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Abstract: The article examines a selection of hymns of potentially Byzantine origin in the eighth‑to‑
tenth‑century manuscripts of the New Tropologion, which was the hymnal of the Anastasis cathedral
of Jerusalem and in churches that followed its rite. Such adoption in the rite of Jerusalem represented
a Byzantine influence before the wave of liturgical Byzantinisation that started in the late ninth and
tenth centuries. For the first time, three versions of the New Tropologion are studied together: the
Greek original and the Syriac and Georgian translations. The Greek Tropologion Sinai MS NE MΓ

56+5 is the primary material, compared with Sinai MS Syriac 48 and several Georgian New Iadgari
manuscripts from Sinai. The study identifies one certain Byzantine element in the New Tropologion:
parts of the feast of St. John Chrysostom, archbishop of Constantinople, and several probable Byzan‑
tine elements: the interpolation of the second ode in three canons by Kosmas of Jerusalem and one by
John, and parts of the stichera series Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ πρoπoρεύεσθε δυνάµεις attributed to Romanos
the Melodist. By contrast, the interpolated ode 1 in Kosmas’ canon for Great Saturday seems to be
of Palestinian origin, and therefore not a Byzantine loan, contrary to traditional views. The article
shows that there is considerable variation between the different versions of the New Tropologion.

Keywords: Byzantine liturgy; liturgy of Jerusalem; Syriac Melkite liturgy; old Georgian liturgy;
Byzantine hymnography; Palestinian hymnography

1. Introduction
In the first millennium, there was considerable liturgical exchange between various

Christian centres and regions. Notably, there were mutual influences and loans between
the liturgical rites of Jerusalem and Constantinople from the fourth century onwards. While
the direction of such loans was strongest from Jerusalem in the early period, there was also
a certain spread of Constantinopolitan liturgical use to Jerusalem. From the late ninth cen‑
tury onwards, the liturgical influence in the latter direction was massive, to the point that
we speak of the “Byzantinisation”1 of the Hierosolymitan2 rite, as well as of other Melkite
(Chalcedonian) rites. This essay, however, deals with the more modest Byzantine influ‑
ence that took place before this time: scattered pieces in a Hierosolymitan liturgical book,
borrowed from Constantinople in approximately the eighth and ninth centuries, before the
real wave of Byzantinisation.

This liturgical book is the Tropologion, the hymnal of the rite of Jerusalem that was
centred in the Anastasis or Resurrection cathedral, a book of the choir for all cycles—fixed
annual, movable annual, and weekly.3 It is known in two main stages: 1. The Old Tropolo‑
gion, covering mainly the fifth, sixth, and (into the) seventh centuries, and preserved in
Georgian translation only (the Old Iadgari); 2. The New Tropologion, covering mainly the
seventh to ninth centuries, and preserved in the Greek original and in Georgian (the New
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Iadgari) and Syriac versions.4 The New Tropologion retains elements of the Old Tropolo‑
gion but is essentially a new hymnal from the textual point of view.

Our primary material and permanent point of departure is the Tropologion codex, to‑
day divided into the two fragments Sinai MSS Greek NE MΓ 56 and MΓ 5 (hereafter «MΓ

56+5»). Alexandra Nikiforova was the first to point out elements in this codex that tradi‑
tionally have been thought to be of Byzantine origin (Nikiforova 2012, pp. 61, 92). Here,
we shall make a more extensive search for Byzantine elements contained in it. In addi‑
tion, throughout our study, we shall systematically compare this Greek source with the
Georgian and Syriac versions of the New Tropologion: the New Iadgari, known in several
manuscripts, and the Tropologion of Sinai MS Syriac 48. Until now, the only comparative
study of the New Tropologion that considers non‑Greek sources was published by Chronz
and Nikiforova, based on MΓ 56+5 and Sinai MSS Georgian 1, 59, and 64, and focusing
mostly on the calendar (Nikiforova and Chronz 2017). Thus, this essay is the first study of
the New Tropologion that is based on sources of all the three languages. We thereby aim
not only to point out connections between the versions of the Tropologion, but, given the
scarcity of sources, this trilingual approach provides important material for the study of
each Tropologion version.

In our article, we shall examine several cases of probable or possible Byzantine influ‑
ence in the New Tropologion: the office of St. John Chrysostom (27 January); the added
first ode (and in the case of the Georgian version, also odes 3–5) of Kosmas’ canon of Great
Saturday; the intercalation of the second ode in Kosmas’ canons for the Nativity; the Theo‑
phany and Great Tuesday, and in John’s canon for the Theophany; lastly, stichera from
the hymn series Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ πρoπoρεύεσθε δυνάµεις “Angelic powers, advance”, at‑
tributed to Romanos.5 The identification of Byzantine elements in the New Tropologion
has varying degrees of certainty. In some cases, it is virtually certain that texts have their
origin in Constantinople and were adopted in Jerusalem or the Orient. In other cases, we
can only arrive at a more or less probable identification. We shall also argue the opposite:
one element that is traditionally thought to be Byzantine appears not to be.

It is important to note that all our sources are peripheral; that is, none of them were
actually used in the Jerusalem cathedral. They certainly followed the use of that cathedral,
but were adapted to other church contexts, which might differ in many ways, including
language. In addition to differences resulting from such adaptations, we shall see that
there were numerous differences in the way that the manuscripts adopted Byzantine ele‑
ments, and at the end we shall reflect on the variation and relationship between the Greek,
Georgian, and Syriac witnesses.

2. The Greek New Tropologion and Its Georgian and Syriac Versions
The transition from the Old to the New Tropologion was probably gradual. Texts

attributed to St. Sophronios, patriarch of Jerusalem (d. 638), which are absent from the
Old Tropologion, are found in the New Tropologion (Frøyshov 2012b). The elaboration of
the new hymnal began in earnest in the late seventh century. It is traditionally held that
Kosmas of Jerusalem (or “the Melodist”, “of Maiouma”, ca. 675–752/754), together with
John of Damascus (or “the Monk”, ca. 655–ca. 745), were the primary early composers of
this Hierosolymitan hymnal.6 Many other hymnographers, both named and anonymous,
also contributed (see Frøyshov 2012a, “Hymnodists”).

2.1. The Greek New Tropologion: Codex Sinai MS Greek NE MΓ 56+5
MΓ 56+5 is the oldest known Greek witness to the New Tropologion. It belongs to

the New Finds of the Sinai collection, discovered in 1975. Based on the catalogue material,
Stig Frøyshov (Géhin and Frøyshov 2000, p. 179) hypothesised that the two fragments,
MΓ 56 (5 fols., the beginning of the hymnal) and MΓ 5 (240 fols.), belonged to the same
manuscript. When he saw them in situ in 2001, his hypothesis was strengthened, and it be‑
came clear that liturgical arguments confirmed the identification.7 Alexandra Nikiforova
has devoted several publications to the Tropologion, including a chapter in her doctoral
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thesis published in 2012, where she provided a full preliminary incipit index of the codex
(Nikiforova 2012, 2013a, 2013b, 2015; Chronz and Nikiforova 2014). The thorough descrip‑
tion of MΓ 56+5 that has already been made (Chronz and Nikiforova 2014; Nikiforova 2015)
permits us to limit ourselves here to highlighting salient features.

The codex starts with Christ’s Nativity, as did the calendar of Jerusalem. It has lacunas
in the sections of Nativity, Theophany, and Lent, and breaks off on 12 June. The content is
arranged in numbered calendrical units, 1 to 73, with the Paschal (movable) cycle inserted
into the annual cycle.8

The title of the codex (preserved in MΓ 56) clearly states that it follows the liturgical
rule (kanôn) of the Church of the Holy Anastasis in Jerusalem: Σὺν Θεῷ Tρoπoλóγιoν
πασῶν τῶν ἁγίων ἑoρτῶν παντὸς τoῦ ἔτoυς κατὰ τὸν κανóνα τῆς ἁγίας Xριστoῦ τoῦ
Θεoῦ ἡµῶν Ἀναστάσεως, “With God, Tropologion of all the holy feasts of the whole
year according to the rule of the holy [Church of the] Resurrection of Christ, our God”.
Its content, especially its calendar, which corresponds to what is otherwise known as the
Jerusalem calendar (cf. GL), confirms that this hymnal stands in the tradition of the Hi‑
erosolymitan Daily Office. However, Chronz and Nikiforova (2014) have identified sev‑
eral distinct Egyptian features of MΓ 56+5: 6 June, the patronal feast (πανήγυρις) of the
Archangel Michael (§§70–71); 25 April, the commemoration of the Apostle Mark, partic‑
ularly venerated in Egypt, as ἡµῶν δὲ πoλιoῦχε, “our gardian”, the patron of the place
(§49); 7 May, St. Arsenios the Great, including a rubric prescribing to chant a sticheron at
the coffin of the saint (§55). An Arabic note relating to the canon of Great Thursday (§37.3,
MΓ 5, fol. 130v, lower margin)9 provides information on how the Passion Gospels are read
in Egypt:

ΜΓ

ff

ΜΓ
Σὺν Θεῷ Τροπολόγιον

πασῶν τῶν ἁγίων ἑορτῶν παντὸς τοῦ ἔτους κατὰ τὸν κανόνα τῆς ἁγίας Χριστοῦ τοῦ
Θεοῦ ἡ ῶν Ἀναστάσεως

ffi
ΜΓ πανήγυρις

ἡ ῶν δὲ πολιοῦχε

ffi
ΜΓ

 يقُرا بعد هذا بالعشى اول الليل انجيل العهد من يوحنا وهو 
 الذياثيكن فاما اهل مصر يقروا قبل هذا الانجيل  Ἄρχοντες والاخرا

 على  Δόξα ويقروا بعد ذلك سَنثما او قاثسمَا وبعد ذلك هذا الانجيل المقدم ذكره

ter this in the evening at the beginning of the night, the Gospel 

διαθήκη
Ἄρχοντες Δόξα

σύνθε α κάθισ α

ff
ΜΓ ΜΓ

ΜΓ

ΜΓ

“There is read after this in the evening at the beginning of the night, the Gospel of
the Covenant from John, i.e., διαθήκη. However, the people of Egypt read before
this Gospel Ἄρχoντες and the other [stanza] after ∆óξα, and they read after that
σύνθεµα or κάθισµα, and after that this Gospel, mentioned above.”10

These Egyptian features suggest a connection with the regional liturgy of the Egyp‑
tian Melkites.

Nikolopoulos (1998, pp. 142, 150) dated the two parts of the codex differently: he
dated MΓ 56 to the ninth century and MΓ 5 to the eighth–ninth centuries. In his recent book
on the Byzantine majuscule, Boris Fonkich argued that such ogivale inclinata codices with no
regular usage of breathing marks and accents, as well as confusion between the circumflex,
rough, and smooth breathings, should be dated from the second half of the eighth century
to the first third of the ninth century, because in later majuscule manuscripts, the system
of diacritics becomes regular and complete (Fonkich 2020, pp. 25–28, 44). What is certain
about its date is the terminus post quem—the mid‑eighth century. On 17 January (§21), MΓ

56+5 contains the commemoration of the major earthquake that took place in the Middle
East at this time, probably in 749.

The provincial origin of the codex suggests a later rather than earlier dating: writing
styles change more slowly in the periphery and liturgical transmissions would have taken
time.11 All in all, we are inclined to date MΓ 56+5 to a later rather than earlier part of the
spectrum: definitely the ninth century, but rather than its first third, which is the latest
part of Fonkich’s date period, somewhat later in the same century.12

2.2. The Georgian New Tropologion: The New Iadgari
The Georgian translation of the New Tropologion, the New Iadgari, has not yet been

published (except some pieces), but Georgian scholars have explored its manuscript tra‑
dition and textual history.13 The relationship between the witnesses has not yet been sat‑



Religions 2023, 14, 1363 4 of 41

isfactorily clarified and contextualised from a liturgical point of view. It is estimated that
the Georgian version of the New Tropologion was made in Palestine from the second half
of the ninth century.14

Sources of the New Iadgari have been preserved both at Mount Sinai and in libraries
within Georgia (for an overview, see Frøyshov 2012c, pp. 238–39). We make use here of six
witnesses that are available to us: Sinai MSS Georgian (Geo.) 1, 14, 26, 34, 59, and 64–65.15

All these witnesses contain what is termed a “Palestinian redaction” of the New Iadgari
(Chkhikvadze 2018, p. 98) and were copied, either certainly or presumably, in Palestine in
the tenth century. We propose a new classification of these witnesses, grouping them in
two categories according to the scope of their content.16

Group 1: Proper Tropologion with extensive annual cycles. The standard content is:
Heirmologion (type OdO, Oden‑Ordnung; for this term, see Frøyshov 2012a, “Heirmolo‑
gion”), annual cycles (fixed cycle with the paschal cycle inserted in the relevant months),
common feasts, and Oktoechos. It has author attributions. We here use three witnesses
and, in some cases, a fourth one (Geo. 59):

Sinai MS Georgian 1. Datable on palaeographical grounds to the first half of the
tenth century. Copied by Iovane (not Zosime), who was probably working in Palestine
(Čankieva 1973, p. 46). The Georgian–Palestinian monk Iovane Zosime made additions to
it, which confirms its Palestinian provenance. Content: standard, as stated above (on this
manuscript, see Chkhikvadze 2018, p. 98).

Sinai MS Georgian 14. Datable on palaeographical grounds to the tenth century; place
of production unknown. Content: calendar, Heirmologion, and annual cycles that break off
on August 14 (the rest of the manuscript is lost; on this manuscript, see Chkhikvadze 2018,
p. 98).

Sinai MSS Georgian 64 (+N.87, 8 fols.) and 65 (+N.2, 21 fols.). The two codices (with
fragments) constitute a complete New Iadgari. Copied by Iovane after 987; this Iovane, who
is the third Palestinian Iovane in Čankieva’s overview (Čankieva 1973, pp. 46–48), worked
at Palestinian monasteries in the 970s and 980s, including St. Sabas and Sinai. Content
(Geo. 64+65): standard, as stated above (on the two manuscripts, see Chkhikvadze 2018,
pp. 99–101).

Sinai MS Georgian 59 (+ Geo. 1, fols. 11r–22v + N.5, 42 fols.). Datable on palaeograph‑
ical grounds to the tenth century; probably copied in Palestine. Content: Heirmologion
(some folios of its missing beginning are now in Geo. 1) and annual cycles that break off on
October 1 (the rest of the manuscript is lost). The manuscript lacks the first nine quires (of
which MS N.5 recovers a part). As Pavle Ingoroqva has shown, this Iadgari was composed
as a supplement to Geo. 1 (Ingoroqva 1965, pp. 541–42). For this reason, while its design is
typical of Group 1, its content is not, and we include it because it is applicable for our study
in some cases (on the manuscript, see Chkhikvadze 2018, p. 99).17

Group 2: Composite codices characterised by additional materials (apart from the New
Iadgari), an organisation of the Iadgari part that diverges from the standard one of Group 1,
and succinct annual cycles. The Heirmologion is of type KaO (Kanon‑Ordnung; for this term,
see Frøyshov 2012a, “Heirmologion”). It generally does not have author attributions.18 We
here use two witnesses:

Sinai MS Georgian 26. Composite codex produced by different scribes, one part dated
954, the other parts probably from around the same time. The MS was copied at different
monasteries of Palestine, including the Great Lavra of St. Sabas. Content: the annual cycles
(with two different series before the month of June), short Heirmologion, common feasts,
and Oktoechos of Sunday and Saturday; two parts of the Old Iadgari, the first after the
annual cycles, the other at the end (on this manuscript, see Chkhikvadze 2018, p. 98).

Sinai MS Georgian 34 (with many detached fragments). Composite and diverse codex
with different scribes, an “Encyclopaedia of the Palaeo‑Sabaite Daily Office”.19 Its New
Iadgari (fols. 34r–123r) was copied by Iovane Zosime at the Great Lavra of St. Sabas in 965
and, given the particular Sabaite feasts and the Sabaite profile of the codex in general, proba‑
bly reflects the use of that monastery. Content (see Frøyshov 2012c, pp. 254–55): Horologion,



Religions 2023, 14, 1363 5 of 41

calendar, Oktoechos, short Heirmologion, annual cycles, and common offices; the codex
then continues with the Old Iadgari, a patristic reading, and diverse scriptural and chrono‑
logical indexes (on this manuscript, see Chkhikvadze 2018, p. 91, and a detailed inventory
in Frøyshov 2004, pp. 195–201).

Despite these witnesses’ belonging to the same Palestinian redaction and being essen‑
tially similar, they display considerable variation in their composition. This is caused in part
by the profile of the witnesses; the richer hymnals of Group 1 presumably reflect a cathedral
origin, while the more reduced hymnals of Group 2 reflect a monastic setting (incl. Sabaite).
In part, the variation between New Iadgari witnesses is due to the increasing Byzantine in‑
fluence, which occurred somewhat differently in each manuscript.

2.3. The Syriac New Tropologion: Sinai MS Syriac 48
In the Syriac Melkite tradition, a number of manuscripts have the structure of a Tropolo‑

gion. Most of them are incomplete, preserving neither beginning nor end and covering only
a part of the ecclesiastical year.20 Among liturgical manuscripts of this kind, there is one
that stands out due to its age and completeness: Sinai MS Syriac 48, probably the bulkiest
parchment codex in the Sinai old collection (330 fols.). Interestingly, it is one of only a few
parchment manuscripts in St. Catherine’s for which no membra disjecta have been identified
so far—thereby testifying to its being relatively well preserved (See Géhin 2017, pp. 102–3).
To our knowledge, no detailed study of the content and structure of the manuscript has been
conducted to date.

This MS was previously described as a Sticherarion (Lewis 1894, p. 50; Kamil 1970,
p. 160) or a Canonarion (Clark 1952, p. 18). Heinrich Husmann was the first who overviewed
its structure and pointed out its complex and mixed contents (Husmann 1975a, pp. 284–85).
Comparison with the MΓ 56+5, as well as with the New Iadgari, clearly shows it to be a ver‑
sion of the New Tropologion going back to the Jerusalem tradition. Like the Old Tropolo‑
gion (Old Iadgari) and the New Iadgari, the book is a global hymnal, consisting of a number
of different parts joined together.

The manuscript lacks the first three quires including the title page and the very last fo‑
lios presumably containing the colophon. It starts with the canons of the Sunday Oktoechos
(three canons in each mode), then follows the fixed annual cycle, which includes feasts from
the Nativity on 25 December up to the commemoration of the Holy Martyrs Eustratios, Aux‑
entios, Eugenios, Orestes, and Mardarios on 14 December. Integrated within the months of
February, March, April, and May are feasts and services of the movable cycle, which include
the memory of the Great Martyr Theodore (Tyron) on the first Saturday of Lent, Lazarus Sat‑
urday, Palm Sunday, Great Week, Easter Sunday, Bright Tuesday, Ascension, and Pentecost.
Compared to the Greek Tropologion (МГ 56+5) and the New Iadgari (Group 1), the content
and calendar of Sinai Syr. 48 are rather concise; however, it is more extensive than Group 2
of the New Iadgari. The rubrics in most cases include stichera of Vespers on Kyrie ekekraxa,
the night canon, and stichera of Matins, but no eucharistic liturgy. Likewise, there are no
offices (akolouthiai) proper for episcopal (presumably, cathedral) services, such as the conse‑
cration of Holy Myron. Both latter cases are present in МГ 56+5 (on the consecration of Holy
Myron, see Nikiforova 2019).

Syr. 48 includes a number of feasts connected to particular places, such as “the memory
of the Holy Fathers killed by barbarians on Mt Sinai” (eighth day of the Theophany; fol. 98v),
“the feast of the appearance of the Holy Cross in Jerusalem in the days of the Archbishop
Cyril” (7 May; f. 98v), or “the Feast of the Dedication of the Holy [Church of the] Anastasis”
(13 September; fol. 215r), but these are common for different Eastern Christian traditions and
therefore cannot be considered decisive for establishing the origin of our manuscript. The
exception is a specific commemoration of the Archangel Michael on 6 June (fol. 174r), which,
as we mentioned earlier, indicates an Egyptian connection in this calendar (see Chronz and
Nikiforova 2014, pp. 163–70).

The annual cycle section is flanked by two canons, “the canon of the Fathers of the Holy
Mt Sinai” (28 December) at the beginning (fol. 164r) and “the canon on repentance composed
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by Anastasios, the head of the Monastery of the Holy Mt Sinai” at the end (fol. 253r). Unlike
the calendar, these hymnographic compositions provide a definite Sinaitic connotation and
suggest that the manuscript could have been produced on Sinai.

As noted above, the manuscript is written on parchment; its writing contains a mixture
of elements of the monumental script (estrangela) and a cursive one. On the basis of its transi‑
tional character, it can be dated presumably to the tenth century. Indeed, dated examples of
Melkite writing from the eleventh century (particularly those copied in St. Panteleimon’s/St.
Elias’ monastery on the Black Mountain near Antioch) demonstrate more cursive elements
and generally more rounded letter shapes in comparison with Syr. 48 (see, for example, Lon‑
don British Library Add. 14,489, Lectionary, 1045 AD, Hatch 1946, pl. CLXXXIV, p. [235];
London British Library Add. 14,510, Oktoechos, 1056 AD, Hatch 1946, pl. CXXII, p. [173]).
Thus, the latter can be characterised as more angular and archaic, and its dating to the tenth
century could be preliminarily confirmed.

A characteristic feature is the presence of Greek words found in the margins throughout
the manuscript, which correspond to incipits of selected hymnographical pieces, primarily
heirmoi. The Greek script is a slanted irregular majuscule that could be contemporary with
the main Syriac text. This feature is rather unusual for Syriac Melkite liturgical manuscripts
from the period up to the thirteenth century, and testifies to a bilingual or even multilingual
liturgical context to which the book belonged through its production and active circulation,
and which could well be St. Catherine’s monastery.

3. The Office of St. John Chrysostom (27 January)
St. John Chrysostom’s akolouthia (27 January, §25, ἡµνήµητoῦπατρὸς ἡµῶν Ἰωάννoυ

τoῦ Xρυσoστóµoυ, fols. 80–87) is a case of undoubted Byzantine influence in MΓ 56+5.21

The feast of the translation of Chrysostom’s relics from Comana to Constantinople in 438 en‑
tered the calendar and the liturgy of Jerusalem during an earlier period, as witnessed in the
Georgian Lectionary.22 The date varied between 26 and 27 January.23 On 26 January, which
could be an older date, a common proper for hierarchs was performed in the Anastasis cathe‑
dral. On 27 January, another common proper was appointed to be chanted, but preceded
by what seems to be a specific troparion for Chrysostom,

tt
tt

tt

tt

ffi
ἡ νή η τοῦ πατρὸς ἡ ῶν

Ἰωάννου τοῦ Χρυσοστό ου
Γ

stom, ოქროჲსა 
უწმიდჱსი მადლი  included in-

Γ
Γ

ffi
Γ

ffi
ffi ΜΓ

ffi
ΜΓ ffi

ffi

tt
tt

tt

tt

 ffi
ἡ νή η τοῦ πατρὸς ἡ ῶν

Ἰωάννου τοῦ Χρυσοστό ου
Γ

ოქროჲსა უწმიდჱსი მადლი 
included in-dividual propers Γ

Γ

ffi
Γ

ffi
ffi ΜΓ

ffi
ΜΓ ffi

ffi

,
“Golden pure grace” (m5).24 Later, the New Tropologion included individual propers
for Sts. Basil (1 January, MΓ 56+5, fols. 7r–11r) and Gregory the Theologian (25 January,
MΓ 56+5, fols. 75v–80r), who were particularly venerated in Palestine. These were com‑
posed by John of Damascus and Kosmas of Jerusalem in order to replace the common
hymns, while St. John Chrysostom’s office was adopted directly from Constantinople.
MΓ 56+5 happens to be the oldest witness for these hymns, which came to Jerusalem
from the Constantinopolitan tradition.

3.1. The Office of St. John Chrysostom in the Three Versions of the New Tropologion
The office in MΓ 56+5 includes a canon and stichera for Kyrie ekekraxa and the

Ainoi. As we shall see, many texts are the same in the New Iadgari and the Syriac
Tropologion, witnessing that these elements were commonly used in the Christian Ori‑
ent at least in the eighth–tenth centuries, being translated into Georgian and Syriac.
Some New Iadgari witnesses, notably Geo. 59 and 64, contain two other offices for the
same saint (Metreveli et al. 1978, pp. 167–68, 194), absent from MΓ 56+5 and Syr. 48, but
these offices will not be considered here.25 We resume the content of the office as found
in the Greek, Syriac and Georgian New Tropologion in Table 1 below.
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Table 1. The office of St. John Chrysostom in New Tropologion witnesses. Non‑Greek incipits are
rendered in Greek in case the Greek model has been identified, otherwise they are translated into
English. = equals identity with the column to the left.

MΓ 56+5, Rubrics MΓ 56+5, Text Syr. 48 (Fols.
109r–112v) Geo. 1, 14, 6426

Kyrie
ekekraxa

Εἰς τὸ Kύριε ἐκέκραξα.
Ἦχ. πλ. δ´. Πρóς· Tὸν
ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀναστάντα

Toῦ ἱ εράρχoυ τὴν
µνήµην ὕµνoις
τιµήσωµεν, ὡς
χρυσὸς γὰρ τoῖς
περασµoῖς

Ἔπρεπε τῇ πoρϕυρίδι Ἔπρεπε τῇ πoρϕυρίδι

Toῦ ἱ εράρχoυ τὴν
µνήµην ὕµνoις

τιµήσωµεν, τῷ γὰρ
ὄπλῳ τoῦ σταυρoῦ

Γράµµασι
χρυσαυγεστάτoις

Like Paul you reached
the third heaven, o

Chrysostom

In divinely inspired
words you enriched, o

Hierarch

You rejected the world
of golden richness

Canon
Εἰς τὸν κανóνα· ᾠδὴ
α´. Ἦχ. πλ. δ´. Πρóς·
ᾌσµα ἀναπέµψωµεν

ᾌσµα

ἀναπέµψωµεν = =

Xῦµα ὡς ϕησὶν ὁ
Σoλoµών (first

troparion of ode 1)27

Σάλπιγξ ἀνεδείχθης
(first troparion of

ode 1)

Xῦµα ὡς ϕησὶν ὁ
Σoλoµών (first

troparion of ode 1)

Ainoi Εἰς τὸ αἰνεῖτε. Ἦχ. δ´.
Βυζαντινά.

Ἔπρεπε τῇ
πoρϕυρίδι28

[no mode]29 From your
lips flows honey

Γράµµασι
χρυσαυγεστάτoις30

Through compassion
you became great to the

whole world

Ἄνασσα
ϕραινoµανoῦσα

Like gold your
shining heart

Aposticha Εἰς τὸν στίχoν. Ἦχ. δ´. Xρυσέ, χρυσεπέων
Xρυσóστoµε

It is quite natural that the hymn selection differed in the Greek, Georgian, and Syr‑
iac MSS, as hymnography was a rather free and variable part of liturgical worship at
that time. The sticheron Ἔπρεπε τῇ πoρϕυρίδι τῶν πóλεων (“It was fitting for the queen
of cities”) and the canon that matches in all three versions belong to the Constantinop‑
olitan core of the repertoire of this feast. These elements were in use in the Christian
Orient at least in the eighth–tenth centuries, and entered the Greek New Tropologion
and its Georgian and Syriac translations.

3.2. Stichera on Kyrie ekekraxa, the Ainoi, and Aposticha
There are two Kyrie ekekraxa stichera in MΓ 56+5 (as in the office of St. Isidore,

14 May, §59, fols. 199v–200r) instead of the regular three. Reduction in the number of
texts could reveal that Chrysostom’s commemoration was considered a more ordinary
celebration in Palestine/Egypt than in Constantinople. These stichera are known only
from MΓ 56+5:31

Εἰς τὸ Kύριε ἐκέκραξα. Ἦχoς πλ. δ´. Πρóς· Tὸν ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀναστάντα.
Toῦ ἱ εράρχoυ τὴν µνήµην ὕµνoις τιµήσωµεν, ὡς χρυσὸς γὰρ τoῖς περασµoῖς
καθαρθείς, διέπρεψεν ἐπὶ γῆς ταῖς ἀρεταῖς λάµπων, ὥσπερ λίθων αὐγαῖς,
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καὶ ὡς σάλπιγξ θεóτευκτoς τῇ oἰκoυµένῃ ἀπήχησεν τoῦ Θεoῦ τὴν δóξαν
εὐσεβῶς, ὄθεν στεϕηϕóρoς ἐν ὑψίστoις τὰς τῶν πιστῶν ἀµoιβὰς παρὰ Θεoῦ
δεξάµενoς, ὑπὲρ πιστῶν τὰς αἰτὰς πoιoῦντι· τῷ σωτῆρι τoῦ σωθῆναι τὰς

ψυχάς ἡµῶν.

Toῦ ἱ εράρχoυ τὴν µνήµην ὕµνoις τιµήσωµεν, τῷ γὰρ ὄπλῳ τoῦ σταυρoῦ τoῦ
ἐχθρoῦ κατέβαλεν τὴν ἰσχὺν, καὶ τῇ αὐτoῦ ἀσκήσει καθυπέταξε τῶν παθῶν
τὰ σκηρτήµατα καὶ τoῦ ἡλίoυ γενóµενoς ταῖς ἀρεταῖς ἐκλάµπων εὐσεβῶς,
ὄθεν στεϕηϕóρoς ἀνεδείχθη σὺν ἀγγέλoις Xριστῷ λειτoυργὼν ἀπαύστως

πoιoῦντι· τῷ σωτῆρι τoῦ σωθῆναι τὰς ψυχάς ἡµῶν.

To Kyrie ekekraxa. M.pl.4. To: Him who has risen from the dead. Let us
honour the memory of the hierarch with hymns, as gold he was purified by
temptation, he was adorned on earth, shining with virtues like stones, and as
the God‑born trumpet proclaimed to the oikoumene the glory of God piously,
from which the crowned man in the highest receives the praise of the faithful
from God, for the faithful he beseeches our Saviour, who grants salvation to
our souls.

Let us honour the memory of the hierarch with hymns, for with the weapon of
the cross he overthrew the power of the enemy, and through his own ascetic
life he subdued the unruly passions and, shining piously with virtues of the
sun, through which he, the crowned man, appeared with the angels serving
the Saviour, who grants salvation to our souls.

A non‑Constantinopolitan, probably Palestinian, provenance of these two stichera
seems plausible for two reasons. First, they occupy a prominent position at the begin‑
ning of the service, which obviously indicates the dominant liturgical tradition, i.e., that
of Jerusalem. There is a clear tendency in the MS to put an adopted text as doxastikon
(stanza after “Glory to the Father…”) or apostichon (stanza at psalm verses at Vespers and
Matins) after the main set: for example, we shall interpret the doxastika Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ
πρoπoρεύεσθε and Σάλπιγγoς ϕωνὴν as being of Constantinopolitan origin (see be‑
low, Section 6).32 Second, their model stanza, Tὸν ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀναστάντα, is unknown
in the Byzantine tradition, being absent from Follieri’s index (Follieri 1960–1965), but it
is present among the other propers of MΓ 56+5 (Apostle Mark, 25 April, §49, fol. 168v;
St. Joseph of Arimathaea, 12 June, §73, fol. 239v).

By contrast, the Ainoi stichera in mode 4 are introduced in MΓ 56‑5 by the rubric
“ΒΥΖ” (fol. 86v), which is the abbreviation of Βυζάντιoς, i.e., “Byzantine” or “Constanti‑
nopolitan” (Stephanus 1954, p. 452). This is an early occurrence of the term, which can
be understood as opposing another term, Ἀνατoλικóς (“Oriental”), which is quite com‑
mon in the MSS of Byzantine (Constantinopolitan) origin. While Ἀνατoλικóς referred
to hymns of which the texts and melodies presumably originated in the Christian Orient,
or even more precisely in Palestine (Zheltov and Bulaev 2018, pp. 104–6), “Byzantine”
most probably defined hymns that originated in Constantinople and were included
in Eastern MSS. Their common ending, πρεσβεύειν αὐτὸν πρὸς Kύριoν σωθῆναι τὰς

ψυχάς ἡµῶν (“[beseech him] to pray to the Lord to save our souls”), suggests that these
stichera belong together as one set, and the definition “Byzantine” applies to all the texts
of this group, reshaped or lost in later MSS.

A sticheron dedicated to the empress Eudoxia (ODB 1991, p. 740) is known today
only from MΓ 56+5, and is published below:

Ἄνασσα ϕρενoµανoῦσα συνείχετo, συγκρoτoῦσα δῆµoν καὶ λαὸν ἄπειρoν,
ἐξώριστoν εἶναι τὸν εὐσεβῆ Ἰωάννην σπoυδάζoυσα, ταύτην γὰρἀνoµoῦσαν
διήλλεγχεν θριαµβεύωντὴν τάλαινα καὶ oὗτoς ἦνἀκράδαντoς, διδασκαλικῶς

κηρύττων τὸν ἸησoῦνXριστὸν καὶ Kύριoν, τoῦτoνπάντες ἱ κετεύσατε· πρεσβεύε
ιν αὐτὸν πρὸς Kύριoν σωθῆναι τὰς ψυχάς ἡµῶν.
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The queen, possessed by madness, with the applause of the people and the
immense crowd, tried to drive out the pious John. But he rebuked her, the
lawless one, triumphing in her iniquity, while he himself was unshaken, and
as a teacher proclaimed Jesus Christ and the Lord. All of you, beseech him to
pray to the Lord to save our souls.

In the received tradition, the sticheron Ἔπρεπε τῇ πoρϕυρίδι is attributed to Ger‑
manos of Constantinople (ca. 655–ca. 740s), and it is not excluded that he is the author
of the whole set. The apostichon of Matins (in the same mode 4) has an extraordinary
wordplay in Greek—hardly translatable and absent in the Georgian and Syriac versions,
which could also be an adoption from Constantinople, because it appears as a linguistic
curiosity which looks somewhat alien in Palestinian hymnography.

Εἰς τὸν στίχoν. Ἦχoς δ´. Xρυσέ, χρυσέπεων Xρυσóστoµε, χρυσoρóϕoν
ὑπερχρυσóχευθoν χρύσινoν, χρυσoλoγικὸν χρυσoγράϕoυ χρυσóσεως χρῆµα,
ἐνϕιλoχρύσoις ὑπέρχρυσoν καὶ χρυσóτευκτoνἄλυσσoν, χρυσὸν oὐ χρυσoµέθυσε,
χρυσoστóλιστα, ὁλóχρυσε χρoϊκέ, πηγὴ χρυσóβαϕε, χρυσoκóλλα χρυσoάνθιε,
Xριστῷ, Ἰωάννη, χρύσεψε, συγχρύσωσoν τὸν χρωτὸν ἡµῶν.

Additional Syriac and Georgian texts, witnessing the diversity of composition of
the proper texts, which so far remain unidentified within the Greek material, require
further study.

3.3. The Canon
The canon (m.pl.4, heirmos ᾎσµα ἀναπέµψωµεν, λαoί, “O peoples, let us send

up a hymn”, without any acrostic, fols. 80v–86v) was a popular text in the Byzan‑
tine liturgy and is found in many eleventh–fourteenth‑century Greek Menaia and early
Slavonic liturgical manuscripts in variable redactions.33 Its publication in AHG has a
remark: “The tradition of the canon and the order and number of troparia differ in the
manuscripts”.34 Indeed, in total, there are about 70 troparia, 30 triadika and theotokia, and
more than 10 heirmoi recognised as belonging to this canon. Such extensivity and diver‑
sity of the text could be explained as reflecting the extraordinary role of Chrysostom’s
celebration and veneration in Byzantium. As we still have no idea about the original
shape of this canon, we can only guess that these variants could have been produced
in two ways: (a) by reducing an originally long version or (b) the opposite process, by
adding over time, in the process of copying, new troparia to the initial version. These
versions appeared in the MSS mostly as anonymous compositions, but they are also
known under the names of Andrew of Crete (ca. 660–740), patriarch Germanos of Con‑
stantinople, John the Monk, and in printed Menaia under the name of Theophanes.35

The editors of an extensive version of this canon in AHG (according to the Grottaferrata
MS Biblioteca Statale del Monumento Nazionale ∆.α. XV, 11th c., and five additional
MSS) defend the authorship of Andrew of Crete (known from the 12th c. Menaion (with
Synaxarion) Paris Bibliothèque nationale de France MS Grec 1569), who, after an initial
period in Jerusalem, worked for a longer period in Constantinople.36 The attribution to
Andrew37 is corroborated by the particularly lengthy text—he is known to have writ‑
ten long canons—and the rich employment of Old Testament allusions, which also are
widely employed in his œuvre: for example, in his Great Canon, Nέoς Ἀβραὰµ ἐδείχθης,
ἄλλoν Ἰσαὰκ τὸν βίoν θυσιάσας (“The new Abraham appeared, the other Isaac sacri‑
ficed his life”), Σὺ τὸν Ἰακὼβ ζηλώσας (“You were jealous of Jacob”), Σὺ τὸν Ἰωσὴϕ
µιµoύµενoς (“You were imitating Joseph”, ode 4),38 with regular triadika and theotokia
in the odes.

Similar features (apart from the enormous length of the canon) were present in
the works of Andrew’s contemporary Germanos of Constantinople, who is considered
to be the author of six heirmoi of this canon, of the sticheron Ἔπρεπε τῇ πoρϕυρίδι
(and very probably of the whole set); both the canon and the sticheron are composed
in mode 4.39 He could therefore also be the author of this canon. His authorship is
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supported by some lexical parallels between the Chrysostom canon and another canon
ascribed to Germanos on the Second Transfer of the Relics of St. John the Forerunner
(24 February):40

CHR 6 (AHG V, p. 424): Ὥσπερ χρυσὸς ἐκ µετάλλων...τὰ πάγχρυσα δóγµατα
PRODROMOS (Forerunner) 4 (AHG VI, p. 378): Ὡς χρυσὸς ἐκ µετάλλων ἡ
σεπτὴ κεϕαλή
PROD 4 (AHG VI, p. 378): τὴν ἐκ µετάλλων γῆς ὡς χρυσίoν...σoυ κάραν
CHR 6 (AHG V, p. 414): Σάλπιγξ ἀνεδείχθης λoγικὴ ϕωνoῦσα τὰ ἀπóκρυϕα
PROD 1 (AHG VI, p. 376): Ὡς σάλπιγξ µυστικὴ ἐκβoᾷ πρὸς ἡµᾶς

PROD 2 (AHG VI, p. 376): Ἡ θεoκήρυκτoς σάλπιγξ...ἡ κεϕαλὴ τoῦ Πρoδρóµoυ
PROD 4 (AHG VI, p. 378): κεϕαλὴ τoῦ Πρoδρóµoυ ὡς σάλπιγξ βoᾷ
PROD 4 (AHG VI, p. 382): Σάλπιγξ γνωστικὴ ἐν ἑρήµῳ πάλαι ἡχoῦσα

CHR 5 (AHG V, p. 423): Xρυσoειδεῖς ἀκτῖνας τῇ oἰκoυµένῃ ἀστραπτὼν τoῖς
λóγoις σoυ
PROD 5 (AHG VI, p. 378): Ἡµερινὰς ἀκτῖνας ἡ θεoκήρυκτoς κάρασoυ... καταλάµπ

ει τῷ κóσµῳ
CHR 5 (AHG V, p. 423): ὡς ἐν πυρὶ χωνεύσας τῶν ἱ ερῶν σoυ λoγίων τὸ
δóκιµoν

PROD 7 (AHG VI, p. 380): ὡς ἐν πυρὶ καµίνoυ χωνευθεῖσα ἡ κεϕαλὴ... χρυσίoυ
πλέoν δoκιµωτέρα

Due to the fact that the hymnographical corpus of both authors is far from having
been exhaustively studied, we are unable to contest or to support Andrew’s authorship
without well‑argued reasoning. However, it is clear that the canon corresponds to what
we otherwise know about a standard seventh–eighth‑century canon of Constantinopo‑
litan provenance (in contrast to canons of Jerusalem origin): its original version had the
second ode (omitted in the adapted one that we study here) as well as regular triadika
and theotokia (Nikiforova 2012, pp. 60–64, 182–83).

In the following table (Table 2), we compare the rendering of the canon in the mul‑
tilingual tradition of the New Tropologion, which preserved the oldest evidence of this
canon, with the complete troparia collection, extracted from later Byzantine Menaia and
edited in AHG.

Table 2. Full account of the canon ᾎσµαἀναπέµψωµεν for St. John Chrosostom. / = ∆óξα τῷ Πατρί.
№ = The position in the series of troparia in the given source(s). Θ = Theotokion. Bold letters = heirmos.
= equals identity with the column to the left.

Ode MΓ 56+5, Fols.
80v–86v

Syr. 48, Fols.
109v–112v Geo. 1, 14, 6441 AHG, № XXXIII

(1), pp. 413–30
AHG, № XXXIII
(2), pp. 431–38

1 ᾎσµα
ἀναπέµψωµεν = = = =

№ 1: Xῦµα ὡς
ϕησὶν ὁ Σoλoµῶν № 1 № 1

№ 2: In nocturnal
prayer, Peter

№ 2: Σάλπιγξ
ἀνεδείχθης

№ 1 № 3 № 2



Religions 2023, 14, 1363 11 of 41

Table 2. Cont.

Ode MΓ 56+5, Fols.
80v–86v

Syr. 48, Fols.
109v–112v Geo. 1, 14, 6441 AHG, № XXXIII (1),

pp. 413–30
AHG, № XXXIII (2),

pp. 431–38

№ 3: Λóγoις
κατεπλoύτισας

№ 4: Πλoῦτoν
ἐναπέθoυ

№ 1: Πλoῦτoν
ἐναπέθoυ

№ 2: Πλoῦτoν
ἐναπέθoυ

№ 3: Πέτρα
ἀνεδείχθης

№ 2 № 4

№ 4: ∆óξα τῷ
Πατρί (/) № 3: / № 5: / № 7: / № 4: /

№ 5: Kλῖµαξ
ἀνεδείχθης (θ) № 8: θ № 5: θ

№ 6: θ

№ 5: Γλώσσῇ
µεταλλεύων

№ 3: Γλώσσῇ
µεταλλεύων

№ 6: ∆εῦτε
ὑπαντήσωµεν

2 Ἴδετε, ἴδετε, ὅτι
ἐγώ42

Ἴδετε, ἴδετε, ὅτι
ἐγώ

Στóµα θεóϕθoγγoν

ἌλλoνMωσέα σε

Ἄλλην εἰργασατo

Σὺ τὴν µετάνoιαν

Mέγα καὶ τίµιoν

Πάτερ ἀγέννητε (/)

Ἔγνωµεν,
ἔγνωµεν (θ)

3 Oὐκ ἔστιν ἅγιoς
43 = = = =

№ 1: Xρυσέoις τoῖς
δóγµασι № 1 № 1 № 1 № 1

№ 2: Ἀνoίξας τὸ
στóµα σoυ № 2 № 2 № 2 № 2

№ 3: ∆ιάρας τὸ
κάλυµµα № 3 № 3 № 3

№ 4: Mυρίζoυσιν,
ὅσιε № 4 № 4

№ 5: Tὸν ἄσειστoν
πύργoν № 5 № 3

№ 6: Ὡς ἄµπελoς
γέγoνας

№ 6 № 4

№ 7: Ἅγιoς, ἅγιoς,
ἅγιoς (/) № 7: / № 5: /

№ 8: Ἀχρóνως
ἐξέλαψας (θ) № 6
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Table 2. Cont.

Ode MΓ 56+5, Fols.
80v–86v

Syr. 48, Fols.
109v–112v Geo. 1, 14, 6441 AHG, № XXXIII (1),

pp. 413–30
AHG, № XXXIII (2),

pp. 431–38

№ 6: Ὡς ἄνθη
κυπρίζoυσιν

№ 5: Εἰς τρίτoν
ἀνέδραµες

№ 4: Εἰς τρίτoν
ἀνέδραµες

№ 7: Tριὰς
ὁµooύσιε (/)

№ 5: Tριὰς
ὁµooύσιε (/)

№ 8: Ἀµέριστoς
ἔµεινας (θ)

№ 6: θ

4 Εἰσακήκoα,
Xριστέ = = Ἐξ ὅρoυς

κατασκίoυ

№ 1: Nέoς Ἀβραάµ № 1 № 1 № 1 № 1

№ 2: Σὺ τὸν Ἰακώβ № 2 № 2 № 2

№ 3: Σὺ τὸν Ἰωσήϕ № 3 № 3

№ 4: Ράβδῲ
µυστικῇ № 4 № 2 № 3

№ 3: ∆εύτερoς Ἰώβ № 4: ∆εύτερoς Ἰώβ

№ 5: Ἄλλoς Ἀαρών № 5

№ 6: Σὺ τoῦ Ἠλίoυ № 6 № 6 № 4

№ 7: Ἕτερoς ∆αβίδ № 4: Ἕτερoς ∆αβίδ № 6: Ἕτερoς ∆αβίδ

№ 8: You in the fog
spoke to Elias

№ 9: You as a cloak
of grace (θ)

№ 7: Ἄλλoς Ἰησoῦς № 5

№ 8: Συ ὡς
µιλωτήν

№ 9: Ἄλλoς ∆ανιήλ № 10 № 5 № 7

№ 10: Ἄναρχε
Tριάς (/) № 11: / № 8: / № 5: /

№ 11: Xαῖρε,
θησαυρέ (θ)44 № 6

№ 7: Σε διὰ παντóς
(θ)

№ 6: θ

5 Ὁ ἐκ νυκτóς = = = Ἐκ νυκτὸς

ἀγνoίας

№ 1: Σὲ ἀρετῆς
εἰκóνα № 1 № 1

№ 2: Tὴν ἱ ερὰν
στoλήν № 2 № 1 № 2

№ 3: Ὡς ἐν πυρὶ № 3 № 3 № 5

№ 4: Xρυσoειδεῖς
ἀκτῖνας

№ 4 № 4 № 4
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Table 2. Cont.

Ode MΓ 56+5, Fols.
80v–86v

Syr. 48, Fols.
109v–112v Geo. 1, 14, 6441 AHG, № XXXIII (1),

pp. 413–30
AHG, № XXXIII (2),

pp. 431–38

№ 5: Ἀθλητικὸν
ἀγῶνα № 5 № 1 № 2

№ 2: To enlighten
those in darkness

№ 6: Tὴν ὑπὲρ
νoῦν (/) № 6: / № 7: / № 4: /

№ 7: Tῶν
χερoυβεῖµ (θ)45

№ 3: Tῇ ἀστραπῇ
τῶν λóγων

№ 6: Toὺς ἱ ερoὺς ἱ
δρῶτας

№ 3: Toὺς ἱ ερoὺς ἱ
δρῶτας

№ 8: Ἀνεῦ σπoρᾶς
τεκoῦσα (θ)

№ 5: Ἀνεῦ σπoρᾶς
τεκoῦσα (θ)

№ 5: θ

6 Ὡς τὸν πρoϕήτην = = = Xιτῶνα µoι
παράσχoυ

№ 1: Ὥσπερ
χρυσὸς

№ 1 № 1 № 1 6 different troparia

№ 2: Ὡς τὰς
ἀβάτoυ № 2 № 2

№ 3: Tὴν πανάγιαν
σoυ µνήµην № 3 № 2 № 4

№ 4: Σὺν τῷ Υἱ ῷ (/) № 4: /

№ 5: Tὸν ἐν χερσὶ
(θ)46

№ 3: Εἰ καὶ νεκρὸς
εἶ ἐν τάϕῳ

№ 3: Εἰ καὶ νεκρὸς
εἶ ἐν τάϕῳ

№ 5 Ὁ τεχθεὶς ἐκ
Παρθένoυ (θ)

№ 4: θ

7 Ὁ τoὺς παῖδας = = = Ὁ τὴν ϕλóγα

№ 1: Ὡς τὸ πῦρ
κατασβέσας

№ 1: Ὡς χρυσὸς № 1 № 1 № 1

№ 2: Oὐκ
ἐναρκήσας

№ 2 № 2 № 2 № 2

№ 3: Toῦ µικρoῦ
σoῦ πoιµνίoυ № 3 № 3 № 6 № 4

№ 4: Σὺν τῷ Υἱ ῷ
(/)47 № 4: / № 8: / № 5: /

№ 5: Xαῖρε, κoυϕὴ
(θ) № 9: θ № 6: θ

№ 3: Ἀκριβὴς
πρoεγνώσθης
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Table 2. Cont.

Ode MΓ 56+5, Fols.
80v–86v

Syr. 48, Fols.
109v–112v Geo. 1, 14, 6441 AHG, № XXXIII (1),

pp. 413–30
AHG, № XXXIII (2),

pp. 431–38

№ 4: Tὴν ἐν λóγoις
σoϕίαν

№ 5: Ὡς ἐν γῇ καὶ
θαλάσσῃ № 3

№ 7: Ὡς χιτῶνα
τὴν πίστιν

№ 4: θ

8 Oἱ θεoρρήµoνες

παῖδες
= = = =

№ 1: Ἡ θεoρήµων
σoυ γλώσσα № 1 № 1 № 1 № 1

№ 2: Ὁ τὴν
ϕιλάργυρoν
πλάνην

№ 2 № 2

№ 3: Ἱερoυργὲ τῶν
ἀρρήτων № 3 № 2

№ 3: Ὁ ἑρµενεὺς
τῆς ἀγράϕoυ

№ 4: Σὺν τῷ Υἱ ῷ (/) № 6: / № 5: /

№ 5: Ὑπερϕύως ἐν
γαστρί (θ) № 7: θ № 6: θ

№ 2: Ὁ τὰς
ἀκάρπoυς καρδίας

№ 3: Ἐγγύητα τῆς
ἀνθρώπων
σωτηρίας

№ 3: Ἐγγύητα τῆς
ἀνθρώπων
σωτηρίας

№ 4: Ἱερoµύστα
τῆς ἄνω βασιλείας

№ 4: Ἱερoµύστα
τῆς ἄνω βασιλείας

№ 5: Ὡς τῇ Tριάδι
(/)

№ 4: θ

9 Tὸν
πρoδηλωθέντα = = = =

№ 1: Like the
Forerunner

№ 1: Ἄλλoς
χρυσoρρóας

ἐδείχθης
№ 1 № 3 № 1

№ 2: Σὺ τῆς
ἀκενώτoυ πηγῆς

№ 2 № 2 № 1

№ 3: Σὺ διαδραµὼν № 3 № 2 № 3

№ 4:
Ἀγγαλιασóµεθα

πάντες
№ 4 № 3 № 7 № 4

№ 5: Βάτoν
καιoµένη (θ) № 9: θ № 6: θ
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Table 2. Cont.

Ode MΓ 56+5, Fols.
80v–86v

Syr. 48, Fols.
109v–112v Geo. 1, 14, 6441 AHG, № XXXIII (1),

pp. 413–30
AHG, № XXXIII (2),

pp. 431–38

№ 4: You, o Virgin
(θ)

№ 4: Tίς τὰς
ἀριστείας

№ 5: Σὲ ὠκεανὸν
νoητῶς

№ 6: Ἐκ τῶν
θησαυρῶν

№ 2: Ἐκ τῶν
θησαυρῶν

№ 8: Ἄναρχε Tριάς
(/)

№ 5: Ἄναρχε Tριάς
(/)

36 troparia +7/+ 8
θ = 51

36 troparia + 6/+ 1
θ = 42

32 troparia + 2/+ 8
θ = 42

55 troparia + 9/+ 9
θ = 73

44 troparia + 9/+ 9
θ = 50

How does New Tropologion evidence contribute to this query on the extension of
the canon? First, it confirms the use of the same canon in the multilingual Greek, Syr‑
iac, and Georgian liturgy of Palestine in the ninth–tenth centuries, with similar textual
diversity in number and choice of troparia.

Secondly, the Greek, Syriac, and Georgian versions demonstrate their obvious unity,
the stronger dependence of the Syriac version on the Greek, and more independent Geor‑
gian development. The New Tropologion has also preserved a portion of texts that were
previously unknown in the Byzantine tradition.

Thirdly, these Greek, Georgian, and Syriac versions seem to be partially adapted to the
standards of the New Tropologion. As in the seventh–eighth‑century canons of Palestinian
origin, the second odes were normally no longer in use; the canons themselves were rather
short and did not include either regular triadika (which seem to be more common in the Con‑
stantinopolitan milieu) or theotokia (which were performed in Jerusalem liturgy according to
particular collections, organised by modes in sequence). The adaptation proceeded in the
following direction. All the versions omitted ode 2.48 The MΓ 56+5 version preserved regu‑
lar triadika and theotokia (which do not match entirely with those in AHG), and they could
have been copied together with the canon for practical purposes.49 The Syriac and Geor‑
gian versions, however, have less triadika at the canon: Syr. 48 for odes 1, 3–7, and the New
Iadgari only for odes 1 and 3. These versions seem to have removed the remaining stanzas
of this kind, which were not traditional in the Palestinian tradition.

Thus, this Constantinopolitan canon penetrated into the Palestinian tradition and be‑
came a part of the New Tropologion, adapted to different extents to Hierosolymitan use,
i.e., being deprived of ode 2 and, in its Syriac version, of the theotokia as well.

3.4. Conclusions
Thus, a special proper in honour of St. John Chrysostom appeared for the first time

in the Hierosolymitan liturgy in the New Tropologion and replaced a common proper for
hierarchs, which was in use in the earlier rite of Jerusalem. While, at first, services dedi‑
cated to the great church fathers who lived in the fourth century and who were venerated
in Palestine—to St. Basil the Great and St. Gregory the Theologian—were composed by
the main authors of the New Tropologion themselves, John of Damascus and Kosmas of
Jerusalem, the service of St. John Chrysostom was a rare though not unique case of a di‑
rect borrowing from Constantinople, the city that was the centre of his cult. The Chrysos‑
tom office spread during the eighth–tenth centuries through the Christian Orient and was
performed in the Greek, Georgian, and Syriac languages, arriving in Palestine within the
framework of liturgical exchange. It appears as one of the earliest points for the infiltra‑
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tion of Byzantine elements in the New Tropologion. Two stichera on Kyrie ekekraxa could
be originally Palestinian because of their initial position in the service and because of the
model, unknown for Byzantine hymnography, Tὸν ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀναστάντα, which is re‑
peatedly used in MΓ 56+5. By contrast, the Ainoi and the canon demonstrate undoubted
Constantinopolitan impact, although we are not completely sure of their authorship. The
Ainoi are introduced by the remark “Byzantine”, and the canon has typological features of
a standard seventh–eighth‑century Constantinopolitan canon, which originally had ode 2,
regular triadika, and theotokia. This Constantinopolitan canon was adopted and harmonised
with the specifics of contemporaneous Palestinian canons, collected in the New Tropologion,
and thus deprived of ode 2 and, in its Syriac version, of its theotokia as well.

4. The First Ode of the Great Saturday Canon: Ἄϕρoν γηραλέε
For the Matins of Great Saturday, MΓ 56+5 prescribes a pentaode (Papadopoulos‑

Kerameus’ term; see Papadopoulos‑Kerameus 1894, p. ζ), in m.pl.2, consisting of odes 1,
6–9, introduced by the rubric “ΛΘ. Kανὼν τῶν ἁγίων Σαββάτωνϕέρων ἀκρoστιχ[ίδα]
τὴν ὑπoτεταγµένην· καὶ Σάββατoν µέλπω µέγα” (“39. Canon for Great Saturday, carry‑
ing the following acrostic: “And Great Saturday I chant”), with the acrostic going through
both heirmoi and troparia. While odes 6–9 are generally considered to be authentic texts
of Kosmas of Jerusalem, ode 1, starting with Ἄϕρoν γηραλέε (“Insane old”), with the heir‑
mos “Kύµατι θαλάσσης” (“He who, in ancient times”), for a long time was associated with
the name of the ninth‑century Constantinopolitan poetess Kassia (b. ca. 800—d. between
843 and 867; for this date and main bibliography, see Simić 2014, p. 238) and her tetraode,
i.e., this ode 1 + odes 3–5 (published in Eustratiades 1932, pp. 96–100 on the basis of two
MSS from Athos, also Simić 2011, pp. 56–60). While some scholars have considered Kassia
to be the author of the heirmos Kύµατι θαλάσσης and two troparia of ode 1 (Eustratiades
1932, p. 164, §231; Papagiannis 2005, p. 470; Simić 2011, pp. 71–72),50 other scholars were
convinced that Kassia composed only the troparia, and that the heirmos belonged to the
complete set of heirmoi by Kosmas (Detorakes 1979, pp. 169–73; see also Schirò 1979, p. 314,
and Tomadakes 2004, pp. 449–50). We fully share the latter opinion.

Here is the complete text of this disputed ode 1:51

ΛΘ. KανὼντῶνἁγίωνΣαββάτων… ᾨδὴα´. [Ἦχoς]πλ. β´. Kύµατι θαλάσσης…
(thus in every printed Triodion).
Ἄϕρoνγηραλέε, ἀκóρεστεᾅδη, χανὼνὑπóδεξαι τὴνἁπάντωνζωὴν· καταπιὼν
γὰρ ἐµέσεις ἃς πρoπέπωκας δικαίων ψυχάς, καθελεῖ σε Kύριoς, ἐνδóξ[ως

γὰρ δεδóξασται].
Ἰησoῦ Θεέ µoυ, ὑµνῶ σoυ τὰ πάθη· ἑκὼν τέθνηκας ὑπὲρ τῆς πάντων ζωῆς

καὶ ἐν σινδóνι καὶ σµύρνῃ κηδευθῆναι κατηξίωσας, τὴν τάϕην δoξάζω σoυ,
*ἑνδóξως γὰρ [δεδóξασται].52

39. Canon for Great Saturday… Ode 1. M.pl.2. He who, in ancient times …
(Lenten Triodion 2002, p. 646)

Insane old, insatiable gaping hell, receive the life of all mankind. For you will be
sick devouring the souls of the righteous that you had swallowed down; the Lord
will destroy you, for He is greatly glorified.
Jesus, my God, I chant your Passion, for you died willingly on behalf of everyone’s
life, and were graced to be buried in the shroud and with myrrh; I glorify your
grave, for He is greatly glorified.

Although an assumption about the legendary character of Kassia has been voiced
(Afinogenov 2013, p. 575), and some problems with the tetraode ascribed to Kassia have
been highlighted (Simić 2011, pp. 68–70; Papagiannis 2005, p. 471), most scholars agree that
Kassia was a real person who indeed composed this tetraode, including the disputed ode
1 (Rochow 1967, pp. 7–39; Schirò 1979; Papagiannis 2005; Simić 2011, pp. 56–76). Conse‑
quently, finding ode 1 as an integral part of Kosmas’ hymn for Great Saturday in the ninth‑
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century New Tropologion of the Jerusalem rite raises questions about the hymn’s origin.
Is this a sudden borrowing of part of the recently composed text from the capital, i.e., the
adoption of the ode 1 by Kassia into MΓ 56+5, signifying that this ode is a Constantinopo‑
litan element in this Palestinian canon? Or was this ode an original Hierosolymitan hymn,
or even written possibly by Kosmas himself, and subsequently adopted in the worship of
Constantinople and ascribed to Kassia by mistake?

4.1. Pentaode in Great Saturday Canons: Survey of MSS Witness
This disputed ode 1 is part of a long and tricky story of the development of odes/canons

for Great Saturday Matins.
The first, unelaborate tetraode (odes 6–9) for Great Saturday appeared in the Jerusalem

rite and was recorded in the Old Iadgari (№ 1 in Table 3 below). Later on, Andrew of Crete
wrote his own tetraode (the same odes),53 presumably in Constantinople, and, with an at‑
tribution to him, it appears as the second canon of the feast in the tenth‑century Triodia of
Constantinopolitan origin, Sinai MS Greek 734–735 and Grottaferrata MS ∆. β. 8 (№ 2). The
following table gives a chronological overview over the known canons for Great Saturday.

Table 3. Two triodes and a pentaode.

№54 Odes Century Author Origin MSS

1 6–9 (ap. before
mid‑7th) ? Palestine Tetraode: Old Iadgari (Renoux 2008,

pp. 387–96).

2 6–9 7th–8th Andrew Constantinople

Tetraode: Sinai MS Greek 734–35, 10th c.,
fols. 197v–200r (with attribution);

Grottaferrata MS ∆. β. 8, 10th c., fols.
79r–83r (with attribution, and + № 4);
Vatican Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana
MS Vat. gr. 771 (11th c., fols. 186v–188r,

with attribution, and + № 6b).

3 1, 6–9 8th Kosmas Palestine
Pentaode: MΓ 56+5, fols. 137v–139v; Syr.
48, 10th c., fols. 144r–145v (in both cases

without attribution).

4 3–5 +
1, 6–9 9th Theophanes +

Kosmas

Jerusalem/
Constantinople

(?)

Grottaferrata MS ∆. β. 8, 10thc., fols.
78–83 (ode 1 and odes 3–5—without
attribution, odes 6–9 are attributed to

Kosmas, and + № 2); NLR MS Greek 712,
10thc., fols. 218r–218v (fragmentarily
preserved, ode 1, odes 8–9 of Kosmas,

odes 3–4—of Theophanes).

5a
3–5 +
3–5 +
1, 6–9

9th
Theophanes +

“alloi“ +
Kosmas

Jerusalem/
Constantinople

(?)

Grottaferrata MS ∆. β. 10, 1138, fols.
31r–32v (ed. Tomadakes 2004, pp. 327–31,

there are two sets for odes 3–5 with
different heirmoi, main and “allos“; the
first set is attributed to Theophanes, the
second set has no attribution; odes 1, 6–9

have no attribution).
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Table 3. Cont.

№54 Odes Century Author Origin MSS

5b 3–5 +
1, 6–9 9th

“Alloi”
(Theophanes ?) +

Kosmas

Jerusalem/
Constantinople (?)

New Iadgari (Geo. 1, 14, 65: odes 3–5 are the
same as the “allos” set in Grottaferrata MS ∆.

β. 10, also without attribution).

6a 1B, 3–5 +
1, 6–9 9th–10th Mark of Otranto +

Kosmas Constantinople

MS Monê tou Timiou Staurou 43, 1122 (ed.
Papadopoulos‑Kerameus 1894, pp. 165,

169–73, with attribution to Mark and Kosmas);
Typikon of Alexis the Studite, 1060s–1070s

(Pentkovskij 2001, p. 254, with attribution to
Mark and Kosmas); Sinai MS Greek 742, 1099,
fols. 166r–169v (with attribution to Mark and
Kosmas); Serbian National Library MS 645,

1328, fol. 285r (see Simić 2014, p. 244).

6b 1B, 3–5 +
6–9 9th–10th Mark of Otranto +

Kosmas Constantinople

Sinai MS Greek 734–35 (10th c., fols.
195v–197r, with attributions to Mark and

Kosmas), Vatican MS Vat. gr. 771 (11th c., fols.
185v–188r, with attributions to Mark and
Kosmas, and + № 2), Sinai MS Greek 742

(1028, fols. 239v–241v, with the attribution of
odes 6–9 to Kosmas), National Library of

Russia MS Greek 230 (12th c., fols. 112v–113v,
with the attribution of odes 6–9 to Kosmas),
National Library of Russia MS Greek 229

(12th c., fols. 84r–84v, attributed in the initial
rubric to Kosmas).

7
1B, 3–5, +

3–5 +
1, 6–9

9th–10th
Mark of Otranto +
“alloi“ (Kassia?55)+

Kosmas
Constantinople

Athos Monê Vatopediou MS Greek 1189, 12th
c., fols. 231r–234v56 (ed. Eustratiades 1932,
pp. 97–100; Tzedakes 1959, pp. 45–46; Simić
2011, pp. 56–60, with attribution to Mark of

1B, 3–5, to Kosmas—of 6–9, odes 3–5 are
marked as “alloi”; ode 1 has no attribution).

Around this time in Jerusalem, Kosmas composed, as is generally assumed, his tetraode
(odes 6–9) as a part of his hymnographical composition for all the days of Holy Week. The
first known attribution of this tetraode to him in hymnographical books is preserved in
Sinai MS Greek 734–735 and Grottaferrata MS ∆. β. 8 (both 10th c.). However, in earlier
ninth–tenth century Greek and Syriac New Tropologia of the Jerusalem rite, this tetraode
appears as a pentaode, with the disputed ode 1, included in the Greek MS in the acrostic,
καὶ Σάββατoν µέλπω µέγα (№ 3):

All further versions of the Great Saturday canon are true composites, appearing mostly
in Constantinople within the framework of the evolution of Matins in the ninth century.
The tetraode/pentaode dilemma already existed in Byzantine times: some hymnographers
replenished the pentaode (e.g., Theophanes Graptos, d. 845, or Theophanes Protothronos,
9th c.)57, others the tetraode (e.g., Mark, bishop of Otranto, d. ca. 900).58

Theophanes’ odes 3–5 are preserved in Grottaferrata MS ∆. β. 10 (1138, № 5a in Table 3)
with the attribution to a Theophanes, and in Grottaferrata MS ∆. β. 8 and St. Petersburg NLR
MS Greek 712 (both 10th c., № 4) without any attribution. In Grottaferrata MS ∆. β. 10 (1138,
№ 5a), there is an “other (ἄλλoι)“ set of heirmoi and troparia, which is the same as in the
New Iadgari (№ 5b), testifying that at least two triodia existed59 to fill out not a tetraode, but
a pentaode (!).

The next step of the development was Mark’s attempt to replenish the tetraode with his
odes 1 (we shall call it ode 1B),60 3, 4, and 5, i.e., only troparia, united with the acrostic Kαὶ
σήµερoν δὲ, added to an already existing set of heirmoi, starting with Kύµατι θαλάσσης.61

Mark’s tetraode was combined differently with odes not by Mark in the MSS.
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This composite unit of Mark + Kosmas has preserved Kassia’s work as an addition or
“allos” (№ 7). The version № 6b entered the printed Triodion, with a note to the effect that
the heirmoi of odes 1, 3–5 belonged to Kassia (Tριῴδιoν κατανυκτικóν 1960, p. 425). This
remark is absent from the analysed MSS. In general, there is a clear tendency in the extant
ninth–twelfth‑century MSS of early Jerusalem and later Constantinopolitan traditions, pre‑
served in Greek, Georgian, and Slavonic hymnals and typica to perform the pentaode with
the archaic ode 1 (№ 3) and to complete canons on the pentaode basis with triodes (№s 4, 5a,
5b). Kassia’s odes 3–5, that is a triode (№ 7), in our opinion could also complete this canon
to make it a full canon. However, Kosta Simić is convinced of Kassia’s authorship of the
tetraode, that is odes 1, 3–5, and he considered these later Greek and Slavonic cases (he is
not aware of the Georgian and Syriac ones) to be the Nachleben of Kassia’s ode 1 (Simić 2014,
p. 238). We analyse this possibility below.

4.2. Constantinopolitan Origin of Ode 1 and Kassia’s Authorship?
Kassia’s name is absent from the MS with the tetraode ascribed to her—Athos Vato‑

pediou MS 1189 (12th c., fols. 231r–233v, version № 7). Tomadakes suggested to read as
“Kassia“ the abbreviation “Kα“ or “Ko“, which is preserved in the margins of Grottaferrata
MS ∆. β. 10, which has preserved ode 1 (A.D. 1138, fols. 31r–32v, version № 5a). This
reading does not seem plausible, for it was not common in the MSS to abbreviate with two
letters rare names like that of Kassia.62

Thus, despite the silence of the MSS, the main arguments in favour of Kassia’s author‑
ship of the heirmoi or heirmoi + troparia of odes 1, 3, 4, and 5 are the Byzantine chroniclers
(see their list in Simić 2014, pp. 240–42). The only direct indication that among her hymns
Kassia wrote “the tetraode for Great Saturday“, with the mention of its first troparion Ἄϕρoν
γηραλέε“ (not of the heirmos!), is preserved in the Continuation of George Hamartolos, sup‑
posed to have been written between 963 and 969 (Simić 2014, p. 241).63

Approximately two centuries later, Theodore Prodromos referred to an unrecorded tra‑
dition according to which a “noble compatriot, the wise and virgin Kassia” composed the
melody and the text of the tetraode, but the text, as it was considered impossible “to mix a
woman’s words with the poetry of the great Kosmas”,64 was excluded from the liturgy, and
her music (i.e., heirmoi for odes 1, 3–5) did remain, together with the texts of Mark, bishop of
Otranto, for odes 1, 3–5, and the music and texts of Kosmas for odes 6–9. This interpretation
presents several problems:
a. Logic. If the troparia of Kassia were removed from the liturgy due to misogynist ideas,

why were her heirmoi, which are also texts, and many other hymns for different feasts,
accepted for the liturgy?65 It was equally illogical to include ode 1 of Kassia in MΓ 56+5
while ignoring her odes 3–5. The case differs significantly from the inclusion of sec‑
ond odes in several canons of this codex, also infiltrated into Georgian and Slavonic
traditions (for examples, see Krivko 2008, pp. 60–73). That process had a clear litur‑
gical reason, being some kind of a return to an earlier Old Iadgari practice of canons
with nine odes. On the contrary, the addition of ode 1 to the Great Saturday tetraode
has no liturgical justification.66

b. Manuscripts. These earliest witnesses for the ode 1 as a part of a pentaode in two
hymnals of Jerusalem tradition, i.e., Greek and Syriac New Tropologia, without any
reservation as to their Constantinopolitan origin, as was the case with the stichera
in honour of Chrysostom discussed above, marked in the MS itself as “Byzantine“,
makes us doubt that ode 1 was borrowed from Constantinople. An even greater ques‑
tion arises if we consider further pentaode‑based developments, by which we mean
many full canons, which were completed by replenishing a pentaode, i.e., odes 1, 6–9
with a triode, and first of all New Iadgari and Anastasis Typikon, which confirm that
the pentaode survived for a rather long time, at least from the 9th to the 12th cen‑
tury, in the cathedral tradition of Jerusalem, and were widely disseminated through‑
out the Christian Orient, and in Slavia orthodoxa. Theodore Prodromos’ attribution
of heirmoi 1, 3–5 to Kassia, upon which many serious scholars have cast doubt (see
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above), conflicts with the MS evidence. The set of eight heirmoi (see the Great Satur‑
day canon heirmoi in the printed Triodion), which are absolutely consistent in style
and are dedicated to the cross and the resurrection, are known from MSS as Kosmas’
stauroanastasimos office, m.pl.2.67 These heirmoi were borrowed by both Theophanes
(ed. Tomadakes 2004, pp. 328–30) and Mark (printed Triodion).

It is worth mentioning that the trump card of scholars oriented in favour of Kassia is a
phrase from heirmos 1, ὡς αἱ νεάνιδες τῷ Kυρίῳ ᾄσωµεν (“like the maidens, let us sing to
the Lord”). In their opinion, these words could only be pronounced by a woman. But do not
we, adult men and women, say on Palm Sunday: “we like the children (ἡµεῖς ὡς oἱ παῖδες),
with the palms of victory” (troparion, mode 1)? Or on Holy Tuesday: “So that we like the
wise virgins of the Lord (ὡς αἱ ϕρóνιµoI. παρθένoι) may be ready to enter with him into
the marriage feast” (after kathisma 1, mode 4, cf. Mt. 25, 1–13)? The direct allusion to the
phrase in question is the hymn sung by the prophetess Miriam, who was accompanied by
the women (αἱ γυναῖκες), dancing and playing timbrels (Ex. 15: 20–21). It is also present
in Kosmas’ heirmos of the canon to St. Gregory the Theologian (25 January, ode 1): “Moses
the God‑seer declareth praise before Israel; and Miriam of the wise women (ἄρχειMαριὰµ
δὲ σoϕῶν γυναικῶν) begins the hymn of victory: Let us all chant to God the Deliverer!”
The hymnographer may have likened himself and the believers to these women.

c. Chronology. If we compare the dates of Kassia’s life, who was born ca. 800, and died
between 843 and 867, with the dates of the codex, written doubtless before the tenth
century, we can attest that the presence of hymnography authored by her would not
be impossible, but would represent a rare case of the immediate adoption of a text.

d. Philological argument. The somewhat clumsy acrostic “Kαὶ σεπτòν θττ”68 argues
in favour of the nonauthenticity of this composite unit, because it was customary in
Byzantine hymnography either to write a hymn with an acrostic, or to write it without
one, but not with a halfway acrostic.

All this makes Kassia’s authorship of the tetraode very problematic in our opinion, and
it appears more likely that this pentaode originated in Palestine, as we shall now see.

4.3. Palestinian Origin of Ode 1 and Kosmas’ Authorship?
While there is a consensus among the liturgical sources, Byzantine authors, and mod‑

ern scholars that Kosmas was the author of the tetraode, beginning with the report in Theo‑
phanes Continuatus (Theophanes 1838; the collection is preserved in the eleventh‑century
Vatican MS Vat. gr. 167)69 and in Constantinopolitan Triodia (e.g., Grottaferrata MS ∆. β.
8, 10th c., fol. 79r, Sinai MS Greek 734–735, 10th c., fol. 195v), there is only one clear piece
of evidence in favour of Kosmas’ authorship of the pentaode. This is the so‑called Anastasis
Typikon (Jerusalem Patriarchikê bibliothêkê MS Monê tou Timiou Staurou 43, 1122), a source
of transitional character, combining both old Hierosolymitan practices with new Byzantine
trends, and “should be regarded as a twelfth‑century witness of how the important figures
mentioned in the colophon would have celebrated Holy Week and Pascha at the Anastasis
in 1122, if this had been possible” (Galadza 2018, p. 144). Furthermore, its editor Athana‑
sios Papadopoulos‑Kerameus was the first to suggest this (Papadopoulos‑Kerameus 1894,
p. 7) because the scribe of this codex attributed odes 1, 6–9 to Kosmas, and introduced them
with the following remark about the author and his acrostic for odes 1, 6–9: “of Kosmas·
And Great Saturday I chant” (τoῦ δὲ Koσµᾶ· καὶ Σάββατoν µέλπω µέγα). Papadopoulos‑
Kerameus’ point of view was debated, since scholars believed that no other manuscript sup‑
porting his idea was preserved (Tomadakes 2004, p. 444). The discovery of ode 1 in MΓ 56+5,
which is the earliest Greek witness for it, with the same acrostic as in the Anastasis Typikon,
supported Papadopoulos‑Kerameus’ guess about the Palestinian origin of the pentaode, and
ode 1, which he considered to be not an interpolation, but an original part of this pentaode.70

The Great Week canons of Kosmas followed the general structure of the Old Iadgari:
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Great Week Canon structures (odes) in the
Old Iadgari

Canon structures (odes) in the
New Tropologion MΓ 56+5

Monday 1, 8–9 1, 8–9

Tuesday 2, 8–9 2 (interpolated), 8–9

Wednesday 3, 8–9 3, 8–9

Thursday 4, 8–9 1, 3–9

Friday 5, 8–9 5, 8–9

Saturday 6–9 1, 6–9

Kosmas expanded only the Great Thursday triode into a canon with eight odes. The
pentaode remained a unique and unparalleled poetic structure in Byzantine hymnography.
It could be a half‑hearted attempt to complete the full Great Saturday canon, with ode 1,
based on Exodus 15: 1–19, being a prophecy of Christ’s Resurrection, which is the main
theme of the day and of the canon.

The poetic acrostic, which runs through all the parts of Kosmas’ composition, is prob‑
lematic:

Tῇ ∆ευτέρᾳ, Tρίτῃ τε Tετράδι ψαλῶ,

τῇ µακρᾷ Πέµπτῃ µακρὸν ὕµνoν ἐξᾴδω,

πρoσάββατóν τε [καὶ] Σάββατoν µέλπω µέγα.

Here, Tῇ ∆ευτέρᾳ covers the Great Monday triode (1, 8–9?), Tρίτῃ τε—the Great Tues‑
day diode (8–9), Tετράδι ψαλῶ—the Great Wednesday triode (3, 8–9), τῇ µακρᾷ Πέµπτῃ
µακρὸν ὕµνoν ἐξᾴδω—the Great Thursday canon (1, 3–9), πρoσάββατóν τε—the Great
Friday triode (5, 8–9), and [καὶ] Σάββατoν µέλπωµέγα (the tetraode or pentaode for Great
Saturday, Detorakes 1979, p. 120). This “καὶ”, covering ode 1, fits grammatically, but met‑
rically worsens the iambic trimeter (dodecasyllable), which Kosmas used widely for his
acrostics (Detorakes 1979, p. 120), and this is a real impediment for the alleged authorship
of Kosmas.

4.4. Conclusions
We are not ready to provide a final answer to the initial question of this Section 4. The

pentaode, i.e., the regular tetraode of Kosmas + ode 1 (attributed to Kassia in the Continua‑
tion of George Hamartolos and by some modern scholars), was indeed well‑known through‑
out the Christian Orient. This unusual structure is preserved in two New Tropologia of the
ninth and tenth centuries, MΓ 56+5 and Syr. 48, and in many Georgian, Greek, and Slavonic
hymnals and Typika of the tenth–twelfth centuries, being integrated into complete canons.
In the tradition of the Jerusalem cathedral, this pentaode was preserved at least until the
twelfth century, when it was witnessed for the last time in the Anastasis Typikon. If Kassia
had written this ode 1, its adoption per se by the liturgical Byzantinisation of the Jerusalem
rite was (1) unreasonable, unlike the interpolations of second odes, and from the liturgi‑
cal point of view it acted and generated an element that was alien to the liturgical structure,
which disappeared over time, and (2) contradicted by the independent dissemination of this
extraordinary pattern, i.e., ode 1, always together with the tetraode of Kosmas, in the multi‑
lingual MSS tradition. By contrast, Kassia could have written odes 3–5, as Theophanes and
another unknown author did, in order to replenish an already existing pentaode. Based on
sources that are currently known and discussed above, the Hierosolymitan origin of ode 1
convinces us more than the Constantinopolitan hypothesis. However, the attribution of ode
1 by name to Kosmas in the Anastasis Typikon seems dubious, because the metrical corrup‑
tion of the acrostic (πρoσάββατóν τε καὶ Σάββατoν µέλπω µέγα) was not appropriate to
such an excellent poet, and therefore requires more proof.
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5. The Interpolation of the Second Ode
The omission of the second of the nine odes of the hymnographic canon has puzzled

many scholars and has generated a considerable amount of scholarship (see the overview
in Kollyropoulou 2012, pp. 63–83). In the following, we shall examine the four cases in
MΓ 56+5 of canons with a second ode (cf. Nikiforova 2013a, pp. 174–75): Kosmas’ canons
for the Nativity, the Theophany, and Great Tuesday, and John’s canon for the Theophany.
Before that, we shall clarify the exactly opposite usages regarding ode 2 in Jerusalem and
Constantinople at the time of the New Tropologion, a difference that will serve as a premise
for our examination.

5.1. The Omission of Ode 2 and Heirmologia in Jerusalem and Constantinople
As the Old Iadgari shows, the second ode was present in canons of the Hierosolymitan

tradition of the earlier period into the seventh century, when the Old Tropologion began
to be replaced by the New. Since ode 2 belonged to the Hierosolymitan ode series, it was
natural to compose hymnographic stanzas for it, just as for the other odes. In the seventh
and eighth centuries, Germanos and Andrew, working within the Hagiopolite Office that
was practised in Constantinople, systematically included ode 2 in their canons. This practice
of theirs should be understood as continuing the older practice.

However, back in Jerusalem, the two main hymnographers, Kosmas and John, both
omitted the second ode. Apparently, they inaugurated a new practice of omitting hymns
for ode 2. The new canon form without ode 2 was to continue through the eighth century
in that region. Patriarch Elias II of Jerusalem (d. after 799), working half a century after
Kosmas and John, still wrote no second ode, as we see in the four canons by him, edited
by Bertonière (Bertonière 2000). The same is the case with Stephen the Sabaite (8th c.); to
the extent that he represents the Sabaite Office, it would appear that the Great Lavra also
excluded the second ode.71

The Palestinian omission of ode 2 in time reached Constantinople, where it coexisted
for some centuries with the older practice of including the second ode. We see this in a
tenth‑century Heirmologion type, no doubt connected with Constantinople, which includes
canons both with and without ode 2. This KaO (Kanon‑Ordnung) Heirmologion type was
edited by Eustratiades on the basis of two manuscripts: the end of the eleventh–beginning
of the twelfth‑century Paris MS Coislin 220, which is his primary source, and the mid‑tenth‑
century Athos Monê Megistês Lavras MS B 32.72 The Heirmologion type has some char‑
acteristic features. Its size is significantly larger than what was the “Standard Abridged
Version” from the mid‑eleventh century onwards (Frøyshov 2012a, “Heirmologion”). The
location of some of the minor hymnographers suggests a local connection with Constantino‑
ple, such as Theognostos Hegoumen (Frøyshov 2020, p. 368), Theophanes Protothronos
(Frøyshov 2020, p. 365), Nikephoros the Deacon of the Great Church (Hagia Sophia), and
Basil the Monk of the Akoimetos Monastery. Further, the musical notation of Athos Lavras
MS B 32, called the “Chartres notation”, is usually associated with Constantinople
(Troelsgård 2011, p. 27). This Heirmologion redaction reflects a variant of the tenth‑century
Hagiopolite Office in Constantinople that was global in scope, not limited to a particular
milieu but encompassing monastic, palatine, and patriarchal contexts.

Unlike this Constantinopolitan Heirmologion, the Palestinian Heirmologion continued
to omit ode 2. As evidence for this, we shall mention two of them that both systematically
lack ode 2. The first is the Old Georgian Heirmologion, which is the Georgian version of the
OdO (Oden‑Ordnung) Hierosolymitan Heirmologion (Metreveli 1971), which is a part of
the New Iadgari (see above, Section 2.2), and therefore was translated from Greek together
with the rest of the New Iadgari, supposedly in the second half of the ninth century. Thus,
the Georgian Heirmologion would reflect the situation of the ninth‑century Greek Heirmolo‑
gion in Palestine.

Second, the Heirmologion of Sinai MS Greek NE X 21, datable to the ninth–tenth cen‑
turies and written in the so‑called “Hagiopolite minuscule” (or “Syro‑Palestinian‑Sinaitic
minuscule”; Bucca 2006, p. 104), is considered to be of Syro‑Palestinian origin (including
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Sinai). This fragmentary KaO Heirmologion has preserved only mode plagal 1 in its en‑
tirety. Of modes 4 and plagal 2 and 3, only a small part is extant; the rest is lost. It has the
iambic canon that Athos Lavras MS B 32 attributes to Theognostos the Hegoumen (second
half of the 9th c.; see Frøyshov 2020, p. 368), which, if we follow the attribution, signifies a
Byzantine influence. However, it has a considerable number of canons that are absent from
the comprehensive Constantinopolitan Heirmologion (see next paragraph), which suggests
that it is not a Byzantinised document. Based on its presumed origin, we may assume that,
in the main, it represents a pre‑Byzantinised Palestinian Heirmologion.

These Heirmologia, of certain or presumed Palestinian tradition, show that the absence
of ode 2 was consistently maintained in Palestine for a certain time. They include canons at‑
tributed to Germanos or Andrew, and which therefore presumably were imported from
Constantinople and (presumably) originally had ode 2. However, the Palestinian Heirmolo‑
gia lack ode 2 for such canons, as in the following cases. (1) Θαυµατoυργὸς ὐπάρχει (“He
is a wonderworker”), m.pl.2 (EE §241; Paris MS Coisl. 320 only, which attributes it to An‑
drew of Crete), has a second ode (Πρoσδoκάσθωὡς ὑετὸς, “Let it be expected as rain”) that
is absent in the Georgian Heirmologion (Metreveli 1971, p. 147) and Sinai MS Greek NE X
21; (2) ᾎσµα ἀναπέµψωµεν, λαoί, m.pl.4 (EE §323), attributed to Germanos the Patriarch
(both MSS of EE), has a second ode (Ἴδετε, ἴδετε, “See, see”) that is absent in the Georgian
Heirmologion (Metreveli 1971, p. 177; lacuna in Sinai MS Greek NE X 21);73 (3) Tὸν Ἰσραὴλ
ἐκ δoυλείας (“[Lord, you delivered] Israel from slavery”), m.pl.4 (EE §324), attributed to
Germanos (both MSS of EE), has a second ode (Πρóσεχε, oὐρανέ, καὶ λαλήσω, “Attend,
O heaven, and I shall speak”) that is absent in the Georgian Heirmologion (Metreveli 1971,
p. 177; lacuna in Sinai MS Greek NE X 21); (4) Tῷ ἐκτινάξαντι ἐν θαλάσσῃ (“To Christ who
eliminated [Pharaoh] in the sea”), m.pl.4 (EE §328; Athos Lavras MS B 32 only), attributed to
Germanos, has a second ode (Πρóσεχε, oὐρανέ, καὶ λαλήσω, slightly different from that of
the previous canon), which is absent in the Georgian Heirmologion (Metreveli 1971, p. 177)
and Sinai MS Greek NE X 21.74 Since Andrew and Germanos wrote canons with ode 2, we
may deduce from these cases that the second odes were consciously omitted when included
in Heirmologia of the Hierosolymitan (or broader Palestinian) tradition.

However, at some point there arose a discrepancy between the Heirmologion and the
New Tropologion, since the latter began to include the second ode in certain canons. This dif‑
ference is acute when the hymnal contains a Heirmologion, as the New Iadgari does. Thus,
the New Iadgari contains in its annual cycles (at least) one canon with ode 2, while the same
canon in its Heirmologion part lacks this ode.75 It seems that the Palestinian Heirmologion
was a more conservative book than the New Tropologion and resisted the insertion of sec‑
ond odes. In any case, the original practice of the New Tropologion was to omit the second
ode, and this was generally maintained through the ninth century—except in some cases, as
we now shall see. In the following, we may consider the presence of ode 2 in a canon of the
New Tropologion a sign of Byzantine influence.

5.2. Kosmas’ Canon for the Nativity: Xριστὸς γεννᾶται

Kosmas’ canon for the Nativity of Christ, Xριστὸς γεννᾶται (“Christ is born”; EE §8),
is incomplete in MΓ 56+5 (§3.4) because of a lacuna, and has only odes 1 and 2. The heirmos
of ode 2, Πρóσεχε, oὐρανὲ καὶ λαλήσω, is followed by three troparia, which is the same
number of troparia as in most odes of Kosmas’ original canon, but since the MS breaks off
at this point, we still cannot exclude that it originally had more troparia, like some other
versions (see below). In the present Byzantine rite, as in the Old Georgian Heirmologion,
this canon lacks the second ode, and with its eight odes it has a complete acrostic, Xριστὸς

βρoτωθεὶς ἦν ὅπερ Θεὸς µένῃ (“Having become a mortal man, Christ remained God as
He was before”). As pointed out by scholars (Hannick 1978, p. 24; Krivko 2008, p. 62), this
implies that it has no space for a second ode,76 which therefore is not original. However,
ode 2 in MΓ 56+5 was well‑known in Byzantium, as shown by its presence in the Constanti‑
nopolitan Heirmologion (EE),77 which includes the same heirmos of the second ode as MΓ
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56+5 (Krivko 2008, p. 62), and the Menaion Sinai MS Greek 578, which also reflects a Con‑
stantinopolitan milieu (see below).

The same ode 2 as in MΓ 56+5, albeit with a varying number of troparia, is found in both
the New Iadgari and Syr. 48. Various witnesses of the New Iadgari (Geo. 1, 14, 26, 34, 64; not
in 59) demonstrate a stable ode consisting of heirmos and five troparia, the same as in MΓ

56+5 but with two more troparia.78 Syr. 48 has the same ode of six stanzas as the New Iadgari,
except that the order of troparia 3–4 is the opposite. Among later Byzantine sources, two
Greek Menaia, Sinai MSS Greek 578 (around 1000) and 583 (12th c.), have three of the four
stanzas of MΓ 56+5; instead of Ἔσβεσας τoῦ θυµoῦ σoυ τὴν ϕλóγα (“You extinguished
the flame of your anger”), they have at the same place Ἔγνωµεν ὁτι µóνoς ὑπάρχεις (“We
came to know that you alone are”), which both the New Iadgari and the Syriac Tropolo‑
gion also have (Kollyropoulou 2012, pp. 307–8). Further, Sinai MS Greek 578 adds a tri‑
adikon, Ἄναρχoν τὸν Πατέρα (“The Father without beginning”) and a theotokion, Ἔτεκες,
Θεoτóκε Παρθένε (“You gave birth, Virgin Theotokos”).79 As noted above (Section 3.3),
the triadikon in canons is a feature typical of Constantinopolitan hymnographers, such as
Germanos and Andrew, and not of Palestinian hymnographers. The triadikon of Sinai MS
Greek 578 therefore points to some Constantinopolitan connection, which is corroborated
by the Constantinopolitan character of the calendar of the set of twelve Menaia to which
this Menaion belongs.80

5.3. Kosmas’ Canon for the Theophany: Βυθoῦ ἀνεκάλυψε πυθµένα

Like his canon for Nativity, Kosmas’ canon for the Theophany (EE §49) has an acrostic
that is complete without ode 2: Βάπτισµα ῥύψις γηγενῶν ἁµαρτάδoς (“Baptism is the
cleansing of earthborns’ sin”). The obviously unoriginal ode 2 of this canon in MΓ 56+5 has
as its heirmos Oὐρανὸς καὶ γὴ πρoσεχέτωσαν (“May heaven and earth attend”), and then
three troparia, the last of which is a triadikon.81 The same ode with all its four troparia is
found in the New Iadgari.82 It is noteworthy that ode 2 in the New Iadgari has a different
mode (pl.2) from the rest of the canon, which is in mode 2. Syr. 48 also has ode 2, but a
different one (see below).

The tenth‑century Constantinopolitan Heirmologion of EE has two alternative heirmoi
for ode 2 of Kosmas’ canon for the Theophany: Πάλιν Ἰησoῦς πάλιν µυστήριoν (“Jesus
anew, the mystery anew”) and Oὐρανὸς καὶ γὴ.83 Since the heirmoi are the pattern stan‑
zas of an ode, it means that the Byzantine tradition knew two different interpolated odes
to this canon. While MΓ 56+5 and the New Iadgari has the latter, the former, with its heir‑
mos Πάλιν Ἰησoῦς, is the more common one. It is found notably in Syr. 48 (same heir‑
mos and troparia, but no theotokion) and, for instance, in Sinai MSS Greek 595 (ca. 1000,
of the same annual set as Sinai MS Greek 578) and 598 (12th c., fol. 56r, the whole ode)
(Kollyropoulou 2012, p. 308). Further, the Old Slavonic Heirmologion has Πάλιν Ἰησoῦς

(Hannick 1978, p. 24; 2006, pp. 52–53, commentary pp. 581–82).84

The heirmos of the interpolated ode 2 in MΓ 56+5, Oὐρανὸς καὶ γὴ, is the only option
in the Heirmologion of 1281 of Grottaferrata MS E. γ. II (Tardo 1950, fols. 32v–33r). The
presence of this heirmos in this and other Byzantine Heirmologia shows that the interpolated
ode of MΓ 56+5 was not a particularity of the Christian Orient. Further, the fact that the New
Iadgari also has it precludes the interpretation that it was an Egyptian particularity. The
triadikon of the ode suggests that it was composed in Constantinople or another Byzantine
area using the triadikon at the end of odes, rather than in Palestine, and thus supports our
general assumption that the second ode represents Byzantine influence.

5.4. Kosmas’ Canon of Great Tuesday: Tῷ δóγµατι τῷ τυραννικῷ
For Great Tuesday, MΓ 56+5 has a triode that it attributes to Kosmas the Monk. In the

received Triodion, and in many of the earliest Triodion manuscripts, this canon has only two
odes (diode), and their acrostic, Tρίτῃ τε (“And Tuesday”), is complete. This shows, again,
that Kosmas originally composed this canon without ode 2.85 As in the early Hierosolymitan
tradition, which is seen in the Old Iadgari, Hagiopolite canons in Constantinople for Great
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Tuesday were also triodes, such as those attributed to Andrew (in Compline of the received
Triodion) and Theodore the Studite (Tomadakes 2004, p. 279). In Jerusalem, where Kosmas
worked, the transition from the Old to the New Tropologion meant the exclusion of second
odes, the triode of that day becoming a diode.

Both the Georgian and the Syriac New Tropologion have a second ode to this canon,
but before we compare the various second odes, we need to examine that of MΓ 56+5. The
hitherto unedited text is the following:86

Number Εἰς τὸν κανóνα ἀκρoστιχίδα ϕέρoυσα τoιάνδε·
Tρίτη τε.ᾨδὴ β´. Ἦχoς β´.

At the canon, with the following acrostic: Tρίτη τε
(“And Tuesday”). Ode 2. Mode 2.

[1, heir‑
mos] ∆óτε µεγαλoσύνην* Kυρίῳ τῷ Θεῷ ἡµῶν. Give magnification to the Lord our God.

[2] ∆εῦτε ϕαιδραῖς λαµπάσιν* Xριστῷ πρoσυπαντήσoµεν. Come with lighted lamps to meet Christ.
[3] Ὕπνoν τῆς ἀκηδίας* πιστoὶ ἐκτιναζóµεθα. Faithful, let us shake off the sleep of discouragement!
[4] Πóρρῳ τὴν ραθυµίαν* ἡµῶν ἀπoβαλλóµεθα. Let us cast far away our laziness!
[5] Πoλυπλασίως πάντες* τὸ τάλαντoν αὐξήσωµεν. Let us all increase the talent many times!
[6] Tὴν ἐλεηµoσύνην* πιστoὶ ἐξεργασóµεθα. Faithful, let us cultivate mercy!
[7] Tῆς κoινωνίας oἴκτῳ* τὸ ἔλεoν µετάδωµεν. Let us share the mercy of communion with magnanimity!
[8] Toῖς δεξίoις σoυ, σῶτερ,* πρoβάτoις µε ἀρύθµισoν. Count me, o Saviour among the sheep on your right hand!
[9] Tαῖς ϕρoνίµoις παρθένoις,* Xριστέ, ἡµᾶς ἀρύθµισoν. Count us, o Christ, among the wise virgins!
[10] Ἐν τῇ ϕρικτῇ σoυ κρίσει* ἐρίϕoις µε διάστησoν. At your dread judgement separate me from the goats!

[11] Tαῖς σαῖς ϕρoνίµoις, σῶτερ,* ἡµᾶς παρθένoις
σύνταξoν. Number us, o Saviour, among your wise virgins!

[12] Tὴν ραθυµίαν πάντες* πιστoὶ ἀπoβαλóµεθα. Let us all, o faithful cast aside laziness!
[13] Tὰς τῆς ψυχῆς λαµπάδας* ἀσβέστoυς συντηρήσωµεν. Let us keep unquenched the lamps of the soul!

[14] Tῆς χάριτoς τoῦ νυµϕώνoς,* Xριστέ, ἡµᾶς ἀξίωσoν. Render us worthy, o Christ, of the grace of the bridal
chamber!

[15] Tῆς εὐωνύµoυς τάσεως* ρῦσαι ἡµᾶς, ϕιλάνθρωπε. O lover of mankind, deliver us from the order on the left!
[16] Σώσoν ἡµᾶς, σῶτερ,* ἐν τῇ ϕρικτῇ παρoυσίᾳ σoυ. Save us, o Saviour, at your dread second coming!

[17, tri‑
adikon] Tριὰς ἁγία, σώσoν* ἡµᾶς, τoὺς ἀνυµνoῦντάς σε. O holy Trinity, save us, who hymn you.

The ode thematically alludes to the passage of Mt 25 on the wise virgins and the tal‑
ents, which was the pericope prescribed for Great Tuesday both in Jerusalem (GL §615) and
Constantinople (Mateos 1962–1963, vol. 2, pp. 70–71).87 The text itself is organised quite
differently from odes 8 and 9: it consists of altogether seventeen short verses, each having
fifteen syllables, and starting each line with a larger letter. Such a high number of stanzas
(troparia) is unusual for an ode in a canon, but not totally unheard of.88 Also, the short length
of the stanzas is not uncommon for a second ode, and they are often taken more or less verba‑
tim from the biblical ode (Dt 32) that is the framework of the hymnic ode. One example is an
heirmos attributed to Germanos: “As for God, his works are true, and all his ways are judge‑
ment” (=Dt 32:4; for the Greek and reference, see the scheme below). Also, the first stanza
of the ode 2 in question, ∆óτε µεγαλoσύνην Kυρίῳ τῷ Θεῷ ἡµῶν, which functions as the
heirmos, is closely connected with the biblical ode; only one word is added (Kυρίῳ). The
subsequent stanzas, or troparia, imitate the metre of this first stanza. In fact, two heirmoi
attributed to Germanos are very similar to the heirmos of our ode. The eleventh–twelfth‑
century Heirmologion of Jerusalem MS Hagiou Saba 83 has them as “alloi” heirmoi in an
office by Germanos in m.pl.2: ∆óτε, λαoί, µεγαλoσύνην Xριστῷ, τῷ Θεῷ ἡµῶν (scheme
below) and ∆ώσωµεν µεγαλoσύνην Xριστῷ, τῷ Θεῷ ἡµῶν (“Let us give magnification
to Christ, our God”). These cases, most of which are gathered in the scheme below, confirm
that such a short phrase may still be an heirmos.
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Dt 32:3 ∆óτε µεγαλoσύνην τῷ Θεῷ ἡµῶν
MΓ 56+5 ∆óτε µεγαλoσύνην Kυρίῳ τῷ Θεῷ ἡµῶν
Germanos89 ∆óτε, λαoί, µεγαλoσύνην Xριστῳ τῷ Θεῷ ἡµῶν

Germanos (= Deut. 32:4)90 Θεóς, ἀληθινὰ τὰ ἔργα αὐτoῦ καὶ πᾶσαι αἱ ὁδoὶ
αὐτoῦ κρίσεις

However, while this second ode may be legitimately explained as a canon ode, it has
some features that make one suspect that it was originally not canon hymnography. First,
the verses are isosyllabic and homotonic (with exceptions in lines 14–17), which are the for‑
mal characteristics of stichic or kata stichon hymns.91 The kata stichon form is not normally
used in the Daily Office of hagiopolitan tradition, but stichic hymns could be incorporated
into it, either in their entirety (all stanzas) or partially (selected stanzas).92 A few cases are
known where canons have incorporated kata stichon hymns, and scholars agree that older
hymns have been later inserted into the ninth ode as so‑called “Megalynaria”.93 Each de‑
capentasyllabic verse (troparion) of ode 2 is divided into a first half of seven syllables and
a second half of eight. This metre is, in the words of Marc Lauxtermann, a “mirror image
of 8 + 7”, the political verse. As an example of the same metre, he refers to the kata stichon
hymn Ἄχραντε Mῆτερ Xριστoῦ (Lauxtermann 1999, p. 60).94 Lauxtermann places such a
metre in a time before the emergence by 800 of the political verse: “.. in the early centuries
of Byzantium, when the political verse had not yet emerged and established itself as the one
and only decapentasyllabic metre, poets were free to experiment with new metrical forms.”
ἌχραντεMῆτερ Xριστoῦ is considered to date from late antiquity.95 Second, the beginning
of the first verse after the heirmos, ∆εῦτεϕαιδραῖς λαµπᾶσινXριστῷπρoσυπαντήσωµεν,
has the appearance of a hymn beginning. Some other kata stichon hymns start in this way,
with ∆εῦτε, ”Come” (Ajjoub and Paramelle 2004, pp. 268, 272). These features lead us to
assume that this second ode, without the present heirmos, pre‑existed its interpolation into
Kosmas’ diode. In that case, the heirmos was a later addition composed in the same metre
to make the hymn fit the usual canon structure.96

Now, let us compare the second ode of MΓ 56+5 with that of the New Iadgari and Syr.
48. Geo. 1 and 14 have eleven out of the seventeen Greek stanzas including the heirmos
(1–8, 10–11, 17). Geo. 64 has eight of those ten stanzas, while Geo. 59 has the same heirmos,
but six subsequent stanzas and a theotokion that are altogether different. Syr. 48, too, has a
second ode with similarly short verses, but all of them are different from both the Greek and
the Georgian texts. Furthermore, the theme of the Syriac second ode is different—primarily
supplication for mercy at the judgement. It remains to be seen whether the second odes of
Geo. 59 and Syr. 48 have Greek models.

The text of ode 2 does not seem to be found in the subsequent Greek tradition. None
of the stanzas is recorded by Follieri (Follieri 1960–1965), nor is the heirmos found in EE or
Jerusalem MS Hagiou Saba 83 (Raasted 1968–1970). The rarity of its source documentation
is equalled by that of other kata stichon hymns inserted into various Hagiopolite hymn books
(such as those studied by Maas et al. 1909).

In addition to the argument of the second ode, two other features connected with Con‑
stantinople suggest that this kata stichon hymn was adopted in Palestine from there: the
presence of the triadikon at the end and the kata stichon genre.

5.5. John’s Canon for the Theophany: Στείβει θαλάσσης

John’s iambic canon for the Theophany, Στείβει θαλάσσης (“[Israel passed through]
the storm‑tossed deep of the sea”; EE §50), also has a complete acrostic for odes 1, 3–9. Again,
any ode 2 of the canon must therefore have been interpolated later. Most sources have no ode
2 for John’s Theophany canon, as for his other iambic canons. This includes the Georgian
(Geo. 1, 14, 64) and the Syriac (Syr. 48) versions of the New Tropologion, as well as the
tenth‑century Constantinopolitan Heirmologion (EE) and Menaia, such as Sinai MS Greek
595 (fols. 13v–15r).
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However, MΓ 56+5 does have a second ode, the heirmos of which is Πάλιν Ἰησoῦς

πάλινµυστήριoν.97 Remarkably, the whole ode 2 is identical to the second ode that is added
by most sources to Kosmas’ canon for the same feast (Βυθoῦ ἀνεκάλυψεπυθµένα). Not only
is MΓ 56+5 the only known source to have interpolated an ode 2 into John’s iambic canon
for the Theophany, the added ode is one frequently added to another canon.

Interestingly, the Heirmologion Athos Lavras MS B 32 attributes Πάλιν Ἰησoῦς to
Theophanes Protothronos (fol. 41r; EE §49). This attribution figures within Kosmas’ canon,
in the heading of ode 2.98 Theophanes Protothronos, before becoming the Metropolitan of
Caesarea (called “Protothronos”) in 880, was protonotarios at the Great Palace (see Frøyshov
2020, p. 365). Hannick is aware of this attribution and discusses the authorship of this ode
2 (Hannick 1978, p. 24). He prefers Kosmas rather than Theophanes Protothronos as the au‑
thor. He sees the addition of this ode as an “archaïsme voulu par l’auteur”, that is, Kosmas.
Now, the beginning of the heirmos, Πάλιν Ἰησoῦς, is a citation from Gregory of Nazian‑
zos, as Hannick remarks, and since Kosmas made such loans from Gregory elsewhere, it
could be an argument in favour of Kosmas’ authorship. However, one might as well ar‑
gue that Theophanes imitated Kosmas’ loan from Gregory, knowing about his other loans
from this author. Further, if it were Kosmas himself who later in life added this second ode,
one would expect the Georgian and Syriac versions of the Tropologion to have it. Finally,
the chronological closeness of Athos Lavras MS B 32 to Theophanes Protothronos and its
Constantinopolitan origin suggest a certain reliability of this author attribution.

Whatever the origin of Πάλιν Ἰησoῦς, its absence from John’s Theophany canon both
in Byzantine and other Palestinian sources suggests that this addition is a particularity of MΓ

56+5. In that case, the Byzantine influence must be qualified: the ode itself probably came
from Byzantium, but not its place in this particular canon.99

6. Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ πρoπoρεύεσθε δυνάµεις: Hymns for the Nativity of Christ
For the Feast of the Nativity of Christ, Byzantine hymnography has a series of stanzas,

the incipit of which is Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ πρoπoρεύεσθε δυνάµεις. The three versions of the
New Tropologion contain a varying number of stanzas from the series. The attribution to
Romanos that the acrostic provides calls for a closer look at the series and its presence in
our hymnals.

6.1. Stanzas from the Series Found in the Three Versions of the New Tropologion
For the period of the Nativity of Christ, MΓ 56+5 prescribes the following two stanzas,

or stichera: Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ πρoπoρεύεσθε δυνάµεις, which is the doxastikon at both Kyrie
ekekraxa (Vespers) and Ainoi (Matins) of a day that seems to be the Eve of the Nativity (24
December, §2.2 and §2.5),100 and Σάλπιγγoς ϕωνὴν ἀναλάβετε πoιµένες, “Shepherds,
listen to the sound of the trumpet”, which is the doxastikon at Kyrie ekekraxa for the feast
day (25 December, §3.2). As noted by Alexandra Nikiforova (Nikiforova 2012, pp. 91–92),
the two stanzas are found in a series of thirty‑three stanzas that have the acrostic Aἶνoς

ταπεινoῦ Ῥωµανoῦ εἰς τὰ γενέθλια, “Praise by the humble Romanos on the Nativity”
(ed. Grosdidier de Matons 1965, pp. 138–61). The question of the authorship of the series
is unsettled, but the acrostic attributing it to Romanos, supposedly the Melodist, and the
possibility that it is a Byzantine loan, justifies our examining its presence in the Tropologion.

The hymn genre is not Romanos’ usual one, the kontakion, which also explains why
it is not found in Kontakaria collections. Entirely or partially, the series is preserved in a
few Greek manuscripts of the Menaion (or Anthologion, which is a compilation from the
Menaia), where the stanzas function as stichera. The only manuscript that contains the
whole set united by the acrostic is Rome Biblioteca Vallicelliana MS E 54.101 It is a composite
volume, the first part of which (fols. 1r–88v) was copied in Calabria (probably in Rossano),
possibly in the twelfth century (see Lucà 2012, p. 545; others have dated it to the eleventh
century). The series can be found here at Matins of the Nativity (fols. 85v–87v) under the
title Στιχηρὰ εἰς τoὺς Aἴνoυς, “Stichera at the Ainoi”.102
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The Tropologion of Syr. 48 includes slightly more of the series than MΓ 56+5: four
of the stanzas, without attribution. At the Nativity, the original hand includes the full text
of stanza #1, Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ πρoπoρεύεσθε δυνάµεις, after Ainoi with the rubric

Πάλιν Ἰησοῦς

ΜΓ

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

tt

ΜΓ
Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

Σάλπιγγος φωνὴν ἀναλάβετε ποι ένες

Αἶνος ταπεινοῦ Ῥω ανοῦ εἰς τὰ γενέθλια

tt tt

Στιχηρὰ εἰς τοὺς ἴνους
ΜΓ

tt
Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις ܬ      

āʿū ā ty on 25 December 

ܘ ṭ ō ā ā

ΜΓ

ff

tt

,
bā

Πάλιν Ἰησοῦς

ΜΓ

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

tt

ΜΓ
Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

Σάλπιγγος φωνὴν ἀναλάβετε ποι ένες

Αἶνος ταπεινοῦ Ῥω ανοῦ εἰς τὰ γενέθλια

tt tt

Στιχηρὰ εἰς τοὺς ἴνους
ΜΓ

tt
Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις ܬ ā

ʿ  ū ā

ܘ ṭ ō ā ā

ΜΓ

ff

tt

ūthā, “supplication” (fol. 71r).103 Right before the feast of the Nativity on 25 Decem‑
ber (the beginning of the fixed annual cycle), a later hand has interpolated stanzas entitled
“Troparia (

Πάλιν Ἰησοῦς

ΜΓ

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

tt

ΜΓ
Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

Σάλπιγγος φωνὴν ἀναλάβετε ποι ένες

Αἶνος ταπεινοῦ Ῥω ανοῦ εἰς τὰ γενέθλια

tt tt

Στιχηρὰ εἰς τοὺς ἴνους
ΜΓ

tt
Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις ܬ

āʿū ā

a ( ܘ  ṭ ō ā ā
cond mode”

ΜΓ

ff

tt

, tṛōparyā) performed at dawn (

Πάλιν Ἰησοῦς

ΜΓ

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

tt

ΜΓ
Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

Σάλπιγγος φωνὴν ἀναλάβετε ποι ένες

Αἶνος ταπεινοῦ Ῥω ανοῦ εἰς τὰ γενέθλια

tt tt

Στιχηρὰ εἰς τοὺς ἴνους
ΜΓ

tt
Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις ܬ

āʿū ā

ܘ ṭ ō ā d at dawn (  ā
iginally blank space on the page (fol. 66v

ΜΓ

ff

tt

, nāgah) on Sunday of the Nativity
in the second mode”, having filled an originally blank space on the page (fol. 66v). These
troparia correspond to stanzas ##1 (incipit), 2, 5, and 15 of the Greek series.

The New Iadgari contains a much larger part of the series than MΓ 56+5 and Syr. 48:
the Georgian series corresponds to the Greek stanzas ##1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 10, 22, 23, 26, 27,
32, 17, 24, 20, and 19 (numbers according to Grosdidier de Matons 1965, p. 165 ff.). The
exact same Georgian selection is found in several witnesses: Geo 1, 14, 26, and 64 and the
Iadgari of Mikael Modrekili, which comes from the region of Tao‑Klarjeti.104 The stanzas are
anonymous, except in the Iadgari of Mikael Modrekili, which attributes them to Kosmas of
Jerusalem (see below). These Iadgari witnesses spread the stanzas out over several prefestal
days, as their more or less common rubric shows: “From Sunday before to the Nativity of
Christ are said at Kyrie ekekraxa and Ainoi, three at a time”.105 Three stanzas (stichera) are
sung at Vespers (Kyrie ekekraxa) and three at Matins (Ainoi), and the musical mode is the
same as in Greek, plagal second.

The Greek, Georgian, and Syriac evidence is gathered in Table 4 below.

Table 4. Overview of stanzas of the Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ πρoπoρεύεσθε δυνάµεις series in the
New Tropologion.

Rubrics MΓ 56+5 Geo. 1, 14, 26, 64; Iadgari of
Mikael Modrekili Syr. 48

Mode m.pl.2 m.pl.2 m.2

Prefestal time 24.12. #1 Kyrie ekekraxa,
Ainoi (doxastikon)

From Sunday before Nativity to Nativity
Kyrie ekekraxa and Ainoi (otherwise

unspecified): ##1–6, 10, 22–23, 26–27, 32,
17, 24, 20, 19

(later addition) Sunday
before Nativity (unspecified):

##1, 2, 5, 15

Nativity (25.12.) #5 Kyrie ekekraxa
(doxastikon)

#1 “Supplication” after Ainoi
(no modal indication)

The liturgical use of these stanzas in the Greek, Georgian, and Syriac New Tropologia is
both similar and different. In all three, the stanzas are used on days preceding the Nativity.
The same way of distributing such stanzas on the days preceding the Nativity obtained in
Byzantine times and is the present practice for 20–24 December.106 Unlike the Georgian ver‑
sion, the Greek and the Syriac also have one stanza at the Nativity itself (25 December, but
not the same stanza). While MΓ 56+5 places its two stanzas as doxastikon at Kyrie ekekraxa
and Ainoi, the Georgian version places its many stanzas in an unspecified way at the same
two liturgical units (but seemingly not as doxastikon). The Syriac version prescribes the four
troparia in an even less‑specified way for the Sunday before107 the Nativity, and designates
stanza 1 with the vague term bā

Πάλιν Ἰησοῦς

ΜΓ

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

tt

ΜΓ
Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

Σάλπιγγος φωνὴν ἀναλάβετε ποι ένες

Αἶνος ταπεινοῦ Ῥω ανοῦ εἰς τὰ γενέθλια

tt tt

Στιχηρὰ εἰς τοὺς ἴνους
ΜΓ

tt
Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις ܬ ā

ʿ  ū ā

ܘ ṭ ō ā ā

ΜΓ

ff

tt

ūthā, “supplication”, at a position that resembles that of a
doxastikon at Ainoi but technically after Ainoi. There is also a difference of musical mode:
(authentic) second in the Syriac, and plagal second in the Greek and the Georgian.

6.2. The Question of Authorship
To evaluate whether the stanzas found in the New Tropologion represent a Byzantine

loan, we must address the question of authorship. A first thing to notice is that the series is
absent from the Old Iadgari. This practically disproves Rainer Stichel’s claim, embraced by
Johannes Koder (Koder 2005, p. 377; 2008, p. 275, n. 5), that the series was composed for
the Resurrection cathedral of Jerusalem by Romanos the Melodist, but before his arrival in
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Constantinople.108 It is very unlikely that a hymn sung at such an important occasion would
not have been included in the official hymnal of the church in question.109

The literary character and stylistic unity of the whole composition have not been sub‑
ject to a meticulous philological analysis, which may have contributed to the varying views
on the authenticity of the series. Cardinal J.‑B. Pitra, who was the first to edit the series, was
uncertain that it was a genuine composition by Romanos (Pitra 1876, p. 222; cf. Grosdidier
de Matons 1965, p. 133, n. 1). Paul Maas and Constantine A. Trypanis (the latter completed
the work after Maas’ death) considered it not genuine and included it in the volume of du‑
bious works (Maas and Trypanis 1970, pp. 164–71, cf. p. 208). They assign the series to a
particular hymn type, the syntomon (Maas and Trypanis 1970, p. XIII). Since they consider
the hymnographer Kyprianos the originator of this type, and Kyprianos to have lived prob‑
ably in the first half of the eighth century, they conclude that Romanos the Melodist cannot
have been the author, adding that, “indeed, their flat style and disjointed content have little
in common with the genuine writings of Romanos” (p. XIII). However, the syntomon hymn
type has been insufficiently investigated for this to be a valid argument. Schirò placed Kypri‑
anos in Palestine and considered the automelon Oἶκoς τoῦ Ἐϕραθᾶ (“House of Ephratha”)
the prototype of the syntomon. Jung purports to find additional arguments for a Palestinian
origin to the syntomon type (Jung 1996). This geographical assignment does not seem right,
however, since the hymn Oἶκoς τoῦ Ἐϕραθᾶ is found neither in the Old Iadgari nor the
Greek or the Georgian New Tropologion (sources that Jung did not examine). Nothing pre‑
vents the syntomon hymn type from being older than the eighth century, and it also seems
uncertain whether the Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ cycle should be categorised as a syntomon hymn at all.

Other scholars have a more positive view on the literary quality and authenticity of
the Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ series. For Grosdidier de Matons, the series is not “totalement dénuée
de grâce et de vigueur” (Grosdidier de Matons 1965, p. 133), and he counted it among Ro‑
manos’ authentic works, placing it in his edition as Hymn XIII under the title “Stichères
de la Nativité” (Grosdidier de Matons 1965, pp. 131–61). His view was later shared by
Rainer Stichel (Stichel 1991, p. 267) and Johannes Koder in his volume of Romanos’ works
translated into German, where he also provided a brief overview of various opinions on the
authenticity of this hymn (Koder 2005, pp. 94–103: German translation; pp. 377–78: notes;
see also Koder 2008, pp. 269–70). Koder states, without demonstration, that the series has
many parallels of content with two Nativity kontakia by Romanos that are considered to
be authentic.110 Recently, Derek Krueger has treated the Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ series as a composi‑
tion by Romanos the Melodist but emphasises that “[t]his poem deserves further attention”
(Krueger 2015, p. 21).

As we see, further research on the Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ cycle is needed to reach a clearer an‑
swer to the question of authorship. This aspect proves indecisive and we must resort to
contextual evidence for the origin of the series.

6.3. Contextual Evidence I: Sunday before the Nativity
Unlike MΓ 56+5, the Syriac and Georgian versions have the Sunday before the Nativ‑

ity as a calendrical occasion. The status of this Sunday is of relevance to us; where did it
originate? The feast of the Sunday before the Nativity is found in one of the witnesses to
the Georgian Lectionary (GL §1427, MS L), but the fact that the remaining witnesses do not
have it makes it unlikely that it was an old Hierosolymitan feast. Anton Baumstark sug‑
gested that the Syriac Orthodox celebration of it, even though supposedly attested already
by Severos of Antioch, was a loan from the Greek church, by which he meant the Church
of Constantinople (Baumstark 1910, p. 172). The Synaxarion–Kanonarion of Constantinople
does have a Sunday before the Nativity, including its earliest witness, Patmos MS 266 reflect‑
ing a ninth‑century liturgy (Mateos 1962–1963, vol. 1, p. 134). Three Gospel manuscripts
of the same century (along many other witnesses), Vatican MS Vat. gr. 2144 (the so‑called
“Morcelli calendar”) and Paris MSS Grec 63 (fol. 7r) and Grec 281 (p. 348), confirm that the
Sunday before the Nativity was commonly observed at this time.



Religions 2023, 14, 1363 30 of 41

The calendar by Iovane Zosime provides a strong argument that the Sunday before
the Nativity came from Constantinople. One of the four sources that Zosime used was
the Byzantine calendar (Garitte 1958, pp. 23, 31–33). Systematically, the celebrations be‑
longing to this calendar come at the end of the date entry.111 The fact that Zosime often
inscribed these Byzantine saints’ names between the original lines in the manuscript indi‑
cates that he added them after having finished the calendar. Sometimes Zosime wrote the
Byzantine names in red ink and often in a less neat hand. Such features apply in the case
of the Sunday before the Nativity. On 24 December, the last saints are “Abraham, Isaac
and Jacob” (Garitte 1958, p. 112), written in black with slightly larger and less neat letters
(Geo. 34, fol. 33v). Garitte identifies them as the fathers commemorated on the Sunday be‑
fore the Nativity: “Il s’agit ici de la fête τῶν πατέρων, du Dimanche avant la Noël” (Garitte
1958, p. 417). Zosime places this commemoration on a fixed date before the Nativity, and
not on the Sunday before the Nativity, but the names are the same as for the latter in the
Kanonarion–Synaxarion of Constantinople. The absence of the Sunday before the Nativity
in Zosime’s calendar is yet another argument that this was not a traditional feast in Palestine.

6.4. Contextual Evidence II: Place of Authorship
If the Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ πρoπoρεύεσθε δυνάµεις series was composed by Romanos the

Melodist, we of course have to do with a Byzantine loan in the New Tropologion. If not,
we must ask who could have written it. It could hardly have been Kosmas, as the non‑
Palestinian Iadgari of Mikael Modrekili has it, since Kosmas would hardly have given it
an acrostic attributing it to another than himself. It could have been another hymnographer
named Romanos, or it could have been a Romanos imitator. However, a more relevant ques‑
tion for us is geographical: where would someone want to attach a work to a well‑known
author? It seems more likely that this would have been a person from the area where Ro‑
manos’ heritage was most alive, that is, Constantinople or its region, than for instance in
Palestine, to which Romanos and his hymnography were foreign. No source indicates that
works by Romanos were used in liturgy in Jerusalem or elsewhere in Palestine. Notably, we
know of no first‑millennium Georgian translation of any of his works, which is only to be
expected, since the Georgians followed closely the Jerusalem rite. It is more likely, therefore,
that the Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ series attributed to Romanos by its acrostic is of Byzantine rather than
of Palestinian origin.

6.5. Contextual Evidence III: Liturgical Sitz Im Leben
The acrostic suggests that the Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ series was originally composed with the

33 stanzas.112 Such a long series has no natural Sitz im Leben in single services of the ha‑
giopolitan tradition. This tradition primarily admits hymnography by inserting stanzas be‑
tween the verses of biblical texts: psalms at Kyrie ekekraxa and Ainoi, and canticles at the
canon (see Frøyshov 2012a). The Kyrie ekekraxa and Ainoi sections today typically have a
maximum of ten and eight stanzas, respectively; these limits or characteristic numbers have
varied a bit through history, but the number of thirty‑three stanzas of the Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ se‑
ries is far beyond any regular limit for services of the hagiopolitan tradition.113 This excludes
the possibility that the series was composed for the feast day of the Nativity in this tradition.

However, in many cases, the Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ series is found distributed over several ser‑
vices in the prefestal period, such as in the Georgian and Syriac New Tropologion and Vat‑
ican MS Vat. gr. 1531, as well as in the similar case of the alphabetic series in the received
Byzantine rite mentioned above. Could the Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ set nevertheless have been com‑
posed for the hagiopolitan tradition, but for a series of services? It does not seem likely.
The only known source giving the whole series places it in a single service, and the great
variation of the number of days and stanzas suggests that the series was not composed with
such a liturgical use in mind. On the contrary, this variation could testify to problems in
integrating the series into services of the hagiopolitan tradition, which would be natural if
it was a foreign element.
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7. Concluding Discussion
In this concluding section, we shall resume and discuss what our essay can tell us about

Byzantine influence in the New Tropologion, more specifically both the question of the ori‑
gin of hymns and that of differences of Byzantine influence between the three versions of
this hymnal.

The calendar of the New Tropologion is that of the Jerusalem rite, and this feature alone
is sufficient to state that the hymnal is a pre‑Byzantinised one—in other words, basically the
proper hymnal of the rite of Jerusalem. However, throughout this essay we have examined
elements that we suspected to be of Byzantine origin or that were already thought to be so. The
following table (Table 5) resumes the hymns that we have examined in the three versions of
the New Tropologion, and our evaluation as to whether they represent Byzantine influence.

Table 5. Overview of the examined cases of potentially Byzantine elements.

Hymns MΓ 56+5 Syr. 48 New Iadgari Origin

St. John Chrysostom
(27 Jan.), stichera

With rubric “BYZ”:
Ἔπρεπε τῇ πoρϕυρίδι
τῶν πóλεων and

Γράµµασι
χρυσαυγεστάτoις at

Ainoi.
Particular hymns

Ἔπρεπε τῇ πoρϕυρίδι
τῶν πóλεων and

Γράµµασι
χρυσαυγεστάτoις at

Kyrie ekekraxa.
Particular hymns

Ἔπρεπε τῇ πoρϕυρίδι τῶν
πóλεων at Kyrie ekekraxa.

Particular hymns

Certainly
Byzantine

St. John Chrysostom,
canon ᾎσµα ἀναπέµψωµεν =MΓ 56+5 =MΓ 56+5 Probably Byzantine

Great Saturday,
Kosmas’ canon (ode 1) Odes 1, 6–9 =MΓ 56+5 Odes 1, 3–5 (<Theophanes),

6–9
Ode 1 is probably

Palestinian
Nativity, Kosmas’

canon Ode 2 =MΓ 56+5 =MΓ 56+5 Probably Byzantine

Theophany, Kosmas’
canon

Ode 2, Oὐρανὸς καὶ
γὴ Ode 2, Πάλιν Ἰησoῦς

Ode 2, Oὐρανὸς καὶ γὴ, in
different mode (m.pl.2) Probably Byzantine

Great Tuesday,
Kosmas’ canon

Ode 2, kata stichon
hymns

Ode 2, not the same
kata stichon hymns

Ode 2, kata stichon hymns
(fewer) Probably Byzantine

Theophany, John’s
canon Ode 2, Πάλιν Ἰησoῦς ÷ ÷

Probably
Byzantine, but in
non‑Byzantine

position

Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ
πρoπoρεύεσθε

δυνάµεις (stichera attr.
to Romanos)

Pre‑festal period

24.12.: #1 Kyrie
ekekraxa (evening of

23.12.), Ainoi
(Doxastikon)

25.12.: #5 Kyrie
ekekraxa (Doxastikon)

Sunday before Nativity
(unspecified liturgical
position): ##1, 2, 5, 15

25.12.: #1
“Supplication” after

Ainoi

From Sunday before the
Nativity: Kyrie ekekraxa
and Ainoi (unspecified
distribution): ##1–6, 10,

22–23, 26–27, 32, 17,
24, 20, 19

Probably Byzantine

The element for which a Byzantine origin is the most probable are the two stichera that
are dubbed “BYZ[ANTIOS]” by MΓ 56+5 itself. There seems to be no reason to doubt the
veracity of this rubric, so this is certainly a Byzantine influence. The remaining cases we have
examined are less certain, but nevertheless probable, Byzantine loans.

These cases are, first, other pieces of the office for St. John Chrysostom, for instance the
canon ᾎσµα ἀναπέµψωµεν. Whether Germanos or Andrew wrote it is uncertain, and in
any case, after its composition, the canon with time saw different redactions that included
other heirmoi and the addition of new stanzas.114 The fluidity of this canon material is seen, for
instance, by the fact that, while the Georgian version basically matches the canon of MΓ 56+5
and the first canon of the AHG edition, in some cases it matches the second canon of AHG.115

What is of importance here is that the canon seems to be an early one. First, the heirmoi of
odes 2 and 3 are taken from the Old Iadgari, which points to its origin in a time when the
latter was still in use or in living memory (the New Tropologion took over in the 7th–8th c.).
Second, even though the second ode is known from only one out of the six witnesses used by
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the AHG for the edition of this canon (see above, n. 42), it is probable that it originally had this
ode, which was thereafter removed in most manuscripts.116 If this was the case, as we think,
the second ode must have been removed either in Constantinople before it was adopted in
Palestine, or in Palestine after its adoption there. Since the trend in Constantinople was rather
to add second odes (as we saw in Section 5.1 above), the second option is more likely, which in
its turn would imply an early adoption in Palestine (eighth century?). After the Palestinians,
for a couple of centuries, had rejected hymns for the second ode, by the ninth century they
accepted it in some canons received from Constantinople.

Out of the four canons of MΓ 56+5 with an intercalated second ode, Kosmas’ canon for
the Nativity represents a clear and homogenous case. Here, tenth‑century Constantinop‑
olitan sources (Heirmologion and Menaion) demonstrate the inclusion of the same second
ode (Πρóσεχε, oὐρανὲ καὶ λαλήσω) that is also found in all the three versions of the New
Tropologion. For Kosmas’ canon for the Theophany, the situation is basically the same, but
with some variation between two different second odes in both Constantinopolitan and Pales‑
tinian sources, and the New Iadgari has it in a different mode (plagal instead of authentic
second). The third canon of Kosmas, the one for Great Tuesday, includes a stichic piece that
suggests it was originally a separate hymn subsequently inserted into the canon as ode 2. De‑
spite the absence of this ode in Byzantine sources, it has several features usually associated
with Constantinople in this period—the second ode, the triadikon, and the kata stichon genre—
and we deem it probable that it, too, is a Byzantine loan, albeit somewhat less probable than
Kosmas’ two other canons. The absence of the interpolated second ode heirmoi in the Geor‑
gian version of the Jerusalem Heirmologion corroborates our view.

One way the Byzantine loans could have occurred is the following: first, these Palestinian
canons without ode 2 were adopted and used in Constantinople; second, the general preser‑
vation of the use of ode 2 in Constantinople made it desirable to remedy its absence from
these canons by composing and adding second odes; third, some of these new odes in some
cases spread to Palestine itself, which in that way saw restored its older tradition of having
the second ode.

The intercalation of a second ode in John’s canon for the Theophany, Στείβει θαλάσσης,
is a different case. Its presence in MΓ 56+5 only, unlike all known Byzantine sources and the
Georgian and Syriac New Tropologia, indicates that this addition was local, perhaps limited
even to the place where MΓ 56+5 was copied. However, the second ode itself (with the heir‑
mos Πάλιν Ἰησoῦς πάλιν µυστήριoν) is Byzantine, so in this case the redactor of MΓ 56+5
made use of a Byzantine hymn (second ode) but in a place unknown to its origin. Like some
Byzantine sources, Syr. 48 uses that whole ode (except the theotokion) for Kosmas’ canon for
the same feast.

For the Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ series, while the question of authorship remains unanswered, some
contextual aspects—the calendar (especially the Sunday before the Nativity in the Syriac and
Georgian versions), the probable place of authorship, and the liturgical Sitz im Leben—point in
the direction of a Byzantine or Constantinopolitan origin. It is the New Iadgari, the version that
has the largest part of the whole series, that in the clearest way associates it with the Byzantine
feast of the Sunday before the Nativity. We do not know whether this association of the hymn
series with that liturgical occasion reflects a ninth‑century Byzantine use, but in any case, it
is notable. The inclusion of stanzas from the Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ series varies considerably in the
three versions.

On the other hand, one text that has often been considered to have a Byzantine origin, in
our view, probably does not. The interpolated first ode of Kosmas’ canon for Great Saturday,
the first troparion of which is Ἄϕρoν γηραλέε, in the view of many, including Byzantine au‑
thors, was composed by Kassia. Unlike them, we believe that this ode is of Palestinian origin.

The three versions of the New Tropologion—Greek, Syriac, and Georgian—all represent
redactions of the same hymnal, and we have noted several differences between them regard‑
ing the Byzantine elements that they have admitted. How are we to explain these differences?
Regarding origin, the three versions ultimately go back to the Tropologion of the Resurrec‑
tion cathedral. However, it is not clear whether they all originate in the same redaction of the
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Hierosolymitan Tropologion or whether the Syriac and Georgian versions were made from
Greek models that were already peripheral redactions of the central hymnal. One such periph‑
eral redaction could have been a monastic Greek Tropologion that had somewhat reduced or
otherwise altered the cathedral model. Whichever explanation is to be preferred, it is clear
that the differences of Byzantine influence should be (also) explained as reflecting separate
evolutions of different branches of the Tropologion. At the same time, these separate evolu‑
tions show signs of being variously advanced. The processes are complex, as each version
seems to combine older and newer evolutionary stages. Let us review some examples.

The concord between the Syriac Tropologion and the New Iadgari, which both place
the Byzantine sticheron Ἔπρεπε τῇ πoρϕυρίδι for St. John Chrysostom at Vespers (Kyrie
ekekraxa), unlike its position at Matins (Ainoi) in MΓ 56+5, suggests that the Vespers position
is more original. This seems all the more likely since MΓ 56+5 at Kyrie ekekraxa has stichera
(Toῦ ἱ εράρχoυ τὴν µνήµην, etc.) that are otherwise unknown and probably a Palestinian
production; these stichera would be of later date and seem to have pushed the earlier, Byzan‑
tine stichera (Ἔπρεπε τῇ πoρϕυρίδι τῶν πóλεων etc.) to another position (Ainoi).

Unlike the Syriac and Georgian New Tropologia, and unlike the Old Tropologion, MΓ

56+5 in a large number of cases has stichera at Glory (Εἰς τὸ δóξα) at Kyrie ekekraxa and
Ainoi (we call them here ”doxastikon”, even though many of them are theotokia; in some cases,
MΓ 56+5 calls them ”triadikon”, such as §10.9). The absence of doxastika in the Old Tropolo‑
gion shows that the doxastikon is a new feature of the New Tropologion, but its absence in the
Syriac and Georgian versions suggests that it is a later appearance. The use by MΓ 56+5 of
Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ stanzas as doxastikon (§§2.5, 3.2) could suggest that the doxastikon is a Byzantine
influence, which would not be surprising, since the triadikon (which figures in the position
of a doxastikon) is a feature of early Hagiopolite (Byzantine) canons. However, the office of
St. John Chrysostom in MΓ 56+5 does not have doxastika, so unless there were doxastika at
the Chrysostom office that were removed when the office was adopted in Palestine, the Kyrie
ekekraxa and Ainoi of this office did not originally have doxastika. The material studied in our
essay does not allow us to discern whether the doxastika represent a Byzantine influence; for
a proper statement, one would have to examine all the doxastika of the New Tropologion.

One certain observation in all this is that the New Iadgari (Group 1) shows a tendency
to allow more Byzantine elements than MΓ 56+5 and Syr. 48. We have noted odes 3–5 of
the canon of Great Saturday, the period from Sunday before the Nativity to Nativity and, in
some witnesses, two additional offices for St. John Chrysostom. Since the Georgians in tenth‑
century Palestine still observed the rite of Jerusalem, while the Greek speaking Melkites of the
same time and place no doubt had already adopted the Hagiopolite rite from Constantinople,
it is possible that the Georgians received Byzantine elements not directly from the imperial
capital but through intra‑Palestinian contacts.

Our study is too limited to answer broader questions about the New Tropologion, its
evolution, and the relationship between the Greek, Syriac, and Georgian versions. We have
been able to reach partial conclusions based on the material relevant to our topic. Only further
and more comprehensive studies may offer reliable general answers. What our study has
shown is that, before the Byzantinisation (or Constantinopolitanisation) process began in the
late ninth century for the Greek Palestinians and later for Syriac Melkites and Georgians, a
distinct part of the interchange of liturgical elements between Palestine and Byzantium was the
adoption of Byzantine elements in the hymnal of the rite of Jerusalem, the New Tropologion.
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AHG = Schirò, Ioseph, ed. 1966–1983. Analecta Hymnica Graeca e codicibus eruta Italiae Inferioris.

12 vols. Roma.
Ainoi = The Pss 148–150 section at Matins (Praises, Lauds, with stanzas/stichera)
EE = Eustratiades, Sophronios. 1932. Εἱ ρµoλóγιoν. Chennevières‑sur‑Marne]: L’Ermitage.

(§1 = canon 1, etc.).117

Geo. 1 = Sinai MS Georgian 1, etc.
GL = Tarchnischvili, Michael. 1959–1960. Le Grande Lectionnaire de l’Église Jérusalem (Ve ‑VIIIe). Cor‑

pus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium 189–189, 204–205; Scriptores Iberici 9–10, 13–14. Louvain.
Kyrie ekekraxa = The Kύριε, ἐκέκραξα, “Lord, I have cried”, section at Vespers (pss 140, 141 etc.,

with stanzas/stichera).
m.1, m.pl.1 = mode (ἦχoς) 1, mode plagal 1, etc.
MΓ 56+5 = Sinai Monê tês Hagias Aikaterinês MSS Greek NE MΓ 56 and MΓ 5.
Syr. 48 = Sinai MS Syriac 48.

Notes
1 Since the source of this influence was no doubt Constantinople, the terms could alternatively be “Constantinopolitisation” and “Con‑

stantinopolitan influence”.
2 In recent research, a certain revision of terminology is emerging regarding the liturgical tradition of Jerusalem and its branch in

Constantinople/Byzantium. We follow the distinction drawn by Gregory Tucker (Tucker 2023, pp. 5–6, ch. 1.1.2.3): the local rite of
Jerusalem is designated by the adjective “Hierosolymitan”, while the Constantinopolitan Daily Office of Hierosolymitan tradition is
called “Hagiopolite”, which is a calque of the term “Ἁγιoπoλίτης” that the Byzantines used for their variant of the Jerusalem rite.
We use “hagiopolitan” (lower case), “when it is either unnecessary or impossible to use the more specific terms Hierosolymitan and
Hagiopolite as defined above” (Tucker 2023, p. 6). Cf. (Frøyshov 2020, p. 352, n. 8).

3 The Georgian and Syriac versions contain the three cycles; the lacunary MΓ 56+5 in its present state includes only the two annual
cycles. For the structures, see (Frøyshov 2012a, “Global Tropologion”).

4 For a general presentation of both the Old and the New Tropologion, see (Frøyshov 2012a) with further references.
5 Our study does not exhaust the topic. Other hymns in MΓ 56+5 that are traditionally considered Byzantine but not included here

are, for instance: the stanza Toῦ ∆είπνoυ σoυ τoῦ µυστικoῦ (Cenae tuae) (§37.13), as pointed out already by (Taft and Parenti 2014,
p. 180); Φῶς ἐκ ϕωτóς (“Light from light”; §10.1), traditionally attributed to Patriarch Germanos. Both stanzas are found in the Old
Iadgari, a fact that complicates the question of origin in these particular cases.

6 Based on author attributions in the codex itself, and in other manuscripts of hymns that are anonymous in MΓ 56+5, it may be esti‑
mated that at least a third of the hymn material of MΓ 56+5 is the work of John and Kosmas. This is not the place to problematise the
traditional identification of the Hierosolymitan hymnographer John as John of Damascus (cf. Damaskinos [Olkinuora] of Xenophon‑
tos forthcoming).

7 Continuous calendrical sequence; same rubrical, terminological, and hymnographical features. Cf. (Nikiforova 2013a, pp. 28–80).
Seemingly independently of Frøyshov, Skrekas made the same assumption: “I suspect that the copyist of MΓ 56 is either the same
as that of MΓ 5 or perhaps these two manuscripts were initially designed as one codex, and at some point the Christmas part was
detached from the other, the margins were truncated, and it became independent. This explains why the Christmas canon is missing
from MΓ 5” (Skrekas 2008, p. cxv).

8 These numbered units (offices, akolouthiai) are rendered in Nikiforova (2012, pp. 195–235); we will be using these numbers here,
preceded by §, including Nikiforova’s added subdivision of the units (§2.2, etc.). The calendar (without the numbers) is rendered in
Chronz and Nikiforova (2014, pp. 150–59).

9 This MS was kindly paginated on 6 October 2022 by the librarian of St. Catherine’s monastery, Father Justin, and we follow in this
article his pagination.

10 Transcription of the Arabic text by Dmitry Morozov, translation by Martin Lüstraeten. We express our sincere gratitude to both of
them. Subsequently revised by Andrew Wade.

11 Below, we shall see an example of the long chain of steps in such transmissions: Kosmas wrote canons in Jerusalem; the canons arrived
in Constantinople; there, second odes were added; these odes were transferred to Jerusalem, and from Jerusalem, they travelled to
an Egyptian orbit.
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12 The mid‑tenth‑century Heirmologion of Athos Lavras MS B 32 attributes the heirmos Πάλιν Ἰησoῦς, found in MΓ 56+5 (see below,
Section 5.5), to Theophanes Protothronos. This hymnographer probably died in 886, and the attribution, if found trustworthy, would
corroborate our preference of a dating in the later part of the spectrum.

13 For general overviews, see (Xevsuriani 2011, p. 242) (in Russian); (Otkhmezuri 2022, pp. 64–66), passim; (Frøyshov 2012c, pp. 238–40).
14 Lili Xevsuriani, based on the research of Georgian scholars, writes: “II. Нoвый Иaдгaри. φoрмирoвaние нoвoй редaкции Трoпoлoгия,

пo срaвнению с древним Иaдгaри текстуaльнo пoлнoстью oбнoвленнoй, нaчaлoсь oк. 2‑й пoл. IX в. (The New Iadgari. The forma‑
tion of the new redaction of the Tropologion, textually completely renewed in comparison with the Old Iadgari, started around the
second half of the ninth century).” (Xevsuriani 2011, p. 242).

15 All these manuscripts have been consulted from photographs. In addition, the excellent and extensive Georgian catalogue provides
ample information on their content (Metreveli et al. 1978). We will not in all cases refer to the pages of this catalogue. In one case,
we make use of the New Iadgari of Tbilisi National Centre of Manuscripts MS S‑425, 978–988 AD (the so‑called “Iadgari of Mikael
Modrekili”).

16 A complete examination of the New Iadgari would, of course, have to make use of all known witnesses, and it remains to be seen
whether this classification is valid for the witnesses that we have not consulted.

17 We shall mention it only in those cases.
18 Geo. 26 does not have them; Geo. 34 has two attributions in a separate Lenten part (Patriarch Elias and Theodore the Studite), but

not for its main New Iadgari part.
19 The label is Frøyshov’s variant of Michel van Esbroeck’s expression “une encyclopédie liturgique du Xe siècle” (Frøyshov 2004, p. 190;

van Esbroeck 1980, p. 138).
20 One such manuscript, Sinai MS Syriac 27, was recently studied by Paul Géhin, see (Géhin 2014) and (Géhin 2017, pp. 73–74). For

another notable “Tropologion”, Sinai MS Syriac 261, see (Husmann 1975b, 1975–1978).
21 In some later Menaia, the feast is qualified as ἐπάνoδoς τoῦ λειψάνoυ (“return of the relics”; Sinai MS Greek 595, ca. 1000, fol. 80r).
22 Although the date of Chrysostom’s death was 14 September, this day in Jerusalem was not associated with the hierarch, but with the

octave of the Anastasis encaenia (GL II §1247–1250).
23 On 26 January: The New Iadgari Geo. 59, the Georgian Lectionary (GL I §173). 27 January: MΓ 56+5, the New Iadgari Geo. 1, 14, 64

(Metreveli et al. 1978, pp. 18, 42, 194), and Mikael Modrekili’s Iadgari (Kekelidze 1908, p. 380), the calendar of Geo. 58, 9th or 10th c.
(Verhelst 2012, p. 234). Garitte erroneously states that the date of Geo. 1 is 26 January (Garitte 1958, p. 141). Both dates: Lectionary
Paris Bibliothèque nationale de France MS Georgian 3, 10th–11th cc., fol. 9v (Garitte 1958, p. 141, GL I §§173, 174).

24 Translation in (Aleksidze 2021) (this text is the only hymn for this office, one that Georgian scholars prefer to call a monostrophe,
because MSS of that period do not usually provide a genre definition, but only a text).

25 Geo. 1 does not have them; Geo. 14 is lacunary at this place. The second office contains the apolytikion from the rite of Hagia Sophia
(Ἡ τoῦ στóµατóς σoυ) and the canon Tῆς µετανoίας γεγoνὼς θερµóτατoς κήρυξ (heirmos Ἁρµατηλάτην Φαραῶ), attributed
to Theophanes. The two offices are no doubt late additions to the New Iadgari.

26 (Metreveli et al. 1978, pp. 18, 42, 194). The feast is not found in Geo. 26, 34 and 49.
27 For a version of this canon, see: Printed Greek Menaion (27 January, Matins, Theophanes).
28 =Printed Greek and Slavonic Menaion (13 November, vespers, for the litē, Germanos), with a slight textual difference: Ἔπρεπε τῇ

βασιλίδι.
29 The absence of mode indication is unusual for the New Iadgari.
30 =Printed Greek and Slavonic Menaion (13 November, for the litē).
31 They are not found in the two additional offices for the saint in Geo. 59 and 64.
32 The first proper text for the archangel Michael in this MS (6 June, §§70–71, fols. 230r–236r) is from Jerusalem, and the second one is

a local Egyptian composition (Chronz and Nikiforova 2014, pp. 163–70).
33 Typikon of Alexis the Studite, between 1034 and 1043 (Pentkovskij 2001, p. 325); Slavonic Menaion from the Lazar monastery

in Velikiy Novgorod, Moskva Rossijskij Gosudarstvennyj Archiv Drevnikh Aktov MS F. 381, op. 1, #99, 11th–12th c., fol. 381r;
Preslavskaya Menaion Moskva RGADA MS F.381, op.1, #102, 15th c., fols. 106v–111r, etc.

34 Traditio canonis in cdd. et tropariorum ordine et amplitudine differt (AHG V, p. 413). Ed. in: AHG V, №XXXIII(1), pp. 413–30,
№ XXXIII(2), pp. 430–38, comments, pp. 598–600.

35 See AHG V, pp. 599–600.
36 See Note 35.
37 Andrew wrote another canon to this saint: mode 4, heirmos Ἅρµατα Φαραώ, inc. Ἔδειξας ὁ Θεóς, ed. in: AHG V, № XXXII (1),

pp. 387–403, № XXXII (2), pp. 404–12, comments, pp. 597–98.
38 Cf. troparia from the Great canon in the printed Lenten Triodion: Tῇ τoῦ Ἀβὲλ Ἰησoῦ, oὐχὠµoιώθην, “I have not resembled Abel’s

righteousness, O Jesus”; Ὡς ὁ Kαῖν καὶ ἡµεῖς, “Like Cain, we too” (ode 1); ὥσπερ Λὼτ ϕεῦγε... τῆς ἁµαρτίας, “Flee… like Lot
from the fire of sin” (ode 3); Ἠσαῦ... ζηλoῦσα ψυχή, “You have emulated the hated Esau” (ode 4); Ὡς Mωυσῆς ὁ µέγας, “like the
great Moses” (ode 5); etc.
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39 Germanos: heirmoi for odes 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 (=EE §323, p. 295), other heirmoi for odes 2, 7, and 9 (=EE §324, 296). John the Monk: heirmoi
4 and 8 (=EE §321, p. 293).

40 AHG VI, pp. 375–82.
41 (Metreveli et al. 1978, pp. 18, 42, 194). The feast is not found in Geo. 26, 34 and 49.
42 According to Grottaferrata MS ∆.α. XV, 11th c., fols. 205r–213v. This stanza was taken from the Old Tropologion (Metreveli et al.

1980, 15:22, Nativity of Christ).
43 This stanza was taken from the Old Tropologion (OI, 15:35, Nativity of Christ).
44 The stanza is present in the received tradition.
45 See Note 44.
46 See Note 44.
47 See Note 44.
48 It is not clear why the original second ode is absent, whereas four second odes were interpolated into canons that initially had eight

odes (see Section 5).
49 These theotokia can be found as parts of later Palestinian and Constantinopolitan akolouthiai (in m.pl.4), scattered in printed hymno‑

graphical books, e.g., ∆óξα τῷ Πατρί (Follieri 1960–1965, I, p. 324), Ἀχρóνως ἐξέλαψας (Follieri 1960–1965, I, p. 215), Ἄναρχε
Tριάς (Follieri 1960–1965, I, p. 100), etc. Thus, the theotokion Kλῖµαξ ἀνεδείχθης is found in ode 1 of two canons ascribed to the
Palestinian hymnographer Stephen the Sabaite: for the Holy Fathers slain at St. Saba’s monastery (20 March) and for St. Kyriakos
the Anachorete (29 September). The theotokion Βάτoν καιoµένη is found in ode 9 of the later Constantinopolitan canon for the
Saturday of Cheesefare Week.

50 In this, they relied on the remark to this canon in printed Triodia: “Odes 1, 3, 4, and 5 were composed by Mark the Monk, bishop of
Otranto; odes 6, 7, 8, and 9—by Kosmas of Jerusalem, while the heirmoi are the work of a woman Kassia” (see Tριῴδιoν κατανυκτικóν

1960, p. 425; Lenten Triodion 2002, p. 646).
51 The text redaction in MΓ 56+5 is the same as the text published in: (Eustratiades 1932, pp. 96–100).
52 In Eustratiades’ edition, we read instead of this, ὑµνῶ σoυ καὶ τὴν ἔγερσιν (“I also chant your resurrection”, see Eustratiades 1932,

p. 97, Athos Monê Vatopediou MS 1189, 12th c., fol. 231v).
53 M. 3, heirmos Βυθóς µoι τῶν παθῶν, inc. Στάζει ἀνεύθυνoς θέλων δεσµεῖσαι.
54 Numbers here represent chronological variants of the canon.
55 Published by Eustratiades, with ode 1 as “of Kassia”, but without such an attribution in the MSS.
56 I thank Father Theodochos from Vatopedi for sending me MSS folia for this study. Athos Lavras MS ∆. 32, 13th c., fol. 3r, unfortu‑

nately, remained unavailable to us.
57 Except for Theodore Studite, who composed a completely independent canon with nine odes (Vatican MS Vat. gr. 771, 11th c., fols.

188v–190v, ed. Tomadakes 2004, pp. 314–26).
58 According to P. Cesaretti, in 903–912 (Cesaretti 2000, p. 192), by a command of the emperor Leo the Wise. This information goes back

to Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopoulos (XIV, see Detorakes 1979, p. 210).
59 According to the editor of these two sets, Theophanes wrote both of them (Tomadakes 2004, p. 446).
60 It has the same heirmos Kύµατι θαλάσσης, but different troparia.
61 Kosta Simić describes one more combination; although he does not say if there is any attribution in the codex, these are odes 3–5 of

Theophanes + ode 5 of Kassia (?) + odes 1, 6–9 of Kosmas (the Slavonic Zagreb Croatian Academy of Sciences and Arts MS HAZU
IV d 107, 13th c., fols. 164v, 165r, ed. Simić 2014, pp. 242–43). Simić believes that both odes, 1 and 5, belong to Kassia.

62 Tomadakes suggests two readings of the codex “Kα” as: (a) “Kασσιανῆς” or (b) “Koσµᾶ” (Tomadakes 2004, p. 327). There were
also “other” additional sets of troparia to odes 3–5.

63 Ἡ δὲ εἰρηµένη Εἰκασία... καὶ συγγράµατα αὐτῆς πλεῖστα καταλέλoιπε·... τoῦ µεγάλoυ Σαββάτoυ τὸ τετραῴδιoν Ἄϕρoν
γηραλέε, καὶ ἄλλα τινά... (Georgios Monachos Continuatus 1838, p. 790).

64 Ὁ παρὼν κανὼν πoίηµα µέν ἐστι ἄχρι τῆς πέµπτης αὐτῆς Mάρκoυ ἐπισκóπoυ Ὑδρoῦντoς, ἐκ ταύτης δὲ ἄχρις ἐνάτης τoῦ
µεγάλoυ πoιητoῦ Koσµᾶ. Ἀλλὰ πoλὺ πρóτερoν, ὡς ἐξ ἀγράϕoυ ἔχoµεν παραδóσεως, γυνή τις τῶν εὐπατρίδων σoϕὴ καὶ
παρθένoς, Kασία τoὔνoµα, τoῦ τε µέλoυς ἀρχηγὸς ἐχρηµάτισε καὶ τὸν κανóνα συνεπεράνατo· oἱ δὲ ὕστερoν τὸ µέλoς µὲν
ἀγασάµενoι, ἀνάξιoν δ᾿ ὅµως κρίναντες γυναικείoυς συµµίξαι λóγoις τὰ τoῦ ἥρωoς ἐκείνoυ Koσµᾶ µoυσoυργήµατα, τὸ
µέλoς παραδóντες τῷ Mάρκῳ καὶ τoὺς εἱ ρµoὺς ἐγχειρήσαντες τὴν πλoκὴν τῶν τρoπαρίων τoύτῳ ἐπέτρεψαν (Theodoros
1864, col. 1235D–1238A).

65 Now the complete work of Kassia has been revisited by Alexander Lingas; cf. his presentation “Reassessing the Transmission of
Kassia’s Liturgical Works: A Preliminary Report”, given at the Eighth International Congress of the Society of Oriental Liturgy in
Thessalonike (16 June 2022).

66 By content, ode 1 could be selected because it was based on Ex 15, 1–19, being a prophecy of Christ’s Resurrection, which is the main
theme of the canon.
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67 Grottaferrata MS ∆. γ. 5, 14th c., fols. 82v–90v (fol. 82v—ἕτερoς κανὼν σταυρoαναστάσιµoς. Πoίηµα Koσµᾶ), Athos Ibêrôn
MS 41, 14th c., fols. 81r–89r: inc. Ἔν τῷ παραδείσῳ ϕυτεύεται ξῦλoν; Athos Lauras MS Β 6, 13th c., fols. 59r–63v: inc. Ὅτε
σὲ τoῖς ἥλoις, ed. Nikolaou (2014, pp. 208–23, 224–43); also see (Detorakes 1979, p. 172). In the Heirmologion Paris MS Coisl.
220, 12th c., fol. 156r, this set of heirmoi is also ascribed to Kosmas (Detorakes 1979, p. 170). Detorakes states that Nicodemos the
Hagiorite already wrote in his Heortodromion: “I found in an old manuscript Theotokaria canons in honour of the Theotokos, written
by Andrew of Crete, a contemporary of Kosmas, who lived before Kassia, with heirmoi Kύµατι θαλάσσης and others, and I was
puzzled” (Detorakes 1979, p. 170). The attribution of heirmos 1 to Mark in Athos Lavras MS B 32, ca. 950, fols. 200v–201v is false and
caused by the diffusion in the 11th c. of Mark and Kosmas’ № 6b version of the canon.

68 (Tomadakes 2004, p. 444). I. Rochow suggests to read “θειóτατoν” (Rochow 1967, p. 39), Papagiannis—“θειoν”, or “θαυµα”
(Papagiannis 2005, p. 471), but this is not convincing.

69 Mετὰ δὲ τινα καιρὸν Mάρκoς, ὁ σoϕώτατoς µoναχóς, oἰκoνóµoς ὦν τῆς αὐτῆς ἐκκλησίας ὅς καὶ ἐν µεγάλῳ Σαββάτῳ
τετραώδιoν τoῦ µεγάλoυ Koσµᾶ ἀνεπλήρωσεν (Theophanes 1838, p. 365).

70 In MΓ 56+5, the authorship of Kosmas is implied, for it is a part of his set for all the days of Holy Week, with one poetic acrostic,
which goes through all the parts of the composition, and his name “of Kosmas the monk (Koσµᾶ µoναχoῦ)” is present on fol. 124r
at the beginning of the Great Thursday canon.

71 EE §88, 123, 163, 295 (§200 does have ode 2).
72 About these two manuscripts, see (Hannick 2006, pp. 340–41).
73 This canon figures in all our New Tropologia at the feast of St. John Chrysostom (27 January); see above, Section 3.3, which also

discusses the attributions to either Germanos or Andrew.
74 Here, errors abound in EE: the canon is said to be found in Paris MS Coisl. 220 (which it is not); the fol. in Athos Lavras MS B 32 is

said to be 272r (but it is 273v); EE omits the second ode that is found in Athos Lavras MS B 32.
75 This is Kosmas’ canon for the Theophany, Βυθoῦ ἀνεκάλυψε πυθµένα (“[The Lord mighty in battle] uncovered the foundations of

the deep”). We do not exclude that the New Iadgari contains other canons with ode 2 apart from the three examined below.
76 In MΓ 56, XΡIΣ covers the first ode, TOΣΒ the third ode.
77 Paris MS Coisl. 220 only (Athos Lavras MS B 32 has a lacuna here).
78 This canon is not found in the Old Georgian Heirmologion (Metreveli 1971).
79 Neither of these troparia are listed by Follieri 1960–1965 (Follieri’s Ἄναρχoν τὸνΠατέρα is another troparion).
80 The calendar of this set is characterised by several local Constantinopolitan saints, new saints of the ninth–tenth centuries, and its

encyclopaedic and extensive content (Nikiforova 2013b, p. 612). We note that the roughly contemporaneous Heirmologion Athos
Lavra MS B 32 (see above) shares the same features.

81 See (Krivko 2008) for a first deciphering of this ode. Despite its lacunary state, enough of it is preserved to confirm its identity with
the Georgian version.

82 Geo. 1, 14, 34, and 64 have been checked. Their text is the same, and they have a stanza, the second in the series of troparia following
the heirmos, that is not in MΓ 56+5:

θειότατον θειον θαυ α

Μετὰ δὲ τινα καιρὸν Μάρκος ὁ σοφώτατος οναχός οἰκονό ος ὦν τῆς αὐτῆς ἐκκλ σίας ὅς καὶ ἐν εγάλῳ Σαββάτῳ
τετραώδιον τοῦ εγάλου Κοσ ᾶ ἀνεπλήρωσεν

ΜΓ
Κοσ ᾶ οναχοῦ

tt

Βυθοῦ ἀνεκάλυψε πυθ ένα tt

ΜΓ ΧΡΙΣ ΤΟΣΒ

Ἄναρχον τὸν Πατέρα

ΜΓ 56+5: სმენით და ხილვით გუეუწყა ჩუენ დღეს . 

on Jerusalem MS Hagiou Saba 83 has the same two 

ΜΓ Πάλιν Ἰ σοῦς

ΜΓ

ffi

ffi
Ἀκατάλ πτόν ἐστι

Ὑπαπαντή

Κυρίῳ
tt

ΜΓ
tt Ὁ

κλίνας οὐρανοὺς και καταβάς Ὥσπερ ὄ βρος ἐπ᾽ ἄγρωστιν
tt tt

tt

tt
tt

tt

ΜΓ
Οὐρανὸς καὶ γὴ Πάλιν Ἰ σοῦς

.
83 EE §49 (both MSS). The Heirmologion Jerusalem MS Hagiou Saba 83 has the same two heirmoi but in reverse order

(Raasted 1968–1970, p. 1, fol. 34r).
84 As we shall see below (Section 5.4), MΓ 56+5 has this second ode (with heirmos Πάλιν Ἰησoῦς) in another canon for the same feast,

that of John the Monk.
85 MΓ 56+5 itself provides this acrostic, although it includes ode 2, which is outside the acrostic.
86 The Greek text and the English translation are provided by Alexandra Nikiforova.
87 This reading therefore does not provide a clue to the geographic origin of the ode.
88 Cf. the 28 troparia (plus heirmos and theotokion) of ode 2 of the Great Canon of Andrew of Crete.
89 Jerusalem MS Hagiou Saba 83 (Raasted 1968–1970, p. 2, fol. 160r).
90 EE §59, an office in m2.
91 About kata stichon hymns, see (Lauxtermann 1999, pp. 58–60).
92 In a remarkable essay, Francesco D’Aiuto has shown that already the Old Tropologion contained some stichic stanzas, selected from

kata stichon hymns and inserted into the liturgical structures of the Hierosolymitan Office (D’Aiuto 2019).
93 A well‑known example is Ἀκατάληπτóν ἐστι, the Megalynaria of the ninth ode of Kosma’s canon of Hypapante in the received

Byzantine rite. Edition from manuscripts in Gassisi, “Inno alfabetico per la festa dell’ Ὑπαπαντή”, in (Maas et al. 1909, pp. 348–53).
94 This alphabetic stichic hymn was edited by (Maas et al. 1909, pp. 345–46).
95 Gassisi placed it before the appearance of the kontakion in the sixth century (Maas et al. 1909, p. 334), and D’Aiuto quotes his dating

without commentary (D’Aiuto 2008, p. 74).
96 Since the heirmos is an intercalated phrase (with Kυρίῳ added) from the biblical canticle, our assumption is that a redactor could

have found in the canticle a phrase that, with some emendation, fitted the existing stichic hymn.
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97 Edited from MΓ 56+5 in (Krivko 2008, pp. 64–65).
98 Athos Lavras MS B 32 also attributes to Theophanes Protothronos other second odes interpolated into canons by Kosmas: Ὁ κλίνας

oὐρανoὺς και καταβάς in his canon for Hypapante (fol. 79v, EE §103) and Ὥσπερ ὄµβρoς ἐπ᾽ ἄγρωστιν (fol. 199r, EE §229) in
his canon for Great Thursday. Admittedly, the latter does not add “Protothronos” to “Theophanes”, but given that the same MS
attributes other interpolated second odes specifically to Theophanes Protothronos, we may suppose the same here. For the former,
EE §101 does not have this heirmos at this ode (it does not refer to Athos Lavras MS B 32 at all for this canon §101, p. 70), but has it
at canon §103, where the ode is taken from Paris MS Coisl. 220 (“other” heirmos, without attribution). Canon §103 is attributed to
Germanos by Paris MS Coisl. 220, but to Kyprianos by Athos Lavras MS B 32. Hannick erroneously states that it is in this canon EE
§103 that Athos Lavras MS B 32 attributes this ode 2 to Theophanes Protothronos (Hannick 2006, p. 24). However, as we have just
noted, it is in canon EE §101.

99 To explain this, one may hypothesise that the redactor of MΓ 56+5 disposed of a source that for ode 2 of Kosmas’ Theophany canon had
both Oὐρανὸς καὶ γὴ and Πάλιν Ἰησoῦς (similar to the tenth‑century Constantinopolitan Heirmologion), thus making use of both
the second odes, but in two different canons. Maybe the redactor was inspired by the interpolation, received from Constantinople, of
the second ode in the three canons by Kosmas that we have studied.

100 MΓ 56 has lost the rubric that names the day. It precedes the feast (25 Dec., §3) and, based on the parallelism between the feasts of
the Nativity of Christ and Theophany, we may conjecture that it is the Eve (Paramonê) of the feast.

101 The whole MS is available online: https://www.internetculturale.it/jmms/iccuviewer/iccu.jsp?id=oai%3Awww.internetculturale.
sbn.it%2FTeca%3A20%3ANT0000%3ARM0281_Vall_E_54 (accessed on 1 September 2023).

102 This manuscript became the main source of all subsequent editions and translations of this hymn. Another witness, also from South‑
ern Italy, namely Otranto in Apulia, is found in Vatican MS Vat. gr. 1212, dated to the first half of the 12th century (Jacob 2001,
pp. 285–96; Parenti 2017, pp. 89–90). This Anthologion manuscript contains the first seven stanzas only. Finally, in the fifteenth–
sixteenth‑century Vatican MS Vat. gr. 1531, eighteen stanzas from the series are spread between two pre‑Nativity days: four (1–4)
and six stanzas (5–10) at Matins on 18 December before and after the canon, respectively, and four other stanzas (11–14) on 19 De‑
cember (see Grosdidier de Matons 1965, pp. 134–35). Since, as we shall see below, it is unlikely that the stanzas were composed for
the Ainoi (and the hagiopolitan rite at all), their original genre was probably not the sticheron.

103 The term bā

Πάλιν Ἰησοῦς

ΜΓ

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

tt

ΜΓ
Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

Σάλπιγγος φωνὴν ἀναλάβετε ποι ένες

Αἶνος ταπεινοῦ Ῥω ανοῦ εἰς τὰ γενέθλια

tt tt

Στιχηρὰ εἰς τοὺς ἴνους
ΜΓ

tt
Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις ܬ ā

ʿ  ū ā

ܘ ṭ ō ā ā

ΜΓ

ff

tt

ūthā has a number of meanings in Syriac, including “petition, supplication, prayer”. In the liturgical practice of both the
East Syrian and the West Syrian traditions, it is primarily associated with the Rogation of the Ninevites (bā

Πάλιν Ἰησοῦς

ΜΓ

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

tt

ΜΓ
Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις

Σάλπιγγος φωνὴν ἀναλάβετε ποι ένες

Αἶνος ταπεινοῦ Ῥω ανοῦ εἰς τὰ γενέθλια

tt tt

Στιχηρὰ εἰς τοὺς ἴνους
ΜΓ

tt
Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δυνά εις ܬ ā

ʿ  ū ā

ܘ ṭ ō ā ā

ΜΓ

ff

tt

ūthā d‑nīnwāyē)—a three‑
day fast observed from Monday to Wednesday during the third week before the Lent (or antepenultimate week of the Epiphany) and
accompanied by specific liturgical celebrations. Another meaning is a short metrical composition ascribed to various authors, e.g.,
Ephrem the Syrian (see Mateos 1959, p. 486). In the case of Syr. 48, the exact meaning of the term is unclear.

104 Online text: https://titus.uni‑frankfurt.de/texte/etcg/cauc/ageo/liturg/modrekil/modre.htm?modre026.htm, acccessed on 1 Septem‑
ber 2023. See Russian résumé of the text in (Kekelidze 1908, p. 375).

105

ff

ΜΓ

tt

āʿū ā
āʿū ā

ī ā ē

tt

 წინაკჳრაით ვიდრე ქრისტეს შობადმდე უფალო ღაღადყავსა [s და აქებდითსა სამსამაჲ ითქუმის
prescription “three at a time” is found only in Geo. 14. Interestingly

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δ νά εις
ff

tt
tt

ܒ

tt

tt

ff

Γ ff tt

Πλοῦτον ἐναπέθο Δεύτερος Ἰώβ

tt

Ειρ ολόγιον
εκδιδό ενον υπό ητροπολίτου πρ Λεοντοπόλεως Σωφρονίου Ευστρατιάδου Π
Κ ριακίδη

Кассия Православная энци лопедия Церковно научный центр
Православная энциклопедия

[sic]

ff

ΜΓ

tt

āʿū ā
āʿū ā

ī ā ē

tt

წინაკჳრაით ვიდრე ქრისტეს შობადმდე უფალო ღაღადყავსა c] და აქებდითსა სამსამაჲ ითქუმის (Geo. 14). The

 this resembles the way in which the similar

Αἱ ἀγγελικαὶ προπορεύεσθε δ νά εις
ff

tt
tt

ܒ

tt

tt

ff

Γ ff tt

Πλοῦτον ἐναπέθο Δεύτερος Ἰώβ

tt

Ειρ ολόγιον
εκδιδό ενον υπό ητροπολίτου πρ Λεοντοπόλεως Σωφρονίου Ευστρατιάδου Π
Κ ριακίδη

Кассия Православная энци лопедия Церковно научный центр
Православная энциклопедия

(Geo. 14). The pre‑
scription “three at a time” is found only in Geo. 14. Interestingly, this resembles the way in which the similar series is sung in the
present Menaion, which is at Ainoi on 20–24 December.

106 However, although starting with Aἱ ἀγγελικαὶ πρoπoρεύεσθε δυνάµεις, which functions as model stanza, this alphabetic series
is a different text. It is found at the Nativity in the 11th–12th c. Menaion of Sinai MS Greek 581, fols. 68v–71r (without attribution,
at Kyrie ekekraxa and Ainoi), and from 20 Dec. in the 13th c. Sinai MS Greek 938, from fol. 219v (at Ainoi, starts with the same
stanzas/letters as in the present Menaion, but incomplete).

107 Since the Nativity does not fall on a fixed weekday, the Sunday “of the Nativity” very likely means “before the Nativity”, as in the
New Iadgari.

108 (Stichel 1991, pp. 262–67). His main argument is that the “Anspielungen auf die Sakraltopographie und auf den Bildschmuck der
Heiligen Stätten” (263) are best explained by taking them literally. He suggests that the series was sung during the procession from
Jerusalem to Bethlehem on the eve of the Nativity (first January 5, then December 24).

109 The Old Iadgari’s selection of stanzas is confirmed by the contemporaneous Georgian Lectionary, which is a version of the Lectionary
of the same church (LG 96–106).

110 “Bemerkenswert sind jedenfalls … manche inhaltlichen Parallelen zu den [Romanos’] Weihnachtshymnen 5/10 und
6/11.” (Koder 2005, p. 377).

111 This is easily seen from the entries and their commentaries, where Garitte comments upon them in their order.
112 This seems more likely than the acrostic being a later development based on a few stanzas.
113 The whole series at the Ainoi as in the Vallicelliana MS, therefore, is abnormal.
114 For instance, while odes 1 and 3 (ode 2 being rare) are quite similar, for the remaining odes the heirmoi are mostly different in various

textual traditions: between the first canon edited by AHG and in the Heirmologion Athos Lavras MS B 32, and between the two
canons edited by AHG. The heirmoi of MΓ 56+5 belong in Athos Lavras MS B 32 to different canons attributed to Germanos (§§323,
324) and to John the Monk (§§321, 325).

115 For instance, the troparion Πλoῦτoν ἐναπέθoυ of ode 1 and ∆εύτερoς Ἰώβ of ode 4.

https://www.internetculturale.it/jmms/iccuviewer/iccu.jsp?id=oai%3Awww.internetculturale.sbn.it%2FTeca%3A20%3ANT0000%3ARM0281_Vall_E_54
https://www.internetculturale.it/jmms/iccuviewer/iccu.jsp?id=oai%3Awww.internetculturale.sbn.it%2FTeca%3A20%3ANT0000%3ARM0281_Vall_E_54
https://titus.uni-frankfurt.de/texte/etcg/cauc/ageo/liturg/modrekil/modre.htm?modre026.htm
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116 Both Germanos and Andrew, the two hymnographers that are candidates for being author of the canon, usually included ode 2.
Further, the heirmos figures in the tenth‑century Heirmologion Athos Lavras MS B 32 (EE §323), in a series attributed to Germanos.
The fact that it is taken from the Old Iadgari (Metreveli et al. 1980, vol. 15, p. 22) suggests an early date, and it is known that Germanos
frequently based his heirmoi on Old Tropologion stanzas (see Frøyshov 2020, pp. 358–59).

117 Asecondeditionhasappeared: Panagiotou, Antionios, D., Dimitra I.Moniou, andNikoleta I.Moniou, eds. 2006. Ειρµoλóγιoν εκδιδóµενoν

υπó µητρoπoλίτoυ πρ. Λεoντoπóλεως Σωϕρoνίoυ Ευστρατιάδoυ. 2nd ed., revised and improved. Athens: Π. Kυριακίδη. This edi‑
tion does not rectify the errors we have pointed out, so for practical purposes, we use the first edition.
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