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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) Ὁμιλία εἰς τὰ 
κατὰ τὴν ἁγίαν <καὶ> μεγάλην Παρασκευὴν of George Glabas is part of a rich 
body of similar homilies on the Sufferings of Our Lord and the Great Paraskeve 
(Δεληκάρη 2014)1. 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. (Ιωαννίδης 
2019; Ιωσήφ Μοναχού του Βρυεννίου 1768: 66–91; Ρωμανού Μελωδού 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 (ἐνδοξοτάτου τῶν φιλοσόφων) 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 (l. Γλαβάς Γεώργιος); 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.

1 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-
Gulobović (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 imperfect2. It contains a triodion (Τριώδιον) and we 
know that it was written by Michael Mesopotamitis (Nowack 1961; PLP: 212, 
17956 (l. Μεσοποταμίτης Μιχαήλ).

The second Greek manuscript known, likewise a triodion (Τριώδιον), be-
longs to the Holy Monastery of the Great Laura, number I 197.1281 (ff. 373v–
381r) (Σπυρίδων Λαυριώτης 1925: 213)3. 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 (Δεληκάρη 2014: 60–
63) from the Λόγος Η΄/homily of George of Nikomedeia Εἰς τὸ εἱστήκεσαν παρὰ 
τῷ σταυρῷ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ (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, I have identified five, but I have only 
dealt with three so far: Dečani 88 (ca. 1360–1370) (ff. 125r–140r)4, Nikoljac 49 
(ca. 1556) (ff. 139r–150r)5, Hilandar 457 (ca. 1370–1385) (ff. 26v–41v)6. 

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

The description of Dečani 88 and the investigation of several topics con-
nected with it are found in the PhD thesis of Ioannis Kakridis “Codex 88 des 
Klosters Dečani 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.

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

3 I 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.

4 I would like to thank Prof. Dragiša Bojović (Niš) for a copy of the Codex Dečani 88.
5 I would like to thank Prof. Tatjana Subotin-Golubović (Belgrade) for the microfilm of the 

Codex Nikoljac 49.
6 I would like to point out that Dečani 88 had been in the Hilandar Monastery, and we do not 

know exactly when it entered the library of the Dečani 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 Dečani 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 (Богдановић 1978: 175). However, the folios containing the text 
by George Glabas present a problem. According to the description of the manu-
script in Bogdanović’s catalogue, the text of Glabas’s homily is on ff. 26v–43r 
(Богдановић 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 I 197, 
although in the manuscripts Dečani 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 Kostenečki. It also preserves a 
chapter of the Dogmatic of John of Damascus in Slavic translation.

For our investigation, the codex Dečani 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 Dečani 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 Dečani 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 I 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 
Dečani 88.

In the Greek text (cf. Laura I 197, f. 373v) we read: ἡ πανάχραντος αὐτοῦ 
μήτηρ παρίστασο θρηνοῦσα, ὀδυρομένη, κοπτομένη, δακρύουσα, while in the 
Slavic text the word κοπτομένη is missing (cf. Dečani 88, f. 125r: прѣста его 
мат прѣдстоꙗше плаѹщ рдающ, сльзещ).

In all three Slavic manuscripts the following part of a sentence ὅτε ὃν τρέμει 
τὰ χερουβὶμ ὑπὸ τῶν ἀνόμων ἐτύπτετο 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: ἐκείνη πολλοῦ χρυσίον 
τὸ μῦρον ἠλλάξατο. The words τὸ μῦρον are again missing from all three Slavic 
manuscripts (cf. Dečani 88, f. 128v: ѡна̀ многа̏ злата змѣн̀).

In the Greek text we read (cf. Laura I 197, f. 375r): τῷ δεινῷ τῆς φιλοχρηματίας 
καὶ χαλεπῷ ἔρωτι, while in the Slavic text the two words καὶ χαλεπῷ are missing 
(cf. 88, f. 129r: вь злом любоменꙗ желан).

Or, in the Greek text (Laura I 197, f. 375r) we read: πρὸς τὰ κατάκρημνα τοῡ 
σκότους καὶ τῆς αἰσχύνης ἐχώρησας. The Slavic text omits the translation of καὶ 
τῆς αἰσχύνης (cf. Dečani 88, f. 129r: кь пропаст т͗ме прде).

The Slavic text omits the translation of κρεῖττον ἤ κατ’ εὐχὴν (cf. Dečani 88, 
f. 129v: ѡна̋ ѿ гльбн зль,̋ ѡпервш се вѣрою вьзде), found in the Greek man-
uscripts (cf. Laura I 197, f. 375v): ἐκείνη ἐκ τοῦ βυθοῦ τῶν κακῶν πτερωθεῖσα 
τῇ πίστει, κρεῖττον ἤ κατ’ εὐχὴν ἀνέβη.

One last example for such conjunctive errors: In the Greek text (cf. Laura 
I 197, f. 377r) we read: οὐδένα τῆς ἀληθείας ἐποίησασθε λόγον. In the Slavic 
manuscripts, the text is slightly different (cf. Dečani 88, f. 131v, lines 19–20): 
ндно попеен стн створсте. The Greek text could have been: οὐδεμίαν 
φροντίδα τῆς ἀληθείας ἐποιήσασθε.

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 οἱ φίλοι πεφεύγασιν, οἱ δήμιοι παρεστήκασιν. 
This phrase is absent in the Laura manuscript. Exactly the same passage is found 
in the Slavic text (cf. Dečani 88, f. 126r): любм бежаше, мѹтел прѣдсташе.

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.

For instance EBE 2717, 244r: οὐ παρῆσαν ἕτοιμα εἰσδέξασθαι τὰ δεσμωτήρια. 
The infinitive εἰσδέξασθαι is missing from the Laura manuscript, f. 376r, but in a 
way present in the Slavic text (cf. Dečani 88, f. 131r): не бѣхѹ л готове тьмнце 
вь вьспрт.
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Or the phrase in EBE 2717, f. 244r: ὅτι τοὺς ἀπολωλότας ἀνέπλασεν 
ὀφθαλμούς; which is also missing in the Laura codex, can be found in the Slavic 
translation (cf. Dečani, f. 131r): ꙗко погыбшаа нажда ѡеса.

Also in the same folio (EBE 2717, f. 244r), there is the following passage ὅτι 
χεῖρας ἀκινήτους εἰς τὴν προτέραν ἐπανήγαγε ῥώμην; ἀλλ’ ὅτι τοὺς ἐνοικοῦντας 
ἀπήλασε δαίμονας; ἀλλὰ ποῖον ἄρα τὸ κινῆσαν ὑμᾶς. Exactly the same passage 
appears in the Slavic text (cf. Dečani 88, f. 131r): ꙗко ркы недвжм прведе 
вь прьвю сл; н̏ь ꙗко прѣбываюше ѿгна бѣсове; н̏ь то̏ бо же подвже вас. 
The omission may be due in the present case to a saut du même au même 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. Dečani 
88, f. 126v) ꙗже народа подмѹждрають те. This phrase is missing from both 
Greek manuscripts. Its place would have been for example in Laura I 197, f. 374r 
between οἱ μὴ προσήκοντες παρορῶσιν and οἱ τῆς ἐξουσίας ἐπιτρίβουσιν. [The 
Greek could be: οἱ τοῦ λαοῦ περιφρονοῦσιν σε].

In all three Slavic manuscripts we read:  продат сповѣдѹш мого 
срдьца свѣть (cf. Dečani 88, f. 128r). This phrase is a little bit different in Laura 
I 197, f. 375r: καὶ πωλεῖν ὁμολογεῖν τῆς ἐμῆς καρδίας τὸ φῶς, and in EBE 2717, 
f. 246r: καὶ πωλεῖν ὁμολογεῖς εἶναι; τῆς ἐμῆς καρδίας τὸ φῶς. In this case the 
Slavic translation helps to restore the Greek text: καὶ πωλεῖν ὁμολογεῖς τῆς ἐμῆς 
καρδίας τὸ φῶς.

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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