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Introduction \ Abstract

The legend about Barlaam and Joasaph was known in many recensions, both Christian and
Islamised, where, nevertheless, the plot was basically the same. However, in 1996, Inmaculada Pérez
Martin noticed a story whose plot was quite different, whereas Barlaam and Joasaph themselves
remained recognisable (Pérez, M. I., 1996, p. 175). Since then, Robert Volk has published the text
from the unique manuscript, codex F 16 (= gr. 82) of the Biblioteca Vallicelliana in Rome, ff. 303" -
306! After 2006, there was no study dedicated to this hagiographical document, except my own
2011 article that touched it rather tangentially (Lourié, B., 2011, pp. 134-141).

Unfortunately, the text has a large lacuna, seemingly in the most interesting part, which begins
shortly after the culmination of the intrigue and ends at the very end of the story. At least, one folio
is lost, but perhaps more.

In my opinion that I substantiate elsewhere (Lourié, B., 2022), this text is crucial for
understanding the proliferation of the Christian recensions of the legend of Barlaam and Joasaph. I
call it “short Greek Recension.” Such a nomenclature could be useful when dealing with the early
recensions of the legend preserved in different languages, even though it could be misleading in the
properly Byzantine context, where are a number of abbreviated recensions (epitomes and
synaxarium entries) derived from the most known long Greek one. My present communication is

aimed at providing an outline of the short Greek recension with a commentary.

I As “Appendix IV. Narratio de Barlaam et Iosaphat filii regis Pythagorae” in Robert Volk (Volk, R., 2006, pp.
433-439, 436-439) will be referred to below by the page numbers in the text.
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The text ends with a remark by the anonymous copyist stating that he wrote it on March 6, 1441
(p. 439, apparatus; cf. Volk’s preface, p. 433). Both Pérez Martin and Volk characterise this copyist
as “semianalfabeto, seguramente un monje, de origen latino” (Pérez, M. 1., 1996, p. 175) His Greek
does not meet the standards of a high-style literature and contains features of the vernacular.

The name of the prince, Tooa@dT instead of the normative Greek Todoag, made Volk think
that this recension was influenced by Latin versions (p. 434). He did not say, however, that the
Greek text is a translation from Latin. We will return to this question below for demonstrating that
the present Greek text is a translation from Latin, but its lost Latin original was, in turn, a translation

from Greek.

Synopsis of the Short Greek Recension

Below I summarise the content of what remains of the short Greek recension. I will add only
minimal comments which highlight features relevant for hagiographical analysis (especially any
mention of numbers that are always quite important in the present hagiographical genre which
Hippolyte Delehaye called épigue). I divide the text into numbered chapters. The line numbers
throughout the entire text are provided by the editor. The Greek quotations follow, if not otherwise

stated, the text established by Robert Volk and not the manuscript.

Title: Adyoc ék Tob dolov ToTpOg MUY Baphady, dc eiofiAbev eic TOV oikov Tod Paoiéwe Tod
[MvBayopa kad EXafev TOV ViV Tov TOV Twoagart eic doxnotv v @ dpet @ Zivd (p. 436.1-3) —
“Sermon from (?) our holy father Barlaam that entered the house of King Pythagoras and took his
son Josaphat to asceticism in Mount Sinai.” The title implies that the text is attributed to Barlaam
himself. In fact, the text runs as an account of Barlaam but not from the mouth of Barlaam himself.
Aoyoc éx 1o Oolov matpog instead of the expected Adyoc Tod Ociov marpdc could be best
explained as a Latinism (éx = de). Together with the name of the prince, Josaphat, this is an argument
in favour of the Latin original beside our Greek.

In the title or within the text or in both places, an indication of the commemoration day would be
expected. This is not the case with our recension that presents itself as an edifying tale (narratio
animae utilis, the genre where hagiography severs its connexion to the liturgical calendar).
Chapter 1 (p. 436.4-6), on Pythagoras. He was a pagan king in an unnamed country. He was,
nevertheless, benign (éAefjuwv). He was childless and prayed to God (in singular!) for having a child,

either male or female.
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Chapter 2 (p. 436.7-14), birth of Josaphat and astrologers’ prognosis that he will become a Christian
and a monk. King’s wife (here still unnamed) “conceived and gave birth” after 18 years of king’s
prayers.

Chapter 3 (p. 436.15-437.26): the king decided to throw the child into the sea, but the king’s grandees
(ueylotavec) asked him not to do this. In their argumentation, they mention especially that this
would cause an enormous affliction of the queen, while they do not call the queen by name. We
should notice that, even without appearing in person, the queen is represented as an intercessor of
the prince in front of his father. The grandees proposed to allow the child to grow up and, then,
they promised to instruct him how to follow their religion. The king agreed.

Chapter 4 (p. 437.27-44): the child grew up and reached the age of 11; the king invited his grandees
asking them to fulfil their promise. Firstly, the grandees asked the king to order the queen! to leave
the palace. The queen continues to be unnamed. Then, they asked the king to invite to the palace
musicians and a number of handsome girls and boys of the same age as the prince. Finally, they
asked to guard the palace with three watch regiments (xai BdAov xoi xamixkAapiovg Tpeic
@UA&ooovtag TO maddtiov). The Latin borrowing xamixAéproc (from clavicularius, through
KAaPikovAdplog) is normal for the Middle Byzantine Greek,? and, therefore, does not point to a
Latin original. The king agreed, and the prince spent 12 years in this manner.

Chapter 5 (p. 437.45-438.54): divine revelation through an angel to monk Barlaam in Mount Sinai—
when the 12 years were over. The angel ordered that he take Josaphat from the palace, because he
will be “a chosen vessel” (Acts 9:15). There follows an instruction from the mouth of the angel,
which is rather unusual: “And go out to a human grave and take one head with the jaw and
demonstrate to him (xai dmeAde xai eic pvnueiov dvOpwTOL Kod A&Be piay Ke@OATV HETO TNV
olayova kai Seite avtoD).” Barlaam answered that he is afraid of losing his own head. The angel
instructed him further: “Go out and say to the guards: ‘I have a request (0éAnua) to his father
Pythagoras, and I bear a priceless stone to him’ (AmeAOe xai eine mpog TOLC POAdKAC, OTL ‘VEANA

gxow eic Tov matépa awtod ITvBarydpa, xai AMBov aripntov Baotdlwm avtd’)”.® The use of pronouns

! And not only the queen: fj Boaoihooa <...> kai 8o M 7l..vleelo altfic (the leaf is damaged). We will
return to this phrase below.

2 Cf. Erich Trapp, hrsg, Lexikon zur byzantinischen Grizitit, on-line edition at
http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/lbg/ (LBG), s.v. kAaPixovA&plog.

3 My translation of the phrase OéAnpa €xw &i ¢ OV Tatépar alitod is justified with its repetition in the next

section. I understand OéAnua in one of its meanings in the late mediaeval Greek, “request” (aitnuo):
Eppoavovid Kpiopd, Aeéixo e peoauwvikric eAldnvikijc Snucddove ypouuarteiog. 1100-1669. Toépog '
(®eooaxhovikn: Kévtpo ENnvikric IAcdooag, 1980) 94-95, at 95. The overall meaning of the sentence is of the
kind “I have a request (a problem to resolve) for the king, and I would like to present a gift to the prince.”
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in this sentence would suggest a rather careless abbreviation of an earlier text: their antecedents are
never indicated explicitly. The wording of this passage is inspired by Acts 9:15 (61t oxedog £xAoyijc
goTiv pot 00Tog Tod BaoTdoat Td Evopd pov dvaTiov E0vidv Te kad BacAéwv vidy Te Topom\ “for he
is a chosen vessel of Mine to bear My name before gentiles, kings, and the children of Israel”), thus
alluding to a symbolical link between the priceless stone and the name of Christ. The angel assured
that he will be with Barlaam who, therefore, has nothing to fear.

Chapter 6 (p. 438.55-57): Barlaam’s journey. Chapter’s text in full: “Thus, the elder, after having
taken his mantle and his staff, put also a skull on (in?) his bosom. And the elder arrived at the palace
(Q8e 6 yépwv AaBcrv 1O Todiov adTod xod THY Poktnpiay odTod, kad TO kpaviov EBodev £ TOV
KOATTOV avToD. Kaxi dmfjA@ev <€v> 1@ mohario 0 yépwv).” This chapter looks severely abbreviated
by a mediaeval editor. The skull appears as if ex nihilo. The Latin word moAAlov (pallium) in the
meaning “monastic mantle” was borrowed in the early period of monasticism.

Chapter 7 (p. 438.58-63): Barlaam’s dialogue with the guards. The guards asked Barlaam where he
wishes to go addressing him ddeA@¢ (“oh brother”). Barlaam’s answer repeats the instruction of the
angel but with an alteration: Josaphat himself is called “king”: “To king Josaphat, and I have a
priceless stone to give him, and I have a request to his father Pythagoras (Ei¢ fao\éa Tov Tooagar,
kad atipntov Albov &xw va 8wow avTd, kad OEANua Exw eic TOV Tatépa avtod ITvBaydpa).” This
answer worked with the first and the second guards but not with the third. To the third, the elder
said: “Brothers, I bear a priceless stone to him (AdeAgol, dtiunTov AlBov faotdlw avTd).” One can
wonder whether this answer is much different from the previous, but Barlaam succeeded. Once
more, we can suppose that something in the account was left out by a mediaeval editor. The
particular purpose of the third guard became unclear. Josaphat will be called “king” and not “prince”
also in the next chapter (where he is called “king” three times); he is never called “prince”
throughout the text but only “king.” It remains unknown whether there was any real 0éA\nua for
the king from Barlaam’s part, but one can suppose that, even in this respect, the text is somewhat
abbreviated.

Chapter 8 (p. 438.64-75): the meeting between Barlaam and Josaphat, Josaphat’s conversion. This
scene is the culmination of the whole account—at least, in its preserved part. We will examine it in
detail below. Even now, however, we must notice that the precious stone does not play any role in
Barlaam’s conversation with the prince and even is not mentioned at all. It is completely forgotten—
in a sharp contrast with the precious pearl in the long Greek version where it is used by Barlaam as
the starting point for his preaching. It could hardly be otherwise in the present scene, and, therefore,

we have to suppose, at this place of our text, one more case of abbreviation.
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Chapter 9 (p. 438.75-439.85): Josaphat’s flight. Immediately after having received the Holy
Spirit, Josaphat asked Barlaam about his monastery and, after having heard that it is on Mount Sinai,
asked Barlaam to take him there. Barlaam said that he has no mean to escape the guard. Josaphat
asked to cover him under Barlaam’s monastic mantle (10 maA\iov), and Barlaam agreed. Then,
Josaphat “...having put his dresses off, remained only in the pants (Kai ékdvoapevog Todg xiItdvag
povov petd Bpoxdg Mv)”; the reading Ppoacog is here restored by Volk from Opoxdc in the
manuscript. This is another Latin loanword (from braca > fpdxa) that was borrowed no later than
in the Middle Byzantine period and, therefore, does not suggest that our text was translated from
Latin. Barlaam put Josaphat on the right side of him and covered him with the mantle. They passed
unnoticed through the guards and reached Mount Sinai.

This scene has a parallel in the long Greek recension: before Barlaam’s departure to the desert,
Joasaph asked him to leave “this stiff cloth and the coarse mantle, both as a memory of your spiritual
fatherhood and as a phylactery for me against any satanic activity (10 épptkvepévov ékeivo ipdtiov
kol TO TPpaxL ToAAov, Guo pev eic pviunv Tiic ofic mvevpaTikic maTpdTTOoC, Bua OE elc
@LAaxTpLov €uol Téong catavikijc vepyelag)” in exchange of his own dresses (Volk, R., 2006, pp.
205-206). Non-Christian recensions also contain a scene of a mutual exchange of clothes, but, in
Christian recensions, it acquires a specific meaning. Putting on oneself a monastic dress, especially
the mantle, means the initiation into monasticism: cf. the mantle (unAcwt) of Paul of Thebes
transmitted to Anthony the Great, which, in turn, goes back to the mantle of Elijah transmitted to
Elisha (2 Kings 2).!

Chapter 10 (p. 439.86-94): Josaphat’s flight is discovered. “Two days later (Kad petd dvo nuépac),”
Josaphat’s father noticed that there was no music to be heard from the palace. He thus decided that
his son was either ill or dead. He entered the palace and discovered that his son had disappeared.
“He interrogated the guards with great tortures” (xai petd peydAwv kpimmpilev éétalev TOLC
kamikAapiovg) but in vain. “Only his (Josaphat’s) mother Philippa saw in a dream in her bead that
an eagle with golden wings saw and took him, and she went and told her lord. And after that, he
stopped the tortures, and sent the army everywhere... (Movov 8¢ 1| pfmp avtod 1 PNinma [ms.
enMTTa] €idev kot Svap &V Td KOITdVL aTHC, 8Tl GeTOC XpLooTTéPLYOC £ideV Kod EAafev oTdV,
kad ENOOV kad ENGAnoev T xupio avtiic. Kad petd toadta Emavoey TdV kpitnpicov kod EEaméoTelev
oTpaTov amav<ta>xol).” Here, the text breaks. In this chapter, for the first time, prince’s mother is

called by name.

! On the meaning of monastic clothes, especially the mantle, see, e.g., (Wawryk, M., 1968).
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Chapter 11 (after the break) (p. 439.96-99): the end of the story. Chapter’s text in full: ““...11," said
to him. And one year later, Pythagoras his father died, and he was on Mount Sinai. And after having
lived as a monk for 8 years, together with Barlaam [after the repose of] the father, he reposed in the
Lord, to whom the glory in the ages of the ages. Amen (....x' &pn aT®. Kod petd xpoévov Eva
améBavev ITvbaydpag 6 Tothp aTod, Kad avTde NV &v Td Spet Td Tivd [ms. Optva corrected by Volk
to dpet @ Ziv@]. Kad povdoac xpdvouve ' pete BapAaap [here I suppose an omission of some words
by a lapsus calami, e.g., petd OorvéTov] Tod TaTpOC Kad gkoturion &v xvpim. AVt 1 S6Ea i Tove
aidvag Tdv aicovov. Aurjv)”. The phrase peta BapAodu Tod marpog as we read it in the manuscript
looks odd; it could be explained better if we read it as a chronological reference to the death of
Pythagoras.

Number “11” appears in the final replica of a dialogue. We do not know who is speaking but, if
the following text is not edited carelessly, we have to conclude that the addressee is Josaphat. One
can suppose—but never demonstrate—that the objects whose quantity is eleven are years, simply
because, in the previous text, years were numbered and not any other objects (with the unique
exception of “two days” in chapter 10), and, moreover, a period of eleven years was mentioned in
chapter 4 (Josaphat was eleven years old when his unusual education began). That it was this period
that was mentioned in the dialogue is worth consideration, but it is far from sure. Anyway, without
taking into account this number 11, the sum of the periods mentioned in the text is 50 (18 years
before the birth of Josaphat + 11 years of his childhood + 12 years of his specific education + 1 year
of his father’s monastic life + 8 final years of prince’s monastic life). This is a fundamental symbolism
of the legend, which we have to examine below, and it can be excluded that it would have been
broken by additional eleven years. Therefore, either these eleven objects are not years or we have

here a mention of the eleven-year period of the prince’s childhood.

The Present Text is an Abbreviated Recension of an Earlier Archetype

Some preliminary conclusions follow from the synopsis above. The most important is that the
text available to us is not the original text of the legend, and the alterations of the latter are not
limited to vernacular elements in the language. The text is severely abbreviated, sometime
carelessly. The plot line related to the mother of the prince is especially affected being reduced to
the very minimum.

A symbolism related to the number 50 could have, in hagiography, a calendrical meaning, giving
that the earliest commemoration day of Josaphat, the 19 of May, was symbolically related to the
Pentecost (Lourié, B., 2011). In our legend, the Pentecostal symbolism is transparent in the scene of

conversion (chapter 8) and in the timespan of the events, fifty years (s. below). This fact would
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suggest that the original form of our legend was not an edifying tale but a formal vita providing with
the commemoration date(s), perhaps several different dates for different persons (e.g., one for

Joasaph and a different one for Barlaam).

From Greek to Latin and from Latin to Greek

Apart from the prince’s name, Josaphat, there are other factors suggesting a Latin original behind
our text. One of them we have mentioned above: the title, where an excessive €k obviously renders
Latin de.

A recourse to Latin would help to clarify an obscure place in chapter 4: 1| BaoiAicoa <...> xad
oo N 7l..vlewkelor adtiic. The damaged word is hardly recoverable as a genuine Greek word but
is understandable as a relatively correct transliteration of mediaeval Latin pronuncia—mnpoveueix
(the “ideal” Greek transliteration would be something like Tpov(o)vvkia, but the iotacism equals v,
(, and e, and the nasal before a consonant could have been dropped out). Du Cange explains
pronuncia as “Sententia, judicium, pronunciatum, nostris Prononce,” (Carolus du Fresne Du Cange,
1883-1887). but, among the meanings of the verb pronunciare/ pronuntiare, there is “to announce
beforehand, predict” (Niermeyer, J. F., 1976., p. 861). In the Greek original of the Latin, we can
suppose a word like, e.g., mpogavtopia “revelation.”

If our reconstruction is basically correct, we can interpret the whole phrase as a request to isolate
the queen “with all her prophetic activity” from the prince. The queen appears as a recipient of a
revelation later, in chapter 10. This is not to exclude that she had received another revelation earlier.
Pronunciain such a meaning was not a word easy to translate, and this would have been the reason
why it remained untranslated.

To the Latin name of the prince, a Latin phrase in the title, and our considerations about the
obscure place in chapter 4 we can add the fourth argument relating to the strange object named
kapax(e)io that we will discuss below. In Greek, we would expect not this feminine noun,
otherwise unattested, but the neuter noun xa(p)péxiov. Using the feminine, the translator from
Latin into Greek could have calqued the gender of Latin capsa (or capsula or capsella) used by the
Latin translator as the rendering of xa(p)p&xiov.

These four arguments provide a sufficient proof that our Greek text is a translation from Latin,

whereas its lost Latin original was obviously translated from Greek.

“King Joasaph” and the (Indian) Man with a Skull

I Cf. LBG, s.v, translated “Enthiillung.”
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The short Greek recension never calls Josaphat “son of the king,” whereas calling him
systematically “king” (Baot\evc), which strikingly contradicts the fact that, according to the plot, he
was certainly not a king. There are four such places: one in chapter 7 (quoted above) and three in
chapter 8 (quoted below), and there is no other title that would have been applied to the prince
throughout the story.

Obviously, the author of the short Greek recension used his source—that was some recension
of the story of the wise councillor with the skull—without taking much care to fit it into the framing
story.

The conversion of the king instead of the son of the king is a feature shared by several Arabic
recensions (Lourié, B., 2022). The author of the Arabic original immediately preceding the longest
Georgian recension opted for a compromise. This resulted in an amplification of the plot line with
the abdication of Joasaph’s father and Joasaph’s enthronement. Most likely, this also resulted in a
mechanical confusion, when the prince could have been addressed “king.”

In the short Greek recension, a large part of the plot is lost for us. Therefore, we do not know
whether it contained an episode where Joasaph became the king. Anyway, this recension was
influenced by the tradition of king’s conversion through the story of the man and the skull.

The story of the conversion of a king does certainly not go back to the biography of Buddha,
but, nevertheless, it could be of Indian origin and transmitted to the Christians through the tangled
paths common to the story of conversion of a prince. The very idea of a monk wandering with a
skull is Indian. One can remind the Kapalikas (whose name is derived from kapala “skull”) and
Lakulas, the Saiva (not Buddhist) movements of skull bearers.! The Greek short recension is explicit
saying that Barlaam has had to take a skull from a human grave (that is, he certainly did not find it
occasionally, as it would have been normal for a Christian story, but violated both Christian and
Imperial prohibitions to disturb the graves). The Indian practice of skull-bearing implied motives of
penitence and expiation, thus being similar, in this respect, to Christian monasticism. Some Indian
movements enjoined that their adepts adorn themselves with a “hair jewel” (sikhamani) made of
human bones. A description of an Indian ascetic would have inspired an image of a Christian ascetic

with a skull and a “jewel” in another while still metaphorical sense of the word.

! Cf. Judit Torszok (Torszok, J., 2011, p. 355-361). I am grateful to Natalia Yanchevskaya for this reference
and her consultations in Indological matters.
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The Scene of Conversion (Chapter 8): An Outline

Let us begin with a translation of chapter 8 in full.

N8e OOV &v 1@ molaTip xod edpev TOV

Boaoéa TOV Twoo@at kol  AOTA<OOV>TO
@AAAove, Kol EEeveéykag kai TO xpaviov €k Tod
KOATTOL aTOD* Kod v €kel KAivn Toppeyédn<g>
kad EumpocBev<v> anTiic koparcion [ms. xonporceia]
MeYSAN, xod E0<n>kev UV <TNV  KEQOAT|V>
gmdve Tod xopaiov [ms. kapokeiov].

Kad i8dv ovmv 8€éomn 0 Twoagav xad eimev
Tpo¢ TOV yépovta «T{ éoTiv TobTO;»

Q8e Myet odTd 0 yépwv: «Kpaviov avBpcymov
gotlv, @ Baoed.»

Kai Aéyet mpoc tOv yépovria <0 Tooopdrs:
«Téxa, martep, obtewe péMNopev kol Mpeic
yevéoOau;»

Agyet Tpog 1oV Paciiéar Eav EEakioxAloaTOV
groc (Mong, oVTwc péNet yevéaBa.»

Kai téte 10 mvedpo 1o dytov elofidOev eic adtov.

Then, he [Barlaam] entered the palace
and found king Josaphat, and they kissed
each other. And he took out of the bosom
the skull. And there was there a great bed
and, before it, a big cabinet/box, and he put
it <the skull> on the cabinet/box.

And having seen it, Josaphat became
worried and said to the elder: “What is this?”

Then, the elder said to him: “A human
skull is, oh king.”

And he <Josaphat> said to the elder:
“Maybe, father, we too have to become like
this?”

He said to the king: “When you will live
up to the six thousandth year, you will have
to become like this.”

And at this moment the Holy Spirit

came upon him.

The description must be severely abbreviated, as we already know after having noticed that, in

the conversation between Barlaam and Josaphat, the precious stone is completely forgotten. The
scene looks strange, because it implies some rite, a kind of baptism when Josaphat received the Holy
Spirit, while apparently without water.

In the wording alone, the striking parallel is the scene of the baptism of the eunuch of the
Candace, queen of Ethiopia (Acts 14:39) according to the Byzantine textus receptus and many
manuscripts and ancient translations (in the variant reading rejected by Nestle and Aland): when
Apostle Philip and the eunuch came up out of the water, “the Holy Spirit came upon the eunuch”
(Tvedpa Gylov Emémeoeyv émi Tov evvodyov). Unfortunately, we have no access to the original Greek
text of our legend for becoming able to decide whether this verse was quoted verbatim.

This possible allusion to “Ethiopia” (in fact, Nubia, the kingdom of Queen Candace) in our legend

where the kingdom of Pythagoras remains unnamed can be considered as a link connecting our
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legend with the long Greek recension of Barlaam and Joasaph, where the kingdom of Joasaph’s father
is Nubia.

There is no prayer before the coming of the Holy Spirit, and there is indeed no prayer mentioned
at all during the whole meeting in the palace. I think that this is hardly a genuine feature of the
legend but rather the result of abbreviating. We will return to the liturgical contents of this scene

below.

Eschatology and Approximate Dating

The further discussion will be facilitated if we begin with dating. The place of origin of our
legend is stated in its text almost explicitly. This is a monastery on Mount Sinai or rather the
monastic agglomeration on Mount Sinai as a whole.

Sinai in our legend is represented as a monastic centre of global significance, which excludes an
early date for its composition, that is, the sixth century (the principal Sinaitic monastery dedicated
to the Transfiguration was established by Justinian between 548 and 565). The evident terminus
post quem is the seventh century and rather the middle of this century than the beginning.

The key for dating the legend would provide one sentence in section 8. This is Barlaam’s answer
"Eav £€axioxAtooTtov Etoc {1ionc, obtec péAet yevéoOaut. It does not imply that Josaphat has had to
live till the age of 6000. Such a supposition would contradict the plot, where Josaphat died after nine
years of monastic life. Instead, it refers to the year 6000 Anno Mundi, the commonly accepted date
of the end of the world. The audience of our hagiographer would have had to realise that Josaphat
had already died, and therefore, the end of the world was imminent.

The date of the end of the world about AM 6000 was an almost complete consensus since the
early third century, from Sextus Julius Africanus and Hippolytus of Rome, who “canonised” the
chronology where Christ was born near AM 5500, and the world will continue to exist up to AM 6000.
This consensus was naturally challenged near AD 500, during the reign of Emperor Anastasius (r.
491-518), and this led to appearance of other eschatological expectations postponing the date of the
end to AM 6500 and even AM 7000.! Our legend, however, did not follow these calculations despite

1 Cf. the most detailed dossier of the AM 6000 consensus in Wolfram Brandes (Brandes, W., 1997). For the shift
from the 6000-year world history to other models, see Gerhard Podskalsky (Podskalsky, G., 1972, pp. 92-94).
For a succinct introduction to the Byzantine and Western eschatological expectations respectively, with
further bibliography, see Wolfram Brandes and Hannes Mohring (Brandes, W., 2021, pp. 284-299; Mohring,
H., 2021, pp. 269-283). For the later eschatological calculations, see Agostino Pertusi (Pertusi, A., 1988) .
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being substantially later than AD 500. By this time, the former consensus about AM 6000 did no longer
exist, but the 6000-year eschatology did not become so easily falsified.

By this time, another consensus had formed—at least, in the Latin West. The date AM 6000 for
the end of the world was preserved but the actual date Anno Mundi was shifted according to the
chronology of Eusebius (proposed by him in the early fourth century), where Christ was born not
in AM 5500 nor 5492 but in AM 5199.! This resulted in a date of the end of the world near AD 800,
whereas Eusebius himself did not make eschatological calculations. Eusebius’ chronology became
predominant in the Latin West thanks to the translation made by Hieronymus (Die Chronik des
Hieronymus, 1956)3

As noticed by Juan Gil, the author of the seminal article on the topic, the eighth century was
full of eschatological expectations in both East and West.* Indeed, there is a significant number of
eschatological documents datable to the eighth century in Greek and in Syriac. Moreover, Eusebius’s
Chronography was also widespread in an Armenian version (that is preserved)’> and in one or two

Syriac version(s) (preserved in large excerpts only).® Its Greek original, however, was lost (one can

! Eusebius provided the data for the following calculation: 942 years backward from the birth of Abraham to
the Flood plus 2242 years from the Flood to Adam, and, finally, 2015 years from Abraham to Nativity; the sum
i8 5199. For a possible ratio of this calculation, see Venance Grumel (Grumel, V., 1958, pp. 24-25). For a general
introduction to the historiography and problems of Eusebius’ Chronicle, see Alden A. Mosshammer
(Mosshammer, A. A. 1979) and Richard W. Burgess , with the assistance of Witold Witakowski (Burgess, R.
W., & Witakowski, W. 1999).

2 For the western eschatological expectations before AD 800, see esp. Juan Gil and Richard Landes (Gil, J., 1978,
pp- 215-247; Landes, R., 1988, pp. 137-211). Cf. also Brandes, (Brandes, W., 1997, p. 27).

3 for the Nativity date 2015 years from Abraham, see p. 169, cf. p. 395 (list of witnesses).

4 “De esta guise, aunque por caminos diferentes, las tradiciones apocalipticas de los bizantinos y los reinos
barbaros vienen a enlazarse : el finale de la centuria octava marca el comienzo del drama apocaliptico.” (Gil,
J., 1978, p. 245)

> The notice on Christ’s birth in the year 2015 after Abraham: (Eusebius Pamphilius Caesarensis, 1818,
260/261). Cf. (Karst, 1911, p. 211). Cf,, for an important but still unpublished new manuscript, Armenuhi
Drost-Abgaryan (Drost-Abgaryan, A., 2016, pp. 215-229).

¢ Here, the birth of Christ is dated to year 2016 after Abraham, which seems to be a lapsus calami. (Amir
Harrak. 2017, pp. 106-107). (Harrak considers 2015 as the correct date but ascribes the wrong date 2016 to the
Latin version as well). Cf., for the Syriac tradition of Eusebius’ Chronography, Paul Keseling and Witold
Witakowski (Keseling, P., 1927, pp. 23-48, 223-241, 33-56, 24; Witakowski, W., 1999-2000, pp. 419-437).
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wonder why!), and we do not know, in any language other than Latin, any explicit calculation of
the date of the end of the world based on Eusebius’ chronology. Dealing with the non-Latin texts
containing the expectations of the end of the world near AD 800, it has so far been impossible to
define whether a given author implied an Eusebian calculation or was simply affected by the
external events related especially to the Arab invasions.

It is difficult to establish a terminus ante quem for our legend. Most likely, the legend belongs
to the period when the Sinai was the main centre of Eastern monasticism, between the seventh and
the eighth century. This supposition is corroborated by the eschatological chronology implying that
the action takes place short before AM 6000. These two features make a late eighth-century date very
plausible but still not certain.

Let us emphasise: the above considerations are applicable to the lost Greek legend from which
the present short Greek recension has been produced through three procedures. I enumerate them

in an arbitrary order: (1) abbreviation, (2) translation into Latin, and (3) translation back into Greek.

The Box in Its Oriental Sources

The crux interpretum for the whole scene in the prince’s palace is how one understands the two
principal objects of furniture, the big bed and the big cabinet or box. The word xopaxia, even
though going back to Latin (capsa), is, more or less, current in Byzantine Greek.? Yet this fact is not

sufficient for identifying what the object is.

! One can suspect that the disappearance of the Chronicle by Eusebius in Greek was somewhat artificial—
given its popularity in Latin, Syriac, and Armenian. Such a popularity in these languages’ points to popularity
also in the sixth- and seventh-century Byzantium, before the alienation of Byzantium from the Latin and
Syriac cultures during the eighth century.

2 The form xapak(e)io does not occur in the dictionaries (LS], Lampe, LBG, Kriaras). The closest forms are
those in LSJ: xoppdkiov and kopdxiov (insertion of /my/ before /p/ in loanwords was typical while not
obligatory for Greek): Henry George Liddell and Robert Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon. Revised and
augmented by Henry Stuart Jones with the assistance of Roderick McKenzie and with the cooperation of many
scholars. [9% ed., 1940]. With a revised supplement 1996 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996) 873, s.v. xéuja
“basket, case,” where for the derived words xa(p)ypéxrc are provided meanings “cruse, flask”; cf. also “cruse”
for woupdine and “flask” for xopédwng in G. W. H. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1961) 700 and 739 respectively. My translation “cabinet” is based on the data of the Supplement to LS]
and LBG. Cf H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, H. Stuart Jones, R. McKenzie, Greek-English Lexicon. Revised
Supplement. Ed. by P. G. W. Glare. With the assistance of A. A. Thompson (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996)

166, s.v. kap&kiov in the meaning of yAwoookopov [with the reference to the Lexicon by Hesychius, 5%/6%
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The mysterious box becomes less mysterious once it is seen against the background of the
Oriental recensions. There, Barlaam goes to the prince having in hands a box for either books or his

merchandise. Namely, according to the recensions:

Georgian long (Abuladze, I., (Ed.), 1957, p. 30): Barlaam arrived into the palace of the prince “holding
a small casket as if some jewel was contained within it” (5dmbs ®sbs dmmbg 9306y s
5Bm9B9gds J0m, 3005MIFS 03950 Mroadg 93s Aol 0bo).”

Georgian short (Abuladze, I., (Ed.), 1957, p. 27): it is the most succinct but uses the same word for
“casket”: o s@o@M dmmbg oMy “and took a small casket.” dmmbg means some portable bag
(Sardshweladse, S., & Fahnrich, H., 1999; Abuladze, 1., 1973)

Arabic long (Gimaret, D., (Ed.), 1972, p. 34): kiull 138 & Jalu J& &K 4l 4 Waits 5L 32l “Bilawhar
prit un coffret ou il avait des livres, et dit: ‘Ma merchandise est dans ce coffret” (Gimaret, D., 1971).
Arabic short (Ibn Babawayh, 1984/1985, p. 591): J& thiul 138 L :ualall Ja8 ¢ 4l (S 44 Unis 42a Jand
iale bildl s & : a5k s Barlaam “took with him a casket in which were books [/ read «sX]. The
custodian said: “What is this casket?” Barlaam (Bilawhar) said: ‘In this casket is my merchandise.”
The key word in the Arabic recension is L& “casket,” and it perfectly corresponds to its Georgian

rendering dmobg 93069 “small casket.”

After this scene, the box/casket disappears even from these recensions. Nevertheless, we can, at
least, recognise, in this object, the box used by Barlaam in our short Greek recension. There,
however, the former box for books or jewels grew considerably attaining the dimensions of a table.
What had happened to it? In order to find an answer, we need to examine the baptism and
Eucharistic rites in the two Greek recensions and in another closely related hagiographical
document, the Life of Theodore of Edessa. We will conclude that the box substituted a table used
for an altar and appropriated the dimensions of the latter.

At the present stage, we have demonstrated that the short Greek recension goes back to the
Oriental sources of the romance independently from the long Greek recension. The short Greek
recension borrowed its “box” from Oriental recensions independently from the long Greek text,

where this “box” is absent. This fact is fitting with our tentative dating of the archetype of the short

cent.; see now Kurt Latte, rec. et emend., Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon. Editionem alteram curavit Ian C.
Cunningham. Vol. Ila: E£-/ (Sammlung griechischer und lateinischer Grammatiker (SGLG), Bd 11/2a;
Berlin/Boston: W. de Gruyter, 2020) 572: xonpéxiov: yAwooodkopov], and esp. 173, s.v. xapéplov “cupboard
for clothes”, cf., ibid., xanp&plog “slave in charge of clothes, esp. at baths”; cf. LBG, s.v. xap&prov “Garderobe.”

LBG, s.v. kappixiov “Kiste,” inspired my translation “box.”
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Greek recension to ca 800. In other words, a popular presumption that the long Greek recension is
the first text in Greek about Barlaam and Joasaph is false. This will shed new light on the discussion
of the attribution of the long Greek recension, especially on the latest attempt to deny the authorship
of Euthymius of Athos made by Alexander Kazhdan and the refutation of Kazhdan’s attempt by

Robert Volk. I will agree with Volk in the conclusion but not with all of his arguments.

Baptism and Eucharist: A Key to the Proliferation of the Christian Recensions

Chapter 8 of the short Greek recension contains an account of the Christian initiation of Joasaph.
Normally, one would expect, at this place, a description of Joasaph’s baptism, but, instead, we can
discern only a reminiscence of the baptism of the eunuch of Queen Candace of “Ethiopia.”
Something is certainly omitted in the preserved recension of the text.

When we look for parallel scenes in the other Christian recensions, the situation becomes even
stranger. The two Georgian recensions do not say a word about Joasaph’s own baptism, despite the
fact that they pay much attention to the baptism of his father and that of the whole country. Such
an omission is striking and especially suspect when we consider the editorial machinations
discernible in the short Greek recension. It would hardly have been difficult to work out when
Joasaph was baptised, considering the fact that we are told, in the two Georgian recensions, of the
baptisms of his father and the whole population of the country. At this point, one can suppose that,
in the recensions preceding these Georgian texts, there were not mere mentions of Joasaph’s baptism
(such mentions would have been certainly preserved) but that its description was completely
purged. Here a historian of the baptismal liturgies may begin to guess something, but for now we
will try to stick to the intrigue.

Finally, in the long Greek recension, we can find a description of the entire initiation rite in two
parts, the Baptism and the communion. It is however extremely short and provokes a number of
questions immediately.

After one of the long Barlaam’s speeches, the narration interrupts with the following (I divide

the text in two parts but quote it in full):

Baptism

TodTa eimav 6 Baphaop
xkod TO Tg TmioTewg
ovppolov, 10 EkTedev €v Ti
kot Nikaov  ovvodo,
S18&Eac TOV Tod PactAéwg

VbV, ERATTTIOEY AVTOV &i¢ 70

After having said this [in the Iliturgical
context, we have to understand the preceding
Barlaam's speech as a catechetical sermon) and
having taught to the son of the king the Symbol
of Faith proclaimed by the Council of Nicaea,
he baptised him in the name of the Father, and
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0voua Tod mTATPO¢ Kol TOD

viob kai 10D  Gylov

TTVEVUATOC gic mv
koAvuPrifpav Tod Vdatoc
TV odoav &V T Tapadelon

avTod* xod RAOev &’ adTOV

of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit [Mt 28:19
quoted here as a formula that is common to the
most of baptismal rites] in the font of water that
was in his garden. And the grace of the Holy

Spirit came upon him.

Communion

n  X&pwc T0od  daylov
mvebpatoc  (p.  187.106-
110).

EmtaveA@ov 8¢ eig¢ TOV
odTOD  KOITOVX Kl TNV
iepav gmteAéoag
HvoTaywyioy (ile
AVAUUAKTOV Bvoiac
petédookev  aOT®  TOV
axp&vtov tod  XploTod

pvompiov, xai 7yarddro
1 mwvevuart 0 lodoag
8oéav avaméumwv Xplotd
T® Oed (p. 187.110-113).

Then, having entered his bedroom and
having performed the holy liturgy (mystagogy)
of the bloodless sacrifice, he gave him a
participation of the immaculate sacraments of
Christ. And Joasaph rejoiced by spirit[Lk 10:21,
a variant reading| offering glory [a frequent
liturgical formula, here alluding to the
thanksgiving prayer common to the Byzantine

Eucharist liturgies) to Christ the God.

A historian of liturgy would be perplexed by the prayer of ordinations in the Baptism (we will

discuss it below) and the Eucharist in the bedroom instead a more respectable hall. Only an allusion

to the Byzantine Eucharistic thanksgiving prayer seems to be in place.! It is nevertheless remarkable

too as an additional witness that the above passage is inspired with liturgical texts.

Some such questions could be answered with the help of the similar and, in some parts, identical

description of the Christian initiation in another hagiographical romance, the Life of Theodore of

Edessa. Recently, this romance having several intersections, often verbatim, with the long Greek

recension of the Barlaam and Joasaph became one of the main obstacles for ascribing the latter to

! The end of the prayer after the communion in the liturgies of John Chrysostom, Basil the Great, and the

Presanctified Gifts, to be pronounced by the celebrant aloud: ‘@ oU &l 6 Gytopde UG, kad ool TV SOGEav

Gvarépumopev, TIIotpl kol YT Grad TOAYT WIlvelpar, vOv xad Gel xad & ¢ ToUg o Gvog TGy o Wvwv

(“For Thou art our sanctification, and to Thou we offer glory, to the Father and to the Son and to the Holy

Spirit, now and forever and to the ages of ages”).
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Euthymius of Athos. This obstacle was not overcome completely by Robert Volk. I consider it
insurmountable as long as we keep to the dogma of the inexistence of any Greek text about Barlaam
and Joasaph earlier than the long Greek recension.

Below I hope to demonstrate that the initiation rite (consisting of two parts, the Baptism and
the Eucharist) shared by the long Greek recension of the Barlaam and Joasaph with the Life of
Theodore of Edessa belongs to their common source in Greek; this source was another romance of
Barlaam and Joasaph, and its initiation rite was invented in order to replace the initiation rite in an
even earlier Greek recension, a successor of which our short Greek recension is. In sum: the short
Greek recension is indeed a late one, but its archetype was a seventh-century text, where the

initiation rite contained elements absolutely inacceptable in Byzantium.

Barlaam and Joasaph and the Life of Theodore of Fdessa (BHG 1744)

It was Paul Peeters who was the first to notice close parallels between the Life of Theodore of
Edessa (BHG 1744) and the Barlaam and Joasaph (Peeters, P., 1931, La premiere traduction latine de
Barlaam et Josaphat et son original grec. Analecta Bollandiana, 49., pp. 297-298). After him,
Alexander Kazhdan recognised more textual overlapping (Kazhdan, A., 1988, pp. 1187-1209) and,
finally, Robert Volk, in his critical edition of the long Greek recension, took even more of them into
account in the critical apparatus. For Kazhdan, this Zife provided a series of important arguments in
his demonstration of an earlier date of the long Greek recension, incompatible with the lifespan of
Euthymius of Athos. I agree with Volk in his final conclusion about the authorship of Euthymius.
However, I cannot agree with his method of refuting Kazhdan’s arguments based on the Life of
Theodore.

Volk put forward his own hypothesis that both BHG 1744 and the Barlaam and Joasaph were
written by Euthymius of Athos, because their Greek texts have much in common in both ascetical
(especially monastic) inspiration and wording, sometimes coinciding even verbatim (Volk, R., 2009,
pp. 84-85).

Indeed, such a turn of thought allows us to reject all of Kazhdan’s arguments based on the Life
of Theodore. However, Volk did not discuss why the consensus view did not allow Euthymius of
Athos to be the author of the Life of Theodore as a whole. We have to discuss these matters before
using the parallels from the Life of Theodore in our analysis.

The plot of the Life of Theodore of Edessa is constructed around the conversion to ascetic

Byzantine Christianity and the following martyrdom of an ‘Abbasid caliph. This is not true history
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but it is a true historical—not only hagiographical—romance.! Its date is established by Peeters on
the very firm basis as the second half of the tenth century (Peeters, P., 1930, pp. 65-91, 91)2. Its plot
is similar to that of Barlaam and Joasaph but especially in those recensions where not a prince but a
king is converted.

Near the beginning of the story, the Life includes an “inserted novel,” the Passio of the Sabaite
monk Michael. It is another hagiographical romance, where the scene is the court of an Omayyad
caliph (during caliph’s pilgrimage to Jerusalem) in the second half of the seventh century, and some
peculiar historical features of this epoch are also recognisable (including the custom of Muslim
pilgrimage to Jerusalem and still not to Mecca). For the author of the Life of Theodore, however,
this story belongs to his own epoch, which results in blatant anachronisms.

This Martyrdom of Michael of St Sabas is known separately in a Georgian translation from the
lost Arabic original (Georgian recension A of this Passio) (Kekelidze, C., 1918, pp. 165-174)% where
it is narrated following the account of a Sinaitic recluse, Theodore Abukura (53936s, from Arabic
“Abt Qurrah”).* The Life of Theodore deletes this reference to Abukura and makes the monk and

martyr Michael a relative of its principal character Theodore of Edessa. Indeed, there are strong

! For the ninth-century realities in the Life of Theodore, see esp. A Vasiliev (Vasiliev, A., 1942-1943, pp. 165-
225). Most of Vasiliev’s arguments in favour of historicity of the Lifé are now considered unacceptable; cf.
bibliography below (esp. articles by Gouillard and Griffith).

2 Peeters, P., 1930, pp. 65-98. The most precise ground for dating is a high position of the Melkite hierarchy
in Syria: under the Caliphate, before the Byzantine Reconquista of the 860s, such a position was occupied by
the “monophysite” hierarchy, whereas the Melkite was oppressed. The narrative places the events under the
common reign of Michael and Theodora (842-856), and, therefore, Sidney Griffith thinks that any date within
the span of 181 years is possible (between 842 and 1023, the date of the earliest manuscript): (Griffith, S. H.,
2001, pp. 147-169, 153, fn. 39). This is methodologically unacceptable, because we are dealing not with a
chronicle but with a work of “epic” hagiography, where the action must be placed in the remote past. This
means that, for the hagiographer, not only 842 but even 856 have long disappeared from the memory of living
generations.

3 A study with a Latin translation by Peeters (Peeters, P., 1930). Cf. English translation by Monica J. Blanchard
(Blanchard, 1994)

4 This Theodore Abt Qurrah is certainly not the historical Theodore Aba Qurrah (ca 740—ca 820), the famous
Melkite theologian and the bishop of Hharran, who has never been a Sinaitic monk; cf. esp. John Lamoreaux,
(Lamoreaux, J., 2002, pp. 25-40). Nevertheless, I would not exclude an “act of appropriation” of such an

authoritative figure by a Sinaitic hagiographer, as it was supposed by Peeters, s. below.
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suspicions, first expressed by Peeters (Peeters, P., 1930, pp. 82-83), that the legendary figure of
Theodore of Edessa! was inspired by the real figure of Theodore Abi Qurrah.?

The Life of Theodore of Edessa including the Passio of Michael is preserved in Greek
(Pomialovsky, I. V., 1892), Arabic,®> Georgian,* and Slavonic.> The Georgian and the Slavonic
certainly and the Arabic most probably (according to the present consensus view) were translated
from the Greek recension available to us.

According to the testimony of George of Athos, the hagiographer of Euthymius of Athos,
“Abukura” was the title of the second of the two books translated from Georgian into Greek by
Euthymius; another one was Barlaam and Joasaph. Understandably, the scholarly consensus
(following Pavle Ingoroqva’s 1939 article (Ingoroqva, P., 1939, pp. 249-254)° now identifies the
“Abukura” translated by Euthymius with the Passio of Michael. Leila Datiashvili has provided an
impressing comparison of many parallel fragments of the Passio in three recensions: the Georgian
recension A, the Greek within the Life of Theodore, and the Georgian B (from the Georgian version
of the Life). The Greek of Euthymius is an elegant metaphrasis of the Georgian A, whereas the
Georgian B is a literal translation of its Greek original (Datiashvili, L., 1973, pp. 144-174). This
Datiashvili’s study showed that the Georgian A is the earliest recension of the Passio, and that its
inclusion into the Life of Theodore is an interpolation in the Greek text, using the Greek metaphrasis

from Georgian by Euthymius of Athos. Datiashvili did not mention even as a possibility that

! There are literary works ascribed to Theodore of Edessa, but it is not clear whether any of them existed
already in the first millennium; cf. Jean Gouillard, (Gouillard, J., 1947, pp. 137-157). In sum, there is no
historical trace of Theodore of Edessa earlier than his Life.

2 The scholarly hypotheses available today seem to have exhausted the set of logical possibilities of connecting
and disconnecting Theodore Aba Qurrah and Theodore of Edessa; cf. Nino Mghebrishvili (Mghebrishvili, N.,
2012).

3 Unpublished (edition in preparation by John Lamoreaux). Cf. Griffith (Griffith, S. H., 2001). The Arabic was
available to me only through Vasiliev’s translation of long excerpts in Vasiliev, “The Life,” 193-197. The Arabic
is not always a literal translation.

4 Unpublished, but cf. Kekelidze’s study with a publication of the part corresponding to the Passio of Michael
(the so-called Georgian recension B of the Passio) (Kekelidze, K., 1960, pp. 18-40).

> The earliest recension is preserved in two manuscripts, unpublished. I will quote it according to the earliest
manuscript (late 15% cent.): Russian State Library (Moscow), Undolsky’s collection (found 310), No. 1081, ff.
103%-193". It seems to me a literal translation of the Greek. The most popular (preserved in dozens of
manuscripts) second recension was produced, according to Kirill Vershinin, without checking the Greek:
(Vershinin, K., 2021, pp. 473-483, 474).

¢ Ingoroqva was followed by Kekelidze (3939009, “©m0sbo ‘sdw3meo

39

) and other scholars.

33



Euthymius, wrote the entire text of the Greek Life. According to her, this was done “by some
interested person” (300533 Y0bEIOILYdMds 306M3s), who thus produced a text with rough
anachronisms and distortions necessary for putting the Passio into a narrative frame that was alien
to it (Datiashvili, L., 1973, p. 173). Therefore, before Volk, nobody thought that Euthymius might
have been responsible for such a less than perfect work as the Life of Theodore of Edessa.

For refuting Kazhdan, however, it was not sufficient to recognise that the lost separate Greek
text of the Passio of Michael is the “Abukura” translated into Greek by Euthymius: all the textual
intersections between the Life of Theodore and Barlaam and Joasaph lie outside the part of the Life
corresponding to the Passio of Michael. Therefore, Volk took a further step.

An educated author such as Euthymius of Athos would hardly have produced a story about the
conversion of a caliph, where the precise name of this caliph was indicated and the events were
dated to a period described in detail by Byzantine historians. The educated men knew the chronicles.
This is the first but the major argument against Volk’s hypothesis about Euthymius’ authorship of
the entire Life of Theodore.

The second argument is from Peeters. The alleged author of the Life of Theodore represents
himself as Theodore’s nephew, Basil, a former monk of Saint Sabas and presently the bishop of
Emesa. The name of the Sabaite monk Basil, as Peeters noticed, is taken from the separate Passio of
Michael the Sabaite, where the narrator represents himself as a monk of Saint Sabas named Basil
(while he does not claim to be the bishop of Emesa) (Peeters, P., 1930, p. 85)!. The hagiographer of
Theodore of Edessa who made Michael the Sabaite a relative of Theodore seems to have forgotten
this detail and, therefore, made him also a relative of his own. He states on different occasions that
he is a nephew of one saint, Theodore, but he has never said that he is also a relative of another
saint, Michael, that was, according to him, so close to Theodore. Such a negligence of the
hagiographer reveals that the second Basil, the hagiographer of Theodore, is not the same person as
the first Basil, the hagiographer of Michael, but the second hid himself under the name of the
former, thus taking advantage of the preface of the Passio of Michael (where Michael’s hagiographer
Basil introduced himself and Abukura), which in his compilation is omitted (Peeters, p., 1930, p.
84). These considerations by Peeters are useful for discussing Volk’s hypothesis. Euthymius of Athos
carefully worked with the Georgian version of Basil’s text for rewriting in Greek the Passio of
Michael. If he had reworked his Greek version into a long hagiographical composition, the result
would have been a smooth text of the quality of the Barlaam and Joasaph, without a single rough

seam.

! Peeters called the first Basil the Sabaite also the bishop of Emesa, but without a support from the Georgian
text.
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Below, in my analysis of the initiation rites, I hope to demonstrate that the description of the
same rite in the long Greek recension of Barlaam and Joasaph is more distorted than that in the Life
of Theodore. This fact excludes the identity of the authors supposed by Volk, and, therefore, it will
be an argument against his hypothesis, but not the third but the fourth. The third argument is already
put forward by Kazhdan and left unaddressed by Volk. I recall it just now, because my own fourth
argument allows for two interpretations: either Euthymius of Athos borrowed from the Life of
Theodore or both were borrowing from a common source (or from different but closely related
sources). To exclude the former interpretation, we have to turn to the argument by Kazhdan
(Kazhdan, A., 1988, pp. 1202-1203).

The long Greek recension of the Barlaam and Joasaph often quotes from Agapetos the Deacon’s
treatise written for Emperor Justinian (r. 527-565); these quotations do not go back to a florilegium
but to the authentic work by Agapetos.! The Life of Theodore quotes from Agapetos only once, and
its quotation overlaps with one place of Barlaam and Joasaph; however, the hagiographer of
Theodore introduced his citation with the phrase yéypamtou yop €v Toic xa® Mudc @V iepdv
matépwv Aoyolc (p. 108) “it is written in the treatises of our holy Fathers.” Agapetos has never been
referred to as a saint, but it is obvious that the author of the Life quoted him from a source that he
believed to be a work of a holy Father. This observation of Kazhdan is a decisive argument against
Euthymius’ authorship of the Life of Theodore.

Kazhdan considered the intermediary between Agapetos and the Life of Theodore to be Barlaam
and Joasaph. His observation, however, is more compatible with the hypothesis of a common source.
Let us compare the three texts (Table 1): (Agapetos Diakonos, 1995, pp. 33.9-13):

Table 1.

Agapetos, ch. 11

Barlaam and Joasaph,

The Life of Theodore,

PEépV alTO Kl TEPIPEPGV”
Kail ToVTOIC AVIOOTNG 0Tl T®
TV

undev TAPOVT®V &V

/ / ~ 3
TXVTOTNTL MEVELV. Oel ovv o¢g,

dAMore dAMo¢ pépwv abto kai
TEPIPEPOV* KA €V Tf] TOUTWV

ayxY1oTPOPQ MeTaPOA]

ch. 36 ch. 101
Kokhoc 1c  thVv Tov xOxhov mpdoeye, yéypamtat yap €v Toig
avOpmmTivev mepttpéxel | el ¢ mepmpéyer 1OV | Ka® NUOC TOV iepdV TATEPWV
mpaypdTwy, GAoTe  GAAwG | dvlowmiveov mpayudrwy, | Aoyolg, o1t @voel ovdEV TAV

avBpomiviov  goti  PéPatov,

008¢ OpOAOY, 0VdE aVTUPKEC,
TV avTOV

ovd¢ émi

ioT&pevov, @ANG xUxAo¢ TIc

! For Agapetos in the Barlaam and Joasaph, see Volk, Einfiihrung, 135-138, esp. 137.
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kp&tiote  Poocihed, €v Th
TOUT®V AyXIOTPOP® HeTAPOAT
auetaPAnTov Exetv TOV evoePT

AOYIOUOV.

auetapAnrov Exe OV o]

Aoytoudv.

TV NUETEPWV  TTEPITPEYEL
mpayuarwy, 6Aote dAAw¢ émi
pac Nuépac mMoAA&kig, ETt 8¢

kol Gpag peTaxBoA&C.

A wheel of human
affairs goes round, now taking
them in one direction, now in
another, and turning them
around. And their inequality
lies in the fact that none of the
things present remains the
same. In the face of this rapid
changes, mightiest of

Emperors, you must,
therefore, maintain your pious

way of thinking unchanged.

Consider the wheel of
men’s affairs, how it runneth
round and round, turning and
whirling them now up, now
down: and amid all its sudden
changes, keep thou unchanged

a pious mind.

Therefore, it is written
in the treatises of our holy
that,

Fathers, by nature,

nothing human is firm,
nothing even, nothing self-
self-

standing, but some wheel of

sustained, nothing
our affairs goes round, now
taking them in one direction,
now in another, changing (the
direction) many times within

one day and even (one) hour.

The wording of the Life is closer to the original wording of Agapetos. The Life preserves the

composition of the phrase Kvxhoc ti¢ Tdv dvBpwmivev mepitpéxet mpaypdtov (with a minimal
change: x0OxAOC TIC TOV AuUETEP@V TePITPEXEl TPAYUAT®Y), Whereas the Barlaam and Joasaph
changes it drastically (Tov xOxAov mpodoeye, €l TiIc TeptTpéxel TOV AVOpWTIivVOV TPAYUAT®YV).
Therefore, it must be excluded that the Life borrowed from Barlaam and Joasaph, and only the
hypothesis of a common source (or different but closely related sources) stands.

Finally, one more notice concerning Agapetos in Barlaam and Joasaph. He is abundantly quoted
but only on two occasions (in describing the mode of government of King Joasaph, ch. 34, and in
Joasaph’s instruction to his successor King Barachias, ch. 36), without parallel places in the Georgian
recensions. The description of the initiation rites for Joasaph is without Georgian parallels either but
also has a parallel in the Life of Theodore. One can suppose that both Agapetos and the initiation
rite go back to their common source in Greek, and this source was a story of conversion of a king

(not a prince).

‘Where Barlaam Celebrated the Eucharist?

It is more convenient to begin our examination of the initiation rites from the Eucharist and

communion. In this section, we will give a preliminary answer to the question where Barlaam
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celebrated the Eucharist. The definitive answer will be given in the next section, where the data of
the Life of Theodore of Edessa will also be considered.

The short Greek recension mentions a great bed in prince’s room where he receives guests. This
looks odd, and the focus of attention on this object of furniture made by the short Greek recension
looks especially unmotivated. The situation becomes quite different when we understand that this
is the great bed in the banquet hall for many guests.!

Another necessary furniture of the banquet hall is a table or several tables—but not cabinets or
boxes. A table would be a potential altar for Barlaam. However, in Greek, any kind of table, both
that in a banquet hall and the church altar, was to be called Tp&meCa, which normally was to be
translated into Latin as mens# or, in some contexts, perhaps zabula [6] but never capsa or its
derivatives. There can be alittle doubt that, in the original text of the short Greek recension, Barlaam
entered one of the front rooms of the palace, the banquet hall. Barlaam put the skull on the banquet
table. This is an archetypical situation when the dead is put on the place used for the lavish foods.?

However, in the further edition(s) of the text, the table disappears. The only thing having the
plain top remained the box, and this is why its dimensions, especially height, so rapidly grew.
Perhaps, the respective editor imagined a kind of cupboard for clothes in the prince’s bedroom—
instead of a kind of table in prince’s banquet hall.

In the long Greek recension, the bedroom of the prince is mentioned explicitly on an unexpected
occasion—as the place where Barlaam serves the Eucharist for the prince. This is the only mention
of the bedroom in the romance. In all other recensions, the Eucharist in never mentioned. The
unique exception of the Arabic Christian recension that we have not discussed so far.

Why the author of the long Greek recension felt a need to mention the bedroom? My answer
will be that he tried to follow his source describing the Baptism and the communion of the prince.
It was ultimately the source where the initiation rite has had much in common with the rite
described in the archetype of the short recension, while, in the short recension, the whole mise-en-
scene of the conversation implies that Joasaph receives Barlaam in the bedroom. We have already
seen that the two Greek recensions are not as different from each other as it seems at the first glance:
let us recall that both are connected to Nubia (the long one, explicitly in its geography, the short

one, implicitly in its wording alluding to the baptism of the eunuch of the queen of Nubia, Candace).

! For the furniture of the banquet halls, see Katherine M. D. (Dunbabin (Dunbabin, K. M. D., 2010).
2 For Christian usage, see esp. Niermeyer and Albert Blaise (Niermeyer, J. F., 1976; Blaise, A., 1975).
% In the Russian culture, one verse of the ode of the great poet Gavrila Romanovich Derzhavin (1743-1816)

became a proverb: /grocrors 65015 2cTB5, Tams rpobs crouTs “On the table used for (lavish) foods now stands
a coffin” (On the Death of Prince Meshchersky [“O, Voice of time! O, metal’s clang!”], 1779.
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Both long and short recensions shared a misunderstanding of a description of the initiation rite,
where, indeed, a bed must have been mentioned, but in the meaning of the great bed of a royal
banquet hall. Some echoes of this description are discernible in a still unpublished Christian Arabic
recension preserved in the manuscript Balamand 147 (13t cent.),! both in its text and in its miniature
illustrating the account of Joasaph’s communion. The text and its illustration are not exactly
matching, and each of them has a value of its own.

In the text, immediately after having baptised Joasaph, Barlaam enters the prince’s bedchamber
(literally, “resting room,” 4zxas 4d £), “and (Barlaam) constructed an unusual (?) altar” ( S iy
| iase);2 I do not know how to translate | xis in this context (Sminé, R. E., 1993, p. 189)® whereas
JSw, as it is clear from the context, means here “altar” and not “temple.” The Life of Theodore will
help us to understand that, originally, it was an “improvised” altar, but let us exhaust first the data
of the Arabic manuscript.

In the short Greek recension, Barlaam also constructed some installation, a kind of altar. In the
wording of the Balamand Arabic recension, we are certainly dealing with a result of similarly
unsuccessful editorial attempts to harmonise different versions of the account. The Arabic translator
looked for a compromise between the text of his Greek original (with its “bedroom”) and another
version of the story known to him previously (most likely, in Arabic), where the table for the altar

was already in place, and there was only a need to prepare it for a different usage.

! For the most detailed, so far, study of this still unpublished manuscript, see Rima E. Sminé, (Sminé, R. E.,
1993, pp. 171-229). In this article, all the miniatures are published but in a low quality black and white
photograph. The same miniatures were published, also in black and white, several months earlier by Sylvie
Agémian (Agémian, S., 1992, pp. 577-601). Finally, the entire set of miniatures was republished by Rima Sminé
in colour within the catalogue of the Balamand manuscripts:

el il (& AU A3 5 )Y 550 8 Ay jal) il shadldd) Maialll b ghade b Cial sy oY 5 daal Claiaia” Aalie Gpaw by )
21-36 (<1994> ASUai¥) ) a5 (3 sl a2 gy dnallll Bk po S

(Sminé Gannaga, R., 1994, 21-36) (I am grateful for a copy of this publication to Carsten Walbiner). A
digitalised copy of the manuscript is available in the Reading Room of the Hill Museum and Manuscript
Library; I am grateful to Dmitry Morozov and Josh Mugler (Curator of Eastern Christian and Islam
Manuscripts in HMML) for their help in obtaining a copy of the manuscript.

2 Manuscript Arabic Balamand 147, f. 45". In the bound manuscript the folios are in disorder, but they are
enumerated as bound. Therefore, the text related to Joasaph’s communion begins immediately after the
miniature depicting Joasaph’s Baptism, whereas the following miniature depicting his communion turned out
at f. 38"

3 Sminé translates “and he made a special altar,” while her translation, like mine, is obviously tentative.
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The data of the respective miniature in the Balamand manuscript is even richer, because this
miniature, as each miniature in this manuscript, has a proper caption depending on the tradition of
the illumination and not on that of the text. The tradition of the illumination of this manuscript is
mixed: it follows both the Byzantine models (the Byzantine illuminations for our romance are
attested since the eleventh century) and some Middle Eastern traditions.! Anyway, these miniatures
seem to be independent from the work of our translator into Arabic and, therefore, are to be treated
as an independent witness of the literary (not only illustrative) tradition.

The upper room is an implicit reference to the Zion upper room and the Pentecost, thus in
agreement with the Pentecostal symbolism of the short Greek recension, where the Holy Spirit came
upon Joasaph when he was in the room and not in the baptismal waters. We will have to return to
this moment in our examination of the baptism of Joasaph. Now, we may recall that the Pentecostal
symbolism is a feature of the short recension also on the level of the plot, where the entire acting

time is 50 years.

The illustration under the caption presents a chamber that is certainly not a bedroom (Fig. 1).

\iﬂs A\lla : Efﬂw { c«%r@ Ay

Fig. 1. Joasaph’s communion. Ms. Balamand 147, £. 38-.

It is clear that this particular miniature follows a Byzantine model, and the building on the left,

as similar buildings in several other miniatures of the same manuscript, represent the royal palace.

' Cf. conclusions by Sminé (Sminé, R. E. 1993).
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The rather complicated construction behind the back of Barlaam is certainly the altar, but I would
not dare to explain its liturgical arrangement (Sminé, R. E., 1993, p. 189)!. There are a number of
Byzantine miniatures depicting Joasaph’s communion,? but none of them put this scene in the
interior of a bedchamber, whereas each of them, like the present miniature in the Balamand
manuscript, is compatible with the interpretation of the place as an upper room. This means that
there was a strong tradition to depict the Eucharist service and the communion of Joasaph as being
performed in a more respectable and fitting place than a bedroom.

We have to conclude that the illumination tradition, from the very beginning, has never
accepted the idea that Barlaam celebrated the Eucharist in the bedroom. Let us suppose, for the sake
of the argument, that the artists preferred to depart from the text of the Greek long recension for
purely artistic reasons. Even with this supposition, the witness of the caption of the Balamand
manuscript indicates that a memory of the “real” place of this event was somewhat preserved. I call
here “real” the location allotted to the Eucharistic liturgy by the recension of our romance where
the scene with the Eucharist was first introduced. This place was not the bedchamber but a front
hall of the palace, perhaps the upper room @ = 1o vmepdov). However, in order to answer
definitively in which room the Eucharist was celebrated according to the original version of this

rite, we have to turn to the Life of Theodore of Edessa.

Baptism and Eucharist in the Life of Theodore of Edessa

In the Life of Theodore of Edessa, the caliph was baptised, by Bishop Theodore, together with

his three faithful courtiers in the waters of Tigris.

‘Where Barlaam celebrated the Eucharist

The place for celebrating the Eucharist is called, in the Life of Theodore, t0 tapueiov “treasury.”
The Life mentions this chamber five times, and we can be sure that it was indeed a treasury but also
the chamber for celebrating the Eucharist and for the most important conversations. The caliph
asked Theodore to read out to him the Gospel when they entered ei¢ 10 £€v86Tepov <...> Tapueiov (p.
84) “in the most inner treasury” (ch. 81).

Perhaps the “upper room” of the Balamand Arabic manuscript of the Barlaam and Joasaph is not

the perfect rendering of this “most inner treasury” but it is certainly not too bad.

! Sminé provides a tentative explanation of the details but without proving her interpretations.
2 For them, the standard study remains that by Sirarpie Der Nersessian (Der Nersessian, S., 1937).
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In the Life of Theodore, the chamber for the Eucharist is, in the same time, the place of the most
important conversations resulting in the conversion of the caliph. In the short Greek recension, the
hall where the conversion of Joasaph took place is also the place of the initiation rite, even though
the scene with the Eucharist is absent from the preserved recension. In the long Greek recension,
the sudden translocation of the scene to the bedchamber seems unmotivated. It was provoked by a
misunderstanding of the scene in the banquet hall, which can be recovered from the short recension.

We need to bear in mind, from the above discussion, that the rites of Christian initiation
described, on the one hand, in the Life of Theodore and in the long Greek and the Balamand Arabic
recensions of the Barlaam and Joasaph and, on the other hand, in the short Greek recension of the
latter are certainly related to each other even though they are quite different.

The rite of the Life of Theodore preserved the allusion to the baptism of the eunuch of Candace
and the “unity of place” of the conversations that lead to the conversion and the initiation rite, it
has in common with the short Greek recension of Barlaam and Joasaph. The short Greek recension
preserved, from its source and against its own plot, the status of Joasaph as a king (he is addressed as

the king by Barlaam and is never addressed otherwise).

The baptismal liturgy

The only possible conclusion is the following. The rite of the Christian initiation shared by the
Life of Theodore and the long Greek recension of the Barlaam and Joasaph is an edited version of
some earlier rite that was unacceptable for the editors, even if these editors were in Jerusalem under
the Arab rule. Therefore, these editors made changes but artificial and unhelpful ones.

The artificial rite was constructed in the common source of the Life and the long recension of
Barlaam and Joasaph. The two authors commit different errors in their accounts of the initiation
rites (in the long Greek Barlaam, the absurd translocation of the action to the bedchamber is
revealing, but the problems with finding the right position for the anointment are even more

severe), thus allowing room only for the hypothesis of a common source.

The Initiation Rite Implied in the Short Greek Recension

Finally, we are in a position to undertake a liturgical reconstruction of the initiation rite, the
remnants of which are preserved in chapter 8 of the short Greek recension. This rite must be the
one that was unacceptable to the Jerusalem editors.

The main difference between the Melkite (dyophysite but non-Byzantine, regardless of whether

monothelete or not) and the Maronite (Syrian monothelete) initiation rites, on the one hand, and
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the Constantinopolitan and Jerusalem rites, on the other, consisted, in the first millennium, in the
sequence of immersion and anointing with the myron. The most common sequence throughout the
Christian world was immersion first and anointing second, but the ancient Syrian sequence was the
opposite. By the seventh century, however, the major Syrian confessions adopted some compromises
with the overwhelming custom, mostly through multiplication of baptismal anointments.! Two
Syrian dyophysite rites, however, — not only the Maronite but also the Syrian Melkite, — remained
faithful till the very late epoch, perhaps even up to the twelfth century, to the ancient custom of the
pre-baptismal anointment with Myron (Mouhanna, A., 1980, pp. 119-130).2

The symbolism of the pre-baptismal anointment with the myron was the same as in all other
rites (participation of the Holy Spirit), but the sequence was different. In the other rites, the coming
of the Holy Spirit and the anointment as its symbolical expression must have been posterior to the
immersion.? We have seen an attempt to “restore” this sequence in the “Jerusalem” rite preserved
by the Life of Theodore of Edessa and the long Greek recension of Bar/aam. This attempt was not
especially successful, because it attached the coming of the Spirit to the water and not to the myron
(indeed, it even introduced the formula of the ordination rites).

Some traces of the Eucharist are preserved in chapter 8. Namely, the image of the “box” that was
in the hands of Barlaam was blended with the image of the table thus producing a big “box” that
figures in the preserved text of the short recension. In its archetype, these objects were still different,
and the table (tpdmeCa) was used as the altar table (also called tp&meCa) for the Eucharist
celebration. The rite of this archetype of the short Greek recension has had much in common with
the “Jerusalem” rite, including the “unity of place” of the conversations and the Eucharist and
allusions to the baptism of the eunuch of the queen of Nubia.

Between the anointment and the communion, there was certainly the baptism properly with an

immersion and certainly somewhere outdoor. But where? In a river or in prince’s garden? The long

! For this problem in general, see Gabriele Winkler and Sebastian Brock, also Baby Varghese (Winkler, G.,
1978. 3. 24-45; Brock, S., 1981, 3. 249-257; Varghese, B., 1989). Here and below, I factor out the separate
problem of the evolution of the consecrated oil itself and, therefore, the distinction between the holy myron
and the consecrated oil of a lesser degree of holiness. I will use the term “myron” for the most holy species of
consecrated oil, regardless of whether it was, for a given rite, unique or not.

2 For the Syriac Melkite non-Maronite rite with a unique anointing before immersion: Sebastian Brock, (Brock,
S. 1972, pp. 119-130).

3 Cf,, for the peculiar sequence even in the actual Syrian rites, where the gift of the Holy Spirit is not only

posterior to the immersion but also preceding it, Varghese (Varghese, B., 1989, p. 304).
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Greek recension of Barlaam and Joasaph seems to be closer to the short one than the Life of
Theodore, and, therefore, the garden must be considered to be the most likely place.

Finally, we can propose our reconstruction of the initiation rite that was implied in the
archetype of the short Greek recension (Table 3). The “Jerusalem” rite was constructed artificially
for making it more compatible with the Jerusalem and/or Constantinopolitan liturgical customs. The
literary work within which the “Jerusalem” rite was constructed became a common source of the
Life of Theodore of Edessa and the long Greek recension of the Barlaam and Joasaph. We will discuss

this source in the next section.

The Baptismal Rite in the Earliest Christian Recension

The proposed liturgical reconstruction leads us to the crucial question: was the archetype of the
short Greek recension responsible for this Syriac initiation rite, or did its author find it in its source,
that is, in an early legend of Barlaam and Joasaph?

The answer depends on the data of the earliest Christian recensions that are accessible to us
through the two Georgian recensions only (the available Arabic recensions being Islamised and,
therefore, irrelevant). They both meet us with a resounding silence about the baptism of Joasaph: it
was not even mentioned, in a sharp contrast with the baptisms of his father and the people of the
country. This does not look like a genuine feature. Against the background of the present liturgical
reconstruction, the situation becomes clearer.

The silence of the two Georgian recensions about the very fact of Joasaph’s baptism cannot be
understood otherwise than as a deliberate omission. Such an omission must have had a reason, such
as an unacceptable rite if it was described in their sources. Given that the two Georgian recensions,
through their lost Arabic originals, go back to the early legends of Barlaam and Joasaph
independently, this Syrian rite must have been contained in a very early recension.

In such an early period, the first half of the seventh century, a rite with a unique anointment
before the immersion was not necessarily Monothelete. It would be most correct to call it simply
Syrian non-Byzantinised. However, in the late eighth-century (or later) archetype of the short

Greek recension, such a rite looks Monothelete.

Syrian Rites and the Two Syrian Legends in Greek

Our hypothesis that the short Greek recension implies a liturgical rite in Syriac is corroborated
by the fact that, according to the Life of Theodore of Edessa, the initiation rite for the caliph and his

companions also seems to have been performed in Syriac.
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There is no sufficient reason to doubt either that the short Greek recension of Barlaam and
Joasaph goes back to an archetype written in Greek. Above, on the basis of its implied eschatological
calculation, we have evaluated its earliest possible date as shortly before AD 800. Nevertheless, its
author has had an access to the Barlaam and Joasaph legends that were not accessible in Greek in
his epoch. I mean both the hagiographic legend where “India” of the romance was localised in Nubia
(and, from the same legend, the author received the “box” in Barlaam’s hands) and the legend of the
conversion of a king (where our author took the story with the skull).

The late eighth-century (or later) author of the legend that we know as the short Greek
recension either was bilingual, able to use materials in Arabic for producing his own text in Greek,
or he wrote in Arabic himself, and the Greek archetype of the present short Greek recension was a
translation from Arabic.

I consider these two possibilities equally plausible, but they both imply almost the same Sitz im
Leben for the respective legend, regardless of whether it was originally written in Arabic or in
Greek. It was a Syrian Melkite multilingual community outside Byzantium, in the territory of the
Caliphate, the liturgical language of which was Syriac. Therefore, I will continue to call this legend
the archetype of the short Greek recension, without forgetting that there might have been some
time-lag between the earliest form of this legend in Greek and its hypothetical Arabic original. It is
very possible that this legend was created in a Monothelete milieu.

It is clear that this legend must have been written to replace another legend where Barlaam and
Joasaph looked Monothelete due to their baptismal rite. According to the rules of hagiographical
“wars,” the only effective method of disproving a legend (and the respective hagiographical
document(s)) is to create a new legend (document(s)) able to replace the former.!

It is most likely while not necessarily the case that the legend “against which” the “Jerusalem”
legend was composed, was the archetype of the short Greek recension. There are several much less
likely possibilities that we have to mention; they imply that the “Jerusalem” recension was destined
to replace one of early recensions, where the peculiar Syrian baptismal rite was present still without
connexion to the Monotheletism. These possibilities seem to me much less likely.

Without taking into account such rather unlikely scenarios, we can understand the two legends,
the archetype of the short Greek recension and the “Jerusalem” legends, as two conflicting accounts
of Barlaam and Joasaph created in Greek language using the earlier Christian legends available in

Arabic within different (but dyophysite) Syrian milieux.

1 “Rien n’élimine mieux un document que la création d'un paralléle destiné a le remplacer.” Cf. (Esbroeck, M.,
van, 1989).
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The “Jerusalem” legend represented the variant of the plot where the king and not the prince
was converted. This does not mean that it influenced the longest Georgian recension (where the
prince became the king for a short while), because the latter was a translation from Arabic, but, in
Arabic, this variant of the plot was represented quite well. However, together with the longest
Georgian recension, the “Jerusalem” legend was used by Euthymius of Athos to produce the long

Greek romance.

Conclusions

Two main conclusions follow from the above.

The Greek text of the long Greek recension was produced by Euthymius of Athos not only on
the ground of a long Georgian recension but with a recourse to a lost recension in Greek, which was
also used by the author of the Life of Theodore of Edessa. At least, the rites of Christian initiation
and the quotes from Agapios go back to this source.

This lost Greek recension was composed for replacing the (lost) archetype of the short Greek

recension, which was composed by Monothelites, either Melkite or Maronite.

Appendix: Greek Antiquity in the Short Greek Recension

One can notice, in the short Greek recension, that it was saturated with motives of Greek culture
and mythology. The most obvious are connected with the names of Joasaph’s parents, Pythagoras

and Philippa. I outline below some perspectives of future researches in this direction.

Philippa

The names of the secondary characters in “epic” hagiography were often borrowed from other
legends. The name of St Philippa is rare and, therefore, informative in this respect. Philippa’s role
in the archetype of the short Greek recension cannot be completely recovered, but, at least, her
prophetic dream described in chapter 10, about “an eagle with golden wings” that took Josaphat,
closely resembles the myth of Ganymede.

In hagiography, St Philippa is known only as the mother of martyr Theodore of Perga. She is
herself a saint.

There is also a Georgian version of this Passio, and its translation from Greek into Georgian is
ascribed to Euthymius of Athos (Gabidzashvili, E., 2004, p. 213). Unfortunately, it is not published

either and even almost unstudied.
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Pythagoras

The name Pythagoras became associated with the name of Barlaam of our romance, but we do
not know when and where. What we do know, that this association was a fait établi in the tenth-
century Iran. It is witnessed by the tenth-century Epistles of the Brethren of Purity (Rasa il Ihwan
al-Safa’)' — “one of the great works of Arabic literature about whose authors we know hardly
anything.” (Netton, L. R., 1991). The Epistles are certainly Iranian, while their exact place of origin
is disputable, the personalities of the authors are concealed (even though many guesses were put
forward). Their views were non-traditionalist Islamic, somewhat syncretistic between Islam and
Christianity, while the latter had a penchant toward the Nestorianism (Netton, I. R., 1991, pp. 53-
71). Their use of the Barlaam and Joasaph is intensive, but only a unique citation is attributed to
Barlaam (Bilawhar) explicitly (Gimaret, D., 1971, pp. 36-38; Netton, I. R., 1991, pp. 89-92).

The Epistles of the Brethren of Purity corroborate our conclusion that the archetype of the short
Greek recension was created outside Byzantium. In Byzantium, such an association between
Barlaam and Pythagoras is unattested. It looks plausible that such an association was specific to Iran,

but we have no data to define its Sitz im Leben.
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