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Abstract

Based on the known data of the Georgian version of Stethatos’s works and the new ver-
sion of Epistle 111, we can draw the following conclusions:

1. Niketas Stethatos created his trilogy and the epistles in the period between 1054
and 1080. He died between January 1080 and 1094.

2. At the very end of his life, Niketas became a hegumen of the Monastery of
Stoudios, which is confirmed by the data of the Georgian version of his epistles,
dated to the end of the eleventh century or the beginning of the twelfth century.
The period, during which Niketas was a hegumen of the Stoudios had to have
followed the period during which he wrote his trilogy and the epistles. Most
probably it was a short period between January 1080 and his death.

3. The name of the addressee of Epistles v—1x was Basil. The name Gregory, found in
the Greek version, is either his monastic name, or it is a result of some unex-
plained error. Based on the data that we can collect about the Sophist it is possible
to raise a question whether Basil the Sophist could be identified with Basil
protasekretis, one of the authors of epigrams to the Hymns of Symeon the New
Theologian, edited by Niketas Stethatos.

This is a follow-up article to A. Ostrovsky, M. Raphava, “Notes on Georgian Translations of the
Works of Nicetas Stethatos,” Scr, 10 (2014), pp. 383—401.
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THE EPISTLES OF NIKETAS STETHATOS 105
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Niketas Stethatos (Nicetas Pectoratus) was one of the most important thinkers
of the eleventh century. He actively participated in the events that ended up in
the Great Schism of 1054. Studying the figure of Niketas contributes to scholar-
ship on the history of the church in the eleventh century,! but many aspects of
his life remain studied only insufficiently. Details of his life and work in his
later years, after the Schism of 1054, are especially obfuscated. During this pe-
riod of his life Niketas wrote the trilogy On the Hierarchy, On the Soul, and On
Paradise, as well as epistles that are a follow-up to his trilogy. There is, however,
no scholarly agreement concerning the number of his letters or their address-
ees.

In this context, the Georgian version of the works of Niketas Stethatos,
translated by Arsen Iqaltoeli (} ¢. 1130s)? and included in his anthology Dogma-
tikon, is worthy of special attention. Arsen began his work on the Dogmatikon
at the end of the eleventh century, during Niketas’s life, and finished it at the
beginning of the twelfth century, before the 1120s.2 The Georgian translation is
well preserved and it is closer to the archetype than the Greek versions that are
known today.# In the present article we publish new data about Epistle 111 of

1 Cf. M. Angold, Church and Society in Byzantium under the Comneni, 10811261, Cambridge — New
York, 2000, pp. 28—31, 269—271; A. B. Bapmus, [Tosremura u cxusma [A. V. Barmin, Polemics and
Schism], Moscow, 2006, p. 138 ff.; A. Louth, Greek East and Latin West: The Church, AD 681-1071,
Crestwood — New York, 2007, pp. 333—-334; etc.

2 0. mE53d300, 566 0gsmmgeo (3bmgMgds s dmmazsfgmds) [I. Lolasvili, Arsen
Iqaltoeli (Life and Service)], Thilisi, 1978, p. 103. We render the name as Arsen, as it is generally
accepted now. Nevertheless, we have to note here that the Old Georgian form is Arseni (with
stem -i), which can be confirmed from marginalia in manuscript S-1463 (ff. 39v, 2231, 228r,
232v), produced during Arsen Iqaltoeli’s life.

3 Lolasvili, Arsen Igaltoeli, p. 156.

4 M. Kasradze-Girod, La traduction géorgienne ancienne des écrits de Nicétas Stéthatos dans le
«Dogmatikon» d'Arsen d’Iqaltho, x1¢ siécle, Ecole pratique des hautes études, Section des sci-
ences historiques et philologiques, thése soutenue le 3 juillet 2001, [Paris], p. 140; 8. 533535,
603035 LEHomoE Ol s6EH0IMbmgobo@m®o bodyzgdo [M. Raphava, Anti-Monophysite
Speeches by Niketas Stethatos), Tbilisi, 2013, pp. 30-31.
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106 OSTROVSKY AND RAPHAVA

Niketas Stethatos, clarify some details of Niketas'’s life, and try to determine the
name and identity of the addressee of Epistles v—-1x.5

1 Introduction

The Georgian translation of Niketas’s epistles is very accurate and appears to
have stayed very close to the Greek source.® Niketas'’s epistles are represented
rather evenly across the Greek and Georgian manuscripts: three manuscripts
in the Greek tradition and four manuscripts in the Georgian tradition.” The
Greek version of the epistles is retained in manuscripts Vatopedinus 531 (14th
c.), Angelicus go (14th-15th cc.), and Vindobonensis suppl. 15 (17th c.);8 the
Georgian version is retained in manuscripts S-1463 (early 12th c.), K-23 (12th—
13th cc.), K-15 (17th—18th cc.), and Q-50 (1777).° The Georgian version of the
works of Niketas Stethatos is older than the extant Greek manuscripts. Its pro-
tograph must either be contemporary to Niketas’s life or have been written
right after it. Since the Georgian version is older than the Greek one and sup-
posed to be close to the archetype, it is of especial interest and can provide
important data that can shed light on the late period of the life and work of
Niketas Stethatos

5 We use the following identifiers for the editions of Niketas’s works: Geo — the edition, now
lost in Greek and retained in Georgian translation in the Dogmatikon; Gr — the Greek edition,
retained in Greek manuscripts and published by Jean Darrouzes. We use the following identi-
fiers for the individual works, introduced in Ostrovsky & Raphava, “Notes”: ¥ for the treaty On
the Soul; I1 for the treaty On Paradise; 1-1x for Epistles 1-vi11, published by Jean Darrouzes
(see n. 8), and Epistle 1x, published by Maia Raphava (see n. 27); K for the stand-alone epistle
to Niketas Chartophylax, also known as Niketas Koronis (Kopwvidog), which precedes the
treatises On the Soul and On Paradise; E for the epistle to Eusebius, which is not known from
the Greek manuscripts (see n.31). References to the text passages are provided in the format
§X.n, where X is the identifier of the work (I-1x, E, K, II, ¥) and n is a paragraph number (if
specified), e.g. §vI.10, §111. References to the titles are provided in the format °X.n, where x is
the identifier of the work (I-1x, E, K, II, ¥) and n is a fragment of the title (if we mark frag-
ments in the title), e.g. °v1, °111.a.

6 Seen.4 above.
Nicétas Stéthatos, Opuscules et lettres, introduction, texte critique, traduction francaise et
notes par J. Darrouzes (Sc, 81), Paris, 1961, p. 44; 6. 8033509, ,'©M3 353 03mb0l’ bganbafgto
3698990980 (S 1463 Blbsliomsb dsc0 Bods®mgdols 3bGowo” [N. Cikvatia, “Manuscript
anthologies of the Dogmatikon (table of their correspondence to manuscript S-1463)”],
Mravaltavi, 20 (2003), pp. 81-85: tab. 11.
Nicétas Stéthatos, Opuscules, pp. 42—43.

9 Cikvatia, “Manuscript anthologies,” tab. 11.
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THE EPISTLES OF NIKETAS STETHATOS 107
2 Epistle 111

Both the chronology of the creation of Epistles 1-1x and the identification of
their addressees deserve the interest of scholars who study Niketas Stethatos’s
life. Having almost no polemical and dogmatic contents, Epistle 1 and Epistle
111 provide details about Epistles v—1x. Therefore, Epistles 1 and 111 are the key
sources for establishing a relative chronology of Niketas Stethatos’s epistles
and an identification of the addressee of Epistles v—1x.

2.1 New Data on Epistle 111
The Georgian version of the epistles of Niketas Stethatos is retained in four
Dogmatikon manuscripts:'°

1. ms. S-1463 (early 12th c., National Centre of Manuscripts, Tbilisi, Georgia);!!

2. ms. K-23 (12th—13th c., Kutaisi State History Museum, Kutaisi, Georgia);!?

3. ms. K-15 (17th—18th c., Kutaisi State History Museum, Kutaisi, Georgia);'
and

4. ms. Q-50 (1777; National Centre of Manuscripts, Tbilisi, Georgia).1

10 Ibid. The information on ms. K-15 is provided here following M. Raphava’s examination of
the manuscript in situ.

1 For the description of the manuscript, see Jo®men bgebsfigOms safig@ommmdes:
4mx0wo JoOm39wwms Inmol (gcs-30mbgol 2595303909090 byBmsMgdol
(S) 3maemgdaos [Description of Georgian Manuscripts: The Collection of the Society for the
Spreading of Literacy among Georgians (S)], vol. 11, by A. Bakraze, T. Bregaze, E. Metreveli,
M. Sanize, ed. E. Metreveli, Thilisi, 1961, pp. 213-222. For the dating and details of S-1463,
see 5. mbEGHMM3LZ0, “,Madod0gmbol* S-1463 bywbsfgMol ©sMsMOgdOLS ©s
39002960 mdoLsM30L” [A. Ostrovsky, “On the Dating and the Composition of Manu-
script S-1463"], Mravaltavi, 24 (2015), pp. 110-128, here 113-114; A. Ostrovsky, “One episode
from the history of codex S-1463 (Arsen Iqaltoeli’s Dogmatikon),” in: Armenia between Byz-
antium and the Orient: Celebrating the Memory of Karen Yuzbashyan (1927-2009) (forth-
coming).

12 For the description of the manuscript, see [Jmmoolols babgedfogm ob@mmowmwmo
dmbgmdo:] bgwbsfo®oms sefig@owwmds [[Kutaisi State History Museum’s] Description
of Georgian Manuscripts], vol. 1, by E. Nikolaze, ed. K. Kekelize, Tbilisi, 1953, pp. 104-108.

13 For the description of the manuscript, see Kutais ... Description of Georgian Manuscripts,
vol. 1, pp. 75—78.

14 For the description of the manuscript, see Lsgjo®mggeml bobgadfogm dmbgmdol
JoOomm bganbsffgOhms s0fig®owmmds : 37Bgmdol bganbsfgdms sboero (Q)
30egd30s [Description of Georgian Manuscripts of the State Museum of Georgia: The New
(Q) Museum’s Collection of Manuscripts], vol. 1, by E. Metreveli, K. Saragize, ed. I. Abulaze,
Tbilisi, 1957, pp. 64—69.
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108 OSTROVSKY AND RAPHAVA

Epistle 111 contains a reply of Niketas Koronis (also known as Niketas Charto-
phylax) to Niketas Stethatos about Epistles v—1x. The Georgian edition of Epis-
tle 111 was published based on three manuscripts — S-1463, K-23, and Q-50.15
The most important Georgian manuscript of the Dogmatikon is manuscript
S-1463, which is contemporary to Arsen Iqaltoeli’s life, and which, most prob-
ably, was copied directly from his autograph.!® The scribe and editor of ms.
S-1463, as has been shown recently, was John Mtavaraisdze, one of Arsen’s col-
leagues.!” The manuscript contains Epistle 111 in the second half of the codex
(ff. 277ra—277rb), among other works of Niketas Stethatos. At the very end of
ms. S-1463 (f. 312vb) we discovered another version of Epistle 111, that was cop-
ied by the same hand as the rest of the manuscript. This second copy has a
small, but important difference from all the known versions of Epistle 111 (both
Georgian and Greek). The updated critical text of Epistle 111 is supplied in Ad-
dendum 1.

Featuring minimum variations in the text and almost matching the first ver-
sion of Epistle 111 (hereafter 111,),'® the second version of Epistle 111 (hereafter
111,) does not contain the last paragraph and provides us with another title for
the epistle:

11 bbzbs 930LEGHMEOoLsYb From another letter

111, 603035 L3639 EMboLy @ [Letter] from Niketas, the syncellus
bsOGHMBows3obs 3mmmboobse, and chartophylax, Koronis, written
35bbo@ dofgMowo bogo®oal  as an answer to Niketas, the hegumen
0035600 LEBHMOOYGMS of the Stoudites, Stethatos
065990 MH0LS LEHOMIEHOLS

15 [0696 0goemnmgeo,] madsd03mbo, IT (6o3ods bLEGHoMsE0, MbBgdsbo, brymo
3010093034960 LoEyz0bs s g3mbEBMgms BHgduBgdo 358mbsEgde dmadBss s
399m33Wg35 MMM 3505 M5835359, HgduBYdO “o0ldgomsm3zly’, “bryarolsmzl”
5 “bodmmbobsmzL” godmlba3gds dmMsdbos s 39M3IZEg3s MO FoM05d
3oLM0dgd, gdbogmbo s Lodogdagdo BmsdBsgl 8505 M0gs359 s Bobo
B033530sd) [[Arsen Iqaltoeli,] Dogmatikon, 11, in: Niketas Stethatos, Works, ed. M.
Raphava, M. Kasradze, and N. Chikvatia], Tbilisi, 2013, p. 358.

16 Ostrovsky, “On Manuscript S-1463,” pp. 113—114; Ostrovsky and Raphava, “Notes,” pp. 388—
389.

17 For details on S-1463, see Ostrovsky, “On Manuscript S-1463.”

18 All the differences between the texts of §111; and §111, are limited to several variations in
orthography and punctuation.
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THE EPISTLES OF NIKETAS STETHATOS 109

The last paragraph of version 111, that is absent in version 111,, must origi-
nate in the autograph, as it contains Niketas Koronis's address to Niketas
Stethatos, presented with the words “oh holy father and [most reverend] lord,”
and phrases in the vocative rather have to belong to the original text and not to
the editor’s revisions.

The editor of S-1463 traced the protograph closely, leaving notes like “that
was here” (f. 239v), “that was in the original” (ff. 204v, 208r), “honour was writ-
ten by the translator” (f. 219r), etc.!® Therefore, it is improbable that while copy-
ing version I1I; the editor of S-1463 knew version 111,, as in this case it is
impossible to explain why he did not add an expanded title °111, to the main
copy 111, at least in a marginal note. We assume, that at the moment of copying
version 111; the scribe and editor of S-1463 had only one copy of Epistle 111,
which he copied as 1115, and only later, when the manuscript was almost (or
already) completed, he found a source of copy 111,. This is also supported by
the fact that copy 111, looks like a draft version, given the intensive use of ab-
breviations and a qalam with a sharp nib. Nevertheless, the question arises
then why 111, does not include the last paragraph of Epistle 111. This can be
explained in two ways: either its protograph did not include this paragraph at
all, or the scribe of S-1463 thought that it was a new epistle of Niketas Stethatos
(which is possible, because he had never seen that title before), copied a large
part of the epistle, then recognized Epistle 111, and left it unfinished. Despite
the very small number of differences between versions 111, and 111;, we have
here two important pieces of evidence from the second version of Epistle 111:
the first one is about Niketas Stethatos being a hegumen of the Monastery of
Stoudios, and the second one pertains to the Sophist’s name in the Georgian
version of Niketas'’s epistles.

2.2 Niketas Stethatos as a Hegumen of the Monastery of Stoudios

The vast majority of the sources (treatises, epistles, orations, etc.) name Niket-
as Stethatos as a presbyter (Gr. mpeafitepog; Geo. bvzgbo) of the Monastery of
Stoudios. Until now, scholars of the life and works of Niketas Stethatos knew
only one source, which informed us that Niketas was a hegumen of the Stou-
dios, namely Exposition of the profession of faith (Ilpoéxfeaig [mept] oporoyiog
xal miotews).20 The text is retained in only one manuscript, Bodleian E. D.
Clarke No. 2 (ff. 109-113; Summary Catalogue No. 18364), which is dated to the

19 Cf. Lolagvili, Arsen Iqaltoeli, p. 143.

20 Nicétas Stéthatos, Opuscules, pp. 10, 22, 444 1. 1. There is no word mept in Darrouzes’s edi-
tion, but it is provided in the Summary catalogue of the Bodleian library (see n. 22). As we
were unable to check the text of the manuscript, we provide a combined title.
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110 OSTROVSKY AND RAPHAVA

fifteenth century according to the catalogues of the Bodleian Library and
which Jean Darrouzes dated to the end of the thirteenth century.?! In either
case, ms. Bodleian E. D. Clarke Ne 2 dates to not earlier than the end of the
thirteenth century, that is two centuries after Niketas’s life. Regardless of the
data of the Profession of faith, probably because of the uniqueness of the
source, we can see some caution in accepting its evidence concerning Niketas
as a hegumen of the Stoudios.??

The title °Geo.111, directly mentions Niketas as “b¢v)@0geoms §obsddw(+9)
0oL LEHoMsBOLS” (a hegumen of the Stoudites, [who is] Stethatos). Here Nike-
tas’s title is precisely hegumen and cannot be anything else:

* {obsddovsto directly corresponds to the Greek words 1yodpevos, dpxmyos,
mpoeaTws, etc.22 Among the Georgian equivalents of wpeafitepog that are
used, we find bogqLo, but not §obsddewnso, while among the equiva-
lents of yedpevos, we find §obs8dmys®o, but not bezqbo.24

 The only two Greek titles of Niketas Stethatos that are attested are
mpeafitepos and yodpeves, and wherever the Greek version has
mpeaPutepos, we find a correct word bwyisglo in the Georgian version.
Obviously, §0bsddewsto in °Geo.111, must be fyodpuevog, and not
TpeTPUTEPSS.

21 Nicétas Stéthatos, Opuscules, p. 40; A summary catalogue of Western manuscripts in the
Bodleian Library at Oxford which have not hitherto been catalogued in the quarto series, vol.
4: Collections received during the first half of the 19th century, ed. F. Madan, Oxford, 1897,
p. 298; a record in Online Catalogues of Archives and Manuscripts can be accessed at
<http://www.bodley.ox.ac.uk/dept/scwmss/wmss/online/medieval/clarke/clarke.html>.

22, E.g. A. P. Kazhdan, “Niketas Stethatos,” in: 0DB, vol. 111, p. 1955; Louth, Greek East and Latin
West, p. 333. However, cf. the alternative in Ashgate Research Companion to Byzantine
Hagiography, vol. 1: Periods and Places, ed. S. Efthymiadis, Farnham — Burlington, 2011,
p. 149.

23 09Mdb-JoGmo ©M3d9bEH0MGdMwo wgdlozmbol JsGmma-89»Hdbmero
0bgdbo, Lodmb gsrbBodzowol  LogMmm  Mgsdaoom,  3slvybolidygdgeo
9©5dBHMO0 05bs 330600353000, @). VI : 6-8 [ Greek-Georgian Documented Diction-
ary’s Georgian-Greek Index, eds. S. Qauxc¢igvili, L. Kvirikasvili], vol. vi1: n-o, Tbilisi, 2007,
p- 338.

24 99®IbM-Jo@meo ©m3dgbEomgdwo wgdbozmbo, Lodmb gsmbbodzowol
LogMomm  MHYEg300m, 3sLwboldygdgaro MmgEsdE™MMO osbs 3306MH035d30¢0,
[Greek-Georgian Documented Dictionary, eds. S. Qaux¢isvili, L. Kvirikasvili], vol. 1v: o—p,
Thilisi, 2006, pp. 450—451; d9HI6w-JoHNMO ©EMZMIGDEHOMIIMO wgdbozmbo,
bodmb  gsmbBodzowol bsgMmm MHgEsdaoom, 3slvbolidygdgwo MgEsBHMGO
@0sbs 33060035830¢0 [Greek-Georgian Documented Dictionary, eds. S. Qauxcisvili,
L. Kvirikasvili], vol. 111 : {~¢, Thilisi, 2005, pp. 28—29.
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THE EPISTLES OF NIKETAS STETHATOS 111

* Finally, among other examples of the use of §06sddwws60 for hegumen,
we can mention a title of the famous predecessor of Niketas Stethatos
— Theodore the Stoudite, a hegumen of the Monastery of Stoudios. In the
Georgian version of his homilies, translated by George Mtatsmindeli,
St. Theodore is also named “U¢¥0gms §obsddwmsc0.”25

Thus, {fobsddevyso in °Geo.lll, definitely renders hegumen, and not pres-
byter.

The title °Geo.111, cannot belong directly to Niketas because of two reasons.
First, a pleonastic commentary “35bv9bsc dofigmowo bogo@sal dodsmm” (<a
letter> written as an answer to) has to belong to the editor. Second, Niketas is
mentioned as “a hequmen of the Stoudites, which, obviously, cannot be syn-
chronous with other epistles, which mentioned him as a presbyter and not as a
hegumen. Nevertheless, the source of this title had to be either a Greek proto-
graph of Geo.I11,, or some data, available to the Georgian editor of the Dogma-
tikon (Arsen Iqaltoeli) or to the scribe and editor of ms. S-1463 (probably John
Mtavaraisdze). With this, the Georgian version confirms the opinion of Jean
Darrouzes that we can accept the evidence of the unique Greek source Profes-
sion of faith and assume that Niketas Stethatos was a hegumen of the Monas-
tery of Stoudios at the end of his life. Dated to the end of the eleventh or the
beginning of the twelfth centuries, the copy Geo.I1I, in ms. S-1463 is the sec-
ond, but the oldest known source, which provides us with this information.

2.3 The Name of the Sophist in the Georgian Version

There is a one consistent difference between the Greek and the Georgian ver-
sions of the epistles of Niketas Stethatos: they provide different names for the
addressee of Epistles v—vi11. The Greek version names him Gregory (°v, §v1.10),
while the Georgian version names him Basil (2x°v, §111, §v1.10). In addition,
the Sophist’s name is found in the Georgian version of §111 and is not rendered
in its Greek version.26 There was a theoretically correct, but ultimately improb-

25 Ms. A-500 (uth c., National Centre of Manuscripts, Tbilisi, Georgia), ff. 171, 200v. See
JoOmM  bgabsfighms sofgMowmds @ gmgowo Lagzwgbom dmBgmdol (A)
30egdioobs [Description of Georgian Manuscripts: The Collection of the former Ecclesias-
tic Museum (A)], vol. 11, by T.Bregaze, C.Kaxabrisvili, M. Kavtaria, L.Kutatelaze,
C. Cankieva, L. Xevsuriani, ed. E. Metreveli, Tbilisi, 1986, pp. 248—249.

26  For the details see 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. T. Nutsubidze, C. B. Horn, B. Lou-
rié, Leiden, 2014, pp. 244—282.

SCRINIUM 12 <2016) 104-125 Downloaded from Brill.com06/04/2020 03:50:48PM

via free access



112 OSTROVSKY AND RAPHAVA

able possibility that all the four references to Basil in the Georgian version
originated in exactly the same mistakes, made in Arsen Iqaltoeli’s autograph in
all four places at once.?”

We know now, that the scribe of S-1463 had two versions of Epistle 111, one
of which was obtained separately from the collection of treatises and epistles,
and that the name Basil is mentioned in both versions of Epistle 111. Since it is
almost impossible that the same error was made independent of the main text
in °Geo.111, (especially given that the names are written in full in the Georgian
version and contain no abbreviations), the possibility that the Georgian text
contains multiple mistakes in the Sophist’'s name must be completely rejected.
Therefore, the copy 111, confirms, that there is no error, neither in the name of
the Sophist, nor in its inclusion in the Georgian text of §111 — this is exactly
Basil the Sophist, and he was really mentioned in §Geo.111.

3 Data Provided in the Epistles of Niketas Stethatos

What additional information can we extract from the Georgian version of the
epistles of Niketas Stethatos and its correspondence to the Greek one?

3.1 A Relative Chronology of the Epistles

Let us recall the relative chronology of the epistles once again.?® The treatises
On Paradise and On the Soul were written first. The epistles, written after the
trilogy, split into two branches:

 The first branch contains the correspondence of Niketas Stethatos with
Niketas Koronis about the treatises, that is, in chronological order, Epistle
K, Epistle 11, and Epistle 1v;

* The second branch contains the correspondence of Niketas Stethatos with
Basil the Sophist (on the Sophist’s name see ch.4.1 below), and with Niketas
Koronis (about the Sophist), that is, in chronological order, Epistles v-1x,
Epistle 1, and Epistle 111.

It is clear that Epistle 1 was written after Epistle K, because Stethatos mentions
the treatises without any introduction or commentary, which means that

27 For the details of and objections against this solution, see Ostrovsky and Raphava, “Notes,”
pp- 396-397.

28 Ibid., pp. 384—385. Here we use the same notation for Stethatos’s works (see n. 5 for
details).
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THE EPISTLES OF NIKETAS STETHATOS 113

Niketas Koronis already knew about them, and we know that the treatises were
introduced to him in Epistle K. It is also clear that Epistle 111 had to be written
by Niketas Koronis after Epistle 11, as he wrote “<I have> read ... also(!) your
objecting letters to Basil the Sophist,” which means that Stethatos already
knew that Koronis had read the treatises, and Koronis informed Stethatos
about it in Epistle 11.

a.
b.
C.

d.

Therefore, the relative chronology of the treatises and epistles is as follows:

On Paradise, On the Soul
Epistles v—1x and K
Epistles 1 and 11

Epistles 111 and 1v

3.2 Data Provided in the Titles of the Works of Niketas Stethatos

When analyzing the information which we can obtain from the epistles, it is
important to differentiate between what is a real quotation from the original
text, what was a later revision and belongs to an editor, and what can be either
of these two options. We cannot say much with certainty about the texts of the
epistles, as they definitely contain later revisions (this is clear, for example,
from the difference in the Sophist’s name in §v1.10). With regard to the titles of
the epistles, it is possible to propose the following criteria for classifying them
(or their fragments) either as an original text by Niketas, or as a result of later
editing:

29
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The original titles (i.e. beginnings of letters) must have some stable
formula of opening, containing names of both a sender and a recipient in a
structure similar to “X [writes/answers] to Y”";?9

. Obviously, the fragments containing ‘from/to the same’ (Geo. dobogg,

90bogg; Gr. Tod avtod, T4 avt®) and ‘to [someone]’ (Geo. dodoMm) are
editor’'s comments and cannot belong to the original text of Niketas or his
correspondent;

. Itis also obvious that the fragments containing ‘simple, unworthy’ (Geo.

mbme; Gr. ebteAy)s) have to originate in the original text of Niketas, as we
must exclude per se any idea that an editor could have introduced into a
text any pejorative words against the author;

. Finally, any commentaries, clarifying the meaning of the title, have to

belong to an editor and not to the author.

M. Trapp, Greek and Latin Letters: An Anthology, With Translation, Cambridge, 2003,
pp- 34-38; R. K. Gibson, A.D. Morrison, “Introduction: What is a Letter?,” in: Ancient Let-
ters: Classical and Late Antique Epistolography, eds. R. Morello, A. D. Morrison, New York,
2007, pp- 1-16, here 3 and 11.
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We have the following titles in the Georgian and Greek versions:

E

II

II1

v

(a) Bobogy, (b) 6ogo®s
dmbsBmbobs s beiolbs
bGE0gms IMbILEHMOLSQ
Lo0bMYI0NMS 5OLOZIWNIMZL,
(¢) 93L950L BBBMBLS bogods
90bsBmbo.

6030@5b bs®EBHMR0ms3ls o
136390 MbLY, 30OMboELS

60305 Mbmo IMbsHmbo s
b3qLo LEIogrms

9mbsLGHMOLSY, LEHoMSGO
(a) 6ogo®s dmbsBmbols o

boyz0Ls BEGHOYEMS
9babiB®mobs, LHomaEobse; (b)
Lo@ygsa bryenolbamzl
39GMdMOZ0LS

(a) Bobogg (b) LydMPbOLLMZL

603039 bo®Emgomszls s
136390l 3OMboELs
603035, Mbme 8cmbsbmbo s
bagbo bG¥ogmoms
9mbsLGHMObsY, LEHoMSGO

3sbybo 6o3zo@s bzbzgurmliols s
bo®GHMB0wws30Ls 3OHmboobse
(a) bbzLs 930bEHMmEobogsh. (b)
6030¢s bzb3gembols s
bo®GHMB0wWws30Ls 30HMbooboe,
3sbbo dofig®owo bozodsals
308560 LEBHYOJWMS
§0653d01)MH0Ls LEHOMSEHOLS
6030&0 8mbsbmbo bGomado
6030&0b bo®@mazomszls s
L36390MLLs 3OMboEbs

Numta guyréNw xal yaptogpdiaxt
g KopwviSog Nuctag ebteAng

ovoryd¢ kol TpeaBOTEPOC MOVAC TV

Ztoudiov 6 xat ¥tnbatog

(a) Nutag ebredovg movaryov xat

e BUTEQOV MoVTjg TOV XToudiov 0
xai ¥mbatog; (b) Aoyog mept Ypuyxng

(a) Té adtd (b) Oewpla ei1g Tov
[Mopadetaov

Nuta yopTto@UAaxt xal guyrEM
g KopwviSog Nuctag ebteAng

ovaryd¢ xol TpeaBROTEPOC UOVAC TV

Ztoudiov 6 xai ¥tnbatog

Avtiypagog Nuajta cuyxéMov xal
XapTo@UAax0S, THS Kopwvidog
"Ex Tijg £Tépag EMITTOANS

(a) Nucta yoptopdiaxt xal
auyxéMw thg Kopwvidog Numroag

ovd{wv xal TPesBUTEPOg UOVAG TAY
Ztoudiov ¢ xat ¥hadtog (b) marg.
Avtiypogpog
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THE EPISTLES OF NIKETAS STETHATOS 115

v (a) bogode, Mbomo dmbsbmbo Tod adted émiotolal Tpog
5 b39L0 LGOI DS Tonydptov coplaty avtippytinai

9mbsLEHMObLYY, LEHOMSGO,

d5Lomol Igliod®AbgLs. (b)
05Lbool oo IglodMdbols

930bGmegbo

§0bogobboEymzombo
vl 90obogg dobsgg BodsGm Té adtdd
vii  9obogg dobisgg dodsHm Té adtdy
vl 9obogg dobisgg dodstom Té adtdd

IX  (a)3obogg dsboeol J0dsGrm -
dmbsBmbobo.

(b) d33Logmol BmbsB@bLS bozods
0mbsBmbo

a Epistle E of Niketas Stethatos to Eusebios is not known from Greek manuscripts, but is re-
tained in Georgian translation only. The edition of this epistle is in preparation by Maia
Raphava.

It is clear, that:

* the original titles that belong directly to Niketas are °K, °Gr.¥.a, °I, and
°Geo.V.a — they exactly match the criteria of an original title both lexically
and structurally;

 the obvious editor’s insertions are titles °E.a, °Il.a, °11, °Geo.I11.a/Gr.I11,
°Gr.V and °Geo.V.b, °v1, °v11, °vI11, and °1x.a; °Geo.I11.b cannot be an
original title of Niketas, neither lexically, nor because of the considerations
we provided earlier (see ch. 1.1 above), °Geo.¥.a is a revised title °Gr.¥.a,
while °E.b and °E.c cannot belong to Niketas at the same time;

* °1x.b can belong to Niketas or to an editor (two revised titles can be
combined in one long title, as we can see in °E and °111), and, similarly,
nothing certain can be said about the remaining titles °¥.b, °ILb, and °1v.

Therefore, the following titles belong directly to Niketas: °K, °Gr.¥, °I, and
°Geo.Va.
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116 OSTROVSKY AND RAPHAVA

3.3 The Late Period of Niketas Stethatos’s Life

A colophon by Niketas, supplied to the collection of his works and epistles and
included in the Georgian version after Epistle v111,3? contains a date that is re-
stored with confidence as January of 1080.3! Therefore, the treatises and the
epistles had to have been written by Niketas before 1080.

At the same time, Niketas is not mentioned as a hegumen of the Monastery
of Stoudios neither in any of his works in the collection, nor in its colophon.
Neither one of the titles °K, °Gr.Y, °I, and °Geo.V, which cite the original text,
mentions him as a hegumen. As we stated above (ch. 2.1), at the moment of
copying Epistle Geo.111, the copyist of the manuscript S-1463 did not have ver-
sion 111, yet. Therefore, the collection, compiled by Niketas in January of 1080
and translated into Georgian by Arsen Iqaltoeli, did not contain any references
to Niketas as a hegumen of the Stoudios (neither by the author, nor by the
translator). Hence, we can draw the conclusion that Niketas probably became
a hegumen of the Monastery of Stoudios after the compilation of that collec-
tion, i.e. after January of 1080. This agrees well with the known fact that the
hegumen of the Stoudios in 1075 was Kosmas.32

The hegumen of the Stoudios who followed Niketas has to be John, men-
tioned in 1092 (1094) as a witness for Leo of Chalcedon.3? Therefore, Niketas’s
death had to have happened between 1080 and 1092 (1094).

The data, which we can derive from the collection of epistles, allows us to
clarify several assumptions about Niketas'’s life and work that have been made
earlier:

1. Based on the colophon that is appended to the Hymns, Jean Darrouzes
assumed that Alexius the Philosopher could have taken part in the prepa-
ration of the edition of the trilogy and the epistles of Niketas Stethatos.3*
However, the colophon by Niketas that follows Epistle vIiI clearly states
that the collection “500§9®s ... 39E0ms LOEYMsMs 58500 J5Bobs” (Was
written by the [own] hand of the father of these words),? i.e. Niketas person-
ally composed and copied a collection of his treatises and epistles.

30 Raphava, “Georgian Translations,” p. 252.

31 Ostrovsky and Raphava, “Notes,” pp. 387—388.

32 La Géographie Ecclésiastique de 'Empire Byzantin, Premiére partie, Le Siége de Constanti-
nople et le Patriarcat (Ecuménique, t. 111, Les églises et les Monastéres, ed. R. Janin, Paris,
1953, p- 448.

33 Ibid., p. 448; PG 127, col. 973D.

34  Nicétas Stéthatos, Opuscules, pp. 18-19.

35  Raphava, “Georgian Translations,” p. 252.
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2. Recently, Frederick Lauritzen assumed, that the end of Niketas’s active
work has to be dated to 1065,3¢ and, in fact, he dated Niketas’s life to the
period of 1005-1065.37 In this scheme, the treatises and epistles had to
have been written during 1054-1065.38 The evidence of the Georgian ver-
sion shows that this idea is incorrect: Niketas had been alive and
working in 1080. The closest alternative date that could be assumed
based on the colophon is January 1050,3° which is unacceptable for the
treatises and epistles in any case.

4 The Addressee of Epistles v—1x

The case of the addressee of Epistles v—IX remains unclear. All attempts to
identify this person have failed to lead to any noteworthy result and are based
mainly on guesses. Yet what can we actually conclude from the available data?

4.1 The Name of the Sophist: Gregory or Basil?
The case of the name of the addressee of Epistles v—1x remains as the most
complicated question. The Georgian version mentions Basil the Sophist (°V.a,
°V.b, §111, §vI.10) three times and once Basil the Monk (°1x), while the Greek
version mentions Gregory the Sophist (°V, §v1.10) twice. Moreover, regardless of
the choice of name, the addressee of Epistles v—vii1 and Epistle 1x is the same
person, who was a layman at the time of the composition of Epistles v—v111
(§vir.5, §viirg) and who became a monk before Niketas wrote Epistle 1x
(°1x).40

We assume that the consistent difference in the Sophist’s name between the
Georgian and the Greek versions can be attributed only to the intentional
change of name in one of the versions. This must have happened because of
some reason, e.g. a period of probation in a monastery or the taking of monas-
tic vows during the period that passed between Epistle viir and Epistle 1x.*! On
the one hand, the idea of the editor’s revision of the name after the addressee
obtained a new church name seems sounder than the idea that the editor may

36 F. Lauritzen, “Areopagitica in Stethatos: a chronology of an interest,” Busanmuiickuii
Bpemennux, 72(97) (2013), pp. 199—215, here 209.

37 Ibid., p. 199.

38 Cf. Ibid., p. 201

39 Ostrovsky and Raphava, “Notes,” p. 387.

40  Ibid,, p. 396.

4 Cf. Ibid., p. 397.
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have made a mistake in several places at once (regardless of which redaction
introduced that change — Geo or Gr). On the other hand, taking on the clerical
name Gregory by someone who had a lay name Basil does not follow the Byz-
antine habit of taking a monastic name that starts with the same letter as the
lay name one had; yet this practice was not mandatory.#? Thus, the question of
the possible cause of the difference in the Sophist’s name between the Geor-
gian and Greek versions remains unanswered. Nevertheless, we are inclined
towards accepting the idea of a change from a lay to a monastic name.
So we have two possible solutions for the name of the Sophist:

1. Gregory the Sophist (and, possibly, Basil the Monk). In this case the early
Georgian version (less likely) or its protograph (more likely) replaced
Gregory with Basil in §Geo.v1.10, °Geo.V.a, and °Geo.V.b, and added Basil to
§Geo.111 (maybe with an explanatory purpose in mind?).

2. Basil the Sophist (and, possibly, Gregory the Monk). In this case, the late
Greek version replaced Basil with Gregory in °Gr.V and §Gr.v1.10, and
omitted Basil in §Gr.111 (the difference in treatment of §vi.10 and §Gr.111 in
this case makes sense, as §vI.10 contains only the name without the
Sophist, so the name could not be omitted in §v1.10 without affecting the
meaning). With regard to °Geo.IX, the only disputable issue in this case is a
monastic name Gregory (as the use of Basil the Monk is unexpected), if it
was really the case. However, in this case we can explain Basil in °Geo.1X if
the Sophist was a novice and had not taken monastic vows yet, i.e. he had
not taken a new name yet and Niketas used the monk with a friendly
attitude (Stethatos was usually polite towards his addressees). Anyway, in
this case, in the autograph of Niketas and in the protograph of the Geor-
gian version the name was Basil, and it was later replaced with Gregory in
the Greek version.

Despite the simplicity of the first solution, we think that the second one is ac-
tually correct. This solution is based on the Georgian title °V.a, that is omitted
in the Greek version: this title obviously cites the original text of Niketas (see
ch. 2.2 above), and there we find Basil the Sophist. In contrast, in the Greek ver-
sion we have only the revised titles of Epistles v—1x and none of them have any
fragment that contains the name Gregory and certainly originates in the source
text. Counting the facts that the text cannot be simply corrupted in the Geor-
gian version,*3 and that the Greek version contains revisions precisely in the

42 Cf. A. Kazhdan, “Names, Personal,” in 0DB, vol. 11, pp. 1435-1436, here 1436.
43  Ostrovsky and Raphava, “Notes,” p. 396.
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THE EPISTLES OF NIKETAS STETHATOS 119

title that mentions the Sophist’s name, we must give preference to the reading
of the Georgian title °V.a, that cites Niketas.

The conclusion concerning the name Basi/ also finds its confirmation in text
§111. From phrases like “you should not even provide all the answers,” “a wind-
bag,” “fruit of [all the] non-good,” etc,, it is clear, that the attitude of Niketas
Koronis towards the Sophist is quite disparaging. Therefore, it is unexpected to
see only the tov gogtaty in the place where Koronis mentions the epistles to
the Sophist in §Gr.111, since without the Sophist’s name it could (and must!) be
read simply as to the wise one, or to the teacher, which contrasts with the earlier
tone of Koronis.** Thus it is more probable that the name was omitted in §Gr.
111, and that § Geo.111 retains the correct text — to Basil the Sophist.

Based on what was stated above we assume, that the real name of the ad-
dressee of Epistles v—vi111 had to be Basil the Sophist, while Gregory is a later
revision of the Greek edition.

4.2 The Identity of the Sophist

The identity of Basil the Sophist continues to remain unclear. Following the
publication of the Georgian version of the epistles and the discovery of Epistle
1X, the situation became even more complicated, as it is now clear that there is
a variation in the Sopist’s name between the Greek and the Georgian versions,
and that later on Niketas addressed him as a monk and not as a sophist. To at-
tempt to identify the Sophist, we need to collect all the information we have
about this person.

What do we know about the Sophist? The Sophist communicated with
Stethatos quite often (§vi1.5). Moreover, the treatises On Paradise and On the
Soulwere presented to the Sophist concurrently with their presentation to Nik-
etas Koronis, and before the latter replied, the Sophist asked Stethatos some
questions and received detailed answers. Since Niketas Stethatos had present-
ed his treatises to Niketas Koronis in order to elicit a reaction and comments
from the higher clergy, and, possibly, in order to correct the final version of the
treatises, the communication between the Sophist and Stethatos about the
treatises had to have happened before Stethatos presented his works to the
public. This allows us to conclude that even while being a layman the Sophist
either belonged to those who were close to Niketas Stethatos or he had close
ties with the Monastery of Stoudios. As it follows from Stethatos’s works, the
Sophist was also a patron of some household, that had a house church (§vir.g),
which attests that Basil belonged to a wealthy family. Joining all these facts

44 Greek lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine periods (from B.C. 146 to A.D. 1100), ed.
E. A. Sophocles, Cambridge, 1914, p. 1001.
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together, we can assume that Basil the Sophist was a layman of quite a high
rank, who either supported the monastery, or was close to the circle of Niketas
Stethatos.

The question arises now, who from among those close to Niketas Stethatos
could be Basil the Sophist?

Here our attention is drawn to Basil protasekretis (BagtAeiov mpotaanxpijtig),
one of the authors of epigrams that are added to the Hymns of Symeon the
New Theologian, edited by Niketas Stethatos.*> The epigrams introduce Basil
as an asekretis, and then mention him as a protasekretis and ktetor (xttopog)
of the Monastery of Evergetis (Ebepyétidog).46 If there is no error in Basil’s title
protasekretis, his position in Byzantine society had to have been very high, be-
cause “as chief of the imperial chancery, protasekretis enjoyed enormous influ-
ence, and important persons such as Photios held the post.”4”

We lack clarity about references to Basil as a ktetor of the Evergetis, as the
Monastery of the Theotokos Evergetis was founded between 1049 and 1054 by
a certain Paul, who established the monastery on his private land.*® Even more,
during the whole of the eleventh century we do not find any ktetor of the Ever-
getis named Basil.*® Any possible connection between Basil protasekretis and
the monastery remains unclear.5? Yet we must not neglect the fact that the kte-
tor right (ktetorikon dikaion) could be held in the family of the founder of a
monastery for one or two generations, or it could be assigned as an honorific
title for one’s merits to a monastery (something that is very realistic for a
wealthy benefactor).5! In any case, regardless of a possible connection between
Basil protasekretis and the Monastery of Evergetis,5? he really was one of the

45 Nicétas Stéthatos, Opuscules, p.18; Symeon Neos Theologos, Hymnen, ed. A. Kambylys,
Berlin — New York, 1976, pp. 25-33.

46 Symeon Neos Theologos, Hymnen, p. 29.

47 A. Kazhdan, “Protasekretis,” in: 0DB, vol. 111, p. 1742.

48 R H.]Jordan, R. Morris, The Hypotyposis of the Monastery of the Theotokos Evergetis, Con-
stantinople (nth—12th Centuries): Introduction, Translation and Commentary, Farnham —
Burlington, 2013, p. 9.

49  Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents: A Complete Translation of the Surviving
Founders’ Typika and Testaments, eds. J. Thomas, A. Constantinides Hero, G. Constable,
vol. 2, Washington, 2000, p. 455.

50  La Géographie Ecclésiastique, pp. 191-192; Jordan and Morris, The Hypotyposis, p. 11; Byzan-
tine Monastic Foundation Documents, p. 455.

51 A. Kazhdan, “Ktetor,” in: 0DB, vol. 11, p. 1160.

52 If such a connection existed, then it only strengthens the connection between Basil and
Niketas Stethatos, as Evergetis had close ties with the Stoudios (cf. Jordan and Morris, The

Hypotyposis, pp. 27-28).
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THE EPISTLES OF NIKETAS STETHATOS 121

authors of epigrams, as his epigrams Ne 5 and Ne 6 belong to the archetype of
the Hymns.53

There is no agreement among scholars on the date of Basil’s epigrams: Jean
Darrouzes dated them to 126-1127,5* while Paul Gautier dated Basil’s activity
to 1070.%5 Yet regardless of the exact dating, it is clear that in order to add epi-
grams of a layman Basil to the Hymns edited by Niketas Stethatos, Basil had to
be either close to Niketas, or, at least, close to the Monastery of Stoudios. The
same conclusion can be drawn when one considers those authors of epigrams,
who are identified:

* Alexis the Philosopher, who was Niketas'’s colleague and worked on the
Hymns (and later became a grand didaskalos);>¢

* Niketas diakonos and didaskalos, who probably was a nephew of Niketas
Koronis (a correspondent of Stethatos in Epistles K, 1-1v);57

* Theophylaktos of Bulgaria, an archbishop of Ohrid (c. 1050 — after 1126,
active after 1078);°® and

¢ Nicholas of Kerkyra (metropolitan of Kerkyra, active c. 1100-1117).5%

All of these persons are either from the circle around Niketas Stethatos, or con-
temporary to him.

Therefore, the probable description of Basil protasekretis matches with
what we expect for Basil the Sophist (see above). Even if we accept the idea of
becoming a monk for Basil the Sophist, we can draw a parallel to Alexis the
Philosopher, who later took monastic vows8? — it is possible to expect the same
destiny for Basil. Based on what was said above, and without claiming to pro-
vide here the final solution, we assume that we can raise the question of the
possible identification of Basil the Sophist with Basil protasekretis.

Moreover, the identification of Basil the Sophist with Basil protasekretis
could shed some light on possible causes of the rich contents of the Georgian

53  Symeon Neos Theologos, Hymnen, p. CCCLXI.

54 Nicétas Stéthatos, Opuscules, p. 18.

55 P. Gautier, “Le typikon de la Théotokos Evergétis," REB, 40 (1982), pp. 5-101, here 10.

56 Symeon Neos Theologos, Hymnen, p. ccCLX; Nicétas Stéthatos, Opuscules, p. 18-19.

57  Symeon Neos Theologos, Hymnen, p. CCCLXII.

58  Symeon Neos Theologos, Hymnen, p. CCCLXI (n. 26); Nicétas Stéthatos, Opuscules, pp. 16,
18. See also A. Kazhdan “Theophylaktos,” in: 0pB, vol. 111, p. 2068.

59  Symeon Neos Theologos, Hymnen, p. CCCLXI (n. 26); Nicétas Stéthatos, Opuscules, p.18.
See also A. Kazhdan, “Nicholas of Kerkyra,” in: 0DB, vol. 11, p. 1469.

60 Nicétas Stéthatos, Opuscules, p. 19.
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e

FIGURE 1  The second copy of Epistle 111 in ms. S-1463 ( f 312vb).

version of Stethatos’s works.6! The period between 1071 and 1087 was marked
by the strong influence on affairs in Constantinople of the empress Maria of
Alania (of Georgia), a daughter of the Georgian king Bagrat 1v, who had strong
ties with Georgian clergy.52 It was a period of intensive connections between
Georgia and Constantinople: Arsen Iqaltoeli and other Georgian translators
came to Byzantium in order to translate important Greek texts into Georgian,
while during the same period George 11 (a brother of Maria) received the high-
est Byzantine title of caesar, etc. On the other side, Maria was in communica-
tion with the known theologians and writers of that time (among whom we
also find Theophylaktos of Ohrid, one of the authors of epigrams to the Hymns),
and actively participated in church matters, including donations. Finally, Ma-
ria’s first husband, the deposed emperor Michael vir Doukas, became a monk
at the Monastery of Stoudios in 1078, and it is quite likely that Maria kept con-

61 The Georgian version includes Niketas’s colophon, Epistle 1x to Basil the Monk and Epis-
tle E to Eusebius, absent in the Greek version.

62  Forthe details on Maria of Alania, see B. Skoulatos, Les personnages byzantins de [Alexiade.
Analyse prosopographique et synthése, Louvain, 1980, pp. 188-192; C. M. Brand, A. Cutler,
“Maria of Alania,” in: 0DB, vol. 11, p. 1298.
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nections with him, as she cared much about their common son. Therefore, as
a protasekretis, Basil could be connected to the imperial court that had strong
ties with Georgia, and could belong to the circle around Niketas Stethatos at
the same time.

Addendum 1. The Georgian Version of Epistle 111 by Niketas
Stethatos

The edition of the text provided below is given according to the following man-
uscripts:

1. S; = S-1463 (early 12th c.; National Centre of Manuscripts, Tbilisi, Georgia),
ff. 277ra—2771b;

2. Sy = S-1463, f. 312vb;

3. K =Kaut. 23 (late 12th c.; Kutaisi State History Museum, Kutaisi, Georgia),
ff. 319v—320r;

4. L =Kut. 15 (17th —18th c., Kutaisi State History Museum, Kutaisi, Georgia),
f. 210rb.

5. Q = Q-50 (1777; National Centre of Manuscripts, Tbilisi, Georgia), ff. 159v—
160r.

In variant readings, S (without index) marks the identical readings of variants
S;and S,.

The edition of the text provides the original orthography of the manuscripts.
The punctuation, however, follows the rules of modern Georgian.

Abbreviations are expanded, but we directly mark expansions with round
brackets in cases, when a word is abbreviated in all the manuscripts (e.g. b=
b(mem)). In cases of doubtful variant readings, contractions are provided as
they are. When matters are not clear due to a difference in an abbreviation, we
assume that the orthography of the versions S; and S, is the same (e.g. 39¢&y(+9)
Bobs | 8g@Yeols Sy, dg@EYB@obs S,).

The English translation strives to stay as close as possible to the Georgian
text. When it is essential for a precise understanding, grammatical markers of
Georgian word forms are provided in angular brackets.

Apparatus criticus:

123 — variant readings of Georgian manuscripts;
5T~ references to the passages, cited in the text;

%fy-- - differences between the editions Geo.1i1 and Gr.i1 (according to

Dogmatikon 11: 358).
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Abbreviations:

OSTROVSKY AND RAPHAVA

s.l. — super lineam (i.e., the fragment in question is written on the top of the

line)

[111] bbzLs 930LEHMEOoLsy(5)6.1

60300 L3639 @mbols s bs®Emzgows3olbs
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G0obs bLEBHOMOEHOLS.2

§o6M30300bgb, MBROMaLO©3 3(5)EGH0oMbobm
05050, 3gLodGMABOLYS doboEOLIoTsHMboFsH*
Hobosmbisamdgwbo g3oLEmegbo d(9)66o

— B3 mbOLOM(F)L ' s L(«))wms off J(GobE)gl
565 LadMMbal  3(06)s gmgzzoLsM(Z)L,! s
9900033m0,# H(39)@@m0(3)L 5HEID0YY
4(03s) 35Lbobs ¢ doffgmse 7 4030w,
3(0m563)s dgBJ@oboe,® H(5890mv) qbgg(oms)
@60 5652 39000¢0bs 36MdOLS BTN, S(r597)
© 9939070O0b> Bogmg @ NBLION?S 10
3(06)s X ()X ()bgmolsms alisbomddga
56006.1

b(meem) 3(5)BLadLEZg sGL FgBy(«n)Bwogs,!t
(m3g)0 ©(05)3(0)BobsdogMls ol J0MmdbY,
3(0005039)© ,39OMS, 35OM“ IV Fo@gash 12
Lo3MOPHYZ9OLS FEYMTMYNSMN(F)L
Lo0EBMmMs J0d(5)Om ¥ Jobgzols
0ot 1B ymazoo 33mbgdl. M (58900v9)
993(08)v) L5O())BM 14 56056,
9937980 ® ©IBIOWMES 50056. b(mem)
QOB oLabS 306330 4MmbgdOLY v(Bowr)o
36O QoMg899cMToMIGNS FobEELS?
6(5990019) L0EYIM 56056 8(5)3(0)b
909obs £ 8(09)M Jobowbo s dowom
bOME 049698056. b(mem) Lbwysoms 8(0b)s
5Q0R0mS dJobognagl g 3Mgmbaddgerogs 16
§(0658)9 39639005 & s 39Mmobgggeolsls

From another letter.!

Niketas, a syncellus and charto-
phylax, Koronis’s <letter> written
as an answer to Niketas, a hegu-
men of the Stoudites, Stethatos.?

<I have> Read, oh most honorable
father, also your objecting letters to
Basil the Sophist on the Paradise,!
and on souls residing there in
Paradise with Christ,!' and [the]
following [ones], to which you
should not even provide all the
answers, as to a windbag, because
such [questions] are not the
children of good knowledge, but
[they] are the fruit of [all the]
non-good and [are to be] sunk
into the bottomless<pl.> [pits] of
Hell. 1!

And also one who says that he
treats the deacon’s words “The
doors, the doors!” IV as an appeal to
[the ones] residing outside of the
altar to listen [carefully] to the
sacraments is [worthy of | derision.
Because they are already secret, and
certainly are also hidden. And [if]
anyone, who is a lord of [his own]
thoughts, would <he> command to
[those] residing outside to get to
know the hidden [things]? Because
secret [things] are [things] that are
performed by [the] priest and are
to be [done] completely in secret.
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And in other places I have seen
also a curtain hanging in front of
the sacred sanctuary straightened
and hiding [it] from them during
the time of the sacraments so
much, that even those priests
themselves did not see [people]
residing outside, [and] also
Eustathius, the most beloved
among patriarchs, did it so. But if
he wants to clarify and understand
the law of prescriptions, there will
be no lack of grace for the soul.

And the explanation of the
apostle’s words, saying, that “every
sin that a man commits is outside
the flesh, but the fornicator sins
against [his] own flesh’V [that are]
explained by many fathers,?” their
elucidation written by your honour
will be [= remain] among works of
other holy fathers, oh holy father
and [most reverend] lord.
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3501930 KLQ M bsaederm LIS ¢t K, 8 3ages L 1930es@ Q ¢ - sl sk
(possibly some kind of “sic!”, as the usual orthography is 369&bsd3go, or 3MgELLdIYEO),
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801960 Q 20 35¢®m05Mdms S, 21 -99¢gmge- Q 22 meembe Q (err.) 28 fin. S, 24 0563856980
L 25 bsdmgodmmmbsa L 26 8g@garols Q 27, 1 : (i.e. long pause) SKLQ 28 Lbeo0539 | bbemsms

3(0@®)q L (err.) 22 99maBm KL

% 35L0Eob308sOMbBoEs | om. Gr. B 898pmdms | &g &v T droxatastdoet péMovrog xal tod

Xptotod xal adTAV TAV Yuy@v TAY pellévov dElodabat Y 8odsGm | add. Belows 2 56096 | om. Gr.

£ 80090l | tepewv ¢ 39639ebs] om. Gr. " 35699 M0sMgmogsh | Tév EEwbtv  sdoms | add.
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I'Stethatos vi I! Stethatos vir I cf. Prov. 9.18 IV Stethatos viir, Stethatos §11.16 V Stethatos X,

1 Kor 6.18.
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