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D I R K  K R A U S M Ü L L E R  –  O L G A  G R I N C H E N K O

The Tenth-Century Stoudios-Typikon and its Impact 
on Eleventh- and Twelfth-Century Byzantine Monasticism

Abstract: The topic of this article is a now lost monastic rule, which was written at the Constantinopolitan monastery of Stoudios 
������������������+���=����������=�����������������;����������
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prohibition of clandestine eating and the requirement to confess to the abbot and to obey him in all things. The article seeks to 
determine the structure of the text through comparison of later adaptations for Russian and Southern Italian monasteries, and it 
attempts to assess its impact on Constantinopolitan monasticism through analysis of borrowings in the Pantokrator-Typikon, the 
Kecharitomene-Typikon and the Mamas-Typikon.

What distinguishes Byzantine monasticism of the tenth, eleventh and twelfth centuries from earlier 
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and Louis Petit but it is only in the last forty years that they have been studied in depth. The ground 
for this more sustained engagement was laid by Paul Gautier who in the 1970s and 1980s prepared 
critical editions and French translations of several important rules. More recently John Thomas and 
Angela Hero have made the texts available to English-speaking scholars through their ambitious 
;��õ�+��Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents. This multi-volume publication not only contains 
translations of the surviving Greek texts but also extensive commentaries and general introductions 
in which John Thomas has attempted to reconstruct the development of Middle Byzantine monasti-
cism. In these introductions Thomas accords a crucial role to the Evergetis-Typikon, which dates to 
������+��]����������������~�����+���=����"����}=������������%~��}�������;�����Ý��������������*�������
����+��]��������+���+��=�������`��}��]����]������������}��]��Ý���������]����`�����]�Ý����������]�
monastic founders used the Evergetis-Typikon as the model for their own rules. As long as one focu-
ses exclusively on the texts contained in the Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents this narra-
tive is convincing because earlier rules deal almost exclusively with technical questions and lack the 
lengthy exhortations and explanations that characterise the Evergetis-Typikon. However, the picture 
changes radically when one extends the discussion to texts that have been lost in their original and 
are only known to us from later adaptations or from translations into other languages. One example 
of such a text is the Panagios-Typikon, which provided the model for the Greek and Georgian rules 
���������	�����÷��~�������=}����=]������������=������]����������~������#�������=������#�����������
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and that it already had a stridently coenobitic agenda. This article focuses on another lost early rule, 
written at the famous Constantinopolitan monastery of Stoudios, which also bears the hallmarks of 
`������+������`<���õ�+��������������+��������;����
���������+���]������������}����]��������=���`����
to confess to the abbot and to obey him in all things. It seeks to determine the structure of this rule 
through comparison of later adaptations for Russian and Southern Italian monasteries, and it attempts 
to assess its impact on Constantinopolitan monasticism through analysis of borrowings in the Pan-
tokrator-Typikon, the Kecharitomene-Typikon and the Mamas-Typikon.
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As is well known the Stoudios monastery played a crucial role in the genesis of monastic rules as a 
distinct literary genre. One of the earliest extant examples of such rules is the Stoudios-Hypotypo-
sis.1 This brief text, which was written around the year 900, describes various aspects of communal 
worship and sets out how communal meals should be organised. In the second half of the tenth and in 
the early eleventh century the Stoudios-Hypotyposis not only found its way to Southern Italy but also 
served as the model for two further texts, the Lavra-Hypotyposis and the Iviron-Hypotyposis.2 How-
ever, at the Stoudios monastery itself the Hypotyposis was later superseded by another much more 
voluminous rule, which we will call Stoudios-Typikon in order to distinguish it from the earlier text. 
Unfortunately, the Stoudios-Typikon is lost. However, its content and structure can be reconstructed 
���`���=����������*��<������=����Ý��+���������+��#��*�=����
�����������]��Ý�=;�������`��������������
he had founded in Constantinople;� the rule, which the Calabrian abbot Bartholomew of Simeri gave 
to the Nea Hodegetria or Patirion monastery shortly after the year 1100; 4 and the rules of the Soter 
��]����}����̀ ������������Ý��+����������`�Ý^��]��+�;����=���+�`;���]��������������5 Of these texts 
only the Soter-Typikon and the as yet unedited Patirion-Typikon are extant in the Greek original.6 By 
contrast, the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius has only survived in a Church Slavonic translation and the 
Trigona-Typikon is only preserved in a late Italian rendering.7

������������]=+�������������]�������������'�=�+�����~���+�~�������������~���õ�=�]���������]������]�
comparison of the four extant rules, which permitted him to conclude that identical passages appear 
in two, three or even four of the texts.8 This leaves no doubt that their authors drew on the same ma-
terial. Moreover, some of the stipulations are explicitly characterised as traditions instituted by Theo- 
dore of Stoudios, which suggests that this material is of Stoudite provenance.9 Such provenance is in 

 1 The Stoudios-Hypotyposis is extant in two recensions, ed. MIGNE, PG������á����á������]�#��DMITRIEVSKIJ, Opisanie litur-
}�÷�������=��;���õ�������;��������~����������������

 2 Lavra-Hypotyposis, ed. Ph. MEYER������"�=;�=��=�]�������]������+��+����]���#������ý���������;	�}������������������]�
DMTRIEVSKIJ���;�������������������~�����"�;���;����������������KEKELIDZE�����=�}�÷������}�=	�������;�`��������~����÷����
~����������}����������÷����������;�������������������������������Ý����*�����~��
����]���]��������������������]�����������
respectively; the latter text is dependent on the former but contains additional material, in particular in the section about the 
refectory, cf. A. PENTKOVSKIJ����;�����;���������#�����õ����=]����~���	������������=�������+�Ý�2001�����������à�����=������
Italy cf. E. MORINI, Monachesimo greco in Calabria. Aspetti organizzativi e linee di spiritualità. Bologna 1996, ����

 � On Alexius I cf. J. P. THOMAS,����~��������}��=��à�=�]����������������	�������%`;�����������}�������'�����á�������à�����

������=``���������+����������+���+������KRAUSMÜLLER, The abbots of Evergetis as opponents of ‘monastic reform’: a re-ap-
praisal of the monastic discourse in eleventh- and twelfth-century Constantinople. REB����
�����������������;����������

 4 ����̀ ������������!���"�]�}������������������Ý�����=�]�]���������������cf. E. MORINI, Gerarchia e koinonia. Organizzazione 
]�����~����`���+�������=�����]����;�����+���
��������<���+������`�+�����=��=����+���`�+�����������+�����
�	�������
������$�
��+��������<��$����'��}�������������	�������]����=]��
�	�����������+���������}�������������������]�+=`�����;����`�����, a 
cura di A. CARILE������}����������������Ý�����������+��������]�����+��]�����������=��� 

 5 For the Soter monastery in Messina, cf. F. GIUNTA, Il monachesimo basiliano nella Sicilia normanna, in: Basilio di Cesarea. 
����=�����������=���;���������
����������`�������+������������������������á���á���

 6 Soter-Typikon, ed. M. ARRANZ�������;�����]=�`�����_���]=���������=~�=�������������'�]�*�������������}��������#�����������
Introduction, texte critique et notes (OCA ��������`�����������������������;���������*������������'�]�*����������}���+=��
G.B. q. 6a. Extensive excerpts can be found in PENTKOVSKIJ,���;��������á���

 7 The Church Slavonic translation has recently been critically edited by PENTKOVSKIJ, Tipikon��������� The text has yet not 
been translated into a Western European language. There only exists an unfortunately rather imprecise translation into Rus-
sian by "����`����à��]���õ�
KOROTKOV�� Pervona÷al’��õ ob�÷e\������õ ustav russkih `��������õ (���	�;�������õ��÷ast Alek-
seevkogo ��=]�õ��}� ustava po rukopisi Sinodal’nogo �
����õ� GIM, No����������XII v��. Leningrad 1986. For the Trigo-
na-Typikon, cf. S. MERCATI, Sul Tipico del monastero di S. Bartolomeo di Trigona tradotto in italo-calabrese in trascrizione 
greca da Francesco $=+�������ASCL���
��������á��������;�����������cf. also K. DOURAMANI, Il typikon del monastero di 
S. Bartolomeo di Trigona. ��`��������

 8 Cf. PENTKOVSKIJ����;������������������=��������~���õ^��}��=�]�
������}�Ý�������������+���+�=�]�������~��
����Ý��������
 9 '�����}��#��*�=����;��������������
PENTKOVSKIJ�<�î#�]����`������Ý�������Ý�������Ý������=��=����}����
��������������]���^��

��]������������;�����á��á�
�ENTKOVSKIJ�<�§VÄ Í>±V? H¡V°�¢V? §VÄ �§V?°±§V? Å¡¢Î ª¡¥¢V§V£±¬¦ 
YV?¸�£V?.
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any case highly likely in the case of Patriarch Alexius who had previously been abbot of Stoudios; 
and for Bartholomew of Simeri a Stoudite connection can also be assumed because his biographer 
������=�����������������~�����]�'����������;���Ý���������
�����]�`�����
õ�+���10�#��������~���õ�����
;�����]��=����������
õ�+���+�=�]�Ý������~����+�=]�]���*������`��������=]����`���������11

One of the stipulations where reference is made to Theodore of Stoudios concerns the election and 
installation of the abbot. Here we will only quote the last part, which describes the qualities expected 
in a new abbot, because it alone appears both in the Patirion-Typikon and in the Soter-Typikon:

Alexius:
Futhermore, we want the 

one who has achieved the most 
in the monastic way of life to be 
hegumenos here,
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lag behind these (monastic 
����	^
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 Ü6�	�
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 has 
become customary.

Then the monastery will 
become better and will thrive 
and will bring forth great 

������.

These are our testimonies; 
and the ��Ü���
 Ü���
 ��
 �����-
�����
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 Ü6�

takes good care of us.

And everything will be well 
through the power of the Cre-
ator of all and through the mer-
cy of the Mother of God, our 
Lady, pure Ever-Virgin, who 
is honored here.12

Patirion:
À¢¿¦ Y¨¢ §V�¦ �LLV¥¦ µ¬Î 

/>µ¶¸�£V£ �¢¥>§¬ §V.¦ §®¦ ¸V-
£®¦ §�ÅV?¦ ³V?L«¸¡´¬ ¡+£¬¥ §¿£ 
Ç£§¬Ä´¬ 
YV?¸¡£¡�>V£§¬.

½&§Ã¦ ÇÅÎ §¿ µ¢¡�§§V£ 
Í°¡�>¡¥¡£ 
 ¸V£¤, V&§Ã¦ Ð£´¤� 
>¡¥¡£, V&§Ã µ¬¢ÅV.¦ B¢¬±V?¦ 
Ç£�Yµ¡¥¡£,

µ¬Î Å�£§¬ Õ ¡¥ µ¬LÏ¦ °?£�¸¡¥ 
¸	£ §VÄ §Ï£ ÔLÃ£ °¶¸¥V?¢YVÄ 
µ¬Î >?£Vª�Ã¦ H¡VÄ, ¡×¸¡£¡±, °	 
��2 �
��21� ��!�!"
�� @���� 
|����'!�� ��� @
���-������ 
��� 4��1�2 .!#
.��

Soter:
À¢¿¦ Y¨¢ ¬×§V�¦ �LLV¥¦ µ¬Î 

/>µ¶¸�£V£ �¢¥>§¬ °¡� ¡+£¬¥ 
§V.¦ §®¦ ¸V£®¦ §�ÅV?¦ ³V?L«-
¸¡´¬ §¿£ Ç£§¬Ä´¬ 
YV?¸¡£¡�-
>V£§¬.

½&§Ã¦ ÇÅÎ §¿ µ¢¡�§§V£ 
Í°¡�>¡¥¡£ 
 ¸V£¤, V&§Ã¦ Ð£´¤-
>¡¥¡£, V&§Ã µ¬¢ÅV.¦ B¢¬±V?¦ 
Ç£�YµV¥¡£,

µ¬Î Å�£§¬ Õ ¡¥ µ¬LÏ¦ °?£�-
¸¡¥ ¸	£ §VÄ §Ï£ ÔLÃ£ °¶¸¥V?¢-
YVÄ ��� ������� .!#
 }���2 
~�����2 µ¬Î >?£¡ª�Ã¦ H¡VÄ, 
¡×¸¡£¡±, °	 ��� ��
������� 
����2 ����'�.14

12 �� 14

The two Southern Italian rules have a virtually identical text, which suggests that they are directly 
derived from the same model. In the case of the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius comparison is less 
straightforward because we no longer have the Greek original. However, even the Church Slavonic 
translation is quite close to the Southern Italian versions. Thus we can conclude that the translation 
is a faithful rendering of its model and that the author of this model, Patriarch Alexius, adapted the 
same source as the authors of the typika for the Patirion and Soter monasteries. This does not mean 
that the three versions are in all respects identical because the Church Slavonic rule contains two pas-
sages that are not found in the other texts. Without in-depth study of all extant texts it is impossible to 
decide, which of the adaptations is closest to the wording of the original Stoudite stipulation. As such 
 

 10 Cf. M. RE, Sul viaggio di Bartolomeo da Simeri a Costantinopoli. RSBN���������
���á��á��á���
 11 Cf. PENTKOVSKIJ, Tipikon 88.
 12 #��*�=����;����������������
PENTKOVSKIJ��
 �� Patirion-Typikon 79 (PENTKOVSKIJ��
 14 ��������;�����#����
�����������#RRANZ���
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����=]�����
����]������+�;��������������+���Ý��Ý���������
������+����]�������+��+�=]��}�;���}��;���
"��������~����������������;���������������+��#��*�=������+���������Ý���=�]�����^������=�������;����-
archal monastery and the founder’s choice of Mary as patron saint. In like fashion the Soter-Typikon 
makes mention of Christ the Saviour and of his mother.15 In contrast the Patirion-Typikon contains a 
�������+����������������;������]��;����������+��������������������`���������Ý���]�]�+���]��������$��}���
Hodegetria. As is well known John the Baptist was the Stoudite patron saint. This suggests that the 
author of the Patirion-Typikon had before himself a text that had original been intended for use in the 
Stoudios monastery, which he then transcribed in a rather mechanical fashion.16

The chapter regulating the election and installation of the abbot on which we have focused so far is 
only one of a great many overlaps between the four extant texts, which are undoubtedly also of Stou-
dite provenance.17 However, this identical content is presented in quite different ways. The Southern 
Italian typika are rather loosely structured and the Stoudite passages are arranged in seemingly ran-
]�`�������������+���������������;���������������+��#��*�=������}�����������]������
������=]����`���-
rial into a coherent framework. Here the typikon proper follows a guide to the liturgy throughout the 
year, the so-called synaxarium.18�������;��������������������������;����������=+�=��<����������;����]�����
Ý�����������=����
���~�]�]=���}�+�``=����`����������������+�������]��;�+�����Ý�������]�����=�]�
be eaten on ordinary days and during the Lenten periods;19 the second part focuses on the relation-
ship between abbot and community and the organisational structure of the monastery;20 and the last 
part concerns itself with communal worship and the behaviour of monks during church services.21

��������]�������������'�=�+�����~���+�������������������~���õ������=}}����]������������=]��������
three parts existed as independent texts, which were only combined by Patriarch Alexius when he 
wrote the rule for his own foundation.22 However, comparison of the extant versions reveals that this 
hypothesis cannot be upheld and that there was indeed an original Stoudios-Typikon, which had the 
same structure as Patriarch Alexius’ rule.�� Such comparison must start with the title of the whole text:
24 25

Alexius:
The regulations concerning eating and drink-

ing for monks and concerning any other order, 
���Ý������� ����Ì��]=+�� ��� ����+�=�+����]��~����
other place.24

Patirion:
�?Å¥µ¿£ >.£ ´¡" °¥¬L¬¸³�£V£ Å¡¢± §¡ ³¢�-

>¡Ã¦ µ¬Î Å«>¡Ã¦ §Ï£ ¸V£¬ªÏ£ µ¬Î Å¡¢Î §®¦ 
�LL¶¦ MÅ�>¶¦ §� ¡Ã¦ µ¬Î ÐYÃY®¦ ¬×§Ï£ Ù£ §¡ 
ÇµµL¶>±, µ¬Î Å¬£§¬ªVÄ.25

 15 The model for the Soter-Typikon does not need to come from a monastery dedicated to Mary, cf. PENTKOVSKIJ, Tipikon 51. 
���+�� ����`���������Ý���]�]�+���]� ���'������ ����î���� �̂ ������;������������Ý����`;�����]� �����
~��=���}=��� ������� ���Ý���
Christ’s mother. 

 16 This point was made by PENTKOVSKIJ����;�����á������
 17 For a list and detailed discussion of these overlaps, cf. PENTKOVSKIJ,���;�������������
 18 #��*�=����;������������ (PENTKOVSKIJ���
 19 #��*�=����;������������ (PENTKOVSKIJ��
 20 #��*�=����;�����������á�
PENTKOVSKIJ���
 21 #��*�=����;�������á�����
PENTKOVSKIJ��
 22 Cf. PENTKOVSKIJ, Tipikon 426: ‘the ktetorikon section of the TAS … was a complex work of compilation, for whose creation 

various Stoudite texts were used.’ 
 �� This does not exclude the possibility that the different sections were originally separate texts. However, it seems unlikely 

����������Ý�������}�������+�`;���]�
������]����������=]�������������~��Íõ���}=����+���PENTKOVSKIJ����;��������������������
���������
=��]��������]����]��������+������=���;�������������+����]���]��������'��������
PG�����������á�����Ý��+�������
}����=�]���������`���������]��������+�����������������*�����+���������+�������������}�;��+��+������������~�����+���=����+������
KRAUSMÜLLER, The Athonite monastic tradition during the eleventh and early twelfth centuries, in: Mount Athos and Byzan-
������������+��`���]��#�������������'=����}��`��#�]��������������á�����

 24 #��*�=����;�����
����������PENTKOVSKIJ).
 25 Patirion-Typikon (64 PENTKOVSKIJ���
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The similarity between the two passages shows clearly that they must go back to the Stoudios-Typi-
kon. Thus one can argue that this typikon also began with a section about the refectory and then dealt 
Ý������������;�+����������;�����������+����`�]�����=}������������������;����}���Ý��+�����������;�����
of Patriarch Alexius effects the transition from the section about the refectory to the section about 
monastic discipline:

Alexius:
Monastic rules for those who live in a com-

munity and who promised to live together.
Commandment about the life of the God-fear-

ing monks and about all sorts of eating, disci-
pline, and other things, which were relevant to 
prescribe to those who practice such a way of 
living together.

�����������}����������������~����=��=���=������}��
and kind advice in the present books; and the 
��������������}��]��}����������}��
�]���+���������
hegoumenos from the monks.26

Patirion:
�¬Ä§¬ ¬×§VÄ ¸V£¬ª¥µ¨ Å¬¢¬YY�L¸¬§¬ §V�¦ Ç£ 

µV¥£V³±É �Ï>¥£ Ð£¬Yµ¬¥«§¬§¬.
Þ ¸	£ Å¡¢± §¡ §®¦ §Ï£ ¡×L¬³¡>§�§Ã£ 

¸V£¬ªÏ£ °¥¬±§¶¦ L«YV¦ µ¬Î Å�>¶¦ §®¦ µ¬§¨ §¿ 
:>§¥¬§«¢¥V£ ¡×§¬ ±¬¦ µ¬Î §Ï£ �LLÃ£ Ô>¬ ¡Ëµ¿¦ 
U£ Å¬¢¬°VÄ£¬¥ §¿£ §Ì£ §V¥¬�§¶£ Å¢¬Y¸¬§¡±¬£ 
§�§§V£§¬ 6°¶ ¡-¢¶§¬¥.

»¡� °	 LV¥Å¿£ µ¬Î :§�¢¬¦ �­¡L¥¸Ã§�¢¬¦ µ¬Î 
ª¬¢¥¡>§�¢¬¦ Å¬¢¬¥£�>¡Ã¦ §È Å¬¢V�>Ê ³±³LÉ 
Å¢V>´¡�£¬¥ µ¬Î Å¢Ï§«£ Y¡ Å¡¢Î §®¦ 
­¡¥LV¸�£¶¦ 
§" µ¬´¶YV?¸�£É Å¬¢¨ §Ï£ ̧ V£¬ªÏ£ ÛÅV§¬Y®¦.27

26 27

The fact that this transition appears not only in the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius but also in the Patiri-
on-Typikon leaves no doubt that already in the Stoudios-Typikon the ‘monastic precepts’ (¸V£¬ª¥µ¨ 
Å¬¢¬YY�L¸¬§¬��Ý�����������`;����������������+����������

�����]����+�``=����������Ý����;��+�]�]�
by the section about the refectory and monastic diet.

To make the case that in the Stoudios-Typikon the ‘monastic precepts’ were in turn succeeded by 
instructions concerning church services we need to turn to the Soter-Typikon. In the manuscript the 
synaxarion of the monastery is followed by several folios containing material from the disciplinary 
typikon, which have counterparts in the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius.28 This part of the manuscript 
starts abruptly in the middle of the stipulation about the installation of abbots after which follows a 
+��;�����
�=������+����������������`�29 The subsequent chapters, under the general heading ‘about 
psalm-singing and the position of the brothers in the holy church’ (Å¡¢Î §®¦ (¬L¸É°±¬¦ µ¬Î >§�>¡Ã¦ 
§Ï£ Ð°¡L­Ï£ Ç£ §È MY±, ÇµµL¶>±,���]����Ý����������}�������������+�=�+�����~�+����
�}�����}�Ý����
instructions on how to wake up monks for nocturnal worship.�����}���+�������������`�����=��+�����
found in the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius where the chapters about the installation of abbots and 
�
�=����������`�+��+�=]��������+�����+��������}�����î`������+�;��+�;�� �̂��]�Ý��������������=+������
�
�=��Ý����}�=;�+������=������������+��;��������������������=�}�+�����+��������������*�����=������+���
��}=�������
����������;���������������+��#��*�=����]�������������;���������+������]��;���������������
original Stoudios-Typikon where the ‘monastic precepts’ were followed by a section dealing with 
church services.

This interpretation is not undermined by the fact that in the Patirion-Typikon where it is preserved 
in its entirety the chapter about the installation of the abbot precedes the ‘monastic precepts’ because 
the author of the original Stoudite text inserted elaborate introductions that indicate the place of 
 

 26 #��*�=����;�����
���������� PENTKOVSKIJ��
 27 �����������;�����
����� PENTKOVSKIJ��
 28 ��������;�������������
ARRANZ��
 29 ��������;�����#����
��������ARRANZ��
 �� ��������;�����#�����
����ù�;;����=��+����+=�ú ARRANZ��



158 ��������=�`����������}��Grinchenko

individual chapters within the ‘monastic precepts’. This is already evident from the text quoted 
�
�~���Ý��+��}�~�������������������]��}��������Ý�������+�����
=�������`�������������������;�+������
obedience due to the abbot. Similar introductions precede the two chapters about the installation of 
�����

�����]�����+����������������`<

Alexius:
Come on and tell us about the election of he-

goumenos, and if we then give a speech about 
him, let no one be surprised now, as everything 
founded by power is preserved through order, 
and he himself who arranged everything through 
his word brought everything to life after creating 
heaven and earth, and made man king for them.��

Patirion:
·Y¡ °Ì µ¬Î Å¡¢Î §®¦ §VÄ 
YV?¸�£V? Å¢Vª¡¥-

¢±>¡Ã¦ @¶§�V£ 
¸�£. ÚË °	 �
 M��"�= §¿£ Å¡¢Î 
¬×§VÄ L«YV£ ÅV¥V�¸¡´¬, ´¬?¸¬��§Ã ¸¶°¡±¦. ¾¬Î 
¬×§¿¦ °	 Í L«YÉ §¿ ÅC£ V×>¥�>¬¦, ¸¡§¨ §Ì£ §VÄ 
V×¢¬£VÄ µ¬Î Y®¦, µ¬Î §Ï£ Å¬£§V°¬ÅÏ£ �ÎÃ£ 
Å¬¢¬YÃY¤£ §¡ µ¬Î Y�£¡>¥£, §¿£ ³¬>¥L�¬ §V�§Ã£, 
§¿£ �£´¢ÃÅV£, Ùµ§¥>¡£.��

Alexius:
This is the ���� word for us, that he who for 

beautiful walls makes a good roof, which is for 
those who need kindness.��

Soter:
�
�
������ Ô ¸V? Ù>§Ã L«YV¦, B¦ h£ ¡- §¥¦ 

B¢¬±V¥¦ §V±ªV¥¦ ÇÅ¥Å¢�ÅÃ£ µ�LL¥>§V¦ Ñ¢V­V¦, 
Í Å¡¢Î §®¦ ¡Ë¦ §V.¦ £«>É µ¬§¡ªV¸�£V?¦ ÇÅ¥�
¸¡L¡±¬¦.��

�� �� �� ��

�������Ý��;����}������Ý�+�������������������������������������

�����]�����+����������������`�Ý��������
last chapters of the ‘monastic precepts’. Thus we can conclude that the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius 
preserves the disposition of the original Stoudios-Typikon where a liturgical rule or 	_�������� was 
followed by a disciplinary rule consisting of three parts: stipulations concerning the refectory and 
monastic diet, ‘monastic precepts’, and regulations about church services.��

It is evident that the structure of the Stoudios-Typikon is rather counter-intuitive. One would have 
expected the stipulations about the church services to follow directly after the 	_�������� and not 
to be relegated to the very end of the text. This more ‘logical’ pattern is indeed found in the Ever-
getis-Typikon, which dates to the second half of the eleventh century.�� However, the disposition of 
the Stoudios-Typikon may have been more common than it now seems. Here we need to consider 
���������������=������������}������;������Ý��+��Ý���+�`;���]����'����������;����������������=����� 
 

 �� #��*�=����;������������������� (PENTKOVSKIJ).
 �� �����������;�����á��áá�
PENTKOVSKIJ).
 �� #��*�=����;��������������á (PENTKOVSKIJ).
 �� ��������;�����#�����
���������ARRANZ���
 �� It is possible that the Soter-Typikon originally had the same structure. As we have said the manuscript contains the liturgical 

typikon of the monastery and then after a lacuna starts in the middle of the penultimate chapter of the ‘monastic precepts’. 
Arranz, the editor of the text, already suggested that originally the manuscript, which is written by the same hand, contained 
a complete founder’s rule, cf. ARRANZ, Typikon 289, apparatus criticus: ‘Continuation d’un texte incomplète. Faisait-il par-
����]^=���=������~��<�]=��û����!�à|!�#���!����%����=��+������`�������+����=���������]�����=�����+�=*�]������+�������
;��+�]����� �̂������`��~����������������������������;�����+�������]������������î`������+�;��+�;�� �̂���+������������������=�]����
the Patirion-Typikon. Since stipulations about the refectory are found in the related Trigona-Typikon and the title of the dis-
ciplinary rule is preserved in the Patirion-Typikon one can hypothesise that the synaxarium was also followed by instructions 
about refectory and diet. In this case it would have resembled the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius very closely indeed. 

 �� Evergetis-Typikon, ed. P. GAUTIER�������;�����]���������������ô~��}������REB����
���������������;����������������%~��}�����
monastery, cf. now R. H. JORDAN������MORRIS, The Hypotyposis of the Monastery of Theotokos Evergetis, Constantinople 
(11th���th�'���=������������]=+��������������������]�'�``��������à�����`��=����}���������
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of the eleventh century.�á This text is lost but careful analysis of surviving Greek and Georgian adap-
���������������}��������=������ �̂`������+���=�]���������������	�����÷��~�����Ý���������������
�}���
with a section about the refectory.�� It is possible that the counter-intuitive structure of the typika of 
Panagios and Stoudios is a consequence of the development from shorter to extended rules. As we 
��~�����]�
����������������������=]����"�;���;�����������
�;����������=+�=��<����]����������Ý�������=�-
gical practice throughout the year and then with the organisation of communal meals. Thus one can 
��}=������������������������*���]�]���;�������������;����Ý�����;��+�]�Ý�������=����+��������*��������]�
that those original stipulations, which could not be accommodated there, were appended at the end. 
"�Ý�~�����������+��+�=�����+��������
�����+��]�������]������]�+�`;���������������*�������*���

�������=]������;�����Ý��������=+�=���Ý����~������`;��]������+�����=+���������õ=������}������������
earlier Hypotyposis but also has a completely different character. Like the Hypotyposis it regulates 
communal activities in church and refectory. However, this technical information is now interspersed 
with exhortations and explanations.�� Such an approach has close parallels in the Panagios-Typikon, 
which also serves as a vehicle for a particular monastic ideology.40���}���+�����������Ý����*�����~��
the same terminus ante quem, the year 1025, when the long reign of Emperor Basil II came to an end: 
$����#����#�������=������#���������Ý��+��]��Ý�����~���������������}������;�������������������������
the ruling monarch;41 and the Stoudios-Typikon must already have been in existence when the dying 
emperor appointed the Stoudite abbot Alexius patriarch of Constantinople because otherwise Ale-
xius would hardly have used it as a template for his own text. Comparison reveals that the authors of 
�����Ý����*���������������`��+��+����<���������
�]�`����������~��;��~����`��������������+��������õ�+��
the custom of asking for an entrance fee, and emphasise the central role of the abbot as the highest 
`������+����+������]����+����������������������`�����Ý����=��Ý�����;��`�������������}����=�]�
��
done.42���}���+���������������������=�����������+=���������%~��}�������;������Ý��+��Ý���Ý���������~�����
decades later.�� John Thomas who undertook a study of this latter text has made the case for a monas-
tic reform movement, which originated in the Evergetis monastery and which constituted a response 
to contemporary abuses such as the charistike.44 It is evident that this hypothesis can no longer be 
 

 �á ���������=�]��������� ��������}����`����������+������KRAUSMÜLLER������������������������#�������=������#����������]�����
author Anthony, abbot of the Constantinopolitan monastery of Ta Panagiou, in: Founders and Refounders of Byzantine Mo-
�������������;��������������������������	���������������������'������=`����������������;��`
����������]��M. Mullett. Belfast 
���á���������

 �� Petritziotissa-Typikon, ed. P. GAUTIER�������;�����]=���
��������}���������=��������REB����
���������������*�������������
à�������+�����=+���������������}���������}������;������+������KRAUSMÜLLER, On Contents and Structure of the Panagios-Ty-
pikon: A Contribution to the Early History of ‘Extended’ Monastic Rules, forthcoming in BZ.

 �� Cf. e.g. the exhortation not to move and scratch oneself during church services, complete with references to the admirable 
practice of the Fathers, which is found both in the Alexius-Typikon and in the Soter-Typikon, discussed in PENTKOVSKIJ, Tipi-
kon 54.

 40 Edition and French translation by P. GAUTIER�������;�����]=���
��������}���������=��������REB����
����������������*�����
�������

 41 à�������]�������$����#��+������LEMERLE�����~�����+������]��������#���������^#��������+�`;������=�]�
=��]=�������_+���;���
Athanase de Lavra, ��<����`����������]=������#�������������������'��~���}������������������;��89, note 89. For the rela-
�������;�
��Ý����$����#���]���������}������;������+���KRAUSMÜLLER, Panagios Typikon.

 42 �����
���������;��~����`������+���#��*�=����;���������
PENTKOVSKIJ)��;����
���������������+��������+���#��*�=����;���������
(PENTKOVSKIJ���+�``��]����+���������������

�����]����]��������}�Ý����=���������Ý��]}����]�;��`���������������

����+���
#��*�=����;�������������
PENTKOVKSKIJ���à�������+�����;��]��}�;����}��������������}������;�������������+��]����������-
tritziotissa-Typikon 49, 75, 77 (GAUTIER��

 �� %~��}�������;����������á��á��
GAUTIER��
 44 The case for an Evergetine reform movement was made by J. P. THOMAS,���+=`��������~�]��+�����`�������	�������̀ ������+�

typika for the history of the Evergetine Reform Movement, in: The Theotokos Evergetis and eleventh-century monasticism, 
ed. M. Mullett – A. Kirby.��������������������á������Ý���������=���������
�����]�������`�� �̂�����]=+��������'��;����à�=�<�
Early Reform Monasteries of the Eleventh Century, in: ��	��������������+�à�=�]��������+=`������#�'�`;����������������
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upheld and that the reform movement must have started considerably earlier. This raises the question: 
Ý��+����*�����=�]�
����}��]�]�������������î�����` �̂��;��������������}������;�����Ý���Ý�������������
the year 1000 when Anthony, the favourite disciple of Athanasius the Athonite, left Lavra in order 
to found his own monastery in the capital.45 Unfortunately, the Stoudios-Typikon has no such clear 
�������	
��	�
2���. It postdates the Stoudios-Hypotyposis and therefore must have been composed 
after the year 900.46 However, a date after the middle of the tenth century seems more likely because 
�������#�������=������#��������������=��]�������]������=]����"�;���;������������`�]������������Ý��
rule.47 The striking similarities between the rules of Panagios and Stoudios may provide us with a 
�=������+�=������;���������
���+������*�+����*�=���;���������������`����+��+��~�
�������������=��������
one of the texts was not aware of the other text. If this hypothesis is accepted it can be argued that 
it was Anthony who took his inspiration from the Stoudios-Typikon. As we have already seen, at 
Lavra the older Stoudios-Hypotyposis still held sway. Moreover, the other writings of Athanasius the 
Athonite are much less ideologically charged than the Panagios-Typikon.48 This suggests that Antho-
ny only encountered the new reform discourse after he had arrived in Constantinople and founded 
the Panagios monastery. According to this interpretation the Stoudios-Typikon would already have 
existed around the year 1000, which establishes the second half of the tenth century as the most likely 
]�����������+�`;���������#�������;���������+�=�]������������
õ�+����������������`�����~���*����]�������
now lost ‘reform’ typika on which Anthony could have drawn. However, here we need to consider 
that the only evidence for a monastic reform discourse before the eleventh century comes from the 
Stoudios monastery: it is found in the Ascetic Chapters of Symeon the Stoudite, the spiritual father 
of Symeon the New Theologian, and in two Stoudite hagiographical texts, the Life of Blaise of Amo-
��������`����������������������������+���=�����]�������`�Ý����������$����'��������]����������=]����49 
Thus one can put forward the hypothesis that the Stoudite elite initiated the discourse of monastic 
reform and then invented a new literary genre, the ‘extended’ �_��Ý��, in which this discourse could 
��]������*;��������

�"%����|������û����!�#!���#�%��'�!��#!��!������#!��|�%�

�����������]��+=������������+=��]�����Ý�����õ�+�������������=]�������=��+�����������`������+��`������
������������õ�+���������]����`��������=]������;�����~���������;���������������+��#��*�=���������'�=�+��
Slavonic rule of the monastery of the Caves at Kiev;50 and the other led from the Stoudios-Typikon 
directly to the rule of Bartholomew of Simeri for the Patirion monastery and then to the rules of 
Bartholomew’s disciple Luke for the Soter monastery at Messina and for the monastic confederation 
 

  of the Surviving Founders’ Typika and Testaments, ed. J. THOMAS���#��CONSTANTINIDES-HERO������CONSTABLE. Washington, 
��'����������������������]����;����+=����������������]=+�������������������������������%~��}�������;��������<���	������������-
��+�à�=�]��������+=`���� II 458. 

 45 The date of the death of Athanasius the Athonite was established by P. KARLIN-HAYTER in her review of ‘Actes de Lavra, I’ in 
Byz����
��á��������������������}����`���������Ý�����=�]�]������������]�����+���KRAUSMÜLLER������������������������#�����-
��=������#��������������

 46 Cf. above note 1.
 47 Cf. above note 2.
 48 Cf. KRAUSMÜLLER, Abbots of Evergetis 120. 
 49 à�����]��+=�������+������KRAUSMÜLLER, $��������'���]�#��������]�����������=]���<�����������������������������#=��������]�

��}���+��+������ ����"���������� �������=]�������������� ����������'���=���������+�`��}����AnBoll����]����KRAUSMÜLLER, 
à��`�'�`;�������� ���'�����`���<������� �̂��~������;������]�������	��������������+����+�=������� ����%��~�����'���=����
forthcoming in: Byzantium in the 11th Century. 45th Spring Symposium in Byzantine Studies, ed. M. Lauxtermann.

 50 Cf. C. FARRIMOND, Founders and refounders: the application of the Typikon of Alexios the Stoudite at the Kievan Caves 
`������������<�à�=�]������]�����=�]���������	�������`�������������]������=������������������á���á�������
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that Luke had established.51 Both Rus’ and Southern Italy had in common that they were situated on 
the periphery of the Byzantine world. However, this does not mean that the Stoudios-Typikon did 
not also have an impact on the Byzantine heartland and on the capital Constantinople itself. One 
Constantinopolitan rule that is clearly reliant on the Stoudios-Typikon is the Pantokrator-Typikon, 
Ý��+��Ý���+�``�������]���������
��%`;���������������`������52�#��������~���õ�Ý����
���������Ý�
the regulations about communal worship and communal meals in this text have counterparts in the 
corresponding sections of the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius.�� In addition, one can identify material 
from the ‘monastic precepts’. However, this does not mean that the Pantokrator-Typikon is a mere 
copy of the older text. Not only do the passages of Stoudite provenance often appear in abbreviated 
form;54������������]��`����;����}�����=+���������+��;�����
�=����������+�������]���������������������
abbot, that are not indebted to the Stoudite tradition at all.55 Moreover, in the Pantokrator-Typikon 
the sections are arranged in a different order from the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius: the stipulations 
about communal worship in the church are found not at the end of the text but rather at the beginning, 
preceding the stipulations about communal meals and the ‘monastic precepts’. As a consequence this 
section now follows directly after the liturgical synaxarion. As we have already mentioned before 
this sequence is also found in the Evergetis-Typikon. This suggests that in the Pantokrator-Typikon 
�������=]����`������������������}�]��������������+��+����`;����������]����=+��`�]��+���������������
+�=�����+�``��;��+�������	��������=���<����Ý����~����������������������;��������������=���]�����
���;=�����������������]�;��]����`��������=]������;������"�Ý�~�������������������}���+����]�������+��
between the two texts. In the Patirion �_��Ý�� the elaborate transitions of the Stoudite model are 
preserved, with the result that they now appear in inappropriate places. By contrast, in the Pantokra-
tor-Typikon these transitions are either altogether omitted or replaced with much shorter phrases such 
as ‘it is time also to speak about the common table of the brothers’ (µ¬¥¢¿¦ °	 µ¬Î Å¡¢Î §®¦ µV¥£®¦ 
§¢¬Å��¶¦ §Ï£ Ð°¡L­Ï£ °¥¬L¬³¡�£��56 The freedom with which the Pantokrator-Typikon makes use 
of Stoudite material can be seen most clearly in the treatment of the stipulations about the care for 
the ill. The previous analysis has shown that in the Stoudios-Typikon these stipulations were the last 
topic in the ‘monastic precepts’, following the chapter about the installation of the abbot. In the Pan-
tokrator-Typikon, on the other hand, they appear in the section about monastic diet where they are 
�������]�
��Ý���������������]�������+��]�`�������;��+��+������Ý��+��������������~�����+����`;������
parallels.57 In order to accommodate the stipulations in their new context the introductory paragraph 
is completely reworked:

 51 Cf. ARRANZ����;�����*�*�**~���������}������;����� ��� ���� �=��� ������=��� �`;���]���� ����`������+�+����]��������Ý�����
leader he was. 

 52 Pantokrator-Typikon, ed. P. GAUTIER, Le typikon du Christ Sauveur Pantocrator. REB����
��á��������� 
 �� PENTKOVSKIJ����;����������������+���������������������������;��������������]�
��]��������%~��}�������;������+���KRAUSMÜLLER, 

#

�������%~��}�����������������������*������#�����������+�����������
����Ý��}�����`��������=]������;�������]��������������
����+����]���]�������������+����à����������]�;���������������%~��}�������;������+�����������KRAUSMÜLLER, Liturgical Innovation 
���%��~��������]��Ý������'���=���'����������;��<�"�=�����]�������"�=����������%~��}�������;����������î��=}����� �̂��]�����
î����]���=}�����^��REB�á��
�����������á��

 54 See the discussion in the following paragraphs.
 55 ��������������;�����
�á������������ GAUTIER)���������+��������+������Ý�����}=�]���������������}�`���������+�����=�}�+�������-

~����������������+��]����������������~�����+���=����+������KRAUSMÜLLER����+�]��}��������+����=��<�#=������������������]�����
Struggle for the spiritual Autonomy of Byzantine Monasteries in the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries. JÖB����
������á������

 56 Pantokrator-Typikon 47, 291 (GAUTIER). 
 57 Kecharitomene-Typikon, ed. P. GAUTIER�������;�����]�����������������+�����w`��_��REB����
���������������;��������
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Soter:
�¡L¡?§¬�V¦ Ô ¸V? Ù>§Ã L«YV¦, B¦ h£ ¡- §¥¦ 

B¢¬±V¥¦ §V±ªV¥¦ ÇÅ¥Å¢�ÅÃ£ µ�LL¥>§V¦ Ñ¢V­V¦, 
Í Å¡¢Î §®¦ ¡Ë¦ §V.¦ £«>É µ¬§¡ªV¸�£V?¦ ÇÅ¥¸¡-
L¡±¬¦. »¡� §V±£?£ §¿£ µ¬´¶YV�¸¡£V£ >Å¡�°¡¥£ 
ÔÅÃ¦ Ë¬§¢¿¦ VËµ¡�V¦ Ï §È ¸V£È.58

Pantokrator:
ÚË °� §¥¦ ÇÅÎ §V>VÄ§V£ £V>¡� B¦ µL¥£¤¢¶¦ 

¡+£¬¥ µ¬Î ¸Ì ³¬°±�¡¥£ °�£¬>´¬¥ (sc. Å¢¿¦ §Ì£ 
§¢�Å¡�¬£���Y¥£�>´Ã Ç£ §" µ¡LL±É ¬×§VÄ 
 Å¢V-
>¤µV?>¬ ÇÅ¥¸�L¡¥¬, ÐLL¨ µ¬Î Å�£§Ã£ MÅLÏ¦ §Ï£ 
£V>V�£§Ã£ ÇÅ¥¸¡L¡±>´Ã Í µ¬´¶YV�¸¡£V¦ Ë¬§¢¿£ 
ÙªÃ£ Å¬¢¬³�LLV£¬ §È ¸V£È.59

58 59

�����~����������������Ý��}���+����������~����;��Ý�����������=]������;���������+�����]��������`��-
tion of ‘plasters’ (Ù¸ÅL¬>§¢¬����]�î���~�� �̂
ÙL¬¥¬����]�����Ý�=�]��������Ý������������]�����*��;��~�]-
ed the inspiration were it not for a number of direct borrowings in the concluding paragraph:

Alexius:
… and then the hegou menos 

frequently visits him (sc. the 
��+���������]�������+���������`��
so that no one in need is de-
prived of bread, or good wine, 
or anything else.60

Soter:
… §VÄ µ¬´¶YV?¸�£V? ¸	£ 

>?£¡ª�>§¡¢V£ B¦ ¬×§¿£ (sc. 
§¿£ Ë¬§¢¿£�� ­V¥§Ï£§V¦, µ¬Î 
Å¢V¬¥¢V?¸�£V? ¸¶°¡£¿¦ §Ï£ 
°¡«£§Ã£ ¬×§¿£ Ç>§¡¢®>´¬¥3 
!7 &���� ��1���2, !7 ��
�� 
���������, ¸Ì :§�¢V? §¥£«¦.61

Pantokrator:
… ¬×§¿¦ (sc. Í µ¬´¶YV�-

¸¡£V¦�� °	 Å¬¢¬³¬LL�§Ã >?ª-
£«§¡¢V£ ÇÅ¥>µ¡Å§«¸¡£V¦ §V.¦ 
°¡V¸�£V?¦ ÇÅ¥¸¡L¡±¬¦ µ¬Î Å¢V-
£VV�¸¡£V¦ §V�§Ã£ ÇÅÎ ÅC>¥ §V�¦ 
ª¢¡¥�°¡>¥£, &��= ��1� �<, 
��
= �������= µ¬Î §V�¦ �LLV¥¦ 
§V�¦ °?£¬¸�£V¥¦ §V.¦ Ç£ £«>V¥¦ 
Å¬¢¶YV¢¡�£.62

60 61 62

����������������~���õ^��������+������]�;��]��+�����������������������;���������������=]������;-
ikon is well established. However, further study reveals that other twelfth-century rules also contain 
Stoudite material. At this point we need to turn our attention to the Mamas-Typikon, which dates to 
the year 1158.�� As is well known the Mamas-Typikon belongs to a group of rules that are dependent 
on the Evergetis-Typikon. Many chapters from this earlier text reappear in it, which are either copied 
Ý��]�����Ý��]������;��]=+�]�Ý����~�����}�]�}��������`�]��+������64 However, this does not mean 
that all passages can be traced back to the Evergetis-Typikon. One example is a stipulation about the 

������}���������

��������+��;�����
�=����������+�����Ý����������;���������`�������������+�`;����]�
of Evergetine material.65 Comparison shows that it has close parallels in the texts that we have been 
discussing so far:

 58 ��������;�����#�����
�������� ARRANZ��
 59 ��������������;����������á����� (GAUTIER��
 60 #��*�=����;����������������
PENTKOVSKIJ��
 61 ��������;�����#�����
���������� ARRANZ��
 62 ��������������;���������������� (GAUTIER��
 �� Mamas-Typikon, ed. S. EUSTRATIADES���?Å¥µ¿£�§®¦�Ç£�¾Ã£>§¬£§¥£V?Å«L¡¥�ØV£®¦�§VÄ�MY±V?�¸¡Y¬LV¸�¢§?¢V¦�Ø�¸¬£§V¦��

Hell���
��������������
 64 Cf. JORDAN���MORRIS��"�;���;�����������������������������������%~��}��������������
 65 ��`�����;������á�
�á�������á���� EUSTRATIADES)��+���%~��}�������;�������
�������������á�GAUTIER��
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Evergetis:
… ¡Ë °?£¬§«£, Ç£ 

L«YV¥¦ §¥>Î µ¬Î >?£-
§¡§¸¶¸�£V¥¦ §V�¦ @¤-
¸¬>¥£.66

Mamas:
… ¡Ë °?£¬§«£, Ç£ 

L«YV¥¦ §¥>Î µ¬Î >?£ §¡-
§¸¶¸�£V¥¦ §V�¦ @¤¸¬-
>¥£.

�§¡ °� Y¡ V× Å�¢-
¡¥>¥£ Í µ¬´¶YV�¸¡£V¦ 
§?ª¿£ °¥’ Ð>´�£¡¥¬£ 
>�¸¬§V¦ Å¬¢¡¸ ÅV°±-
>¬>¬£, ! µ¬± §¥£¬ :§�-
¢¬£ ¬Ë§±¬£,

Í VËµV£«¸V¦ Ð£§’ 
¬×§VÄ ÅL¶¢�>¡¥ §¨ 

­¡¥L«¸¡£¬ Å¬¢’ Çµ¡±-
£V? Y±£¡>´¬¥,

µ¬Î §V�§V? °	 ¸Ì 
Å¬¢«£§V¦, Í ÇµµL¶>¥-
�¢ª¶¦ ÅL¶¢�>¡¥ §¨ 

­¡¥L«¸¡£¬.67

Alexius:
Nobody shall take a 

blessing from anyone 
when the hegou menos 
is present.

When he himself 
cannot come due to 
illness, either bodily 
weakness or any other 
reason, then it is malice 
to blame him, or talk 
about his departure.

Instead of him the 
oikonomos should 
knock and give a bless-
ing over the drinks, if 
he is honoured with the 
rank of a priest.

If he is not, then he 
does the knocking, and 
then orders the proto-
pop or the priest who 
celebrated the service, 
���`�Ý��`������������}�
to bless the drinks.

And if the oiko-
nomos is not present, 
then the senior priest 
should do everything, 
or it also can be done 
by a priest who cele-
brated the service, as if 
he was hegou me nos.68

Pantokrator:
½×°¡Î¦ ¸�£§V¥ Å¬¢’ 

:§�¢V? ¡×LVY±¬£ ¬Ë§¤-
>¡¥, Å¬¢«£§V¦ §VÄ µ¬-
´¶YV?¸�£V?.

�V�§V? °	 ÐÅ«£ §V¦,

Í VËµV£«¸V¦ Ð£§’ 
¬×§VÄ µ¬Î §¿ µ¢VÄ>¸¬ 
µ¬Î §Ì£ §Ï£ µ¢¬>V-
³VL±Ã£ ¡×LVY±¬£ ÅV¥-
¡±§Ã,

¡Ë °	 ¸Ì 1¡¢¡.¦ ¡-¶, 
µ¢V?�§Ã ¸	£ ¬×§¿¦ §¿ 
 �LV£, ÇÅ¥§¢¡Å�§Ã °	 
§" Å¢Ã§VÅ¬Å  ! §" 
L¡¥§V?¢Y¤>¬£§¥ 1¡¢¡�, 
µ¬Î ÅV¥¡±§Ã §Ì£ ¡× LV-
Y±¬£ §VÄ Å«¸¬§V¦.

¹Å«£§V¦ °	 §VÄ 
VËµV£«¸V?, ¬×§¿¦ Í 
§Ï£ 1¡¢�Ã£ Å¢Ï§V¦ ! 
Í L¡¥§V?¢Y¤>¬¦ 1¡¢¡.¦ 
ÅV¥¡±§Ã §¨ Å¬¢¨ §VÄ 
µ¬´¶YV?¸�£V? Y±£¡-
>´¬¥ 
­¡¥L« ̧ ¡£¬.69

66676869

 66� %~��}�������;�������
����������á GAUTIER).
 67� ��`�����;������á�
�á�������á���� GAUTIER���
 68� #��*�=����;����������������
PENTKOVSKIJ). For a parallel in the Trigona-Typikon, cf. PENTKOVSKIJ����;����������<��V§¬ 

µV¸¡ >¡ ¬µµ¬°¥>>¥ µ¬¥ LV ¬³³¬§¡ £V£ ­V>>¡ Å¢¡>¡£§¡, Å¡¢ ¡>>V LV ¡µL¶>¥¬¢ª¬ ¡§ LV >V£¬¢¥ ¡§ L¬ ³³¡£¡°¥§�¥V£¡ ­¬¢¢¬ >¡ 
>¬¢¢¬ >¬§�¡¢°V§V, ¡§ >¡ £V£, LV ¡µL¶>¥¬¢ª¬ >V£¡¢¬ ¡§ LV >¬§�¡¢°V§V µ¶ §�¡L¡³¢V ­¬¢¢¬ L¬ ³³¡£¡°¥§�¥V£¡.

 69 ��������������;���������������� (GAUTIER).
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The similarities are so striking that they can only be explained through dependence on the same 
source. However, this does not necessarily mean that the author of the Mamas-Typikon borrowed 
directly from the Stoudios-Typikon. As is well known the Mamas-Typikon is closely related to 
�������� �=���� ������+������`������;������Ý��+��%`;����� ��������=��������]�]��Ý��=;�
��Ý����
the years 1110 and 1116. Both texts contain passages from the Evergetis-Typikon but not all bor-
rowings that appear in one text are also found in the other. Moreover, the Mamas-Typikon and the 
Kecharitomene-Typikon have passages in common, which are not found in the Evergetis-Typikon, 
��]����������+����������Ý����*���+�����������`���������������;�+��+�������70 The stipulation about the 
blessing of the abbot, for example, only appears in the Mamas-Typikon. However, the immediately 
following passage in the Mamas-Typikon has a counterpart in the Kecharitomene-Typikon, which is 
in fact almost identical since it differs only in the use of feminine forms, which is necessitated by the 
fact that the latter text was destined for a convent. This passage is not found in the Evergetis-Typikon 
but comparison shows that it, too, has a close counterpart in the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius whose 
text it reproduces more faithfully than the Pantokrator-Typikon. Moreover, the Kecharitomene-Typi-
kon then contains another such passage, which is not found in the Mamas-Typikon, before the two 
texts dovetail again with the introduction of a new topic:

71 72 
Alexius:
After the monks stand up 

from their meal, if there is a 
second meal and they are of-
fered one, then they eat bread 
��]����������]�õ=������]=���}�����
�����`����� ��]� ���� +��������� ����
butler, the chief of taskmasters 
and other workers should eat.

�=�� ��� ������������}� ���� ���-
one, as we said earlier, having 
stood up to take something with 
them from what is offered: nei-
ther bread, nor anything else; 
but no one from the monks can 

��`���
��+������`����<
�V±£?£ ¸¡§¨ §¿ §V.¦ ¸V-

£¬ªV.¦ (§¨¦ ¸V£¬ª¨¦�� Ð£¬-
>§®£¬¥ §®¦ §¢¬Å��¶¦, :>§±¬>¥¦ 
°¡?§�¢¬ Y¥£�>´Ã (Y¡£�>´Ã���
�¢§Ã£ §¡ Å¬¢¬§¥´¡¸�£Ã£ µ¬Î 
³¢Ã¸�§Ã£ Ô>¬ Ç£ §È Å¢�§Ê Å¬-
¢¬§�´¡¥§¬¥ §¢¬Å��Ê, µ¬Î :>§¥�-
>´Ã>¬£ (:>§¥�´Ã>¬£��V1 °¥¬µV-
£¤>¬£§¡¦ (¬1 °¥¬µV£¤ >¬ >¬¥��71

��+������`����
�����<
ØÌ Ç �>§Ã °����ÔÅ¡¢ µ¬Î Ç£ 

§È Å¢�§Ê :>§¥�>¡¥ §?ÅÃ ́ ®£¬¥ 
°¥�L¬´¡£���Ð£¥>§¬¸�£Ê §®¦ §¢¬-
Å��¶¦ ¬-¢¡¥£ §¥ ¸¡´’ :¬?§®¦ Çµ 
§Ï£ Å¬¢¬µ¡¥¸�£Ã£ ¸¤§¡ �¢-
§V£ ¸¶´’ Õ§¡¢«£ §¥, ÐLL¨ ¸¶°	 
§Ï£ ¸V£¬ªÏ£ §¥¦ ¬Ë§¡±§Ã ¸¡´’ 
:¬?§®¦ L¬³¡�£ ! ¸¬Y¡¥¢¡±¬£ ! 
Ñ>Å¢¥V£ ! �LLV §¥, ÐLL¨ µV¥£È 
ÅC>¬¥ :>§¥� ́ Ã>¬£.72

Pantokrator:
Ø¡§¨ °	 §¿ Ð£¬>§®£¬¥ §V.¦ 

¸V£¬ªV.¦ §®¦ §¢¬Å��¶¦

:>§¥�´Ã>¬£ V1 °¥¬µV £¤ >¬£-
§¡¦.

M¶°¡£Î °	 Ç �>§Ã �¢§V£ ! 
:§¡¢«£ §¥ §Ï£ Å¬¢¬µ¡¥¸�£Ã£ 
L¬³¡�£ ¡Ë¦ §¿ µ¡LL±V£ ¬×§VÄ.

 70 Cf. JORDAN���MORRIS��"�;���;���������������������������������������%~��}�������������������Ý�����������+��������������
secondary literature. 

 71 ��`�����;������á�
�á�����á�EUSTRATIADES�����+������`������;��������
��������������GAUTIER��
 72� ��+������`������;��������
�������á������GAUTIER��
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ask to take to their cell any hot 
food, nor porridge, nor can they 
keep there anything else, but 
should eat in public.

If somebody is unable to at-
tend the common meal due to 
some illness or because he was 
sent on an important errand by 
the hegoumenos, and he gets 
delayed ….á�

��`���
��+������`����<
9 °	 §¢V­Ì Û¸Ï£ Ù>§¬¥ Ç£ 

§È L¥§È 
¸�¢, (Ç£ §¬�¦ L¥§¬�¦ 

¸�¢¬¥¦��µ¬§¨ §¿ �¢¥>§V£ ….74

ÚË °� §¥£¡¦ §Ï£ ¡Ë¦ °¥¬ µV£±¬¦ 
ÐÅV>§¡LLV¸�£Ã£ ÇÅÎ §V>VÄ§V£ 
Ç¸³¢¬°�£¶>¬£ ….75

á� 74 75

Thus we have a sequence of three passages of Stoudite provenance, inserted into an Evergetine 
���`�Ý��������Ý��+���������������������=�]����������`�����;�������]���������]�����������=�]��������
Kecharitomene-Typikon whereas the second appears in both texts. This suggests that the authors of 
these two rules borrowed independently and selectively from the same model, which contained all 
���������=]����;����}����������+���
�����]�=
������������+�``���`�]���������
���]������]�Ý��������
now lost Philanthropos-Typikon, which had been drawn up for another foundation of Empress Irene 
��=����������+����������������;���`���������;�������]�+�;�����������%~��}���������*��������]����
the Katecheseis of Paul of Evergetis we can be certain that its disciplinary rule was based on the 
Evergetis-Typikon.76������%`;�������������=�����������;��+��]�]��������
�����������+������`����
convent, nothing would have been more natural than to make use of the Philanthropos-Typikon, in 
;����+=�������+���������������}�����%~��}�������;�������]������]��
����`�]���]������]����������+��
�����^���;�+��+�+��+�����77 Furthermore, the author of the Mamas-Typikon had been steward in the 
Philanthropos monastery before he was head-hunted by the lay re-founder of the Mamas monastery. 
In the proem he declares proudly that he had been raised in the Philanthropos monastery and that he 
had served there for many years.78 Therefore one can assume that he used the rule of his old insti-
tution as a model, in particular since this was common practice at the time: when founders invited 
monks from other communities they did so because they wished to emulate the particular way of life 
of these communities.79

 á� #��*�=����;������á������� (PENTKOVKIJ).
 74 Mamas-Typikon 17 (274, 8 EUSTRATIADES�����+������`������;��������
�������� GAUTIER��
 75� ��������������;����������á���á� (GAUTIER).
 76 JORDAN� �� MORRIS�� "�;���;����� ���� ����� ���� à��� ���� ����*���=`� +��� #�� ��� PENTKOVSKIJ, Bogosluzhebnyi sinaksar’ 

Konstantinopol’skogo monastyria Khrista Chelovekoliubsta. ����	��5	Ý�Þ
��	���Ý���
�������áá������������������+��������+���
B. CROSTINI, Towards a Study of the Scriptorium of the Monastery of the Theotokos Evergetis: Preliminary Remarks, in: The 
Theotokos Evergetis and Eleventh-Century Monasticism, ed. M. Mullett – A. Kirby.����������������á����á����;�������

 77 This does, of course, not mean that the author of the Kecharitomene-Typikon may not also have made use of the original 
Evergetis-Typikon. However, this issue does not affect the discussion of our passage. 

 78 ��`�����;������;���`�
���������EUSTRATIADES���
 79 JORDAN���MORRIS, Hypotyposis of the Monastery of the Theotokos Evergetis 140, question that the Philanthropos-Typikon 

was the common source for the Mamas-Typikon and the Kecharitomene-Typikon. They point out that the texts have diffe-
rent structures and that individual passages are often differently phrased. However, there is no reason to think that either the 
Kecharitomene-Typikon or the Mamas-Typikon followed their model in all respects closely. The differences can be easily 
explained when we assume that the authors of the two extant texts made change independently from one another.
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Thus we can conclude that around the year 1110 the author of the Philanthropos-Typikon inserted 
Stoudite material into his text and that some of this material was then transferred into the later ad-
aptations for the Kecharitomene convent and the Mamas monastery. There can be no doubt that the 
main inspiration of the author of the Philanthropos-Typikon was the Evergetis-Typikon and that his 
��*��+�������������
��+�������]������î]�=}���� �̂���%~��}������"�Ý�~�����������=�]������~���`;��-
sise this link because the author clearly did not feel beholden to the Evergetine tradition. Instead he 
drew freely from the Stoudite tradition and quite possibly also from other older rules that have not 
survived, in order to supplement or replace passages in the Evergetis-Typikon, which he felt to be ei-
ther incomplete or inappropriate.80 Indeed, he used the same approach when he adapted the Stoudite 
material. Comparison shows that he omitted the descriptions of the complex ritual observed in the 
Stoudios refectory and only borrowed passages that dealt with disciplinary and organisational issues 
arising during mealtimes. The ‘pick-and-mix’ approach of the author of the Philanthropos-Typikon 
should caution us against seeing Constantinopolitan monasticism around the year 1100 exclusively 
����=}������%~��}��������������}���+���������Ý�������������`���������������`�Ý������`����~�����]�����
capital and obtained a copy of the Stoudios-Typikon. Moreover, only a few decades later consider-
able amounts of Stoudite material were reproduced in the Pantokrator-Typikon. This suggests that in 
����������������������Ý������+���=����������=]�������]��������]�������������������=�����

#�������!�%��%��#�%���|�'%

�=����]��}��������������������=������<�Ý�����]�]������=�����������������������;�����]�������������
�=������]� �������=]����;����}��� ����� ����� ��+��;�����]� ����� ������ ��*��������`���� �����}�����Ý��]�
explanation would be that they drew directly on the Stoudios-Typikon. After all, this was the case in 
Southern Italy where the rule that Bartholomew had brought home from Constantinople served as 
the model for the �_��Ý� of the Patirion, Trigona and Soter monasteries. However, at this point we 
need to remember that the Constantinopolitan �_��Ý� are much less close to the Typikon of Patriarch 
Alexius than the three Southern Italian texts. This raises the possibility that their authors drew on an 
intermediate source, which was in turn based on the Stoudios-Typikon. In what follows we will make 
the case for the existence of such an intermediate source. Our argument will be based on a sequence 
of Stoudite passages that is found both in the Pantokrator-Typikon and in the Mamas-Typikon.81 In 
the Pantokrator-Typikon these passages follow the chapters about Lent and Lenten fare, which are 
inspired by the Stoudios-Typikon, whereas in the Mamas-Typikon they are preceded by an exhor-
��������������`������+����+������Ý��+�����
����Ý�]�Ý������������`�����%~��}�������;�����82 In the 
Pantokrator-Typikon the passages include stipulations about the proper interaction with the abbot, 
the use of baths, the admission of new members, the issue of down-payments, and the prohibition of 
~������
��Ý�`����Ý����������������`�����;��������������������Ý�����;=��������������=�]���

We will start the discussion with the description of how monks should interact with the abbot. 
When one compares the versions of the Mamas-Typikon and the Pantokrator-Typikon with the rule 
for the Patirion monastery, it is immediately evident that they are derived from the same source:

 80 ��}���+�������Ý����]������������������+���������
������}���������

����������������}�`����������������~��}�`������������%~-
ergetis-Typikon. 

 81 These passages have no counterpart in the Kecharitomene-Typikon, which will therefore not be considered here.
 82 ��������������;������á�����������á�
GAUTIER�����`�����;��������
�á��������������EUSTRATIADES).
 �� ��������������;������������������� (GAUTIER)����`�����;��������
�������������á EUSTRATIADES); prohibition of entrance 

�������#��*�=����;������������ (PENTKOVSKIJ); for the rule about visits of women cf. the discussion below.
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Patirion:
Þ>�µ¥¦� V>£� §¥¦� §Ï£� ¸V�

£¬ªÏ£� !� ���0� §VÄ� µ¬´¶YV?�
¸�£V?��������1
���!�����1

�
µ¥£¶´¡Î¦� ��� ����
� ��������, 
�� Å¢Ï§V£� ¬×§"� ¸¡§�£V¥¬£�
³¬L�§Ã�ª�¸¬¥�� ¡+´ �̂ V&§Ã¦���0��
	
����� �-���� µ¬Î� ¡×L¬³Ï¦�
��0��Ð£¬¸¡£�§Ã�84

Mamas:
¾h£ �������1� ���’ 

¬×§VÄ� 
�+�� §VÄ� µ¬´¶YV?¸�£V?� 
! µ¬Î ����1

 ¬×§¿¦ ���� 
����
 ��"�1�� … Å¢V> µ� £¶-
>¥£ ³¬´¡�¬£ Å¢«§¡¢V£ ÅV¥ ¡±§Ã 
µ¬Î V&§Ã ��
�
�!#
 �0� 	
�-
��� /��3�1�.85

Pantokrator:
¾¬Î � �������1
�� °	 µ¬Î Í 

����1

 ���� ����
 ����'!
-

�� … ³¬LL�§Ã ¸¡§� £V¥¬£, µ¬Î 
�0� 	
���� ��
�
� !
�����
 
Ù¸Å¢V>´¡£ §VÄ µ¬´ ¶YV?¸�£V? 
/��3!

��.86

84 85 86

However, the Mamas and Pantokrator rules resemble each other more closely than they resemble the 
direct adaptations of the Stoudios-Typikon. This becomes evident when we turn to the concluding 
paragraph:

Alexius:
Let silence and 

great peace, as well 
as solidarity with one 
another and obedience 
to the brethren prosper 
forever and reside in 
the monastery.87

Patirion:
9>?ª±¬� °	� µ¬Î�

¡Ë¢¤£¶� ÅVLLÌ� Å¢¿¦�
ÐLL¤LV?¦�� µ¬Î� Í¸«�
£V¥¬� µ¬Î� ÛÅV§¬YÌ� §Ï£�
Ð°¡L­Ï£� Ð£´¡±§Ã� §¡�
Ð¡Î�µ¬Î�ÅVL¥§¡?�>´Ã�Ç£�
§È�¸V£È�88

Pantokrator:
… ³¢¬³¡?V�>¶¦ Ç£ 

%Å¬>¥ §®¦ ¡Ë¢¤£¶¦ µ¬Î 
§®¦ ÛÅ¬µV®¦.89

Mamas:
… ¡Ë¢¤£¶¦ V2>¶¦ 

Å¬£§¬ªVÄ µ¬Î Í¸V £V± ¬¦ 
§¨ Å¢¿¦ ÐLL¤ LV?¦ ³¢¬-
³¡?V�>¶¦.90

87 88 89 90

Comparison with the Church Slavonic translation of the rule of Patriarch Alexius reveals that the 
passage in the Patirion-Typikon is a faithful copy of the Stoudite original. By contrast, the versions in 
������������������]���`����=��������+����]���
���`�]���]�����;����+=������}���+��+���������}�����~��
participle ³¢¬³¡?V�>¶¦��Ý��+������������;��+���������������~��
��Ð£´¡±§Ã and ÅVL¥§¡?�>´Ã in the 
Stoudios-Typikon. Its appearance in both the Pantokrator-Typikon and the Mamas-Typikon leaves 
no doubt that the two later texts are related to each other. Since the Mamas-Typikon is based on the 
Philanthropos-Typikon, which dates to the beginning of the twelfth century, one could argue that the 
Pantokrator-Typikon borrows from this older text, in particular since it was drawn up for the mother 
of the founder of the Pantokrator monastery. In support of this argument one could point out that in 
the Pantokrator-Typikon the Stoudite material is often more abbreviated than it is in the Mamas-Typi-
kon. For example, the latter text retains the prepositional phrase Å¢¿¦ ÐLL¤LV?¦ whereas the former 
��*���`��������"�Ý�~��������������;����������=��������+����]���
���]���+=������
�+�=���������������-
tor-Typikon contains much more Stoudite material than the Philanthropos-Typikon, which was over-
whelmingly based on the Evergetis-Typikon. Thus one would have to assume that the author of the 
Pantokrator-Typikon borrowed some passages directly from the Stoudios-Typikon whereas he took 
 

 84 Patirion-Typikon 68 (PENTKOVSKIJ����]����+�����*�����#��*�=����;��������������� (PENTKOVSKIJ).
 85� ��`�����;��������
�������� EUSTRATIADES��
 86� ��������������;���������������� (GAUTIER��
 87� #��*�=����;��������������� (PENTKOVSKIJ).
 88 Patirion-Typikon 68 (PENTKOVSKIJ��
 89 Pantokrator-Typikon 59, 512 (GAUTIER��
 90 Mamas-Typikon 24 (281, 7 EUSTRATIADES���
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others from the Philanthropos-Typikon.91 It is evident that this scenario is highly unlikely. Therefore 
one must accept the existence of an intermediate source whose author had already refashioned the 
original Stoudite text. This source was then adapted extensively in the Pantokrator-Typikon and more 
selectively in the Philanthropos-Typikon. There can be no doubt that it was a full-scale �_��Ý�� be-
cause both later texts contain material from all three sections of the original Stoudios-Typikon.

�=����]��}��������������������=������<���Ý��������+���}���������̀ �]��+�����������������=������������
�����`�]�������=�+�������]=+�]�������������=]����`�]���������]��������]�������Ý���Ý�����]�����=���
to the passages that in the two texts immediately precede the stipulation about the honour due to the 
abbot on which we have focused so far. As we shall see these passages are also of Stoudite prove-
nance. Since the interrelation of the texts is quite complex we will start with a comparison of the rules 
of Patirion and Mamas and only in a second step extend the discussion to the Pantokrator-Typikon:

92 ��

Patirion:
��2�� ����2 !�
�	��0 ������"�!��� ���� 

�
 ���
�4�= �#��
 �
�����'����.
Þ ¸	£ Å¡¢± §¡ §®¦ §Ï£ ¡×L¬³¡>§�§Ã£ 

¸V£¬ªÏ£ °¥¬±§¶¦ L«YV¦ µ¬Î Å�>¶¦ §®¦ µ¬§¨ §¿ 
:>§¥¬§«¢¥V£ ¡×§¬ ±¬¦ µ¬Î §Ï£ �LLÃ£ Ô>¬ ¡Ëµ¿¦ 
U£ Å¬¢¬°VÄ£¬¥ §¿£ §Ì£ §V¥¬�§¶£ Å¢¬Y¸¬§¡±¬£ 
§�§§V£§¬ 6°¶ ¡-¢¶§¬¥.

»¡� °	 LV¥Å¿£ µ¬Î :§�¢¬¦ �­¡L¥¸Ã§�¢¬¦ µ¬Î 
ª¬¢¥¡>§�¢¬¦ Å¬¢¬¥£�>¡Ã¦ §È Å¬¢V�>Ê ³±³LÉ 
Å¢V>´¡�£¬¥ µ¬Î Å¢Ï§«£ Y¡ Å¡¢Î §®¦ 
­¡¥ LV ̧ �£¶¦ 
§" µ¬´¶YV?¸�£É Å¬¢¨ §Ï£ ¸V£¬ªÏ£ ÛÅV§¬Y®¦.

�Å¡¥°Ì Y¨¢ §Ì£ Å¢¿¦ §¿£ �¢ªV£§¬ Å¬¢¨ §Ï£ 
Ð¢ªV¸�£Ã£ ¬Ë°Ï §¡ µ¬Î ¡2£V¥¬£ MÅ¬£§¬ªVÄ ¸	£ 
ª¢¶>¥¸�§¬§«£ §¡ ª¢®¸¬ Í¢Ï¸¡£, Ç ¬¥¢�§Ã¦ °	 
Ç£ §V�¦ µV¥£V³±V¥¦, ¡Ë>¶YV�¸¡´¬ §V�¦ §®>°¡ §®¦ 
¡×¬Y¡>§�§¶¦ ¸V£®¦ ¸V£¬ªV�¦ ¸Ì Ç£ Å¬¢�¢YÉ §Ì£ 
§V¥¬�§¶£ Ð¢¡§Ì£ §±´¡>´¬¥, ÐLL¨ Å¡¢Î ÅVLLVÄ 
§¬�§¶£ ÅV¥¡�>´¬¥ §" §®¦ VËµV?¸�£¶¦ ­Ã>§®¢¥ µ¬Î 
°¥°¬>µ�LÉ À¬�LÉ Å¡¥´V¸�£V¥¦ £V¸V´¡§VÄ£§¥ 
µ¬Î L�YV£§¥3 Å¡±´¡>´¡ §V�¦ 
YV?¸�£V¥¦ Û¸Ï£ 
µ¬Î ÛÅ¡±µ¡§¡3 ¬×§VÎ Y¨¢ ÐY¢?Å£VÄ>¥£ ÛÅ	¢ §Ï£ 
(?ªÏ£ Û¸Ï£ B¦ L«YV£ ÐÅV°�>V£§¡¦.

�7 �7 ��
 ��� &

� �
:!�� ��2 ��1� ���-
!"
�� �����"�� ��, ���’ �
 ���� ���� ��
�
�� 
A�"�1� �����3?
��
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Mamas:
À¡¢Î §®¦ ¡Ë¦ §¿£ Å¢V¡>§Ï§¬ ¬Ë°VÄ¦ µ¬Î 

ÛÅVªÃ¢¤>¡Ã¦ 6§V¥ ÛÅVÅ§�>¡Ã¦.
�§¡ °	 ¸�LL¡¥ §¥¦����
������ �0� ��� ��2�� 

���� �
 ���
�4�= �#�� �0 ����� �"� !������§®¦ 
¸V£®¦ ÔLÃ¦ Ç ¥�£¬¥, ! °¥¬µV£±¬¦ §¥£¿¦ ª�¢¥£ 
! °¥’ VËµ¡±¬¦ Õ£¡µ¡£ ª¢¡±¬¦, ¸Ì Å¢«§¡¢V£ §®¦ 
¸V£®¦ Ç ¥�§Ã, Å¢Î£ h£ ¡×ªÌ£ L� ³V¥ Å¬¢¨ §VÄ 
µ¬´¶YV?¸�£V?.

Ð>¬�§Ã¦ ¸¤§¡ ¡Ë¦ LV?§¢¿£ ÐÅ¥�§Ã ªÃ¢Î¦ 
¸¡§¬£V±¬¦, ¸¤§¡ ¸Ì£ §¨¦ §¢±ª¬¦ ÐÅVµ¡¥¢�>´Ã ! 
­L¡³V§V¸¡±>´Ã.

¾¬Î Í ¸�LLÃ£ °	 >¶¸C£¬¥ µ¬Î V1 L¬ª«£§¡¦ 
1¡¢V?¢Y®>¬¥ µ¬Î V1 (�L§¬¥ µ¬Î V1 µ¬£V£�¢ª¬¥ 
µ¬Î Å�£§¡¦ MÅLÏ¦ Å¢¿ §VÄ Ù¢YV? ¡×ªÌ£ Å¬¢’ 
¬×§VÄ L¬¸³¬£�§Ã>¬£.

»¡� Y¨¢ §¿£ Å¡¥´¬¢ª¡�£ §V�¦ ÐÅV>§VL¥µV�¦ 
³V?L«¸¡£V£ °¥¬§�Y¸¬>¥
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Comparison with the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius has already shown that the Patirion-Typikon rep-
resents in this instance the text of the Stoudios-Typikon. At the same time it is evident that the passage 

 91 If this hypothesis were correct the author of the Pantokrator-Typikon would have had to avoid adopting any of the much more 
plentiful Evergetine material found in the Philanthropos-Typikon. As noted earlier the Pantokrator-Typikon does not contain 
any literal borrowings from the Evergetis-Typikon. The parallels that John Thomas has highlighted are of a very general 
nature and do not prove dependence, cf. KRAUSMÜLLER��#

�������%~��}��������������

 92 �����������;���������á (PENTKOVSKIJ��
 �� ��`�����;��������
�������������� EUSTRATIADES��
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in the Mamas-Typikon, too, is ultimately derived from the Stoudios-Typikon. Not only does it share 
many elements with its counterpart in the Patirion-Typikon; it is also followed by the same stipula-
tion about how to interact with the abbot that we have discussed before. However, this does not mean 
that the redactor of the text preserved in the Mamas-Typikon left the original text unchanged. In the 
Patirion-Typikon, and thus also in the Stoudios-Typikon, the passage introduces the second section of 
the text, with the overall title ‘monastic precepts’, a transition that refers back to the previous section, 
��]�Ý�������=
����������=�+��}������������;�+�����������+�������������;�+��]=����������

�������+���������
the Mamas-Typikon has integrated the overall title into the text and instead moved the subtitle to the 
beginning. Moreover, the reference back to the previous section is omitted.

When we turn to the second part of the passage under discussion we encounter similar changes. 
In the Patirion-Typikon the subtitle is followed by a general statement about the need to obey one’s 
superiors, a reference to the teachings of Paul, and an exhortation not to do anything without the 
permission of the abbot. In the Mamas-Typikon the general statement is left out, the reference to 
Paul is considerably shortened, and only the last part is quoted in full. This suggests that the author 
responsible for the version in the Mamas �_��Ý�� pared down the text of his model. This impression 
is further strengthened when we consider the immediately following passages in the two texts. There 
the Patirion-Typikon sets out an elaborate comparison between monks and soldiers, which we have 
not quoted, before giving the instructions about the proper interaction between monks and abbots 
that we have discussed before.94 In the Mamas-Typikon, on the other hand, these instructions follow 
immediately after the exhortation not to do anything without the permission of the abbot.

However, by far the most striking innovation is the insertion of additional material. As we have 
seen above, the Mamas-Typikon contains three different stipulations, which are not found at this 
;�����������������������;����<�̀ ��������=�]�����������~������̀ ���������������+�������;��~����
=��������
they should not go to a bathhouse or to the barber, and they should not perform services without the 
knowledge and permission of the abbot. Comparison reveals that these stipulations are also borrowed 
from the Stoudios-Typikon. However, there they appear in different contexts. In the Typikon of Pa-
�����+��#��*�=��������õ=�+���������������~������`��������������=�]������������+��;�����������î`������+�
precepts’ whereas the stipulation about the organisation of the services appears in the third, liturgical 
section of the text.95 This second stipulation is also part of the liturgical section in the Soter-Typikon, 
which leaves no doubt that this was its original place in the Stoudios-Typikon:

Alexius:
It should be known, that 

when a paramonar wants to 
sound or to make a prayer for 
the holy liturgy, �����������=�]�
receive <a blessing> from the 
hegoumenos.96

Soter:
Þ>�µ¥¦ °	 Í ÇµµL¶>¥�¢ª¶¦ 

!"��
� ��!�
��, ! Í Å¢¡>-
³�§¡¢V¦ §Ì£ ´¡±¬£ Çµ§¡L�>¬¥ 
L¡¥§V?¢Y±¬£, ¡×ªÌ£ Å¢«§¡¢V£ 
Å¬¢¨ §VÄ µ¬´¶YV?¸�£V? 
­¡±-
L¡¥ L¬¸³�£¡¥£.97

Mamas:
¾¬Î Í !"���
 °	 ��!�
�� 

µ¬Î V1 L¬ª«£§¡¦ 1¡¢V?¢Y®>¬¥ 
µ¬Î V1 (�L§¬¥ µ¬Î V1 µ¬£V£-
�¢ª¬¥ µ¬Î Å�£§¡¦ MÅLÏ¦ Å¢¿ 
§VÄ Ù¢YV? ¡×ªÌ£ Å¬¢’ ¬×§VÄ 
L¬¸³¬£�§Ã>¬£.98

96 97 98

 94 �����������;�����
�á��� PENTKOVSKIJ). 
 95 In the Patirion-Typikon the stipulation follows immediately after the passage about proper interaction with the abbot, cf. 

Patirion-Typikon 68 (PENTKOVSKIJ). In the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius it is found in the latter part of the later chapter about 
`������+�+������}�������������������Ý�]�
������}=��������
�=��~���������
�����=�����+���#��*�=����;��������������� (PENT-
KOVSKIJ���Ý��+��;��~�]�����������;������������������`�����;������

 96 #��*�=����;������������������� (PENTKOVSKIJ��
 97 ��������;�����#�����
��á������� ARRANZ���
 98 ��`�����;��������
���������� EUSTRATIADES��
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This shows clearly that the author responsible for the version in the Mamas-Typikon went systema-
tically through the entire text of his model and picked out stipulations that had one element in com-
mon: the blessing of the abbot, which had to be obtained before any kind of activity was embarked 
on. In a second step he then combined these stipulations and inserted them into the introductory 
passage of the ‘monastic precepts’ before the reference to Paul and the exhortation not to do anything 
without the permission of the abbot. As a consequence these last two passages take on a new func-
tion. Whereas in the Stoudios-Typikon they play a rather subordinate role in a lengthy introductory 
;���}��;������������`�����;����������
�+�`������}�������+��+�=���������������������;�+��+��=�����
#��������+����`�������`;������������������=������������~�����������+��]����������`�����;�������-
worked his model in quite a sophisticated manner and that he did not slavishly cling to the original 
text. In this respect he differs markedly from the authors of the Southern Italian rules who also rear-
ranged the material they found in their model but left the old transitions in place, with the result that 
these transitions are meaningless in the new contexts.

The passages under discussion are not included in the Kecharitomene-Typikon. Nevertheless, 
������+���
�����]�=
�� ����� ����`�]���]����`�Ý������=�]� ��� ������`�����;�����Ý�������� ��=�]�
����������������������;�����;�����������]����������
�����Ý�����������`�]��+���������]������]��
����
made by the author of the lost intermediary source, which served as model for the Philanthropos-
Typi kon, we need to extend our discussion to the Pantokrator-Typikon. Comparison shows that the 
Mamas and Pantokrator rules address similar issues: leaving the monastery for baths or other errands, 
��]��`
�����}�������~�+�����������+�``=������%~���`������}���+�������������+���������������������+����
there exist counterparts in known adaptations of the Stoudios-Typikon:

Alexius:
When somebody wants to 

leave the monastery due to 
some service or their own ur-
gent need,

then ���� ��� ����� ���� ���-
ve ������ ��� ��������� �� �������
from the hegoumenos and a 
seal, receiving that which a gu-
est-master will know that the 
leave of the monk was ordered 
by the hegoumenos, otherwise 
he should not accept him.99

Mamas:
�§¡� °	� ¸�LL¡¥� §¥¦� �� §®¦�
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Pantokrator:
À�£§¡¦� °	� V1� �����
����
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99 100 101

The fact that an almost identical passage is found in the Patirion-Typikon leaves no doubt that the 
Typikon of Patriarch Alexius faithfully reproduces its Stoudite model.102 The versions in the Mamas 
��]��������������=��������+����]���
�����������]<�������Ý����]�����������+���������î���� �̂��������

����
At the same time, however, we can observe that the Mamas-Typikon preserves a fuller text. It retains 
the detail that monks may go out on their own business, which is omitted in Pantokrator-Typikon. 
 
 

 99 #��*�=����;��������������� (PENTKOVSKIJ).
 100 ��`�����;��������
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 101� ��������������;���������������� (GAUTIER��
 102 Patirion-Typikon 68 (PENTKOVSKIJ). 
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Moreover, it alone has the second Stoudite stipulation, that monks should not start the services with-
�=������;��`���������������

����������+���
�����]�=
�������������=�����~�����������+���������*���������
common model because in the Stoudios-Typikon the second stipulation ended with arrangements for 
the times when the abbot was not present. This conclusion is missing in the Mamas-Typikon but it has 
a counterpart in the Pantokrator-Typikon where it now follows directly the stipulation about monks 
who need to leave the monastery:

Alexius:
And if the hegoumenos is 

absent, then from the steward, 
and if he is absent as well, then 
from the senior priest.���

Soter:
ÚË� °	� ÐÅVL¥¸Å�£V¥§V� Í� µ¬�

´¶YV�¸¡£V¦�� Å¬¢¨� §VÄ� Å¢Ã§�
¡µµL¶>¥�¢ªV?¦�
��+��104

Pantokrator:
ÚË� °	� ÐÅV°¶¸¡�� Í� µ¬�́ ¶�

YV�¸¡£V¦�� Í� VËµV£«¸V¦� §VÄ�§V�
ÅV¥¡±§Ã3� Ð¸­V§�¢Ã£� °	� L¡¥�
Å«£§Ã£� Í� Å¢Ï§V¦� §Ï£� 1¡¢�Ã£�
Ð£¬ÅL¶¢V�§Ã� §¿£� §«ÅV£�
¬×§Ï£�105

��� 104 105

The passages discussed so far show that here, too, the authors of the Philanthropos and Pantokrator 
�=����]��Ý������+�``�����=�+��Ý�������]�+������]������]��`�]���]��������}��������=]������*�����]�
�������+��������`�����������]=+�]��=������`�]��+���������������+�������������������������;�����������
�=������`�]��+�����������+����]���
���
�+�=��������������~���������`�Ý���������Ý����~����=�]����
the Mamas-Typikon is entirely absent. Instead the individual stipulations simply follow one another 
without any articulating features, a pattern that then continues in the subsequent passage where we 
��]����������=+�������
�=��;��;���������+�����Ý���������

����Ý��+��Ý����~��]��+=���]������������]�
the regulations about new entrants that have no counterpart in the Mamas-Typikon. There can be no 
doubt that this is a secondary change, motivated by the wish of the author to integrate the material 
of its source into a new context. As we have said before, in the Pantokrator-Typikon the immediately 
preceding passage deals with Lent and Lenten fare. This topic is continued in the stipulations about 
leaving the monastery because they are now linked to the Lenten periods.106 Therefore we can con-
+�=]�������������������`�����;��������]�����������������������;������Ý��+������+���������*���������
lost intermediate source and that the author of this source had indeed embarked on a sophisticated 
reorganisation of the Stoudite material.

So far we have focused on Stoudite elements in the intermediate source. However, this does not 
mean that this now lost text did not also contain non-Stoudite material. As we have mentioned before, 
in the Pantokrator-Typikon the series of borrowings from the ‘monastic precepts’ does not end with 
���������=+�������
�=����Ý����������+��Ý���������

����������]�Ý����]���~�����`����;����}���]�����}�
with the treatment of newcomers, entrance fees, and the prohibition to let women enter the monas-
����������������Ý��;����}�������������=�]����������`�����;���������+����������������������]������~��
a counterpart there. Although the author of the Mamas-Typikon adopts the prohibition of visits by 
females from the Evergetis-Typikon he inserts a non-Evergetine passage, which has clear parallels in 
the Pantokrator-Typikon:

 ��� #��*�=����;��������������������
PENTKOVSKIJ).
 104 ��������;�����#�����
��á������� ARRANZ������������������;������������Ý��]����+��������������;��+�]�Ý���������++������+��
 105� ��������������;�����������������
GAUTIER).
 106 Pantokrator-Typikon 59, 498–506 (GAUTIER���
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Evergetis:
¾¬Î §Ì£ ¸V£Ì£ °	 �³¬§«£ 

§¡ µ¬Î Å¬£§¡LÏ¦ Ð°¥«°¡?§V£ 
Y?£¬¥ Î£ Ç³V?L«¸¡´¬ ¸	£ ¡+£¬¥ 
µ¬Î ÐÅ¡µ°¡ª«¸¡´¬, 
 °	 §Ï£ 
ÅVLLÏ£ Å¡¢¥­�£¡¥¬ µ¬Î §¿ ¸Ì 
°�£¬>´¬¥ §¬�§¬¦ ÐÅVÅ�¸ Å¡-
>´¬¥ @,°±Ã¦ V×µ ¡-¬>¡£ 
¸C¦ 
§VÄ§V °Ì µ¬Î Å¢V§¢�(¬>´¬¥.

»¥� §V¥ §¬Ä§¬ ¡Ë>¥�§Ã>¬£ 
¸	£ Ô>¬¥ ³±É µ¬Î Ð¢¡§È, ¡× Y¡-
£¡±, §¡ µ¬Î Å¡¢¥­¬£¡±, °¥¬ ³«¶-
§V¥, >Å¬£±Ã¦ °	 �Y¬£ µ¬Î ÇÅ¥-
§¡§¶¢¶¸�£Ã¦.107

Mamas:
¾¬Î §VÄ§V °	 §Ï£ Ð£¬Yµ¬±Ã£ 

Ç>§±, §¿ Y?£¬¥ Î£ �³¬§V£ ¡+£¬¥ 
µ¬´�Å¬  §Ì£ ¸V£¤£,


B ¸¤ÅV? >Å¬£±Ã¦ ����� 
�

�

 � !
�!��$
�
 �#
 
µ¬´’ ¬b¸¬ Å¢V>=�
��!"
�
 
¸¬¢¬¢±§Ê ¬×´�£§Ê 
¸Ï£ µ¬Î 
£�É °V¸¤§V¢¥ ! µ¬Î :§�¢Ã£ §¥-
£Ï£ ¸¡Y¥>§�£Ã£ ���� ¸¡§¨ 
§¬Ä§¬ §¬­¶>V¸�£Ã£.

ÚË>¥�§Ã>¬£ ¸�£§V¥ µ¬Î ª�-
¢¥£ Å¢V>µ?£¤>¡Ã¦ Ô>¬¥ ³±É 
µ¬Î Ð¢¡§È, ¡×Y¡£¡±, §¡ µ¬Î Å¡-
¢¥­¬£¡±, °¥¬³«¶§V¥, >Å¬ £±Ã¦ °	 
�Y¬£ µ¬Î ÇÅ¥§¡ §¶ ¢¶ ̧ � £Ã¦.108

Pantokrator:
¯?£¬�µ¬¦ ¡Ë¦ §Ì£ ¸V£Ì£ V×µ 

¡Ë>¡L¡�>V£§¬¥3 �³¬§V¦ °	 ¬×-
§¬�¦ Ù>§¬¥ 
 ¸V£¤, µ�£ §¥£¡¦ 
§Ï£ Å¡¢¥­¬£Ï£ ¡+¡£ µ¬Î ³±É 
>¡¸£" µ¡µ«>¸¶£§¬¥ µ¬Î §È Çµ 
Y�£V?¦ L¬¸Å¢«§¶§¥3


B °� §¥£¡¦ ���� �

�

 ��-
��� �#
 ��
��!"
�
 ¬× §¬�¦ 
� !
�!��$
�
 ª�¢¥£ Ð£¬Y-
µ¬�V£ ÙªV?>¥£ ¡Ë>¡L´¡�£, V×µ 
ÐÅ¿ §®¦ Å�L¶¦ §®¦ ¸V£®¦ ¡Ë>-
¡L¡�>V£§¬¥, ÐLL’ ÐÅ¿ §®¦ Å� L¶¦ 
§VÄ £¬VÄ §®¦ �L¡V� >¶¦.109

107 108 109

This overlap has no counterpart in the other adaptations of the Stoudios-Typikon. In the Trigona-
Typi kon both entrance of females into the monastery and burial of laypeople in the graveyard of the 
monks is categorically ruled out.110 The Typikon of Patriarch Alexius, which reproduces the former 
of these passages, makes an exception for the empress.111 However, this exception is not only phrased 
]�����������
=��`��������������������+��]����`�]��+������112 At this point one might consider the pos-
sibility that in this case the Mamas-Typikon and the Pantokrator-Typikon are dependent on another 
otherwise unknown �_��Ý��. However, this seems highly unlikely since all other overlaps between 
the two texts can be traced back to the intermediate source. Thus we can conclude that the author of 
the intermediate source had already added this stipulation to his text because he found it impossible 
to resist the pressure exerted by laypeople.

 107� %~��}�������;��������
������������� GAUTIER��
 108� ��`�����;������á�
���������������EUSTRATIADES��
 109� ��������������;�����������������
GAUTIER).
 110 MERCATI����;�+�����<�²VL¡¸V ¬£µV¢¬ µ¬¥ §V§¬L¸¡£§¥ ¬ LV >¬£§V ¸V£¬>§¡¢¥V £V£ ¥£§¢¥ °V££¬ ¬LµV£¬, µV¸¡ V¢°¥£¬££V ¡§ 

L¡§�¥ ¡§ >¬£§¥ µV£V£¥. ¾V¸¬£°¬¸V�¬£µV¢¬�µ¬¥�£V£�>¥¬�£¡>>¥V?£V�>§¢¬£¡¢V�>¡ÅV?L§V�¬�LV�µV¥¸¶§¡¢¥V�°¡�L¥�¸V£¬§�¥��§�V¡�
¥£§¢V�LV�µL¬?>§¢V�°¡�LV�¸V£¬>§¡¢¥V��µ¬¥�£V£�­V>>¡�¸V£¬µV�

 111 #��*�=����;��������������á�
PENTKOVSKIJ�<�î���]������Ý����Ý�`������
������Ý�]���������������`������������������`����õ=���
���������Ý���]��=����+�``��]����]�ù��������=�]����ú�
��;��`����]�����]��
�+�=���������������������*+=������]���������Ý���
ù����`��������ú���`���������=��
��� �̂

 112 #��*�=����;��������������á (PENTKOVSKIJ): ‘If a queen wants to come to the monastery for prayers, then she should be al-
lowed in alone, with her servants.’
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In the previous discussion we could see that the Stoudite material in the Mamas-Typikon was taken 
from the lost Philanthropos-Typikon whose author in turn had made use of the intermediate source. 
By contrast the exact nature of the relation between the Pantokrator-Typikon and the intermediate 
source has not yet been established. However, this issue is of great importance because the version 
in the Pantokrator-Typikon is much less close to this source than the version in the Mamas-Typikon. 
��������~���
���������������=������<���������̀ �]��+�������]=����������=��������������������������;�����
or must we postulate the existence of a lost model for the Pantokrator-Typikon whose author had 
�����]����Ý����]����������`�]�������=�+��

�����]��� ����]]����� ����� �=�������=�������Ý�����]� ��� �=����=������������ ��� ����������

������ ����
Pantokrator monastery, the monk Joseph. Joseph is not mentioned in the rule itself but is known to 
us from several other sources.��� A notice from a manuscript of the Synaxarium of the Church of 
Constantinople, which has recently been edited by Cyril Mango, casts some light on the background 
���������}=���114 This notice, which commemorates the consecration in the year 1142 of the monastic 
church of the Pantanassa on the island of St Glykeria, informs us that Joseph the abbot of the Pan-
tokrator monastery took a prominent part in organising the ceremony.115 We are then further told that 
before he took over the direction of John Komnenos’ foundation Joseph had held the same position 
in the Pantanassa monastery. When he left for the capital he entrusted the community to his disciple 
Philip, but he did not sever his connections with his motherhouse. Indeed, his contribution to the 
building of the church was not the only sign of his continuing care: he also donated to it a manuscript 
in which he refers to himself both as the abbot of the Pantokrator monastery and as Hagioglykerites, 
thus acknowledging his link with the place where he had received his monastic training.116

When Joseph became abbot of the Pantanassa monastery it had already existed for several de-
cades. From the notice in the Synaxarium we learn that the protovestiarios Gregory Taronites had 
become monk on the island of St Glykeria and that he had started building a church there. This 
church was then completed by Basil the ‘second founder’, and by Joseph, Basil’s spiritual son.117 
Thus it is clear that Joseph was the product of a well-established monastic tradition. Unfortunately 
the notice says very little about the circumstances of his transfer to the Pantokrator monastery.118 
#���Ý���������������%`;�����������������=���]���`�Ý�����������+������

���119 However, it may well 
be that he had a hand in drawing up the Pantokrator-Typikon and that he made use of the rule of 
his old institution. After all, this was standard practice at the time. As we have seen the abbot of 
the Mamas monastery who had been the steward of the Philanthropos monastery and who con-
tinued to refer to himself as Philanthropenos also used the rule of his motherhouse as a model for 
the Mamas-Typikon. If the Pantokrator-Typikon was indeed based on the rule for the monastery of 
 
 ��� Cf. GAUTIER, Typikon de Pantocrator 22, who lists all known contemporary sources relating to Joseph.
 114 C. MANGO���Ý������'���=���!���+������`�'�]��'������'�=�+��}�������JÖB����
���������������à������=�����]��+=������+������

KRAUSMÜLLER���`;��������=�]������]�������

���<�����+������������������`��������]�������������+�]���������<�à�=�]������]�
����=�]���������	����������������������;��������������������������	���������������������'������=`����������������;��`
���
�������]������=������������������á����������

 115 !���+���������+����+�������
���������� MANGO). For the location of St Glyceria, cf. R. JANIN�������}�������������`�����_����
]���}���]��+�������
�	������<�����������"�����;����������������_���������
�	��]���#��_����������������=������������á������á��
and the map on 54. On Gregory Taronites, a relative of John II, cf. P. MAGDALINO, The empire of Manuel I Komnenos, 
�����������'�`
��]}������������

 116 '�]�*��������+=�������+���$��GARDTHAUSEN, Catalogus codicum graecorum Sinaiticorum. Oxford 1886, 72.
 117 !���+���������+����+�������
������������� MANGO���
 118 ��������Ý�����]��]�����������

���+���
��+��+�=]�]����`�������+�������������������������;�����;����
�����������+����������Ý�

abbots who are not members of the community, cf. GAUTIER, Typikon du Pantocrator 22. 
 119 !���+���������+����+�������
�����������MANGO��
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St Glykeria we would need to assume one more missing link, which separated the extant �_��Ý� from 
the intermediate source. Unfortunately, the hypothetical nature of the argument does not permit us to 
`�����=�������������+��������������Ý��+���������}�������
�����Ý���Ý������;����
�����������`�]��+�-
tions of the intermediate source that we have encountered in the Pantokrator-Typikon

This leaves us with one last question: who wrote the intermediate source, and for which monas-
�����Ý������]������]�����������=����������������������Ý����#���Ý��+������������������̀ =�����~�����}�����]�
in a Constantinopolitan monastery of some renown because otherwise it would hardly have been 
consulted by later monastic founders. 

CONCLUSION

Through comparison of the Church Slavonic translation of Patriarch Alexius’ rule for his monastic 
foundation of the Mother of God and of the three Southern Italian rules of Patirion, Soter and Trigona 
it has become possible not only to determine the content of the Stoudios-Typikon but also to ascertain 
that it had a tripartite structure where stipulations about communal meals and dietary prescriptions 
Ý���������Ý�]������
��+��;������
�=�����������������;�
��Ý�����

�����]�+�``=�������]������
��
advice about the organisation of church services. Moreover, through comparative analysis of the 
rules for the Constantinopolitan houses of Pantokrator, Mamas and Kecharitomene it could be shown 
that the Stoudios-Typikon was shortened and reworked in quite a sophisticated manner in another 
`������������������������+�;�������]�������������Ý�������=��������
�+�`�����������]���+�����������=}��
`�]�����������=�����������~��������������`�������;������������������������������;�������]������������
sources of the Philanthropos-Typikon, which otherwise was indebted to the Evergetine tradition. The 
Stoudios-Typikon, composed before the year 1025 but possibly dating as far back as the second half 
�������������+���=�����������������*���]�]��=���Ý������+����������`��}��]����]��������=��+��`�]���������
felt over more than a hundred years.

In this article, and in its companion piece on the Panagios-Typikon, we have attempted to lay the 
groundwork for future study of the Byzantine monastic reform movement. Such research will need to 
�����������++�=��������~����
���`�����������]�����õ=����=�����������~��+�`��]�Ý�����=��������������}�����
Greek version, and it will need to focus on monastic rather than on lay founders. Otherwise it will be 
impossible to understand the complexities of the Byzantine monastic discourse of the eleventh and 
early twelfth century.
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GRAPHIC REPRESENTATION OF THE RELATIONS BETWEEN THE TEXTS

Ã Original Stoudios-Typikon
¬ Alexios-Typikon
³ Bartholomew of Simeri’s copy of the Stoudios-Typikon
Y� �����`�]�������=�+��
��Ý����]����=]������;�����
°� ����������;�����;�����
���=]������]�%~��}������`��������
¡� �������������;�����
��;������+�����������=����Ý��+�������
#� '�~��������������;�����
'�=�+�����~���+�������������
B Patirion-Typikon
C Soter-Typikon
�� ��`�����;����
E Kecharitomene-Typikon
F Pantokrator-Typikon

���������������;�����������}������;�����
������������������������������������=���������������=����+������
longer be established with any certainty.




