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THE SLAVONIC LEGACY OF ATHANASIUS OF ALEXANDRIA
Pirinka PENKOVA (Kalundborg)

1. The theological concept of ‘divine’ versus ‘not divine' in the early Old
Church Slavonie translations

The theological lexicon emerging from the Cyrillo-Methodian liturgical
translations was systematized in the carly Preslav Literary School (c. 893—
927} by Constantine of Preslav (9th—10th ¢.)* and John the Exarch (9th—
10th ¢.)’ for two purposes. The first was to shift focus from the conceptual
apparatus of the Old Testament to the mild moral of the New Testament, The
second was related to the doctrine of Athanasius of Alexandria (295—373)
and the need for an introduction of theological register as a result of the
implementation of linguistic exegesis. John the Exarch and Constantine of
Preslav transferred the idea of linguistic exegesis (hereafter LE) from the early
patristic authors to express the antonymy of ‘transcendent, divine existence *
versus ‘natural, non-divine existence, limited in time and space” by developing
theological doublets for each dimension or using alternating forms for aorist
and imperfect (imperfect for the ‘divine’ versus aorist for the ‘not-divine').

' The Preslav Literary School was the first literary school in medieval Bulgaria
that produced original works and compilations by Constantine of Preslav, John
the Exarch, Presbyter Gregorius, Presbyter Kosmas, Peter Cernorizets, and others,
as well as monuments such as the Suva Gospel, Codex Suprasliensis, the Old
Church Slavonic protographs of King Symeon's Izbornik (Svetoslav's Copy), KnjaZij
Izharnik, Ziatestruy, George Synkellos® Sextus Julius Africanus, Methodius of
Patara’s Chronicles and Ps.-Caesarius’ Erotapokriseis. The lexical inflluence of
the East Bulgarian {predominantly Moesinn) dialects on the manuscripts, compiled
In Preslav by successors of Cyril and Methodius, is traditionally considered the
main evidence for the Preslav origin of the extant copies. For background and
detailed analysis of the Preslav revision of the Cyrillo-Methodian translation. see
Slavova 1989, 15—129,

*For biography and bibliography, sce Stojkova 2008, 240—245.

'For biography and bibliography, see Slavova 2008, 243—246,



264 Pirinka PENKOVA

The next generation of Preslav translators assumed the theological formula
of John Damascene (675—753) while attempting to introduce theological
standardization and harmonization following their contemporary Byzantine
practice. I ¢claim that the <hift from the theological concept of Athanasius to
the concept of John Damascene was reflected in the two different trends in
Preslay translations, usually designated as idiomatic and {tieral.

The present paper aims at offering a new interpretation of the Preslav
dogmatic treatises and suggesting that theological concepts in the works of
the Preslay writers can be employed in assessment of dubious authorship.

This paper is dependent upon following works:

» Constantine of Preslav's Didactic Gospel (working up Twelve Sermons
by Cyril of Alexandria and Homilies on the Gospel by John Chrysostom, ed.
Tihova 2012) and Orationes contra Arianos (translation of Athanasius of
Alexandria. ed. Vaillant, 1954). An unselved problem is the question of the
Greek protograph of the Preslav translation. Vaillant's edition is based on
manuscript 968 in the Pogodin Collection of the Leningrad State Library, The
examples from the Second Oration/Discourse cited heré are from a microfilm
of the same manuscript number 968; the microfilm is currently in the possession
of the Library of the Bulgarian Academy ol Sciences in Sofia. The Church
Slavonic text of Orationes contra Arianas wWas published by Makarij in the
l6th century, based on two manuscripts from the 15" and 16" centuries
(numbers 20 and |80, respectively, in the Moscow Synod Library). Makarij's
edition was republished in Weiher, Smidt and Skurko 2007. The comparison
between the Second Oration published in the later (pp. 99¢cd—124ab) and the
Oration on the microfilm convinced me that these two copies belong to a
common protograph. The authenticity of Third Oration is a subject of a
discussion (e.g. Meijering 1994). For recent assessmient of the authenticity of
Forth Oration see Vinzent 1996; acc. to Vinzent the Forth Oration is one Ps.
Athanasius’ apology against Asterius of Cappadocia, Eusebius of Caesarea,
Marcellus of Ancyra and Photinus of Sirmium. The textual analysis of
Constantine of Preslav’s translations compared with Greek is complicated.
Migne (1887: 111—526) published the Greek text of Orationes contra Arianoy
I—IV in S. Athanusii Opp. | — Histarica et Dogmatica. Since Migne's edition,
moré eritical editions of Athanasius's writings were published — see Metzer
and Savvidis {1998—2000), although there are no comparative studies of the
Greek and Slavonic manuscripts or parallel editions.

e John the Exarch's compilation entitled Theology (Bogoslovie/Nebesa,
part of John Damascene’s Expasitio fider) and the compilation Hexaemeron
(Sestodnev, based on Basil of Caesarea's Homilies 1X in Hexaemeron,
Severian of Gabalas In cosmogoniam orationes VI, and others). The editions



THE SLAVONIC LEGACY OF ATHANASIUS... 265

of John the Exarch's Theology (Sadnik 1967—1983), and Hexaemeron
(Aitzetmiller 1958—1971) include reliable Greek sources for comparison with
the OCS texts.

With exception of The Life of Anthony, Comments on the Psalms and
Letier on the regulation of Paschal feasts, the Reception of other Athanasius
works in the Slavonic tradition has not been subject of investigation yef.
Fallowing of Athanasius (or Ps, Athanasius) works, retained in Old Church
Slavonic!, has been considered with regard to the theological vocabulary: The
Life of Anthony, Letter on the regulation of Paschal feasts (ed. Penkova,
2008), =Letter to Antioche concerning the Holy Spirit (ed. Kuev, 1981),
*Catechism on faith, *Comments on the Psalms and on the Gospel of John,
Homily on Annunciation, Homily on Palm Sunday, Paschal Homily, On
Antipascha or §t. Thomas Sunday, Two Ascension Homilies, Homily on the
born blind (comments on John 9.1-4), Sermon On Christmas Eve (22.12), On
the presentation of Christ to the temple, On Annunciation (25.03), On the
Birth of John the Baptist (24.6), Homily re. God's commandments, *Antflatin
compilation ( based on "First Letter to Serapion™ and “On the incarnation™).
Questions and answers on the causes of evil temptations, *Memary on the
ithree martyrs Ananij, Azari, Misail in the fiery furnace and the prophet
Daniel (17.12), * Eulogy an Apostie Andrew (30.11). Almost none of the Slavonic
homilies have been edited critically and the list is not certainly complete.

2. The Trinity doctrine of Athanasius (key notions and exegetical technigue,
connected with LE)

a) Athanasius’ faith in the divinity of the Son means that the Son is fully
and equally God of the same substance or being as the Father, He is the only
begotten Son of the eternal Father acc. | Cor. 15.57. The Son as Logos is not
created. After the Incarnation of the Word, the Son remained unchanged as
Divine Substance, because any change would cause improvement or
deterioration (e.g. First Oration contra Arianos 1.35).

In his “Oraricnes contra Arianos™, Athanasius used different grammatical
forms to signify the divinity of God's Son. The quotations of John 1.1-4 and
John 1.14 became an exegetical function as touchstone texts in the writings
of Athanasius (especially in Second Oration contra Arianos) with regard to
the incarnation of God's Logos. Athanasius used imperfect for the divine
Trinity and aorist for the physical création of God or the deed of the temporarily
incarnated Son. Aside from the grammatical variation, there is a lexical one

! The author expresses his special acknowledgments to the stafl of The
Hilandar Research Library at the Ohjo State University and the Monks of Hilandar
Maonostery for the use of the microfilms.
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in Greek too, i.e., there are two different verbs used in the Greek text of John
.1-4 for the divine and for the physical creation: ,,'Ev apyf fiv 6 Adyoc ...
ravio 61 antol &ynveto™’ (cf. touchstone texts in the Athanasius writings
that refer to the divine being and the Gospel of John in Ernest 2004, 107, 154,
400). Yet, the development of special lexica for the divine dimension by
Athanasius has not been implemented throughout his writings, it has not
been necessary due o his tripartite rule: Athanasius vocabulary of spiritual
exegesis is associated with such technical terms as oxondg ‘scope’, rpéownov
‘image, person’, Kaupog ‘occasion, lime', rparyp e ‘matter, subject’, He applies
this terms to each disputed text, e.g. in Second Oration contra Arianus “the
text may say “he created" (Extiog), but given the person in question (in this
case the Wisdom of God, remark by P. Penkova), it has to mean “he begot”
(Eyévvnoe)” (quoted from Ernest 2004, 139). Athanasius used phonetical
marcers, explained by John of Damascus in the Exposition of the Orthadox
Faith (De Fide Orthodoxa): “the word éryévntov with only one 'v' signifies
“uncreate” or “not having been made”, while cyévyntov written with double
‘v’ means “unbegotien”, According to the first significance essence differs
from essence: for one essence is uncreate, or ayévntov with one *v', and
another is create or yevnn " (translated by Salmond, 1898, reprinted 1997, 8).
The imperfect affirmed the eternal nature of the Son, who is only temporarily
incarnated in the finite body of a man, Athanasius’ faith in the divinity of the
Son (Jesus Christ) means that the Son is fully and equally God of the sume
substance or being as the Father (8€ ok Ovrtwov yéyovev). He is the only
begotten Son of the eternal Fatheracc. | Cor. 15.57, The Son as Logos is not
created, God had no separate Word, Power, Wisdom and vndotaoig apart
from the Son. After the Incarnation of the Word, the Son remained unchanged
a5 Divine Substance; because any change would cause improvement or
deterioration (e.g. First Oration contra Arianos 1.35). The Logos and the
incarnated Son had revelatory, not analyzable meaning, but Christ was an
object of the senses so His acts were described using the aorist.

Athanasius’ comments to the Bibles shows an allegorical interpretation
of the Old Testament us source of prophecies being realized in the New
Testamenlt.

b) For the Arians, the deification of Jesus is related to His purely human
nitture and His further ascent to God. For Athanasius, Deification is onlv a

* Further details about the exegesis of John 14 in John Chrysostom and
Theodore the Studite and the difference between v, Eyévero in the New Testament,
and Enoinoe in Genesis are discussed by Thomson in his study of the Eulogy of
St John the Divine, which had been attributed 1o John the Exarch; see Thomson
1984, 134, 144,
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story about the personal improvement of an earthly man on his Soul’s path to
God. Athanasius used the concept of Deification, interpreted in John 10:34
and Psalm 82:1, and Acts of the Apostle (2 Peter 1:4 and 2 Corinthians 3:17-
18). While discussing the Deification in his Haomily of the Incarnation of Godd,
Athanasius states, "Al10g yip EviBpwmioey, Tve Nueic BeonomBouey
(Migne 1884.192 B “De incarnatione Verbi”, 54). I expect, that in different
Slavonic translations the discourse of Deification can be indicative of the use
of the LE pattern. This hypothesis needs further investigations.

c) Athanasius accepted the Antinomianism of Apostle Paul and the
doctrine of the Law as source of'sin through the transgression (Gal.3.19, Rom
3.20), “by the deeds of the law there shall no flesh be justified in his sight”
(see www.antinomianism). The Judaic Mak. Mishna's claim, that “God desired
to justify Israel, and therefore He gave him many laws and commandments”
was offended by Athanasius, he referred to the true nature of sin as postulated
in Rom.3.20, 4.15, 7.7. Athanasius’ comments to the Bibles shows an allegorical
interpretation of the Old Testament as source of prophecies being realized in
the New Testament.

The use of John 1.1-4 as model for the use of preterita by Athanasius
raises the question of the theological use of this tense forms in the first Slavonic
translation of the New Testament.

3. Traces of LE in the first liturgical translations

Athanasius of Alexandria expounds John 1.1 according to his doctrine,
re. the God’s Providence and oikovouio: aw nauamiyk ik caoro, n caceo wk
Kb BOOY. Ha. 'k 1K CAOKO. 67 A0 HAKOARIIOY OTIOY. CAOKD CaAlo BRICTH MAGKkKM
{(Second Crarion Discourse in manuscript 968, leal 68), The relation between
the semantic of imperfect for the divine existence (wk, whae) and aorist for
the humane being (raers) in Johnl.1-4 was attested in the first Old Church
Slavonic (OCS) Gospel translation, there are only two examples for this use of
preterita in the Greek original and its Slavonic parallel: John 1.1-4 and John
I.14. The beginning of the Glagolitic Gospel lectionary reads: in Codex
Assermani: Hewonn wh caone.. &% vk caono. cs wk wewown oy i [.] mewnere
WHHEcoM®E He iehie™n Brs Bwers (Kurz 1955, 2), cfin Codex Zographensis: Jexonn
whawe caoke [] @ whawe casko e wk wewonn 0T A REMN PO AT ne
e (Jagic 1954, 136). Another indicative example of the theological use of
imperfect and aorist only in the OCS Gospel is found in the Cadex Assemant,
John 17:5: npecassr aua [...] canmonn, narkyn. nploicAr st weBn) itecn AT oY
i (Kurz 1955, 194), which is a translation of the Greek “Boguadv ue ...
RO i) 865N T Elxov wpod Tol TV KGoOV ELVEL 7P aoi™. In the Preslay-
revised Sava Gaspel, there are two variant readings, as John 1 7:5 is featured
twice, in two translations; the lireral one, 26a7-8 kAL BRITH itertior AlipoY o
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merds (Seepkin 1903, 2)., and the reading following the Glagolitic Gaspels, 107al 7-
18 nprkscar Aawce e khiers amgrs (Séepkin 1903, 99).

The first Gospe! translator, Constantine the Philosopher, made an
exegetical effort on lexical level to etymologically connect the Slavonic term
for baptism (kpeuresne) and the term for resurrection (wackphening) with the
name of Christ (kpue-, xpue-) and the word for cross (kpsews), the root Kihe-
existed in Slavonic with the semantic *health’ (i.f. the Russian proverb ,He
GBI enb it kpecy™, ‘he will not survive®). The difference in Slavonic between
the resurrection of Christ (ghexphesnim, avaotaaig) and the raise from the
dead of a humane (sneranng, a loan translation of avaortaaig, and waeryk-
menne) demonstrates the existence of the opposition “divine’ vs. “not divine'
in the Gospel translation, yet the technique of word-by-word translation and
the authority of the Holy Scripture did not allowed a large variety of Slavonic
antonyms. The prefix e in the words for resurrection (Rnckphesung) and
accession (wssneen) denoted levitation®, the OCS term for ‘revive somebody’
(noscarie) s different from the life after the dead (nepeps).

The occurrence of the opposition divine versus created, wemporary on
lexical level is found in the carliest presérved translation of the prayer book,
the Glagolitic Euchologium Sinaiticum, e.g. the opposition between the Holy
Cross (kgnema) versus the term of the cross as torture device (pacnentn ), or in
the prayer by Basil of Caesarea (ed. Nachtigal 1942, 124—142): gaimwe, “earthly
life' meewpack, ‘transcendent being’; ik ovork ‘God' ‘substance’ nanws
‘substance from which a man is maid’; nepeuanme Eaiasyinaare gord ‘likeness
of man in ref. to the incarnated God' enpasn weernakunk ‘image of
immortality’ (cf. Penkova 2008, 65, 185, 192,212,217, 314). The compilator of
Euchologium Sinaiticum uses descriptive expressions for the baptism of a
earthy man (&w gonxk morpamitienme instead of wpnerwrn) or for resurrection
(enTROPITI APhTEMEA N2 Ppora nekounTh instead of wnekyhenmi).

4. The excgetical inventions of the Preslay translators

4.1 The explicit use of praeterita as language tool for salvation

The translation method of John the Exarch and Konstantin of Preslav is
usually designated as idiomatic (Hansak 1979: 121-171; Thomson 1991: 35-
58). In my opinion, John the Exarch adapted the principle of free translation
from Clement of Alexandria, who formulated “the criterion by which truth
and heresy are distinguished™ “those who follow heresies [..] [are] not looking

* The picture of levitating Jesus in the icon of resurrection is o late theme in
the West iconography, cf. Hoeps, Kolbl, Louis, 2003. The mosaics in Roavenos
Aritins church (5th-6th ¢.) show Jesus after the resurrection standing fast on the
earth in the ark, Jesus body as earthy man is visible in the picture of Epiphany.
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for the sense, but making use of the mere words [...] they attend to the names
alone, while they alter the meanings™’. John the Exarch treats his principles
of translation in Profogue to Hexaemeron. In this paper, Largue that the two
Preslav authors have deliberately implemented LE either in compliance with
or regardless of the available Greek sources.

In order to justily Athanasius’ dogma, Constantine of Preslav and John
the Exarch transferred the use of practerita from Greek, following the practice
of Athanasius and the first OCS translation of the Gospe! of John. The LE
pattern for use of praeterita is explicit in John the Exarch’s Euwlogy of St. John
the Divine: 32b2 wtir w 65k 1o wk a wre o Thapn 1o 6wt (Ivanova-Mircheva,
1971, 167). John the Exarch explicitly expressed the necessity of using a specific
past form for divinity (imperfect) or non-divinity (aorist) in connection with
the recognition of the truly Orthodox faith by believers, while stating that on
the Last Judgment Day the use of the right linguistic formula would separate
the Arians and other misbelievers from the Orthodox people: 34a3—8 B
HataAe I CA0RST 0 SRITR OVED B LHB CRAM M raapma wk wowe sk w necer o
ielga Wrel, BRNpec BRANYR WEAAFE T KaKo wkgora. iewe 4w rAREs @k A wies
kare. & own wkipa e ok s w B8k mo wk & Wz o Trapn me mel (Ivanova-
Mircheva, 1971, 170).

Numerous scholars have noted the use of the perfect instead of the
aorist in the works of John the Exarch; Dejanova (1970, 148—150) offers
interesting examples of the perfect denoting “an event preceding the present
event in the meaning of all-time process™. The examples with perfect in the
works of John the Exarch discuss God's Acts. The hypothesis of the theological
specification of the perfect in John the Exarch's works needs further research.

4.2 The development of lexical doublets for each dimension

Athanasius exegetical technique on word- and sentence level opened
the possibility for the correct semantic judgment by the reader acc. to the
tripartite rule. Instead of Athanasius’ implementation of the context criteria
for understanding of time and person, Konstantin of Preslav and John the
Exarch preferred 1o develop theological doublets for each dimension (“divine’
or ‘not-divine’). E.g. for ovoia they created the Orthodox theological
opposition cxykere, ‘transcendent existence' is opposed to weTheTEo,
“physical existence, limited in time and space’, while in the logical opposition
the concept eaupnerae ‘substance’, is opposed to the sub concept contherne, a

"Quote from Clement of Alexandria, The Stromarta, VI, chapier 16, English
translation of the New Advent; see hitp://www.monachos.net/content/patristics/
patristictexts/334-clement-stromata-link.
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‘state or property of the existence of substance™. exynerne, carherge translated
puatg too, if it was a question of Gods substance or transcend existence, ¢.g.
(o o we MR, 1 OTRUR G0JoAs FETh cmRoTReML, O T'0C T E5WDBEY,
! &v tob [otpog elvan phaer yevwvnpuax (Veillant, 116, 15-16, Migne 26,
68), carnerunnek wapa for T QUOEL TER VL

The first set of the OCS neologisms might have been focused on the
Word and Son as begotten of the Father in Heaven ineffably, inexplicably,
incomprehensibly, and eternally. The word neps ‘genesis’ instead of posnerie,
*birth’ for the appearance of the Son is & special neologism for the Incarnation
of the Word as Uncreated Son, which avoids the Arian statement that if the
Son is born, then He is not pre-eternal, Translating Severian of Gabala's Forth
Oration in his Sestodnev, John the Exarch transmitted Severian’s argumentation
for simultaneously existerice of “eternal genesis™ and "birth” contrary to the
Arians (Leskin 190a-190b, http://pilosophy Lnarod.ru/www/html/iphras/li-brary/
6day/html).

An exponential example is the translation of orokny Toi Xpiotou ‘the
garments of Christ” with puawi “shirts’ (in relation to Jesus on the cross), but
with the abstract kpacers ‘beauty’ (in relation to Jesus body as God's Son in
the Homily on Palm Sunday in manuscript HM.SMS,404, leal 142b), and
npue ke ‘garments’ in HM.SMS.384, leaf 341r.

There are syntactic data about the use of Instrumental for the divine
dimension versus the construction of the preposition erw plus Genitive for
the non-divine. The syntactical level needs special investigation together with
other data like the use of substantiva denoting movement vs. substantiva
denoting rest.

4.3 The morphological level of LE

The originality of the two Preslav authors consists in the creation of
exegetical expressions not only on word- and sentence level, as the case is in
Athanasius writings, but also on morphological level, without support for
these structures in Greek. On morphological level the divine dimension was
marked through Alfa-privatives for the Trinity like wm ppeusinin versus
nespemns for épetog, In the Euchologium Sinaiticum, 56a1 1, God is called
nen Apesnminnes in the “Prayer of Exorcism (Against Possession by Demons)™
preceding the “Spell Against the Evil™, both attributed to Basil of Caesarea,
This segment in the Euchologium is an interpolation from other sources
compared with the surrounding texts (Van Wijk, 1926, 272—273).

* The theological doublets (not synonyms) are discussed in Penkova, 2012,
2527,
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While attempting Lo obey the strategy to seek another adjective for the
super-celestial world than the physical world, the Preslay translators affirmed
the transcendent nature of Ged, the Father and the Son, by the use of adjectiva
with the negative prefix we-, such as in the adjective nm raaresansns derived
from the participle wenaraareanirs, uiicakiorannis from nimcakporais, versus
ek A, HenAcOR A frOm nenscas Anrs, Medacaanbirs rom imbcaans
(if. Lexicon Linguae Palacoslovenicae 20, 1970, pp. 360, 361, 375). In Greek
texts, only one form — &- adjective — is attested for both the adjective and
the participle; therefore, the Old Church Slavonic dictionaries list both forms
as synonymous. However, I would consider both adjective and participle
instances of LE.

In the homilies, attributed to Athanasius, 1 found an other derivational
pattern, which is created with the suffix -cre- in the nomina, denoting transcend
substance, such as gourkeTaerithirs fTOM RAUTLICK, CThOTHRCTERIVA from
FEThETRERIS, BOmheTheTRas from neweerannn, Thanerie from vhae, Similar
morphological model to mark the divine dimension can be found in the usage
of secondary durative verbs like gaarorkernerioramu (vs, naareckerumn), gaare-
AAPROTEORATH (V8. Raare Aapumin), Baare pbrscmionamil (V. Baarek TH), Ao BeT-
goraTH (vS. sasreuncrimi) etc. The verbs of first conjugation (e-degree), denoting
one definite movement, were not appropriate for the transcendent realm; the
opposite durative verbs of second conjugation (i-degree), denoting indefinite
movement, were used in gnomic discourse: Jxearn xoqwmi, Ao npkeross somn
asoairent (Tihova, 2012, 165d9), sarrme ewnociern (Tihova, 2012, 5961 3-14).

To the rhetorical devices belong the rear examples of verb-adjectival
dissimulation like the form npuarnssis swern made after the model Sextéog
< BEXTIKGG E1venl, e wIORKKOME KL IPHATHELHOMD Ghisimems [Mphkvsa-
POCTH, BEXTIKG GLQLIG YEYOVOTMV.

The theological nuance between the name of God-Father (*The God')
and God-Son (only *God’) could explain the appearance of s, vkt in the
function of the Greek article in context, related to the Father: Aa pesvrh, ovio
WO BACTONTR HAN RadsnnTh Bora ene rarrn sy Or'uy npieite Grinern, free
translation with Slavonic anastrophe from i 10 gunodilov tov Beov, (sl
o1 Yiol IMazépa altov elvier (Vaillant, 1954, 116, 7). The common opinion
for the use of wike, eme as an imitation of the Greek article is, that wne, Bt
belongs 1o the literal method of translation, jIL pacysemor so sre Barm ora
TS OYKASANG 1R, TO Y0P EX TTaTpOg Elvat 10 YEVVGOUEVOV (Vaillant, 1954,
116, 7—8).
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The compatibility of LE with the discourse of Deification (Theosis, ereini)

Athanasits’ concept of Deification is based on Psalm 82:1, John 10:34
and Acts of Apostles, 2 Peter 1:4 and 2 Corinthians 3:17-18. In different
manuscripts, the discourse of Deification can be indicative of the use of the
LE pattern, because Constantine of Preslay and John the Exarch employed
their register in connection with events related to the Spiritual Ladder as the
elevation of the souls to God and the unity with the Holy Trinity through
participation of God's divine energies. The word ogoenne isattested in Theology
(Bogoslovie) on 248al-2 (Sadnik 1981, 166).] ohn the Exarch borrows the theme
from Clement of Alexandria (Stromata 7, Chapter 16, 101; Stahlin 1960, 4),
who writes: 0 t@® xupid ne@dpevog kel i Sobeion B attoh
cTakoAOVOTvoe Tpopentel TEAEmg EXTEAEICL KT ‘sixova 100
SiBaoxdhov fv gapki repmoAdv Bedg’. In Hexagmeron, in the chapter
wDivine Construction and Our Advocacy and Salvation”, *a condescending
movement (without loss of divinity) for achieving appeasement’ is opposed
to Deification (in the form of spiritual advent); the translation by John the
Exarch and the second translation by the anonymous translator illustrate the
different theological concepts. According to John the Exarch: ioge £h ORpASS
I ChE IEAOIS CICA CRHIAR CE ICTh HENIYROMRENNI LAY ihicecTh HEnooyRomkink
HOOYEOIRIAVE CRNMAETR Kb CROHAR (AROAVD, and according to the second
translator nprkiaons wiea miexoanwh chijvkun necarkpin’ua 160 fhicocTh, nearkp' wk
cathiiE cr cRINEXOANTS EROIAK gakoain; Gr. 0 £V LOP@T Beob Lrdpy v KAivog
ol pavovg karepyetat. Tovtéon 10 gyaneivatov aitol Lyog
Granewvetac Taraveoag ouykatafoivel Tolg goutob douhoig (Sadnik
1983, 225a; Weiher 1987, 239b).

In the light of Athanasius’ interpretation of the nature of Christ, it is
easy to understand why John the Exarch does not translate chapter 62 about
the Deification (cf. the literal translation: w moAik KE:E WA CF 16 CTHOY 1N
ke, Tepl o0 tEREGEOM THY @hay g Tob Kupiov aoprog (Weiher
1987, 406). Due to the merger of physical and divine nature in God's body.
following John Damascene, the theological register of John the Exarch cannot
be used without a lot of additional comments or explanations to the
Damascene’s texts, e.g., in the literal translation: ne CHETPHTEN HOAL CRICAN-
HEGHIG, KGR 119 cheTanoy FALS.... OV CAOHOY CRIAMNH CE. H IGHE Bh APY TN Apeyakam
ootk iposrkipene, Kot Ty olkovouIKAY Evmaly, TV kel undataoty

' My translation reads: “he who trusts in the Lord and follows the prophecy
given by him will be formed perfectly in the likeness of the teacher [made] a God
who [i.e. the teacher] goes about in [transitory] fesh™
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[...] @ Be@ AGYH v tal, Kol Ty &v AAANAoiS 1OV QUgEQV REPLYOPITLY
(Weiher 1987, 406). One of the copies gives eneacnkumis instead of shuagumne,
possibly a trace of earlier Preslav translation concept.

I. LE and the language of the dubious homilies

If the OCS rules for LE were confirmed by the translation of Athanasius
Orationes and generally accepted in the early Preslav school, then we can
assume that the period between 916 and 927 can be the time of origin for
anonymous translations with consequent use of LE. The deliberate remaove of
the neologisms, created by Constantine of Preslav and John the Exarch by
the next generption of Preslav writers can be a marker for later origin of the
text. E.g. the Izbornik of 1073 does not distinguish between the use of coyimue
and eernerre, connere and aye. The translator explicitly strayed from different
denominations for divine and non-divine existence: Mafuamone o paanuin coyuirn
W KCTRETEL T E"hll'l:'l.lihll“Hﬂlh II I.lfihH"h'IihH\‘lli i QT‘IHTI'IAI BE (JAAHYE HAEH CHAH
BeckAomAIIA M MO HiE COVIUTHE 1 HBCTRETHO HAPIKOWA KOIKE M CORRCTED ANILE
(Johannet 1991, 61—62).

This simplification of the theological vocabulary was partly supported
by the Latin and Byzantine practices of the 10th century and based on the
Christological position of John Damascene.

I will illustrate how the LE pattern in one anonymous Homily in
“Zlatostruy™ helps us to be more precise in our reconstructions of data. The
archetype of Chrysostomian collection “Zlatostruy”, is preserved in two
redactions from 12th—]4th ¢. based on one longer and one shorter proto-
collection; many branching and versions are not published. In “Zlatostruy”,
published by Georgieva (Georgieva 2003, 191—198), the homily is titled caono
w rEApH . 1w wonuniek cnamgrhickn w w nosanm, carlier version discussed
by Miltenov, titled 106v caoko w ekt wpomiy, i w Tiagi. i w covak xtimcsn
(Miltenov 2013, www.academia.edu/1016649/, 14). Miltenov resembles the
recent research’s sum: the Chrysostomian corpus was gathered in the period
893919, “Zlatostruy” was probably assembled in the period 919—927, The
Greek parallel of this homily is unknown, the Slavonic text is a compilation
of a Pseudo-Clementine homily and part of John Chrysostom's Repentance
Homily; the text is attributed commenly to John Chrysostom and only in one
“abridged” version in one |5th ¢, Russian manuscript it is attributed to the
Clement; many scholars have pointed out some thematic similarities between
this homily and Clement of Ohrida’s works (Miltenov 2013,
www.academia.edu/1 016649/, 14—15).

It is well known, that Clement of Ohrida together with Constantine of
Preslav and Naum translated the Greek liturgical menology and added their
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own compositions in it (Staneey 1995, 331), probably in the period 886—889.
Clement of Ohrida died in 916, the year of Constantine of Preslav's translation
of Athanasius “Oratines contra Arianos”.

The formula for the Son (Logos) in the published Clements homilies,
proven to be Clementine, is: “sxi i 1 UARK coyTovtin tecTheTHoMs (Angelov,
Kuew, Kodow 1970, 131). In Constantine’s Didactic Gospel the Son (Logos)
and Christ are indivisible: mkao $a 73 nauere. ™hao HCTh KHEOTA N IARTL
ERETAIOTOVIIATS IGAHNSHAARIA, EHA 1 CAORD Enn, oMU, Kl ogpE 1ol navTa
oy voviog Aoyou.

The use of LE in the above mentioned homily could be traced back to
the elevated model of Christianity, created by the Slavenic followers of
Athanasius due to the following distinctive futures:

a. regular use of & e for the created world and sdawe for the ranscend
action: 1166 wnakes #e B TRAPE OYKAILINOY. noreakrita o, YARKA e HE OF
B KRACOVIOIIA €A 1G10, iUt E7h CRTROPHANS WARKA. PHORILE SiLs 17k ENHOY. A
gadhier ek, 0 CARORASETIIC ASETH KBAOY (Georgieva 2003, 192);

b, explicit lexical differentiation benween divine and not-divine, ¢.8.
cofiheTRe, NOL tcvherie for the smmaterial Trinity, gop nyrke uwna (“celestial
waters™), but enerag geann ("sea”), TREjAL HEL for GTEPRMME 100 OVpavVOD
(*the vault of heaven, firmament"), but coyua, stk (“dry land, mainland™);

¢ Christ the Ward s interpreted primarily in terms of Father-Son relation,
as in Athanasius "Orationes”. E.g. the Son's presence with Father during the
creation act: 115r—116a gerh nrkawyApocring caoiclo Bhcly TEAh ERTHIPN...
(IRRILE WLk CHThMh, TOMOY Re PIME CANH W AICHOTID MENL. (Georgieva 2003,
191—192), 1166 peis ik CRTEPUAR HARKD. PETRIE suw wh enoy (Georgieva
2003, 192),

d. The topos "admonition on the Last Judegment” with the reference to
the dogma confession, while stating that on the Last Judgment Day the use
of the right formula would separate the misbelievers from the Orthodox people,
is attested in John the Exarch (see 2.1) and in this homily: 1176 gaapeciatit
HOY AAV b, TRELOKE I W npamkn mhprk. aigie 10 By ARWL Aotk ennmean (Georgieva
2003, 195).

The close verbal correspondence of the two patches is important;

r. the topos “correlation between good deeds and right believe as path 1o
salvation® is represented in this homily with guotations from Matthias Gospel.
75, 35—41. The ungracious enernies of the Church nn:__muntiﬂnud among the
unbelievers: 118 i o wiirh hpov Mo WTHMEKE ch A SIRCTOAR) WIThIANh. Ch ok
ASCANIIPEAS. MoRCH KRN, ok e inkpoy Mot WTIIMERE, 1182 sarkere © Avie 1EAUIACCTIIHI.
gt ke {paTiH croicia H KA Heaosni s (Georgieva 2003, 196). Athanasius
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refers to Matt. 25,35-40 in his second "Oratio contra Arianos™ and in “History
of the Artans” (Ernest 2004, 396) with stress on the Church enemies’ works
and the ill-treatment of the poor (See History Arianorum ad Monachos in
www.documentacatolicaomnia.eu/03d/0295—0373, p. 292). A reference to the
beginning of Matt. 25.35-41 as quotations, familiar to everybody. is cited in
Didactic Gospel, in Constantin of Preslav's own comments: 10a 4-12 sipe
MROPHANE. ROAID IEMY, SABHINIAI HANHTAOIE. It IPoHBE. H THATR i ORI AORHTH
ehunmniys Baars (Tihova, 2012, 29). Similar exposition of Matt. 25.35-41 in
143b nowk anmunienia wanwmhi, w assasnsua nanon. n npeuee (Tihova, 2012,
285). Any charity gives wings to ones pray: 125d7—12 musocrnime Fao. ma o
srnnigpirs i aoanres (Tihova, 2012, 250).

¢ the statistical data show the proximity of the vacabulary in this homily
and in the works of Preslav school (T. Georgieva, 2005, 207-226).

Moving from the scope of exegesis, to the scope of language usage, 1
found the use of the Bulgarian definite article especially notable, because
the article is observed in John the Exarchs Hexaemeron too (Mirchev, 1978,
201), e.g. 117a pa neroyuams narkime wo (Georgieva 2003, 194).

There are text parallels between Clements Homily on the holy Trinity
and the Zlatostruj homily, but parallel topoi or use of the same lexica are not
proof for authorship. The LE in the Zlatostruj homily is only an evidence, that
the translator or compilator or the author of the compilation was not Clement,
but a compilator, educated in the early Preslav school, more like after the
translation of Orariones in 906 AD. In Clement of Ohrida’s “Sermon on
Annunciation” the Son of God (Logos) is described as eoyroviis soerherioms iin
n wanis (Angelov, Kuey, Kodov, 1970, 545), the same double nature is to find
in “Sermon on Christmas™ b, semiiat £ iilin, coyrovin iceTheTioas (Angelov,
Kuev, Kodov, 1970, 353). Here “the double nature” reflects a separate existence
of Jesus along with the life of an individual™, I did not find the special terms
ERIRCTH i nepepk in the copies of Clement writings, published in the Collection
Knument Oxpuncen, Cubpanwre cwuunenisn, 1. 1, As the translation of

undeTaes in the Homily on the holy Trinity indicates, the language use of

" In the beginning of Hexameron John the Exarch uses In mundi creationem
aratfones VI of Theodoreti Episcopi Cyrensis Greacarum affectionum curatio
(ed. Thomas Gaislord, Oxford, 1836). He declines a “contracting into one”™ of the
two natures of the only begotten: Theodorite's idea in Cure of the Greek Maladies
is that the truth of the Gospel can be proved from Greek philosophy. Instead of a
union according 1o hypostases, he would accept only one, that “manifests the
essential properties or modes of the natures™. Theodorite’s Slavonic translator uses
wirvh for @liaig, warkwiv for Drdotoeots; ki is a property of temaerito (as cornero
is for empmerre),
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different translations have been unregulated, the idea of consequent use of
LE needed to be explained and defined by the translation of Athanasius
Orationes, In Constantine of Preslav's Didactic Gospel the Logos and Christ
are indivisible: mhae 4 &4 namere, Thae 0CTH #HEITL H IAKTE BhOIMOrOVIfIare
KCAMIOMAARNA. ENS I cAoRA EaRNI, TOHEL... xal Gapk Tob mhvia loyvovIog
Adyou. As mentioned above, the theological doublets for the opposition
‘divine’ versus ‘not diving’ were fixed in Orationes: exipnemie, HopoA for the
Logos as Son of God and ieemuemio, poich ABIE for a human being.

2. Review of the Homilies, attributed to Athanasius in the Slavonic
tradition

The search of LE traces in late Athanasius or Ps. Athanasius copits is
only a supportive tool for the dating of a text. Some of the extant homilies,
attributed to Athanasius in the Slavonic tradition, have preserved a very archaic
language, e.g. the early version of the homily on Palm Sunday in manuscript
HM.SMS 404, 1424—142bv: for instance the translator uses dualis, forms with
l-epenteticum, casus forms with second and third palatalisation. The later
version (in' my opinion a second translation) of this homily is copied in
manuscript HM.SMS 384, 340v—342r, a Serbian abridged redaction. The Greek
source is not identified and the translated text does not content words, related
1o the theological opposition ‘divine’ vs. ‘nor divine’, therefore we can not
use the LE as a proof for an carly translation. Anyway the Bible quotations,
the rhetorical models and theological topoi in this homily correspond to the
parallel fragments in Athanasius writings. The evidence of miscellanca with
identical set of Athanasius homilies, like HILHM.SMS 404 and 442", BAR
156 and 345", NBKM 300" shows a common prototype , used for the copies
in the Hilandar monastery, Rila Monastery and the collections in Rumania.

A tentative list of the homilies, gathered by the author:

1. Homily on the Gospel, comments on Luke 2.1—15. The same topos is
discussed in the Third Oratio, 51 (Ernst, 2004, 398). ). Hil Xsn 442 1134/8,
dated 1625, 1. 468 v-480v, Mika Anceegia dh £ ANK HA (0 €TES fko, incip. Gaogw
W Tanciwats Pk,  ndst nonsariie @ kecapa aRrems, nwendrk i Koie saaToTHOploYIe
SEAAI0 POANTH IIHAIOHHILE CF AEASTEANS, preserved in HBKM 300, . 330a (E.

" See the catalogof the Hilandarli‘rmary.htlp:i\.!hm}rmu.miuﬁndmul_!mkmﬁhitnndu:-
research-library\manuscipt collectio n\,manuscript-cullﬁctlun-nn-micmfmm-inﬂlhc-
hrl, SPEC.HM.SMS

2 In the catalogue of Mircea, 2005, 30—31.

I About the manuseript sée Ivanova, 2008, 91,



THE SLAVONIC LEGACY OF ATHANASIUS... 277

Crpocrpasos, Onuc Ha prronucHTe B bubGnuoTexara npi PHAckns ManacTup,
4/5, Cothus, 1902), in Rumania acc. to Mircea, 2005, 31: BAR 301, f. 405v,
302, f.222r, 678, . 290v, Dragomirna 17935, . 374v, Putna 65, [ 120v, lasi BCU
vi240, f. 37, PG 28, 944—957 (BHG, III, 174, 113\1161k); in Bibliotheca
Hagiographica Balcano-Slavica (further BHBS, Ivanova, 2008, 379): YBB1/
28, dated 1595, . 1266—1326 (on 20.12) Hacon fAoanacis... and P42, Clavis
patrum graccorum (CPG) 2269.

2 Homily on Christmas Eve (22.12) Hil 442, [, 522—526 TeremAr acanacia...
M8 (OHRETENN Al A 1 FA W cfica wamere il K4, incip. Hawede pagocmn n Rectaiy
Avomnaa moanesa youp neerasnrn; in HEKM 300, 1386—143, axoumnssrs mpanes,
Rila 3536—3566. Acc. to Mircea BAR 301, f. 391r, 302, f. 262v, 358, I. 49r,
678, f. 338v, Dragomirna 1795, f. 421r, Putna 65, f. 161v, Tasi BCU VI240, f.
81r, Arad Evéché 10, f. 17r; acc, to BHBS, ¢, 385: 3orp 107, 305s-308,
HBKM1045, 2086-2106, INor 873, 616-636, Opar. 706,418-421, Pc 725, 2967-
357, Jlagpa Z52, 1296-132, TIn 42, 113—116, 3orp 109, 1486-153, Hil 442, 522—
526, Hil 649, 257v—260v, Hil 489, 52-55, in MYM 2348—2353. Among the
manuscripts, originated from the 14th c., are BAR 302 (1375—1400), Pogodin
873, 616—636 (BHBS, 110—111, 385) and Zogr 107 (BHBS, 74, 385). The two
homilies on Christmas Eve, copied in Hil 442//34/8, are copied one after another
in the “Margarit”, 15th ., HBKM 300, s gscemg(is Bh BT AHs 84 pcree {ko
I TereAL 14 pesitneTrNl s, The both manuscripts contain two more homilies,
attributed to Athanasius as well: On the presentation of Christ to the emple
and On the birth of John the Baptist. The Greek source is not identified.

3. Homily on the presentation of Christ to the temple, HBKM 30028,
2726-2796, incip. s MarTorjians clipars TPsHECTIA I';'MI‘!M TROVES Ad OIAALIAFT R
0 AkscThEReM cea aprnor, Hil 427, 310v—320v, Hil 444, 11v-28v, Hil 487,
236v-241r, Hil 489, 93r—105r, Hil 191, 10r-33v, Mircea records BAR 152, 63v
(BAR 152 contents one more homily of Pseudo Athanasius, On Ascension
Domini), 153, 113v, 304, 147v, 305, 131v, SB 11285, 734r, Dragomirna 1773,
261v, Iasi BCU VI240, 162 v. In BHBS, ¢. 462, are added Mundh 51, 182—196,
3orp 90, 60—69, 3orp 109, 172—7, PM 4/8, 106—166, Jlaspa Z52 174—188,
HBKM 443, 17635, ZTIMX 72, 297—310. Greek in Migne, PG 28. 973—
1000, BHG 111, 242,

4. Homily On Palm Sunday, Gaoro sa Weermngs, Hil, 404 142r-143v &
urdronscnym tita, incip. Crpanmm TAMKCTEOM K KRIAORAEHNI AN IETAME Tih1,
in Hil 384, 340v-342r , Mircea records BAR 345, . 40r Grrpameis mansemsoMms
BRSAEAIN AHE/C/ HEANMB. R TAHETEOA A 118 © NfpkA nponok A annitan
@ Ka ke enmphieninn, BAR 358, £ 57v, Dragomirna 1813 £, 382v, Arad Evéché,
f. 65r, Schei 27, 111r, PM. In Hil. 404, before the Homily of Athanasius is
copied Andreas of Kreta na ugrkroneci, after it follows the homily of Methodius
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of Patara, & wrkronecws nea, and two homilies of John Chrysostom. The
Chrysostom's homilies are different form the text in Codex Suprasliensis,
318332, but are preserved in Dragomirna 1813 too (Mircea 2008, 31,97): &
HEAM BhEoNOCRN, incip. Cr oy AOYXORHATO TORKBRCTEA ngkecTanT paponania,
(Dragomirna 1813, 339n), and & wekronocsnm weia, incip. Mkt weemnn At
nacxn NgHiAe it in mrania (Dragomirna 1813, 3788). The set of Athanasius
Homily and the two Chrysostom’s homilies, as preserved in Hil. 404 and
Dragomirna 1813, witnesses for a common prototype. Greek in Migne 26,
13091313 8¢ CPG 2236.

3. Homily On Pasha, Gase ua Hacxa, Hil 404, 204r caow na o ®m nackm,
incip. Ayie arPEACKRIR G0 YEAANTH B HACTORIPEAR HALLH CTANKAAN EHULR ABAIKH,
Mircea 2005, 31, records BAR 156, 146r, 345, 149v. Greek in PG 28:1073—
10926, CPG 2278—79.

6. Sermon on Pasha, BAR 299, £.60r acc. to Mircea 2005,32, incip. Bavipa
apd 18w nagourk nacym whkwre raaxems nomers wel wkKe pacnipa cr HaSHAMIHAYOME
Bh it 1A Ao e KA.

1. Homtly on the AntiPasha and Apostle Thomas, BAR 345, 205v acc.to
Mircea 2005, 31, incip. X¢ mrhera @ MTasii aoem wAerk A0S0 H IPpASHIKS
enakas © seman gw ns nica wnmis npkaomnis, in HEKM 300, PG 28, 1081-
1092. In the Minea of XIV ¢. like Zogr. 107 for the feast on 6.10a Homily on
the apostle Thomas and against the Arians is attributed to John Chrysostom.

8. First Homily on the Ascension, Hil. 404, 246ar-246av cad Ha Baahicini,
incip. He poihaAa Kain ngindin assiss 5 nacrompare npastnsa, Mircea 2005,
31 records BAR 149, 100v, 152, 422r, 156, 2711, 358, 69y, 549, 1 7v, Aras Eviché
10, 73v; preserved in NBKM 300, PG 28:1091—1100, CPG 2280.

9. Second Homily on the Ascension Hil 404, 246av-247av na gaancins,
iNCip. BheRpeiiia oy nadA SR A chaphTh waki Aapf nondkanmemas; Mircea
2005, 31 records BAR 149, 103v, 152, 422r, 156, 273r, 551, 92r, Probably the set
of Athanasius’ homilies in Hil. 404, BAR 149, Bar 152 and BAR 156 stems
from the same source. After the Athanasius’ homilies in Hil 404 follows a
Homily on the Ascension by Proclus of Constantinople, but in BAR 156, 111v
follows an Ascension homily by Gregory of Nazianzus, incip Eweitpeniia gns
H wasaae pechior, identical with the Homily 29 in Germanov Sbornik. The homily
29 has been translated into Old Bulgarian twice, maybe the first translation is
made by Constantin of Preslav (Mircheva, 2006, 179). The immediate
environment of the Athanasius homilies on the Ascension indicates the
existence of a Panegyric for the moveable feasts as 4 common source.

10. Homily on God's commandments Hil 473, 322v caokw oraagime ik
sanowkpears fxwinamn, incip. Blekan @pecswmaler amps 1 xominars eiem e
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Ensarorarnnt non'ybas e ico kpkan chrpayioe e npoune, Rila 322v Bns'aormcim
nen'igkas c¢ Mircea 2005, 31 records BAR 160 (dated 1360—1370), 1651, 161
(XV ¢.), 142v (b), 219 (X VI c.}, 238v, 306 (XV c.), 126v, 315, 221v, 330, 75v,
Neamt 147, 18r, Greek PG 28:1409—1420 iis qui saeculo renuntiarunt. CPG
2287,

12. Homily on Annunciation HEKM 300, c. 94a casro npinpiaseriioy w
sAronkiyenin, incip. BurRnur nponomrk Ak 1e 18 NEASUIA CARILANT ARCTOHTE
#rhanpary, Mircea 2005, 31 records BAR 150, f, 338y cuignmonponorrk suwinr, PG
28, 917—940 (BHG, 111, 170, 981\1 1471).

13. Homily on the born blind (comments on Jo 9.1-4 and Me 8.23, the
lastin Contra Arianos 3.41), Hil 404, 241av-242av ¢ad o wre puwstaniia caknckarm,
incip. TRyAn ovRw naTnMkwms nplsTHMA npexasAssm s ckin, Mircea 2005,
31 records BAR 149, . 78v, 152, .418r. 156, .267v. This homily is copied in
the same manuscripts, which content the two Homilies on Ascention. The 152
contents one more Athanasius homily On the birth of John the Baptist in
miscellanea with identical set of Athanasius homilies, like HM.SMS 404 and
442, BAR 156 and 345", NBKM 300",

14. Homily on the birth of John the Baptist, Mircea 2005, 31 records BAR
152, I 75, incip. Huoy oviio nengipoy i swkpram s NONPANTE BT OCTARAIHIO HOAR
OPATLANM Ch POy AL passBHEAF IeSEIGReT rpoyy BAR 152, 75v, 153, 1. 325r. 305,
f. 261, Dragomima 1880, f. 15v, PG 28, 905—913, BHG I, 283, 31 /866. Copy in
Ril.

Three fragments of Athanasius are preserved in BAR 296. f. Ir. ineip.
Efga PR Th 16 neain et go i W BRIKHCHE B VAT e AT pesfimon @
NARTH 1€ 0 paskomoa @ A%a Axk 1€, 296, £, 118r, incip. He makcame norphimarre
TAIIIE 13O CARROCHING 6 Clin @ILg 1 rawe 0 Ling markae ua nanry, 296, [ 193y,
incip. Hve snankipenss naunnanie ndnwk SETPRMANITE AUTAMK FERITEANS ugcT
PEE CROITS ClIhETES iR CAOBW Whcnpner nawmh (Mircea 2005, 32).

" See the catlog of the Hilandar library, hutp:\ibrary.oswedifind\collections\hilandar-
research-library\manuscipt collection), manusctipt-collection-on-microform-in-the-
hrl, SPEC.HM SMS.

" In the catalogue of Mircea, 2005, 30—31.

" About the manuscript see Ivanova, 2008, 91,
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