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HE3AAEJXKHICTD LIEPKBU I'PY 311
Y I'PEHBbKVX KAHOHIYHUNX AKEPEAAX
TA B IIATPIAPIIIOMY TOMOCI 1990 POKY

The Church of Georgia is one of
the Orthodox churches, which gained
an independent status since ancient
times. The purpose of this paper is to
show how its status was recognized
in Greek sources.

Byzantine Period

It should be noted that initially in
one part of Georgia (Abkhazia) existed
the episcopal see in Sebastoupolis
(Sukhumi) under the Ecumenical
Patriarchate of Constantinople, while
the rest of the country depended on
the Patriarchate of Antioch. This seat
appearsinsome Notitiae episcopatuum’,
but it is not known exactly when
this area was subordinated to the
Patriarchate of Antioch. However one
document written between 1142 and
1144 by Nil Doxopatres, the Treaty
about the Five Patriarchates, lists the
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regions that previously belonged to
the Patriarchate of Antioch, quoting
among others Abkhazia and Iberia®.
But same author stipulates below,
that Abkhazia, Iberia and Alania
are under the jurisdiction of the
Ecumenical Patriarch’.

The first known statement of the
autocephaly of the Church of Georgia
in the Greek canonical texts is
Balsamon'’s (about 1130/1140 — about
1195/1200) commentary on the second
canon of the 2" Ecumenical Council.
Specifically this great canonist, the
Patriarch of Antioch, stipulates:

“... If you find other independent
(autocephalous)  churches, such as
of Bulgaria, of Cyprus and of Iberia
(Georgia), do not be surprised at this.

the Archbishop of Iberia (Georgia)
was honoured by the definition of the
Antiochian council. It is said that in
the days of Kyrios Peter, the most holy
Patriarch of Theopolis, that is, the great
Antioch, there was a conciliar order
that the Iberian church, which was
then subordinated to the Patriarch of
Antioch, should be free and independent
(autocephalous)”*.

According to different scholars,
the process of the autocephaly
of the Church of Iberia began in
the 5™ century when this Church
obtained a lot of autonomy and
was accomplished in 1053 at the
council convened by Patriarch Peter
of Antioch. Nevertheless the lack
of known sources requires further
research. Neither the act nor any
excerpt has reached this day. For the
moment the only Greek witness of
this event is Balsamon’s comment.
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However, in the Manuscript of | Mampiapxam auwe eidnosus
the Sacred Codex of the Ecumenical | cnisnkyeanis s Liepkeoio
Patriarchate, preserved in the National Z?; i ;:3;5322‘2;‘;’::@
Library of Austria (Vind. Hist. gr. 47), | .\ oxciio anmuxanoniasum
we find a document of the SynOd of ma He3aKOHHUM aKIMOM.
the Patriarchate of Antioch undated, | 1990 poky Bceaencuokuii
but placed between the documents | [Tampiapxam susras cmamyc
of March 1365 and of June of the | ¢moxedaaii llepksu Ipysii

. : . sudaswu dsa doKymeHmu:
same year, which mentions and is | 7,.0c npo asmoredaniio
signed, among others, by Germanos, | ma Axm npo npuceoetns
Catholicos of Romogyris and Exarch | nampiapuwozo mumyay ii zon06i,
of all Iberia. In fact, the document | { menep soHa susHaHa ecima sk
sent to the Ecumenical Patriarch | amoxegaseha.
stipulates that the Synod of the Patriarchate of Antioch had elected
and ordained its new Patriarch Pachomius and by its envoy informed
the Ecumenical Patriarchate as the canonical procedure requires.
His envoy was Germanos, Catholicos of Romogyris and Exarch of
all Iberia (“owx Tov év ayiw vevuatt adeApov kal cvAAertovpyov
Nuav xop I'epuavov kat kaboAkcod Popoyvpewc xat éEapyov naonc
Ipnpiac”y. The act was signed by Patriarch Pachomios of Antioch and
other hierarchs (metropolitans) of this Church, but the first signature is
that of Germanos, Catholicos of Romogyris and Exarch of all Iberia (“O
tarewoc I'epuavoc kai kaboAikoc Pwpoyvpewc kal éEapyoc aonc
Ipnpiac”)’. At the same time in the lists of primates of the Church of
Georgia one finds for this period Nicolas. It is difficult to say who really
this Catholicos Germanos was.

Some scholars think that the Church of Iberia was subjected
again to the Patriarchate of Antioch around 14 c.”. However, this
hypothesis is difficult to accept for two reasons: 1. The only text that
is mentioned is a copy of an Antiochian act copied by the scribes of
the Ecumenical Patriarchate. 2. The great distance between Iberia
and the place where Romogyris has been identified.

In fact it is probable that Romogyris is a hellenization of
different terms meaning “city or colony of the Romans (=Greeks)”
(Roumagird, Rumaghan, al-Rumiyya), and which historians place
in Central Asia and rather in the present town of Tashkent?®.

It can be concluded that the theory of the submission of the
Church of Iberia cannot be based on this document and the title
“Exarch of all Iberia” of Germanos can be explained either by the
fault of the copyist or by the fact that the title of “Exarch of all Iberia”
is purely honorary and has no connection with real jurisdiction, as
in most titles of Exarchs.
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The title and function of Catholicos must correspond in a way to
a leader of the autonomous church today. On the subject of the title
and functions of the Catholicos we learn in the life of the Melkite
Patriarch of Antioch Christophorus, who speaks of the transfer of
the catholicosate from Ctesion to Romagyris stipulates precisely:
“Ctesiphon ... was a big and famous city. It was, indeed, a limit and a
border of the Persian kingdom. There was a group of Christians with one
metropolitan... But one metropolis could not suffice to govern such a large
community, spread all over Persia, and to make their affairs dependent
on simple bishops, besides in an almost limited number. There was
a need many bishops ... But one single metropolitan could not suffice
to designate and ordain them. Also an urgent need was felt to create
several metropolitans. On the other hand, these vast regions were distant
from the city (of the Patriarch) Theopolis [= Antioch], and in this part
of the Persian kingdom it was forbidden most often the trip to Antioch
to institute metropolitans wherever it was necessary. The ancients
therefore adopted for this case another way of doing things, which was to
find application also among various other nations and different distant
regions, as in the land of Khazars, of Abkhazians and of Bulgarians: one
dignitary was ordained, with a power superior to that of the Metropolitan,
who was called “Catholicos”, as he is called in the regions mentioned
above”. According to the letter of the Patriarch of Antioch Peter III
to the Patriarch Dominicus de Grado sent in 1054, a catholicos had
under his jurisdiction metropolitans who had suffragan bishops,
this leads us to think that catholicos is far superior to a simple
metropolitan and has functions of a leader of an independent
Church, but remains subject to the Patriarch of Antioch™.

In the manual of Pittakia, a text of the 14™ century, known by
several manuscripts of the 15-17" centuries, we find the models
how the Ecumenical Patriarch addresses the other Patriarchs and
heads of independent churches and others''. For the Patriarchs of
Alexandria, Antioch, Jerusalem and Tarnovo (and all Bulgaria) the
following formula is used: “Your Most Holiness, Despot (= “lord”,
“master”) [Pope and] Patriarch ... in Holy Spirit most desired brother
and cominister”'?. Here it should be noted that for the Patriarch
of Tarnovo the formula is a little different: the title of despot is
absent, and instead of “most desired brother and cominister” we find
the formula used for archbishops-primates - “beloved brother of our
modesty and cominister” .

Among the primates of independent churches bearing the title of
archbishop, the only one whohasrighttobe called “Your Most Holiness”
is the Archbishop of Pe¢ and all Serbia. The other two mentioned those
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of Ohrid (and all Bulgaria) and of Iberia are called “Your Beatitude”.
Specifically, concerning the head of the Church of Iberia we find the
following model: “Your Beatitude Archbishop, Catholicos of all Iberia, in
the Holy Spirit beloved brother of our modesty and cominister”**. In this
list is absent the Archbishop of Cyprus. ]J. Darrouzes explained this
omission by the Latin occupation of the island, which caused the
temporary disappearance of the Greek primate®.

Concerning the metropolitans we find the following formula:
“’Most holy Metropolitan of the most holy Metropolis such one, hypertimos’
and if he has an exarchate is also written "and exarch’, in the Holy Spirit
beloved brother of our modesty and cominister”'.

Concerning archbishops, who are not the heads of independent
churches, this document gives us the following model: “to the
archbishops he does not write neither hypertimos, nor exarch: Most holy
Archbishop of the most holy archbishopric ..., in the Holy Spirit beloved
brother of our modesty and cominister”".

And finally, for the bishops, we find the following instruction:
“To the bishops of the metropolitans:” beloved of God bishop of such [city],
“he adds neither brother nor cominister”®.

As can be seen, this document distinguishes in the formulas
used for different bishops’ ranks: (a) heads of independent churches
(autocephalousin the modern sense), (b) metropolitans, (c) archbishops,
who depended at the epoch were called autocephalous, in the sense
that they were not subject to the local metropolitan, but directly on the
Patriarch, and later - simple archbishops (Attoi) and (d) bishops.

Concerning the first category, there are the following sub-
categories: 1) Patriarchs of the Sees established by the canons of
the Ecumenical Councils, 2) Archbishops of Pe¢ and all Serbia,
3) Archbishops of Ohrid (and all Bulgaria) and of Iberia.

Thus the primate of Iberia is mentioned among the primates
of the autocephalous churches in the modern sense, with all the
attributes in his title.

Having examined the Greek sources of the Middle Ages, one can
conclude that the canonical status during that period of the Church
of Georgia probably was equivalent to other autocephalous (in the
modern sense) churches.

Post-Byzantine Period

However the Greek sources of modern times deal with the
Church of Georgia, as having a clear independent status.

Thus the Patriarch of Jerusalem Dositheos (1669-1707) addressing
in 1701 to the Catholicos of Lower Iberia called him: “Your Beatitude
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and honoured by God Catholicos of Imeretia, Ossetia, Guria, Svaneti,
Abkhazia and all Lower Iberia, in the Holy Spirit beloved brother of our
modesty”". Below, in urging him to organize a council, Patriarch
Dositheos said: “We write to your brotherly love, who is the chief of all
holy churches in all Iberia”®. Subsequently in the same document
Catholicos is called twice “your Beatitude” (“1 paxapiotnc cov”)*.

In the collection of the patriarchal acts published by K. Delikanis
we find a document on the ecclesiastical division of Iberia.
Unfortunately this text is not dated, but it gives the name of the
Catholicos of Imeretia of this time - Gregory, who may be Gregory II
(Lorkipanidze), whose pontificate is placed in the bibliography
between 1696 and 1742. One finds in this document the two parts
of Iberia with two Catholicates: “all Iberia is divided in Upper and
Lower. The Upper is called Kartli and Kakheti, and that Lower - Imeretia
and Ossetia and Gouria. It also possesses two Catholicoses; one is called
[Catholicos of] Upper [Iberia] and the other is called [Catholicos of] Lower
[Iberia]; the see of the Catholicos of Upper [Iberia] is called Mtskheta,
also called 12 Apostles, which is distant from Tbilisi by 3 miles. That of
[Catholicos of] Lower [Iberia] is called Bitchvinta (Pitsounda), it exists in
Abkhazia; it is also called Throne of Apostle Andrew, and is venerated in
the name of Our Lady Mother of God”*.

This document also gives the official titles of two Catholicoses:
“title of Catholicos of Lower Iberia - Your Beatitude and honoured by God
Catholicos of Imeretia, Ossetia, Guria, Abkhazia, Svaneti and all Lower
Iberia. Titles [of Catholicos] of Upper [Iberia] - Your Beatitude and God
honoured Catholicos of Kartli, Kakheti and all Upper Iberia (« TiTAoc T0D
kaOoAikov ¢ katw Ipnpiac - Makapiwotate kal Ocooepéotate
KaOoAkeé Tuepetiov, Quioiov, Iyovpiac, Amxaliac, Zwaviag
kal naonc Katw Ipnpiac. TitAoc 1nc Avew - Maxapiotate kal
Ocooepéotate KaboAike Kapteldiov, Kayxetiov kal naonc Avw
Yﬁnpiocg >>)23.

The document also notes, after the list of the bishops of Kartli (11
in total), the difficult situation of the Church in the region: “apart
from three [bishops], they have no bread to eat”**. Moreover, after the
list of bishops and the bishoprics of Ossetia (3 in total), we find the
remark of the hostility of the Abkhazians against the Church “there
were others [bishops], but they were ruined by the Abkhazians”*.

Another document, issued by the Ecumenical Patriarchate
addressed to the Catholicos of Upper Iberia Dometios in 1726
authorized him to celebrate the Liturgy on an antimension in his
own residence, since he could not go out to the Church because
of the epidemic of the plague. In this document the Catholicos
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is addressed: “To his Beatitude and Catholicos Archbishop of Upper
Iberia ... Kyrios Kyrios Dometios” (“tw paxapiwtatow kal kaOoAikw
ApxleTioxonw ¢ dvw Ipnpiac ... k. k. Aopetio”)*.

Thus, as we have seen, the heads of the churches of the two are of
Iberia are treated like the heads of the independent (autocephalous)
Churches.

There are other documents that deal with the questions of the
autocephalous Churches and give as an example the Church of
Iberia.

Among these documents there is a very interesting synodal act of
the Ecumenical Patriarch Callinicos II (1688, 1689-1693, 1694-1702)
“about the Patriarchs in the Orthodox Church”% issued in 1693, which
also deals with other autocephalous Churches.

In this document the list of the Patriarchs established by the
canons of the Ecumenical Councils and Imperial Ordersis presented,
to which is added that of Moscow, which was established by a
synodal decision. Then it is stipulated that they only have the right
to be called Patriarchs and they only must be commemorated in the
diptychs: “which until now ... are and are called and are recognized as
true Patriarchs, and they are announced in all the CEcumene, and in the
sacred diptychs they only are freely commemorated. Apart from those five
Patriarchs, no other neither exists, nor is another one called Patriarch”?®.

Subsequently the act stipulates that the archbishops-primates
are not entitled to the patriarchal title nor place it in the diptychs:
“The autonomous archbishops, who are that of Ohrid, and that of Cyprus
and that of Iberia, and that of Pe¢, in different times, for various reasons of
pride, some by the efforts of the Emperors, and also by synodal decisions ...
have made them and called them simply archbishops, and they have only
that name and are called so, and are thus written, that is to say, archbishops;
they have no patriarchal appellation at all and are foreign to it, and neither
do they have a place in the diptychs, nor are they inserted in the patriarchal
catalogue”®. Here it should be noted that in the acts of the time the
terms “autonomous” and “autocephalous” were equivalent.

At the end we find that these archbishops are not entitled to
use the patriarchal title, and it is even forbidden to call them by
this title or to agree when they use it and this under penalty of
excommunication.

Another document that gives an example of the Church of Iberia
being an autocephalous church is the synodal act of Ecumenical
Patriarch Methodius who confirms the rights of the Patriarch
of Jerusalem concerning the Sinai issued in 1671: “... and he is an
autocephalous archbishop, like the one of Bulgaria, that is to say of Ohrid,
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the one of Cyprus and the one of Iberians...”*. This document cites all
the attributes that desired to usurp the Archbishop of Sinai: “He
wished to call himself Beatitude, and to conduct himself as an autonomous
and autocephalous, and to be placed in the same order as the autonomous
archbishops, that is to say, those of Ohrid and Cyprus, and the similar, and
like them write “modesty,” and for that reason he stopped the canonical
commemoration of his own Patriarch, that of Jerusalem, and proclaimed
strangely the commemoration of all the Orthodox episcopate ... “*'.

Subsequently the document gives the difference between various
grades of bishops, which is based in the source of ordination: “Only
ordination is the main cause, by which the positions of the bishops differ:
for every episcopal ordination is done in three ways, and that is to say each
bishop is ordained either by the Patriarch and he is a metropolitan, or a
simple archbishop, subject to the same Patriarch; or he is ordained by a
metropolitan, and he is a bishop, subject to the metropolitan; or ordination
is made by the bishops of his eparchy and he is the autocephalous archbishop,
as the one of Ohrid, the one of Cyprus, and the one of Iberians, as Justinian
clearly stated: “His Beatitude, Archbishop of Justiniana Prima, our native
land, must be ordained by the local synod”»>

Another passage shows us how the privileges of an archbishop
subject to a Patriarch in relation to an archbishop - leaders of an
autocephalous church are expressed in his title and signature:
“He is called Archbishop beloved of God, and not Beatitude, because this
appellation does not suit him at all, and he must write down our humility
and not modesty” ™.

Thus it can safely be said that during the post-Byzantine period
the Church of Georgia was recognized as an independent Church.

Modern Period

After the annexation of Georgia by Russia, the autocephaly of the
Church of Georgia was abolished by the Russian authoritiesin 1811, and
this, in an anti-canonical way. Before, other dioceses of other churches
were also annexed in an anti-canonical manner, such as the metropolis
of Kiev in 1686*, and that of Gothia in Crimea in 1783%. These ones
were only dioceses of other Churches, but now, it was an entire ancient
Church recognized as autocephalous that had been annexed.

After one century of captivity, the hierarchs of the Church of
Georgia proclaimed in 1917 the restoration of their ancient status,
which the Church of Russia refused to recognize until 1943. In fact,
the Moscow Patriarchate has just re-established intercommunion
with the Church of Georgia, which may mean thatititself recognized
the ecclesiastical annexation as an anti-canonical and illegal act. The
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head of the Church of Georgia was asked to accept the Russian-
speaking parishes in Georgia under his jurisdiction and to give
them the right to retain their customs and to take care of Russian-
speaking parishes in Armenia (probably temporarily). This was
communicated to the other autocephalous churches*.

Recognition of autocephaly and patriarchal title by the
Ecumenical Patriarchate in 1990

In 1990 the Ecumenical Patriarchate recognized the status of
autocephaly of the Church of Georgia by issuing two documents:
the Tomos of autocephaly and the Act granting the Patriarchal title to
her head.

In the first document it is stipulated that Tomos concerns “the
Holy Orthodox Church within the limits of the Republic of Georgia, which
formerly benefited the regime of self-governance as independent and had
the same ecclesiastical organization and administrations”. This act was
issued following the demands of the Church of Georgia®.

The Synod then “decides to approve this request ... and to give our
blessing, acknowledgment and validation concerning its autocephaly and
the independent organization, with the transmission to the future Holy
Ecumenical Council, which always secures and keeps unaltered the unity
of our Holy Orthodox Church in faith and its canonical order »*.

The Synod then proclaimed this Church as autocephalous:
“having decided we proclaim the Holy Church of Georgia, which had been
witnessed since ancient times as having self-governing composition and
organization”*. Afterward the act cites the testimony of Balsamon.

The Act calls it “Holy Autocephalous Church of all Georgia” (“Ayia
Avtoképaloc ExkAnoia naonc I'ewpyiac”). It must be organized
and administered like the other autocephalous churches*. It must
“accept and honour our Ecumenical See as the first in the canonical point
of view and according to ecclesiastical order”*. As its supreme admin-
istrative organ the Act cites the Holy Synod of Bishops of Georgia
under the presidency of the Archbishop of Mtskhete and Thbilisi
and Catholicos of all Georgia®. This act also states that in order
to preserve the spiritual and canonical unity with the Ecumeni-
cal See and the others Autocephalous Churches “every Archbishop
of Mtskhete and Tbilisi and Catholicos of all Georgia has the obligation
to announce to their heads, according to the canonical order of our Holy
Orthodox Church, his election and ascension through the peaceful letters
of enthronement, accompanied by his fraternal confession ... “*. In oth-
er, the head of the Church of Georgia “must commemorate according
to the order, in the sacred diptychs, the name of each Ecumenical Patri-
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arch and those of the other ... Patriarchs and ... heads of the Autocephalous
Churches”*. Regarding holy chrism (myron), the act stipulates that
one must follow the ecclesiastical order*. Here the act alluded to
the fact that all Autocephalous Churches must obtain holy chrism
from the Ecumenical Patriarchate.

The act suggests that all general ecclesiastical questions that go
beyond the jurisdictions of the Autocephalous Churches should be
presented to the Ecumenical See?.

At the end of the document is announced that the decision will
be announced to the other Autocephalous Churches®.

The act of attribution of the Patriarchal rank evokes the Tomos
and then notify “we decided, using the ecclesiastical oikonomia, to
give fraternal consent and the acknowledgment of our Holy Church
of Constantinople, so that the very Holy Church of Georgia will be
honoured with patriarchal rank and eminence, since its primate bore the
title “Archbishop of Mtskhete and Tbilisi and Catholicos Patriarch of
all Georgia,” according to the ancient chronicles and other ecclesiastical
sources referring to it, and that henceforth it should be commemorated as
well in orthodox diptychs in sacred offices”*.

At the end of the document we find the hope that the other
Autocephalous Churches will approve this act™.

The reasons for the delay in the recognition of autocephalous
status of the Church of Georgia are unknown, probably the use of
the patriarchal title and unilateral proclamation of the restoration
of autocephaly.

Conclusion

As we have seen, the Church of Georgia, whose independent
status was recognized since the 12™ century, although having
passed through the anti-canonical suppression of this status,
is now recognized as an autocephalous Church by the entire
Orthodox Church. Only, as stipulated by the Tomos, this status
must be confirmed by an Ecumenical Council, as is the case with
all Autocephalous Churches whose independence has not been
established by the canons of the Ecumenical Councils.

! Darrouzes, ]., Notitiae Episcopatuum Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, Paris, 1981, p. 206,
218,233,251, 266, 357. See also Parthey G., Hieroclis Synecdemus et notitiae graecae episcopatuum
accedunt Nili Doxapatrii Notitia patriarchatuum et locorum nomina immutata, Amsterdam, 1967
(= Berlin, 1866), p. 59, 140, 149, 153, 165,

2 « O Avrioxeiac kateiyev dnacav tnv Aciav kal Avatodny, avtny te v Tvdiav,
omov kat éwc Tov vov, kaBoAkov yelpotovwy, oTéAAEL TOV kadovuevoy Pwuoyvpews, kai
avtny v Hepoiav. Ett xat avtnv v BapvAova, Ty vov kalovuévny Bayodae kdxel yap
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éoteAdev 0 Avtwoyeiac kaBolwkov eic EipnvovmoAw, tov Aeyouevov Eipnvovmodewce
kal tac Apueviag, kal Apaoyiav kal Ipnpiav, kal Mndiav, kai ty tov Xaldaiwv, kal
IapOiav, ket EAauitac, kat Meoomotauiav. Exet o0v untpomodelc onpepov OeKaTpeLS ».
PaAAng, I. A, IlotAne, M., Zovtayua tov Ociwv kal lepov kKavovov Tov Te dyiov Kal
TIaAveVPNU@Y ATOOTOAWY, K&l TV [EPOV Kal OIKOVUEVIK@V Kal TOTUKWY Lvvodwv, Kal
TV kKatd pépoc dyiwv Iatépawv (= RP), AOnvnowv, 1852-1859, 6 T., t. 5, op. cit., p. 488. See
also Parthey G., Hieroclis Synecdemus, op. cit., p. 271-272, and p. 141 (Notia 5).

3 Parthey G., Hieroclis Synecdemus, op. cit., p. 297.

* « Znueiwoat ovv &0 ToD TapovToc Kavovoc, 6TL TO TAAQLOV TTAVTEC 0L TOV ENAPX LDV
untpomolditar avToképatol noav, xal VO TV OIKEIWV GTLVOOWY €)XELPOTOVOVVTO.
MetetvnwOn 6é ta mepl TovTOV VIO TOV K1). Kavovoc tne v XaAxnoove ovvidov,
Owoproapévne Ttovc untporoditac tnc Iovtikng, kal Actavic, kal ©pakikne dLotknoewe,
T 0¢ Kal ETEPOVC TIVAC T@ QUT@ KAVOVL TIEPLEXOUEVOVS, DTO TOD TIATPLAPXOV
Kwvotavtivovniodewc xetpotoveioOatl, kai vrokeloOat avtw. Ei 6¢ kal étépac ékkAnoiag
avtokepalove evpiokelc, wc TNy BovAyapiac, tnv Kompov, xai v Ipnpiag, un
Oavuaonc. Tov pév yap apxteniokorov BovAyapiac étiuncev 6 paotAevc Tovotviavoc:
Kal avayvwOr v pAa’. veapav avtov, kewpévny év BipAio tov PaciAikwv €. TiT. V.
Kep. a'. kataotpwOeloav €lc Ty Epunveiay Tov €. KEP. TOV a. TITAOV TOV TapovToc
ovvtayuatoc. Tov dpyxieniokomov Kompov étiunoev 1 y'. ovvodoc: kal dvayvwOr tng
avTne ovvodov kavova 1. kal Tov AQ'. kavova tnc oT'. ovvodov. Tov o6& Ipnpiag étiunoev
1 Otdyvawolc ¢ év Avtioxeia ovvodov. Aéyetal yap 0Tt €Ml TV UEPWY TOD AYIWTATOV
natpiapyov Ocovmodewc peyadnc Avtioxeiac wkvpov Ilétpov, yéyovev olxovouia
ovvodk), éAevBépav eivar kal avtoképalov tny ékkAnoiav tne Ipnpiac, droketpévny
T0TE Tw MaTpLapxn Avtioxeiac ». RB, op. cit., t. 2, p. 171-172.

® Miklosich, F., Miiller, ], Acta Et Diplomata Graeca Medii Aevi Sacra et Profana, Vol. Primum,
Acta Patriarchatus Constantinopolitani 1315-1402, Tom. Priot, Vindobonae, 1860 (=MM 1), p.
464. In this edition is written “xcaBoAucov (tnc) ounyvpewc”, corrected from manuscript Vind.
gr. 47, f. 238r-239r and volume IV of Register des Patriarchats von Konstantinopel in preparation.
I thank Dr. Ch. Gastgeber for sending the concerned pages.

¢ MM 1, p. 465. In this edition is written “xaBoAikoc (Tnc) opoyvpewc”, corrected from
manuscript Vind. gr. 47, f. 238r-239r and volume IV of Register des Patriarchats von Konstantinopel
in preparation.

7 Korobeinikov, D., Orthodox Communities in Eastern Anatolia in the Thirteenth and
Fourteenth Centuries.1 Part 1: The Two Patriarchates: Constantinople and Antioch, Al-Masaq -
Journal of the Medieval Mediterranean 15/2 (2003) p. 204-205 ; Gelzer, H., Ungedruckte und
wenigbekannte Bischtiimverzeichnisse der Orientalischen Kirche, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 1
(1892) p. 272; Parry, K., Byzantine-rite Christians (Melkites) in Central Asia in Late Antiquity
and the Middle Ages, Modern Greek studies (Australia and New Zealand), Special edition (2012)
98 (see also the bibliography of this article).

8 Parry, K., Byzantine-rite Christians, op. cit., p. 95-97 (see also the bibliography of this
article); Edelby, N., Note sur le catholicosat de Romagyris, Proche-Orient Chrétien 2 (1952) 41—
45; Zayat, H., Vie du Patriarche melkite d’Antioche Christophore (+ 967) par le protospasthaire
Ibrahim b. Yuhanna : document inédit du Xe siecle, Proche-Orient Chrétien 2 (1952) 23, 29 ;
Géhin, P, Un cas insolite d’allographie : la litanie diaconale grecque en écriture syriaque
sogdienne du ms. Leiden Oriental 14236, Le Muséon 130/3—4 (2017) 292-294 (see also the
bibliography of this article).

® Zayat, H., Vie du Patriarche, op. cit., p. 21.

0« BapvAawv 1 peyadn xat Poudyvpic fitor 10 Xwpooav kal ai Aotmal T 6Anc
avatoAnc énapyial, v alc apylemiokoror map’ nuwv TéumovTar kol kaBodukoi,
XELPOTOVODVTEG &V EKeIVOLS TOIC Pépeat untpomoditac, Exovtac v’ adTovS €MLOKOTOVS
mtoAAovU¢ ». Cotelerius, |. B., Ecclesiae Graecae monumenta, Tomus 2, Luteciae Parisiorum, 1681,
p. 116; Gelzer, H., Ungedruckte, op. cit., p. 273.

'« Onwe ypagetr 0 natpidpxne ». Darrouzes, J., Ekthésis néa, Manuel des pittakia du
XIVe s., Revue des études byzantines 27 (1969) 5-127 (see also bibliography on others editions) ;
RP, t. 5, op. cit., p. 497-512.
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2« Aywotate déomota, [mana kall matpiapxa ... év ayiw Ivevuatt mobewotate
ddeApé kal cvAAertovpyé ». Darrouzes, |., Ekthésis néa, op. cit., p. 39—40.

3 Darrouzes, |., Ekthésis néa, op. cit., p. 39—40.

4« Makapiwtate apyienioxorne, kabodike maonc Ipnpiac, év ayiw Ivevuatt
dyannté &deApé ¢ U@V PeTplotnToc Kol ovAAettovpyé ». Darrouzes, |., Ekthésis néa,
op. cit., p. 40—41.

5 Darrouzes, |., Ekthésis néa, op. cit., p. 41, note § 9.

16 « Onwe ypapet mpoc tove untponoditac: "lepatate untponodita e ayiwtdtne
untpomodewc 0 0., vriépTipe’ kal éav Exn kat éEapxiav ypantéov (kat éEapye), év ayiw
ITvevpatt dyannté adeApé kat ovAdertovpye tne Nuwv petpiotntoc’ ». Darrouzes, |.,
Ekthésis néa, op. cit., p. 41-42.

7 « Eic @pXLETUOKOTOVC 0V YpapeL ovte Uméptipov ovte Efapyov: lepatate
APXLETUOKOTIE TNG AYIWTATNG APXLETUOKOTNG 0 0., év dyiw [Tvevuatt dyannte adeApé
Kal ovAAertovpye NS Nuav petpotntoc’ ». Darrouzes, ., Ekthésis néa, op. cit., p. 42.

8 « [Ipoc 6& tovc émiokomove TV untporoditov: ‘Oeopidéotate émiokome tnode’,
oUTe 0¢ adeApov oUte ovAdettovpyov poatiOnow, AL’ 00dE BovAdwver Ta TPOC avTOVS
TutTdxia ». Darrouzes, |., Ekthésis néa, op. cit., p. 42, 53.

¥ « Maxkapiotate xat Ocooeféotate KaboAwke Tuepetiov, Ovtioiov, TI'yovpiac,
Xwaviac, Anyxaliac xal naonc katw Ipnpiac kvpte, [pnyodpie, év dyiow mvevuatt dyannté
ddeApé xal cvAdertovpyé NG Nuwv uetpoTnTog ». Acdikavne, K., Ta év toic kot
Tov [atplapxikov ApxetopvAaxeiov cwlopeva énionua éxkAnowaotika Eyypaga, T.I":
Ta apopavta eic tac oxécelc tov Olxovuevikov Tlatpiapyeiov mpoc tac ékkAnoiag
Pwooiag, BAayiac kal MoAdafiac, Xeppiac, Axptdwv kal Ilexiov 1564-1863 (= Delikanés,
K., Ta en kédixi 11I), Ev Kwvotavtwovniodetr : Ex tov Iatpiapyikod Tvmoypageiov, 1905,
p. 205

0« ypapopey €ic TNV AdEAQIKNY 00V &YATNY, OOAY OTIOD €l0al KEPAAN TACWV TV
ayiwv ExxAnoiov onov eivar eic 6Any tnv Ipnpiav ». Delikanés, K., Ta en kddixi 111, op. cit.,
p. 207

2 Delikanés, K., Ta en kodixi I11, op. cit., p. 208

2 « Awpettar dnaca 1 Ipnpia eic Avw kal Katw. Avw Aéyetar 16 te KapteAl kai
Kayxéti, Katw 6& to te Tuepéti kal 1o Qtiot kai 1) lyovpia. Exet xat 6vo KaBoAikove: kai
0 pév eic Aéyetar e Avw 0 6¢ tne Katw' 1 kaBédpa tov pév dvw Kabodikov Aéyetat
Xyxéta, émovoualouévn tov 12 AntootoAwv, ntic kal anéxet tov TipAwiov piddw Tpia.
Tov 0¢ Katw Aéyetar MitlBivta, Dnapyet 6¢ év i Artyalia: Aéyetar 6¢ xat @pdvoc Tov
Amootodov Avdpéov, Tipatar 6& én’ ovouatt Tng deomoivng Nuwv Ocotdrov ». Delikanés,
K., Ta en kbdixi I11, op. cit., p. 204

2 Delikanés, K., Ta en kodixi I11, op. cit., p. 205

# «Wouli d&v Exovv va payovy TANY Twv TpLwv ». Delikanés, K., Ta en kédixi I11, op. cit., p. 204

® « 'Htov xal dAAot dAAa éxalacav aro tovg Antyalovc ». Delikanés, K., Ta en kddixi
111, op. cit., p. 205

% Delikanés, K., Ta en kédixi I, op. cit., p. 231

7 « Ilept tov év tw Tepapyikw tnc KaBoAikne xat Amootodwxnc ExxAnoiac
taypatt [atpiapyxawv ». Delikanés, K., Ta en kddixi III, op. cit., p. 795-797 ; T'edecwv, M.,
Kavovixai dwataeic : Emiotodal, Avoeig, Oeomiouata Twv ayloTtdtwv TATPLAPYX WOV
Kawvotavtvovnodewe, amo Ipmyopiov Tov Ocoddyov uéxpt Awovvoiov Tov amo
Abpravovriodewe, 2 T, Ev Kwvotavtivovnodel, 1888-1889, t. 1 (= Gededn, M., Kanonikai
Diataxeis 1), p. 61-64.

B « oltwec péxpt Tov vov, Ocod kpatvvovtoc, kal dtatedovot Tlatpiapyat yviotol,
Kal ovoualovtal, kKal yvawokovTal, Kal Katd maoay Ty oikovpévny diapnuiCovial, kai év
ToLG [epolc SIMTVXOIC TIappnoia povor avtol uvnuovevovtat. Tovtwy 8" ékTog TV TévTe
IHatpiapywv ovte Driapyet, ovte Aéyetar dAAog Hatpiapxne ». Delikanés, K., Ta en kodixi
II1, op. cit., p. 795-796 ; Gedeon, M., Kanonikai Diataxeis 1, op. cit., p. 62.

¥ « Tovg 6" adTOVOLOVG AP XLETILOKOTIOVE OITIVEG elowy 0 AxpLowv, kal 6 Kompov, kal o
TN Ifnpiac , xai 0 Ilekiov, xata Ola@opove Katpove, ET'alitials TLol pLAoTiunoavTa )
pév Bactdéwv arovddopata i 8¢ xat Zvvodikal diackéPele, idlaic apeokeials, ATA@S
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TOVG TOL0VTOVS APXLETLOKOTIOVG EMOiNoay Kal Ovouacay, Kal ToDTO [LOvoV €xovaty Gvoua
Kal o0tw Aéyovtal, kal o0Tw ypapovtatl, onAovott dpxlenioxoror tnc 6& IaTpikpxikng
ovouaoiac Evol TavTeAwe VAP xovoL kal duéToxol, Kal unte &v Toic SImTv oLs Exovat
Xawpav, unte t Hatpiap ko kataldyw cvvtaooovtal ». Delikanés, K., Ta en kodixi I11, op.
cit., p. 796 ; Gededn, M., Kanonikai Diataxeis 1, op. cit., p. 62.

N« kal oty avtoképaloc Apxientiokonog, wc 0 BovAyapiac fjitot o Axpid@v, kai o
Kvmpov, kat 6 twv Ipnpwv ... ». Delikanés, K., Ta en kodixi II, op. cit., p. 386

M« .. Makapiotatov éavtov Oédwv EmpnuiCewv, kal avtovouov Otdyely Kal
avtoképalov, kal ovveetaleoOal Toic avTOVOUOLC AP XLETUOKOTIOLS, T AX pLdwV OnAadn
xat Kompov kal toic opoiolc, kal kat’ avtove keivovs Metplotnta ypagety, avl’ ov kal
TO KOLWVOVIKOV &Tteciynoe pvnuoovvov Tov idiov Iatpiapyov, Tov twv TeposoAvuwy, 0mép
niaonc Enioxonne OpOodoswv tny uveiav Eevonpenwe Entpuvioac ... ». Aedkavng, K.,
Ta év Toic kwdLEL TOD TaTpLap X1KOD dpxelopvAakeiov cwlopeva Emionua EKKANCLACTIKA
&yypapa, T. B': & dpopawvta eic tac oxéoets tov Olkovuevikov Iatpiapxeiov mpoc Tac
éxxAnoiac AdeEavopeiac, Avtioyxeiac, TepoocoAvuwy kait Kompov (1575-1863) (= Delikanés,
K., Ta en kddixi II), Ev Kovotavtivovnodet, 1904, p. 382.

2. povnn xetpotovia E0TIV N KVpia aitiay, OL' NS 1 OLa@opa TV ApXLEPATIKWV OTATEWY
yivetare Tpixwc yap dnaca mpopaivel 11 ApXLEPATIKY) XELPOTOVIQ, KAl XELPOTOVELTAL,
pnut, éxactoc Apxiepevs 1j vmo Iatpiapyov, kai éote Mntporoditne, 1 xal Atog
Apxtemiokonog, vmokeipevos tw avt Iatpiapyn, 1 vo Mntporoditov xeipotovelital,
kal oty Entiokomog vmokelpevoc Tw Mntporoditn, 1} xetpotoveitar D10 Twv ApxLepéwy
TNe Enapxiac avtov, Kal é0Tv avToképatoc Apxientiokonos, we 0 BovAyapiac fjtot o
Axprowv, kat 0 Kortpov, kat 6 twv Ippwv, kaOainep pnrwc enotv 1 Tovotwidveloc Neapa:
Tov 8¢ paxapiotatov Apxieniokonov ¢ mpwtne lovotwviavng, e Nuetépac natpidog,
0o TNC olkeiac Xvvodov yetpotoveloOat” ». Delikanés, K., Ta en kodixi 11, op. cit., p. 386.

B« OeoprAéotatoc te Apyientiokonoc ovoualnTal, Kal ovxl Hakaplotatos, Kat’
006&V dpolovonc avT@ TNE TOLXVTNG TTPOCTYoplalc, Kal 1) TATEWOTNG U@V Y PAPT) 0D)X
1 peTptotne ». Delikanés, K., Ta en kodixi II, op. cit., p. 388.

3 Vetochnikov, K., La «concession» de la métropole de Kiev au patriarche de Moscou en 1686 :
Analyse canonique, Proceedings of the 23rd International Congress of Byzantine studies, Belgrade,
22-27 August 2016 : Round Tables, Editors Bojana Krsmanovi¢, Ljubomir Milanovi¢, Belgrade
2016, p. 780-784.

% Vetochnikov, K., Ot matpiapyixéc elapyiec xar otavporiyia otnv Kpiuaia,
KAnpovouic 34 (2002), 28

% XKyprar Mocxoscxoit [lampuapxuu 3 (1944) 7.

7 « év toic opioc tnc Anuoxpatiac tnc TIewpyiac, Ayia OpBodoéoc ExkAnoia,
1 madaw6Bev 81 avdTodWOIKNTOV KAt xelpapétnow kabeot@wtoc kal 01 dvaddyov
EKKANOLAOTIKNG Opyavwoews kal dloiknoews nipotkiofeioa ». Bapovokog, A., Aiavtac,
I, Ot Oeopoi Tov avtokePaAov kat Tov avTovouov kabeotwtoc otny 0p00doén ExxAnoia
(= Vavouskos, A., Liantas, G., Oi thesmoi), Oecoalovikn, 2014, p. 166.

B« &v daAdenmadAndowc evkaipiaic, tw kab fuac Aywwtatew Amootodikw Kal
Hatpiapyikw Olxovpevikw, Opdvw kal é&ntrioato TNy edAoyiav xal KVpwoww TN
avToOLOLKNTOV aDTNC ovyKkpoTHoewC ». Vavouskos, A., Liantas, G., Oi thesmoi, op. cit., p. 166.

¥« Eyvopev ... anodélacBar v ... avagopav ... kal yopnynoar Ty map’ NV
evAoylav, dvayvopiow kal KUpwow TPOC TNV avtokepaliav xal avelaptntov
opydavwov avtne, én’ dvapopa uévior ye mpoc v puéAdovoav Ayiav Olxovuevikny
Xovodov, Ty deinote daopadiCovoav kal aAwpntov dtatnpovoay TNy &v T mioTEL Kal
11 éxxAnolaotikn kavovikn talel évotnta tne Ayiac nuwv OpBodofov ExxAnciac ».
Vavouskos, A., Liantas, G., Oi thesmoi, op. cit., p. 166-167.

0« amopawouevor avaxnpvttopuev v Aytwtatny ExkAnciav tnec Lewpyiac, 016 Ty
naAatd0ev adTodl0IKNTOV OVOTACLY Kl 0pyAvawoty avTne paptvpouévny ». Vavouskos, A.,
Liantas, G., Oi thesmoi, op. cit., p. 167.

1« Otowkn) Kal OLEMN T Kat” avTY dvelaptntwe Kal avTOKEQPAAWS, Katd Ty Ta&y
Kal mapa taic Aowmaic xata tomove Ayiaic OpBodofoic Avtokepadolc ExkAnoialc
loxvovta kavovika Otkatwpata ». Vavouskos, A., Liantas, G., Oi thesmoi, op. cit., p. 167.
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2« Kal TPOTOV ATIO YE KAVOVIKNG Kal EKKANOLAOTIKNG TAEewS Kal Tpovouiac

amoodeyouévn kal tipwoa tov k'’ nuag Olkovuevikov ©povov ». Vavouskos, A., Liantas,
G., Oi thesmoi, op. cit., p. 167.

B« yvwpiCovoa ¢ OTEPTATNY QDTG OLOIKNTIKNY EKKANCLAGTIKNY ApXTV TV €K TV
kavovikwv &v Tewpyia OpOodoswv Apxiepéwv anaptilopévny Tepav Zivoodov, &yovoa
Ipoedpov tov éxdotote Apxtemiokomov Metoxetne xal TipAidoc kat KaBoAkov iaonc
T'ewpyiac ». Vavouskos, A., Liantas, G., Oi thesmoi, op. cit., p. 167.

# « 6 éxadotote Apxientiokomoc Metoyxétne kal TipAidoc kal KaOoAwkoc Iatpiapxne
naone F'ewpyiac Exel To kaOnkov 6niwe dvayyéAn toic IpokaOnuévolc adtwy, Katd Ty
kavoviknv taéwv ¢ Ayiac nuaov OpBodoéov ExxAnoiac, tnv éxloynv kal avappnotv
avtov o évOpoviotnpiwv Eipnviov Ipapudtwv, mapexousvos dua kal tny adeApikny
ouoAoyiav ». Vavouskos, A., Liantas, G., Oi thesmoi, op. cit., p. 167-168.

B« xal Omwe pvnuovevn, katda Ty Ty, év toic Tepoic AimTvX0IC TOD OVOUATOS TOD
éxaotote Olxovuevikov Iatpidpyov kail twv Aotmwv ... [atpiapyxwv kat ... [Ipoédpawv
TV ... AvTokepalwv ExkAnoiwv ». Vavouskos, A., Liantas, G., Oi thesmoi, op. cit., p. 168.

* « Ilept 6¢ tov Ayiov Mvpov mpokelpévov mpémov éotTiv 6mwc TnpntaL 1 év
nipokeLéve kabeotnivia éxkAnolaotikn taéic ». Vavouskos, A., Liantas, G., Oi thesmoi,
op. cit., p. 168.

Y« QoavTwe ovvioTauey Onws, TPOKELLEVOD TtePL CNTNUATWY 1} ATIOPLOV YEVIKWTE PAC
ERKANOLAOTIKNG pUoews, EEepxouévar Twv opiwv TG Otkatodooiac twv éml [épove
Avtoxepalwv ExxAnowwv kal kaBoAkotépac Ooxiuaciac kal prigov deopévwv, 6
Apxtentiokomoc Metoyétnc kai TipAidoc xat KaBoAwkoc Tlaonc Iewpyiac anevOvvetat
nipoc 1ov ka0’ fuac Aywwtatov Iatpiapyikév Olkovuevikov Opovov ». Vavouskos, A.,
Liantas, G., Oi thesmoi, op. cit., p. 168.

B« TV 00Twol EKKANOLAOTKWC OlevepynOévtwy Avakowovuévov kal Taic
Aotnaic adeApaic OpOodoloic Avtokepaldowc ExxAnoiaic, xata tnv ta&wv, dia ye tnv
napa@vAakny kai otnpEny ¢ évotntoc e Ayiac fuwv Opbodoov ExxAnoiac ».
Vavouskos, A., Liantas, G., Oi thesmoi, op. cit., p. 169.

Yo« Eyvopev T ékxkAnolaoTikn oikovouiq xpwuevol, dovvar TNy AdeAQLkny
ovykataOeoww  kal dvayvoplony e kaO@’ nuac Aywwtatne ExxAnolac  11c
Kwvotavtivovnodewe, va 1 xata Tewpyiav Aywtatny ExxAnoia tiun@n ow tng
Iatpiapyrkne déiac kal nepiwnng, tov Ipwtov adTne PépovToc, kKatd Ta ToIC dpxaiols
xpovixoic kal dAAaic ékkAnolaoTIKAIC TUYAIC AUTNC Avapepoueva, Tov TITAov TOD
«Apxtemioxomov Metoxétne kal TipAidoc xat KeBoAkov [Natpiapyov naonc Fewpyiac»,
Kal o0T@ pvnuovevouévov é@’ éénc év toic OpOoddéolc Aimtoyoic &v taic Ocialc kal
iepaic dxodovOiaic ». Vavouskos, A., Liantas, G., Oi thesmoi, op. cit., p. 170.

* « Exovtec 0¢ oteppav Tty memoiOnoy 0TL, v talc ovTwol UTo TNe kab’ Nuac
Ayiac tov Xprotov MeyaAnc ExxAnoiac xpiOeiol kal ovvodikwe kvpwOetotv, Eouev
ouoyvaopovac xal cvuypneove kal tovc Aotmove Makapiwtatovs Ilatpiapyac
kal Ilpoédpove macwv twv Ayiwv tov Ocod ddeApawv OpOodolwv Avtokepalwv
ExxAnotwv kal ko &no tovde E0Tal TAVT@Y 1) oVVaiveTIS Tlepl TNG dvayvwploews
e Hatprapyikne aéiac tn ddeAen ExxAnoia tnc I'ewpyiac ». Vavouskos, A., Liantas,
G., Oi thesmoi, op. cit., p. 170-171.
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