Alexey Ostrovsky
Maia Raphava
Thilisi
satai@akauri.com

NOTES
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OF THE WORKS
OF NICETAS STETHATOS

INTRODUCTION

The recent publication of Epistle IX of Nicetas Stethatos to Basil the
Monk! and the Georgian translations of works of Nicetas Stethatos
that are included in Arsen Iqaltoeli’s Dogmatikon? constitute im-
portant milestones in scholarship on the works of Nicetas Stethatos as
well as for studies of Byzantine literary works in general. Neverthe-
less, some questions still remain unanswered or without sufficiently
detailed analysis. It is unclear, for instance, why there is such a signif-
icant difference between the date of the colophon of the Georgian
manuscripts (1030) and the date that is accepted nowadays in the
scientific literature as the time, when the collection of Stethatos’ epis-
tles had to have been composed (c. 1080). It is not clear whether Basil
the Monk, the addressee of Epistle IX, is the same person as Basil the
Sophist, the addressee of Epistles V-VIII. The reason for the differ-
ence between the names of the Sophist in the Greek and Georgian

(1) M. RAPHAVA, “Georgian Translations of Nicetas Stethatos’s Epistles
(According to Arsen Iqaltoeli’s Dogmatikon) [with the editio princeps of a
letter lost in Greek],” in: Georgian Christian Thought and Its Cultural Context.
Memorial Volume for the 125th Anniversary of Shalva Nutsubidze (1888-1969),
ed. by T. NUTSUBIDZE, C. B. HORN, B. LOURIE, Leiden, 2014, pp. 244-282.

(2)  [s60bgb ogsemmgwo,] @madsBozmbo, 11, bogods LEHoms@o, obby-
98560, bmmo 3mwgdozn@mo Lodyzobs ©@s g3mbGHmegms  G9duGgdo
2959mbo3995 IMsdbos s F90M33a935 IMMMM T505 M0835353, Bgdu@gdo
»90BO35MIMZLY, ,EoLOMZL s ,LEdMMBOLIMZL FodmboEgdo dmod-
Do @5 39IM33Eg35 VMMM FoM0sd  3obMdgd, wadbogzmbo s Lo-
d09d9d0 IMsdBOEIL F505 5839350 @ bsbs Bo3zs¢0sd, mdogrolo, 2013
[[Arsen Iqaltoeli,] Dogmatikon: Nicetas Stethatos, Works, vol. II, ed. by M. RA-
PHAVA, M. KASRADZE, and N. CHIKVATIA, Tbilisi, 2013].
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384 Scrinium X (2014). Syrians and the Others

versions also remains obscure. The same is true for the question of
why no Greek manuscripts contain Epistle IX that is preserved in the
Georgian version. In this article we study these issues together with
some minor questions.?

TOWARDS A RELATIVE CHRONOLOGY
OF NICETAS STETHATOS’ EPISTLES

According to subjects and dependencies, the treatises and the epistles
of Stethatos can be grouped in three blocks:

e The first block includes the treatises “On the Soul” and “On
Paradise,” that had to have been written before any of the epis-
tles.

e The second block includes (in chronological order):

a) Epistle K to Nicetas Chartophylax (also known as Nicetas
Coronis), placed before both treatises, in which Stethatos
presents the treatises to Chartophylax;

b) Epistle II to Nicetas Stethatos (Chartophylax” reply to Epistle
K and the treatises); and

c) Epistle IV to Nicetas Chartophylax (Stethatos’ reply to Epis-
tle II).

(38) In addition to numbering the letters as Epistles I-IX, introduced by
Jean Darrouzes (see below), we will use the following identifiers for the in-
dividual epistles:

e K for the stand-alone epistle to Nicetas Chartophylax (also known as

Nicetas Coronis; Kopwvidog), which precedes the treatises “On the
Soul” and “On Paradise”;

e E for the epistle to Eusebius (Evaépioc), which follows Epistle K;

o *II for an epistle to Nicetas Stethatos by Nicetas Chartophylax, which
is not preserved nowadays in full and is partly preserved as Epistle IIL
References to the epistles are provided in the format E.n, where E is
the identifier of the epistle (I-IX, *II, K, E) and 7 is a paragraph num-
ber (if there are paragraphs in the epistle).

Unless otherwise specified:

e Epistle IX (both Georgian and English versions) is quoted from Ra-

PHAVA, “Georgian Translations”;

e The Georgian text of Epistles K, E, I-VIII is quoted from Dogmati-
kon, 1I;

e Greek quotations are taken from Nicétas Stéthatos, Opuscules et lettres,

introduction, texte critique, traduction francaise et notes par J. DAR-
ROUZES (SC 81), Paris: Cerf, 1961.
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e The third block includes (in chronological order):
a) Epistles V-IX to Basil by Nicetas Stethatos;
b) Epistle I to Nicetas Chartophylax, in which Stethatos pre-
sents his polemics with Basil; and
c) Epistle *III to Nicetas Stethatos (Chartophylax” reply to Epis-
tle I), not known nowadays, which is partly preserved as
Epistle III.

We do not have enough data to establish a reliable chronology for the
whole set of epistles and treatises. Epistle K likely was sent before
Epistle I, since Chartophylax should have been already familiar with
the treatises in order to be able to read the polemics with Basil. Yet
nothing more can be said with confidence about the relative chronol-
ogy between the second and the third blocks. Thus, the mutual de-
pendencies between the epistles and treatises of Nicetas can be sum-

marized as follows:*
(W—(v)
» 11 » 1V
|

S
S | » *111 (111)
(1 —(mam)

1. DATE OF THE COLLECTION
OF NICETAS STETHATOS” WORKS

The colophon in the Georgian manuscripts renders a date as follows:

“mmuw|flr® achpoibl - '1E<‘5'1£]g'11uﬁllr:§ in the month of January,
brdlr : SrlryrdimpchAmr myqmmr  third indiction, years from
HOPBP & - Creation 6538.9

(4) Here we mark the treatises “On the Soul” and “On Paradise” as W
(Woxn) and II (Ilapddetooc) respectively.

(6) mmuw|flr] mmwinlt ms. K-23.

(6) National Centre of Manuscripts of Georgia, ms. 5-1463, fol. 281rb;
Kutaisi State Historical Museum, ms. K-23, fol. 335va. The orthography and
the use of Asomtavruli and Nuskhuri scripts is the same in both manu-
scripts.
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The year AM 6538 of the Byzantine era (xata Pwuaiovc) corresponds
to 1030 CE,” which differs significantly from the conclusion of Jean
Darrouzes that the epistles should be dated circa 1080, or, at least,
should fit the period of 1075-1090.%8 Together with the year Anno
Mundi, the colophon reports an indiction 3. Since in the Byzantine era
an indiction number should be equal to the remainder from the divi-
sion of the year Anno Mundi by 15,° the year AM 6538 corresponds to
the indiction 13 and not 3, specified in the colophon (6538 = 15 x 435 +
13). Thus, there is an error in the colophon’s date.

Here we should note that the date 1030 CE is unlikely, at least ac-
cording to our current knowledge of the chronology of Nicetas
Stethatos’ life. Despite the general lack of clarity regarding the dates
of his life, the year 1022 is accurately established as a reference point
for Stethatos’ youth,!® whereas the letters to Nicetas Chartophylax
should be dated after 1050, because this date limits the known period
of holding the office of chartophylax for the latter.!!

It is possible that the colophon renders with error either the
indiction year (3 instead of 13), or the year Anno Mundi. In order to
stay within the range of the eleventh century (AM 6508-6607), which
has to be sufficient to cover the time of Nicetas Stethatos’ life, a con-
jecture for the AM year number is possible in the last two digits only.
There is no possible conjecture for the last digit for the range of years
from 6530-6539, which corresponds to the indiction number 3, while
among the digits marking the position of tens, there are three corre-
sponding dates: AM 6528, AM 6558, and AM 6588. Let us study each
possible conjecture in detail.

Indiction 13 (AD 1030). Since the indiction number is written out
in words, the conjecture in the Georgian version is not possible, be-
cause Lzdlit < *prdnplt (third < *thirteen) cannot be accepted. The
usual rendering of the indiction 13 in Greek had to be ivdiktiwvog

(7)  V.GRUMEL, La Chronologie, Paris, 1958, pp. 128, 254; B. BLACKBURN,
L. HOLFORD-STREVENS, The Oxford Companion to the Year, Oxford, 1999, p. 766.

(8)  DARROUZES, Opuscules et lettres, pp. 10, 24.

(9) GRUMEL, La Chronologie, p. 202; BLACKBURN, HOLFORD-STREVENS,
The Oxford Companion to the Year, p. 771.

(10) DARROUZES, Opuscules et lettres, p. 8.

(11) Ibid., pp. 17, 20.
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1y’, or INA 1y’.”2 In this case, we have to allow two assumptions at
once to get izdlit in the Georgian version: there had to have been an
error in the Greek copies that would have led to the change of the
indiction number (*y* < *1y’), and Arsen had to have changed the
way an indiction was rendered. If the indiction number was written
out in words in the Greek version (*ivdikTtiwvog déxatng toiTng),
which is unusual, then the omission of tens should have resulted in
the attested form Lrdlr < *ToiTng < *0ékatnc Toitng. However,
rendering the indiction number in words rather supports the initial
*tvdwktiwvog toitng (indiction third) in the Greek text.!3

AM 6528, 6558, 6588 (1020, 1050, 1080 CE). Let us account for all
the possible variants to render the appropriate dates Anno Mundi:

‘ manuscript AM 6528 AM 6558 AM 6588

E®P'bP *HOQhb *HORP *HQUP
“sdAn *cprn “sdpvn) *gpmn)

The errors *ta > ' (AM 6528) and *H > b (AM 6558) in Georgian are
hardly possible. The error *U > "o (AM 6588) is certainly possible for
the second half of the eleventh century, especially in the case of
Nuskhuri hands (the assumption that Arsen’s protograph could have
been written in cursive hand is quite plausible).!* The errors *x > *A
(AM 6528) and *m > *A (AM 6588) are hardly possible in Greek,
whereas the error *v > *A (AM 6558) is possible, but not likely.!>
According to what is stated above, the possible retrieved dates of
the colophon are 1080 CE (AM 6588, most probable), 1050 CE
(AM 6558, less probable), or 1030 CE (AM 6538, unlikely). The most

Georgian
Greek

(12) P. CANART, Lezioni di paleografia e di codicologia Greca, Citta del
Vaticano, 1980, p. 96, Y. E. MEIMARIS, Chronological Systems in Roman-
Byzantine Palestine and Arabia, Athens, 1992, p. 34.

(13) The rendering of an indiction number with words is not usual, and
when we find this in the form “ivdwkTiwvog ...,” it usually renders years
from 1 to 10 (see MEIMARIS, Chronological Systems, pp. 156-157, 162-304).

(14) See o. dMWsdY, JoGoero fg@ol bod~dgdo: 35¢9086G5R0LIPO
@880, ®dowobo, 1973 [I. ABULADZE, Samples of Georgian Script: Paleograph-
ical Album, Thbilisi, 1973], pp. XI (col. 7-9), XII-XIII (col. 4-9).

(15) See V. GARDTHAUSEN, Griechische Paleographie, 2, Die Schrift, Unter-
schriften, und Chronologie im Altertum und im byzantinischen Mittelalter, Leip-
zig, 1913, Taf. 6-7.
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probable correction of the colophon’s text (i. e. conjecture *E®PUP in
the Georgian version) fits the expected period of 1075-1092.

Thus, we assume that the conjecture *U > ™o for the Georgian col-
ophon is plausible, the Georgian protograph initially rendered the
year Anno Mundi as *EPUP, and the correct date of the colophon is
AM 6588, i.e. January of 1080.16

2. THE COLOPHON AND MARGINAL NOTE

2.1. The Colophon

Here we would like to clarify one detail concerning the attribution of
the colophon of the Georgian version. In all the Georgian manu-
scripts of the Dogmatikon the colophon has exactly the same marginal
note:

“mz0 530b OoMLOLS Fodobs, “This addition belongs to this
Lo3ombogos 9350 3odmdgdhysy-  honorable father himself, to the
Eobog, sl sbgmdo qbg” - author of these readings”"”

The Georgian word gs9m3g@yga@ao (literally: one who says out loud,
“teller”) does not refer to just the author, but to the person, who actu-
ally articulates a phrase or speech.® In the Georgian text
9°0mIgBgeno cannot mean a compiler of the book, or a copyist, so
the author of the note (Arsen?) directly points us to the fact, that the
author (teller) of the epistles and the trilogy and the author of the col-
ophon is the same person (i. e. Nicetas Stethatos).

2.2. The Marginal Note

After analyzing the Dogmatikon manuscripts K-23 and S5-1463 we
came to the preliminary conclusion, that they are independent and
ascend to a common protograph. At the time of its initial description,

(16) GRUMEL, La Chronologie, p. 128.

(17) Ms. 5-1463, fol. 281r; ms. K-23, fol. 335v; the same marginal note is
present in later copies—ms. Q-50 (1777, National Centre of Manuscripts of
Georgia) and ms. K-15 (17t-18" centuries, Kutaisi State Historical Museum).

(18) 0. Vwwsdy, dzgero FsGoeiemo gbol ¢mg4bozmbo, mdowolo, 1973
[I. ABULADZE, Dictionary of Old Georgian Language, Tbilisi, 1973], p. 43; dggcro
FoOwemo gbols 89960098:9¢m0 ¢m99boz60, »dowolo, 2008 [The Joint Dic-
tionary of Old Georgian, Thilisi, 2008], pp. 47-48.
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S-1463 was widely dated to the twelfth—thirteenth century.!” This
question requires further detailed research, yet based on paleograph-
ical data we think that the manuscript 5-1463 has to be dated prelim-
inarily to the beginning of the twelfth century.? According to this
assessment, a common protograph of the manuscripts S-1463 and
K-23 should be chronologically very close to the autograph of the
Dogmatikon, and it is unlikely that there was a considerable written
tradition between the Dogmatikon autograph and the common proto-
graph of the manuscripts K-23 and S-1464. Thus, the protograph had
to have been either one of the first copies from the Dogmatikon auto-
graph, or the autograph itself.?!

Since the marginal comment is attested in all the Georgian manu-
scripts of the Dogmatikon, it should go back at least to a common
protograph of K-23 and S-1463. The fact, that this marginal note is
rendered in the same form in all the Georgian copies (including the
ones from a later period) supports the assumption that the marginal
note itself is an integral part of the Dogmatikon, and its author is
Arsen Iqaltoeli himself.

2.3. The Purpose of the Marginal Note

The date in the colophon by Nicetas Stethatos perfectly matches the
format that is typical for colophons of copyists (month, indiction
number, and year Anno Mundi).??> Thus, the purpose and necessity of
the marginal note by Arsen Iqaltoeli are obvious: Arsen required it to
indicate to his future readers that the colophon does not belong to the
author of the Dogmatikon or one of its copyists, as one can assume

(19)  Js®m0e9em bgarbshig®0s sCFIGHOMBS: gROCIO J560239¢n005 deatr0ls
Pi9(5-3000630L 85053639¢2989¢70 bsBeagsomgbol (S) 302¢n99p0s, &. 11, odo-
@obo, 1961 [Description of Georgian Manuscripts: The Collection of the Society for
the Spreading of Literacy among Georgians (S), 11, Tbilisi, 1961], p. 213.

(20) The hand of S-1463 reveals similarity with hands from the
11th century, in particular to the hand of ms. Q-37 (1091, National Centre of
Manuscripts of Georgia). Cf. I. ABULADZE, Samples, Tab. XII-XIII, 106-109. An
article by Alexey Ostrovsky on the dating of S-1463 is to be published in
Mravaltavi (a journal of the National Centre of Manuscripts of Georgia).

(21) The final decision on this question depends on the results of the de-
tailed study of the 5-1463 and K-23 manuscripts and the relations between
them.

(22) B. M. METZGER, Manuscripts of the Greek Bible: An Introduction to
Greek Palaeography, New York, 1991, p. 49.
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from the form of the colophon, but instead belongs to the author of

the text himself.

3. ARE BOTH BASILS THE SAME?

Could it be the case, that the addressee of Epistles V-VIII and the one
of Epistle IX is the same person? After a critical revision of the availa-
ble evidence, we came to the conclusion that most probably Basil the
Monk was the same person as Basil the Sophist.

3.1. A Reference to Epistle IX in Epistle III

In Epistle I, Nicetas Stethatos wrote to Chartophylax:

“Ho693w9909 30609 dAgbMo b0
9oLy S LETMMbOLdWO DL
Lo@gmobs Bgdls. [...] beaagom
Lo09b5M ymyo 333mby
9393005605 3o 930LGHMEIMS
§o6m0m39052 99bs dmdstro,
30650056 sfigMowbo ogo
§9620300b356 Lo@gmsbo, oams
[...] L@ 96000 Pmabos [...]
3050300 Lombm-ymagse 9960,
Moams 193H3039L0 yedmbaogls
360350 LoEYosms sdsm dobs...”

“Somebody from the wise ones
was unhappy with my speech-
es on the soul and on paradise.
[...] And I realized that it is nec-
essary to send those epistles to
you, so you will read the words
written there, that [...] you
would write us [...] your deci-
sion on them, so we would
have an opinion of greater au-
thority on the contents of those
speeches.” (I)

Answering to Stethatos in Epistle III, Nicetas Chartophylax wrote
that he read the letters to the Sophist about paradise and the souls,
residing in paradise (III.1), about the deacon’s words “The doors,
the doors!” (IIL.2), and about the apostle’s words from 1 Cor 6:18

(I1L.3):

“Ho6303000b96, MBOMals©
35G0mlsbm 359sm, BglodMAbols
05LoEroLA0TsOMbOES
§0obssloamdgebo g3oLEHmegbo
39660 Lodmmbobsm3zl s Lyyams of
JOHoLEIL 05bs Lodmmbgls Gobo

4mgoLbosmzl s 990amdms... ”

“I also read, oh highly
honorable father, your
objective letters to the
sophist Basil on paradise
and on the souls, residing
in paradise with Christ,
and others...” (II1.1)
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“beagnm goblodslMzgar SOU “One, who says, that the
39399903, MedgEo deacon’s words ‘“The doors,
053060l gMLs Tobs 39D, the doors!” [...] is worth of
3005039 ‘390D, 39O’ [...]”7 derision.” (I11.2)
“bragrm 0561956930 bsm3L “What about the treatment
LodmEodmemabls bo@yzLs [...] of the apostle’s words |[...]
35¢30mlbgdols 8gbols dogMas the elucidation written by
30f9M00 2obdsMEHgdoa Bobo 0ysgb Your Excellency will also
Lbwomogg fdosms Bsdosoms take its place among the
650w935393L5 Msbo...” works of other holy fa-
thers.” (II1.3)

There are no signs of a shift of subject or person being discussed in
the letter by Chartophylax, which means that Chartophylax dis-
cussed Epistles VI, VII, VIII, and IX in the context of Stethatos” epis-
tles, sent to the Sophist. Moreover, the phrase “-3s ... ©s 999M30s”
(“also ..., and others <the following ones>") in the Georgian version of
III.1, which is absent in Greek, clearly indicates, that the introductory
phrase IIL.1 also refers to the epistles, mentioned in the following
paragraphs II1.2 and II1.3.

Thus, according to Nicetas Chartophylax, the “objective letters to
the sophist Basil” include epistles to both Basil the Sophist and Basil
the Monk, as they do not only include the epistles on paradise (Epis-
tle VI) and on the souls, residing in paradise (Epistle VII), but also the
explanation of the deacon’s words “The doors, the doors!” (Epistle
VIII), and the explanation of 1 Cor 6:18 (Epistle IX).%

3.2. The Arrangement of Nicetas Stethatos” Works
in the Dogmatikon

The titles of Nicetas Stethatos” works are rendered in the Dogmatikon
as follows:%

(23) Epistle Il exists in fragments only both in Georgian and Greek ver-
sions. We discovered another Georgian version of Epistle III, which differs
from the known editions and allows us to establish a more complete version
of Epistle III. We plan to publish the article on this new data as a follow-up
to this article.

(24) Dogmatikon, 11, pp. 6-7.
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A1 6030095, Jmbsbmbobs s The first speech on that
beizobs bdrogeroms shameful [and] false Ar-
d2bsbhGobs, bhoos@obse menian heresy by Nicetas,
bo@ypea 30039wo a monk and priest of the
2490Lodogdgdgeo admdGOLs dob | monastery of Studios,
§35¢0900Ls Lmdgbmaalse Stethatos

Ax  Fobogg olsdbmdgws dgdmd- | Destructively, on the false
Mobo §390gd0Ls bLemdgbmoalss, Armenian heresy, the se-
2456Lsgod9d9o dgmeg cond disgrace by the same.

As | Jobozg pobbogodgdgeo @ «mdo- The disgrace 3 on the Ar-
©0JdMBI0Ls Lradgbmoalise menian Trisagion by the
153PF0IMBOLOMZS. same.

A4 Fobogg 35bbadodgdgwo dgmmby | The fourth disgrace on the
§350900Ls Lemdgbmoalise. Armenian heresy by the

same.

As  dobozg a5bbadodgdgwo dgbmong | The fifth disgrace on the
§35a0900Ls bmdgbomsalisa o Armenian heresy and un-
m3mdmalomzl leavened bread by the same.

E dobogg, 603095 Jmbsbmbobs s | The same, Nicetas, a monk
baapobs bdrogemos and priest of the Monastery of
30265UH60b52 55bMgdoO™MS Stoudios, on the ladder of
00bO35MOM3L, 93LgdOL virtue; the monk Nicetas to
30bsBMbLS 60303 dmbsbmbo. | the monk Eusebius.

K 6030¢3)5L boOEHMmzBows3Ls ©o Nicetas, a humble monk and
136390 MLLY, 3MOMboLs priest of the Monastery of
6030095 L9bome Jebsbmbo s Stoudios, Stethatos to Nice-
baabo bhawogeros tas, a chartophylax and
Jmbsb®obsg, bhoomsdo syncellus, Coronis

W 6030095 8eabsBmbobs s beyzols  The word on man'’s soul by
bd2acoogeros debsbdtrobs, Nicetas, a monk and priest of
UH005H0bsg; LoBysa the Monastery of Stoudios,
LEoLomzl Jo3MdMOZ0ULs, Stethatos, oh virtuous ora-
390 Yeg Bodsm tor father

I1 dobog9 bs5dmmbolsmzl On paradise by the same.
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II

II
v

VI
VII
VIII |
X

5030@5L ba®@mBowszls s
136390MLLS 3OHMboELY
6030095, #9bme deabsberbo s
basabo bdhicpogeros
00265b3®0obse, bhoosho
35Lv9bo 603o@s bzblgEmbiols
5 bs®BHMBos3oLs
3mmmbogoboe

LbbzLo 930LEMEOLSAS6

6030095 0265 Y60 bhoosdo
5030@5L ba®@mBowszls s
13639 MLLS 3MOMbOoELS

603009, “9bma Jmbsbmbo s
baabo bhawoogeroms 80bsl-

Nicetas, a humble monk and
priest of the Monastery of
Stoudios, Stethatos, to Nice-
tas, a chartophylax and
syncellus, Coronis

Answer of Nicetas, a syn-
cellus and chartophylax,
Coronis

From another letter

Nicetas, a monk, Stethatos, to
Nicetas, a chartophylax
and syncellus, Coronis

Nicetas, a humble monk and
priest of the Monastery of

Atobsa, bhooms@o, dsbowols
dgLodMAbYLS. Bl 0TSO

99LodMAboLs g3oLEBMEgbo
obogoblo@ymzombo

Jolbog9 30Ls39 J0TsHO
dolioz9 90Logq dodsHm

dobog9 00Ls39 J0T>H”

- dobogg d3Lboool 303560

dmbsBMbOLY. doloErol
- 30bsBM@bLs 5030¢)s dmbsbmbo

Stoudios, Stethatos to Basil
the Sophist. Epistles
against Basil the Sophist

From the same to the same
From the same to the same
- From the same to the same

From the same to the Monk
Basil. The Monk Nicetas to
. the Monk Basil

Here we can see, that not only Epistles I-VIII, but the whole set of
Stethatos” works, collected in the Dogmatikon, follows the strict logic
of the arrangement, when the first heading in a group contains a full
title of Nicetas, i. e. “Nicetas, a [humble] monk and priest of the Mon-
astery of Stoudios [, Stethatos],” and subsequent headings within the
same group contain just “the same,” or the shortened form “the monk
Nicetas [Stethatos]” (in any case, they do not contain “priest of the
Monastery of Stoudios”). In line with this feature, the works of
Stethatos are grouped in the following sets in the Dogmatikon:

1. Words against Armenian anti-Chalcedonianism;
2. Letter to Eusebius;
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3. Letter to Nicetas Chartophylax;

The treatises “On the Soul” and “On Paradise;”

5. Correspondence between Nicetas Stethatos and Nicetas
Chartopylax (Epistles I-1V);

6. Letters from Stethatos to Basil the Sophist (Epistles V-VIII) and
Basil the Monk (Epistle IX).

-

Consequently, Epistle IX to Basil the Monk does not open a new
group of Nicetas’ letters (i.e., a new addressee), but belongs to the
same group as Epistles V-VIII to Basil the Sophist. It is worth men-
tioning here that the arrangement of Nicetas Stethatos” works in the
Dogmatikon matches the change of addressees.?

3.3. Formal Compliments
and Stethatos’ Tone to the Addressee

With regard to Stethatos” attitude to his addressees, we assume that,
even if something would have happened in the course of the corre-
spondence, it is unlikely that Nicetas Stethatos would have substan-
tially changed his attitude and basic treatment of the same person.
Thus, if Basil the Monk is the same person as Basil the Sophist, we
should find traces of the same attitude in Nicetas’ letters, despite a
possible change in his mood, in the course of the correspondence.?
Let us examine Stethatos” attitude to all his addressees.

Stethatos treated Nicetas Chartophylax quite frankly and friendly,
placing emphasis on the clerical rank of the addressee:

I and IV.10 399Oobgmem dgmxgem bgdm  my pious [Reverend]
Lord
IV.Preamble | LSLBZ9 M Bgagm ' dear [Reverend] Lord
IV.Preamble = 993md50356 Bgddsb oo my friend and [Rev-
09939056 erend] Lord

With regard to Nicetas’ attitude towards Basil the Sophist, we ob-
serve that, despite all skepticism and even attacks, Nicetas treated
him quite politely (at least formally), putting all the stress on the ad-
dressee’s intellect:?

(25) The same is not true for the Greek versions (see § 5.1 below).
(26) RAPHAVA, “Georgian Translations,” pp. 259-260.
(27) It does not matter here whether it was ironical or not.
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I 30609 3Mdgbmoysbo somebody from the
wise ones
V.2 d9b0bs 35033939 mdsls Gobs in your mind, [gifted
Lo@IOOMMLS ... 30bgdoLsa in ability] to study [all
the] divine
V.3 BgmEom one of the elite
V.12 9536mabs 4odmadfeowggeo your most refined
ambgdse d9bo mind
VL1  306samyob godmdgdogdgaro bs® s | who art researcher
w3OHMabs© dM3dg6o and the most wise
one
VIL.1 MROMals© dGMIYom the most wise one
VIL6 | ®Bhgmem, Lodyzghbs dogol o one of the elite of
dMA9bLo speech and wisdom
VIIL1 | Lsobmgdols @s 39;360969d0Ls to your virtue and
d9bolo knowledge

It is remarkable that there is no difference in Stethatos’ attitude to the
Sophist, regardless of whether a letter is addressed directly to the
Sophist (V-VIII) or whether Nicetas discusses the Sophist with
Nicetas Chartophylax (I).

Stethatos also treated Basil the Monk politely and underlined the
addressee’s intellect as he did with the Sophist: “thy prudence sur-
prised me greatly” (IX.1), “thou, who art a servant of the Word”
(IX.2).22 With regard to the latter one, the phrase “a servant of the
Word” also appears in Epistle IV, where Stethatos uses it for Paul the
Apostle and Dionysius the Areopagite, emphasizing that “they pos-
sess precedence in theology, because they were taught from the Word
of God” (IV.1). Since it is unlikely that Nicetas valued Basil the
Monk’s knowledge at the same level as that of Paul the Apostle and
Dionysius the Areopagite, the phrase “servant of the Word,” when
applied to Basil, refers to his clerical rank, but should be considered
as nothing more than formal politeness or even irony.

Stethatos” attitude towards Eusebius in Epistle E is neutral, with-
out offering a specific treatment of the addressee. This differs from

(28) 39 gMmos© @s3033M®S dueolsdogMgdoa dgbo” (IX.1), “O9b,
3000035 AbsbwyMo bodyzboe” (IX.2).
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his treatment of all other addressees —Nicetas Chartophylax, Basil the
Sophist, and Basil the Monk.

Therefore, Epistles V, VI, VIII and IX contain similar formal com-
pliments to the addressee and there is no sufficient contrast between
Basil the Sophist and Basil the Monk with regard to the attitude
shown to them by Nicetas Stethatos. Yet both can be clearly distin-
guished from Nicetas Chartophylax and Eusebius.

3.4. Conclusion

Our observations give us a plausible basis to conclude that the ad-
dressee of Epistle IX is Basil the Sophist, the same person as the ad-
dressee of Epistles V-VIIIL. Since Basil is mentioned as the Monk in
the title of Epistle IX, we assume that Basil the Sophist took monastic
vows during the period between the writing of Epistle VIII and IX.

4. THE SOPHIST: BASIL OR GREGORY?

The Greek name I'onyooiog (Gregory) is rendered as gMogmero in the
Georgian version (3xIV.1, IV.9, VI.8), and the Greek BaoiAeioc (Bas-
il) — as dsboero (IV.9, 2xVL8, VI.10). The only exception is the name
of the Sophist, which is Gregory in the Greek editions (V.Title, VI.10),
and Busil in the Georgian version (III, V.Title, VI.10).?

From a paleographical perspective, Basil instead of Gregory could
appear in the Georgian version if it rendered g®ogmen- with the con-
traction TTrm — in this case we can assume a corruption of the text
as follows: *Tym > *9m > Y,(rli1)mm-. However, since both S-1463 and
K-23 render Gregory and Basil in full, and the Sophist is named Basil
everywhere (in the forms yrlvm- and 4CULT"®-), this would require
multiple corruptions of contractions that happen not gradually, from
one copy of the Dogmatikon to another, but already in the common
protograph of S-1463 and K-23, which is unlikely.* Moreover, even if
we accept such a possibility, the identical simultaneous corruption in
three different places of the protograph, written in different scripts,
seems to be completely impossible, especially counting the fact, that
in all other places of the epistles (while mentioning the holy fathers)
there are no problems with rendering Basil (four times) and Gregory

(29) RAPHAVA, “Georgian Translations,” pp. 250-251.

(30) On the possible protograph of the manuscripts K-23 and S-1463, see
above (§ 2.2).
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(five times). Thus, the nature of this difference between the Georgian
and Greek versions should be explained differently: either Arsen
replaced Gregory with Basil intentionally, or the Sophist was called
Basil in the Greek manuscript Arsen used.

We think that an intentional replacement of the Sophist’s name by
Arsen Iqaltoeli should be excluded, because such a handling of text is
completely foreign to the translation principles of Arsen, who did not
offer corrections even for obvious errors (or slips) in Biblical quota-
tions.?! It would be illogical to suppose that such a meticulous trans-
lator arbitrarily replaced the name of one of the correspondents,
which would have to be regarded as less important than the correct
rendering of biblical passages.

Therefore, we suppose that the variation in the Sophist’s name be-
tween the Greek and Georgian versions had to have originated in the
variation of the Sophist’s name in the early Greek manuscripts. Since
the Sophist and the Monk are the same person (see § 3), we assume
that the variation of the names Basil : Gregory for the Sophist may
reflect the use of his secular and clerical names.?? All of these can
shed some light on the figure of the Sophist and help to establish his
identity.®

5. THE CORRELATION
BETWEEN THE GEORGIAN AND GREEK EDITIONS

5.1. Arrangement of the Epistles
in the Georgian and Greek Editions

Both the Georgian and Greek versions contain the epistles arranged
not in true chronological order, but by addressee. However, there are
some differences in the titles of Epistles I-VIII (IX) in the Greek and
Georgian versions:

(31) RAPHAVA, “Georgian Translations,” p. 251.

(32) Another possibility, which we cannot exclude completely, is simply
a variation in the attribution of the epistles in the Greek versions. However,
this is unlikely, because the Sophist’s name in Stethatos’ letters to the Sophist
matches his name in Chartophylax’ letter to Stethatos.

(33) The recently discovered unknown version of Epistle III may help in
establishing the identity of Sophist. This will be discussed in a forthcoming
article (see n. 23 above).
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I 6030@5L boOGMmBows3Ls s Nucrjta xaptopvAakt kai
13639 MLl 3MOMBoLS 6009, TLYKEAAW TG Kopwvidog
«9boma 8eabsbmbo s beyggbo Nwnrac evteAne povaxog
bArI009¢705 Je2bsbheobsa, Kol TPECPUTEPOC LOVTIC TWV
byoomsyo Xtovdiov 6 xal Xtnbatog

I 3sbvybo Bogzo®s bzblgambols s | Avtiyoadog Nikrjta
bsOGHMBOES30L 3nMMmboobsa | cLYKEAAOL Kail

XaQTOPLAAKOG, TG
Kopwvidog

I bbzbs g30LEmeolsgsh CEx TG €T€QaIC EMUOTOATG

IV 6030@s dmbsbmbo bGoma@o Nucrjta xaptopvAaktL kai
6030@5L boOEMBows3Ls s ovykéAAw g Kopwvidog
13639@MLLS 3OHMBoELY Nixntag povaCwv xkal

TPECPUTEPOC HOVIC TV
Ztovdiov 6 kat Etnbatoc
(marg. Avtiyoadoc)

V 1603009, #9bome dmbsbmbo s  Tov avtoL EToToAQlL TTEOG
boa9b0 bdr09¢005 eabsb- T'onyodotov coprotnv
OOobsa, bHoosdo, dsbogrols avTiponTkat
99L0dOABYLY. dsLOEPOL 0TSO
99L0dMABOLS g3obEmegbo
§0bs356LboGYgmz0mbo

VI | 9dob03 dobsgg J0dstm T avt

VII  80b039 8039 808560 T¢ avt®

VIII 80b0g9 80bgosgg 085600 T avt®

ologg dsLoEol dodstron
™mbsBMmbobs. dsbogrol

1 3bsBMbLS 6030 IMbBsBMbO

As we can see, Nicetas Stethatos’ full title can be found in the titles of
Epistles I and IV in the Greek editions, and the titles of Epistles I
and V in the Georgian version. Since Stethatos’ full title opens a new
block of works (§ 3.2), this textual difference points to a difference in
the principles of the arrangement of the epistles between the Greek

(34)

For the translation, see the full list of works of Nicetas in § 3.2.
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and Georgian versions. In the Georgian edition, the epistles are
grouped according to the addressee’s identity: the first block includes
the correspondence between Stethatos and Chartophylax (I-1V),
while the second one includes letters from Stethatos to Basil (V-IX).
In the Greek editions the epistles are grouped according to their di-
dactic value: the first block includes the personal correspondence
between Stethatos and Chartophylax (I-III), that does not deal with
theological issues, while the second block includes all the didactic
epistles by Stethatos (IV-VIII), regardless of the addressee’s identity
(Epistle IV to Chartophylax is grouped with Epistles V-VIII to Basil).
The Greek title of Epistle V (the first letter to the Sophist) does not
contain even the name of its author, and it cannot be attributed by
itself, outside of the single block with Epistle IV.

Obviously, the arrangement of the epistles in the Dogmatikon
should be primary, while the rubrication of the epistles in the Greek
versions is a piece of evidence for their later rearrangement, retaining
the same order of the epistles. This conclusion is also supported by
the marginal note “dvtiyoadog” (response) in the title of Epistle 1V,
found in the Greek versions only. Such a clarification, made by a
scribe or an editor,® is excessive if Epistles III and IV belong to the
same group of epistles. Yet it becomes necessary when Epistle IV is
detached from Epistle IIl and placed in a different group.

5.2. The Nature of the Differences between the Editions

The difference between Georgian dgbodgls (third) and Greek mpo
tavTnc (previous) in the Epistle VIII to the Sophist® originates from
the rearrangement of the epistles in the Greek edition. Chronological-
ly Epistle VII is the third letter to the Sophist.3” Thus, the word third
in the Georgian text of Epistle VIII constitutes a completely natural
reference to Epistle VII. However, such a reference back to Epistle VII
does not cause confusions, only if this epistle is the third one in its
group of letters. We have such a situation only in the Georgian edi-

(35) If the remark dvtiypagoc was present initially, we should have
had to expect it in a title and not in a marginal comment (cp. the title of Epis-
tle II, containing dvtiypacoc).

(36) RAPHAVA, “Georgian Translations,” p. 250.

(37) This follows from the order of the epistles, as well as from the di-
rect words of Nicetas about Epistle VII as the third epistle to the Sophist
(VIL1).
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tion, while in the Greek editions Epistle VII is the fourth letter in its
block and pointing to it with the word third from Epistle VIII had to
cause confusion.

For the Georgian version there is no difference between the read-
ings previous and third, as neither of the two requires any elucida-
tions. The reading mEo TavTNG is obviously easier for the Greek ver-
sion than a hypothetical *toitr. Based on the principle of lectio
difficilior potior, we can draw the conclusion that third in the Georgian
version is a correct rendering of the original text of Nicetas Stethatos,
while previous in the Greek version is a corruption of the text, which
occurred after the epistles were regrouped in the Greek edition. This
conclusion agrees with already existing studies of the Dogmatikon,
which reveal that the Georgian version contained in the Dogmatikon is
closer to the original text of Nicetas Stethatos than the Greek manu-
scripts known nowadays.*

5.3. Absence of Epistle IX from the Greek Editions

As pointed out above, Epistle IX chronologically precedes Epistles I-
IV. Thus, it precedes the compilation of the collection of epistles as
well as the creation of the colophon. Its absence in the Greek editions
as well as its separate position in the Dogmatikon seem to be obscure,
because the epistle’s title implies its inclusion in one section with
other epistles to Basil (see § 3.2 above). This question requires further
research and could be connected to the identity of the Sophist and
existing variations of versions of Epistle III.%

6. SUMMARY

Based on our study, we can draw the following conclusions:

1. According to the colophon that is retained in the Georgian
translation, the collection of Nicetas Stethatos’ treatises and
epistles was compiled in January 1080 by Stethatos himself.

(38) M. KASRADZE-GIROD, La traduction géorgienne ancienne des écrits de
Nicétas Stéthatos dans le «Dogmatikon» d’Arsen d'Iqaltho, XTI siécle, Ecole pra-
tique des hautes études, Section des sciences historiques et philologiques,
these soutenue le 3 juillet 2001, p. 140; 8. ®ogsgs, 6070095 UHOMSHOL S6-
&00mbmn0bodG0 bodyz960, mdowobo, 2013 [M. RAPHAVA, Anti-Mono-
physite Speeches by Niketas Stethatos, Tbilisi, 2013], pp. 30-31.

(39) Seen. 23 and n. 33 above.
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2. The marginalia at the colophon of the Georgian manuscripts of
the Dogmatikon have to be attributed to Arsen Iqaltoeli himself.

3. Basil the Sophist and Basil the Monk is the same person, who,
most probably, took monastic vows during the time between
the writing of Epistle VIII and Epistle IX by Nicetas Stethatos.

4. The Greek versions of Nicetas” epistles show traces of the later
work of the editor.

The cause for the absence of Epistle IX in the Greek versions and the
identity of the Sophist continue to remain unclear.
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