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The Chronicle by George the Monk and Its Relation
to Theodore Lector's Work

Abstract: The hereby article deals with the dependence relation between the Chronicle by
George the Monk and Theodore Lector’s Ecclesiastical History. As our analysis has demonstrat-
ed, George the Monk makes ample use of the material from Theodore’s History, either through
the Epitome or through some unidentified abridgement of Theophanes’ Chronography. In his
treatment of the Epitome material, George the Monk frequently copies it literally, slightly adapt-
ing it to fit in with the composition of his Chronicle. The author also draws on the Epitome of
John Diacrinomenos’ work, from which he quotes fairly accurately. It is best to approach with
caution Carl de Boor’s proposition to ascribe two passages (annotated as E 397 and E 441 in
Hansen’s edition) to the Epitome, but it is fair to suggest that another passage from George
the Monk’s Chronicle, concerning the emperor Theodosius and an unidentified hermit (607,
13-608, 9), should be associated with the Theodoran tradition.
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Chronicle by George the Monk

George the Monk’s Chronicle (Xpovikov ovvtopov) enjoyed much popularity in
the Byzantine Empire, as may be attested by a considerable number of the ex-
tant manuscripts as well as by its rendition in Old Church Slavonic.! None the
less, the Chronicle did not generate much interest in academic circles and its
historical usefulness was not very highly regarded.> Consequently, source-re-
lated research on this work has been very limited, with Carl de Boor, the editor

! Cf. H. Hunger, 1978, p. 347-351.
> Cf. D.E. Afinogenov, 1991, p. 102-103.
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of the Chronicle, being basically the only scholar who wrote a more compre-
hensive study on the subject.’ Following his edition of the Chronicle in 1904,
only a handful of minor works, dealing mainly with issues such as the time of
composition and manuscript tradition, were published, which would concen-
trate the attention of the scholars on the historical events from the period clos-
est to the composition of the work.* Recently, much of the attention has been
focused on Dmitri Afinogenov’s hypothesis, according to which the Chronicle
version as published by de Boor (the so-called vulgata) is not its original form,
but an elaboration of the earlier one that survived in the manuscript Cois-
linianus 305, considered by Marie-Aude Monégier du Sorbier, by contrast, as
a later redaction of the vulgate.’

There is very little information on the author of the Chronicle. Based on the
bits of information in the manuscripts, including referring to him usually as
“sinner” (apapTwlog), it is assumed that George was a monk in an unspecified
monastery in Constantinople.® The Chronicle begins with the Creation of the
World and is concluded in the year 843, with the re-establishment of the wor-
ship of icons. However, it was actually composed sometime later, most likely
after 870.7 George makes very extensive use of the Biblical and patristic liter-
ature, generally ignoring secular works. For his account of the Late Antique
history, he resorted to the works by Eusebius of Caesarea, Athanasius of Alex-
andria, Epiphanius of Salamis, Basil of Caesarea, John Chrysostom, Palladius,
Rufinus, Mark the Monk, Nilus of Ancyra, Isidore of Pelusium, Cyril of Alex-
andria, Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Gelasius of Kyzikos, Ps.-Dionysios Areopagites,
John Malalas, Theophanes, and many others such as, notably, Theodore Lector.
As an author, George did not care much about the accuracy or the chronology
of the passages drawn from a variety of sources, focusing on the edificatory as-
pect of the narratives and anecdotes that could enrich spiritually and improve
morally his audience.’

The relation between George’s Chronicle and Symeon the Logothete’s work
had already been long observed;’ it was assumed in the earlier historiography
that the latter author had used George the Monk’s Chronicle,” yet it was fairly

* C. de Boor, 1978, p. 5-83. The aforementioned preface is devoted, in large part, to the
manuscript tradition of the Chronicle.

* G. Moravcsik, 1983, p. 277-280. An exception is the unpublished doctoral dissertation of
M.-A. Monégier du Sorbier, 1985. A number of Shestakov’s works had already been published
before de Boor’s critical edition, cf. S.P. Shestakov, 1891 and S.P. Shestakov, 1892.

> Cf. D. Afinogenov, 1999, p. 437-447; D. Afinogenov, 2004, p. 239-246 and M.-A. Moné-
gier du Sorbier, 1985, p. 483-501.

¢ According to S. P. Shestakov, 1891, p. 121 the term Harmatulos was also used to refer to
other monks who composed chronicles. The 11"-century manuscript of the Scorialensis I, ®,
1 also refers to George as oikovpevikog diddokalog. Cf. C. de Boor, 1978, p. 20. For the meaning
of this epithet, see R. Browning, 1962, p. 167-170, 178-180.

7 Cf. W. Treadgold, 2013, p. 115-116.

8 Cf. W. Treadgold, 2013, p. 117-119.

? Cf. V. Vasiljevskij, 1895, p. 96-119; M. Weingart, 1923, p. 43-44 and A. Kazhdan, 1959,
p. 127-142.

12 7.B. Bury, 1912, p. 457.
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soon found out that such a dependence is impossible." As a result, one might
suppose that there must have existed a common source used by the two au-
thors. According to Warren Treadgold’s hypothesis, that source was an anony-
mous Epitome and a Continuatio of Theophanes’ work, unfortunately now lost,
composed c. 850. This putative work was supposed to have transformed the
annalistic structure of Theophanes’ Chronography into a continuous narrative
and to have complemented it until the year 829, which is the date that termi-
nates the parallels between the works of George and Symeon."

Finally, it is necessary to say a few words about the aforementioned hypoth-
esis on the preservation of George the MonKk’s original Chronicle within the
manuscript Coislinianus 305 (C)," not in the so-called vulgata. The correctness
of this particular theory cannot be resolved in the present text, but it should
be noted that the manuscript Coislinianus 305 deals with the events beginning
from Marcian’s up to Anastasius’ reign in a very abridged form, as it omits two
extensive passages which can be found in the vulgata version. The first of these
is an account of the Council of Chalcedon (de Boor, p. 611, 20-612, 20). In
the manuscript C f. 276v, line 7, the sentence referring to the convocation of
the Council of Chalcedon (de Boor, p. 611,18-19) is followed directly by the
beginning of the narrative on Symeon Stylites (de Boor, p. 612, 21f), preceded
with the conjunction kai. The other instance, of more significance here, is the
omission in Coislinianus 305 of a very extensive narrative on Patriarch Eu-
phemios of Constantinople, drawn from Theodore Lector’s Epitome (de Boor,
p. 623, 14-626, 2). The manuscript C on f. 280r, line 16, concludes the account
of the emperor Anastasius’ reign with a narrative on the Persian king Kavad
(=deBoor, p. 622, 19-623, 13). Besides, there is one more, and very important,
difference between the two versions of the Chronicle, which can also be applied
to the passages drawn from the Epitome of Theodore’s work. In the vulgata,
the story of Patriarch Gennadios and a dishonourable priest (de Boor, p. 616,
15-18; C f. 278r, 1. 6-10) is followed by the narrative of Gennadios’ night
vision (de Boor, p. 616, 19-617, 3), which in Coislinianus 305 is interpolated,
with certain alterations, into Zeno’s reign (f. 278r, 1. 36-278v, 1. 6), ensuing
after the account of Basiliskos’ usurpation. One of the possible reasons behind
this change is an accidental omission of this narrative by the manuscript C’s
scribe/editor, who might have realized his mistake later on and provided the

""" G. Moravcsik, 1983, p. 515-518. The most significant argument in favour of Symeon’s
independence from George is the presence of long theological deliberation on the pages of
George’s Chronicle, which are completely absent in the works of the Logothete and Theophanes.
If Symeon had been dependent on George, he would have had to remove methodically all such
passages, which is not very likely, cf. S. Wahlgren, 2006, p. 119*. Besides, the Logothete’s work is
more complete in certain places than that of George the Monk, who makes no mention of many
political events, which would have been impossible if we were to assume that the latter author
had been the main source for Symeon. Likewise, there are no parallels between these works for
the period of the reigns of Theophilus and Michael III, cf. W. Treadgold, 1979, p. 168.

2 W. Treadgold, 1979, p. 159-197 and W. Treadgold, 2013, p. 110.

1 For a description of this 11"century manuscript, see C. de Boor, 1978, p. 60-83; M.-A.
Monégier du Sorbier, 1985, p. 266-277, and p. 479-502. Cf. also K. Préchter, 1906, p. 307-330.
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missing part of the story at a further place. This explanation seems quite plau-
sible in view of the fact that the account of the dishonourable priest as well
as that of Gennadios’ night vision end with the verb “¢teAevtnoev”. It could
be easily imagined that the scribe/editor of the manuscript C finished the
first narrative with this verb and would have subsequently proceeded to the
sentence coming after the same word that finished the other story.'* As he had
become aware of this error, he added the narrative of Gennadios’ night vision
at the further place in the text. Apart from these omissions, the manuscript
C shows, in the passages drawn from the Epitome of Theodore’s and John
Diacrinomenos’ works, many minor differences, of which just one is closer to
the Epitome: in the story of Kavad that concludes the account of Anastasius’
reign, Coislinianus 305, f. 280r, 1. 4 replaces the vulgata form Oepandvtwv (de
Boor, p. 623, 3) with the version paywv, which can also be found in the Epit-
ome. The other differences in the C are not closer to the Epitome."” The omis-
sions in the manuscript Coislinianus 305 in the part chronologically coinci-
dent with Theodore Lector’s History may suggest that the vulgata represents
a more complete (earlier?) version of George’s Chronicle, while the manuscript
C - an abridged (later?) one. Regardless of the question of which version of
the Chronicle is the original one, for which we would need to make a thorough
comparison between the both versions of the Chronicle,'® the present text has
been based on de Boor’s critical edition,'” with all the alterations as present
in the manuscript Coislinianus 305, here designated with the C, taken into
consideration, identified, and indicated.

As early as 1882, in one of his studies on George the Monk, Carl de Boor
concentrated his attention on the sources for the earlier events represented
in the Chronicle, from the reigns of Leo I, Zeno, and Anastasius.'® He showed
indisputably that the source of information for many of the events from that
period described there was the Church History by Theodore Lector, or, funda-

* According to M.-A. Monégier du Sorbier, 1985, p. 268, the part concerning the period in
question was written by the main copyist of this manuscript.

15 Although G.Ch. Hansen, 1995, p. 30, states that “Der Codex Coislinianus gr. 305 (P),
eine Redaktion von I' [George the Monk’s Chronicle], hat {ibrigens einige weitere Exzerpte aus
E [Epitome] zugesetzt, manchmal auch seinen Text E etwas angeglichen,” this comment refers
in fact to other sources, not to the passages from the epitome of the History by Theodore and
John Diacrinomenos (in an explanation of his conjecture at n. 5, Hansen makes reference to an
article by de Boor [de Boor, 1882, p. 176-179], who analyzed a citation from the work by Philip
of Syde, as found in George the Monk’s Chronicle).

'¢ The differences between vulgata and Coislinianus 305 can be found in de Boor’s apparatus
critici (but one should be aware of certain errors at several places); the most important of these
are also given in M.-A. Monégier du Sorbier, 1985, p. 273-274 and 479-483.

17 As there have been no critical studies or editions of the manuscript Coislinianus 305
published to date, the statement of Alexander Kazhdan (Kazhdan, 2006, p. 45), as cited by
Warren Treadgold (Treadgold, 2013, p. 114, n. 120), rings true: “We shall ignore the problem
of manuscript tradition, and accept for better or worse the edition of de Boor as the original of
Chronicle”.

'8 C. de Boor, 1882, p. 276-295. On the sources for the reigns of Theodosius II and Marcian
see Shestakov, 1892, p. 29-33. For the question of the relation of George the Monk’s Chronicle
to Theodore Lector’s work, cf. also C. de Boor, 1978, p. Ixviii-Ixix.
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mentally, the Epitome of that history. As de Boor’s findings were not disputed,
Giinther Christian Hansen adopted them in full for the purpose of his critical
edition of Theodore’s work.

The present article aims to focus on George’s borrowings from Theodore’s
work, George the Monk’s modus operandi with this source against a back-
ground of the use of Theophanes’ Chronography. Further on, it will examine if
the two passages from the Chronicle that Hansen incorporated in the edition
of Theodore’s work as part of his Epitome (E 397 and E 441) may have actually
come from this particular source, with a consideration of the question as to
which manuscript tradition of the Epitome was employed by George. The final
section will discuss whether Theodore’s or the epitomator’s work could have
been the source for another account from the Chronicle (607, 13-608, 9).

Passages Drawn from the Epitome by Theodore Lector

George's work features as many as 12 passages borrowed from Theodore’s Epit-
ome which are quoted verbatim or almost literally:"

— George the Monk, 616, 15-18 ~ E 383 (P, f. 17r A, 1. 19-24 [Cramer 103,
24-26]; V 46 Papadopoulos-Kerameus; B, f. 237r, 1. 19-20 [PG I, 16])
almost literal,

— George the Monk, 616, 19-617, 3 ~ E 396 (P, f. 17v B, 1. 3-13 [Cramer
104, 28-32]; V 56 Papadopoulos-Kerameus; B, f. 237v, 1. 8-10 [PG I,
26]) ~ Theophanes AM 5955 (112, 33-113, 2),

— George the Monk, 617, 3-5 ~ E 385 (P, f. 17r B, 1. 4-7 [103, 31-32 Cra-
mer]; V 48 Papadopoulos-Kerameus; B, f. 237r, 1. 23 [PG I, 18]) ~ The-
ophanes AM 5957 (114, 11-12),

— George the Monk, 618, 10-14 ~ E 391 (V 53 Papadopoulos-Kerameus;
B, f. 2371, 1. 33-37 [PG [, 21]) from dnota&dpevog literal,

— George the Monk, 618, 21-619, 8 ~ E 436 (B, . 238, 1. 9-12 [PG I, 2]),

— George the Monk, 624, 4-12 ~ E 446 (B, f. 2381, 1. 21-26 [PG I, 6]) ~
Theophanes AM 5983 (136, 5-13),

— George the Monk, 624, 12-15 ~ E 448 (B, f. 238r, . 26-28 [PG II, 7]) ~
Theophanes AM 5983 (136, 13-16),

— George the Monk, 624, 15-625, 3 ~ E 449 (B, f. 2381, I. 31-40 [PG 1L, 9])
~ Theophanes AM 5985 (137, 23-25),

— George the Monk, 625, 3-6 ~ E 450 (B, f. 238r, 1. 40-42 [PG II, 10])
~ Theophanes AM 5988 (140, 7-8), the final sentence in the Epitome

¥ In the listing below, the following critical editions are referenced: C. de Boor, 1978 and
V.M. Istrin (George the Monk), Hansen, 1995 (Theodore Lector and John Diacrinomenos) and
C. de Boor, 1883 (Theophanes). For the individual manuscripts of the Epitome (because of the
uniform character of Hansen’s edition), I have used the manuscripts (except for the manuscript
V, which was unfortunately unavailable) as well as their previous editions: B — Patrologia Graeca,
vol. 86.1, cols. 165-216; V - A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, 1901, p. 1-25; P - J. A. Cramer, 1839,
p- 100-109; M - E. Miller, 1873, p. 396-403. In references to particular places in the text, places
in a specific manuscript and in the relevant editions are indicated.
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complemented as based on the works of George the Monk and Theoph-

anes,?’

— George the Monk, 625, 6-15 ~ E 455 (B, f. 238v, 1. 4-9 [PG II, 12]*!) ~
Theophanes AM 5987 (139, 12-13),

— George the Monk, 625, 15-626, 1 ~ E 457 (B, f. 238v, L. 11-16 [PG I,
15]) ~ Theophanes AM 5889 (140, 19-26),

— George the Monk, 626, 1-2 ~ E 458 (V 78 Papadopoulos-Kerameus; B, f.
238v,1. 10-11 [PGII, 14]) ~ Theophanes AM 5889 (140, 26-27).

Table 1. Literal analogies between the Chronicle by George the Monk and the Epitome of Theodore’s work
(bold type is used to mark the verbatim citations from the Epitome in George the Monk or Theophanes; literal analogies in
George the Monk and Theophanes are underlined)

George the Monk, Chronica

Theodore Lector, Epitome

Theophanes, Chronographia

616, 15-18

06 ye Oeiog avnp Tevvadiog
[C om. Tevvddiog] ExevBepio
T@ paptopt §U €va kKAnpkov
ToD vaod avtod Ui KaA®g
ToATevdpevov ENAwoe
@PAoKWV- 0 OTPATLWTNG

oov [C om. oov] drakTei

fj $16pOwaoar TodTOV §j
g€xkoyov. 0 8¢ ev0vg [C:
napevOig] redevTnoey.

383 PVB

"EXevBepiw 1@ paptopt 8U

gva KAnpKov tod vao
avtod édnAwoev 6 evvadiog
OTL «O OTPATIWTNG OOV
draxtel- fj Sitopbwoal TodTOV
fj Exkoyov.» O 8¢ evBUg
gTeNeDTNOEV.

absent

616, 19-617, 3

O avTO¢ VUKTOG [C

om. 6 AVTOC VUKTOG;
add.’E¢’ o0 Tevvddiog
Kwvotavtivountodewc]
tABwv [C kate A0V vukTOg]
£ig 10 dylov [C om. dytov]
Ovorlaotiprov ed§acBar [C
npooedEaotOa] €idé Tt [C
om. €16¢ 11; add. kal idwv]
@aopa dapoviov, @ [C 6
Kai] ¢mrunoag fikovoe
Kpalovtog @ avtod uév
{@vtog évdidwaory, Votepov
8¢ kpatnoet tdvrwg [C om.

396 PV (underlined is the
word missing in this version) B
Tevvadiog vukTtog kateABwv
el 10 Buolaotiplov ebEacbat
eldév TL paopa Sapoviov.

@ émTIpnoag fKovoe
Kpalovtog, g adToD pev
{@vTog ¢vSidwoty, boTtepov
8¢ kpatnoel TAVTWG TG
ékkAnoiag, Omep deioag
Tevvadiog ToAAd TOV Bedv
IKETEVOOG LETA PUKPOV
gtelevTnOEV.

AM 5955 (112,33-113,2)

Tob 8¢ ['evvadiov T vukTi
€0XOpEVOL €VTOG TOD
Buolaotnplov, ideiv Aéyetat
@avtaopa Stapoviov, @

Kal émripnoag fKovoev
abTOD KPATHOEL TAVTWG
TG EkkAnoiag: Omep deicag
Tevvadiog moANa dmep
ToOTOV TOV B0V édvowmeL.

20 The manuscript B contains a gap of about 15 characters between the words 6 —

noPolwoav. As Hansen assumes, they may have been likely removed on purpose, cf. Theodoros
Anagnostes, p. 127, apparatus. The editor reconstructed the last sentence on the basis of the
accounts in George the Monk and Theophanes.

! The manuscript B overlaps with the V 77 only to a very slight degree: mpoxetpietar 6¢
Makedoviov, mpeaButepog VapXwWV TG EKKANGIAG kol okevo@OAAE.
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navtwg] Tig ékkAnoiag. TOv
0e0v ikeTEVOAG HETA PIKPOV
[C om. TiiG - JuKpOV; add.
Kal ToA& SenBeig I'evvadiog
T® Oe® pn ThHvV TApaxnv
6yeobat TG ékkAnoiag pet’
OAiyov] ételevTnoev.

617, 3-5

[C add. kai] AaviyA 6¢ 6
Oavpdaoiog €k Tijg pavdpag
N0V [C £k Tiig pavdpag
ENBOVTOG 8¢ 0 Bavpdaotog]
Sope®dvog £V T® Avamiw
£néPn Td ot w.

385 PVB

Aavin\ 6 Bavpaotog ék Tig
Sopedvog pavopag ENOwv
TO 0TVOAW EMEPN TA €V T®
Avam\w.

AM 5957 (114, 11-12)
TovTolG O¢ TOlG Xpdvolg Kal
Aavin 0 ZtoAitng év 1@
AvamAe otolw EnéPn, avip
Oavpaoiog.

kal Bapvafa tod

4mooTtoAov TO Aeiyavov
evpeln év Kompw 0o
dévdpov kepatéav Exov Emi
otiifovg 10 kata MatOaiov
gvayyéAov idoypagov tod
Bapvapa. ¢§ g mpo@acewg
Kai mepryeyovaot Komplot
ToD dxépalov eivan Tiv Kat’
adTOVG HNTPOTTOALY Kai i)
Teheiv OO Avtioxetav. dmep
evayyéliov anobépevog
Znivov év 1@ Talatie gig TOV
vaov tod ayiov Zte@dvov kat
EVIAVTOV AVayIVOOKETAL TH)
ayia kol peydadn [C om. kai
peyaAn] méumrn.

Bapvdpa tod dmootéolov 10
Aetyavov evpébn év Kompw
1o 8¢vOpov Kepatéay,

gxov £mi 0tfovg TO KaTd
MartBaiov edayyéAiov
i01oypagov tod Bapvapa.
¢ G TpoPacews Kai
nieptyeyovaot Kompiot tod
avtoképalov eivat TNy kat’
avTOVG UNTPOTIOALY Kai Ty
Telelv OO AvTioxetav. TO 8¢
Tolo0TOoV evayyéAtov Zivwv
anéBeto v 1) maatio v TQ
aylw Zre@dvw.

618, 10-14 391 V (missing fragment absent
underlined) B

'E@’ 00 Maptiprog Avtioxeiag | Maptiplog mpog Baciéa

St v 100 Zvwvog mept ENOWV OV TTOAAT] T

v 0pB6doov mioTiy ameAvOn omovdi kai

Staotpoov dnotafdpevog | mapawvéoet Tevvadiov:

i émokoniic &’ ékkAnoiag | EAOav 8¢ eig AvTioxelav kai

€N kKANpw dvurotakte kat | PAémwv Avtioxels Tapaxaig

Aa® amelOel kai ékkAnoia Kal oTdoeot xaipovrag

£ppUNWUEVT ATOoTATTOpAL Kal Znvwva o0 Tolg

PUAATTWV ERaVT® TO TH|G ovunpdattovta, dnetafato

iepwovvng aiopa. Tfj émokomi) € ékkAnoiog
eIMWV: «KANPW AVUTTOTAKTW
Kai Aa@ ametBel kai EkkAnoiq
EPPLTWHEVT] ATTOTATTOAL,
QUAATTWYV EUAVT® TO TAG
iepwodvng aflwpa.»

618,21-619, 8 436 B absent
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624,4-12

Zivwv Bactiedg
£€TeEdEVTNOEY, dvayopeveTal
0¢ €ig faocidéa OO
Apradvng tijg AvyovoTtng
AvaoTacotog 0 GIAEVTIAPLOG.
nepi ob avréotn Evgnuiog
0 £€MOKOTIOG ALPETIKOV
KaA@V Kal TQV XPLoTiav@v
avagov. Apadvng 8¢

Kal TdV TG ovykAniTov
OUVALVETV dvaykalovTwv
Evgnuov, ovk dAAwg TodTo
Totijoat NVECXETO, €i )
opoloyiav éyypagov map’
avtod éKopioato, wg &ig
Opov mioTewg déxeTau Ta €V
XaAkndovi doypaticBévra.

446 B

Znvwv 6 Pacthedg
€TeAEVTNOEY, AvayopeveTal
8¢ eig Paothéa vo Aptadvng
Tfig ADyovoTNG AvaoTaoLog
0 OL\EVTLAPLOG €K TOD
Avppayiov 6ppwpevog,

nept 00 avtéotn Evenuiog

0 émiokomog aipeTikOV
KAA®V kal TV XpLoTiavdv
ava&ov. ApLadvng 8¢

Kal TV TG OVYKATOL
OUVALVELY dvayKalovTwy
Edenpiov, ovk A wg tovto
Totfjoat NVECYETO, €1 i)
opoAoyiav Eyypagov map’
avTod ékopioarto, wg €ig
6pov mioTewg S€xeTaL TA €V
XaAkndovt Soypatiofévta- 6
Kal TTEMOinKeV.

AM 5983 (136, 5-11)
Pactheboag ovv 6
AvaoTtdolog £ypagov
ot On opoloyiav mapa
Evenuiov matpidpyov

TPOG TO Wi cakedoai Tt TG
ékkAeotag kal Tiig mioTews,
apagtov avtov amokaldg
T@V Xprotiavov kai Tfig
Paotheiag. Pralopévng

8¢ avtov ti¢ Pacthidog
Apeadvng kai Tijg
ovykAétov, Elafev avtod TO
i1010xeLpoV, WG dmodéxeTal €ig
6pov mioTewg Ta doypata TG
év XaAkndovi ovvodov.

624,11-12

v 8¢ dpoloyiav avtod
Braiwg Tov Everuiov
annrnoe facilevoag.

447 B

Tiv opoloyiav avtod Plaiwg
Tov Ederjpiov dnnnoev
Avaotaotog pacthevoag.

AM 5987 (139, 19-20)
Avaotdotog 6¢ 6 Paoctlelg
Tiv Opoloyiav avtod
napa Evenpuiov peta Plag
deeilaro.

624, 12-15
Mavixaiot kai Apetavoi

o

£€xapov Avaotaciv,
Mavixaiot uév @g tjg
unTpog avtod (NAwtpiag
otong avtdv, Apetavoi 62
wg KAéapyov Tov Ogiov
TPOG UNTPOG AVAGTAGIOV
ouodotov éxovrea.

448 B

Maviyaiot kai Apetavol
gxapov Avaotaoiw,
Mavixaiot pev wg Tiig
UNTPOG avtod {n\wtpiag
obong avtdv, Apetavol 8¢
¢ KAéapxov 1oV Belov
TPOG UNTPOG Avaotaciov
opodogov €xovre.

AM 5983 (136, 13-16)
Mavixaiot 8¢ kai Apetavoi
gxapov émi Avaotaciw,
Mavixaiot pev wg tijg
unTpog Tod Pacthéwg
{n\wtpiag odong kai mpog
@\ 00G adT@®V, Apelavoi 6
wg KA éapyov, Tov O¢iov
avtoD, adeAov TG adTig
KAKOQPOVOG UnTpog,
opodotov éxovreg.

624, 15-625, 3

moAAG TV Ioadpwv droma
Kal dndvOpwma TOAPOVTWY
¢v Kwvotavtivovndlet,
Avaotaotog dnavtag Tig
Baocilidog éE¢Palev. oi 8¢
£EeNBOVTEG TTPOG TVpAVVISA
wpunoav kai £wg Tod
Kotvagiov ¢§¢dpapov. ka®’
@V 0 BactAevg oTpaTOV
¢Eénepye kai' Twdvvny 1OV
Y00y kai Todavvny tov

449 B

[ToA& t@v Ioavpwyv droma
Kai andvOpwmna mpagavtwy
¢v Kwvotavtivounodet
Avaotdolog dmavtag Tig
Bacthidog ¢E¢Palev. oi 8¢
¢EeNBOVTEG TTPOG TVpaVVIda
wpunoav kai €éwg Tod
Kotvagiov ¢&¢dpapov. kad’
@V 0 Pactheds oTpaTOV
¢Eémepye kai' Todvvny tov
2k00nv kal

AM 5985 (137, 23-25)
Tovtw TQ £tel AvaoTAOL0G
0 Paociledg Tovg v
Kwvotavtivounolet

Toavpovg Sta ToANAG dtoTiog

o >

¢8iwev, ol ¢EeNOGvTeg
Topavvida éperétnoav.
AM 5987 (139, 6-12)
amoxapwv 8¢ 6 Bactheg v
@ XpoviCetv TOV TOAepov
¢0appnoev Evpnuiw 1@
EMOKOTIW, WG EIPNVIG
¢@ietau, kai ovvakal Tovg

53



The Chronicle by George the Monk and Its Relation to Theodore Lector’s Work

RES GESTE 2017 (5)

Kvptov. Tod 8¢ morépov

£mi &. €T KPATNOAVTOG,
AvVaoTaolog ATOKAU@V
£0appnoev Evenuiw 1@
£MoKOTW W gipnvng
£gieTa, Kai iva ovvaydyn
TovG événuodvrag
£mokomovg kai §o&n vrép
T@VIocavpwv Tapakaleiv.
Evenuog 8¢ é&nyaye to
Aex0ev mpocTwavvnv
natpikiov tevhepov
AOnvodwpov £vog T@V
¢Eapxovrtov 1@vIcavpwv.

0 8¢ dpapwv mavta
avayyéAel @ Baot\ei, Omep
eig €xOpav tov faciAéa kata
Evgnuiov ¢§wmice peilova.

Twdvvny 1oV Kuptov. tod

8¢ moAépov émi mévTe €11
KPATNOAVTOG AVaOoTACLOG
amokapwv é0dppnoev
Evenuio @ émokénw
Kwvotavtivountodewc, g
elpnvng épietal, kai tva
ovvaydyn Tovg évonuodvrag
¢moKOTOVG Kai 5oy vmep
TOVIoadpwv mapakaleiv.
Evgnruiog 8¢ ¢&nyaye 1o
Aex6ev mpogTwavvny
natpikiov mevhepov
ABnvodwpov £vog T@V
eEapxovtwv tovIoavpwy. O
8¢ Spapwv mavta dvayyéAel
1@ Baothel. dmep eig ExOpav
Tov Pacthéa kata Edenuiov
gEwmhioev.

évdnuodvrag émokonovg
npooétae mapakalécovrtag
oM Bev nept T@vIoavpwv.
Evgnuiog 8¢ 10 puotrplov
éEnyaye npogTwdvvnv
natpikiov, tevhepov
ABnvodwpov tod £Edpyov
TG TVpavvidog. 0 8¢ dpapwv
T® PactAel annyyetley, Onep
eig adtalhaktov ExOpav
kat’ Ebgnpuiov tov facidéa
AvaoTdolov fjyetpev.

625, 3-6

AvaoTtaotog 6¢
Baocilikwtepov kivnOeig
katd T@vIcavpwv TovTovg
KATA KPATOG €VIKNoE kal
népyag npog Evgnuiov
Evoéprov tov payistpov
onAoi avt®- ai evxai gov,

0 uéyag, Tovg @ilovg cov

nofolwaoav.

450 B

AvaoTtdolog PactAMkwTePOV
Aotmov KivnBeig katd TV
Toabpwv TOVTOVG KATA
KPATOG VIKNOoEV: Kal TEUYAG
npog Everov EvoéPlov tov
paytotpov dnhol mpog avtov-
«at gvxai oov, [0 péyag, Tovg
@ilovg oov noPorwoav.»]*

AM 5988 (140, 7-8)
Evpnuion 8¢ @ émokdénw
ednAwoe 8t Evoefiov
payiotpov- ai gvyai cov,_
0 péyag, Tovg gilovg cov
nopoiwoav.

625, 6-15

Avaotaotog factievg Tag
¢mpBovddag T@vIcavpwy
gmypavyag Evgnuiw, kai og
€l ypappata TENOHPOS TOig
TUPAVVOLG, GUVIYAYE TOVG
¢vénuoivrag émokdénovg,
oitiveg PactAel xapi{opuevol
axkowwvnoia kai kabaipéost
TOV dvdpa Rueiyavro. kal
npoxetpiletar O facilevg

€i¢ é¢miokomrov Makedoviov
nipeoPuTtepov TifG EkkAnciag kai
OKEVOPVOAAKA. O HEVTOL AAOG

455 B (the underlined part
alsoin V)

AvaoTtdolog 6 Bacthedg Tag
gmPBovlag t@vIoavpwv
gmypayag Edenuiw kai wg
YPAHUATA TIETOHPOTOG TOIG
TVPAVVOLG GLUVIYAYEV TOVG
gvOnuodvTag EmoKOTovG:
ottiveg Pacthel xapi{opevot
axowvwvnoia kal kaBatpéoet
1OV &dvdpa fueiyavTo.
npoxelpiletat 8¢ 6 Pacthedg
eic ¢miokomov Makedoviov
npeoPitepov Tig EkkAnoiog
Kal oKevo@VAaKa. O LEVTOL

6 Evgnuiov ¢otacialov:
£v 0ig £ig 10 inrmodpouov
£5papov AMitavevovrteg. AAN’
ovd¢v dvnoav, Tod yap

Aaog 8¢ Everjuiov éotaoialov:

&V oig ig 10 inmodpopov
gdpapov AMtavevovteg: AN
ovdev dvnoav- Tod yap
Baothéwg évika 1) EvoTaog.

AM 5987 (139, 12-13)

60ev <kai> tag TOvIcavpwv
¢mPoviag Evenuiw
EMypayev.

AM 5988 (140, 9-16)
ovvayaywv 8¢ 6 Pacthedg
ToUG évdnuoivrag
¢mokomovg katd Edgnuiov
évekdalel, ol kal xaptfopevol
@ PactAel akovwvnoiay
kai kaBaipeorv avTod
gyneilovro. mpoxetpiletal
8¢ 0 PactAedg

Makedoviov éniokomov
Kwvotavtivovnmorewd,
oKkevVOPUAaKa OvTa <TOTE
TAHG avTiG ékkAeotag>.

0 pévrot Aaog dua Tov
Everjuov éotacialev:

Baociléwg évika 1) EvoTactg.
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456 V (underlined is the

part of the sentence which

is missing in the edition of
Papadopoulos-Kerameus)
Maxkeddviog metoBeig Paotel

TO EVOTIKGD ZVwvog

Kal €ig 10 inmodpoptov
£€dpapov Aitavevovreg,
AN’ 098¢V dvijoat ioxvoay,
ToD melo0eig KakdG Vikav
omevdovToC. Makedoviog 6¢
Kak®g ero0eig Avaotaciw

Bacievg epropraBijvan
npocétalev. 0 8¢ Aoyov
fitnoe 81a Makedoviov
Aafeiv g EmPovlils xwpig
KATA TOV TOTOV dmayetat.
¢mrpaneic 8¢ TOV Aoyov
dodvar 6 Makedoviog
EMALVETOV TL OKEYAUEVOG,
£v 1@ fanTioTnpiw TOD
Evgnpiov dvtog, T0
OUOQOPLOV TO EMMOKOTIKOV
£avtod agapedijvar HTo TOD
apxidrakovov mpocétate
Kai 0VTwg €icijA0e Tpog Tov
Evenuov. daveioapevog

8¢ kai xprjuara mapéoye @
Evonuiw €ig dandvag t@v
oLV avTQ.

kaBuméypayev. VTEypavE T@ EVWTIKGD
Zivwvog.
625, 15-626, 1 457 B AM 5889 (140, 19-26)
Evgnuov gig Evxditav Evenuiov eig Evxaita Tovtw 1@ €tet Evpnuov

Baoiledg meploptobijvat
npoogtadev. 6 6¢ Aoyov
fitnoev 8t Makedoviov
Aaeiy, wg EmPovAig xwplg
KOTA TOV TOTOV &TayeTaL.
gmutparneig 8¢ Tov Adoyov
dotval 6 Makedoviog
EMAVETOV TL OKEYAUEVOG
év 1@ Pamtiotnpiw TOD
Evenuiov dvtog 10
WUOPOPLOV TO EMOKOTIUKOV
gautod dealpedival Hid Tod
dpxtdtakovov pooétake,
Kai oUtwg eloNABe mpog TOV
Evgrjpuiov. daveiodapevog

O¢ kal xprpata dédwke T@
Evenpiw eig damavag Tdv
oLV AVTQ.

Avaotdoiog gig Evxaita
¢EOpLoTov améotetev.

0 8¢ A\oyov fitnoev da
Maxkedoviov Aafeiv,
avemPovlevtov petvart &v

@ andyeobal. Emrpaneig

8¢ Makedoviog dovvau

TOV AOyov, eioepxOuevog

¢v 1@ Pantiotnpiw mpog

Tov Ederiuiov ageletv &’
avTod T0 OPéPopoV TO
apxtdtakovy mpooétaleyv, kai
oVTw Aitog mpog Evgruov
eloeNOwv daverodpevog te
xprnata §édwkev Evgepio,
WG Tapd TOA@DV Ematvednval
Katd TovG V0 TPOTOVG.

626, 1-2

Maxeddviog doknTig RV Kai
iepdg, wg Vo Tevvadiov
Tpa@eic, 0U kai ddeA@1doig

VT pYEV.

458 VB

Makedoviog AoKNTIKOG TV
Kal igpog wg v1o Tevvadiov
TPaQeig, 00 Kai &deA@Ldovg,
WG AGYOoG, DTTipYEV.

AM 5889 (140, 26-27)
&oKNTIKOG Yap NV Kai igpog,
¢ Vo Tevvadiov Tpageis,
oV Kai ddeAPL80OG VTR PXEV.

* The ending of this passage of the Epitome has been reconstructed by Hansen on the basis of the accounts in George the
Monk and Theophanes, cf. G.Ch. Hansen, 1995, p. 127, apparatus.

The Epitome of Theodore Lector became therefore the source of literal ci-
tations for two groups of narratives: one concerning Patriarch Gennadios of
Constantinople and the other, dealing with Patriarch Euphemios. The remain-
ing three accounts treat of Daniel Stylites, Patriarch Martyrios of Antioch, and
the finding of Apostle Barnaba’s relics in Cyprus. Interestingly, the narratives
that do not relate to Constantinople have no equivalent in the Chronography
by Theophanes, who also made use of the Epitome of Theodore’s work. For this
reason, it is obvious that George could not have drawn from this latter work

for citing these narratives.

There are also six passages in George the Monk’s Chronicle that have their
analogies in both the Epitome and Theophanes’ work; in four of these cases,
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George seems to be, generally speaking, closer to Theophanes’ account, in one
case — to the Epitome, and in one - he is equally close to both of his literary

predecessors:

- 610,18-22 ~E 363 (B, . 236v,1. 21-25[PG L,5]; V 32 Papadopoulos-Ker-
ameus) ~ Theophanes AM 5945 (106, 25-29), closer to Theophanes
— 611, 5-11 ~ E 352 (V 22 Papadopoulos-Kerameus) ~ Theophanes AM
5941 (101, 13-17), close to both
- 621, 9-19 ~ E 513 (B, f. 239v, 1. 18-25 [PG II, 35]) ~ Theophanes AM
6005 (159, 19-160, 1), closer to Theophanes
— 621,19-622,1 ~E 516 (P, f. 19v A, 1. 22-B, 1. 14 [Cramer 108, 3-12]) ~
Theophanes AM 6008 (162, 9-12), closer to Theophanes
- 622, 19-623, 13 ~ E 512 (B, f. 239v, |. 9-18 [PG II, 34]) ~ Theophanes
AM 6009 (163, 16-28), closer to Epitome
— 623, 14-20 ~ E 440 (V 75 Papadopoulos-Kerameus) ~ Theophanes AM
5981 (133, 14-16), closer to Theophanes

Table 2. Closer parallels between the Chronicle by George the Monk, the Epitome of Theodore’s work and the

Chronography by Theophanes

(bold type is used to mark the verbatim citations from the Epitome in George the Monk or Theophanes; literal parallels in
George the Monk and Theophanes are underlined)

George the Monk, Chronica

Theodore Lector, Epitome

Theophanes, Chronographia

610, 18-22

TOAAQ 0DV Toujoaca
katopBwuata kai ToANOVG
€VKTNPioVG OiKOVG

Kal TTwyoTpo@eia Kai
Eevavag kai EevoTd@ua kai
HovaoTtépLa, £v ol Kai TOV
To dyiov AavpevTtiov vaoy,
oikodounoaca étedevTnoe
napBévog katalimodoa
Mapkiavov PactAedety.

363 BV (the missing text

in this manuscript is
underlined)

[TovAyepia 1} eboePnig
¢televTnoE TOAAA IO oaoca
katopOpata kat TévVTa TA
£auTiig MTwXOIG Kataleiyaoa:
dnep Mapkiavog mpog oig
OVK AVETpeyev, AAAA Kal Talg
xpeiatg amdoatg mpobvpwg
bnnpéTnoev. ékTioe 6¢ Kal
gvkTnpiovg oikovg ITovhxepia
moANoUG, 1OV év BAayépvaig,
1ov Xahkompateiwy, TOV
‘Odnydv: ued’ @v xai tov [V:
® éoTv 6] Aavpevtiov ToD
HAPTLPOG.

AM 5945 (106, 25-29)

Tovtw @ €tel ITovAxepia
1 pakapia kai e0oePng
gkotunOn év kupiw ToAA&
nouoaca katopHwpara
Kal TavTa Ta €avTig
TMTWX0IG KataAeiyaoa:
anep Mapkiavog mAgiota
6vta mpobupwg Stédwkev.
£xTioe 8¢ 1) avTi) mMoAAoVG
€VKTNPioVG OiKOVG Kai
nrwyela kai Eevavag kal
Eevotdgua, v oig kai TOV
vaov Tod dyiov pdpTvpog
Aavpevtiov.

611,5-11

0 8¢ pvoet vwBpdg e kal
amnepiokenTog €ig mavTa
uev dmipxev; pdAiota 62 eig
ToVvG UtoParlovTag adTd
XAPTAG ATAPAVAYVWOTWG
onEypayev. Omep 1
00QwTdTr yvodod moTe
ITovAxepia [C ITovAxepia]

352V

®eodooiov ToD Pacthéwg

0 ioTop@V KaBdTTETAL WG
neiBopévov wg ETvye kal
EVUETAYWYOV OVTOG, Kal OTL
101G VTTOPAAAOVOLY AVTH
XApTaAG ATTAPAVAYVWOTWS
omeypayev- émep yvoboa
ITovAyepia 1} adehen adTod

AM 5941 (101, 13-17)
®e0d6010¢ 6¢ 0 PactAedg
€VPITILOTOG NV, TAVTL AVEUW
@epduevog, 60ev kal xaptalg
AmapavayvwoTtolg TOANAGKLG
DIEYpaveEv- £V ol Kal
ITovAxepia 1) coQwTATN
Sdwpeav AM 5941 (101,
13-17)

56




RES GESTE 2017 (5)

Rafat Kosiiski

00QWtdtn yvodod mote
ITovAyepia [C ITovAxetpia]
00O VTHAOEV avTOV
dwpeav vropalodoa

OM0ev mpog SovAeiav
ékxwpodoav Ty £avTod
yauetiv Ebdokiav. fjv kai
kaBvnoypdyag un npdtepov
avayvovg botepov devidg
wveldileto mapd Tig
ITovAyepiag [C ITovAyepiag].

co@p®g LTAADEV AdTOHV,
Swpeav vroParodoa
Oeodooiw kxwpodoav
npog dovAeiav Evdokiav
TRV yapethy adtod- fjv kai
bméypayev kai delvdg HIo
tiig TTovAxepiog wveldioOn.

®e0860106 ¢ 6 Pacthedg
eVPIMLOTOG NV, TTAVTL AVEHW
@epduevog, 60ev kal
XAPTALG ATTAPAVAYVWOTOLG
TIOAAKLG DTEEYpaAYEV-

¢v oig kai ITovAxepia

1 copwtatn dwpedv
vnéPalev dmapavayvwoTtov
gkxwpodoav mpog dovAsiav
Evdoxiav, Tiv yapetiv
avtod, Kai VEypayev
dewvig mapa ITovAyepiag
oveldlodeic.

621,9-19

'E@’ @v xpovov kal
Movdapog [C Movdpaog]
0 1OV Tapaknvav
@UAapyog Pantiobeig IO
@V 0pBodoEwv év Zupiq,
Yevijpog &umokomovg

o

gnepye mpog avTov dvo
0é v adTw petadodvar
TG oikeiag aipéoewg [C
TV oikelav aipeov]. v
100 86ypatog TO dtomov
aioBopevog Epn peta
navovpyiag: defauev
ypdupata onuepov 6Tt
MuixanA 6 dpxdyyelog
améBavev. IOV 8¢ eimdvtwv
advvartov eivau tod10, Kal
oG, Pnotv, Be0¢ yvuvog
¢otavpwbn kad’ dudg,

&l ui) ¢x Yo @voewv AV

0 Xp1otdg, eiye unde
dyyelog amobvrjokey;
Omep dkovoavTeg Kal
0@6dpa katamhayévteg
€i¢ TO QUOLKOV PPOVIHa
TfG TpoTAoEWG AVTOD
dvexywpnoav pet’ aioyvvng.

513 B

Alapovvdapov Tod
QUAGPYOL ZAPAKNVDV
xplotiavioavtog dbo
EMIOKOTIOVG EMEpyeY O
Zevipog ¢ @ TAG idiag
petadodvat T@® QuAApXW
Kakiog. 0e0g 8¢ mpopOdoag
OO TOV SeXopévwy

v obvodov Tov dvdpa
Bantioffvat memoinkev.
TOV <8&> VMO Zevipov
OTAAEVTWY évavTia

TOV dANO@V Soypdtwy
onovdalovtwv Siddéat
TOV OAapyoV dpdpa &ig
E\eyxov TOV Aeyopévav
ovvédnkev. TodTo 8¢ fv TO
do&at ypaupata déxeoboat
pnvoovta, 61t Mxan\ 6
dpxayyehog télet Tod Piov
gxpnoato. T@®v 8¢ TodTO
AeyovTwv ddvvatov «mtdg
odV», O UAAPXOG £Pnoey,
«gl pr) §vo 0 Xptotog, Beog
YUHVOG oTavpov katedéEaro,
6te unde dyyelog mdoxewv
fj dmoBvrokely TEQLKEV;»
oUTwg odVv oi Zevrpov
ailoxvvhEvTeg AoVVTAKTWG

AM 6005 (159, 19-160, 1)
Ahapovvdapw 8¢, T@
QUAGPXW TOV Zapaknvidv,
PantiofévtL Zevijpog 6
Sdvooefng dvo émokdmovg
gnepye TG AwPng avTod
petadovvar adt®. Oeod 8¢
npovoig o T@V 0pBodoHEwv
6 avnp épantiodn TV
dexouévwv v odvodov.
TV 8¢ émokonwv

Yevnpov SlaoTpéeLy TOV
@UAapyov Tod dAnbodg
doypartog omevdoviwy,
Bavpaoctdg avtovg

fideyEev Ahapovvdapog
Spapatovpyia totavTn. €@n
Yap mpog avtovg- «ypappata,
» PN oLV, «€de€auny onpepov
onuaiovtd pot 6Tt MixanA 6
apxayyehog té0vekev. » TOV
8¢ eindvtwv ddvvartov eivar
10070, €N 6 POAAPXOG: «Kal
@G Be0g yupuvog éotavpwn
Ka®’ Dpag, €i un 8vo gvoewv
v 0 Xp1otog, einep punde
dyyelog amoOvroket»

Kal obTw pet’ aloyxvvng
dvexwpnoav oi Tod Zeviipov
¢niokomol.

DTTAVEXWPT|OAV.
621, 19-622, 1 516 P AM 6008 (162, 9-12)
Kai év Ale€avdpeia 6¢ Agwvi) TNy kata Td & avt® Etet év

mAgioToL dvOpeg Kal YUVAIKEG

Alekavdpéwv énijABev OTO

Alekavdpeia MhgioTol
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46pdwg bAdKTOLV. TTEpl

@V 116 €10 kB Vrvovg
@oPepdv Tva Aéyovta: St
TovG dvabepariopoig Tijg

ovvodov Tadta mdoxovaot
Sikaiwg [C eikdétwg].

TIVELPATWV AKaBApTWY
noudevopévwy, €v Te Ti
nOAel Kal TAOT) TH} TEPLXDPW
Avép@V Kal yuvauk®v Kai
vmiwy évoyAovuévwv
nmARfovg dmeipov kai
VAakToOVTWYV. Kat dvap &¢
TIG €l0€v Tva AéyovTta wg
S Tovg dvabepatiopovg
TOVG Katd TG oLvOSov
TadTa TAOXOVOLY. TIVEG

8¢ ENeyov, OTi S1d Tovg
a0éopovg dpkovg, odg kata
100 Oelov TOAUDOLY OUVDELY,
Ta ToladTa matdevovrat.
gtepol ¢ Epaokov, 6Tt S
10 KwAvOfRvaL dvépyeobal
eig v Dywotv 100
otavpod eig Tepoodivpa
ToUG Ahe&avOpeig kal Tovg
Alyvrtiovg 6 0e06 OpYi
TOUTOVG ¢EETEUQE.

avdpeg Kal yvvaikeg kai
vimia Setv@g AN YEVTeG LTTO
Sapdvwv 40pdws VAdKTOLV.
ka0’ vrvoug 8¢ Tig €18 Tiva
@oPepovAéyovta: 6L S
ToUG dvadepatiopovg Tig
ovvodov Tadta Tdoxovotv.

622, 19-623, 13

Kai Kwddng 6 facthedg
Ilepo@v &v TVt gpovpiw TV
wkwioe padav O¢ Aifovg
Tiiovg amokeioBat év

avT®, POLVAGHEVOG AVTOVG
aveléoBat StexwAveto

Tapd TOV avTtdOL Sapdvwv
0IKOVVTWYV. TATAY TOIVVV
payeiav émdei§apévov

T@v Oepandviwy [C paywv]
avtod kai undév ioxvoavrwy
NAOe S1a T@v Iovdaiwv.
amotvxwv 8¢ kdxeiev
ovveBovAevOn S TV
XPLOTIAVOV KaTtapyioat
TovG daipovag. 6 8¢ TV

¢v [epoidL xprotiavdv
£€MIoKOTTOG £Mi TO AVTO
ovvad tmrtedéoac kai TOV
Osiwv wotnpiov petalafov
Kai Toig oVVoDoL XPLoTIAVOIG
petadovg kai T@ onpeiw Tod
otavpod

Suw§ag Tovg daipovag

T® Kwddn 10 gpovplov
Tap£dwKeV. 6G KATATAAYEig

512B

Kaotpov éoti petad
[Tepo@v kai Tvo@v @ Gvopa
TCovvSadeép. év TOVTW

TO TOM® Xprpata TOANG

Kat AiBovg Tipiovg keioBat
pabwv Kwadng 6 faciledg
TadTa Aafeiv ¢BovAevoato.
Saipoveg 8¢ OV TOTOV
oikodvTeg ToD {nrovpévov
Kwddnv éxwAvov. maoav
Toivuv payeiav émdelapévwv
TOV pdywv adtod kal pundev
ioxvodvtwv NABe Sta TV
Tovdaiwv. dmotvxwv 6¢
kakeibev ovuvefovievdn

S Twv Xplotiavav
Katapyfoat Tovg Saiflovag.
0 8¢ émiokomog XploTiavv
T@v év ITépoaig ovvaly

¢mi ToDTO TEADOC Kal TOV
Oeiwv potnpiov petalapwv
Kal petadovg Toig ovvodaot
XploTiavoig T

onpeiw Tod oTavpod Stwag
Tovg daipovag 1@ Kwadn 10
KAOTPOV ATOVWG TAPESWKEV.

AM 6009 (163, 16-28)
petadd 6 Ivdav kai Iepo@v
KAGTPOV £0TIV OVOUATL
TCovvdadeép, EvOa moAAa
xprrata kai Aiovg Tipiovg
elvat mToAAovg Kovadng
pabov énelétel todTo
AaPeiv. daipoveg 8¢ @ TOTW
TapedPevOVTEG EKWAVOV
avto xetpwbOijval. macav

oV Kvéoag TV map’ adT@®
paywv émivolay, émerta

8¢ xai'Tovdaiwv, kai Tod
OKOTIOD N} €MITLXWY, TtELoOelg
S TG TPOG Beov eDXAG

1OV XpLoTiav@v ToTov
kvpleboat, émiokomov Tiva
Xprotiavav td@v év Ilepaidi
TePL TOVTOL TIAPEKANEDEY,

6¢ ovvaly émtedéoag

Kal T@v Oeiwv puotnpiwy
petalapaov, tpooeAbwv T®
TOTW TOVG ¢Keloe Saipovag
¢€ediwte kal 1@ Kovdadn

TO KAGTPOV ATOVWG
napédwrev- TovTw Kovddng
KATAmAayeig
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navu kal @OPw kataoxebelg | dmep katamhayeig 6 O onpeiw Tpwtokadedpia
[C om. kai pOPw avnp mpwtokabedpia TOV TOV éniokomov étiunoey,
kataoxebeig] mpoxabedpia ¢niokomov £tiunoey, éwg 10T | éwG T0TE Mavixaiwv kai
TOV £¢niocKOTOV £TiUNoEY, Tovdaiwv kat Mavixaiwv Tovdaiwv mpokabelopévwv,
£w¢ tote Tovdaiwy Kai TPOTIHWHEVWY. O 8¢ TdaL aderav 8¢ mapéoye kai Toig
Mavixaiwv npotipwvévewy | toig xptotiavifetv éBéhovoty | Bovopévorg PamntiCeobat.
[C un mpotipdvevov], kal ddetav Sédwiev.

pévTol kai ToLG XPLOTLAVOLG
ayamnroag €kToTe TeEAelav
adsiav d£dwke TOTG
xprotiavitewy €0éAovaorv.

623, 14-624, 3 440V AM 5981 (133, 14-18)
Evenuog tig mpeofutepog | Akdkiog €T TG €MOKOTIRG Tod 8¢ Opavita

Kai Ttwyotpd@og Neandhewg | mpoedpeboag tedevTnoe, TeNEVTHOAVTOG,

TG Kepéveg €v 1@ Avdmhw | kai poxetpiletar Opavitag | Ebgipog, mpeopfitepog
npoxepietau i émiokomov | mpeoPiTepog Tod vaod Kal TTwXoTpdPog
Kwvotavtivoumdlewd, G ToD €v Zukaig OEkAng Tiig NeandAewd, TV EMOKOTNV
dpa T Xelpotovia mpiv TPWTOUAPTVPOG. Kal TPEIG Kwvotavtivovmolewg
avelOelv gig 10 ovvOpovov fjuov pfvag émlnooag gkpdTnoe Kai 00w idialg
€K TQV lep@v IumTixwy ¢TeAedTNOE, Kail mpoxelpiletal | xepoi O dvopa tod Moyyod
anélewe [Tétpov 10D Ebenuog tig mpeoPutepog, | 1@V Simtdxwv anfAenyev-
Moyyod 10 dvoua Taig (Awtng TS 0pBodoov Kal oVTwe ¢kdbioev eig TOV
idtatg xepol kal obTwg eig nioTews, 66 ¢§avTig TO dvopa | Bpdvov kai TO Tod Dilikog
TOV €émokomikov Bpdvov 00 Moyyod dnmmAewyev TV | TiG :P(bpr]q évétagev.
¢kdBioev. o0Tog 8¢ 6 iep@v SimTHyWV.

Moyyog Ale§avdpeiag pev

1V €miokoTog, aipeTikog 8¢

Sdmupog.

The closeness between Theophanes and George the Monk’s Chronicle, in
particular the use of some characteristic expressions (for instance, referring
to Euphemios as ntwyotpo@og, which cannot be found in the Epitome) makes
it possible to assume that George was, to some extent, dependent on Theoph-
anes. Nevertheless, because he does not quote him with any accuracy (except
for the passage dealing with a supernatural phenomenon in Alexandria), such
as when he cites the Epitome passages listed in Table 1, and the differences
between the two texts cannot be exclusively a result of the stylistic transfor-
mation of the text (e.g., George states the name of a Saracene phylarch in the
form Movdapog (in the Old Church Slavonic version: Moyzmaps), while The-
ophanes, like the Epitome, has AAapodvdapog), it should be assumed that he
did not have access to the version of the Chronography that is well known now,
but only perhaps its epitome.

In addition, let us also mention the following three passages which very
loosely refer to both the Epitome and Theophanes (where some correlation
between the latter can be seen):
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— George the Monk, 611, 12-17 ~ E 365 (P, f. 15v B, L. 27-f. 16r A, 1. 10
[Cramer 101, 24-29]; V 34 Papadopoulos-Kerameus; B, f. 236v, 1. 25-29
[PG T, 6]) ~ Theophanes AM 5949 (109, 27-30),

— George the Monk, 616, 6-10 ~ E 398b (P, f. 17v B, 1. 17-23 [Cramer
105, 2-4]; V 57 Papadopoulos-Kerameus; B, f. 237v, |. 3-4 [PG I, 24]) ~
Theophanes AM 5966 (119, 29-30),

— George the Monk, 616, 10-15 ~ E 382 (P, f. 17r A, 1. 10-18 [Cramer 103,
20-23]; V 45b Papadopoulos-Kerameus; B, f. 2371, . 16-18 [PG I, 45])
~ Theophanes AM 5955 (112, 29-32).

Table 3. Further parallels between George the Monk's Chronicle, the Epitome of Theodore’s work, and the Chro-

nography by Theophanes

(bold type is used to mark the verbatim citations from the Epitome in George the Monk or Theophanes; literal parallels in
George the Monk and Theophanes are underlined)

George the Monk, Chronica

Theodore Lector, Epitome

Theophanes, Chronographia

611, 12-17

O pévtot Mapkiavog evoefng
dyav kal dikatokpitng
vnapxwv ékéAevoev dpyovrta
émi 60l XpnudTwy Ui
yiveaBat. ov prv 8¢ A&

Kal TOAAfG Elenpoavvng
AvamAewe Qv &V Talg
ywopévaig év @ Kdunw
Artaic e{og é€npyeTo ovV
O matptdpyn Avatohie
ToANAG dwpedg Toig mévnaot
TApEXOUEVOG.

365 PVB

"Ev taic ATai Talig

yvouévaig év 1@ Kdapmw
ne0¢ Mapkiavog
¢€epxOpeVoG TOANAG TOTG
deopévolg Swpedg mapeixey.
Avatoliov 8¢ Tov Emiokomov
TPOETPEMETO KATA TO €006
TOV EMOKOTWYV TG TOAEWS
ano tod Tavpov gopeiw
PepOpEVOV AMTaveDeLy Ewg
100 Kapmov- 6 8¢ Mapkiavov
PAémwV melevovTa kai avTodg
nie(ebwv EMTAVELEV.

AM 5949 (109, 27-30)
nédvo ¢ v edAaPng kai
@opovpevog Tov Bedv 6
Mapkiavog, 60TLG €V Taig
Artaig tod Kapmov meog
¢EfeL ToAAG ToiG deopévorg
€0 oLdv- 60ev TovTOV OpOV
0 matpLépxng Avatoiog
Kal avTOG OVKETL Qopeiw
@epoOpEVOG kata 10 €006
g\iTdvevey, AAA telde.

616, 6-10

¢’ 00 onpeiov £pavn

£V 1) oVpav@ veQéhn
oaATiyyoeldng émi éuépog
W kai £Ppeke omodov

év Kovotavtivoumolet
ombapfig 10 mdxog, TOV
VEQDV TUPAKTODVTWY.
Kal Tdvteg SINTdvevov
A\éyovteg 6L wbp v kai
A ptAavBpwmia Tod Oeod
¢oPéadn.

398b PVB

1] KOVIG TOUTW TO XpOVW
katfAOev pnvi NoeuPpiw
TUPAKTOVVTWY VEQDV
QAVEVTWY €V 0Vpavd
TPOTEPOV, WG TIAVTAG
motedoat 6t Top v TO
pEAAoV katagépeabal.

AM 5966 (119, 29-30)
Tovtw 1@ €teL 1] KOVIG
katiAOev TupakTovvTwY
TOV VEQAV TIPOPAVEVTWY,
G avtag vopilerv, dtuL mhp
BpéxeL.

616, 10-15

Kol {wypdagov Tvov ypdwat
Tov Xptotov kab’ opotdétnTa
100 A10g ToApnoavrog [C
add. xai], mapavtika fi

xelp [C TG xepog] advtod

382 PVB

"Entt Fevvadiov 1} xelp tod

{wypagov é&npdavon tod

¢v taget Alog TOV owTipa
ypayat Tohpnoavtog: 6v o
evXf¢ idoato 6 Tevvadiog.

AM 5955 (112, 29-32)

Tw § avtd £tet {wypagov
TIVOG_TOV owTijpa ypayal
ToApnoavtog kad’ opoldTnTa
100 A106 £&§npavOn 1 xeip:

ov ¢Eayopevoavta 8’ 0)Xilg
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£EnpavOn [C éEnpavOeiong].
iacato 6¢ avtov [C om.

8¢ avtov] Ievvddiog 6
TATPLAPXNG. Qaot 8¢ Tveg
TOV i0TOPIKOV §T1 TO 0DAOV
Kai OAyoTpiyov ém Tod
Xprotod oxfua oikeldtepdV
£0TLV.

¢not 8¢ 0 iotop®dv &1L TO
dAAo oxijpa Tod owTipog,
TO 0VAOV Kal OALYOTpIYOV,
brdpyet O aAnBéotepov.

iaoarto 6 I'evvadiog. paoct
0¢ Tveg TOV lOTOPIK@Y, OTL
TO 0DAOV Kai OALYOTpPLXOV
oxfjna émt Tod cwTijpog
OIKeLOTEPOV EOTLV.

Finally, George also draws three passages from the Epitome of John Diakri-
nomenos, one of which has an parallel in Theophanes:

— George the Monk, 612, 21-26 ~ E 535 (M, f. 28v, L. 22-26; B, f. 239v, 1.

39-42 [PG II, 41-42]),

— George the Monk, 618, 14-21 ~ E 547 (M, f. 29r, 1. 21-26; B, f. 240r, 1.

9-11 [PG I, 48]),

— George the Monk, 622, 3-8 ~ E 555 (M, f. 29v, 1. 10-15; B, f. 240r, 1.
20-23 [PG I, 54]; P, f. 20r B, 1. 19-20v A, 1. 2 [Cramer 109, 15-20]) ~
Theophanes AM 5995 (144, 6-10).

Table 4. Parallels between George the Monk’s Chronicle and the Epitome of John Diacrinomenos’ work
(bold type is used to mark the verbatim citations from the Epitome in George the Monk or Theophanes; literal parallels

in George the Monk and Theophanes)

George the Monk, Chronicle

John Diacrinomenos,

Theophanes, Chronographia

0VTIVOG dvaywprioavTog
[Tétpog 6 Kvagedg
TUPAVVIKDG TG Opovw
énennidnoev [C eioendnoev].

Epitome

612,21-26 535 MB absent
[C kai] Zvpewv 6 Oavpdotog | Ot év Aiydntw povayol
EmPag 1@ oTOAw, 1) 0Ovodog | mept Tod ayilov Zvuedvog
gmpepyapévn (mp@tog yap | pabovreg ot émi kiovog
TOUTO €MEVONOEV) {otatat, pepydpevol 1@ &éve
akowvwvnoiav adtd 10D Tpdypatog (MpdTOG Yap
Enepyav. gita pabovreg ol avTOG TODTO £MEVONOEV)
O¢lol tatépeg TOV Piov kai TO | dkotvwvnoiay avTtd® Emepyay.
datvgov Tod avdpog maiv elta £yvwkdTeg TOV Piov Tod
avT@ EKoLV@VI|oav. avdpog kai 10 dtvgov ey

adT® EKOLVWVIOQY.

536 MB
TpOG Ov 0 Pacthedg Mapxiavog 6 factledg év
Mapxiavog [C om. oXAHATL ISLWTOV TTPOG TOV
Mapkiavog] v iSlwTikd 6010V Zupe@va AQavdg
oxnuatt tapayevouevog tfig | mapeyéveto.
lepag evyfc avtod kai Béag
katn&iwtat
618, 14-21 547 MB absent

[Tétpov gnol tov Kvagéa
gmvofjoat TO Hopov &v Tf
¢kkAnoiq émi mavtog Tod
Aaod aytdleoBat kai v
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06 kal TpOTOG éMEVONOE TO
popov €v T} ékkAnoia i
Tavtog Tod Aaod aytdlecdo
Kai T ni TV 0daTwy év
Toig Ocogaviolg EmkAnov
év éonépa yiveoOar kai €v
gxaoTn vy v OgotéKOV
ovopatesOar kai v aon
ovvagel 10 ovpfolov Tiig
nilotewg AéyeoBat mpdTepov
un Aeyouevov el pr dmag
ToD €vatvToD év Tf) HeYAAD
TIOAPAOKEVT].

1L TOV VOATWYV €V TOIG
Beogaviolg émkAnoty év
T} £omépa yiveoOau kai €v
gkaotn evXf v Beotdkov
dvopaleoBot kai év maon
ovvakel 10 avppfolov
AéyeoOaut.

622,3-8

kai ¢v Neokaroapeia 8¢
oglopov yiveohar péAAovrog
avOpwmdg Tig 0devwy Emi
TV oA €ide oTpatiwTag
npodyovTag Kai ETepov
6molev kpalovra- guAd€ate

TOV oikov Tod Havpatovpyod
Ipnyopiov. kai 100 oceiopod
YEVOUEVOL TO &V TAEIGTOV
TV TOAewg €mecey, 0 6¢
vaog Tod ayiov drecwdn.

555 MBP

‘Ev Neokaloapeiq oglopov

TNVIKaUTa pEAAOVTOG
yiveoBat otpatidTng TIG

gmi TV oAV 68evwv §v0
OTPATIOTAG ATILOVTOG €T
avthy €0edoarto kal TovTWV
dmoBev Etepov kpalovta:
«@uhakate TOV ofkov év @ 1)
Orkn Ipnyopiov €éotiv.» kai 6
HEV OELOUOG EYEVETO Kal TO
TIAEIOTOV HEPOG TNV TTOAEWS
¢neoey, 6 0¢ olkog Tou
Oavpatovpyov Stecwdn.

AM 5995 (144, 6-10)

"Ev Neokatoapeia 8¢

puéXlovtog yiveaOar
OELONOV, OTPATIOTNG 0V WV
g dvo oTpatiwTag £’ avTiv
eide kai 6mabev GAov
kpdfovra- «@uAdate TOV
oikov £€v @ 1) Ofjkn Ipnyopiov
£oTiv.y

yevouévov 8¢ tod oelopod,
TO TAEioTOV Pé€POG TV

oA ewg EnTwOn ARV

ToD ayiov Ipnyopiov Tod
Oavpatovpyod.

As the above listing shows, the borrowings from the Epitome of the works
by Theodore and John are most often literal, as George would usually only alter
the initial, or possibly sometimes final, sentence, adapting them to his narra-
tion.”* Still, some of the excerpts have been treated with more of a latitude; in
some cases, it could be presumed that George the Monk might have used some
version of Theophanes’ Chronography, rather than the account from the Epito-
me, as his base source material.

Carl de Boor’s hypothesis of attributing two passages from George the Monk’s
Chronicle to the Epitome

In his study published in 1882, de Boor posited that the two passages from
George’s work (617, 5-13 and 623, 20-624, 3) be considered as excerpts from
the Epitome. Carlde Boor’s hypothesis was accepted by Hansen, with the pas-
sage treating of the finding of Mary’s robe and the translation of that relic to
Constantinople incorporated in the GCS edition as Epitome 397. However, de
Boor based his proposition on fairly narrow grounds, arguing that this narra-
tive would fit in with the context which could only be found in Theodore, John

> G.Ch. Hansen, 1995, p. 30.
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Malalas, and Theophanes. The absence of the passage in the works of Theoph-
anes and Malalas should point to Theodore’s authorship.”

In order to check if the excerpt E 397 is actually drawn from Theodore
Lector’s Epitome, we should focus our attention on the correlation between the
works of George the Monk and Symeonthe Logothete, as already noted before.
The E 397, which is absent in sources antecedent to George, can also be found
in an abridged version in Symeon’s work.**

Table 5. The story of Mary’s robe in George the Monk’s Chronicle and in Symeon the Logothete’s Chronicle
(bold type indicates literal parallels between these two works)

George the Monk, Chronica Symeon the Logothete, Chronica
617.5-13 (= E 397) 99.2a
Tig Beotokov 1) €001|g evpebeioa év "Emt tovtov 8¢ fivéxOn €001 TG dmepayiag

Tepooolbpolg mapa tive edAaPeotdrn yuvaikt | @eotokov £§ Tepocolbpwy, edpedeioa mapd
‘EPpaidt kai mapBévw iepdg Staguiattopévn | Teve yovauki ebAaPeotatn Efpaide kai

kai ¢€v Kovotavtivovmohet Stakopiobeioa év | mapOéve,

Bhaxépvaig anetébn, €vOa 6 Pactheds vaov
oikodounoag ti|g BeounTopog kai copov

€k YpvooDd kal dpyvpPOL KATACTKELACAG
katédeto TadTny. fjtig ¢Eépiny e0pOApTWY
EEVQaOUEVN, Kal O OTAPWY OpOELdNG Kai
OHOXpo0G, adtagpBopog [C adagpBopuwc]

€0TL Kal AStalvTog péxpt vov 10 Badpa Tiig
aemapBévov [C add. kai adiapBopov] capdg
KnpvTTovoa.

According to Staffan Wahlgren’s view, the main source for Symeon the
Logothete’s Chronicle was the Chronography by Theophanes,” but it is more
likely that it may have rather been, as Treadgold argues, a source common to
both Symeon and George, which was based on Theophanes’ work. An anal-
ysis of the correlations between George and Symeon is made more difficult
by the limited number of critical studies on George, as I have already noted.
In any case, Wahlgren appears to side with Afinogenov’s proposition that de
Boor’s edition is not based on the best manuscript, namely the Coislinianus
305, which makes comparisons between the two works more complicated.*
At the same time, the Logothete’s work shows a number of connections with
Theodore Anagnostes’ History, as evident from many parallels to the Epitome.
Besides, the Logothete used narrative details derived from the works by John
Malalas, Chronicon Paschale, Historia syntomos by Nicephorus, and the work
of George Synkellos. Most probably, Symeon did not use those sources direct-
ly, but only through some other sources.”

» Cf. C. de Boor, 1882, p. 283.

# Symeon the Logothete, 99, 2a (S. Wahlgren, 2006, p. 130, 10-13).
> S. Wahlgren, 2006, p. 118*.

¢ S. Wahlgren, 2006, p. 118*.

*7'S. Wahlgren, 2006, p. 119*.
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If indeed Symeon had used the epitome version of Theodore’s History, not
George the Monk’s work, the presence of the shortened version E 397 in his
work may be an argument for considering it as drawn from the Epitome.*®
A more likely explanation is the presence of this narrative in the lost common
source (an Epitome of Theophanes, as posited by Treadgold), which would in-
dicate that this account came into being later than Theodore’s work or even its
Epitome. This hypothesis is corroborated by the lack of the E 397 not only in
all of the surviving manuscripts of the Epitome, but also in the known version
of Theophanes’ Chronography.

Of course, the incomplete version of Theodore’s Epitome is the only one that
survives to this day, while the individual offshoots of the manuscripts had been
subjected to redaction alterations. Perhaps, then, an explanation for the ab-
sence of the E 397 in any of the sources prior to the mid-9" century should be
sought in the offshoot of the Epitorne manuscripts used by George the Monk.
All the passages that George faithfully derives from Theodore can be found in
the manuscript Codex Baroccianus gr. 142 (Bodleian Library, Oxford), desig-
nated as B in Hansen’s edition.” Manuscripts of that family were also used by
Theophanes.® The codex inquestion dates from the early 14" century, so it is
not known whether the above-mentioned narrative was removed in the copy-
ing process, but it seems not very likely especially considering its absence in
Theophanes’ work. It could rather be conjectured that this account had never
been a part of the Family B. Five of George’s literal quotations from the Epitome
can also be found in the Codex Vatopedinus 286 from the 13™ century (marked
V in Hansen’s edition®"), while three are in the Codex Parisinus gr. 1555 A from
the 13""-14" century (marked P in Hansen’s edition®?). The manuscripts B and
V, nonetheless, show certain minor discrepancies inthese narratives, e.g., at E
396 the manuscript V omits the word vuktdg, present in both the manuscript
B and George's work, which suggests that this author was based on the tradi-
tion of B also at those places that can be found in the other manuscripts. It
should be added that out of the three passages from George’s Chronicle which
are identical to the Epitome of John Diacrinomenos, each one of them can be
found in both B and the Codex Parisinus suppl. gr. 1156 from the 10* or 11*
century (marked M in Hansen’s edition®). In all likelihood, therefore, George
must have used a manuscript from the family B in this particular case as well.

In turn, in the case of further analogies or paraphrases from the Epitome,
parallel fragments can be found also in the manuscript B (three cases, includ-
ing one closer to the Epitome than to Theophanes), but also V (three cases
as well, one common with the B) and P (just one case). This would confirm

8 Thus in G.Ch. Hansen, 1995, p. 30.

¥ G.Ch. Hansen, 1995, p. 27-28. On this frequently referenced manuscript, see also C. de
Boor, 1884, p. 478-494 and B. Pouderon, 1997, p. 169-192.

% G.Ch. Hansen, 1995, p. 35, stemma; P. Nautin, 1994, p. 214, stemma.

! G.Ch. Hansen, 1995, p. 26-27; A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, 1901, p. 1-9.

2 G.Ch. Hansen, 1995, p. 25-26. On this manuscript, see also B. Pouderon, 1998,
p. 169-191.

» G.Ch. Hansen, 1995, p. 24-25.
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the hypothesis of Giinther Hansen and Pierre Nautin that B and V belonged
to one and the same family of manuscripts (marked by Hansen and “n” by
Nautin),’* which would have been used by Theophanes as well. In view of this,
it is safe to assume that George must have used a manuscript from that family.
Loose references to the Epitome do not bring anything new to this question,
as they find their parallels in the manuscripts B, P, and V, except for M, to
which offshoot of the Epitorne manuscripts George probably had no access. An
argument in support of the hypothesis of the use by Theophanes and George of
the same offshoot of the manuscripts f/n can be found in the structure of the
E 363, dedicated to the church foundations of Pulcheria in Constantinople.
Both George the Monk and Theophanes, as well as the manuscript V 52, men-
tion by name only the Church of St Laurentius, while B I, 5 also makes refer-
ence to the churches at Blachernae, Chalkoprateia, and Hodegon. This would
indicate that these churches were interpolated into the tradition of B after the
9 century, whereas George and Theophanes would have used it prior to the
said interpolation. Considering the fact that George the Monk and Theoph-
anes used a similar manuscript of the Epitome, representing the offshoot p/n,
the absence of this narrative in Theophanes would call for approaching the
attribution of E 397 to the Epitome with caution.

The second passage from George the Monk, which de Boor proposed to
consider as an excerpt from Theodore Lector’s Epitome, is apparently less dis-
putable. It is featured at the beginning of the account on the conflict between
Bishop Euphemios and the Emperor Anastasius, which is, as noted before, al-
most entirely a literal citation from the Epitome. Moreover, the content bears
resemblance to the article “patpia” in the Suda,”” where an identical narrative
can be found, as well as to the account in Theophanes’ Chronography.

Table 6. Postulated E 441 vs. F33 from the Suda and Theophanes
(bold type indicates the verbatim parallels between the text of the Suda and the Chronography by Theophanes vs. George
the Monk’s Chronicle)

George the Monk, Chronica Suda, gatpia Theophanes, Chronographia
623,20-624,3 (= E 441) 1V, 704, 14-20 (= F 33) AM 5982 (134, 19-25)

Evenuiog (nAwtng v g Avaotaolog ogdevtiaplog, | Ebgriuog 8¢ 6
0pBodoEov mioTewg Kal 0 peténerta faocilevoag, opBodotdtarog Avaotdotov
ToUG évavtiovg ediwkey, v | £mi Ebgnuiov matpiapyov OLAEVTIAPLOY, TOV KAKDG
TPOTOG NV AVAOTAGLOG O Kwvotavtivouolewg peta Tavdta Pacthevoavta,
TOTE OLAEVTLAPLOG, VoTepov | KaBEdpav kataokevaoag TG ékkAnoiag édiwkev WG
8¢ Pactheds yevouevog, v Ta | petd Tiveov Epatpialey. alpeTIKOV Kal Opdppova
Evtuyxodg pabav gpovodvta | 8¢ Ev@ripiog peta amethig Evtvyoig, ov oxAomolodvta
Kai dxhomotodvta idwv v | Aéyel advtd T &V Tf] ékkAnoia | Op@V TV €V Tij ékkAnoia
kaBedpav avtod Ty év 11 Bapifovta td TavTng Ppovely | KaBédpav avtd avétpeyey,

3 G.Ch. Hansen, 1995, p. 35 (stemma) and P. Nautin, 1994, p. 214, stemma. It would follow,
however, from Hansen's stemma that Theophanes might not have known the offshoot V of that
family.

> A. Adler, 1935, p. 704, 14-20.
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¢kkAnoiq avétpeye kol adt® | 1 utndoAwg émPaiverv anetAfoag adT®, WG, i pun
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g, el un Ta TG Hovyiag dyel, | dmelpotépoug. «ei 8¢ mapa Ke@aAnv avtod kai Toig
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Kai toig drjpoig OptapPevel. | TNV KONV TOIG djpoLg o€ évekdheoe O¢ kai Znvovt kai
Kai Pactlel 8¢ T kat adtov | OprapPevow.» Ektote fovxiav | THV kat’ avtod ¢§ovaiav
¢yvwploe kai ¢govoiav v fyev avTeixeto yap Tig E\afev.

kat avtod EAafev. Ebvtuxodg 86&ng.

Because of the above parallel, the article from the lexicon was regarded as
an excerpt of Theodore Lector’s (or, possibly, John of Antioch’s) Church Histo-
ry, nota bene also by Carl de Boor,* but it can be seen, on closer inspection of
George'saccount, thatthebeginning of the Euphemios narrative (623,14-624, 3)
has basically no analogy with the extant Epitorme manuscripts, only showing
the faintest references to the manuscript V, while the further part of the story
is an almost literal citation from the B. The manuscript V of the Epitome only
states the information that Euphemios was a presbyter, a fervent supporter of
the Chalcedonian doctrine, who removed the name of Peter Mongos from the
diptychs. On the other hand, George the Monk provides many more details in
the relevant passage: Euphemios was a presbyter and a protector of the poor at
Neapolis near Anaplus. He was also an opponent of the heretics, of whom the
most notable representative was the future emperor Anastasius, preaching the
Eutychian heresy from his chair at the Great Church of Constantinople. Eu-
phemios threatened Anastasius with public condemnation and obtained from
the emperor Zeno authority over the silentarios. Furthermore, the similarity
between George’s transmission and the article featured in the Suda is illusory,
in particular because the latter text is about 1/5 shorter than the version used,
which George the Monk had access to and which, according to de Boor and
Hansen, may have derived from the epitomized version of Theodore’s History.
In all the cases where the original texts of the History and the Epitome sur-
vive, the rule is just the opposite. It does not seem, for this reason, that the
texts of Theophanes and George would have drawn on the one cited in the
Suda, as both of them appear to have referred to some common, unfortunately
unknown, source. Still, it is possible to presume, considering the differences
between these two accounts as well as George the Monk’s preferred modus
operandi, that it was him, not Theophanes, who transmitted the content of that
source in a form closer to the original.

The linking of this narrative with Theodore’s History made it more credible
and turned it into a fundamental point widely represented in all of the studies
concerning Anastasius (including those by the author of the present article),”
whereas the listing of the complete passage in George the Monk clearly shows
that the whole paragraph, which serves as an introduction to the figure of Eu-

36 C. de Boor, 1917, p. 314-315.

7 P. Charanis, 1939, p. 12; C. Capizzi, 1969, p. 69-70; A. Grillmeier, 1987, p. 264; F.K. Haarer,
2006, p. 2; R. Kosinski, 2012, p. 62-63. None of these authors questions the transmissions by
George the Monk and Theophanes.
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phemios, should attest to the very remote analogy to the manuscript V of the
Epitome (which George would have surely not used for this specific place in
the text), but it has much in common with Theophanes’ text that transmits all
the elements of the conflict between the future emperor and the patriarch. At
this point in the text, Symeon the Logothete’s account is of no use, as it sum-
marizes the whole confrontation between Euphemios and Anastasius in just

three sentences.

Table 7. Narrative on Euphemios in George the Monk and in the Epitome by Theodore Anagnostes
(bold type indicates the verbatim parallels between the text of George the Monk's Chronicle and the Epitome of Theodore)

George the Monk, Chronica

Epitome of Theodore Lector

623, 14-624, 3

Ev@nudg tig mpeoPitepog kal

MTwX0oTpOPoG Neandlewg TG Kelpévng €v

@ Avamhg mtpoxerpiletar gig émiokomov
Kwvotavtivovoews, 6¢ dpa T Xxepotavia
TipLv 1] dvelBelv eig 1O oOVOpovoV ék TOV iepdV
Sintoxwv anqAewye [Tétpov Tod Moyyod

TO dvopa Taig idialg xepol kal oVTwG €ig TOV
¢mokomkov Bpdvov €kdbioev. ovtog 8¢ 6
Moyyog Ahe§avdpeiag pév nv éniokomnog,
aipetikog 8¢ didmupog.

623,20-624,3 (= E 441)

Evenuiog (nAwthg v ¢ 0pBodoov miotewg
Kai Tovg EvavTiovg ¢diwkey, OV TPAOTOG NV
AvaoTdolog 0 TOTe GLAEVTLAPLOG, VoTEPOV O
Bacthedg yevopevog. v ta Ebtuxodg pabwv
@povodvTa kai dOxAomotodvta idwv Thv
kaBédpav avtod trv &v Tf} €xkAnoia avétpeye
Kal adT® XAAEM®G AMEADY EONAwaeY, WG,

el un ta TG ovyiag dyet, TNV KeQAANV

avtod dnokeipet kal Toig dnpotg OplapPevet
Kal PactAel 68 T kot adTOV Eyvwploe Kal
¢Eovaiav Ty kat avtod ENafev.

624,4-11

Zivwv Baciledg £TededTnOEY, AvayopeveTaL
8¢ eig Paciréa Vo Apradvng Tijg Avyovotng
AvaoTactog O GIAEVTIAPLOG. TTEPL OV AVTETTN
Ev@nuiog 0 £¢miokomog aipeTikov KaA@v kai
TOV Xprotiavdv avaiov. Apradvng 8¢ kai
TOV TijG OVYKATOV GUVaVELY dvaykalovtwy
Evgnuiov, ovk GAAwg TodTO0 Motijoat
NVEOoXETO, £i Ui} Opoloyiav Eyypagov map’
avTtod ékopicato, WG eig dpov mioTEWS
déxetar Ta €v Xalkndovi doypatiocOévra.

440V

Kai Tpelg fjuov pivag éminoag [Opavitag]
¢TelevTnOE, Kai mpoxetpiletal Evenuiog
1§ ipeaPitepog, (NAwtng ThS OpBodoov
niotews, 66 ¢§avTig TO Gvopa Tod Moyyod
annAewyev TOV iep@v SIMTOXWV.

446 B
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624,11-12
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As it is, the whole story of the conflict between the silentiarios Anastasius
and Euphemios is not attested prior to the 9" century, with Theophanes’ Chro-
nography remaining the oldest evidence thereof. In all probability, therefore,
after a brief introduction to the figure of Euphemios, which also included an
anecdote on his admonishing of silentarios Anastasius (likely with the intent
of explaining the emperor’s later hostile attitude towards the bishop), derived
from an unidentified source (used also by Theophanes and the Suda lexicon),
George copied the rest of the narrative from the Epitome of Theodore Lector.
It is then impossible to say, with any certainty, that E 441 is derived from the
Epitome, and not from some other later source.

(an the passage 607, 13-608, 9 of George the Monk’s Chronicle come from
Theodore Lector?

Thereisonemore passage from George the Monk’s Chroniclethatcannotbefound
in any of the surviving earlier sources but does correspond to Theodore Lector’s
interests, as evident in the narrative of the emperor Zeno and the Paphlagonian
monk Severus, which is present in his work and preserved only in the manu-
script Athos Iviron 497 (fol. 25%), dating from the 17" century (F 37)%. In his ar-
ticle of 1882, Carl de Boor did not examine the passage atall, since he considered
the period from the reign of Leo I to Anastasius, while the said narrative treats
of Theodosius II. Let us quote this excerpt (607, 13-608, 9; C: f. 274r, 1. 2-23):

Tod [Ckai o] faciéwg [Cadd. ¢EeNOwv] kuvnyfioaté&eA8ovtog [C om. E§eABovToC,
add. kai], Tovg oVv adT® mavtag [C om. mavtag] Stahabwv NABe [C AABev] S
Hakpdg 680D TpdG Tva povaxov £v keliw kabe(opevov mAnaiov 1@V mpoaoteiwy

* Cf. G.Ch. Hansen, 1995, p. 23 and S.P. Lambros, 1900, p. 157 (no. 4617).
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There are several motifs here convergent with the F 37; the emperor’s ad-
miration of the hermit, the modest attitude of the latter and his reluctance to-
wards being venerated by the emperor, his escape or refusal to receive money.
Besides, the narrative concerns Constantinople, on which Theodore’s work is
focused. It should be noted, at the same time, that the narrative cited above,
due to its actual length, is likely to have come from the full version of Theo-
dore’s History, rather than from its epitomized version. George may have come
across it through an unidentified source. This proposition is, of course, just as
hypothetical as the one that identifies the story of Mary’s robe with the Epito-
me, but it would be good to consider the possible provenance of this excerpt
from Theodore in our attempt to examine it more thoroughly.

In conclusion, George the Monk used in his Chronicle an Epitome of The-
odore Lector’s work, which he copied faithfully in most cases, limiting his in-
terventions to spelling modifications and the adjustment of the composition
to the text structure. Some of the texts with their origin in the Epitome were
treated with more liberty, especially in the case of those passages that are also
present in Theophanes’ Chronography, which may suggest that George used
the latter source, rather than the Epitome of Theodore’s work, in these cases.
However, since in none of the cases discussed above George cites the Chronog-
raphy literally, even though he does so when drawing on the other authors,” it

3% George’s faithful use of his sources can be attested by an extensive passage on Symeon
Stylites (de Boor 613, 1-616, 3 = C . 276v, 1. 14-277v, 1. 31), which is essentially a literal quote
from Theodoret of Cyrrhus’ Historia religiosa xxvi, 12-13 (with some elements of the later
subsections), concluded with a citation from the treatise On the Holy Spirit by Basil of Caesarea
(IX, 23). George deftly combines these two texts, preserving their original wording.
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may be assumed that he used an epitomized version of Theophanes’ volume.
Of course, the present analysis deals with only a small fragment of George’s
Chronicle that covers a period dealt by Theodore’s Church History. For a bet-
ter understanding of George the Monkss literary technique, it is necessary to
juxtapose the Chronicle with the other sources he used, which could help us to
verify more clearly the hypothesis of the existence of the anonymous Epitome
and the Continuatio of Theophanes’ volume, presumably used by George.
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