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The importance of the study o! liturgical texts 
has recently been highlighted by the discovery 
of original Bulgarian hymnographic works com­
posed over a period from the late 9th1 to the 
16th century2. 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 them3 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 excellent, very 
legible facsimile of a 14th century Bulgarian 
hieraticon (служебник), viz. codex 231 in the 
National Library, Sofia, which is a copy of 
a codex written by Euthymius himself, as is 
shown by the phrase on 51 v: ΠΟΜ·ΕΝ~Η, ΓΗ, ΠλΤ-

The introduction to such an edition should 
describe the codex in detail and succintly indi­
cate its importance within the historical con^ 

1 Seell о п о в, Г. Триодни произведения на 
Константин Преславски. — In: Кирило-Мето-
диевски студии. II. С , 1985. 

2 See К о ж у х а р о в , С. Tax Андрей — 
един незабелязан химнописец от XVI в. — 
Старобългарска литература, XVIII, 1986, 150-
160. 

3 Е. g. Ч и ф л я н о в, Б. Богослужебната 
реформа на патриарх Евтимий. — Духовна 
култура, LII, 3-4, 1972, 60—68; Р у с е в , П. 
Место и роль Тырновской Евфимиевой школы 
в культурном общении па Балканах и в Вос­
точной Европе в средние века. — Славянские 
культуры и Балканы. Ред. Н. Тодоров и др. 
I. С, 1978,348—361; C o n s t a n t i n e s c u , R. 
Euthyme de Tärnovo et la reforme liturgique 
au XIVе siecle. — Etudes Balkaniques, 111, 
1986, 62-78. 

text. Although Elena Kotseva's erudition cannot 
be doubted, the introduction to this edition 
is in places extremely obscure4, sometimes 
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 copv of 
the codex originally written by Euthymius, 
viz. the 14th-15th century codex in the Zo<*ra-
phou collection*, reveals that the Sofia «xlex 
is made up as follows: beginning missing8 

1-137, missing folia8, 14-199, 2010, 21-47" 
missing folia12, 48-7413, 75-7714, missing folia1»'. 

4 This may in part be due to poor editing, 
which is suggested by the total irrelevance of 
the first starred footnote on p. 29, although the 
presence oi such starred footnotes shows that 
Kotseva herself has altered the text of her in­
troduction. 

6 Edited by С ы р к у, П. К истории ис­
правления книг в Болгарии в XIV веке. I, 
2. Санкт-П., 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 lr-12r, ed. С ы p к у. Истории, 1—14. 
' lv-13=Z 12r-25v (and not 24v, as Kot­

seva, p. 28, claims), ed. ibid., 14-29. lr in the 
Sofia codex is illegible. 

8 = Z 25v-27v, ed. ibid., 29-31. 
• = Z 27v-34r, ed. ibid., 32-36. 
10 = Z 34r-v, ed. ibid., 36. This folio is a 

17-18th century addition to replace a lost folio. 
11 = Z 34v-59r, ed. ibid., 36-50. 
12 = Z 59r-61r, ed. ibid., 50-51. 
18 = Z 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. 

14 Not in Z. 
16 Since the preceding text was not mZ, now 

much of the text lost here was inZ is unknown, 
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. 7 R V . 7 9 " , missing folia», 80.81rl2">. 
■Mr1'. ' ° ■ „ „™ fnlia21. The codex contains 
&I2-83"· Ä ' o * s e n c t o Kfa« .« . , 
philothcus ^ diacono ministrare debeat 
«*""?? f h T m u r g i c s of St. John Chrysostom 
<lr-l3v>: the ' ^ ? , ( 3 5 v . 5 7 v ) and the Presan-
( ,4r" i УА'яг 74vV two prayers, one of exorcism 
f r t A «mc to be said after eating some-
(75r-7A) , a n d t h e n t e to be performed 
thing 1п 1РиДЦ„ mpure falls into wine or oil 
w h e n , n

S T Fo "a 80 83 are from a different codex 
(78v-7?v). 101. epistle readings. A com-
and contaii go pe t h e

P Sofia codex with that 
Parih0enZog"Phou codex reveals that the Sofia 
,ПНех contains a text in places abridged and 
? ! distorted by scribal errors«. _ 
a l s v „ я а (о 32-37) ascribes great importance 
4 S i f p r a v e s on 75r-79v, especially to that 
« t h e exorcism of a devil (75r-77v), since it 

(„mrl in the H t h century Zaykov hagma-
};ir on (требн ή in the r i te for baptism ( l r - l lv ) 

,d is similar to one found in the 11th century 
Fucko'ooium Sinaiticum on 51v-56v, where 
frcording to her (p. 32) - it was also intended 
for the rite of baptism23. This she considers 

"пП= Z 92r-v, ed, ibid., 68. 
и _-=Z 93v-94v, ed. ibid., 69-70. 
18 Since the subsequent text only occurs 

much later in Z, it is impossible to est imate 
what is missing here. 

is = z 147v-149v, ed. ibid. , 105-106. 80-83 
are an addition from a different codex dating 
to approximately the same period. 

2» Not in Z. 
21 It is obviously impossible to est imate 

what is missing. 
22 Unfortunately Kotseva does not list these 

and it is impossible to give, a complete enume­
ration here. A flagrant example is 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 stArwitftt-aji [н Eorw-
ЮЬННМ-ЕМЪ lUfH . . . w БльгкБ-ърн-кмъ] Н Korw-
люЕив-шъ UAJIH. 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 t i t le of Beck's book (p. 37, 
n. 77), where incidentally the page reference is 
incorrect, and what does 631PG150 (ibidem) 
mean? Greek also seems to pose a problem, e. g., 
λιτουργίαριον (p. 28) for λειτουργιάριον and Τοπικα 
(p. 37, n. 63) for Τυπικά, cf. the complete 
absence of accents in the t i t le of Trempelas' 
book (p. 37, n. 77) — because the original was 
in unaccented capitals? The English of the 
English resume (p. 213-214) is atrocious. 

23 For the Zavkov hagmatarion, now 
codex 960 in the National Library, Sofia, see 
С г о я ii о в, М. и X. К о д о в. Опис на 
славянските ръкописи в Софийската народна 
библиотека. I I I . С , 1964, 114-115; for the 
prayer in the Euchologium Sinaiticum see the 
edition by F г с e k, J . Euchologium Sinaiticum. 
lexte slave avec sources grecques et traduetion 
trancaise. — Patrologia Orientalis. XXIV, 5 . 

proof that the Sofia codex contained not merely 
a liieraticon but also a hagmatarion, viz. 
it was a euchologium magnum. However, a 
strict division of liturgical codices into hie-
ratica and hagmataria is impossible before 
the sixteenth century, since almost all codices 
contained varying collections of ri tes and of­
fices24 and hieratica containing the r i te of bap­
tism are not unknown25 . Moreover, the prayer 
for exorcism in the F.uchologium Sinaiticum 
is not in any way associated with the r i te of 
baptism and has only a similari ty of theme 
not text, 

A gloss on 51v 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 prayers28 and Kotseva 
(p. 32-37) considers that originally the two 
codices formed par t of the same manuscript 
which contained Patr iarch Euthymius ' eucho­
logium magnum, whose contents can thus be 
reconstructed27. 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 edition of the Palauzov codex is one of 
the major desiderata in the study of the 14th 
century liturgical reforms to enable Kotseva's 
theory to be properly evaluated. 

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

Paris, 1933, 758-778. Since Kotseva 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 Р о з о в , Н. 
Русские служебники и требники. — Методи­
ческие рекомендации по описанию славяно-
русских рукописей для Сводного каталога 
рукописей, хранящихся в СССР. II , 2. М., 
1976, 314-339. South Slav codices in no way 
differ in this respect from Russian ones. 

26 E. g. the 14th century codex 952 in the 
Synodal collection, Moscow, 109v-130r, see 
Г о р с к и й , А. и К - Н е в о с т р у е в . Опи­
сание славянских рукописей Московской Си­
нодальной библиотеки. I l l , I. M., 1869, 28-35. 

20 Now codex 289 in the National Library, 
Sofia. There is a large bibliography on this 
codex which need not be given here, see Ц o-
H e в, Б . Опис на ръкописите и старопечатпите 
книги на Народната библиотека в София. 
С , 1910, 187-198. 

2Т An idea she has already expressed elsewhere: 
Литургическите преводи на патриарх Евтимий 
в ръкописни преписи и в първопечатни издания 
(края на XIV-ти -начало на XVII I в.). — Първи 
международен конгрес по българистика, Со­
фия, 23 май—3 юни 1981. Доклади. Българската 
литература и световният литературен процес. 
II . С , "1985, 32-38, cf. 33-34. 
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translator. Thus she talks of Евтимиев препод на 
трите литургии (р. 9) and also asserts (p. 37, 
п. 75) that he translated the liturgies of SS. 
Peter and James . However, the ascription of 
one of the three (possibly four) translations 
of the l i turgy of St. James to Euthymius rests 
solely upon the claim by Joannicius Lichudes 
of Cephallenia (1633-1717) that his Slavonic 
version28 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 collection29, but the 
two versions are so different that they may 
well be entirely unrelated t ranslat ions. As for 
the ascription of the translation of the l i turgy 
of St. Peter to Euthymius, it rests solely upon 
the fact tha t it is found in the same Hi landar 
codex which contains his alleged translat ion 
of the liturgy of St. James, 30 a reason which 
has — quite rightly — been dismissed out of 
hand3 1 . Kotseva's ascription of a translation 
of the three main liturgies to Euthymius is 
left unsubstantiated and is open to doubt since 
the "Eu thymian" version antedates his patr iar­
chate (1375-1393),32 although by how much 

28 Ed. С ы р к у . Истории, 179-218 and K a l u r 
n i a c k i, E . Werke des Patriarchen von 
Bulgarien Euthymius (1.375-J393). Wien, 1901, 
307-334. Both Syrku, op. cit. XCI, and Kaluz-
niacki, op. cit. XCV1II-XCIX, confused Joan­
nicius Licbudes with the Joannicius who went 
to Russia with Patriarch Theophanes of Jeru­
salem and remained there until his death in 1630. 

2S Ed. С ы p к у. Истории, 179-218. 
30 y j i e P e t r i n e l i t u r g y h a s been t h r i c e e d i t e d 

f rom t h i s c o d e x , f i r s t Ь у П о р ф и р и й ( К . У с-
п е н с и и и ) . В т о р о е п у т е ш е с т в и е п о С в я т о й 
Г о р е А ф о н с к о й в годы 1858 . 1859 и 1861 и 
описание скитов Афонских. М-, 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 of the Solun 
legend; then by С ы р к у . Истории, 221-231; 
finally by V a s i c a, J . Slovanska liturgie sv. 
Petra — Byzantinoslavica, VIII , 1939-1946, 1 — 
54, cf. 23-51, who argued, ibid., 5-I7, that the 
translation could be dated to the Cyrillornetho-
dian period, a theory which is quite unaccept­
able, cf. L a u г с и с i k, J . К otazce slo-
vnnske l i turgie sv. Petra . — S t u d i a palaeo-
slovenica. (Josepho Kurz septuagenario dedi-
catum), ed. B. Havranek. Praha, 1971, 201 
214, and M a r e s , F. Das Verhältnis des sla-
vischen Textes der Petrusli turgie zum griechi­
schen Original im Lichte der Rubriken. — Cyril-
lomethodianum. V, 1981, 120-129, whose dating 
of the translation to the la te 14lh or early 15th 
century is the most probable. 

31 See К a 1 u z n i с а с k i. Werke, XXXVI ; 
also V a j s , J . Liturgia sancti Petri slavica. 
(Relatio). — Acts Acadcmiae Velehradensis, 
X I X , 1948, 110-115, cf. I l l : ineple el incongrue 
adscripsit Euthymio. 

3 2 See Cojistantinescu. Etbyme 74-75. It 
must be said, however, that Constantinescu's 

is uncertain and it could have W n 
Euthymius while he was still 0n лЛ!ас3с bv 
h f l n w i . Tl i s ПРгЬап . „ „ t . . : L ° " ' A t r i № ,J ίΐ'Γ,Η V r perh,aps not *ithoui\ 'ig"$ <Sf* that the Sofia codex is in rre-Fnth . l caice thography. ' L U tnymian nr

c 

be 
The liturgical reforms in Bulgaria 
viewed in the context of similar 
Byzantium. While still i„ the Q r a ' 

on Athos Philotheus Coccinus adanWl U a 

of the l i turgy to the Jerusalem U p ™ V 
had hoped to bring about umformif, i, " 

must 

mistaken,s ince virtually ац" 0f ш Г с ' е е к codY-S 

stayed for over a year. Philotheus was at thм 
t ime metropolitan of Heracleia in Thrace i t 
resided mostly in Constantinople. In 1364 h 
was for the second time, appointed patrhrrb 
which post he held until 1376. It is also s'ieni 
ficant that when Euthymius left Constantinonu 
he settled at the Grand Lavra on Athos oiilv 
returning to Bulgaria in c. 1371. Earlier in 
the century a Slav monk at the Lavra, a certain 
John 3 3 , had translated or at least revised a 
large number of liturgical books, including the 
liturgies themselves, with which texts Euthy­
mius must have become acquainted with at 
the Lavra. It was probably during his stay 
on Athos that Euthymius translated Philo-
theus ' Ordo3i, but whether Euthymius himself 

article is so obscure as to make Kotseva's in­
troduction seem by comparison a model of 
lucid clari ty. 

33 In spite of all tha t has been written about 
John he remains an enigmatic figure. For recent 
views see H a n n i с k, C. Zur Schreibertätig­
keit des ieromonach Mefodie. — Die Welt 
der Slaven, XVII , 1972, 408-416, II o n on, Г. 
Новооткрито сведение за преводаческа дейност 
na българските книжовници от Света гора през 
първата половина на XIV век. — Българскн 
език, V, 1978, 402-410, and Ч е т к о , Е. 
Об Афонской редакции славянского перевода 
Псалтыри в ее отношении к другим редакциям. 
— Язык и письменность среднеболгарского 
периода. Ред. Е. Демина. М., 1982, 60-93, 
cf. 60-61. 

31 This is a probabil i ty but not a certainty 
as alleged by V. Gvuzelev in История на Бол­
гария. Ред. Д. Косев. I I I . С , 1982, р. 454. 
The ascription of the translation to Euthymius 
is attested by a 14th century roll in the Zogra-
phoii collection and there is no reason to ques­
tion the ascription. His translation has been 
thrice edited from this roll: Proskomidija iz 
Zografskog manastira u Svetoj Gore. Prijevod 
bugarsko-slovenskog part iarha Jevt imija . — Ola-
snik Srpskog ucenog drustva, XXV, 1869, 
288-304, cf. 289-304 (an anonymous, bad edi­
tion); С ы р к у . Истории 1-31 (juxtaposed with 
the text in codex Zographou I), and К a ) u-
i n i а с к i. Werke, 283-306. The translation 
is also in the Sofia codex, but is acephalous 
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.i. liturgies or whether3* he look John s 
„vised t"0 . " " m a i n s as vet an open question, 
"vise*! H . r t ^ t e m i . . „ t s ' «bout the. Slavonic 

Koiseva s - p h i l o t n L . u s ' (jrdo are somewhat 
t ' » f l , s l T s h " asserts (p. 39, „ 7 9 ) that it is 
coniib«'1· a"\,all, how many there are, that , 
di(ficult to si ^ t h t S o f . a t o d e x > c Q d e x 1 / 2 ; j 

»■hen cornp' ! k , c t i o u h a s an expanded transla-
i n the/ «шипения прсвод) with a substituted tian (разшир« ия v 2 7 γ w h ü c № e H t h ) 5 t h 

(заменено) ■ v mkj. Vaticanus stavicus 14 
itV'nev translation (p. 39, n. 79). In fact 

are three Slavonic versions: bu thymius 
t h e r t h e i ndp i t ^ГА* хотеть itfSH вожьсги-
! L cWfiuixTH с*8жы*, the version found i n 

i,nnnlitan Cyprian's revision of the Russian 
« X he earliest codex being the la te 
Uihcen tu rv codex 601 in the Synodal collec­
tion Moscow™, with the incipit ^ОТАЩК, Ht-
«ννκίι вожьсгинЯк CKtfiuv™ TMIHS, and the most 
common version with the incipit )COTAII крен 
(«AT»« и) пожктпыж съкьршнтн тышетко, the 
earliest codices of which are of the second half of 
the 14th ccnturv, e. g, codex 316 in the Hilandar 
collection37. This anonymous version was translat 

owing to missing folia and the illegibility of 
lr, see Kotsefa's facsimile edition lv-13v. 

' ш As suggested by С о n s t a n t i n e-
s с u. Euthyme, 74-75. 

311 From" which codex it has been edited 
by К Р а с и о с е л ь ц е в, Н. Материалы для 
истории чинопоследования литургии святого 
Иоанна Златоустого. Казань, 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, see К и я з е в с к а я, О. и Е. Ч е ­
ш к а . Рукописи митрополита Кипрнана и отра­
жение в них орфографической реформы Евфп-
мия Тырновского. — Търковска киижовка 
школа. II. С , 1980, 282-292, cf. 290-291. It 
has also been twice edited from the Vatican 
codex by К P а с и о с е л i. U e в, Н. Све­
дения о некоторых литургических рукописях 
Ватиканской библиотеки с замечаниями о 
составе и особенностях богослужебных чиь.о-
паследовании, в них содержащихся. Казань, 
1885; 172-194, and Г о р б а ч, О. Три церковио-
слов'янсьК1 Л1тург1чн1 рукописи! текста Ва-
тиканьско! 6i6.iiöTcKH. (Праш Ф1лософ1чно 
— Гуманистичного Факультету Украинского 
Католвиького Университету. I). Roma, 1966, 
«4-104. In places the Vatican codex has better 
readings than the alleged copy of Cyprian's 
autograph. 

37 See B o g d a n о v i c, D. Katalog ciril-
, £ « r u k ° P i s a rnanaslira Hi landara . Beograd, 
1978, p. 13,1. The Rila codex 1/23 apparently 
contains this version, see P а й к о в, В., X. К о-
Д о в, Б. Х р и с т о в а . Славянски ръкони-
си в Рилскня манастир. I. С , 1986, 67-68. 
there is no scholarly edition of this version, but 
H is found in early Balkan and Vcnitian edi-

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

There are also several minor points in Kot­
seva's introduction which are confused or ambi­
guous. To give but one example. In the Sofia 
codex the liturgia praesanctificatorum is ascribed 
to Basil the Great (35v), in which connection 
Kotseva (p. 29, second starred footnote) refers 
to the fact tha t in the. 1348 Ivan Alexander 
florilegium the Historic, e.cclesiastica et mystica 
cnntemplatio, a t t r ibuted to Germanus I of Con­
stantinople, is also ascribed to Basil. How is 
this to be understood — as a causal relation 
or as pure coincidence? In fact, of course, both 
Basilian ascriptions are well attested in Greek 
codices38. 

Although the introduction to this facsimile 
edition leaves much to be desired the edition 
itself must be welcomed as a valuable contri­
bution to the study of the liturgical reforms 
carried out in 14th century Bulgaria and i t 
is to be hoped that it will be followed before 
long by the edition of critical texts30 , which 
alone will enable the history of these, reforms 
and of Euthyrriius' role in them to be fully 
elucidated. 

tions of the hieraticon, e, g., that published at 
Targoviste in 1508, reprinted by P a n a i t e-
s с u, P. Liturghierul lui Macarie (1508) cu 
mi studiu. Bucuresti, 1961. This version lies 
a t the basis of the ordo in the present Russian 
hieraticon, e. g., St. Petersburg, 1898, 69-94. 

3 8 For the Basilian ascription of the liturgy 
see K i n g , A. The Rites of Eastern Chris­
tendom. I I . Rome, 1948, p. 146, n. 358. The 
reason for this ascription might he the fact 
that the proconsecration takes place during 
the Basilian l i turgy. On the Basilian ascription 
of the llistoria see T h o m s o n , F. Constan-
t ine of Preslav and the Old Bulgarian Transla­
tion of the 'llistoria ecclesiastica et mystica 
eontemplatio' Attributed to Patr iarch Germanus 
I of Constantinople. — Palaeobulgarica, X, 
1, 1986, 41-48, ct. 42-43. 

3U A useful preliminary step wo; Id be the. edi­
tion of the earliest codices of Constantinescu's four 
main classes of South Slav hieratica, v u . A. N. 
Popov 101, Hilandar 315, Berlin 23(19) and 
Rumanian Academy 27. It should be noted 
that for the Euthytnian version Solovki 709 
is also of importance. 
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