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The importance of the study of liturgical texts-

has recently been highlighted by the discovery
of original Bulgarian hymnographic works com-
posed over a period from the late 9th! to the
16th century?. Although several articles have
recently been devoted to the liturgical reforms
which were introduced in Bulgaria in the 14th
century and to Euthymius’ role in them® and
although the guiding principles behind the
reforms are well known — the introduction of
the Jerusalem typicon, the development of
new forms of liturgical chant, the addition of
new facts to the kalendar, the eradication of
abuses — nevertheless much remains obscure
and the publishers of this book must be con-
gratulated upon producing an ecxcellent, very
legible facsimile of a 14th century Bulgarian
hieraticon (cayxe6uHk), viz. codex 231 in the
National Library, Sofia, which is a copy of
a codex writlen by Euthymius himself, as is

shown by the phrase on 51v: nowsn™w, 'R, naT-
Tylaxa wvp Cvaunia ca HAIHCABWIAT.

The intfoduction to such an edition should
describe the codex in detail and succintly indi-

cate its importance within the historical con,

1 SeelTonos, I'. Tproauu npou3sseseHns Ha
Koncragtun IIpeciapcku. — In: Kapuio-Mero-
AneBckH cryauu. [1. C., 1985.

2Sce Koxyxapos, C. Tax Augpes —
elMH Hesabenadsag XaMHolHce or XVI B. —
(]?ggpoémrapcxa nuteparypa, XVIII, 1986, 150-

SE. g Yudasuos, B. Borocayxkebnara
peopma ma narpuapX Esmumni. — JlyxoBHa
kyarypa, LII, 3-4, 1972, 60—68; Pycezs, II.
Mecro u poas Tupuosckoi Esdumuencit wxomabt
B KyJabTypHOM ofmendE na BaikaHax m B Boc-
TouHoH EBpome B cpegHue Beka. — CaaBsHcKHE
KYyJAbTypnt # Baaxauwm. Pex. H. TozopoB u Ap.
1.C.,1978,348—36];Constantinescu, R.
Euthyme de Térnovo et la réforme liturgique
au XIVe sigcle. — Efudes Balkaniques, 11,
1986, 62-78.
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npenuc om 80-me e0dunu na Xy ek

text. Although Elena Kotseva's erudition canpot
be doubted, the introduction to this editigy
is in places extremely obscure!, somelimeg
inaccurate and prone to unsubstantiated claims
Indeed, it does not even provide a proper deSCrip:
tion of the actual composition of the codex
a comparison of which with another copy of
the codex originally written by Euthymiys
viz. the 14th-15th century codex’in the Zogra.
phou collection®, reveals that the Sofia codex
is made up as follows: beginning missings,
1-13%, missing folia®, 14-19%, 2010 9].4701
missing folial?, 48-7413, 75-77'%, missing folials,
4 This may in part be due to poor editing,
which is suggested by the lotal irrelevance of
the first starred footnote on p. 29, although the
presence of such starred footnotes shows that
Kotseva herself has aliered the text of her in-
troduction.

5 Edited by Cupxy, II. K ucropun muc-
npaBaenns xuur B Doarapux s XIV Bere. |,
2. Camxr-IL., 1890, 1—109. Kotseva fails to
point out that this codex (=Z) on 64r has the
same phrase that the Sofia codex (=S) has on
51v, showing that they are copies of a manu-
script written by Euthymius.

6 =Z ir-12r, ed. Cw p K y. Hcropun, 1—I4.

? [v-13=Z 12r-25v (and not 24v, as Kot-
seva, p. 28, claims), ed. ibid., 14-29. Ir in the
Sofia codex is illegible.

8 =7 925v-27v, ed, ibid., 29-31.

9 =Z 27v-34r, ed. ibid., 32-36.

10 =7 34r.v, ed. ibid., 36. This folio is a
17-18th century addition to replace a lost folio.

1 =7 34v-59r, ed. ibid., 36-50.

12 =7 59r-61r, ed. ibid., 50-51.

18 —7 61r-87r, ed. ibid, 51-65. The top
third of 74-77 and the bottom line of 78-79
are missing. Kosteva’s claim that there are
folia missing between 52 and 53 is incorrect,
cf, Z 66r, ed. ibid, 53.

4 Not in Z. .

15 Since the preceding texi wasnotinZ, how
much of the text lost here was in Z is unknown,



issing  folia'®, 80-81r 129,
mf‘osliaz%. The codex contains
Ordo sanctac liturgiae,
diacono m[nistéctz]re debeat
Jturoies of St. John rysostom
(“.ISV)Z ths% 11};3{;?11%(35\'-57\') and the Presan-
(14?35")—'81.,73,‘;)4 two prayers, one of exorcisim
ctified © nd one to be said after eating some-
75r-17%) ure (787) and the rite to be performed
thing lmpemmg impure falls into wine or oil
wher ng Folia 80-83 are from a different codex
v \t)éitl gbspei and epistle readings. A com-
and conof the text in the Sofia codex with that
pansonZOrxmphou codex reveals that the Sofia
mdﬂ;e con?ains a text in placez'g abridged and
< edmgrted by scribal errors®.

also}(otéeva (p. 32-37) ascribes great importance
|o the prayers on 75r-79v, especially t.o thqt
fc the exorcism of a devil (75r-77v), since it
*Orfound in the 14th century Zavkov hagma-
;;rioﬂ (tpebuuk) in the rite for baptism (ir-11v)
and is similar to omre found in the 11th century
Eucholegium Sinaiticum on 51v-56v, where —
accordinag to her (p. 32) — it was also nltcpded
for the rite of baptism?3. This she considers

w794,
78{;‘:"—832"‘ missing ¢
Slhril‘(‘)theus Coccinus
}anodo sacerdvs cum
g

15 =7 92r-v, ed, ibid., 68

17 7 93v-94v, ed. ibid., 69-70.

18 Gince the subsequent text only occurs
much fater in Z,hit is impossible to estimate

is missing here,
VR s T 140y, ed. ibid., 105-106. 80-83
are an addition from a diHcrent‘ codex dating
to approximately the same period.

20 Not in Z.

21 i is obviously
what is missing.

22 Unfortunately Kotseva does not list these
and it is impossible to give a complete entime-
ration here. A flagrant example {s the omission
because of haplography (and not the loss of a
folio) of a whole passage between 1 and 2, cf.
Z 12v, ed. ibid., 14: W BAATWEEPHEMS [H Borw-
XPARHMEMB HAPH .. - W BAATWETPHEMB] H Rorw-
ARBHESMB WagH, Scribal errors are not the pre-
rogative of mediaeval scribes. There are far too
many printing errors in this book, the nadir
being the fifth in the title of Beck’s book (p. 37,
n. 77), where incidentally the page reference is
incorrect, and what does 631PG150 (ibidem)
mean? Greek also scems to pose a problem, e. g.,
Litovpyiaptov (p. 28) for Aertovpyidpiov and Tomwa
(p. 37, n. 63) for Tumixd, ci. the complete
absence of accents in the title of Trempelas’
book (p. 37, n. 77) — because the original was
In unaccented capitalsy The English of the
English résumsé (p. 213-214) is atrocious.

® For the Zaykov hagmatarion, now
codex 960 in the National Library, Sofia, see
Crosnos, M n X.Konos Onuc na
ClaBAHCKHTe DbKondcw B CopuiickaTa wapodHa
GHGJIHQT'EKH‘ 111, C., 1964, 114-115; for the
praver in the Euchologium Sinaiticum see the
edilion by Fr ¢ ek, J. Euchologium Sinajticum.
Texte slave avec sources grecques et traduction
frangaise, — Patrologia Orientalis, XXIV, 5.

impossible to eslimate

proof that the Sofia codex contained not merely
a hieraticon but also a hagmatarion, viz.
it was a euchologium magnum. However, a
strict division of liturgical codices into hie-
ratica and thagmataria is impossible before
the sixteenth century, since almost all codices
contained varying collections of rites and of-
fices® and hieratica containing the rite of bap-
tism are pot unknown®. Moreover, the prayer
for exorcism in the Euchologium Sinaiticum
is not in any way associated with the rite of
baptism and has only a similarity of theme
not text.

A gloss on Blv shows that the codex was
copied by the priest Gerasimus, who also copied
folia 63-102 of the Palauzov codex containing
the Bulgarian synodicon, conciliar decisions
and various rites and prayers®® and Kotseva
(p- 32-37) considers that originally the two
codices formed part of the same manuscript
which contained Patriarch Euthymius' ewucho-
logium magnum, whose contents can thus be
reconstructed®. The fact that she has not proved
her contention that the Sofia codex is more
than just a hieraticon does not necessarily dis-
prove her idea that originally both it and the
Palauzov codex were once parts of the same
codex which could then be considered to be a
euchologium magnum and it is clear that a com-
plete cdition of the Palauzov codex is ouc of
the major desiderata in the study of the 14th
century liturgical reforms to enable Koiseva’s
theory to be properly evaluated.

For Kotseva hersell there is no doubt about
Euthymius' personal role in these reforms as

Paris, 1933, 758-778. Since Koiseva has failed
to notice that in the Sofia codex which she
is publishing, there are folia missing between
77 and 78 she incorrectly considers the prayer
for exorcism extends to 78r.

24 For a succint survey see Po3os, H.
Pycckue cayxeOHWKH M TpebHuKH. — Meromu-
YeCKHEe DeKOMeHJdUHH 110 ONHCABKIO CJdBSIHO-
PYCCKEX pyxompcell ias  Ceosimoro Xartatora
pykounceii, xpagsupixcst 8 CCCP. I, 2. M.,
1976, 314-339. South Slav codices in no way
differ in this respect from Russian ones.

2 E. g. the 14th century codex 952 in the
Synodal collection, Moscow, 109v-130r, see
Fopecrkuii, A, w K. Hesocrtpyes. Om-
cauve cJaaBsHCKHX pyxomyceli Mockosckoir Ch-
HoRadbuol 6néanoreky. II1, I. M., 1869, 28-35.

26 Now codex 283 in the National Library,
Sofia. There is a large bibliography on this
codex which need not be given here, see I o-
nes, b. Onnc na pLKONHCHTE H CTApOleYaTHHTE
xuurd wa Hapoxnata 6ubanoreka B Codusd.
C., 1910, 187-198.

27 An idea she has already expressed elsewhere:
JluTypruveckiTe NPepofiM Ha NATpuapx ERTamul
B DBKOIUCHH NPeNACH K B NBPBONEYATHY U3TAHUS
(kpas na X1V-tu—navato na XVIII B.). — [TbpBH
MeKIYHAPOLAEH KOHIpec mo Gwarapuctika, Co-
Oust, 23 vat—3 roun 1981, doxkaaau. Brarapckara
NHTEPATYpPaA M CBETOBHMST JIMTEPATYPeH upowec.
I1. C., 1985, 32-38, ci. 33-34.
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translator. Thus she ialks of ErteMnes npesox Ha
TpHTe autypruu (p. 9) and also asserts (p. 37,
n. 75 that he translated the liturgies of SS.
Peter and James. However, the ascription of
one of the three {possibly four) translations
of the liturgy of St. James to Euthvmius rests
solcly upon the claim by Joannicius Lichudes
of Cephallenia (1633-1717) that his Slavonic
version®® is a revision of a translation by Eu-
thymius. Syrku believed that he had disco-
vered Euthymius’ translation in the 17th century
codex 332 in the Hilandar collection?®, but the
two versions are so different that they may
well be cntirely unrelated translations. As for
the ascription of the translation of the liturgy
of Si, Peter to Euthymius, it rests solely upon
the fact that it is found in the same Hilandar
codex which contains his alleged translation
of the liturgy of St. James, 3° a reason which
has — quite rightly - been dismissed out of
hand®. Kotseva's "ascription of a liranslation
of the three main liturgies to Euthymius is
left unsubstantiated and is open to doubt since
the “Euthymian’ version antedates his patriar-
chate (1375-1323),*2 although by how much

28 Td. Cuip ky. Ueropun, 179-218and Katu i
niacki, E. Werke des Patriarchen von
Bulgarien Euthymius (1375-1393)., Wien, 1901,
307-334. Both Syrku, op. cit. XCI, and Kaluz-
niacki, op. cit. XCVIII-XCIX, confused Joan-
nicius Lichudes with the Joannicius who went
to Russia with Patriarch Theophanes of Jeru-
salem and remained there until his death in 1630,

29 Ed. Cw p ky. Ucropun, 179-218.

30 The Petrine liturgy has been thricc edited
from this codex, first by Hopdu pu i (K. ¥V o
newdcxuit)y. Bropoe nyrcwectsue no Cpsiroi
Topce Adonckoin » roaw 1858, 1853 u 1861 u
onicanke cxkntos Adonckux. M., 1880, 180-184,
who, ibid. 179, 184-185, advanced the fantastic
theory that it had been translated in c¢. 680
at the behest of Archbishop John of Thessa-
lonica, then under Roman obedience — a theory
based upon his misinterpretation ol the Solun
legend; then by Curp xy. Heropuw, 221-2315
finally by Vasica, J. Slovanska liturgie sv.
Petra — Byzantinoslavica, VI1II, 1939-1946, 1—
54, cf. 23-51, who argued, ibid., 5-17, that the
translation could be daled to the Cyrillometho-
dian period, a theory which is quite unaccept-
able, of, Laurenc¢ik, J. K otazce slo-
vanské liturgic sv. Petra. — Studia palaco-
slovenica. (Josepho Kurz septuagenario dedi-
catum), ed. B. Havranek. Praha, 1971, 201
214, and Mare§ F. Das Verhdltnis des sla-
vischen Textes der Petrusliturgie zum griechi-
schen Original im Lichte der Rubriken. — Cyril-
lomethodianum. V, 1981, 120-129, whose dating
of the translation to the lale 14th or early 15th
century is the most probable.

3 SeeKaluznicacki. Werke, XXXVI;
also Vajs, J. Liturgia sancti Petri slavica.
(Relalio). — Acta Academiae Velchradensis,
XI1X, 1948, 110-115, cf. 111: ineple ef incongrue
adscripsit Futhymio.

%2 See Constantinescu. Ethyme 74-75. It
must be said, however, that Constantinescu’s

118

is wuncertain and it cou

. Id hav
Euthymius while he was stil(i (l)):ton/\t“gﬂdo by
Athog

below). Il is perhaps not wi ioni
that the Sofia codel;( is inw;)t-}é?lgttflgmiicance
thogrrr;qphy. ym r-
e liturgical relorms i i
be viewed in the context 0? s?lrlli%:na
in Byzantium. While still in the Gr
0? t.Il}]th?s Philotheus Coccinus ad
o e liturgy to the Jerusalem fypi.
had hoped to bring about unifor}nslilftémi Il he
mistake, since virtually all of the Greek 1e wa
of his Ordo sanctae liturgiae, quomode smdmes
cum diacono ministrare debeal vary o 4 acerdos
or lesser extent. There can be 7o douhgtreate,
Euthymius knew Philotheus Personally Q!hat
in 1363 he wenl to Constantinople wir fice
staycd for over a year. Philotheus wag ateth]?e
time metropolitan of Heracleia in Thraee b'Jt
resided moslly in Constantinople. 1n 1364 ,l:t
was for the second time appointed patriar he
which post he beld until 1376. It is algo ;
ficant that when Euthymius left Constanting 11'
hie settled at the Grund Lavra on Athos O,[;le,
returning to Bulgaria in c¢. 1371, Eurlier -1?]
the century a Slav monk at the Lavra, » certain
John*, had iranslaied or at least revised a
large number of liturgical books, including he
Jilurgies themselves, with which texis Euthy.
mius must have become acquainied with af
the Lavra. It was probably during his stay
on Athos that Euthymius translated Philo.
theus” Ordo®l, but whether Euthymius himself

Must
T Currept
and Layr,
apted a), ordp

article is so obscure as {o make Kolseva’s in-
troduction seem by comparison a model of
lucid clarity.

3 In spite of all that has been written about
John he remains an enigmatic figure. Tor recent
views sec Hannick, C. Zur -Schreiberiitig-
keit des leromonach Mefodie. — Die Welt
der Slaven, XVII, 1972, 408-416, Ilonos, I.
HoBoorkpu 1o cBelleHHe 3a npesoldvecka AeHBocT
na 6parapcknTe KumKoBRHLOE 0T CBeta ropa mpes
nBppBaTa mososuEa Ha XIV mek. — Bwarapeks
eank, V, 1978, 402-410, and Yewxo, E.
06 AQOHCKOH peJakuHH CAaBSNCKOrO 11epeBola
ITcaaThHpH B ee OTHOWEHHN K JPYTHM PCIAKWIAM.
— SIsBIK 1 MUCLMeuHocTh  cpelHefoarapckoro
nepiona. Pen. E. Heunna. M., 1982, 60-93,
ci. 60-61.

3 This is a probability but not a certainty
as alleged by V. Gyuzelev in Mcropus na bea
rapusi. Pex.” H. Koces. II11. C., 1982, p. 454.
The ascription of the translation to Euthymius
is attested by a 14th century roll in the Zogra-
phou collection and there is no reason to ques-
tion the ascription. His translation has been
thrice cdited from this roll: Proskomidija iz
Zografskog manastira u Svetoj Gore, Prijevod
bugarsko-slovenskog partiarha Jevtimija, — (ila-
snik Srpskog ucenog drustva, XXV, 1869,
288-304, cf. 289-304 (an anonymous, bad edi-
tion); C s p x y. Mcropun 1-31 (juxtaposed with
the text in codex Zographou 1), and Kaiuw
zniacki. Werke, 283-306. The translation
is also in the Sofia codex, but is accphalous



ies or whelther“5 hg lnookug:zlil(x;r‘ls

i mains as yet an open guestion.
iﬁz;“‘l text«r"qrtﬂa‘t‘é]r;unts about the Slavonic
Koi"_“:‘ibnf’ Philotheus’ Ordo are somewhat
n—nnsl;llio She asserls (p. 39, n. 79) that it is
confuseh{o state how many there are, thutl,
difficult ared to the Sofia codex, codex 1/23
whetl C?{mﬁf collection has an expanded transta-
in the 33;;{[)(‘51"“ apeson) with  a  substituted
tion (PAWEEIG (p. 27), while the Tdth-15th
aneneiol, | sian codex Vaticanus slavicus /4
Centur}nr&* i;axlslatiorl (p. 39, n. 79). In flaq
has : are threc Slavonic versions: Euthymius
f‘,hli;. the incipit €raa XOUIETA lﬁ?eﬂ somt\':ﬂfx_
psF CBEJALLATH aBxe®, the version found in
metropolitan Cyprian’s revision of. the Russian
hieraticon, the earliost codex hemg’the late
14th century codeX 601 in the Synodal collec-
tion, Moscow?, with the incipit xeraupe e
cwEH BOMbCTBENEK (CBEUUATH TAHHS,- and the most
common version with  the jucipit xoran 1egen
(u;m‘oe H) BOMCCTBRHOC C'thyI.UMTH TAHNCTEo, the
ezrliest codices of whiclt areof thesccond hall of
the 14th century, e. g, codex 316 in the Hilandar
collection®?. This anonymous versiott was transiat

sed the fiturg

owing to missing folia and the illegibility of
Ir, see Kotsefa’s facsimile edition 1v-13v.
3% As suggested by Counstantine
s ¢ u. Euthyme, 74-75.
38 From which codex it has been edited
by Kpacuoceanues, H. Marepann nas
HCTOPHH YHHONOCAeNOBAHKA JHTYPIHU CBSTOTO
Hoanna 3aaroycroro. Kazaus, 37-79. The tra-
ditional idea that this codex is a copy of Cyp-
rian's autograph is now doubted as ‘the ortho-
graphy reveals scarcely any trace of South Slav
influence, sce Kngsenpckasa, O. u E. He-
uw k 0. Pykonucun mutpononuta Kunpuaua u otpa-
Kenre B wux opporpaduteckoli pepopssl Endu-
M Teiposckoro. — ThpHROBCKA KHMXKOBHA
wkoaa, II. C., 1980, 282-292, cf. 290-291. It
has also been iwice edited from the Vatican
codex by Kpacunocexnwvues H. Cre
HeHHS O HEKOTOPLIX JHTYPrHUecKMX pPYKOMMesaXx
Batikauckofi GHOAMOTCRIC ¢ 3aMeqaussvH O
coctape ¥ ocofeHHOCTSX GOrocay keBHhX diHLo-
nocKeNOBanuil, ¥ uux colepxKamuxces., Kaaann,
1885; 172-194, and T op 6 a v, O. Tpu wepkosyo-
CHOB SIHCLKI AiTyprivki pykomwcui  Tekcrn  Ba-
THKAHbCKOL  GiGmiorexn. (Ipaui ®inocodivno
— Pymanictuunoro  ®akyantery YKpainbekoro
Karauttinkoro Ysisepeutery. I). Roma, 1966,
84-104. In places the Vatican codex has better
readings than the alleged copy of Cyprian’s
autograph, )
%Secc Bogdanovié, D. Kalalog éiril-
skih rukopisa manastira Hilandara. Beograd,
1978, p. 133. The Rila codex 1/23 apparently
contains this version, seePa itk 08, 5., X. K o-
208, B. Xpucrosa CaaBAickH DPBKOIK-
$r£f 8 Puackus vanactup. 1. C., 1986, 67-68.
itht}f_e is no scholarly edition of this version, but
is Tound in early Bulkan and Venitian edi-

ed from a Greek redaction longer than that used
for the other two versions. The question of possible
inlerdependence between these three versions can
only be answered whern critical editions of their
earliest forms are available and here Kotseva’s
facsimile will be ol great service.

There arc also several minor points in Kot-
seva’s introduction which are confused or ambi-
guous. To give bul ouc example. In the Sofia
cadex the liturgia praesanctificatorum is ascribed
to Basil the Great (35v), in which conncction
Kotseva (p. 29, second starred footnote) refers
io the fact that in the 1348 Ivan Alexander
florilegium the Historia ecclesiastica et mystica
contemplatio, attributed to Germanus 1 of Con-
stantinople, is also ascribed io Basil. How is
this to be underslood — as a causal relalion
or as pute coincidence? Int fact, of course, both
Basilian ascriptions are well attested in Greek
codices?s.

Although the introduction to this facsimile
edition leaves much to he desired the edition
itself must be welcomed as a valuable contri-
bution to the study of the liturgical reforms
carried out in i4th century Bulgaria and it
is to be hoped that it will be followed before
long by the edition of critical texts®, which
alone will enable the history of these reforms
and of Euthymius' role in them to be fully
elucidated.

tions of the hieraticon, e, g., that published at
Téargovidte in 1508, reprinted by Panaite-
scu, P. Liturghierul lui Macarie (1508) cu
un studiu. Bucuresti, 1961. This version lies
at the basis of the ordo in the present Russian
hieraticon, e. g., St. Pelersburg, 1898, 69-94.

38 For the Basilian ascription of the liturgy
see King, A. The Rites of Eastern Chris-
tendom. II. Rome, 1948, p. 146, n. 358. The
reason for this ascription might be the fact
that the preconsecration takes place during
the Basilian liturgy. On the Basilian ascription
of the Historia sce Thomson, F. Constan-
tine of Presiav and the Old Bulgarian Transla-
tion of the 'Hisioria ecclesiaslica et mystica
contemplalio’ Attributed to Patriarch Germanus
I of Constantinople. — Palaeobulgarica, X,
1, 1986, 41-48, cl. 42-43,

3 A useful preliminary step would be the edi-
tion of the earliest codices of Constantinescu’s four
main classes of South Siav hieratica, vi.. A. N.
Popov 101, Hilandar 315, Berlin 23(19) and
Rumanian Academy 27. It should be noted
that for the Euthymian version Sclovki 709
is also of importance,
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