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Uwagi o ksztaltowaniu sie tradycji rekopi$miennej epitomy
Historii Rosciota Teodora Lektora

Streszczenie: Artykul jest poswigcony tradycji r¢kopismiennej epitomy Historii Koscio-
ta Teodora Lektora, pochodzacej z poczatku VII w. Autor analizuje wzajemne zalezno-
$ci miedzy czterema zachowanymi fragmentarycznie r¢kopisami Epitome i konfrontuje
je z Listem mnicha Kaliksta do metropolity Tesaloniki Manuela, napisanym w 1276 r.,
wysuwajac tezg, ze autorowi tego listu prawdopodobnie znany byt petny tekst Epirome,
a zatem przetrwat on do drugiej potowy XIII w. W artykule zawarte zostaly tez sugestie
dotyczace korekt stemma codicum epitomy, zaproponowanych przez Giinthera Christiana
Hansena w jego wydaniu krytycznym Historii Kosciota Teodora Lektora.
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Abstract: The article is focused on examining the manuscript tradition of the early
7h-century epitome of Theodore Lector’s Church history. The author analyzes the corre-
lations among the four partially surviving manuscripts of the Epitome, confronts those
preserved fragments with the monk Kallistos’ Epistle (1276) addressed to Manuel, the
metropolitan bishop of Thessalonica, and goes on to propose that the author of the doc-
ument should have been familiar with the complete text of the Epitome (therefore, as it
appears, the text must have remained in existence up until as late as the second half of
the 13 century). Furthermore, the article includes a number of suggestions on possible
emendations of the epitome’s stemma codicum proposed by Giinther Christian Hansen in
his critical edition of Theodore Lector’s Church history.
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he partially preserved Church history is known primarily from its Epit-
ome, i.e., an anonymous abridgement dating from the early 7% centu-
ry. It forms part of a broader collection of excerpted works which consists
of excerpts of the ecclesiastical histories by Eusebius of Caesarea, Gelasius
of Caesarea, Philip of Syde, and John Diakrinomenos as well as an extract
of Theodore Lector’s Historia tripartita.'
The Epitome of Theodore’s composition survives, in various forms, only
in four manuscripts:

M = Codex Parisinus suppl. gr. 1156, fol. 26'-29". A parchment manuscript,
19.2 x 29 cm, dated to 10*"~11* century. It contains, in fol. 26'-28", 25 pas-

! For more on the Epitome, see several articles by Bernard Pouderon: Le codex Parisi-
nus graecus 1555 A et sa recension de I’Epitomé byzantin: d’histoires ecclésiastiques, “Revue
des Etudes Byzantines” 1998, vol. 56, pp. 169-191; Pour une évaluation de I’Epitomé
anonyme d’bistoires ecclésiastiques: confrontation des trois historiens sources, de la Tripar-
tite de Théodore le Lecteur et de celle de Cassiodore, “Travaux et Mémoires” 2014, vol. 18,
pp. 527-545; Théophane, témoin de ’Epitomé d’histoires ecclésiastiques, de Théodore le
Lecteur ou de Jean Diacrinoménos?, “Travaux et Mémoires” 2015, vol. 19, pp. 279-314,
and The Church histories of Theodore Lector and John Diakrinomenos, ed. R. Kosiriski,
K. Twardowska, transl. A. Zabrocka, A. Szopa, Berlin 2021, pp. 232-240. In the pres-
ent article, I have used the numeration according to the edition 7%e Church histories of
Theodore Lector and John Diakrinomenos, at the same time, the numeration according to
Giinther Christian Hansen’s critical edition of 1995 is given in square brackets (Theo-
doros Anagnostes, Kirchengeschichte, ed. G. Ch. Hansen, 2™ ed., Berlin 1995).
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sages from the Epitome of Theodore’s work (all the rest is an epitome of
John Diakrinomenos’ history), of which nine are identical with the manu-
script P, while seven with the B.2

P = Codex Parisinus gr. 1555 A, fol. 78-20™. A paper manuscript written
in two columns, 29 verses each, dated to the 13*"~14" century. The codex
consists of 10 + 194 folios.> The pages 15*~20" contain 47 passages from
the Epitome of Theodore’s history.*

V = Codex Athos Vatopedi 286, fol. 91'-218". A parchment manuscript,
22 x 30 cm, 19-22 verses on each page, dated to the 13 century. The co-
dex consists of 305 folios.” The pages 201'-218" contain 77 passages from
the Epitome of Theodore’s history, which are cut short at Epitome 110 [458].6

B = Codex Baroccianus 142, fol. 216"-224" and 236"-240". A paper manu-
script, 16.5 x 25 cm, 40—44 verses on each page, dated to the early 14® cen-

2 For the circumstances of the M manuscript discovery, see E. Miller, Fragments
inédits de Théodore le Lecteur et de Jean d’Egée, “Revue Archéologique” 1873, vol. 26,
pp- 273-276. Physical description in: Theodoros Anagnostes, Kirchengeschichte, pp. xxiv—
—xxv. The manuscript was first published by Emmanuel Miller in 1873: E. Miller, Frag-
ments inédits, pp. 273—288 (presentation of the manuscript and a translation), 396-403
(Greek text).

% For a description of the manuscript’s contents, see H. Omont, Inventaire sommaire
des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothéque nationale, vol. 2, Paris 1888, pp. 93—94; Theodoros
Anagnostes, Kirchengeschichte, p. xxvi; B. Pouderon, Le codex Parisinus graecus 1555 A,
pp. 169-170.

* The manuscript was first published by John Anthony Cramer in 1839: J. A. Cra-
mer, Anecdota Graeca e codd. manuscriptis bibliothecae regiae Parisiensis, vol. 2, Oxford
1839, pp. 100-108.

> For a description of the manuscript, see Theodoros Anagnostes, Kirchengeschichte,
Pp. XXvi—Xxxvii.

¢ The manuscript was first published by Athanasios Papadopoulos-Kerameus in
1901: A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, Nea temaché tés ekklésiastikes istorias Theodorou An-
agnostou tou Entoleds [Néa teudyn tijc éxxinoiaotixiis iotopios Ocoddpov Avayvaatov
700 Evtoléwg], “Zhurnal’ Ministerstva Narodnago Prosviesheniia” [“XKypnans Mumu-
crepctBa Hapoxnaro IIpocebuienisn’] 1901, vol. 333, pp. 1-24.
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tury. The codex consists of 292 folios.” The pages 236"-240" contain 80 ex-
cerpts from the Epitome of Theodore’s history.®

As based on the text variants, Glinther Christian Hansen determined
the correlations between the individual manuscripts. In his opinion, the
code P is a very much abridged copy of the manuscript M, as it reiterates all
its text variants.” The manuscript branch PM, as Hansen believes, became
independent from the other manuscript tradition (or rather the rest of the
tradition diverged from the PM line, which is regarded as the primary one)
very early in the 7" century. During the following century, the remaining
part of the tradition, leading up to the manuscripts VB, would become split
as well. The divisions within the tradition are shown in the stemma codicum

below (0 = Theophanes™ Chronography; SV = Synodicon Vetus):

7 For descriptions of this manuscript, see H. O. Coxe, Catalogi codicum manuscripto-
rum Bibliothecae Bodleianae pars prima recensionem codicum Graecorum continens, Oxonii
1853, pp. 242-245; C. de Boor, Zur Kenntnis der Handschriften der griechischen Kirchen-
historiker. Codex Baroccianus 142, “Zeitschrift fir Kirchengeschichte” 1884, vol. 6,
pp- 478—493; A. Diller, A Greek manuscript strayed from the Vatican Library, “Bodle-
ian Library Record” 1962, vol. 7, pp. 39-42; B. Pouderon, Le témoignage du Codex
Baroccianus 142 sur Athénagore et les origines du Didaskaleion dAlexandrie, in: Science
et vie intellectuelle & Alexandrie (I"—IIF siécle aprés ].-C.), ed. G. Argoud, Tours 1994,
pp- 167-169; Theodoros Anagnostes, Kirchengeschichte, pp. xxvii—xxviii.

8 This manuscript was published by Henri de Valois and then republished by Wil-
liam Reading: Eusebii Pamphili, Socratis Scholastici, Hermiae Sozomeni, Theodoriti et
Evagrii, item Philostorgii et Theodori Lectoris quae extant Historiae ecclesiasticae, Graece et
Latine, in tres tomos distributae, Henricus Valesius Graecum textum ex MSS. Codicibus
emendavit, Latine vertit, et annotationibus illustravit; Gulielmus Reading novas elucida-
tiones, praesertim chronologicas, in hac editione adjecit, Cantabrigiae 1720. This edition
had been republished several times before it was eventually reprinted by Jacques Paul Mi-
gne in: Migne PG 86.1, cols. 165-228.

? Theodoros Anagnostes, Kirchengeschichte, pp. xxv—xxvi.
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Certain corrections to the above-stated reconstruction were proposed by
Pierre Nautin, who had initially agreed with Hansen’s theory'® but later on,
based on the disparate arrangements of the text in manuscripts P and M,
he would argue that there was no direct relation between them, and both
manuscripts would be independent copies of some other (lost) manuscript,
which he labelled with the letter m."" In his second edition of Theodore’s
Church history, Hansen disagreed with this hypothesis and affirmed his re-
construction of the relationship between M and P.'* However, Hansen and
later Nautin both agreed on the view that the manuscript M is a copy of the
original and complete version of the Epitome."

19 P. Nautin, La continuation de |’ Histoire ecclésiastique d’Eusébe par Gélase de Césarée,
“Revue des Etudes Byzantines” 1992, vol. 50, p. 174.

" Idem, Théodore Lecteur et sa « Réunion de différentes histoire » de I’Eglise, “Revue des
Etudes Byzantines” 1994, vol. 52, p. 214.

12 Theodoros Anagnostes, Kirchengeschichte, p. 229. Hansen argues that the external
form of the text representation was subject to various changes and would have depended
on the author’s preferences.

13 Ibidem, p. xxiv; P. Nautin, Théodore Lecteur, pp. 242-243. This hypothesis has
also been favoured by Ph. Blaudeau, Alexandrie et Constantinople (451—491). De [’ histoire
a la géo-ecclésiologie, Roma 2006, p. 537.
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The Epitome of Theodore Lector’s Church history gained considerable
popularity in the world of Byzantine literature as attested by the above-
mentioned four manuscripts and the fact that it was extensively utilized by
Theophanes the Confessor,' George the Monk," the anonymous author of
the Synodicon Vetus,'® and also by the authors of the later Byzantine chron-
icles."” For those reasons, in the context of the Byzantine historiography,
this epitome had become one of the principal resources of information on
the first seven decades after the Council of Chalcedon (451).

One of the last authors to have drawn on the Epitome was a monk named
Kallistos, a follower of Patriarch Arsenios Autoreianos of Constantinople,
deposed on the orders of the Emperor John IV Dukas Laskaris in 1265.
The deposition of Arsenios and the elevation of Germanos, succeeded by
Joseph Galesiotes, caused the Church of Constantinople to become divided
into the followers of the deposed patriarch Arsenios (Arsenites) and those
who supported his successor (Josephites).’® When Arsenios died in exile in
1273, some of his adherents recognized that the unity of the Church was
a matter of foremost importance and began to make efforts aimed at re-

" Cf. Theodoros Anagnostes, Kirchengeschichte, pp. xxix—xxx and 7he Church histo-
ries of Theodore Lector and John Diakrinomenos, pp. 410—411.

5 Cf. R. Kositiski, The Chronicle by George the Monk and its relation to Theodore
Lector’s work, “Res Gestae. Czasopismo Historyczne” 2017, vol. 5, pp. 46—72 and The
Church histories of Theodore Lector and John Diakrinomenos, pp. 451-459.

16 Cf. Theodoros Anagnostes, Kirchengeschichte, pp. xxx—xxxi and 7he Church histo-
ries of Theodore Lector and John Diakrinomenos, pp. 451-459.

17 Namely, the authors of the 10 century, such as Symeon Logothetes, Leo the
Grammarian, Theodosius of Melitene, the compilers of the Suda, but also some later au-
thors such as the monk Kallistos (13% century) and, finally, Nicephoros Kallistos Xan-
thopoulos (active in the early 14" century); cf. Theodoros Anagnostes, Kirchengeschichte,
Pp. XXXi—Xxxiv.

18 On Arsenios, see O. Jurewicz, Arseniusz Autorejan, in: Encyklopedia kultury bizan-
tyniskiej, ed. O. Jurewicz, Warszawa 2002, pp. 51-52. For the circumstances of his con-
flict with the imperial court and his subsequent deposition, see also M. Angold, A Byz-
antine government in exile. Government and society under the Laskarids of Nicaea (1204—
—1261), Oxford 1975, pp. 82-93. Joseph was the patriarch in the years 1267-1275 and
again in the years 1282-1283; see A. M. Talbot, Joseph I, in: The Oxford dictionary of
Byzantium, ed. A. P. Kazhdan, New York—Oxford 1991, p. 1073.

10
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storing communion with the Josephites. One of them was a monk named
Kallistos, who had written, most likely in early 1276," an epistle to Manuel
Disypatos, the deposed and exiled archbishop of Thessalonica, another fol-
lower of the Arsenite movement.?°

In his address to Manuel, Kallistos buttressed his call for establishing
communion with the Josephites with some arguments from the history of
the Church, also citing a few instances mentioned in Theodore Lector’s
Church history. Kallistos did not know the original version of Theodore’s
History, only its Epitome, from which he had drawn the following passag-
es: Epitome 16 [351], manuscript V = Kallistos, ed. Sykutris: 21, 14-18;
Epitome 108 [455], manuscript B = Kallistos, ed. Sykutris: 21, 24-25; Epit-
ome 110 [458], manuscript VB = Kallistos, ed. Sykutris: 21, 25; Epitome
134 [488], manuscript M = Kallistos, ed. Sykutris: 21, 28-22, 3; Epito-
me 145 [507], manuscript B = Kallistos, ed. Sykutris: 22, 26-23, 8; Epit-
ome 148 [515], manuscript B = Kallistos, ed. Sykutris: 22, 9-15; Epitome
150 [517], manuscript P = Kallistos, ed. Sykutris: 22, 18-19.%' As can be
seen in the columns below, particular passages of the Epitome are usually
cited faithfully, sometimes paraphrased, in Kallistos’ epistle.

1 The time of the composition of Kallistos” Epistle was determined by I. Sykutris,
Peri to schisma ton Arseniaton, 111, Epistolé Kallistou pros ton Thessalonikés Manouél Disy-
paton [IIepi 10 oyioua v Apoeviardv, I1I, Emiotodn Kaliiotov npog 10v Osooalovikns
Movovnl. Micbmazrov], “Ellénika” [“EAlnvikd”] 1930, vol. 3, pp. 33-34.

20 Manuel Disypatos served as the metropolitan of Thessalonica in the years
1256/1258-1260. In 1260, he was deposed for having supported the patriarch Arsenios
and his refusal to recognize the new patriarch, Nicephoros. He was succeeded by loan-
nikios Kydonis, who would serve in that position until 1272 or even until 1283. Manuel
was sent away to his place of exile, where he would continue to stay most probably until
his death. He was bitterly opposed to establishing union with the Roman Church. He
was still alive in the year 1275/1276, when the monk Kallistos addressed his epistle to
him; see E. Chatziantoniou, H métropolé Thessalonikeés kai oi scheseis me tén kentriké poli-
tiké kai ekklésiastiké eksousia ton 130 ai. H periptisé tou Manouél Disypatou [H untpomoin
Occo0A0VIKNG KOl 01 GYEGEIS e TV KEVIPIKN TOMTIKN Kol ekkAnoioatikn eCovaia tov 130
a1. H wepintwon too Mavovid Aioebrazov], “Egnatia” [“Eyvaria”] 2010, vol. 14, pp. 29—41.

2! Theodoros Anagnostes, Kirchengeschichte, p. xxxiii.

11
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Kallistos, Epistle vs. the Epitome
(Fragments in bold type indicate the text of the Epistle identical
with that of the Epitome manuscripts)

Epitome
16 [351]1V

Ddrofrovod kabopedévtog kai  povev-
0évtog év 1fi Egéo® omovdnv &beto
0 Awokopog Avotoaov  TOvV  idlov
amokpioliplov  TpoPAndijvar Emickomov
Kovetavtivoumtoiemgs, vopilmv €k Tovtov
Kpotovew ta 6w doypata: Oov 8¢ Eoye

Kot v ToOT® T EvovTio 0ikovopodvTa.

Epitome 108 [455] (V)B;
Epitome 110 [458] VB

108 [455] <B: Avootdotog 6 facilelg Tag
gmpPovrig @V Toadpwv Emrypdyag 16
Edonpio Kol g ypappoto TEmoppdTos 101G
TUPAVVOLG GUVIYOYEV TOVG EVONUODVTOG
EmoKOmOVG  oftveg Pacidel  yoplope-
vol dxowovnoig Kol kobopéoel TOV
Gvopa Nueiyavto>. Ipoyepiletar 8¢ <B:
0 Paoedg eig éniokomov> Makedoviov
<B: tva> 1iig ékkAnciog TpesPutepov Kol

12

Epistle by Kallistos, ed. Sykutris
21,1421

16. ®hraviavod kaBorpedivrog Adikmg

kol  @ovevBévrog év 1] 'E¢éoo,
omovdny  &0gto 0  Alefavdpeiog
Albokopog  Avotorlov  TOV  idwov

amoxpiordprov wpoPrndijvar érickomov
Kovotavtivovmoremg, vopilov ¢k
T00TOV KpoTively T 10w déypata,
KoTd TG 0pBodo&ing AvTtioas, KoTTHGog
d0lovg 0 d0Moc.l Ogov 8¢ Eoye Kai &v
TOUT® TU £vavTio oikovopobvta O yop
Avatomog 0pBodo&otatog yéyovev kad
natplipyng aAnbdc Gyog toig miow
yvopiletar, koitot ye (dvrog &t TOd
PLaviovod

Oovpactod TPOYEPLoOELg

GUVOPOUT) TOD aipeTIKOD ALOGKOPOV.

21,22-28

17. Qoavtog 8¢ Avaotdctog 6 Paciieng
tov  motpapynv  Kovoetavtivoumdremg
Evpnuov  adikeg  €€dproe, S0 TO
) 0ékewv avtov Tolg avtod ddyuaGct
cupdvocBal, mpogyspicato 8¢ &g
¢mokomov Moakedoviov mpecPiTepov

Ti|S éKKANGiog Kol oKkEVoPOLUK,
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<B: oxevo@vraka/V: ckevo@OAaE>. <V:
0¢ 10 ‘Evotkov Zivevog kaburéypayey.
‘0 8¢ Evpnuog gic Edydita mepropiabijvorn
0 Poaoiredg mpocétalev.> <B: O pévtot
Laog 8t Edveiutov éotacialov: &v oig ig
70 mmodpdpov  ESpapov  MTOVEDOVTES
AL’ 00dgv dvnoav: Tod Yop PoctAémg
évika 1 évotacic>.

110 [458] <B: Ovtog 0> Maxeddoviog
aoknTiKdg Mv Kai iepdg dg vmd Tevvadi-
ov Tpageic, o0 kai adekpidodc, Mg AdyoC,

VI PYEV.

Epitome 134 [488] M

Mobav Mokedoviog d¢ ol InAmtal
g miotewg €lg avtov  okavdarilo-
vtot, €€eA0V €ig TV AdAUGTOL pHOVIIV
Kol TOLG HOVOYOVS TAVIOS GLVOYRY®V
Sl TPOGPOYNTIKOD  TANPOQOPTGaL
€0movdA0EY, MG 0VOEV VIEVaVTiOV THG &V
XoAkndove cuvodov avéyetar déEacbar.
Ol 8¢ tdV povaoTpiov KOTOAAAYEVTEG

TOVTE GLVEAELTOVPYNGAV.

Epitome 145 [507] B

Tob Myovpévov Tig povilg t@v Xtov-
dtov televtnoavtog amijAbe Tydbeog
0 &miokomog €ig TO HOVOOTNPLOV TPO-
BarésOot

xepoTovelcOatelmey an T MG OovK AvEEeTan

nyoduevov. 0 o6& pEA@V
dé€acBat xelpotoviay VIO AVOPOS TNV &V
Xoikndovi avadepotilovrog cvvodov. Ti-

H60e0g 8¢ Epnoey Tpog avTOV: «Avabeua

13

AOKNTIKOV Gvopa Kol iEPOV dpte Yop Kol
Voot ko’ Eomépav ETpEPETO, THKMV TNV
odpKa Kol vrotdrTmv T@ Tvedpatt. [Tavteg
S’o0T® KEKOWMVNKAGY Kol  HEYOA®G

NOTAGAVTO.

21,28-22,3

MoOov Makeddviog, g oi {nlotai
Tijg micTemg €ig avTOV okavoaAilo-
vran, ¢€EMOOV gig TNV AdApdTov poviy
KOl TOVG HOVOYOVG TAVTAS GUVAYAYQV
TANpOPOpPTicUL
£o6movduoey, MG oY VAEVOVTIOV Ti|G &V

oW  TPOCPMVNTIKOD
XaAkndove cuvodov avéyetar dé&acOar.
O1i 62 1@V povootnpiov KaTeAAayEVTES

TOVT® GUVELELTOVPYICAV.

22,26-23, 8

20. Tépantar 6¢ mepi adTOD TODTO, O
700 1yovpévov Ti|g povijg TOV XTovdi-
ov TehevTioavtog, amijAle Tydé0gog
0 £micKOTOg €ig TO HOVAGTNPIOV TIPO-
BarécBor Nyovpevov. O o6& péirov
yewpotoveicOarl gimey ovT®, GOg OVK
avé€etor 0é€aoOar yepotoviay avopog

My &v Xolknoovr avaBepatifovrog
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TavTl avOpOT® ATOCTPEPOUEVED
i avabepatilovtt v &v XaAikndovi covo-
dov.» OBTmg 0OV 6 uéAAmV yetpotovsichol
KotedéET0. Tmdavymg 0€ TG ApyLdLKovog
Maviyaiog vmapywv BBpeot tov Tyudbeov
Bolowv  dpoapmdv  Todto T Pocirel
gunvooey. O 8¢ pHeThmepnToy TomoaIevog
tov Tobeov yorendc avTOV NTILAGEV.
ADTOG 8¢ Npvioato einmv: «Avabepo mo-
VTl AvOpdT® TV £v XaAkndovi dexopéve

GOVOOOV.»

Epitome 148 [515] B

Moxedoviov TELELTMVTOG TOD EMOKOTOV
@oPepov T ocvuPijvai enotv. Nekpov
yap dvta copayicachor @ Taem. Oo-
dwpog 8¢ TIg TV GVVOVI®V aOT®, Gvap
10elv  énopdoato  avtov  Makedoviov
avt® Aéyoviar «Exhofe woi dmelde,
0 Aéyo Avootooio avayvodl Eyo pev
Amépyopal TPOS TOVG MOTEPUS LOV, MV
Kol TV TOTWV TETHPNKA OV TOVGOUOL 08
dyAdV T® Asomdt), Sypic od EXONG Kail TV

Siknv elcéA0opey.»

14

ovvodov. Tipné0soc o0& Epnoes mpog

avTov:  «Avalepo  mavti

v év XaAkndovi oivodov.y Ottmg

avlpor®
GTOCTPEPOPEV®D avodepatifovti
3 o 7 ~ r \
oov 0 péllov yepotoveicBai TNV
yxewpotoviav kateoégoro. Toavvng o2

.

0 apyorakovog, Maviyaiog Vrapy®V,
VPpeor 10v Typobeov Porav, dpapcv
Tavto T® Poctiel épvooev. ‘O 0% pe-
Tanepntov mowmodpevog 1OV Tipno0e-
ov yolem®g aUTOV NTIpOOEV' AVTOG
0% Npviicato &imoOv: «Avadepo mwovti
avlpor® v &v Xaikndévi civodov

OEYOREV®.»

22,9-15

18. 'Ev 8¢ 1 éfopilg TELEVTAVTOG TOD

MoxkedoviovpoPepév 11 ocopfijvai
Qonow O 1oTopdV' VEKPOV Yap OvTo
ocppayicocOar 1@ otovpd. Oebd®-
pog 8¢ T TAOV GUVOVTOV aVT® Gvap
0elv  émopéoato avTov Makedoviov
ovT® Aéyovra: «ExPole kai amelbov,
0 A&y, Avaotaci® avayvoOl’Eym pév
anépyopor mpog TOVG MOTEPAS POV,QV
KOl TNV TioTIV TETPNKE,00 TAVCONOL
8% Evoyldv T® AgomoTy, dypig ov ENONG

Kol TNV iKknV €icéL0opev.»
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Epitome 150 [517] P
150 [517]

Avaotdolog HAov t@dv Tepocoldpmv

O Poaockedg mpocétatev

éniokomov 1j Kowmvicolr Xeunpw 1 Thg
émokomig EkPAnOfvat. Ol 8¢ tdv pova-
ompiov cvvaydévieg TodToV OdYOPOOAV
Kol depaptopovto. O 8¢ g EMOKOTMiG
pHaAlov

EKPANOT VoL mTpoetTiunoev

7 Kowwvicot Zevnpo.

22,18-22

19. AMo kol tov Ttdv Tepocorvpwv
"Hhiav obtoc 6 Bacihedg tiig émiokoniig
€€Palev  un  PovAnbévia kKowvmvijear
Yevpo, Todvwnv 8¢ yevouevov
TepocoAMOU®V TOV GO GTOVPOPLAGK®OV
ol TG €PNUOL TOTEPEG AmavTeg TPOGEDE-
Eavto Kol dxovavnoay avtd, Ov EEfpyov

®e0d6010¢ 0 KowoPidpyng kol Zappog

0 HéyloTOoG.

* Emendation proposed by Vitalien Laurent (“Echos d’Orient” 1930, vol. 29, p. 498, note I).
1. Sykutris, Peri to schisma ton Arseniaton [Tlepi 10 oyioua tdv Apoeviatdv], s. 21, 17-18
rendered this phrase as: kpatiicos d6roic 6 Sdhioc. In the manuscript: kattijoag d61fovg]
0 0oli0¢.

Considering the faithfulness with which Kallistos quotes the individual
passages of the Epitome, it appears that at par. 16 of the Epistle, where he
draws from Epitome 16 [351], the author presents a fuller text of this pas-
sage than the manuscript V, the author of which would tend to shorten the
text being copied.?* Likewise, par. 17, which represents in a coherent man-
ner the details referring to Macedonius, as known from Epitome 108—109
[455—456] and 110 [458], may have been entirely a citation from the Epiz-
ome manuscript at Kallistos’ disposal. Finally, par. 19 elaborates on the in-
formation known only from the code P Epitome 150 [517], while a part of
the same paragraph was already recognized by Hansen as an excerpt from
the original text of the epitome of Theodore Lector’s Church history.*

22 Cf. The Church histories of Theodore Lector and John Diakrinomenos, p. 143.

% According to the German publisher, this passage, despite some considerable textu-
al discrepancies in relation to the manuscript P, comes from the Epitome as well; cf. The-
odoros Anagnostes, Kirchengeschichte, p. 149, apparatus; 7he Church histories of Theo-
dore Lector and John Diakrinomenos, p. 587.
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As the above comparison makes it possible to observe that Kallistos pro-
vides almost literal citations of the passages preserved only in the manu-
scripts M and B, while those known from V and P are quoted with more
latitude. This means that the author of the Epistle would not have made use
of a copy of just one branch of the Epitome manuscripts, but he might have
used a manuscript which contained elements from all the previously men-
tioned branches and possibly a copy of the full text of the Epitome. This
hypothesis seems to be confirmed by the fact that the passages in Kallis-
tos Epistle, corresponding to the manuscripts V and P, are more exten-
sive, which makes it possible to assume that they contain the text close to
the original version, subsequently abridged by the copyists of those manu-
scripts. If this should have been the case, however, it would bring the theo-
ry according to which the manuscript P was a copy of the M (Hansen) in
question or that both manuscripts were derivatives of the common source,
close to the original of the epitome (Nautin). Unfortunately, the passage
from Kallistos’ Epistle corresponding to the manuscript P is so brief that it
could not be taken as the basis for formulating any far-reaching hypotheses
dealing with the latter.

It should be noted that in some of the passages Kallistos’ version is short-
er than that preserved in the Epitome manuscripts; such a situation can
be found in the text corresponding to Epitome 108 [455] (manuscript B).
Most likely, this is due to the intentional abridgment of the Epitome nar-
rative by the author of the Epistle, since he wished to cite those passages
which would best correspond with the message being promoted, according
to which even the bishops appointed by heretical figures such as Dioskoros
(Patriarch Anatolios of Constantinople) and the Emperor Anastasius (Pa-
triarch Macedonius of Constantinople, Patriarch John of Jerusalem) may
prove to be worthy of holiness and the office they attained. It is no surprise
then that he omitted, from Epitome 16 [351] and 150 [517], the details con-
cerning the deposition and banishment of Euphemios from Constantino-
ple and Elias from Jerusalem, which were insignificant from the perspective
of the narrative of the Epistle.

Yet, even if the manuscript used by Kallistos was not a complete copy of
the Epitome, the existence of a fuller version of this abridgement, contain-
ing elements of many branches of the manuscript tradition of this epitome
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in the second half of the 13® century, would lead us to question Hansen’s
proposed reconstruction of the stemma codicum of the Epitome.

In our consideration of how to determine the version of the Epitome
used by Kallistos, it is worth taking note of the incorrect variant of 1@ in
the manuscript B, Epitome 148 [515], while Kallistos provides the correct
one, otavp®, which is also given by Theophanes, another author to have
used the Epitome (Nexpov yap 6via oppayicactol d otavpd / being dead,
he made the sign of the cross). This error seems to be obvious, especially as
the sentence refers to a dead person, which the copyist may have associated
with a grave (Greek: td@og). This particular example shows that the man-
uscript of the Epitome at the monk Kallistos’ disposal is not only different
from the manuscript B, but also closer to the original.

Let us also have a look at the only passage in Kallistos™ Epistle, which
corresponds with the manuscript M, recognized by Hansen and Nautin to
be a copy of the original version of the Epitome, in an attempt to answer
the question as to whether it could have been present in the tradition from
which the manuscript B is derived? Theophanes AM 6004 (ed. de Boor,
p. 155, 1-5) had known this transmission and paraphrased it.

Epitome 134 [488] in the version known from the manuscript M
and Kallistos, Epistle vs. Theophanes, Chronography
(Corresponding fragments in bold type)

Epitome 134 [488] M/Kallistos, p. 21, Theophanes AM 6004

28-22,3 (ed. de Boor, p. 155, 1-5)
Mobav Mokeddviog d¢ ol ndotai O 6¢ Makedoviog dameAbov &g TNV
g miotewg €ig avTOV okavooAiloviol, AeApdTov povily Toig  povoyolg Kol
é€eMbov i ™V Aoludtov povrv kol KAnpwkoic (nAmtaig okovoaAcOeiow eig
TOVG  HOVOYOVG  TAVIOG — GLVOYOY®V — OTOV GIEAOYNOOTO 1 TPOGPMVITIKOD,
S mpocpovnTikod  mAnpoeopiicat Ot 6éyetar TV ayiov &v XaAkndowvi
gonovdacev, g <M: ovdev/Kalikst: ovy> c0Ovodov kol ToOG pn deYOUEVOLG oOTNV
vmevavtiov Thg €v XaAkndovi Guvodov  OpETIKOVS €Yl KOl GUVEAELITOVPYNGAV
avéyetar dé€achat. O16€ TOV povaspiov  avTd.

KOTOAAOYEVTEG TOVTEM GUVEAEITOVPYNCAV.
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This juxtaposition shows that Theophanes transforms the text of the
Epitome stylistically, but without changing the essence of the content at
all. Therefore, in the version of the Epitome at his disposal, this passage
must have been there. In Hansen’s opinion, Theophanes made use of the
branch B of the Epitorme manuscript, but this particular passage cannot
be found in the manuscript B. It might have been removed in the later
process of transmission or Theophanes would have known the Epitome in
a version closer to the M, not B. This could mean that the tradition B de-
parted from the main trunk of the Epitome manuscripts later than in the
8" century, and Theophanes may have still utilized the full version, espe-
cially as he makes use of the subsequent passages which are known only
from the manuscript M, until the text of this manuscript is cut short at
Epitome 142 [496] on page 27". The successive passages in the critical edi-
tion (Epitome 497—498; 500; 502-506; 508—511; 514; 518; 520) have been
reconstructed out of the text of Theophanes” Chronography, and then, with
Epitome 520, they return to the manuscript M with the beginning of the
extant 28". Hansen is correct in assuming that also for those passages, the
chronographer must have relied on the transmission of Theodore Lector’s
epitome. If this is the case, the family of manuscripts from which the B
stems from would have separated off the main trunk later than the German
scholar has suggested.

On the other hand, the details in George the Monk’s Chronicle do not
show any convergence with the M, but George must have certainly drawn
on the manuscripts of the family B, which would put the dating for the
separation of this branch of the Epitome sometime around the mid-9™ cen-
tury. In the stemma codicum, then, Theophanes’ Chronography should be
assigned to the mainstream of the Epitome, i.e., M. Of course, we cannot be
sure if the passages reconstructed on the basis of Chronography by Hansen
were really there on the missing pages in the manuscript M, but it is cor-
rect that both the last record from his page 27" (Epitome 142 [496]) and the
first one from page 28" (Epitome 151 [520]) overlap with the Chronography
(respectively, p. 156, 7 and 162, 13 in the de Boor edition), which would, in
turn, confirm the theory that this manuscript might have existed as a com-
plete copy of the Epitome, as Hansen and Nautin have suggested.
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The eight passages which can be found in the manuscript M are also
present in the B (Epitome 129 [483], 130 [484], 131 [485], 132 [486], 138
[492] 139 [493], 140 [494], 155 [524]). A comparison should allow us to
find that the differences between these manuscripts are quite small and
may have been produced by the copyist of the manuscript B. For this rea-

son, it would not seem that the latter branch displayed some noticeable ten-

dency to abridge or transform the passages (as evident in the case of the

manuscript V). It is more likely that a smaller number of passages in this
version could be linked with the process of their selection by one of the

copyists.

Differences in the text of Epitome 129 [483]-132 [486],138 [492]-140
[494] and 155 [524] in the manuscripts M and B
(Corresponding fragments in bold type)

M
129 [483]

[ToAlovg 6 Pacileds kata Makedoviov
Tpomovg €mevoet. Ol 8¢ dmooylotal Oyhov
obwtov cvvabpoicavteg €v KLPLoKT
glofiABov gig TOV vaov 1od apyayyéAov v
@ Tohatio, kol TV YaAT®dv to Tpiodyov
Aeybvimv ovtol Petd ThHS Tposbnkng tod
«0 otovpmbeic O Mudcy Eleyov Kol
Eyoarlov. TR 8¢ émovon kuplakf] T dpota
&v T peyaln éxkAncig émoincov petd
Baxhwv gioerdovteg. O 8¢ Aaog nhdoag
o HEV TPoQmVis avtékpalov kpalovoy
kai VPpilovtag HPBplov, Hotepov 8¢ peta

TOAMGY TANYGV ToVTOVG EEEPOlOV.
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B
129 [483]

IMoAiloVg 0 Pacirevg kata Mokedoviov
TpOTOVG £mevoerl.Ol 0¢ dmooyioTol dyrov
nedmtovouvadpoicavtes év KLPLOKT)
eioijAOov €ig 10V vaov Todapyayyérov
700 év T® maloTi®, KOL TOV YOATAV
10 Tploaylov Lrey6vrov ovdTOl PETH
Ti|c TpocOKNg Tod «6 cTOVPMBEiS OV
fNpac» damokpvopevol Eyariov.Tii 6
£mM0V61 KUpLoKi] Ta dpova &v Tij peydin
Baxiov
€iocel00vtes. O 8¢ haog {nhdoag To pév

éKKAnoig émoincav  peta
npdTo. eoviig avrékpalov kpdalovowy
Kot VPpilovov avOvPplov, Votepov 6

LETH TOLAGV.
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130 [484]

‘O Pacthedg AowmdvV  ATOPAKOAOTTOG
kotd Mokedoviov KvoOUEVOS TOTE UEV
TOVG HOVOXOLG TOVG GTOGYLOTAS, TOTE
8¢ tovg Gpyovtag mapeckevaley VPpecty
GOEUVOLG UETA KPOLY®DY PdAlewv TOV
émiokomov: ped Ov {v kol TovAtovog
émiokomog Alkapvacod tig Kapiog kol
Xevf|pog O povayog oi kol Thg Tiotemg Kol

£00TOV YEYEVNUEVOL TTOAELUIOL.

131 [485]

‘O Maog ovv yovouél Kol tékvolg mAffog
VIAPY®V GTEPOV GVV TOIG YOLUEVOLG TOV
povay®v cuvabpotobeig S Thg TOLEMG
gxpalov: «Kaipog, Xprotiovot, poptopiov:
OV Tatépa pnodeig kataAinn.» “YPpilov
8¢ 1ov Paciiéa Maviyoiov kadodvteg Kol
tii¢ Pactheiog avaiov: &v oig 0 Pactreds
poPnbeic
navtoyo0ev anékieicov Kol mhoio &g TO

t0g mwohag TOD  maAatiov

QLYEY T) TAAATI) TOPEGTNOEY.

132 [486]

‘O Poocthedg 0 npdny OpdCAG Un 16€lv

TEPYOS
noapekdiel Todtov dondoacar. ‘O 8¢ Aadg

Maxedoviov mpocommov  ETt
€loEPYOLEVOL  TOVG TAOV  HOVOCTNPimV

SlepoptHpato” «TOV TATEPA TPOG VUAG

20

130 [484]

‘O Paciiedg AOwOV GTOPUKAAOTTOG
koto Maokegdoviov keipevog mote pév
TOVG  HOVOYOVG TOVS  (GMOGYLOTAG,
TOTE 0% TOVG GPYOVTAS TAPECKEVULEY
VPpeoy  acépvols  peTto  KpAvydv
Baikewy Tov émickomov: pned’ GOV v kai
Toviavog émickomog AMKaPVacoD THS
Kapiog kai Zgvijpog 6 povayog oi kai
Tilg mioTe®S Kol £0VT@AV yeyevnuévol

ToAEpIOL.

131 [485]

O roog oVV yovoiEi kol TEKVOLG

nA0ocanerpov Toicnyovuévolg
TV o
g
XproTiavoi,

povay®v  ovvadpoicheig

norews  Expalov:  «Kaipog,

poptvpiov: TOV TOTEPO
pnosic katorinn.» “YPpwlov 8¢ ToOV
Pacirhéa Maviyoiov koloUvteg Kol Tilg
Baciieiag availov: év oig 6 Paciiedg
QoPnoseic TOc mWOAAG TOD moAaTiOV
navtoy60evanikieloev Kol Tholo gig TO

PUYELY TO TaloTi® TAPECTIOEY.

132 [486]

‘O Baocirevg 6 TpONV Opodcag Py idely
Maoxegdoviov €Tt T TPOCOT® TERYAS
napekdrer tovtov domdoocOur.O o2

haog giogpyopévov TOVG TV

HOVAOTIPI®OV  OLERAPTOPUTO”  «TOV
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Exopev.y Kol ol t@v oyoldv 8’ Scmv
SuiAbev
eloeAbov

eopnuodvteg  €d€yovto Kol

filey€ev  Avaotdolov  ®g
g ékkAnoiog moAéuov. 'O 8¢ peta
vrokpicemg £60&ev Evodoban i) EkkAnoiq

Kol T EMOKOTE.

138 [492]

Yrolofav

kpbein 6 Maxeddviog, 6 Aadg MG AOMOL

0 Poowkedg b1, einep
AVTIMAYETOL, VOKTOG aOTOV HeTO Plog €mi
mv  XoAkndova EEémnepyey, Kakelbev
nmapamepedfvor &v Edyaitolg tpocétatey.
TR 0¢ &Efic mpoefddeto &ic Emiokomov
Qs
ékkAneciog kol okgevo@OAaKa, OV EKAAovV

Twobeov  tiva  mpecPotepov
AvtpoPovAfnv kail Kikova did tva Epya

TAOV OVOUATOV APUOSIOL.

139 [493]

‘Onov  ommote &v  ékkAnoig eiofAle
Tyd0eog, €l un mpdTEPOV TAG EIKOVOG
Moakedoviov Katéonacey, 0UK HPYETO THG
Aertovpyiog.

140 [494]

TaG KoTd TOPUCKELT)V ALTOG £V TQ VOLD
|5 0e0TOKOVL &V T0ig XoAKompaTeiolg

Twobeog énoinoeyivesar.
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natépa mpog Nuac Exopev.» Kai oi Tdv
GYokdv O Homv MAPsv edeNUOTVTES
£€0éyovro: kol cicehBov  fjAeyEev
AvVooTaclov OG Ti|G EKKANGlog TOAEHLIOV.
‘O 8¢ peravmokpicemg £d0&ev EvodeOm

Ti} EKKMoig Kol TO EMOKOTQ.

138 [492]

Yrnolofdov 0 Paocrrevg 6T, eimep
kpOein 6 Makedoviog, 6 Araodg g
0oV avTIMWYETAL, VOKTOG 0DTOV NETO
Biog émi v XaAikndoéve &EEémepyev,
KakelBev mapamep@Oijvar &v Evyaitoig
npooétalev. Th o¢ £Efig mpogPfareTo gig
¢niokomov Tipo0eov tiva mpeoPotepov
TS $KKANGIOg Kol GKEVOQUAUKW, OV
ékdrovv Artpofovinv kai Korwva oa
Twva Epyo TOV OVOPATOV appodia.

139 [493]

“Omov &’ dv note eicijhOsv év Ekkinoiq
n
gikovog Mokedoviov KOTEGTAGEV,TI|G

Twpdé0eog, &i npoTEPOV  TUG

Aertovpyiog oVK 1jpyETO.

140 [494]

Tdg KaTd TOPacKeLI|Y MTHS &V TO VoD
Tijg 0gotékov év Toig Xohkompatiolg
Twypo0go0g Enevomnoe yivesOat.
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155 [524]
Avactdolog 0 Poaoiledg  Etelednoev
Choag
¢ &m k{'xai pnvag y'. TIponybn o¢

avnp  mpecPoutmg
0o otpaTioT®V  Ap&hpevog Kol péxpt

Govo, &m @', Pooevoog

Boaoclevg Tovotivog,

TG GLUYKANTOL TPOKOYOG Kol Sl TAVT®V
Gpotog @aveic, thg 0¢ opbilg mioTemg
Cnhotig,
ocouprov  Ewv  dvopatt

Eumupog vévog  Thivpuog,
Aovamikivay,
fiv yevopévny Avyodotav Evenuiov ot

dnpotor ovopacay.

155 [524]

Avactdolog 6 Paoctiedg ETELEVTNOEV

Ooag & 7,
08¢ &t wC'wai pnvog y'. Tponydn o6¢

apvo, Paciriedoag
Bacirhevg ‘Tovetivog, avijprpesPitepog
amwd oTPUTIOTAOV apEapevog Kol péypt
TS OGLYKM|TOV TPOKOYHS Kol Ol
Tavtov dplotog @aveic, Tig 0¢ 0pOTg
mictemg Epmvpog {NAOTIG, YEVOUEVOG
TAroprog v, kaicopfrov Exov dvopatt
Aovmikivav, fjv yevopévnv Avyovoetav
Evonpiav oi onpotor dvopacav.

Minor differences between Kallistos” Epistle and the manuscript B, re-
garding Epitome 145 [507] and 148 [515], suggest that Kallistos’ version is,
in these instances, closer to the original version of the Epitome. It should
be noted that only in the manuscript B can we see the later interpolations
which are absent in the other Epitome manuscripts. A case in point is Epit-
ome 18 [353], referring to the Empress Eudokia sending from Jerusalem
an image of the Virgin Mary, painted by Luke the Evangelist to Empress
Pulcheria, which is missing in the manuscripts V and P.24 Likewise, the
information at Epitome 28 [363], on the Empress Pulcheria founding the
churches at the Blachernae, Chalkopratea, and Hodegon, can be found in
the manuscript B only. It is not only absent in the manuscript V (which is
not a sufficient argument by itself as the author of that manuscript would
abridge the passages being copied), but also from Theophanes’ Chronog-
raphy (at the place where he draws on Epitome 28 [363]) and George the

2 Cf. R. L. Wolff, A4 footnote to an incident of the Latin occupation of Constantino-
ple. The church and the Icon of the Hodegetria, “Traditio” 1948, vol. 6, pp. 322-323;
B. V. Pentcheva, Icons and power. The Mother of God in Byzantium, Pennsylvania 2006,
pp. 120, 228, note 27.
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Monk’s Chronicle, which would draw their transmission exactly from the
tradition out of which the manuscript B originated.”

Finally, let us turn to the question of the manuscript V. Hansen is cor-
rect in observing that the copyist of this particular manuscript would tend
to abridge the Epitome, also apparently becoming tired of the copying pro-
cess and breaking off his work at a certain point.?® This may be the evi-
dence of the fact that the manuscript V is not a copy of some larger Epito-
me family, just a sole piece of it, and the author of that branch would have
been the copyist of that manuscript. Therefore, it would have taken form
only during the 13 century. One way or another, Kallistos would not have
drawn on the manuscript V as the two transmissions are too different. As
based on a comparison between the two texts, it is fair to say that the hy-
pothesis on the frequent abridgement of the passages by the V manuscript
copyist would gain more validation. Yet, if we follow Hansen in assum-
ing that the manuscript P is a copy of the M, it may be suggested that the
original of the Epitome should have survived until the 13™ century. Then,
the manuscript M and Kallistos’ Epistle represent the original version of
the epitome (the manuscript P, containing a selection of passages, would
have been derived from it), from which a side branch derives, leading up
to the manuscript B. Originated in the 9% century, this stem is a source
for George the Monk’s Chronicle and the Synodicon Vetus, while the other
one, created in an indeterminate period (perhaps only in the 13 century),

» Cf. Theophanes AM 5945 (ed. de Boor, p. 106, 25-29); George the Monk (ed. de
Boor), p. 610, 18-22. Theophanes AM 5943 (ed. de Boor, p. 105, 13-16) refers to Pul-
cheria’s church foundation at the Blachernae based on a source other than the Epito-
me, while AM 5942 (ed. de Boor, p. 102, 10-12) — to her founding of the church at
Chalkopratea. On Chalkopratea, see C. Mango, The origins of the Blachernae Shrine at
Constantinople, in: Acta XIII Congressus Internationalis Archaeologine Christianae: Split-
Poréc (25.9-1.10.1994), vol. 2, eds. N. Cambi, E. Marin, Vatican City 1998, pp. 61-76
(esp. 65—606, with a discussion of a record from Theophanes’ Chronography, which restates
the information on the founding of the Blachernae shrine by Pulcheria); K. Twardows-
ka, The Church foundations of Empress Pulcheria in Constantinople according to Theodore
Lector’s Church history and other contemporary sources, “Res Gestae. Czasopismo Histo-
ryczne” 2017, vol. 5, pp. 85-91.

26 Theodoros Anagnostes, Kirchengeschichte, p. 107; The Church histories of Theo-
dore Lector and John Diakrinomenos, p. 143.
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forms the body of the manuscript V. In any event, it appears that the last
attested witness of the completely preserved Epitome is the monk Kallistos,
who composed his epistle c. 1276. We have no evidence referring to the ex-
istence of the entirety of this work in a later period.

To sum up, the 13" century was crucial for the manuscript tradition of
the Epitome. The abridged copy of the V was produced at that time as well
as the manuscript P, which was based upon the main line of the Epitome
tradition. From the same century, the Epistle composed by Kallistos of-
fers the last piece of evidence for the existence of the Epitome’s tull version.
Only the tradition leading up to the manuscript B provides a selection of
passages from the Epitome, possibly dating back to the 9% century. Thus,
formulated correlations among the particular manuscripts are illustrated in
the following stemma codicum (0 = Theophanes’ Chronography; SV = Syn-
odicon Vetus):

7th century 0
8th century //
a
9th century c )
eorge

10th century t;:f Monk M

11th century

12th century
13th century y | Kallistos

14th century B



