москва 1897, 
pp. 40–43. 
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law regulations as well5). All copies derive from a common protograph, which by 
its linguistic particularities can be defined without hesitation as Old Bulgarian. 
Regarding the collection of ecclesiastic law, the following conclusions are valid and 
may serve as a necessary reference point for the present study: 

– It reproduces a Greek prototype that has not been precisely identified to date. 
Most probably, the source of the Slavic translation was a  comprehensive Greek 
collection of ecclesiastic law with an unvarying textual core and a mobile periph-
ery, a collection that shows typological similarity to the Nomocanon of Cotelerius, 
published as early as 16776, without being identical with it. The Greek original 
was published by the Provençal theologian Jean-Baptiste Cotelier, after whom it is 
named, and was commented on by Zachariä von Lingenthal, E. Herman, I. Croce, 
N. Matsi, and reissued by G. Pouli7. The common features consist in the following 
essential particularities: the prevalent presence of canonic (penitential, ecclesias-
tic) norms; a strong anti-heretical line; vivid traces of Roman-Byzantine civil law, 
and certain Barbarian elements borrowed from the traditional law and the so-
called Leges of the Lombards and the Germanic nations; a strong domestic line 
of non-canonic rules or rules of doubtful authority. The respective penal practices 
mirror the same mixture of legal systems, and the manuscripts include the use 
both of penitential discipline (fasting, genuflection and other penitential practices) 
and of secular penalties such as death, mutilation, monetary fines. 

5 Архивски номоканон. Български ръкопис от XIV в., фототипно издание, подготвили 
А. КРЪСТЕВ и Ц. ЯНАКИЕВА, Шумен 2007, pp. 5–6.

6 J.-B. Cotelerius, Ecclesiae Graecae Monumenta, vol. 1, Paris 1677, pp. 68–158; H. Omont, 
Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothèque Nationale, Paris 1888, p. 22.

7 Z.  Lingenthal, Die Handbücher des geistlichen Rechts aus den Zeiten der untergehenden 
Byzantinischen Reichen und der Türkischen herrschaft, St. Petersbourg 1881, pp.  23–24; Isidorus 

Croce, Textus selecti ex operibus commentatorum Byzantinorum iuris ecclesiastici, cum introductio-
ne P. A. Herman, [in:] Codificazione canonica orientale, II.V, Vaticana 1939, pp. 34–35; Ν. ΜΆΤΣΗΣ, 
Περί τινῶν χωρίων τοῦ ὑπό τοῦ Ι. Β. Cotelerius ἐκδοθέντος νομοκανόνος, Άθηναῐ 1977; Γ. ΠΟΥΛΗΣ, 
Ό Νομοκάνων τοῦ Cotelerius,  Θεσσαλονίκη: Βιβλιοθήκη Βυζαντινοῦ καὶ μεταβυζαντινοῦ δικαίου 
1, 1992. A  number of studies on the Slavic penitence tradition discuss the Greek prototype of 
Cotelier; see V. Jagič, Opisi i izvodi iz nekoliko južno-slovinskih rukopisa, “Starine” VI, 1874, p. 62; 
С. СМИРНОВ, Древнерусский духовник. Исследование по истории церковного быта с приложе-
нием. Материалы для истории древнерусскиой покаянной дисциплины, Москва 1914 (reprint: 
Gregg International Publishers Limited, England 1970), pp. 189, 285, 289 et seq.; Н. С. СУВОРОВ, 
К вопросу о западном влиянии на древне-русское право. По поводу книги проф. А. С. Павлова 
“Мнимые следы католического влияния в древнейших памятниках юго-слаявянского и русско-
го церковного права”, Москва 1892, Ярославль 1893, pp. 35, 82; П. ОЛТЯНУ, Роль старых славян-
ских и среднеболгарских Номоканонов в развитии славяно-румынской юридической литера-
туры, “Palaeobulgarica” XV.3, 1991, pp. 18–35; R. Constantinescu, Vechiul drept romanesc scris. 
Repertoriul izvoarelor 1340–1640, Bucureşti 1984, р. 107. 
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 – The linguistic traits of all early copies are identical and testify to the Bulgarian 
character of the translation. According to preliminary research, its creation may be 
placed within the chronological range from the first half of the 13th to the beginning 
of the 14th century. In any case, as early as the second quarter of the 14th century, it al-
ready displays linguistic and structural variability, more in the marginal texts than in 
the core of the prototype collection, which remains stable. Based on the inventories 
of Bulgarian manuscript collections, we may conclude that in the main manuscript 
depositories of Bulgaria, there are at present eight identified copies of the relative-
ly complete text; separate text sections are contained in six other manuscripts; in 
five manuscripts, excerpts from the PsZ are combined with other editions of law 
and canon. There are numerous known copies in foreign, especially Russian, Serbi-
an and Romanian, manuscript collections. At the same time, nothing definite is yet 
known about the location where this translation was made or the person or persons 
who made it; but provisional hypotheses have been formulated by scholars8. Some of 
the most valuable examples of the textual prototype are: 

• CIAI 1160 is the earliest preserved collection of ecclesiastic law in con-
temporary Bulgarian manuscript depositories. It is the property of the Ecclesias-
tic-historical and Archival Institute of the Patriarchate of Bulgaria, in Sofia. It was 
the subject of a brief catalogue description, where it was entered as Nomocanon 
from the end of the 14th century9. In 2009, the manuscript was reproduced in pho-
totype under the title Archival Nomocanon and with no change of date10. The main 
copyist has left a note on the last two lines in the text field on f. 192r: писавшаго 
сїе г҃и помѣни, въ црⷭтвї свое҄мъ. Сумеѡⷩ, таⷯ іе͗рѡмⷪнаⷯ. Based on the filigree version 
Moshin-Tralich 1944 from the year 1352, the Romanian scholar R. Constantines-
cu dates CIAI 1160 to the period 1351–1360 and proposes the region of Vidin as 
its place of origin. In her dissertation on filigrees in 14th century manuscripts in 
Bulgaria, N. Atanasova dates CIAI 1160 to the 1370s–1380s11. This more precise 
dating is based on two watermarks dated exactly to the period 1363–1366, while 
the dating of one watermark depicting a ship remains uncertain. The opinions pre-

8 М.  ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Покайната книжнина на Българското средновековие..., 
pp. 396–410.

9 Б. ХРИСТОВА, Б. Д. КАРАДЖОВА, А. ИКОНОМОВА, Български ръкописи от ΧΙ до ΧVIII в., 
запазени в България, своден каталог, София 1982, pp. 55–56; R. Constantinescu, Vechiul drept 
romanesc scris…, рp. 37, 107; Архивски номоканон. Български ръкопис от XIV в., фототипно 
издание, подготвили А. Кръстев и Ц. Янакиева, Шумен 2007.

10 М.  ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Архивский номоканон. Болгарская рукопись XIV века, 
фототипное издание, “Scripta and e-Scripta” 5, 2007, pp. 250–254.

11 Н.  АТАНАСОВА, Филиграноложки проблеми на български ръкописи от XIV–XV в. 
(запазени в България), дисертация, София 1984, p. 73. 
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sented in the work make it possible to place the time of the creation of CIAI 1160 
approximately between the 1360s and the 1380s.

• GIM Hlud. 76 from approximately 1330–1350 is a  two-part code with 
a Bulgarian and Serbian section12. The first 90 sheet are written in two nasal vowels 
Tărnovo orthograph. Based on paleographic criteria, A. A. Turilov identifies one 
of the copyists of the Bulgarian part of the code as Pop Philip, who together with 
his teacher, was the main copyist of the famous Synodic copy of the Chronicle 
of Constantine Manasius in the collection of Pop Philip dating from 1344–1345, 
manuscript № 38 in the Synodic Collection of the State Historical Museum, Mos-
cow. The author believes that GIM Hlud. 76 may also have originated from a scrip-
torium in the capital city of the Second Bulgarian Empire.

 – The Lovech collection of Monk Pachomius (L), manuscript № 13.3.17 
from the collection of A. I. Yatsimirsky in the Library of the Russian Academy of 
Sciences in Saint Petersburg, is a late-14th-century manuscript, the marginal note 
of which, however, reproduced earlier data about the creation of a prototype col-
lection in a religious center connected with the Metropolitan Bishopric of Lovech, 
in the time of the pious despot John Alexander, his son Michael Asen, and the 
Archbishop Symeon, i.e., prior to 1331, when the despot was enthroned as tsar 
of Bulgaria13. This manuscript, which has not been studied at all, is accessible on 
microfilm Мf 266/79 in the Library of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences. Most 
importantly, in some of its components, it is akin to the Pop Philip collection of 
1345 and the Lavrentiy collection of 1348. 

• Nomocanon NBKM 1117 – nomocanon from the second half of the 15th cen-
tury, of southwestern Bulgarian origin14. This is one of the earliest and most im-
portant copies of the PsZ; it has not been published to date. By its linguistic and or-
thographic particularities and vocabulary, manuscript NBKM 1117 can be localized 

12 С.  НИКОЛОВА, С. М.  ЙОВЧЕВА, Т.  ПОПОВА, Л.  ТАСЕВА, Българското средновековно 
културно наследство в сбирката на Алексей Хлудов в Държавния исторически музей в Москва. 
Каталог, София 1999, p.  82; E.  БЕЛЯКОВА, О составе Хлудовского номоканона (к  истории 
сборника “Зинар”), “Старобългарска литература” 37–38, 2007, pp.  114–131; А. А.  ТУРИЛОВ, 
К истории тырновского “царского” скриптория ΧΙV в., “Старобългарска литература”, кн. 33–
34, 2005, pp. 305–328; И. ДУЙЧЕВ, Из старата българска книжнина. II. Книжовни и исторически 
паметници от Второто българско царство, София 1940, pp. 129–130.

13 К. КУЕВ, Съдбата на Ловчанския сборник, писан преди 1331 г., “Търновска книжовна 
школа” 1, 1974, pp. 79–88.

14 М.  РАЙКОВА, Един югозападнобългарски номоканон от втората половина на XV в., 
“Македонски преглед” XX.1, 1997, pp.  69–92; М.  СТОЯНОВ, Хр. КОДОВ, Опис на славянските 
ръкописи в  Софийската народна библиотека, т. 3, София 1964, pp.  455–456; Б.  ХРИСТОВА, 
Д.  КАРАДЖОВА, А.  ИКОНОМОВА, Български ръкописи от ΧΙ до ΧVIII в., запазени в  България, 
своден каталог, София 1982, p. 81. 
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in Southwest Bulgaria, as confirmed by the marginal notes relating it to the region of 
Bitola. This is the only manuscript in Bulgaria that has an early system of numbering 
and division of the ecclesiastic law content into chapters, a system that differs from 
the most widespread type of numbering in written monuments of later ages.

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

1. Numbering system

The presence of PsZ in Romanian depositories allows generally identifying 
several different forms of its existence. First, there are early Slavic copies of PsZ 
from the 15th century, whose origin is South Slavic Bulgarian or Serbian, but also 
possibly Wallachian or Moldavian, and which do not have a page numbering sys-
tem but are distinguished by other formal traits of textual and copying organi-
zation. Such a  trait is the placement of the text in two columns. We meet with 
this in BAR 148 – one of the earliest, fully preserved and valuable copies of the 
PsZ from the other side of the Danube15. In arguing that the manuscript was cop-
ied in the Neamţ monastery, the descriptor was not aware there was an integral 
and systematic ecclesiastical law section in it, but described separate text units on 
ff. 110r–158v. Thus, no mention is made of PsZ and a general reference is made 
to the Rules of the Holy Fathers, i.e., the whole copy acquires a title according to 
the first heading placed in the manuscript or according to the title of some of its 
component parts, for instance, Canonaria of John the Faster. Thus, the original 
heading of PsZ has different versions but is practically similar in all copies:  
Съ бмъ поинаѥмь правило стꙑⷯ апⷭль и стꙑⷯ прѣпоⷣбнꙑⷯ и бгоноснꙑⷯ ѿць нашихь. 
ꙁ. го сьбора. ѡ ѥреѡх и ѡ людехь мирскꙑⷯ. ꙁаповедꙑ всакїѥ (cited from CIAI 192, 
a copy of the Mileševo printed nomocanon, f. 3v from tetrad л ҃); Правила стыⷯ апⷭлъ 
и͗ стыⷯ. ꙁ. съборъ прⷣпбныⷯ и͗ бгоносныихь ѡцъ на́шиⷯ. о͗ е͗пископѣⷯ и͗ о͗ мни́хохь и͗ о͗ 

15 P.  Panaitescu, Manuscrisele slave din Biblioteca Academiei RPR, т. 1, Bucureşti 1959, 
pp. 188–191.
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і͗ерее҄хꙿ и͗ о͗ людеⷯ мирскыⷯ ꙁаповѣди въсѣ́кыѧ и͗ поꙋени (CIAI 1160, f. 34v); Ἀρχὴ 
σὺν θεῷ νομοκανόνος. Κανόνες τῶν ἁγίων ἀποστόλων καὶ τῶν ἑπτὰ οἰκουμενικόν 
συνόδων περὶ ἀρχιερέων, ἱερέων, μοναχῶν μεγαλοσχήμων καὶ ἄλλων μοναχῶν, 
καὶ λαικῶν. Ἐγὼ ὁ πέτρος καὶ παῦλος διατάσσομεν τοῖς δούλοις ἐργάζεσθαι (Cote-
lerius 1677: 68). The two-column format of PsZ in BAR 148 suggests the copyist 
was following a South Slav prototype localized in western Bulgaria, because in this 
respect the copy is akin to manuscripts in Bulgarian depositories, such as CIAI 177 
and CIAI 194, which also date from the 14th century, the former known to scholars 
as the Molitvoslov of the 15th century from the Pshina Monastery, and the latter, as 
Trebnik from the 15th century16. 

The second particular form of existence is related to the emergence of Slavic 
book printing in Cyrillic script, of which one of the most active locations was Wal-
lachia. The first printed examples of PsZ also lacked a numbering system. It is to 
be noted they appear as early as the 16th century in the following centers of Slavic 
book-printing in Cyrillic and in the following chronological order: in Goražde, 
1531; in Targovişte (Wallachian Muntenia), 1545; and from the printing workshop 
in the Serbian Mileševa monastery “Holy Ascension of Our Lord” from 1545 to 
154617. In these copies, PsZ does not figure separately but is included in the collec-
tion of printed prayer books or breviaries (trebnik). The text of the complete proto-
type is presented in a strongly abridged version that has mainly retained the line of 
rules for everyday basic ritual practices, ritual purity, purity of marriage, nutrition, 
etc., while many text units of lesser applicability to that period of history have 
been dropped, such as the anti-heretical line. On the basis of Slavic copies of PsZ, 
manuscripts and printed books in Romanian, but in Cyrillic script, were created 
on the other side of the Danube, whereby the editions of the PsZ figure among the 
beginnings of literature and culture in the Romanian language. We are referring to 
several emblematic examples: 

a) The edition related to the activity of Deacon Coresi in Braşov, with an un-
specified year of publication between 1570 and 1580. It is known under the title 
Pravrila sfinţilor oteţi18. 

16 ИВ. ГОШЕВ, Стари записки и  надписи, “Годишник на СУ.  Богословски факултет” IV, 
1927, pp. 346–347, 353–354.

17 M. Cibranska, Étude du texte et des particularités linguistiques du premier nomocanon cyrillique 
imprimé, “Études Balkaniques” 3, 1994, pp.  95–101; М.  ЦИБРАНСКА, Към характеристиката 
на първите печатни кирилски номоканони, “Македонски преглед” XVII.3, 1994, pp.  67–82; 
С. БОЈАНИН, Ст. Епитимиjни номоканон Гопажденског молитвеника (1523) у свету штампане 
и рукописне књиге, “Crkvene studije/Church Studies” 15, 2018, pp. 181–203.

18 I. Bianu, Texte de limbă din sec XVI. II. Pravila sfinţilor apostoli tipărită de diaconul Coresi in 
Braşov intre 1570–80. (Fragment), Bucureşti 1925; C. A. Spulber, Cea mai veche pravilă romanească, 
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b) Rules of the rhetorician and scholastic Lucaci dating from 1581, from the 
Putna monastery, placed in manuscript BAR 692. The text of the rules, accompa-
nied by a dictionary and phototype reproduction of the manuscript, was published 
in 197119. The manuscript, whose contents are entirely related to ecclesiastical law, 
contains a copy of PsZ, and PsZ is certainly one of the sources of the Rules of Lu-
caci, written in bi-lingual format, with Slavic and Romanian texts following line by 
line. Among the rules, there are easily identifiable text segments from PsZ mostly 
concerning incest and degrees of kinship, from which one may derive interesting 
comparisons between the rich Slavic kinship terminology and the corresponding 
Romanian terms. 

The question arises as to when and where the numbering system we find in 
BAR 636 originally appeared? It is easier to give a positive answer to the ques-
tion as to why it appeared. The Slavic PsZ is a  large edition of ecclesiastic law, 
but without clear thematic principles in the system and order of arrangement of 
the material, in contrast with many written monuments of Byzantine mediaeval 
legal literature, such as the nomocanons, the Synthagma of Matthew Blastares, 
the Eclogue, and the Procheiron. All of them follow a certain principle – whether 
it be thematic, alphabetical-thematic, etc. – in division of titles, chapters, para-
graphs. The order of PsZ was certainly determined by the nature and structure 
of the Greek source. The content, structure, and typological characteristics of 
the example published by J. B.  Cotelier, consisting of 547 rules, lack a  system 
of arrangement. Cotelier made a clear but brief editor’s commentary: he char-
acterized the Greek editing as imperfect, disorderly, odd, illogical, and full of 
repetitions and inconsistencies20. Because of this, the prolonged presence of the 
prototype in a Slavic environment naturally led to the need for imposing some 
kind of system on the material, in order to facilitate comprehension of the var-
ious cases and, not least, to make the copyist’s work easier. The archeographic 
dossier of PsZ warrants the assertion that page numbering is a later feature, and 
the earliest Slavic copies lacked it. 

Text –Transcriere, Studiu, Cernăuţi 1930; Texte romaneşti din sec. al XVI. I. Catehismul lui Coresi. 
II. Pravila lui Coresi. III. Fragmentul Todorescu. IV. Glosele Bogdan. V. Prefeţe şi epiloguri, ediţii critice 
de E. Buză, G. Chivu, M. Georgescu, I. Gheţie, Al. Roman Moraru, Fl. Zgraon, coordonator 
I. Gheţie, Bucureşti 1982, pp. 218–231; Fl. Dimitrescu, Tetraevanghelul tipǎrit de Coresi Braşov, 
1560–1561, comparat cu Evangheliarul lui Radu de la Mǎniceşti 1574, Bucureşti 1963, p. 13. 

19 I. Rizescu, Pravila Ritorului Lucaci 1581, text stability, studio introductive ṣi indice, Bucu-
reṣti 1971. 

20 Contemporary scholars also support the view that the prototype collection is non-canonical. 
See I. Sorlin, Strugles et géloudes: Histoire d’une croyance et d’une tradition, “Travaux et mémoires” 
11, 1991, pp. 411–436.
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Against this backdrop, the numbering system in the Slavic PsZ acquires spe-
cial importance. Based on the available source data, we may generalize that the 
earliest copies containing page-numbering date from the 14th century and are re-
lated to the Slavic South. Of the copies preserved in Bulgarian depositories, the 
14th-century manuscript NBKM 1117 is remarkable for being the only one with 
a  numeration system. In its linguistic-orthographical particularities and vocab-
ulary, the manuscript is connected with Southwest Bulgaria, as confirmed by the 
marginal notes that mention settlements in the Bitola region during the Ottoman 
period. According to data presented by E. Belyakova, some South Slavic copies 
have as many as 149 or 151 chapters, and the Russian ones, as many as 20021. Par-
ticularly widespread is the numbering system in the Moldavian copies of PsZ, such 
as manuscript BAR 636, its twin manuscript BAR 685, as well as BAR 692 and BAR 
726. They extend to as many as 151 chapters. Here we should say that both in the 
Moldavian copies and in NBKM 1117, the numbering does not repeat, and indeed 
has nothing in common with, that of the Cotelerius prototype, as it basically refers 
to the chapters and not to individual rules. In the Nomocanon of Cotelerius (NC) 
there are a  total of 547 consecutively numbered rules. In NBKM 1117 there is 
no preserved table of contents. In the Moldavian manuscripts, however, one may 
check which text corresponds to which chapter by means of the so-called Съкаꙁъ 
(Съкаꙁаниѥ) книꙅѣ сеи въ кратцѣ главаⷨ (cited from BAR 692, f. 9а). Here is what 
it comprises, according to the manuscript under study BAR 636:

Съкаꙁанїе въ кратцѣ книꙅѣ сеи. гⷧ.
а҃. Днех иже въ сеⷣмицаⷯ е͗же дѣлати дⷩꙅ. и͗ ѡ͗ прⷣаꙁницѣхь влⷣⷣнихь.
в҃. О праⷣꙁницѣⷯ ст҃хъ а͗пⷭлъ. и͗ прⷣтѧ и ст҃хъ въселе́нскыⷯ ѹи́телеи васи́лїа вели́каго.
 и͗ грїгѡ́рїа бг҃ослова. и͗ іѡ͗а́нна ꙁлатоѹ͗стаⷢ.
г҃. О па́мѧти ст҃хъ вели́комⷱникъ.
д҃. О кнѧ́ꙅѡⷯ и о͗ тѣⷯ и͗же поⷣ вла́стіѧ иⷯ. и͗ о͗ цркви. и о͗ е͗пкⷭпѡⷯ, и͗ о͗ е͗р҄еѡⷯ.
е҃. О постри́ꙅаѧщих сѧ въ мѡ́настыри.
ѕ҃. О е͗пкⷭпѡⷯ, и͗ о͗ и͗гѹ́менѣхь. и͗ клири͗кѡⷯ твѡ͗рѧщиⷯ непра́вды.
ꙁ҃. О іе͗реѡⷯ. и͗ дїа́кѡнѣхь.
и҃. О рѡди́телеⷯ, и́ ѧ́дѣⷯ прави́ло. и͗ дхѡ́вныхь рѡди́телеⷯ. и͗ о͗ бра́цѣхь. и͗ о͗ кѹ́мѡвꙿство.
ѳ҃. О ѡсквръ́нени ма́щехѫ. и͗лѝ тъ́щѫ. и͗лѝ прѣтъ́щѫ своѫ̀.
і҃. О прѣлюбодѣа́ни кое́ нари́еⷮ сѧ.
а҃і. О кръ́вомѣшенїи. сѫⷮ б҄ѡ о͗смъ.
в҃і О тако поⷣба́еⷮ и͗сповѣ́дати сѧ поѹ͗енїе іе͗ре҄ѡмь. и͗ прѡ́стыⷨ лк҃ѡмь, и͗ же́намь.
 и͗ ка́ко поⷣбаеⷮ прїимати къ и͗сповѣ́ди.

21 Е.  БЕЛЯКОВА, О составе Хлудовского номоканона (к  истории сборника “Зинар”), 
“Старобългарска литература” 37–38, 2007, p. 115.
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г҃і. О и͗сповѣ́ди іѡ͗а́нна мни́ха поѹ͗е́нїе. како пѡⷣбаеть приѧ́стити ко́го либо.
д҃і. О срѣⷣ и͗ пѧⷦ въсе́ѧ гѡди́ны, и͗ неⷣлѣ́хь раꙁдрѣ́шныⷯ. ка́ко поⷣба́еть дръжа́ти

хѡтѧ́щиⷨ спти сѧ. и͗ о͗ нера́дѧщїиⷯ о͗ свое́мь сп҃се́нїи. и͗ ѡ͗гла́шеныⷯ. Же́ны же и͗ 
мѫ́жїе ѿлѫ́ени ѿ цр҃кве покаа́нїа вели́каго ради. да не приѧ́щаѧт сѧ нико́гда 
же. донде́же ꙁаповѣди прѣда́нныѧ и͗мь съвръ́шити. аще ли на съмръ́ти бѫ́де.ⷮ 
тогⷣа аще тъ́кмо еⷭ хрїстїа́нинь невъꙁбра́нно да приѧ́стит сѧ. кро́мѣ аще 
и͗матъ боле́сть ѿ бѣ́са мѫ́има и͗ ѿ не͗ѫ скона͗ваеⷮ сѧ. такѡ̀выⷯ б҄ѡ въꙁбра́нѣеть 
прави́ло. ꙗко да ст҃ое приѧ́щенїе съблю́дет сѧ. сего радѝ ѹ͗ста́ви сѧ сице, 
бѣснѹема н҄и на съмръ́ти приѧ́щати. Бѫдѝ с҄е вѣ́домо. аще кт҄о ѿ полѹвѣрныⷯ 
на съмръ́ти въсхощеⷮ се́бе въ хрⷭтїа́нскѫѧ вѣ́рѫ крⷭтити и͗ доспѣ́еши е͗го крⷭтити, 
напрасныѧ рад҄и съмръ́ти е͗го. ръци тъ́кмо млтвѫ ꙁаклина́нїю и вѣ́рѹѫ въ 
е͗ди͗ного б҃а. а о͗нь по тебѣ да гле҃ть и͗ да проклъ́неⷮ сѧ ереси полѹвѣ́рскыѧ. по́тоⷨ 
помажѝ е͗го мѵрѡⷨ великыⷨ. и͗ приѧ́сти е͗го. The passage is noteworthy for 
its use of the term half-faithful, half-faithful heresy. According to A. Nikolov, 
the qualification “half-faithful” became synonymous with Latin heretics and 
gained currency in Slavic texts of the 14th century. But it may apply likewise to 
the Armenians, as witnessed in some sources, such as one of the editions of the 
question-answer work Razumnik-Ukaz22.

е҃і. О мѫⷾло́жьствѣ. и͗ о͗ ъ́тцѣⷯ ка́ко бы́ти е͗мѹ по́пѹ и͗лѝ не бы́ти.
s҃і. О црк҃ви. и͗ о͗ стѣ҃мь приѧ́щенїи.
ꙁі. О блѫⷣницѣ иⷨ нари́цаеⷮ сѧ блѫⷣни́кь. и о͗ прѣда́нїи, и͗ о͗ грѣхѡⷯ ꙁа́повѣди.
и҃і. О пѡ́стѣⷯ вели́кыⷯ, и͗ ма́лыⷯ и͗ о͗ расѫжⷣени ѡ͗ц҃а дхо҃внаго.
ѳі҃. О ѹ͗бїиствѡⷯ во̀лныⷯ, и͗ невѡ́лныⷯ.
к҃. О женѣ̀ ма́влистрѣ.
к҃а. О та́техь цр҃кѡ́вныхь.
к҃в. О въсхы́щаѧщиⷯ же́ны насилїемꙿ.
к҃г. О цркваⷯ ѕиꙁда́нїю, и͗лѝ поно́вленїю.
к҃д. О вѣрѹ́ѧщихь въ га́ды и͗ ѕвѣрѣ. и͗ кѡ́бы и҃ вра́жѧ и͗ д҃ни и͗ а́сы дѡ́бры и͗ ꙁли̏.
к҃е. О мала́кїи. и͗ о͗ мѫжело́жьстви.
к҃ѕ. О три̏бра́ныихь.
к҃ꙁ. О та́тѡхь грѡ́бныхь.
к҃и. О и͗мѧщїихь вра́ждѫ се́бе и͗ междѹ се́бе. и͗ ѹ͗ми́раѧщиⷯ.
к҃ѳ. О ѹ͗сѡ́пшїимъ.
л҃. О мръ́цинаⷯ. и͗ ѹ͗да́влениⷯ и͗ кръ́ве.
л҃а.  О аще въпа́деⷮ въ кла́дѧꙁь то сквръ́но. и͗лѝ въ ви́но. и͗лѝ аще ро҃дит сѧ гаⷣ въ 

пше́ници. и́лѝ аще еѵр҄еиⷩ ѡ͗сквръ́нитъ. и́ли аще кт҄о ꙗ͗стъ. и͗лѝ любовь тво́ритъ 
съ пога́ными.

л҃в. О же́нѧщїих сѧ на иновѣрныⷯ.
л҃г. О житова́бѣ.

22 А.  НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и  Константинопол. Из антикатолическата литература 
в България и славянския православен свят (XI–XVII в.), София 2016, p. 125.



57

Part Two. The Law Section of the Manuscript…

л҃д. О бра́цѣхъ.
л҃е. О іереи.
л҃ѕ. О прие͗мшиⷯ ꙁа́повѣⷣ, и͗ нетвѡ́рѣщиⷯ.
л҃ꙁ. О ѹ͗кланѣ́ѧщиⷯ ѿ млтъвь.
л҃и.  О іе͗реи беꙁь а͗нтимиса слѹ́жѫщиⷨ. и́ ѹ́мираѧщиⷯ ѡтрѡищꙿ некрщеныⷯ. и͗ 

прино́шенїи въ цркѡⷡ.
л҃ѳ. Жена аще ро́дитъ въ поⷭ вели́кыи.
м҃. О ѹ͗биваѧщиⷯ се́бе своеѫ во́леѫ и͗ ѹ͗ме́ршихь та́ко.
м҃а. О нѡсѧ́щиⷯ ко́жꙋ неи́стааго ско́та.
м҃в. О ѹ͗бїиствѣхь и͗же въ ра́техь.
м҃г. О аще крⷭтит сѧ ѿ пѡга́ныⷯ.
м҃д. О прѣхѡ́ждени іе͗р҄еа.
м҃е. О пѧтыхь неⷣлѣхь раꙁдрѣ́шеныⷯ.
м҃ѕ. О ꙁака́лаѧщиⷯ. и͗ хѡ́тѧщиⷯ приѧ́стити.
м҃ꙁ. О іе͗р҄еи.
м҃и. О же́нахъ.
м҃ѳ. О іе͗ре҄и а̀ще ко́го крⷭтиⷮ, трети́цеѫ.
н҃. О аще ѹ͗мреть ѡ͗тро́ѧ нестри́жено ѿ вла́сь е͗го пръ́выⷯ.
н҃а. О ста́рыⷯ кръ́щаѧщих сѧ. і͗ о͗ е͗р҄еѡⷯ.
н҃в. О аще кт҄о хѹ́лить і͗е͗р҄еа. илѝ клъ͗неть, и͗лѝ кле́вещеть.
н҃г. О і͗е͗реѡⷯ, и͗ дїа́кѡнѣхь.
н҃д. О гнѫ́шаѧщих сѧ бра́ка. и͗ же́нѧщих сѧ. и͗ мѧ́сь ꙗ͗дѫщїⷯи.
н҃е.  О и͗же ра́ба нѣ́їего ѹиⷮ не пови́новати сѧ гм҃ъ. и͗лѝ кра́сти иⷯ и͗ли҄ съ ра́бинѣ 

нѣ́їа ле́жати комꙋ.
н҃ѕ. О ѡ͗таи.
н҃ꙁ. О бѣꙁаѧщиⷯ ѿ црк҃ви е͗же на се мо́лити сѧ.
н҃и. О прїи́маѧщиⷯ невъꙁа́коненое плѡⷣносїе и͗лѝ даа́ти беꙁ блⷭвенїе.
н҃ѳ. О дѣ́вствѹѧщиⷯ ѿ свое꙼ѫ жены̀.
ż҃. О ѹ͗ни́ижаѧщиⷯ лю́би тво́рѧщаⷢ. 
ż҃а. Аще кт҄о ѡ͗сквръ́нить женѫ̀ бра́та свое꙼го дх҃о́внаго.
ż҃в. О гнѫ́шаѧщиⷯ сѧ блⷭвенїе тра́пеꙁнⷢа.
ż҃г. О же́нахь.
ż҃д. О играхь, и͗ плѧ́санїихь.
ż҃е. О пѡстри́ѕаѧщїих сѧ ѿ своиⷯ ѧⷣ.
ż҃е. О рѡ́дителехь и͗ ѧ́дѣхъ.
ż҃ѕ. О же́нахъ.
ż҃ꙁ. О пѡ́стѣщих сѧ въ сѫ́бѡты.
ż҃и. О раꙁдрѣше́нѣ, и͗ срѣⷣ и͗ пѧ́тѡⷦ. и͗ 
ż҃ѳ. О и͗ꙁлѡ́жени ꙁлы̏ ꙗ͗вѣ же нахо́дити мни́хѡмь на тра́пеꙁѫ ми́рскыхь.
о҃. О твѡ́рѧщиⷯ таи́ны съ евр҄еѡⷨ.
о҃а. О ꙗ͗дѫ́щихь съ ерѥтикѡмь.
о҃в. О неприѧ́щаѧщи сѧ съ въсѣми хрⷭти.
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о҃г. О блѫ́дѣщиⷯ съ пѡга́ными же́нами.
о҃д. О блѫ́дници.
о҃е. О епⷭкѡпѣ, и͗ пѡⷫ, и͗ дїа́кѡнѣ.
о҃ꙅ. О троебра́ныихь.
о҃ꙁ. О ꙁапа́лѣѧщиⷯ нена́вистїе то либо.
о҃и. О съмр҃ти игѹ́менѡвѣ.
о҃ѳ. О цркѡ́внѣи вла́сти.
п҃. О ꙗко побоⷣбаеть събѡ́ръ съста́влѣти.
п҃а. О ѿстѫ́паѧщиⷯ ѿ православныѧ вѣры.
п҃в. О аще мниⷯ ѿвратиⷮ сѧ и͗ноьскаⷢ житіа.
п҃г. О и͗же вто́рое посага́нїе тво́рить.
п҃д. О ма́лакїѧ.
п҃е. О иже съ сѡ́мь блѫ́дить.
п҃ѕ. О аще кт̏о съгрѣ́шиⷮ съ кꙋмицеѫ своѫ.
п҃ꙁ. О аще два бра́та дхѡ́вна окра́мѡлита.
п҃и. О па́мѧтоꙁлѡбникь, и͗ клве́тниⷦ.
п҃ѳ. О лъ́жесвⷣѣтеⷧ. рѫ́гатеⷧ. прислꙋшнⷰи. клѧтвопрѣстѫ́пниⷰ и͗ прѡ́їи таковое.
п҃ѳ (sic!). О аще кт҄о прѣѧ́стиⷮ сѧ по ꙗ͗денїи.
ҁ҃.  О ꙁапрѣще́ныⷯ бра́цѣⷯ. и͗ о͗ ра́ꙁлиныⷯ степе́ниⷯ рѡ́да. е͗же по плъти и҄ е͗же по д҃хѹ. и͗ 

о͗ браныⷯ рожⷣа́кѡⷯ.
ҁ҃а. Ꙗко не поⷣбаеть въ веⷧ поⷭ па́мѧти творити.
ҁ҃в. О трѡ́ебраныⷯ. и͗ аще і͗е͗ре҄и блⷭвить.
ҁ҃г. О клѧ́щиⷯ сѧ раꙁбѡицѣ. и͗ та́тѧ и͗ еретиⷦ.
ҁ҃д. О ꙗко не достои́ть и͗стѧ́ѕати сѧ беꙁ нѫ́жда о͗ вѣрѣ. и͗ о͗ і͗е͗ре҄и и҄ е͗пкⷭѡпѣ. и͗ о͗ сѫ́дѣ.
ҁ҃е. О свѣдѣ́телствѣ.
с҃ѕ. О ꙁапрѣще́нїе е͗пкⷭѡ́повѣ. и͗ свѣдѣ́телствѣ і͗е͗ре҄ѡвѣ.
ҁ҃ꙁ. О женахь ѡ͗трави дѣ́ѧщіихь.
ҁ҃и. О ꙗко не доⷭиⷮ ко́го сѫ́диⷮ беꙁ испыта́нїа.
ҁ҃ѳ. О а͗ще кт҄о ѿвратиⷮ хрⷭтіа́нина ѿ вѣ́рѣ.
р҃. О аще л҃ка ѹ͗кра́деть кт҄о.
р҃а. О клѧ́твѣ і҄е͗р͗еистѣи.
р҃в. О аще кт҄о о͗брѣщеⷮ сво҄ѫ жен҄ѫ блѫⷣѧ.
р҃г.О прибы́ткѹ цркѡ́внѣмь.
р҃д. О аще кт҄о то ѹ͗кра́деⷮ. и͗ ско́ро ѡ͗брѣщеⷮ.
р҃е. О аще имѫⷮ кого грѡ́бы раскѡпа́вша. 
рꙅ. О нѫ́дѣщиⷯ же́ны на о͗сквръ́ненїе.
рꙁ О аще попадїа прѣлю́бы сътво́риⷮ.
ри. О нѫ́дѧщиⷯ ко́го на о͗сквръ́ненїе.
рѳ. О мни́хы прине́сшиⷯ т҄о въ мѡⷶнстыⷬ.
рі. О аще кт҄о съкрыеⷮ раꙁбо́иника.
раі. О аще кт҄о блѫ́дить съ скѡ́ти.
рді. О ненави́дѧ лкы. хы́щниⷦ и͗ пїа́ниⷰ.
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реі. О аще кт҄о по ꙗдени приѧ́стиⷮ сѧ.
рѕі. О аще кт҄о ꙁапрѣще́нь сы̋и и͗ дръꙁне́ть приѧ́стити сѧ.
рꙁі. О аще кт҄о о͗ставиⷮ ѡца дховнаⷢ
риі. О аще і͗е͗р҄еи феросать въ и́на .
рѳі. О аще і͗е͗р҄еи проклъ́неⷮ женѫ̀.
рк. О аще и͗ дїа́кѡнь проклъ́неⷮ і͗е͗ре҄а.
рка. О ꙗко не подо́баеть блⷭви́ти дїа́кѡнѹ сѣ́дѧщїимь.
ркв. О ꙗко и͗маⷮ влаⷮс і͗е͗р҄еи посла́ти ко́го.
ркг. О аще о͗тро́ѧ ѹ͗мре́ть не́крщено. 
ркд. О женѣ ѹмо́рѣѧщи своѧ дѣ́ти.
рке. О же́наⷯⷯ ѡба́вницаⷯ и͗ вѣ́щицаⷯ и͗ моры.
ркѕ. О аще при́меть дрѣ́во на і͗е͗р҄еа.
ркꙁ. О женаⷯⷯⷯ имѧщиⷯ свое ѡбыное. 
рки. О женѣ̀ вѣꙁдръ́жаѫщи сѧ ѡ мѫ́жа.
рл. Аще родиⷮ жена̀ и къ съмрти приближиⷮ.
рла. О иже иꙁгѹ́бивше т҄о сво҄е.
рлв. О нѡ́сѧщеи ѡбаванїа и͗ бы́лїа на шїаⷯ своиⷯ. 
рлг. О кѹ́поѧщиⷯ ѿ ѡбаванїи. 
рлд. О жена̀ пои́ть дѣ́ти своѧ̀ ѡтра́ви. 
рле. О аще кт҄о то̀ въ́ꙁметь ѿ цркве беꙁ блⷭвенїе.
рлꙅ. О аще кт҄о въ́ꙁмеⷮ скоⷮ ѿ искрънѣⷢ своеⷢ. 
рлꙁ. О аще кт҄о въꙁмеⷮ ѡрѫ́дїе ѿ ближнѣⷢ своеⷢ.
рли. О ѡсквръ́ншиим сѧ въ вели́кы поⷭ
рлѳ. О і͗е͗р҄еи 
рм. О пра́вило мнише́ское иꙁложено въ краⷮ 
рмв. О і͗е͗р҄еи 
рмг. О аще кт҄о во́леѫ свое҄ѫ ѹбиѧт сѧ. 
рмд. О аще кт҄о прѣдаⷭ граⷣ иномѹ црю. 
рме. О аще кт҄о бра́къ ѹкра́детъ.
рми. О црю и͗ кнѧ҄ѕю и͗же ꙁлы̋ѧ ка́ꙁниⷮ.
рмѳ. О женѣ̀ и͗мѧщи ѡбиⷱнаа своа̀ – written in the lower margin
рмѳ. О покаа́ни мнисѧ23. 
рна. О степе́нехь сърѡ́дства 

23 Not only in BAR 636, but also in other Moldavian manuscripts, such as BAR 726, the 
150th rule is missing, which should be designated by р҃н. In the copy NBIV 101 (36) published by 
A. Kemalov, the last numbering is the 146th rule: А. КЕМАЛОВ, Един юридически сборник…, p. 625. 
What chapter 150 contained can be established by comparing the manuscript twin BAR 685, f. 164r: 
О а͗ще кто̀ нѹ́димь хрⷭтїа́нинь сы̏ нѹ́димь бы́ваеть ѿ пога́ныⷯ. The contents do not have a fixed 
location and may be placed at the beginning or at the end of the manuscripts, as in BAR 726, where 
they start on f. 236r.
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We see that in the so-called Съкаꙁъ there are omissions, confusions and rep-
etitions. Thus, the efforts to systematize the material through numbering and sum-
maries were not fully successful. Let us look at the differences between the number-
ing in BAR 636 and NBKM 1117. 

First, the number of chapters is not the same. As NBKM 1117 is not fully 
preserved, we do not know what its full contents were, but the layout of the ma-
terial excludes the possibility they were identical with that of the Moldavian cop-
ies. Thus, NBKM 1117 contains a  total of 57 sheets, upon which are numbered 
43 chapters running from the first preserved one, ки (28), to the last, ов (72). The 
numbering in NBKM 1117 is placed next to, and outside, the text field. The second 
preserved number in the manuscript text is л ҃҃ (30), i.e., there is an omission here; 
the number к҃ꙅ (26) appears as far ahead as f. 44r, preceded by н҃е (55) and followed 
by н҃ꙁ, н҃, while the text continues without interruption. It is reasonable to assume 
that the number к҃ꙅ was a copyist’s error. Apart from these anomalies, the other 
numberings follow the correct order; parts of the signs for 63, 64, and 68 are miss-
ing due to damage of the manuscript. NBKM 1117, from the 15th century, although 
not fully preserved, is a  comparatively early manuscript and hence the attempt 
made in it to systematize the numbering of the Slavic PsZ is highly valuable, as it 
is missing from GIM Hlud. 76, CIAI 1160 and RGB Мuz. sobr. 3169. This impor-
tance is all the more evident in view of the assumption of some researchers that the 
manuscript has retained two Glagolitic letters with the value of Cyrillic script: on 
f. 9r, the digit in number 34, a chapter numeration written outside the field of the 
text, is the Glagolitic “д”, and on f. 11r, an unidentified Glagolitic letter is used to 
designate the digit in the number 36, and consequently it is assigned the value of 
ꙅѣло (6). The presence of Glagolitic letters in this written monument was first not-
ed by M. Raykova24. Later, Y. Miltenov included the inscriptions in his study on the 
use of Glagolitic letters in Cyrillic manuscripts, drawing the important conclusion 
that, for now, manuscript NBKM 1117 is the latest in date of the South Slavic ones 
known to contain Glagolitic letters, i.e., it is an upper dating limit for Glagolitic in-
scriptions in a Cyrillic script environment25. In a previous publication, we qualified 
our statements with the provision that the second specific letter, which does not 
match a precise Glagolitic mode of tracing the letter, requires separate research26. 
If this is indeed a Glagolitic letter, by the morphology of its shaping, it resembles, 

24 М. РАЙКОВА, Един югозападнобългарски номоканон от втората половина на ХV век., 
“Македонски преглед” ХХ.1, 1997, pp. 69–92.

25 Я.  МИЛТЕНОВ, Кирилски ръкописи с  глаголически вписвания, “Wiener Slavistisches 
Jahbruch” 55, 2009, pp. 191–219; 2010, pp. 56, 83–98.

26 М.  ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Покайната книжнина на Българското средновековие…, 
pp. 293–297.
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at best, the Glagolitic иже, which has the value of 10 in both alphabets. But this 
makes no sense with regard to the number 36. It is not impossible, however, that 
underlying the two problematic shapings of the letter are in fact Greek short-hand 
letters: thus, the Greek δ, which has the numeral value of 4, is decorated in its 
shorthand version in a way that resembles the serifs in the Glagolitic д; and the 
Greek τ, with the numeral value of 6, strongly resembles the shaping of the letter 
on f. 11r. This would suggest the influence of the Greek script, which, considering 
the manuscript’s age and territory of origin, is an equally possible explanation as 
that referring to Glagolitic remnants. In any case, we have grounds for recognizing 
in the numbering of NBKM 1117 an indication of the continuous dissemination of 
the nomocanon in a South Slavic literary environment.

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

Third, we see differences in the correspondence of chapter number to text 
between NBKM 1117 and the Moldavian copies. Thus, the chapters numbered 
34 and 36 in NBKM 1117 are respectively о малакїи and како поⷣбаѥⷮ памѧть мрьⷮвиⷨ 
творити. But in the Moldavian copies, the section on malakia is numbered ке, and 
the preceding rule, о вѣрѹющиⷯ вь гади и ꙅвѣри и асови имѹщиⷯ, is respective-
ly кд. Chapters 34 and 36 in BAR 636 are О бра́цѣхъ and О прие͗мшиⷯ ꙁа́повѣⷣ, 
и нетвѡ́рѣщиⷯ. From this, we may at least conclude there were either different num-
bering systems in use or that the initial system had changed in the later Moldavian 
copies due to the inclusion of additional matter which changed the consecutive 
order. The second assumption seems more likely. The reduction of the original 
contents of PsZ to 149–151 chapters in the Balkan tradition, a  feature best pre-
served on the other side of the Danube, in the Wallachian-Moldavian principal-
ities, was the result of later work on the text. There may have been a transitional 
system of numbering (as testified by NBKM 1117), but it was changed and unified. 
The causes of this numbering are basically related to the attempt to arrange, to 
put some order in the least systematic yet most popular nomocanon of Orthodox 
Slavic literature. A textual prototype for the Moldavian copies of PsZ is the Bul-
garian (Tărnovo) protograph. In the 14th century, PsZ was disseminated within 
the body of many more surrounding texts, i.e., the canon low core was enlarged 
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with dogmatic, anti-heretical, liturgical and other texts, some of which were in-
cluded in the numbering, so that the number of chapters was increased. It suffices 
to present in numbers the conclusion drawn from the comparison between two of 
the earliest Slavic copies of PsZ, CIAI 1160 and GIM Hlud.76. In the former, there  
are 71 sheets with various texts placed between the rules of the Council of Anti-
och on f. 88v and the excerpt from the Law Books [Книги законныя] on f. 159r. 
This means that CIAI 1160 complements the picture of literary production in the 
Bulgarian 14th century with a canon-law type of collection, and this would make 
of Bulgaria a generator of canon law literature that subsequently spread to the Wal-
lachian-Moldavian principalities and to Russia. 

2. The anti-heretical line in PSZ

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

• “Paulicians” and other relevant terms for dualist heresies occur three times. 
Paulician stands out as the earliest in order of appearance heresy, as a direct suc-
cessor and adherent of the Manichean heresy; it is treated of as neo-Manicheism, 
and this explains the stereotypical confusing and equating of Bogomilism, Mani-
cheism, Messalianism and Paulicianism, throughout the Middle Ages27. The com-

27 КР. ГЕЧЕВА, Богомилството и неговото отражение в средновековна християнска Ев-
ропа. Библиография, София 2007, especially “Manichean heresy”, pp. 93–100; “Paulician heresy”, 
pp. 100–106; Petrus Siculus, Historia Manichaeorum, [in:] PG, t. 104, col. 1239–1304; Sermo I, II 
adversus Manichaeos, col. 1305–1346; Р. М. БАРТИКЯН, Петр Сицилийски и его “История павлики-
ан”, “Византийский временник” 43.18, 1961, pp. 323–358; Photius, Contra Manichaeos, [in:] PG, 
t. 102, col. 15–264; N. S. Garsoian, The Paulician Heresy. A Study of the Origin and Development of 
Paulicianism in Armenia and the Eastern Provinces of the Byzantine Empire, Hague–Paris 1967; P. Le-
merle, L’Histoire des Pauliciens d’Asie Mineure d’après les sources grecques, “Travaux et Mémoires” 
5, 1973, pp. 1–144; J. Hamilton, B. Hamilton, Christian Dualist Heresies in the Byzantine World 
c. 650–c. 1450, Manchester, NY, 1998, especially “The Paulicians”, pp. 5–25; G. Minczew, M. Skow-
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mon ideological foundation of mediaeval dualist heresies was one reason for the 
interchangeability in name and in doctrine between Manicheism, Paulicianism, 
and Bogomilism. The Christian dualist doctrine of Paulicianism, due to its ori-
gins in Armenia, tended towards the Armenian heresy. These multiway relations 
make of it a universal “code” for dualism. Some source references in translated 
canon texts in the Slavic tradition make the name Paulician a hyperonym for any 
member of a  dualist heresy. For instance, in the Russian Troitskiy collection of 
the 14th century, copied from a South Slavic original, the more widespread and 
neutral designation еретикъ is replaced by a  more concrete term: игѹменъ да 
не вꙑгонить иꙁ монастꙑра никогоеⷾ, тъкмо иже бѹдеть павликеанинъ28. This is 
a fragment from three rules, titled with the name of Nicephorus the Confessor in 
some monuments, which regulate the justifiable reasons for a monk to leave his 
monastery. One reason is that the hegumen is a heretic or a Paulician. The topi-
cality of the latter, specifying, term is evident in a variant of this rule found in the 
Berlin collection from the early 14th century: Архимандритъ да не иꙁгонить иꙁ 
манастира никоегоже. нѫ тькмо иже бѫдеть павликианинь29. Consequently, these 
are topical designations of heretic, occurring in approximately contemporaneous 
monuments and under common sources of influence. Notably, such data on the 
position of Paulicianism among the dualist heresies are particularly concentrated 
in PsZ. This collection contains rules related to the Paulicians together with the 
Bogomils, the Armenians, and the Jacobites, as well as a cohering text against Paul 
of Samosata (260–272) and the Paulicians иже горши сѹтъ всѣхъ еретигъ30. 
Thus, the term Paulician in PsZ is used three times.

1. The first example may be called emblematic and generalizing for the an-
ti-heretical line in PsZ. This is the rubric ѿ пра́виль събѡ́ра антїиохїискаго, num-
bered in NBKM 1117 as нꙅ (the correct number is 56, but in the manuscript, as we 
pointed out, the mistaken numbering is кꙅ), and in BAR 636 as оа (71). In general, 

ronek, J.-M. Wolski, Średniowieczne herezje dualistyczne na Bałkanach. Źródła słowiańskie, “Series 
Ceranea” 1, 2015, Łódź; Д. РАДЕВА, Павликяни и павликянство в българските земи. Архетип 
и повторения VII–XVII в., София 2015. 

28 J.  Popovski, Fr. Thomson, W.  Veder, The Troickiy sbornik (cod. Moskva, GBL, F. 304, 
Troice-Sergieva lavra N 12), text in transcription, “Полата кънигописьная” 21–22, 1988, p. 52.

29 Х.  МИКЛАС, Л.  ТАСЕВА, М.  ЙОВЧЕВА, Берлински сборник. Berlinski sbornik, Кирило-
Методиевски научен център, Verlag der Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Sofia–
Wien 2006, p. 146. H. Miklas, V. Zagrebin, Berlinski sbornik. Codices selecti, vol. LXXIX, Graz 1988.

30 M. Tsibranska-Kostova, M. Raykova, Les Bogomiles et (devant la Loi). Les sources slaves 
de droit canonique à propos de l’hérésie aux XIV–XV ss., “Revue des études sud-est européennes” 49.1, 
2011, pp.  15–33; М.  ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Покайната книжнина книжнина на Българското 
средновековие..., pp. 259–380.
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in the NC, there are 6 rules, numbers 435 to 441, related to the Council of Antioch 
of 341, but the one placed in PsZ has no match in the Greek text: 

BAR 636, 103v: оа. Въсѣ́кого ꙗдѫщаго. съ еретїкѡⷨ и͗лѝ пи́ѫщаго, и͗лѝ 
дрѹ́жбы дѣ ѫ́щаⷢ и͗ лю́бвы и͗ є͗дине́нїа. си́рѣь съ а͗рме́ниноⷨ. и͗лѝ съ і͗а͗ковитѡⷨ. и͗лѝ 
съ мѹсѹлма́нинѡⷨ. и͗лѝ съ павликїа́нинѡⷨ. и͗лѝ и͗же сѫⷮ прѡ́їи такѡ̀вїи, иже сѫⷮ 
патери́ни и͗ богоми́ли, такова̀го а͗на́ѳема (CIAI 1160, f. 88v; GIM Hlud. 76, f. 48v; 
NBKM 1170, f. 44r – съ павликенинѡⷨ, f. 68v). This is a generalizing rule for the 
heresies in the focus of attention31. Although the copies show variability in some 
of the designations for heresies, the clear references to Paulicians are constant and 
the term remains practically unchanged in all copies of PsZ. Together with this, the 
rule has the following particularities: 

– in BAR 636 it is not placed under the rubricator but is separately numbered. 
This shows its importance for the compilers of the collection. The preceding rule in 
rubric ѿ пра́виль събѡ́ра антїиохїискаго refers only to the Jews. The copy in BAR 
636 looks like this: 

BAR 636, f. 103r – .о.҃: въсѣ́кь по́пь иже съ е͗вре҄инѡⷨ таи́ны тво́рѧщаго. и͗ 
бра́та е҄го нари́ѧща, и͗лѝ ꙗдѫща съ ни́мь, инѡплеменникь сы̏и бжїѫ цркве и͗ ѿ 
единомѫⷣръны́хъ истиныⷯ хртїа́нь. таковаⷢ а͗на́ѳема. In NBKM 1117, the two rules are 
placed respectively first and second in the mentioned rubric, which also contains 
rules on purity of eating and ritual, and a prohibition to associate with heretics. In 
early Bulgarian copies and in other Wallachian and Moldavian copies without num-
bering, among which BAR 148, the rule in question is placed second in a general 
cycle of anathemas against various forms of associating with Jews and heretics. 

• The rule joins Paulicianism to Bogomilism, introducing two nominational 
facts for the Bogomil dualist heresy. These are the terms патери́ни and богоми́ли, 
which we will examine here. First of all, it is remarkable that Bogomilism is dis-
cussed only in the Greek prototype. For reasons stemming only from the choice 
of the anonymous compiler of NC, the two rules on this topic are placed in the 
section “Rules of the Council of Laodicea” (sic!). The rubric covers 17 canons in all. 
Under the misleading title Κανὁνες τῷ ἐν Λαοδικέιᾳ τῆς Φρυγίας συνελθόντων 
ἁγίων πατέρων, which corresponds to the original title of the council, the Coteler-
ius text contains practically not a single original canon from this council. Rules 460 
and 461 in NC immediately attract attention:

№ 460: Καὶ ἐρώτησον αὐτὸν πρῶτον περὶ Βογομιλίας. καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ αὐτὸς 
λέγει.

№ 461: Ὁ εἰς αἵρεσιν πεσών, εἰς Βογομιλίων, οὐ συγχωρηθήσεται. 

31 M. ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, М. РАЙКОВА, Богомилите в църковноюридическите текстове 
и паметници, “Старобългарска литература” 39–40, 2008, pp. 197–219.
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Related to it is the mention of the Bogomil heresy, as made clear by the can-
on numbered 459, which is in fact the beginning of the prayer “Г҃и бж҃е нашь иже 
Петрѹ и блѹдници...”. Consequently, NC suggests that in the course of the sacra-
ment of confession, the foremost question the spiritual father asks the repentent 
is about the Bogomil heresy, and the persons confessing that heresy are excluded 
from communication with Christians. The presence of this question in the sacra-
ment of confession demonstrates that at the time NC was created, the heresy in 
question was a very real threat, and this again points to the 12th century, when the 
first anti-heretical council, held in 1111 in Constantinople to oppose the heresy 
of Basil the Physician, set the start of the official persecution of Bogomilism. This 
is valuable testimony to the presence of the heresy issue not in the anti-heretical 
works of the polemicizing authors or in synodal documents and imperial edicts, 
but in the daily intercourse between priest and parishioners. The heresy is not in 
the focus of the compiler’s interest and he mentions it no more. At nomination lev-
el, no more is said about Bogomilism in the PsZ either, and the above-mentioned 
two terms, патери́ни and богоми́ли, are used only in a few cases. But the Bogomil 
theme in PsZ undergoes nominational development in comparison with NK, as 
the term патарени, патерини is introduced. It was adopted in Italy and southern 
France in the 12th century, and in Bosnia in the early 13th, seemingly moving more 
easily from west to east32. Its presence in the ecclesiastical law texts is indicative of 
the mutual influence flowing between the dualist sects but also between the writ-
ten texts opposing them in the Balkans in the 12th–14th century. In BAR 636 this is 
a traditional literary fact adopted from the Bulgarian prototype on which PsZ was 
based.

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

32 S.  Runciman, Le manichéisme médiéval, Paris 1949, p.  168; J.  Duvernoy, Le Catharisme. 
II. L’histoire des cathares, Toulouse 1979, p.  328; A.  Solovjev, Svedočanstva pravoslavnich izvora 
o  bogomilstvu na Balkanu, “Godišnjak Istoriskog društva Bosne i  Hercegovine” 1.103, 1953, p.  98; 
S. PATRI, Le nom de Bogomilŭ, “Slavia Occitania” 16, 2003, Bogomiles, Patarins et Cathares, pp. 17–23.
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people excluded from communion and with heretics. This proves that the Slavic 
PsZ was enlarged in comparison with NC. The fact that the above-mentioned rule 
is found among the rules of the Antioch council in PsZ may have various reasons, 
for instance, it may be yet another instance of lexical association between Pauli-
cians and Paul of Samosata, who was a patriarch of Antioch, or perhaps a result of 
the flexible non-canonical norm of the Greek prototype. Given that the NC refers 
to the Bogomils in the “Rules of the Council of Laodicea”, all sorts of interpola-
tions and interpretations could have appeared both in the Slavic and in the Greek 
environment. Hence, the so-called “rule of the Antioch council” most probably 
reflects the strong anti-heretical moods in the Balkans. It is more likely that the 
rule had a Greek prototype. We cannot completely exclude the hypothesis that it 
was inserted in the already existing body of the systematic edition of rules called 
PsZ. Proving this hypothesis would require a full textual study of the text compo-
nent ѿ правиль съборꙿнаа антиѡхиискаго, and the discovery of an eventual Greek 
prototype. NC cannot be of help in this respect, because this rule is missing from 
it. For now, the rule, and the edition in which it is contained, are not known to us 
from copies earlier than the 14th century. The rule clearly makes equal the eccle-
siastic penalty imposed on the heretics with that imposed on those who consort 
with heretics, and in this sense plays a preventive role that restricts their influence. 
This is an additional proof of the rule’s topical importance in the age when it was 
copied. The inclusion of concrete references to dualist heretics, and especially their 
designation with three of the most popular heretical terms – Paulicians, Patarenes 
and Bogomils – leaves no doubt that the epitimia suggests a common canonic prac-
tice, whereby the Paulician doctrine from NC could be extended by analogy to 
examples from Bogomilism. A common particularity of all copies of the rule is the 
presence of the designation Bogomils and its clear connection as a species term, 
together with Patarins, Patarens, under the common genus designation Paulicians. 
That is why the terms Bogomils and Patarens are glosses, introduced through the 
explanatory notation иже сѫтъ. The change is indicative of the way of designation 
and the analogies drawn between heretical movements that are proximate in their 
ideological foundation. As for the term богомили, its spelling remains generally 
correct, i.e., the copyists were familiar with the name and knew what they were 
designating by it. Only in some of the copies, such as RGB 3169, do we meet with 
the spelling Bogomoli, бгомоли, which was probably an error based on lexical asso-
ciation. Hence, an authoritative dictionary like Dictionary of the Russian Language 
11th–17th Century [Словарь русского языка XI–XVII вв.] does not contain an ar-
ticle on “Bogomili” but only on “Bogomoli” (DRL 1: 62). The latter designation is 
typical for texts written outside the Balkan and South Slav environment, which 
until the end of the 14th century remained a field of intense confrontation between 
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Bogomilism and anti-Bogomil trends. A representative work of this period was the 
Vita of Theodosius of Tărnovo by Patriarch Callistus, extant only in a Slavic trans-
lation. Its author, along with the more frequent designation “Massalian heresy”, 
uses on two occasions the phrase скврьннꙋю и бго҃мрьꙁкꙋю богомилскꙋю сирѣь 
масалианскꙋю ересь. The authenticity of the text is undisputable, as it refers to the 
activity of the anti-heretical councils held in Tărnovo in 1350–1360 against the Bo-
gomils, the Adamites and the Judaizers33.

• Finally, we should note that the rule follows the pattern of an anathema, 
one of the most frequent formulas in canon literature for imposing punishment 
on heretics. This is because the anathema was in principle the higherst ecclesiastic 
penalty34. The Greek term ἀνάθεμα was first used in the Septuagint (Deuteronomy 
13: 15). As a term in ecclesiastical law, it is equal to a curse, whereby the sinner is 
not simply excluded from ritual communion (the so-called excommunication) but 
is “sent to Hell with the Devil”; there is no forgiveness for his sin, and after death, 
his body does not decompose in the usual way. The anathema is usually a public 
punishment imposed by a prelate, and was typically applied against socially sig-
nificant crimes, such as apostasy and heresy. It is notable that the lexeme анатема, 
анаѳема was translated in early Slavic texts as проклѧтъ, отълѫьнъ, while in the 
reformed Mount Athos liturgical translations, according to I. Hristova, the word 
“was institutionalized”35 and remained in the original Greek form. PsZ conforms 
to this tendency, and anathema is a very frequent form of ecclesiastic penalty re-
ferred to here. It use was considerably extended compared with the original ca-
nonical texts in which it occurs, and comprises not only anti-heretical measures 
but real everyday practices as well. In the canonic heritage, the anathema appears 
for the first time in the form of the so-called μέγας ἀφορισμός in the canons of the 
local council of Gangra of 340, where, out of 21 rules, the formula occurs in 14, 
mostly in connection with daily human sins. 

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

33 В. Н.  ЗЛАТАРСКИ, Житие и  жизнь преподобнаго отца нашего Теодосия, „Сборник за 
народни умотворения, наука и книжнина” 2.20, 1904, pp. 4–41.

34 Dictionnaire encyclopédique du Moyen Âge, sous la rédaction d’A.  Vauchez, vol. I, Paris 
2001, р. 63.

35 И.  ХРИСТОВА-ШОМОВА, Служебният Апостол в  славянската ръкописна традиция, 
София 2004, p. 401.
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order of the hegumen and founder of the eponymous monastery in 139736. In 
this collection, with no direct connection to the PsZ nomocanon, the same rule 
is given on f. 78. 

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

BAR 636, ff. 73r–74v, .ла. аще то̀ любо о͗сквръ́ниⷮ е͗ѵре҄инь емь рѫкоѫ сво꙼еѫ. 
и͗лѝ ви́но, и͗лѝ ма́сло, и͗лѝ ино̀ т҄о ѿ такѡ́выⷯ. не доиⷭть хрⷭтїа́нинѹ въкꙋсити е꙼. н҄ѫ 
пришⷣе і͗ере͗и да ост҃ить е꙼. и͗ тогда по се́мь да въкѹ́шает сѧ. иже съ а͗рме́нинѡⷨ ꙗ͗сть 
и͗лѝ съ па́вликѣнинѡⷨ, и͗лѝ съ е͗ре́тикѡⷨ какѡвѣмь либо, и͗ а͗ще па́е и͗ лю́бве имаⷮ кт҄о 
съ так҄ѡвым̏. се́мѹ пове́лѣваеⷨ да о͗ста́виⷮ сѧ ѿ се́го, и͗ да прихо́диⷮ къ цръкви и́сть. 
и͗ аще невѣдѣ́нїеⷨ се̏ сътво́риль еⷭ, да о͗стить его і͗ере͗и. аще ли же вѣ́ды и͗ ѹ͗слышиⷮ 
нака́ꙁанїе. пакы̀ да о͗стить его і͗ере͗и да́вь е͗м҄ѹ ꙁаповѣⷣ ма́лѫ ѿ ꙁапрѣ́щенїа. Аще ли 
не послѹ́шаеⷮ нака́ꙁанїа. н҄ѫ хо́щеⷮ съ ни́ми ꙗ͗сти и͗ пити. такѡ́выи съ хрⷭтїа́нинѡⷨ 
да не ꙗ͗сть. ни въ црковь да прїе꙼млет сѧ. н҄ѫ да ѿвра́щает сѧ ѿ не́го въсѣкыи 
хрⷭтїа́нинь ꙗко идолослѹжи́телѣ. Аще ли когда̀ пакы̏ ко́гда прїи́деть къ исповѣ́ди. 
да ѿлѫ́ит сѧ на покаа́нїе .г. лѣ́та. и въ двѡ̋и лѣ́тѹ да не приѧ꙼ть бѫ́деⷮ ѿ до́мѹ 
его въ црко́вь. ни просфо́ра ни ино ка́ково же прино́шенїе. а͗ въ тре́тїе лѣ́то да 
приѐмлет сѧ просфора е͗го въ цркви. и͗ тако да съвръ́шиⷮ и͗ третїе лѣто въ покаа́нїи. 
Аще ли кто прило́жит сѧ къ е͗ѵре҄ѡⷨ и съ ни́ми е͗диномѫдръствѹеⷮ въ вѣ́рѣ иⷯ. съ̋и 
аще ко́гда прїи́деⷮ пакы̏ на хрⷭтїанство. да ѿлѫ́ит сѧ на покаа́нїе лѣⷮ .ѳ. три̏ лѣта 
въ мѣсто огла́шеныⷯ и потоⷨ да прїѧ꙼та бѫ́деⷮ просфѡ́ра его̀ въ цркви. и про́ее да 
сътво́риⷮ въ покаа́нїи и въ де́сѧтое лѣ́то да приѧ́стиⷮ сѧ стмѹ приѧ́щенїю.

36 Энциклопедия русского игумена XIV–XV вв., сборник преподобного Кирилла Белозерского, 
Росийская Национальная библиотека, Кирилло-Белозерское собрание N XII, отв. редактор 
Г. М. ПРОХОРОВ, Санктпетербург  2003.
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3. The third nominational reference to Paulicians occurs in a specific text unit: 
the rules 299–301 of NC, which in NBKM 1117 are arranged as chapter 50, with 
the heading о͗ коиⷯ днеⷯь ꙗ͗сти мѧ́со и꙼ си́рь, ff. 20r–22v; in CIAI 1160 they have 
the heading ѡ͗ сы́рнѣи неⷣли, ff. 73r–74v, as well as L ff. 152б–154б; GIM Hlud.76, 
ff. 35r–37r. In BAR 636 the presentation begins from f. 78v in the chapter num-
bered as 45, without heading. However, on the following f. 79r, and within the same 
chapter, there appears the vermilion-colored rubricator о сырнѣи неⷣлѧ пра́вило. 
Consequently, this is a stable text unit in PsZ, which in the Slavic version presents 
rules that, compared with the initial Greek text, are considerably enlarged with 
new texts, evaluative epithets, and additional heretical designations: тръ́клѧтыѧ 
е͗ретикы, хѹ́льныѧ блѧдосло́вцѧ и͗ вра́гы ст҃ѣи троици и раꙁсѣкателѧ и͗їѡа́нна 
антихристова прѣдитеѧ и͗ сънаслѣⷣника etc. Under the following expanded head-
ing in some copies, Стго и въселенскаго втораго събора variant in L и пакы ꙁри 
ѡпасно се. стго и въселенскаго вътораго събора ѡ сырнѣи недели. и ѡ проїиⷯ нⷣелѣⷯ 
скаꙁанїе) the following text begins in the BAR 636 copy, containing some of the 
most interesting variants and additions from other copies. We mark the omissions 
in the Moldavian manuscripts with square brackets:

Пове́лѣваеⷨ въсѣ́комѹ хрⷭтїа́нинѹ. по стѣи па́́сцѣ въсѧ сеⷣмицѫ ѿ неⷣлѧ и͗ пакы 
до неⷣлѧ ѳѡ́минѫ, мирстїи лци да ꙗ͗дѫⷮ҇ мѧⷭ, а мни́си сы́́рь и͗ ри́бы (in L added 
и ꙗица). [и͗ пакы до срѣⷣ .н. тницѫ въсѧ тѫ̏ седморицѫ]. и͗ пакы̀ дрѹ́гѫѧ сеⷣморицѫ 
до въсѣⷯ стхъ. по съше́ствию стго дха. такожⷣе ꙗ͗сти, и͗ пакы̀ ѿ рождъства хва до 
бгоꙗ͗вле́ниꙗ (in L до стыиⷯ просвѣщенїи; in CIAI 1160 кръщенїа хва) такоⷣже ꙗ͗сти 
.вї. дни. и͗ пакы неⷣлѧ ꙗ͗же прѣжеⷣмѧсопѡсⷭ҇ныѧ нелѧⷣ. въ нѧ́ же тръклѧ́ти а͗рме́ни 
по́стѧт сѧ сквръ́нныи сво́и поⷭ҇, тръклѧ́томѹ а͗рцивѹриѹ. и͗ тогда пове́лѣваемь 
въсѣмь хрⷭ҇тїанѡⷨ҇ ꙗсти, такожⷣе въсѧ тѫ̏ седморицѫ, а͗ не по́стити ꙗ͗ко е͗диномѫ́рⷣъно 
съ ерети́кы. н҄ѫ и́ срѣⷣ и͗ пѧⷦ҇ ꙗ́сти мѧса̀. а͗ ръ́нци си́рь и͗ ры́бы, ꙗ́коже и въ͗ ѡ͗ни 
дрѹгыѧ сеⷣморицѧ. ѧ꙼же рѣхѡⷨ прѣⷣже. а͗ прѡ́клѧти ханѕїѕарїе (in L and GIM Hlud. 
76 ханѕїѕаре; in CIAI 1160 ханѕиѕа́нїе) поⷭ҇ и͗ жръ́твы твѡ́рѧть тогда̀ въ тѫ̏ въсѧ̀ 
сеⷣморицѫ псѹ̀ нѣ́коемѹ а͗рцивѹ́рїю, и͗жѐ сѫ́ть арме́ни. сего радѝ не доⷭ҇и́ть на́ⷨ тоⷣга 
ни еди́нь днь по́стити. кто́ ли не послѹ́щаеⷮ҇ си́ⷯ прѣданїиⷯ стыми, н҄ѫ и͗нако нанеⷮ 
мѫ́дръствовати, а͗на́ѳемаѡ͗ сы́рнѣи неⷣлѧ пра́вило (in L, without segmentation 
and heading, continues и въсѧ такожⷣе сырнѫѧ неⷣлѧ ꙗсти сыра и ꙗецъ повелѣ 
стыи съборъ). и͗ въсѧ̀ такожⷣе сы́рнѫѧ неⷣлѧ ꙗ́сти сы́рь повелѣ стыи събѡ́ръ. а͗ въ 
срѣⷣ же и͗ пѧⷦ҇ ты́ѧ сеⷣмицѫ не поⷣбаеⷮ пѣ́ти лѵⷮ́ргїѧ ниже прѣжⷣесще́нѫѧ. нѫ въ .ѳ. аⷭ 
[дне] (in L въ врѣмѧ девѧтаⷢ҇ аса поⷣбаеть пѣти асовы съ веⷱ҇рнѧ). н҄ѫ въ .ѳ. аⷭ по 
ѿпѹщени веⷱр́нѧ. въхѡ́диⷨ на тра́пеꙁѫ и͗ ꙗ͗мы сы́рь и͗ ꙗ͗ица радѝ ере́тикь а͗нтѡ́нїанскыⷯ 
(in L Андонїаскыиⷯ as the beginning of a new paragraph) и͗ са́велїа͗нскыⷯ (added in 
the margin of CIAI 1160 as a corrected omission; in L and GIM Hlud. 76 in the 
basic text), иже съхра́нѣѧть въсѧ̀ сиа сеⷣморицѫ не ꙗ͗сти ниь́соже. тѣ́мже пове́лѣ 



70

Panoply in Defense of Orthodoxy…

стыи и͗ въселенскыи събѡ́рь. ꙗ͗ко да въсѣ́кь правосла́вныи въсѧ тѫ҄ сеⷽмо́рицѫ не 
ꙗсти ниь́соже. ꙗмꙿ же пове́лѣ, беꙁь вьсѣ́кого расѫжⷽенїа да ꙗсть, сы́рь и͗ ꙗица 
и͗ рыбы. еще же и па́е прокли́нати тръ́клѧтїѧ ере́тикы. пръ́ваго, а́рїа. и͗ съ нимь 
нестоѡрїа, и͗ савелїа. и͗ ѳеѡⷣра, и͗ ѳеѡдо́та, хѹ́лныѧ блѧдослѡ́вцѧ. и͗ вра́гы стѣи 
троци, и͗ раꙁсѣ́кателѧ. и͗ ѡа́нꙿна антихристова пртⷣѧ, и͗ сънаслѣⷣника. маркїо́на же и͗ 
ꙁѡсим҄ѫ. и͗ петрѹ́сїа, сиⷯ въсѣⷯ прокли́нати. е͗ще же .ѯе. е͗ре́сеи и͗ въсѧ̀ наста́вникы иⷯ 
и͗ ѹ҄ителѧ. и͗ ликопе́тра, и͗ па́вла самосате́а (in L самꙋса), и͗ македѡ́нїа. и͗ е͗ѵти́хїевы 
е͗диномѫ́дръникы. въкѹ́пѣ же и͗ дїѡ́скора. и͗ севириа́на (in L севрїани) и͗ павла и͗ 
ѹ͗ениⷦ е͗го̀ павликїа́ны (in L павлике), иже гѡ́ршїи сѫⷮ па́е въсѣⷯ ере́тикь. ꙗ͗кожѐ 
и͗ а͗рме́ни. и͗ дрѹ́гы е́ретикы кꙋкꙋври́кы. ѡ͗ сиⷯ въсѣⷯ стыи и͗ прⷣѡ́бнїи и͗ бгоно́снїи 
ѡци на́ши, събѡ́ры въсе́ленскыѧ и͗ вели́кыѧ сътво́ривше въ кѡⷩстантїни (GIM 
Hlud. 76 констандинѣ) градѣ велицѣмь, и͗ въстѡ́ниⷯ градѣⷯ. въ нике́и же и͗ въ 
ефе́сѣ, и͗ въ халкидѡ́нѣ. въкѹ́пѣ же и͗ съ право́славными и͗ бгомѫ́дръными црїи 
на врѣмена которагож иⷯ црⷭтва. пото́мь же и͗ дрѹ́ѕїи събѡѹри стїи бы́ваѫщеи по 
лѣ́тѣⷯ, въ пола́таⷯ црⷭкыиⷯ въ костантинѣ гра́дѣ. и͗ въ въ́стѡныⷯ црвахь вели́кыиⷯ. 
въ лаѡ́дикїи же и͗ въ сардїи и͗ въ гангрѣⷯ. и͗ въ антиѡхїи и͗ въ кесарїи, и͗ въ 
прѡ́їиⷯ вели́кыⷯ цркваⷯ и͗ градѣⷯ. и͗же въ́сегда и͗стѧѕаѧще о͗ православїи. и́ о́ исправлеи 
и́стинныѫ вѣ́ры, съпи́сашѧ и͗ прѣдашѧ на́мь прѣда́нїа стаа си̏, въꙁражаѫще 
въсѣ́кѫ ересъ и прокли́наѫще наста́вникы ихь, въсѣⷯ иже е́диномѫ́дръствѹ 
съ ни́ми. и͗ прога́нѣѫше влъ́кы па́гѹбныѧ и͗ дшетлѣнныѧ, ѿ слѡ́веснаго ста́да 
хва. иже блѧдословѧще хѹ́лнаа наѹи́шѧ. раꙁсѣцаѫще и͗ раꙁⷣѣлѣѫще стѫѫ и͗ 
беꙁнаѧлнѫѧ и͗ единосѫ́щнѫѧ и͗ животво́рѧщѫѧ троцѫ. ѡ͗ви же рѣ́шѧ ѿ ниⷯ не 
и͗сповѣ́дати истинно бцѫ, прⷭтѫѧ влⷣцѫ нашѫ бцѫ и͗ прⷭно двѫ мариѫ. къ си́м же и͗ 
и́на мно́га раꙁвраще́нїа и͗ хѹ́лныиⷯ на истиннѫѧ и͗ стѫѫ и͗ правосла́внѫѧ вѣрѫ хвѫ. 
тѣ́мже и͗ мы̏, ꙗ͗ко истиннїи посоѡбници и͗ ѹ͗еници стхь а͗пⷭлъ, е͗диномѫ́дръно 
съ си́ми стыми и͗ бгоно́сными ѡцы и͗сповѣ́даемь ꙗ͗же прѣда́шѧ на́мь стии а͗пⷭли, 
истинно. ꙗже поⷣтвръ́дишѧ и͗ ѹ͗крѣпишѧ стїи и͗ бгонѡ́снїи ѡци на́ши и͗ прѣдашѧ 
на́мь си́це въ правосл҄авнѣи и͗ и́стиннѣи вѣ́рѣ прѣбы́вати. и͗ не прика́сати сѧ нижѐ 
и͗стѧ́ѕовати о͗ тръклѧ́тыи и͗ бгомръꙁꙿкыⷯ еретикѡⷯ. нѫ҄ ѿбѣжати тѣⷯ и͗ стра́нити 
сѧ ѿ ниⷯ и͗ прокли́нати иⷯ, ꙗко наслѣⷣникы ѡгню вѣ́номѹ и͗ съжи́телѧ дїа́вѡловы. 
плѣне́ныѧ дїаволомь, и͗ гѹби́телѧ дшетлѣнныѧ. 

Judging by the text in L, where the heading for Quadragesima Sunday is not 
a separate microunit, we see that the chosen canonical framework is that of the 
Second Ecumenical Council (First Constantinople) of 381. In its first and seventh 
rule, the Council condemns the contemporaneous 4th century heresies, including 
the Macedonians (pneumatomachi), the Sabellians, the Eunomians, the Marcelli-
ans, the Apollinarians, etc. These are Trinitarian and Christological heresies that 
emerged from the unorthodox interpretation of the Holy Ghost. The heresies were 
similar to Anianism, which had been condemned by the First Ecumenical Council 
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of Nicea in 325. But the contents following these rules does not directly match this 
framework, as the regulations are aimed against unorthodox views on fasting. This 
is indisputable in view of the well-defined polemics against the Armenians and 
their Artsivur fast (a preliminary fast in the pre-Paschal penitence cycle during the 
week of the Publican and the Pharisee, and before the Sunday of the Prodigal Sun, 
referred to in the text as неⷣлѧ еже прѣⷣ мѧсопоⷭ҇нѫѧ. None of the ecumenical councils 
has mentioned the Artsivur fast, but its arcane nature, explained in various ways, is 
well known from Byzantine sources37. In our text, the fast is mentioned in connec-
tion with the Orthodox dogma on fasting, as cited in the Lenten Triodion and the 
Typikon, without any references to the legendary narratives about Sergius and his 
dog. In order to differentiate themselves from the Armenians and other Oriental 
monophysite sects, such as the Jacobites, the Copts and the Nestorians, the Ortho-
dox do not fast on Wednesday and Friday during the week of the Artsivur fast on 
pain of anathema (according to other interpretations, there is no fasting during the 
whole week, as indicated in the Slavic text: сего ради не доⷭ҇ить намꙿ нї единь днь 
постити). The reason this fast is mentioned in the text on Quadragesima Sunday 
is the general permission to consume dairy products. Besides the Armenians, the 
text indicates the so-called Hadzizarians. Already in the first half of the 11th cen-
tury, Metropolitan Bishop Demetrios of Cyzikos in Asia Minor, wrote against the 
Armenian sect of the Jacobites, the Hadzizars and the Melchites (a  heresy that 
had a higher reverence for the cross and the death on the cross than for Christ 
Himself)38, and excerpts from his work form chapter 41 of the St. Sabbas Zakono-
pravilo, next to the well-known chapter 42, about the Bogomils, called Babuns. 
This form of the texts is present in the initial translated text according to its earliest 
preserved copy in the Kormchaya of Ilovitsa from 126239. Demetrios of Cyzikos 
compares these heresies to the Eutychian heresy, and one of his accusations against 
them is that they consume meat during Quadragesima week. Consequently, the 
micro-text about Quadragesima Sunday in the text fragment under study is a kind 

37 A. Sharf, Byzantine Orthodoxy and the Preliminary Fast of the Armenians, [in:] ΒΥΖΑΝΤΙΟΝ. 
ΑΦΙΕΡΩΜΑ ΣΤΟΝ ΑΝΔΡΕΑ Ν. ΣΤΡΑΤΟ. ΤΟΜΟΣ ΙΙ. ΘΕΟΛΟΓΙΑ ΚΑΙ ΦΙΛΟΛΟΓΙΑ, ΆΘΙΝΆΙ 
1986, pp. 649–670.

38 PG 127, col. 879–885.
39 Preserved now as a 398-sheet parchment code, copied by Dyak Bogdan in Ilovitsa, a center of 

the Bishopric of Zeta, at the order of Bishop Neophyte. The manuscript is kept in the Library of Zagreb 
and has been published as a phototype by M. Petrović in 1991. See М. ПЕТРОВИЋ, Законоправило 
или Номоканон светога Саве. Иловички препис 1262 године, фототипија, Горњи Милановац 
1991, pp.  205б–206а; М.  Tsibranska-Kostova, Some Anti-heretic Fragments in the 14th Century 
Bulgarian Canon Law Miscellanies, “Studies Ceranea. Journal of the Waldemar Ceran Research 
Center” 4, 2014, Łódź, pp. 261–276. 
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of focal point of the topic of violation of Orthodox fasting and the ways of differen-
tiating oneself from heretics by means of various practices during the pre-Paschal 
cycle. As is well known, the 40-day fast proper begins after Quadragesima Sunday. 
The list of heretical leaders that follows demonstrates once again that the main 
targets of controversy are the Trinitarian and Monophysite heresies and the Quad-
ragesimists who deviate from Orthodoxy in the way they celebrate Easter, some 
of whom are similar to the Juzaizers40. The Second Ecumenical Council did dis-
cuss these heresies. The list of heretical leaders included in the text (condemned 
mainly before and at the Fourth Ecumenical Council) begins traditionally, with 
Arius, Nestorius and famous Monophysites, but the list also distinguishes Paul 
of Samosata and Lycopeter. The historical reference of their names was both to 
Monophysite-type heresies and to dualistic ones, especially the most popular of 
the latter, Paulicianism. Lycopeter, for instance, was declared to be the teacher 
of the heretic Sergius, who, according to the traditional legendary explanation, 
had established the Artsivur fast; and was also the leader of the Phundagiagi Bo-
gomils from the Theme of Opsikion in northeast Anatolia during the first half 
of the 11th century, according to the anti-heretical work of Monk Euthymius of 
Acmonia41. The dualist line is complemented, in terms of nomination, by the 
term кѹврики, consistently spelled this way in the Moldavian copies; the work 
is undisputably related to the name of the Manichean leader Kuvrik Mani42. We 
may assume the text is in tune with the Byzantine 12th century, when accusations 
of dualism were added to those concerning the Trinitarian dogma: for instance, 
the Armenians were defined as Manicheans or Paulicians, because Paulicianism 
flourished particularly amidst the Armenian diaspora in Byzantium. Moreover, 
Byzantine literature from the time of the Crusades contains examples of Arme-
nians being put in the same category with Latins, in addition to the traditional 
accusations of Monophysitism and Dualism against them. That is why they are 
metaphorically called “the third column of the Latins”. There were common fea-
tures between the two denominations in certain practices the Orthodox Church 
was fighting, such as the use of unleavened bread and pure wine, unmixed with 

40 Правилата на Св. православна църква с тълкуванията им, под редакцията и превода 
на свещеник д-р Ст. Цанков, протодякон И. СТЕФАНОВ, П. ЦАНЕВ, София 1912, pp. 424–425.

41 G.  Ficker, Die Phundagiagiten. Еin Beitrag zur Ketzergeschichte des byzantinischen 
Mittelalters, Leipzig 1908, pp. 165, 211–219; M. Angold. Church and Society in Byzantium under 
the Comneni 1081–1261, Cambridge 1995, p. 467; J. Gouillard, L’hérésie dans l’Empire byzantin 
jusqu’au XII s., “Traveaux et mémoires” 1, 1965, pр. 299–324; А. Sharf, Byzantine Orthodoxy and the 
Preliminary fast” of the Armenians, pp. 669–670. 

42 А. ТОТОМАНОВА, За една парономазия в Бориловия синодик, [in:] Словеса прѣюднаꙗ, 
т. 15: Юбилеен сборник в чест на проф. И. Буюклиев, София 2012, pp. 36–42.
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water, for the Eucharist. Anti-Armenian propaganda became particularly intense 
after the Norman conquest of Salonika in 118543. 

The Slavic tradition also presents examples of customary anti-heretical accu-
sations against Armenians and Bogomils, for instance, in the Vita of St. Hilarion 
of Moglena by Patriarch Euthymius. Following the traditional formula of rejec-
tion проклинати же вьсѧ еретикы, here we read the names of арїа глѧ и евномїа, 
савелїа же и македѡнїа, аполинарїа и оригена, ѳеѡⷣра мопсꙋсетїискагѡ и несторїа 
ꙋеника егѡ. дїоскора и севира, и евтихїа и поⷣбныѧ имъ. и еще же и манента 
и павла самосатеанина. On the other hand, the Bulgarian collection in Berlin con-
demns the Armenians, as well as the Latins – трьклиⷮ арьмени скврни пѡсть глим 
їрцивꙋриевь44. The forms of anathematization of heretics was probably influenced 
by certain Manichean and Paulician formulas of rejection of heresy45. The tradition 
of such texts grew stronger in times of real persecution, as in the 12th century, with 
the appearance of Euthymius Zigabenus’s Panoplia Dogmatica, the most important 
anti-heretical document, “which set the theological tone in Byzantium”46, and the 
list of anathemas against the heretics was changed three times, in 1157, 1166 and 
1170, during the reign of Manuel II Komnenos47. Thus, the anti-Armenian and 
anti-dualist line was traditional for the age in which the archetype text of PsZ ap-
peared and was copied. 

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

43 М. Angold, Church and Society in Byzantium under the Comneni, p. 510.
44 For Euthymius’ works see the digitized version on www.Cyrillomethodiana; Х.  МИКЛАС, 

Л. ТАСЕВА, М. ЙОВЧЕВА, Берлински сборник..., p. 56.
45 We know that the basic source against Messalianism and Paulicianism is the so-called Talotsi 

form, the prototype of which dates from the 11th–12th century, and which equates the Bogomils with 
these two heretical doctrines as well as with the Euchitians, the Enthusiasts, the Marcionites, etc. 
– G. Ficker, Die Phundagiagiten. Еin Beitrag zur Ketzergeschichte des byzantinischen Mittelalters…, 
pp. 172–175; J. Gouillard, L’hérésie dans l’Empire byzantin jusqu’au XIIs…, p. 308.

46 P. Magdalino. The Empire of Manuel I Komnenos 1143–1180, Cambridge 1993, p. 367.
47 C.  Gallagher, Church Law and Church Order in Rome and Byzantium. A  Comparative 

Study, “Byzantine and Ottoman monographs” 8, 2002, p. 176.
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cy only with the traditional anti-Judaic emphasis and with the second significant 
anti-heretical line in PsZ , that related to the Catholic Latins.

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

BAR 636, chapter 68, 101r–103r: Повѣ́даем же и͗ ꙁлѫ́ѧ вѣ́рѫ и͗͗ лѫка́вѫѧ. 
и͗же беꙁква́сное дръ́ѫѫще (CIAI 1160 и͗ слꙋжѫще) мртво. сирѣⷱ ꙗ͗коже фрѫ́ѕи (the 
same in L and GIM Hlud. 76) и͗ ини прѡїи такѡ́вїи ихже неи͗сти́на еⷭ жръ́тва иⷯ 
бескръ́внаа. и͗ нѣⷭ и͗стинно (in L and GIM Hlud. 76 нѣистинно) въѡ͗браже́нїе иⷯ 
е͗же и͗сповѣ́дѹѫⷮ, н҄ѫ мртва въѡ͗бра́жаѫⷮ сна бжїа. въсѣ́кое беꙁква́сное, и͗ беꙁѡ́лное 
мръ́тво еⷭ. ꙗ͗кожѐ ѡ͗ни̏ твѡ́рѧⷮ. и͗ ино же блѧдосло́вїе, (CIAI 1160 блѧдословѧⷮ) 
ꙁлѣи͗ше̋е. е͗же глѧть хѹ́лѧще. ꙗ͗ко стыи дхъ ѿ ѡца и ѿ сна исхо́диⷮ. и раболѣ́пно 
стго дха глѧще и͗ проповѣ́даѫще. и͗ и͗наа мнѡ́га бгомръ́ꙁска ꙗ͗коже и͗мѧⷮ. и͗же не 
въсхѡ́тѣшѧ поко́рити сѧ стмѹ събѡ́рѹ, и͗ ѹе́нїю стыхъ ѿцъ (end in L)48, 
и͗хже послѣ́ди събра̀ въ кѡнстантїни гра́дѣ стаа и͗ правосла́внаа и͗ (in the margin 
of BAR 636 правъⷣнаа) ѳеѡⷣра црца, съ сномъ си правосла́вныиⷨ цреⷨ михаи́лѡⷨ. и͗ 
съ тѣ́ми вели́кыми ѡцы, по ѡбраꙁѹ вели́кыиⷯ и͗ пръ́выиⷯ събѡ́ръ въсе́леⷩскыиⷯ, 
пакы̀ сътвѡ́рше и͗ съста́влъше, правосла́внѫѧ вѣрѫ ѹ͗твръ́дишѧ и͗ прѣда́шѧ. 
ѿгна́вше и͗ прѡ́клѧвше въсѧ̀ сꙋ́емѫⷣръныѧ еретикы, и͗ пѡ́сты иⷯ и͗ и͗сповѣ́данїе. 
мы̏ же послѣⷣствѹѫще прѣда́нїѹ стхь ѿцъ и͗ ѹ͗е́нїѹ иⷯ. и͗сповѣ́дѹеⷨ стѫѧ и͗ 
живонаѧ́лнѫѧ, и͗ е͗ди́носѫ́щнѫѧ трⷪцѫ. ра́вносла́вно ѡца и͗ сна и͗ стго дха. 
ѡ͗ца беꙁнаѧ́лна. и͗ сна събеꙁнаѧ́лна. и͗ дха стго ра́вносѫ́щна. ѡца нерѡжⷣе́нна. и͗ 
сна рѡжⷣе́нна, и͗ стго дха и͗схо́дѧщаго ѿ ѡца. и͗ на снѣ прѣбы́ваѫща. е͗дина си́ла. 
и͗ е͗дино съета́нїе, и͗ е͗ди́но поклѡне́нїе. стыѫ трцѫ. и͗ тако глати намь. ꙗ͗ко ѿ 
ѡца и͗схо́дѧща дха стго, и͗ на снѣ прѣбы́ваѫща. а͗ е͗же си́це немѫ́дръствѹѫщиⷯ, н҄ѫ 
инако по свое꙼мѹ сѹемѫⷣръномѹ раꙁѹ́мѹ глѧщиⷯ. такѡ́выи,ⷯⷯ а͗на́ѳема, а͗на́ѳема, 
а͗на́ѳема (in L added at the end Иже неповинѹет сѧ написаныхь ни послꙋшаеть 
прѣданииѡмь сиⷨ написанныиⷯ ѿ стыиⷯ апⷭлъ. и бгоносныиⷯ и прпобныⷯ ѿць. нѫ инако 
наьнеⷮ ходити и жити кромѣ сиⷯ написанныиⷯ правиⷧ. анаѳема .г. (which in BAR 636 
refers to the next chapter, 69, containing rules for monks).

In the description of CIAI 1160, this textual insertion formally falls within 
the group of compiled texts under the heading ѡ сырнѣи неⷣли, which comprises 
a great variety of excerpts, including epitimian rules49, but in L, it is not separated 

48 Here, the text is intentionally cut short and continued with epitimian rules: “Ереи на ловь 
исходѧи или псы хранѧ...”. After the body of monastic rules, the text continues on f. 161v. 

49 Архивски номоканон, p. 13.
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in an independent microunit. The rules interrupt the unified textual structure of 
the blocks of what we may call “non-epitimian” texts. The situation in L warrants 
the assumption that the doctrinal regulations made up an integral whole and were 
segmented later on. Coming in support of this assumption is the fact that the frag-
ment is not separated under a special heading. It is framed within readings about 
the fasts in the Orthodox Church. It ends with a triple anathema and denounces 
the “hateful faith of the Fruzi, Frzi”. We think this is a key term and will discuss it 
first of all. 

Фрѫѕи (or in later copies, фрѧѕи, фрѹзи) is used in one more place in all the 
sources, in connection with the four main fasts – Lent, the Nativity fast, the Apos-
tolic fast and the Holy Theotokos fast; the word is positioned in proximity to the 
above text, and again, without a special heading. Formally, in its position and theme, 
this fragment falls under the above rubric: Сего бо ради дръꙁнѫвше написахѡⷨ. да 
не винѫ нѣцїи и͗ꙁъѡ͗брѣтꙿше, ꙗ͗ко хотѧтъ постити сѧ. и͗ своими наинанꙿми 
своѫ посты и͗ ꙋ͗ставы нанеⷮ творити которыижⷣо ꙗ͗коⷾ е͗ретїци творѧⷮ. не дръжѫще 
прѣданїа стыиⷯ апⷭлъ и͗ стыиⷯ бгоносныⷯ ѿцъ. и͗же е͗гда̀ достои́тъ поститиⷭѧ, тогⷣа 
не постѧт сѧ. и͗ е͗гда лѣпо ѥⷭ не постити сѧ. тоⷣга постѧт сѧ. ѿ православнѫѧ и͗ 
и͗стин҄ныѧ вѣры далеⷱ ѿстоѫще. и͗ скврънⷩѫѧ вѣрѫ своѫ раꙁвращенѫ дръжѫще. и͗ 
стѫѧ трⷪцѫ ѡца и͗ сна и͗ стго дха, неисто и͗ неи͗справлеⷩно и͗сповѣдꙋѫще. ꙗ͗коⷤ фрѫѕи 
и͗ а͗рмени проклѧтїи. и͗ и͗ни прои таковїи, и͗же не прилаⷢѫть сѧ къ истин҄номꙋ 
православїю. и͗же и͗ великааго поста пръвѫѧ неⷣлѧ мѧса ꙗ͗дѫще. и͗ егⷣа а͗ще кто хощеⷮ. 
и͗х же проклѧшѧ стїи събори и͗ ѿлѫишѧ, прѣпобⷣныиⷯ и͗ бгоносныⷯⷯ ѿць нашиⷯ (in L 
и хвⷭи подражателѧ). The same text is written respectively in CIAI 1160, 86r; L, 
163r–v; GIM Hlud. 76, 46r–46v. 

In the early canonical definitions of the first ecumenical councils, the terms 
фрѹги, фрѹгꙑ, фриги, фриꙁи referred to καp Μοντανιστ@ς το†ς Tντα‡θα 
λεγομÝνους Φρýγας, i.e., a sect from Phrygia, a region in Asia Minor, united 
around its leader Montanus and his followers, who preached the dissolution of 
marriage, rejection of the Eucharist, the practice of Satanist sacrifices, belief in the 
consoler, the Paraclete, whose name was adopted by their leader, etc. This heresy 
was condemned at the Second Ecumenical Council in the Council’s seventh rule, 
and at the local council of Laodicea, circa 343, in its eighth rule50. Epiphanius of 
Cyprus (+403), in his Panarion (374–377), excerpts of which were included in 
the St. Sabbas Zakonopravilo, refers to the heretics mentioned in the Second 
Ecumenical Council as Montanists: фриги ѿ мондана сѹть, фриги монꙿданиты, 

50 Правилата на Св. Православна църква, pp. 418–419; Правилата на Св. Православна 
църква с тълкуванията им, под редакцията и превода на свещеник д-р Ст. Цанков, протодякон 
И. СТЕФАНОВ, П. ЦАНЕВ, София 1913, pp. 789–790.
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катафригасте51. But in the same Slavic canonic source, the whole chapter 51 is de-
voted to ѡ франьꙁѣхь и ѡ проих латинѣхъ (in the text, also франꙁи иже герꙿмани 
нарицаеть се). Among the numerous accusations leveled at the Latins, they were 
said to consume meat in the first week of Lent: ни ꙁьнають то есть сырнаа неⷣле; 
they fasted diversely during Lent, the length of the fast varying from 6 to 8 to 10 
weeks among different Catholics. We see that the same accusations could be aimed 
at different heretics: (1) In the eighth rule of the Second Ecumenical Council, the 
Eunomians, Sabellians and фрѹгы52 were called “sryadnitsi”, because they ate meat 
on Wednesday (сряда), and fasted on Saturday; (2) According to Demetrios of 
Cyzikos, Jacobites, Hadzizarians and Melchites въ стыи великыи поⷭ въ сꙋботꙋ 
и въ неⷣлю млꙗко и сирь и ꙗица ꙗдеть. ѡпрѣсньки слѹжеⷮ. въ вино воды не 
въливають53; (3) On the other hand, fasting on Saturday, holding religious services 
with unleavened bread [опрясноци], and the most serious of all – the doctrine 
that the Holy Ghost proceeds “and from the Son”, i.e., the Filioque, were manda-
tory arguments in Byzantine anti-Latin controversy, and respectively, in its Slavic 
reception. In view of the contents of the text from the Slavic PsZ, in which the 
term appears, we have reasons to believe that Фрѫѕи refers to the Latins; thus, we 
may relate the text itself to the anti-Latin theme, which could not have been placed 
within the canonic definitions of the Second Ecumenical Council but could have 
resulted from the nominational association between like-sounding names. In fact, 
L provides support for this hypothesis in a marginal note on f. 78v, where we read: 
їтали нариѧт сѧ фрѫꙅи. The use of the basic spelling in the manuscript warrants 
defining the note as a gloss contemporaneous with the writing of the manuscript. 

When the Empire of Charlemagne – the Imperium Francorum – was re-
cognized, the whole Western world was designated as the state of the Franks – in 
Greek: φράγκοι. Starting from 1204, the Latins and Crusaders were designated by 
that name. Nicon of the Black Mountain (1025–1100/1110) left an early testimony 
to this in his Taktikon, as the author personally witnessed the conquest of Anti-
och by the knights of the First Crusade. In chapter 38 of his work, he mentions 
τὸ ἔθνος τῶν φραγγῶν ἐν ταῖς θείαις γραφαῖς Γερμανοὶ λεγόμενον54. According 
to him, they are connected with the heresies of the Macedonians, the Nestorians, 

51 Cited from the Bucharest Kormchaya from the same filiation, manuscript № 285 of the 
Library of the Romanian Academy, f. 285v.

52 Ibidem, f. 61r.
53 Ibidem, f. 153v.
54 W. J. Aerts, Nikon of the Black Mountain, witness to the first crusade. Some remarks on his 

person, his use of language and his work, named Taktikon, [in:] Orientalia Lovaniensia analecta. East 
and West in the Medieval Eastern Mediterranean, I, eds. K. Ciggar, M. Metcalf, Leuven–Paris–
Dudley, MA, 2006, p. 424. 
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and especially the Arians. The name фрѫ́ꙁи appears in the Tărnovo inscription of 
Tsar John Asen, from 1230, in the Church of the Holy 40 Martyrs, while фрѫгꙑ 
appears in the Brief Vita of Hilarion of Moglena55. In the Vita of St. Petka of Tărno-
vo by Patriarch Euthymius, the forms фрѫгы, фрѫꙅи, фрѫжьскыѫ are present. 
They are consistent with the described events from the time of Tsar John II Asen 
(1218–1241) and designate the Latins (Franks), the residents of the Latin Empire 
in the Balkans that was established after the Fourth Crusade and which existed 
from 1204 to 1262, The number of examples could be enlarged considerably, but it 
is already clear that the designation was typical for literature in the Second Bulgar-
ian Empire and the Slavic South. 

In the discussed insertion from PsZ, also denounced are the Latins’ use of 
unleavened bread in the Eucharist (Azymes) and, especially, the Filioque. The text 
refers in this connection to the Council of Constantinople, 843, where the vener-
ation of icons was definitively restored by the dowager empress Theodora (842–
867), regent of her son Michael, and with the support of the logothete Theoktistos 
and other members of the regent council56. On March 11, 843, on the first Sun-
day of Lent, veneration of icons was publicly proclaimed, and the decisions of the 
Seventh Ecumenical Council (Second Nicean), 786–787, were revived. Its natural 
continuation was the council of 843, which set a very topical for its time definition 
of Orthodox doctrine, and hence became foundational for the anti-heretic theme, 
inasmuch as heresy is defined solely in terms of what it is contrary to, i.e., a heretic 
is anyone who is not Orthodox57. Thus, the seemingly incompatible headings of 
texts in early Bulgarian collections have an inner consistency and united orienta-
tion. Evidently, the Slavic text leans on a concrete Greek, probably compiled, pro-
totype, upon which influences have accreted from Byzantine anti-Latin polemical 
works and ideas. The intense anti-Latin propaganda became a distinctive feature of 
Byzantine society in the 12th century. All scholars studying this period agree in the 
assessment that under the Komnenos dynasty, there was an unprecedented wave 
of Greek attacks against the errors of the Latins, which grew into a “religious hyste-
ria and popular antipathy”58. The period from the 11th to the early 13th century pro-

55 В. Н. ЗЛАТАРСКИ, История на българската държава през Средните векове, т. 3. Второ 
българско царство. България при Асеневци (1187–1280), София 1994, pp. 593–594.

56 К.  КУЕВ, Вселенски събори, [in:] Кирило-Методиевска енциклопедия, т. 1, София 1985, 
р. 467; ИВ. БОЖИЛОВ, А. ТОТОМАНОВА, И. БИЛЯРСКИ, Борилов Синодик. Издание и превод, София 
2010, pp. 10–14; ИВ. БИЛЯРСКИ, Палеологовият синодик в славянски превод, София 2013, pp. 7–11.

57 J. Gouillard, Le Synodikon de l’Orthodoxie. Édition et commentaire, “Traveaux et mémoires” 
2, 1967, p. 182. 

58 P. Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel I Komnenos, p. 368; M. Gallagher, Church Law and 
Church Order in Rome and Byzantium, p. 173; Т. Kolbaba, Byzantine Perceptions of Latin Religious 
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duced especially topical in Byzantine literature lists of errors of the Latins, and this  
became a widespread literary genre that influenced Slavic manuscripts (the Berlin 
collection, for instance, contains references to the so-called 30 errors of the Lat-
ins: а на латинѫ искладиваеть .л. вынь ꙁлыхь)59. In Balkan Slavic societies of the 
13th century, the anti-Latin theme was officialized in, and through, the Zakono-
pravilo of St. Sabbas of Serbia. Hence, this anti-heretical line was also typical for 
the time of the emergence and copying of Bulgarian canon collections, and natu-
rally flowed into the later Moldavian ones.

The presence of a divergent anti-heretical line in an epitimian/nomocanonical 
text within the structure of the Moldavian collection BAR 636 and its twin, BAR 
685, also supports the basic thematic line of fighting all deviations from the pure 
Orthodox faith. Scholars have pointed out that the above-mentioned Greek pro-
totype called Nomocanon of Cotelerius, whose indirect heir in the Slavic tradition 
is called Pseudozonar, Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon60, is not the direct source of 
the Slavic translation but certainly belongs typologically to the same manuscript 
tradition in the Byzantine canon literature of the 12th–14th century. Consequent-
ly, the anti-heretical line has been adopted namely from the Byzantine prototypes. 
The close location and themes of all the discussed anti-heretical texts in PsZ suggest 
that this is a common unified anti-heretical cycle, which was segmented in various 
ways in the various copies. The nature of the texts resembles a secondary compila-
tion drawn from different sources and created in Byzantium, and not some mono-
lithic and homogenous corpus. Undoubtedly, however, taken together, the texts 
place an ideological emphasis on the relation Armenians-dualists-Latins. Although 
the Slavic anti-heretical cycle has a still unidentified Greek prototype, it is from the 
latter that the compilers borrowed the prevailing, traditional Byzantine viewpoint 
on Orthodoxy as the true faith of the Church, inherited from the Apostles and the 
Holy Fathers. That is why the Slavic collections under study point out repeatedly 
that all legal regulations are a sacred Patristic heritage. We can thus explain why 
the texts were given headings taken from the ecumenical councils, i.e., from that 
same Patristic heritage, that did not correspond to contemporaneous reality. On 
the other hand, the large presence of the topic of fasting clearly points to a monas-
tic environment of dissemination, and most probably creation, of the Slavic trans-
lation. Consequently, the structural units described under the designations Стго 

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

59 Х. МИКЛАС, Л. ТАСЕВА, М. ЙОВЧЕВА, Берлински сборник, p. 68.
60 М.  ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Покайната книжнина на Бългжарското средновековие…, 

pp. 259–410.
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и въселенскаго събора, ѡ сырнѣи неⷣли and От правиль събора Антиохиискаго, and 
probably some individual anathemas, had formed a thematic unity in the Greek 
prototype itself. That prototype had influenced the Slavic tradition, providing it 
with so popular a collection of rules and anti-heretical texts, that it is justly called 
the “epitimian nomocanon of Slavia Orthodoxa”. There is good reason to test the 
hypothesis that the source of the Slavic translation was not simply a nomocanon, 
but an integral Greek ecclesiastic law collection with an invariable anti-heretical 
core. This core ceased to be of current importance only in late South Slavic copies 
and printed breviaries (trebniki) of the 16th century. It is remarkable, however, that 
in the Wallachian and Moldavian lands, the anti-heretical theme from the same 
Slavic ecclesiastic law collection was not only preserved in the 15th–16th century, 
but was enriched with new texts. By way of summing up, let us recall once again 
the basic textual units aimed at heretics from the content of the nomocanon in 
BAR 636, some of which were given new designations not present in the early 
South Slavic copies from the 14th century. 

• Chapter 43: Стго и въселенскаго втораго събора, which contains only one 
rule, beginning with аще кто ѿ пѡганыⷯ ѧꙁыкь прїидеⷮ кртⷭити сѧ въ православнѫѧ 
вѣрѫ (77v).

• Chapter 45, called in the contents: О пѧтыхь неⷣлѣхь раꙁдрѣшеныⷯ, contains 
the first text published here, including the fragment on Quadragesima Sunday: 
о сырнѣи неⷣлѧ правило. 

• Chapter 67: о постѣщих сѧ въ сѫбѡты.
• Chapter 68: О раꙁдрѣшенѣ и срѣⷣ и пѧтѡⷦ, which includes the second text 

published here. It is worth pointing out that the manuscript BAR 636 provides 
explicit information on the use of the term фрѫꙁи outside the PsZ nomocanon and 
the added and extremely varied anti-Latin cycle.

• Chapter 70 is entitled ѿ правилъ събѡра антїохїискаго, and contains only 
one rule: anathema against an Orthodox priest who associates with Jews. 

• Chapter 71 is entitled О ꙗдѫщихь съ еретикѡмь and again contains only 
one rule – against the Bogomils. 

The Moldavian manuscript BAR 636 proves that the numbering of chapters, 
and their designations, were directly dependent on the typological characteris-
tics and thematic orientation of the translated ecclesiastic law collection. The an-
ti-heretical theme is one of its essential features. In 16th-century Moldavia, this 
theme had a current political basis not only in the historical circumstances of the 
years immediately preceding the creation of BAR 636, but also in a general an-
ti-heretical line that periodically flared up with renewed force in the Principali-
ty of Moldavia. Thus for instance, in August 1551, the Moldavian ruler Stephan 
Rareş (1551–1552), together with the Orthodox clergy, undertook persecution of 
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Armenians, Catholics, Protestants and Jews in order to strengthen the Orthodox 
faith that had been betrayed by his brother Iliaş Rareş, who earlier that year, in 
Istanbul, had committed the most terrible crime in rejecting Orthodoxy and con-
verting to Islam61. Consequently, the appearance of the ecclesiastic law prototype, 
conventionally called PsZ, beyond the Danube, and specifically in Moldavian col-
lections like BAR 636, had the same motivation that had brought about the Slavic 
translation itself: to defend Orthodoxy, at a hard time for its existence, by means 
of penitence, and the search for salvation through righteous Christian living. The 
prototype collection that was brought over from the Bulgarian lands, with its rich 
store of anti-heretical fragments, served as a basis for the compiling of a true Or-
thodox encyclopaedia against heresies, for which a Bulgarian 14th century source 
had served as a matrix, and in which those systemic and unified linguistic traits 
that testify to the Bulgarian character of the translation were preserved. In this 
way, a literary heritage, reproduced in the Principality of Moldavia, transported to 
the 16th century the anti-heretical traditions of Byzantium, of the Slavic South, and 
of the Second Bulgarian Empire.

61 Călători străini despre Ţările Române – Supliment I, foreign travelers about the Romanian 
principalities Şt. Andreescu and others, Bucureşti 2011, p. 46; Şt. Andreescu, Presiune otomană 
şi reacţie ortodoxă în Moldova urmaşilor lui Petru vodă Rareş, “Studii şi materiale de istorie medie” 
XXVII, 2009, pp. 25–60.
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The Manuscript Part Devoted to Doctrine 
and Controversy

A lthough not the largest in size within the manuscript, the part dealing 
with doctrine and controversy is extremely important with regard to the collection’s 
purpose. We have already mentioned this part in our general presentation of the 
manuscript. Here we will only note some basic features and then go on to the sep-
arate texts that are of interest for our study. The part in question consists of a few 
separate works. Two of them are published here, in chapters of this section, together 
with detailed commentaries, and we will not linger on them in this brief preface. 
The first work in question is the Encyclical Letter of the Three Patriarchs of Alexan-
dria, Antioch and Jerusalem, occasioned by the activity of the ecumenical patriarch 
Mitrophanes in three metropolitan bishoprics in Anatolia. The second is the Ser-
mon on the German Temptation, an anti-Latin work that appears in the collection 
in two different versions: Сло́во ѡ͗ нѣмѣчьскѡⷨ прѣлъ́щени. ка́ко наѹ͗чи гѫ́гнивыи 
пе́тръ and Сло́во ѡца на́шего ѳеѡⷣс́їа пещеⷬскаго и͗гꙋ́мена. къ и͗ꙁѧсла́вꙋ кнѧ́ѕⷹ.

It should be noted that the works in the part devoted to controversy have al-
ready been in the focus of interest and study by other scholars. Useful Tale about 
the Latins was published several years ago, in a critical edition, by Angel Nikolov1, 
who has since continued his research on the topic in a new book and other stud-
ies2. That is why we will not linger here on this text, but will only refer the reader 
to that author’s published studies, which largely cover the topic for the time being. 

1 А. НИКОЛОВ, Повест полезна за латините. Паметник на средновековната славянска 
полемика срещу католицизма, София 2011.

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

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

T he historical context of developments in Southeastern Europe, and 
more generally in the Levant, in which the document under discussion is in-
scribed, was determined by several important events. These can be defined as both 
political and ecclesiastic-religious. The Encyclical Letter of the Three Patriarchs 
of Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem dates from April 1443 and is closely con-
nected with some of the consequences of the Union concluded at the Council of 
Ferrara–Florence, 1437–1439. The Union had a wide resonance in the Orthodox 
world, where it was not accepted unequivocally. Rome was evidently asserting its 
position, although carefully and with the greatest restraint, so as not to offend its 
Eastern Orthodox partners. The Christian world seemed to feel a need for unity. 
The division was hateful in the eyes of God and undesired by the faithful as well. 
But it had taken place in the context of established and continuously growing dif-
ferences. Thus, the reasons for desiring unity and rejecting it were equally varied. 
Sometimes the motives were purely religious, at other times, and often, they were 
purely political, but in most cases, they were a  mix of the two. It was perfectly 
clear for Constantinople that it could not resist the advance of the Ottomans with-
out Western financial and military support. This support – often contemplated 
in the form of a Crusade – was linked to Church unity as Rome understood it. 
In fact, this was one of the motives for the Union. This was also a  reason why 
some Orthodox countries that were not under direct threat of Muslim conquest 
rejected it from the start. A good example of such a country was the Grand Duchy 
of Moscow. While some members of the pro-Union movement had a sincere the-
ological conviction that the achievement of unity was good for the Church and 
worth striving for, the main driving force of the movement was the secular power 
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of Constantinople. Certainly looming large here is the great and tragic figure of 
Emperor John VIII Palaiologos. The main resistance against the Union came from 
within the Byzantine Empire, or what remained of it1. The force of this resistance 
testifies to the severity of the division within the Christian world and the strength 
of the established Orthodox identity. All this led to the conquest of Constantinople 
by the Ottoman Turks on 29 May 1453. That date marked the end of the Empire 
that had existed for a thousand years. The event transformed the whole situation in 
the Eastern Mediterranean area and would influence the development of Europe 
for centuries to come. 

As mentioned, far from all Orthodox churches accepted the Decree of Union (the 
so-called Ὅρος), published in Florence in early July 1439. The three Eastern patriar-
chates – Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem – were not among those who initially 
rejected it. They were represented at the Council by special plenipotentiaries who 
signed the decree. The Encyclical Letter we are discussing here expressed opposition 
to the consequences of the decisions of the Council and to the patriarch of Con-
stantinople Mitrophanes II (1440–1443), a former metropolitan bishop of Cyzikos, 
whom John Palaiologos raised to the patriarchal throne because of Mitrophanes’ 
support for the Union. The newly elected patriarch tried to impose the Union with 
Rome by appointing supporters of the conciliar decisions as heads of bishoprics, do-
ing so in ways deemed un-canonic, whereby he eventually incurred the disaffection 
of the Greek clergy and the people2. The Encyclical Letter contains information about 
the described events and makes a clear assessment of the people involved in them. 

This document had great importance, because the three Oriental patriarchs 
gathered in Jerusalem to make their decisions. Some of the copies of the letter 
characterize it as a ὅρος/definition, others, as a συνοδικὴ διάγνωσις καὶ ἀπόφασις/
conciliar decision and judgement of the patriarchal council of Jerusalem of 1443. 
Its authenticity has been questioned by some scholars, and accepted by others 
based on argumentation on which the Slavic translation of the letter has an indi-
rect bearing; hence, this argumentation will be taken into account in the analysis3. 

1 Resistance against the Union and the stages of Union are excellently traced in a special study 
by Marie-Hélène Blanchet. M.-H.  Blanchet, L’Église byzantine à  la suite de l’Union de Florence 
(1439–1445). De la contestation à la scission, “Byzantinische Forschungen” 29, 2007, pp. 79–123.

2 Even at the signing of the Union, and of course after it, the representatives of the Eastern 
Church were far from unanimous, not even those who signed the document – see M.-H. Blanchet, 
Les division de l’Église byzantine après le Concile de Florence (1439) d’après un passage des 
“Antirrhétiques” de Jean Eugénikos, [in:] Byzance et ses périphéries: Hommage à  Alain Ducellier 
(mondes grec, balkanique et musulman), Paris 2004, p. 19–25.

3 J. Gill, The condemnation of the Council of Florence by the three oriental patriarchs in 1443, 
[in:]  Personalities of the Council of Florence and Other Essays, Oxford 1964, pp.  213–221;  
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What does the text tell us? Here is a  summary of its content: the Eminent 
Metropolitan Bishop of Caesarea of Cappadocia and Exarch of the Oriental coun-
tries, Arsenius, visits the holy places in Jerusalem and the Holy Tomb of the Lord. 
There he meets with the three patriarchs, Philotheus of Alexandria, Dorotheus of 
Antioch, and Joachim of Jerusalem, and informs them of the “temptation” in Con-
stantinople after the Council of Florence headed by Pope Eugenius and attended 
by John Palaiologos. He is referring to the three basic violations: the Filioque, the 
use of azyme, i.e., unleavened bread, and veneration of the Pope. There follows an 
expressive account of the outrages perpetrated by Patriarch Mitrophanes, who had 
seized the throne in a scurrilous manner with the aid of the Roman Pope and the 
“Latin-minded” Greek emperor. Special attention is paid to the fact that Patriarch 
Mitrophanes appointed four non-Orthodox supporters of the Union to the chairs 
of Amasia, New Caesarea, Tyana, and Mokissos. Metropolitan Bishop Arsenius 
turns to the three oriental patriarchs with the request that they convene a council 
and issue a conciliar letter declaring the uncanonical Uniate prelates illegitimate, 
and delegate to him the powers of exarch of all Anatolia, so that he may restore 
Orthodoxy and piety. At the end, it is said the synodial letter was signed personally 
by the three Oriental patriarchs in the month of April 6951 (i.e., 1443), sixth indic-
tion. The original text of the letter in Greek was published by Leo Alatius in 16484, 
and underwent many more editions, of which the most notable are those by Georg 
Hofmann and by Ioannis and Alkividadis I. Sakkelion5. Based on G. Hofmann’s 
edition, Alexander Zanemonets made a full translation from Greek into modern 
Russian6. 

M.-E. Blanchet, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de l’union de Florence par les patriarches 
orientaux en 1443. Réexamen du dossier documentaire, [in:] Le patriarcat œcuménique de Constantinople 
et Byzance hors frontières (1204–1586). Actes de la table ronde organisée dans le cadre du 22e Congrès 
international des études byzantines, Sofia 22–27.08.2011, “Dossiers Byzantins” 15, 2014, Paris, pp. 309–
326; А.  ЗАНЕМОНЕЦ, К  вопросу об историчности и  значении Иерусалимского собора 1443 г., 
“Byzantinoslavica” 67, 2009, pp. 331–336; А. ЗАНЕМОНЕЦ, В чем значение Иерусалимского собора 
1443 г.?, “Византийский временник” 68, 2009, pp.  165–169. One of the most recent studies is 
М. ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Славянското досие на един документ срещу Фeраро-Флорентинската 
уния: Окръжното послание на източните патриарси от 1443 г., “Slavia” 2019 (in print), where 
the linguistic data on the Slavic translation are analyzed based on the publications of М.-H. Blanchet. 

4 L. Allatii, De Ecclesiae Occidentalis atque Orientalis perpetua concensione. Libri tres, cap. IV, 
Cologne 1648, pp. 939–942.

5 I. ΚΆῚ Ά. Ι. ΣΆΚΚΕΛIΩΝΟΣ, Κατάλογος τῶν χειρογράφων τῆς Ἐθνικῆς βιβλιοθήκης τῆς Ἐλλάδος, 
Άθῆναι 1892, pp. 24–28 [= Σακκελiων, Κατάλογος]; G. Hofmann (ed.), Concilium Florentinuum. 
Documenta et scriptores, “Orientalium documenta minora”, ser. A, vol. 3.3, Roma 1953, #45, pp. 68–
72 [= Hofmann, #45]. 

6 А. ЗАНЕМОНЕЦ, К вопросу об историчности и значении Иерусалимского собора 1443 г., 
pp. 334–336; Idem, В чем значение Иерусалимского собора 1443 г.?, pp. 167–169.
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Thus, the Greek original of the text has been published (although based only 
on certain copies, while M.-H. Blanchet is preparing its critical edition) and has 
not gone unnoticed by researchers. Its Slavic translation, by contrast, has attracted 
the attention – especially recently – almost solely of the two authors of the present 
study7. This article is a continuation of our research and aims mainly to present 
the basic characteristics of the text (the Greek original and the Slavic translation), 
to discuss the problem of its authenticity, to offer a brief historical and theological 
commentary, to present the persons mentioned in the text, and above all, to place 
the source in the context of the manuscript collection BAR 636. One of our chief 
tasks is, based on this edition and the Greek text, to analyze the specificities of the 
translation of the Letter and to comment on the time and place of its appearance. 
The latter question, together with the surmise as to who might have been the Let-
ter’s translator, was in the focus of attention of Alexander Ivanovich Yatsimirsky, 
its first researcher. 

The authenticity of the Greek original of the text has been seriously ques-
tioned; meriting the greatest attention is the particular study by Joseph Gill, who 
completely rejects its authenticity and even declares the letter to be a fabrication 
made in the 17th century by Georgios Koressios of Chios in order to support the 
anti-Union cause, and first published in the edition of Leo Allatius8. The main 
weakness of J. Gill’s argument, and decisive for its assessment, is that the author 
has not worked with the manuscript tradition and is not even familiar with the 
edition of A. Sakkelion, which might solve many of the issues Gill raises. We will 
not discuss his thesis here, but only point it out to complement the information, as 
it has been definitively refuted in a very well-argued way in a special article by Ma-
rie-Hélène Blanchet9. Of course, the thesis that the text was written in the 17th cen-
tury is completely unfounded, inasmuch as we have copies from the 15th century 
and copies of its Slavic translation from the 16th century. Gill’s other arguments 
have also been refuted by Blanchet: the erroneous presentation of the hierarchy of 
patriarchal chairs, Jerusalem being incorrectly placed before Antioch, the numer-

7 ИВ. БИЛЯРСКИ, М. ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Славянски ръкопис BAR Ms. sl. 636, XVI в., от 
Библиотеката на Румънската академия в Букурещ, “Архиографски прилози” 37, 2015, pp. 107–
155; I. Biliarsky, M. Tsibranska, Contra varietatem pugna latissima. Un recueil juridique moldave et 
son convoi (BAR Ms. sl. 636, XVIe siècle), “Analele Putnei” XII.2, 2016, pp. 105–146; М. ЦИБРАНСКА-
КОСТОВА, Славянското досие на един документ срещу Фераро-Флорентинската уния…,  
in the press.

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

9 M.-H. Blanchet, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de l’union de Florence, pp. 311–312.
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ation of the Council as eighth (ecumenical), the reference to the use of unleavened 
bread for the sacrament of the Eucharist, and the introduction of the Filioque in 
the Symbol of Faith, the disrespectful attitude towards the ecumenical patriarch 
and especially towards the basileus John VIII Palaiologos10. We will not devote 
much space to these issues here but would refer the reader to the above-mentioned 
article, which largely exhausts them. 

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

• The first difference is in the titles given in the two publications. In the manu-
script from the National Library of Athens, it is: Συνοδικὴ διάγνωσις καὶ ἀπόφασις 
τῶν ἁγιωτάτων καὶ ὀρθοδόξων τῆς ἀνατολικῆς Ἐκκλησίας τριῶν πατριαρχῶν, 
Φιλοθέου Ἀλεξανδρείας, Δωροθέου Ἀντιοχείας καὶ Ἰωακεὶμ Ἱεροσολύμων περί τε 
τῆς ἐν Φλωρεντίᾳ γενομένης ὀγδόης συνόδου καὶ τῶν ὑπὸ τῶν λατινοφρόνων 
χειροτονηθέντων11. The title in G.  Hofmann’s publication is: Ὅρος τῶν ἁγίων 
πατριαρχῶν ἐν τῇ Συρίᾳ, Φιλοθέου Ἀλεξανδρείας, Ἰωακεὶμ Ἱεροσολύμων καὶ 
Δωροθέου Ἀντιοχείας, κατὰ τῆς ἐν Φλωρεντίᾳ συνόδου ... ἤτοι τῆς ὀγδόης καὶ 
μιαρᾶς12. M.-H. Blanchet has discussed in detail the difference between the titles, 
which leads to different perceptions and assessments of the text, and we can hardly 
add anything to what she has said13. The important thing is that her discussion 
refutes one of J. Gill’s objections with regard to the authenticity of the document, 
i.e., the uncanonic order of the patriarchal thrones in Hofmann’s edition, where 
Jerusalem is wrongly placed before Antioch. The problem of the more pretentious 
name of the act of 1443 is also resolved (“definition”, “Ὅρος”), which claims to set 
the decision of the three Oriental prelates on a level of equality with the decisions 
of the council of Florence. We should mention here that the texts of the two edi-
tions describe the act in the same way, as a “synodial opinion” (συνδικὴν γνώμην)14.

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

10 Ibidem, pp. 312–316.
11 ΣΆΚΚΕΛIΩΝ, Κατάλογος, 24.
12 G. Hofmann, #45, 69.
13 M.-H. Blanchet, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de l’union de Florence, pp. 316–317.
14 ΣΆΚΚΕΛIΩΝ, Κατάλογος, 26; Hofmann, #45, 714–5.
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uncanonically appointed by Mitrophanes II15. In contrast, we do not find the ag-
gressively pejorative turn of the names or designation of the patriarchal institution 
in the edition of the Athens copy. In Hofmann’s edition, the name of Patriarch Mi-
trophanes II is twice changed into “Mitrophon”, which would signify “matricide”, 
while in the Athens copy, his name is unchanged16. Marie-Hélène Blanchet notes 
a change of the name of Pope Eugenius (from Evgenios to Agenios), which Hof-
mann has not included in his edition17. The last change is that from “patriarch” to 
“fatriarch” (meaning “head of clan”)18, which certainly is not a positive designation 
for the prelate of Constantinople. Thus, we see the diminutives appear in both cop-
ies, but in some cases the proper form of the names or of the patriarchal institution 
are preserved in the Athens copy, which makes it less aggressive. This provides 
arguments that an additional change and interpolation was made in the text. 

• The last and probably most important difference between the two pub-
lished texts is in the interpretation of the decisions of the Council of Ferrara–
Florence regarding the addition of the Filioque in the Symbol of Faith and regard-
ing the use of leavened bread. No doubt, the meaning of the decision has been 
changed here; we would refer the reader to the commentary in Marie-Hélène 
Blanchet’s article19.

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

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

15 ΣΆΚΚΕΛIΩΝ, Κατάλογος, 26; Hofmann, #45, 7023–24.
16 ΣΆΚΚΕΛIΩΝ, Κατάλογος, 25, 26; Hofmann, #45, 6926, 7019–20. It should be pointed out, 

however, that in the parallel text of the Letter, taken from the Ecclesiastical History by the Metropolitan 
Meletius of Athens, published in the 18th century, the name of the pro-Union patriarch is given as 
“Mitrophanes”, which indicates a similar copy was used to the one published by G. Hofmann.

17 M.-H. Blanchet, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de l’union de Florence, p. 318 and 
note 43.

18 ΣΆΚΚΕΛIΩΝ, Κατάλογος, 26; Hofmann, #45, 7020.
19 M.-H. Blanchet, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de l’union de Florence, pp. 313–315. 
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The Slavic translation cannot resolve a number of debated issues regarding 
the Greek tradition of the text, but may indirectly contribute to the discussions 
and illustrate the course of its reception in the non-Greek Orthodox world. Sev-
eral points in the Slavic tradition of the translation may be taken into account in 
order to resolve both the specific linguistic-textological issues and the nature of 
the Greek source of the Slavic translation. The translation has several sources. In 
discussing the importance of the translation, we should start with Joseph Gill’s 
accusation that the Encyclical Letter is a 17th-century fabrication20. This view has 
been seriously challenged already, and the existence of the Slavic translation, with 
copies from as early as the 16th century, definitely refutes it. 

In 1904, the well-known Slavicist Alexander Ivanovich Yatsimirsky published 
a book on Gregory Tsamblak. There, in connection with the hypothesis that Tsam-
blak and Gavriil Uric, the well-known monk and writer from the Neamț monas-
tery, are one and the same person, and in clarifying the literary legacy of the latter, 
Yatsimirsky commented on the Encyclical Letter and published several fragments 
of its Slavic translation21. Here we will leave the name of Gregory Tsamblak aside, 
inasmuch as his modern biographies assert he died around 1419–1420, i.e., after he 
headed the delegation of representatives of Lithuania, Great Novgorod, and Mol-
davia at the Council of Constance22. As we know, this council, held as early as the 
beginning of the 15th century under the already looming threat of the Ottomans, 
attempted to settle the differences between the Eastern and Western Churches23. Yat-
simirsky’s opinion that Tsamblak lived as a monk in Neamț until his death at the age 
of 86, around 1450, is based on mistaken data from Moldavian chronicles, which 
confuse the names of two different historical figures, both bearing the name Grego-

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

21 А. И. ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Григорий Цамблак, pp. 244–245, 274–278.
22 М.  СПАСОВА, Източници за речта на Григорий Цамблак пред църковния събор 

в  Констанц, [in:] А.  МИЛТЕНОВА (ред.), Сребърният век: Нови открития. Сборник доклади 
от международната конференция, 10–11 май, 2015 г., Българска академия на науките, София 
2015, pp. 91–112.

23 We should note that, due to unclear points in the biography of Tsamblak, there is debate 
as to whether he was present at the Council of Ferrara–Florence. A.  Yatsimirsky gave a  negative 
answer to this question (А.  И.  ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Григорий Цамблак, pp.  260–262). In the Russian 
written tradition, where a whole “Florentine cycle” of texts related to this council appeared and was 
disseminated in a certain type of collection, there is added to the collections the Conciliar Letter of 
the Lithuanian bishops regarding the ordainment of Gregory Tsamblak as Metropolitan bishop 
of Kiev in 6924, 1415 (О. Л. НОВИКОВА, Формирование и рукописная традиция „флорентинского 
цикла” во второй половины XV–первой половины XVII вв., “Очерки феодальной России” 14.44, 
2010), that is to say, documents from different synods were unified. 
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ry. At an earlier time, Tsamblak had certainly lived for a while in Moldavia and in the 
Neamț monastery. While the year and place of death of Gregory Tsamblak have not 
been definitively established, we accept the prevalent opinion, which excludes his 
being the translator of the Encyclical Letter of the three Oriental patriarchs. 

This is not equally true for the other figure involved in the translation, Gavriil 
Uric24. The outstanding calligrapher and translator made an important contribution 
to the development of Orthodox written culture in Moldavia, to the transmission of 
the Tărnovo traditions to the Moldavian land, to the reproduction of the works of Pa-
triarch Euthymius and Gregory Tsamblak. He was a prominent copyist of works in 
the vita and panegyric genres, collections, Triodiа, and homilies. Those of  his manu-
s cripts that are of undisputed date were written between 1413 and 145125. Hence, 
with regard to the tradition of Slavic translations of the Letter, we cannot exclude 
Yatsimirsky’s information, based on a copyist’s note in a later collection from 1629. 
This note reproduces information drawn from the copy of the text under discus-
sion in a lost manuscript by Gavriil Uric from the second half of the 15th century. 
The text of the note published by Yatsimirsky is the following: в лтѡ ҂ꙁцна гаврїиль 
монахь ѿ нѣгде сїе наръта въ сихь медотоныхь книгахь26. Based on these data, 
Yatsimirsky concluded that when the Encyclical Letter appeared, “the humble cop-
yist hastened to translate this letter into the Slavic language”27. He considers the 

24 Кл. ИВАНОВА, Незабелязан фрагмент от Словото за всички светии на патриарх 
Филотей, автограф на Гавриил Урик, “Palaeobulgarica” 40.3, 2016, pp.  7–28; П.  БОЙЧЕВА, 
Традициите на Търновската книжовна школа и  делото на Гавриил Урик, [in:] Търновска 
книжовна школа, т. 2, София 1980, pp.  177–182; Г.  МИХАИЛА, Рукописи Гавриила Урика 
и  их литературное значение, [in:] Търновска книжовна школа, t.  2, София 1980, pp.  81–88; 
А. Д. ПАСКАЛЬ, Итоги и задачи изучения рукописей Гавриила Урика как ранных источников 
по истории славяно-молдавской книжности ХV в., [in:] Исследования по источниковедению 
СССР дооктябрьского периода, Москва 1989, pp. 4–32; А. Д. ПАСКАЛЬ, Новые данные о книжной 
деятельности Гавриила Урика Нямецкаго, [in:] Търновска книжовна школа, т. 5, София 1994, 
pp. 409–413; Idem, Новые данные о рукописной наслядии Гавриила Урика в славяно-молдавской 
книжности певрой половины XV века. Материалы международной научно-практической 
конференции Российской государственной библиотеки, 12–13.10.2016, “Румянцевские чтения”, 
ч. 2, Москва 2016, pp. 31–36.

25 A. Д.  ПАСКАЛЬ, Новые данные о  книжной деятельности Гавриила Урика Нямецкаго, 
p. 411; A. Д. ПАСКАЛЬ, Новые данные о рукописной наслядии Гавриила Урика, pp. 31–36.

26 A. И.  ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Григорий Цамблак, p.  245. The year should be calculated as 
1443 = 6951 – 5508, assuming that in this edition, the first numeral letter is actually ꙅ (6). Hence, 
in view of the dating of the Encyclical Letter to April, the coefficient for calculating the Byzantine 
numbering of years results in 5508. In the note, however, the month is not specifically given, as we 
see. An interesting contextual use is that of the verb начръта>начрьтати “write, copy”; Yatsimirsky, 
again based on the dating, presumes this means “translate”. 

27 A. И. ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Григорий Цамблак, p. 274.
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expression ѿ нѣгде to be typical for Gavriil/Tsamblak. We find data about the late 
manuscript of 1629, containing this information, in a brief bibliography presented 
in another book by Yatsimirsky, where the work is described as a miscellany of ser-
mons and vitae, found in northern Bessarabia and kept in the Dragomirna monas-
tery before passing into the collection of Theophile Gepetsky28. А. Pascal points out 
that this is one of the later copies of an unextant translation by Uric, which included 
one more letter, the Letter of Matthias I Patriarch of Constantinople to the ruler of 
Moldova Alexandru the Good, from 21 July 1401, which contains information about 
the activity of Gregory Tsamblak in Moldavia29. Later on, in another, more recent, 
publication by the same author, the 16th century Euchologe, in which this other letter 
was included, is not mentioned among the dated and undated manuscripts of Uric30.

Thus, the indicated information is the only one placed after a copy of the En-
cyclical Letter, and thereby connecting the name of Gavriil to his translation. How-
ever, we see it does not present sufficient proof he was the author of the translation. 
Yet this hypothesis cannot be entirely rejected either. By contrast, the environment 
in which the Encyclical Letter was disseminated, and in which its translation was 
probably made, can be identified with far greater certainty. That is because two 
other copies document its text reliably enough, although they are not provided 
with the same kind of copyist’s note. After Yatsimirsky’s comments31, today we 
know considerably more about the two manuscripts. They have been the object 
of scholarly attention in their entirety or in separate parts for various research 
purposes32. They are the two manuscript twins, BAR 636 and BAR 685 from the 
Library of the Rumanian Academy. As we have already stated, the twin manu-
scripts are a Moldavian phenomenon: miscellanies with a markedly anti-hereti-
cal orientation meant to defend Orthodoxy and thereby serve the needs of the 
principality in a specific political situation33. The large-scale fight against religious 

28 А. И. ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Из славянских рукописей. Тексты и заметки, Москва 1898, pp. 69–70. 
The current location of this manuscript remains unknown for us, as well as its destiny.

29 А. Д.  ПАСКАЛЬ, Итоги и  задачи изучения рукописей Гавриила Урика как ранных 
источников по истории славяно-молдавской книжности ХV века, pp. 5, 10.

30 Idem, Новые данные о  рукопсиной наслядии Гавриила Урика в  славяно-молдавской 
книжности певрой половины XV века, pp. 31–36.

31 А. И. ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Григорий Цамблак, p. 275. 
32 И. БИЛЯРСКИ, М. ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Славянски ръкопис BAR Ms. sl. 636, XVI в., от 

Библиотеката на Румънската академия в Букурещ, pp. 107–155; I. Biliarsky, M. Tsibranska, 
Contra varietatem pugna latissima. Un recueil juridique moldave et son convoi (BAR Ms. sl. 636, XVIe 
siècle), pp. 105–146.

33 В. Joudiou, La réaction orthodoxe face aux étrangers dans les principautés roumaines au XVIe 
siècle, [in:] Migrations et diasporas méditerranéennes Xe–XVIe siècles, eds. M. Balard et A. Ducellier, 
Paris 2002, pp. 248–249; М. Crăciun, Tolerance and Persecution. Political Authority and Religious 
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deviations demanded the compiling of texts against the traditional Trinitarian and 
Christological heresies, as well as anti-Iconoclast, anti-Catholic, anti-Armenian 
and anti-Jewish texts. The anti-Latin part of controversy works is the most im-
portant and forms a unified set, in which the Encyclical Letter is placed as being 
the most topical and closest to the time of the creation of the manuscripts. Hence, 
it serves as a reference point for the possible lower date limit of the compiling of 
these collections. The Encyclical Letter was disseminated together with emblem-
atic anti-Catholic texts: A  Useful Tale about the Latins; the well-known chapter 
51 of the Zakonopravilo of St. Sabbas ѡ҆ фра́нѕѣⷯ . ҆ ѡ҆ прѡ́чⷯ лат́наⷯ; an excerpt 
from the text by Nikon of the Black Mountain against the Latins; Sermon on the 
German Deception, How Peter the Stammerer Taught them Heresy, the anti-Latin 
Сло́во ѡца на́шего ѳеѡⷣс́їа пещеⷬрскаго ͗гѹ́мена. къ ͗ꙁѧсла́вѹ кнѧ́ѕѹ, etc. The 
question regarding the Encyclical Letter is, when was it included in the collections: 
at the time of the compilation of the prototype collection, or later, as a consistent  
addition to the corpus of anti-Latin texts. This implies the question as to whether 
these collections were compiled in the second half of the 15th century or the first 
half of the 16th. We may assert that the oldest works included in them, such as the 
A Useful Tale about the Latins and the Sermon on the German Deception, were bor-
rowed directly from the South Slav, Bulgarian prototype from the time of the Sec-
ond Bulgarian Empire. This coincides with the origin and particularities of other 
parts of the two collections, especially the so-called Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon, 
which occupies more than half the collection. The earliest known copies of this 
nomocanon are Bulgarian, from the 14th century34. In view of the fact that the third 
source of the Slavic translation of the Letter is a collection different in type from 
the two anti-heretical ones, it would be more logical to consider the hypothesis 
that the copies in BAR 636 and BAR 685 were included as part of the initial 
anti-Latin cycle at a later date, i.e., in the 16th century. This would imply that the 
Letter was situated in an environment consistent with its matter, among the anti-Latin 
works, but was not translated specially for the purposes of the collections. 

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

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

34 М. ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Покайната книжнина на Българското средновековие IX–XVIII в. 
(езиково-текстологични и културологични аспекти), София 2011, pp. 259–410.
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has no title and begins with an appeal to the reader: Да вѣ́сте въсѝ правосла́вны 
хрⷭ҇тїа́ни • сїѐ насто́ѫщее писа́нїе еже ꙁри́те. This beginning has a corresponding text 
in the Greek edition: Γινώσκετε ἀπάντες οἱ ὀρθόδοξοι χριστιανοί… G. Hofmann 
has published it in the critical tools attached to the basic text, because he repro-
duces it based on the marginal notes in the manuscript he has used, the Vaticanus 
Ottobonianus gr. 418 from the 15th century. The fact there is no title points to 
several interesting features. The terms in the Greek title have no direct match in 
the Slavic text, but at its end, the expression съвѣтъ съборьнъ, συνοδικὴν γνώμην 
performs a terminological function35. Thus, the text is given the status of a conciliar 
decree. Another interesting feature preserved in the Slavic translation, is that the 
patriarchal chairs are not named in the order of their canonic status and rank (Al-
exandria, Antioch, Jerusalem): Jerusalem is placed second after Alexandria36. This 
feature is found not in the title, as in Hofmann’s Greek text, but inside the presenta-
tion where the names of the three patriarchs and their chairs are listed. This is the 
order in which they are given in the Greek original as well. These facts justify the 
assertion that the Slavic translation was based on an already edited Greek original 
complemented with marginal notes. 

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

• The use of the diminutive in a pejorative sense in the designation of ecclesiastic 
ranks37. In this way, they stress the inauthenticity, the un-canonic status of the 
four Uniate prelates appointed by Patriarch Mitrophanes. The Greek terms used 
are μητροπολίδια and ἐπισκοπίδια, corresponding in Slavic to мирⷮополиді́а and 
е͗пⷭ҇кпо́дїа / е͗пⷭ҇кпѡ́лидїа derived from the correct terms митрополитъ, епископъ. By 
contrast, when the chair of Metropolitan Bishop Arsenius is designated, it is called 
стѣи́шїѫ митрополі́ѫ кесарїѫ кападокі́искыѧ.

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

35 G. Hofmann, #45, p. 72.
36 J.  Gill, The condemnation of the Council of Florence, pp.  213–221; M.-H.  Blanchet, 

Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de l’union de Florence, pp. 319–320.
37 G.  Hofmann, #45, p.  70; M.-H.  Blanchet, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet 

de l’union de Florence, p. 317.
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the name of Patriarch Mitrophanes, who becomes мирⷮофо́ноⷭ҇, си́рѣ ⷱ҇ ма́тероѹ҆бі́ица 
(from the Greek μητροφόνος). Similarly, attached to his name is the title мирⷮофѡ́нъ 
фатрїа́рхъ < φατριάρχης. It means a  leader of a clan (from the Greek φρατρία), 
which deprives the ecclesiastic title of its ecclesiastic dignity and its reference to 
a uniter of the community. Of the personal names and titles, only the name of Pope 
Eugenius (1431–1447)38, in whose time the Council of Ferrara-Florence was held, 
is not the target of punning, although in some Greeek copies of the Encyclical Let-
ter, this name too is distorted pejoratively. 

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

 – First of all, there are epithets attached to the names of historical figures. 
Of great interest for researchers has been the qualification attached to John VIII 
Palaiologos, λατινοφρόνος, латиномѫдрънꙑи “Latinophrone; Latin supporter; 
adherent of the Latins”. It is used twice, once with reference to the emperor – цреⷨ 
гръчь́скыⷨ і͗ѡ͗а́ннѡⷨ палеѡ́логоⷨ лати́нⷪ҇мѫⷣрьⷩныⷨ, and again with reference to the un-
cannonically appointed four Uniate metropolitan bishops – мирⷮофѡ́нъ фатрїа́рхъ, 
беꙁа́кѡннаа рѫкоположе́нїа повелѣ̀ латиномѫⷣръныиⷨ, н҄ѫ сѐ па́че и͗ къ ѡбласти 
въс҄е въ́сточныѧ срⷮа́ны. The text often uses words derived from the second root 
of this composite noun съмѫдрьникъ – своѧ̏ ереси съмѫⷣр́ъникы; съмѫдровати 
– лати́нскаа въсѣ̀ и͗ мѫⷣрьствѹѧщїиⷯ и͗ твѡ́рѧщїи; неправомѫдрьствовати – ꙗⷦ҇ да 
ѿже́неⷮ непра́вомѫⷣрьствѹѧщїиⷯ ѿ въсѧ̀ ѡ͗бласти своꙛ̏. There is a sustained tenden-
cy for the word φρονέω ‘think, judge, meditate, take side, reason’ to be translated 
with мѫдрьствовати, мѫдровати, which is the meaning both words have in classi-
cal Old Bulgarian monuments39. As early as Methodius’s 9th-century translation of 
the first Slavic Nomocanon, the contextual use of the verb мѫдрьствовати is relat-
ed to the anti-heretical conciliar texts – for instance, Canon 1 and 4 of the Council 
of Ephesus, concerning the Nestorian heresy40. The lexemes from the same root 
are used as a universal device to emphasize the affiliation of various heretical doc-
trines precisely to the Latin heresy. 

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

38 M.-H. Blanchet, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de l’union de Florence, p. 318.
39 Старобългарски речник, т.  1. А–Н, София 1999, pp. 890–891.
40 J. Vašica, K. Haderka, Nomokanon, [in:] Magnae Moraviae Fontes Historici,  т. 4. Textus 

Iuridici Suplementa, Brno 1971, pp. 324–325.
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(въсе́и въ́сточнѣи странѣ ̀) or of all Anatolia (въсе́и а͗натѡ́лїи); there is no synon-
ymy in Hofmann’s edition, where only “exarch of Anatolia” is given. 

 – Thirdly, the fact that the text is a  translation is evidenced by the foreign 
terms it contains. We will discuss only two of them. In order of appearance, these 
are: ꙁа събра́ннѫѧ кѹстѹдїѫ въ флѡринті́и, иже въ и͗та́лїи сквꙸр́ннаго събѡ́ра. 
The first lexeme, кѹстодиꙗ< κουστωδία<custodia, does not appear in Hofmann’s 
edition, but is found in the alternative – and according to Blanchet, more pre-
cise – copy found in Sakkelion, from the late 15th– early 16th century. As for its 
meaning, the lexeme probably emphasizes the same meaning of “sentry, guard” 
that it has in Byzantine and Bulgarian literature of the earliest period41, and refers 
here to the guarded, enclosed character of the Council of Florence. The second 
lexeme is used twice and is drawn from the following passages: стыѧ веⷧ҇ ́кыѧ 
цркве кѡⷩстанті́на грⷣа пове́лѣ да поⷣ е͗го́вꙋ та́ха ѡблаⷭ҇ поⷣле́жѫщїиⷯ пока́ꙁа; и͗ е͗пкⷭ҇пи 
по въсѫ́дѹ и͗ въ вⸯсⷯѣ́• еще же и͗ и͗гѹ́мени въкѹ́пѣ дхѡ́вникы та́ха (in Greek, 
the adverb τάχα means “quickly, at present, actually”; in the Russian translation by 
A. Zanemonets it is „по сути дела”, „равно”). In translating it, Zanemonets has 
indicated the colloquial character of the expression42. 

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

41 Старобългарски речник, т.  1. А–Н, София 1999, p. 768.
42 А. ЗАНЕМОНЕЦ, В чем значение Иерусалимского собора 1443 г.?, pp. 168–169.
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made some few, but interesting, insertions of an interpretative nature, which have 
no basis in the two cited Greek editions. Thus, regarding the dogmatic accusations 
against the Uniates, the term Symbol of the Faith (in Greek ἐν τῷ τῆς πιστέως 
Συμβόλῳ) is replaced by the first words of the Greek designation ꙗже еⷭ҇ вѣ́рѫ въ 
е͗ди́ноⷢ҇ ба. To this day, the first word “I believe” (Верую) is used instead of Sym-
bol of the Faith“. This synonymous metonymic substitution does not change the 
meaning in any way, but, on the contrary, makes it more comprehensible to the 
Orthodox. In other cases in the Slavic text, the tranlator’s choice is reveled only by 
one of the two comparative Greek editions. The clarification that John Palaiologos 
is basileus of the Byzantines, and not only basileus, appears in the Sakkeloni edi-
tion (but not in Hofmann); it is translated in Slavic thus: и͗ цреⷨ гръчь́скыⷨ і͗ѡ͗а́ннѡⷨ 
палеѡ́логоⷨ, καὶ βασιλεῖ τῶν Ῥωμαίων Ἰωάννῃ τῷ Παλαιολόγῳ43. We already men-
tioned the beginning under which the Encyclical Letter was disseminated in Slavic 
copies. It is borrowed from a Greek interpolation, from which was also borrowed 
the specification that the three patriarch met in Syria, стхъ трїеⷯ патрїа́рхъ ⷤиⷷ ́въ 
си́рїи. This fact is mentioned only in the main text of the two Greek editions – Hof-
mann and Sakkeloni – but not in the heading of the document. With regard to 
the other common linguistic features, the Slavic translation follows a particular 
Greek text in detail. An example of this is the etymological figure in the expression 
нерѫкоположе́ны, рѫкополо́жи, ὁ ἀχειροτόνητος κεχειροτόνηκε44.

 – Last but not least, it is worth mentioning certain data of historical-factological 
significance, regarding the authenticity of which, and their presence in other sourc-
es, future research has yet to comment. Along with the names of persons involved in 
the Council of Ferrara–Florence, along with the names of the direct participants in 
the creation of the Letter, the Slavic text presents the spelling of some less common 
chairs: въ а͗ма́сїѫ ꙗвѣ ꙗ͗ко. но́вїѫ кесарїѫ же тїа́на и͗ мокѵ̈со́на. While the first chair 
presents no spelling issues, the latter is translated as a noun in the accusative case 
directly following the Greek source (Μωκησσόν, Mokissos, Mokis, in the Eparchy of 
Caesaraea). In this context, it is not surprising that Constantinople is twice translat-
ed as Tsarigrad, a popular name for the city among Slavs. 

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

43 Hofmann, #45, p. 70; ΣΆΚΚΕΛIΩΝ, Κατάλογος, p. 25.
44 Hofmann, #45, p. 70.
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early on, since they already appear in the 15th century copy. However, the facts 
clearly raise doubts about Yatsimirsky’s idea that the Encyclical Letter was translat-
ed precisely in 1443. We may assume that the year 1443, indicated in the copyist’s 
note in the collection from 1629, was the result of contamination of different data 
and was due to a calculation made to ascertain в лтѡ́, ҂ѕцна́ at the end of the letter. 
The dating is of essential importance in a synodial document. We must not forget 
that the users of the BAR Ms. sl. 636 manuscript have done precisely that – date 
it – in the marginal note of the copy. 

There still remains to discuss whether the translator of the Encyclical Letter 
may have been Gavriil Uric himself. This hypothesis should not be rejected lightly, 
but is hard to prove. The translation may have been accredited to him, because 
his name was linked to the other letter, mentioned above – the Letter of Patriarch 
Matthias to the ruler of Moldavia Alexandru the Good – which was clearly meant 
for the Orthodox secular and clerical circles in Moldavia. The part that translation 
of documents or the compiling of controversy works45 played in the activity of 
Gavriil Uric is a  topic yet to be studied and not researched until now. For now, 
there seems to be no direct evidence linking his name to the compilation of any 
collection that may have served as a prototype for the Moldavian anti-heretical 
collections of the first half of the 15th century, a prototype testified to by the only 
two extant 16th-century copies through which the Encyclical Letter is studied. The 
inclusion in BAR 636 of a  Moldavian chronicle, whose latest possible dating is 
151246, and which describes events that took place in the Moldavian principality 
in the time of the ruler Bogdan III (1504–1517), and the enthronement of Sultan 
Selim I (1512–1520), confirms once again the hypothesis that the chronicle was 
more likely a contribution to the fierce defense of Orthodoxy undertaken by loyal 
monastic circles during the first and second quarter of the 16th century, a time of 
increased social-political tension in the principality. Thus, the Slavic translation of 
our text was attached to the already formed cycle of anti-Latin works. The place 
of its appearance was certainly the Principality of Moldavia, but it is logical that it 
would have been of much greater topical importance precisely in the second half 
of the 15th century. It was hardly difficult for the copyists of the two Moldavian 
collections to find protographs for it in the literary heritage of the Moldavian mon-
asteries, especially in Neamț. 

45 Another such collection of controversy is BAN, No. 13.3.20 in Saint-Petersburg, from the 
first half of the 15th century, mentioned by A. Pascal (A. ПАСКАЛЬ, Новые данные о рукопсиной 
наслядии Гавриила Урика в славяно-молдавской книжности певрой половины XV века, p. 34).

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

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

• Emperor John VIII Palaiologos (1392–1448, ruled 1425–1448)47. He was the 
next to last Byzantine basileus, the older son of Manuеl II Palaiologos and Helena 
Dragaš. He became a sym-basileus in the early 15th century and autocrat in 1421. 
He officially assumed power after the death of Manuel II. He sought to establish 
closer relations with the West, supported the Union and personally took part in 
the Council of Ferrara–Florence. His efforts to oppose the Ottoman conquest were 
dashed with the fiasco of the Crusade campaign at the battle of Varna in 1444. It 
is precisely his deeds, and their consequences, that the Encyclical Letter discusses.

47 Prosopographisches Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit, #21481; J.  Gill, John VIII Palaeologus. 
A Character Study, [in]: Personalities of the Council of Florence and Other Essays, Oxford 1964, pp. 104–
124; The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. II, p. 1053; Ив. Ђурић, Сумрак Византиjе: Време 
Jована VIII Палеолога, 1392–1448, Београд 1984; Iv. Djurić, Le crépuscule de Byzance, Paris 1996.
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• The Ecumenical Patriarch Mitrophanes II (4 May 1440–1 August 1443)48. 
As metropolitan of Cyzikos, he took part in, and supported, the Council of Fer-
rara–Florence. He was appointed ecumenical patriarch by Emperor John VIII 
Palaiologos, replacing Patriarch Joseph II, who had died in Florence. His actions as 
patriarch of Constantinople provoked discontent and caused the people to revolt. 
He died on 1 August 1443 in Constantinople. It is precisely the uncanonical ap-
pointments to four Anatolian chairs made by Mitrophanes that the three Oriental 
patriarchs oppose.

• Philotheus, Patriarch of Alexandria (1435–1459)49. He held the chair of Al-
exandria for a comparatively long time, but his name has gone down in history 
chiefly in connection with the Council of Ferrara-Florence. He did not person-
ally attend the Council but was represented there, at first by Metropolitan Bishop 
Mark of Ephesus, and then, because of the latter’s evidently hesitant position and 
ultimate withdrawal from the Union, by Metropolitan Bishop Anthony of Hera-
clea and Protosyncelle Gregory. Thus, Patriarch Philotheus practically endorsed 
the conciliar decree of Union. Additional testimonies to this are contained in the 
letter of thanks in connection with the Union addressed to him by Emperor John 
VIII Palaiologos as well as a letter from his representative, Protosyncelle Gregory. 
Moreover, Philotheus personally sent a letter to Pope Eugenius IV on 1 September 
1440, in which he expressed the Alexandrian Church’s agreement to the Council 
and the Union50. The situation evidently changed afterwards.

• Dorotheus II, Patriarch of Antioch (1436–1454)51. He held the chair of An-
tioch for nearly twenty years. Although he has come down in history chiefly as 
an opponent of the Union, he was represented at the Council of Florence by Met-
ropolitan Bishop Isidorus of Kiev, and thus took part in affirming the Conciliar 
definition. His stance in the Letter is different.

• Joachim, Patriarch of Jerusalem (1431–unknown)52. He and the preceding 
two prelates were under the power of Islamic rulers, so to accept the Union may 
have been very problematic for them. However, he was likewise represented at the 
Council. The signature of his representative, Dositheus, Metropolitan Bishop of 
Monembasia, is placed under the Conciliar decree. He too held his chair for a rela-
tively long time. We know that the patriarch of that chair in 1450 was Theophanes 
II, but we also know the chair was vacant for some time prior to that year.

48 Prosopographisches Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit, #18069.
49 Ibidem,  #29906.
50 G. Hofmann, #33, pp. 39–40; #34, pp. 40–45; #38, pp. 51–53. Regarding these events, see 

M.-H. Blanchet, Le patriarcat de Constantinople et le rejet de l’union de Florence, pp. 319–320.
51 Prosopographisches Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit, #5939.
52 Ibidem, #8383.
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• Pope Eugenius IV (1431–1447)53. Born Gabriele Condulmaro in Venice in 
the early 1340s, he became pope on 3 March 1431. His main effort aimed at unifica-
tion with the Eastern Churches, the Orthodox as well as the Armenian and Coptic. 
Considerable success in this respect was achieved with the decree of union at the 
Council of Ferrara–Florence. However, since the Union had only a political basis, it 
subsequently failed due to internal resistance among the Byzantines and the fiasco 
of the Crusade at the battle of Varna in 1444. He died in Rome on 23 February 1447.

• Arsenius, Metropolitan Bishop of Caesarea of Cappadocia and Exarch of 
Anatolia54. He is not known to us from other sources. He evidently opposed the 
Union. He went on a pilgrimage to the Holy Land and initiated the council of the 
three Oriental patriarchs in Jerusalem. They authorized him to oppose the unca-
nonical appointments made by Patriarch Mitrophanes II and to represent Ortho-
doxy as Exarch of Anatolia. He is a main figure in the Letter. 

• Pachomius, Metropolitan Bishop of Amasia (in the 1440s)55. As hieromonk, 
he was chosen to take part in the Council of Florence in 1437 and signed its deci-
sions in 1439 as hegumen of the St. Paul Monastery. He succeeded Joasaph as bish-
op of Amasia in the early 1440s, soon after the enthronement of Mitrophanes II 
as Patriarch of Constantinople. Two letters to him by Theodore Agalianos are 
extant56. He was evidently a supporter of the Union and one of the four prelates 
whose uncanonical appointment to the Anatolian chairs provoked the interven-
tion of the Oriental patriarchs. 

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

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

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

53 J. Gill, Eugenius IV, Westminster, Md., 1961; The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. II, 
p.  744; M.  Decaluwe, A  Successful Defeat. Eugene IV’s Struggle with the Council of Basel for the 
Ultimate Authority in the Church, 1431–1449, Bruxelles 2009.

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

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

56 S.  Pétridès, Documents sur la rupture de l’union de Florence, “Echo d’Orient” 14, 1911, 
pp. 204–207.
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TEXT OF THE ENCYCLICAL LETTER ACCORDING TO BAR 636 
WITH VARIANT READINGS FROM BAR 685

The two copies, BAR 636 and BAR 685, seem reliable with regard to the Slavic 
translation of the letter from Greek. In manuscript BAR 636, the text is placed after 
the text on f. 226r Патрїа́рси ѿ а събѡⷬ ҇ въ кѡⷩ҇стаⷩтіⷩ҇а граⷣ, a list of the archbishops 
of Constantinople and the ecumenical patriarchs from Mitrophanes (306–314) to 
Philotheus Coccinos (1354–1355, 1364–1376)57. This text was published for the 
first time in the cited publication. The end of the text is followed by a series of an-
ti-Latin works, beginning on f. 232r Повѣ́сть поле́ꙁнаа ѡ͗ лати́нѡⷯ когда̀ ѿлѫ́чишⷭ҇ѧ 
ѿ гръ́кь. и͗ ѿ стыⷽ бжїа цркве. и͗ како и͗ꙁѡ͗брѣ́ташѧ се́бѣ ереси е͗же ѡ͗прѣ́снѡчнаⷶ 
слѹ́жити. и͗ хꙋ́ла на стго дха . Consequently, the Encyclical Letter is thematically 
and logically connected to its “textual convoy”. In the twin manuscript, preserved 
in the Yatsimirsky collection, and which we are using in its photocopy version 
from the Library in Bucharest (BAR 685), the text is accompanied by a similar but 
slightly different convoy. The approximately twenty sheets preceding it are filled 
with historical works: lists of Jerusalem patriarchs, Moldavian chronicles, and on 
f. 215, several interesting chronicle notes in Slavic (in Cyrillic letters) and in Polish 
(in Latin letters), after which, on ff. 216r–220r, comes the text of the Encyclical Let-
ter, followed by the A Useful Tale about the Latins. This connects the Letter both to 
the dogmatic and the historical part of the collection. The given variant readings in 
BAR 685 are few and are presented in order to highlight some spelling differences, 
since the text has some invariable traits.

/f. 228б/ Да вѣ́сте въсѝ правосла́вны хрⷭ҇тїа́ни• сїѐ насто́ѫщее писа́нїе еже 
ꙁри́те. прѣпи́са сѧ ѿ чтⷭ҇наго и͗ стго писа́нїа, стхъ трїеⷯ патрїа́рхъ ⷤиⷷ ́въ си́рїи• 
и͗ е͗ди́ны срѡ́кы приложе́нїа, и͗лѝ ѿѧ͑тїа не и͑маⷮ въ се́бѣ. нⷤиⷷ рѣ́чи. Поне́же прїи́де 
прѣѡ͗сще́нныи митрополить ꙁде̏, стѣишїѫ митропѡ́лїѫ кеса́рїѫ кападокїискыѧ• 
иже и͗ пръвопрѣсто́лень сыи̏, е͗ѯа́рхъ въсе́и въ́сточнѣи странѣ̀• въкѹ́пѣ ѹбо 
поклони́ти сѧ въсѐчтⷭ҇номѹ га на́шего і͗ѵ ха̀ гро́бѹ• и͗ иже въ і͗е͗рлⷭ҇мѣ ви́дѣти 
сще́ннаа мѣ́ста• въ ни́хже прѣсла́внаа съвръ́шишѧ сѧ хва съмотре́нїа таи́нства• 
въкѹ́пѣ же и͗ ре́щи съ на́ми еже ѻ͗ правосла́вїи и͗ блгочь́сти хртⷭ҇їа́нскаго вели́каго 
таи́нства. и͗ и͗ꙁꙗ͗ви́ти иже въ цригра́дѣ събла́ꙁни въсѝ, ꙁа събра́ннѫѧ кѹстѹдїѫ58 
въ флѡринті́и, иже въ и͗та́лїи сквꙸр́ннаго събѡ́ра. и͗ лати́нскаго съ е͗ѵге́нїе ⷨ па́поⷨ 

57 И. БИЛЯРСКИ, М. ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Славянски ръкопис BAR Ms. sl. 636, XVI в., от 
Библиотеката на Румънската академия в Букурещ, pp. 115–117; I. Biliarsky, M. Tsibranska-
Kostova, Contra varietatem pugna latissima. Un recueil juridique moldave et son convoi (BAR Ms. 
sl. 636, XVIe siècle), pp. 112–114.

58 ꙁа събра́ннѹⷾѧ кѹстодїѫ.
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просла́влъшаго ꙗже нѣ́поⷣб́но59. и͗ приложе́нїе ꙗвѣ еже вѣ́ры на́шеѫ бжⷭ҇твнѣ ⷨ и͗ 
непоро́чьнѣ ⷨ съложе́нїи, ꙗже еⷭ҇ вѣ́рѫ въ е͗ди́ноⷢ҇ ба• поⷣпи́савше и͗ ѹ҆вѣ́рившеⷭ҇60, ꙗко 
и͗ ѿ сна и͗схо́диⷮ бжⷭ҇вныи дхъ• и͗ ѡ͗прѣсноⷦ҇ ́ простивше на́ми жрѣ́ти сѧ. и͗ пом ́нати сиⷯ 
́радѝ па́пѫ• еще же и͗ ина елика и͗ꙁвъ́нъ прави́ль беꙁа́кѡнїа сѫⷮ иⷯ ́, съни́де и͗ ѹ҆вⷮръ́ди• 
и͗ ка́ко иже кѵ̈ꙁикѹ мгирⷮофо́ноⷭ҇, си́рѣ ⷱ҇ ма́тероѹ҆бі́ица. раꙁбо́иничьскы61 кѡⷩ҇стаⷩті́нⷶ 
граⷣ црквѣ прⷭ҇тлъ въсхы́ти, съ поспѣше́нїе ⷨ еретикь и͗ рⷱ҇е́нныⷨ па́поⷨ. и͗ цреⷨ гръчь́скыⷨ 
і͗ѡ͗а́ннѡⷨ палеѡ́логоⷨ лати́нⷪ҇мѫⷣрьⷩныⷨ• вѣ́рныⷽ прѣ́тѧ, го́нѧ, мѫ́чѧ, ꙁапрѣ́щаѧ• невѣ́рныⷯ 
же и͗ ꙁлосла́вныⷯ приꙁы́ваѧ, почи́таѧ• ꙗ͗ко своѧ̏ ереси съмѫⷣр́ъникы• и͗ и͗ꙁли́ха па́че 
сиⷯ ́ присваа́ѧ, въ съпроти́вле́нїе и͗ прѣрѣка́нїе правосла́вїѹ и͗ блгочь́стїѹ• ꙗⷦ҇ ѿ 
сего̀ ѡбраꙁа мирⷮополиді́а сквръ́ннаа и͗ нечи́стаа е͗пⷭ҇кпо́дїа• по въсѫ́д на бжⷭ҇твныѧ 
и͗ стыⷽ прⷭ҇тлы, стыѧ веⷧ҇ ́кыѧ цркве кѡⷩстанті́на грⷣа пове́лѣ да поⷣ е͗го́вꙋ та́ха ѡблаⷭ҇ 
62 поⷣле́жѫщїиⷯ пока́ꙁа• ꙗ͗ко иже реⷱ҇н́ныи въсѐсще́ннѣишїи мирⷮопо́лиⷮ кѵⷬ҇ ́ а͗рсе́нїе, 
стѣи́шїѫ митрополі́ѫ кесарїѫ кападокі́искыѧ• пръвопрⷭ҇тл́никь же и͗ е͗ѯа́рхъ 
въсеи въ́сточнѣи странѣ̀• ꙗ͗ко не тъчі́ѫ къ иниⷨ цркваⷨ• мирⷮофѡ́нъ фатрїа́рхъ, 
беꙁа́кѡннаа рѫкоположе́нїа повелѣ̀ латиномѫⷣръныиⷨ, н҄ѫ сѐ па́че и͗ къ ѡбласти 
въс҄е въ́сточныѧ срⷮа́ны• чети́ре нерѫкоположе́ны, рѫкополо́жи• и͗ мирⷮополиді́а, и͗ 
е͗пⷭ҇кпѡ́лидїа • въ а͗ма́сїѫ ꙗвѣ ꙗ͗ко. но́вїѫ кесарїѫ же тїа́на и͗ мокѵ̈со́на• лати́нскаа 
въсѣ̀ и͗ мѫⷣрьствѹѧщїиⷯ и͗ твѡ́рѧщїиⷯ• иже не тъчі́ѫ ѿ сѫ́д свое прїе͑млѧщїиⷯ 
растлѣ́нїе и͗ па́гбѫ, н҄ѫ пото́лицѣ продръ́ꙁанїи и͗ сѫ́щїиⷯ хва ста́да въсⷯѣ́ та́мо 
хрⷭ҇тїаⷩ҇• та́ко прѣлъ́щаѧщїиⷯ и͗ растлѣ́ваѧщїиⷯ• и͗ мн҄огопрѣсла́вныѧ цркве съ́блаꙁни 
хⷣоⷶта́иствѹѫще• то̏ сего рад҄и блгочь́стивїи и͗ вѣ́рнѣишїи и͗ пра́вославїа събѡ́рниⷦ҇ и͗ 
ревни́телъ, съ̋и иже реⷱ҇н́ныи мирⷮопо́лиⷮ въ сще́ннѣи́шїи кесарїѫ кападокі́искыѧ•не 
рⷮъ́пѧ ꙁрѣ́ти црквѧ хвѣ и͗ꙁмѣне́нїе и͗ па́гѹбѫ, иносла́вныиⷯ къ пръ́вои и͗ 
ꙁрⷣа́всвⷮѹѧщои. помлѝ събѡ́рнѣ въꙁѧ́ти съ́вⷮѣ ѿ нⷭ҇а́ треⷯ пра́вославныиⷯ парⷮїа́рхъ, иⷤе ́
въ сѵ̈рі́и• фило́ѳеа а͗леѯа́нⷣръскаго, и͗ і͗ѡ͗акѵ́ма і͗е͗рⷭ҇лиⷨскаго, и͗ дорѡ́ѳеа а͗нтиѡ͗хі́искаго• 
ꙗⷦ҇ да ѿже́неⷮ непра́вомѫⷣрьствѹ- ѧщїиⷯ ѿ въсѧ̀ ѡ͗бласти своꙛ̏• ꙗ͗ко пръворо́деⷩ҇ сыи̏ 
и͗ правосла́вень• тⷨѣ́же и͗ мы̏ повелѣ́ваеⷨ събѡ́рнѣ кѹ́пно, въ имѧ е͗диносѫ́щныѫ 
и͗ живоначѧ́лныѫ и͗ нераꙁⷣѣ́лимыѫ стыѫ трⷪ҇цѫ• иже не ꙁа добрⷣтѣль рад҄и и͗ 
блгочь́стїа рѫ́коположеныⷯ митропѡ́лити же и͗ е͗пкⷭ҇пи по въсѫ́дѹ и͗ въ вⸯсⷯѣ́• еще 
же и͗ и͗гѹ́мени въкѹ́пѣ дхѡ́вникы та́ха• та́кожⷣе же и͗ сще́нникы и͗ дїа́кѡни, и͗ 
въсѣ́кого цркѡ́внаго просто чи́на• н҄ѫ сквръ́ныⷯ сѫ́щїиⷯ и͗ недѡⷭ҇и́нныⷯ• ереси и͗ гоне́нїа 
правосла́вїа въсхы́тившїиⷯ врѣ́мѧ тъчі́ѫ• те́кѡшѧ недѡⷭ҇и́нѣ тъщесла́вїа и͗ ереси 
ѡ͗бра́ꙁоⷨ, къ е͗пкⷭ҇пїа ⷨ и͗ мирⷮопѡ́лїа ⷨ• ꙗⷦ҇ ре́кшⷷ҇ спⷭ҇и́тели дшаⷨ҇, ꙗⷦ҇ да съ собо́ѫ па́че 
растлѧⷮ ́• и͗ хво истинаго ба на́шего правосла́вное ста́до, ника́коже стра́ха бжі́а 

59 ꙗже нѣⷭ поⷣбно.
60 ѹ͗вѣ́ривꙿше сѧ.
61 раꙁбо́иниы.
62 ѡ͗бласть,
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пра́вⷣы же и͗ блгочь́стїа стѧжа́вшїиⷯ плⷣѡ́• н҄ѫ прѣꙁри́телѧ и͗ бестѹⷣн́ыиⷯ сѫ́щїиⷯ 
къ блгочь́стїѹ въсѣ́комѹ• сⷯи́ пове́лѣваеⷨ ѿ днⷭ҇е́ беꙁдѣ́лныиⷯ и͗ несще́нныиⷯ бы́ти, 
въсѣкого сще́ннодѣ́иствїа и͗ цркѡ́внаⷢ҇, доне́лиже и͗стѧ́ѕанїе бѫ́деⷮ блгочъ́стїѹ ѡбще 
и͗ въселе́нскы• та́ко же сїа̏ прїемше и͗ непови́нѫвшеⷭ҇, да сѫⷮ ́ беꙁдѣ́лны и͗ несще́нны• 
прѣрѣ́кѧщиⷨ же сѧ и͗ съпрѡти́влѣѧщиⷨ сѧ раꙁбо́иничьскы беꙁа́кѡнѣ, да сѫⷮ и͗ 
прѡклѧ́ти и͗ ѿлѫ́чени• и͗ съпоспѣ́шьсвⷮоѧщїи и͗ съпома́гаѧщїи въ такѡ̀выиⷯ• пола́гаеⷨ 
же въсѣ́ко проⷣповⷣѣ́ника блгочь́стїю, иже вы́шерⷱ҇е́ннаго въсѐстѣишаго мирⷮопо́лита, 
иже прѣчтⷭ҇наⷢ҇ е͗ѯа́рха въсе́и а͗натѡ́лїи, проповѣда́ти по всѫ́дѹ блгочь́стїе• несты́дѧща 
сѧ къ истинѣ ли́ца црѣ и͗лѝ парⷮїа́рха, иже непра́вомѫⷣръствѫщаⷢ҇ и͗лѝ дѣѫ́щаго• ни 
бога́та вла́стелина, и͗лѝ прилѹ́чша сѧ члка• н҄ѫ дръꙁнове́нїемь вѣ́ры и͗ правосла́вїе 
съдръ́жѫ, беꙁ стра́ха и͗ беꙁ съмнѣ́нїа• по ꙁа́повѣди имѣти то́м сво́бодѫ, ѿ н҄инѣ 
блгочь́стїа радѝ• ѡ͗бли́чити, ꙁапрѣ́тити, и͗ и͗спра́вити• иже непра́вѣ мѫⷣръствѹѧщиⷯ 
въ всѣ́кѡⷨ мѣ́стѣ въ нⷨе́ же аще въꙁмо́жеⷮ прїи́ти• ѿ са́мⷯѣ наⷭ҇ ́ прїе͑мꙿ ѡ͗блаⷭ҇ ́ 
да́нныѧ радѝ наⷨ блⷣгти и͗ си́лѫ стго дха• еже поⷣб́аеⷮ сїѐ съблю́сти, недаропрїѧⷮн́ѣ 
же и͗ пра́вѣ блгочь́стїе• е͗го́же рⷣа дⷭ҇а́ 63сѧ е͗м҄ѹ напи́саⷩ҇ нⷲ҇а́ съ́вѣт събѡ́рнѣ поⷣпи́сань 
на́шеѫ рѫ́коѫ• мцⷭ҇а а͗приⷧ҇ ́, в лтѡ́, ҂ѕцна́ :. In the outer corner of the page in the 
manuscript, bottom left, there is a  calculation of the year, made at a  later date: 
6951 – 5508 = 1443. There are no such calculations in BAR 685. 

63 да́сть сѧ. 





105

Chapter II

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

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

1. A Useful Tale about the Latins. A Monument of Medieval Slavic Controversy 
against Catholicism (Sofia 2011) [“Повест полезна за латините. Паметник на 
средновековната славянска полемика срещу католицизма” (София 2011)];

2.  Between Rome and Constantinople. Anti-Catholic Literature in Bulgaria 
and the Slavic Orthodox World (XI–XVII c.) (Sofia 2016) [“Между Рим и Кон-
стантинопол. Из антикатолическата литература в  България и  славянския 
православен свят (XI–XVII в.)” (София 2016)]. 

The latter book is a successful attempt to collect in a single volume, and to 
reassess, part of the most important Slavic translations of representative Byzantine 
works against Catholicism, based on manuscript sources spanning from the 14th to 
the 18th century. It is notable that, in both of his books, the author has used data 
from BAR 636, inasmuch as both this manuscript and its twin, contain copies of an 
emblematic work of Orthodox controversy against Catholicism: Повѣ́сть поле́ꙁнаа 
ѡ͗ лати́нѡⷯ когда̀ ѿлѫ́чишⷭ҇ѧ ѿ гръ́кь. и͗ ѿ стыⷽ бжїа цркве. и͗ како и͗ꙁѡ͗брѣ́тѡашѧ 
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се́бѣ ереси е͗же ѡ͗прѣ́снѡчнаⷶ слѹ́жити. и͗ хꙋ́ла на стго дха . This is the so-called 
A Useful Tale about the Latins (ff. 232r–f. 254v). It is part of a well-structured and 
previously conceived cycle of anti-Latin works, which form the richest and largest 
section of the controversy section in the work. Belonging to it are also ѡ҆ фра́нѕѣⷯ . 
҆ ѡ҆ прѡ́чⷯ лат́наⷯ; же въ стхъ ѡца на́шего н́кѡна; на повѣⷭ҇ нќфѡра калста. 
о҆ вⷱ҇е́рѣ хвѣⷯ ́, etc. Included in this section are the two sermons we will focus on. The 
subject of analysis are two texts that have the structural framework both of a nar-
rative discourse and precept, but are also written in a tone of refutation typical for 
controversy in general. Both texts have been thoroughly analyzed in Andrey Pop-
ov’s work, which in many respects remains unsurpassed to date1. They are united 
around the emblematic figure of Peter the Stammerer. They have been disseminat-
ed under the following titles:

1. Сло́во ѡ͗ нѣмѣьскѡⷨ прѣлъ́щени. ка́ко наѹ͗и гѫ́гнивыи пе́тръ, ереси.
2. Сло́во ѡца на́шего ѳеѡⷣсїа пещеⷬскаго и͗гѹ́мена. къ и͗ꙁѧсла́вѹ кнѧѕꙋ. 

о латинѡ.ⷯ 
Before going on to the concrete analysis of the texts, we should note that in 

most of the historical studies devoted to them, as well as in the cited books by 
A. Nikolov, these works have been examined from a historical perspective, and 
with respect to two levels of anti-Latin controversy: theology and propaganda2. 
Adhering to the generally accepted term “anti-Latin controversy”3, we will look 
for a complementary, but important, dimension of the term, i.e., the semantics of 
expression, images and metaphors, the words that serve as markers of the concept 
of the other, the alien, the non-Orthodox. The abundant bibliography on Peter 
the Stammerer, to whom whole Internet sites are devoted, includes some valuable 
studies4. The latter examine medieval anti-Latin controversy through the linguis-
tic-cultural conceptualization of otherness, other religion, “people of a different 
faith”, and discuss the specific methods for studying “primitive storylines in texts”5. 
Here we will add two more reference points for our analysis:

1 А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор древнерусских полемических сочинений про-
тив латинян (XI–XV в.), Москва 1875.

2 А.  НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и  Константинопол. Из антикатолическата литература 
в България и славянския православен свят (XI–XVII в.), София 2016, p. 8.

3 Henceforth the terms “anti-Latin” and “anti-Catholic” will be used synonymously.
4 А. КРИЗА, Петр Гугнивый и Папесса. Антилатинская церковнославянская полемическая 

литература в Центральной Европе, “Studia Slavica Hungarica” 53.2, 2008, pp. 397–405; О. В. ЗУ-
ЕВА, Лингвокоммуникативная характеристика последователей латинской веры в древнерусс-
кой церковной полемике, “Веснiк БДУ” 4.2, 2014, pp. 26–30.

5 А. КРИЗА, Петр Гугнивый и Папесса, p. 401; И. Н. ДАНИЛЕВСКИЙ, Повесть временных лет. 
Герменевтические основы источниковедения летописных текстов, Москва 2004, pp. 271–272.
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• The term “lexical marker” can be used as a specific kind of the more gen-
eral “linguistic marker” and of the general idea of marker as a sign by which an 
object is designated and distinguished from another object6. Thus, even without 
being used frequently, a  lexeme may have a  connotation within a  specific con-
text and be marked through its connection with other words found in its textual 
environment. The word thus creates a semantic recognition code. In the narrow 
linguistic sense, the term “linguistic marker” is successfully applied as a feature of 
structural-typological studies in the field of phonology, morphology, and lexicol-
ogy through a set of traits and by introducing oppositions between marked and 
unmarked elements of a given set. 

• The second aspect of our observations will be the common grammatical 
and dictionary data, used to check whether it is possible to make a linguistic diag-
nosis of the chosen text in support of existing hypotheses as to where and when the 
first translations from the “Slavic dossier of the Great Schism” were made7. 

Here is a brief contemporary summary of the written history of the two texts. 
The first sermon (henceforth S1) has been documented based on the earliest South 
Slavic copies from the 14th century (in manuscript № 12 from the Holy Virgin Mon-
astery in Montenegro, of Bulgarian origin, and manuscript № 11 from the National 
Library of Serbia in Belgrade, of Serbian origin)8. The most important conclusion, 
from a source studies perspective, is that the sermon belongs to an initial corpus of 
anti-Latin translated works, about which A. Nikolov says: “[...] it may be assumed 
that it was precisely in the second half of the 11th century and the first decades of 
the 12th that some of the earliest Slavic translations of a number of controversial 
texts against the Latin heresy were prepared – a  large scale activity that may be 
linked to the actively functioning, at that time, western Bulgarian monastic literary 
centers in Sredets and the vicinity, although we cannot exclude the possibility the 
translations were made in Ochrid or even Mount Athos. In this way, the initial 
nucleus of a corpus of Slavic anti-Catholic texts was formed, which was gradu-
ally added to”9. We find grounds for this statement in the occurrence of similar 
storyline elements in the narrative about Peter the Stammerer in ancient Russian 
chronicles, chronographic works and historical compilations such as the Chrono-

6 М.  Viel, N. S.  Trubetzkoy et R. O.  Jakobson, À l’origine de la notion de «marque» en 
linguistique et de sa fortune depuis cinquante ans, “Revue des études slaves” 55.2, 1983, pp. 375–382; 
www.persee.fr/doc/slave [retrieved 12.02.2017].

7 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, p. 21.
8 Ibidem, pp. 85–86; partial edition of the copy from the first manuscript, ibidem, p. 76; partial 

edition according to the second manuscript in А. КРИЗА, Петр Гугнивый и Папесса, p. 400, available 
at www.digital.nbs.bg.ac.yu. 

9 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, pp. 19–21.

http://www.persee.fr/doc/slave
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graph on the Great Presentation [Хронограф по великому изложению], compiled 
not later than the 1090s10, the Russian Prime Chronicle [Повесть временных лет] 
(early 12th century, henceforth PVL), Greek and Roman Chronograph of second re-
daction [Летописец елински и римски от втора редакция11], Complete Chrono-
graphic Paleia [Пълната хронографска Палея12]. In PVL the mythical Peter the 
Stammerer, an apostate pope, is considered to be the founder of the Latin (“Ger-
man”) heresy, and is mentioned in the context of the events of the year 988 – the 
baptism of Vladimir in the true Christian faith, and the need for the ruler to dif-
ferentiate himself from all heresy at the very start of his initiation13. А. Nikolov 
assumes that, through Byzantine clergymen, the story reached the Russian lands 
as part of a South Slavic collection of controversy texts14.

The second sermon (henceforth S2), as its title suggests, was created in a Rus-
sian environment. It has three known text redactions, the first and most archa-
ic of which is known from 14th century copies (the Paissius Collection from the 
Kirillo-Belozersky Monastery, late 14th–early 15th century)15. The latter, which is 
present in the Moldavian manuscripts under study, was composed from various 
sources, including S1. The very fact, however, that the title of the work connects 
the founder of the Kiev-Pechora monastery Theodosius Pechersky (†1074) to his 
spiritual disciple the Kievan prince Izyaslav Yaroslavich (1054, with interruptions 
until 1069), grandson of Prince Vladimir I, again situates the purpose of this an-
ti-Latin work of controversy within a specific historical context contemporaneous 
with the Great Schism. The debates regarding its authenticity were resolved in fa-
vour of the authorship of Theodosius Pechersky16. The storyline related to Peter the 
Stammerer in this narrative is evidently a secondary insertion and was not written 

10 О. В. ТВОРОГОВ, Древнерусские хронографы, Ленинград 1975. 
11 Ibidem, pp. 111–159, about Peter the Stammerer, pp. 144–145 in particular.
12 О. В. ТВОРОГОВ, Древнерусские хронографы, p. 258; А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный 

обзор, p. 25. 
13 Повесть временных лет, подготовка текста, перевод и  коментарии О. В.  ТВОРОГОВ, 

[in:] Библиотека литературы Древней Руси, под ред. Д. С. ЛИХАЧОВА И ДР., т.  1 (XI–XII века), 
Санкт-Петербург 1997; www.lib.pushkinskijdom.ru [retrieved 01.02.2018]. 

14 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, p. 77.
15 А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор, pp. 69–81. 
16 И. П. ЕРЕМИН, Литературное наследие Феодосия Печерского, “Труды отделения древ-

нерусской литературы” 5, 1947, pp. 151–163, edition of the archaic redaction on the pp. 170–173; 
published also in the selected Works of Theodosius Pechersky. Поучения и молитвы Феодосия Пе-
черского, подготовка текста, перевод и комментарии Н. В. ПОНЫРКО, [in:] Библиотека лите-
ратуры Древней Русы, под ред. Д. С. ЛИХАЧОВА И ДР., т.  1 (XI–XII века), Санкт-Петербург 1997; 
www.lib.pushkinskijdom.ru [retrieved 22.03.2018].

http://www.lib.pushkinskijdom.ru
http://www.lib.pushkinskijdom.ru
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by Theodosius Pechersky himself, as it is absent from the most archaic edition17. 
Here S2 will be used mostly as an auxiliary source for the analysis, and when refer-
ring to the edition of the Moldavian collections in order to illustrate some point. 

The two copies from the two Moldavian manuscripts used here are relatively 
late and have not been published until now. The two tales in them were dissem-
inated together with A Useful Tale about the Latins; moreover, their presence in 
the Moldavian collections supports Nikolov’s thesis that medieval writers quite 
rarely copied separate controversial texts; but more often, whole collections of 
such works18. This fact indicates two possibilities: the language of the sermons was 
preserved in its authentic character, but the realities referred to where transformed 
due to misunderstanding, additional interpretation, association and other factors 
familiar from the history of medieval literature. In any case, the later copies may 
yield information needed to “restore the dossier of the origin of the text”19.

SEMANTIC CODES IN S1

1. The name Петръ Гѫгнивꙑи

It is a semantic sub-type of the nomina persоnalia and, as a nickname, is based 
on a qualitative adjective designating a physical defect of voice and speech. The 
lexicographic interpretation places the adjective гѫгънивъ in a  biblical context 
– Mark 7: 32, according to the Old Bulgarian Zographou gospel, the Codex Mari-
anus, St. Sabba’s Book, and points to Isaiah 35: 6 in Parimeyniks (Book of paroim-
iai), corresponding to the Greek word μογίλαλος, derived from μόγις and λαλέω, 
literally, “one who has difficulties in speaking”20, as well as to biblical periphra-
ses from the Codex Suprasliensis and the Euchologium Sinaiticum21. The  cor-
responding Slavic words from the biblical context are invariably defined in  the 
dictionaries as “stammering; one who has a  speech defect”. They correspond to 

17 П. ЕРЕМИН, Литературное наследие Феодосия Печерского, p. 141. 
18 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, p. 26.
19 И. Н. ДАНИЛЕВСКИЙ, Повесть временных лет, p. 271.
20 A  Greek-English Lexicon, compiled by H. G.  Liddell and R.  Scott, with a  revised 

supplement, Oxford 1996, p. 1140.
21 Старобългарски речник, т. 1, София 1999, p. 384; Старославянский словарь (по руко-

писям X–XI веков), под редакцией Р. М. ЦЕЙТЛИН, Р. ВЕЧЕРКИ, Э. БЛАГОВОЙ, Москва 1994, p. 181; 
И. И. СРЕЗНЕВСКИЙ, Материалы для словаря древнерусского языка, т. 1, Санкт-Петербург 1893, 
p. 608; Словарь русского языка XI–XVII вв., т. 2, Москва 1989, p. 404; З. РИБАРОВА, З. ХАУПТОВА, 
Григоровичев паримеjник. II. Лексика. Index verborum, Скопjе 2014, p. 132.
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the basic meaning of one of the most popular sermons, Isaiah 35: 6, related to the 
salvation of man, the restoration of human integrity, the return to harmony, and 
the activation of the human senses, through true faith and divine grace (“Then the 
eyes of the blind shall be opened, and the ears of the deaf shall be unstopped. […] 
And the tongue of the dumb [the stammerer] shall sing”: ꙗсьнъ бѫдетъ ѩꙁꙑкъ 
гѫгнивꙑихъ). This is a recurring topos in medieval sources22. In various medieval 
Slavic texts, the semantic field of the trait “speech disorder” is formed likewise by 
the lexemes: гнѫсивъ, гѫгнꙗвъ, ꙁаꙗкливъ, лопотивъ, нѣмъ, нѣмоглаголати 
(“to speak unclearly, stammering”), нѣмотованиѥ (младенььско нѣмотование 
in Patriarch Euthymius, meaning unclear, disconnected, immature, uncultivated 
speech), etc.23. The etymon of the Slavic adjective гѫгнивъ is of very ancient In-
do-European origin, and onomatopoeic in character; it has left traces in Sanskrit, 
Greek, Persian words with the meaning of “making unclear sounds like animals 
and birds; to speak inarticulately, to hum, to murmur”; in modern Slavic languages 
and dialects, the prevalent meaning is “to speak in a nasal voice, to snuffle”, i.e., 
rhinolalia24. The adjective in the name of Peter the Stammerer acquires a specific 
personal meaning and a makes a metaphorical shift from a concrete speech disor-
der to the general semantic trait of unclear speech and then to a generalized ref-
erence to non-Christian, heretic, violator, profaner of the Word of God. The idea 
of Logos as a manifestation of God was preceded in Greek and Roman antiquity 
by the notion of the civilized person as one who has a personal way of expressing 
himself, and in opposition to him, the barbarian who cannot speak clearly and is 
incapable of the act of verbal communication (βάρβαρος “one who is not a Greek, 
does not speak Greek; alien, of a foreign land, foreigner; one who speaks unclear-
ly, incomprehensibly”)25. Verbal and linguistic incapacity is a form of alterity and 
separation from the community. This deficiency may be attributed both to the 
Hellenes and Pagans, who are metaphorically called “speechless” because they are 
not familiar with the Word of God, and to the heretics, who desecrate and distort 

22 Библия, сиреч книгите на Свещеното писание на Ветхия и Новия Завет, София 1982, 
p. 850.

23 Т.  ИЛИЕВА, Субстантивное употребление имен прилагательных и  других слов 
с адъективным значением в средневековом болгарском языке. Субстантивно употребляемые 
прилагательные – названия лиц, “Linguistique Balkanique” 56.2–3, 2017, pp.  211–230; 
О.  В.  ЗУЕВА, Лингвокоммуникатив ная характеристика последователей латинской веры, 
pp. 26–27; F. Miklosich, Lexicon Palaeoslovenico-Graeco-Latinum, emendatum auctum, Neudruck 
der Ausgabe, Wien 1862–1865 (reprint 1977), p. 150; Старобългарски речник, т. 1, 1999, p. 1027; 
И. И. СРЕЗНЕВСКИЙ, Материалы для словаря, т. 1, 1893, p. 608.

24 Български етимологичен речник, т. 1, 1971, p. 298; Этимологический словарь славянских 
языков. Праславянский лексический фонд, под ред. О. Н. ТРУБАЧЕВА, т. 7, 1980, pp. 81–82.

25 A Greek-English Lexicon, р. 306.
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the Word. That is why the name Петръ Гѫгнивꙑи proves an especially suitable 
emblem of the Orthodox attitude to the otherness of the Latins, who are declared 
to be heretics: in Greek, Πέτρος Μογγός, from μογγός – “a person with a hoarse 
voice, husky voice, unclear voice”26. The placement of this person in the title of S1 
together with a derivative from the onym нѣмци (нѣмььское прѣльщениѥ) and 
the unambiguous qualificative noun ересь related to his views, provides a frame-
work for the storyline to be discussed. In the numerous studies on this key figure, 
two aspects stand out: 

 – Analysis of the semantic motivation underlying the name, which has led to 
the creation of a mythical character. Remaining valid in this respect is the assump-
tion that in the Greek linguistic environment, where the legendary storyline proba-
bly emerged, the name of the supreme apostle Peter, called Magnus, was associated 
with the name Μογγός, so that even by his name, the founder of the heretical 
doctrine could be profaned, pejorated, and reduced to the exact opposite of his 
positive antipode. The false Peter is an anti-apostle. In the words of A. Popov, who 
presents a comprehensive review of preceding studies on this topic, and especially 
those of J. Hergenroeter and Baron Gustav A. Rosenkampff, “Peter the Stammerer 
is not a person but an abstract opposite of St. Apostle Peter”27. To oppose the au-
thentic and the fake in a single name is a frequently employed rhetorical device28. 

 – The second question concerns the historical foundation of the name. 
Among numerous attempts made to establish name analogies, the prevalent asso-
ciation made today is with the monophysite patriarch of the same name, Peter III 
Mongos (477–29 October 490), who exercised his office in Alexandria, and whose 
patron saint was the apostle Peter, as Alexandria was the city where the apostle’s 
disciple St. Mark had suffered martyrdom. The biographical data about the moder-
ate monophysite Peter III Mongos present him as involved in the dramatic struggle 
for Church unity in the 5th century, and show him as being in changeable relations 
with Rome and Constantinople; he was ultimately involved in the events related 
to the first great schism between Christian churches after the Fourth Ecumenical 
Council of Chalcedon in 451, known as the Acacian Schism of 484–51929. This 
allows us to look for a historical basis for the mythical character, who subsumes in 

26 Ibidem, р. 1140.
27 А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор, p. 21; see also А. С. ПАВЛОВ, Критические 

опыты по истории древнейшей греко-русской полемики против латинян, Санкт-Петербург 
1878, p. 24; И. ВЕДЮШКИНА, П. ГУГНИВЫЙ, П. МОНГ, Диалог со временем, “Альманах интеллекту-
альной истории” 12, 2004, pp. 309–312.

28 О. В. ЗУЕВА, Лингвокоммуникативная характеристика, p. 27.
29 Е.  Wipszycka, Les élections épiscopales en Égypte aux VIe–VIIe siècles, [in:] Episcopal 

elections in Late Antiquity, eds. J. Leemans et al., Berlin 2011, pp. 259–292.
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himself the image of the apostate pope and heretic, and adapts flexibly to the nar-
ratives and polemical aims of the anti-Latin controversy related to the rift between 
Rome and Constantinople in the Great Schism of 105430. 

It is noteworthy that two homonyms appear in Slavic literature, each present 
in a specific textual environment. Although the lexicographic sources do not pres-
ent these two names as separate name combinations, we can generalize, based on 
the extant data, that Петръ Гѫгнивꙑи, a monophysite patriarch, is mentioned in 
the Chronicle of George Hamartolos and also in the earliest preserved Slavic Korm-
chaya, that of Ephraim, dating from the late 11th–early 12th century and based on 
an Old Bulgarian protograph (in the work of Presbyter Timotheus against the 
heresies, chapter 11, against the monophysites, called “the headless”, because they 
were left without their leader Peter the Stammerer31). From here, it passed into 
other kormchayas. His mythical namesake and “founder” of the Latin heresy ap-
pears in chronicles and chronographical works (PVL, Greek and Roman Chrono-
graphy from second redaction, Complete Chronographic Paleia), and through them, 
in other types of books (the Menaion of Macarius, where the storyline is explic-
itly indicated as borrowed “from the Chronography”); in Bulgarian, Serbian and 
Russian controversial collections from the 14th century and later; in South Slavic 
Euchologia; in the Order of Reception of the Latins into the Orthodox Faith; in lat-
er diverse monuments (like the Printed Book of Cyril against the heresies and in 
defense of Orthodoxy, published in Moscow in 1644), where the story about Peter 
the Stammerer becomes part of another anti-Latin work, known as ѿ римскомъ 
отъпадении, and through it, is included in the Printed Kormchaya of 165332; in 
later translated works of Slavic literature, stemming from the official doctrinal line 
of refutation, narrative-apocryphal in nature, and even possessing some features 
of a pamphlet. It logically follows that the chronographical textual environment 
proved suitable for associating two anthroponyms, because it was easiest to insert 
the story of Peter the Stammerer, the mythical first hierarch of the Latin heretics, 
precisely within a historical narrative. An additional circumstance is the fact that 
the non-extant Old Russian work Хронограф по великому изложению contains 

30 И. ВЕДЮШКИНА, Петр Гугнивый и Петр Монг, p. 312.
31 В. БЕНЕШЕВИЧ, Древнеславянская кормчая XIV титулов без толкований, т. 1, Санкт-

Петербург 1907 (reprint Leipzig 1976), p.  731; К. А.  МАКСИМОВИЧ, Византийская сингагма 
14 титулов без толкований в  древнеболгарском переводе. Славяно-греческий, греческо-
славянский и обратный (славянский) словоуказатели, т. 1–2, Frankfurt am Main 2010, p. 422; 
И. ВЕДЮШКИНА, Петр Гугнивый и Петр Монг, pp. 310–311; Словарь древнерусского языка, т. 2, 
1989, p. 404.

32 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, p. 77; А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный 
обзор, pp. 19–20.
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precisely the Old Bulgarian translation of Chronicle of George Hamartolos, dating 
from the 10th–11th century. We see that the sources containing the two homonyms 
are interwoven. That is why S1 is defined in A. Popov’s book as a “chronicle tale”. 
For this purpose, it was probably starting from a Greek basis that strands of leg-
endary plot were combined, containing elements drawn from biblical narrative, 
but re-semanticized, reinterpreted in the spirit of opposition to the Latins. Marks 
of chronicular discourse are evident in the attempts to place the events in a histor-
ical framework. In this respect, we should point out several reference points. 

First, it is noticeable that the title of pope, attributed to the mythical character, 
is missing in S1, but is present in S2 – и͗ сътвѡ́рищѧ е͗го па́поѫ рїмлѣне – and in 
later re-workings of the story. In 16th-century text variants written for the pur-
pose of anti-Uniate propaganda, he is a “Roman pope and lecher”33. In Complete 
Chronographic Paleia and PVL, which are based on the same prototype text, the 
ecclesiastic institution is presented descriptively through the phrase въꙁприѩти, 
въсхватити прѣстолъ римскꙑи, while in S1 the writer restricts himself to the spa-
tial topos, using the neutral verb приити въ Римъ and the associative marker for 
otherness, for violation of the existing order contained in the expression поставити 
свои ꙁаконъ. In this case, свои a  lexical marker not only of identity, but also of 
difference form the commonly held beliefs. The word ꙁаконъ, for its part, points 
to a wide range of meanings, but in this case is mainly placed in opposition to the 
true law, that of God. The linguistic structures in the two texts differ. Those specif-
ic to S1 place the text in the category of primitive text storylines, whose primary 
semantic code is narrative, the accumulation of actions and their results. The pseu-
do-historicity of the plot in S1 is built not an actual historical event, but on the 
transformation of element of biblical stories and the above-mentioned rhetorical 
device of attaching a contrary content to the same familiar object or subject, for the 
purpose of pejoration, intentional depreciation, going as far as derogatory seman-
tics. While in the chronicular text variants of the storyline, Peter the Stammerer 
appears after the Seventh Ecumenical Council (787), in S1 the time of his appear-
ance is unclear. But the text intentionally refers to the dawn of Christianity, before 
the religion was became officially established with the Edict of Milan in 313. Sev-
eral symbolic legends are related one after the other, which in their plots resemble 
fairy tales. The following semantic nuclei emerge. Placed in opposition to ancient 
Christian events in pagan Rome – the persecution of Christians under the emper-
or Nero (37–68) and the martyrdom of St. Apostle Peter – is the anti-apostle; the 
nominal antipodes are complemented by Peter Simon, who will glorify God and 
will become the shepherd of Christ’s flock (according to John 21: 15–19), and Si-

33 А. КРИЗА, Петр Гугнивый и Папесса, p. 399.
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mon Magus, the forefather of all heresies and of simony (according to Acts 8: 9–11, 
18–20); the Antichrist rises against the Christian doctrine, but is vanquished: въ 
сѫ́ботѫ б҄ѡ быⷭ҇ побѣда хва. спа́де а͗нтихри́стъ съ нбсъ съ бѣ́сы свои́ми. The 
ideological implication is clear: the battle of Orthodoxy against Catholicism is so 
fundamental, that it is related to the origins of Christianity and involves the very 
existence of the faith; that is why the text uses legendary archaization. By contrast, 
the chronicular versions of the same story contain other ideological messages, re-
lated to a theological-doctrinal understanding of the deviations of the Latins, such 
as: the violation of pentarchy and the exclusion of Rome from communion with 
the other patriarchal thrones, those of Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch, and 
Jerusalem; iconoclasm, including the non-veneration of the Cross; the purchase 
of positions in the Church, i.e., simony in its actual manifestation; the failure to 
confess the official Symbol of Faith. The inserted tale of Peter the Stammerer in 
Paleia and PVL is situated in the context of the history of the ecumenical councils 
and the Christianization of the ruler, the institutionalization of the faith. The leg-
endary framework in S1, which precedes and motivates the appearance of the story 
about Peter the Stammerer, is based on the apocryphal “Acts of Peter” and “Acts of  
Apostles Peter and Paul”, borrowing from them the following elements: the ascen-
sion of Simon Magus to heaven; his fall from heaven, equated with his moral fall; 
his dismemberment into four parts, i.e., his loss of identity and integrity; his death 
precisely on the Sabbath, by force of the prayers of the apostles Peter and Paul34. 
Similarly, the apocryphal Vita of the Blessed Apostle Peter contains a  story about 
the persecution of the Christians under Nero and the crucifixion of Christ’s apostle 
in  the center of Rome35. The mention of the Seventh Ecumenical Council in S1 
defines the upper historical limit, the final temporal frame of the narrative. In this 
segment, there is a difference even between the most archaic South Slavic copies. 
In Belgrade 11, the word “council” is in the singular: на .ꙁ. сьборѣ, and in Pljevlja 
12 and the Moldavian copies, it is in the plural: и͗ прѡклѧ́шѧ иⷯ стїи ѡци на ꙁ. мыⷯ 
събѡ́рѣхь. In the former case, there is a direct connection to the familiar chronicu-
lar framework of the story of Peter the Stammerer, and for the latter, there is a pos-
sible interpretation that coincides with the mythologization of the early Christian 
storyline about the Apostle Peter and Simon Magus. Both versions, however, add 
a previously inexistent doctrinal rejection by a supreme ecclesiastic authority, which 
was missing here, unlike other heresies, and therefore had to be created. 

34 А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор, p. 20; К. ИСТОМИН, Источник. Слова о немече-
ском прелщении, как научи их гугнивый Петр ереси, “Христианское чтение” 2, 1904, p. 346.

35 Стара българска литература, т. 1. Апокрифи, съставителство и редакция Д. ПЕТКАНОВА, 
София 1982, pp. 183–184.
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Consequently, S1 retains traces of a  naive initial nucleus of text, which as-
serts the rejection of the Latins by means of semantic biblical archetypes and their 
transformation into legends and apocryphal micro-storylines. This could be taken 
as a textual proof of the antiquity and primary status of the legendary storyline. 
Together with this, it is notable that the only concrete accusation against the Latins 
in this introductory “chronicular” part of S1 is the reference to their fasting on the 
Sabbath. But instead of the word “fast”, which is missing even from the oldest South 
Slavic copies, both Moldavian manuscripts use the descriptive expression (incor-
rectly in BAR 636, and correctly in BAR 685 (не) ꙗдѧть мѧса̀ въ днь сѫ́ботныи). 
Inasmuch as fasting is outwardly perceived as refraining from food, in a linguistic 
perspective we may assume there is a metonymic substitution here. But most prob-
ably, this is a later insertion in the storyline, since the earliest South Slavic copies 
do not contain it; there are no signs of it in the copies published by A. Popov36. It 
is possible that, because of its contiguity with A Useful Tale about the Latins, to 
which it was most often joined, S1 may have been influenced by the accusation that 
Catholic monks did not observe the forty-day fast and ate meat on the Saturday37. 
Saturday was associated with the Sabbath fast of the Latins – an accusation placed 
foremost early on, in the first polemical anti-Latin works of 9th-century Byzantine 
literature; but paradoxically, in S1 Saturday is only a sacred topos and a mytholog-
ical reference point, from which the outward, physically recognizable deviations 
of the Latins begin – foremost, the shaving of beards. It was only later, for instance 
in the Printed Kormchaya, that the introduction of the Sabbath fast, in keeping 
with the Judaic model, was attributed to Peter the Stammerer38. Regarding the 
text under consideration, it seems important to focus on when things happened, 
since when the deviations date, and not on what these deviations consist in exactly. 
However, there must certainly have been some archetypal motif, because in the 
early South Slavic copies of the Order of Reception of the Latins into the Ortho-
dox Faith the liturgical formula requires that the heretic renounce the Latin faith 
and the so-called сѫботьство with the addition иже петръ гѹгнивꙑи въ римѣ 
ѹставиль естъ39. There are many early examples where the events that transpired 
between Simon Magus and St. Peter on the Sabbath were linked to the Sabbath fast 
of the Latins, respectively, the tracing of the Latin heresy back to Simon Magus, 
the originator of all heresies40. It is logical to assume that the storyline about Peter 

36 А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор, p. 22; А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Констан-
тинопол, p. 76; А. КРИЗА, Петр Гугнивый и Папесса, p. 400.

37 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, p. 260.
38 А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор, p. 19.
39 Ibidem, p. 27.
40 Ibidem, pp. 24, 112; К. ИСТОМИН, Источник. Слова о немеческом прелщении, p. 346. 
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the Stammerer was joined to the legend immediately after the appearance of the 
mythical character, i.e., at a very early date. The comparison of the Latins to Jews 
and their “Judaizing” was one of the earliest “polemical hyperboles” in anti-Latin 
controversy41. It was progressively complemented with accusations of Arianism, 
Nestorianism, Armenianism, Paulicianism, and especially iconoclasm, based on 
assimilation due to the similarity of certain deviations; these were meant to rein-
force the idea of otherness from the Orthodox. Such assimilations may be found 
in the lists of 86 deviations of the Latins, published by Jean-Baptiste Cotelier as 
early as 168642. 

In contrast with S1, the historical framework in which the storyline about Pe-
ter the Stammerer is placed in S2 resembles the chronicular narrative and was evi-
dently influenced by it. There is an emphasis on the new, Christian, i.e., authentic, 
history of pagan Rome, a city that, ever since the time of Constantine the Great, was 
projected on the New Rome and New Jerusalem – Constantinople. The insertion 
was ideologically motivated by the idea, typical for Byzantine cosmopolitanism, 
that the capital of the Byzantine Empire was the center of the Christian universe43. 
In S2, a typical distinction is made between pagans, designated as римлѣне, and the 
residents of Constantinople, called ромеи. The spatial topos is not delineated by the 
name “Byzantion”, even though the text specifies that Constantine the Great съꙁⷣа 
себѣ граⷣ велі́и, на ѹсты пѡ́нта. The new start of universal history is marked by 
symbolic designations for Constantinople. Consequently, at the nominative level, 
pagan and Christian life are put in mutual opposition, which recalls the basic op-
position in S1, serving as a backdrop to the character of the apostate pope. S2 is 
more complete in its, so to say, “prosopography”. It presents additional, secondary, 
information. Apart from the familiar characteristic, that he was рѣ́їѫ гѫ́гнивъ, 
it is indicated that Peter the Stammerer came from a Latin family ѿ ѹ͗а꙼неⷧ. The 
derivative homonym shows traces of a phonetic variant of names borrowed from 
Greek44. In Letter of Prince Yaroslav Svetopolchich about the Latin Faith by the Rus-
sian metropolitan bishop Nicephorus, who held the bishop’s throne in Kiev from 
1104 to 1121, it said that the Romans were conquered от ꙋандилъ, иже нариаютсꙗ 
нѣмцꙑ45. In A Brief Tale about the Latins, in a Serbian version from the 13th–14th 

41 Послания митрополита Никифора, отв. ред. В. В.  МИЛЬКОВ, послание на латин, 
перевод Г. Г. БАРАНКОВА, комментарии В. В. МИЛЬКОВ, Москва 2000, p. 108.

42 J.-B. Cotelerius, Ecclesiae Graeca Monumenta, t. 3. Luteciae Parisiorum, 1686, pp. 506–508.
43 I.  Biliarsky, La ville, les héros et l’Univers, [in:] Forma formans. Studi in onore di Boris 

Uspenskij, Napoli 2010, pp. 63–76.
44 Cf. Оуалентъ, Валентъ, Οὐάλης; Оуалентинианъ, Валентиниан, Οὐάλεντινιανός, 

Βαλεντῖνοι – К. А. МАКСИМОВИЧ, Византийская сингагма 14 титулов без толкований, p. 29.
45 Поучения и молитвы Феодосия Печерского, подготовка текста, перевод и комментарии 
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century, the terms ѹандалъ and нѣмьць are identical in meaning46. ѿ ѹ͗а꙼неⷧ in S2 
is an exonym for some of the German tribes: Vandals, in Latin: Wandali, Vandili, 
in Greek: Βάνδαλοι, notorious for the devastation of Rome in 455 in the time of 
the emperor Valentinian III. The term was discussed in anti-Latin polemical liter-
ature as early as the 11th century47. It does not occur in the first and most archaic 
version of the Tale, whose author is Theodosius. Only a complete analysis of all 
cases when the term is used in the old texts would enable us to clarify whether in 
this particular case in S2 there is a secondary semantic code referring to “Vandals, 
Barbarians”. Also debatable is the question as to the etymology and meaning of 
the word nyemtsi in each separate context; the primary meaning is “designation of 
West Europeans; foreigners, whose language is incomprehensible”48. According to 
O. Zueva, in the original Russian and translated anti-Latin works, current in the 
Russian lands in the 11th–13th century, the word nyemets already had an invariably 
negative meaning of Vandal, barbarian49. There are numerous cases of the word 
being used to designate heretics in general, but this meaning has not been studied 
by types of texts50. To sum up, the hyperonyms are Romans (with an emphasis on 
paganism) and nyemtsi, Latini, Latintsi, Franki, Franzi (Fruzi) or Germani, Nor-
mani, as a general designation of Western heretics-Catholics; the hyponyms are: 
Amalfiti, Benedtsi (Venetians), Itali, Catalani, Longobardi, etc.51

Н. В. ПОНЫРКО, [in:] Библиотека литературы Древней Руси, под ред. Д. С. ЛИХАЧОВА и др., т. 1 
(XI–XII века), Санкт-Петербург 1997, p. 74; www.lib.pushkinskijdom.ru [retrieved 22.01.2017].

46 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Кностантинопол, p. 277.
47 Т. Kolbaba, Byzantine Perceptions of Latin Religious “Errors”: Themes and Changes from 850 

to 1350, [in:] The Crusades from the Perspective of Byzantium and the Muslim World, eds. A. Laiou 
and R. Mottahedeh, Washington 2001, р. 135.

48 Словарь русского языка, т. 11, 1986, p. 178; И. И. СРЕЗНЕВСКИЙ, Материалы для словаря, 
т. 2, 1902, p. 486.

49 О. В. ЗУЕВА, Лингвокоммуникативная характеристика, p. 27. 
50 Д. ПЕТКАНОВА, „Латини“ и „немци“ в старобългарската литература и в българската 

народна песен, “Български фолклор” 4.28–34, 1984; Р. Angelov, The Man of the West through the 
eyes of medieval Bulgarians, “Bulgaria Mediaevalis” 2, 2011, pp.  409–416. П.  АНГЕЛОВ, Чуждите 
народи в  представите на средновековния българин, София 2013, pp.  168–202; Т.  Kolbaba, 
Byzantine Perceptions of Latin Religious “Errors”, р. 135; А. Kazhdan, Latins and Franks in Byzantium: 
Perception and reality from the eleventh to the twelfth century, [in:] The Crusades from the Perspective 
of Byzantium and the Muslim World, pp. 83–100.

51 These designations gained ground in Byzantine literature, and are spelled differently in 
Slavic. There are also common designations for West Europeans, in which the key word is “West”, or 
designations that become comprehensible only when compared with the Greek text. For instance, 
ꙁападнꙑе странꙑ христиꙗни внѣѹдѹ ионьскиꙗ лѹкꙑ, τοῦ ἰωνίου κόλπου. The Work of Pseudo-
Photius, begins thus ѡ франꙁѣхъ и ѡ проихъ латинѣхъ. It is placed as chapter 51 of the South 
Slavonic kormchaya, with exegesis, based on its oldest copy, the Ilovitsa kormchaya, from 1262 

file:///E:/U%c5%81/524_Tsibranska%20i%20in._Panoply/www.lib.pushkinskijdom.ru
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However, the varying text versions of the storyline about Peter the Stammer-
er employ a common arsenal of anti-heretical terminology. Prominent among 
these devices, we find: two-level and three-level combinations with a predicative 
nucleus and a nominal or nominal-attributive element: сѣти ѹениѥ раꙁно (PVL, 
Paleia); въвести въ ересь ꙁлѫѭ (Paleia); отъврѣсти вѣрѫ христиꙗньскѫѭ 
(S1, variant отъврѣсти вѣрѫ православьнѫѭ и свѧтѫѭ S2); о(ѹ)правлꙗти 
латиньскѫѭ вѣрѫ (in Pljevlja 12 with ѹ, as in the Moldavian copies, but in 
Belgrade 11, with о). We can agree with A. Popov that the variant оправлꙗти is 
more precise: “to declare just, correct, to justify”52; from the same root comes 
оправьда, “justification, grounds”53; also, блаꙁнити сѧ о вѣрѣ латинскои (S1), 
послѣдовати помраеннои и ꙁлосмраднои вѣрѣ латинстѣи (S2); примѣшати сѧ 
къ, дрьжати обиаи ихъ, etc. It is worth noting that S1 contains some features of 
spelling and grammar that, in the Moldavian copies, are a heritage from the pro-
tograph. They coincide entirely with the oldest extant South Slavic copies: trac-
es of extreme diligence in the infinitive погребсти instead of погрети; preserved 
dual number in the verbs помѡли́ста сѧ, сътвориста; preserved genitive-accu-
sative form for persons въ стго петра; instrumental case without preposition 
ѡ͗стри́женоѫ бра́доѫ. The names designating ethnic and religious affiliation, 
латине, римлꙗне и христиꙗне are the same in S1 and S2. The spelling, in S1, of 
the words христиꙗне, христиꙗнꙑ, латине, латинꙑне, латинꙑ indicate hesitation 
with respect to the Old Bulgarian norm for names in the nominative case, plural, 
which includes these words in the consonant -t- declension, with the suffix -ꙗне 
and requires forms for the singular ending in -инъ. Two verbs merit attention: 
съпьрѣти сѧ “enter into argument, to clash, to quarrel” and especially the aorist 
раꙁсѣде сѧ, in Belgrade 11, расѣде се. К. Istomin has specially pointed it out as 
occurring in the chronicular version as well54. We believe the lexeme belongs to 
an archaic layer and resembles the hapax in the Codex Suprasliensis: the negative 
present active participle from the verb, not present in the collection, не сѣдаѩи 

year. (М.  ПЕТРОВИЋ, Законоправило или Номоканон светога Саве. Иловички препис 1262 г., 
Горњи Милановац 1991). It contains many homonyms. The terms reflect the Byzantine conception 
of the heterogeneity of Western Christians, who are not seen as a monolithic group. Some of the 
names of the tribes in the Roman Empire of that time, such as “Germans”, “Vandals”, “Allemans”, 
became designations for Catholics. According to A.  Kazhdan, the term “Latins”, with its ethno-
confessional content, was contemporaneous with the Great Schism, and finally became prevalent in 
the 12th century. А. Kazhdan, Latins and Franks in Byzantium, pp. 84–86. Consequently, the name 
in S1 corresponds to the early designations for Western heretics. 

52 F. Miklosich, Lexicon Palaeoslovenico-Graeco-Latinum, pp. 510–511.
53 A. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор, p. 23.
54 К. ИСТОМИН, Источник. Слова о немеческом прелщении, p. 344.
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сѧ < не сѣдати сѧ “indestructible, steadfast, sturdy”55, which in S1 appears with 
the opposite meaning раꙁсѣдати сѧ, раꙁсѣсти сѧ “to fall into ruin, the break 
down into parts, to lose wholeness”. 

2. The false doctrine of Peter the Stammerer

This semantic code comprises physical and moral characteristics.

2.1.  Microtext segments regarding outward appearance

The primitive storyline of the text, according to the reference points marked 
by A. Kriza, presents the false doctrine of the Latins through external features56. 
The outward appearance and apparel are key points in ethno-stereotypical re-
presentations of the stranger, the other57. The Roman pseudo-prelate enters the 
sacred ecclesiastic space thus:

• Въ бра́нѣⷯ ри́ꙁаⷯ. и͗ въ рѡгатѣⷯ кло́бѹцѣⷯ и͗ въ рѫ́кавицаⷯ S1; въ пово́лѡитыⷯ 
ри́ꙁаⷯ. и͗ въ рѡга́тѣ клобѹ́цѣ. и͗ въ рѫка́вицѣⷯ S2; въ пѫинахъ (паѹинах) риꙁаⷯ. 
и въ рогатѣхъ клопѹцѣхъ (клобѹцѣⷯ). и въ рѫкавицѣхъ in Pljevlja 12, Belgrade 
11; въ половꙗтꙑхъ риꙁахъ, въ ꙋгорꙗтѣ клобꙋцѣ, въ рꙋкавицехъ in the Paleia; 
въ поволоатахъ риꙁахъ и въ рогатѣ клобуцѣ и въ рѹкавицахъ in the Me-
naion of Macarius; in Russian copies published by Popov, the variant spelling is 
also restored: паюинахъ риꙁахъ58. Two nominal attribute syntagms are formed, in 
each of which, the attribute gives an evaluative description of the substantive. While 
риꙁа, in the plural, is a hyperonym for clothing, the outwardly visible apparel of the 
pseudo-prelate, the variants of the epithets attached to the work indicate the text was 
elaborated in a different environment. The variant паѭиньнъ is placed in the earliest 
known South Slavic manuscripts and seems to be the initial one. Браьнъ is a possi-
ble variant, formed through phonetic analogy or association, only in the Moldavian 
copies. In some of the accusations figuring in the lists of errors of the Latin cler-
gy, they are reproached for their religious apparel being too colorful and made of 
fine red tissue, рьвленꙑми бранꙑми тако нитьми текѹще (the 13th accusation 

55 Старобългарски речник, т. 2, 2009, p. 896. 
56 А. КРИЗА, Петр Гугнивый и Папесса, p. 401.
57 О. В. БЕЛОВА, Этнокультурные стереотипы в славянской народной традиции, Москва 

2005, p. 10.
58 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, p. 77; А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный 

обзор, pp. 25–27; А. КРИЗА, Петр Гугнивый и Папесса, p. 400.
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in ѡ франꙁѣхъ и ѡ проихъ латинѣхъ59 may possibly refer to silk; Brief Tale 
about the Latins and other texts also suggest the use of religious clothing re-
sembling wedding apparel60. The adjective браьнъ might refer precisely to the 
prelate’s clothing based on the metaphor that the state of priesthood is a kind of 
marriage to the Church. We should note, however, that this point does not oc-
cur as a separate deviation in the most widespread polemical works. The gaudy, 
immodest apparel violated rule Sixth of the Seventh Ecumenical Council, which 
considers this practice to be a direct consequence of the pernicious influence of 
iconoclasm61. Prevalent in Russian copies is the variant поволоитъ, паволоитъ 
“veiling, covering, outer”, with Russian particularities of pronunciation62. The lex-
eme паѭина “spider’s web; net” and its derived adjective are especially suitable to 
express the figurative sense of a pernicious influence by which the heretics entan-
gle people in the web of their false doctrine. In his Vita of St. Hilarion of Moglena, 
the most pointed anti-heretical work by Patriarch Euthymius, the author shows 
the hero of the vita, St. Hilarion, as a fighter against heresies, who defeats here-
tics in controversy as effortlessly as if he were tearing apart a cobweb63: вьсѧ тѣⷯ 
къꙁни и шеперанїа ꙗкоже паѫиннаа тканїа ꙋдѡбъ раꙁдирааше. The connotation 
also refers to the impermanence, deceptiveness, untruthfulness of this element 
of the apparel, which, worn by a prelate, should normally express dignity, purity, 
sanctity. The lexical markers for clothing are a code for the inner content. To take 
another example from the works of Euthymius, the ancient desert fathers are said 
to be dressed въ милотеⷯ и въ коꙁїахь кожахь which, according to the Letter to 
Cyprian, is a sign of self-denial, rejection of material things, asceticism; the same 
characteristic is expressed when врѣтище, власеннꙑѧ одежди are worn by Theo-
phano in devotion to God, according to her Prayer Canon (Paraklesis); въ бѣлы 
рꙁы is where baptism and initiation to the pure Christian faith takes place, etc. 
The fact that Peter the Stammerer wears clothes made out of cobwebs refers to the 
falsity of his doctrine. 

• Paralled to the above-mentioned negative semantic in S1 is the expression 
въ рѡгатѣⷯ кло́бѹцѣⷯ. The lexeme клобѹкъ, an ancient Turkic loanword in Slavic 
languages, meaning “hat, cap, head covering” acquires nuances of meaning de-

59 А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор, p. 63.
60 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, p. 277.
61 Правилата на светата Православна църква с  тълкованията им, под редакцията 

и превода на СТ. ЦАНКОВ, ИВ. СТЕФАНОВ, П. ЦАНЕВ, т.  2, София 1913, pp. 505–506.
62 И. И. СРЕЗНЕВСКИЙ, Материалы для словаря, т. 2, 1902, pp. 1001–1002; Словарь русского 

языка, т.  15, 1989, pp. 166–167.
63 According to the digitized version of Patriarch Euthymius’ works on www.Cyrillomethodiana.

com.
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pending on the surrounding text and the corresponding purpose of the lexeme: 
the meaning ranges from the ruler’s tiara to the monk’s kalimavkion to the mitre 
of a high ranking prelate or bishop (a  symbol of his spiritual power called “the 
helmet of salvation”). The word appears in the Izbornik of Symeon and in John Ex-
arch64. The trait рогатъ, “horned, in the figurative sense – sharp”, suggests an asso-
ciation, for one thing, with the Catholic prelate’s mitre. This attribute is mentioned 
in Controversy of Panagiot with Azymit, a Greek 13th-century pamphlet, which was 
translated into Slavic early on65. But it can also be interpreted metaphorically in 
the negative sense, related to evil, the snake and devil, the Horned One66. There are 
known cases of semantic overlap of the terms еретикъ and рогатьць in their quality 
of vocatives. Such cases are found in many early 11th–12th century Russian epitim-
ian collections based on South Slavic prototypes67. The zoomorphous trait would 
be associated with the bestial principle imputed to the Latins in other polemi-
cal works; for instance, they are accused of naming their children after animals, 
ꙁвѣрина имъ имена нариють according to the Letter of Metropolitan Nicephorus 
to the Russian prince Yaroslav68. 

• S1 emphasized two other external traits: Peter the Stammerer enters the 
church въ рѫ́кавицаⷯ и͗ ѡ͗стри́женоѫ бра́доѫ. The first trait is not found in First Let-
ter of the Patriarch of Constantinople Michael Cerularius to the Patriarch of Antioch 
Peter III from 1054, nor in the first lists of Latin errors, but it is present in accusa-
tion 13 against the Latins in chapter 51 of the South Slav kormchaya, with inter-
pretations ѡ франꙁѣхъ и ѡ проихъ латинѣхъ. It claims that, in addition to rings, 
the Roman presbyters and bishops рѫцѣ ѡблаѧⷮ вь рѹкавицѣхъ. на правѣи же 
рѹкавице пишеть сѧ рꙋка ꙗко иꙁꙿ ѡблака, на лѣвѣи же агньци бжїи написаеть 
сѧ. The description matches the liturgical gloves worn by bishops and cardinals, 
upon which two often depicted symbols, are the Lamb of God and the right hand 
of God. Having in mind that the anonymous prototype of this text (wrongly ap-
pearing under the name of Patriarch Photius (810/820–896)), was created no later 
than the late 11th century, and that its Slavic translation in the Kormchaya dates 
from the beginning of the 13th century, the accusation, in S1, of wearing gloves is 
a sign of the early date of the carrier text, since this accusation is far from being 

64 Български етимологичен речник, т. 2, 1972, p. 462; Словарь русского языка, т. 7, 1980, 
pp. 176–177.

65 А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор, p. 251; Т. Kolbaba, Byzantine Perceptions of 
Latin Religious “Errors”, р. 140.

66 И. И. СРЕЗНЕВСКИЙ, 3, 1903, p. 129.
67 С.  СМИРНОВ, Древнерусский духовник. Исследования по истории церковного быта, 

Москва 1914 (reprint Gregg International Publishers, 1970), p. 31.
68 О. В. ЗУЕВА, Лингвокоммуникативная характеристика, p. 28.
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the most popular one. The second element – the shaving of beards – is a key ele-
ment in all anti-Latin controversy. In S1, this is a micro-theme in several separate 
segmentations, which are practically repeated without any change since the oldest 
South Slavic copies, from the 14th-century ones to the 16th-century Moldavian. The 
topos острижена брада is repeated as a generalization а͗ по въсѣ̀ сѫ́бѡты стри́щи 
бра́ды повелѣ – i.e., it is practically connected to what is a dominant point in S1, 
the Sabbath, and not the Sabbath fast. It is observed by the Jews and Simon Magus 
(hence, linguistically, иоудествоват and сѫботьствоват in Slavic texts, mean 
the performance of pagan and heretical practices in general). Peter the Stammerer 
also commands постри́гати ло́на. The latter interpretation in S1 is a kind of anath-
ema and sign of separation from the community: if a person is killed in war а ло́но 
е͗го̀ не бѫ́деть постри́жено, he is not buried in earth and is treated as a violator 
of the law. The two expressions fully coincide in Pljevlja 12, Belgrade 11 and the 
Moldavian copies. The question arises as to what S1 means by the lexeme лоно69 
(“lap, knees; bosom, stomach, bowels”; “bosom, interior, lap, womb, pocket, male 
genitalia”; “bosom, lap, lower back, nucleus, testicles”; “breast, thigh, hip, sexual 
organs”; secondary metaphorical meaning, “a thing surrounding something else; 
sphere, surface, place”). We will consider two possible explanations. It is not to be 
excluded that the expression is meant to build a negative stereotype by means of 
linguistic structures: 

• Interpreting its style as that of what he rightfully calls a “grotesque story”, 
Nikolov assumes that the Latins shave their “laps”; a  more precise translation 
is “loins, genitalia”70. If we accept this absurd accusation, we could explain the 
hesitation and contradictory interpretations in some copies: in the Paleia браду 
постригъ, а лона не пострыже compared with браду постригъ и лоно постригъ 
in the Menaions71; in the Printed Kormchaya, the storyline intensifies to the point 
where, according to the Latin deception, брадѹ, ѹсꙑ and лоно of everyone, men 
and women alike, are shaved. Remarkably, S2 places these two elements as errors 
2 and 3 of the Latins: в҃, ви́на и.ⷯ повелѣ̀ по въсѣ̀ сѫ́бѡты бра́ды своѧ̏ стри́щи, 
паⷱ же и͗ лѡ́на. г҃. ви́на и͗хь, а͗ще кто на ра́ти ѹ͗би́ень бѫ́детъ. а лоно нестрижено 
бѫдеть е͗мѹ... For now, we cannot indicate any direct source of this fragment. The 
accusation in S1 is a rare one, and has itself become a source of texts going back to 
its early version, including S2. It may be a case of complete disparagement, which 

69 Старобългарски речник, т. 1, 1999, p.  807; Словарь древнерусского языка, т. 4, 1991, 
pp.  427–428; Словарь русского языка, т. 8, 1981, p.  381; И. И.  СРЕЗНЕВСКИЙ, 2, 1902, p.  46; 
М. ФАСМЕР, Этимологический словарь русского языка, т. 1–4, Москва 1987, p. 517. 

70 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, p. 144; А. Попов, Историко-литературный 
обзор, pp. 22–23.

71 А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор, pp. 25–26. 
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would be typical for derivative genres. This effect is achieved by a comic opposition 
and devaluation of the human head, i.e., the topmost part of the body, associated 
with thinking and intellect, as opposed to the lower part, linked to lowly passions. 
Such means of representing the stranger, the other, are also familiar from folk-
lore72. According to this interpretation, постригати лона is a nominal-predicative 
combination with a name in the plural of the accusative case. Such disparaging, 
profane accusations are known from other sources as well. Popov points out the 
rare accusation that the Latins пьють свои сець (variant сѣь), disseminated in 
some variants of the Byzantine τὰ αἰτιάματα, the same in S273. This meaning of 
лоно seems most acceptable within the context.

• It is possible, however, that the designation is parabolic, relying – as in the 
case of the clothing – on a double meaning. In late anti-Latin stories, such as Tale 
about how Rome Fell away from the Orthodox Faith (known from 15th–16th century 
copies, but which has left traces in the views of Bulgarian Paulicians), the Pope, 
for love of a common girl who requires of him that he cut his golden hair and 
shave his mustaches and beard, is prepared to deprive himself of these and thus 
lose his sacred dignity. The accursed (according to the text) Peter the Stammerer 
finds a way to justify such acts on the grounds of a “new law and books” in which 
shaving is motivated by the need to avoid spilling the Eucharist on the beard and 
mustaches74. In the 16th-century copy of the Tale, manuscript no. 1161 of the Eccle-
siastic-Historical and Archival Institute of the Bulgarian Patriarchate, it is pointed 
out that, hearkening to a voice from heaven, the pope personally set an example 
by cutting his hair (ѡбрииⷯ власи). This is certainly a late form of the plot, which 
has some fairy tale features and displays folk tale imagery75, but it is precisely in 
these features, despite the difference in length and chronology, that it is similar to 
S1. There is an early example of the accusation related to shaving and cutting the 
hair on one’s head contained in the above-mentioned Letter of Nicephorus, Met-
ropolitan of Kiev, to Prince Vladimir Monomachus (1113–1125). There, added 
to the instructive element of the work, is a list of errors of the Latins: Третаꙗ же, 
постригати бородꙑ свои и головꙑ бритвою. Еже ес ѿрено и ѿ мѡѵсеова ꙁакона 
и ѿ еѵагльскаго76. A linguistic question arises: is it possible that постригати лона is 
an unvarying word combination with the metaphorical meaning of the bare spot, 
the surface of the head, the round shape, the sphere of the haircut, so that лона 

72 О. В. БЕЛОВА, Этнокультурные стереотипы в славянской народной традиции, pp. 55–56.
73 А.  ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор, p.  71; J.-B.  Cotelerius, Ecclesiae Graeca 

Monumenta, p. 506, the Latins wash with urine and drink it.
74 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Кностантинопол, pp. 285–286.
75 Ibidem, p. 184.
76 Послания митрополита Никифора, p. 97.
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would be the genitive case of a thing, or part of the whole? In a canonical sense, 
the Greek κουρA, Latin tonsure, is customary for men entering monkhood or the 
ecclesiastic hierarchy; it is a common feature of the Christian tradition, a symbolic 
bodily sacrifice in the name of God, an initiation similar to that of the sacrament 
of baptism. The round shape of the spot of cut hair also symbolizes Christ’s crown 
of thorns, according to Sophronius, Patriarch of Jerusalem (560–638); the custom 
was a near antecedent of the Canons of the Council in Trullo, of which rule 21. and 
33. regulate tonsuring of clergymen. Later on, the tonsure became a recognizable 
mark of the Catholic clergy. In the anti-Latin texts collected by A. Popov, frequent 
mention is made of the shaving of the beard and also of the tonsure77. Those 
same texts contain the words постригъ, кꙑка, плѣшь, власъ ѡстрижениѥ ѥстъ 
кѹстъ вѣнець терновъ ѡбраꙁъ спасителевъ; γέρηρα, ьсть “honor, dignity” of 
clergymen78. There are known early metaphorizations of the clerical haircut, for 
instance въꙁложити портꙑ ерниьскꙑѩ, in 11th-century texts79, or associative 
mechanisms for the creation of Slavic terms based on commonly used words. 
In the Kormchaya of Ilovitsa, dating from 1262, the Greek κουρA is translated 
with the rare lexeme гѹмьньце, a diminutive of гѹмьно – Eλων “threshing floor, 
threshed land; a place where threshing is done with oxen” because of the resem-
blance to the oval shaven area of the head80. The verb постригати metonymically 
designates “entry into holy orders” by one of its distinguishable traits, the cutting 
of the hair. As all the preceding accusations in S1 are related in some way to the 
Catholic clergy, or at least confuses practices of the clergy and of lay persons, it 
is possible that this practice too refers to clergymen. The shaving of the beard by 
clergymen, practiced among the Latins is one of the most frequent reasons for 
controversy, because the Orthodox considers this to be a loss of God-likeness81. 
Refusal of burial is the accusation that is hardest to explain. Possibly, in S1 this is 
a contamination with another accusation: the participation of Catholic priests in 

77 А.  ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор древнерусских полемических сочинений, 
pp. 23, 48, 83, 102 and especially the Controversy of Panagiota with Azymita, pp. 273–274.

78 Idem, Историко-литературный обзор древнерусских полемических сочинений, p. 204.
79 Б.  УСПЕНСКИЙ, Антоний Печерский и  начальная история русского монашества 

(рясофор в Древней Руси), “Slověne. International Journal of Slavic Studies” 1, 2016, p. 92.
80 М.  ЦИБРАНСКА-КОСТОВА, Стари деминутиви с  терминологично значение: (бележки 

върху лексемата гΉмьньце), “Филологически студии на Великотърновския университет” 35, 
2016, Сборник в чест на 70-та годишнина на проф. Иван Харалампиев, pp. 67–80; вж. още 
гумнивый – γυμνüς, И. И. СРЕЗНЕВСКИЙ, 1, 1893, p. 610; A Greek-English Lexicon, pp. 362–363, 
γυμνüς ‘naked, bald, uncovered, scalped’; B. МАКАРОВА, Облик русского свещенника: к истории 
длинных волос, “Журнал «Теория моды. Одежда. Тело. Культура»” 4, 2007; http://www.deacon.
ru [retrieved 24.03.2017]). 

81 А. КРИЗА, Петр Гугнивый и Папесса, p. 401.
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wars and battles, their being soiled with blood and manslaughter (in the Letter of 
Michael Cerularius, this is the fifth accusation; in Brief Tale about the Latin Her-
esies, version A, this is the fourth accusation, which is contaminated with shav-
ing of the beard)82. The Western clergy take part in military action in fulfilling 
the vassal duty of the Roman Church, which became a feudal institution starting 
from the 8th century83. This did not prevent priests from maintaining their reli-
gious rank, and respectively, their haircut as an outward mark of belonging to 
the clergy. In many anti-Latin texts, the author’s indignation is provoked by the 
right of Catholic priests to perform the liturgy even though they take part in wars. 
The loss of the tonsure is equal to the loss of ecclesiastical status, and the person 
becomes a criminal, even though he should be excommunicated for the first, and 
much more justified, reason. Rule 7 of the Ecumenical Council of Chalcedon ex-
plicitly forbids clerics to take part in military action, and anathemizes violators84. 
S1 makes a parody of this deviation: Peter the Stammerer anathemizes for the 
opposite action. However, the question of hairstyle among the Latins is confusing. 
Nicetas Stifit, a contemporary and associate of Michael Cerularius, condemns the 
Latins for letting their hair grow, like the Hellenes did, and smearing themselves 
with вонꙗми in order to attract attention85. One possible explanation for why 
the tonsure is not mentioned is that the symbolical general Christian aspect of the 
liturgical attribute, which is not considered a serious deviation, although remain-
ing a very recognizable feature. It seems this point is more impressive for modern 
scholars than it was for the medieval controversialists. Thus, remaining unre-
solved to this day is the question why the miniature in the Bulgarian Dobreysho 
Gospel, from the first half of the 13th century, manuscript no. 17 in the National 
Library Saints Cyril and Methodius, depicts the priest Dobreysho as a beardless 
clergyman with a bare round spot on the head (according to some, this is a ton-
sure; others believe it is a head kerchief), and whether the iconographic model 
has some connection with its historical time and to Western influences86. The 
answers to these questions require an analysis of all facts related to words for re-
ligious haircut in the Slavic liturgical terminology. What we offer here are simply 
some thoughts the topic. 

A  variant of the passage in question in S2 is the typically Russian form 
с корь́гоѫ бра́дѫ постри́гъ instead of the more frequent бритвою. As mentioned, 

82 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, pp. 202–203.
83 Послания митрополита Никифора, p. 121.
84 Правилата на светата Православна църква с тълкованията им, т. 1, 1912, p. 539.
85 А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор, p. 133.
86 Е. МУСАКОВА, Изследователят читател на Добрейшовото евангелие, “Littera et Lingua” 

11, 2014, p. 3; www.slav.uni.sofia.bg [retrieved 13.03.2017].
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this interpretation of the storyline about Peter the Stammerer was not the work 
of Theodosius Pechersky himself, but reveals an inclusion of domestic terms 
(кръагъ, кръага “a narrow-necked vessel for beer; an earthen vessel, pot; a cup, 
a tile; in this case, probably an earthen shard used for cutting”; the lexeme has an 
unclear etymology of Ancient Slavic or Old Turkic origin and occurs in all Slavic 
languages)87. In S2, in Paleia, in the Menaion of Macarius, added to the above men-
tioned outward traits attributed to Peter the Stammerer is the invariable wearing 
of rings, which is a practice of Catholic bishops according to accusation 26 in the 
First Latter of Michael Cerularius and the 27th accusation in the lists of Latin errors 
in Version A in Nikolov’s edition88.

2.2. Micro-textual segments for moral characterization

Along with outward traits, S1 presents certain basic themes related to mo-
rality. Early on, A.  Popov found that in many texts, the dogmatic accusations 
cede the first place to mundane ones, and to accusations that assume “a childishly 
naive form”89, while A. Nikolov formulates the logical assumption that the initial 
anti-Latin corpus included texts meant for ordinary clerics and laymen90. This 
view is based not only on the supposed chronology of the anti-Latin prototype, 
which was of the time of Byzantine domination, but may also be supported by the 
linguistic form:

• и͗ въсѐ неи́сто и͗ сквръ́нно ꙗсти is the first concrete accusation; it has not 
changed since the oldest copies of S1 and is repeated in S2 и͗ повелѣ̀ и͗мь слабо 
жи́ти. ꙗ͗сти и͗ пи́ти сквръ́но и͗ неи́́сто. In PVL, such a passage is entirely missing; 
in Paleia, Menaion of Macarius, and in S2 there is the added remark that Peter 
the Stammerer ordered his men to eat in the same dish with dogs; in the Printed 
Kormchaya eating all sorts of foul things and eating in the same dish with dogs is 
retained, but is not attributed to the pseudo-prelate. Evidently, the story has devel-
oped, but the first, and neutral, version is the one in S1. Скврьньнъ and неистъ 
are words sufficiently expressive of things unclean, foul, revolting, vile91. They may 
refer to various unclean practices of ritual and eating. The consumption of animal 
products in the first week of Lent was an accusation dating from the time of Patri-

87 Старобългарски речник, т. 1, 1999, p. 759; F. Miklosich, Lexicon Palaeoslovenico-Graeco-
Latinum, р. 318; Български етимологичен речник, т. 3, 1986, pp. 222–223

88 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, pp. 204, 206. 
89 А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор, p. 16.
90 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, p. 20.
91 Старобългарски речник, т. 2, 2009, p. 685.
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arch Photius, the 860s; it also occurs in the treatise of Leo of Ochrid, 105392. But 
the true pathos of these accusations of food impurity is displayed in a specific gen-
re of lists of Latin errors that was spread in Byzantine literature in the 11th century. 
This genre was established by Michael Cerularius, Patriarch of Constantinople, in 
his First Letter to Peter III, Patriarch of Antioch, of 1054, accusations 4 and 2093. 
One of the most impressive examples in monuments translated into Slavic is the 
above-mentioned chapter 51 of the South Slavic Kormchaya with interpretations, 
according to its translation in the Ilovitsa Kormchaya of 126294. Here, a complicat-
ed set of views is presented, based on an Old Testament prototype in Leviticus 11, 
regarding impure animals, as well as Leviticus 3: 17, Leviticus 7: 21–27, involving 
motivations related to ritual purity in general, and ontological, axiological, ritu-
al-religious, and general hygiene considerations. The inclusion of more and more 
animals among those consumed by the Latins is evidently a kind of escalation of 
the general dislike of the Byzantine world for Western Christianity. This is certain-
ly a mundane, not dogmatic, reference in the texts enumerating animals. We must 
not forget, however, that underlying this is a legal issue that separated the Latins 
from the Orthodox, as it is contrary to the canonic tradition. The prohibition on the 
consumption of мрьцина, “meat from dead animals, carrion”, Greek θνεσιμαῖον, 
ꙁвѣроꙗдина, “carcasses of animals, killed by predatory beasts”, Greek θηριάλωτον, 
are regulated by rule 63 of the Apostles and rule 67 of the Ecumenical Council of 
Trullo, 691–692. The second rule of the local council of Gangra adds the prohibi-
tion on ѹдавлѥнина “an animal choked by another animal”, Greek πνικτός95. In 
the late 12th century, the great canonist Theodore Balsamon added a very valuable 
remark to his exegesis of rule 63 of the Apostles: he believed that the Latins violate 
the rule in using animals as food96. The second half of the 13th century and the early 
14th century were a particularly active period of anti-Latin controversy in the Bal-
kans, when the reverberation of the direct political and religious clash with the 
Latins, who had been present for more than 50 year in the Balkans, was still strong. 
Hence, it is understandable that the biblical models were flexibly adapted to the 
new objectives of denunciation. The Byzantine controversialists built the image 
of the Catholics as people who eat choked animals, carrion, pork lard and various 
vile food, including wild horses, donkeys, bears, beavers, and especially frogs and 
turtles; they drink blood and share their food with dogs, eating in the same vessel 

92 А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор, pp. 9–15; А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Кон-
стантинопол, p. 7.

93 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, pp. 204, 206.
94 Ibidem, pp. 142, 206.
95 Правилата на светата Православна църква с тълкованията им, т. 1, 1912, pp. 177–178.
96 Ibidem, p. 177.
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with them, and in Theodosius Pechersky, also with кошками in the archaic version, 
and with котьками in the reworked, later edition in S297. In S1, however, the topos 
“impure foods” is only marked, and not supported with details, which points to an 
early origin of the prototype. 

• The next too moral accusations are mutually dependent. The first, according 
to S1 is the practice of the Latins, again imposed by their leader, и͗ повелѣ̀ попо́вѡⷨ, 
ꙁ. же́нь води́ти, и͗ попѡве бы́ти, with a variation in the oldest South Slavic copies 
only in the syntagm ꙁ. же́нь имѣти. In S2 this is present as the first of 28 numbered 
“guilts” of the Latins: а҃. ви́на и͗хъ. попѡ́ве ихь до ꙁ҃ мь жеⷩ слѹ́жѫть блѫⷣ твѡ́рѧще 
съ налѡ́жницами. нито́ же грѣха въмѣ́нѣѧще. ре́кше си́це, ꙗ͗ко ѡ͗вощїе еⷭ и͗ кѡ́лико 
кт҄҄о трѣ́́бѹе,ⷮ о꙼нъ да ꙗстъ. The same accusations are repeated tautologically in the 
26th and 27th guilts: к҃ꙅ, ви́на ихь. попѡ́ве ихь, не женѧт сѧ ꙁако́ноѫ же́ноѫ. н҄҄ѫ съ 
рабинѣми живѫⷮ. и͗ слѹ́жѫⷮ невъꙁбра́нно. к҃ꙁ, ви́на ихь. е͗пискѡ́пи ихь налѡ́жницѧ 
дръ́жѧ,ⷮ и на вѡ́́нѫ (sic!) хѡ́дѧⷮ. The moral purity of Catholic priests is discussed as 
a third deviation as early as the Circular Letter of Patriarch Photius from 867, and 
sharp remarks are not spared with regard to the celibacy and un-canonic concubi-
nage of Catholic priests, which are compared with the deeds of Manent98. Celibacy, 
a practice contrary to Orthodoxy, was introduced at the early Christian synod in 
Elvira (Granada) in 306. It is discussed in the 23rd accusation in the First Letter 
of Patriarch Michael Cerularius and the 23rd accusation in the Lists of Latin errors 
(Николов/Nikolov 2016, pp. 204, 206)99. In the subsequent tradition, celibacy is 
denigrated to the point where it is presented as its contrary: the right to have seven 
wives and to remain a priest. In some sources, it is said that Catholic priests have 
no wives of their own but fornicate with other men’s wives, i.e., the accusation is 
both against celibacy and that it is not really observed. This is the case in A Useful 
Tale about the Latins100. In PVL it is stressed that the doctrine of the Latins is not 
united on this point, that it is раꙁдно, i.e., unstable, unreliable, because some cler-
gymen have only one wife, and others have seven. The echo from the subsequent 
interpretation in texts like S1 is evident here. The second aspect is related to the 
right of Catholic priests and bishops to possess an unlimited number of concu-
bines without this being considered a sin. The lexeme наложьница is one of the 
rare cases of a copyist’s mistake in interpretation in the two Moldavian copies. In 

97 А. НИКОЛОВ, К. СТАНЕВ, Обредовые уклонения и дурные привычки латинских еретиков 
в византийско-славянской полемической литературе Средневековья, “Studies Ceranea” 4, 2014, 
pp. 125–140; А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, pp. 147–158.

98 А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор, pp. 9–10; Послания митрополита Ники-
фора, p. 118.

99 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, pp. 204, 206.
100 Ibidem, p. 260.
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legendary narrative, the syntagm in which the word participates is etymologizes 
thus: а въ ло́жницаⷯ не въло́жи грѣ́ха; въ наложницахъ не положи грѣха in Pljevlja 
12 and Belgrade 11. The word appears not only in S1 and S2, but also in Chronicle 
of George Hamartolos, in TBY, where it is a precise insertion from the Chronicle, in 
the Paleia, the Menaion of Macarius, and the Printed Kormchaya. R. Stankov dis-
cusses lexemes designating an illegitimate wife, and points out the variations in the 
prefixes to the common root morpheme: ꙁаложьница, наложьница, подьложьница, 
as well as женимаꙗ, посадьница, поводьница, all of these corresponding to the 
Greek παλλακή101. The author is justifiably skeptical about the opinion of some 
Russian scholars that наложьница is a Russianism: he argues that it occurs in the 
Sermon of Theodosius Pechersky. To Stankov’s proof, we will add the conclusion 
drawn thus far, that S2 is dependent on S1. Moreover, the lexeme is used both in 
the part originally written by the Russian hegumen, and in the insertions appear-
ing in the contaminated later edition. They belong to the South Slavic prototypes. 
The fact that all the sources used here refer to the illegitimate concubinage of Latin 
priests with concubines, make of this lexeme a reading in the archetype of S1. 

• The last “contribution” of Peter the Stammerer to the seduction of the Lat-
ins according to S1 is игръцемь повелѣ̀ и͗гра́ти въ цркваⷯ ихь. This is absent from 
the passage about Peter the Stammerer in S2, but is indicated as the fourth guilt 
д҃. ви́на и͗хь, игръци и͗гра́ѧть въ цркваⷯ ихь. The information is repeated in Paleia, 
the Menaion of Macarius, while the Printed Kormchaya even specifies thе musi-
cal instruments they play in churches: organs, tympani, and musiki102. The Tale of 
the Impious Popes, a late, 17th-century pamphlet against the Uniates, ascribes this 
practice to one of the popes: Виталиань папа. тъ ѹстави свирити въ ѡрганꙑ, въ 
цркви103. But such an accusation is missing from the lists of errors. The etymologi-
cal figure in the wording again suggests a derived presence in the text.

At the end of our analysis, we present three groups of conclusions regarding S1:
• S1 is an early example of derived apocryphal-legendary literature against 

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

101 Р. СТАНКОВ, Из наблюдений над лексикой древнеболгарского перевода Хроники Георгия 
Амартола: Мнимые русизмы (2), “Преславска книжовна школа” 16, 2015, pp. 83–102. 

102 А. ПОПОВ, Историко-литературный обзор, p. 19. 
103 А. НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим и Константинопол, p. 291.



130

Panoply in Defense of Orthodoxy…

chronicles of George Hamatolos and John Malalas are used to present the Latin 
heresy as primeval to Christian history and as contrary to Orthodoxy as is the 
idea of the Antichrist. Although the mechanisms by which this negative cultural 
stereotype is constructed rely on “patching storylines together”, they require a cer-
tain historical context and attitude in order for the mundane-legendary narrative 
to emerge. Сло́во ѡ͗ нѣмѣьскѡⷨ прѣлъ́щени. ка́ко наѹ͗и гѫ́гнивыи пе́тръ ереси 
is not only of an old origin, but in a specific way, the presentation profanes the 
Latin errors in approximately the same order as in the first translated prototypes 
from the “Slavic dossier of the Great Schism” – however, not anonymously, but in 
attributing the errors personally to Peter the Stammerer. The character’s outward 
features and morals follow the “Cerularius” paradigm regarding the clean-shaven 
face, the consumption of foul foods, the military activity of the clergymen; there 
is no clear accusation regarding the Sabbath fast and regarding fasting in general, 
and no dogmatic accusations at all. But the text is controversial through references 
to the first beginnings of the Christian legend and its symbolic images. The lan-
guage is simple; a contrast is established with persons and with mundane and ritu-
al practices; the author uses elements of chronicular narrative (a pseudo-historical 
framework) as well as of a fairy tale and of a pamphlet. At linguistic level, there are 
two cases of an etymological figure; some lexemes imply a simultaneously direct 
and metaphorical meaning, a  combination between outer, visible, and of inner, 
invisible. This is typical for text symbolism in allegories and the moral lessons of 
fables, fairy tales and legends. Although brief, the text presents some basic traits of 
ethno-cultural stereotype: a moral evaluation, associations, hyperbole104. I. N. Da-
nilevsky points out that primitive storylines have what he calls a “multi-layered se-
mantics” through which they support the basic concepts105. If we maintain this was 
a translated work, the logical question arises as to the Greek source from which 
this so-called Sermon was translated, a Sermon whose title is justified only by its 
final instructive element – that the Latins believe not in St. Peter, but in Peter the 
Stammerer. In what environment was the work disseminated? The questions also 
arise as to whether we have before us the whole text in its initial form – in view of 
the ramifications of the “chronicular introduction” in the variants of S1 and S2; to 
what degree the earliest South Slavic copies document this initial text, and to what 
degree they have modified the archetype text nearly two centuries after its sup-
posed translation. As a working hypothesis, we assume that the relation between 
the chronograph version and S1 is the reverse of what K. Istomin points out: it was 

104 О. В. БЕЛОВА, Этнокультурные стереотипы, p. 9.
105 И. Н. ДАНИЛЕВСКИЙ, Повесть временных лет. Герменевтические основы источникове-

дения летописных текстов, pp. 271–272.
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not the chronographs that influenced S1, but, on the contrary, S1 reproduces an 
autonomous narrative filiation of the storyline about Peter the Stammerer, part of 
which was united with the chronograph presentation, in which there were con-
ditions for homonymy of names; precisely because it was amalgamated into the 
chronograph, this part was able to survive in later sources. Hence, its first scholars 
were right in asserting that the storyline about Peter the Stammerer was edited 
a  number of times. The version under discussion of Sermon about the German 
Delusion is one of the earliest known textual examples of the sermon. Of course, 
categorical conclusions may be drawn only after building a fuller archeographic 
dossier of the text in the Slavic tradition and making comparisons with possible 
prototypes in Greek. 

• Along with this, an even partial comparison with Russian chronicular and 
epistolary literature from the 11th–12th century proves that S1 was known in Russia 
during that period and was used in the argumentation of Russian controversialists. 
Even though this influence is not perceptible in the original work of Theodosi-
us Pechersky, the re-workings based on the initial variant of his Letter to Prince 
Izyaslav could have appeared as early as the 12th century (for instance, in connec-
tion with his canonization 1133 and the re-anthologizing of his works), just as 
we find in that century the influence of controversial works translated from the 
Slavic South in the works of Nicephorus, Metropolitan of Kiev and other Russian 
high-ranking clergymen. 

The dissemination of the S2 variant in Moldavian monuments implies the ex-
istence of a compilation that drew from at least three evident sources: the original 
Letter of Theodosius Pechersky, the Sermon about the German Delusion, and one 
of the editions of lists of Latin errors containing 34 errors, out of which, however, 
the text presents and lists only 28 errors. The linguistic particularities of S1, when 
compared with the variants of S2, indicate that the South Slavic copies were closer 
to the archetype text and did not contain the additions or linguistic changes pres-
ent in S2. Hence, the opinion that Sermon about the German Delusion may have 
been of independent Russian origin106 is not supported by us in the present study; 
in this, we are share the assumptions of K. Istomin, A. Kriza and A. Nikolov re-
garding a probable South Slavic translation from Greek. 

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

106 А. ТУРИЛОВ, Межславянские культурные связи эпохи Средневековья и источниковеде-
ние истории и культуры славян. Этюды и характеристики, Москва 2012, p. 249; И. ВЕДЮШКИ-
НА, Петр Гугнивый и Петр Монг., pp. 309–312.
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directly from the South Slavic, Bulgarian prototype dating from the time of the 
Second Bulgarian Empire. Among these works are A Useful Tale about the Latins 
and Sermon about the German Delusion. This would coincide with the origin and 
particularities of the other parts of these collections, especially the so-called Pseu-
do-Zonaras Nomocanon, which takes up more than half their contents. Even the 
segmentation in the title of S1 recalls that in the oldest South Slavic copies (com-
pare, in the Moldavian copies and Belgrade 11, the placing of the word ереси under 
the basic text of the title: a photograph from Belgrade 11 at www.digital.nbs.bg.ac.
yu). In the Moldavian copies, S2 begins immediately after S1. In Belgrade 11 and 
Pljevlja 12, there is no S2, and after S1 there follows, without a heading, a presenta-
tion of the key moments in the earthly life of Christ, where the beginning of the 
Gospel of St. Luke is repeated word for word (Luke 3: 1–2), presenting the events 
from the time of Emperor Tiberius in Rome and Pontius Pilate in Judaea. This 
insertion is again paralleled in the chronicles of Hamartolos and Malalas107. How 
S2 came to be placed in the Moldavian manuscripts under study is a matter for 
separate analysis. The variants from S1 testify to their more precise understanding 
in BAR Ms. sl. 685. The precision of the variants in this copy is supported by oth-
er micro-textual units in the compilation. E. Turdeanu’s opinion that BAR 685 is 
older than BAR 636, and hence should be dated to before 1557, is confirmed, apart 
from their possible common original from which they were copied108. 

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

PUBLICATION OF THE TEXTS BASED ON THE BASIC COPY BAR 636 
AND WITH VARIANTS BASED ON BAR 685 (= BRAN № 13.3.23)

Сло́во ѡ͗ нѣмѣьскѡⷨ прѣлъ́щени. ка́ко наѹ͗и гѫ́гнивыи пе́тръ, ереси

Егда̀ прѣлъ́сть бⷭ҇ы ѿ ере́си109. симѡ́на влъ́хва въ рїмѣ. и͗ вѣ́рѡвашѧ въсѝ 
ри́млѣне въ́ нь при нерѡ́нѣ цри. и͗ съпрѣ́ сѧ симѡнь съ пе́трѡⷨ и͗ па́влѡⷨ. и͗ 
въꙁно́шааше сѧ на нбо си́мѡⷩ҇ влъ́хѡⷡ҇. и͗ въсѝ людіе́ ди́влѣхѫ сѧ е͗мѹ͗. Пе́тръ же 
и͗ Па́вель помѡли́ста сѧ бѹ. Симѡ́нь б҄ѡ тогда̀ но́шаше сѧ поⷣ нбсемь. Пе́тръ же и͗ 

107 К. ИСТОМИН, Источник. Слова о немеческом прелщении, p. 345.
108 Е.  Turdeanu, Le Sbornik dit ‘de Bisericani’: Fausse identité d’un manuscrit remarquable, 

“Revue des études slaves” 44. 1–4, 1965, pp. 37–40.
109 Missing: ѿ ере́си. 
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Па́вель сътвѡ́риста ꙁна́менїе кртⷭ҇ное. и͗ на высо́тѣ раꙁсѣ́де сѧ Си́мѡнь влъ́хѡвь 
на, д. ѧ́сти, и͗ спа́де съ высо́ты и͗ съкрѹ́ши сѧ и͗ погы́бе съ шѹ́мѡⷨ въ днь 
сѫ́ботныи. Того рад҄и лати́ныне110 ꙗдѧть мѧса̀ въ днь сѫ́ботныи111. Въ сѫ́ботѫ 
б҄ѡ быⷭ҇ побѣда хва. спа́де а͗нтихри́стъ съ нбсъ съ бѣ́сы свои́ми112. млтвоѫ же 
Пе́тра и͗ Па́вла113. раꙁгнѣ́ва сѧ Нерѡ́нъ цръ на Пе́тра, и͗ пове́лѣ распѧти е͗го. и͗ быⷭ҇ 
тогда̀ гоне́нїе на хрⷭ҇тїа́ны. и раꙁбѣгошⷭѧ хрⷭтїа́ны114. е͗гда̀ же гоне́нїе прѣста̀. пото́мь 
прїи́де Пе́тръ гѫгни́выи въ рїмь, и͗ ѿвръ́же вѣ́рѫ хрⷭтїа́нскѫѧ. и͗ поста́ви сво́и 
ꙁа́кѡнь мнѡ́гы ереси. и͗ въни́де въ цркоⷡ҇́ въ бра́нѣⷯ ри́ꙁаⷯ. и͗ въ рѡгатѣⷯ кло́бѹцѣⷯ 
и͗ въ рѫ́кавицаⷯ и͗ ѡ͗стри́женоѫ бра́доѫ. постри́гати ло́на повелѣ1̀15. и͗ въсѐ неи́сто и͗ 
сквръ́нно ꙗсти. и͗ повелѣ̀ попо́вѡⷨ, ꙁ. же́нь води́ти, и͗ попѡве бы́ти. а въ ло́жницаⷯ 
не въло́жи грѣ́ха116. реⷱ҇, ѡво́щїе еⷭ҇, т҄о. та́ко и͗ съ нало́жницами спа́ти. а͗ по въсѣ̀ 
сѫ́бѡты стри́щи бра́ды. аще ли кто̀ на рати ѹ͗би́ень бѫ́деть. а ло́но е͗го̀ не бѫ́деть 
постри́жено. повелѣ не погре́бсти е͗го̀ въ ꙁе́млѣ, си́це ре́е. сїи̏ сѫ́ть прѣстѫпници 
ꙁа́кѡнѹ. и͗ игръцемь повелѣ̀ и͗гра́ти въ цркваⷯ ихь. и͗ прѡклѧ́шѧ иⷯ стїи ѡци на ꙁ. 
мыⷯ събѡ́рѣхь: Вѣ́домо же бѫдѝ, въ гѫгни́ваго Пе́тра вѣ́рѹѧть лати́ни, а͗ не въ 
стго Пе́тра. аще ли кт҄о ѹ͗пра́влѣеть латиⷩскѫѧ вѣ́рѫ. да бѫ́деть про́клѧ.ⷮ да сѧ не 
бла́ꙁнѧⷮ хрⷭтїа́не ѡ͗ вѣ́рѣ117 лати́нскои : 

Сло́во118 ѡца119 на́шего ѳеѡⷣсїа пещеⷬскаго и͗гѹ́мена. Къ и͗ꙁѧсла́вѹ кн ́ꙅꙋ. 
о латинѡⷯ

Аꙁъ ѳеѡⷣсїе хѹ́дыи мниⷯ. ра́бь стыѧ трⷪцѫ. ѡца и͗ сна и͗ стго дха. въ и́́стѣмь 
житїи. и͗ въ правосла́внѣи вѣрѣ рожⷣень. и͗ въспи́тань въ до́бромь ꙁа́кѡнѣ, и͗ 
правосла́внѣмь. ѡцемꙿ и͗ мтрїѫ хрⷭтїа́ниноѫ. ѡни же нака́ꙁаста мѧ се́мѹ тⷭномѹ 
и͗ правовѣ́рномѹ ꙁа́конѹ жити. а͗ не послѣ́́довати помра́енои, и͗ ꙁло҄смраⷣнои вѣ́рѣ 

110 латины.
111 не ꙗдѧть мѧса̀ въ днь сѫ́ботныи.
112 съ своими бѣсы.
113 млтвы радї Петра и Павла.
114 хрⷭтїанѣ.
115 повелѣ пострыгати лона.
116 The passage is written in the same way and the copyists have reproduced the word 

наложьница incorrectly, either due to a pun on words with the same root in: ложницахъ въложити 
or due to an accidental omission of the prefix на. The prefix is written above the line in the second 
use of the work наложьница in BAR 636. In earlier copies, from the 14th century – Pljevlja 12 and 
Belgrade 11, the passage is this: а въ наложницаⷯ не положи грѣха (A.  НИКОЛОВ, Между Рим 
и Константинопол, p. 76).

117 раꙁвраще́ннои added.
118 Скаꙁанїе.
119 Added прпⷣобнаго. 
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ла́тиⷩстѣи. ни примѣ́шати сѧ къ ни́мь, ни ѡбы́аѧ иⷯ не дръжа́ти. нижѐ комка́нїа 
иⷯⷯ приѧщати сѧ. нѝ въсѣ́кого ѹ͗е́́нїа иⷯ не послѹ́шати. и͗ ѿ въсѣ́кыⷯ нра́вѡⷯ иⷯ 
блю́сти сѧ. ни своиⷯ дъ́щерь въда́ти на бра́кы, ни поса́гати сѧ съ снѡвы иⷯ. нижѐ 
своѧ сны къ дъ́́шерѣмь иⷯ не съни́мати сѧ. ни въ е͗ди́номь дѣ́лѣ не и͗мѣ́ти, ни 
е͗ди́ного приѡ͗бще́нїа съ ни́ми. ни бра́тити сѧ, ни кѹ́мити. ни поклони́ти сѧ е͗мꙋ, 
нижѐ цѣло́вати е͗го. и въ е͗ди́номь съсѫ́дѣ ни ꙗсти, ни пи́ти съ ними. па́е же ни 
е͗͗ди́ного ѿ бра́шень иⷯ не прїѥмати ѿ ниⷯ. н҄ѫ о͗бае и͗ еще же аще нѣ́котѡ́рыи ѿ рѡ́да 
того̀, и͗ ѿ вѣ́ры иⷯ прїи́деⷮ къ на́́шеи хра́минѣ стра́ниьскыⷨ ѡбраꙁомь. про́сѧ ѹ͗ наⷭ 
нѣ́которѫѧ млⷭты́нѧ, и͗лѝ хлѣ́ба. нам же поⷣба́еть, ни́тоже въꙁбра́нити ѿ ниⷯ. н҄ѫ 
поми́ловати, и͗ да́ти и͗мь ѿ иꙁбы́ткѡⷯ на́шиⷯ пи́ти и͗͗ ꙗ͗сти. н҄҄ѫ не въ съѫѫ́дѣⷯⷯ на́шиⷯ, 
н҄ѫ въ съсѫдѣⷯ иⷯ. аще ли не бѫ́деть ѹ ниⷯ ни еди́ного съсѫда. то̏ и въ на́шиⷯ 
съсѫ́дѣⷯ да́ти и͗мь потрѣбнаа. послѣ́ди же млтвѫ сътво́рити наⷣ ни́ми, и͗ остити 
ихь. та́же ꙗсти и͗ пи́ти ѿ съсѫⷣ тѣ.ⷯ поне́же не пра́во вѣ́рѹ́ѧ,ⷮ нижѐ и́сто жи́вѫть. 
поне́же се́и ѹбо прѣлъ́сти бы́вши ꙗ͗вленꙿнѣ въ ниⷯ. Егда̀ вели́кыи цръ кѡнстанті́нь 
пришеⷣ и͗ꙁ ри́ма. и͗ съꙁⷣа себѣ граⷣ велі́и, на ѹсты пѡ́нта. е͗же глет сѧ но́выи і͗ерⷭлмъ, 
и͗͗ новыи рі́мь. и нареⷱ и͗ црь гра́дѡⷨ, и при́веде лю́ди и͗ꙁбра́нныѧ и͗ нарѡ́итыѧ иꙁꙿ 
ри́ма, ꙁовѡ́мыи рѡ́меи. таже при́несе въсѣ̀ ꙁнаменїа їерлⷭмьскаа. и͗ о͗бе́тша рїмь. и͗ 
ми́нѫвшѹ же мно́го врѣ́мене. прїи́де нѣ́кто ѿ ѹ͗а꙼неⷧ120, лати́нскаго рѡ́да и͗менемъ 
пе́тръ. и͗ тъ̏ б҄ѣ рѣ́їѫ гѫ́гни.ⷡ и͗ сътвѡ́ришѧ е͗го па́поѫ рїмлѣне. о꙼нь же прѣлъ́сти 
иⷯ. и͗ повелѣ̀ и͗мь слабо жи́ти. ꙗ͗сти и͗ пи́ти сквръ́но и͗ неи́́сто. и͗ ѿвръ́же вѣ́рѫ 
правосла́внѫѧ и͗ стѫѧ. и͗ поста́ви свои ꙁа́кѡⷩ съ мно҄гоѫ е͗͗ресїѫ. и͗ въни́де въ црковь 
въ пово́лѡитыⷯ ри́ꙁаⷯ. и͗ въ рѡга́тѣ клобѹ́цѣ. и͗ въ рѫка́вицѣ,ⷯ с корь́гоѫ бра́дѫ 
постри́гъ. и͗ пове́лѣ и͗ и͗ни мнѡ́гы прѣ́лъсти тво́рити иⷨ. па́е же и͗ съ ы̏ въ 
е͗ди́номь съсѫ́дѣ ꙗсти и͗ ниьсо́же свѣ́нити сѧ. и͗ иныⷯ мнѡ́ꙁѣⷯ ви́нь е͗рети́ьскыⷯ, 
лд. иже не напи́сахѡмь тѣ́хь въсѣⷯ ꙁде̏. н҄ѫ ѿ ѧ́сти ма́ло въспомѣ́нѫ. а҃. ви́на и͗хъ. 
попѡ́ве ихь до ꙁ҃ мь жеⷩ слѹ́жѫть блѫⷣ твѡ́рѧще съ налѡ́жницами. нито́ же грѣха 
въмѣ́нѣѧще. ре́кше си́це, ꙗ͗ко ѡ͗вощїе еⷭ и͗ кѡ́лико кт҄҄о трѣ́́бѹе,ⷮ о꙼нъ да ꙗстъ. в҃, 
ви́на и.ⷯ повелѣ̀ по въсѣ̀ сѫ́бѡты бра́ды своѧ̏ стри́щи, паⷱ же и͗ лѡ́на. г҃. ви́на и͗хь, 
а͗ще кто на ра́ти ѹ͗би́ень бѫ́детъ. а лоно нестрижено бѫдеть е͗м҄ѹ121. не погрибати 
е͗го въ ꙁе́мли ꙗ͗ко ꙁаконопрѣстѫ́пникъ е.ⷭ д҃. ви́на и͗хь, игръци и͗гра́ѧть въ цркваⷯ 
ихь. е҃. ви́на ихь. све́щаѧⷮ ы̏, и крѡ́пѧть ихь во́доѫ свеще́нноѫ. и͗ слѹ́жбѫ твѡ́рѧть 
съ ни́ми въ цркваⷯ своиⷯ. ꙅ҃. ви́на, вꙿ сѫⷠ пѡ́стѧт сѧ. а͗ беꙁа́конїе твѡ́рѧ.ⷮ ꙁ҃. ви́на и͗хь, 
ѳеѡⷣровои͗ неⷣли мѧⷭ и͗ сы́рь ꙗдѧть. и҃. ви́на и͗хь, беꙁа́коно же́нѧт сѧ, їе҄҄реа ѿвра́щаѧⷮ 
сѧ. ѳ. ви́на и͗хь, кръ́щаѧт сѧ въ е͗ди́номь погрѫ́жени. и͗ въмѣ́сто мӱра, сы́плѧть 
въ ѹ͗ст҄а со́ль. и тако пома́ꙁѹѧⷮ крщаемаго. и͗ крщаемомѹ имене стго не нари́ѧть, 
н҄ѫ ꙗ͗коже хѡ́тѧть рѡ́дителѧ е͗го̀. та́ко нарицаѧⷮ и͗ въ то̏ и͗мѧ крⷭтѧть е͗го. і҃. ви́на 

120 ѿ ѹаⷩнель.
121 а лоно непострижено имеѧ.
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иⷯ, о͗прѣснѡ́къ слѹ́жѧть. а҃і, ви́на и,ⷯ тѧ́жаиша и͗ го́раиша, глѧть стго дха 
и͗схо́дѧща ѿ ѡца и͗ ѿ сна. мы̋ же не глеⷨ ѿ сна122, н҄ѫ ра́вна ѡцѹ и͗ снѹ. в҃і, ви́на 
ихъ, и͗кѡнь не цѣ́лѹѧть, ни мѡ́щеи стхъ. а͗ крⷭтъ напи́савше на ꙁе́мли и͗ лежѧ́ще 
цѣ́лѹѧⷮ е͗го, и͗ въста́въше попираѧⷮ е꙼го нѡга́ми свои́ми. г҃і, ви́на и͗хь, мрътваго въ 
грѡ́бѣ полагаѫⷮ нѡ́гама къ ꙁа́падѹ и͗ рѫ́цѣ поⷣ не́мь пола́гаѧⷮ, а не на пръсеⷯ. д҃і, 
ви́на иⷯ, женѧт сѧ два̏ бра́та ꙁа двѣ̏ се́стрѣници. е҃і, ви́на и,ⷯ ꙗ͗дѫть съ ы̏ 
и с кѡ́тками иꙁꙿ е͗ди́ного съсѫ́да. ꙅ҃і, ви́на ихь піѧть свои се́ць и ои себѣ, мы́ѧть. 
ꙁ҃і, ви́на и͗хь дивїѧ кѡ́нѧ ꙗ͗дѧ,ⷮ и҃і. ви́на и͗хь, желвы ꙗдѧⷮ. ѳ҃і, ви́на и͗хь, ѡ͗слы ꙗдѧⷮ. 
к҃. ви́на и͗хь, ѹ͗давле́нинѫ ꙗдѧть. к҃а, ви́на и͗хь. мръ́цинѫ ꙗдѧть. к҃в, ви́на и͗хь, 
медвѣдѣ ꙗдѧть. к҃г, ви́на и͗хь. бѫбрѡ́вь о͗пашь ꙗдѫⷮ. к҃д, ръ́ници иⷯ въ вели́кыи 
поⷭ ви́на и͗хь инѡци иⷯ лѡ́и ꙗдѧⷮ. к҃е ви́на и͗хь. съгрѣшенїю не ѿ б҃а про́щенїа прѡ́сѧть. 
н҄ѫ пра́щаѧⷮ попѡ́ве ихь на да́рѹ. к҃ꙅ, ви́на ихь. попѡ́ве ихь, не женѧт сѧ ꙁако́ноѫ 
же́ноѫ. н҄҄ѫ съ рабинѣми живѫⷮ. и͗ слѹ́жѫⷮ невъꙁбра́нно. к҃ꙁ, ви́на ихь. е͗пискѡ́пи ихь 
налѡ́жницѧ дръ́жѧ,ⷮ и на вѡ́́нѫ (sic!) хѡ́дѧⷮ. к҃҃и, ви́на и͗хь. же́ны иⷯ ражⷣаѧще дѣ́ти, 
мы́ѧт сѧ въ съсѫ́дѣхь и͗ пото́мь ꙗдѫть и͗ пи́ѧть иꙁ ниⷯ. то́го ради да еⷭ вѣ́домо 
въсѣ́комѹ хрⷭтіанинѹ. ꙗко се непрѣдано быⷭ ѿ стго пе́тра нижѐ ѹ͗ставлено ꙗкожѐ 
ѡви глѧть. н҄ѫ прѣлъ́щени бы́вше ѿ то́го пе́тра гѫгни́ваго иже быⷭ имь па́поѫ въ 
дни ти̋ѧ. поне́же и и͗на мнѡ́гаа дѣ́ла сѫть ѹ ниⷯ, неправаа и раꙁвращенаа 
и погыбѣлнаа. еще же и съвръ́шенаго по́ста не имѧ,ⷮ н҄ѫ ꙗдѫть ꙗица и͗ млѣ́ко. 
е͗гоже ни жидѡ́ве не тво́рѧть, еже твѡ́рѧть ѡ͗ни. и мнѡ́го въ саве́лъскѫѧ е͗ресъ 
въстѫ́паѧ.ⷮ мнѣ́ же рее ѿцъ. ѧ́до. блю́ди сѧ кривовѣ́рныⷯ въсѣ́хь дѣ́ль. ꙁане же 
на́ша ꙁе́млѣ и͗сплъ́нила сѧ еⷭ ꙁло́ѫ то́ѧ вѣ́ры, и͗ лю́дии хо́тѧ кто спⷭти дшѫ сво҄ѫ 
въ пра́вовѣрнои вѣ́рѣ жи́вѧ. нѣⷭ б҄ѡ иноѫ вѣ́ры поⷣ нбесе́мь, лѹше на́шеѫ. поне́же 
на́ша вѣ́ра тⷭна и͗ и́ста и͗ ста. прѣда́на бмъ и стми ѡ͗цы. н҄ѫ вѣ́роѫ жи́вѫщи. 
и͗мемь грѣ́хѡвь и͗ꙁбы́ти, и͗ мѫкы вѣ́ныѧ. и͗ коне́нои жи́ꙁни приѧ́стникѡⷨ бы́ти, 
и͗ беꙁꙿ кѡнца̀ съ стми радова́ти сѧ. а͗ въ и͗нои вѣ́рѣ живѫ́щомѹ и͗ли въ лати́нскои, 
и͗ли въ сраци́нскои. то̏ не видѣ́ти жи́ꙁни вѣ́ныѧ, нижѐ ѧ́сти съ стми. не поⷣбаеⷮ 
же нико́мѹ хва́лити и͗ноѫ вѣ́ры. а͗ще лѝ кт҄о хва́литъ и͗ноѫ вѣ́ры, то̏ своѫ хѹ́лить 
вѣ́рѫ. а͗ще лѝ хва́лить и͗ своѫ и͗ и͗ноѫ вѣ́ры. то̏̏ ꙗ͗ко двѡ́евѣрникь нари́ет сѧ, и͗ 
блиꙁь е͗реси еⷭ. ты̋ же ̋ѧ́до такѡ́выⷯⷯ дѣ́ль блю́ди сѧ. не присва́ваи сѧ къ ни́мь, н҄ѫ 
бѣ́гаи ѿ ниⷯ. а͗ своѫ вѣ́рѫ непрѣста́нно хвалѝ. и͗ подвиꙅаи сѧ въ не́и дѡ́брыми 
дѣ́ли. по́стомь и͗ млтвоѫ, и͗ смѣренїеⷨ. мⷭлты́неѫ, ми́лѹи въсѣкого не тъ́кмо своеѫ 
вѣ҄́́ры, н҄ѫ и͗ ю́ждеѫ. а͗ще ви́диши а͗лна и͗лѝ на́га и͗лѝ ꙁи́мна и͗лѝ бѣ́доѫ ѡ͗дръжи́ма 
и͗лѝ жи́дѡвинь, и͗лѝ сра́цинь. и͗лѝ лати́нинь и͗лѝ кт҄о ѿ и͗ныⷯ пога́ныⷯ, въсѣ́кого 
ми́лѹи. и͗ ѿ бѣ́ды е͗го̀ иꙁбави аще можеши и мъⷣꙁы ѿ ба се́бѣ прїи́меши понеже 
са́мь бъ нинѣ бдитъ пѡ́ганыѧ. пога́ным же и невѣрныⷨ въсе́мь вѣ́цѣ попее́нїе ѿ 
ба. а͗ въ бѫдѫ́щемь тѹ́жди бѫ́дѫⷮ дѡ́брыѧ дѣтѣ́ли. а͗ мы̏ живѫще въ правои 

122 мы же не глеⷨ тако.



Panoply in Defense of Orthodoxy…

вѣ́рѣ, жи́ви е͗смы. и͗ бмъ хра́ними. и͗ въ бѫⷣщемь вѣ́цѣ спсаеми гмъ на́шимъ 
їу хомь. и͗ ре́е ми ѿцъ, а͗ще ти сѧ прилѹ́ить ѹ͗мрѣ́ти стыѫ вѣры радѝ, то̏ 
ѹ͗мр҄и съ дръꙁнове́нїемь ба радѝ ꙁа вѣрѫ хвѫ. стїи б҄ѡ ре́е по вѣ́рѣ ѹ͗мрѣ́шѧ, да 
жи́вѫть по хѣ. ты́ же ѧ́до а͗ще ѹ͗ꙁри́ши кривовѣ́рныѧ прѧ̏ дѣѧ́ща съ вѣ́рными, 
и͗ лъ́стїѫ хѡ́тѧще ѿврѣ́сти ѿ правовѣ́вѣрныѧ вѣ́ры. ты̏ же помоꙅ҄и правовѣ́рномѹ 
на кривовѣ́рныѧ. то̏ ꙗ͗ко о͗вѧ иꙁба́виши ѿ ѹ͗стъ лъ́вовь. а͗ще ли не помо́жеши, то̏ 
ꙗ͗ко хѹ порѹ́гаеши сѧ. сотѡ́на б҄ѡ еⷭⷭ наѹ͗и́ль кривои вѣ́рѣ. а͗ще лѝ ре́ет ти 
съпе́рникь, тыѫ̀ повръꙅ҄и а͗ сеи вѣ́рѹи, ты̋ же ѧ́до ръцѝ. ты̏ кривовѣ́рне, мни́ши 
ли ба двѡ́вѣрна. не слы́шиши ли ѡ͗каа́не и͗ раꙁвращене ꙁло́ѫ вѣро́ѫ, писа́нїе ка́ко 
глетъ. е͗ди́нь бъ е͗ди́на вѣ́ра. е͗дино крщенїе. ре́е б҄ѡ гь. тако лѣпо еⷭ на́мь и͗сплъ́нити 
въсѣ́кѫ праⷣвѫ въ лю́дехь на ꙁемли. да въсѐ и͗сплъ́нивь въꙁнⷭе сѧ. ѹ͗ени́кы посла̀ 
на проповѣда́нїе. ты̋ же проповѣда́нїе а͗͗плⷭъскомѹ. и͗ по ѹ͗ста́вѣ стхъ ѿцъ ко́лико 
дръжа́вь стѫѧ вѣ́рѫ и͗ правосла́внѫѧ. и͗ съвра́тил сѧ еси на ꙁло҄вѣрїе. по наѹ͗е́нїю 
сотони́нѹ. не слы́ша ли па́вла апⷭла глѧща. аще а͗гглъ пришеⷣ съ нбсе и͗ блговѣсти́ть 
ва́мь, не ꙗ͗кожѐ мы̏ блговѣсти́хѡмь. да бѫ́деть про́клѧть. вы̋ же проповѣда́нїе 
а͗плⷭⷭъское и͗ стхъ ѿцъ и͗справле́нїе повръ́гѡсте. и͗ приѧ͗сте непра́ведное ѹ͗е́нїе, и͗ 
вѣ́рѫ раꙁвра́щеннѫѧ. и͗сплъ́ненѫ мнѡ́гыѧ погы́бѣли. того раⷣї ѿвръ́жени есте ѿ наⷭⷭ. 
на́мꙿ же подо́баеть не послѣ́довати раꙁвра́щеннымь, и͗ ꙁло҄҄вѣ́́рныимь и͗ послѹ́шателемь 
бжⷭтъвныимь проповѣда́телемь, и͗же пропѡвѣ́дашѧ и͗ наѹ͗ишѧ въселе́нѫѧ въсѧ̀. 
ъ́сти и͗ сла́вити ѡ͗ца и͗ сна и͗ стго дха. въсе́гда и͗ ни҄҄нѣ и͗͗ прⷭно и͗ въ вѣкы̀ вѣкѡⷨⷨⷨⷨ, 
а͗ми́нь. 
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1. Introduction

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

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

It should be pointed out at once that the main schema of this group of histori-
cal works is not original but was borrowed from Byzantine legal collections. There 
we find chronographic works (the Chronography of St. Patriarch Nicephorus the 
Confessor) and the Lists of patriarchs, attributed to him also, which encompass 
the five traditional patriarchal chairs (Rome, Constantinople, Alexandria, Anti-
och and Jerusalem), as well as Tale of the Ecumenical Councils. Years ago, Yaroslav 
N. Shtapov devoted a series of particular studies on the historical elements of the 
Kormchaya, viewed in the context of the original Byzantine collections1. They are 
interesting and relevant for our study, but deal mostly with the textological sources 
than with their role and function within the entire body of the legal collection. Let 
us examine the texts separately. 

1.1. The Tale of the Ecumenical Councils is an essential element of the canonical 
collections, and hence is certainly interesting for us. The reason for its importance 
is clear enough: the ecumenical councils, as well as some specific local councils, 
are a main source of ecclesiastic legislation2. In this sense, knowledge of the history 
of the councils enables us to understand the rules, to interpret them in their own 
historical context, and to apply them precisely in accordance with the intention 
of the council fathers. This is also suggested by an interesting observation. As is 
known, Christianity does not consider law to be the will of God, but sees it as a hu-
man creation that belongs to the Kingdom of Caesar3. In this respect, Christianity 
is radically different from Judaism and Islam. For Christians, law is the work of 
people – in this case, of the bishops at the councils – and not of the Holy Ghost (as 
are, for instance, the doctrinal decisions of the councils concerning the dogma). 
Hence, law carries all the deficiencies of human nature: it is transient (i.e., histor-
ical, linked to a concrete age, and not eternal), imperfect, changeable and subject 
to interpretation in its application. That is why the history of the establishment of 

1 Я. Н. ЩАПОВ, Византийские хронографические сочинения в древнеславянской Кормчей 
Ефремовской редакции, “Летописи и хроники. Сборник статей”, ред. М. Н. ТИХОМИРОВ, Мос-
ква 1976, pp. 230–263; Idem, Византийское и южнославянское правовое наслeдие на Руси в XI–
XIII вв., Москва 1978, pp. 64–68.

2 Н. МИЛАШЪ, Православно църковно право, София 1904, pp. 48, 91–99, 99–108.
3 H. Hattenhauer, Europäische Rechtsgeschichte, 4. Auglage, Heidelberg 2004, pp. 135–140. 
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norms acquires enormous importance for its interpretation and application. Such 
is the function of historical accounts about the ecumenical councils, and it is in 
this context that we should consider their inclusion in the predominantly legal and 
controversial collection BAR 636 and its twin, the Bisericani Miscellany (Yatsimir-
sky № 51 = BAR Ms. slav. 685), which are the object of the present study. To these 
arguments concerning the legal part of the collections, we may add such as relate 
to its controversial anti-heretical part. The ecumenical councils are the highest 
organ of the Church; they are viewed by Orthodox ecclesiology as the visible head 
of the Church in our visible world, in contrast with the True Head of the Church, 
Jesus Christ our Lord. The council was convened when necessary by the emperor, 
and practically all these occasions were related to internal theological problems 
among the Christians. The condemnation of some doctrine by the council defines 
it as a heresy, and it is rejected by the faithful and in some cases persecuted by the 
state. Thus, the councils acquire great importance in the fight against religious 
deviations, and the tale about them fits organically in controversial anti-heretical 
collections like the one in question, as it serves as an argument supporting the rest 
of the contents of the manuscript. 

In his edition, based on the contents of the Kormchaya, Y. N. Shtapov pub-
lished a text about the councils that completely differs from the one in our manu-
scripts4. The text in the Symeon (Svetoslav) Collection is considerably closer to, 
but not identical with, the one we are studying5. In seeking to identify it, we should 
look to the Greek original version, which is considerably better researched, but 
without claiming this is a new translation. A special chapter in this section will be 
devoted to these problems. 

1.2. Although Tale of the Ecumenical Councils is, in its variants, one of the most 
typical historical works included in the legal collections, the other elements of the 
historical part, the Patriarchal Lists and the Chronography can also be counted in 
the traditionally included elements of these collections. They are usually mutually 
connected. In Byzantine legal collections, we find copies of the Brief Chronography 
of St. Patriarch Nicephorus the Confessor, which passed into the Slavic translations6. 
This work is a rather concise presentation of world history since the creation of the 
world and up to the first rulers of the Macedonian and Comnenian dynasty. In fact, it 

4 Я. Н. ЩАПОВ, Византийские хронографические сочинения в древнеславянской Кормчей 
Ефремовской редакции, pp. 246–250, 263.

5 Симеонов сборник (по Светославовия препис от 1073 г.), т. 1. Изследвания и  текст, 
София 1991, pp. 241–249 (ff. 23b–27b). 

6 Я. Н. ЩАПОВ, Византийские хронографические сочинения в древнеславянской Кормчей 
Ефремовской редакции, pp. 231–241.
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is largely a list of names of biblical patriarchs, of Kings of the Chosen People, of East-
ern (Persian and Babylonian) and Hellenistic kings and Roman emperors, together 
with the number of years each of them ruled7. Only for a few of them (Alexander, 
Octavian Augustus, Constantine, Justinian, Heraclius, etc.) are there added remarks 
about events that took place under their rule. Scholars believe that the lists of patri-
archs included in the historical part of the Byzantine legal collections are actually 
a continuation, and part, of the chronography. That is how they were published by 
Carl de Boor8, being placed immediately after the list of the Judaic high priests. In 
the Slavic translated collections, we find only a list of the ecumenical patriarchs, not 
including those of Rome, Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem. 

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

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

2. The location of the historical texts within the manuscript

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

7 C. de Boor, Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica, pp.  81–101; 
V. БЕНЕШЕВИЧ, Древнеславянская Кормчая, pp. 210–230.

8 C. de Boor, Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica, pp. 112 sq.
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of the texts are lists of the patriarchs of Jerusalem and of the ecumenical patriarchs 
of Constantinople, lists which are certainly of a similar genre but are not parts of 
one and the same presentation, at least not in the framework of this manuscript. 

The so-called “Moldavian (or Serbo-Moldavian) chronicle” is particular. It is 
of a different genre, was compiled in a different (i.e. Moldavian) environment, and 
presents the history and dissemination of Christianity on a much more local scale 
(at least the second part of it), although far beyond the boundaries of the princi-
pality. There is an opinion that this text, which concludes its account with the year 
AD 1512, and is thus the latest work in the collection, was probably added to the 
collection when the latter was compiled in the 16th century9. 

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

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

 – f. 207r – Скаꙁа́нїе стхь въселе́нскыⷯ се́дмь събѡ́рѣⷯ. Tale of the seven 
Ecumenical Councils, mentioned above. It is an inseparable part of the canon law 
collections. The Tale is published in a separate chapter in the present section of our 
book.

 – f. 220r – chronicle note, which is well-known and was published by Ioan 
Bogdan10. Beginning – в лтѡ́ ҂ѕцѯа (6961=1453) бѣ̏ а͗рхїе͗п҇ⷭкпь кѵ҇ⷬ їѡси ѿ нѣме҇ⷱска҇ⷢ 
монастирѣ. We offer a new publication of the text in chapter 3 of the present section.

 – f. 220v – Moldavian chronicle, published by I. Bogdan11. Beginning/Title 
– хрⷭ҇тїанстїи црїе а съборъ. We offer a new publication of the text in chapter 3 of 
the present section.

 – f. 226r – Патрїа́рси ѿ а събѡⷬ ҇ въ кѡ҇ⷩстаⷩті҇ⷩа граⷣ. A tale and list of the bishops 
of Constantinople and the ecumenical patriarchs, from Mitrophanes (306–314) to 
Philotheus Kokkinos (1354–1355, 1364–1376). The text has not been published by 
Bogdan, and, to date, has been published only by us in some preliminary publications 
on the manuscript BAR 636. We offer it in full in chapter 1 of the present section.

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

9 ИВ. БИЛЯРСКИ, М. ЦИБРАНСКА, Славянски ръкопис 636 (BAR, Ms. sl. 636) от Библиоте-
ката на Румънската академия в Букурещ, pp. 149–150; I. Biliarsky, M. Tsibranska, Contra 
varietatem pugna latissima, pp. 144–145. 

10 I. Bogdan, Cronice inedite, р. 96, translation on рages. 101–102. In Bogdan’s publication of 
the text, this note (or notes) was added to the chronicle that actually follows it. 

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

2.2. In the Bisericani Collection (manuscript № 51 of the Yatsimirsky collec-
tion), kept in the Library of the Russian Academy of Sciences in Saint Petersburg, 
the same historical part figures likewise as a bloc of texts. Here we will present its 
contents in brief. We should stress we have worked with a photocopy of the manu-
script kept in the Library of the Romanian Academy of Sciences in Bucharest, 
under number BAR Ms. slav. 685: 

 – ff. 192r–205r – Скаꙁа́нїе стхь въселе́нⸯскыⷯ се́дмь събѡ́рѣⷯ. Tale of the Seven 
Ecumenical Councils. We mentioned it above in connection with its regular pres-
ence in canonical collections. 

 – ff. 205v–206r – The first patriarchs of Jerusalem. The title here is that of 
the original work. I believe that the two marginal notes in the list depend on each 
other or on a common prototype. Even the note concerning the dating from the 
Passion of Christ to Patriarch Narcissus (AD 106) is present as a marginal note in 
the left margin. The text was published for the first time in our articles describing 
manuscript BAR 63612. We present it here in chapter 1 of the present section of the 
book; the copy of the variant kept in the Yatsimirsky Collection in Saint Petersburg 
has been used for the presentation of variants. 

 – ff. 206v–209r – Патрїа́рси ѿ пръ́ваго събѡ́ра въ кѡнʹстантинѣ гра́дѣ. Tale 
and list of the archbishops of Constantinople and the ecumenical patriarchs, from 
Mitrophanes (306–314) to Philotheus Kokkinos (1354–1355, 1364–1376). It was 
not published by Ioan Bogdan. We published the text in our articles describing 
BAR 63613. Here we offer its publication in chapter 1 of the present section; the 
Yatsimirsky copy has been used as a source of variants. 

 – ff. 209v–215r – Moldavian chronicle published by I. Bogdan14. Beginning/
Title – хрⷭ҇тїанⸯстїи црїе а съборъ. Here we publish it in the chapter 3 of this part 
of our monography. 

12 ИВ. БИЛЯРСКИ, М. ЦИБРАНСКА, Славянски ръкопис 636 (BAR, Ms. sl. 636) от Библиотека-
та на Румънската академия в Букурещ, p. 113; I. Biliarsky, M. Tsibranska, Contra varietatem 
pugna latissima, pp. 109–110.

13 ИВ. БИЛЯРСКИ, М. ЦИБРАНСКА, Славянски ръкопис 636 (BAR, Ms. sl. 636) от Библиоте-
ката на Румънската академия в Букурещ, pp. 113–114; I. Biliarsky, M. Tsibranska, Contra 
varietatem pugna latissima, pp. 110–112.

14 I. Bogdan, Cronice inedite, рp. 91–101 (text and translation). 
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 – f. 215 r – a Chronographic note, written later by another copyist. Beginning 
– Сїѧ царⷭ҇твїа а͗гареⷩ҇скаа. This text is not present in BAR 636. It is published further 
in this book.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Thus, the ruler, or leader, of the battle is often presented as a dragon-slayer, 
and the saintly dragon-slayers are equated with power. The theme regarding the 
Muscovite kingdom has been studied in detail by Maria Plyukhanova on the ba-
sis of the Vita of Saints Peter and Pheuronia of Murom15. The battle with the 
dragon is not a  specific one but is a  cosmic battle against the embodiment of 
evil, against the Enemy of humankind. It is the deep foundation of the fight not 
only against unbelievers but above all, against heresies. The eschatological back-
ground of the battle against evil only emphasizes the importance of that battle’s 
concrete historical dimensions. The tales provide that historical context. If the 
eschatological evil can be depicted as a dragon/serpent, and the victor as a drag-
on-slayer, then the concrete encounters with deviations that obstruct Salvation 
should also have concrete historical images. Such are the councils, such are the 
ecclesiastic leaders, and such are the rulers as political leaders – Orthodox rulers 
of course. 

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

15 М.  ПЛЮХАНОВА, Сюжеты и  символы Московского царства, Санкт-Петербург 1995, 
pp. 217–221.
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Lists of Patriarchs

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

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

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

Regarding the Greek originals, we have a repertorium of the manuscript tra-
dition of Byzantine canonical law1 that enables us to make some observations and 
generalizations. According to the repertorium, the lists of patriarchs are present 
in twelve manuscript collections of ecclesiastic and canonical law; most of these 
manuscripts present lists for all five old patriarchal sees: Rome, Constantinople, 
Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem2. There are only a few exceptions: the see of 
Constantinople alone is present in manuscripts № 347, 354, 522 and 526 (accord-

1 А. Schminck, D. Getov, Repertorium der Handschriften des byzantinischen Rechts, Teil II. Die 
Handschriften des kirchlichen Rechts, vol. I, Frankfurt am Main 2010; vol. II, Frankfurt am Main 2017.

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

The Greek originals of the lists have been published several times; under-
standably, the prevalent interest in these editions is directed towards the ecumen-
ical patriarchs. The first edition, that of Johannes Leunclavius, was subsequently 
reissued in vol. CXIX of Patrologia graeca. This edition encompasses only a list, 
with brief historical notes, of the ecumenical patriarchs, from the first one and 
up to Patriarch Joseph I Galesiotes (1266–1275), followed by a presentation of 
the officials of the Patriarchate3. We also find lists of patriarchs in the foreword to 
the first volume of the works of St. Athanasius of Alexandria in Patrologia graeca, 
vol. XXV4. We have three lists: two of the patriarchs of Alexandria (in Greek and 
Latin) and one, in Latin, of the Roman popes. The publisher indicates on which 
copies he has based the publication: ex codice Colbertino 3558, saeculi XVI. The 
next edition was made by Carl de Boor in the framework of his publication of the 
historical works of Patriarch Nicephorus5. This text (a brief chronicle and lists of 
the emperors and patriarchs) was republished, with some significant differenc-
es, in parallel with the Slavic translation by Vladimir Beneševič in his study and 

3 Iohannis Leunclavii, Iuris Graeco-Romani tam canonici quam civilis. Tomi duo, Francofurti 
MDXCVI, vol. I, pp. 296–304 (reprint Farnborough 1971); Patrologia graeca, vol. 119, Parisiis 1881, 
col. 909–926. 

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

5 C. de Boor, Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica, Leipzig 1880 (re-
print New York 1975), pp. 112–133.
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publication of some texts from the Kormchaya6. The Russian author followed de 
Boor’s edition and quoted it, but the copy he chose does not always coincide with 
the Slavic translation with regard both to the list and to the missing, or present, 
very brief notes about the pontificates of some patriarchs. In 1884, F. Fischer pub-
lished an extensive study on the list of patriarchs of Constantinople7. He made 
a wide and detailed review of the sources; indisputably, his work is an important 
stage in the study of the see of Constantinople, but the theme of his work is very 
different from ours. Here I will only mention that the author devotes special at-
tention to the first eight patriarchs, from Mitrophanes, through Alexander, Paul, 
Eusebius, Macedonius, Eudoxius, Dimophil and up to Evagrius8, who are also the 
first ones in the list in manuscript BAR 636. Vladimir N. Beneševič includes lists 
of patriarchs in two of his editions. The first of these is the edition of the rank 
lists  from the Treatise of Philotheus9. His other publication was already men-
tioned above. In it, he also published the Slavic translation based on two manu-
scripts: the Troitsky (Troits. 207) and the Pliginsky copies (Collection of Titov in 
ГПБ F. II 250/РНБ, Б 11.250)10. 

The lists of patriarchs are considered to be the work of Patriarch Nicephorus, 
being closely connected with his historical writings11. They encompass all five 
of the traditional patriarchal sees (Rome, Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch 
and Jerusalem) and are present in nearly all Greek copies of the Chronography 
of Patriarch Nicephorus. The shortest, and oldest, lists of ecumenical patriarchs 
usually go as far as Patriarch Ignatius, i.e., around half a century after the death 
of Patriarch Nicephorus, while the list of the four sees do not extend beyond the 
middle of the 7th century. Y. N. Shtapov explicitly notes that the Slavic copies of 
the Kormchaya contain lists only of the ecumenical patriarchs; the other lists are 
not included12.

6 В. Н.  БЕНЕШЕВИЧ, Древнеславянская Кормчая XIV титулов без толкований, т. II, 
ред. Я. Н. ЩАПОВ, София 1987, pp. 210–239 (патриаршеския списък pp. 231–236).

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

8 Ibidem, рp. 297–333.
9 V. Beneševič, Die byzantinischen Ranglisten nach dem Kletorologion Philothei (De cer. l. II 

c. 52) und nach dem Jerusalemer. Handschriften zusammengestellt und revidiert, “Byzantinisch-neu-
griechische Jahrbücher” 5, 1926–1927, Athen–Berlin, pp. 97–167 (lists of Patriarchs, pp. 98–102).

10 В. Н.  БЕНЕШЕВИЧ, Древнеслаянская Кормчая, II, pp. 231–236.
11 Я. Н. ЩАПОВ, Византийские хронографические сочинения в древнеславянской Кормчей 

Ефремовской редакции, [in:] Летописи и  хроники. Сборник статей, ред. М. Н.  Тихомиров, 
Москва 1976, pp. 241–242.

12 Я. Н. ЩАПОВ, Византийские хронографические сочинения в древнеславянской Кормчей 
Ефремовской редакции, p. 242.
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2. List of the patriarchs of the Holy City of Jerusalem

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

We already mentioned that the Slavic copies of the Kormchaya contain no 
lists of the Jerusalem patriarchs. This gives us reason to search elsewhere for the 
source of their presence in the text. There was probably a direct loan from some 
Greek original or a continuation of a different Slavic tradition. When comparing 
the list published below with the Greek original from de Boor’s edition13, the first 
difference to strike our attention is that, unlike the Greek text, BAR 636 does not 
give the number of years of the pontificates of the Jerusalem patriarchs. Of course, 
we may also enquire what was the point of including this list in the collection. We 
do not believe there are no obvious data indicating the inclusion of the Jerusalem 
list was connected in any way with the general message of the manuscript. The 
presence of the list of patriarchs of the Church of the Holy Land and the sees in 
the  city of the Incarnation and the Passion was probably meant to give greater 
weight to the historical context of the texts – legal and controversial – of the Mol-
davian collection in the 16th century. 

Here we present the whole text, with variants based on the twin copy from the 
Yatsimirsky collection14. 

BAR 636, f. 206v; Yatsimirsky № 51 = BAR 685, ff. 295v–206r:
Ꙁд҄е ѿ пръвыⷯ патрїархы стго грⷣа і͗ер͗лⷭ҇ма 
Пръ́выи ꙗкѡ҇ⷡ брⷮа́ гнь • сїмеѡ҇ⷩ ́ клеѡповь • і͗ѹ̓стъ • ꙁакхеи • тѡ́вїа • венїа́минъ 

• сенека́сь • і͗ѹ̓сть • ле́вїи • е͗фри́съ • і͗ѡси́фь • і͗́да • ѿ а҇ ѓо15 плѣне́нїа і͗е͗р҇ⷭлмѹ до 
послѣⷣнѣго раꙁо́ренїа . и͗ і͗ѹ̓д҄еискаго и͗ꙁгна́нїа, лѣ҇ⷮ . н . а  иже ѿ ѧ͗ꙁы҇ⷦ, а҇ ѓо бы҇ⷭ . маⷬко 
• васїанъ • пѹ́плїе •маѯиⷨ • і͗ѹ̓лїа́нъ • га́їе • сѵ́маⷯ • га́їе дрѹ́гыи • и͗ и͑нь і͗ѹ̓лїа́н 
• капи́тѡнь • дѡлихїа́нь • ѹ̓а́лъ • наркисъ • ді́а • германїа • гѡ́рдїе • а͗леѯа́нⷣръ • 
марꙁавань • е͗ѵме́нїе • ꙁавда́нь • е͗рмѡ͠н макарїе • ѿ хва ѹбо прише́ствїа лѣта̏ да́же16 

13 C. de Boor, Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica, рp. 123–126.
14 In the copy from the collection of А. И. Яцимирский No 51 (= BAR Ms. slav. 685) this text 

occupies ff. 205v–206r. 
15 Яцимирский 51: пръваго. 
16 Яцимирский 51: omm.
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до ѡ͗брѣте́нїа чтⷭ҇наго крⷭ҇та. ткѕ + По мака́ри прѣѧⷮ маѯимѡна́съ • и͗ кѵ́рїлъ + ѿ 
аѵгѹста црѣ ѿнели же родисѧ̀ гь и͗ши і͗ѵ хс по плъти даже до кѡнстанті́на црѣ л͠е 
быⷲ҇ ́ црїе • поⷣбнѣ же и͗ ѿ ꙗкѡва ле патрїарⷯ въ і͗е͗рⷭ҇лмѡⷯ. 

In the margin, there is a note, on five lines in red ink, related to the Patri-
arch Narcissus and probably written by the copyist Hierodeacon Hilarion: ꙗⷦ҇ бы́ти 
наⷬки́сⷹ .л томⷹ ѿ спⷭ҇и́теⷧ҇/ныѧ срⷮтⷭ҇и. бѣ̋ бѡ̀ лѣтѡⷨ рҁ ти́ ⷨ : (=106).

It should be noted that there are some significant differences in the lists: in the 
Slavic text, there are omissions and a displacement, and the lists ends at different 
patriarchs (time). We already noted the absence of the years of the pontificates 
– except for Patriarch Narcissus, whose name is added in the margin (in both cop-
ies), followed by the number 30 and the indication that 106 years have passed 
since the Passion of Christ. Second in the list is Simon, son of Clopas, who is 
designated in the Greek text as Συμεών ὁ Kλεώπα17. We will not linger on some 
changes of names, which nevertheless remain recognizable when the ending of the 
nominative case is removed, albeit incorrectly. Missing from the list are John, Mat-
thew, and Philip (№ 7–9), who should stand between Benjamin and Seneca; Elijah 
(№ 25), between Julian and Capiton; the places of Valentus (№ 29) and Dulichian 
(№ 30) are moved, and Maxim and Antonin, who precede the latter two (№ 27–28) 
and come after Capiton, are missing; also missing is the second Narcissus (if he is 
not the one designated in the marginal note); Maxim has become Maximonas, and 
after Cyril (St. Cyril of Alexandria), the remaining ones up to Sophronius (St. So-
phronius of Jerusalem) are not present in the Slavic list in BAR 636. Let us list the 
missing names: 1) St. John I (the second decade of the 2nd century AD); 2) St. Mat-
thew I († 120, ?113–120); 3) St. Philip (120–124); 4) Elijah; 5) Maxim; 6) Antonin. 
The first three are canonized saints and the latter three are little known. Though 
the matter could be researched additionally, we see no particular reason why these 
names should have fallen off the list. It could be due to an error in copying/transla-
tion, or to omissions in the Greek original. The only remaining objective of further 
research would be to identify the Greek original of the list. 

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

17 C. de Boor, Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica, p. 12324.
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and that the number of patriarchs since the time of James is 35. This information 
is missing in the Greek texts published by de Boor, where it is noted which patriarchs 
were under the rule of pagan emperors, and which, under Christian emperors. 
The last in our list is St. Cyril of Jerusalem18, while in the Greek list, the last is 
St. Sophronius of Jerusalem19. The question is, why were these two chosen to be 
last. We  are tempted to look for some meaning in this choice, while admitting 
the meaning is hard to prove and holds the risk of over-interpretation of the text. 
The name of St. Sophronius of Jerusalem is linked to the time of the Islamic con-
quest of the Holy Land and of Jerusalem. This occurred precisely in the time of 
his pontificate, when the relations between conquerors and conquered were estab-
lished – especially the relation between the caliph Omar and the Church and its 
prelate St. Sophronius. We suppose that the crucial importance of this time deter-
mined Patriarch Nicephorus, or some other author of the Byzantine original of the 
list, to end the enumeration there. For his part, St. Cyril of Jerusalem was one of 
the most respected theologians and Fathers of the Church. He is known foremost 
for his fight against the arch-heretic Arius and the Arian heresy. We are tempted 
to see that as the reason for his last place on the list of the two Moldavian copies 
(BAR 636 and Yatsimirsky 51/BAR 685). This choice would be in harmony with 
the general anti-heretical purpose of the collection. This is merely a hypothesis, 
but a probable one. 

3. List of the ecumenical patriarchs

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

BAR 636, f. 226r; Yatsimirsky № 51= BAR 685, ff. 206v–209r

18 The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. I, pp. 571–572.
19 Ibidem, vol. III, pp. 1928–1929.
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Патрїа́рси ѿ а 20 събѡⷬ ҇ въ кѡⷩ҇стаⷩтіⷩ҇а граⷣ. Сщен́ны мтрѡ́фань, патрїа́ршьствова̀. 
͗ потомь а͗леѯанⷣръ, лѣⷮ кг. па́вель, г лѣⷮ. ѡ͗каа́ны е͗ѵсе́вїе, ві лѣⷮ. македѡ́нїе 
дхоборець21. беꙁсла́вны е͗ѵдоѯїе. ͗ пото́мь дмофль ꙁлы̋, ві лѣⷮ. е͗ва́грїе та́коⷣже, а 
лѣⷮ. събѡръ в. грїгѡ́рїе бгосло́вь, ві лѣⷮ. некта́рїе, ѕ лѣⷮ. веⷭ҇ꙁлатын їѡⷩ҇ ѕ лѣⷮ. а͗рса́кїе 
ꙁлъ̏, в лѣⷮ. а͗тт́кь, к лѣⷮ. ссїнїе, а лѣⷮ. маѯїмїань, в лѣⷮ. Нестѡрїаⷤ҇ мръскаго. ѿ 
а͗нтїохїа бо сѫща. кѡⷩ҇стантинова же граⷣа стѡⷧ҇. не блгочьстивна върѫче на бывша 
22 събѡ́ръ г. Проклъ, ві лѣⷮ. флавїа́нъ, в лѣⷮ. събѡ́ръ д. а͗натѡлїе, и лѣⷮ. генадїе, 
гі лѣⷮ. ꙁлы̋ а͗какїе, ꙁі лѣⷮ. фла́втаⷭ҇ та́кожⷣе, мⷭ҇цъ г. е͗вфїмїе ꙁ лѣⷮ҇ македѡ́нїе, г 
лѣⷮ. тмѡ́ѳїе беꙁчь́стны, ѕ лѣⷮ. і͗ѡⷩ҇, а лѣⷮ. е͗пфа́нїе, ѕ лѣⷮ. а͗нѳⷨ҇ мцⷭ҇ь і. мна̀, ѕі 
лѣⷮ. събѡ́ръ е. е͗ѵт́хїе, гі лѣⷮ. і͗ѡⷩ҇, ві лѣⷮ. е͗ѵтхїе пакы̀, д лѣⷮ. по́стнⷦ҇ і͗ѡⷩ҇, гі лѣⷮ. 
кѵ̈рїакь, аі лѣⷮ. ѳѡма̀, г лѣⷮ. се́ргїе, кѳ лѣⷮ. п́ръ, г лѣⷮ. пе́тръ, ві лѣⷮ. ѳѡма̀, в лѣⷮ. 
ꙁло̑чь́стны і͗ѡ͗а́нъ, ѕ лѣⷮ. кѡⷩ҇стантінь, в лѣⷮ. ѳеѡⷣръ, г лѣⷮ. събѡ́ръ, ѕ. геѡⷬ҇гїе, в лѣⷮ. 
ѳеѡⷣръ пакы̀, г лѣⷮ. па́велъ, ѕ лѣⷮ. ка́лнкь, в лѣⷮ. кѵⷬ҇, ѕ лѣⷮ. і͗ѡⷩ҇, г лѣⷮ. моноѳелтнь. 
бжⷭ҇тъвны ге́рмаⷩ҇, ві лѣⷮ. ꙁлы̏ а͗наста́сїе, кⷣ лѣⷮ. кѡⷩ҇стантінь, ві лѣⷮ. нќта, е лѣⷮ. 
па́вель, е лѣⷮ. събѡ́ръ, ꙁ. тара́сїе, ка лѣⷮ. нкфѡ́рь, ѳ лѣⷮ. ѡ͗каа́ны ѳеѡⷣть, ѕ лѣⷮ. 
антѡ́нїе, гі лѣⷮ. і͗ѡⷩ҇, ѳ лѣⷮ. меѳѡ́дїе, д лѣⷮ. ͗гнатїе23, аі лѣⷮ. фѡ́тїе, ѳ лѣⷮ. ͗гнатїе, аі 
лѣⷮ. фѡ́тїе пакы̏, ѳ лѣⷮ. сте́фань24, гі лѣⷮ. а͗нтѡ́нїе, д лѣⷮ. нкѡ́лае, аі лѣⷮ. е͗ѵѳїмїе, г 
лѣⷮ. нкѡ́лае пакы̏, гі лѣⷮ. а͗масіскы сте́фань, ѕ лѣⷮ. трфѡ́нь , д лѣⷮ. ѳеѡфла́кть 
цревь снъ, кг лѣⷮ. пѡле͗вктъ, ді лѣⷮ. вас́лїе, г лѣⷮ. а͗нтѡ́нїе стѹ́дїскы, ѕ лѣⷮ. 
нкѡ́лае, ві лѣⷮ. ссїнїе, е лѣⷮ. се́ргїе, к лѣⷮ. е͗ѵста́ѳїе, ѕ лѣⷮ. а͗леѯїе, і лѣⷮ. мха́лъ, ві 
лѣⷮ. кѡнстанті́нъ, д лѣⷮ. і͗ѡⷩ҇ ѯїфлнь, аі лѣⷮ. кѡ́сма, ѕ лѣⷮ. е͗ѵстра́тїе, г лѣⷮ. нкѡ́лае, 
кꙁ лѣⷮ. і͗ѡⷩ҇, кг лѣⷮ. ле́ѡнь, и лѣⷮ. мха́лъ, в лѣⷮ. кѡ́ꙁма, мⷭ҇цъ і. нкѡ́лае мѹꙁало, 
кꙁ лѣⷮ. ѳеѡⷣть, в лѣⷮ. кѡⷩстанті́н, в лѣⷮ. лѹ́ка, ві лѣⷮ. мхаⷧ҇, ѳ лѣⷮ. хъртѡ́н, а лѣⷮ. 
ѳеѡⷣсїе, г лѣⷮ. вас́лїе, в лѣⷮ. нкта, г лѣⷮ. леѡⷩ҇, мⷭ҇цъ ꙁ. дѡсѳе́, а лѣⷮ. геѡⷬ҇гїе, ꙁ 
лѣⷮ. і͗ѡⷩ҇, аі лѣⷮ. пр неⷨ же прѣклѡ́н црграⷣ ла́тнѡⷨ главѫ. мха́лъ, д лѣⷮ. ѳеѡⷣръ, 
ѕ лѣⷮ. маѯ́мъ, мⷭ҇цъ г. манѹ́лъ, мⷭ҇цъ д. ге́рманъ вел́кы, в лѣⷮ. меѳѡ́дїе, мⷭ҇цъ 
г. манѹ́лъ, в лѣⷮ. а͗рсе́нїе, е лѣⷮ. нкфѡ́рь, а лѣⷮ. а͗рсе́нїе пакы̏, в лѣⷮ. ге́рманъ, а 

20 Yatsimirsky 51: пръваго.
21 Above the name of Patriarch Macedonius, the year is written rather illegibly. According to 

historical data, he inherited the patriarchal throne from Eusebius of Nicomedia and was patriarch for 
around ten years during his second pontificate (351–360). Yatsimirsky № 51: а лѣⷮ.

22 The text, starting from Nestorius and up to this note, is written in the right margin of the 
manuscript page. In the Bisericani Miscellany (Yatsimirsky № 51/BAR 685), it is written in the pre-
sentation itself, at its place in the list. 

23 Yatsimirsky № 51: снъ михаила црѣ . ͗ внꙋ́кь нкѵ́фѡ́ра црѣ аі лѣⷮ. The number аі was cor-
rected above the row as еі. In manuscript BAR 636, this text is written in the upper margin of the page 
as an addition to the text, probably due to omission.

24 Yatsimirsky № 51: снъ васлїа црѣ. In manuscript BAR 636 this text is written in the upper 
margin of the page as an addition to the text.
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лѣⷮ. і͗ѡ͗сїфь ͗сповѣ́днкъ,  лѣⷮ. і͗ѡⷩ҇ вековь латнофрѡ́нь,  лѣⷮ. і͗ѡ͗сїфь пакы̏ мⷭ҇цъ 
д. грїгорїе кѵ́прїе, ѕ лѣⷮ. а͗ѳа́насїе до́блы (sic!25), д лѣⷮ. і͗ѡⷩ҇ крѡ́ткы, ѳ лѣⷮ. а͗ѳа́насїе 
пакы̏  лѣⷮ. нфѡ́нъ ꙁѣ́лны, д лѣⷮ. і͗ѡⷩ҇, г лѣⷮ. гера́смь, г лѣⷮ. і͗саїа же ͗ і͗ѡ͗а́ннъ, ѿ 
не́го же мнѡ́го мѧ́тежь цркв поⷣѧ͗тъ. а͗кнднѹ ͗ варламѹ побо́рнкъ. ͗сдѡ́рь, 
г лѣⷮ. калсть добры, д лѣⷮ. флѡ́ѳе, мⷭ҇ца, ѳ. втѡ́ро пакы̏ кал́стъ. пакы̏ же ͗ 
флѡ́ѳе вто́ро 

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

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

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

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

25 It is the same in the Bisericani manuscript (Yatsimirsky № 51).
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kinos (1354–1355, 1364–1376), who was deeply involved in the Palamite contro-
versies in the 14th century. In both cases, the chosen dates were not arbitrary. In the 
late 9th and early 10th century, there were intense disputes in Constantinople, which 
it took decades to resolve. That was undoubtedly an important moment in the 
history of the Church, closely related to the development of its canon. The same 
may be said about the Hesychast disputes of the 14th century, which certainly drew 
a dividing line within Orthodoxy and also between the Eastern and the Roman 
Churches. Of course, we are tempted to relate this choice in the lists to the general 
anti-heretical orientation of the collection. 

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

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

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

T he council, especially the ecumenical council, is held to be the highest 
institution of the Church in the visible world, inasmuch as, viewed as a divine-hu-
man institution, its head in the celestial world is the Lord Jesus Christ. In the early 
Church, bishops, presbyters, and deacons, together with laypersons, held regional 
meetings to resolve important questions and disputes; under Emperor Constan-
tine the Great, the First Ecumenical Council was convened to oppose the doctrine 
of Arius. This forum had the additional effect of emphasizing the universal charac-
ter of the Church, corresponding to that of the Empire1. The emergence of the idea 
of the council is related to the idea of it’s the anthropic character, and respectively, 
its infallibility on doctrinal issues, and also its Christian universalism, which was 
impaired by the division that concluded in the 11th century2. The canonical issues 
resolved at the council were not in the category of Divine and infallible decisions, 
but certainly had great importance for both ecclesiastic and secular law. The early 
councils were summoned and presided over by the Emperor, who was the central 
figure there, and their decisions were promulgated by an imperial constitution, 
which made them an inseparable part of the integral normative system. Thus, the 
council combines all aspects of Christian universalism and defines an important 
part of the political and legal ideas of the age. 

1 W. Beinert, Council, [in:] Encyclopaedia of Christian Theology, vol. I, Abingdon 2005.
2 On the history of councils and the idea of council, see: H. J. Sieben, Die Konzilsidee der Alten 

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

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

As the text in question is an essential element of the legal collections, it has not 
passed unnoticed by juridical historiography. This refers most of all to the Byzantine 
Greek-language tradition, from which the Slavic tradition originated. It is quite natu-
ral that the Church councils have provoked the interest of researchers since the dawn 
of Byzantine studies, but we may say the publication and investigation of the synoptic 
reviews grew in the second half of the 20th century. Already in 1974, Father Joseph 
A. Munitiz remarked that “a critical edition of the full synopsis de synodis is clear-
ly a desideratum for the study of the Byzantine catechetics and theology”, although 
Father Frantisek Dvornik had already declared his intention of filling in this gap3. 
The task has been made difficult by the existence of textual variations in the different 
copies; nevertheless, a considerable amount of literature has accumulated. Here we 
may point out again the previously mentioned series of studies by H. J. Sieben4, and 
also those by J. A. Munitiz5. Several years ago, a critical edition of one of the variants 
of the history of councils in the Greek-language Byzantine tradition was published6. 

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

4 See here note 2.
5 Father J. A. Munitiz devoted a series of studies to this topic, of which the main ones are cited 

frequently here.
6 L. M. Hoffmann und W. Brandes, Eine unbekannte Konzilssynopse aus dem Ende des 9. Jahr-

hunderts. Editiert, übersetzt und kommentiert, [in:] Forschungen zur byzantinischen Rechtsgeschichte, 
Bd. 30, Frankfurt am Main 2013, 360 p.
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The topic is very extensive and is additionally complicated by the lack of a unified, 
stable text tradition. 

The history of councils is an essential element of legal collections, but one 
that permits some freedom of presentation, which may be shorter or longer de-
pending on the aims of the compiler. We have some very brief accounts of coun-
cils, limited to their enumeration and the indication of the number of years sepa-
rating two successive councils7. We also have some more extensive presentations, 
which give an account of the course, participants, activities and results of the re-
spective council8. There are also some much longer accounts of each of the coun-
cils, such as the text published by L. M. Hoffmann and W. Brandes9. The copy 
under study, which we publish further below, belongs to the second of these 
three groups, so that is the group on which we will focus our attention. Research 
is made difficult by the considerable variety within the group, in terms of copies 
and versions. The first group of accounts consists of works that give quite short 
presentations, but they too may be interesting because of their different ways of 
dating the councils and measuring the intervals of time between them, ways 
that are present in our copy as well. The third group seems to have the least 
number of common features with our text. Notable about it is that the detailed 
presentation is combined with a lack of dating elements, such as the year from 

7 V. N.  Beneševič published the Greek and Slavic texts together (Б. Н.  БЕНЕШЕВИЧ, 
Древнеславянская Кормчая XIV титулов без толкованийй, София 1987, pp. 237–239).

8 Here we may point out the classical edition by Christophe Justel/Christophorus Justel-
lus (Nomocanon Photii patriarchae Constantinopolitani. Cum commentariis Theodori Balsamonis 
patriarchæ Antiocheni. Christophorus Justellus ex bibliotheca Palatina nunc primum græce edidit. 
Accessere ejusdem Photii, Nili metropolitæ Rhodi, & anonymi tractatus de synodis oecumenicis ex 
bibliotheca Sedanensi ab eodem Justello nunc primum græce editi, Parisiis 1615), which was later 
reprinted multiple times (the first reprint being made in the 17th century by Justell’s son Hen-
ri Justellus and Guillaume Voellus in: Bibliotheca iuris canonici veteris, II, Parisiis 1661). We 
should mention the popular edition in G. Rhalles, M. Potles, vol. I, pp. 370–374 (Г. А. ῬΆΛΛΗ, 
Μ. ПΌΤΛΗ, Σύνταγμα τῶν Θείων καὶ Ἱερῶν κανόνων τῶν τε ἁγίων καὶ πανευφήμων Ἀποστόλων, καὶ 
τῶν Ἱερῶν Οἰκουμενικῶν καὶ Τοπικῶν Συνόδων, καὶ τῶν κατὰ μέρος Ἁγίων Πατέρων, Τόμος πρώτος, 
Ἀθηνήσιν 1852). In the framework of his study of Greek manuscripts in Brussels that were not 
used by C. Justell, J. A. Munitiz published a text (The Manuscript of Justell’s “Anonymi tractatus 
de Synodis”, “Byzantion” XLVII, 1977, pp. 253–257). The text in the third volume of the edition of 
the Miscellany (Izbornik) of Svetoslav (the Symeon Collection) is close and represents another ver-
sion of this one, published by G. Rhalles – M. Potles, Симеонов сборник (по Светославовия 
препис от 1073 г.), т. 3. Гръцки извори, София 2015, pp. 216–232. In any case, it is worth noting 
that many of these copies present an early variant of the text, in which the ecumenical councils are 
six in number, not seven. 

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

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

The history of the Tale of the Ecumenical Councils has been less studied in its 
Slavic tradition. Apart from the various Russian printed editions of the Kormchaya, 
we have several publications related mainly to the study of its contents or the study 
of the chronology and the individual manuscripts. In order to trace the sources of 
the copy and the chronographies it contains, Ioan Bogdan has built a supposed pro-
totype of the so-called Moldavian-Serbian chronicle in which he includes the tales of 
the ecumenical councils, which he takes from the printed edition of the Kormchaya 
(Moscow 1787, ff. 1–6). The text he published is practically identical with the copy 
we are studying. The text of the Kormchaya printed in the early 20th century is quite 
similar, but with some differences; it claims to repeat the Moscow edition of 1650. 
We have a text published by V. N. Beneševič in his study and publication of the text 
of the Kormchaya in the second volume of the edition, which came out more than 
half a century after the author’s decease10. The same text was in the focus of interest 
of Y. N. Shtapov, who published it together with a study that touches upon some 
important problems related to the presence of historical works in legal collections11. 
We should note that the text in Beneševič and Yaroslav Shtapov is different from 
the one we publish below: it is rather short and gives only the chronological frame 
(in some cases, the years of the councils, and mainly the intervals of time between 
them), and thus has basically very little in common with our text. With reference 
to the three above-mentioned groups of Greek manuscripts, those of the Ephraim 
Kormchaya (in the publications of Beneševič and Shtapov) are among the briefest 
in the first group. The longest presentations from the third group are missing, while 
ours belongs to the second group, as do the texts in Christophe Justel’s edition. 

In her latest study of the Kormchaya, M. Korogodina indicates the presence of 
the Tale of the Ecumenical Councils in the legal collections12. The author points out 

10 Б. Н. БЕНЕШЕВИЧ, Древнеславянская Кормчая XIV титулов без толкованийй, pp. 237–239.
11 Я. Н. ЩАПОВ, Византийскиe хронографическиe сочинения в древнеславянской Кормчей 

Ефремовской редакции, [in:] Летописи и хроники, Москва 1976, pp. 246–250, 263.
12 М. В.  КОРОГОДИНА, Кормчие книги XIV–первой половины XVII века, т. II.  Описание 

редакций, Москва–Санкт-Петербург 2017, pp. 15, 494. 
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that the Tale’s text is found in the Serbian and first Russian variants, in the Great 
Reading Menaia, and in other collections, as well as in the printed Kormchaya, 
in a revised version. The Tale is a popular text disseminated in the Slavic legal 
literature. Orthodox Slavs became familiar with the history of the Seven Ecu-
menical Councils early on, with the first translation from Greek at the time of 
the First Bulgarian Empire. Variants of the history of the councils were dissemi-
nated in such emblematic and varied in genre monuments of early Slavic literary 
culture as the Miscellany of Symeon/Svetoslav dating from 107313. Only six ecu-
menical councils are presented there, but that was a different variant, belonging 
after all to the group of comparatively more detailed accounts of councils, such 
as that published below. This is an important indication of the interest the text 
provoked, although the texts accompanying it are not of the legal category. Of 
course, special attention in the present study should be devoted to the Ephraim 
Kormchaya, which is an extant literary testimony to the Preslav translation of 
the Syntagma in 14 titles based on the Photius edition, without exegesis. We 
already mentioned the chronographic texts presented there, which are related 
to the short indications of intervals between councils. Hence, the earliest Slavic 
Kormchaya collections contain different versions of the Tale in terms of their 
size, comprehensiveness and age. The Ustyug Kormchaya dating from the late 
13th–14th century, which has preserved one of the two known copies of Methodi-
us’s translation of John Scholasticus’s Nomocanon, in 50 titles, contains, at the 
very beginning of the manuscript, two different text versions, with chronologies, 
of the ecumenical councils (ff. 2r–6v)14. They are surrounded by two different 
variants of the Symbol of the Faith based on the definitions of the First Ecumen-
ical Council in Nicea, 325, and the Second Ecumenical Council of Constantino-
ple, 381. The parts of the presentation are different in range. The first redaction 
ends with the explicit indication that there are six ecumenical councils, while 
the second includes the Seventh Ecumenical Council (Second Nicene, 786–787). 
The two texts differ by a number of grammatical and lexical archaisms from the 
Cyril-Methodius and Preslav norm of the literary language. The precise Greek 
prototypes of these Slavic translations are yet to be discovered. 

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

13 Симеонов сборник (по Светославовия препис от 1073 г.), т. 1, София 1991, pp. 241–249.
14 K. Maksimovič, Aufbau und Quellen des altrussischen Ustjuger Nomokanons, “Forschungen 

zur Byzantinischen Rechtsgeschichte” 22.10, 1998, pp. 477–508. 
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In this respect, the text is entirely different from that published by Shtapov and 
Beneševič15. Despite the changes in language and the elimination of certain 
archaisms, such as папежь, сънъмъ and their replacement with папа, съборъ, 
our text is interesting with respect to the translation from the Greek source. 
Here are some of the most important changes: the use of the word рѣснота 
“truth” and the morpho-syntactic archaism не бꙑтоу – the negative infini-
tive – instead of не бꙑт: а породꙑ ювьствьнꙑ. не бꙑтоу ѿ б҃а соуща in 
the description of the Fifth Ecumenical Council of Constantinople, 553 AD, 
which opposed the errors of three main groups of heretics, the Eutychians, the 
Nestorians, and  the Origenists. This use was announced for the first time by 
I. I. Sreznevsky16 in the indicated work, which contains publications of impor-
tant parts of the Ustyug Kormchaya, and was later reproduced by P. Lavrov17. 
This archaism received the attention it merits only in T.  Slavova’s18 overview 
of the known cases of the presence of the бꙑтоу form in various monuments. 
Slavova even proposes a  possible Greek parallel of the article in the Ustyug 
Kormchaya, whose authorship is still a matter of debate – though the preva-
lent view is that the basic text was written by Patriarch Germanus I (715–730). 
She finds a similarity in the article on the councils in the Miscellany of 1073. 
Its Greek prototype, which is very probably similar to the yet unknown Greek 
original from which the translation in the Miscellany was made, may serve as 
a reference point. The author’s conclusion is quite convincing: не бꙑтоу trans-
lates the infinitive form in the construction Accusativus cum infinitivо μÞτε 
γεγεσ\σθαι... αrσθητ{ν παρÜδεισον.

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

15 Я.  Н.  ЩАПОВ, Византийския хронографическия сочинения в  древнеславянской Кор-
мчей…, pp. 246–250, 263; Idem, Византийское и южнославянское правовое наслeдие на Руси 
в XI–XIII вв., Москва 1978, pp. 64–68.

16 И. И. СРЕЗНЕВСКИЙ, Обозрение древних русских списков Кормчей книги, Санкт-Петер-
бург 1897, pp. 113–135. 

17 П. А. ЛАВРОВ, Материалы по истории возникновения древнейшей славянской письмен-
ности, Ленинград 1930, pp. XLVII–L. 

18 Т.  СЛАВОВА, Необичайни инфинитивни форми в  старобългарски преводи, 
“Palaeobulgarica” XXX.2, 2006, pp. 52–61.



163

Part Four. Historical Texts

4. Certain particularities of the text and questions as to its category 
and origin

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

4.1. The different ways of dating in the various copies

An important distinguishing feature of the historical account of the coun-
cils published below is their dating and the indicated numbers of years that sep-
arate them. This information, which is not always present in the published Greek 
texts, has not escaped the notice of scholars19. The different copies employ different 
means of dating: the year since the Creation of the World (according to the Alex-
andrian system of chronology, and for the Seventh Ecumenical Council, according 
to the Byzantine chronology), the year since the birth of Christ (in most copies, 
it is written as “since the Ascension”), the time between two consecutive councils, 
the consecutive year of the emperor’s reign. In this respect, our variant of the text 
is particularly ample, because it contains all the indicated modes of dating. After 
investigating the tradition, we could also use the number of Church Fathers partic-
ipating in the council, which is why we give this information as well here. 

The First Ecumenical Council (First Nicene, 325 AD) in our Tale is correctly 
dated as having taken place 318 years after the Ascension of Jesus Christ, in the year 
5818 since the Creation of the World20, in the tenth year of the reign of Constantine; 
318 Church Fathers took part in it (BAR 636, f. 207r). Here it is worth noting the dat-
ing after Christ, which is calculated not as “after the Nativity of Jesus Christ” (i.e., after 
the Incarnation), but as after the Ascension. That is the mode of dating in some of the 
Greek copies and in some of the published Slavic texts; in the Kormchaya of Patriarch 
Joseph, the year is given as 318 since the Incarnation. In Ioan Bogdan’s edition, the giv-
en year is the tenth of the reign of Constantine, and in the Kormchaya, the twelfth21. In 

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

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

21 The date is the same in Bogdan’s edition (I. Bogdan, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und ser-
bischen Geschichtsschreibung, p. 511), and in the Kormchaya of 1650, but there it is with reference to 
the Incarnation (Кормчая, напечатана съ оригинала патриарха Иосифа, ff. 5r–v).
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Beneševič’s and Shtapov’s edition of the brief account, the year since the Ascension 
is the same22. The year since the Creation of the World is the same as in the two 
editions of the Slavic text (the Kormchaya and Bogdan’s), as well as with the manu-
script numbers 1, 5 and 14 Joseph Munitiz’s table23. 

The Second Ecumenical Council (Constantinople, 381 AD) is dated according 
to the Alexandrian chronology as 5874 (which is the correct date for this chronolo-
gy) and as 52 years since the first council, in the second year of the reign of Theodo-
sius the Great; 150 Church Fathers took part in it (BAR 636, f. 208r). The same num-
bers are present in Bogdan’s edition, but in the edition of the Kormchaya of 1650, the 
interval is given correctly as 56 years, while the other numbers are the same24. 
The number of years between the two councils in the Beneševič and Shtapov edition 
is 6025. If we subtract the year of the First Council indicated in the manuscript from 
that of the Second, we would obtain the correct number, 56 years (5874 – 5818 = 56), 
but the copyists have written a different one. The year 5874 according to the Alex-
andrian era coincides with № 1, 5 and 14 in the table of J. Munitiz. The same author 
particularly directs his attention to deviations in the time intervals between the two 
councils, and explains the existing four-year difference as resulting from the influ-
ence of Patriarch Nicephorus’s Brief Chronography regarding the year of the reign of 
Theodosius I in which the council took place: he states it was the second, while other 
chronologists indicate the sixth year26. It should be said, however, that the distance 
in time of 52 years between the Second and Third Ecumenical Council became par-
ticularly popular and is present in all manuscripts in the groups from № 9–15, which 
is the great majority of 11th–12th-century manuscripts. 

The Third Ecumenical Council (Ephesus, 431 AD) in our text is dated to the 
year 5915 since the Creation of the World (according to the Alexandrian era, while 
the correct year is 5923), 41 years after the Second Ecumenical Council, in the 
13th year of the reign of Theodosius II; 200 Church Fathers took part in it (BAR 636, 
f. 209v). The numbers cited in Bogdan’s edition and in the Kormchaya of 1650 are the 
same27. The years between the Second and Third Ecumenical Council in the edition 

22 Б. Н.  БЕНЕШЕВИЧ, Древнеславянская Кормчая XIV титулов без толкований, p.  238; 
Я. Н. ЩАПОВ, Византийския хронографическия сочинения в древнеславянской Кормчей…, p. 263.

23 J. A. Munitiz, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, р. 197.
24 I.  Bogdan, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und serbischen Geschichtsschreibung, p.  512; 

Кормчая, напечатана съ оригинала патриарха Иосифа, f. 6v.
25 Б. Н.  БЕНЕШЕВИЧ, Древнеславянская Кормчая XIV титулов без толкований, p.  238; 

Я. Н. ЩАПОВ, Византийския хронографическия сочинения в древнеславянской Кормчей…, p. 263. 
26 J. A. Munitiz, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, рp. 196–197.
27 I.  Bogdan, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und serbischen Geschichtsschreibung, p.  513; 

Кормчая, напечатана съ оригинала патриарха Иосифа, f. 7v.
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of Beneševič and Shtapov are 5028. The correct calculation of the years between the 
two councils is 50, but it is rarely present in the texts. The number present in our text 
occurs in Greek manuscripts № 5 and 11–15 (Munitiz’s table), and an explanation is 
offered for this difference29. The given year since the Creation of the World coincides 
with the dating in several manuscripts from groups № 5 and № 14.

The Fourth Ecumenical Council (Chalcedon, 451 AD) is dated in our manu-
script to the year 5945 after the Creation of the World (the correct date according 
to the Alexandrian era), 30 years after the Third Ecumenical Council, in the second 
year of the reign of Emperor Marcian; 630 Church Fathers took part in it (BAR 636, 
f. 210v). The texts in the Bogdan edition and in the Kormchaya of 1650 give the 
same numbers30. The interval between the two councils in the Beneševič and Shta-
pov edition is ten years31. In our manuscript, the indicated interval between the 
Third and Fourth Council (30 years), is ten years longer than the true one. The cor-
rect number of years between the two councils is 20, but it is not indicated in any of 
the Greek copies, among which the number 30 is clearly prevalent32. The explana-
tion of this may be a possible error that was later reproduced, including in the Slavic 
translations33. The year since the Creation of the World indicated in the manuscript 
is 6945 and coincides with the dates in the copy groups № 1 and 5.

The Fifth Ecumenical Council (Second Constantinople, 553 AD) is dated in 
our manuscript to the year 6047 since the Creation of the World (Alexandrian 
era, the correct date), during the 26th year of the reign of Emperor Justinian I, or 
150 years after the Council of Chalcedon; 165 Church Fathers were present at it 
(BAR 636, f. 214r). In the Kormchaya of 1650 and in Bogdan’s edition, the interval 
between the Fourth and Fifth Council is 102 years, which is the correct number, 
while the rest of the numbers are the same as in our manuscript34. The interval 
indicated in the Beneševič and Shtapov edition is 100 years35. It is remarkable that 

28 Б. Н.  БЕНЕШЕВИЧ, Древнеславянская Кормчая XIV титулов без толкований, p.  238; 
Я.  Н.  ЩАПОВ, Византийския хронографическия сочинения в  древнеславянской Кормчей…, 
p. 263. I believe there is a typing error in Beneševič’s edition: the “N” has been replaced by “H”. 

29 J. A. Munitiz, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, pр. 197–199.
30 I. Bogdan, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und serbischen Geschichtsschreibung, pp. 513–514; 

Кормчая, напечатана съ оригинала патриарха Иосифа, ff. 8v–9r.
31 Б. Н.  БЕНЕШЕВИЧ, Древнеславянская Кормчая XIV титулов без толкований, p.  238; 

Я. Н. ЩАПОВ, Византийския хронографическия сочинения в древнеславянской Кормчей…, p. 263.
32 See the table in J. A. Munitiz, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, р. 197.
33 Ibidem, pp. 199–200, 215.
34 I.  Bogdan, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und serbischen Geschichtsschreibung, p.  514; 

Кормчая, напечатана съ оригинала патриарха Иосифа, f. 11r.
35 Б. Н.  БЕНЕШЕВИЧ, Древнеславянская Кормчая XIV титулов без толкований, p.  238; 

Я. Н. ЩАПОВ, Византийския хронографическия сочинения в древнеславянской Кормчей…, p. 263.
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most Greek manuscripts indicate an interval of 102 years between the Second 
Constantinople and the Chalcedon Councils and only group № 13 gives the num-
ber of years as 150, which Joseph Munitiz attributes to an error in the reading of 
В as N36. The year 6047 based on the Alexandrian chronology is present only in the 
Greek manuscript group № 5.

The Sixth Ecumenical Council (Third Constantinople, 680–681 AD) is indicated 
in our manuscript as having taken place in the year 6076 after the Creation of the World 
(the correct date is 6176), with the participation of 170 Church Fathers, 129 years after 
the preceding council, in the 30th year of the reign of Emperor Constantine Pogonatus, 
father of Justinian II and grandson of Emperor Heraclius (BAR 636, f. 215v). The fact 
that the emperor’s grandfather is indicated may be due to his importance in Byzantine 
history, but the mention of Justinian II should have some other explanation, especially 
in view of his controversial reign, divided in two by a period of usurpation. It seems to 
us this question should be discussed in a more comprehensive commentary, in view of 
the fact that it was under his reign that the Quinisextus Council, or Council of Trullo 
(692 AD) was held. In Bogdan’s edition and in the Kormchaya of 1650, the numbers 
are the same37. The number of years between the two councils is given as 130 in the 
briefest accounts38. The interval of 129 years between the two councils is present in 
Greek manuscripts from groups № 5, 7 and 10–13 Joseph Munitiz’s table). It is near 
to the correct number, 127 years, and may be accounted for by computation based on 
the Alexandrian chronology39. The year 6076 after the Creation of the World does not 
occur in any copy, but in group № 5, we find 6176 (near to the correct year, 6174): the 
difference may be due to a continuation of the initial mistake. 

The Seventh Ecumenical Council (Second Nicene, 787 AD) is presented 
with the following numbers in our manuscript: the year 6296 (which is the cor-
rect date according to the Byzantine chronology), 120 after the preceding Sixth 
Council, under Emperor Constantine VI and his mother Irene, in the eighth 
year of his reign, and with the participation of 167 Church Fathers (BAR 636, 
f. 217r). In the edition of Ioan Bogdan, the calculations are exactly the same, 
and in the Kormchaya of 1650, the year is 6306 after the Creation of the World, 
while the other numbers are the same40. The number of years between the Sixth 

36 J. A. Munitiz, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, р. 200.
37 I.  Bogdan, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und serbischen Geschichtsschreibung, p.  516; 

Кормчая, напечатана съ оригинала патриарха Иосифа, f. 12v.
38 Б. Н.  БЕНЕШЕВИЧ, Древнеславянская Кормчая XIV титулов без толкований, p.  238; 

Я. Н. ЩАПОВ, Византийския хронографическия сочинения в древнеславянской Кормчей…, p. 263.
39 J. A. Munitiz, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, pр. 197, 201–202.
40 I.  Bogdan, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und serbischen Geschichtsschreibung, p.  517; 

Кормчая, напечатана съ оригинала патриарха Иосифа, f. 14r.
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and Seventh Councils in Beneševič and Shtapov is 122, but in their editions 
the anti-iconoclastic council is dated to the year 6296 after the Creation of the 
World and through indiction 11, and the year of the death of Constantine VI 
is given – 6305 after the Creation of the World and 805 AD. The last two dates 
are missing in our text, and in similar ones to ours41. The correct number of 
the interval is 107, but this number does not occur in any copy (the closest is 
in № 16 of Joseph Munitiz’s table – 109 years). There is an evident prevalence 
of the 120-year interval, the exception being only in № 6 (118/168), 8 and 12 
(122 years), and 16 (109 years). The mistaken number can be explained by the 
passage from the Alexandrian chronology (up to the Sixth Council) to the Byz-
antine one (for the Seventh Council)42. The year is presented according to the 
Byzantine chronology since the Creation of the World, not the Alexandrian, and 
we find it in manuscripts № 1, 5II, 5III, 8 (Munitiz’s table). It should also be not-
ed that № 7 gives the year 630543.

4.2. Some particularities in the account of the Seventh Ecumenical Council

Most of the published variations and versions in the group of Greek texts we 
are considering are in fact related only to the presentation of the Sixth Ecumen-
ical Council, which shows the early origin of the text. Of course, the number of 
councils changed up to the second half of the 8th century. It was at a comparatively 
late date that the Orthodox tradition set their number at seven – this number was 
made definitive only with the flourishing of canonic commentaries in the 12th cen-
tury44. Some manuscripts contain a tale about the inexistent Eighth Ecumenical 
Council, dealing with the holy icons and convened during the reign of Emperor 
Michael III and his mother, Empress Theodora45. There are data concerning an 
eighth ecumenical council held in 879–880 AD (recognized as such by the Roman 
Catholic Church, but not by the Orthodox Church) in, for instance, the manu-
script Monac. gr. 256 f. 5246. In some cases, certain local councils (which are im-
portant in a  canonical-legal perspective) and certain heretical councils are also  

41 Б. Н.  БЕНЕШЕВИЧ, Древнеславянская Кормчая XIV титулов без толкований, p.  239; 
Я.  Н.  ЩАПОВ, Византийския хронографическия сочинения в  древнеславянской Кормчей…, 
p. 263.

42 J. A. Munitiz, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, р. 202.
43 Ibidem, р. 203.
44 J. A. Munitiz, Synoptic Greek Account of the Seventh Council, p. 149 and notes 10 and 11.
45 L. M. Hoffmann, W. Brandes, Eine unbekannte Konzilsynopse aus dem Ende des 9. Jahrhun-

derts, pp. 204–223.
46 J. A. Munitiz, Synoptic Greek Accounts of the Seventh Council, р. 152, note 29.
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included47. Because of this, and because of the good work Joseph Munitiz has done 
in researching and publishing texts about the Seventh Ecumenical Council, we 
should devote the necessary attention to it. Here is the place to note there is a se-
rious difference in the given numbers of participating Church Fathers in the copies 
we are studying (BAR 636 and the Bisericani Miscellany), which, in agreement with 
the text of the Kormchaya of 1650 and the text published by Ioan Bogdan, give the 
number 167, while the Greek copies, with some variations, are grouped around 
the  number  350, later corrected to 36748. The number in the mentioned  Slavic 
translations was probably influenced by this latter correction, together with a cop-
ying error that was later multiplied. 

A thorough overview of the account of the Seventh Ecumenical Council and 
the separate presented texts indicates that the so-called “second text” of the pub-
lication49 is the one most similar to our text; the ending, however, is more similar 
to the so-called “first text” (§6)50. Overall, it may be said that the alternative texts 
display greater differences. There is no full overlap. Our text is considerably longer, 
although not identical with any of those published by Father Joseph Munitiz. 

4.3. Notes on the origin and manuscript category of the text

Our observations on the different ways in which the councils are dated, and on 
the general structuring of the text, may suggest some ideas as to its origin and the 
manuscript category to which it belongs. Of course, this refers to a group of Greek 
texts, in as much as the Slavic translation is obviously strongly dependent on the 
original. The identification can be made only after a very detailed investigation, 
which is not among our immediate tasks. 

What can we say in this respect at a first reading? 
As to the very different numbers of years ascribed to the intervals between 

councils, the coincidences may probably be used to group the texts within sepa-
rate traditions. As for the Byzantine texts, we have the research results of Joseph 
Munitiz, which provide us with a starting point. Unfortunately, the Slavic tradition 
has been much less researched, and all we basically have is Y. N. Shtapov’s article, 
which, however, refers to a very different group of texts. Still, it shows that in the 

47 L. M. Hoffmann, W. Brandes, Eine unbekannte Konzilsynopse aus dem Ende des 9. Jahr-
hunderts, pp. 52–57 (Antioch, Ancyra, Neocesaria), 68–74 (Gangra, Antioch, Laodikeia, Serdica), 
pp. 78–80 (Carthago), pp. 94–102 (Ephesenum Latrocinium AD 449).

48 J. A. Munitiz, Synoptic Greek Accounts of the Seventh Council, рp. 170–171.
49 Ibidem, р. 179.
50 Ibidem, р. 1789–13.
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Greek manuscripts, there is full overlap of the intervals indicated in our copies 
(BAR 636 and the Bisericani Miscellany) only with the one indicated as № 13 in 
J. Munitiz’s table51. This is a manuscript from Vienna (Vindob. th. gr. 264, f. 162v), 
to which we have no access; but according to the information that the account of 
the councils there is only one page long, we may infer it is a different, shorter var-
iant of the text52. We observe a certain coinciding of the years in our copies with 
those indicated in the chronology of George Hamartolos; only the number of the 
fourth interval there is closer to the truth (excluding the error in the numbers “B” 
and ”N”)53, but this can hardly be very helpful for our search for the right category 
of texts. The intervals are different in the copy of the Miscellany from 1073. At this 
stage of research, we cannot define the group category of the text based on the 
length of the intervals. 

If we compare the dating from the Creation of the World (based on the Alex-
andrian and Byzantine computations, which are combined in the Greek copies), 
we should say that closest to our case is are groups numbered in the table as № 5II 
and – with one additional difference – № 154. Unfortunately, at this stage we can-
not draw any conclusion from this observation, in Ioan Bogdan’s texts, the years 
coincide, and in the Kormchaya of 1650, there is a difference only in the case of the 
Seventh Ecumenical Council. 

5. Conclusion

We hope our observations on the manuscript tradition have contributed some 
knowledge to the study of the presentations of the seven ecumenical councils in 
Slavic legal collections. Unfortunately, we cannot draw more concrete conclusions 
at this stage; these would require a much more detailed textological study of the 
manuscript tradition. Of course, we do not believe any specific Slavic contribution 
within this tradition, as it is dependent on a Greek original (or more than one). 
This is certainly a case where a work in the Byzantine Orthodox tradition was dis-
seminated and received within the nations of the Byzantine community. 

After the study and publication of the text, we believe we can confirm the con-
clusion drawn from our investigations of the other historical works included in the 
manuscript BAR 636 and the Bisericani Miscellany. The conclusion is that the sep-

51 J. A. Munitiz, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, р. 197.
52 Ibidem, р. 216. 
53 Я. Н ЩАПОВ, Византийския хронографическия сочинения в  древнеславянской Корм-

чей…, p. 247.
54 J. A. Munitiz, Synoptic Byzantine Chronologies of the Councils, pр. 203, 212, 214.
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arate texts were not included for their own sake but served the overall purpose of 
the collection, which is the fight against religious deviations. This fight was waged 
by doctrinal-polemical and legal means, and the task of the historical works was 
to provide an instrumental context for the copyists and those who had ordered the 
collections. Of course, the ultimate goal of this fight coincides with the basic value 
of Christian culture. The controversy was aimed at consolidating society around 
the Church and giving greater stability to the state, but in fact, its major purpose 
was eschatological and related to the Salvation of souls in the beyond, which, how-
ever, is to be prepared in this world and within the sphere of history familiar to us. 

6. Edition of the text

The text of the Tale of the Ecumenical Councils is published here according to 
the copy of the Slavic manuscript in BAR 636. The few variations given here are 
based on the copy from the Bisericani Miscellany, which we have used in the pho-
tocopy version BAR 685.

BAR 636, ff. 207r–220r

207r
СКАꙀ ́АНЇЕ С(ВѦ)Т(Ы)ХЬ ͗ ВЪС ́ЕЛЕНꙿ-
скыⷯ се́дмь събѡ́рⷯѣ⸱ събѡⷬ ́ а҃ ́
Ѿ въꙁнⷭе́нїа хва до пръ́ваго събѡ́ра,
лⷮѣ ті́. а͗ ѿ начѧ́ла мрѹ.
в л҃т́ѡ єѡ҃́і⸱ бⷭы́ сты въ-
се́ленскы пръвы събѡ́ръ
въ нке́. пр вел́цѣмь цр
кѡнстанті́нѣ. въ де́сѧтое
лѣ́то цртⷭва є͗гѻ̀. ͑же цртⷭво-
ва лⷮѣ́, л҃́ • бѣ́хѫ же сті́ ѡц
съшⷣе́ше сѧ ч́слѡⷨ, т҃́і. та́-
рѣшны же бѣ́хѫ събѡ́рꙋ.
́лвестръ па́па р́мскы. а͗ле-
ѯа́нрⷣъ кѡнстанті́нѣ града,
пр мтрѡ́фанѣ патрїа́рсѣ.
а͗леѯа́ндръ папа̀ а͗леѯандръскы⸱
є͗ѵста́ѳїе патрїа́рхъ а͗нтїѡ-
хі́скы⸱ мака́рїе і͗є͗рлⷭмскы.
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ън́дѡшѧ же сѧ на арїа соуе́-
мѫⷣрънаго. преꙁвѵ́тера бы́вꙿ- 

207v
шаго а͗леѯа́нрⷣъскыѧ цркве.
хоу́лѧща сна бжі́а га на́шего
і͗ѵ҃ х҃а̀ стннаго ба. тва́рь то-
гѻ̀ глааше нечь́ствы, ͗ не
є͗дносѫ́щна ѡцоу. тⷨѣ́ же
се́го ꙗ͗ко вра́га стнѣ. коу́-
пно ͗ съ є͗дномы́слънкы
є͗гѻ̀. ты съ́ събѡ́рь прѻ-
клѧⷮ ͗ ѿвръ́же. ͗ є͗ѵсе́вїа н-
кѡм́дїскаго. ͗ маке́дѡнїа.
͗ є͗ѵвнѡ́мїа. аще бѡ̑ ͗ слѡве́-
сы раꙁлѫчаахѫ сѧ, н҄ѫ пѻдѻ́бно
арїев ѿ стны ѿпа́дѡшѧ.
правовѣ́рнѫѧ же вѣ́рѫ оу͗тврꙸ-
двше сті́ ѡц, є͗дносѫ́щнⷶ ́
сна ѡцоу прѻпѻвѣдавше. твѻ́рца
въсѣ́чьскымь, а не тва́рь. 
ба стннаго ͗ влⷣкѫ ͗ га. по
пррⷪкоу глѧщомоу. ͗с чрѣ́ва 
прѣжⷣѐ де́ннцѫ рѻд́х тѧ.
к҃ѓ (in the margin below)

208r
ꙗ͗кожѐ ͗ꙁлѻ́женїе вѣ́ры маⷮ.
̏рѣⷱ. вѣ́роуѫ въ є͗д́ного ба.
єже въ дъ́хнѻвенїемь стгѻ дха
провъꙁгла́сшѧ. оу͗ста́в же
съ̋ сты ͗ въселе́нскы събѡⷬ ́.
͗ стѫѧ па́схѫ пра́ꙁноват нⷨа́.
ꙗ͗кожѐ ннѣ по ѡ͗бы́чаю дръ́жⷨ.
нѣ́цї бѡ̑ ѿ прѣжⷣнїⷯ, въ д҃і́
ма́ртїа мⷭца пра́ꙁноваахѫ пⷭа́хѫ
ѿ пръ́ваго събѡ́ра до втѻ́раго, лⷮѣ н҃в́
Втѻ́ры же сты ͗ въселе́нскы (в ҃́ in the margin) 
събѡ́ръ бⷭы́ въ кѡнстанті́нѣ
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градѣ • въ лѣ́тѡ єѡѻ́д. въ
цртⷭвѻ ѳеⷣѡ́сїа вел́каагѻ. въ
лѣ́тѡ втѻ́рѻе цртⷭва є͗гѻ̀. ͑же
цртⷭвѻва̀ лѣ́ть, ꙁ҃і́ • бѣ́хѫ же
стї ѡц съшⷣе́ше сѧ ч́слѡмꙿ, (рн in the margin) 
та́рѣшны же бѣ́хѫ тѻгѻ̀
събѡ́ра, дама́сь па́па р́мскы
некта́рїе патрїа́рхъ кѡⷩстаті́нⷺ граⷣ
                 кд ́ (in the margin below)

208v
кѵ̈́рль патрїа́рхь і͗є͗рлⷭмскы.
тмѡ́ѳе патрїа́рхъ а͗леѯа́н-
дръскы. меле́тї патріархꙸ
а͗нтїѡ́хїскы. гргѡ́рїе н́-
сїскы. ͗ гргѡ́рїе бгѻслѻ́вь,
правѧ прѣ́стѡⷧ кѡнстанті́нѣ
града. ͑же въ втѻ́рѣмь събѡ́-
рѣ стѣⷨ ра́спр бы́вш. свое͑ѫ
вѻ́леѫ прⷣѣ събѡ́рѻⷨ ѿрⷱе́ сѧ прѣ́-
стѻла55. ͗ сътвѻ́рвь ѡ͗ ѻ͗ста́-
влен пртⷭла слѻ́вѻ. ͗ ѻ͗ пр-
ше́ств тⷯѣ стхъ ѿцъ. ͗ прѻ́-
чьⷮ прⷣѣ въсѣ́мь събѡ́рѻмь, ѻ͗-
т́де въ нанꙁїа́ꙁомь. ън́-
дѡшѧ же сѧ сї̏, р҃н́ сті́ ѡц
на македѡ́нїа дхѻбѻ́рца. ͑же
раꙁбѻ́нчьскы пртⷭль въсхы́-
твшаго кѡнстанті́нѣ града.
хоу́лѧщаго дхъ сты. глааше
б҄ѡ тѻ́гѻ тварь бы́т, а не ба.

209r
͗ не тѻ́гѻжⷣе сѫ́щьства є͗гѻ́же
ѿцъ ͗ снъ, ͗ тоу́ждаго ѿ бжтⷭв҄а.
ъ̋ бѡ македѡ́нїе єще ж́вь
сы̏ пѻⷣбно арїев хоу́лѣше.

55 BAR 685: съ ѣстѻла.
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е́го оубѻ ꙗ͗ко врага правосла́вно
вѣ́рѣ, съ саве́лїемь лвї́скыⷨ.
͗ съ а͗пѡⷧна́рїемь лаѡ́дкїскыⷨ.
͗ є͗д́номыслънкы ⷯ ́, прѡклѧ́-
шѧ ͗ ѻ͗сѫ́дшѧ стї ѡц. ꙗ͗ко
съдшна, плъⷮ га на́шего і͗ѵ҃ х҃а̀
глщомоу ͗ неоу͑мна. не тѻгѻ́же 
тъ́кмо. н҄ѫ въ трдне́вно мръ-
твѻст тѣ́лесе гнѣ, съ тѣ́лѡⷨ
͗ бжтⷭво҄у ꙋ͗мрѣ́т глаахѫ. 
плⷮъ́ га на́шего56 бы́т ͗ꙁвѣ́ст-
шѧ. дша ͑мѧща, на́шмь дшаⷨ
є͗дносѫ́щнѫ.  ба стннаго,
͗ га жвѻтвѻ́рѧщаго, пртⷭгѻ
дха оу͗ꙗсншѧ. є͗дносѫ́щна 

209v
ѡцоу ͗ сноу, тѻгѻ̀ бы́т прѻпѡ́-
вⷣѣⷶшѧ. ͗ тѻ́гѻжⷣе бжтⷭв҄а ͗ с́-
лы. ꙗже стое ͗ꙁлѻ́жен вѣ́ры
прѣдръ́жть. є͑же т̏ ꙗснѣе 
стгѻ дха блгⷣтїѫ ͗ꙁгла́сшѧ 
ѿ втѻ́раго же събѡ́ра до тре́тїаго (лⷮѣ ́ in the margin)
Тре́тї же сты ͗ въселе́нскы (м҃а́ in the margin)
събѡ́ръ бⷭы́ въ є͗фе́сѣ • в лтѡ́, (г҃ in the margin) 
єце́і. въ цртⷭвѻ ѳеⷣѡ́сїа ма́лаа-
го. въ лѣ́тѡ трна́десѧтое
цртⷭв҄а є͗гѻ̀. ͑же цртⷭвѻва̀ лⷮѣ́, 
м҃в́. ͗ два̏ мⷭца. ъшеⷣше́ сѧ
стї́ ѡц, бѣ́хѫ же ч́слѡⷨ, ҃ ́.
та́рѣшны же бѣ́хѫ събѡ́-
роу. кѵ́рїлъ папа̀ а͗леѯанрⷣъскы.
пра́вѧ͗ пртⷭлъ келест́на папы̀
р́мскаго. ͗ ѹ͗ве́налїе патрїа́рⷯ
їє͗рлⷭмьскы. ͗ мемнѡ́нь є͗ппⷭꙏ
є͗фе́скы. ън́де же сѧ съ̋ 
събѡ́рь на сⷩтⷷѡ́рїа ꙁлѻ̑чьст́ваⷢ, 

56 BAR 685: глаахѫ. сті́и же ѡци съ дшнѫ и͗ ѹ͗мнѫ плъ́ть га на́шего.
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210r
є͗пскѡ́па кѡⷩстанті́нѣ града.
оу͗ члка вѣ́роуѧщаго. ха раꙁдѣ́-
лѣѫщаго ͗ прѣсѣ́цаѧщаго.
прѻ́ста бѡ̑ тѻгѻ̀ члка бы́т глаа-
ше, а͗ не ба въплъ́щьша сѧ. два̏
сна ѻ͗ є͗д́нѣмь х҃ѣ̀ бѕѣ глѧ
͗ два̏ съ́става. ͗ є͗д́ного оубо
бы́т, ͗же ѿ ѡца рѻжⷣе́ннаго
слѻ́ва. дроу́гаго же, ͑же ѿ марі́ѧ
рѻжⷣъшаго сѧ члка. по лю́бв
же съвъкоу́плъша сѧ слѻ́воу.
͗ тъ́ꙁѻментомоу сна менⷹѧ.
тѣ́мь н бцѫ, н҄ѫ хѻ̀рѻдцѫ
прчтⷭѫѧ двѫ̀ марі́ѫ. рѻ́ждъшѫѧ
тѻ́гѻ га на́шего  ба і͗ѵ҃ х҃а̀ ме-
нѻваашⷷ. тѻ́гѻ рад̀ ͗ съ̋ сты
събѡ́ръ. прѣбы́ваѫща тѻ́гѻ
въ такѡ̀вѣмь хоу́лен ͗ꙁвръ́-
гѡшѧ. ꙗ͗ко ж́дѡвскаа съмы́-
слѧщоу. въ члка вѣ́рѫщаго

210v
нестѡ́рїа. ͗ рѣ́снѻтѫ стннѫⷽ
бцѫ, прчтⷭѫѧ двѫ пока́ꙁашѧ.
͗ ѿ не́ѫ бесѣ́мене (!) въплъ́щьшаⷢ
сѧ га на́шего і͗ѵ҃ х҃а̀. на бжі́а
 ба прѻпѡвѣ́дашѧ. нестѡ́-
рїе же ͗ꙁгна́нь бⷭы́ въ ѡ͗а͗с́нь
ѿ г҃а́-го же събѡ́ра до д҃ ́-го, лⷮѣ́ л҃ ́
етвръты же сты ͗ въселе́нꙿ- (д҃ ́ in the margin) 
скы събѡ́рь бⷭы́ въ халкдѡ́нⷺ.
в л҃т́ѡ, єцм́е. пр цр ма́ркїанⷺ.
въ втѻ́рѻе лѣ́тѻ цртⷭва є͗гѻ̀.
͑же ͗ цртⷭвѻва̀ лⷮѣ́ ѕ҃і́, ͗ мⷭцъ ѕ҃ ́.
бѣ́хѫ же съшⷣе́ше сѧ стї́ ѡц
ч́слѡⷨ, х҃л‘ . та́рѣшны же 
бѣ́хѫ събѡ́роу леⷩѡ́тїе папа̀ рⷨ́-
скы. ͗ а͗натѡ́лїе патрїа́рхъ кѡⷩ-
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станті́нѣ града. ͗ оу͗ве́налїе
патрїа́рхъ і͗є͗рлⷭмьскы. ͗ мⷶа́-
ѯмь патрїа́рхъ а͗нтѡ́хї-
скы. а͗наста́сїе мтрѻпѻ́лⷮ

211r
сѡлоу́нскы. те́фань є͗феⷭќы.
ъбра́шѧ же сѧ на дїѡ́скѻра
бы́вшаго патрїа́рха а͗леѯанрⷣъ-
скаго. ͗ на є͗ѵ́тхїа а͗рхї̀ма́-
ндрта кѡнстанті́нѣ града. 
їа бѡ̑ спса на́шегѻ  ба і͗ѵ҃ ха вꙏ̀-
члче́нїе ѿмѣтаа́ста дѻ кѻнца̀.
ѿнѫⷣ тѻ́гѻ првдѣ́нїемь плⷮъ́
понⷭе́ша ба́снослѡвѣ́ста, глѧща.
ꙗ͗ко нѣⷭ плⷮъ́ гнѣ є͗дносѫ́щна
на́мь. нѫ̑ ѿ двѡю̏ оубѻ єⷭствоу
съ є͗д́ненїю бы́т. є͗д́номꙋ 
же съвръ́шт сѧ по съє͗дне-
нї. ͗ къ бжтⷭвоу стртⷭ прла́-
гаахѫ. тѻ́гѻ рад̀ оубѻ сїа̏ въ
такѡ̀вѣ прѣлъ́ст прѣбы́ва-
ѧша. ъ̏ сты съ͗бѡ́рь ͗ꙁвръ́-
же ͗ прѻ́клѧть. ͗ꙁгла́свшѧ
съвръ́шена ба ͗ съвръ́шена
члка тѻ́гѻ, въ двѡ̋ю єⷭствоу не-

211v
смѣ́сно ͗ нераꙁдѣ́лно га на́шего
і͗ѵⷭ х҃а̀. двѣ̋ же ре́кш єⷭствѣ.
лѻ́воу раꙁл́чнаа, не слѻ́воу ра-
ꙁдѣ́ленїа. ꙗ͗кожѐ оубѻ дша ͗
тѣ́лѻ. раꙁл́чна оубѻ єста
єⷭствѡⷨ съе͗дне́наа л́цемь.
є͗д́но с́це съдѣ́лѻваѧща.
прѡ̑бщаѫща сѧ ве́щемь. дш
бѡ̑ пре́млѧщ тѣле́сныѧ стⷭрт
͗ ꙗ͑же ѿ нⷯ бѡлѣ́ꙁн. ͗ тѣ́ле-
с стра́жⷣѫщоу ͗ троужⷣаѫщꙋ
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сѧ печа́лм ͗ попече́нїемь съ
дше́ѫ. такѻ ͗ ѻ͗ х҃ѣ̀. двѣ̏ оубѻ
єⷭствѣ. члкъ же ͗ бъ слѻ́вѻ. 
є͗д́но же л́це по съвъкоу́пле-
нїю. н҄ѫ ре́кѡшѧ раꙁдѣ́ленїа
бѡ́ртеле. дша ѻ́п́сана. ́-
рⷱѣ́ ѻ́дръж́мь єⷭ въ тѣ́лес,
͗ стрⷭт прїе́млеⷮ ͗ бѡлѣ́ꙁн
прѣтръпѣваеⷮ. да а͑ще та́кѻ

212r
съвъкоу́п сѧ слѻ́вѻ, блю́д сѧ
͗ ты̏ такѡ̀вꙹмь пов́нѫт сѧ.
͗ твѻ́рт тѻ́гѻ стртⷭна ͗ ѡ͗п́-
сана. ́рѣⷱ, ѡ͗дръж́ма. аще
оубѻ єⷭствѻмь стртⷭно єⷭ слѻ́вѻ.
͗л̀ ͗ въ мѣ́стѣ прє͗млеⷮ ѡ͗п́-
санїе. сⷮѫ́ какѻва̀ въ не́мь тѻ́гѻ
рад̀. нѫ̑ не съвъкоу́пленїа рⷣа ̀
къ ѡ͗п́саноу ͗ стртⷭноу тѣле́с,
бѫ́деть ͗ тъ̏ стрⷭте́нь ͗ ѡ͗п́сань.
аще н постра́да н ѡ͗пса́нї
ѡ͗п́сань бⷭы́. аще єⷭствѡⷨ не-
прѣлѻ́жень єⷭ ͗ нео͗п́сань ͗
бестртⷭе́нь. тѻ̑ а͑ще въ тѣ́лѣ 
бѫ́деⷮ цѣ́лѻ ͑маⷮ своѐ бестртⷭїе.
͗ съвръ́шено непрѣлѻ́женїа
слѻ́вѻ. ͗ нѣⷭ д́вно. поне́же н
члчьскаа дша н прѻ́стѻ н тⷢѻ́
рад̀ є͑же въ тѣ́лес єⷭствѻ стра́-
ждеⷮ. н҄ѫ по єⷭствоу стра́ждеть

212v
͗ свѣ́не тѣле́с ͗л̀ такѻ́жⷣе ͗
в́дма бѫ́деⷮ ͗ оу͗мре́ть. ͗ ͑же
по сⷯ́ стра́ждеть єлкоже тѣ́-
лѻ. нѫ̑ такѡ̀выⷯ оубѻ не постра́-
жⷣеть. поне́же сѫ́щьствѻмь 
сїа̏ ͑мать, ѿ ба пре́мш. стра́-
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ждеⷮ же стртⷭнїѧ с́лы мѧщ
къ пѻле́ꙁномоу. ъ н́м же
͗ ѿхѻ́дⷮ ͗схѻ́дѧщ ͗с тѣ́ле-
се. ͗ оу͗ка́ꙁаеⷮ сѫ́щѫѧ въ адѣ
дшѧ ͗ же на нⷯ́ съѧ͑ꙁы. хже
рад̀ ͗ та́мѻ бⷭы́ гне прше́ствїе.
ꙗ͗кожѐ реⷱ а͗плⷭъ пе́тръ. прѻпѻ-
вѣ́давшаго сѫ́щіⷨ въ те́мн-
цаⷯ ѡ͗сла́бленїе. къ се́моуже ͗
бѣ́с мѫ́чт сѧ хѻ́тѧщ.
аще ͗ тѣ́лесь не маⷮ. тра́жⷣе-
т же ѻ͑баче дша, аще ̑ стрⷭт єⷭ ́
непрѧ͑тна. ̑ ѻ́псае́т сѧ, не
слѻ́вѻⷨ бы́тїа. ѻ́пса́ет же сѧ 

213r
глеⷮ втѻ́рѻе, въ ѡ͗п́санѣ тѣ́лес
мѧщ прѣбы́ванїе. ꙗ͗кожѐ
се̏ оу͗бѻ не дѻбрѻ̑твѡ́рѧть понѫ́-
жⷣаѫщ. прⷮ́чѧ та́кѻ бы́т ꙗ͗кⷤо̀
пръвѻѡ͗бра́ꙁное. к тѻ́моу б҄ѡ
оу͗же не б̀ бы́ла прⷮ́ча. пр́тча
оубѻ єⷭ оу͗ка́ꙁанїе, оу͗вѣ́рѣѧ є͑же
по чѧ́ст. чьст рад̀ пⷣѻ́бнаго.
мы̏ оубѻ члка, не ꙁане́же прѣжⷣѐ
бы́т, ͗л̀ коу́пно бы́т, нѫ̑ на
ска́ꙁанїе прѧ́хѡⷨ нѫ прⷮ́чѧ.
є͑же такѡ̀вымь сѫ́щьствѡⷨ слѻ́-
воу съє͗дн́т сѧ є͑же ѿ наⷭ тѣ́-
лес. ͗ нка́кѻже кѻгда̀ крѡмⷷѣ
тѻгѻ̀ в́дмоу бы́т. а͑ще ͗ цѣ́ло
͑маⷮ по съвъкоу́пленї раꙁл́чїе.
ꙗ͗кожѐ ͗ ѡбщї члкъ. въ ѡ͗бѻⷨе́ 
б҄ѡ ꙗ͗влѣѫ́т сѧ сво́ства. ͗бѡ̑
н ѿ вдѣ́нїа бесъмртна, в́д-
ма ͗ съмртна быⷭ на́шѧ дша.
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213v
такѻжⷣе ͗ бъ слѻ́вѻ в́дⷨ ͗л̀ съ-
мртень. аще ͗ въ в́дмѣмь ͗
мртьвнѣмь тѣ́лес. на́шⷨ же
дшаⷨ ͗ слѻ́воу бы́вшема. цѣ́ла
бѡ̑ мать беꙁь оу͗бы́тка. рⷱе́ное
ѻ͗бѡ̋ю своа̀ сѻ́бства. ꙗ͗кожѐ бⷭы́
коежⷣѻ. ѡбщї бѡ̀ члкъ ѿ дшѧ
͗ тѣ́лес. псь же ѿ бжтⷭва̀ съ-
ста́влъ сѧ. чтѻ̋ бѡ не дѻстае́ть
дш̀ ѿлѫ́чень мѧщ ѻ͗сѻ́бень
жвⷮѡ́. є͑же бы́т сѫ́щьствоу
бесплъ́тноу ͗ самодв́жноу.
чтѻ́ же тѣ́лоу к бы́тїю тѣ́лꙋ.
є͗гѻ́же рад̀ ͗ кѻнча́ваѧще съ-
бѡ́рь ре́чемь. тѣ́лес бы́т на
трѻе̋ растѻа́нноу. єⷭ тѣ́лѻ єⷭ стъ-
вно, ѡ͗рга́нскь съсⷣѫ́. ́лоѫ ж-
вѻ́ть м. т̋ же не ꙗ͗кожѐ пⷣѻ́-
баеⷮ, н҄ѫ ꙗ͑коже непⷣѻ́бно пре́млеⷮ,
прⷮ́чѧ. ͗ ꙁлѻ̑дѣ́ствоуѧⷮ ѻ͗ въпрѡ́-

214r
шенїⷯ ѿ д҃ ́-го же събѡ́ра до є҃ ́-го. (лѣⷮ. in the margin)
Пѧ́ты же събѡ́рь бⷭы́ въ кѡнстаⷩ- (рн. in the margin) 
ті́нѣ градѣ • в лтѡ ѕмꙁ • пр      (є҃ ́ in the margin) 
цр і͗оу͗ст́нїанѣ дре́внымь.
въ лѣ́т к҃ѕ́ цртⷭва є͗гѻ̀. ͑же црⷭтвѻ́-
ва̀ лⷮѣ́, л҃́. ͗ мⷭц́ъ ꙁ҃ ́ • бѣ́хѫ же
съшⷣе́ше сѧ стї́ ѡц, р҃ѯ́е.
тарѣ́шны же бѣ́хѫ събѡ́рⷹ.
вѓлїе папа̀ рї́мскы. є͗ѵ́т-
хїе патрїа́рхъ кѡнстанті́нѣ грⷣаⷶ.
а͗пѡлна́рїе а͗леѯа́нрⷣъскы. дѡ́-
мень а͗нтѡ́хїскы. є͗ѵт́-
хїе і͗є͗рлⷭмьскы. дамїа́нь сѻꙁѡ-
пѻл́тскы • ъ̏ сты събѡ́рь,
съвръ́ш оубѻ ͑же въ халкдѡ́-
нѣ събѡ́ра. ͗ правѻвѣ́рна ͗ спнⷭаа



179

Part Four. Historical Texts

пѻвелѣ́нїа є͗гѻ̀ въсѣ̀ съвръ́ше-
но оу͗твръ́д. ͗ въꙁра́стьшѫѧ
єресъ прѻклⷮѧ́ ͗ ѿвръ́же. та́кѻ-
ждеже прѻклⷮѧ́ пръвѻѡбраꙁнⷤоⷷ

214v
оубѻ ѡ͗рге́на беꙁоу́мнаго. ͗ въ-
сѣ̀ нечьстваа є͗гѻ̀ п́санїа.
є͗ва́грїа же ͗ дд́ма. дре́вле
бы́вшаа. ͗ꙁлѻ́женїѧ ѿ нею̏ гла́-
вы. ре́кше съп́санїе. ꙗ͗ко оу͗че́-
нка ѡ͗рге́ноу ͗ є͗дномы́слѧ-
ща. ͗ съ є͗лл́нскым смѣ́ше-
на повелѣ́нї. ͗бѡ̑ с́мь тѣ́ле-
семь мже ннѣ ѻ͗блѡ́жен єсмꙹ,
беꙁоу́мнѣ ре́кѡшѧ не въскръ́снѫ-
т. ͗ єще же къ се́моу блѧ́дѣхѫ
глще. ꙗ͗ко дшѧ, пръвѣшѧѧ
сѫ́ть тѣ́лесе. ͗ прѣждѐ тѣ́лесь
рѡ́дшѧⷭ. ͗ ѿ є͗лл́нскыⷯ нач-
наѧще пове́лѣнї, прѣхѻ́жⷣе-
нїе дшамь ѿ тѣла въ тѣ́лѻ оу͗ча́-
хѫ. кѻне́ц же бы́т вѣ́чнѣ
мѫ́цѣ глаахѫ. ͗ бѣ́сѡⷨ пакы̀
въ пръ́вї са́нь оу͗стрѻ́т сѧ глаⷶ-
хѫ. ͗ х҃а̀ пⷣѻ́бна нⷨа́ бы́г ͗ н-

215r
чтѻ́же раꙁл́чно мѣт ѿ нⷭа́ хꙋ́-
лѣахѫ тръѡ͗каа́нї. ра́ же ѻ͗-
клеветаахѫ, ꙗ͗ко нⷭѣ́ сътвѻ́реⷩ
ѿ ба. н бы́т є͑моу. ͗ єще же
к тѻ́моу глаахѫ. ꙗ͗ко не въплъ́-
т съꙁда́нь бы́сть а͗да́мь. ͗
на дроу́гаа тъма́м хоу́лнаа
͗сп́савше ѡ͗бл́чен бы́шѧ.
͗ мнѡ́гы ѿ цркве гоу́бѧще. ꙗже
съпса́нїа не ꙗ͑вѣ ͗ ꙗснѻ прѻꙗ͗-
влѣ́хѫ сѧ. н҄ѫ ѿ нѣ́кыⷯ въ та́нѣ
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дръж́ма бѣ́хѫ. нжѐ дѻ кѻ-
нца̀ ѡ͗бл́чен бы́шѧ на четвръ-
тѡⷨ събѡ́рѣ. аще  нѣ́цї ѿ стхꙏ
ѿцъ сїа̀ ѿмѣ́таахѫ. ͗б҄ѡ прѣ-
жⷣѐ тѻ́гѻ събѡ́ра бѣ́хѫ бы́л трїе̋
є͗рет́ѕ прѡ́клѧтї. є͗гда́же
въ мнѡ́гї лю́д такѡ́ваа начѧ́-
шѧ сѧ оу͗че́нїа. тѻгда̀ съ̋ събра́
сѧ сты събѡ́рь пѧ́ты. ́хже

215v
͗ є͗дномы́слънкы ⷯ ́. ͗ хоу́лнаⷶ
ⷯ ́ съп́санїа прѡклѧ́шѧ. ͗ єще
же ͗ мемѱоуе́стїскаго ѳеѡⷣра
прѡ́клѧшѧ. ͗ нестѡ́рїа оу͗че́н-
ка є͗гѻ̀, ͗ съ хоу́лнм є͗гѻ̑ съ-
п́санї. ꙗко сквръ́нныѧ плѣ́-
вы ͗ꙁвръ́гѡшѧ ѿ є҃ ́ же събѡ́-
ра до ѕ҃ ́-го. лⷮѣ́, р҃ќѳ . ѕ҃ ́  
Ше́сты же сты  въселе́нскы
събѡ́ръ. бⷭы́ въ кѡⷩстанті́нѣ гра-
дѣ • в л҃т́ѡ, ѕѻ́ѕ • пр цр кѡⷩ-
станті́нѣ́ бра́датⷨѣ ѡц і͗оу͗ст-
нїа́нѡвѣ. вноу́цѣ же ͗ра́клїевѣ.
въ лѣ́то трна́десѧтое цртⷭва
є͗гѻ̀. ͑же цртⷭвѻва̀ лⷮѣ́, ꙁ҃і́ 
Бѣ́хѫ же съшⷣе́ше сѧ стї ѡц.
ч́слѡⷨ, р҃ѻ́ • та́рѣшны же
бѣ́хѫ събѡ́роу. а͗гаѳѡⷩ папа̀ рї́-
мскы. геѡ́ргїе патрїа́рхь кѡⷩ-
станті́нѣ града. ѳеѡ́фанъ
к҃д́ (on the lower margin)

216r
а͗нтѡхі́скы. ͗ пе́тръ мнⷯ́
ѿ а͗леѯа́ндрїѧ. поне́же вдѻ́вство
ваше тѻгда̀ прѣ́стѡль а͗леѯа́-
нрⷣъскыѧ цркве • ъбра́шѧ
же сѧ на ѡ͗бнѻ́ввшѫѧ сѧ єресꙏ
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въ стѣ събѡ́рнѣ ͗ а͗плⷭтѣ
црквы. глѧ же на фа́ранскаго
є͗пкⷭпа. ͗ на ѡ͗нѡ́рїа р́мскаго.
͗ кѵ́ра а͗леѯа́ндръскаго. на се́ргⷺї
͗ п́ра. па́вла ͗ пе́тра. бы́вшѧⷽ
є͗пкⷭпы кѡнстанті́нѣ града.
͗ єще же ͗ на ѡ͗бноввшѧѧ
єресꙏ, прѣжⷣѐ нап́санныⷯ є͗ре́-
ткь на се́мь стѣмь събѡ́рѣ.
е̑ на ма́карїа а͗нтѡхї́скаго
пръвѻсѣда́лнка. ͗ на сте́фа-
на оу͗че́нка є͗гѻ̀. ͗ на побѡ́рныⷯ.
̋ бѡ̑ прѣждѐрⷱе́нї є͗рет́ц.
ѳеѡⷣръ ͗ ѡ͗нѡ́рїе. п́р же ͗ се́ргїе.
кѵ́ръ, па́вель ͗ пе́тръ. ма́карїе

216v
͗ сте́фаⷩ оу͗че́нкь є͗гѻ̀. дръ́ꙁнѫ-
шѧ ре́щ є͗днѫ вѻ́лѧ. ͗ є͗дно
дѣ́ствѻ ͗мѣ́т гоу на́шемоу
і͗ѵ҃ хоу̀, ͗ по въплъ́щен. съѧ̀ꙁъ
правовѣ́рїа раꙁдрѣ́шт въ-
схѻ́тѣвшѧ. его рад̀ сты
въселе́нскы събѡ́ръ. прѣжⷣѐ-
пса́нныѧ єреткы ꙗ͗ко бгѻ-
бѡ́рцѧ прѻ́клѧⷮ. ͗ въсѐ хоу́лнаⷶ
ⷯ ́ пове́лѣнїа. ͗ въсѣ́хь тⷨѣ́ пѻⷣ-
бномѫ́дръствоуѧшіⷯ, ͗л̀
мѫдръствѻват хѡ́тѧщⷯ. ͗
беꙁь пѻкаа́нїа прѣбы́ваѧщіⷯ.
ъ тѣ́м же ͗ пѻлхрѡ́нїа57 мла-
дооу͑мнаго ста́рца. ͑же мръ́твїѧ
въста́вт велерѣчюѧщавъ та́-
кѡ̀вѣ єрес, т́шны же по-
лоучвша. ͗ въне́гда не въꙁвⷣ́-
гнѫт ͗ єще бѡ́лшаго хоу́ле-
нїа. такѻ̀вѫѧ єресъ ѡ̑бл́чвꙿ-

57 BAR 685: а͗пѻлхрѡ́нїа.
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217r
ше прѡ́клѧшѧ. правовѣ́рнаа по-
велѣ́нїа, ꙗснѣе съ́ сты събⷬѡ́ 
͗ꙁгла́свь. двѣ̏ вѻ́л. ́рѣчь,
хѻтѣ́нї. ͗ двѣ̏ єⷭствѣ ͗ дѣ́-
ствѣ, ͗ꙁвѣ́стшѧ ͗мѣ́т по
въплъ́щенї гоу на́шемоу і͗ѵ҃ х҃ꙋ̀.
͗ въ раꙁдѣ́лен л́ца не бѫ́д то̏.
нѫ̑ поне́же нє͗д́номоу єⷭствꙋ
хвоу. беꙁ вѻ́лѧ реќше, беꙁь хѻ-
тѣ́нїа ͗ недѣ́стьвноу бы́т. 
͗б҄ѡ такѡ̀ваа ѿ єⷭства ѿємлѧ-
ще сѡ́бства ѿ ѕ҃ ́-го же събѡ́-
ра до ꙁ҃ ́-го лѣ́ть, р҃ќ . ꙁ҃ ́.
Се́мⷣы же сты ͗ въселе́нскы
събѡ́рь. бⷭы́ въ нке́ втѻ́рѻе.
в лтѡ́ ѕсҁѕ́ • въ цртⷭвѻ кѡⷩ-
станті́на ͗ і͗р́ны мтр є͗гѻ̀.
въ лѣ́то ѻ͑смое цртⷭва є͗гѻ̀.
͑же цртⷭвѻва̀ лⷮѣ́, к҃в́ • ъ̏ оубо
сты събѡ́рь нке́скы граⷣ, 

217v
мѣше послоу́шалще. р҃ѯ́ꙁ,
стхъ ѿцъ бѣ̏ оу͗кра́шень. ч-
ноначѧ́лнкы же мѣше сще́-
ннаго тѻ́гѻ ѡ́плъ́ченїа. а͗ндрї-
а́на папы̀ рї́мскаго. ͑же въ се́-
бе мѣ́стѻ посла̀ пе́тра блгѻгѻ-
вѣ́наго58 преꙁвѵ́тера стыѧ рⷨї́-
скыѧ цркве. ͗ дроу́гаго пе́тра
преꙁвѵ́ра. (!) ͗гоу́мена ͑же въ рі́-
мѣ чтⷭнаго мѻ́настрѣ стгѻ
са́вы. ͗ єще же і͗ѡ͗а́нна ͗ ѳѡм҄ѫ
ѡба мн́ха ͗ преꙁвѵ́тера. пра-
вленїе мѧща въ́стѡчныⷯ а͗плⷭꙏ-

58 BAR 685: блгѻгѻвѣ́наго ommitit.
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скыⷯ пртⷭлъ. ͗ єще же къ тѣ́мь
тара́сїе патрїа́рхь кѡнстанті́-
нѣ града. ͗ пѡл́тїань папа̀
а͗леѯа́ндрьскы • ъбра́шѧ
же сѧ, на ѿмѣ́таѧщⷯ стхъ ͗
чтⷭныⷯ ͑кѡнь покла́нѣнїе. т̋
бѡ̑ ѡ͗каа́ннї, х҃а̀ стннаго

218r
ба на́шего до кѻнца̀ хоу́лт дръ́-
ꙁнѫшѧ дѣлес въсѣ́кѻ досажⷣе-
нїе ͗ хоу́ленїе прѻмы́шлѣѧще.
дѻла покла́нѣемѫѧ ͑кѡнѫ
є͗гѻ̀, дръꙁнѻвленно ͗ беꙁбѡ́жно
нар́цаѧще. є͗гѻ́же рад̀ дѡⷧ-
скаа лъ́сть ѿгѻ́нт сѧ. ͗ въсѣ́-
цѣм беꙁчь́стї ѡ͗бла́гаѧще,
59посрѣ́дѣ тръжща вла́чѧща ͗
поп́раѧща. ъж́гаѧще 6͗0

ѻ͗плю́ваѧще. вдѣ́нїе жа́лѻ-
стнѻ хртⷭїа́нѡⷨ твѡ́рѧще. та́кѻ-
ваажде ͗ на ныⷯ сще́нныⷯ кѡнаⷯ
твѡ́рѧща. ͗ сїѧ̏ поч́таѧщѧѧ
хртⷭїа́ні мѫ́чѧще ͗ гѡ́нѧще
͗ съмрт прѣда́ѧще. не вѣ́дѧ-
ще ꙗ͗ко сⷯ рад̀ на х҃а̀ паче ͗ стыѧ
є͗гѻ̀ бра́нь твѡ́рѧще т̏ съста́-
влѣахѫ. ꙗвѣ б҄ѡ єⷭ. ꙗ͗ко чь́сть
ѡбраꙁѡвь, чь́сть въѡ͗бра́жаемⷨ

218v
бы́ваеⷮ ꙗ͗кожѐ ͗ съпрѻ́твно.
чтѻ́же рад҄ тѻ́гѻ. ͗ се́бе оубѻ
вѣ́чномоу въда́шѧ прѻ́клѧ-
тїю. тѫѧ же ͑кѡнѫ хвѫ, 
́рѣⷱ ѡбраꙁъ. по а͗плⷭьскомꙋ

59 The text between note 59 and 60 is not present in BAR 685: ѡ͗бла́гаѧще ͗ ѻ͗плю́ваѧще. 
60 The text between note 59 and 60 is not present in BAR 685.
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съвы́ше ͗ ѿчьскомоу прѣда́-
нїю, на чь́сть въѻ͗бра́жаемѫ.
покла́нѣт сѧ ͗ поч́тат, въ-
сѣ́мь сѫ́дѡⷨ оу͗твръ́дшѧ ͗ ꙁа-
печа́тлѣшѧ. такѻ бѡ̑ чтⷭномꙋ
кртⷭоу покла́нѣѧще сѧ, на нⷨе́-
же жвѻтвѻ́рвое распро́стрътѻ бⷭы́
тѣ́лѻ. ͗ ѻ͗ч́щенїе м́рѻв
кръ́вь ͗стѻ́ч. ͗ єще же ͗ ѻ́бра́-
ꙁоу кртⷭа. мже бѣ́с ѿгѡ́н-
м бы́ваѧⷮ ͗ стра́ст ͗сцѣ́лѣѧⷮ
сѧ. тѻгѻ рад҄ ͑же є͗д́ноѧ на
пръвѻѡбраꙁнѣмь сътвѡ́ршѫ-
ѧ сѧ блгⷣт ͗ с́лы. да́же ͗ до тⷯѣ́
ѡбраꙁѡвь съпⷣѡ́бныⷨ дѣ́ствѡⷨ

219r
съпро͗сходт. ͗ єще же ͗ са́-
мѫѧ хвѫ ͑кѡнѫ, ре́кше ѻ͑браꙁь.
не въ такѡ̀выⷯ ѻ͗пса́нїемь чъ́сть
͗ покла́нѣнїе. нѫ̑ на тѻ́гѻ са́мо-
го наⷭ рад̀ члкѻлю́бно въчлчьшаⷭ.
͗ ꙁа ны̀ оу͗ме́рша сїѧ̀ въꙁнѡ́сⷨ.
та́кѻжⷣе ͗ црквамь стхь ͗ грѡ́-
бѡⷨ ͗ мѡ́щемь вѣ́рно покла́нѣ-
ем сѧ. тⷯѣ́ просла́вльшаго 61вел́-
чаѧще га. не тъчі́ѧ же хвѣ ͑кѡ-
нѣ ре́кше 62ѻ͑браꙁоу. н҄ѫ ͗ прчтⷭыѧ
влчⷣцѫ на́шѧ бцѫ. ͗ въсⷯѣ́ стхь
сще́ннымь въѡ͗бра́женїемь.
по ра́венствоу пръвѻѻ͗бра́ꙁномⷹ
вел́чьствїю ͗ чь́ст. поч́тат
͗ покла́нѣт оу͗твръ́дшѧ.
͗бѡ̑ тⷯѣ́ рад̀ въ є͗днѻтвѻ́рное
нѣ́кое ͗ събѡ́рное првѡ́дм

61 The text between note 61 and 62 is not present in BAR 685: вел́чаѧще га. ͗ ѻ͑браꙁоу прчтⷭыѧ 
влчⷣцѫ на́ша бцѫ.

62 The text between note 61 and 62 is not present in BAR 685.
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бы́ваемь в́дѣнїемь. тⷯѣ́ рад̀
спⷣѡ́бм сѧ ͑же къ кра́ев же́ла- 

219v
емыⷯ па́че єⷭства съче́тат сѧ.
͗б҄ѡ ꙗ͗вле́наго рад̀ раꙁл́чїа ͗ почь́-
ст. покланѣ́нїа стмь ѡбраꙁѡⷨ
͗ сълѻ́гѡⷨ ͑же ѿ наⷭ бжтⷭъвныѧ
вѣ́ры. къ нераꙁдѣ́лномоу ͗ є͗д-
носѫ́щномоу. ͗ є͗дноѡ̑бра́ꙁно-
моу ͗ є͗днотвѻ́рномоу бжⷭтв҄ꙋ
въꙁвѡ́дм бы́ваемь. ще́нⷩо-
лѣ́пно же ͗ нераꙁдѣ́лно. ꙗ͗ко
не въ в́дмыⷯ прѣбы́ваеⷨ. нѫ̑.
в́дмымь рад̀ къ вы́шнмь
в́дѣнїемь въꙁвѡ́дмь оу͑мь
͗ ѻ͗плъ́чаемь.  такѻ є͑же къ
боу прбл́женїа насла́жⷣьшеⷭ
ѡ͗сщае́м сѧ блгⷣтїѫ є͗гѻ̀. ꙗ͗коже
н̀ ͗ съ̏ сты ͗ въселе́нскы съ-
бѡ́ръ дѻбр҄ѣ єⷭ прѣда́ль. ͗ по
сⷯ́ бжі́а цркв, коу́пно съ тѣ́м
кѡнѻбѡ́рц. ͗ хртⷭїа́нскыѧ
клеве́тнкы прѡ́клънше ѿвра́-

220r
щаѧт сѧ ⷯ ́. нка́коже хоу́жⷣе.
кѡнѻбѡ́рець, ненав́дѧще.
мже б҄ѡ правѻвѣрїа побѡ́рн-
кы ѡ͗кле́ветаѧⷮ. поне́же троу́-
дѡвь хь плѡ́ды. расы́пат
потъ́щаваѧт сѧ. ⷯ́ оубѻ
прѻкл́наѧть ꙗ͗ко стнѣ
вра́гы
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Moldavian Chronicles

1. The chronicle in the framework of the manuscript

P robably the most original text in the historical section of the manuscript 
BAR 636 and in its twin manuscript in the collection of A. I. Yatsimirsky № 51 (the 
Bisericani Miscellany in Saint Petersburg), is the so-called Moldavian Chronicles, 
published by Ioan Bogdan (the text in BAR 636)1 and by A. I. Yatsimirsky (the text 
in the Bisericani Miscellany)2. This source plays a distinct and important role for the 
formation of our knowledge about the medieval Romanian space, especially about 
the development of its historiography and its understanding of the past. There-
fore, the text has been, and still is, studied by modern and contemporary historians 
not only in Romania but also more generally in Europe. We will not attempt to 
present the available bibliography, and the investigation of the work as a historical 
source does not fall within the range of our tasks. Our aim here is to ascertain the 
place of this text in the collection and in the twin manuscript and to draw conclu-
sions about its importance for the reception of law in the Principality of Moldavia 
and the other Orthodox countries during the Middle Ages and the post-Byzantine 
era. This aim, regarding the study of the source, is relatively limited, which im-
plies that further, more comprehensive research will be devoted to the chronicle, 
research that should unquestionably be made jointly with Romanian scholars.

The text of the chronicle is an integral part of the historical section of the col-
lection (BAR 636). It is part of that section not only in theme but also in its location 

1 The author entitles it Serbo-Moldavian chronicle from Neamț (325–1512 г.): I. Bogdan, Cron-
ice inedite atingăntoare la istoria romînilor, Bucureştĭ 1895, pp. 81–102. The text was republished later 
on by P. P. Panaitescu (P. P. Panaitescu, Cronicile slavo-romîne, pp. 189–193).

2 А. И. ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Из славянских рукописей. Тексты и заметки, Москва 1898, pp. 81–84.
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within the manuscript. It is placed after the list of the patriarchs of Jerusalem and 
the Tale of the Seven Ecumenical Councils and before the list of ecumenical pa-
triarchs. At the same time, the Chronicle is distinct within its section by its title, 
by the division of its text into rubrics, the beginnings of which are marked with 
colored ink. At the beginning of the presentation, the text is divided according to 
the ecumenical councils; later, according to the reigns of emperors and then the 
reigns of other rulers. The change of places of the patriarch lists, which are situated 
before and after the other two historical texts, makes it somewhat difficult to draw 
firm conclusions based on the accompanying texts; but we believe we have reason 
to see a connection between the historical texts themselves. The important thing 
is that we have a unified set of historical texts that certainly serves the purposes of 
the legal collection and of its doctrinal-polemical part. 

The chronicle itself is a typical Byzantine brief chronicle of world history, i.e. 
the history of Salvation. Here we should note that both twin manuscripts display 
a tendency to update the historical presentation. This is done by adapting and con-
necting the history of Eastern Christianity to that of the Principality of Moldavia, 
and through later additions to the manuscripts (f. 220r in BAR 636 and f. 215r in 
Yatsimirsky № 51=BAR 685).

I believe we have every reason to assert that the connection between history 
and law is what determines the inclusion of the chronicle in a legal collection. This 
is not some particularity of the manuscripts under study (BAR 636 and its twin), 
but a Byzantine tradition. Historical works were regularly, almost obligatorily, in-
cluded in Byzantine legal collections. In our case, we will discuss the chronicles. 
Although other works are present as well3, the one most typically included in legal 
collections is the Brief Chronicle of Patriarch Nicephorus4. These problems have 
never been in the focus of scholarly interest on medieval law, but have not passed 
unnoticed. Yaroslav Shtapov devoted special attention to the presence of the chron-
icle of Patriarch Nicephorus in the Slavic Kormchayas5. The author’s main purpose 

3 А. Schminck, D. Getov, Repertorium der Handschriften des byzantinischen Rechts, Teil II/I, 
#339.40 (Световна хроника), #384.6 (Монемвасийска хроника); Teil II/II, #430.70 et 448.53 
(two very short world chronicles), #521.114 (one of the short Byzantine chronicles published by 
P. Schreiner – P. Schreiner, Die Byzantinischen Kleinchroniken, Bd. I, Wien 1975, #14, pp. 128 sq. Of 
course, this enumeration does not claim to be exhaustive. 

4 The brief chronograph of Patriarch Nicephorus was known in translation at the dawn of 
Slavic literature. We have every reason to believe it was translated at Preslav, as it is included in the 
Simeon Miscellany – Симеонов сборник (по Светославовия препис от 1073 г.), т. I, pp. 721–725 
(ff. 264a–266b).

5 Я. Н. ЩАПОВ, Византийские хронографические сочинения в древнеславянской Кормчей 
Ефремовской редакции, p. 231 sq. 
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was to clarify its textology and sources, not its functions within the collection. Still, 
his study presents a good panorama of the historical sections of the collections and 
shows that these works had a specific importance for the overall perception of the 
norms. In any case, he made it clear they were an integral part of the whole, and 
that their purpose was to present the temporal and historical context of the legal 
norms and to ground the significance of these norms by presenting the course of 
their establishment. 

As mentioned, the Chronicle of Patriarch Nicephorus has a stable place both 
in the Greek originals and in the Slavic translations of the legal collections. There 
may be various explanations for this fact, but we believe we should consider the 
popularity of the work in its own time, an age marked on the one hand by the tri-
umph of Orthodoxy – unquestionably important for Byzantine culture, and on 
the other, by the intense legislation and development of juridical culture in the 
Empire. Nor should we overlook the popularity of the work and of its author, or 
its quality of a brief presentation of world history since the Creation of the World, 
with a clear Christian emphasis. Obviously, this is the chronicle that is replaced in 
manuscript BAR 636 and its twin by the Moldavian Chronicle, or what the pub-
lisher calls the “Serbo-Moldavian” chronicle. 

What is the reason for this replacement, and where did this text come from? 
The answer seems obvious, but not so simple when we go into details. Of 

course, the inclusion of a text that substitutes for, or rather further expands on, 
the Chronograph of Patriarch Nicephorus should be due to the wish to update the 
context of the normative part of the collection and the controversial works. This 
is demonstrated by the “Moldavian” character (not very emphatic, but distinct) of 
the chronicle and also by the notes added separately to the two twin manuscripts 
(f. 220r in BAR 636 and f. 215r in Yatsimirsky № 51=BAR 685). It is more diffi-
cult to explain what necessitated this updating. It is always well to situate impor-
tant messages within an up-to-date context. But this would apply to all the legal 
collections containing the work of Patriarch Nicephorus that do not attempt to 
substitute it by an account more closely linked to the historical environment of 
law enforcement or of the respective manuscript’s creation. This question can be 
answered after in-depth research. Here we will point out the very difficult mo-
ment Moldavia was undergoing, involving the conversion of the ruler Iliaș Rareș 
to Islam and the severe crisis under the heirs of Petru Rareș, when the state felt 
isolated and threatened by its more powerful neighbors. We believe that is where 
we should seek an explanation of the updating of the collection’s historical part, 
but after thorough study. 

We will limit our judgement concerning the origin of the text only to a gen-
eral reference to its compiled character. We should have in mind that this is 
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a  work from the dawn of medieval Moldavian and Wallachian historiogra-
phy: that it should be entirely original in origin is unthinkable, and no one has 
claimed such a thing. The text is of the nature of a short Byzantine chronicle, as 
are many Serbian chronicles. The origin of the information it contains should be 
sought among the Byzantines and the South Slavs. Such is the prevailing opinion 
in modern and contemporary historiography. Before touching on this matter, 
we will present the contents of the chronicle. In his extensive study from near-
ly half a century ago, G. Mihăilă discusses the traditional presence of the Brief 
Chronicle of Patriarch Nicephorus in the Romanian principalities and in early 
Romanian historiography, proposing the thesis that the two chronographic texts 
from BAR 636 and from the Bisericani Miscellany (Yatsimirsky № 51=BAR 685) 
are in fact a revised edition of Patriarch Nicephorus’ work6. This is a remarkable 
observation, because until then, most scholarly interest had been focused chiefly 
on the last part of the work, which presents the history of the Balkan nations, of 
the Ottoman conquest, and most of all on the story of the Moldavian principali-
ty. We will linger on this further below. 

2. Content of the chronicle

Although it is a compiled work, and composed of two clearly separate parts, 
the Moldavian Chronicle is well structured, subdivided and carries a clear mes-
sage. The text has a  title, written in red ink, indicating that the work presents 
the Christian emperors starting from the time of the First Ecumenical Coun-
cil: this distinguishes it from the classical form of the Chronograph of Patriarch 
Nicephorus, which begins with the Creation of the World. The difference is sig-
nificant, but we should have in mind that the work of the ecumenical patriarch 
and iconodule Nicephorus has reached us with the respective additions and 
changes, which create great variety among the copies. In any case, we can safely 
assert that both chronicular works (our chronicle and the Brief Chronograph 
of Patriarch Nicephorus, if we consider them to be different) have an identical 
purpose within the framework of legal collections: they present world Christian 
history. In one case, however, the history is presented in the context of world 
history according to the biblical view of the Creation, the Fall, the forefathers, 
the patriarchs, the history of the Chosen People of Israel, the successive Bab-

6 G. Mihăilă, Istoriografia românească veche (sec. al XV-lea – începutul sec. al XVII-lea) în 
raport cu istoriografia bizantină şi slavă, [in:] idem, Contribuţii la istoria culturii şi literaturii române 
vechi, Bucureşti 1972, pp. 108–109.
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ylonian, Persian, and Hellenic kingdoms, and down to Rome, the time of the 
Incarnation, the Sacrifice and the road to Salvation. Such is the classical form 
of Patriarch Nicephorus’ work. By contrast, our chronicle begins with Emperor 
Constantine and the First Ecumenical Council, which is the Christian history of 
Rome. We should specially point out that, in chronological terms, the beginning 
of the Moldavian Chronicle coincides with the beginning of the list of prelates 
of Constantinople in our manuscript. It may be said that, at least at the start, our 
text follows the pace of the councils, which organize the divisions of the text, 
marked by red ink. It seems to us this is a  characteristic feature of the whole 
historical part of the collection: its organization is a function of the holding of 
councils and the account of these councils. We see this everywhere. Inasmuch as 
the councils were convened to resolve some theological or disciplinary problem 
of the Church, it seems to us this approach results from the general organiza-
tion of the manuscript as a legal and controversial weapon in the fight against 
heresies. 

In the framework of the presentation, organized on the basis of the coun-
cils, we also find indications of other historical events. Thus, regarding the 
period between the Fifth and Sixth Ecumenical Councils, the appearance of 
the “Saracen false prophet Mohammed” is noted (f. 221r). Of course, the tri-
umph of Orthodoxy in the 9th century is specially pointed out, and after it, the 
historical events of special importance for Eastern Christianity but concerning 
the Slavic countries. The baptism of the Bulgarians is presented in the context 
of the restoration of veneration for icons and the creation of the Slavic script 
by St. Cyril, all of which is situated under the reign of Emperor Michael  III 
(f. 222r the beginning). For its part, the baptism of the Russians is situated in 
the time of Emperor Basil I (f. 222r). Regarding the reign of Emperor Nicepho-
rus Phokas, it is noted that the edifice of the Great Lavra of Mount Athos 
by St. Athanasius the Athonite (f. 222r) began then. After John Tzimiskes 
comes another section, and it is noted that, from the time of Adam until then, 
6,484  years have passed (f. 222v). The new chronology begins with Basil  II 
Porphyrogene, the Bulgaroktonos, without any special account, and continues 
with a presentation of the list of emperors with indications of the years of their 
reigns. The next section begins after the reign of Manuel I Comnenus: the time 
from Adam to Manuel being 6,689 years (f. 223r). The conquest of Constan-
tinople by the Crusaders has been given special attention as a certainly tragic 
event, and the emphasis is on the establishment of the mention of the Pope’s 
name there, which is a sign of temporary victory of religious deviations linked 
to Rome (f. 223r the end). The winning back of Constantinople is noted, but 
the emphasis and new division is situated at Andronicus III Palaiologos, who 
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“deposed Barlaam”, and from Adam to him, there are 6,860 years (f. 223v). 
Here again we have an emphasis on the fight against heresies. The account 
of the Empire ends with Manuel II Palaiologos. These are the kings since the 
Creation of the World – by these words, a clear end is put to the first part of 
the chronicle (f. 224r the beginning). There is a  significant difference here 
from the classical version of the presentation in the Chronograph of Patriarch 
Nicephorus, which usually ends at a considerably earlier time, notwithstand-
ing the quite great variations in copies. 

There follows a presentation of the history of the Moldavian Principality, 
combined with that of the Ottoman conquest, featured in quite a negative light. 
First is the account of the arrival of Dragoș from Maramureș, who was hunt-
ing aurochs, and the beginnings of the principality (f. 224r). Immediately af-
ter comes the conquest of Gallipoli by the Ottomans and the ensuing disaster 
(f. 224r), the death of Momchil at Peritheorion, the conquest of Tarnovgrad, the 
death of King Uroš, and then of Bayezid I after the battle of Ankara, the march 
and death of Musa, and the death of Balša of Zeta (f. 224v). On the same page, 
we find information on the reign of Alexander the Good of Moldavia, which 
serves as a context of the presentation. The account up to the fall of Constan-
tinople to the Ottomans follows the stages of their conquest of the Balkans. After 
Mehmed II, the narrative begins to resemble that of the Byzantine emperors, be-
ing divided according to the names of the separate rulers: Bayezid II and Selim I 
(ff. 225r–v). The mention of the “pious Bogdan Voevoda” is linked to an apoc-
alyptic depiction of the situation in the principality, presented in the context of 
the battle against the infidels and the ensuing pestilence and disaster in Mol-
davia (f. 225v). There is a direct reference – full of eschatological horror – to the 
advent of the Antichrist. The chronicle ends with an interesting chrono logical 
note, saying that, from the reign of Mehmed Bey until that of Bayezid, 29 years 
had passed; and from the reign of the latter to that of Selim, 31 years (f. 225v). 
We cannot help noticing that in the chronology of Muslim rulers, the calcula-
tion “since the Creation of Adam” is not used, but only the years between the 
rulers themselves. This, we believe, should be seen as a mark of their exclusion 
from the context of world history of Salvation, and their isolation in a separate 
context of their own. 

As for the construction of the work, we can agree with previous scholars that 
it is easy to distinguish two separate parts in it: a history of Christianity in general 
and of the councils related to the Empire, and a history of the Ottoman conquest 
and of the 14th–16th century. The two parts differ (at least partially) in style and are 
of different origins. We thus come to the question of the sources that the Moldavi-
an compiler has used. 
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3. Sources and origin of the chronicle’s text. Its purpose 
within the collection

Scholars agree that the text has the character of a compilation. The first pub-
lisher, Ioan Bogdan, wrote that this was a revised version of South Slavic chrono-
graphs (Bulgarian and Serbian), and referred to one of them in his publication7. 

A. I. Yatsimirsky made a particularly important contribution to research on 
the chronicle’s origin. He devoted special attention to it in his collected studies on 
texts and manuscripts on which he had worked8. He traced the loans in detail and 
even published the text with a parallel presentation of the sources from which the 
data were borrowed. We do not believe the topic has been exhausted; it should be 
continued on the basis of the much greater amount of data we have at our disposal 
at present, approximately a hundred years after the publication of A. I. Yatsimirsky. 
Clarifying the mechanism of the borrowing of data should be pursued together 
with their examination within their own context, which may allow us to draw con-
clusions regarding the function of the source within the manuscript we are using. 

In his publication of the Moldavian part of the chronicle, P. P.  Panaitescu 
makes a superficial review of studies on the text, and separates and abandons the 
“Byzantine” part, not considering it an integral component of the work9. This ap-
proach is perfectly unfounded both methodologically – as regards the textological 
study of the source, and in terms of the context. It leads to incorrect conclusions, 
but basically Panaitescu draws no conclusions at all. According to Emil Turdeanu, 
the work has only a small and weak original part; an abridged version of a Serbian 
chronicle is used for some themes (regarding the medieval Empire and the South 
Slavs), and still other topics (the Ottoman conquest of the Balkans and the Mol-
davian history) are based on general information and local sources10.

It should be noted that most – in fact almost all – authors are mainly interest-
ed in the second, “Balkan-Moldavian” part of the chronicle, and not in the begin-
ning, which they consider to be of a standard kind and entirely unoriginal. For us, 
however, the beginning is important inasmuch as our main interest is focused on 
the presence of a historical text in a legal and polemical collection. George Mihăilă 
was the first to clearly formulate the thesis that the Moldavian Chronicle is a var-

7 I. Bogdan, Cronice inedite atingăntoare la istoria romînilor, pp. 81–82. For the published text, 
see I. Bogdan, Ein Beitrag zur bulgarischen und serbischen Geschichtsschreibung, “Archiv für slavi-
sche Philologie” XIII.IV, 1891, 502 sq.

8 А. И. ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Из славянских рукописей, pp. 76–84.
9 P. Panaitescu, Cronicile slavo-romîne, pp. 188–189.
10 E. Turdeanu, L’activité littéraire en Moldavie de 1504 à 1552, [in:] E. Turdeanu, Etudes de 

la littérature roumaine et d’écrits slaves et grecs des principautés roumaines, Leiden 1985, pp. 161–208.
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iant and additional development of the Brief Chronograph of Patriarch Nicepho-
rus11. Particularly useful is his review of the manuscript tradition of the work in 
the Romanian environment. The author’s conclusion is defined by his interest in 
early Moldavian historiography, and that is why he notes the particular connec-
tion between the Brief Chronograph of Patriarch Nicephorus and the Chronograph 
of George Hamartolos. In most copies, they go together. In connection with our 
study, it is worth mentioning that George Mihăilă makes no mention of the legal 
accompanying parts in some of the copies, or of the traditional presence of the 
Chronograph of Patriarch Nicephorus the Confessor in legal collections. 

In a  relevant study, Dumitru Năstase touches on miscellany collections, and 
particularly on the presence of chronicles in them12. His study is conducted entirely 
within the framework of his thesis regarding the legacy and continuity of the impe-
rial idea in the principalities (especially in Moldavia), which is argued through vari-
ous elements of historical narratives of the 15th–16th century. Here we may of course 
include the presence of rulers of the two kingdoms of the Chosen People13 – Israel 
and Judaea, but above all, of the Roman Christian emperors. Our chronicle has not 
been overlooked by Năstase. It is mentioned with particular attention to the Chris-
tian rulers, especially Constantine the Great14. Of course, this is interpreted in the 
framework of the general thesis that the Moldavian rulers continued the ecumenical 
imperial tradition. What is important for our discussion is that D. Năstase confirms 
Mihăilă’s thesis that our text is a compilation made up of an abridged version of the 
Brief Chronograph of Patriarch Nicephorus, a Serbian chronicle, and parts of early 
Moldavian chronicles. We believe a deeper textological study of the source, which 
has yet to be made, will give a more precise, if not complete, answer regarding its 
origin. Here we will only make some clarifications, following the consecutive order 
of the three main subdivisions of the text: the Roman-Byzantine, with which it be-
gins, the part borrowed from Serbian chronicles, and the “Moldavian” part. 

11 G.  Mihăilă, Istoriografia româneasca veche (sec. al XV-lea – începutul sec. al XVII-lea în 
raport cu istoriografia bizantina si slava, [in:] Idem, Contributii la istoria culturii si literaturii române 
vechi, Bucureşti 1972 (the article was first published in “Romanoslavica” 15, 1967), рp. 108–109, an 
overview of the full presence of the Brief Chronograph of Patriarch Nicephorus in the Romanian 
environment – ibidem, pp. 106–109.

12 D.  Năstase, Unité et continuité dans le contenu de recueils manuscrits dits “miscellanées”, 
“Cyrillomethodianum” 5, 1981, pp. 22–48.

13 Regarding the connection of the historical narrative to the biblical tradition, and the con-
struction of the thesis regarding the “New Israel”, see Ив. Билярски, От мифа к истории или от 
степи к Израилю, “Зборник радова Византолошког института” XLII, 2005, pp. 7–22; I. Biliars-
ky, The Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, p. 65 sq.

14 D.  Năstase, Unité et continuité dans le contenu de recueils manuscrits dits “miscellanées”, 
рp. 23–24, 27–30.
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First, we may assert that the first part of the chronicle under study is based on 
an additionally elaborated version of the Brief Chronograph of Patriarch Nicepho-
rus. In referring to this work, however, we should have in mind that, within its 
Byzantine environment, the Chronograph is likewise not unified in its contents 
and has reached us with multiple continuations. Its intense dissemination, and 
even its presence in legal collections, implies it was continued up to the age when 
the collection was compiled, or at least a  time close to that. The copy in Parisi-
nus suppl. graec. 67 contains the names of rulers from Basil I and up to the 15th 
century15. The copy in Monacensis graec. 510 contains a particular list of emper-
ors from Constantine to John V Palaiologos, thus coming close to our case16. In 
fact, the most significant deviation from the original work of Nicephorus is pre-
cisely the different starting point of the presentation and its different endpoint. We 
are inclined to think that both dates were not chosen accidentally but are relevant 
to the chronicle’s function within the collection and its emphasis on the contro-
versy with heresies and the legal treatment of heresies. A future comparative study 
of our texts with the Greek ones and with other Slavic texts could lead us to more 
concrete conclusions, but this is beyond the scope of the present study. 

Second, the text that follows after the account of Manuel II Palaiologos either 
was borrowed from specific Byzantine and South Slavic chronicles or drew data 
from the Moldavian tradition. In the 19th century, Ioan Bogdan published the Ser-
bian text that most probably served as a basis for the historical narrative we are 
discussing. We mentioned this earlier. For his part, A. I. Yatsimirsky published the 
two sources in parallel. There is no doubt about the origin of the chronicle, but as 
to its function within the collection, it is worth clarifying some points. We should 
first of all point out that the presentation does not give priority to any of the Balkan 
nations. The chronicle from which the text was probably borrowed is Serbian, but 
this does not indicate any Serbian influence on our text. The choice should probably 
be ascribed to the far more fruitful Serbian literature in the late Middle Ages and 
the wider dissemination of its tradition due to the growing influence of Serbia in 
the 13th and 14th century. In this respect, it is well to compare the texts, because not 
all the information in the Serbian chronicle has been included in the Moldavian. 
Thus, the Serbian chronicle begins with the death of Tsar Stephan Dušan17, which 
is not the case in our chronicle. The latter begins with the conquest of Gallipoli and 
the entry of the Ottomans in Europe. If we must seek an explanation for this lack 
(though we are not convinced we necessarily must), it might be due to a certain 

15 C. de Boor, Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica, pp. 226–230.
16 Ibidem, pp. 231–234. 
17 I. Bogdan, Ein Beitrag…, p. 520.
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disregard for Serbian data and an emphatic interest in data related to the Ottoman 
conquest. The next information is about the death of Momchil at Peritheorion, an 
event that is also related to the Ottomans. The death of Tsar Uroš is mentioned, 
but after that, many very important events in Balkan history are missing, mainly 
related to Serbia, such as the battle at Maritsa (Chernomen, Ormenio), the battle 
of Pločnik, and the battle of Kosovo, with the deaths of Murad I and of Prince La-
zar Hrebeljanović. All these events are certainly important and mainly connected 
with Serbia. The next information, which is present in both texts, is about the fall 
of Tărnovgrad18. Then there is the rout at Ankara and the death of Bayezid I, the 
death of Musa, several victories of Janos Hunyadi, the death of Murad, the con-
quest of Constantinople by Mehmed II, etc. All this is presented, while important 
historical events are omitted, such as the battle at Varna and the death of King 
Vladislav III Jagiello Warnenczyk, the death of Tsarine Mara Branković, the con-
quest of Serbia by the Ottomans, the death of King Matthias Corvinus, etc.19 The 
impression is that Serbian history was not a priority for the compiler, even though 
he based the compilation on a Serbian chronicle. This was essentially an attempt to 
present a general history of the Balkans without emphasizing any particular coun-
try. We are tempted to say that the “Bulgarian” information is not as neglected as 
the “Serbian” is, so that we might seek some Bulgarian legacy in Moldavia, an idea 
that has long been discussed; but this might be misleading. It seems to us the aim 
was rather to build a more concise presentation, which is why some parts of the 
chronicle were omitted, and these are the ones related to Serbian history because it 
takes up much more space in the original South Slavic text. In this respect, howev-
er, we should also have in mind the linguistic observations of Ioan Bogdan, who is 
inclined to see traits of Tărnovo spelling20.

Third, we cannot help noticing there is a certain emphasis on Moldavia. This 
is not because there is much “Moldavian” data, but because a  disproportionate 
amount of attention is devoted to a country that was not central, but from which 
the manuscript originated. With regard to the message and environment presented 
in the chronicle, the events from Moldavian history are especially important for 
our study. These are: 

1) the narrative about the establishment of the Principality by Dragoș, who 
was hunting and chasing an aurochs in the mountains (f. 224r); 

2) the mention of the reign of Alexander the Good (f. 224v); 

18 Ibidem, p. 521; А. И. ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Из славянских рукописей, p. 82.
19 I.  Bogdan, Ein Beitrag…, pp.  521–525; А. И.  ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Из славянских рукописей, 

pp. 82–83.
20 I. Bogdan, Ein Beitrag…, p. 490.
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3) the conquest of Chilia and Asprocastron by the Ottomans (f. 225r 
at the end);

4) the ending of the text, and the conclusion of the chronicle narrative, at the 
time of Bogdan III (f. 225v). 

Like most researchers, we are convinced the emphasis on Moldavia is obvious, 
in view of the special attention devoted to a not particularly important participant 
in this region’s international relations in the Late Middle Ages.

Still, the two most important elements in the Moldavian emphasis of the 
chronicle are the legendary foundation of the Principality by Dragoș and the fact 
that the text ends with events related to Moldavia. At the same time, it should be 
noted that many important events in the history of the country are not presented. 
For example, the name of Stephan the Great is not mentioned in connection with 
the conquest of Chilia and Asprocastron by the Ottomans, although it is present 
in the chronicles from which the information about the conquest was borrowed21. 
This was certainly an important loss that stressed people at that time because of 
the strategic and symbolic importance of the two cities. In this connection, we may 
ask whether the name of Stephan the Great, the most remarkable Moldavian ruler, 
was not purposely omitted rather than simply overlooked. We can only surmise it, 
but if true, the fact would suggest some ideological dimensions of the text. We will 
also mention some other Wallachian and Moldavian “lacks” of parts that are pres-
ent in the Serbian text believed to be the prototype source of the chronicle we are 
discussing: the Battle of Rovine (King Marko and Constantine Dragaš were killed 
there) and later the death of Mircea the Elder22; the battles waged by Janos Hunya-
di against the Ottomans in Wallachia23; the victory of Stephan the Great over the 
Ottomans and the subsequent loss to Sultan Mehmed II24. These omissions show 
a certain disregard (that is hard to account for) with respect to the time of Stephan 
the Great and to some essential events – heroic or not particularly heroic – in the 
relations with the Ottoman Empire, with Poland, etc. An explanation to this prob-
lem should be found. 

In any case, it may be asserted that the chronicle in our legal and polemical 
twin collections is a compiled work based on Byzantine and South Slavic proto-
types and seemingly created in Moldavia. For the time being, we will refrain from 
taking sides in the debate as to whether one of the twin manuscripts influenced the 
other or both had a common source – although the latter seems more probable. 

21 I. Bogdan, Ein Beitrag …, p. 525; А. И. ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Из славянских рукописей, p. 83.
22 I. Bogdan, Ein Beitrag…, p. 521.
23 Ibidem, p. 522.
24 Ibidem, p. 524.
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In any case, this work is of the “brief chronicle” type, and it presents the general 
history of Christianity with an emphasis on Southeastern Europe, where Moldavia 
is located. 

4. Functions and purpose of the Chronicle within the manuscript

The Chronicle is an integral part of our legal and polemical collection and has 
a specific purpose – the same as that of the Chronograph of Patriarch Nicephorus in 
the Greek legal collections and their Slavic translations. It aims to present the histori-
cal context of the fight against heresies and of the establishment and implementation 
of norms. It also attempts to inscribe the history of Moldavia in world Christian 
history. That is why the presentation – at least in the beginning – is centered on 
the ecumenical councils, which define the parts and structure of the text. This is 
quite natural, considering that the collection is anti-heretical: so were the ecumen-
ical councils inasmuch as they were convened to fight against religious deviations.  

Thus, we have a work that continued a  tradition and was built through sub-
stitution and revision in the text on which it was based. This substitution was not 
made in order to change the purpose of the work. On the contrary, it meant to affirm 
that purpose by bringing it up to date. Still, it is worth noting that here we encoun-
ter a phenomenon which, in our opinion, appears for the first time, and in a very 
significant way, in the twin manuscripts. We are referring to the attempt to change 
and update the historical environment presented in the legal collection. It would 
be interesting to know when, where and why this practice appeared in an Eastern 
Christian environment. The Chronicle is much more closely related to the situation 
in the Principality than is the Byzantine text of Patriarch Nicephorus. It continues its 
account up to the beginning of the 16th century and includes data on Moldavia. In 
this way, the historical context of the norms or of the controversial works becomes 
even clearer, and the relation to the situation of the country, even stronger. This con-
tributed to the crafting of a verbal full armor for the fight against the current heresies 
of that time, a fight that is presented here with its norms but also with its past.

5. Publication of the text

The text is known in two copies: in the collection BAR 636 and in its twin, 
the Bisericani Miscellany (Yatsimirsky № 51 = BAR Ms. slav. 685). The work has 
a title written in red ink; likewise in red ink are the beginnings and endings of the 
councils, which structure the presentation. For the later period of history, red ink 
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is used to designate the emperors or other rulers (Christian or non-Christian) as 
well as certain separate events. The text is published diplomatically based on the 
copy BAR 636 with variations based on Yatsimirsky № 51. 

In the manuscript BAR 636, f. 220r (lower half of the page) there are several 
chronicle notes written later in a different hand. These notes were published by 
I. Bogdan25 as a supplement to the chronicle, even though they precede it in the 
manuscript. There is also a note in the text of the Bisericani Miscellany, which was 
added after the main text (f. 125r) and is included in our publication below.

THE CHRISTIAN KINGS SINCE THE FIRST ECUMENICAL 
COUNCIL AND AFTER

(the published text is based on the copy in BAR Ms. slav. 636, ff. 220v–225v,
the variations refer to BAR Ms. slav. 685, ff. 209v–215r)

f. 220r26

В лтѡ́, ѕц.ѯ.а́. бѣ а͗рх¶̀є͗пкⷭ҇пъ кѵ̈ⷬ҇ ́ ї‘҄ѡ͗си҇ ́ ѿ нѣмеⷱ҇
скаⷢ҇ монастирѣ. при блгоъ́стивѣⷨ воево́дѣ а͗леѯа́нⷣраї
͗И потоⷨ въ дни а͗леѯа́нⷣрела сна и͗лїа́ша воево́ ⷣї • блⷭ҇виⷭ҇ 
прѣѡ͗сще́нныи мирⷮопѡлиⷮ, кѵ̈ⷬ҇ ́ ѳеѡⷦ҇т́истъ ста́ры • 
ѿ а͗рхїе͗пкⷭ҇па срь́бскаго, кѵ̈ⷬ҇ ́ никѡ́дима  
В лтѡ́ ѕцпе́, прѣста́виⷭ҇ прѣѡ͗сще́нныи мирⷮопѡлиⷮ 
кѵ̈ⷬ҇ ́ ѳеѡⷦ҇тисть ста́рыи :  
В лтѡ, ꙁѳ¶́, прѣста́виⷭ҇ прѣѡ͗сще́нⷩыи мирⷮопѡлиⷮ 
кѵ̈ⷬ҇ ́ геѡⷬ҇ѓїе ста́рыи •  ͗И ѿ прѣста́вленїа прѣѡ͗сще́
ннаⷢ҇ ѳеѡⷦ҇т́иста мирⷮопо́лита, до геѡⷬ҇ѓїа мирⷮо
полита. сѫⷮ лѣⷮ ́, лⷣ • : 

f. 220v – a text written in the right margin. The text appears in the same way 
in BAR Ms. slav. 685 

Скѡⷩчаⷡ сѧ вⷧе́-
кы кѡⷩста-
нті́нꙏ сы̏

25 I. Bogdan, Cronice inedite atingăntoare la istoria romînilor, p. 96, translation on рp. 101–
102. In Bogdan’s publication, the text of this note (or notes) is added to the chronicle, which in fact 
comes after it.

26 The text, which is on f. 220r, is not present in the copy of Yatsimirsky № 51 (BAR 685).
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лⷮѣ, ѯе҃ ⸱
̑ ѡ̑став́ треⷨ
сн͠овѡⷨ своⷨ ́
цртⷭво ⸱ кѡс́те ⸱
͗ кѡⷩстаⷩтꙇ́нⷹ ⸱
̑ кѡⷩстаⷩтїꙋ ⸱
же цртⷭвѡ-
вашѧ, лⷮѣ́.
   кд҃ 

f. 220v
хрⷭтїа͗нꙿстї ц͠рїел͠ в ́  а҃ ́ събѡ́ръ 

27

Вел́кы кѡнстанті́нꙏ⸱ кѡⷩ- (в лявото поле: лⷮѣ́ лв҃ ́)
стантіе́, лⷮѣ́ к͠д ́28. цртⷭвова̀ , 
і̑оу̑лїа́нь прѣстѫ́пнкꙏ29, лⷮѣ́ 
в҃ ̏. ̑ѻ̑вїа́нь, ѳ҃ ́ мⷭцъ́. оу̑а̑ленꙿ-
тїа́нь велќы, лⷮѣ аꙇ҃ ́⸱ оу̑а́- 
лъ,г г͠і  ́⸱ гратїа́нь,г ѕ҃ ⸱ оу̑а̑лентї-
а́нь, є͠і  ́⸱ ѳеѡⷣс́їе велќы, ѕі҃ ́ 
лⷮѣ́. пр неⷨ ́ же бⷭы́, в҃ ́ събѡ́ръ⸱ рн҃ ́. 
ст͠хъ ѿц͠ъ30 ⸱ а̑рка́дїе сн͠ъ є̑гѻ̀.д͠ꙇ ́.

к͠в ́ лⷮѣ́ ⸱ ѳеѡⷣс́їе ма́лы.лг҃ ́ мв҃ ́
лⷮѣ́. сн͠ъ а̑рка́дїевь ⸱ пр не́мь
бⷭы́ ⸱ г҃ ́, събѡ́ръ⸱ ҃ ́. ст͠хъ ѿц͠ъ31⸱
марка́нъ32, ͠ѕ ́ аꙇ҃ ́ лⷮѣ́. ̑ мⷭц́ъ, є҃ ́.
Пр не́мже бⷭы́. д҃ ́, събѡ́рꙏ ⸱ х͠л ́.
ст͠хъ ѿц͠ъ33 ⸱ лъ́вь вел́кы,ꙁꙇ ̋ шаке́лїе⸱

͠ꙇ, л́ѣт́ь. лъ́вь ма́лы внⷦꙋ́
є̑гѻ̀, л҃ ́ лⷮѣ́⸱ ꙁн́ѡнь ѿц͠ъ
є̑гѻ̀. ͠ві ́ лⷮѣ́, ꙁ҃і ́⸱ а̑наста́сїе ді́кѡⷬ .
к͠ꙁ ́⸱ і̑оу̑стїн́ь ѳраѯ́ь. ѳ҃ ́, лⷮѣ́.

27 BAR Ms. slav. 685, added above: тиі стыⷯ ѿцⸯ . 
28 BAR Ms. slav. 685: съ братїаⷨ. 
29 BAR Ms. slav. 685: прѣстѫпникъ is absent.
30 BAR Ms. slav. 685: ст͠хъ ѿц͠ъ lacking.
31 BAR Ms. slav. 685: ст͠хъ ѿц͠ъ lacking.
32 Mistaken and added by the same hand. BAR Ms. slav. 685: Маркїанъ.
33 BAR Ms. slav. 685: ст͠хъ ѿц͠ъ lacking.
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f. 221r 
і̑оу͗стїнїа́нь ве͗л́кы. лⷮѣ́. л͠ѳ ́.
Пр не́мже бⷭы́. є҃ ́, събѡ́рꙏ ⸱34 рѯ҃е ́.
ст͠хъ ѿц͠ъ ⸱ і̑оу̑ст́нь ма́лы
дроу́гы.ѳ .лⷮѣ́, г҃і ́⸱ тїверіе́,ѳ͠. лⷮѣ́ е҃ ́.
мавр́кїе. к҃ ́, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ фѡ́ка каппа́-
дѡкꙏ. лⷮѣ́, ҃ ́⸱ ̑раќлїе. лⷮѣ́, л҃ ́.
кѡⷩстанті́нь . а҃ ́, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ ̑ра́клѡна
съ мате́рїѫ с коу́пно марті́ноѫ,
мⷭцъ, д҃ ́⸱ кѡ́нста . к͠ꙁ ́. Пр сеⷨ ́
ꙗ̑в сѧ̀ срац́нскы лъ́жепро-
рѻкъ мѡа́мехть ⸱ кѡнстантⷩі ́35,
сн͠ъ кѡнсті́нь. ꙁ҃і ́, лⷮѣ́. Пр сеⷨ ́
бⷭы́.  ѕ҃ ́ събѡ́ръ⸱36 рѻ҃ ́. ст͠хъ ѿц͠ъ⸱
і̑оу̑стїнїа́нь сн͠ъ є̑гѻ̀. лⷮѣ́. ꙇ҃ ́.
леѡ́нтїе. ͠г ́ лⷮѣ́, ꙁ҃ ́. а̑ѱꙇ́марь, ꙁ҃ ́;
пакы̀ і̑оу͗ст́нїань крънонѻсы́ (in the right margin: втѡ́рцеѫ)37. 
съ тве́рїемь. ѕ҃ ́. лⷮѣ́ ⸱ ф́лл-
пкь варда́нїе. в҃ ̏, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ а̑рте́-
мїе же, ̑ анаста́сїе. ͠а ́ лⷮѣ, в҃ ̏ ⸱ ѳе-
ѡⷣс́їе а̑драмтⷩ.  в҃ ̏ лⷮѣ́ ⸱ лъ́вь 

f. 221v 
кѻ́нѻнь кѡнѻбѡ͗ре́ць, к͠д ́ лⷮѣ.
Пр се́мь р́млѣне ѿстѫ́пшѧ
ѿ гръ́кь. ̑ оу̑дръжа́шѧ рꙇ́мь
ѻ̑ се́бѣ да́же досе́лѣ ⸱ кѡнстаⷩ-
ті́нь гнѡ́ менты38. л͠д ́, лⷮѣ́ .
лъвь хаꙁарь сн͠ꙏ є̑гѻ̀. е҃ ́, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ кѡⷩ-
станті́нь съ правосла́вноѫ мт͠ре́-
ѫ с і̑р́ноѫ.е͠і ́ лⷮѣ́, к͠ ́. Пр сⷯ ́ бⷭы́ 
ꙁ҃ ́, събѡ́ръ ⸱ тѯ҃ꙁ́. ст͠хь ѿцъ ⸱39 на -

34 BAR Ms. slav. 685: рѯ҃е ́. ст͠хъ ѿц͠ъ written in the outside margin.
35 BAR Ms. slav. 685: кѡнстант¶́нъ.
36 BAR Ms. slav. 685: рѻ҃ ́. ст͠хъ ѿц͠ъ⸱ written in the outside margin. 
37 BAR Ms. slav. 685: also written in the outside margin.
38 BAR Ms. slav. 685: кѡпрѡ́нимъ instead гнѡ́ менты. In BAR Ms. slav. 636 likewise, there 

is written in the margin кѡпрѡниⷨ лг, лѣ.
39 BAR Ms. slav. 685: ⸱ тѯ҃ꙁ́. ст͠хь ѿцъ ⸱ written in the outside margin.
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кѡнѻбѡ́рцѣ40 ⸱ нкі́фѡрь . ҃ ́. лⷮѣ́.
̑ мⷭцъ́, ѳ҃ ́⸱ тавра́кїе. лⷮѣ́, а҃ ́.
̑ мⷭцъ, в҃ ̏ ⸱ мха́лъ рагаве
бл͠гѻчьст́вы. ͠а ́ лⷮѣ́,  в҃ ̏ ⸱ лъ́вь
а̑рмѣ́ннь. ꙁ҃ ́, лⷮѣ́. ͗ мⷭцъ, е҃ ́. ⸱ м-
ха́лъ травл, а̑морре́. ҃ ́, лⷮѣ́.
͗ мⷭцъ, ѳ҃ ́⸱ ѳеѡ́флъ сн͠ъ є̑гѻ̀.
в͠ꙇ ́, лѣт́ь ⸱ По́тсь мха́лъ сн͠ꙏ
ѳеѡ́фловь съ м͠тр́їѫ с ѳеѻⷣ-
рѻѫ. к͠е ́, лⷮѣ́. ͗ съ вас́лїемь ма-
ке́дѡнѻмь. а҃ ́, лⷮѣ́. ͗ мⷭцъ, д҃ ́.  

f. 222r 
Пр сⷯ ́ ѡ͗бнѻ́в сѧ правосла́вїе
̑ і̑кѡ́ны ст͠ыѧ въста́вшѧⷭ въ
цр͠кв пакы̀. ̑ блъга́ре хртⷭїа́-
ны сътвѡ́ршѧⷭ. ̑ слѡвеса̏
слѡвеⷩс́каа съста́вшѧⷭ ст͠ыⷨ
кѵ̈р́лѡⷨ ⸱ в л͠тѡ́, ѕ͠ т́ѯ41 ⸱ Вас́-
лїе маке́дѡⷩ.  ѳ҃і ́, лѣ́ть. Пр сеⷨ ́  
роус́ крⷭтшѧⷭ ̑ бы́шѧ хртⷭїа́не-
не ⸱ лъ́вь прѣмѫⷣр́ы. ке҃ ́, лⷮѣ́.
̑ мⷭц́ъ, ҃ ́⸱ а̑леѯа́ндръ брⷮа́ є̑гѻ̀.
а҃ ́, лѣ́ть. ͗ мⷭц́ъ42⸱ кѡнстанꙿ-
ті́нь сн͠ъ лъ́вѡвь. нⷣ ́, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ рѡ́маⷩ 
сн͠ъ є̑гѻ̀. г҃ ́. лⷮѣⷶ ́⸱ рѡ́маⷩ. к҃ ́, лⷮѣ́.
Порфір́ѡгенⷮ кѡнстанті́нь. є҃ꙇ́,
лⷮѣ́ ⸱ нѻ́в рѡ́манꙏ. а҃ ́, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ н-
кі́фѡрь фѡка̀. ѕ҃ ́, лⷮѣ́. ̑ мⷭцъ́, ѕ҃ ́.
Пр се́мь лав́ра начѧⷮ ꙁда́т сѧ (in the right margin: ꙁр̏).
въ ст͠ѣ гѡрѣ̀, т͠ымь а̑ѳана́-
сїемь а̑ѳѡ́нскымь; въ вѻевⷣѡ́-
скѻмь са́ноу єще сѫ́щ ємоу 

40 BAR Ms. slav. 685: на кѡнѻбѡ́рцѣ lacking.
41 BAR Ms. slav. 685: the number ѕ͠ т́ѯ is written in the outside margin.
42 Sic! In BAR Ms. slav. 636 the number of the month is lacking. BAR Ms. slav. 685: ̑ а҃ ́ мⷭц́ъ.
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f. 222v 
В л͠тѡ́, ѕ͠ ѵѯ́ѳ ⸱ і̑ѡ̑а́ннъ цм́- (in the left margin: ѱ͠ м͠а)43. 
схї. ѕ҃ ́, лѣ́ть. ̑ мⷭц́ъ, ѕ҃ ́. 
Бы́ваѧⷮ оубѻ ѿ а̑да́ма до цм́-
схїа. лⷮѣ́, ѕ͠ ѵ́пд ⸱ вас́лїе пѻ- 
рфїрѡ́гень, блъгарѻоу̑бі́цъ,
н҃ ́, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ кѡнстанті́нь брⷮа́ є̑го̀.
в҃ ̏, лⷮѣ́. ̑ мⷭцъ́, а҃і ́ ⸱ рѡ́мань дрꙋ́гы̏ ,
а̑ргїрѡ́поуль. є҃ ́, лⷮѣ́. ̑ мⷭц́ъ, є҃ ́.
Мха́лъ пафлагѡнь. ꙁ҃ ́, лⷮѣ́ 
Калафаті́нь. мⷭцъ, д҃ ́. ͗, є҃ дн͠  
Кѡнстанті́нь мѡ́нѻмаⷯ. в͠ꙇ ́, лⷮѣ́ 
Ѳеѡⷣра́ багрѻ̀рѡⷣн́аа. а҃ ́, лⷮѣ́. ̑ мⷭцъ́
ѳ҃ ́⸱ мха́лъ ста́рець. а҃ ́, лⷮѣ.
і̑са́кїе, ҃ ́. ⸱ кѡстанті́нь доука (in the left margin: кѡ́мнⷩ. | в҃ лⷮѣ́. мⷭць́, г҃ ́.44).
ꙁ҃ ́, лⷮѣ́. ̑ мⷭц́ъ, ѕ҃ ́⸱ є̑ѵдѻ́кїѫ
жен҄а є̑гѻ̀, съ сн͠ѡв сво́м. мⷭцъ́,
ꙁ҃ ́. ̑ мал́ѻ д͠нї⸱ рѡ́мань дїѡ́ге-
ннь. лⷮѣ́, д҃ ́ ⸱ мха́лъ сн͠ъ кѡⷩ-
станті́ноу доук̀. ѕ҃ ́, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ н-
ќфѡⷬ вѻнїаⷮ, г҃ ́, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ а̑ле́ѯїе кѡ́-

f. 223r 
мннь. л͠ѕ ́, ꙁ҃ лⷮѣ́ ⸱ і͗ѡ̑а́ннь багро̀- (in the upper margin: вас́л і̑ѡ҃ ́, кⷣ.45)
рѡⷣн́ы. ѕ҃і́, лⷮѣ́⸱ маноу́ль сн͠ꙏ
є̑гѻ̀ багро̀рѡⷣны́. л҃́, лⷮѣ́⸱ бы́-
ваѧⷮ оубѻ ѿ а̑да́ма до се́го црⷭтва.
ѕ͠ хп́ѳ, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ а̑ле́ѯїе сн͠ь маноу́-
левь багрѻ̀рѡⷣн́ы. г҃ ́, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ а̑нрⷣѡ́-
нкь кѡ́мннь. в҃ ̏, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ і̑са́кїе
аггель.ꙁ҃ ́ ѳ҃ ́, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ а̑леѯꙇе́ аггель брⷮа́
є͗гѻ̀.ꙁ҃ ́ кѕ҃ ́, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ а̑леѯꙇ́е ̑ѻ̑нѻⷭ мⷭцъ́, (in the right margin: ѕ҃ ́)46. 
моурцоу́флъ. мⷭц́ъ, д҃ ́. ѿ не́го
же лат́нѡⷨ покѻ́р сѧ цр͠ грⷣа́.

43 This, written in the margin, is lacking in BAR Ms. slav. 685.
44 This is on the line in BAR Ms. slav. 685.
45 The same in BAR Ms. slav. 685 – written in the margin.
46 In BAR Ms. slav. 685 this is on the line, not in the margin.
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̑ неоу͗стрѻе́нїю бы́шⷡоу въ гра́дѣ,
въста́шѧ ѿ въсѫ́доу на гра́дъ.
̑ прїѧ́шѧ фрѫꙁ граⷣ ⸱ в л͠тѡ́,
ѕ͠ ѱꙇ́ ⸱ ̑ побѣ́же а̑ле́ѯїе моурцⷹ ́- 
фло ⸱ а͗ фрѫ́ѕ грⷣа́ дръжа́шѧ
лѣта̏ нема́ла ⸱ ̑ въꙁдъ́хнѫшѧ
гръ́ц в́дѣвше въꙁмѫ́щенїе
въ гра́дѣ ⸱ ̑ пом́наахѫ папѫ̀
рїмскаго ⸱ въ пръ́выⷯ помѣн̀ г͠ ⸱

f. 223v
Ѳеѡⷣр́ь вел́кы лас́каⷬ.ѳ҃ ́ лⷮѣ́, ͠ꙇ ́.
Ватаць і̑ѡ̑а́ннь ꙁⷮѧ́ є͗гѻ̀.л͠г  л͠в ́, лⷮѣ́.
Ѳеѡⷣр́ь ма́лы лас́каⷬ, сн͠ъ є͗гѻ̀.г҃ ́ л҃ ́,
лⷮѣ́ ⸱ ї̋ же въкоу́пѣ съ фрѫ́г.
Мха́лъ палеѡлѻ́гь. же лат́-
н ̑ꙁгна ѿ цр͠ гра́да. к͠д ́, лⷮѣ́.
В л͠тѡ́, ѕ͠ѱн́ѕ47. ̑ даа́т да́нь
гръкѡмь ѡ̑бѣ́щашѧⷭ ⸱ а̑ндрѡ́-
нкь сн͠ъ мха́ла палеѡлѻ́га,
по съмр͠т ѡ̑ц͠а свое͗гѻ̀, цртⷭвѻ-
ва̀ пр патрїа́рсѣ і͗ѡ̑сфѣ. к҃ ́,
лⷮѣ́ ⸱ мха́лъ а̑ꙁмⷮ́. ̑ сн͠ъ
є̑гѻ̀ палеѡлѻ́гь. ҃ꙇ ́, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ а̑нрⷣѡ́-
нкь сн͠ъ є̑гѻ̀ палеѡлѻ́гь. л҃ ́, лⷮѣ́.
же ва́рлама нꙁлѻ́ж ̑48 слѡве́-
с ͗ дѣлы ⸱ Въкоу́пѣ ѿ а͗да́ма
до ꙁде̏. ѕ͠ѡ́ѯ, лⷮѣ́ ⸱ катакоу́ꙁⷩ
ꙇ̑ѡ҃. маѳе́ въ ма́лѣ. палеѡлѻⷢ ́
ꙇ͗ѡⷩ съ мате́рїѫ ͗ с͠нѡⷨ а͗нрⷣѡ́нкѡⷨ 
Катакоу́ꙁнь ͗ пѻⷢкл́тень (in the lower margin: к͠е ́).

f. 224r 
въкоу́пѣ ̑ калѡ̀і̑ѡ̑а́ннь, сн͠ъ
а͗ндрѡ́нка палеѡ͗лѻга. л҃ ́, лⷮѣ́.
Маноу́ль по се́мь сн͠ъ калѡ̀і̑ѡ̑а́-

47 In BAR Ms. slav. 685: В л͠тѡ́, ѕ͠ѱн́ѕ is written in the outside margin, not on the line.
48 BAR Ms. slav. 685: ̑ lacking.
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нна па́леѡлѻ́га. л͠е ́, лⷮѣ́ 
Ѿ съꙁда́нїа же м́ра до лѣта̏ сⷯ ц͠рїе.
В л͠тѡ́, ѕ͠ѡѯ́ꙁ ⸱ ѿто́лѣ про̑ꙁвѻ- (in the right margin: ꙁр)̏
ленїемь б͠жіе́мь. начⷭѧ́ мѡ́л-
давскаа ꙁе́мл ⸱ прї́де драѓѡ-
ше вѻевѻ́да. ѿ оу̑гръско ꙁе-
мл ѿ марамоу́ръша ꙁа тоу́роⷨ
на лѡ́вь ⸱ ѿ тѻгѻ́жⷣе лѣт҄а. 
Въ л͠тѡ́, ѕ͠ѡѯ́ꙁ ⸱ тоу́рц прѣ́дѡ- (in the right margin: ꙁр̏)
шѧ калпѡ́л49. ̑ прѣ́мшѧ
брⷣѡ́. ͗ прїѧшѧ м́нѡ́гыѧ стра́-
ны къ ꙁап́адѡⷨ ⸱ ̑ ѿ тѻ́лѣ съ-
мѫще́нїе сътвѻ́р сѧ, ͗ неоу͗-
стрѻе́нїе веліе́ ͗ пагоуба по́ мѣ-
стѡⷯ хртⷭїанскыⷯ ⸱ бы́шѧ же
͗ трѫс́ вел́ц по ꙁем́лѣхь.
та́ же двѡ̋мь ммѻшⷣе́шїⷨ (in the lower margin: кѕ҃ ́)

f. 224v 
лѣ́тѡⷨ, ѿнел́же тоу́рц кал-
пѡ́ле прѣ́дѡшѧ50⸱ в л͠тѡ́,
ѕ͠ѡѯ́ѳ. Погыб́е мѡм́члѻ пе-
рїтѡрскы ⸱ ѡсмь десѧтомⷹ
же теќѫщоу съ връхоу̀ ѡсмⷯ
стѡтнь къ ше́стымь ты́-
сѧщамь лⷮѣ́. оу͗мрⷮѣ́ цр͠ъ ꙋ̑рⷲⷲѡ́ 
В л͠тѡ́, ѕ͠ца́. прїѧшѧ тоу́рц
трънѡ́вь ⸱ Въ л͠тѡ́, ѕ͠ца́ꙇ. по-
гы́бе баꙗ͗ꙁ́ть а͗мра ѿ де́м-
ра пѻⷣ а͗нгоу́рѻмь. і͗юⷩ, ќд҃. дн͠ь.
В л͠тѡ́, ѕ͠ц́ка. моусїа хѻ́д на
нѻвѻ́ бръд́о. а  послⷣѣ ̑споу́стⷡ
є̑дно̀ лѣ́тѻ, раⷥсы́па блъ́гары.
͗ ѿ тѻ́гѻжⷣе лѣт҄а ꙁакла́нь быⷭ
на строу ⸱ ͗ а͗леѯа́нрⷣъ вѻевѻ́да

49 Instead of ѿ тѻгѻ́жⷣе лѣт҄а. Въ л͠тѡ́, ѕ͠ѡѯ́ꙁ ⸱ тоу́рц прѣ́дѡшѧ калпѡ́л. In BAR Ms. slav. 
685: Въ то́жде лѣ́то, тѹ́рци прѣи́дѡшѧ калѝпѡ́лѥ.

50 BAR  Ms. slav. 685: ѿнел́же тоу́рц калпѡ́ле прѣ́дѡшѧ lacking.
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мѡ́лдавскаго, ста на гⷭвⷣо. ͗ гⷭвⷣо-
ва̀, лⷮѣ́ л͠в ́. ͗ мⷭцъ, ҃ ́. В л͠тѡ́, ѕ҃ц́
к͠ѳ ́. оу͗мрⷮѣ́ бал́ша ꙁе́тскы.
͗ цр͠ъ соул́тань реќѻмы
крⷲчїа.

f. 225r 
В л͠тѡ́, ѕ͠цл́. тоу́рц прїѧ́шⷽ со́лꙋⷩ ⸱
В л͠тѡ́, ѕ͠цн́. оу͗б ꙗнкоуль ме́ꙁⷮ
бега на власⷯѣ  В л͠тѡ́, ѕ͠цн́а.
хѻд ба́ша51 поⷣ б͠ль́ граⷣ. ͗ съѕ́-
да жръ́новнь ⸱ ̑ въ тѻ̑ лѣ́тѻ
раꙁб ꙗнкоуль ба́шоу на влаⷲко́
ꙁемл, на ꙗ́лѡвнцѣ. В л͠тѡ́,
ѕ͠цн́ѳ. оу͗мрⷮѣ́ моурать, ф͠ д҃ ́ ⸱
В л͠тѡ́, ѕ͠цѯ́. цр͠ь меⷯмеⷣ б́егь цртⷭвѻ
прїе́мь, ъгра́д нѻ́вы граⷣ
вы́ше цр͠ гра́да. В л͠тѡ́, ѕц҃ѯа́.
прїѧ́ть цр͠ъ меⷯмеⷣ бе́гь цр͠ грⷣа́.
мⷭца́ маꙶ, к͠ѳ ́. въ дн͠ь, втѻⷦ 
В л͠тѡ́, ѕ͠цп́ѳ. оу͗мрⷮѣ́ цр͠ъ меⷯ-
меⷣ б́егь. прѣкѻ мѻ́рѣ прѣшⷣе́ съ
вѻ́скѡⷨ, мꙶа́, г҃ ̏. оу͗ чⷦе́, в҃і ́ чⷭа́ д͠нѐ ⸱
 А баꙗ́ꙁтъ сн͠ъ є͗гѻ̀ прїм цртⷭвѻ,
мⷭца́ тѻ́гожⷣе, ѳ҃і ́. в сⷠѫ́ ⸱ ̑ че́ма
бра́та с прогна̀ ⸱ ъ̋ цр͠ъ прїм
келїѫ ͗ бⷧѣ́ граⷣ, г҃ ́ го лѣта̏ цртⷭва̑ є͗го̀.

f. 225v
В л͠тѡ́, ꙁ͠к ́. мⷭца́, аⷫ  ꙇ҃ ́52 ⸱ ѻ̑ста́влъ
баꙗ́ꙁть црⷭтвѻ своѐ бг͠ѻмръ́ꙁ-
комоу свое́моу сы́ноу сел́мꙋ͗.
͗ въ тѻ̑ лѣ́тѻ ⸱ пр бл͠гѻчь́стваⷢ
і͗ѡ҃ бѻгда́на вѻев́ѻдѣ . быⷭ мⷬѻ́
͗ съмрътѻнѻ́сїе веліе. ͗ ѡ͗въ сѐ
нестрѻе́нїе въ ꙁе́мл мѡлда́вꙿ-

51 BAR Ms. slav. 685: сѣ ⷯ.
52 BAR Ms. slav. 685: г ⸯ.
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ское. ѡ̑вѻ̏ ѿ б͠жїа́ попоуще́нїа
съмрⷮъ5́3 ⸱ ѡ͗вѻ̋ же глⷣа́ ⸱ нѻ же чѧ́-
стаа съб́ранїа въ вѡ́скаⷯ. ꙗ͗ко
мнѡ́гыⷨ гл͠ат с́цевыѧ ꙁл̏
ве́ще54, рад̀ наста́т ꙁлѻ̀чьстваго
ца́рѣ. ꙗ̑кожѐ пшеⷮ сѧ ѻ͗ а͗нтх͠рсⷮѣ 
Ѿ цртⷭⷭва̀ меⷯмеⷣ б́ега. до цртⷭв҄а ба́-
ꙁта, ⷮѫ́ к͠ѳ ́ лѣⷮ ⸱ ͗ ѿ цртⷭва̀ ба-
ꙗ́ꙁта. до цртⷭв҄а сел́ма, сⷮѫ́ 
л͠а ́ лⷮѣ́  

In BAR Ms. slav. 685 on page f. 215r (the page where the Moldavian Chronicle 
ends) we find the following note, written in a different hand and later (the note is 
not present in BAR Ms. slav. 636):

Сїѧ царⷭ҇твїа а͗гареⷩ҇скаа • ꙗ͗же преⷣнааⷭ҇лтв/вахꙋ ѿ нелиже раꙁдрꙋшише и͗ раꙁорише 
/ въстоⸯное црⷭ҇тво гре́цкое и͗ поѡблаⷣше / въсею палеⷭ҇тинею, и͗ і͗ероса́лимоⷨ • потоⷨ 
же / по попꙋщенїꙗ  бжїꙗ въꙁеше и͗ сами велика / Коⷭ҇танⸯтинополь • полꙋнощны 
же и͗ полꙋде/нїе • и͗ ꙁапаⷣнїе страни многые • рекꙋ же / Мацедонїꙗ Се́рвїꙗ Боснїꙗ 
хꙋнⸯгарїꙗ.  

53 BAR Ms. slav. 685: бжїи́мь попѹще́нїемь ѡ͗во̏ съмпь́тїѫ.
54 BAR Ms. slav. 685: глати, еже бы́ти си́цевыѧ ꙁли̏ ве́ще. 
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Chapter I 

General Remarks on the Apocrypha Contained 
in the Collection

T he manuscript BAR 636 contains, among other works, two apocryphal 
texts, following one immediately after the other, and placed after the other sec-
tions of the miscellany. They will be considered separately here, but before that, we 
should raise the basic question of our study: What is the reason for their inclusion 
in the collection? What purpose and function do they serve in it? These questions 
are certainly closely connected with the basic task of the present book: to present 
the contents of the controversial, and mainly legal, miscellany as a particular kind 
of armament in the fight against heresies. Before approaching the question, how-
ever, we should note that the two deuterocanonical texts are not present in the 
twin copy of our manuscript, now preserved in Saint Petersburg, in the collection 
of A. I. Yatsimirsky, and classified under № 51. This fact is certainly significant and 
deserves special attention. In examining the contents of the manuscript in its pho-
tocopy version in the Library of the Romanian Academy (BAR 685), the only one 
accessible to us, we see that at the end, a part of the manuscript is missing, so we 
cannot be certain as to its full contents. The two apocryphal texts should have been 
there, at the end. We can only surmise whether they were included in the original 
contents of the collection, and surmise is not a good basis for conclusions. We can 
only work with what we have at hand, and should refrain from inference based on 
the situation in BAR 685.

As mentioned, the contents of manuscript BAR 636 is very specific and in 
a certain sense, unique. The purpose of the miscellany – to serve as a verbal weap-
on against religious deviation – is fulfilled by works that greatly vary in character. 
Thus, the presence of apocryphal texts adds a specificity that needs to be explained, 
because their dissemination together with the surrounding set of texts is untypical. 
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Still, it should be noted that the joint presence of the legal and deuterocanonical 
texts in the same collection is not exceptional. We have enough examples in this 
respect, such as the Berlin Miscellany form the late 13th–14th century, as well as 
miscellanies from the Vienna Library containing copies of some relevant apocry-
pha, which we will discuss later on. It should be noted that this does not diminish 
the unique quality of our collection, inasmuch as the legal texts in it are various. 
The rules we find in the above-mentioned collections are mainly of a derivative 
and mundane kind, and were typically disseminated in monastic circles. They pre-
scribe (and mostly prohibit) actions related to productive activity, prohibit various 
foods, real or imaginary deeds or wishes of a  sexual nature, and other such. In 
this context, the presence of texts belonging to the category of so-called “popular 
readings” is understandable. Of course, we should not disregard this presence, in-
asmuch as it too justifies certain rules of conduct. Still, we should take into account 
that the norms in our manuscript are related to the fight against heresies and – al-
though there are included prohibitions from the sphere of everyday life related to 
religious deviation – these are closer to doctrine and theological interpretations.  

As we will see later on in our discussion, the two deuterocanonical texts in 
the miscellany are closely connected with religion. One of them touches on the 
problem of Salvation in connection with judgement, the assessment of a person’s 
righteous deeds and sins during his lifetime, and also post mortem. The other text 
shows the path to Salvation by distinguishing the tasks and actions pertaining to 
Caesar’s kingdom from those related to the Kingdom of God. In both cases, the 
reference is to an assessment, a choice, and ultimately, to the Salvation of souls. We 
would like to propose the following as a working hypothesis for the discussion in 
the present section: the apocrypha become part of the literary armor in the fight 
against religious deviations precisely by indicating the road to Salvation and the 
means that may convince people to take that road and not the road to perdition.  
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Chapter II

The Testament of Abraham and its Presence  
in the BAR Ms. Slav. 636

1. The apocryphal tale, research, its nature, origin, and versions

T he Testament of Abraham is an Old Testament apocryphal tale about 
the last days and the death of the patriarch Abraham. This is a text based on bibli-
cal themes that is not included in the canonical books of Holy Scripture either as 
a separate book or as part of one of the other books. This does not necessarily mean 
it is a heretical work, or that it is in theological contradiction with the Bible and its 
messages. Nevertheless, such texts are always looked upon with suspicion and are 
often placed on the indexes of prohibited books. What is the explanation for its 
presence in our collection? A preliminary working hypothesis could be that it pre-
sents the idea of judgement – Divine and human – on the living and the dead; this 
idea may serve as an ideological basis for understanding and justifying the whole 
contents of the collection.  

1.1. Publications and studies on the Testament of Abraham

The Testament of Abraham already attracted the attention of researchers of 
apocryphal literature in the 19th century. The first scholarly publication of the 
original Greek text appeared in 1892, and was the work of M. R.  James1; al-
though rather dated, his study continues to be used by scholars. The edition by 

1 M. R. James, The Testament of Abraham: The Greek Text Now First Edited with an Introduction 
and Notes (= Texts & Studies. Contributions to the Biblical and Patristic Literature, ed. J. A. Robin-
son, B.D., vol. II.2), Cambridge 1892, IX+166 p.
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M. E. Stone2 offers what is practically a new translation, but reprints the Greek text 
established by M. R. James. A second edition was published by Francis Schmidt in 
19863. This author introduced new copies of the original, including one from the 
Ambrosiana Library of Milan; this copy, on which the manuscript tradition of the 
brief version of the tale is based, is very important for our study. As for commen-
taries on the text, in addition to the mentioned works, some of the most important 
ones are the translation with commentary by M. Delcor4, that of E. P. Sanders in 
the two-volumes on Old Testament Pseudoepigrapha edited by J. H. Charlesworth5, 
the special collection edited by G. Nickelsburg and devoted precisely to the Testa-
ment of Abraham6, as well as the latest book by Dale Allison, from 20037.

1.2. The Testament of Abraham – versions and translations  
in Eastern Christianity

1.2.1. The work has arrived to us in two versions, a  long and a  short one. 
M. R. James established this fact and his division has been followed unswervingly 
by the scholars after him. The long version is represented by 28 manuscripts writ-
ten between the 11th and the 18th century, three of which have not been sufficiently 
investigated (one, from Berlin, was lost during World War II; one is from Cluj and 
one is from Chios)8. The two manuscripts from the collection of the Sinai monas-
tery contain copies whose version scholars cannot determine. The short version of 
the Testament is more interesting for us; it exists in nine copies in various manu-
scripts from the period 11th–16th century9. F.  Schmidt divides the copies of the 

2 M. E. Stone (transl.), The Testament of Abraham: The Greek Recensions, “Texts and Transla-
tions” 2, Pseudoepigrapha Series 2, Society of Biblical Literature, Missoula, Montana, 1972, VIII+89 p.

3 F. Schmidt, Le Testament grec d’Abraham. Introduction, édition critique des deux récensions  
grecques, traduction, Tübingen 1986, X+199 p.

4 M. Delcor, Le Testament d’Abraham: Introduction, traduction du texte grec et commentaire de 
la récension grecque longue, suivi de la traduction des Testaments d’Abraham, d’Isaac et de Jacob d’après 
les versions orientales, [in:] Studia in Veteris Testamenti Pseudoepigrapha, Leiden 1973.

5 E. P.  Sanders, [in:] J. H.  Charlesworth (ed.), The Old Testament pseudoepigrapha, 
vol. I. Apocalyptic Literature and Testaments, Peabody, MA, 1983, pp. 871–902.

6 G. W. E. Nickelsburg Jr (ed.), Studies on the Testament of Abraham (=Society of Biblical 
Literature, Septuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. H. M. Orlinsky, no. 6), Missoula, Montana, 1976, 
X+340 p.

7 D. C. Allison Jr, Testament of Abraham, Berlin–New York 2003, XVI+527 p. 
8 F. Schmidt, Le Testament grec d’Abraham, pp. 2–3, 17–26; D. C. Allison, Testament of Abra-

ham, pp. 4–6. 
9 F. Schmidt, Le Testament grec d’Abraham, pp. 1–2, 6–10; D. C. Allison, Testament of Abra-

ham, pp. 6–7.
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short version of the Greek text into two groups: an older one, mainly represented 
by copy E in the Bibliotheca Ambrosiana (Ambr. gr. 405 /G. 63 sup./, 11th century, 
not used by M. R. James) and the newer and more Christianized group of three 
copies, whose chief representative is copy B (in the National Library of France 
in Paris /Suppl. gr. 162/, 14th century)10. Especially interesting for us is the group 
around copy Е, which is similar to the oldest Slavic version of the work.

1.2.2. The relationship between the long and short version of the Greek text of 
the Testament is quite complicated as to contents and language, which is why there 
is no unanimity between scholars about their dating and classification. Probably 
closest to the truth is D. Allison’s opinion that one version did not originate from 
the other, but the two developed separately from a common source11. Important-
ly, the two versions contain an identical or similar ideological-theological message. 

1.3.  The origin of the text

We believe it important to trace the views as to the localization of the origin 
of the text and its dating, as well as to the language in which the original was 
written. In this respect, we will lean on the achievements of previous scholars. 
The Testament is a deuterocanonical text that not only deals with Old Testament 
characters and stories but was also created in a Judaic environment. Although it 
has reached us after a Christian reworking and after being copied by Christians, 
the text retains its Judaic nature. The first editor of the text, and its pioneering in-
vestigator, M. R. James, already presented eight arguments in support of its origin 
in the Jewish diaspora of Egypt12. Although some of James’s arguments have been 
put in doubt or are considered unproven, the conclusion that the text originated 
among Egyptian Jews has been almost unanimously accepted by later authors, like 
E. P. Sanders, N. Turner, L. Rosso Ubigli, D. C. Allison13. This localization is cer-
tainly also relevant for the dating of the original: it must have followed the flourish-
ing of the Jewish community in Alexandria. Still, the Testament was hardly created 
much later than the early 2nd century AD, when, as a consequence of rioting among 

10 F. Schmidt, Le Testament grec d’Abraham, pp. 10–15.
11 D. C. Allison JR, Testament of Abraham, pp. 12–27 (see р. 15).
12 M. R. James, The Testament of Abraham, p. 76 and preceding pages.
13 E. P. Sanders, [in:] J. H. Charlesworth (ed.), Old Testament pseudoepigrapha, I, p. 875; 

N.  Turner, The Testament of Abraham: A  Study of the Original Language, Place of Origine, Au-
thorship and Relevance, doctoral thesis, London 1953, pp. 177–185; L. Rosso Ubigli, “Testamento 
di Abramo”, Apocrifi dell’Antico Testamento, “Biblica Testi e Studi” 4, 2000, eds. P. Sacchi et alii, p. 41; 
D. C. Allison Jr, Testament of Abraham, pp. 32–33. Allison (loc. cit., p. 32, note 66) even cites Liliana 
Rosso Ubigli that this opinion is accepted almost unaminously by the scholars.
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the Jews of Alexandria in AD 115–117, the community was ruined and could no 
longer be an environment for literary production. Ultimately, Sanders dated the 
text to approximately 100 AD, and Allison, to the beginning of the Christian era14.

There is also no unanimity as to the language in which the original text of the 
Testament was written. Early scholars believed that the original of the text (or of 
the two texts – long and short) was in Hebrew or some Semitic language15. M. Del-
cor, and E. P. Sanders after him, were the first to support the view that the original 
was in Greek: this is certain as regards the long version; as for the short one, three 
are no obvious proofs for any language16. I believe Greek is now the prevalent opin-
ion, which follows logically from the localization of the creation of the Testament 
in Egypt, among the Hellenistic Jewish diaspora and from the dating of the work. 

1.4. Translations of the Testament of Abraham in Eastern Christianity

1.4.1. Coptic, Arabic and Ethiopian translations

The Testament of Abraham was widely disseminated among Eastern Christian 
circles. There are various extant translations, one of which is the topic of our study. 
The oldest translation of the Testament is in Coptic, which is quite understandable 
in view of the Egyptian origin of the work. The Coptic translation served as the 
foundation for a tradition that included the Arabic and Ethiopian translations of 
the same work17. There are several extant manuscripts of the Coptic translation, 
of which the most ancient is a  fragmentary 4th century papyrus in Sahidic, pre-
served in the collection of the Institut für Altertumskunde of Cologne University18. 

14 E. P. Sanders, [in:] J. H. Charlesworth (ed.), Old Testament pseudoepigrapha, I, pp. 874–
875; D. C. Allison Jr, Testament of Abraham, pp. 34–40.

15 A brief review of the opinions can be found in: J. H. Charlesworth (ed.), Old Testament 
pseudoepigrapha, I, p. 873–874.

16 M. Delcor, Le Testament d’Abraham, p. 34; E. P. Sanders, [in:] J. H. Charlesworth (ed.), 
Old Testament pseudoepigrapha, I, pp. 873–874.

17 K. M. Heide, The Coptic, Arabic, and Ethiopic Versions of the “Testament of Abraham” and the 
Emergence of the “Testaments of Isaak and Jacob”, [in:] ‘Non-canonical’ Religious Texts in Early Juda-
ism and Early Christianity, eds. J. H. Charlesworth, L. M. McDonald, London–New Delhi–New 
York–Sydney 2012, pp. 61–72.

18 M. Philonenko, Une nouvelle version copte du Testament de Job, “Semitica” 18, 1968, р. 61; 
C. Römer, H. J. Thissen, P. Köln Inv. nr. 3221: Das Testament des Hiob in koptischer Sprache. Ein 
Vorbericht, “Studies on the Testament of Job”, eds. M. A. Knibb, P. W. van der Horst (= Society for 
New Testament Studies, Monograph Series, vol. 66), Cambridge 1989, pp. 33–34; G. Schenke (Her-
ausg.), Der koptische kölner Papyruskodex 3221, Teil I. Das Testament de Iob, “Papyrologica Colon-
ensia” XXXIII, 2009.
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There is a 10th century Bohairic text in the Vatican Library (962 г.; Vat. Copt. 61, 
ff. 148v–163v), published at the beginning of the 20th century by I. Guidi, which is 
not significantly different from the cited fragmentary copy in Cologne19. An Ara-
bic translation of the Testament was made from the Coptic text. It almost literally 
follows the Bohairic text published by I. Guidi, which thus becomes a secondary 
source of dissemination of the work in the Middle East20. This continuity indicates 
an uninterrupted tradition of the Testament in Eastern Christianity starting from 
the 4th century. There are five extant Arabic copies of the Testament; the Arabic 
translation was published in a  critical edition practically for the first time only 
a few years ago21. The are two Ethiopian versions of the Testament of Abraham 22, of 
which, until recently, it was believed that one was Christian, and the other, Falasha. 
The latter thesis was refuted by Martin Heide, who argued that both versions are 
Christian works written in the classical Ethiopian language Ge’ez. Both are trans-
lations from the Arabic text of the work, whereby this source, and especially its 
Coptic original, gained particular importance. 

1.4.2. Slavic and Romanian translations

The first systematic attempt to review the Slavic manuscript copies of the Tes-
tament was made by A. I. Yatsimirsky in 192123. This was followed decades later 
by Emil Turdeanu24, and still later by A. Miltenova25. More recent publishers of 
the source or of its commented translations have paid sufficient attention to its 
Slavic version, in following the classification of Emil Turdeanu, who proposes di-
viding the copies in four groups: Sl 1, comprises the oldest copies and includes the 

19 I. Guidi, Il testo copto del “Testamento di Abramo”, rendiconti della Reale Accademia dei 
Lincei, “Classe di scienze morali, storiche e filologiche” 5.9, 1900, pp. 157–180.

20 K. M. Heide, The Coptic, Arabic, and Ethiopic Versions of the “Testament of Abraham”, р. 62.
21 M. Heide, Das Testament Abrahams. Edition und Übersetzung der arabischen und äthiopi-

schen Versionen, Wiesbaden 2012, pp. 8–11, 63–92, 133–148.
22 K. M. Heide, The Coptic, Arabic, and Ethiopic Versions of the “Testament of Abraham”, рp. 63–

64; M. Heide, Das Testament Abrahams. Edition und Übersetzung der arabischen und äthiopischen 
Versionen, pр. 32–34.

23 А. И. ЯЦИМИРСКИЙ, Библиографический обзор апокрифов в южнославянской и русской 
письменности. (Списки памятников), вып. 1. Апокрифы ветхозаветные, Отделени русскаго 
языка и словесности Российской Академии наук, Москва 1921, pp. 95–99.

24 Е. Turdeanu, Apocryphes slaves et roumains de l’Ancien Testament (= Studia in Veteris Tes-
tamenti pseudoepigrapha, vol. XX, eds. A. Denis, M. de Jonge), Leiden 1981, pp. 201–238, 440.

25 A.  Miltenova, The Apocryphal Series about Abraham, [in:] Studia Caroliensia: Papers 
in Linguistics and Folklore in Honor of Charles E.  Gribble, eds. R. A.  Rothstein, E.  Scatton, 
Ch. E. Townsend, Bloomington, Indiana, 2006, рp. 189–208.
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Bulgarian, Serbian, Ruthenian and Russian versions of the text26; Sl 2, comprises 
three Croatian Glagolitic manuscripts, of which only the one in the Bodleian Li-
brary and in Oxford are complete, while the others are fragmentary27. The next two 
groups Turdeanu relates to the Paleia and its Slavic translation, as they are part of 
a  cycle of several apocryphal texts connected with Patriarch Abraham, starting 
with the Revelation of Abraham and ending with the Testament, i.e., the death of 
the Patriarch28. Derived from them are respectively two groups of copies of a Ru-
manian translation of the work. Group Sl 3 is a very abridged text, extant in four 
copies: L (a manuscript from the St. Paul Monastery in Mount Athos, published by 
P. A. Lavrov), Вelgr. (a 14th century manuscript from Belgrade, destroyed in 1940 
during the bombing of the capital of Yugoslavia), В1 (an 18th century Serbian manu - 
script, also destroyed during the bombing) and Z (a manuscript from Dubrovnik, 
1520)29. Sl 4 comprises two Slavic manuscripts: N (the Tikves collection, published 
by N. Nachov) and Н (a Moldavian manuscript from the end of the 16th century, 
published by B. Petriceicu-Hașdeu)30.

A. Miltenova has studied the manuscript tradition of the work in question in 
her study on the whole Abrahamic cycle in Slavic literatures31. Based on her texto-
logical analysis of the work (analysis that does not cover the three Croatian Glago-
litic copies) – Sl 2, she proposes their division into three groups (versions I–III), which 
are in many respects similar to Sl 1, Sl 3 and Sl 4. She rejects Turdeanu’s idea that 
the work in question be examined in the context of the Paleia as concerns versions 
Sl 3–Sl 4 (versions II–III), and sees the whole Abrahamic cycle as a certain number 
of independent works. 

In the present study, we will be interested primarily in the first group of Slavic 
texts, which, however, is not unified. It is the oldest not only in terms of the extant 
copies (13th century – the text from the Sevastyanov collection) but also in terms 
of the time when the Slavic text was given the form in which it has reached us. It 
should also be said that the copy BAR 636 belongs precisely to this version.

The Romanian texts are of interest to our study not only because they are for the 
most part related to the Slavic tradition, but also because of the origin of our Mol-
davian manuscript. Two groups of Romanian texts are translated from Slavic and 
one – the only translated variant of the long version of the Testament – is a transla-
tion from Greek into Romanian. The first scholar to work with the Romanian text of 

26 Е. Turdeanu, Apocryphes slaves et roumains de l’Ancien Testament, pр. 210–211, 212–217.
27 Ibidem, pр. 211, 217–220.
28 Ibidem, р. 221.
29 Ibidem, pр. 221–228.
30 Ibidem, pр. 229–232.
31 A. Miltenova, The Apocryphal Series about Abraham, р. 189–208.
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the Testament was Bogdan Petriceicu-Hașdeu, who in the 1870s published a Roma-
nian copy of the Codex Sturdzanus in parallel with the Slavic text of the manuscript, 
preserved in the State Archives in Bucharest32. Emil Turdeanu has made a  great 
contribution to the study of the source in a Romanian environment; of the three 
groups in which he classifies the copies, two are translations from Slavic: R (the text 
of Codex Sturdzanus), corresponding to group Sl 3, and a second group of two cop-
ies (No 2158, made in Wallachia in the 18th century modeled on the Transylvanian 
or Moldavian types, and No 5299, made in Transylvania in the early 19th century), 
which belong to the tradition of Sl 433. The third group of Romanian copies, which is 
the largest in number (26 manuscripts), is a translation from Greek, made in the first 
half of the 18th century, of the long version of the Testament34. To Nicolae Roddy, we 
owe a new, comprehensive study of the Romanian tradition, with a publication of the 
long version of the text accompanied by a translation into English35. 

1.5. The texts accompanying the Testament of Abraham in the various copies

The Greek text of the work is basic and we should start with it. Accompanying 
hagiography can be found in eight of the nine copies of the short version studied by 
Francis Schmidt. In second place are homiletic works, present in six of the manu scripts; 
other apocrypha are to be found in two copies (А and G, both from the 16th century)36. 
Of the extant 23 copies of the long version of the Testament, manuscripts containing 
homiletic and hagiographic texts are also decidedly a majority, and there are also sev-
eral (at least six) collections that contain other apocrypha37. In fact, Francis Schmidt 
offers a very clear table of these Old Testament and New Testament deuterocanonical 
texts, as well as hagiographic works, which accompany the Testament of Abraham in 
the Greek copies38. For our present discussion, we should mention that the Testament 
was not copied in the same convoy as in the Bucharest manuscript (BAR Ms. slav. 636). 

32 B. Petriceicu-Haşdeu, Cărțile poporane alе Românilor în secolul XVI în legatura cu litera-
tura cea nescrisa, II, București 1879, pp. 189–194; Codex Sturdzanus. Studiu filologic, studiu lingvistic, 
ediție de text și indice de cuvinte de Gheorghe Chivu, București 1993.

33 Е. Turdeanu, Apocryphes slaves et roumains de l’Ancien Testament, pp. 228–229, 232–233.
34 Ibidem, pp. 233–237. The text was published for the first time – in the original and with an 

English translation – by Moses Gaster, “Apocalypse of Abraham”. From the Romanian text, discovered 
and translated, “Transactions of the Society of Biblical Archaeology” IX, part I, 1887, pp. 195–226.

35 N. Roddy, The Romanian Version of the “Testament of Abraham”. Text, Translation, and Cul-
tural Context, Atlanta 2001.

36 F. Schmidt, Le Testament grec d’Abraham, pp. 6–10.
37 Ibidem, pp. 17–26.
38 Ibidem, pp. 30–32.

https://ro.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gheorghe_Chivu_(lingvist)
https://ro.wikipedia.org/wiki/1993
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The Eastern (Coptic, Arabic and Ethiopian) translations of the Testament 
show no significant tendency to deviate from the set of accompanying texts known 
to us from the Greek copies. Inasmuch as we are interested in this accompanying 
set of texts in connection with the study of the copy in it BAR 636, it may be said 
that the Oriental translations form a  separate group of highly reworked, in the 
course of translation, texts, which are accompanied by other apocryphal and nar-
rative works that have nothing in common with the polemic and legal content of 
the manuscript we are studying. 

As for the Slavic tradition, A. Miltenova, in a series of studies, and especially 
in an article published about ten years ago, has considerably enriched the list of 
manuscripts containing the Testament (designated by her as Version I) in compar-
ison with the list proposed by E. Turdeanu39. Here, we should note that we now 
have a very useful instrument for such studies: the site Repertorium of Old Bulgari-
an Literature and Letters40, which provides quick access to a very wide information 
base. Thus, the work under study is classified as “A cycle of tales about Abraham. 
A tale of the death of Abraham”, and twelve manuscripts are presented, which were 
or are kept in the depositories in Mount Athos, Bulgaria, Austria, Montenegro, 
Romania, Russia, and Serbia41. This list is not exhaustive or final. The manuscript 
that includes the copy we are studying (BAR 636) is not presented on the site, nor 
are some other copies. Nevertheless, the site is very informative and is an indispen-
sable tool for scientific research. 

The oldest copy of the Testament of Abraham is part of the so-called Sev-
astyanov collection, 13th–14th century, now kept in the Russian State Library in 
Moscow, No. 27. It was published in its entirety by T. Laleva42; the text of the Tes-
tament was published in the 19th century by N. S. Tikhonravov and G. Polívka43. 
In this manuscript, the text is placed amidst various hagiographic works and 
sermons44. The work has a similar accompanying set of texts in the other copies 

39 A. Miltenova, The Apocryphal Series about Abraham, рp. 200 sq.
40 http://repertorium.obdurodon.org/ [retrieved 6.07.2018].
41 http://repertorium.obdurodon.org/runSearch-checkbox.php?country=all&settlement=al

l&repository=all&author=all&bgTexts=Цикъл разкази за Авраам. Разказ за смъртта на Авра-
ам&enTexts=all&ruTexts=all&lg=bg

42 Т. ЛАЛЕВА, Севастияновият сборник в българската ръкописна традиция, София 2004.
43 Н. С. ТИХОНРАВОВ, Апокрифическия сказания, [in:] Сборник отделения руссако языка 

и словесности Императорской Академии наук, т. LVIII, No. 4, pp. 1–14; G. Polívka, Die apokry-
phische Erzählung vom Tode Abrahams, [in:] Archiv für slavische Philologie, Bd. XVIII, 1896, 
pp. 112–125. Т. Laleva has published the entire text of the Testament, written on ff. 1r–6r. The miss-
ing beginning of the work is taken from the Panagyurishte miscellany (NBKM, 433) – T. ЛАЛЕВА, 
Севастияновият сборник, pp. 21–30.

44 T. Лалева, Севастияновият сборник, pp. 9–19.

http://repertorium.obdurodon.org/
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as well45. A. Miltenova has devoted a series of studies to the so-called “miscellany 
collections” created in an Eastern Slavic environment, and to their probable South 
Slavic origin – we refer the reader to her works46.

A particular group of copies of the Testament are interesting by their similarity 
to BAR 636. One of them is kept in the collection of the National Library of Austria, 
Vienna, No 149, ff. 117v–130r. This is a collection of ecclesiastical sermons (many of 
them by John Chrysostom) and apocrypha from the 16th century47. Similar to it is the 
so-called Panagyurishte apocryphal collection from the 16th century, No 433 in the 
collection of Sts. Cyril and Methodius Library (NBKM), Sofia. There, the text of the 
Testament is on ff. 105v–116v48. The Adjar miscellany of apocryphal texts from the 
late 17th or early 18th century (there is a note on f. 87r, written in 1715 in the village 
of Adjar) is part of the collection of Sts. Cyril and Methodius Library, No 326. The 
text we are studying is on ff. 23v–31r, and the copy generally has Serbian-New Bul-
garian spelling features49. Here we must include the Danilov miscellany mentioned 
previously (Belgrade, Museum of the Serbian Orthodox Church, № 100). On the 
site Repertorium of Old Bulgarian Literature and Letters, these copies are united in 
a separate table, which presents in an orderly fashion the textual correspondences for 
the texts accompanying the Testament 50. What is important for our study is that our 
observations regarding the accompanying set of texts are confirmed by those data. 

The Romanian texts of the Testament are a translation from Slavic (the short 
version of the text) or from Greek (the long version). It should be noted that the 
long version has not been translated into any other language than Romanian. 

45 Л. Стоjановиї, Каталог Народне библиотеке у Београду, IV: Рукиписи и старе штампае 
књиге, У Београду 1903, no. 468 (104), pp. 294–305 (see: p. 298), no. 470 (738), pp. 306–309 (see: 
p. 308); А. Милтенова, Ръкописната сбирка на Свищовското читалище, “Старобългарска ли-
тература” 8, 1980, pp. 94–102.

46 А.  Милтенова, Из историята на българо-руските и  българо-украинските литера-
турни връзки през ХVI–ХVII в. (сборници със смесено съдържание), [in:] Сборник доклади от 
международния славистичен конгрес в Киев, 6–14 септември, 1983 г., “Славянска филология” 
18, 1983, pp. 51–58; А. Милтенова, Апокрифи и апокрифни цикли с вероятен български произ-
ход в руските чети-сборници от XVI–XVII в., [in:] Slavia Orthodoxa, Език и култура. Сборник 
в чест на проф. дфн Румяна Павлова, София 2003, pp. 244–260.

47 G.  Birkfellner, Glagolitische und kyrillische Handschriften in Österreich, Wien 1975, 
No. II/80 (ÖNB – Cod. Slav. 149), pp. 214–220.

48 Б. Цонев, Опис на ръкописите и старопечатните книги на Народната библиотека 
в София, т. I, София 1910, no. 433, pp. 442–449 (expecially p. 446).

49 Idem, Опис на ръкописите и  старопечатните книги на Народната библиотека 
в София, т. I, no. 326, pp. 315–320.

50 http://repertorium.obdurodon.org/plectogram-dev-checkbox.php?lg=bg&x=6&y=9&mss%
5B%5D=AM149NBW&mss%5B%5D=AM326NBKM&mss%5B%5D=AM433NBKM&mss%5B%5
D=AM100MCB (retrieved 6.07.2018).

http://repertorium.obdurodon.org/plectogram-dev-checkbox.php?lg=bg&x=6&y=9&mss%5B%5D=AM149NBW&mss%5B%5D=AM326NBKM&mss%5B%5D=AM433NBKM&mss%5B%5D=AM100MCB
http://repertorium.obdurodon.org/plectogram-dev-checkbox.php?lg=bg&x=6&y=9&mss%5B%5D=AM149NBW&mss%5B%5D=AM326NBKM&mss%5B%5D=AM433NBKM&mss%5B%5D=AM100MCB
http://repertorium.obdurodon.org/plectogram-dev-checkbox.php?lg=bg&x=6&y=9&mss%5B%5D=AM149NBW&mss%5B%5D=AM326NBKM&mss%5B%5D=AM433NBKM&mss%5B%5D=AM100MCB
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Following the first scholars in this field – Moses Gaster and Nicolae Cartojan, who 
worked in the late 19th and early 20th century51 – Emil Turdeanu has reviewed the 
Romanian tradition of the Testament52. As mentioned earlier, the short version of 
the Testament has reached us in three copies, one of which in the so-called Co-
dex Sturdzanus, from the 16th century. It consists of hagiographic, apocryphal and 
apocalyptical works53. The convoy of texts joined to the other two copies does not 
particularly differ from that in Codex Sturdzanus. These are collections of apoc-
ryphal, apocalyptical and legendary works, the prototype of which Turdeanu be-
lieves to be from late medieval Macedonia54. 

Without claiming to give the full statistics on the accompanying genres to 
which the work under study was joined, we may say these were narrative texts 
in the hagiographic, instructive, apocryphal, apocalyptical, and often legendary, 
genres, a category some authors define as “popular readings”. This characteristic of 
the genres was an unvarying feature of the accompanying set of texts in the South 
Slavic, Rumanian, and Eastern Slavic environment. In a certain sense, this feature 
was a heritage from the accompanying set, the work was copied and disseminated 
in its Greek original and in its translations into Coptic, Arabic and Ethiopian. This 
is defined by the function and meaning of the text for society: we may generally say 
the text aims to be instructive and to enhance the biblical knowledge and culture 
of the Eastern Christian nations (Orthodox and of other).

In this sense, it should be stressed that the accompanying works in the copy 
from BAR 636 is different, which is important for our present investigation. The 
strong and emphatic legal and polemic character of the miscellany raises the ques-
tion addressed by this chapter: what is the function of the deuterocanonical text in 
this convoy? We will devote the necessary attention to this question further below.

2. The Testament of Abraham joined to the set of accompanying texts 
in the manuscript BAR 636

One of the chief tasks of the present study is to explain the presence of 
this apocryphal text amidst the prevalently legal and anti-heretical manuscript 
BAR  636. One other element should be mentioned, which might be important 

51 M.  Gaster, Apocalypse of Abraham. From the Romanian text, discovered and translated, 
pp. 195–226; N. Cartojan, Cărţile populare in literature romanească, т. I, pp. 114–115.

52 Е. Turdeanu, Apocryphes slaves et roumains de l’Ancien Testament, pр. 201–238.
53 See the edition of the collection: “Codex Sturdzanus”. Studiu filologic, studiu lingvistic, ediție 

de text și indice de cuvinte de Gheorghe Chivu, București 1993.
54 Е. Turdeanu, Apocryphes slaves et roumains de l’Ancien Testament, р. 233.

https://ro.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gheorghe_Chivu_(lingvist)
https://ro.wikipedia.org/wiki/1993
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for our discussion. It is known that the manuscript BAR 636 has a twin55, written 
in the same epoch, and which is now preserved under № 51 in the collection of 
A. I. Yatsimirsky in the Library of the Russian Academy of Sciences in Saint Pe-
tersburg. The twin is accessible in a photocopy version classified as BAR Ms. slav. 
685 at the Library of the Rumanian Academy in Bucharest. This twin manuscript, 
at least in its present state, does not contain a copy of the Testament of Abraham. 
Yet we cannot be sure it never did, as the end of the manuscript – where the text 
in question should have been – is missing. Not being sure, we need not speculate 
on the matter. Of course, we know the two manuscripts are twins, and that they 
fulfilled a similar social function as an anti-heretical weapon. In the already pub-
lished description of the collection BAR 636, we suggested that it was composed as 
a verbal armament against religious deviations, and each of its parts has a particu-
lar purpose in this respect56. The other apocryphal works included there must have 
had the same purpose. We must clarify what it was.

Even a brief glance at the content of the collection will convince us that it con-
tains nothing to justify the presence of the Testament in the manuscript BAR 636 
except the motif regarding the judgement of souls after death. This is the only 
thing related to law. The idea of meting out justice for righteous deeds or sins after 
death is typically Christian, although it exists in other religions as well. It certainly 
derives from the words of the Savior that His Kingdom is not of this world, from 
all of Christian eschatology, and from many other biblical texts. This repayment 
for deeds should be based on an assessment and judgement of those deeds, which 
more or less relates to the idea of a court of justice. 

Judgement, and especially the Last Judgement in the end of days, figures large-
ly in Christian eschatology, theology, art, and literature. In our case, the connec-
tion with human justice is visible but not implicit. Christianity never confuses the 
sphere of law, which is a system of norms regulating relations between people, with 
the Will of God. Law, like the state, always remains within the Kingdom of Caesar, 
not the Kingdom of God57. This, however, does not rule out the influence of reli-
gion on law: the latter is not an expression of God’s Will but is influenced by the 
principles of the faith and by moral norms based on religion. Judgement itself is an 

55 Е. Turdeanu, Le Sbornik dit ‘de Bisericani’: Identité d’un manuscrit remarquable, “Revue des 
études slaves” 44.1–4, 1965, pp. 29–45.

56 Ив. Билярски, М. Цибранска-Костова, Славянски ръкопис 636 (BAR Ms. sl. 636, XVI в.) 
от Библиотеката на Румънската академия в  Букурещ, “Археографски прилози” 37, 2015, 
pp. 107–155; Iv. Biliarsky, M. Tsibranska-Kostova, “Contra varietatem pugna latissima”. Un re-
cueil juridique moldave et son convoi (BAR Ms. sl.  636, XVIe siècle), “Analele Putnei” XII.2, 2016, 
pp. 105–146. 

57 H. Hattenhauer, Europäische Rechtsgeschichte, 4. Auglage, Heidelberg 2004, pp. 135–140.
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act of wisdom, and any wisdom participates in, and even carries a microscopic bit 
of the Divine Wisdom – that of the Lord Jesus Christ58. Thus, we believe that the 
comparison between Divine and human justice, especially with respect to deeds 
related to faith, might be the rationale of the inclusion of the apocryphal text in 
this anti-heretical and predominantly legal miscellany.  

2.1. Three tales about judgement and repayment in the world beyond

Let us consider repayment, judgement and the tribunal in the Testament of 
Abraham, by considering not only the short version but the long one as well, which 
we only have in the Greek original and in a Romanian translation. We will dwell on 
three elements of the text: first, justice after death – the two gates (and the two ways, 
when there are such in the text) to the beyond, leading either to salvation or to per-
dition; second, the judgement of the souls of the dead and repayment for sins and 
good deeds; third, Abraham’s judgement on various sins. It should be noted that in 
the long and short version of the Testament, these stories are placed in different ways, 
and in some points the story itself differs. That is why we should consider the stories 
separately. But first, we will say a few words about the order in which they appear. 

As we saw in our text, and generally in the short version, the first in order is 
the story concerning the two gates and the two roads – to salvation and to perdi-
tion. Chapters 8 and 9 are devoted to it. Following after it is the story about the 
place of judgement and the judge who passes judgement according to the registered 
sins and righteous deeds – Chapters 10 and 11. Finally comes the story about the 
tour and review of the world, when Abraham sees particular sins being commit-
ted and condemns them mercilessly – Chapter 12. The order in other copies of the 
short version is similar59. It is different, however, in the long version: first comes 
the tour of the world by Abraham and Archangel Michael and the pitiless judge-
ment of Abraham (Chapter 10); second is the story about the repayment after death 
and the two roads and two doors leading to salvation or perdition (Chapter 11);  
third in the long version is the story about the place of judgement and the judging 
of souls, as well as relevant explanations (Chapters 12–14)60. Regarding Abraham’s 
repentance for his merciless punishment of sinners, Dale Allison sees a clear logical 
consistency in the chapters and events presented in the long version: (1) first Abra-
ham shows lack of mercy, after which God dismisses him, (2) then he sees the repay-

58 Iv. Biliarsky, Le droit et le sacré ou La mesure de la justice, [in:] La rencontre des droits en 
Méditerranée. L’acculturation en question, éds. X. Perrot, J. Péricard, Limoges 2014, pp. 109–116.

59 F. Schmidt, Le Testament grec d’Abraham, pp. 64–77, 89–93.
60 Ibidem, pp. 124–143.
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ment and judgement, where God is guided by charity and empathy, and (3) finally, 
as a logical conclusion, Abraham repents and saves those whom he has punished61. 
Assuming that the difference between the two arrangements is due to a different un-
derstanding of the story and its message, we could find some logical meaning in both 
of them if we care to look for one. The only point we believe invariably necessary is 
that the stories about the two doors and the repayment after death come before the 
judgement of souls. We believe that logical consistency requires showing repayment 
after death first, and then how that happens specifically. In fact, this is the case in 
both versions: the tale about the two gates comes before the one concerning the 
judgement. In our short version, they are placed in first and second position respec-
tively, and in the long one, they are in second and third position respectively. The 
unmerciful judgement meted out by Abraham should not be relevant for the story 
about repayment after death, because the former comes during the lifetime of the 
sinners, and the punishments there are physical (fire falling from heaven, the earth 
swallowing them up, wild beasts tearing them to pieces), albeit presented as happen-
ing through divine intervention. This story has some relation to the others but it is 
not a relation of consecutive order of fate before and after death; instead it is that of 
comparison of human justice with God’s judgement and mercy. This comparison 
could be made before or after the story about the judgement of souls.  

Below, we propose an interpretation of the three stories, discussed in their 
consecutive order in our text.  

2.1.1. Repayment after death. The two doors leading to salvation or perdition

The part of the Testament of Abraham that presents the idea of repayment 
for sins and good deeds after death is directly influenced by the Gospel text, 
specifically, the Gospel according to Matthew (7: 13–14): “13. Enter through the 
narrow gate. For wide is the gate and broad is the road that leads to destruction, 
and many enter through it. 14. But small is the gate and narrow the road that 
leads to life, and only a few find it”. The connection between the two texts seems 
obvious and does not require commentary. Yet it should be noted, that similar 
images are found in the Old Testament as well62. It may be said in general, that 
in this chapter of Testament Christian ideas predominate; the added Christian 
element is very powerful, and little is left of the ideas of the original Judaic text 
and its messages. Of course, this is important, as we are studying the presence 

61 D. C. Allison Jr, Testament of Abraham, pp. 296–297.
62 G. W. E. Nickelsburg, Eschatology in the “Testament of Abraham”. A Study on the Judgement 

Scene in the Two Recensions, pp. 27–29.
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and use of the story in a Christian environment – the Principality of Moldavia 
in the 16th century. 

The story begins with Abraham being placed by Archangel Michael on 
a cloud, as God has ordered, and the trip to the river Ocean. Here the texts of the 
long and short versions differ. In our manuscript, the cloud carries Abraham and 
the Archangel to the river Ocean (Chapter 8: 3). Across the river, the patriarch sees 
the two gates leading to salvation and destruction (Chapter 8: 4). This is certainly 
a loan from classical Hellenistic culture, but having in mind the probable Alexan-
drian origin of the work and its later Christian revision, this should not surprise 
us. “Ocean” is the name of the divinity (in fact, a “titan”) of the river that encircles 
the world – he is the son of Uranus and Gaea (Heaven and Earth) and father of the 
nymphs, as we learn from many ancient authors, including Homer (Iliad XIV, 201) 
and Virgil (Georgics IV, 382)63. It is important for us that this is the boundary of 
the world and gives a view to the beyond. In the long version, there is no mention 
of the river. There it is said that Abraham was carried eastward to the first gate of 
Heaven, where (probably behind it) he sees two roads – one wide and the other, 
narrow64. East is a sacred direction in all biblical tradition, both for Christians and 
Jews, and the Paradise is certainly located eastward, which is also the direction in 
which people pray65. The presence of the heavenly gateway also indicates a vision 
towards the beyond. It should be said that in our short version, the two gates are 
mentioned, but not the two roads. The theme of the road also contains the same 
message as that of the gate. It refers to some liminal phenomenon through which 
one reaches a destination – in this case, salvation or destruction. If we compare the 
texts of the short and long version of Testament with the Gospel text (Matthew 7: 
13–14), we will see that in the Gospel, the road is only mentioned and the stress is 
put on the gates. The road to life and the road to perdition through sin is familiar 
to the Old Testament tradition (see Jeremiah 21: 8), but we are not sure too much 
importance should be attached to this addition66. The “road” is somehow a natural 

63 Everyman’s Classical Dictionary (800BC–AD337), London–New York 1969, p. 367; Мифы 
народов мира, т. II, Москва 1982, p. 249.

64 F. Schmidt, Le Testament grec d’Abraham, pp. 128–129.
65 A. L. Frothingham, Ancient Orientation Unveiled, IV, “American Journal of Archaeolo-

gy” 21.4 (Oct.–Dec.), 1917, p. 422; B. L. Gordon, Sacred Directions, Orientation, and the Top of 
the Map, “History of Religions” 10.3 (Feb.), 1971, pp. 212–213; А. В. Подосинов, Ex Oriente lux! 
Ориентация по странам света в архаических культурах Евразии, Москва 1999, pp. 195–
197, 287 sq.

66 The road, the path to Salvation is indeed a widely discussed theme in the Judaic eschatology, 
both in the Bible and in other Judaic literature; we find it in a great variety of cultural environments. 
See D. C. Allison, Testament of Abraham, pp. 242–244.
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means of attaining Salvation. The idea of the wide and narrow gate (and of the 
wide and narrow road, if such is mentioned) points to a measure, i.e., a judgement. 
Above all, it should be mentioned that the gate is a place of judgement in Judaic 
culture, among others67. We believe this is at least partially related to the idea of 
threshold implicit in the gate, the liminal nature of the place. On the other hand, 
the gates are defined as “narrow” and “wide”, as are the roads in the short version 
of the text. In fact, they are so defined in the Gospel text as well. The conversation 
between Abraham and the Archangel is interesting: the patriarch expresses his fear 
that he is too big to pass through the narrow gate (Chapter 9: 2–4). This means 
that he sees the gate as a measure of a person’s righteousness, and the tribunal as 
a judicial institution makes this measurement68. 

In front of the gates is a man sitting on a gilded throne and he laughs or weeps 
as he watches people entering one gate or the other. This is the Ancestor Adam. He 
is presented as an important figure, but we do not see him judging, even though 
the description leaves the impression that he is69. He rather notes, by laughter, or 
by weeping and pulling his hairs, whether they are going to one place or the other. 
Unfortunately, the sinners are much more numerous than the righteous. Chapter 9 
(short version) of the Testament draws a depressing picture of the separation of 
souls, and how they are driven by angels through the wide gate of destruction. One 
of God’s messengers leads seven myriad souls to the gate of destruction and holds 
one soul in his hand, and the Archangel and Abraham decide to check whether all 
of these are unrighteous. This is a mark of mercy and an attempt to save; but they 
find no righteous soul in the lot and only the one in the angel’s hand has an equal 
share of good and evil deeds.

2.1.2. Judgement after death. The place of judgement, testimonies  
and the judge/judges

The story of the two gates (and, in the long version, the two roads) leading 
to salvation or destruction presents the repayment for deeds; but this repayment 
should be based on an assessment. In the previous story, the only element of as-
sessment is the breadth of the gate and/or road leading to salvation. The size is 

67 See Deuteronomy 21: 19; Amos 5: 15, etc.
68 Iv. Biliarsky, Le droit et le sacré ou La mesure de la justice, pp. 115–116.
69 I believe this impression is not accidental and has been purposely created in the Testament. 

Dale Allison views Adam – sitting before the two gates – as a double of the judge Abel, who sits be-
hind the gate and judges souls (Chapters 10 and 11; Chapter 12 in the long version): D. C. Allison 
Jr, Testament of Abraham, p. 256.
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certainly presented as a measure. This measure is not only physical, since the Arch-
angel tells Abraham he will pass through the gate despite the large size of his body 
(Chapter 9: 2–4). The judgement of souls after death is presented in Chapters 10 
and 11 of the work (respectively: 12–13 in the long version). 

With regard to the description of the tribunal, the differences between the 
short and long version are numerous and important. At the same time, we should 
note that there are many later interpolations in the text, most of which are in the 
long version. We are interested in the text in manuscript BAR 636, but first we 
would like to briefly present what is written in the long version70, where the place 
of judgement is described in much greater detail. It is said the Archangel and 
Abraham (the form “we” is used) enter through the wide gate, through which an-
gels drive myriads of sinful souls, and see the judge sitting on a crystal throne that 
shines like fire. The judge himself is bright as the Sun, just like the Son of God. In 
front of him, on a golden table shining like crystal, lies an enormous book, and on 
either side of him are two angels with rulers, ink and pens; a shining angel sits in 
front of the table with a weighing scale in hand, while a fiery angel sitting to the 
left holds a tube that emits fire to test the sinful souls. The judge listens – the angel 
on the right side notes the good deeds, the one on the left, the sins (Chapter 13: 
9 of the long version) – and judges depending on the records in the large book. 
The souls are weighed on the scale and tested by fire. In the next Chapter 13 (long 
version), the angels are identified71. The angel with the scale is Archangel Dokiel, 
the just weighter (Chapter 13: 10 of the long version), and the one with the fire is 
Archangel Puriel, who works the fire and tests souls with it (Chapter 13: 11–13 
of the long version)72. The text is very complicated and contradictory; it leaves 
doubt as to why the judgement is being conducted after the souls have already 
passed through the wide gate, and why they are weighed or tested by fire after the 
judge is informed of the record of their sins and righteous deeds. The weighing 
of souls after death is obviously an Egyptian influence and a later addition to the 
text73. It should also be noted that the Judaic and Egyptian traditions are so inter-
twined in the history of the Chosen People, that we may find common elements 

70 See the text in F. Schmidt, Le Testament grec d’Abraham, pp. 132–135.
71 Ibidem, pp. 138–139.
72 Regarding the two archangels and their names, see G. W. E. Nickelsburg, Eschatology in the 

“Testament of Abraham”. A Study on the Judgement Scene in the Two Recensions, p. 36–39; D. C. Al-
lison Jr, Testament of Abraham, pp. 288–292.

73 See S. G. F. Brandon, The Weighing of the Soul, [in:] Myths and Symbols. Studies in Honor of 
Mircea Eliade, eds. J. M. Kitagawa, Ch. H. Long, Chicago–London 1969, pp. 91–110; G. W. E. Nick-
elsburg, Eschatology in the “Testament of Abraham”. A Study on the Judgement Scene in the Two Re-
censions, pp. 31–34, 39; D. C. Allison Jr, Testament of Abraham, pp. 257–258, 264–273.
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in many cases. This is especially true for the Alexandrian Jews, among whom 
the text was probably created. All this makes the work quite complex, especially 
as it has also been found to contain elements of Platonism74. In fact, it is said 
at the very beginning that the angel grabs a soul in one hand, and later we see 
that the judgement proper is passed on this soul, which is separate from the oth-
ers. Its sins prove to be equal in weight to its righteous deeds, and thus it is placed 
“in the middle”, i.e., neither sent to perdition nor put among the righteous. This 
middle place is not clarified in the short version, but a Chapter (Chapter 14) of 
the long version is devoted to it75. It turns out that in order for that soul to be 
saved, a little must be added to the righteous deeds, and inasmuch as the soul can 
no longer do that itself, the prayers of the righteous Abraham must weigh down 
in order for the soul to be saved. It seems to us that the message aims foremost to 
provide a theological justification and argumentation in support of prayer for the 
dead. Insofar as interceding for the dead is problematic in the Jewish religion76, 
this chapter seems to present a Christian interpretation and intervention in the 
work. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the idea of the superiority of Divine 
mercy to just punishment arose in an Old Testament environment and was devel-
oped in the New Testament 77.

Such is the description in the long version of Testament but many of these 
elements are absent in the short one. The participants in the tribunal are not the 
same there, and the story itself is different. There is no description of the place of 
judgement, and the story goes straight on to the judgement of the soul that was 
separated from the others and that Abraham sees in the hand of the angel. It is said 
at the start that its sins and righteous deeds are equal, but later on it turns out they 
are not quite so (Chapter 9: 5–9 and 10, short version)78. Of the angels, we see only 
the one holding the separate soul in hand and placing it before the judge (here, 
Chapter 9: 5–8); the other angels are missing, as is the weighing, and nothing is 
said about the fire. The soul begs for mercy, but is accused of having murdered 
her daughter and having fornicated with her son-in-law (here, Chapter 10: 4–5). 

74 G. H. Macurdy, Platonic Orphism in the “Testament of Abraham”, “Journal of Biblical Liter-
ature” 61, 1942, pp. 213–226.

75 F. Schmidt, Le Testament grec d’Abraham, pp. 140–143.
76 R. Le Déaut, Aspects de l’intercession dans le Judaïsme, “Journal for the Study of Judaism” 1, 

1970, pp. 35–57.
77 D. C. Allison Jr, Testament of Abraham, p. 303; R. Bauckham, The Conflict of Justice and 

Mercy: Attitude to the Damned in the Apocalyptic, [in:] R. Bauckham, The Fate of the Dead. Studies 
on the Jewish and Christian Apocalypses [=Supplements to Novum Testamentum, vol. XCIII], Leiden–
Boston–Köln 1998, pp. 136 sq.

78 On the Greek text, see F. Schmidt, Le Testament grec d’Abraham, pp. 67–73.
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The soul denies the charge and the judge orders that the keeper of the records be 
summoned. Three angels bring two books, and are accompanied by an enormous 
man with three crowns on his head, each bigger than the other. These are the tes-
timonies. He holds a golden pen (a stalk used for writing) in his hand. The judge 
gives the order, the man opens one of the books (the record of sins) and reads that 
the accusation of murder and adultery is true (Chapter 10: 6–14, short version). 
The soul says it had forgotten about its sins in the world. But the sins have been 
recorded and the soul is directed by the angels to hell (Chapter 10: 15–16, here)79. 
The message is that there is a judgement after death and a judge in full glory as-
sesses the deeds; the tribunal is righteous: the deeds are not forgotten, they are 
recorded in the books of the angels or by the enormous man. 

The message is about a just judgement in the beyond, but it is also a message 
about a just human judgement insofar as people can, or at least strive to, copy Di-
vine judgement. Hence, it is interesting to see who the judge and other participants 
in the trial are. They are indicated in the next chapter. Archangel Michael identifies 
them in answer to Abraham’s questions. Because the description is different in the 
two versions of the work, the explanations of the Archangel also display significant 
differences. We already mentioned the difference in names (archangels Dokiel and 
Puriel), but in the long version we find the idea of a three-stage trial that is missing 
in the short version. In fact, the ultimate and only just tribunal – that of God – is 
presented differently. 

In the long version, an extensive and multiple trial is presented, which ends with 
Divine justice80. This trial unites judgement after death with the Last Judgement at 
the end of days. Looking at the participants in the judgement, Archangel Michael 
identifies the judge as Adam’s son Abel (Chapter 13: 2 in the long version), the first 
martyr, who died at the hand of his brother Cain (Genesis 4). It is his duty to judge 
the righteous and the sinners until the Second Coming (Chapter 13: 3 of the long ver-
sion). Judgement of humans after death by other humans is not unknown in the Ju-
daic and Christian tradition, although specifically Abel appears as judge only in this 
text81. Particularly interesting for our study are the words of the Lord regarding the 
judging of people only by other people82. These words of the Lord in the long version 

79 There is a similar moment in the Coptic text of the Revelation of St. Paul: the soul‘s pro-
test against the accusation – G. MacRae, The Judgement Scene in a Coptic Apocalypse of Paul, [in:] 
G. W.  E. Nickelsburg Jr (ed.), Studies on the “Testament of Abraham” (= Society of Biblical Literature. 
Septuagint and Cognate Studies, ed. H. M. Orlinsky, no. 6), Missoula, Montana, 1976, pp. 285–287.

80 F. Schmidt, Le Testament grec d’Abraham, pp. 136–139; G. W. E. Nickelsburg, Eschatology 
in the “Testament of Abraham”. A Study on the Judgement Scene in the Two Recensions, pp. 29–40.

81 D. C. Allison Jr, Testament of Abraham, pp. 268–269, 280–284. 
82 Ibidem, pp. 81–82.
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of Testament do not correspond to any precise statement in the Judeo-Christian tra-
dition, as we saw, judgement after death of people is present in it. The closest match in 
the Bible is the text from the Gospel of John, “and has given Him authority to execute 
judgement also, because He is the Son of Man”83. This means that only a son of man 
may judge; but it does not seem obligatory or the only possible means. Salvation is 
linked to repayment, hence to evaluation, and repayment is linked to passing judge-
ment. Insofar as Salvation is a result of our deeds, but is in the hands of God, judge-
ment by God seems ultimately necessary. This seems to contradict what is said in the 
long version, but the contradiction appears only formal to us: in fact, God repays for 
sins and righteous deeds but does it in the final account, and not immediately, after 
each righteous deed or sin. There are many examples of this both in the Old and New 
Testament. A man (in this case Abel) executes the judgement in Testament as well: we 
see this in both versions, although presented differently. In the long version, we see 
a three-stage trial in which the first two stages are carried out by people: first, imme-
diately after death, is Abel’s judgement; second, in the eschatological perspective, is 
the judgement of the Twelve Tribes of Israel; and third, the judgement of God Him-
self. Thus, we have three tribunals, all of them just and all regulated and requiring not 
one or two, but three witnesses84 (Chapter 13: 8 of the long version). We will linger on 
Abel when we consider the short version of BAR 636. The judgement of the Twelve 
Tribes of Israel will take place at the Second Coming (Chapter 13: 6 of the long ver-
sion)85. The very mention of the “Second Coming” is a sure argument in support of 
the Christian character of the text. In the Judaic Old Testament environment, such 
an expression would be unacceptable. This determines the mention of the Twelve 
Tribes of Israel as well. The term basically refers to the Chosen People, but in our case 
we should take it to mean the Church as the New Israel. In the number twelve, we 
might look for a reference to the twelve apostles, but this seems to us less likely. What 
kind of tribunal is this? Human or Divine? According to Christian ecclesiology, the 
Church is a divinohuman organism and unites God with people and angels, unites 
the visible with the invisible world. In this sense, the judgement could also be viewed 
as divinohuman, a transition between the judgement of man (Abel) and that of God 
at the end. But this statement holds some risk of excessive interpretation of the text, 
and we believe that the judgement of the Twelve Tribes of Israel is closer to judge-
ment by men. God’s judgement comes only at the end and is final. 

83 John 5: 27.
84 The three witnesses are mentioned in a similar description of the place of judgement in the 

Coptic Apocalypse of St. Paul: MacRae, The Judgement Scene in a Coptic Apocalypse of Paul, р. 287.
85 G. W. E. Nickelsburg, Eschatology in the “Testament of Abraham”. A Study on the Judgement 

Scene in the Two Recensions, p. 40; D. C. Allison Jr, Testament of Abraham, p. 285.
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Thus, in the long version, we see a  three-level judgement that is a  passage 
from human to Divine justice. We believe the short version has a similar message, 
though put in another way. Abel is present as judge in both versions, and the ex-
planation of this fact is not a difficult one: he is a son of man, of Adam, the first 
man, and he is a martyr, the first human to be killed, by his brother at that86. In 
the long version, Abel’s function of judge is limited to the Second Coming, when 
he is replaced by the Twelve Tribes of Israel and by God, while in our version, his 
judgement is limited by that which is written by Enoch. In both cases he is limited 
by Divine justice, as we will see further below. The important thing for us is that 
the first judgement after death is exercised by a man, a righteous martyr, but this 
judgement is not final.  

Especially interesting in the short version is the figure of Enoch, who is ab-
sent from the long version – in a latter reworking of the story, he is replaced by 
angels (who record, weigh or put to the test). This probably indicates that at least 
this element of the brief version is closer to the Judaic original of the work, espe-
cially as Enoch is highly venerated in the Judaic environment, and in the Book of 
Jubilees, called Leptogenesis or the Lesser Genesis (4: 23; 10: 17), he is presented 
as recording the accusations and the judgement, the righteous deeds and the sins 
of people87. In our text, Enoch is presented as wearing the three crowns of tes-
timony; he does not forget what people have done, and without his testimonies 
the judge cannot pass sentence. Nevertheless, Abraham has doubts that Enoch is 
able to record all righteous deeds and sins and to announce them. Can he attend 
to every soul? Archangel Michael’s answer is among the most significant state-
ments in the story: if the judgement does not match the recorded deeds, it will 
not be accepted, because this is God Who pronounces the sentences, not Enoch. 
Enoch only writes them down (Chapter 11: 6–7, short version). God has placed 

86 Regarding Aber as a judge after death in Testament – see G. W. E. Nickelsburg, Eschatology 
in the “Testament of Abraham”. A Study on the Judgement Scene in the Two Recensions, pp. 34–36; 
D. C. Allison Jr, Testament of Abraham, pp. 268–269, 280–285. Various explanations of his presence 
in this capacity in the text are proposed: son of Man may be translated/understood as “son of Adam”; 
in Egyptian mythology, Osiris judges the souls, and Osiris was also a martyr, killed by his brother, so 
perhaps it is based on the similarity (this is well argued by F. Schmidt – see G. W. E. Nickelsburg, 
Eschatology in the “Testament of Abraham”. A Study on the Judgement Scene in the Two Recensions, 
p. 34); being a martyr, Abel is also a saint, and it is said that “do you not know that the Lord’s people 
will judge the world? And if you are to judge the world, are you not competent to judge trivial cas-
es?” (1 Corinthians 6: 2); some Jewish sects revered Adam, Seth and Melchizedek, and Abel is the 
prototype of Seth, who was born to Eve as a substitute for his killed brother (Genesis 4: 25, the very 
name Seth means “substitute”). There may be more explanations, and the answer might lie in their 
combination. 

87 D. C. Allison Jr, Testament of Abraham, pp. 259–260, 278–279.
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him there to record, but when He displays mercy, the sins are erased and the 
person is saved; when not, he goes to be punished (Chapter 11: 9–11, here). Thus, 
we see that in the brief version as well, the final judgement is God’s, not man’s, 
and the message of the text is similar to that in the long recension. The idea that 
there is a difference between God’s justice and man’s justice lies at the core of the 
apocryphal message; and God’s justice certainly has priority. This is confirmed in 
a specific way in the following story. 

2.1.3. The tour of the world and the punishments demanded by Abraham 
for the crimes he sees

In the brief version of the Testament the last story about the judging of people 
is the one relating Abraham’s tour of the world and the punishments he metes 
out, or wishes, for the sins he sees. In the long version, the whole world lies visible 
before him, and F. Schmidt not accidentally compares this with the picture of the 
world on Achilles’ shield88. Sitting on a cloud (or on a celestial chariot in the long 
version of the text) together with Archangel Michael, Abraham witnesses three 
crimes, and prays God that the perpetrators be punished. In our short version, the 
order of events is as follows: (1) Abraham sees a man fornicating with a married 
woman and wishes that fire may fall from Heaven and consume him; so it happens 
(Chapter 12: 2–4); (2) Abraham sees people bearing false witness and wishes that 
the earth should open and swallow them, which immediately happens (Chapter 
12: 6–8); (3) Abraham sees people going into the desert to kill and wishes that 
the beasts of the desert should come and tear them to pieces, which immediately 
happens (Chapter 12: 9–11).

It should be noted that the story is told differently in the two versions. The 
consecutive order of the crimes is different and so are the punishments89. In 
the long version, the order is the following: (1) first he sees the thieves and mur-
derers in the desert, who are punished by being torn apart by beasts; (2) second 
come the fornicators, who are swallowed up by the earth; (3) finally comes the 
theft, punished by a fire from Heaven. It may be said these crimes, which violate 
both the law and God’s will, have prototypes in the Bible, as do the punishments. 
Calumny, adultery, theft and murder are referred to in biblical Law and in the Ten 
Commandments, as well as – for that matter – in all religious and legal systems 

88 F. Schmidt, Le monde à l’image du bouclier d’Achile. Sur la naissance et l’incorruptibilité du 
monde dans le ‘Testament d’Abraham’, “Revue d’histoire des religions” 185, 1974, pp. 122–126.

89 F. Schmidt, Le Testament grec d’Abraham, pp. 74–77 (brief version, chapter 12), pp. 124–129 
(long version, chapter 10); D. C. Allison Jr, Testament of Abraham, p. 220.
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of the past, and to some extent, of the present90. We can find the model of the 
punishments as well in the Bible91. 

The first punishment is for the adulterers, who are consumed by fire sent 
down from Heaven. In the long version, this is the punishment meted out to the 
thieves. It matches many cases in the Bible. For instance, some of the rebels around 
Korah, of the Tribe of Levi, and the Reubenites Dathan and Abiram (Numbers 16: 
35) are consumed by fire, while their leaders were previously swallowed up by the 
earth. Thus we have two kinds of punishments in the Bible that are also referred 
to in the Testament of Abraham. On two occasions, the consumption by fire befalls 
the commanders of fifty together with their fifty men, sent by the impious king 
Ahaziah, who worships false gods, to Elijah on the mountain (2 Kings 1: 9–12). 
That is also the punishment that befalls Sodom and Gomorrah for the lawlessness 
of their inhabitants (Genesis 19: 24). A similar, though not identical, punishment 
befalls Nadab and Abihu, the sons of Aaron, who offered profane fire before the 
Lord (Leviticus 10: 1–2); in this case, the fire does not come from Heaven. Though 
not by way of punishment, there is consuming fire in 1 Kings 18: 38; 1 Chronicles 
21: 26; Job 1: 16; Psalms 96/97: 3, 2; Maccabees 2: 10.

The second punishment is for the calumniators, who are swallowed up by the 
earth. In the long version of the work, this is the punishment for adulterers. It is 
evidently a reference to the history of the revolt of Korah the Levite and Dathan 
and Abiram of the Tribe of Reuben (Numbers 16 and especially 16: 31–33; see also 
Deuteronomy 11: 6 and many other places in the Bible that refer to this case).

The third punishment is for the murderers in the desert (these are proba-
bly robbers, which comes closer to the long version), who are torn apart by wild 
beasts. In the long version as well, this is the punishment for the thieves and mur-
derers. This punishment resembles that in 2 Kings: the prophet Elisha is passing 
by Bethel and youths from that city come to mock him, but bears come out of the 
wood and maul forty-two of the youths (2 Kings 2: 23–25). 

We should point out a significant aspect of the story about Abraham’s tour of 
the world and the punishments he desires for the sins he sees: this is not a judgement 
after death and for the salvation of souls, but a punishment for crimes committed 
during the earthly life of the sinners. These sins, of course, are revolting in the eyes 
of God, but they are not purely religious crimes. We may ask whether the punish-
ments are of a Divine or human kind, but first we must ask whether the question 

90 Regarding murder – Exodus 20: 13, Deuteronomy 5: 17; regarding theft – Genesis 20: 15, 
Deuteronomy 5: 19; regarding adultery – Exodus 20: 14, Deuteronomy 5: 18; regarding calumny 
– mainly Leviticus 19: 16, and Psalms 30/31: 13–14; 49/50: 20; 100/101: 5, Jeremiah 6: 28, 9: 4 etc. 

91 D. C. Allison Jr, Testament of Abraham, pp. 223–229.
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is at all relevant in the context. The Testament of Abraham is a deuterocanonical 
work, and we cannot expect it to have no relation to religion. It develops a biblical 
storyline or rather a storyline related to the biblical history of the Chosen People. 
It involves holy patriarchs like Abraham, Isaac, and also Sarah, as well as Archan-
gel Michael and God Himself. Though different views have been stated about the 
genre and message of the work, it is in any case relevant to religion. This is true 
for the crimes, which are sins, and for the punishments of those crimes. Obviously, 
the punishments are desired and even chosen by Abraham, which means this is 
a human judgement. At the same time, the nature of the punishments is such as to 
require Divine intervention. A mere man could not cause the earth to open and 
swallow up the criminals, or send wild beasts at once to tear apart the criminals, 
much less send fire from Heaven to consume them. God does all this, directly or 
through the Archangel92. The punishments are borrowed from the Bible and so 
they are Divine: they cannot be carried out by a man, but are meted out by a man 
in the framework of human, not Divine, justice. 

This is confirmed by the fact that God is displeased by the excessive pitiless-
ness of Abraham and orders the Archangel Michael to bring him back to earth, lest 
he destroy the Creation (Chapter 12: 12–13)93. The exact words are that Abraham 
shows no mercy, because he is not the creator of the world, and people should be 
given the chance to repent in order to avoid the final destruction. God has made the 
world for the sake of Salvation, not destruction.  This viewpoint is interesting and 
suggests a Christian element in the text. In this case, we may again look for simi-
larities in the Bible, but this time in the New Testament. In the long version of the 
apocryphal work, there is a significant element that is missing in the short version: 
God tells the Archangel to bring Abraham back to earth lest he destroy the Creation 
entirely when he sees the sins of people, because he has no sins and so has no mercy 
for sinners94. But God does have mercy, because He is the Creator and He seeks the 
sinner’s repentance, not death. It is usually said all men are sinners and only God 
is without sin, but in this case, the deuterocanonical text excludes the man Abra-
ham. This is rather an Old Testament perspective and has a foundation in Genesis 
(17: 1). On the other hand, however, confidence in one’s own righteousness is a sin 
in people rather than a good quality, as the parable of the publican and the Pharisee 
illustrates (Luke 18: 9–14). But in fact, the Only Sinless One has the greatest mercy 

92 Abraham’s use of the words “Lord, Sir” may be an addressing to the Lord or to Archangel Mi-
chael, but clearly it is Michael who executes the judgement, although at the order of God: D. C. Al-
lison Jr, Testament of Abraham, p. 225.

93 Concerning the Greek original, see: F. Schmidt, Le Testament grec d’Abraham, рp. 76–77.
94 F. Schmidt, Le Testament grec d’Abraham, pp. 128–129 (Х, 13).
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for sinners. We believe that the way in which the long text differs from the short one 
could be explained only through the fundamental difference between Divine and 
human justice, and this must be the message of the text. 

A man may be pitiless, but God is not. Even the patriarchs, the apostles and 
the least sinful ones may show a lack of compassion, but not God. An emblematic 
text in this respect is Luke (9: 52–56), where it is said that the apostles Jacob and 
John – like the prophet Elijah – proposed to the Lord that He send a fire from 
heaven and destroy the Samaritan village that rejected Him. But the Lord answers 
that He has come to save and not to destroy human souls. This text is certainly rele-
vant for the story in Testament. The Savior rejects the excessively cruel punishment 
for sinners that we find in the Old Testament and that we mentioned with regard 
to the punishments required by Abraham for those who violate the will of God. 
In a sense, this is a response to, and a clarification about, the prophets’ fierceness, 
which is in contrast with the Lord’s clemency95. In the Gospel story, He not only 
does not fulfill the proposal of the apostles, but He reproaches them for it. 

The similarity with the Testament is not accidental, for it seems that the pit-
iless, cruel punishments imposed by the prophets Moses, Elijah and Elisha upon 
those who violate God’s will troubled the hearts and theological thought of Jews 
and Christians alike. Similar messages can be found in other texts as well. Thus, in 
the Actes Philippi martyris96 – a 4th century text – it is said that when he went with 
the other apostles to preach in Lydia and Asia, they reached the city of Ophiorym 
(otherwise known as Hierapolis of Asia), where people worshiped the snake-god. 
The local pagans and their high priests attacked the apostles, and St. Philip pro-
poses to the other apostles that they pray for the heavenly fire to be sent down to 
consume the pagans, but then rejects his own idea. The local people continued 
to torment them, threatening to draw out their blood and give it to the snake. 
Despite the attempts of Bartholomew and John to dissuade him, Philip calls upon 
the earth to open up and swallow the pagans. When this happens, the sinners beg 
from abyss for forgiveness, but St. Philip does not relent. Then God’s voice is heard 
and Jesus Christ appears, reproaches the apostle for his merciless inflexibility and 
punishes him with exclusion from Paradise for forty days; only after that term will 
Archangel Michael allow him to enter again. Christ pulls out the pagans, together 
with the proconsul and the snake, from the pit with the help of a cross-ladder, and 
they repent for their deeds. 

95 Dale C. Allison has devoted a special article to these questions (Rejecting Violent Judge-
ment: Luke 9: 52–56 and Its Relatives, “Journal of Biblical Literature” 121.3, 2002, pp. 459–478). 

96 See the English translation of the text: J. K. Elliott, The Apocryphal New Testament. A Col-
lection of Apocryphal Christian Literature in an English Translation, Oxford 1993, pp. 516–518.
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The story is impressive by its contents and by the similarity of the message. 
The pious apostle shows himself pitiless towards the revoltingly cruel pagans, but 
the Lord has mercy on them and they repent, while Philip is punished for his 
hard-heartedness. The story in Actes Philippi martyris is closely connected with 
similar themes in the Old Testament books Numbers and 2 Kings, as the textolog-
ical analysis of the two texts shows97. For us, the more important thing is that the 
text aims at the same message in one case and demarcation from lack of mercy in 
the other. There is no doubt who is the righteous one: the Christians are victims 
of tormentors but God is merciful. The comparison is similar and the reproach 
addressed to the righteous judge is similar. This again shows that Divine justice is 
the model that should be followed, but to do so is hard, nearly impossible, even 
for the most righteous Christians. 

We find another similarity to an identical message in the Homilies of Pseu-
do-Clement (XVI, 20)98. The text states that the opening of the earth never hap-
pened, no fire was sent from Heaven to consume people, there was no flood in the 
time of Noah, and beasts did not come out of the forest to maul people: for God 
does not make repayment at once but in the final account. He demands repentance, 
not the destruction of the sinner. We see the text literally repeating the situation 
in Testament of Abraham, as confirmed by the textological analysis of the work99. 
The comparison between the three similar apocryphal works (Testament, Pseudo-
clementine Homilies and Acts of St. Philip) with the Gospel text shows their mes-
sage is the same, although in the New Testament there is mention only of fire from 
Heaven, while in the three works there is a reference to Old Testament stories. In 
fact, Dale Allison has demonstrated the purely verbal similarity between the texts, 
even though the wild beasts do not occur in the Acts of St. Philip, while the flood is 
mentioned only in Pseudo-Clement100. It seems obvious to us that the Gospel text 
rejects the merciless attitude of the Old Testament prophets towards sinners and 
the unrighteous, and the three apocrypha are either Christian, though non-ca-
nonical (Homilies of Pseudo-Clement and Acts of St. Philip) or at least marked by 
Christian editing. This is not the place to discuss the difference between the mes-
sages of the Old and New Testament, but we agree with Dale Allison that a revision 
of the merciless attitude towards violators of the law appears already in the Old 
Testament: Wisdom 11: 22–27; 12: 2; Ezekiel 18: 23, 32; Psalms 144/145: 8, etc.101  

97 D. C. Allison Jr, Rejecting Violent Judgement: Luke 9: 52–56 and Its Relatives, pр. 461–462.
98 B. Rehm, Die Pseudoklementinen. I: Homilien, Berlin–Leipzig 1953, pp. 227 (Chapter XVI, 203).
99 D. C. Allison Jr, Rejecting Violent Judgement: Luke 9: 52–56 and Its Relatives, pр. 462–463.
100 Ibidem, pр. 463–466.
101 Ibidem, рp. 471–478. 
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The important thing here is that the very legalistically focused Judaic culture, and 
even more so the Christian culture, draw an important distinction, but not oppo-
sition, between Divine and human justice. Justice in the human perspective can be 
cruel at times even when meted out by a righteous man, but in God’s repayment, 
mercy always comes first. In the final account, all receive their due, but each per-
son is given the possibility to repent and free himself from sin. 

2.2. Divine and human justice in a legal anti-heretical collection

We believe that the message of that part of the apocryphal story that relates 
Abraham’s tour of the world is central to understanding the Testament and explains 
why this work was included in a legal anti-heretical collection, and to understand-
ing the whole message of the work. The opposition between justice and mercy vs. 
unmerciful judgement is very impressive in many places in the Old Testament, 
which is why these terms should be reconsidered102. The Testament of Abraham 
does that in Chapter 14 of the long version103. After the prayer and the salvation of 
a soul left “in the middle” (Chapter 14: 5–9 of the long version), Abraham recalls 
his lack of mercy and repents, praying forgiveness for his errors from God, and 
salvation and eternal life for the sinners whom he has so cruelly punished (Chapter 
14: 10–15 of the long version). In fact, we believe that the combined conclusions 
from the three stories about repayment and judgement indicate the true triumph 
of Divine mercy and justice. 

To sum up our observations on the story of Abraham’s tour, on which he is ac-
companied and guided by Archangel Michael, we should say that the story displays 
the difference between Divine and human justice, between the idea of punishment 
for the guilty and repentance and correction of the guilty. In fact, the deeds Abra-
ham sees in the world are certainly sinful, but they are crimes according to secular 
law as well, and he metes out punishment as a judge. In this respect, there is a great 
difference compared with the previous stories about repayment after death. Here 
the text is about punishment for crimes, while there, it is about the separation of the 
righteous from the sinners. Although borrowed from biblical texts, the punishments 
here are destruction in the world and departure from the world, not perdition in the 
beyond. In fact, the story about Abraham’s judgement on the criminals in the world 
is a story about the difference between what justice should aim at (mercy and salva-
tion) and what our limited human nature requires (the punishment of the violator).  

102 R. Bauckham, The Conflict of Justice and Mercy, pp. 132–148.
103 F. Schmidt, Le Testament grec d’Abraham, pp. 140–143.



239

Part Five. Apocrypha in the Manuscript BAR Ms. Slav. 636 

3. Addendum. Publication of the text (according to BAR Ms. slav. 636)

3.1. The text of the apocryphal story 

/f. 304r/ ꙗ͗вле́нїе ѡцꙋ на́шемꙋ а͗враа́мⷹ ̄ ѡ͗ ꙁа́вѣтѣ а͗рхꙇ̀стра́тигѡⷨ михаи́лѡⷨ / 
[I104] (1105) Вне́гда скѡча́шѧⷭ҇ днїе а͗враа́/мꙋ прѣста́вити сѧ • гла гь къ / 

а͗рхі̀страті́гꙋ михаи́лꙋ • рⷱ҇е́ / (2) михаи́ль, с҄е аꙁъ ги • рⷱ҇е́ гь и͗дѝ / къ а͗враа́мꙋ • и͗ глѝ 
къ не́мꙋ. / и͗ꙁы́деши ѿ жи́ꙁни се́ѫ • (3) днїе / б҄ѡ тво́и скѡнча́шѧсѧ • да ꙋ͗срⷮо́и / сѝ 
дѡⷨ, да́же и͗ꙁ ми́ра се́го не и͗ꙁы́/деши • 

[II] (1) и͗ и͑де михаи́ль къ а͗враа́/мꙋ • и͗ прїи́де къ не́мꙋ и͗ цѣ́ло/вавь е͑го 
михаи́ль • (2) а͗враа́м же / не вѣ́дѣше кт҄о еⷭ҇ • (3) и͗ ре́че къ не́/мꙋ • ѿкѫ́дꙋ е͑си члче, 
иды пѫ́/тѐмь . (4) ѿвѣ́ща̀ михаи́лъ, пѫ́/тникь е͑смъ • и͗ рече́ а͗враа́мь • / (5) и͗дѝ въ 
до́мь мо́и и͗ почие́ши ꙋ͗/ на́сь • (6) и͗ ꙁаѵⷮр́а и͑деши ꙗможе / хо́щеши • (7) въпро́си же 
а͗рха́ггль /f. 304v/ михаи́лъ и͗ рⷱ҇е́ • повѣ́жⷣ ми ка́ко / ти еⷭ҇ и͑мѧ • (8) ѿвѣща̀ а͗враа́мь 
рⷱ҇е́ ./ рѡди́телїе ми нере́кѡшѧ а͗враⷨ҇ ́ • / гь же ре́че къ мн҄ѣ • и͗ꙁыдѝ ѿ ꙁе́/млѧ твое͑ѫ, 
и ѿ рѡ́да твое͑го̀ •/ и͗ и͗дѝ въ ꙁе́млѧ ѫ͑же ти пока́жѫ •/ (9) послꙋ́шахже га, и͗ и͑доⷯ въ 
ꙁе́млꙛ / ѫже дⷭ҇а́ ми гь • и͗ прѣтво́ри ми / гь имѧ глѧ • кто́мꙋ да не нарⷱ҇е́/тсѧ и͑мѧ 
твоѐ а͗вра̀мь • н҄ѫ а͗врааⷨ҇ ́ •/ (10) рⷱ҇е́же михаи́ль, и͗дѝ съ мно́ѫ до / нѣ́коего мѣ́ста• 

[III] (1) идѡста же съ / двѣ̋ма ра́бичищема • (2) и͗ ѡ͗брѣ/тѡста дѫ́бь вели́кь 
ѕѣлѡ̀ на / пѫ́ти • и͑мѧща вѣ́твїа, т ́• (3) и͗/ слы́шахѫ глⷭ҇а ѿ вѣ́твїи глѧщь / къ 
ни́ма • стъ • въꙁвѣстѝ рѣ́/чи къ не́мꙋ жⱔ е͑си посла́нь • (4) слы́/ша а͗враа́мь глⷭ҇а́ 
ꙋ͗крѣ́пи сѧ и͗ ѿ/кры̀ таи́нѫ въ срⷣци свое͑мь • и͗ рⷱ҇е́• /f. 305r/ ч҄то хо́щеⷮ с҄е бы́ти • 
(5) и͗ ѡ͗бра́тишѧⷭ҇ / пакы̀ въ дⷨо́ сво́и • и͗ рⷱ҇е́ а͗враа́мь • / ꙁакѡ́лите  г̏ кра́ви, да ꙗмы 
• / и͗ пїе́мь • ра́доⷭ҇ б҄ѡ днⷭ҇е бⷭ҇ы́ • (6) ꙁакла́/вша же ѡ͗трѡ́ци, и͗ ва́рити начѧ́/шѧ • 
въꙁва́вже а͗враа́мь і͗саа́ка / сна свое͑го рⷱ҇е́ • снꙋ мо́и лю́би/мыи і͗саа́че • въстанѝ и͗ 
въꙁлѣ́и / во́дѫ на рѫцѣ̏ мо́и, да ѡ͗мы́емь / нѡ́ѕѣ го́стеви се́мꙋ, вита́вшо/мꙋ къ 
на́мь • (7) раꙁꙋ́мѣѫ сѝ ꙗ͗ко / послⷣѣ́не ми еⷭ҇ ꙋ͗мы́ти нѡ́ѕѣ / члкꙋ се́мꙋ вита́вшомꙋ 
мн҄ѣ • / (8) и͗ слы́шавь і͗саа́къ ѡ͑ца свое͗го̀ глѧ/ща сїа̀ • пла́чѧ сѧ прин́есе и͗ въꙁлїа̀ / 
во́ды • (9) и͗ рⷱ҇е́, ѡ͑че • чт҄о сїа̀ еⷭ҇, ꙗ͗ко / ре́клъ е͑си се̏ послⷣѣ́нее ми еⷭ҇ ꙋ͗мы́/ти члкꙋ нѡ́ѕѣ 
вита́вшомꙋ ѹ͗ нⷭ҇а́ • / (10) и͗ ви́дѣвь а͗врааⷨ ́ і͗саа́ка пла́чащаⷭ҇ • / пла́кати сѧ начѧⷮ ́ съ 
ни́мь ѕѣл҄ѡ • /f. 305v/ ви́дѣвже михаи́ль пла́чаща сѧ / ихь • и͗ начⷮѧ́  пла́кати съ 
ни́ми • / (11) па́дѡшѧ слъ́ꙁы михаи́ла и͗ бы́/шѧ ка́менїе • 

[IV] (1) ꙋ͗слыша́вши же / са́рра пла́чь иⷯ ́ • въпро́си иⷯ ́ ре́че, чт҄о / пла́чите • (2) рⷱ҇е́ 
а͗враа́мь, ничто́же / еⷭ҇ • о͗тидѝ и͗ дѣ́лаи и͗ готовѝ ꙗ/стїе го́стеви • (3) и͗ ѡ͗ти́де са́рра 

104 We use Roman numerals in square brackets to indicate chapters according to the Francis 
Schmidt edition.

105 We use Arabic numerals in round brackets to indicate the subdivisions of chapters accord-
ing to the Francis Schmidt edition, insofar as this is possible because the two texts coincide.  
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го́/товаѧщи веⷱ҇р́ѣ • (4) пришⷣе́шꙋ / же слнцꙋ на ꙁа́паⷣ • въꙁы́де ми/хаи́ль на нбс҄а и͗ 
поклони́сѧ / прⷣѣ бмъ • (5) слнцꙋ бѡ̀ ꙁахо́дѧ/щꙋ • покла́нѣѧтсѧ въсѝ агге/ли бжі́и 
• тъ̋же еⷭ҇ пръ́выи и͑же / покла́нѣетсѧ прѣжⷣѐ въсѣ́хь • / (6) и͗ раꙁы́дѡшѧⷭ҇ въсѝ 
аггли бжіи / на мѣ́ста своа̏ (7–8 omm.), (9) и рⷱ҇е́ михаи́лъ / къ бꙋ • пꙋ́стил мѧ е͑си 
къ а͗вра/а́мꙋ рабꙋ твое͑мꙋ • повѣ́да/ти е͗м҄ꙋ ѿлѫ́ченїе дши и͗с тѣ́л ⷶ /f. 306r/ е͗го̀ • (10) 
аꙁ же не смⷯѣ́ ѡ͗бли́чити сло́/ва, дрꙋ́гъ бѡ̀ ти еⷭ҇ • и͗ пра́вдивь / члкъ • стра́нныѧ 
прие͑млѧ • / (11) н҄ѫ млѧ тѧ ги, да́жⷣь па́мѧⷮ съ/мртнѫѧ къ а͗враа́мꙋ • да са́мь / 
раꙁꙋ́мѣеⷮ а͗ нѐ слы́шить • (12) вели́/ка бѡ̀ рѣ́чь ре́щи къ не́мꙋ, ꙗ͗ко / ѡ͗ти́ти еⷭ҇ ѿ вѣ́ка 
ѻ͗но́го • (13) па́че / ги, ми́лꙋеши дшѧ пра́ведныⷯ • / (14) и͗ ре́че гь къ мꙋхаи́лꙋ, и͗дѝ 
къ не́/мꙋ • (15) и͗ ѧже ви́диши ꙗдѫща, ꙗ͑жⷣь / съ ни́мь • и͗де́же спи́ть, спѝ и͗ ты̏ / 
съ ни́мь • (16) аже нало́жѫ на срⷣце / і͗саа́кꙋ, па́мѧть съмртнѫѧ • /

[V] (1) и͗ тогда̀ михаи́лъ прїи́де къ а͗враⷶ ́/мꙋ • и͗ ѻ͗брѣ́те и͗ ꙋ͗го́товавшѫ / веⷱ҇р́ѣ, 
и͗ ꙗдше и͗ веⷭ҇ли́шѧⷭ҇ • (2) и͗ рⷱ҇е́ а͗/враа́мь къ і͗саа́кꙋ снꙋ свое͑мѹ • / въстанѝ, и͗ постелѝ 
ѡ͗дръ го́сте/ви да почі́еть • и͗ въже́гь свѣ́щѫ • /f. 306v/ поставѝ на свѣ́щницѣ • 
(3) и͗ сътво́/ри і͗саа́кь та́ко • и͗ ле́гѡста спа́/ти • (4–5–6 omm.) 

[VI] (1) въ  ꙁ҇ ́мыи же чⷭ҇а́ но́щи, въ/спре́нѫ і͗саа́къ • и͗ прїи́де къ а͗/враа́мꙋ, 
и͗ рⷱ҇е́ • ѿвръ́ꙁи ми две́/ри да сѧ наꙁр҄ѧ ста́рости твое͑и • / да же те́бе не въ́ꙁмѫⷮ ѿ 
ме́не • (2) въ/ста́в же авраа́мь, ѿвръ́ꙁе • и͗ въ/лѣ́ꙁь въ клѧ́ть, ѡ͗бѣ́си сѧ ѻ͗вы ́/ 
ѡца свое͗го̀ • пла́чѧ и͗ ло́биꙁаѧ • / (3) и͗ въспла́ка а͗враа́мь • ви́дѣвⸯ / же михаи́лъ 
иⷯ ́ пла́чаща сѧ • и͗ на/чⷮѧ́ пла́кати съ ни́ми • (4) слыша́/вши же са́рра пла́чь  иⷯ ́• 
прїи́де / къ ни́мь • и͗ въпро́си иⷯ ́ ре́кши • / (5) ги а͗враа́ме, чт҄о вы̏ бⷭ҇ы́ да та́ко / 
пла́чете въсѣ̀ но́щь • е͗да̀ кто̀ ти / вⷭ҇ѣ́ прине́се ѻ͗ лѡ́тѣ бра́тѣ тво/еⷨ ́ ꙗ͗ко ꙋ͗мрⷮѣ́, и͗лѝ 
что̀ е͗м҄ꙋ быⷭ҇ • / (6) ѿвѣща́вже михаи́лъ • рⷱ҇е́• нѝ са́рро, /f. 307r/ не бⷭ҇ы́ вⷭ҇ѣ́ ни е͗ди́на 
ѻ͗ лѡ́тѣ • слы/ша́вши же са́рра, ѿлѫ́ченїе въсⷯѣ́ / члкъ • и͗ сла́внѣи бы́вши рѣ́чи 
/ е͗го̀, (7) рⷱ҇е́ къ а͗враа́мꙋ • ка́ко пла́/чеши приви́тавшимь го́стю къ / на́мь, (8) и͗лѝ 
ка́ко прослъ́ꙁи съвтѧ́/щомꙋ сѧ свѣ́тꙋ на́шемꙋ въ до́/мꙋ на́шемь • въ днешнїи днь 
ра́/доⷭ҇ естъ • (9) рⷱ҇е́ а͗враа́мь, ка́ко ты̏ / вѣ́си члка се́го бжі́а сѫ́ща • (10) рⷱ҇е́ са́ррⷶ, / 
мниⷮ ́ ми сѧ, ꙗ͗ко еⷭ҇ е͗ди́нь ѿ трћ́ех / ѡнⷯѣ м҄ѫжь ꙗдшиⷯ поⷣ дѫ́бѡⷨ маⷨ ́/врїискыⷨ • е͗гд҄а 
ты̏ ꙁакла̀ те́лець, / (11) и͗ ꙗдохѡⷨ съ ни́ми въ до́мꙋ на́шеⷨ • / (12) и͗ рⷱ҇е́ а͗враа́мь, 
въ истиннѫ е͑си / раꙁꙋ́мѣла • (13) аꙁъ б҄ѡ е͗гда̀ нѡ́ѕѣ / е͗го̀ ꙋ͗мы́валь, раꙁꙋ́мѣх въ 
срⷣци / ꙗ͗ко тъ́жⷣе нѡ́ѕѣ и͗ тогд҄а ꙋ͗мы́ваⷯ / поⷣ дѫ́бѡⷨ ма́мьврїи́скыⷨ • и͗ е͗гда̀ / хѡ́тѣхѫ 
и͗ꙁбави́ти лѡ́та ѿ со́домⷶ • /f. 307v/ повѣ́дашѧ ми таи́нѫ • 

[VII] (1) рⷱ҇е́ а͗враⷨ҇а́ / къ михаи́лꙋ • (2) ꙗ͗ви́ ми сѧ кт҄о ты̏ / е͑си • ре́че михаи́лъ • 
аꙁъ е͑смъ / михаи́лъ а͗рха́гглъ • рⷱ҇е́ а͗враа́мъ • / ска́жи ми чьсо радѝ прише́ль е͑си • / 
(3) рⷱ҇е́ михаи́лъ, снъ тво́и і͗саа́къ да / ска́жет ти • (4) и͗ реⷱ҇ а͗враа́мъ, снꙋ / мо́и ръ́ци 
ми • чт҄о е͑си въ съ́нѣ / ви́дѣль • (5) реⷱ҇ і͗саа́къ, ви́дⷯѣ въ съ́/нѣ, ꙗ͗ко слнце и͗ мⷭ҇ц́ъ 
бѣ́ше на́ / главѣ мое͑и • (6) и͗ с҄е мѫ́жь вели́кь / ѕѣлѡ̀ съ нбсъ въꙁѧ́тсѧ, ꙗ͗ко / свⷮѣ́ 
нари́цаѧ сѧ ѿцъ свѣ́тꙋ • / (7) и͗ сънѣ́ть слнце съ гла́вы мое͑ѫ • /  ͗а̀ лꙋн҄ѫ ѻ͗ста́ви 
ꙋ͗ ме́не • (8) пла́каⷯ / же аꙁъ глѧ • не ѿи͗мѝ сла́ви главы / мое͑ѫ • и͗ свѣ́та до́мꙋ 
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мое͑го̀, и͗ / сла́вы мое͑ѫ • (9) въспла́кажеⷭ҇ слнце / и͗ ѕвѣ́ꙁⷣы глѧще • не ѿи́ми свѣ́та / 
си́лы на́шеѫ • (10) ѿвѣща̀ свѣ́тлыи /f. 308r/ мѫⷤ ́ рⷱ҇е́ къ мн҄ѣ • не плачѝ, ꙗ͗ко ѿ/ѧⷯ 
́ свѣ́та домꙋ твое͗го̀ • ѿ ни́ꙁо/сти на высо́тѫ • (11) и͗ ѿ съ́на на про/стра́нство • и͗ 
ѿ тъ́мы въ свѣ́ть • / (12) и͗ рⷯѣ́ къ не́мꙋ • мо́лѧ тѧ ги, въ/ꙁмѝ лꙋ́чѧ съ ни́мь • 
(13) и͗ ре́че ми, нѝ • /въ съ̏ чⷭ҇а́ лꙋ́чѧ съвтѧⷮ ́ сѧ донде́же / скѡнча́ѧт сѧ, ві чⷭ҇а́ дне 
• да въ/сѣ̀ лꙋ́чѧ въ́ꙁмеⷮ своѧ̏ ꙁа́рѧ • (14–15) ꙗ͗кⷤо̀ / мѡѵ̈с҄и глааше • м҄ѫжь свѣ́теⷧ҇ 
/ ви́дѣх, и͗ слнце ѡ͑ца мое͗го̀ въсхо́/дѧща на́ нбо • (16) и͗ ѿвѣща̀ михаиⷧ҇ ́/ рⷱ҇е́, въ 
истиннѫ та́ко еⷭ҇ • слнце / і͗саа́че тво́и ѿцъ еⷭ҇ • и͗ въꙁмⷮе́ сѧ / на нбс҄а • (17) и͗ тѣ́ло 
е͗го̀ ѡ͗ста́неⷮ на́/ ꙁемли, донде́же скѡнча́етсѧ, ҂и, лⷮ҇ѣ́ • /тогда̀ въскрнⷭ҇еть въсѣ́каа плⷮъ́ 
• / (18) и͗ н҄инѣ а͗враа́ме ꙋ͗стро́и си до́мь • /и͗ съвръшѝ строе́нїе своѐ • (19) и͗ ре́че /
а͗враа́мъ къ михаи́лꙋ • мо́лѧтиⷭ҇ /f. 308v/ ги мо́и • аще и͗ꙁы́дѫ и͗с тѣ́ла • н҄ѫ / съ 
тѣ́ломь хо́тⷯѣ въꙁы́ти, да бⷯи́/ ви́дѣль въсѣ̀ дѣ́ла гнѧ • ꙗже съ/тво́риль е͑си106 на 
нбси и͗ на́ ꙁемли • / прѣжⷣѐ прѣста́вленїа мое͗го̀ • (20) и͗ / ѿвѣща́вь михаи́ль и͗ ре́че 
• недоⷭ҇/и́т ми сътво́рити се́го ѻ͗ се́бѣ, / н҄ѫ да и͑дѫ и͗ повѣ́мь ѡцꙋ мое͑/мꙋ ѻ͗ се́мь • 
да аще ми пове́лиⷮ / тогд҄а ска́жѫ ти въсѧ̀ • 

[VIII] (1) и͗ въꙁы́/де михаи́лъ на нбс҄а • и͗ ста̀ прⷣѣ / ѡцемь, и͗ гла ѻ͗ а͗враа́мѣ • 
(2) и͗ рⷱ҇е́/ гь къ михаи́лꙋ • и͗дѝ и͗ пои͗м҄и / а͗враа́ма съ тѣ́ломь • и͗ скажѝ / е͗м҄ꙋ въсѧ̀ 
е͑жеб ти рⷱ҇е́ть, дрꙋ́гь / б҄ѡ ми еⷭ҇ • (3) и͗ прїи́де михаи́лъ, / и͗ поѧⷮ ́ а͗враа́ма съ тѣ́ломь 
на / ѡблацⷯѣ • и͗ не́се е͑го на рѣ́кѫ / нари́цаѫщѫѧ сѧ ѡ͗кїа́нь • (4) и͗ въ/ꙁрѣ́вь 
а͗враа́мь ви́дѣ двѡ̋и врат҄а • /f. 309r/ е͗ди́на ма́ла,  ͗а̀ дрꙋ́га вели́ка • / (5) и͗ посрѣдѣ̀ 
ѡ͗бо̋ехь врⷮа́ • сѣ́дѧ/ше мѫ́жь на прѣстѡ́лѣ сла́вы / велі́ѫ • и͗ на́рѡⷣ мнѡ́гь агглъ 
ѻ͗кръ́/сть е͗го̀ • (6) съ̋же м҄ѫжь пла́чаше / и͗ смѣа́шеⷭ҇ • ѡ͗де́лѣваѫ же пла́чь / смѣ́хꙋ 
• (7) и͗ рⷱ҇е́ а͗враа́мь къ миха/и́лꙋ • кт҄о съ̋и еⷭ҇ ́ ги сѣ́дѧи на / прѣстѡ́лѣ • е͗мꙋ́же съ 
вели́коѫ / сла́воѫ и͗ на́рѡⷣ мнѡ́гъ агглъ прⷣѣ/стѡ́ѧⷮ е͗м҄ꙋ • пла́чет же сѧ и͗ смѣ́/еⷮ, плⷱ҇а́ 
же вѧ́щеи еⷭ҇ смѣ́ха сеⷣмо/рицеѫ • (8) и͗ рⷱ҇е́ михаи́ль къ а͗враа́мѹ • /не ꙁна́еши ли его; 
(9) и͗ рⷱ҇е́ а͗враа́мь, / не ꙁна́ѫ ги • (10) ви́диши ли ѡ͗бо̋а / врата̏ • и͗ велі́а и͗107 ма́лаа; 
(11) сⷮѫ́ въвѡ́/дѧщїа въ живⷮо́ и͗ въ съмръ́ть • /тѣ́снаа сⷮѫ́ ве́дѫщїа въ живⷮо́•/  ͗а̀ 
ши́рокаа врат҄а въ па́гꙋбѫ • / (12) съ̋же м҄ѫжь сѣ́дѧи, а͗да́мь еⷭ҇ /f. 309v/ пръ́выи 
члкъ • (13) е͗го́ же бъ при/ве́де на мѣ́сто се̏ • ви́дѣти въ/сѧ̀ дшѧ и͗схѡ́дѧщѫѧ и͗с 
тѣ́ла • / ѿ то́го бѡ̀ сѫ́ть въсѣ̀ • (14=15) да е͗гд҄а / ви́диши е͑го смѣ́ѧща сѧ • раꙁѹ́/
мѣи ꙗ͗ко дшѧ ви́дить ве́дѡ/мыѧ въ живо́ть • (15=14) аще ли ви́ди/ши .. ..108 е͑го 
пла́чѧща сѧ • раꙁꙋ́/мѣи ꙗ͗ко дшѧ ви́дить ве́дѡ/мыѧ въ па́гꙋбѫ • (16) да то́го ради 
/ ꙋ͗де́лѣваеⷮ пла́чь смѣ́хꙋ • раꙁѹ́/мѣи ꙗ͗ко вѧ́щшѫѧ чѧ́сть ѿ ми́/ра ви́дить грѧ́дѫща 
въ па́гꙋ/бѫ • да того радѝ ꙋ͗де́лѣваеть / смѣ́хови сеⷣмо́рицеѫ • 

106 Added later in smaller characters and above the row (above the end of “творил” and above 
“на”), perhaps by another copyist. 

107 Omitted and added later above the row by the copyist. 
108 Two erased letters, perhaps “же”.
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[IX] (1) рⷱ҇е́ а͗врааⷨ ́/ къ михаи́лꙋ • да не мѡ́гѫт ли / прои́ти сквѻ́ѕѣ тѣ́снаа 
врат҄а; / ни мо́гѫⷮ же вънити въ живоⷮ ́• / рⷱ҇е́ михаи́лъ • е͑и не мо́гѫⷮ • (2) въ/
спла́ка же а͗врааⷨ ́ глѧ, ꙋ͗вы м҄нѣ /f. 310r/ чт҄о сътво́рѧ • (3) аꙁъ б҄ѡ е͑смъ тѧ́/жекь 
тѣ́ломь, да не и͑мамь мо́/щи вълѣ́сти т҄ꙋ въ тѣ́сноіа вра/т҄а • не мѡ́гѫⷮ вълѣ́сти 
въ нѣ̀, ра́/ꙁвѣ дѣ́ти • (4) и͗ рⷱ҇е́ къ не́мꙋ михаиⷧ҇ ́ • /ты̏ е͗ди́нь вълѣ́ꙁеши въ нѧ̀ • /и͗ 
пѡⷣб́ныѧ тебѣ̀ • ͗а̀ мнѡ́ѕи ѿ / ми́ра скво́ѕѣ ши́рокаа врат҄а / и͑дѫть въ па́бⷢѫⷹ • (5) 
сто́ѫщꙋ же / а͗враа́мꙋ въ тъ̏ чⷭ҇а́ • с҄е а͑гглъ по/гна̀ дшъ ꙁ ́ тъ́мь • е͗ди́на же / дшѧ 
но́сѧше въ рѫк҄ꙋ свое͗ю̏ • / и͗ въгна̀ въсѧ̀ дшѧ въ врат҄а ве́/дѫщїа въ па́гꙋбѫ • (6) 
рⷱ҇е́ а͗враа́мь / да въсѝ ли идѫть въ па́гꙋбѫ; / (7) рⷱ҇е́ михаи́ль къ а͗враа́мꙋ • и͑дѣ ⷨ / 
поищемь въ дшахь сиⷯ ́ • и͗ аще / ѡ͗брѣ́щеⷨ дшѫ достои́нѫ, въ/ве́демь ѫ̀ въ живоⷮ ́ • 
(8, 9 omm.) и͗ шⷣе́ше / поискасте, и͗ не ѡ͗брѣ́тѡсте доⷭ҇о /f. 310v/ и́ны живо́та е͗ди́ноѫ 
же. ра́/ꙁвѣѫ͑ же но́шааше а͑гглъ въ рѫ҄кѹ / ѡ͗брѣ́те б҄ѡ грѣ́хы е͗ѫ̀ съче́тены / съ 
пра́веⷣными ⸱ (10) реⷱ҇ ́ а͗враа́мь , дшѧ / сїѧ̏ е͑же го́нить а͗гглъ ⸱ тъ̏ ли еⷭ҇ / и͗ꙁи́маѧи, 
и͗лѝ и͑нь ⸱ (11) ѿвѣща́в / же михаи́лъ, реⷱ҇ ́⸱ съмръ́ть ве́деⷮ / ѧ̏ на сѫ́дное мѣсто, да 
сѫ́дить / имь сѫді́и ⸱ 

[X] (1) реⷱ҇ ́ а͗араа́мь къ ми/хаи́лꙋ. хо́щѫ да би́ мѧ дове́ль / до сѫ́днаго мѣ́ста, 
ви́ждѫ / ка́ко сѫді́а сѫ́диⷮ ⸱ (2) тогд҄а миха/и́ль поѫ͑ть а͗враа́ма и͗ ве́деи͗҇ / въ 
мѣ́сто и͗де́ же бѣ́ше ра́и ⸱ (3) и͗ / е͗гд҄а доидѡста мѣ́ста и͗де́ же / бѣ̏ сѫді́и ⸱ (4) 
слы́шѧ дшѧ въпїѧ́/щиⷯ въ мѫ́каⷯ ⸱ кри́чѧща и͗ глща ⸱ / поми́лꙋи мѧ ги ⸱ (5) и͗ реⷱ҇ ́ 
сѫді́и ка́/ко тѧ̏ хо́щѫ поми́ловати,  ͗а̀ / ты̏ дъщерѧ своѧ̏ нѣ́ си поми́ловⷧаⷪ /f. 311r/ 
ла . н҄ѫ въста̀ плⷣѡ́ чрѣ́ва свое͗го̀, / и͗ погꙋ́би ѧ̏ ⸱ (6) ѿвѣща̀ и͗ реⷱ҇ ́, не бⷭ҇ы́ / раꙁбо́и ѿ 
ме́не, н҄ѫ о͗блъга́ла / мѧ еⷭ҇ ⸱ (7) сѫді́и же реⷱ҇ ́ прине́сти / па́мѧⷮ написа́нїа ⸱ (8) и͗ с҄е 
херꙋві́мь / но́сѧ кні́гы двѡ̋ѧ ⸱ бѣ́ше съ ниⷨ ́/ м҄ѫжь вели́кь ѕѣл҄ѡ ⸱и͑мѣѧ на́/ главѣ 
вѣ́нцѧ, г҇ ̀ ⸱ (9) е͗ди́нь вѣ́нець / вы́ше бѣ́ше дрꙋ́гаго ⸱ се̋ же м҄ѫ/жа въꙁва́шѧ на 
послꙋ́шьство ⸱ / (10) и͗ дръжа́ше м҄ѫжь съ̋и въ рѫцѣ̏ / тръ́сть ꙁла́тѫ ⸱ и͗ реⷱ҇ ́ 
сѫді́и, ко́мⷹ/ждо ѡ͗бли́чи грѣ́хы дшѧ се́ѫ ⸱ (11) и͗ / раꙁгнѫ́вь м҄ѫжь е͗ди́ны кні́гы, 
/ ѿно́симы херꙋві́момь ⸱ и͗ по/и͑ска́вь грⷯѣ́ дшѧ тоѫ̀ ⸱ (12) ѿвѣщаⷡ҇ ́/ а͗враа́мь, реⷱ҇ 
́ ⸱  ͗ѡ̀ дше ѻ͗каа́ннаа ⸱ / ка́ко глеши, ꙗ͗ко небⷭ҇ы́ раꙁбо́и ѿ / ме́не ⸱ (13) не се̋ли ты̏ 
дше по ꙋ͗мръ́/тїи мѫ́жа свое͗го̀ сътво́рила, /f. 311v, the last folio of the quire лꙁ 
́/ прѣлю́бы съ мѫ́жеⷨ дъ́щере свое͑ѫ ⸱ / (14) и͗ дрꙋ́гыѧ грѣ́хы е͗ѫ̀ ѡ͗бли́чаѧ/ще е͗и, 
ѧже бѣ́ше сътво́рила въ / кои́жⷣо чаⷭ҇ ́ ⸱ (15) и͗ слы́шавши дшѧ сѝ / въꙁъ́пивши, 
го́ре м҄нѣ ⸱ ꙁабыⷯ ́/ въсѧ̀ грѣ́хы ⸱ сїи̋ же иⷯ ́ не ꙁабы́/шѧ ⸱ (16) и͗ въꙁѧ́шѧ же ѫ̀ 
слꙋ́гы ѡ/гньныѧ, и͗ мѫ́чахѫ ѫ̀ ⸱ 

[XI] (1) ре́че а͗вра/а́мь къ михаи́лꙋ ⸱ ги, кт҄о сы̏ еⷭ҇ / сѫ́дїи, кто́ же ѿвѣща́ваѧи 
⸱ / сѫді́и бѡ̀ не сѫ́диⷮ, ра́ꙁвѣ ѿвѣ/ща́ваѧи ⸱ (2) реⷱ҇ михаи́ль, ви́диш иⷧ҇ / т҄ы сѫді́ѫ; 
съ̏ естъ а͗ве́ль, мѫ́/чивыи сѧ пръ́вѣе ⸱ (3) съ̋ же ѿвѣщⷶʹ/ваѧи, енѡⷯ ѿцъ тво́и ⸱ 
съ̏ еⷭ҇ ꙋ͗/чи́тель нбⷭ҇ныи, и͗ кни́гочїи пра́/веⷣныи ⸱ (4) пꙋ́сти же гь его са́мо, / да пи́шеⷮ 
беꙁа́кѡнїа ⸱ и͗ пра́вды / ко́мꙋжⷣо ⸱ (5) и͗ реⷱ҇ ́ а͗враа́мь, мо́жеⷮ / ли енѡⷯ но́сити чѧ́сть 
дшь, и͗ли ̀ /f. 312r, first sheet of the tetrad ли ́/  ѿвѣща́вати въсⷨ҇ѣ́ дшаⷨ҇ ⸱ (6) реⷱ҇ ́ ми/
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хаи́лъ, аще кри́во ѿвѣща́влеⷮ, / не да́дѧⷮ е͗м҄ꙋ ⸱ нижѐ ѻ͗ се́бѣ енѡⷯ / ѿвѣща́ваеⷮ ⸱ (7) н҄ѫ 
гь ѿвѣща́ваѧи ⸱ / аще еⷭ҇ напи́совати, е͗нѡ́хови еⷭ҇ / порѫ́чено ⸱ (8) и͗ꙁмо́ли бѡ сѧ ꙋ͗ га 
/ енѡⷯ глѧ ⸱ не хо́щѫ ѿвѣща́вати / дшаⷨ, да не нико́мꙋ же тѧ́жькь / бѫ́дѫ ⸱ (9) реⷱ҇ 
́ гь къ е͗нѡ́хови, во́лѧ / ти да́ѫ . да напи́саеши грѣ́хы / члчѧ въ кни́гы, (10) аще 
бѫ́деть дша / млⷭ҇тива ⸱ ѡ͗брѣсти и͑маши грѣ́/хы е͗ѫ̀ погла́жⷣены, и͗ въни́деть / въ 
живо́ть ⸱ (11) аще ли дша не бѫ́/деⷮ млⷭ҇тива ⸱ ѡ͗брѣ́щеши грѣ́хы / е͑ѫ напи́саны, и͗ 
въве́дѫⷮ ѫ̀ въ / мѫ́кѫ ⸱ 

[XII] (1) и͗ по ви́дѣнїю мѣ́ста, / сѫді́ѧ не́се ѡ͑блакь въ твръ́дь ⸱ / (2) и͗ 
въꙁрѣ́вь а͗враа́мь до́лꙋ на́ ꙁе/млѧ ⸱ ви́дѣ члка прѣлюбы дѣѧ́щⷶ /f. 312v/ съ же́ноѫ 
мѫ́жатицеѫ ⸱ (3) и͗ реⷱ҇ ́/ а͗враа́мь къ михаи́лꙋ ⸱ ви́ди/ши ли беꙁа́кѡнїе се́го; да 
съни́/деⷮ ѡ͑гнь съ нбсе да поꙗсть е͑го ⸱ / (4) въ тъ̏ чаⷭ҇ ́ съни́де ѡ͑гнь съ нбсе, / и͗ 
поꙗсть (5)  ͗ѝ ⸱ ре́че гь къ михаилѹ, / ꙗ͗ко жѐ ре́тⷱ҇ь а͗враа́мъ, послꙋ́ша / е͑го ⸱ дрꙋ́гь 
б҄ѡ ми еⷭ҇ ⸱ (6) и͗ пакы̀ / съмо́тривь а͗враа́мь ⸱ ви́дѣ на́/ ꙁемли ины ѡ͗кле́ветаѫщѫ 
⸱ / (7) и͗ реⷱ҇ ́ а͗враа́мь ⸱ да сѧ про́сѧдеть / ꙁе́млѧ съ ни́ми, и͗ да пожреⷮ ѧ̏ / жи́вы ⸱ 
(8) и͗ ꙗко же ре́че а͗враа́мь / пожрⷮѣ ихь ꙁе́млѧ ⸱ (9) пакы̀ съ/мо́тривь а͗враа́мь ⸱ 
ви́дѣ нѣ́/кыѧ идѫща въ пꙋсты́нѣ ꙋ͗/би́вати ⸱ (10) и͗ ре́че а͗враа́мь къ ми/хаи́лꙋ ⸱ 
ви́диши ли беꙁа́кѡнїе / сиⷯ ́; повелѝ да приїдѫⷮ ѕвѣ́рїе / ѿ пꙋсты́нѣ, да погꙋ́бить 
ѧ̏ ⸱ (11) /f. 313r/ въ тъ̏ чаⷭ҇ ́ прїи́дѡшѧ ѕвѣ́рїе ѿ пѹ/сты́нѧ и͗ сънѣ́дѡшѧ ихь 
⸱ (12) гла гь / къ михаи́лꙋ ⸱ ѡ͗братѝ пак҄ы а͗/враа́ма на́ ꙁемлѧ ⸱ и͗ не да́и е͗м҄ѹ / 
ѻ͗бхо́дити въсѣ̀ ꙁе́млѧ ѧже съ/тво́риⷯ, не ми́лꙋет б҄ѡ нико́го же ⸱ / не б҄ѡ ихь еⷭ҇ 
сътво́риль ⸱ (13)  ͗а̀ неглѝ / ѡ͗бра́тѧт сѧ ѿ своиⷯ ́ грѣ́сѣⷯ, и͗ по/ка́ѧт сѧ и͗ спса́ѧⷮ  
сѧ ⸱ (14) въ тъ̏ чаⷭ҇ ́ ѡ͗/бра́ти михаи́ль а͗враа́ма ⸱ (15) е͗гⷣа̀ / же ꙋ͗мрⷮѣ са́рра, (16) 
погре́бе ѫ̀ а͗вра/а́мь ⸱ 

[XIII] (1) е͗гда̀ же съкра́тишѧⷭ҇ днїе / а͗враа́мꙋ ⸱ донде́ же не смѣ҄еть / пристѫ́пити 
къ не́мꙋ, ꙗ͗ко жѐ / дшѧ е͗м҄ꙋ въꙁѧ́ти ⸱ (2) дрꙋ́гь б҄ѡ ми / еⷭ҇, н҄ѫ шⷣе́ ꙋ͗красѝ съмрть 
кра́со/тоѫ мн҄огоѫ ⸱ и͗ пꙋстѝ къ а͗вра/а́мꙋ, да ѫ̀ ви́диⷮ свои́ма ѻ͗чи́ма ⸱ / (3) ꙋ͗кра́си 
же михаи́ль съмръⷮ ́, и͗/ пꙋ́сти ѫ̀ къ а͗враа́мꙋ ⸱ (4) ви́дѣв жⱔ҇ /f. 313v/ а͗враⷨа́ съмрⷮъ́ 
пристѫ́пившѫѧ / къ не́мꙋ, ꙋ͗боа́ сѧ ѕѣл҄ѡ ⸱ (5) и͗ реⷱ҇ ́/ а͗враа́мь къ съмръ́ти ⸱ 
млѧ тѧ̀ / ска́жи ми кт҄о ты̏ е͑си, и͗ ѡ͗ти/дѝ ѿ ме́не ⸱ (6) ѿне́ли же б҄ѡ тѧ̀ / ви́дѣⷯ 
пришⷣе́шѫѧ къ мн҄ѣ ⸱ / смѫ́ти сѧ дша моа̀ въ мн҄ѣ ⸱ / (7) да нѣ́смъ тебѣ̀ доⷭ҇и́нь, 
ты̋ бо / дхъ вели́кь ⸱ аꙁ же плⷮъ́ и͗ кръ́вь ⸱ / сего рад҄и не мо́гѫ тръпѣти / твое͑ѫ 
сла́вы ⸱ (8) ви́жⷣѫ б҄ѡ лѣ́потѫ҇ / твоѫ̀, ꙗ͗ко  нⷭ҇ѣ́ ѿ ми́ра се́го ⸱ (9) и͗ / ре́че съмрⷮъ́ къ 
а͗враа́мꙋ ⸱ глѧ ти / въ въсе́и тва́ри ꙗже бъ ство́риⷧ҇ / еⷭ҇, не ѡ͗брѣ́те сѧ поⷣбень тебѣ̀ 
⸱ / (10) пои͑скаⷯ б҄ѡ въ агглѣⷯ и͗ въ вла́стеⷯ, / и͗ въ прѣстѡ́лѣⷯ и͗ въ члцѣⷯ ⸱ и͗ въ / 
госпⷣѡ́ствиⷯ ⸱ и͗ въ въсⷯѣ́ жи́вѫщиⷯ / по ꙁе́мли, и͗ въ во́даⷯ ⸱ и͗ не ѡ͗брѣ́/те сѧ поⷣбе́нь 
тебѣ̀ ⸱ (11) и͗ реⷱ҇ а͗враа́мь /f. 314r/ къ съмръ́ти, слъга̀ чи́сто ⸱ ви́/жⷣѫ б҄ѡ лѣ́потѫ 
твоѫ̀, ꙗ͗ко нⷭ҇ѣ ѿ / ми́ра се́го ⸱ (12) и͗ ре́че съмръⷮ ́́, мни́/ши ли ꙗ͗ко лѣ́пота сїа̀ моа̀ 
еⷭ҇ ; / и͗лѝ мо́гѫ та́ко лѣпа бы́ти въсѣ́/комꙋ члкꙋ ; (13) и͗ реⷱ҇ ́ къ не́и а͗врааⷨ ́ ⸱ / да 
чі́ѫ еⷭ҇ лѣ́пота сѝ ⸱ (14) и͗ реⷱ҇ ́ съмръⷮ ́/ къ а͗враа́мꙋ ⸱ нⷭ҇ѣ никто́ же и͗ꙁ/гни́лѣи ме́не ⸱ 
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реⷱ҇ ꙋбо а͗враа́мь, / пока́жи ми сѧ кт҄о ты̏ е͑си ⸱ (15) реⷱ҇ ́/ съмръⷮ ́, аꙁъ е͑смъ го́ркое 
имѧ ⸱ / а͑ꙁъ есмъ пла́чь ⸱ аꙁъ е͑смъ па́гѹ/ба въсе́мꙋ ⸱ (16) ре́че къ не́и а͗враа́мь, 
/ кт҄о ты̏ е͑си ⸱ реⷱ҇ ́ съмръⷮ ́ ⸱ аꙁъ е͑смь / съмръⷮ ́. раꙁлѫ́чаѫщи дшѫ ѿ тѣ́/лесѥ ⸱ 
(17) реⷱ҇ ́ къ не́и а͗враа́мь ⸱ ты̋ ли / е͑си съмръⷮ ́; мо́жеши ли ты̏ въсⷨѣ́/ сътво́рити; 
да имь и͗ꙁы́дѫть / дшѫ и͗ꙁ тѣ́лесе ⸱ (18) и͗ реⷱ҇ съмръ́ть къ / а͗враа́мꙋ ⸱ мни́ши ли 
моѫ̀ сѫ́щѫѧ /f. 314v/ лѣ́пота сїѫ̀ и тако сѧ въсⷨ҇ѣ́ ꙗ/влѣѫ ⸱ (19) н҄ѫ аще ꙋ͑бо кт҄о 
еⷭ҇ пра́ве/день ⸱ прїе͑мшемꙋ въсѧ̀ пра́вѫⷣ / тво́рѧⷮ вѣ́нець, и͗ пола́гаѧⷮ на́ / главѣ мое͑и ⸱ 
и͗ и͑дѫ къ не́мꙋ, / съ поко́ренїемь и͗ пра́вдоѫ ⸱ (20) ащеⷧ҇ / кт҄о еⷭ҇ грѣ́шникъ ⸱ прїи́дѫ 
къ / не́мꙋ мнѡ́гомь гнѡ́емь ⸱  ͗а̀ грѣ́/хы е͗м҄ꙋ твѡ́рѧть вѣ́нець ⸱ и͗ по/ла́гаѧⷮ на́ главѣ 
мое͑и ⸱ и͗ съ вели́/кѡⷨ стра́хѡⷨ съмѫ́щаѫ его ѕѣлѡ̀ ⸱ / 

[XIV] (1) и͗ реⷱ҇ ́ къ н́еи а͗враа́мь ⸱ пока́жи м / гни́лость твоѫ̀ ⸱ (2) и͗ ѿкры̀ е͗м҄ꙋ 
/ гни́лость своѫ̀ ⸱ (3) и͑мѣше б҄ѡ гла́/ви, ꙗже и͑мѣхѫ ли́ца ꙁъмі́ина ⸱ / сега радѝ 
мнѡ́ѕи а͗спи́дами ꙋ͗/ми́раѧть ⸱ (4) дрꙋ́гыѧ же гла́вы, / ꙗ͑же имѣхѫ кѡ́пїа ⸱ сего 
рад҄и / мнѡ́ѕи ѿ кѡ́пїа погы́баѧⷮ ⸱ ѡви / же и͑мѣхѫ ѡгнъ ⸱ (5) въ тъ́жⷣе днь ѹ͗ 
/f. 315r/ мрѣ́шѧ ꙁ ́ снѡⷡ҇ а͗враа̀мⷹ, ѿ срⷮа́ха / съмръ́ти ⸱ помо́лив же сѧ а͗врааⷨ ́/ къ бꙋ, 
и͗ въскрѣ́си въсѧ̀ ⸱ (6) а͗врааⷨ ́/ же ꙗ͗ко и͗ въ съ́нѣ прѣдаⷭ҇ ́ дшѫ своѫ̀ ⸱ / и͗ прїи́дѡшѧ 
си́лы гнѧ, блⷭ҇вѧще / дрꙋ́га бꙋ ⸱ и͗ несѡ́шѧ дшѫ е͗го̀ / на по́кои ⸱ сла́вѣще вы́шнѣго 
/ ба ⸱ (7) погре́бе же і͗саа́къ ѡца свое͗го̀ / а͗враа́ма, бли́ꙁь свое͑ѫ мтре ⸱ / сла́вѧще 
вы́шнѣго ба ⸱ е͗мꙋ́ же / сла́ва въ вѣкы̀ вѣкѡⷨ ́, а͗ми́нь  /

 ͗Егда̀ ꙋбо слꙋ́жите въсѧ̀ съ па́/мѧтїѫ га і͗са твѡ́рите ⸱ и͗ мѡ/ли́те ба да 
тъ̋и ва́мь бѫ́деⷮ наста́/вникь ⸱ въ ни́х же аще дѣ́лаете ⸱ / и͗деже б҄ѡ хс ́ приꙁы́ваеⷨ 
и͗ хс ́ прѣ/бы́ваеть ⸱ въсѣ̀ ста сѫⷮ ́. въсѣ̀ блⷭ҇ве́/наа ⸱ тꙋ̏ хс ́ въсе́лѣвает сѧ ⸱ та́/
мо хс ́ почи́ваеть ⸱ блаже́ни иже / къ не́мꙋ смѣ́рѣѧⷮ сѧ ⸱ и͗ того̀ же ́/f. 315v/ лаеⷮ 
и͗ ꙗстъ, и͗ того̀ лю́биⷮ ⸱ тако̀/выи спⷣо́бит сѧ въпи́ти ⸱ кт҄о / мѧ раꙁлѫ́чить ѿ 
лю́бве хви ⸱ / скръ́бли и͗лѝ тѣ́снота; и͗б҄ѡ / сла́дость хва, и͗ бжⷭ҇твнаа е҇ ́/ лю́бовь ⸱ 
въсѣ́мь въкꙋ́пѣ про/ти́вит сѧ па́мѧтїѧ хвоѫ ⸱ ꙗ͗ко / жѐ и͗ сті́и мⷱ҇н́ци прѣꙁрѣ́шѫ 
съ/мрть ꙁа лю́бовь хвꙋ, да того̀ / е͗ди́ного приѡ͗брѣ́щѫть ⸱ ꙗ͗ко / жѐ а͗пⷭ҇лъ па́вель 
проповѣ́дꙋеⷮ / глщи ⸱ иже не лю́биⷮ га і͗са, а͗на́/ѳема ⸱ марана́ѳа ⸱ с҄е ꙋбо / марана́ѳ 
е͗ѵр҄еискыи естъ, / ви́дѣⷯ га ⸱ и͗ абїе ꙗ͗ви сѧ̀ е͗мꙋ̀ / гь глѧ ⸱ ꙁанѐ лю́биши мѧ па́вле, 
/ ви́жⷣь гд҄е е͑смъ ⸱ ѿ ра́дости же / глеть па́велъ марана́ѳа, ви́дѣⷯ / га ⸱ с҄е прїи́де 
гь ви́жⷣь гд҄е есть   

3.2. Notes and comparisons related to the text 

The title. The title is identical with that in group E in Francis Schmidt, but is 
textually different from that of group B, F, G. The exception is the prayer “Lord, 
have mercy!” at the end, which is probably due to the purpose of the copy. The title 
in the Panagyurishte collection is different. In the Adjar miscellany (NBKM 326, 
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f. 23v) the title is: слово праведнаго авраама егⷣа прїиде е͗мꙋ а͗рхггль Михаиль вь 
домь е͗го. ѡⷱ҇ блⷢ҇ви.

Chapter I. There are small differences in the text. The words “Michael! Here 
I am, o Lord.” are missing. It seems variants B, F, G of the short version show more 
differences from our text. In the Panagyurishte collection (Pan.), in I: 1, it is said 
that the Lord turned to the archangels Gabriel and Michael. The differences with 
respect to the Adjar miscellany are insignificant.

Chapter II. There are more differences in this chapter. In BAR 636, there is no 
mention of Abraham sitting by his oxen (in B, F, G the oxen are not mentioned). 
In the Greek texts, there is no mention that the conversation begins with the kiss 
of the Archangel. The conversation itself is different in BAR 636: there is no men-
tion of the invitation to sit with him, but he directly sends the Archangel to his 
home, where he will be received. After that there is missing the entire part that 
comes before Archangel Michael asks what Abraham’s name is; the change of the 
name from Abram to Abraham is also presented differently (without direct speech 
of the Lord), and the part before the departure for Abraham’s home is missing in 
our text: it directly passes to the invitation to go somewhere. The two versions of 
the Greek text differ, but are much closer to each other than to the Slavic text. In 
Pan. II: 1 there is a description of where Abraham is sitting, and in II: 6 it is said 
he started out in the morning to avoid attack by wild beasts at night. In Pan. II: 9, 
there is an explanation of what the name means, and the part before they leave for 
Abraham’s home is present, as it is in the Greek text.

Chapter III. In the text of this chapter, there are many differences between the 
Slavic translation, particularly our copy in BAR 636, and the Greek original. In 
the text published here, there is no mention of the distance of two stadia from the 
oak (the tree called “tamarisk” in the Greek text) to the city. In Pan. III: 2, the oak 
is called “of Ambreman”, and it is said it is as lovely as a birch tree. The rest of the 
story is similar to the Greek texts, but in the Slavic version there is no mention of 
the legend about washing the guest’s feet. The Archangel’s tears in Pan. III: 11 are 
like marble, and in BAR 636, they are “like stones”. In the Greek text – stones.

Chapter IV. In the Greek text, Sarah’s tent (home) is mentioned. In the Slavic, 
it is not. In the Greek text of copy E, Archangel Michael asks and receives permis-
sion to speak to God, but in BAR 636, this part is missing. The two Greek texts are 
almost identical, but in B, F, G, when making his request, Archangel Michael prays 
God to send the message about Abraham’s death to Isaac at the beginning, and does 
not mention God’s decision at the end of the chapter. The text is similar to Pan.  

Chapter V. The Greek texts of Е and of B, F, G are longer. In the Slavic text 
from BАR 636, there is missing the whole conversation between Abraham and 
Isaac after the room is prepared for the guest (V: 3–6), when the son begs the father 
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to let him sleep there. In the Sevastyanov Miscellany (Sev.), this part (V: 3–6) is 
present, as it is in the Greek text. 

Chapter VI. There are no significant differences between the two Greek texts 
and the Slavic one from BAR 636. In the Greek texts, it is said that Isaac woke 
up and went to the door of his father’s room, and in Sev. (VI: 1) he goes to the door 
where Abraham and the Archangel have slept. In BAR Ms. slav. 636 – it is only said 
that he went to Abraham.

Chapter VII. In VII: 2, in answer to Abraham’s question in BAR Ms. slav. 636, 
Archangel Michael adds the title “Archangel” to his name, unlike in the Greek text. 
In VII: 7, when the large man from Isaac’s dream takes the sun off his head, in the 
Greek text he leaves the sunbeams, and in the Slavic (BAR 636, Pan. and Sev.), the 
Moon. In VII: 14 of the Greek text, the man speaking to Isaac is called the “bright 
man” (φωτεινὸς ἄνθρωπος), in the Slavic texts (BAR 636, Sev.), he is called “Mo-
ses”. In VII: 17 – 6,000 years (Greek text Е), 7,000 (Greek text B, F, G) and 8,000 
(BAR Ms. slav. 636, Sev.).

Chapter VIII. There is a small difference in VIII: 2 – in the Slavic text (BAR 
636, and Sev.), there is no mention of the world being shown and of Abraham’s 
questions, but only the request that Michael would tell him everything. The river 
in Sev. is called “Okrian” and not “Ocean” (VIII: 3). In BAR 636 (VIII: 7) Abraham 
does not ask the Archangel why this man is sitting between the two doors (as in 
the Greek E), but who that man is. In Sev., the question is only as to who the man 
is, but unlike BAR 636, there is no mention of his sitting between two doors. In 
the Greek text (B, F, G) VIII: 8, it is not Abraham who asks the Archangel who this 
man sitting between the two doors is, but the reverse: the Archangel asks Abraham 
whether he knows who he is. The text of VIII: 14–15 – in both Greek texts, there is 
mention of weeping first and of laughter second; in the Slavic versions (BAR 636 
and Sev.), it is the reverse. 

Chapter IX. At the end of IX: 3 of the Greek text and in Sev., there is a precise 
statement as to the age when a child may pass through the narrow door – 10-year-
old (Е), 15 years (B, F, G), and 10 years (Sev.); in the Slavic from BAR 636 – it is 
only said “a child”. In the Slavic texts (BAR 636 and Sev.) of IX: 5, there is mention 
of an angel who leads seven myriad souls to the gate of destruction; in the Greek 
(E), they are six myriad, and in the others (B, F, G), only “myriads”. From the 
second part of IX: 8 to IX: 10 inclusive, the Greek text (Е) is different, and IX: 9 is 
missing in BAR 636. The Sev. text strictly follows the Greek E. The other Greek var-
iant (B, F, G) is also shorter: IX: 9 is missing, but the placing of souls with equal sins 
and good deeds in the middle is there. We may wonder whether leaving the phrase 
“in the middle” might not be an allusion to Purgatory, and whether the omission 
of this detail in BAR 636 is not due to an anti-Latin attitude.
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Chapter Х.  In the two Greek texts (Х: 2) there is a  reference to moving on 
a cloud, but not in the Slavic ones. In BAR 636, Michael takes Abraham to “Heav-
en”, and in Sev., “to where the judge is meting out justice” (Х: 2 end). In the Greek 
texts, the man with three crowns answers, denouncing the crimes of the infanti-
cide woman, and in the Slavic versions, it is Abraham who answers. 

Chapter XI. Variant Е of the Greek text and the Slavic ones coincide. There are 
differences between BAR 636 and Sev. Variant B, F, G of the Greek text is shortened 
at the end of the chapter. 

Chapter XII. In the Greek version (Е and B, F, G), every time Abraham wit-
nesses unlawful deeds on earth, the cloud takes him there to see the deed (VIII: 6, 
VIII: 9). In the Greek (Е and B, F, G) VIII: 13, the Lord says He has mercy on 
people, because He has created them, something implied but not said in the Slavic 
text. The Greek ones are more similar to each other, and there are deviations in the 
Slavic one, though small ones. For their part, the Slavic BAR 636 and Sev. are quite 
similar to each other.

Chapter XIII. In the text of Е – XIII: 1, it is indicated that the words of the Lord 
to the Archangel follow; in the Slavic texts, it is not. The words that the beauty of 
death is not of this world (XIII: 8) are missing in the Greek B, F, G, and the Slavic 
ones are identical here. In XIII: 10, there is a difference in the enumeration of the 
angelic orders and of living creatures (as in the Greek Е, while in B, F, G this enu-
meration is completely missing) between the two Slavic versions and the Greek 
one. The Slavic is shorter (the two are quite identical after the enumeration in 
XIII: 10. In the Greek B, F, G, the conversation is shorter (XIII: 16).

Chapter XIV. In XIV: 2 of the Greek text Е, it is said that death has two heads, 
while in B, F, G and in the Slavic version, no number is given. In version B, F, G 
of the Greek text, it is said that death has “three” dragon faces, and in E and in the 
Slavic texts, there is no specific number indicated. In XIV: 4 in the Greek texts, 
some of the heads are like swords (rhomphaia), and in the Slavic (both Slavic texts 
are mutually identical), the are like spears. In XIV: 6 of the Slavic texts, there is no 
mention of God sending Archangel Michael to take the soul of Abraham to the 
tribunal. The Greek text in B, F, G is slightly embellished.
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Ukaz [Tale] How God Created the Brotherhood 
of the Cross

1. The deuterocanonical text – its origin and place in the manuscript

O ne of the most remarkable inclusions to the contents of BAR 636 is the 
following apocryphal text in the copy: ꙋ͗ка́ꙁь ка́ко съвⷮо́ри гь браⷮство кръ́стное 
(ff. 316r–319r). There are no traces of this apocryphal text, or of the Testament 
of Abraham, in the twin copy from the collection of A. I. Yatsimirsky (BAR 685), 
again for the same reasons: the end of the manuscript, where the text should be, 
has been lost. At first glance, its presence in our manuscript is puzzling. But its 
inclusion is certainly not accidental; it was meant to serve some ideological-moral 
objective of the compiler, since it is placed in the last part of the collection, im-
mediately after the other apocryphal tale, the Testament of Abraham, and before 
the final text unit, entitled Typikon of the Holy Mount Athos. That is why the main 
purpose of this discussion will be to present a hypothesis as to the function this 
text performs in the general composition of the collection. 

The cinnabar-colored heading contains two identifying expressions: ꙋкаꙁъ 
and крьстноѥ братьство. The former lexeme provides the heading that defines the 
genre of the text: an instructive and explanatory narrative meant to present and 
prove a certain truth1. The designation указ occurs in the titles of other apocrypha, 
for instance, the question-and-answer text known as Razumnik or Ukaz. The word 
combination крьстноѥ братьство, for its part, clearly points to the prototype of the 
whole text from which the tale is borrowed. In the Slavic manuscript tradition, the 

1 Срв. ꙋкаꙁъ ‘поука, наставление, доказателство’, Старобългарски речник, т. 2, София 
2009, pp. 1049–1050.
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apocryphal cycle Tale of the Cross Tree was widely disseminated; the Index of Pro-
hibited Books ascribed it to Presbyter Jeremiah, a writer of the 10th century2. There 
are currently more than 60 known Slavic copies of the whole collection, of Bulgarian, 
Russian, Ruthenian or Serbian origin; the various copies of the collection have var-
ious titles. Several stories are organized around the poly-functional Christian sym-
bols of the cross and the tree; these stories establish a direct thematic connection 
between the Old and New Testaments, placing the events of the earthly life of Jesus 
at the center of the narrative. We may consider it proven that the Old Bulgarian 
compilation was based on a cycle of stories, about the tree of the cross, attributed 
to St. Gregory the Theologian and known in three editions, of which the third dates 
precisely from the 10th century, when the initial translation was made. Subsequently, 
this edition was used by Presbyter Jeremiah and, edited, was included in the so-
called pre-anthologized miscellanies, which became popular in Bulgarian literature 
in the 13th–14th century3; they contained many earlier translated non-canonical texts 
in various genres, strongly influenced by Old and New Testament apocryphal mo-
tifs, and containing elements of mythology and folklore. They came to express the 
folklorish-religious line and were especially popular with the lower rank clergy. It 
is not accidental that the earliest copies of the Tale of the Cross Tree are to be found 
precisely in the representative manuscript anthologies of non-canonical, apocryphal 
and entertaining readings, such as the collection of Presbyter Dragol (manuscript 
№ 632 of the National Library of Serbia, Belgrade, third quarter of the 13th century)4 

2 Стара българска литература, т. 1. Апокрифи, съставителство и редакция Д. Петканова, 
София 1982, pp.  274–288; Ем. Георгиев, Литература на изострени борби в  средновековна 
България, София 1965, pp.  202–225; Д.  Петканова, Повест за кръстното дърво, [in:] 
Старобългарска литература. Енциклопедичен речник, София 1992, pp. 334–335; Д. Петканова, 
Апокрифна литература и  фолклор: Апокрифната художествена проза и  фолклорът, София 
1978, pp. 126–137; Н. С. Тихонравов, Слово о древе крестном, [in:] Памятники отреченной русской 
литературы, т. 1. Общественная польза, Санкт-Петербург 1863, pp. 305–313; М. И. Соколов, 
Компиляция апокрифов болгарского попа Йеремия, [in:] Материалы и заметки по старинной 
славянской литературе, т. 1, Москва 1888, pp. 73–211; А. Милтенова, Презвитер Йеремия, [in:] 
История на българската средновековна литература, София 2009, pp. 285–287.

3 А. Милтенова, Цикъл разкази за Кръстното дърво, приписван на Григорий Богослов, 
http://scripta-bulgarica.eu [retrieved 05.05.2018]. Regarding the same, see A. Miltenova, South Sla-
vonic Apocryphal Collections, Sofia 2018, pp. 261–269.

4 Also known as the Serbian parchment codex from the collection of P. S.  Srechkovich in the 
Serbian National Library in Belgrade. About this work, see А.  Милтенова, Драголов сборник, [in:] 
Старобългарска литература. Енциклопедичен речник, ред. Д. Петканова, София 1992, pp. 131–
132. The whole documentation on the copy in this collection was published by M. I. Sokolov in the cited 
publication. On ff. 154v–177v, in the original of the collection, is placed the text “How Prov swore broth-
erhood with Christ”. Thus, we have the published text from the collection; the collection itself disappeared 
during World War II – М. И. Соколов, Компиляция апокрифов болгарского попа Йеремия, pp. 97–101.

http://scripta-bulgarica.eu
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and the Berlin collection from the early 14th century (manuscript № 48 from the 
Vuk Karadžić collection in the Berlin State Library)5; a  copy of the Tale in the 
Khludov 14th-century copy6; lasting interest in these works continued even into 
the 19th century, when, for instance, the copy in the Samokov collection was made 
(manuscript № 1322 in the Saints Cyril and Methodius National Library, Sofia). 
There was also an early Glagolitic copy of the compilation, related to the Croatian 
tradition of the work7. Contrary to some outdated opinions that a pro-Bogomilist 
tendency may be found in the story, today the prevalent view is that, in joining 
together separate consecutive stories about the Tree of the Cross, the Holy Trinity, 
and Jesus Christ (the title under which some of the copies of the collection were 
disseminated), Presbyter Jeremiah did not serve the doctrine of Bogomilist dual-
ism – on the contrary, he tried to rehabilitate the Cross, rejected by the Bogomils, 
and to clean non-canonical literature of the Bogomil influences with which it had 
been imbued8.

The question as to why and in what text form the Tale of the Tree of the Cross 
was present in the Slavic tradition forms a vast topic, as the separate stories could 
easily have been removed from the Tale and existed as independent works. That is 
what happened to the copy in the manuscript under consideration, BAR Ms. slav. 
636. Leading to this conclusion is the fact that, out of the whole set of apocryphal 
tales, only one story is included in our manuscript. It is the story whose main char-
acters are King Semekli, his son Probus/Prov, and Jesus Christ9. In some copies, 
this text is present under the title A Tale about How the Lord Created the Brother-
hood of the Cross [Слово како сътвори Господь братьство кр҃стное]10. However, 
within the complete set of apocrypha, this episode does not have a separate title 
and is present between two other tales: before it, the tale about the events in Cana 
of Galilee, in which Jesus is a plowman; and after it, a brief version of the popular 
story about St. Luke the Evangelist, the miracle of the mandylion and King Abgar’s 

5 Х. Миклас, Л. Тасева, М. Йовчева, Берлински сборник, Sofia–Wien 2006, pp. 231–278.
6 А.  Попов, Первое прибавление к  описанию и  каталог книг церковной печати библ. 

Хлудова, Москва 1875, pp. 31–44. M. I. Sokolov used the published copy of this manuscript to col-
lect the variants and comparisons with the Collection of Presbyter Dragol.

7 М. И. Соколов, Компиляция апокрифов болгарского попа Йеремия, p. 77. 
8 П. Димитров, Презвитер Йеремия, София 1990, дисертация; Д. Димитрова-Маринова, 

Повест за кръстното дърво на презвитер Йеремия в  системата на старобългарската 
апокрифна литература и  фолклора, [in:] Медиевистични изследвания в  памет на Пейо 
Димитров, Шумен 1996, pp. 37–43. 

9 The full translation of the Tale into modern Bulgarian in: Стара българска литература, 
т. 1. Апокрифи, is placed on pages 282–284. 

10 According to data in the site Repertorium of Old Bulgarian Literature, http:// repertorium.
obdurodon.org, in which three copies are used, made between the 15th and 17th century. 
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letter to Jesus Christ. The episodes are linked together by an explanatory sentence 
at the beginning, stating that after the rule of Augustus (the Roman emperor Oc-
tavian Augustus 27 BC–14 AD), who is mentioned in the preceding narratives 
in Tale of the Tree of the Cross, a certain King Selevkin came to power; the name 
figures in a large share of the copies, but becomes Семекліи in BAR Ms. slav. 636. 
We will devote special attention to him.

2. King Semekli

Before clarifying the messages contained in the deuterocanonical narrative, 
we should devote attention to King Semekli himself. His name is certainly rather 
untypical and raises questions, but it is not unknown in medieval Slavic literature. 
First of all, we should point out that it varies in different copies of the work. In 
all three copies presented in Repertorium of Old Bulgarian Literature and Letters, 
this king is called Seleucius (Seleukios/Selevkios, Селевкие, Селевкиа), and not 
Semekli11. We shall not attempt to find a logical reason for the change of name in 
our manuscript BAR Ms. slav. 636, but we should try to answer the question as to 
whether this was simply a phonetic change (the two names are similar in pronun-
ciation), or one made for some other reason. Of course, the former explanation 
is very obvious and the first to come to mind. A name like “Seleucius” may have 
a  historical basis, while “Semekli” hardly does. It is difficult to decide, partially 
because of the occurrence of a similar, or maybe identical, name in other works of 
the old literature.  

Here, we should mention one of the kings mentioned in The Tale of the Proph-
et Isaiah, How He Was Raised to the Seventh Heaven by an Angel12. He is the king 
Selevkia Simeklit, who descends from the mountain Vitosha, accepts his rank of 
tsar in Romania, and founds several cities during his long, 37-year reign13. It seems 
obvious to us, that the name “Simeklit” resembles the name “Semekli” in the text. 
The combining of the two should indicate there was no simple transformation of 
“Seleucius” into “Semekli”, but that these are two separate names. Such a conclu-

11 http://repertorium.obdurodon.org/runSearch-checkbox.php?country=all&settlement=all
&repository=all&author=all&bgTexts=Цикъл разкази за кръстното дърво от презвитер Йере-
мия. Разказ как Господ сътвори братство с Пров&enTexts=all&ruTexts=all&lg=bg (retrieved 
11.07.2018)

12 This text is also known under the title invented by Y. Ivanov and containing an interpretation: 
Bulgarian Apocryphal Chronicle from the 11th century (“Български апокрифен летопис от XI век”).

13 Iv. Biliarsky, The Tale of the Prophet Isaiah. The Destiny and Meanings of an Apocryphal 
Text, Leiden–Boston 2013, pр. 18–19.
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sion, however, seems too categorical. By way of hypothesis, we may suppose that 
the phonetic transformation, once made, took on a life of its own and was later 
jointed to the original name. This is not very essential to our study, but has some 
significance insofar as it connects King Semekli to Selevkia Simeklit in The Tale of 
the Prophet Isaiah.

The name Selevk/Seleucius is connected with Semekli not only along this 
line, but primarily by its occurrence in other copies, mentioned above. Here we 
should add that we find a king of this name in some historical works of the Ot-
toman period: Slavo-Bulgarian History by Paisius of Chilendari14, The Zographou 
Bulgarian History15 and Brief History of the Bulgarian Slavic People by Hieromonk 
Spyridon16. It is in this sense that we should try to clarify its message as related 
to the message of the whole text. Ivan Biliarsky has devoted several pages to this 
name in his book The Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, to which we refer the reader in 
connection with the present study17. Here we will mention only the conclusions 
we have reached.

First of all, we should say that King Semekli should not be considered apart 
from the king Seleucius who figures in the other works. It is also important that the 
latter appears everywhere as a positive character. In The Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, 
a ruler bearing that name is a builder of cities, and his reign is long and blessed. 
In the three 18th-century histories of Bulgaria, he is glorious and victorious. King 
Semekli is a positive character in our tale too, even though at the beginning he 
falls into trouble, which he tries to resolve in an earthly way. His being blinded 
– temporarily, as we are told – is not a punishment from God but is part of the 
Lord’s plan of Salvation. In fact, Semekli, his son Prov, and the whole family are 
instrumental to that plan and to the spread of the faith. 

Of course, we cannot avoid relating a name like Seleucius, and its deriva-
tives, to the Seleucid dynasty and to the situation in the Near East in the time 
of the Diadochi after the conquests of Alexander the Great. The Syrian dynasty, 
which spread its power over the whole Near East and Middle Asia, is present in 
the Bible as well, in the Old Testament Books of the Maccabees. This refers to Se-
leucus IV Philopator, the Hellenistic king of Syria and son of King Antioch III the 
Great. The problem is that this pagan ruler is not a positive character in the Bible, 
which is inconsistent with the character in our deuterocanonical text and in the 

14 История словеноболгарская, собрана и нареждена Паисием йеромонахом в лето 1762, 
изд. Й. Иванов, София 1914, pp. 31, 59.

15 Й. Иванов, Български старини из Македония, София 1931 (reprint 1970), p. 636.
16 Спиридон йеросхимонах, История во кратце о болгарском народе словенском, 1792, 

София 1992, p. 127.
17 Iv. Biliarsky, The Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, pр. 226–232.
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other works mentioned above. We have no doubt that a character of that name 
is derived from the biblical text, but why has the evaluation of him changed? An 
attempt has already been made to answer this question, and we refer to it here: 
in the Books of the Maccabees, Seleucus is not a positive character, but is not 
a very negative one either; his evil deeds are mostly the fault of his pagan envi-
ronment and the Jewish renegades at his court. The story of the intervention of 
the Hellenistic king serves not so much to bring damage to the Temple and the 
Chosen People, as to display the power of the God of Israel over the Gentiles18. 
For that matter, a similar result is obtained through the image of King Semekli 
in the deuterocanonical text.

3. Particularities of the apocryphal text in the copy from manuscript 
BAR Ms. slav. 636

3.1. Omissions

Many details bearing ideological-symbolic meanings in the beginning of the 
story are seen to be missing from the Moldavian copy when it is compared with the 
Berlin collection (henceforth BCl)19. The plot in the apocryphal fragment opens 
with what befalls King Semekli. He is a pious man, prepared to accept Christ in 
his heart and even burning to see Him personally; but he falls victim to a bird. In 
BCl he goes to church regularly and once, in the ninth hour of the service (around 
three o’clock in the afternoon, a symbol of the Saviour’s sacrifice on the Cross and 
hence of Salvation), upon entering the narthex, the ruler falls asleep. The details set 
the macro-frame of the tale, in which the main motif is the salvation of the king. 
The temple symbolizes faith and humility, since, for Christianity, the human soul 
is a temple, in which the grace of the Holy Ghost enters. Hence, we may say what 
befalls the king is the necessary suffering that will lead to the true understanding of 
the faith; symbolically, this happens in the temple. The place and time are missing 
or changed in BAR Ms. slav. 636. The action develops generally in the royal palace 
and there are no references to the hours of religious service, nor any indicated lo-
cation in time or in the sacred space of the temple.

18 Ibidem, pр. 230–232.
19 For the sake of comparison, we use the variants in the apocryphal fragment under study 

given in the text of the Berlin compilation: Х. Миклас, Л. Тасева, М. Йовчева, Берлински сборник, 
pp. 257–266. Because some sheets are missing from the original manuscript, the editors have re-
stored the text according to a twin copy in a Serbian 16th century manuscript, collection of Hilferding 
№ 42 in the Russian National Library in Saint-Petersburg. 



255

Part Five. Apocrypha in the Manuscript BAR Ms. Slav. 636 

3.2. Changes

Some facts in the plot have been changed and, in a sense, simplified. The plot 
begins with the appearance of the wondrous, marvelous bird. In BCl it lets fall 
проходъ свои, i.e., its feces, and in BAR Ms. slav. 636, its waving wings throw up 
dust that falls into the eyes of the king. The bird is a multiple symbol, an element 
situated along the vertical axis of rise and fall. In this case, instead of symbolizing 
the urge of the soul, it is mostly negatively charged with the connotation of evil, 
disease, impurity; its wings create chaos, and the bird itself suggests transience, 
corruptibility. Deriving from it is the blindness of the ruler, a dangerous disability 
not only for him but also for the whole kingdom, especially if the news of it were 
to reach the high dignitaries and the people. That is why the king calls his son Prov 
and orders him to seek a material treasure in the form of taxes, gold and silver, so 
that he may survive by it if he were deposed from the throne. At the end of the 
story, this treasure will rightfully be turned into a spiritual one. At the start of the 
story in BCl, there is no mention of King Seleucius’s family; in BAR Ms. slav. 636, 
at the very start, the narrative strand pushes to the fore additional ailing charac-
ters in need of the miraculous power of salvation: the king’s wife is suffering from 
leprosy and is гꙋбава, while his daughter in law is insane (и͗мѣ́ѧщи бѣ́сь въ се́бѣ). 
The only one who can fulfill the king’s mission and find a solution to the situation 
is his son Prov, a character who, like the prince in fairy tales, can do heroic deeds 
and bring about a happy denouement. Prov is charged with the task of collecting 
taxes so that the amassed treasure will fill the royal coffers and provide prosperity 
for the ailing king and his relatives in case the information about his blindness 
were to become known to all. The folk-tale symbolism continues with clearly de-
fined oppositions within which Prov’s mission must be pursued: he must seek in 
the so-called “uncultivated space”, the lower earth, according to BAR Ms. slav. 636, 
and, in BCl, the neutral по вьсеи ꙁемли. 

3.3. Variants

Prov’s meeting with Jesus Christ, who appears as an ordinary man, occurs 
in all editions of the narrative, but also has variants. In BCl Christ appears as 
a twelve-year-old adolescent; in BAR Ms. slav. 636 he appears as a slave called 
Emmanuel, from the upper earth; this detail is missing from BCl, and from the 
copies of Presbyter Dragol and Khludov. The symbolic character in our copy has 
a clearly stressed trait, revealed in Prov’s dialogue with Christ: the Lord appears 
as man of letters who is occupied with literary work: ка́кова еⷭ҇ ра́бота твоа̀⸱ гь 
ре́че⸱ кни́жевень е͑смъ. In the early Slavic editions, this is not stated explicitly, 
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as the dialogue between the two characters uses allegory and binary textual se-
mantics to indicate “speaking in different tongues”; in BCl, it is clearly explained 
that, while Prov understands the expression “upper earth” literally, God uses it 
to refer to the heavens: the path that Prov asks the Lord to show him is not that 
of tax collecting but the “path of the Father”, a return to the foundations of the 
faith, etc. The deep symbolism of Prov’s encounter with the Lord in our copy 
refers to books and writing as the essence of Divine wisdom. That is why Prov 
trusts his guide, and feels joy and reverence for His knowledge, while the motif 
of leadership, of the hero who guides through the labyrinth of knowledge and 
faith, can be found in many legendary tales. One of the hypostases of God in 
His human appearance is presented in a compelling and accessible way in this 
story; it provides the basic motif of the salvation of the individual and of all 
humankind.  

3.4. New Testament themes and quotes

Apart from some formal resemblances of the apocryphal plot to fairy tale sto-
rylines, all copies of this part of the cycle Tale of the Cross Tree invariably contain 
quotations from the Gospels. These quotations provide an ideological motivation 
for plot development and a deep symbolical meaning for Prov’s fraternizing with 
the Lord. In BAR Ms. slav. 636 the quotations are organically interwoven in the 
narrative, as evident from the following: 

 – The collecting of taxes is motivated through the Gospel rule and the legal 
norm for order and justice: “Render to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s; and to 
God the things that are God’s”: in BAR Ms. slav. 636 да́ваите бжі́а бви.  ͗а̀ кеса́рева 
кеса́рꙋ (Matthew 22: 21; Mark 12: 17).

 – Convinced in the power and justice of his guide, Prov wants to fraternize 
with Him, as he loves him like a brother. That is why Jesus responds with the quo-
tation from the New Testament: та́ко и͗ въꙁлю́биши ме́не ꙗ͗ко са́м сѧ (variant 
“Love thy neighbor as thyself ”, Matthew 19: 19). It is worth noting the polyseman-
tic characteristic of the word “рабъ”, which has several meanings: “child” – Prov is 
the son of King Seleucius, but is symbolically joined to God; “neighbor, a spiritual 
brother” – Jesus in relation to Prov and Prov in relation to Jesus. 

 – A third important motif is that of Divine love and agape. Around this 
motif is organized the storyline element that justifies the title of the apocryphal 
tale as a tale about the establishment of a brotherhood of the Cross. In the story 
itself, this spiritual, symbolical association is not called “of the Cross”, but is 
organized around the spiritual closeness of man to God, and of people between 
themselves as united by faith and love of Christ. Another noteworthy fact is the 
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writing on paper, an element that is missing from the copy in BCl: гь въꙁе́мь 
ха́ртїѫ и͗ ꙁаписа̀  рѫ́коѫ свое͑ѫ бра́тьство. и͗ ре́че  нелъ́жными ꙋсти, проклѧ́ть 
да́ есть тъ̋и члкъ сътво́ривыи бра́тство и͗ невѣ́ровавыи е͗го бо́ле єстъ ѿ бра́та 
рожⷣенаго. Thus, again, through the power of writing and the word, spiritual kin-
ship is asserted in the name of Christ above the call of biological kinship with 
relatives. 

 – We should point out another Evangelical correspondence: the similarity 
to the miraculous catch of fish from the Lake of Gennesaret, as related in Luke 
5: 1–11. At first glance, there seems to be no direct connection, but we can find 
some common element. There is the miraculous attainment of a purely earthly 
goal, which proves beyond the power of men but is achieved by the Lord. In the 
evangelical text, this is the catch of fish, which the future apostles themselves 
did not believe possible, having tried all night to catch fish, but to no avail. In 
the story, such a goal is the collection of taxes. The Lord achieves the tasks in 
both cases, even though both goals belong to the sphere of that which is Caesar’s. 
And again, in both cases the earthly goal is only a way of opening the way to the 
heavenly one: the fishermen are to become fishers of souls, the king’s blindness is 
to be healed so that more people may thereby take the road to Salvation. We can 
also find present in the narrative the underlying idea of the Gospel text: in the 
words of the Lord, we should lay up for ourselves treasures not upon earth, where 
they are perishable and transient, but in heaven, where they are eternal and bring 
salvation (Matthew 6: 19–21).

 – The fourth motif, partially linked to the last one, is related to the cleans-
ing of sin by means of water – a symbol of baptism and initiation into the faith. 
This is an initial ritual element for the creation of a community and the sharing 
of unified ritual practices and doctrine. In various religions, water serves as 
a borderline and thus as a connection between the sacred and the profane. This 
is true, and particularly clear, in the faith both of the Old Testament and the 
New. G. Gerov has devoted a special and very interesting article to this topic in 
the context of Orthodox art20. The author examines various aspects of the is-
sue: dangerous water, beneficial water, water as knowledge. All these are based 
on biblical paradigms and are directly related to liturgical practice. We should 
consider some of these themes in connection with our deuterocanonical text. 
First is the sacrament of baptism, one of the most important sacraments of the 
Orthodox Church21. It obviously involves water, and not only that which serves 
for purification, but above all water related to a liminal ritual that reproduces 

20 Г. ГЕРОВ, Водата – граница, “Проблеми на изкуството” 1, 2002, pp. 31–40.
21 Ibidem, pp. 31–33.
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the Passion of Christ and the Resurrection as connected with the change tak-
ing place in the neophyte. The newly baptized enters the Church and becomes 
a new person, just as Jesus Christ became the New Adam. In the Tale, we should 
point out that water also functions as a remedy for illness22, a motif that can 
also be found in many places in the Gospels. The most important instances are: 
the story of Jesus Christ and the Samaritan woman at Jacob’s well in Sychar 
(John 4:  5 ff), the healing of the blind man (John 9), and the healing of the 
lame man at Bethesda (John 5). The theme can be traced in many other Gospel 
stories, but it is especially important in our tale in connection with the trouble 
that befell the king. In Orthodoxy, water fulfills the function of separating sin 
from justice (the river of fire in depictions of the Last Judgement), separating 
the sacred from the profane, and leading people into holiness, where there is 
grace and health. We believe this is clearly reflected in our story, and is con-
firmed by the depiction of water, and of biblical themes related to water, at or 
nearby the entrance of the Temple23. In the context of the deuterocanonical text 
about the blind king and his son Prov, we must have in mind that this polemical 
and law-related manuscript, intended to fight against religious deviations, had 
the task not so much to punish heretics as to lead them along the right path 
and bring them to Salvation. That is how we should interpret the function of 
water as a borderline and a threshold to Truth and Life. In this sense, we can 
find elements here of the same message as in the Testament of Abraham, which 
also presents justice not as a  means of repression but as opening the way to 
repentance and salvation. 

 – The symbol of the fish is skillfully interwoven in the story; it is especially 
appropriate in relation to those not yet baptized who have yet to accept the faith, 
symbolized by Christ, the Son of God and Savior of the world. The fish as a symbol 
of insight and spiritual healing can already be found in the Old Testament, and 
here throughout the collection BAR Ms. slav. 636, we find a clear line of organic 
unity between the Old and New Testaments as a  basis for the faith; this line is 
present in the legal, the historical-dogmatic and the apocryphal parts. D. Dimitro-
va-Marinova has analyzed the profound symbolism of the fish, including in folk-
lore, and correctly points out the Old Testament quotation from the Book of Tobit 
8: 2–3, in which the inner organs of the fish – heart and liver – have apotropaic 
power to cast out demons24. We should note that the burning of incense upon 

22 Ibidem, pp. 33–35.
23 Ibidem, pp. 31–32, 39.
24 Д. Димитрова-Маринова, Повест за кръстното дърво на презвитер Йеремия, p. 40; 

Библия сиреч Книгите на Свещеното писание на Ветхия и Новия Завет, издава Св. синод на 
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the organs of a fish in order to cast out demons, as described in the original Old 
Testament passage, is present in early Slavic copies25, but not in BAR Ms. slav. 636. 
The two sources we are comparing differ in the way they introduce and explain the 
presence of the fish theme. In BCl there is a special episode about entry into the 
river, where Jesus catches a fish and, holding it in his left hand, and crossing him-
self with the right hand, shows the importance and power of this early Christian 
symbol. In the collection of Presbyter Dragol, the agapeic brotherhood between 
Prov and the Lord is achieved by entry into a river; this is clearly marked by a spe-
cial exclamation marked by a shade of folklore stylistics: Ꙍле, видное юдо, ꙗко 
Провь браⷮ бга нарее се26. In this episode, Jesus is, in a sense, a fisher, which has 
a rich symbolic connotation. In the Moldavian copy, however, the entry into water 
is meant to purify Prov and baptize him in a spiritual sense: гь ре́че въни́дѣмь въ 
во́дѫ, и͗ ѡ͗мы́ѧмь на́шѫ сквръ́ны⸱ тогда ди́вишѧⷭ҇ аггли, єгда ре́че гь къ члкꙋ  ͗ѡ̀ 
бра́те. гь въни́де въ во́дѫ⸱ и͗ ꙋ͗хва́ти ры́бѫ. The parts of the fish are described in 
detail (with lexical variants) in both variants; the purpose is to affirm the idea of 
salvation by means of the innermost invisible essence of things. Prov accepts the 
fish in his hands, just as he accepts Christ into his heart: прѡ́вь поѧ͑ть ры́бѫ и͗ раꙁ
ꙋ́мѣ въ срⷣци свое͑мь. He is able to understand this allegory because he achieves it at 
the end of the path he has walked with Jesus, who appears as a brother and grants 
him insight. It is noteworthy that the entry into water in BAR Ms. slav. 636 occurs 
in the presence of angels who marvel at the miracle of spiritual transformation 
taking place before their eyes, while there are no angels present at the scene in the 
copy from BCl even though the idea is conveyed allegorically and with edifying 
intent there. 

3.5. Onym details

The onymous data from BAR Ms. slav. 636 provide reference points for anal-
ysis. We have already pointed out the phonetic changes in the name of king Se-
leucius-Semekli. It should be noted that none of the earlier copies quoted above 
contains the variation in the name Seleucius, Selevk, and the name never turns 
into Semekli. But we should not forget the occurrence of the name in other texts, 
such as the Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, where it appears as Selevkia Simeklit27. The 
two copies compared here differ in the comprehensiveness and coherence of the 

Българската православна църква, София 1982, p. 565.
25 М. И. Соколов, Компиляция апокрифов болгарского попа Йеремия, p. 100.
26 Ibidem, p. 99.
27 Iv. Biliarsky, The Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, pр. 18–19.
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names designated in them. For instance, in BCl and the other early copies, Prov 
meets Jesus in the land of Jericho, a detail that is missing in BAR Ms. slav. 636, but, 
as mentioned, the name Emmanuel is typical only for the Moldavian copy, and 
not for the earlier 14th century one. These name variants can easily be explained 
as based on analogies and allusions spontaneously and naturally occurring in the 
course of copying the text.

A much more significant onymous detail is the changed name of the river in 
which Prov receives his spiritual baptism and accepts the fish as a symbolic rem-
edy to the ailments of his close ones. In BCl the river is called Voyasta28; in the 
Presbyter Dragol copy, it is Varsap; in the Khludov copy, Vast [Въасть], and in 
the Croatian, it is even Daemas29. The variation points to the conclusion that the 
name of the river is a mobile onymous detail; but nevertheless, in the early var-
iants, some phonetic analogy may be supposed to exist, and a natural variance 
occurring in the course of copying. In BAR Ms. slav. 636 the river is named Tisza 
(Theiß, Tisa, the name of an actual river that flows through Romania, Hungary 
and Serbia and is a tributary of the Danube). While the geographical topos in 
BCl remains neutral as to where this legendary river is actually located, in BAR 
Ms. slav. 636 there is a  specifying phrase “in our land”: пѻидѣмь въ ꙁе́млѣ 
на́шѫ⸱ прїи́дѡшѫ и͗ ста́шѫ при во́дѣ тисѧ. This warrants the assumption that 
the manuscript reflects a textual editing of the apocryphal story that reveals an 
indisputable updating of the copies based on the geographical area of dissemina-
tion of the work. Before a full analysis is made of the copies of this part of the text 
in Tale of the Tree of the Cross, we cannot claim with certainty where and when 
this geographical detail was added; yet it is not to be excluded it relates to Tisza’s 
being a well-known river in Central Europe, and especially rich in fish30, a fact 
that may have determined the insertion of the name regardless of the copyist’s 
location.

3.6. The final episode

The final episode of the narrative also presents differences across the copies. In 
broad outline, it comes down to the whole family being saved through the healing 
power of the different parts of the fish – a model of the salvation of all mankind 
– but it also refers to the rejection of the material treasure, which can only seem-

28 Х. Миклас, Л. Тасева, М. Йовчева, Берлински сборник, p. 260.
29 The data are quoted from the variants in М. И. Соколов, Компиляция болгарского попа 

Йеремия, p. 99.
30 Cf. the folk saying that “Tisza” consists of one-third fish and two-thirds water.
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ingly help them in this situation. The idea that the spiritual is more potent than 
the material is clearly asserted. In the variant from BAR Ms. slav. 636, Prov gives 
Emmanuel everything he has gained and takes only the fish for himself. The text 
emphasizes the elements of penitence: informed of what has happened to his wife, 
King Semekli rips his shirt, bursts into tears and looks at the picture of Christ. In 
both variants God remains invisible to the human eye, but the Moldavian man-
uscript stresses that He can be known through the word, through penitence and 
prayer. 

3.7. Linguistic features

Last, we should note that the copy from BAR Ms. slav. 636 contains a num-
ber of proofs of indisputable linguistic trends that correspond to the folklor-
ish-legendary element, developed to an even greater degree than in the earlier 
editions: 

 – Firstly, simplification of the expressions and compliance with grammatical 
forms according to the natural development of the spoken Bulgarian language. 
This tendency appears in the elimination of the independent dative and the da-
tive with infinitive, which are practically absent from the Moldavian collection. 
In fact, the collection uses mostly declined verb forms and more rarely the parti-
ciple; of the more archaic constructions, it mainly retains the infinitive. They are 
all used to describe the consecutive verb actions. For example: лю́бѣше рѣ́чи ѡ͗ 
х҇ѣ̀ і͗с҇ѣ̀ слы́шати и͗ ѻ͗брѣ́сти хо́тѣше ви́дѣти; пти́ца въꙁле́тѣвша ꙋ͗дривъ кри́лѣ, 
the archaic participle ꙋ͗ди́влъ сѧ etc., while in BCl there are many examples of 
archaic constructions: авгѹстѹ же ѹмершю, дн҃ь бꙑсть вънити емѹ etc. At 
the same time, the copy in BAR 636 preserves some grammatical archaisms: the 
double number in cases like естѣ, ои рыбовѣ; the dative for possession ои отцꙋ 
своѥмꙋ, etc. Although the early copies of the apocryphal tale reveal the text was 
disseminated in the western parts of the country, and the collection of Presbyter 
Dragol already uses un orthography without signs of nasals, BAR Ms. slav. 636 
obeys the general orthographical features of the entire collection and consistently 
observes the yus orthography. Only in the word гꙋбава < гѫбава is the large nasal 
substituted with an ꙋ.

 – Lexical variants at the level of the separate lexeme or expression, that reveal 
a popular-colloquial trend: бръꙁаше, таковиꙁи реи, скровище, скровное, спѣшно; 
the same single type adjectives and participles, with an identical suffixation and 
clarification of the ier in the suffix жалостенъ, плаевенъ, книжевенъ ꙁатворенъ. 
We present some examples of expressive lexical variation that distinguish the lex-
ical fund of the copy: 
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Berlin collection31 BAR Ms. slav. 636
ае бг҃а видѣти f. 258 жѫ́дааше ви́дѣти х҇а̀ вели́ко
Птищь нѣкои прѣлаетающь пꙋсти проходь свои 
и налꙋи сѫ f. 258

пти́ца въꙁле́тѣвша ꙋ͗дривъ кри́лѣ сво́и⸱ и͗ прⷯа́ 
въни́де въ ѻ͗чі́ю е͗го̀  и͗ ѡ͗слѣ́пѣ.

Parts of a fish: врьхъ (head), жлъь (gall), 
ѹтроба (internal organs) f. 262

ѻчи рибѣ – heal blindness 
мѣ́хырь (bladder, from the Old Slavic word 
мѣхъ; designating the gall bladder in the 
liver)32 – heals leprosy
жлъчь (a designation either of the gall or of the 
secretion of the liver, which is yellow-green in 
color) – chases away unclean spirits

Seleucius’s daughter in law, Prov’s wife, is 
mentioned only at the end of the story: she 
goes mad when the moon is full. Prov’s son is 
mentioned only here, as sharing her illness.

The wife of Semekli and mother of Prov is 
гꙋбава < гѫбава, i.e., sick of leprosy33, прокаꙁа. 
Nothing is mentioned about her son Prov.

Истекши ꙁѣници f. 258 Ꙍслѣпѣ

ѿ вышныихъ странь f. 259 ѿ го́рнѧⷯ стра́нѫ, where an opposition is established 
to the folkloric topos въ ꙁе́млѧ дѡ́лнѫѧ҇ 

4. Place and function of the apocryphal tale in the context  
of the manuscript BAR Ms. slav. 636

And so, the text variant of the apocryphal tale about how God created a broth-
erhood with Prov, as part of the Tale of the Tree of the Cross, affirms some basic 
ideas, which fit into the compiler’s general conception of the Moldavian collection. 
This conception is not directly related to the anti-heretical line, but in asserting the 
Christian values of proselytism – brotherly love, immaculate faith, communion 
with one’s neighbor, the striving for moral purity, and belief in the salvation of 
the soul – it achieves organic unity with the dogmatic, historical and legal texts 
in the collection. It is worth recalling that one of the reasons for the popularity 
of the whole cycle about the Tree of the Cross during the First Bulgarian Empire 
was the intention to eradicate pagan mores by resemanticizing folklorish imagery 
and ritual, and giving them a new Christian tone. Pagans and heretics remain the 

31 The indicated page is from the edition of H. Miklas, L. Taseva and M. Yovcheva.
32 БЕР, 3, 1986, pp. 774.
33 The lexeme гъбав is still used in certain dialects, meaning “ailing from the disease guba, 

leprosy” – РБЕ, http:// ibl.bas.bg [accessed 08.05.2018]. As mentioned, in the variant with ꙋ instead 
ѫ the lexeme is a rare case of spelling without signs of nasals in the collection.
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chief targets of doctrinal-theological propaganda, and their denunciation by vari-
ous means is a value model for the continuation of the true faith, regardless of the 
epoch and location. In our case, we have an extremely interesting combination of 
different texts – polemical, legal, apocryphal, and historical – in a single collection 
aimed to fight against religious deviations. This is the context in which we should 
present the functions of this text within the whole: it is not a true polemical text, 
but it shows how religious discord can be avoided. The means to do so is the word 
of God and the practice of the faith through prayer and repentance. Extremely 
important is the emphasis on the Evangelical separation of the Divine from the 
earthly. This produces a message that, although perhaps not identical with that of 
the Testament of Abraham, in any case leads in the same direction. 

The second motive for the inclusion of the apocryphal tale in the collection 
might have been the idea that faith can be known through the world and through 
the Christian written heritage, because the latter is universal panoply against all 
deviations from Orthodoxy. This heritage is the true spiritual treasure underlying 
the Orthodoxy and Orthopraxis of the monastic communities in times of trial. 

Thirdly, there is no doubt that the narrative texts of a no canonical and apoc-
ryphal kind have survived precisely in a monastic environment and amidst the 
low-ranking clergy, which had a need for messages of faith presented in an enter-
taining and allegorical form. Many of the short texts in BAR Ms. slav. 636 – About 
the Old Testament Тabernacle, About Cleopatra’s ring – are entertaining readings 
that have the function of a paschalia and generalize the connection between the 
Old and New Testament (Law) through key images and symbols. These readings 
were important in the minds and social practices of Orthodox Christians. The 
fact that a specific part of the Tale of the Tree of the Cross was included in this rich 
collection reminds us once again that we should look upon BAR Ms. slav. 636 as 
a true monastic encyclopedia. The manuscript offers an indirect proof that Mol-
davian literature was a recipient of works from the Old Bulgarian and Slavic litera-
ture of various kinds, which enhances its value for modern research. The tradition 
of apocryphal readings in the Moldavian lands began in the preceding, 14th centu-
ry, and some of the most important monasteries, above all Neamț, have preserved 
the traces of the compiling efforts of outstanding writers in this field. The latest 
research has shown that Gavriil Uric was a  compiler of apocryphal readings as 
well, and used them in compiling some of his own collections34. BAR Ms. slav. 636 
continued the development of this line in the 16th century. 

34 А. ПАСКАЛ, Новые данные о рукопсиной наслядии Гавриила Урика в славяно-молдавс-
кой книжности певрой половины XV века, [in:] Румянцевские чтения, ч. 2. Материалы меж-
дународной научно-практической конференции Российской государственной библиотеки, 
12–13.10.2016, Москва 2016, pp. 31–36.
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5. Publication of the text based on BAR Ms. slav. 636

/f. 316r/ ꙋ͗ка́ꙁь ка́ко съвⷮо́ри гь браⷮство / кръ́стное В́ъ таа̀ врѣ́мена бѣ́ше цръ 
именеⷨ҇ / семе́клїи. лю́бѣше рѣ́чи ѡ͗ х҇ѣ̀ і͗с҇ѣ̀ / слы́шати и͗ ѻ͗брѣ́сти хо́тѣ/ше ви́дѣти 
х҇а̀⸱ жѫ́дааше ви́/дѣти х҇а̀ вели́ко⸱ семе́клїи / цръ въ е͗ди́нь днъ, въꙁле́гь на / ѡдръ 
свои⸱ ви́дѣ пти́цѫ вели́/кѫ и͗ чюⷣн́ѫ, посрⷣѣ̀ по́латѫ лѣ́та/ѫщи⸱ и͗ въꙁди́ви сѧ ѻ͗ не́и⸱ 
пти́/ца въꙁле́тѣвша ꙋ͗дривъ кри́лѣ / сво́и⸱ и͗ прⷯа́ въни́де въ ѻ͗чі́ю е͗го̀ / и͗ ѡ͗слѣ́пѣ⸱ 
жен҄а е͗го̀ бѣ́ше / гꙋ́бава⸱ снъ е͗го̀ прѡ́вь⸱ имѣ/ше жен҄ѫ и͗мѣ́ѧщи бѣ́сь въ се́бѣ⸱ 
/ ꙗ͗ко жѐ ѡ͗слѣ́пѣ семе́клїи црь⸱ / приꙁва̀ сна свое͗го̀ прѡ́ва⸱ и͗ ре́че / е͗м҄ꙋ. сънидѝ 
въ ꙁе́млѧ дѡ́лнѫѧ҇⸱ / и͗ не пои͗мѝ нико́го ѿ граⷣ се́го⸱ /f. 316v/ да не проповѣ́сть ѻ͗ 
м҄нѣ• и͗ / съберѝ да́нь по людеⷯ ́, да пѡста́/вимь въ скрѡ́вище⸱ и͗ послⷣѣ / ѿ не́го 
въживе́мь⸱ поне́же / ꙋ͗ꙁнаѧть въсѝ люді́е⸱ аꙁъ ѿ / слѣ́потѫ пора́жень е͑смъ⸱ / 
бѫ́деть и͑нь цръ, и͗ пои͑меть / црⷭ҇тво на́ше⸱ скро́вное твоѐ / бѫ́деть на́мь напослⷣѣ⸱ 
снъ / е͗го̀ прѡ́вь не по́ѫ съ собо́ѫ ни/ко́го⸱ ѡ͗ти́де вели́ко жа́ло/стень⸱ и͗ поѧ͑ть та́мо 
иныѧ слѹ́/гы се́бѣ⸱ съби́рать да́нь съ / кра́молоѫ вели́коѫ⸱ ма́ло да́/вахѫ,  ͗а̀ 
ѻ͑нъ бръ́ꙁаше⸱ да не ѹ͗/ꙁна́еть нѣ́кто и͗ и͑нь прѣимеⷮ⸱ / имѣше б҄ѡ срⷣце пла́чевно 
ꙗ͗ко / и͑нь никто̀⸱ видѣ гь вели́кѫ / жа́лость срⷣца е͗го̀⸱ сътво́риⷭ҇ / гь ꙗ͗ко и͗ ра́бъ⸱ 
прћи́де къ прѡ́вѹ, /f. 317r/ и͗ реⷱ҇ ́⸱ прћи͗мѝ ме́не и͗ бѫ́дѫ с то/бо́ѫ⸱ про́вь реⷱ҇ ́ къ хꙋ⸱ 
ѿ ко́ѫ / ꙁе́млѧ е͑си⸱ гь ре́че ѿ го́рнѧⷯ / стра́нѫ е͑смъ⸱ прѡ́вь ре́че⸱ / како́во имѧ тебѣ̀ 
нари́чешь⸱ / гь реⷱ҇ ємманѡиль еⷭ҇ и͑мѧ моѐ⸱ / прѡ́вь ре́че⸱ ка́кова еⷭ҇ ра́бота / твоа̀⸱ гь 
ре́че⸱ кни́жевень е͑смъ⸱ / ꙗ͗кожѐ слы́ша прѡ́вь ѻ͗ кни́ѕѣ⸱ / въꙁра́дова сѧ и͗ ре́че, бѫд҄и 
съ / мно́ѫ⸱ гь въпро́си прѡ́ва, и͗ / ре́че е͗м҄ꙋ⸱ како́во дѣ́ло дѣ́ла/еши ꙁде̏⸱ ѻ͑нь ре́че⸱ 
е͗ди́нь ра́бь / е͑смъ семе́клїа црѣ⸱ посла́ль / мѧ естъ да́нь събра́ти на́рѡⷣ / м҄нѣ не 
да́еть⸱ пове́лѣно ми еⷭ҇ / бръꙁо прине́сти⸱ не вѣ́мь чт҄о / сътво́рѧ; ємманѡиль ре́че / 
аꙁъ събе́рѫ спѣшно⸱ гь ре́че / прѡ́вꙋ⸱ станѝ надале́че⸱ при /f. 317v/ шⷣе́ ємманѡиⷧ҇ въ 
граⷣ ́⸱ въꙁи́/мааше глѧ⸱ да́ваите бжі́а бви. /  ͗а̀ кеса́рева кеса́рꙋ. на́рѡⷣ слы́шⷶ / такѡ̀виꙁи 
рѣ́чи⸱ принѡ́шахѫ / мнѡ́жьство ꙁла́та и͗ сре́бра⸱ / прѡ́вь же ви́дѣвь ди́влѣше сѧ⸱ 
/ и͗ ре́че ѿ кѫ́дꙋ се̏ мн҄ѣ прћи́де⸱ / аꙁ же въ мнѡ́ѕѣ ⷯ мѣ́стѣ ⷯ ни/что́ же не събраⷯ 
́⸱ съ̋ же въ е͗ди́/номь мѣ́стѣ въсѐ мн҄ѣ да́сть / ко́лико хо́щѫ⸱ прѡ́вь ре́че къ / 
гꙋ. ємманѡиле ка́ко сътво́/рѧ любо́вь с тобо́ѫ⸱ гь ре́че ка́/ко̀вѫ лю́бовь хо́щеши 
бѫ́деⷮ / тебѣ̀, ꙗ͗ко бра́та ре́че гь сътво́/рѧ⸱ та́ко и͗ въꙁлю́биши ме́не / ꙗ͗ко са́м сѧ⸱ 
прѡ́вь ре́че сътво/рѝ⸱ гь въꙁе́мь ха́ртїѫ и͗ ꙁаписа̀ / рѫ́коѫ свое͑ѫ бра́тьство. и͗ ре́че / 
нелъ́жными ꙋсти, проклѧ́ть /f. 318r/ да́ есть тъ̋и члкъ сътво́ривыи / бра́тство и͗ 
невѣ́ровавыи е͗го / бо́ле єстъ ѿ бра́та рожⷣенаго⸱ / прѡ́вь ре́че мнѡ́го на́мь ꙁла́та / и͗ 
сре́бра⸱ пѻидѣмь въ ꙁе́млѣ / на́шѫ⸱ прїи́дѡшѫ и͗ ста́шѫ / при во́дѣ тисѧ⸱ гь ре́че 
къ прѡ́/вꙋ⸱  ͗ѡ̀ бра́те прѡ́ве⸱ прѡ́вь ре́че / с҄е аꙁъ⸱ гь ре́че въни́дѣмь въ / во́дѫ, и͗ 
ѡ͗мы́ѧмь на́шѫ сквръ́/ны⸱ тогд҄а ди́вишѧⷭ҇ аггли, / єгда ре́че гь къ члкꙋ  ͗ѡ̀ бра́те⸱ / 
гь въни́де въ во́дѫ⸱ и͗ ꙋ͗хва́ти / ры́бѫ⸱ и͗ ре́че,  ͗ѡ̀ прѡ́ве⸱ прѡ́вь / ре́че, с҄е аꙁъ⸱ ре́че, 
вѣ́си ли чт҄о / єⷭ҇ ры́ба сїа̀⸱ ре́че не вѣ́мы бра́те⸱ /  гь ре́че, ѻчи се́и ры́бѣ ꙁа слѣ́/потѫ 
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єстѣ⸱ мѣ́хырь є͗ѫ̀ єстъ / ꙁа прока́ꙁы⸱  ͗а̀ жлъ́чь є͗ѫ̀ єстъ / ꙁанѐ нечи́стаго дꙋ́ха⸱ 
прѡ́вь /f. 318v/ поѧ͑ть ры́бѫ и͗ раꙁꙋ́мѣ въ срⷣци / свое͑мь⸱ поне́же ѿцъ е͗го̀ слѣ́/пь 
єстъ⸱ и͗ ма́ти е͗го̀ прока́/жена єстъ⸱ жен҄а є͗го̀ и͗мѣ́ѧ/щи нечи́стыи дꙋ́хъ⸱ прѣда́/
сть ємманѡилꙋ въсѣ̀ съ/бра́нїа своа̀⸱ въꙁе́мь ры́бѫ / и͗ прћи́де къ рѡ́дителемь 
своиⷨ ́. / Семе́клїи бѣ́ше ꙁатво́рень⸱ / да не ꙋ͗ꙁна́еть никт҄о ѻ͗ слѣ/потѣ є͗го̀⸱ прѡ́вь 
снъ є͗го̀ / пришⷣе́ и͗ раствори ѻчи ры́бовѣ / въ во́дѣ⸱ и͗ пома́ꙁа ѻчи ѡ͑цꙋ / свое́мꙋ 
и͗ проꙁрѧ́ть⸱ съ мѣ́/хыремь пома́ꙁа мтрь своѫ̀ и͗ / и͗сцѣ́лѣ⸱ съ жлъ́чїѫ пома́ꙁа / 
жен҄ѫ своѫ̀ и͗ и͗сцѣ́лѣ⸱ видѣвⸯ / б҄ѡ семе́клїи цръ и͗ ꙋ͗ди́влъ сѧ⸱ / и͗ ре́че, снꙋ прѡ́ве 
ѿ кѫ́дꙋ се̏ / въꙁѧ́ль є͑си ⸱ ѻ͑нь и͗сповѣда /f. 319r/ є͗м҄ꙋ въсѧ̀ истинѫ⸱ Семе́/клїи 
ре́че, прћи́дѣмь снꙋ⸱ / тъ̏ єстъ і͗с  хс, є͗го̀ же а͑ꙁъ / надѣ́ѫ сѧ ви́дѣти⸱ въста́вь / 
съ ры́данїемь пои́де⸱ и͗ ви́дѣ / га семе́клћи и͗ꙁдале́че⸱ и͗ быⷭ҇ ́/ гь неви́димь⸱ Семе́клїи 
/ растръ́ѕавь ри́ꙁы своѧ̏ гла/ше⸱ сла́ва тебѣ̀ влⷣко не ѻ͗/ставѝ ме́не въ погы́бѣли⸱ 
въ/ꙁы́раѫщи мѡли́твы рѫко/писа́нїа є͗го̀⸱ пла́чѧщи сѧ /  глааше. съчи́таѧщи рѣ́чи 
/ є͗го̀ сла́влѣше⸱ сла́ва тебѣ̀ / влⷣко ꙗ͗ко и͗ꙁво́лиль є͗си съчи́/тати сѧ съ ра́бѡмь 
свои́мь / прѡ́вомь⸱ тебѣ̀ / сла́ва въ вѣ/кы̀, / а͗миⷩ҇ ́  
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A s we announced at the beginning of our study, this monograph book 
is devoted to a Slavic 16th-century manuscript compiled in the Principality of Mol-
davia (BAR 636). It would be more precise to say this manuscript prompted our 
study of a cultural phenomenon, related to religion, law and literature, which was 
characteristic for the two Danubian principalities remaining outside the Sultan’s 
direct rule. During the late Middle Ages, a specific synthesis of the literary heritage 
of the South Slavs was accomplished in that region. We are referring to compiled 
collections of works drawn from various sources, among which the Bulgarian lit-
erary tradition of Tarnovo played a leading role – a claim that is hard to dispute. 
We argue that, in its present state, the compilation in BAR 636 was purposely made 
to serve certain needs of the monastic scriptorium and, in a wider sense, the so-
cial demands of the Principality in the middle of the 16th century. The works of 
Moldavian literature, of which our manuscript is an example, demonstrate that 
the miscellanies produced in the first half of the 16th century included anthologi-
cal works in the category of monastic encyclopedias, which present an unusually 
varied combination of texts in different genres and on different topics. The content 
of the manuscripts followed a basic ideological trend in the Principality through-
out the whole 16th century: the political consolidation and assertion of state pow-
er through the fight against religious deviations. This was an enduring feature of 
the Moldavian rulers’ policy. Some of the miscellanies, like the one under study, 
were ordered and written by identifiable persons. A specific trait of these collec-
tions is their continuity with older models, the reproduction of texts that testify to 
missing or poorly documented filiation links. The miscellanies display the syncre-
tism of medieval culture and the use of the written text as an axiological regulator 
of social processes, of the mentality and life of the individual. This explains the 
active participation of clergymen and monks in the compilation of such works. 
The Moldavian lands were a kind of contact zone of literary influences coming 
from the south, northwest, and northeast, which essentially means an area were 
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South Slavic, Russian, and according to some researchers, Ukrainian, influences 
intercrossed1. The donations made by Moldavian rulers to the leading monaster-
ies Neamţ, Putna, Bistriţa, etc., helped preserve remarkable works of South Slavic 
writing and literature, and stimulated the emergence of a local type of miscellany 
that continued the traditional culture of compilation typical for the Balkans in the 
14th and 15th century. The theoretical study of the terminology and the textual and 
structural markers serving as a basis for classification of miscellanies in the Bal-
kans, are not a topic of the present study. The most recent views on these questions 
are presented in the quoted book by A. Miltenova2.

This “culture of miscellanies” has two aspects: the separate components and 
the whole they make up. Thus, our research objective in working on the manu-
script BAR 636 and its twin, the Bisericani Miscellany was to present the separate 
parts, the components that form the collection, as well as the message of the inte-
gral whole. The structure of this book is subordinated to these objectives. In the 
separate sections, we present groups of texts within the collection: legal, doctri-
nal-polemical, historical and apocryphal works. The chapters within the sections 
are devoted to separate texts – published in their entirety and analyzed here. These 
texts were not a Moldavian creation. Only one of them might seem such, and only 
partially at that: the so-called Moldavian Chronicle. The others are translations or 
compilations inherited from South Slavic and/or Eastern Slavic traditions. They 
have a history, and importance, as independent works, and hence have not been 
overlooked in our monograph. The reader is already familiar with them. What is 
particularly interesting for us is their functional unity as parts subordinated to the 
collection’s basic aim: the fight against heresies and religious deviations. In light of 
this aim, the separate works acquire additional weight, because the fight against 
heresy was a fight for religious purity and, hence, for the salvation of souls, a goal 
that acquires cosmic importance and extends not only to the age or to the bound-
aries of the Carpathian Principality, but, in an eschatological perspective, to the 
End of time and the world. 

The two main thematic sections of the miscellany are the legal and dogma-
tic-polemical. They are also the largest in size and their texts are grouped together 
within the manuscript, as are in fact those of the other thematic components. These 
specific elements of the content – the legal and doctrinal-controversial – define its 
purpose and the chief verbal weapons used to achieve its goals. The manuscript has 
traditionally been defined as a legal collection; because of that, and on the basis of 

1 D. J. Deletant, Slavonic Letters in Moldavia, Walachia and Transylvania from the 10th to the 
17th cc., “Slavonic and East European Review” 58.1, 1980, pp. 1–21.

2 A. Miltenova, South Slavonic Apocryphal Collections, Sofia 2018, pp. 23, 131–146.
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our research interest, we have first examined the functions and purpose of the legal 
texts in the manuscript. There are several such texts, of which the most important is 
the Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon, regarding which research in the last twenty years 
has proven the Bulgarian origin of its translation, made in the time of the Second 
Bulgarian Empire, at the end of the 13th and beginning of the 14th century. 

The doctrinal-polemical part of the manuscript collection is a no less impor-
tant element of the whole inasmuch as it defines the purpose of the collection. Law 
is an instrument in the fight against various deviations in the daily conduct of pe-
ople in society. However, in our case, the area of application of the law is defined by 
the doctrinal-polemical texts. Thus, the verbal weapon forged by the manuscript 
was aimed against heresy as understood at that time. Since the most numerous 
and largest in size texts are anti-Latin, the deviations of the Catholics are the col-
lection’s main target of controversy. For us today, this would be a  fight against 
religious deviations and the related incompatible modes of conduct, but at the 
time, these were interpreted as heresies. As mentioned multiple times, the main 
controversial work in the collection is A Useful Tale about the Latins, which was 
recently published and is therefore not included among out texts. Here we present 
in full the Encyclical Letter of the Three Eastern Patriarchs of Alexandria, Antioch 
and Jerusalem, as well as two anti-Latin texts with a rich tradition of dissemina-
tion in the South and Eastern Slavic lands. We believe that no particular problems 
arise as to the functions of the polemical texts in the collection. On the one hand, 
these texts determine its general anti-heretical orientation, and on the other hand, 
each separate text has a concrete purpose. The message of the tale of the three pa-
triarchs concerns the rejection of the Council for Union with the Roman Church 
and of some specific administrative actions of the prelates supporting the Union. 
Here it is important to note the demonstration of unity by the three patriarchs of 
the Orthodox East, which could be very motivating for those who hesitate. In the 
case of the work on Peter the Stammerer, the text contains a system of semantic 
codes that present Western Christianity in a negative light; the emblem of negation 
is an antipode of St. Apostle Peter: the Stammerer is impaired in the inmost ability 
of a Christian – the Word and the speech, related to it. The anti-Latin controversy 
is certainly most prominently present in the collection, but it is not the only po-
lemical topic. The collection addresses other religious deviations as well, though 
allotting them less space. These include the iconoclasts (age-old foes of Ortho-
doxy), the Armenians, and some other heresies, especially such as were current in 
Moldavia at the time.

The presence of historical texts in the collection is also not hard to explain. On 
the one hand, they were traditionally present in certain legal collections – espe-
cially the Brief Chronography of Patriarch Nicephorus the Confessor; on the other 
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hand, these accounts of the past provided a historical context for the norms, and, 
in our case, also for the fight against religious deviations. Of course, we should di-
stinguish between the separate historical texts. In our manuscript, there are three 
types of them: a chronicle, the lists of patriarchs, and the Tale of the Ecumenical 
Councils. Certainly, all three serve as a historical context for the legal norms, but 
in different ways. In the case of the Tale of the Councils, this function is obvious, 
because the legal part of the collection is primarily canonical. The councils of the 
Church, especially the ecumenical ones, are among the most important institutions 
that create new canons and confirm traditional ones. They also have doctrine-de-
fining and disciplinary functions, which almost covers all the tasks assigned to 
a collection like this one. In this sense, Tale of the Councils certainly helps us situate 
within a concrete historical setting the anti-heretical goals of the manuscript and 
the fight against deviations, waged with words and law. The functions of the lists 
of patriarchs are similar. It is worth noting that, while in the Greek manuscripts, 
we find lists relevant to all the old traditional patriarchates, linked to the idea of 
Pentarchy, the Slavic copies usually contain only a list of the ecumenical patriarchs 
of Constantinople. Our manuscript is an exception in this respect, as it has a list 
of the patriarchs of Jerusalem as well. We pointed out that the councils not only 
establish norms but also condemn heretical doctrines and their upholders. In this 
sense, the account of the councils certainly presents this clash of ideas as well.  

The theme is presented even more amply in the chronicle of the legal col-
lection. This particular work situates in a broader context our knowledge about 
the internal ecclesiastic struggles related to canon; this context not only goes bey-
ond the boundaries of a single epoch or a single country, but also transcends the 
accompanying texts dealing with ecclesiastical-doctrinal disputes. The compiler’s 
choice to include this specific chronicle is interesting for us. As a  rule, the text 
placed in such collections is the Brief Chronography by Patriarch Nicephorus, to 
which a continuation is often added, and which is generally adapted to later ages. 
This was usually done in a Byzantine environment, while the Slavic copies adhered 
more strictly to the original. In our case, however, there is an important difference, 
inasmuch as the “addition” here is quite large. Still, this is not a new chronicle, as 
many have been tempted to think, but a serious addition to the Brief Chronography 
by Patriarch Nicephorus. After the conclusion of the original text, which was com-
pleted in the 9th century, it contains additions borrowed from Serbian chronicles, 
and finally, a “Moldavian” section as well. We have already discussed this in detail, 
and point it out again here in connection with the inclusion of historical works in 
the collection. The idea was to situate the canons and controversial texts in their 
own historical settings. We observe a double tendency: on the one hand, historical 
texts are clearly oriented to universalizing the context and linking it to the general 
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history of Christianity; on the other hand, there is local emphasis, which in our 
case encompasses the Balkan and Eastern Slavs, and especially Moldavia. This is 
a noteworthy particularity of our manuscript, and research on this feature should 
continue.   

The apocryphal part of the collection is the least typical, but sufficiently com-
prehensible in view of the other texts. We already pointed out that apocryphal 
works are not necessarily heretical. In our case, they are obviously not. But it is 
relevant to explain the presence of each of them in the collection. The Testament of 
Abraham introduces several themes related to the purpose of the collection: such 
a theme is the reward for good and bad deeds, which comprises administration of 
justice in this world as well as retribution after death; both are inseparable from an 
assessment of deeds and the passing of judgement based on the deeds. Thus, the 
apocryphal work contains a clear message concerning law and law enforcement, 
justice and clemency. Although indicating a  certain discrepancy between God’s 
judgement, based on charity and mercy, and human judgement, based on a less 
merciful understanding of justice, the message of the deuterocanonical text never-
theless displays a search for unity based on Divine mercy and for the salvation of 
all souls, even those of sinners. The Tale about How God Created the Brotherhood 
of the Cross has a different but similar message. However, this text is not genuinely 
polemical, but rather asserts the Christian values of charity and empathy, thereby 
showing the road to Salvation, which is inseparably linked to the Word.  

Thus, we believe our manifold study has shown the truly great significance of the 
manuscript that is the subject of our monograph book. Until now, it has been viewed 
as a primarily legal collection containing some interesting additional texts, such as 
A Useful Tale about the Latins and the Nomocanon. In a sense, this is true; along 
with its other interesting works, the manuscript is a rich and well-selected collection. 
But our objective – and perhaps our “merit” – was not only to study and publish 
these texts, but to reveal and demonstrate the integral message of the manu script 
as genuine verbal Panoply, a genuine spiritual sword in the fight against heresy for 
the Salvation of human souls. 
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