Sagners Slavistische Sammlung - Band 18

(eBook - Digi20-Retro)

Maurice L. Hébert

Hesychasm, Word-Weaving
and Slavic Hagiography

The Literary School of Patriarch Euthymius

Verlag Otto Sagner Miinchen - Berlin - Washington D.C.

Digitalisiert im Rahmen der Kooperation mit dem DFG-Projekt ,Digi20“
der Bayerischen Staatsbibliothek, Miinchen. OCR-Bearbeitung und Erstellung des eBooks durch den
Verlag Otto Sagner:

http://verlag.kubon-sagner.de
© bei Verlag Otto Sagner. Eine Verwertung oder Weitergabe der Texte und Abbildungen,
insbesondere durch Vervielfaltigung, ist ohne vorherige schriftiche Genehmigung des Verlages

unzulassig.

«Verlag Otto Sagner» ist ein Imprint der Kubon & Sagner GmbH.



00056363

SAGNERS
SLAVISTISCHE SAMMLUNG

herausgegeben von
PETER REHDER

Band 18

2

VERLAG OTTO SAGNER
Miinchen 1992

Maurice L. Hébert - 9783954790081
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:25:19AM
via free access




r056353

Maurice LaBauve Hébert

Hesychasm, Word-Weaving, and Slavic
Hagiography:

The Literary School of Patriarch Euthymius

¢

VERLAG OTTO SAGNER
Miinchen 1992

Maurice L. Hébert - 9783954790081
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:25:19AM
via free access



00058363

Bayerische
Staatsbibliothek
Minchen

ISBN 3-87690-530-3
© by Verlag Otto Sagner Miinchen 1992
Druck: Strauss Offsetdruck, 6945 Hirschberg 2

Maurice L. Hébert - 9783954790081
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:25:19AM
via free access




J66363

Acknowledgements

This work represents my doctoral dissertation, done in the
Department of Slavic Languages at Brown University under the direction
of Professor Robert Mathiesen and a committee of two other readers,
Professors Michael Shapiro (Slavic Languages) and Susan A. Harvey
(Religious Studies). In addition to my committee of three, many other
people have contributed to the evolution and development of this study, and
it is my pleasure to acknowledge them here.

The first individual I must thank is Michael Scanlon. At a crucial
point in my education, he encouraged me to pursue my love for language
and literature; and his friendship and kindness were a constant source of
encouragement to me. To Michael I owe the greatest debt of thanks.

Amongst those who advised me and gave of their time and expertise
are Bogdan Bodanov, Diana Burgin, Aksinja DZurova, Harvey Goldblatt,
John Hallowell, Jennifer Hixon, Klimentina Ivanova, Sonya Ketchian,
Horace Lunt, Ellen Sarah Elizabeth Martin, Olga Nedelkovi¢, Marianne
Shapiro, Nikolaj Stancev, Borjana Velleva, Victor Terras, and Olga
Yokoyama. In particular I should like to thank Prof. Dr. Peter Rehder and
Leonid Pogrebinsky for the many hours they spent proofreading the
manuscript of this book and making invaluable suggestions.

Lastly, I must acknowledge, too, the kind assistance of so many
librarians at the university libraries of Brown, Harvard, Yale, and
Columbia, the Boston Public Library, the Library of Congress, and the
Ivan DujCev Center of Sofia University.

Brown University, Summer 1992 M. L. Hébert



1 -
. 4 ‘-
. I
e
. i
. ' 5o ¥
1 "'1‘!‘.1
he 4“ e
.
— =T
oy

h{_\_lj'r b o |.'l fﬂ_':'nu

! 3}
.|._-_V‘l ' . ‘
“l P
ke ¢ [ l:-a:ﬂ1h 'y .
. ] -
® 1
1 - L |
e "J ’ r.1|
L3 . 1 - .
I"".l" ] 'o",
4 h: |.Sg. e
-4 a
"‘J\-S et \-)I "* 't— ’.
e B Y ‘A r .
[ Y
: i ..")4 JLANS oo
AT S . ;
| . ) 'y
= ‘\. [
4 ’ S -
1 1 ( L Je AT
' [} - L 1 ’ v J
!’|‘ . '. . ) ) . "' .
B /Y0 BPCT) A LU |
4 [ T b '
’ 4 . )
; T N S
. . 1
a ; .‘b ¢
“ﬂ *.5 g f‘r* T
'] 1> :
o, . NCEL AT SO ] . OO,
L ) R I I‘:-‘rI S 1 - . y
L '."“'."H e © b=y, Mauriceyl. Hébert - 9783954790081
" et M r1q‘ DoerOfded from PthactOry at 01/10/2019 03:25:19AM
||n U . o T . ;
20 '- l'fl 1 ':F : ‘-. i via free access
st el Tl N

£9€£89000



r056353

Table of Contents
) 0118 Y DT 4 1Y 1 TN 1-15

Section I: The Historical Background
Chapter 1: The Life and Career of Patriarch Euthymius........... 19-59

The Literary Works of Patriarch Euthymius (35); The Literary Reforms
of Euthymius: New Translations and a Revised Orthography (39);
Camblak's Account (39); Kostenelki's Account (52).

Chapter 2: The Cultural and Political Climate of Fourteenth-
Century Bulgaria........ccceeeeiiiiineeiiiciinnnnecirenneensscoscoseses 61-86

Section II: The Vita of Patriarch Euthymius: Introduction,
Translations, and Annotation

Chapter 1: Preface to Translations and Inventory of

Extant Manuscripts .......ccccccvveeeereeensesennes 89-110
Chapter 2: The Life of Ivan of Rila.........ccccvueerrrcecennnnnenn. 111-137
Chapter 3: The Life of Hilarion of Moglena........................ 139-179
Chapter 4: The Life of Paraskeva.........cccoovrevueeereeeeeeeeenennn. 181-200
Chapter 5: The Life of Philothea..........cccoceeeeeerereieeeeeecaanne. 201-224

Section III: The Style and Structure of the Vitae:

Word-Weaving Redefined and the Establishment of
Narrative Patterns

Chapter 1: The Legacy of Classical Rhetoric in Byzantium
& the Origins and Redefinition of "Word-Weaving....227-276




00056363
viil

Classical Rhetoric and Its Byzantine Reflections (228); The Role of
Euthymius and the Origins of "Word-Weaving" (234); The Structure
of the Saint's Life (251); A Redefinition of "Word-Weaving" (258);
Refutation of the Connection between "Word-Weaving" and a
"Hesychastic" Euthymian School (265).

Chapter 2: Euthymius' Style: An Examination of the
Rhetorical Devices in the Vit.........cccovvevriiviirccrenne. 277-344

Chapter 3: The Structure of the Euthymian Vitz................. 345-390

Section 1V: Byzantine Hesychasm, the Religious Content of the

Vite, and Metaliterary Considerations

Chapter 1: On the Origins of Hesychasm and its Role in
Orthodox Slavic Culfure........cccecveernrerrsvsrercscvnes 393-434

Hesychasm and Early Christianity (393); The Role of Gregory the
Sinaite (411); Palamas and Barlaam (414); Hesychasm Amongst the
Slavs (424).

Chapter 2: The Hesychastic Content in the Vitz by
Euthymius.......ccceeeeeeeieiiiinnnnrnoncnneneeeeinicnsacsecenanes 435-461

Chapter 3: In Search of the Celestial Language:
A Semiotic Approach to Metaphrastic and
Euthymian Aesthetics.......cccovcvererereereeeereeereereneeernens 463-493

The "lexicon” and "syntax" of the language of the via genre (464);
Metaphrastic and Euthymian Aesthetics: Different Synthesis, Different
Messages (468); The Poeticization of the Hagiographic Text (471);
Specificity versus Abstraction (477); Why Euthymius Wrote "Beautifully”:
His O“én Statements on Language as an Insight into the Aesthetics of his
Age (481).

Concluding Remarks............oueeeeeiiiiriiirierceeereeeeeereeenneeennnnnns 495-497
Bibliography......o e cerreeeeeeenanesesaneenseas 499-533




Introduction

As the body of this dissertation assumes a familiarity with people and
terms that may not be well known to Slavists who do not specialize in the
medieval period and to Byzantinists who are not concerned specifically
with the aspect of Byzantino-Balkan and Byzantino-Slavic contacts, some
words should be devoted to their identification here. Euthymius was the
last patriarch of the Bulgarian Church from 1375 to 1393, before the fall
of Bulgaria to the Ottoman Turks.! His dates are disputed amongst
historians. The year of his birth is usually cited as being between 1325 and
1330, and the year of his death between 1401 and 1412. Almost every-
thing we know about Euthymius' life is contained in a panegyric written in
his honor by his contemporary and fellow student Grigorij Camblak and
also in the treatise of Konstantin Kostenecki, a monk who represents the
generation after Euthymius' own and who developed as a writer and
intellectual within the sphere of Euthymius' influence. We know that
Euthymius studied at Kelifarevo with the Bulgarian monk Theodosius, a

1 For the most general information on Euthymius, cf. I Duj¢ev’s article "Euthyme de
Timovo" in Dictionnaire d'histoire et de géographie écclesiastiques 16, fasc.90, pp.75-77,
Paris, 1964; and B.C.Hucenkos, 'TaTpuapx EsTumun (wuBOT M obwecTseHa
nenHocT),” Bvarapcka mcropnyecka 6ubnuotera, Tom 3, 142-177, Codua, 1928.

Several monograph studies in book and article form have been done on Patriarch
Euthymius and the Trnovo School. Cf. for example: [lpeTaHa Bpancka (=Pomancka),
"CtunHu noxeatu Ha [latpuapx EeTumun,” C6opHux Ha bLwvnarapckarta
aKageMHA Ha Hayknte u uakycrsara 37, 2 (1942): 107-280; M.Heppell, "The
Hesychast Movement in Bulgaria: The Turmnovo School and its Relations with
Constantinople," Eastern Churches Review 7 (1975): 9-20; several articles by Klimentina
Ivanova (see general bibliography under H.MpaHopa); B.Hayankoscknn, "H onpocy o
NUTepaTypHON NEATeNbHOCTH 6Gonrapckoro natpuapxa Esrumma (1375-1393),”
Xpnctnancnoe Yrenne wnsgasaemoe npn CaHxkT-netepbyprckon  [yxosHos
Arxagemun 2 (1882):216-265; "Hoeble naHHble ONA H3YYEHHA TNHTEPATYpPHON
neATensHocTH 6onrapckoro TblpHOBCKOro natpuapxa EeTumua,” XpucTuaHcroe
Yrenne 3-4 (1888): 470-497; EKatuz2niacki, Werke des Patriarchen von Bulgarien
Euthymius (1375-1393), Vienna, 1901; reprint London, 1971; B.C. Hucenkos,
[atpuapx Estnmua, Codpur, 1938; Apxumauaput [leonnn, ‘TocnenHun
natpuapx 6bonrapckoro uapctea 6nameHHb”? EpTMMHMA KM ero
COYHHEHHA, YTeHHA B HMnepaTopckoM obLjecTBe MCTOPMH H OPEBHOCTEA
poccuacknx npn Mockoschom Yuusepcurere 4 (1870): 13-18; X.H.lMonos,
Estnmun, nocnemeH TwvpHosckm u Tpanesnmuwn narpuapx, [noeaus, 1901;
N.ACoipry, H ucropumn wucnpasnenwna wvmur 8 bonrapnn s XIV pexe, Tom |,
Bpema n mxun3He natpuapxa EpTumna TepHosckoro, CI16, 1890; reprint, London,
1972; and CredaH lawkos, [latpuapx Estummn, Codua, 1906.
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pupil of the great Hesychastic teacher Gregory the Sinaite and a personal
friend of Patriarch Kallistos of Constantinople.2 Euthymius also travelled
abroad to Byzantium with Theodosius, where he continued his studies at the
Studion Monastery and later on Mount Athos. When Euthymius returned to
Bulgaria after eight years of travel and study in Byzantium, he served as
the abbot of the Holy Trinity Monastery near the royal capital of Trnovo
from 1371 to 1375. During this period he undertook his original
compositions, new translations of Greek texts into Bulgarian and continued
a process of orthographic reform that was probably already in place during
the reign of Tsar Ivan Alexander of Bulgaria (1331-1371). As patriarch of
the Bulgarian Church, Euthymius was perhaps the representative par
excellence on Slavic soil of the Hesychastic community that included the
patriarchs of Constantinople and the monastic centers on the Holy Mount
(Athos)3 and very soon found members in Serbia, Romania, and East
Slavic lands as well. Euthymius, along with Grigorij Camblak, represents
the second generation of Gregory the Sinaite's pupils. They learned
firsthand from the Bulgarian monk Theodosius and Patriarch Kallistos of
Constantinople, and they passed on their knowledge to such outstanding
medieval Slavic literary figures as Konstantin Kostenelki and Paxomij
Serb.

Euthymius is the author of several original works; amongst them are
four hagiographic texts that form the basis of this study: the Life of Ivan of

2 On the history of the associations between Gregory the Sinaite, Theodosius and
Kallistos, see ' .A. HnbuHCkMA, "3HaveHHe AdoHa B HCTOPHH CNABAHCKOA

NMUCbMEeHHOCTH,” MypHan MmurncTepcTBa HapogHoro npocseuieHHA |8 (HoAGpb,
1908):1-41, esp. pp.26-27.

3 For general information on the enormously important role played by Athos in medieval
Slavic religious culture, cf. Emmanuel Amand de Mendieta, Mount Athos: the Garden of

the Pana_glua Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1972; 1.Dujéev, "Le Mont Athos et les Slaves au
Moyen Age," in Medioevo bizantino-slavo, vol.1, 487-510, Rome: Edizioni di storia ¢

letteratura, 1965; "Chilandar et Zographou au Moyen Age," in Xnunangapcxu 360pHH«,
vol.1, 21-32, edited by G.Ostrogorsky, Belgrade: Cpncka AkxaneMnja Hayka ¢
yMeTHocTH, 1966; Hristo Matanov, "Le Mont Athos et les rapports politiques dans la
deuxi¢me moiti€ du XIVe sitcle,” Etude tudes balkaniques 2 (1983): 69-100; A.E.Tachiaos,
"Mount Athos and Slavic Literatures,” Cyrillomethodianum 4 (1978):1-35; T.] Burkovi¢,
Hilandar u doba Nemanica, Belgrade, 1925; and '.A.MUnbuHckun, “3HaveHHe
ApoHa B HMCTOPHH CNE8BAHCKOR MNHCbMEHHOCTH,” MypHan MHHHCTepcTBS
HapognHoro npocsewenna |8 (Hoabpb, 1908):1-41.
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Rila, the Life of Hilarion of Moglena, the Life of Paraskeva, and the Life
of Philothea. This study is focused on tracing the development of the style
of writing employed in this genre from the Early Christian period to the
late medieval Orthodox Slavic period.

The religious movement called "Hesychasm" is well represented in
theological, historical, and literary scholarship. Much has been written on
this topic by such scholars as Bois, Syrku, Rad¢enko, Lixalev, Picchio,
Mulié, Duj¢ev, Angelov, Meyendorff, Gillet, Tachiaos, all of whom are
discussed and cited within this study. The first chapter of Section IV is
devoted to examining in detail the history of this movement and its
reflection in medieval Slavic culture. We will present here some
generalities on the topic. The term "Hesychasm" is derived from the Greek
word "fjovyia", meaning silence or quietude. Where the latter appears in
medieval Slavic texts, it is usually rendered as "bezmlivie" or
"bezmlyvie”. The term is applied to a religious movement that began
during the fourth century of the Christian period and evolved with the
philosophical writings of Evagrius, Pseudo-Macarius, John Climacus,
Gregory the New Theologian, and, in its late medieval revival, with the
teachings of Gregory the Sinaite and Gregory Palamas. According to the
tenets of Hesychasm, a monk should seclude himself in the desert or in a
mountain cell and observe several practices that include silent
contemplation, or "mental prayer”, and daily recitation of the Psalms. In
later centuries, during its flourishing in Mt. Sinai, a specific physical
discipline is added to the doctrine: that of assuming a position whereby one
controls one's breathing and contracts the whole body and fixes one's eyes
on the belly. All of this is to be done while repeating over and over the
Jesus Prayer, or "prayer of the heart" (i.e., "Lord Jesus Christ, Son of
God, have mercy on me, a sinner”; "Kvpie Incot Xpiote Hi& 100 Ocov,
eAceicoV e TOV GUAPTOAGV").

In its early stages, even during its first flourishing on Mt. Sinai,
Hesychasm is little more than a distilling of the virtues of anchoritic
monasticism, whereby an individual goes off and lives alone apart from the
community. But in the fourteenth century, largely through the teachings of
Gregory the Sinaite, who came to Mount Athos and to Paroria in southern
Bulgaria, Hesychasm enjoyed a significant revival. This period in the
evolution of the movement is often referred to in contemporary

3
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scholarship as "Byzantine Hesychasm" to distinguish it from its earlier
Christian and Sinaite periods. The tenets of the Hesychastic movement had
not changed significantly during the centuries between revivals, but what
had changed by the 14th-century was the official attitude of the Orthodox
Church. The Hesychasts had to defend themselves against charges of heresy
that were levelled by the professor Barlaam of Calabria. Through the
eloquent defense of the Hesychasts, written by Gregory Palamas,
Hesychasm was declared orthodox by the ecclesiastical councils of June and
August of 1341, Palamas was promoted to the position of archbishop of
Thessalonika, and Barlaam, now shamed by his defeat, returned to Italy
and spent his old age tutoring Petrarch in Greek.

Hesychasm in the form of its Byzantine Revival spread to monastic
communities in Serbia, Bulgaria, and East Slavic territories. Attempts to
identify the precise impact of Hesychasm on the Slavs and to determine
which spheres of Orthodox Slavic culture Hesychasm influenced have
stimulated various responses and controversies in the field of Slavistics.
Our goal in undertaking this study is to contribute toward the resolution of
one of these controversies: namely, the question concerning the influence
of Hesychasm on the literary style of medieval Slavic literature, using the
hagiographic genre as our framework. We shall now outline the
development of the controversy under consideration.

The terms "First South Slavic Influence” and "Second South Slavic
Influence"” both use East Slavic culture as their vantage point; that is, both
terms refer to cultural influences emanating from South Slavic lands onto
East Slavic peoples. The "First South Slavic Influence” refers to the actual
transmission of literacy as well as a whole system of Byzantine Orthodox
culture to East Slavdom in the late tenth and the eleventh centuries.

The notion of the "Second South Slavic Influence” was discussed by
Sobolevskij in his seminal study, written at the begining of the twentieth
century.4 In this work Sobolevskij underscored changes that he observed in
the orthography and the literary style of South Slavic texts in the

4 A U. Coboneecknn, OmHO-CNABAHCKOE BIMAHHE HA PYCCKYIO MHUCHMEHHOCTb B
XIV-XV sekax,” [lepesonHaa nuteparypa MockosckoA Pycn XIV-XV BeKos,
C6opHHK OTHENEeHMA PpYyCCKoro A3bika W cnosecHocTH T4, MNl, CaHkT-
MNeTepbypr, 1903.
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fourteenth and fifteenth centuries that assumedly were then transferred to
and absorbed into the literary tradition of the East Slavs. This study was
elaborated upon by D.S.Lixadev. In his 1958 paper which he delivered to
the Congress of Slavists, Lixalev attempted to demonstrate a connection
between the mystical tenets of the Byzantine Hesychast movement and the
appearance of a highly ornate rhetorical style in medieval Slavic
hagiography. Lixa¢ev maintained that the fourteenth-century revival of
Hesychasm in Byzantium -- and especially on Mount Athos -- resulted in a
wide-spread diffusion of Hesychasm to South Slavic territories. It was then
claimed by Lixadev (and other scholars after him6) that under the
influence of the saints' lives written by the Hesychast Patriarch Kallistos of
Constantinople, there flourished in Bulgaria a literary school headed by
Patriarch Euthymius. While this much is true, the assumptions which
follow we maintain to be false. Lixa¢ev went further to posit that
Euthymius, now completely under the influence of Hesychasm, introduced
a new literary style into Slavic hagiography, referred to by Slavists as
"pletenie sloves" ("nnetenne cnosec"), or "word weaving”. Scholars
have described this style in various ways, but all seem to agree that it is
characterized by an abundant use of certain rhetorical devices, such as
metaphor, simile, alliteration, tautology, etc. It is claimed, moreover, that
this new literary style was devised by Patriarch Kallistos, Patriarch
Euthymius and their Hesychast brothers as a reflection of a specifically
Hesychastic attitude to language. In essence, Lixadev posited a specifically
Hesychast philosophy of the word in the aforementioned article:”

50.C. Nuxaues, "HexoTopble 3apayM HM3Yy4YeHHA BTOPOro 0¥ HOCIABAHCKOIo
BNHAHHA B Poccuu,” HccnegosaHnAa no cnaBAHCKOMY ITMTEpATypOBEQEHHIO H

QonsrknopucTHre, [oknansi coBeTCKHX y4eHbix Ha IV MexpayHapogHoM cbpe3ge
cnasucros, 95-151, Mockea: AH CCCP, 1960.

6 See Section 11, Chapter 1 of this study for bibliographical references.

7 Nuxaves, op.cit., p.112, The original passage reads: "McnuxacTbl sMRenu B cnoee
CYLWHOCTb 0603HayaeMoro MM ABNEHHA, B HMMEHH OombeM -- caMmoro 6ora.
[losToMy cnopo, obo3Havawllee CBALIEHHOE ABNEHHe, C TOYKHU 3PEHHA
MCHUXACTOB TaK e CBALIEHHO, Kak W CaMO ABNEeHHe. JTO Yy4eHHe O A3blke M
cnoee 6bino pacnpoctaHeHo ErdpuMMeM M ero yuYeHHKaMM Ha BCIO
NMUCbMEHHOCTDL."
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The Hesychasts saw in the word the essence of a phenomenon which is
designated by the word, and [they saw] in the name of God God himself.
For this reason, the word, which designates a sacred phenomenon, was
from the point of view of the Hesychasts, also sacred, as is the phenomenon
itself. This teaching about language and the word was extended by
Euthymius and his pupils to the entire realm of the written word.

Following Lixalev’'s example, many scholars have made an
association between the employment of an elaborate, omamental style in
hagiography (and other genres as well) and Hesychasm, wishing to prove
the existence of a natural connection between the two. One example of this
trend in scholarship can be found in the work of Riccardo Picchio, who
identifies the ornamental style of the Euthymian period as "a result of the
Hesychast theory of knowledge."8 Such a stance on the issue attempts to
demonstrate a spontaneous transference of Hesychast ideology onto
formule for art in fourteenth-century South Slavic culture, especially in
the production of hagiography, the most popular literary genre in medieval
Slavic culture. As a result, Euthymius of Trnovo has received much
attention as the founder of a Hesychast School of literature, which
supposedly gave rise to the "word weaving" style, or "pletenie sloves”, in
East Slavic lands. The tradition in scholarship of maintaining a connection
between Hesychasm and omamental rhetoric in 14th-century Bulgarian on
the one hand and a connection between this South Slavic "Hesychast literary
style” with "word weaving" in East Slavic territories on the other has been
perpetuated by many scholars who simply use Lixalev's work as an a
priori point of departure. The assumption that the spread of Hesychasm in
South Slavic lands led to a new style of writing has provided the theoretical
framework for many studies on East Slavic "word weaving" and its
relation to the movement.9 Although, according to Dimitri Obolensky!9,

8 R.Picchio and H.Goldblatt, "Old Russian Literature,” in Handbook of Russian
Literature, 316-322, edited by Victor Terras, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1985,
p.319. For another example of a study that assumes a connection between the religious
movement of Hesychasm and the employment of an ornate writing style, see
R.Richardson, "Hesychasm in the Hagiographic Works of Patriarch Kallistos," Ph.D.
Dissertation, Harvard University, 1969.

9 See, for example, Faith C.M.Kitch, The Literary Style of Epifanij Premudryj: ‘Pletenije
sloves’," Slavistische Beitriige, 96, Munich: Verlag Otto Sagner, 1976; J.Manson,
"Studies in Russian Hagiography During the Period of the Second South Slavic Influence,"
Ph.D. Dissertation, Harvard University, 1968.




Lixadev is somewhat more successful in demonstrating a connection
between Hesychasm and trends in visual art of the period rather than verbal
art, the double connection for the sphere of literary creation is, we
maintain, ungrounded on both accounts. The ormamental literary style
associated with the fourteenth-century Slavic and Byzantine Hesychastic
hagiographers such as Patriarch Euthymius and Patriarch Kallistos not only
was not original to them, but there is no scholarly basis on which to
establish a connection between its exploitation and the Hesychast movement
at all. It is true that one can certainly treat Hesychasm and Byzantine
rhetoric as being two coexisting cultural phenomena in medieval Slavic
society, but to assume a causal relationship between them is not supported
by the facts. All of Section III of this study is devoted to illustrating this
point.

The literary style so often associated with the fourteenth-century
Hesychasts was inherited from a long-established Byzantine tradition of
ornate rhetoric; moreover, its first appearance in Slavic writing is not with
the Hesychasts of the fourteenth-century "Euthymian School”, but appears
as early as the eleventh and twelfth centuries in East Slavic territories and
in the thirteen century in Serbian vitz. Euthymius and his pupils may
indeed be regarded as masters of this style, but they certainly do not
represent its innovators.

Other assumptions made heretofore concerning the Second South
Slavic Influence should be questioned. There is evidence that argues against
the assumed mass migration of Southern Slavs into East Slavic lands, as
will be examined below. The appearance of a heavily ornate style in East
Slavic hagiography of the fourteenth century--as in the vitz of Epiphanius
the Wise--does not have to be explained by a migration of Bulgarians and
Serbs to East Slavic lands, but rather in East Slavdom's renewed ties with
Byzantium. Just as the political motivations underlying Bulgaria's intensive
Byzantinization should be kept in mind, East Slavdom of the late
fourteenth- and early fifteenth-century had its own strong political motives

10 D.Obolensky, "Medieval Russian Culture in the Writings of D.S.Likhachev,” Oxford
Slavonic Papers 9 (Oxford,1976): 1-16, p.13. This article has been reprinted in

D.Obolensky, The Byzantine Inheritance of Eastern Europe , London: Variorum Reprints,
1982, as article 9.
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for pursuing renewed contacts with Constantinople. In the mid-fourteenth
cetury, East Slavs had just begun to rid themselves of the Mongol Yoke;
and after two centuries of foreign cultural and economic domination,
Muscovy looked to renew its ties with the religious and intellectual
community of the Orthodox world. This was accomplished by increased
contacts between Mt. Athos and East Slavic territories. To be sure, on Mt.
Athos South and East Slavs continued to influence one another and share
common Byzantine cultural ties; furthermore, we know that several well-
educated and literate South Slavs went east: both Grigorij and Kiprian
Camblak served as metropolitans in Russia, and the South Slavic writer and
hagiographer Paxomij Serb also went there. But to attribute Russia's
increased interest in and use of a Byzantine ornamental style in
hagiography to a mass migration of Bulgarian Hesychasts to Russia is
unfounded. As Talev points out: "why should they have gone all the way to
Moscow or Novgorod when they could have gone to the next principality,
the next town, the next monastery in their own land, or to neighboring
Serbia, or to Wallachia or Moldavia, which had flourishing Slavic-language
cultures throughout the 15th century?"1l As we have pointed out in the
first section of this study, the main academic monasteries in Bulgaria were
not closed by the conquering Ottoman Turks. Evidence to support this is
found in the Love¢ Codex, which states that Euthymius spent the rest of his
life teaching at Balkovo Monastery. Presumably, then, some Bulgarian
monks would not have had to leave Bulgaria to find centers where
Orthodox culture and Orthodoxy itself were left intact.12 Moreover,
Konstantin Kostenelki's treatise on the letters indicates that many of the
literate men of Trmovo found refuge in the neighboring lands of Serbia:

I also plead that I not be judged by the unknowing or by the envious but by those
competent to engage in such activities, that is, by men from the Holy Mountain or

11 1. Talev, "The Impact of Middle Bulgarian on the Russian Literary Language (Post-
Kievan Period),” Ph.D. Dissertation, University of California at Los Angeles, 1972, p.76.
This study appeared later as Some Problems of the Second South Slavic Influence in
Russia, Slavistische Beitriige 62. Munich: Verlag Otto Sagner, 1973.

12 See Section I, Chapter 2 for a more detailed discussion of Ottoman policies towards the
Church in Bulgaria after its absorption into the Ottoman Empire in 1393.




T056353

the Tmovo lands. For many of them reside here [in Serbia] at the present time.13

The aim of this study is to demonstrate that there is nothing new or
peculiarly Hesychastic in the hagiographic style employed by Patriarch
Euthymius, and that this style of "pletenie sloves" was borrowed by him
and other medieval Slavic writers from an earlier and long existing
Byzantine tradition that predated the Hesychast Revival. In effect, this study
attempts to disprove one of the basic assumptions of present scholarship of
the period of the Second South Slavic Influence.

A call to re-examine the assumed role of Hesychasm in the
development of a literary style during the period of the Second South
Slavic Influence has been made by such scholars as Bimbaum, Ivanova,
Iovine, Talevl4 -- and many have correctly observed Euthymius' debt to
the stylistic reforms in hagiography brought about by Symeon
Metaphrastes in the tenth century. Lixa¢ev himself in his aforementioned
article writes: "The question of Byzantine influence in the area of the
'‘word-weaving' style has been very little studied, but it is unquestionable
that such an influence exists."13 But until now a detailed comparison of the
saints' lives written by Euthymius with those of earlier Byzantine and
Slavic authors has not been made in order to prove this point. In fact, in
the community of Slavists there have been calls to undertake such a study in
order to obtain a better understanding of the nature and function of the
"word-weaving" style.16 In this study we hope to elucidate the position of

13 H.Goldblatt,Orthography and Orthodoxy: Constantine Kostenelki's Treatise of the
Letters, Studia Historica et Philologica, no.16, Florence: Le Lettere, 1987, p.112.
Professor Goldblatt writes in a footnote to this passage (p.211,fn.16): "This is an
important reference to the many Trnovite' scribes and scholars who migrated to the
despotate to escape the Turkish advance, as well as an indication of the depotate's [ Stefan
Lazarevié's] close ties with Mount Athos."

14 See Section 111, Chapter 1, fns.114-121 for a detailed discussion of these.

15 Nuxaves, op.cit., p.98. The original passage reads: "Mano usyyeH Bonpoc o
BM32HTHACKOM BJ/IMAHUM B OBNAacCTH CTHUNA «MNETEHWA CNOBeC», HO M 31€ech
3TO BIIMAHHE HECOMHEHHO."

16 See, for example, M.Iovine, “The History and Historiography of the Second South
Slavic Influence,” Ph.D. dissertation, Yale University, 1977, p.185. She writes: “...the
hagiographic works of Euthymius himself, which include saints' lives and panegyrics, are
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Euthymius in relation to the Byzantine and Slavic tradition that came
before him.

That Hesychasm enjoyed a strong influence in the spiritual life of
fourteenth-century Bulgaria is beyond doubt; there is both archaeological
and literary evidence to prove it. The saints' lives of both patriarchs
Kallistos and Euthymius reveal unequivocally that both of them were
knowledgeable proponents of Hesychast mysticism. Kallistos wrote a vita
about Gregory the Sinaite, the teacher of Hesychasm to monks on Athos
and Paroria; and his life about Euthymius' spiritual father, Theodosius of
Tmovo, contains many references to the basic teachings of Gregory
(blessed quietude, mental prayer, the role of virtue, visions of the Divine
Light). All of Euthymius' four vita contain similar references to spiritual
disciplines that were specific to the Hesychasts.17 In terms of the religious
content of his saints’ lives, Euthymius shows himself to be a Hesychast and
an admirer of the hagiographic works of Patriarch Kallistos. We posit,
however, that the category of religious content--that is, how the hero is
developed as a character and how he or she attains sanctity--is the only
sphere in which Byzantine Hesychasm had an influence on the composition
of Euthymius' saints' lives.

In our own research, we have first translated all four vitz of
Euthymius (which are presented in Section II with an introduction and full
annotation); then we have compared these saints' lives with several Slavonic
and Greek hagiographic texts that cover the period of the Early Desert
Fathers (the Life of Anthony), the pre-Metaphrastic Byzantine period (the
Life of Daniel the Stylite and the Life of St. John the Almsgiver ), the pre-
Metaphrastic Slavic period (the Life of Constantine, the Life of Metho-
dius, the Life of Wenceslas --all of which were written in the period
around Metaphrastes but in the spirit of the pre-Metaphrastic models), the
post-Metaphrastic Byzantine period (the Life of Kliment of Oxrid by
Theophylact, and the Life of Theodosius by Patriarch Kallistos [extant in
Slavonic only]), and the post-Metaphrastic Slavic period (the Life of

readily accessible. These works are awaiting the thorough stylistic analysis which could
provide the key to the problem of defining the new way of writing."

17 See Section IV, Chapter 2.
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Symeon by his son Sava [Rastko], and the saints' lives by Patriarch
Euthymius).13

A comparative analysis of the style, structure and content of these
hagiographic texts has resulted in the following findings: 1) there is
nothing about the style of the Euthymian texts that is new or original to the
hagiographic genre; and 2) every linguistic and literary rhetorical device in
the texts can be traced back to hagiographic texts that predate the period of
Symeon Metaphrastes and the revival of Hesychasm.19 Although the post-
Metaphrastic texts reveal a greater use of devices such as metaphor and
simile, these devices certainly were not new to the high-style texts. Having
made this observation, we were then forced to ask ourselves the following
question: If these later texts are not distinguished from the texts of the
earlier tradition by the repertoire of rhetorical devices, then how precisely
do they differ from one another? One obvious answer is that the texts
written according to the post-Metaphrastic norm use the same stock of
rhetorical devices as pre-Metaphrastic texts, only more abundantly. This,
alas, is not at all surprising. Another observation, however, followed from
our research which is new and has led us to redefine the whole concept of
"word weaving". The structure of the vite, those written according to the
norms of the post-Metaphrastic tradition (the Life of Kliment of Oxrid, the
Life of Theodosius, the Life of Symeon, and the Euthymian vitz) all
reveal a common structural feature of the narrative that is missing in the
earlier texts of the pre-Metaphrastic style. We call this feature the
"weaving of themes" and we posit that it is the most important
characteristic feature of the writing style that Slavists now refer to as
"word weaving". In pre-Metaphrastic texts, the sanctity of the hero is
consistently developed through a narrative that is nothing more than a
composite of individual anecdotes about the saint's miracles, healings, or
teachings. If the author wants to develop as a subtheme of deeds the saint's
ability as a good teacher, for example, he might include over a dozen
separate tales about the saint's instruction to his flock of the teachings of
Christ. In the post-Metaphrastic hagiographic tradition, the writer of the

18 For more information on these texts, consult the beginning of Section III, chapter 2.

19 See Section IMI, Chapter 2.
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life introduces a certain subtheme in the text, such as the theme of the saint
as a good teacher or pastor. He may then proceed to tell only two or three
tales about the saint's specific deeds, and then this theme is recalled
throughout the course of the text through the use of thematic phrases and
formulaic images that suggest the subtheme without restating it through the
vehicle of an actual anecdote or tale. It can be described as a kind of
leitmotif that reappears throughout the work. In sum, the most important
characteristic feature of texts that we identify as being examples of "word
weaving" is not simply that they display a weaving or interlacing of words,
but -- more importantly -- they display a narrative pattern that
distinguishes them from texts of the earlier, pre-Metaphrastic tradition.
This narrative pattern employs a weaving or interlacing of themes, or to be
more precise, generic subthemes; moreover, these patterns appear in the
hagiographic tradition well before and independently of the Hesychastic
movement. Chapters 1 and 3 of Section III are devoted to the introduction
and demonstration of this redefinition of "word weaving" based on changes
in narrative structure of the hagiographic genre. This study, then, offers
not only a redefinition of the notion of "word weaving", but also attributes
its origins in Slavic writing to narrative patterns and stylistic norms that
can readily be observed in the post-Metaphrastic examples of life-writing
rather than in innovations by Kallistos, Euthymius, or the Hesychasts as a
group. Euthymius can only be viewed as a stylistic innovator inasmuch as
he perfected the norms of post-Metaphrastic hagiographic composition and
gave them life and expression in Bulgarian literature. But the means of his
communication in codifying the sanctity of his heroes -- i.e. all the
components of his style and narrative structure -- were taken wholesale
from an earlier Byzantine tradition.

In proposing the absence of a connection between the rise of
Hesychasm and the adoption of a Byzantine ornamental style in
hagiography during the fourteenth century, one has to account for the
marked absence of this style in hagiography, specifically before the
fourteenth century. It is possible to generalize by saying that -- with the
exception of the Serbian hagiography of the thirteenth century -- early
medieval Slavic hagiography is characterized by its straightforward and
unadorned style, reminiscent of the prose of such early Christian texts as
the Life of Anthony. If Hesychasm and the adoption of this style were




@ 56363

13

coincident but not interdependent cultural developments in fourteenth-
century Bulgaria, why then did the Slavic hagiographers who lived during
and after the Metaphrastic reforms not employ this ornamental style of
hagiography, which was being used by their Byzantine contemporaries?
One attempt to explain this has been put forward by Eremin20, who
accounts for the "lag" in the Slavic adoption of the Byzantine literary
fashion by proposing that the newly Christianized Slavs in the ninth century
had to first master the content of the liturgical and paraliturgical writings
before they could cope with more complicated stylistic variations on the
content. While Eremin correctly places the adoption of Metaphrastic
reforms in hagiography in Slavic writing at the end of the twelfth century,
his explanation does not account for the fact that there were stylistically
complex translated works that circulated with success amongst the Slavs
from the earliest period of literacy.

Perhaps another explanation can be found in what constituted
Byzantine attitudes towards its own hagiographic literature of the period
during the Christianization of the Slavs and their nascent literacy. As
Mango has pointed out, the Byzantines were interested in rhetoric and
rhetorical theory, but they also valued the simplicity of the early Christian
classics2!; and in choosing from a vast inventory of hagiographic texts to
be translated for the Slavs, the Byzantines selected the early examples and
not the more recent Byzantine ones for the most part.22 As is evidenced by
the writings of Kiril of Turov and Metropolitan Hilarion, the East Slavs

20 See H.EpemnH, 'O BM3AaHTHACKOM BNHAHWKM B GONrapckoR ¥ NOPEBHEPYCCKOR
nutepatypax IX-XII BB.,” CnasaHckne nutepatypbi ([oxnanbi copeTckoft nener-
aumn B MemnayHaponHbift cve3ng cnasuctos), Mockpa, 1963:5-13; reprinted in
Epemun, /lurepatypa apeswen Pycu: 3tioasi n xapaxtTepmucthru, 9-17,Mocksa-
flennnrpan: Hayka, 1966.

21 C. Mango, Byzantium, The Empire of New Rome, New York, 1980, p.240.

22 Concerning the early period of Slavic writing, see [. Dujéev, "Les rapports littéraires
byzantino-slaves," Medioevo bizantino-slavo, vol.2, 3-27, Storia e letteratura, raccolta di
studi e testi, 113. Rome: Edizioni di storia ¢ letteratura, 1968. On pages 4-5, he writes:
"Pour les Slaves de Sud et de I'Est, c'était en premier lieu Byzance, et 'Eglise de
Constantinople qui insistaient sur la nécessité de suivre leur dogmas, et, en littérature,
d'accepter sans hésitation les oeuvres de ces penseurs et €crivains traditionnels...En effet,
la majeure partie des oeuvres en langue grecque, traduite par les slaves au Moyen Age,
appartient 2 la littérature patristique.”
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were acquainted with the Byzantine high rhetorical style at least as early as
the eleventh and twelfth centuries and were capable of imitating it in
original composition. The absence of such a style in early Slavic
hagiography, however, must be regarded as the result of a conscious
selection process on the part of the Byzantines. With models such as the
Life of Anthony to follow, the Orthodox Slavs carefully followed the
prescriptions given to them by the Byzantines, creating such works as the
Life of Constantine, the Life of Methodius, the Life of Wenceslas, and the
various Lives of Boris and Gleb. All of these belong to the pre-
Metaphrastic tradition of stylistic composition and narrative structure.
Only toward the beginning of the late medieval period did Slavic
experimentation with post-Metaphrastic hagiographic models begin.

In this work the following points are examined in detail: 1) Patriarch
Euthymius' position as a Hesychast and an important religious and cultural
leader; 2) the social and political milieu in which he matured and developed
as a writer; 3) the role of Hesychasm in medieval Slavic Orthodox culture
and the ways in which the movement differed in Bulgaria and Byzantium;
4) a reexamination of the role played by Hesychasm in relation to the
developments in medieval Slavic writing, and in particular in the genre of
the saint's life; 5) a re-definition of "word weaving" based on observable
changes and shifts in pre- and post-Metaphrastic hagiographic texts; 6) an
exhaustive stylistic analysis of the Euthymian hagiographic texts with
comparisons to the other texts examined in this study; 7) an identification
of which aspects of these hagiographic texts can be linked specifically with
the teachings of the Hesychasts; 8) and, lastly, an inquiry into the nature
and essence of the Metaphrastic hagiographic aesthetic, employing some
principles of semiotic theory as a point of departure. Included in the body
of the dissertation are our own English annotated translations of all of
Euthymius’ vitz. Heretofore these texts have appeared only in the original
(Church Slavonic) and Modern Bulgarian translation. We hope that their
appearance here will serve not only other Slavists but also scholars in all
fields who are interested in medieval literature and, specifically, medieval
religious literature.

We hope also that this study will contribute to establishing a better
understanding of the place of Patriarch Euthymius in the development of
Slavic writing and culture. Our goal in undertaking this study has been to
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provide a foundation with which to apprehend a distinction crucial to the
correct understanding of this man and his literary production: namely, that
he found spiritual inspiration in the teachings of the Hesychasts, but he
found literary inspiration in the models provided by Symeon Metaphrastes
and his imitators. Furthermore -- and this is the most important point --
these models reflect a specific attitude toward language and a specific
aesthetic sensibility that, while not existing in contradiction to the teachings
of the Hesychasts, were in no way specific to the Hesychasts.
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Chapter 1:
The Life and Career of Patriarch Euthymius

The Life of Patriarch Euthymius:

Regrettably, very few details of the biography of Patriarch
Euthymius are known. Much of the information about his life that
circulates in modern scholarship is only speculation, and the only textual
accounts we have for the events of his career are the panegyric written in
his honor by his relative and pupil Grigorij Camblak (the Slovo poxvaino)l
and Konstantin Kostenelki's Skazanie izsjavienno o pismenex2 In

1 The actual heading of the panegyric, referred to for the sake of convenience simply as the
Slovo poxvalno, reads: "Grigoria, arxiepiskopa Rosijskago, poxvaino i2e v» svatyx
otca nasego Evtimia, patriarxa Tre»novskago." All quotes from Camblak's Slovo
poxvalno in this study are taken from Katuzniacki's edition entitled Aus der
panegyrischen Litteratur der Sidslaven , 28-60, Vienna, 1901, Reprint, London:
Variorum, 1971. Accompanying the quotes are the chapter (Roman numeral), page number
and lines numbers (in Arabic numerals) as they appear in Katuzniacki.

Of Grigorij Camblak, M.MacDermott (A History of Bulgaria: 1393-1885 , London:
George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1962, p.60) writes: "[Camblak], a native of Tumovo...had
studied under Patriarch Eftimi [Euthymius]. After the fall of Turnovo he lived for a time on
Mt.Athos, then became private secretary to the Patriarch of Constantinople and later visited
Moldavia and Serbia. Eventually he went to Kiev, and after some years he accepted an
invitation from Prince Vitold of Lithuanian to become Metropolitan of Lithuanian and Kiev.
He died in 1418, leaving twenty-five literary works, including a panegyric of Patriarch
Eftimi of Turnovo." For general information on Grigorij Camblak, see also Muriel
Heppell, The Ecclesiastical Career of Gregory Camblak , London, 1979.

For Modern Bulgarian translations of Camblak's panegyric, see[l.lnHekos,
H.Hyes, [. MeTkaHora, XpucTomMaTHA no cTapobbnrapcka nuTepaTrypa, BTOPO
nogobpero uanaHne, Copua: Hayka u uakycrtso, |967, pp.423-441; and
B.C.Hucenkor, [larpuapx Estumun, [loxsanvo cnoso ot [puropusp Llambnak.,
Coodua, 1935. For additional information, cf. BoHio Axrenos, "HeussecTen npenuc
Ha TloxsanHo cnoeo 3a [laTpuapx EpTuMuA’ oT puropun llam6nak,” Esmk #
nutepatypa 24, N6 (1969): 57-60; Teopru [Lawnyes, A. Iasnpos, "ToxsanHoe
cnopo 3a EptnMmna ot [puropnn Llam6bnak,” JlureparypHa mucwn |7, Nl
(1973): 140-141; and Emile Turdeanu, "Gregoire Camblak: Faux arguments d'unc
biographie," Revue des études slaves 22 (1946): 46-81; ManuHa FBanuesa,
MpobneMbT 3a CBETCKHA MOMBMI Ha repontTe B [loxpanHo cnoso 3a EpTHmuA’
ot [puropun Uambnay u ‘Hutne Ha Credan [lepmcrn’ ot Enuganun
Mpembapn,” TbpHOBCKE KHHMOBH& wWwkxona, ToM 4, 41-46, Copua: BAH, 1985;
and D.V. Gonis, "A Commentary on the Encomium to Our Holy Father Euthymius,
Patriarch of Tumovo," Cyrillomethodianum 8-9 (1984-85):215-225.

2 The original text was first published by V.Jagi¢ in "PaccymneHna 0mHocnaBaHCKon
M PYyCCKOR CTapHHbB O UEpPKOBHO-CMABAHCKOM A3blke", Hccnenosanna no

pycckomy A3biky | (1885-1895): 287-1070. It appeared the next year as Codex
Slovenicus rerum grammaticarum , Berlin, 1896 and has been reprinted as such in the
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addition to these, there are also some comments about Euthymius in the
writings of Josef of Vidin. The amount of information about Euthymius
given in these sources is, however, small.

Most scholars place Euthymius' year of birth between 1325 and
1330. Syrku places Euthymius' year of birth at about 1320 or earlier on
the basis that Euthymius went to study with Theodosius in 1350 or around
that time. Euthymius became Theodosius' assistant in administering the
monastery at Kelifarevo; and according to Syrku, Euthymius would have to
have been at least thirty years old to have filled this post.3 There is,
however, no evidence to support this claim. It is thought that he was bom
into a noble (boyar) family4; and some scholars maintain that Euthymius
was related to the Camblaks.> Where Euthymius was born and where he
received his intial education are also unknown, but the scholarly consensus
is that these events took place in Trnovo. This, of course, is a logical

series Slavische Propyliden, no.25, Munich, 1968. H. Goldblatt in his Yale doctoral
dissertation and in his book based on it presents an excellent and comprehensive translation
and commentary of this document and its place in the overall tradition of medieval
Byzantino-Slavic literary culture. See H.Goldblatt, Orthography and Orthodoxy:
Constantine Kostenecki's Treatise of the Letters , Studia Historica et Philologica , no.16.
Florence: Le Lettere, 1987.

Goldblatt (p.25) notes that the Slovo poxvalno was probably written sometime after
Camblak was consecrated metropolitan of Kiev by local bishops in 1415, and the Skazanie
was written by Kostenelki sometime between 1423 and 1426 in the Serbian lands ruled
by Despot Stefan Lazarevié,

3 See M.A.Coipry, H uctopnu ucnpasneHna kunr B bonrapun B XIV pere , ToMm
|, Bpema n xusue [Natpuapxa EsTumna TepHoeckaro, 1890, Reprint, London,
1972, pp.254-255. He writes: "llpu noctynnexdnn EpTumua B Hunudapescrun
MOHACTLIPb, eMy 6blno, HecoMHeHHo, okono 30 neT, a MmoxeT 6biTe W Gonee,
MHavye npenoa. TeodoCMA He rMopyyun 6bl eMy yNpaBNeHHWA MOHACTHIPEM.
CnepnosaTenbHo, EsTumnn poaunca okono 1320 r. unu Heckonbko paHblue.”

4 The title *kur»*, or "xvpio¢” which appears in the heading of the Life of Hilarion of
Moglena and the Life of Paraskeva does not indicate anything about the social position of
Euthymius' family. It seems that this title was applied to all patriarchs.

5 Cf. Emile Turdeanu, La littérature bulgare duy XIVe siécle et sa diffusion dans les pays
roumains , Travaux publiés par I'Institut d'Etudes slaves, no.22, Paris: Imprimerie
nationale, 1947, p.68; lNetvp [nHeror, "EpTumun TobpHOBCKHMA,” McTOopHuA Ha
6wvnrapcrkara nurepatypa, ToM |, 285-307,Co¢dua: BAH, 1963, p.285. On the
question of Grigorij Camblak's familial relationship to Kiprian Camblak, see H.[JoHyepa-
MNaHanoToBa, “[lo BbNpoca 3a poacTBOTO MexAy MuTpononuT HunpuaH
Fpuropun Llambnak,” Crapobbvnrapcna nutepatypa 3 (1978): 77-85.
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assumption, as Trnovo was the capital city of the kingdom and the center of
intellectual and religious culture. Turdeanu hypothesizes that Euthymius
began his education at Our Lady of Hodegetria Monastery in Trnovo,
which was under the direct patronage of Tsar Ivan Alexander.6 It is easy to
imagine that Euthymius grew up and attended school and church in the elite
noble community of Caravec in Veliko Trnovo; nevertheless, the events of
his childhood must be left for now to specualtion.

Probably around 1350, when Euthymius was somewhere between the
age of twenty and twenty-five (or thirty, if one accepts Syrku's estimate of
his year of birth), he became Theodosius' pupil at Kelifarevo; and at this
point, Euthymius was already a monk.7 Theodosius was originally from the
northwestern region of Vidin and had become a monk at the Monastery of
St. Nikolaj near Arcar.8 Theodosius was probably the most influential
force in Euthymius' early career in the Church. Through the Life of
Theodosius by Patriarch Kallistos? and Camblak's panegyric, we know that
Theodosius was himself a Hesychast.10 Furthermore, it seems that he
initiated Euthymius into the teachings of Gregory the Sinaite.l1 Under the

6 ibid., p.68.
7 See . Ounekos, op.cit., p.285.

8 Cf. Uean Borgawos, lMatpnapx EsTumun, HHHra 3a Hero u HeroBoto Bpeme,

Bnbnnotekn Genewxutn 6vnrapu, N 2, Codua: Haa. Ha OtevecTBeHHA pPOHT,
1970, p.45.

9 See B.C. Hucenkoe, Mutuero na cs. Teomocnh TBPDHOBCKH KATO HCTOPHYECKHM
nametHnk , Codpua, 1926, pp.i-iii. Kiselkov argues that although Kallistos may indeed
have written a life of Theodosius, the Slavonic text we have is not a translation of his text
but a complete reworking by a fifteenth-century Bulgarian monk.

10 References to Theodosius' love of "quictude” (bezmivie, filouyia) abound in the Life
of Theodsius. There is also this passage from Camblak's Slovo poxvalno : "sam
[Teodosie] Z2e nemnogim rastoaniems ot obitéli krajnee bezmidvia
ljubomedrijsstvuase” (IV,33, lines 4-5) = "and Theodosius went off some distance from
the monastery and gave himself over to the activity of practicing quietude”.

11 Camblak implies that Euthymius learns about Sinaitic Hesychast doctrine of rp&&ig and
sewpia from Theodosius, for in the Slovo poxvalno, there is a scene in which Euthymius
is an eye-witness to Theodosius' vision of the Taboric light: "2rits duxovnosnago onogo
ot glavy daZe do nogy visego jako ogny, prava Ze stogsta, jakoZe Samuila pidets
slovo..." (IV,33, lines 25-27) = "Euthymius saw the spiritual [Theodosius] standing up
{covered in light] from head to toe as in a fire, as is written of Samuel in the Scriptures.”
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guidance and instruction of Theodosius, Euthymius became a practitioner
himself of the quietist methods of prayer and contemplation that were
embraced by the Hesychasts. The textual evidence to support the idea that
both Theodosius and Euthymius were Hesychasts and participated in a
Hesychastic monastic community is too abundant to be doubted or
dismissed by scholars. Of Euthymius, Camblak states that he "loved the
wilderness"12, a common topos for Hesychastic hagiographic writings, as
they advocated separation from the world and total seclusion in the desert.
Furthermore, Camblak writes that when Euthymius returns later in his life
to Bulgaria after spending the better part of a decade abroad, he lives in a
cave cell in order to live in total silence.13 Finally, after the fall of Tmovo
to the Turks in 1393, Camblak writes that he cries tears of joy when he
sees that the place of his exile conforms to his desire to live a life of
seclusion. 14

Presumably, Euthymius spent the next thirteen years of his life, from
1350 to 1363, under Theodosius' instruction at Kelifarevo. In these years,
Euthymius developed spiritually and intellectually in this small, rural
monastery that was not far from the royal capital. Because of Kelifarevo's

In another passage, Camblak emphasizes the extent to which Theodosius was
influenced by Gregory the Sinaite: "S»j Sinaijskago onogo i mnogago v» bogovidéni
Grigoria nasiédova umnago 2itia pravilo neprélsstnoe, iZe Paraorskyg gory
ispytnym razuma ustavom ni v» lesomZe Sinajskyg otstaati gory upravi, i
onogo ubo blaZenny] Teodosie, sego Ze &judnyj Evtimie priemniks Zitiu i
molitvé béde" (IV, 33, lines 12 - 18). = "This man [Theodosius] inherited the rule for
mental living [i.c. living by mental praksis and prayer] from Gregory [the Sinaite], who
had had many visions of God. [Gregory] through the tested rule of reason made the
mountains of Paroria in no way different from Mount Sinai. And the blessed Theodosius
continued this way of life and prayer from Gregory, and Euthymius from Theodosius.”

12 Camblak writes: "s» 1lie¢ i [oannom |Evtimij] pustyng veideté" (11,30, linc 22) =
"Together with Ilias and John the Baptist, [Euthymius] loved the desert/wildemess."

13 Cambiak writes: "no pesterg nékoa selenie tvorit, otstoodtog gradskys i
v383koQ inog mi»vy dovolno” (IX, 39-40, lines 30-31, line 1) = "but he made his
home in a cave, removing himself from the squalor of the city and from all other noise.”

14 Camblak writes: "PoneZe na mésté bysts, ideZe vedom béde, i pustyng vids
pustynoljubnaa ona dusa { smgiasno togova Zelania s»motri mésto, proslszy
s3..." (XX, 58, lines 3-6) = "Once he had arrived at the place where they led him, and
viewing the wilderness and seeing that it was in accordance with his desires, his desert-
loving soul wept."”
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proximity to the royal capital, Euthymius was no doubt aware of and
influenced by cultural exchanges and ties with Constantinople. Theodosius
had, after all, come to Kelifarevo after having studied on Mount Athos, so
one may assume that he brought to his flock at Kelifarevo a comparatively
high level of culture. During his stay on the Holy Mount, Theodosius
would have had ample time to acquaint himself with the contents of the
Greek and Slavic libraries available to him. Theodosius was also a personal
friend and fellow student of the Byzantine patriarch, Kallistos13, and he
had studied under Gregory the Sinaite at Parorial6, according to the Life
of Theodosius. If the author of the Life of Theodosius (presumably
Kallistos) is to be believed in these matters, then this has great
consequences for our understanding of Euthymius' formation and
education under Theodosius. It means that he was exposed through
Theodosius to the current developments in Byzantine literary and religious
culture, which included the writings and precepts of the Hesychasts.

There is no indication in the extant sources that Euthymius ever
knew or even met Gregory the Sinaite; and if he had, Camblak, as Syrku
points out, would very probably have mentioned it.17 We can however
state with confidence, based on the information in Camblak's panegyric,
that Euthymius learned of Gregory's teachings from Theodosius, as stated

15 Unless otherwise noted, all quotes from the Life of Theodosius are taken from
Zlatarski's edition "Y{uTe u xuH3Hb npenogobHaro oTua Hawero TeomocHA,
C6éopHHK® 38 HapogHu ymoTBopeHHA, Hayka n kHuwmuHa (CO6HYHH), N20,
(Codua, 1904): 1-41, and are indicated by chapter (Roman numeral), page number and
line number (in Arabic numerals).

At the beginning of chapter XXIV, Kallistos tells us that Theodosius, his former fellow
student under Gregory the Sinaite, wrote to him: "V six» ubo tomu sustu. i télesnoju
ugnétaemu bolézniju, izvolise tomu pisati k» mné samo v» konstantinovs grads
bllagsiojvenia radi kupno i dlulxovnago naslaZdenia. ovo ubo jako viseljen-
skago patriarxa me vidéti i bllagoslolvenie prieti. ovo Ze jako brata i svulenika,
edinomudreno posluzivia blZennomu onomu i &judnomu grigoriu sinaitu."
(XXIV,31, lines 22-26) = "And thus these things having happened, [Theodosius] rid
himself of his bodily illness and wrote to me in Constantinople for the sake of [receiving]
blessing and spiritual delight. [He desired] to see me, the universal Patriarch, and receive
my blessing. And he is like a brother to me, [for he was my] fellow-student; [we both]
served with like mind that great and wonderful man, Gregory the Sinaite."

16 See chapter VI of the Life of Theodosius.

17 Coipry, op.cit.,251.
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above. Furthermore, if Syrku is correct in his assertion that the works of
Gregory the Sinaite were translated very early, both at Paroria and at
Kelifarevo, then we can probably assume that Euthymius had access to
manuscripts of his works while at Kelifarevo.18

Syrku observes that the monastery at Kelifarevo was organized
according to the Sinaitic rule19, though he points out that it is hard to know
which version or variation of the Sinaitic rule was employed there.20 As
mentioned above, Euthymius was appointed by Theodosius to supervise the
monastery, a detail from his life which Syrku claims can be implied from a
certain passage from the Life of Theodosius.2l Presumably, Euthymius
would have also become acquainted there with Kiprian Camblak and
possibly Roman of Vidin.22

The Life of Theodosius tells us that Theodosius made a journey to
Constantinople accompanied by his pupils23; however, Euthymius is not
mentioned amongst them by name.24 In Camblak's panegyric, it is stated

18 Coipry, op.cit.,, 240, writes: "oun [T.e. counMHenwna [puropua Cunanral
nepeseneHsl OblNM OveHb paHO, MoxeT ObiTh elle NpM MH3IHK nNpenon.
Ipuropua, yvacTteio Ha [laponAa, a yvacTeio B Hunudapere cyna no ToMmy, 4TO
CNaBAHCKHE CMMCKHM ero TBopeHHA HaunHawTca ewe ¢ XIV seka. " ("They [i.c.
the works of Gregory the Sinaite] were translated very early, possibly even during his own
lifetime. Parts [were translated] at Paroria and parts at Kelifarevo, judging from the fact that
the Slavonic copies of his works begin to appear already in the 14th century.”)

19 Coipky, op.cit., 241.

20 For a comparative study on Paroria and Mount Sinai, see B.C.Hucenkos,

"Cpennopexoera [lapopua n CHHaMTHAT MoHacTup, CbopHHK B YecT Ha
B.H.3narapcenn, 103-118, Codpua, 1925.

21 See Coipky, op.cit., 250-251.
22 Cuipry, op.cit., 250-252.

23 Apparently Theodosius did so at the displeasure of Patriarch Theodosius of Bulgaria
who, according to Radéenko, feared that the monk Theodosius might engage in a
collaborative plot with Kallxstos against him. See H.Pagyenko, Penurnosnoe n

nuTepatypHoe AasHxeHne B Donrapun B 3noxy nepen TypeuKHM 38BOeBaHHEM,
Hues, 1898, p.187.

24 "y33d» v>» nékotoryi korabis s» fetyrmi svoimi uleniky, i konstantinovs
dostiZe grads.” (XXIV, 32, lines 9-10) = "and [Theodosius] boarded a ship with four of
his pupils, and he arrived in Constantinople.”
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that Euthymius was a member of Theodosius' entourage to Constanti-
nople.23 This trip took place in or about 1363.

Euthymius was abroad from approximately 1363 to 1371, and these
eight years were spent acquiring his education at the Studion Monastery
near Constantinople, at Mount Athos and, for a brief period, as a prisoner
on the island of Lemnos. Precisely when all of these travels occurred after
Euthymius had reached Constantinople cannot be ascertained; however, as
it seems that Euthymius spent a total of eight years abroad, we can make
two assumptions that stay well within the bounds of reason. The first
assumption is that in eight years' time, Euthymius must have mastered
Greek. At the very least, he must have perfected his reading and writing
skills, for we know from Camblak that he made new translations of
Scriptural texts from Greek into Church Slavonic.26 There are also extant
three anti-Bogomil epistles which Euthymius presumably wrote while in
Constantinople (probably while at the Studion Monastery) to his fellow
Bulgarians in Trmovo.27 These epistles survive only in Greek, and Syrku
suggests that these may well have been exercises for Euthymius in Greek
composition.28 This is important for scholars who are especially interested

25 "Varvarom jaZe okrlpists vrsé piénugidtim, ixte radi i 1jubeznga on¢ pustyna
ostavip, kupno s» otclsimp v» velikyj prixodit Konstantinovs grad" (V,34, lines
18-20) = "On account of the barbarians, who were now all around and taking people
captive, they left their beloved place in the wilderness. And [Euthymius] together with his
[spiritual] father [Theodosius], travelled to the great city of Constantinople."

26 See Camblak, chap.IX, p.40, lines 22-30 and p. 41, lines 1-20.

27 The titles are; "émotoAij EbBupiov boxntod tic Mepipréntov poviic.”/ “EvBupiov
povayob tiic MepPrértov povilc. ommMtebovoa pepikdg tig Tdv abtdv aipéoewv”/
“ExictoAn Evlupiov povaxov 1tfic IMepipréntov povilg, otalelca anod
Kovotavnvouxbieng xoi tfig eipnuevng poviig npodg mv avtod ratplda, onltebovca
e aipeoerg tiv bbewtdtov xoi Goefdv mhaveov thv te dovvdanantdv Hrtor
Bovyop{iov xal Maocoalavdv Aeyopévav, xal tv tdv Appevieov Pefniov xai
BSeAvplv aipeotv, xai 1o Aowxog aBéopovg xal xévy Beforovg aipéoeis™. See Cripky,
op.cit.,552, fn.4 for the bibliographical information for each.

28 Cpipry, op.cit., 552-3. If these Greek epistles of Euthymius were indeed composed in
Greek for a Bulgarian readership, then they provide ample demonstration that there is
nothing irregular about the fact that one Bulgarian should write to or communicate with
another Bulgarian in Greek as a lingua franca. We raise the point here as an important one,
because L.Talev has tried to use the fact that some folia of the Tomi¢ Psalter contain
instructional margin notes in Greek to prove that there was no Tmovo school of manuscript
illumination. See 1.Talev, "The Impact of Middle Bulgarian on the Russian Literary
Language (Post-Kievan Period),” Ph.D. Dissertation, University of California at Los
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in the aspect of Euthymius' career that concerns the much discussed and
debated literary and orthographic reform.

The second assumption that we may make, which follows from the
first, is that with a sound knowledge of Greek, Euthymius--in the libraries
of the Studion and Athonite monasteries--was able to acquaint himself with
much of Byzantine religious literature, especially hagiographic and
homiletic literature. K. Ivanova has observed that in the scope of Bulgarian
late medieval literature, Euthymius appears as a "sudden phenomenon."29
This is true inasmuch as with Euthymius, the Metaphrastic norms of
hagiographic stylistic composition are employed and perfected in Bulgarian
writing. As we will examine at length in this study, Euthymius, in the
content of his vite, shows himself to be the consummate Byzantine
Hesychast, and in the realm of his literary style and aesthetics, he is a direct
descendent of Metaphrastes. Euthymius' first teacher, Theodosius, was not
a writer as far as we know, so one is left to assume that while Theodosius
exercised the most profound influence on Euthymius' spiritual development
as a practitioner of Hesychasm, it was probably Patriarch Kallistos of
Constantinople (to whom is ascribed the authorship of both the Life of
Gregory the Sinaite 30 and the Life of Theodosius 31) that had the greater

Angeles, 1972, pp.28-31.Talev concludes that the artist doing the illuminations could not
possibly have been Bulgarian. If he were, Talev maintains, the instructions would have
been written in Bulgarian. Furthermore, if the artist were living in Trnovo, he would have
received his instructions orally and not in written form.

First of all, the fact that there are written instructions does not prove anything as to
where the artist lived in relation to Tmovo. Secondly, for the Bulgarians of Euthymius'
day, the highest intellectual achievement was to become assimilated into the dominant
Byzantine culture. For two Bulgarians to communicate with one another in Greek would
have functioned as a kind of cultural status symbol, indicating their total assimilation into
Byzantine culture.

29 Cf. K.UpaHosa, "ﬂa‘rpnapx EseTumMnn u arvorpadckaTta TpaouUHMA B
cpeHoBekoBHaTa nutepatypa,” JlutepatypHa mucvn (1977): 90-99. On page 95
she writes: "Euthymius of Tmovo is, for original Bulgarian hagiography, a huge and, in a
certain sense, sudden phenomenon. On our soil he has practically no predecessors in the
[hagiographic] genre." (The original passage reads: “3a opuruHanHata 6bnrapcka
arnorpa¢uAa EpTHMHMA THpHOBCKH € €QHO TroNAMO W B M3BECTEH CMHCDBN
BHe3anHo ApbneHne. Ha Hawa noysa TOA MNOYTHM HAM& IHMEHPOBH
npeawecTBeHHUH." )

30 For the published text of the Greek original, see H.B.[lomanosckun, Murse ke so

CBAThIX oTua Hawero [puropma CHHanTa, 38MMUCKU HCTOPHUYECKO-PHNOCOPCKOro
danynvteta Cr-[leTepbyprckoro YHusepcuteTa, M35, Cauxt-lleTep6ypr: Tun.
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influence on Euthymius as a writer. This is meant, however, in a different
sense from what is meant by most scholars who work on the question of
fourteenth-century Byzantine and Slavic hagiography. Many scholars take
the view that Kallistos' writings are examples of a specifically Hesychastic
style of writing that is then reflected in the next generation of writers, the
most prominent example being Euthymius.32 We reject completely the
notion of a Hesychastic style of writing (as subsequent sections of this study
show) and see only Hesychastic themes or content within the vitz by
Kallistos and Euthymius. The literary style of their texts is, however,
entirely Metaphrastic in spirit and contains not a single stylistic element
that can be attributed specifically to Hesychasm. Both Kallistos and
Euthymius, we maintain, should not be viewed, in terms of the stylistic
qualities of their works, as Hesychast writers but rather as writers who
both emerged from a shared post-Metaphrastic tradition. Only within the
realm of content --i.e. who their heroes are and how their heroes attain
their sanctity--can they be viewed correctly as Hesychast writers. It is
possible that Kallistos introduced Euthymius to post-Metaphrastic norms of
hagiographic composition; on the other hand, it is also possible that
Euthymius came across Greek examples of hagiographic texts written in
the Metaphrast high style while studying in Byzantium. If Kallistos indeed
wrote the two vitz in question, then his primarily influence on Euthymius
would probably have been to introduce him to the process of creating
specifically Hesychastic themes in hagiographic literature. Either by
example or through his own imagination, Euthymius was able to create out

Hmnepatopckon Akanemmun Hayk, 1896. A published edition of the Slavonic
translation of this vita may be found in [1.A. Covipky, "HuTtue [puropua CuHauTa
COCTABNEHHOE KOHCTAHTHMHOMONBCKUM naTpuapxoM Hannuctom, TekcT
cnaBAHCKaro nepepoga MHUTHA no pykonuncu XVI pera u HCTOpHKO-
apxeonoruvyeckoe BpeneHue, [IaMATHHKHM ODEBHUX MHUCBMEHHOCTH M HMCCKYCTBa,
N 172 (CN6, 1909):1-48. For secondary literature, cf. A. Auumupcknn, "Hs
KPUTHKO-NMTEPATYpPHBIX HabnioneHnA Han mutTbem [puropua CunanTa,”
Busantnackua BpemenHur 15, N2-3 (1908): 300-331; and A.E. Tachiaos,
"Gregory Sinaite's Legacy to the Slavs: Preliminary Remarks,” Cyrillomethodianum 7
(1983): 113-166.

31 See fn.15 for bibiographical information on the Life of Theodosius.

32 See, for example, R. Richardson, "Hesychasm in the Hagiographic Works of Patriarch
Kallistos," Ph.D.Dissertation, Harvard University, 1969.
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of Ivan of Rila, Hilarion of Moglena, Petka-Paraskeva and Philothea
paragons of Hesychastic virtue.

After Euthymius and Theodosius reached Constantinople in 1363,
Theodosius died there.33 Euthymius then went to the Studion Monastery
near the imperial city.34 Syrku maintains that we do not know how long he
was there35, while Dinekov writes that Euthymius was there "about a
year."36 Euthymius apparently lived in the Peribleptos Monastery near
Studion, where there was a community of Slavic monks.37 The inscriptions
to Euthymius' aformentioned epistles38, which state that he was a monk at
Peribleptos, corroborate this.

From Constantinople, Euthymius travelled to Mount Athos. Syrku
hypothesizes that he went there in 1365, after Kallistos went to Serbia.39
Syrku points out that if his date is correct, then Euthymius' residence in the
Great Laura of Athanasius would have coincided with Philotheos' stay
there. Philotheos was patriarch of Constantinople from 1354 to 1355 and
again from 1364 to 1376.

After having spent some time in the Laura, Euthymius moved,
although it is not known when, to the Bulgarian monastery of Zograph.40

33 Both the Life of Theodosius (chaps.XXIV-XXVII, pp.31-33) and Camblak's Slovo
poxvalno (V, 34, lines 20-23) confirm this.

34 Camblak writes: "Svédételstvuots togovy poty i trudy vy té1€ i edte obrétagste
sg Studijiskig obitéli inoci, svédétele izvéstni i prépodobnago Atanasia lavry
Zitele i vrseqQ Atonskyg gory bezmilsvnici” (VI,35, lines 12-15).

35 Colpry, H ncTopnmn ucnpasnenna wuur, 552.

36 NuHexos, "EsTvMuA TopHoBckH,” 286.

37 See Ceipry, op.cit.,552. Cf. Turdeanu (op.cit., 66-68) and [Ounekros (op.cit., 285-
307); they make no mention of the Peribleptos Monastery.

38 See fn.27.
39 Coipry, op.cit.,, 553, writes: "M3 [HoHcTaHTuHonna EsTMMMA nepeexan Ha
AToH, no BceA BepoATHocTH, B 365 r., T.e. nocne oTnpaBneHHA naTpuapxa

Hannncta 8 Cepbuio” ("From Constantinople, Euthymius went to Athos, in all
probability in 1365, that is, after Kallistos went to Serbia.")

40 See Coipry, op.cit., 554.




P056353

29

Camblak tells us that once on Athos, Euthymius had a very unpleasant
confrontation with the Byzantine emperor, John V Paleologue. In 1370,
when the emperor was traveling back to Constantinople from Rome, he
was convinced by some of the monks on Athos--presumably enemies of
Euthymius who had grown to despise him for his sincerity and sanctity--
that Euthymius was in the possession of riches that did not belong to him.
Euthymius allowed the emperor to search his belongings and his cell, but
he remained unconvinced of the truth of Euthymius' words and exiled him
to the island of Lemnos as a prisoner in 1371.41 The theme of false monks
or heretics contriving and plotting to cause trouble for a holy man whose
reverence and piety they cannot tolerate is a topos of hagiographic
literature. It is important to remember that Camblak's work is not a
chronicle or annal but a panegyric which, like the vita, had as its main
purpose that of edifying its audience. Inasmuch as the social function of
these genres was didactic and preceptive and not the preservation of
historical fact for posterity, authors of such works often combined fact
with fiction in order to paint a portrait of the hero that would increase his
or her sanctity in the eyes of the audience or readership. With this in mind,
we are inclined to approach the historical accuracy of Euthymius’
imprisonment on Lemnos with a certain amount of caution until another
historical source can be located that supports it.42

In that same year, 1371, Euthymius returned to his native country
and became the hegemon (abbot) of the Trinity Monastery near Trnovo. It
was there that the famous "Trnovo School” was located.43 According to

41 See chap.VIII, p.38, lines 4-13 of Camblak's Slovo poxvalno. V.S Kiselkov suggests
that the actual reason for Euthymius' imprisonment may have been his open opposition to
the tsar's policies with Rome. See B.C.Kucenkos, [larpuapx Estnmun,
Co¢mua: Ceetuat CuHon Ha Bvnrapckata ubpkba, (938, pp.16-17.

42 See K.Panuenko, Penurunostoe u nuTtepatypHoe nsuienne 8 bonrapun B
snoxy nepen Typeukum 3asoesaHuem, Hues, 1898, pp.250-251. Rad{enko
believes that the only element of Camblak's story about Euthymius' imprisonment on
Lemnos to be true is the imprisonment itself, He questions the circumstances surrounding
it, reminding the reader that in the mid-1360s a war had broken out between Byzantium and
Bulgaria. He goes on to suggest that there may have been political reasons why the
Byzantine emperor exiled Euthymius.

43 See Metvp [uHekor, “THPHOBCKATA KHHMOBHA LWKoNa (MCTOPHA, OCHOBHH
yepTH, 3HaveHue),” Crapobbarapcka nutepatypa 20 (1987):3-19.
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Camblak’'s panegyric, it was at this time, before his incumbency as
patriarch, that Euthymius undertook the task of making new translations of
Greek Scriptural texts into Bulgarian because, according to Camblak, the
older translations that existed in Bulgarian were incorrect and led many to
heresies because of their imprecision at expressing the content of the
original Greek.44

Euthymius' incumbency as patriarch did not begin until 1375, and
one is left to assume, for lack of other information regarding his previous
whereabouts, that he remained as hegemon of the Trinity Monastery until
that time. Turdeanu writes that Tsar Ivan Siséman built the Trinity
Monastery in 1371-1372.45 Syrku, on the other hand, believes that the
Monastery was already in existence before 1363 when Euthymius went to
Byzantium. He posits that Tsar Ivan SiSman simply endowed the
monastery with monies and gifts.46

The topic of the Euthymian literary and orthographic reform will be
dealt with below, but suffice it to mention here that many scholars believe
Trinity Monastery to have become, under Euthymius' direction, a center of
Slavic literary and religious culture unparalleled in Bulgaria. Dinekov
writes:

From this passage of the panegyric of Camblak, it is obvious that in the

monastery of the Holy Trinity, Euthymius undertook and accomplished
his book reform. This was a matter of enormous importance for Bulgarian

literature of that time and it lent even greater prestige to Euthymius.4

44 See chapter IX, pages 40-41. This passage will be examined in detail below.
45 Turdeanu, op.cit.,68.

46 Coipry, op.cit.,559. Bogdanov concurs with Syrku on this point. See Hepan
BornaHos, Hpatwa ncropna Ha 6Gwvnarapckara nutepatypa. ToM |, JlnTepatypa
Ha Bb3pampaHeto, Copua: Hapona npoceera, 1969, p. 139. He writes: "C
nogkpenata Ha Hean LUuwmanH EsTHMMA BbB3CcTaHOBABE CTapHA 3anycTAn
MaHacTUp B Knucypata Ha fHTpa, Ha cepep oT rpana Ce.Tpomua’, u ce
YCTaHOBABa TaM, KaToO MPHBNHMYE YYEHHLH.

47 See [lunekor, "EpTimua  TbpHoscku,” 288. The original passage reads: "Or Tosa
LMTAT Ha noxeanHo cnobo Ha [puropun llambnak ce BMmDa, 4e B MaHacTHpa
‘Ce. Tponua' EsTHMHMA e npeanpven M H3BBPLWMKN CBOATA KHUIKOBHA pedopma,
Torpa e 6MNO neno oT TONAMO 3HayeHMe 3a TorabawHaTta 6barapcka
n1MTepaTypa M TO € HM3AMIrHano ole MO-BUCOKO NpecTHa Ha Eptumun.”
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The year of Euthymius' return to Bulgaria, 1371, coincides with two
major events in the country. In that year Tsar Ivan Alexander died, and the
long patriarchate of Theodosius II came to an end (1348-1371). The tsar's
death may have prompted his return; however, in considering
hypothetically the reasons why Euthymius did not choose to remain in
Constantinople after an alleged prison term on Lemnos, one should not
dispense with the possibility that Euthymius was, in 1371, being considered
for the position of patriarch. After his many years studying under
Theodosius of Trnovo at Kelifarevo and after a total of eight years abroad
(six or seven of which were presumably spent on Athos) during which time
he came to know the patriarchs Kallistos and Philotheos personally,
Euthymius would have been seen by his fellow countrymen as highly
qualified for the post. He was a devout Christian, his spiritual mentor
enjoyed prestige in Trovo and in Constantinople, he was well connected
with the Orthodox Church in Byzantium through his associations with the
Hesychast patriarchs there, he was outspoken against current heresies at
home48, he knew Greek, and he was possibly of noble birth. If the story of
Euthymius' exile to Lemnos is true, then another possibile reason for
Euthymius' return to Bulgaria in 1371 could have been that he considered
it too dangerous to remain in Constantinople after already having had
trouble with the emperor. After four years as hegemon of the Trinity
Monastery, Euthymius, in 1375, was chosen to succeed Ioanikij (1372-75)
as patriarch of Bulgaria, and the choice was "unanimous".49

Euthymius' original literary output will be discussed below. Suffice
it here to say that the years of his patriarchate were his most productive as
a writer. It was during this period that he wrote the saints' lives and the
panegyrics.30 In addition to his literary contribution to the church,
Euthymius must have been seen as an authority on dogma and morality, for

48 Cf. K.Papuenko, op.cit.; [eopru [lanyes, “OTHoweHne Epdpumusa

THIPHOBCKOrO K €peTHYECKUM YYEHHAM, PacnpoCTPaHABWHMCA B 6ONrapckux
3emnax,” Byzantinobulgarica 6 (1980): 95-113.

49 Camblak writes: “i jako ot sygladenia nékoego kupno visi edina ustna béxo i

edin glas, prosaste Evtimia" (XI,43,lines 19-20) = "and thus in accord they all
expressed the same [opinion] and asked Euthymius [to be patriarch].”

50 Auneros, "EpTrMHA TvpHoecku,  288.
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we have Euthymius' response in epistolary form to the Hungaro-
Wallachian metropolitan Anthim on the subject of marriage and on the
decline of morality in the country.31 Moreover, Camblak's panegyric
emphasizes Euthymius' position as an oustanding teacher32 and writer.33
The hegemon of the Tismana Monastery in Wallachia, Nicodemus, called
upon Euthymius to clarify some questions of dogma.34 Euthymius
apparently maintained ties with the Russian Church through his relative
Kiprian Camblak, the metropolitan of Kiev, who came to visit him in
Trnovo in 1379 on his way to Constantinople and is commemorated in
Grigorij Camblak's eulogy to Kiprian.33

In 1393 the Turkish sultan Bayezid (reigned 1389-1402) captured
Trovo. Camblak's panegyric gives an account of Bayezid's arrival in
Tmovo. According to him, Euthymius bravely stood up to Bayezid and, as
a result, was honored at the sultan's table before his eventual exile. The
other primary sources on the fall of Tmovo are Camblak's tale of the
translation of the relics of St. (Petka) Paraskeva from Trovo to Vidin36
and the Life of Patriarch Philotheos written by one of his pupils, Joseph.

According to Camblak, the Turks killed one hundred and ten boyars
(noblemen) in the church in Trnovo. Having tricked the boyars into
believing that they were calling a general meeting there, the Turks then

51 jbid.

52 "Abje vpzyde na ulitelskyj préstols i abiede o svoeplemennom iméde
milovanie i dély javienno tvorése" (XI,43,lines 24-25) = "and he immediately
ascended the preceptor’s throne and moreover prayed for his fellow countrymen and he did
many deeds [for them]".

53 "Rotoryj bo 3zyks, Blpgarskomu siglasens véstaniju, togovaa srpisania ne
priats, togovaa ulenia, togovy trudy i poty" (XV,49, lines 19-21) = "And what
people speaking [a language] similar to Bulgarian did not receive his writings, his
teachings, his labors and toils?"

34 Turdeanu, op.cit.,69.

55 See Turdeanu, op.cit., 69. The eulogy has been published as "Hanrpo6Hoe cnoso
lpuropua Lambnaka Pocufckomy Apxuenuckony Hunpuany® in the Yrenna
MockoBckoro yHusepcuteta, 1872, 1, pp. 27-28.

56 See Katuzniacki Werke des Patriarchen von Bulgarien Euthymius (1375-1393),
Vienna, 1901; Reprint, London: Variorum Reprints, 1971, pp.437-430.
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slaughtered them. Euthymius was apparently given the opportunity to
become Muslim but refused.57 He was driven out of the patriarchal church
of the Ascension and was arrested.’8 The Turks then abolished the
Bulgarian patriarchate and handed the Church over to the authority of
Constantinople. Jeremiah, a Greek, who had been serving as Metropolitan
of Moldavia was made bishop of Trmovo.59 According to Camblak, he was
stripped and was brought to the wall of the city where they were going to
kill him in a public spectacle. Then, in a scene most reminiscent of the
miraculous events of hagiographic narrative, we read that the executioner
lifted his axe to smite Euthymius, but it fell out of his hands, and the
executioner stood there motionless.

According to Camblak, Euthymius was then sent as a prisoner into
exile to "Macedonia."60 Dinekov matains that Camblak is actually referring
to the south of Thrace, an area "that was probably considered at that time
to be a part of Macedonia."61 Euthymius died somewhere there, it is

57 See Syrku, op.cit., 585-6.

58 Camblak writes: "I 3koZe doblestvend nékyj voevoda, pobéidenr ot
suprotivayx, ne daets pleSti v konécs, no, paky s»vokopls s3, spstavigets
pobédu, tako i on. PoneZe ot crivjkve otgnany bysts, vb drogeju vixodits, aZe
na img vrexovnyx osvastenna bé.." (XVI,51, lines 25-29)

59 Turdeanu, op.cit.,68. See also Section I, chapter 2, fn.65. There is an extant epistle of
Patriarch Matthew of Constantinople (1397-1419), which is dated 1401. The epistle
comemmorates the placement of Jeremiah to the post in Trnovo. Quoted in Kiselkov in
Slavonic translation (Hucenxos, /larprapx Estummn, Copua, 1938, p.152).

60 Camblak writes: "1zvoli s3 varvaru po &udesi sems préselenie s»tvori ljudem
na vistoks (sice bo 1 povelénia careva istazuaxQ), boZia Ze {lovéka vb
Makedonig zatodena otpustiti” (XIX,55, lines 24-27).

61 Nunekos, "EpTumna TbpHOBCKH, 289: "HasopnTe He paBaT MoO-TOYHH NaHHH
3a 3aToveHueTo Ha EsTMHA; cnopea Tpuropum llambnak TbpHoBUM 6uUNK
npeceneHn Ha WaTok (BepoATHO B Mana-AauAa), a EpTumun 6un 3aToueH B
‘Makenonna’ (Ha wor ot Tpakua, B obnacT, KOATO e BNM3ana Torasa b
reorpagcroto noHatHe Marnenonna)l.” ("The sources do not give more detailed facts
about the imprisonment of Euthymius; according to Grigorij Camblak, the residents of
Tmovo were sent to the cast [probably to Asia Minor], and Euthymius was imprisoned in
'Macedonia’ [to the south of Thrace, the region which was understood at the time to form a
part of Macedonia).")
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thought, between the years 1401 and 1412.62 Syrku writes that the notion
that Euthymius went to Balkovo Monastery, south of Phillipopolis
(Plovdiv) was originally suggested by Ka¢anovskij and that this notion was
fabricated.63 Syrku maintains that we cannot be sure where in "Macedonia”
Euthymius went. He says that, to be sure, Euthymius did not go to Athos,
as Ka¢anovskij had suggested, for there is no evidence for this in the
Athonite sources.64 As H. Goldblatt has pointed out, however, the Loves
codex states explicity that Euthymius was exiled to the city of Stanimaka
(Asenograd) at the monastery of "Petriotisa" (Badkovo).65

62 Camblak writes that Euthymius has "survived even up to our day" (IX,40-41, lines 17-
28; line 1). Goldblatt (op.cit.,25) writes that Camblak's panegyric "probably was
completed shortly after [Camblak] was consecrated metropolitan of Kiev by the local
bishops in 1415." This would mean, then, that Euthymius was alive in 1415; or, it means
that Euthymius had died earlier than 1415, but Camblak had not yet heard of his death
when he wrote the panegyric.

Kostenelki's Skazanie, writes Goldblatt (op.cit.,25) "was compiled sometime between
1423 and 1426." In chapter II of the Skazanie, Kostenelki also refers to Euthymius as
living. He writes: "Euthymius, who truly revealed himself to be and even now is a light for
those lands...” (Goldblatt, 114). This last statement is, however, ambiguous. Kostenelki
could mean that the legacy of Euthymius' toils is still a source of inspiration even though
the man himself may already be dead.

63 Syrku, op.cit., 591. He writes: "Coobwenne r. HavaHoBckoro 6bino 6l
ypeaBblYaNHO HMHTEpecHo, ecnki 6bl Henb3A 6bino 3anono3aputh . HavaHoeckroro
B NpHMbILLNeHMH 3Toro npeaaHuAa.” (= "The information given by Mr. Kalankowvski]
would be very interesting if there were no grounds to suspect Mr. Katankovskij of
fabricating this tradition.”) The work of Kaanovskij to which Syrku refers is "Hopble
ONaHHble ONA M3YHEHMA NUTEPATYPHOA NeATenbHocTH Gonrapckoro ThIpHOBCHOrO
naTpuapxa EsTHMHA,” XpucTnanckoe Yrenne 3-4 (1888): 470-497, p.472.

64 Syrku, op.cit., 591-2.

65 H. Goldblatt, op.cit.,52, fn.42. Goldblatt gives the passage from the Love¢ codex as
published by J.Trifonov in "M{nBoT W nemHocT Ha HoHcTaHTMHa HocTeHeuwn"
Cnucavmne Ha Bwvnrapcrata asnapemusa Ha Haykute 66 (1943): 223-292, pp.291-
2: “Togda i Eufimie bé, v» sténiméxr izganédetse. ideZe i konecy 2itiju priemns.
mnogaa pisania izpsostavive izloZena o Zitiax stx». .crkvy 2Ze petriotisi pad'sis¢do
osnovania ot nerstivyx vrémens» viadestixs." In the same footnotes, Goldblatt
writes: "As Vasil Pandurski [in "[lanerupuk»T Ha nAx Axapen ot 1425 r.
TopHoBcka KHMkoBHa wrona”, T.l, 1974:225-241] has pointed out, this is a clear
reference to the monastery of Balkovo, which is called 'Petriotisa’ ('Petrizos') in the
constitution that was drawn up by Gregory Pacurianus (Bakuriani) shortly after he founded
the house in 1083."

See Kiselkov's summary of an archeological finding from a burial site at Balkovo in
1905. Claims were made at the time that the grave of Patriarch Euthymius had been found,
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Euthymius was the author of several original hagiographic,
panegyrical and epistolary works--some of which propagandized against
the Manichaeans and the Bogomils--and a church service.66 Modern
scholarship has also attributed to him the status of literary and
orthographic reformer. This will be examined in detail below. Here we
will deal with Euthymius' achievements as writer and opponent of heresies.

In addition to the four saints' lives translated and analyzed in this
study, Euthymius was the author of four panegyrics: 1) the panegyric to
Constantine and Helena, 2) to Nedela, 3) to Michael of Potuka, and 4) to
John, bishop of Polybotum. There are also four extant epistles by
Euthymius in addition to those which were presumably written by him but
only extant in Greek (see above): two epistles to the monk Nicodemus of
the Tismana Monastery in Romania, who asked his advise on ecclesiastical
matters67; an epistle to Kiprian Camblak, archbishop of Russia, who
addressed Euthymius on questions regarding ascetic life; and an epistle to
Anthim, the metropolitan of the Hungario-Wallachian lands, to whom
Euthymius responded in detail concerning moral questions.®8 In addition to
the vite, panegyrics and epistles, there is one extant service to Empress
Theophano, consort of the Byzantine Emperor Leo VI (886-912).
Euthymius also did some translations of texts that have survived to our day.
Most of them are contained in the so-called SluZebnik of Patriarch

but these claims were never substantiated. See B.C.Hucenkos, [latpnapx Estumnn,
Cooun, 1938, pp.171-175.

66 The original and translated works of Euthymius are collected by Katuzniacki in his
collectionWerke des Patriarchen von Bulgarien Euthymius (1375-1393), Vienna, 1901;
Reprint, London, 1971. All references throughout this dissertation to the works of
Euthymius are taken from this collection and are cited by chapter number (Roman
numerals) and page number (Arabic numerals).

For brief summaries on the content of Euthymius' works, see B.C.Hncenkos,
llatpnapx Estumms, Copuna, 1938, pp.187-313.

67 See V. Corovi¢, “Mocnannua 6yrapckor nartpujapxa JesTumnja THCMEHCKOM
apxumanaputy Huwoonmy,” Jymuocnosenckn ¢punonor (1932-34): 162-165.

68 See Syrku, op.cit.,573-4 for a general discussion.
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Euthymius and appear in critical editions by both Katuzniacki®69 and
Syrku.70 Of those translations in the SluZebnik that Katuzniacki considers
to be of undisputable authorship ("unzweifelhafte Ubersetzungen des
Patriarchen Euthymius"71) are: 1) a prosthesis to the liturgy of John
Chrysostom by Patriarch Philotheos?2, 2) the prayer on the turning away
of Epidemius73, 3) a prayer on the occasion of the induction of a new
bishop, archbishop or metropolitan74, 4) a prayer of thanks and earnest
supplication?3, 5) a prayer on the beginning of a new indiction’6, 6) a
prayer on the onset of a drought’?, 7) a prayer for the emperor/tsar.78
Other translations contained in the SluZebnik that appear in Katuzniacki’s
edition he considers to be of questionable authenticity; these are classified
by Katuzniacki as "zweifelhafte Ubersetzungen".These are: 1) a liturgy of
John Chrysostom?9, and 2) two liturgies of Basil the Great.80 There are
also various translated prayers contained in the SiuZebnik and an
introduction to the StuZebnik, all of which do not appear in Kaluzniacki's

69 See E.Katuzniacki, Werke, 279-436.

70 See M.A.Coipky, H ucTopun wncnpasnewus Kuur B Bonrapum B XIV beke,
ToM 2, Jlutypruyeckde Tpyan natpuapxa EpTumna, CankT-TleTepbypr,
1890; Reprint, London: Variorum Reprints, 1972.

71 Ratuzniacki, op.cit., vi.

72 f. Ratuzniacki, op.cit., 283-306; and Cuipky, op.cit., 1-31.

73 Cf. Ratuzniacki, op.cit., 335-340; and Cuipry, op.cit., 78-81.

74 Cf. Ratuzniacki, op.cit., 341-343; and Cuipky, op.cit., 81-82.

75 Cf. Ratuzniacki, op.cit., 344-345; and Cuipry, op.cit., 83-84.

76 Cf. Ratuzniacki, op.cit., 346-350; and Cbipky, op.cit., 84-86.

77 Cf. Ratuzniacki, op.cit., 351-352; and Cbipry, op.cit., 86-87.

78 Cf. Katuzniacki, op.cit., 353-354; and Ceipky, op.cit., 88.

79 Cf. Katuzniacki, op.cit., 357-373; and Ceipky, op.cit., 32-44.

80 Cf. Ratuzniacki, op.cit., 374-402; and Ceipky, op.cit., 44-65.
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edition but do appear in Syrku's edition.8! Two other liturgies translated
by Euthymius but not included in the SluZebnik are 1) the liturgy of
James, which Katuzniacki believed definitely to have been translated by
Euthymius82, and 2) the liturgy of Peter, which appears only in Syrku's
edition.83

Camblak emphasizes in his panegyric that, as a writer, Euthymius
had come to enjoy fame throughout the Slavic-speaking lands84 and that he
had distinguished himself as a teacher of his people.85 Camblak also
explicitly states that Euthymius protected the Orthodox faith in Bulgaria
against the "various heresies”, including the "Saracen” heresy (i.e.
Islam).86 Moreover, the epistles in Greek mentioned above demonstrate
that Euthymius was active in combatting Bogomilism.87 The Bogomils, as
well as the Manichaeans and the Armenians, became the focus of
Euthymius' theological polemic in the Life of Hilarion of Moglena.88

81 See Coipry, op.cit., 66-109 and 110-148, respectively.

82 Cf. Ratuzniacki, op.cit., 307-334; and Cripky, op.cit., 179-218.
83 See Cuipry, op.cit., 221-231.

84 See fn.53.

85 See fn.52.

86 “ovi ubo razliényx eresej jako ot jazs svobaZdaaxq s3, ovi 2e Sarakinskago

nedsstia trmo otbégaaxe" (XX,58, lines 14-16) = "Some freed themselves [under
Euthymius’ guidance] from various heresies as from a knot, and others fled the darkness of
the Saracen heresy."”

87 Coipry, op.cit.,,552. For general information on the Bogomil movement, cf.
D.Obolensky, The Bogomils, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1948;
[.Anrenos, boromuncreoro B bwvnrapna, Coduna: Hayka n wuskycteo, 1980;
1. Dujlev, "I Bogomili nei paesi slavi e la loro storia,” In Medioevo bizantino-slavo.,vol.1,
251-282, Storia e letteratura, raccolta di studi e testi, 102, Rome: Edizioni di storia e
letteratura, 1965; P.Kolendarov, "On the Initial Hearth and Centre of the Bogomil
Teaching,” Byzantinobulgarica 6 (1980): 237-242; and Janko Lavrin, "The Bogomils and
Bogomilism," Slavonic Review 8 (1929-1930): 269-283. J.Fine offers a fresh look at the
actual representation of the group on the Balkans in his study "The Size and Significance of
gmae Bulgarian Bogomil Movement," East European Quarterly 11, no.4 (Winter, 1977):
5-412.

88 See our translation in Section II, chapter 3.
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According to Camblak, Euthymius also countered the pro-Barlaamite
faction in Bulgaria. In chapter XII of Camblak's panegyric we meet Piron
(or Piropul), who is pro-Nestorian, pro-Barlaamite and an Iconoclast. He
comes to Trovo from Constantinople to spread his beliefs amongst the
Bulgarians. Despite his efforts to sway the people of Trnovo away from
Orthodoxy, they are saved and preserved from heresy through Euthymius'
prayers.89

Concerning the general nature of Euthymius' activities against
heresies, Turdeanu writes the following:

Dans les jours ténébreux que vivait alors la Bulgarie, 1a mission du

patriarche de Trnovo se révéla particulierement difficile. De nombreuses
hérésies se faisaient jours dans le chaos moral du si¢cle. Euthyme s'éleva
contre elles par des écrits et des sermons. Contre la décadence des moeurs
et la ségrégation de la famille par les divorces et par la vie en marge des
lois, le Patriarche mena une lutte qui retentit non seulement dans le milieu
de la capitale, mais aussi au dela du Danube, ol le métropolite de Vala-

chie, Anthime, suivait son cxamplc.go

Dinekov interprets Euthymius' activities in teaching against the heresies as
the result of an illusion that Bulgaria could be saved from its demise or fall
by the restoration of morality and by the renewal of monasticism through
asceticism and quietude (i.e. the doctrine of Hesychasm).91 This may
indeed be the case, and if it is, then our own assertion regarding the

89 "na velikg bédu kolébaxu pravosiavnoe stado, poneZe obyle posiusnoe ravné
i v dobryx i v» 2lyx revnovati nalalsstvujustim. Cto ubo nebesnyj ons &lovékn?
Ako sie uvédé, trobam svastenniks onéx upodobivd svoj gortans, imiZe
Erixonsskya stény padosa, i sta meZssky k nizioZeniju gubitelstva onogo,
dlsjnems ljudi 2zbirag vy crivjkovs i six potvrsidag, nastaviazg, réstas
nedouménnag, obli¢ag 21yg plevely, v» nodtex Ze, mol3 s3 s» slezami, prodase
spvyse ot boga pomostej” (XII1,46,lines 13-22).

90 Turdeanu, op.cit.,69.

91 Nunekos, “EpTmua TopHoBcku,” 288: "EBTHMHA ce e cTpeMen na noMorHe
Ha CcTpaHaTa B THA TexXKH OHM, Oa 3ana3u kopaba Ha adpmaeara OT BCe
noeevye npubnumapaulata ce katacTpoda...TOR KHBee C HNIO3IMATE, 4e TOBa
MOMe€e Nna CTaHe Ype3 OTCTPaHABaHE Ha HPAaBCTBEHATa MOKBApa M H3QHUraHe
Mopana Ha HaceneHueTo (oTTyk GopbaTa My cpewy ynaobka Ha 6paka cpelly
paspoauTe, Cpelly Ppa3nyCHaToCTTa Ha HpaBHTE MO BpeEME Ha XPaMOBHTE
Npa3HMUM B OKONHMTE TDBHPHOBCKHM MAHACTUPH); 4pe3 ob6HoBABaHE Ha
MOHaLUeCTBOTO MO MDBTA Ha aCKEeTU3Ma M HCcHXasama.”
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distinctly different role played by Hesychasm in Bulgaria as opposed to
Byzantium is corroborated: namely, that Hesychasm for fourteenth-century
Bulgaria served primarily as a means of combatting ascetic laxity and
threatening heresies; whereas in Byzantium, Hesychasm came to the
forefront of religious discussion because of conflicts within the Church.92

The Lit Ref f Euthvmius: New Translati !
Revised Orthography:

As a religious writer, Hesychast, and church prelate, Euthymius has
received much attention in medieval Slavic studies. Within the realm of his
activities as a writer, Euthymius is credited with having imbued his
writings with the spirit of Hesychasm, and it has often been claimed that
Euthymius' own committment to express Hesychastic tenets in his writings
-- especially his hagiographic works -- gave rise to a "new style" of
ormamental prose known as "word-weaving" or "pletenie sloves”. The
question of whether this style was indeed new and to what extent, if any, it
had anything to do with the quietist movement forms the central focus of
this study.

A. Camblak's Account

There are other aspects of Euthymius' career that must be addressed
here. In addition to being credited with the innovation and elaboration of a
literary style that was connected with the Hesychasts, Euthymius is also
celebrated for the establishment of the so-called "Tmovo School”, where
presumably he undertook new translations of texts and an orthographic
reform. In his panegyric, Camblak makes no mention of an orthographic
reform, but he states clearly that Euthymius made new translations of
"divine books" from Greek texts because the existing Slavonic translations
were incorrect?3; moreoever, Camblak complains that these bad

92 This concept is dealt with in Section IV, chapter 1 of this study.

93 “Eotoraa sia? Prépisanie boZsstvnyx knigs ot Eiladskago 3zyka na
Bi»garskyj. I da ne kto, slySavs sia glagolgsta ma, viznepStuets nas ot istiny
vIné isxoditi, 2a eZe knigams Blsgarskym mnogymi 1éty staréjsim i ot samyx
nal3ls krsStenia gzyka onogo sestim, n¢ i velikago v svatyx sego, samys tya
u¢ivéa knigy, daZe do divnij nadixy dostigdago. Vém sie i azy» i nésts inako"
(IX,40, lines 22-28; 41, line 1).=




00056363

40

translations were not only simple in style but had distorted the meaning of
the church dogmas, resulting in heresies and the perishing of Bulgarian
souls.%4

As we have already seen above, Euthymius translated some liturgical
and paraliturgical texts as well. Camblak also states clearly that Euthymius
had studied the early Slavic translations of sacred books; so in this way,
presumably, Euthymius was able to compare the content that he had
learned from them with the Greek originals that he would have seen either
in Bulgaria or during his eight years abroad in Constantinople and on
Mount Athos. The meaning of this passage from Camblak leads us to
conclude that even if Euthymius indeed undertook an orthographic reform

"What are these matters? The translation of the divine books from the Hellenic language
into Bulgarian. And let no one who hears these things think that I have led us away from
the truth, for the Bulgarian books are many years older and have been in existence since the
very beginning of the baptism of the people. But this man [Euthymius], great among holy
men, who has reached even unto our days, studied these very books. I know this and it is
no other way." (English translation taken from Goldblatt, op.cit.,33)

94 "No pryvii prévoditele, ili za eZe Ellinskago 3zyka Ze i ulenia ne v» konecs
védéti ili za eZe svoego gzyka debelosti sluZiti, g2e izdasa knigy, nesloZny v»
rélex javidg sg i razuméniju greéeskyix pisanij nesrglasny, debelstvom 3Ze
sv3azany { ne gladky k» teleniju glagolpnomu i trkmo ot eZe imenovati s3
blagollplstivyix knigy vérnoe iméxo, mnog 2e vréd v» nix kryase s3 i istinnym
dogmatom s»protivienie. TémZe mnogy eresi ot six proizydosa, jaZe visé
drevnéa vtoryj s»j zakonopodavecs upraznivs, jakoZe nékya bogopisannyga
skriZali, s» vysoty umnya gory s»ded i rokama nosa, imiZe i trudi s3, crivlkvi
prédasts skroviste vy istinng nebesnoe, visé nova, vi»sé {pstna, evaggeliu
s»glasna, nepokolébima v» kréposti dogmatom, jako 2iva voda blagolsstivyx
dudam, jako noy eretisskym gzykom, jako ogny téx licom, i vipiade s» Paviom:
Drevnéa mimoidosa, se bysg visé nova. '™ (IX,41, lines 2-18) =

"But the first translators, either because they were not fully acquainted with the Hellenic
language and doctrine or because they made use of the coarse [elements] in their own
language, brought forth books which revealed themselves to be simple in the expressions
and not consonant with the meaning of the Greek Scriptures. [These books] were compiled
in a coarse way and were rough in the flow of expressions. And only because they were
called holy books were they accepted as correct. But they concealed in themselves many
errors and were not in agreement with the true dogmas. Thereupon many heresies arose
from them. When he [Euthymius] bad destroyed all the old [books], this second lawgiver,
descending from atop of the spiritual mountain and carrying in his hands [the books]
(similar to the Tablets written by God) at which he had labored, delivered to the Church in
truth a heavenly treasure--all new, all true, in accord with the Gospel, unshakable in the
force of the dogmas, like the water of life for the souls of the pious, like a knife for the
tongues of the heretics, like fire for their [heretics’] faces. And he cried out with Paul: The
old has passed away. Behold! Everything has become new' [2 Cor.5:17]." (English
translation taken from Goldblatt, op.cit.,33).
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that aimed to archaize the codification of Church Slavonic in what was
perceived at the time to be the Cyrillo-Methodian state of the language, he
was clearly dissatisfied with the content of the texts that had been written in
the generation just after the Cyrillo-Methodian mission.93

Mathiesen underlines the fact that the "metalinguistic tradition" of
the Cyrillo-Methodian period is quite different from the "metalinguistic
tradition” of the Euthymian period; and this difference helps to explain
why Euthymius would have considered a linguistic reform to be necessary.
While the Cyrillo-Methodian metalinguistic tradition was concerned with
shaping and establishing a Slavic vemnacular for religious purposes, the
Euthymian metalinguistic tradition was primarily focused on ensuring that
that vemnacular (Church Slavonic) enjoy equal prestige with Greek:

! Under the Euthymian tradition the norms of Church Slavonic were reshaped

' not so much in response to the structures of various languages -- Greek,
carlier types of Church Slavonic, or Slavic vernaculars -- as in defense against
the ever-present danger of accidentally heretical expression and the threatening
prestige of the Greek metalinguistic tradition. Church Slavonic was no longer
simply another language, a vehicle of communication and communion with
men and God, but an icon of given theological truth as well. And this icon
was primarily visual rather than auditory, for only the written form of Church
Slavonic, with its system of antistoecha, was really capable of serving as such
an icon; the spoken form of Church Slavonic, with its numerous cases of
theologically dangerous homophony, would have to pattern itself after the
written form to be able to serve in this capacity...Under the spell of these
attitudes the artificial character of Church Slavonic ceased to be a mere fact,
and became a part of the ardently desired ideal which created the Euthymian

tradition. 90

93 In her doctoral dissertation, (“The History and Historiography of the Second South
Slavic Influence,” Yale University, 1977) M. Iovine summarizes the scholarship on the
topic. On page 15, she writes: "According to a generally accepted view in the
historiographic tradition, Euthymius and his school, with the support and approval of the
Bulgarian monarch, initiated a program of orthographic reform in the written Church Slavic
language of the fourteenth century Bulgaria. They also undertook a comprehensive
correction of the liturgical books through the usage of the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition and
the original Greek texts as models. Euthymius and his followers produced numerous
retranslations, completely new translations, and their own original works clothed in a
newly elaborated rhetorical style."

96 R.Mathiesen, "The Inflectional Morphology of the Synodal Church Slavonic Verb,"
Ph.D. Dissertation, Columbia University, 1972, p.37-8.
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The concern that Church Slavonic enjoy equal prestige with Greek is
articulated in passages from extant writings of some learned Slavs of
Euthymius' day. Clearly there was not only concern that the existing
Slavonic translations of Greek texts were inaccurate (a fear that is
expressed explicity by Konstenecki), but also the concern that Church
Slavonic lacked the refinement and elegance of Greek. This opinion is
voiced by the monk Isaiah in the colophon to his Church Slavonic
translation of the works of St. (Pseudo) Dionysius the Areopagite made in
1371 on Mount Athos: "And our Slavonic language was well made by God,
for all that God makes is very good, but in the absence of the love of
learning of men zealous of words it was not dignified with science
(xytrosti) [as the Greek language was)]."97

The other important primary source from the generation after
Euthymius is Konstantin Kostene&ki's Skazanie.98 He offers additional
information regarding the decline of books in Bulgaria.99 He also refers to
Euthymius as the "velikyi xudoZniks slovénskyix pismens” ("the great
master of Slavic letters") and the "kur evtimie v» tyx strans xudoznéisii
bys"” ("Kurios Euthymius was the most masterful/artistic in those
lands").100

Based on the passage from Camblak's account that have been given
above, it seems that Euthymius was motivated to undertake his book
reform when he realized the extent to which the existing translations had
distorted the content of the original Greek. It could be that Euthymius was
inspired to follow the example set by a monk named John the Elder, a
Bulgarian who lived on Mount Athos. Dinekov suggests the possibility that

97 English translation quoted from Mathiesen, ibid., p.27. Original Slavonic passage can
be found in Ljubomir Stojanovié, Stari srpski zapisi { natpisi, Srpska kraljevska
akademija, Zbornik 2za istoriju, jezik i knjiZevnost srpskoga naroda, Prvo
odeljenje: Spomenici na srpskom jeziku, IIl, Belgrade, 1905, pp. 41-44,
(no.4944).

98 See fn.2.

99 "v» trenovskyix stranax pismena pogybla byla suts” (as quoted in Syrku,
op.cit.,560) = "in the Trnovo lands and environs, literary pursuit had perished"

100 Quoted in Cuipry, op.cit., 560.
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| when Euthymius travelled to the Holy Mount, he found there some living
pupils of John. The libraries of Athos, writes Dinekov, contain his
manuscripts.101 Apparently John had undertaken translations from Greek
into Bulgarian and, like Euthymius after him, devised the new goal of re-
editing books in order to correct existing translations. We do not, however,
have proof that Euthymius knew of John's works, but one must consider
the possibility that he might have been inspired by John to undertake his
own book reform.102

The Life of Theodosius reveals to us that another pupil of
Theodosius, Dionysius, a contemporary and fellow student of Euthymius,
was also engaged in the translation of books from Greek into Slavonic.103
The account lauds in particular his skill in rendering the content of the
original into Slavonic; it was executed, the author writes, "very artfully
and marvelously." Among the works that Dionysius translated was John
Chrysostom's Mopyapit¢ ("The Pearl").104 Another contemporary of
Euthymius who wrote on issues of language was the Bulgarian-born Jewish
scholar Judah Leon Mosconi. Mosconi was born in Oxrid in 1328 and

101 Nyuekor, "Eptrmun TbpHoBCKH,” 286-7.

102 [ovine, op.cit., 188, also suggests that a literary reform, such as the one undertaken by
Euthymius, could conceivably have already been started on Athos; and she points
specifically to the translating activities of "starec Ioan". For a bibliography of other
scholars' work on the literary tradition of Starec Ioan, see Iovine, 377, fn.547-9.

H.Bornanos (Hparka wnctopma, 139) goes as far as to posit that it was precisely
during this period on Athos that Euthymius became aware of a need to reform Middle
Bulgarian orthography. He writes: 'TlopaseH owe Ha ATOH OT NpPaBOMMCHHUA XaoC B
KAHOHUYECKHUTE KHWUIMH, OT cMmecHuaTa B e3nkoBuTe ¢opMu, EBTHMHMA ce 3aema
na yeQHaKBH MNpPaBOnHca Ha NHTYPru4eCKHUTE KHHIH, N8 HANOXH eAWHCTBO B
eanra.” While this is a reasonable assumption, we do not know at what point Euthymius
felt it necessary to conduct a reform. Furthermore, Bogdanov's statement assumes that the
state of Bulgarian orthography at this period was still "chaotic.” As is discussed below (see
fn.109), there exists the possibility that an orthographic reform was already well under way
by the time of Ivan Alexander's reign.

103 "mu2s nékyi &judsnsy i déloms { Zitiems, dionisie tomu ime. vd pisani
prémudrs. bloPlelstvieninoe Ze pisanie oboju ezyku grilsskoe 2e i slovenskoe
na ezycé nose. vy razumé givboks. iméade Ze i darp ot boga ot ellinskago na
slovenskyi prélagati ezyks xytré Ze i ¢judné. i mnogy knigy prélo2iv, crkovnoe
ukrasi s»stoanie” (XII,18, lines 8, 16-20)

104 Sec Cripky, op.cit.,248, fn.2.
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travelled extensively throughout the Mediterranean. His linguistic
philosophy, as described by Fine, resembles closely that of Euthymius:

A philosopher and metaphysician, he [Mosconi] also wrote comment-

aries on the Pentateuch and, like his Slavic contemporary Euthymius of
Tmovo, was interested in grammar and believed incorrect interpretations
of scripture often resulted from neglect of it. He left among his many

works an unfinished treatise on grammar. 105

The common source of inspiration for both Euthymius and
Dionysius could have come from earlier trends that had been established in
the Tmovo capital during their boyhood. There is evidence that suggests
that Patriarch Theodosius II of Bulgaria (1348-1371)--not to be confused
with Euthymius' spiritual father and fellow Hesychast--either completed
himself or oversaw the making of new manuscripts to be sent to the
Bulgarian Zograph Monastery at Athos. There is an extant letter from
Patriarch Theodosius to his brothers on Athos that accompanied some
manuscripts that he was sending to them.106 The English text of the letter
reads as follows:

[From] Theodosius, {who is] by the grace of God, patriarch of the royal

city of Tmovo and of all Bulgarians. A letter to my good brothers who
lived on the Holy Mount of Athos, in the monastery of St. George, the
holy ascetic and vanquisher in Christ -- also referred to as the Zograph
Monastery -- where I was educated in the prayer of the holy ascetic
George and of our holy and pious father. And though my life be
corporeal, with your divine prayers may God grant that it be spiritual [i.e.
eternal]. I have sent Your Grace [presumably the hegemon of the
monastery] these two divinely inspired books--the Gospel of the Lord
God and our Savior Jesus Christ according to [the book of] John, and the
Book of St. Nikon [commentaries of the Lord's commandments]--that
you should have them and read them for your solace and benefit and so

that you should be mindful of our humility. 107

105 Fine, The Late Medieval Balkans, 450.

106 The text is reproduced in Usan [lynyes, H3 crapatra 6vb/rapcka HKHHKHHHA,
ToM 2, Codpua: Xemyc, 1944, p.171.

107 The original text reads as follows: "Teodosie mlilllolstia blol3ia patriarx’
crigrad’ trnova i vsém’ blgarom». |Dobjrim» braltiam’ poslanije v» stéi goré
atonstéi 2ivolStliim v» monastiri stgo velikoménka i pobédonosca xsva georgia
glelmjém>» Zografi. ideZe s3 az» vr»spitax» |mijtvami stgo velikomcnka georgia i
prpodbnyx i bgonosnyx otcd» nasix i eSte vy Zivoté moemd aste { télesné. ng
mitvami vasimi stymi da spodbnt’ g» b» i dSevné pripustix vadej stiné dvé
knizé bgodrxnovénné si¢. bigovéstie ga ba i spsa nasego iu xa eZe ot iocanna. i




?gossssa

45

Whether these manuscripts were new translations or simply copies of
existing ones cannot be ascertained from the letter. What this letter does
permit us to conclude, however, is that Tmovo was an important center
that not only benefitted and flourished under the influence of established
Athonite Orthodox culture; but, more significantly, Tmovo enjoyed a
symbiotic relationship with Athos, supplying it --and not just extracting
from it -- the fruits of their literary activities.108

Talev, repeating theories of scholars before him, posits that the
process of a literary and orthographic reform in Bulgaria started as early
as the reign of Ivan Asen II (1218-1241) and continued throughout the
fourteenth century.109 Indeed, the colophons of the Acts and the Epistles as

knigo stgo nikona tiskovania zapovédem’ gnim® jako da imate da prolitaete v»
utésenie { polzg vade. { nade smérenie pominaete.”

108 V.Gjuzelev stresses the importance of Veliko Tmovo as a religious cultural center for
the Serbs, Hungaro-Wallachians and Russians that was on a par with Constantinople and
Mount Athos. See B. TNogenes, [yxosHara Kyntypa Ha cpeHosexoBHa bbnrapma
npes XIII-XIV g, Codpua: HapoaoHa npouseTa, 1985, pp. 67-69. See also
Omutpun lMonbieAHHbIA, “ToipHoBrpam rnasaMu CpeQHEBEKOBOrO COBPEMEH-
HUKa,  TbpHOBCKE KHHMOBHA LWkKosa, ToM 4, 262-269, Copua: BAH, 1985. He
writes that he maintains that the notion of "Trnovo, the Third Rome" factored in the
medieval political consciousness (p.265). For general information on the role and prestige
of medieval Trmovo, see also H.[lynuer, "TbpHOBO KaTO MONMTUYECKH M OYXOBEH
LEeHTBP Npe3 KbCHOTO cpenHosekosue,” Apxeonorna 8.3 (Codua,l966): [-9.

109 See Talev, op.cit., 366-7: "Revisions of Bulgarian texts and language was a process
which must have begun with the political unification of Bulgaria under Ioan Asen (1218-
1241) and the re-establishment of the Church Slavic liturgy in connection with the
restoration of the Tmovo Patriarchate in 1235. This process of revision of the Church
Slavic books continued through the entire 14th century. By 1337 and 1355/6, when loan
Aleksander’s Psalter and Four Gospels were written, the orthographic, grammatical and
lexical norms of the 14th-century Middle Bulgarian literary language were firmly
established.”

A summary of the scholarship on this subject done before Talev may be found in
Iovine, op.cit.,377, fn.542: "In the recent historiographic tradition, this opinion has been
put forward by Modin, Muli¢é, and Talev, among others (cf.fns.24, 25 and 536). We
should also make note of the comments of A.l. Jacimirskij and K.RadZenko who, at the
beginning of this century, denied the originality of the Euthymian reform. According to
Jacimirskij, the comparison of the Euthymian orthography with that of ‘Middle Bulganan'
texts of the thirteenth to fourteenth century showed that Euthymius was not an innovator
but merely made the texts more uniform by systematizing the orthography under the
influence of the correct Athonite texts (Jacimirskij 1904 [[purornsn Llambnan: ovepk
ero MHM3HHM, AAMHHHUCTPATHBHOA W HKHUMHOA peAtensHocTi ], 388-402).
Radlenko |PenurnosHoe u nurepatypHoe pOsuxenne b bonrapun B snoxy
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well as the Gospel of 1356, which were ordered by Tsar Ivan Alexander
for his royal library, both state specifically that these works were
translated from Greek (and not simply copies from earlier Church Slavonic
translations).110

Many scholars have made observations that concur with the view that
new translations were being carried out before Euthymius, even as early as
the re-establishment of the Bulgarian Kingdom (the so-called Bropara
Hvpsasa, or Second Empire) under Ivan Asen II. D. Lang, for example,
writes:

The reestablishment of Bulgarian independence under the Assen family

towards the end of the twelfth century after nearly two centuries of
Byzantine domination, with consequent discouragement of Slavonic
vernacular literature heralded a revival in Bulgarian literary activity.
Under Tsar Ivan Assen II (1218-41), some magnificent Slavonic
manuscripts were copied and illustrated. Approximately to this period

belong(s] the Bologna Psalter.111

Mathiesen points to the fact that new translations were certainly being made
in Bulgaria by the beginning of the fourteenth century:

By the start of the fourteenth century...Church Slavonic grammar and

textual criticism had become objects of the greatest interest. This newly
awakened interest found its expression in the revision or retranslation of a
number of works already available in Church Slavonic, in the
unprecedented care taken by scribes to provide texts "of the new
recension” (novago izvoda) or "of the correct recension of Mount Athos"
(izvoda svetogorskoga pravoga), and ocassionally in even more

ambiguous critical projects.112

nepen typeuxnMm 3asoepaHneM, Hues, 18981 likewise declared that the possibility of
precedents for Euthymius' reform was very likely. In his opinion, the texts written and
copied for Tsar John Alexander presented already a fairly consistent system of orthographic
usage. (Radlenko, 320, 332-3)."

110 The colophons for each are given by Syrku (Ceipky, op.cit., 433, 437-8).

111 D.Lang, The Bulgarians: From Pagan Times to the Ottoman Conquest , Boulder:
Westview Press, 1976, pp.116-7. For photographic reproductions of sample folia from
manuscripts of this period, see A. dmxyposa, XunAga roguun 6barapcka pbHOMHCHA
wHura:OpHameHT H muHnatiopa, Copuna: Han. Centemspu, 1981, plates 72-116;
for folia specifically from the Bologna Psalter, see plates 72-74. See also H.[lynues,
bononcun [lcantnp. bvnrapckn kHnmosen nametHnk ot XIII sex, Codwua:
BAH, 1968.

112 Mathiesen, op.cit., 22.
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M.Iovine also upholds the view that an orthographic reform was underway
in the court of Ivan Alexander:
Tsar John Alexander, as we have indicated, had skilled copyists working
for him to produce books for his personal library sometime before the
Euthymian program began. The Laurentian copy (1348) of the monk
Xrabr's treatise on the language [O pismenex] is a particularly significant
example of this activity carried out under John Alexander's patronage. If
we compare the orthography and way of writing of the tsar's scribes with

those of Euthymius and his school, we find that most of the innovations
attributed to Euthymius' reform can already be identified in earlier texts

produced during the reign of John Alexander and earlier.113

While Talev finds textual evidence to support the notion that
orthographic norms were already being established in Bulgaria in the
decades before Euthymius' career, he goes too far in disclaiming any
involvement on the part of Euthymius in the process of revising the
literary language.114 As we will demonstrate in the next sub-section of this
chapter, Kostenelki gives us ample information to infer that Euthymius
was concermned with and undertook measures to reform or to continue a
reform of the literary language. Regarding the use of "word-weaving", we
will establish in this study that Euthymius' writings represent a culmination
of Slavic imitations of Byzantine high style, but the point is that Slavs had
been making attempts to imitate this style since the earliest period of their
literary activities as is evidenced in the original works of such East Slavic
writers as Metropolitan Hilarion and Cyril of Turov. Evidence also
suggests that measures had already been taken prior to Euthymius to
standardize the orthography and to introduce certain archaizing tendencies
at least as early as the reign of Ivan Alexander. In this context, Euthymius
must be viewed not as the innovator of a Bulgarian orthographic reform,
but, as with the employment of "word weaving", as one who contributed to
a tendency already under way. M.lovine suggests that the linguistic reform

113 1ovine, op.cit.,187.

114 Talev, op.cit., 174, writes: "There was no spelling reform carried out by the 14th-
century Bulgarian Patriarch, Euthymius of Ternovo, His 'orthographic' and 'grammatical’
reform of the Bulgarian literary language is one of those 19th-century myths, created in the
literature at a time when very little was yet known about the entire epoch.”
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associated with the Euthymian period can be viewed as part of a larger
trend that encompassed not just the Byzantine "Palaeologan” Renaissance
(during which there was a push to "Atticize” Byzantine Greek to make it
resemble a more archaic state of the languagell3) but also concurrent
Western European movements such as the fourteenth-century questione
della lingua in Italy, which was focused on the need to establish a linguistic
norm.116

If one examines Camblak's panegyric in isolation, the only motive
for Euthymius' book reform that can be construed from the text is his
concern over the heresies that had resulted from the incorrect Slavonic
translations. The conclusion to be reached, therefore, from Camblak's
account is that Euthymius was singularly motivated by a desire to preserve
Orthodoxy in Bulgaria by routing out heresies through corrected religious
texts. While Euthymius no doubt believed this to be true, all of the
heretical movements that challenged the Bulgarian Church, including
Bogomilism, had been formed before the Slavic Christian period and,
consequently, before the existence of Slavic translations of Greek Christian
texts. Euthymius' motives for undertaking his reform and writing original
texts were, to a large extent, rooted in a sincere desire to raise the level of
Bulgarian Orthodox literary culture and to save those that might, through
the errors contained in incorrect translations of Greek texts, be led
astray.117

115 See fn.122 below.

116 M_Iovine, op.cit., 194. She writes: "We should point out here that the problem of the
language facing the Slavs during the period of the Second South Slavic Influence was
analogous to the more famous questione della lingua which developed at approximately the
same time in Italy among the Humanists. Both the age of textual criticism in the West and
the period of ispravienie knig in the Slavic East were inspired by a common tradition
which had its roots in Byzantine sources.” For another study which draws parallels
between the activities of the Trmovo School and intellectual questions in fourteenth-century
Italy, see R.Picchio, "Early Humanistic Trends in the Turnovo School,” in Bulgaria, Past
and Present, 255-260, Columbus, Ohio: American Association for the Advancement of
Slavic Studies, 1976.

117 H.Goldblatt, op.cit.,24-25, emphasizes Euthymius' religious motive for undertaking
his reform: "This conviction of Euthymius [that the public welfare, morality and purity of
the Orthodox faith were dependent on the accuracy and literary qualities of the sacred
books] obliged him, together with his collaborators, to undertake an immense revision of
Slavic religious texts and led to the introduction of a language (above all, orthographic)
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One must also consider the political motive that Euthymius might
also have had for undertaking his reform. The jurisdiction of the Tmovo
patriarchate had already been reduced by a decision on the part of Ivan
Stracimir (Ivan Alexander's eldest son by his first wife, whom he
divorced) to cut his territory of Vidin off from Tmovo's controll18, and
Dobrudja was also put under the authority of Constantinople's patriarch.
Euthymius must have at least in part been interested in demonstrating to
Constantinople his own indispensability and the indisputable role of Trnovo
as a leading cultural and religious center. The implication of this political
message would be that Euthymius was endeavoring to prevent any further
fragmentation of the power of the Bulgarian Church. 119

As we have stated above, Euthymius' alleged innovation of a specific
literary style ("word-weaving") connected with Hesychasm will constitute
the main focus of this study. Any doubts, however, regarding the existence
of a book reform conducted by Euthymius must be put aside after
considering the following facts. Euthymius did make translations of Greek
texts; we know this, for many of them are extant. Furthermore, there must

‘reform’' which aimed to establish a pure and unified linguistic norm for all the lands of
Orthodox Slavdom."

See also R.Picchio, "The Impact of Ecclesiastical Culture on Old Russian Literary
Techniques," in Medieval Russian Culture, 249-279, California Slavic Studies 12,
Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of California Press, 1984. On page 253
Picchio writes: "The best-known aspect of the Orthodox Slavic language question is
represented by recurrent attempts to restore the 'purity’ of the sacred medium into which it
was claimed that the Slavic Scripture had originally been translated. In practice, every
‘revision of the books' (ispravlenie knig, according to the formula provided almost a
century ago by P.A. Syrku) expressed the concern of a vigilant ecclesiastic authority to
keep under control any possible deviation from the 'true word.' The external history of
Orthodox Slavic letters, that is, their changing status within Eastern Christianity, may be
outlined on the basis of the discussions that developed on the dignity and norm of the
Slavonic (slovénsskyi ) language.”

118 Fine (op.cit.,367) writes: "Stracimir's recognition of Hungarian suzerainty also
enabled him to assert his independence from his father and subsequently to resist his
brother lIvan SiSman), toward whom he felt great bitterness throughout his life.
Exercizing the freedom this Hungarian support gave him, John Stracimir now assumed the
title of tsar and removed his Church from the jurisdiction of the Patriarch of Trnovo and
subjected it to the Patriarch of Constantinople. He also began coining his own money."

119 Dinekov (OuHexos, "Eptnmnn TobpHoBckM,” 288) seems to concur with this point
by emphasizing that all of Euthymius' activities with the reform were done in order to
combat heresy and immorality and to protect the power of the Bulgarian Church.




00056363

50

have been an officially sanctioned reform during his years at the Holy
Trinity Monastery as hegemon. Camblak tells us explicitly that Euthymius
made new translations into Slavonic of "divine books" because the old
translations were faulty. For Camblak even to write that previous
translations were inaccurate and led many Bulgarians to theological error
would have in itself constituted a heresy had this not already been the
received official position on the matter. Precisely what Euthymius re-
translated is not known in its entirety, but he did carry out translations; and
Camblak must have been expressing accurately the contemporary view on
the pre-existing Slavonic translations.

As we have seen, the account by Camblak states unequivocally that
Euthymius undertook a revision of translations of certain religious texts
from Greek into Bulgarian. It seems certain, however, that this measure
must have involved more than simply the act of making new translations,
but included the concept of an orthographic "reform". Perhaps this can be
more accurately termed an orthographic "restoration” based on archaizing
tendencies that sought to approximate the Church Slavonic of an earlier
period, the period of the Cyrillo-Methodian missions to the Slavs.120
Presumably, this restoration would result in a form of Slavonic that would
be supranational and a lingua franca for all Slavs.121 The linguistic reform

120 For general information on the history of the missions by Cyrill and Methodius to the
Slavs, cf. for example V .Jagi¢, "The Conversion of the Slavs,"” in Cambridge Medieval
History, vol.4, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1966; F.Dvornik, Byzantine
Missions among the Slavs, New Jersey: Rutgers University Press, 1970; The Slavs and
Their Early History and Civilization, Boston: American Academy of Arts and Sciences,
1956, pp.165-169; D.Obolensky, "The Cyrillo-Methodian Mission: The Scriptorial
Foundations," St.Viadimir Theological Quarterly 30, 2 (1986): 101-116; G.Ostrogorsky,
"Moravska misija i Vizantij," Vizantija i sloveni, vol.4, 59-78, Belgrade, 1970; A Dost4l,
"Poldtky starosiovénského pisemnictvi a Byzanc,” Slagvia 38, 4 (1969): 597-606.

121Syrlcu (Ceipry, op.cit.,561-2) writes that Euthymius not only undertook an
orthographic reform in order to correct texts, but he also wanted to make revisions so that
they would be accessible to all the Slavs.

Iovine (op.cit.,53) writes: "The Euthymian linguistic reform aimed to establish a
uniform Church Slavic literary language in the Balkan and Russian lands through the
elimination of those local tendencies which had been asserting themselves in the language
of the Orthodox Slavic community. Following the Greek and Cyrillo-Methodian models,
the reformers sought to prevent the encroachments of the specifically '‘Bulgarian’, 'Serbian’
or 'Russian’ elements in the literary language. Thus they hoped to reestablish the old
linguistic unity of the epoch of Cyril and Methodius by restoring the 'purity’ of the Church
Slavic language and by creating for the Orthodox Slavic community, an official
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in Bulgaria -- whether it was initiated by or simply continued by Euthy-
mius -- can be viewed as the Slavic reflection of similar tendencies in
philology pursued by the Byzantines during the Palaeologan Renaissance.
They, too, were seeking to purify and reestablish the integrity of their
literary language by reviving Attic Greek, or, rather, what they believed to
be Attic Greek.122

Neither of our sources, Camblak nor Kostenecki, states anything
specific about an orthographic reform, but both (especially Kostenelki)
provide sufficient information to infer one. Regarding the passage from
Camblak's panegyric that we have already examined, Mathiesen and

supranational language which did not correspond to the written or spoken language of any
one locality within it."

122 This was merely one component of a larger humanistic revival in Byzantium. For a
detailed study on the period of the Palacologan Renaissance in Byzantine history and its
impact on various art forms, cf. S.Runciman, The Last Byzantine Renaissance, Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970; L.Bréhier, "La renovation artistique sous les
Paleologues et le mouvement des idées," in Mélanges Charles Diehl, vol.2, Etudes sur
I'histoire et sur l'art de Byzance, 1-10, Paris, 1930; M. Chatzidakis, "Classicisme et
tendances populaire au XIVe siécle. Les recherches sur 1'évolution du style,” in Actes du
XIVe Congreés International des Etudes Byzantines (6-12 septembre, 1971, Bucarest),
vol.1, 153-188, Bucharest: Editarai Academiei Republicii Socialiste Romania, 1974;
C.Krestev, "Sur la renaissance balkanique au Xllle et XIVe sicles," Actes du Xile
Congrés International des Etudes Byzantines, vol.3, 205-211, Belgrade, 1964; J1.A.
Openbepr, T.B.[lonoba, Busantnackaa nurepatypa, snoxu pacusera, IX-XV ss.,
Mocksa: AH CCCP, 1978; A.®.Jloces, Icretnka Bosposnaenna, Mocksa: AH
CCCP, 1978; and W.I1.Menpenes, Busantuacknn rymaunam XIV-XV pgp,,
Mockea: AH CCCP, 1976.

It should be noted that this was not the first time Byzantine scholars and rhetors were
fascinated with their classical past. During the 8th century A.D. Byzantium underwent its
first Classical revival, the so-called "Macedonian Renaissance”, during which schools
endeavored to teach an elaborate prose style based on what was perceived at the time to be
an accurate recreation of Attic conventions of prose. See Mango, Byzantium, The Empire
of New Rome, New York: Scribner, 1980, p.137.

M.lovine (op.cit.,101-2) summarizes the philosophy behind the linguistic conservatism
in 14th-century Byzantium during the Palaeologan Renaissance: "The archaizing, or
'Atticizing’ tendency encouraged by the educated writers of the last centuries of Byzantium
was by no means a new development in the history of the Greek literary language. The
origins of the 'Atticist movement' are to be found towards the end of the first century B.C.
At this time grammarians and theoreticians began to insist that the language should not be
permitted to change and develop since, from their point of view, the concept of change
implied decadence. Moreover, the only ‘correct’ Greek was declared to be that which was
used by the establishment classical Attic writers. The koine, on the other hand, as both the
common spoken language of all layers of society and a distinct literary from itself, was
rejected out of hand as vulgar and unlearned."
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Goldblatt offer insights that help us reconstruct what Euthymius' motives
for continuing a literary reform may have been. Goldblatt sees Euthymius
as having taken on his shoulders a moral responsibility to preserve the
Slavic Christian literary heritage intact for his fellow Bulganans, ipso facto
preserving Orthodoxy intact for them as well:

In his Slovo poxvaino Gregory [Camblak] defines Euthymius' literary

activity at the monastery of the Holy Trinity as the "translation"
[prépisanie] of the divine books from the Hellenic language into
Bulgarian. One should note that it would be a mistake to understand the
word prépisanie in the narrow sense of "rendering from one language to
another." Euthymius had a broader, more fundamental mission, namely to
ensure that the light of divine truth, which had first been absorbed from
the Greeks with the "baptism of the people,” would continue to be
transferred in its entirety to the Bulgarians. In order to preserve the
pristine Orthodox tradition, Euthymius considered himself to be duty-
bound to "rewrite” (Slav. prépisati, Gr. perayphoerv) the sacred
"Bulgarian books", that is, to alter and correct what had been corrupted by

ignorant scribes. 123

Mathiesen touches on the essence of the intimate tie between the word (here
meant as a grammatical sense) and theological concepts described by words
-- i.e. the relationship between signifier and signified -- that must have
existed in the mind of Euthymius and his contemporaries. If one assumes
that such a tie exists, then heresy can be expressed not only through various
theological concepts but even through the word itself:

[One] cause of the new wave of interest in Church Slavonic grammar

and textual criticism seems to have been the popularity of a particular

concept of heresy, which can be stated in modern terms as follows: not

only can a thought or a belief be heretical, but also a symbol of a

thought or belief, even if what it symbolizes is not perceived or known.
This concept implies that the relationship between the sigxifying and the

signified is to a certain extent necessary, not arbitrary...

B. KEostenelki's Account

Kostenelki gives us much more information to infer an
orthographic reform undertaken by Euthymius and his pupils. First of all
Kostenedki establishes that his own understanding of textual correction has

123 Goldblatt, op.cit., 33-34.

124 Mathiesen, op.cit., 28.




FOESSEG

53

as much to do with orthography as it does with textual content. Kostenecki
states his purpose for writing his Skazanie in the preface. He reveals a
conviction that the correct transmission and interpretation of the
theological message are inseparably linked with orthography!125:

You who wish to write or teach...take notice that unless you first master

the essence of all these letters and marks, all your labors are in vain. If

you alter the position of any one of them, you transform the
expression. !

According to this view, each letter and diacritic mark itself is an
autonomous religious sign. Any change to these autonomous signs alters the
resulting signification of the whole text, which in itself is/a heresy:
"blasphemy in the letters is the enemy of God."127

Somewhat further on in the preface, Kostenecki echoes the same
opinion expressed by Camblak in his Slove poxvalno, that the many
translations of the Scriptures done in Slavonic were marred by error and
led many astray:

The divine Scriptures have been brought forth from the Greek language

many times by a host of translators. Yet through a lack of understanding
the Scriptures have been corrupted continuously.128

and this is expressed again in chapter I:
And the reason for writing this treatise is far from minor; rather it has

grown out of the many evils that have endured for so long in the divine
Scriptures.129

In chapter III, Kostenelki makes the point again, but here the context of
orthography is clearer than in the two preceding passages. Here the phrase

125 See Goldblatt, op.cit.,216, note 11.
126 Goldblatt, op.cit.,105.
| 127 Goldblatt, op.cit.,113, chap.IL
128 Goldblatt, op.cit.,106.

129 Goldblatt, op.cit.,111.
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"writing in a corrupted manner” is to be understood as emendation and/or
omission of letters and diacritics:
In our writings [as opposed to those of the Greeks], however, even if one
hundred books were gathered together, no two books would be found to
be the same and correct...Not only the letters and the antistixa but also
such signs as the s'troka, me2dostrolye, dasjia, apostrofs, varija,

oksija, and perispomeni are ommitted, transformed, or needlessly
inserted...] am obliged to state that both those who write in a corrupted

manner and what they write should be committed to the fire. 130

After having made his position quite clear as to the link between
orthography and the correctness of religious message, Kostenelki repeats
it yet again in chapter XXVI, but this time it is discussed clearly in the
context of the Tmovo School, stating explicitly that this kind of error in
writing had already been eradicated there:

Yet how can unbelief not exist when so many blasphemies against God

are introduced into the writings and when his commandments are

violated?...Evil must first be eradicated in the capital city. That is why the
Tmovites restored the principle first in the capital city of Tmovo and then

in all their lands. 131

The notion of an orthographic reform in Tmovo is further supported by
the information contained in the heading to chapter II of Kostenedlki's
Skazanie :

And how they [i.e. the Scriptures] were corrupted in our language, not
only here[in Serbia--MH] but among the Bulgarians. Yet after these things

the Tmovites restored [them] perfectly in their own lands.132

Perhaps the single most important passage from Kostenelki that supports
the idea that under Euthymius there was a policy to correct the Slavic
translations of Greek texts through an orthographic reform, or restoration,
is found in the body of chapter II:

And the letters had also been lost in the Trnovo lands, but the tsar and the

130 Goldblart, op.cit.,117-8.
131 Goldblau, op.cit.,159.

132 Goldblatt, op.cit.,112.
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patriarch brought illumination. And behold, how much good they did
through this, and not only then and in their own lands. For their plantings
and foundation are forever and even now illuminate the surrounding

kingdoms.133

By "tsar", Kostenedlki is surely referring to either Ivan Alexander or to
Ivan SiSman; and by "“patriarch”, to Euthymius. Talev has tried to
demonstrate that Kostenelki was actually referring to a much earlier
period in Bulgarian history, namely the period of Byzantine control of the
country from 1018 to 1185, the period between the First and Second
Bulgarian Empires.134 Talev writes that Kostenedki did not know the
names of the patriarch and tsar "otherwise he would have given them."135
Goldblatt offers an alternative explanation that should have been obvious to
Talev, namely, that the names of the patriarch and tsar were so well known
that it was unnecessary to state them.136 Furthermore, Euthymius is
already mentioned by name several lines above in this passage, so
Kostenelki would not have to have repeated his name. Given the fact that
in the preface he refers specifically to letters (pismena) in the sense of
components of language and not solely in the general sense of "literature”
or "literary pursuits”, we are then, I believe, justified in interpreting
"pismena” as "letters" here. Consequently, we may understand that
Euthymius (the "patriarch") saved the Bulgarian literary tradition through
an orthographic reform and not merely through the carrying out of new
translations.

Kostenelki implies Euthymius' involvement in an orthographic
reform. He writes that he himself is an "imperfect master” at this endeavor
to which he has set out in this treatise (i.e. elaborating a system of
orthography) because he "did not reach [the level of] that great master of
Slavic letters, the Trnovo patriarch Euthymius, who truly revealed himself

133 Goldblatt, op.cit.,114.
134 Talev, op.cit.,170-73.
135 Talev, op.cit.,171

136 Goldblatt, op.cit.,219, note 19.
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to be and even now is a light for those lands as far as the river called
Marica, and in the Scythian lands and Zagore."137

Euthymius left no treatise on the reasons, methods, or principles of
his orthographic and literary reform, and we may assume that he never
wrote such a treatise based on Kostenelki’s statement:

Even among the many men wondrous in their words, no one has ventured

to concern himself with the art of correction...138

...Though Euthymius was the most masterful one in the Trnovo lands,
even he did not strive to write an affirmation of the letters similar to what
can be found in Greek writings, but only some partial explanations.Yet
because of his great authority, he had only to provide accurate instruction
and lay the foundation of the doctrine. And evil was uprooted and no one

stood against him, 139

In the first passage, Kostenelki's statement that no one before him had
concerned himself with "the art of correction” is not to be interpreted to
mean that Euthymius never concerned himself with orthographic reform,
but rather, he never concemed himself with the "art" of it, i.e. he never
produced an elaborated guideline or manual. And even though Euthymius
never produced a similar treatise, Kostene¢ki, nevertheless, states that
Euthymius provided some "partial" explanations of his orthographic
reform and provided ample instruction to his pupils as to how to carry out
the reform.

Both of our sources--Camblak and Kostenelki-- reveal a consistency
in the information given about Euthymius’ activities. Camblak focuses on

137 Goldblatt, op.cit.,114, chap.IL.
138 Goldblatt, op.cit,111, chap.l.

139 Goldblatt, op.cit., 114, chap.Il. Concerning Kosteneéki's reference to “partial
explanations” Goldblatt (op.cit.,220, note 22) writes: "Constantine seems to be
distinguishing here between, on the one hand, a descriptive grammatical manual
(utvryzdenie) which could be used in the art of scriptural restoration and, on the other
hand, an 'explanatory' work (izsjavienie) which would reveal the primary reason behind
the need to restore the Slavic sacred texts. Judging from Constantine's presentation, it
seems that for Patriarch Euthymius the instruction of his pupils in the theoretical principles
upon which linguistic standardization was based was of even greater importance than the
compilation of an 'affirmation of letters.' Apparently, Euthymius' position and authority
made it unnecessary for him to compile a handbook [such as Manuel Moschopoulos'
Epwmuata ypappuotika to which Kostene<ki makes reference] of Slavic grammar...”
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the inaccuracy of the existing translations and on Euthymius' personal
efforts in re-doing them so that they should reflect precisely the content of
the original Greek. Kostenelki states the same opinion of the Slavic
translations, as quoted above, and singles out Euthymius for his success in
saving letters in Bulgaria. Kostenelki, as we have seen, offers us more
information to support the notion that Euthymius contributed to an
orthographic reform in addition to contributing new translations of texts.
Regarding the consistency of the information contained in the two sources,
we quote Goldblatt140;

Thus, Constantine Kostenelki's Skazanie and Gregory Camblak's

Slovo poxvalno betray a common ideological attitude which assigns to

Patriarch Euthymius of Tmovo a central part in the revision of Slavic

religious texts which took place in fourteenth-century Bulgaria. Both

works identify Euthymius' literary pursuits with a critical-philological

program which aimed to restore uncorrupted editions of the Slavic
writings through the use of authoritative models of linguistic purity.

As has been indicated above, there have been attempts to disclaim
any such reform by Euthymius and his Tmovo School centered at the Holy
Trinity Monastery. For example, Talev's attempt to disprove a Euthymian
orthographic reform through a comparison of Ivan Alexander's Gospel
(copied in 1355/6 into Church Slavonic before the supposed reform) with
Euthymius' own SluZebnik of 1370 is, as Goldblatt convincingly points
out, superficial and unacceptable.14!l Unfortunately, the questions
surrounding an orthographic reform by Euthymius have become further
distorted by the opposite extreme found in the scholarship: namely,
inventing features of a Euthymian orthographic reform that have no factual
bases. Miréev goes so far as to elaborate specific points of an orthographic
reform as conceived by Euthymius that can be found nowhere in the extant
sources.142 Only a careful consideration of the statements we do have at
our disposal--and not a hasty rejection or fabrication of them--will

140 Goldblatt, op.cit., 35.
141 Cf. Talev, op.cit.,175-181 and Goldblatt's rebuttal, op.cit., 24, fn.48.
142K c. Mupyes, HMcTopuyecka rpamatHra Ha cTapobbirapckH esvk, CodHa:

Hayka u uskycteo, 1963, pp.54-5. See also boHwo Awxrenoe, Crapobbvarapck
nucarenn, Copna: Hapoona npoceera, 1981, p.109.
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elucidate the questions under consideration. One must also consider the
hypotheses advanced by scholars that the orthographic reforms of
Euthymius represented nothing truly innovative but rather simply a
systematization and standardization of pre-existing trends.143

Euthymius' own personal mission in undertaking his reform and its
precise scope and characteristics must remain to us, for the time being,
largely unclear. All we have is what the sources tell us. Just as the elaborate
writing style that he employs in his own works has been consistently linked
with Hesychasm--and erroneously so, as this dissertation is dedicated to
proving--so has his orthographic and literary reform. Iovine writes that
Kostenelki's treatise is the "only source which can provide a clarification
of the relation between the basic philosophy of the Euthymian reforms and
Hesychast theory."144 This is similar to D.S. Lixaev's own assertions that
Kostenelki was, in expressing a relationship between orthography and
orthodoxy, exposing a specifically Hesychastic attitude to language.
Lixalev states that the Hesychasts "saw in the word the essence of the
phenomenon it designated -- in the name of God, the divinity itself"145; and
he uses Kostenelki as an illustration of this point.146 There is nothing,
however, in Kostenedki's Skazanie that permits us to conclude that

143 See Goldblatt, op.cit., p.25.fn.49. The scholars he cites regarding this question are
AH. Aunmmnpckun, Mpuropmsn Llambnar: ovepr ero MH3IHH, 8AMHHMCTDATHBHOA
H kHuxHOR puAatensHoctH, CI16, 1904 (esp.p.128); V.Mosin, "Revolucije’ u
istoriji starog srpskog pravopisa”, Bibliotekar 15:6 (1963): 465-474; 0. Nedel-
kovié, "Pravopis ‘resavske $kole' i Konstantin Filosof”, in Srpska knfiZevnost u
knjiZzevnof kritici, ed. D.Trifunovié, vol. 1: Stara knjiZevnost, 467-475S, Belgrade,
1972; "3Haku ynapeHHA B cepBCKUX OOPeCaBCKMX pykonucax™ Slavia 37:1(1967):
24-32; "3HaKM ynapeHnA B CPedHEBEKOBHbIX CEpOCKUX pyKonHcax” in Hcrovnuru
H HcTOopHorpagmA cnaBAaHchoro cpeaHesekosbA, |01-134, Mockea, 1967; "Pro-
blem radjanja resavskog pravopisa povelje iz doba kneza lazara“®, in O knezu
Lazaru, 243-254, Belgrade, 1975.

144 [ovine, op.cit.,71.

145 fc. Nnxaves, "HexoToprle 3amayin HM3Yy4YEHMA BTOPOro I0OMHOCMEBAHCKOro
BAMAHWA B Poccun,” HeenenosaHnA no CNaBAHCHKOMY JIMTEDATYDOBEAECHHIO H
ponernopucture, [ornaab coBeTCkUX y4eHbix Ha IV MewmpayHapogHoM cbvesge
cnasucros, 95-151, Mockpa: AH CCCP, 1960, p.l112. The original passage reads:
"MecnxacThl BMaenH B cnoBe CYLUHOCTb 0BO3HAYEEMOro MM ABNEHHA, B HMMEHM
6oxbem--camoro Gora. ”

146 ibid., 99-114.
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Kostenelki's expressed view of linguistic conservatism was connected with
Hesychasm (though indeed he was probably a practicing Hesychast
himself). The very notion that a movement dedicated to quietism should
elaborate its own specific theory of language as separate from the shared
community of Orthodox Slavdom and innovate a flowery, verbose writing
style is, we posit, counterintuitive.
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Chapter 2:
The Cultural and Political Climate
of Fourteenth-Century Bulgaria

The childhood, youth and young adulthood of Euthymius all took
place during the reign of Tsar Ivan Alexander,! who -- along with Tsar
Symeon and Tsar Ivan Asen II -- is numbered amongst Bulgaria's great
benefactors of the arts and the Church. As Syrku has pointed out, other
than the reign of Tsar Symeon of Bulgaria (the so-called Golden Age of
Bulgarian literature, during which there was much book-making,
translating, and teaching of letters2) we know of no other period in

1 For an interesting study on portrayals of Ivan Alexander in medieval Bulgarian literature,
see H.Hyep, "O6pa3bT Ha HeaH AnekcaHobp B CpeHoBbNrapckarta TMOE3MA,”
Bynrapcko cpeHosenosne (Bvnrapo-cbvBeTckn c6opHuk B 4vecT Ha [0-

roguwHuHara Ha npog. H. [yryes), 270-286, Co¢pua: Hayka u H3kycTBO,
1980.

2 John Fine writes (in The Early Medieval Balkans. A Critical Survey from the Sixth to the
Late Twelfth Century, Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1983, pp. 132-133) that
when Symeon returned to Bulgaria from Constantinople "he was accompanied by various
students from the Slavonic school in Constantinople. Symeon quickly became the leader of
a massive translation project (Greek to Slavonic) at this monastery. After he left the
monastery to become ruler, he seems to have remained interested in literature and
sponsored many translations. These included both legal and religious works (in particular
liturgical texts and the writings of Greek church fathers). In addition, Byzantine historical
chronicles were now translated. Symeon was associated with a major collection (sbomik),
probably the translation of a popular Byzantine encyclopedia; this compilation is usually
named after a Kievan prince Svjatoslav (1073-76) because the text survived in his copy.
Under Symeon the first original Bulgarian works appeared: the treatise of Hrabr [his
defense of Slavonic as liturgical language, cf. Fine, vol.1, 134 for translation], the first
saints' lives, and the writings of John the Exarch, which in addition to their religious
content shed light on social and religious conditions in Bulgaria. John's major work is the
Sestodnev (The Six Days), an account of the creation, which is quite heavily derived from
the Hexaemeron of Saint Basil. Its preface is a panegyric addressed to Symeon which also
praises the town of Preslav. " Concerning the Sestodnev, Dimitar Mishew (The
Bulgarians in the Past: Pages from the Bulgarian Cultural H:story, Lausanne: Librairie
centrale des natmnalltés 1919; reprint, New York: Amo Press, 1971, p.7) underscores the
point that it "is not a translation. It contains six sermons whose contents is partly original
and partly an imitation of Basil the great [sic] and Sevelian of Cheval."

On the topic of literary achievements during the reign of Symeon, Dinekov (in "Outlines
of Old Bulganan Literature”, p.20) makes note of some works not mentioned by Fine.
They are the apparently original "Hexameron" by Konstantin Preslavski, "Physiologue”
and "Christian Topography" by Kozma Indikoplov, "The Heavens" by John Damascene.
Cf. also H.UeaHoBa, "Bonrapckas nepesonHas nutepatypa X-XIVBB. B KOHTEKCTE
‘Slavia Orthodoxa'," in Studia slavica mediaevalia et humanistica, no.2, edited by Riccardo
Picchio, 361-371, Rome: Edizioni dell'Ateneo, 1986; U.Bomunor, [ap CumeoH
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Bulgarian history in which there was so much writing and copying of
books as during the reign of Tsar Ivan Alexander.3 This was the Silver
Age of Bulgarian Literature, and it encompasses the period of the
formation of Euthymius' Tmovo School, which was centered at the Holy
Trinity (Ceeta Tpouua) Monastery, three kilometers north of the royal
capital.

The burgeoning of cultural activities in literature, art, architecture,
and science that Byzantium experienced as the "Palaeologan Renaissance"4
was being felt as well across its northern frontier in Bulgaria. This is the
period in Slavic studies that bears the historiographic designation of the
"Second South Slavic Influence" because of the assumed influence that
South Slavic culture exerted on the cultural life of the East Slavs. In both
countries, this flourishing of intellectual and artistic production was a
period of brilliant output before their political demise.

For Bulgaria and Byzantium this was a period of great political
decline, on the one hand, but also a period of great intellectual and artistic
achievements on the other.? Runciman comments on the cultural
significance of the Palaeologan Renaissance:

In strange contrast with the political decline, the intellectual life of Byzan-
tium never shone so brilliantly as in those two sad centuries. In the

sphere of art the earlier Palacologan period was of supreme importance;
and if the artistic output faltered as time went on, that was due to the lack

Benurn (893-927): 3natHnAT Bex Ha cpeHoBekosHa bBwnrapua. Coduna: BAH,
1983; and S.Runciman, A History of the First Bulgarian Empire, London, 1930.

3 See Coipry, H wucropum wmcnpasnenma wHur B Bonrapum B XIV Bexke, Tom |,
Bpema M wuanb narpuapxa Eptumua, Caunkt-lletepbypr, 1890; reprint, London:
Variorum Reprints, 1972, p.411.

4 Cf. S. Runciman, The Last Byzantine Renaissance, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1970; R.Browning, Byzantium and Bulgaria, A Comparative Study Across The
Early Medieval Frontier, Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1975,
pp.140-186; J.Meyendorff, “"Humanisme nominaliste et mystique chrétienne 3 Byzance au
XIVe siecle," Nouvelle Revue Théologique 70, no.9 (1957): 905-914, reprinted in
Byzantine Hesychasm as article 6; U.Menpener, BuaantHacknn rymanusm, Mockpa:
AH CCCP, 1976.

5 For a survey on Bulgaro-Byzantine relations and history during the first half of the
fourteenth century, see T.®noposckun, OxHbie cnasaHe ¥ Bu3aHTMA Bo BTopo#
yerseptn XIV pera, Caukt-lletepbypr, 1882; reprint, London, 1973.
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of material resources, not of inspiration. It was an age of eager and
erudite philosophers... At no other epoch was Byzantine society so highl

educated and so deeply interested in things of the intellect and the spirit.

Bulgaria was participating in a cultural revival that emanated from
Constantinople. For the Bulgarians, moreover, this renaissance, which also
included the dissemination of Hesychasm, served specifically as an
Orthodox renaissance or revival.

By the end of the fourteenth century, Bulgaria had been absorbed
into the Ottoman Empire; and by the middle of the fifteenth century, the
Turks held Constantinople as their own, and their capital was moved there
from Bursa, across the Sea of Marmara. As C. Moser observes, it seems
that "the very imminence of political disaster" stimulated Bulgarian literary
activity’ and cultural activity in general during the last few decades of the
Second Bulgarian Empire; and as D.Lang writes, the reign of Ivan
Alexander in retrospect "appears as a false dawn, a swan-song of medieval
Bulgaria's political and cultural glory."8

Ivan Alexander's forty year reign, from 1331 to 1371, is hailed as a
great period in Bulgarian letters, architecture, manuscript illuminations,
and fresco painting. The Tomi¢ Psalter (ca.1360)9, the Sofia Psalter
(i.e.Psalter of 1337)10, the Manasses Chronicle!! and the famous London

6 S.Runciman, op.cit.,1-2.

7 C.Moser, A History of Bulgarian Literature: 865-1944, The Hague: Mouton, 1972, p.
24,

8 D.Lang,The Bulgarians: From Pagan Times to the Ottoman Conquest, Boulder:
Westview Press, 1976, p.87.

9 Cf. B.H.lenkuH, "Bonrapcknn opHameHT 3noxum HoaHHa Anekcawgpa,’
C6opHur cTaTen N0 CNaBAHOBEAEHHIO, MOCBAWEHHbIX npo¢p. M.C. [HpuHosy,
XapbkoB, 1904. cTp.153-8; Akcnuua [wmypoea, Xunana rognHn 6barapcka
pyronnucHa khHura, OpHameHTH W MuHuatiopa, Copua: Han. Centemspu, 1981,
plates 193-200; and Akcunna [wmyposa, 24 MuHHATIOpM OT TOMHYOBHMA MCalTHD,
Copna: Bvnrapcku xynomHuk, 1982,

10 See AkcuHua Imypoea, Xunama roomHn 6varapcka pbroMHCHa KHMra, plates
156-160.

11 See Upan [lynues, Jletonucra Ha HomcTawtun Manacy, Codpuna: BAH, 1963;
A. Dwmypoea, XnnAana roanHn 6varapcka pubronucHa kHura, plates 165-174.
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Gospel of 1355/612 are all examples of masterful manuscript illumination
executed under his patronage. Also for his own library he had translated
from Greek some writings of the early Church Fathers, contemporary
Byzantine theologians, saints' lives, proceedings from ecumenical councils,
and also some other secular works including The History of Troy, legal
works, and works on medicine and natural science. He also commissioned
an encyclopedia.l3 His collection of original Slavic works included a copy
of Monk Xrabr's "0 pismenexs."14 His eldest son Ivan Stracimir and
Stracimir's wife Anna were also great patrons of the arts in Vidin. Under
Stracimir's commission, the famous Bdinski Sbornik, or the Vidin
Compilation, was executed.

According to the Life of Theodosius, in the period when Ivan
Alexander came to power, the monasteries in Bulgaria were poor and in
bad repairl3; and in this sphere of cultural life, too, the tsar gave
generously. He gave many gifts to Gregory the Sinaite's community of
monks at Paroria; and when they were attacked by bands of marauders, he
fortified the monastery. He founded a monastery at Kelifarevo (Holy
Mother of God, Ce. Boropoamnua), where Theodosius trained Euthymius
in Hesychastic prayer and cultivated his community of Hesychastic monks.
On the mountain of Vitosa, near Serdica (Sofia), the tsar founded a
monastery at Dragolevci, the Monastery of the Immaculate Mother of
God.16 He also founded the breathtaking cave monastery at Ivanovo, whose
chapel is dug out of one of the cliffs and is decorated with several fine

12 See Ixypopa, Xunana rogmun, plates 179-187.

13 See J.Fine, The Late Medieval Balkans, A Critical Survey from the Late Twelfth
Century to the Ottoman Empire, Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1987, p.436.

14 For the edited Slavonic text and Modern French translation, see A.Vaillant, Textes vieux
slaves, vol.1, 57-61; and vol.2, 47-51, respectively. For a partial English translation of the
text, see Marin Pundeff, "National Consciousness in Medieval Bulgaria,"” Sidost-
Fgrschungen 27 (1968):1-27 (pp. 19-20); and J.Fine, The Early Medieval Balkans, 134-
136.

15 See the Life of Theodosius (4,12, line 28): "skudni bo ubo béxu togda v stranax
blpgarskyx.”

16 Coipry, op.cit.,163.
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frescoes.17 Ivan Alexander was known as a pious man, and his love of the
monks is noted by Kallistos in the Life of Theodosius : "za eZe ljubiti
izrednye mnixy i o six» jakoZe mostno raduese "18

While the culture of Bulgaria flourished under the reign of Ivan
Alexander, the power and international prestige of the country was clearly
in decline as Bulgaria suffered grave territorial losses and subsequent
blows to its stature and position as a leader on the Balkan peninsula.

Bulgaria's decline as a great power in the Balkans was by no means a
phenomenon of Ivan Alexander's reign. It was, rather, a steady process that
began in the mid-thirteenth century, after the death of Ivan Asen II. In
1242, just a year after his death, during the reign of Koloman, the Golden
Horde of Khan Batu, who had just devastated the East Slavic lands of Rus',
invaded and plundered Bulgaria. In 1257 a civil war broke out in Bulgaria
over the rights to the throne; and finally, the boyar council elected
Konstantin Tih, the governor of the region of Skopje, as tsar. He then
married the Byzantine princess Maria, the niece of Emperor Michael VIII
Palaeologus. To add to the problems of a weakening political infrastructure
at home, the Bulgarians were suffering Tartar invasions from without.
From 1272 onward the Tartars invaded and plundered the Bulgarian lands
every year, and in addition to this, they also suffered periodic Hungarian
and Byzantine invasions. In the years 1277-1279, there was a popular
uprising led by the peasant Ivajlo that even put him on the throne,

In 1279, the Asen dynasty regained control. The grandson of John
Asen II, John Asen III, became tsar. In 1280, during the reign of John
Asen III's elected successor, the elected Georgij Terter I, the Golden Horde
of Khan Nogay invaded Bulgaria, razing everything in its path to the
ground. Terter was eventually dethroned and fled to Constantinople where
he took refuge. At this point, the Tartars were able to fill the vacated
throne with one of their own sympathizers, a Bulgarian boyar, Smilec. As
a puppet ruler answerable to Khan Nogay, Smilec looked on passively as

17 See A.Grabar, "Les fresques d'Ivanovo et l'art des Palaéologues,” Byzantion 25-27
(1955-1957): 581-590; C.Diehl, Manuel de I'art byzantin, vol.2, Paris: A Pickard, 1926,
fig.434.

18 Life of Theodosius (7, 14, lines 15-16).
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Tartar hordes roamed and pillaged unchecked throughout the Bulgarian
countryside. The Tartars' virtual control over Bulgaria was expanded in
the years 1299 and 1300, when Khan Nogay's son, Khan Caka, took the
Bulgarian throne for himself.

Bulgaria, then, entered the fourteenth century during a period of
great upheaval, when the country was functioning as a vassal of the Tartar
khans, a period when even the throne itself had been usurped from the
native aristocracy. In 1300, however, the crown was restored to the house
of Terter: Georgij I Terter's son, Theodore Svetoslav, became tsar and
concluded an alliance with Byzantium by marrying Theodora, the sister of
Emperor Andronicus III.

The period of Theodore Svetoslav's reign (1300-1322) was marked
by a brief period of improvement of Bulgaria's domestic politics and
international stature. There was a severe crackdown from the top in order
to eliminate the disloyal amongst the elite boyar population. Even Patriarch
Joachim III was put to death on suspicion of treason. Despite the royal
alliance between Theodore Svetoslav and the Byzantine princess, the
administration in Constantinople was constantly trying to undermine
Theodore's control over Bulgaria, but their attempts were largely
unsuccessful. Under Theodore, Bulgaria regained some of its lost territory:
the fertile plains of Thrace, Zagora, and some of the Black Sea coast,
crucial to Bulgaria's economy. Furthermore, in the last years of the second
decade of the fourteenth century, relations between Bulgaria and Serbia
were restored, an alliance which displeased Constantinople.

With domestic problems somewhat mitigated and with the re-
acquisition of certain lost territories, Bulgaria under Theodore Svetoslav
seemed to be on the ascendant by the second decade of the fourteenth
century. Even a brief crisis precipitated by the unexpected death of
Theodore Svetoslav's son and successor, Georgij Il Terter (resulting in a
six month interregnum from December 1322 to May 1323 by a dissenting
boyar council) did not destabilize the country. A strong-willed boyar was
elected to the throne, Mikhail SiSman. During his seven year reign (1323-
1330) Mikhail Sidéman reasserted Bulgarian control over Thracian and
Black Sea coastal territory that had been lost. He also continued the
tradition of Byzantine-Bulgarian royal alliances. He divorced his Serbian
wife, Anna (Stefan Delanski's sister), who along with their son Ivan
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Stefan (who had been his co-ruler and heir) was imprisoned.19 Once again,
Bulgaria's political alliance with Byzantium proved to be meaningless
when, in 1330 at the Battle of VelbuZd (today Kjustendil), the Byzantine
army was not present to render help to the Bulgarians against the Serbs.20
Most of the Bulgarian army was destroyed, and Mikhail SiSman was
killed. The outcome of this battle was that the Serbian kingdom of Stefan
Deanski (1321-1331) --and after him, Stefan Dusan (1331-1355) --was
established as the dominant power on the Balkan peninsula. Fine comments
on the political consequences for Bulgaria after this battle21:

Bulgaria was never to regain its former position. The battle resulted

in the Serbs' gaining what was to be a permanent edge--at times even

hegemony--over Bulgaria to last until Bulgaria fell to the Turks at the
end of the [fourteenth] century.

Fine writes that the sources mention no territorial change after the
battle, but some scholars believe that Serbia regained Ni$ from Bulgaria at
this time. Fine points out, moreover, that Serbia, not Bulgaria, was to
annex from Byzantium "the lion's share of Macedonia."22 Also, due to the
Golden Horde, Bulgaria, around the same time, lost its territory north of
the Danube.23 From the summer of 1330 to February of 1331, Mikhail
SiSman's son, Ivan Stefan, ruled in Trnovo at the insistence of the Serbs.
That winter, a palace coup was undertaken by some Trnovo boyars, and
Ivan Stefan's cousin, Ivan Alexander, was chosen as tsar, and an alliance
with Serbia was concluded through the marriage of Stefan DusSan to Ivan
Alexander's sister, Elena.

Ivan Alexander began his reign in the year following the Battle of
VelbuZd, Despite some territorial gains in northern Thrace in the

19 See Fine, op.cit.,270.

20 The Byzantines were allied at the time with Bulgaria against Serbia, but as Fine writes
(op.cit.,272), the Byzantines apparently had no intention of supporting their allies against
Serbia and were nowhere in sight during the battle.

21 Fine, op.cit., 272.
22 Fine, op.cit., 272.

23 ibid.
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Rhodopes, domestic politics and territorial losses worsened throughout the
years of Ivan Alexander's reign, part of it due to familial disputes. In 1345,
the tsar, apparently bored with the dull intellect of his first wife, Theodora,
the daughter of the Byzantine emperor, divorced her and married a Jewish
woman, Sarah. Sarah converted to Orthodoxy and also took the name
Theodora.24 His son by his first wife, Ivan Stracimir, was disinherited and
given the territory of Vidin as a consolation. Ivan Alexander's son by his
second wife, Ivan SiSman, succeeded his father as tsar. Outraged and
embittered, Stracimir eventually became a vassal to the Hungarians and
shut Vidin off from his father's kingdom, declaring himself a tsar of this
northwestern territory.25

Ivan Alexander also lost territory in the northeast when three boyar
brothers from the town of Karbona (today, Bal¢ik) defected and sided with
the Byzantines.26 These brothers were descendents of the Terter family and
their names were Balik, Theodore and Dobrotica (hence the name of the
region, Dobrudja). Dobrotica was particularly land-hungry; and he added
to his power by seizing Vama and several coastal towns on Bulgaria's
northeastern coast, such as Emona, Kavarna and Kaliaka.27 Like Ivan
Stracimir, Dobrotica cut his lands off from the control of the Patriarch of
Trnovo, "recognizing the jurisdiction of the Patriarch of
Constantinople."28

In addition to Varna, Ivan Alexander lost three more major Black
Sea ports in 1364 to Byzantium: Mesembria, Anchialos and Sozopol. This
left Bulgaria with almost no access to the Black Sea. Added to this
weakening of Bulgaria through territorial losses, a faltering economy
(especially with the loss of the Black Sea ports), and wars waged against

24 Fine, op.cit., 366. On the question of Jewish cultural presence on the Balkans during
the period in question, see N Ko¢ev, "The Question of Jews and So-Called Judaizers in the
Balkans from the 9th to the 14th Century," Bulgarian Historical Review 1 (1978): 61-79.
25 See Section I, Chapter 1, fn.118.

26 Fine, op.cit., 367.

27 Fine, op.cit., 423.

28 ibid.
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Hungary and Byzantium2?, Bulgaria was also threatened by an impending
attack from the Turks.

A lack of international cooperation between Bulgaria, Serbia and
Byzantium resulted in a fragmented and weakened Balkan alliance that was
incapable of repelling the Ottoman Turks. As a result of disputes within the
Balkans, Bulgaria and Byzantium were theirs for the taking. Also in 1364,
Sultan Murad and his army seized Philippopolis (Plovdiv) and Stara Zagora.
By 1369, the Ottomans had established an adiministrative center in
Adrianople (today Edime, Turkey). Now the Ottoman state bordered on the
Bulgarian kingdom:

This lack of unity within Bulgaria itself was matched by a similar lack of

unity among the various Balkan states, so that when during the fourteenth
century, the rising tide of Turkish expansion reached their very doorsteps,
they failed to take energetic joint action against the common foe. Step by
step in their inexorable march westwards, the Turks were able to overrun
the Balkan peninsula. At first they were content to obtain control through
alliances, and, where force had to be used, to restore the defeated local

rulers as their vassals. But when in 1389 the Battle of Kossovo Field
sounded the death knell of Serbian independence, Sultan Bayazid decided

to proceed to the next stage of conquest--that of direct rule.30

It is clear, then, that the Bulgaria of Euthymius' youth and early
adulthood was a center of great cultural activity on the one hand, but a
swiftly crumbling political power on the other. By the time Euthymius
returned home from his travels in Byzantium in the year 1371, the year of
Ivan Sisman’s coronation, Bulgaria was reduced to a shell of what it once
was, consisting mainly of Trnovo and its environs, a far cry from the
glorious days of territorial expansion under Tsar Ivan Asen II (1278-
1241), when Bulgarian lands stretched to the Adriatic.

The years of Euthymius' hegemony at the Holy Trinity Monastery
(1371-1375) were spent under constant threat of an Ottoman takeover. In
1372 Trmovo was invaded when Ivan SisSman violated his treaty with the
Turks. The tsar's sister, Kera-Tamara, was given to Sultan Murad I as a

29 D. Kossev, H. Hristov, and D. Angelov, A Short History of Bulgaria, Sofia: Foreign
Language Press, 1963, p.84.

30 M. MacDermott, A History of Bulgaria: 1393-1885, London: George Allen & Unwin,
Ltd., 1962, p.20-21.
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bride in an attempt to normalize relations between them.3! Meanwhile, all
around the Tmovo kingdom territories were becoming vassals to the
Ottomans: Vidin, Dobrudja, and large parts of the Byzantine Empire.

During the third year of Euthymius' patriarchate, in 1378, the
Ottomans seized more Bulgarian territory, capturing Stipone (present-day
Ikhtiman) and Samokov. They were now well positioned to take Sofia,
which fell to them in 1382, and Ni$ and Pirot, which fell in 1385. The
Ottomans had now closed in Trnovo on its southern and eastern sides. To
make matters worse, Serbian initiatives to forge an alliance with Tmovo
against the Turks were being thwarted by the loyal Ottoman vassals,
namely, Tsar Ivan Stracimir of Vidin, and the despots Konstantin Drages
and Marko.

Then in April 1393, the forces of Sultan Bayezid I, under the
command of his son Celebi, laid siege to Trnovo. According to Gregory
Camblak's Slovo poxvalno, Patriarch Euthymius led the defense at the
fortress surrounding Carevec. After three months of maintaining a brave
resistance, Tmovo finally fell on July 17, 1393.

According to Camblak's panegyric, the boyars were massacred in a
church, and Euthymius, along with his clergy, was sent into exile and
apparently went to Balkovo Monastery, south of Philippopolis, where he
died sometime in the early years of the fifteenth century. Tsar I van
SiSman died in captivity in 1395, and his brother and enemy, Ivan
Stracimir, was led into captivity the following year.

Given the grave domestic and international problems the country
faced (combined with the presence of some pro-Barlaamite factions and
such heretical groups as the Bogomils), it is easy to understand how a
revival of conservative religious practices should have been perceived as
the most effective defense against the impending doom that lay ahead. With
his outspokenness against heresies and his conservative stance on moral
issues, Euthymius was clearly attempting to bring Bulgarians back into the
fold of mainstream Orthodoxy. He, no doubt, believed that a strong
Orthodox Church could save the country from peril.

31 Apparently this was done only on the condition that she not be forced to convert to
Islam. See Lord Kinross, The Ottoman Centuries: The Rise and Fall of the Turkish
Empire, New York: William Morrow, 1977, p.52.
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We have already conjectured in the previous chapter on Euthymius'
motives for undertaking a literary and orthographic reform. These
activities were clearly aimed at a purification of language, which, as we
may understand from Camblak and Kostenecki, would lead to a
purification of the Church's constituency. Euthymius' concern was that
inconsistent orthographic practices and faulty translations had led to
heresies and the perdition of many souls in his country. Furthermore, in
the hagiographic works of Euthymius, one sees clearly his deliberate
polemics against anything that threatens the stature of Orthodoxy in
Bulgaria. He devotes quite a bit of space in these texts propagandizing
against not only such heresies as that of the Manichaeans and Bogomils, but
even other Christians (i.e. the Armenians) because of the "faults" in their
practice of Christianity. As is typical for all spokesmen of societies in
decline, Euthymius alludes often to the glories of the country's past. The
heroic feats and expansionist prowess of Ivan Asen II and Kalojan are
favorite themes. Even Euthymius' choice of heroes is motivated by an
urgent desire to appeal to the nationalistic pride in every Bulgarian and,
more specifically, every resident of the royal capital. The relics of Ivan of
Rila, Hilarion of Maglena, (Petka) Paraskeva, and Philothea were all
transferred to Trnovo.

To add to the Patriarch's anxieties over the future of the Bulgarian
Church, significant regions -- both Vidin and Dobrudja -- had been
removed from the jurisdiction of the Tmovo patriarchate by their despots
and were handed over to the Patriarch of Constantinople. In essence, the
size and stability of the Bulgarian Church of Euthymius' day was being
weakened by foreign enemies on the outside (i.e. by the politically
destabilizing threat of Turkish invasion) and by enemies on the inside
(heretics and recalcitrant local rulers). Added to these problems were the
further territorial losses already mentioned, which meant that these areas
were also out of the control of the Tmovo patriarchate. Apparently there
was some concern in Constantinople that the Bulgarian Church had been
observing improper practices, and in a letter to Theodosius, Patriarch
Kallistos ( Theodosius' friend and fellow student in the Hesychastic
teachings of Gregory the Sinaite) urged that this matter be addressed and
that the Hesychasts -- as the keepers of strict ascetic lives --supervise the
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restoration of proper liturgical practices.32 This fact lends even more
support to the notion that Hesychasm was, especially for the Bulgarians,
primarily a means of combatting ascetic laxity within the Church.

To summarize, the whole system of Euthymius' reforms and
activities as hegemon of the Holy Trinity Monastery (1371-75) and as
patriarch (1375-93) can be seen as an attempt to bring rigor back into the
spiritual life of the country and to unify and fortify the Church. As a
sincere Orthodox Christian, Euthymius no doubt believed that the policies
of his reforms would be enough to support the whole country, to renew
Bulgaria's power and prestige, and, most importantly, to rescue it.

Tsar Ivan SiSman obviously approved of Euthymius' policies of
purifying the Bulgarian clergy and the Church literature. He was
Euthymius' benefactor at Holy Trinity and apparently gave him full
authority to pursue his literary reform:

As patriarch he [Euthymius] tried to prevent the appearance of new,
corrupt texts by banning newly copied texts from use until they had
received patriarchal approval. And he ordered that each new manuscript

copied in Bulgaria be sent to the patriarch for approval. He also tried to
limit copying to those people who had had proper training. Tsar John

Sidman supported him in these efforts, endorsing his edicts on texts.33

In fact, it is likely that Ivan SiSman would have given Euthymius
complete and unchecked authority to undertake his literary and
administrative activities. Clearly the tsar had many more pressing concerns
than the methods and implementation of orthographic and liturgical
reform. It seems that from the very first year of his reign, he was vexed
with the problem of Bulgaria's survival as an independent kingdom. His
own brother, Ivan Stracimir, was at war with him, and he was struggling
"to consolidate his authority in Bulgaria."34 Fine also points out that some
scholars believe that immediately following the death of Ivan Alexander,
the Turks "had exerted considerable pressure, possibly threatening an
attack on Bulgaria, upon the new ruler, who was therefore doing

32 Cf. Tovine, op.cit., 154; Fine, op.cit., 440; and Cuipky, op.cit., 82-89.
33 Fine, op.cit., 443.

34 Fine, op.cit., 378-9.
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everything he could to appease them."35 Thus, with these serious
occupations and troubles of the tsar, it is unlikely that Euthymius
proceeded with his activities at Holy Trinity with anything but carte
blanche from Tmovo. At this point Euthymius had been a monk for at least
twenty years, had served and studied under Theodosius at Kelifarevo
Monastery, and had spent eight years abroad at the prestigious religious
and cultural centers of Studion and Athos; moreover, in only four more
years Euthymius was to be "unanimously chosen" as patriarch.36 He must
have enjoyed the tsar's total and complete trust to undertake his reforms on
his own as the tsar tended to more urgent political matters.

The exact year of Bulgaria's change in status from an independent
kingdom to an Ottoman vassal is disputed. Some scholars place it at 1372,
others 1373, and still others 1376. If the date 1372 or 1373 is correct, then
it means that Bulgaria was already paying tribute to the Ottoman sultan
| when Euthymius was working on his new translations and writing his
original compositions. Further evidence of Bulgaria's acknowledgement of
Turkish suzerainty was Tsar Ivan Si$man’'s decision to give away his
sister, Kera-Tamara, to Sultan Murad to add to his harem, which probably
occurred sometime between 1371 and 1376.37 In this context, the emphasis
laid upon Bulgaria's glorious past by Euthymius in all four of his
hagiographic works is particularly poignant. By the 1370s, Turkish
dominance in the Balkans was a fact, and there were probably few other
means for Euthymius to rekindle in his older audience and instill in his
younger audience a sense of national pride than to make fond and lingering
references to the days of Tsar Ivan Asen II and Kalojan and the "weakness"
then of the Byzantine Empire. The following passages from his four vitae
illustrate the point:

[God] lifted up the homn of the Bulgarian kingdom under the pious Tsar
Asen...This man thus having taken the flag of the kingdom, fortified
well all the Bulgarian cities. And having armed himself well against the

35 Fine, op.cit.,379.
36 See Camblak as quoted in Section I, Chapter 1, fn.49.

37 Fine, op.cit.,407.
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Greek Empire, he conquered the surrounding lands, cities, and
vi]]agcs.38

After much time passed, the Greek Empire became poor and decreased
in size; the Bulgarian kingdom however became much greater, and the
most pious Bulgarian tsar Kalojan at that time was holding the scepter.
For he was brave and he took a large part of the Greek land called
Thrace and Macedonia, Trivalia and Dalmatia, and to their number [he

added) also Neada and Elada and also Aetolia.3%

At the same time, radiantly and brilliantly, piety was being upheld
solidly by the pious Bulgarian tsar Ivan Asen, the son of old Tsar Asen,
who never frightened even a doe...And they say he ruled over all these

territories all the way to Durazzo.

Much time having passed and many miracles having been worked, the
Greek Empire had become extremely powerless...And at the same time,
the Bulgarian kingdom was very solid and strong, and it was seizing all
the surrounding lands and conquering them. At that time [in Bulgaria],
the royal scepter was being held by the pious and glorious Tsar

Kalojan.41

38 The original and translated works of Euthymius are collected by Katuzniacki in his
work Werke des Patriarchen von Bulgarien Euthymius (1375-1393), Vienna, 1901;
reprint, London, 1971. All references throughout this dissertation to the works of
Euthymius are taken from this collection and are cited by chapter number (Roman
numerals) and page number (Arabic numerals).The four saints' lives, the Life of Ivan of
Rila, the Life of Hilarion of Moglena, the Life of Paraskeva, and the Life of Philothea, will
be referred to throughout this work by the abbreviations LIR, LHM, LP, and LPh.

The original passage reads: "v»zdviZe rog» Blvgarskago carsstva pri
blagolpstvéjsemp cari Aséni..S» ubo xoregvi carsstvia jako préems, vd»s3
Blygarskyq grady padsag sg dobré ubtvrrdi i obetdavéaa obnovi i, na Gradsskoe
dobré opoasavs s3 carsstvo, pokaréase okrystnyy strany, grady 2e i vesi."

(LIR,XII, 23)

39 The original passage reads: "Po mno3zé 2e vrémeni Grydpvskomu oskodévsu
carstvu | umalenu vivsélpsky, Blvgarskomu 2e i 3zélo vizveliliviu s3,
blagolpstvéjsij car» Kalojan Bliegarskoe togda praviéase skiptro. 1élo Ze
Xraborstvug togda, préats Gradsskya zemla {gsts ne malg, Trakio glagola i
Makedonig, Trivaly Ze i DalmatiQ, k» simZe Neado i Eladg i edte 2e i Etolig."

(LHM XVI, 56)

40 The original passage reads: "V$ toe vréme blagolustie svétlé | javienné krépcé
udry»Zavsu blagolsstivomu carju Blsgarskomu loannu Asénju, synu starago
cara Asénja, i nikakoZe téx» laanij uZasiu se.se dr»2ava, daZe { do Drala. " (LP,

VI, 69-70

41 The original passage rcads: "Vrémeni 2e i mnogu présedsu i ¢judesems» mnogoms
byvaestimsp, Graivrskoe do konca iznemoze carstvo..Vy toZe vrémg i carstvo
Blrgarskoe, krépko soSte i silno 3é10, v»sg okrystnya strany obsmléde Ze i
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Within the texts themselves, the prayer that appears at the end of each of
Euthymius' saints' lives contains the most important clues for reconstruct-
ing the political climate during the years 1375-1393, the years during
which Euthymius wrote these texts.

At the end of the Life of Paraskeva, he prays to her to "grant
longevity and peaceful days to the kingdom."42 This is a general wish of
prosperity for the country, as is the prayer to Hilarion to preserve the
flock of Bulgarian Orthodox Christians "from all the snares of our
Adversary."43 What Euthymius writes in the Life of Ivan of Rila is more
revealing. This passage implies a more specific threat; and from it it is
clear that Euthymius is concerned about an attack or a takeover of the
country. This is probably a reference to the enmity that existed between the
brothers Ivan Stracimir and Ivan SiSman and to the growing menace of
Sultan Murad's forces.44 This passage taken from the Life of Ivan of Rila
is the most significant insight we have from the Euthymian vitz into the
current political situation at the time he wrote these texts:

...pray to the Most Merciful Ruler [that He may] save your relatives, your
fellow-countrymen, the Bulgarians43; and help our royal tsar, Ivan
Sidman. Vanquish for him all his contrary enemies under his feet,
preserve the pure faith, fortify our cities, bring peace to the whole world,

deliver us from hunger and destruction, and protect us from foreign
invasion (LIR, XIII, 50).

pokaréade. Carskaa Ze skiptra togda upraviéase dobré 2e { krasné
blagodsstivéidij i siavnéisdij cars Kaloicann»." (LPh, XII, 95).

42 "g1pgotu carsstviju i disini mirny tomu daruj.." (LP,IX,76)
43 “syxrani stado nade ot viséx syprotivnago k»znef" (LHM,XVIII, 57-58).

44 Relations at the time between Serbia and Bulgaria seemed to be peaceful. Prince Lazar
(1371-1389) of Serbia had formed an alliance with the Bulgarian tsar by giving his daugher
in marriage to I van Sisman'’s son, Alexander.

45 In the manuscripts C,N,0 and T described by Katuzniacki (consult introduction to
translations, Section II, Chapter 1, for descriptions), the passage reads: "edinorodnyj t
ezyks, Blogare 2e i Sryblje”, i.e. "your fellow-countrymen, the Bulgarians and the
Serbs". See Katuzniacki Werke, 26, fn.3.
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From this passage we may understand that the situation in Bulgaria must
have become quite serious. Euthymius is no longer appealing to the saint on
behalf of the overall, general welfare of the nation (as in the LP) or simply
making reference to foreign hostile princes (LHM). Here he is asking Ivan
of Rila to intercede for them in three important matters: 1) to save the
Bulgarians, 2) to render assistance to the tsar, and 3) to save the country
from an invasion. This is a specific and rather detailed request. An appeal
to preserve the safety and welfare of the nation is obviously not as urgent
an exhortation as a prayer to preserve a nation from foreign invasion. And
if indeed the tsar were not in need of help and if a foreign invasion were
not impendent, why should Euthymius mention quite so specific a concern?
Thus, we may deduce from this passage that during the time of Euthymius'
patriarchate, there was some doubt as to whether Bulgaria could survive
such an attack. This is significant in that this conclusion enables us to
understand the urgency he must have felt in undertaking a revision of the
liturgical books in Slavonic. Euthymius had more to worry about than just
heresies, as Camblak's and Kostene¢ki's works imply; but he was clearly
concerned about the fate of Christianity at large in the Balkans, with the
growing threat of the Turks, who would impose Islam on them.

In sum, then, we may say that the years of Euthymius' career in
Bulgaria after his return from Byzantium were characterized by a great
deal of anxiety over the future of the country and the future of the Church.
Moreover, it is safe to assume that given the tsar's problems both with his
brother's principality of Vidin and the Turks, he entrusted entirely to
Euthymius the affairs of the church. It is important to remember that
Euthymius and his Camblak cousins, Gregory and Kiprian, were not only
Church prelates but also aristocrats, and as such they wielded considerable
power. We have seen in our historical survey above how the boyar councils
were instrumental on several occasions in implementing a change in the
government by eliminating and installing rulers. It is also important to
keep in mind that Euthymius was able to achieve the office of the
patriarchate not simply because of his talents and dedication but also in
large part because of his status as a nobleman (if indeed he was a
nobleman). This observation is not meant to imply that Euthymius was not
sincere in his role as patriarch or that he relied solely on his noble origins
to climb his way up the ecclesiastical ranks. The point is simply




'0056353

77

underscored here as a reminder of the power that the Church officials had
in such a social structure and how achievement of such positions was in
large part dependent upon the status and influence of ones family. As
Angelov has pointed out, in fourteenth-century Bulgaria, unlike in Western
Europe, no middle class, or "burgher” class (bourgeoisie) had yet
developed.46 According to Angelov, this urban middle class in the West
actually assisted the ruler in limiting the power of feudal lords.47 In
Bulgaria of Euthymius' day, the absence of such a class enabled the feudal
lords to develop stronger power than in the West, and the power of the
monarch was weakened.48 Conceming the specific role played by the
Church hierarchy in such a social structure, Angelov observes: "The
absolute domination of the feudal class was synonymous with the rule of
the church, whose clergy were part of the ruling class."49 Like the boyar
families, the monasteries in Bulgaria also wielded considerable political
power through ownership of huge parcels of land:50

The monasteries all owned large estates. Thus, for instance, scattered

over different parts of Macedonia, the Monastery of St. George (near the

town of Skopye) owned over 30 villages, while the Rila Monastery

owned more than 20 villages. The charter granted to the monastery by
Tsar Ivan SiSman in 1378 is convincing proof of this.

46 This opinion is also held by M.MacDermott (op.cit.,23), who writes: "The Turks
conquered the Balkans at a time when feudalism in both Byzantium and Bulgaria was
already in decay and its downfall inevitable in the natural course of events. In this case
Bulgaria would perhaps have followed the same line of development as in Western Europe
where the growth of towns and trade was ushering in a new era of social and economic
development. Instead the rise of a Bulgarian merchant class and bourgeoisie was prevented
by the fact that when the Turks destroyed the Bulgarian feudal nobility and the economic
power of the clergy, they did not bring with them a more advanced form of economy, but a
new feudalism showing no signs of decay or obsolescence."

47 D.Angelov, "Humanism in Medieval Bulgaria," Etudes balkaniques 3 (1980):3-20,
pp.5-6.

48 Regarding the erosion of royal power at the hands of feudal lords in medieval Bulgaria,
Mishew (op.cit.,165-6) writes: "The tzars and kings themselves were responsible for the
creation of sui generis feudal rulers in order to be able to control them more easily, without
taking into account that by so doing they were undermining the foundation of their own
state and power."

49 Angelov, op.cit., 6.

50 Kossev, et al., op.cit., 73.
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Lest one accuse Angelov of forcing a Marxist analysis onto medieval
Bulgarian history, it should be noted that Angelov's and his Bulgarian
colleagues' assessments of the power held by Bulgaria's boyar class in the
period of the Second Empire are corroborated by the scholarship of
Western scholars such as Fine, who writes:31

The boyars (nobles) in the new state [the Second Empire] were no longer

from ancient Bulgar families dating back to the previous Bulgarian

empire. The boyars in the revived state rose to prominence from their

role in the liberation struggle or from royal appointment...In time...some

boyars...accumulated vast estates and with them considerable local

authority, enabling them to become in times of central government
instability, autonomous rulers in their provinces.

We have surveyed the history of fourteenth-century Bulgaria, the
resurgence of the arts (referred to by many different historiographic
designations, the most common being the "Second South Slavic
Influence"52), the concurrent decline of the kingdom, the dissemination of
Hesychasm, and the course of Euthymius' career. We should now devote
some words to a description of the actual environment in which Euthymius
carried out his reforms and served as Patriarch and to the political
environment after Bulgaria's absorption into the Ottoman Empire.

Much scholarship has been devoted to the importance of Trnovo as
a cultural center in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. We have
examined in this and in the previous chapter the development there of an
Orthodox cultural revival that culminated in the literary efforts of
Euthymius and his pupils. We know that under Ivan Alexander many
monasteries were endowed with generous gifts and were restored and
decorated by master craftsmen. This benefaction must surely have been felt
first at home in the capital, in the churches, the libraries, the schools and
the royal residence of Trnovo. Ivan Alexander's capital city boasted dozens
of churches, among them St. Dimitar, Holy Mother of God, St. Ivan of

51 Fine, op.cit.,16-17.

52 See lovine, op.cit.,1-65 for a thorough summary of the historiographic formulz posited
by scholars to describe the period in question. Two terms that have gained wide acceptance
in their application to this period of artistic and literary development are Eastern European
Pre-Renaissance (Lixatev) and Orthodox Slavic Revival (Picchio).
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Rila, Church of the Twelve Apostles, St. George, Holy Annunciation (the
patriarchal church), and the two already mentioned, SS Peter and Paul and
the Church of the Forty Martyrs. Camblak in his panegyric also describes
Tmovo as a glorious city, and Patriarch Kallistos once referred to as
second only to Constantinople in its beauty.33

Trmovo of Euthymius' day, with its relative proximity to
Constantinople (with all the advantages and disadvantages that this brought
with it) had been undergoing a greater level of Hellenization or
Byzantinization than the administrative centers of other Slavic Orthodox
lands34; and the Bulgarians were the medium through which the Eastern
Slavs received their religious literature and Christian culture during the so-
called "First South Slavic Influence."55 Kievan Rus' was, prior to the mid-
thirteenth century, another splendid city, larger than the Paris or London
of its day36 and the chosen place of King Harold's exile from England after
his defeat at the hands of the Normans.57 Moreover, political alliances

53 Sec Cuipky, op.cit.,390, fn.4. For drawings of building reconstructions and
photographs of objects from fourteenth-century Bulgarian material culture, see Assen
Tschilingirov, Christliche Kunst in Bulgarien, von der Spatantike bis zum Ausgang des
Mittelalters, Berlin: Union Verlag, 1978. On page 22 there is a drawing of a reconstruction
of the basilica of the palace at Carevec in Trnovo.

54 For an interesting study which examines specific points on which this process of
acculturation was limited, see M.Gaebner, "The Slavs in Byzantine Europe--Absorption,
Semi-Autonomy and the Limits of Byzantinization,” Byzantinobulgarica 5 (1978):41-56.

53 See Francis Thomson, "The Bulgarian Contribution to the Reception of Byzantine
Culture in Kievan Rus'--the Myths and the Enigma,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 12/13
(1988-89): 214-261. He writes on page 214: "The conversion of Kievan Rus' did not lead
to the introduction of Byzantine Greek culture, but to the transfer en masse of the results of
over a century of Bulganan efforts to receive and adapt that culture to Bulgaria's own
needs.” See also other controversial and thorough studies by Professor Thomson that
demonstrate East Slavic dependence on Bulgarian adaptations and translations of Byzantine
literary landmarks in the early Slavic Christian period: "The Implications of the Absence of
Quotations of Untranslated Greek Works in Original Early Russian Literature Together
with a Critique of a Distorted Picture of Early Bulgarian Culture,” Slavia Gandensia 15
(1988): 63-91; and "Quotations on Patristic and Byzantine Works by Early Russian
P;\;té\é)rsg,ss al(l) Introduction of the Cultural Level of Kievan Russia," Slavia Gandensia 15
( ): 65-102.

56 See Serge Zenkovsky, Medieval Russia’s Epics, Chronicles and Tales, New York,
1974, p.5.

57 ibid.
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concluded between Rus' and Byzantium had brought more than one
Byzantine princess to the Kievan court as the tsar's consort. But two
centuries of Mongol domination over Rus' had interrupted the process of
East Slavdom's Byzantinization, and the East Slavs were only beginning to
throw off their yoke in the fourteenth century.38 So while Kievan Rus' had
been razed and Muscovy was just beginning to emerge as the new center of
cultural, religious, and political activity, Bulgaria had had since its
Christianization steady contact with Byzantium.59 Moreover, Bulgaria, as

58 Much scholarship has been devoted to the cultural ties between medieval Bulgarian and
East Slavic culture and on East Slavdom's cultural ties with Byzantium. Cf., for example,
B.AnpuaHosa-llepeu, “llpeHepycckue nuTepaTypHbie MNaMATHUKKU B
I0HOCNaBAHCKOR nucbMeHHocTHn,” TOLAPJT 19 (1963): 5-27; BoHio AHrenos,
‘TlpoHHKBaHe Ha CTapo6BNrapCKU CHYMHEHMA B CTapa pycka nuTtepaTtypa,”
Crapobvnrapcha nureparypa 2 (1977): 20-45; Pycko-0#HOCIABAHCKH
kHH#oBHH Bpb3kH, Codpmna: BAH, 1980; [1.AHrenoe, Pycko-6Bnrapckn Bpb3ki
npe3 sexosere, Co¢pua: BAH, 1986; B.B.Bpiocoea, "O pyccro-6onrapckux
cBA3AX B HUcKyccTBe XI-XV BB,"Byzannnobulganca 8 (1986): 131-149; 1 HanuraHoe,
"Heckonbko coobpamennn o MeTonnke mayueHua Gonrapo-cep6Cko-pyCcCKMX
CpeOHEBEHKOBbIX NUTepaTypHbIX cBA3en,” Crtapobvirapcka nuTepatypa 18
(1985): 58-73; B.Nlasapes, BusaHTHAcKOoe W npeBHepycckoe HccycTsBo, Mockpa:
AH CCCP, l978 IJiutaepuH, “[lpepHAAa Pycp, Bonrapua u Busantna B IX-X
BB.: MCTOPHMA, KyNnbTypa, 3THOrpadHA H ONLKNOP CNAaBAHCKUX Haponos,”
Marepnans IX MemnyHaponHoro cvesna cnasuctos, Mocksa: AH CCCP, 1983;
D3 Lixalev, "The Type and Character of Byzantine Influence on Old Russian Literature,”
Oxford Slavonic Papers 13 (1967): 16-32; M .CnepaHckun, M3 HCTopuH pyccko-
ClNaBAHCKHUX nuTepatypHbix cBA3en, Mockea: AH CCCP, 1960; M.Tuxomupos,
"McTopuyeckne CBA3M PYyCCKOro Hapoaa C IOKHbLIMM CNaBAHAMHM C OPEBHEALUHX
speMeH no nonoeuHul XVII B.,” Cnasanckna cbopunk, 125-201, Mockea, 1947;
D.Worth, "The Second South Slavic Influence in the History of the Russian Literary
Language (Materials for Discussion)," American Contributions to the 9th International
Congress of Slavists, (September 1983, Kiev), vol.1, Linguistics, 349-372, edited by
M.Flier, Columbus, 1983.

59 The year of Christinization of the Bulgarians under Tsar Boris is usually placed at 864.
For general information, see R.E.Sullivan, "Khan Boris and the Conversion of Bulgaria: A
Case Study of the Impact of Christianity on a Barbarian Society,” Studies in Medieval and
Renaissance History 3 (1966): 51-139. On the question of dating this event, see Stamen
Mihajlov, "The Interpretation of ETXBEXTH and the Year of the Conversion of the
Bulgarians into the Chrisian Faith," Bulgarian Historical Review 1 (1979): 75-90. The
article calls into question the 864 dating by Vaillant and agrees with Zlatarski's
interpretation based on a proto-Bulgarian calendar, putting the date around 866.
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will be remembered, even constituted a part of the Byzantine Empire from

1018 to 1185.60 Birnbaum writes:
Given Bulgaria's proximity to Constantinople and the capital's highly
developed and sophisticated civilization, it is not surprising that soon after
the Slavic population south of the lower Danube had largely assimilated
their Turkic [proto-Bulgar] conquerors, a form of cultural precociousness
evolved in the East Balkans which implied a far-reaching Byzantinization
unmatched anywhere else among the Slavs...Given the strikingly rapid
cultural development of Bulgaria, it seems only natural that, in addition to
Greek Byzantium itself, it would become the chief model and source of
inspiration for the other Slavic nations recently converted, or about to be
convegtled, to Orthodox Christianity, the Slavs of Kievan Rus' among
them.

It is worth noting as well that in less than a one hundred year span,
from approximately 1250 to 1345, four different Bulgarian tsars took a
Byzantine princess as a wife. Tsar Konstantin Tih (1257-77) married
princess Maria, the niece of Emperor Michael VIII Palaeologus; Tsar
Theodore Svetoslav (1300-1322) married the sister of Emperor
Andronicus III. Then, after the one-year reign of Georgij II Terter, she
was taken by the successor Tsar Mikhail SiSman as his consort. Finally,
Tsar Ivan Alexander's (1331-1371) first wife (whom he divorced ca.1345)
was the Byzantine princess Theodora. So for the first fifty years of the
fourteenth century, queens of Byzantine origin presided at the Bulgarian
royal palace. The presence of Byzantine royalty at the Bulgarian court
must have greatly enhanced the level of the cultural institutions there that
were already firmly in place and thriving. This five-decade long
representation in the Bulgarian royal court of the highest level of
Byzantine culture also provides a partial explanation for Bulgaria's pursuit
of parallel cultural activities that characterized Byzantium's "Palaeologan
Renaissance”. The Bulgarians' desire to "be Greek" in the context of the
Golden Age of Tsar Symeon has already been discussed in passing in the

60 See [1. Anrencs, ObuwecTso H obwecTeHa MHCBA B cpenHoexkosHa bvnrapuna
(IX-XIV B.), Codpua: [lapruanar, 1979, the section entitled "‘BuaanTunacko
BRagMyecTBo, 258-269.

61 H Birnbaum, "The Balkan Slavic Component of Medieval Russian Culture,” in
Medieval Russian Culture, Califomia Slavic Studies 7, edited by H.Birmbaum and M.Flier,
3-30, Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of California Press, 1984.
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previous chapter. Evidence that the Bulgarians continued a policy of
creating out of their country a colony of Byzantine culture is found in the
vestiges of Ivan Asen II's reign, when many Byzantine-style churches were
built. Also, the frescoes of the Bojana Church, built ca. 1259 during the
reign of Konstantin Tih, show Konstantin and the tsarina dressed in full
regalia that is clearly fashioned on that of contemporary Byzantine dress.62
The London Gospel of Ivan Alexander also shows him and his wife Sarah-
Theodora in Byzantine royal dress, and the tsar is standing on a cushion
which bears the Byzantine royal symbol, the two-headed eagle, later to be
adopted in Russia.

Once Trmovo was destroyed, the Ottomans set up a capital first in
Plovdiv and then in Sofia.63 With Tmovo in ruins, the heartbeat of cultural
life of the country was destroyed; and another decision made by the
Ottoman administration had a serious impact on the source of spiritual life:
this was the abolishment of the two hundred-year-old Bulgarian
patriarchate.64 Euthymius, having refused the Turks’ offer to convert to
Islam, was sent into exile, and immediately the office of the Trmovo
Patriarch was eliminated, and jurisdiction of the Bulgarian Church was
handed over to the Patriarch of Constantinople. Jeremiah, Metropolitan of

62 See plates IV and V in Aunpen [pabap, GoaHckara umprsa, Copua: Hayka u
n3kycTeo, 1978.

63 See B.A. Cvetkova, "Sur le sort de Tarnovo, capitale bulgare au Moyen Age, apres sa
prise par les Osmanlis,” Byzantinobulgarica 2 (1966): 181-198; and V. Tchaplikov, "Le
tombeau d'Euthyme de Timovo,” Echos d’'Orient 9 (1906): 292-8. For a summary of the
concurrent struggle in Byzantium against the Turks, cf. George Ostrogorsky, History of
the Byzantine State, trans. Joan Hussey, Oxford: Blackwell, 1956, pp. 489-503;
L.Bréhier, The Life and Death of Byzantium, Amsterdam, New York: North Holland
Publishing Co., 1977; D.Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium, 1261-1453, London:
Hart-Davis, 1972; and A.Bacunver, [lanenne Buaantun: snoxa [laneonoros (1261-
1453), Netporpan, 1925; A.Vasiliev, A History of the Byzantine Empire, 2 vols.,
Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1958.

64 The independent Trnovo patriarchate was established in 1234 under the reign of Ivan
Asen II. Metropolitan Joachim of Trnovo was consecrated as the first Bulgarian patriarch.
See D.Mishew, op.cit., p.26. For general information on the history of relations between
the Bulgaria and Byzantium on issues of the Church, cf. E Fony6unckun, Hparkun
OYepK HCTOPHMH [POBOCIIABHbIX LepKBeA 6onrapcrofl, cepbCcKoA H DPYMbIHCKOA,
Mockea, 1871; and V.Swoboda, "L'origine de l'organisation de 1'église en Bulgarie et ses
rapports avec le patriarcat de Constantinople (870-919)," Byzantinobulgarica 2 (1966):67-
81.
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Moldavia, was made bishop of Trnovo.65 Mishew notes that the Ottoman
decision to abolish the Bulgarian patriarchate was "inconsistent with their
general policy of preserving the previous order of things and avoiding
[intrusions] upon the spiritual life of the conquered nations."66 He
concludes that this decision may have very likely been prompted by
interference from Constantinople, whose Patriarch "had always been
hostile to the Bulgarian National Church."67 This conclusion is quite
plausible. Later we see a clear-cut example of Greek interference in the
affairs of the Bulgarian Church regarding the continued existence of the
archbishopric of Oxrid, which had been established in 1020. The Turks had
allowed the post to remain intact up until 1767; and apparently they only
abolished the post then at the insistence of Samuel, the Patriarch of
Constantinople.58 According to Mishew, the patriarchate of Constantinople
"obtained from the invaders such privileges as it had not enjoyed even
under the Byzantine rulers."09 In a letter to the Pope written in the year
1385, the Patriarch of Constantinople "testified...that the Sultan left to his
church complete liberty of action."70

The attitude of the Ottomans toward the Bulgarian Church seems to
be one of ambiguity. Sultan Murad, from the beginning, when Bulgaria
was still a vassal state, adopted "a certain tolerance toward the indigenous
Christians"71; but Murad's policy clearly had limits. Ottoman soldiers
could, under the protection of the law, enslave and have complete control
over the inhabitants of a captured area unless they vowed to practice Islam.

65 Cf. Mishew, op.cit.,, 173-175. For information on the circumstances regarding the
placement of Jeremiah in this post, cf. N. lorga, Istoria Bisericii Romdnesti, vol.l,
Bucaresti, 1908, pp.49-50. These pages are also quoted by Mishew, ibid.

66 Mishew, op.cit.,175.
67 ibid.

68 Mishew, op.cit., 26.

69 Mishew, op.cit., 171.
70 Kinross, op.cit., 59.

71 Kinross, op.cit., 47.
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Yet the Ottomans left intact some of the most important institutions of the
Church. Though Bulgaria now had no patriarch of its own, it did for more
than two centuries, as just mentioned, retain its archbishop's seat at Oxrid.
Furthermore, if the passage in the Loved Codex that states that Euthymius
went to live at Baékovo Monastery is true’2, then this would indicate that
some of Bulgaria's monasteries remained open and working after Bulgaria
was absorbed into the Turkish Empire. As a policy the Turks did not close
existing Christian churches in Bulgaria, but placed strict parameters on
their construction: they could not have windows, bells, belfries, cupolas;
and they had to stand lower than the mosques.”3 For a time, however, the
Turks did forbid the construction of new churches.

The preservation of certain aspects of the Church's infrastructure
under the Ottomans serves as a contrast to their harsh treatment of the
Bulgarians. The boyars who would not convert to Islam were either killed,
as is corroborated by Camblak's account in his panegyric, or were exiled to
Asia Minor. While the Turks never forced Islam on the peasant population,
the consequences for remaining a Christian, or raya (i.e. a non-Moslem)
were harsh. The Christian peasants were retained to work the land of the
spahi estates (the estates given to members of the elite cavalry to
administer) and were levied very heavy taxes. The most devastating of
these taxes was the ispendzh, a levy of Christian children. Under this tax,
every five years the best children from raya households were taken away to
be sold as slaves or to be trained as militant Moslems and warriors in
Constantinople. The latter group would enter the Sultan's infantry, the
Corps of the Janissaries.’4 Only married Christian young men were

72 See H.Goldblatt, Orthography and Orthodoxy: Constantine Kosteneéki's Treatise of
the Letters, Studia Historica et Philologica, no.16. Florence: Le Lettere, 1987, p.52,
fn.42.

73 MacDermott, op.cit., p.26.

74 MacDermott, op.cit., 29. The term "janissaries” comes from the Turkish phrase "yeni
geri”, or "new army.” See also Elizabeth Zachariadou, "Les «janissaires» de I'empereur
byzantin,” in Studia turcologica memorix Alexii Bombaci dicata, 591-597, Seminario di
Studi Asiatici, Series Minor XIX, Naples: Istituto Universitario Orientale, 1982; reprinted
as article XI of E_A. Zachariadou, Romania and the Turks (c.1300-¢.1500), London:
Variorum Reprints, 198S.
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exempted from this conscription.”5> Those Bulgarians who did convert to
Islam -- as did the tsar's own son Alexander’6 -- had the possibility of
entering the elite strata of Ottoman society. According to MacDermott:77

Those Bulgarians who gave up their religion and embraced Islam ipso
facto entered the ranks of the ruling class, since the Turks made no

division between race or nationality, but only between Moslem and non-
Moslem.

Through loyal service to the sultan, the convert could himself become a
feudal lord under the new government. Even some Bulgarians who did not
convert but served the state loyally or who possessed a needed skill or craft
were given special privileges by being exempt from some taxes.”8

Such were the conditions in Bulgaria during Euthymius' old age. He
developed into one of his culture's greatest writers and intellects during a
splendid and brilliant moment in Bulgaria's history. The Trnovo he grew
up in and came back to from Byzantium as a middle-aged man was the

75 MacDermott, op.cit., 24, describes other hardships that befell the Bulgarian people:
"The Bulgarians had to suffer national and religious persecution, many were taken into
slavery; women and girls were taken away to Turkish harems; efforts were made to force
individuals to become Moslems, and the Bulgarian population was chased out of towns to
make room for Turkish colonists."

It seems, however, that under Bulgarian rule, the indigenous peasant population also
suffered terrible burdens of taxation. D. Kossev, H.Hristov, and D. Angelov (op.cit.,73-
4) write: "The peasants were heavily burdened with numerous taxes. The most widespread
of these were the different kinds of tithes levied on farm produce (wheat and fruits) and on
domestic animals (cows, sheep, poultry). A tax was paid on each house, called dimnina
(from dim -- smoke), a tax for the church (canonicon ) and many more. Besides the regular
taxes, the peasants were often compelled to supply additional quantities of foodstuffs and
domestic animals for the needs of the officials and the army. They also had to pay various
taxes in order to engage in certain economic activities (fishing, milling wheat) or to utilize
the forests and pastures which belonged to the state or the boyar (to cut wood and graze
their cattle). Most of the taxes were paid in kind, but some of them had to be paid in cash.”

76 Tsar Ivan Sidman’s son, Alexander voluntarily converted to Islam in order to retain
some power and under the Ottoman rule became the governor of the Asiatic city of
Samsun. His younger brother, Vladislav, fled to Hungary.

Sec V.N. Zlatarski's article "Bulgariens historia till befrielsen 1878" in Bulgarerna,
ed.M. Ehrenpreis and A.Jensen, Stockholm, 1918, pp.3-39. On page 21 Zlatarski writes:
"Hans [Ivan SiSmans] ildste son Alexander dvergick till islam och blev stithillare i den
asiatiska staden Samsun; den yngre sonen Vladislav flydde till Ungern."

77 MacDermott, op.cit.,25.

78 MacDermott, op.cit., 29-31.
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jewel of the Balkans. Euthymius, perhaps more than any of his
contemporaries, helped to enact this great literary flourishing that has
come to be associated with the "Second South Slavic Influence.” Then, after
1393, the face of his country changed completely. His homeland was
destroyed; the capital city lay in ruins; the tsar fled to Nikopol and was
later killed on Bayezid's order.79 His friends and colleagues were killed,
enslaved, imprisoned or exiled; and now, his Church taken away from him,
he was sent away -- having been mercifully spared his life -- to live out his
remaining years in the south. His literary descendents -- the greatest among
them Gregory Camblak and Konstantin Kostenelki -- went abroad, to
East Slavdom and Serbia respectively. These men continued the literary
work that was pursued apparently indefatigably by the last Bulgarian
patriarch, Camblak in the capacity of metropolitan of Lithuania and Kiev
and Kostenedki as the intellectual force behind the Resava School.80
Through these and other men, Euthymius' legacy was spread to other
Orthodox lands, where it was to be a source of inspiration for a long time
to come.

79 Kossev, et al., op.cit., 87.

80 See H.Goldblatt, op.cit., 68-69.




FUEGSBS

Section 11

The Vite of Patriarch Euthymius:
Introduction, Translations,
and Annotation

Maurice L. Hébert - 9783954790081
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:25:19AM
via free access



: DL
ﬁ%&’ LA (T Xiwa 0,
* ' L™ g ! af ll-“r'E’

. “v‘ ,p_

Voo :' K 3 1 ) v -
| I IIQ | lbji.l'-‘ . i' "]-"-' (e : " ' 'I. [h TN
Af\ I_"l» o ] A
- R 7 o R S R SN
e L IPR
» 1 N o [ | i . P2 WL
ooy wte =y UL S « o S
’.:.’lh ) (‘.J'-‘“ v I N = P A JRYEE
FLoe 9, - af eV Pl RS
A A A | R ' ..o
ps Wl D ._‘.“; . .
tENAI'I{‘. T A P 1 . T -
fV\‘l‘ I’\' t5, A P AL P S .
,\.-.:' -‘-‘-n,- l' V
A I 1 - . :
‘i brﬁ!;::, rﬁ'_, o te, L - .
- RO = 8 e - I, SR
oY . o -
Wt S .
2o l
« A .
1 |
1 3 I ,'“-.‘."‘ L - - -
. - B
., -
- "-
. i .
’i ‘ -
rl} ' Ny el o vy ™~ :r
S ) . 12 . ‘g * s )
ﬁ.:'.-“ 2 ) ‘ ﬁ'! ‘J' "&J’. ot .—-|’
N < gt . . . h
' , 1 "!{'l"]_r - A
4 h . a” T 5
J € Y, FE
-
’ .
S ) > .
;kl L. T
’I. T :
k f o |
. " t - 2
H.I I -ﬁ‘
]
I
i
L
Maurice L. Hébert - 9783954790081
., - ff Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:25:19AM

via free access




r056353

Chapter 1:
Preface to Translations and Inventory of Extant
Manuscripts

A. Preface:

This entire section of our study is devoted to the hagiographic texts
of Patriarch Euthymius. Heretofore, these texts have appeared in editions
only in the original (Church Slavonic) or in Modern Bulgarian translation.
One reason, of course, for translating a work is to increase the size of its
audience, to make the work available to a linguistic community that
otherwise would not have known the text (except perhaps through
descriptions found in secondary sources that are accessible). Naturally this
was one of the goals we had in mind in translating the saints' lives of
Patriarch Euthymius. The other reason we had for undertaking these
translations was to make the content of these texts as clear as possible so
that there should be no impediment to following the arguments developed
in Sections III and IV of this study. Of course, for Slavists these
translations are meant to be used merely as a supplement to the original
texts. For those scholars who work with hagiographic sources from other
traditions, we hope that these texts, along with the other translations that
exist of Slavic works, will render Slavic literature less esoteric and
inaccessible.

In translating the four hagiographic works of Patriarch Euthymius
into English, we employed the reprint edition of Katuzniacki's Werke des
Patriarchen von Bulgarien Euthymius. This is the only edition in which all
four of Euthymius' extant saints' lives appear in the original Church
Slavonic with all textual variants. Of the four vitz by Euthymius, only the
Life of Ivan of Rila has appeared in other editions in Slavonic.! The Life

1 A Usanos, bvnrapckn crapuen n3 Makenouna, 1st edition, Sofia, 1908; 2nd
edition, Sofia, 1931; reprint of 2nd edition, Sofia, 1970: pp.369-383. ; and Murtna Ha
cB. HsaHa Puncen c ysonnn Genexuu, MonnwHnk Ha CopunAckn YHHBepcHTET,
ucT.-¢punonor. ¢ak., kH. 32, 59-73, Copua, 1936. This last edition contains all of the
various versions of the vita: the folk version, the prologue versions, and the Euthymian
version. See Turdeanu, La littérature bulgare du XIVe siécle et sa diffusion dans les pays
roumains, Travaux publiés par I'Institut d'Etudes slaves, no.22, Paris: Imprimerie
nationale, 1947, pp. 72-3; for the details of Ivanov's edition. There was also a study done
by P.A. Syrku, "Heckonbko 3ameTok® © QOByX npou3BeaeHHAX TepHOBCKAro
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of Paraskeva has appeared only in excerpts in various anthologies2, and
the Life of Hilarion of Moglena and the Life of Philothea have not been
published in any source other than Katuzniacki's, Katuzniacki's edition
contains all of the textual variants that occur in the manuscripts that he
examined. Moreover, Katuzniacki includes in his study manuscripts from
his private collection to which Ivanov, in his later study of the Euthymian
texts (see footnote 1) did not have access and does not even mention in his
study.3

All four vite of Patriarch Euthymius have appeared previously in
Modern Bulgarian translations. There are four Modern Bulgarian
translations of the Life of Ivan of Rila, three of the Life of Paraskeva, one
of the Life of Hilarion of Moglena and one of the Life of Philothea.4
There is also a Modern Macedonian translation of the Life of Hilarion.>
All of these translations vary greatly in the wealth of scholarly annotation
they offer. For example, in the Xpucromarna no crapo6vnrapcka

MaTpuapxa Es@umua,” C6opurrd cTateA no cnasaHosenewuio B.H. Jlamanckaro,
CankT-[leTepbypr, 1883, pp.346-380.

2 See also Krasimir Stanéev's article on post-Euthymian Greek versions of the Life of
Paraskeva : H.Cranyes, "EnHo Manko nozHaTto rpbuko muTHe Ha [lapackesa
Enneatcka ([leTha TovpHoecka),” Bvnrapcko cpegHosexosue (Gvnrapo-cvserchu
c6opHux B yYecT Ha [0-roguwHuHata Ha npogp. H. [ynyes), 270-286,
Codua: Hayka n uakycteo, 1980,

3 See Turdeanu, op.cit., 75, fn.1.

4 1) LIR: In addition to the translations contained in the XpucromMaTna no
crapo6snirapcka nutepatypa ([uHexos, Hyes, MetkaHosa, pea., Codua: Hayka
u nakyctso, |967) and volume 4 of Crapa 6wvnrapcka nurepatypa (H.HpaHosa,
pea., Copua: Bvnrapcku nmucaTten, 1986), the LIR appears in Modern Bulgarian
translation also in the following editions: B. Hucenkos, Csern Hean Puncku, p. 38-
60; and Ue. lowes, TpHTe HAA-CTAPH NPOCTPABHHH MMTHA Ha HMsan Puncxw,
FonuwHuk Ha8 CoduACKKM yHHBepcHTeT, Gor. ¢ak., Tom 25 (1948); 2) LP: In
addition to the translations contained in the Xpucromarna and volume 4 of Crapa
6vnrapcka nutepatypa, the LP appears in Modern Bulgarian translation also in the
following edition: B .Hucenros, Murne Ha cB. [lapackesa, Bbnrapcka mcTopHyecka
6nbnuotera, Tom |, 1930, ¢.190-217; 3) LHM: A Modern Bulgarian translation is
contained in vol.4 of Crapa 6vnrapcka nurepatypa ; 4) LPh: Only the translation
contained in vol.4 of Crapa 6vnrapcka nurepatypa is known to us.

5 See Bepa AHWTHK, JflokanHu armorpagpum Bo Maregounja, 47-73, Cronje:
MpoceeTHo peno, [977.
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nuteparypa, one will find translations of the Life of Ivan of Rila and the
Life of Paraskeva (as well as a translation of Euthymius's letter to
Kiprian).6 These translations, while accurate, contain extremely few notes
to the texts (all three translations contains a total of eleven endnotes), and
none of the biblical passages is ascribed to its scriptural sources.

In the anthology Crapa 6wnrapcka nuteparypa (ToM 4,
Hurnenucuu TtBOpPOGH), there are translations of all of the Euthymian
hagiographic texts, and these are the most scholarly translations done into
Modem Bulgarian. All of the translations of the Euthymian vitz in this
volume were done solely by Klimentina Ivanova, Bulgaria's most serious
scholar of Euthymius and his hagiographic school’ (except for the Life of
Hilarion of Moglena, which was done by her in collaboration with
M.Spasova). Ivanova's translation of the Life of Ivan of Rila is based on
the edition of J.Ivanov and the copy of the Zograph Sbornik.3 The
translation of the Life of Hilarion of Moglena is based on a photocopy of
the Zograph Sbomnik and Katuzniacki’s edition.? Ivanova's translations of
the Life of ParaskevalO and the Life of Philotheall are both based on
Katuzniacki's edition.

Our translations are done directly from the Church Slavonic texts as
published by Katuzniacki, and we consuited the aforementioned
translations only in the final stages of translating the works into English.

6 See pp.390-417 for the translated texts and endnotes.

7 Of her many studies, see, for example, K.HeaHora, “fluTepaTypHn HabnioaeHHA
BbPXY N0Be noxsanHu cnosa oT EbTumMnA TovpHocku,” Crapobwvnrapcka
nnuteparypa 14 (1983): 10-36; “ToxeanHoTo cnoso 3a Hoad TlonusoTckmn ot
EpTumnn TopHoscku,” Crapobbvnrapcka nuteparypa 12 (1982): 30-53;
"BuaaHTHACKHMTEe u3ToYHMUM Ha [loxpanHatae 3a HoucTaHTMH K EneHa ot

Matpuapx EeTumun TopHoecku,” Crapo6vnrapcka nurepatypa 10 (1981): 3-
15.

8 For the text of the LIR, see volume 4 of Crapa 6bnrapcka nuteparypa (K.HpaHosa,
pen., Copua: Bvnrapckn nucaten, !1986) pp.135-148; and annotation, pp.551-556.

9 For the text of the LHM, ibid., pp- 89-108; and annotation, pp. 531-537.
10 For the text of the LP, ibid., pp.191-202; and annotation, pp.577-581.

11 For the text of the LPh, ibid., pp.202-216; and annotation, pp.581-584.
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All information taken from K.Ivanova's translations or her annotations to
them are credited below in our footnotes.

We should like to make some remarks regarding specific issues in
rendering these texts into English:

Sentence Structure:

In translating these saints' lives, we have aimed to preserve as much
as is possible the original structure of the sentences. This results at times in
long, paragraph-length sentences and in series of dependent clauses that do
not have any logical connection. We feel, however, that in order to render
in translation the complexities of the high-style rhetoric -- with its
elaborate intertwining of dependent and independent clauses -- it is better
to forgo smoothness of style, which might be acheived by breaking up the
texts into shorter sentences. Paragraph breaks in the translations do not
appear in the original and are added simply to give some organizational
structure to the content.

Tautological devices:

Throughout his writings, Euthymius employs the convention of
tautology, the repetition of the same word or root within a phrase. This is a
common feature of high Byzantine and Slavonic rhetoric. We have tried to
preserve these tautological devices wherever they occur, and the result may
seem awkward to the reader (i.e. "shepherded by a true shepherd", in Life
of Ivan Of Rila, chap. III).

Yerb Tense:

In the texts of the vitae the present tense, as well as the aorist and
imperfect, is used to relate past events. Where the present tense occurs in
this context, we have employed the past tense for the sake of uniformity of

tense throughout the translation.

Textual Insertions:

Actual names of characters in the vitae are sometimes put in brackets
where the original simply uses a pronoun. In order to avoid the confusion
that results in the use of "he"”, for example, within one sentence to refer to
three different male characters, we provide the names of the people




referred to in brackets to make the meaning clearer. Also, sometimes
words are inserted into the text that do not appear in the original for the
sake of clarifying the meaning. These words are also put into brackets.

Biblical .

Actual quotes from the Bible have been translated into English by
employing the Revised Standard Version (RSV). For the sake of comparing
Biblical quotations of the original Slavonic text with a Slavonic Bible,
several sources have been employed: 1) the Sinai Psalterl2; 2) the Codex
Zographensis!3; 3) the Codex Assemanianusl4; 4) the Codex
Christinopolis, a twelfth-century Slavonic translation of the Acts and the
Epistles13; and 5) a Russian Church Slavonic Bible, published by the
Moscow Synodal Press.16 We refer to quotations from this Moscow Synod
Bible in the footnotes with the abbreviation MSB. Quotes from the Revised
Standard Version will be accompanied by the abbreviation RSY. Where
passages from the King James (Authorized) Version are quoted for the sake
of comparison with the RSV, the standard scholarly abbreviation AV is
employed. For Greek scriptural variants, we have used two sources: 1) the
Rahlfs edition of the Septuagint!7, referred to throughout by the standard
scholarly abbreviation LXX; 2) and for the Greek New Testament, The
Triglot Bible.18

12 C. CeeepbaHos, Cunanckaa [lcanTeipp, rnaronu4eckMA naMATHHK XI B,
Metporpan: HanaHne oTpenewna pyccoro A3bIKA W CNOBECHOCTH POCCHACKOA
axanamenn Hayk 1922; reprint, Graz: Akademische Druck-U. Verlagsanstalt, 1954.

13 vatroslav Jagic, Quartuor evangeliorum codex glagoliticus olim Zographensis nunc
Petropolitanus, Berlin, 1879; reprint, Graz: Akad.Druck-U.Verlagsanstalt, 1954.

14 josef Kurz, Evangeliarium Assemani (Evangeldf Assemaniv), Vol.2, Uvod, text v
pfepise cyrilském, pozndmky textové, seznamy {teni, Prague: Nakladatelstv{
deskoslovesnské akademie véd, 1955.

15 Emile Ratuzniacki , Actus Epistolaeque Apostolorum Palaeoslovenice, Vienna, 1896.

16 5u61na, Mockea: CuHonansHaa Tunorpadma, 1904; reprinted by Harasté Press
in Italy.

17 Alfred Rahifs, Septuaginta, 2 vols., Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1935.

18 The Triglot Bible, vol.2 (The New Testament), London: Dickinson, 1890.
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B. The Manuscripts:

Because Katuzniacki’'s volume is relatively difficult to obtain, we
have reproduced here the information given by Katuzniacki on the extant
manuscripts of the vitz he consulted for his edition. In those cases in which
the whereabouts of the manuscripts Katuzniacki examined are known to
us, we have given them along with his description.

Contained within Kaluzniacki's own introduction to his volume, he
lists the eighty-seven manuscripts containing Euthymius's work available at
the time of the compilation of the book.19 This does not come close to an
exhaustive list of the extant manuscripts of the vitz by Patriarch
Euthymius,20 but as Ivan Dujéev points, Katuzniacki used "all the
manuscripts available at that time."21 Of the extant texts of the vitae,
Katuzniacki was able to examine personally M, N, O, P,K,S, T, V, W, Y,
Z, %, Al,B1 &1 D1 El Il T1, A3, and C3 (information on each below).
He acquainted himself with the other manuscripts through copies, excerpts
or publications available to him.22

Because Katuzniacki already devised alpha-numeric codes for
cataloguing the manuscripts, we will use the same sigils to avoid any
confusion for the sake of those wishing to refer to his original footnotes to
the texts of the vitae. Turdeanu, in his book La littérature bulgare et sa

19 See Katuzniacki, Werke, c-cxxii

20 For more, consult, for example, the subject indices of Bogdanovié, Dimitrije.
Inventar ¢irilskix rukopisa u Jugoslaviji (XI-XVII veka), Zbornik za istoriju,
jezik i knjiZevnost srpskog naroda, 31, Belgrade: Srpska Akademija Nauka i
Umetnosti, 1982; and Xpuctos, et al, Bwvnrapcku pbronucu or XI go XVI sek
3anaseHn B bvarapna, toM |, Copua: HapoaoHa DBubnuorera «Hupun
MeTtooun», Bbnrapcra Apxeorpa¢gcra Homucna, 1982,

21 gee Katuzniacki,Werke, p.iii.

22 He writes (op.cit., p.cxxi): "Alles in Allem genommen, lassen sich sonach die hier
verzeichneten Handschriften, beziehungsweise die darin enthaltenen Werke des Euthymius
vom Standpunkte der Art, wie sie von mir benutzt worden sind, in nachstehende Gruppen
scheiden: 1. in solche, die ich habe unmittelbar benutzen kénnen; 2. in solche, die mir in
Abschriften, Collationen, Excerpten u.s.w. vorlagen ; 3. in solche, die mir in fertigen
Abdriicken zur Verfiigung standen.” This is followed by lists of manuscripts for each of
the three groups
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diffusion dans les pays roumains also preserves Katuzniacki's cataloguing
system.

Throughout his own edition of the texts of Euthymius's vitae,
Katuzniacki singles out variants between the various extant manuscripts.
Most of his comments serve to point out differences in the spelling of
individual lexical items, differences in verbal aspect usage or verb tense.
Such textual variants we will not treat in this introduction or in our own
footnotes to the translations. The reader who is interested in these points of
the original texts may find all of the information in Katuzniacki's volume.
The textual variants that we are conemed with in translating these vitae are
those that reflect significant differences in content. Such variants are
embedded in the footnotes of our translations of the texts.

Maurice L. Hébert - 9783954790081
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:25:19AM
via free access
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LE ints of the Life of Ivan Of Rila :

Originally, before Euthymius composed his own vita of Ivan of Rila,
there were four known versions of the life: 1) a folk version, which
literary historians feel had to have been written before 1183 because it
makes no mention of the taking of the relics by the Magyars from Serdica
to Hungary; 2) a version written by the Byzantine writer and administrator
of Serdica, Gregorios Skylitz, sometime in the second half of the 12th
century and later translated into Bulgarian; and 3) two short vitae
(prologue versions) by Bulgarian writers of the late 13th or early 14th
century, well after the translation of Ivan's relics back to Tmovo.23

Katuzniacki divides the Euthymian versions of the life into three

categories: 1) the original redaction, which represents the life as Euthymius
originally wrote it (manuscripts A! and £1); 2) the expanded redaction

(manuscripts C, N, O, and T), which differs from the original redaction in
that it includes a rather lengthy account of the renovation of the Rila
Monastery and an account of the translation of the relics back to Tmovo
(inserted between chapters XII and XIII of the original redaction) and in
some other ways which Katuzniacki covers in detail on pp.lv-lvii of his
introduction. Katuzniacki feels certain that this version can be attributed to
Vladislav the Grammarian of the Marien Monastery in Zeglegovo,
Montenegro24; and 3) the shortened redaction. of which Katuzniacki
distinguishes three different forms. The first form of the shortened
redaction (manuscript E1) was used by Katuzniacki as a supplement to
manuscript Al of the original redaction to reproduce the text of the vita. It
differs from the original redaction only in that the final sentence of
Chapter XII ("slepii bo ubo prixodaste"”, etc.) and all of Chapter XIII
are missing. Though Katuzniacki does not state this, one can assume that
he used manuscript C! to arrive at this summary of differences, at least as
far as chapters III-VII are concerned, which are missing in his own

23 Cf. Bomnoe, [uwekos, et al..ed. Hcropna Ha 6bnrapcrara nuteparypa, Tom |
(Codna: BAH, 1963):293; and Katuzniacki, op.cit., li.

24 He writes (ibid. lix): "In Ansehung all' der Umstiinde trage ich sonach kein Bedenken,

mich auf die Seite derer zu stellen, die die Erzihlung von der Wiederherstellung des Ryler
Klosters und der Ubertragung der Gebeine des Johannes Rylski in dieses Kloster fiir eine
Arbeit des Grammatikers Ladislaus halten.”
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manuscript Al. The details of how the other two forms of the shortened
redaction differ from the original redaction can be found in Katu2niacki's
introduction on pages Ixi-Ixiv.

For the Euthymian versions (original, expanded and shortened) of
the Life of Ivan of Rila, there are twenty-three manuscripts alone.
Katuzniacki says (p.6,fn.1) that text Al (a copy of the original redaction)
provided the basis of the reproduced text of the Life of Ivan of Rila in this
volume; and for whatever was missing in that text, he used El (a copy of
the shortened redaction). He also footnotes ten others and lists eleven more
in his introduction (see notes on each below). I have listed them in the same
order they appear in his introduction (pp.c-cxxii):

C. A manuscript from the Chilandar Monastery [Mt.Athos], Nr.214, of the
17th century, Serbian-Church Slavonic. It contains the expanded redaction.
Description found in K.P. Dimitriev-Petkovi<¢ in his O630pb ABoHcrHxD
apesHocten, Ydenbia 3anuckn, Mmn. Akan. Hayk, VI, Supplement
Nr.4, p.61, and in Sava Chilandarec, Rukopisy a starotisky Chilandarské,
Sitzungsb. der konigl. bohmischen Gesellschaft der Wissensch.,Cl. fiir
Philosophie etc., Jahrgang 1896, Abh. VI, pp.53-54.

D. A manuscript from the Monastery of St. Paul on Mount Athos, of the
17th century, Serbian-Church Slavonic. Description in K.P. Dimitriev-
Petkovié in his O630pb> A@oHckHMxB® nOpeBHocTeHd, Y4deHblA 3anucku,
Umn. Arkan. Hayk, VI, Supplement Nr.4, p.34.

L. A manuscript from the Zograph Monastery on Mt. Athos [no reference
number given], of the 15th century, Bulgarian-Church Slavonic.
Description in V. Istrin in {ypHant MHuHHCTepcTBa HAapoOHoOro
npocselieHna, April, 1896, p.75.

M. Manuscript of the Rila Monastery in Bulgaria, Nr.47, 17th century
(1602), Serbian-Church Slavonic. It contains: the shortened redaction, third
form. Cited by Ka¢anovskij in Xpuctrnanckoe Yrenue, 1882, II, p.248,
annotated text. [This manuscript is now preserved in the Haponen Mysef

Bayeris he
Staatsbibliothek
Miinchen
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«Punckn Mownactup» in Rila, Bulgaria under No. 1/22 (47). See
XpucToBa, et al., byarapckn pBrONMHUCH 25, entry 414, p.153 -- MH].

N. Manuscript of the Rila Monastery in Bulgaria, Nr.61, a Serbian-Church
Slavonic recension written in 1479 by the well-known scribe, Vladislav the
Grammarian. It contains the expanded redaction. Katuzniacki wrote that a
detailed description of this manuscript, which is important in many
respects, was not available to him. Incidental notes can be found in: 1)
Zivot sv. Konstantina etc., edited by P.J. Safafik, p.111 ff.; 2) V.
Grigorovié, Oyepk nyrtewectsna no espon. Typuwnu,p.158 onward;
3) Onucavne 6onr. CBAW. MOHACTbipA Pbinbcraro, cocTaBHNb
HepoM. Heogputs Pbineus, p.101 onward; 4) XpuctraHckoe YreHHe,
1882, II, p.216 onward; [Nepuonnyecko Cnucanue, new series, I, p.42
onward; C. Jiredek, Cesty po Bulharsku, p.465 onward.; B. Coneyv,
"PbronucHaTa cbupka BB PuHNcKMA MaHacTup®b,” reprinted in
Bwvarapckn [lpernea X, p.6. [This manuscript is now preserved in the
Haponen Mysen «Puncku MouacTrp» in Rila, Bulgaria under No. 4/8
(61). See XpucTosa, et al., bvprapcks  pwvHonucH, entry 131, p.62 --

MH].

O. Manuscript of the Rila Monastery in Bulgaria, Nr. 62, a Serbian-
Church Slavonic recension. According to the epilogue, it was written in
1483 by several scribes in the Rila Monastery. It contains the expanded
redaction. It appears in the same sources as item N, and in addition:
C6opHHK 3a HapoOHW YMOTBOpPeHWA, Hayka M KHwitHHHa XII
(Codpua, [epmasHa [lewaTHnua), p.615 onward. [This manuscript is
now preserved in the HaponeH Mysen «Punckn MonacTtup» in Rila,
Bulgaria under No. 4/5. See Xpucrosa, et al., bsnrapckn pbrOMNHCH,
entry 132, p.63 -- MH].

P. Manuscript belonging to the church of the village of Rila, Bulgaria,
15th-century, Bulgarian-Church Slavonic; preserved today in the monastic

25 Full bibliographical details in fn.20 above.
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library. It contains the shortened redation, third form. Mentioned by
Kalanovskij in XpucTtHaHckoe utenue, 1882, II, p.219, annotated text.

8. Manuscript of the St. Prochorus Monastery (near P¢inja on the Vranja)
in Serbia. The orthography belongs to the 16th century, Serbian-Church
Slavonic. It contains the shortened redaction, third form. Description by
Philaret, CsAaTeie loxwHbIXD cnasAHb, 11, p.43 onward, and in the
Hasectna KMmn. A.H,VIII, p.150 onward.

T. A manuscript of the Serbian National Library in Beograd, Nr.22.
Katuzniacki writes: "It is not, as Novakovi< believes, of the 15th century,
but on the contrary of the 16th century, and is to be sure Serbian-Church
Slavonic.” It contains the expanded redaction. A detailed description can be
found in "nacHuk XXII, p.233 onward, and "nacHuk IX, pp.40-41, and
Bunos [aH, 1863, Nr. 11-12. [This manuscript burned during World War
I, see Dimitrije Bogdanovié, Inventar {irilskix rukopisa26, p.271 --

MH].

W. A manuscript of the Viennese Imperial Library (der Wiener
Hofbibliothek) [now the Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek -- MH], Slavic
section, Nr.53. Of the 16th century; and certainly Serbian-Church
Slavonic. It contains the shortened redaction, third form. Katuzniacki
writes that no description of this manuscript is available.

Y. A manuscript of the St. Onuphrius Monastery in Lemberg, Nr.15, 16th
century, Russian-Church Slavonic. It contains the shortened redaction,
third form. Description in B. Dudik, Die Archive im Konigreich Galizien
und Lodomerien, Archiv fiir dsterreichische Geschichtsquellen XXXIX,
p-151 and in Katuzniacki's O63opb cnaBAHO-pYCCHHXD MAMATHHKOBD
A3bIKA H MHCbMAE, HaxXOoQAWMHNXCA Bb OHbHoTexrax® H apXHBaXb
JIbboBckux b, reprinted in Tpynsl TpeTbAro apxeosorHyecKaro
cve3na Bb Poccuu, 6biBiaro Bbv Huese Bv Asrycre [874 rona,
ToM II, Hues, 1878, p.8 onward.

26 Full bibliographical details in fn.20 above.
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Al. A manuscript from Katuzniacki's own Collection, Nr.10, 15th
century, Bulgarian-Church Slavonic. It is the same manuscript from which
he published the Legende vom Taxaotes, Archiv fiir slav.Philol. XVI
(1894), pp.42 onward. It contains a fragment of the original redaction. Of
particular note are extant: a) the headingf/title; b) the beginning of chapter 1
up to and including: "Dovolno bo takovoe bodets Zitie"; c) the beginning
of Chapter II up to and including: "N¢ doblyj nepokoléblems
prébyvaase"”; d) the end of Chapter VIII from the words "Cary Ze sie
proets”; and e) all of Chapters IX-XIII.

é‘. A manuscript of the Némti Monastery in Romania, Nr.14, 15th
century, Serbian-Church Slavonic. It contains only the heading and the
beginning of Chapter I up to and including the words: "I slySestiims
prilagajet se duSevna pista", According to the heading, this manuscript
could represent the vita in its original redaction as well as the first form of
the shortened redaction. Description in in G. Tocilescu's Revista pentru
istorie, archeologie si filologie II., p 130 and in A.M. AunMnpckun
CnasAaHckue pyrxonHcH Hameuraro MoHacThipA BB PyMbiHHH,
reprinted in [pesHocTH cnas. xommHcun MockoB. apxeonor.
obwecrsa, 1898, pp.59-60.

El. Manuscript of the Ném{ii Monastery in Romania, Nr.106, 15th century
(1439), Bulgarian-Church Slavonic. This manuscript was penned by
Gabriel, the monk and late abbot of the Nemtu Monastery. It contains the
shortened redaction, first form.

F1. A manuscript of the Bistrita Monastery in Romania, Nr.11. It is from
the end of the 15th century, possibly the beginning of the 16th century;
Bulgarian-Church Slavonic; and is today in the Romanian National Museum
in Bucharest as Nr.1144. It contains the shortened redaction, first form. A
description appears in Meléisedek’s Notije istorice §i archelogice, adunate
pe la 48 mdnastiri si biserici antice din Moldova, Bucharest 1885, p.72.
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I1, A manuscript of the Archeographical Commission in Kiev, Nr.433,
16th century, Russian-Church Slavonic. It contains the shortened redaction,
third form, Katuzniacki writes that no description was available to him.

R1, A manuscript of the Rumjancev Museum in Moscow, Nr.1706, of the
16th century, Bulgarian-Church Slavonic. Of the works of Euthymius it
contains the Life of Ivan Ryiskij, the shortened redaction, third form.
Description by A. Viktorov, Cobpanue pyronncen B.HU. [puroposuya,
Moscow, 1879, pp.16-17. [This manuscript is now housed in the
MocynapctBeHHaAa bubnuoteka CCCP um. B.HA. JlennHa in Moscow --

MH].

$1. A manuscript of the Xludov Collection, Nr.190, end of the 14th
century, Bulgarian-Church Slavonic. It contains the shortened redaction,
third form (without the beginning). A description appears in A.Popov's,
OnncaHne pyHoOMHUCEA H KATANOr KHHUI UepK. neyatH GHBMHOTeHH
A.H. Xnynosa, Moscow, 1872, p.380; also in K.Th. Radéenko’s, Oryers
O 38HATHAX PpYKONMUCAMH B bubnuorexkax MockBsr n Cr.-
[lerepbypra, Kiev, 1898, p.64. The collection is housed in the St.
Nicholas Monastery near Moscow. [This manuscript is now preserved in
the co6panne AMN. Xnynosa (¢p. N86735) of the TocynapcTBeHHbIR
Hctopuyecknn Myasen in Moscow -- MH].

T1. A manuscript of the Synodal Library in Moscow, Nr.175, 16th
century, Russian-Church Slavonic. It contains the shortened redaction,
third form. A brief description appears in Savva's, Ykasarens Aana
oboapeHna Mockos. nartpuapwen, HblHe CHHOOallbHOA BGHOITHOTEKH,
Moscow, 1858, p.210 onward. [This manuscript is now preserved in the
CuHopmanbHoe cobpaHue (¢p. MNB0370) of the TocynapcTBeHHBIA
Hctopnyecknn Myasen in Moscow -- MH].

YL, A manuscript of the Synodal Library in Moscow, Nr.987, 16th
century, Russian-Church Slavonic. It contains the shortened redaction,
third form. A description appears in Archimandrite Josif's [Toapo6Hoe
ornasneHne Bennkuxv Yernnxvs Munen Bcepocc. MmuTpon.
Makrapna, etc., Moscow,1892, pp. 95-96 and 102. [This manuscript is now
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preserved in the CuHopgantHoe cobpaune (¢d. MN80O370) of the
MocynapcTBeHHbI HMcTopuyecknn Mysen in Moscow -- MH].

B2. A manuscript of the Carskij (now Uvarov) Library, Nr.210 (formerly
1053), 17th century, Russian-Church Slavonic. It contains the shortened
redaction, third form. A description appears in Cuctem. Onwucanue, etc.,
II, p.368. [This manuscript is now preserved in the co6panue A.C.
YBaposa of the (ocynapcTeeHHb? McTopHyeckut Myasen in Moscow --

MH].

A3. Manuscript of the Petersburg Public Library, Hilferding Collection,
Nr.56, beginning of the 16th century (1509), Serbian-Church Slavonic. It
contains the shortened redaction, first form. A description appears in the
OTtyeTd Mmn. nybnuyHon 6ubnuorexkn 3a 1868 ron, pp.123-134. [This
manuscript is now preserved in the cobpanre A. Q. 'mnbdepounura (¢.
N [82) of the TocynapctBeHHas [ly6nuyHaa Bubnuoteka um. A.E.
CantbikoBa-LllenprHa in Leningrad (St.Petersburg) -- MH].

F3. A manuscript of the Petersburg Public Library, with the catalogue
number F.I.488. It contains the shortened redaction, first form, complete
in parts, and in others only small fragments; the end of Chapter XII
contains the text from this phrase on: "ls» paltriarxom i uiteljem
Srédpcy dostygose”. A description appears in OTyeTd WMM. Ny6GNMYHON
6ubnuotexkn 3a 1873 rom, pp.13-17. [This manuscript is now preserved
in the basic collection of the TocynapcTseHHasa [ly6nuyHas
Bubnmoreka nm. A.E. Cantbikosa-lllenprHa in St. Petersburg -- MH].

2. Extant ints of the Life of Hilari F Mogl .

Katuzniacki lists twelve extant manuscripts of Euthymius's vita of
Hilarion of Moglena. Seven of them are mentioned above: D, L, O, El, Fl,
A3, and F3. Katuzniacki writes (p.27,fn.1) that text E! provided the basis
of the reproduced text in his volume. The remaining five extant
manuscripts are the following:
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U. Manuscript of the Archimadrite H. Ruvarac, now in the possession of
the Zagreb Academy of Science, No.IlLa. It is the work of the well-known
Vladislav the Grammarian of the Marien Monastery in Zeglégovo, done in
the year 1469, and certainly Serbian-Church Slavonic. Detailed description
by G. Danii¢ in Starine I, pp.44-54; a supplement was done by Speranskij
in CbopHMK 3a Hapod. YMOTBOPEHMA, HayKa M KHHxHWHaA, XVI-

XVH’ pp-325'338.

L2. A manuscript of the Troicko-Sergej Monastery in Moscow, Nr.686
(formerly 1847), 15th-16th century, Russian-Church Slavonic. A
description appears in OnucaHHe cnas. pykonucest 6HO6THOTEKH CB.
Tponuko-Cepruesost naspsi, Moscow, 1878-79, III.,p.50. [This
manuscript is now housed in the cobpanve Tpouue-Cepruepost naspbl
(¢.N304) of the FocynapctBeHHaas bBubnuoteka CCCP wum. B.H.
Ilennna in Moscow -- MH].

R2. A manuscript of the former Volokolamskij Monastery, Nr.214
(formerly 629), 16th century (1537), Russian-Church Slavonic. A
description appears in OnncaHne pyKoNHCeA, MNepPeHeCceHHbIX H3
6nébnnorekn Hocugososa MoHacTeipA B 6ubnnoteky Mockos. aOyx.
Aranemun HepoMoH. Hocuga, Moscow, 1882, p.245. [This manuscript is
now housed in the M'ocynapctseHHaa Bubnuotreka CCCP um. B.H.
JlennHa in Moscow -- MH].

T2. A manuscript of the former Volokolamskij' Monastery, Nr.230
(formerly 655), 15th-16th century, Russian-Church Slavonic. For a
description of the manuscript, see ibid.,p. 304. [This manuscript is now
housed in the "ocynapcteeHHaa bubnuorena CCCP uMm. B.H. JleHuHa
in Moscow -- MH].

L3. A manuscript of the Soloveckij Monastery, Nr. 619 (formerly 503),
15th-16th century, Russian-Church Slavonic. A description appears in
Onncanne pykonucen Conoseukaro MoHacTbhlpA etc., II.,p.386
onward. [This manuscript is now preserved in the co6paHue
Conoseukoro MoHacTbipa (¢d. MNTI17) of the TocynapcTseHHasn
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MNy6nuynaa Bubnuorteka muMm. AE. Canteikopa-lllenpuHa in St. Peters-
burg -- MH].

3. Extant manuscripts of the Life of St. Paraskeva :

Just as with the Life of Ivan Of Rila, Katuzniacki divides the
Euthymian versions of the Life of St. Paraskeva into three categories: 1)
the original redation; 2) the expanded redaction, the second version of
which was done by Grigorij Camblak27; and 3) the shortened redaction. On
pages Ixviii-lxxxv of his introduction Katuzniacki discusses the details of
how these versions differ from the original redaction.

Katuzniacki lists twenty-three manuscripts for the Life of St.
Paraskeva. Nine of them are already mentioned above: L (Katuzniacki
does not indicate here which redaction); O (the expanded redaction, second
form); C1 (the original redaction); T! (the expanded redaction, second
form); Y1 (the shortened redaction, third form); R2 (the expanded
redaction, second form); A3 (the expanded redaction, second form); F3
(the expanded redaction, without the beginning or the ending); and L3 (the
expanded redaction, second form).

On page 9, fn.1, Katuzniacki states that the text C1 (which contains
the original redaction of the vita) provided the basis for the text
reproduced in this volume. The remaining fourteen extant manuscripts are
the following:

R. A manuscript from 2eravna in Bulgaria, 17th-18th century, in modern
Bulgarian; Katuzniacki writes that the manuscript was then in Syrku's
possession in Petersburg, It contains the shortened redaction. A description
appears in Syrku's Hecronbko 3amMeTor o0 AOBYX IPOM3BEeOEHHMAX
narpuapxa TpwHoBckaro EBtummnAa, C60opHMK cTaTes Mo ClaBAHO-
Benex#Hio, p.378; annotated text.

R. A manuscript of the National Library in Sofia, Nr.5, 16th-17th century;
Serbian-Church Slavonic. Contains the expanded redaction, second form.
Kaluzniacki writes: "The text is very faulty. No description of the

27 ¢, Katuzniacki, op.cit., Ixvi and Ixxv; and also the translated text of the Life of St.
Paraskeva, fn.3.
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manuscript is yet available."28 [This manuscript is now preserved in the

HaponHa Bubnuorera «Hupun n Metomum» in Sofia, Bulgaria under
the same number -- MH].

S. A manuscript of the Bxnrapcroto KHMmoBHO nOpykecTtso in Sofia,
Nr.1, 17th century; written in Modem Bulgarian. It contains the shortened
redaction. The text is correct, as are the manuscripts mentioned in R and
V. A description appears in Conev, Hoso6b/rapcka nucMeHocTs npeau
[lancna, reprinted in Bvnrapcku [lpernen, (Sofia 1894), VIII, p.9
onward.

V. A manuscript of the Ljubljana National Library, Nr.21, 17th century;
Modern Bulgarian. It contains the shortened redaction. It was described
first by 1. Lamanskij in the Hypran MuHHMCTepcTBa HapomHoro npo-
ceewenna, CLXII, pp.349-378 and CLXIV, pp.84-123. A longer
description is in G. Voskresenskij's CnasaHckuAa pyronuch,
XPDAHAWMNACA Bb 3arpaHHYHbixb OubnHoTeraxd bepnuHcron,
llpawcron etc., (1882), p.45, in [lepnonnyecko CnucaHne Ha
Bbnrapckoto kHHMmOBHO QOpyiecTBo, new series, III, p.12 and in
C6opHHMK 3a HapoOHM YMOTBOPEHHMA, HayKa M HKHHIKHUHA,
XII.,pp.463-466 and XVI-XVI (sic.},pp.246-314. In the aforementioned
work, XII, pp.466-561 there is also a detailed edition of the whole
manuscript of the Life of St. Paraskeva. [This manuscript is now preserved
in the Kopitarev Collection (HYH Honutap, 21) of the Narodna
universitetna knjiZnica in Ljubljana, Yugoslavia. See Bogdanovi¢
(details in fn.20), entry number 212, p.29 -- MH].

Bl. A manuscript from Kaluzniacki's own collection, Nr.19, 17th
century; South Russian, or rather it is written in the customary Ukrainian-
Polish dialect of Church Slavonic of Southern Russia of the day.
Katuzniacki writes that before it came into his possession, it belonged to
Mr. J. Ciechariski, the former vicar of the village of M¢ava in Galicia. It

28 "Text schr fehlerhaft, Beschreibung der Handschrift bis jetzt nicht vorhanden”, p.civ.
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contains the shortened redaction of the Life of St. Paraskeva. The text is
missing a folio.

G1. A manuscript of the Bisericani Monastery in Romania, Nr.18, end of
the 16th century; Bulgarian-Church Slavonic; it is also today in the
Romanian National Library in Bucharest under No. 1178. It contains the
expanded redaction, first form. The text shows several lacunae at the
beginning and at the end. A description can be found in Mellisedek's
Notite istorice si archelogice, adunate pe la 48 ménastiri si biserici antice
din Moldova, Bucharest 1885, p.81.

L1. A manuscript of the Vilnius Public Library, Nr.79 (formerly 192),
16th century; Russian-Church Slavonic. It contains the expanded redaction,
second form. A description appears in F. Dobrjanskij in his Onncanue
pyronHceA BuneHckon nybn. 6MOIHOTEKH, LEPKOBHO-CIIABAHCKHUX H
pyccunx, Vilnius 1382 [sic.1882], pp.106-115.

M1, A manuscript of the Vilnius Public Library, Nr. 107 (formerly 98),
17th century; Russian-Church Slavonic. It contains the shortened redaction.
For a description, cf. F. Dobrjanskij, ibid.,pp.231-241.

A2 A manuscript of the former Carskij (now Uvarov) Library, Nr.100
(formerly 135), 17th century; Russian-Church Slavonic. It contains the
expanded redaction, second form. A cursory description in Pykonucu
C/IaBAHCKHA M DPOCCHACKMA, npuHannemxauwna H.H.llapckomy,
pasobpaHbl n onucanbl [l. CtpoesbiM, Moscow 1848, p.71; for a
detailed description, cf. CcTeM. onHcaHHe cNaBAHO-POCC. PpyHOMHUCEA
cobpanna rp. A.C.¥YBaposa, cocrasnn apxum. Jleonngs, Moscow
1893-94, 11, p.469. [This manuscript is now preserved in the co6panue
A.C. Ysapoea of the FocynapcTBeHHbit HcTopuyeckunt My3sent in
Moscow -- MH].

E2. A manuscript of the Troicko-Sergej Monastery, Nr.630 (formerly
1882), beginning of the 16th century; Russian-Church Slavonic. It contains
the expanded redaction, second form. A description can be found in
Onuncaumne cnas. pykornHceA 6ubnuoreku cB. Tpouuko-Ceprreson
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naspsi, Moscow 1878-79, 11, p.215. [This manuscript is now preserved in
the co6panne Tponue-Cepruesonn naspbul (¢p. MN304) of the
FocynapcT-BeHHas [lybnuyHaa bubnuorerna wmm. AE. CanrtbinoBa-
lenpuHa in St.Petersburg -- MH].

S2. A manuscript of the former Volokolamskij Monastery, Nr.223
(formerly 644), 16th century; Russian-Church Slavonic. It contains the
expanded redation, second form. A description appears in Onucs
PYKOMHCEH, nepeHeceHHbIX H3 6unbnotexn HocngosoBa MOHACTHIDA
B 6ubnmnotery Mockos. gyx. Axanemnn mepomoH. Hocngpa, Moscow,
1882, p.289. [This manuscript is now housed in the (ocynapcTBeHHan
Bubnuotera CCCP um. B.H. JlennHa in Moscow -- MH].

U2. A manuscript of the Moscow Theological Academy, Nr.89, 16th
century; Russian-Church Slavonic. It contains the expanded redaction,
second form. A description appears in CBegeHne o cnas. pyKOMNHCAXD,
MOCTYNHUBLUUXD H3b KHHroxpavunuwia cs. Tponukro-Cepruesoft
naspbsi B 6ubnnoreky TpoMUKOR AYX0B. CEMHHApHH e€IC., 8DXHM.
Jfleonnna, Moscow 1887, p.26. [This manuscript is now housed in the
cobpaHne MockoBckoft nyxoBHon akapemun (. N 173, OyHpa-
MeHTanbHaa 6ubnuotera) of the locynapctBeHHaa bBubnuoTeka
CCCP um. B.H. Jlennna in Moscow -- MH].

B3. A manuscript of the Petersburg Public Library, Hilferding Collection
Nr.85, 16th century; Bulgarian-Church Slavonic. It contains unfortunately
only the beginning of the Life of St. Paraskeva. According to the heading,
it could just as well have been from the original as from the shortened
redaction., A description can be found in Oryers wumn. nybnn4Ho#
6nbnuotexn 3a 1868 rog, pp.150-151. [This manuscript is now
preserved in the cobpanne A.®. mnboepouHra (¢. Ne182) of the
MocynapcteeHHaa [ly6bnuyHaa Bbubnuoreka um. A.E. Canteikoba-
LLlenprHa in Leningrad (St.Petersburg) -- MH].

M3. A manuscript of the Soloveckij Monastery, Nr.620 (formerly 501),
16th century; Russian-Church Slavonic. It contains the expanded redaction,
second form. A description appears in OnucaHHe pYyKornHceR
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Conoseuxaro moHacteipa, etc., 11.,p.390. [This manuscript is now
preserved in the co6paHne Conoseukoro MoHacTbipa (¢. MN717) of the
[ocynapcTt-BeHHaa [lybnuyHaa Bubnuoteka uM. A.E. CanTbikoBa-
lenpuHa in St.Petersburg -- MH].

4. Extant manuscripts of the Life of Philothea ;

Katuzniacki lists only nine extant manuscripts in total for the Life of
Philothea. 1t is interesting to note that the Life of Ivan of Rila (LIR) and
the Life of Hilarion of Moglena (LHM) appear together in seven
manuscripts (D, L, O, El, F1, A3  and F3), the LIR and the Life of
Paraskeva (LP) appear together in seven manuscripts (L, O, C1, T1, Y1,
A3, and F3), the LHM and the LP appear together exclusively in one
manuscript (L3); and all three--LIR, LHM and LP--appear together in four
manuscripts (L, O, A3, and F3); yet the Life of St. Philothea does not
appear together with any of the other vitae by Euthymius in any of the
extant manuscripts.

Listed below are the nine extant manuscripts cited by Katuzniacki.
He states on p.78, fn.1 of Werke that the manuscript D1 provided the basis
for the reproduced text in this volume.

Z. A manuscript from the Greek Orthodox Metropolitan Council in
Cernovic, temporary designated under the code d); 16th century;
Bulgarian-Church Slavonic. Katuzniacki writes that no description was
available to him.

Z.A manuscript of the same collection as Z, temporary designated under
the code ¢); end of 15th century, possibly the beginning of 16th century;
part Bulgarian, part Serbian-Church Slavonic. Katuzniacki writes that no
description was available to him.

D1. A manuscript of the Némtu Monastery in Romania, Nr.20, 15th
century (1441); Bulgarian-Church Slavonic. Gabriel, the monk and later
abbot of the Nemtu Monastery was the scribe. A description appears in
Mellisedek’s Notife istorice §i archelogice, adunate pe la 48 monastiri gi
biserici antice din Moldova, Bucharest 1885, p.131.
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Ul. A manuscript from the Synodal Library in Moscow, Nr.180, 16th
century; Russian-Church Slavonic. Description in Savva, Yrkasatens gna
obo3peHna MockoB. natpHapiluen, HbiHe CHHoOallbHo# bubiiHoTekw,
Moscow, 1858, p.210 onward; also in Andrej Popov, O630pb xpoHo-
rpagosd pycc. penakunu, Moscow 1869, II, pp.31-32, and K.Rad-
¢enko, OTyeTds 0 B3aHATHAXDB PYKoMHCAMH, etc., pp.27-40. [This
manuscript is now preserved in the CuHopanbHoe cobpaHue (o.
Ne80370) of the FocynapcTseHHbit HcTopuueckun Mysen in Moscow--

MH].

Z1. A manuscript of the Synodal Library in Moscow, Nr.994, 16th
century; Russian-Church Slavonic. A description can be found in
Archimandrite Josif's [Togpo6Hoe ornasnenmne Bennknxs YHYeTHuxb
Munen Bcepocc. mutpon. Makapusa, etc., Moscow 1892, pp.186-187.
[This manuscript is now preserved in the CuHonanbHoe cobpanue (.
Ne80370) of the FocynapcTBeHHbI HMcTopuyeckun My3sen in Moscow -

- MH].

C2. A manuscript of the Sabbas-StoroZevskij Monastery, Nr.192, 15th-
16th century; Russian-Church Slavonic. Description in P. Strojev's
OnucaHune pykonuceA MoHacTeipeft Bonoronamcraro, Hosbift-
Hepycanum, CaBuHa Cropoxesckaro H [lagpHyTHesa-boposckaro,
Ausgabe der Gesellschaft der russ. Bibliophilen Nr. XCVIII, p.289.

K2. A manuscript of the Troicko-Sergej Monastery, Nr.676 (formerly
407), 17th century; Russian-Church Slavonic. A description appears in
Onucavme cnas. pykonuceA 6ubnnotexn cb. Tpouuro-Cepruesos
naspsi, Moscow 1878-79, 111, p.30. [This manuscript is now housed in the
cobpanne Tpouue-Ceprueson naepbl (¢p.Ne304) of the FocynapeT-
BeHHaA bubnuoreka CCCP um. B.H. JleHnHa in Moscow -- MH].

02. A manuscript of the Troicko-Sergej Monastery in Moscow, Nr.754
(formerly 1644), 15th century; Russian-Church Slavonic. A description
appears in Onxcavmne cnas. pykonuceft 6ubnnoterkn cs. TporHuko-
Ceprueson naspsi, Moscow 1878-79, III, p.152. [This manuscript is now
housed in the co6panne Tponue-Ceprueson naepbl (¢.N304) of the
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[ocynapctBeHHaa bubnuoteka CCCP uMm. B.H. JlennHa in Moscow --

MH].

N3. A manuscript of the Soloveckij Monastery, Nr.631 (formerly 514),
16th century; Russian-Church Slavonic. A description appears in
Onucanne pyronucen Conoseuxkaro MoHacTsipA, etc., II.,p.446. [This
manuscript is now preserved in the co6panne ConoBeLiKoro MoOHacTbIPA
(d. NeT17) of the FTocynapcTtseHHas [ly6nuyHaa Bubnnotera um. AE.
Cantbi-roea-LllenpnHa in St.Petersburg -- MH].

Maurice L. Hébert - 9783954790081
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Chapter 2:
The Life of Ivan of Rilal

The Life and Deeds of Our Venerable Father Ivan of Rila2,
written by Euthymius, Patriarch of Trnovo3

L. If we were to pass over in silence the life of the blessed Ivan, and if
we were not to offer with all possible diligence what has been written for
us as a primary example4 unto those who desire and are zealous for the
virtues which are good, then could not someone indeed justifiablyd revile
us, [saying] that we are not only indolent and negligent towards our goods
but also that we are envying our fellow countrymen their share of the
goods inasmuch as we have profited before others? Abundantly reflecting
the combination of all [Ivan's] virtues, [this life] can bring no small profit

! John Fine (The Early Medieval Balkans, A Critical Survey from the Sixth to the Late
Twelfth Century, Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1983, p.169) writes that
according to historical sources, Ivan of Rila was bomn in about 880 in a village near
Serdica. The date of his death is believed to be August 18, 946 (see fn.87).

2 In the manuscripts C, N, O and T there follows : “in which it is told how he was
translated to Trnovo" ("v» njemZe i kako préneseny bysts v» Trrnovs™). See

E.XKatu2niacki Werke des Patriarchen von Bulgarien Euthymius (1375-1393),Vienna,
1901; reprint, London:Variorum Reprints, 1971, p.5, fn2,

3 Here the aforementioned texts include also the following, included by Katuzniacki in
the appendix of his Werke : "and at the end of the story, about the renewal of his holy
monasteries which are in Rila, and how he was translated back from Trnovo to the same
glorious monastery of Rila, written by the last of the deacons, Vladislav the Grammarian"
("na konci 2e slova { o obnovljeni svetye obitéli ego, iZe v» Rylé, i kako paky
prénesens bysts ot Trynova v» tyide slavnyj monastirs Rylskyj, s»pisano
posiédnyim vy diacéx, Viadislavom gramatikoms™). See Katuzniacki, Werke, 5,
fn3.

4 The word used in the original Slavonic is "o6pa3r”, which according to Sreznevskij (M.
CpeaHeBcKHA, MaTepuansi ONA CnoBapA LOPEBHEPYCCKOro A3bIKA 0 MHCBMEHHBIM
namAaTHnkam, 1893; Reprint, Mocksa: Humura, 1989, vol.2, 540-541) can mean in

Modern Russian not only "o6pa3a” or "nkoxa", but also "nao6pasenne,"” "obpaseu” and
"npumep.”

5 Note the different meaning of the word "1épota” here in the expression "v 1époto”,
meaning literally “in propriety or decorum” rather than "in beauty". See Sreznevskij,
op.cit., vol.2, p. 73.
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to those who examine it. For such a life is sufficient not only for those who
laboriously follow in the footsteps of this great man (who ascends to glory
as all do who draw near to God), but [this life is sufficient] also for him
who is satisfied to attain the success already achieved by those who have set
out to imitate this life even in small measure.

Not only for these people, but also for those who simply hear this
[read aloud] will [Ivan and his deeds] be understood and [will serve as] a
source of profit. For even when [this life] is simply heard [read aloud],
[Ivan's] love pours into the souls of those who are listening, and when it is
committed to memory, it can be like a sting which in due time will incite
these people to imitate it. How much spiritual food is being offered to both
those who relate this story openly and to those who listen to it! Such a life
will be the cure of salvation, and God is praised for his sake. And I think
that both [story-teller and listener] have equal need of this. Thus, some
will not let the smallest detail slip past them, others will follow [the
example set in] this life; yet both will endeavor to imitate [the life of Ivan).

It would be most unseemly for us to have thoughts of material and
ephemeral nourishment, which does nothing but create toil for us. Rather,
we can profit beyond all measure by finding our nourishment in
immaterial and inexhaustible [food], for such food profits the soul and is
always in abundance and requires no toil or pains from us, who are
emaciated in our hunger for things divine.

Behold, we now present the beginning of the story about this man.
May we be able to summon the grace which verily he received in
abundance from God so that we should not miss through our ignorance the
very thing which we seek; otherwise, we run the risk of "touching holy
objects with unworthy hands" (as it is said)6, and recounting the life of this

6 Here Katuzniacki (Werke, 6, fn.8) includes the following note regarding this express-
ion: "Eine etwas ungewohnliche Ausdrucksweise, die wahrscheinlich in der Volkssprache
der Bulgaren ihren Grund hat.” See Sresnevskij's treatment of the expression
(Cpeanesckun, op.cit, vol.1, 364).

In her above-cited translation of the LIR, K.Ivanova (See K UpaHoBa, penak., Crapa
6vnrapcka nnrepatypa, ToM 4, Copua: Bvnrapckn nucarten, 1986, p.554, fn.2)
includes the following information in her endnotes to her tranlslation: "What is meant here
is the biblical figure of Uzzah who dared to put forth his hand to support the holy arc [of
Noah] which was falling; and because of this he died, stunned by the wrath of God. See 1
Chron 13.9-11."
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man would otherwise prove beyond our capabilities; we would do our
listeners a disservice, [instead of] providing them the benefits of the best
possible things.

Because this most divine man paid no heed to lowly and perishable
things and had no concemn for things of this world, it is our desire to relate
quickly the memory of this man, thereby consigning to the depths of
oblivion all the aforementioned lowly things. [Ivan] paid heed to his
Fatherland on High?7, which is free, untroubled and solid; and in every
aspect of his life, he strove to achieve [the sanctity of] our common Father
and Creator.

We must, however, relate at least a few things about him. Indeed,
those [writers] who wrote about him before us did so somewhat
inartistically and crudely; whereas we have striven zealously to relate [this
story] with beauty8, as is fitting; for we well know that a story about a
[spiritual] father brings joy to people who love such fathers and incites
them to more fervent zeal.

II. The parents of the blessed Ivan were extremely pious and were
Bulgarians by birth, having been born and raised in the village called
Skrina, which is in the region of Serdica.? And Serdica is in the European
lands and is one of [Europe's] glorious and famous cities. Thus they lived
in this village, being of kind nature and leading a pious life; and they were
the parents of two children, of which one was this wondrous Ivan. Having
received a good upbringing from his parents, he was obedient to them in
everything and gave them the respect he owed them.

After much time had passed, and his parent having died, he was
always in fear of God, under no circumstances being absent from church,

7 A circumlocution for "heaven".

8 Dinekov writes that this line demonstrates that Euthymius knew three of the versions of
the Life of Ivan of Rila that were written before him: the folk version, the version by
Gregorios Skylitz and the first so-called short, or prologue, versions: See “Eptumun

TopHoBCKHA," HcTopuAa Ha 6w»arapckara nuteparypa. Tom |, 285-307, p.294,
Co¢una: BAH, 1963.

9 The ancient name for present-day Sofia, Bulgaria, known in Slavonic in the medieval
penod as Sredec.
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but listening with great attention to the divine words of the sacred teaching;
and it was his habit to please the Lord with fasting and prayers. And he was
entirely captivated by the love of God; and like one of the seraphims!0, his
soul burned for the Lord, his God; and he bore fruit, in truth, a hundred-
fold, like a tree which has been planted by the streams of water.11

Some people, seized with envy and being indolent in their duties to
do good, heaped injustices and humiliations on [Ivan], calling him a
hypocrite and saying he was unworthy to live. This being the case, he took
good advice and disperse his property into the hands of the poor, thus
rendering unto Caesar the things which are Caesar’s so that he could
without hindrance render unto God the things which are God's12.

God, who commanded that from darkness there should shine light!13,
also said once to Abraham: "Get from your country and your kindred to
the land that I will show you"14. And in just the same way, [God] appeared
to [Ivan], and saying nothing less than these words, God showed him also
the place where it pleased Him. Having awoken from sleep and having
contemplated the vision [he had seen], [Ivan] became fired up with
excitement, "as the hart longs for flowing streams"15; and he armed
himself against an imaginary Goliath, just as David had once [armed
himself against the real Goliath]16, according to the ancient account, taking

10 The fiery, six-winged angels that guard the throne of God. The word "seraphim" in
Hebrew means "buming” or "noble"”. See Is 6.1-6.

11 A "tree planted by streams of water" is a Biblical image found in Ps 1.3; Jer 17.18. Cf.
also Mt 7.17-18; 12.32; Lk 6.43-44;13.19. The Slavonic Psalter employs a circumlocution
for "waters", i.e. "lsxodivsix™ vod»", This device of paraphrase is common in Biblical
and other religious rhetoric; for example, in the Life of Constantine, one finds the phrase
"dosedse (Ze) bezvodnyx meste» pust®»” (chap.XIl, in Vaillant, Textes vieux-slaves,
vol.1, Textes publiés par I'Institut d'Etudes slaves, no.8/1, Paris: Imprimerie nationale,
1968, p.27)= "When they reached a waterless, empty place,” meaning a desert.

12 Mt 22.21, Mk 12.17, and Lk 20.25
13Gen 1.3

14 Gen 12.1, which leaves out the phrase "i ot domu otca tvoego" ("and from thy
father's house").

15 ps 42.1 (Slavonic Psalter 41.2).

16 A reference to the story of David and Goliath contained in 1 Sam 17.
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three stones, i.e. faith, hope and love. So too [Ivan] dressed himself in the
armor of righteousness!?, taking up the shield of salvation18, the divine
protectionl?, and with passion and desire20 he had himself tonsured.

[Ivan) then went to a monastery, and he lived there for short period
of time so that he might study and learn. Leaving the material things of this
world to the worldly and dust to ashes21, he left the world and the Ruler of
the world22 and took nothing except a leathern tunic.

He went to the mountain that was shown to him by God, and there he
made a small hut23 out of bushes, and he lived there, burdening his body
with fasting and vigils. And he would sing from the Psalms of David24:

17 2 Cor 6.7 : the original text refers to the "brenju pravdy"”, RSV:"the weapons of
righteousness”, MSB: "oru2ii pravdy" Cf. also Is 59.17; Eph 6.11,13,17; 1 Thess 5.8.
Also, in the Life of St. Anthony, he alludes to the same biblical image or the "armor of
God" to advise the righteous on how to pass through unhindered to the kingdom of God
(Early Christian Biographies, chapter 65, p.193).

18 ps 18.35: "Thou hast given me the shield of thy salvation”.

19 The Psalms abound in images of God as a shield and source of protection. Cf. Ps 3.3;
28.7; 33.20; 59.11; 84.9,11; 115. 9,10,11; 119.114; and 144.2.

20 fvanova (Msaropa, op.cit.,554, fn.14) cites here Gal 5.24 ("And those who belong to
Christ Jesus have crucified the flesh with its passions and desires").

21 The Bible contains many verses that employ the image of dust and ashes to convey
metaphorically the mortal, wordly and corporeal side of man's nature: e.g. Gen 2.7; 3.19;
18.27; Job 13.12; 30.19; 34.15; 42.6; Ps 22.29; 103.14; Eccles 3.20.

22 The "Ruler of the world" refers to the Devil. This passage may allude to Eph 6.12 ("for
we arc not contending against flesh and blood but against the principalities, against the
powers, against the world of rulers of this present darkness...”). This makes sense, given
the fact that in the preceding paraphraph there is a reference to the "armor of God", which
appears in Eph 6.11, thus forming a nice transition of consecutive biblical images. Note
that the Slavonic "mirodre2ec” is calqued from the Greek "xoopoxpérwp”

23 The word used here for hut is "koliba", which still exists in Modern Bulgarian as an
equivalent to the Modem Russian "wanaw"” or "xumunna".This is probably a remnant
borrowing from proto-Bulgar, a Turkic language. Cf. Modern Turkish "kuliibe”, meaning
"hut, shed, sentry-box". See The Concise Oxford Turkish Dictionary, ed. A.D. Alderson
and Fahir Iz, Clarendon: Oxford University Press, 1959.

24 The reading of the Psalms, along with the repetition of the Jesus Prayer, was especially
important to the Hesychasts. Even before the Jesus Prayer, or "prayer of the heart” had
been elaborated and incorporated into Hesychast mysticism through the writings of
Macarius, Diadochus of Photice, St. John Climacus, and St. Symeon the New Theologian,
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"Yea, I would wander afar, I would lodge in the wildemess. I would haste
to find me a shelter from the raging wind and tempest."25 Lifting up his
venerable hands without rage or quarreling26, and having nothing to eat--
except some plant of grass, which the earth usually sprouts forth for cattle,
and water which the springs abundantly poured forth--he sang out: "I was
like a beast toward thee. Nevertheless I am continually with thee."27

Who then can tell of the works he then did? He would not take
enough of that desert plant to fill him, but rather very little of it and in
great scarcity, and only after sunset; and he also took only a little water,
just enough to refresh his innards. Who is worthy to recount his "fountain
of tears"28, and also his all-night vigils and prayer? In multitudes devils
would come to him, taking on the shapes of various beasts, wishing to
frighten him and chase him away. But he was brave and unshakable in the
face of such tortures, and like a hard stone, he beat them off and deflected
all the waves that came upon him; or, to put it more precisely, [he was] like
an adamant29, [uncorrupted] by any iron.30

ITII. After much time had passed, [Ivan] left that place and went to
another, where he found a very dark and gloomy cave. He settled there,
adding labor unto labor and desire unto desire, storing them up as the

there were statements made by Evagrius in his "Chapters on Prayer” specifically on the
mystical powers of repeating the Psalms: "[83]. The singing of Psalms quiets the passions
and calms the intemperance of the body,” quoted in Meyendorff, St. Gregory Palamas and
Orthodox Spirituality, 22. For an English translation of Evagrius' "Chapters", See
Kallistos Ware, Philokalia, vol. 1, London: Faber and Faber, 1979.

25 ps 55.7-8.

26 K. Ivanova, (MeaHosa, op.cit.,554, fn.14) cites here 1 Tim 2.8 ("I desire then that in
every place the men should pray, lifting holy hands without anger or quarreling...").

27 ps 73.22-23 (Slavonic Psalter 72.22-23).
28 Jer 9.1. See also Lam 2.18
29 See Ezek 3.9.

30;e. being completely pure; see Jer 6.28
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labor-loving bee does honeycomb and putting them into the treasure chest
of his heart.31

It happened that his brother's son, having run away from own his
father and mother in secret, came to the desert where the venerable one
was living; and only after taking great pains was he able to find [his uncle,
Ivan]. The blessed one, when he caught sight of [his nephew] approaching
[the cave] from afar, thought it was a dream and began to pray. [The boy]
came and prostrated himself, asking for [Ivan's] blessing. [Ivan], now
realizing this was really happening and not a dream, conferred his blessing
on [his nephew] and asked him the purpose of his journey. He told [his
uncle] everything, and [Ivan] took him in [under his wing]. Luke was his
name.32

The venerable Ivan, observing [how Luke thrived there] by his side
like the cedar which grows in Lebanon33, offered up hymns of thanks to
God and kept this phrase on his lips the whole time: "The innocent and the
righteous have put themselves in my hands."34 And [Luke] was with him in
the desert like an innocent lamb35, shepherded by a true shepherd just as
Abel or Isaac had been; imitating in every way these forerunners, who
were raised from childhood in the desert.

Well, what [happened] next? [Satan] who once was the Moming
Star36 is today but darkness because of his pride; and wanting to destroy

31 See Lk 6.45

32 Although this is not stated in the text, one can infer that Ivan's brother and sister-in-law
gave this name themselves to their own son, indicating that they themselves were
Christians, a significant fact considering that Bulgaria had just been officialy Christianized
a few decades before by Tsar Boris.

33 Ps 92.12 (in Slavonic Psalter, 91.13)

34 K Ivanova, (MsaHosa, op.cit.,554, fn.17) cites here Slav.Ps 24.21 (RSV Ps 25.21
"May integrity and uprightness preserve me, for I wait for thee").

35 I Pet.1.19. The original text reads "jakoZe agng nezlobivo", whereas the Slavonic

text of the Christinopole Codex reads "jako agnsca neporoévna i présta” (see
Katuzniacki, Acrus, 81).

36 The Slavonic reads here "dennica”, which refers to Satan's Latin name "Lucifer”,
meaning "light-bringing" or "moming star, Venus". See Is 14.12: "How you are fallen
from heaven, O Day Star, son of Dawn!" Cf. also AV: "How art thou fallen from heaven,
O Lucifer, son of the morning!"
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both heaven and the seas, he opened his mouth to heaven and said: "I will
exalt my throne in the clouds, and I will be like the Most High."37 This
proud and bombastic Enemy, unable to tolerate the virtue and the brave
acts of mankind, was filled with envy and originated sickness and
lawlessness.38

[Satan] went to the saint's brother in bodily form, in the image of
one of his acquaintances. He found [Luke's father] gripped by sadness,
pricked by nature's sting, and perplexed by the loss of his child; and [the
Devil] said these words to him: "It is Ivan, your brother, who has deprived
your child--your support in your old age, the heir to your home, the fruit
of your seed--of his mother's bosom and of your embrace. During the
night he came here, and he abducted your child so that he may have him
with him. If you do not go in haste and take [Luke], he will be in no time
sweet food for the wild beasts. And if you do not go look for him high and
low you will then be no more than a child-killer! Come then, come, friend,
and I will show you the place so you may take back straightaway the fruit
of your seed.”

When {Ivan's brother] heard this, he clothed himself with hatred as
in a garment39, and a cloud of wrath seized him; and what he did not say
he would do to the innocent Ivan! The Devil took him and led [Ivan's
brother] into the desert, guiding him and firing him up in order to cause
him grief.

In the Life of Anthony, one finds this opening sentence to chapter 24: "Anthony said
that they often appeared in that shape in which the Lord revealed the Devil to Job when he

said: ‘'His eyes are as an image of the moming star'” (Early Christian Biographies, p.157).

37 This original passage in the Slavonic combines excerpts from the text of Is 14.13 and
14.14: "You said in your heart, 'I will ascend to heaven; above the stars of God I will set
my throne on high; I will sit on the mount of assembly in the far north; I will ascend above
the heights of the clouds, I will make myself like the Most High."

38 K. Ivanova, (Meawosa, op.cit.,555, fn.19) cites here Slavonic Psalter 7.15 (RSV Ps
7.14 "Behold the wicked man conceives evil, and is pregnant with mischief, and brings
forth lies"™)

39 The image is taken from Ps 109.18 (Slavonic Psalter 108.18), which reads "As he
clothed himself with cursing like as his coat”. The vita text reads "obléle sg vy
nenavists", whereas the Sinai Psalter reads "obléle sjg vb k1j3tve” (see CepepbAanos,
op.cit.,145).
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And when they neared the place, [the Devil] pointed out the cave to
him and then immediately departed. [Luke's father] then went to the
indicated place and found the saint. And what he did not do to him, heaping
on him injustices and humiliations and calling him a despicable old man40
and a liar, and unworthy to live; and he threw sticks and stones at him, and
was prepared to kill him.

And what about the humble disciple of the Humble Ruler? He stood
in silence and said absolutely nothing, keeping in his thoughts this phrase:
"But I am like a deaf man, I do not hear, like a dumb man who does not
open his mouth."4! With anger and cries he seized his child (O, what a
pitiful cry [the child let out]!), and took him back to the world, to the
world more evil than a fornicator, back to the mother of all uncleanliness
and evil. He took [the child] away from the divine mountain, the fertile
mountain, the mountain where God deigned for him to live.

When the blessed [Ivan] saw [what was happening] and realized that
this was the craftiness of the Devil, a cloud of grief seized him, and he
poured forth tears and fell prostrate, and praying, he said: "O Lord, it is
said: 'Call upon me in the day of trouble; I will deliver you.'42 Deliver me
now, O Ruler, cast Your compassionate eye upon me, and chase out the
sadness in my heart, and make of me a sign of goodness.43 May You be
praised forever and ever, Amen."

After praying, he sat down, saddened and grieved over the loss of
the child; and fearing that [Luke] had now been taken away back into the
world, [Ivan] absorbed himself in worldly sorrows.

And what did God do, He who has commanded that we leave our
children and come to Him? He said to [Luke's] father--if not actually in
words, then in deed--"Let the children come to me, and do not hinder

40 The word in the original text is "kakogird”, a slavonicized term for the Greek "xaxdg
¥pwv", or "bad, evil or ugly old man".

41 ps 38.13 (in Slavonic Psalter 37.14).
42 ps 50.15 (in Slavonic Psalter 49.15)

43 K Ivanova, (Hparopa, op.cit.,555, fn.23) cites here Slavonic Psalter 85.17 (RSV Ps
86.17 "Show me a sign of thy favor...").
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them; for to such belongs the kingdom of heaven."44 And as they were
travelling along, a snake bit the child, and immediately death took the child
away in her gentle palms. When [Luke's] father saw this, he did not know
what to do; so he returned to the venerable [Ivan], and filled with shame
and grief, he informed [his brother] what had transpired on the journey.
[Ivan] ordered him to bury [the boy] and return home, which he did.

IV. The venerable [Ivan] glorified God for this and suffered no further
grief over this. He lived in this cave twelve years and, having no physical
comforts, he added labor unto labor and toil unto toil. The Devil, seeing
this, did not cease to cause him grief in every way: sometimes with
melancholy, sometimes with indolence. He even tried to frighten him many
times with apparitions. But Ivan, possessing a soul like a diamond, was in
no way affected by [the Devil's] tortures. [Ivan] used to sing [to the Lord]:
"They surrounded me like bees around honey-comb; blazed like a fire of
thorns; in the name of the Lord I cut them off1"45

One day the All-Evil [Satan] took an army of devils with him,
disguised as robbers, and they came to the saint, threatening him, beating
him unmercifully and pushing him and pulling him. They chased him away
from the place and prevented anyone from approaching him. In that hour
he obeyed the voice of the Ruler, who commanded, "When they persecute
you in one town, flee to the next."46 So moving not from city to city but
from desert to desert, [Ivan] set off for another far-away place. And like
the ancient Abraham, [Ivan] found there a large oak and lived in it. But
Abraham, after having miraculously met with the Trinity under the oak,
cast it out; whereas this man, Ivan, after having thoughtfully received the
Trinity, brought within himself the living God to whom we bow down in
the Trinity. And Ivan never lost heart, but held himself firmly to the first
rule.

44 M1 19.14.

45 In the original, this is a precise quotation of Slavonic and the LXX Ps 117.12. In the
RSV, Ps 118.12 lacks the phrase "around honeycomb”. The Slavonic reads “jako plely
s»ts,” and the Septuagint reads "doel péacoar xnpiov”.

46 Mt 10.23.
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V. And so what did [God] do, He who does everything to some profit?
Just as in the days of old when it rained manna in the desert for the
starving people47 so that they could be filled with grace, so in just this way
[God] performed {a miracle] here. He commanded the earth to grow peas
for the saint's food, and [Ivan] fed on this and comforted somewhat his
bodily sickness and assuaged the poverty in his belly, going from strength
to strength, placing the ascents in his heart, crying forth springs of tears,
watering the furrows of his soul, and flowering forth the fruits of grace.48

God, who commanded that from darkness there be light and who in
doing so brightly clarified the obscurity of darkness4%, did not want the
city which stands on top of the mountain to be concealed, but deigned
rather to make known its grace.50 At that time shepherds were
shepherding somewhere nearby, just as shepherds did at the time of my
Christ's birth. They were obediently putting the sheep out to pasture; when
all of a sudden [the sheep] started to move quickly and began to run, not
along the usual path, but on untrodden and unfamiliar parts of a deserted
and craggy place. When [the sheep] reached the place where the blessed
[Ivan] was living, they stopped in their tracks.

The shepherds being married to their flocks could not leave them, so
they came to where the sheep were standing; and when they saw the saint,
they were greatly bewildered. Who was he, where was he from, and how

47 See Exodus, chapter 16.

48 The "ascent" which Ivan places in his heart refers to his observance of the steps
prescribed by John Climacus in his work "The Ladder.” The expression "fruits of grace" in
the original this reads "klasy", literally “ears" as in "ears of grain”.

49 Gen 1.3.

50 See Mt 5.14-15: "You are the light of the world. A city set on a hill cannot be hid. Nor
do men light a lamp and put it under a bushel, but on a stand; and it gives light to all in the
house."

Compare this with the following passage from the Life of Anthony : "For, how he was
heard of in Spain and in Gaul, how in Rome and in Africa--he sitting on the mountain--if it
were not God who everywhere makes known his own people, and who in the begining had
promised this to Anthony, also? For, though they themselves act in secret and though they
wish to be hidden, the Lord, however, shows them as lamps to all, that even those who
thus hear of them may know that the Commandments can be fulfilled and they may acquire
zeal for the path of virtue.” (Chapter 93, p.216)
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did he get here? They asked of him, "Where is your home and your native
country?” [Ivan] answered, "According to the aspostle, my home is in
Heaven, and this is why I am waiting for my Saviour. My homeland is
Jerusalem on High, but the country and city where I grew up is not for you
to know. However, since you are already here, I should feed you some
desert food."

And he commanded them to take some ripe peas. They took some
and ate their fill. When they set out to leave, one of [the shepherds] went
privily and stole rather a lot of peas and then gleafully set out again to
catch up with the others. When he found them, he showed them [his bag of
stolen peas]. The others grabbed it out of his hand. But when they opened
the bag in which he was storing the food3!, they found nothing<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>