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

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

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

There is very little information on the author of the Chronicle. Based on the
bits of information in the manuscripts, including referring to him usually as
“sinner” (apaptwAdg), it is assumed that George was a monk in an unspecified
monastery in Constantinople.® The Chronicle begins with the Creation of the
World and is concluded in the year 843, with the re-establishment of the wor-
ship of icons. However, it was actually composed sometime later, most likely
after 870.” George makes very extensive use of the Biblical and patristic liter-
ature, generally ignoring secular works. For his account of the Late Antique
history, he resorted to the works by Eusebius of Caesarea, Athanasius of Alex-
andria, Epiphanius of Salamis, Basil of Caesarea, John Chrysostom, Palladius,
Rufinus, Mark the Monk, Nilus of Ancyra, Isidore of Pelusium, Cyril of Alex-
andria, Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Gelasius of Kyzikos, Ps.-Dionysios Areopagites,
John Malalas, Theophanes, and many others such as, notably, Theodore Lector.
As an author, George did not care much about the accuracy or the chronology
of the passages drawn from a variety of sources, focusing on the edificatory as-
pect of the narratives and anecdotes that could enrich spiritually and improve
morally his audience.®

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Passages Drawn from the Epitome by Theodore Lector

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

— George the Monk, 616, 15-18 ~ E 383 (P, f. 17r A, 1. 19-24 [Cramer 103,
24-26]; V 46 Papadopoulos-Kerameus; B, f. 2371, 1. 19-20 [PG I, 16])
almost literal,

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

— George the Monk, 617, 3-5 ~ E 385 (P, f. 17r B, 1. 4-7 [103, 31-32 Cra-
mer]; V 48 Papadopoulos-Kerameus; B, f. 2371, 1. 23 [PG I, 18]) ~ The-
ophanes AM 5957 (114, 11-12),

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

— George the Monk, 618, 21-619, 8 ~ E 436 (B, f. 2381, 1. 9-12 [PG ], 2]),

— George the Monk, 624, 4-12 ~ E 446 (B, f. 238r, 1. 21-26 [PG 1L, 6]) ~
Theophanes AM 5983 (136, 5-13),

— George the Monk, 624, 12-15 ~ E 448 (B, f. 238r, 1. 26-28 [PGII, 7]) ~
Theophanes AM 5983 (136, 13-16),

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

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

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

anes,?

— George the Monk, 625, 6-15 ~ E 455 (B, f. 238v, 1. 4-9 [PG II, 12]*) ~
Theophanes AM 5987 (139, 12-13),
— George the Monk, 625, 15-626, 1 ~ E 457 (B, f. 238v, . 11-16 [PG I,
15]) ~ Theophanes AM 5889 (140, 19-26),
— George the Monk, 626, 1-2 ~ E 458 (V 78 Papadopoulos-Kerameus; B, f.
238v,1. 10-11 [PGII, 14]) ~ Theophanes AM 5889 (140, 26-27).

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

George the Monk, Chronica

Theodore Lector, Epitome

Theophanes, Chronographia

616, 15-18

06 ye Belog avnp Tevvadiog
[C om. Tevvddiog]) EXevBepiw
T® papTupt 8’ Eva KANPKoOV
0D vaod adtod ur KaAdg
moAttevdpevoy EdAwaoe
@AKWY O OTPATIDOTNG

383 PVB

"EAevBepio 7@ paptopt 6

&va KAnptkdv 10D vaod
avtod édnAwoev 6 Tevvadiog
OTL «O OTPATIATNG OOV
araxtel fj StopOwoat TovToVv
fj Ekkoyov.» 6 8¢ evBdG

absent

6 avTOG VukTOG [C

om. 6 AOTOG VUKTOG;
add.’E¢’ o0 Tevvddiog
Kwvotavtivoutodewg]
A0V [C kateAOwv vukTog]
€ig 10 dytov [C om. &ylov]
Bvoraotnprov eb§acBar [C
npooevaothat] €idé T [C
om. €16¢ 11; add. xai ibwv)
paopa dapoviov, @ [C 6
Kai] gmmufoag fikovoe
KkpalovTog ©¢ avTod udv
{@vtog évéidwory, VoTtepov
8¢ kpatnoet mavtwg [C om.

word missing in this version) B
Tevvadiog vuktog kateAOwv
ei¢ 10 Bualaotprov ebEacbat
€i8év 1L dopa Satpdviov.

@ EmTpnoog fikovoe
KpalovTog, g avTod pEv
{@vTog ¢vdidway, botepov
8¢ kpatnoel TAVIwWG TG
ékkAnotiag, dmep deioag
Tevvddiog moAN& TOV Bedv
iketevoAG PETA LKPOV
£TeNevTNOEY.

oov [C om. oov] dtaktei- £TeNeVTNOEV.

i S10pBwaat TodToV i

£€kkoyov. 0 8¢ £00v¢ [C:

napevdig] ételedTnoev.

616, 19-617, 3 396 PV (underlined is the AM 5955 (112,33-113,2)

Tod 6¢ Tevvadiov T vuktl
evYoHéVoL EvTog ToD
Buolaotrplov, ideiv Aéyetat
pavtaopua Stapoviov, @

Kal EMTIPNoag iKovoev
avToD KPATHOEL TAVTOG
Ti|G ékkAnoiag: Omep deicag
Tevvadiog moAla vmep
ToUTOVL TOV OedV ESVoWTEL

% The manuscript B contains a gap of about 15 characters between the words 6 —
NopoAwoav. As Hansen assumes, they may have been likely removed on purpose, cf. Theodoros
Anagnostes, p. 127, apparatus. The editor reconstructed the last sentence on the basis of the
accounts in George the Monk and Theophanes.

2! The manuscript B overlaps with the V 77 only to a very slight degree: mpoxetpiCetou 8¢
Maxkedoviov, tpeaidtepog ddpxwy Tiig ékkAnoiag kai okevo@VAag.
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navtwg| Th¢ EkkAnoiag. TOV
00V ikeTeVOAG HETA LKPOV
[C om. TG - HkpOV; add.
Kkai oA denBeig Tevvadiog
T@® Oe® un TV Tapaxnv
SyeoBat TG éxxAnoiag pet’
OAiyov] étededTnoev.

617,3-5

[C add. xai] Aaviy\ 8¢ 6
Oavuaoiog £k Tijg pavdpag
N0V [C £k TG pavdpag
ENBOVTOG 8¢ O Bavpdoiog]
Topue®@vog ¢V T Avaniw

£néfn 1@ ot w.

385 PVB

Aavii\ 6 Bavpdotog éx Tig
Sope@vog pavdpag EN0wv
TO oTOAW EMEPN TO €V TO
Avam\w.

AM 5957 (114, 11-12)
TovTO0LG 8¢ TOIG XpOVOLG Kal
Aavi 6 Ztohitng év 1@
Avani oTtoAe EmEPn, avip
Oavpdoctog.

kai Bapvapa tod

AmoeTONOV TO Agiyavov
evpeln év Kompw vno
dévdpov kepatéav Exov €mi
otifovg t0 katd MatBaiov
ebayyélov idoypagov tod
Bapvapa. ¢€ fig npopacews
Kai meptyeyovaot Komprot
Tob dxépalov elvar Ty kat’
adTOVG UNTPOTOALY Kai [y
Telelv VO AvTioxetav. Smep
ebayyélov dnobépevog
ZNvov &v @ malatio eig TOV
vaov tod ayiov Zre@dvov kat
EVIAVTOV AVayIVOOKETAL T
ayiq kai peydAn [C om. kai
peydAn] mépmrn.

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

‘E@’ 00 Maptiprog Avtioxeiag | Maptipilog mpdg facthéa

S1a v T00 Zijvwvog mepl ENOV oLV TTOAN TIuR

v 0pB6dogoy mioTv amehbOn omovdij kal

Staotpoov dmotaldpevog | mapawvéoel levvadiov-

i émokomilc ¢’ éxkAnoiag | ENOwv 8¢ eig Avtioxelav kai

€pn: KANpw AvomoTakTy Kai | PAémwv AvTioxels Tapayalg

Aa@ ameOei kai éxkAnoia Kal 0TAoEoL xaipovTag

£PPUTWUEVT ATOTATTOMAL Kal Znvwva Tov ToLg

PUAATTOV EpaVT® TO THG ovpnpdttovTa, dnetafato

iepwovvng agiopa. Tfj €mokomy) € ékkAnoiag
MWV «KAPW AVUTOTAKTW
Kal Aa® dmedel kai €kkAnoiq
£PPLTIWIEVT] ATTOTATTONAL,
QUAATTWY EHAVT® TO THG
iepwoivng afiopa.»

618,21-619, 8 436 B absent

BapvaPa tod dnootdorov tO
Aeiyavov e0pébdn év Kompw
010 SévEpov Kepatéay,
£xov €mt 6tBoug TO KaTd
MatBaiov evayyéliov
iStoypagov tod Bapvapa.
¢€ N Tpo@acewd Kol
neptyeyovaot Kompiot tod
avToképalov eivat TV kat’
avTOVG UNTPOTOALY Kal i)
Tehelv UTIO AvTioyetav. TO 8¢
TolodToV evayyéov Zivwv
anéBeto &v 1O maatiw &v TQ
aylw Zrepdvaw.
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624, 4-12

Znvov Pactlevg
£1eleVTNOEY, AvayopebeTat
8¢ gig facidéa Vo
Ap1advng tig Adyovotng
AvaoTdotog O GIAEVTLAPLOG.
nepi o0 avtéotn Evenuiog
0 £MIOKOTIOG ALPETIKOV
KOA@V Kai T@V XpLoTiavav
avagiov. Aptadvng 8¢

Kai TOV Ti)§ OVYKANTOV
GUVAULVELV dvaykalovtwy
Evgnuiov, ovk GAAwg tovto
Totfjoat VECXETO, €1 uf)
opoloyiav Eyypagov map’
avTtod éKopicato, WG &ig
Opov mioTews déxeTan Ta &y
XaAkndovi doypaticOévra.

446 B

Znvwv O Pacthedg
£TeledTNOEY, AvayopeveTal
O¢ el Baoidéa OO Aptadvng
Tiig AVyovoTNnG AvaoTdotog
0 o\evTIApLog €K TOD
Avppayiov OppdpEVOG,

nept o0 avtéotn Evenpiog

0 moKOTOG AlPETIKOV
KaA@V kal TV Xplotiavav
avakov. Aptadvng 8¢

Kal TOV TG GUYKANTOL
oLVaLVElV dvaykalovtwv
Edgrptov, odk GAAwg todTo
molfjoal VEoXETO, &l un
opoloyiav Eyypagov map’
avtod ékoplicato, wg eig
Spov mioTews SéxeTal T &V
XaAkndovi Soypatiofévta- 6
Kal TEMOINKEV.

AM 5983 (136, 5-11)
Baothevoag ovv 6
AvaoTactog £ypagov
frartOn opoloyiav mapd
Edenpiov matpiéapyov

TPOG TO piy cakedoal Tt TG
ékkAeoiog kal TG TMioTewd,
apa&rov avtov dmokal@g
T@®V Xprotiavdv kai Tfg
Baotkeiog. Pralopévng

8¢ avtov Tig Pacthidog
Apeadvng kai Tijg
ovykAétov, EAafev adTod TO
i816xelpov, wg amodéxetal eig
Spov mioTews & §dypata TAg
év XaAkndovt guvodov.

624, 11-12

Tiv §¢ dpoloyiav avtod
Braiwg Tov Evenuiov
annrnoe facilevoag.

447 B

Trv opohoyiav adTtod Praiwg
Tov Edgnuiov annnoev
Avaotdotog Pacihedoag.

AM 5987 (139, 19-20)
Avaotaotog 6¢ 0 Pacthedg
TNV opoloyiav avtod
napd Edgnuiov petd Piag
dgeilato.

624, 12-15

Maviyaiot kai Apetavoi
£xatpov Avaotaoiw,
Maviyaiot uév @g Tijg
unTPoO¢ avtod NAwtpia
otong avt@v, Apeiavoi 8¢
wg KA¢apyov tov Ogiov
TPOG UNTPOG Avaoctaciov

ouodoov éxovree.

448 B

Maviyatot kai Apetavol
éxapov Avaotaoiw,
Maviyaiol pev wg TG
unTPoOg avtod {nhwtpiag
odong adT@v, Apetavol 6¢
wg K\éapyov tov Oelov
TPOG UNTPOG AvaoTaciov
Opodotov Exovre.

AM 5983 (136, 13-16)
Mavixaiot 8¢ kai Apetavoi
£xapov £ml Avactaciw,
Mavixaiot pév @g tijg
untpog tod Pactréwg

M\ wtpiag odong kai mpog
QL\0DG adT@®V, ApeLavoi 8¢
wg KAéapyov, Tov O¢iov
avtod, ASeAPOV TG avTAG
KakdPpovog untpog,
opddokov Exovreg.

624, 15-625, 3

oA T@V Ioavpwv droma
Kai ardvOpwra ToApdVTWY
¢v Kovotavtivovmodet,
Avaotaotog dravrag Tig
Bacthidog ¢E¢Palev. oi ¢
£EeNBOVTEC TTPOG TVPAVVIdA
@punoav Kai £mg Tod
Kotvacgiov ¢§¢dpapov. ka®’
@V 6 Bactedg oTpaTOV
gEémepye kai' Todavvny tov
Tk00nv kai Twavvyy Tov

449 B

TToAA& v Toavpwy droma
Kai anavBpwna tpagdvtwy
¢v Kwvotavtivovmoet
Avaotaolog dmavtag TG
Bacothidog éE¢Patev. oi 6¢
¢EeNBOVTEG TTPOG TUpAVVIda
@dppnoav kai €wg Tod
Kotvagiov ¢€¢dpapov. kad’
@V 6 fact\evg oTpatdv
gEémepye kai Todvvny tov
ZkvOnv kol

AM 5985 (137, 23-25)
ToVtw @ £tel Avaotdolog
0 Pactheg Tovg &v
Kovotavtivoutoder
‘Toavpovg Sti ToAAAG dtomiag
28iwkev, ol ¢EeNOdVTEG
Topavvida éuerétnoav.
AM 5987 (139, 6-12)
amokapwv 8¢ O Pacthelg év
@ xpoviletv TOV mOAepOV
£€0appnoev Evpnpuiw t@
£MOKOTW, WG £ipnvNg
¢gietal, kai ovvafat Tovg
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Kvptov. Tod 8¢ moAépov

€M &. £T1) KPATNOAVTOG,
AvaoTactog dmokauwv
£€04ppnoev Evenuiw td®
£MOKOTIW WG EIPTIVNG
£gieTal, Kai iva ovvayayn
Tov¢ événuodvrag
£mokonovg Kai §6&n vrep
TV Ioavpwv mapakaleiv.
Edvgruiog 62 é€nyaye 10
Aex0&v mpogTwavvnv
natpiklov tevlepov
ABnvodwpov £vog T@®V
¢Eapxovtwy T@vIcavpwv.

0 8¢ dpapwv mavrta
avayyéAet T@ Pactel, dmep
eig £xBpav Tov faciléa kata
Ebgnuiov ¢§wnhioe peiova.

Twdvvny tov Kuptov. 1o

O¢ ToAépov €mi mévTe £1m
KPATHoavTOG AVaoTAOLOG
amokapwv €0appnoev
Edenpiw 1@ émokomnw
Kwvotavtivoumodewe, &g
elpnvng €pietat, kai tva
ouvaydyn Tovg évenuoovrog
$TLOKOTIOVG Kot 8O&N vmep
TOVIoavpwv TapakaAelv.
Evonuog 8¢ é€nyaye 10
Aex0ev mpogTwavvny
natpikiov evhepov
ABnvodwpov évog TV
gEapyovtwv T@vIoavpwy. 6
8¢ Spapmv mavta avayyéiet
1@ Pacthel. dmep eig ExOpav
Tov Baocidéa katd Evgnuiov
Ebmhioey.

évdnuodvrag émokomovg
npocétae mapakaréoovrtag
OM0ev mept T@vIoavpwv.
Ebgnpog 8¢ 10 pootrplov
¢Enyaye npogToavvny
matpiKiov, tevlepov
ABnvodwpov tod ¢§dpxov
TAig TVpavVidog. 6 8¢ Spapwv
@ BactAel anryyetley, Omep
£ig adtaAaxtov €xBpav
kat’ Ebgnuiov tov facidéa
AvaoTtdotov fjyetpev.

625, 3-6

Avaotaolog 6t
Bacthikwtepov kivnOeig
katd T@vIcavpwv TovTovg
KaTA KPATOG £VIKNOE Kai
népyag mpog Everipov
Evoéfrov Tov payietpov
dnloi avt@- ai edxai gov,
0 u€yag, Tovg QIAovg gov

nofolwoav.

450 B

AvaoTtaolog PactAkwTepOV
Mooy kivnBeig katd T@V
‘Toabpwv TOVTOVG KATA
KpATOG €Viknoev- kal mépyag
npo¢ Evenuiov EvoéPiov tov
paytotpov Snhot mpog adToV-
«ai evyai oov, [0 péyag, Tovg
@ilovg gov noPorwoav.»]*

AM 5988 (140, 7-8)
Edenuio 8¢ td émokonw
¢dN\woe O EvoePiov
payiotpov- ai edxai cov,_
0 péyag, Tovg @ilovg gov
noporwoav.

625, 6-15

AvaoTaotog Pactledg Tag
¢mBovliag T@vIcavpwy
emypdyag Evgnuin, kai g
€ln ypappata menopupws Toig
TUPAVVOLG, CUVIYAYE TOVG
¢vénuoivrag ¢mokdénovg,
oitveg facilel yapi{ouevor
dkowvwvnoia kai kabapéoset
TOV dvdpa nueiyavro. kol
npoxetpiletar 6 Bacidedg

455 B (the underlined part
also in V)

Avaotdotog 6 Pactledg tag
¢mBovlag v Ioavpwv
enypayag Evenpiw kai wg
YPAPUATO TIETOPPOTOG TOIG
TUPAVVOLG GUVIYAYEV TOVG
£v8nuodvTaG EMOKOTOVG:
oftiveg Bacthel xapiopevot
akotvwvnoia kai kabatpéoet
OV dvSpa fpeiyavto.
npoyxelpiletal 8¢ 6 Pactheds

€ig ¢niokomov Makedoviov
nipecuTepov TijG ExKAnciag Kai
OkeVOYUAAKA. O uévtot Aadg

¢i¢ érilokomov Makeddviov
npeaPutepov Tiig ékkAnaiag
Kai oKevo@OAaka. O HEVTOL

8¢ Ebenuiov éctacialov:
£v 0i¢ €ig 10 inmodpoduov
£dpapov AMitavevovreg. AN
ovdEv dvnoav, Tod yap
Bac\éwg évika 1) Evotaoig.

Aaog 8t Everipov éotacialov:

¢v 0(¢ €ig 10 inmodpopov
£0papov Airavevovteg: AN
o0&V dvnoav- ToD yap
Baotréwg ¢vika 1 évotaots.

AM 5987 (139, 12-13)

60ev <kal> tag T@VIcavpwy
¢mpPovlag Evgnpin
Emrypayev.

AM 5988 (140, 9-16)
ovvayayov 8¢ 6 Pacthedg
TovG évdnuodvrag
£€mokomovg katd Evenuiov
évekdael, ol kal xapiiopevor
T@® PactAel akovwvnoiav
kai kaBaipeotv adTod
gymeilovto. mpoxepiletan
8¢ 6 Paotledg

Makedoviov énickomov
Kwvotavtivounolewg,
oKkevVOPUAaKa GvTa <TOTE
TG avTiig ékkheoiag>.

0 névtot Aaog dua tov
Evenuov éotacialev-
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456 V (underlined is the

part of the sentence which

is missing in the edition of
Papadopoulos-Kerameus)
Maxkedoviog metoBeic Baotel

IO EVWTIKY ZNvwvog

Kal €ig 10 inmodpoptov
£€dpapov Mitavevovreg,
AN 00d¢v ovijoat ioxvoav,
T0oD ELo0ELG KAKDG VIKEY
onevdovtog. Makedoviog 8¢
Kak@¢ mere0eig Avaotaciw

Evenuov gig Evxditav
Baotlevg eproprodijvan
npooétalev. 0 62 Aoyov
fitnoe d1a Makedoviov
AaBeiv oG émPovAiic xwpig
KATA TOV TOTOV dmdyetat.
¢mrpaneic §¢ TOv Aoyov
dovvat 6 Makedoviog
ETALVETOV TL GKEYAEVOG,
£V 1@ fanTioTnpio Tod
Evgnuiov 6vtog, 10
@OUOPOPLOV TO EMIOKOTIIKOV
£avtod aparpedijval Vo TOD
apxidrakovov mpoottake
kai obTwg eiohA0e TPog TOV
Evgrjuiov. Saveioapevog

KaBvméypayev. DIEYpOoYE TG EVWTIKD
Zivwvog.
625, 15-626, 1 457 B AM 5889 (140, 19-26)

Edenpiov gig Evyaita
Baothedg meploptobivat
npocétalev. 6 8¢ Aoyov
fitnoev 8ta Makedoviov
AaPeiy, g EmPBovAig xwplg
KATA TOV TOTOV AmdyeTalt.
émtpaneig 6¢ TOV Adoyov
Sodvat 6 Makeddviog
EMAIVETOV TL OKEYANUEVOG
¢v 1@ Pantiotpiw 00
Edenpiov 6vtog 1o
WUOPOPLOV TO EMOKOTIKOV
£avtod agatpedijvat HTo T
apxdiakdvov mpooétale,
Kal obtwg elof\Be TpOG TOV
Ederjutov. Savelodpevog

Tovtw @ étet Ev@ripov
Avaotdotog eig Evxdita
gEOpLoTov améoTethev.

0 8¢ Adyov fitnoev i
Maxedoviov Aafeiv,
avemPovlevTov petvat €v
@ andyecbat. Emrpaneiq
8¢ Makedoviog Sodvau

TOV AOyoV, gioep)OpLEVog

£€v 1@ PanTioTnpiw TpOg
Tov Evgriptov delety &’
avTod TO @UdPOPOV TY
apxdaxdve pooétalev, kai
oVt Aitdg pog Everuov
eloeNOwv davelodpevog te
xpripata d¢dwkev Evgepiw,

Makedoviog doknti|g fv kai
iepdg, @ vmo Tevvadiov
TpaQeic, 00 kai 4ded@Ldoig

VTR PYXEY.

8¢ kai ypruata mapéoxe 1@ | ¢ kai xpripata dédwke T@ WG apd TOAA DV €matvedijvat
Evonuiw £ig damdvag t@v Edenuiw eic damdvag t@dv Katd TovG V0 TPOTOVG.

oUV ADT@. oLV 0T,

626, 1-2 458 VB AM 5889 (140, 26-27)

Moakedoviog doKNTIKOG AV
Kai iepog wg vmd Fevvadiov
Tpageig, o0 kai &deA@tdodg,
g Adyog, DTipxev.

AoKNTIKOG yap NV kai iepog,
g vmo Ievvadiov Tpageis,
o0 Kai adeA@1d0g vmijpyev.

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

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

for citing these narratives.

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

610, 18-22 ~ E 363 (B, f. 236v, 1. 21-25[PG L,5]; V 32 Papadopoulos-Ker-
ameus) ~ Theophanes AM 5945 (106, 25-29), closer to Theophanes
611, 5-11 ~ E 352 (V 22 Papadopoulos-Kerameus) ~ Theophanes AM
5941 (101, 13-17), close to both

621, 9-19 ~ E 513 (B, f. 239v, 1. 18-25 [PG II, 35]) ~ Theophanes AM
6005 (159, 19-160, 1), closer to Theophanes

621, 19-622,1 ~E 516 (P, f. 19v A, 1. 22-B, 1. 14 [Cramer 108, 3-12]) ~
Theophanes AM 6008 (162, 9-12), closer to Theophanes

622, 19-623, 13 ~ E 512 (B, f. 239v, 1. 9-18 [PG II, 34]) ~ Theophanes
AM 6009 (163, 16-28), closer to Epitome

623, 14-20 ~ E 440 (V 75 Papadopoulos-Kerameus) ~ Theophanes AM
5981 (133, 14-16), closer to Theophanes

Table 2. Closer parallels between the Chronicle by George the Monk, the Epitome of Theodore’s work and the
Chronography by Theophanes
(bold type is used to mark the verhatim citations from the Epitome in George the Monk or Theophanes; literal parallels in

George the Monk and Theophanes are underlined)

George the Monk, Chronica

Theodore Lector, Epitome

Theophanes, Chronographia

610, 18-22

ToAAd oV moujoaca
katopBwpata kai TOAAOVG
£VKTNPioVG olKkovg

Kol TTWwX0TpoPeia Kot
Eevavag kai Eevotdgua kai
HOVAOTEPLA, £V OlC Kai TOV
1o dyiov Aavpevriov vaoy,
oikodopnoaoa étehedTnoe
napBévog katamovoa
Mapktavov Pacthevety.

363 BV (the missing text

in this manuscript is
underlined)

ITov)yxepia 1} evoePRG
¢televTNOE TOAA TIOLNoAoa
katopBwpata Kai mwévTa Té
£auTiig MTwX0IG Kataleiyaoa:
dmep Mapkiavog mpog oig
ovK avétpeyey, AANA Kai Taig
xpeiawg andoatg mpodopwg
ommpétnoey. éktioe 8¢ kal
evkTnpiovg oikovg ITovixepia
TOANOVG, TOV év BAayépvaig,
1ov XaAkompateiwy, TOv
‘Odny@v- ued” v kad oV [V:
@ é0TLv 0] AavpevTiov T0D
UAPTLPOG.

AM 5945 (106, 25-29)

Tovtw 1@ £tel ITovAxepia
1| pakapia kai e0oePng
ékotunOn év kupiw TOAAQ
moucaca katopdwpata
Kai Tavta Ta EauTiig
TTWX0iG kataleiyaoca:
anep Mapkiavog mAgiota
Svta poBipwg Stédwkev.
£ktioe 62 1) adTi) ToANOVG
€VKTNPiOVG 0iKOVG Kal
nrwyela kai Eevdvag kai
EevotagLa, v ol kai TOvV
vaov Tod ayiov pdptopog
AavpevTiov.

611, 5-11

6 8¢ pvoel vwbpdg te Kai
aneplokenTog €ig mavTa
pev vmipxey, paAiota 8¢ eig
TobG broBaAlovTag adTd
XAPTAG ATTAPAVAYVOOTWG
VEypayev: Omep 1.
00QWTATN YVODGd TOTE
ITov)xepia [C TTovAyerpial

352V

®eodoaiov 10D BaciAéwg

0 loTop@V KaBdamTeTal WG
neiopévov wg £Tvxe Kai
eOHETAYWYOV BVTOG, Kai &1L
701G btoPaArovaty adT@
X&pTag Amapavayvootwg
Oméypayev- dmep yvodoa
TTovAyepia 17 aded@r| adToD

AM 5941 (101, 13-17)
®e08060106 8¢ O Pacthevg
eVpimoTog NV, TavTi AVEHW
PepoUevog, 60ev kai xapTaug
AmapavayvwoTtolg ToANAKLG
onéypayev- &v oig kai
ITovAxepia 1) copwTdTn
Swpeav AM 5941 (101,
13-17)
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00QWTATN YVODOd ToTE
ITovAyepia [C ITovAyetpia]
00Q®G vTiAOeV adTOV
dwpedv dYmopaiovoa

OMBev mpog SovAeiav
£xywpodoay Tiy £avTod

060G VTTNADeV avToHV,
Swpeav voParodoa
®eodooiw éxxwpodoav
npog SovAeiav Evdokiav
THY YapeTny avtod: fjv kal
oméypayev kai Setvidg HTIO

®e08060106 8¢ O Pacthedg
eVpImoTOg AV, TaAvTi AVELW
PepopEVOG, 60 Kal
XAPTALG ATAPAVAY VWO TOLG
TOANGKLIG DTEEYpayev-

év ol kai ITovAxepia

0 TOV Tapaknvev
@VAapX0G Pantiobeig HId
T@v 0pBodoEwv év Zupia,
Zevijpog Eumiokdmovg
Enepye TpOG adTOV Hvo
0éAwv avTw petadodvar
TiG oikelag aipéoewg [C
v oikeiav aipeov]. dv
00 §OyHaTOG TO dToTOV
aioBopevog En peta
navovpyiog: ¢defdauev
ypdupata onuepov ot
Muyan) o apxayyelog
anébavev. T@V 8¢ eindviwy
advvarov elvat To0To, Kai
oG, Pnoiv, Bed¢ yuuvog
totavpddn ka®’ vudc,

€l un ¢k 8Yo gvoswy fv

0 Xp1ot0g, iye undé
dyyehog dmobvrjokey;
Omep dkovoavTEG Kal
0pddpa katamhayévreg
€l TO PLOIKOV PPoOVIa
TG TpoTAcEWS AvTOD
Aveywpnoav pet’ aioyvvng.

yauetiy Ebdokiav. fjv kai i ITovyxepiag dveldiodn. |1 copwtatn dwpedav
kaBumoypayag pn pdtepov oméPalev amapavayvwoTtov
avayvovg VoTepov devig gkxwpovoav Tpog dovAeiav
@veldileto mapd Tig Evdoxkiav, Tiv yapetiv
ITovAxepiag [C ITovAxelpiag]. avtod, kail VITEYpayev
dewvwg mapa Iovixepiag
oveldiobeic.
621, 9-19 513B AM 6005 (159, 19-160, 1)
'E@” @v xpovov kai Alapovvddapov Tod Alapovvdapw ¢, T®
Movdapog [C Mobvdpaog] QUAAPYOL ZaApAKNVDY QUAGPXW TOV Zapaknvav,

xplotiavicavtog dvo
€miokomovg Emepyev O
Sevfipog ¢¢’ @ Tiig idiag
petadodvat T® QUAdPXwW
Kakiag. 0e0g 8¢ mpopBdcag
V1O TOV SeXOopéEVWY

v ochvodov TOv dvdpa
BamtioBivau memoinkev.
TOV <8&> H7o Zevrpov
oTalévTwy évavTia

TOV AAnBav Sdoypatwv
onovdalovtwv Sidd&at
TOV @VAapxov Spdya gig
Eleyxov T@V Aeyopévwv
ovvébnkev. TovTo 8¢ v 1O
S0 ypapparta déxeobat
unvoovta, 6Tt Mixanh o
apyayyehog téhet Tod Biov
éxprioaro. T@v 8¢ TovTo
Aeyovtwy 4dUvatov «mdg
obV», O QUAapYOG EQnoEY,
«el pn dvo 0 Xplotdg, Beog
Yyouvog otavpov katedéfaro,
6te undé dyyehog maoxetv
1 dmoBviokewy TEQLKEV;»
obtwg odv oi Zevrpov
aioyvvOEvTeg AoVVTAKTWG

BantioBévtL Zevijpog 6
Svooefi|g dvo émokomovg
Enepye TG AwPng adtod
petadovvat adt@. Oeod 8¢
npovoig V1o T@V 0pBodoEwv
6 avip ¢Pantiodn v
dexopévov iy cvvodov.
@V 8¢ émokdnwy

Yevijpov SlaoTpéPety TOV
@VAapyxov Tod dAnBodg
Soypartog omevdovrwy,
BavpaoT®g avTovg

fileyEev Ahapodvdapog
Spapatovpyia Totavty. £¢n
Yap mPOG AOTOVG: «ypappata,
» @noLy, «&deEdunv onpepov
onuaiovtd pot 6t Mixan 6
apxayyelog é0vekev. » TOV
8¢ eindvtwy advvatov givat
0070, €1 0 POAAPXOG: «Kal
G 006 yupvog EoTavpddn
Ka® DU, €i pfy Svo pvoewv
v 0 Xp1otog, einep unde
dyyehog amoBvrioket»

Kai oUTw pet” aioxdvng
avexwpnoav oi Tod Tgvpov
éniokomot.

mAgioTol dvpeg kal yuvaikeg

OTAVEXWPTTAV.
621, 19-622, 1 516 P AM 6008 (162, 9-12)
Kai év Ale€avdpeia 6¢ Agwviy ANyt kot To & adT@ Etet €v

AleEavdpéwv EmiABev OTIO

AleEavdpeia mheioTol
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4Bpbwg DAdKTOVV. TEpt

WV 116 £ide kab’ Brrvovg
@0ofepdv Tiva Aéyovta- S
T0VG dvaBepatiopong Tijg
ovvodov tabta Tdoxovot
Sikaiwg [C eikdTwg].

Tvevpatwy dkabdaptwv
noudevopévwy, €v Te Tj)
TOAeL kail Ao T TEPLXDPW
avp@v Kal YOVaK®V Kai
vnriwv évoxAovpévawy
mAnBoug dneipov kai
VAAKTOVVTWY. KAt Gvap 8¢
116 €ldév Tva Méyovta i
St Tovg dvabepatiopong
TOUG Katd TG guvodov
TadTa TACKOVOLY. TIVEG

8¢ Eleyov, OTi S1d TOLG
aBéopovg 6proug, obg kata
T0D Beiov TOAU@OLY OUVVELY,
Ta ToladTa MaudevovTalL.
£tepol ¢ Epaokov, Tt dia
10 kwAvBfvat avépyeaBau
ei¢ v dywouy Tod
otavpod i Tepoodivpa
oG ANe&avdpelg kai Todg
Alyvritiovg 6 8206 0pyi
TOUTOUG EE€mepPE.

dvdpeg kai yvvaikeg kol
viiia Setv@g MANyévteg OO
Stapévwy d0pdwg HAGKTOLYV.
ka0’ Hmvoug 84 116 €18€ TIva
@oPepov Aéyovta- 6Tt S
ToUG dvabepatiopovg Tig
ovvodov Tabta TacxovaLy.

622,19-623,13

Kai Kwddng 6 pactiedg
[Mepo@v &v Tivi povpiw T@OV
wxwioe padav d¢ Aibovg
Tiovg amokeioBat év

avtd, BovAdpeVog adTOvG
aveléoBal SiekwAveto

mapd TOV adto0L datpdvwv
0IKOOVTWV. TACAV TOiVLV
payeiav émdefapévov

@V Oegpandvtwy [C paywv]
avtod kai undév icxvoaviwv
NABe S1a T@vIovdaiwv.
amotuxwv 8¢ kdkeiOev
ovvePovledn S v
XPLOTIAV®V KaTapyfoat
ToVG daipovag. 0 8¢ Tov

£v IepoiSL xproTiavidvy
EMioKoTOoG £Mi TO AVTO
ovvay gmireléoac kai TOV
Ogiwv puotnpiov petadafov

Kai Toig 6vvoDaL XPLoTIAVOiG
petadovg kai T@ onpeiw Tod
oTavpod

Suw€ag Tovg daipovag

1® Koddn 10 ¢povptov
napédwkev. ¢ katanlayeig

512B

Kaotpov ¢oti petald
[Tepo@v ki Tvd@v @ dvopa
Tlovvdadetp. ¢v ToUTW

O TOTG XpHaTa TOAAL

kai AiBovg Tipiovg keloBat
pabav Kwddng 6 actiedg
tadta Aapeiv ¢BovAedoarto.
Saipoveg 8¢ TOV TOTOV
oikodvTeg ToD {nrovuévov
Kwadnv ékwAvov. naoay
Toivuv payeiav émdel&apévwv
TOV pdywv avtod kal undév
ioxvoavtwv AAOe i TdV
‘Tovdaiwv. dmotvxwv 6¢
KakelBev ouveBovievdn

St Tdv Xplotiavav
Katapyfoat Tovg daipovag.
0 8¢ ¢miokomog XploTiavay
T@v ¢v [Tépoaig ovvadty

¢7i ToUTO TEAEOAG KAl TOV
Beiwv puotnpiov petalapav
Kal peTadovg Toig ouvodoL
Xplotiavoic T®

onueiw Tod oTavpod Siwgag
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xpripata kai Ai@ovg Tipiovg
etvatl ToAovg Kovddng
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Aapeiv. daipoveg 8¢ 1@ TOTW
napedpevovTeg EKWAVOV
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petadap@v, TpoceAbdv T@
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TO KAGTPOV ATOVWG
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KatamAayeig
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TavL kal @OPw kataoxebelq | dmep katamhayeig O O onpeiw TpwTokabedpia
[C om. kal OBy avip mpwtokabedpia TOV TOV €miokomov £tipnoey,
kataoyeOeig] mpokadedpia | émiokomov £tiunoey, £wg TOTe | G TOTE Maviaiov kat
TOV £¢MioKOTOV £TiUNCEY, Tovdaiwv kai Mavixaiwy ‘Tovdaiwvy mpokabelopévov,
£wg toteTovdaiwy kai TPOTIHWHEVWY. O ¢ ot aderav 8¢ mapéoye kal Toig
Mavixaiov tpotipwvévov | 1oig xprotiavifery é0élovotv | Povlopévorg PamtileaBal.
[C un mpoTiwvevov], kai &detav 8édwkev.

HEVTOL Kol TOVG XPLOTIAVODG
ayamnoog éxtote Telelav
adetav H£dwke Toig
xprotiavitewv é0éAovorv.

623, 14-624, 3 440V AM 5981 (133, 14-18)
Edonuiog tig mpeafutepog | Axkdkiog £tn TAG émokomii | Tob 8¢ Ppavita

Kal Ttwyotpd@og Neamdlewg | mpoedpevoag TeAebTnoe, TeAevTROAVTOG,

MG Ketpéveg év T Avamh | kai poxetpiletan Ppavitag | Ebgriuog, tpeopitepog
npoxerpietal eig émiokonov | mpeaPvTepog ToD vaod Kal TTwxoTpdPog
Kwvotavtivourtodewg, 6¢ 10D €V Zukdic O¢KANG TG Neamdlewg, Ty EMOKOTIV
Apa Tf} xetpotoviag mpiv fy TPWTOUAPTLPOG. Kal TPEG Kwvotavtivoundlewg
avelBeiv €ig T0 ovvBpovov fjov pivag émlnoag ékpatnoe kai evéwg idialg
¢K TOV iep@v SumToxWVY étehevTn g, Kal mpoyetpiletal | xepoi T0 dvopa Tod Moyyod
anélewe [Tétpov Tob Ed@ruiog Tig mpeaPutepog, | T@V Sumtdxwv anfAenyev:
Moyyod 10 dvoua taig {nAwtng tis 0pBodoov Kal o0Twg ¢kdbioey gig TOV
idiaic xepol kai obTwg ig nioTews, 66 ¢Eavtiig T dvopa | Bpdvov kal TO Tod Dikikog
TOV €miokomikov Bpoévov 100 Moyyod &milewyev t@v | Tiig Pdpng évétakev.
¢kdBioev. obTog 6¢ 6 lep@v SmTvYWV.

Moyyog AeEavdpeiag pev

v éniokomnog, aipeTikdg 8¢

Stdmupog.

The closeness between Theophanes and George the MonK’s Chronicle, in
particular the use of some characteristic expressions (for instance, referring
to Euphemios as ntwxotp6¢@og, which cannot be found in the Epitome) makes
it possible to assume that George was, to some extent, dependent on Theoph-
anes. Nevertheless, because he does not quote him with any accuracy (except
for the passage dealing with a supernatural phenomenon in Alexandria), such
as when he cites the Epitome passages listed in Table 1, and the differences
between the two texts cannot be exclusively a result of the stylistic transfor-
mation of the text (e.g., George states the name of a Saracene phylarch in the
form Mov8apog (in the Old Church Slavonic version: Moynaps), while The-
ophanes, like the Epitome, has AAapodvdapog), it should be assumed that he
did not have access to the version of the Chronography that is well known now,
but only perhaps its epitome.

In addition, let us also mention the following three passages which very
loosely refer to both the Epitome and Theophanes (where some correlation
between the latter can be seen):
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— George the Monk, 611, 12-17 ~ E 365 (P, f. 15v B, 1. 27-f. 16r A, L. 10
[Cramer 101, 24-29]; V 34 Papadopoulos-Kerameus; B, f. 236v, 1. 25-29
[PG1, 6]) ~ Theophanes AM 5949 (109, 27-30),

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

— George the Monk, 616, 10-15 ~ E 382 (P, f. 17r A, 1. 10-18 [Cramer 103,
20-23]; V 45b Papadopoulos-Kerameus; B, f. 237r, . 16-18 [PG I, 45])
~ Theophanes AM 5955 (112, 29-32).

Table 3. Further parallels between George the Monk’s Chronicle, the Epitome of Theodore’s work, and the Chro-
nography by Theophanes
(bold type is used to mark the verhatim citations from the Epitome in George the Monk or Theophanes; literal parallels in

George the Monk and Theophanes are underlined)

George the Monk, Chronica

Theodore Lector, Epitome

Theophanes, Chronographia

611, 12-17

‘O pévrot Mapkiavog evoePg
dyav kai dtkatokpitng
vnapxwv ékéevaev dpxovta
émi §O0el Xpnudtwy
yiveoOat. ov prnv 8¢ dA&
Kai oA EAenpoovvng
Avamiewg OV £V Taig
yrvopévaig év 1@ Kaumw
Aitaic elog éEnpyeto obdv
@ atptdpyn Avatoliw
TOANGG Swpeds Toig Tévn ot
TAPEXOUEVOG.

365 PVB

"Ev taig AMiTaic Taig
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ne0¢ Mapkiavog
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Avatoliov 8¢ TOv émiokonov
TIPOETPEMETO Katd TO €006
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AM 5949 (109, 27-30)
mévo 8¢ fv eDAaPng kai
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Mapxiavog, 60TiG £v Taig
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¢&fet oA Toig Seopévorg
€0 ToL@Vv- 60ev ToHTOV OPDV
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Kal a0TOG 0VKETL Qopeiw
PepopEVOG katd o €680g
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616, 6-10

¢¢’ 00 onueiov €pavn

£V 1@ 0VPav® ve@EAn
coATiyyoetdn|g €mi Epépag
W kai €Ppeke omodov

¢v Kwvotavtivoumolel
omBaung 16 mdxog, TV
VEQDV TTVPAKTOVVTWY.
kai TdvTeg ENitdvevov
Aéyovteg bt tdp fv kai
T thavBpwmia Tod Oeod
¢oPéobn.

398b PVB

1] KOVIG TOVTW TO XpOVW
katijABev punvi NoepPpiw
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kai {wypagov Tivov ypdwat
Tov Xplotov kab’ dpodtnta
10D A10¢ ToApfoavrog [C
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382 PVB

"Emti Tevvadiov 1) xelp 100
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év takel Aldg TOV owTipa
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T § a1 £tel {wypagov
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£Enpavln [C e&npavBeiong].
idoato 8¢ avtov [C om.

8¢ avtov] Ievvddiog 6
TATPLAPXNG. @aot 8¢ Tiveg
TOV l0TOPIKOV &TL TO 0DAOV
Kai OAyoTpryov Emt tod
Xptotod oxijua oikeldTePOVY
£oTwv.

onot 8¢ 6 ioTop@V 6TL TO
&AAo oxfjpa Tod owThpog,
T0 0DAOV kai OAyOTPLXOV,
OTdpxet TO AAndéoTepov.

idoato 6 Tevvadiog. paoct
8¢ Tiveg TOV ioTOpKOY, HTL
T0 oDAov kai dAtydTpLyov
oxijua ém Tod cwTipog
OIKEIOTEPOV EOTLV.

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

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

39-42 [PG1I, 41-42]),

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

9-11 [PG 11, 48]),

— George the Monk, 622, 3-8 ~ E 555 (M, f. 29v, L. 10-15; B, f. 240r, 1.
20-23 [PG1I, 54]; P, f. 20r B, . 19-20v A, L. 2 [Cramer 109, 15-20]) ~
Theophanes AM 5995 (144, 6-10).

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

in George the Monk and Theophanes)

George the Monk, Chronicle

John Diacrinomenos,

Theophanes, Chronographia

0UTIVOG dvaywpriioavtog
[Tétpog 6 Kvagedg
TUPAVVIKDG TQ Opdvw
énemndnoev [C eioenidnoev].

ITétpov gnot 1ov Kvagéa
£mvofjoal TO popov év i
¢kkAnoiq émi mavtog Tod
Aaod aytdlecBat kai Thv

Epitome

612,21-26 535 MB absent
[C kai] Zvpewv 6 Bavpdotog | Oi év Alyvmtw povayol
gmPag Td oTVAW, 1) 60vodog | mepl Tod dyiov Zvpe®dvog
grmpepyapévn (mp@tog yap | pabdévreg 6t émi kiovog
TOUTO £MEVONOEV) fotatal, pepydpevol @ vy
akowvwvnoiav avtd 10D TPAYpaATOG (TPOTOG Yap
Enepyav. gita pabovreg ol avTOG TOVTO émMevOnoev)
Beiol atépeg TOV Piov kai TO | dkovwvnaiay adTd Emepyay.
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adT@® Ekotvavnoav. avdpog kai O &TvPov TaALY

avT@ EKOLVWVIOQV.

536 MB
npog Ov 0 PactAevg Mopriavog 6 Bactheds év
Mapxiavog [C om. OXHATL ISLOTOV TIPOG TOV
Mopkiavog] €v idlwTikd 010V Zupedva AQavdg
OXUATL TAPAYEVOUEVOG TAG | TapPEYEVETO.
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AM 5995 (144, 6-10)

"Ev Neokatoapeia 8¢
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elde kai medev d\\ov
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As the above listing shows, the borrowings from the Epitome of the works
by Theodore and John are most often literal, as George would usually only alter
the initial, or possibly sometimes final, sentence, adapting them to his narra-
tion.? Still, some of the excerpts have been treated with more of a latitude; in
some cases, it could be presumed that George the Monk might have used some
version of Theophanes’ Chronography, rather than the account from the Epito-
me, as his base source material.

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

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

2 G.Ch. Hansen, 1995, p. 30.

62




RES GESTE 2017 (5) Rafat Kosinski

Malalas, and Theophanes. The absence of the passage in the works of Theoph-
anes and Malalas should point to Theodore’s authorship.?

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

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

George the Monk, Chronica Symeon the Logothete, Chronica
617.5-13 (= E 397) 99.2a
Trig BeoTtokov 1) £€001|g eVpedeioa év "Emit Tovtov 8¢ nvéxOn £00ng Tiig epayiag

‘TepocoAvpoLg Tapd Tivt edAaBeatdtn yovauki | OgotoKov ¢€ Tepocoldpwy, edpebeioca mapd
‘EPpaidt kol mapBévey iepdg Staguiattopévn | Tive yovauki ebAapeotdtn Efpaide kai

Kai ¢v Kwvotavtivounohet Stakopodeioa ¢v | mapBéve,

Blaxépvaig anetédn, EvBa 6 Pactledg vaov
oikodopnoag tig BeoprTopog kai copov

€k Xpvood kal dpyhpov KaTaoKevATag
katéBeto TavTnv. fjtig E¢piwv evpbaptwv
gEvgaopevn, kal O oTRwWY OQoELdNG Kai
OpoXpoog, 4dtagpbopog [C adtapdopwg]

¢oTt kal adtdAvtog péxpt vov 10 Badpia Tig
aetmapBévov [C add. xai 4StapB6pov] capdg
KNpOTTOVOA.

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

» Cf. C. de Boor, 1882, p. 283.

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

 S. Wahlgren, 2006, p. 118%.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

* G.Ch. Hansen, 1995, p. 24-25.

64




RES GESTE 2017 (5) Rafat Kosinski

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

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

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

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

Evenpiog (NAwTthg v TG AvaoTac10G GEAEVTIAPLOG, Evgnpog 8¢ 6
0pBodoov mioTewg Kai 6 peténerta Pactlevoag, opBododtatog Avaotdotov
TobG évavTtioug édiwkev, v | éni Evenuiov matpidpyov OAEVTLEPLOY, TOV KAKDG
MPOTOG NV Avaotdotog 6 Kwvotavtivounolewg petd tawdta Pacthedoavta,
TOTe oAevTIaplog, botepov | kaBédpav kataokevdoog TG éxkAnoiag édiwkev wg
8¢ Baotheds yevopevog, 6v Ta | petd Tvwv épatpialev. 6 alpeTikOV kal OpHoOPpova
Ebtuxodg pabwv gpovodvta | 8¢ ED@Roq ueta dmetiiig Ebtvxoig, 0v dOxlomotodvra
Kai Oxhomotodvta idwv Ty | Aéyet adTd 1} év Tf] ékkAnoia | OpdV THV £v T ékkAnoia
KaB€Spav avtod Ty év T Bapilovta Td TadTng @povelv | kaBédpav adTtd avéTpeyey,

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

3 A. Adler, 1935, p. 704, 14-20.
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gxkAnoiq dvétpeye kal avt® | ] undoiwg émPaivety anel\fjoag adT®, @G, &i pi
XoAem@g anelA@v édnAwoev | TPOG TO SLATTPEPELY TOVG AV oO0LTO, ATOKELpAL THV

@G, el pn Ta TG fovyiag dyel, |dmelpotépovg. «ei O¢ mapa Ke@aliy avtod Kai Toig

TV KePalny adTod drnokeipet | Tadta npaketag, ktedv cov | dxhotg avtov Bplapfedoat.
Kai Toig Snpolc OplapPever. | TNV kKOUNV TOiG dpoLG OF évekaleoe O¢ kai Zrvovt kai
Kai Bacthel 6¢ td kat avtdv | OplapPedow.» Ektote floviav | THY kat’ avtod ¢§ovoiav
¢yvopioe kai ¢éEovoiav v fyev avTeixeto yap Tiig £\afev.

Kat adtod EAafev. Evtuyodg 86&ng.

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

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

3¢ C. de Boor, 1917, p. 314-315.

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

three sentences.

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

George the Monk, Chronica

Epitome of Theodore Lector

623,14-624, 3

Evenuiog tig mpeofutepog kai

TTwX0TpOPo¢ Neamdrewg TG Kelpévng v

@ AvamAw mipoxetpiletaun gig émiokomov
Kwvotavtivoumdlews, 6¢ dua Tfj xetpotavia
Tipiv 1 dvelBeiv el 10 ovvBpovov ék T@V iep@dv
Sintdxwv dnilewye TIétpov Tod Moyyod

TO dvopa Taig idlatg xepol kal oUTwg €ig TOV
gmokomikdy Opdvov ¢kabioev. odtog 8¢ 6
Moyyog AheEavdpeiog pev nv émiokomnog,
aipetikog 6¢ Stamvpog.

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

Evgnpiog (NAwTig v Tiig 0pBoddéov miotewg
Kai Todg Evavtioug édiwkev, @V TPOTOG AV
Avaotdotog 6 ToTe aLhevTIapLog, botepov 8¢
Baotkedg yevopevog. 6v ta EbTuxodg pabaov
@povodvTa kai OxAomotodvTa idwv Ty
KaBedpav adtod Thyv év Tf] EkkAnoiq dvétpeye
Kal a0T® Yalendg amelA@v EdHAwaey, wg,

el uf Ta TG fovyiog dyet, TNV keQaAny

avtod dmokeipet kai Toig dnpotg OptapPevet
Kai Pacthel 8¢ T kat avTOV Eyvwploe kal
gkovoiav T kat’ avtod ENapPev.

624, 4-11

ZNvov Pactlevg £TeEAedTNOEY, AvayopebeTat
8¢ gig facthéa Vo Apradvng Tijg Avyovotng
AvaocTtaolog O o evTidpLog. mepi 00 AviéoTn
Ev@ruiog 0 £miokomog aipeTikov kaA®v kai
TOV XPLoTiavv avagtov. Aptadvng 8¢ kai
T@OV TijG CVYKATOV GVUVALVETV dvaykaldovtwy
Evgnuov, ovk GAAwg ToiTo motijoat
NVEGXETO, £l uij Opoloyiav Eyypagov map’
avTtod EKopicato, wg &ig dpov mioTeWS
déxetar ta €v Xalkndovi SoypaticOévra.

440V

Kai Tpei¢ fjpuov ufvag emlnoag [Ppavitag]
£telebTNOE, Kol TTpoXetpiletal Everiuiog
TG peaPutepog, NAwti|g Tiig OpBoddéov
niotews, 66 ¢Eavtiig 1o dvopa tod Moyyod
amAenyev TOV igp@v SIMTUXWV.

446 B

Zvwv 0 PactAedg ETeAeVTNOEY,
dvayopevetal 8¢ eig facthéa 11O ApLadvng
TG ADyo0o TG AvaoTAclog O GLAEVTLAPLOG
¢k 10D Avppayiov OpHwUEVOG, TEpL 0D
avtéotn Evenpiog 6 éniokomog aipeTikov
KaA@V kol T@V Xptotiavav avakiov.
Aptddvng 8¢ kal T®V TG OLYKANTOV
ovvatvelv dvaykalovtwv Evenpoy, ovk
dM\wg TodTo motfoat NVEOXETO, i U
opoloyiav Eyypagov map’ adTtod Ekopicato,
¢ eic Opov mioTewg SéxeTan TAL £V
XaAkndovt SoypatioBévta- 6 kai memoinkev.

67



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

RES GESTE 2017 (5)

624, 11-12

Tiv 8¢ opolroyiav avtod Praiwg TOV Evgruiov
annrnoe factlevoag.

624, 12-15

Mavixaiot kai Apetavoi £xapov Avaotacicw,
Mavixaiot uév &g Tij unTPOG AvTod

(M wtpiag odong adt®@v, Apelavoi 62

w¢ KA¢apyxov tov Ogiov mpog untpog
Avaoctaciov 6podogov Exovres.

624, 15-625, 3

oAl & t@v Icadpwv droma kai anavOpwna
ToApdVTY ¢v Kwvetavtivovndlet,
Avaotactog dravrag Tiig facthidog éE¢fakev.
oi 82 ¢EeN0OvTEG PO TVpaAVVIdA Dpunoav
kai 0¢ Tod Kotvasiov ¢Eédpapov. kad’ @v

0 Baciletg otpatov Eénepye kai' Toavvnv
OV 200NV kai Todvvny Tov Kuptov. Tod 82
TOAEOV £7i €. £T1) KPATIOAVTOG, AVAGTAGLOG
anokapwv ¢0appnoev Evenuio 1@ ¢mokonw
g gipnvng é@ieTal, kai tva cuvayayn tovg
&vdnuodvrag émokomovg kai §60&n vnEp T@OV
Toavpwvy apakaleiv. Edenuiog 82 éEnyaye
10 Aex0&v mpogTwavvny matpikiov nevOepov
ABnvodwpov £vog T@V EEapXOVTWV TOV
Toavpwv. 6 8¢ Spapwv mavta avayyéAet @
Bact\el, dnep i ExOpav OV faciiéa katd
Evgnuiov ¢§wnhioe peilova.

625, 3-6

Avaotactog 6¢ Bacthikwtepov kivnOeig kata
TOVIoavpwv TOUTOVG KATA KPATOG EViknoe
kai tépyag pog Everipov Eveéfrov tov
payetpov dnloi avt@- ai evxai cov, 6 péyag,
ToVG @ilovg oov NoPorwaav.

625, 6-15

Avaotactog Pactdedg Tag EmPoviag T@V
Toavpwv émypayag Ebenpiw, kai @g &in
YPAppaTa TEMOUPWG TOIG TVPAVVOLG,

oV yaye Tovg Evinuodvtag EMoKOTovG,
ottiveg factAel xap{opevor dkotvwvnoia
kai kaBapéoel TOV Avdpa fueiyavro. kai
npoxelpiletan 6 Pacthevg gig émiokomov
Maxkedoviov npeofutepov Tijg EkkAnoiag Kai
okevo@UAaka. 6 pévrot Aaog 8 Evgnuiov
¢otacialov: év oig &ig T0 intmodpopov
£dpapov Mitavevovrteg. GAN’ 008EV dvnoav,

o

70D yap Baciléwg évika i) £voTtacig.

447 B

Tnv opoloyiav adtod Praiwg tov Ebgriutov
amtnoev Avaotdotog acthedoag.

448 B

Mavixaiot kai Apetavot Exatpov Avaotaoiw,
Mavixaiot pev @g Tiig HnTpog adtod
{N\wtpiag obong avtdv, Apetavoi 8¢

w¢ KAéapyov tov Belov mpog untpog
Avaotaciov 6p6dofov éxovreg.

449 B

IToA\& v Ioavpwv droma kai dmdvOpwma
npakdvtwv &v Kovotavtivovndhet
Avaotaotog dnavtag ¢ BactAidog
gE¢Bakev. oi 6¢ eEeABOVTEG TPOG TVpAVVISAL
dppnoav kai éwg Tod Kotvaeiov E¢dpapov.
ka® @v 6 Paciheds otpatov eEémepye

kol Twdvvny 1oV 2kd0nv kai Todvvny

oV Kuptdv. 100 8¢ moAépov €mi mévte

£T1 KPATHOAVTOG AVAOTACLOG ATTOKAUDY
£0appnoev Evenuiw t@ émokonw
Kwvotavtivoundlews, wg eiprvng épieta,
Kkai tva cuvayayn tovg evénpodvrtag
gmokomoug kai 86&n vmép 1@V Ioadpwy
napakaleiv. Ebgnuog 8¢ é€nyaye 1o
Aex0ev mpog Twavvny matpikiov mevlepov
ABnvodwpov £vog T@V EEapxovtwy T@V
Toavpwv. 6 8¢ Spapwv mavta avayyéAel T@
Baotkel. 6mep eig ExOpav tov Paciléa katd
Evgnuiov ¢wmhioey.

450 B

Avaotaolog Pacthikwtepov Aotmov kivnBeig
Katd TV Ioavpwv ToHTOVG KATA KPATOG
éviknoev- kal mépyag mpog Evgruiov
EvoéPiov tov pdytotpov Sniol mpog avtov:
«ai evyai oov, [6 péyag, Tovg @ilovg cov
Noporwoav.»]

455B

AvaoTdotog 6 Bacthedg Tag EmPovidig

1@V Toavpwy émypayag Evenuiw kat kg
YPAULATO TTETOUPOTOG TOIG TUPAVVOLG
ovvITyayev Tobg Evanpuodvtag £moKOmovG:
oftveg Baothel xaplopevot dxotvwvnoia

Kai kaBaipéoel TOV dvdpa Npeiyavto.
nipoxetpiletat 8¢ 6 Pacilev i ¢miokomov
Moaxedoviov mpeaPutepov Tiig ékkAnoiog Kol
okevo@OAaka. 6 pévrol Aaodg 8t Everjuov
gotaocialov- &v olg eig 1o inmodpopLov
£5papov Artavedovteg: AN’ 008ev dvnoav:

<

oD yap Pacthéwg evika 1) EvoTaois.
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625, 15-626, 1 457 B

Evgrov eig Evxditav facilevg Evenuov eig Evyaita Bacthed

nepropodijvar tpooétalev. 6 & Aoyov fitnoe | neplopiodijvat mpocétalev. 6 8¢ Adyov

St Makedoviov Aafeiv @ EmPovlilg xwpis | fjtnoev St Makedoviov AaPeiy, wg

KOTA TOV TOTOV dmdyetal. Emrpaneic 8¢ EmBOVARG XwpiG KaTd TOV TOTOV dmdyeTal.

TOV Aoyov dodvar 6 Makedoviog émawvetov | émtpaneic 8¢ Tov Aoyov Sodvat O

TL OKEYAPEVOG, £V T@ BanTioTnpie MakedOVIOG EMAUVETOV TL OKEYAUEVOG

Tod Evgnuiov 6vtog, 10 @po@aopiov 1o év 1@ Pantiotpiw o0 Edenpiov dvtog

£MoKOTKOV £avTOD d@atpedijval Vo Tod TO WHOPOPLOV TO EMOKOTIKOV £AVTOD

apxidrakovov pocétade kai odtwg eioABe | dpatpedivar vrd T dpytdiakdvov

1pog Tov Evgrjptov. daveioapevog 8¢ kai npocétae, kai o0Twg elofiAbe PG TOV

xpipata napéoxe 7@ Ebgnpuio £ig dandvag Evenov. Savetodapevog 8¢ kal xprjpata

TOV GVUV aOTQ. S¢dwke @ Evenuiw eig damdvag t@v ovv
avT®.

626, 1-2 458 VB

Makeddviog AoknTig v Kai iepog, @G OO Mokeddviog AoKNTIKOG MV Kal iepdG MG HTIO

Tevvadiov Tpageic, o0 kai aded@idoig Tevvadiov Tpageic, ob kai adeA@dods, wg

Omijpxev. A6yog, Umtijpxev.

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

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

Thereisonemore passagefrom George the Monk’s Chroniclethat cannotbefound
in any of the surviving earlier sources but does correspond to Theodore Lector’s
interests, as evident in the narrative of the emperor Zeno and the Paphlagonian
monk Severus, which is present in his work and preserved only in the manu-
script Athos Iviron 497 (fol. 257), dating from the 17" century (F 37)*. In his ar-
ticle of 1882, Carl de Boor did not examine the passage at all, since he considered
the period from the reign of Leo I to Anastasius, while the said narrative treats
of Theodosius II. Let us quote this excerpt (607, 13-608, 9; C: f. 274r, 1. 2-23):

Tod [Ckai6] facihéwg [Cadd. EEeABwv] kuvnyfRoaté&eh06vTog [C om. EeNBbvTog,
add. xai], Todg odv avt® Tavtag [C om. mavtag] Stadabwv AAOe [C RABev] S
Hakpdg 6800 mpdG TEva povaov €v kehAiw kabeldpevoy mnaiov T@v mpoacTeiwy

*# Cf. G.Ch. Hansen, 1995, p. 23 and S.P. Lambros, 1900, p. 157 (no. 4617).
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Kowvotavtivovndhews: v 6 yépwv éméyvw pév, £8¢Eato 8¢ w¢ Eva Tdv oTpatiotdy.
[C add. xai] Tod 8¢ [C om. 8¢] Bacihéwg ék i 680D Kkai kavowvog [C kavpatog]
OAywprioavtog, EPpeev dptovg O yépwy, kai Pardv 8Eog kol €Aatov, EQayev
0 Baotkevg kai émev HOwp. kai pnotv 6 Pacthet [C om. O Paothevg]- oidag, Tig iy,
natep; 6 8¢ povaxog [C om. povaxodg] einev- 6 Bedg 0idé oe. kai 6 Pacthedg Epn-
¢y eipt @£0800106 6 PactAeds. kai AvaoTtag eDOVG O Yépwv TPooEKHVNOEY AVTOV.
elnev ovv 6 Pactheds [C om. mpooekivnoey — 0 Pacideds; add. kal TpookLVIoAG
Kol émevgapevog adTd 6 Pacthedg adTOV AvTeoTATATO YVNOiws Aéywv]- pakdptot
Kai Tplopakdproi éote dvtwg Opeic [C Dpelc dvTwg] of povayol kal dpépivot Tod
[C add. pataiov] kéopov. [C add. kai ti¢ Beiag xdptrog Eumheot] € dAnBeiog yap
Aéyw oo, matep, OTL €v 1@ makatiw éyevviOny kai ovdénote [C om. yevviBny kal
ovdénote; add. dvatpageig ovdénote] pued’ fdovig dnnlavoa Bpdoews kai éoewg
¢ onepov. Tod 8¢ haod @Bdacavtog, kai évamov navtwv [C add. 6 Bacthedg]
d&lompeng tipoavtog [C om. tuoavtog add. tipfioag adBg] tov yépovta
kol avtag a&wdival Thg edxfig avTod kedeboavtog To0 Pacthéwg, dvexwpnoev
elg Thv 680V adTod pet’ eiprvng, kol fipEato and téte TIdV avTOV O Pacthevs.
0 8¢ yépwv avaotdag £guye kal mdAy AAOev ei¢ Alyvrtov [C om. keheboavtog —
Atyvntov; add. keddoag €@uyev 0 yépwv eig Alyvntov aicBopevog Tov Pactiéa
BovAdpevog avtov eig T Pacideta mpookalécacta].

There are several motifs here convergent with the F 37; the emperor’s ad-
miration of the hermit, the modest attitude of the latter and his reluctance to-
wards being venerated by the emperor, his escape or refusal to receive money.
Besides, the narrative concerns Constantinople, on which Theodore’s work is
focused. It should be noted, at the same time, that the narrative cited above,
due to its actual length, is likely to have come from the full version of Theo-
dore’s History, rather than from its epitomized version. George may have come
across it through an unidentified source. This proposition is, of course, just as
hypothetical as the one that identifies the story of Mary’s robe with the Epito-
me, but it would be good to consider the possible provenance of this excerpt
from Theodore in our attempt to examine it more thoroughly.

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

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