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Preface

|

Among the many types of sourcesfor the history of Byzantine monasticism, none are moreimpor-
tant than the typika, or foundation documents, collected and translated in these volumes, which
will make possible for the first time a comprehensive study of religiouslife and institutionsin the
Greek East and a comparison between Greek and Latin monasticism.! Together, the typika throw
light on almost every aspect of Byzantine monastic life and its devel opment from the eighth to the
fifteenth century. Their nature is discussed by John Thomas in the introduction. They were flex-
ible and personal documents, which differed considerably in form, length, and content. Not all of
them were foundation documents in the strict sense, since they could be issued at any timein the
history of an institution. Some were wills; others were reform decrees and rules; yet others were
primarily liturgical in character.

Each typikon was normally written for a specific monastery and its dependencies and re-
flected the ideas and wishes of the writer. A few were designed for several monasteries, such as
the houses on Mt. Athos or in Sicily. The typikon issued by Patriarch Athanasios | in 1303-5, (55)
Athanasios |, was exceptional, since it applied in theory to all the monasteries in the empire and
callsto mind the claims of papal monarchy in the West. There are many resemblances among the
typika, and large parts of some were virtually copied from others. The typikon of the Stoudios
monastery in Constantinople, (4) Soudios, influenced the typika of many other houses, including
(22) Evergetis, which in turn formed the basis of (29) Kosmosoteira, (32) Mamas, (33) Heliou
Bomon, and others. The differences between these successive variations show not only the indi-
viduality of each monastery but also the changes in Byzantine monasticism over the centuries.
Each typikon needs to be studied in terms of the history and circumstances of the monastery for
which it was written.2

A typikon thus combined the features that in the West were found on the one hand in founda-
tion charters, which established the legal and economic status of a monastery and were often

Note: The typika are cited by the number, in parentheses, and section, in brackets, of the translationsin
this edition.

1 When this project was first conceived, in 1980, | planned to contribute a running commentary from
the point of view of a historian of western monasticism, but this proved impossible owing to the size of the
undertaking and the inevitable repetitions, given the number of topics that are treated in more than one
typikon. | therefore decided to write a preface comparing some of the more salient characteristics of eastern
monasticism as reflected in the typika with monasticism in the West, leaving the examination of more de-
tailed questions for further study.

2 Accordi ng to Alice-Mary Talbot and Mark Johnson, “Monastery,” ODB, p. 1391, “The organization
of each monastery varied and was prescribed by its typikon.”

[xi]



PREFACE

formulaic in character,3 and on the other hand in the rules, customs, and statutes that applied to
several houses and from which the personal elements found in the typika were excluded.* There
were no general monastic rules in the East, and no monastic orders in the western sense of the
term.> Honor was paid to the early monastic |egislators, especially to Basil, but his so-called rules
were not hormative, and they differed from the typika in many respects, which are described in
John Thomas's introduction, such as with regard to manual labor, intermonastic relations, and
attitudes toward women. The Apophthegmata patrum, Precepts of Pachomios, and Book of
Horsiesios were also known in the Middle Ages, but they never exercised the influence of the
western rules and customs. There was also considerable variety in the West, particularly during
the so-called period of the Mixed Rule, from the sixth to the eighth century, when no single rule
predominated and some monasteries had their own rules, but the Carolingian reform in the early
ninth century in principle imposed the Rule of Benedict on all monasteries. Many houses had their
own customaries, which have been collected in the Corpus consuetudinum monasticarum,® but
they were within the framework of the Rule of Benedict, and most customaries were designed to
promote auniform liturgy and observance in groups of monastic houses, which were later referred
to as orders. The customs of independent religious houses, including some of the greatest, such as
Monte Cassino, were primarily enshrined in the memories and practices of their members. The
customaries were supplemented in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, as the orders devel oped, by
the statutes issued by the superiors of the mother house, as at Cluny, or by the decrees of general
chapters, which included representatives from all the member houses, as in the orders of Citeaux
and Prémontré.”

It is possible that most Byzantine monasteries originally had their own typika, of which the
surviving examples (except for afew liturgical typika) are collected here. They were sometimes
confirmed by a public authority, preferably the emperor, and served as the legal basis and protec-
tion for the communitiesto which they were granted. In thisthey resembled foundation chartersin
the West but were more comprehensive in their scope and content. The typikon of the monastery
of the archangel Michael, (37) Auxentios, was called a constitution [1], and that of the monastery
of St. John the Forerunner, (58) Menoikeion, “this very monastic constitution” [22]. Previoudly, it

3 On the contrast between Byzantine typika and western monastic foundation charters, see the com-
ments of Georg Schreiber, “Anselm von Havelberg und die Ostkirche,” ZKG 60 (1941), 384-410, esp. 387—
90, and “Byzantinisches und abendlandisches Hospital,” in his Gemeinschaften des Mittelalters (M Unster,
1948), p. 9.

4 Adalbert deVogiié, Lesrégles monastiques anciennes (400-700) ( = Typol ogie des sources du moyen
age occidental 46) (Turnhout, 1985), pp. 22—23, stressed the parallel between eastern typika and early Latin,
Irish, and Syrian monastic rules.

S See Schreiber, “Anselm,” pp. 397 and 4034, who also stressed (pp. 39495 and 407) that there was
no Cluny and no St. Bernard nor St. Norbert in the East, and Alice-Mary Talbot, “Monasticism,” ODB, p.
1393.

6 Corpus consuetudinum monasticarum, ed. Kassius Hallinger (Siegburg, 1963— ), 12 vols. in 16 to
date.

7 Jacques Hourlier, Le chapitre général jusqu’au moment du Grande Schisme (Paris, 1936). Collec-
tions of the statutes and decrees of the general chapters of the orders of Cluny and Citeaux have been
published, respectively, by Georges Charvin and Joseph-Marie Canivez.

[ Xii ]



PREFACE

appears, this latter house had neither “a typikon which could be produced at any time before an
official or magistrate or in any kind of court where legal arguments regarding matters of the law
and lawsuits take place” nor “an authoritative document in which all sorts of sacred matters are
written down as well as other things such as the immovable property belonging to the monastery
and the rights pertaining to these properties so that these remain stable and safeguarded against
seizures’ [2]. Some monasteries also had other types of governing documents. There is a refer-
ence in (54) Neilos Damilas for the convent of the Mother of God Pantanassa in Crete, which
datesfrom about 1400, to atabularion written not in Greek, the language of the nuns, but in Latin
so that it could be understood by the Venetians who controlled Crete at that time [18].

Owing to their legal and practical importance, the typika were preserved with special care, to
which there are many references. This unique character may also explain the prescriptions requir-
ing that they be read aloud, sometimes as often as three, seven, or twelve times ayear. Given the
length and complexity of some of the typika, this must have been atime-consuming business, and
if the members of the community paid attention, they would have known their typikon almost by
heart. There are comparable provisions in the West for reading the Rule of the Master, Rule of
Benedict, the Regula IV Patrum, and other early monastic rules.8 Writing was also of importance
as the monastic orders spread in the high Middle Ages.® Their rules and customs had a common
character and were designed for many houses, however, in spite of particular observances, whereas
monks and nunsin the East had a sense of their typikon as the embodiment and protection of their
own special rights and way of life.

The difference between the typika in the East and the rules in the West affected the nature of
the movements of monastic reform in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. Both reforms were di-
rected against the abuses of the previous period, especially lay control over monasteries, and were
designed to restrict the powers of founders and patrons and to assert institutional independence.
Reformersin both the East and West, in spite of their admiration for individual hermits, preferred
community life and cenobitical forms of monasticism to solitude or eremitism, which they associ-
ated with self-will, disobedience, and private property. The so-called eremitical movement was
less concerned with promoting solitary forms of religious life than with founding monastic com-
munities in isolated places, cut off from secular society. The western reformers often worked
through public authorities, such as popes, kings, and bishops, and through councils that sought to
establish the literal observance of the Rule of Benedict or the life of the primitive church.

The reform movement in Byzantium was primarily the work of individuals concerned with
specific monasteries. Their typika frequently include details of their own lives both in the world
and inreligiousinstitutions. The concepts of reform, renewal, and rebirth figured less prominently
than in the western reform documents, and it may be significant that the term reformation
(diorthosis) was used only in a typikon from Sicily, (26) Luke of Messina [5], where western
influence was stronger than in the East. There was a great stress on tradition, and any innovation
or change in a typikon was regarded with suspicion. The modalities of reform therefore differed

8 Regula Magistri, ed. Adalbert de Vogiié a0, SC 105-7, vol. 2 (1964), p. 126, n. 15.
90nthei mportance of writing for religious groups, see Gert Melville, “ Zur Funktion der Schriftlichkeit
im institutionellen Geflige mittelalterlicher Orden,” Frihmittelalterliche Studien 25 (1991), 392—-93.
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from house to house, and there was no movement of reform that applied to all monasteries. The
typika differ widely, for instance, in their provisions concerning the selection and installation of
the superior and the admission and treatment of members of the community. From a modern point
of view, they often seem to be repetitive, confused, and occasionally self-contradictory. Yet many
of them were written by men and women of affairs and by experienced administrators, who were
ready to make accommodations for the times and the circumstances of the institutions for which
they were legislating rather than to lay down abstract principles that in practice they knew would
be disregarded.10

Behind these differences lay important common principles, however, and the parallels and
resemblances among monastic institutions all over the Christian world were the result less of
specific influences or traditions than of the distinctive way of lifeled by men and women who had
left secular society to serve God and were dedicated to prayer, virginity, and unworldliness. Since
at least the time of Cassian and Basil, thereligious|ife was compared to that of angels. The monks
of Mt. Athos were described in (44) Karyes as* angels here on earth” [2], and in (57) Bebaia Elpis
the nuns in Constantinople followed an “ascetic or angelic way of life” [37] and imitated Christ,
the apostles, and the martyrs[41-42]. In (24) Christodoul os, the monks of Patmos, like the angels,
were occupied in praising God [A17], and Isaac Komnenos established the monastery at Bera,
according to (29) Kosmosoteira, “for the propitiation of God and of his mother” [70]. Similar
sentiments were expressed in the West, as by Alcuin in a letter to the abbot and monks of an
unknown monastery in which he said that the life of the saints consisted in praising and loving the
goodness of Christ and that the followers of this life in the present world resembled the angels
who eternally praised God: “Hewho strivesto be watchful for the prayers of God leadsthe angelic
life on earth.”11

These quotations emphasize the positive aspects of the monastic ideal, but there was also a
strong negative element of self-abnegation and of practical, if not theoretical, dualism. (55)
Athanasios | took from John Klimakos's Ladder of Heaven the definition of amonk as

the order and rule of theincorporeal carried out in the filthy and material body. A monk is
one who is attached only to the things of God every day, everywhere, and in everything. A
monk is a continual forcing of nature and a constant guarding of the senses. A monk isa
sanctified body, a purified mouth, and an enlightened mind. A monk is a grieving soul,
meditating in the continual awareness of death, meditating both while asleep and while
awake and all therest. [3]

According to the typikon of Nikon, (20) Black Mountain, which datesfrom 105560, “the monas-
tic life professes to a greater degree what the world professes. The worldly life professes the
commands of the Lord, but the monastic life both professes death from the world and pledgesto
God life crucified in its submission and tonsuring. This isthe comprehensive command and tradi-
tion of the monks” [84].

10 schreiber, “Anselm,” p. 401, stressed the personal role of the emperor in establishing the Pantokrator
in Constantinople, whether or not he himself wrote the typikon.
1 Alcuin, ep. 278, in Monumenta Germaniae Historica: Epistolae, vol. 4, p. 435.
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Entry into monastic life was a second baptism, which involved at the same time death to life
in this world and rebirth into alife cleansed of sin.12 In (22) Evergetis, which was written in the
eleventh century and influenced many later typika, monks and nuns were committed to a life of
effort, endurance, and perseverance [42].13 They should grieve for their sins rather than teach,
contemplate, or perform miracles, according to (54) Neilos Damilas, citing the Ladder of Heaven
of John Klimakos and echoing the dictum of St. Jerome that “A monk has the office not of a
teacher but of amourner” [12].14 They were required to confesstheir sinsregularly and frequently,
sometimes as often as once a day. This stress on conscience (syneidesis) in the sense of self-
examination and self-awareness is found in many of the typika, especially in the twelfth century
and later, when there was a growing concern with conscience in western monastic and theological
writings.

Monastic communities were often called living organisms, as in (29) Kosmosoteira, where
the monastery had “ one body and one breath” [57], (57) Bebaia Elpis, where the nunswere said to
have“many separate bodies, but . . . one, indivisible soul” [46], and (58) Menoikeion, in which the
body was “governed by the five senses’ [22] and needed the care of a doctor to remain in good
health. Members who were ill had to be either cured or cut off and expelled, like a diseased limb
or cancer of the body. In (32) Mamas, conceal ed faults were described as wounds that harmed the
whole body [29]. In (33) Heliou Bomon [prol.] and (37) Auxentios[1], the monasteries when they
werein difficulties were compared to fallen runners. Similar termswere applied to monasteriesin
the West, and the number of medical images in the Rule of Benedict has led some scholars to
conjecture that the author may have had medical training.1®

The typika are filled with agricultural, military, architectural, and naval metaphors. Some
monasteries were compared to gardens, as in (26) Luke of Messina [7] and (31) Areia [M2], to
houses, with walls and gates, and to vineyards, beehives, and flocks of sheep in a sheepfold. In
(30) Phoberos, the monks were urged to “resist and wage the war” [53], like soldiersin an army;
the hermitage at Ktimain Cyprus, in (45) Neophytos, was called “a godly watchtower” [pref.] by
its founder; and other houses were safe harbors or ships steered by a helmsman, as in (58)
Menoikeion [22]. The members of religious communities were like the members of afamily living
in a single house or the inhabitants of a town or like fish swimming in a river or pond. The
descriptions of the physical beauty of their locations and the wildness and isolation of their sur-
roundings derived from the Bible and served, like similar topoi in the foundation documents and

12 see, on baptism, Peter Cramer, Baptism and Change in the Early Middle Ages, c. 200-c. 1150
(Cambridge, 1993), and, on entry into monastic life as a second baptism, the referencesin my article, “The
Ceremonies and Symbolism of Entering Religious Life and Taking the Monastic Habit, From the Fourth to
the Twelfth Century,” in Segni eriti nella Chiesa altomedieval e occidentale, 11-17 aprile 1985 ( = Settimane
di studio del Centro italiano di studi sull’ alto medioevo 33) (Spoleto, 1987), pp. 799-802.

13 See Appendix C on the reform elementsin (22) Evergetis and its influence on other typika.

14 Jerome, Contra Vigilantium 15, in Patrologia latina 23, col. 367a, and the references in Pierre
Mandonnet, Saint Dominique, vol. 2 (Paris, 1937), p. 25.

15 Ejnar Molland, “Ut sapiens medicus: Medical Vocabulary in St. Benedict’'s Regula monachorum,”
Studia monastica 6 (1964), 293-98, and The Rule of . Benedict, ed. Timothy Fry (Collegeville, 1981), pp.
222-23, 352, and 430, n. 57 (hereafter Regula Benedicti).
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histories of western monasteries,6 to underline the paradisiacal character of religious houses and
their contrast with the world of secular society.

In spite of thisrich figurative language, the typika were not spiritual treatises, and they touch
only incidentally on the inner lives of the men and women who |eft their homesin order to serve
God in monasteries. They lend little support to the view favored by some scholars that religious
lifein the East, unlike the West, was aimed primarily at deification and that monks and nuns, like
the saints, were more inspired by the divine and impassible Christ than by the human Jesus and
that they sought to rise above the body and earthly things to disincarnated incorruptibility.1? This
view stresses the difference between the image of the austere Pantokrator who looked down from
the apses and domes of so many monastic churches in the East and the tender and suffering Man
who, from at least the el eventh century, was seen on the altars of western churches. Other scholars
have argued that devotion to the humanity of Jesus and imitation of Christ the man were not
unknown in medieval Greek spirituality.18

Though the typika contribute little to this dispute, they do not entirely neglect the human side
of religiouslifein their emphasis on asceticism, self-denial, and serviceto God. L ove was greater
than prayer, in (22) Evergetis [33], which was copied in (27) Kecharitomene [25], (32) Mamas
[23], and elsewhere, and the author of (30) Phoberos spoke of the personal sadness and discour-
agement associated with the term akedia [6], which was often used in the West. “[ C]ontemplation
profits by works rather than by words,” according to (42) Sabas [7], of which the author was
presumably opposed to the chattering of the hesychastai. For (45) Neophytos, however, “Tak is
better than silence. For silence only benefits its own laborer, while the word also benefits many
others’ [14]. These are surprising words for an austere hermit, and they show that at least some
writers of typika were aware of the needs of others as well as of the requirements of personal
salvation.

1
The communitiesfor which thesetypika werewritten ranged in size from three or four monks—
as at the kellion of St. Sabbas on Mt. Athos ((44) Karyes) and the dependency of St. Euthymios at
Jerusalem ((50) Gerasimos)—up to eighty—as at the Great Lavra on Mt. Athos in the tenth cen-
tury (and later ahundred twenty) ((13) Ath. Typikon [36]) and at the Pantokrator in Constantinople
((28) Pantokrator [19]). (15) Constantine I1X said in 1045 that the total number of monks at
Lavrahad grown from one hundred to seven hundred [4], which by the end of the fifteenth century

16 Dieter von der Nahmer, “Die Klostergriindung ‘in solitudine’—ein unbrauchbarer hagiographischer
Topos?’ Hessisches Jahrbuch fir Landesgeschichte 22 (1972), 90-111.

17 Myrrha Lot-Borodine, “La doctrine de la ‘ déification’ dans I’ Eglise grecque jusqu’au Xle siecle,”
RHR 105-6 (1932), 5-43 and 525-74, and 107 (1933), 8-55.

18 savérin Salaville, “ Christusin orientalium pietate: De pietate erga Christi humanitatem apud orientales
liturgias et liturgicos commentatores,” EL 53 (1939), 13-59 and 350-85, and “Un office grec du ‘ Trés doux
Jésus' antérieur au ‘Jubilus' dit de saint Bernard,” RAM 25.2—4 (1949 = Mélanges Marcel Mller), 246-59,
and Irénée Hausherr, “L’imitation de Jésus-Christ dans la spiritualité byzantine,” Mélanges offertsau R. P.
Ferdinand Cavallera (Toulouse, 1948), pp. 231-59.

[ xvi]



PREFACE

had increased to more than two thousand.1® Most of the typika written in the twelfth century and
later were for communities of between twenty and fifty members, but some authors expressed a
preference for relatively small houses and were concerned that the size of the community should
not outstrip its resources. The number of monks was limited to seven in (19) Attaleiates [27] and
to twelvein (16) Mt. Tmolos[1] and in (30) Phoberos [42], where the community was allowed to
increaseif resources permitted. (45) Neophytos, which dates from 1214, set the number of monks
at between fifteen and eighteen, saying that “ God does not want amultitude of monks, crawlingin
sin” [C16].

These figures agree approximately with those proposed by Charanis, who said that the major-
ity of Byzantine monasteries had between ten and twenty members, though some had as many as
eighty.20 Mango and Sevéenko, in their study of monasteries on the southern shore of the Sea of
Marmara, found two houses of roughly one hundred and another of more than seventy in about
800, and others of eighty, sixty-four, and forty-two members.2! Monasteries tended to be smaller
inthe central and late Middle Agesthan they were earlier, in both East and West, where L érins, St.
Riquier, Jumieges, and Fuldaall had several hundred monksin the eighth and ninth centuries. The
average Benedictine monastery in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries had between twelve and
twenty members. Communities of more than sixty were exceptional, and only a few, such as
Cluny, had more than a hundred.22

Very little is known about who entered monasteries, aside from the fact that they included
highly placed and wealthy people. The abolition of the payment for entry, which is mentioned in
several typika and was considered a reform measure, may have made it easier for poor people to
enter religious life, but it is hard to be sure on this point. It is clear that a number of both monks
and nuns received their monastic formation in one house and later transferred to another, in spite
of ecclesiastical legislation requiring them to stay in their monastery unless the bishop or the
superior gave them permission to leave. In his study of stabilitas|oci in Byzantine monasticism,
Emil Herman concluded, largely on the basis of hagiographical sources, that transfers were not
unusual,23 and there are a few references in the typika to monks who left their monasteries on

19 Heath Lowry, Jr., “A Note on the Population and Status of the Athonite M onasteries under Ottoman
Rule (ca. 1520),” in his Sudiesin “Defterology”: Ottoman Society in the Fifteenth and Sxteenth Centuries
(=Anaectalsisiana4) (Istanbul, 1992), p. 238.

20 peter Charanis, “The Monk as an Element in Byzantine Society,” DOP 25 (1971), 69-72. Raymond
Janin, “Le monachisme byzantin au moyen dge: Commende et typica (Xe— XIVe siecle),” REB 22 (1964),
29-31, cited fourteen communities ranging in size between five to seven and eighty to one hundred twenty,
and Anthony Bryer, “ The Late Byzantine Monastery in Town and Countryside,” in The Church in Town and
Countryside, ed. Derek Baker ( = Studiesin Church History 16) (Oxford, 1979), p. 225, accepted Charanis's
estimate.

21 Cyril Mango and Ihor Sevéenko, “Some Churches and Monasteries on the Southern Shore of the
Seaof Marmara,” DOP 27 (1973), 270.

22 5ee Ursmer Berliére, “Le nombre des moines dans les anciens monastéres,” Revue bénédictine 41
(1929), 231-61, and 42 (1930), 19-42, and Jacques Dubois, “ Du hombre des moines dans |es monastéres,”
Lettre de Ligugé 134 (1969.2), 24-36.

23 Emile Herman, “La‘stabilitas loci’ nel monachesimo byzantino,” OCP 21 (1955), 115-42.
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pilgrimages or special missions or, most frequently, in search of a more austere life. Monks were
allowed to leave the monastery voluntarily at Bera, according to (29) Kosmosoteira [55], and in
some houses members who misbehaved or did not fit into the community were expelled. Whether
such former monks and nuns reentered secular society, transferred to other monasteries, or be-
came vagrants and beggars is not known. Although in some houses the reception of monks from
other houses (xenokouritai) was prohibited, in others they were admitted but not allowed to be-
come superior.

Theissue of transitus, or transfer from one monastery to another, was much discussed in the
West.24 The Rule of Benedict laid great emphasis on stabilitas loci, which was (together with
obedience and conver satio morum) one of the three promises made by a new monk, but the possi-
bility of movement wasforeseen. In chapter 61 the abbot was warned not to receive amonk “from
another known monastery . . . without the consent of his abbot or commendatory letters,” and in
thefinal chapter, monkswho wanted to achieve perfection were advised to follow the teachings of
the holy fathers, which were interpreted as living in solitude. During the monastic reforms of the
eleventh and twelfth centuries, when many monks sought a more austere life, stability was in-
creasingly seen in terms of profession rather than of place, and transfers were not only permitted
but in some cases encouraged, especially from alower to a higher, or stricter, monastery.

Six out of the sixty-one typika translated here were written for houses of women, who played
an important part in Byzantine monasticism. None of them were written for double houses, where
men and women lived in a single community under one superior, occasionally a woman,25 but
several of them envisaged a closerelationship between male and femal e houses, asin (34) Machairas
[169], (47) Philanthropos[intro.], and (54) Neilos Damilas|[8], [14], which cited the decree of the
Second Council of Nicaea forbidding double monasteries and established that work both within
and outside the nunnery should be done by pious laymen rather than monks, who were forbidden
even to conduct services for the nuns. (31) Areia [M5-6] shows that some relationship existed
between the two houses near Nauplia after the nuns moved and their former house was occupied
by monks. Close relations between male and female monasteries were also found in the West,
where many of the communities established by the reformersin the eleventh and twelfth centuries
welcomed both men and women. Astime passed, the women lived an increasingly segregated life
but were still associated with houses of monks.

Both monks and nunswere deeply concerned with sexual purity. The monks' fear of sexuality
extended to contacts not only with women, boys, and beardless youths, but also with female ani-
mals. (30) Phoberos, which dates from 1113/40, includes a striking passage on the fears of homo-
sexuality and bestiality written by Paul Helladikosin the sixth century [58]. In (53) Meteora, the
monks were forbidden to give food to women even if they were dying of hunger [7]. On avisit to
Mt. Athos in the 1930s, Kurt Weitzmann met a hermit who, having come there as a child, had

24 Philipp Hofmeister, “Der Ubertritt in eine andere religitse Genossenschaft,” AKKR 108 (1928),
419-81.

25 On double monasteriesin the East, see Jules Pargoire, “Les monastéres doubles chez |es Byzantins,”
EO 9 (1906), 21-25; Janin, “Monachisme,” pp. 42—44; and Georges-Joseph Mahfoud, L’ organisation
monastique dans |’ Eglise maronite ( = Bibliothégque de I’ Université Saint-Esprit, Kaslik-Jounieh-Liban 1)
(Beirut, 1967), pp. 289-315.
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never seen awoman, and whose opinion that “the woman is a devil” was derived, he said, from
reading Klimakos's Ladder of Heaven.28 These regulations were not inspired by misogyny or
dislike of women as such, according to Nikon's (20) Black Mountain [86] and (22) Evergetis[39],
which was copied in (29) Kosmosoteira and other typika. Nuns inevitably had some contact with
men, since they were dependent upon priests to celebrate the sacraments and upon male laborers
to perform hard physical work, but it was kept to a minimum in order to avoid temptation, and
(57) Bebaia Elpis specified that the priest who served in the church should be married [ 79]. In (28)
Pantokrator, provision for women was made in the hospital associated with the monastery, though
the male doctors were paid more than the female doctors [38], [52].27

A special problem was posed in eastern monasteries by eunuchs, who were almost unknown
in the West, but who played aprominent rolein Byzantine society and with regard to whom policy
seems to have varied. They were forbidden in some monasteries, including nunneries. The refer-
enceto the admission of awealthy eunuch in (29) Kosmosoteira [55] suggeststhat it wasregarded
as exceptional. In (19) Attaleiates, on the other hand, the monks had to be eunuchs and “ men free
from passions,” and bearded monks were forbidden [30]. In (27) Kecharitomene, the priests, the
spiritual father of the nuns, the steward, and the attendant physician were al required to be eu-
nuchs [14-16], [57] The fact that one of the three monasteries at Mt. Galesios was reserved for
twelve eunuchs shows that there was no objection in principle to eunuch monks.28

The communities therefore differed in character, and some were less cut off from the outside
world than others. There were important distinctions even among the regular members of the
community, in spite of the emphasisfound in several of the typika on equal treatment of all mem-
bers. It was in practice impossible to exclude entirely the socia distinctions and attitudes that
permeated secular society, in which most monks and nuns had been raised, and in almost all
religious houses special privileges were given to members of rich and powerful families, espe-
cialy if they were related to the emperor or to the founder. There are countless references to
travelers, pilgrims, beggars, strangers, servants, laymen, and all sorts of hangers-on, and, in spite
of efforts to exclude them, to women and boys in male houses and to men and girls in female
houses. In (34) Machairas, pilgrims going to Jerusal em stopped at the monastery in Cyprus[116];
a“sister Melanie” is mentioned in the typikon of Nea Mone at Thessalonike, (52) Choumnos,
which was otherwise strict on the subject of women [A18]; and (55) Athanasios | apparently
indicates the acceptance of the presence of laymen in monasteries in the reform program for Mt.
Athos [4]. Monks from distant places—*beyond Cadiz,” as they were called in (13) Ath. Typikon
[27]—were welcomed at the Great Lavra, and were not called foreigners. Begging monks appear
in (32) Mamas [13] of 1158. More obscure are the frequent prohibitions against imposed guests
and against internal and external monks, which suggests that monks sometimes lived outside the
community at the expense of the monastery.

26 K urt Weitzmann, Saili ng with Byzantium from Europe to America: The Memoirs of an Art Historian
(Munich, 1994), p. 135.

270nthe parallel expressions of brotherly lovein the Pantokrator typikon and western monastic sources,
see Schreiber, “Hospital,” p. 30.

28 see Alexander Kazhdan, “ Eunuchs,” ODB, pp. 74647, and Alice-Mary Talbot, “Galesios, Mount,”
ODB, p. 817.
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Prohibitions of this type show something about the nature of monastic communities and the
indifferent success of reformers, in both East and West, in fully cutting off monks and nuns from
secular society, even when they were surrounded by walls and guarded by watchful doorkeepers.
In (60) Charsianeites, for instance, the monks, like the Grandmontines in the West, were forbid-
dento engagein lawsuits, evenin ajust cause, and were required simply to state their casein court
and leave [C7]. The nunsin (57) Bebaia Elpis were not allowed to educate lay children [148], as
were some western nuns in the twelfth century. The prohibitions against the use of professional
singers, which are found in several typika, were more distinctively eastern, as were the efforts to
prevent the types of personal links that appear to have been afeature of Mediterranean society.29
Spiritual and adoptive brotherhoods, familiarity, associations, and unions between monks of reli-
gious houses and outside laypeople were forbidden in (3) Theodore Studites[8], in (12) Tzimiskes
[14], (22) Evergetis [46], (26) Luke of Messina [3], (42) Sabas [6], and others, including the
general typikon for Mt. Athos, (59) Manuel |1, which prohibited spiritual relationships and adop-
tive brotherhoods between a monk and alayperson [10]. The precise nature of these associations
isuncertain, but they included serving as godparents and sponsors at baptisms. Though they were
regarded asimproper for monks and nuns, the number of prohibitions suggests that they were not
uncommon.

The typika throw considerable light on the age of entry, which tended to be higher in eastern
than in western monasteries, where the system of oblation, by which children were given to mon-
asteries by their parents, was common until at least the eleventh and twelfth centuries, when the
age of entry was raised in many houses.30 Although eastern church law set the age of entry at ten
and of tonsure at sixteen or seventeen,3! there are no references to child members in the typika
except in (36) Blemmydes, which, written in 1267, allowed ten-year-old boys to be admitted on
condition that they could not become monks before they were twenty and might leave if they
proved unsuited to monastic life [9]. The minimum age of entry was sixteen in (60) Charsianeites
[C2], eighteenin (10) Eleousa [17], and ranged in other places from twenty up to thirty, asin (29)
Kosmosoteira [3]. These figures were considerably higher than for any known monastery in the
West, where the average age of profession was between fifteen and twenty, and where theimposi-
tion of higher age limits was regarded as a reform measure designed to insure a higher level of
commitment and maturity than could be found in children.32 This, perhapsin addition to adesire
to avoid the sexual temptation presented by boys, may al so have inspired the authors of the typika.
The result was that most monks and nuns in the East had considerable experience in the secular
world, and many had been married. According to (35) Skoteine, Maximos, the founder of the
monastery of the Mother of God, was the son and grandson of monks but was himself tonsured
before the age of marriage and perhaps below the established age of entry [2—4], [7]. In (54)

29 John Boswell, Same-Sex Unions in Premodern Europe (New York, 1994), pp. 240-42, and Claudia
Rapp, “Ritual Brotherhood in Byzantium,” Traditio 58 (1997), 285-326.

30 see Regula Benedicti, 59, ed. Fry, pp. 270—72, and the references in my Medieval Monasticism: A
Select Bibliography ( = Toronto Medieval Bibliographies 6) (Toronto-Buffalo, 1976), pp. 123-24.

31 Janin, “Monachisme,” pp. 21-22.

32 See Peter the Venerable, Stat. 36, in Cor pus consuetudinum monasticarum, vol. 6, p. 70.

[ xx]



PREFACE

Pantanassa, a married woman could not be admitted without her husband's permission and with a
girl who was more than ten years old [5]. These girls, like the boys of the monastery of the Lord
Christ-Who-Is at Ematha, were presumably educated in the monastery, as were many childrenin
the West. They may have resembled the “insiders’” who were admitted at the age of sixteen to the
nunnery of Lips, where, according to (39) Lips[17-18], twenty was the age of entry for outsiders.

The length of the novitiate varied with the age and experience of the candidate but tended to
belonger in the East than in the West, where it was set at two monthsin the Rule of the Master and
at ayear in the Rule of Benedict, which prescribed three successive probationary periods of two,
six, and four months, each concluding with areading of the rule.33 In (22) Evergetis, the novitiate
lasted six months [37], which was increased to two years in (32) Mamas, though known people
were admitted after six months and monks from other monasteries after eight days [22]; in (34)
Machairas from Cyprus, the novitiate was three years but was reduced to six months for known
people and transfers [55], [60]; and in (39) Lips the novitiate at the nunnery was three years for
outsiders, a year for unspecified others (perhaps nuns from other houses), and six months for
mature women [17-18]. In (13) Ath. Typikon, an abbreviated novitiate was allowed in the Great
Lavra on Mt. Athos for “some who are pious and well known and whose religious way of lifeis
well attested” [50], in (24) Christodoulos at Patmos for “a pious man who led a monastic life in
theworld” [A26], and in (27) Kecharitomene in Constantinople for devout women “practicing the
monastic life in secular clothing” [30].34 Provisions were made for shortened periods of proba-
tion, and even for immediate tonsure, especially for candidates who were sick or dying, asin (12)
Tzimiskes [3], in (36) Blemmydes [9], and probably also in other monasteries. The practice of
speedily admitting the elderly and ailing, to enable them to enter the next world clad in the monas-
tic habit, was common in western monasteries, whereit was known as ad succurrendum.35 Excep-
tions were also made in the West for important people and monks from other houses, and the
reformers in the eleventh and twelfth centuries tried to establish the regular novitiate, as it was
called, of ayear. Thelonger novitiate in the typika may have been associated with the higher ages
of admission and with the perceived need to test thoroughly the vocations of men and women who
had lived in the world and had to learn the ways of monastic life, unlike monks and nuns who had
been raised in monasteries or came from other houses.

The typika say comparatively little about the formal ceremonies of admission, which were
spelled out in detail in the Rule of Benedict and many western customaries, and they do not sup-
port the view that entering religious life in the East was a consecration rather than a personal
promise or commitment.36 The blessing of monks is occasionally mentioned, mostly in connec-

33 Regula Magistri, 88.3, val. 2, p. 369, and Regula Benedicti, 58, ed. Fry, pp. 266—68.

34 These passages are interesting evidence of the existence in secular society of men and women who
lived a quasi-monastic life. See John Nesbitt and J. Wiito, “A Confraternity of the Comnenian Era,” BZ 68
(1975), 300-384.

35 Nikephoros Chartophylax was the first Byzantine layman known to Karl Holl to take the monastic
habit on his deathbed. See his Enthusiasmus und Bussgewalt beim griechischen Ménchtum: Eine Sudie zu
Symeon dem Neuen Theologen (Leipzig, 1898), p. 321.

36 see, for instance, Olivier Rousseau, “Le role important du monachisme dans |’ Eglise d’ Orient,” I
monachesimo orientale ( = OCA 153) (Rome, 1958), pp. 38—40.
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tion with the authority of the bishop, but the primary emphasis was on the promise, tonsure, and
habit. According to (10) Eleousa, which dates from 10851106, the monks made “ our promise on
the thingsthat we were proclaiming, frequently repeating our consent with both asubdued posture
and a calm voice” [9], and in (30) Phoberos new monks read and promised to obey “this rule’
[51]. There are many references, in part owing to the influence of (22) Evergetis, to “the hair of
this world” and to “worldly locks,” which were cut when someone entered religious life. Facial
hair was a mark of maturity in men, and of suitability to be amonk or priest, since clericsin the
East, unlike the West, were bearded. The beardlessness of eunuchs showed their anomalous sta-
tus, even if it did not exclude them from becoming monks or priests.

The monastic habit was of symbolic as well as practical significance in distinguishing men
and women in religion from those living in the world. (55) Athanasios | called it “the robe of
unchanging glory” [1] , and in (45) Neophytos, the founder of the hermitage at Ktimain Cyprus
kissed the cuffs of his habit [4]. The scapular was compared to the crossin (10) Eleousa[9], asin
many western monastic texts, and Nikon in (20) Black Mountain stressed the importance of the
distinctive cap worn by eastern monks [75]. In (45) Neophytos[15] and (34) Machairas, different
ranks of monks apparently wore different habits, and according to the latter the great habit was
apparently worn by the monks known as apostolikoi but not by others[102], [ 148]. (45) Neophytos
expressed a preference for inexpensive grey rather than black cloaks [C15]. The western reform-
ersin the twelfth century, and later the mendicants, also favored undyed and cheap materias for
their habits. It was a mark of visible humility and unworldliness, like the use of a donkey rather
than ahorse when traveling, to which there are referencesin both eastern and western saints' lives
and, among others, in (48) Prodromos [ 7], whose monastery was a dependency of Docheiariou on
Mt. Athos.

Great importance was attached in the typika to the behavior of monks and nuns and their
proper deportment toward each other and, especially, toward the superior and monastic officials.
There arereferencesin several typikato disciplinary officers, asin (11) Ath. Rule[17] of the Great
Lavra, but comparatively few to punishments, aside from the long list, which derived from the
pseudo-Basilian Poenae and resembled a western penitential, incorporated into (34) Machairas
[121-34]. (4) Soudios [25] and (11) Ath. Rule [19] for the Great Lavra noted the presence of
prisonsfor recalcitrant monks at their respective monasteries, and some, such as (28) Pantokrator
and (29) Kosmosoteira, said theirs were used for political prisoners, who may have been the
imposed guests mentioned above. Whipping was explicitly forbidden in (4) Stoudios, and the
most serious punishment for monks who refused to obey the rule or to fit into the community
seems to have been expulsion.

All distinctions within monastic communities were potential sources of disputes and tension,
and the authors of many typika attempted to head off the problems created by differencesin rank,
social status, wealth, and culture. Among the most interesting of these wasthe presenceinasingle
community of various linguistic and ethnic groups. In (23) Pakourianos, only Georgians, for
instance, were admitted to the monastery at Backovo in Bulgaria[prol.], [24]. The community of
St. Sabas near Jerusalem included both Greeks (or Romans, as they are called) and Syrians, and
the typikon, (42) Sabas, specified that the superior should be Greek but that the steward and
treasurer should be Syrians, who were “more efficient and practical in their native country” [9].
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Thereis an interesting account of the difficulty of introducing Vlachs into a Greek house in (51)
Koutloumousi [B6] of Mt. Athos. Similar problems must have arisen in western monasteries,
especially with the decline of Latin and the spread of vernacular languages, but they are not dis-
cussed with equal franknessin any known rule or customary.

11

Members of religious communities, both monks and nuns, divided their time between reli-
gious services, private devotions, and varioustypes of work, of which the proportions varied from
monastery to monastery. Their activities were regulated, in Byzantine monasteries, by the sound
of the semantron—"the holy bell,” asit was called in (46) Akropolites [6]—which was aflat piece
of wood or metal and performed the same function as the bell in western monasteries. Some
monasteries had several semantrons, asin (22) Evergetis [6] and (32) Mamas [47], where there
were small, great, and bronze semantrons, and in (34) Machairas[45], [47], [61], where there was
arefectory semantron and at least one large semantron. According to their differing sounds, the
monks and nuns knew what they should do. Lessis said in the typika about the system of keeping
time, but there are afew references to clocks, which were presumably water clocks, or clepsydra,
which were also known in western monasteries. The primary indicators of time, in both East and
West, were the sun and stars and, in the morning, the cock.

The most important occupation of monks and nuns was the celebration of the liturgy, with
which afew typika (which are not translated here) were exclusively concerned.37 In (32) Mamas,
the members were required to attend the services[21], but in other communities a distinction was
drawn between the members who primarily served in church and those who performed other
functions, who would today be called the support staff and usually included the monastic officials,
asin (38) Kellibara | [17] and (57) Bebaia Elpis [23], [146-47]. (23) Pakourianos, for instance,
shows that of the fifty monks at the monastery in Backovo in 1083 ten were in holy orders and
twenty-six were officials, including the superior, who was not required to be a priest, leaving four
unaccounted for. The typikon also distinguished three types of monks who received different sti-
pends [6], [9], [22]. In (28) Pantokrator, there were four servants and eighty monks, of whom
thirty were occupied in what were called menial duties and fifty with the praise of God, and they
received, respectively, the biblical rewards of thirty-, sixty-, and a hundred-fold [19]. In (37)
Auxentios, of the forty monks in the monastery of the archangel Michael, sixteen served in the
church and twenty-four in the monastery and fields [6—7]; of the fifty nunsin (39) Lips [4] and
thirty in (40) Anargyroi [6] at Sts. Kosmas and Damian, thirty and eighteen, respectively, per-
formed liturgical duties, and twenty and twelve were occupied with housekeeping; and so on in
other monasteries, though the division may have been less strict in smaller houses. The two cat-
egories were called fathers and brothers, ekklesiastikoi and diakonetai, and (in other sources)
psalmodists and attendants, and they were described as literate and illiterate, though it is not

37 There is no evidence in these typika of the type of continuous prayer by shifts of monks that was
found in early monasteries in the East but more or less died out by the twelfth century. See Michael Marx,
Incessant Prayer in Ancient Monastic Literature (Rome, 1946).
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certain that those who served in the church were all literate and the others, especially the officials,
wereilliterate.

The typika throw comparatively little light on the number of monkswho were in holy orders
or on whether the proportion increased, as it did in the West, where by the thirteenth century
almost all monkswere ordained. Likewise, thereislittle said on the related question of the perfor-
mance of pastoral work by monks, both within their communities and in parish churches.38 What
evidence there is suggests that the proportion of ordained monks was lower in Byzantine monas-
teries than in the West and that they did not regularly serve as parish priests, though other sources
might lead to a different conclusion.3® (23) Pakourianos shows that at Backovo in the late elev-
enth century ten monks, or afifth of the community, were ordained, of whom six were priests and
two each were deacons and subdeacons [6]. In (32) Mamas, which dates from 1158, there were
twenty monks, of whom two or three were priests and two were deacons [5].

At first sight, the distinction between the liturgical and non-liturgical members seemsto re-
semblethat in western monasteries between western monkswho were raised in amonastery (oblati
or nutriti) and those who entered as adults (conversi) and, even more, that between the so-called
choir monks and lay brothers (fratreslaici or conversi), who were found in many reformed houses
in the West, especially those affiliated with Hirsau, Citeaux, and Prémontré, in the eleventh and
twelfth centuries.40 The comparisons do not hold up on close inspection, however. The conversi
of the old type were characteristically illiterate at their time of entry and able to participate in the
services only in limited ways, but they often |earned to read and write, were ordained, and served
as priors and abbots. The lay brothers and sisters, or conversi of the new type, on the other hand,
constituted a closed category, from which there was no promotion, and they were mostly occupied
with agricultural 1abor. The typika show that, in Byzantine monasteries, unordained, non-liturgi-
cal monks were not a closed group and frequently occupied responsible positions, and that unlet-
tered monks sometimes participated in the offices, as seen in (22) Evergetis [33] and (33) Heliou
Bomon [23]. (39) Lips suggests that the contemplative nuns were subordinate to the preeminent
active nuns[27], and Neophytos, the founder of the hermitage at Ktima, worked in the vineyards
for five years before he learned to read and write and became assistant ecclesiarch, a position he
later gave up in order to devote himself to the contemplative life ((45) Neophytos [4]).

The welfare of specific individuals as well of society in general was thought to depend upon
the prayers of monks,41 the “faithful oratores’ as Charlemagne called them in his capitulary De

38 A related issue, which requires further study, isthe number of churches within monastic enclosures
in both East and West and their use. See Schreiber, “Anselm,” p. 385.

39 See Irénée-Henri Dalmais, “ Sacerdoce et monachisme dans I’ Orient chrétien,” La vie spirituelle 80
(1949), 3749, and thereferencesin my Medieval Monasticism, pp. 135-37. Clément Lialine, “Monachisme
oriental et monachisme occidental,” Irénikon 33 (1960), 44445, argued that the “ pneumatico-psychol ogi-
cal preference” of Byzantine monksled to adistrust of clericalization, institutionalization, and the ministry.

40 on conversion and lay brothers see the references in my Medieval Monasticism, pp. 124-25.

4lon intercessionary prayer in the East, see Schreiber, “Anselm,” pp. 408-9, and Paul Lemerle “Un
aspect du role des monastéres & Byzance: les monastéres donnésadeslaics, lescharisticaires,” CRAI (1967),
13.
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literis colendis.42 There are innumerabl e references in the typika to liturgical commemoration for
founders, protectors, and benefactors, especially the emperor and members of the ruling family,
both male and female,43 for members of the community and, more rarely, for all Christians, asin
(48) Prodromos [5], or for specific groups in society, as in (33) Heliou Bomon [47] and (34)
Machairas[44]. The steadily growing number of commemorations created a problem at Evergetis,
asit did at Cluny and other western monasteries, where efforts were made to limit the amount of
time spent in commemorations.44 The manner of chanting was also mentioned in several typika,
of which the authors stressed the need for moderation, slowness, clarity, and attention to the words
of the texts ((20) Black Mountain [16], (23) Pakourianos [12], (36) Blemmydes [13], and (37)
Auxentios [7]). (54) Neilos Damilas mentioned the “excessive variety of hymns’ and warned
against “undignified tunes’ [12].4°

Policy with regard to celebration of the Eucharist varied from monastery to monastery, but
frequent communion, especially for monks, was common in Byzantiuminthe early Middle Ages.46
At Evergetis, masswas cel ebrated every day, though not all the monks communicated; at Machairas,
aliturgy was daily and communion weekly, or at least twice a month; and in other monasteries a
liturgy was celebrated between once and five times aweek, and the frequency of communion was
not always specified. “Daily communion was a rarity in Byzantine monasteries,” according to
Robert Taft, “but weekly communion, though not universal, remained common.” 47

The importance of confession has already been mentioned in connection with the emphasis
on conscience.48 In some monasteries, daily confession was required, and a parallel between con-
fession and bodily health was drawn in (22) Evergetis and the typika that derive from it. It was
considered as important as the Eucharist at Nea Mone in Thessalonike, of which the typikon, (52)
Choumnos, dates from before 1374 [B10]. The reformers preferred that confession be made to the
superior or spiritual father rather than to other monks or to outsiders, presumably in order to
ensure a consistent spiritual direction, but (22) Evergetis [7] and (30) Phoberos [14] alowed
confession to be made to priests, deacons, or “more reverent brothers,” probably owing to the

42 Monumenta Germaniae Historica: Capitularia, vol. 1, p. 79.

43 (27) Kecharitomene specified that male and female members of the ruling family should be com-
memorated equally [79].

44 See Peter the Venerable, Sat. 32, in Corpus consuetudinum monasticarum, vol. 6, pp. 66-67, and
note there.

45see M argot Fassler, Gothic Song: Victorine Sequences and Augustinian Reform in Twel fth-Century
Paris (Cambridge, 1993), pp. 3940, on “conventional nonsense syllables’ in eastern liturgies and parallel
phenomena in the West.

46 savérin Salaville, “Messe et communion d apres les typika monastiques byzantins du Xe au X1Ve
siécle,” OCP 13 (1947), 283-98, and Emil Herman, “Die haufige und tagliche Kommunion in den
byzantinischen Klostern,” Mémorial Louis Petit ( = Archives de I’ Orient chrétien 1) (Bucharest, 1948), pp.
203-17.

47 «Communion,” ODB, p. 491.

48 On confession in the West, where it was more frequent among monks than the laity and was pre-
scribed in the Rule of Benedict, see Alexander Murray, “ Confession before 1215,” Transactions of the Royal
Historical Society, ser. 6, 3 (1993), 70-72.
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difficulty in finding time and opportunity for each member of the community to confess to a
single person every day.

Allowancewas al so madefor private prayers and devotions, though they do not figure promi-
nently in the typika. Private psalmody was indeed prohibited in some of the early typika, but
AthanasiostheAthonitein hisrulefor the Great Lavrain 963, (11) Ath. Rule, modified the typikon
of St. John Stoudios and recognized that absolute uniformity was not required and that a monk
might have reason not to attend choir service[17]; the provisions of (22) Evergetiswere altered in
(30) Phoberos specifically to allow the midnight office to be sung by monks in their cells [12].
There are several references to penitential devotions, such as weeping, foot washing, and, espe-
cialy, genuflections, which were defined as fifteen prostrations in (27) Kecharitomene [32]. In
(54) Neilos Damilas the nuns were expected to perform two hundred prostrations every twenty-
four hours, but those who were unable to do that many were permitted to reduce the number [10].

All members of the community, including those whose primary duties were in the church,
were expected to work,49 not only as away to avoid idleness, according to (57) Bebaia Elpis, but
also as a mortification of the flesh and a means to provide the wherewithal for aims [95]. The
monks were allowed to work in their cells, according to (31) Areia [T3], and in (34) Machairas
helped to harvest the grain and grapes [83]. In (54) Neilos Damilas, the nuns of the Pantanassa
nunnery worked to produce goods both for their own use and for sale [6]. (52) Choumnos set no
fixed amount of work for the monks of Nea Mone, because people differed in their capacity for
physical labor, and elsawhere in the typikon it is said that those who wanted should spend ten
years working and then devote themselves to spiritual labor [B18], [B21]. A similar attitude is
found in the book of proverbs by the twelfth-century Cistercian Galland of Rigny, who wrote that
monks who were unable to work in the sun should choose an occupation in the shade and that
those who could not observe all the feast days at least should celebrate All Saints, which covers
the other feasts in the same way that charity includes the other virtues.30 Passages like these
suggest that there was a growing recognition in both East and West of the physical needs and
capacities of monks and nuns, in spite of the general emphasis on asceticism and self-denial .51
The spiritual well-being of monkswas associated with their physical health in aremarkable chap-
ter in (60) Charsianeites, which dates from 1407:

When everyone is healthy, you should be grateful to the Provider of health, each one on
behalf of the others rather than on his own behalf, but if one of you isill, then you should
all be sympathetically disposed to his iliness and share in his suffering, just as the other

49 Tudor Teoteoi, “Le travail manuel dans les typika des Xle-Xllle siécles” RESE 17 (1979), 455-62,
and in Actes du XV€ Congrés international d études byzantines. Athénes-Septembre 1976, vol. 4 (Athens,
1980), 34049, and Maria Dembinska, “Diet: A Comparison of Food Consumption between Some Eastern
and Western Monasteries in the 4th—12th Centuries,” Byzantion 55 (1985), 44-45. According to Schreiber,
“Anselm,” pp. 404-6, there was a greater emphasis on manual labor in the West, especially among reform-
ers, than in the East.

30 Galland of Rigny, “Libellus proverbiorum,” Revue du moyen &gelatin 9 (1953), 47 and 105, no. 13.

51 Gerd Zimmermann, Ordensleben und Lebensstandard: Die Cura Cor porisin den Ordensvorschriften
des abendlandischen Hochmittelalters ( = Beitrage zur Geschichte des alten Mdnchtums und des
Benediktinerordens 32) (M Unster, 1971).
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limbs of the body suffer, if oneisin pain. You should do everything and exert yourselvesto
see the brother cured of illness. [B4]

Themost remarkabl e evidence of concern for physical health isin the typikon of the Pantokrator
monastery in Constantinople, which made elaborate provision for five wards (ordinoi), each with
appropriate staff and equipment, to care for various diseases, wounds, and disorders of both men
and women.52 Several typika mention springs and agueducts, and the provision of an adequate
supply of water was considered a notable benefaction to a monastery. Water was needed not only
for drinking and cooking but also for bathing, which is the subject of various provisions in the
typika.53 In (30) Phoberos, for instance, bathing was allowed only for the sick [46], and in (45)
Neophytos for the sick and aged [C9], whereasin (31) Areia it was allowed once aweek [T3], and
in other monasteries between three and twelve times a year, sometimes in bathing establishments
outside the monastery, for which the monks were given specia allowances. Careful control was
exercised over other aspects of bodily care, such as bleeding and hair cutting, which in (34)
Machairas could be done only with permission and a blessing [133]. Shaving, on the other hand,
was of less concern to the bearded monks in the East than to western monks, who were expected
to cut their beards, though not too closely or too often, and whose shaving was the subject of
legidlation in many monasteries.>4

Greater attention was paid to diet in the typika than in comparable western documents, and
especially to the precise amounts and types of food to be eaten at different times during the litur-
gical year.55 Some of the dietary restrictions were very strict and included prohibitions against
eating even eggs and cheese, but small additional allowances, resembling pittances in western
monasteries, were often given in memory of a benefactor. Dembinskain her article on food con-
sumption in eastern and western monasteries concluded, “ The basic foodstuffs mentioned in the
rules of the period under research were amost identical in Byzantium and in Western Europe,” but
the daily per capitaration was at least athird greater in caloric weight and value in western mon-
asteriesin the ninth century than in eastern monasteriesin the eleventh and twelfth centuries. This
was the result not only of the more severe regime in the East but also, she proposed, of climatic
differences and perhaps of adecrease in agricultural production in Byzantium.56 In (32) Mamas,
dietary concessions were made for those who participated in the liturgy [18], and a concern for
physical health was shown in (22) Evergetis, which remarked on theill-effects of drinking [App.],
and (30) Phoberos, which said that moderate eating showed a care for bodily health [5].

52 See Schreiber, “Hospital,” pp. 3-80; Timothy Miller, The Birth of the Hospital in the Byzantine
Empire (Baltimore, 1985); and Peregrine Horden, “ Text and Context: The Pantokrator Hospital in [tsMiddle
Byzantine Setting” (paper presented at the Nineteenth Annual Byzantine Studies Conference, Princeton, 5
November 1993).

53 Apostolos Karpozilos, “Bath,” ODB, pp. 271-72. On monastic bathing in the West and the number
of baths taken by monks, see Zimmermann, Ordensleben, esp. pp. 117-33.

4 See the introduction to Burchard of Bellevaux, Apologiadebarbis, ed. R. B. C. Huygens ( = Corpus
Christianorum, Continuatio Mediaeualis 62) (Turnhout, 1985), pp. 114-30.

55 See Appendix B on the dietary prescriptions of the typika.

56 Dembinska, “Diet,” p. 453.
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The typika were generally less concerned with the intellectual than with the material aspects
of monastic life, though there are some interesting lists of books in the inventories of individual
houses.5” Relatively little is said about literacy or reading, in contrast to the Rule of Benedict, in
which monksweretold to read on Sundays and to take abook from the library at the beginning of
Lent and to read it through “in order in its entirety.” 58 Houses that followed the Rule of Benedict
consequently had at least afew books, if not alibrary, and the monks were expected to be able to
read, even though many of the conversi, who entered as adults, were in fact illiterate. The author
of (30) Phoberos, which was based on (22) Evergetis, added that new monks should read and
promise to obey “this rule” [51], but they may not al have been literate. The most interesting
referenceto literacy isin (54) Neilos Damilas of Crete, where reading aloud was said to be more
important than psalmody [13], [20], but it is unknown how this was interpreted in practice.

v

The typika include much material on the organization and administration of religious com-
munities and reflect the writers' desire for the independence of monasteries and fear of outside
interference in monastic affairs. These concerns need to be seen against the background of the
system of charistike, which was widespread in Byzantium in the tenth and eleventh centuries and
by which monasteries were held in quasi-possession by institutions and private individuals, who
often exploited them for their own advantage.5® In theory, the grants were conditional, limited in
time, and designed to benefit not only the charistikarios but also the monastery, and to keep its
members from secular involvements. In practice, however, they opened the way to abuses, includ-
ing lay control and loss of revenues. In some respects the charistike resembled the so-called pro-
prietary churches and monasteries in the West, where both churchmen and secular rulers and
nobles controlled religious institutions over which they had no legal rights and, as advocates,
exercised jurisdiction over monastic lands, in principlein the name of the abbot but in fact in their
own name and as a hereditary right.80 The movements of monastic reform in the eleventh and
twelfth centuries were directed against these types of control over monasteries and tried to define
and limit the powers, respectively, of lay proprietors and advocatesin the West and of charistikarioi
in the East.61

57 Nicolas Oikonomides, “Mount Athos: Levels of Literacy,” DOP 42 (1988), 16778, estimated the
levels of literacy among monks on Mt. Athos on the basis of subscriptions to documents.

S8 Regula Benedicti, 48, ed. Fry, p. 251. On this chapter, see Anscari Mundo, “*Bibliotheca': Bible et
lecture du Caréme d’ aprés saint Benoit,” Revue bénédictine 60 (1950), 65-92.

59 See Peter Charanis, “ The Monastic Propertiesand the Statein the Byzantine Empire,” DOP 4 (1948),
72-81; Lemerle, “Aspect,” who stressed as a general feature of Byzantine monasticism that monasteries
wereviewed asasource of private profit; and Héléne Ahrweiler, “ Charisticariat et autresformes d’ attribution
de fondations pieuses aux Xe-Xle siecles,” Receuil destravaux de I’ Institut d’ études byzantines 10 (1967),
1-27, and generally Mark Bartusis, “Charistikion,” ODB, p. 412.

60 see the work of Felix Senn, L institution des avoueries ecclésiastiques en France (Paris, 1903), and
other referencesin my Medieval Monasticism, pp. 105-6.

61 john Thomas, “The Rise of the Independent and Self-Governing Monasteries as Reflected in the
Monastic Typika,” GOTR 30 (1985), 21-30.
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Thereformersin the East, some of whom were themselves charistikarioi, sought to promote,
in place of the charistike, the more limited system of ephoreia, which emphasized the protection
and supervision of monasteries rather than their possession. According to (32) Mamas, the patri-
archs had controlled the monastery in the past and had granted it “to various charistikarioi, the
greatest number of whom used to abuse the monastery as|anded property and to seek nothing else
but what they were going to gain from it, and there was no concern for the monastery and its
affairs” When the mystikos George the Cappadocian held St. Mamas, however, he realized that it
might again come under the control of a bad charistikarios, and therefore “sought to have the
monastery made independent and rel eased from the patriarchal rights’ [First Semeioma)]. In 1261—
80 the emperor Michael V111 Palaiologos wrote in (37) Auxentios,

one must hold tightly to freedom for the stability of the monastery and for its continued
progress. Monasteries that are self-governing are more flourishing and self-sufficient than
thosethat are subject to variousindividual s. For these enjoy what they possess without any
diminution, whereas the others receive little or nothing of their revenues. All or most of
their possessions are appropriated [by their lords] asif they were their own and they dis-
tribute them as their own property. [2]

It was not easy even for an emperor, however, to safeguard amonastery from outside interference,
especially when it took the form of protection. After the flurry of reform in the eleventh and
twelfth centuries, the real independence of monasteries tended to diminish, and the ephoroi, like
the advocates in the West, increasingly exercised a variety of powersin their own names.

One of the most important ways to secure the independence of amonastery wasto freeit from
obligations and payments to external authorities.62 These were known as exkousseia; in the West
they were called immunities when they involved the exclusion of royal officials from monastic
lands and called exemptions when they applied to episcopal authority. (19) Attaleiates for the
almshouse at Rhaidestos and the monastery of Panoiktirmon in Constantinople, which dates from
1077, included a privilege of emperor Michael V11 Doukas exempting the monks from an elabo-
rate list of obligations, including the billeting of officers and soldiers, various types of provision-
ing, forced sales and purchases, compulsory services, and any number of payments, levies, and
taxes of which the precise nature is uncertain [INV10]. It is interesting to compare this list with
that in the privilege granted the following year, in 1078, to the monastery of Leno in Lombardy by
pope Gregory V11, who forbade any layperson to control the monastery or to hold a court without
the abbot’s permission and who freed the monks from having to provide food, housing, or fodder
for animals, pay moorage dues, or render any “other public obligation.” 63

The reformers in both the East and the West particularly wanted to prevent any outside con-
trol over the selection of monastic superiors, especially by alay charistikarios, and advocated
some type of internal selection. The authors of a few typika allowed the founder to appoint the
superior, occasionally without the participation of the community, asin (60) Charsianeites[A5],

62 Charanis, “Monastic Properties,” pp. 64—65.
63 | eo Santifaller, Quellen und Forschungen zum Urkunden- und Kanzleiwesen Papst Gregors VII.:
Quellen—Urkunden, Regesta, Facsimilia ( = ST 190) (Vatican City, 1957), pp. 167-70, no. 150.

[ xxix ]



PREFACE

[C18], but they mostly favored election either by lot or by the community. In some houses, the
principal rolewas played by the elder or more preeminent monks, as on Mt. Athos, where Manuel
Il Palaiologos, in (59) Manuel 11, established in 1406 that superiors should be chosen by fifteen
councillors and some monks who lived outside the monastery [3]. In most houses the superiors
were elected either by all or amajority of the members of the community. In the case of disagree-
ment, in (32) Mamas[1], the superior was chosen by lot, and in (37) Auxentios, the superior of the
monastery of the archangel Michael was appointed by the emperor [3].

How a new superior took office was apparently of less concern to the writers of the typika
than to western monastic reformers, for whom the question of investiture was at the heart of the
eleventh-century reform movement. In the East, practice varied from house to house, and the
terms cheirotonia (ordination), sphragis (blessing), and procheirisis (appointment) were used in-
terchangeably in the typika to describe the installation of the superior and other monastic offi-
cials.%4 According to (27) Kecharitomene, the new superior took her pastoral staff from the altar
[11], which corresponded to the procedure known in the West as auto- or self-investiture,5 andin
(58) Menoikeion, the bishop was explicitly forbidden to install the superior [3]. In (28) Pantokrator
[25] and (29) Kosmosoteira [33], the superiors were installed by the bishop or metropolitan, but
took their staffs respectively from the icon of the Pantokrator and from the altar. In (31) Areia,
though the typikon is not entirely clear, the bishop invested the first superior but was not involved
in the election or investiture of subsequent superiors, who received the staff from the priest [M4],
[M7], [M15], [T10].

Therole of the bishop in the installation of the superior does not figure prominently in most
of the typika. The patriarch or bishop was often simply said to bless the superior, and occasionally
to grant the authority to hear confession, though a closer study of the precise wording in these and
other sources might throw further light on the question. A provision for blessing by the patriarch
was added to the section dealing with the selection of the superior in (30) Phoberos [35], which
otherwise derived from (22) Evergetis [35], and the bishop was said to install and bless the supe-
rior after he was chosen by the monks in (34) Machairas [17], [140]. In (57) Bebaia Elpis, the
patriarch both blessed and gave the staff to the superior [26], but there is no reference to either
blessing or investiture in the typikon of a nearby monastery, (60) Charsianeites, though the supe-
rior visited the patriarch twice a year to show his orthodoxy [C12].

The authors of sometypika even allowed lay investiture, which was anathemato reformersin
the West. In (37) Auxentios, the superior wasinvested with rod and staff by the emperor (who also
appointed him if there was disagreement within the community) and was blessed by the bishop,
who was otherwise entitled only to liturgical commemoration and three small honoraria [2-3].

64 See J. Darrouzes, Recherches sur les dppikic del église byzantine (Paris, 1970), p. 612, s.v. sphragis.
Cheirotonia is used for the self-investiture of the superior in (22) Evergetis[13] and istranslated as “instal-
lation” here and as“nomination” by P. Gautier, “Le typikon de la Théotokos Evergétis,” REB 40 (1982), 46.
Procheirisisis used for the lay investiture in (19) Panoiktirmon [26] and for the installation of the superior
by the bishop in (34) Machairas[17], where it is later described as sphragis [140].

65 On auto-investiture a Cl uny, see Dominique logna-Prat, “Coutumes et statuts clunisiens comme
sources historiques (ca. 990-ca. 1200),” Revue Mabillon, n.s., 3 (1992), 39-43.
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The superior of the nunnery of Lips received the staff from the emperor and a box containing the
typikon, (39) Lips[7], from the priest. According to (51) Koutloumousi, the voivode of Wallachia
confirmed the superior of the monastery on Mt. Athos[A13], and in (58) Menoikeion the superior
of the monastery of St. John the Forerunner received the staff from the emperor himself “if the
chance arises’ or by order of the emperor [22].

The superior, once installed, exercised a wide range of responsibilities. According to (37)
Auxentios,

Governance is in fact a single thing but becomes many-sided because of the diversity
among those governed. The person who assumes such office may have to take various
titlesto fit each situation. Sometimes heis addressed asfather, at other timesas superior, at
times of course as shepherd, helmsman, guide, guardian, teacher, salt, lamp, and light. As
a father he ought to suffer along with those who are weak. As a person in authority he
ought to be a shield to those who are under attack. As ahelmsman he ought to sail over the
dangerous waves. As a shepherd he ought to settle his flock in verdant pastures and pro-
vide them with the waters of spiritual repose. As a guardian he ought to give timely warn-
ing to those he guards of the approach of something harmful. As ateacher he trains those
whose understanding is like that of children. As salt he seasonswhat islacking in spiritua
flavor with virtues, or he causes what is frivolous and starting to decay to tighten up. Asa
lamp and alight he shows his flock the unencumbered path of virtue. [4]

This passage deals primarily with theinternal, pastoral duties of superiors, but they also exercised
authority over people and lands outside the monastery. Isaac Komnenos, in (29) Kosmosoteira,
referred to the superior’s jurisdiction over arsonists and to his responsibility for the behavior of
the peasants, who were not allowed to eat eggs, cheese, or meat on Wednesdays or Fridays [98],
[104].

The superiors were expected to rule in consultation with the members of the community, asin
the Rule of Benedict, or at least with the officials and seniores, but in practice they often behaved
autocratically. In (57) Bebaia Elpis, the superior of the nunnery was to rule in amanly way [27],
according to the typikon written by Theodora Synadene in 1327-35. As time went on, monastic
administration tended to concentrate increasingly in the hands of the superior, over whom the only
real control seemsto have been the threat of deposition, to which there are many referencesin the
typika.

The superior was assisted in administering the monastery by a variety of officials and by a
group of preeminent, leading, or senior members of the community, who are described in (24)
Christodoulos as “more prominent” [A20] and in (55) Athanasios | as “more pious’ [5] and who
presumably corresponded to the somewhat shadowy category of seniores found in western mo-
nastic sources.®6 The officials were someti mes themsel ves the preeminent members, but the exact
relation between the two groups, and how they were chosen, is unclear. In (57) Bebaia Elpis, the
officials were elected by the nuns, not appointed by the superior, but the ecclesiarchissa was

66 see my “Seniores et pueri & Cluny aux X°, XI° siécles” in Histoire et société Mélanges offerts a
Georges Duby, vol. 3 (Aix-en-Provence, 1992), pp. 17-24.
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chosen by the superior and nuns[50], [73—74]. (13) Ath. Typikon [52] for the Great Lavraand (28)
Pantokrator [9] specified that the steward might not be a priest, perhaps because the secular
responsibilities of the steward were considered incompatible with the sacerdotal dignity.

The basic unit of administration was the monastic community, of which the memberslived a
common life together, and the authors of the typika for the most part favored cenobitical over
eremitical forms of life. In (32) Mamas, cenobitism was equated with solitude in the sense that it
was cut off from theworld, and all forms of non-cenobital monasticism were forbidden [25-26].67
Solitude led to disobedience, according to (13) Ath. Typikon [40]; the superiority of common life
to solitude was stressed in (35) Skoteine [13]; and the general typikon for the monasteries on Mt.
Athos, (59) Manuel 11, said that monks who wanted to have their own property sometimes used
the desire for solitude as a pretext [1]. Hermits were also accused of disobedience, willfulness,
and acquisitiveness in many western monastic texts of the eleventh and twelfth centuries, and
most of the contemporary reformers in the West favored community life for monks and nuns.

The clear preference for cenobitism expressed in the typika is important in view of the em-
phasis put by some scholars on eremitism, and its combination with cenobitism, in Byzantine
monasticism. The opinion of Delehaye that “the mixture of the cenobitic and eremitic lives was
one of the most characteristic particularities of eastern monasteries” was cited with approval by
Papachryssanthou, who argued, largely on the basis of hagiographical sources, that the interpen-
etration of cenobitism and anchoritism was peculiar to Byzantine monasticism and left little room
for the traditional type of lavra, which usually referred in Byzantine texts to a koinobium that had
either anchoritic cells within the community or associated anchorites living in detached cells.68
These practices were not distinctively eastern, however, and recent research has shown that her-
mits were often associated with cenobitic monasteriesin the West.89 At Cluny, for instance, some
four hundred monks were said to live in the surrounding woods during the first half of the twelfth
century, and they were occasionally joined for temporary retreats not only by members of the
community but also by the abbot himself.”0 Priories often served as permanent or temporary
eremetical retreats for monks who needed a period of solitude and private devotions.”®

67 See also (58) Menoikeion [11].

68 1y ppolyte Delehaye, “ Lavie de saint Paul le Jeune (T 955) et lachronologie de M étaphraste” (1893),
in his Mélanges d’ hagiographie grecque et latine ( = Subsidia Hagiographica 42) (Brussels, 1966), p. 97,
and Denise Papachryssanthou, “La vie monastique dans les campagnes byzantines du VIlle au Xle siécle:
Ermitages, groupes, communautés,” Byzantion 43 (1973), 169-75; cf. Mahfoud, Organisation, pp. 53-54
and 126 on monasticism in Egypt, Syria, and the Holy Land.

69 see my “Eremitical Forms of Monastic Life,” in Istituzioni monastiche e istituzioni canonicali in
Occidente (1123-1215). Atti della settima Settimana internazionaledi studio, Mendola, 28 agosto—-3 settembre
1977 (= Pubblicazioni dell’ Universita cattolicadel Sacro Cuore, Miscellaneadel Centro di studi medioevali
9) (Milan, 1980), pp. 239-64.

See the chronicle of Cluny in Bibliotheca Cluniacensis, ed. Martin Marrier and André Duchesne
(Paris, 1614), col. 600BC, and Jean Leclercq, “Pierre le Vénérable et I’ érémitisme clunisien,” in Petrus
Venerabilis, 1156-1956: Studies and Texts Commemorating the Eighth Centenary of His Death, ed. Giles
Constable and James Kritzeck ( = Studia Anselmiana 40) (Rome, 1956), pp. 99-120.

n Jacques Dubois, “ Lavie des moinesdans|es prieurésdu moyen &ge,” Lettre de Ligugé 133 (1969.1),
10-33.
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Not all the monks were cenobites, however, either in practice or in principle, and there are
many references in the typika to solitaries, who were called kelliotai or hesychastai—which de-
rived from the term for prayer or contemplation—and who lived in cells or caves outside a mon-
astery but remained members of the community and also to monks who owned property and lived
by themselves within a community and whose way of life was known as idiorhythmic, or self-
regulating. The solitaries mentioned in the typikon of Christodoulos of Patmos in 1091-3, (24)
Christodoulos [A24], and in (34) Machairas [152] in 1210 returned to the monastery on Satur-
daysand Sundays and were given provisionsthere, and in (42) Sabas[3], [ 7] the community inthe
early twelfth century included both monks who lived together in the lavra and hesychastai, who
apparently participated in the vigils but not in the liturgical commemoration.

In the late Middle Ages the opposition to non-cenobitic forms of life seems to have weak-
ened, and there was a growing acceptance of the coexistence of community and solitary life, as
seen in (37) Auxentios, where cells were set aside for solitaries [11], and in (45) Neophytos for
Ktima, which started as ahermitage and where the superior was known as“the recluse [enkl eistos]”
[14].72 In (60) Charsianeites the different forms of monasticism are compared to the many man-
sions in the house of God and it is said that the life of monks who lived with others but by them-
selves was between the cenobitic and communal life, on one hand, and the solitary and reclusive
life, whichiscalled angelic, ontheother [B2]. A kelliotes, it said, was*“amonk in hishabit, but has
chosen an idiorhythmic regime and to live by himself as he wishes” [B18]. The solitary and
idiorhythmic forms of life overlapped, as the passage cited above from the general typikon of Mt.
Athos shows.

Although Byzantine monasteries remained in principle opposed to private property, personal
poverty was not arule, and exceptions were regularly made, especially for monks and nuns who
came from powerful and wealthy families and who, by the standards of the time, could not be
expected to live acommon life with other members of acommunity.’3 The superiors of monaster-
ies were allowed to have private property by John Tzimiskesin his typikon for Mt. Athosin 971—
2, (12) Tzimiskes [6-7]; in (19) Attaleiates, the eunuch monks at the Panoiktirmon monastery in
Constantinople had servants to whom pensions were given after their masters died [42]; and in
(23) Pakourianos [4], for the monastery at Batkovo, and in (28) Pantokrator [17], concessions
were made for monks who were accustomed to luxurious ways. In (24) Christodoulos, personal
servants at Patmoswere required to be bearded before they could sit at table or drink wine [C4]. In
some houses the members received cash allowances to cover such expenses as clothes, which
might otherwise be a source of dispute, and bathing in establishments located outside the monas-
tery, asin (19) Attaleiates [33], [35] and (32) Mamas [28]. In other houses, however, such as the
monastery of the archangel Michael, (37) Auxentios[7], all food and clothing was distributed by

72 A, P Kazhdan and Ann Wharton Epstein, Change in Byzantine Culture in the Eleventh and Twelfth
Centuries (Berkeley—L os Angeles-L ondon, 1985), p. 87, commented on the growing individualism in late
Byzantine monasticism, which they contrasted with the “coherent communities bound by the strict disci-
pline of the monastic orders’ in the West.

73 Emil Herman, “ Die Regelung der Armut in den byzantinischen Kldstern,” OCP 7 (1941), esp. 419—
21.
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the monastic officials. The typikon of Koutloumousi on Mt. Athos, which dates from 1370-78,
illustrates the problems that were created by the presence in a monastery of powerful men who
expected special treatment. (59) Manuel 11 allowed the Athonite monks to keep alife interest in
personal property [2], and a few monasteries on Mt. Athos have remained idiorhythmic down to
the present time. Such arrangements were never sanctioned in the West, where personal poverty
was always the rule, in spite of abuses, and where the lay servants, or famuli, customarily lived
outside the monastic enclosure and worked for the community, not for individual members.74

Mention has already been made of the internal and external monks and imposed guests who
appear in the typika and who were clearly regarded as an abuse, though their precise status is
unclear. Internal and external monks were distinguished in (28) Pantokrator [28], and Isaac
Komnenos specified that his secretary should be treated as an internal monk in (29) Kosmosoteira
[107]. Kelliotai and external monks were forbidden in (32) Mamas [26], of which the provisions,
with the addition of imposed guests, were repeated in (58) Menoikeion [11]. These sources sug-
gest that internal monks, who may have been monks assigned from other houses, lived in the
monastery but did not participate in the common life, and that external monks lived outside at the
expense of the monastery. Imposed guests were apparently appointed by the patron, but they may
have included the political prisoners who were sometimes incarcerated in monasteries.

Some monks in the West also lived outside monasteries, either when they served parishes or
administered monastic estates or as independent hermits or wandering monks, who were called
sarabaitae and gyrovagi in the Rule of Benedict. They had no special name or status, however,
when they belonged to a community and obeyed its superior. From the twelfth century on, there
werealso lay pensioners or corrodianswho received material support from monasteries, and some-
timeslived in them, usually in return for some sort of payment. Though disapproved of by reform-
ers, corrodies were a recognized way for poor monasteries to acquire property and to use their
underoccupied facilities.”>

The authors of the typika frequently refer to monastic possessions and finances, which were a
subject of concern in both the East and the West.”6 Neophytos, in the early thirteenth century, was
opposed to the acquisition of property by his hermitage in Cyprus, (45) Neophytos [10], and in
1261-80/81 Michael V111 Palaiologos mentioned the resentment at the wealth of monasteriesin
(37) Auxentios [9]. The security of monastic institutions was more often threatened by poverty
than by wealth, however, and the authors of most typika sought to secure both an adequate endow-
ment for their monasteries and, when possible, exemptions from taxes and other fiscal obliga-
tions. (60) Charsianeites, which dates from the early fifteenth century, was exceptional in its
requirement that the monks* must pay thefiscitsdue. . . from theincome of the monastic estates’ [C8].

74 Ursmer Berliere, La familia dans les monastéres bénédictins du moyen age ( = Académieroyale de
Belgique, Classe des lettres et des sciences morales et politiques, Mémoires in-8° [ser. 2] 29.2) (Brussels,
1931).

75 See Howard M. Stuchert, Corrodies in the English Monasteries: A Sudy in English Social History
of the Middle Ages (Philadel phia, 1923).

76 Charanis, “Monastic Properties,” esp. pp. 56-59 and 82-87.
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There are some interesting references elsewhere in this typikon to taxes and tithes [A11] and in
(34) Machairas to the tithing of male but not of female animals, “because of the wool and the
cheese” [170]. Monastic estates were mostly run by dependencies and cultivated by dependent
workers, for whose treatment |saac Komnenos expressed a concern in (29) Kosmosoteira [71],
[76]. Two other important sources of revenue for monasteries were gifts made at the time of entry,
which were prohibited in some houses but welcomed by others, and grantsin return for liturgical
commemoration and burial. A few houses required rich candidates to dispose of their property
before joining the community. Practice with regard to payment for entry into monasteries also
varied in the West, where compul sory payments were considered simoniacal, but voluntary offer-
ings were commonly accepted.”?

After the expenses of the community itself, philanthropic and eleemosynary activities were
the most important drain on monastic revenues, though the typika give no indication of the pro-
portion of monastic income they absorbed. Almost all houses distributed alms to the poor and to
travelers at the gate (pyle or porta) and provided food and lodging in the xenodocheion, or
guesthouse, and many of them assisted orphans, prisoners, and women who lacked the where-
withal for dowries. The hospital associated with the Pantokrator in Constantinople was unique,
but many houses supported hospices, old age homes, and hospitals, and also bridges, which were
considered a worthy object of charity and were mentioned in severa typika, including (29)
Kosmosoteira [67]. In (23) Pakourianos [29], the monastic hostel at Batkovo was cared for by
peasants who held responsible positions and who in some respects resembled the officeholders or
ministeriales who performed comparable duties for monasteries in the West.

The protection of monastic property often presented a greater problem than its acquisition,
and the rising concern in the eleventh and twelfth centuries over the alienation of consecrated
property paralleled the efforts of the reformers in the West to recover ecclesiastical revenues and
possessions from lay owners and to prevent further alienation to either secular or ecclesiastical
authorities. Even the greatest houses, and those with the most comprehensive privileges, were
liable to oppression and invasion by nobles and churchmen, including the emperor and the patri-
arch, and their founderstried to find the proper balance between protection and control. The ideal
was a powerful but distant protector—strong enough to repel invaders but sufficiently removed
not to be an oppressor himself—Ilike the so-called umbrella-advocacy exercised by the western
emperor over Cistercian abbeys in the Holy Roman Empire or the regiona protectorates estab-
lished by great prelates such as the archbishops of Mainz and Cologne.

The bishops were more often presented in the typika as a source of difficulty than of protec-
tion. Very few mentioned decrees such as the fourth canon of the Council of Chalcedon, which
granted the bishops authority over the monks in every town and region, and many of them either
failed to refer to the bishop at al or asserted that their monasteries were independent and exempt
from the bishop. In (23) Pakourianos he was excluded from the liturgical servicesat Batkovo [3],
and at the monastery of St. Demetrios-Kellibara at Constantinople, according to the typikon is-

" Joseph H. Lynch, Smoniacal Entry into Religious Life from 1000 to 1260: A Social, Economic, and
Legal Study (Columbus, Ohio, 1976).
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sued by Michael Palaiologosin 1282, (38) Kellibara I, the patriarch himself was entitled only to
liturgical commemoration [15]. Episcopal rightswereexplicitly rejected at the monastery at Ematha,
(36) Blemmydes, where no outsider was allowed to investigate or correct any spiritual failings[1].
Thisis not to say that bishops were systematically excluded from all monasteries. Their role in
confirming and blessing and occasionally in choosing new monastic superiors and in granting the
power to hear confessions has already been discussed, and their supervisory powers were recog-
nized in afew houses, asin (29) Kosmosoteira [41]. In (31) Areia, which bishop Leo of Nauplia
wrote in 1143-49, the bishop had no authority over the monastery but could investigate spiritual
faults[M11], and in (35) Skoteine any misunderstandings were laid first before outside spiritual
fathers, perhaps local superiors, and then before the bishop [16]. The patriarch of Constantinople
was recognized as the protector of the monastery in (37) Auxentios [16] and had the power of
spiritual correction over the nunsin (39) Lips[1].

The authors of the typika were more likely to look for protection to secular than to ecclesias-
tical authorities. Mindful of the dangers of charistikarioi, they turned to the more restricted type
of protector known as an ephoros or prostates, who was often a ruler, amember of the founding
family, or agreat noble, asin (49) Geromeri [15]. Local magnates were also sometimes used, and
Isaac Komnenos, in (29) Kosmosoteira, expected the military men in nearby villages and the
vestiaritai, or imperial bodyguards, to defend the monastery [110], [112]. Some ephoroi acted not
only as protectors in external affairs, but also as internal administrators, like commendatory ab-
bots in the West. At the monastery of St. John the Forerunner, (58) Menoikeion stated that the
ephoros worked with the superior and monastic officials on both the spiritual and the material
affairs of the community [21-22]. Such a position resembled that of the western advocates, who
exercised jurisdiction in the name of the monastery and were often chosen from within the family
of the founder. The rewards of the ephoros were in principle spiritual. They were defined in (50)
Gerasimos as the remission of sins, the health of the soul and body, and a good reputation [A4],
[B5]. In practice, however, they often took amore concrete form. There was abalance in medieval
monasteries between the need for protection and the desire for independence. Just as the advo-
cates in the West inherited some aspects of lay proprietorship, the ephoroi exercised some of the
same powers as the charistikaroi, but as time went on, their authority was effectively limited.

When all forms of human protection failed, religious communities sought supernatural assis-
tance, both from God and from the saints, whose role as protectors was less prominent in the
typika than in hagiographical texts, but who are mentioned several times, asin (38) Kellibarall,
where the emperor is called upon to guard the monastery in such a way as to have “the great
athlete of Christ, Demetrios, as hislegate and intermediary” [16]. Even when they were not spe-
cifically invoked, the saintswere ever present in the monasteries. Theimages of saints appeared to
be alive at Bera, according to (29) Kosmosoteira [9]; the patron saint—* our fervent patron and
hel per”—was personally present in (32) Mamas [4], [9], [22], [46]; and in (57) Bebaia Elpis, the
saints were “living images’ and “ efficacious and inspiring figures’ whose lives were models for
the nuns to follow [30]. The close relation between nature and supernature was characteristic of
religious life in both the East and the West and is areminder that the monks and nuns lived in the
company of supernatural powers and the expectation of eternal salvation. Although the typika
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published in these volumes are primarily concerned with the outer forms of monastic life, they
were written not only for institutions but also for the men and women who sought to lead a Chris-
tian life in religious communities, and they reflect the changing aspirations and objectives of
monks and nuns and of their patrons throughout the course of the Middle Ages.

Giles Constable
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The following is alist of all abbreviations employed in the notes and bibliographies to refer to
journals, original sources, and collections of sources. Thelist also includesasmall number of the
most common secondary sources referred to in the notes by acronyms or shortened titles.

AASS

AB
ABSA
AHDO
AKKR
APAW
ASCL
AS
ASS

BBAO
BBBS
BBGG
BCH
Beck, KTL

BF

BHO
BIFAO
BISAM
BM
B&MGS

Acta Sanctorum Bollandiana (Brussels, 16431770, 1894—;
Paris and Rome, 1866, 1887)

Analecta Bollandiana

Annual of the British School at Athens

Archives d' histoire du droit oriental

Archiv fur katholisches Kirchenrecht

Abhandlungen der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften

Archivio storico per la Calabria e la Lucania

Archivio storico italiano

Archivio storico siciliano

Bulletin of the British Association of Orientalists

Bulletin of British Byzantine Sudies

Bollettino della Badia greca di Grottaferrata

Bulletin de correspondance hellénique

Hans-Georg Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich
(Munich, 1959)

Byzantinische Forschungen

Bibliotheca Hagiographica Orientalis

Bulletin de I’ Institut francais d’' archéologie orientale

Bollettino dell’ Istituto Sorico Italiano per il Medio Evo e Archivio Muratoriano

Benediktinische Monatsschrift

Byzantine and Modern Greek Sudies

Bompaire, “ Catalogues’

BNJ
BSAC
BSC
BSEB
BZ

Jacques Bompaire, “Les catalogues de livres-manuscrits d’ époque byzantine
(XI1e=XVes.),” in Byzance et les Saves, Etudes de civilisation: Méanges
Ivan Dujcev (Paris, 1979), pp. 59-81

Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahrbticher

Bulletin de la Société d' archéologie copte

Byzantine Sudies Conference, Abstracts of Papers
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I ntroduction

A. Purpose of the Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents Project

Although there have been ahandful of valuable studies of the corpus of Byzantine monastic foun-
dation documents, no one has ever attempted to assemble the documents themselves in a collec-
tion for study. This shortcoming has severely handicapped our ability to understand medieval
Byzantine monasticism, for which these documents are unquestionably the most important his-
torical texts. That being the case, it might seem that the obvious step to remedy this deficiency
would be to produce a set of new critical editions with scholarly commentaries. The late Paul
Gautier certainly made an impressive start on this worthy project by undertaking the publication
of the typika of the Komnenian era, beginning with his edition of (28) Pantokrator in 1974. He
completed editions with commentaries and French translations (all monuments of the most scru-
pulous scholarship) for five of these documents by the time of his death in 1985.1

Our own project, though inspired by Gautier, has had a more modest scope, namely the pro-
duction of accurate English translations, with commentaries and annotations, of al of thefounders
documents drawn up for medieval Byzantine monasteries for which there were available textsin
printed editions. Even though it was clear that—aside from those editions then being prepared by
Gautier—a very strong case could be made for also producing a set of modern critical editions of
all of the documents, Giles Constable advised against such an expansion of our undertaking. Since
it has taken a decade just to produce and edit the trandlations, time has amply proven the wisdom
of this restriction of scope.

Constable foresaw how immensely valuable even a collection of translations would be not
only for Byzantine historians but also for western medievalists and all those interested in the
history of Christianity. Our readers can now reap the rewards of hisforesight. We can now learn a
very great deal about Byzantine monasticism that might otherwise have had to be deferred for
another generation. Yet it must be admitted that the production of a corpus of translations before a
complete set of modern critical editions was available has made this present work extremely dif-
ficult and necessarily tentative.

B. Publication of the Texts and Definition of the Corpus

Onefundamental problem resulting from our decision to produce a collection of transl ations ahead
of a complete modern set of editions was that the content of the corpus of Byzantine monastic
foundation documents had not yet been defined. The process of definition began as early as the
seventeenth century, at which time Leo Allatius was aware of some of the texts which would come

1 (28) Pantokrator (1974), (19) Attaleiates (1981), (22) Evergetis (1982), (23) Pakourianos (1984),
and (27) Kecharitomene (1985).
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to make up the corpus.? The first editions began to be prepared, one of which in the imprint of J.
J. Sirmond3 remains, remarkably enough, the only one in existence for its document and is used
here as the basis for our translation of (3) Theodore Sudites. The seventeenth century also saw
Bernard de Montfaucon’s first edition of (27) Kecharitomene in 1688.4

In the el ghteenth century, the most important work was publishedin Italy, including J. Pasini’'s
Turin edition of the Memorandum of (31) Areia in 1749, the monk Ephraim’sVenetian editions of
the Rule of (24) Christodoulosand (34) Machairasin 1756, and then first editions of (45) Neophytos
by Archimandrite Kyprianosin 1779 and of (17) Nikon Metanoeite by Nicholas Glykysin 1780.5

Nothing more was accomplished until the middle of the nineteenth century, when certain of
the documents that would eventually come to be recognized as part of our corpus were published
in conjunction with other scholarly endeavors.® In 1849, Cardinal Angelo Mai executed an edition
of one of the two versions we now have of (4) Stoudios in the fifth volume of his Nova patrum
bibliotheca. J. P. Migne began to bring out his still convenient Patrologia Graeca in 1857. Even-
tually this series would include reprints of existing editions of (3) Theodore Sudites, Mai’'s ver-
sion of (4) Soudios [B] and of Montfaucon’s (27) Kecharitomene. In 1859, C. W. Goodwin pro-
duced thefirst, and for along time the only, English translation of one of the documents, (1) Apa
Abraham. In 1861, Giuseppe Spata published the second and third versions of (25) Fragala in
conjunction with his study of medieval Greek manuscripts in Palermo. In 1865, P. Aravantinos
published the first edition of (49) Geromeri in the Greek provincial journal Pandora.

By 1858, the eminent canonist, Cardinal J. B. Pitra, then engaged in the publication of many
of the sources of Greek canon law in his Spicilegium Solesmense, recognized the necessity of
distinguishing between purely liturgical typika and the monastic (i.e., “founders’) typika that make
up the documents included in our present collection.”

2 Leo Allatius, De libris et rebus ecclesiasticis graecorum (Paris, 1646).

3 (3) Theodore Sudites, ed. J. J. Sirmond, Opera Varia, ed. J. de la Baume, vol. 5: Sancti Theodori
Suditae Epistolae aliaque scripta dogmatica (Paris, 1696), pp. 80-88.

4 Bernard de Montfaucon, Analecta graeca sive varia opuscula graeca hactenus non edita (Paris,
1688), pp. 136-307.

> (31) Areia (Memorandum [M] only): ed. J. Pasini, Codices manuscripti bibliothecae Regiae Taurinensis
(Turin, 1749), pp. 426-29; (17) Nikon Metanoeite: ed. Nicholas Glykys, Prostetheises eisto telostes Diathekes,
kai diaphoron thaumaston Nikonos Monachou tou Metanoeite (Venice, 1780); (24) Christodoulos (Rule [A]
only): ed. Ephraim, Biblos periechousa kanonas merikon tinon hagion . . . (Venice, 1756), pp. 24-45; (34)
Machairas: ed. Ephraim, Typike Diataxis hos euretai tes kata neson Kypron sebasmias kai basilikes mones
tes hyperagias Theotokou, Machairidos epilegomenes (Venice, 1756); (45) Neophytos: ed. Archimandrite
Kyprianos, Typike syn Theo Diataxis kai logoi eis ten hexaemeron tou hosiou patros hemon Neophytou tou
Enkleistou (Venice, 1779).

6 (4) Stoudios [B], ed. Angelo Mai, Nova patrum bibliotheca, vol. 5 (Rome, 1849), pp. 78-145; (3)
Theodore Sudites, PG 99, cols. 1813-24 and (4) Soudios[B], cols. 1703-20; (27) Kecharitomene, PG 127,
cols. 985-1128; (1) Apa Abraham, trans. C. W. Goodwin, “Curiosities of Law. 1. Conveyancing among the
Copts of the Eighth Century,” The Law Magazine and Law Review 6, no. 12 (1859), pp. 237-48; (25)
Fragala[B], [C], ed. Giuseppe Spata, Le pergamene greche esistenti nel grande archivo di Palermo (Palermo,
1861), pp. 197-214; (49) Geromeri, ed. P. Aravantinos, “Peri tou hosiou Neilou tou Erichiotou,” Pandora
15 (1865), 470-74.

7). B. Pitra, Sicilegium Solesmense, vol. 4 (Paris, 1858), p. 381.
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Some more important work was done in the 1870s.8 Johann Curtius and Adolph Kirchhoff
published (18) Nea Gephyra in the fourth volume of the Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum in
1877, after atranscription made by Michel Fourmont in 1730. In 1872, Konstantinos Sathas pub-
lished thefirst edition of (19) Attaleiates and the first excerpts from (58) MenoikeioninVenice. In
Russia, Porfirii Uspensky published his editions and Russian translations of (12) Tzimiskes and
(15) Constantine IX in 1877 and of (59) Manuel 11 in 1892 as part of a multi-volume study of
Mount Athos.®

The study of the foundation documents for their own sake resumed towards the end of the
nineteenth century in Russia, Austria, and Germany. A group of Russian historiansincluding Ivan
Mansvetov and P. Bezobrazov—the rediscoverer of the manuscript of (28) Pantokrator—did some
important work. Mansvetov wrote the first modern study on monastic typika in 1885, while
Bezobrazov pointed out the importance of the monastic foundation documents for the history of
the Byzantine Empire and church in an article he wrote in 1887, when many of them were still in
manuscript, like (23) Pakourianos, (32) Mamas, (37) Auxentios, (39) Lips, (50) Gerasimos, and
(60) Charsianeites.10 Bezobrazov’s study also provided the first transcription of the text of (2)
Pantelleria.

Mansvetov and Bezobrazov’s work coincided with arevival of scholarly interest in the Byz-
antine monastic foundation documents. Already |. G. Troitzki had published the first edition of the
fragmentary (38) Kellibara | in St. Petersburg in 1885 along with a Russian translation.1 Mean-
while, in Austria, Franz Miklosich and Josef M ller republished Sathas’ edition of (19) Attaleiates
(1887), Montfaucon’s edition of (27) Kecharitomene (1887), and Ephraim’s edition of (34)
Machairas (1887); then they produced new and more complete editions of (24) Christodoulos
(1890) and (31) Areia (1887) in the last two volumes of their Acta et diplomata graeca medii aevi
sacra et profana.12 Their text of (24) Christodoulosis still the best currently available. In Leipzig
in 1894, Ph. Meyer published many of the Athonite documentsin his Die Haupturkunden fur die
Geschichte der Athoskldster, including (11) Ath. Rule, (13) Ath. Typikon, (14) Ath. Testament, (44)
Karyes, all first editions except for (13) Ath. Typikon.13 A year later in 1895 in an article in
Byzantinische Zeitschrift, Meyer published first editions of (47) Philanthropos and (56) Kellibara

8 (18) Nea Gephyra, ed. Curtius and Kirchoff, CIG, vol. 4 (Berlin, 1877), pp. 327-28; (19) Attaleiates,
ed. K. A. Sathas, Mesaionike Bibliotheke. Bibliotheca graeca medii aevi, vol. 1 (Vienna, 1872), pp. 3-69,
and (58) Menoikeion, pp. 202-11.

9 (12) Tzimiskes, ed. Porfirii Uspensky, Vostok kristianskii. Athon. Istoriia Athona, vol. 3, pt. 1 (Kiev,
1877), pp. 265-76; (15) Constantine | X, ed. Uspensky, pp. 277-90; (59) Manuel |1, ed. Uspensky, vol. 3, pt.
2 (St. Petersburg, 1892), 675-82.

10 |van Mansvetov, Tserkovnii ustav (Moscow, 1885); P. Bezobrazov, “Materiali dlyaistorii vizantiiskoi
imperii: 1. Neizdannie monastirskie ustav,” ZMNP 254 (1887), 65-78; rev. Ed. Kurtz, BZ 2 (1893), 627-31.

11 (38) Kellibarall, ed. I. G. Troiskii, Autobiographia imperatora Mikhaila Paleologa (St. Petersburg,
1885), pp. 1-20.

12 (19) Attaleiates, ed. Franz Miklosich and Josef Mller, Acta et diplomata graeca medii aevi sacra et
profana (MM), vol. 5 (Vienna, 1887), pp. 293-327; (27) Kecharitomene, pp. 327-91; (31) Areia, pp. 178—
90; (34) Machairas, pp. 392-432; (23) Christodoulos, vol. 6 (1890), pp. 59-90.

13 (11) Ath. Rule, ed. Ph. Meyer, Die Haupturkunden fir die Geschichte der Athoskloster (Leipzig,
1894), pp. 130-40; (13) Ath. Typikon, pp. 102—22; (14) Ath. Testament, pp. 123-30; (44) Karyes, pp. 184—
87.

[3]
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11.14 He was aware of Troitzki’s edition of (38) Kellibara I, but could not read the latter's Russian
tranglation. In 1896, also at L eipzig, August Heisenberg published all that was then known of (36)
Blemmydes.1> Thisaswell as all of Meyer's other editions is still standard.

In 1894 at Jena, Waldemar Nissen produced one of the first important secondary works on
one of the documents, (19) Attaleiates.16 Thiswork contains alist of the fourteen monastic foun-
dation documents then known to the author. Meanwhile, some additional work of editing was
being done in Greece by the prolific Manuel Gedeon, who produced first editions of (13) Ath.
Typikon in 1885 and of (37) Auxentiosin 1895, while the Greek scholar Georgios Mousai os pub-
lished the first edition of (23) Pakourianos, based on an inferior manuscript, as his dissertation at
Jenain 1888.17 In England in 1893, F. G. Kenyon published (1) Apa Abraham in the first volume
of his Greek Papyri in the British Museum.18

In 1895, the Russian Aleksei Dmitrievsky began the truly ambitious project of producing a
collection of critical editions of all of the texts, both founders' and liturgical typika.1® Earlier, he
had produced an edition of (42) Sabas (1890) that was reviewed by Ed. Kurtz in Byzantinische
Zeitschrift in 1894, showing again the close connection between Russian and German scholarship
despite the language barrier.20 The founders' typika are to be found in the first volume of
Dmitrievsky’s corpus, including an alternate version of (4) Stoudios [A] (first edition), (11) Ath.
Rule, (14) Ath. Testament, (22) Evergetis (first edition), (28) Pantokrator (first edition), (33) Heliou
Bomon (first edition), (32) Mamas (excerpts only), (37) Auxentios, areprint of his (42) Sabas, and
(43) Kasoulon (first edition). Dmitrievsky’s monumental work, happily available in arecent Ger-
man reprint, is still of great value, and the tranglations of the first of the two versions of (4)
Soudios, of (33) Heliou Bomon, of (37) Auxentios, and of (42) Sabas as presented here are based
on his editions.

14 (47) Philanthropos, ed. Ph. Meyer, “Bruchstiicke zweier typika ktetorika,” BZ 4 (1895), pp. 48-49;
(56) Kellibarall, pp. 45-48.

15 (36) Blemmydes, ed. August Heisenberg, Nicephori Blemmydae curriculumvitae et carmina (Leipzig,
1896), pp. 93-99.

16 \Waldemar Nissen, Die Diataxis des Michael Attaleiates von 1077. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des
Klosterwesens im byzantinischen Reich (Jena, 1894).

17 (13) Ath. Typikon, ed. Manuel Gedeon, Athos, anamneseis, engrapha, semeioseis (Constantinople,
1885); (37) Auxentios, ed. Manuel Gedeon, Michael Palaiologou Typikon tes epi tou Bounou tou Auxentiou
sebasmias mones Michael tou Archangelou (Athens, 1895); Georgios M ousaios (Stenimachites), Gregorios
Pakourianos megas domestikos tes Dyseos kai to hyp’autou typikon tes mones tes Theotokou tes
Petritzonitisses (Leipzig, 1888).

18 (1) Apa Abraham, ed. F. G. Kenyon, Greek Papyri in the British Museum, vol. 1 (London, 1893), pp.
231-36.

19 Aleksei Dmitrievsky, Opisanie liturgicheskikh rykopisei, vol. 1: Typika (Kiev, 1895); vol. 2:
Euchologia (Kiev, 1901); vol. 3: Typika (Petrograd, 1917). Ed. (4) Soudios [A], Opisanie, vol. 1, pp. 224—
38; (11) Ath. Rule, pp. 246-56; (13) Ath. Typikon, pp. 238-46; (22) Evergetis, pp. 615-56; (28) Pantokrator,
pp. 656-702; (32) Mamas, pp. 702-15; (33) Heliou Bomon, pp. 715-69; (37) Auxentios, pp. 769-94; (42)
Sabas, pp. 222-24; and (43) Kasoulon, pp. 795-823.

20 (42) Sabas, ed. Aleksei Dmitrievsky, TKDA (January 1890), 170-92, and Ed. Kurtz (review of the
preceding), BZ 3 (1894), 168-70.
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Around the turn of the century, the Russian Archaeological Institute in Constantinople pub-
lished L ouis Petit’s editions of (10) Eleousa, (61) Eleousa Inv. (both 1900) and of (29) Kosmosoteira
(1908) aswell as S. Pétrides’ edition of (54) Neilos Damilas (1911) inits | zvestiia.21 All of these
documents are still the best current editions even though the journal in which they were published
isunfortunately quite rare. Russiaitself remained a center for scholarship on the documents right
up to the revolution.22 Louis Petit published a much improved edition of (23) Pakourianosin a
special supplementary issue of the pioneering Russian Byzantine journal Vizantiiskii Vremennik
in 1905. A. |. Papadopoul os-Kerameus published (50) Gerasimos in 1891 and (30) Phoberos in
1913 (posthumously), both in St. Petersburg in their first and only editions. In 1917 in Petrograd,
Vladimir Benesevi¢ published all that ever appeared of his Taktikon of Nikon of the Black Moun-
tain, from which we gain our still standard texts of (20) Black Mountain and (21) Roidion.

Thus, thanks primarily to the efforts of Russian and German scholars, there was a lively
interest in the Byzantine monastic foundation documents by the beginning of the twentieth cen-
tury.23 In 1905, J. Cozza-Luzi, continuing Cardinal Mai’s Nova patrum bibliotheca, published a
first edition of (26) Luke of Messina and a new one of (43) Kasoulon that have been used for the
translations of these documents in our collection. Also in 1905, Spyridon Lampros edited the
hagiographic life in which (53) Meteora is preserved. We have employed another edition of (53)
Meteora, by N. A. Bees, that appeared afew years later in 1909.

The great Bollandist hagiographer Hippolyte Delehaye incidentally gave us our first editions
of (7) Latros (1913) and (9) Galesios (1910) in the course of his extensive publication of Greek
hagiographic texts.24 In 1921, Delehaye published first editions of (8) John Xenos, (39) Lips, (40)
Anargyroi, and (57) Bebaia Elpisin his Deux typica byzantins de I’ époque des paléologues. In a

21 (10) Eleousa and (61) Eleousa Inv., ed. Louis Petit, “Le Monastére de Notre-Dame de Pitié en
Macédoine,” IRAIK 6 (1900), 1-153, at 69-93 and 114-25; (24) Kosmosoteira, ed. Petit, “ Typikon du
monastére de la Kosmosotira prés d’ Aenos (1152),” IRAIK 13 (1908), 17-75; (54) Neilos Damilas, ed. S.
Pétrides, “L e typikon de Nil Damilas pour |e monastére de femmes de Baeonia en Créte (1400),” IRAIK 15
(1911), 92-111.

22 (23) Pakourianos, ed. Louis Petit, “ Typikon de Grégoire Pacourianos pour |e monastére de Petritzos
(Batkovo) en Bulgarie,” VV Prilozhenie 11, no. 1 (1904); (50) Gerasimos, ed. A. Papadopoul os-Kerameus,
Analekta Hierosolymitikes Stachyologias, vol. 2 (St. Petersburg, 1894), pp. 255-57; (30) Phoberos, ed.
Papadopoul os-K erameus, Noctes Petropolitanae (St. Petersburg, 1913), pp. 1-88; (20) Black Mountain and
(21) Roidion, ed. Vladimir Benesevié, Taktikon Nikona Chernogortsa (Petrograd, 1917), pp. 22—67, 68-80.

23 (26) Luke of Messina and (43) Kasoulon, ed. J. Cozza-Luzi, NPB, val. 10, pt. 2 (Rome, 1905), pp.
117-37, 149-66; (53) Meteora, ed. Sp. Lampros, “ Symbolai eis ten historian ton Meteoron,” NH 2 (1905),
49-156, at 76—77, and ed. Nikos Bees, “Symbole eis ten historian ton monon ton Meteoron,” Byzantis 1
(1909), 191331, at 250-52.

24 (7) Latros, ed. Hippolyte Delehaye, Monumenta Latrensia hagiographica, in Theodor Wiegand,
Milet, Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen und Untersuchungen, vol. 3, pt. 1: Der Latmos (Berlin, 1913), pp.
152-53; (9) Galesios, ed. Delehaye, Acta sanctorum novembris, vol. 3 (Brussels, 1910), pp. 508-606; (9)
John Xenos, ed. Delehaye, Deux typica byzantins de |’ époque des pal éologues (Brussel's, 1921), pp. 188-90;
(8) John Xenos, pp. 191-96; (39) Lips, pp. 106-36; (40) Anargyroi, pp. 136-40; (57) Bebaia Elpis, pp. 18—
105; (46) Akropolites, ed. Delehaye, “ Constantini Acropolitae hagiographi byzantini epistularum manipulus,”
AB 51 (1933), 263-84, at 279-84.
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list that he prepared for the introduction to this work, he lists 27 documents known to him in
addition to the four presented in his own publication. Delehaye’s last contribution to the corpus of
Byzantine monastic foundation documents was his edition of (46) Akropolites in 1933. All of
Delehaye’s editions, with the exception of (8) John Xenos, have been employed in the preparation
of the trandlations of these documentsin this collection.

The early twentieth century also saw the discovery of additional texts with just claims to
positions in the corpus of Byzantine monastic foundation documents, but not all of them were
adequately edited.2> lordan Ivanov’s edition of the Slavonic text of (6) Rila appeared in 1917. The
editions of (32) Mamas (1928) and (35) Skoteine (1930) by Sophronios Eustratiades are generally
considered to be unsatisfactory. The Archimandrite Christophoros Ktenas provided us with what
were for along time the only editions of (41) Docheiariou and (48) Prodromos (both 1929). In
extreme old age, Manuel Gedeon attempted an improved edition of (35) Skoteine in 1930, but
without notable success. Martin Jugie's edition of (58) Menoikeion appeared in 1937 in Byzantion
and served as the standard edition of that document for nearly twenty years.

Placide de Meester, who could lay claim to the first modern attempt to document the institu-
tions of Byzantine monasticism,26 not coincidentally produced the first reasonably complete work-
ing list of the foundation documentsin 1940 in an article that provides a thorough discussion of
earlier attempts to organize the material .2’ De Meester made the enduring distinction between
founders' typika (typika ktetorika) and founders' testaments (diathekai). He included 33 docu-
ments (including 5 that are post-Byzantine) in the former list and 14 (5 post-Byzantine) in the
latter list. His article also provides alist of 19 founders' typika now lost but attested in surviving
sources.

Work continued after the war with the publication of several first editions and useful re-
editions.28 Paul Lemerle published (51) Koutloumousi in his 1945 edition of the Actes de Kutlumus.

25 (6) Rila, ed. lordan lvanov, sv. Ivan Rilski i negoviyat monastir (Sofia, 1917), pp. 136-42; (25)
Mamas, ed. Sophronios Eustratiades, “ Typikon tes en Konstantinoupolei mones tou hagiou megal omartyros
Mamantos,” Hellenika 2 (1928), 256-314; (35) Skoteine, ed. Eustratiades, “He en Philadelpheia mone tes
hyperagias Theotokou tes Koteines,” Hellenika 3 (1930), 317-39; (41) Docheiariou and (48) Prodromos,
ed. K. Ktenas, “Ho Protos tou Hagiou Orous Atho kai he ‘Megale Mese' e ‘ Synaxis,’” EEBS6 (1929), 233~
81, at 253-57 and 263-67; (35) Skoteine, ed. Manuel Gedeon, “Diatheke Maximou monachou ktitoros tes
en Lydiamones Kotines,” Mikrasiatika Chronika 2 (1939), 263-91; (58) Menoikeion, ed. Martin Jugie, “Le
typicon du monastére du Prodrome au mont Ménécée, pres de Serrés. Introduction, texte et remarques,”
Byzantion 12 (1937), 25-69.

26 piacide de Meester, De monachico statu juxta disciplinam Byzantinam (Vatican City, 1942).

27 Placide de Meester, “Les typiques de fondation,” SBN 6 (1940), 496-508; cf. Th. Zielinski, “Projet
delacréation d’ un ‘ Corpus scriptorum juris graecoromani tam canonici quam civilis,”” SBN 5 (1939), 735—
40.

28 (51) Koutloumousi, ed. V. Laurent, Actes de Kutlumus (Paris, 1945), pp. 113-38; (52) Choumnos,
ed. Laurent, “Ecrits spirituels inédits de Macaire Choumnos (T ¢. 1382), fondateur de la ‘Nea Moni’ &
Thessalonique,” Hellenika 14 (1955), 40-86, at 60—71, 76-85; (58) Menoikeion, ed. André Guillou, Les
archives de saint-Jean-Prodrome sur le mont Ménécée (Paris, 1955), pp. 163—76; (5) Euthymios, ed. Patricia
Karlin-Hayter, “Vita S. Euthymii,” Byzantion 25 (1955-57), 1-172, at 148-51; (38) Kellibara |, ed. Henri
Grégoire, “Imperatoris Michaelis Palaeologi de vita sua,” Byzantion 29-30 (1959-60), 447—-76.
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Vitalien Laurent provided us with our first and only edition of (52) Choumnos in 1955. In that
same year André Guillou produced anew edition of (58) Menoikeion, replacing Jugie, in conjunc-
tion with his study of the cartulary of the Monastery of St. John the Forerunner near Serres. In an
issue of Byzantion that appeared in 1957, Patricia Karlin-Hayter, one of our trand ators, published
theLifein which (5) Euthymiosis contained. In 1960, Henri Grégoire'sre-edition of (38) Kellibara
| appeared in Byzantion.

By thetime Raymond Janin published hislist of them in 1964, the monastic foundation docu-
ments had been acknowledged as the most important body of source material for the history of
Byzantine monasticism, and aconsensus had formed on how to categorize the documents.29 Janin,
counting only founders' typika, reckoned on 32 documents. His article attempts a general discus-
sion of Byzantine religious life based on the evidence of these texts.

A few years later in 1969, |. Tsiknopoullos brought the two Cypriot typika, (34) Machairas
and (45) Neophytos, together in a convenient new edition.30 Tsiknopoullos’ edition, though much
criticized, was the first to attempt to show the textual dependence of one of the documents, (34)
Machairas, on earlier models. This suggested a rewarding approach to recreating an important
part of the lost history of Byzantine monasticism that has been adopted in the presentation of our
own collection.

The study of Byzantine monastic foundation documents was taken to a higher level of schol-
arship by Konstantinos Manaphes, who produced in 1970 the first modern monographic study
(since Mansvetov) that examined the founders typika as a group.3! Building on a distinction
observed by de M eester, Manaphes subdivided the corpusinto monastic testaments (8 documents)
and typika (31 documents), and then used thisdistinction asthe basisfor hisanalysis. Our project’s
debt to Manaphes is considerable, for he considerably advanced the notion of dealing with the
documents as a corpus, and our initial list of documents to be translated was drawn directly from
an appendix in his study, which was itself based on the earlier lists of de Meester and Janin.

In the years before our own project began, scholarship continued at aslow rate, mostly inthe
form of contributing new editions or the publication of hitherto overlooked texts.32 In 1970 Patricia
Karlin-Hayter’s Life of Euthymios, including (5) Euthymios, that had originally appeared in
Byzantion, was republished separately. Ivan Dujcev published afacsimile edition of (2) Pantelleria
in1971. BasilesKrapsites produced anew edition of (49) Geromeri in 1972, replacing Aravantinos

29R. Janin, “L e monachisme byzantin au Moyen Age. Commende et typica (XX 1V siécle),” REB 22
(1964), 5-44.

30 (34) Machairas and (45) Neophytos, ed. |. Tsiknopoullos, Kypriaka Typika (Nicosia, 1969), pp. 3—
68 and 71-104.

31 K onstantinos Manaphes, Monasteriaka typika-diathekai (Athens, 1970).

32 (5) Euthymios, ed. PatriciaKarlin-Hayter, Vita Euthymii Patriarchae CP (Brussels, 1970), pp. 143—
47, (2) Pantelleria, ed. Ivan Dujcev, “Il Tipico del monastero di S. Giovanni nell’isola di Pantelleria,”
BBGG, n.s., 25 (1971), 3-17; (49) Geromeri, ed. Basilios Krapsites, Thesprotika, vol. 2 (Athens, 1972), pp.
160-68; (28) Pantokrator, ed. Paul Gautier, “Letypikon du Christ Sauveur Pantocrator,” REB 32 (1974), 1—
145; (12) Tzimiskes, (15) Constantine I X, and (59) Manuel 11, ed. Denise Papachryssanthou, Actes du Protaton
(=Archivesde |’ Athos 7) (Paris, 1975), pp. 202-15, 216-32, and 254-61; (31) Areia, ed. G. A. Choras, He
“hagia mone” Areias (Athens, 1975), pp. 239-52.
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edition of more than ahundred yearsearlier. Thefirst of Paul Gautier’s editions, (28) Pantokrator,
appeared in 1974. With the publication of the Actes du Pr6taton by Denise Papachryssanthou in
1975, we received welcome new critical editions of (12) Tzimiskes, (15) Constantine 1X, and (59)
Manuel Il. G. A. Choras provided a modern edition of (31) Areiain 1975.

Our own project, conceived in 1981, coincided with a burst of scholarly activity that would
keep the project’s directors scrambling to stay abreast of the new output.33 K. A. Manaphes and
loannes Konidares produced the first complete edition of (60) Charsianeitesin 1982, the last of
the unedited texts to which Bezobrazov had called attention to nearly a hundred years earlier. In
swift succession, Paul Gautier completed his modern critical editions of (19) Attaleiatesin 1981,
(22) Evergetisin 1982, (23) Pakourianos in 1983, and finally (27) Kecharitomene in 1985. Od.
Lampsidis provided a new edition of (17) Nikon Metanoeite in 1982. Vera von Falkenhausen
published the first version of (25) Fragalain 1983, completing Spata’s edition of thiswork begun
120 years earlier. Nicolas Oikonomides' edition of the Actes de Docheiariou in 1984 gave us
welcome new critical editionsof (41) Docheiariou and (48) Prodromos, replacing those of Ktenas.
In conjunction with his work on Nikephoros Blemmydes, our translator Fr. Joseph Munitiz has
edited (1984 and 1986) the remaining fragments of (36) Blemmydes, overlooked by Heisenberg
ninety years earlier. A. Philippidis-Braat republished (18) Nea Gephyra in 1985. In 1986, N. B.
Tomadakes published a new edition of (8) John Xenos. Paul Lemerle’s 1945 edition of (51)
Koutloumousi was republished in 1988 in conjunction with the second edition of the Actes de
Kutlumus. Thomas Drew-Bear and Johannes Koder published theinscription that supplies uswith
the partial text of (16) Mount Tmolosin 1988. Finally, one of our translators, Timothy Miller, has
prepared afirst edition of (55) Athanasios | that will be published by him separately with a com-
mentary by John Thomas.

Meanwhile, contemporary scholarship continued to debate and redefine the corpus as our
own work was being produced over the last decade. |oannes K onidares produced a study in 1984

33 (60) Charsianeites, ed. I. M. Konidares and K. A. Manaphes, “ Epiteleutios boulesis kai didaskalia
tou oikoumenikou patriarchou Matthaiou A’ (1397-1410),” EEBS45 (1981-82), 462-515; (19) Attaleiates,
ed. Paul Gautier, “Ladiataxis de Michel Attaliate” REB 39 (1981), 5-143; (22) Evergetis, ed. Gautier, “Le
typikon de la Théotokos Evergétis” REB 40 (1982), 5-101; (23) Pakourianos, ed. Gautier, “ Le typikon du
sébaste Grégoire Pakourianos,” REB 42 (1984), 5-145; (27) Kecharitomene, ed. Gautier, “Le typikon de la
Théotokos K écharitdméné,” REB 43 (1985), 5-165; (17) Nikon Metanoeite, ed. Od. Lampsidis, Ho ek Pontou
hosios Nikon ho metanoeite (Athens, 1982), pp. 251-56; (25) Fragala, ed. Vera von Falkenhausen, “Die
Testamente des Abtes Gregor von San Filippo di Fragala,” HUS 7 (1983), 174-95; (41) Docheiariou and
(48) Prodromos, ed. Nicolas Oikonomides, Actes de Docheiariou (= Archives de |’ Athos 13) (Paris, 1984),
pp. 91-97, and pp. 133-38; (36) Blemmydes, ed. Joseph Munitiz, Nicephori Blemmydae autobiographia
sive curriculumyvitae necnon epistula universalior (Turnhout, 1984), pp. xxx—xxxi, and “A Missing Chapter
from the Typikon of Nikephoros Blemmydes,” REB 44 (1986), 199-207; (18) Nea Gephyra, ed. D. Feissel
and A. Philippidis-Braat, “Inventaires en vue d'un recueil des inscriptions historiques de Byzance. 111. In-
scriptions du Péloponnése (a |’ exception de Mistra),” T&M 9 (1985), 267-396, at 301-2; (8) John Xenos,
ed. N. B. Tomadakes, “Ho Hagios Joannes ho Xenos kai Eremites en Krete (100s-110s aion),” EEBS 46
(1983-86), 1-117, at 11-12; (51) Koutloumousi, ed. Paul Lemerle, Actes de Kutlumus, 2nd ed. (Paris, 1988),
pp. 113-38; (16) Mount Tmolos, ed. Thomas Drew-Bear and Johannes Koder, “Ein byzantinisches Kloster
am Berg Tmolos,” JOB 38 (1988), 197-215.
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focusing on the monastic typika’s contribution to canon law, with an updated list of 60 documents
attached.34 In 1987, one of our translators, Catia Galatariotou, produced the first comparative
study of the documents in English, based on the working list for this project.35> Then, as our
project manuscript was being prepared in 1992, agroup of scholars, including Mary Cunningham,
Robert Jordan, Rosemary Morris, Margaret Mullett, Joseph A. Munitiz, Fr. Robert Taft, S.J., John
Turner, and John Wortley, formed a project based at Queens University Belfast to edit, translate
and annotate all of the documents associated with the pivotal eleventh-century reform monastery
of Evergetis.36

C. Scope, Exclusions, and Rationale of Our Collection

We follow the example of Delehaye (1921), de Meester (1940), Janin (1964), Manaphes (1970),
and Konidares (1984) in concentrating on foundation documents to the exclusion of purely litur-
gical typika. The latter have been omitted partly on grounds of Iength (their inclusion would have
increased the size of the present work considerably) but also because they have relatively little to
tell us, aside from their discussions of the liturgy itself, about the lives of the monasteries for
which they were written. They are also mostly well edited, and less difficult to read for those with
at least some command of Greek.37 The other category of documents identified by our distin-
guished predecessors, the typika ktetorika, or “founders’ typika, form the core of our collection.38
The content of these documents is primarily disciplinary, but also touches on a large number of
other subjects of interest to both specialists and general readers.

As our previous discussion indicates, the concept of a corpus of foundation documents with
an agreed membership has only recently started to solidify. In a very rea though surely unin-
tended way, Catia Galatariotou’s article referred to above illustrates the ultimate futility at this
point of trying to impose rigorous criteriafor including or excluding documents from the corpus.
The approach adopted for our own project has been to include those regulatory documents that
shed some light on the life of medieval Byzantine monasteries even if some of these texts might
fail to meet the strictest theoretical criteria for being considered proper typika. Until a scholarly
consensus is finally formed on the content of the corpus of Byzantine monastic foundation docu-
ments, it seems to us that a tolerant “admissions policy” isin order, given the great obscurity in
which most of these texts have languished.

These then have been the principles for the composition of our collection: 1) only documents
which are represented by printed editions are included; 2) chronologically, our scope is from the

34 | oannes Konidares, Nomike theorese ton monasteriakon typikon (Athens, 1984).

35 Catia Galatariotou, Byzantine Ktetorika Typika: A Comparative Study,” REB 45 (1987), 77-138.

36 For which see The Theotokos Evergetis and Eleventh—Century Monasticism, ed. Margaret Mullett
and Anthony Kirby (Belfast, 1994).

37 Robert Taft, “Typikon, Liturgical,” ODB, pp. 2131-32; for editions, see Dmitrievsky, Opisanie, vol.
1, pp. 256656 (Evergetis), and vol. 3, pp. 1-486 (Sabas); Miguel Arranz, Le typikon du monastére du Saint-
Sauveur & Messine ( = OCA 185) (Rome, 1969); Juan Mateos, Le typicon de la Grande Eglise, 2 vols.
(Rome, 1962—63); see also General Bibliography, XXII1. Liturgy.

38 Alice-M ary Talbot, “Typikon, Monastic,” ODB, p. 2132; Karl Krumbacher, “Ktetor, ein
lexicographischer Versuch,” IF 25 (1909), 393421, rev. A. Heisenberg, BZ 19 (1910), 588-89.
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seventh through the fifteenth century, i.e., medieval Byzantium, thus excluding the mostly well-
edited and translated monastic rules of the Later Roman Empire such as those of Pachomios and
Basil of Caesarea as well as post-Byzantine documents; 3) geographically, we take an expansive
view of the Byzantine world, including documentsin Greek from Norman Italy and Sicily aswell
asfrom Palesting;39 4) linguistically, we haveincluded only documents composed in Greek (thereby
excluding some early Coptic testaments and Syriac rules), with the exception of two short but
interesting documents preserved in Old Church Slavonic translations; 40 5) as noted above, purely
liturgical typika are excluded; 6) typika of the Byzantine commonwealth of nations, e.g., of medi-
eval Serbia and the old Russian principalities, despite their admitted interest and strong depen-
dence on Byzantine models,4! have been excluded; 7) a very few documents that fail to find
admission to our collection under any of the criteria ennumerated above are nevertheless pre-
sented here because of their specia interest and importance for presenting the overall interpreta-
tional framework for the collection itself.42 Although these criteria may seem arbitrary, our col-
lectionincludesnearly all of the edited worksin thelists of Delehaye, de Meester, Janin, Manaphes
and Konidares, a concordance to which is supplied in Appendix A.

Also, although the distinction drawn by de Meester and Manaphes between founders' typika
and testaments is useful for some purposes, we have chosen here to include both testaments and
typika without differentiation. The distinctions between them, while real enough in many cases,
are not hard and fast. The documents themselves sometimes seem to frustrate a classification
along theselines, as some typika adopt the format of monastic testamentswhile several testaments
contain a considerable amount of disciplinary content.43

D. Organization, Features, and Conventions of This Edition

Our collection is presented in amulti-volume edition, with the documents organized in nine chap-
ters, preceded by anarrative chapter on the early monastic rules of antiquity by John Thomas, who
has al so provided introductions to each of the nine chapters that attempt to illustrate the common
themes of the documents contained in each and to set them in a broader historical context.
Within the chapters, each of the 61 documentsis prefaced with basic identifying information,
including its formal title, translator, date, edition employed, manuscript, and other translations; a
bibliography of previous work related to the document;44 a brief institutional history of the foun-
dation for which the document was written; and afairly detailed analysis of the document. For the

39 Sicily: (25) Fragala and (26) Luke of Messina; Italy: (36) Kasoulon; Palestine: (42) Sabas and (50)
Gerasimos.

40 (2) pantelleria and (6) Rila.

41 see General Bibliography, XI1I. Byzantine Monasticism and the Slavs.

42 (1) Apa Abraham, (5) Euthymios, and (61) Eleousa Inv.

43 Typika in testamentary format: (10) Eleousa; (19) Attaleiates; (34) Machairas; (35) Skoteine; (45)
Neophytos; (54) Neilos Damilas; (60) Charsianeites; testaments with disciplinary content: (3) Theodore
Sudites; (9) Galesios; (14) Ath. Testament; (17) Nikon Metanoeite; (24) Christodoulos; and (25) Fragala;
for a general discussion, see Artur Steinwenter, “Byzantinische Mdnchstestamente,” Aegyptus 12 (1932),
55-64.

44 For some famous founders like Theodore the Studite or Athanasios the Athonite, there are additional
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longer documents, the analyses are broken down into a topical scheme of organization that is
intended to facilitate the study of common themes. These introductory materials, with the accom-
panying notes, are the work of John Thomas. Being fully aware that no one individual could hope
to produce a comprehensive commentary on all the matters encompassed in thisdiverse collection
of documents, he chose to draw on his particular expertise by emphasizing the administrative
aspects of Byzantine monasticism in this first commentary.

In order to facilitate cross-reference, we have adopted the following format for reference to
the documents and chapters therein: document number in parentheses, short title in italics, and
chapter reference in brackets, e.g., (22) Evergetis[12].

Thetranslations, edited by AngelaHero, follow after the introductory materials. Readerswill
see that we have tried to treat this collection of trandations consistently as if it were an edition.
Indeed, we have perforce had to follow conventions and take some liberties usually reserved for
the editors of texts, such as renumbering the chapters of one document, (40) Anargyroi, and pro-
viding achapter numeration (and occasionally also chapter titles) for others, like (28) Pantokrator,
that have none in their editions. These changes have been carefully bracketed. Readers should
exercise special care in reference to documents with multiple parts. These are (4) Stoudios, pre-
sented in two versions [A] and [B] in parallel columns; (19) Attaleiates, in which the inventory,
along with two attached imperial chrysobulls, has a separate chapter numeration, e.g., [INV 8];
(21) Roidion, which includes both a typikon [A] and a treatise by the same author [B]; (24)
Christodoulos, which is made up of aRule [A], a Testament [B], and a Codicil [C]; (25) Fragala,
in which there are three versions [A], [B], [C] of the Testament; (31) Areia, which contains a
Memorandum [M] as well as a Typikon [T]; (45) Neophytos, which also includes a set of the
author’s canons [C] as well as others attributed to Basil of Caesarea[CB]; (51) Koutloumousi, in
which there are three versions [A], [B], [C] of the author’s Testament; and (60) Charsianeites,
which contains the author’s Autobiography [A], his predecessors Rule of Mark and Neilos [B],
and his own Subseguent Chapters [C].

Although (39) Lips is actually two documents by different authors, we have preserved the
continuous chapter numeration of the edition. (40) Anargyroi, composed by the primary author of
(39) Lips but for a different institution, has been treated as a separate document. We have also
presented (38) Kellibara | and (56) Kellibara Il astwo distinct documents by different authorsfor
the same institution. Overall, we have tried to maintain a delicate balance between leaving the
conventions of the underlying editions as undisturbed as possible while facilitating our own cross-
referencing and that of our readers among al the various components of this large collection of
translations. On occasion, this has meant that when cross-referencing a section of adocument that
lies outside its traditional chapter numeration, we must use areferent like “Preface” or
“Prologue” for prefatory materials, or “Appendix A” or [INV] for an appendix or inventory. These
should be self-explanatory.

Although access to the underlying Greek and Old Church Slavonic texts is not assumed,
especially since many of the editions are quite rare, it is facilitated throughout our collection of

biographical bibliographies. These latter include references to related hagiographic texts that are often im-
portant supplements to the information available in the foundation documents.
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translations by insertion of bracketed page or column referencesto the editions of the textsthat we
have employed.

Among the editors of these documents, only Tsiknopoulloswith his edition of (34) Machairas
and Gautier with his (27) Kecharitomene made any attempt to indicate the nature and extent of the
borrowings of their authors from earlier documents. Only Gautier actually indicates the specific
passages borrowed in his edition. We believe that it is absolutely essential to be aware of these
borrowings in order to appreciate the extent of each author’s own contribution. The ability to
reconstruct a considerable part of monastic history through the study of these borrowings is a
great bonus. Therefore we have attempted to indicate the precise borrowings among the docu-
ments, with the borrowed text placed in bold and/or italics, wherever we could identify them.
Scriptural citations are also noted directly in the documents. Their translation follows the L. C.
Brenton translation of the Septuagint (London, 1844) and the Revised Standard Version of the
New Testament (New York, 1946). Finally, words and phrases inserted by translators in order to
clarify obscure passages appear within square brackets ([...] ).

Liketheintroductory materials, the translations are supplied with footnotes. These are prima-
rily the work of the editors John Thomas and Angela Hero, though for certain documents individua
trandators have assisted us. This assistance is gratefully acknowledged in the notes to the individual
documents. A series of fairly extensive cross-referencesto nearly al of the documents have aso
been provided in the document notes to the translations. These are the work of John Thomas.

A glossary of technical terms by Angela Hero will be found after the documents. There are
three appendices by John Thomas: “ Concordance with PreviousLists” (Appendix A); “ The Regu-
lation of Diet in the Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents”’ (Appendix B); and three tables
illustrating the topical interrelationships of three families of monastic typika (Appendix C). The
first table in the last appendix, titled “ Topical Interrelationships of the Evergetian Family of Mo-
nastic Typika,” should be consulted to identify the “related documents® frequently referred to in
the endnotes to many of the translations in conjunction with cross-referencesto (22) Evergetis. A
general bibliography by John Thomas, subdivided into thirty topical bibliographies, concludes
our work.

We have chosen not to adopt a strictly chronological ordering for the placement of the docu-
ments within our nine chapters. Given the uncertainty of the dating of many documents, chronol-
ogy would not have been a sure guide to organization in any event. Moreover, such alarge collec-
tion of documents as ours needs a more helpful conceptual framework. While various aternative
schemes of organization are possible,45 we think that our modified chronological arrangement of
the documents according to the types of institutions for which they were written works well for
making Byzantine monasticism understandable over some 750 years of medieval history.

Necessarily in awork of this size, complexity and novelty, there will be many shortcomings
for which the editors must beg indulgence. The emphasis has been on making the documents,
through the medium of the translations, notes, and commentaries, considerably more accessible
for future work rather than attempting to do all of that work ourselves.

45 gych asthe " aristocratic” versus* non-aristocratic” distinction proposed by Galatariotou, “Ktetorika
Typika,” pp. 89, 1009.
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E. Principles of This Translation

Presuming neither knowledge of medieval Greek nor access to the underlying editions, we have
endeavored to translate the documentsin the corpus as completely as possible. Titles of monastic
officials and some technical terms have been translated into English equivalents where possible.
Otherwise, they have been trangliterated and their meaning explained in the Glossary. The editors
were the final arbiters of how the translations read. We have struggled mightily to maintain con-
sistency in the translations, though with fifteen contributorsin America and Europe working inde-
pendently on this project for over adecade, perfection was hardly within reach.

Readers will find that the style of these tranglations varies somewhat from one translator to
another, as it does from one author to another in the original texts. We have tried to see to it that,
whatever the individual variations from one document to another, the overall style of the corpus
should be idiomatic contemporary American English.

F. General Observations on the Documents

1. Original Texts
One of the outstanding claims to interest that the corpus of 61 Byzantine monastic foundation
documents makes is the relatively large number of them that exist as original texts. The oldest
document in this category is (1) Apa Abraham of the seventh century, preserved on papyrusin the
British Museum. Two of the documents were preserved as monumental inscriptions, (16) Mount
Tmolos and (18) Nea Gephyra, the former recently discovered, the latter now lost. Perhaps as
many as 19 autograph or isotype manuscripts also survive to the present day. From the tenth
century comes (12) Tzimiskes, the earliest of them. |sotype copies of (15) Constantine | X and (19)
Attaleiates survive from the eleventh century. The Testament [B] and Codicil [C] of (24)
Christodoul os are autographs of the late eleventh century asisthefirst version [A] of (25) Fragala.
From the twelfth century come the autographs of the second [B] and third [C] versions of (25)
Fragala, (26) Luke of Messina, (27) Kecharitomene, (33) Heliou Bomon, (41) Docheiariou, (43)
Kasoulon, and possibly also (30) Phoberos. Sad to say, the immensely valuable twelfth-century
autograph of (28) Pantokrator survived in a Peloponnesian monastery until 1934, when it was
destroyed in afire.

The originals of thetwo Cypriot typika, (34) Machairasand (45) Neophytos, both of the early
thirteenth century, survive, the latter at Edinburgh University, the former in situ at its home insti-
tution on Cyprus. A manuscript in the British Library preserves the original copies of (39) Lips
and (40) Anargyroi. The thirteenth-century manuscript of (35) Skoteine, surviving in the Vatopedi
monastery on Mount Athos, may also be an autograph. Originals of the three versions of (51)
Koutloumousi at the Kutlumus monastery on Mount Athos survive from the fourteenth century.
Another fourteenth-century manuscript may preserve the original of (48) Prodromos. (57) Bebaia
Elpissurvivesat Lincoln College, Oxford, in adeluxe fourteenth-century original edition. Finaly,
from the fifteenth century, (59) Manuel |1 survivesin autograph at the Athonite Iveron monastery;
the Inventory associated with (54) Neilos Damilas may also be a fifteenth-century original.

Counting the surviving inscription and the papyrus, perhaps as many as 20 of the documents
can be traced to the author’s or his scribe's hand, with (15) Constantine X being derived from an
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authenticated copy made a half century after the original. Further palaeographic research may
indicate that the corpus of Byzantine monastic foundation documents contains some additional
autographs. The nature of the documents partly explains the good rate of survival for autographs.
As profoundly personal documents of the founders intended for the regulation of their own com-
munities, they were among the most important possessions of theinstitutions for which they were
written. The documents themselves provide some evidence of the precautions taken in Byzantine
times to assure their survival.46 On the other hand, since these documents were highly idiosyn-
cratic and particular in their application, most would have been of slight interest to scribesin other
ingtitutions.4” Therefore, survival of the texts in any form was ordinarily dependent on institu-
tional continuity into relatively modern times, as even a cursory examination of the history of the
institutions represented by these documents will show.

2. Manuscripts
Aside from the autographs or isotypes described above, the remaining texts survive in medieval
manuscripts or more modern transcriptions. Particulars could not be determined about some of
these manuscripts, but (3) Theodore Studites, (5) Euthymios, (22) Evergetis, (42) Sabas, and the
balance of (24) Christodoulos not represented by autographs are from the twelfth century. (32)
Mamas dates from a manuscript of the late twelfth or thirteenth centuries. (23) Pakourianos dates
from athirteenth-century manuscript. Version [A] of (4) Soudios derivesfrom a manuscript of the
thirteenth or fourteenth centuries. From the fourteenth century come eight documents: (7) Latros,
(9) Galesios, (36) Blemmydes, (38) Kellibara |, (46) Akropolites, (52) Choumnos, (53) Meteora,
and (55) Athanasios I; these include many of the texts preserved in hagiographic or quasi-
hagiographic literature. The manuscript witnesses to (60) Charsianeites date from the fifteenth
century; those of (54) Neilos Damilas from either that century or the sixteenth.

We are dependent on post-Byzantine copies for (11) Ath. Rule, (13) Ath. Typikon, and (14)
Ath. Testament, (31) Areia, (47) Philanthropos, and (56) Kellibara Il, which are al of the six-
teenth century. The chief Slavonic manuscript of (2) Pantelleriaisfrom either the sixteenth or the
seventeenth century. Later till are the manuscripts underlying the texts of (8) John Xenos, what is
now the oldest witness to (28) Pantokrator, (37) Auxentios and (58) Menoikeion, that are all from
the eighteenth century. Fourmont’s transcription of the (8) Nea Gephyra inscription was made in
1730. We are dependent on modern copies of the nineteenth century of lost medieval manuscripts
for (6) Rila, (10) Eleousa, (29) Kosmosoteira, (44) Karyes, (49) Geromeri, and (61) Eleousa Inv.
The manuscript of (50) Gerasimos, of uncertain date, may be aforgery.

3. Editions
Some older editions have held up well against the test of time, such as (39) Lips, (40) Anargyroi
and (57) Bebaia Elpis (Delehaye, 1921). There are, however, some old editions, such as (3) Theodore

46 See (14) Ath. Testament [1], (19) Attal eiates[40], (23) Pakourianos[33A], and (32) Mamas, Second
Semeioma.

47 The families of interrelated documents among the Studite and Evergetian monasteries form amajor
exception to this generalization (see bel ow, Chapters Two, Five, and Six, for adiscussion of the influence of
the typika of these monasteries on later institutions).
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Sudites (Sirmond, 1696) and the second testament of (25) Fragala (Spata, 1861), which deserve
another look. The edition of the Taktikon of Nikon of the Black Mountain, including (20) Black
Mountain and (21) Roidion (Benesevi¢, 1917), was never completed. Like the Evergetisfamily of
documents, the smaller group of Studite texts, including (3) Theodore Studites, both versions of
(4) Soudios (Mai, 1849 and Dmitrievsky, 1895), (11) Ath. Rule, and (13) Ath. Typikon (Meyer,
1894) aretextually interrelated, and ought to be edited together asagroup. Moreover, as Dmitrievsky
himself was aware, the two edited versions of (4) Stoudios are far from being the only significant
witnesses to the manuscript tradition of that document.

A great deal of progress has been madein editing or re-editing the texts since the beginning of
our project. Thanks to Gautier, the texts of (28) Pantokrator (1974), (19) Attaleiates (1981), (22)
Evergetis (1982), (23) Pakourianos (1984), and (27) Kecharitomene (1985) are now firmly estab-
lished. The last two editions appeared while our translation effort was underway, and Robert Jor-
dan, the translator to whom they were assigned, was abl e to benefit from Gautier'simprovements
to these texts. As noted above, many of the shorter texts have also been edited or re-edited within
the last decade. Although the appearance of these editions caused the editors some headaches
during thelast decade, their availability has strengthened the textual base on which thistranglation
project rests.

Some texts stand in need of new editions. The (35) Skoteine is perhaps in the worst shape,
with both editions (Eustratiades, 1930 and Gedeon, 1939) unsatisfactory. Now that Gautier has
provided us with afine edition of (22) Evergetis (1982), the re-edition of the Evergetian family of
texts, aside from his (27) Kecharitomene (1985), becomes both more pressing and possible.
Eustratiades, the editor of (32) Mamas (1928), does not seem to have collated his manuscript with
that of (33) Heliou Bomon (Dmitrievsky, 1895) even though the latter isin large part an exact copy
of theformer document, and isitself an autograph original composed only three or four years after
its model. Unless somehow the lost fifteenth-century manuscript of (29) Kosmosoteira should
turn up, the best we can hope for with it is an improvement of the text based on the many borrow-
ings it makes from (22) Evergetis.48

There is also the problem of those documents which are available only in rare or obscure
publications. Among these are the editions of (10) Eleousa, (29) Kosmosoteira, and (48) Neilos
Damilas, still available only in the editions of the Russian Archaeological Institute in Istanbul
published around the turn of the century. The rare original editions of Papadopoul os-Kerameus'
Analekta Hierosolymitikes Stachyologias, vol. 1 (St. Petersburg, 1891), for which we must turn
for the only edition of (50) Gerasimos, and his Noctes Petropolitanae (St. Petersburg, 1913), in
which isto be found the only edition of (30) Phoberos, have fortunately been reprinted (Brussels,
1963, and Leipzig, 1976). What may be the sole original copy in America of Benesevié's edition
of (20) Black Mountain and (21) Roidion is to be found in the Harvard College Library. The

48 After this volume had gone to press, a new edition of the typikon of Kosmosoteira was pubished by
G. K. Papazoglou based on a late sixteenth-century manuscript recently discovered in the library of the
monastery of Saint Gerasimos on Cephalonia (Typikon Isaakiou Alexiou Komnenou tes mones Theotokou
tes Kosmosoteiras [Komotene, 1994]). We wish to thank Dr. Nancy P. Sevéenko for bringing this edition to
our attention and regret that it appeared too late for us to benefit fromit.
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editors suspect that the assembly of the original editions made over ten years ago at Dumbarton
Oaks, before assigning the tranglations, was the first ever successfully accomplished. Even we
had difficulty locating some publications, like the relevant number of the Greek periodical
Thesprotika, our source for the edition of (49) Geromeri. Therefore, thereisaclear need to re-edit
or at least reprint the editions of these texts to increase their general accessibility.

It was never the intent of the Byzantine monastic documents project to translate any addi-
tional documents with a claim to inclusion in the corpus which might still remain unedited in
manuscript. The editors are aware of afew such texts which might someday find their way into the
corpus, though without careful examination of the manuscripts, their claims to admission cannot
now be considered.4®

4. Other Tranglations
The Byzantine monastic foundation documents have not been served well by trandationsinto any
language before this edition. Apart from Gautier’s valiant effort, there has been no systematic
attempt to translate the documents into any language. Yet as the editors and our translators can
attest, any help from prior scholarship is welcome in an ambitious enterprise such as ours. Read-
ers more familiar with languages other than English may appreciate the cross-references which
follow.

In accordance with traditional editing practice, seven of the documents have Latin transla-
tions provided by their editors. (3) Theodore Sudites (Sirmond, 1696), (4) Soudios [B] (Mai,
1849), (7) Latros (Delehaye, 1892), (25) Fragala (partial, Spata, 1861), (27) Kecharitomene
(Montfaucon, 1688), and (26) Luke of Messina and (43) Kasoulon (both by Cozza-L uzi, 1905).
Another seven have generally excellent French translations: (19) Attaleiates (1981), (22) Evergetis
(1982), (23) Pakourianos (1984), (27) Kecharitomene (1985), and (28) Pantokrator (1974) (all
by Gautier); aso (18) Nea Gephyra (Philippidis-Braat, 1985), (43) Kasoulon (Jeanselme and
Oeconomos, 1922), and two partial translations of (38) Kellibara | (Chapman, 1926, and Grégoire,
1960). Not coincidentally, these are the best known documents at the present time.

Reflecting an abiding interest in these documents stimulated by pre-revolutionary Russian
scholars, there are Russian trandl ations of (5) Euthymios (Kazhdan, 1959), (12) Tzimiskes (Uspensky
1877), (15) Constantine I X (Uspensky, 1877), two versions of (23) Pakourianos (Shanidze, 1971
and Arutyunova-Fidanyan, 1978), (42) Sabas (Dmitrievsky, 1890) and (59) Manuel 11 (Uspensky,
1892). Thereis also a partial Russian translation of (38) Kellibara | (Troitskii, 1885), to supple-
ment the French translations mentioned above. Unfortunately, all except the most recent editions
arevery rare in American libraries.

A few of the shorter documents have been translated into Modern Greek: (47) Meteora
(Lampros, 1905), and the Rule [A] of (24) Christodoulos (Georgousakes, 1913) and the Memo-

49 typikon of Patriarch Alexios Studites for the Monastery of The Divine Mother (1034): Avgustin
Nikitin, “Das Studios-Kloster und die alte Rus,” Ostkirchliche Sudien 37 (1988), 107-47, with discussion
and partial translation in David Petras, The Typicon of the Patriarch Alexis the Sudite: Novgorod-S. Sophia
1136 (Cleveland, Ohio, 1991); a late eleventh-century rule for the Constantinopolitan monastery of Petra:
Alice-Mary Talbot, “Petra Monastery,” ODB, p. 1643; typikon of Patir, ca. 1130-50, for which see the
discussion below in (26) Luke of Messina, Institutional History, D.
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randum[M] of (31) Areia (Papadopoulos, 1967). Of course these are unlikely to have much value
to readers who cannot read the documents in medieval Greek. Otherwise, translations have been
few and far between: (2) Pantelleria (Dujcev, 1971) into Italian; (3) Theodore Sudites and (4)
Soudios (Goshev, 1940) and (6) Rila (Dujcev, 1947) into Bulgarian; (16) Mount Tmolos into
German (Koder, 1988); (23) Pakourianos (Kauchtschischvili, 1963) into modern Georgian (in
addition to the French and Russian tranglations). Thereis also a German paraphrase of part of (60)
Charsianeites (Hunger, 1958). Though not modern transations, there is an Old Church Slavonic
version of (4) Soudios (unedited) and an old Serbian version of (44) Karyes (ed. Corovi¢, 1928).

Finally, these documents are hardly known at al in the few prior English translations, which
are: (1) Apa Abraham (Goodwin, 1859); (5) Euthymios (Karlin-Hayter, 1955, reproduced here);
(42) Sabas (Di Segni, 1995); and avery small part of (36) Blemmydes (Munitiz, 1986, also repro-
duced here). Unfortunately these are not the documents of the greatest historical importance in
our collection. The first English translation of (55) Athanasios I, produced for this edition, will
also be published separately. Bibiliographic citations and further details on prior translations will
be found in the introductory materials for the individual documents.

Allowing for overlapping coverage, this means that 23 of 61 documents have been available
in complete and another fivein partial translations prior to this edition. The rest have never before
been translated into any language whatsoever. These include documents of exceptional impor-
tance such as (9) Galesios, (10) Eleousa, (13) Ath. Typikon, (29) Kosmosoteira, (32) Mamas, (37)
Auxentios, (45) Neophytos and (60) Charsianeites, to name just a few, which are making their
appearance now in our edition.

5. Commentaries
Given that the editions of the documents are so widely dispersed and often inadequate besides, it
is no surprise that scholarship on them in many cases is not very far advanced. Of the individual
texts, (23) Pakourianos has attracted the greatest attention, no doubt because of its peculiar inter-
est for cross-cultural history. There are full commentaries in French (Lemerle, 1977), Russian
(Arutyunova-Fidanyan, 1978), and Georgian (Kauchtschischvili, 1963). Some of the very brief
documents, e.g., (5) Euthymios, (16) Mount Tmolos, and (18) Nea Gephyra, have been adequately
discussed by their editors. But again, asis the case with translations, many important documents
have been almost compl etely ignored by scholarship, such as (20) Black Mountain, (21) Roidion,
(30) Phoberos, (33) Heliou Bomon, (34) Machairas, (37) Auxentios, (54) Neilos Damilas, (57)
Bebaia Elpis, and (60) Charsianeites. That said, the editors have found that there is, neverthel ess,
asurprising amount of bibliography that can be assembled to shed light on many of the individual
documents. Much of thisis only incidental treatment in the course of work with other objectives,
but given the overall state of scholarship on the documents, it must still be welcomed. Detailswill
be found in the bibliographies for the individual documents.

Scholarship on the entire collection of these documents necessarily has had to await the defi-
nition of the corpusitself. As noted above, a consensus on the content of the corpusis even now
not complete. Janin (1964) attempted the first overall evaluation in our own times, though he was

50 Janin, “Commende et typica,” pp. 5-44.
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unaware of many of the texts in this present collection.50 The contributions of Manaphes (1970)
and Konidares (1984) have been acknowledged above, while Galatariotou’s overview (1987) and
that of Abraham-Andreas Thiermeyer (1992), which is based on it, are stimulating if necessarily
tentative. Rosemary Morris (1982), Robert Volk (1983), Angeliki Laiou (1985), one of our trans-
lators Alice-Mary Talbot (1983), and our editor John Thomas (1985) have examined some of the
documents together for particular purposes.51

6. Geographic and Chronological Distribution
Asisthe case with most other types of sourcesfrom the Byzantineera, itislikely that only asmall
proportion of the monastic foundation documents have survived. Geographically, the largest num-
ber (25) of survivors comefrom 22 institutions oncelocated in what is now Turkey. Of these, there
are 14 documents representing 12 institutions in the old capital city of Constantinople and its
environs®2 and 10 representing a like number of institutions located elsewhere in modern Tur-
key.53 Greece is next best represented with 20 documents representing four individual monaster-
ies on Mount Athos, the entire group of Athonite monasteries, two monasteries on the island of
Crete, and eight elsewhere in Greece.54 There are no other large geographic concentrations. Four
documents come from Italy (including two from Sicily), two each from Bulgaria, (former Yugo-
slavian) Macedonia, Jerusalem and the West Bank, and Cyprus.55 One document, (1) Apa Abraham,
comes from Egypt.

Twenty-one documents are associated with religious institutions that are still functioning in
some way, though not always as monasteries; of these, most are still in situ at the monasteries for
which they can be said in some sense to have been written: Iveron, Docheiariou, and Kutlumus on

51 Rosemary Morris, “Lega Terminology in Monastic Documents of the Tenth and Eleventh Centu-
ries” JOB 32.2 (1982), 281-90; Robert Volk, Gesundheitswesen und Wohltatigkeit im Spiegel der
byzantinischen Klostertypika (Munich, 1983); Angeliki Laiou, “Observations on the Life and Ideology of
Byzantine Women,” BF 9 (1985), 59-102; Alice-Mary Talbot, “A Comparison of the Monastic Experiences
of Byzantine Men and Women,” GRBS 30 (1985), 1-20; John Philip Thomas, “ The Rise of the Independent
and Self-Governing Monasteries as Reflected in the Monastic Typika,” GOTR 30 (1985), 21-30; Abraham-
Andreas Thiermeyer, “ Das Typikon-Ktetorikon und sein literarhistorischer Kontext,” OCP 58 (1992), 475—
513.

52 (3) Theodore Studites, (4) Stoudios, (22) Evergetis, (27) Kecharitomene, (28) Pantokrator, (32)
Mamas, (38) Kellibara |, (39) Lips, (40) Anargyroi, (46) Akropolites, (47) Philanthropos, (56) Kellibara ll,
(57) Bebaia Elpis, and (60) Charsianeites.

33 (7) Latros, (9) Galesios, (16) Mount Tmolos, (19) Attaleiates, (20) Black Mountain, (21) Roidion,
(30) Phoberos, (33) Heliou Bomon, (35) Skoteine, and (37) Auxentios.

54 Mount Athos: (11) Ath. Rule, (12) Tzimiskes, (13) Ath. Typikon, (14) Ath. Testament, (15) Constantine
IX, (41) Docheiariou, (44) Karyes, (48) Prodromos, (51) Koutloumousi, and (59) Manuel I1; Crete: (8) John
Xenos and (54) Neilos Damilas; elsewhere in Greece: (17) Nikon Metanoeite, (18) Nea Gephyra, (24)
Christodoulos, (29) Kosmosoteira, (49) Geromeri, (52) Choumnos, (53) Meteora, and (58) Menoikeion.

93 |taly: (2) Pantelleria, (25) Fragala, (26) Luke of Messina, and (43) Kasoulon; Bulgaria: (6) Rila and
(23) Pakourianos; (former Yugoslavian) Macedonia: (10) Eleousa and (61) Eleousa Inv.; Jerusalem and the
West Bank: (42) Sabas and (50) Gerasimos; Cyprus: (34) Machairas and (45) Neophytos.

56 (6) Rila, (10) Eleousa, (11) Ath. Rule, (12) Tzimiskes, (13) Ath. Typikon, (14) Ath. Testament, (15)
Constantine I X, (23) Pakourianos, (24) Christodoulos, (29) Kosmosoteira, (31) Areia, (34) Machairas, (41)
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Mount Athos, Meteora, Patmos, and Geromeri in Greece; and Machairas on Cyprus.56 Others
remained on site until relatively modern times, like (45) Neophytos, which remained in situ at its
original monastery on Cyprus until the mid-seventeenth century, when its hard pressed monks
sold their manuscripts to agents of the French crown.5” Therefore it appears highly likely that the
representativeness of the corpus for Byzantine monasticism as awhole is affected by the circum-
stances of their highly motivated preservation by the institutions for which they were composed.
Necessarily, those parts of the Byzantine Empire which remained Christian through modern times
are likely overrepresented in the surviving corpus of documents, most notably in the group from
the Athonite monasteries. Portions of the empire now in Turkey, except for Constantinople, are
likely underrepresented, though it must be admitted that there have been some remarkabl e surviv-
as, e.g., (19) Attaleiates (isotype in the National Library, Athens) and (35) Skoteine (autograph,
Vatopedi monastery, Mount Athos).

Inevitably, thelong passage of time a so distorts the sample chronologically somewhat. There
are four documents from the fifteenth century; twelve from the fourteenth century; eight from the
thirteenth century; thirteen from the twelfth century; eleven from the eleventh century; ten from
the tenth century; two from the ninth century; and one each from the eighth and seventh centu-
ries.58 The impression of relative balance (except for the earliest centuries) is in fact deceptive,
since most of the documents before the later eleventh century are very short, and many owe their
preservation not as free-standing monastic foundation documents but as testaments encapsul ated
in hagiographic sources.>®

7. Utility for Monastic History
With careful exploitation, it is possible to utilize the documents in this collection to illustrate the
outlines of the development of Byzantine monasticism from its origins to the end of the empire.
The nine chapter introductions, prefaced by the discussion of early monastic rules, will attempt to

Docheiariou, (42) Sabas, (48) Prodromos, (49) Geromeri, (51) Koutloumousi, (53) Meteora, (58) Menoikeion,
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INTRODUCTION

do thisinsofar as the current scope of scholarship allows. Given this intent, the geographical and
chronological limitations on the Byzantine monastic foundation documents as discussed above
will necessarily serve as caveats on our conclusions.

It should also be kept in mind that, ambitious as this current project has been, there are some
other critically important bodies of source material that need to be well understood before a de-
finitive history of Byzantine monasticism can be attempted. The hagiography project based at
Dumbarton Oaks formerly under the direction of Alexander Kazhdant, with the assistance of our
translator Alice-Mary Talbot, promises to be one of these important sources. The on-going publi-
cation of the Actes de I’ Athos, from which our own project has benefited, will continue to illumi-
nate another important group of sources. Hagiography and the Athonite cartularies are especially
important as correctives, in their own very different ways, for the normative bias of most of the
Byzantine monastic foundation documents, aside from afew exceptional textslike (12) Tzimiskes,
(15) Constantine IX, (21) Roidion, and (55) Athanasios |. Finally, John Thomas hopes to under-
take a comprehensive study of the canon law tradition in the Byzantine world in order to illumi-
nate the much-neglected viewpoint of the empire’s public authorities on the essentially private
world of Byzantine religious foundations.
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Early Monastic Rules

The earliest of the documents in our collection, (1) Apa Abraham, dates from the first quarter of
the seventh century, at which time Christian monasticism had already existed in the Eastern Medi-
terranean world for well over three hundred years. By the time the first surviving monastic typika,
(2) Pantelleria and (4) Soudios, made their appearance towards the end of the eighth and the
beginning of the ninth centuries, respectively, approximately a half-millennium of monastic his-
tory had already taken place. Even if, as many contemporary experts suspect, a profound cultural
and institutional break occurred between the end of late antiquity and the beginning of the medi-
eval period during this interval,! our medieval Byzantine monastic foundation documents con-
firm that there was some continuity of monastic institutions and customs from the ancient world.
The surviving monastic rules of late antiquity, considered together with our monastic foundation
documents, enable us to form some estimation of the nature and extent of medieval Byzantium's
inheritance from the monastic traditions of the ancient world.

A. The Ascetic Treatises of Basil of Caesarea

Basil, archbishop of Caesarea (370-379), was the author of the earliest surviving monastic rules
composed in the Greek language. These are the so-called Longer Rules [LR] and Shorter Rules
[SR].2 As documents of late antiquity that are already readily available in English translations as
well asin some other languages, these rules have not been retranslated for our collection of medi-
eval Byzantine monastic foundation documents.3 Basil was also the author of some but by no
means all of the other documents that circulated along with the rules as his Ascetic Treatises in
many medieval Byzantine manuscripts.4

1 See Alexander Kazhdan and Anthony Cutler, “Continuity and Discontinuity in Byzantine History,”
Byzantion 52 (1982), 42978, and Warren Treadgold, “ The Break in Byzantium and the Gap in Byzantine
Studies,” BF 15 (1990), 289-316 with references therein for a discussion of the problem.

2 Regulae fusius tractatae, PG 31, cols. 889-1053 and Regulae brevius tractatae, cols. 1080—1306;
valuabl e studiesinclude: Emanuel Amand de Mendieta, “ L e systéme cénobitique basilien comparé au systéme
cénobitique pachdmien,” RHR 152 (1957), 31-80; Gustave Bardy, “Basile (Régle de saint),” DDC 2 (1937),
cols. 218-24; Ferdinand Laun, “Die beiden Regeln des Basilius, ihre Echtheit und Entstehung,” ZKG 44
(1925), 1-61; Adalbert de Voguié, “ The Greater Rules of Saint Basil-A Survey,” Word and Spirit: A Monas-
tic Review 1 (1979), 49-85.

3 English translations by W. K. L. Clarke, The Ascetic Works of Saint Basil (London, 1925), Longer
Rules, pp. 145-228, Shorter Rules, pp. 229-351; Sister M. Monica Wagner, Saint Basil, Ascetical Works
(New York, 1950), Longer Rules, pp. 223-337.

4Fora proposed list of the authentic ascetical works, see E. Amand de Mendieta, L’ ascése monastique
de saint Basile. Essai historique (Paris, 1949), p. xxvi; Jean Gribomont, Histoire du texte des Ascétiques de
saint Basile (Louvain, 1953), provides a description and classification of the manuscripts.
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EARLY MONASTIC RULES

Unlike the later monastic typika, both of the Basilian rules are simply a series of responsesto
guestions posed to Basil by his disciples. No certain evidence exists to fix a date for the Longer
Rules, though they likely are from after Basil’s return to Caesarea in 358 following his tour of
monastic foundations throughout the eastern Roman Empire. They may have been intended to
guide Basil’s first monastic settlement near Annesi in Pontos in the 360s, but could also date from
some time in the 370s during his episcopacy. Since the Shorter Rules reference the Longer Rules,
they clearly were written somewhat later.

Although it seemsto usthat to label the entire Byzantine monastic tradition as“Basilian,”> as
is frequently done by non-specialist commentators, is mistaken, the Basilian tradition (including
the Rules) certainly did serve as an enduring—if also inconsi stent—influence on the later docu-
mentsincluded in our collection. Therefore, without presuming to offer an authoritative summary
of thistradition, it does not seem out of place to examine here briefly how Basilian monasticism
related to its medieval Byzantine successors.

1. The Longer Rules

a. Regulation of Admissions and Departures
Significant differences with the later Byzantine monastic traditions appear in the Longer Rules
discussion of admissions to the Basilian monastery. Applicants were to be tested through hard
labor [LR 10], an idea employed in those Byzantine monasteries in which manual labor remained
an important part of daily life for at least some of the monks.® Slaves [LR 11] could not be ac-
cepted, nor a married man [LR 12] without his spouse’s consent. Medieval Byzantine founders,
generally less respectful of public authority, were less scrupulous.”

In his day, Basil welcomed young orphans [LR 15], [LR 53] to the monastery, though they
were to be housed, fed and educated apart from the adult monks. Many—nbut not all—medieval
Byzantine founders, fearing the potential for sexual misconduct, came to disagree; the author of
(36) Blemmydes [9] in the thirteenth century is a conspicuous exception.

Once accepted, monks could not leave the monastery [LR 14]—unless they had suffered
injury, on pain of sacrilege. Medieval Byzantine attitudes varied.8 After attempting to enforce

S For the traditional view, see Johannes Quasten, Patrology, vol. 3 (Westminster, Md., 1960), p. 213:
“The Basilians are the one great order of the Orient,” rightly rejected by Cyril Mango, Byzantium, The
Empire of New Rome (New York, 1980), p. 110: “As has often been observed, there never existed in the
Greek Church a‘Basilian Order’ or, for that matter, any other monastic ‘order’. . .

6 For testing of novices through manual labor in Byzantine times, see (22) Evergetis [37], (29)
Kosmosoteira [53], (30) Phoberos [51], (32) Mamas [22], (33) Heliou Bomon [22], and (34) Machairas
[56].

7 In the fifteenth century, however, (54) Neilos Damilas [5] provides that women should not be admit-
ted to the convent on Crete for which that document was written without the consent of their husbands.

8 For monastic stability in Byzantine times, often discussed in terms of the acceptability of an outside
monk (a xenokourites) for tonsure, see (3) Theodore Studites [14], (4) Soudios [24], (11) Ath. Rule [18],
[34], (12) Tzimiskes[2], [4], [5], [8], (13) Ath. Typikon [22], (15) Constantine IX [7], (19) Attaleiates [30],
(22) Evergetis [37], (23) Christodoulos [B12], (27) Kecharitomene [54], (30) Phoberos [52], (32) Mamas
[22], [43], (33) Heliou Bomon [22], (34) Machairas[60], [148], (35) Skoteine [17], (37) Auxentios [3], and
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EARLY MONASTIC RULES

monastic stability in the tenth and early eleventh centuries, Byzantine founders of the reform era
were more concerned that monks who wished to depart not be permitted to reclaim their entrance
gifts; from the early thirteenth century some founders sought to enforce stability once again, but
probably without a great deal of success.

b. Prohibition of Private Property
Like later monastic founders in the reform tradition, Basil was very much concerned with issues
of property renunciation [LR 8] by postulants, and laid down specific rules [LR 9] for how this
was to be distributed. However, some medieval Byzantine founders would not insist on a com-
plete surrender of all personal property.®

c. Cenobitical Bias
Like most of the later monastic typika, the Longer Rules are forthrightly partial to cenobitical life
and hostileto solitaries[LR 7], cf. [LR 24]. Coming from an erawhen the public authorities of the
church (perhapsincluding Basil himself at this point) were still strong, it isnot surprising that the
multiplication of monasteries in one place is condemned [LR 35]. By medieval Byzantine times
(indeed as early as the sixth century) the overwhelming reliance on privateinitiative for founding
monasteries would have made any attempt to promote a diocesan centralization futile.10

d. The Superior’s Style of Rule
The superior appears to have been a much less autocratic ruler than many of his early medieval
Byzantine successors. “Aged and wise” monks were charged with admonishing [LR 27] an errant
superior, a precaution revived periodically in later Byzantine times along with the provision that
the superior should take counsel [LR 48] with them on important issues.1! He should also meet

(39) Lips [20]; for bans on reclamation of entrance gifts, see (22) Evergetis [37], (27) Kecharitomene [7],
(29) Kosmosoteira [55], (30) Phoberos [53A], (32) Mamas [5], (33) Heliou Bomon [5], and (34) Machairas
[59]; for therevival of strictness, see (45) Neophytos [C5], [CB1] ff, cf. [4], (55) Athanasios | [7], and (59)
Manuel 11 [8]. For ageneral discussion of the problem, see Emil Herman, “La‘ stabilitasloci’ nel monachismo
bizantino,” OCP 21 (1955), 115-42, and Donald M. Nicol, “Instabilitas Loci: The Wanderlust of Late Byz-
antine Monks,” SCH 22 (1985), 193-202.

9 For the problem of whether to insist on a complete property renunciation or permit its partial reten-
tion, see (3) Theodore Sudites[2], [7]; (9) Galesios [191]; (10) Eleousa [5]; (11) Ath. Rule [34]; (13) Ath.
Typikon [30], [32]; (19) Attaleiates [33], [35]; (20) Black Mountain [84]; (21) Roidion [A3]; (22) Evergetis
[22]; (23) Pakourianos[5]; (24) Christodoulos[A22]; (27) Kecharitomene [50]; (28) Pantokrator [32]; (29)
Kosmosoteira [47]; (30) Phoberos [41]; (32) Mamas [26], [35]; (33) Heliou Bomon [34]; (34) Machairas
[87]; (35) Skoteine[13]; (37) Auxentios[5]; (45) Neophytos[C10]; (52) Choumnos[B11], [B19]; (53) Meteora
[8]; (55) Athanasios | [5]; (56) Kellibara Il [9]; (57) Bebaia Elpis[46]; (58) Menoikeion [12]; (59) Manuel
I1[2], [12]; and (60) Charsianeites [B5].

10 see my Private Religious Foundations in the Byzantine Empire (Washington, D.C., 1987), pp. 46—
47, 11517, 123-33.

11 For similar schemes of consultative governance in Byzantine times, see (3) Theodore Sudites [22];
(13) Ath. Typikon [32]; (22) Evergetis [13], [14], [17], [19]; (23) Pakourianos [5], [19]; (29) Kosmosoteira
[34],[41], [45], [78]; (30) Phoberos[35], [38]; (31) Areia [M9], [T10]; (38) Kellibara | [15]; (39) Lips[10],
[27],[32], [38], [39]; (54) Neilos Damilas[18]; (55) Athanasios| [5]; (57) Bebaia Elpis[67]; (58) Menoikeion
[22]; and (59) Manuel 11 [3], [6], [7].
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EARLY MONASTIC RULES

periodically [LR 54] with the heads of other monastic communities on matters of common inter-
est, advice that was rarely practical for medieval Byzantine monastic communities or desired by
their jealous founders. Like the superiors of later Byzantine monasteries, the Basilian superior
was told [LR 30] not to be proud of hisrank, nor to rebuke [LR 50] his monks when angry.12 The
superior was further instructed [L R 31] to render personal service to the monks of his community,
aprecept evidently too radical even for reform-minded founders of medieval monasteries.

e. Daily Life of the Monks
Theregulation of daily life bearsafair correspondence to many later Byzantine practices. Silence
[LR 13] was recommended for novices; asin certain later medieval documents, other monkswere
to speak sparingly and laughter [LR 17] was proscribed.13 Asin many but not all medieval Byzan-
tine monasteries, confession was a superior’s duty to offer [LR 25] and mandatory for monks[LR
26] who were told [LR 46] not to conceal sins from their superior.14

f. Importance of Manual Labor
In terms of the economic regime portrayed, there is a strong endorsement [LR 37] of manual
labor. Monks were to pursue their appropriate trades [LR 38] as assigned by the superiors, with
tools that were the common property [LR 41] of the community. Yet there were restrictions on
commerce[LR 39], [LR 40], whichwasto have astrictly utilitarian focus. The advocacy of manual
labor asasalutary disciplinefor all monks gradually died out in medieval Byzantine monasticism,
to be replaced by an increasing emphasis on the performance of the monastic hours, psalmody,
and other aspects of liturgical life.1 |deology aside, however, some medieval monastic communi-

12 For echoes of these injunctions in later Byzantine exhortations to the superior, see (10) Eleousa
[12]; (22) Evergetis [17]; (27) Kecharitomene [12]; (29) Kosmosoteira [44]; (30) Phoberos [36]; (32) Ma-
mas [42], [48]; (33) Heliou Bomon [41], [47]; (34) Machairas [144]; (58) Menoikeion [19]; and (60)
Charsianeites [B9].

13 For restriction of conversation and proscription of laughter in later Byzantine documents, see (2)
Pantelleria [7], [18]; (7) Latros [11]; (22) Evergetis [9], [21]; (27) Kecharitomene [41], [47]; (29)
Kosmosoteira [21]; (30) Phoberos [21], [25], [39], [40]; (32) Mamas [17], [35]; (33) Heliou Bomon [17],
[34]; (34) Machairas [63], [113]; (55) Athanasios | [4]; and (58) Menoikeion [8], [17].

14 For the requirement of confession to the superior and authorized alternativesin Byzantine times see
(22) Evergetis [7], [15], (23) Pakourianos [13], (28) Pantokrator [20], (27) Kecharitomene [16], (29)
Kosmosoteira [16], [17], (30) Phoberos [14], [35], (31) Areia [T2], (32) Mamas [29], [30], (33) Heliou
Bomon [29], [30], (34) Machairas[50], [51], [53], [141], (39) Lips[11], (52) Choumnos [A17], (54) Neilos
Damilas[9], (57) Bebaia Elpis[105], [109], [111], (58) Menoikeion [13], and (60) Charsianeites [B4].

15For the practice of manual labor in Byzantinetimes, see (2) Pantelleria[14], [16]; (4) Stoudios[26],
[33]; (6) Rila[17], (7) Latros [4]; (12) TzZimiskes [20]; (15) Constantine IX [4], [10]; (20) Black Mountain
[78], [79], [80], [82], [83]; (22) Evergetis[4], [21], [33]; (23) Pakourianos [14]; (24) Christodoulos[A22],
[A23]; (26) Luke of Messina [6]; (27) Kecharitomene [6], [25], [27], [75]; (29) Kosmosoteira [39]; (30)
Phoberos [48]; (32) Mamas [19], [23], [35], [47]; (33) Heliou Bomon [19], [23], [46]; (34) Machairas [32],
[33], [86], [113], [115], [120]; (35) Skoteine[23], [41]; (37) Mount Auxentios [6], [7]; (45) Neophytos [15],
[18],[20], [C#], [C13]; (52) Choumnos[B8], [B17], [B18]; (54) Neilos Damilas|[6], [7], [8], [10], [16]; (57)
Bebaia Elpis[66], [95], [96], [97]; (58) Menoikeion [10], [12], [17]; and (60) Charsianeites [B20]. For the
generally greater importance of liturgical functions, see (4) Stoudios; (10) Eleousa [6] ff.; (11) Ath. Rule;
(19) Attaleiates [32]; (20) Black Mountain; (22) Evergetis [4], [7], [33]; (23) Pakourianos [6]; (24)
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EARLY MONASTIC RULES

ties became even more entrepreneurial than Basil could have foreseen, despite similar anti-com-
mercial regulation by the founders of their own era.16

g. Food, Clothing, and Medical Care
General guidelines on suitable food and on procedures for the refectory were influential in medi-
eval times. Seating at mealswasto be determined by the appropriate official [LR 21]. Monkswere
to taste al food put before them [LR 18]; simple, easily procured food was to be preferred [LR
19]; and no special food served for guests[20]. The superior was allowed awide latitude in setting
diets for individual monks that eventually becomes a part of medieval Byzantine monasticism as
well. There was much subsequent elaboration on particulars of the monastic diet, however, for
this was one of the favorite concerns of patronsin the eleventh and twelfth centuries.1” The regu-
lation of clothing endorsed [LR 22] a single multi-purpose garment, especially one that was easy
to obtain and maintain. Though more practical-minded in allowing additional garments, later Byz-
antine monasteries in the reform tradition endorsed the principles of ready access and easy main-
tenance.18 Basil guardedly endorsed [LR 55] the use of medical science, but also equated illness
with punishment for sin. The authors of medieval Byzantine monastic documents did not share
this belief, and were on the whole more sanguine about the value of medicine for their monks.19

h. External Relations
The extent to which monks should be allowed to maintain relations with their relatives was a

Christodoulos [A15]; (28) Pantokrator [32]; (29) Kosmosoteira [3]; (31) Areia [M8], [T1]; (32) Mamas
[21], (33) Heliou Bomon [21]; (34) Machairas [31], [35], [42] ff.; (35) Skoteine [14]; (39) Lips [4]; (44)
Karyes[12]; (45) Neophytos [C3]; (46) Akropolites[7]; (48) Prodromos [9]; (52) Choumnos [A16], [B14];
(54) Neilos Damilas [10]; (55) Athanasios | [4]; (57) Bebaia Elpis[56]; and (58) Menoikeion [16].

16 For the views of medieval Byzantine founders on entrepreneurial activities, see (3) Theodore Studites
[21]; (7) Latros[12]; (12) TzZimiskes[13], [15], [22], [24]; (13) Ath. Typikon [44], [53]; (15) Constantine | X
[3],14],16],[9],[20],[12]; (24) Christodoulos[A22]; (26) Luke of Messina[8], [9]; (29) Kosmosoteira [66],
[69], [86], [97]; (34) Macharias [110], [111]; (35) Skoteine [23]; (37) Auxentios [9]; (45) Neophytos [10],
[C13]; (47) Philanthropos [2]; (53) Meteora [4]; (54) Neilos Damilas[7], [8]; (57) Bebaia Elpis[66]; (59)
Manuel 11 [2]; and (60) Charsianeites [C8].

17 For adiscussion of the monastic diet in Byzantine times, see Appendix B: The Regulation of Dietin
the Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents, along with the discussion in (43) Kasoulon Analysis, and
the works cited in the General Bibliography, XXVII. Daily Life, B. Diet.

18 For monastic clothing in Byzantine times, see (3) Theodore Studites [12]; (4) Stoudios [38]; (9)
Galesios[130], [187]; (10) Eleousa[9]; (11) Ath. Rule[35]; (22) Evergetis[25], [26]; (23) Pakourianos[9];
(27) Kecharitomene [52]; (28) Pantokrator [22]; (29) Kosmosoteira [52]; (30) Phoberos [44]; (31) Areia
[T4]; (32) Mamas [28]; (33) Heliou Bomon [28]; (34) Machairas [102], [103]; (35) Skoteine [23]; (37)
Auxentios [7]; (39) Lips[36]; (45) Neophytos [15], [C15]; (53) Meteora [8];; (56) Kellibaralll [7], [8]; (57)
Bebaia Elpis [68], [97] ff.; (58) Menoikeion [12]; (60) Charsianeites [B20]; and the works cited in the
General Bibliography, XXVII. Daily Life, C. Dress.

19 For the care of sick monksin Byzantine times, see (10) Eleousa [13]; (22) Evergetis[26], [41]; (23)
Pakourianos [28]; (27) Kecharitomene [56], [57]; (28) Pantokrator [10]; (29) Kosmosoteira [47], [53],
[61]; (30) Phoberos[45], [55], [56]; (32) Mamas[33], [34]; (33) Heliou Bomon [33]; (34) Machairas [107],
[108]; (39) Lips[33], [35]; (55) Athanasios | [4]; (56) Kellibara 1l [5]; (57) Bebaia Elpis[90], [91], [92];
and (60) Charsianeites [C3].
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difficult question, and would remain so in later times.20 The Longer Rules provide that a monk’s
(needy) piousrelatives be cared for by the community asawhole[LR 32], but not even visitswere
to be permitted from those who were irreligious. Monks returning from a journey were to be
interrogated on their return [LR 44], a practice revived by some monasteries in medieval
Byzantium.2!

Basil’s foundation was a double monastery, paired with a nunnery [LR 33], an arrangement
that was much rarer in medieval Byzantine times when founders generally insisted on a much
stricter sexual segregation, though in the fifteenth century the author of (54) Neilos Damilas [8]
would justify his own similar foundation by appealing to the Basilian precedent.

2. The Shorter Rules

The structure and content of the Shorter Rules differ considerably from those of the Longer Rules.
The number of questions (313) is much greater than for the Longer Rules (55). Basil'sreplies are
also very much briefer. Many have no regulatory content at al, but belong in the category of
scriptural exegesis (e.g., [SR 282]). There is also a great deal of discussion of disciplinary and
attitudinal problems, much of it repetitious. These Rulesa so lack any evident pattern of organiza-
tion, leading one to suppose that they may have been compiled incrementally as questions arose
and Basil replied to them. Nevertheless, there is some material (about one-third of the whole)
which can be said to have a bearing on the regulation of monastic life asin the Longer Rules.

a. Regulation of Admissions
The regulation of admissions was another subject of common interest to both the Basilian and
later Byzantine traditions.?2 The Shorter Rules permit admissions for short stays [SR 97] that are
usually not foreseen by the authors of the later Byzantine documents. Applicants enmeshed in
worldly affairs were discouraged [SR 107]; the later Byzantine tradition agreed but in practice
was more tolerant. Here, new admissions require the consent of the brotherhood [SR 112]; in the
Byzantine tradition this was left to the discretion of the superior. Like later monastic reformers (if
not the overall Byzantine tradition), the Shorter Rules are wary of accepting gifts from outsid-

20 For monks' relations with their families in Byzantine times, see (3) Theodore Studites[3], [8], [9];
(12) Tzimiskes [14]; (13) Ath. Typikon [30], [32]; (22) Evergetis[14], [18], [22]; (23) Pakourianos[8]; (27)
Kecharitomene[12], [17]; (30) Phoberos[37]; (31) Areia[T10]; (32) Mamas[44]; (33) Heliou Bomon [45];
(34) Machairas [136], [146]; (39) Lips [15]; (41) Docheiariou [5]; (45) Neophytos [C14]; (52) Choumnos
[A4]; (54) Neilos Damilas[7]; (57) Bebaia Elpis [75], [76]; and (60) Charsianeites [B13], [B14], [C9].

21 For similar interrogations in Byzantine times, see (57) Bebaia Elpis and (59) Manuel 11 [5].

22 For qualifications for admission to monasteries in Byzantine times, see (3) Theodore Sudites [18];
(4) Stoudios [24]; (7) Latros [9]; (11) Ath. Rule [18]; (12) Tzimiskes [4], [5], [16]; (13) Ath. Typikon [22],
[34], [50Q]; (15) Constantine I X [1], [7]; (19) Attaleiates [30]; (22) Evergetis [37]; (23) Pakourianos[6], [7],
[24],[25]; (24) Christodoulos[A26]; (25) Fragala[A8], [B8]; (26) Luke of Messina [5]; (27) Kecharitomene
[4], [5], [30]; (28) Pantokrator [16]; (29) Kosmosoteira [3], [48], [49], [55]; (30) Phoberos [42], [51]; (32)
Mamas [5], [22]; (33) Heliou Bomon [5], [22]; (34) Machairas [55], [56], [60]; (36) Blemmydes [9]; (37)
Auxentios [12]; (38) Kellibara | [17]; (39) Lips [4], [17], [18], [20]; (42) Sabas [1]; (45) Neophytos [9],
[C17]; (52) Choumnos [B17]; (54) Neilos Damilas [5]; (55) Athanasios | [7]; (57) Bebaia Elpis[22], [23],
[146]; and (60) Charsianeites[B12], [C2].
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ers.23 The superior was to decide on gifts from postulants’ relatives [SR 304] and others [SR 305];
the steward was responsible for providing any favor in return to benefactors [SR 308].

b. Prohibition of Private Property

The discussion of private property in the Shorter Rules foreshadows some major problems to
come in this area later in Byzantine monasticism. These include the prohibition of private prop-
erty in the brotherhood [SR 85], cf. [SR 92]—not excluding “personal effects’ [SR 86]—and a
discussion of whether admission to the community requires the payment of a gift [SR 89]. The
Basilian tradition on these issues, ignored for a time in early medieval Byzantium, would be
influential again during the late eleventh century with the advent of the monastic reform move-
ment.24

¢. Food, Clothing, and Medical Care
The Shorter Rules also show that problems of diet were particularly troublesome, e.g., how to deal
with demands of special diets [SR 71], self-imposed abstinences [SR 137] and private fasts [SR
138], claims that certain foods were harmful [SR 132], etc. These are either absent or not so
prominent in the medieval Byzantine monastic foundation documents.2> Yet the provisions for
readings at mealtimes[SR 180] and for the punishment of monkslate or absent for meals[SR 136]
anticipate typical Byzantine monastic practices.26

The Shorter Rules moderate the harsh (and no doubt untenable) position of the Longer Rules
[LR 22] against more than one set of clothing and announce the principle that clothing should be
appropriate to task and season [SR 210], cf. [SR 90], thereby bringing the Basilian tradition closer
to the common-sense conventions of medieval Byzantine monasticism. Some harsh attitudes on
the subject persist in the Shorter Rules, however, such as the declarations that while monks should

23 For the views of medieval Byzantine founders on the acceptability of outside gifts and general
discussions of patronage, see (6) Rila[7], [8]; (13) Ath. Typikon [36]; (19) Attaleiates [30]; (22) Evergetis,
Appendix; (23) Pakourianos [20]; (24) Christodoulos [A6], [A9]; (25) Fragala [B11], [C1], [C3]; (27)
Kecharitomene [8], [71], [76]; (28) Pantokrator [8]; (29) Kosmosoteira [86]; (31) Areia [M10], [T6]; (32)
Mamas [5], [27], [37], [40]; (33) Heliou Bomon [5], [27], [37]; (34) Machairas [7], [9], [15], [22], [23],
[153]; (35) Skoteine[9], [10], [11]; (37) Auxentios[15]; (39) Lips[19]; (45) Neophytos[20], (46) Akropolites
[8], (49) Geromeri [15], (50) Gerasimos [2]; (51) Koutloumousi [A8], [B12]; (52) Choumnos[A18], [A20],
[A26], [B7], [B22]; (57) Bebaia Elpis[143], [156], [157], [158], [159]; (58) Menoikeion [1], [2], [21]; and
(60) Charsianeites[A6], [A7], [A8], [A9], [Al1], [A12].

24 see discussion below in Chapter Four.

25 For subsequent treatment of self-imposed dietary austerities, see (11) Ath. Rule [28], (20) Black
Mountain [72], (22) Evergetis[9], (23) Pakourianos[15], (29) Kosmosoteira [24], (30) Phoberos[19], [24],
(34) Machairas [66], (35) Blemmydes [11], and (45) Neophytos [C4]; for complaints about food, see (22)
Evergetis [41], (27) Kecharitomene [57], (30) Phoberos [56], (32) Mamas [34], (33) Heliou Bomon [33],
(34) Macharias[108], (45) Neophytos [C12].

6 For similar refectory procedures in Byzantine times, see (4) Stoudios [8], [28]; (11) Ath. Rule[21];
(20) Black Mountain [33]; (22) Evergetis[9]; (23) Pakourianos[8]; (27) Kecharitomene [40]; (28) Pantokrator
[9]; (29) Kosmosoteira [21], [24]; (30) Phoberos[21], [26]; (31) Areia [T3]; (32) Mamas [17]; (33) Heliou
Bomon [17]; (34) Machairas [62]; (37) Auxentios [10]; (39) Lips [29]; (56) Kellibara Il [4]; (57) Bebaia
Elpis[85]; (58) Menoikeion [8]; and (60) Charsianeites [C10].
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endure poor quality or even ill-fitting garments or shoes [SR 168]; it is also asin for a monk to
insist on cheap clothes or shoes [SR 50].

Treatment of the sick [SR 155] moderates the rather hostile tone of the Long Rules [LR 55].
Theinstruction to take sick monksto a hospital for treatment [SR 286] anticipates the usual medi-
eval Byzantine practice.

d. Importance of Manual Labor

Like the latter, the Shorter Rules place a major emphasis on manual labor that is not generally to
be found in later medieval documents. The treatment of how to deal with those who would not
work [SR 61], [SR 119], those who refused [ SR 121] or could not endure [ SR 69] especially heavy
labors, and of care for [SR 143] and loss of [SR 144] tools shows a level of detailed regulation
indicative of the importance of manual labor in a late antique foundation. Not surprisingly, this
detailed regulation is absent in the later Byzantine monastic tradition, which generally placed a
considerably lesser value on manual labor itself, and often restricted the performance of necessary
duties to a separate—and less prestigious—class of monks.

e. Importance of Reading and Literacy
Although the Shorter Rules endorse the reading of scripture for all [SR 95], the superior was to
determine who was to be taught the arts[SR 105] and letters [SR 96]. Like the Longer Rules, the
Shorter Rules endorse [SR 292] the religious education of lay children. Overall, acommitment to
literacy and a sense of educational mission would be less prominent in medieval Byzantine mo-
nasticism.2?

f. External Relations
The Shorter Rules' regulation of the external relations of the monks demonstrates that the commu-
nity was an integral part of the public world of |ate antiquity, with concerns like paying for the tax
arrears of monks[SR 94]; the sharing of goods [SR 181], provision of mutual assistance [SR 284]
and conduct of commercial transactions [ SR 285] with neighboring monasteries; and a hostility to
liturgies [SR 310] held in private dwellings. This was very different environment from the more
insular, private world in which later Byzantine monasteries would find themsel ves.

Similarly, the close relations portrayed here with the neighboring nunnery [SR 108], [SR
109] would not find many parallelsin later Byzantine monasticism. However, certain precautions
(e.0., having a witness present) taken in this connection would be adopted in regulating other
necessary contacts between the sexes in medieval times.28

27 For the educational functions of monasteriesin Byzantine times and the rationale for not providing
such services, see (10) Eleousa [17]; (23) Pakourianos [31]; (28) Pantokrator [55]; (36) Blemmydes [9];
(53) Meteora [6]; (54) Neilos Damilas [5]; (57) Bebaia Elpis [148]; and (58) Menoikeion [14].

8 For medieval Byzantine precautionsin connection with rel ations between the sexes, see (3) Theodore
Sudites [9], [15], [16], [17]; (9) Galesios [129]; (13) Ath. Typikon [34]; (22) Evergetis [38], [39]; (23)
Pakourianos [23]; (24) Christodoulos [A10], [A13]; (27) Kecharitomene [17], [80]; (28) Pantokrator [18];
(29) Kosmosoteira [56], [84]; (30) Phoberos [55]; (31) Areia [M6]; (32) Mamas [27]; (33) Heliou Bomon
[27]; (34) Machairas[115], [118], [119]; (37) Auxentios[12], [13]; (57) Lips[16], [26]; (42) Sabas[1]; (45)
Neophytos [19]; (53) Meteora [7]; (54) Neilos Damilas [7]; (57) Bebaia Elpis[76]; (58) Menoikeion [14];
(59) Manuel 11 [13]; and (60) Charsianeites [C2].
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g. Policies on Visits

Despite a critical tone, the Shorter Rules adopt what isin effect arelatively liberal regulation of
visits and travel. As in the medieval Byzantine tradition, monks were not to travel without the
superior’s permission [ SR 120], visits by friends and rel atives were discouraged [ SR 188] (but not
forbidden), and only the steadfast were allowed home visitations [SR 189].2° Reflecting a more
open society than in medieval times, visits from the laity for prayer [SR 312] were encouraged,
though thesevisitorswere not to interrupt work [ SR 313]. In the monasteries of medieva Byzantium,
lay visitors (aside from patrons and their families) seem to have been less common.

h. Institutional Philanthropy

On some other matters, the Shorter Rules endorse charitable distributions [ SR 100], to take place
at the discretion of the steward [SR 302], but, significantly, not without limits [SR 101]. till,
charity had not yet become formulized and essentially ritualistic asit wasin many monasteriesin
medieval times.30 The reception of communion required a proper attitude [SR 172] and was not
for the “unclean” [SR 309], anticipating the ever more cautious attitudes of the founders of Byz-
antine reform monasteries on the subject of frequent reception of the Eucharist.3! Confession was
also recommended [SR 229], but only to priests[SR 288]; founders of Byzantine reform monas-
teries would attempt to restrict this further to an obligation to confess only to one’s superior.

3. Other Testimonies to the Basilian Tradition

There are other ascetic works attributed to Basil but several may actually be the work of later
authors writing for foundations loosely modeled on his. These documents provide further testi-
mony on the Basilian monastic tradition. They include the Introduction to the Ascetic Life,32
which affirms the place of women within the monastic movement; the Discourse on Ascetic Dis-

29 For travel and visitation policies for monks in Byzantine times, see (3) Theodore Sudites [10]; (7)
Latros[6], [12]; (9) Galesios[150]; (12) Tzimiskes[8]; (13) Ath. Typikon [33], [35]; (21) Roidion [B5]; (23)
Pakourianos [8], [15]; (25) Fragala [B10]; (27) Kecharitomene [17], [29], [80]; (28) Pantokrator [13],
[21]; (32) Mamas [12]; (33) Heliou Bomon [12]; (34) Machairas [118], [136]; (39) Lips [15], [16]; (42)
Sabas[8], (44) Karyes[12]; (45) Neophytos[10], [C5], [C17]; (52) Choumnos[AZ21]; (55) Athanasios| [6];
(57) Bebaia Elpis[55], [72], [75], [76]; (59) Manuel 11 [5]; and (60) Charsianeites[B19], [C4], [C9], [C10].

30 For charitable distributionsto the poor in Byzantine monasteries, see (3) Theodore Sudites[21]; (9)
Galesios [192]; (13) Ath. Typikon [49]; (19) Attaleiates [2], [20]; (21) Roidion [B7], [B13], [B15]; (22)
Evergetis[38]; (23) Pakourianos[10], [21], [26], [29]; (24) Christodoulos[A25]; (27) Kecharitomene [59],
[61], [63], [64]; (28) Pantokrator [8], [11], [45]; (29) Kosmosoteira [6], [9], [10], [56]; (30) Phoberos [24],
[54]; (32) Mamas [13], [39]; (33) Heliou Bomon [13]; (34) Machairas [29], [118]; (37) Auxentios[7], [9],
[13], [14]; (45) Neophytos [C18]; (57) Bebaia Elpis[115], [149], [150]; (58) Menoikeion [7], [22]; and (60)
Charsianeites[A9], [C14], [C15].

31 For discussions of the appropriate frequency of reception of the Eucharist in Byzantine times, see
(22) Evergetis[5], (27) Kecharitomene [33], (30) Phoberos[11], (32) Mamas[32], (33) Heliou Bomon [32],
(34) Machairas [37], and (58) Menoikeion [16].

32 praevia instituto ascetica, PG 31, cols. 619-26, trans. Clarke, Works, pp. 55-59, and Wagner, Saint
Basil, pp. 9-13.
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cipline,33 asuccinct code of conduct for the pious monk also known in a Latin version of thefifth
century; and two Ascetic Discourses,3* the first, notable for its moderation, suggesting how a
regulatory text like the later monastic typika could have devel oped out of awork of thisgenre, and
another, quoted by some later Byzantine foundation documents for its analogy of the superior to
an artist’s model and its identification of inequality as the root cause of envy and hatred.35

More influential than these texts was the Discourse on Renunciation of the World,36 fre-
guently quoted or endorsed by the typika of later reform monasteries for its condemnation of
secret eating, its instruction to avoid quarrels over seating at meals, and its scriptural quotation
that “the kingdom of heaven has suffered violence, and men of violence take it by force” (Matt.
11:12). The warning agai nst homoerotic associations, not aconcern of the Rules, suggeststhat this
text is post-Basilian.

The Ascetic Constitutions, which is certainly not agenuine work of Basil of Caesarea, never-
thel ess was thought to be one by several of the authors of |ater Byzantine typika.3” Another work
from the Ascetic Treatises that was popular despite itsillegitimate claim to genuine Basilian au-
thorship was the Penitential, which was brought back into use by Theodore the Studitein the early
ninth century and is quoted in two thirteenth-century typika.38

The concerns and disciplinary provisions of these subsidiary works in the Ascetic Treatises
are frequently quite different from those of the undoubted Basilian rules, raising some concern as
to whether they can be used to establish atradition dating back to thelife of Basil himself. Perhaps
these works are best seen as representatives of unidentified intermediary traditions between the
Basilian Rules and the later monastic foundation documents included here in this collection that
further study may elucidate.

33 Sermo de ascetica disci plina, PG 31, cols. 647-52, trans. Clarke, Works, pp. 73-75, and Wagner,
Saint Basil, pp. 33-36.

34 Sermones ascetici | et |1, PG 31, cols. 869-82 and 881-88, esp. 884B and 885A, trans. Clarke,
Works, pp. 133-39, 141-44, and Wagner, Saint Basil, pp. 207-15, 217-22.

35 For comparison of the superior to an artist’s model, see (9) Galesios [180] and (57) Bebaia Elpis
[30], cf. (30) Phoberos [3] and (29) Kosmosoteira [9]; for inequality as the source of envy and hatred, see
(9) Galesios[187], (56) Kellibara Il [3], and (57) Bebaia Elpis [83]; for acontrary view, see (37) Auxentios
[4] and (52) Choumnos [B20].

36 Sermo de renunciatione saeculi, PG 31, cols. 625-48, trans. Clarke, Works, pp. 60-71, and Wagner,
Saint Basil, pp. 15-31. For possible use of thiswork in later Byzantine documents, see (7) Latros[10]; (22)
Evergetis[9], [42]; (27) Kecharitomene[42], [45], [49], [ 78]; (29) Kosmosoteira[22], [23], [57]; (30) Phoberos
[22],[23],[59]; (32) Mamas[20], [36], [46]; (33) Heliou Bomon [20], [36], [45]; (34) Machairas[20], [64],
[166]; and (58) Menoikeion [20].

37 Constitutiones asceticae, PG 31, cols. 1321-1428; no English translation; cited by (20) Black Moun-
tain [42R], [75]; (22) Evergetis [17]; (24) Christodoulos [A15], [A26]; (27) Kecharitomene [12]; (29)
Kosmosoteira [44]; (30) Phoberos [36] and [53B], a quotation in extenso; (32) Mamas [42]; (33) Heliou
Bomon [41]; (34) Machairas [144]; (39) Lips [30]; (58) Menoikeion [19]. Many of these are indirect cita-
tions, however, through the medium of (22) Evergetis[17]. Thislist is most likely not exhaustive.

38 Poenae in monachos delinquentes, PG 31, cols. 1305-20; no English translation; endorsed by (3)
Theodore Studites and quoted (generally very loosely) by (34) Machairas [122] ff. and by (45) Neophytos
[CB1] through [CB12].
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4. Utilization by Later Authors of Monastic Typika

A close study not only of the acknowledged citations but also of the unacknowledged borrowings
of the authorsin our collection from the Basilian Ascetic Treatises will some day reveal the true
extent to which medieval Byzantine monasticism was* Basilian” initsinspiration. Certainly Basil
was a popular saint in many Byzantine monasteries. In our collection of documents alone, there
are provisions for the observance of hisfeast day in the late eleventh century in (20) Black Moun-
tain [22] and in (28) Pantokrator [7] and (31) Areia [B13] in the twelfth century. Also in the
twelfth century, Appendix B of (27) Kecharitomene records the presence of anicon of the saintin
that foundation’s collection of consecrated objects. Inthe early ninth century, (3) Theodore Studites
[13] ordersthat Basil’'s“laws and canons,” presumably including the pseudo-Basilian Penitential,
were to be considered as authoritative. In the tenth century, Athanasios the Athonite, in (11) Ath.
Rule [19], [34], is anxious to attribute a Basilian origin ([SR 44] and [SR 85]) to several regula-
tions that likely came to him more directly from Studite rules. In the mid-eleventh century, an
imperial injunction to monastic stability found in (15) Constantine I X [7] isjustified by appeal to
Basil too.

Variousworks of Basil wereto be found in the monastic libraries of the foundationsfor which
(19) Attaleiates[INV 7] and (23) Pakourianos [33] were written in the late eleventh century, (35)
Skoteine[24], [42] in thethirteenth century, and the Inventory associated with (54) Neilos Damilas
in the fifteenth century.

Only afew of our authors may have been able to use the Ascetic Treatises directly. One of
them, the eleventh-century author of (19) Attaleiates, had the work in his library, but, judging
from his typikon, made little use of it. His contemporary, Nikon, the author of (20) Black Moun-
tain, shows such a wide acquaintance with the Ascetic Treatises that he may be reasonably pre-
sumed to have had a copy.39 Another contemporary, the author of (24) Christodoulos, shows a
direct acquaintance with both the Shorter Rules as well as the pseudo-Basilian Ascetic Constitu-
tions.40

The author (or authors) of (22) Evergetis, written for the great Constantinopolitan reform
monastery of the late eleventh century, apparently had access to a fine library and used a small
selection of patristic works, including the Ascetic Treatises, in the typikon.4! The authors of the
subsequent typika in the Evergetian tradition generally use the Ascetic Treatisesindirectly, through
the medium of (22) Evergetis or some other Evergetian text,42 though there are some indications

39 See the citations from the Asketika in (20) Black Mountain [9], [20], [22], [29], [37], [42R] (twice),
[44], [45], [69], [70], [72], [74], [75], [78], and in (21) Roidion [B10], [B15].

40 gee (24) Christodoulos[A17], [A15] and [A26]; cf. language similar to Constitutiones asceticaein
[A4], [AL17], and [A18].

41 see (22) Evergetis [4], attributed to Basil but unidentifiable; [7], a quotation from Basil’s [LR 26];
and [17], a quotation from the pseudo-Basilian Constitutiones asceticae 28.

42 see (27) Kecharitomene [12], (29) Kosmosoteira [44], (30) Phoberos [36], (32) Mamas [42], (33)
Heliou Bomon [41], and (58) Menoikeion [19], all citing Constitutiones asceticae 28 through the filter of
(22) Evergetis [17]; also (29) Kosmosoteira [17], (30) Phoberos [14], (52) Machairas [52], all citing Basil,
[LR 26] through (22) Evergetis[7], and again (29) Kosmosoteira [13], (30) Phoberos [9], (34) Machairas
[31] citing an unidentified Basilian source through the intermediary of (22) Evergetis [4].
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of independent access as well .43 The late eleventh and early twelfth century seem to have been a
high point of Basil’s prestige, coinciding with the strongly pro-cenobitic monastic reform move-
ment, since the author of (26) Luke of Messina [6] speaks of having collected Basil’s works and
Gregory, author of (25) Fragala [B4], claims to have given the saint’s laws to his monks.

Actua quotations in extenso from the Ascetic Treatises are relatively rare. Those that do
occur are invariably taken from works we now recognize as not being genuinely Basilian. In (30)
Phoberos [53B] there is a very lengthy verbatim citation from Ascetic Constitutions [21] that
disturbs the numeration of the typikon’s chapters. In the early thirteenth century, the authors of
two Cypriot typika, (34) Machairas[121] ff., and (45) Neophytos[CB1] ff. cite very loosely from
what may have been contaminated texts of the pseudo-Basilian Penitential.

There are few explicit Basilian citations of any kind from the last centuries of Byzantine
history (13th—15th c.) during the Palaiologan dynasty, though there is unacknowledged use of a
fairly broad group of tracts in the Ascetic Treatises in documents like Theodora Synadene’s (57)
Bebaia Elpis, written for a fourteenth-century Constantinopolitan convent.44 The impression of a
broadening acquaintance with Basilian ascetic literature independent of citation is confirmed by
Patriarch Matthew | in (60) Charsianeites [C10] in which he provides for regular readings from
the Ascetic Treatises to his monks.

5. Legacy of the Basilian Tradition

The customs of the Basilian Ascetic Treatises and those found in subseguent medieval Byzantine
monastic foundation documents (especially those in the Evergetian reform tradition) were similar
in many ways, especially in the regulation of daily life. Yet the Basilian Rules were very different
from what followed in such features as the acceptance of a nearby community of nuns, the main-
tenance of close relations with other monasteries and a companion nunnery, the heavy emphasis
on manual labor, and the willingnessto take in orphans of both sexes. Perhaps the most significant
differences stem from the very different public world of late antiquity and the more private world
of the middle ages. The foundation regulated in the Basilian Rules needed to take cognizance of
and establish proper relations with groups and institutions external to it, both secular and ecclesi-
astical. The Basilian monastery then was necessarily less isolated from the external world of its
day than its distant successors would become in medieval times.

B. The Pachomian Tradition

The Pachomian tradition embodies the oldest form of cenobitic monasticism in Christianity as
developed by the fourth-century Egyptian monk Pachomios ([J346).45 It isrepresented in the first

43 see (27) Kecharitomene [51], from [LR 18]; (30) Phoberos [24], [25], [53B].
44| ate citationsinclude (54) Neilos Damilas[8], [10]; (57) Bebaia Elpis[96], but see a so unacknow!-
edged use in [30], [79], [126]; and (58) Menoikeion [19].

For Pachomios, see Heinrich Bacht, Das Ver méchtnis des Ur sprungs: Studien zum friihen Monchtum,
vol. 2: Pachomios-Der Mann und seinWerk (Wurzburg, 1983); James Goehring, “ New Frontiersin Pachomian
Studies,” in Roots of Egyptian Christianity, ed. Birger Pearson and James Goehring (Philadel phia, 1986),
pp. 236-57, and “Pachomios' Vision of Heresy: The Development of a Pachomian Tradition,” Le Muséon
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instance by a small collection of rules, best known in atranslation made indirectly by the church
father Jerome into Latin in 404 from Coptic texts then in use at the Pachomian monastery of
Metanoia near Alexandria in Egypt, to which he added his own Preface.46 The translation was
made more than ahalf century after the death of Pachomios himself. The Precepts, which are very
similar in content to the typika of the medieval Byzantine monastic tradition, are the most impor-
tant of the Pachomian documents. Jerome also translated the Precepts and Institutions and the
Precepts and Penal Statutes, both primarily penitential texts, and the Precepts and Laws, which
serve as asupplement to the Precepts. Long known only in Jerome’ s trangl ation, extensive Coptic
fragments of the documents are now available as a control .47 The documents are readily available
in modern English translation.48

Although Jerome used a Greek trandlation of the Coptic originals for his Latin version, this
has not survived. The Excerpts, a collection of quotations from the Rules, is preserved separately
in Greek, and may indicate some continuing influence by the Pachomian tradition during the first
few centuries of medieval Byzantium before most of the monastic typika were composed.4® Un-
like the Basilian Ascetic Treatises, which were known and used by some of the authors of the
medieval foundation documents in our collection, it is unlikely that any of the authors of these
documents—with the possible exception of the author of (2) Pantelleria—had access to the
Pachomian Rules. On the other hand, certain fundamentals of cenobitic monasticism established
by the Pachomiansin Upper Egypt in the first half of the fourth century were the enduring legacy

95 (1982), 241-62; Philip Rousseau, Pachomius. The Making of a Community in Fourth-Century Egypt
(Berkeley, 1985); Fidelis Ruppert, Das pachomiani sche Ménchtum und die Anféange kil ster li chen Gehorsams
(Mnsterschwarzach, 1971). For the relationship with the earlier anchoritic tradition, see Heinrich Bacht,
“Antonius und Pachomius. Von der Anachorese zum Conobitentum,” in Basilius Steidle, Antonius Magnus
Eremita (Rome, 1956), pp. 66-107.

46 Amand Boon, Pachomiana Latina (Louvain, 1932). Praefatio Hieronymi, pp. 3-9, Praecepta, pp.
13-52, Praecepta et Instituta, pp. 53-62, Praecepta atque ludicia, pp. 63—70, Praecepta ac Leges, pp. 71—
74.

47 Eq. L. Th. Lefort, Oeuvres de s. Pachdme et de ses disci ples (Louvain, 1956) = CSCO, vol. 159,
Scriptores Coptici, vol. 23, pp. 30-36. See also the editor’s earlier studies, “LaRégle de S. Pachéme (Etude
d’approche),” Le Muséon 34 (1921), 61-70, and “LaRégle de S. Pachéme (2° étude d’ approche),” Le Muséon
37 (1924), 1-28. Studies of particular interest include Heinrich Bacht, “Ein Wort zur Ehrenrettung der
altesten Monchsregeln,” ZKT 72 (1950), 350-59, and Peter Nagel, “ Diktion der rémischen Kommandosprache
in den Praecepta des Pachomius,” ZAS 101 (1974), 114-20.

48 Armand Veilleux, Pachomian Koinonia, vol. 2: Pachomian Chronicles and Rules (Kaamazoo, Mich.,
1981). Trandations of Jerome's Preface, pp. 14144, Precepts, 145-67, Precepts and Institutes, 169-74,
Precepts and Judgments, 175-79, and Precepts and Laws, 181-83. Bacht, Pachomios, has German transla-
tions of the Pachomian rules with extensive notes.

49 Excerpta, ed. Amand Boon, Pachomiana Latina, pp. 169-82. Latin translation in PG 40, cols. 947—
52. There is no English trandation. For the subsequent history of Pachomian monasticism in Egypt, see
Heinrich Bacht, “ Pakhome et sesdisciples (IV® siécle),” in Théologie de la vie monastique (Paris, 1961), pp.
39-71; Jean Gascou, “P. Fouad 87: Les monastéres pachémiens et I’ état byzantin,” BIFAO 76 (1976), 157—
84; James Goehring, Chalcedonian Power Politics and the Demise of Pachomian Monasticism (Claremont,
Ca., 1989); EwaWipszycka, “Les terres de la congrégation pachdmienne dans une liste de payements pour
les apora,” in Le monde grec. Hommages & Claire Préaux (Brussels, 1975), pp. 625-36.
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of all later cenobitic traditions in the Eastern Mediterranean down to medieval times.50

1. The Pachomian Rule

Of the constituent parts of the Pachomian Rule, the Precepts are the most comprehensive and offer
the greatest number of parallels and contraststo the later Byzantine monastic tradition. The extent
to which the Precepts reflect the thought of Pachomios himself and the conditions of Egyptian
monasticism in the mid-fourth century as opposed to the developed Pachomian monasticism of
the end of the fourth century must be left to specialists to determine.5! The Precepts certainly
form an incrementally developed text, with definite stages of composition like some later docu-
ments included in our collection (e.g., (22) Evergetis, (29) Kosmosoteira, and (30) Phoberos).
Even though the Precepts form an early document, the similarity in structure to later Byzantine
monastic typika is striking, except that there is little said about the liturgy and the monks' life of
prayer. Also, thisisin no way a personalized text (as many typika were) in which the author’s
imprint is readily evident.

a. Similarities with Medieval Byzantine Monasticism

Many of the conventions of Byzantine monasticism are aready present in the Precepts. Officials
rule in authoritarian fashion [47], [53], [55], [81], [84], [143], often in order to curb the assertion
by monks that their personal relationships were more important than their communal obligations.
The regulation of meals in the Precepts left a recognizable imprint (directly or indirectly) on
medieval Byzantine monasticism with respect to such matters as proper deportment at mealtime
[8], [29], [30], [31], [32], [90], the principle of equal portions of food for al [35], [41], and a
prohibition on secret eating [ 78], [80], [114], though thereis a provision for those abstaining from
the common table to consume bread and water in their cells[79]. The Precepts stress punctuality,
and those who were |ate for prayers and meals were to be punished [9], [32], though there was a
concession for latecomers to night prayers [10]. Monks were not alowed to retain personal ef-
fects, which were subject to confiscation [81], [98]. Excuses for not participating in the common
life of work, prayer, and eating were not to be tolerated [ 141], [142]. Hospitality [50], [51] wasan
important obligation incumbent on the community. Burial was also acommon responsibility [127].
Certain auxiliary institutions of later monasteries such astheinfirmary [42], [43], [93], [129] and
the bakery [116], [117] are present already in the Precepts and taken for granted.

b. Differences with Medieval Byzantine Monasticism
The Pachomian tradition had some major differences with the monasteries portrayed later in the
medieval Byzantine monastic foundation documents. First of all, the Pachomian foundation was
large and structurally complex,52 unlike the mostly much smaller medieval foundations which
followed. Manual labor was very important in the Pachomian tradition, and required a lot of
specia legislation (see [5], [58], [60], and [61] among many others). Like its Basilian counter-

50 see Heinrich Bacht, “L’ importance del’idéal monastique des. Pachéme pour I’ histoire du monachisme
chrétien,” RAM 26 (1950), 308—26.

51 For adiscussion of the problem, see Goehring, “New Frontiers,” pp. 236-46.

52 See Praefatio Hieronymi [2].
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parts, the Pachomian foundation was not an institution cut off from the outside world. Travel,
while perhaps not encouraged, was seen as both necessary and inevitable. Characteristically for
|ate anti que monasticism then, the Pachomian tradition regul atestravel and visitation for itsmonks
[50], [51], [52], [53], [54], [55], [56], [57], [63], [64], [118], [142] leniently.

The Pachomians took self-reliance more seriously than in medieval times, so persona care
and housekeeping [67], [68], [ 70], [97] required regulation too. Perhaps this self-sustaining ethic
made the Pachomian tradition willing to accept postulants on easier terms [49] than would be the
case later on in the Byzantine Middle Ages. In some respects Pachomian monks adopted a stricter
lifestyle than many later medieval institutions, for there was no consumption of wine [45], [54];
and (apparently) no bathing [92], [93]. Also, odd and presumably uncomfortable chairs served as
beds [86] for the monks.

Unlike many later medieval foundations, particularly those under the influence of the monas-
tic reform movement, 3 those of the Pachomian tradition were not misogynist institutions; women
were welcome as guests, even at night [52], cf. [143]. Yet there is a notable amount of discreet
anti-homoerotic legislation [95], [97], [107], [109], [118] which seems to have been directly re-
lated to the presence of boysin the foundations (for which see the Precepts and Penal Satutes[7],
[13]) asin Basilian foundations of thefourth century. By the early ninth century, “ beardlessyouths”
had been formally excluded from many Byzantine monasteries, though frequently they were still
present in practice.54 The tradition also routinely stressed the importance of catechetical instruc-
tion for all the monks[19], [20], [138] (cf. Precepts and Institutions [15]). Along with the regime
of manual labor, perhaps the biggest difference between the Pachomian and later medieval tradi-
tionsisthe the stress the former tradition put on literacy and reading [25], [100], [139], [140] (cf.
Precepts and Laws [7]).55 The Precepts flatly declare [139] “even if he does not want to he shall
be compelled to (Iearn how to) read.”

53 For the misogynist tendency of later Byzantine monasticism, see (3) Theodore Sudites [9], [15],
[16], [17]; (7) Latros[9]; (10) Eleousa[17]; (13) Ath. Typikon [34]; (22) Evergetis[38], [39]; (23) Pakourianos
[23]; (24) Christodoulos [A10], [A13]; (28) Pantokrator [18]; (29) Kosmosoteira [56], [84], [86]; (30)
Phoberos[55]; (32) Mamas[27]; (33) Heliou Bomon [27]; (34) Machairas[115], [118], [119]; (37) Auxentios
[12], [13]; (42) Sabas [1]; (45) Neophytos [19]; (53) Meteora [7]; (58) Menoikeion [14]; (59) Manuel |1
[13]; and (60) Charsianeites [C2].

>4 For the subject of “beardless youths” in Byzantine monasteries, see (3) Theodore Studites [18]; (7)
Latros [9]; (9) Galesios [196]; (10) Eleousa [17]; (12) Tzimiskes [16], [25]; (13) Ath. Typikon [34], [48];
(15) Constantine 1 X [1], [15]; (29) Kosmosoteira[3], [49]; (42) Sabas[1]; (58) Menoikeion [14]; (59) Manuel
11 [13], [14]; (60) Charsianeites [C2]; cf. (2) Pantelleria [5], [6], [7], [12], [20] and (45) Neophytos [C6],
[C7], [C17], [CB6].

For evidence of literacy in Byzantine monasteries, see (2) Pantelleria [9]; (3) Theodore Sudites,
Preface; Soudios[A2], [A8-9], [AB12], [AB13], [B14], [B16], [AB26], [AB33], [AB36]; (6) Rila[16]; (9)
Galesios[138], [182], [191], [246]; (10) Eleousa [13]; (11) Ath. Rule[1], [21], [37]; (13) Ath. Typikon [23];
(15) Constantine IX, Introduction; (17) Nikon Metanoeite, Foundation History; (19) Attaleiates [33], [40];
(20) Black Mountain [4], [17], [18], [21], [24], [33], [42], [56], [81], [89]; (22) Evergetis [4], [43]; (23)
Christodoulos [A26], [B15]; (27) Kecharitomene [7], [15], [26], [32], [65]; (30) Phoberos [9], [15], [59];
(31) Areia[M4]; (28) Pantokrator [9], [24], [68]; (29) Kosmosoteira[13], [59], [106]; (32) Mamas[5], [10],
[16], [32], [47]; (33) Heliou Bomon [5], [10], [16], [32], [46]; (34) Machairas[39], [60], [101], [167]; (35)
Skoteine [12], (37) Auxentios [13]; (38) Kellibara | [17], cf. [3]; (39) Lips[8], [20], [28], [29]; (42) Sabas
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2. Other Testimonies to the Pachomian Tradition

Jerome’s Latin translations of documents from the Pachomian tradition also include the Book of
Horsiesios, professedly the Testament of Horsiesios (ca. 380), Pachomios' second successor.56
This document, of which there is no surviving Coptic or Greek text, demonstrates a very early
stage in the evolution of the monastic testament as a regulatory text that would become one of the
two principal formats of Byzantine monastic foundation documents in the medieval period. As
such it deserves comparison with (1) Apa Abraham, the first document in our collection, whichis
more than two hundred years later in date, yet more primitive in construction and content.

Horsiesios' Testament marks a critical, defining turning point for the ideological develop-
ment of the Byzantine monastic tradition. It condemns privatization of monastic property [22],
denies monks the right to dispose of their personal effects [26], advocates equality as aprinciple
of the monastic lifestyle [23], and is generally hostile to the outside world [39], [42]. These prin-
ciples would eventually be taken up again by the Byzantine monastic reform movement in the
eleventh century.57 In his own day, Horsiesios had evidently come to realize the dangers close
intercourse with the secular world posed for monastic communities. Specifically, Horsiesios as-
tutely recognized the connection between the monks maintenance of their personal possessions
and tiesto their lay relatives on the one hand and a corresponding threat to institutional well-being
through privatization and secul arization on the other. The peril waslesswell perceived in the early
Pachomian tradition (see the Precepts) or in the early Basilian tradition (as exemplified by the
Longer and Shorter Rules).

Just as the Book of Horsiesios anticipates the testamentary format of subsequent Byzantine
monastic foundation documents, so the Regulations of Horsiesios look forward to the format of
the monastic typikon.58 If the Regulations arein fact correctly attributed to Horsiesios, then taken
together with his Testament, they provide the first example of the coupling of atestament with a
moreformal regulatory document known from several examplesin the Byzantine era.5° The Regu-
lations, preserved only in Coptic, provide a considerable amount of practical regulation on mat-
tersof everyday life, including cleanliness of kitchen vessels[25], kneading bread [47], irrigation

[2]; (43) Kasoulon [20]; (44) Karyes[8], [10]; (45) Neophytos[11],[13], [14], [22], [C18]; (51) Koutloumousi
[A10]; (52) Choumnos[A3]; (54) Neilos Damilas[2], [5], [13],[20], cf. [18]; (55) Athanasios| [8], [9]; (56)
Kellibara Il [1]; (57) Bebaia Elpis[62], [66], [85], [120]; (58) Menoikeion [8], [9]; and (60) Charsianeites
[C] Preamble, [C10]. Also, the literacy of at |east the choir monksin those Byzantine monasteriesin which
the performance of liturgical services was a prominent part of the activities in those institutions may be
presupposed.

6 Liber Orsiesii, ed. Amand Boon, Pachomiana Latina, pp. 109-47; English translation by Armand
Veilleux, Pachomian Koinonia, vol. 3: Instructions, Letters, and Other Writings of Saint Pachomiusand His
Disciples (Kalamazoo, Mich., 1982), pp. 171-215, with notes 215-24; see also Heinrich Bacht, “ Studien
zum ‘Liber Orsiesii,’” HJ 77 (1958), 98—-124.

7 For the monastic reform, see below, Chapter Four.

98 Orsiesii Regula, Coptic text ed. L. Th. Lefort, Oeuvres, pp. 82-99; English translation by Armand
Veilleux, Pachomian Chronicles, pp. 197-223.

59 Compareto theselater couplings: (3) Theodore Sudites and (4) Soudios; (13) Ath. Typikon and (11)
Ath. Rule; (24) Christodoulos[A] and [B]; and (60) Charsianeites[A] and [C].
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of fields [57] and care of livestock [59]. These concerns all followed naturally from the author’s
insistence on manual labor [18], and not surprisingly lack ready parallelsin the Byzantine medi-
eval tradition in which manual labor was less important.

Then thereis the so-called Rule of the Angel 60 preserved in Palladios’ Lausiac History. Spe-
cialists now seem convinced that it is not, as was once thought by some, a primitive rule anterior
to the other documents in the Pachomian tradition.61 The treatment of diet [2], manual labor [12],
and dress [ 3] seems vaguely Pachomian, but it is hard to recognize other features of the cenobitic
lifeinthis picture of amonastic community so large that it was obliged to perform prayers[6] and
to eat meals [11] in rotating shifts. This was the one monastic rule in the Pachomian tradition
preserved in a Greek edition that was potentially available to the later Byzantine tradition.

Finally, the hagiographic tradition preserves much valuable information about Pachomian
monastic institutions although it needs to be interpreted very carefully to distinguish the customs
of Pachomios own times from those of his successors.52 There was a Greek textual tradition
among the six versions of Pachomios’ Life, so some details of the saint’s life were considerably
better known to later Byzantine authors than was his monastic legislation.

3. Utilization by Later Authors of Monastic Typika

Later Byzantine authors represented in our collection of documents made only erratic use of the
Pachomian texts, often just the less authentic Rule of the Angel. They were surely limited by the
unavailability of Greek textsfor the Rule, except possibly for the Greek Excer pts mentioned above.
Among our later Byzantine authors, only John, the author of (2) Pantelleria, provides some indi-
cation of his acquaintance with the Pachomian Rule, specifically the Precepts, though even he
does not acknowledge this dependence.53 In the | ate el eventh century, Nikon, author of (20) Black
Mountain, cites the Rule of the Angel aswell asthe Greek Life of Pachomios; he also provides for
the observance of the saint’s feast.64 In addition to Nikon, the Greek Life was known about the
same time to the author of (24) Christodoulos [A18], who cites it for election of the superior by
the brotherhood, and the author of (30) Phoberos[19]. Later, the Rule of the Angel was known to
the author of (45) Neophytos [C9] in the early thirteenth century and to Patriarch Matthew I,

60 Regula ab Angelo Allata, ed. Cuthbert Butler, The Lausiac History of Palladius, vol. 2: The Lausiac
History, chap. 32, pp. 87-96; English translation by Veilleux, Pachomian Chronicles, pp. 125-29; thereis
also afree-standing exemplar of thetext, ed. Frangois Halkin, Le Cor pus athénien de saint Pachdme (Geneva,
1982), pp. 95-97.

61 gee summary of the scholarship in Veilleux, Pachomian Chronicles, pp. 50-56.

62 g, FrancoisHalkin, Sancti Pachomii vitae graecae (= SubsidiaHagiographica 19) (Brussels, 1932);
see also Halkin, Corpus; English translation of the first Greek life by Apostolos Athanassakis, The Life of
Pachomius (Vita Prima Graeca) (Missoula, Mont., 1975), and by Armand Veilleux, Pachomian Koinonia,
vol. 1: The Life of Saint Pachomius and His Disciples (Kalamazoo, Mich., 1980), pp. 297-423. Veilleux
also hastrand ations of aBohairic version and three Sahidic versions. For the Vita Prima Graeca, see Derwas
Chitty, “Pachomian Sources Reconsidered,” JEH 5 (1954), 38-77.

63 For the Pachomian link, see Veravon Falkenhausen, “Patellaria,” ODB, p. 1594.

64 (20) Black Mountain [28], [29], [72], [78] (Rule of the Angel); [20], [29], [39], [42], [56], [78], [83]
(Life); [89] (feast).
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author of (60) Charsianeites [C1] in the early fifteenth century. In the mid-twelfth century,
Athanasios Philanthropenos, author of (32) Mamas[24], and in the early thirteenth century, Neilos
of Tamasia, author of (34) Machairas[133], both fail to recognize a provision from the Pachomian
Rule; the latter mistakenly attributes it to Basil of Caesarea, into the manuscript of whose
unauthentically attributed Penitential it had become incorporated.

4. Legacy of the Pachomian Tradition

The foundations for much of cenobitical monasticism as practiced in medieval Byzantium had
already been fairly well established in the Pachomian tradition by the time of Jerome's Latin
translations of many of itsregulatory documents at the beginning of thefifth century, if not before.
The Byzantine monasteries portrayed in the later foundation documents found in our collection
unknowingly followed many Pachomian usages, particularly in matters of daily life, even though
itisonly very rarely possible to trace back a direct lineage to the Pachomian texts.

The major differences between the Pachomian and the later Byzantine monastic traditions are
held in common by the Pachomianswith the roughly contemporary Basilian tradition: 1. the greater
scale and complexity of foundations; 2. the importance of manual labor; 3. the expectation of
literacy; 4. the absence of overt misogyny; 5. the openness of the communitiesto boys; 6. arather
stricter personal regime (no use of wine or bathing); and 7. the relative accessibility to the outside
world, with travel and visits accepted as normal phenomena of social intercourse. Despite a oft-
stated yearning for arevival of early ascetic practices on the part of certain Byzantine monastic
reformers starting in the late eleventh century, these features of genuine Pachomianism remained
largely alien to the medieval monastic tradition.

The actual relationship of the ideology and practices popularized by the later Byzantine mo-
nastic reform to those of late antique asceticism is now fairly obscure. It need not remain so,
however, since agreat deal is known about what the reformers were reading in the way of ascetic
literature from their acknowledged forebears.®° The Pachomian Book of Horsiesios, while clearly
atext that would have been ideologically attuned to the concerns of the reformers, could not itself
have been on their reading list since it apparently did not circulate in a Greek version. However,
eventually it will be possible, from the vantage point of future work on the subject,56 to show just
what works were most influential in development of the medieval reform program.

C. Monastic Rules of the Syrian Orient

Arthur V66bus’ recent, posthumously published study of the monastic rules of the Syrian Orient67
has laid the foundations for the study of Syrian monasticism from an institutional viewpoint. The

65 Thiswasin essencethe Evergetinon of Paul Evergetinos, as Paul Gautier, “ L e typikon delaThéotokos
Evergétis,” REB 40 (1982), 7, n. 9 recognized, based on its coincidence with the corpus of ascetic literature
recommended by the reformer John V, patriarch of Antioch in the latter’s De monasteriis, ed. Paul Gautier,
“Réquisitoire du Patriarche Jean d’ Antioche contre le charisticariat,” REB 33 (1975), 101-3.

66 Especially that currently being undertaken by the Evergetis Project, based at Queens College, Belfast,
which proposes to produce an annotated translation of the Evergetinon.

67 History of Asceticismin the Syrian Orient: A Contribution to the History of Culturein the Near East,
vol. 3 (Louvain, 1988) = CSCO, vol. 500, Subsidia, 50, Tomus 81.
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documents for which his study provides English translations or summaries are outside the scope
of our own collection of medieval Byzantine monastic rules, but since they provide the only link
between the monastic traditions of late antiquity discussed above and our medieval rules, a brief
discussion seems in order here.

1. Canons of Rabbula of Edessa

The Canons of Rabbula of Edessa (trans. Vd6bus, History, pp. 71-74) were considered by their
tranglator to be the ol dest exampl e of the genrein Syriac. Attributed to Rabbula, Bishop of Edessa,
they reportedly date to the early years of the fifth century, about the same time as Jerome's trans-
lation of the principal Pachomian rules. There are 26 canons in the main collection; V 66bus also
translated four additional canons from what he called a “supplement” [S] attributed to the same
author. Nearly the entire document is couched in terms of prohibitions, aconvention typical of the
canonical genre of monastic legislation. V66bus noted (p. 70) the focus of the canons on problems
of immediate concern, to the exclusion of more systemic treatments of ascetic practices, liturgical
observances, and administrative matters. Despite this important difference with the more fully
devel oped Byzantine monastic foundation documents, there are many areas of common concern,
e.g., theregulation of commemorative feasts [8], the restrictions on the ownership of animals[9],
obstacles placed in the way of monks wanting to adopt a solitary life [18], and the requirement
that a monk have the permission of his superior before transferring to another monastery [26].

V 66bus believed (p. 70) that these canons anachronistically reflected early trends in Syrian
monasticism. It seems more likely, however, that they are part of alater stage in the evolution of
cenobiticism in which there was a greater awareness of the threats to institutional stability posed
by the failure of earlier founders to restrict monks' ties to the secular world. Many of the Canons
testify unmistakably to this distrust of the secular world, such as various restrictions on entering
local villages[2], on the ownership of animals[9], and on commercial transactions[11], aswell as
the prohibitions on visiting relatives [13] and on testifying in court [15]. The laity were discour-
aged from attending monks' burials [24] or commemorative feasts [8], and for their part monks
weretold not to provide scriptural exegesis[19]. The admonition not to speculatein grain [25] fits
in with the general hostility towards commercial activity [11] seen also in the Basilian Rules. The
hostility of these canons to the use of medicine [14] also hasa parallel in Basil’s Longer Rules.

Scruples against commercial activity might have led to a greater reliance on public charity
[S15], mentioned here for the first time in the supplement, though manual Iabor [16], cf. [25] had
not yet disappeared. The dependence on private charity was possible thanks to the existence of a
network of monastic private churches [21], [22], [S15], [S29], ancther of this document’s novel
features. The distinctly un-Pachomian banning of women [1], [S15] is another reflection of fears
of external entanglements, asalso, in adifferent way, the concern about heresy [10], [S49], yet the
tradition of monastic hospitality [17] survives. The evident concern for maintaining agood public
image (cf. [5], [6], and [19] ?) demonstrates an awareness that the late antique monastery for
which these canons were written still had to relate to its surroundings. As in the Basilian and
Pachomian traditions, personal property [12] and the use of wine [4] are not permitted. Literacy,
vigorously promoted by the early traditions, isless prominently attested here [10], [19].

According to V66bus (p. 76), an extensive manuscript tradition testifies to the enduring inter-
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est of this collection of canons. Later copyings produced small textual variations and reorderings
in the interest of “greater accuracy and precision.” This phenomenon anticipates the adaptive use
of some later Byzantine foundation documents, e.g., (4) Soudios, (22) Evergetis, and (32) Ma-
mas.

2. Canons of the Monastery of Mar Mattai

These canons (trans. V66bus, pp. 173-75), composed for a West Syrian monastery and dated to
508/09, are another example of the genre of Syrian monastic canons that help fill in the gap
between the earlier monastic traditions and the later Byzantine monastic foundation documents.
Vo66bus' trandation provides only summaries of the 24 canons. The monastery for which the
canonswere written was a private religious foundation in which the monks retained their personal
property [10], [11], [12], [15], [23]. This was opposed to both the Pachomian and the Basilian
tradition, and the practice of most (though not all) of the foundations represented by the later
Byzantine foundation documents. The system of fines[4], [5], [6], [7] featured in these canonsfor
punishing offenses was possible only because the monks retained their private resources after
entrance. Resident monks apparently shared in the revenues of the monastery [15] even though
there was some common property as in more conventional cenobitic institutions. The belongings
of deceased monks were redistributed at death [10].

The Canons declare that the superior could not be removed from his office by a monk, lay-
man or pasnasa (patron?) [21], and monks were explicitly warned against appealing to outsiders
[6], [22] to settleinternal disputes. These provisionsimply that institutional governance wasweak,
with the superior possibly being obliged to share his authority with a non-resident patron. This
combination of aweak superior and contentious monkswith vested economic rightsin their foun-
dation would reoccur in Byzantine times (see (21) Roidion); it is a hallmark of the ambiguous
governing structure under which many traditional private religious foundations operated.

3. Other Collections of Regulatory Canons

The sixth-century Canons of Johannan bar Qursos (trans. V86bus, pp. 178-79) are really more a
general letter of advice to sympathetic monasteries by this Monophysite bishop of Tella rather
than a systematic attempt at legislation. The document is notable for its active encouragement of
bringing lay children to the monastery [9], [10], [11] for their education. The Canons for the Nuns
(trans. V&obus, pp. 183-185), are a series of fourteen prohibitions regulating the life of an un-
named convent. V66bus implied that thisis afifth-century text (an inference from the mention of
stylitesin [7]) of West Syrian provenance. Thisinteresting document, possibly the earliest surviv-
ing regulation for female ascetics in the Eastern Mediterranean world, shares with subsequent
Byzantine foundation documents for nunneries the overriding concern to maintain sexual segre-
gation (though not claustration) for the sake of the moral probity of itsinhabitants. The hostility of
the canons to nuns receiving gifts from outsiders [3] (except for books!) and the restriction on
conducting correspondence [9] with anyone except with close relatives would reappear in reform
monasteries of the Byzantine era. Such suspicion of the outside world is also not out of character
for an ingtitution of the fifth century when the danger posed to a monastery by its inhabitants
maintenance of close family ties had become fairly generally recognized.
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The Canons for the Novices (trans. V86bus, pp. 187-91) continue this unusual series of regu-
lations for specia audiences from the Syriac tradition. Preserved in a manuscript tradition going
back to the ninth century, it is attributed later to a certain Johannan of Dalyata (V 66bus, pp. 186—
87). Evidently intended for youthful postulants, the canons emphasi ze obedienceto elders[2], [6],
[7], etc., suppression of homoeraticism [9], [10], [127], [26], [39], [46] and masturbation [11], and
avoidance of female sexual temptations [35], [36], [37], [45]. There are obvious parallels to the
Precepts of the Pachomian tradition aswell asto the early Byzantine foundation documents (e.g.,
(2) Pantelleria) that reflect that tradition. The hostility towards maintaining family ties[38] marks
this document as being no earlier than the fifth century, but the endorsement of consuming wine
[5] (astaple of the Byzantine monastic diet) suggests strongly that it isactually later, perhapsfrom
the sixth century.

The Canons for the Solitaries (trans. VO6bus, pp. 192-93), the third in this collection of
canons for specialized audiences, is preserved only in a modern manuscript from an origina of
uncertain date and provenance. There are some other monastic rules in V66bus' collection, e.g.,
the Alphabetical Admonitions Attributed to Aphrem (trans. V 66bus, pp. 79-81), the Rulesfromthe
Letter of Philoxenos of Mabbug (trans. V&6bus, p. 172), and the Rules for the Monastery of Mar
Zakkai (trans. V66bus, pp. 180-81), but these seem to have no obvious importance for the evolu-
tion of the medieval Byzantine monastic tradition.

4. General Observations

It is difficult to generalize about the Syrian monastic tradition from this diverse group of docu-
ments of which we have at present only a very rudimentary understanding. Characteristically,
Syrian rules composed for men show a greater aversion to women than in the early Pachomian
tradition. Like the later Pachomian documents (especially the Book of Horsiesios), Syrian monas-
tic rules feared the consequences of allowing monks to retain close ties to their family members.
Literacy, education and manual labor remained features of the Syriac tradition asthey had beenin
Basilian and Pachomian monasticism, but seemingly less so than before. The Canons of Rabbula
of Edessa show one monastery moving away from self-sufficiency and provide an early foreshad-
owing of the typical economic dependence of medieval Byzantine monasteries on outside sup-
port. Therefore, the Syriac tradition isan intermediary one both chronologically and in terms of its
evolving ingtitutions and concerns as these texts anticipate the medieval foundation documents
presented in this collection.
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CHAPTER ONE
Traditiona Private Religious Foundations

“So, today we have been led by the fatherly commandsto leave thisrulein writing asan
enduring monument for later generations; and as far as we can, we have submitted our-
selvesin obedience.” (4) Stoudios [1]

“1 made up my mind . . . to leave you the present fatherly testament of mine, just as
carnal fathers |leave their children an earthly inheritance of silver and gold and other
property ...” (6) Rila[2]

“When | said: ‘ But the brothers are afraid, father, that you will die suddenly and leave the
monastery high and dry, without having either made a will or given any other instruc-
tions for the two monasteries,” the father answered: ‘ They have no cause for fear on that
score; therewill bearule, and the emperor and patriarch aregoing to seeit.” ” (9) Galesios
[223]

There are ten documents in this first group of Byzantine monastic foundation documents, dating
from the early seventh to the late eleventh century. Most of these were written for the traditional
private religious foundations that dominated the ecclesiastical |andscape of the Byzantine Empire
during these centuries.? Since monasticism itself had its origins in Egypt in the fourth century as
a movement of lay piety, the first monasteries were themselves necessarily private foundations.
Although the emperors and the ecclesiastical hierarchy sponsored churches from the time of
Constantine (306—337), there was at first no tradition of patronage of monasteries by the public
authorities of late antiquity. Many bishopswho did later found monasteries, beginning in the fifth
century, chose to regard them as personal possessionsrather than as diocesan institutions. So even
before the end of |ate antiquity, the tradition of the Byzantine monastery’s independence of public
authority had struck deep roots.

This proved to be one virtually ineradicable legacy of late antiquity bequeathed to the medi-
eval Byzantine monastic tradition. Indeed, most of the documentsincluded in this chapter take for
granted the private status of the foundations for which they were written. They typically offer
little explicit evidence on their patronage and legal status until either alternative forms of private
organization or threats to their independence emerged, both of which happened in a significant
way in Byzantium only in the eleventh century.

lFora survey, see my Private Religious Foundations in the Byzantine Empire (Washington, D.C.,
1987), esp. chaps. 1, 2, and 4.
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A. Typology of the Documents

1. Predecessors to the Monastic Foundation Documents

The development of the monastic typikon, the Byzantine monastic foundation document par ex-
cellence, was one of the achievements of this era of private religious foundations. Already in late
antique times, there were documents such as Basil of Caesarea’s Longer Rulesthat covered much
of the same content as later medieval typika even if their structure was entirely different. By the
same token, there were documents like the Pachomian Precepts or the Regulations of Horsiesios
that were structured somewhat like medieval typika even if the scope and content of their regula-
tion was more restricted than the later, fully developed examples of the genre. These early docu-
ments, proto-typika really, coexisted with other kinds of texts like the Basilian penitential canons
and those of the Syriac tradition that would also influence the development of the medieval Byz-
antine typika.

2. The Monastic Testament

The monastic testament, however, was the most important of the forerunners of the medieval
Byzantine typikon, and the testamentary format would continue to have along life well into late
Byzantine times.2 Seven of the ten documents in this chapter describe themselves as testaments.
Foreshadowed by Horsiesios' fourth-century Coptic Testament, (1) Apa Abraham commences our
collection of the medieval Byzantine monastic foundation documents preserved in Greek. This
document’s purpose was simply to transmit the private monastery for which it was composed
from the author to his chosen successor; strictly speaking, there is no regulatory content. The
other examples of the genre are (3) Theodore Suditesin the ninth century, (5) Euthymios, (6) Rila,
and (7) Latrosin thetenth century, and (8) John Xenos and (9) Galesiosin the eleventh century. Of
these, (8) John Xenosisthe most basic, abrief document asserting the foundation’s independence
(i.e., private status) without offering any disciplinary regulation for the guidance of the commu-
nity. (5) Euthymios is similar, but it provides a little additional detail on the governance of its
monastic community. While the other documents share the testamentary format, all contain sub-
stantial amounts of disciplinary regulation, an attribute more typically associated with monastic
typika.

3. The First Regulatory Documents
Theoldest straightforwardly regulatory document in the collectionis (2) Pantelleria, which shares
itsformat and, to alesser extent, its content with the Pachomian Precepts. Morefully developed is
(4) Soudios, produced by the Studite community to preserve the disciplinary regime of its spiri-
tual father, the author of (3) Theodore Sudites. Thisis the first pairing of a founder’s testament
with a regulatory typikon. The hagiographic Life in which (5) Euthymios is preserved, however,
alludesto anow lost typikon that once regulated that monastic community, thus providing another
testimony to the pairing of testament and typikon.

The subdivision of the monastic typikon into separate texts governing liturgical performances
(the typikon leitourgikon) and determining the administrative matters (the typikon ktetorikon) was

2 See Artur Stei nwenter, “ Byzantinische Mdnchstestamente,” Aegyptus 12 (1932), 55-64.
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till in the future when (4) Stoudios was composed sometime in the ninth century. It exhibits
features of both of these types of documents. Since the typikon leitourgikon was the more formu-
laic of the two types, even later not every founder thought it necessary to compose one of these
documents. The author of the tenth-century (7) Latros [8], for example, enjoins his monks to
follow the “Rule of Jerusalem,” alikely reference to the typikon leitourgikon of the monastery of
St. Sabas near Jerusalem. Still, the principle of pairing two documents to govern the foundation
was preserved.

The document included here as (9) Galesios isin fact a collection of extracts from Gregory
the Galesiote's Life of the founder Lazarus that provides a fair idea of the content of the latter’'s
lost typikon which bore the formal title of Testament (diatyposis). The extracts demonstrate that
by the mid-eleventh century, the composition of typika had become so standardized that scribes
knew appropriate boilerplate passages that heeded to be inserted to cover routine contingencies.

Thelast document in this chapter, (10) Eleousa, isthe product of nearly two hundred years of
literary evolution since (3) Theodore Studites, during which typika developed under the influence
of and as a supplement to testaments, while testaments gradually took on more and more of a
regulatory function and became more like typika themselves.

4. Accidents of Preservation

The tenuousness of the preservation of many of the documentsin this chapter deserves emphasis.
One, (1) Apa Abraham, comesto us as an original text preserved by chance on an Egyptian papy-
rus. Another, (2) Pantelleria, was preserved through an extremely circuitousroutein an Old Church
Slavonic trandation. Four of the documents owetheir preservation to encapsul ation in hagiographic
literature.3 The long historical continuity of the foundations for which (6) Rila and (10) Eleousa
were written surely helped assure the preservation of those documents. Only (4) Stoudios, an
influential text for at least a hundred years after its composition, is attested today in many manu-
scripts.

B. Concerns of the Authors

1. Transmission of the Monastery
The overriding concern of the author of (1) Apa Abraham was the successful transmission of his
foundation to his designated successor. Likethe authors of certain documentsinthe later Pachomian
and the Syriac traditions, he was aware of the peculiar peril which faced private religious founda-
tions: the possibility that family memberswould attempt to assert their property rights and thereby
effectively secularize the monastery.

Assuring the succession to the leadership of hisfoundation isalso the principal concern of the
author of (5) Euthymios. (6) Rilaisanother testament designed chiefly to transmit the foundation,
but with some disciplinary content.

2. Maintenance of Institutional Autonomy
The author of (8) John Xenos, the shortest document in our collection, is concerned only to ward
off threats to the independence of his foundation.

3 (5) Euthymios, (6) Rila, (7) Latros, and (8) John Xenos.
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3. Preservation of Morality and Discipline
(2) Pantelleria, a more sophisticated regulatory document, betraysits early date through its con-
cerns about homoeroticism, shared with the Pachomian Precepts whose treatment it resembles on
this subject. The importance of manual labor also marks it as a relatively early document in the
Byzantine monastic tradition. On the other hand, the grim disciplinary regime and (curiously) the
acceptance of the use of winelink it to practices shared in common with the Studite tradition and
the documents associated with it.

4. The Studite Tradition
The strongly pro-cenobitic Studite monastic reform isonly partially documented by (3) Theodore
Studites and (4) Soudios.# (3) Theodore Studites demonstrates a concern, typical for this age, for
strengthening institutional autonomy within the perilous legal framework of a private religious
foundation and avoiding the threat to moral probity posed by close relations with women. Al-
though thelegislation of Basil of Caesareaiscited asamodel, thereis not much explicitly Basilian
content. (4) Stoudiosis primarily a detailed, but unsystematic, treatment of liturgical and dietary
matters. It preservesrolesfor manual 1abor and for literacy, though both have clearly become less
important than in the monastic rules of late antiquity.

The Testament of Paul the Younger, (7) Latros, written for a monastery under Studite influ-
ence, is abrief regulatory document with a diverse ideological heritage. The author cites Basil of
Caesarea approvingly, and recommendsthe dietary tradition of the (Sabaitic) “Rule of Jerusalem”
to hismonks. The Studite influenceis evident in the document’s ban on women and youths, disap-
proval of unnecessary travel, provision of a small role for manual labor, and warning against
hoarding material goods.

5. The Defense of Cenobiticism

By the time (9) Galesios was written in the mid-eleventh century, the monastic communities it
describes had been formally divided into groups of those monks who performed choir services
and those who worked at ordinary labors. The founder Lazarus' attempt to discourage cohabita-
tion substitutes for the earlier Studite precautions against sexual temptations. The cenobitic life
whose promotion was such an important part of the Studite reform had come under assault as
many monksrejected common meal s, retained personal property, and sought to embracethelifestyle
of solitaries. Thanks to its vivid portrayal of the decay of monastic life in old-fashioned private
religious foundations, this document is a useful corrective to the preceding normative texts with
their cenobitic bias.®

4 See Julien Leroy, “Laréforme studite,” OCA 153 (1958), 181-214, and the discussion below in (4)
Soudios, The Studite Monastic Reform.

S For the diversity of forms of Byzantine monasticism in the era before the great monastic reform
began in the late eleventh century, see Denise Papachryssanthou, “La vie monastique dans les campagnes
byzantinesdu VI11€ au X1€siecle” Byzantion 43 (1973-74), 158-80. Alexander Kazhdan, “Hermitic, Ceno-
bitic, and Secular Ideals in Byzantine Hagiography of the Ninth through the Twelfth Centuries,” GOTR 30
(1985), 47387, argues, however, for acyclical variation on the popularity of cenobitic and hermitic alterna-
tives.
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6. Regulation of a Transitional Institution

(10) Eleousa presents one founder’s attempt to preserve as much as possible of the old order of
private patronage as a new order was dawning under the auspices of the monastic reform move-
ment of the late eleventh century. In this document, liturgical performances assume an important
place, while the practice of manual labor has apparently disappeared. Nothing is said about book
learning and literacy, though the Studite concern about preventing sexual misconduct remains.
The greatest perceived threat to the monastery’s independence is no longer the founder’s family,
asin earlier centuries, but the public authorities of the imperial government and the ecclesiastical
hierarchy.

C. Historical Context

1. Private Religious Foundations after Justinian
The earliest documentsin this chapter come from the erafollowing the dismantling of the regula-
tory system of Emperor Justinian (527-565), who had energetically sought to restrict the preroga-
tives of private ownership in religiousinstitutionsin order to subordinate these foundations to the
ecclesiastical hierarchy and to prevent their use as refuges for religious dissidents.®

Our first document, (1) Apa Abraham, illustrates atypical private monastery of itsera, handed
down by its owner to his designated successor as if it were any other piece of ordinary private
property. For all practical purposes, that was what many monasteries had become, for private
benefactors began to enjoy afree hand again asthey had in the era before Justinian’s regulations,
particularly as political conditions became more chaotic with the Arab conquest of North Africa,
Syria, and Palestine in the later seventh and eighth centuries.

Our second document, (2) Pantelleria, was almost certainly written for a private foundation
aswell, for nowherein it isthere any mention of an external ecclesiastical authority or any other
public official. Most likely this document was written in the late eighth century, well before the
completion of the Arab conquest of neighboring Sicily.

2. Private Religious Foundations in the Iconoclastic Era
Thebitter | conoclastic controversy, which commenced in 726 and wasresolved only in 843, stimu-
lated the interest of the imperial government in the patronage and control of monastic institu-
tions.” Byzantine monasteries in the ninth century had a very different economic base from the
Pachomian and Basilian foundations of late antiquity that institutionalized manual labor and strove
for economic self-sufficiency for their communities, or even the monastic foundations of the sixth

6 For the Justinianic regulatory system and his imperial-sponsored religious foundations, see Michel
Kaplan, Les propriétés de la couronne et de I’ église dans |’ Empire byzantin (Ve-VI€ siecles) (Paris, 1976);
A. Knecht, System des justinianischen Kirchenvermégensrechtes (Stuttgart, 1905); and my own Private
Religious Foundations, chap. 2, pp. 37-58.

7 For an important study of the relationship between monasticism and Byzantine society during the
Iconoclastic controversy, see Kathryn Ringrose, “ Saints, Holy Men and Byzantine Society, 726 to 843"
(Ph.D. diss,, Rutgers University, 1976).
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and early seventh centuries that had relied on cash incomes assigned by their patrons.8 While (3)
Theodore Sudites and (4) Stoudios show very little concern for such prosaic matters, they hint at
the general changeover to formal landed endowments of property as the new means of supporting
monastic foundations that other sources show took place at this time. Although the practice of
manual labor was not yet abandoned and was still defended energetically on at least atheoretical
level by Theodore the Studite himself, it became less important in the ninth century as it was no
longer essential for an institution’s support.

3. New Means of Financial Support

The adoption of landed endowments was not a drastic change, for it seems|likely that few institu-
tions had been truly self-supporting (in the Pachomian or Basilian sense) since Justinian’s time.
The reliance of many private monasteries on cash incomes during the sixth, seventh, and eighth
centuries surely cushioned theimpact of the further change that took place at the beginning of the
ninth century. But as Byzantine monasticism emerges in clear view at this point after several
centuries of poor documentary attestation, the overall impact turned out to be considerable, sharply
differentiating medieval monasticism from itslate antique forebears. To mention just one obvious
change, the size of the typical foundation had been significantly reduced. Henceforth, Byzantine
monasteries would more typically be populated by a dozen or perhaps a score of monks rather
than by hundreds or (if some Pachomian and Studite sources are to be believed) upwards of a
thousand ascetics. The high costs of maintaining large communities of economically unproduc-
tive monksin prayerful leisure were surely responsible for this scaling down in size, though there
were some exceptions, notably the Lavra monastery on Mount Athos, which was the beneficiary
of an extraordinary amount of imperial support (see below, Chapter Two).

4. The Benefits of Imperial Patronage

Since the individual private fortunes available to support these monasteries necessarily had their
limits, some founders of the ninth and tenth centuries began to seek an alternative or supplemen-
tary source of income for their foundations from imperia patronage. The emperors, both icono-
clasts and iconodules, seem to have welcomed these requests for support as a means of extending
their influence and control over privately founded monasteries. (3) Theodore Sudites and (4)
Soudios, for example, are associated with one of the most famous and influential monasteries of
Byzantium, named after its founder Stoudios, a consul of the fifth century. By the time these
particular documentswere composed in the ninth century, however, the constitutional status of the
Stoudios monastery, once undoubtedly a private monastery, had become less clear, thanks to its
expropriation under Constantine V (741-775) and a subsequent tradition of imperial patronage.®
(5) Euthymiosislikewise associated with amonastic foundation (of the early tenth century) devel-
oped by a private patron (a future patriarch of Constantinople) as the beneficiary of imperial
patronage by Leo VI the Wise (886-912).

5. Private Religious Foundations at Their Height
The early tenth century was really a golden age for private religious foundations in Byzantium.

8 See the discussion in my Private Religious Foundations, pp. 123-25, 127-30; for earlier financing
devices, see pp. 47-53, 115-18.
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Leo VI had effectively dismantled the last remaining Justinianic restraints on the prerogatives of
their founders, and public subsidies and other means of support for these foundations were in-
creasingly common. Yet private benefactors were not willing to permit imperial patronageto com-
promise their control of these institutions. The ultimate success of the author of (5) Euthymios's
attempt to “ privatize” hisimperial foundation isunknown, but other tenth-century founders sought
to develop monasteries that would be immune from public control. In Bulgaria, (6) Rila, whose
founder counsels [8] the rejection of gifts offered by “earthly kings and princes,” and in Asia
Minor, (7) Latros, whose author Paul ignores all public authorities, are illustrative of the trend.

6. The Crisis of Private Religious Foundations

In the second half of the tenth century, however, thisfavorable environment changed dramatically,
first with the abortive ban on further private religious foundations issued by Nikephoros Phokas
(963-969) in 964, withdrawn by Basil 11 (976-1025) in 988, then most menacingly of all with the
innovation of the charistike, most likely about this same time. The charistike was a public pro-
gram sponsored by the emperor and the ecclesiastical hierarchy for the private management of
religious institutions.10 Temporary grants separated the rights of management and financial ex-
ploitation from the ultimate rights of ownership over older private religious foundations for the
benefit of new private concessionaires, allegedly for institutional improvement and maintenance.
At first only ruined foundations were brought into the program, but eventually what amounted to
wholesale confiscations of private religious property became the rule.

7. Benefactors Response to the Crisis

It was against the background of thisinfamous but lucrative charistike that the last documentsin
this chapter were written. Benefactors of the eleventh century, confronted frequently by hostile
public authorities determined to assert control over the private monasteries located in their juris-
dictions, responded commensurately. In 1031, the author of (8) John Xenos, clearly worried about
a confiscation under this government program of his many dependent monasteries on Crete, pro-
nounces [2] a curse on any emperor, patriarch or metropolitan who might dare to appropriate his
foundation’s properties. In more specific terms, (9) Galesios [141], [223] portrays its founder
desperately trying to maintain his foundation’s autonomy (i.e., its private status) from the local
metropolitan of Ephesos. Finally, (10) Eleousa [16] shows its founder, a bishop, forbidding his
own successors in office any rights over the foundation except for the blessing of a new
superior.

8. Development of the Independent Monastery
By the late eleventh century, the independent and self-governing monastery, an attractive alterna-
tive form of ingtitutional organization apparently invented in the mid-tenth century on Mount
Athos, had become more common. The authors of (8) John Xenos, (9) Galesios, and (10) Eleousa
all prudently exploited their friendly relations with a succession of emperorsto gain recognitions

9 See the discussion bel ow, (3) Theodore Studites, Institutional History.

10 For the charistike, see Michel Kaplan, “Les monastéres et le siécle a Byzance: les investissements
des laics au X1€ siécle” CCM 27 (1984), 71-83, and the other works cited in the General Bibliography,
XXIV. Monasticism and the Charistike.
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of the independence of their foundations. An independent monastery had its own endowment,
under the administration of its superior, and was managed by its own officials without interfer-
ence by or concession of economic benefits to the founder or his family. Though the independent
and self-governing monastery was in its origins a deliberate mutation of the traditional private
religious foundation, it necessarily obliged afounder to make substantially greater financial sac-
rifices. Therefore, despite itsincreasing prestige towards the end of the eleventh century, the new
form of organization was not universally popular. Manuel of Stroumitza, author of (10) Eleousa,
clearly hesitated between the traditional and the new form of institutional organization, finally
opting for the latter, but was unwilling to permit it to take effect until another generation of lead-
ership after his own had passed on.
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1. Apa Abraham: Testament of ApaAbraham, Bishop of Hermonthis,
for the Monastery of St. Phoibammon near Thebes, Egypt

Date: first quarter, 7th c. Trandlator: Ledlie S. B. MacCoull

Edition employed: F. G. Kenyon, Greek Papyri in the British Museum, vol. 1 (London, 1893), pp.
231-36 ( = P. Lond. 1.77), with corrections by Friedrich Preisigke, Berichtigungsliste der
griechischen Papyrusurkunden aus Agypten, vol. 1 (Berlin-Leipzig, 1922), p. 241.

Manuscript: Original document (papyrus)

Other translations: English, by C. W. Goodwin, “Curiosities of Law. 1. Conveyancing among
the Copts of the Eighth Century,” The Law Magazine and Law Review 6, no. 12 (1859), pp.
237-48.

Institutional History

Apa Abraham, the author of this document and the founder of the monastery for which it was
written, was the fourteenth bishop of the city of Hermonthis (modern Armant) in Upper Egypt, as
we know from his diptych which is preserved in the British Museum.! According to Krause
(“Testamente,” p. 58), he was born about 540-50, became a bishop in 590-600, and lived until
circa 610-20; according to MacCoull (“ApaAbraham,” p. 127) he appears to have been born ca.
554 and he died in 624. A portrait of the bishop has survived and is now in the collection of the
Egyptian Museum in Berlin.2 Apa Abraham did not reside in his diocesan see but rather at the
monastery of St. Phoibammon located some five miles from the west bank of the Nile between
Hermonthis and Medinet Habu (Krause, “Beziehungen,” p. 31). The site was excavated by the
Société d’ Archéologie Copte in 1948-49.3 This was not the monastery for which this document
was written, however, for Apa Abraham was pressured to relocate his residence, evidently are-
mote site of difficult access, by Damian (578-605), patriarch of Alexandria, as we know from a
surviving ostracon.* Apa Abraham then chose the abandoned Temple of Hatshepsut (of the XI
Dynasty) at Dér el Bahri (Arabic for “North Monastery”) near Djéme (ancient Thebes), a Coptic
settlement itself located in the temple of Medinet Habu, as the site of a new Phoibammon monas-
tery. A Coptic papyrusillustrates Papnute, the lashane or protokometes (village headman) of Djéme,
joined by the local clergy as representatives of the local residents, recognizing Apa Abraham’s
ownership of the site in his capacity as superior of the new monastery.5> The monastery was lo-
cated in the upper terraces of the temple and provided the Arabic name for the site.

A series of preserved testaments, including this document, illustrate the foundation’s superi-
ors transmitting the monastery as a private possession to their successors. In the present docu-
ment, Apa Abraham designates [2] his disciple the priest Victor as his successor. In a Coptic
testament of 634, Victor's successor Peter designates |akobos as his own successor.é The testament
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of thisApa lakobos, dating from towards the end of the seventh century, is also preserved.” It lists
Abraham, Victor and Peter as his predecessors in office and designates Victor Il as his own suc-
cessor. Victor 11 was still superior in 711/12 but there is no surviving testament. Other Coptic
documents preserve the names of superiors down to Suros, circa 770-82.8 The neighboring mon-
astery of Epiphanios was also transmitted over the course of several generations by its superiors
through use of private testaments, one of which survives from the seventh century.® It is not
known how long the monastery of Phoibammon was inhabited. Dated graffiti from the tenth,
eleventh and twelfth centuries survive at the site, but these may not have been related to the
monastic settlement.

European explorers found considerable remains of the monastery on site in the late eigh-
teenth and early nineteenth century.10 Old photos show some of the monastic buildings and a
thirty-foot tower. The papyrus containing (1) Apa Abraham was found at the monastery about
1856 and added to the collection of the British Museum. Towards the end of the nineteenth cen-
tury, the French archaeologist E. Naville, working for the Egypt Exploration Society, demolished
the Coptic buildings in order to uncover the Temple of Hatshepsut. Unfortunately he made no
plans of the monastery before undertaking its demolition. Some ostraca found in the course of this
excavation were eventually published by W. E. Crum in his Coptic Ostraca [CO] in 1902. Mean-
while, asilver treasure of liturgical vesselswas found in the course of an excavation in 1893 of a
small basilicadating from before 600 and | ocated to the west of the great colonnade of the temple
of Luxor, some of which bear the name of our bishop Abraham in Greek. These objects are now
divided between the Egyptian M useum and the Coptic Museum in Cairo. Krause (“Disziplin,” p.
12) believes that the aforementioned diptych (purchased in Luxor in 1903) and portrait of Apa
Abraham (bought in 1904), may also have come from the site of this church. In 1922, many
Coptic ostraca written by the same individuals as those who wrote those published earlier by
Crum, including ApaAbraham and his successor Victor, were found at Dér el Bahri by excavators
working for the Metropolitan Museum of New York in rubbish piles left behind by Naville after
his excavation of the neighboring temple of Mentuhotep.1 In his doctoral dissertation, Krause
(“ApaAbraham,” pt. 1, pp. 132—33) listed 114 published and unpublished ostraca representing the
correspondence of ApaAbraham, and more have been discovered since then. Thus there exists a
considerable body of written sources aswell as material artifactsthat someday will make possible
a better appreciation of the life of this monastery and its founder.

Analysis

Though there are other examples of the private testamentary transmission of a monastery extant
from Egypt in Coptic, thisisthe only such testament composed in Greek. Assuch, itisaninstruc-
tive forerunner (as Steinwenter, “M6nchstestamente,” p. 62, realized) of later Byzantine monastic
testaments, particularly those like (5) Euthymios and (14) Ath. Testament in the tenth century as
well as (8) John Xenos in the eleventh century, that are essentially transmissory documents rather
than formal monastic rules. This type of simple testament would appear even later in Byzantine
history, as (41) Docheiariou, (44) Karyes, (48) Prodromos, (49) Geromeri, and (50) Gerasimos
illustrate.
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Like all of these testaments, this document does not establish any regulations for the life of
the monastic community for which it was written. There are certain features, such asthe author’s
provisions [7] for his own burial and the performance of commemorative services, that will be
developed into detailed regulations in subsequent documents, e.g., (29) Kosmosoteira [89] ff. and
(27) Kecharitomene [71], among others. Although this author professes [9] to have only minimal
assets, the disposition of the founder’s property will likewise become an important subject of
regulation in subsequent documents (see (19) Attaleiates[4], [5]). The concern of the author with
keeping the monastery out of the hands of hisfamily [5] will also be shared by subsequent founders
of private religious foundations and those of some independent and autonomous foundations.
Later Byzantine founders would share this author’s fear that the resolution of conflicting claims
over the rights to ownership would involve the monastery in burdensome and potentially damag-
ing litigation.12 Yet while our author here, till accustomed to a relatively strong public authority
inherited from late antiquity, relies[6] on thethreat of finesto deter transgressors of histestament,
later authors would have to rely on curses, the hope of divine sanctions, and powerful lay protec-
tors.13 Most significant for the future history of religious institutions in the Byzantine Empire is
the author’s decision, even though he was a bishop, to treat this monastery as his private property
rather than as a diocesan foundation, aright that, as we have seen, the neighboring community of
Djéme explicitly recognized. This is the same attitude that most later episcopal authors of the
documents in our collection would take towards their monasteries, to the detriment of their suc-
cessors in office.14

Like many of his contemporaries, this monastic leader was literate, in Coptic, though not in
Greek. The present Greek text was prepared for him by the notary Joseph, priest of thelocal public
church of Hermonthis. Most of the witnesses to the document merely state that they have heard
(i.e., not necessarily read) the Greek text.

Notes on the Introduction

1. See Krause, “Disziplin,” p. 11.

2. See Krause, “Tafelbild,” p. 108.

3. Results published in Ch. Bachatly, Le monastére de Phoibammon dans |e Thébaide, voal. 1 (Cairo, 1981),
vol. 2 (Cairo, 1965), and vol. 3 (Cairo, 1961).

4. CO ad 59, asinterpreted by Krause, “Beziehungen,” pp. 31-34.

5. KRU 105, asinterpreted by Krause, “Beziehungen,” pp. 35-36; German translation by Till, Rechtsurkunden,
pp. 188-90. In 408, CTh 16.10.19 permitted the public use of pagan temples that had been closed in
399 by CTh 16.10.16.

6. KRU 77, with Krause, “ Phoibammon-Kldster,” p. 266, and Till, Untersuchungen, p. 204. The first seven
lines of the document are in Greek; a complete edition is still lacking.

7. KRU 65; for dating see Krause, “Beziehungen,” p. 32; German translation in Till, Untersuchungen, pp.
152-58.

8. Krause, “Phoibammon-Kl&ster,” p. 266; for a list with references to the Coptic documents, see Till,
Datierung, p. 236.

9. KRU 75; German translation by Till, Untersuchungen, pp. 198-204. For a discussion of other monastic
testaments from Coptic Egypt, see Steinwenter, “ Rechtsstellung,” pp. 12-16, and “ Mdnchstestamente,”
pp. 5-61.

10. For the rediscovery of the monastery and artifacts associated with Apa Abraham, see Kenyon, Greek
Papyri, p. 231; Krause, “Phoibammon-KI|&ster,” pp. 26366, and “Disziplin,” pp. 11-13.
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11. In 1930, these were divided between the Metropolitan Museum (sold in 1959-60 to Columbia Univer-
sity) and the Egyptian Museum in Cairo (now in the Coptic Museum); additional texts were discovered
by a Polish expedition working at Dér el Bahri in 1961; see Krause, “Disziplin,” pp. 12-13, and
“Phoibammon-KI6ster,” p. 265; and W. Godlewski, Le monastére de &. Phoibammon (Warsaw, 1986).

12. See (23) Pakourianos [18] and (60) Charsianeites [C7].

13. For curses and heavenly sanctions, see (8) John Xenos [2], (9) Galesios [246], (10) Eleousa [19], (22)
Evergetis[12], etc.; for lay protectors, see the introductory discussion below in Chapter Three.

14. See (5) Euthymios [1], (8) John Xenos [1], (10) Eleousa [16], [18], (31) Areia [M11], [M15], (34)
Machairas [9], (44) Karyes [3], and (58) Menoikeion [1]; but cf. (55) Athanasios | [9] and (60)
Charsianeites [C12].
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Translation

[1]...writtenl.. . to...whoisalsomy synkellos?. .. sinceindeed thereisan endfor all, and lest
| leave thislife suddenly and unexpectedly by the collapse of this suffering body of mine, with the
future being unclear. Wherefore | hastened [to set forth] this written and unaltered last testamen-
tary assurance which has validity by force of law wherever it shall be produced in evidence and
published. By this | declare that | entrusted [my possessions] to you of my own will and persua-
sion, subject to no trickery or fear or force or deception or necessity whatsoever, nor any legal
dissembling nor swindling nor any kind of manipulation, without any sort of duplicity or mali-
cious intent whatsoever, but rather from my own purpose and authentic intention, and my own
freewill, with aright understanding and firm faith, in [a position of] full ownership and unencum-
bered authority, persuaded by every intent, living, understanding and thinking, being of sound
mind and with my intellect most sharp, walking upon the earth, going to the marketplace. Thislast
will | have dictated in the Egyptian language, but | enjoined that it be also written in Greek words,
asisproclaimed [p. 233] in the well and piously framed laws.

[2.] May it be possible for me to live and be in good health and enjoy all my modest goods! But
should | (which | pray may be averted) suffer the common lot of humankind and leave thislife, |
wish and order that, after my death, you, the af orementioned Victor,3 the most pious priest and my
disciple, shall enter upon all of the moderate property bequeathed by me and be my heir, viz.
movable, immovable and animate property, of every kind and sort and of whatever type and quan-
tity, in gold and silver and cloth and copper, and clothing and books and building sites and waste
lands and buildings. In aword, [you will inherit] everything, from the most costly kind to the least
and down to one jugerum and the worth of one assarion# and one obol, and whatever there hap-
pensto be of pottery and wooden and stone household utensils, asregards all of that same moder-
ate property bequeathed by me, including what | inherited from my forebears and what | acquired
by my own sweat and by purchase and by charitable gift and by any manner or intent whatsoever,
by written or unwritten means.>

[3.] Not only that, but also the holy monastery which is under me, that of the holy prize-bearing
martyr Abba Phoibammon which liesin the aforementioned holy mountain of Memnonion, | leave
to you in unhindered ownership, together with its venerable property, from the cheap kind to the
costly, down to a cinder. | direct that you, the aforementioned Victor, the most pious priest and
monk, my disciple, after my death immediately and forthwith are to enter upon the moderate
property bequeathed by me, to manage it and own it and be master of it, of all the goods be-
gueathed by me, al of them from the small to least, down to one jugerum and one assarion and
one obol, and whatever there happens to be of pottery and wooden and stone household utensils,
even including the pure oratory together with its venerable property, from the cheap kind to the
costly.

[4.] Just as[my] preceding statement made clear [you shall have the right] to possess, take care of,

manage and improve the property, to dwell in it, build on it, enjoy [the revenues], rent it out, sell
it, cede it, alienate it, give it as donation, grant it as a charitable gift or grant, and do everything
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concerning it as full owner without hindrance, and spend the revenues on the management of the
aforementioned holy place and providing for the poor who come over.6 For thisiswhat has seemed
right and good to me and to this[decision] | have arrived gladly in the present compl ete testamen-
tary guarantee.

[5.] Solet no one of my close family or anyone else representing me, beit on [p. 234] my father’'s
side or my mother’s, brothers or sisters, relatives, cousins, or any other human being whosoever,
be able at any occasion or time whatsoever to bring suit against you or your heirs or successors or
assigns or any of your kinsfolk, neither bringing a charge nor having one brought, in court or out
of court, in the local district or beyond the frontier, small or great, nor [shall they be abl€e] to
accuse you in the presence of friends nor to bring legal proceedings against you or those who
come after you, before any magistrate or judge, neither by proclamation in the holy church nor in
the praetoria,’ to make use of any other device or demand a divine and imperial decree with
regard to this testament in whole or in part thereof, nor in any way to transgressit, on account of
the fact that in every respect it has been deemed right and been compassed by me at my own good
pleasure to receive and give whatever | am found to possess or owe or be owed, and to deal with
all of my receipts and expenditures.

[6.] If anyone should try at any time to oppose this uncircumscribed testament, | declare the one
doing any such thing at any time whatsoever in the first placeto beliableto the divine and terrify-
ing oath and the penalty and reproach that attend upon perjury, and to be subject to the fines
appointed for those who dare to transgress divine and imperial oaths, and to pay to account of a
fine for transgression six ounces of gold, by deed and power exacted from the property of the
interloper and accuser.

[7.] Wherefore, since thusit is necessary to abide by everything written in thisinvulnerable testa-
ment, | wish and order that, after my exit from this life, the wrapping of my body and my holy
[eucharistic] offerings8 and meals[in my memory]® and the designated days of my death [period)]
be fulfilled by your care according to the custom of the country,10 and according to my intention
and plan.

[8.] | chargeyou that, if another document should be brought forth, [p. 235] whether purporting to
be earlier or later, to oppose this testament, | declare that that document is null and void and
without force everywhere it may be produced as evidence, since this present document iswhat has
the force of law.11

[9.] For the support and guarantee of everything agreed upon by me, | swear by the holy and
consubstantial Trinity and by the girdlel2 bound round mel3 not to transgress or overturn in any
way at al the things heretofore written, but direct that they are unshakeable and unbreakable in
perpetuity by means of the present testament, from which may trickery and evil envy go away and
stay away. So | have made this for you as a guarantee, which is valid and established wherever it
shall be produced in evidence, and recognized by every government authority and power having
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theforce of law, withits signature signed by me the signer and witnessed by trustworthy witnesses
[whose signatures] follow, according to my intention and judgment; and having been asked about
everything as interpreted for me in the Egyptian language by the notary [whose signature] fol-
lows, | agree and sign a release to the effect that everything is satisfactory as related by my own
mouth, thus rightly to possess, to give, act upon, guard, respect, and abide by.

+ Wherefore clearly | have made plain, asfar as gold and silver are concerned, that | swear by the
faith of the Christians that | do not possess gold or silver, nor have | possessed them from birth. |
have none, neither from inside nor from outside, up to one trimesion,14 and | have sworn an oath
to that effect. +

Nor have | allowed [such possessions]. Evenif | had any, | would have given them to the account
of the poor. However, as| mentioned, | do not possess any gold or silver, and | am ready to givean
account about thisto my Master, God.+

[Subscriptions] 15 + |, Abraham, by the mercy of God bishop and anchorite of the holy mountain
of Memnonion, son of Sabinos of blessed memory, whose mother is Rebecca, the af orementioned,
have made the present testamentary document in al the chapters and agreements in which it
contains, together with the divine oath and the aforementioned stipulation of fine, and | assent to
everything written as it stands, and give my release.

+ |, Joseph, son of John, most humble priest of the holy church of Hermonthis, having been
requested to do so, wrote on his behalf since he does not understand [Greek] letters.16

+ 1, Dioscoros, son of Jakobos, archpriestl? [p. 236] of the holy church of Hermonthis, am witness
to the present testament, having heard it from the most holy ApaAbraham, bishop of Hermonthis,

the one who also made it.

+ 1, Flavios Pantonymos, son of Apadios, am witness to this present testament [having heard it]
from the framer [thereof].

+ |, Flavios Abraham, son of Theodosios, member of the curial class!8 of Hermonthis, am witness
to this sale,19 having been asked to do so by the framer [thereof].

+1, Paul, son of Abraham, most humble deacon, am witnessto the present testament, having heard
it from the framer [thereof]. P

+ |, Flavios Theophilos, by the grace of God, public defender20 of Hermonthis, am witness to the
testament, having been asked to do so by the framer [thereof]. PPPP

+By me, Peter....... , thiswas written.+
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Notes on the Trandlation

Editors' note: The assistance of our translator, Leslie S. B. MacCoull [LSBM], is gratefully acknowledged
for the notes to this document.

1. Kenyon, Greek Papyri, p. 231, notes “The beginning of the document is lost, but it does not appear to
have contained anything beyond the date and heading, except some reflections on the uncertainty of
human life.”

2. synkellos: lit. “ one who sharesthe same cell.” By thelatefifth century thetitle was used especially for the
adviser of abishop or patriarch; see A. Papadakis, ODB, p. 1993; Bilabel, “ Testament,” col. 702, sup-
posed that this was Victor, Apa Abraham’s chosen successor.

3. For thisindividual, see also KRU 65, 77.

4. jugerum: ameasure of land, approximately two-thirds of an acre; assarion: i.e., worth aslittleasan as, an
obsolete Roman coin.

5. This seems to include a reference to the grant of civic property on which the monastery was built, for
which see KRU 105.

6. Note the congruity with the bishop’srights as described in KRU 105, lines4-8, trans. Till, Rechtsurkunden,
p. 188, after Steinwenter: “die nach Gottes und eurem Willen nach euch kommen werden, wie es sich
gehort, weil ihr Herr des ganzen topos des Apa Phoibammon seid, dass ihr darin wohnt, aufbaut oder
niederreisst, Leute zu euch hinein nehmt von allen, die einen gottesfurchtigen Lebenswandel fuhren,
fur die ganze Dauer eures Lebens und (des Lebens dessen), den ihr nach euch in den topos einsetzt,
dass er die Angelegenheit des Almosens (agape) der Armen verwalte”

7. The governor’s residence; see Lampe, PGL, pp. 1126-27.

8. prosphorai; for which, see Lampe, PGL, p. 1184 and my own Private Religious Foundations, pp. 76-80:
“Prosphora Donations,” with references therein.

9. agapai; for which see Eberhard Bruck, Totenteil und Seelgerat im griechischen Recht (Munich, 1926).

10. In the Coptic rite, amemorial liturgy is offered on the fortieth day after death. Whether “wrapping the
body” means full mummification at this late date in the context of the Christian clergy is controversial.
[LSBM]

11. Cf. (27) Kecharitomene [3], in which the author reserves the right to change her mind by issuing a
supplementary document.

12. schema of monastic habit, for which see Lampe, PGL, p. 1359, 8C.

13. For oaths on the monastic schema, see P. Cairo Masp. 111.67299.50. [LSBM]

14. trimesion, see Lampe, PGL, p. 1408: “coin worth one-third of the aureus’ (standard gold coin, i.e.
solidus).

15 As Krause, “Beziehungen,” p. 36, notes, there is no overlap between the individuals, including local
officials and clergy, who sign here and their counterparts who signed KRU 105. This suggests a consid-
erable gap between the composition of the two documents.

16. The author is perfectly literatein Coptic (see Krause, Apa Abraham, pt. 1, pp. 132-33, for apartial list of
his correspondence), just not in Greek. [LSBM]

17. archipresbyteros, see Lampe, PGL, p. 240: “the senior priest who took the place of the bishop when
absent, and performed administrative functions.”

18. politeuomenos.

19. Kenyon, Greek Papyri, p. 232: “ presumably a business man, [who] by force of habit calls the process he
iswitnessing a sale instead of awill.” Thisis common in Coptic documents.

20. ekdikos (in Latin, defensor civitatis); see Lampe, PGL, p. 427.
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2. Pantelleria: Typikon of John for the Monastery
of St. John the Forerunner on Pantelleria

Date: probably late 8th c.1 Tranglator: Gianfranco Fiaccadori

Edition employed: Ivan D. Mansvetov, Tserkovnii ustav (tipik), ego obrazovaniei sudba v greceskoi
i russkoi tserkvi (Moscow, 1885), pp. 441-45; cf. Ivan Dujcev, “Il Tipico del monastero di S.
Giovanni nell’isoladi Pantelleria,” BBGG, n.s., 25 (1971), 3—17, with untranscribed facsimile of
the Bodleian manuscript at 5-12.

Manuscripts: Ms. Russian State Library (Moscow), formerly Theological Academy 54, fols. 91v
ff. (16th—17th c.). There are two other manuscripts: State Historical Museum (Moscow), formerly
Patriarchal Library, Undol’skij Collection, 110 of the Synodal Checklist, fols. 549 ff. (16th-17th
c.), and Bodleian Library (Oxford), 995-92, fols. 124r-127v (16th-17th c.).

Other tranglations: Italian, by Dujcev, “Riflessi,” pp. 208-12, and “1I Tipico,” pp. 13-17, from the
Bodleian manuscript.

Institutional History

Very little is known about this foundation, and not much can be said with certainty even about
such basic matters as when its founder John lived, how long his monastery was in existence, and
when it disappeared. In addition to the present typikon, the founder is also known from his appear-
ance in various synaxaria of the Greek church, in which he is customarily described as “ confes-
sor” aswell as superior of this monastery on Pantelleria.2 This has led some scholars to specul ate
that he may have been a refugee from Iconoclasm, and that his monastery must therefore date
from some time after 726.3 John’'s successor, Basil, was also commemorated as a saint, and a
canon dedicated to him is extant that appears to refer to John’s monastic rules.4 The canon fea-
tures the hard ascetic life conducted by Basil, which appears consonant with the stern tenor of
John’s typikon (see below). The canon obviously must be later than the typikon, but since its own
dating is speculative, it is no help in dating the latter document.

A few facts known about theisland of Pantelleriaitself hint at thelikely duration and ultimate
fate of the foundation. L ocated southwest of the westernmost tip of Sicily and due east of Tunisia,
as an Italian possession it is even today a remote and sparsely populated site. Known in classical
times as Cossyra, it became known as Patellaria circa 700, that is about the time Arab rule be-
came firmly established in Ifrigiya on the nearby African coast with the fall of Carthagein 698. It
had served as a refuge for Christians fleeing the Arabs since the second half of the seventh cen-
tury, but around 700 it was seized by the latter temporarily, who used it as a base for raiding
Sicily.6 The period of itsrecovery by the Byzantines, which cannot be precisely dated, isthe most
likely time for the foundation of John’s monastery. During the years 803-806, three dissident
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ecclesiagtical hierarchs, Euthymiosof Sardis, Theophylaktosof Nikomedia, and Eudoxiosof Amorion,
were exiled on the island at the orders of Emperor Nikephoros | (802-811).7 A chance referencein a
Caralingian chronicle records that in 806 raiders from Mudlim Spain captured sixty monks on
Pantelleria, presumably from John’s monastery given the small size of the island, some of whom
the Frankish Emperor Charlemagne was able to ransom a year later and enable to return home.8
How much longer the monastery survived cannot be determined. Theisland was still in Byzantine
hands at the time of anaval battle between forces dispatched by Ziyadat Allah | (817-838) against
aByzantine fleet in 835.9

By thistimethe Muslims had already settled in Sicily itself at Palermo, where they had estab-
lished acapital in 831, though the conquest of the larger island took several decades. Syracuse did
not fall until 878 and Taorminauntil 902 (later reoccupied and lost againin 962). Von Falkenhausen
(“Patellaria,” p. 1594) broadly assigns the Arab conquest of tiny Pantelleriato the period between
836 and 864. Although Malta did not fall until 870, an early date within the range proposed seems
preferable.10 At whatever time the island fell to the Arabs, the monastic community cannot long
have survived as Pantelleria was thoroughly |slamicized thereafter.

Analysis

This document is the only monastic typikon that predates the Studite monastic reform. Widely
assumed (without certain evidence) to be only a fragment of alonger document, it has been pre-
served only in an old Slavic version, surely the most curious means of preservation of any of our
documentsgivenitsoriginal place of composition on remote Pantelleria. Unlike many later typika,
the document shows no interest in regulating constitutional, administrative and financial matters.
Instead, like (3) Theodore Studites and even (4) Soudios, the documents closest to it in date, its
principal concern is the regulation of the lives of the monks of the monastery for which it was
written.

The typikon depicts a community living under strict, authoritarian rule (n.b. [18], restricting
whispering and written communications) in one of the most remote parts of the Byzantine Empire.
The monks lived a life emphasizing prayer, singing, genuflections, strict fasting, and strenuous
manual labor. This was a hierarchically organized foundation, under the firm rule of a superior,
overseers, and elders. Monks were also assigned places in the church according to their rank.
Anyone who dared to differ wasto “be shown his place” [1]. The emphasis of the document ison
duties and punishments for infractions of the rules, particularly latenesses and absences.1! Pun-
ishments include: lying face down, deprivation of food, and expulsion from the community. The
suppression of homoeroticism was aparticular concern of the author.12 The penal emphasis, present
earlier in the Penitential mistakenly attributed to Basil of Caesarea, finds some echoes in ninth-
and tenth-century Byzantine documents (such as (4) Stoudios and (11) Ath. Rule), then drops out
of sight again until the twelfth century, when (31) Areia [T9] shows itsinfluence. Direct Basilian
guotes turn up again in Cypriot typika (34) Machairas and (45) Neophytos of the early thirteenth
century. However, nowhere else among the medieval Byzantine monastic foundation documents
or their late antique predecessors is there evidence of such agrim regime for daily life and disci-
pline as found here. The possibility that this was in fact a monastic prison might well seem worth
entertaining, were it not for the inclusion of expulsion among the recommended punishments.
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Overall, thisis a document of some sophistication, a recognizable if also brief (and possibly
incomplete) typikon, all the more remarkable for its early date, remote provenance, and bizarre
means of preservation—in arough Church Slavonic translation (no Greek original has been found
yet) that, judging from its archaic language and character, was probably madein the ninth century;
the present shape of the text, often corrupted and difficult to understand, may however be due to
tradition and subsequent copies. The Pachomian influence astutely observed by von Falkenhausen!3
isanindication that thisis one of the very earliest documents in our collection, but should not be
overemphasized. Manual labor, absent or at any rate seemingly lessimportant in subsequent docu-
ments, still has a place here as it does in the Pachomian, Basilian, and (to alesser extent) Syriac
traditions. Yet features such as the use of wine [4] and the bows accompanying prayers[3] aswell
asthe regulations for liturgical observances ([8] through [10]) demonstrate that, despite the links
to Pachomios and Basil, thisis a document of alater era

Notes on the Introduction

1. An eighth-century date seems most likely in view of the chronol ogical framework provided by the history
of theisland of Pantelleria (see below, Institutional History).

2. For details, see Scalia, “Pantelleria,” pp. 79-81.

3. First proposed by E. Golubinsky, Istoriia russkoi tserkvi, vol. 1 (Moscow, 1901), p. 652; see also Scalia,
“Pantelleria,” p. 82, and von Falkenhausen, “ Patellaria,” p. 1594, and “Monachesimo,” pp. 153-54 and
157.

4. Canon XV: In Sanctum Basilium Patellariae hegumenum, ed. Acconcia Longo, Canones lunii, pp. 163—
76, with commentary at pp. 375-81; the apparent reference to John’s typikon is at verses 63-64.

5. Scalia, “Pantelleria,” p. 74; there are many variants on the name, including Patallarea, Patel area, Patalaria,
etc.

6. M. Amari, Storia dei Musulmani di Sicilia, vol. 1, 2nd ed. (Catania, 1933), pp. 235, 290, based on Arabic
sources.

7. See Jean Gouillard, “LaVie d Euthyme de Sardes ((J831), une oeuvre du patriarche Méthode,” T&M 10
(1987), 1-101, at 5, 17, 25-27.

8. Annales Fuldenses, sive annales regni Francorum orientalis, ed. Fr. Kurze (Hanover, 1891), Anno 807, p.
124,

9. SeetheArab historian Ibn al-Athir, inA. A. Vasiliev, Byzance et les Arabes, vol. 1: La dynastied’ Amorium
(820-867) (Brussels, 1935), p. 360; Amari, Storia, p. 437.

10. This also provides a terminus ante quem for the iambic poem in honor of Antiochos of St. Sabas by the
otherwise unknown Arsenios, “monk of Pantelleria, who became archdeacon.” See Odorico, “ Sanzione,”
pp. 11-13 and 16-19 (Greek text and Italian translation).

11. See[1], [5], [6], [7], [8], [10], [11], [13], [14], [15], [17], [20].

12. See[5], [6], [7], [12], [20].

13. See von Falkenhausen, “Patellaria,” ODB, p. 1594, and “Monachesimo,” pp. 155-57; and [6], [7], [8],
[11], [13], [24], [17], [18]. For specific Pachomian parallels, see also notes to the translation for these
chapters.
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Translation

[Note: The translation below is based on Mansvetov’s edition of the Ms. Russian State Library,
supplemented by sections in pointed brackets based on Dujcev’s facsimile of the Bodleian manu-
script.]

Rules of the Monastery of Our Holy Father John the Priest, Superior of Pantelleria

From the holy books teaching salvation to all [men]. Whoever has rejected [this world] and has
entered the monastic state for the sake of [his] salvation cannot be saved unless he observes [the
rules] which | intend to write down [here].

[1.] At the striking of the [sacred] semantron, let [the monks] gather at the porch of the church and
go into the church as soon as the elders arrive.l Let them all bow together to the cross and start
singing the Lord’s Prayer aswell as perform in the proper order the hymns of either the matins or
the vespers or the hours. Let each one stay constantly at the place which becomes his rank and
have no permission to move from this place and stay at another one. Should he start acting thus,
leaving his own place and staying at another one, let him be shown [his place] once, twice, and
thrice. Should he not hearken [in spite of this], let him be expelled from the church congregation.

[2.] Likewise, |et [the monks] approach the communion, the meal, and the sal utation according to
the order2 of their status. Again, |et them keep the proper order also during the day. L et them recite
their prayers three times from the first to the third hour, three or four times from the third to the
sixth, two times from the sixth to the ninth, until vespers, and three times during the night.

[3.] Let prayers be recited as follows: after the Lord’s Prayer let [the monks] stand a short while
and then bows3 ninetimes, if they arein good health, and each time they stand up again let them lift
their hands to God imploring for his grace. {Let them bow three times and lift their hands three
times as well.} When they have finished, let them bow three times, and then bow to one another
and take leave. (Should they be unableto bow, asit has already been said, ninetimes, let them bow
three times [only], and lift their hands three times as well, and then take leave.) In all it will
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amount to twelve [times]. Thiswe order to be done in the winter days, but in the summer days let
prayers be increased. Thus, when the days are lengthening, let one more prayer be added to each
[further] hour.

[4.] Once more, whoever seeks salvation and enters the monastic state, should he be physically
healthy, [that is] able to do it, let him fast during the day.# Should [he] instead be performing
heavy work, let [him] have one fourth [of the regular portion], and a cup of wine before his meal.
Whereas, should his body grow thin and look feeble, let him fast on Monday, Wednesday, and
Friday [only]. He who is unwilling to comply with these commandments shall not achieve salva-
tion.

[5.] When [the monks] gather in the cellswherethey sleep or while doing aservice, it isunbecom-
ing either to visit each other and sit on the bed or to ask concerning any matter.5> Should one's
property beforcibly retained by someone else, let him go to the ecclesiastical overseers,8 that they
repair thiswrong [for him]. Should anyone manifestly disregard such rule, and not hearken two or
three times to admonitions, let him be expelled from the monastery. Should anyone be seen draw-
ing one of his brothers aside and taking him to his cell to converse with him, let that one be
admonished [two or threetimes], then, if heisunwilling to hearken, let him be stripped of hisgarb
and banished from the monastery. Again, should it be necessary for [one] to talk about any matter,
let him stand and talk [to the other] outside the church before the brothers, so that no one may be
misled.

[6.] Likewise, whoever is walking with another on a road, and they are seen holding hands or
embracing or kissing, should one not hearken to admonitions, let him be expelled from the broth-
erhood, so that the others may not be corrupted at the sight [of thig].”

[7.] Let alsothe monks not ride abeast of burden two of them together, but |et each one go and ride
in turn.8 The same [applies] to both sitting and sleeping.® Whoever shall frequently converse with
one, but it is not clear what the conversation is about, let him be liable to the aforesaid punish-
ment.

[8.] When [the monks] get to the choir, should anyone come before [the beginning of] the song, | et
him enter, recite the prayer, and take his own place. Should anyone become lazy or, for any reason
whatsoever, be late and not show up, let him stay outside the church and, asthe brethren go out, let
him fall down before them and explain the reason why he was not present, so that they come to
know [it].10 Let the superior interrogate him, and if forgiveness is proper, let him forgive. If it is
not, let him inflict the punishment. Let this be done for the matins or the vespers or any other
service; for which, however, those who have arrived early must wait with the other brethren.

[9.] Should it happen that oneis busy for whatever reason, let him join the [singing of the] canon

later; and on account of this|et the worshipers sing the odes, alwaysin the entirety of their verses,
and then start singing the troparia. When the nights are [too] short, let this be done after lunch
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time <as we have said>. We have aso ordered that you, if at al possible, sing the odes in the
entirety of their verses along with the troparia, but thisis[left] to the authority of the elders. Itis
certainly always profitable to exert oneself on both the saints' and the Lord's days <in the sum-
mer>, but also in the winterl! et us make every effort to sing the odes from the first to the last
verse aswell asthe troparia. The ecclesiastical precept isthe following: four kathismata and two
lections during the winter, two kathismata and one lection during the summer (as for the lection,
[let it be read] aslong as the brethren are not judged to be overworked), and further prayers.

[10.] When you are <standing> in the church for the hymnody, listen to what the precentor says
and sing [exactly] asheisprescribing. Let no one have power either to change any word or to sing
adifferent hymn. Even if you become aware that the precentor is mistaken, only those who arein
the front shall have the right either to change any of the words or to begin a different hymn. All
others of you keep [observing] the proper order. Should anyone dare to break the present rule, let
him be liable to the punishment of lying face downward. Again, we order to sing in the proper
order, according to the habit acquired from deacon John. Let al sing in this way. Should any of
you be accustomed to sing differently, we request him to relinquish his habit, and adapt to his
brothers', [so that] harmony among the brethren be displayed in this matter.

[11.] Asfor the collective liturgy, should anyone fail to come [in time] without any reason, com-
munion is not fitting for him. Should he start doing this often, let him be liable to the punishment
of lying face downward.12

[12.] Rush zealously to the church and even moreto the holy liturgy. Do not stay too close to each
other. When you bow and recite the prayer, on bowing let each one keep away from the side of his
brother and not stand close to him so that when he bows he crowds his brother.

[13.] Again, whenever a superior summons [the brethren] to meals, let [them] all move as|[if they
were going] to church. Should afew arrive before the others, let them wait a short while for their
fellow [monks], and then start reciting the prayer over the food. Let the overseers interrogate
anyone who comes late.13 Should he have been late because of laziness, et them send him back
without food. Should it be Lent or the Christmas fast, let him remain [in this condition] until
exactly the same hour of the next day. Should it not be a fast day, let him remain [thus] until
evening; then, having obtained forgiveness, let him eat. Should he not repent hisfault, let him not
eat, for he is abusive of others and on account of this he refuses to humble himself to anyone.

[14.] Whenever the brethren are called to work, let them hasten [to it] as they do to food.14

[15.] Let the overseers keep thetimefor prayers and not strike [the semantron] whenever itistime
to prostrate before Christ. There shall be two overseers, to announce the proper order of the mys-
teries, and if the brotherhood perceive that they are lazy, by the end of the day, there where they
gather to eat, let it inflict upon them the punishment and say: “As our prayers were not perfect,
[similarly] do not eat.”
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[16.] Let it beforbiddento go to any kind of work without asking [ permission from] the elders. L et
these notify the monks who should leave to go to work and him who, instead, is ordered to sit in
his cell while also working for the others, asis proper. Indeed, it isfitting that out of love you <do
Christ’s> work for one another.

[17.] Should anyone expose his garment outside, and the sun shines on it for three mornings, let
him be liable to the appropriate punishment.15 Let him go himself to ask for punishment, confess-
ing his sin, since he trespassed. L et this be done for any kind of fault, if one wants to be saved.
Even if the elders do not come to know [of hissin], he himself must be conscious of both what it
isand his desert. Whoever out of |aziness does not care to undergo the punishment, may his soul
have lifel

[18.] Do not whisper among yourselves, since whispering presupposes the sin of theft.16 But
should there be any necessity for conversing, then converse among yourselvesin a clear manner,
not shouting but with moderate voice. Let ho one write any word on paper to another, unless he
have agreat need [for it], or elseit be Lent. All the more so since we have already said to speak out
in aclear voice.

[19.] We enjoin you to revere your overseers as [you would revere] God himself. Keep loving and
revering not the elders alone, but all of you mutually. As we have said, your souls shall have life,
or it will hardly be possible to have life.

[20.] Should abrother declare: “I cannot stay with this brother in the same cell or [sit] at the same
table,” let him be asked on account of what sin does he do (it).17 Should he answer [that it is]
owing to extreme weakness, lest his brother cause scandal, we exact that an inquiry be made into
this matter. Should the | atter state: “[Yes], | am causing scandal,” and this being the reason why he
separates himself from the proper order of the brethren, and [why also he] says: “| wishto sit alone
inmy cell,” let them bring the church prieststo him and let him be instructed amidst the brethren.
Should he still not hearken, let them take off his monastic garmentsin front of the church and then
expel him from the monastery.18

[21.] For whoever does not observe all the monastic rules and, at the same time, does not keep and
follow the present regulations becomes estranged from the Church. This is what is said in the
book, and let this be done! He who loves his neighbor until death shall <be willing to> lay down
hisown life (for him), and shall serve him and remainl® with him. He who abides by such rules of
our Fathers, and keeps them, shall have life.

Notes on the Trandlation

1. For use of the semantron, see (4) Soudios[AB2], [B14], [AB31], [AB33], [AB36]; porch of the church:
perhaps the narthex is meant here, cf. (4) Soudios [AB2].
2. A reference to the performance of the canonical hours (the akolouthia).
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3. For bows, see (4) Stoudios [A2], [A6], (22) Evergetis[4], and (29) Kosmosoteira [13].

4. Requiring monks to fast throughout the day is an extraordinary requirement in the context of what is
known from our other documents; see Appendix B: The Regulation of Diet in the Byzantine Monastic
Foundation Documents, A: General Rules.

5. For the discouragement of fraternization, compare to the regulation found in (4) Soudios[18]; (7) Latros
[11]; (22) Evergetis[9], [21]; (27) Kecharitomene [41], [47]; (29) Kosmosoteira [21]; (30) Phoberos
[21],[25], [39], [40]; (32) Mamas [17], [35]; (33) Heliou Bomon [17], [34]; (34) Machairas[63], [113;
(55) Athanasios | [4]; and (58) Menoikeion [8], [17].

6. Slavonic pristavniki; for these overseers, see (4) Stoudios [18], (11) Ath. Rule [17], and (22) Evergetis
[31], etc.

7.Vaguely reminiscent of the Pachomian Praecepta [95], ed. A. Boon, Pachomiana Latina (Louvain, 1932),
p. 40; trans. A. Veilleux, Pachomian Chronicles (Kalamazoo, Mich., 1981), p. 161: “No one may clasp
the hand or anything else of his companion; but whether you are sitting or standing or walking, you
shall leave a forearm’s space between you and him.”

8. Cf. Pachomian Praecepta [109], ed. Boon, p. 42; trans. Veilleux, p. 162: “Two men shall not sit together
on a bare-backed donkey or on awagon shaft.”

9. Cf. Pachomian Praecepta [95], ed. Boon, p. 40; trans. Veilleux, p. 161: “Nor shall you sit two together on
amat or acarpet.”

10. Cf. Pachomian Praecepta [17], ed. Boon, p. 17; trans. Veilleux, p. 148: “If anyone is missing when one
of the eldersis chanting, that is, reading the psalter, he shall at once undergo the order of penance and
rebuke before the altar.”

11. That is, on feasts of the Lord.

12. Cf. Pachomian Praecepta [9], ed. Boon, p. 15; trans. Veilleux, p. 146: “ . . . anyone who comes after the
first prayer shall be punished in the manner described above and shall remain standing in the refec-
tory.”

13. Cf. Pachomian Praecepta [32], ed. Boon, p. 21; trans. Veilleux, p. 150: “If someone comes late to eat,
without [being detained by] an order of the superior, he shall likewise do penance, or return to hishouse
without eating;” for later interrogation of latecomers to meals, see (22) Evergetis [31], (27)
Kecharitomene [25], (29) Kosmosoteira [37], and (30) Phoberos [48].

14. Cf. Pachomian Praecepta [58], ed. Boon, p. 31; trans. Veilleux, p. 156: “When the signal is given to go
to work, the housemaster shall lead them, and no one shall remain in the monastery except by order of
the father.”

15. Cf. Pachomian Praecepta [68], cf. [69], ed. Boon, p. 33; trans. Veilleux, p. 157: “They shall not go do
laundry unless one signal has sounded for all. They shall follow their housemaster and do the washing
in silence and with discipline.”

16. Cf. Pachomian Praecepta [94], ed. Boon, p. 40; trans. Veilleux, p. 161: “No one shall speak to his
neighborsinthedark.” For therestriction of (external) written correspondence, seethe Basilian Poenae
59, PG 31, col. 1313C, (22) Evergetis [22], (34) Machairas [131], and (45) Neophytos [CB5].

17. A disciplinary problem analogous to that of (22) Evergetis [9], which, however, focuses on arguments
over precedence at table.

18. For the ceremony of stripping monastic vestments from an unworthy monk, see (20) Black Mountain
(761, [77].

19. Slavonic ljazhet, i.e., be buried.
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3. Theodore Studites: Testament of Theodore the Studite for the Monastery
of St. John Stoudios in Constantinople

Date: 8261 Tranglator: Timothy Miller

Edition employed: PG 99, cols. 1813-24 = J. J. Sirmond, Opera varia, ed. J. delaBaume, vol. 5:
Sancti Theodori Studitae Epistolae aliaque scripta dogmatica (Paris, 1696), pp. 80-88.

Manuscript: Parisinus graecus 891 (1136 A.D.)2

Other translations: Latin, by Sirmond, Opera varia, vol. 5, pp. 80-88, reprinted in PG 99, cols.
1814-23; Bulgarian (partial), by |I. Goshev, “Pravilata na Studijskija monastir. Vvod, tekst i
izjasnenija,” Godishnik na Sofiiskiya Universitet VI. Bogoslovski Fakultet 17 (1939-40), 5-75,
with translation at 17-21 and commentary at 21-24.

Institutional History

A. Foundation of the Monastery

The Monastery of St. John the Forerunner Stoudios can be traced back to its foundation by a
private benefactor, a certain Stoudios who was consul in 454.3 Mango (“ Studius Basilica,” p. 122)
has shown that the monastery church (katholikon)—reportedly founded on the site of an earlier
parochial church—was built before 454, possibly in 453 or, as recent archaeological evidence
suggests, as early as 450.4 This church, which survives today as a ruin in Istanbul—the city’s
oldest remaining ecclesiastical building of any size—isto be found in the southwestern corner of
the old city in the former Psamathia region, near the Golden Gate. The church may have been
built, as Mango suggests, in the anticipation of serving as the reliquary for the head of St. John
that contemporaries believed had been discovered in 453 in Emesa, though the new foundation
did not succeed in gaining this valued relic.

A few years later, perhaps in 460, Stoudios installed a group of the “sleepless monks”
(akoimetoi), famous for their continuous liturgical services throughout the entire day, at a monas-
tery attached to the church.> Monks observing this usage continued to staff the monastery down to
the end of the eighth century, except perhaps for a decade or more after the iconoclast Emperor
CongtantineV (741-775) expelled the capital’s iconodule monks in 765.6 The names of some of
the monastery’s superiors are known, and there are afew incidental historical references, but the
monastery did not play an important role in Byzantine ecclesiastical history for the first three
hundred years of its existence.”

B. Theodore the Sudite

Thefoundation achieved prominence when in 798 or 799 the iconodule Empress Irene summoned
our author, Theodore, then director with hisuncle Plato of aprivate family monastery at Sakkoudion
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in Bithynia, to Constantinople to assume the leadership of the Stoudios monastery, where fewer
than ten of the sleepless monks had survived the iconoclast persecution.8 The constitutional status
of the monastery at this point isobscure. It may well have been seized by theimperial government
under Constantine V, which a grant by Irene to Theodore at this time would seem to suggest. In
any event, Theodore chose to treat Stoudios as a private foundation, anal ogous to Sakkoudion—
which continued in operation—as well as at least three other monasteries then under his control .9
As Kazhdan has noted (“Theodore,” p. 2045), Theodore's intent, only partialy realized, to be
sure, wasto create “ an independent monastic organi zation ableto resist imperial coercion.” Desir-
able as this goal must have seemed to iconodule patrons, many of whose foundations had been
confiscated or even secularized under Iconoclasm, it proved impossible of attainment during
Theodore'slifetime, though the number of monks submitting to hisauthority is said to have ranged
as high as 700-1000, apparently including those resident in the dependent houses (metochia) as
well as at Stoudios itself.10

Theodore was a principled but also a highly contentious personality. He had generally bad
relations with most of the Byzantine rulers after Irene. Even the iconodule Emperor Nikephoros|
(802-811) was no exception, for he carried out the exile of the Studite |eadership to the Princes
Islands decreed by a church synod in 809 after Theodore refused to be reconciled to Patriarch
Nikephoros | (806-815) in the Moechian controversy.1l Dobroklonsky (Prepodobnii Theodor,
vol. 1, p. 652) suggested that the resentment by other superiors of the monastic reforms Theodore
was promoting (for which see the discussion below in (4) Soudios, The Studite Monastic Reform)
may have been afactor in the Studite superior’s downfall. Theodore was able to maintain alively
correspondence with various individual members of his monastic communities (which had been
dispersed by the authorities) throughout this period of exile, which cameto an end after the acces-
sion of Michael | (811-813).12

Theodore was exiled again in 815 after refusing to acquiescein arevival of |conoclasm under
Emperor Leo V (813-820).13 Just before his departure, Theodore divided his monks into small
groups and recommended that they disperse so as to avoid governmental pressure. Stoudios was
reopened in Theodore' s absence, however, by the renegade monk L eontios, who thenceforth served
as the monastery’s superior.14 Most likely Theodore never regained control of the Stoudios mon-
astery. Finding himself in strict confinement under the watchful eye of the metropolitan of Smyrna
from 819 to 821, Theodore wrote aletter inthe form of alast testament in 819.15 Though Theodore
was freed and recalled to Constantinople in 821 after Michael 11 (820-829) became emperor, he
was unable to reach an accommodation with the new ruler.16 Instead, he seems to have gone
voluntarily into exile again, probably in 823, first to the peninsula of St. Tryphon near Cape
Akritas southeast of the city, and later to Prinkipo in the Princes Islands.1? He died there in
November, 826, after having gotten his disciple and chosen successor Naukratios to write down
his final Testament, which is translated here.18

C. Theodore's Immediate Successors

It isunlikely that Theodore's successors were able to return to the Stoudios monastery until after
the death of the last iconoclast Emperor Theophilos (829-842). Shortly thereafter, the translation
of the remains of Theodore and his brother Joseph from their original burial site on Prinkipo to
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Stoudios took place on January 26, 844.19 True to his teacher’s ways, Naukratios (superior, 842—
47) quarreled with the new orthodox Patriarch Methodios | (843-47) even though the latter’'s
iconodule credentials were impeccable. Details are available from the hagiographic life of
Naukratios' successor Nicholas the Studite (superior, 847-50 and 853-858).20 This source also
supplies us with the names of several other Studite superiors of the mid-ninth century aswell asa
discussion of Nicholas' refusal to accept Photios (858-67) as patriarch, preferring as he did to
remain loyal to the deposed Ignatios (847-58).

D. Soudios as an Imperial Monastery

In the early tenth century, during the final years of thereign of Leo VI (886-912), Stoudios seems
to have changed over from itstraditional oppositionist posture to being a predictable supporter of
imperial authority, whose superiors and other high officials were entrusted by the emperors with
many important missions, such as the Studite monk Euthymios whom Emperor John | Tzimiskes
(969-976) sent to Mount Athos to adjudicate disciplinary problems, amission that resulted in the
issuance of (12) Tzimiskes (see below, Chapter Two). Also, beginning in 902 when Leo VI ex-
pelled Leo Musikos from the palace and had him imprisoned at Stoudios, the monastery came to
serve the convenience of the emperors for this purpose as well, down into the 1070s.21 In the
eleventh century, three former emperorswere sent into exile at Stoudios: Michael V Kalaphatesin
1042, Isaac | Komnenosin 1059, and Michael VII Doukas in 1078.22 The monastery’s ability to
supply three patriarchs of Constantinople, Antony [l (974-979), Alexios Studites (1025-1043),
and Dositheos (1189-1191), also testifies to its intimate connections with the imperial govern-
ment. Therefore, it appears likely on circumstantial evidence that Stoudios had been an imperial
monastery since circa 900, and perhaps considerably earlier.

E. Stoudiosin the Last Centuries of the Empire

The monastery was quiescent during the Komnenian era and does not appear to have played an
active part in the Evergetian monastic reform movement asit progressed throughout the late elev-
enth and twelfth centuries. Stoudioslost part of itsrelicsduring the Latin conquest of Constantinople
in 1204, and was| eft abandoned in aneighborhood that became a sheep pasture. In 1293, Constantine
Palaiologos, a brother of Emperor Andronikos |1 (1282—1328), restored the monastery by putting
anew roof on the church, shoring up itswalls, and recruiting new monks.23 By the late fourteenth
century, Stoudios ranked once again as the most honored monastery in Constantinople.24 The
monastery and its superiors continued to play an active part in Byzantine history right up to the
fall of Constantinople to the Turks in 1453, at which time, however, the monks were likely dis-
persed and the foundation’s thousand-year history as a monastery came to an end.2>

F. Conversion of the Church into a Mosgue in Ottoman Times

Sultan Beyazid 11 (1481-1512) granted the buildings on the site to the Albanian I1yés (Elias) bey
b. Abdullah, hisimrahor or “stable-master,” who converted the church into a mosque, which has
henceforth been known as Imrahor or Mirahor Camii.26 Evidently most of the monastery soon
disappeared, since the traveler Peter Gilles found no trace of it during his visit to the site in the
mid-sixteenth century. A fire that swept the old Psamathia neighborhood in 1782 damaged the
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mosque severely, but it was rebuilt in 1820. After an earthquake struck in 1894, the building fell
into ruins.

G. Archaeological Evidence fromthe Site

Although no adequate excavation of the site or survey of the building has ever been completed,
the Russian Archaeological Institute in Constantinople under Panchenko cleared the site, exca-
vated afifth-century crypt under the sanctuary, and made some preliminary observationsin 1907—
1909.27 A few years later, Ebersolt and Van Millingen both published some plans before another
fire damaged the remains further in 1920.28 It has been determined that the monastery must have
been located along the south side of the church’s atrium, but only a cistern remains from that part
of the foundation.2® Old photographs, however, show that there was once a two-columned groin-
vaulted chapel of middle or late Byzantine construction located over the corner of the cistern that
must have been preserved down to the nineteenth century.30

Analysis

Judging from the large number of provisions it shares with an earlier letter of Theodore's to his
disciple Nicholas, Theodore's Testament must be considered afinal copy of awork long in gesta-
tion.31 Thereforeit should not be seen asreflecting only the reduced circumstances of the author’s
confederation of monasteries at the time of his death in 826, when the Stoudios monastery itself
had been out of his control for over adecade. It isalso just one of several important witnesses to
Studite monasticism, for which we have an extraordinary wealth of source material, including the
Studite typikon, (4) Stoudios, the next document in our collection.32

The Testament illustrates the dramatic development of the testamentary format which took
placeinthe two hundred yearsthat had elapsed since the composition of (1) Apa Abraham. Unlike
the latter, thistestament has a great deal of regulatory content, though it may be considered to fall
alittle short of the scope of atypikon, even an early example of the genre like (4) Soudioswritten
for Theodore's own foundation after his death. A profession of orthodox faith heads up the docu-
ment, a new feature, but one with subsequent parallels (e.g., (7) Latros [1] ff., (10) Eleousa [2],
and (49) Geromeri [2] ff.).

Theodore enthusiastically (but vaguely) endorses [13] the patristic “canons and laws,” espe-
cially those of Basil of Caesarea. There is, however, not much explicitly Basilian content in this
document, which istrue generally of Theodore's ascetic writings.33 One readily apparent borrow-
ing, the endorsement of the teaching of catechism [11], appears to have Pachomian roots, perhaps
through the mediation of unidentified Palestinian ascetic sources of which our author was espe-
cially fond.34

A. Lives of the Monks

The core of this document is made up of a series of injunctionsin the style of the “canons’ in the
Syro-Palestinian tradition. The author directs most of his commandmentsto the superior; thereare
only afew general admonitions[25] ff. to the monks. An important themein theinjunctionsisthe
avoidance of sexual temptations. Perhapsthisisarecollection of perilsthat were moreimmediate
when the foundation was being directed from the Stoudi os monastery in Constantinople. Theodore
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ismostly concerned about women in this connection [9], [15], [16], [17], although he also forbids
the superior an adolescent disciple [18], and there is a curious prohibition of female domestic
animals [5] (to be repeated in (13) Ath. Typikon [31] and elsewhere).3> Maintenance of sexual
segregation evidently was difficult, especially in an urban and aristocratic milieu, and Theodore
explicitly allows for exceptions [16]. Total segregation (as espoused later by (42) Sabas) was not
thought to be practical.

B. Constitutional Matters

The transmission of the monastery, the principal concern of (1) Apa Abraham, is our author’sfirst
concern here too after his profession of faith. Theodore exercises his patronal right to appoint his
successor (not named, but known to be his disciple Naukratios). Subsequent superiors were to be
chosen by the community, acommon arrangement in medieval Byzantium which had the effect of
lessening patronal influence after the next generation (cf. the arrangements in (10) Eleousa [16],
cf. [11]).

An important themein Theodore's admonitions to the superior is his concern, shared with the
author of (1) Apa Abraham [5], that the superior not permit the monastery’s resources to fall into
the hands of outsiders; to this he adds the injunction that the superior not misuse the monastery’s
property for his own use either [3]. This reflects a strengthening of the notion of institutional
integrity even within the context of private ownership.

It isimportant to view this document in the context of its association with a private religious
foundation whose claim to independence from state control Theodore had been able to uphold
with only partial success during his lifetime. Indeed, he had lost the Stoudios monastery itself,
originally a gift from Empress Irene that her successors felt free to revoke twice, in 809 and in
815. In addition to confiscation, secularization was another threat, particularly during the bitter
iconoclastic controversy in which Theodore and his monks had generally stood in opposition to
imperial policy. Even aside from the extraordinary dangers of the times, for a superior of noble
birth, kinship ties posed potential conflicts of interest [8]. The superior is explicitly told not to
prefer eminent and powerful persons to the interests of the community [23].

Philosophically, Theodore preferred a consultative to an authoritarian style of rule, if not for
himself (which seems doubtful), then at least for his successors. Accordingly, the superior was to
supervise [22] the performance of the monks in various offices in conjunction with the “foremost
brothers.” Generally speaking, he was not to act [24] in any area without consulting with “those
who are foremost in knowledge and prudence regarding the issue in question.” Theodore even
suggests [25] that the community itself isthe ultimate source of authority within theinstitution by
virtue of the fact that the monks have assented to the choice of their |eader.

C. Financial Matters

Though thereisno direct testimony, it would appear that the monastery itself was supported by the
income from alanded endowment [4], cf. [21], worked, evidently, by free labor, since both agri-
cultural and personal slaves are explicitly forbidden. Nothing is said about any manual labor
engaged in by the monks, though we know from other sources that monks were engaged in agri-
cultural labors at the Studite monasteries outside Constantinople, though not at Stoudios itself.36
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The author may have feared to arouse jealousy on account of the monastery’s wealth, for modest
clothing [19] is recommended for the superior and he is instructed not to flaunt the institution’s
wealth [20]. The monastery itself is not to store up gold; charitable distributions are enjoined for
“sharing abundance” [21]. The superior isalso ordered not to administer the monastery’s finances
personally, but to appoint officials for this task [24]. This separation of administrative and finan-
cial responsibilitiesis part of our author’s preference for consultative (as opposed to authoritar-
ian) rule.

D. Subsequent Influence

Overall, then, this is a distinctive document that is very much a product of the preferences and
concerns of itstime despite the author’s stated allegiance to the revival of patristic tradition. It had
the good fortune to be associated with the manuscript tradition of Theodore's popular Small
Catecheses, with the result that it followed that work into wide circulation, particularly in the
twelfth century at the very time that the later Evergetian monastic reform movement was coming
to dominate the empire' sreligiouslife. Yet its earliest impact on the documentsin our collectionis
to be found on (13) Ath. Typikon in the ninth century, which freely incorporates, generally verba-
tim, no less than 18 of the 27 chapters into which we have divided Theodore's Testament. While
there would be no further literal quotations, such Studite institutions as the mandate [22], [24] for
consultative rule and the ban [ 21] on accumulating cash assetsin the monastery would be incorpo-
rated in the constitutions of later Byzantine monasteries.

Notes on the Introduction

1. The Testament was prepared shortly before Theodore's death on November 11, 826; see Naucratii
confessoris encyclica de obitu sancti Theodori Suditae (BHG 1756), PG 99, cols. 1824-49, at 1844B,
cf. Michael the Monk, Vita S. Theodori (Vita B) 66, PG 99, cols. 324D—325A.

2. There are many other witnesses, for the Testament is preserved along with Theodore's popular Small
Catecheses; see Leroy, “Petites Catéchéses,” p. 337, n. 37.

3. The standard history, though much dated, remains E. Marin, De Sudio, supplemented by B. Panchenko,
“Ha loannes Studios” IRAIK 14 (1909), 136-52; 15 (1911), 250-57; 16 (1912), 1-359; Alexander
Kazhdan et al., “ Stoudios Monastery,” ODB, pp. 1960-61, provide summary accounts of the history of
the monastery.

4. Sources for the foundation are: Anthologia Palatina 1.4, ed. Hugo Stadtmiiller (Leipzig, 1894); Suda, ed.
AdaAdler, vol. 4 (Leipzig, 1935), p. 438; Theodore Lector, Historia ecclesiastica 384, ed. G. C. Hansen
(Berlin, 1971), p. 108; cf. Theophanes, Chronographia, am. 463, ed. Karl de Boor, val. 1 (Leipzig,
1883-85), p. 113. For archaeol ogical evidencefrom brick stamps, see Urs Peschlow, “ Die Johanneskirche
des Studios in Istanbul,” JOB 32.4 (1982), 429-34.

5. For the akoimetoi, see General Bibliography, X. Early Constantinopolitan Monasticism.

6. Theophanes, Chronographia am. 765, ed. de Boor, pp. 443-45; Frazee, “St. Theodore,” p. 31; Janin,
Géographie, vol. 3, p. 430.

7. For alist of superiors, see Janin, Géographie, vol. 3, p. 432.

8. Vita B 19-20, PG 99, cols. 257B—260A, and “ Theodore of Studium, Laudatio Platonis 32, PG 99, cols.
833D—-836A; for the date, which cannot be precisely determined, see Henry, “ Theodore,” p. 47. Leroy,
“Réforme,” pp. 202, 205, rejects the traditional view that the move to the capital was motivated by the
appearance of Arab raidersin Bithynia as mentioned in Theophanes, Chronographia am. 799, ed. de
Boor, p. 473.

[72]



3. THEODORE STUDITES

9. Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 206, nn. 191-93.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

Vita B 20, PG 99, col. 260C (1000 monks); Theophanes, Chronographia a.m. 806, ed. de Boor, p. 481
(700 monks); rightly qualified by Henry, “Theodore,” p. 49, Kazhdan et al., “ Stoudios Monastery,” p.
1960, and Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 206, n. 200.

Vita B 27, PG 99, col. 269; Theophanes, Chronographia am. 809, ed. de Boor, p. 484; Frazee, “St.
Theodore,” p. 47; Henry, “Theodore,” pp. 64—65.

Henry, “Theodore,” p. 66, n. 1, based on Dobroklonsky, Prepodobnii Theodor, vol. 1, p. 671, reports 22
surviving letters from this period, with another 180 now lost. Notable among the surviving letters is
one edited by R. Devreesse, “Une lettre de s. Théodore Studite relative au synode moechien (809),” AB
68 (1950), 44-57, that was addressed to Basil, superior of the monastery of St. Sabasin Jerusalem. For
Theodore's recall to Constantinople, probably in 812 (so Grumel, Regestes, no. 387), see Laud. Plat.
40, PG 99, col. 844C, and Vita B 28, PG 99, cols. 272D-273A, with Henry, “Theodore,” p. 68.

Vita B 37, PG 99, col. 288B, with Henry, “Theodore,” p. 81; Frazee, “St. Theodore,” p. 48, and J.
Pargoire, “La Bonitade s. Théodore Studite,” EO 6 (1903), 207-13.

Vita A 4041, PG 99, cols. 196-97.

Ep. 22, ed. Georgios Fatouros, Theodori Suditae epistulae, vol. 1 (Berlin-New York, 1992), pp. 57-62,
with Henry, “Theodore,” p. 83.

Vita B 48, PG 99, col. 304; Frazee, “St. Theodore,” p. 49; Henry, “Theodore,” pp. 84-87, who at 88, n.
1, following Dobroklonsky, Prepodobnii Theodor, vol. 1, p. 859, n. 5, is surely right to challenge
Gardner, Theodore, p. 197, 199, in her assertion that Theodore temporarily regained Stoudios at this
time.

Frazee, “ St. Theodore,” p. 49; Henry, “Theodore,” p. 88.

Naukratios, Encyclica de obitu s. Theodori Studitae, PG 99, cols. 1824-49; Vita B 66, PG 99, 324D—
325A; with Frazee, “ St. Theodore,” p. 49, and Henry, “ Theodore,” p. 90.

See Van der Vorst, “ Translation.”

20. Vita s. Nicolae Suditae, PG 105, cols. 863-926; for alist of the superiors, see Janin, Géographie, vol. 3,

21.
22.

23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

33.
34.

p. 433.

For details and references to the sources, see Janin, Géographie vol. 3, p. 437.

For details and references, see Janin, Géographie, vol. 3, p. 427, with Kazhdan et a., “ Stoudios Monas-
tery,” p. 1960.

Nikephoros Gregoras, Byzantina historia 6.5, ed. L. Schopen and |. Bekker, CSHB, vol. 1 (Bonn, 1829—
55), p. 190; Janin, Géographie, vol. 3, p. 432; Miiller-Wiener, Bildlexikon, pp. 149-50.

See Darrouzes, Regestes, vol. 1, pt. 6 (Paris, 1979), no. 2714 (March 1381) = MM 2, p. 22, with Janin,
Géographie, vol. 3, p. 431, and Kazhdan et al., “ Stoudios Monastery,” p. 1960.

For details and references, see Janin, Géographie, vol. 3, p. 432.

Janin, Géographie, vol. 3,. p. 432; Miiller-Wiener, Bildlexikon, p. 150.

Results published in Panchenko, “Ha. loannes Studites’ see comments by Mathews, Early Churches,
pp. 19-20, and Byzantine Churches, p. 143.

Ebersolt and Thiers, Eglises, pp. 3-18; Van Millingen, Byzantine Churches, pp. 35-61.

Mathews, Early Churches, p. 22.

Mathews, Byzantine Churches, p. 144.

Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, pp. 31-34, with cross-references to (3) Theodore Sudites in the Document
Notes below.

For a discussion of the other sources for Studite monasticism, see below (4) Soudios, The Studite
Monastic Reform Movement.

See Leroy, “Influence,” p. 491.

See the Pachomian Precepts and Institutes [15], ed. A. Boon, Pachomiana Latina (Louvain, 1932), p.
57, andtrans. A. Veilleux, Pachomian Koinonia, vol. 2 (Kalamazoo, Mich., 1981), p. 171; for Theodore's
partiality to Palestinian sources, especially Dorotheos of Gaza, see Leroy, “Réforme,” pp. 188-90.
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35. See also (12) Tzimiskes [22], [23]; (15) Constantine IX [3].
36. See Leroy, “Réforme,” p, 204, with references in nn. 185-86, and “Vie,” p. 37, n. 2, cf. p. 39, n. 1.
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Translation

The Testament of our father, the holy, inspired confessor Theodore, the Studite superior, which
was read aloud before his final repose.

[Preface]

Since this wretched body of mine has fallen into a constant state of ill health and | am unable to
summon all of you—my sons, brothers, and fathers—at the time of my departure because the
monasteries are located in diverse places and especially because some of you have journeyed afar
on business, | have heeded the words of the sacred David, “| prepared myself and was not terri-
fied” (Ps. 118 [119]:60); and again, “My heart is ready” (Ps. 56 [57]:7). Since the hour of my
passing out of thislife has already arrived, | have hastened to draw up this Testament beforehand.
| thought that this was a fitting and sure method for you to hear my final utterance and discern
exactly what | believe and think, and what sort of person | leave as a superior to succeed me so that
you might thus enjoy harmony and peace in Christ—that peace which the Lord left to his holy
disciples and apostles as he was about to return to the heavens.

Concerning Faithl

Therefore, | believe in the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit—the holy and consubstantial
and primal Trinity, [in whose name] | was baptized and regenerated and perfected. | confess God
the Father, God the Son and God the Holy Spirit—the three are one with respect to divinity just as
conversely the oneis three with respect to individual persons. For the Trinity is one God accord-
ing to substance although it is divided by the distinction of persons. | also confess that one of the
Trinity, our Lord Jesus Christ, came into the flesh out of immeasurable charity, that is to say for
the salvation of our race, having assumed the flesh from the holy and blameless Mother of God.
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Hewas born of her womb in accordance with the law of nature save for human procreation asthe
divine prophecy had foretold. This same Christ is dual [in nature], whole and complete in his
divinity so that that which he was suffered no change, and whole and complete in his humanity so
that that which he assumed |acked nothing. The same Christ is one in person as he is made mani-
fest in two natures. So also heis manifest in two wills and two energies through which he acted in
accordance with both things divine and things human. [col. 1816]

In addition, | follow the six holy and ecumenical councils and reject every error of heretical asso-
ciation. | also follow the Second Council of Nicaea which was recently assembled against the
accusers of Christ. | accept and revere the sacred and holy images of our Lord Jesus Christ, of the
Mother of God, of the apostles, prophets, martyrs, and of all the holy and just. Moreover, | ask for
their undefiled intercessions to propitiate the Godhead. With faith and awe | embrace their all-
holy relics as full of divine grace.

| also accept every God-inspired book of the Old and New Testaments as well as the biographies
and divine writings of all the holy fathers, teachers, and ascetics. | say this on account of the
crazed Pamphilos who has come from the East attacking these holy people—I mean Mark, Isaiah,
Barsanouphios, Dorotheos, and Hesychios?>—but not the Barsanouphios, Isaiah, and Dorotheos
who belonged to the fellowship of the headless ones3 and had the same number of hornsasdid the
ten-horned one,# for these men were anathematized by the saintly Sophronios in his booklet.®
These last individuals are obviously different from those aforementioned men whom | accept as
part of the patristic tradition after having questioned the patriarch Tarasios,6 who recently held the
office of bishop [of Constantinople], and other trustworthy men, both natives and Easterners.
Moreover, theimage of Barsanouphioswas placed on the sacred altar covering of the Great Church
together with the holy fathers, Antony, Ephraem, and others.” Also, | have found no impiety in
their teachings, but on the contrary, much of spiritual assistance. | will accept them until some
charge against them has been proven by a synodal inquiry. For, if these very men should appear
worthy of anathema or others whom they have led to heresy, may they be anathematized and
cursed, totally anathematized from the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.

In addition, | acknowledge that the monastic life is lofty and exalted, even angelic, pure of
every sin on account of its perfect way of life. It is clear that the monastic life must be ordered
according to the ascetic rules of the holy Basil the Great and not by half measures so that somein
one place choose some rules and let others go. For, one cannot choose to lead thislife lawfully in
some other fashion without the three revealed orders of the divine ladder.8 Nor is it possible to
own aslave or adomesticated animal of the femal e sex because thiswould be alien to thereligious
profession and dangerous to souls.® | have treated such things cursorily since there is not time to
explain them fully, but only to prevent some from holding an inferior opinion of me contrary to
what | truly think and believe. [col. 1817]

Concerning the Superior
Having treated of these pointsin thisway, | shall speak in second place about the superior. Now as
the first one | leave the lord, my father as well as yours, the most holy recluse and father who is
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both aluminary and a teacher. This man has been set before both you and mein the Lord and is
established as the head even though he has removed himself to perfect his humility in solitude by
imitating Christ. Through hisdirectionsand prayer | trust that you will be saved, if indeed on your
part you show him attentive and ready obedience. Thereafter, elect someone by acommon votein
agodly fashion and in the manner which the fathers have established, for my desireis to support
whomever the community finds suitable.

But now, my father and brother, whoever you are, before God and his chosen angels | entrust all
the community in Christ to you so that you may receive it. But, how should you accept? In what
grand manner should you guide them? In what fashion should you guard them? As the lambs of
Christ! Asyour own dear limbs! Cherish and respect them, loving each one of them with an equal
measure of charity since each man cherishes the limbs of his body equally.10 Open your heart in
sympathy, welcome them all in mercy. Nurse them, reform them, make them perfect in the Lord.
Sharpen your understanding with prudence; rouse your will with courage; make your heart stead-
fast in faith and hope. Lead them forward in every good work. Defend them against spiritual
enemies. Shield them, regulate them. Introduce them to the place of virtue. Distribute sharesinthe
land of tranquility. Therefore, | give you these rules which of necessity you ought to uphold.

Rules for the Superior
1. Therefore, save for grave necessity, you shall not alter at al the constitution and rule which you
have received from my lowliness.

2.You shall not possess anything of thisworld nor store up anything for yourself as your own, not
even one piece of silver.

3. You shall not divide your soul and heart by attachments and cares other than for those whom
God has entrusted to you and | have handed over, those who have become your spiritual sons and
brothers. You shall not use the things of your monastery for those who were at one time yours
according to the flesh—either for your relatives or friends or associates. Neither in life nor after
death shall you do thisfor these af orementioned people—neither according to the requirements of
charity nor the rules of heredity. For you are not from those of the world so that you have to share
with those of the world. But if some should cross over from the life of society to our order, then
you should take thought for them in imitation of the holy fathers.

4. You shall not possess a slave either for your own use or for your monastery or for the fields
since man was created in the image of God. This institution has been allowed only to those in
worldly life just as marriage is. It is hecessary for you rather to dedicate yourself spiritually as a
slaveto your brothers of the same spirit, [col. 1820] even though when appearing in public you are
reckoned their lord and teacher.

5. For necessary duties you shall not have an animal from among those of the female race since
you have renounced completely the female sex. You shall not have one either in the monastery or
in the fields as no one of our holy fathers did nor does nature herself allow it.

6. You shall not ride on horses or mules when not necessary; rather you shall travel by foot in
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imitation of Christ. If it should be necessary, however, let your beast of burden be a colt.

7.You shall aways bevigilant that all thingsin the community be held in common and be indivis-
ible and that nothing be owned on the part of any individual, not even a needle. Your body and
your soul, nothing else, should be divided up for all your spiritual children and brothers in the
impartiality of love.

8. As afugitive from the world and from marriage, you should have no part of adopting those of
the world as brothers or engaging in spiritual relationships!! with them since such practices are
not found in the fathers, or if they have been found, then only rarely so that they do not constitute
alaw.

9. You shall not dine with women other than your mother according to the flesh and your sister,
whether these be women inreligiouslife or lay persons. | do not permit this unless some pressure
or necessity should require it as the holy fathers warn.

10. You should not go out frequently or roam about unnecessarily, leaving your own flock. For, it
is desirable that you have time to spend with the flock and be able to save these sheep endowed
with reason, but most wily and given to straying.

11. You shall always be on your guard to teach catechism three times aweek in the evening either
by your own agency or through another of your children since thisis the salutary tradition of the
fathers.

12.You should not grant what they call thelittle habit and after that the great one, for the habit like
baptism is one according to the usages of the fathers.

13. You should not transgress the laws and canons of the holy fathers, above al those of the holy
and great Basil. Whatever you do or say, you should do it in accord with the testimony of the
Scriptures or of patristic custom without violating the command of God.

14. You shall not leave your flock and transfer to another one or return to an office without the
approval of your own community.

15. You shall not have a friendship with awoman in religious life nor enter into awomen’'s mon-
astery. Nor shall you speak alone with a nun or a woman of the world unless necessity at some
time compels you and then with two persons from either party present since one person is easily
influenced as they say.

16. You shall not open the door of the monastery for any woman at all to enter unlessit is abso-
lutely necessary. If you are able to meet discreetly, this opportunity should not be rejected.

17. You shall not make for yourself a lodging or a secular house for your spiritual children in
which there are women and go there frequently. [col. 1821] Rather you shall choose to attend to
your temporary and essential needs at the home of pious men.

18. You shall not have an adolescent disciplein your cell out of affection, but you shall be served
by various brothers and by a person above suspicion.
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19. You shall not possess very distinctive and expensive clothing besides the priestly vestments.
Rather, you shall put on humble clothes and shoes in imitation of the fathers.

20. You shall not spend lavishly either for your own lifestyle or for the reception of guests. This
will distract you since it belongs to a life devoted to pleasure.

21. You shall not store up gold in your monastery, but you should share your abundance of what-
ever sort with those in need at the portal of your court as the holy fathers did.

22.You shall not take charge of the treasury room nor assume the cares of stewardship, but let
your key bethe greatest care of souls, of loosing and binding according to the Scriptures (cf. Matt.
16:19). You shall entrust the gold and other necessitiesto the stewards, the cellarers, and as seems
appropriate to each service, all under your manifest authority. Together with the foremost broth-
ers, you can take an account of each administration and transfer the offices to whichever person
you decide.

23.You shall not place the person of any other man, eminent and powerful according to the present
age, ahead of that which benefits the community. Nor shall you shrink from laying down your life
even to the point of bloodshed in guarding these godly laws and commands.

24. You shall not make or do anything according to your own opinion whether regarding a spiri-
tual or a physical matter of any kind. First, you should not act without the advice and prayer of
your lord and father; second, without the advice of those who are foremost in knowledge and
prudence regarding the issue in question. For there is need of one advisor or perhapstwo, three, or
more as the fathers have instructed us and as we have discussed in detail.

All these commands and whatever else you have received, you shall guard and observe that you
may do well and prosper in the Lord. Far be it from [me] to say or even think of the opposite.

Rules for the Brothers

[25.] Now it istime for you, my children and brothers, to hear my most pitiful voice. Accept the
lord your superior asyou all selected him.12 |t isnot possible for anyonein any way to choose any
other lifefor himself other than that whichislaid down. Thisisabond of the Lord. L ooking upon
him with respect and honor, embrace him as my successor. Just as you did with me, so with him
too observe the rule of obedience and do not think less of him because he has been recently
appointed in the Lord. Nor should you expect anything more than the gifts which were given to
him by the Holy Spirit. It is sufficient that he maintain that which was laid down by my humility.
Love me, my children, and keep my commandments (cf. John 14:15). Keep peace among your-
selves, [col. 1824] and marching in a heavenly fashion, preserve your angelic profession invio-
late.

[26.] Hating the world, do not return to the works of the world. Having been loosed from the
bonds of physical attachments, do not be bound again to the affections of the flesh. Having denied
all pleasures and perishable things of the present life, do not depart from your struggle with obe-
dience through negligence and become the sport of demons.
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[27.] Stick to the race of obedience until the end so that you will “obtain the unfading crown of
righteousness’ (cf. | Pet. 5:4 and I Tim. 4:8). Led by humility, you should always deny your own
will and pattern yourselves only after the judgments of your superior. If you keep in mind these
things and if you should guard them to the end, you will be blessed. For the chorus of martyrswill
receive you. Wearing crowns in the kingdom of heaven, you will enjoy the eternal blessings.

Epilogue

So farewell now, my children. | set out on a journey with no return, ajourney which all those of
old havetraveled and on which you will set out in ashort while after carrying out the duties of life.
| do not know, my brothers, where | am going or what judgment awaits me or which place will
receive me. For | have not completed a single good work before God. Rather | am responsible for
every sin. But still, | rejoice and am glad that | am going from the world to heaven, from darkness
to light, from dlavery to freedom, from temporary lodging to true abode, from strange and aien
lands—for | am a sojourner and a stranger as all my fatherswere (cf. Ps. 38 [39]:12)—to my very
own country. Still more boldly | will declare that | return to my Master, to my Lord and my God
whom my spirit hasloved, whom | have acknowledged as Father, even if | have not served him as
ason. | have possessed him before all else, evenif | have not served him as anoble slave. Raving,
| have spoken these things, but | have said them for you so that you will take heart and pray for my
salvation. If | achieveit, see, | giveyou my word before the truth that | will not be silent, but shall
boldly beseech my Lord and Master for you all that you shall flourish, be saved, and multiply. |
expect to see, receive, and embrace each and every one of you as you depart from the world. For
| have such faith that, since you have observed his commands, his goodnessjust as he did here will
also preserve you in the coming age for the same purpose: to sing the praises of hisall-holy power.
My children, remember my humble words. Keep the advice | have given in Christ Jesus our Lord
in whom is glory and power forever and ever, Amen.

Being sixty-seven years old, our al-holy father and great confessor Theodore went to sleep in the
month of November, the eleventh day, a Sunday, at the sixth hour, the fifth indiction, the year 6335
[AM.,=826A.Dl].

Notes on the Translation

1. For an analysis of Theodore's profession of faith and a discussion of the historical circumstances that
promoted it, see Henry, “Theodore,” p. 173, n. 1.

2. Mark the Hermit: pupil of John Chrysostom, opponent of Nestorianism, and superior of a monastery at
Ankyrain Galatia, who died sometime after 430; Isaiah: probably Isaiah of Skete or Gaza, fifth-cen-
tury Egyptian monk who, Henry, “Theodore,” p. 173, n. 1, believes isidentical with the Monophysite
of this name condemned bel ow; Barsanouphios: hermit who lived in the lavraof Seridos at Gaza, circa
540, and author of a collection of spiritual letters, for whom see Beck, KTL 395, and S. Vailhé, “Les
lettres spirituelles de Jean et de Barsanuphe,” EO 7 (1904), 268-76; Dorotheos of Gaza, pupil of
Barsanouphios, superior of a cenobitic Palestinian monastery, and author, circa 540-60, of ascetic
treatises that influenced Theodore the Studite, for whom see Beck, KTL, p. 396; Hesychios, perhaps

[80]



3. THEODORE STUDITES

Hesychios of Jerusalem: for whom see B. Baldwin, “Hesychios of Jerusalem,” ODB, p. 924. Some of
theindividuals cited here wereimportant sources for the doctrine and institutions of the Studite monas-
tic reform (see below, (4) Stoudios, The Studite Monastic Reform, C. The Sources of Theodore's Re-
form Program). Their accuser, Pamphilos, is probably to be identified with the 6th century presbyter,
Pamphilos of Jerusalem, author of atract against the Monophysites. See Beck, KTL, p. 379

3. Barsanouphios: Monophysite bishop of the sixth century condemned by Sophronios, for whom see Beck,
KTL, p. 395; Isaiah, moderate Monophysite of the fifth century and author of ascetic tracts, for whom
see L. Petit, “2. Isdie,” in DTC, val. 8, pt. 1, cols. 79-81; Dorotheos. a sixth-century Monophysite
bishop; akephaloi, the “headless ones,” a name for the extreme Monophysites who refused to accept
the Henotikon issued by Emperor Zeno (474-491) in 482.

4. dekakeratos: derisive epithet of Monophysites. See Lampe, PGL, s.v.

5. Patriarch of Jerusalem (634-638); the reference is to his letter to Patriarch Sergios (610-638) of
Constantinople, ed. PG 87.3, cols. 3148A—3200C, that was read out during the Sixth Ecumenical Council
at Constantinople in 681; see Henry, “Theodore,” p. 173, n. 1.

6. Patriarch of Constantinople (784-806).

7. Antony: Egyptian monk (1 356), recognized asthe founder of anchoritic monasticism; Ephraem: Ephraem
Syrus (T 373), Syriac monk, regarded as the founder of Syriac monasticism.

8. John Klimakos, Scala paradisi, PG, 88, cols. 632A—672B: renunciation (apotage biou), freedom from
desire (aprospatheia), and solitude (xeniteia).

9. See below, [5].

10. For the anatomical analogy, drawn from Pseudo-Basil, Constitutiones asceticae, PG 31, cols. 1381B,
1396B, 1417BD, etc., see Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 199.

11. Thereference is to adel phopoiia (the adoption of a brother or sister for reasons of mutual support) and
synteknia (baptismal sponsorship). On these spiritual relationships and the obligations and legal im-
pedimentsthey created, see R. S. Macrides, “ Adelphopoiia,” ODB, 19-20; eadem, “Godparent,” ODB,
p. 858.

12. Naukratios, Theodore's designated successor.

Document Notes

[1] Inalterability of the constitution (typos) and rule (kanon). Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 31, lines4-6, is
similar. Copied later by (13) Ath. Typikon [30].

[2] Ban on personal possessions. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 31, lines6-7, issimilar. Copied later by (13)
Ath. Typikon [30].

[3] Prohibition on use of monastic property for friends or relatives. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, pp. 31-32,
lines 7-16, is similar. Copied later by (13) Ath. Typikon [30].

[4] Ban on personal or agricultural slaves. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 32, lines 16-21, issimilar. Thisis
probably afeature of Theodore's reform program intended to return monasticism to the economic self-
sufficiency more common in monasteries of late antiquity; possibly anticipated by hisuncle Plato at the
Sakkoudion monastery. See discussion by Leroy, “Réforme,” pp. 191-92, with Pargoire, “Loi
monastique.” Copied later by (13) Ath. Typikon [31].

[5] Ban on female domestic animals. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 32, lines 21-24, isidentical. See discus-
sion by Pargoire, “Loi monastique,” and Leroy, “Réforme,” pp. 191-92. Leroy believes this is not
moral legislation but an attempt to curtail cattle breeding and the attendant commercial activity to
which that might giverise. This seemsto have been the motivation for related legislation in (12) TzZimiskes
[22],[23] and in (15) Constantine I X [3], but see (45) Neophytos [19] where theidentical prohibitionis
motivated by fears of bestiality. Copied later by (13) Ath. Typikon [31].

[6] Ban on the use of horses or mules. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 32, lines 24-26, is similar. See
subsequent related provisionsin (12) Tzimiskes [22], (13) Ath. Typikon [31], and (15) Constantine 1X
(3]
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[7] Communal ownership of property. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 32, lines 26-33, issimilar. Copied later
by (13) Ath. Typikon [32].

[8] Ban on adoptions and spiritual relationshipswith lay people. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 32, lines 33—
36, isidentical. Copied later by (13) Ath. Typikon [32]; alluded to later by (26) Luke of Messina [3].

[9] Ban on dining with women. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 32, lines 3739, is similar. See also [15] and
[16] below. Alluded to later by (26) Luke of Messina [3].

[10] Condemnation of frequent and unnecessary absences. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, pp. 3233, lines 40—
43, issimilar. Copied later by (13) Ath. Typikon [33].

[11] Teaching of catechism. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 33, lines 4446, is similar. See provision for
catechetical instruction in (4) Stoudios [B16], [21], [36], with Leroy, “ Petites Catécheses,” p. 335. Vita
B, PG 99, col. 264A, identifies the tracts read as being from the Small Catecheses.

[12] Rejection of distinctions in monastic dress. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 33, lines 47-49, is similar.
By the time (4) Stoudios [A2] was drawn up by Theodore's successors, the distinctions had become
accepted. See discussion of thisissue in (9) Galesios [130] and (36) Blemmydes[9].

[13] Endorsement of patristic laws (nomoi) and canons (kanones). Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 33, lines
50-53, issimilar. See discussion of Theodore's respect for patristic precedent in Leroy, “Réforme,” pp.
187-90, with a partial list of patristic sources utilized at p. 188, n. 58; for an inventory of Theodore's
Basilian citations, see “Influence,” p. 495. The Basilian reference here is probably to Pseudo-Basil,
Poenae, PG 31, cols. 1305-20.

[14] Requirement of community approval before the superior can transfer to another office. Ep. 10, ed.
Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 33, lines 54-55, is similar. Copied later by (13) Ath. Typikon [34].

[15] Ban on relations with nuns or private conversationswith any women. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 33,
lines 56-59, isidentical. See also [9] above; for a later discussion of this problem, see (26) Luke of
Messina [3].

[16] No access by women to the monastery. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 33, lines 6062, issimilar. This
principle is adopted later by (22) Evergetis [39] and related documents.

[17] Ban on frequenting inns or private residences frequented by women. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 33,
lines 6366, isidentical. Copied later by (13) Ath. Typikon [34].

[18] Ban on adolescent disciples. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, pp. 33-34, lines 6769, is identical. Copied
later by (13) Ath. Typikon [34].

[19] Recommendation of humble clothing. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 34, lines 70-71, isidentical. For
Theodore' sviews, see Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 192, with references to our author’s other writings. Copied
later by (13) Ath. Typikon [33].

[20] Ban on lavish personal spending and entertainment by the superior. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 34,
lines 72—74, is similar. Copied later by (13) Ath. Typikon [33].

[21] Ban on accumulating cash assets. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 34, lines 75-77, issimilar. Compare to
contrary provisionsin (23) Pakourianos [26] in the eleventh century and (27) Kecharitomene [24] and
(29) Kosmosoteira [94] in the twelfth; in the late thirteenth century, however, (37) Auxentios[9] returns
to the Studite practice.

[22] Superior not to administer finances directly. See also [24] below. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 34,
lines 77-83, is similar. Copied later by (13) Ath. Typikon [32]; a possible influence on other later
documents, e.g., (32) Mamas [48] and (33) Heliou Bomon [48]. Similarly, the governing role accorded
to the “foremost brothers’ is adopted in (22) Evergetis [13], [14] and documents following it closely
like (30) Phoberos[35], [38], and (29) Kosmosoteira [34], [35]. Collaborative rule would become even
more common in late Byzantine monasteries (see below, Chapter Nine).

[23] Interests of outsiders not to be preferred to those of the community. Not in Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros. Copied
later by (13) Ath. Typikon [35]. See subsequent discussions in (22) Evergetis [18] and related docu-
ments.

[24] Recommendation of consultative rule. Ep. 10, ed. Fatouros, vol. 1, p. 34, lines 83-90, is similar. See
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also [22] above.
[25] —[27] Rules for the brothers. Copied later by (13) Ath. Typikon [56]. See discussion by Leroy, “Influ-
ence,” p. 505, of the importance of obedience (hypotage) to Theodore's conception of monasticism.
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4. Soudios: Rule of the Monastery of St. John Stoudios in Constantinople

Date: after 8421 Tranglator: Timothy Miller

Editions employed: First recension [A]: Aleksei Dmitrievsky, Opisanie liturgicheskikh rykopisei,
vol. 1: Typika, pt. 1 (Kiev, 1895), pp. 224-38. Second recension [B]: Angelo Mai and J. Cozza-
Luzi, Nova patrumbibliotheca, vol. 5 (Rome, 1849), pp. 111-25, reprinted in PG 99, cols. 1704—
20.

Manuscripts: [A] Codex Vatopedi 322 (956) (13th—14th c.); [B] Codex Vaticanus graecus 2029,
fols. 179-85 (9th—10th c.).2

Other trandations: Latin, by Mai and Cozza-Luzi, NPB, val. 5, pp. 111-25, reprinted in PG 99,
cols. 1704-20. Bulgarian, by lvan Goshev, “Pravilata na Studijskija monastir,” Godishnik na
Sofiiskiya Universitet VI. Bogoslovski Fakultet 17 (1939-40), pp. 27-37, with commentary at
37-44.

The Sudite Monastic Reform

The present document and the preceding (3) Theodore Studites provide only a very incomplete
and—to some extent—misleading picture of Studite monasticism. Moreover, the monastic re-
form launched by Theodore the Studite was to dominate Byzantine monasticism until a new
monastic reform, typified by (22) Evergetis, swept its usages away in the course of the twelfth
century except in peripheral areas like Southern Italy, Sicily, and Cyprus. Since among the other
documentsin our collection only (11) Ath. Rule and (13) Ath. Typikon can be said to stand directly
in the Studite tradition, it seems useful to discuss briefly various aspects of the Studite reform as
background to both those documents and (4) Stoudios as presented here.

A. Additional Sources for the Sudy of the Studite Reform

1. Hagiographic Sources
Theodore the Studite is probably the best documented of the authors of our documents. Four
hagiographic lives have been preserved.3 As Kazhdan (“ Theodore of Stoudios,” ODB, p. 2045)
observes, these are unusual for their genre in eschewing accounts of miracles and for portraying
(accurately) Theodore as a politician and administrator. We have, therefore, very useful informa-
tion on Theodore's personal role in creating his monastic confederation seen against the back-
ground of his generally hostile contemporaries. Vita B, the earliest Life, is by Michael the Monk,
a Studite who most likely did not know Theodore personally (Leroy, “Petites Catéchéses,” p.
334), but was acquainted with those who did, like thelater superior Nicholasthe Studite. Michael’s
Life was probably written after the latter's death in 868. The anonymous Vita A appears to be a
tenth-century embellishment of Michael’s Life, while Vita C, later still, conflates the accounts
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found initstwo predecessors. The claim of Vita D, contained in an unedited manuscript in Mainz,
to being an independent witnessto Theodore s lifeis unproven.4 Two associated texts, the Encyc-
lical Letter of Theodore's successor Naukratios and the anonymous account of the tranglation of
Theodore'srelicsto the Stoudios monastery in 844, provide important information on the compo-
sition of (3) Theodore Sudites and the canonization of its author, respectively.>

2. Theodore’'s Own Works
Theodore's own substantial body of writings is even more important to our understanding of the
Studite monastic reform. His Eulogy of his uncle Plato, founder of the first family monastery at
Sakkoudion circa 780, isuseful for the question of what Studite customs might have originated at
that institution.6 Some 556 letters, now available for the first time in a much-needed modern
edition, have also survived.’ These show how their author utilized his personal correspondence to
hold the support of influential backers both in ecclesiastical ranks and among the laity aswell as
to keep asense of brotherhood alive among his monks when they suffered dispersion during their
leader’'s several exiles. Theodore also wrote many hundreds of catechetical lessons on ascetic
subjects that were gathered into two collections. The Great Catecheses, made up of three books,
are presently only partially edited.8 They appear to provide the most important testimony on the
actual customs of Studite monasticism in Theodore's own lifetime; some date back to the original
foundation at Sakkoudion. According to Leroy (“Petites Catécheses,” p. 336), they were not origi-
nally intended for publication, and at any rate are much rarer in manuscript than the more widely
disseminated Small Catecheses, of which 160 witnesses (so Leroy, “Vie," p. 24, n. 1) are known.
Theselatter are acompl ete collection of 134 items, apparently assembled for liturgical purposes.®
Van de Vorst (“Petite Catéchése,” pp. 31-41) fixed their composition to the years 821-26, that is,
at the end of Theodore's life during his voluntary exile from Constantinople. Both collections
need to be examined carefully before Studite monasticism can be reasonably well understood.
Leroy maintained, however, that the customary provisions of the Catecheses were consonant
with the content of the later Studite typikon, our (4) Stoudios Vers. [B] as reproduced below.10

The authenticity of the Penitential straditionally attributed to Theodore has been questioned, 1
but Leroy (“Réforme,” p. 210) maintained that areading of the Catechesesindicates the existence
of apenitential during Theodore's lifetime. One of the Penitential s features punishments particu-
lar to the anticipated offenses of the incumbents of various offices, which finds a parallel in
another of Theodore'sworks, hislambics, many of which take the form of generic exhortations of
monastic officials.1? Finally, there are some Hymns attributed to Theodore that are occasionally
useful for aspects of the Studite monastic reform.13

B. Principles of the Studite Reform

1. Reviva of Cenobitic Monasticism
Broadly stated, the aim of Theodore's monastic reform was to revive cenobitic monasticism as it
had been practiced in late antiquity, agoal that he thought could be mapped out by a close study
of the relevant literary texts (Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 187). Reviving the prestige of cenobiticism
was a difficult undertaking, since Byzantine monasticism traditionally honored the solitary life as
the pinnacle of personal pietistic achievement, even within the context of a cenobitic institution.14
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Moreover, the most prestigious monasteries of Theodore's own day, the Bithynian monasteries
on Mount Olympos, also saw cenobitic life as a preparation, for the select few to be sure, for a
solitary life.15> But Theodore claims that it was his uncle Plato, who himself lived the life of a
solitary as superior of Sakkoudion, itself a Bithynian monastery, who instituted the first compo-
nents of what later became the Studite monastic reform, specifically the bans on slaves and fe-
male animals that turn up later in (3) Theodore Studites [4], [5].16 These basic elements of the
reform were important for reviving the practice of manual labor by the monks themselves and—
by virtue of making cattle breeding impossible—removing them from what was thought to be
unnecessary commercial activity. Michael the Monk more plausibly attributes these bans to
Theodore himself rather than hisuncle Plato, although welearn from Theodore’s Great Catecheses
that hismonks still possessed slaves aswell asfemale animal s even after the rel ocation to Stoudios
in Constantinople.1” This suggests that these particular reforms cannot have been successfully
implemented until the early years of the ninth century, if then.

2. Manual Labor

There is no question that Theodore, readily perceiving the importance of manual labor in his
patristic sources, was an advocate of hard work for the monks in his own times, as reportedly
every one of his Great Catecheses (so Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 195) testifies. So thistoo, integrally
related to the “Platonic” reforms discussed above, must be considered an integral part of the
ideology of the Studite monastic reform. Yet, as will be seen, the regulation of manual labor was
not one of the principal concerns of (4) Soudios. As Leroy himself admits (“Réforme,” p. 204),
the relocation of Theodore and many of his monks to Stoudios at the end of the eighth century
inevitably meant that the type of work pursued changed from being primarily agricultural at
Sakkoudion to mostly artisanal at the new foundation in Constantinople, though the other monas-
teries of the emerging confederation located in rural locations perhaps continued to practice agri-
cultural works. The institutional allegiance to the principle of self-sufficiency that isimplicit in
the practice of manual labor may have weakened considerably by the time (4) Stoudios was com-
posed in the mid-ninth century or later, and perhaps even more so as the foundation came under
imperial patronagein later times.

3. Definition of Administrative Offices

More enduring features of the Studite monastic reform were Theodore's exaltation of the impor-
tance of amonk’s submission (hypotage) to the will of the superior (Leroy, “Influence,” p. 505)
and his notion of the monastic community as a mystical body, with the superior as the head, the
officers as the hands and eyes, and the ordinary monks as the feet. As an outgrowth of the latter
conception, Theodore developed a fairly elaborate structure of monastic offices for his founda-
tion, whose responsibilities he discusses not only in the Great Catecheses but also in his lambics
and (implicitly) in one of his Penitentials.18 His biographer Michael the Monk states that this
delimitation of functions was one of the essential aspects of the reformer’s work.19

4. Liturgical Life
Another enduring feature of Theodore's reform, though one not much discussed in hiswork, was his
importation of the office of the St. Sabas monastery near Jerusalem into the Stoudios monastery,
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displacing the continuous 24-hour service that was the trademark of the “ sleepless” monks previ-
ously resident there since the middle of the fifth century.20 In time this would merge with the
office of the cathedral church of Hagia Sophiato produce a hybrid Studite office.

C. The Sources of Theodore's Reform Program

1. Extent of Basilian Influence
Michael the Monk tells usthat at the beginning of his monastic career Theodore studied the texts
of the fathers, particularly Basil of Caesarea.?! Yet as Leroy (“Influence,” p. 504) convincingly
demonstrated, the Basilian influence in Theodore's work is not sufficient to term the latter a
Basilian disciple. In al of Theodore's huge corpus of published and unpublished work, thereis
only one precise reference to a Basilian text (“Influence,” p. 492), though as Leroy correctly
realized, we must assess the Basilian impact on Theodore not only by actual citations but also by
vaguer alusions and palpable evidence of Basilian impact in the absence of precise quotations.
Even so, Basil is mentioned only 78 timesin all of Theodore's works, 39 timesin his 556 letters,
32 timesin the 395 authentic Catecheses, 3 timesin his Iconodule tract, the Antirrhetics, and no
more than once in all the other works (Leroy, “Influence,” p. 495).22 These citations are neither
numerous nor particularly important for content.

Outside of the Catecheses, Theodore's Basilian citations are usually dogmatic in character.
Despite the intent of the Catecheses to justify the Studite reform by an appeal to tradition, cita-
tions are rare there too, although with Dorotheos of Gaza, a sixth-century Palestinian ascetic
author, Basi| is the patristic source Theodore does cite when he isinclined to seek external sup-
port. According to Leroy (“Influence,” p. 498) these citations, rarely literal, fail to exploit the
central themes of Basilian spirituality, though they do demonstrate Theodore's acquaintance with
the works in the Basilian Ascetic Treatises, including those like the Penitential and the Ascetic
Constitutions now thought to have been erroneously attributed to Basil.23 Leroy (“Réforme, p.
190) believed that this last work had a very great influence on Theodore's doctrines and teach-
ings, including his notion of the monastery as amystical body,24 but he thought that much of this
influence came through the mediation of similar work by Dorotheos of Gaza.

2. Palestinian Sources
Indeed, it seems that overall, Dorotheos, along with his teachers Barsanouphios and John, had a
more important influence on Theodore than Basil. Leroy noted that Theodore cites Dorotheos,
whose own collection of 24 Catecheses may have been collected at Stoudios, more frequently
than Basil, though perhaps only because, having lived in the sixth century, he was considerably
closer to Theodore's own time and therefore was able to advocate a more advanced form of
cenobiticism than was possible for Basil in the fourth century.25 In any event, the complex ad-
ministrative organization Theodore set up for Stoudios has a parallel in Dorotheos's Palestinian
monastery, and the two institutions shared anumber of the same officials, though as L eroy rightly
noted, many of the offices probably had already entered the mainstream of Byzantine monasti-
cism in the long intervening period before the Studite reform.26

Theodore al so apparently looked to his Palestinian sources for some of the ideol ogical com-
ponents of his reform. The notion of monastic submission, absent in Basil, was to be found in the
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more authoritarian monasticism of Dorotheos, along with a variety of other technical terms that
Theodore was accustomed to use.2”

It is difficult to pinpoint the source of Theodore's interest in reviving manual labor, since it
was so common in the cenobitic monasteries of late antiquity and correspondingly prominent in
the ascetic literature that was available to him.28 Yet other elements of the reform can be traced to
Palestinian origins with certainty. L ong before the composition of (4) Stoudios, Theodore had his
monks follow the Testamentary Rule (diatyposis) of Theodosios the Koinaobiarch (0 529), an
older contemporary of Dorotheos of Gaza and Sabas of Jerusalem, for the regulation of diet.29
Thisrule may in fact be incorporated at least in part in (4) Soudios [28], [29] below. Finaly, we
know that Theodore wrote to Patriarch Thomas of Jerusalem to ask him to send monks to intro-
duce the Sabaitic chants at the Stoudios monastery.30

D. Subsequent Influence of the Studite Reform

1. The Early Versions of the Studite Rule

Initially, the present document, (4) Soudios, was the means by which many of the institutions of
Studite monasticism were handed down to later monasteries. Our Version [B] of this document,
known only in Italo-Greek manuscripts, appearsto be alightly edited version of the prototype of
(4) Soudiosthat was surely closer if not identical to our Version [A].31 Leroy (“Vie,” p. 24) dated
the appearance of (4) Soudios in Greek monasteries in Calabria to the end of the ninth or the
beginning of the tenth century. In the tenth century, Athanasi os the Athonite, founder of the Lavra
monastery on Mount Athos, made use of aversion of (4) Soudiosthat combined elements of both
Versions[A] and [B] in hisown (11) Ath. Rule, but without feeling the need to acknowledge his
source, just as he was to use (3) Theodore Studites some years later in his (13) Ath. Typikon (see
below, Chapter Two).32 In 1034, one of the later superiors of the Stoudios monastery who had
been promoted to the patriarchate as Alexios Studites (1025-1043) founded a monastery at
Constantinopl e dedicated to the Mother of God for which he composed a typikon, now lost, that
evidently was based on (4) Soudios.33 Subsequently, Theodosios Pétcherski had a complete
Slavonic version of Alexios Studites' now lost typikon prepared for the Monastery of the Caves at
Kiev in 1061. This survives in several manuscripts but has never been edited even though there
are partial translations available in both Russian and (recently) English.34 It islikely that further
study of the unpublished witnesses to the manuscript tradition of (4) Soudios and closely related
documents, particularly those with a provenance in Byzantine Italy, will yield important insights
into the dissemination of Studite liturgical traditions that cannot now be surmised. We already
know that in its own right and through its adaptation in the liturgical typikon accompanying (22)
Evergetis, the Studite typikon found acceptance in most Byzantine monasteries outside of Pales-
tine until the thirteenth century.35

2. Influence of Theodore’'s Own Works
Aswill be seen, (4) Stoudios is concerned primarily with the regulation of liturgical and dietary
matters. Other Studite usages were transmitted through the dissemination of Theodore's personal
writings. Of these, the Small Catecheses were by far the most popular, having circulated widely
in more than 70 surviving manuscripts dating from before the sixteenth century.36 In the late
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eleventh century in the midst of the Evergetian monastic reform, John V, Patriarch of Antioch,
included them on his list of essential works of ascetic literature,37 and they are cited as an author-
ity by another reformer of the late eleventh century, Nikon of the Black Mountain, in (20) Black
Mountain [56]. Indeed, they served as akind of liturgical book for catechetical purposesin some
monasteries, such as the Constantinopolitan monastery of St. John the Forerunner of Petrawhere,
according to amanuscript of the Small Catecheses drawn up by the monk Arseniosin 1136, there
were to be three readings per week from the collection throughout the year.38 Theodore's Testa-
ment, our (3) Theodore Studites, isto be found in this manuscript aswell asin many others of the
Small Catecheses, and so its usages may have gained some currency along with the better known
document.

The Great Catecheses, which contain so much of theinstitutional and ideological content of
the Studite reform, apparently remained behind at the Stoudios monastery, in Leroy’swords“asa
piece of the family archives’ (“Réforme,” p. 212). Slowly they began to circulate, with the sur-
viving manuscript tradition suggesting some usage in Southern Italy, particularly Sicily, in the
eleventh and twelfth centuries, though generally only in partial editions.3° In the mid-eleventh
century, Paul Evergetinos, founder of the famous Constantinopolitan reform monastery for which
(22) Evergetiswould later be written, made use of the Great Catechesesin the compilation of his
own catechetical collection, the Evergetinon.40 Later, a manuscript of Paul’s work would pass to
another reform monastery in Constantinople, Christ Philanthropos, and an unidentified nunnery,
most likely its sister institution for which (27) Kecharitomene was written (see below, Chapter
Five).41

3. Subsequent Role of Stoudios in Byzantine Monasticism

The monks and the monastery of Stoudios and, to a lesser extent, the traditions of the Studite
reform, continued to play a part in the rest of the documentsin our collection. As noted above, the
tenth century (11) Ath. Ruleistextually dependent upon aversion of (4) Stoudios while (13) Ath.
Typikon makes some considerable use of (3) Theodore Studites. In the contemporary (12) Tzimiskes
[28], we find the Studite monk Euthymios sent out by Emperor John Tzimiskes to arbitrate vari-
ous disputes among the monks of Mount Athos; Euthymios was also the actual author of this
document, as (15) Constantine IX [15] states in the middle of the next century. Later on in the
eleventh century, the author of (19) Attaleiates [38], [41] entrusted the superior of the Stoudios
monastery with the responsibility of consecrating the superior of his own monastery at
Constantinople. This monastery also had a copy of the Studite Catecheses (see [INV 7]), most
likely the Small Catecheses.

4. Stoudios and the Monastic Reform Movement
The importance of Stoudios to the great monastic reform movement of the eleventh and twelfth
centuriesis confirmed by (20) Black Mountain, which cites approvingly both (4) Soudios and the
Catecheses.42 (22) Evergetis, the most important typikon of the monastic reform movement, does
not cite any of Theodore'sworks directly, but shares at |east a part of itsideological outlook with
(3) Theodore Sudites. An unidentified book by Theodore wasin the library of the reform monas-
tery for which (23) Pakourianos [33] was written towards the end of the eleventh century. In (24)
Christodoulos [B8], the author’s nephew Theophanes is mentioned as being the current assistant
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steward at Stoudios, but the nephew is expressly denied any inheritance rights to the author’s
reform monastery on Patmos.

5. Studite Influence in Norman Italy and Sicily

The popularity of the Studite tradition in Southern Italy and Sicily suggested by the provenance
of our surviving manuscripts of the Catecheses as well as of (4) Soudios is confirmed by the
testimony of (25) Fragala [B4], whose author claimsto have bound his monks to the observance
of “the rule of Theodore of Stoudios’” among other patristic documents and who in [B7] refersto
(3) Theodore Sudites as a precedent for his own testamentary provision. The author of another
Sicilian document of the twelfth century, (26) Luke of Messina [10], cites (4) Soudios as one of
the sources of his own rule.

6. Waning of Studite Influence in the Twelfth Century

Elsewhere during the twelfth century, the prestige of (22) Evergetis, its companion liturgical
typikon, and the typika of other monasteries in the Evergetian reform tradition began to displace
(4) Stoudios as a document of reference. (31) Areia, which references (4) Stoudios both for di-
etary regulation and liturgical services, is a provincia exception.43 (32) Mamas is more typical,
gladly relying on the prestige of the Studite superior Theophylaktos and five of his monks as
witnessesto ajudicial confirmation (in the First Semeioma) but providing [46] that the Evergetian
synaxarion, i.e., itsliturgical typikon, wasto guide the servicesin itsown foundation. A few years
later, however, (33) Heliou Bomon, otherwise a very close follower of its model, (32) Mamas,
returns [45] to a recommendation of the Studite typikon, the last citation of it to appear in our
collection of documents.

7. Stoudios’ Rolein the Last Centuries of the Empire

Thereafter, Stoudios appearsto have had no direct impact on Byzantine monasticism, surely in no
small part due to the fact that the monastery itself lay abandoned during most of the thirteenth
century, thanks to the Latin occupation of Constantinople, up until 1293. The popularity of the
pseudo-Basilian Poenae among certain Cypriot foundations of the thirteenth century, however,
may reflect indirect Studite influence.#4 The monastery makes one last appearance in our docu-
mentsin the fifteenth century in (60) Charsianeites[A7], whereit—benefiting asusual initslater
history by itsclosetiesto theimperial govenment—isthe recipient of aproperty confiscated from
the Charsianeites monastery.

Analysis
Thisdocument isthe first extant typikon preserved in Greek from the medieval Byzantine monas-
tic tradition. The anonymous author4® acknowledges existence of many rivals, but asserts that
thisis the “best,” chosen “by a mgjority of excellent monks.” None of these rival contemporary
typika survive, though there are anumber of testaments preserved from the early medieval period
(7th=11th centuries), probably because, being shorter and essentially biographical, they lent them-
selves to incorporation into hagiographical literature. In the case of this foundation, however,
both a testament, (3) Theodore Sudites, and the present typikon have survived, illustrating how
these two types of documents complement one another.

At this point in the still very preliminary research on the Studite reform tradition, it seems
most prudent to interpret this typikon as a document in the Studite tradition rather than as an
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explicit statement of the founder’s own views on the concerns addressed.46 It is even hard to say
how far removed wasiits date of composition from Theodore's death in 826. The latter half of the
ninth century, after the definitive defeat of Iconoclasm in 842, seems a reasonable supposition,
though any date prior to that of (11) Ath. Rulein the mid-tenth century ispossible. A more precise
dating will have to await further study.

We present here the two versions of this document that have appeared in printed editions
although readers should be aware that other versions exist in manuscript.4? Version [A] derives
from a 13th-14th century manuscript in the Vatopedi monastery on Mount Athos, while Version
[B] is derived from an Italo-Greek manuscript of the late ninth or early tenth century. They have
been translated here in parallel columns. A comparison of the two versions illustrates how an
influential model typikon could be adapted in different ways for monasteries in other locations.

The restricted scope of this typikon, which is primarily (though not exclusively) concerned
with the regulation of dietary matters and liturgical services, reflects the circumstances that are
thought to have given birth to the genre in medieval Byzantium. First of all, there was the prob-
lem of how to resolve conflicts among the cycles of the proper of the liturgy, specifically the
regular weekly services, the services for the feasts of the saints occurring on particular days
during the year, and the Paschal cycle determined by the date of Easter. The first typika are in-
tended to provide some guidance for resolving these conflicts (Taft, “Mount Athos,” p. 182).
Then there was the analogous problem of reconciling conflicting dietary prescriptions, specifi-
cally the regular rules for normal consumption or fasting on particular days of the week, the
provisions for feasts of the saints marked by specia dietary treats, and the obligation to observe
specific periods of fasting, not only Lent but also other fasts such as those of the Holy Apostles
after Pentecost and of St. Philip before Christmas. Finally, the monastic observance of asolar day
necessarily meant that the lengths of the hours in any given day would vary considerably from
season to season, with very short hours in winter and very long onesin summer (Leray, “Vie,” p.
28). This alone had a considerable impact on the scheduling of liturgical services, which in turn
affected when meals, work, and all other activities could be fitted into the daily schedule aswell.
Eventually, increasingly sophisticated resolutions of these problems would lead to the devel op-
ment of more specialized texts, and the definitive division of the typikon genre into the typikon
ktetorikon (regulating administrative and disciplinary matters) and the typikon leitourgikon (regu-
lating liturgical and dietary matters).

A. Lives of the Monks

1. Liturgical Duties
The discussion begins with the Easter service, which would become the trademark of typika, like
(22) Evergetis and other documentsinfluenced by it, in the Studitetradition (Taft, “ Stoudite Typika,”
p. 1961), then continues through the calendar of theliturgical year, not in any systematic way, but
in order to resolve cyclical conflicts of the sort described above (e.g., the order of psalms and
readings on certain feasts [12], [13]), that presume a basic understanding of the calendar. Simi-
larly, particular problems relating to the service of the hours are discussed in several places (e.g,
[3],[4], [5], [10], [11]) but nowhere is there a comprehensive treatment, as in the Basilian rules.
This is despite the fact that we know (Leroy, “Cursus,” p. 17) that the Studites observed seven
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canonical hours: 1) the canon, which included the midnight office (mesonyktikon) and matins
(orthros), 2) prime, 3) terce, 4) sext, 5) none, 6) vespers (lychnikon), and 7) complines (apodeipnon).
Perhaps it was this “incompleteness’ of the liturgical regulation which led Beck (KTL, p. 494) to
suspect that the document isitself incomplete.

2. Manual Labor
Despite Theodore's own well-known allegiance to the practice of manual labor, it is absent from
(3) Theodore Studites, and is mentioned [26], [33] only in passing here.48 It does not receive
either thevigorous defense seenin the Basilian rules or the detailed regul ation seen in the Pachomian
tradition. Actual hours of work varied seasonally [33]; Leroy (“Vie,” p. 47) estimates between
eight hours in the middle of summer to only four and a half hours during the shortest days of
winter.

3. Sacramental Life
There is a provision [22] for the superior to hear the monks' confessions at the matins service,
though this exagoreusis does not necessarily imply confession in the sacramental sense (Leroy,
“Vie"” p. 33). There is an incidental reference [A38], [B37] to the reception of communion.
Catechetical instruction, seen earlier in the Pachomian Rules, returns to prominence here, with
provisions for it at compline during Lent [AB21] as well as for lessons from Theodore’'s own
Catecheses [B16], [AB36] at other times (cf. (3) Theodore Sudites [11]).

4. Diet

Thetypikon presentsthe first lengthy treatment ([28] through [31]) of the monks' diet to be found
in the monastic foundation documents.#® As with the treatment of the liturgy, there is no system-
atic discussion, however, just prescriptions for decorum in the refectory [28], and special dietsfor
the Easter season and the fasts of the Holy Apostles and of St. Philip [29], for Lent [30], and for
the feast of the Annunciation [31]. Asin later documents, the diet is mostly vegetarian, permitting
fish but not meat. Wineisthe staple beverage (except during fasts), adifference from the Pachomian
and the earlier part of the Syrian monastic tradition, but not the more liberal (2) Pantelleria,
which also allows the use of wine. There was a midday meal [28] for which food was prepared,
and (at least during the Easter season) an optional evening meal [29] of bread and leftovers.
Aspects of the regulation [28] for decorum at table, especially the reading, would become part of
the mainstream Byzantine tradition.

5. Clothing
The provisions for clothing, footwear, and bedding [A37], [B38] are, as one might expect, more
generous, sturdy, and (concerning bedding) less idiosyncratic than in the Pachomian tradition,
sited asit was in amuch hotter climate in Egypt.

6. Length of the Novitiate
The period of testing [24] for postulants is brief (2—3 weeks) compared to later monastic tradi-
tions. They were to be kept in the monastery’s hospice during this period, then brought to the
superior for instruction and enrollment.
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7. Importance of Reading

Reading [26] coexisted and indeed alternated with manual labor,>0 but as Leroy (“Vie,” p. 47) has
estimated, the time available was generally no more than three hours, except in the summer when
days were longer. There was a keeper of books and a kind of library system for checking books
out by the day. Copyists [33] are mentioned, and were exempted from recitation of the psalter
during their work. That monks could read seems presumed, and there is an incidental reference
[36] to some of them who were learning the psalter, but the aggressive pro-literacy stance of the
Pachomian tradition is absent here. It is noteworthy that sleeping [A33] is offered as an entirely
acceptable alternative to studying during midday breaks.

8. Disciplinary Regime
The discussion [25] of confinement and corporal punishment (the former endorsed and the latter
rejected) is based without attribution on the pseudo-Basilian Penitential and recalls the stern
disciplinary regime of (2) Pantelleria. It will be repeated in (11) Ath. Rule [19], then drop out of
our documents entirely until the twelfth century. In the same spirit, there is a provision for the
public humiliation of a monk who might have accidentally broken a ceramic or a metal vessel
[35].

B. Constitutional Matters

Despite the well-attested interest of Theodore in the subject, the typikon haslittle to say about the
administration of the monastery. Certain officers identified include: disciplinarians, two choir
monitors, wakers, and two overseers [18].

C. Differences between the Two Versions

Version [B], though somewhat shorter than Version [A], is more logically organized, with para-
graph numberingsthat are original to thetext. These have been editorially inserted where possible
in [A] to support comparisons between the two texts. Topographical information provided in
conjunction with the description [A2] of the monks' procession during Easter week serves to
identify [A] as the one closest to the original setting of the document at the Stoudios monastery.
This version also provides [A2] aconsiderably longer regulation of Easter week servicesthan is
found in Version [B2], but the latter has a treatment ([B14] through [B17]) of specia problems
associated with Holy Week and Easter that is not found in [A]. The regulation of the Lenten diet
in[A30] islonger than that in [B30]. In [B8], the graveside memorial service for departed monks
elaborates on the singing of canons for the departed found in both versions[7] and looks forward
to the great importance commemorative observances were to have in later monastic foundation
documents. The relative positions of [37] and [38] are reversed in the two documents. There are
also many smaller differences.

Although the evidenceis dight, Version [B] seemsto have been written for an institution that
was smaller than the Studios foundation (cf. Easter procession [A2] and [B2]), possibly in a
location where the climate was cooler (cf. [A28] and [B28]) and where olives were not part of the
diet (cf. [A30] and [B30]), and heavier clothing was needed (cf. [A37] and [B38]).
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Notes on the Introduction

1. One must distinguish the date of the prototype of the present document from the likely dates of the two
versions presented here. Leroy, “Vie"” p. 24, citing the conformity of contents to Theodore's other
works, argued for a date soon after the latter's death in 826, but the tone of the document suggests a
considerabl e passage of time. Since the Studites most likely did not regain possession of the Stoudios
monastery itself until 842, it seems to us that the original document must have been written after that
date. Leroy dates the Italo-Greek manuscript tradition represented by [B] to the late ninth or early
tenth century, which seems reasonable to us, but argued for its priority over [A], which he termed (p.
24, n. 4) “a certainly posterior redaction of this text, not earlier than the middle of the thirteenth
century.” However, even a cursory comparison of [A] and [B] will show that the former, with its
geographically specific references[A2], cf. Janin, Géographie, vol. 3, p. 439, to the Constantinopolitan
topography around the Stoudios monastery that are lacking in the latter, is surely the earlier document,
and closer to the prototype.

2. For the manuscript tradition, see Leroy, “Vie,” p. 24, n. 5, and Taft, “Mount Athos,” p. 182, n. 30.

3. Published editions for Vitae A, B, and C are listed above in (3) Theodore Sudites, Biography of the
Author. For details, see P. Henry, “Theodore of Studios: Byzantine Churchman,” (Ph.D. diss., Yale
University, 1968), p. 25, n. 1.

4. Monacensis gr. 467; see the contradictory assessments of Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 187, n. 45, and “ Petites
Catécheses,” p. 333, n. 17.

5. Naukratios, Encyclica de obitu S. Theodori, PG 99, cols. 1824-49; Translatio Theodori et | osephi fratris,
ed. Ch. Van deVorst, “Latranglation de S. Théodore Studite et de S. Joseph de Thessalonique,” AB 32
(1913), 27-62.

6. Laudatio sancti Platonis hegumeni, PG 99, cols. 804-49.

7. The new edition by Giorgios Fatouros, Theodori Studitae Epistulae, 2 vols. (Berlin, 1992) replaces the
separate editions by J. J. Sirmond, Opera varia, ed. J. de la Baume, vol. 5: Sancti Theodori Studitae
Epistolae, aliaque scripta dogmatica (Paris, 1696), reprinted in PG 99, cols. 903-1669, and J. Cozza-
Luzi, NPB, val. 8, pt. 1 (Rome, 1871). For an overview, see A. Tougard, “La persécution iconoclaste
d’ aprés la correspondance de s. Théodore Studite,” RHQ 1 (1891), 80-118.

8. Ed. J. Cozza-Luzi, NPB, vol. 9, pt. 2 (Rome, 1888), pp. 1-127 (77 items), and A. Papadopoul os-Kerameus,
Tou hosiou Theodorou tou Stouditou Megale Katechesis (St. Petersburg, 1904) (143 items, including
23 shared with Cozza-Luzi); cf. Beck, KTL, p. 492. For details on the manuscript tradition, see Leroy,
“Petites Catéchéses,” p. 336, n. 34.

9. Ed. E. Auvray, Sancti patris nostri et confessoris Theodori Studitis praepositi parva catechesis (Paris,
1891), pp. 1-318; see dso Vita B, PG 99, col. 264A. For detail s on the manuscript tradition, see Leroy,
“Petites Catécheses,” p. 336, n. 34.

10. Leroy, “Petites Catécheses,” p. 355, n. 127; “Réforme,” p. 208; “Vie," p. 24.

11. See Beck, KTL, p. 494; Leroy, “Petites Catécheses,” p. 356, n. 130, affirms the authenticity of the
Penitentials of the first series, PG 99, cols. 1733-1748.

12. Speck, Theodorus Studites; German translation by Franz Schwarz, Theodoros Studites Monastische
Epigramme, in Leroy, Studitisches Ménchtum, pp. 105-16.

13. Ed. J. B. Pitra, Analecta sacra et classica spicilegio Solesmensi parata, vol. 1 (Paris, 1876), pp. 336-80.

14. For the coexistence of cenobitic and solitary forms of monasticism in this era, see Denise
Papachryssanthou, “Lavie monastique dansles campagnesbyzantinesdu V111€ au I X®siécle,” Byzantion
43 (1973-74), 158-80; Alexander Kazhdan, “Hermitic, Cenobitic, and Secular Ideals in Byzantine
Hagiography of the Ninth Centuries,” GOTR 30 (1985), 473-87, esp. 476.

15. For Bithynian monasticism as centered around M ount Olympos, see B. Menthon, L’ Olympe de Bithynie
(Paris, 1935); Janin, Géographie, val. 2, pp. 126-91; Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 183.

16. Laudatio Platonis, PG 99, col. 824D, with J. Pargoaire, “Une loi monastique de St. Platon” BZ 8 (1899),
pp. 98-101.
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Vita B, PG 99, col. 245B; GC 2.109, ed. Papadopoul os-Kerameus, Megale Katechesis, p. 802, with
discussion by Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 191.

lambics, ed. Paul Speck, Jamben, nos. 4, 6-19, 26-29, pp. 118-20, 124-53, 167-75; Penitential, PG
99, cols. 1733-1748; for references to various offices in Great Catecheses, see Leroy, “Réforme,” p.
201, nn. 158-164.

19. Vita B, PG 99, col. 261A, with Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 200.

20.

For this development, see Taft, “Mount Athos,” p. 182, based on Miguel Arranz, “Laliturgie des heures
selon |’ ancien Euchologe byzantin,” Studia Anselmiana 68, Analecta liturgica 2 (Rome, 1979), pp. 1-
19.

21. Vita B, PG 99, col. 245BC, with Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 187.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.
27.

Leroy, “Influence,” p. 495; for details of citationsin particular works, see pp. 495-97.

For Basilian citationsin Theodore's Great Catecheses and Small Catecheses, see Leroy, “Influence,” p.
189, n. 59, for the three citations of the pseudo-Basilian Constitutiones asceticae, p. 189, n. 63, and for
the single citation of the Poenae, p. 189, n. 61.

Constitutiones asceticae, PG 31, cols. 1381B, 1396B, 1417BD, and 1421A; with Leroy, “Réforme,” p.
199.

Leroy, “Influence,” p. 190, with Theodore's citations of Dorotheos in n. 66. For the latter’s works, see
L. Regnault and J. de Préville, Dorothée de Gaza. Oeuvres spirituelles ( = SC 92) (Paris, 1963).

Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 190, with alist of shared officersin n. 67.

Leroy, “Cursus,” p. 18, and “Influence,” p. 505.

28. For alist of the sources from the Paterikon and the Gerontikon known to Theodore, see L eroy, “ Réforme,”

p. 188, n. 58.

29. According to Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 209, n. 220, Theodore refers to this rule twice, in Great Catecheses

30.
31
32.

33.
. For details, see Dmitrievsky, Opisanie, vol. 1, pp. xx—xxX; K. Menges, Die Sprache der altrussischen

35.

36.
37.

38.

39.

1.53 (unedited) and Carmina 3.40, ed. Pitra.

Ep. 2.15, PG 99, cols. 116064, and 2.16, cols. 1164-68, with Taft, “Mount Athos,” p. 182.

For the provenance of [B], see Leroy, “Vie” p. 24, n. 5. Leroy failed to realize that (11) Ath. Rule
contains elements of both [A] and [B] and therefore cannot be used as an argument for the priority of
[B] over [A].

Julien Leroy, “S. Athanase I’ Athonite et la Regle de S. Benoit,” RAM 29 (1953), 108-22; Ph. Meyer,
Die Haupturkunden fur die Geschichte der Athoskldster (Leipzig, 1894), pp. 15-20.

For this monastery, see Janin, Géographie, vol. 3, pp. 18-19.

Ubersetzung des Studion-Typikons (Grafenheinichen, 1935); M. J. Rouét de Journel, “ Byzance et le
monachisme russe,” SBN 7 (1953), 317-21; and Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 213, and “Vie,” p. 24. Discus-
sion and partial Russian translation by Evgenii Golubinsky, Istoriia Russkoi Tserkvi, vol. 1, pt. 2 (Mos-
cow, 1904), p. 607ff.; resume given by Rouét de Journel, Monachisme et monasteres russes (Paris,
1952), 28-32. Partial English translation by David M. Petras, The Typicon of the Patriarch Alexis the
Sudite: Novgorod-S. Sophia 1136 (Cleveland, Ohio, 1991).

For unedited manuscripts of (4) Stoudios, see Leroy, “Vie” p. 24, n. 5; for itsliturgical dominance, see
Taft, “Mount Athos,” pp. 182-87, and “ Stoudite Typika,” ODB, p. 1961.

Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 212; cf. “Vie” p. 23, with n. 1.

John of Antioch, De monasteriis, chap. 5, lines 190-91, ed. Paul Gautier, “Réquisitoire du patriarche
Jean d’ Antioche contre le charisticariat,” REB 33 (1975), 77-132, at 103.

Paris gr. 891, as described in Leroy, “Petites Catéchéses,” p. 337, n. 37; for liturgical use of Small
Catecheses, see also “Réforme,” p. 212.

Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 212, with n. 259, and “Vie,” p. 24, with n. 3.

40. Julien Leray, “Un nouveau témoin de la Grande Catéchése de Saint Théodore Studite,” REB 15 (1957),

41.

73-88, and “Réforme,” p. 213.
Leroy, “Vie p. 26, n. 3.
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42. (20) Black Mountain [22], [23], [31], endorsing (4) Soudios; [56] endorsing the Catecheses.

43. (31) Areia [M#6], [T3], [T5] cite (4) Soudios for dietary regulation, [T1] for liturgy.

44. (34) Machairas [122] ff., and (45) Neophytos [CB1] ff.

45. Perhaps Nicholas the Studite (superior, 842-47), who was responsible for editing Theodore's corre-
spondence; see Leroy, “Nouveau témoin,” p. 73, n. 1.

46. Against Leroy, “ Petites Catécheses,” p. 355, n. 107, “Réforme,” p. 208, and “Vie," p. 24, who, based on
a cross-examination of Theodore's Catecheses, considered this document a generally trustworthy
record of the usages of Theodore's own times. The difficulty is determining which of the manuscript
witnesses, including those currently unedited, are closest to the prototype typikon, for they clearly do
differ in their prescriptions, as a comparison of the translations of [A] and [B] presented here shows.

47. E.g., the version by the eleventh-century monk and hagiographer Niketas Stethatos, mentioned by
Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 208, n. 214; seedlso “Vie” p. 24, n. 5.

48. See Leroy, “Vie” pp. 3647, who gives, however, a greater importance to the subject than does (4)
Soudiositself.

49. The Studite diet isanalyzed by Jeanselme, “Régime alimentaire,” pp. 15-16, and by Maria Dembinska,
“Diet: A Comparison of Food Consumption between Some Eastern and Western Monasteries in the
4th—12th Centuries,” Byzantion 55 (1985), 431-62, at 445-49.

50. See Leray, “Vie” pp. 4748, with Nikephoros Eleopoulos, He bibliotheke kai to bibliographikon
ergasterion tes mones tou Soudiou (Athens, 1967), esp. pp. 11-18.
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Trandations

Version A
With God's Help, the Rule of Observance of
the Most Holy Monastery of Stoudios [p. 224]

[1.] Although there are many and various tra-
ditions from prior times holding sway in the
holy monasteries and although different mon-
asteries are administered and governed by dif-
ferent rulesfor the heavenly kingdom, thereis
one of all these—the onein force among us—
which isthe best and most excellent, avoiding
both excesses and deficiencies. This rule we
have received from our great father and con-
fessor Theodore.1 [p. 225] Wearenot alonein
choosing it; the majority of excellent monks
have chosen it aswell. So, today we have been
led by thefatherly commandsto leavethisrule
in writing as an enduring monument for later
generations; and asfar aswe can, we have sub-
mitted ourselves in obedience. For, clearly,
through our shepherd’s prayers on our behalf,
God provides us the appropriate style in com-
posing thistreatisein order to present in asound
fashion the hel pful and sal utary precepts of our
inspired father. We have done thisfor the glory
of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit
and for the protection and safety of those who
have chosen to observe these preceptsin faith.
Therefore, let this composition begin whence
came the first fruit of men’s salvation.
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\ersion B
The Rule of Observance of the Monastery of
Stoudios [p. 111]

1. Although there are many and various tradi-
tionsfrom prior times holding sway inthe holy
monasteries and athough different monaster-
ies are administered and governed by different
rulesfor the heavenly kingdom, thereis one of
all these—the one in force among us—which
is the best and most excellent, avoiding both
excesses and deficiencies. This rule we have
received from our great father and confessor
Theodore.1 We are not alonein choosing it; the
majority of excellent monks have chosen it as
well. So, today we have been led by the fatherly
commands to leave this rule in writing as an
enduring monument for later generations; and
as far as we can, we have submitted ourselves
in obedience. For, clearly, through our
shepherd’s prayers on our behalf, God provides
us [p. 112] the appropriate style in composing
thistreatisein order to present in asound fash-
ion the helpful and salutary precepts of our in-
spired father. We have done this for the glory
of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit
and for the protection and safety of those who
have chosen to observe these preceptsin faith.
Therefore, let this composition begin with
God's help.
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Concerning the holy Paschal feast

[2.] It should be known that after the second or
third watch, that is the ninth hour, has passed,
the signal of the water clock? strikes, and at
this signal the waker is roused together with
the precentor. Both receive the blessing before
the superior, and the waker goes around to the
bed chambers with a lantern summoning the
brothersto raise up the morning doxology. The
precentor departs to sound the wooden
semantron in the appointed places. While all
the brothersassemblein the narthex of themain
church and pray silently, only those conse-
crated—nboth the deacons and the priests—to-
gether with the superior enter the church. The
person whom the superior shall designate to
take the censer receives the superior’s bless-
ing and with hands washed clean censes first
the holy sanctuary. From there he walks
through the screen in front and passes along
the north side of the church while before him
the ecclesiarch marches with a bright candle
of large size. Arriving at the so-called royal
gate,3 he makes the sign of the cross [p. 226]
over themiddle of thelintel and beginsto cense
the brothers. After he has censed al and when
one of the deacons has said in aloud voice the
“O Father, bless,” the priest intonesthe“Glory
totheholy, consubstantial, and life-giving Trin-
ity now and always.” Immediately, he begins
thetroparion“Christisrisen” inthefirst plagal
mode.# As all the brothers sing together in the
same manner, they enter the church. The priest,
however, returns by the south side while
censing and enters into the sanctuary.

[98]

How we conduct servicesfor the holy and glo-
rious Resurrection of our Savior on the third

day.
Concerning the wooden semantron

2. It should be known that after the second or
third watch of the night has passed, that iswhen
thesignal of thewater clock? strikes at the sixth
hour at the point where the seventh hour is be-
ginning, at this signal the waker isroused. He
goes around to the bed chambers with a lan-
tern summoning the brothers to raise up the
morning doxology. Immediately, the wooden
semantra sound up and down [the monastery].

While al the brothers assembl e in the narthex
of the main church and pray silently, the priest

takes the censer in his hands and censes first
the holy sanctuary.

From there hewalksthrough the screenin front
and passes aong the north side of the church.

Arriving at the royal gate,3

he censes the brothers

and immediately returns by the south side [of
the church] to the place whence he came out.
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When the brothers have finished chanting the
“Christ isrisen” three times, the priest places
aside the censer, and standing with hisfaceto-
ward the sanctuary, he saysthe verse, “Thisis
the day which the Lord has made; celebrate the
feast with thick branches’ (Ps. 117 [118]:24—
27) asfar as [the end]. He adds the doxology
while the brothers sing the “Christ is risen,”
each one of them. After completing this, he
begins “Let us sing to the Lord” (Exodus 15,
1), andimmediately “ The day of resurrection,”
since we do not sing the Six Psalms® during
thisweek. Thereis one reading from [St. Gre-
gory] the Theologian, “The day of the resur-
rection and the right beginning.”® In addition,
after the sixth ode, thereisthe kontakion “Hav-
ing seen the resurrection of Christ” and also
the fiftieth psalm. With thisthe service of mat-
insis dismissed.

It should be known that the af orementioned as-
sembly of brothersin the narthex and the rou-
tine service of the precentor and the waker just
described extend to thewhole year. Inthe same
way the priest’srite is performed without de-
lay at every matins service except for the dox-
ology in the narthex instead of the sanctuary.
On account of the holy resurrection of Christ
our God, the fathers decided to change the rou-
tine of this Radiant week only. [p. 227]

It should be known that after completing the
matins of the Radiant Sunday, the embrace
takes place asfollows’. Changing his sacerdo-
tal robes, one of the deacons takes the holy
Gospel and stands before the entrance of the
holy sanctuary. Coming forward, the superior
kisses the holy Gospel and then the deacon;
after doing this, the superior stands beside him.

[99]

The brothersenter the church behind him. Hav-
ing put aside the censer in the sanctuary, the
priest comes out and stands with his face to-
wards the sanctuary to begin the troparion in
the first plagal mode? “ Christ isrisen from the
dead.” After this has been sung [p. 113] the
third time by both the priest and the brothers,
he says the verse “This is the day which the
Lord had made” (Ps. 117 [118]:24); the broth-
ers repeat the troparion, then [the priest] re-
citesthe second verse: “ Celebrate the feast” to
its conclusion. Again the congregation repeats
thetroparion and concludes with the doxol ogy.
After this has been completed, the canon is
begun immediately, since we do not sing the
Six Psalms® during this entire week. Two read-
ings then take place,

and after the second reading, the Fiftieth Psalm.
When matins has been compl eted, the embrace
and dismissal occur.
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Next, with their candles in hand, every one of
the priests and the brothers kiss one another in
the same fashion according to the appropriate
order. They say, “Christisrisen” and those so
greeted respond, “For Heisrisenindeed.” All
stand in a row while the choir monitors main-
tain thisgood order. When they reach the royal
gates, they [al] return to the same royal gates
and then they fill up the other section of the
churchinthe samefashionasall singinaloud
voicethe“ Christisrisen.” Thereupon, they take
up the “Let the heavens rejoice and the earth
exult” (Ps. 95[96]:11).

Thereafter, the precentor, or perhaps another
of the brothers, goes up to the ambo and reads
the sermon of our holy father John Chrysostom,
the one which begins “Whoever is pious and
loves God.”8 When the reading is completed,
all assemble in a group and give thanks to the
Lord. After they have made three bows, a
prayer is said by the superior and the service
of matinsis dismissed.

It should be known that at the divine liturgy
wedo not say the antiphonswhich are normally
sung, the“Blessthe Lord, O my soul” (Ps. 102
[103]:1) and therest; rather we say what istra-
ditional at the Great Church. Similarly, we act
in the same fashion at every other feast of the
Lord. The deacon recites the prokeimenon and
the apostolic reading together with the aleluia
within the sanctuary; in the same manner the
senior priest reads the Gospel.

It should be known that at the office of
lamplighting during this entire week, the cus-
tomary prooimion is not said, but only the
“Christisrisen” andimmediately the“O Lord,
| have cried [to thee]” (Ps. 140 [141]:1). This
is also the case at the dismissal. [p. 228] At

At the office of lamplighting during this week

we say the “Christ is risen” and immediately
the “O Lord, | have cried [to thee]” (Ps. 140
[141]:1) and at the dismissal the “Christ is
risen.”

[100]
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the office of lamplighting of the Radiant Sun-
day, when the entrance has taken place, the
prokeimenon is said and then the Gospel ac-
cording to John, “On the evening of that day”
(John 20:19). At compline, then, we say only
the trisagion hymn and the “Kyrie eleison”
twelve times.

Next morning, at the second hour of the day
when the precentor knocks three times, we as-
semble in the Church of [St. John] the great
Forerunner. Vested in their priestly robes, the
priests and all the brothers take up the vener-
able crosses and the revered and holy icons.
We circle the vineyard close to the monastery
with all of ussayinginaloud voicethe“Christ
isrisen.” Then, we go out in the same manner
to the shore of the sea. Having finished an
ektenes, we go over to the Church of the al-
holy Mother of God. Saying an ektenes there
aswell, weturn back to the Church of [St. John]
the Holy Forerunner. Before the entry of the
procession, the precentor givesasignal and the
opening prayer is offered. When the priests
have walked in, the divine liturgy takes place.
In the same manner, we conduct processions
on Pam Sunday and on the Annunciation if
atmospheric conditions are clear.

It should be known that on the Tuesday of
Renovation [Easter Week] we grant the great
habit to those brothers who have been desig-
nated to receive it.

It must be noted that on the Saturday of Reno-
vation [Easter Week], at the office of
lamplighting, we begin to sing the customary
prooimion “Bless the Lord, O my soul” (Ps.
102 [103]), and immediately the “O Lord, |
have cried [to thee]” (Ps. 140 [141]:1), and at
compline we say the “God is with us”® We
always sing inthis same manner on all the other
Saturdays.

Similarly, during the compline [we say] the
trisagion hymn and the “Kyrie eleison” twelve
times.

On the Saturday of Renovation [Easter Week]
and on the evening of Low Sunday at compline
we say the “God iswith us’9 and the rest.

[101]
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[3.] Onthe Sunday of Renovation we begin the
Six Psalms. We also sing the “God isthe Lord”
(Ps. 117 [118]:27) in the grave model® and the
troparion “When the tomb was sealed” and
immediately the canon.

On this Sunday in the evening we also begin
the[p. 229] “Blessedistheman” (Ps. 31[32]:2)
in the first resurrection mode. It should be
known, however, that the “ Blessed is the man”
(Ps. 31[32]:2) is aways begun at the office of
lamplighting in the fourth plagal mode, thenthe
second and third [parts of the psalter] are be-
guninthemode of theday. “O Lord | havecried
[to thee]” (Ps. 140 [141]:1), however, is sung
inthemode of thestichera belonging to the feast.

[4.] The next morning at matins after the Six
Psalms, wesing the“God isthe Lord” (Ps. 117
[118]:27) inthefirst mode, thetroparion “When
the stone was sealed,” and one kathisma of
psalms. Then, we have three readings. When
the readings are finished, there follow the
gradual antiphons in the first mode, the resur-
rection prokeimenon “Let everything that has
breath” (Ps. 150:6) and the Gospel; thenthe“In
thenights’ (Ps. 133[134]) and the“Having seen
the resurrection of Christ,” the fiftieth psalm,
and immediately the canon.

3. On the evening of the Sunday of the Radiant
Week [Low Sunday] the Six Psalms are begun,
and wesing the“Godisthe Lord” inthefourth
plagal mode. Then, immediately, we sing the
gradual antiphons in the same mode, the
prokeimenon “Let everything that has breath”
(Ps. 150:6) and finally the Gospel. Then, we
sing the “In the nights” (Ps. 133 [134]) and af-
ter the Fiftieth Psalm, the canon is begun. Two
readings also take place.

On Sunday evening the“Blessed istheman” is
begun,

and on Monday at matins we sing again the
“God is the Lord” in the first mode and one
kathisma of the psalms followed by the canon
of the Resurrection. Then, three readings take
place. From that time on, we carry out the full
compline services except for a Saturday
evening, afeast of the Lord, or acommemora-
tion [p. 114] of asaint which brings for usrest
from our work, our hours, and our prostrations
whenever these occur, for on those days [we
do only the prayers] from the “God iswith us’
and what follows. We begin performing our
tasks again on Tuesday morning of the second
week [after Easter]. At the office of
lamplighting we sing the prokeimena of each
day until the feast of Pentecost.

4. It should be known that at all lamplighting
offices of feasts of the Lord the “Blessed isthe
man” (Ps. 31[32] 2) isbeguninthefourth plaga
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[5.] It should be known that until the holy As-
cension, the resurrection triodia precede the
canon of theday just astheresurrection stichera
precede the other stichera with the exception

of those dealing with the crucifixion. Also, until
thisfeast, we say each day the “Having seen the
resurrection of Christ” before thefiftieth psalm.

[6.] It should be known that until the holy day of
Pentecost we do not sing the hours nor genu-
flect; in place of genuflections those who are
zealous perform bows. [p. 230] So, too, the
prooimia of the hourswith thetrisagion aresung
at each hour.

[7.] It should be known that even though we
reckon these days as those of the resurrection,
we nevertheless sing the canons for the dead on
Saturdays and on any other day if it happensto
be a commemoration of a brother.

[8.-9.] It should be known that on the holy day
of Pentecost the morning Gospel is not read nor
is anything sung from the Oktoechos, but only
that which pertains to the feast.

mode. Then, the second and third parts of the
psalter are begun in the mode of the day. Then
follows the “O Lord, | cried [to theg]” (Ps. 140
[141]:1), in the mode of the verses of the feast.

5. It should be known that until the feast of the
Ascension, resurrection stichera precede the
penitential kathismata and those of the apostles.

6. It should be known that from Easter until the
Ascension we say the“Resurrection of Christ,”
then the fiftieth psalm, and hymns in honor of
the martyrs in the psalmody. This is not done
after the feast of the Ascension.

7. 1t should be known that until Pentecost, even
though we neither sing the hours nor bend our
knees, we do sing the canons for the dead on
Saturdays, and we sing them on any other day
if there happens to be a commemoration of a
brother.

8. It should be known that on the Saturday of
Pentecost at the exaposteilarionwesing the“O
Lord, the remembrance of those who have
falenasleep.” Singingthis, wegotothegraves
of the brothers, and while standing there, we
sing the stichera of the day, and matins closes.
We do this again on the Saturday of Meatfare.
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[10.] Then the Fast of the Holy Apostles ar-
rives,11 and we begin to sing the hours with
the kathismata at all times. When the psalmody
is finished, we say the “Kyrie eleison” twenty
times. At first, we make three genuflections at
the same rate, al following the superior and
stretching our hands out a little way toward
God. Then, we genuflect twenty timesmorein
the same fashion each at his own speed. This
is the order at each service. At compline we
genuflect fifty times and at matins forty.

It should be known that, when we sing any
canon whatsoever, everyone singsthefirst hour
in aplain fashion. Whenever we sing the three
kathismata, the psalter, and the triodion how-
ever, weall join together and sing thefirst hour
together with the kathisma at the ninth hour. If
a canon should be sung during the Great Lent,
all chant the first hour together.

[11.] It should be known that at each matins
service, we rise up after the reading is com-
pleted and say twelvetimesthe“ Kyrieeleison,”
and thus the psalmody takes up again.

[12.] It should be known that on Saturdays and
Sundayswe read the Apostoloswhenever there
isno feast of the Lord or commemoration of a
saint on those days. On Saturdays we sing a
kathisma at matins before the psalm “Blame-

9. It should be known that in the evening on
the Sunday of Holy Pentecost at the office of
lamplighting [p. 115] we make three genuflec-
tions and say immediately after the prooimion
the “O Lord | have cried [to thee]” (Ps. 140
[141]:1) and in the morning at matins after the
Six Psalms we say the “God is the Lord” (Ps.
117[118]:27). Immediately, the canon and two
readingsfollow. We passthisweek aswell with-
out singing the hours.

10. Then the holy fast of the Holy Apostles ar-
rives, and we begin to sing the hours with the
kathisma at all times. When the psalmody is
finished, we say the “Kyrie eleison, Christe
eleison.” At first, we make three prostrations
at the samerate, al following the superior and
stretching our hands out a little way toward
God. Then, we genuflect twenty times morein
the same fashion each at hisown speed. Thisis
the order at each service. At complinewe genu-
flect fifty times and at matins forty.

11. It should be known that at each matins ser-
vice, we rise up after the reading is completed
and say twelve times the “Kyrie eleison,” and
thus the psalmody takes up again.

12. It should be known that on Saturdays and
Sundayswe read the Apostolos whenever there
isno feast of the Lord or commemoration of a
saint on those days. On Saturdays we sing a
kathisma at matins before the psalm “Blame-
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less’ (Ps. 118[119)], then this psalm followed
by the fiftieth psalm and [p. 231] the canon.
Three readings then take place. For we do not
have a reading at the psalm “Blameless.” In
place of the exaposteilarion we say the “The
righteous shall bein everlasting remembrance”
(Ps.111[112]:6). [Thisorder stipulating] what
we sing and how much we sing extends as far
asthe Exaltation of the Life-giving Cross.12

[13.] It should be known that at the Transfigu-
ration and at the Dormition of the All-holy
Mother of God,13 that isin the evening at the
office of lamplighting of the afterfeast, the“ O
Lord | have cried [to thee]” (Ps. 140 [141]:1)
immediately follows the prooimion. Also, in
the morning at matins the Six Psalms come
first, followed by the “God is the Lord” (Ps.
117[118]:27), and immediately the canon, and
then two readings.

The same order is followed at the Exaltation,
at the Birth of the Mother of God,14 and at the
Nativity of Christ aswell as at the Feast of the
Epiphany15 and at the Feast of the Presenta-
tion of Christ in the Temple.16 The other feasts
besides those listed above are not celebrated
in two days.

From the Exaltation to Eastertide, another
kathismaisadded to the matins services. More-
over, thetroparia of the kathisma are repeated
twice and averse is recited in between. There
are also four readings. On these Saturdays we
sing two exaposteilaria before the psalm
“Blameless’ (Ps. 118 [119]), then this psalm
followed by the canon. There arealso four read-
ings inasmuch as we do not read at the psalm
“Blameless.” [p. 232]

less’ (Ps. 118 [119]), then this psalm followed
by thefiftieth psalm and the canon. Three read-
ingsthen take place. For we do not have aread-
ing at the psalm “Blameless.” In place of the
exaposteilarion we say the“ Therighteous shall
be in everlasting remembrance” (Ps. 111
[112]:6). [This order stipulating] what we sing
and how much we sing extends as far as the
Exaltation of the Life-giving Cross.12 [p. 116]

13. It should be known that at the Dormition of
the All-holy Mother of God,13 that is in the
evening at the office of lamplighting of the
afterfeast, the “O Lord | have cried [to thee]”
(Ps. 140 [141]:1) immediately follows the
prooimion. Also, in the morning at matins the
Six Psalms comefirst, followed by the“ God is
theLord” (Ps. 117 [118]:27), and immediately
the canon, and then two readings.

The same order is followed at the Exaltation,
at the Birth of the Mother of God,14 and at the
Nativity of Christ aswell as at the Feast of the
Epiphany15 and at the Feast of the Presenta-
tion of Christ inthe Temple.16 Theother feasts
besidesthose listed above are not celebrated in
two days.

From the Exaltation to the Great L ent, another
kathisma is added to the matins services. More-
over, the troparia of the kathisma are repeated
twice and a verse is recited in between. There
are also four readings. On these Saturdays we
sing two exaposteilaria before the psalm
“Blameless’ (Ps. 118 [119]), then this psalm
followed by the canon. There are four readings
in as much as we do not read at the psalm
“Blameless.”
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Concerning the Holy Lent

14. It should be known that during the Holy
and Great Lent we sing four kathismata and the
triodion. There are also four readings. When
the brothers have rested a little while, the
ecclesiarch gives the signal about dawn, and
when all have assembled in the main church,
we sing the first hour with a kathisma, but we
do not have areading at thistime. At the third,
sixth, and ninth hour, however, we do read. At
each antiphon, that isdoxology, thereisaprayer
by the priest and the deacon. Both at these hours
and at the office of lamplighting we perform
thirty prostrations, at compline one hundred and
at matins eighty.

15. It should be known that during all of Holy
Week—with the exception of Holy Saturday—
we sing the hours just as we do during the pre-
vious weeks. We also make our prostrations
until [p. 117] the time when the morning
trisagion begins, whichissaid after the stichera
of the verse. After this comes the prokeimenon,
the reading of the Apostolos, the reading of the
Propheteia, and the Gospel.

16. It should be known that on Wednesdays,
Fridays, and Sundays, the Catechesis of our
God-bearing father Theodore is read after the
dismissal of matins. Thereupon, the superior im-
parts one of his own [thoughts] to instruct the
brothers. After this Catechesis is completed,
they say the doxology together with the “Our
Father” and the “Bless, O holy ones, bless O
father” Then they are dismissed. This is the
order throughout the whole year.

17. 1t should be known that on Saturday the Res-
urrection stichera are repeated three times at
the “O Lord | have cried [to thee]” (Ps. 140
[141]:1), and two times at the lauds. The same
istrue on feasts of the Lord.
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[18.] It should be known that there are to be
disciplinarians to whom the faults of the junior
brothers are referred and who undertake their
correction. There should also be two choir moni-
tors, one in each choir, who are to remind the
brothersto stand in an orderly manner at choir.
There should also be awaker who at the matins
readings goes quietly around to the brothersand
wakes those sleeping. Moreover, two overseers
should be appointed who, each evening after
the wooden semantron sounds, are by turns to
urge the dothful to runto compline servicesand
again, after the serviceisdismissed, areto visit
the hidden places of the monastery and with fit-
ting severity break up those who are meeting at
an improper time.

[19.] It should be known that at each compline
all the community should greet one another with
the hands in the form of a cross,17 a sign of
reconciliation one with another for all the of-
fenses which have arisen during the day.

[20.] It should be known that on the vigil of the
Nativity of Christ and of Epiphany as well as
on the evenings of Holy Thursday and of Holy
Saturday, we do not sing compline but rather
each by himself sings the trisagion.

[21] It should be known that at almost all of
the compline services during Holy Lent either
the superior or one of the older brotherswho is
also experienced in speaking should give a cat-
echism lesson to the brothers.

[22] It should be known that at each matins
service the superior leaves the choir at the be-
ginning of the fourth ode, and taking his seat,
receives the brothers who come forward for
confession and ministers to each one of them
for their benefit.

18. It should be known that there areto be dis-
ciplinarians to whom the faults of the junior
brothers are referred and who undertake their
correction. There should also be two choir
monitors, onein each choir, who are to remind
the brothers to stand in an orderly manner at
choir. There should also be awaker who at the
matins readings goes quietly around to the
brothers and wakes those sleeping. Moreover,
two overseers should be appointed who, each
evening after the wooden semantron sounds,
are by turns to urge the slothful to run to ves-
pers and to compline services and again, after
the compline service is dismissed, are to visit
the hidden places of the monastery and with
fitting severity break up those who are meet-
ing at an improper time.

19. It should be known that at each compline
we should greet one another with the hands [p.
118] in the form of a cross,17 asign of recon-
ciliation one with another for all the offenses
which have arisen during the day.

20. It should be known that on the vigil of the
Nativity of Christ and of Epiphany as well as
on the evenings of Holy Thursday and of Holy
Saturday , we do not sing compline but rather
the trisagion in the refectory.

21. It should be known that at almost all of the
compline services during Holy Lent either the
superior or one of the older brotherswho isalso
experienced in speaking should give a cat-
echism lesson to the brothers.

22. It should be known that at each matins ser-
vice the superior |eaves the choir at the begin-
ning of the fourth ode, and taking his seat, re-
ceivesthe brotherswho come forward for con-
fession and ministers to each one of them for
their benefit. [p. 119]
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[23.] It should be known that during Holy Lent
an aged brother ischosen who should at the third
hour visit each of the ministries, and [p. 233]
making adeep bow, say: “Brothers and fathers,
brothersand fathers, let ustake thought for our-
selves, sincewe shall die, we shall die, we shall
die”

[24.] It should be known that when we receive
brothers, either those from another monastery
or laymen seeking the monastic life, werequire
them to stay in the hospicefor two or three weeks
to see and to experience the monastery. Then, if
he remains steadfast in his decision, after the su-
perior has informed him of what awaits him, he,
thereupon, introduces him to instruction and en-
rolls him into his flock. With the permission of
the superior the newly arrived prostrates himself
before the brothers while they pray for him.

[25.] It should be known that we have also
places of confinement in which disobedient and
refractory brothersareto be confined; therethey
are to eat only dry food as they are disciplined
in virtue. Punishment with the whip, however,
was properly judged unacceptable by the fa-
thers, though it is suitable in the secular world.

[26.] It should be known that on the days when
we rest from our corporal work, the keeper of
the books sounds the wooden semantron once,
and the brothers assemble at the book station;
each one takes a book and reads it until the
evening. Before the signal for the office of
lamplighting, the man in charge of the books
sounds the semantron again, and all the broth-
ers come to return their books in accordance
with the register. If anyone is late in returning
his book, he should suffer some penalty.

[27.] It should be known that when we observe
the ninth hour, the priest celebrates the liturgy

23. It should be known that during Holy Lent
an aged brother is chosen who should at the
third hour visit each of the ministries, and mak-
ing adeep bow, say: “Brothersand fathers, let
us take thought for ourselves, since we shall
die, we shall die, we shall die; let us also be
mindful of the heavenly kingdom.”

24. It should be known that when we receive
brothers, either those from another monastery
or laymen seeking the monastic life, we require
themto stay inthe hospicefor two or threeweeks
to see and to experience the monastery. Then, if
he remains steadfast in his decision, after the su-
perior has informed him of what awaits him, he,
thereupon, introduces him to instruction and en-
rolls him into his flock. With the permission of
the superior the newly arrived prostrates himsalf
before the brothers while they pray for him.

25. It should be known that we al so have places
of confinement in which disobedient and re-
fractory brothers are to be confined; there they
areto eat only dry food as they are disciplined
in virtue. Punishment with the whip, however,
was properly judged unacceptable by the fa-
thers, though it is suitable in the secular world.

26. It should be known that on the days when
we rest from our corporal work, the keeper of
the books sounds the wooden semantron once,
and the brothers assemble at the book station;
each one takes a book and reads it until the
evening. Before the signal for the office of
lamplighting, the man in charge of the books
sounds the semantron again, and all the broth-
ers come to return their books in accordance
with the register. If anyoneis latein returning
his book, he should suffer some penalty.

27. 1t should be known that when we observe
the ninth hour, the priest celebrates the liturgy
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at the sixth; if, however, we are going to eat at
the sixth, [the liturgy takes place] at the third
hour. If we are not performing the hours and
are working, the signal for the divine liturgy is
at the third hour. When the liturgy is finished,
the wooden semantron sounds three times, and
all the brothers assemblein the same place, and
after singing the required verses and receiving
the blessed bread, they go down to the refec-
tory.

Concerning what is to be eaten and drunk and
how much and also concerning the proper or-
der at table

[28.] When the brothers come down for the mid-
day meal, they should carry a verse [of the
psalm] on their lips. They are to sit nine to a
table. The[p.234] monitorsensurethat thetables
arefilled up in an orderly fashion without com-
motion. A reading then takes place, and if it is
wintertimethe brotherswear their cowlsontheir
heads. The signal for ending this reading isthe
sound of the spoons at the last serving, when
all together tossthem ontheir dishes. Similarly,
at asignal thewineispoured and food is served.

[29.] It should be known that from Eastertide
until All Saints!8 we eat two cooked dishes—
garden vegetables and legumes with olive oil.
We also eat fish, cheese, and eggs; we drink
three [measures of wine] at midday and three
in the evening. When the wooden semantron
sounds, the brothers come down and eat their
bread as well as any food that may have been
left over from the morning. For thereisnot food
prepared especially for the evening; [they also
drink] two servings of wine.

During the Fast of the Holy Apostleswe do not
eat fish, cheese, or eggs except on the days we

[p. 120] at the sixth; if, however, we are going
to eat [at the sixth, the liturgy takes place] at
the third hour. If we are not performing the
hours and are working, the signal for the di-
vine liturgy is at the third hour. When the lit-
urgy isfinished, the wooden semantron sounds
three times, and al the brothers assemble in
the same place, and after singing the required
verses and receiving the blessed bread, they
leave for the refectory.

Concerning what is to be eaten and drunk and
how much and also concerning the proper or-
der at table

28. When the brothers come over for the mid-
day meal, they should carry their verse [of the
psalm] on their lips. They are to sit nine to a
dining table. The monitors ensurethat thetables
arefilled upin an orderly fashion without com-
motion. A reading then takes place while the
brothers wear their cowls on their heads. The
signal for ending this reading is the sound of
the spoons at the last serving, when all together
tossthem on their dishes. Similarly, at asignal
the wineis poured and food is served.

29. It should be known that from Eastertide until
All Saintsl8 we eat two cooked dishes—gar-
den vegetables and legumes with olive oil. We
also eat fish, cheese, and eggs. We drink three
[measures of wine] at midday. When the
wooden semantron sounds, the brothers come
out to eat their bread as well as any food that
may have been left over from the morning. For
the community has no food prepared especially
for theevening. [ They also drink] two servings
of wine.

During the Fast of the Holy Apostleswe do not
eat fish, cheese, or eggs except on the dayswe

[109]



NINTH CENTURY

do not sing [the hourg]. Instead, we eat two
cooked dishes—one vegetable dish with olive
oil and one of legumeswithout oil—and [have]
two servings of wine at the ninth hour and two
in the evening. On feast days, however, on
which we are permitted cheese and other [such]
foods, we eat at the sixth hour and drink three
[measures of wine] at the sixth hour and two in
the evening. This regimen is also maintained
during the Fast of the Holy Apostle Philip.19

From thefeast of the Holy Apostlesto the com-
memoration of St. Philip, on Wednesdays and
Fridays we perform the ninth hour. On these
days too we observe the same regimen regard-
ing food and drink as we do during these two
fasts. If the commemoration of a saint fallson
one of these days, we rest from the hours and
from prostrations. We eat fish, if offered to us,
together with three servings of wine at midday
and two in the evening.

Concerning the Holy Lent

[30.] During the Holy and Great Lent, we have
only one meal a day except on Saturday and
Sunday. During the first week and during the
Great Week [p. 235] our meals are unvaried—
that is, boiled beans and chickpeas, almaia20
without olive ail, fivedried figs per person, and
if possible, chestnuts, cooked pears, and prunes.
During the second, third, fifth, and sixth weeks
excluding Wednesdays and Fridays, we eat as
follows: boiled beans and olives in a bowl, a
cooked dish of legumes with a vegetable [sea-
soned] with ground nutmeg. During these
weeks, on the other hand, we do not eat fruits
or dried figs. On Wednesdays and Fridays, how-
ever, we eat as we do during the first week.

do not sing the hours. Instead, we eat two
cooked dishes at the ninth hour [p. 121]—one
vegetable dish with olive oil and one of legumes
without oil—and [have] two servings of wine
at the ninth hour and two in the evening. On
feast days, however, on which we are permit-
ted cheese and other [such] foods, we eat at the
sixth hour and drink three [measures of wine]
at the sixth hour and two in the evening. This
is also the regimen during the Fast of the Holy
Apostle Philip.1® On account of the short days
during the fast of Saint Philip, however, we eat
one meal, but drink three [measures of wing].

From the feast of the Apostles to that of St.
Philip, on Wednesdays and Fridayswe perform
the ninth hour. If the commemoration of asaint
falls on one of these days, we rest from the
hoursand from prostrations, and we eat cheese,
eggs, and fish, if God should provideit for us,
together with three servings of wine at midday
and two in the evening.

Concerning the Holy [and] Great Lent

30. During the Holy and Great Lent, we have
only one meal a day except on Saturday and
Sunday. During the first week and during the
middle week our meals are unvaried—that is,
boiled beans and almaia2® without olive ail,
fivedried figs per person, and if possible, chest-
nuts, cooked pears, and prunes.

During the second, third, fifth, and sixth weeks
we eat asfollows: boiled beansand almaia in
abowl and acooked dish of legumes [ seasoned]
with ground nutmeg. During these weeks, on
the other hand, we do not eat fruits or dried
figs.
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With the exception of the sick or the aged, we
drink eukraton throughout the entire Holy Lent.
This eukraton consists of pepper, cumin, anise,
and hot water.

It should be known that on the first Saturday,
starting on Friday evening, we do not perform
prostrations. On the same Friday we eat boiled
beans with white and black olives, almaia, and
kollyba. We all drink up to one measure of wine
as well. On Saturday at the midday meal we
eat two cooked dishes with olive oil and drink
two measures of wine per person; we drink
two measures of wine in the evening as well.
Moreover, the order is the same for the first
Sunday when the commemoration of the holy
prophets and of orthodoxy is celebrated aswell
as for the Sunday of the Great Week when we
sing the Canon of the venerable cross.2! So
also isthe order for the Saturday of Lazarus??
and for the commemoration of the Forty
Saints?3 savethat at that time we sing the hours
and perform only three prostrations at each ser-
vice.

In honor of finding the venerable head of our
lord [St. John] the Forerunner,24 we eat two
cooked dishes—vegetables and legumes—each
with olive oil and also green bean-like (?) ol-
ives.25Wedrink three [measures of wine] each.
We observe the same regimen on Palm Sunday
and when the Great Canon is sung.26

On Holy Thursday, however, we eat one cooked
dish of legumeswith ground nutmeg and boiled
beans. Moreover, we drink up to one [measure
of wine]. On Holy Saturday, the office of
lamplighting begins at the eleventh hour and
when the dismissal has come, we eat bread and
fruit and drink each two cups of wine.

[p. 236]

With the exception of the sick or the aged, we
drink eukraton throughout theentire Holy Lent.
This eukraton consists of pepper, cumin, an-
ise, and hot water.

On Holy Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thurs-
day, and Friday the food [p. 122] is similar to
that of the first week.

On Holy Thursday, however, we eat one cooked
dish of legumeswith ground nutmeg and boiled
beans, and we drink up to one [measure of
wine]. On Holy Saturday at the eleventh hour
the office of lamplighting begins. When the
dismissal has come, we eat cheese, fish, and
eggs, and we drink three cups of wine.
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Concerning the Annunciation

[31.] It should be known that at the sixth hour
the wooden semantron sounds and we all as-
semble in the house of the All-spotless Mother
of God and before the office of lamplighting
we raise up alitany as we march around the
monastery. We return, sing the office of
lamplighting, and then the entrance and com-
pleteliturgy take place. Afterwards, we eat fish
and olive oil and drink each three [measures).

[32] It should be known that each day during
the Great Week of the Holy Lent after the ninth
hour has been sung, thelife-giving wood ispre-
sented before us and we all do reverence.

Concerning the organization of tasks

[33.] It should be known that during the Holy
and Great L ent after we have sung thefirst hour
and the sun has already risen, each goesto his
own task. While performing these, the entire
psalter isrecited, except in the case of the copy-
ists. The brotherswork until the ninth hour and
thereafter each occupies himself as he wishes,
either studying or sleeping until the signal
sounds three times. After the signal we as-
semble in church and hold the office of
lamplighting. We go down to table and after
eating, we do not |abor, but study. On the other
days of the year, when we do [not] sing the
hours, the signal soundsthreetimesinthe morn-
ing, and each one goes off to his own task and
worksuntil the midday meal. After eating, each
one occupies himself in the fashion we have
mentioned until the seventh hour. At the sev-
enth hour the signal sounds three times and
again each one goes off to his own task until
the office of lamplighting. When we do sing
the hours, however, the brothers celebrate the

Concerning the Annunciation

31. It should be known that at the sixth hour
the wooden semantron sounds and we al as-
semble in the house of the All-spotless Mother
of God. When the office of lamplighting be-
gins, afew brothers stand there to perform it,
while the others raise up a litany and march
around the monastery. When they return, the
entrance [takes place] and a complete liturgy.
Afterwards, we eat fish and olive oil and drink
each three [measures).

32. It should be known that each day during
the middle week of the Holy Lent after the ninth
hour has been sung, thelife-giving wood ispre-
sented before us, and we all do reverence.

Concerning the organization of tasks

33. It should be known that during the Holy
and Great L ent after we have sung thefirst hour
and the sun has already risen, each goesto his
own task. While performing these, the entire
psalter isrecited, except in the case of the copy-
ists. The brothers work until the ninth hour.
After we sing the office of lamplighting and
eat, each occupies himself as he wishes.

On the other days of the year, [p. 123] when
wedo not sing the hours, the signal soundsthree
times in the morning, and each one goes off to
his own task and works until the midday meal.
After eating, each one occupies himself as he
wishes, either studying or sleeping until the
eighth hour. At the eighth hour the signal sounds
three times and again each one goes off to his
own task until the office of lamplighting. When
we do sing the hours, however, the brothers
celebrate the first hour in the morning and go
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first hour in the morning and go off to their
individual tasks and labor through to the sixth
hour, whether or not thereisaninth hour. After
the sixth hour each onerests aswas stated until
the ninth hour; thereafter the same order fol-
lows. [p. 237]

[34.] It should be known that during the vigil
of Palm Sunday at the“O Lord | have cried [to
thee],” (Ps. 140 [141]:1) the choir changes
place, those on the right crossing over to the
left side and those on the | eft to the right side.

[35.] It should be known that whenever a
brother breaks a vessel either of earthenware
or of metal at the midday meal, whilethe broth-
ers are eating, he stands near to the superior’'s
tablewith hiscowl covering hishead and holds
thevessel he has smashed in hishandsasasign
of hisown fault.

[36.] It should be known that when we sing the
canon for matins, the onein charge of the canon
sounds the signal three times at dawn. The
brothersrise up and each one performsthefirst
hour in aplain fashion and goes off to his proper
task. The signal sounds again threetimeswhen
the canon is about to be sung and at the third
doxology of the kathisma so that thosewho are
still learning the psalter can be assembled, for
they go out after the Six Psalms and study until
thistime. The signal sounds again three times
at lauds when the Catechesis of the great fa-
ther and superior Theodore is about to be read.

Cf. [A38]

off to their individual tasks and labor through
to the sixth hour, whether or not thereisaninth
hour. After the sixth hour each onerestsaswas
stated until the eighth hour.

34. 1t should be known that during the vigil of
Palm Sunday at the “O Lord, | have cried to
[thee],” the choir changes place, those on the
right crossing over to the |l eft side and those on
the left to the right side.

35. It should be known that whenever abrother
breaksavessel either of earthenware or of metal
at the midday meal, while the brothers are eat-
ing, he stands near to the superior’s table with
his cowl covering his head and holds the ves-
sel he has smashed in hishandsasasign of his
own fault.

36. It should be known that after we have re-
cited the psalter,

the one in charge of the canon signals three
times at the third doxology of the kathisma so
that those who are till learning the psalter can
be assembled so that we can sing the canon to-
gether. For these [brothers] go out after the Six
Psalms and study up until thistime. The signal
sounds again three times at lauds when the
Catechesis of the great father and superior
Theodore is about to be read.

37. It should be known that on the vigil of the
Feast of Epiphany after the dismissal [p. 124]
of the divine liturgy, we receive blessed bread.
Afterwards, those who have received commun-
ion take a sip of a drink, 27 but we do not eat
the blessed bread. Having collected the vessels,
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Concerning the amount of clothesand footwear
and the arrangement of bedding

[37.] It should be known that each of the broth-
ers ought to have two undergarments, two
woolen tunics, one outer garment not made of
wool, two cowls, asmall scapular for work, and
another more copious one for church which ac-
cording to custom is used on Saturday evening
at the office of lamplighting and on Sunday at
matins and again in the evening at the office of
lamplighting until the “Lord, vouchsafe,” and
beforethat at the divineliturgy. Thisisalso the
custom on feasts of the Lord. Each brother

the priest goes to the holy doors and, having
offered aprayer, he exitsto the fountain [in the
atrium of the church] singing the “While thou
wert being baptized in the Jordan, O Lord.”
When thisis said, the synapte isrecited by the
deacon. When this is finished, the priest be-
ginsthe prayer of blessing [of the water]. After
the waters have been sanctified and the broth-
ers sprinkled, the troparion “The voice of the
Lord sounded over the water saying” is sung
inthefourth plagal mode. Thefirst verseis® The
seasaw and fled” (Ps. 113 [114]:3); the second
verse, “What ailed thee, O sea, that thou
fleddest?’ (Ps. 113[114]:5). After thistroparion
has been sung three times we go back into the
church, and in the fourth mode we sing the
troparion “He who divinely clothes himself
with light.” When thisis repeated three times,
the priest offers a prayer, and the holy doxol-
ogy isfinished. Thereupon, the brothersfile out
in order to the refectory. In the same fashion
the washing of the feet takes place on Holy
Thursday after the [monks have received]
cummunion and taken a sip of a drink. When
all have had their feet washed, they file out to
the refectory.

Concerning the amount of clothes and footwear
and the arrangement of bedding and concern-
ing other such matters [p. 125]

38. It should be known that each of the broth-
ersought to have two undergarments, two outer
garments, one woolen garment, two cowls, a
small scapular for work, and another more co-
pious one for church which according to cus-
tom is used on Saturday evening at the office
of lamplighting, and on Sunday at matins, and
again in the evening at the office of
lamplighting, and before that at the divine lit-
urgy. This is also the custom on feasts of the
Lord. Each brother should also have another
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should also have another large woolen scapu-
lar; for footwear, he should have short-legged
boots, additional long-legged boots, and leg-
gings. For his bed he should have a straw mat,
a mat of Cilician goat hair, and two fleece
woolen blankets. [p. 238]

[38.] It should be known that on the vigil of the
Feast of Epiphany after the dismissal of the di-
vine liturgy, we receive blessed bread. After-
wards, those who have received communion
take a sip of a drink2?, but we do not eat the
blessed bread. Having collected the vessels, the
priest goes to the holy doors and, having of-
fered a prayer, he exits to the fountain [in the
atrium of the church] together with the broth-
ers who sing the troparion “The voice of the
Lord on the waters’ in the fourth mode. When
this has been chanted three times and the cus-
tomary readings have been finished, the dea-
con recites the synapte. When this is finished,
the priest begins the prayer of blessing [of the
waters]. After the waters have been blessed, and
the brothers have been sprinkled, thetroparion
“While thou wert being baptized in the Jordan,
O Lord” issung in the first mode.

After thistroparion has been sung three times,
wegointo the church singing thetroparion “ To-
day the Trinity in the unity of Divinity.” When
thisissung threetimes, the priest offersaprayer
and the holy doxology is finished. Thereupon,
the brothersfile out in order to the refectory. In
the same fashion the washing of the feet takes
place on Holy Thursday after [the monks have
received | communion and taken asip of adrink.
When all have had their feet washed, they file
out [to the refectory].

large woolen scapular. For footwear, he should
have short-legged boots, additional long-legged
boots, and shoes. For his bed he should have a
straw mat, amat of Cilician goat hair, and two
fleece woolen blankets.

Cf. [B37]
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Notes on the Trandlation

Editors' note: The assistance of our translator, Timothy Miller [TM], is gratefully acknowledged for the
notes to this document.

1. Theodore is not known to have composed awritten monastic rule (aside from his Testament, (3) Theodore
Sudites), but the reference may be to the oral tradition received from him, for which see Leroy,
“Réforme,” p. 209: “An unwritten ruleisno lessarule.”

2. For the mechanical water clock, see Leroy, “Cursus,” p. 8, n. 10; cf. (22) Evergetis[6].

3. The wider, central doorway among the five doors leading from the narthex into the nave of the church;
see T. Mathews, The Early Churches of Constantinople (University Park, Pa., 1971), p. 22.

4. On the eight sets of melodic formulasin Byzantine music known as modes (echoi), see O. Strunk, Essays
on Music in the Byzantine World (New York, 1977), pp. 3—-36.

5. The Six Psalms (Hexapsalmos) of matins are Ps. 3, 37 [38], 62 [63], 87 [88], 102 [103], and 142 [143].

6. Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio |, PG 35, col. 396A.

7. lamprophoros Kyriake, i.e., Easter Sunday.

8. Pseudo-Chrysostom, Homilia in Sanctam Pascham, PG 59, col. 721.

9. SeeIs. 8.9 and Mega Horologion, ed. M. Saliveros (Athens, n.d.), pp. 2034.

10. The grave mode is mode seven, or the third plagal mode; [B3], however, prescribes for the fourth plagal
mode. [TM]

11. Fast of the Holy Apostles, from Monday after the feast of All Saints (Sunday after Pentecost) through
thevigil of the feast of Sts. Peter and Paul, June 28.

12. Feast of the Exaltation of the Holy Cross, September 14.

13. Feast of the Transfiguration, August 6; feast of the Dormition of the Mother of God, August 15.

14. Feast of the Birth of the Mother of God, September 8.

15. Feast of the Epiphany, January 6.

16. Feast of the Presentation of Christ in the Temple, February 2.

17. On this form of salutation and its symbolic meaning, see Niketas Stethatos, “ De sal utatione manibus
facta,” PG 120, 1009A—1012A.

18. Feast of All Saints, the Sunday after Pentecost.

19. Fast of St. Philip, from November 15 until Christmas.

20. Cabbage preserved in brine and vinegar. See Koukoules, BBP, v. 5, p. 93.

21. The third Sunday of Lent.

22. The Saturday before Palm Sunday.

23. Feast of the Forty Martyrs, March 9.

24, Feast of the Discovery of the Head of St. John the Baptist, February 24.

25. prophaia kokkoelaia: neither word is attested in the standard dictionaries. The reference is most prob-
ably to small olives harvested for pickling before they ripen and turn dark.

26. A very long penitential hymn by Andrew of Crete (d. 740), sung in its entirety during the fifth week of
the Great Lent. See PG 97, cols. 1305-44.

27. diaklyometha: The terms diaklyein and diaklysmos (lit. “rinsing of the mouth”) refer to adrink of water
or wine—as is the case here—or to a collation of wine and a piece of blessed bread given to the monks
after communion (cf. C. Du Cange, Glossarium ad scriptores mediae et infimae Graecitatis [Lyon,
1688; repr. Gratz, 1958] s.v. diaklyein / diaklyzein, (20) Black Mountain [73] and (31) Areia[T] 2). P.
Gautier's view that diaklysmos consisted of “a piece of bread dipped in oil, water and wine” is not
supported by the evidence in the typika (cf. Gautier, “Le typicon du Christ Sauveur Pantocrator, REB
32 (1974), 88, n. 15). (19) Attaleiates [36] and (28) Pantokrator [44]—the only documents, in addition
to (20) Black Mountain [73], which contain information regarding the food served as collation—pro-
vide only for wheat and wine to be used for the collation and make no mention of oil. Finally it must be
noted that (22) Evergetis [9], [10], (27) Kecharitomene [47], (29) Kosmosoteira [21], (30) Phoberos
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[21], [28], (32) Mamas [17], [18], and (33) Heliou Bomon [17], [18] do not specify that diaklysmos
following the liturgy was limited to recipients of communion, while (28) Pantokrator [44] associates it
with amemorial service for the founders and (23) Pakourianos [8] uses diaklysis to denote a refresh-
ment offered to visitors of the monastery.

Document Notes

[2] Regulations for Easter Service. See G. Bertoniere, The Historical Development of the Easter Vigil and
Related Services in the Greek Church (= OCA 193 [Rome, 1972]). Version [A] is considerably longer
than Version [B]. The ceremony prescribed in the former is more complex, the official participants
more numerous, and the liturgical prescriptions more precise than in the latter, all of which suggests
that the monastery for which [A] was drawn up was larger than that of [B]. [A] also takes place within
the geographical context of Soudiositself, mentioning local Constantinopolitan landmarks such asthe
Sea of Marmora and a chapel of the Mother of God (for which see Janin, Géographie, vol. 3, p. 439).
This chapter is copied later by (11) Ath. Rule[1], [2], and [3], using both [A2] and [B2].

[3] Liturgica prescriptions for the Sunday of Renovation. This is the Sunday after Easter, variously titled
“New Sunday” (Nea Kyriake) [A], the Sunday of the Radiant Week [B], or “Low Sunday” in the Latin
rite. [A] and [B] both begin with the Six Psalms, but the services diverge thereafter. Both mention the
vespers service, but only [A] offers details, including the specification of the proper plagal modes
(paralleled below in[B4]). [B3] continues, paralleling [A4]. This chapter copied later by (11) Ath. Rule
[3].

[4] Performance of the hours during Easter Season. [A4], paralleled by part of [B3], prescribes at length for
the matins service. Thisportion is copied later by (11) Ath. Rule[3]. [B3], treating matins more briefly,
then discusses exemptions from performance of compline and, again briefly, vespers. The discussion of
compline is utilized later by (11) Ath. Rule [3] as well. [B4], treating vespers services for dominical
feasts, has the same prescriptions as [A3] does for the Sunday of Renovation vespers service.

[5] Specificationsfor the canon during Easter Season. In the Studite usage, the canon [A] isacombination of
the midnight office (mesonyktikon) [B] and matins (orthros); see Leroy, “Cursus,” p. 15. The conclud-
ing portion of [A5] is paralleled by [B6]. Copied later by (11) Ath. Rule [4].

[A6] Omission of hours and genuflections during Easter Season. Copied later by (11) Ath. Rule [6].

[B6] Liturgical observances during Easter Season. Parallels the conclusion of [A5].

[7] Canonsfor the departed not to be omitted. Piety towards the souls of the departed outweighsthe Eastertide
exemption from chanting the hours. Version [B7] copied later by (11) Ath. Rule [6].

[8], [9] Liturgical observances for Pentecost Sunday. The treatment in [A] is much briefer than that in [B8]
and [B9]; anumeration for [A8] has been reserved to preserve subsequent parallelism between [A] and
[B].

[B8] Graveside memorial for departed monks on Saturdays of Pentecost and Meatfare. These are the tradi-
tional days of remembrance for the departed. Entirely omitted in [A].

[A9] Liturgical prescriptionsfor Pentecost. The import isthat the weekly proper (the oktoechos) is not to be
used for this feast. Omitted in [B].

[B9] Vesper service on Pentecost Sunday. Omitted in [A]. Copied later by (11) Ath. Rule [7].

[10] Liturgical procedures for the fast of the Holy Apostles. Governs the ecclesiastical calendar from the
second week after Pentecost to June 29; cf. dietary provisions below in [29]. [A] contains additional
instructions for the performance of the first hour omitted by [B]. According to Jacques Froger, Les
origines de Prime (Rome, 1946), p. 73, this document is where the office of prime makes its first
appearance in the Byzantine Empire (see also [B14], [33] and [A36] below); but Leroy, “Cursus,” p. 15
arguesthat its existenceisimplied in Theodore's earlier use of theterm “canon.” This chapter iscopied
later by (11) Ath. Rule [7], [9].

[11] Recitation of the kyrie at matins. Copied later by (11) Ath. Rule [12].

[13] Liturgical procedures for feasts. These are the feasts of the Dormition (August 15), the Transfiguration
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(August 6), the Exaltation (September 14), the Nativity of the Virgin (September 8), the Epiphany
(January 6), and the Presentation of Christ in the Temple (February 2). [B] omits the feast of the
Transfiguration. Copied later by (11) Ath. Rule [13].

[B14] through [B17] Liturgical prescriptions for the Lenten Fast. These four chapters are missing in [A],
but the numeration is reserved to preserve subsequent parallelism between [A] and [B].

[B14] Performance of the hours during Lent. Copied later by (11) Ath. Rule [15].

[B15] Peformance of the hours during Holy Week. Copied later by (11) Ath. Rule [15].

[B16] Catechesis of St. Theodore after matins. Cf. [36], (3) Theodore Studites [11] and Leroy, “Petites
Catéchéses,” p. 355. The provision below in[21] for another catechism lesson at complineled Leroy,
p. 356, to speculate that the morning lesson was taken from the Small Catecheses and the evening
from the Great Catecheses.

[18] Officers of the monastery. For references to these officers in Theodore's own writings, see Leroy,
“Réforme,” p. 201, n. 162 (disciplinarians), n. 163 (choir organizers), n. 164 (overseers); p. 190, n.
67 (waker, possibly an office borrowed from Dorotheos of Gaza). Copied later by (11) Ath. Rule
[17].

[20] Omission of compline on eve of major feasts. As a substitute, [A] provides for solitary recitation of
the trisagion, while [B] has the trisagion sung in the refectory. Copied later by (11) Ath. Rule [4].

[21] Lenten catechism lesson at compline. Cf. [B16], [36], and (3) Theodore Sudites [11]; discussion by
Leroy, “Petites Catécheses,” p. 355.

[22] Confession at matins. See discussion by Leroy, “Vie,” p. 33; according to Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 188,
n. 54, Theodore argues for the importance of confession as an obligation imposed by patristic au-
thorities in his Great Catecheses 1.31 (unedited).

[23] Lenten reminder of death at the third hour. See discussion by Leroy, “Vie,” p. 45. Copied later by (11)
Ath. Rule [16].

[24] Testing of novices. Compare to the novitiate of six months prescribed by (22) Evergetis [37] for
“common and the unknown” applicants. Copied later by (11) Ath. Rule [18].

[25] Confinement; prohibition of corporal punishment. The use of imprisonment is confirmed by Theodore
the Studite, Great Catecheses 1.27, 81 (unedited), according to Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 211, n. 238.
Copied later by (11) Ath. Rule [19]. For the use of monasteriesasjails, see André Guillou, “Le monde
carceral en Italie du sud et en Sicile au VIe-VII€ siécle” JOB 33 (1983), pp. 79-86.

[26] Procedures for reading on days of rest. According to Theodore the Studite, Great Catecheses 2.89,
ed. Papapadopoul os-K erameus, Megal e Katechesis, p. 634, Sunday was the day consecrated to read-
ing; see Leray, “Vie" p. 48, withn. 1.

[27] Timing of the liturgy and meals. According to Leroy, “Vie,” p. 46, the celebration of the liturgy took
place at the sixth hour, but was advanced during Easter season to the third hour because there were
two daily meals at that time, the first of which was taken at midday (i.e., when the liturgy would
otherwise have taken place). Copied later by (11) Ath. Rule [8].

[28], [29] Dietary regulations and refectory procedures. Beck, KTL, p. 494, regardsthis as a separate work
that has been encapsulated within the typikon. Possibly part of the lost Testamentary Rule of Theodosios
the Koinobiarch, for which see Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 209, n. 220.

[28] Refectory procedures. [A] allows monksto wear cowlson their head “in wintertime;” [B] does not so
restrict. Copied later by (11) Ath. Rule [21].

[29] Diet from Easter to All Saints (first Sunday after Pentecost). Includes al so regulations for the fasts of
the Holy Apostles (from Monday after the feast of All Saintsto thevigil of the feast of Sts. Peter and
Paul, June 28) and of St. Philip (the Christmas fast, from November 15, the day after the feast of St.
Philip). Thediet for thelast fast is stricter in [B], with the evening meal being eliminated “ on account
of the short (winter) days.” Copied later by (11) Ath. Rule[22], [23], [24].

[30] Diet for the Lenten fast. Both [A] and [B] require that the strict fast of the first week of Lent be
observed again during the middle (fourth) week of Lent. [B] omits olives from the list of foods
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permitted on the non-fast regular days of the week. [A] providesfor prostrations of repentance start-
ing on Friday of the first week that are omitted in [B]. [A] also isaonein extending the more lenient
weekday diet to Orthodoxy Sunday (first Sunday in Lent), the Sunday of the Veneration of the Cross
(third Sunday in Lent), and the feasts of St. Lazarus (the day before Palm Sunday) and the Holy
Martyrs (of Sebaste, March 9), whileit allows an even more lenient diet for the feast of St. John the
Forerunner (February 24), Palm Sunday and the days when the Great Canon is sung. [B] is more
lenient than [A] only in the diet for Holy Saturday. This chapter is utilized later by (11) Ath. Rule
[25], [26] in its own Lenten dietary prescriptions.

[31] Feast of the Annunciation. The breaking of the Lenten fast for the celebration of thisfeast (March 25)
was a common yet also controversial feature of the dietary regulation of Byzantine monasteries,
accepted without qualification by (7) Latros [5], (20) Black Mountain [60], and (22) Evergetis [10]
among others, but limited by (30) Phoberos[28], (29) Kecharitomene [47], and (34) Machairas[71],
particularly when the feast occurred during Holy Week.

[32] Veneration of the Holy Cross. Great Week [A] and middle week [B] are equivalent. Utilized later by
(11) Ath. Rule [28].

[33] Regulation of hoursfor work. On days when hours were not recited (i.e., non-fast days), [A] has awork
day that is an hour longer than [B]. For the length of the Studite work day, see Leroy, “Vie," p. 45.

[35] Punishment for breaking dishware. This stray chapter seemsout of place bothin[A] and [B]. For this
offense and punishment, see also Theodore the Studite, GC 2.59, ed. Papadopoul os-Kerameus, Megale
Katechesis, p. 424, with Leroy, “Réforme,” p. 211.

[36] Regulation of the canon of matins. For a historical discussion of the office, see M. Arranz, “Les
priéres presbytérales des matines byzantines,” OCP 37 (1971), 406-36, and 38 (1972), 64-115.
[A37] (= [B38]) Regulation of clothing and bedding. [A] and [B] differ in their prescriptions for clothes,
with [B] favoring apparently heavier items. Both are utilized later by (11) Ath. Rule[35]. For Theodore's
views on clothing, see (3) Theodore Studites [19] and Leroy, “Réforme,” pp. 192 and 193, n. 85. In
his day clothes were redistributed weekly on Sunday. Monks slept in cubicles (koitaria), apparently

individual cells (Leray, “Vie,” p. 30).

[A38] ( = [B37]) Feast of the Epiphany. [B] has chosen a more logical place for this chapter within the
document. The text of [B37] is a little longer than [A38], thanks to careful identification of the
prescribed troparia. See also later treatments of this feast in (20) Black Mountain [92] and (27)
Kecharitomene [72].
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5. Euthymios: Testament of Euthymios for the Monasteries
of Psamathia and Ta Agathou

Date: 9171 Tranglator: Patricia Karlin-Hayter

Editions employed: P. Karlin-Hayter, Vita Euthymii Patriarchae CP (Brussels, 1970), with text at
pp. 3-147 (Testament = chap. 23, pp. 143-47), and commentary, pp. 148-233; replaces “Vita S.
Euthymii,” Byzantion 25 (1955-57), 1-172.

Manuscript: Former Berlin, State Library, graecus fol. 55 (12th c.)2

Other trandations: P. Karlin-Hayter, Vita, pp. 142—-46, employed here with minor adjustmentsto
harmonize with the editorial conventions of this collection; Russian, by Alexander Kazhdan, Dve
vizantiiskie chroniki x veka (Moscow, 1959), pp. 80-81.

Institutional History
The Testament is encapsulated in the anonymous Life of S. Euthymios, itself an important source
of information on patronagein thiseraof traditional privatereligiousfoundations. Euthymioswas
the spiritual father of Emperor Leo VI the Wise (886-912), who had offered him (Mita, chap. 4, p.
24) the directorship of the imperial monastery of Sts. Sergios and Bakchos in Constantinople.
This offer Euthymios turned down, declaring “God forbid that | should water another’s planta-
tion.” Euthymios particularly objected to the necessity to cancel the rules drawn up by the previ-
ous founder in order to set up his own regulations and canons “as | would not be pleased to have
happen to me at another’s hand.” In this way Euthymios showed the pietistic respect of one gen-
eration of founders towards the legislative arrangements of its predecessors, but he demonstrated
even more strongly the typical Byzantine founder’s preference for a new institution all his own,
“raised up for me from the very foundations,” as he put it. Yet he agreed (Vita, chap. 5, p. 29) to
accept a property near the Stoudios monastery in the Psamathia quarter of Constantinople where
there was an existing church of Sts. Kosmas and Damian suitable for enlargement.3 This had
belonged to the disgraced courtier Leo Katakoilas, a relative of the deposed Patriarch Photios
(878-886) and former admiral of the fleet, who had purchased the property privately, only to see
the emperor confiscate it (presumably in 886) along with the rest of Katakoilas' properties. When
the disgraced courtier’s relatives protested the award to Euthymios, he scrupulously insisted that
Leo VI recall Katakoilas from exile, pay him ajust price for the confiscated properties, and re-
ceive from him the deeds of titlein return. The account illustrates the contemporary acceptance of
the sale and purchase of religiousinstitutionsaswell ashow private founders respected one another’s
property rightsin them.

Euthymios persuaded Leo VI to enlarge the monastery by adding subsidiary chapels dedi-
cated to St. John the Forerunner and the Archangel Michael. Patriarch Stephen (886-893) offici-
ated (Mta, chap. 5, p. 35) at the dedication, probably before 890, to which the emperor had also
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summoned “the chosen band” of the Studite monks. Thereisan interesting account (Vita, chap. 9,
pp. 51-55) of LeoVI'svisit to Euthymios’ monastery in 899, on which occasion Euthymios hailed
him as the founder (ktetor). The emperor arrived at supper time and commented on the “ detest-
able” quality of the wine, the quantity (if not the quality) of which he was told was prescribed
“according to the rule we have received,” an allusion to anow lost typikon for the foundation like
(4) Soudios. Indeed, given the close friendship of Euthymios with Arkadios, the superior of the
Stoudios monastery (Vita, chap. 9, pp. 55, 57), and before him, an earlier Studite superior Anatolios
(Vita, chap. 2), it is not impossible that this typikon was a variant of (4) Soudios. To remedy the
deficiency in the quality of the monks' wine, Leo VI awarded the monastery a property formerly
possessed by Empress Theophano capable of supplying awine of suitable quality.

Euthymios' biographer is anxious (Mta, chap. 8, p. 47) to establish his hero’s opposition to
Leo VI's controversial relationship with Zoe Carbonopsina, for which he claims Euthymios was
exiled for two years at the monastery of St. Diomedous, a foundation rebuilt by Leo VI's father
Basil | (867-886).4 But eventually Euthymios proved more flexible on the issue than the patri-
arch, Nicholas| Mystikos (901-907), for Euthymios was chosen to replace the latter in that office
in 907. In 910, the emperor’s powerful courtier Samonas, one of several high officials opposed by
Euthymios, was temporarily confined at the monastery.®

Euthymios’ foundation also had a dependency (metochion) in the Asiatic suburbs of the city
(Mita, chap. 16, p. 109) known asthe monastery of Ta Agathou, that is, “ on the estates of Agathos.”
Theidentity of theindividual who gave his name to the site and the precise location of this mon-
astery are unknown, but the monastery itself was founded by Patriarch Nikephoros | (806-815),
perhapsin a private capacity before his elevation to the patriarchate (Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, p.
23). After his deposition by Emperor Leo V (813-820), the patriarch was exiled here briefly be-
fore being transferred to another of the monasteries he had founded nearby.” The estates on which
the monastery was located were among those confiscated by Leo VI from Leo Katakoilas. Later,
Leo VI awarded these properties, along with Katakoilas' estatesin Psamathia, to Euthymios (Vita,
chap. 5, p. 29). The monastery once again became home to a deposed patriarch when Euthymios
himself was exiled here (Mta, chap. 19; cf. 20) after his own deposition by Emperor Alexander |
(912-913) on May 15, 912. Euthymios’ predecessor Nicholas | Mystikos (912—925) then returned
to office for a second term as patriarch. After the death of that emperor in 913, Euthymios turned
down (Vita, chap. 21) an appeal from LeoVI'swidow Zoe, then embroiled in abitter struggle with
Nicholas Mystikos, to accept reinstatement as patriarch. Euthymios was reconciled (Vita, chap.
32, pp. 141-43) with Nicholas Mystikos there in late July 917, shortly before Euthymios died at
the dependency in early August 4 of that same year. Nothing is known of either the Psamathia
foundation or its dependency after Euthymios’ time.

Analysis

Euthymios’ Testament is preserved at the end of the Life ( = Vita, chap. 23). Init he provides[1] for
acollective leadership of three of his subordinates for the 24 monks at Psamathia.8 He prescribes
asimilar arrangement of three monks providing the collective superiorship for the 12 monks at Ta
Agathou. Subsequently, the community at Psamathia would elect a new superior in an open vote;
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asteward would be appointed from among the monks at Psamathiato administer Ta Agathou. The
new superior of Psamathia would be responsible for the overall administration of both facilities.
There is another reference [2] to the lost rule governing the foundation mentioned earlier (Mta,
chap. 9). A discussion of Euthymios' burial wishes follows, at which point the text breaks off.

As with the Stoudios monastery at that time, both a typikon and a testament governed this
foundation, but here the order of composition of the documents was reversed. Thiswould become
the more typical pattern for Byzantine monasticism (e.g., (11) Ath. Rule, followed by (14) Ath.
Testament). Like Euthymios, founders frequently were willing to allow their communitiesto exer-
cise aform of self-governancein the next generation (see (10) Eleousa [16]), which suggests that
there was a built-in tendency towards institutional autonomy even in private foundations.

The nature of the legal relationship between lay (and imperial) patrons and monastic direc-
tors, which is quite a common one in the Byzantine era, cals for further study. After Leo VI's
death in 912, that is during the period of his own exile at Ta Agathou, Euthymios seems to have
cometo view at least this dependency and perhaps al so the monastery at Psamathia as his private
property (see Vita, chaps. 19, 20). Apparently Euthymios was unwilling to accord Leo VI's suc-
cessors either the late emperor’s status as founder or his rights of patronage. The present docu-
ment represents Euthymios' bold attempt to extend his de facto control over Ta Agathou to the
Psamathia monastery as well, though the apparent unwillingness [4] of the ecclesiastical hierar-
chy (in the conjectural textual restoration of de Boor) to alow his burial there (with all that that
would imply for his proprietorship) suggests that this venture met with determined opposition.

Notes on the Introduction

1. The dating assumes the genuineness of Euthymios' Testament as encapsulated in the Vita, and that it was
dictated from his deathbed shortly before his death on August 4, 917; the Mita itself dates from after
932, so Sophianos, “Bios,” p. 296, and Kazhdan, “ Euthymios,” p. 756; Karlin-Hayter, Vita Euthymii, p.
10, however, dates the Vita to 920-925, on the presumption that the second deposition of Patriarch
Nicholas | Mystikos in 925, had it already occurred, would have been alluded to in the Vita.

2. The manuscript, discovered by G. Hirschfeld in 1874 in the remains of amonastery library onanislandin
Lake Egerdir, disappeared from Berlin during the Second World War; see Karlin-Hayter, Vita Euthymii,
pp. 5-6.

3. For details on the history of the foundation, see Janin, Géographie, vol. 3, pp. 116-17.

4. For this foundation, see Janin, Géographie, vol. 3, pp. 95-97.

5. Symeon Magister, ed. |. Bekker, in Leo Grammatikos, Chronographia, CSHB (Bonn, 1842), p. 713; John
Skylitzes, Synopsis historiarum, ed. J. Thurn (Berlin-New York, 1973), p. 191.

6. For the history of the dependency, see Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, p. 23.

7. Ignatios the Deacon, Vita S. Nicephori, ed. Karl de Boor, Nicephori archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani
opuscula historica (Leipzig, 1880), p. 201.

8. Compare to similar ambiguous administrative arrangements in (48) Prodromos [6], (50) Gerasimos [3]
and (52) Choumnos [A3], all written for later private religious foundations, which may reflect adivi-
sion of institutional property rights.
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Translation

[1.] On the second day of August, whereon the memory of St. Stephen, the first martyr, is cel-
ebrated, our father, who is how with the saints, sent to the monastery of Psamathia, to summon all
the monks to the monastery of Ta Agathou; and calling round him likewise those there, he spoke
of the constitution of the two monasteries, how, on the one hand, there were at Psamathia twenty-
four of the brothers consecrated to God and attending to the church. “Now those whom | have
ordained, | order to rule over them, to the number of three of those who have served me; but when
they are gone from you, a vote of the whole brotherhood [p. 145] shall elect whom God pleases
and they desire to be their shepherd. Likewise, in this monastery of Ta Agathou also, | prescribe
that twelve of the brothers be consecrated to God, attending to the church, and up to three, aready
designated by my humble self, to perform the office of superior. Afterwards, they being gonefrom
you, you will appoint a steward from among your brothers who are at Psamathia, and both flocks
will be led by one shepherd in the same rule and ordinance, by him whom the providence of God
has entrusted with the superiorship of the monastery of Psamathia, as this deed of union in my
own hand sets forth in detail .

[2.] “Children, the tradition you have received from me, guard in unity and brotherly love, and
with all your strength do not weary of fervently praying the Divinity. Now indeed pray for this
least of men, that | may obtain the wish of my great desire. For oncethat isachieved, | will not rest
from entreating and imploring for you, taking to myself and embracing each one of you. Yet know
this, after my going from you, you will meet with such straitening and want and distress, that you
will lay hands on the sacred vessels themselves. But the Lord God will send you help from on
high, may he defend you, and help you, and supply that which was lacking in me (I Cor. 16:17).
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Only do not set at nought my commands, though | be the least of men, nor, | charge you, be
backward in observing therule | have given you, which | fashioned in sweat with many strivings.”
While the father was thus prophesying, and all of them in tears, he fell into a swoon; and as he
remained silent, they went out.

[3.] Next day, which was the fourth of the month of August [917], our father Euthymios began to
labor and pant, and his strength began, as it were, to leave him, when he himself, recognizing the
end, in the hearing of all addressed these last words to himself: “Behold, holy Euthymios, the (11
Tim. 4:6) time of thy departure is at hand, and the axe (cf. Matt. 3:10) is near that shall cut thee
down, thou unfruitful tree. Why then dost thou kick? What fearest thou, summoned to incorrupt-
ibility, passing from slavery to freedom? Thereisno envy, nor strife, nor malice, nor the swarming
presence of those who grieve and ill-use. To amerciful master thou goest. Do not be faint-hearted
nor discouraged. [p. 147] For he is compassionate, long-suffering and of great mercy. If thou hast
shown thyself unworthy (Eph. 4:1) of the vocation wherewith thou wert called, having achieved
nothing, yet seventy-five years hast thou fulfilled in the monastic ranks. But now thou goest to thy
Master, to thy God and Lord, whom thou hast loved from an infant, whom thou hast followed
from an early age. Then do not resist, do not beill-pleased. Go forth confident, not (cf. Tit. 3:5) in
thine own works, but in hislove toward man, and grace, ineffable compassion and most boundless
goodness.”

[4.] But having called Basil, his nephew, he said, “ Prepare for my burial; for tomorrow | leave the
things here to go to another world. So it has been revealed to me.” So the other asks him; “Where
doyouwishyour body to lie, that we may prepareagrave?’ He[ Euthymios, replied]: “ At Psamathia,
by the sacred shrine of the Anargyroi, in the right-hand chapel, that is dedicated to [St. John] the
Forerunner, beneath my lord and master, Peter the Confessor and bishop of Gordorynia.” 1 Where-
upon, the other answered him: “ According to the patriarch, the me[tropolitans] are not willing [for
your body to enter thecity . . . ]2

Notes on the Translation

1. For Peter of Gordorynia, whose remains Euthymios had translated (Vita, chap. 9, p. 59) to the Psamathia
monastery from their original resting place at achapel dedicated to St. Nicholas outside of Constantinople,
see also Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, ed. |. Bekker, CSHB (Bonn, 1838), p. 378; Symeon
Magister, ed. Bekker, in Leo Grammatikos, Chronographia, CSHB, p. 716.

2. Conjecture of de Boor, Vita Euthymii, 22, line 14.
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6. Rila: Testament of John of Rila

Date: 941 Trandlator: Ilijalliev
Edition employed: lordan Ivanov, Sv. Ivan Rilski i negoviyat monastir (Sofia, 1917), pp. 136-42.
Manuscript: 19th-c. copies at Rila of a 14th-c. transcription?

Other trandlations: Bulgarian, by Ivan Dujcev, Rilskiyat svetets i negovata obitel (Sofia, 1947),
pp. 138-61.

Institutional History

A. Foundation of the Monastery

The monk John laid the foundations for what was to become the greatest monastery of medieval
Bulgariacirca930-31 in the mountainsto the east of the Strumariver valley in western Bulgaria.?
Born around 876880, not much more than a dozen years after Boris-Michael (852—-889), ruler of
the Bulgars, had accepted Christianity in 865, John began his monastic career at the monastery of
St. Dimiter near his birthplace, then lived for many years as a hermit. His final settlement was a
site north of the Rilariver, to the east of the present Rilamonastery. Remains of the foundations of
the first buildings are to be seen in the meadows south of the hermitage dedicated to St. Luke.3
Jealous of his independence, John refused to welcome the Bulgarian ruler Peter (927-969), who
came to pay him homage. John’s Testament, translated below, was issued March 25, 941 to regu-
late the cenobitic community and is his only literary work. John then retired to his accustomed
solitary life, and died on August 18, 946. He was a popular subject among hagiographers; seven
livesin Bulgarian and two in Greek were composed between the twelfth and the nineteenth centu-
ries.4

B. Subsequent History of the Monastery in Medieval Times

Little is known about the Rila monastery during the Byzantine dominion over Bulgaria (1018—
1185). The earliest Slavonic life of John of Rila, the so-called “Popular Life,” was composed in
Bulgarian towardsthe end of this period, aswasthefirst lifein Greek, authored by George Skylitzes,
an official on the staff of the Byzantine governor at Srédetz (modern Sofia) during the reign of
Emperor Manuel | Komnenos (1143-1180), that now survivesonly in a Slavonic translation.® The
monastery’ sfortunesrevived considerably later during the Second Bulgarian Empire (1186-1396).
Rila and several other monasteries, richly endowed by the Bulgarian rulers with new lands and
villages, seem to have enjoyed considerable prosperity in the fourteenth century.6 Thereisaso a
charter of 1378 preserved in the monastery of the last Bulgarian king, Ivan Shishman (1371-
1393), that confirms the tax exemptions of the monastery’s existing properties and awards new
lands aswell; it refersto similar charters now lost that earlier Bulgarian monarchs had awarded to
the monastery dating back to the middle of the thirteenth century.
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Earlier in the fourteenth century, Rila had benefited also from alocal patron, the protosebast
Hreljo, alocal lord and sometime vassal of the Serbian tsar Stephen Dusan (1331-1355), who
erected a new monastery on the site of the existing Rila monastery, to the west of John’s original
foundation, which continued in operation as the “Old Hermitage.” Hreljo built a 75-foot protec-
tive tower, still preserved, in 1335. It included living quarters for Hreljo and his family as well as
a chapel on the top floor dedicated to the Transfiguration.” A brick inscription records Hreljo's
erection of this structure. In 1343 he a'so built a stone church, which survived until 1834. There
were similar towers built at thistime for the monasteries on Mount Athos (see (51) Koutloumousi
[A4]), and there is one till existing at the Hilandar monastery. Forced to become a monk at the
order of Dusan, who distrusted his loyalty, Hreljo was strangled to death by hired assassinsin his
tower in 1343, probably also at Dusan’sinstigation. Hreljo’s gravestone, broken into many pieces,
is preserved in the monastery’s museum and speaks of his entry into the monastery and unnatural
death.8

In 1385, Dometian, the monastery’s superior, had John’s Testament recopied while hiding
away the original along with the foundation’s other valuables for fear of the Turks, who had taken
Srédetz in 1382. At about thistime too Evtimij, the last Bulgarian patriarch of Turnovo, wrote his
widely popular version of the Life of John of Rila.

C. Rila under Ottoman Rule

The Turkish sultans Beyazid | (1389-1402) and Mehmet | (1413-1421) issued firmans confirm-
ing the privileges Rila had received earlier from Bulgarian monarchs, but this did not save the
monastery from later depredations, with the result that it was abandoned by the middle of the
fifteenth century.® There was a revival, however, in the second half of the century. Around 1460,
the three brothers David, Joasaf and Teofan, sons of a certain Jakov, bishop of Krupnik, worked to
strengthen and repair the damaged buildings. Shortly thereafter, a pact was reached in 1466 with
the Russian monastery of St. Panteleemon on Mount Athos obliging Rila and the former institu-
tion to assist one another as needed in the future. Permission was obtained from the Turkish au-
thoritiesin 1469 to transport the relics of John of Rilafrom Turnovo, the old capital of the Second
Bulgarian Empire, where they had been since 1195. The translation considerably increased the
Rilamonastery’s prestige. A dependency (metoh) dedicated to Sts. Peter and Paul was built to the
southwest of the main monastery in 1478.

Firmansissued by sultans Beyazid |1 (1481-1512) in 1498, Selim | (1512-1520) in 1519, and
Murad 111 (1574-1595) confirmed the monastery in the possession of its properties, but like the
earlier series of firmans, these did not succeed in protecting the foundation from the depredations
of various brigands.19 Beginning in 1558-59, the monks succeeded in establishing direct relations
with Russia, whose rulers they hoped would be sympathetic to their complaints of oppression at
the hands of their Ottoman masters.

Despite extremely difficult conditions, which continued well into the second half of the eigh-
teenth century, including attacks by robbersin 1766 and 1779, the monastery not only managed to
survive but served as a kind of center of Bulgarian culture. Additional churches were built as
dependencies towards the end of the eighteenth century and in the early years of the nineteenth
century, then a complete reconstruction of the main monastery was begun in 1816.11 A firein
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1833, however, destroyed all the buildings there except for Hreljo's tower and his fourteenth-
century stone church. The monastery was rebuilt once again in 1834 while the church was torn
down to make room for alarger structure; both the monastery and the nineteenth-century church
till stand today, along with Hreljo's tower, the only medieval structure preserved on the site.

Analysis

Experts have endorsed the essential authenticity of the document.1? It is an example of the testa-
mentary genre of monastic foundation documents, whose author seems to have made some use of
(3) Theodore Studites and even (4) Soudios.13 There are indeed some resemblances to the former
document, such asthe statement of purpose [ 3], the prohibition of changes[4], and the admonition
to preservethefaith [5]. The use of the wildernesstoposin the brief foundation history [1] also has
a close paralel in (29) Kosmosoteira [1], a twelfth-century document. On the whole, however,
thisis adistinct document with its own concerns for the ordering of monastic life at Rila.

A. Lives of the Monks

Like his Stoudite predecessors, John of Rila endorses [10] the cenobitic lifestyle, but also urges
his monks to establish [15] relations with and support neighboring solitaries. This coexistence of
cenobitic and eremitic lifestyles, prefigured in John’s own career, would be one of the notable
characteristics of Byzantine monasticism. The author demonstrates an acquaintance with the as-
cetic tradition of late antiquity, quoting [13] Ephraem Syrus and recommending [16] the study of
patristic literature, in particular the Lives of St. Antony, founder of anchoritic monasticism,
Theodosios the Koinabiarch, “and others’ aswell as respecting canon law. John also invokes[17]
patristic authority for the practice of manual labor.

B. Constitutional Matters

While there is genuine disciplinary content in this document, its chief purpose, as in most testa-
ments, was to designate [20] a successor, here the monk Gregory. John then announces his intent
to retire into seclusion as part of an arrangement for assuring an orderly succession to the
superiorship that is similar to that proposed in the eleventh century in (22) Evergetis[13].

C. Financial Matters

Aside from the commitment to self-sufficiency that seemsimplicit in his endorsement of manual
labor, there are no indications of how John expected the foundation to support itself financially.
He proudly asserts [7] that he refused a royal donation, perhaps an annuity like the solemnia
attested in Byzantium in the tenth century, and he advises [8] his community not to seek favors
from “earthly kings and princes’ [8]. This deliberate shunning of material support is unusual.
Many later founders did not fear for the independence of their foundations when accepting impe-
rial largess or tax exemptions (e.g., (13) Ath. Typikon [36] or (19) Attaleiates [22]), nor did Rila
itself long after John's death. As Dujcev (“Réforme,” p. 263) surmised, John probably was con-
cerned about Bulgarian monasticism being too submissive to secular authority, understandably
given the prior history of Bulgarian monasticism under royal patronage.
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Notes on the Introduction

1. According to anote to the text of (6) Rilaitself, the original waslost after acopy was madein 1385 by the
superior Dometian. Later, the later’s disciple Savatij made a copy of this copy. Both of the medieval
transcriptions are now lost, and we are now dependent on modern copies of Savatij's version of the
document (Dujcev, “Réforme,” p. 263).

. Browning, “John of Rila,” p. 1066.

. Hristov et d., “Rila Monastery,” p. 12.

. For details, see Péchayre, “Vies,” pp. 386-90; with Margaritov, Rila-Kloster, p. 13.

. Péchayre, “Vies,” pp. 386-88.

. Chavrukov, Bulgarian Monasteries, p. 15.

. For Hreljo’stower, see Hristov et al., Rila Monastery, pp. 35-37; Prashkov, Khrel’ ovata kula, pp. 14648,
describes the frescoes in the chapel of the Transfiguration.

8. Margaritov, Rila-Kloster, p. 15.

9. Hristov et d., Rila Monastery, p. 13.

10. Hristov et a., Rila Monastery, p. 14.

11. Hristov et al., Rila Monastery, pp. 24-25.

12. Goshev, “Zavetét,” pp. 431-37; Dujchev, “Réforme,” p. 263; Margaritov, Rila-Kloster, p. 163, n. 9.

13. Goshev, “Zavetét,” pp. 473-77.
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6. RILA
Translation

[Note preceding the text of the Testament]

This testament of our holy father John, citizen of the Rila wilderness, which he delivered to his
disciples before he died, was rewritten from a parchment with great preciseness by the most hon-
orable and reverend among priests, lord Dometian, a man of erudition and intelligence, who was
adisciple of the reverend hermit Varlaam, who lived nine years on the Cherna mountain, whichis
called now Tsurnal and at the Old Hermitage [founded by John of Rila himself] for twenty-eight
years. After his“Old Man”2 died, he [Dometian] became superior and tutor of the Great commu-
nal lavra of Rila. [The testament] was rewritten for easier reading and for commemoration [of
Dometian] by all the monksin that monastery, because the parchment on which the testament was
written originally was hidden carefully together with the other [precious] objects of the monastery
because of the great fear which was reigning in that time from the impious sons of Agar [the
Turks].3 In the year of the creation of the world 6893 and from the Nativity of Christ 1385, on the
twelfth day of the month of February, on the memorial day of St. Meletios of Antioch.

From that copy, | made another copy, | Savatij, the humble holy monk and ecclesiarch, and ever-
lasting disciple of the most honorable superior and tutor Dometian.4

[ Testament]

[1.] I, John, the humble and sinful, who has never done anything good on earth, when | came into
thiswilderness of Rila, | found no man over here, but only wild animals and impenetrable thick-
ets. | settled alone in it among the wild animals, without food nor shelter, but the sky was my
shelter and the earth my bed and the herbs my food. But the good Lord, for the love of whom |
disregarded everything and endured hunger and thirst, frost, the heat of the sun, and corporal
nakedness, did not abandon me, but like amerciful and child-loving father he lavishly satisfied all
my needs. What shall | contribute to the Lord for all he has given me? Many are his benefactions
tome, for helooked from his holy height at my humbleness (cf. Luke 1:48) and lent his support to
me to go through everything—not I, but the might of Christ, which isin me—because every good
gift and every perfect gift is from him (James 1:17).

[2.] Seeing you today gathered together in the Lord here, where, as| told you, no man has dwelled
until now, but only wild animals, and foreseeing that the end of my life here is soon coming on,
because of this| made up my mind, before my departure (11 Tim. 4:6) from life here, to leave you
the present fatherly testament of mine, just as carnal fathers leave their children an earthly inher-
itance of silver and gold and other property, so that when you commemorate your father in the
Holy Spirit, you do not forget his testament.

[3.] I know, my beloved children in God, | know you very well, that you, being beginners, are not

confirmed yet in the monk’slife, but fear not, for the Lord’s “ power is made perfect in weakness’
(I Cor. 12:9). Just because of this | made up my mind to write for you this rough and ignorant
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testament of mine, so that you will keep it always in your minds to become stronger in body and
soul, inthe Lord, and go forward through the virtuesin fear of God. Because | believein my God,
whom | have served since my youth and to whom | submitted zealously, after my departure, this
wilderness, which until nhow was terrible and uninhabited, will be inhabited by a multitude of
desert-citizens. What was written about it will be fulfilled: “ The desolate hath many more children
than she which hath a husband” (Is. 54:1; Gal. 4:27).

[4.] Because of this| beg you, my children, whom | have gathered in the Lord, | beg of you, my
flesh and blood, do not neglect your father’s admonition and together with the apostie| say: “I am
in travail again until Christ be formed in you” (Gal. 4:19). | beg you and make you swear on the
dread name of God not to violate or abandon anything after my death, but everything | have
written let be carried out, asit iswritten and as you have promised before God. Whosoever over-
stepsor violates something of it, let him be damned and separated from the Father and the Son and
the Holy Spirit, to have no share with the saints, who were pleasing to God ages ago, but let his
share be with those who had crucified the Lord of Glory (Acts 7:2) and with his betrayer Judas, to
be erased from “the book of life” (Phil. 4:3) and not to be inscribed [in it] with the righteous.

[5.] First of al, | bequeath to you the obligation to preserve the holy faith immaculate and unaf-
fected by any false teaching, just as we received it from the holy fathers, without “being led away
with diverse and strange teachings’ (Heb. 13:9). Hold fast and keep the traditions you have heard
and seen from me. Do not deviate either to the right, or to the left, but walk along the royal road.
Keep yourselves carefully away from worldly fascinations and always remember why you have
come out of the world, and why you have despised it and worldly things.

[6.] Now again, keep yourselves away from the avaricious snake, “for the love of money is the
root of al evil” (I Tim. 6:10), according to the apostle, who callsit a second idolatry. Because for
the hermit wealth consists not in silver and gold,® but in perfect poverty, in the denial of his
personal will, and in lofty humbleness. | am not telling you this as my commandments, but [I am]
recalling for you the commandments of Christ. For he told his holy disciples and through them
everybody who had renounced the world: “Take no gold, nor silver, nor a bag, nor copper in your
belts” (Matt. 10:9) and so on. For gold and silver are great enemies of the monk and bite those who
have them like a snake.

[7.] If we, however, have undoubted hopein God, he will not leave us deprived of anything, for he
himself says: “A woman may forget her children, yet will | not forget thee” (Is. 49:15). Also in
another place: “But seek first the kingdom of God, and his righteousness; and all these things shall
beyoursaswell” (Matt. 6:33). For in the beginning, when | cameto thiswilderness, the sly enemy
attempted to allure me, for the pious king sent to me alot of gold.5 For the sake of God | refused
to see him, for | understood that it was a perfidy of the devil. | did not accept it, but returned it to
thosewho sent it, for | thought to myself: “If | wished to have gold and silver, and suchlike things,
why came | into this terrible and impenetrable wilderness, where | found no man, but wild ani-
mals?’ So | saved myself from the intrigues of the sly tempter, who endeavors to trip us up in
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those things, which we renounced willfully. That is why you are not to look for any of these
things, “for your heavenly Father knows that you need them all” (Matt. 6:32) before your prayer
[is offered].

[8.] Nor look to be recognized and beloved by earthly kings and princes, nor put your hope in
them, leaving the heavenly King, with whom you enlisted to be soldiers and “wrestle not against
flesh and blood,” but “against the ruler of the darkness of thisworld” (Eph. 6:12). For the prophet
Jeremiah also threatens us speaking so: “Cursed be the man that hopeth in man” and the rest.
Enumerating the evils, he adds that “ blessed is the man that hopeth in the Lord” (Jer. 17:5-8). Do
not say: “What shall we eat, or drink, or in what shall we be dressed?’ for the gentiles seek after
these things. “L ook at the birds of the air: for they neither sow nor reap, nor gather into barns; yet
your heavenly father feeds them. Are you not of more value than they?’ (Matt. 6:26). As soon as
you have come out of the world, do not go back, neither with your body, nor with your mind, for,
asitissaid, “No man, having put his hand to the plough, and looking back, isfit for the Kingdom
of Heaven” (Luke 9:62).

[9.] The Apostle [Paul] too, however, teaches us to “forget what lies behind and strain froward to
what lies ahead” (Phil. 3:13). What does “forgetting those things which are behind” mean, my
children? Nothing else except to deliver to oblivion all those things which, coming out of the
world for God's sake, we have left and despised, and to strive towards the feat which lies before
us, to which we were called by our taskmaster, our most gracious God and L ord Jesus Christ, who
has enabled us to endure his gentle yoke, “For his yoke is easy, and his burden is light” (Matt.
11:30).

[10.] Asthe grace of the Holy Spirit brought you together, so must you endeavor to live with one
heart and one mind and one spirit, directing your eyesonly towardsthe eternal reward, which God
has prepared for those who have loved him. The communal lifeisin every way more useful for
monks than the solitary one, for solitude is not suitable for the many, but only for a few who are
perfect in all monastic virtues. The common life, on the other hand, is useful in general for every-
body, about which the patristic books tell us and teach us sufficiently. The spirit-speaking prophet
David glorified it saying: “See now what is so good and so pleasant as for brethren to dwell
together in unity!” (Ps. 133:1). In addition to this, one spirit-moved ecclesiastical hymn writesin
this way: “Because in this the Lord promised eternal life.” But also our good Master Lord God
Jesus Christ, does he not say to us himself, by his immaculate lips: “Where two or three are
gathered together in my name, there | am in the midst of them”? (Matt. 18:20). Our God-bearing
fathers say for the solitary life: “Woe to him that is alone when he falls; and there is not a second
to lift him up” (Eccl. 4:10).

[11.] That is why, children, as the Holy Spirit through the mouth of the prophet glorifies the
communal life, do you not neglect it either, but on the contrary, confirm it and be like * one body
in the Lord” (Rom. 12:5), which has different members. Some of them form, however, the head
which governs, others the feet which toil and bear, so that there is formed from all a single spiri-
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tual body in the Lord, created with a single mind and logical spirit, and directed by spiritual
reasoning, in no wise having divisions. When such adwelling and lifein God is arranged, then he
himself will be in the midst of you, governing you invisibly.

[12.] Do not seek the first place and authority, but remember those who have said: “1f one would
befirst, he must belast of all, and servant of all” (Mark 9:35). Elect for yourselves preceptors and
appoint superiors, whom God will show you, that is, men “of good report” (Acts 10:22) among
everybody in spiritual matters and surpassing everybody inintelligence and spiritual discernment,
and able to pasture well and comfortably the flock entrusted to them down the meadows of piety
and of the life-giving commands of Christ. For these men it is proper to seek confirmation more
from God than from our opinion.

[13.] If, as our great father and monastic preceptor, the reverend Ephraem Syrus says,” all of you
begin to desire authority and presidencies, and all of you to be abbots, and all of you preceptors,
and interpreters, and teachers, and among you spring up rivalries, quarrels, disputes, zeal ousness,
calumnies, haughtinesses, envy and other passionsindecorous for monks, then certainly be aware
that Christ is not among you, for Christ is not the teacher of discord and dissent, but of peace and
unity. For he praysto God the father for hisholy disciplesto be united, that is, of one mind—they
themselves and everybody who believes in him through them, and says as follows: “Holy Father,
keep them in thy name that they may be one, aswe are” (John 17:11). In another place: “I do not
pray for them only but also for those who believe in me through their word that al may be one”
(John 17:20-21). If you will be one, be at peace one with another. For he said to his disciples,
“Peace | leave with you, my peace | give you.” (John 14: 27) For such is this peace of Christ,
children, that again he speaks, saying, “Not astheworld gives, do | giveto you” (John 14:27). But
this peace of Christ surpasses every mind. Thisis the peace, about which the prophet talks: “And
his peace has no bounds.” But also the apostle teaches us saying: “ Strive for peace with all men
and for the holiness, without which no man shall see God” (Heb. 12:14). May you have such a
peace, now, among you, and let you arrange everything for God with great unity of mind and
heart, so as not to enrage your own God and master.

[14.] If somebody isfound among you who sows weeds, discords and other temptations, you have
to eliminate at once such a man from your assembly, so that this will not be transfigured into a
devouring canker, according to the apostle, and not to spread the evil among the good ones, and
“lest any root of bitterness spring up and cause trouble by it, and the many be defiled” (Heb. 12:5);
and the wicked wolf not trouble the peaceful flock of Christ, because this sort [of men] will
appear. For of them Christ prophesies saying: “For it is necessary that temptations come; but woe
totheworld for temptationsto sin!” (Matt. 16:7). For thisand you, children, keep away from these
things and do not allow them to live among you, but divert them away from yourselves as the
shepherd chases away the scabby sheep from the pure flock.

[15.] Living together for the Lord's sake and bearing the burdens of one another, do not neglect
thosewho livein solitude and “wandering over deserts and in mountains, and in dens, and in caves
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of the earth, of whom the world was not worthy” (Heb. 11:38), but supply them as much as you
can, in order to hold them as your petitioners before God, for the prayer of the pious may achieve
much.

[16.] Instruct yourselvesin the Lord's law day and night (Ps. 1:2). Read often the patristic books
and try to be imitators of our holy fathers Antony, Theodosios and the others, who shone like
lamps in the world with their good deeds.8 Hold firmly to the church rule, leaving or neglecting
nothing of this, which is established by the holy fathers.

[17.] Manual labor must not be neglected by you, however, but work must be in your hands, and
the prayer “Lord Jesus Christ, Son of God, have mercy on me, asinner” must be permanently on
your lips, aswell asthe memory of death in your mind. Thiswas the practice of the ancient desert
fathers. They did not eat their bread in vain, and they not only lived themselves by labor of their
own hands, but they gave to the needy too, and so they were not disappointed in their hope. “For,”
says the apostle [Paul], “it is well that the heart be strengthened by grace; not with foods which
have not benefited their adherents” (Heb. 13:9). He saystoo: “Let brotherly love continue. Do not
neglect to show hospitality to strangers; for thereby some have entertained angels unawares”
(Heb. 13:1-2).

[18.] Establish the newly enlightened from your own racein the faith and instruct them to abandon
the indecent pagan rites and the evil customs which they keep even after the acceptance of the
holy faith. But they do this because of ignorance, and thus they need to be brought to their senses.

[19.] I had much moreto say to you, my beloved children inthe Lord, but it isimpossible to write
everything. | deliver you to him who is the source of all wisdom and reason, and the true Com-
forter—to the Holy and life-giving Spirit, in order that he himself gives you wisdom, to bring you
to your senses, to enlighten you, to teach and instruct you in every good deed.

[20.] Now | leave you our beloved brother Gregory for instructor and superior in place of me,
about whom all of you testify that he is able to govern you well and according to God, and you
elect him by consensus as superior, even though he does not want it, but because of obedience and
humility he acquiesces to your request. After him, [choose] whomever God will show you.

Asfor myself, | wish henceforth tolivein quiet and silence, to repent my sins and to beg mercy of
God. Have mercy on me, your sinful father, always in your prayers that | may receive mercy on
judgment day, for | have done nothing good on earth and fear that judgment and torment prepared
for sinnerslike me. So may the blessing of God be with you all, guarding and protecting you from
all evils. Amen.

| have written thisin the year from the creation of theworld 6449 (= A.D. 941) on the twenty-fifth
day of the month of March.
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[, the humble and most sinful John, first inhabitant of the wilderness of Rila, sign with my own
hand and confirm the above-written [testament].

Notes on the Trandlation

Editors note: The assistance of our translator, Ivan Iliev [11], isgratefully acknowledged for the notesto this
document.

1. Both Cherna and Tsurna, dialectical variants, mean “Black.” [1]

2. A play on words: Varlaam also means “Old Man,” atitle of dignity. [I1]

3. An alusion to the fall of Srédetz (Sofia) to the Ottoman Turksin 1382. [11]

4. Neither the original text nor the copies mentioned above survive today. The text depends on nineteenth-
century copies. [11]

5. Compare to (3) Theodore Studites[21] prohibiting the storing up of cash assets in the monastery.

6. An allusion to John's rejection of the friendly overtures with implied offer of financial support made by
the Bulgarian ruler Peter (927-969) as described in the various vitae; see Dujcev, “Réforme,” p. 263,
and Hristov et d., Rila Monastery, p. 12.

7. According to Goshev, “Zavetét,” pp. 44961, this author’s Parainesis had been available in a Slavonic
tranglation since the reign of Symeon (893-927).

8. For the trandation of some of the late antique classics of ascetic literature into Slavonic, see Dujcev,
“Réforme,” p. 262.
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7. Latros. Testament of Paul the Younger for the Monastery
of the Mother of God tou Stylou on Mount Latros

Date: 955 Translator: Gianfranco Fiaccadori

Edition employed: Hippolyte Delehaye, Monumenta Latrensia hagiographica, in Theodor Wiegand,
Milet, Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen und Untersuchungen, vol. 3, pt. 1: Der Latmos (Berlin, 1913),
pp. 105-53. The Testament is encapsulated in the Laudatio S. Pauli junioris, pp. 136-57, at 152—
53.1

Manuscript: Codex Vaticanus graecus 704 (14th c.)

Other translations: None, but thereisa L atin translation of the Vita by Hippolyte Delehaye, “Vita
S. Pauli luniorisin monte Latro,” AB 11 (1892), 5-74, 136-182.

Institutional History

A. Foundation of the Monastery

The founder Paul was born at Elaia near Pergamon, probably towards the end of the ninth century
(Vita, chap. 2, p. 21). Orphaned at an early age, he was brought by his brother Basil to Peter,
founder and superior of the monastery of Karya on Mount Latros northwest of Miletos, who
provided him with his introduction to the ascetic life (Testamentum, p. 200). After Peter’s death,
his successor gave Paul permission to adopt asolitary life. Athanasios, superior of the neighboring
patriarchal monastery of Christ the Savior (Christos Soter, see Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, p. 240),
suggested arock formation as the site where Paul could live as akind of stylite (Vita, chap. 13, p.
44). As Papachryssanthou (“Vie monastique,” p. 173) notes, thisis one of the rare occasions on
which we can follow the development of a major monastery from its origins. After attracting a
number of disciples, Paul had an oratory dedicated to the archangel Michael built on the site (Vita,
chap. 17, p. 51). Eventually a church dedicated to the Mother of God tou Stylou was erected as
well, the patronal attribute being either an allusion to Paul’ srock formation (so Janin, Géographie,
vol. 2, p. 233) or to St. Paul asthe“pillar” of the church (Talbot and Wharton, “Latros,” p. 1189).
Most of his disciples adopted a cenobitic lifestyle, sharing meals in a refectory and sleeping to-
gether in a dormitory, but others lived as solitaries (Mita, chap. 17, pp. 51-53). The beginning of
the monastery is dated to 920-930 (Bokotopoul os, “Latros,” p. 77). Except for abrief absence on
Samos, Paul spent therest of hislifethere. A few days before his death on December 15, 955 (Vita,
chap. 45, p. 164), he dictated a series of rules to his successor Symeon (Vita, chap. 43, pp. 159—
61). Paul was originally buried in the narthex of the Stylos church, but his remains were disin-
terred by Symeon and reburied in achapel specially built for this purpose (Vita, chap. 46, p. 167).
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B. Sources for the Subsequent History of the Foundation

A list of Paul’s successors as superiors of thisfoundation, starting with Symeon, has survivedin a
copy of amanuscript drawn up in 1049.2 This manuscript, possibly prepared for the purpose of
carrying out liturgical commemorations of departed superiors (so Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, p.
236), was evidently one of those that Christodoul os brought from Latros to his new Patmos mon-
astery (see (24) Christodoulos[C6]) in the late el eventh century, though it was later returned to its
place of origin by one of his successors. Additional names were added to the list after 1049, down
to 1222,

Another important source of information on the later history of the foundation isthe partially
preserved cartulary of which some 16 documents survive that, supplemented by other sources,
allow the reconstruction of adossier of 40 piecesof official correspondence down to the middle of
the fourteenth century.3 Included in the dossier are a small donation of Emperor Romanos |
L ekapenos (919-944) to the monastery in 941, and requests for the prayers of the monks for
military expeditions being undertaken by emperors Constantine VIl Porphyrogenitos (913-959)
in 945/55 and by Nikephoros Phokas (963-969).4 The superior Gabriel who, according to the
above-mentioned list of superiors, was Paul’s fourth successor and bore the title of “founder”
(ktetor), appears in four of the documents in the cartulary dated to 985-987, defending the
foundation’s property rights in disputes with a neighboring monastery.5

C. Reorganization as an Independent Monastery

Eventually the foundation acquired a formal written typikon (now lost) which asserted the inde-
pendence of the monastery.6 Janin (Géographie, vol. 2, p. 237), speculates that Gabriel, in his
capacity as (new) “founder,” was responsible for drawing up this document towards the end of the
tenth century. This is technically possible, but it is more likely that the monastery claimed an
independent charter for itself in the late eleventh century when many other foundations, inspired
by the monastic reform movement, did the same (see below, Chapter Four).

D. Superiorship of Christodoulos

In 1076, Patriarch Kosmas | Hierosolymites (1075-81) appointed Christodoulos as superior of
this monastery as well as protos of the confederation of neighboring monasteries at Latros.” Ac-
cording to (24) Christodoulos [A4], the Stylos monastery was still functioning somewhat as in
Paul’s day, with some monks practicing the cenobitic life and others ahybrid form of monasticism
in which they lived apart during most of the week but came together on Sundays for liturgical
services and fellowship. Especially in view of the circumstances of his own appointment,
Christodoul os had to struggle to establish hisfoundation’s right to independence from patriarchal
control .8 Also, contrary to his fond recollections of thistime years later, Christodoulos tenure of
office was troubled by repeated disputes of obscure origin and appeals over his head to the patri-
archs of Constantinople, culminating in his resignation in 1087 (Janin, Géographie, val. 2, p.
219).

E. Fate of the Foundation
Despitethe Turkish threat to the security of the monastic communitieson Latrosthat Christodoulos
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later preferred to cite as the reason for his departure, it seems that at least the principal monaster-
ies, including this one, survived for another two hundred years. In the Nicaean Empire during the
thirteenth century, the foundation was able to have its standing as the ranking monastery of Latros
recognized by Patriarch Manuel | Sarantenos (1215-22) in 1222 and its exemption from visita-
tions by patriarchal functionaries confirmed by Patriarchs Germanos 11 (1222—40) in 1225 and
Manuel |1 (1244-55) in 1246.° The last official mention of the monastery occurs in a patriarchal
act of 1360, but the neighboring metropolitan see of Miletos was abandoned in 1369, which sug-
gests that monastic life there did not survive much longer.10

F. Archaeological Excavation of the Ste

A German archaeological expedition explored the sites of the monastic settlements at Latros in
1905, including that of this foundation.1! An enclosure wall surrounds Paul’s natural column, the
stylos, and grotto as well as the foundations of the monastery church, an auxiliary chapel, some
other buildings, and acistern.12 Frescoes on the walls of Paul’s grotto, probably of the eleventh or
twelfth centuries, depict the founder as well as his successor Gabriel .13

Analysis

The Testament translated here is encapsul ated in the anonymous Eulogy (Laudatio, chaps. 4649,
ed. Delehaye, pp. 152-53) of the founder. The Eulogy’s Testament is an expansion of parallel
remarks by Paul to his disciple Symeon found in the earlier Life (Vita, chap. 43, pp. 159-61), and
SO0 a certain amount of subsequent editing of Paul’s precepts as found in the Eulogy cannot be
ruled out. To complicate matters, there is also another text bearing the title of Testament that was
copied at the end of the Vita in a 16th-century manuscript (ed. Lampros, “Diatheke,” pp. 199—
202), but on linguistic evidence this appears to be alater composition.14

A. Typology and Sources

Although professedly atestament, this document actually assumesthe form of aminiature typikon.
Also, unlike the authors of other testaments, Paul does not use his Testament to transmit hisfoun-
dation to his successor. The document begins with a confession of faith [1], [2] which cites Basil
of Caesarea and Maximos the Confessor, and an affirmation of the seven ecumenical councils[3].
Theseintroductory materials parallel the format of (3) Theodore Studites. Paul isfairly unusual in
his straightforward denial of originality in his Testament. Paul claims to be relying upon “the
precepts of the fathers’ and those of his own ascetic master Peter, i.e., the superior of the monas-
tery of Karya, under whom he began his career. Yet the document also draws on other traditions as
well, most notably the* Rule of Jerusalem,” presumably some early version of theliturgical typikon
of the monastery of St. Sabas, which wasto regulate[8] fasting. Paul was al so acquainted with the
Basilian tradition, citing [10] a scriptural quotation which appears in the Sermo de renunciatione
saeculi. The standards for personal decorum [11] also appear to have Basilian roots.

B. Lives of the Monks

In terms of practices prescribed, the document fits fairly well into the context of Byzantine mo-
nasticism in the mid-tenth century. The regular weekday practice of manual labor isimplied by [4]
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its prohibition on Sundays. Like (3) Theodore Sudites[16], [18], Paul bans[9] women and beard-
less youths from the monastery. The warning against hoarding material goods [12] likewise fol-
lows (3) Theodore Sudites[21], asdoes hisdisapproval [12] of unnecessary travel (cf. (3) Theodore
Sudites[10]). Paul goes further by requiring the monks to stay enclosed [6] during Lent until the
Easter feast. Thereisahint [7] of the firm superior’s discipline characteristic of some other docu-
ments of the eighth through ninth centuries,1° but no particulars. Fasting, while generally follow-
ing [8] the above-mentioned “Rule of Jerusalem,” appears[5] to have been stricter for Lent, basi-
cally alowing only bread and water. Thisis considerably more austere than the equivalent provi-
sionsin (4) Soudios [30], [31].

Notes on the Introduction

1. Seediscussion in “Analysis.”

2. See Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, pp. 234-36, for afull discussion.

3. Ed. MM 4.290-329, with detailed analysis by Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, pp. 441-54.

4. Janin, Géographie, val. 2, p. 442, “Les actes du Latros,” nos. 3, 4, 7.

5. Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, pp. 443-44, “Actes,” nos. 8, ed. MM 4.307-08, 9, ed. MM 4.310, 10, ed. MM
4.308-13, and 11, ed. MM 4.312-15.

6. The monks were able to demonstrate their claim to institutional independence successfully in 1196 by
reference to a provision to this effect in their typikon, for which see Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, pp. 448
49, “Actes,” no. 28, ed. MM 4.305-7; “Actes,” no. 15, ed. MM 6.17-19, suggests that such aprovision
was already to be found among the monastery’s rules circa 1078-79.

7. Janin, Géographie, val. 2, p. 445, “Actes,” no. 14.

8. Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, p. 218, n. 7, and p. 445, “Actes,” no. 15, ed. MM 6.17-109.

9. Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, pp. 450-52, “Actes,” no. 31, ed. MM 4.295-98, no. 32, ed. MM 4.298-300,
and no. 37, ed. MM 4.300-301.

10. Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, pp. 453-54, “Actes,” no. 40, ed. MM 1.391-97.

11. Discoveries summarized in Guyer, “Kloster,” pp. 134-37.

12. See Wiegand, Milet, vol. 3, pt. 1: Der Latmos, pp. 68—72, with plan of the site; Janin, Géographie, vol.
2, pp. 220, 238.

13. Schiemenz, “Paulos-Hohle,” pp. 46-53; Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, pp. 238-39.

14. See Mercati, “Minuzie,” pp. 335-36, and Halkin, BHG 1474h.

15. See especially (2) Pantelleria, (4) Stoudios [25], and (11) Ath. Rule [19].
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Translation

Eulogy of Saint Paul the Youngerl

Chapter 46

Yet, being a man, he [Paul], too, was fated to pay the debt of destiny or better to be released and
discharged from his long sufferings, and be with Christ according to the saying of the Apostle
(Phil. 1:23). As he had, of course, foreseen this, he composed for his disciples the following rule
of monastic life:

Know, my dearly beloved brethren, that monastic life isthe morelofty and angelic asit is without
any sin and full of every virtue. Whence our forerunnersin thisway of life, in order to strengthen
their instruction, left us their spiritual struggles like a rule and standard in keeping with [their]
behavior. Now, although we havetheir precepts along with their deeds, we do give but little thought
to putting thisinto practice, and | am by far the worst offender. May no one, however, by looking
at me, spend his lifetime at ease, or come to me and say: “Physician, heal yourself” (Luke 4:23).
For, if | spent my life thoughtlessly, | want you instead to take care of your own salvation. Accord-
ingly, so that those who will come after you may have no excuse to say: “Had we ever lighted
upon standards and rules, we would have observed them,” for this very reason, in legislating, |
introduce the present [rul€] not by devising it myself, but by applying the precepts of the Fathers
aswell as those which | received from our God-bearing Father Peter.2

[1.] First, it is necessary to believe in one God, the Father almighty, creator of heaven and
earth, without beginning, ungenerated, formless, incorporeal; in one Lord Jesus Christ, the
Son of God, begotten of the Father timelessly before all ages, of one substance with the
Father; and in the Holy Spirit who proceeds from the Father, who together with the Father
and the Son iswor shiped and glorified.3 The Holy Trinity is uncreated, undivided, unconfused,
and distinguished in persons by individual properties. According to Basil the Great, its operation,
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being the common operation of the three Persons, is also uncreated and undivided.# Those whose
essence is uncreated, their operation is also uncreated, [as stated by] Maximos [the Confessor],
who was full of divine wisdom.®

[2.] Next, [it is necessary] to acknowledge that one [Person] of the Trinity, the Son and Word of
God, wasincarnated from the Holy Spirit and theVirgin Mary and became man for the sake
of our salvation; that he was at the same time perfect God and perfect man in one person and in
two natures and operations, in the manner appropriate to each of the natures and operations; that
he was crucified for usin actual fact, not by means of illusion, as it has been insanely said by
some who were raving;6 and that herose again on thethird day, ascended to Heaven, and will
come again with glory to judgetheliving and dead, and pay each one according to his actions.

[3.] Then, [it is necessary] to accept the Seven Ecumenical Councils, and refuse all the heretical
blasphemies which have rightly been banished from the Church; and to receive the Holy Sacra-
ments as truly partaking of the body and blood of Our Savior Jesus Christ; and also to prostrate
oneself before and kiss the venerable and holy images of Our Lord Jesus Christ, the Mother of
God, and all the saints, since, according to theology, “the cult of the images passes on to the
prototype.”

Chapter 47

[4.] Moreover, [it is necessary] to keep the feasts of the Lord as well as every single Sunday, and
to rest from every labor except in praise of God unceasingly according to the rule and order of the
Church of Christ.

[5.] [It is necessary] also to observe the fast of the Holy and Great Lent, and to feed as much as
possible on bread and water alone, and most moderately even on those, except for refreshing
oneself during the feast of the Annunciation by eating olive oil and fish with moderation, and
partaking of enough wine mixed with water on Saturday and Sunday because of lack of strength.

[6.] [Itisnecessary] also to avoid going out until the bright feast of Easter. Instead [you must] stay
quiet inside the monastery and conduct the services without fail.

[7.] Whoever shall violate the [aforesaid] regulations, whether from ignorance or pressure of ne-
cessity, let him undergo the proper punishments by the superior at the time.8 Should he act con-
temptuously and remain incorrigible, let him be expelled absolutely from the monastic commu-
nity, so that he does not infect the others with his sickness.

[8.] Asregards the other fasting transmitted in the canons, [it is necessary] to practice them asthe
tradition harking back to the Rule [p. 153] of Jerusalem established from the beginning.® [p. 153]
Also, let fasting be observed in proportion to the strength of each one and as approved by the
superior: Wednesday and Friday on bread and water al one, except in the case of physical infirmity
or afeast of the Lord. However, [it is necessary] to keep without fail the remaining [fast days],
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knowing that no oneislosing the reward of hislabors, but “each shall receive his[wages] accord-
ing to hislabor” (I Cor. 3:8).

Chapter 48

[9.] Thisalsoiswhat | order: that never any smooth-looking beardless fellow under twenty years
of age be admitted into the community of Lavra, nor that women enter [it], according to the
traditions of the Holy Fathers. Whoever shall act otherwise, let him be under curse and anathema,
as overstepping the limits established by the Fathers.

[10.] Know then that “the road leading to lifeis narrow and hard” (Matt. 7:14), and “the Kingdom
of Heaven has suffered violence, and men of violencetakeit by force” (Matt. 11:12).10 Therefore,
it is necessary that you have death before your eyes, since you are destined to account for your
deeds; that you resist intemperate impul ses; that you keep most carefully free from evil thoughts;
that you be humble-minded and not overbold about the works of virtue. Virtue must always be
zealously pursued by works, but through Christ’slove of man for “all our justice withits pride and
arrogance is an abomination in the eyes of God” (Luke 16:16).

Chapter 49

[11.] Have love for, and be at peace with one another, as in peace Christ summoned us, and “we
are membersone of another” (Eph. 4:25), according to the Apostle. [It isnecessary] alsotorefrain
from speaking evil of one another and envying one another’s virtue. Neither should you laugh or
chatter idly, especially while attending to the hymns of God, so that we may not arousethe Divinity’s
irritation while weintend to propitiate him.11 Should some of you ever quarrel among themselves,
let them put an end to their enmity in brotherly love within the evening (cf. Eph. 4: 26); if not, let
them remain without food. Should they persist in their wickedness, let them be expelled from
among you. For to such ones the Kingdom of Heaven iswalled off. Every bearer of malice breaks
the law and, since he breaks the law, he is aso unclean.

[12.] Above dl, you must not step easily out of the monastery without need, since it is both
unsuitable to the [monastic] profession and dangerous. Rather, [you must] give up most corporeal
things and the hoarding of material goods. From them comes the ruin of the soul, asthe mind is
removed from God because of the unsuitable diversion. Only one concern and diversion is com-
mendable: meditation on the eternal blessings, “and all the rest will come to us as well” (Matt.
6:33), as the divine voice says. The writings of the saints alone and the traditions of the Gospels
and Apostles shall lead us to the justice of God. “If you know these things, blessed are you if you
do them” (John 13:17).

Notes on the Trandlation

1. Delehaye divided the sections of the Eulogy that preserve the Testament into chapters 46-49; we have
assigned a new continuous numeration to the Testament, however, to facilitate cross-referencing from
other documents.
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2. For Peter, Paul’s spiritual father and superior of the monastery of Karya, see the Vita, chap. 6, p. 26.

3. Cf. Symbolum Nicaenoconstantinopolitanum; borrowed words in boldface.

4. Basil of Caesarea, Adversus Eunomium 4, PG 29, col. 676A.

5. Maximos the Confessor, Disputatio cum Pyrrho, PG 91, col. 340A.

6. Interesting allusion to the phantasiast or docetist heresy, following the doctrine formulated by Julian of
Halicarnassus. See Barry Baldwin, “Julian of Halikarnassos,” ODB, p. 1080.

7. Cf. Basil of Caesarea, De spiritu sancto 45, PG 32, col. 149C.

8. See Kazhdan, “Paul of Latros,” ODB, p. 1608, for Paul’s willingness to resort to physical punishment to
discipline his disciples.

9. Thisisareference not to the final generation of Sabaitic liturgical typika popular in Byzantine monaster-
ies from the thirteenth century onwards (for which see Robert Taft, “ Sabaitic Typika,” ODB, p. 1823),
but rather some exemplar of amuch earlier generation of these documents, which regulated both litur-
gical matters and diet, and which, along with Constantinopolitan liturgical usages, contributed to the
development of Stouditetypika like (4) Soudios. See Taft, “Athos, Mount,” ODB, p. 182, and “ Stoudite
Typika,” ODB, p. 1961.

10. Cf. the Basilian Sermo de renunciatione saeculi, PG 31, col. 645D.

11. Cf. Basil of Caesarea, Regulae fusius tractatae 17 [LR 17], PG 31, col. 957B.
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8. John Xenos: Testament of John Xenos for the Monastery of the Mother
of God Antiphonetria of Myriokephalaon Crete

Date: September 20, 1031 Translator: Gianfranco Fiaccadori

Edition employed: N. B. Tomadakes, “Ho hagios |oannes ho Xenos kai Eremites en Krete (100s-
1losaion),” EEBS46 (1983-86), 1-117, with edition at pp. 11-12.

Manuscript: Codex Cisamensis (1703 A.D.)

Other trandlations; None

Institutional History

The history of John Xenos's foundation is known chiefly from two versions of his Autobiography
(Bios kai politeia), one derived from afifteenth-century manuscript in the Bodleian Library, Ox-
ford (Bios C), and the other derived from alocal Cretan manuscript dated to 1703, Codex Cisamensis
(Bios K). Only the latter contains the full text of John’s Testament, while the former is content
with a brief summary.

John was born to wealthy parents, in the year 970 according to the Codex Cisamensis, at Siba,
which Petit (“ Jean Xenos,” p. 7) identified with Sivas, an inland village on the south side of Crete
east of the Bay of Mesara.l Thiswasless than a decade after Nikephoros Phokas reconquered the
island from the Arabs in 961, ending over 130 years of Muslim rule. After pursuing a wandering
solitary lifefor atime, John arrived in the vicinity of Rethymno on theisland’s north shore, where,
in obedience to a vision from Sts. Eutychios and Eutychianos, he built his first in a series of
churches in their honor.2 Another celestial vision led to his construction of a monastery in honor
of the Mother of God Antiphonetria “on the mountain of Myriokephala”3 A small monastery is
still in existence on the site in the village of Myriokephala at the end of amountain road a consid-
erable distance southwest of Rethymno.

Additional foundationsfollowed, including achurch dedicated to St. George Doubrikas, prob-
ably located where the village of Rhoustika is now to be found on another mountain road south-
west of Rethymno, and another dedi cation to St. George Opsaropiastes, perhaps at Choromonasteri
southeast of Rethymno.#4 Aswas his practice with his previous foundations, John left each of these
in the care of adisciple, usually an ordained monk. He then returned to Myriokephala, where he
found the monks he had | eft behind in dire straits. He bought arable land from the local peasantsto
provide his monks there with more dependable support, and established a dependency in honor of
St. Patapios for the supervision of various agricultural pursuits.® These provisions were sufficient
to support the needs of a dozen monks.

At this point John decided to take a trip to Constantinople to obtain additional philanthropic
support and the privileges he thought important for securing the future of his foundations.® Ac-
cording to the Codex Cisamensis, John obtained from the emperor Romanos |11 Argyros (1028—
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1034) a chrysobull awarding his foundation a yearly cash subvention as well as a dozen sets of
monastic clothing. From Patriarch Alexios Studites (1025-1043) John obtained a patriarchal
stauropegion, a foundation charter, which exempted his foundation from interference by lay or
ecclesiastical officials, prohibited the latter from exacting any ecclesiastical taxes, and, most sig-
nificantly, recognized his monasteries as being independent (autodespota); only liturgical com-
memoration (anaphora) was reserved as a patriarcha right. The version of the Autobiography
represented by the manuscript in the Bodleian Library does not refer to any patriarch, and at-
tributes all the concessions to “our orthodox emperors,” left unnamed. Supporters in the capital
sent John back to Crete with sacred vessels, books, and icons for distribution to his monasteries.

John continued his itinerant lifestyle, founding another church dedicated to the Mother of
God at Kouphou, which he supported with the acquisition of landed property and the establish-
ment of avineyard.” A village of this name still exists to the southeast of Chania, a considerable
distance up the north coast from John’s original center of activity around Rethymno. An oratory in
honor of St. Paul near Aigialos and a sanctuary dedicated to St. George (John's third to this dedi-
catee) at Nazogeraia followed.8 These seem to have been located a little inland from the south
shoreinthewestern end of Crete near the present village of Azogyres. Fleeing his many admirers,
John next settled on the west coast of theisland in the vicinity of Kisamos near Akte.®

Although neither version of his Autobiography provides any information on John's further
travels, local tradition holds that he also resided for atime at the village of Spelia, where there is
an oratory dedicated to him, and at histraditional place of burial, the monastery of Gouverneto on
the large peninsula of Akrotiri on the north coast, due east of Chania.10

In his Testament, John chose to subordinate [1] all the rest of his churches and monasteriesto
Myriokephala. At present, little is known of the subsequent history of either the main monastery
or its many dependencies. Gouverneto remained an active monastery, with its superior Ananias
helping to instigate arevolt against theisland’s Venetian rulersin 1570.11 Taking confidenceinits
name, Gouverneto’s monks came to believe that they had authority over all the other monasteries
on theisland. Reportedly damaged if not destroyed by the Turksin 1770, Myriokephala preserves
some wall paintings dating from the early eleventh century.12 It is possible that there are other
religious foundations on Crete that can plausibly trace their origins to John Xenos.

Analysis

Like (5) Euthymiosand (7) Latrosthen, John's Testament is encapsul ated in akind of hagiographic
document, to which fact it undoubtedly owes its preservation.13 It is the briefest document in our
collection, and has only one purpose, assuring the integrity of all the foundation’s properties.
Probably on the basis of his patriarchal stauropegion from Alexios Studites, John Xenos consid-
ered this foundation to be private property, and hence not subject to either imperial or ecclesiasti-
cal control. In earlier eras, founders took their private ownership rights for granted; if they per-
ceived any threat, it waslikely from other privateindividuals, chiefly members of their own fami-
lies (cf. (1) Apa Abraham [5]), who could conceivably press inheritance claims to a religious
foundation and its assets if this was not foreclosed. John Xenos and his monasteries, however,
lived under the threat of the charistike, that mostly infamous program co-sponsored by Emperor
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Basil 11 (976-1025) and the ecclesiastical hierarchy which resulted in many private religiousfoun-
dations being granted out to new private concessionaires, usually with disastrous results.14

The document isdated to A. M. 6536 ( = Sept. 1027—-Aug. 1028) which accords with the note
in both versions of John's Autobiography that he drew up his Testament after his trip to
Constantinople that itself must have taken place, according to Codex Cisamensis, early in the
reign of Romanus |1l (1028-34). That Codex is aone in identifying John’s Constantinopolitan
benefactors and in providing us with John's year of birth. In (7) Latros we have already seen the
phenomenon of a more precise text developed alongside (if not actually out of) another that is a
more strictly narrative account of the same circumstance. It remains for future study to determine
whether the greater precision of both the Codex Cisamensis version of the Testament and also of
(7) Latros is an indication of their accuracy and genuineness (as opposed to the more general
accounts to be found in their conventional hagiographic counterparts) or is simply a device em-
ployed by later generationsin the confection of documentary evidence designed to meet the needs
of another era.

Notes on the Introduction

1. Bios C 1, ed. Tomadakes, “Hagios loannes,” (1983-86), p. 4; BiosK, p. 8.

2. Bios C 1, p. 5; Bios K, p. 8; see Petit, “Jean Xenos,” p. 7, for identification of the site, southeast of
Rethymno.

.BiosC 2, p. 5; Bios K, p. 9; Petit, “Jean Xenos,” p. 8.

.BiosC 2, p. 5; Bios K, p. 9; Petit, “Jean Xenos,” pp. 8-11.

. Bios C 3, p. 6; Bios K, p. 10; Petit, “Jean Xenos,” p. 11-12. For the use of a monastic dependency to
supervise propertieslocated at some distance from amonastery, see (9) Galesios[144], (13) Ath. Typikon
[9], and (35) Skoteine [10].

. Bios C 3, pp. 6-7; Bios K, p. 10; Delehaye, Deux typika, p. 189; Petit, “Jean Xenos,” p. 12.

.BiosC 4, p. 7; Bios K, p. 11; Petit, “Jean Xenos,” p. 12.

.BiosC 4, p. 7; Bios K, p. 11; Petit, “Jean Xenos,” p. 14.

.BiosC 4, p. 7, Bios K, p. 11, Petit, “Jean Xenos,” pp. 14-15.

10. Petit, “ Jean Xenos,” pp. 15-16.

11. Ibid., p. 16.

12. 1bid., p. 8; Gregory and Kazhdan, “Crete,” p. 546; Antourakes, Myriokephalon.

13. The Testament, found in its complete version only in Codex Cisamensis (Bios K), should be compared

carefully with the abbreviated account found in the version (Bios C) based on the Bodleian manuscript
(= Hakin, BHG 2196), ed. Tomadakes, “Hagios Joannes,” EEBS 46, pp. 7-8, lines 122-35.

14. For the charistike, see General Bibliography, XXI1V: Monasticism and the Charistike, along with the

discussion below in Chapter Three, Historical Context.
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Translation

[1.] Inthe name of Our Lord Jesus Christ, thisiswhat | order and enjoin, dispose and recommend
to everyone that all the monasteries and churches which | by the grace of God have raised and
founded, as well as those movable and immovable properties | have donated to them, | wish all of
them to be with no exception under the authority of the lady Mother of God of Myriokephalauntil
the end of the present world.1

[2.] If any of the men on the face of the earth, either emperor or patriarch or metropolitan, either
ruling or ruled, great or small, shall dare to deny the real and personal estate donated by me
precisely to those monasteries which | have founded (let instead the aforesaid monastic commu-
nity of Myriokephalaown all of it aswe have ordained!), may such aone befirst accursed by God
the Almighty and Our Lord Jesus Christ, and have neither share in the immaculate mysteries nor
resol ution into dust after death.2 May then his portion and lot be with Judas the Betrayer, and may
he have the anathema of the [p. 12] three hundred and eighteen God-inspired fathers of the first
Nicaean synod; may he inherit the eternal punishment.3

[3.] On the contrary, whoever shall keep undisturbed this testament of mine, let him also preserve
unchanged what | have recommended, and may the holy and heavenly God, along with the lady
Mother of God, mediatrix of the whole universe, forgive all his sins. At the time of the fearful
judgment, may he forgive his faults in both the present and the world to come, and place him on
his right-hand side. May such a one be heir of hisreign. So beit.#

[On the] twentieth [day], in the month of September, year of the world 6536 [ = A.D. 1027/28],
year of the Lord 1027.5

The hand of Moschos, deacon and notary of the fort of Chandax, has signed.6

I, Philaretos Bracheon, protospatharios and strategos of Crete, being present to this testament of
the monk John, have signed upon summons.

I, Eumathios, protospatharios and strategos of Crete, being present to this testament of the monk
and hermit John, have signed.

I, the priest Leo Daphereras, notary by the imperial authority, have transcribed the present testa-
ment of our holy father John of Crete, surnamed “ Xenos (the) monk.”
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Notes on the Translation

1. Bios C 4, p. 7, mentions only churches among the protected institutions, to which Bios K adds here
monasteries. Bios C 4, however, mentions “animate” property, i.e., livestock, which Bios K’s Testa-
ment omits. The attribution of ownership to the Mother of God is found only in Bios K.

2.BiosK here hasalonger list of potential violators of the foundation’s autonomy, though curiously it omits
bishops, who are mentioned in Bios C 4’'s account. The protection of donated personal property and real
estate is found only in Bios K; so also the declaration of subordination of all the monasteries to
Myriokephala.

3. Thisis adlightly different and longer version of the curse found in Bios C 4; for some other examples
from the eleventh century, see (9) Galesios [246], (10) Eleousa [19], (18) Nea Gephyra [4], (19)
Attaleiates [8], [23], (22) Evergetis [12], and (24) Christodoulos [B14].

4. Bios K here adds the Mother of God to the Divinity himself as a protector of John’s Testament.

5. Bios C is undated.

6. Bios C 4, anarrative account, lacks signatories.
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9. Galesios: Testament of Lazarus of Mount Galesios

Date: October 31, 10531 Tranglator: Patricia Karlin-Hayter

Edition employed: Reconstructed from the Vita S. Lazari auctore Gregorio monacho,
ed. Hippolyte Delehaye, Acta sanctorum novembris, vol. 3 (Brussels, 1910), pp. 508-606.

Manuscript: Codex Lavrioticus 1.127, fols. 81-293 (14th c.)

Other trandlations: None

Institutional History

A. Early Career of the Founder Lazarus
Lazarus' life and the history of his monastic foundations are known almost exclusively from the
Life composed by his disciple Gregory, which Delehaye justly praised as one of the most substan-
tial and interesting works of the Byzantine hagiographic genre.2 The Life also preserves the sur-
viving fragments of Lazarus' Testament as translated below. The Life records his birth as Leo in
the village of Theotokos near Magnesia on the Meander, not far from Ephesos; cal culating back-
wards from his reported death at the age of 86 in 1053, he would appear to have been born in 967/
68.3 There is, however, an unpublished manuscript in the Historical Museum, Moscow, which
indicates that he died at the age of 72; if true, thiswould mean that he was born about 981.4 After
being educated locally for a career as anotary, Leo became amonk at a monastery in the vicinity
of Attaleia in Pamphylia, taking the monastic name of Lazarus. He lived here as a solitary for
seven years. Then he realized along-frustrated ambition to visit the Holy Land, where he served
in both the monastery of St. Euthymios and the St. Sabas monastery near Jerusalem.S The superior
of the latter institution bestowed on him the great habit and ordained him as a priest. Increasing
Arab pressure on the local Christian community seems to have been a factor in his decision to
return to his homeland after an absence of twenty years.

Lazarus found himself back home near Ephesos, either in 1005 (so Janin, Géographie, vol.
2, p.- 242, n. 6) or in 1013 (so Delehaye, Sylites, p. cxv). He decided to settle down as a stylite
close by an existing oratory of St. Marina. After gathering disciples, Lazarus obtained funding
from a pious lay woman to pay for the construction of a monastery as well as a new church to
replace the little oratory; the local metropolitan of Ephesos contributed landed property for the
support of the foundation.® Lazarus remained here for seven years, then he sought refuge from the
press of his many admirers as well as the increasingly meddlesome metropolitan of Ephesos by
heading off for Mount Galesios (modern Alamandag) north of Ephesos beyond the Kaystros River.
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B. Establishment of Lazarus' Monasteries on Mount Galesios
Summoned back to St. Marina by his metropolitan, Lazarus escaped again with a few compan-
ions, including hisyounger brother Ignatios, and established a new monastic settlement on Mount
Galesios dedlicated to the Savior (Soter).” Galesioswould be Lazarus' homefor therest of hislife,
though he felt constrained to move higher up the mountain as time went on to escape the curiosity
of visitors. Lazarus lived near the Savior monastery on a new column for twelve years, then he
himself moved further up the mountain while the monastery continued to function under hisdirec-
tion. Lazarus next had a new column and a church dedicated to the Mother of God (Theotokos)
constructed at a higher elevation on the mountain.8 He is reported to have lived there for twelve
yearsaswell. Lazarus' final residence on the mountain was on a column adjacent to anew monas-
tery dedicated to the Resurrection (Anastasis), which became the most important of the three
monasteries under his direct administration.®

In addition to these three directly administered monasteries, there were others near the moun-
tain that were associated more loosely with Lazarus' foundation. At some point during his resi-
dence on Galesios, Lazarus steward Gabriel sought to take advantage of the good relations be-
tween the Gal esian monastic community and Emperor Constantine I X Monomachos (1042—1055)
to endow a new imperial monastery that would be immune from the claims of the metropolitan of
Ephesos. The foundation, the imperial monastery of the Mother of God at Bessai, was supported
by a gift of landed property offered by the emperor in the memory of Maria Skleraina, who died
circa 1046.10 Although this proved to be a prosperous foundation with some 300 monks, several
times more than all the rest of Lazarus' directly administered monasteries combined, he never
really welcomed the new foundation as a member of the Galesian community. Bessai was self-
governing (autodioiketos), and was the only monastery associated with Lazarus that had its own
superior and a separate landed endowment, the estate (proasteion) of Epoptine. The monastery
church was likely that dedicated to the Mother of God, the Consolation (Pausolype), as a memo-
rial for Maria Skleraina by her brother Romanos Skleros, who had paid a visit to Lazarus on an
earlier occasion.11 Lazarus' mother also established a nunnery in the vicinity of Galesios which
bore her monastic name, Eupraxia; it does not seem to have been an administrative dependency of
Lazarus foundation.12

Lazarus' three directly administered monasteries, the Savior, the Mother of God, and the
Resurrection, were supported by estates donated by various benefactors, which were in turn ad-
ministered by various stewards appointed for this purpose.13 The metropolitan of Ephesos had
evidently reclaimed the administration of St. Marina after Lazarus' departure from that monas-
tery. Lazarus' Testament, drawn up eight days before his death, prescribes for the support of forty
monks at the monastery of the Resurrection and twelve each at the monasteries of the Savior and
the Mother of God; Bessai, having its own endowment, was to share in the common revenues of
the other three monasteries only if there was a surplus.14

C. Preservation of Institutional 1ndependence

After Lazarus death in 1053, the concerns of his monksfor preserving their institutional indepen-
dence made even the place of interment for his remains a matter of controversy.1> Some thought
the original burial place in the right side of the narthex of the church of the Resurrection would
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serve as a pretext for the metropolitan of Ephesos to seize control over the adjacent monastery,
while aproposed alternative, burial at theimperial monastery at Bessai, risked aloss of autonomy
to another master. Eventually there was a translation of the founder’s relics, commemorated in a
synaxarion on July 17, but the site of the new depository is not known.

D. The Galesios Monastery in the Thirteenth Century

After thetranslation of the founder, little is known of the Galesios monasteries thereafter until the
thirteenth century, when, treated at that time as a single administrative entity, the Galesios founda-
tion seems to have partaken in the general revival of monasteries during the Nicaean Empire
(1204-61).16 L ater, one of its superiorswas €l ected patriarch of Constantinople as Joseph | (1266—
75 and 1282-83). On at |east one occasion this patriarch benefited his old monastery by abolish-
ing the independent constitution of the monastery of Christ-Who-Is, regulated by the author of
(36) Blemmydes (for which see below, Chapter Seven), and annexing that monastery to Galesios
as a dependency (metochion).1? After Joseph’s deposition in 1275 for refusing to support the
church reunification policies of Emperor Michael V1II Palaiologos (1259-82), Galesiote monks
were prominent among the emperor’s opponents.18 Upon Joseph I's return to office in 1282 after
Michael V1I1’sdeath, the Gal esiote monk Galaktion took thelead in purifying the Constantinopolitan
cathedral church of Hagia Sophia. Joseph I's successor Gregory 11 Kyprios (1283-89) was inter-
ested enough in Galesios to compose a hagiographic Life of Lazarus, which, however, is not an
independent historical witness, but rather a reworking of Gregory the Galesiote's el eventh-cen-
tury Life.19 A letter of this patriarch mentionsthe monastery and showsits monksin adispute with
the local metropolitan of Ephesos, John Cheilas, just like their respective predecessors in the
eleventh century.20 The future patriarch Athanasios | (1289-93 and 1303-9), author of (55)
Athanasios| (for which see below, Chapter Nine), spent someten years at the Gal esios monastery,
where he was ordained a priest and made good use of what he considered to be an excellent
library.21 Some manuscripts from this library are till preserved.22

E. Administrative Union with the Anastasis Monastery

Asthe Turks consolidated their control around Ephesos towards the end of the thirteenth century,
the Byzantine authorities sought to save what they could of the important monastic foundationsin
that area. In a preserved chrysobull dating from the early years of hisreign, Emperor Andronikos
Il (1282-1328) Palaiol ogos choseto unify Gal esioswith the church of the Resurrection (Anastasis)
then being restored by George Akropolites.23 Later George's son Constantine would write (46)
Akropolites for that foundation (see below, Chapter Eight). It was likely also at this time that the
head of St. Lazarus of Galesios was brought to Constantinople, as commemorated on October
25.24 The imperial chrysobull does not explicitly refer to the destruction of the old monastery of
Galesioshut itislikely, based on the evidence from notes in some contemporary manuscripts, that
this did occur and that the surviving monks were then relocated to the capital .2
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Analysis

This composite “document” is surely the most unconventional one in our collection. Like (5)
Euthymios and (7) Latros, what we know of Lazarus' Testament (diatyposis) is encapsulated [ 246]
as part of a much longer hagiographic Life. The author Gregory was a cellarer (kellarites) in
Lazarus foundation who wrote during the superiorship of Ignatios, Lazarus' brother and succes-
sor, while a good many of the founder’s associates were still living.

In addition to supplying [246] a summary of the contents of the lost Testament, Gregory’s
Life also provides unique details on the process of the creation of atestamentary typikon, illustrat-
ing the role of both oral tradition and the spiritual director’s jurisprudential teaching in determin-
ing therulesfor thelife of thisfoundation. The exceptional interest of the Lifein this case seemed
to ustojustify atranslation not only of Gregory’s brief summary of the Testament but also of the
excerpts which shed light on the circumstances of its composition and on various customs of the
foundation that once may have been included in it. Janin (Géographie, vol. 2, p. 245, n. 5) be-
lieved that other provisions of the lost Testament were to be found disseminated throughout the
narrative of the Lifein the form of Lazarus' responses to various inquiries by his monks.

Unlike most typika, which present idealized, normative views of their communities, this
highly conjectural and only partially reconstructed document affords an unusually frank, unvar-
nished perspective on the disciplinary problems of atraditional private religiousfoundation on the
eve of the monastic reform of the late eleventh century.

A. Contents of the Lost Testament
According to Gregory's summary [246] of the “essential points’ of the lost rule, the Testament
included standard features such as a founder’s biography, an inventory of landed properties, ad-
ministrative prescriptions, limits on the number of brothers, instructions for the election of the
superior and appointment of afinancial steward, regulations for diet and clothing, and provisions
for church services as well as “boilerplate” provisions such as a curse on transgressors (cf. (8)
John Xenos [2]). The provision [246] that the monastery’s dependents not be “reduced to hard-
ship” is an ambiguous confirmation that Lazarus monks had abandoned Studite aspirations to
economic self-sufficiency and now relied on the labor of others to support their lives of prayer.
It also is worth mentioning here that towards the end of the last century, Manuel Gedeon
believed that he had located the liturgical typikon of the Galesios foundation in athirteenth-cen-
tury manuscript originally copied at the Resurrection monastery on Mount Galesiosthat isnow in
the library of the Lavra monastery on Mount Athos.26 Though Papadopoul os-K erameus rejected
this attribution, considering Gedeon’s document to be only a copy of a common Palestinian litur-
gical typikon that just happened to be copied at Galesios, areview of the evidence may show that
Gedeon was correct.

B. Lives of the Monks

Gregory’sLife enables ustofill in this bare outline of his summary with some details on the lives
of themonksat Lazarus' foundation. It amply demonstrates |ax disciplinary standards common to
monks at this time, particularly with respect to their possession of private property. Although he
exhorted postulants to give away their personal possessions upon entrance [192], some kept a
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portion of their private fortunes, while others surrendered their assets but “ compelled the father to
rulethat certain comforts be supplied them by the monastery . . . [and] in thisway introduced more
than a few scandals into the monastery and drew others to their ways.” Lazarus was forced to
bargain with prospective monks in exchange for their financial contributions to the monastery.
Monkswere also permitted [191] to retain private wealth gained after admission and to own [138]
their own icons (with votive lamps) for personal veneration in their cells.

Thereis other evidence of the unpopularity of cenobiticism such as the monks who refused
to take common meals [147] and other monks who insisted on leaving the community to pursue
the solitary life [189], cf. [141]. Moreover, in what would become a common feature of later
Byzantine monasteries, even in the era of the monastic reform, the community was divided [182]
into literate members of the choir and theilliterate brothers who could not sing (and who presum-
ably worked at manual labors).

Some of his monkswere troubled by the obviousinequality of resources and the prevailing
hierarchy of rank among the members of their community, yet Lazarus himself considered [130]
the contemporary hierarchy of monastic habits—martyrs, apostles, and angels—a regrettable but
ineradicable innovation. Although hisinstinctswere reformist, his policieswere almost invariably
accommaodationist. Faced with cohabiting monks who had fathered children [129], Lazarus pre-
ferred occasional lapses from celibacy to concubinage. He recommended spiritual exercises for
conquering homoerotic longings [196] for young peoplein the vicinity of the monastery. Unable
to reform his own foundation, Lazarus espoused a bolder philosophy [187] for patrons who asked
for rules for their own monasteries, specifically, “not to differ in food, clothing, or any other
necessariesfor the body in order to preserve, through equality in these matters, the rule of submis-
sion unshaken and unhurt.”

C. Constitutional Matters

According to his biographer Gregory, Lazarus had been able to enforce [191] the traditional ban
on the ownership of private property at his two earlier monasteries, those dedicated to the Savior
and the Mother of God, but not at the Monastery of the Resurrection, since “some of those who
have been tonsured in the monastery have brought money with them from the world, and would
absolutely not give it up, because they could not be satisfied with what the monastery provides,”
perhaps a reference to the personal endowments known as prosenexeis brought to monasteries by
monks of aristocratic origin.27 This suggests that the monasteries of the Savior and the Mother of
God were organized cenobitically, perhaps on the model of older Studite monasteries, while the
Resurrection must have been a mixed community in which some monks lived separately on their
private resources or incomes, coming together with the cenobitic members of the community only
for certain special purposes.

Clearly, Theodore the Studite's charismatic, authoritarian model of monastic governance
was neither practical nor dispositionally suited for Lazarus, who ruled his monasteries from atop
various columns for many decades.28 Taking advantage of Lazarus accommodationist disposi-
tion, many of his monks showed their traditional partiality for solitary forms of monasticism in
preference to the cenobitic form promoted earlier by Stoudios, while still other monks of a differ-
ent temperament began to show their disgust with the disciplinary lapses and financial compro-
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mises that were endemic in non-cenobitic monasticism. The contemporary Athonite typikon, (15)
Constantine | X, demonstrates the latter phenomenon even more clearly initsrecord of hostility to
the numerous secular interpenetrati ons of monasticism by manifestations of aristocratic privilege.

Lazarus was anxious to protect his foundation from harm at the hands of representatives of
the metropolitan of Ephesos [141], cf. [247]. The threat of dissolution or, perhaps more realisti-
cally, of the foundation’'s forcible participation in the charistike, gave urgency to the composition
of his testamentary typikon, which Lazarus signed (if indeed he did at all) only on his deathbed
[250]. The imperial monastery of Bessai that was associated with Lazarus personally adminis-
tered monasteries was aready “independent,” and thus thought to be immune from any attempt to
usurp control over it by the local hierarchy.29 Just before Lazarus' death, a deputation was sent
[223] to Constantinople to obtain confirmation of the foundation’s independence from Emperor
Constantine 1X Monomachos and Patriarch Michael Keroullarios (1043-58). The long-term ef-
fectiveness of these precautions against the charistike cannot be determined in default of evidence
about the foundation’s history during the crucia period of the last half of the eleventh century
when the threat posed to private and independent religious institutions from that notorious man-
agement program was at its peak.
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Translation

[p. 546]

128. . .. The brothers would often discuss with each other points arising, whether from the Holy
Scriptures or from the things that happened to themselves, sorrows, insultsand all the other things
that men consider and call ills, or again, concerning the differences between the sin and the sinner,
and when they questioned the father about these things, he would give them the shrewdest and
most admirable interpretations and solutions, such as the one about to be related, and others no
less remarkable.

129. A brother asked the father about monkswho fall into the sin of fornication. “[ There are] those
who fall again and again [indiscriminately], regularly trying to repent [and reform], but because of
the grip of habit, falling back into their old ways. Then there are those who fall once for all,
sticking to one same person in their error. Which was the best?’ he asked. The father replied:
“Neither is right, neither is blameless, and if they fail to repent and right their ways, they are
certainly [both] guilty and liable to punishment. However, as| seeit, hewho fallsindiscriminately
is more likely to turn and repent than a man who has settled [his affection] on one person, and
wantsthe situation to continue. A man who has attached himself in thisway to one[p. 547] person,
particularly if, furthermore, he has children by her, will hardly repent, unless an exceptional mercy
of God—he who makes away where no way is—through some special dispensation, set hisaffairs
right. But the indiscriminate sinner, pricked by his own conscience, jeered at each time and in-
sulted by men, may yet repent and change hisways.” Such the question, such the answer given by
the father.

130. Some of the brothers once questioned him about the monastic habit.! “ Seeing there was only
one,” they asked, “how had the custom arisen making three out of it?’ To this question also he
replied: “The habit” he said “isindeed one, even if some people have attributed two classesto it.2
Asfor our contemporary trick of dividing it into three classes, thiswasfirst established because of
the slackness and impotence of the present generation, yet not altogether vainly and irrationally.
Thistoo is atype that mirrors something greater and higher. For this division seems, in away, to
represent the array of the three following orders, martyrs, that is, apostles and angels. He who
applies himself to observing the rule of the first order is enrolled with the choir of the martyrs, he
who [observesthe rul€] of the second with those of the apostles, the third with those of the angels.
Thisis clear from the names themselves, since we regularly talk of the angelic, of the apostolic
habit, and of the garment of submission, which goes to show. So much for the habit.”
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[p. 548]

135. This too deserves mention. The brothers disagreed once over the service, some saying the
theotokion should be sung along with the troparia of [every] feast day, while the otherswould not
agreeto this. They went to the father, asking what they should do. He[replied]: “Yes, indeed, it is
appropriate to sing the theotokion on every occasion. Just asin all seasoning salt plays the most
important part, soin all Christian singing of praise, praise of God's mother ismost appropriate and
most necessary. If you like, 1 will give [the brothers] a suitable talk to accompany what | am
saying.”

[p. 549]

138. But let the narrative proceed. Laurentios—who is now a stylite—was standing with me,
once, infront of the father's column, and put some questionsto him, about lampsin church and in
the cells. The father answered: “The church represents the type of heaven, and the lights in it
represent the stars. But as for those in the cells, at any rate so it seems to me, he who hasin his
heart the light that is apprehended by the mind does not need the light apprehended by the senses.
If one[of you] wishesto sing something he does not know by heart, or if he has something to read,
he may light his lamp, finish his office or whatever he has to read, and then put it out. For if a
monk hasalamp burningin his cell while he sleeps he shall be reckoned as dead to God. If anyone
owns an icon, let him take it to the church; for himself, let him erect awooden cross facing him,
and so say his prayers. When he goes to church, let him embrace the holy images.” All this the
father said, not legislating, so to speak, or laying down arulethat no one should haveaniconin his
cell, but urging [us to embrace] poverty, and securing thereby those he won over against distrac-
tion.

139. The brothers of the monastery once denounced John Smyrnaios to the father, [saying] he
leaned on a staff when standing in church. When the father questioned him, he answered: “Asyou
know, father, | am weak and not ableto stand like therest of the brothers. Itisso asnot to leave the
church, gotomy cell and lie down in slackness and sleep that | have taken to this” Then the father
to him: “Sincethisisyour condition, from now on prop yourself on two staffsif you like; only do
not leave the church on that account.”3

140. On one occasion, on some major saint’s day, the brothers, standing, according to custom,
before the column, said to the father: “Give us a treat,# father, [in honor of] the saint whose
memory we are celebrating, and send and buy us some fish.” Then the father said to them: “It was
not through luxury and ease that he became a saint, but through fasting and much striving. Wetoo,
if wewish to celebrate the holy days of the saints as God approves and in amanner pleasing to the
saints themselves, must imitate their life to the best of our ability.” One of the brothers, by name
Pachomios, rejoined: “ As Christ said to the apostl es, the wedding guests cannot fast so long asthe
bridegroom is with them, but the days will come when the bridegroom shall be taken away from
them, and then they will fast” (Matt. 9:15). The brother’s aim in saying this did not escape the
father. Turning hisface away and not looking at the brother who had spoken, but averting his eyes,
he said: “The case of Christ and hisdisciplesisasyou say. But asfor me, | trust in Christ my God
that after my death you will receive [all that you need] and lack nothing.”
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141. This the father said, not on this occasion only, but frequently. But on this point the brothers
heard him without enthusiasm. They did not expect the monastery to survive after his death, for
emissaries from the metropolis® were daily badgering us to withdraw from the mountain. As a
result, most of the brothers, some privately and individually, others openly and in front of all,
begged him to consent to their leaving after his death. To some he gave his consent, but others, on
the contrary, he bound by hisimpending departure itself to stay. When some said to him whoever
took his place as superior of the monastery would not be capabl e of the same spiritual discernment
towards those under him, nor of taking upon himself adequately the weaknesses of all, and of
seeing to their spiritual and material needs in a suitable manner, he answered and said to them: “|
know that it isimpossible that the monastery should not have, after my death, a superior who, with
help from above, will take your material needs satisfactorily in hand, and to him you will be
obedient in everything, asis proper, having the same faith in him as you now confess for myself.
Asfor spiritual questions® the superior, it istrue, will not always be here, but, by the grace of God,
you have elders. The experience of many years has given them a sure knowledge of the spiritual
way. Take them as guides. Lay bare to them the workings of your soul. Whatever you do, do it
after inquiring of them and with their approval, and | know that you will not stray from the straight
way. If, as you hint, they should drive any one of you from the monastery, let the expelled man
remain outside, before the gates, for seven days. If during those seven daysthey neither bring him
food or drink from the monastery nor are willing to admit him, then let him remove himself and to
where he wishes, for this man’s [right] will be allowed both by God and by me.”

[p. 551]

144. Someone came up by night once, stole from the monastery stable one of the monastery
horses with the very pack on its back and made off. On being informed next morning the father
sent out some of the brothers to investigate. They set forth, inquired everywhere, and returned
without having discovered anything. On which account, they banded together with the other broth-
ers. All went together to the father and pestered him to have awall built around the monastery and
control going out and coming in with lock and key.” “For” said they “the samething has happened
to us on numerous other occasions.” But the father would hear none of it, saying to them: “St.
Sabastried to do the same thing in hislavra, and had already got some way with the building, but
he was stopped by God's mother, who appeared to him saying: * If you wish to have me as guard-
ian of your lavra, leave it as it was before. If [you prefer] the wall, have your way and build it.’8
He dropped the building on the spot, entrusting to God's mother and no one el se the guard of his
lavra; and to thisday it stands. Therefore, neither shall we, if our hope and trust are firm in Christ
Jesus and in her who bore him, his all-holy mother, depend on walls and enclosures for safety.”
While he said this to those who were pestering him about the wall before dismissing them, at the
sametime, seeing St. George's day was at hand and some of the brothers were preparing to go, as
was their custom, to the monastery’s dependency at Mathaia and to the church there of the said
great martyr, the father said to them: “ Say to St. George: Unless the horse is found tomorrow, in
the monastery, from now on | shall no more celebrate your feast.” With these words, and having
blessed the brothers, he dismissed them. The next day, the monastery’s lost horse, with its pack,
was found grazing on the foothills of the mountains and moving towards the monastery. The monk
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who had found it caught it and led it in. Seeing this the father said, “Well, St. George has lost no
time in giving us back our horse.”

[p. 551]

147. On a solemn holiday, once, some of the brothers did not, as is the custom, join the others at
the common table, but ate in their own cells. Learning about this after the brothers had left the
table, the father summoned them and, from the top of the column, addressed them cheering their
souls with his sweet, mellifluous words—for this was always the father's way, unless it was im-
possible—and besides his other exhortations, thistoo was wafted down for al to hear: “If anyone
fail, on feast days, to join the other brothers at table, he is under a curse.”

[p. 552]

150. Some of the brothers pressed the father to give a ruling concerning the strangers who daily
turned up at the monastery, to the effect that they stay for three days only and then leave—for his
wish was that, however long anyone might wish to stay in the monastery, stay he should and be
pushed out by none—they pestered him likewise about [visiting] monks, vagrants in particular,
[asking] that they should not eat at the [monks'] table, but in the hospice.® They had asked thisa
number of times, and insisted, without being able to persuade him, when, all at once, seizing, as
they thought, on a good pretext, they approached him and said: “ There is trouble over the strang-
ers. The guestmaster does not look after them, either in their service or elsewhere. He takes the
legumes from the cellarer for cleaning, and gives them to them. They take them, pick out all that
is sound and eat them, leaving whatever is rotten for us. Since you will neither listen to us nor
follow the rule of other monasteries, at least listen to Christ himself when he saysit is not fair to
takethe children’sbread and throw it to the dogs (Matt. 15:26) and [p. 553] makeit arulethat they
should stay three days and then leave.” When they had said this, the father, pretending to be angry
with the guestmaster, sent for him. When he had him fetched: “Isthis’ sayshe*how you look after
the stranger brothers?You furnish them properly neither with water nor with proper service. Are
you unaware that the good care or contempt you mete out to strangers reverts to Christ? Be as-
sured that if, from now on, | learn that a stranger has been grieved by you, you are going to grieve,
in no uncertain manner. However, as my fathersinsist, let them spend three days [here] and then
leave. But it ismy wish the monks should share their table. Even if they are poor and vagrants, yet
because of the habit they are our brothers, and it is not fitting they should eat with laymen in the
hospice” 10 When the father had spoken the guestmaster bowed deeply and asked forgiveness, and
having received it, went away to hiswork.

[p. 562]

180. | have related all these incidents concerning our fathers and brothers, as | said at the begin-
ning of my narrative, so that “the tree be known by its fruit” (Matt. 12:33) and the master by his
disciples. For indeed, looking to his mode of life asto a pattern and picture, or rather, guided and
governed by him, they progressed in every virtue.11 A holy emulation wasto be seen among them,
as, through their ascetic labors, they sped with eager foot along the “ narrow and hard way” (Matt.
7:14), striving along it to reach the broad space of eternal felicity. For they were obedient, as has
been said, to hisgodly counsels and instructions, and followed them without swerving, and there-
fore bore easily the hardships of the ascetic ring. To al those who came to him and chose to make
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their abode with him, he taught one thing above all else, making it the preliminary foundation and
afavorable starting point for progress and amelioration: that they do not hide their thoughts from
him, neither having nor doing anything without his approval, following their own wishes; that
they do nothing beyond what is enjoined on them, neither undertaking efforts above their strength,
nor binding themselves, in accordance with their own whims, to fasts or vigils or anything else
outside the rule of the monastery.12 “Carry out with all zeal the rule of the monastery, in the
church, at table and in everything else; accept thankfully what is given; leave, each of us, the
church or the table in silence, our mind full of praise, and go straight to our cell, not clustering
together [p. 563] to spend timeinidletalk, not sitting drinking and eating together, not |eaving our
cells out of akedia, and going to the cells of others—unless it should be necessary—but rather
remaining steadfastly in our own cell. Lest” he would say “leaving our own cells and going off to
those of others, we should see or hear or say things we would rather not. For thisis what leads to
words, in this way we come to judge our brothers and abuse them, till the blinded soul loses her
way and strays from the right goal. We give up looking at ourselves to gossip about the faults of
others, unable to stop ourselves or recognize our own weakness, we begin bandying insults and
quarreling and daily provoking scandals with the brothers.” Such were his daily lessons, spoken
privately to particular individuals or addressed to al, and he would add this last word: “Anyone
who observes al thiswith all the might that isin him, and receives gratefully what the monastery
supplies at table and for his other needs, and is satisfied with that, | am confident in my Christ that
he will have a place beside Antony and the other inspired fathers.”

[p. 563]
182. To those who questioned him about placesin church, hereplied by saying: “ Those who know
the Scriptures and stand in the choir to sing are like the reapers in the field, while the ignorant,
who cannot read and do not know how to sing, and for that reason stand behind the singers,
listening to the chant, are like those who follow behind the reapers and pick up the earsthat fall or
are overlooked. The reapers,” says he, “frequently collect tares in their fistfuls of wheat, while
those who follow pick up nothing but wheat. For it is through those who stand and sing in the
choir that the service of the church is celebrated, yet, because sometimes they attend to what they
are singing, but at others raise their voice at the wrong moment because they are not paying
attention to what they are singing—for this| compared to tares—they do not perform [the service]
quite without introducing impurities and stains. While the illiterate, if they stand soberly and
attend to what those in the choir are singing—for the accidents referred to do not trouble them,
unless they fall asleep because of indifference—even if they do not recognize everything [they
hear], yet al they do manage to grasp they hold safe in their mind.” In this way he humbled the
pride of the former while strengthening the resol ution of the latter to stand patiently and soberly in
church.13

He further ordered that to those who did not arrive for the service at the beginning of the
matins, the cellarer should not supply the portion of wine allotted to them, or even, sometimes,
food. Conversely, those he saw eager and persevering in church, standing and singing, he would
often praise in the presence of the brothers and favor them, besides which he would on occasion
do the opposite for the slackers and the sluggish. He did not do this purposelessly, as you might
think, but in order to increase the zeal of the former—for he knew that praise often increases the

[159]



ELEVENTH CENTURY

zeal of those who are striving for virtue, and also the contrary—and to rouse the others from their
laziness and slackness.

[p. 564]

184. To those who questioned him about slackness over hours, he said: “ If any monk, except from
compelling necessity or some other [overriding] circumstance, takesfood before singing hishours,
God will reckon it as if he has skinned seven dead donkeys and eaten with unwashed hands.” 14
When some of them asked whether penalties would be exacted for this by God, “Yes,” said he,
“unlessthey confess, for whoever makes afull confession, and receives absolution from him who
has received his confession, may be confident that he receivesit from God too, so long as he does
not fall again into the same faults.” All this the father said to al in general.

185. But for those whose days were absorbed by their offices he framed his exhortations differ-
ently, admonishing and instructing them, before all else, to carry out the office entrusted to them
honestly and with awill.15 Next to that he exhorted them “not to disregard hours and other litur-
gies, but whenever they had a respite to go to the church, in particular for matins, for the holy
Eucharist, as well as for the office of lamplighting also of course. But if they have not a break,
they should ever havethetrisagion on their tongue and in their mouth, and if the beginning of any
psalm comes into their mind, let them hum it softly with their lips. If they cannot manage even
this, at least let them not dispense with mental prayer; and if, during the night a favorable moment
should occur, let them rise straight and pay the daytime’s debt, attentive not only to psalm-sing-
ing, but to confession with hot tears. For this,” he was in the habit of saying, “is of more use to
those in office than chanting.” This was what he frequently practiced himself, for whenever he
was distracted by numerous cares throughout the day, so that he could not offer up thoroughly the
service he had fixed himself by rule, he used the night to make good the day’s obligations, in
particular that of tears, so that during the vigils, while the brothers sang the polyel eos, he wept and
lamented without interruption.

[p. 565]

187. To outsiders who cameto him for his blessing and asking to be given rules and canonsfor the
founding of a monastery where they might collect a brotherhood and lead the spiritua life, this
was his exhortation, in everything to display therulein their own personsto their flock, and not to
differ [from them] in food, clothing, or any other necessaries for the body in order to preserve,
through equality in these matters, the rule of submission unshaken and unhurt. “For through in-
equality,” says he, “the rule of submission habitually suffers” 16 He would also warn them not to
prefer the more able [brothers] because they were energetic in their offices, and despise the weaker
as useless, nor, on the contrary, as sometimes happens, stoop [to the level of] the weaker brothers,
and not demand of them all the rigor the monastery requires. So, with these exhortations and
suggestions and many more, he dismissed them with his customary blessing; and they, acting on
these instructions given them by our holy father, as they put them into practice discovered their
value, and by the grace of God stand fast to this day, leading a virtuous life.

[p. 565]
189. When brotherswished to follow the solitary lifein preferenceto that of submission, he would
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refuse permission to some while with others he took the opposite course, for, through discernment
and much experience, or rather, to speak nearer thetruth, in everything hedid initiated by the Holy
Spirit, he knew exactly in what sphere each onewould succeed. That iswhy numberswho rejected
his words and persisted in following their own will realized too late that even their good works
performed out of obstinacy had turned, for them, to the opposite.

190. Then there were aso the brothers assigned to services away from the monastery. If one of
them happened to fall into some fault, and word came to his ears, he did not allow the brother to
spend any more time there, but immediately recalled him and sent another. This he did for fear
habituation should [make the cul prit’s fault] [p. 566] totally incurable,17 as usually happens with
long custom.

191. He used to advise and urge al those who practiced a handicraft to pay the profits of their
work into the common fund of the brotherhood, and if anyone, from poor health or any other
reason, wished to spend part of it on his private needs, if it was one of those who served in church,
he first offered to supply the [brother’s] needs himself. If he saw that the brother was not content
with this, he allowed that he should satisfy his own need from his own work, but in consultation
with himself. If he saw him opposed to this too, he left him to follow his own will and do as he
liked.

If, however, it was one of those who could not read, he would in no circumstances give
permission, unless it was the holder of some office and he had done the work in his moments of
leisure. For he said that the church [brothers] have ajob to do, service in the church, and some-
thing should be allowed them, especially as they received nothing more than was supplied at
table. “Whereas you,” says he, “who cannot read, there is not the same reason for allowing you
anything, since you play no active part in the church, and for the services entrusted to you, you get
a little compensation.” For his instructions to the cellarer were to supply a little more food and
drink to those who had services than to the others. These, however, were the father’s rules before
moving up to the Holy Resurrection, since at the Savior’s and at the Mother of God’s [monaster-
ies] it was not like this, but everything belonged to al in common, and no one had any private
property in his cell. This would be the rule to this day, but that some of those who have been
tonsured in the monastery brought money with them from the world, and would absolutely not
give it up, because they could not be satisfied with what the monastery provides.

192. For indeed our holy father exhorted alike all those who came to him, advising them, above
all, according to the word of the Lord, to distribute all [they had] and divest themselves of it, and
so enter the life of the Cross (cf. Luke 9:23).18 Some obeyed, and approached the monastic lifein
this spirit, either distributing [their goods] to the poor or making an offering of them to the father
and the monastery. For indeed, if anyone who was giving up the world brought an offering, he
accepted it, but certainly did not himself press any to do so, nor ask any gift for the monastery; but
anything anyone offered spontaneously, of his own initiative, that he did not reject.19 Some, how-
ever, acting with more “wisdom,” supposedly, decided to keep for themselvesapart of their money.
But they spent it to no good end, and neither their keeping nor their spending of it were well-
advised. Others, again, decided to surrender all, but, because they compelled the father to rule that
certain comforts be supplied them by the monastery, they too, without realizing it, missed the true
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goal. For in this way they introduced no few scandals into the monastery, and drew the othersto
their ways, for vice excites more envy than virtue, and men find it easier to share the former than
the latter.

[p. 567]
196. If [abrother], seeing [the father’s] mode of life, wasin ahurry to emulate it and imitate it to

the best of hisability, or troubled by the affections of the flesh, wished to cope by arather harsher
regimen than that of the monastery, and went to the father to beg permission, he would put him on
his guard, and say: “ Take a good look, brother, at what you are undertaking; perhaps you will be
unable to carry it through. For many have started off and, unable to complete that which they had
begun, gone backwards [instead of forwards], losing [the benefit of] their self-willed and prema-
ture achievement twice over, because they were not content with what the monastery offered
them.20 But those who proceed by the rule of the monastery, treading untroubled the ‘ royal road’
the fathers prescribed,?! advancing with discretion and not singularity, do not stumble, for they
have not stirred up against themselves the ingenious and multiform malice of the demons, because
they proceed in simplicity. For a monk,” says he, “must care more for the soul’s simplicity and
innocence than for physical asceticism. He must shun the company and conversation of the many,
in particular the young, being young himself. The enemy has delivered many to perdition this
way. That which began as a so-called spiritual friendship, by his contriving has ended in fleshly
perdition, so that in them are fulfilled the words of the Apostle: * Having begun with the spirit, are
you now ending with the flesh? (Gal. 3:3) For this reason, [a brother] not only ought not to
frequent these [young persons|, he must even, if he can, make his eyes understand they should not
gaze fearlessly on such faces, for fear the sower of evil take occasion to implant some wicked
thought in his heart. Let him rather keep his eyes|owered and his thoughts to himself, and if ever
any such thought spring or stir in his heart, straightaway let him fix his mind on God, and, by
straining towards him, refuse from the outset to entertain the pleasant idea of mutual feeling, and
at the same time let his tongue sing thus and invoke [God)]: ‘Lord Jesus Christ, Son of God, help
me;’ ‘ They have now cast me out and compassed me round about’ (Ps. 16 [17]: 11), ‘[ Thou art] my
joy; deliver me from them that have compassed me!’ (Ps. 31 [32]: 7), ‘Draw nigh, O God, to my
help’ (Ps. 69 [70]: 1), ‘Judge them, O Lord, them that injure me' (Ps. 34 [35]: 1). If, when he has
prayed in this way, the sinful thought is laid, thanks be to God; but if the obsession and the com-
pulsion are still there, here is an ingenious counter-scheme for scheming against [the Devil’s]
manifold ingenuity for evil, and escaping the damage that would be incurred by giving in to this
thought. Just asit is preferable, they say, when faced with two evils to choose the lesser, so here,
diverting one’s thoughts to a different [sin] may serve—Ilove of gold or love of praise, or some
other such preoccupation. By favoring it and giving it rein, play your mind alittle trick and shake
off the violent onslaught and assault of the other.

“Yet [the real solution ig], rising at dawn, to strive to offer to God the first-fruits and first
movements of the mind [in order to] sow the wheat before the enemy can mix his tares with the
seed, spending the whole day in physical labor, with a humble mind, to be able to say with the
inspired David: ‘ Look upon my affliction and my trouble, and forgive meall my sins' (Ps. 24 [25]:
18). In the evening, making exact confession of the faultsinto which he has fallen throughout the
day, and, when he lies down on his bed, not letting his mind be lured away through wicked ideas
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into unseemly and improper imaginings, but through attentive study of the divine pronounce-
ments checking and collecting himself, and binding himself with the recollection of death, and so
sleep.

“Let him have aguard on his thoughts secretly at work, and continuously converse with it,
to avoid hiswandering thoughts being carried away by emotions. Let him not look for the faults of
others, judge, envy, backbite, or listen with pleasure to others backbiting. Let him not return evil
for evil, if anyone should wrong him unintentionally, but bear everything magnanimously, will-
ingly forgiving and forgetting any wrong done to him, that he, in return, may be able boldly to say
to God: ‘ Forgive us our trespasses as we forgive them that trespass against us' (Matt. 6:12).

“He must take care, too, and guard against wounding the conscience of a brother by his
assumed spiritual attitudes and practices. He must not be led astray for the sake of filling his
stomach, but every day eat as having, once and for all, adopted the rule of the monastery: not [to
eat] to satiety; on the contrary, to stop [eating] before the stomach is satisfied. For this was the
judgment of the fathers.22 They ruled that, rather than fasting two or three days and then eating
one'sfill, it was better to eat every day, but only alittle. Asfor clothes, always the more modest.

“Quite simply, he who truly wishes to be saved should always pursue those things that
conduce to humility, simplicity, and innocence, and shun everything that exalts and has a vain
name. He who does this and acts in this way, putting all his hope in God and trusting in him as
helper and as supplier of all good things, and not in his own efforts and asceticism, easily getsthe
better of his passions.”

[p. 576]

223. A little while before the father’s death, | went up to him, and he said to me: “1 wish, if itis
possible, you would not let the brothers come up to me, but stop them. | cannot, in the grip of this
sickness, answer each one of them.” When | said: “But the brothers are afraid, father, that you will
die suddenly and leave the monastery high and dry, without having either made awill or given any
other instructions for the two monasteries,”23 the father answered: “ They have no cause for fear
on that score; therewill be arule, and the emperor and the patriarch are going to seeit.”24 He said
the sameto the monk Laurentios, the stylite: “ After my demise, you will seetherule, [sealed] with
animperial bull.” And behold, just as our holy father foretold to myself and to the monk Laurentios,
so we haveit now, sealed with an imperial bull, and the emperor and patriarch saw it and took it in
their hands. If there was some trickery and the second took the place of thefirst born, nonethel ess,
on that occasion he who was blessed was blessed as first born (cf. Gen. 25:29-34), and in this
matter too our holy father's words were not given thelie.

The brothers went up to the city [of Constantinople], saw the emperor, [and] settled every-
thing satisfactorily.25 For they found the emperor ready to accede to everything, even if earlier he
had been irritated against them, because of what the father had written him and sent by the monk
Kosmas,26 blaming his unjust and unreasonable acts. . .27

[p. 585]

246. When the brothers sent by the father, both to the city and elsewhere, returned to the monas-
tery, asthe father had instructed them, as already mentioned, he fell straightaway into the sickness
that removed him from this life. Eight days before his death he sent for Nicholas, the aforemen-
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tioned scribe, and told him to write out arule for him. So the brother questioned him and wastold
all the points he wasto notein the rule, went off, wrote it out and brought it back to him. When he
had read it out to him, the father was content and said it was good.

But at thispoint | too must note briefly the essential points of what the father had him write.
So it included how the father had left his own country and gone to the Holy Land, and, returning
again thanks to God's providence, reached this mountain, ascended it and built the three monas-
teries on it, gathered monks in them and, up to that date, continued to govern them to the best of
his powers. Not only that, but concerning the estates that God sent, [gifts] from such as love
Christ, that they should be given to Bessai—for there he directed that there should be a superior—
but administered at Galesios. Forty brothers to be at the Holy Resurrection, twelve at the Savior,
and twelve at the Mother of God. From among these the superior isto be elected, in consultation
with the brothers and with their approval, a man capable of administering the monastery’s affairs
well. Heisto appoint a steward, and entrust to him the whole care for the brothers on the moun-
tain. Heisnot to be hindered by the Bessai people, nor meet with obstruction in anything he does.
However, once ayear, at the end of the month of August, the superior isto carry out a check, and
if he finds any surplus from the produce of the estates, it shall be collected and carried to Bessai,
but if he finds no surplus he shall not harry [the steward] nor demand anything of him so that this
should not be the cause of his reducing those settled here to hardship.

It included too [instructions] for the brothers' daily diet, and not only that, but also for the
specia fare for feast days. Likewise concerning their clothes, footwear, and other needs, and [the
duty] of the steward of the day to supply these unfailingly to the brothers. “As| have done,” says
he, “so far”

Later, questioned by the brothers, he said: “The service of the church isto stay asit is,
undisturbed. But for my miserable body, drag it away by one foot, and throw it into the ravine to
be food for the beasts of the earth and the birds of the sky.”

At the end, as usua when making rules, the brother who wrote it out put in the curse of the
three hundred and eighteen inspired fathers, and also the bit about whoever should dare to desta-
bilize or transgress even one syllabl e of thistestament meeting our holy and inspired father Lazarus
himself, on the fearful Day of Judgment, ready to arraign him at the tribunal of Christ.28

| have written this concerning the rule of our holy father, not pointlessly, so to speak, but in
order that we may be able to discover the truth as if we wereinquiring of our holy father himself.

But astheillness that had him in its grip prevented him from coming to the window or by
any other means taking hold of the rule and signing it, it remained without signature until the day
he died. For neither the man who had written it out and kept it in his possession, nor any other of
the brothers could or dared force him to sign it, because all still hoped he would live. For which of
us expected to see his death? Even after he died it seemed unbelievable to many, athough they
saw him lying before their eyes.

247. As some of the brothers were talking about the [p. 586] estates, that they should be adminis-
tered at Bessal, the father answered: “No, everything that lies inside the ridge dividing the two
monasteriesis to be administered here.29 As | said before, the superior is empowered to take and
removefrom hereonly what he shall find in excessin hisyearly check on the steward, and nothing
more. Asfor the Pausolype monastery, it is self-governing and owns the estate of the Epoptine, as
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you all well know. God who approved the founding of that monastery, being good, foresaw and
provided the means for it to be self-sufficient and self-governing.”

When the brother Kyrillos said: “ You have been very generous with our food and comforts
in writing the rule. 1 do not know, | am at aloss to imagine, where we are going to find it all so
easily.” The brother said this because of the shortage, even of necessaries, and scarcity [of every-
thing] prevailing at that time in the monastery, and because no one expected that after his death it
would survive. So, when he said this, the father answered: “1 trust in my Christ that if you do as|
have instructed you, everything will be yours in abundance” Questioned about a superior, he
answered: “Whoever God wills, do you appoint.” 30 So much for these matters.

[p. 587]
250. That was the state the brothers were in, when the father slowly half-opened his eyes and
looked at them. On seeing this, the brothers began one after another to call out in aloud voice:
“Absolve us, father.” On hearing this cry from them, the father, raising hisright hand alittle, and
with amatching movement of hislips, gave each one absolution. When they also brought the rule
for himto sign, as he wasincapabl e of taking it in his hands and signing, brother Kyrillos—for he
too was inside the column—putting the pen in the father’s hand and guiding the slight movement
the father imparted to it, signed.31

He remained thus till the second hour, asif half asleep, then, after partaking of the sacred
mysteries—for one of the priests among the brothers had celebrated the sacred mystagogy in the
right hand side of the narthex—as in an untroubled and peaceful sleep, he surrendered his saintly
soul to the Lord by the hand of holy angels, falling asleep and sleeping the same sleep that al the
saints know, of eternal rest in Christ.

Notes on the Trandlation

Editors' note: The assistance of our translator, PatriciaKarlin-Hayter [PKH], is gratefully acknowledged for
the notes to this document.

1. schema: both the monastic habit and the monastic life. The habit isthe symbol of thelife, and interference
between the two meanings often makes adequate translation impossible. Cf. Theodore the Studite, Ep.
1.10, PG 99, col. 941C. [PKH]

2. For the two classes of monastic habit, see (3) Theodore Sudites[12], which condemns the distinction, but
cf. (4) Soudios [A2] which accepts the distinction without comment, as does (27) Kecharitomene
[30].

3. The opposite, rigorist position returns to favor much later with (36) Blemmydes [13]; cf. (55) Athanasios
I [4].

4. diakrisis, meaning something special to eat, and specifically, agood meal, see P. Karlin-Hayter, “Lexico-
graphical Notes,” pp. 589-90; cf. (10) Eleousa [13]. Typically, outside benefactors were expected to
provide such “treats’; see (22) Evergetis [10] and related Evergetian documents.

5. Agents of the metropolitan of Ephesos.

6. logismoi: thoughts, mental processes, etc., in particular “ good thoughts” and “ bad thoughts.” Here Lazarus
issomewhat elliptically referring to the confession of the latter, normally made to the superior. [PKH]

7. For some exampl es of walls erected around monasteries, see (24) Christodoulos[A12], (27) Kecharitomene
[73], (29) Kosmosoteira [101], and (33) Heliou Bomon, Prologue; the foundation for which (7) Latros
was written was also enclosed by acircuit wall.
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8. This vision is in fact not found in Cyril of Skythopolis, Vita Sabae, ed. Ed. Schwartz, Kyrillos von

Skythopolis (Leipzig, 1939).

9. The three-day limit on hospitality isfound also in (21) Roidion [B2] and (34) Machairas [118]; perhaps

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
16.

Lazarus was influenced by the more generous seven days' hospitality at the Monastery of St. Sabas,
testified to later in (42) Sabas [8].

Note the special obligation to feed supplicant monks more generously than ordinary beggars that is
assumed in (32) Mamas [13] and (33) Heliou Bomon [13].

Cf. the Basilian Sermo asceticus |1, PG 31, col. 884B; (57) Bebaia Elpis[30], cf. (30) Phoberos[3] and
(29) Kosmosoteira [9].

For two differing views on this problem from other el eventh-century documents, see (23) Pakourianos
[15], which like Lazarus is critical of self-imposed ascetic practices, and (20) Black Mountain [72],
which encourages them.

Cf. the treatment of this issue under the monastic reform in (22) Evergetis[33].

For later exhortations not to neglect the performance of the office, see (32) Mamas [21], (33) Heliou
Bomon [21], (34) Machairas [49], and (55) Athanasios | [4].

See also (31) Areia[T7].

Cf. the Basilian Sermo asceticus |, PG 31, col. 885A; (56) Kellibara Il [3]; (57) Bebaia Elpis [83].

17. Thetext presents alacuna; it should be filled in the following sense: hina me chronisas ho eisto pathos

18.
19.

empeptokos, to ptoma poioie pante aniaton . . . [PKH]

That is, the monastic life, also called “the angelic life” etc., cf. [130]. [PKH]

Lazarus' distinction between compulsory and voluntary entrance gifts anticipates that made later by the
reform movement, above all in (22) Evergetis [37].

20. The object of the self-imposed ascetic observances hereisnot, asin [180], arejection of the official diet,

21.
22.

23.

24,

25.
26.

27.
28.

29.
30.

31

but rather of the monastery’s prescribed spiritual exercises. [PKH]

Ps.-Basil of Caesarea, Constitutiones asceticae, 4.2, PG 31, col. 1349B.

Cf. the treatment of diet and clothing in Basil, Regulae fusius tractatae 19 ([LR 19]), 22 ([LR 22]), PG
31, cols. 968-69, 977-81; Regulae brevius tractatae 210 ([SR 210]), PG 31, cols. 1221-24.

The two foundations, the imperial monastery of Bessai and the three Gal esiote monasteries, are meant
here and below in [247].

The reference is to Emperor Constantine X Monomachos (1042-1055) and Patriarch Michael
Keroullarios (1043-58).

Daélger, Regesten, no. 922, with discussion by Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, p. 246, n. 3.

See Vita, chap. 230, ed. Delehaye, Acta, p. 579; the emperor’s reply is Doélger, Regesten, no. 855; see
discussion in Delehaye, Stylites, p. cxv.

Part of [245] has been omitted here in our translation.

For curses of this sort in other eleventh-century documents, see (8) John Xenos[2], (10) Eleousa [19],
(18) Nea Gephyra [4], (19) Attaleiates [18], (22) Evergetis[12], and (24) Christodoulos [B14].

See the discussion in Malamut, “Bessai,” pp. 245-47.

Lazarus' indifference to the choice of his successor is unusual, but in fact his younger brother Ignatios
was chosen for the office after the founder’s death.

Kazhdan, “ldeals,” p. 476, with n. 16, and “Lazarus,” p. 1198, reports that the unpublished Ms. Mos-
cow, Hist. Mus. 369/353, fol. 220, explicitly statesthat Lazarus had died before signing the Testament.
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10. Eleousa: Rule of Manuel, Bishop of Stroumitza,
for the Monastery of the Mother of God Eleousa

Date: 1085-11061 Translator: Anastasius Bandy

Edition employed: Louis Petit, “Le Monastére de Notre-Dame de Pitié en Macédoine,” IRAIK 6
(1900), 1153, with text at 69-93 and commentary at 94-114. Photoreproduction of the text in
Petar Miljkovié-Pepek, Veljusa: Manastir Sv. Bogorodica Milostiva vo seloto Veljusa kraj Srumica
(Skopje, 1981), pp. 258-72.

Manuscript: Parisinus, supplément grec 1222 (19th c.)2
Other trandations: Macedonian, by Miljkovié-Pepek, Veljusa, pp. 258-72.

Institutional History

A. Foundation of the Monastery by Manuel, Bishop of Sroumitza

Aswelearn[1] from the Ruleitself, the author Manuel was once amonk at the famous monastery
of St. Auxentiosnear Chalcedon. After he became bishop of Stroumitza (ancient Tiberioupolis) on
the empire’s Balkan frontier, he resolved to found a monastery dedicated to the Mother of God
Eleousa (of Mercy)3 on property that he purchased [3] with his own money (an important detail)
in his diocese at Palaiokastron. The monastery’s church still stands in the village of Veljusa (a
corruption of Eleousa) near Strumicain the southeastern corner of what is now the newly inde-
pendent Republic of Macedonia. There is a donor’s inscription over the principal door to the
church that records Manuel’s construction of the building “from the foundations” and is datableto
10804

B. Patronage by Alexios | Komnenos

Although he was at best a reluctant follower of the monastic reform movement (for which see
below, Chapter Four) that was just then beginning to introduce profound changes in the attitudes
of contemporary patrons towards their religious foundations, Manuel took the precaution of ob-
taining from Emperor Alexios | Komnenos (1081-1118) a chrysobull that granted his foundation
exemption from all public charges and independence from both civil and religious authorities.>
This document, dated to July 1085, is still extant as part of Eleousa’s cartulary. It aso grants
Eleousa the coveted status of a self-governing (autodespotos), independent (autexousia), and free
(eleuthera) foundation. The composition of the Rule, which bears no date, may have followed
shortly thereafter, but surely before Alexios second chrysobull of August 1106.6 A visit by the
emperor to Eleousa while on a campaign against the Serbians made him aware of the extreme
indigence of its monks and prompted the issuance of this second chrysobull that grantsthe monas-
tery twelve peasants (paroikoi), freed of al fiscal obligations, to help them cultivate their land.
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The monk Clement, one of Manuel’s successors as hishop of Stroumitza, subscribed to the re-
script’ that orders the registration and delivery of this chrysobull. This same bishop attests to the
accuracy of the copy of Manuel’s Rule which has assured that document’s preservation.

C. Patronage by John Il Komnenos and Manuel | Komnenos
Alexios' son and successor John I Komnenos (1118-1143) also issued a decree (prostagma) for
Eleousa,8 but according to a scribal note in the cartulary it was lost during the era of Latin rule
(i.e., after 1204). Several documents issued by John’s son Manuel | Komnenos (1143-1180) in
favor of Eleousa are preserved however, including arescript (epilysis) of January 1152 inserted in
apraktikon of Michael Tzankitzakes, an imperia official responsible for investigating complaints
by Eleousa’s superior Dionysiosthat the monastery’s peasants had been unjustly registered on the
tax rolls.® Manuel’s rescript also forbids Clement, the bishop of Stroumitza, from entering the
monastery, citing not only his predecessors' chrysobulls but also Eleousa’s typikon. Whether this
individual was the same bishop who had previously authenticated Manuel’s Rule or not, it appears
that he was unreconciled to Eleousa’s institutional independence. Four years later, in an effort to
assure that Eleousa did not again lose the services of its assigned peasants, Manuel issued an
ordinance in May 1156 declaring their status to be hereditary.10 In 1159, the emperor confirmed
the monastery in al of its privileges.11 Finally, by a decree (prostaxis) of May 1160, Manuel
awarded Eleousa an annual income of thirty nomismata from the local tax revenues.12

Eleousa then stood in an enviable position in the second half of the twelfth century. With
imperial assistance, the monastery had fended off an attempt by the local bishop to compromise
its autonomy, recovered its peasant cultivators with a re-establishment of their tax-exempt status,
and secured a modest imperial subsidy as well.

D. Eleousain the Thirteenth Century
The foundation appearsto have fared less well during the disruptions that accompanied the fall of
the Byzantine Empire to the Latin crusaders after 1204, though documentation for this crucial
period is relatively scarce. The monastery’s inventory, (61) Eleousa Inv., drawn up much later in
the fifteenth century, refers [4] to several lost documents, including a judicial decision of John
Komnenos, archbishop of Bulgaria (Ochrid), recognizing the foundation’s independence, and a
chrysobull of the Nicaean Emperor John 111 Doukas Vatatzes (1222—-1254). As another Balkan
foundation, the Rilamonastery, was to do in the fifteenth century, Eleousa sought out a protective
rel ationship with an Athonite monastery, in this case the Iveron monastery.13

Thedate at which Eleousa formally became adependency (metochion) of Iveronisnot known,
but it must have occurred before 1250, when the Nicaean Patriarch Manuel 11 (1244-1255) sat
with his synod to decide a dispute between Iveron, represented by its superior Nicholas, and the
diocese of Stroumitza, represented by the bishop Michagl, over their respectiverightsin Eleousa.14
In support of hisposition, Nicholas brought forth chrysobulls of Nikephoros|il Botaneiates (1078—
1081), Alexios Komnenos, and the Bulgarian king John Asen 11 (1218-1241); of these, only the
chrysobull of Alexios (possibly that of July 1085 mentioned above) is otherwise attested. The
synod’s decision, said to be in conformity with these documents, grants ownership (somatike
despoteia) to Iveron but reserves correction of spiritual faults, commemoration (mnemosynon),
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and an ecclesiastical tax on monasteries (the kanonikon) to the bishopric of Stroumitza. Thus the
monastery of Iveron was apparently unsuccessful in maintaining Eleousa’s independence of the
local bishop, for the rights accorded Stroumitza considerably exceed those conceded [16] by the
founder Manuel in the Rule translated bel ow.

E. Subsequent History of Eleousa Down to Modern Times

At present, littleis known about the history of the foundation from the fourteenth century down to
modern times. After sixty years of Serbian rule (1334-94), the area around Stroumitza became
part of the Ottoman Empirein 1394. The monastery’sinventory, (61) Eleousa Inv., was produced
in 1449 and authenticated by Clement, the contemporary bishop of Stroumitza. Eleousa’s formal
association as a dependency of the Iveron monastery continued until 1913, when, after the Balkan
Wars of 1912-13, the area around Stroumitza came under Serbian administration. Restoration of
the church was carried out in 1968-69, and the structure still stands on a hill over the village of
Veljusain Macedonia.15

F. Architectural Evidence fromthe Site

Architectural investigation of the church shows that the structure dates mostly from the original
foundation in 1080.16 The frescoes of the choir, the naos, the narthex, and the small south chapel
(laid out just like the main church on a small scale ) are thought to date from the late eleventh
century. A masonry tomb, probably that of the founder Manuel, was found in the south arcosolium
of the narthex; there are other tombs dating from the twelfth to the sixteenth centuries in the
church’s southern portico. There were renovations and additions in the second half of the twelfth
century, when the frescoes of the south portico and other parts of the exonarthex were executed.
Some reconstructed parts of the exonarthex were decorated with other frescoesin the thirteenth or
fourteenth century. The naos of the church was repainted in the nineteenth century and adonor’s
portrait of the founder Manuel, possibly based on anow lost original composition found over his
tomb in the south arcosolium of the narthex, was painted on the west facade of the exonarthex.1?

Analysis

Thisdocument employs several traditional elements seenin earlier documents, such astheauthor’s
reflection on death [1] shared with (5) Euthymios[3], (6) Rila[2], and (7) Latros, the profession of
faith shared with (3) Theodore Sudites and (7) Latros [1], [2], [3], the foundation history [3]
shared with (6) Rila[1] and (9) Galesios [246], and the concluding injunction [22] to preserve his
commands unaltered shared with (3) Theodore Sudites [24], (5) Euthymios [2], (6) Rila[5], (8)
John Xenos|[3], and (9) Galesios[246]. By expanding its scope beyond these traditional elements
to include disciplinary regulations and certain constitutional provisions, this Rule continues the
trend observable in some of these earlier documentsl8 of the steady evolution of the genreinto a
form recognizable as the medieval Byzantine typikon.

Reflecting the growing cult of the Mother of God—paralleled at this time in the medieval
West—Manuel named his foundation in her honor. In Byzantium this was a phenomenon of the
eleventh century—witness the dedications of the foundations for which (8) John Xenos, (21)
Roidion, (22) Evergetis, and (23) Pakourianos were written, as well as one of the monasteries
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included in (9) Galesios [246]—and continued with varying degrees of enthusiasm down to the
end of the empire. Her feast day was the occasion [13] for afestal meal and what was becoming
(in contrast to the late antique monastic traditions) increasingly token, ritualistic charity.

In its administrative conventions, this is a conservative document, generally reflecting the
usages of traditional private religious foundations. In ideological terms, however, (10) Eleousais
more in tune with the progressive sentiments of its contemporaries, championing the cenobitic
life, endorsing the notion of monastic equality, and eliminating the monks' ownership of private

property.

A. Lives of the Monks

Asin (4) Stoudios, the regulation of liturgical services and diet [13] (but with exceptions for old
and sick monks) are major concerns of our author. This foundation was like many reform monas-
teriesin emphasizing the priority of variousliturgical duties, especialy performance of the office,
over all other pursuits. Perhaps this predisposition to emphasize the spiritual life may have been
related to an unwillingness to tolerate the pursuit of private crafts to which many of the monks at
Lazarus the Galesiote's Resurrection monastery were devoted in (9) Galesios [191], [192].

Manuel’s decision to restrict [5] the personal property of his monks to “their beddings and
clothes and holy icons for worship” shows the founder aligning himself with the contemporary
monastic reform tradition on an important point of controversy (cf. (9) Galesios [192] and (22)
Evergetis[22]). Thisreflects the author’s partiality to the cenobitic life, an outlook he shared with
the reformers. Manuel has even absorbed and endorsed the added refinement of alowing [4] no
differencesin the food and drink served to his monks (so also (22) Evergetis[26]).

Unlike the monastic traditions of late antiquity, which welcomed youths into monastic com-
munities both as postulants and in some cases (as in the Basilian tradition) as students, as early as
(3) Theodore Studites [18], founders of monasteries in medieval Byzantium had been hostile to
them. Manuel professes to share this hostility [17], yet, like the author of a contemporary docu-
ment, (23) Pakourianos[31], he providesfor the maintenance of youthsin amonastic dependency
preparatory to their admission to the monastery on reaching adulthood. He also pairs[3] older and
younger monksin cells, apparently without fears for sexual misconduct.

B. Constitutional Matters

1. Private Ownership with an Independent Constitution

As we have seen, Manuel took the precaution in 1085 of obtaining [18] an imperial chrysobull
from Alexios Komnenos to secure his foundation’s title to being an independent monastery, yet
what this Rule describesisin all essentialsatraditional private religious foundation. The author is
careful to note[3] that he bought the land on which the monastery stands, then built it, asfounders
liked to boast, “from itsvery foundations.” In the discussion [11] of the lifetimerights (pronomia)
of the monk Elias, his designated successor as superior, Manuel pointedly turns over the monas-
tery held in “private ownership” (idioktetos) with all of its possessions. Theserightsinclude Elias
irremovability (either by an outsider or by one of Manuel’s relatives), free use of the foundation’s
possessions “by his own will and absolute rule,” tonsuring of whomever he chooses, and expul-
sion, after warnings, of factious and disobedient monks.
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Asusual for afoundation of thistype, Manuel recognizes the possibility [11] that his secular
relatives will make property claims against the institution, and attemptsto forecloseit. Also, while
explicitly denying [16] the inheritance of his patronal rights by Elias' successors, Manuel never-
theless permits them to expel an incorrigible monk, even one of his own blood relatives, thereby
implicitly ranking good order over familial privilege.

Along with many of his contemporaries, both those who were reform-minded like the author
of (23) Pakourianos [3], and those who were not, like the author of (19) Attaleiates [8], Manuel
needed to preserve his foundation from the threat posed by the charistike. This surely was the
reason why he was so fearful of the consequences of interference by his episcopal successors,
motivating his declaration [18], (cf. [21]) of the foundation’s independence. Manuel had only a
very limited grasp of the broad implications of institutional independence, however, and in prac-
tical terms the monastery’s independent constitution was to have no internal administrative sig-
nificance until the end of Elias’ upcoming tenure as superior. That Manuel should have chosen an
independent constitution anyway does show the burgeoning prestige of the contemporary concept
of the “independent and autonomous’ monastery (for which see the discussion below in Chapter
Four).

2. Election of the Superior

The unsuitability of the family as a dependable intergenerational vehicle for the administration of
private religious foundations had been increasingly clear to benefactors since the tenth century.19
Therefore, procedures for the internal election of a new superior became an important topic of
regulation. Manuel discusses both the desired qualifications for Elias’ successor [15] and also
procedures [16] for his selection and installation. He envisions a choice by the current superior
“and the preeminent monks” (who were to play an increasingly important administrative rolein
reform monasteries), with “the knowledge and approval of all the rest of the brothers.” His state-
ment that he has chosen Elias as superior, “amember of your select group [of monks] and not an
alien one” [11], shows a further sensitivity to reform ideas (cf. (14) Ath. Typikon [20] ff.) height-
ened by fear of the charistike.

3. Removal of an Unworthy Superior
Like some of his reformist contemporaries, such as the author of (22) Evergetis[14], Manuel was
willing to contemplate the removal of an unworthy superior. The grounds for deposition included
[16] appropriation of the monastery’s property and “annoying” the monks by setting aside the
founder’s regulations. The mechanism prescribed for deposition of the superior is unfortunately
lost in alacunain the text, but may have relied on the same “ preeminent monks’ whom he has
designated for the selection of the superior.

4. Style of Rule

The authoritarian style of rule favored in practice if not in theory by Theodore the Studite came
naturally to our author, but Manuel does caution [12] his successor Elias not to be too severein
punishment: “whip them not with a strap and rod but with a spiritual penalty” (cf. punishment by
confinement mentioned in (4) Stoudios[25] and (11) Ath. Rule[19]). Moreover, his successor was
not to be too ready to use his right of expulsion. Nevertheless this document suggests what the
implications of the “absolute rule” to which Elias was entitled [11] might be in another private
monastery.
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C. Financial Matters

1. Size Limitation

With the decline in the importance of manual labor, which is nowhere mentioned in this docu-
ment, the ability of foundations like Manuel’s to support monks became directly linked to the
productivity of their endowments. Thus we see a new feature, size limitations [3] on the number
of monks (initially here only 10), which will be increasingly common for these sorts of founda-
tions. As the subsequent history of this foundation makes clear, it proved difficult to support even
this small number of monks without significant assistance from the emperorsin the course of the
twelfth century (see above, Institutional History).

2. No Inventory

Readily dispensing with canon law20 when he thought its requirements to be irksome, Manuel
orders [18] that no inventory of the monastery’s possessions is to be drawn up, an example of his
almost petulantly stubborn insistence on patronal prerogatives. There was, however, to be an ex-
amination of these possessionsin the presence of Manuel’srelatives, perhaps so that they could be
assured that these valuables in which they too had a vested interest had not been secretly alien-
ated. Manuel’sinjunction is doubtless one reason why no inventory was drawn up for this monas-
tery until the fifteenth century (see (61) Eleousa Inv.).

D. External Relations

A bishop himself, Manuel is ambivalent [18] about endorsing the canonical prerogatives of his
successorsin the see of Stroumitzaover hisfoundation. He allows[16] the monksto take anewly
elected superior to the local bishop to receive ablessing (sphragis) in exchange for a cash gift, but
the bishop was not to assume entitlement to any patronal rights from this concession. Manuel,
however, provides no role for the bishop in the actual election of the monastery’s superior.

Notes on the Introduction
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Translation

[Thisis] the copy of the Rule of our most holy father, Manuel, monk and founder of the monastery
of the supremely holy Mother of God, the Merciful, which has been established in the theme of
Stroumitza and in the village called Ano Palaiokastron.

1. Truly “thelife of human beingsisashadow” (I Chron. 29:15; Job 8:9), asthe saying goes. This
has not resulted without cause. For since after the transgression and that curse which was trans-
mitted to us, we have come under the dominance of time, as condemned we have both fallen into
corruption and have surely had to proceed towards non-existence. For thisreason, in fact, we must
consider the dissolution of the body and make a continuous study of death, which, inasmuch asit
belongs to “the highest and more noble pursuit of knowledge” (cf. Col. 3:2), isin reality honest
and certain. We must carefully consider that unbribable examination, yea, indeed, “the unbiased
judgment of God” (cf. | Pet. 1:17), too, which is severe and shuddering to those who have been
condemned, and besides also the continuous and inevitable punishments after such a judgment.
According to the statement of [Gregory] the Theologian,! we must not continually be engrossed
by things that are seen and to be beguiled by their spells. [p. 70] Therefore, because | consider
these things to be such as | have distinctly stated, |1, Manuel, the least monk and bishop of
Tiberioupalis, that is, Stroumitza, having been one of the congregation of monksin the venerable
monastery of Saint Auxentios? and having long ago pursued for some time the ascetic course in
this monastery and having absorbed the good milk of the solitary way of life asbest | could, being
terrified at the sickle of excision, namely death, and expecting it, moreover, every hour, and pon-
dering that undeceivabl e judgment seat before which | am going to stand, “ seized by the neck” (cf.
Heb. 4:13), in order that | may be asked for reasonsfor the deedsthat | have done, having my mind
sound and my body by God's grace healthy and free of any illness whatsoever, have decided that
| must set in order the matters that concern me, which, indeed, | set in order as follows.

2. "1 believe in one God, all-sovereign . . .” and so forth (for, in fact, | must begin from the very
One from whom all of us have had our beginning and towards whom we are led by means of the
most beautiful mode of life; for it isactually faith which truly achieves everything). “| profess one
baptism for forgiveness of sins. | expect the resurrection of the dead and the life of the future age.
Amen.” (cf. Symbolum Nicaenoconstantinopolitanum) | so think with unwavering and unequivo-
cal resolve. | so profess and declare wholeheartedly. | so profess and proclaim with a clear voice,
being both united and “joined together” (cf. Eph. 2:21; 4:16) to the God-chosen society of the
Church of the faithful in accordance with the traditions of the God-inspired fathers. | agree also
with their divinely wise teachings and dogmas that have been enunciated and ratified on behalf of
this our Christian orthodox faith in the seven holy and ecumenical councils; and avoid the ac-
cursed and profane tenets and propositions alike of the heretics who accuse the Christian faith
which have been anathematized by the same divine fathers in these [councils]. | loathe them for
being different in character from this our undefiled faith. Asif they were pestilential and Arabian
wolves, [p. 71] not only do | turn away from the inventors of such propositions and tenets aswell,
and stigmatize them as heretics, but | also subject to a curse the newly appearing teachings and
tenets that are introduced by them, and, since they are spurious, | detach and separate them from
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our holy and apostolic church and its God-established tradition. Holding fast to this most noble
“trust” (I Tim. 6:20, Il Tim. 1:14) of the faith in such manner as | have shown, | pray that | may
keep possessing it as“afirm anchor” (Heb. 6:19) in the present age, and that in the extended and
future one (in which idle reasoning and movement of mind aswell asthought that occur to uswith
our cooperation, that is, and approval will beweighed by God, who isunbiased, at hisundeceivable
and shuddering judgment-seat). | may be enriched with it as adefender and “ hel per who cannot be
shamed” (cf. Il Tim. 2:15) and an advocate and most valiant protector against my bitter accusers
and auditors alike, as the saying goes. Furthermore, [I pray that my faith may be] also a passport
and an indestructible bridge to the future life, which does not perish but is truly permanent if,
indeed, | am not deceived in my hope. However, | have this[hope] in the Lord firm and unbroken.
My account has in summary sufficiently discussed this concerning, that is, both my resolve and
declaration regarding the undefiled orthodox Christian faith.

3. Regarding, however, my newly acquired monastery, which | built from its very foundations,
bearing the name of the Mother of God, who pities me (for, in fact, this [monastery] has had the
good fortune to bear this name), my writing will discuss more at length and also at the same time
more leisurely and will clarify more distinctly both my wish and desire for this[monastery]. For,
after | had, in fact, purchased with my own money the place for this monastery, which was for-
merly afallen mass of debris and useless and happened to be in the theme of Stroumitza and was
situated at Palaiokastron, and had brought it round with boundless expenditures to the condition
that is seen at the present time, | dedicated it as both auseful and usel ess dedication to the Mother
of God inasmuch as | had erected on it a very beautiful church for her and [p. 72] a worthy
dwelling place for one such as she, even though the Divine Spirit “does not dwell in temples made
with hands’ (Acts 7:48. 17:24; cf. Heb. 9:11, 24) but rather in the tabernacle in us, | mean the
soul’s substance (for how can that which has no visible shape [dwell] in things that have visible
shape and that which iswithout shape and form [dwell] in material [objects] with concrete form?).
But sinceit istruly estimated by faith and disposition, it is perceived as casting a shadow upon the
divine churches and through them it sanctifies us by its invisible overshadowings and transmis-
sions, inasmuch as we subject ourselves to it through our divine and glory-ascribing gatherings
and hymns. Thereafter | also tonsured monks who were attested for their wisdom and virtue and
had their calling assured by their deeds, and | “settled them together” (cf. Ps. 132 [133]:1) in the
same monastery, according to the Psalmist, partly to send up to the Mother of God the hymn of
glory at the assigned times and partly, in addition to these supplicatory prayers, to utter also pro-
pitiatory words on my behalf.

4. | prescribe that there be no differencein respect of foodsin the case of those menwho live by a
cenobitic manner of life, and that they not thereby destroy the cenobitic manner of life, but that all
of them gratefully share equally in the same foods and drinks alike. For areally cenobitic manner
of lifeisthis; that it not admit of any difference and diversity in the case of some, but that even he
who holds the office of superior share and be reckoned as one of those who sit for the partaking of
things that are brought to the table, or rather be one who is both “an example” (I Pet. 2:21) and
model of the true and first shepherd, Christ our God, and “aservant” (Luke 22:26), in accordance
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with the statement of the Lord himself, and that he be eager to be considered as being “all things
toal men” (I Cor. 9:22) the brothersin order that he may gain and save them and be rather by his
deeds “a shepherd and not a hireling” (Cf. Mark 1:20; John 10:11-12).

5. | prescribe that the monks who are going to spend their livesin this monastery of the Mother of
God, who pities me, be ten in number (if, however, through the wholly pure intercessions of the
Mother of God the affairs of the monastery progress well, then the number of the monks shall
grow), having in their cells only [p. 73] their bedding and clothes and holy icons for worship and
at the same time affirmation of our undefiled and divine Christian faith and nothing else at all. For
how will those who are eager to appropriate to themselves that which is shared in common and
who intensely strive towards diversity and difference be called members of a cenobitic commu-
nity and practitioners of the solitary life if they reckon that “mine” and “yours’ ought to be pre-
ferred to that which is shared in common? [For these are] the words which cool and break down
into members and parts the things that are well-joined together and at the same time tear them
asunder and also cause and produce difference and separation in many things.3 [I prescribe] also
that they “ submit to the superior” (Heb. 13:17) of the monastery respectfully in all matters and not
prefer their will to hiscommand, but that they be obedient to him asto afather, in accordance with
their truly more divine regeneration [in the monastic life], taking the place of a son. | also pre-
scribe that two monks dwell in each cell, namely an elderly one and ayoung one, in order that the
young one may be remolded by the traits of the elderly one and display “the wisdom of old age’
(cf. Wis. 4:9) in youth.

6. When &l the monks enter the divine church itself of the Mother of God at the time of the
doxology and are going to perform the appointed office, | both wish and desire that this be per-
formed by them with undistracted and intense eagerness, as | distinctly state in my typikon, and
that they stand together at the time of matins in the narthex of this divine church.

For, in fact, according to the divine prophet, “what elseis so pleasant as for brothersto dwell
together?’ (Ps. 132 [133]:5). For thus, precisely because | settled in the monastery of the Mother
of God men who are of such disposition as to lead a solitary life, | myself, too, will likely be
reckoned blessed, in accordance with the statement of the same prophet (cf. Ps. 83 [84]:5). Let
them perform not only the midnight services and alone speak to God alone with undistracted
resolve, but let them also complete in this manner the entire nightly office without fail.

After the completion of these services let them again begin the trisagion [p. 74] (the really
best and timeless beginning, the one “towards which every activity of serious import tends,”4 as
the saying goes), and let them offer apropitiatory prayer on behalf of the permanence of our most
mighty emperors. Next | want [the members of] my flock to collect their souls' senses away from
external disturbances and distractions and, with steadfast concentration, to utter in this manner
with guileless (to state it thus) and honest voice the verses, “Come, let us worship” and then to
sing the divine nineteenth psalm, “ The Lord hear thee in the day of trouble,” and going back again
to the very good beginning, [i.e.,] the trisagion, let them make this both the beginning and apt
ending of the intervening [psalmsg].

[Afterwards] let them sing with one voice the [troparion of the Exaltation] of the Cross,
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“Save, O Lord, thy people” and so forth, and also intone the Gloria. Thereupon, let them sing
“Thou who wert raised upon the cross’ and after intoning “Now [and forever],” let them sing
again “ Speedily prevent us’ and cry out “Kyrie eleison” twenty-four times, in confirmation and
conclusion of the preceding office. Then let them begin the six psalms®>—I mean the best ad-
dress— and through them and the remaining office and service[let them] speak to God truly with
an unwavering mind, “face to face,” (Exod. 33:11) and propitiate him.

7. After the hymnody of matins has been completed, let the doxology of the hours be performed,
just asif it were agolden chain, | mean through the beautiful and most salvific order of sequence:
[for] thefirst hour, asit were, precedesthe others, since, in fact, the announcement of the resurrec-
tion was transmitted to all on this [hour]. Next, then, let the hymn of ascription of glory to God
pass over to the third hour. For on this [hour] “we were recalled from the ancient deceiver's long-
time deceit and our fall;”® and, because we had accepted the grace of the [p. 75] new and divine
covenant, we perceived the light from the light, as the saying goes (cf. Ps. 35[36] 9), inasmuch, as
the Comforter had come upon the disciples of the Word, (cf. Acts 2:1-4) and through them upon
us “who sat in darkness and in the shadow of ignorance” (Luke 1:70). [The Comforter] illumi-
nated us more brightly than the sun and enlightened us with the rays of the knowledge of God and
led us to the co-eternal and “unapproachable light” (I Tim. 6:16) by the divinely wise teachings
[of the apostles].

After the prayer of the third hour, let in turn the divine hymnody of the sixth hour begin. For
on this[hour] the Savior of our souls, because he had been fixed to the cross bodily because of his
compassion [for us], healed through the [tree of the] cross the tasting of the [forbidden] tree; and
because “ he had become a curse, he redeemed usfrom the curse” (Gal. 3:13); and because we had
become captivated by “pleasure-loving” sin (cf. Il Tim. 3:4), “the Good Shepherd laid us on his
shoulders’ (Luke 15:5), asthe saying goes, and brought us back to heaven from our humiliationin
thisworld, that is.

After the hymnody of the sixth hour has been compl eted, let in turn the doxology of the ninth
hour begin. For on this [hour] the Mortifier of passions, because he had been put to death as a
mortal man by his own valition, revivified us who had been subjected to death, having mortified
our carnal surges and thoughts alike, and “the Author of life” (Acts 3:15) consented of himself to
live in us who had deadened ourselves to the world, that is.

8. Fathers and brothers and spiritual children in the Lord, when you perform these truly divine
services, as | have pointed out, along with the mesoria, in accordance with the traditional rule
among you, do not stand at the time of these gatherings as though you were lifel ess and indol ent.
| paternally beseech you, to whom | have now made this exhortation and instruction to the best of
my ability, and whom | have gathered together to the same place with eager zeal and have loved
with heartfelt disposition, and | am confident that | have you in the Lord as a source of pride and
boast and atruly delightful exultation. But since you have comprehended [the purpose] for which
you have been called, hasten to confirm thiswith deeds and, according to the saying, “to be found
worthy of your Master Christ, who called you [p. 76] to this most noble way of life and change”
(cf. Matt. 22:3, 8-9). Since you have your calling agreeing with your ways, gather your soul’s
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senses, as | have indicated above, together and by themselves, as the saying goes, and alone speak
to God alone through your prayers. For in this manner “your conversation will be pleasing to him”
(Ps. 103 [104]:32), according to the divine David, because your disposition has been freed, that is,
from the cares that confineit like a prison.

For obviously, if, when praying, you have your soul’s senses beclouded and you are dis-
tracted in soul—athing that | pray may not happen—and you make [your soul] have two natures
instead of one through the passionate attachment to the things of the world and you become dis-
tracted in mind by evil reflections. Not only “the lifting up of your hands’ (Ps. 140 [141]:2), [as]
you certainly know, will not be directed straightforwardly at the time of your prayer, when your
thoughts waver, that is, while those who are carefully observing them are standing there and
estimating them by intention rather, and not by voice and tongue, but al so your petition to God and
address will become fraught with danger inasmuch as the enemy, who envies your good deeds,
has carefully watched both the relaxation and slackening of your mind and has construed thisas a
windfall for your destruction. He easily shakes the changeful movements of your thoughts by
insinuating and implanting contrary thoughts, through which he undertakes to choke and to extir-
pate completely, alas, even the divine seed, which istheword of God (cf. Matt. 13:25; Luke 8:11).
When thetruly fierce one removes from you your spiritual “burden” (cf. Matt. 11:30), the spiritin
you which resembles a smooth sea, that is, because your state is peaceful and spiritual, he stirsup
[in you] a fierce surf and sinks [you], alas for me, in the depth of despair. For these reasons,
brothers, you must be “ sober and watchful” (I Pet. 5:8) at the time of your work lest “the heavenly
[p. 77] Bridegroom, having arrived and having found you sleeping, consider you unworthy work-
ers’ (cf. Matt. 25:1-13) and consign you as “ utterly evil” (Matt. 21:41) to the fire of hell.

9. Or do you not know what sort of vows we professed to him when we were actually making our
promise on the things that we were proclaiming, frequently repeating our consent with both a
subdued posture and a calm voice? Since angels had invisibly recorded both these promises and
consents at the time of their enunciation, they will inevitably seek from us at the time of our
decease the fulfillment of such [promises and consents] and will severely exact punishmentsfrom
those who have been neglectful with regard to this[fulfillment]. At that time the means of help for
us, frequently turning around this way and that way and having our conscience a patent accuser,
will not depend upon relatives and acquai ntances but upon our deeds alone, “which” undoubtedly
even after our decease “we have proceeding before us” (cf. Apoc. 14:13).

Let uskeep in mind, spiritual children in the Lord, the symbols of the holy habit with which,
that is, we have been clothed and the white garments [we put on] at the time of our tonsure, as
these decisively are symbols that by their nature are indicative of angels and of purity, being
administered bodily and at the same time symbolically.” For, in fact, the cuttings of our hair,
which the scissors removed at varioustimes, precisely asisthe custom at the sacrificial altars, and
furthermore al so the consecrations of our heads, have caused us more than other men to be called
Nazirites (cf. Num. 6:18; Jud. 13:5), that truly revered name.

What does thisword indicate? [ That] we are certainly consecrated to God. L et us respect our
calling. Let us preserve our dignified state. L et us understand the gain of this divine mystery. Also
let us anticipate him who called us, and “let us come before his presence” (that is, the visitation of
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his manifestly probative power against sinners) “with thanksgiving” (Ps. 94 [95]:2) and tears [p.
78] for our transgressions. Since we have become lofty by our habit, let us not make ourselves
debased by our deeds.

For how, indeed, have you not become lofty if you arewilling to walk uprightly and by means
of a sacred life to return to “the common head, Christ” (Eph. 4:15), the very one to whom you
have totally sacrificed yourselves, having long ago severed from mixing with the crowd and hav-
ing crucified your flesh (cf. Gal. 6:14). By your ragged dress, too, you have indicated the appear-
ance of servitude in order that, having struggled well, you may “receivein return adoption” (Gal.
4:5) as most genuine sons and be established as heirs of his eternal kingdom, which, as you know
“those who force themselves’ (Matt. 11:12) and hold absolutely fast to the toils of the monastic
life receive as a worthy repayment.

Since you have “crucified your limbs’ (Gal. 5:24; Col. 3:5) by your cruciform scapular and
hold on to this as an unconguerable weapon, repel the attacks of the adversary. Again, since you
have “girded your loins’ (Eph. 6:14) by your divine strap and by it you have been made dead to
the world, nobly fight against “the passions of the flesh” (I Pet. 2:11; Gal. 5:16), according to the
saying.

Since you have put upon yourselves your sacred cowl asa“helmet” (Eph. 6:17) and a defen-
sive weapon (for “our struggleis, in fact, not against blood and flesh but against both the princi-
palities and powers of theterrible world-ruler” [Eph. 6:12] according to Paul), protect your backs,
against which is[directed] the evil one's attack, in order that, being fortified all round from every
side and clearly becoming incontestable and invincible soldiers of the universal Sovereign, Christ,
by his power, you may run in the stadium the noble course of the monastic life, and, having in
reality contested well and “having pleased him who enlisted you” (Il Tim. 2:4), according to the
divinely inspired Paul, soaring with eagerness through the sacred scapular that has been placed
around you, you may fly asif with wingsand may pioudly find rest, as| pray, [by him] from whom
we have dementedly fallen away, and, having kept your pledge, you may receive the mystical
grace of the al-Holy [p. 79] Spirit.

For thisisthe goal of your racein God or to God, which these singularly spiritual weapons of
yours procure. For “God is Spirit, and those who worship him must worship him in spirit and
truth” (John 4:24), having deadened themselves, that is, by the Spirit and having lived by them-
selves, as | have often said. For this reason hasten forward to “sing the praises of true wisdom in
thestreets” (cf. Prov. 1:20) (to cite opportunely to you Solomon’s statement) in order that you may
enlarge yourselves by the truly God-pleasing pursuits and becomerich in your confidencein God.

10. Yes, spiritual children inthe Lord and beloved by me, yes, a sacred community and a host that
is precious and chosen by God (for | beseech you once again as an affectionate father, seeking and
desiring your salvation), in such manner, as | have pointed out, strip yourselves for the monastic
life's“strugglethat liesbeforeyou” (Heb. 12:1), in such manner engage in this struggleto the end.
Do not make me carry off to Hades my concern for you as a distressing shroud. For you are to me
adaily care and a solicitude that is deep-seated and grieves my soul, and alimb and part and heart
and “light of my eyes’ (Ps. 37 [38]:10), according to the saying, and everything that anyone can
say about thingsthat bound [us] together in love and sincerity. But “let him who isstrong in words
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strengthen with admonitions and kindly exhortations whoever is not so” (cf. Rom. 15:1), accord-
ing to the Lord’s commandment; and when hislimb is not well, let him make it healthy appropri-
ately.

For you are, | am convinced, alimb and body in God and “one composite whole that isfitted
together and at the same time brought together in oneness’ (Eph. 4:16). For thisreason, in fact, let
not any of the things that are to be deprecated and that are contrary to the things that are morally
good interpose itself among you, children, inserting harm in your souls and making room in them
for the hater of good and wicked demon. But let also strife and grudge-bearing, which is generated
from the | atter, be absent from you. For these are the principal sources of “the flaming darts of the
evil one” (Eph. 6:16) through which he confuses our minds and counterplansto withdraw usfrom
God. But if such things do, indeed, occur among you—a thing that | pray may not happen—
through conciliation with [p. 80] one another |et them be banished from your souls and let the sun
“not go down on your anger” (cf. Eph. 4:26).

Likewise, also detest with your soul and ardently the rest of the things that are in reality
diametrically evil and rivals of the former [evils], | mean lechery, drunkenness, gluttony, loqua-
ciousness, lying, back-biting, heartlessness, inhumanity aswell as hatred of mankind, envy, which
begets murder, love of money, which is truly “the second idolatry” (Col. 3:5) and vices that are
like these. For, since | wish you to be superior to such passions, | want you to go through life and
to conduct yourselves with this good conduct in such manner that, by sprouting forth “the fruit of
the Divine Spirit” (Gal. 5:22) (I mean “unhypocritical love” [Rom. 12:9] and compassion for one
another, both absence of anger and at the same time absence of grudge-bearing, and moderate
thinking in al things), “your soul’slight shall break forth asthe morning, your health shall speed-
ily spring forth” (Is. 58:8), according to the saying, because the True Light, Christ our God (John
1:9), hasinvisibly descended upon your minds and has overshadowed and “lived or truly dwelled
inthem” (Il Cor. 6:16) and has made you, by the divine sharing of it, perfect lights, or, to state it
better, “products of the Perfect Light,”8 according to [Gregory] the Theologian.

For our Master and Lord is, in fact, such that “when he has perceived that we are aroused to
the performance of good works” (cf. Luke 12:37) and that we are anxiousto cause the seed that is
stored up in the furrows of our mind, which isthe teaching that is conduciveto salvation, to sprout
forth and “to yield itsfruit in its season” (cf. Ps. 1:3) in large quantity, he hastens to pour forth in
full strength the mercy of his love for humanity, because the Bountiful One anticipates our re-
guests to him with his bounties and is truly most ready for this.

Since we have such aMaster, so loving and “forbearing” (11 Tim. 2:24), both compassionate
and at the same time sympathetic, and one who awaits our conversion (for he does not willingly
desire the death of us sinners, so that we may repent and live [cf. Ezech. 33:11], thirsting, asheis
all-merciful, for our salvation and as our God reckoning thelatter asapersonal gain), [p. 81] let us
not depart far from him because we have become indifferent. Let us not [do that], fathers and
brothers and spiritual children in the Lord, in order that we may not be miserably delivered to
destruction. For “those who" through indifference “ remove themselves far from him shall perish”
(Ps. 72 [73]:27).

L et us not become arefractory and rebellious people. Let us not turn back again to our carnal
cravingsin order that we may not, because we have let our mind become callous or hardened in
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them, become “a pillar of salt” (Gen. 19:26), as the saying goes. Let us not become eager to
choose earthly things instead of heavenly ones. Do not prefer over the eternal joy in the other
world the temporary life of pleasure, which makes those who embrace it bear afterwards retribu-
tions more bitter than gall. May you not, because you pursued “praise from men” (Rom. 2:29), be
disregardful of “the glory which is going to be revealed” (Rom. 8:18) at the time of the frightful
advent of our Lord Jesus Christ to those who have been well pleasing to him. Do not, because you
have become indifferent, shut off for yourselves the heavenly bridal chamber, in order that you
may not hear the detestable voice which says, “1 do not know you” (Matt. 25:12). But with com-
passion towards one another and as though you had kindled from the latter the oil-lamps of your
souls, hasten rather to enter into the same undefiled bridal chamber along with Christ the Bride-
groom and to be called prudent, or rather to appear at hisside, as| pray.

But these things are, indeed, sufficient, fathers and brothers and spiritual childreninthe Lord,
for your admonition and edification and truly ultimate rule. Accordingly, engrave them “in the
tablets of your hearts” (II Cor. 3:3) and “preserve them as a trust indeed” (I Tim. 6:20; Il Tim.
1:14) with eager mind, | implore you, and keep struggling to execute them, considering me, the
lowly one, though departed from life, as being present with you by the spiritual, that is, and
indissoluble bond of my love towards you, in order that you may benefit yourselves very greatly
and thereby procure areward for me, the sinful founder of your monastery.

11. Since |l prescribed and appointed with my sigillion the most honorable monk lord Eliasto hold
the office of superior over both you and this monastery that | hold in private ownership, including
al thingsinit, [p. 82] | also turned over to him during my lifetime the privileges that belonged to
me over this monastery and the things in it and besides you, too, my brothers in the Lord, the
monks. These privileges are, to wit, precisely the following: The fact that [lord Elias] isto be the
superior over thismonastery that | hold in private ownership, up to the end of hislife, and heisnot
to be removed from it by anyone whosoever, whether he happensto be a person related [to me] or
astranger. The fact that by hisown will and at the same time absol ute rule he isto make full use of
the thingsin it. The fact that he isto tonsure in it whomever he chooses, and again, to expel from
this monastery, after a first, second, and third admonition as well as instruction, those monks
among you who perchance appear openly factious and disobedient towards his injunctionsto you
regarding the goals of the monastery.

Also now, too, | formulate and prescribe that these privileges be preserved both inviolable
and inviolate in the hands of this most honorable man up to the end of histransitory existencein
thislife, as| have distinctly stated, inasmuch as he has been associated with me over many years
and is known to me as God-loving.

| ask you, O fathers and brothers and spiritual children in the Lord, or rather | admonish you
as beloved to me, to obey him as a father in all things and to subject yourselves to him with the
appropriate honor, rejoicing in the leadership of this truly most honorable man for a twofold
reason: both because heisamember of your select group and not of an alien one, and because you
have obtained a shepherd who is dexterous and able to make you perfect in the Lord, and to lead
you back to godly pastures.

For this most devout monk happensto be one of those who are celebrated for virtueinasmuch
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as he has been consecrated to God from the “first hair of his head” as the saying goes, and “has
chosen rather to be an abject in his house” (Ps. 83 [84]:10), according to the Davidic statement,
than to be involved in worldly matters and by the distractions of the passions to contaminate the
soul’s substance (which carries about in itself the image of the divine substance, preserving, that
is, in itself the virtues unimpaired) and to run after [p. 83] the flesh, that is, [after] its cravings.
Inasmuch as this “excellent fellow,” as the saying goes, has pursued the ascetic course for many
years and “has put to death hislimbs’ (Col. 3:5), according to the divine apostle, and makes him
who wishes to exercise discrimination well understand from the condition that is manifested in
him the authority and independence of mind and, generally speaking, has gathered together, as
does an industrious bee, the beautiful flowers of virtue and has deposited these in hismind, just as
if in a beehive, and in the course of a protracted period of time has produced the good honey of
virtue and by hisinclination and el evation to higher things has become atowering “ tree planted by
the brooks of waters’ (Ps. 1:3), to speak in accordance with the divine David, or, to state it better,
a second paradise, he because of the luxuriance of his virtues will furnish you, O brothers and
spiritual childreninthe Lord, the greatest benefit if you are eager to elevate yourselves so as both
to resemble and imitate him.

For which of you, if he is conceited, when he has perceived his [the superior’'s] moderation
and humility, will not immediately suppress his arrogance and ameliorate himself [by correcting]
such afault? Who again, if he possesses an inordinate impul se and aloquacious as well as conten-
tious tongue, will not become gentle-minded and “set a guard on his mouth” (Ps. 38 [39]:1; 140
[141]:3) when he observes his gentleness and tranquillity? Who, again, if he has his soul’s dispo-
sition inflamed with anger and grudge-bearing, will not restrain himself when he has undergone a
change, will not then rouse himself towards reconciliation with the brother with whom perhaps he
means to contend? Who will not cast off from himself that which grieves him and be forthwith
elevated to a state of cheerfulness when he has seen with his own eyes this man’s graciousness as
well as sweetness of countenance? Who, when he has discerned that the aforesaid most devout
man “has become in everything all things to all men” (I Cor. 9:22) (not to recount in sequence
each of hisgood attributesindividually), will not return to that which is better, having deemed this
amiable man blessed not only for hisway of life and character but, indeed, also for natureitself, as
is right, inasmuch as [nature] had attached to this man every form of virtue?

It is for this reason, in fact, that [p. 84] | offer with a very clear voice my gratitude to the
Mother of God, because by her invisible supervisions she disclosed the man to me as a windfall
that profits the soul and revealed him as your shepherd. Therefore, because he is such as | have
pointed him out, accept him with glad welcome and render to him the honor that befits him and
offer him your obediencein all things, as| have distinctly stated. He, too, when he has you obedi-
ent to him, “will shepherd you” in a manner that is both pleasing to God and skillful and, having
nurtured you well, “will makeyou dwell in aplace of green grass’ (Ps. 22[23]:1-2), | meaninthe
heavenly and beloved abodes.

12. Asfor you, my most honorable superior (for, since | am ostensibly departing from life and |

am being led on to the places of judgment in the other world, | shall address myself to you and
make this instruction), inasmuch as you have been appointed to shepherd the aforesaid monks by
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my humility, as | have said, or rather by the nod and decree of the Mother of God (for these men
are, in fact, not only aflock but also at the same time a portion [of the Mother of God] and atruly
“especial people” (Tit. 2:14) of hers, to whom, indeed, you are going to give an account as regards
these men at the undeceivable and frightful judgment-seat), do be willing to prefer nothing at all
to their souls' salvation and their bodily care, but, as an affectionate father, embrace and accept
them favorably as spiritual children.

Affectionately and kindly feel passionate love for them. Protect them from the snares of the
evil one, even more at the present time, in which this truly crafty-minded one and hater of good
“cunningly contrived stratagems” (Ps. 82 [83]:3) against our undefiled Christian faith, and those
who cooperate with this clearly evil demon in his deeds and “who hate us have lifted their head”
(Ps. 82 [83]:2) because they had not differentiated between the sanctity of the aforementioned
orthodox faith and their loathsome and profane tenets, even if we, too, are culpablefor these evils,
pouring out against ourselves the cup of the Lord’s anger and “having drained the cup of calam-
ity” (Is. 51:17, 22).

Alas! Who will lament these things properly? What sort of lamentations will he find that
compensate for such an [p. 85] inhuman assault? It isfor thisreason, in fact, that | have borrowed
Jeremiah’s statement at the present time and | say in lamenting in my heart, “L et me weep bitterly
over the destruction of the daughter of my people” (Is. 51: 17, 22). For our affairs are “ on the axe
and the mason’s chisel” (Ps. 73 [74]: 6), according to the saying.

For these reasons, therefore, | shall surely cry out to him who is able to save, “Draw nigh to
our help” (Ps. 69 [70]:1) who seek thee out, Lord, thou who art quick to comfort and to help, “and
give not thine heritage to complete extermination and destruction in order that those who are
wholly profane will not boast against us and say: ‘Where istheir God? Let them know that thou
art ‘the one who defends us' (Prov. 30:5) ‘overlooking our sins’ (Wis. 11:23) because of thine
abundant goodness.”

But my account must run back again to its sequence, even if it has diverged alittle from the
direct path. Anoint them, | beg you, “the congregation” (cf. Il Cor. 11:28) of my monastery (to
speak in accordance with the divine apostle) with exhortations for the good race of asceticism. As
adisciple of the peaceful Christ, pacify them whenever they quarrel, if ever it will be necessary.
Comfort them whenever they grieve. Carefor those who areill in accordance with your ability. Be
kindly minded, feel compassionate love for all of them equally, and not for some more, while for
others less. Do not refuse to make healthy and sound those who are ill and lame in soul. For not
everyone's responsibility is it to make sound that which is lame and to restore to well-being that
which has need of it.

Do not reproach them because of simplicity. Do not despise them. Do not readily expel from
the monastery those who perhaps have made a false step over something, but whip them not with
astrap and rod but with a spiritual penalty. In the case of those who have repented, expel with a
very gracious countenance the timidity of their souls that stems from their false step after the
rendering of the prayersthat are customary for them.

13. Refresh them at the cenobitic table, sitting down together with them and partaking without
discrimination of both the same foods and drinks equally with them. For how shall adifference be
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made in the case of those who are brotherly minded unless, that is, aneed of the body is pressing,
someone of the monks having perhaps become ill or even having reached aripe old age? There-
fore, if some of them should happen to be so, | prescribe that they be deemed worthy of commen-
surate specia fare. [p. 86] | both wish and order that two courses prepared with legumes and
vegetables of whatsoever kind with seasoning be served up to such monks, that is, on Wednes-
days, Fridays, and Mondays; but on the rest of the days, that is, Tuesdays, Thursdays, Saturdays,
and Sundays, three courses likewise with legumes and fish.

Onthetwenty-first day of the month of November, that is, thefestal day of the Entrance of the
Mother of God, my Mistresswho is merciful to me, into the divine temple (which day | formulate
that my aforementioned newly acquired monastery celebrate annually in accordance with tradi-
tion, and on which it is my wish that the copy of my present Rule, which has been confirmed, asis
customarily done, be read within earshot of you, the superior at that time, after matins or even
during the partaking [of food] at the cenobitic table) | prescribe that a special fare be offered to the
aforesaid monksin accordance, that is, with the capability of thismonastery and your, itssuperior’s,
wish.

L et, however, the same special fare be offered also on the twenty-third day of the same month
for my remembrance and forgiveness of the sins that | have committed during my lifetime. |
prescribe that a distribution be made also on the same two feast days at the gate of the monastery
tomy brothersin Christ. | prescribethat, in addition to the af orementioned special fare, adistribu-
tion of this sort be held also at my departure from the body, its commemoration, and the night
offices of my third-day and ninth-day memorials, and that both you, the most honorabl e superior,
and the monks under the monastery’s jurisdiction, make mention of my humility in your entreat-
ies.

14. | formulate and prescribe these things, in fact, for both you, the superior, and the monks, as |
have already distinctly stated, whom, indeed, | entrust to the Mother of God, who pities me, and
with tears | address her for your sake both suppliantly and at the same time boldly, “Guard, | beg
thee, O Mistress, both the shepherd and the flock unoffended by the snares of the evil one. Protect
them asthy God-chosen [p. 87] flock. L ead them on to the divine abodes through a God-pleasing
conduct, having deemed me, too, the least, worthy to be led up along with them to the eternal
abodesthemselves, as| pray to thee and entreat thee, in order that, when | stand before the fright-
ful judgment seat of our God, who became incarnate from thee, | may utter aloud with outspoken
voicethisassuredly delightful to me and lovely statement, ‘ Here am | and the children which thou
hast given me, Master’ (Is. 8:18); and may | hear from him the prayed-for voice which leads me
‘into thejoy’ (Matt. 25:21) which is unending, and enjoins me gently and genuinely to enter into
it together with them.”

15. | wish and prescribe that he after you, the af oresaid most honorable superior lord Elias, whois
going to receive in succession the office of superior of this monastery that | hold in private own-
ership, and besides his successors, too, are to be of this sort. Not only are they to be renowned for
understanding and propriety and irreproachable life, and able to instruct besides, and make the
monks in it perfect (as | have indicated above), but, aso to manage skillfully all the things under
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its jurisdiction, having sufficient experience, that is, in its affairs. That none of these persons,
because he is parsimonious, is to claim as his own the things of the monastery and to embezzle
them to the deprivation of the brothers. That he is not to be heartless nor haughty, neither adrunk-
ard nor quick-tempered and at the same time grudge-bearing and truly atreasury of bad things.

Rather he is to be an abode of good things, and to possess the following superior qualities
which produce goodness: discretion and at the same time humility, love and hospitality towards
all, in order that through the latter [virtue] he, too, may receive God in his soul, asif in ataber-
nacle, asdid Abraham. He is also to have the fountainhead that is mixed with such virtues, | mean
charity, while possessing a“temper which isfree of avarice” (Heb. 13:5) and to lead his own flock
well. [p. 88]

16. | prescribe that the appointment of superiors of this sort be done as follows. After the one who
isworthy to hold the office of superior has been selected without bias and with fear of God by him
who at the time holds the office of superior of the aforesaid monastery and the preeminent monks
under itsjurisdiction, with the knowledge and approval also of all therest of the brothers, they are
to take him up to the most God-loved bishop of Stroumitza, whoever happensto bein office at that
time, to receive from him the sphragis. Asagift and [token] of my generosity the af oresaid bishop
isto receive for this sphragis three nomismata of the impressthat prevails, that is, at thetime and
isin effect in the land of him who conducts the affairs of the imperial authority, even if perhaps
just now for each sphragis one nomisma of the same impressis offered by canon law and regula-
tion to him who happens to be the prelate in the area.

Themost God-loved bishop himself of Stroumitza, however, issurely not to take such sphragis
as aprivilege or authority over the monastery which | hold in private ownership. For not, in fact,
as an overseer or wielder of authority ought he to confer on him the sphragis who is to hold the
office of superior and to receive the three nomismata, as | have distinctly stated, but as a local
prelate, in accordance with the regulation of the sacred canons. If, however, the aforesaid bishop,
because he is perhaps greedy, is not content to have received the three nomismata but undertakes
rather to do something against the monastery and the things under its jurisdiction, it is my wish
that the sphragis not be conferred by him but by the one who at that time holds the office of
superior. My present Rule will suffice in place of the sphragis by such a superior.

After hewho is going to hold the office of superior received the sphragis and has departed to
the monastery together with the monks, in the course of the customary [liturgical] office for his
[installation], let him take the pastoral staff from the holy altar after, that is, the trisagion has been
performed and he has made a genuflection, and then thus let him assume the leadership of the
monastery.

The privileges that through my sigillion have been lavished upon you, the above-mentioned
most honorable lord Elias, and have been drawn up in my present Rule are to cease and be com-
pletely inoperative with regard to him who becomes the superior after you [p. 89] and those after
him. In fact, the following privilege alone is to be preserved with regard to those who are to be
superiors after you, as| have indicated, namely, that if he shall find anyone being either unruly or
rebellious or engaging in harm to the monastery from the ranks of the monksin it and remaining
incorrigible after afirst, second, and third admonition as well as instruction, he is to expel him
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from the aforesaid monastery as a manifestly spoiled and useless member, even if he, indeed,
happens to be from the ranks, that is, of my blood relatives.

Just as, again, if one of the very men chosen to hold the office of superior of this monastery
appearsto be corrupt—arthing that | pray may not happen—and claims as his own the things that
belong to this [monastery] and also annoys the monks and sets aside the things that have been
prescribed by me, and, to state it concisely, is clearly shown by his deedsto be ahireling and not
a shepherd (John 10:12), | prescribe that after the [admonition and instruction] to him . . .9

17. If some strangers come to the monastery, | direct that in that eventuality they be shown hospi-
tality and find refreshment at the instruction of the superior. If, however, some come to some of
the monks in this monastery for the sake of conversation, | prescribe that such men not be permit-
ted to come in the monastery secretly, contrary to the instruction of the superior, but | direct that
first the gatekeeper make a report to him concerning them, and, after he has been instructed,
permit them to enter, and that, if the time of day requires, they, too, be refreshed at the cenobitic
table.

| also prescribe that the entrance of the monastery be completely closed to women. But nei-
ther isit, indeed, my wish that any youth who is younger than eighteen years of age be acceptedin
this my monastery. Let its dependency,10 therefore, admit one who is under eighteen years of age;
and when he becomes eighteen years of age, let such a person be accepted in the monastery and
tonsured. [p. 90]

18. | wish and prescribe that this, the monastery that | hold in private ownership and which bears
the name of the Mother of God, who pities me, be self-governing and administered by itself, and
that it not be subject perchance to any personage, ecclesiastical or magisterial, but to the Mother
of God alone, whom, in fact, | have instituted as heir and through her the aforementioned most
honorable superior, lord Elias, and those who after him are to hold the office of superior of both
this monastery and those things in it that have been assigned to it by me, namely immovable,
movable, and animate [property], and besides, sacred vessels and utensils.

Nor do | wish and prescribe that after my departure to the Lord an inventory be made over all
these things, asthe laws determine, but only an examination in the presence of my relatives by the
superior of the monastery at that time and the monksin it. | instruct that such an examination be
conducted after the death of the aforesaid superior at that time, namely, the most devout monk lord
Elias, inasmuch as one such as he carries during his lifetime my privilege over both this the
monastery that | have in private ownership and all thethingsinit, as| have stated.

Asamatter of fact, this monastery shall not be subjected in any way whatsoever by anyoneto
any keeping of accounts. It shall not undergo removal of the thingsin it that have been attached to
it partially or entirely, as| have explained. It shall not be transferred to any person by way of grant
(for how shall this monastery be even brought under subjection to a person’s authority sinceit has
been consecrated absolutely to her who incomparably transcends the heavenly authorities and
powers alike and is descriptively called her place?), but neither shall it be assigned to imperial
rights perhaps on the pretext that it has been built on imperial land. Yea, rather this monastery will
remain over and above all extraordinary impositions that are exacted and demanded now as well
asin the future.
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For, in fact, according to the chrysobull that has been issued to me and is attached to this
[typikon] by our most excellent and holy emperor, Lord Alexios [I] Komnenos (1081-1118)],11
for the sake of asupplicatory prayer on behalf of the permanence of his divine sovereignty, no one
of the tax collectors in the region, | mean the state officials who have been entrusted with any
services whatsoever in the theme of Tiberioupolis, that is, Stroumitza, [p. 91] or, after my lowli-
ness, [any] of the most God-loved bishops of the most holy bishopric in the aforesaid theme of
Stroumitza, and [any] of the most holy prelates themselves of the archbishopric of Bulgaria, will
be permitted, on pretext of any reasonable right or privilege or even specious manipulation con-
trived by them in any way whatsoever, to innovate and to injure or to abuse at al this monastery of
the Mother of God, who pities me, and theimmovabl e things that have been assigned by mein the
aforesaid [monastery], as | have distinctly stated.

19. Thus, if anyone of the above-mentioned holy persons, O Christ (for | shall raise my voicein
heartfelt anguish to thee, who art consubstantial with thine inoriginate Father and the all-Holy
Spirit) (cf. Symbolum Nicaenoconstantinopolitanum) shall attempt in any way whatsoever, as |
have explicitly stated, either to abuse or to innovate this my monastery that | hold in private
ownership, which was founded by my lowliness and humility in the name of the Mother of God,
who pities me, namely thine all-Holy Mother, and the thingsin it that have been assigned to it, or
to cast at all a gluttonous eye upon my labors, “do thou not direct the works of his hands’ (Ps. 89
[90]:17).

“Let such aperson,” while heis alive on earth, “have no helper” (Ps. 108 [109]:12). Let the
contagiousleprosy of Gehazi (1V Kings5:27) and the trembling of thefratricide Cain (Gen. 4:12—
14) from thy just judgment come upon him and those who are descended from him. “ L et strangers
spoil hisacquisitions” (Ps. 108 [109]: 11). Let him be an heir to the curse of the three hundred and
eighteen holy and God-bearing fathers. “L et his memorial perish out of the earth” (Job 18:17) and
“let his habitation be made desolate” (Ps. 68 [69]:25; Acts 1:20) in accordance with the saying.
May, again, such a person, when he has departed from life, not see thy countenance, Master. May
he not hear thy prayer for life. May he not attain aposition at thy right but may he be granted alot
with thy lawless and evil minded disciple, the one who had betrayed thee, my Master and Lord,
and [with] the unmerciful and heartlessrich man (Luke 16:23) who isdreadfully being fried in the
flame of hell [p. 92].

20. Injust the same manner, again, may he who has clearly preserved inviolable and inviolate the
things that have been prescribed by me with respect to both this monastery that | hold in private
ownership and the things in it, be deemed worthy of blessing from thee, Lord, the God of our
fathers, while heisawayfarer in life, and may he be satiated “from the fatness of the earth” (Gen.
27:28, 39). May such a person be as “a fruitful vine” (Ps. 127 [128]:3) in his pursuits in his
lifetime. “May thou make him regjoice in thy strength” (Ps. 20 [21]:1). “May no enemy prevail
over him” (Ps. 12[13]:4). May he not fall into [diabolic] encountersin hislife, but “let thine eyes
continually gaze over him” (cf. Ps. 33 [34]:15). May he be deemed worthy of a position at thy
right after his departure from this world. May paradise, the sacred precincts worthy of love, the
unfailing dignified state, the most beautiful way of life, that is delightful and truly to be sought by

[ 187]



ELEVENTH CENTURY

those who are beneficent, be allotted to him just as a worthy reward for having made the right
judgment of observing the things that have been enjoined by my lowliness. But these things have
been formulated for the above-mentioned persons.

21. You, however, the most honorabl e superior of this monastery that | hold in private ownership,
and those who after you are going to hold the office of superior in this [monastery] and besides,
the monks too, in this monastery, | enjoin in the Holy Spirit and at the same time order that none
of you ever transfer this monastery to anyone by way of gift or epidosis or alienate any of those
things that have been assigned to it or even give out anything from its immovable possessions to
any person by way of leasing out or in any other way to betray utterly any of my labors.

For, even if anyone from your ranks should attempt to viol ate asingle one of those very things
that have clearly been enumerated and indicated in my present Rule and have been forbidden by
command by my humility, as| have explicitly stated, and proceed to overturn the things that have
been prescribed by me, not only will he be liable to the above-mentioned curses but also whatever
he might have done to harm the monastery, as| haveindicated, will be reckoned invalid and as not
even having been done at all, [p. 93] such aperson being expelled from the monastery for “having
removed the landmarks which hisfathers placed” (Prov. 22:28, 23:10; Deut. 19:14), asit has been
written.

22. Therefore, now that | have both formulated and prescribed in writing all these thingsin the text
of my present Rule and have confirmed them, as is customarily done, through my personally
written signature, | implore you, the most honorable superior lord Elias, and those who after you
are going to hold the office of superior of the very monastery that | hold in private ownership, and
besides also the monks in it, namely, those who are and those who will be, to preserve them
without innovation and without violation, and with much eagerness to execute them and at the
sametimeto seeto it that they are executed, knowing that, if you shall set aside any of thosethings
that have been put into this my Rule, you are going to render accounts to me at the undeceivable
and frightful judgment seat, or rather to the Mother of God, who pities me, by whose vigilant and
most saving intercessions may you be saved, | pray, O fathers and brothers and spiritual children
in the Lord, unoffended by the snares of the evil one. Be superior to every kind of bodily ill-
disposition, continually mindful also of my humility, particularly in your prayers, for the glory of
the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, the life-giving and consubstantial Trinity, which
maintains and governs this earthly world and us who dwell upon it, now and always, and unto the
ages of ages. Amen.

The Signature

I, Manuel, the least monk and bishop of Tiberioupolis, that is, Stroumitza, and servant, even if
unworthy, of the supremely holy Mother of God, who pities me, have signed with my own hand.
+++
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Having compared the present copy of the regulation and having found it to be exact, | have signed
it. +

The lowly bishop of Stroumitza, Clement,12 monk. +

Notes on the Trandlation

1. This quotation is not found among the works of Gregory Nazianzen.

2. For this monastery, see Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, p. 47.

3. Cf. John Chrysostom, De sancto Philogonio, PG 48, col. 749.

. Cf. Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 25, In laudem Heronis philosophi, PG 35, col. 1200A.
5. Ps. 3, 37 [38], 62 [63], 87 [88], 102 [103], 142 [143]; cf. (4) Stoudios[2].

6. Cf. Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 44, In novam Dominicam, PG 36, col. 609A.

7. Cf. Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 25, In laudem Heronis philosophi, PG 35, col. 1200B.
8

9

N

. Gregory Nazianzen, Oratio 39, In sancta lumina, PG 36, col. 336C.
. Lacunain the text at this point.
10. Perhaps this is the metochion at the village of Roulina near Mostenitz mentioned in the Praktikon of
Michael Tzankitzakes, ed. Petit, “Monastéere,” doc. 8, p. 38.
11. Délger, Regesten., no. 1124, ed. Petit, “Monastéere” doc. 1, pp. 25-27, and reproduced in Miljkovié-
Pepek, Veljusa, pp. 253-55.
12. If thisindividual isidentical with the bishop of the same name found in the Praktikon of Tzankitzakes,
ed. Petit, “Monastére,” doc. 8, p. 38, then the certification must have been made circa 1152.

Document Notes

[1] Meditation on death. Compare to similar discussionsin (5) Euthymios [3], (6) Rila [2], and (7) Latros,
Introduction.

[2] Profession of faith. Compare to similar statementsin (3) Theodore Sudites; (7) Latros[1], [2], [3]; (49)
Geromeri [2] ff.; and (54) Neilos Damilas [1].

[3] Foundation history. Compareto parallel historiesin (6) Rila[1], (9) Galesios[246], (13) Ath. Typikon [2]
ff, (17) Nikon Metanoeite, (18) Nea Gephyra [1], (19) Attaleiates [1], [2], (22) Evergetis [2], (23)
Pakourianos [1], and (24) Christodoulos [AZ2] ff, etc. The wasteland topos has parallelsin (6) Rila [1]
and (29) Kosmosoteira [1].

[4] Equality in food and drink for all; so also [13] below. This is a key concept of the cenobitic life as
developed by the monastic reform movement; see (22) Evergetis [26], (27) Kecharitomene [56], (29)
Kosmosoteira [53], (30) Phoberos[45], (32) Mamas[34], (33) Heliou Bomon [33], and (34) Machairas
[106].

[5] Sizelimitation; restriction of personal effects; placement of two monksin acell. For similar size restric-
tions, see (9) Galesios [246], (16) Mount Tmolos [1], [2], (19) Attaleiates [27], (23) Pakourianos [6],
(27) Kecharitomene 5], (29) Kosmosoteira[3], (30) Phoberos[42], (32) Mamas[5], (33) Heliou Bomon
[33], and later documents. The restriction of personal effects, while stricter than in (9) Galesios [191],
[192], is more lenient than in the militantly reformist (22) Evergetis [22], (20) Black Mountain [84],
and related documents. Even the items permitted here could be—and probably were—communally
supplied. The pairing of monksin cellsisaso found in (22) Evergetis [24].

[6] Midnight and morning offices. Compareto treatmentsin (4) Stoudios[11]; (11) Ath. Rule[11], [12]; (20)
Black Mountain [15] ff.; (22) Evergetis [7]; (27) Kecharitomene [38], [39]; (29) Kosmosoteira [15];
(30) Phoberos [12], [13]; (32) Mamas [47]; (33) Heliou Bomon [46]; and (34) Machairas [45], [46],
[48].
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[7] Daytime offices. Compareto treatmentsin (11) Ath. Rule[8]; (20) Black Mountain[9] ff.; (22) Evergetis
[6]; (27) Kecharitomene [35], [36]; (29) Kosmosoteira[15]; (30) Phoberos[12]; (32) Mamas[47]; (33)
Heliou Bomon [46]; and (34) Machairas [42], [43], [44].

[8] Proper deportment at services. See also (36) Blemmydes [13], (55) Athanasios | [4], and (57) Bebaia
Elpis[58], [59].

[9] Discussion of monastic vows.

[10] Moral exhortation.

[11] Rights of the new superior; admonition to obedience. For other examples of exceptional privileges
accorded only to thefirst incumbent of an administrative office, see (19) Attaleiates[26], [33], and (32)
Mamas [15]. The admonition is a traditional element, see (3) Theodore Studites [25], (22) Evergetis
[16], (27) Kecharitomene[12], (29) Kosmosoteira [43], (30) Phoberos[36], and (34) Machairas [142],
etc.

[12] Admonition to the superior. Thisis another traditional element, employed by reform foundersto urgea
moderation of the superior’s absolute disciplinary authority; see also (22) Evergetis [17], (27)
Kecharitomene[12], (29) Kosmosoteira [44], (30) Phoberos[36], (32) Mamas[42], (33) Heliou Bomon
[41], (34) Machairas[144], and (58) Menoikeion [19].

[13] Dietary concessions for old and sick monks; celebration of the patronal feast. Note justification of this
important exception from the general principle of dietary equality (cf. [4] above). (4) Soudios [30],
(12) Ath. Rule[25], (22) Evergetis[26], (27) Kecharitomene[56], (29) Kosmosoteira [53], (30) Phoberos
[45], (32) Mamas [34], (33) Heliou Bomon [33], and (34) Machairas [107] also make selective provi-
sion for dietary concessions to the elderly and the sick. For the treatment of patronal feasts at other
monasteries, see (4) Soudios [A30], (21) Roidion [B9], (22) Evergetis[10], [11], (27) Kecharitomene
[59], (29) Kosmosoteira [10], [29], (30) Phoberos [32], (33) Heliou Bomon [48], and (34) Machairas
[27], [29]. The provision here for the reading of Manuel’s Rule is a standard feature of reform typika
such as (22) Evergetis [43] and related documents.

[14] Appedl to the Mother of God for protection. See similar appealsfor heavenly assistancein (19) Attaleiates
[7], [15]; (28) Pantokrator [71]; and (29) Kosmosoteira [119].

[15] Qualifications for the superiorship. Documents from reform monasteries such as (22) Evergetis [13],
(27) Kecharitomene [11], (30) Phoberos [35], (34) Machairas[80] also illustrate this concern with the
moral qualities of the superior.

[16] Selection and installation of the superior; limited rights of Elias’ successors; removal of abad superior.
Manuel envisions the superior selecting his own successor with the advice of the prokritoi and the
consent of the other monks; cf. the more complex arrangements found in (22) Evergetis [13]. His
willingness to have his monks present the new superior to the local bishop for the sphragis, for which
the latter would receive a consideration of three nomismata, was shared by the authors of (29)
Kosmosoteira [33], (32) Mamas [1], and (33) Heliou Bomon [1], but not those of (22) Evergetis nor
(29) Kecharitomene[11]. The notion of restricting the rights of successorsto the founder’s hand-picked
administrator isfound alsoin (19) Attaleiates[26], [33] and (32) Mamas|[15]. Documents drawn up for
reform monasteries also provide for the removal of a bad superior, most commonly for financial mis-
conduct; see (22) Evergetis[14], (23) Pakourianos [19], (24) Christodoulos[A20], (29) Kosmosoteira
[41], and (30) Phoberos [35].

[17] Hospitality; ban on admission of women and youths; housing of young novicesin the dependency. For
acontemporary discussion of the requirements of hospitality, see (21) Roidion [B2] ff. Manuel’sban on
the admission of women parallels the hostility of reform monasteries to access by the opposite sex, for
which see (22) Evergetis [39], (27) Kecharitomene [17], (29) Kosmosoteira [84], (30) Phoberos [55],
(32) Mamas|[27], (33) Heliou Bomon [27], (34) Machairas[115], and later documents. (23) Pakourianos
[31] features a school for future monks under the tutelage of an elderly priest at that foundation's
dependency.

[18] Self-governing status; no inventory to be drawn up. For the development of the concept of the indepen-
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dent and self-governing monastery, see (13) Ath. Typikon [13] with the discussion in Chapter Two.
Centuries later, an inventory was in fact drawn up; it isincluded as the last document in our collection
as (61) Eleousa Inv.

[19] Curses on violators. The use of curses seems directly related to the advent of the charistike and the
increasing peril it posed in the eleventh century to the well-being of private religious foundations. For
other eleventh-century examples, see (8) John Xenos [2], (9) Galesios [246], (18) Nea Gephyra [4],
(19) Attaleiates [23], (22) Evergetis[12], and (24) Christodoulos [B14].

[20] Rewards for preservers. See also (19) Attaleiates [34]. As reform sentiments became more common
towardsthe end of the eleventh century, founders sought also to enlist the support of the piouslaity and
public officials for the preservation of their typika.

[21] Warning to dishonest officials. See also (22) Evergetis [32], [42]. Assuring honest administration was
one of the most important concerns of monastic reformers in the course of the transition from tradi-
tional family patronage to genuine institutional independence.

[22] Injunction to preserve the founder's commands. Compare to other examples found in (3) Theodore
Sudites [24], (5) Euthymios [2], (6) Rila [5], (8) John Xenos [3], and (9) Galesios [246]; eventually
personal injunction is transformed into a command for the preservation of the founder’s typikon, asin
(22) Evergetis [40], backed up by the periodic public reading [43] of that document.

[191]






CHAPTER TWO
Athonite Monasteries

“In my own case, now, | have absolute dominion, and not even one person can gainsay
my command . . ." (13) Ath. Typikon [16]

“My majesty does not wish that anything novel should be undertaken on thisHoly Moun-
tain, but rather that the ancient laws and rules be observed and that all be done according
to the orders of the emperors of blessed memory.” (15) Constantine | X, Preface

“Once we succeeded in acquiring a deeply spiritual understanding of the matter, it was
found that both parties were absolutely guiltless, strange as this may sound. The dispute
which had arisen between them was recognized as having been caused by the activity of
Satan.” (12) Tzimiskes, Preface

There are five documents in this second group of Byzantine monastic foundation documents,
clustered together in lessthan a century’s span of time from the second half of the tenth to the first
half of the eleventh century. They are all associated with the monastic communities located on
Mount Athos on the southeastern peninsular extremity of the Chalkidike in northern Greece.

A. Typology of the Documents

Three of the documents, (11) Ath. Rule, (13) Ath. Typikon, and (14) Ath. Testament, all of the last
half of the tenth century, share an author, Athanasios the Athonite, founder of the famous Lavra
monastery on Mount Athos. Like (4) Stoudios, upon which it is heavily dependent, (11) Ath. Rule
is an example of an early typikon in which the regulation of liturgical performances and some
administrative matters are combined in a single document, the genre not yet having evolved into
separate typika leitourgika and typika ktetorika. (13) Ath. Typikon, despiteitstitle, isgenerically a
testament, borrowing a significant amount of its content, in fact, from (3) Theodore Sudites, the
prototypal testament of the previous century. The last Athanasian document, (14) Ath. Testament,
iaaresult of the author’s need to re-examine the administrative arrangements he had made for his
foundation approximately a decade earlier in (13) Ath. Typikon.

The other two documents, (12) Tzimiskes and (15) Constantine X, have a quasi-juridical
character. They are records of imperial inquests by special representatives of the monarchs whose
names they bear into disciplinary problems affecting all the monasteries on Mount Athos, not just
Lavra. While these imperial documents are not unique, another example of the genre will not be
found in our collection until (59) Manuel 11 in the fifteenth century, although (55) Athanasios |, a
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patriarchal document from the early fourteenth century, exhibits certain similarities. The objec-
tion raised that the two documentsin this chapter are not really typika is unjustified.! The author-
ship and format may be atypical, but these documents were indubitably intended to be prescrip-
tive for the governance of the monastic communities whose leaders subscribed to them, and on
this basis merit their place in our collection.

B. Concerns of the Authors

1. The Studite Legacy
Athanasios' first two documents, (11) Ath. Rule and (13) Ath. Typikon, illustrate the continued
influence and prestige of Studite monasticism, as they borrow freely from (4) Soudios and (3)
Theodore Studites respectively, though without attribution. It islikely that the Studite typikon, (4)
Soudios, had already been in circulation for more than a century by the time Athanasios made
extensive use of aversion of it that was evidently rather different from and later than either of the
two versions, [A] and [B], now available in printed editions that we have presented in translation
in Chapter One. By Athanasios time, it had likely become a kind of “off-the-shelf” product,
stripped of specifically Studite customs, Constantinopolitan geographic references, etc., that could
be customized for any cenobitically-organized monastery to fit a founder’s preferences for the
liturgical and dietary matters with which it is primarily concerned.

The Studite Testament, (3) Theodore Studites, was another matter altogether. It is much more
tightly bound than the Studite typikon to the context of its times in the early ninth century. It
partakes of an anti-entrepreneurial biasthat is even more archaic, rooted in an ideology of modest
self-sufficiency that can be traced back to the document’s late antique sources. It evidently suited
Athanasios' needs at the time that he composed his own (13) Ath. Typikon, circa 973-75, to pay
tribute to these aspects of Studite monasticism, utilizing (3) Theodore Studites selectively and
even adding some provisions of hisown in the same vein. Just ashort time before, he had survived
an imperia inquest, memorialized in (12) Tzimiskes, and a concerted attempt by his Athonite
neighbors to have him expelled from the Mountain for pursuing an entirely opposite policy of
aggressive economic activity and territorial aggrandizement that threatened their way of life.

In the long run, Studite institutions had a more lasting impact on the daily life of Lavra's
monks, broadly based on cenobitic principles, than on the foundation’s external relations, eco-
nomic policies, or territorial ambitions. It may be significant that when Athanasios drew up (14)
Ath. Testament towards the end of hislife, he took care to note the continued validity of (11) Ath.
Rule in an apparent allusion to that earlier document, but ignored (13) Ath. Typikon and super-
seded many of its provisions with new administrative arrangements.

2. Institutional Autonomy and Financial Security
Athanasios' three foundation documents, composed over the course of approximately thirty years
from circa 963 to sometime after 993, demonstrate the founder’s considerable ingenuity and flex-
ibility in responding to the challenges of histimes. This was a very tumultuous erain the institu-

1 cf. catia Galatariotou, * Byzantine Ktetorika Typika: A Comparative Study,” REB 45 (1987), 77—
138, at 84.
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tional history of Byzantium’s religious foundations, and yet Athanasios managed to assure the
protection of his monastery from assorted threats and predators. Thuswe are presented with arare
opportunity (as also later with (25) Fragala and (51) Koutloumousi) to study the evolution of a
founder’s approach to balancing the frequently conflicting needs for institutional autonomy and
financial security for his monastery.

3. Birth of the Independent Monastery
Lavra, moreover, was ho ordinary monastic foundation. (13) Ath. Typikon provides invaluable
testimony to the origins of the “independent and self-governing” monastery in Byzantium, aform
of organization that would come to dominate the ecclesiastical landscape of the Byzantine world
from the late eleventh century down to the empire's collapse in the fifteenth century and even
beyond (see below, Chapters Four, Five, Six, Seven, and Nine). Generally, if private monasteries
like the monastery of Kolobou near Hierissos and the monastery of St. Andrew Peristerai near
Thessalonike, to name two examples near Athos founded in the late ninth century, sought imperial
financial support, they ran the risk of being taken over by the government and being converted
into imperial foundations, as these two were in the course of the ninth century.2 For a time it
appeared asif Lavramight follow the same pattern, having been built by Athanasios at the orders
of Nikephoros Phokas while the latter was still ageneral in the service of Romanos |1 (959-963);
then with its patron’s accession to the emperorship in 963 the new foundation suddenly found
itself a de facto imperial monastery. Through a brilliant set of tactical maneuvers, including tem-
porarily resigning his superiorship and leaving for an intended pilgrimage to the Holy Land, fol-
lowed by hard negotiating with the new emperor himself in Constantinople, Athanasios essen-
tially succeeded in sparing Lavrathis fate without giving up the advantages of generous financial
assistance.

The critical document that made this feat possible was Nikephoros I Phokas's chrysobull of
964,3 portions of which are preserved in (13) Ath. Typikon and (14) Ath. Testament. A reconstruc-
tion of the fragments of this text follows:

Frag. 1: We decree that after usthis Lavraisto be under the dominion of the most reverend monk
Athanasios, and while my majesty isstill alive we want this same most reverend monk Athanasios
to be the undisturbed superior of the eighty monksin this Lavra and in the cells round about the
Lavra. Everything isto be administered by him in accord with what is dear to God and consonant
with the monastic constitution. After his death, if my majesty is till alive, the person who has
distinguished himself in that same Lavraand the cells subject to it and in whom that most reverend
monk Athanasios before dying should have placed his trust, that man should be installed in the
position of superior. But when God shall call us from this vain life and have us partake of the
common chalice of death, we want nobody else at all to be appointed as superior of this lavra
except him whom the monks of the Lavra and the cells subject to it, having gathered together and

2 For these monasteries, see Denise Papachryssanthou, Actes du Prétaton ( = Archives de I’ Athos 7)
(Paris, 1975), pp. 35-41.

3 Franz Dol ger, Regesten der Kai serurkunden des ostr 6mi schen Reiches von 5651453, 5 vols. (Munich-
Berlin, 1924-65), no. 704.
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after careful examination, shall look upon as distinguished in virtue and capable of exercising this
office, and they shall establish him as superior. Under no circumstances at all do we permit a
person from adifferent lavra or monastery to become superior of thisone. Even after our death we
do not want anyone to be allowed to grant this Lavra to any secular or ecclesiastical person or
even to amonk or to make it subject to another monastery. It isour will and command, rather, that
it remain free and self-governing. = (13) Ath. Typikon [12]

Frag. 2: We do not want anyone advanced to the position of superior of this Lavra except that
person whom the monks of the Lavra after careful investigation shall find to be outstanding in
virtue and suitable for the task, and they shall install him as superior.

= (13) Ath. Typikon [18]

Frag. 3: The superior of the Lavra must not be appointed from anywhere el se except from among
the brothers persevering in it, and he must be distinguished in intelligence and in virtue. = (14)
Ath. Testament [3]

AsAthanasios' selection of excerpts from Nikephoros Phokas' chrysobull shows, he realized that
the right to name a superior was one of the traditional keysto control of amonastic institution. By
securing the emperor’s assent that the choice of the superior should eventually be determined
internally within Lavra, Athanasios hoped to make his foundation effectively an independent in-
stitution despite its continued dependence on the emperor for financial support.

4. The Costs of Growth
To a limited extent, the entire monastic community on Mount Athos had benefited financially
fromimperial patronage since Romanos | L ekapenos (920-944) granted an annual pension known
asthe roga, probably in the amount of three pounds of gold.# This sum was shared among many
institutions, however, while Athanasi os had an anal ogous annual pension from Nikephoros Phokas
exactly twice aslarge al to himself, even though he took the precaution of getting the emperor to
raise the general Athonite pension to seven pounds. Athanasios' imperial subvention allowed him
to support Lavra'srelatively large contingent of eighty monks even as early as 964. A doubling of
the subsidy later by Emperor John Tzimiskes (969-976) made it possible to increase the maxi-
mum number of monks supported to 120. Yet after Athanasios' death, Lavrawasto grow to almost
ninetimesitsoriginal size, reaching 700 monks by the time (15) Constantine I X [4] wasissued in
the mid-eleventh century.

Athanasios, like monastic directors elsewhere, had to face the consequences of the almost
inescapabl e nexus of growth and the increased economic activity needed to support it. His state-
ments in the Studite-inspired (13) Ath. Typikon notwithstanding, Athanasios seems to have had
few compunctions about permitting alevel of economic activities sufficient to support his monks,
but he had the advantage of extra flexibility thanks to his large imperial subsidy. Most other
Athonite ascetics, less well-connected than he, simply lacked Athanasios' access to patronage on

4 For the first imperial subsidy see Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, p. 54; Lavra's financial support from
the emperors is discussed below in (11) Ath. Rule, Institutional History, A 7-11.
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this scale. Some, untroubled by the consequences of increased economic activity, opted for self-
help. Others preferred to rely on the subsistence existence, perhaps assisted by asmall shareinthe
general imperial subsidy, that was traditional on Athos for solitary ascetics and small groups of
monks living in individual cells called kelliotai.

5. Protection for More Perilous Times
Despite his assertion of Lavra'singtitutional independence, Athanasios still found it difficult not
tothink likeatraditional patron, asin (13) Ath. Typikon [16], where he declaresin connection with
the choice of his successor, “In my own case, now, | have absolute dominion, and not even one
person can gainsay my command.” The appeal of the conventions of the old order was not merely
psychological; as external threats to the well-being of monastic institutions increased towards the
close of the tenth century (see below, Historical Context) prudent founders of the new indepen-
dent monasteries like Athanasios realized that it was simply too dangerous not to find a replace-
ment for the role formerly played by the private patron.

In (14) Ath. Testament Athanasios chose the protectorate for this role, embodied in two ad-
ministrators (epitropoi), one on Mount Athositself and another residing at court in Constantinople.
Thelocal administrator, Athanasios' friend and fellow ascetic John the Iberian, was to enjoy what
were traditional patronal rights over Lavra despite Athanasios concession of “absolute authority
and dominion” in the governance of both spiritual and material affairsto his successor as superior.
Therefore some thirty years after Lavra'sinitial designation as an “independent” monastery, the
internal contradictions between traditional needs for protection and new aspirations for self-gov-
ernance had not yet been resolved.

During Athanasios’ lifetime, he skillfully parried the recurring opposition of his Athonite
neighbors and managed to maintain the imperial subsidy, even gaining another increase from
Basil 11 in 978, all the while retaining a free hand in administering Lavra as he saw fit. After his
death, and throughout the eleventh century, arrangements for Lavra's governance remained sub-
ject to change, responsive to emerging threats to its institutional autonomy and problems the
monks encountered in governing themselves. In this era, as earlier, protection and financial sup-
port were the currencies with which interested parties—the emperors, patriarchs, local notables—
bought patronal privilegeinthe empire’sreligiousinstitutions. Following the exampl e of itsfounder,
Lavra generally drove a hard bargain.

6. The Future Direction of Athonite Monasticism
Aside from the three Athanasian texts, the other two documentsin this chapter’s grouping are (12)
Tzimiskes and (15) Constantine I X. Both are of considerable value to us since they stand outside
of the normative conventions of most other monastic typika and illustrate how very different
actual circumstances might be from the theoretical organization enjoined in the more conven-
tional foundation documents. These documents are also critical withesses to an ongoing struggle
in the late tenth and early eleventh centuries for the heart and soul of Athonite monasticism.

Under its traditional pattern of organization, Athos had a delicate balance of a variety of
monastic lifestyles under aloose organizational structure headed by aprotosat the principal settle-
ment, Karyes, and was governed by acouncil of elders and periodic assemblies of all themountain’s
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monks.5 During thereign of Leo VI the Wise (886-912), the Athonites had successfully fought off
an attempt at annexation by the neighoring cenobitic monastery of Kolobou.® Athanasios, who
had initially been warmly received by the Athonites, must have given them reason to fear arepeti-
tion of Kolobou'sinitiative when he began to develop Lavra as alarge, economically aggressive,
and territorially expansionist cenobitic monastery during Nikephoros Phokas' reign (963-969).

7. Reconciliation of Divergent Forms of Monastic Life

The actual author of (12) Tzimiskes, the Studite monk Euthymios, may have been chosen in 971—
72 to conduct Emperor John Tzimiskes' inquest primarily because of his monastery’straditionally
close association with the emperors (for which see (5) Euthymios, Institutional History) but it is
not unreasonabl e to suspect that Athanasios had some influence in the selection of the leader of a
cenobitic monastery linked by its customary to hisown for an investigation on whose outcome the
fate of Athanasios' lifetime work depended. In any event, Euthymios attempted to provide for the
interests of all the forms of monastic organization on Mount Athos, the emerging cenobitic mon-
asteries like Lavra as well as the more traditional small groups of kelliotic monks and solitary
ascetics.” He made a modest attempt to reform some of the disciplinary abuses present in tradi-
tional Athonite monasticism—such as the vagabond priests who presumed to celebrate the liturgy
without authorization from their bishops—that were endemic to the Byzantine private church
system, yet he also permitted the continuance of the commercial aspects of that system, especially
the sale, donation and bequeathing of monastic buildings and properties. His attempt to restrict the
Athonites' other commercial activities, even those engaged in for profit with laymen beyond the
Mountain, were half-hearted and ultimately ineffective. So not only wereAthanasios and his brand
of cenobitic monasticism enabled to stay on Mount Athos, but also the circumstances for its ex-
pansion at the expense of other forms of monastic life were especially propitious.

8. The Challenge of the Monastic Reform
The controversies of (12) Tzimiskes were re-examined in (15) Constantine 1X in 1045, 73 years
later, in another imperial inquest, led thistime by the monk Kosmas Tzintziloukes. In the interim,
Lavra, as noted, had grown to nearly ninetimesitsorigina size, and along with other large ceno-
bitic monasteries had come to dominate Mount Athos. Indeed, the last of the ascetics living in the
traditional way with a minimum of work and alms received from other monasteries had been
obliged to adopt a cenobitic organization before the close of the tenth century.8 This time the
challenge to Lavra and the other large monasteries, Athos' exponents of “big monasticism,” ap-
parently came from the smaller cenobitic institutions. Their leaders, reformist partisans of afun-
damentalist persuasion, achieved their first success even before Constantine 1X dispatched
Tzintziloukes on his mission by getting the emperor to order the use of (12) Tzimiskes along with
certain imperial chrysobulls asthe documents of reference for adjudicating the controversies with

S For the governmental institutions of Athos, see Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, pp. 11-64.

6 See theAct of Leo VI (908), ed. Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, pp. 5254, with discussion 38-41.
7 For this interpretation, see Papachryssanthou, Pr6taton, p. 100.

8 See Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, p. 102.
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their opponents. Ironically, (12) Tzimiskes, adocument notable in the context of its own times for
doing littleto restrict the growth of Lavra, was now readily employable as abase-line standard for
those who now wished to curtail the activities of the much larger Lavra of the mid-eleventh cen-
tury.

In Chapter One, we have already seen how some reform-minded monks and aspiring patrons
in (9) Galesios were appalled by the decay of cenobitical institutions and sought the founder
Lazarus guidance on how to do better. Virtually contemporaneously, the fundamentalist reform-
ers on Mount Athos were launching their own revolt against aristocratic privilege and permissive
attitudes towards a whol e range of economic activities that they thought were incompatible with
the monastic life. In addition to asserting the authoritativeness of (12) Tzimiskes, these reformers
also attempted to set up patristic authority as an equally valid touchstone of authority. The funda-
mentalist recovery of late antique patristic precedents, just noticeable here, would become a de-
velopment of great significance as the monastic reform movement progressed during the rest of
the eleventh century.

It isnoteworthy how the dynamics of the struggle changed in another way since (12) Tzimiskes.
Leaving aside economic issues, three-quarters of a century earlier, Athanasios could with some
justice see Lavra as the center of at least disciplinary reform against the background of the mores
of traditional private religious foundations on Athos. Now in the middle of the eleventh century,
Neophytos, one of Athanasios' successors, was among the participantsin the assembly memorial-
ized in (15) Constantine I X, but the mighty superior of Lavra, attended by his entourage of ser-
vants, could no longer be considered to be an agent of reform in any sense. The hostility of the
smaller houses towards what they deemed to be the arrogance of the larger monasteries is quite
manifest. Yet the larger houses—L avra and Vatopedi are mentioned by name—convincingly ar-
gued that their very size justified alenient interpretation of what wasto be permitted in the way of
sustaining economic activities. As Tzintziloukes quickly realized, times had changed so much that
the economic provisions of (12) Tzimiskes could no longer simply be reinstated despite his man-
date from the emperor to do just that. An enforcement of thedisciplinary legidationin (12) Tzimiskes
was easier to achieve, aswas apartial curtailment of the honorary prerogatives of the superiors of
the great monasteries. So neither side was able to win a complete victory here.

9. The Continuing Debate on Economic Activities
The participantsin theinquest that resulted in (15) Constantine | X were engaged in alively debate
over the appropriateness of various economic activitiesfor individualsin monastic life. As before,
the tolerance of the various Athonite monastic communities for these activities had determinative
implications for the size of their foundations, and tended to shape attitudes on related moral and
disciplinary problems as well.

The larger institutions tended over the long course of time to become more traditional (and
entrepreneurial) in outlook regardless of their ideological origins. By the mid-eleventh century
the Athonite establishment monasterieslike Lavrahad in effect fallen back on thereliableif hardly
abuse-free model availablein the old private religious foundation. The mores of thismodel stressed
freedom from interference by outside (i.e., public) authority, and accommodated self-sustaining
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growth by tolerating considerable economic activity, including transactions with laymen. Despite
his mandate from the emperor to decide the issues in dispute on the basis of the prescriptionsin
pre-existing typika and chrysobulls, Tzintziloukes found the logic of the great monasteries en-
dorsement of this model compelling, since the economic activity they willingly accepted could be
abolished only at the cost of drastically reducing the overall size of the monastic setttlement on
Athos.

The reformers, ideologically hostile to most commercial activities, had perforce to content
themselves with smaller foundations in order to maintain consistency with their principles since
—unlike Lavra—they were not recipients of specially-earmarked and generous imperial largess.
The attitudes associated with a“smaller is better” philosophy naturally appealed to smaller insti-
tutions. Most later reform monasteries in succeeding centuries would tend to be small in size too,
at least those that did not have access to imperial support.

As Tzintziloukes must have realized, the mid-eleventh century was hardly a propitious time
to embrace a vision of fundamentalist monasticism that could not accommodate growth without
outside financial support. The public authorities of the empire, both the imperial government and
the ecclesiastical hierarchy, were at that very time enthusiastically cooperating in the use of the
charistike, an extensive program to redistribute older private foundations among a new class of
private patrons that also encompassed the effective privatization of existing publicly supported
religious institutions. So massive imperial support, the solution devised for Lavra by Athanasios
for assuring itsinstitutional independence, was now hardly practical asamodel for other institu-
tions. Few contemporaries could have expected therefore that the fundamentalist reform party
would have had much of animpact on the future of Byzantine monasticism, but the very smallness
and relative insignificance of their foundations enabled them to escape the wave of de-facto secu-
larization through the charistike that overwhelmed virtually all other monastic foundationsin the
course of the eleventh century.® By the century’s end, their foundations were well positioned to
lead a reform with the support of sympathetic patrons of al social classes.

C. Historical Context

The broader historical context of this period helps us gain a better understanding of this micro-
view of monastic history on Mount Athosin this hundred-year period from the mid-tenth through
the mid-eleventh century.

1. The First Imperial Agrarian Legislation
A famous novel of Romanos Lekapenosissued in 934 included superiors, the directors of philan-
thropic institutions, archbishops, metropolitans, and other ecclesiastical officials along with lay
magnates in the list of individuals who were forbidden to obtain the property of peasants under
any circumstances.10 Romanos’ successor Constantine V11 (944-959) confirmed these restric-

9 50 John of Antioch, Oratio de monasteriis, chap. 9, ed. Paul Lemerle, “Réquisitoire du patriarche
Jean d’ Antioche contre le charisticariat,” REB 33 (1971), 213-84, at 109.

10 Romanos | Lekapenos, Novella de potentibus ab acquisitione praediorum arcendis (934) (JGR
3.241-52 = Zepos, Jus 1.205 ff.) = Ddlger, Regesten, no. 628.
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tions in a law of his own dated to 947.11 These laws had the effect of practically prohibiting
extensions of the endowments of monasteriesin order to increase revenues.

2. Nikephoros Phokas' Ban on Construction of Religious Facilities

Athanasios’ patron Nikephoros Phokas thought that the number of monasteries and philanthropic
foundations in the Byzantine Empire had become disproportionate to the need for them. Accord-
ingly, shortly after hisinitial patronage of the Lavra monastery, he issued a controversial law,12
probably in 964, which recommends that wealthy benefactors should henceforth sell properties
that they would otherwise have donated to new foundations and give the proceeds to the poor.
Alternatively, his law suggests that these benefactors turn their attentions to ruined and dilapi-
dated foundations that badly needed financial assistance for repairs and capital improvements.
These would use the benefactors' money to acquire field hands and livestock in order to put their
current propertiesto better use. The law strictly forbids benefactors to make direct grants of lands
and buildings although it makes special provision for exemptions for institutions that had short-
ages of endowed properties. While the law did not abolish private monasteries, it did prevent the
endowment of any new ones with landed property. Individual monastic cells (kellia) and lavras
(lavrai), or collections of such cells, were excepted from the restrictions too.

3. Relevance of Nikephoros Phokas' Law to Mount Athos

Nikephoros Phokas' law thus reflects a specific policy of encouraging small-scale lavriotic and
kelliotic monasticism while simultaneously curtailing the further growth of large landowning
monasteries.13 Whether L avrawas afoundation in accord with this policy or aspecial exceptionis
difficult to say. Certainly Lavrawas eventually to become just the sort of foundation of which the
emperor would not have approved. The foundation’s terminological ambiguity, called “Lavra’ but
operated as a koinobion, may have been intended to take advantage of one of the law’s largest
loopholes. On the other hand, Athanasios’ heavy reliance at first on imperial subsidies may have
kept Lavrawithin the spirit aswell astheletter of Nikephoros Phokas' law. Even when his succes-
sor John Tzimiskes made an additional grant to Lavra, recorded by (13) Ath. Typikon [36], that
was derived from tax receipts from the island of Lemnos, once again no land grants were in-
volved.

4. Background to the Development of the Charistike
Nikephoros Phokas' law most likely remained at |east nominally inforce until repealed by Basil |1
in 988.14 At about the same time Patriarch Nicholas Il Chrysoberges (980-992) unsuccessfully

11 constantine V11, Novella de potentibus praedia pauperum acquirentibus (JGR 3.252-56 = Zepos,
Jus 1.214 ff.), esp. chap. 2 = Délger, Regesten, no. 656.

12 Nikephoros Phokas, Novella de monasteriis (964) (JGR 3.292-96 = Zepos, Jus 1.249-52) = Dol ger,
Regesten, no. 699; translation and commentary by Peter Charanis, “Monastic Properties and the State in the
Byzantine Empire,” DOP 4 (1948), 53-118, at 56-57.

13 For the interpretation of the law and its relevance to Lavra, see Rosemary Morris, “The Two Faces
of Nikephoros Phokas,” B& MGS 12 (1988), 83-115, esp. 105-7.

14 Basil 11, Novella quae legem Nicephori de monasteriis tollit (988) (JGR 3.303 = Zepos, Jus 1.259)
= Ddlger, Regesten, no. 772. Authenticity questioned by N. Svoronos, “Histoire desinstitutions de I’ empire
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attempted to assert control over the monastery of Piperatos (once owned by Romanos| L ekapenos),
but the owners objected and Basil 11 upheld their private property rights in the institution.1® The
ownerswere ableto establish that their monastery wasindependent (autodespotos), likeAthanasios
Lavra, and had never been conceded to an ecclesiastical overlord.

Thereisno indication of what legal mechanism, if any, had been employed to permit private
benefactors to undertake the restoration of ruined ecclesiastical foundations under the provisions
of NikephorosPhokas' law beforeitsrepeal. It ispossiblethat the essential features of what would
become known asthe charistike were already in placein the 960s,16 but more likely that incidents
like the Piperatos case provided the stimulus for its devel opment since that judgment established
that the ecclesiastical hierarchy could not take over an old institution without regard for the owner’s
property rights.

5. Impact of the Charistike on Lavra

The soon-to-beinfamous charistike was a public program employed by the emperor and the eccle-
siastical hierarchy for the private management of religious institutions.1? It did not disturb the
ultimate rights of ownership but separated the rights of management and financial exploitation for
athird party. All grants were temporary and limited to one, two, or (rarely) three lifetime tenan-
cies. The charistike originated and flourished in the tolerant atmosphere of a society long accus-
tomed to lay and governmental exploitation of ecclesiastical institutions and their properties, but
contemporary benefactors like Athanasios who were committed to preserving the independence
of their foundations could not but see it asa serious threat to their interests. Athanasios' establish-
ment of a protectorate for his foundation in (14) Ath. Testament, sometime after 993, most likely
reflects his perception of thisthreat and constitutes his attempt to ward it off by designating ahigh
court official, the epi tou kanikleiou, and his successorsin perpetuity as administrative trusteesfor
Lavra

6. Ecclesiastical Opposition to the Charistike
As we have seen, two distinct views on the proper conduct of monastic life on Mount Athos
developed during the interval of approximately 50 years between (14) Ath. Testament and (15)
Constantine | X in 1045. This was atime of great stress for the Byzantine church generally that
was directly related to the charistike. Roughly contemporaneously with the drafting of (14) Ath.
Testament, the charistike was challenged by Patriarch Sisinnios Il (996-998) who terminated
patriarchal participation inthe program and ordered the return of all patriarchal monasteriesalien-
ated by his precedessors not only under the charistike but also under epidosis.18 This latter was a
program parallel to but older than the charistike, designed to facilitate the transfer of monasteries

byzantin,” Annuaire de I’ Ecole pratique des hautes études, IV® section (1970-71), 353-65, at 357, but see
my “A Disputed Novel of Basil 11,” GRBS 24 (1983), 273-83.

15 pygtathios Rhomai os, Peira (JGR 1.43); for the foundation, see Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, p. 39.

16 see (12) Tzimiskes [7] with note.

17 For the charistike, see General Bibliography, XX1V: Monasticism and the Charistike.

18 Grumel, Regestes, no. 809; recorded by Theodore Balsamon, Comm. ad C. Nicaen. Il, c. 13 (R&P
2.612).
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from one ecclesiastical authority to another. It had been used since the late tenth century to com-
pensate for significant differencesin the endowments of episcopal, archiepiscopal and metropoli-
tan sees. Even Athanasios had been one of its beneficiaries when Nicholas |1 Chrysoberges em-
ployed it in 989 to donate to L avra a dilapidated monastery of the Mother of God of Gomatou.19

7. Basil II'sAgrarian Law of 996

Basil 11, however, remained committed to the use of the charistike, as his famous law Peri ton
dynaton, issued just before Sisinnios|1’s el evation to the patriarchate in 996, makes clear.20 Among
other problems addressed in thislaw wasthe challenge of how to reconcile operation of thecharistike
with the imperial government’s longstanding agrarian policy of reversing the increasing concen-
tration of rural land ownership in the hands of the aristocracy. Apparently local bishops, relying
on the charistike, were annexing small religious foundations in villages upon the deaths of their
peasant proprietors and then granting them out to wealthy magnates under this program. As a
result, magnates were continuing to gain communal property in violation of the spirit of existing
imperial agrarian legislation. This the emperor was unwilling to countenance any longer, but his
law makes generous allowance for donations of other, larger foundations so that the charistike
could continue. Foundations, like Athanasios' Lavra monastery, that were under imperial over-
sight (pronoia) by virtue of having received dedicatory offerings (solemnia) or allowances for
expenses of illumination (photapsiai) were also excluded from liability to being granted out under
the charistike. This exception, granted at a critical time in the history of Athanasios' foundation,
perhaps accounts for Lavra's ability to escape from participation in the charistike during the el ev-
enth century.

8. Basil II's Law on the Allelengyon (1002)
Basil 1l increased the pressure on the ecclesiastical hierarchy with his law of 1002 that required
wealthy property ownersto assume the burden of the defaulted taxes of their poorer neighbors, an
obligation known as the allelengyon.21 Patriarch Sergios Il (999-1019), supported by a delega-
tion of bishops and monastic superiors, took the lead in protesting against the burden this law
placed on the empire's ecclesiastical institutions. Basil 11's refusal to repeal this law probably
motivated the patriarchate to reconsider its opposition to the charistike. In any event, Sergios ||
eventually saw fit in 1016 to resume use of the charistike and epidosis. Even if this decision
relieved the church of some of itsfiscal burdens, it did not suffice to gain a cancellation of the law
on the allelengyon from the emperor when the patriarch sought this favor a second time in 1019.
The law remained in force even after Basil 11's death in 1025, and was repealed only after the
accession of Romanos |11 Argyros (1028-1034).

19 paul Lemerleet a ., Actes de Lavra, pt. 1: Des Origines a 1204 ( = Archives de I’ Athos 5) (Paris,
1970), doc. 8 (989), pp. 115-17.

20 Basil |1 , Peri ton dynaton (996) (JGR 3.306—18 = Zepos, Jus 1.262—72) = D&l ger, Regesten, no. 783.

21 Dolger, Regesten, no. 793.
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9. Patriarch Alexios Studites’ Reform of the Charistike
It was left to Alexios Studites (1024-1043), the last patriarch chosen during the reign of Basil |1,
to makethefirst attempts at reforming the abusesthat became endemic in the charistike.22 Synodeal
legislation issued in 1027 set up the office of the patriarch’s chancellor (chartophylax) to serve as
aclearinghouse for the approval and registration of all grants of ecclesiastical institutions. Further
legislation in 1028 ordered the expulsion of corrupt beneficiaries (the charistikarioi) and denied
the competence of secular courts to entertain countersuits. This legislation also attempted to re-
strict the charistike to non-diocesan monasteries. The patriarch’s decision to attempt to reform
rather than abolish the charistike probably reflectstheinability of the hard-pressed public churches
to take back all of the institutions that had been conceded to laymen over the previous forty years
and thus be responsiblefor their tax obligations under the then still current law on the allelengyon.

10. Renewed Peril from the Charistike

It may be doubted how effectiveAlexios Studites' legidation wasin curbing abuses of the charistike.
As(9) Galesios[141] shows, by the mid-eleventh century the provincial hierarchy eagerly sought
to suppress the independence of or else simply dissolve privately founded monasteries. Lazarus,
that document’s author, sought to prevent this by gaining an independent constitution for one of
his monasteries and by drawing up atypikon for the others, to be confirmed later by Constantine
IX and Patriarch Michael | Keroullarios (1043-1058). Since by that time the emperor and the
patriarch were among the most prolific users of the charistike, this was necessarily a dangerous
game, yet one that the Athonite monks showed could still be played with success.

11. Historical Background to (15) Constantine I X
Therefore, when the assembly of the Athonite community attested to by (15) Constantine I X met
in 1045 under the leadership of the emperor’s personal representative Kosmas Tzintzil oukes, Athos
monasteries were, despite their constitutional and ideological differences, anomalous elementsin
the contemporary ecclesiastical |andscape otherwise dominated by the charistike. The knowledge
of the blatant economic exploitation visited upon other ecclesiastical institutions included in the
charistike probably helped the directors of the great Athonite monasteries like Lavrafeel justified
in their pursuit of various commercial activities and vigorous territorial expansion. At the same
time, the example of the charistike probably served to reinforce the pre-existing casualness with
which private benefactorswere proneto treat their foundations and their properties (see especially
(15) Constantine 1X[9], [11]). Conversely, the fundamentalist reformers reacted in horror against

22 plexios Studites, Hypomnema A" (R&P 5.20-24) = Grumel, Regestes, no. 833; Hypomnema B’
(R&P 5.25-32) = Grumel, Regestes, no. 835.
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11. Ath. Rule: Rule of Athanasios the Athonite for the Lavra Monastery

Date: Original composition, 963; possibly revised ca. 10201 Tranglator: George Dennis

Edition employed: Ph. Meyer, Die Haupturkunden fir die Geschichte der Athoskldster (Leipzig,
1894), pp. 130-40.

Manuscript: Codex Iveron 754 (16th c.)?

Other trandlations: None

Institutional History

A. Athanasios the Athonite and the Foundation of Lavra

1. Sources
Aswith Theodore the Studite'sfamous monastery of Stoudios at Constantinople, we are fortunate
to have a considerable group of sourcesto illustrate the history of thisfoundation. Athanasioswas
the probable author, not only of the present document, but also of the later (13) Ath. Typikon and
(14) Ath. Testament, which taken together enable us to follow the evolution of his ideas on the
organization of Lavra over atroubled period of at least twenty years in the last half of the tenth
century. Also, the cartul aries of both Lavraand Protaton, the administrative center of Mount Athos,
preserve documents dating back to the late ninth century, including several that date from
Athanasios’ lifetime. Both (12) Tzimiskes and (15) Constantine IX are preserved in the Protaton
cartulary. The cartularies of some other Athonite monasteries, particularly that of the Georgian
monastery of Iveron, are useful too, both for the early history of Lavra and for the balance of its
history during Byzantine times down to the fifteenth century. Hardly lessimportant are the contri-
butions of the hagiographic tradition, especially the two Lives of Athanasios, for which J. Noret
has provided a much-needed modern critical edition, and the Georgian Life of Athanasios' col-
laborator John the Iberian and his son Euthymios.3

The relationship between the two Athanasian Lives, their authorship, dating, and place of
composition have all been subject to considerable controversy.# The conclusions of Noret (Vitae
duae, pp. cviii—cxxix) are accepted here: that Life A is the earlier of the two documents, having
been composed by Athanasios, amonk of the Panagios monastery in Constantinople, in the capi-
tal in thefirst quarter of the eleventh century before the death of Basil 11 in 1025, while Life B was
written at Lavra, utilizing Life A as well as other written sources, at some time after 1028, most
likely considerably later, aslate, in fact, as the first half of the twelfth century.

2. Athanasios' Monastic Vocation
The early life of Athanasiosis known exclusively from the two Lives.> He was born at Trebizond
ca. 925-930, and given the baptismal name of Abraamios. Brought to Constantinople for studies
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during thereign of Romanos | L ekapenos (920-944), he later became aprofessor. Hisattraction to
the monastic life was due to Michael Maleinos, the superior of the Kyminas monastery on Mount
Olymposin Bithynia.6 Thelatter, known to usfrom a hagiographic Life by his disciple Theophanes,
had been a solitary ascetic before he built a lavra, a monastic institution designed to prepare
monksfor solitary life, for the benefit of hisdisciples. Maleinos drew up atypikon for thisfounda-
tion that no longer survives. Abraamios became amonk at Kyminas under the name of Athanasios
circa952 and resided there for about five years, eventually progressing to the solitary life. During
his residence, Michael introduced him to his nephew, the future emperor Nikephoros Il Phokas
(963-969), then strategos of the Anatolic theme and one of Kyminas' patrons.

3. Athanasios' Arrival on Mount Athos

Athanasios |eft Kyminas for Mount Athos, supposedly to escape the burdens of his growing noto-
riety. On his arrival, either at the end of 957 or the beginning of 958, he sought anonymity and
even lived under an assumed name.” He was welcomed both by an individual Athonite monk
named Zygos, with whom he lived for a year, and later, by the Athonite community at Karyes,
where he was installed in a kellion toward the end of 959. Sought out and eventually discovered
by Leo Phokas, brother of Nikephoros, Athanasios nevertheless gained for himself ayear of soli-
tude during 960 at Melana, a desolate site near the southeastern tip of the Athonite peninsula
ceded to him by the protos, the leader of the Athonite monks. It was here that the Lavra monastery
would be erected a few years later.

4. Foundation of Lavra

(13) Ath. Typikon preservesthe founder’s own official account of the circumstances of the founda-
tion of Lavra. This document, however, must be considered in conjunction with the hagiographic
testimonies that not only present a different chronology but also record some important episodes
that Athanasios chose to suppress.8 Summoned to Crete where Nikephoros Phokas was conclud-
ing his successful reconquest of theisland for Byzantium, Athanasios arrived either just before or
shortly after the fall of Chandax in March 961. Athanasios and his patron discussed the latter’'s
idea of joining him in retirement on Mount Athos, but nothing definite was determined at that
time. Later, Nikephoros Phokas sent Methodios, a monk and future superior of Kyminas, to
Athanasios with sufficient funds to construct a lavra and the necessary associated buildings at
Melana. Life A makes 961 the decisive year for the building of the Lavra, while (13) Ath. Typikon
[6], [7] requires achronology that would place the construction in 962—-963.2 In any event, during
the six months that Methodios was resident with Athanasios on Mount Athos, the latter began
work, completing agroup of cells designed for five solitaries and arefectory in which they could
take mealstogether, then starting work on a church, akatholikon dedicated to the Annunciation of
the Mother of God. Both the refectory and the katholikon, though much changed over the last
thousand years, are still in existence today.10 The hagiographic sources record that Athanasios
also fixed “in great detail” administrative, liturgical, and disciplinary proceduresfor his monks at
this time.11 The discussions clearly indicate that this was when the present document, (11) Ath.
Rule, was drawn up, at least in itsinitial form.
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5. Lavra’'s Patron Nikephoros Phokas Becomes Emperor

Work on the church was interrupted when the news of Nikephoros Phokas' accession to the throne
reached Mount Athos; since hewas acclaimed by hisarmy at Caesareain July 963 but not crowned
in Constantinople until August, this must have been towards the end of summer or early fall 963.
In (13) Ath. Typikon [7], Athanasios implies that he left promptly for Constantinople to reproach
the emperor for his breach of engagement, but from the hagiographic tradition we learn that
Athanasios’ actions in response to the anticipated |oss of his patron, partner, and financial backer
were considerably more complicated.12 He evidently considered abandoning his own association
with Lavra, even going so far as to propose the monk Euthymios to Nikephoros Phokas as a
suitable candidate for the superiorship, a nomination that the emperor accepted. Athanasios him-
self intended to make a pilgrimage to the Holy Land, but political conditions there were unstable,
so he halted hisjourney at Cyprus, where the superior of the Monastery of the Saints lodged him
and his disciple Antony for a time. Prompted by a vision to return to Lavra where, Euthymios
having declined to assume the superiorship, conditions had deteriorated in Athanasios' absence,
the holy man arrived at the end of 963 or early 964, warmly welcomed by his monks aswell as by
the other Athonites.

6. Athanasios' “Conversion” to Cenobiticism

Athanasios actually appeared at Constantinopl e before Nikephoros Phokas only in 964, sometime
before May, the date of a chrysobull awarding Lavrathree relicsincluding afragment of the Holy
Crossand the head of St. Basil of Caesarea.13 Asnoted by Papachryssanthou (Pr6taton, p. 81), the
year 964 was aturning point in the history of both Lavra and Athonite monasticism, for by virtue
of thefact that Lavra sfounder (its ktetor) had become emperor, it was transformed into ade facto
imperial monastery, which could not but have consequences for all of Mount Athos. Also,
Athanasios' “conversion” to cenobitic monasticism becomes clear at this time. Before his acces-
sion to the throne, Nikephoros Phokas seems to have envisioned an individual kellion attached to
atraditional Byzantine lavra (hence the foundation's name) as his place of retirement on Mount
Athos.14 Yet subtly, as Leroy (“Conversion,” p. 110) realized, Athanasios modified his patron’s
plans to make Lavra (despite its name) a cenobitic foundation. Despite the fact that there is noth-
ing in Athanasios' background to suggest that he might be receptive to this form of organization
rather than the lavriotic and solitary forms of monasticism that he himself had practiced over the
years, his choice of (4) Soudios as the unacknowledged model for (11) Ath. Rule (for which see
below, Analysis) certainly indicates that somehow he had come around to the idea of installing a
cenobitic foundation on Athos.

7. Nikephoros Phokas' Chrysobullsfor Lavra
In any event, the concessions Athanasios obtained from Nikephoros Phokas during the former’s
visit to Constantinople in 964 enabled him to support alarge cenobitic foundation and assure its
autonomy.1® Of the chrysobulls that the emperor awarded at this time, only the one mentioned
above donating relics survives. This document confirms two earlier chrysobulls whose content
must be reconstructed from scattered quotations and references el sewhere. The more important of
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these two chrysobulls awarded an independent constitution to Lavra and (probably) also the rev-
enues required to support 80 monks, specifically acash annuity (solemnion) of 244 nomismata, an
annual payment in kind, and the monastery of St. Andrew of Peristerai near Thessalonike with all
its properties (subordinated to Lavra under epidosis). The other chrysobull may have granted
Lavra 32 tax-exempt peasants on aproperty near Hierissos, or some other combination of benefits
from among those listed above.

8. Lavraand Its Athonite Neighbors

As Papachryssanthou (Pr6taton, p. 83) notes, these concessions and grants made Lavraarich and
powerful monastery, especially within the context of the other generally smaller, differently orga-
nized monastic foundations on Mount Athos. Perhaps conscious of the jealousy Lavra's good
fortune might provoke or else to honor prior engagements to neighboring institutions, Athanasios
also got the emperor to increase the annual pension for all of Mount Athos from three to seven
pounds of gold and to make a promise to rebuild the Protaton church at Athos' administrative
headquarters at Karyes.16 Yet these benefactions would not suffice to win Athanasios the good
will of his neighbors. The murder of Nikephoros Phokas by his successor John Tzimiskes (969—
976) four years later left Lavra without a patron and encouraged opponents of Athanasios on
Mount Athos to hope to enlist the support of the emperor for his expulsion from the mountain.

9. The Tragos Affair

Athanasios' opponents included not only the solitaries whose traditional way of life his expan-
sionist cenobitic monastery threatened, but al so the Athonite elders who objected to his promotion
of large-scale farming and viticulture, seen asareversal of “ancient usages and customs.” Eventu-
ally the new emperor dispatched Euthymios the Studite to the mountain to investigate the com-
plaints. Theinquest led to theissuancein late 971 or early 972 of thefirst typikon to govern Athos,
(12) Tzimiskes, nicknamed the “ Tragos” or “billy goat” after the parchment on which it was writ-
ten, which sought (so Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, p. 100) to safeguard theinterests of each of the
groups, the solitary hermits, the leaders of small bands of monks in kellia, and the burgeoning
cenobitic monasteries like Lavra, so that all could share the mountain harmoniously.1? In his own
writings, Athanasios ignores the inquest; the hagiographic tradition treats this, the most serious
threat Athanasios ever faced to his position on Mount Athos, with a certain disingenuousness,
turning the inquest into afavor granted by Tzimiskes to Athanasios to promote good-will among
hisAthonite opponents, who allegedly had been overawed by the results of aquick visit Athanasios
had made to the capital that won the emperor over to his side. Regardless of the intent of (12)
Tzimiskes, the result was avictory for Athanasios and his cenobitic version of monasticism, to the
detriment of more traditional forms. Either personally or through the agency of his trusted col-
laborator John the Iberian, Athanasi os secured from John Tzimiskes adoubling of hispredecessor’'s
cash annuity, which made it possible now to support up to 120 monks at Lavra.18

10. Continued Athonite Opposition to Athanasios
Both the hagiographic tradition and modern scholars view Athanasios' successful survival of the
imperial inquest as a turning point, but opposition to Athanasios seems to have remained strong
for the rest of his life.1® There was an attempted assassination by a monk in his own community
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who hated the cenobitic life, while another monk, whose grievanceis not stated, sought to employ
sorcery against him.

11. Athanasios' Political Skills

Athanasiosdrew up (13) Ath. Typikon, hisfoundation’ stypikon, later in the reign of John Tzimiskes,
probably sometime between 973 and 975.20 Like (11) Ath. Rule, it istextually linked to an earlier
Studite document, (3) Theodore Studites, but once again without explicit acknowledgement. While
most founders drew up their typika at the ends of their lives, Athanasios was far from finished with
his career. Gifted with impressive political skills, Athanasios ably charted a course for hisfounda-
tion during the troubled last quarter of the tenth century, getting the next emperor Basil 11 (976—
1025) to confirm the chrysobulls of his predecessors Nikephoros Phokas and John Tzimiskes as
well as to bestow others that |eft Lavra richer and more populated.?! In 978, the government of
Basil Il and Constantine V111 issued one such chrysobull that increased Lavra's financial assis-
tance to the level where 500 monks could be supported. Athanasi os even managed to benefit from
one of the era’s controversial programs for the management of religious institutions by obtaining
from Patriarch Nicholas 11 Chrysobergesin 989 the donation under epidosis of adilapidated mon-
astery of Gomatou near Hierissos which he later converted into a Lavriote dependency.22

12. Athanasios' Provision for a Protectorate over Lavra

It was at least a decade after the composition of (13) Ath. Typikon that Athanasios drew up what
was to be the last of his three foundation documents, (14) Ath. Testament, sometime after 984.
Accommodating himself skillfully, as usual, to changed political circumstances, he made a provi-
sion in this document, to be kept secret until his death, for a dual protectorate for Lavra, to be
filled by two administrators (epitropoi), Nikephoros, the emperor’s epi tou kanikleiou or chancel-
lor in Constantinople, and Athanasios' old collaborator John the Iberian. The latter appointment
wasthe culmination of along friendly relationship between Athanasios and the Georgian commu-
nity on Mount Athos, which had by this time been established in the Monastery of Iveron.23

13. Last Challenge to Athanasios' Authority

Athanasios faced one more serious challenge to his authority on Mount Athos, the revolt of the
“young superiors.” 24 According to the account in the hagiographic tradition, certain superiors of
the younger generation, jealous of Athanasios and resentful of his success in reducing the author-
ity of the protos, the nominal |eader of Athos, succeeded in persuading Phakenos, who held that
officein the last decade of the tenth century, to join them in a personal appeal against Athanasios
to Basil |1, who was then in the vicinity with histroopsin Macedonia. Athanasios quickly divined
their intentions, but allowed them to proceed on their way to the emperor. As it happened, they
were set upon by Turkish mercenaries alied to the Byzantines who robbed them and left them
stripped naked on the road, where Athanasios discovered them later and took pity on them. These
superiors are said to have still been alive when Life A was composed in the first quarter of the
eleventh century.

14. Circumstances of Athanasios' Death
It was appropriately ironic that Athanasios should meet his death while engaged in an ambitious
project to rebuild Lavra's katholikon to accommodate the sixfold increase in the number of monks
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since 964.25 Along with six other monks Athanasios fell from the scaffolding on which he was
standing to make a work inspection, and was crushed on a pile of building debris. The sudden,
violent, and unconventional manner of his death may have pleased some of his enemies, for the
author of Life A was motivated to assert at length that such a death was not always asign of divine
displeasure. Athanasios died on July 5, but the year is unknown. Judging from documents in
Lavra's cartulary, he was still alive in 996 but deceased in 1012; he is also known to have prede-
ceased John the Iberian, who himself died in 1008.26 Lemerle (Lavra, pt. 1, p. 48) supposes that
he died in the first years of the eleventh century, perhaps in 1001.

B. The History of Lavra after Athanasios

1. Athanasios' Legacy
When Athanasios died, his designated successor Antony was in Constantinople conducting busi-
ness for the monastery. This Antony was likely, but not certainly, Athanasios' companion on the
latter’s flight to Cyprus back in 963-964.27 There is no direct attestation in the sources, but it
appears that Antony later resigned his superiorship to become director (and possibly founder) of
the monastery of Panagios at Constantinople.28 If this monastery was not aformal dependency of
Lavra, as Noret (Vitae duae, p. cxxiv) supposed, it was at least an alternative (and possibly rival)
center for the Athanasian tradition; sometime before 1025, Antony’s disciple, Athanasios of
Panagiou, wrote here the first of the hagiographic lives of the late Athanasios the Athonite, Life
A.29 Panagios own typikon, now lost, would serve as the model for theimportant reform typikon,
(23) Pakourianos, towards the end of the eleventh century (see below, Chapter Four).

At Lavra, rivalries between the Greek monks there and the Georgians at Iveron frustrated
Athanasios' hopes for utility of the protectorate under John the Iberian ((11008) and his son and
successor Euthymios ([01028).30 Turnover in the office of superior was frequent, and we do not
even know the names of the incumbents during the 1020s. A dispute between the administrator
(epitropos) Euthymios and the monks of Lavra over some administrative matter led the latter to
appeal for relief to Constantine V111 (1025-1028), who summoned Euthymios to Constantinople
for an inquiry. The enlargement of the katholikon begun by Athanasios was completed by 1004,
however, with the financial assistance of the other administrator, Nikephoros epi tou kanikleiou.
Mylonas (“Catholicon,” p. 104) believes that the two side chapels dedicated to the Forty Saints
and St. Nicholas, mentioned in Life B aswell asin (11) Ath. Rule[1] but not in Life A, were built
subsequent to the composition of the last-named document, i.e., after 1025.31 Mylonas' supposi-
tion that (11) Ath. Rule must have been re-edited or at least interpolated in the 1020s to reflect the
existence of these side chapelsis certainly possible, asit isadocument in the Studite tradition that
was itself a product of evolutionary change over more than a century since the original composi-
tion of (4) Soudios.

2. Chrysobulls of Constantine IX Monomachos
By the mid-eleventh century, reform currents stirring in monastic circles emboldened opponents
of the great Athonite monasteries like Lavra, Vatopedi, and perhaps also Iveron, to appeal to the
emperor for a return to the provisions of (12) Tzimiskes as issued three-quarters of a century
earlier. Aswill be seen in the discussion of (15) Constantine I X in this chapter, neither sidewon a
complete victory in this second imperial inquest, conducted this time by the monk Kosmas
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Tzinziloukes, which led to the issuance of the second typikon governing the monastic communi-
ties on Mount Athos in 1045.32

Although Lavra's superior Kosmas succeeded in preventing the imperial inquest from return-
ing Athosto the terms of (12) Tzimiskes, an outcome that would have been disastrousfor this very
large monastery so dependent on extensive economic enterprise for its support, Lavra continued
to betroubled by the demands of local imperial officials aswell asthe disorder and indiscipline of
itsown monks. Attributing these troublesto the lapse of its protectorate after the deaths of Euthymios
(01028) and Nikephoros the epi tou kanikleiou, Lavra’'s monks requested Constantine 1X
Monomachos to appoint a new lay administrator; the local administrator’'s position on Mount
Athos was not proposed for revival, however. The emperor obliged, issuing a chrysobull in 1052,
appointing John, the current incumbent of the office of epi tou kanikleiou, to the office.33

3. Lavra's Imperia Relations down to Alexios | Komnenos
Judging from (15) Constantine IX [4], Lavrawas able to support as many as 700 monks by mid-
century. Exploiting its status as an imperial monastery without effectively surrendering its claim
to independence, Lavra continued to accumulate donations and privileges for the balance of the
eleventh century. Michael VI Stratiotikos (1056—-1057) issued a chrysobull in 1057, of which an
original copy is preserved, increasing Lavra's solemnion to the equivalent of 812 nomismata.34
Originally set by Nikephoros Phokas at 244 nomismata, it was increased as we have seen by John
Tzimiskes to 488 and then by Basil 11 to 596 nomismata.

In 1060, in another document still preserved in the original, Constantine X Doukas (1059—
1067) acceded to a request by the Athonite monks that he confirm both Constantine 1X
Monomachos' (second) chrysobull restoring the protectorate over Lavra as well as another
chrysobull (now lost) of Constantine VI Porphyrogennitos (944-959) that granted privileges to
Lavra's dependency, the monastery of St. Andrew of Peristerai.35 This last chrysobull, evidently
granted to St. Andrew’s before that monastery was subordinated to Lavra under epidosis by
Nikephoros Phokas in 964, is said to have recognized Peristerai as an imperial monastery exempt
from the control of the metropolitan of Thessalonike, and may therefore have served as a model
for Lavra's own charter of independence. In Constantine X Doukas' chrysobull here, Lavra's
protectorate is described for the first time as an ephoreia (see discussion below in Chapter Three).

4. Lavrain the Era of the Monastic Reform
Although at the time of its foundation in the tenth century, Lavra could be considered as akind of
“reform” monastery in the Studite tradition, its astounding growth thanks to generous imperial
patronage and its willingness to engage in extensive commercial activity made it a very different
kind of institution by the mid-eleventh century at the time of Constantine I X Monomachos' impe-
rial inquest in 1045. The vigorous dissent of Athonite reformers against the Lavriote brand of “big
monasticism” detectable in (15) Constantine | X did not succeed at that time in curbing Lavra's
continued growth, nor that of similar large cenobitic institutions, yet the seeds of a successful
monastic reform eventually took root elsewhere. As will be seen below in the discussion accom-
panying Chapter Four, the Constantinopolitan monastery represented by (22) Evergetis would
eclipse Lavraand indeed all of Mount Athos as the most important center of Byzantine monasti-
cism in the twelfth century.

The nature of the monastic reform’s impact on Lavra, which had become by the end of the
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eleventh century arich but ideologically conservative institution, has not yet been studied. Yet
someindications of thereform’simpact on Lavraand on Mount Athos generally arereadily appar-
ent. A serious moral scandal, the “Vlach Question,” due to consequences of the settlement of
Vlach shepherds on the mountain, was uncovered circa 1100, resulting in the expulsion of these
lay settlers at the instigation of the ecclesiastical reform party.36 Also, the reform-minded Patri-
arch Nicholas |11 Grammatikos (1084-1111) tried to impose punishments and excommunications
as part of an attempt to establish his jurisdiction over the monasteries of Mount Athos.37

Though Lavra continued to receive benefits from the emperors, including a donation of an
additional annual revenue of 100 nomismata awarded by Alexios| Komnenos (1081-1118) on the
occasion of his installation of Theodore Kephalas as Lavra's superior,38 both the monastery’s
imperial stipends and the growth in its landed estates must have come to a halt with the Latin
conquest of 1204.

5. Lavrain Late Byzantine Times3®

Lavra sfortunesresumed with the growing power of the Nicaean Emperor Michael V111 Palaiologos
(1259-82), who in 1259 confirmed Lavra's existing properties and added another village to its
endowment. Thisemperor, despite hisrecovery of Constantinoplein 1261, was generally unpopu-
lar on Mount Athos because of his determination to enforce compliance with his Unionist policy
towards the Latin church. Under Andronikos Il (1282-1328), L avra benefited from generous im-
perial donations, but also witnessed the attempt by Patriarch Athanasios | (1289-93 and 1303-9),
circa1303-5, to convert it into a patriarchal monastery (see below, Chapter Nine, (55) Athanasios
1), and had to accept the imposition of the requirement of its superiors’ obtaining patriarchal in-
vestiture that thisemperor imposed in 1312. Several important figuresin thelate Byzantine church,
such as the hesychast theologian Gregory Palamas and Patriarch Philotheos K okkinos (1354-55
and 1364—76), had served as superiors of Lavra at early pointsin their careers. Generally speak-
ing, Lavracontinued to prosper economically through the first half of the fourteenth century, then
suffered along with all of Mount Athos as political conditions deteriorated with the slow but
inexorable collapse of the Byzantine Empire during the latter half of that century.

6. Lavraunder Ottoman Rule?0
Like the rest of Mount Athos, Lavra passed under Ottoman hegemony in 1423/24, a few years
before the fall of Thessalonike in 1430 to Sultan Murad 11.41 Despite the sultan’s recognition of
Athonite autonomy in exchange for the payment of annual tribute, Lavrainevitably lost many, if
not all, of its far-flung estates outside Athos itself. By the early sixteenth century, the number of
monks had become dangerously low, and at that time, if not earlier, the cenobitic regime was
abandoned for an idiorhythmic form of monasticism that, by permitting the monks to earn their
own livings generally asthey saw fit, proved |ess burdensome on the monastery’s resources. Circa
1525 a patron, Neophytos, metropolitan of Serres, commissioned the mural decoration of the
katholikon by Theophanes of Crete. An earthquake destroyed the cupola of Lavra's katholikon in
1526, but the monastery was able to get it repaired thanks to the generosity of another patron,
either a certain Vladislav or else Gennadios, another metropolitan of Serres who rehabilitated the
refectory ayear later in 1527. Theophanes of Crete also decorated the refectory, circa1527-30. A
second earthquake of 1584—85, which damaged the cupola again as well as the two choirs, was
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likewise repaired by a benefactor, Anthimos, metropolitan of Adrianople, who later became patri-
arch of Constantinople.

Sylvester, the orthodox patriarch of Alexandria, is said to have attempted a restoration of
cenobitic lifein 1579, but without enduring success. By the beginning of the seventeenth century,
Lavra was reduced to only five or six monks, but the monastery was rescued when Patriarch
Dionysios |11 decided to retire here in 1665, bequeathing all of his property to the monastery.
Sometime before 1744, extensive additions to the katholikon were undertaken, with the open
colonnade between the two side chapels being blocked off to create a second narthex, in front of
which an exonarthex was constructed.

7. Lavrain Modern Times*2

Lavrastill functions as a monastery, though it now follows an idiorhythmic form of organization.
Of the twenty monasteries recognized by the Athonite constitutional charter of 1924, the Great
Lavra holds the first rank of honor. In 1980, there were 376 monks, including 56 living at the
Lavraitself and 320 living at the various dependencies, including Lavra’s three sketae.43 There
was amajor rehabilitation of the katholikon in 1899, with the three entrances being redecorated in
neo-renaissance style, giving the building its present form. The building is now dedicated to the
Dormition of St. Athanasios the Athonite, probably having been reconsecrated in the fifteenth
century. Thetreasury, afreestanding building behind the katholikon, also housesthelibrary, which
contains some 2,046 manuscripts, of which at least 800 are from the Byzantine era, aswell as 172
Byzantine charters.44

Analysis

Although only the scribal title identifies the author of this document, Athanasios cross-references
itin (13) Ath. Typikon [39] and in (14) Ath. Testament [3] which are undoubtedly his work. The
document is undated, but the hagiographic tradition associates it with Lavra's foundation.4° In-
deed, asLemerle (Lavra, pt. 1, p. 21) observed, it would be surprising if this, the most fundamen-
tal of Athanasios' three foundation documents, was not instituted in the first years of Lavra's
existence.

A. Use of the Model Typikon

AsLeroy (“Conversion,” p. 115) realized, (11) Ath. Rule is modelled very closely on the Studite
typikon, (4) Soudios. Athanasios certainly had some version of that document in front of him
while composing his own Rule. This document, therefore, isan important testimony to the contin-
ued influence and prestige of Studite monasticism nearly a century and a half after the death of
Theodore the Studite. Of the 37 chapters into which our translation of this document has been
divided for ease of cross-reference, 23 chapters contain quotations from (4) Stoudios. Within the
chapters of the Athanasian Rule, there are many more quotations—all of them unacknowledged—
the precise number and delimitations of which are difficult to determine. Only two, to befound in
[25] and [26], can be traced solely to (4) Stoudios Version [A], while just five, located in [3], [6],
[7], [15], and [24], can be traced exclusively to Version [B]. All the rest, with the exception of
some found in [1], are shared with both Versions [A] and [B]. (11) Ath. Rule[1] isaspecial case,
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weaving back and forth from line to line from a dependence on both Versions [A] and [B] to an
exclusive dependence on Version [B].

In our presentation of thetranslation of (11) Ath. Rule below, we have endeavored toillustrate
the linkages between this document and (4) Stoudios by presenting the former’s quotations from
the latter’sVersion [A] in boldface, those from Version [B] initalic, and those from both versions
in boldface italic type. As even a cursory examination of our sourcing of (11) Ath. Rule will
demonstrate, the textual variants of (4) Stoudios represented by [A] and [B] had thoroughly inter-
penetrated one another by the time Athanasi os was ready to use that document as his model in the
middle of the tenth century. This complex pattern of textual dependency suggests that the precise
Studite model for the Athanasian Rule was neither [A] nor [B], but rather another, subsequent
version of (4) Soudios, either lost or presently unedited. This version was more heavily influ-
enced by [B] than [A], yet it a'so drew independently on the latter.

Despite the generally very close correspondence between (11) Ath. Rule and its model, some
18 chapters of (4) Stoudios are missing from the Athanasian Rule entirely.46 Some of these are the
chapters that relate most specifically to the Stoudios monastery itself and its patron Theodore.47
On the other hand, there are 14 new chapters in the Athanasian Rule that cannot be traced to any
currently known Studite predecessors.#8 Nine of these are to be found in the most original portion
of the Athanasian Rule which begins with [27]. Indeed, in [28] Athanasios aludes to the prior
treatment of the common life of the community “as has already been discussed” immediately after
what turns out to be the penultimate quotation from the Studite Rule. This sort of redundant treat-
ment isasure sign of abreak in authorship.4® Thereafter, thereis only one brief quotation [35] on
the subject of garments. It seems safe then to attribute these last ten chapters (from [27] through
[37], excepting [35]) to the author of the Athanasian Rule.

Yet it is aso evident that, in using his Studite model, Athanasios made some changes in the
earlier portion of hisown Ruletoo, certainly including the referencesto the side chapelsin [1] and
[27] as well as the distinctive list of monastic officialsin [17]. The deletion in [26] of eukraton,
the Lenten beverage that the Studites employed to substitute for wine, as well as his indignant
banning [20] of the use of staffsand footstoolsin the church may also have occurred in Athanasios
final edit of his model for the Rule.

However, not all of the substantial differences between the two edited versions of (4) Soudios
on the one hand and (11) Ath. Rule on the other can be prudently attributed to Athanasios' editorial
discretion. The model text he used quite likely reflected the evolution of certain aspects of Studite
monasticism in the first half of the tenth century, particularly in terms of regulation of the liturgy
and dietary observances.50

The liturgical and disciplinary regime presented here by the Athanasian Rule then is a com-
plex composite of Studite observances endorsed either unreservedly or, more typically, in modi-
fied form, to which the author has added certain new provisions of his own.

B. Lives of the Monks

The disciplinary regime of (4) Soudios strongly influenced the provisions of this document gov-
erning the lives of the monks. The length of time for testing newcomers [18], the practice of
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scriptural readings at mealtimes [21], the veneration of the Holy Cross [28], prescriptions for
clothing and shoes [35], and even the endorsement of monastic prisons [19] al have Studite pre-
cedents.51 Even in some cases where thereis no direct textual dependency between the respective
rules, Studite observances can be seen as models for the declaration of hostility [34] to personal
property, asin (3) Theodore Studites|[7], requiring [33] the monksto offer their confessionsto the
superior, asin (4) Soudios[22], and for aternating [32] manual labors and spiritual reading, asin
(4) Soudios[26].

Sometimes, however, the Athanasian Rule cites Basil of Caesarea[19], [34] or patristic tradi-
tion generally [33], [34] as authorities even when the regulations in question have solid Studite
precedents with which the author was undoubtedly acquainted. Thisisan indication of an increas-
ing acquaintance with and appreciation for the patristic traditions that lay behind the disciplinary
practices of Theodore the Studite.

1. Liturgical Duties

TheAthanasian Rul€e's indebtedness to the Studite Ruleis most evident in the former’s adaptation
of many Studite liturgical prescriptions. Like its model, thisis primarily aliturgical text, starting
with regulations for the Easter service [1], [2]. Despite the indebtedness to the Studite Rule in
matters of liturgical observance, there are some chapters [5], [10], [11], [14] on the subject not
found in the published exemplars of that rule, though some of these additions, as noted above,
may predate the composition of the Athanasian Rule. The outdoor procession [27] before vespers,
however, is almost surely a new liturgical observance particular to Lavra.

2. Manual Labor

Perhaps the most important feature of this document isits testimony [29], [30] to a greater prac-
tice of diversified, manual labor, noted also by Leroy (“Conversion,” p. 115, n. 88), than can be
seen in the model Studite Rule. This alone required the author to alow the superior considerable
flexibility [30], [31] in determining appropriate diets for the monastery’s metal workers, mule-
teers, shipwrights, carpenters, vineyard and bakery workers. The hagiographic tradition abun-
dantly confirms the importance Athanasios placed on manual labor (he himself was a calligra-
pher),>2 and of course the commercial activity portrayed (critically) in (12) Tzimiskes [15], [22],
[24], etc. would have been impossible in its absence.

3. Sacramental Life
Curiously, the parallel Studite provisions related to this subject are prominent among those not
adopted by the Athanasian Rule,53 though there is a provision [33] for confession to the superior
analogous to but textually independent of (4) Stoudios[22].

4. Diet
In the typical fashion of a typikon leitourgikon, the Athanasian Rul€’s dietary regulations ([22]
through [26]) lend themselves to a discussion paralleling the annual liturgical cycle. Here too
Studite observances are influential, though there are many minor variations, and perhaps agreater
willingness to concede [30], [31] a considerable amount of discretion to the superior in moderat-
ing the rules.
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5. Importance of Reading
If the Athanasian Rule placed a greater emphasis on manual labor than its model, it also appar-
ently placed alesser emphasis on reading, for (4) Soudios' chapters on the alternation of reading
with manual work [26], on copyists and the library [33], and on teaching monks the psalter are all
missing in (11) Ath. Rule. As at the Stoudios monastery, however, at least some monks are pre-
sumed to be literate [29], [32], cf. [21], and the hagiographic tradition is nonetheless eager to
assert Athanasios' interest in teaching hisilliterate monks how to read.>4

6. Disciplinary Regime
Itisunclear if the deletion of the Studite ban on corporal punishment in the chapter [19] endorsing
monastic confinement is significant; elsewhere thereisa provision [17] for the use of “moderate
punishments.” Like others before and after him, Athanasi os was concerned to restrict [34] depar-
tures by disgruntled monks, preferring to place them with another spiritual director or make“ other
arrangements for their welfare.”

C. Congtitutional Matters
Like its Studite model, the Athanasian Rule was not much concerned about administrative and
constitutional matters, which Athanasioswould treat adequately later in his (13) Ath. Typikon and
(14) Ath. Testament. Here he employs (4) Stoudios [18] for the designation [17] of some of the
monastery’s functional officials: disciplinarians, a waker, and an overseer. Perhaps a heightened
concern for security motivates him to add both a doorkeeper [17] for the church and a gatekeeper
[36] for the entrance to the monastery; the latter is specifically responsible for the prevention of
theft.

Finally, there is a provision [37] for reading the rules in assembly which was to have many
imitators among founders of later eras anxious to see their prescriptions for community life en-
dure.

Notes on the Introduction

1. For dating, see the apparent reference to this document in Vita A, chap. 84; cf. ita B, chap. 26, which
would have occurred before the news of Nikephoros Phokas' elevation to the throne (963) reached
Mount Athos. Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 21, however, proposes a dating of 964-973, interpreting (11)
Ath. Rule [28] as a reference to the relic of the Holy Cross donated by Nikephoros Phokas in his
chrysobull of May 964 (Délger, Regesten, no. 706, ed. Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, no. 5, pp. 103-6), consid-
ering that our document must be subsequent to that chrysobull and prior to (13) Ath. Typikon, whichis
thought to date to 973-75. The relevant passage of (11) Ath. Rule [28], however, is a borrowing from
(4) Stoudios [AB32], so it cannot be used to establish a terminus post quem. Mylonas, “Catholicon,”
pp. 95-96, 104, arguing from archaeological evidence, isinclined to accept a much later date of 1020
asoriginally proposed by Meyer, Haupturkunden, pp. viii, 273 for the document “as it now exists,” or,
alternatively, to postul ate the reference to subsidiary chapelsin (11) Ath. Rule [1] as an interpol ation of
the text as originally drawn up at the time of Lavra's foundation.

2. See Meyer, Haupturkunden, pp. 270-73, and Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 21, cf. 13-14; as Lemerle notes, a
true critical edition remains to be done on the basis of Lavrams. E 194 (14th-15th c.), for which see
Noret, Vitae duae, p. xxxii. This manuscript also contains Vita A, an Enkomion ( = Halkin, BHG 189),
(13) Ath. Typikon, and (14) Ath. Testament aswell as some other documents associated with Athanasios.

3. Athanasian Vitae, ed. Noret, Vitae duae; the Georgian Life of John the Iberian and Euthymios by George
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the Hagiorite (from before 1044) is accessible through the Latin translation of P. Peeters, “Histoires
monastiques géorgiennes,” AB 36-37 (1917-19), 8-68.

4. Petit, “Vie” believed that Vita B was dependent upon Vita A; Lemerle, “Vie ancienne,” pp. 61-63, ac-
cepted thisconclusion enthusiastically and thought that Vita A waswritten on Mount Athosby aL avriote
monk named Athanasios in the first decade of the eleventh century; Leroy, “Deux vies,” pp. 411-28,
argued for the importance of Vita B and implied that it might actually be older than Vita A, which he
thought was written not on Mount Athos but at the Constantinopolitan monastery of the Panagios by a
monk named Athanasios who was the disciple of Athanasios the Athonite's sucessor Antony; in Lavra,
pt. 1, pp. 24-26, Lemerle defended his original views against Leroy’s proposals; Mossay, “Note,” p.
124, sided with Leroy on the Constantinopolitan origin of Vita A, but thought that it wasimpossible to
establish apriority of Vita A over Vita B solely on the basis of internal evidence.

5. For Athanasios' early life and his monastic profession, see Vita A, chaps. 4-37, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp.
4-18, and Vita B, chaps. 212, ed. Noret, pp. 128-39; with Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, pp. 30-31, and L eroy,
“Conversion,” pp. 106-8.

6. Vita, ed. Louis Petit, “Viede saint Michel Maléinos,” ROC 7 (1902), 543-603 ( = Halkin, BHG 1295); for
the typikon, see Petit, p. 560, cf. the hypotyposis of Basil, one of Michael’s successors, pp. 598-603; for
the foundation, see Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, pp. 115-18; general discussion by L eroy, “Conversion,”
pp. 106-8.

7. For Athanasios' arrival on Mount Athos, see Vita A, chaps. 38-59, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 18-29, and
Vita B, chap. 13-21, ed. Noret, pp. 139-47; with Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, pp. 32-33, and “Vie ancienne,”
pp. 72-75.

8. For the foundation of Lavra, see (13) Ath. Typikon [2] —[8]; Vita A, chaps. 68-81, ed. Noret, Vitae duae,
pp. 32—-38, and Vita B, chaps. 22-25, ed. Noret, pp. 147-53, with Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, pp. 33-35, and
“Vie ancienne,” pp. 75-76.

9. See discussion in Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, pp. 34-35.

10. See Mylonas, “Trapéza,” p. 154, and “Catholicon,” p. 103.

11. See ita A, chaps. 84, 86-89, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 39-42, and Vita B, chaps. 26, 29, ed. Noret, pp.
153-54, 157-59, with Lemerle, “Vie ancienne,” p. 76, n. 55, and the discussion below in Analysis.

12. For this troubled period, see Vita A, chaps. 90-95, ed. Noret, \itae duae, pp. 4245, and Vita B, chaps.
30-32, ed. Noret, pp. 159-63; cf. (13) Ath. Typikon [7]; with discussion by Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 35,
and “Vie ancienne,” pp. 77-78.

13. For Athanasios' visit to Constantinople, see (13) Ath. Typikon [7], Vita A, chaps. 100-101, ed. Noret,
Vitae duae, pp. 48-49, and Vita B, chap. 34, ed. Noret, pp. 165-66; for the chrysobull, see Délger,
Regesten, no. 706, ed. Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, doc. 5, pp. 103-6.

14. For Nikephoros Phokas' original intent, see (13) Ath. Typikon [5], Vita A, chap. 70, p. 33, and Vita B,
chap. 22, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, p. 148, with discussion by Papachryssanthou, Pr6taton, pp. 77-78; see
also the emperor’s views on monasticism in general in his Novella de monasteriis of 964 (JGR 3.292—
96) = Ddlger, Regesten, no. 699, ageneral prohibition on the founding of new monasteries, with kellia
and lavrai conspicuously excepted.

15. For the concessions obtained from Nikephoros Phokas, see Vita A, chap. 103, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp.
49-50; Vita B, chap. 34, ed. Noret, pp. 165-66; (13) Ath. Typikon [12], [13], [18], [20], [23], [36], [42];
(14) Ath. Testament [3]; Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, doc. 5, pp. 103-6, and doc. 6, pp. 106-10; with discus-
sion by Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, pp. 36—39, and Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, pp. 81-83. Two of these
chrysobulls are in Délger, Regesten, nos. 704, 706.

16. For the concessions obtained for Mount Athos, see Dolger, Regesten, no. 705; Vita A, chap. 104, ed.
Noret, Vitae duae, p. 50, and Vita B, chap. 34, p. 166; with discussion by Papachryssanthou, Prétaton,
p. 83.

17. For the Tragos affair, so called after the nickname for Tzimsikes' typikon, Délger, Regesten, no. 745, ed.
Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, doc. 7, pp. 202-15, see (12) Tzimsikes, Vita A, chaps. 114-23, ed. Noret,
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Vitae duae, pp. 54-58, and Vita B, chap. 36, ed. Noret, pp. 168-69; with discussion by Lemerle, Lavra,
pt. 1, pp. 3941, and “Vie ancienne,” pp. 79-80, and by Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, pp. 95-102.

Délger, Regesten, no. 744, mentioned in (13) Ath. Typikon [36], [51], in Vita A, chap. 116, ed. Noret,
Vitae duae, p. 56, and in Vita B, chap. 36, ed. Noret, p. 169; in a document of 984, Athanasios himself
attributesthisincrease to the efforts of Johnthelberianin Lefort et al., Iviron, pt. 1, doc. 6; cf. comment
by Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 43, n. 156: “ So it is possible that despite the Vita, Athanasios never met this
emperor.”

See \ita A, chaps. 125-28, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 59-62, and Vita B, chaps. 3839, ed. Noret, pp.
170-72; with discussion by Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 41.

For dating, see Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 17.

For Athanasios' relations with Basil 11, see Dolger, Regesten, nos. 758 and 760, ed. Lemerle, Lavra, pt.
1, doc. 7, pp. 111-14; with discussion by Lemerle, p. 46.

Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, doc. 8, pp. 115-17.

For Athanasios’ relations with John the Iberian, see Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, pp. 43-44, and
Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, pp. 83-85.

For the revolt of the young superiors, see Vita A, chaps. 20911, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 100-102, and
Vita B, chap. 58, ed. Noret, pp. 194-95; with discussion by Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, pp. 4647, and “Vie
ancienng,” p. 81.

For Athanasios' desth, see Vita A, chaps. 23446, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 112-17, and Vita B, chaps.
65-68, ed. Noret, pp. 200-203; for the discussion of its implications, see Vita A, chaps. 231-33, ed.
Noret, pp. 110-12.

For the parameters for Athanasios’ death, see Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, doc. 13 (996), pp. 130-33, and doc.
16 (1012), pp. 141-44.

For Athanasios’ successor, see (14) Ath. Testament [17], Vita A, chap. 247, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp.
118-18, and Vita B, chap. 69, ed. Noret, pp. 203—4; with discussion by Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 48.

28. Antony’s resignation and transfer to Panagios was first suggested by Leroy, “Deux vies,” to reconcile

29.
30.

31

32.

33.
34.

35.

the apparent Constantinopolitan origin of Vita A, self-attributed to a certain Athanasios, who identifies
himself in chap. 213, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, p. 105, as a disciple of Antony, with the testimony of Vita
B, chap. 78, ed. Noret, pp. 211-12, in which Antony, the superior of Panagios, isidentified asadisciple
of Athanasios (the Athonite). Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 26, rejected the hypothesis, but Noret, p. cxvii,
accepts it as areasonable way of reconciling our evidence.

For Athanasios the Athonite, see Noret, Vitae duae, pp. cxxx—cxlv.

For Lavrain this era, seethe discussion by Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, pp. 48-49; alist of Lavra's superiors
after Athanasios down to 1218 isto be found at p. 55; for the administrator Nikephoros, see Mylonas,
“Catholicon,” p. 104.

For the side chapels, see (11) Ath. Rule [1], [27], and Vita B, chap. 25, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, p. 151; if
one is to believe that the chapels postdate Athanasios, both references must be seen as anachronistic.
Moreover, since Vita A was apparently written at Constantinople, the absence of the side chapelsin its
parallel account, chap. 81, ed. Noret, p. 37, cannot be considered really firm evidence for their subse-
guent construction.

Ed. Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, doc. 8, pp. 216-32, with commentary, pp. 102—7; translated below in
this chapter as (14) Constantine IX. See also the emperor’s confirmation issued in 1046, doc. 9, pp.
233-38.

Dolger, Regesten, no. 907, ed. Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, doc. 31, pp. 189-92, with discussion, pp. 45, 52.

Ddélger, Regesten, no. 932, ed. Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, doc. 32, pp. 19294, with discussion, pp. 52-53;
for the number of monks at mid-century, see Talbot and Kazhdan, “Lavra,” p. 1190.

Ddélger, Regesten, no. 946, ed. Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, doc. 33, pp. 195-99, with discussion, p. 45; note
the similar protectorate assigned to the logothete of the dromefor Iveron by Nikephoros|11 Botaneiates
(1078-81) in achrysobull of 1079, ed. Lefort et a., Iviron, pt. 2, doc. 41 [ = old Délger, Schatzkammer,
no. 35].
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36. The central document for the “Vlach Question” is the Diegesis merike, ed. Meyer, Haupturkunden, pp.
163-84, with commentary, pp. 38-47; see also Ferdinand Chalandon, Essai sur le régne d’ Alexis I €f
Comnene (1081-1118) (Paris, 1900), pp. 288-89, and Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 53.

37. Alexander Kazhdan and Alice-Mary Talbot, “Protos,” ODB p. 1747.

38. Dolger, Regesten, no. 1227, with a proposed date of 1105; see discussion by Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 53,
who dates the grant provisionally to 1107.

39. For the late Byzantine period, see Lemerleet al., Lavra, pt. 4, “ Chronologie de Lavra de 1204 & 1500,”
pp. 3-64, with alist of Lavra's superiors during these centuries at pp. 61-64; in the same work, Nicolas
Svoronos, “Le domaine de Lavra sous le Paléologue,” pp. 65-173; Kadas, Mount Athos, pp. 31, 36;
Talbot and Kazhdan, “Lavra,” p. 1190.

40. For the Turkokratia, see Kadas, Mount Athos, pp. 15, 32—-36; Mylonas, “Catholicon,” pp. 91-94, 104-5.

41. Nicolas Oikonomides, “Monasteres et moines lors de la conquéte ottomane,” SF 35 (1976), 1-10, at 10.

42. For Lavra and its buildings in modern times, see Kadas, Mount Athos, pp. 16, 36, 38, 40; Mylonas,
“Catholicon,” pp. 89-91, 106, and “Trapéza,” p. 155.

43. Kadas, Mount Athos, p. 40.

44. Kadas, Mount Athos, pp. 39-40; Talbot and Kazhdan, “Lavra,” p. 1191.

45. Vita A, chaps. 84, 86-89, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 3942, and Vita B, chaps. 26, 29, ed. Noret, pp. 153—
54, 157-59; with discussion in Leroy, “S. Benoit,” p. 115.

46. (4) Soudios[1], [8], [12], [13], [16], [17], [19], [20], [21], [22], [26], [31], [33], [34], [35], [36], [B37],
[A38].

47. E.g., (4) Soudios [1], [19], and [36]; so also Leroy, “Conversion,” p. 115.

48. (11) Ath. Rule[5], [10], [11], [14], [20], [27], [29], [30], [31], [32], [33], [34], [36], and [37].

49. See the discussion below in Chapter Five, (29) Kosmosoteira, Analysis, Stages of Composition.

50. See, in connection with the subject of (4) Stoudios’s once militantly pro-cenobitic outlook, the warning
of Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, p. 100, against assuming that the customs of Studite monasticism as
practiced in Athanasios' lifetime and later were essentially unchanged from Theodore's time.

51. See (4) Stoudios [24] for testing of newcomers, [28] for scriptural readings, [32] for veneration of the
Holy Cross, [A37] and [B38] for clothing.

52. See\iita A, chaps. 53, 138, 139, 172, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 26-27, 65-66, 81, and Vita A, chaps. 19,
40, ed. Noret, pp. 14445, 172—73; with discussion by Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 80.

53. (4) Soudios [B37] and [A38] on communion; [B16], [21], and [36] on catechetical instruction, this
despitethe evidence of ita B, chap. 65, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, p. 200, that at the end of hislifeAthanasios
was employing Theodore of Studios Catechesesof hismonks. The hagiographical tradition also records
Athanasios' encouragement of confession: see Vita A, chaps. 173-74, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 81-82,
and Vita B, chap. 45, ed. Noret, pp. 181-82.

54. See Vita A, chap. 165, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 78-79, and Vita B, chap. 45, ed. Noret, pp. 179-80.
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Translation

Key to Sources

Boldface Type = (4) Stoudios Vers. [A]

ItalicType = (4) Soudios Vers. [B]

Boldface Italic Type = (4) Soudios Vers. [A] & [B]

[ Rule of Observance of the Lavra of the holy Athanasios.]

[= (4) Soudios [B2]]: How we conduct services for the holy and glorious resurrection of our
savior Jesus Christ on the third day.

[1.] [ = (4) Soudios [AB2] ]: It must be noted that after the third watch of the night, that is the
ninth hour, has passed, and the tenth is beginning, [p. 131] the signal of the water clock strikes,
and at this signal they immediately arise and sound the wooden semantra.l While all the broth-
ersassemblein the narthex of the main church and pray silently, the priest takes the censer in
his hands and censesfirst the holy sanctuary and from there, with alar ge candle being bornein
front of him, hewalksthrough the screen in front and passes along the north side of the church
by the Forty Saints. Arriving at theroyal gate he censesthe brothers and immediately returns by
the south side. The brothers then enter the church behind him carrying large candles, while the
priest enters the sanctuary through the oratory on the right. He puts aside the censer in the sanc-
tuary, and then comes out and stands with his face towards the sanctuary to begin the troparion
in the first plagal mode: “Christ is risen from the dead.” After this has been sung three times by
himself and the brothers, the priest recitesthe verse: “ Thisisthe day which the Lord has made’
(Ps. 117 [118]:24). The brothers repeat the troparion, and then the priest recites the second verse:
“Celebrate the feast” (Ps. 117 [118]:27) to its conclusion. Again the congregation repeats the
troparion and concludes with the doxology. After this has been completed, the canon begins im-
mediately, since during this whole week we do not chant the Six Psalms.2 One reading follows
the third [ode], and we sing the kontakion after the sixth [ode], followed by the fiftieth psalm.
When matins has been completed, the embrace takes place as the brothers sing the “ Christ is
risen.” Then the “Day of the resurrection” isread, followed immediately by the great synapte
and the dismissal.

[2] [ = (4 Soudios [AB2] ]: During this week at the office of lamplighting,3 we recite the
“Christisrisen from the dead,” followed immediately by “Oh Lord | have cried [to thee]” (Ps.
140[141]). At the dismissal we repeat the “ Christisrisen.” Smilarly, at complinethe “Christ is
risen,” the trisagion hymn, and the “Kyrie eleison” twenty times.

[3.] [ = (4) Soudios [AB2] ]: On the Saturday of Renovation? at the vesper s, we begin [to sing]

the customary psalm (Ps. 102 [103]), and immediately the“O Lord | havecried tothee” (Ps.
140[141]:1), and at compline* God iswith us’ (Is. 8:9) and therest. [ = (4) Soudios[AB3] ]: On
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the Sunday of the Radiant Week> the Six Psalms begin, and we sing the “ God isthe Lord” (Ps.
117 [118]:27) in the grave mode and then only the canon of the day. There is one reading, the
holy gospel after the conclusion of the morning office. In the evening the “ Blessed is the man”
(Ps. 31[32]:2) isfollowed by the rest of the service and the resurrection troparia8 in thefirst mode
as prescribed for Sunday. At compline we say “He who dwells’ (Ps. 2:4) and the prokeimenon
“God iswith us,” and so forth. [ = (4) Soudios [AB4] ]: On Monday at matins we again sing the
“Godisthe Lord” [p. 132] in the first mode, and we also sing one kathisma, then the gradual
antiphons in the same mode, the prokeimenon, “Let everything that has breath [praise the
Lord]” (Ps. 150:6), the first gospel of the morning, thefiftieth psalm, and then the canon of the
resurrection. For we celebrate Monday as though it were Sunday without any change. There are
two readings. [ = (4) Stoudios [B3] ]: From that time on, we carry out the full compline service,
except on Saturday evening, a feast of the Lord, and the commemoration of a saint, which brings
for usrest from our work, our hours, and our prostrations whenever they occur. On these dayswe
sing “He who dwells,” and what follows.

[4.] It should also be known that after celebrating the feast of Low Sunday, immediately after
complinewe begin the night office. Until All Saintswe do only the canon, followed by the [psalm]
“Blameless’ (Ps. 118[119]). From that time until the Exaltation [of the Cross] we add six psalms,
during which we make three prostrations and standings. After the Exaltation we chant twelve
[psalms], and we carry out the rest of the service until great L ent. Then at each singletrisagion we
do the prostrations and the standings. [ = (4) Soudios [AB20] ]: On the vigil of the Nativity of
Christ and Epiphany, aswell ason the evenings of Holy Thursday and Holy Saturday we do not
sing compline, but only atrisagion. [ = (4) Soudios[B3] ]: We begin performing our tasks again
beginning on Tuesday morning of the second week [after Easter]. Until All Saints we chant the
prokeimenon of each day at the office of lamplighting. [ = (4) Soudios[AB5] and [B6] ]: Until the
feast of the Ascension the kathismata and stichera for the resurrection precede the penitential
ones and those of the apostles and of the martyrsin the psalmody, but not those dealing with the
crucifixion.

[5.]] = (4) Soudios[B4] : It should be known that at the office of lamplighting on all the feasts of
the Lord, of [St. John] the Forerunner, of the Holy Apostles, and of the rest of the more notable
saints on which we are not busy with our labors, “ Blessed is the man” is begun in the fourth
plagal mode, then“ O Lord | have cried to thee” in the mode of the stichera of the feast. On al the
other dayswe do “To the Lord” (Ps. 140 [141] and 141 [142]) in the mode assigned to be sung.

[6.] [ = (4) Soudios [A6] and [B7] ]: It must be noted that until Pentecost we do not sing the
hours nor genuflect. [ = (4) Soudios [AB7] ]: On Saturdays we do not sing the canons for the
dead. [ = (4) Stoudios [B8] ]: It should be known that on the Saturday of Pentecost at the
exaposteilarion we sing “ The remembrance of those who are at rest.” Snging thiswe go out to the
graves of the brothers, and while standing there, we sing the stichera of the day and likewise the
other hymnsfor the dead. [p. 133] This concludes matins. We observe this also on the Saturday of
Meatfare.
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[7.][ = (4) Soudios[B9] ]: It should be known that in the evening on the Sunday of holy Pentecost
at the office of lamplighting we make three genufl ections and say immediately after the prooimion
the “O Lord | have cried [to thee]” (Ps. 140 [141]) and in the morning at matins after the Six
Psalms we say the “God isthe Lord " (Ps. 117 [118]: 27). Immediately, the canon and two read-
ings follow. e pass thisweek aswell without singing the hours. [cf. (4) Soudios[AB10] ]: Then
the fast of the Holy Apostles arrives and we begin to sing the hours with the kathismata, but
leave out the first and the ninth hours. These we recite only in the great L ent. We also say the ninth
hour in the fast of saint Philip,” and at its conclusion we recite “Kyrie eleison” thirty times. At
first we make three prostrations at the same rate all following the superior. During thiswe also
keep up our prostrations for a little while. Standing erect once again we stretch our hands out
towards God, then we do twelve more in the same way following the lead of the superior. We then
stand for a longer period in prayer, and this is immediately followed by the dismissal. Such,
therefore, is our observance for each service during the year in which we do not celebrate a feast.
During the great L ent, moreover, we add twelve more prostrations and another period of standing.

[8.] [cf. (4) Soudios [AB27] ]: It should be known that when we are not performing the hours
and areworking, thesignal for thedivineliturgy isat the beginning of the fourth hour. When the
liturgy is finished, the wooden semantron sounds three times and all the brothers assemblein
the same place and after singing therequired versesand receiving the blessed bread, they leave
for the refectory. When we do the hours, the divine liturgy is celebrated after the chanting of the
third hour. [The brothers] in afile8 enter [the refectory] at the fifth hour; while the sixth and the
ninth hours are sung at the same time after the liturgy, the first with a kathisma and the other plain.
Inthefast of Saint Philip when we sing the ninth hour, the divine liturgy is celebrated at the sixth.
Joining vespers with the ninth hour, we omit the recitation of the vesper [psalmsg].

[9.] Let it be noted that we do two hundred prostrations each day in the course of all the services
during the day and night. This comesto [cf. (4) Soudios[AB10] ]: forty at matins, twenty during
each of the hours, thirty at vespers, and fifty at compline. During great Lent we even [p. 134]
increase them by doubling the number at compline and matins and adding up to ten at the other
services.

[10.] In each vesper service it should be noted, at the “O Lord | have cried [to thee]” (Ps. 140
[141]), weintercalate six verses and repeat the stichera of the saints. On Saturday and on feasts of
the Lord weintercalate eight verses, and we repeat thefirst of the resurrection troparia, but not the
others. We recite those of the feasts three times.

[11.] It must be noted that in each matins service the signal of the water clock strikes after the
conclusion of the seventh hour, on Sundays after the sixth, and on feasts of the Lord at the begin-
ning of the fifth.

[12.] It must also be kept in mind that in each matins office we intercalate eight verses on week-
days and ten on Sundays and on feast days. [cf. (4) Stoudios[AB11] ]: After thereading is com-
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pleted, we rise up and say “Kyrie eleison” twelve times, and then the psalmody takes up again.
This same number and selection of psalms|lasts until the Exaltation of the life-giving wood [of the
cross|.

[13.] [ = (4) Stoudios[AB13] ]: It should be known that on the Dormition of the all-holy Mother
of God, that is, in the evening at the office of lamplighting of the after feast, after the prokeimenon
psalms, we sing “O Lord | have cried [to thee]” (Ps. 140 [141]), and in the morning at matins
after the Six Psalms again the “God is Lord” (Ps. 117 [118]:27), followed immediately by the
canon and two readings. The same order is followed on her Nativity and on her Entrance [into
the templ€], in like manner also for the Nativity of Christ, for the Epiphany, and for the feast of
the Presentation of the Lord in the Temple, and for the Exaltation [of the Holy Cross]. The
other feasts besidesthose listed above are not celebrated in two days. From the Exaltation to the
Paschal Celebration another kathisma isadded to the matins service, aswell asonereading. We
intercalate ten or more verses in the canon, depending on how many are prescribed for the canon
and the day.

Holy Lent

[14.] Let it be noted that on the Monday of the first week, since the brothers have been enjoying
some relaxation, we sing only two antiphons and do two readings and the triodia. Thereafter we
do three antiphons and three readings. We rise at the end of the fifth hour, then we relax alittle
after matins, and at daybreak we begin the first hour. If indeed the canon for Monday happensto
be for an anniversary observance, then we sing one kathisma after the Six Psalms, then the [p.
135] fiftieth psalm, then the canon and the triodia, and there are two readings.

[15] [cf. (4) Soudios[A10, B14] ]: It should be known that during this period of Lent if we sing
a canon, we do thefirst hour all together with a kathisma but without a reading in it. We do have
readings at the third, sixth, and ninth hours. [cf. (4) Soudios [B15] ]: It should be known that
during Holy Week until Holy Thursday we sing the hours and do the prostrations just as in the
days before that. But then on the Holy Thursday, as also on Holy Friday, we chant the [hours] ina
plain fashion. We join the troparia of the holy passion together with the hours, along with the rest
of the entire service for that day, and we chant the [hours] in a plain fashion.

[16.] [ = (4) Stoudios[AB23] ]: It should be known that during the Holy Lent a prudent brother
is chosen who should at thethird hour visit each of the ministries, and making a deep bow, say:
“Brothersandfathers, let ustakethought for ourselves since we shall die, we shall die, we shall
die. Let us also be mindful of the eternal punishment.” The brothers immediately drop what they
have in their hands, arise, recite the trisagion, and sit down again.

[17] [cf. (4) Soudios [AB18] ]: It should be known that there are two disciplinarians, onein
each choir, who areto remind the brothersto stand in an orderly manner in the choirs. After the
wooden semantron sounds, they urge on the slothful to run to the service. From those who have
stayed behind they demand the reason for their doing so. By means of rather moderate punish-
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ments they provide an incentive for those who have been tardy to do better. I n addition, thereis
the waker who at the matins readings goes quietly around to the brothers and wakes those
sleeping. There is also the overseer who night and day wanders among the cells, places of ser-
vice, and the other places of the Lavra, and with fitting severity and an appropriate penance breaks
up those who are meeting at an improper time. There is also a doorkeeper who guards the en-
trance to the church, whose first task is to demand of those who come late a reason for their
tardiness, and then, after one exit, he forbids those who want to leave at an inopportune moment
from going out again.

[18.] [ = (4) Soudios[AB24] ]: It should be known that when we receive brothers whom we do
not know either those from another monastery or even laymen seeking the monastic life, we
requirethemto stay in the hospice for two weeksor even [p. 136] threeto seeand experiencethe
monastery. Then, if they remain steadfast in their decision, after the superior informs them of
what awaitsthem, once and then asecond time, he thereupon introducesthemtoinstruction and
enrolls them into his flock. With the permission of the superior the newly arrived prostrates
himself before the brothers while they pray for him.

[19.] [cf. (4) Soudios [AB25] ]: We must admit that we have places of confinement, in accord
with the precept of the great Basil® in which, after many warnings and admonitions, the disobedi-
ent and refractory brothers are confined, put on a diet of dry food and disciplined in virtue.
Those, however, who do not improve their attitudes even by these means, but persist in the same
behavior even after lengthy punishment, as diseased limbs should be cut off from the rest of the
body of the community, so that their own contagion may not spread to their neighbors.

[20.] Thistoo must be known. Standing with staffs or entering the church with them and likewise
making genuflections on footstools is far removed from us altogether as a sign of laziness and
contempt for God.

The quantity and the quality of the food and drink
Proper order at table

[21] [cf. (4) Soudios [AB28] ]: It must be known that at the signal given by the bell, when the
brothers come down to the midday meal, they should carry a verse [of the psalms] upon their
lips, just as [they should] after rising [from the table] until they have gone over to the narthex to
perform the thanksgiving for the food they have shared. They take their seats in the order which
they have received. A monitor ensuresthat thetablesarefilled up in an orderly fashion without
commotion. A reading then takes place. The ecclesiarch, that is, divides up the readings. He
makes sure that none of the material that there was no time to read in the church is left out. The
signal for the ending of this reading is the sound of the spoons at the last serving when all
together tossthem on their dishes. Similarly, at a signal thewineispoured and at another signal
food is served.
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[22.] [ = (4) Soudios[AB29] ]: It should be known that from Eastertide until All Saints we eat
two cooked dishes—garden vegetables and legumes and season them both with three litrai of
olive ail. On feasts of the Lord, unlessthereis also arelish dish, we add one more[litra] [p. 137],
since another cooked dish is added, of course. On these dayswe also eat fish, if available, cheese,
and eggs. We drink three [ measures of wine]. In the evening when the signal is struck the broth-
ers who so wish come out to eat their bread as well as any food that may have been left over
from the morning. For the community has no food prepared especially for the evening; [they
also drink] two servings of wine.

[23] [cf. (4) Stoudios [AB29] ]: On Monday, Wednesday, and Friday during the fast of the Holy
Apostles we do not use oil and we do not drink wine. As on ordinary days we partake of these on
the remaining days of the week, but we abstain from fish, apart from Sundays and feasts when we
relax from labor and the recitation of the hours.

[24.] [cf. (4) Soudios [AB29] ]: It should be known that even though on the above-mentioned
three days of the week we do not use olive oil, the dishes are the customary ones, those which we
always have, | mean vegetables and legumes. This rule also applies for the fast of &. Philip,
except that sometimes, asin Great Lent, we eat one meal a day. From the memorial of the Holy
Apostlesto that of St. Philip, on Wednesday and Friday we do not partake of olive oil or wine. But
if afeast of the Lord or the commemoration of a saint falls on one of these days, which grants us
a holiday, then, if available, we eat cheese, eggs, and fish. As on the other days there are three
servings of wine at midday and two in the evening. From the Nativity of Christ to the end of the
twelfth day our diet islike that of the pentecostal season. After that the rule of the previous daysis
again observed until Cheesefare Week. The week of Cheesefare is absolutely free [of fasting].

[25.] [ = (4) Soudios [AB30] ]: During Great Lent we have only one meal a day except for
Saturday and Sunday. I n thefirst and the fourth weeks our mealsare unvaried, that is, beans or
boiled chick peas, on occasion almaia without oil, or chestnuts or some other boiled fruit. In the
second, third, fifth, and sixth weeksthisiswhat we eat: boiled beans and a dish [seasoned with]
ground nutmeg, except that on Wednesday and Friday the food we eat isthe same asthat of
thefirst week. Throughout the entire Holy Lent we do not drink wine apart from Saturday and
Sunday with the exception of the sick and the aged.

[26.] [cf. (4) Soudios [AB30Q] ]: It should be known that on the first Saturday, starting on
Friday evening, we do not perform prostrations. Also on Saturday and Sunday we use [p.
138] alive 0il and wine, up to two servings at the midday meal and onein the evening, just as
on the other Saturdays and Sundays, and for the Forty Saints, and when we sing the Akathistos
hymn and the great canon. On Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, and Friday of Holy Week the food
issimilar to that of the first week. On Holy Thursday we may use olive oil and wine. On Holy
Saturday in the middle of the twelfth hour we begin vespers, and the dismissal will come at
whatever time [the service is concluded], but the refectory is not opened because the liturgy fin-
ishes so late and because alarge meal would weigh heavily on the stomach and on the mind. We
are content with the blessed bread, and can partake of about two servings of wine in the narthex.
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[27.] It must be noted that at the completion of the fourth hour the wood is struck and we are led
into the church. Taking up the litany we go off to St. Nicholas, if the weather is clear, and to the
Forerunner. There we turn around and begin vespers, without reciting the psalter. Then we enter
for the complete liturgy. We can then have fish, oil, and wine.

[28.] [cf. (4) Soudios[AB32] ]: It should be known that in the middlie week of Holy Lent thelife-
giving wood [of the cross] is presented on that Holy Sunday after matins, and we all do rever-
ence. We do the same thing on Wednesday. The order of the common life of the community has
already been discussed. Each individual has permission in accord with his own ability and enthu-
siasm to carry on his struggle with the aid of the words and the advice of his spiritual father and
superior.

[29.] Also recall that in the first week of Holy and Great Lent the brothers are excused from their
duties outside and are free to take part in the servicesin the church and in concentrating on them-
selves and in reading. They should not go out to their tasks outside unless there should be some
necessity or unless the superior should command some of the brothers to go out. In like manner
they should be excused during the week of Renovation, especialy until that Wednesday. On the
rest of the days of Holy Lent, when the signal for the first hour is given, those who are assigned
should go out to their tasks, each to his own work. Those who are laboring in the vicinity of the
monastery should assemblein the church at the doxology of the office of lamplighting and then go
in to table. Those who have gone further away should come for compline.

[30.] When they are working, the metal workers, the muleteers, the shipwrights, and the carpen-
ters should be given on the third hour [p. 139] bread and wine, up to two measures of wine, except
on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday, for on those dayswe do not want anyone to drink wine unless
they areinfirm. Those who go out to perform the rest of the chores and who are unableto eat once
a day should take some bread and eat it with water, not with wine. In the evening they may be
served whatever happens to have been put aside at table. After Holy Lent has passed, the mule-
teers and metal workers are given bread and a measure of wine before the main meal each day,
since they are engaged in heavy labor. The same applies to the carpenters and shipwrights when
they are working. The workers in the vineyard shall also be given one measure, but only on the
days when they are pruning the branches, and likewise for those who work in the bakery when
they have kneading [to do]. All the rest should be content with the common fare.

[31.] Thearrangementsto be made for those faint of heart and weak persons areleft entirely to the
judgment of the superior. On Wednesday and Friday during the fast before Christ’s Nativity wine
should not be permitted except to the infirm, even though the superior may decide in favor of
some receiving wine. On the remaining days of this fast, Monday, Tuesday, Thursday, when the
brothers eat only one meal a day, then before the meal the metal workers, muleteers, carpenters,
and shipwrights may be given two measures. When there is a memoria of a saint which frees us
from reciting the hours, and meals are served twice, then the above-mentioned craftsmen receive
an additional measure if they are laboring. If they happen to be without work, they too should be
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content with the diet of the community. For the brotherswho areiniill health thereisno fixed rule,
but depending on the gravity of theillness of each we ought to give them proper care and encour-
agement.

[32.] It should be noted that we must not spend the days on which we are free from manual |abor
in idleness and laughter, but rather in prayer and reading, so that on feasts such as these we may
receive enlightenment of soul and spiritual grace, and not condemnation.

[33.] Remember that it is an ancient tradition and precept of the holy fathers that the brothers
ought to [p. 140] lay before the superior their thoughts and hidden deeds, and they should conform
to whatever the superior determines.

[34.] No brother is allowed to possess any personal property and private funds or coins or cur-
rency without the approval and knowledge of the superior. This is absolutely forbidden by our
holy fathers and by the great Basil.10 In the same way the holy fathers have judged that secretly
leaving the monastery is utterly alien to the monastic promise. Nobody, therefore, is allowed to
leave secretly. But if a person finds that his soul is not at ease in our Lavra, let him inform the
superior of the reason. If the man appears to have good cause to seek a change, then the superior
should transfer him to another spiritual director or make some other arrangementsfor hiswelfare.
Inthisway hisdeparture from the monastery will be accompanied by prayer and blessing, and will
not be the sort that was forbidden, cursed, and condemned by the holy fathers.

[35.] [cf. (4) Soudios[A37] and [B38] ]: It should be known that each brother ought to havetwo
undergarments, two outer gar ments, one woolen garment, one cowl, two monastic cloaks, a shorter
onefor work and another more copious onewhich according to custom must be used in church,
a heavy cloak, shoes, boots, and his bed clothing.

[36.] At the gate of the monastery station awise old monk, or if not an old one, at least amonk who
knows with good sense how to reply to inquiries aswell asto answer them. This gatekeeper ought
to have a cell close to the gate, so the visitor will always find someone to answer his questions
right away. He should also be there to prevent anyone from stealing from what belongs to the
craftsmen and then going out the gate. Whoever commits such a theft of the goods, the products,
and services of the monastery should undergo the death of Ananias and Sapphira (Acts 5: 1-11),
who indeed underwent bodily death, whereas these will end up under a curse with the death of
their souls.

[37.] Inconclusion, | want all of these regulations which | have laid down to be read regularly in
the assembly so that none of the brothers may be able to plead ignorance. May the Lord grant my
reguest that, having received these rules with full confidence, you will produce worthy fruits of
the spirit with the blessing of God and the cooperation of our Lord Jesus Christ, to whom be the
glory together with the Father and the Holy Spirit forever and ever. Amen.
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Notes on the Tranglation

1. “They” must refer to the waker (aphypnistes) and perhaps his assistants, for whom see Vita A, chap. 84,
ed. Noret, Vitae duae, p. 39, Vita B, chap. 26, ed. Noret, p. 153, and below, [17]. These monks would be
aroused by asignal or alarm in the water clock and would then awaken the others by banging with a
mallet on a wooden semantron.

2. Ps. 3,37[38], 62[63], 87 [88], 102 [103], 142 [143].

3. Lychnika, the first part of the office of vespers, when the lamps were lit, sometimes synonymous with
vespers; see Lampe, PGL, p. 817.

4. Week of Renovation, name given to the week after Easter.

5. Sunday after Easter or “Low Sunday.”

6. Anastasima: troparia stressing the theme of the Resurrection.

7. Also known as the Christmas fast, which begins on the day after the feast of St. Philip (November 14).

8. The meaning of this passageisclarified by (4) Soudios[38], where the word stichos refersto the “file” of
monks entering the refectory.

9. The monastic prison does not seem to be a genuine Basilian institution; see Basil of Caesarea, Regulae
brevius tractatae 44 ([SR 44]), PG 31, col. 1109D for his preferred method of punishment.

10. Basil of Caesarea, Regulae brevius tractatae 85 ([SR 85]), PG 31, col. 1144A; cf. his Regulae fusius
tractatae 8 ([LR 8]), PG 31, cols. 933-41 and the patristic citationsin E. Herman, “Die Regelung der
Armut in den byzantinischen Kléstern,” OCP 7 (1941), 40660, here 406-9.

Document Notes

[1] Regulations for the Easter Service. The text appearsto draw alternately on (4) Stoudios[AB2] and [B2],
with abrief portion towardsthe end coming exclusively from[A2]. Most likely an intermediary Studite
typikon has developed this particular synthesis. The references to the chapel of the Forty Saints (see
also below, [26]) and the oratory on the right (of St. Nicholas, also in [27] below) reflect the topogra-
phy of Lavra's katholikon; see the site plan in Mylonas, “ Catholicon,” p. 90. Mylonas, p. 96, believes
that these references are interpolations or else an indication that this document was revised ca. 1020 at
which time he believes that these chapels were added to the katholikon.

[2] Regulation of hymnody for Easter week. Text shared with (4) Soudios [AB2].

[3] Liturgical prescriptions for Renovation Sunday services. Renovation Sunday is the first Sunday after
Easter. This complex chapter has been formed (probably by an intermediary) utilizing parts of (4)
Soudios [A2], [AB2], [AB3], [B3], and [A4].

[4] Regulation of hymnody for the rest of the year. This is another complex chapter formed out of (4)
Stoudios [AB20], [B3], [AB5], and [B6].

[5] Regulation of hymnody for feasts of the Lord. Thisis anew chapter not traceable to the edited versions
of (4) Stoudios.

[6] Specia observances for Easter season and Pentecost. This chapter has been formed out of (4) Stoudios
[A6], [B7], [AB7], and [B8]. The prohibition on singing canons for the dead on Saturdays (during
Easter season) is at variance with (4) Stoudios [AB7].

[7] Vesper service on Pentecost Sunday; liturgical prescriptions for the fasts of the Holy Apostles and of St.
Philip. This chapter has been formed out of (4) Soudios [B3] and [AB10]; other portions may be
original to Athanasios or derived from an unknown version of the Studite typikon.

[8] Timing of the liturgy and meals. The first portion of this chapter isidentical to (4) Soudios [AB27],
except that the liturgy here starts at the fourth hour instead of at the sixth hour at Stoudios on those days
free from the recitation of the hours.

[9] Number of prostrations during performance of the hours. This chapter has only aminor textual link to (4)
Soudios [AB10]. Note the increase in the importance and number of prostrations.

[10] Specifications for the vesper service. Thisis a hew chapter not traceable to the edited versions of (4)
Soudios.

[229]



TENTH CENTURY

[11] Timing of the morning office. This is another new chapter independent of the edited versions of (4)
Soudios; for the water clock, see also (4) Stoudios [2].

[12] Hymnody at the morning office. This chapter utilizes part of (4) Soudios [AB11].

[13] Order of psams at feasts of the Lord and those of the Mother of God. This chapter follows (4) Stoudios
[AB13] closely, except for the addition here of the Virgin's feast of the Entrance into the Temple.

[14] Daily routine for Lent. Thisis an apparently new chapter not traceable to the edited versions of (4)
Soudios.

[15] Liturgical prescriptionsfor Lent. This chapter is derived from (4) Soudios[B14] and [B15]; thereisno
paralel treatment in [A]. In the Studite tradition of [B], the regular performance of the hours and
prostrations continues until Holy Saturday.

[16] Lenten reminder of death. This chapter follows (4) Stoudios [AB23] closely; here a“prudent” brother
substitutes as the messenger for the “elderly” monk found in the Studite tradition.

[17] Officers of the monastery. This chapter makes considerable use of (4) Stoudios [AB18], but the author
has adapted his source for his own needs, authorizing the use of punishments (cf. [19] below), adding
adoorkeeper and making areferenceto the cells (kellia), places of service, i.e., workshops (diakoniai),
etc. that were particular to Lavra. There is also a discussion of the officers of the monastery in Vita A,
chap. 84, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 3940, and Vita B, chap. 26, pp. 153-54.

[18] Testing of novices. This chapter follows (4) Soudios [AB24] closely, but the superior is obliged to
repeat his synopsis of the novices' obligations as monks. For the sensitive topic of the treatment of
monks tonsured in other monasteries, see Vita A, chap. 89, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 41-42, Vita B,
chap. 29, ed. Noret, p. 159, and (13) Ath. Typikon [22] through [29].

[19] Place of confinement. This provision is adopted from (4) Soudios [AB25] but attributed to Basil of
Caesarea. The failure to include the Studite ban on corporal punishment, like the new provision for
expulsion, may be significant.

[20] Use of staffs and footstools in church prohibited. A new chapter; compare to the rigorist attitude found
much later in (36) Blemmydes [13]; (22) Evergetis[4] and related documents, however, permit the use
of footstools.

[21] Refectory procedures. This chapter isbased on (4) Soudios[AB28] with substantial additions. See also
the description of refectory proceduresin Vita A, chaps. 86-87, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 40-41, and
Vita B, chap. 29, ed. Noret, pp. 157-59. Thereferencesto asingle narthex (only) here and below in [26]
have implications for dating architectural features of Lavra's katholikon; see Mylonas, “Catholicon,”
p. 95. The specification that the ecclesiarch isto perform the reading is not found in the Studite Rule.

[22] Diet from Easter to the feast of All Saints (first Sunday after Pentecost). This chapter is based on (4)
Soudios [AB29], with the addition of concessionary supplements to the diet on feasts of the Lord
occurring during the Easter season.

[23] Diet for the fast of the Holy Apostles. This chapter makes a very slight use of (4) Stoudios [AB29] but
the diet is prescribed more succinctly and may be less strict than in the Studite tradition.

[24] Dietary regulations for the fast of St. Philip and for the Christmas season. This mostly new chapter
makes some minor use of (4) Stoudios [B29] and [AB29].

[25] Diet for the Lenten fast. This chapter is based closely on [AB30], with a brief quotation found only in
[A30]. The Athanasian regulation here follows [B30] in requiring that the strict fast of the first week of
Lent be observed again during the fourth week.

[26] Specia Lenten regulations; diet for Holy Week. Thisis a chapter of complex derivation, employing (4)
Soudios [A30], then [B30], and then [AB30]; considered with [1], [3], and [4] above, this suggests
Athanasios’ reliance on someintermediary Studite typikon for the drafting of this document rather than
a direct use of either or both of the versions on which our printed editions are based. The dietary
concession for the feast of the Forty Saints (Martyrs), on March 9, which was to be only aminor feast
in (20) Black Mountain [89], must have been in honor of the dedicatees of the north side chapel of
Lavra's katholikon.
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[27] Procession before vespers and the liturgy. Thisis anew chapter, specific to Lavra. The referenceto St.
Nicholasisto the south side chapel of Lavra's katholikon or perhaps, asimplied here, some predeces-
sor structure detached from the main church; the other topographical reference is to the free-standing
oratory of St. John [the Baptist] the Forerunner, mentioned in Vita A, chap. 73, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, p.
35, and Vita B, chap. 23, ed. Noret, p. 149, as having been built by Athanasios at the instructions of
Nikephoros Phokas; cf. Mylonas, “Catholicon,” p. 103.

[28] Veneration of the Holy Cross; permission for invididual ascetic observances. The first part of this
chapter is derived from (4) Soudios [AB32], the penultimate Studite quotation in this document, after
which (except for [35] below) the remaining materials appear to be original to Athanasios. His cross-
reference to an earlier discussion of the common life probably refers to preceding treatment of dietary
observances, beginning with [21]. (13) Ath. Typikon [38] ismore critical of self-imposed ascetic obser-
vances, while in the late eleventh century, (20) Black Mountain [72] was to encourage and (23)
Pakourianos [15] was to discourage them.

[29] Suspension of outside work during first week of Lent and Easter week. For acontemporary example of
the practice of seclusion during all of Lent, see (7) Latros [6]. Note the differentiation among laborers
who report back at different times depending on the distance of their worksites from the monastery.

[30] Special arrangementsfor feeding laborers; dietary concessions for same. In (43) Kasoulon [19], monks
absent on assignments have a share of food saved for them until their return, while [25] allows that
monastery’sfishermen to eat fish, use oil, and drink wine during Lent, aconcession that apparently was
later withdrawn.

[31] Dietary concessions for the sick; additional concessions for laborers. See (22) Evergetis [33], some
comparable laborers in another monastic community.

[32] Prayer and reading on feast days. Thisis a new chapter, but it is analogous to (4) Stoudios [AB26]
without the latter’s provisions for alending library and a structured time for reading.

[33] Confession to the superior. Again, thisis a new chapter, but analogous to (4) Stoudios [22]. The focus
here, however, is on obligatory confession, which is taken up later by (22) Evergetis [7], [15] and
related documents of the monastic reform movement.

[34] Prohibition of personal property; proceduresfor leaving the monastery. The former wasto be one of the
principles of the militantly cenobitic monastic reform movement: see (22) Evergetis [22] and related
documents. For the condemnation of unauthorized departures, see Basil of Caesarea, Regulae fusius
tractatae 14 ([LR 14]), PG 31, cols. 949-52, along with the references to canonical legislation on this
subject in E. Herman, “La " Stabilitas loci’ nel monachesimo bizantino,” OCP 21 (1955), 115-42.

[35] Regulation of clothing. This chapter isacondensation of the analogous Studite regul ations, (4) Stoudios
[A37] and [B38], providing for essentially the same items of clothing. For some later descriptions of
monastic clothing, see (22) Evergetis [25], (28) Pantokrator [22], (31) Areia [T4], (32) Mamas [28],
and (33) Heliou Bomon [28].

[36] Gatekeeper and his responsibilities. Provision for a gatekeeper. See description of this officer’s respon-
sibilitiesin (27) Kecharitomene [29], (32) Mamas [12], (33) Heliou Bomon [12]. The focus of respon-
sibilities here on prevention of theft is unprecedented elsewhere in the documents in our collection.
Leroy, “S. Benoit,” pp. 117-19, believed that this chapter contains unattributed quotations from the
Rule of &. Benedict; cf. Regula monasteriorum, chaps. 57, 66, ed. Cuthbert Butler (Downside, 1912),
pp. 99, 116.

[37] Reading of the rulesin assembly. Seen here for the first time, thiswas to become a very popular custom
as monastic typika became institutionalized in Byzantine monasteries, though usually in the context of
aseasonal recitation at mealtime. See (22) Evergetis[43], (27) Kecharitomene [65], (29) Kosmosoteira
[59], (30) Phoberos [59], (32) Mamas[16], (33) Heliou Bomon [16], etc. Leroy, “S. Benoit,” pp. 117—
19, believed that this chapter contains an unattributed quotation from the Rule of &. Benedict; cf.
Regula monasteriorum, chap. 66, ed. Butler, p. 117.
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12. Tzamiskes: Typikon of Emperor John Tzimiskes

Date: 971-721 Tranglator: George Dennis

Edition employed: Denise Papachryssanthou, Actes du Prétaton ( = Archivesdel’ Athos 7) (Paris,
1975), pp. 202-15, with text at 209-15.

Manuscript: Original charter preserved in the archives of the Protaton monastery (Karyes)?

Other trandlations: Russian, by Porfirii Uspensky, Vostok kristianskii. Athon. Istoriia Athona, vol.
3, pt. 1 (Kiev, 1877), pp. 81-89.

Analysis

This document, known also as the Tragos or “billy goat” in alusion to the parchment on which it
was written, is more a juridical document than a traditional typikon. A bitter rivalry between
Athanasios the Athonite and his fellow monks of Mount Athos led to an appeal by the latter to
Emperor John Tzimiskes (969-976), probably soon after the emperor’s accession.3 Surely it was
on his own initiative that the emperor sent Euthymios, the superior of the Stoudios monastery, to
investigate the problems and restore peace to Mount Athos. The Athanasian hagiographic tradi-
tion, however, represents the imperial inquest as having taken place at the request of Athanasiosin
contradiction to the account in the preface of the present document. Unlikely asthisis, there are
some grounds for suspecting that Athanasios either influenced the choi ce of theimperial arbitrator
or at any rate had reason to be pleased that Euthymios was selected. The conflict between Lavra's
cenobitic form of monasticism and the alternatives popular el sewhere on Mount Athos was at the
root of many of the difficulties, and so it wasto Athanasios’ advantage that a superior of one of the
empire's most famous cenobitic monasteries, and one from which his own (11) Ath. Rule was
derived, had been chosen for this assignment. Moreover, on another occasion Euthymios is re-
ported to have joined with Athanasios and the latter’s collaborator John the Iberian in an unsuc-
cessful appeal to John Tzimiskes to donate the imperial monastery of Kolobou near Hierissos to
Lavra.4 However, it does not necessarily follow from the likelihood that Euthymios was a media-
tor friendly to Athanasios that he was sent to impose cenobiticism on Athos. Rather, a close read-
ing of the present document will show, as Papachryssanthou (Pr6taton, p. 100) has demonstrated,
that Euthymios endeavored to preserve the interests of each of the three important forms of mo-
nastic life on Mount Athos, not only the large cenobitic monasteries but also the small indepen-
dent (kelliotic) groups and the solitary hermits, though without enduring success.

Perhaps the most salient feature of this document is the evidence of widespread commercial
activity not only among the various Athonite communities themselves but even with the outside
world. The biased Athanasian hagiographic tradition neverthel ess acknowledges that Lavra's ag-
gressive pursuit of agricultural enterprise under Athanasios' direction was especially offensive to
Athos' other ascetics who were accustomed to a quieter, more traditional way of life. Later,

[232]



12. TZIMISKES

Athanasios himself would find it prudent in (13) Ath. Rule [10] to denounce outside commercial
activity as“dishonorable” and even to censure [11] other Athonites for their purchases and devel -
opment of fields and vineyards. In this document, commercial activity such as Athanasios himelf
is said to have practiced, despite his later disavowals, seems to flourish. The attempts [13], [15],
[24] to restrict it are tentative and riddled with exceptions, a pattern that would be repeated in the
eleventh century with (15) Constantine IX. Also, the indulgent standards of traditional private
religious foundations prevailed with respect to the bequeathing, donation, transfer and outright
sale of monastic cells and associated properties [2], [6], [ 7], requiring a provision for restricting
outright speculative activity [13] and other regulations to discourage monks [8] wandering about
without subordination to asuperior or unknown priests[11] celebrating the liturgy without written
authorization from their bishops. These latter provisions are typical of official attempts (usually
futile) to curb abuses endemic in the traditional, free-wheeling private-enterprise approach to the
ownership of Byzantine religious foundations.> Indeed the assertion [6] that a superior wasfreeto
sell, donate or transfer his land “to any person he wishes’ recalls a similar claim made by the
author of (1) Apa Abraham [4] in seventh-century Byzantine Egypt.

Along with the other superiors of Athos, Athanasios attended the assembly which led to the
drafting of this document and placed his signature on it immediately after those of the emperor
himself and Athanasios the protos, the head of the Athonite community. The impact of this docu-
ment on Lavriotic monasticism and vice-versais hard to determine. A few years later Athanasios
of Lavrawould incorporate in his own (13) Ath. Typikon some of the customs and usages agreed
upon here, including the year’s probation [3] for candidates for tonsure, the requirement [10] that
monks seek permission before becoming solitaries, and the bans on spiritual relationships with
laymen [14], on tonsuring youths or eunuchs [16], cf. [25], and on importation of livestock [22],
cf. [23]. Some of the provisions for observing the Lenten fast [12] seem to be derived from the
earlier Studite tradition while others are shared with (13) Ath. Typikon [29]. It istaken for granted
in (12) Tzimiskes that the Athonite superiors (even Athanasios) should have personal servants,
despite the explicit condemnation of (13) Ath. Typikon [34] and the Studite tradition. Likewise,
this document assumes that monks will retain personal financial resources and even draw cash
incomes from their monasteries [18], [19], [27] despite the weight of the Athanasian and Studite
traditions to the contrary. Athanasios’ disposition to restrict the practice of non-cenobitic monas-
ticism in his community by banning the erection of new kellia in (13) Ath. Typikon [45], [53], cf.
[44] did not sway his colleagues in the assembly that drew up this document, who were more
concerned to uphold the property rights [18] of those kelliotic monks who continued to build
them. There is also no evidence from this document to suggest that Athanasios' pioneering at-
tempt to establish institutional autonomy for his own foundation under the patronage of the previ-
ous emperor Nikephoros Phokas (for which see (13) Ath. Typikon [12]) had inspired imitators
among the other monasteries on Mount Athos.

Yet as Papachryssanthou (Pr6taton, p. 101) has noted, what was left unsaid in this document
was perhaps as important as, or more so than, what itstermsin fact provide. Most important of all
for Athanasios, either before or after Euthymios' arrival he managed to prevent his opponents the
protos Athanasios and Paul Xeropotamites from securing his expulsion from Mount Athos. The
failureto restrict economic activities such as sale of monasteries and landed properties, evenif, as
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seemslikely, their preservation was desired by the kelliotic and solitary monks, ultimately doomed
their way of life on Athos since Lavra and the other large monasteries with vast resources re-
mained free to expand at their neighbors’ expense.

Notes on the Introduction

1. The document is undated; the proposed dating here follows Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, p. 207, after
Daélger, “Echtheit,” p. 346, and Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 22; cf. Anastasievi¢, “Date,” p. 11, who argued
for 970.

2. The document is preserved on very thick rolled parchment in a sealed chest in the Protaton monastery at
Karyes. It isthe oldest original charter on Mount Athos and the oldest document bearing an autograph
signature of an emperor. Seediscussionin Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 22, and Papachryssanthou, Pr6taton,
pp. 2024, with illustrations in the Album, pls. XI-X1X.

3. For the background to the Tragos affair, see Vita A, chaps. 114-23, ed., J. Noret, Vitae duae antiquae
Sancti Athanasii Athonitae (Louvain), 1982), pp. 54-58, and Vita B, chap. 36, ed., Noret, pp. 168-69;
with discussion by Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, pp. 3941, and “Lavie ancienne de saint Athanase |’ Athonite
composée au debut du XI€ siécle par Athanase de Lavra,” in Le millénaire du Mont Athos, 9631963,
vol. 1 (Chevetogne, 1963), pp. 79-80, and by Papachryssanthou, Pr6taton, pp. 95-102.

4. See Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, p. 98, with n. 34.

5. See my Private Religious Foundations in the Byzantine Empire (Washington, D.C., 1987), pp. 111-15,
125-27, 133-6.
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Translation

[Preface]

The reverend monks of the renowned Mount Athos, Athanasios the reverend monk and protos of
the Mountain, and the reverend monk Paul, have presented themselves in the God-guarded city
before our benevolent emperor.1 For some time now, they explained, certain problems and dis-
putes had arisen between them and the reverend monk Athanasios, superior of the imperial lavra
called Ta Melana. The result was that several monks were injured and unjustly treated by him.
They reported that they could find no way of solving the problem and no way of guaranteeing
peace among them. Our mighty emperor, crowned by God, living by his laws and guarded by
righteousness, places great importance on the monks, more than anyone else, being at peace and
leading undisturbed and tranquil lives. He is, moreover, reluctant to have them brought before a
secular tribunal, or to havetheir affairsinvestigated by civil officials and their charges against one
another brought before the general public. Laymen, in addition, have no real understanding of
monastic life. As the behavior of monks is different, so the charges are different. The charges
which might be brought against them differ from the accusations and the judgments likely to be
made against laymen. As a result, the emperor ordered our humble selves to betake ourselves to
the place, and bring both sides together, and listen attentively to the charges brought by them. We
were then to concentrate on straightening out matters properly according to the dictates of the
holy canons.

We did indeed betake ourselves there, and both parties in the dispute also presented them-
selves. All the superiors of the Mountain sat together with us in council, while the entire assem-
blage of the brothers was also in attendance.2 For an entire week the dispute was aired and very
thoroughly investigated. Once we succeeded in acquiring a deeply spiritual understanding of the
matter, it was found that both parties were absolutely guiltless, strange as this may sound. The
dispute which had arisen between them was recognized as having been caused by the activity of
Satan. The result was that, by God's graceful assistance, they merited the reward of a profound
and unshakabl e peace, with al points of controversy resolved.

While engaged in this, we discovered that several other matters stood in need of correction,
and we did our best to rectify them carefully in accord with the holy canons. We also found that
some other monks were quarreling and making accusations against one another. We arranged to
bring them to a settlement and establish peace. Closer study of the situation revealed that it was
the assemblies which provided the occasion for some problems, quarrels, and seeds of discord.
Now, we knew that those who had conceived of these assemblies had intended them to be benefi-
cial and supportive for the brothers, but it turned out that they were having the opposite effect. We,
therefore, al the reverend monks and superiors, whose names and signatures are given at the
conclusion of thistypikon, meeting in council, have by common consent, demand, and will deter-
mined and ordained that the two assemblies, the one at Easter and the one at the holy Nativity of
Christ, are to be discontinued. I nstead, the brothers are to gather and hold their assembly just once
ayear on the venerable feast of the immaculate Bearer of God and Mother of God.3 [p. 210] The
allowance should also be kept until that day.4 We also lay down that on the assigned feast, the
protos should come with only three disciples, the reverend Athanasi os, superior of the Great Lavra,
with two, and the monk Paul with one. The rest of the superiors, kelliotai, and solitaries should all
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come to the assembly without any servants, since we have discovered that it is the servants who
generally cause the disorder and strife. As best we could, so we believe, we have devised aremedy
which should aid both parties among the monksin being concerned about reverence and devotion.
A peaceful situation should prevail in all respects and keep them from splitting into factions or
separate groups and from becoming ascandal to laymen in the future, and especially from disturb-
ing the sacred ears of our devout and mighty emperor. Now if, as time goes by, with the graceful
assistance of God, the situation improves to such an extent that everyone agrees that they want to
hold a second assembly, we rejoice and are very pleased at this. All we request is for them to
inform us in writing, so that nothing will slip by which might weaken any prescription of the
typikon. We, therefore, instruct them to observe these norms which have been approved by the
prudent judgment of all the superiors on Mount Athos and which, | am sure, will be acknowledged
as pleasing to God and acceptable to our virtuous emperor as befitting the ascetical life.

[1.] We have, in addition, determined that in case anything should occur which needs to be cor-
rected, either in the community or individually regarding one of the brothers, no one of the supe-
riors has permission to make direct inquiries about such afailing, or to correct it, or to censure or
condemn the offender without the knowledge of the protos. On the other hand, without meeting
with the superiors of the Mountain, and without their consent and advi ce, the protos does not have
authority to do anything with which they disagree, evenif it should seem particularly beneficial to
the common good or to some individual person.

[2.] Concerning monks who have been tonsured in other monasteries, then left them and come to
this venerable Mountain and been deemed worthy of reception, we order and we desire that they
should not have the authority to purchase fields or to take possession of unclaimed places on their
own initiative and will. They are not to direct akellion without obtaining the approval and permis-
sion of the protos and the superiors.

[3.] All who cometo you and promise to receive the monasti c tonsure ought to be received by each
one of the superiors. By no means should they be permitted outside the spiritual enclosure. They
should not be tonsured right away, but should observe the ecclesiastical canon® by devoting one
year to being trained in the monastic way of life. They should give evidence that their resolve is
firm and unshakable. When they show that such isthe case, then, the superior may judge that they
be clothed in the monastic habit. But if someone comes out of urgency or for some other reason,
for whom it is not possible to wait out the year, and he requests to be enrolled immediately, we
should leave this to the judgment of the superior. We suggest that the same consideration be
granted to someone who is anxious to be tonsured and be garbed with the monastic habit because
of some infirmity, fearful that death may intervene, and he may depart this life before he com-
pletes the assigned time we have stipul ated.

[4.] A layman who has come to one of the superiors and stayswith him for six months or an entire

year, but who becomes dissatisfied with the superior’s direction for certain causes and has good
reason to claim that he has not been helped by him, may give himself to another spiritual director,
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whomsoever he might select, provided that other persons testify that this new director is irre-
proachable and capable of helping souls. [p. 211] He should not be allowed to go off to him
without the consent, knowledge, and blessing of the first director, but he must present himself to
whomever he has chosen with the advice and knowledge of the former.

[5.] If amonk has cause to be dissatisfied by his association with his superior for certain reasons
which could be harmful to his soul, even though he may have received the monastic habit from
him, he can nonetheless find another superior and with the knowledge, advice and permission of
his previous father present himself to him. We recommend that it should not be permitted for any
superior to receive the disciple of another superior without that person’s knowledge. But if anyone
is detected making a captive of such adisciple, he should not be entrusted with the disciple.

[6.] If one of the superiors should chooseto sell, donate, or otherwise transmit hisown plot of land
to any person he wishes, either while heisstill alive or to have such disposition of his possessions
made after he has departed thislife, we consent that he be permitted to exercise his ownership and
authority with full freedom, and heis not to be restricted. If he should wish to transmit the owner-
ship and possession of such a plot of land to his disciple, he is allowed to do this aso, and he
should not be hindered by anyone.

[7.] If, when heis close to death, one of the superiors on the Mountain shall leave hisland to one
of the administrators, so it will be well and properly managed and administered, no one of them
may be allowed to have the authority to annex the dead man’sland either to the Great Lavra, or to
any other, or to someone else's land or to his own. He may, however, sell or donate it to aworthy
and devout personif it turnsout that that person has no other land. In like manner, from the present
time on, these same regulations should be observed in the case of lands given to someone by
charistike.

[8.] All those who withdraw from their own superiors and who do not choose to settle under the
obedience of a father in accord with the typikon published by us, but who prefer to wander in a
bold and undisciplined way around the whole Mountain, and to offer their servicesfor hire, these
should be warned once, twice, and more often. If they refuse to obey the men giving them such
salutary advice, they should, even though unwilling, be handed over to spiritual fathers.

[9.] In accord with the ancient decrees of the holy fathers, weinsist and we sternly declare that no
one is to be allowed to ridicule or publicly expose the thoughts and confessions of anyone. If a
person should be caught doing this, no matter who he may be, let him be subject to the canonical
punishments.

[10.] Those subjects who have sufficiently advanced in spirituality and asceticism by the practice
of virtue, and whose superiors deem capable of stripping to enter the stadium of solitude, we too
permit and agree that they may dwell apart by themselves to practice asceticism according to the
pleasure and judgment of their superiors.

[ 237]



TENTH CENTURY

[11.] Regarding unknown priests coming here, we must insist that they do not have authority,
either privately or publicly, to presume to celebrate the divine liturgy, unless they have an official
letter from their bishops or some solid testimony in their favor.

[12.] We also make this recommendation. During the period of Holy Lent, all the solitary ascetics
and those living in community should spend the time in silence, and they should not visit one
another except for agood reason, an emergency, or to seek treatment for evil and shameful thoughts.
None of the superiors, moreover, should busy himself with any work during these holy days,
except on Saturday, or anything else unlessit is related to spiritual matters. In addition, you may
not partake of fish at all on these holy days, [p. 212] except on the revered feast of the Annuncia-
tion® of the very holy Mother of God and in case of some infirmity.

[13.] Concerning monks who possess fields and sell them, then purchase others in turn, and sell
them again for the sake of profit and shameful gain, and who do not cease engaging in mercenary
pursuits, we command that they be made to refrain completely from any such business so harmful
to their souls or that they be simply expelled from the Mountain, that is, if after one or two admo-
nitions they have not reformed or turned from their wicked ways.

[14.] No one of the brothers is to be allowed to leave the mountain to form a bond of spiritual
relationship or adoptive brotherhood with laymen. If some of them have already concluded abond
of this sort for themselves, they must still not go off to their houses or have lunch or dinner with
them or join them at all in drinking.

[15.] Since you clearly wanted instructions on what you have to do in this matter, by common
consent we lay down this regulation concerning wine. We do not permit anyone to dare to sell
wine to laymen from the Zygos river in towards the Mountain. This allows outsiders to spend too
much time with the monks and fill them with worldly corruption. If, however, anyone has more of
avintage than he needs, let him sell it to monks, and from the buyers let him receive what he does
not have in return. For some of the monks on the Mountain lack necessities. Everyone does not
have everything. If some laymen should happen to frequent the Mountain with some supplies
which are lacking there, then in that case, because of the unavoidable shortage, it is allowed to
give them wine in exchange.

[16.] We must strictly enjoin that boys, beardless youths, and eunuchs who journey to the Moun-
tain to be tonsured should not be received at al. But in caseit cannot be avoided, and the situation
becomes urgent, we order that nothing should be done, and nobody should be admitted or ton-
sured unless the protos and all the superiors of the Mountain have investigated the case and freely
consent. But if one of the superiors or kelliotai out of contempt for these stipulations should
introduce into his field or cell a eunuch or a child, and after being denounced for this once and
then twice, and should give no evidence of changing hisways, then we consider it best simply to
drive him away from the Mountain.
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[17.] Any brotherswho happen to lack an education but who are proficient in spirituality and who
have become superiors should have permission to tonsure candidateswho cometo them just asthe
rest of the superiors, and they should not be hindered. Nonetheless, we order that those who are
superiors because they seized this office first, but who are not really capable of directing them-
selves, should be assigned to spiritual fathers and reap some benefit from them by confessing their
thoughts.

[18.] If anyone enters upon obedience to one of the superiors or comes to him from another, and
should construct acell with his consent and approval, but then instead of remaining there wantsto
get up and leave without his superior causing him any trouble, let him take half of what he spent
for the cell. But if he wantsto move away because the superior has been harassing him, we enjoin
that he should take the entire amount of his expenses and so leave. We decree the same regarding
fields and vineyards.

[19.] If a monk comes and agrees to work for one of the superiors for a year, but before the
designated time is up neglects his duty and departs, let him be allowed to take the payment for his
work with him. But if the superior acts wickedly and, after the monk had served him [p. 213] for
aperiod of four or six months, he should try to harm the brother by chasing him away without pay,
we order that he should receive the entire amount of his salary. But if the one who is wickedly
depriving him should become obstinate and not pay the salary to the worker, he should be accused
before the elders. Without delay let them demand the full amount of the salary from him, and let it
be given to hisaccuser. In like manner, if a person entering upon a period of obedience and service
without acontract, but who is chased away by the superior or harassed by him, gets up and leaves,
we order that he should receive the full amount of his allowance from the superior.

[20.] We think it fitting to put an end to the so called “forced labor” imposed upon the kelliotai by
the superiors. For these are indications of worldly, not monastic, life. But if someone, without
being forced, freely chooses to come and help another, thisliesin his power.

[21.] We order that the steward’ entrusted with the supervision of the Mese8 should have the
authority to expel from the Mese those whom he might discover stirring up scandals or conten-
tion. If they happen to sow discord, and the steward does not take the proper steps to correct it,
then the fault is his. If some compelling business causes him to be absent from the Mountain, he
should leavein his place a competent man, superior to the others, who can guide the monks along
the path of peace. But if some scandal occurs outside the Mese on the Mountain, then we order
that the steward should take along with him three or four superiorsfrom the vicinity of the placein
which the scandal occurred and after careful examination apply afitting solution to the problem.

[22.] Some years ago because of the incursion by foreign peoples the animals of the great monas-

tery found their way to the Mountain with the knowledge of the monks of the Great Lavra. While
that may betrue, we order that it should not happen again, apart from necessity or another foreign
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incursion. This same rule must also be observed by the rest of the superiors, so that no individual
may bring them in on his own authority. Regarding those animals which habitually come onto the
Mountain, we leave any decision about them up to the council of the elders who may choose to
prohibit them from being led here or not.

[23.] We decree that none of the superiors should have yokes of animals. The only exceptionisthe
Great Lavra, which may have one yoke because it is needed, and because of the large number of
monks there, and because without such a yoke it would be impossible for the Lavrato function.

[24.] Regarding firewood which has been cut on the Mountain by the monks, we desire that it not
be transported and sold outside, but that it be sold on the Mountain. In an emergency, though, let
it be sold to laymen.

[25.] Concerning construction workers who come here, it is our view that they should not bring
boys along to work with them as assistants or apprentices.

[26.] Regarding the appointment of the steward, we order that during the assembly on the revered
feast of the Dormition of the very holy Mother of God he should give an account of the steward-
ship entrusted to him. If it is found that he has carried it out well, and if the protos and all the
superiors are pleased with him, let him continue undisturbed in his service. But if they are not
pleased, then we allow them to take that responsibility away from him and passit on to another.

[27.] With the suppression of the two assemblies there is bound to be a surplus of the funds which
were supposed to be paid out for the comfort of the elders. These should be added to the allowance
and distributed to the monks. [p. 214]

[28.] Regarding the appointment of the protos we prefer that the ancient rule which has been
followed from the beginning be maintained firmly and without change.

We are convinced that it is to the advantage of all the superiors and monks of the Mountain to
adhereto all theregulationslaid down here and that nobody should dare attempt to overturn any of
the chaptersin this typikon. But, if anyone should be detected holding these matters in contempt
which were regulated and decreed not merely by our own initiative and authority, but by the
common intent of all, let him be subject to the penalties of the holy canons, inasmuch as he has
trampled on his own conscience and become a source of scandal and very great harm to everyone.
These matters have been decreed and stipulated with the common intent and accord of al the
reverend superiors of Athos by Euthymios, monk of the most holy monastery of Stoudios. More-
over, so they might be more perfect, secure, firm, solid, and lasting, they were referred to the
judgment and review of our virtuous, mighty peace-making emperor John. For we had been or-
dered by theliving voice of hisunconquered, mighty majesty and, according to the esteemed, holy
command of the sacred imperial letters which we received, we were assigned the mission of con-
ducting a detailed investigation, of resolving all disagreement, of establishing peace, and of issu-
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ing regulations on all these matters. These have been accepted as canonically valid and confirmed
by the imperial seal.

+ John in Christ our God faithful emperor of the Romans
+ Athanasios, monk and protos

+ Athanasios, monk and superior of the Great Lavra
+ Christodoulos, monk and superior of the Protaton
+ lakobos, monk, priest, and superior

+ Thomas, monk, priest, and superior

+ John, monk and priest

+ Kallinikos, monk, priest, and superior

+ Anthimos, monk and superior

+ Elias, monk, priest, and superior

+ Arsenios, monk and superior

+ Daniel, monk and superior

+ John, monk and superior

+ Antony, monk and superior

+ Theodosios, monk and superior

+ Andrew, monk and superior

+ Dionysios, monk, priest, and superior

+ Kosmas, monk and superior

+ Thomas, monk and superior

+ Hilarion, monk and superior

+ George, the painter

+ Methodios, monk and superior

+ Nikephoros, monk and superior

+ Theodoulos, blind monk and superior [p. 215]
+ Euthymios, monk and superior

+ Zacharias, monk and superior

+ Michael, monk and superior

+ George, monk and superior

+ Michael, priest and superior

+ Luke, monk and steward

+ Nikodemos, monk and superior

+ John, monk and superior

+ Luke, monk +

Ignatios, monk

+ Stephen, monk +

Paul, monk and priest +

Andrew, monk and superior

+ Arsenios, monk and superior

+ Gabriel, monk and superior

[ 241]



TENTH CENTURY

+ Damian, monk and superior +

+ Nikephoros, monk and superior

+ Basil, monk and superior

+Basil, monk and superior + Symeon, monk and superior
+ Mark, monk, priest, and superior

+ Kosmas, monk and ecclesiarch

+ Theophilos, monk and superior

+ Nicholas, monk and superior, the calligrapher

+ Sergios, monk and superior

+ Kosmas, monk and superior

+ Kosmas, monk and superior of Theoktistos

+ Demetrios, monk and superior

+ Lazarus, monk and superior

+ Symeon, monk and superior

+ Antony, monk and superior

+ Theodoulos, monk and superior

+ Nikephoros, monk and priest

+ Sabas, monk and superior and koubouklesios? +

Notes on the Tranglation

1. For the protos Athanasios, the third known incumbent of this office, see Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, p.
130; for his office, see pp. 123-29; for Paul Xeropotamites, see pp. 66-68.

2. For the Athonite council and assembly, see Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, pp. 115-21.

3. Thisisthe feast of the Dormition, August 15 (see [26] below).

4. The roga, the annual pension from the emperor first granted by Romanos | Lekapenos; see
Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, pp. 54, 122.

5. Cf. NJ 5.2, which provides for athree-year novitiate.

6. March 25.

7. For the office of the steward, see Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, pp. 151-55; the incumbent was the monk
Luke, who signs this document.

8. Meseisused hereasasynonym for Karyes, i.e, the Protaton monastery; see Papachryssanthou, Prétaton,
p. 152.

9. Title born by patriarchal chamberlains; cf. Darrouzés, Opgixic, pp. 39-44. As Papachryssanthou notes
(Prétaton, 207-8), it isnot clear whether Sabas held thistitle before arriving at Mt. Athos or this office
existed at the Protaton in the 10th c.

Document Notes

[1] Rights of the protos and the superiors. There was to be amore extensive development of thistopicin (15)
Constantine IX [14].

[2] Permission of the protos and a superior needed for non-Athonite monksto direct akellion. See also [18]
below and the discussion by Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, p. 101. In (15) Constantine IX [11], the
protos was forbidden to make grants of common land.

[3] Novitiate of one year. (13) Ath. Typikon [50] provides similarly, but like later documents, e.g., (22)
Evergetis [37], makes an exception for those who are “pious and well known.”
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[4] Postulants may change spiritual directors. See also below [5], [8], and [18].

[5] Previous superior’s permission required to transfer to another monastery. See also above [4], and below
[8], [18]; reaffirmed by (15) Constantine X [7].

[6] Superiors allowed to sell, donate or bequeath personal property freely. Cf. (1) Apa Abraham[4] and (41)
Docheiariou [5]. These rights were later restricted in (15) Constantine I X [9].

[7] Regulation of personal property of superiors held in trust by administrators. The intent is to prevent
Lavra from annexing other monastic foundations upon the deaths of their owners. The mention of the
charistike could be 1) a generic “act of donation,” asin an act of Emperor Leo VI dated to 908, ed.
Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, doc. 2, pp. 181-85, at 184, line 12, 2) an early example of the infamous
public management program of that name for ecclesiastical foundations developed later in the tenth
century, or 3) asynonym for epidosis, asimilar but older public management program for transferring
control of areligious foundation from one ecclesiastical authority to another, under which Lavra re-
ceived the monastery of St. Andrew of Peristerai from Nikephoros Phokas in 964 (see the Athanasian
Vita A, chap. 103, ed., Noret, Vitae duae, p. 50, and Vita B, chap. 34, ed. Noret, p. 166).

[8] Monks not to allowed to wander without supervision. The cross-reference is to the regulationsin [3] ff.

[10] Solitaries permitted. See also [18], [20] below. A system like that in (13) Ath. Typikon [40], cf. [42] is
envisioned, in which the superior advances to solitary status a select number of cenobitic monks; see
the discussion of the status of solitariesin Papachryssanthou, Pr6taton, p. 101.

[11] Unknown priests not to celebrate liturgy without written authorization from a bishop. For the problem
of migratory clerics, see Private Religious Foundations, pp. 111-15.

[12] Lenten observances. Cf. similar provisions for seclusion in (7) Latros [6] and (13) Ath. Rule [29]; the
exception for the feast of the Annunciation is found in (4) Soudios [AB31] but not in (13) Ath. Rule.

[13] Monks not to engagein real estate speculation or other mercenary pursuits. Cf. the critical comments of
Athanasiosin (13) Ath. Typikon[10], [11] aswell asthe Athonite critique of Athanasios himself in ita
A, chap. 114, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 54-55 and Vita B, chap. 36, pp. 168-69.

[14] No spiritual relationships or adoptive brotherhoods with laymen. Utilized later by (59) Manuel 11 [10].
These are also forbidden by (3) Theodore Sudites [8], which is in turn quoted without attribution in
(13) Ath. Typikon [32].

[15] No sales of wine to laymen. Note Athanasios' attempt to limit Lavrato a single vineyard in (13) Ath.
Typikon [53], and his condemnation of commerce in wine [10] and extensive plantings [11] by others.

[16] Youths and eunuchs banned. See also [25] below. Utilized later by (59) Manuel 11 [13]. (3) Theodore
Sudites [18], quoted without attribution by (13) Ath. Typikon [34], bans adolescent disciples in the
superior’s cell; aban on eunuchsis also found in (13) Ath. Typikon [48]. The bans are repeated in (15)
Constantine IX [1], cf. [15].

[18] Compensation due monks who leave behind the cells they have built when they change superiors.
These kellia, designed for kelliotic monks and their small bands of followers, are discussed in (13) Ath.
Typikon [44], [45], and [47].

[19] Payment of contract workers engaged by superiors. This is part of the legislation intended to prevent
the exploitation and expropriation of solitary and kelliotic monks; see also [18] above and [20] bel ow.

[20] Superiors not to impose forced labor on kelliotic monks. See also [10], [18], and [19] above, with
discussion by Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, p. 101, and (13) Ath. Typikon [41].

[21] Steward of the Mese responsible for its good order. For this official’s subordination to the protos and
his council of superiors, see [26] below. The reference to scandals at Karyes (Mese) is obscure, but cf.
(15) Constantine 1X [12] for evidence of persistent problemsrelating to unspecified commercial activi-
ties.

[22] Ban on theimportation of animals. This provision will be repeated later in (15) Constantine | X [3]; note
exception in [23] below. In (13) Ath. Typikon [31], Athanasios, quoting (3) Theodore Studites [4] with-
out attribution, bans the use of female animals for any kind of work.

[23] Only Lavra permitted to have ayoke of animals. (15) Constantine | X [4] cross-references this chapter,
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and extends the privilege of having a yoke of cattle for kneading bread to the Vatopedi monastery. In
(13) Ath. Typikon [53], however, Athanasios rejects the prospect of Lavra's ownership of sheep and
goats.

[24] Restriction on the sale of firewood to laymen. In (15) Constantine IX [6], the sale of lumber and other
shipbuilding supplies to laymen is banned also, while [10] issues regulations for the monks' cutting
wood for fuel and construction.

[25] Construction workers not to bring boys with them. That is, in violation of the principle behind [16]
above, which see. Utilized |ater by (59) Manuel Il [15].

[26] Steward’s rendering of accounts on the feast of the Dormition. See also [21] above and discussion by
Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, pp. 121-22, 152.

[27] Surplus funds formerly used to pay for two of the assemblies to be given to the monks as part of their
allowances. See discussion by Papachryssanthou, Pr6taton, pp. 54-55.

[28] Retention of the traditional procedure for the selection of the protos. The “ancient rule” is no longer
preserved, but later it is probable that the protos was chosen by the Athonite assembly, most likely at
the initiative of the “notable monks”; see discussion by Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, p. 124.

Subscriptions. For the prosopography of the known individuals, see Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, pp.
207-8.
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13. Ath. Typikon: Typikon of Athanasios the Athonite for the Lavra Monastery

Date: 973-9751 Translator: George Dennis

Edition employed: Ph. Meyer, Die Haupturkunden fir die Geschichte der Athoskloster (Leipzig,
1894), pp. 102-22.

Manuscript: Lavra, unnumbered ms. (1814 A.D.); Codex Iveron 754 (16th c.)2

Other translations; None

Institutional History
For the institutional history of the Lavra Monastery, see (11) Ath. Rule, Institutional History.

Analysis

This document shares Athanasian authorship with (11) Ath. Rule, which it cross-references [39],
and (14) Ath. Testament. Repetitious treatment of certain topics suggests multiple stages of com-
position.3 The document can be divided for analysis into four sections:

A. Foundation History

The document commences with a foundation history, [2]-{8] (cf. the earlier and less well devel-
oped example of the genrein (6) Rila[1], [2]). Thisis an official history from the author’s view-
point that eliminates certain episodes, such as his flight to Cyprus after the unexpected accession
of the patron Nikephoros Phokas to the emperorship in 963 and the attempt to expel him from
Athosin the Tragos affair of 971-972. There are also chronological differences with the account
preserved in the Athanasian hagiographical tradition.# The history is nevertheless of considerable
interest, sinceit vividly portrays the nature of atraditional patronal relationship between aprivate
founder, who provided the inspiration and funding, and amonastic holy man, who actually carried
out thework of constructing what was then conceived of as a private monastery and its associated
buildings. Moreover, the patron’s elevation to the emperorship launched this foundation on a path
different from that originally envisioned for it, as Lavra became a new kind of independent mon-
astery under imperial patronage.

B. Constitutional Status and Succession to the Superiorship

Thanks to these circumstances, then, thisis the earliest document in our collection composed for
an “independent and autonomous’ monastery, a category of constitutional organization of endur-
ing significance for the rest of Byzantine history (see below, Chapter Four). (8) John Xenos, (9)
Galesios (in part), and (10) Eleousa provide later examples of documents written for independent
monasteriesin the eleventh century. Athanasios quotes[12], [ 18] and summarizes[13],[20], [23],

[245]



TENTH CENTURY

[36], [42] alost imperia chrysobull of Nikephoros Phokas, one of three awarded to Lavrain 964,
that evidently served as akind of proto-typikon and which granted the monastery its self-govern-
ing status.® Papachryssanthou (Protaton, p. 82) has skillfully reconstructed the content of this
chrysobull. Athanasi os claims [13] he himself was behind the crucial passages on the foundation’s
constitutional status and the succession to the superiorship.

The possibility that someone might impose a future superior from outside Lavra on the mon-
astery was appropriately Athanasios' greatest concern [20] for the future of hisfoundation, “For if
it were permitted that the superior could be appointed by some stranger, then the Lavrawould end
up under the authority of that person.” Perhaps Athanasios was already worried about the threat
that the notorious public management program, the charistike, would pose to his and other pri-
vately founded monasteries by the end of the tenth century, as seems indicated in the later (14)
Ath. Testament.b Yet even earlier, there were other reasons to be concerned about the loss of a
private foundation’s autonomy from the public authorities, as Athanasios knew well, sincein 964
he had exploited the system of imperial concessions to gain control of the wealthy, formerly pri-
vate monastery of St. Andrew of Peristerai near Thessalonike under epidosis, a program for the
concession of ecclesiastical institutions to other religious authorities that had been in existence
since at least the beginning of the tenth century.’

Whatever the precise nature of the threat Athanasios perceived, the independent and self-
governing constitution that he had extracted from Nikephoros Phokasin 964 was hisdefense. This
could well, as Athanasios comes close to claiming, have been an original concept of his own,
though there are also some possible precedents.8 It would be a long time, however, before the
implications of genuine self-rule became evident.® Here, recognizing the traditional connection
between the right to appoint the superior (which typically belonged to the founder or patron) and
actual control of theinstitution itself, Athanasiosinsists[16] on his*absolute authority” to choose
his own successor. As a practical matter, however, he was willing to exercise this right after con-
sultation with the monastic community. Subsequent superiors were to choose their successorsin
the same way [15], [19], cf. [12], but without outside interference.

Yet the very provision [20] designed to protect Lavra from falling under outside control had
created an unanticipated problem, since it could be interpreted to make any monk not actually
tonsured at the monastery ineligible for the superiorship. Since the foundation was at thistime not
much more than adecade old, astrict interpretation of the chrysobull would have eliminated many
of Athanasios' closest and oldest disciples from consideration. Athanasios therefore argues [21]
ff. strenuously for the acceptability of “foreign” monks (xenokouroi) as future superiors, provided
they had been living in the community for two or three years.

C. Sudite Quotations

Although this document is self-described and functions as a typikon, it is textually linked to (3)
Theodore Sudites, a testament, just as (11) Ath. Rule is to (4) Stoudios. There are literal but
unattributed quotations from 18 of the chapters in the Studite Testament.10 The integration of
these quotations from a much earlier and rather different era of Byzantine monasticism into the
text of the present document is not entirely satisfactory, though Athanasios does group themin a
more logical order than in the origina Studite Testament. Athanasios' reluctance to acknowledge
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his debt to (3) Theodore Suditesis curious; asin (11) Ath. Rule, however, he actually takes some
troubleto refer instead to patristic sources that happened to underlie Studite observances.1! In any
event, Athanasios provides[30] an implicit endorsement of Theodore's prohibitions on changesin
therule, on worldly possessions, and on the diversion of monastic property to friends or relatives.
Athanasios’ bans [31] on persona and community slaves and female animals, his endorsement
[32] of communal ownership of property, and the requirement that a superior should not adminis-
ter finances directly are all derived from (3) Theodore Sudites too. Following Theodore on other
matters, Athanasi os al so urges his successors as superior not to adopt [33] aluxuriouslifestyleand
to refrain [34] from seeking higher office. In another implicit endorsement of the canons of the
Studite tradition, Athanasios views worldly entanglements and sexual misconduct (with the one
seen asleading to the other) asthe primary threats to the morality of the monks.12 Athanasios adds
[33] awarning from Antony, the founder of Egyptian monasticism, against lengthy absencesfrom
the monastery in support of a like-minded (but unattributed) prohibition from the Studite Testa-
ment. Athanasios shared with the Studite tradition a concern with reconciling the mandate [35] to
provide hospitality to strangers with the need [34] to isolate the monks from secular (and espe-
cially sexual) intercourse.

AsLeroy (“Conversion,” pp. 113-14) redlized, it isalso worth noticing what provisions of (3)
Theodore Studites Athanasios chose not to adopt for the present document.13 The omission of (3)
Theodore Studites [9], [15], [16], which deal with relations with women, is understandable since
they were absent from Mount Athos; [12], prohibiting the distinction between the great and the
small habit, was already adead letter by the time (4) Soudios[A2] was composed.14 Some other
Studite provisions, like the ban [6] on the use of horses or mulesfor transport, the admonition [21]
not to store up wealth in the monastery, and the recommendation [24] of consultative rule, must
have been rejected because they were clearly opposed to Athanasios' own opinions on due privi-
lege, extensive economic activity, and style of rule. The Studite endorsement [12] of patristic
authority was perhaps redundant in view of Athanasios’ own propensity to make direct citations.
Finally, the omission of the provision [11] for the teaching of catechism is puzzling, but appar-
ently deliberate, since referencesto catechetical instruction foundin (4) Stoudioswere not adopted
in (11) Ath. Rule either, even though there is an attestation in the hagiographic tradition that
Athanasios employed the Studite catecheses in the instruction of his monks.15

D. Administrative Dispositions

Such non-Studite legislation as appearsin this document isto be found at the end, beginning with
[36], along with atreatment of relationswith Lavra's ascetics and various dependent communities
elsewhere on Mount Athos.

In this document, Athanasi os professes to be hostile to excessive entrepreneurial activity, an
attitude that he may have picked up from the Basilian tradition. He explicitly rejects [11] eco-
nomically expansionist foundations elsewhere on Mount Athos as suitable models for his own
foundation. To back up his own more modest vision, he bans [53], cf. [45] the construction of
additional detached cells (kellia) or the development of more cultivated fields or vineyards,
making an exception [34] from arule against further acquisitions of landed property only for an
anticipated dependency to be located in the capital city of Constantinople.
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Not only did Athanasios (and his successors) fail to observe these restrictions subsequently,
but curiously, the hagiographic tradition depicts his aggressive pursuit of just the sort of economic
development program here condemned as the primary reason his fellow Athonites sought his
expulsion during the Tragos affair in 971-972.16 This complicates an analysis of the many links
between the present document and the provisions of the slightly earlier (12) Tzimiskes.1/

If the hagiographers, who were undoubtedly acquainted with Lavra’'s expansionist policies by
the timethey wrotein the eleventh century and later, simply erred in reading back these policies as
thelikely grievances of the Athonites against their hero inthe Tragos affair, then perhapsAthanasios
very different policies as announced here in (13) Ath. Typikon may be taken at face value. In that
event, Athanasios and the Lavriotes would have been a party arguing for restraint of mercenary
activities at the Tragos inquest, and their policies an important influence on the provisions of (12)
Tzimiskes.

If, on the other hand, the hagiographers have accurately represented the substance of the
complaints of Athanasios' opponents, they and not he must be seen as the motive force behind
such restraints on economic activity as (12) Tzimiskes did in fact impose, and similar provisionsto
it found here in (13) Ath. Typikon would have to be interpreted as a discreet bow to the former
document’sauthority, to be set aside when circumstances might permit. PerhapsAthanasiostraded
acceptance of his own disciplinary observances (Studitein origin) in exchange for his own agree-
ment, for atime, to abide by certain economic restrictions demanded by his Athonite neighbors.

Unlike the cautious John, the author of (6) Rila[7], who warily refused royal benefactions,
Athanasios welcomed [36] cash annuities (solemnia), from both Nikephoros Phokas and his suc-
cessor John Tzimiskes.18 He was also willing to accept entrance gifts [49] from postulants, but
like some later reform-minded founders, e.g., the author of (22) Evergetis [37], he feared the
divisive psychological effects they might have on the community. Athanasios resolved this by
ordering such gifts to be given away. Charity then is here a convenient way of disposing of a
problem rather than an imperative in its own right. Athanasios was unwilling, however, to allow
[44] outsiders to purchase cells with entrance gifts. Eunuchs, young or old, were not acceptable
[48] as postulants; other suitable applicants could be tonsured [50] as members of the community
but only after ayear of examination except for those with a well-attested reputation for piety.

Lavra's complexity obliged Athanasios to address certain institutional relationships not dis-
cussed in the Studite documents. These include a discussion of how Lavra as a cenobitical com-
munity would relate to its neighboring solitaries [40], [41], to the dependency (metochion) of St.
Andrew of Peristerai [51], [52] and the group of cells[47] Athanasios had granted to hislong-time
friend and collaborator, John the Iberian. Athanasios' tolerance of a limited practice of solitary
monasticism, carefully subordinated to the koinobion on the model of the traditional lavra, serves
to distinguish him from the more militantly cenobitic Studite monasticism, at least as the latter
was practiced during the lifetime of Theodore the Studite.1® Earlier in the document’s foundation
history, Athanasios makes [9] a reference to another dependency of St. Eustathios, then later on
[34] also to a possible future dependency to be located in Constantinople.

The document concludes with a message [56] to the brothers urging them to give obedience
to Athanasios' successor that is another unattributed quotation from (3) Theodore Sudites [25]—

[27].
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Notes on the Introduction

1. For dating, see Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 17, who assumes it was drawn up during the reign of John
Tzimiskes (Dec. 969-Jan. 976) and after (12) Tzimiskes, which is commonly thought to date to 971—
972.

2. See Meyer, Haupturkunden, pp. 270-73, and Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, pp. 13-14; as Lemerle notes, atrue
critical edition remains to be done on the basis of Lavra ms. E 194 (14th-15th c.), for which see J.
Noret, Vitae duae antiquae sancti Athanasii Athonitae (Louvain, 1982), p. xxxii, and another manu-
script, reputedly of the 10th—11th c. that Panteleemon Lavriotes, “Sympleromatikos katalogos
cheirographon kodikon Hieras Mones Megistes Lauras,” EEBS 28 (1958),” p. 115, claimed was “prob-
ably” from the hand of Athanasios himself. The former manuscript also contains Vita A, (11) Ath. Rule,
and (14) Ath. Testament, while the latter contains just (14) Ath. Testament.

3. Note repetitive treatments of: [15] ff. the succession to the superiorship, cf. [19]; [17] exclusion of
xenokouroi from the succession, cf. [20]; [21] exceptions to this exclusion, cf. [23], with different
terms of service for qualification; [25] punishment of discriminators against xenokouroi, cf. [29]; [31]
ban on certain animals, [53]; [34] ban on youths, [48]; and [31] prohibition on construction of addi-
tional cells, cf. [53]. This pattern suggests the document was composed in at least five sittings.

. See the discussion in Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, pp. 33—-36, with proposed solution at 36.

. Dol ger, Regesten, no. 704; see above, (11) Ath. Rule, Institutional History, A 7. The excerpts are collected
and translated in the introduction to this chapter.

. Cf. the reference to charistike in (12) Tzimiskes [7], with discussion in note.

. For the concession of this monastery, see Vita A, chap. 103, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, p. 50, and Vita B, chap.
34., ed. Noret, p. 166, with discussion by Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, pp. 35-36, 82; for ecclesiastical
epidosis, see my Private Religious Foundationsin the Byzantine Empire (Washington, D.C., 1987), pp.
156-57, cf. 146-47; above, (12) Tzimiskes[11] note.

8. See Basil I's grant of immunity to the monastery of Kolobou and the monks of Athos (883), ed.

Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, doc. 1, pp. 177-81, at 180, line 21, and a lost chrysobull of Constantine
V11 Porphyrogennetos (944-959) that denied the metropolitan of Thessalonike any rightsin the monas-
tery of St. Andrew of Peristerai, mentioned in achrysobull of Constantine X Doukas (1060), ed. Lemerle,
Lavra, pt. 1, doc. 33, pp. 195-99, at 197, line 35.

9. Note the difficulties that Manuel, bishop of Stroumitza had, even at the end of the next century, in at-
tempting to reconciletraditional notions of private ownership in areligiousinstitution with an indepen-
dent constitution; see (10) Eleousa, Analysis, B. Constitutional Matters.

10. (3) Theodore Studites[1], [2], [3], [4],[5], [7], [8], [10], [14], [17], [18], [19], [20], [22], [23], [25], [26],
[27].

11. (11) Ath. Rule[19], [34]; (13) Ath. Typikon [33].

12. (13) Ath. Typikon [31], [32], [33], [34], cf. [40].

13. (3) Theodore Sudites [6], [9], [11], [12], [13], [15], [16], [21], [24].

14. Athanasios had himself received the small habit at Kyminas from Michael Maleinos and the great habit
on Mount Athos from the hermit Elias, for which see ita A, chaps. 24, 79, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp.
13, 36, and Vita B, chaps. 9, 25, ed. Noret, pp. 135, 151.

15. Note (4) Soudios[B16], [AB21], [AB36], none of which were adopted in (11) Ath. Rule; for Athanasios’
use of the Studite Catecheses, see Vita B, chap. 65, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, p. 200.

16. For Athanasios' failure to observe his own restrictions, see Papachryssanthou, Pr6taton, p. 101; for the
hagiographic account of the origins of the Tragos affair, see Vita A, chap. 114, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp.
54-55, and Vita B, chap. 36, ed. Noret, pp. 168-69; as Papachryssanthou, p. 96, observes, the list of
Athonite grievances against Athanasios is a “virtual resume of Athanasios’ [economic] activities.”

17. Cf. (12) Tzimiskes[3] and (13) Ath. Typikon [50] on thelength of the novitiate; (12) Tzimiskes[10], [18],
[20] and (13) Ath. Typikon [40], [42] on the regulation of solitaries; (12) TzZimiskes [13] and (13) Ath.
Typikon [10], [11] on restriction of mercenary pursuits; (12) Tzimiskes [14] and (13) Ath. Typikon [32]
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banning spiritual relationships; (12) Tzimiskes [15] and (13) Ath. Typikon [10], [11], [53] prohibiting
sales of wine to laymen; (12) Tzimiskes [16] and (13) Ath. Typikon [34], [48] banning youths and
eunuchs; (12) Tzimiskes [20] and (13) Ath. Typikon [41] on exemption of solitariesfrom labor services;
and (12) Tzimiskes [22] and (13) Ath. Typikon [53] on the importation of animals.

18. See discussion above in (11) Ath. Rule, Institutional History, A 7-8.

19. Cf. the observation of Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, p. 101, on the evolution of Studite monasticism
towards a similarly tolerant view of invididual ascetic practice.
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Translation

As noted above, this document employs part of the text of (3) Theodore Studites. In our transla-
tion, the borrowings are indicated in boldface type.

Typikon or Canonical Rule of our holy, God-bearing Father Athanasios of Athos

[1.] Those who exert themselves in journeying along the single-minded way of the solitary life
and who do not deviate in striving to attain its holy goal, who by purity of mind and soul and body
have conditioned themselves for the brilliant enlightenment which comes from the Holy Spirit,
end up by suffusing not only themselves with light, or, to put it more correctly, a godlike appear-
ance, but also everyonein the world with whom they converse. They enlighten other people of any
rank or calling whatever. They challenge them and incite them on to a like goal, drawing and
attracting them as the light of a beacon fire or a magnet.

[2.] Anardent supporter and lover of thissolitary lifewasthe revered and great emperor Nikephoros
[I1 Phokas (963-969)], famous for his valor and virtue, to whom God, the master craftsman,
granted the reward he merited of subduing the barbarian cities of the foe. He would have sealed
his devout intentions with a proper conclusion if he had not been hindered by those who then
wielded the scepters of the Roman Empire. Impelled, therefore, by this holy zeal, he founded
numerous centers of asceticism about the Mount Kyminas! and settled monksin them. He gener-
ously provided for their needs partly from his own abundant resources, and partly by intervening
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with successive emperors he provided them with support and assistance in the form of annual
subsidies. He enthusiastically endowed them with gifts and donations at regular intervals. Indeed,
he displayed the same largess in his benefactions to the monks on Mount Olympus. Even though
he did not clothe himself with the monastic habit for the reason we mentioned, he nonetheless
surpassed the monks spending their lives on the mountain because of his practice of virtue, his
strict control over his mind, his lengthy fasts [p. 103], his strenuous vigils, and his continual
sleeping on the ground. He carried on his struggle and controlled his desiresto such an extent that
we cannot even describe it in words.

[3.] Asamatter of fact he came regularly to the lavra of his blessed nephew Michael 2 the most
holy monk, who was also my superior. This emperor, whose memory is eternal, thus became
acquainted with me and placed some confidence in my lowly self, aswell as a spiritual affection
and an unexpected love. For there was no trace of evasiveness or hypocrisy in that holy and
irreproachable soul. Therefore, sincethiswas his disposition toward me, he disclosed histhoughts
about how he would have preferred to live a solitary life and how he had been prevented by the
emperors.

[4.] Later on, after some time had passed, not long after | had departed from Mount Kyminas and
had crossed over to that of Athos, he was commanded by the most blessed emperor Romanos [I1
(959-963)] to lead an expedition against the godless Cretans,3 and so he encamped in the island.
Engaged though he was in combat, several times he sent for me to cross over to theisland of the
barbarians and join him. When | refused to budge, he simply sent more letters and did not givein
at al until | actually made the voyage there.

[5.] During my sojourn with the emperor in thisisland of the barbarians, he did not let up in his
earnest entreaties and his efforts to persuade my lowly self to permit a lavra to be built by my
humble cell, so that he might himself come to Mount Athos after he had completed the task as-
signed to him by imperial decree and had captured the barbarian city.4 If things went well he
would renounce the world and live the life which had been his choice from way back. | was not
easily persuaded to go along with his plans, because | wanted to live by myself and be left alone,
to continue in my accustomed fashion, and to avoid being constantly preoccupied and bothered by
disturbances and distractions. For | was thinking only of my own salvation, and perhaps | was not
solicitous enough for the salvation of others. But, although | stoutly affirmed that | was to return
to Mount Kyminas proper and that | would be unableto attend to any further dealingswith friends,
his eagerness did not abate, nor did his entreaties, as he advised me to take steps to bring his plan
to fruition. [p. 104]

[6.] Now then, after all histriumphs and victories, he settled in Constantinople, whilel returned to
my cell. After sometime he sent his servant, the monk Methodios, to me. Hefound mein the place
which had been given to me by the most blessed and revered lord Stephen,> at that time protos of
Mount Athos, and by the rest of the elder monks, in accord with their custom. For when a person
perseveres for two or three years on the holy mount and chooses to lead a solitary life, heis to
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receive, with their approval, alocation for himself wherever helikes. This Methodios® handed me
a letter from the emperor and some gold, amounting to six litrai. He then stayed with me in my
cell for about six months. He put a great deal of pressure on me to accommodate myself to the
wishes of the emperor, who had not yet assumed that rank, and to have the lavrabuilt, and | finally
agreed. While Methodios was still there, we quickly got the building started and completed the
cells for the emperor, which are still standing there to this day. The man then happily departed as
we were undertaking the construction of the church.

[7.] We kept on with the work, but four months had not elapsed when we heard that Nikephoros
had been proclaimed emperor and had taken possession of the palace. | |eft thework on the church
half finished and traveled to the capital city. On coming into his presence, | strongly reproached
him, not without reason | believed. “ The orders you gave me dealt with onething,” | said, “but it
would seem that you were thinking about and planning something else, as events have proven.” |
treated the most revered emperor as though he were at fault, believing that he would bear all that
| had to say meekly. But he replied by stubbornly defending himself, and he assured me on oath
that he held the diadem in utter contempt, as well as the imperial majesty itself. He assured me,
moreover, that he had no relations at all with his wife. When the time was propitious, he would
escape from all that is now considered an obstacle and he would travel to the holy mountain and
fulfill the compact he had made to the Lord. He concluded with this one remark: “Do not lose
heart. Do not |eave the church there only half built.” Let everyone, therefore, put aside any thought
of disbelief and know for certain that, if the Lord, for reasons which he aone knows, had not
decreed that he should conclude his life with a martyr’s death, he would have put afitting seal on
his compact and his promises to God. “All,” however, “that the Lord willed he did in heaven [p.
105] and on the earth” (Ps. 134 [135]:6),” as the prophet says.

[8.] With such assurance, then, and trusting in hiswords, | returned to my cell and again concen-
trated on the construction of the church. The emperor indeed contributed money, expenses for
supplies, and grants of salaries for the workers who were toiling away at building the church. He
certainly made his contribution. Nonethel ess, compared to what | was spending, the amount given
by the thrice-blessed emperor did not seem nearly enough. Most of the contributions, as if they
were donations and requisitions of produce, were given to my lowly self for the completion of the
church by other lovers of Christ. But how much hard work, the afflictions | suffered, thetrialsand
hardships | endured, the expenditures | put out for quarrying of stone, excavating, heaping up
earth, transporting stones, the rooting up, the cutting down, the removal of branches, bushes, and
trees, in order to build the holy church of the most holy Mother of God,” and setting the entire
lavrain place, to discuss all this in detail would take longer than the time at my disposal. It is
enough that the Lord alone knows exactly what | mean. For he gently guides all things from not
being into existence.

[9.] There is another little place about ten miles distant from the Lavra, precipitous and over-

grown, which has been named Mylopotamos. By clearing out the woods and rocks and leveling
thesite, | established achurch and some cellstherein the name of the holy, great martyr Eustathios
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to serve as a dependency. | also planted a vineyard to provide wine for the Eucharist, and so that
the brothers persevering in the name of the Lord in the Lavra and the guests sojourning there
might be able to have some wine.

[10.] Mindful of that pertinent and ancient precept of the fathers, | ought to have kept myself
undistracted and free of preoccupations. For lack of distraction means fewer anxieties, and being
free of anxiety means fewer disturbances, and the confluence of all this results in a better and
more perfect state of being. Many reasons, though, led my lowly self to this decision. The sea-
shore along the mountain was precipitous and without any harbors on both sides, to the north, that
is, and to the south, for more than eighty miles. The mountain resembles a peninsula which ex-
tends toward the sea in the shape of across. The islands in the sea, Lemnos, Imbros, Thasos, and
therest are agreat distance away. Because of this, when winter comes, [p. 106] aship isunableto
sail from the mountain to the mainland to procure necessary provisions or to sail back from there
to the mountain. It cannot find any sort of anchorage because the seashore on both sides provides
no shelter. On the other hand, there is absolutely no way for a person to transport his own provi-
sionsby dry land, partly because theroad is so long, and partly because the mountainispractically
impassable for pack animals. From the mainland to the tip of the mountain facing the rising sun,
where the sea forms a deep gulf, and where the lavrais built, is a distance, more or less, of a
hundred miles. For this reason | was moved to plant a vineyard, for the need had to be met,
especially for the church offering. For even if | wereto admit that some commercial activity could
be carried on, although it is actually impossible, | do regard it as dishonorable and out of place to
dispatch monks to sell wine in the villages and cities, to spend alot of time visiting with secular
persons, to intermingle with them, to sojourn in their houses, and in this connection to converse
freely with women and to make no effort to run from the filth and harm produced by such encoun-
ters.

[11.] It istrue that many here on the mountain have busied themselves with cultivating fields and
have planted vineyards. Some have purchased ones already prepared and have worked hard to
improve them and make them look more flourishing. But we do not ook upon them as models,
and may we never do so. Still, considering what is beneficial, harmless, and not injurious for the
brothers assigned to these services, just as| would do in my own case, | was moved to take these
steps. At any rate, enough has been said about these topics.

[12.] The blessed, Christ-loving emperor, whose public life was worthy of the name he bore,8
while he was still alive planned ahead for the needs and governance of the brothers who were
serving inthe newly constructed lavra. Heissued arevered chrysobull, and decreed that dominion
and ownership® of [the Lavraand] itsterritory devolved upon my lowly self and my successors, as
isclearly expressed in the words of the chrysobull:

“We decree that after us this Lavra is to be under the ownership of the most reverend monk
Athanasios, and while my majesty is still alive we want this same most reverend monk Athanasios
to be the undisturbed superior of the eighty monksin this Lavraand in the kellia round about the
lavra. Everything is to be administered by him in accord with what is dear to God and consonant
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with the monastic constitution. [p. 107] After hisdeath, if my majesty isstill alive, the person who
has distinguished himself in that same Lavra and the kellia subject to it and in whom that same
most reverend monk Athanasios before dying should have placed his trust, that man should be
installed in the position of superior. But when God shall call us from this vain life and have us
partake of the common chalice of death, we want nobody €else at all to be appointed as superior of
this Lavra except him whom the monks of the Lavra and the kellia subject to it, having gathered
together and after careful examination, shall look upon as distinguished in virtue and capable of
exercising this office, and they shall establish him as superior. Under no circumstances at all do
we permit a person from adifferent lavra or monastery to become superior of thisone. Even after
our death we do not want anyone to be allowed to grant this Lavrato any secular or ecclesiastical
person or even to amonk or to make it subject to another monastery. It is our will and command,
rather, that it remain free and self-governing.”

[13.] Thisis what that marvelous and irreproachable soul decreed, and it was not far removed
from my own views. Let no one think, therefore, that a mere word was included in the chrysobull
without my full knowledge and approval, but it was asthough | had suggested them to him. Since,
then, according to the intent of the chrysobull, while he was still alive, he had referred everything
to my judgment, | would be the one to choose how things were to be managed, to make arrange-
ments, and to organize matters concerning this most holy Lavra. | was to exercise dominion and
authority as | might wish. To the best of my ability, | was to set the standards, establish aregular
order, and give serious thought to the ways in which the monastic enterpriseis best served and put
it into practice.

[14.] It is easy enough to imagine that after this blessed man departed this life, | would have a
great deal more freedom and authority, since | would bein charge, to establish rules and standards.
Moreover, on reaching the end of my own life, | would leave behind me the person whom God
should have approved and who should appear satisfactory to me and worthy of this pastoral ser-
vice. For | had been praying that the man would remain alive, not just for my own sake, but that
his invincible leadership would serve the common good of the whole world. My prayer wasthat |
could entrust my affairs and those of this Lavra to him so that his profound and prudent mind
might better manage and order them. [p. 108] But what | was praying for did not come about as |
had hoped, but as seemed good to God's providence. Beyond any expectation or suspicion of
mine, by an incomprehensible judgment known to God his providence took care to have him
exchange life here for an untroubled and more perfect life, and granted him the undefiled and
unshaken kingdom of heaven as a worthy reward for his many and great labors.10 Meanwhile, |
was left to continue living this laborious and wretched life, filled as it is with countless adversi-
ties.

[15.] | enjoin, under threat of condemnation, upon the one to be chosen superior after myself,
while at the same time commending and also earnestly entreating him, to be bound by the haly,
consubstantial, immaculate, and life-giving Trinity and by my humble self that, when his turn
comes to depart this perishable life, which contains nothing lasting or firm, he too may leave
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behind him a successor for the position of superior. He should be fully assured in the sight of God
that thisman is suitable and capable of assuming that position. He should be aman whom the light
of his own virtues clearly places in the forefront and who is recognized as such by the more
prominent and more devout brothers.

[16.] In my own case, now, | have absolute dominion, so that not even one person can gainsay my
command, and yet | have no intention of leaving my successor behind without consulting the
brothers. If, when it comesto choosing a superior, anyone, deceived by demonic thoughts and led
astray by hisown willfulness, should promote the candidacy of anyone else but the one whom the
superior and the whole assemblage of the more preeminent brothers shall judge best and shall
elect, and should be detected forming factions, unlawful gatherings, divisions, and schism, ought
to be pursued and cut off from the community as a diseased limb, as not living in the community
in the manner intended by God, and as not seeking what would aid its progress and would truly
benefit it.

[17.] If it might happen, as is surely possible, that the superior should die while away from the
Lavra, then the preeminent and more devout brothers, as said, should assemble, investigate mat-
ters, and so arrive at adecision and vote. For we do not grant this power of making the decision to
everyone indiscriminately. We enjoin and command that the superior must be selected only from
this particular community. He should not be a man who has come here from some other monas-
tery, been formed anew in a single day, and right then and there be put in charge. For he brings
with him nothing that would aid the brothersin the practice of virtue, except that he wantsthem to
votefor him astheir leader, although they know nothing of his manner of life. Let the holy assem-
blage of the brothers be sure of this[p. 109], that we regard it as essential that a stranger coming
from another monastery should not straightaway assume the superiorship.

[18.] Infact, achapter in the chrysobull expressly forbids this. “We do not want anyone advanced
to the position of superior of this Lavra except that person whom the monks of the Lavra after
careful investigation shall find to be outstanding in virtue and suitable for the task, and they
shall install him as superior.” For no other reason had | advised the thrice-blessed emperor to
add this clause than to keep the Lavra from becoming subject to some other person. Neither
the patriarch nor the [head of] the sakellion, nor any other person should arrogate to himself
the authority to appoint the superior. The Lavra is to remain sovereign and independent, as |
have said.

[19.] For if it were to be permitted that the superior could be appointed by some stranger, then the
Lavrawould end up under the authority of that person. But it is my judgment and my command
that the superior at the time, when he comesto depart thislife, ought to have the authority to leave
behind him a most competent and suitable man as his successor to be in charge of the brothers. |
have accordingly planned for thisin advance. But if it should happen that the superior dies with-
out having designated the person he would leave as his successor, then we prescribe that the
monks should assemble, deliberate, and come to a decision on naming their superior. He must
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definitely be chosen from this community. He should not be a man who has come here from some
other monastery, be formed anew in asingle day, and all of a sudden be put in charge. He should
not be one who brings with him nothing to aid the brothersin the practice of virtue except that he
wantsthem to vote for him astheir leader, although they know nothing of his manner of life. Inthe
event that | find myself at a loss in choosing a successor to leave behind as a shepherd to the
brothersas | should wish, | intend to |eave the selection of the superior to the judgment and to the
vote of the monks.

[20.] Thisisalsoincluded in the chrysobull. By no meansat any timeat all do we receive a person
from aforeign lavra or monastery as superior. | brought this to the attention of the revered em-
peror and suggested that it be made clear in the chrysobull to avoid any misunderstanding. That
person we recognize as a stranger who, as has been clarified above, has not been in attendance
here at the Lavra, who has not been conspicuous among the brothers, who has not struggled
alongside themin their spiritual battles and meditations. He has given no evidence of the strength
of his perseverance in the services, the stations, the prescribed observances, and the recitations of
the psalter. Just recently arrived, almost this very day, as in that monstrous fable about the gi-
ants,11 is he, on the spur of the moment, to be placed in charge [p. 110] who has been formed by
some other sort of |eadership, foreign to ours and not to be taken seriously?

[21.] still, I also thought it might help to add this stipulation. A person who has persevered in our
monastery and who has lived together with the brothers for three or even two years, even though
he may have come to us from some other monastery, such a person | do not call a stranger, but
look on him as a son, a member of the church, and one of my own community. He is no different
from those whom | have tonsured but is equal to them. In every way they are honorable and true
sons, especially those who have left their own monasteries and assigned all they had to my lowly
self. Such men asthese | consider sons and heirs and children of my heart and leave them behind
together with the entire community. | therefore enjoin upon all future superiors, my successors, to
give assurance under bond of punishment and to swear according to the most terrible fear of God,
that they will make no distinction at all between these men and those in the Lavra who have
received the holy habit from us. Even more so, if they are distinguished in virtue, they should be
all the more kindly disposed toward them and offer them fitting encouragement corresponding to
their virtue, and in like manner regard them and actually show preference for them because of
their piety. Thisis my command to you.

[22] If it is observed that one of these monks, | mean one of those who has come here from a
different monastery, clearly stands out in the monastery, and is competent, suitable, and should
appear deserving of leadership over the brothers, then without hesitation or further ado let him be
put in charge. Not only should the superior who is approaching death testify that he wantsto leave
him behind as his successor, but that monk should also be the choice of al the brothers in the
Lavra

[23.] In no way does the above prescription contradict or weaken the stipulation in the revered
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chrysobull, although its words might convey that impression. Rather, it isin full harmony with it.
Shortly before this it was explicitly declared that a person is defined as a stranger who without
serious thought and of his own accord has moved from a different monastery in order to become
superior of the Lavra or whom the hand of the powerful has brought in with the intention of
becoming master of the Lavra. It is our desire that never should such a person be chosen by the
brothers, or should they look for one until he has shared their manner of life and remained among
them for at least ayear, the shortest possibletime. | thought | ought to explain these matters so that
| could make the intentions of the most revered and most holy emperor very clear to everyonewho
wishes to read the present testament, and | have [p. 111] clearly set down my own views concern-
ing the object of my efforts, the goal for which | have striven. To tell the truth, both of us share the
same zeal and concern that the church too should not become subject to some unsuitable or un-
qualified person.

[24.] Inaddition to all these matters | enjoin and | order once more the superior and all the broth-
ers, from the greatest to the least, and | declare subject to penance in the name of the Lord God
Ruler of All and of the truly all-holy Mother of God that they must not speak maliciously or act
arrogantly on any pretext at all toward those who transfer here to us from various monasteries
because of the love of God and of ourselves, and who have been numbered and listed among the
brothers of our community. They must not treat them with contempt or insult them as “foreign
tonsure.”

[25.] | have heard that in certain communities some insecure men who have no fear of the Lord
have often acted in such a manner. They make insulting remarks such as: “This individual was
tonsured in a foreign monastery and for that reason is to be held in contempt. This individual is
from our monastery and so must be treated with respect.” If anyone in our Lavra should be de-
tected doing such athing after my death, he should be subject to the punishment we have assigned
in the name of the Lord God Ruler of All, and on the day of judgment may he have the most holy
Mother of God condemning him, aswell asmy lowly self. For we look upon thisillness of the soul
as more injurious than a pestilential disease.

[26.] But why even call thisadisease? It is aheresy and the most harmful of heresies. For to split
asunder and to regard the habit of some monks as different is worse than heresy. That monk does
not belong to a foreign race; he does not profess another doctrine; his soul was not created in a
different manner than this one, nor does he have a different divine Lord. Both monks hold to
sound doctrine, and both belong to the one Christ and Lord and to his church. “For the earth isthe
Lord’'s and everything in it” (I Cor. 10:26 = Ps. 23:1), under one ruler and lord, as the saint has
said. What then makes this monk different from that one except for the place where he made his
profession and received the habit? In fact, this one will be no different from the other to justify
calling one “tonsured at home” and the other “foreign tonsure.”

[27.] What we strive for isthe eradication of our ownwill, thisis our highest goal, and concentrat-
ing on virtue and on comprehending the fact that we have been called to sorrow, not to delights.
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Each of us must not follow his own desires. Even if some monasteries were established out be-
yond Cadiz and some monks from those places visited here [p. 112] and then chose to be enlisted
among our brothers, we would not call them foreigners. For | am reluctant to designate a monas-
tery asforeign, since that word suggests to me a separation from God.

[28] If, as some men affirm, the greatest act of righteousness, one which requires no further
accomplishment or improvement, isthe granting of the tonsure, thiswould be sufficient for every-
one, and there would be absolutely no need for any other labor. Yet, | will not look favorably on
the monk whom | myself have tonsured should he become carel ess, lazy, and mediocre, although
| do approve one who has come from another place and been clothed with the monastic habit
there, especially if he be adorned with all sorts of excellent virtues. Conversely, this one is my
genuine son and heir and a child of the church. But this other here in this place who has been
granted the tonsure and the cutting of his hair, but who is without virtues, is an absolute foreigner
to me, completely alien, and an enemy of the church. For if we al belong to the one Christ, as by
his grace wein fact do, and to one mother, the holy church of God; if we are of the same faith and
the one profession, then let there be no quarrels among you, and let not one be called aforeigner
and another an undoubted native. Virtue alone isto be held in honor.

[29.] | therefore enjoin upon the superior and those of my brothers who hold leading positions, as
well as my sons and fathers, that they be watchful for anyone who is careless enough to utter
insults of this sort against the brothers. If such aperson, carried away by some misguided impulse
or pettiness of spirit, be so boorish asto insult a brother by calling him “foreign tonsure,” let him
be cut off from the church, that is, not partaking of the sacred mysteries, for three weeks. He
should not come in and join the brothers at their common meals, but should eat by himself, ab-
staining from wine and oil, and thus do penance. If indeed he should correct himself, so that his
tongueisreined in by silence and his hand is over his mouth, then thanks be to God. If, however,
he should again be detected thinking such thoughts and uttering more insults, then he should be
completely cut off from the Lavra and expelled as an unhealthy, gangrenous limb of the body of
the church, so that his disease and corruption may not spread to the others.

[30.] After this, the man who succeeds mein charge of the community must beintroduced to those
matters which heis obliged to observe and to do. [p. 113] [ = (3) Theodore Sudites[1] ]: Save for
grave necessity, you shall not alter at all the constitution and rule which you have received
from my lowliness. [ = (3) Theodore Studites[2] ]: You shall not possess anything of thisworld
nor store up anything for yourself asyour own, not even one piece of silver. [ = (3) Theodore
Sudites[3] ]: You shall not divide your soul and heart by attachments and cares other than
for those whom God entrusted to you, your spiritual sons and brothers, not even for those
who are your s according to the flesh—either your relativesor friendsor associates. Neither
inlifenor after death shall you usethethingsof themonastery for the aforementioned people—
neither accordingtotherequirementsof charity nor therulesof heredity. For you are not of
the world so that you have to share with those of the world. But if some should cross over
from ordinary lifeto our order, then you should takethought for them in imitation of the holy
fathers.
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[31.] [ = (3) Theodore Studites[4] ]: You shall not possess a slave either for your useor for the
monastery entrusted to you or for thefields since man was created in the image of God. This
institution has been allowed only to those in worldly life just as marriage. [ = (3) Theodore
Sudites [5] ]: For necessary duties you shall not have an animal from among those of the
female race since you have completely renounced the female sex.

[32.] [ = (3) Theodore Sudites[7] ]: You shall alwaysbe vigilant that all thingsin the commu-
nity be held in common and be indivisible and that nothing be owned on the part of any
individual, not even a needle. Your body and your soul, nothing else, should be divided up
for all your spiritual children, brothersand fathers. [ = (3) Theodore Studites[8] ]: Asa fugi-
tive from the world and from marriage, you should have no part of adopting those of the
world as brothersor engaging in spiritual relationshipswith them. [ = (3) Theodore Sudites
[22] ]: You shall not take charge of the treasury room nor assume the cares of stewardship,
but let your key bethe greatest care of souls, of loosing and binding accor ding to the Scrip-
tures. You should entrust thegold and other necessitiestothe stewards, thecellarers, and, as
seemsappropriateto each service, all under your manifest authority. Together with thefore-
most brothers, you can take an account of each administration and transfer the offices to
whichever person you decide.

[33.] [ = (3) Theodore Sudites[19] ]: You shall not possessvery distinctive or expensive cloth-
ing. Rather, you shall put on humble clothes and shoes in imitation of the fathers. [ = (3)
Theodore Sudites [20] ]: You shall not spend lavishly either for your own lifestyle or for the
reception of guests. Thiswill distract you sinceit belongsto the pleasur able side of the present
life. [ = (3) Theodore Sudites[10] ]: You should not go out frequently or roam about unneces-
sarily, leaving your own flock. [p. 114] For it isdesirablethat you havetimeto spend with the
flock and be ableto save these sheep endowed with reason, but most wily and given to stray-
ing. Without due examination you should not permit the brothers under your charge to go off
traveling anywhere at all, especially during the season of winter. During that time, even when they
want to, they may not be able to return because of the difficulty of sailing. Be aware that sojourn-
ing outside one's cell and spending time with worldly people by its very nature produces, as the
great Antony says, eternal death.12

[34.] [ = (3) Theodore Sudites [14] ]: You shall not leave your flock and transfer to another
oneor return to a higher office. [ = (3) Theodore Studites[17] ]: You shall not make for your-
self alodging or a secular housefor your spiritual children in which there arewomen and go
therefrequently. Rather you should choose to attend to your temporary and essential needs
at the home of piousmen. [ = (3) Theodore Studites[18] ]: You shall not haveadisciplein your
cell out of affection, for this can harm the unstable, but you shall be served by a person above
suspicion. You should not acquire an estate or field in the Lavra, which would be harmful and
cause inopportune distraction to the community, except for a dependency in the City to provide a
place to stay for our brothers going there. For what has been bequeathed to them by me, by the
providence and grace of God, is sufficient for them if they take care of it.
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[35.] You will not hinder the provisioning with necessities of those spending the winter in the
hospice by the harbor for as many days or months as they may need. You shall not diminish the
service offered to guests even if because of economic adversity the resources and needs of the
Lavra should be reduced to one modios. [ = (3) Theodore Studites[23] ]: You shall not placethe
per son of any other man, eminent and power ful according to the present age, ahead of that
which benefits the community. Nor shall you shrink from laying down your life even to the
point of bloodshed in guarding these godly laws and commands.

[36.] We command that in addition to the eighty monks, aslaid down by order of the most blessed
emperor lord Nikephoros in his revered chrysobull, that there be added another group of forty
monks, so that with both groups the total number of monks will be a hundred and twenty, along
with those residing in the dependency. Similar to the grant made by the most blessed emperor lord
Nikephoros, the lord John [I Tzimiskes (969-976)], our most revered emperor, has added 244
nomismata to the donation made regularly to our Lavra. [p. 115] In his chrysobull emperor John
decreed that this sum should be provided in perpetuity for our Lavrafrom the levyl3 imposed on
Lemnos, and at the same time he confirmed the general arrangement expressed in the chrysobull
of the most blessed emperor lord Nikephoros.

[37.] Of these one hundred and twenty monks we desire that five monks, kelliotai of the Lavra,
should dwell in solitude outside. They areto be accorded an annual stipend of up to three nomismata
and five modioi of grain. We order that they are to be without possessions, exercising abstinence,
and observing absolute reverence and humility toward the superior. We stipulate that if any of
them are capable on their own to be in charge of a companion, they may have one, and only one,
disciple. | do not want anyone to have two disciples, and even more so, no kelliotes should think
of adding another cell without my knowledge and approval. Rather, if at some time one of these
five should depart or should die, then, if another one isfound who is suitable and capable of living
such alife, let him be brought in to make up for the missing one. But, if not, let them remain as
they are. | do not want these [cells] to be allocated to the kelliotai simply at random.

[38.] We decreethat al the others should be under the obedience, aswell asthe guidance and care
of one shepherd. After close study of the matter over along period of time, as well as hard work
and trial, | have found by experience that it isright and beneficial, in fact, it is my judgment, and
| declare it best and less fraught with danger for al the brothers to live in common. All together
they are to look to the same goal of salvation. Although the entire fullness of the community is
joined together from diverse links, they form one heart in their common life, onewill, one desire,
and one body, asthe apostle prescribes (Rom. 12:4; | Cor. 12:12). Let them show true, perfect, and
unfeigned obedience to the superior. True and blamel ess obedience of subjects toward their supe-
rior isshown in thisway, by not only refraining from what the superior regards as out of place, but
also by not even letting themselves do what is praiseworthy without his knowledge. [p. 116] |
would not want to contend that exercising abstinence and afflicting one’s body does not have any
beneficial effect, but if a person is doing what he thinks better for himself without having first
asked about it, he is relying on his own initiative, and he will be making more of an error than
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doing something virtuous. But the reward of obedience is greater than what one achieves by absti-
nence.

[39.] We exhort all to share their mealsin common and to celebrate the entire common servicein
the holy church of God both at night and during the day, as | have made clear to them by deed and
have ordered and transmitted in writing.

[40.] If anyonewith the support and cooperation of God should ever desire to exchange the bother
of obedience for the solitude and individual residence in akellion, let him inform the superior of
hiswish. Let him, in turn, carefully examine the man’s condition. If indeed he does possess the
strength and diligence required of those who reside in the kellia, if he has been previously exer-
cised in obedience, if he has learned to stay in a cell with concentration and strict guard over his
mind, if he has learned to pray and keep vigil, to control himself, to exercise abstinence, to medi-
tate, to devote himself to the study of the Scriptures with humility, and attach some importance to
working with his hands, then let him be permitted to do this. But if a person has no experience of
this hard way of life, let him rather be put to work at serving and be instructed to keep himself
busy, so that not even what he may appear to possess should be destroyed by his stupid idleness
and he be struck down by the spirit of akedia and love of pleasure. Let such aman know precisely
that he seeks to live apart and by himself for no other reason but to be able to go here and there
whenever he wants and wander about outside hiskellion, while having unlimited food, drink, and
sleep, and no end of relaxation for his flesh, with the result, as the saying goes, of making his
prison even more harsh for himself.

[41.] Moreover, | enjoin upon him who will be in charge of the brothers after me, having him
swear by theliving God, that in the course of time those to whom the Lord shall furnish the desire
and the strength, | mean among those persevering in obedience within the monastery, shall not be
hindered by anyone from living in solitude and serious meditation in their cells. They shall not be
prevented or disturbed in a contentious or insulting manner, nor by the imposition of services, nor
by murmurings, nor on any other pretext at all. [p. 117] They should, rather, strive and show great
eagerness to put them at ease, both in the essential needs and in everything which is due to them.
Their solitude and diligent [pursuit of virtue] ought not to be regarded asidleness. For frequently
| myself have prayed to God, as | still pray, that all may become like them. They have remained
consistently obedient to their father and superior and have not relinquished their solitude. In both
respects, surely, they have acquired a twofold reward.

[42.] It was chiefly with thisin mind that | saw to it that the most blessed emperor had it written,
stated distinctly, and carefully noted in the chrysobull, that the regular donation of grain isto be
apportioned between the church and the monksin the kellia, that is, the kelliotai. | also command
and strongly urge that those monks who are persevering in their solitude under the obedience of
their father the superior, and who are struggling, asit is said, with humility for the glory of God
and for their own benefit and that of the community, aswell as for the support of the Lavra, areto
be taken care of in every way by both the superior and the brothers, so they need not be concerned
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about their bodily needs and may be completely undisturbed. Just as1, while till alive, have made
aspecial effort to take care of them superabundantly, so | want them to be taken care of by the one
who will succeed me after | leave thislife.

[43.] If God should grant some of them the strength to carry on greater struggles by withdrawing
to amore remote and isolated solitude, they should not be prevented from making trial of this. For
the cells of the most blessed and revered emperorl4 are only ashort distance fromthe Lavra, asare
those of Saint John Chrysostom, aswell asthe church of the Holy Trinity with its complex of cells
and other properties under the obedience of the Lavra, and these | reserve for the sake of those
thus struggling.

[44.] If anyone should ever come forward offering an entrance gift for the purpose of residing in
those cells, or like atenant, giving asum of money to the Lavra, or to certain individuals, in order
to rent them out for a certain number of years, the superior may not be allowed to accede to that
person’s request. Aswe have laid down, we reiterate that these cells come under the authority and
ownership of the Lavraand are for the benefit and repose of those selected disciples of oursto go
out, to struggle, and to prove themselves, and [p. 118] to enter again into obedience.

[45.] I do not want other kellia, alleged places of retreat, to be constructed closer to the Lavra or
anywhere in the surrounding area. For there are already enough for those who are capable of
dwelling alone by themselves. | trust in God that if five such men should befound (cf. Gen. 18:32)
the Lavrawill be sustained and the brothers make rapid progress because of the prayers, counsel,
and spiritual advice of these men. But it is possible that they may grow faint-hearted and subject
to akedia, for it does happen that solitaries become discouraged and feel compelled to change
their way of lifefor awhile and bein need of alittle consolation and renewal of spirit, so that they
may once more take hold of their laborswith greater intensity and stand firm on their own strength.
In such a situation, let the superior allow that monk to move to Mylopotamos!® on the presump-
tion that the very change of locale might provide an appropriate remedy and lead him back to a
good frame of mind.

[46.] The monkswho find they are not capable of leading such alife ought to stick to submission
totheruleand carry on their struggle as athl etes and martyrs, so they do not end up falling short of
both goals. For before God and the angels | bear witness that those who persevere in genuine
obedience and who remain firmin thelove of God and in true aff ection for one another do not take
second place to those carrying on the struggle specia to solitude. But they shall be found to be
superior and deemed worthy of eternal crowns by the good and impartial judge.

[47.] | want the cells of lord John the | berian to be maintained just as | have set down in the grant
| addressed to him. That is to say, his successors ought to preserve the good relationship existing
between them and us. They ought to refrain from whatever is forbidden by the laws, especially
regarding any extension beyond what has been decreed, either by going beyond the number of
eight, or trying to sell them or make adonation of them, or in any other way at all to separate them
from the Lavra.
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[48.] | also enjoin that every safeguard be taken to observe the following. | order the superior and
the brothers who have positions of |eadership after him never to receive a eunuch in our Lavra,
even if he be an old man, nor [should they receive] ayoung boy, even though he should be the son
of the man who holds in his hands the imperial scepter. If anyone transgresses this [p. 119] com-
mand of mine by receiving such forbidden persons, let him be separated from the Father and the
Son and the Holy Spirit, from the holy, consubstantial, and life-giving Trinity; let him also receive
the curse of our holy fathers and be anathematized from the inheritance of the just.

[49.] Asfar asothersare concerned, if aperson arrives and choosesto offer an entrance gift and be
enrolled in our spiritual community and share the life and sufferings of its members according to
the command of Christ, both in the service of the church and in the common fare at table, then he
should certainly be received. But his entrance gift should be given to the poor, so he may not be
constantly tempted on account of this gift and put on airs before the brothers as though he had
done some great deed which serves as a reproach to his brothers, and so causes friction among
them. But if he comes with testimonials concerning his good behavior, and his reputation is such
that the superior foresees that no harm will result for any such reason, and if the man wishes to
make an offering to God from his possessions, this ought not to be rejected. Of course, not even
this should be allowed without some testing.

[50.] Thisnow iswhat we have to advise and prescribe concerning the tonsure of the brothers. The
superior is not allowed to tonsure anyone immediately, without any preliminaries, but only after
an entire year. An exception might be made in the case of somewho are pious and well known and
whose religious way of life is well attested. For | regard it as a desirable work of extreme and
primary importance to accept such persons and to attend to their special needs.

[51.] Let it also be known that the Peristerai, that is, the monastery of Saint Andrew, the leader of
the holy apostles, comes under our authority and ownership, asisincluded and decreed in the two
venerable chrysobulls, that of the revered, thrice-blessed emperor lord Nikephoros and that of our
present devout emperor lord John, the one who now holds the scepter of the empire of the Ro-
mans. We have, therefore, determined to make the following arrangement. It is our wish that
Stephen, the most devout monk and superior, remain absolutely undisturbed in his position of
caring for and governing this monastery, and not be accountable to anyone. None of my succes-
sors has authority to remove him or to terminate his governance of this monastery of Peristerai for
therest of hislife. For he has served uswith all his strength [p. 120], asfar as possible he has been
of great comfort to us, he has accorded proper honor and displayed the submission one would
expect. He also seems to have made many and great improvements in the monastery. After |
depart thislife anyone attempting to remove him from the governance of this monastery or other-
wisein any manner at all causing him any sort of trouble shall be cut off from the haly, life-giving,
and consubstantial Trinity, and shall fall under my own curse. Indeed now, | order that he be
commemorated continuously in the sacred liturgies celebrated by the priests of the Lavrawhile he
isalive, and that after his death amemorial service be held for him every year. After the departure
from this life of the monk and most reverend superior Stephen, we want another superior ap-
pointed to succeed him by the superior of the Lavra.
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[52.] Since, however, the essentials of monastic life had been totally neglected by previous supe-
riorsin this monastery for along time, and practically all the monks in the monastery had yielded
to complete indifference and carelessness, | realize that economy must be employed in having
everyonein thismonastery look toward one man and serve under one man, namely, the superior of
the Lavra. Under the rule of one man they might be drawn together toward more spiritual goalsin
their prayers, psalmody, and readings, and also in their food and drink, as the service and |abor of
each, their travel and age, or the illness and health of each shall demand at different times. |
therefore order that very competent stewards and priests be dispatched from the Lavra by its
superior. They should be thoroughly examined and tested by him, aswell as by the monks subject
to him. [The stewards] will attend to the proper management of more corporeal needs, while [the
priests] will associate the brothers with them and make them perfect in virtuous words and man-
ners and in actions pleasing to God. When this shall have happened, | am convinced that, with
God's help, they will benefit and derive great profit from one another and in one another, both as
a community and as a single entity. For neither those from the Lavra nor those from the oft-
mentioned monastery will differ from one another because of atwofold government, but they will
continue to work together toward the unity of love [p. 121] and the union of minds by fixing their
gaze on being under one sole and primary rule. If anyone should ever attempt to break up this
beneficial and salutary arrangement of ours, let him be cut off from love, inasmuch aslove is God
(1 John 4: 8).

[53.] Let thistoo be added to the prescriptions | have set down. If any of our brothers persevering
in the Lavra or any who have come here from a different monastery should wish to build addi-
tional cells or to dig up afield and cultivate it, by no means is this to be permitted in the entire
circumference of the Lavra, | mean from the cape of the storehouses as far as Antiathos.16 This
sort of thing generally gives rise to disturbances and scandals. In particular, such activity nearby
will of its very nature eat away bit by bit at the basic elements of isolation and solitude. For this
reason | forbid the superior of the Lavra or any other person to alow acell or a cultivated field.
Furthermore, | do not want another vineyard planted, not even to the extent of aflower-bed-sized
piece of land,17 either in the entire circumference of the Lavraor in Mylopotamos. For, as al ready
mentioned, by God's providence, what | have left behind is enough. | thought it superfluous to
make special mention of sheep and goats, sincel believeitiscompletely out of place for monksto
possess them, especially the monks residing on the mountain.

[54.] You have now received all of thisand whatever else| have to pass on, written and unwritten,
my father and brother, whoever you may be, who, to put it briefly, as superior have received from
God and from my lowly self that power and complete authority over the Lavrawhich | too had. |
= (3) Theodore Studites[24] ]: You shall observeand guard it for the glory of God, for my honor,
for the assistance of those wishing to learn and for instilling divine zeal in those who shall see and
hear. May you do well and may you prosper inthe Lord. Far beit from [me] to say or even to
think of the opposite.
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[55.] Behold, therefore, | commit to you, in the presence of God and his chosen angels, the entire
community in Christ. Welcome them, take them to yourself, guide and protect them as lambs of
Christ, as beloved members, tend each one of them with respect and loving care, with an equal
measure of love for each, for each man loves al the members of his body equally. [p. 122]

[56.] [ = (3) Theodore Sudites [25] ]: But now it istime for you, my children, brothers, and
fathers, to hear my most pitiful voice. Accept and welcome the lord your superior as| have
myself selected him. L ooking upon him with respect and honor, embrace him as my succes-
sor. Just asyou did with me, so with him too observe the lawful rule of obedience and do not
think less of him because he hasbeen recently appointed in the Lord. Nor should you expect
anything morethan the giftswhich were given to him by the Holy Spirit. It issufficient that
he maintain that which was laid down by my humility. “If you love me,” my children, and
you bear in mind my love, “you will keep my commandments’ (John 14:15). Keep peace
among your selves. Preserve a good disposition, humility, and obedience to your superior until
death, not contradicting or annoying him in any respect. Preserve your angelic profession invio-
late.

[ = (3) Theodore Sudites [26] ]: Hating the world, do not return to the works of the world.
Having been loosed from the bonds of physical attachments, do not be bound again to the
affections of the flesh. Having denied all pleasures and perishable things of the present life,
do not depart from your struggle with obedience through negligence and become the sport
of demons.

[ = (3) Theodore Sudites[27] ]: Stick to the race of obedience until the end so that you will
obtain the“unfading crown of righteousness’ (cf. | Peter 5:4and |1 Tim. 4:8). Led by humil-
ity, you should always deny your own will and pattern your selvesonly after the judgment of
your superior. If you keep thesethingsin mind and if you should guard them to theend, you
will be blessed. For the chorus of martyrs will receive you. Wearing your crowns in the
kingdom of heaven, you will enjoy the eternal blessingsin Christ Jesus our Lord. So farewell
now, my children, and remember my lowly self.

Notes on the Tranglation

1. On this monastic center in Bithynia, see Janin, Géographie, vol. 2, pp. 116-18.

2. Michael Maleinos, Nikephoros Phokas' nephew and the founder of the above-mentioned Kyminas mon-
astery, for whom see Louis Petit, “Vie de saint Michel Maléinos,” ROC 7 (1902), 543-603.

3. TheArabrulersof Crete, originally refugees from al-Hakam, the Umayyad ruler of Spain, who conquered
this Byzantine possession circa 828.

4. Chandax (Candia), capital of theisland of Crete under Arab rule.

5. For the protos Stephen, see the Athanasian Vita A, chap. 44, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 22-23, with
Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, p. 129.

6. For Methodios, a monk and future superior of the Kyminas monastery, see Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 34.

7. The Lavra katholikon.
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8. That is “Nikephoros,” lit. “bearer of victory.”

9. Kyriotes and despoteia; for which, see R. Morris, “Legal Terminology in Monastic Documents of the
Tenth and Eleventh Centuries” JOB 32.2 (1982), 281-90, at 284-85.

10. Nikephoros Phokas was murdered on December 10, 969, in the course of a coup d’ etat engineered by his
successor John Tzimiskes.

11. See Hesiod, Theogony, 185.

12. Cf. Apophthegmata patrum 10, PG 65, col. 77BC.

13. Epeixis means a pressing need or an emergency, but here it must refer to an “imposition” or tax.

14. Nikephoros Phokas, cf. [6].

15. That is, the dependency of St. Eustathios mentioned in [9]; cf. [53].

16. Mountain top on the Athonite peninsula, between the monasteries of Simonos Petra and St. Paul.

17. For this meaning of theword plinthion, see Megal e Hellenike Enkyklopaideia (Athens, 1932), val. 20, p.
348, s.v. plinthion. It is obvious from the context that Athanasiosis not referring to the land measure by
the same name which wasthe equivalent of 3 modioi (E. Schilbach, Byzantinische Metrol ogische Quellen
[Thessalonike, 1982], p. 186).

Document Notes

[1] Praise of the solitary life. Applicability for most monkslimited in [38]; see[37], [40], and [43] below for
preservation of arole for solitaries within Lavra’'s cenobitic constitution.

[2] Nikephoros Phokas and his patronage of monasteries. For this emperor, see Morris, “Two Faces of
Nikephoros Phokas,” 83-115, esp. 100-11; for his patronage of his uncle Michael Maleinos' monas-
tery on Kyminas, see the Athanasian Vita A, chaps. 28-30, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, p. 15, and Vita B,
chap. 11, ed. Noret, pp. 136-38.

[3] Athanasios' relationship with Nikephoros Phokas. There is a parallel account in Vita A, chap. 30, ed.
Noret, Vitae duae, p. 15, and Vita B, chap. 11, ed. Noret, p. 137.

[4] Nikephoros Phokas' conqguest of Crete. For ageneral discussion, see Shepherd, Byzantine Reconquest of
Crete. Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 33, dates the departure of the Byzantine fleet from Constantinople to
conquer Crete to the summer of 960. According to the parallel account in Vita A, chaps. 6067, ed.
Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 30-32, and Vita B, chap. 22, ed. Noret, pp. 147-48, Athanasios was successfully
pressured to go to Crete by the Athonite el ders, who were anxious to obtain the release of some monks
who had been taken captive to Crete.

[5] Discussion of plans for Lavra. These discussions are placed here before the fall of the Cretan capital
Chandax, which occurred on March 7, 961, but the parallel account in Vita A, chap. 68, ed. Noret, Vitae
duae, p. 32, and Vita B, chap. 22, ed. Noret, pp. 148-49, has Athanasios arriving in Crete after the fall
of the enemy capital; see discussion in Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 33. According to Vita A, chap. 70, ed.
Noret, p. 33, and Vita B, chap. 21, p. 47, Nikephoros Phokas offered money at this time for the con-
struction of Lavra, but Athanasios refused to accept it.

[6] Athanasios agrees to begin construction. There is a parallel account with many more details in Vita A,
chaps. 71-83, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 33-38, and Vita B, chaps. 23-25, ed. Noret, pp. 149-53. The
implied chronology of the account here of Methodios' visit and the commencement of construction
differs from that of the hagiographic tradition; see Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, pp. 33-35, who proposes that
Methodios' six-month visit occurred from autumn 962 to spring 963, during which time the first con-
struction work took place.

[7] Nikephoros Phokas acclaimed emperor; Athanasios journeys to Constantinople to reproach him. This
chapter telescopes a series of events after Nikephoros Phokas' proclamation by hisarmy at Kaisareia,
July 3, 963, and his coronation in Constantinople a month later on August 16 (for dates, see Lemerle,
Lavra, pt. 1, p. 33). Here Athanasi os suppresses his flight to Cyprus and his return to Lavra, for which
see the parallel account in Vita A, chaps. 90-100, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 4248, and Vita B, chaps.
31-33, ed. Noret, pp. 161-65. Athanasios is thought to have fled Athos in distress soon after the news
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of the emperor’s accession reached Athos, perhaps in September; he was absent in Cyprus for at least
four or five months, returning to Lavraby the end of 963 or early 964 (see Papachryssanthou, Prétaton,
p. 77). Athanasios' audience with Nikephoros Phokas took place sometime in early 964, before May
(Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, p. 35).

[8] Account of Lavra's construction. The hagiographic tradition differsin placing all the construction work,
including that for the katholikon (see Vita A, chap. 81, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 36-37, and Vita B,
chap. 25, ed. Noret, p. 151), before Nikephoros Phokas' accession. Modern scholars, including Mylonas
(“Le planinitial du catholicon de la Grande-Lavra au Mont Athos et la genése du type du catholicon
athonite,” CA 32 [1984], p. 103), accept the implication that work resumed in 964 after Athanasios
return from Constantinople.

[9] The dependency of St. Eustathios at Mylopotamos. The church and kellia established here were intended
to help Lavracontrol adetached property; see (8) John Xenos, Institutional History, (9) Galesios[144],
and (35) Skoteine [10]. There is a cross-reference below in [45] to the use of this dependency by
solitaries.

[10] Lavra'sisolated location. According to Vita A, chaps. 106-10, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 50-52, and
Vita B, chap. 35, ed. Noret, pp. 166-67, Athanasios later rectified the lack of an anchorage by building
aport for the convenience of Lavra's visitors.

[11] Condemnation of commercial activity elsewhere. This chapter shows a sensitivity to the condemnation
of “mercenary pursuits’ in (12) Tzimiskes [13].

[12] First quotation from Nikephoros Phokas' chrysobull. The document is Dolger, Regesten, no. 704; see
discussion by Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, pp. 3738, and Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, pp. 81-83, with re-
construction of probable contents at 82. See the second quotation in [18] below and other referencesto
thischrysobull in [13], [20], [23], [36], and [42]; the surviving fragments are translated in the introduc-
tion to Chapter Two.

[13] Athanasios' role in the formulation of the chrysobull. A novel approach to a traditional problem of
monastic organization isimplied here, but see above, Analysis, n. 7, for possible precedents.

[14] Original plans for Lavra's administration. A gradual transformation from a directly administered pri-
vate monastery to a more genuinely independent foundation was contemplated, perhaps like the ar-
rangements outlined in (10) Eleousa [11], [16]. Athanasi os discreetly passes over the circumstances of
Nikephoros Phokas' violent death at the hands of his successor John Tzimiskes, the reigning emperor.

[15] Future superiors to designate their successors. The implication, for which see also [16] below, is that
the superior wasto consult with the“ more prominent brothers’ in making his choice, asin (10) Eleousa
[16], though the quotation from Nikephoros Phokas' chrysobull in [12] above hints at a somewhat
broader conception of thisinformal electorate. A formal election, like those that would take place in
reform monasteries of the twelfth century (for which see Chapters Five and Six), is not contemplated
here except under the circumstances outlined below in [17].

[16] Assertion of patronal authority to designate a successor; warning against factionalism. Athanasios'
rights derive from Nikephoros Phokas' chrysobull as quoted abovein[12]; for another such exercise of
patronal rights, see (10) Eleousa [11]. (22) Evergetis [14] provides a discussion of the evil conse-
guences of factionalism from a monastic reform perspective.

[17] Procedure for election of a new superior if the incumbent dies suddenly. The franchise is restricted to the
“preeminent and more devout” monks, cf. [15], [16] above; xenokouroi are excluded from consideration, cf.
[13] above and [20] below. This procedure is amended later by (14) Ath. Testament [12], [13].

[18] Second quotation from Nikephoros Phokas’' chrysobull. This excerpt recognizes Lavra’sright to choose
its own leader, the key to effective self-government. In rejecting claims to this right by the imperial
treasury and the patriarchate, Athanasios likely had in mind the recent award of the monastery of St.
Andrew of Peristerai, an imperial monastery listed in the inventory of the treasury (sakelle) according
toachrysobull of Constantine X Doukas, ed. Lemerle, Lavra, pt. 1, doc. 33, pp. 195-99, at 197, line 39,
under (patriarchal) epidosisto Lavraat the bequest of Nikephoros Phokasin 964 (for which see Vita A,
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chap. 103, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, p. 50, and Vita B, chap. 34, ed. Noret, p. 166).

[19] Recapitulation of arrangements for the succession. Summarizes [15], [16], and [17] above.

[20] Exclusion of xenokouroi from the succession in the chrysobull. Thisis areferenceto aprovisionin the
chrysobull as quoted above in [12]; Athanasios has made the same point aready in [17].

[21] Exception for monksresident for two or three years. See discussion abovein Analysis, 2. Constitutional
Status and Succession to the Superiorship. Circumstances under which such monks could be chosen
are discussed below in [22], where the prescribed probationary statusis decreased to aslittle as a year.

[22] Eligibility of such xenokouroi for the superiorship. Athanasios addresses the apparent contradiction
with the chrysobull below in [23].

[23] Exception does not contradict Nikephoros Phokas' chrysobull. There is no quotation here since
Athanasios’ assertion is based on the intent rather than the letter of the law.

[24] Injunction not to discriminate against xenokouroi. For one such xenokouros, Antony, a monk tonsured
in the Kyminas monastery, see (14) Ath. Testament [18].

[25] Punishment appropriate for those who so discriminate. Details of the punishment are provided below in
[29].

[26] Such discrimination is heretical. Although Athanasi os asserts here the equival ence of monks “tonsured
at home” (an esokouros) and a monk “foreign tonsure” (a xenokouros), a distinction in favor of the
former had evidently taken root, perhaps linked to the charisma of tonsure by the holy man himself, for
which see [28] below.

[27] Even monasteries founded beyond Cadiz not “foreign.” Cf. the wide geographic appeal of Athanasios
as reported in the hagiographic tradition, Vita A, chap. 158, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 64—75, and Vita
B, chap. 43, ed. Noret, p. 176, including monks from Italy, Georgia, and Armenia.

[28] Monks Athanasios has tonsured not to be preferred to others. See commentsin [26] above.

[29] Specific punishment for those who discriminate against xenokouroi. Cf. [25] above. This passage is
partly quoted and summarized in Vita A, chap. 89, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, pp. 41-42, and Vita B, chap.
29, ed. Noret, p. 158, an indication of itsimportance.

[30] No unnecessary changesin the rule; ban on worldly possessions; prohibition on alienation of monastic
property to friendsor relatives. These provisionsareliteral but unattributed quotationsfrom (3) Theodore
Sudites [1], [2], and [3], respectively.

[31] Prohibition of individual or collective ownership of slaves; ban on female animals. These rules are
literal, unattributed quotations from (3) Theodore Sudites [4] and [5]. A ban on sheep and goats is
found below in [53].

[32] All possessions to be held in common; prohibition of adoptions and spiritual relationships; superior not
to administer finances directly. These are literal, unattributed quotations from (3) Theodore Sudites
[1], [7], and [22] respectively. The injunction to hold all possessions in common is discussed also in
Vita A, chap. 88, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, p. 41, and Vita B, chap. 29, ed. Noret, p. 158.

[33] Guidelines for the superior’s life. These are literal quotations from (3) Theodore Sudites [20], [10],
with an additional regulation by the author particular to Lavra.

[34] Superior is not to seek higher office, lodge in places where women live, nor have a disciple or servant;
prohibition on further acquisitions of property. (12) Tzimiskes [16] banned youths—who commonly
served monks—entirely, but as Papachryssanthou, Prétaton, p. 84, n. 221, observed, this provision was
frequently transgressed. The last provision on property acquisitionsis original to this document and is
reinforced by [45] and [53] below; the others are derived from (3) Theodore Studites [14], [17], and
[18], respectively. (3) Theodore Studites [18] has “adolescent disciple.”

[35] Hospitality for guests enjoined; injunction not to give preference to powerful persons. The last provi-
sion is an unattributed quotation from (3) Theodore Sudites [23].

[36] Number of monksincreased to 120. The referenceisto Doélger, Regesten, no. 744, see also the account
of how this chrysobull was secured in Vita A, chap. 116, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, p. 56, and Vita B, chap.
36, ed. Noret, p. 169; with discussion by Lemerle, “La vie ancienne de saint Athanase I’ Athonite
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composeé au debut du X 1€ siecle par Athanase de Lavra,” Le millénaire du Mont Athos, 963—1963, vol.
1 (Chevetogne, 1963), p. 79, and Lavra, pt. 1, pp. 39, 43. According to Athanasios' account in his
donation to John the Iberian in 984, ed. Lefort et al., Actesde lviron, pt. 1, doc. 6, however, it was John
who actually obtained this chrysobull from John Tzimiskes.

[37] Provision for five kelliotic monks. See also [40] below for rulesfor transfer to the kellia and [43] for the
identification of some of the sites; cf. the treatment of solitariesin (12) Tzimiskes [10], [12], [18], 20].

[38] Most monks to observe communal living. (11) Ath. Rule [28] is more tolerant of self-imposed ascetic
observances.

[39] Common meals and liturgical services. There is an apparent reference to Athanasios' prior legislation
on these mattersin (11) Ath. Rule, helpful for confirming his authorship of that document.

[40] Qualifications for transfer from communal to solitary life. Cf. Athanasios' own promotion by Michael
Maleinos to the solitary life at Kyminas as discussed in Vita A, chap. 26, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, p. 14,
and Mita B, chap. 9, ed. Noret, pp. 135-36.

[41] Solitaries not to be harassed. For the imposition of (labor) services on the solitaries, see (12) Tzimiskes
[20].

[42] Apportionment of theimperial grain donation. The reference isto an otherwise unattested benefaction
of Nikephoros Phokas, presumably granted to Lavrain 964, for which see Papachryssanthou, Prétaton,
p. 82.

[43] Description of cells available for use by kelliotic monks. For the cells of the emperor, see Vita A, chap.
73, ed. Noret, Vitae duae, p. 35, and Vita B, chap. 23, ed. Noret, p. 149; according to P. Dumont, “Vie
cénobitique ou vie hésychaste dans quelques ‘typica byzantins” L Eglise et les Eglises, vol. 2
(Chevetogne, 1955), p. 487, n. 1, an oratory associated with this facility still exists under the name of
the kathisma of St. John the Forerunner a short distance from Lavra. Among the available cells not
mentioned specifically here were those located [9] at the dependency of St. Euthymios at Mylopotamos.

[44] Rental of cellsin exchange for entrance gifts not permitted. Cf. (12) TzZimiskes[6], permitting superiors
to sell, donate or bequeath personal property, and [2], permissions required for settlement of non-
Athonite monksin kellia; here Athanasios is determined to bring the residents of these cells under the
superior of Lavra's discipline. The general acceptability of an entrance gift (apotage) is indicated in
[49] below.

[45] No other cellsto be constructed. Thisis consonant with Athanasios’ disinclination (in this document at
any rate) to permit Lavra's continued expansion, for which see also [34] above and [53] below. For
Mylopotamos, see [9] above and [53] below.

[46] Unsuccessful solitariesto return to the community. For acompulsory return of solitariesto the koinobion
see (24) Christodoulos [A24].

[47] Grant of cells to John the Iberian. For this individual, one of Athanasios' closest collaborators who
would be designated in (14) Ath. Testament [4] as one of Lavra's administrators, see Lemerle, Lavra,
pt. 1, p. 42, with n. 151, and Papachryssanthou, Pr6taton, pp. 83-85. Athanasios’ grant of these cellsis
discussed in George the Hagiorite's Georgian Life of John and his son Euthymios, trans. Peeters,
“Histoires,” Vie de Jean et d’ Euthyme, chap. 8, p. 19.

[48] No eunuchs, young or old. Cf. the equivalent provision in (12) TzZimiskes[16] and the Studite-derived
ban on adolescent disciplesin [34] above. In referring to a eunuch son of the emperor, Athanasios may
have had in mind the example of Romanos Lekapenos son Theophylaktos (933-56), who was the
patriarch of Constantinople during the author’s residence as a monk at the Kyminas monastery.

[49] Disposition of entrance gifts. The concern over the deleterious effects that entrance gifts could have on
the discipline of their donors despite their obvious value to the foundations who were their beneficia-
ries was heightened during the monastic reform; see the discussions in (9) Galesios [192] and (22)
Evergetis [37]. The alternative of banning entrance gifts completely appears only very late in (60)
Charsianeites [B16]; here Athanasios |eaves open the possibility of accepting them under appropriate
circumstances.
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[50] Novitiate of one year. Cf. the equivalent provision in (12) Tzimiskes [3]; Athanasios' exception for the
“pious and well-known” would be adopted later by the monastic reform movement via (22) Evergetis
[37].

[51] Relations with dependency of St. Andrew of Peristerai. For this foundation, an imperial monastery
granted by Nikephoros Phokasto Athanasiosin 964 under ecclesiastical epidosis, see Papachryssanthou,
Prétaton, pp. 35-36.

[52] Reform of the dependency. Theimplication isthat this monastery, founded as a cenobitic institution by
Euthymios the Younger, for whom see L. Petit, “Vie et office de saint Euthyme le Jeune,” BHO 5
(1904), 3946, in 871 and given arule (now lost) by him, had subseguently abandoned cenobiticism for
some alternative form of monastic organization.

[53] No new cells, cultivated fields, or vineyards,; sheep and goats banned. In a Studite-derived provision
[31] above, Athanasios bans the use of female animals. Earlier, (12) Tzimiskes [22] had banned the
importation of animals to Mount Athos, with an exception [23] for ayoke permitted to Lavra. See [34]
and [45] above for additional provisions foreclosing future growth of the Athonite community.

[54] Superior obliged to preserve Athanasios' commands. Cf. similar provisions in (3) Theodore Studites
[24], (5) Euthymios[2], (6) Rila[5], (8) John Xenos[3], (9) Galesios[246], and (10) Eleousa [22].

[55] Entire community committed to Athanasios' successor. For the traditional notion of the monastery asa
mystical body, also employed by Theodore the Studite, see the pseudo-Basilian Constitutiones asceticae,
PG 31, cols. 1381B, 1396B, 1417BD, 1421A.

[56] Valedictory message to brothers. This chapter is a direct, unattributed quotation from (3) Theodore
Studites [25], [26], [27].
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14. Ath. Testament: Testament of Athanasios the Athonite
for the Lavra Monastery

Date: after 9931 Translator: George Dennis

Edition employed: Ph. Meyer, Die Haupturkunden fir die Geschichte der Athoskloster (Leipzig,
1894), pp. 123-30.

Manuscript: Lavra, unnumbered ms. (1814 A.D.); Codex Iveron 754 (16th c.)2

Other translations; None

Institutional History
For the institutional history of the Lavra Monastery, see (11) Ath. Rule, Institutional History.

Analysis

A. Purpose of the Document

Athanasios used his Testament (diatyposis), the third document under hisauthorship in our collec-
tion, to set up aprotectorate for hisfoundation. Thelast half of the tenth century was an especially
unsettled period for Byzantine religious foundations, yet here, asin (13) Ath. Typikon, Athanasios
demonstrates his keen ability to assess the dangers to his foundation’s autonomy and devise ap-
propriate safeguards utilizing the most current administrative stratagems known to his era. The
vehicle for the protectorate chosen here, the ephoreia, would become more common in the elev-
enth century and provides the unifying theme for the documents assembled below in Chapter
Three of our collection.

Not trusting solely in hisfoundation’s status as one of the first independent and autonomous
monasteries, Athanasios here designates two administrators (epitropoi) with specific rights of
oversight. The local administrator was to be [4] his long-time associate John the Iberian,3 to be
succeeded by the latter’s son Euthymios, who would in turn designate his successor. Athanasios
considered but then rejected [5] naming Emperor Basil 11 (976-1025) as a seco