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Abstract. The homily On the mystical body of our Lord Jesus Christ by George Gennadios Il —
Scholarios (ca. 1400 — paulo post 1472) was the first original Orthodox theological text to use
the word petouoiwolg (transubstantiatio) as an ex professo Eucharistic term and to adopt the
doctrine associated with it.

This homily played a key role in the later development of the Eucharistic doctrine of the Orthodox
Church during the post-Byzantine period. In the 17th century, however, this impact was indirect
and occurred through an abridged and revised version of the homily, created by some author
and ascribed to Gennadios, the Patriarch of Constantinople. That version was used as a source
for the decrees of the council of Jerusalem (1672) along with the authorization of the word
Hetouoiwalg. In 1690, the abridged version was published by Patriarch Dositheos Il of Jerusalem
and Scholarios was mentioned in the tomos of the Council of Constantinople in 1691, serving also
for the apologia of the term petouoiwolg. In the beginning of the 18th century E. Renaudot
considered this treatise authentic. Recently F. Tinnefeld attributed it to Meletios Syrigos
(1585/1586—-1663/1664). In this article we study the manuscript tradition, analyse the text of the
forgery within its historical and theological context, and offer our preliminary hypothesis about
its authorship. We come to the conclusion that Meletios Syrigos cannot be its author and that
the abridged version appeared in the 16th century in the anti-Protestant miscellanea as evidence
in favor of the Catholic theology of Eucharist. We hypothesize that the author could be a famous
copyist and author of forged works in the 16th century, named Constantine Paleocappa. Further,
we present a new edition of the Greek text accompanied by the sources used to compose the
pseudepigraph, as well as an English translation.
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Recently, in my research on Georgios Scholarios’* homily On the mystical body of our
Lord Jesus Christ,? | proposed a new reading of the fragment, in which Scholarios writes
that God communicates with the faithful in the Eucharist by substance (kat’ obolav) and
not by power or virtue (katd SUvaptv) as in Baptism3. | demonstrated that this fragment

was a paraphrase of a passage of Thomas Aquinas’ Summa contra gentiles (from chap.

! Georgios Scholarios (ca. 1400 — paulo post 1472), the future Patriarch of Constantinople Gennadios.

2 Nepi 10D puotnpuwdouc cwuatog tod kuptou UMV Incod Xplotod, in M. Jugie — L. Petit — X.A. Sidérideés,
ed., Euvres completes de Georges (Gennadios) Scholarios, |, Paris 1928, 123-136.

3 M. Bernatsky, “The Presence of Christ in the Eucharist kat” oUciav. On the interpretation and the source
of a fragment from the homily of George Scholarios and its impact on the Eucharistic doctrine of the Greek
Orthodox Church”, Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 47 (2023) [in print].



61, bk. 4) and should not be interpreted in the context of Palamite theology as was
hitherto done?. | found support for my case in the manuscript Taurinensis XXIII (C-11-16)5,
written by Scholarios’ orderin 1432 and which contained the translation of Summa contra
gentiles by Demetrios Kydones®.

Thus, we have two Thomistic sources for this homily:

1. The Summa contra gentiles, translated in Greek by Demetrios Kydones.

2. The treatise De sacramento Eucharistiae ad modum praedicamentorum, attributed
to Aquinas. This source was established by M. Jugie, the editor of Scholarios’ works?. Jugie
referred to this work as a genuine work of Aquinas, which was conventional at that time.
There is no extant Greek translation of the treatise. For this reason John A.
Demetracopoulos suggests that Scholarios used some Latin manuscript®.

We also demonstrated that in the homily Scholarios not only adopted the formula
kat" ovolav and the word petouociwolg (transubstantiatio), but also accepted the
teaching underpinning the formula® and the word transusbstantiatio in Thomism.
However, the case of borrowing from the Summa contra gentiles in the Homily on the
Eucharist is rather different from Scholarios’ other homilies?, since this borrowing came
to be in demand in post-Byzantine Orthodox theology. Therefore, we traced the post
Scholarium history of the expression kat’ ovoiav and found the adoption of the formula

in the decrees of the Council of Jerusalem (1672) and the Council of Constantinople (1691)

4 See A. Dunaev, “The Theology of the Eucharist in the Context of the Palamite Controversies”,
Cristianesimo nella storia 29 (2008) 33-52; A.l. OyHaes, “Borocnosve EBXapuCTUM B KOHTEKCTE
nanammnTcKmx cnopos”, bozocnosckue mpyodsi 42 (2009) 146-168, here 167.

> P. Frassinetti, “Il codice Torinese C-2-16 contenente la versione greca della Summa contra Gentes, ad
opera di Demetrio Cidone”, in Atti dello VIl Congresso internazionale di studi bizantini (Palermo, 3—10
aprile 1951), |, Roma 1953, 78-85.

® See our edition of chapter 61, which is accompanied by the passages from later Greek texts that depend
on this chapter: M.M. BepHaukui, “Myb6ankauma rnasbl 61 «O EBxapuctum» 4- KHUrM «Cymmbl NPOTUB
A3bIMHUKOB» Pombl AKBMHCKOro B nepesoge Aumutpua KugoHuca no pykonucam Vaticanus gr. 616 u
Taurinensis 23 (C-2-16)”, 6o2ocnosckuli secmHuk 42 (2021) 109-125.

7 CEuvres complétes, 1, 129.

8 ). Demetracopoulos, “Scholarios’ On Almsgiving, or how to convert a scholastic «quaestio» into a
sermon”, in D. Searby, ed. Never the Twain Shall Meet? Latins and Greeks learning from each other in
Byzantium, Berlin 2017, 129-78, here 165.

9 We examined certain synonyms of the formula, which are also used in the homily after Summa contra
gentiles and the treatise of pseudo-Thomas, see Bernatsky, “The Presence of Christ in the Eucharist kat’
ovcilav”.

10 For example, the borrowing from Cont. Gent. IV, 3, we found in the Homily on the Annunciation (Euvres
complétes, |, 49, 1-16).



along with the authorization of the word petouciwoig. We hold that an abridged and
revised version of the Homily was used in this adoption along with the original version.
The influence of this text on the official confessions of faith of the Orthodox Church
thus makes a deeper study and identification of its author relevant. In this article we will
study the manuscript tradition, analyze the treatise in the historical and theological
context, and offer our preliminary hypothesis about its authorship. In addition, we will
offer a new edition of the Greek text with indication of the sources, used to compose the

pseudepigraph, along with an English translation.

Editio princeps of the abridged version. Could Meletios Syrigos be its author?

The abridged version was first published!! within the volume, that was printed in
1690*? and contained two works:

A) Refutation of Calvinist chapters and questions of Cyril Lucaris, composed by the

post-Byzantine Greek theologian Meletios Syrigos (1585/1586-1663/1664), and

B) Enchiridion against Calvinist insanity by Patriarch Dositheos Il of Jerusalem.

The volume was sponsored by Constantin Brancoveanu (1654-1714), Prince of
Wallachia, and the compiler was Patriarch Dositheos Il, an admirer of Meletios Syrigos'
theological talent and an ideologist of the above-mentioned Councils — of Jerusalem
(1672) and of Constantinople (1691).

In 1709 Eusebe Renaudot produced the editio princeps of Scholarios’ original Homily
on the Eucharist. Also, he reprinted its abriged version'3 from Dositheos’ edition since he
was not able to find an early or more complete manuscript source. Renaudot considered
this treatise authentic'#, but the French orientalist made the false assumption that the

abridged version was cited by Meletios Syrigos in his Refutation:

11 About which manuscript was the basis of this edition, see infra.

12 Tod pokapitou Mehetiou Iupiyou SiSackdlou te kal mpwtoouyyéhou tfi¢ év Kwvotavtivou MoAet
MeydaAng EkkAnoiag, katd tWv KaABwikWv kepohaiwv kal épwtnoswv Kupidou tol Aoukdpewg,
avtippnolc. Kal AoolBéou matpLapyou lepocoAUpwy €yxelpiblov Katd TR KaABwiknG dpevoBAafeiag.
Bucharest, 1690, 74-76. The Enchiridion has got separate pagination from Syrigos’ work.

13 This edition of both Homilies was reproduced in PG 160, 351-380.

14 That was composed by Scholarios after his enthronement.



Alia brevis Homilia de Corpore et Sanguine Domini, relata a Meletio Syrigo Hieromonacho
Cretensi in Refutatione Confessionis Cyrilli Lucaris Constantinopolis Patriarchae. <...>

Alia de eodem argumento brevior, scripta ut videtur Constantinopoli postquam Patriarcha
renuntiatus esset, in qua alterius meninit. Eam in nullo codice reperimus, sed eam

transtulimus ex Opere Meletii Syrigi adversus Cyrillum Lucarin, ubi refertur>.

In his article in the collective monograph La Théologie byzantine et sa tradition, F.
Tinnefeld attributed the abdridged version to Meletios Syrigos without any
reservations®. This attribution is justly questioned in the database Pinakes due to the
presence of the manuscripts that can be dated back to the sixteenth century!’. In this
article we will confirm that the attribution is not correct by providing extensive
arguments.

In his refutation of chapter 17 of the Eastern Confession of Christian Faith of Cyril
Lucaris, Syrigos cites the holy Fathers since the time of the apostles, who give testimonies
of the real change of bread and wine into the Body and Blood of Christ. These testimonies
are divided into 15 generations (yeved). In the corresponding section on the fifteenth
century, there are two testimonies: a treatise by Mark of Ephesus entitled, On the
moment of consecration of the divine gifts'8, and an apocryphal letter on the same theme
written by Balsamon, Patriarch of Antioch (fl. 1430) to a certain Theophanes, Patriarch of
Jerusalem?®®. Theophanes asked: «When does the change (petafoAn) happen to the
“antitypa” (avtituma)?»2° Balsamon answered that «after the prayers?! the natures

(dUoeLg) of the laid down [gifts] change to the nature of the Body and to the nature of

15 Gennadius Patriarch Constantinopolitanus, Homiliae de sacramento Eucharistiae: Meletii Alexandrini,
Nectarii Hierosolymitani, Meletii Syrigi, et aliorum, de eodem argumento opuscula... Paris 1709, 29, 82,
see also Xlll, 38.

16 F. Tinnefeld, “Georgios Gennadios Scholarios”, in C.G. Conticello — V. Conticello, ed., La Théologie
byzantine et sa tradition, Il, (XIlI*-XIX¢ s.), Turnhout 2002, 520, n° 151.

17 “pttribution @ Meletios Syrigos incertaine vu la date de plusieurs manuscrits (16e 2/2)”, see
https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/oeuvre/17691/ [access date: 26.06.2023]

18 Marcus Ephesius, Libellus de consecratione, in L. Petit, ed., Documents relatifs au Concile de Florence,
I, CEuvres anticonciliaires de Marc d’Ephése. Documents VII-XXIV, PO 83 (17.2), Paris 1923, 427-434.

19 probably refers to Theophanes | (1424-1431).

20 All translations are my own.

21, e. the epiclesis.



the Blood of Christ». Syrigos concluded: having said that, Balsamon professed that the
change (netaPoAn) happens not by accidents or by grace, but this change is substantial
and by nature (0xt katd cupBeBNKOC A KATA XAPLY, GAAA oUoLWENG Kal Katd puaoLv)?2. As
we will see below, there is a certain terminological connection?® between the abridged
version and Syrigos’ summary of Balsamon’s tesimony, which could have led Renaudot to
the wrong conclusion. Whatever the case might have been, Syrigos did not mention
Scholarios’ name at all and moreover did not quote the text of the abridged version.

In fact, this abridged version was cited by Dositheos in his Enchiridion against
Calvinist insanity** and was included thereto as evidence for the use of the word
uetovoiwolg by Church Fathers and writers. The title of the abridged version in this
volume reads: «A doctrinal answer of Gennadios Scholarios of Constantinople, who
became a patriarch in the time of the capture, to those who asked him about the most
holy mystery of the Eucharist, in which he distinctly use the word transubstantiation»
(Fevvadiou 100 ZXyoAopiou KwvoTavilVOUTIOAEWG YEVOUEVOU TATPLAPXOU ETL TG
QAWOEWG, AMOKPLOLG SoyUATIKN TPOG TWaG €pwtrioavtog aUTtov mepl tol aylwTtatou
Huotnpiou TAc iepdc evxoploTiag, &v i PNTHC Aéyel THV AEEWV THAC METOUOLWOEWS). In
contrast to what we find in the manuscripts, Scholarios explicitly uses the word
hueTovuoiwolg in the title that belongs to Dositheos. Therefore, the abridged version served
as a defense against the ideas of Lucaris, who rejected the doctrine of transubstantiation

and believed in the true presence of Christ in a spiritual sense, according to faith?>.

The manuscript tradition

22 Tod pakapitou MeAetiou Zupiyou..., 136.

23 Specific to anti-Protestant polemic, e.g. katd cupBeBNKOC A KATd XAPLV.
24 pages 74-76.

25 See for details infra the section Historical and theological analysis.



We currently know of three manuscripts of the treatise dating from the sixteenth
and the seventeenth centuries and two from the eighteenth century?®. What has been
transmitted of the manuscript tradition is not older than the sixteenth century. Here we
will analyze the contents of them, which will enable us to make a stemma.

1) Vaticanus graecus 1724, fols. 178v-182v?’ (siglum V). This manuscript dates
roughly to the seventeenth century. The codex is a florilegium, composed for the benefit
of Catholics for polemical debates against Protestants. Most of the codex is occupied by
Vita Barlaam et loasaph (CPG 8120). In 16%™-century Europe, this story was used for
defense of monastic life and the doctrine of free will against the Lutheran teaching of
predestination?®. No title nor authorship of the abridged version given in this manuscript.
Our text is preceded by the Sermon of pseudo-John Chrysostom De pseudoprophetis (CPG
4583). We can thus cautiously assume that the copyist intended to attribute our text to
the ancient authority of Doctor Eucharistiae.

2) Jerusalem. Matplapxikn BiBAloOnkn. Mavayiou Tadou. 111, fols. 487r-488r?°
(siglum P). Though poor legible, the title reads: Tlevvadiou, matplapyxou
Kwvotavtivountodews. The manuscript was copied by the hand of Hierotheos of
Monemvasia (c. 1520 — c. 1602), who accompanied Jeremiah Il Tranos, the Patriarch of
Constantinople, on his well-known trip to the Metropolitanate of Kyiv and to Moscow in
1587-1589. The first part (fols. 1-193v) of the codex was copied in 1588 in Moscow and
contains writings of several Fathers of the Church (Athanasius of Alexandria, Cyril of
Alexandria and the Acta of the Council of Ephesus, 431). After leaving Moscow in May

1589, he took the manuscript with him and in 1591, while in Wallachia, he supplemented

26 | would like to express my thanks for assistance in obtaining copies of the manuscripts to my colleagues
Andrey Vinogradov, Pier Giorgio Borbone, Umberto Fiorino and to the Manuscripts and Facsimiles
Department of National Library of Greece.

27 See the manuscript description in C. Giannelli, Codices Vaticani Graeci. Codices 1684—1744, Citta del
Vaticano 1951, 101-104.

28 p, Cafiizares, “La Historia de los soldados de Cristo, Barlaan y Josafat traducida por Juan de Arce
Solorzeno (Madrid 1608)”, Cuadernos de Filologia Cldsica. Estudios Latinos, 19 (2000) 269-271, here 260.
29 See the description in A. Namadénoulog-Kepauele, lepoooAuuttikr BiBA1oOrikn fitot katdAoyoc T@v év
talc BiBAlodnkaig 1ol ... 6pFodoéou natpiapyikol Fpovou TWV IEPOCOAUUWY ... ATTOKEIUEVWY EAANVIKWV
kwbikwv, |, NetpoumoAn 1891, 194-197.



the codex with texts by Joseph Bryennios. On fol. 474v3° he wrote: «Hierotheos of
Monemvasia in 7099 (1591), June 10th, in Wallachia on the way from Russia».

The abridged version can be found in the last section of Panagiou Taphou. 111,
which ends with two colophons (fol. 489r). The first one dates to 1603 and belongs to
Arsenios of Elasson (1550-1625), who reports on the dispatch of this codex from Moscow
to the Patriarchate of Constantinople for the commemoration of the soul of Hierotheos.
Thus, in the 90s Hierotheos returned to Moscow along with the manuscript and handed
Panagiou Taphou. 111 down to Arsenios. This is confirmed by the fact, that in 1596 in
Moscow he copied a collection of works by Augustine of Hippo, translated from Latin to
Greek by Maximos Planoudes and Prochoros Kydones — the codex Athens. EBvikn
BiBAL0ONKN Thi¢ EAAGS0G. Metoylov tol Navayiov Tadou (MMT). 14731,

Thus, that part of the codex, which contains the text of interest, was rewritten
between 1591 and 1603 and we can consider 1603 as the terminus ante quem for the
abridged version.

The second colophon was written by Patriarch Dositheos of Jerusalem in 1674 when
the codex was delivered to the Holy Sepulchre after the death of Nikousios Panagiotis in
1673, who was a Phanariot imperial translator. It can be confidently asserted that
Panagiou Taphou. 111 formed the basis of the edition of the abridged version in
Dositheos’ Enchiridion against Calvinist insanity (1690). At the moment we do not know
if Dositheos had at his disposal any copies of the abridged version other than the
Jerusalem manuscript.

We conjecture that the Vat. gr. 1724 and the last part of Panagiou Taphou. 111 share
one protograph, an anti-Protestant miscellanea from the sixteenth century. In both
manuscripts the abridged version is followed by a fragment from De ecclesiastica
hierarchia (chapter 7) of pseudo-Dionysios the Areopagite3?. Although chapter 7 in whole

is devoted to the rite of the sacrament for the faithful departed, the fragment in our

30 papadopoulos-Kerameus mistakenly indicates fol. 496v (Id., 194).

31 See the description in ManadonouAog-Kepapeuc, lepocoAvuitikn BiBAtoBnkn, IV, NetpoumoAn, 1899,
135-137.

32 De ecclesiastica hierarchia VIl, in PG 3, 564b-d: O0tw kot Td¢ AdopLoTikd( <...> 0 ABeTOV yop UUAC,
dnolv, £ue ABetel. See also G. Heilt — A. Ritter, Corpus Dionysiacum, l, Berlin —New York 1991 (Patristische
Texte und Studien 36), 128-129. English translation in C. Luibheid — P. Rorem, ed., Ps.-Dionysius. The
Complete Works, New York 1987, 255.



manuscripts deals with a different issue: the relationship between the person of a priest
and Divine action, both in particular with regard to the sacrament of repentance and
remission of sins, and in general with regard to all sacred rites. We believe that the
passage from pseudo-Dionysius was crafted for the needs of the anti-Protestant polemic
in order to demonstrate that the Latin and Greek Churches both believe that priests are
the essential mediators between God and humankind.

The passage emphasizes that hierarchs can forgive the sins and excommunicate33
not out of their own irrational impulses (tal¢ avt®v AAoyolg opuaic), but driven
(UmokwvoOvtL) by the Spirit, since God has already condemned them according to due.
They are driven prophetically (Umodntik®g); that is, they speak by way of His words. In
that way St Peter spoke sacred theology (that is, he confessed Jesus as the Son jof God)
not from himself (aUtokvAtwg), not according to the revelation of flesh and blood, but
from God, who initiated him into the divine mysteries3*. The hierarchs thus should use
both excommunications and any hierarchical power only insofar as they are moved by
the divinity which is the source of every rite (0nmwg av 1 teAetdpylg adtoug Beapyia
kwnoot). Hence, all the other faithful should obey the hierarchs when they act
hierarchically as moved by God (U6 ©g0l kekvnuévoug).

As we said earlier the abridged version was copied by Hierotheos in the last section
of Panagiou Taphou. 111. In addition to the passage from pseudo-Dionysius, there is the
treatise On the Eucharist and by what words the body [of Christ] is sanctified by*® of
Bessarion of Nicaea. The presence of this text can also serve as evidence that the
protograph of the last part of the Jerusalem codex is a miscellanea created in the interests
of the Catholic Church, like Vat. gr. 1724, since Bessarion is one of the defenders of the
Union in 1439 and an opponent of Mark of Ephesus. In this treatise, Bessarion refutes the
above-mentioned treatise of Mark, and more extensively, defends the particular
interpretation of the epiclesis of the Liturgy of John Chrysostom in favor of the Latin idea

of consecration through the words of institution. That interpretation was recorded in the

33 Jn 20, 20-23.

¥ Mt 16, 17.

35 L. Mohler, ed., Kardinal Bessarion als Theologe, Humanist und Staatsmann. Funde und Forschungen.
Paderborn 1942, lll 1-66; the incomplete Latin translation only: PG, 161, 493-526. This treatise requires
careful study in the future.



Acta graeca of the Ferrara-Florence Council?®. When Panagiou Taphou. 111 ended up in
Constantinople or Jerusalem, the presence of Bessarion’s work in the manuscript caused
a vehement rejection. That is confirmed by one of the marginalia written by a later
hand®”.

3) Sinai. Movr) tf¢ Aylag Aikatepivng graecus 1787 [Kamil 533], fols. 268v—270r38
(siglum S). This codex dates approximately to the sixteenth or seventeenth century. The
title of the abridged version is ToU aywtdtou natpldpyou levvadiov mepl thig Belag
puotaywyiag. The incipit is: Mp®dtov pev ywvwokely odeilete [...]. The first paragraph
(whose text should read, Emetdr nept 100 puoTnPLWSOUC CWHATOG Kal alpatog <...> Kal
ayanwoalg kata Ogov kal ayanwpuévalg) is lacking. The codex is a miscellaneus, the first
part of which contains two Dialogues against the Jews (fols. 7-167) by a certain John Saita
Cydoniates, who also is known as an author of the Treatise against Azymes3°. Much space
in the manuscript is occupied by texts dedicated to Mark of Ephesus: Scholarios’ speech
to the dying Mark and his monody on Mark’s death, as well as Mark’s anti-Latin writings.
There are also works devoted to the theology of the Eucharist which belong to such
authors as Nicetas Stethatos, Matthaeus Angelus Panaretus, Mark of Ephesus, and
Meletios Pegas. This miscellaneus codex is solely anti-Latin in nature and has nothing to
do with the European controversy of the sixteenth century.

4) Athens. EOvikr BiBAoBnkn thg EAAASog. Navayiouv Tadou. 411, fols. 423-4244°
(siglum E). The heading of the abridged version is: levvadilou, matplapyxou
Kwvotavtivounodews. With the other hand and in different ink, the heading is
supplemented with the words: nept tol epol puotnpiou tig Belag euxaplotiag. The

incipit is:’Emeldr) nepl o0 puotnplwdoug cwpatog kat atlpatog [...]. This large codex dates

3 See J. Gill, ed., Acta Graeca Concilii Florentini cum versione latina. Pars Il. Res Florentiae gestae, Roma
1953 (ConFl 5.2), 441. This interpretation and its impact on the Orthodox liturgical books will be presented
in other articles to be published in the near future.

3 Qaupdlewv pot Enelol Tic 6 OV éndpatov Kai Asutotdktnv Bnooapiwva tf mapovon dyia muktidt
gvetagev- NUElC yap todtov avtaptnv €xopev, Opoiwe kat toug avtol Adyouc ol dexopeda (fol. 475r;
MNanadonouvAog-Kepapeug, lepocgoAuuttikr) BiBAtodnkn, 197).

38 M. Kamil, Catalogue of all manuscripts in the Monastery of St. Catherine on Mount Sinai, Wiesbaden
1970, 83.

39 See the manuscript: Oxford. Bodleian Library. Laud gr. 73, fols. 37v—74 [diktyon: 48295].

40 See the description in Manaddénoulog-Kepapelc, lepocoAuuttikn BiBAoGrikn, IV, NetpolmoAn, 1899,
367-390.



to the eighteenth century and is a miscellaneus of documents belonging to Chrysanthos
of Jerusalem, the nephew of Patriarch Dositheos: Ek T@v cUppiKTwY TOU pHaKkapLwTtaTtou
natpldpyou lepocoAluwv XpuodvBou. Mostly the codex contains the letters of the Greek
hierarchs of XVI-XVIII centuries including the epistles (ypauuata) of Dositheos and
Chrysanthos, but several entries relate to our topic directly. These entries include the
original Homily on the Eucharist of Scholarios, the abridged version of the same, the
decree of the Synod of Constantinople (1691), the Eucharistic chapters 62—69 of Aquinas’
Summa contra gentiles in Demetrios Kydones’ translation — all sources connected with
the history of our forgery and its influence on the official anti-Protestant synodal decrees
of the Orthodox church. The text of the abridged version in this codex is a copy from
Dositheos’ edition (1690), confirmation of that fact is a collation of the variant readings.

5) Athos. Movr ayiou MavteAenuovog. 649 (Lambros 6156), fols. 101r-103r*!
(siglum A). This codex dates to the eighteenth century. One hundred and one folios are
occupied by an essay on Greek grammar (Q£pata €k tfig Kowiig €i¢ TRV apxaiav). The title
of the abridged version is To0 aywtatou natpiapyxou kip levvadiouv mepl tfig Belag
puotaywyiag. We can establish the precise date when our text was copied by a copyist
named Agapios from Delvino, since the colophon appears at the end of the text: a,o
(1770) oentepPpiov B tii¢ ofi¢ aideoiuotntog 0 petaypadag, ayamniog o €k deABivou
(fol. 103r). The text is a copy of Sinai, Movn tfi¢ Aylag Aikatepivng graecus 1787. As in the
Sinaitic manuscript, the first paragraph is missing that contains the text, Emei6n nept tod
HUOTNPLWOOUG CWHATOC KAl AlHATOC <...> KAl Ayomwoalg KAt Oeov Kal AyamwuEVALG is
missing. There are also other lacunae.

* % %

Considering the details about the five manuscripts presented above and the
collation of them (presented in the apparatus of the following edition), we are able to
draw the following conclusions and present the stemma of the correlation between

codices and the editions.

41 See the description in S.P. Lambros, Catalogue of the Greek Manuscripts on Mount Athos, I, Cambridge,
1900, 410.

10



The text of the abridged version in Vat. gr. 1724 and Panagiou Taphou. 111 share
one protograph, but the preference must be given to the text in the Jerusalem
manuscript. The latter has an indication of the author’s identity, which is missing in the
Vaticanus manuscript, and more importantly, the variant reading of the key passage
explicitly declares that Christ is present in the Eucharist by substance, and not by grace or
by power:

<..>Kat ololav éoTiv év T puoTtnpiw, ol Katd XapLv povov f Suvapuy
KOTA XApLv povov f duvapy P : kata xapwv povnv V

This passage in the Jerusalem codex is shared by the three other manuscripts. Below
in the section «The textual analysis» we demonstrate that this passage is derived from
the opposition kat” ovolav — kata duvauly in the authentic Scholarios’ Homily, an
opposition that traced back to its Latin original secundum substantiam — secundum
virtutem in Aquinas’ Summa contra gentiles*?.

The phrase kata xaptv povov, was doubtlessly added by an author of the abridged
version in the context of anti-Protestant polemic. The reason, that the Vatican manuscript
lacks the phrase kata SUvapuw is not entirely clear. After all, the denial of the presence
Katd Suvapw (secundum virtutem) was fairly actual as a defense of the true presence of
the Eucharist against Calvin, who asserted in his Confessio fidei de eucharistia (1537) that
Christ’s Spirit makes believers participants in the power or virtue of his vivifying body
(virtute carnis Suae vivificae), and heirs to eternal life*3.

As we said above, Panagiou Taphou. 111 is likely the source of Dositheos’ edition.
That edition contains some of the redundant and erroneous readings that were inhereted

by the Athenian manuscript*4.

42 Contra Gentiles 4, 61, 3: “In Baptismo enim continetur verbum incarnatum solum secundum virtutem:
sed in Eucharistiae sacramento confitemur ipsum secundum substantiam contineri”.

3 Cf. loannis Calvini opera quae supersunt omnia, G. Baum — E. Cunitz — E. Reuss, ed., IX, Brunsvigae 1870
(Corpus reformatorum 37), 711. See W. Janse, “Calvin’s Doctrine of the Lord’s Supper”, Perichoresis 10
(2012) 137-163, here 148-149.

*“Inood om. DE | Mapiag PVS: Makapiag DE | téte PVSA : 1o DE.
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The Dositheos’ edition and the Athenian manuscript has similar readings to the
Vatican and Jerusalem codices, which distinguish them from the group of the Sinaitic and
Athonite manuscripts®.

We conjecture that the Sinaitic codex could be derived directly from a protograph,
since it agrees with Vat. gr. 1724 in the few readings that are different from Panagiou
Taphou. 111%. The copyist of the Sinaitic codex had intended to shape the text into an
independant treatise by giving it a new heading and eliminating the first paragraph®’. He
did it quite carelessly, however, as we can see from the erroneous readings. The text in
the Athonite manuscript was copied in 1770 from the Sinaitic codex inaccurately and

contains a few ommisions?s.

> For example: Ortép VPDE : mapd SA | pdMov VPDE : mAéov SA | ¢puoswg VPDE : td€swg SA | kal
Seikvutal om SA.

6 dAnBwrAv PDE : &An6A VSA | o®pa to mavdylov P : mavdylov oiua VSA.

47 In which there is a reference to the unknown first answer to the question regarding the Eucharist.

8 kotd TV pUoLv éotiv- doov 8¢ Tpog TO Unokeipevov yvopevov om. A | T® vekp®- kal Siwotv 8Py ry
duoLg, GAN’ oUK év om. A.
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STEMMA

Unknown Protograph a (XVI c.)

Dositheos’ edition (1690)

E Renaudot’s edition (=PG)

Based on the mss. tradition, we conclude that:

a) 1603 is a terminus ante quem for the abridged version;

b) Meletios Syrigos could not be its author;

c) The abridged version appeared in the sixteenth century in the anti-Protestant
miscellanea as evidence in favor of Catholic theology and then in the
seventeenth century it was used by Patriarch Dositheos against Protestant
propaganda in the Greek Churches;

d) The copies of the eighteenth century are secondary and are of no interest for

establishing the original text.

The textual analysis

We can assert with some certainty which manuscript of the original Homily the

author of our forgery worked with. Here is what we read in our text:
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Therefore, in the unfortunate palace we preached on Lazarus Friday before the
emperor and the synclite and the elected [nobles] of the City**. And then they offered many
thanks to the Lord and to us, His humble servants. Now we speak about this [Sacrament]

briefly and clearly.

«The unfortunate palace» (10 duotuxn¢ maAdatiov) is the Small Blachernae Palace that
was destroyed in the Fall of Constantinople in 1453. The reference to the palace indicates
that the author of the forgery worked with a lost autograph of Scholarios, which was used
by Renaudot in his editio princeps — the so-called Ms. Renaudot in the edition of M. Jugie.

Here is the original Homily’s extended heading, which is unique to this lost autograph:

EK TOV OUIALDV, O¢ WHAOTHEV €V T SUOTUXET TaAATiw KOTA TTAPACKEUNV &V Ti
HEYAAN TEOOOPAKOOTH], EVPNUEVWV HETA TNV GAwoLv: €ypadovto &€ PeTA TO Aypadwg

OpABRvVaL, mapakAiost didwv- altn & WUAARBN év tapaokeufi ol Aaldpou°.

By using this heading our author gives the impressionn that the abridged version
was composed by Scholarios allegedly after the fall of Byzantium, when he became
patriarch.

The approximate structure of the abridged version is as follows:

1) Considerations (Bewpiat) on the Body of Christ: physical (duoikdv); glorious
(Evéotov), glorified (6ebofaopuévov) and mystical (LUOTIKOV);

2) The types of the miracles of God;

3) The miracles of the Incarnation and of transubstantiation exceed all other
miracles. Transubstantiation exceeds Incarnation, which only happened once. When the
consecration occurs, the creature is transformed into the Creator by means of the Body,

and the previously existing substance of the bread becomes the Body of Christ;

49 Cf. the decree of the Synod of Constantinople (1691) in I.N. Kapuipng, Tda Aoyuartikd ko SupuBoAika
Mvnueia tijic OpBodoéou KaBoAikiic EkkAnoiag, 11, ABfival 1968, 780 [860]: «...as can be seen from the
writings of the defender of piety, the Lord Gennadios, patriarch of Constantinople, who in the face of the
Orthodox emperors, pious patriarchs, the holy Senate and the teachers of our Orthodoxy came out in
defense of the sacred sacrament by means of the same word [petouciwolc], already known and
recognized by the Church [by his time]».

0 CEuvres complétes, |, XXXV.
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4) The main difficulties faced by ignorant people and heretics when understanding
the sacrament of Eucharist;

5) A brief formula of faith of the Church that solves difficulties without the detailed
and scholastic proofs that can be found in the original Sermon.

6) The eucharistic miracles and the piety of the faithful.

Sections 1-3 meet the purpose of the treatise to retell Scholarios” Homily on his
behalf «briefly and clearly» (ocUvtopov kat cadég). Nevertheless, in the historical and
theological context the brief formula of faith (5) is of the greatest interest. It also serves
as an excellent example of the compilation method, which was used by the author of the

abridged version.

The abriged version* Scholarios’ original text A> Scholarios’ original text B>

Yuelg 6& odeidete motevElY | <..> Kal BeBaiwg ["Q  puotnplov  maviwv
avapudLBoiwg, Kol TAVTES | Kal AvapdloBnTATWE TOTEVWEV | pUoTNplwy lepwTdTtou Kal
Xplotiavol oUTw TioteVELV | Ooa mepl TouTou tol puotnpiou i | avtod to To0 Boamtiopatog

odellopev, ont év T@W puoTik@ | Tol Xplotol ékkAnola d16aokeL iy | UTepPaivovtog SU' €keivou
TOUTW OWUATL, AUTOC E0TILV dANY@W¢ | uNtnp AUV, tolt Eotv év T® | pév yap AUlv 0 Ssomotng

0 Kupto¢ nu@v Inocolig, 0 €k Tf¢ | MUOTIK®) TOUTW OWHATL QUTOV | KATA SUvVaULY Lovny, Sia &€

Moapiac MapO9évou yewnOeic, 0 émi | GANOGC elval TOV Xplotdov Umd | Tovtou Kot ouoiav Auiv

otaupol, o év oUpav® viv, altodg | Tol¢c ouuBeBnkoot Tto0 APTOU | KOWWVEL.
EKElVOC  OAOKAnpog, Umo  TOIC | OUYKAAUTTTOUEVOV Kol OAOKAnpov
ouuBeBnkoaot T00 dptou | elvat altov €kelvov TOV €K THC
OUYKQAUNTTOUEVOG' Kal Kot | pakapiog Tap¥évou
oUatav®* éotiv év T® puotnpiw, ol | yeyevwnuévov, tov émi otaupol

Katd XApLw uovov A Suvouty. TOTE, TOV €V 0Upav® viv...

>1 M. Jugie drew attention to the quoted fragment in his article, but without comparing it with its sources
in the Scholarios’ original homily (see M. Jugie, “Le mot transsubstantiation chez les Grecs avant 1629”,
Echos d'Orient 10 [1907] 5-12, 65-77, here 10). At that time (the article was published 21 years before the
publication of the first volume of the (Euvres complétes) Jugie was not yet completely sure that the
abridged version was a pseudo-epigraph, and therefore believed that this fragment could be directed
either against the Bogomils, who allegedly denied the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist (if the
abridged version belongs to Scholarios), or against the Calvinists (if it belongs to Syrigos).

52 (Euvres complétes, |, 134, 20-5.

>3 1d., 125, 32-36, 126, 21-24.

>4 Cf. Dositheos’ Confession of Orthodox Faith, chapter 17, in Kapuipng, Ta Aoyuatikd kai SupuBoAikd
Mvnueta, Il, 762 [842]: «Also [we believe] that every part and particle of consecrated bread and wine
contain not a part of the Body and Blood of the Lord but by substance the entire whole Lord Christ, that
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As we can see, there is a compilation of the two passages from Scholarios’ Homily,
which are interpreted as stating that Christ is present in the Eucharist by substance (kat’
ouolav) of His body and blood; furthermore, the author and adds a rejection of Christ’s
presence in the Sacrament by grace or by power (katd xapwv pévov i duvauwv) in the
context of anti-Calvinist polemic.

The original homily is not the only source for the abridged version. We have
managed to find out that the author of our forgery used another Scholarios’ treatise On
the Holy Entrances (Mepl TV lep®v eloddwv) in order to explain the legitimacy of using
the term avtituma in the Eucharistic context>>. Scholarios compiled this treatise after the
Council of Florence in an attempt to defend the Orthodox doctrine of the epiclesis, which
was discussed there®®, and the practice of worshipping the Gifts at the Great Entrance®’
by means of the categories of Thomistic sacramentology, or in other words, in a
theological language they could understand. We will treat this point further in the next
section of our article. Here are the corresponding passages in the table below, where the
attributes of the Holy Spirit from the well-known sticheron of the Aposticha Baow\ed
Oupavie®® are ascribed to Jesus Christ who Himself offers the Eucharistic sacrifice and

changes the substance®® through the ministry of His priests.

The abriged version Mepl TV ep@v €i00bwV*°

Avtituna oOv SUvavtat AéyeoBal Tt €v Th | Kai viv 8¢, TV HEV TTPOC TO TPOGSOKWILEVOV

Buola yevoueva KaTd TNV EVEPYELOY, WC TOTE | oUPAvVOoBev SBPOV MAPACKEUNV LEPEUC EOTLV O

is, with Soul and Divinity» (&AN 6Aov OAK@EDC TOV SeomoTNV XpLOoTOV KAT' ovaiayv, LeTd Puxhc dnAovott kal
BedtnTog), or perfect God and perfect man. See also the decree of the Synod of Constantinople (1691):
Id., 779-80 [859-60]. Meta Puxiic Snhovott kai Beotntog is a short explanation that means that the theory
of concomitance is implied by the formula kat’ oUciav. See also the discussion on the variant readings of
this formula above in the section «The manuscript tradition».

5 (Euvres complétes, I, Paris 1930, 196-204.

> See note 36.

57 The moment in the Byzantine liturgy that happens before the words of institution.

8 Bao\ed OUpdvie, NapdkAnte, 6 Mvedpa thg AAnBeiag, O mavtayod mapwv Kai T& mdvta mAnpdv, O
Onoaupog v ayabhv kal Lwfic Xopnyog, EABE kal oknvwaoov év AUV kal kabaploov AUAG Ao nmaong
KNAtdo¢ kat oiaoov, Ayabe tag Puxag UV (the sticheron of the aposticha in the sixth mode at the Great
Vespers of Pentecost).

59 As He did it during the Last Supper.

% Euvres complétes, I, Paris 1930, 201, 12-17.

16



HEV Apéowe aUtol Tto0 ‘Incol 10 Baldua
nowodvtog, viv 8¢ &a tv tii¢ EkkAnoclag
umnpet®yv, To0to AUTO Adavig MPATTOVTOG,

w¢ navrayol mapodvrog Oeiq Suvapel, Kal

mavto. mAnpodvtoc.

oLV Kal tpoodEpwv: 0 6 petaBarlwy TV
ovolav TtoU dptou e€i¢ TV oucilav Tol
OWHOTOC Kot TOV olvov €ic TAV oloiav Tod
AUOV  €oTy

alpoto¢ avtog O  Kuplog

oupavoBev, 6 mavtayxol Mapwv Kal mAvta

MANp®OV w¢ Aoyog Oeol kal Oe0¢ kal TGV

OVTWV MAVTWV SNHLOUPYOG.

In the edition of the abridged version below we provide references in the

compilation to the corresponding places of Scholarios” Homily used therein.

Historical and theological analysis

As we said above, in the historical and theological context of its time, the text’s
formula of faith (5) is of great interest. It was this clear statement of faith that impacted
chapter 17 of Dositheos’ Confession of Orthodox Faith, which is an integral part of the
decree of the Council of Jerusalem (1672). The doctrine of the real presence of the whole
Christ by substance (kat’ oUoilav) was included in that chapter as a refutation of the
Protestant views of Cyril Lucaris on the sacrament of the Eucharist.

Dositheos had access to the Jerusalem manuscript, Panagiou Taphou. 111, while he
was composing his Confession in 1672, that is, at the time when the manuscript was in
the possession of Nikousios Panagiotis. This assumption looks all the more plausible since
Nikousios was one of the main characters in the history of the Council in 167261,

The Patriarch of Jerusalem became interested in this formula because it contained
material that bore the traces of the anti-Protestant polemics of the sixteenth century. The
author of the forgery intended to briefly present the arguments against the attacks of the

Protestants on the doctrine of transubstantiation, since Protestants had utilized the

®1 See about the Council of Jerusalem in 1672 and its link with the confrontation in France between
Calvinists and Jansenists: O. Olar, “'Un temps pour parler'. Dosithée de Jérusalem et le synode de Jassy
(1642)”, Analele Putnei X (1) [2014] 215-250.
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testimonies of the Eastern Church Fathers of the first millennium AD to their own
purposes. Patriarch Dositheos faced the same tasks in his time.

1. The doctrine of petovoiwolg (transubstantiatio) is presented in a concise manner
and is not overloaded with scholastic philosophical argumentation, as is done in
Scholarios’ original Homily. Particular emphasis is placed by the author of our forgery on
the presence in every particle of the Holy Gifts of the entire whole resurrected Christ. The
mystical Body of Christ, although divided, remains intact, because the breaking of the
bread does not pertain to the glorified and imperishable body of Christ, which is present
by substance, but pertains only to the accidents of bread and wine.

The author of the forgery seeks to contrast the correct understanding of the
Thomistic doctrine with the distorted notion of transubstantiation in terms of
hyperrealism®2. The source of this distorted notion is the Protestant propaganda, which
since the 16th century deliberately misinterpreted the Thomistic doctrine. Such improved
understanding turned out to be relevant for the Greeks who opposed Protestantism in
the 17th century, since Cyril Lucaris in his Confession, being under the influence of such
propaganda, also shared a similary erroneous understanding of «poorly invented

transubstantiation»:

We confess and believe in the true and real presence of our Lord Jesus Christ but in
such [a presence] that faith informs us about and not a poorly invented transubstantiation.
We truly believe that faithful communicants partake of the Body of our Lord Jesus Christ at
the Supper, without tearing the sacrament apart by their teeth sensually but rather
comulgating through the feeling of the soul. For the body of Christ is not what is seen and

perceived by eyes in the Sacrament but what is presented and offered to us by our faith

%2 Thus, the Thomistic concept sought to overcome the extreme realistic interpretation of the real
presence that created problems in Christology, marked already by Berenger of Tours in the eleventh
century: how could the resurrected Body could be broken sensually if it is imperishable? A great example
of this hyperrealism is the Confession of faith, compiled by Cardinal Humbert for the Lateran Council of
1059 against Berenger, in DH 690: “<...> scilicet panem et vinum... post consecrationem non solum
sacramentum, sed etiam verum corpus et sanguinem Domini nostri Jesu Christi esse, et sensualiter non
solum sacramento, sed in veritate manibus sacerdotum tractari, frangi et fidelium dentibus atteri
(Enchiridion symbolorum, definitionum et declarationum de rebus fidei et morum.” See in details
Bernatsky, “The Presence of Christ in the Eucharist kat” oOoiav”, passim.
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through spiritual perception. Thus, it is true that if we believe than we eat, communicate

and partake of [the sacrament] but if we do not, than we do not profit®.

2. Eucharistic miracles. The correct understanding of the doctrine of
transubstantiation is confirmed by Eucharistic miracles, but the author does not follow
the ancient tradition of Eucharistic miracles (common both in the East and in the West),
in which the immolated Child or physical flesh and blood appeared to those who doubted
the sacrament®. Rather, the author of the forgery speaks only of miracles in which the
resurrected whole Christ appeared before the eyes of doubting Christians: «It was
reinforced for the firm faithful by many miracles, as we said earlier, and they saw in the
sacred vessel our living Lord who is whole, and being amazed, came to believe [in the
transubstantiation]».

3. A new interpretation of the word dvtituna. The emergence of the tradition of
Eucharistic miracles with the immolated Child is likely connected to the prohibition to
apply the term dvtituma to already consecrated gifts®®. The earliest evidence condemning
such application in patristic literature is the famous story attributed to abba Arsenios
from the Systematic and Alphabetical collections of the Apophtegmata Patrum®®. An
ascetic monk, who argued that «the bread that we take is not the Body of Christ by nature
(dUoel), but only a mere representation (avtitumov)». For the sake of enlightenment at
the Sunday Liturgy his eyes were opened and the consecration took the form of the
sacrifice of the Child. And at the time of the communion, the monk was given a piece of

bloody meat (kpéag¢ nuatwpévov), which took the form of bread only after his public

%3 Kapuipng, Ta Aoyuatikd kai SupuBoAike Mvnusia, 11, 568 [647].

%4 See H. TyHUUKWUIA, “[lpeBHME CKa3aHUA O YyJecHbix asneHuax MnageHua Xpwucra B Esxapuctun”,
bozocnosckuli secmHuk 5 (1907) 201-229; M.-H. Congourdeau, “L’enfant immolé. Hyper-réalisme et
symbolique sacrificielle a Byzance”, in B. Caseau — D. Rigaux — N. Bériou, ed., Pratiques de I'eucharistie
dans les Eglises d’Orient et d’Occident (Antiquité et Moyen Age), Paris 2009, 291-307.

% See an overview of the problems of the interpretation of the word in the first millennium AD in M.
Zheltov, “The Moment of Eucharistic Consecration in Byzantine Thought”, in M.E. Johnson, ed., Issues in
Eucharistic Praying, Collegeville (MN) 2010, 263-306, here 286-289.

% | es apophtegmes des Péres. Collection systématique, Chapitres XVII-XXI, J.-C. Guy, ed., (SC 498), Paris
2005, 42, 44 (XVIII, 4); PG 65, 156C-160A. In the Systematic collection there is another version of this story
with no mention of the term avtitumov, see id., 116 (XVIII, 48). The version without the term avtitumnov
can be found only in one manuscript, see J.-C. Guy, Recherches sur la tradition grecque des
“Apopthegmata Patrum”, Bruxelles 1962 (Subsidia hagiographica 36), 172-175.
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confession of the real presence. The elders explained that to him, «God knows that
human nature is incapable of eating raw meat, and therefore turned the Body into bread
and His Blood into wine, for those who receive it in faith». The last argument, which
explains that the outward signs of bread and wine do not change after the consecration,
became widespread in the subsequent patristic tradition of eucharistic realism. The
dating of these evidences is debatable, but as L. MacCoull suggested®’, they could possibly
be dated to the sixth century, since they were directed against the heresy of the followers
of Julian of Halicarnassus, the Aphtartodocetae (who believed that the body of Christ
from the very moment of His conception was incorruptible and impassible). M. Zheltov
disputes MacCoull’s suggestion and believes that «this had something to do with a
reaction to Nestorian eucharistic theology»®. Anyway, the problem of the corruptibility
of the Eucharistic body was the focus of eucharistic controversies in the East until the
nineteenth century.

In the eighth century, John of Damascus gave two interpretations of the word
avtituna, inspired by the previous tradition (e.g. Anastasius Sinaita). The first one
followed the line of serious restriction in its interpretation. As is known, avtituna is also
used in the text of the anaphora of St Basil the Great after the words of the institution
and before the epiclesis. St John explained that this word refers to Gifts before
consecration®. This interpretation became even more conventional in Orthodox theology
in the context of the struggle against the iconoclastic doctrine of the Eucharist; in fact,
the explanation of St John was read at the Seventh Ecumenical Council of 7877°. Later the
restriction concerning the term dvtitunmov became an argument in the Greek-Latin
debates in the fourteenth and the fifteenth centuries about the precise moment of

Eucharistic consecration. After Symeon of Thessalonica’! this argument was used by Mark

67 L.S.B. MacCoull, “John Philoponus, ‘On the Pasch’ (CPG 7267): The Egyptian Eucharist in the Sixth
Century and the Armenian Connection”, JOB 49 (1999) 2-12, here 9-10.

58 Zheltov, “The Moment of Eucharistic Consecration in Byzantine Thought”, 287.

%9 B. Kotter, ed., Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos, |1, Berlin 1972 (Patristische Texte und Studien
12), 197.

70 Mansi 13, 265.

1 PG 155, 737.
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of Ephesus in his treatise On the time of consecration of the divine Gifts, written at the
Council of Florence in 143972,

The second interpretation of St John’® sheds light on the fact that up to the fifth
century, the word avtituna was widely used to refer to the consecrated Gifts by Church
writers and Fathers without any reservation (Apostolic Tradition, Didascalia, Irenaeus of
Lyon, Cyril of Jerusalem, Gregory of Nazianzen, Corpus Macarianum). That tradition did
not disappear, and we also can find it later on, for example, in the eleventh century, when
the term avtituna was used by Nicetas Stethatos, when he contended with the Latins
about the unleavened bread’.

In the sixteenth century, Protestant theologians drew attention to this early use of
the word to argue in favor of the figurative understanding of the presence of the Body of
Christ in the Gifts. The author of our forgery tried to unravel this tangle of contradictions
and to reconcile the possibility of an unrestricted use of the word dvtituna with Thomist
sacramentology in general and especially the concept in persona Christi’>. The Eucharistic
sacrifice is the representation (tumog) of the Sacrifice offered at the Last Supper by Christ
Himself, and the priests are representations of the Lord. Through them, Christ now
performs the miracle of transubstantiation not directly, but by His operation (kata thv

évépyelav) in the priests’®. The identity of these sacrifices is ensured by the fact that the

72 petit, Documents relatifs au Concile de Florence, 430.

3 «[The consecrated Gifts] are called dvtitunta of the future not because they are not the true Body and
Blood of Christ, but because now we communicate with the Deity of Christ by means of them» (see Kotter,
Die Schriften, 198).

7% J. Hergenroether, ed., Monumenta graeca ad Photium eiusque historiam pertinentia, Ratisbonae 1869,
139-140, 151; A. Michel, Humbert und Kerullarios, |l, Paderborn 1930, 323. Cf. the usage of the word TtUmog
in a tiny Commentary on the Liturgy, which dated back to the eleventh century, in M.C. XenTos,
“Manoun3BeCTHbIN BU3AHTUIMCKUIT KommeHTapuii Xl (?) B. Ha BoxkecTBeHHYt0 AnTypruto”, BusaHmulickuli
spemeHHuK 102 (2018) 352-358, here 357: «Eita Uol [6 lepelic] TOV &pTov €ic TUMOV THC CapKOC TOU
Kuplou, Aéywv: Ta dyla Tolg ayiolg.

> This Thomist doctrine can be summarized as follows: the priest, who receives the power to consecrate
at ordination, represents the person of Jesus Christ, who is the true performer of the Sacrament during
the Liturgy, and the Eucharistic sacrifice represents the sacrifice at Golgotha. See Thomas Aquinas, S.T. lll,
82 and 83; Sent. IV, 8, 2, a. 1.

76 Cf. Col 1, 29: “eic 6 kail koTL® AywVI{OMEVOCS KATA TV €VEPyELav aUToD THv vepyoupévny év €uol év
Suvapel”; Latina Vulgata: “in quo et laboro, certando secundum operationem ejus, quam operatur in me
in virtute.” Cf. also Phil 3, 21: 6¢ petaoxnuatioel T cOUA THC TATMEWVWOEWS NUDV, €i¢ TO yevéaBal alTto
oUppopdov TQ cwpatt THE 60Eng auTtol, Kata THV évépyelav Tol SuvacBat alTov Kal urotaéal Ea0T® TA
navta; Latina Vulgata: qui reformabit corpus humilitatis nostrae, configuratum corpori claritatis suae,
secundum operationem, qua etiam possit subjicere sibi omnia.
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result is the same: transubstantiation or supernatural change (n petouciwolg kat n
Umepdueotatn petaPoAn) into the Flesh, and wine into the Blood: then directly, now
through mediation””’.

In such a way, the concept of transubstantiation allows our author to bypass the
limitations in the usage of the word avtitunov for the sake of arguing against the
Protestant view. However, he does not explicitly question the relationship of the
Eucharistic sacrifice with the sacrifice at Golgotha, while comparing the offerings at the
Last Supper and the daily offerings on the church altars’é.

Can we deduce the source that inspired the author of the pseudepigraph for his
interpretation of the term? Certainly. We may assume that the source was the following
place of the original Scholarios’ original Homily, where Christ says on His behalf that the

Last Supper is a representation (tumog) of the celebration of the Sacrament:

But now | distribute My Body in some new and mystical way, as well as My Blood,
which will soon be shed for you and for the whole world. And | give you the representation
(tmog) of such a marvelous celebration and the power (6uvauiv) to perform it. For the
efficacy (§paotnpLotng) of My words will change every bread and every wine into My Blood
and Body, when you desire to create a remembrance of Me, and also to have [Me] present,

in fellowship with [you] and strengthening for every good’®.

77 Cf. the accusations against Soterichos Panteugenos (Xl c.) that he called the consecrated gifts the
avtituma in the context of his teaching of the representative nature of the Eucharistic sacrifice in relation
to the Golgotha, in’l. ZakkeAlwv, ed., Matutakn BtBAtodrkn fitot avaypaen twv v tfj B1BALodrkn Th¢ Kata
v vijoov Matuov... povijc tol ayiou... lwavvou tol OcoAoyou TEFNCAUPIOUEVWVY XELPOYPAPWY TEUXWV,
‘ABfivaL 1890, 330; see also: M.B. Epmunos, “EBxapuctva. KoHcTaHTMHoNoAbCKMe cropbl Xl B. 0
6orocnosun E(Bxapuctun). Monemuka 1156-1157 22”, in lpasocnasHas aHyuknaonedus, XVIl, Mocksa
2008, 625-628.

78 We would like to note that a similar solution to the problem of the correlation of the Eucharistic sacrifice
and the Golgotha, typical in the Byzantine Eucharistic controversies of the eleventh and twelfth centuries
in Byzantium, can be found in the Explication of the divine Liturgy by Nicholas Cabasilas (Expl. Div. liturg.
32, in Nicolas Cabasilas, Explication de la divine liturgie, S. Salaville — al., ed., Paris 1967 [SC 4bis], 204).
Although Cabasilas would not call the Eucharistic sacrifice TUmog, his solution to the issues of Soterichos
Panteugenos and Michael Sikidites (Glykas) seems to be inspired by Thomism. In a similar manner, he did
not explicitely use the word petouoiwolg directly and was very cautious in his terminology, but there is
an indisputable influence of Thomism on his views on Eucharistic doctrine. The reading of Aquinas’
writings translated into Greek in the 14th century was not limited to the circle of antipalamites and
Latinophrons. A systematic study of borrowings from Corpus Thomisticum in Cabasilas’ works is definitely
needed.

S (Euvres complétes, |, 124, 21-25.
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The explanation of avtituna in our forgery, which was crafted to address the
theological demands of the 16th century, was therefore rather creative®. The term could
not seem to conflict with the real presence, as it did in the fifteenth century, when
Scholarios himself rejected any positive interpretation of this word in his treatise On the
Holy Entrances®'. But in spite of this denial, the treatise has served our author well, as we

shall see in the next section.

4. In persona Christi and the designation of the properties of the Holy Spirit
(mavtaxol mapwv Kal ta mavta mAnp&v) to Jesus Christ in the liturgical context.

As we noted in the «Textual analysis» section, Scholarios’ treatise On the Holy
Entrances was another source for the abridged version. Our author borrowed a peculiar
concept of Scholarios from that treatise, where Gennadios ascribes the properties of the

Holy Spirit from the sticheron Baowel Oupdvie to Jesus Christ.

And then for the first time the disciples gave bread and wine, and the Lord, having
accepted, blessed both [gifts] and, having transubstantiated by blessing (tij g0Aoyiq
puetovowwoag), did not give out bread to eat but His Holy Body, and did not give out wine
to drink from the cup but the Blood. And now the priest makes an offering and prepares
the gift expected from heaven, but the Lord Himself from heaven, «being everywhere and
filling all things» as the Word of God and God and the Creator of all things, changes the
substance of the bread into the substance of the Body and the wine into the substance of

the Blood?®2.

What was Scholarios’ inspiration for the passage above? In the hope of appeasing

the Latins, he tried to combine the Thomist concept of the priest acting in persona Christi

8 |n the seventeenth century Dositheos appreciated this interpretation by placing a marginalia in his
edition (1690): moiw tPoMW TUMOG AéyeTal TO oWpa Tol XpLotol to €v T® puotnpilw.

81 He likely did this so as not to antagonize 15th century Latins. See: (Euvres complétes, 11, 200.

82 (Euvres completes, 111, 201, 12-17.
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and the Orthodox view on the moment of consecration: the transubstantiation is

performed by Christ Himself but at the moment that the priest pronounces the epiclesis®3.

...for in this sacrament it is much clear [compared to the sacrament of Baptism]
that all the fullness of grace originates only from our Lord. And this is evident from
the very words of the servant (to0 &iakovolvtog) of the sacrament. First
remembering the words of the omniscient Lord to His disciples [i.e., the words: Take,
eat], then, he adds a petition that the necessary [change] will also happen now [i.e.,
the transubstantiation of the bread and wine] and says, «Make this bread Your Body
and make this wine the Blood Yours». As if he had said [in other words], «For my part,
| have prepared blessed [Gifts] for this altar — bread and wine, for this only imposed
by You and according to Your grace. You alone have the ability to transubstantiate
these [Gifts] supernaturally and transform them into Your most pure Body and Blood.
For the sake of this transubstantiation, such a preparation was made by me, since
You commanded us to do this part of ours, and to accept the supernatural and divine

Gift according to Your promise without doubt?®4.

Scholarios seeks to justify his position that the miracle of transubstantiation can
happen as a result of human prayer, while maintaining the sanctifying character of the
epiclesis. He emphasizes that at the Last Supper, Christ changed the Gifts through a
blessing. The same thing happens every day in the churches, where Christ performs a
miracle through the priests who act as instruments. Since the transubstantiation happens

through the action of the Holy Spirit in the epiclesis®®, Scholarios goes on to a kind of

8 Let us recall that, from the fourteenth century onward, the accusation of the Latins against the Greeks
consisted in the fact that the Orthodox doctrine made the sacrament of the change of the Gifts into the
Body and Blood of Christ dependent on human prayer (epiclesis) and therefore on a human faculty of a
priest. But the Sacrament should not depend on dubious human dignity and the power of his own prayer,
it is necessary to be sure of the indisputability of its objective effectiveness. The latter, as they thought, is
possible only if the priest acts in persona Christi, thereby Christ Himself offers the Eucharistic sacrifice and
change of the substance of the Gifts by the ministry of His priests, when they pronounce the words of the
consecration: “Take, eat, this is My Body etc.”

84 Euvres complétes, |11, 201,34 — 202. 7.

8 Here is the text of the epiclesis from the Liturgy of St John Chrysostom: «Again we offer unto Thee this
rational and bloodless service, and we ask of Thee, and we pray Thee, and we entreat Thee: Send down
Thy Holy Spirit upon us and upon these Gifts set forth and make this Bread the precious Body of thy Christ,
and that which is in this Cup, the precious Blood of thy Christ, changing them by thy Holy Spirit».
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rational and ascribes the attributes of the Spirit to Christ, abandoning the
pneumatological aspect for the sake of mutual understanding.

This all looks rather strange, but in the context of our forgery, it makes better sense,
since there is no emphasis on the moment of transubstantiation and the main theme is
different; that is, the real presence of Christ in the Gifts. However, by the borrowing of
this text our author demonstrated that he implicitly shares the Orthodox teaching on the

epiclesis, which should have given the fake a degree of authenticity.

The authorship of the abridged and revised version

We know now that the treatise was written some time before 1603 and appeared
in the sixteenth century in an unknown protograph, an anti-Protestant miscellanea, as
evidence in favor of Catholic sacramentology. Meletios Syrigos definitely could not have
written it. But who is the author of our forgery? We are tempted to assume that the
author could be Constantine Paleocappa or one of the Greeks, who worked in Western
Europe in the sixteenth century. In the 1550s the Cretan copyist and forger Constantine
Paleocappa®® was under the protection of the Cardinal Charles de Guise of Lorraine and
together with the other Greek copyists Angelos Vergecios (Ayyelog Bepyékiog) and
Jacobos Diassorinos (lakwpBog Alaoowpvog), worked on creating a catalog of Greek
manuscripts in the Royal Library at Fontainebleau. At that time, Card. de Lorraine
commissioned Paleocappa to compile several liturgical and theological florilegia. As part
of this commission, Paleocappa created three eucharistic forgeries (the treatises of
pseudo-Samon of Gaza, pseudo-Proclus of Constantinople, and pseudo-Nicholas of
Methone and the revised version of the Liturgy of James)®’ that became a basis of the
famous Parisian edition in 156088, This edition was intended to help in the controversy of

the Catholics against the Huguenots over the theology of the Eucharist.

8 C. Garcia Bueno, “El copista cretense Constantino Paleocapa: un estado de la cuestidn”, Estudios
bizantinos 1 (2013) 198-218.

87 See M. Bernatsky, “An Edition of the New-found Forgery of Constantine Paleocappa — the Treatise of
Nicholas of Methone Mpog tou¢ Staotdlovtac kai Aéyovtag, OTL O lEpoupYOUHEVOC APTOC Kot 0lvoC oUK
gotL opa Kal aipo Tod Kuplou AudvIncod Xplotol”, OCP 88 (2022) 105-129.

8 A small volume published in 1560 in Paris by the Royal publisher Guillaume Morel. This volume was
prepared for publication by the liturgist Jean de Saint-André. See the history of ED1560 in details: H.
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The compilation method of Paleocappa is rather similar to what we observe in the
text we study in this article. This method consists in using several original writings of one
author and compiling several borrowings from them to create short falsifications. At the
same time, some borrowings can be taken out of context. Moreover, Paleocappa often
used the technique of repeating certain concepts or expressions to emphasise the main
ideological goal of the forgery.

The Cretan copyist was evidently familiar with the original Homily on the Eucharist
by Scholarios. In one forgery, attributed to a certain Samon of Gaza, Paleocappa
borrowed® from the Homily the example of a mirror (k&tomtpov) as an analogy to the
fact that when the consecrated bread is broken, the incorruptible and resurrected Body
of Christ remains intact under the accidents of bread: if the mirror is broken, the image
of the reflected object does not break, but is observed in each separate piece of the
broken mirror®. The ending of the pseudo-Samon’s treatise addresses the same issues as
our abridged version.

But even if the author of our treatise is Paleocappa, there are a number of difficulties
to be resolved in order to accept this hypothesis. For the forgeries in the 1560 edition, we
have a reliable manuscript tradition, however, things are not so smooth for our case.
None of the earliest manuscripts listed above can be said to be an autograph of
Paleocappa. Besides, in the forgeries for the 1560 edition the Cretan forger intentionally
did not use the term «transubstantiation» (puetouciwolg) and compiled citations of the
Church Fathers, who lived earlier than the fifteenth century. The reason that Paleocappa
did not make use of this term, but only the term «accidents»®?, was not only due to the

deception of the forger. Constantine seemed to take into account a moderate theological

Brakmann, “Divi Jacobi testimonium. Die Editio princeps der Jerusalemer Liturgie durch Jean de Saint-
André und der Beitrag des Konstantinos Palaiokappa”, in Sion, mére des Eglises: Mélanges liturgiques
offerts au Pére Charles Athanase Renoux, Miinster 2016 (Semaines d'études liturgiques Saint-Serge. Suppl.
1), 49-77.

8P, 137 in the 1560 edition (= PG. 120, 832).

% Euvres compleétes, |, 131. Scholarios himself borrows this comparison from the seventh chapter of the
treatise by pseudo-Thomas De sacramento Eucharistiae ad modum praedicamentorum.

91 The anachronism in the case of the term cupBepnkdta revealed a forgery by pseudo-Samon of Gaza.
See M. Jugie, “Une nouvelle invention au compte de Constantin Palaeocappa: Samonas de Gaza et son
dialogue sur I'eucharistie”, in Miscellanea Giovanni Mercati, Ill, Letteratura e storia bizantina, Citta del
Vaticano 1946, ST 123, 342-359.

26



position of his client Card. Charles of Lorraine. Up until the Colloque of Poissy (1561), for
political reasons the Cardinal tried to avoid the word «transubstantiation» in the
discussions with French Protestants. He hoped to achieve a reconciliation between the
two sides with the help of the Augsburg Confession (1530), which affirmed the true
presence of the Christ's body and blood (in Art. 10)°2. But the concept of
transubstantiation was petra scandali, since Luther drastically opposed it, attack on that
was one of four counts in the Affair of the Placards (1534)°3.

In our text, the treatment of the term petouociwolg is different: the forgery was
made in a different context for a different client. Since this client remains unidentified,
our findings about the forgery are still in their preliminary stages. Further study of the
manuscript tradition and the search for a protograph are needed.

Information about the life of Paleocappa also will not clarify this matter, since the
research is limited in this area. As C. Garcia Bueno notes, the oldest manuscript attributed
to him is Paris. gr. 887, dated between 1539 and 1540, and the oldest (Lyon lat. 615) is
dated to 1560. Virtually nothing is known of what his life would be like after his departure
from Crete until his establishment in Paris, except the deduction that in the forties of the
sixteenth century he had reached Venice®*.

To conclude, in the sixteenth century the writing of forgeries of historical,
hagiographic and theological content became a mass phenomenon. Constantine
Paleocappa, Andrew Darmarios, Makarios Melissenos constitute the most prominent
examples. Of course, the motives for creating such fakes for the Greeks, who moved to
Western Europe, were especially commercial, but the issues raised by the fakes, related
to the history of worship and theology of the Eucharist, have made them popular from
the seventeenth century and misled Church writers and researchers up to the present
day. That is why they were so in demand in the seventeenth century by the Patriarch
Dositheos, who fought against the Protestant influence in the Greek Churches and who

has cited almost all Paleocappa’s forgeries as authoritative evidences.

92 De caena Domini docent, quod corpus et sanguis Christi vere adsint et distribuantur vescentibus in coena
Domini; et improbant secus docentes.

93 See C. Elwood, The Body Broken. The Calvinist Doctrine of the Eucharist and the Symbolization of Power
in Sixteenth-Century France, Oxford 1999, 116-117.

9 Garcia Bueno, “El copista cretense Constantino Paleocapa”, 200-203.
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Our new edition®> of the Greek text of the abridged version is based on the
Jerusalem manuscript with the variant readings in the apparatus. The reasons for this
choice lean on the data from The manuscript tradition section:

1) No title nor authorship of the abridged version given in the Vatican manuscript.
2) The variant reading of the key passage of the forgery speaks in favor of the
Jerusalem codex®®.

3) In Sinaitic manuscript the first paragraph®’ is lacking.

Besides the manuscripts, we also took into account Dositheos’ edition, from which the
Athenian manuscript of the eighteenth century was copied. The apparatus also contains
references to the original Scholarios’ works used to compose the pseudepigraph. The
edition of E. Renaudot [=PG] contains numerous minor faults and variant readings, which

indicate that he tried to correct obvious technical errors in Dositheos’ edition.

SIGLA

V — Vaticanus gr. 1724

P — Jerusalem. Natplapxikn BiBALoOnkn. MNavayiov Tadou. 111

S — Sinai. Movn tfi¢ Aylag Aikatepivng gr. 1787

E — Athens. EOvikn BiBAL0OnRkn tfig EAAGSoC. Mavayiouv Tadou. 411
A — Athos. Movn ayiou MNavteAeruovocg. 649

D — Dositheos’ edition (1690)

% | would like to express my thanks to Natalia Mamlina for the technical assistance in preparing the
edition.

% katd xdpv povov f SuvapLy P : katd xapwv pévnv V

7 Eneldn mepl T00 LUOTNPLUWSEOUC CWHATOC KOl a{HaTOoG <...> Kal dyarmwoatg katd Oedv Kal
AYATIWUEVOLG.
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revvadiov, matplapxov KwvotaviivoumoAewg!

1. Emeldn mepl 1ol puotnpuwdoug cwpatog kat aipato¢ tod Kuplou Audv Incol
Xplotol mpoxeipw¢ mpwnv amekpwvapeba mpog TV UVUETEpAV €pwTtnoly, VOV TAALY
TMAQTUTEPOV ATIOKPLVOUED, €xovteg? Avayknv w¢ Suvatov évBsival LUV THV AAn6f
yvow tol puotnplou, wg oocwwtatalg Puxaic kal ayonmwooal kata Osov kal
AYATIWUEVALG.

Mp&Tov o0V yVWOKEWY odeilete, dTL TO oD Kuplou AM®V o@®ua Tt© mavdylov, &v
umapyov Aaei, dStapopoug EmdExetal Bewpiag. ANwS yap Bewpolpev nept avtod kabo
duaokol, fyouv eVOUG Ao tfi¢ cCUAMNAPEWC HEXPL KAl TFG S1d TV Bavpdtwy avadeifew:
Kal GAAwG kaBo €vdoou, fiyouv amo th¢ avadeifews péxpt o0 maboug Kal thg Tadhic:
Kol AAAWG kaBo dedofaopévou, Hyouv Ao THG AVACTACEWS KOl LEXPL TTAVTOG ToU Xpovou
dinvek®¢ kal GAAwWG w¢ puotikol, flyouv kabo €év Sladopolg Buolaotnpiolg TtV
0pB066Ewv xplotlaviv UnepBauvpdotwg Kab €kaotnv mapouotaletal. Al toladtal 6€
OpwG Stadopot Bswpliat o Statpolol 0 To0 Xplotod oWpa, AANA SLA Tac®v €V €0TL.

AgUtepov YIVWOKELY Odeilete, maviwy? TV UTIEP* ULV yivopévwy tapd Ocol, ouSEv
€oTLv Umepduéotepov To0 puotnpiou touTou, Kal §1d tolto oudev Ayvoeital mapd Toig
idlwtatg mAéov touTou, Kal év o0devl yupvaletal® f Osia kal dvBpwrivn codia mAEov
ToUTOU, Kal o08eVi® TV Tfi¢ lepdg MOV’ TioTewg AvTAéyouaoty ol Armotol Kal alpetikoi®
HaAAov® toutou. ALO Kol NUELG TMOTE €v T® Suotuxel MoAatiw WHANCOUEV KATA THV
Mapaokeunv tod Aaldapou nept tol puotikol cwpatog tod Asomotou Xplotol Evwriov

Bao\éwg Kal TFi¢ oUYKANTOU Kol TV E€aLpETWV THG TOAEWC, KAl TTOANAG XApLTAC

§ 1, from Mp@®tov oLV to 81 macv &v éott: cf. CEuvres complétes, 1, 123, 8-10.

! revabdiouv, matpidpxov Kwvotavtivountddewc PE : Tod dywwtdtou ratpidpyou Mlevvadiou nept tfig Belag
puotaywylag SA levvadiou tol ZxoAapiou KwvoTtavtlvoumOAewg YEVOUEVOU TOTPLAPXOU ETi TAG
OAWOEWC, AOKPLOLS SOYHOTLKN TIPOG TIVAC £pWTHOAVTOC AUTOV TIEPL TOU AYLWTATOU UCTNPIlou TG lepdg
€0XAPLOTIOG, &V N PNTMOC AéyeL TRV AEEWV THC petouowoew D om. V — 2 €xovtec VPSAE : €xovta D —
3 tdvtwv VPDE : étL mdvtwy SA — # Onép VPDE marg. A : mapd SA — ° yupvaddetat VPSA : yupvdletal mAéov
DE — % o0&evi VPSA : év o08evi DE — 7 Auiv om. SA — & aipetikol VPDE : ol aipetikol SA — ° p&Mov

VPDE : mA€ov SA
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aviveykav t@ Kupiw tote kal NUlv tolg Ttamnewvois dovAolg avtol. NOv &€ olvtopov Kal
oo dEG TEPL TOUTOU AEYOEV.

2. TWVWOKETE 00V OTL TAV MPWTNV TAEWV &v Toic Baupact Tod Osol &xouoty €kelva, év
0LG N TAELC LOVOV KOl O TPOTOC Ti¢ PpUoEWC! peTamoteital, yivetat 8& mpdypo Suvapevov
yiveoBal kaB’ ékaotny, AV 6L AAANG 6600+ Womep idoato moANoug appwaotoug 6 KUplog
ARV Xwpl¢ latpeiac, we thv mevBepav "tol Métpou?, kal Tov naida Tol3 £katovidpyou.
Kal €v tfj MaAaid dta tol ZapounA kat tol HALoD EémUkvwoe TOV AEpa PO VETOV XWPLG
100 yevéaBal puoiknv twva aitiav tod* 6uBpou.

Asutépav €xoual tav n avaotaolg tod Aalapou, kat i avapAePig tod tupAod- év
ToUTOLG Yap TO PEV YWOUEVOVY | Katd TAV® oLy €otiv- doov 6& mpog tO Unokeipevove év
W yivetay, mopd TV puotv éoti. Motel yap kai i duotc avth? Lwnv, GAN o0k &v "t vekp®-
Katl Sidwaotv OYv ) puoLg, AN oUK v T®) eEmMNPWUEVW ToUg 0OaApOUG.

Tpitnv £xouat Ta€lv o otfjval tol oikeiou §pdpou tov fHALov, 0 yéyove S1aIncod® tod
Nauf- kal 10 opa xwphoal Sld cwpatog, w¢ 6 Kuplog¢ Audv S1iABe thv Bupidv
KEKAELOPEVWY- TalTa yap o0dEva Tpomov nmapad thg puoswg duvavral yiveobal.

3. Emékeva € mavtwyv TouTwv TV Bavpaciwy, AAAa dUo giol Bavpata péylota, Kat
niavta Adyov vik@vta- €v pév anaf yeyevnuévov 0tell trv avBpwmivnv ¢uov 0 Oedg
ouvije T® Belw mMpoownw- £tepov &€ pellov ToUTOU Kal KaB' AUEPAV YLVOUEVOV OTL
avtika petaBarAel v ovolav tol aptou £ig v ololav tol dlov cwpatog 6 XpLOTOg,
kal TAv ololav tol olvou &€ig tv ovoiav tol iblou alpatog. Ev pev yap t@ mpwtw
Bavparty, o06ETEPa HUOLE LeTEPANON MPOC THV ETEPAV- AAN €V TQ ToD XpLotol mpoowTw,
Kal n Bedtng kat n avOpwnotng dcuyxuTwg ioiv. Ev 6& TouTw T® puoTtnplw TO KTloHA
TPOG TOV KtloTnV petamnoleital St péoou 100 cwpatog, kat 1 mpoldeot®woa tol aptou

olola o®pa Xplotol yivetal- kai n pév ovoia tod aptou petafarietal, (va €v AUV T

§ 2: Cf. CEuvres complétes, |, 127, 5-20.

§ 3, from Emékelva to oc@pa Xplotol yivetay, cf. Euvres compleétes, |, 127, 21 —128, 3.

! dVoewc VPDE : téd€ewe SA — 2 Transp. ante mevBepav SA — 3 tol om. SV — * 1ol om. DE — ° tfjv om. DE
— 8 katd—Umokeipevov om. A — 7 a0t PVSAD : authv E — & t®—£év om A — °’Incod om. DE — ° éte PDE
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HUOTNPLOV €VEPYR Kal ouoowpoug NUAC motf] tod Xplotol. H 6& €€wBev dLabeolg ol
ApTOU MEVEL TTAALV I a0TH, CUYKAAUTTTOUCA TNV ouoiav tol oWpatog, (va pndelg tAlyyog
ARG KOTOoXWY, Gmaydyn thc petaAfPewc. Méylotov pév olv mavtwy TV Tol Ogol
Bavpaciwv Tolto €0TL TO puoThiplov, 810 Kal MOANAS, WG TPOEiMOUEV?!, EVOTAOELG TTPOC
toUto Klvololv €vBev pév amiotol, €vBev &€ aipetikol, €vBev 6€ 1SLWTOL, OUK EXOVTEC
ouvopdv Tov Adyov ol puatnpiou, ag évotaoelg év ékeivn Th oAl SteAvoapeba toTe?.

4. Ol pev yap aut®v anopoiol, g v M mapauTika LeTaBaAAetal 1) ovoia tol dptou
katl olvou &ig tnv ovotav tol cwpatog. Ot 6¢ dnopodol, g Suvatov €otL THG ovolag Tol
aptou petaBAnBeiong €ig v ovoiav To0 cwpatog, PEVeLV T& ocupPBeBnkota tod Gptou,
fiyouv O pfikog abtod, "td BABog3, To MAdTOG, TO XpOHa, THV OCHAVY Kal THV €V Tf yeUoEeL
nodTNTO, WOTe elvat T& cUupPBEPNKOTO ToT APTOL XWPLS TS ovoiag Tod dptou, Kal TAV
AAnBuwnv* ololav T00 cwpatog KpumteaBatl év cupuBePnkooly AAANG ovaoiag®. “Etepol®
&nopolol, TMC Suvatov GAoV elvat TOV XpLOTOV év JiKpd Tol dpatvopévou moodtntt. AANoL
naAv Stamiotololy, OnMwg tO tol XpLotold HUOTIKOV oWHA KOl TEUVOUEVOV AKEPALOV
Slapével, Kal TV THNUATWY EkaoTov, auTd OAov’ €oti® Tod Xplotod o®pa " Kal TéAelovs.
Anopoiotv étepol, O Kal peylotnv £xeL THvV amopiav, m&g o " adtd Kat £vil tod Xplotod
o®ua €otl, kat év olpav®, kal &v mAeioTolg apa Bucotaotnpiolg €v yij. AAAA TaUTag UEV
TAG amoplag kol AeAUkapev tote Kal SuvapueBa AVewv T tol Xplotol tol pwticavtog
AUAG xapttt- pdAAov 6€ ol mavoodol tfig EkkAnoilag dtdaokaAol AUouaoty, ol KaBnyeUOVEC

TG €v AUV Kal xapLtog kat omoudic.

§ 3, from | pév oloia to amayayn thi¢ petaAnPewg: cf. Euvres complétes, |, 125, 5-6.
§ 3, from MéyLotov pév olV to TodTd £€0TL TO puotriplov: cf. Euvres complétes, |, 128, 4-5.

§ 4, from“Etepol dnopoilol to Bualaotnpiolg €v yij : cf. CEuvres complétes, 1, 130, 8-10; 131, 4-6, 25-26.

! npoeinopev PVSDE : eimopev A — 2 t6te om. SA — 3 Transp. post 16 mAdtog DE — * &AnBuwrv PDE :
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5. Yuelc 6€ ddeilete moteV eV AvapudIBOAWC, Kal TAVTEG XpLoTLovol oUTw TILOTEVELY
odeilopev, OTL €V TG PUOTIKRD) TOUTW OCWHATL, aAUTOG €0TLV AANOKG 0 Kuplog nu&vIncodc,
0 £k Tf¢ Mapiag! MapBévou yevvnBeig, 0 £mi otaupod, O év oUpav® VOV, aUTOG EKETVOC
OAOKANpOG UTO TO1¢ cupPePNKOCL TOD APTOU CUYKAAUTITOUEVOG: KAl KOT ouoiav €0TLV €V
T® puotnpiw, ov Katd x&pw povov "f SUvapw?. O06E tonog £oti tO3 HUOTIKOV TOD
Xplotol o®poa tol dAnBolic cwpatog, AAAA R* dAnBela £keivou To0 ocwWUATOC €oTLy. OU
yap tumolLg oUdE okLaic vOv we €v ti) NoaAatd, AAAG tpdypaot kat daAnBeialg AatpeUopey.
El 6£ T TQV aylwv avtitumov® AéyeL tr)v Buoiav tavtny tol Asomotikol deimvou ékeivou,
SNAGvV €otwv, OtL 1| Bucia pev altn tumog €otl tiig¢ Buoiag ékelvng, womep kat ol viv
Buovteg "TUMOLE giol ol tdte BUoavTog Incod. TO 8¢ dnotéAeopa tfi¢ Buoiag T avTd
€0TL Kal Tote Kal viv, 1 petouoiwolg SnAovoTt, kal 1) unepdueotdtn HeTaBoAn mpog tnv
guuyov kal teBswpévnv tol Xplotol odpka, kal tol olvou mpog TO UNMEPTLMOV aUToD
atpa. Avtituna oOv SUvavtat AéyeoBal Ta &V Tfi Buoia yVOHEVA KATA TV EVEPYELOY, WG
Tote’ pEV Apéowg autod Tol Incol to Badpa molwolvtog, viv 8¢ S1d ThV Tfi¢ EKKAnaiag
OMNPETQY, TolTo AUTO Adavig mpattovtogd, we mavrayod mapovrog Beiq SuvAuel, kai
nmavta mAnpodvtog. To 8¢ amotéeopa TG évepyelag, ) petaBoln tod Gptou kal tod
olvou TpoC TO dANBEC Tod Xplotod o®dpa Kal aipa, Kat TOTe AV, Kol ViV £oTL.

6. ToUto ) tol Xplotol EkkAnocia knputtel: toito Bavpaot moAAAKLG EBeBalwbn mpo¢
TOUG Slamiotoivtact, we mpATEPOV EMOUEY, KAl EI50V €V TQ) lep® OKEVEL OAOKANPOV TOV
Kuplov nuiv {®vta’®, kal memotevKkaowv EKMAAYEVTEC. "AAOL TELpa OOV ToD puotnpiou

TIOLOAVTEG TOAUNPOV, META TF¢ YPuxhg kal ThV Lwnv Blalwc® dnwAscav.

§ 5, fromYueic 6€ 6deilete to ouykahumtopevoc: cf. (Euvres complétes, 1, 134, 21-25.
§ 5, from kai kat’ oUolav to i SUvapy and from 006 tumog €otl to tol téte Buoavtoginood: cf.
CEuvres completes, | 126, 21-24; 124, 21-25.

§ 5, from wg totE pév Apéowc to kat viv €oti: cf. CEuvres complétes, I, 201, 12-17; 202, 3-7.
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avtituma V — © Transp. post eiol SA — 7 téte PVSA : 1® DE — mpdrtovtog PVSDE : mpdttovieg A —
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Kal 1 6paotnplotng ndoa tol puotnpiou toutou, Kal mPog T GAAa TV puoTnpiwy
. v ) ~ L1 ) r v 1 2 v e v ~ ] 1 3y ~
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By Gennadios, the Patriarch of Constantinople

1. Since we recently answered your question about the mystical (Lvotnplwbdoug)
body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ impromptu, now we are again answering in more
detail, considering it necessary to provide you, as far as possible, with true knowledge
about the sacrament, for your most venerable souls both loved according to the will of
God, and themselves accepted love.

First, you should know that the body of your Lord, being always one, admits various
theories about itself. We consider it as a physical [body], that is, immediately after
conception until the manifestation by miracles; as a glorious, that is, from the
manifestation to the passion and the burial; as a glorified, that is, from the Resurrection
until the end of time; and as a mystical, that is, the body, which is present separately on
various altars of Orthodox Christians in a miraculous way. But such different theories do
not divide the body of Christ, but it remains one in all [states].

Secondly, you should know that of all the supernatural miracles performed by God,
none surpasses this sacrament. And therefore, about none [of the miracles] do idiots err
more than about this [sacrament]; in none [of the miracles] does divine and human
wisdom more revealed itself than in this [sacrament], and not one of the [miracles] of our
sacred faith is disputed by infidels and heretics more than this [sacrament]. When we
preached on Lazarus Friday in the unfortunate palace! before the emperor and the
synclite and the elected [nobles] of the City,? they then offered many thanks to the Lord
and to us, His humble servants. Now we speak about this [sacrament] briefly and clearly.

2. So, you should know that the first class of the miracles of God is those [miracles]
in which only the order and way of nature are transformed, that is, an event, that can

happen every day, occurs, but in a different way. In such a way our Lord healed many sick

! See section «The textual analysis».

2 That is, Constantinople.
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people without treatment: for example, Peter's mother-in-law? and the centurion's child?,
and in the Old Testament, through Samuel®> and Elijah®, he thickened the air so that it
would rain, although there was no natural cause for heavy rain.

The second class [of the miracles of God] is the Resurrection of Lazarus’ and the
recovery of sight to the blind®. Indeed, in these miracles, the event happens according to
nature, but in relation to the subject in which it happened, it is contrary to nature. For
nature creates life, but not in a dead [man], and nature gives sight, but not in someone
who is disabled in eyesight.

The third class is such miracles as the stopping of the Sun's own movement, which
happened through Joshua®, and the passage of one body through [another] body, as our
Lord passed through locked doors!®. These things cannot happen in any other way except
[when acting] contrary to nature.

3. Exceeding all these miracles are two of the greatest ones that surpass all
reasoning: one of them happened once, when God united human nature to the divine
Person, the other surpasses the first and takes place every day, since Christ in a moment
transforms the substance of bread into the substance of His own body, and the substance
of wine into the substance of His own blood.

Indeed, in the first miracle [of the Incarnation], no nature is changed into another,
but in the Person of Christ, both the divinity and the humanity are present without
confusion. In the miracle [of the Eucharist], the creature is transformed into the Creator
by means of the body, and the substance that previously existed as bread becomes the

body of Christ. And [for this,] the substance of bread is transformed, so that the

3 Mt 8, 14-15; Mk 1, 29-31; Lk 4, 38-39.

4 Cf. In 4, 46-54; Mt 8, 5-13; Lk 7, 1-10. Already Irenaeus of Lyon calls the healed «son of the centurion»,
haer. 2, 22, 3 (PG 7, 783).

>1Kings 12, 17-18.

63 Kings 17, 1; 18, 41-46.

7Jn 11, 38-46.

8Jn9, 1-41.

% Josh 10, 12-14.

0 Jn 20, 19.
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sacrament operates in us and makes us united in one Body with Christ. The external state
of the bread, in turn, remains the same, hiding the substance of the body, so that no
confusion should overcome us and lead us away from communion. Indeed, this sacrament
is the greatest also because, as we said above, many people raise objections against it
from different sides, namely, infidels, heretics and the common man who are not able to
comprehend the meaning of the sacrament. We refuted these objections before in
another homily!.

4.Some people are perplexed as to how the substance of bread and wine is instantly
changed into the substance of the body. Others are perplexed as to how, after the
substance of bread has been changed into the substance of the body, the accidents of
bread, i.e., its length, height, width, color, smell, and taste, can be preserved, so that the
accidents of bread subsist without the substance of bread, and the true substance of the
body is hidden under the accidents of another substance. Still others wonder how it is
possible for the whole Christ to be present in a small amount of visible bread. Others, in
turn, wonder how the mystical body of Christ, although divided, remains intact, and each
of the particles is itself the whole and perfect body of Christ. Finally, others wonder about
the greatest conundrum, that is, how the same body of Christ is present simultaneously
in heaven and on the multitude of altars on earth. But we resolved all these difficulties
before and are able to resolve them now with the grace of Christ that has enlightened us.
Or rather, those most wise teachers of the Church, who are conductors of grace and zeal
in us, present solutions.

5. But you must resolutely believe (as all of us Christians must believe) that in this
mystical body is truly our Lord Jesus Christ Himself, born of the Virgin Mary, who was on
the cross, is now in heaven, [and is] the same whole [Christ] that is hidden under the
accidents of bread and wine. He is present in this sacrament by substance, and not by
grace or virtue. And the mystical body of Christ is not an image of the true body, but the
reality of that body. And we worship not by means of images and foreshadowing, as in
the Old Testament, but in deeds and truth. If any of the saints calls this sacrifice the

“antitypon” of the Lord’s Supper, then it is clear that this sacrifice is the figure of that

111, e. in the original Homily on the Eucharist.
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Sacrifice, just as the [priests] who now sacrifice are the images of Jesus who offered the
Sacrifice at that time. And the result of the sacrifice both then and now is, of course, the
transubstantiation or the supernatural transformation [of bread] in the living and deified
flesh of Christ, and that of wine into His most precious blood. So, what happens at the
time of the sacrifice can be called an “antitype” by operation since at that time, Christ
Himself directly performed a miracle, but now He performs this through the servants of
the Church invisibly, since he «is present everywhere» by Divine power and «filling all
things»!2. The result of the operation, the transformation of bread and wine into the true
body and blood of Christ, is the same then and now.

6. This [teaching] proclaims the Church of Christ, it was reinforced for the steadfast
faithful by many miracles, as we said earlier, and they saw the wholeness of our living
Lord in the sacred vessel, and being amazed, came to believe [in the transubstantiation].
Others, who made an audacious attempt to learn the nature of the sacrament, lost their
souls and died a violent death. And the whole efficacy of this sacrament and its superiority
over the other sacraments becomes obvious from what has been said. Many people, both
clergy and laity, do not know this and therefore out of ignorance treat [the sacrament]
with less reverence than it deserves, both before communion, during communion itself,
and after it. May you then always revere this great and astonishing sacrament, and from

now on pray that we too emulate the piety that has increased in you.

12 Cf. the prayer «O Heavenly King, O Comforter, O Spirit of Truth...», the sticheron of the aposticha in the
sixth mode at the Great Vespers of Pentecost. It is used many times daily in home prayers and at public
worship, except for the period from the Liturgy of Great Saturday to the All-Night Vigil of Pentecost.



