PALAEOBULGARICA / CTAPOBBJITAPUCTUKA. Cnenuanso uznanue / Special Edition

Angeliki Delikari (Thessaloniki, Greece)

THE SERBIAN TRADITION OF GEORGE GLABAS’S HOMILY
TO THE HOLY AND GREAT PARASKEVE (Good Friday)

The Homily to the Holy and Great Paraskeve (Good Friday) Ouidio cic ta
Koo, v dyiav <koi> ueydinv Iapaokxevnv of George Glabas is part of a rich
body of similar homilies on the Sufferings of Our Lord and the Great Paraskeve
(Aeknkapn 2014)!. Just to give an example, I would like to point out homilies of
similar content by Athanasius of Alexandreia (PG 28: 185-250), Cyril of Alexan-
dreia (PG 77: 1015-1030), John Chrysostom (PG 50: 811-816), John of Damas-
cus (PG 96: 589-600), Andrew of Crete (PG 97: 1399-1420), etc. (Imavviong
2019; Ioone Movayob tov Bpvevviov 1768: 66-91; Popavod Melmdov 2003:
374-391, n. 19 and 392-412, n. 20).

About George Glabas, the author of the homily I wish to discuss, no bio-
graphical data are known apart from what the title of the homily says, that is that
the author was a deacon and also had the title of the most glorious of philoso-
phers (évoolotdrov v pilocopwv) as well as that of a teacher of the Holy Gos-
pel. George Glabas lived probably in the 14th century, and scholars have tried to
identify him with persons with the same name alive during the same period, but
so far without a positive result (PLP: 69, 91684 (1. 'wofdc ['edpyrog); Kakridis
1988: 145-147).

According to a check of manuscript catalogues the Homily to the Holy and
Great Paraskeve is conserved, in two manuscripts containing the Greek text of
the work and at least five with the Slavic translation. It is worth pointing out that
all Slavic manuscripts identified so far represent in all probability one branch of
the transmission, as will become evident later.

! This article is the precursor of a commented edition (Greek and Slavic text) of the Homily to
the Holy and Great Paraskeve, prepared in cooperation with my colleague Prof. Tatjana Subotin-
Gulobovi¢ (University of Belgrade).
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The oldest Greek codex is National Library of Greece (EBE) 2717 (ff. 243r—
248v) dated to 1396 and imperfect®. It contains a triodion (Tpi®diov) and we
know that it was written by Michael Mesopotamitis (Nowack 1961; PLP: 212,
17956 (1. Mecomotapitng Myonl).

The second Greek manuscript known, likewise a triodion (Tpudiov), be-
longs to the Holy Monastery of the Great Laura, number I 197.1281 (ff. 373v—
381r) (Zmvpidov Aavpidtng 1925: 213)%. The manuscript is considerably young-
er (it is dated to the 17th century) and contains the full text of the homily and one
lengthy passage (a little longer than one folio). Research into works of a similar
character allows us to identify the passage with an excerpt (AeAniépn 2014: 60—
63) from the Adyog H'/homily of George of Nikomedeia Eig 1o giotiikeoay wapa.
@ otovpd 100 Inood (On the verse ‘They stood beneath the cross of Our Lord”)
(9th century) (PG 100: 1457—-1490). Clearly the copyist believed, wrongly, that
this section related to the homily of George Glabas, which in the codex from the
Great Laura follows the homily of George of Nikomedeia.

As regards the Slavic manuscripts, | have identified five, but [ have only
dealt with three so far: Decani 88 (ca. 1360—1370) (ff. 125r—140r)*, Nikoljac 49
(ca. 1556) (ff. 139r—150r)°, Hilandar 457 (ca. 1370-1385) (ff. 26v—41v)°.

Since my research on the homily of George Glabas is still at an early stage, |
have so far only examined the two known Greek manuscripts and three Serbian
codices (Decani 88, Nikoljac 49, and Hilandar 457).

The description of Decani 88 and the investigation of several topics con-
nected with it are found in the PhD thesis of loannis Kakridis “Codex 88 des
Klosters Decani und seine griechischen Vorlagen. Ein Kapitel der serbisch-
byzantinischen Literaturbeziehungen im 14. Jahrhundert” (Kakridis 1988). This
Codex is a sbornik in Serbian Church Slavonic according the orthographical
rules of the so-called Ras school and contains treatises against the Latins and
the Barlaamites. In the final section, there are two homilies on Good Friday.
Folios 13-28, 30—69, and 71-156 form the older part of this manuscript (dated
to 1360-1370) (Kakridis 1988: 8), and it is here that we find the two homilies
mentioned above. The homily by George Glabas is on ff. 125r—140r and that by
George of Nikomedeia on ff. 140v—156r.

2T would like to thank Prof. Sofia Kotzambasi (Thessaloniki) for providing me with copies of
the manuscript in the National Library of Greece.

3T would like to thank Father Nikodemos from the Monastery of St. Paul on Mount Athos for
his help with acquiring a microfilm of the Laura manuscript.

4T would like to thank Prof. DragiSa Bojovi¢ (Ni$) for a copy of the Codex Decani 88.

5 1 would like to thank Prof. Tatjana Subotin-Golubovi¢ (Belgrade) for the microfilm of the
Codex Nikoljac 49.

T would like to point out that De¢ani 88 had been in the Hilandar Monastery, and we do not
know exactly when it entered the library of the Decani Monastery (Kakridis 1988: 8,18-19).
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The date of the Hilandar 457 manuscript is approximately the same (ca.
1370—1385) as that of Decani 88. It is also a sbornik in Serbian Church Slavonic
in the Ras orthography. In its first part, we read sermons, homilies of Fathers
of the Church (for example, John of Damascus’s sermon on the Nativity of the
Holy Theotokos, a sermon of John Chrysostom on the Baptism of Our Lord,
Glabas’s Homily on Good Friday, and others). The second part of the manu-
script contains the Dioptra of Philippos Monotropos with a prologue by Mi-
chael Psellos (bornanosuh 1978: 175). However, the folios containing the text
by George Glabas present a problem. According to the description of the manu-
script in Bogdanovi¢’s catalogue, the text of Glabas’s homily is on ff. 26v—43r
(bormanosuh 1978: 175). This is not correct, because ff. 30r—38v and 42r-42v
contain passages from the homily of George of Nikomedeia and f. 43r the end
of John of Damascus’s Sermon on the Nativity of the Holy Theotokos, a fact not
noted in the description of the manuscript. I must point out that f. 26v contains
the end of George of Nikomedeia’s homily, and Glabas’s homily begins on the
same folio. This means that in the codex itself the homily by George of Niko-
medeia came first and the homily by Glabas followed. The disturbance of the
sequence was very likely caused by a faulty assemblage of the codex.

The identical sequence, namely first the homily of George of Nikomedeia
and then the homily of George Glabas, is confirmed by the codex Hilandar 651
(Kakridis 1988: 148), as well as the Greek manuscript in the Great Laura [ 197,
although in the manuscripts Decani 88 and Nikoljac 49 the Homily of Glabas is
followed by the homily of George of Nikomedeia.

The Codex Nikoljac 49 (also a sbornik) is younger, dated to about 1556
(Kakridis 1988: 149). Apart from the two homilies mentioned above, it contains
works of Demetrios Kantakouzenos, Maximos Holobolos, David Disypatos, the
Patriarch Euthymios of Tarnovo, and Konstantin Kostenecki. It also preserves a
chapter of the Dogmatic of John of Damascus in Slavic translation.

For our investigation, the codex Decani 88 is especially important, not only
because it is the oldest witness of the manuscripts containing the Slavic transla-
tion, but even more so because its watermark allows us to date it between 1360—
1365, i.e. very close chronologically to the time when the homily was written (it
is believed that this was around the middle of the 14th century) (Kakridis 1988:
8). Moreover, it is clear that the translation in the codex Decani 88 was based on
a manuscript of the homily older than the two known Greek manuscripts that are
preserved, and furthermore this text in the codex Decani 88 could perhaps be the
first Serbian translation of Glabas’s homily.

I will add only a few remarks highlighting the importance of this Serbian
tradition of the homily.

The three Slavic manuscripts | have studied have many errors in common
(errores coniunctivi), and this makes it likely that they probably derive from the
same source. I will mention a few characteristic instances. For the Greek text, I
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cite from the manuscript Laura I 197. For the Slavic text, I quote from the codex
Decani 88.

In the Greek text (cf. Laura I 197, f. 373v) we read: 1 mavaypavtog adtod
utnp mopictaco Opnvodca, 0dvpopévn, Komtopévn, dakpvovsa, while in the
Slavic text the word komtopévn is missing (cf. Decani 88, f. 125r: npkvhera ero
MATH ﬂ?'EACTOI‘ALIJG HAAYO\fLI_IH !JH,A,AIOLI_IH, CAI:SGLI_IH).

In all three Slavic manuscripts the following part of a sentence dte Ov Tpépel
Ta xepovPip Ko TV avouwv étvmteto found in the Greek text (cf. Laura I 197,
f. 373v) is omitted.

In the Greek text (cf. Laura I 197, f. 375r) we read: ékeivn moALoD ypvciov
70 wopov NARGEarto. The words 10 pudpov are again missing from all three Slavic
manuscripts (cf. De¢ani 88, f. 128v: WHA MHOrA 3AATA H3MBNH).

Inthe Greek text weread (cf. Laural 197, f. 375r): 1@ dewv® thg @rAoypnuotiog
Kol yoren® Epmti, while in the Slavic text the two words koi yoden@® are missing
(cf. 88, f. 1291 Rb 3A0M AWEOHMENHIA KEAANH).

Or, in the Greek text (Laura I 197, f. 375r) we read: Tp0Og T Kot@kpmve, Tov
oKOTOLC Kol Tii¢ aioyvvng éxdpnooc. The Slavic text omits the translation of kai
Tiig aicydvng (cf. Decani 88, f. 1291: kb ngonacTH TMe NPHAE).

The Slavic text omits the translation of kpeittov 1| kot €0y (cf. Decani 88,
£, 129v: WHX ® FABEHNH 3AL, WIIEgHRLLH ¢¢ R'Bpot Bb3HAE), found in the Greek man-
uscripts (cf. Laura I 197, f. 375v): ékxeivn €k toD Pubod TV Kakdv nrepmbeica
M| wiotel, kpeltTov 1§ Kot vYMV AVEPT.

One last example for such conjunctive errors: In the Greek text (cf. Laura
1197, f. 377r) we read: ovdéva Tiic dAndeiog émoincacte Aoyov. In the Slavic
manuscripts, the text is slightly different (cf. Decani 88, f. 131v, lines 19-20):
NHIEAHNO nonevenHie HCTHNH cTrogHeTe. The Greek text could have been: ovdepiov
opovtida tiig dAndeiog Eémomcache.

There are quite a number of cases in which the Slavic text of the three manu-
scripts follows the text of EBE 2717. The comparison of the text of the transla-
tion with the Greek original confirms readings and helps with the establishment
of some passages in the Greek text. Here are some examples.

In EBE 2717, f. 243v we read oi ¢ilol Tte@ebyooty, ol 01101 TAPEGTNKAGLY.
This phrase is absent in the Laura manuscript. Exactly the same passage is found
in the Slavic text (cf. DeCani 88, f. 126r): AWBHMH BeXALLE, MOYHTEAHIE P BACTALLIE,

In EBE 2717, f. 244r there are some words and phrases which are missing in
the Laura codex, but we can find them in the Slavic text.

Forinstance EBE 2717, 244r: 00 mapijcav £totpa 160506001 T decmThpLO.
The infinitive eic6é&ac0aut is missing from the Laura manuscript, f. 376r, but in a
way present in the Slavic text (cf. Decani 88, f. 1311): ne B'BX0Y AH FOTORE ThMHHILE
Rb BI)CFI!)H}QTH}Q.
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Or the phrase in EBE 2717, f. 244r: &1t t00g dnoAwlotog avémlacev
0pOodpove, which is also missing in the Laura codex, can be found in the Slavic
translation (cf. De€ani, f. 1311): rako MOrbIEILIAA NAKAX WYECA.

Also in the same folio (EBE 2717, f. 244r), there is the following passage 01t
YEIPOG AKIVATOVG EIG TNV TPOTEPOV EXAVIYOYE POUNV; GAL’ OTL TOVC EVOIKODVTOG
amAace daipovag; dALL Tolov dpa o Kivijoov Vudc. Exactly the same passage
appears in the Slavic text (cf. Decani 88, f. 1311): rako p8KkbI NEARHKHMHIE NIPHREAE
Rb I'I‘)IsESIO CHAS; ﬁb RAKO ﬂf’EBbIEA}OLLIGEG WrNA BE'BCORE; I:I\I>. YT\O\ 8B0 HKE MOARBHKE BAC.
The omission may be due in the present case to a saut du méme au méme in the
Greek text of Laura.

The Slavic text also helps especially with the restoration of the Greek text of
the homily, because some words and phrases are missing from both of the Greek
manuscripts.

For instance, in the three Slavic manuscripts there is the phrase (cf. De¢ani
88, f. 126v) muke nagoaa noamovikapanTs Te. This phrase is missing from both
Greek manuscripts. Its place would have been for example in Laura [ 197, f. 374r
between ol un mpoonkovteg topopdcty and oi thg éovaiag émttpifovoty. [The
Greek could be: o1 tod Aaod mepippovoioy cgl.

In all three Slavic manuscripts we read: H NQOAATH HCMORBAOVICLIH MOIErd
opabua cekTh (cf. Decani 88, f. 128r). This phrase is a little bit different in Laura
1197, f. 375r: kol moAelv Opoloyelv TG Euig kapdiag T0 edg, and in EBE 2717,
f. 246r: kol TAElV OpOLOYEIG etva; Tfig dufic kapdiog TO @dc. In this case the
Slavic translation helps to restore the Greek text: kol T@AElV OLOAOYELG THG EUTiC
Kapdiog T0 PAGC.

I am confident that a study of the Slavic manuscripts of the homily will make
a decisive contribution to the establishment of the Greek text of George Glabas’s
homily. At the same time, it will be very useful for the study and publication of
the Slavic text accompanied by notes. A deeper insight into the historical context
of the homily will yield interesting results, as will the identification of passages
of the Church Fathers that George Glabas used (single passages and topoi), and
the reasons why Serbian monks in the Hilandar monastery made translations of
these texts and copied Glabas’s homily in manuscripts of mixed content (and not
in collections of sermons/homiliaries), and last but not least the evaluation of this
homily within the framework of a wider circle of sermons with similar content.
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THE SERBIAN TRADITION OF GEORGE GLABAS’S HOMILY TO THE HOLY
AND GREAT PARASKEVE (Good Friday)

(Summary)

The manuscript tradition of George Glabas’s work (mid-14th century), Homily to the
Holy and Great Paraskeve, is of particular interest. The homily is known to us not only
from the Greek original text but also from its Old Slavic translation (which is transmitted
by perhaps more than five manuscripts in a Serbian version). The Greek text is preserved
in two manuscripts. The comparison of the text of the Slavic translation with the Greek
original confirms readings and helps with the establishment of some passages in the
Greek text.
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