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NEWLY DISCOVERED SLAVONIC MANUSCRIPTS, CONTAINING
DE CHRISTO ET ANTICHRISTO AND COMMENTARII IN DANIELEM
BY HIPPOLYTUS OF ROME*

Hippolytus of Rome (Hippolytus Romanus) was a significant early Christian
theologian and writer, active around the late 2nd to early 3rd century. He is known
for his exegetical works and contributions to Christian eschatology, which were
thematically popular among Christian authors at the time. Both De Christo et
Antichristo (also De Antichristo, or DA) (CPG 1872) and Commentarii in Danie-
lem (also In Daielem, or CD) (CPG 1873) texts deal with apocalyptic themes,
so the connection between them is in their shared focus on interpreting biblical
prophecies, particularly concerning the end times, our Lord and Saviour Jesus
Christ, and his antagonist, the Antichrist. In De Christo et Antichristo, Hippoly-
tus discusses the essence and coming of the Antichrist, contrasting it with that
of Jesus Christ. He draws from biblical sources such as the Prophet Isaiah, the
Prophet Daniel, and the Revelation of St John the Theologian. His commentary
on the Book of Daniel (/n Danielem) would naturally be a detailed exegesis of
the Book of Daniel, rich in apocalyptic imagery and prophecies about kingdoms
and the end times. It is supposed that De Christo et Antichristo provides the exe-
getical foundation that Hippolytus then expands upon in /n Danielem. Lastly, the
visions in the Old Testament book (e.g., the four beasts and the statue with feet of
clay) often foreshadow the coming of the Messiah and the Antichrist. Hippolytus
might have used De Christo et Antichristo’s work (a homily) to establish the typo-
logical framework, which he then applied more specifically to the coming of the
Antichrist in his detailed commentary, with a special focus on the Prophet Daniel.

* Acknowledgements. This study is financed by the European Union NextGenerationEU,
through the National Recovery and Resilience Plan of the Republic of Bulgaria, project SUMMIT
BG-RRP-2.004-0008-CO1.
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This article aims to introduce new witnesses that contain Slavonic translations or
versions of both works or fragments/parts of them.

The Byzantine tradition of Hippolytus’s homily on Christ and Antichrist
and commentary on the Book of Daniel has been studied for several centuries'.
The works are preserved in a limited number of Greek copies (from the tenth to
the sixteenth century). The main copy of In Danielem, the basis of the critical
edition, is from the collection of Vatopedi Monastery (4) and dates from the
tenth century. Actually, it is divided into parts and is currently located in various
repositories. Researchers may have recourse to three other copies — in a codex
from Meteora Monastery 573 (£), 10th century; a manuscript from the island of
Chalki (Halki) No. 11 (B), 15th — 16th century, and the manuscript Chigi gr. 36
(R.VIL45) (J), 11th century, as well as the catenae (C), which have been pre-
served in several copies. The fact that all Greek copies have been preserved in
monastic centres or archives originating from monastic libraries is significant.
The copies, however, have their linguistic features and composition. They can
be formally divided into two groups — a so-called ‘Balkan’ branch, to which
copies 4 and E belong, and a second ‘Asia Minor’ branch, to which copy B
belongs. It is essential to note that copy £ from Meteora Monastery is the most
similar to the Slavonic translation, and also that it contains the De Christo et
Antichristo, which unequivocally draws together the Byzantine and Slavonic
traditions of text transmission (Mnues 2017: 113-120; Iliev 2017: 257-262).

The Old Church Slavonic translation of the homily follows the Greek origi-
nal. By volume and content, the translation reveals features similar to those of the
so-called ‘Balkan’ branch. It undeniably indicates the translation’s location and
distinctive cultural ties to the Balkans. In addition, the literary centres from which
models were taken for the translated literature were not associated so much with
high-style libraries from Constantinople as with the monastic provincial scripto-
ria. The translation of De Christo et Antichristo and In Danielem was supposedly
made in Bulgaria near the end of the 9th or the first decades of the 10th century.
The following arguments of linguistic character can support it:

(1) The translation of the two texts was written initially in Glagolitic; it has
been well-established and supported with arguments for quite some time. The use
of Glagolitic indicates that the translation of the work can be associated with the
early period of Old Bulgarian literature;

(2) The linguistic features of the texts reveal traces of the early Cyrillo-Metho-
dian language and style, as well as some indications of the new translation mod-
els generated in Preslav. Its literary traditions are not limited to a single centre,
and translation methods are formed incrementally, not limited by certain norms,
making it impossible for them to be accurately dated. Specific linguistic prefe-

"' The latest ones being: Norreli 1987; Richard 2000; ABovdcomviog 2013; Schmidt 2017,
Wmues 2017.
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rences began to emerge and mature during the reign of Tsar Simeon (893-927).
The translations preserve the original translator’s decisions, making them typical
examples of Old Bulgarian translated literature. At the same time, the wealth and
variety of their language serve as a bridge between the early translations found in
the classical Cyrillo-Methodian works and the subsequent enrichment of literary
genres with new content and models.

Another argument for the dating of the translation of De Christo et Antichristo
is the parallel in the historical context. Hippolytus lived during a time of persecu-
tion and theological controversy. His works might reflect concerns about the Ro-
man Empire and its role in eschatological expectations. The Antichrist figure can
be seen as a response to imperial cults or political powers that opposed Christiani-
ty. His interpretation of Daniel’s prophecies might link the beasts or kingdoms to
Rome and Byzantium, setting the stage for the rise of the Antichrist as a political
or religious adversary. These particular ideas found very fertile soil in the First
Bulgarian Kingdom if we tried to enact them:

(a) Theological Expansion in De Christo et Antichristo

Christ vs. Antichrist: Building on Daniel’s imagery, Hippolytus contrasts
Christ’s messianic reign with the Antichrist’s deceptive tyranny. The Antichrist
emerges as a false imitator of Christ, usurping divine authority (e.g., claiming to
be God, per 2 Thess. 2:4).

Eschatological Chronology: Both works offer a timeline of end-time events,
with De Christo et Antichristo synthesising Daniel’s prophecies with New Tes-
tament references (e.g., the Beast of Revelation, Paul’s ‘man of lawlessness’ (2
Thess. 2:1-12) to construct a cohesive narrative of the mapovsio and the Anti-
christ’s defeat.

(b) Exegetical Foundation /n Danielem

Daniel as a Prophetic Blueprint: Hippolytus’ In Danielem provides a detailed
interpretation of Daniel’s apocalyptic visions (e.g., the four beasts, the ‘a stone
was cut out without hands,” and the seventy weeks (Dan. 2:34 and Dan. 9:2).
These prophecies form the backbone of his eschatology, framing history as a di-
vine drama culminating in Christ’s triumph. He interprets Daniel’s ‘little horn’
(Dan. 7-8) and the ‘the overspreading of abominations he shall make it desolate’
(Dan. 9:27) as prefiguring the Antichrist, establishing a typology earlier expanded
in De Christo et Antichristo.

(c) Historical and Polemical Context

The Roman Empire as an Eschatological Stage: Hippolytus likely viewed
Daniel’s fourth beast (Dan. 7:23-25) as symbolic of Rome, thereby framing the
empire as the political backdrop for the Antichrist’s rise. This reflects broader
early Christian anxieties about imperial persecution and idolatry.

Anti-Heretical Agenda: Both texts counter heterodox interpretations (e.g.,
chiliasm or overly literal eschatologies), advocating for a balanced typological
approach that aligns Old Testament prophecy with apostolic teaching.
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(d) Methodological Consistency

Allegory and Literalism: Hippolytus blends literal-historical readings of the
Book of Daniel with allegorical insights, a method mirrored in De Christo et An-
tichristo. For instance, the ‘stone’ in Dan. 2:34 is both Christ and the kingdom
of God, while the Antichrist’s reign literalizes Daniel’s visions of rebellion. Like
Irenaeus, Hippolytus systematises apocalyptic themes, using Daniel to anchor the
Antichrist’s role within the context of salvation history.

(e) Doctrinal Coherence

Incarnational Contrast: The works jointly emphasise Christ’s true divinity and
humanity in contrast to the Antichrist’s false claims, thereby reinforcing early
Christological orthodoxy. Both texts urge vigilance against deception, tying es-
chatological hope to ethical readiness — a pastoral concern for Hippolytus’ audi-
ence.

Keeping all the above in mind, we should point out the state of the Slavonic
tradition and its reception in the following ages.

PREVIOUSLY KNOWN SLAVIC MANUSCRIPTS THAT CONTAIN THESE WORKS

A) First recorded manuscripts, known in Russia in the 19th—20th centuries:

1. The manuscript No. 12, dated to the end of the 11thto the beginning of the
12th century, from the Chudov collection (f. 80370), State Historical Museum,
Moscow. The parchment MS contains 127 folia. It was introduced and studied
by Kapiton Nevostruev (1815-1872) in his work ,,CoBo cBstoro Unmomumra 06
aHTuxpucte: B cnapsiHCKOM mepeBoae no cnucky XII Beka, ¢ HcciaenoBaHUEM
0 CJIOBE W O Jpyrod MHMMOW Oecene MmmonwTa o TOM e, C MPUMEYAHUIMHU H
npuioxkenusmu* (HeBoctpyeB 1868). He published only De Antichristo, using
Patrologia Graeca’s Migne edition (1857) for comparison to the Greek text; the
second part, containing /n Danielem, was later published and commented on by
Sreznevsky (Cpesnesckuii 1874), (hereinafter Ch);

2. Manuscript No. 68, from the 11thto the beginning of the 12th century, the
two parchment folia from the Pogodin collection (f. 583), National Library of
Russia, St. Petersburg. Sreznevsky partly published them in 1861-1863, but it
was II’inskii who conducted the full understanding of their contents and signifi-
cance (Mmpuackmit 1929) (hereinafter Po);

3. Manuscript No. 486, year 1519, Volokolamsk collection (f. 113), and for-
mer collection of the Moscow Theological Academy, today kept at the Russian
State Library in Moscow (Mocud 1882: Ne 131 (486), 90-91; Crpoes 1891: 110
(Noe CCLXXVIII). This copy consists of both works, and it was known to Evseev,
who used it only as footnotes in his edition of the Book of Daniel (Ecee 1905,
Nmer 2017) (hereinafter Mo).

B) Mentioned in the manuscript descriptions, but not studied and published
are the following:
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1. Copy in MS No. 92, the end of the 15th — the beginning of the 16th
century, Siya Monastery of St. Antonius monastery, today in the Arkhangelsk
collection (Arhang. JI 171), Library of the Russian Academy, Sankt Petersburg
(Buxropos 1890), (hereinafter 4s);

2. Copy in MS No. 74 (71), the end of the 15th — the beginning of the 16th
century, previously from the library of the Petrozavodsk Archbishopric (old
No.11), earlier in the Vygoleksinsky monastery (Bukropos 1890: 288; [Turuu
2010: 199-203), (hereinafter Ka);

3. Copy in MS No. 782 (1631), the middle of the 16th century, Trinity-
Sergius Lavra (coll. 304. 1), today kept at the Russian State Library in Moscow
(Unapwuii, Apcennit 1879: 203), (hereinafter 75).

C) A specific case:

A fragment of De Christo et Antichristo in a manuscript kept at the National
Library of Austria in Vienna, ONB Cod. slav. 9, 16th century, with South Rus-
sian language characteristics. It was described in Dorothea Miiller’s thesis in
1959 (unpublished), years before the official description by Birkfellner (1975)
(hereinafter Wi). The fragment of De Christo et Antichristo in a manuscript kept
at the National Library in Vienna, with South Russian language characteristics®.
This miscellany consists of 381+ f. on good-quality paper, measuring 325 X
200 mm. The watermarks are as follows: Crown (Briquet 1923: 4971: 1538);
crown with a cross over it (JIuxaueB 1899: 1818, 1574); heraldic shield with
an added crown (Briquet 1923: 1866, 1555-60); a boar with stripes of fur on
the back (Briquet 1923: 13577, 1542—46). The texts in it are written in 27 lines
in one column with a clear semi-uncial script, typical for South Russia. There
are three handwritings — up to f. 300r, the script is small; then a second hand
with larger letters appears, and the end is filled with a wider, cramped writ-
ing. The decoration is simple, with some initials being formed with cinnabar.
The contents of the miscellany is heterogeneous: 1r—179r: Palaia interpretata
(Explanatory palaea, known also as Kovel's Palaia), attributed to Pseudo-John
Chrysostom; 179r—182r: Epiphanius (Epiphanius Constantiensis, Salamiensis
vel Cypriota) De XII gemmis (CPG 3748); 182r-197r: Commentaries on the
Fourth Book of Moses (or Numeri), part from Quaestiones in Octateuchum by
Theodoret of Cyrus (Theodoretus episcopus Cyri) (CPG 6200); 197r-212r: ‘On
the honouring of icons’, an excerpt from Expositio fidei by John of Damas-
cus (Ioannes Damascenus) (CPG 8043); 212r—218r: Commentary on Joshua,
from Quaestiones in Octateuchum by Theodoret of Cyrus; 218r-281r: Apoca-
lypse with commentary by Andrew of Caesarea (Andreas Caesariensis) (CPG
7478); 2811-300r: Nikodim's Gospel; 300v—317r: Vita Matris Dei (apocryphal,

2Miiller 1959: 3—4; Birkfellner 1975: 204-210, 11/78.
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see below); 317r-330v: parts from ‘Ecclesiastic story’ Historia ecclesiastica by
Eusebius Caesarensis (CPG 3495); 330v—-334v: On Muhammad, the lawgiver
of the Saracens, again from Expositio fidei by John of Damascus; 334v—339r:
‘On penitence’, an excerpt from Catecheses by Cyril of Jerusalem (Cyrillus
Hierosolymitanus) (CPG 3585); 339r-349v: Vita Sancti Stephani on the 27 of
December (BHG 1649d) and other extracts from the Synaxarion; 350r—359v:
De Christo et Antichristo (excerpts from works by Cyril of Jerusalem and Hip-
polytus of Rome); 359v—362r: ‘On penitence’ by Anastasius Sinaita, excerpt
from Quaestiones et Responsiones (CPG 7746); 362r-363v: Excerpt from the
Chronicle by George Hamartolos (Georgius Hamartolus) (PG 110: col. 10—
1327); 374v-376v: ‘On the letters’ by Chernorizets Hrabar; 376v—377r: excerpt
from Life of Saint Hilarion from Moglena, written by Patriarch Euthymius of
Tarnovo (Katuzniacki 1901: 27-58; Obolensky 1948: 223-226); 382r-383v:
short information about the schism between the Eastern and Western churches.
From 377r to the end of the miscellany, there are excerpts from commentaries
by patristic authors on texts from the Old and New Testaments. Even though
the copyists are undoubtedly Russian, the manuscript has preserved some Old
Bulgarian traits — both yuses are in their etymological places. The fate of the
book is not clear enough, but in a long marginal note in the form of dedication
from folia 1 to 9, it is said that it was a gift for a monastery on Mount Athos
(Hilandar) by Kozma Vasilevich, ‘a servant of the temple’ in Kovel (Ukraine),
who on the 29" of May 1549 gave it to the clerks Maximus and Athanasius. In
1827, B. Kopitar retrieved the manuscript from the Hilandar monastery.

D) An attempt for description, text-critical analysis of new and unknown
manuscripts, containing one or two of the works, was made (Mmues 2017; Iliev
2019: 197-203; Iliev 2021a: 283—-301) on the following:

1. A codex from the Kirillo-Belozersk Monastery, now in the National Lib-
rary of Russia (f. 76103) dated to 1492 (hereinafter Kb);

2. Manuscript No. 448 from the Rogozhskoe Cemetery, today at the Russian
State Library, dates to the end of the 15th century (hereinafter Ro);

3. A fragment in MS No. 217 (f. 173.1), 15th century, Moscow Theological
Academy, Russian State Library, Moscow (hereinafter Ma);

4. Copy in MS No. 741, dated to the late 15th or early 16th century, from the
Romanian State Archives, Bucharest, Romania (hereinafter Bu);

5. Copy in MS Akec. 2743 (old no. 310), dated to the late 16th—17th centu-
ries, also known as Zbornik z Bunarowki, National Library of Poland, Warsaw
(hereinafter Wa);

6. Miscellany No. 138, dated from the first half of the 16th century, from
the collection of A. S. Petrushevich, National Scientific Library V. Stefanik’ —
Lviv, Ukraine (hereinafter Ga).
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UNDESCRIBED AND UNPUBLISHED MANUSCRIPTS, CONTAINING DE ANTICHRISTO
OR IN DANIELEM, OR BOTH

Over the last couple of years, I have been working on the discovery of new wit-
nesses to the Slavonic translation of two well-preserved works by Hippolytus
of Rome: In Daniel and De Christo et Antichristo, which are closely connected
and intertwined. This research is based on the information preserved in various
manuscripts scattered among Slavia Orthodoxa and in different European depos-
itories. Some of them are unknown or lack even elementary descriptions. The
known ones are not joined in context and have not been compared and studied
comprehensively so far. It is a significant fact that most manuscripts (9 out of
17%) contain two works or parts of them, indicating that they likely share a com-
mon manuscript tradition and were copied as a set, which challenges assumptions
about their independent circulation.

1. Manuscript Q.1.622, f. 550 (OCPK), The National Library of Russia, St.
Petersburg. It is dated according to the watermarks to the mid-15th century. The
volume of the book is II + 190 f., with the first folium and f. 93v being blank.
Its format is 4°, measuring 213 x 142 mm. The book is without miniatures or
pictures; its decoration is limited to cinnabar for the beginnings and some of the
initials. The watermarks are four kinds — a bull in two variants (a bull with a long
tail — f. I, 1-7, type JIuxaueB 1899: 104, No. 2611 (middle of the 15th century);
(small bull — f. 24, 25, 30, 31, type Jluxage 1899: 289, No. 1020 (year 1456);
a circle under a cross (f. 8-23, 26-29, 32-93, type Piccard-online No 161429
(1440);* a female figure (f. 94-190, IT)°, (hereinafter Pe).

It is a miscellany with the following content: f. 1-93r: Vita sancti Theodori ex
Edessa (BHG 1744) (9th of July) by Basil from Emesa®; 94r—188v: Hippolytus,
Roman pope, In Danielem, but the text begins with De Christo et Antichristo,
after which there are excerpts from the Commentary from f. 134v (The begin-
ning of Logos B (Nebuchadnezzar’s dream of four kingdoms) up to f. 142v; the

3 The manuscripts are actually 18, with one manuscript form the National Library of Russia in
Saint Petersburg, Pogodin 1917, 16th century, 27 f., containing excerpts solely from /n Danielem,
that is not described or published, marked as X. Sadly, we could not get more information on it, but
we noticed that it somewhat corresponds to the branch of 4s and 75. The others described and studied,
abbreviated Po, Kb, Ma, Bu, Ga and Wa, contain only fragments from In Danielem (Unues 2017:
200-213; 268-282).

4 Piccard 1987: https://www.piccard-online.de/detailansicht.php?klassi=023.001.003.003&ordnr=
161429&sprache.

SIIu6aes 2013: 409. Paper with such watermarks is also used in a manuscript from the Kirillo-
Belozersk Monastery 1/1240 (1452). I sincerely thank Zhana L. Levshina for the identification of
the watermarks and the help with the description.

®The Byzantine original, dated to the 9th century is brought to Moscow by Arsenii Sukhanov in
the 17th century (bermokypos 1891). It contains also “Virtuous chapters’ (kepdAato mpaktikd), 100 in
number. It has been claimed that there are two different Slavonic translations — South Slavonic and
Russian. Recent research: Beprimaus 2021: 473-484.

151



beginning of Logos I' (Nebuchadnezzar’s madness) from 143r to 154v, where
begins Belshazzar’s feast, from f. 159v is the beginning of Logos A (Vision of the
beasts from sea) in the form of excerpts (Mnues 2017: 22-23; 49). A vision of the
two kings of North and South, as well as the last visions, together with Susanna
and the elders, is missing. The end of the text is as follows: Caaka cBRegLIHTEAR
'E\f. RCAKOMOY ABAY E;\_F.O\f MAYAAO H Konelb Xc. After it, there is a marginal note
with cinnabar: HCTOYNHKS ¢8LI8 NA MBCT'E. H BOrATS BOAS TERRLIOY. KTO KaKew
HOTAC. AR'E & FAKO HE MPHXOAAH K NEMS. CHILE H CTA KNHIA. HCTOYNHKS 6CTh MOBHA. AL
KTO OVCEPATEMB ABFNSRD MPOvTE. NAMOH ALLA CROKW KHRONOCHA REYNBIA ROABL H Ne
BIKAKETD BO R'BKBI RAKOKE. I K CAMAJANBINH PAA. AMHNb.

On the blank folia 189r—190v there are later written commentaries on the
Second Advent (excerpts), bearing the name of Solomon (Ecclesiastes 12: 3—6)
and John Chrysostom, with which the manuscript finishes’. These texts are in
Middle Bulgarian writing, with two yuses (& and a) and two jers (» and b),
inconsistently used.

In the miscellany, there are some later additions and interventions: f. 1r with
different scripts: ,,®eonopa Execckaro®, ,,Cesararo cnaBuaro®, ,,Kaura cus, on
f. Ilv in semi-uncial: ,,HekTo cs poau, Ha JIUIK TOJISL, B HOI[b TMOIO, TIEJICHAMH HE
MIOBUT, BOJIOIO HE OMBIT, COJTHLIE Ha HEOb CHAETh, Bb3PACTY JKE €r0 MUP palyeThes
(Ezekiel 16:4) ; in the lower margins of f. 1-3 in a script from 15-16th centu-
ries it is written: ,,®epamnontoBa MoHacteips“. The book is written in one col-
umn in semi-uncial script by four different hands. What is remarkable is that on
f. 35v—93r, the script is heavily influenced by Greek orthography; however, in the
grammar and specifics of all of them, there are features connected with the Sec-
ond South Slavonic influence. The book entered the Emperor’s library in 1859.
The miscellany lacks an analytical description, and its nature is unknown®.

2. Manuscript from the collection of E. V. Barsov, signature 214, dated
to the 16th century, State Historic Museum, Moscow. The book is printed on
high-quality paper; however, no information is provided about the watermarks.
The hard-cover binding was added after the book arrived at the Museum, and it
consists of wooden boards, covered with leather and metal hasps. The manuscript,
measuring 255 x 80 mm, is written in smooth and readable semi-uncial script in
one column on 27 lines per folium by a well-trained writer, (hereinafter Ba).

The original pagination is missing, and it was made later when the manuscript
had to be described. It contains only De Christo et Antichristo by Hippolytus of
Rome on 23 folia. Following the text, there are 40 blank folia; they were likely
intended to be filled with other works. Our humble speculation is that it must have

"The same text in: PHB 0.XVII1.20, National library of Russia, 18th c., f. 102v: I'ananue Cono-
mone. 103v—108r: Tonkosanue. See: Benokypos 1891. For detailed description, see Miltenova,
Iliev 2023: 3-4.

8 This manuscript was discovered during our research in the National library of Russia in 2019.
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been In Danielem, but the pages were never filled in. The manuscript lacks an
analytical description, and its contents are not publicly known. In some places in
the margins, there are added glosses, marking errors and omissions of the writer,
as well as later additions by a pencil of a scholar who worked with the manuscript.
The book lacks ornaments, except for some initials, for which cinnabar was used.
The manuscript was exposed to moisture that damaged not only the bottom of its
pages, but also its centre, so the book had to be restored at the museum.

The text begins on f. 1r: CA°’Bo CTAI™ HIMTToAHTA TAlNs PHCKA K ©0-¢COHAS
W TToCABANIA RpeMeNEXB. H W ACCTBILE O ANTHXPHCTE AR CH cAogeca oyiKe CHLIH
K. [ombicargws Tr no HeToroms NaoyvHTH ¢a. The language of the text is Russian
Church Slavonic, and the big yus () is rendered by oy/8, but occasionally, the
small yus (a) is used in non-etymological places for m and a. Both jers (» and
b) occur, but their use is inconsistent; in some cases of the metatheses, there are
pleophonic forms, but basically, the Old Bulgarian prototype can be seen clearly.

3. Manuscript from the collection of P. P. Vyazemsky (Onucanue 1902: 445—
447), signature Q.272, dated around the beginning of the 18th century, today at the
National Library of Russia, Saint Petersburg. This miscellany is described, but it is
not well-known. It is written on good-quality paper, of Dutch origin, and is partly
damaged over time. Its watermarks include: “Coat of arms of Amsterdam”, which
is not identical but similar to the type known as No. 448 (1696—1704) and No. 449
(1700)°. It consists of 255 + II f. with some missing folia, and its dimensions are
187 % 135 mm, written in clear semi-uncial writing. The texts are placed in one
column, but were typed by different hands, and the book features ornaments in the
form of illustrations, red headpieces, and initials (hereinafter referred to as Va).

The miscellany has the following content: 1r.: Hippolyti Romani De Christo
et Antichristo and In Danielem with omissions in some of the folia (it corresponds
to f. 51: W oA b1 with the copy Ro up to: . 121v: aotecTrHe u,f)bclcz\ fOAA. W HABI AQ.
Later, the text continues to correspond to Ro from 123r: NB (& HEKTO C& W CAMCONS
to 149v: sow NH vbABREKA CA cpamBl. A part of the text is repeated, and then it fin-
ishes on 23v, corresponding to Ro on 151r: rakoke Heala peve rope 3eman. This way
De Christo et Antichristo 1s without an end; from 24r the text is from /n Danielem
without beginning about the fiery furnace: H newNbIH NAAMEND O AWED OYTACHTH;
107r: Pseudo-Methodius of Olimpus Apocalypsis (CPG 1830)!°; 115v—122r: Ex-
cerpts from a Chronograph: o gaw Hike Ha rocTouk etc.; 122v: Epiphanius. De
gemmis: BbinHcano H3 KNHPH kemvioknbiA MATHULI. Sermo Grigorii Nazianzeni
W YRRCTRENNOMB CANWI; 123v: The Tale of Aphroditian or Apocryphal Vita Matris
Dei by Aphroditian''; 124r: Martyrdom of St. Christophorus and his mates on the

° Tuanosa 1998; Tansikun 2006: 214-216.

"Herpun 1897; Thomson 1985. This manuscript is not mentioned in either of the publications.

1'This text corresponds to the manuscript No. Akc. 2743, Zbornik z Bunardéwki, 16th—17th
century, from Warsaw (Tpudonosa 2015). This manuscript contains excerpts of the two works
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9th of May; 137v: loannis Damasceni Vita (BHG 844); 157r: Vita sancti Onufrii
(Ovobdepilog 6 Atyvmtoc) (BHG 1378); 169v: Sermon by St. Cyprian; 176v: Mar-
tyrdom of St. Cyprian and Justina; 179r: Novelette about a juvenal who became
a priest and then gave it up; 181r: Vita Philareti (BHG 1511z); 201r: Vita sanctae
Euphrosinae Alexandrinae (BHLS 2723); 206v: Novelette about the murder of
the great prince Dmitrii Ivanovich from Moscow; 213r: Sermon on the Dormition
of the pious king and great prince of the whole of Russia Theodor Ivanovich;
223v: Discussing about the narrow and wide road towards salvation in the form of
questions and answers; 231v: Dispute of Athanasius Alexandrinus against Arius
(excerpt from the sermons by Athanasius, translated by Constantine of Preslav).
There are later additions by various Russian sources on the last three folia.

There is an addition at the end of the manuscript (written most probably by
Prince Vyazemsky): “The sign, according to Tromonin No 857, pertains to 1701,
30th of January, Hippolytus lived in the year 5761 ex Creatione mundi; 20th of
June, the author of Pseudo-Methodius of Olimpus Apocalypsis in 5775. These
two Fathers of the Church first give information about the Antichrist, one after the
other, with a small time difference”.

4. Manuscript No 3256 from the Museum collection (f. 178)!2, Russian State
Library, Moscow. The paper is dated around the end of the 18th or the begin-
ning of the 19th century. The volume of the miscellany is 23 folia, the first and
the last being blank, with dimensions 170 x 210 mm. The miscellany lacks any
ornaments, even in the initials; it is written by one hand with late Russian short-
hand without any efforts to follow semi-uncial or uncial writing. The booklet was
meant for individual usage. The text is written in one column with 22 lines per
folium. In some places in the brochure, there are blank spaces, most likely intend-
ed to be filled in later with decorations or other text. The booklet initially lacked
a cover, and the first and last pages are heavily smudged; traces of moisture can
also be found within it (hereinafter referred to as Ms).

The manuscript contains only excerpts of the two works by Hippolytus of
Rome — De Christo et Antichristo and In Danielem. On f. 1r the beginning of the
homily is acephalous, corresponding to Ro at I.1."* on f. 115r: 1 camy getfib cMoTyHED
RCSIKO, BPA CAARHTH MOLIH NAYNELLH] 2V KAKO e VBO ABCTEUB ARAEMB COTROPHT®,
COBPARD HXD W KONELLB 3EMAR. CKOfEb, corresponding to Ro at V.1. on f. 119r; 3r: rag
\VBO H cnc\f NALLIEMY |¢\f XgTY CN\f B0 ugTRA A’kAsi, corresponding to Ro at V1.
on f. 119r 3r: HEPAHMCKIH KAMENNBIH XgAMB. CiSl VB0 AGCTHBIS €M XHTPOCTH CYTh H
MPovist €ro NOCARAH SIRHMB, NBIN'K Ke KB MPEAAEKALIHMB WEPATH ¢s1, corresponding

by Hippolytus of Rome and some of its parts correspond to similar manuscripts, especially for
De Christo et Antichristo. For more detailed explanation of the contents, see Stradomski 2013;
Stradomski 2017; Wnues 2017: 200-212 where it is abbreviated Wa.

2Onucanne 1968—1994: 95. The description says: Cka3anue Wnmonura, nansl PuMckoro, o
Xpucre u Autuxpucte. Without end. The end of the 18th c. or the beginning of the 19th c. The
paper: 1800. Cursive script, the text is placed on 21 folia. It was brought by V. F. Miller.

13See ABavacomoviog 2013.
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to Ro at VL.1. on f. 120r; The text continues from XV.1. to XVIL.1. on 3r to 3v:
FACTH O 160EMTS TAKO MOARH3ANTE W AANA VCABILLHM®B, tO H N'ECTh AKH NABNB A'BAA
correspondmg to Roon f. 123rto 135r. 3V—7V CHMB CAORECEMD H VKAZANMH (Sic!) ce
RHAHM® ... €& MH RHAHMB CH. (¢ H CAARHMB B W TeBe yvHMH, corresponding to Ro
at XIX.l on f. 127r to XXXIII.1. on 135r. After a gap the text continues from 7v
to 12r from chapters XLIII.1. to LVI.1., corresponding to Ro from 140v to 149r:
ABIIO iKE BPEMS 110 HCTOROMY' MOAOKHTH B NEM KE BEMENH CAVYHT CS1... FONHTH ThIs.
AKH BPATH H CyIBgNHKH HMB c8iia. From there on, after a blank Space beglns In
Danielem, with the first words of B.XXI.1."*: RHaAHWH AH Kako Wik AXB \'YHTH
MVYENHKH MOVYATH ¢ MONVIKAS H 'T'BLLIASE HXB AX MPEWBHASTS CMETh Cito.... and it
ends with: N0 ¢AbMA B0 B MELH Tg"é BBSILLIE WTPOKOMB A'BIO CANRY M1(TSITH, Ha 14r, cor-
responding to B.XXV.1. Later it continues with B.XXVIL6: § A5T0 5o peve wemmn Na
,A,GCSITOG NARXOA,ONOCOPD LLAGL COTROPH WEPA3D 3AAT®, which ends with: ne¢ RBABI Hike
W Bra FOTORANNVIO My RBYNVI0 Myiky. After that on 14v: Toro ke cA0RO W RHABHIH
WOMOE H YEThIPEX™ SEBPeXh, which ends on 21v: Aa ne nakH w HEM BTOPO¢ BECBASEM
HNbBI KE K MPEANGKALLIEMY AX MPTHAEGMB H CKAKEMB W CVLIEMB NN 3BBIH. TACTH B0
AantHAB. The language of the monument is Russian Church Slavonic, even though
preserving the archaic style of the text — there are no yuses, they are replaced by
ov/g and 5. There are jers, but not in their etymological places, and their usage is not
consistent. This manuscript has not been studied, published or known to the public.

Table 1. Manuscripts, containing De Christo et Antichristo (DA) or Commen-
tarii in Danielem (CD), or both; * means partly containing or fragments:

Po Ch Pe Ro Ba Kb As Ka Ma
DA - + + + + - + + -
CD +* +* + + - +* + + 4

Mo X Ts Wi Bu Ga Wa Va Ms
DA + - + +* - - - +* +*
CD + + + - +* +* +* +* +*

The proximity of the codices can be demonstrated by two simple, yet
significant, examples: the calculation of different numerical letters to form the
Number 666 (Rev. 13:16-18), in which the name of the Antichrist is found,
and one Bible quote. This first topic was broadly discussed, but with only six
manuscripts (Iliev 2019), whereas this article presents all eleven witnesses in a
presumably chronological order. What is more important here is that these two
names, EvavOog and TTomickog, follow a specific Greek tradition'.

14See Nnues 2017: 268-279.

15 In the manuscript Ch the name ‘[Nannckoc’ exists as well, but Nevostruev did not include it
in his edition of the Slavonic text, but mentioned it in the endnotes, due to the fact that it did not
correspond to the Greek text he was aware of. (HeBoctpyes 1868: 79; 172). This reading in Greek
is found only in the Meteora 573 fragment (E) (description in Béng 1967: 598-601; Mnues 2017:
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Table 2. The names of the Antichrist in all manuscripts containing De Anti-
christo:

Greek Ch Ro As Pe Ka
L.1. :ain:ﬁv 0 51 pewpn. 146v pepn | 376r micoke | 120r perpe 21v peyn
TSW({V E0TLY, i THTan. THTAN. fELIH THTAN. | THTAN THTAN.
OPYOIOV TE KOL | pkoke CTh | IAKOKE €CTh | IAKOKE €CTh | IAKOKE €CTh | IAKOKE 6CTh
gvoo&ov dvopa AERABNEI | AERACHGE AfERAG H AfERAC. H AfERNE
f 70 EOGVOaG: | | cangimore | H caaRHOE CAARNOE CAARNOE H CAARNO
(ol HMA. HAH HMA. HAH HMA. HAT HMA HAH HMA. HAH
MQ’)' o | eBaneac RANGAC HAH GO\fAN'MI)s, eownm]wcz. 8ANGAC.
KOl YOp OUTO 1 | yap NAMHCKOCH. | HAH MAMTCKB. | HAH HAH
aOTh YOO MATMHCKOC. TA BO HMENA | TA NAMHCKB. TA | MAMHCKOE TA
EUTEPLEYETOL TA BO TEMB B0 HMENA TE | B0 HMeNA BO HMENA
HMENA YHCAOMbB YHCAO C8Th. | TEMD TEMB YHCAO
TEMb COYTh. YHCAOMD C8Th.
YHCABMb COYTh.
COTH
Mo Ts Ba Wi Va Ms
54v papn 114v pequn | 171 perpn 351r pepn 20v peuH 10V peyin.
THEHTAN. THTAN. THTAN. THTA TH- 211 TaN. | THTAND.
(sic!) mkowme RAKWIKE & rakoke ecTh | (sic!) FAKOKE €CTh | SIKOKE €CTh
€CTh AQCRBNE H AfCRAE H AfERAC raKo(k) ¢ A fCRNE A fERNEN
CAARBNOE HMA CAARNOE CAARNOG AfERNEE CAARNHE CAARNOE
HAH €VANACH. | HMA HAT HMA HAH H CAABNOG HMA. HAH HMS1. HAH
HAH TATMHCKOE TA eo\fa\umjwcfb eo\fz\H'bcjch. HMA. HAT eo\fz\m]me e\fmqmc,
B0 HMENA TEMB | HAH HAH GRANTA HAH. | (sic!) HAH HAH
YHCAOMD CARTh NANICKS. MAMHCKOE. MAMHCKO. MAMHCKOE. MAMHNCKO06.
Ta BW TA BO HMENA | TA BO TA BO HMENA | TA BO HMENA
HMENA TEMB HMENA TR TEMB TRMB
TEMB YHCAOMB €OV | YHEAD ¢ YHCAOMB YHCAOMB
YHCAOMD N Y Th.
(8Th.

The parallel again demonstrates the Balkan monastic connection (Iliev 2019:
200-201), including the Monastery of Hilandar on Mount Athos, of the Hippoly-
tus’ tradition that later evolved on Russian soil in at least three distinct branches

52-54), Athanasopoulos included it as a footnote in his text-critical edition (ABavacomoviog 2013:
178). The name ‘Papiscus’ is absent from the recent American English translation of the text (Apoca-
lypse 2025: 152). We have proven that the Slavonic tradition follows the Balkan monastic tradition
of Hippolytus’ works that correspond to the manuscript Meteora 573 (Unues 2017: 118-120; Iliev
2019: 197-201). The name appears as well in the fragments of Irenaeus, again in the context of the
number 666: dg Evavidg kai Aativog kai [ariokog (Halloix 1636: 500).

156



(this research is forthcoming). It must be noted again that all of the presented nine
witnesses contain both Hippolytus’ works, even the later ones, or at least parts of
them (except Ba and Wi, which are focused on De Christo et Antichristo only).
They also confirm the fragmented Greek codex Meteora 573 (E) readings. Some
of the connections in most manuscripts can be explained by the revival of such
works among the Old Believers (or Old Ritualists) in Russia, who were interested
in eschatological thoughts (a topic for future research).

Table 3. Changes in words and meaning

Greek text Ch Ro As Pe Ka
LXI.3. 60 ukAbEA BB | 133V 381r 126r 391 ENEA
xai footg ckphkantys'® | WBABA BD WEA'BA BB | L'BABEA BB | g KPHABXD
&V Taic IEMS. CKPHRAABXD | KPHAE ¢M8 KHA'BXB M8
nTépuEy Moy Moy
avToD

Mo Ts Ba Wi Va Ms
70r usasea | 123r usa’sa s | 21V 0BAbEA This part This part This part
BB KPHABXB | KJHAEXD €M RB KgHA'R emy | 1 not 1s not 1s not
MR presented | presented | presented

in the text. | in the text. | in the text.

This is a significant change in the meaning, and actually, it shifts the whole
theological point of the text. The earliest copies in manuscripts C and Ro demon-
strate a clearer-cut view, no matter how incorrect it may sound to the original
Bible quote: ‘But unto you, that fear my name shall the Sun of righteousness
arise with healing in his wings; and ye shall go forth, and grow up as calves of
the stall.” (Mal 4:2) In this specific place, the theological idea stands for Moses’
tablets of stone, bearing the rules of life, not about wings at all. This change could
not have occurred in the Slavonic translation; it was present in the original Greek
version. Later, the Slavonic text was corrected by consulting another text, possi-
bly in agreement with the Old Testament. This correction was preserved in later
Russian copies (Iliev 2021a: 294-295). It is worth noticing the use of the Dative
possessive in this case, a typical and occasional phenomenon in both Slavonic
translations of works by Hippolytus (Mmues 2017: 137).

The study presents preliminary research on newly discovered manuscripts for
individual reading, containing Hippolytus of Rome’s De Christo et Antichristo and
In Danielem, focusing on a few codicological features and provenance. De Christo
et Antichristo serves as the exegetical groundwork for Commentarii in Danielem,

'In the publication of Nevostruev, the lexeme ciprixaas has been corrected to kpae, but the author
explicitly notes that is precisely ciprzxans that is contained in MS Chudov 12 (Hesoctpyer 1868: 182).
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with the latter expanding the Prophet’s words into a fuller theological polemics.
Their connection lies in Hippolytus’s effort to harmonise Scripture, counter con-
temporary threats (both political and doctrinal), and affirm the Church’s hope in
Christ’s ultimate victory. The newly discovered manuscripts enhance our under-
standing of Hippolytus’ reception in Slavonic manuscript traditions, complement-
ed by a similar context provided by other significant Church fathers. It highlights
the intertwined transmission of De Christo et Antichristo and Commentarii in
Danielem in Slavia Orthodoxa in the Late Middle Ages. The newly identified co-
dices (Pe, Ba, Va, Ms) offer fresh avenues for studying eschatological thought and
textual transmission in the Late Medieval Orthodox context. Further perusal of
watermark databases and digitisation efforts would enhance accessibility and ver-
ification. The findings presented here illuminate the dynamic interplay of theolo-
gy, scribal practice, and cultural transmission in medieval Orthodox communities.
This structured approach ensures clarity for scholars while emphasising the impor-
tance of these discoveries for patristic and Slavonic studies”.

LIST OF MANUSCRIPTS, CONTAINING DE CHRISTO ET ANTICHRISTO:

MS No. 12 from the 11th—12th c. from the Chudov collection, State Historical Museum
(Ch)

MS No. 448, dates to the end of the 15th c., collection of the Rogozhskoe Graveyard,
today at the Russian State Library (Ro)

MS No. Q.1.622, f. 550 (OCPK), 15th c., miscellany with mixed content, National
Library of Russia, Saint Petersburg (Pe)

MS No. 92 from the end of the 15th—16th c., from the Siya Monastery of St. Antonius,
today part of the Arkhangelsk collection, /I 171 (4s)

MS No. 74 (71), from the 15th c., formerly from the library of the Petrozavodsk Arch-
bishopric No. 11, Petrozavodsk, Russia (Ka)

MS No. 486 (f. 113), dated to 1519, the Volokolamsk collection, formerly from the
Moscow Theological Academy, today at the Russian State Library, almost identical to
Ka (Mo)

MS No. 782, 16th c., collection of the Holy Trinity-St. Sergius Lavra, Russian State
Library (75)

MS ONB 9, 16th c., National Library of Austria (i)

* Acknowledgements. This study is financed by the European Union NextGenerationEU,
through the National Recovery and Resilience Plan of the Republic of Bulgaria, project SUMMIT
BG-RRP-2.004-0008-CO1.
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MS No. 214 from the collection of E. V. Barsov, dated in the 16th c., State Historic

Museum, Moscow (Ba)

MS No. Q.272, dated around the beginning of the 18th c., from the collection of P. P. Vja-
zemskii, today at the National Library of Russia, Saint Petersburg (Va)

MS No. 3256, the beginning of the 19th c., from the collection of the Museum’s gathering
(f. 178), Russian State Library, Moscow (Ms)
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HOBOTKPUTU CIIABAHCKU PBKOIINCH, CBABPXAIIU C/IOBO 34 XPHCTA
U AHTUXPUCTA U TBJIKYBAHUETO HA KHUI'A HA ITPOPOK JJAHUNJI
OT UTIOJIUT PUMCKU

(Pestome)

W3cnenBaHeTo MpeACTaBs CIABSIHCKUTE PBKONUCH, ChABpPXKAU Twakyeanue na Knuea
Ha npopok JJanuunr n Cnoso 3a Xpucma u Anmuxpucma ot nonut PuMckn — nBa Kitro-
YOBHM PaHHOXPHCTHSHCKH TEKCTa B CTApOOBITrapCKH NpeBol, (POKyCUpaHU BbPXY €CXaTo-
JIOTHSITa U AllOKAJIMIITUYHUTE ITpopouecTsa. [Ipoyuenu ca 17 ppkomnuca, 4eTUPH OT KOUTO
HeJJOKyMeHTHpaHu jocera (Pe, Ba, Va, Ms). AHanu3upaHuTe PHKOMKCH, AATUPAIIU OT
XI-XII o XVIII-XIX B., ce chXpaHaBaT B UyKIeCTpaHHU Oubnmmorexu. HoBure oTkpu-
THSI [TOKA3BaT, Ye aHAJIM3UPAHUTE MIPOU3BENICHUS YECTO ca OMIIM IpejaBaHy KaTo e1HEeH
KOPITYC, KOETO OCIIOpBA MPEAIOIOKCHUATA 3@ TAXHOTO HE3aBHCHMO Pa3IPOCTPaHEHHE.
PbronucuTe, MPeANMHO PYCKH IO TPOU3XOJI, HO BB3XOXKAAIIM KbM OajKaHCKaTa MOHa-
Iecka Tpaauius (MO-CIeUatHO CBbp3aHa ¢ MeTteopa n XWIEeHIapCKUA MaHACTHP Ha
Cgera ropa), JIeMOHCTPHPAT NPETTUCBAYECKU ITPAKTHKH, TIOBIIUSIHU OT Crelr(ruieH rpbll-
KU TIPOTOTHIT M PA3MO3HABAEMH F0)KHOCIIABIHCKH €3MKOBH OCOOCHOCTH.

Knrouosu oymu: cnassackn prronmcy; Unomut Pumcku; TenkyBanne Ha Kaura Ha mpo-
pok Jlanumi; CioBo 3a XpucTta 1 AHTUXPHCTA; €CXaToJI0rHus; AHTUXPUCT; TEKCTOBO Ipe-
JlaBaHe; KOJUKOJIOTHA.
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