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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
in the late tenth century. This rule is the first typikon that bears all the hallmarks of monastic reform: rejection of entrance fees,
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
periods is the production of normative texts, the so-called typika. These texts first became accessible
to scholars at the beginning of the twentieth century through the publications of Alexej Dmitrievskij
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
project 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
the second half of the eleventh century. He argues that the Evergetis-Typikon was the first text that
reflected a self-conscious reform agenda and that this agenda was later disseminated when lay and
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
of Petritzos-Backovo. Through study of these rules and of the Lives of Athanasius the Athonite it
can be shown that the Panagios-Typikon was composed in the first quarter of the eleventh century
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
monastic reform: rejection of entrance fees, prohibition of clandestine eating, and the requirement
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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THE STRUCTURE AND CHARACTER OF THE LOST STOUDIOS-TYPIKON

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.! 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.? 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
from four later texts: the rule, which Patriarch Alexius I (1025-1043) drew up for a monastery that
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; * and the rules of the Soter
and Trigona monasteries, which Bartholomew’s disciple Luke composed in the 1030s.° Of these texts
only the Soter-Typikon and the as yet unedited Patirion-Typikon are extant in the Greek original.® 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.’

In the introduction to his edition of the Church Slavonic version Pentkovskij undertook a detailed
comparison of the four extant rules, which permitted him to conclude that identical passages appear
in two, three or even four of the texts.® 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.’ Such provenance is in

! The Stoudios-Hypotyposis is extant in two recensions, ed. MiGNE, PG 99, 1704—1720, and A. DmiTriEVSKD, Opisanie litur-
giceskih rukopisej, I. Typika. Kiev 1895, 224-238.
2 Lavra-Hypotyposis, ed. Ph. Meyer, Die Haupturkunden fiir die Geschichte der Athoskloster. Leipzig 1894, 138—-139, and
DwmrtriEvskn, Opisanie I 254-255; Iviron-Hypotyposis, trans. K. KEkELIDZE, Liturgieskie gruzinskie pamyatniki v otecest-
vennykh knigokhranili§¢ah, II. Typika. Tiflis 1908, 228-313. The two texts have been dated to the years 963 and 1038—1042
respectively; the latter text is dependent on the former but contains additional material, in particular in the section about the
refectory, cf. A. PEnTKOvskw, Tipikon patriarha Aleksija Studita v Bizantii i na Rusi. Moscow 2001, 153-154. For Southern
Italy cf. E. Morini, Monachesimo greco in Calabria. Aspetti organizzativi e linee di spiritualita. Bologna 1996, 93.
On Alexius I cf. J. P. THomas, Private Religious Foundations in the Byzantine Empire. Washington, D.C. 1987, 168. For a
brief summary of recent research, cf. D. KRAUSMULLER, The abbots of Evergetis as opponents of ‘monastic reform’: a re-ap-
praisal of the monastic discourse in eleventh- and twelfth-century Constantinople. REB 69 (2011) 111-134, esp. 111-115.
The monastery of Nea Hodegetria at Patirion was founded in 1101-1105, cf. E. Mori, Gerarchia e koinonia. Organizzazione
della vita monacale in un inedito paleo-calabrese, in: Macro- e microstrutture economiche nella societa bizantina (XIII-XV
secolo), in: XVIII Congresso Internazionale di studi bizantini. Mosca, 8—15 agosto 1991. Testi e documenti preliminari, a
cura di A. CarILE. Bologna 1991, 31-51, with references to older secondary literature.
For the Soter monastery in Messina, cf. F. GiunTa, Il monachesimo basiliano nella Sicilia normanna, in: Basilio di Cesarea.
La sua eta, la sua opera ¢ il basilianesimo in Sicilia, II. Messina 1983, 709—731.
Soter-Typikon, ed. M. ARrRANZ, Le typikon du monasteére du Saint-Sauveur a Messine, Codex Messinensis gr. 115, A. D. 1131.
Introduction, texte critique et notes (OCA 185). Rome 1969. The Patirion-Typikon is extant in the Codex Jenensis graecus
G.B. g. 6a. Extensive excerpts can be found in PEnTkovsku, Tipikon 66—79.
The Church Slavonic translation has recently been critically edited by PEnTkOvskw, Tipikon 233—420. The text has yet not
been translated into a Western European language. There only exists an unfortunately rather imprecise translation into Rus-
sian by Hieromonk Feodosij (KoroTkov), Pervonacal’nyj obs¢ezitelnyj ustav russkih monastyrej (Disziplinarnaja ¢ast Alek-
seevkogo Studijkogo ustava po rukopisi Sinodal’nogo obranija GIM, No 330/380/ XII v.). Leningrad 1986. For the Trigo-
na-Typikon, cf. S. MErcari, Sul Tipico del monastero di S. Bartolomeo di Trigona tradotto in italo-calabrese in trascrizione
greca da Francesco Vucisano. ASCL 8 (1938) 197-223, esp. 221-223; cf. also K. Douramani, 11 typikon del monastero di
S. Bartolomeo di Trigona. Rome 2003.
Cf. PentkOVSKD, Typikon 49—120. Without Pentkovskij’s ground-breaking work this article could not have been written.
Cf. e.g. Alexius-Typikon 368, 6—9 (PEnTkOVskl): ‘And from here we follow the laws of our unforgettable father Theodore’;
and Patirion-Typikon 78—79(PENTKOVSKI): T0D 06100 @g0dmpov 10D LTOVIITOV TTEPL YEPOTOVING TYOVUEVOL.
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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
tells us that the saint visited Constantinople where he obtained many objects.'” As Pentkovskij has
pointed out, these objects could well have included texts from the Stoudios monastery.!!

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,

for the benefit of those who
lag behind these (monastic
rules) and whose example has
become customary.

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

These are our testimonies,
and the reward will be multi-
plied for every patriarch who
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."

Patirion:

[Ipog yop t0lc @ALOKC Kol
noknuévov dplota Tovg T Ho-
vijg TOmoug Poviopeda ivor TOV
gvtavba nyovpeveLGOVTA.

Obtwg éml 10 KpeitTov
00ev0ELEV 1) LOVY|, OVTMOC AvOn-
ogley, OVT® KOPToLg MPOiovg
EVEYKELEY,

Kol whvTo EEEL KAADG SuvapEL
pev tod t@v OAmV dnpovpyod
Kol GuvoyEmg OgoD, eVUEVELQ O
10D éviadfo Tpopévov ayiov
IIpodpopov kot avrimropog
Koi pon0od Nuav."

Soter:

[Ipog yap avtoig dAlolg kol
foknuévov dpota Sl elvat
TOVG THG HOVI|G TOTTOVS POVAO-
peba tov Evtadba 1yovueved-
COVTOQL.

Obtwg éml 10 KpeitTov
0dgvoetev 1 povn, oUTmg avon-
oglev, oUT® KOPTOLS MPAiovg
EVEYKOLEY,

Kol whvta £Ee1 KaAMS dLuVA-
LEL eV TOD T®V OA®V dnULovp-
yob Kol 60 Tijpog Mudv Incod
Xprotod xoi cvvexémg Ogod,
evpeveig 08 Tijg mavaomTilov
avTod Mntpodc.'*

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 n.s. 34 (1997) 71-76.
Cf. Pentkovsku, Tipikon 88.

2 Alexius-Typikon 394, 18—24 (PENTKOVSKIJ).

* Patirion-Typikon 79 (PENTKOVSKI).

* Soter-Typikon AP-9 (289, 24—29 ARRANZ).
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a study is beyond the scope of this article we will only briefly consider the concluding paragraph.
Here the version of the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius reflects the new foundation’s status as a patri-
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.'® In contrast the Patirion-Typikon contains a
reference to John the Baptist, despite the fact that the Patirion monastery was dedicated to the Virgin
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.'®

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.'” However, this identical content is presented in quite different ways. The Southern
[talian typika are rather loosely structured and the Stoudite passages are arranged in seemingly ran-
dom fashion. By contrast, the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius integrates the identifiable Stoudite mate-
rial into a coherent framework. Here the typikon proper follows a guide to the liturgy throughout the
year, the so-called synaxarium.'® The typikon itself then has a tripartite structure: the first part deals
with the ritual observed during communal meals in the refectory and specifies what foods should
be eaten on ordinary days and during the Lenten periods;" the second part focuses on the relation-
ship between abbot and community and the organisational structure of the monastery;*® and the last
part concerns itself with communal worship and the behaviour of monks during church services.?!

In his edition of the Church Slavonic translation Pentkovskij has suggested that at Stoudios the
three parts existed as independent texts, which were only combined by Patriarch Alexius when he
wrote the rule for his own foundation.?” 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:

Alexius: Patirion:

The regulations concerning eating and drink- Tomkov ovv Bed dSwrapupdvov mepi 1 Ppm-
ing for monks and concerning any other order, | cewg koi nOGEWS TOV povaydv kol mepl THG
as well as the conduct in the church and every | GAANG amdong taéewg Kol dymyg avTdV &V T
other place.?* EKKANGIiQ Kol TovToyo.?

15 The model for the Soter-Typikon does not need to come from a monastery dedicated to Mary, cf. PEntkovsku, Tipikon 51.
Since the monastery was dedicated to Christ the ‘slot’ for a patron saint was empty and the obvious figure to fill it was
Christ’s mother.

16 This point was made by PEnTkOvsk1, Tipikon 79-80.

17 For a list and detailed discussion of these overlaps, cf. PENTKOVsK1, Tipikon 49—120.

18 Alexius-Typikon 233-368 (PENTKOVSKL).

19" Alexius-Typikon 368—380 (PENTKOVSKI).

20 Alexius-Typikon 380-397 (PENTKOVSKD).

21 Alexius-Typikon 397—420 (PENTKOVSKIY).

22 Cf. Pentkovski, 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

that they were originally composed by Theodore of Stoudios as Pentkovskij argues, cf. PENTKOVskw, Tipikon 423. That they

are attributed to Theodore does not constitute proof. The so-called Didaskalia Chronike (PG 99, 1694—1701), which also

goes under the name of Theodore, is clearly a later text since it reflects the fasting practice of the eleventh century, cf. D.

KRAUSMULLER, The Athonite monastic tradition during the eleventh and early twelfth centuries, in: Mount Athos and Byzan-

tine Monasticism, ed. A. Bryer — M. Cunningham. Aldershot 1996, 57-65.

Alexius-Typikon (368, 9-10 PENTKOVSKI)).

Patirion-Typikon (64 PENTKOVSK).
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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
with other topics. This hypothesis is confirmed through analysis of the passage, which in the Typikon
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.

It is fitting to offer other various useful things
and kind advice in the present books; and the
first one is regarding the fitting obedience to the
hegoumenos from the monks.*

Patirion:

Toadto adTod povaykd TopayyEART TOlG &V
kowoBim {dov dvaykaidtota.

O pev mepi 1€ TG TOV €vAoPeocTATOV
povoy@®v dwaitng A0yog kail maong Thg Katd To
éotatoplov eutaiog kol TV GAAwV 60 ikog
NV mapadodvarl TOV TV oV TpaypaTEiY
tatTovta 1)om eipnrot.

A€l 8¢ ooV Kol ETEPAG DQEMUOTEPAG KOl
YOPLECTEPOG TOPOUVECENMS TH Tapovotn PiPAw
mpocheival Kol TPOTOV Ye TEPL THG OPEIMOUEVIG
@ KO yoLUEV® Tapa TGV povoydV VoToyfg.?’

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’ (Lovoyka
mopayyéipato) with their emphasis on the office of the abbot and on community life were preceded
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.? This part of the manuscript
starts abruptly in the middle of the stipulation about the installation of abbots after which follows a
chapter about the care for the infirm.? The subsequent chapters, under the general heading ‘about
psalm-singing and the position of the brothers in the holy church’ (mepi tiic wolpmdiog kai otdcemg
TAOV AdeAQ®V v 1] ayia ékkAnoiq), deal with the organisation of church services, beginning with
instructions on how to wake up monks for nocturnal worship.*® Significantly, the same sequence is
found in the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius where the chapters about the installation of abbots and
about the infirm conclude the section containing the ‘monastic precepts’ and where the instructions
about waking up constitute the first chapter of the last, liturgical section of the text. Thus one can
argue that both the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius and the Soter-Typikon reflect the disposition of the
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 Alexius-Typikon (380, 35—40 PENTKOVSKIJ).

27 Patirion-Typikon (66—68 PENTKOVSKI)).

2 Soter-Typikon 289298 (ARRANZ).

¥ Soter-Typikon AP-9 (280, 18 ARRANZ).

3 Soter-Typikon AP-11 (290 [apparatus criticus] ARRANZ).
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individual chapters within the ‘monastic precepts’. This is already evident from the text quoted
above, which gives not only the heading of the whole section but also mentions the first topic, the
obedience due to the abbot. Similar introductions precede the two chapters about the installation of

the abbot and the care for the infirm:

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:

Aye oM Kol mepl TG TO 1YOLUEVOV TPOYEL-
pioewc pntéov Nuiv. Ei 6¢ &év votépw 10V Tepi
avtod Adyov morovpeda, Bavpalétm pundeis. Kai
avTOG 6€ 0 AOY® TO TV OVCIDGOC, LETA TV TOV
ovpavod kol yfig, kol T®V mavtodandv (OmV
TOPOYOYNV TE KOl YEVESLY, TOV PacIAEn TOVT®V,
OV Avbpomov, Ektioey.

Alexius:

This is the final word for us, that he who for
beautiful walls makes a good roof, which is for
those who need kindness.**

Soter:

Tehevtaiog 6 pov €otm AOYog, MG Gv &l TIg
Opaiolg TolYolg EMIPENMYV KAAMOTOG OpOPOG,
0 mepl TG €lg TOVC VOO® KOTEYOUEVOVS ETL-

peleiog.*

These two passages show clearly that the installation of the abbot and the care for the infirm were the
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 synaxarion 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 synaxarion 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
another early rule, the Panagios-Typikon, which was composed in Constantinople in the first quarter

31 Alexius-Typikon 392, 42-393, 4 (PENTKOVSKLJ).

32 Patirion-Typikon 76—77 (PENTKOVSKL).

* Alexius-Typikon 394, 26—27 (PENTKOVSKL).

3 Soter-Typikon AP-10 (290, 2—4 ARRANZ).

3 Tt 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 incompléte. Faisait-il par-
tie d’un autre livre: du TYPIKON FUNDATIONIS? En tout cas format et éctriture sont identiques a ceux des 32 cahiers
précédents.’ It seems very likely that the Soter-Typikon contained the entire ‘monastic precepts’ since they are also found in
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, Le typikon de la Théotokos Evergétis. REB 40 (1982) 1-101, esp. 33—45. On the Evergetis
monastery, cf. now R. H. Jorpan — R. Morris, The Hypotyposis of the Monastery of Theotokos Evergetis, Constantinople
(11"—12™ Centuries). Introduction, Translation and Commentary. Farnham—Burlington 2012.
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of the eleventh century.’” This text is lost but careful analysis of surviving Greek and Georgian adap-
tations for Gregory Pakourianos’ monastic foundation at Petritzos-Backovo shows that it also began
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
have said before, the earlier Stoudios-Hypotyposis has a bipartite structure: it deals first with litur-
gical practice throughout the year and then with the organisation of communal meals. Thus one can
argue that in the earliest extended typika the first part was replaced with a full-scale synaxarion and
that those original stipulations, which could not be accommodated there, were appended at the end.
However, a final conclusion can only be reached after detailed comparison of all extant texts.

The Stoudios-Typikon whose structure we have attempted to reconstruct is not just longer than the
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.* Significantly the two texts have
the same terminus ante quem, the year 1025, when the long reign of Emperor Basil II came to an end:
Vita A of Athanasius the Athonite, which draws heavily on the Panagios-Typikon, refers to Basil as
the ruling monarch;*' 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
the two texts share the same concerns: they forbid monks to have private meals in their cells, reject
the custom of asking for an entrance fee, and emphasise the central role of the abbot as the highest
monastic official and as confessor of all other monks without whose permission nothing should be
done.** Significantly, these are features that recur in the Evergetis-Typikon, which was written several
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.* It is evident that this hypothesis can no longer be

37 On the foundation of the Panagios monastery, cf. D. KRAUSMULLER, The lost first Life of Athanasius the Athonite and its
author Anthony, abbot of the Constantinopolitan monastery of Ta Panagiou, in: Founders and Refounders of Byzantine Mo-
nasteries. Papers of the fifth Belfast Byzantine International Collogium, Portaferry, September 1999, ed. M. Mullett. Belfast
2007, 63-86.

Petritziotissa-Typikon, ed. P. GAUTIER, Le typikon du sébaste Grégoire Pakourianos. REB 42 (1984) 5-145, text on 19-133.
For a reconstruction of the original Panagios-Typikon, cf. D. KrausmMULLER, 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 PEnTKOVSK, Tipi-
kon 54.

Edition and French translation by P. GAUTIER, Le typikon du sébaste Grégoire Pakourianos. REB 42 (1984), 5-145, text on
19-133.

For the date of Vita A, cf. P. LEMERLE, La vie ancienne de saint Athanase 1’ Athonite composée au début du Xle siecle par
Athanase de Lavra, in: Le millénaire du Mont Athos, 963—1963, 1. Chevetogne1963, 60—100, esp. 89, note 89. For the rela-
tionship between Vita A and the Panagios Typikon, cf. KRausMULLER, Panagios Typikon.

Prohibition of private meals, cf. Alexius-Typikon 382 (PEnTKOVSKI); prohibition of entrance fees, cf. Alexius-Typikon 390
(PenTkOVskl); command to confess to the abbot and to do nothing without the knowledge and permission of the abbot, cf.
Alexius-Typikon 383-385 (PenTkoOVkskl). For the corresponding passages in the Panagios-Typikon, as reflected in the Pe-
tritziotissa-Typikon 49, 75, 77 (GAUTIER).

Evergetis-Typikon 65, 57, 73 (GAUTIER).

The case for an Evergetine reform movement was made by J. P. THomas, Documentary evidence from the Byzantine monastic
typika for the history of the Evergetine Reform Movement, in: The Theotokos Evergetis and eleventh-century monasticism,
ed. M. Mullett — A. Kirby. Belfast 1994, 246-273. It was then further elaborated in Thomas’ introduction to Chapter Four:
Early Reform Monasteries of the Eleventh Century, in: Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents. A Complete Translation
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upheld and that the reform movement must have started considerably earlier. This raises the question:
which text should be regarded as the first ‘reform’ typikon? The Panagios-Typikon was written after
the year 1000 when Anthony, the favourite disciple of Athanasius the Athonite, left Lavra in order
to found his own monastery in the capital.* Unfortunately, the Stoudios-Typikon has no such clear
terminus post quem. It postdates the Stoudios-Hypotyposis and therefore must have been composed
after the year 900.4 However, a date after the middle of the tenth century seems more likely because
in 963 Athanasius the Athonite still used the older Stoudios-Hypotyposis as the model for his own
rule.*” The striking similarities between the rules of Panagios and Stoudios may provide us with a
further clue. Despite the absence of exact textual parallels it seems inconceivable that the author of
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.* 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
date of its composition. At this point one could raise the objection that there may have existed other
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-
rion from the first half of the tenth century and the somewhat later Vita C of Theodore of Stoudios.*
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’ typikon, in which this discourse could
find its expression.

THE STOUDIOS-TYPIKON AND LATER CONSTANTINOPOLITAN RULES

So far the discussion has focused on two trajectories of Stoudite influence on later monasticism. One
of these trajectories led from the Stoudios-Typikon via the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius to the Church
Slavonic rule of the monastery of the Caves at Kiev;” 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 — A. CONSTANTINIDES-HERO — G. ConsTABLE. Washington,
D.C. 2000, IT 441-448, and in particular in his introduction to the translation of the Evergetis-Typikon, in: Byzantine Monas-
tic Foundation Documents II 458.

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 43 (1972) 291-293. The Panagios monastery was founded after that date, cf. KRAUSMULLER, The lost first Life of Athana-
sius the Athonite 63—86.

Cf. above note 1.

47 Cf. above note 2.

# Cf. KRAUSMULLER, Abbots of Evergetis 120.

4 For a discussion, cf. D. KrRausmULLER, Vitae B, C and A of Theodore the Stoudite: their Interrelation, Dates, Authors and
Significance for the History of the Stoudios Monastery the Tenth Century, forthcoming in AnBoll; and D. KRAUSMULLER,
From Competition to Conformity: Saints’ Lives, Typika and the Byzantine Monastic Discourse of the Eleventh Century,
forthcoming in: Byzantium in the 11" Century. 45" Spring Symposium in Byzantine Studies, ed. M. Lauxtermann.

Cf. C. FarrivonD, Founders and refounders: the application of the Typikon of Alexios the Stoudite at the Kievan Caves
monastery, in: Founders and refounders of Byzantine monasteries, ed. M. Mullett. Belfast 2007, 273-314.
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that Luke had established.>! 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,
which was commissioned in 1136 by Emperor John II Komnenos.*? As Pentkovskij was able to show
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;** one also finds many passages, such as the chapter about the selection and installation of the
abbot, that are not indebted to the Stoudite tradition at all.* 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
the Stoudite material is rearranged so as to reflect contemporary trends. Such modifications are, of
course, commonplace in Byzantine rules: as we have seen the Patirion-Typikon also reshuffled the
stipulations that it adopted from the Stoudios-Typikon. However, there is one significant difference
between the two texts. In the Patirion Typikon 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’ (kapog 6& kol mepi TG KOG
Tpaméing TV adeAe@®dv dtaAaPeiv).’® 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
inserted between the first and the second meal, a practice for which there are several contemporary
parallels.’” In order to accommodate the stipulations in their new context the introductory paragraph
is completely reworked:

5

Cf. Arranz, Typikon xix—xxv. The Trigona-Typikon is the rule that Luke imposed on the monastic confederation whose
leader he was.

Pantokrator-Typikon, ed. P. GAUTIER, Le typikon du Christ Sauveur Pantocrator. REB 32 (1974) 1-144.

53 PenTKOVSKI, Tipikon 89—-104. By contrast, the Pantokrator-Typikon is not indebted to the Evergetis-Typikon, cf. KRAUSMULLER,
Abbots of Evergetis 111-115. The Diataxis of Attaleiates contains no borrowings from the Stoudios-Typikon and is therefore
not considered in this article. For other adaptations of the Evergetis-Typikon, cf. also D. KrRausMULLER, Liturgical Innovation
in Eleventh- and Twelfth-Century Constantinople: Hours and Inter-Hours in the Evergetis Typikon, its ‘Daughters’ and its
‘Grand-Daughters’. REB 71 (2013) 149-172.

See the discussion in the following paragraphs.

Pantokrator-Typikon (67-69, 619—684 GAUTIER). In a recent article it was argued that the arrangements reflect liturgical inno-
vations of the second half of the eleventh century, cf. D. KRausMULLER, Decoding Monastic Ritual: Auto-Installation and the
Struggle for the spiritual Autonomy of Byzantine Monasteries in the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries. JOB 58 (2008) 75—86.
Pantokrator-Typikon 47, 291 (GAUTIER).

37 Kecharitomene-Typikon, ed. P. GAUTIER, Le typikon de la Théotokos Kécharitoméne. REB 43 (1985) 5-165, esp. 91-93.
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Soter:

Televtaiog 6 pov €ot® AOYog, ™G v &l TIg
OPAioIg TOlYOIG EMAPENOV KAAMGTOS OpOoQOC,
0 mepl THG €ig TOVG VOG® KOTEYOUEVOVS ELpLe-
Agiog. A€l toivov 1OV KaONyoOueEVOV GTEVdEY
émog latpog oixeiog N TH poviy.™

Pantokrator:

Ei 8¢ 11¢ €mi tocodTOV VOoEl g KAvIPNG
givon ki pr PadiCev dHvacOor (sc. mpog TV
tpamelav), YvéchHw &v T@® KeEAM® avTod 1 Tpo-
oNKOLOO EMUELELDL, AAAL KOL TAVTOV ATADG TOV
voGoUVTOV Empeheicm 0 kabnyovuevog iotpov
Eywv Topoafaiiova T poviy.>’

Moreover, in the following section the overlaps with the Stoudios-Typikon are confined to the men-
tion of ‘plasters’ (Eumhaoctpa) and ‘salves’ (Eroua) and one would not know that the older text provid-
ed the inspiration were it not for a number of direct borrowings in the concluding paragraph:

Alexius: Soter:

Pantokrator:

... and then the hegoumenos
frequently visits him (sc. the
sick one) and takes care of him,
so that no one in need is de-

. ToD KOoONyovpéEVOL UEV
oLVEYESTEPOV G OVTOV (SC.
OV latpov) @outdvtog, Kol
TPOULPOVUEVOL  UNOEVOS TAV

avTOC (sc. 0 kabnyov-
pevog) 6¢ mapoPoAréTm ovy-
VOTEPOV EMIGKENTOUEVOS TOVG
deopévoug Emueleiog Kol Tpo-

VOOUUEVOG TOVTMV £l TAGL TOTG
YPELMOESY, GAPT® KAOAPD,
0ive KoAMoT® Kol Tolg GAL0Lg
TOIg SVVOUEVOLS TOVG €V VOOOLG
TP YOPELV.

deovtv  avtov  €otepricOor
pn aprov kabapov, pn oivov
KaAAhioTov, LN £TEPOL TIVOC.®!

prived of bread, or good wine,
or anything else.®

Thanks to Pentkovskij’s research the dependence of the Pantokrator-Typikon on the Stoudios-Typ-
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
word for word or reproduced with varying degrees of modification.®* However, this does not mean
that all passages can be traced back to the Evergetis-Typikon. One example is a stipulation about the
blessing of the abbot in a chapter about the refectory whose first part is almost entirely comprised
of Evergetine material.®* Comparison shows that it has close parallels in the texts that we have been
discussing so far:

58 Soter-Typikon AP-10 (290, 2—5 ARRANZ).

%9 Pantokrator-Typikon 53, 379-382 (GAUTIER).

¢ Alexius-Typikon 394, 40—43 (PENTKOVSKL).

1 Soter-Typikon AP—10 (290, 16—18 ARRANZ).

2 Pantokrator-Typikon 53, 383—-386 (GAUTIER).

0 Mamas-Typikon, ed. S. EUSTRATIADES, Tvmikov tiig év Kovotavtivovmdrer Moviig Tod dyiov peyaiopdptopog Mapavtoc.
Hell 1 (1928) 245-314.

% Cf. JorbaN — Morris, Hypotyposis of the Monastery of Theotokos Evergetis 140—141.

9 Mamas-Typikon 17 (273, 18-274, 1 EustraTIADES); cf. Evergetis-Typikon 9 (33-35, 325-357 GAUTIER).
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Evergetis:
gl ovvatdv, &v
AOYOlC TIGL Kol GULV-
TETUNWUEVOLG TOIG PN-
pooy.5

Mamas:
gl duvatdv, &v
Adyog TGl KOl cvvTE-
TUNUEVOLS TOTG PrULO-
ol.

‘Ote 8¢ ye 00 map-
€l 0 Kabnyoduevog
Toxov O  acBévelav
CMUOTOS  TOPEUTODT-
cacav, 1| Kol Tvo £Té-
pov aitiav,

0 oikovopog avt’
avTod  TANPOCEL  TA
opeOuEVa. Top’ EKEL-
vou yivecOa,

Kol TovTOL Of un
TapPOVTOG, O EKKANGL-
Gpyng mANpooEL T
opeoueva.s’

Alexius:

Nobody shall take a
blessing from anyone
when the hegoumenos
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,
from whom it is fitting
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 hegoumenos.®®

Pantokrator:

Ovdeig pévrtor map’
ETEPOV gLAOYIOV aith-
o¢€l, mopdVTog TOD Ko-
Onyovuévou.

Tovtov 6¢ dmovTog,

0 oikovopog avt’
avTOd Kol TO KpoOoUa
Kol TNV TOV KPOGOo-
BoAiwv edAoyiav mot-
sitm,

el 0& un lepevg €in,
KPOLET® UEV aDTOG TO
EOAOV, EMUTPEMET®D OE
@ mpotomamd 1 Td
Aertovpynoavtt  iepel,
Kol 7OlEit® TNV €OAO-
yiav tod mdportoc.

Amévtog 6 TOD
0lKOVOUOV, OoVTOG O
TV iepév mPOTOG 1
0 Aertovpynoag iepevg
TolElT® TO TOPA TOD
Kafnyovpévov  yive-
ofat 0pedpeva.®’

% Evergetis-Typikon 9 (35, 356357 GAUTIER).

7 Mamas-Typikon 17 (273, 38-275, 5 GAUTIER).

% Alexius-Typikon 369, 34—42 (Pentkovskn). For a parallel in the Trigona-Typikon, cf. PENTKOVsKL, Tipikon 83—84: Nota
KOUE G€ 0KKAO1GG1 Kot Ao afPOTE VOV (OGGE TPEGEVTE, TTEP EGGO A0 EKANGLAPYO. €T Ao covapt €T Aa PReveditliove appa 6
cappo. 6otlepdoTo, €T G€ VOV, Lo eKAnGLopya Govepa €T Ao catlepdoto kn tlerePfpo pappa Ao BPevedit(iove.

% Pantokrator-Typikon 51, 339-345 (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
another rule, the Kecharitomene-Typikon, which Empress Irene Doukaina had drawn up between
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,
and lastly each of the two texts contains elements that are specific to it.”” 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:

second meal and they are of-
fered one, then they eat bread
and other food just as during the
first meal, and the cellarer, the
butler, the chief of taskmasters
and other workers should eat.

But it is not fitting for any-
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

otiivor th¢g Tpaméing, £otiooic
deutépa  ywésbm  (yvevéoHm),
Gptov 1e mapoTifepévov Kol
Bpopdtomv dca &v i Tp®TY ToL-
potédertan Tpaméln, Kol E0TIA-
cbwoav (¢oTidbmaoav) ol diako-
viioavteg (ai dtokovioacat).”!

Kecharitomene (only):

Mn) éEéotm O — dmep Kol €v
] TpoTn £0TIdoEL TVTTEON VL
dtélabev — aviotapévn Tig Tpa-
nélng adpev T ped’ €avtiig €k
TV TOpAKEWEVOV UNTE  Gp-
Tov unb’ Etepov T, AAAG UNdE
TV povay®v Tig aiteito ped’
€anthic Aofeiv 1 payepeiav 1
6omplov §| dALO T1, GALO KOV
oot EoTibwoay.”

Alexius: Mamas (Kecharitomene): Pantokrator:
After the monks stand up Tolvov peta 10 TOLG pO- Meta 8¢ 0 dvaoTivol Tovg
from their meal, if there is a|voyovg (tdg povaydg) ava- | povoyoLg thg Tpaméling

éotidbmaoayv ot dlakovioav-
TEG.

Mndevi 8¢ é€éotm dptov 1
ETEPOV T TAOV TAPOKEWEVOV
AoBely €ic 10 kKeEAAIOV adTOD.

7 Cf. JorpaN — Morris, Hypotyposis of the Monastery of the Theotokos Evergetis 139-140, 142, with references to earlier

secondary literature.

"I Mamas-Typikon 17 (274, 5—7 EustratiADES); Kecharitomene-Typikon 43 (93, 1314—1316 GAUTIER).
2 Kecharitomene-Typikon 43 (94, 1317-1320 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. Mamas (Kecharitomene):
If somebody is unable to at- ‘H 6¢ tpoen dudv Eoton €v Ei 8¢ Tiveg TV €ig daxoviog
tend the common meal due to | tf] Autf] Nuépa (€v Toic ATaig | AmooTEALOUEV®Y ETTL TOGOVTOV
some illness or because he was | nuépaig) kata 1o dpiotov ...."* | Euppaddvnoay ....”
sent on an important errand by
the hegoumenos, and he gets
delayed ....”

Thus we have a sequence of three passages of Stoudite provenance, inserted into an Evergetine
framework, of which the first is only found in the Mamas-Typikon and the third is only found in the
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
three Stoudite passages. There can be no doubt that this common model is to be identified with the
now lost Philanthropos-Typikon, which had been drawn up for another foundation of Empress Irene
Doukaina. Since the Philanthropos monastery possessed copies of the Evergetis-Synaxarion and of
the Katecheseis of Paul of Evergetis we can be certain that its disciplinary rule was based on the
Evergetis-Typikon.” When Empress Irene Doukaina then proceeded to establish the Kecharitomene
convent, nothing would have been more natural than to make use of the Philanthropos-Typikon, in
particular since there the original Evergetis-Typikon had already been modified in order to reflect
Irene’s specific concerns.”” 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.”® 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.”

7

P}

Alexius-Typikon 371, 4-22 (PENTKOVKI).

Mamas-Typikon 17 (274, 8 EusTRATIADES); Kecharitomene-Typikon 44 (93, 1322 GAUTIER).

Pantokrator-Typikon 51, 372375 (GAUTIER).

JorDAN — Morris, Hypotyposis 30, note 46. For the synaxarium cf. A. M. PenTkovsky, Bogosluzhebnyi sinaksar’
Konstantinopol’skogo monastyria Khrista Chelovekoliubsta. Bogoslovskij Vestnik 4 (2004) 177-208; for the katecheseis, cf.
B. Crostint, 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. Belfast 1994, 176—197, esp. 191.

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.

Mamas-Typikon, proem (259, 3—6 EUSTRATIADES).

JorDAN — MoORRIS, 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
text can therefore be classified as a ‘daughter’ of Evergetis. However, one should not overempha-
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.® 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
through the Evergetine lens. Significantly it was at that time that Bartholomew of Simeri visited the
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
the first half of the twelfth century the Stoudite tradition had not yet lost its lustre.

A LOST INTERMEDIATE SOURCE

Our findings so far raise the question: where did the authors of the Philanthropos and Pantokrator
rules find the Stoudite passages that they incorporated into their texts? The most straightforward
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 #ypika of the Patirion, Trigona and Soter monasteries. However, at this point we
need to remember that the Constantinopolitan #ypika 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.?' 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-
tation to the monastic officials, which is borrowed wholesale from the Evergetis-Typikon.®? 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
visits by women, whereas in the Mamas-Typikon only the first two stipulations are found.®

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:

8 Significantly, we find neither a reference to the blessing of the abbot nor the arrangements for the serving monks in the Ev-
ergetis-Typikon.

81 These passages have no counterpart in the Kecharitomene-Typikon, which will therefore not be considered here.

2 Pantokrator-Typikon 57-59, 463—497 (GAUTIER); Mamas-Typikon 23 (279, 34-280, 28 EUSTRATIADES).

8 Pantokrator-Typikon 59-61, 498—534 (GauTiEr); Mamas-Typikon 24 (280, 30-281, 7 EUSTRATIADES); prohibition of entrance
fee in Alexius-Typikon 391-392 (PenTkOVSKD); for the rule about visits of women cf. the discussion below.

%
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Patirion:

Oclkic odv TIC TAV MHO-
vay®v 1 mopd 1od Kobnyov-
pévov mpookinOeig 1| oikoOev
Kwvnbeig ®g avTov agikorro,

TPOTOV oOT® HETAVOLLY
Bodéto yapar, €10 obtme, Tag
Y€ipag ofoag kol eOLAAPOS
oTOG AvapevETm. 3

Mamas:

Kav  mpooxkin®if map
avTod (sc. Tod KabnyovuEvov)
i kol oikoOBgv avTOC 7POg
avTov améllor ... mpookHVN-
ow Pabeiav mpdTEPOV TTOLEIT®
Kol oUtw cuvoeopu®v Thg YEl-
pag iotao0®.®

9

Pantokrator:

Kai 6 Tpookin0Oeig o6& kai 0
oiko0gv Tpog aVTOV APIKOpE-
vog ... PoAAéTo petavolay, Kol
T0g Y&ipag ovvdeougitmoay
gumpocbev tod KabnyovuEvon
ioTapevor.’

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.®’

Patirion:

‘Hovyio 8¢  xai
glpnvn  TOAAY  TPOg
GAMAOVG, Kol Opo-

volo, Kol brotayr TV
aderedv avleito TE
del kol moAtevécHw €v
T povp.®

Pantokrator:

... Bpapevovong &v
droot TG eipnvng Kol
Mg bmakotic.”’

Mamas:
eipfivng  odomg
TavTa oD Kol Opovoiog
T4 TPOG AAANAOLG Ppa-
Bevovong.”

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
the Pantokrator and Mamas rules are considerably modified. Of particular significance is the genitive
participle Bpafevovong, which takes the place of the finite verbs dvOeitw and moAitevécOw 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 mpog aAAnlovg whereas the former
text omits it. However, this interpretation runs into considerable difficulties because the Pantokra-
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

8 Patirion-Typikon 68 (PENTKOVsKI); identical text in Alexius-Typikon 381, 23-36 (PENTKOVSKL).
8 Mamas-Typikon 24 (281, 1-6 EUSTRATIADES).

8 Pantokrator-Typikon 59, 509-511 (GAUTIER).

87 Alexius-Typikon 381, 23-36 (PENTKOVSKI).

8 Patirion-Typikon 68 (PENTKOVSKIJ).

8 Pantokrator-Typikon 59, 512 (GAUTIER).

% Mamas-Typikon 24 (281, 7 EUSTRATIADES).



168 Dirk Krausmiiller — Olga Grinchenko

others from the Philanthropos-Typikon.’! 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 #ypikon be-
cause both later texts contain material from all three sections of the original Stoudios-Typikon.

Our findings so far raise the question: how far-reaching are the modifications that the author of the
intermediary source introduced into his Stoudite model? In order to find an answer we need to turn
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:

Patirion:

Tavta avtod povayikd Tapayyélpata Toig
&v kowopfie {dow dvoykooToTa.

O pév mept 1 TG TOV edAPecTdTOV
povay®v oloitng A0yog Kol miong The Kotd 1o
gotiatoplov evtaiog kol TV AV dco gikOg
MV mapadodval TOV THY ToloTY TpoypaTeioy
térTtovta 1)on eipntot.

A€l 3¢ homoV Kol ETEPAG DQEMUMTEPOG KOl
YOPLECTEPUG TOPOVESEMG T mapovon PiPAw
TpocHeival kol TpOTOV Ye mePl THS OPEMOUEVIG
T® KON yoLUEVE ToPd TOV povoy®dV DIoTaytic.

‘Eme1dn yap v mpog tov dpyovio mtopd TdvV
APYOUEVOV 010D TE Kol EDVOLOV AmAVTOYOD UEV
APNOUDTATOV TE YPTU OpdUEY, EEaPETMS O
€v 1oig kowopiotg, eionyodueba toig ThHode Tig
€DOYEGTATNG LLOVIG LOVOXOTG 11| &V TOPEPY® TNV
oty apetnyv Tifecbat, dALd mePl TOALOD
o0tV TotelcOot T@ Thg olkoLIEVNC QOGTAPL KO
dwaokdr® ITavAm melBouévols vouobetodvrt

Mamas:

Iept tiig el 10V mpoeotdto 0100 kai
VIOYWPNGEMG TTOL VIONTOGENS.

‘Ore 8¢ péddel Tig — dvaykaio yop Kol TadTo
701G ¢v KowoPio Aol Ta mapayyélpato — Tig
poviic 6Amg €&éval, §| dlakoviag Tvog yapv
N OU oikelag &vekev ypelag, un mpdtepov Tilg
poviig €&étm, mpiv av edynv Adpot mapd Tod
KaOnyovpévou.

Qoavtog pnte €ig AovTpoOV AMET® YOPIg
petavoiog, unte Unv 1og Tpiyag anokelpéchom 1
oAePotopeicbo.

Koi 0 péhov 8¢ onudvor Kol ol Aoyovieg
igpovpyfioot Kol ol YAATOL Kol Ol Kavovapyot
Kol TOVTEC AmADG TpoO Tod EPyov €vyMV map’
avTod Aappavétwooy.

A&l yop tov_melfopyeiv Toic AmOGTOAKOIC

kol Aéyovtr meifecOe toic 1yovuévols vu®dv

BovAduevov SaTdyuact

Kol vreikete: o0Tol YOp GypuRVODGLY VIEP TV
YUYV UGV OS AMOYOV ATOSMGOVTEC.

Mij 81} odv Tig dvev Yvodung Tod Kadnyov-
REVOV TPATTET® TL, AAL’ év TAGL TG EKEIVOL
é¢nécOm TpooTateowy.”

ENoév TL TO ovvorov dvev Tod KON yoL-
pévov mparTewy, GAL’ &v maol Taig £kegivov
é¢necOm mpooTayaic.”

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

1 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. KRaUSMULLER, Abbots of Evergetis 115-116.

%2 Patirion-Typikon 66—67 (PENTKOVSKI)).

% Mamas-Typikon 24 (260, 30-261, 1 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,
and with a subtitle announcing the first topic in this section, the respect due to the abbot. By contrast,
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 Typikon 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.” 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
point in the Patirion-Typikon: monks should not to leave the monastery on official or private business,
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-
triarch Alexius the injunction not to leave the monastery is found in a later chapter of the ‘monastic
precepts’ whereas the stipulation about the organisation of the services appears in the third, liturgical
section of the text.”” 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:

Mamas:
Kai 0 pérhov o6& onpavor

Soter:
‘Ocbikig 0& 0 EkKAnoLapyng

Alexius:
It should be known, that

when a paramonar wants to
sound or to make a prayer for
the holy liturgy, first he should
receive <a blessing> from the

pérdher onuavon, 1§ O mpec-
Botepoc v Belav Exteréoo
Aertovpyiav, goymyv_mpdrepov
mapo. o0 Kadnyovuévov O@ei-

Kol ol AoyOvieg igpovpynoat
Kol ol yaAtol kol ol Kovov-
Gpyor Kol movTeg AmA®G TPO
100 Epyov evynv map’ avTod

hegoumenos.”

Aet houfavew.””

AopBavétwoay.®

9

b

Patirion-Typikon (67—68 PENTKOVSKI).

> In the Patirion-Typikon the stipulation follows immediately after the passage about proper interaction with the abbot, cf.
Patirion-Typikon 68 (PENTKOVSKD). In the Typikon of Patriarch Alexius it is found in the latter part of the later chapter about
monastic clothing. There it is followed by a regulation about visits to bathhouses, cf. Alexius-Typikon 385, 24-35 (PeNT-
Kovsk1r), which provides another parallel for the Mamas-Typikon.

Alexius-Typikon 409, 44-410, 3 (PENTKOVSKI).

Soter-Typikon AP-36 (297, 22-25 ARRANZ).

% Mamas-Typikon 24 (280, 35—38 EUSTRATIADES).

9

X

9
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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
paragraph, in the Mamas-Typikon they become the general conclusion of a series of specific rules.
All this confirms the impression that the author of the version reflected in the Mamas-Typikon re-
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,
there can be no doubt that the modified framework found in the Mamas-Typikon was also found
of the lost Philanthropos-Typikon. In order to establish whether the modifications had already been
made by the author of the lost intermediary source, which served as model for the Philanthropos-
Typikon, 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,
and embarking on services for the community. Even more significant is the fact that in the latter case
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 first he does not lea-
ve until he receives a prayer
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.”

Mamas:

‘Ote 6¢ példel TG ... Tig
poviic 6Amg €€évat, §| drako-
viag Twvog yapuw ij ov oikeiog
gvekeyv ypelac,

ui  wpdTEPOV TP HOVIiG
e€iétm, mpiv av goymv Adfor
mopa Tov Kadnyovpévov.'”

Pantokrator:

[Tavteg 8¢ ol OSwukoviag
TWog AyocBar pédlovieg T
€VTOg TG LOVTIG T} €KTOG

npoTEPOV TAPO TOD KOON-
yoopévov gvynyv Aappavétm-
cay.'”!

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.'” The versions in the Mamas
and Pantokrator rules are considerably shortened: there we find no reference to the ‘seal’ of the abbot.
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.

% Alexius-Typikon 385, 20—23 (PENTKOVSKI).

100 Mamas-Typikon 24 (280, 31-34 EUSTRATIADES).
101 Pantokrator-Typikon 59, 498—506 (GAUTIER).
102 Patirion-Typikon 68 (PENTKOVSKI).
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Moreover, it alone has the second Stoudite stipulation, that monks should not start the services with-
out the permission of the abbot. There can be no doubt that this fuller version reflects the text of the
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: Soter: Pantokrator:

And if the hegoumenos is Ei 8¢ amoipmévolto 0 Ko- Ei 6¢ dmodmuel 6 xobn-
absent, then from the steward, | Onyoduevog, moapd 100 TP®T- | YOOUEVOS, O 0iKOVOUOG TODTO
and if he is absent as well, then | ekkAnoiépyovg (sic).!™ TOEIT®"  AUQPOTEP®V OF A&l
from the senior priest.'* novVTIov O TpdTOC TOV 1EpEmV

avaminpovt®  TOV  TOMOV
avTOV. %

The passages discussed so far show that here, too, the authors of the Philanthropos and Pantokrator
rules drew on a common source whose redactor had already modified the original Stoudite text, and
that each of them then introduced further modifications. In the case of the Pantokrator-Typikon these
further modifications are considerable because there the overall framework that we have found in
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
find the instructions about proper interaction with the abbot, which we have discussed earlier, and
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.!” Therefore we can con-
clude that it is the Mamas-Typikon, and not the Pantokrator-Typikon, which reflects the text of the
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
the instructions about how to interact with the abbot. Instead we find several more passages dealing
with the treatment of newcomers, entrance fees, and the prohibition to let women enter the monas-
tery. The first two passages are not found in the Mamas-Typikon. By contrast, the last one does have
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:

103 Alexius-Typikon 409, 44—410, 3 (PENTKOVSKIJ).

104 Soter-Typikon AP-36 (297, 22-25 ArraNZ). In the Soter-Typikon the steward is consistently replaced with the ecclesiarch.
105 Pantokrator-Typikon 59, 498—506 (GAUTIER).

106 Pantokrator-Typikon 59, 498—506 (GAUTIER).
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Evergetis:

Koi v _poviyy 6¢ &patdv
T€ Kol TOVIEADG Ad160gvTOV
yovaréiv Bovddpedo pgv glvat
Kol dmekdeyoueba, 1 6 TOV
TOAMDV TEPLPAVELD KOL TO U
dvvacOar  Tavtog  Amoméume-
obot pading ovk glacev MUAG
ToVTo oM Kal mpotpéyacol.

Ald Tol TODTO ElCIETOONY
uev éoon Pl kol apetiy, vye-
veig te Kol meprpaveig dStafon-
TO01, omoving 0 dyav kol &mt-
tempnuéveg.'”’

Mamas:

Kai todt0 8¢ 1@V dvaykoimv
goti, 10 yovaréiv dfatov givon
Kabamag v povny,

gl umov omaving TS
gvekey i pvnuocivev TAV
Ka®’ Oipo TPOCOKELMUEVMV
popapitn ovbéveny MUAV Kol
VE® dounTopt | Kal ETEPOV TL-
vV peyotdvov 16mg  petd
TODTO TOPTCOUEVDV.

Eiciétowoov pévior kol ya-
pwv mpocokvvioene Ocol Pim
Kol Qpeti), evyevely 1€ Kol me-
prpaveig dStoupomtot, omaving 6&
dryov kai émretnpnuévog.'®

Pantokrator:

IMuvaikog ig TV poviv ovk
gloghevoovtor GPatog 8¢ av-
toic €oton 1M povn, kv Tiveg
OV TEPLQoVdY elev Kai Pim
CEUV® KEKOGUMVTOL Kol TT] €K
YEVOUG AOUTPOTNTL

i 8¢ tveg Tomg évekev To-
Pf|g TOV QKELOUEVOV OVTOIG
il pvnuoodvev yapw avoy-
Koiov &yovowv eicelbelv, ovk
amo TG MOANG THG HOVIG €lo-
erevoovTal, AL Ao THC TOANG
10D vaod T EAeodong.'”

This overlap has no counterpart in the other adaptations of the Stoudios-Typikon. In the Trigona-
Typikon both entrance of females into the monastery and burial of laypeople in the graveyard of the
monks is categorically ruled out."® The Typikon of Patriarch Alexius, which reproduces the former
of these passages, makes an exception for the empress.'!! However, this exception is not only phrased
differently but most likely also a secondary modification.''? 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 #ypikon. 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.

10

3

10

3

10

)

110

11

&)

Evergetis-Typikon 39 (83, 1194—1200 GAUTIER).

Mamas-Typikon 27 (282, 34-283, 5 EUSTRATIADES).

Pantokrator-Typikon 61, 530-534 (GAUTIER).

Mercarti, Tipico 223: BoAglo avkopo, Kot TOTOAUEVTL 0L A0 GOVTO HOVOGTEPLO VOV VTIPL SOVVOL OAKOVO, KOLE 0POIVOVVO €T
Aetll €t cavtt Kovovi. Kopovooo avkopo Kol VOV Glol VEGGLOUVO GTPAVEPO GETOVATO 0. A0 KOUNTeEPLo ¢ At povotl, tloe
WIPO A0 KAAVGTPO d€ A0 [LOVOGTEPLO, KOl VOV POGGE LLOVOKO.

Alexius-Typikon 388, 15—17 (PENTKOVSKD): ‘We do not want women to be allowed into the holy monastery at all times, just
as the law and rules command, and [they should not] be permitted inside because of any reason or excuse, and in this way
[the monastery] remains honourable.’

Alexius-Typikon 388, 25-27 (PenTKovsKkn): ‘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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A FURTHER ‘MISSING LINK’ AND THE IDENTITY OF THE INTERMEDIATE SOURCE

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.
This inevitably raises the question: are the modifications due to the author of the Pantokrator-Typikon
or must we postulate the existence of a lost model for the Pantokrator-Typikon whose author had
already reworked the intermediate source?

In order to address this further question we need to turn our attention to the first abbot of the
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
of this figure.!" 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.!''> 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.''®

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.'!”
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.''®
All we hear is that Emperor John II entrusted him with the office of abbot.""® 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

113 Cf. GAuTIER, Typikon de Pantocrator 22, who lists all known contemporary sources relating to Joseph.

114 C. ManGo, Twelfth-Century Notices from Cod. Christ Church gr. 53. JOB 42 (1992) 221-228. For a fuller discussion cf. D.

KRrAUSMULLER, Imperial founders and first abbots: the cases of John Il Komnenos and Basil the Macedonian, in: Founders and

Refounders of Byzantine Monasteries. Papers of the fifth Belfast Byzantine International Colloqium, Portaferry, September

1999, ed. M. Mullett. Belfast 2007, 344-365.

Notice on the consecration (222, 24-25 Manco). For the location of St Glyceria, cf. R. Janin, Les églises et les monastéres

des grands centres byzantins: Bithynie, Hellespont, Latros, Galésios, Trébizonde, Athénes, Thessalonique. Paris 1957, 5657,

and the map on 54. On Gregory Taronites, a relative of John II, cf. P. MaGpaLiNo, The empire of Manuel I Komnenos,

1143-1180. Cambridge 1993, 254.

116 Codex Sinaiticus 339, cf. V. GARDTHAUSEN, Catalogus codicum graecorum Sinaiticorum. Oxford 1886, 72.

117 Notice on the consecration (221-222, 4-21 MANGO).

18 That he was indeed the first abbot can be concluded from the fact that the Pantokrator-Typikon prohibits the election of new
abbots who are not members of the community, cf. GAUTIER, Typikon du Pantocrator 22.

1% Notice on the consecration (222, 22-24 MANGO).
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St Glykeria we would need to assume one more missing link, which separated the extant typika from
the intermediate source. Unfortunately, the hypothetical nature of the argument does not permit us to
make further inferences. Therefore we can no longer establish who was responsible for the modifica-
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-
tery was it destined? To this question there is no answer. All we can say is that it must have originated
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
were followed first by chapters about the relationship between abbot and community and then by
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
monastery in or near the capital and that this now lost rule then became — either directly or through
mediation of further lost versions — the main inspiration for the Pantokrator-Typikon and one of the
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
of the tenth century, is the first extended rule with a clear reform agenda and its influence made itself
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
take into account all available material, and not just rules that have come down to us in their original
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

Original Stoudios-Typikon

Alexios-Typikon

Bartholomew of Simeri’s copy of the Stoudios-Typikon
Intermediate Source (reworked Stoudios-Typikon)
Philanthropos-Typikon (Stoudite and Evergetine material)
Pantanassa-Typikon (hypothetical link of unknown content)
Cave-Monastery-Typikon (Church Slavonic translation)
Patirion-Typikon

Soter-Typikon

Mamas-Typikon

Kecharitomene-Typikon

Pantokrator-Typikon
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The relationship of the Trigona-Typikon (Italian translation) to the other Southern Italian rules can no
longer be established with any certainty.






