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Introduction

This book is devoted to a Slavic 16th century manuscript kept in the Li-
brary of the Romanian Academy of Sciences under no. BAR Ms. slav. 636 (hence-
forth, BAR 636), as well as, partially, to its twin manuscript, the so-called Biser-
icani Miscellany, part of the Alexander Ivanovich Yatsimirsky collection, under 
no. 51, at the Russian National Library in Saint Petersburg1. The first of the two 
manuscripts has long attracted our scholarly interest, resulting in several publica-
tions on the codex itself and the contents of some of its texts. Until we started our 
work on the manuscript, it had practically never been subject to a true scholarly 
description, except for the relevant notes in the then unpublished third volume 
of Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-române și slave din Biblioteca Academiei române 
by P. P. Panaitescu, a far from sufficient presentation. In 2018, this third volume 
was published with the revision of Z. Mihail. This revision was limited to a more 
systematic and comprehensible presentation of the marginal notes and of some 
parts of the contents2. The very definition of the collection as Pravilă și Cronica 
sârbo-moldovenească shows miscomprehension of the nature, contents and pur-
pose of the manuscript. Several years ago, we titled one of our articles about this 
collection Contra varietatem pugna latissima3; through this somewhat lofty Lat-
in wording, we tried to indicate the purpose that the compilers had assigned to 
their collection. The Rules (or more precisely, the Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon and 
some other canonical collections) make up the main part of the collection, but the 
chronicles, and more generally the historical parts, are in fact integrally linked to 

1  It is available in a photocopy version at the Library of the Romanian Academy; for greater 
ease of citation, we will henceforth refer to its pressmark in the library – BAR 685. 

2  P. P.  Panaitescu, Z.  Mihail, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-române și slave din Biblioteca 
Academiei române, vol. III, partea I-a, № 636, București 2018, pp. 43–47.

3  Iv. Biliarsky, M. Tsibranska-Kostova, “Contra varietatem pugna latissima”. Un recueil juri-
dique moldave et son convoi (BAR Ms. sl. 636, XVIe siècle), “Analele Putnei” XII. 2, 2016, рp. 105–146.
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the legal code, although it is they that have aroused the greatest interest of scholars 
of the Romanian past and historiography in the Romanian lands. Nevertheless, 
these are not separate parts that can be presented as such when characterizing the 
collection. True, the legal and polemical-doctrinal sections occupy the larger part 
of the manuscript – we may also qualify it as the most significant and defining 
(although we need hardly classify parts by rank of importance). We feel, however, 
that the individual sections should not be separated or placed in mutual opposi-
tion, as they form an integral whole based on their purpose. The collection was 
not compiled as a legal code, or for use by some law-enforcing authority; it was not 
compiled as a polemical collection for use in theological discussions. Neither was 
it compiled as a historical collection meant to preserve and disseminate knowledge 
about the past; it was compiled as an integral armament in the fight against reli-
gious deviations, for the victory of Orthodoxy over those deviations and for the 
Salvation of people.

In view of the above, we may state that the present book has two main objec-
tives: 

 – One, to present our studies of the miscellany’s components taken separate-
ly, but also as functional parts of the whole; and to publish the separate texts to-
gether with our commentary and source research. 

 – The second main objective is to present an integral study of the collection 
and its function, whereby the separate parts are viewed as subordinated to a gen-
eral conception and a  general purpose. Our working hypothesis regarding that 
conception and purpose is that the manuscript was meant to serve as an armor 
in the fight against religious deviations, heresies, and other doctrinal differences 
from Orthodoxy; the whole and each of its parts were subordinated to that plan, 
and that is the only explanation and justification for the inclusion of this or that 
text in the collection. 

These objectives determine the structure of the book. First, we offer an overall 
study of the manuscript in the first part (undivided into chapters) of this mono-
graph. We already mentioned why this is necessary: this presentation welds togeth-
er the separate parts, places the manuscript in its own historical context within the 
Principality of Moldavia around the middle of the 16th century, and fills in the gaps 
left even after the publication of the third volume of P. P. Panaitescu’s catalogue of 
Slavic manuscripts in the Library of the Romanian Academy. 

The next parts cover the separate components of the collection. The second 
part (also not divided into chapters) is devoted to the collection’s legal texts. This 
mainly refers to the Pseudo-Zonaras Nomocanon, also known as the anti-heretical 
and penitential collection of Slavia Orthodoxa. Its text is not published here in its 
entirety, but the parts of it that are, and especially the contents, give an adequate 
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idea of the source. The third part encompasses some doctrinal anti-heretical texts 
– as conventional as this qualification may be. In any case, they are related to the 
refutation of confessional, ritual and mundane deviations perceived as heretical at 
that time. Included in this part are the following texts: Encyclical Letter of the Three 
Patriarchs, of Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem, concerning the non-canonical 
actions of the ecclesiastical authorities of Constantinople following the Councils of 
Ferrara–Florence, as well as the two versions of the Tale about Peter the Stammerer, 
devoted to the deviations of Western Christianity. These texts far from exhaust the 
doctrinal part of the miscellany, but the main component of this part, A Useful Tale 
about the Latins, was already published by our colleague Angel Nikolov in two of 
his studies on anti-Latin controversy, together with other texts from this doctrinal 
complex. The fourth part of the monograph encompasses the collection’s historical 
texts: the Lists of Patriarchs, the Tale of the Ecumenical Councils and the so-called 
Moldavian Chronicles. Understandably, the last mentioned have aroused the great-
est interest of Romanian historians, insofar as the chronicles are an early example 
of Romanian historiography and present events from the history of Romanians, 
but also of Bulgarians, Russians and Serbs, inscribing them in world history by 
integrating them into the history of the Empire. Our task has been to ascertain the 
place and function of these texts within the legal and controversial collection. 
The last, fifth, section of the book is devoted to the presence in the miscellany of 
two apocryphal texts, the Testament of Abraham and the Tale about How the Lord  
Created the Brotherhood of the Cross. Both these copies are published in full and 
for the first time in the present book. In addressing the question as to why these 
texts were included in the collection, we encountered several difficult problems. 
Foremost, there exists a  firmly fixed understanding that these apocryphal and 
non-canonical texts are essentially heretical. In a sense, this view is supported by 
the fact that some of them, perhaps most, were included at the time in particular 
lists of prohibited books. We believe there is a certain miscomprehension here. We 
do not deny that some of the non-canonical texts have served as a basis for hereti-
cal views or have resulted from such views, but it should be pointed out that their 
classification as “non-canonical” or “deuterocanonical” does not imply necessarily 
“anti-canonical”. Speaking about “deuterocanonical” works stricto sensu, we refer 
to writings of a biblical kind, similar to books from the Holy Scripture, from both 
the Old and New Testament, but which are not included in the canonical contents 
of Holy Scripture. Their being omitted should not surprise us. Different denomi-
nations include different books in the canon: on the one hand, there is the Judaic 
confession, on the other, there are the different Christian churches (Orthodox, 
Catholic, Coptic, Protestant denominations, etc.). The non-inclusion of books in 
the canon does indeed betray some suspicion of those books. Essentially, it means 
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the texts are not recognized as Divine Revelation, but it does not mean they are 
necessarily considered heretical. On the contrary, they are at times cited in canon-
ical books of the Bible, in works of Church Fathers and in other fully canonical and 
official texts. It is in view of this that we should interpret and study the presence of 
the apocryphal works in the collection BAR 636. 

The study of the collection’s separate sections necessarily requires an interdisci-
plinary approach and a very wide perspective on Christian literature. We hope these 
studies will stimulate interest and open new horizons. The connection between 
these varied texts and their study as an integral whole has been a formidable chal-
lenge. After reading the whole book, the reader will judge how well we have met it. 

We must say we were not alone in our efforts. When the authors are two, they 
cannot be alone, but we were also surrounded by friends. This book is the fruit of 
long collaboration with colleagues from Romania, especially from the “Nicolae 
Iorga” Institute of History and the Institute for Southeast European Studies. We 
have worked together for long years on many projects invariably concerning state 
power, law, words and images. We feel that the results of this collaboration are 
evident and not limited to this book, although the latter does hold a special place 
in our joint efforts. We have created and maintained a  united community that, 
we hope, will continue to be fruitful in the future. The community in question 
includes not only our colleagues and friends from Bulgaria and Romania, but also 
those from Poland – the University of Lodz and the Ceraneum Research Centre 
for the History and Culture of the Mediterranean Area and South-East Europe, 
with whom we have shared ideas and views, happy and sad moments. This book 
has been made possible in its present form thanks to this collaboration. Creative 
work and life are connected. We feel in our case the connection has proven par-
ticularly strong as our joint research work has created a community of scholars 
from these three countries, and certainly from others as well, a community that 
will continue into the future.
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Part One

The Slavic Manuscript BAR Ms. Slav. 636 
in the Library of the Romanian Academy 

in Bucharest

General Characteristics

Literature was central to Bulgarian-Romanian and Slavo-Romanian-Byzan-
tine cultural relations during the Middle Ages insofar as it was an important factor 
determining the general cultural features of the Balkans and Southeastern Europe. 
The literary exchange, across the two shores of the Danube, between Bulgarian and 
Romanian medieval literature in Cyrillic script covered all genres of medieval literary 
culture: liturgical, apocryphal, homiletical, hagiographic, etc. Especially abundant was 
the culture of various kinds of miscellanies, which have survived in copies of precisely 
Moldavian or Wallachian origin. We may recall the discovery made by the Romani-
an Slavist Ion Iufu in the 1960s: when cataloguing Slavic manuscripts from the Dra
gomirna monastery in Moldavia, he formulated the concept regarding the Târnovo 
Reading Menaion in the ten-volume collection he designates as “Studion”1. A study of 
the copies made in Moldavia on the basis of medieval Bulgarian protographs demon-
strates that the full collection of so-called Reading Menaions was one of the most 
important achievements in the work of the Târnovo men of letters: Dan Zamfirescu 
figuratively calls the collection “the massif central of the general cultural terrain”2.

1  З. ЮФУ, За десеттомната колекция Студион (из архива на румънския изследвач Йон 
Юфу). Проучвания по случай Втория конгрес по балканистика, София 1970, “Studia Balkanica” 
2, 1970, pp. 299–343. 

2  D.  Zamfirescu, O  nouă viziune asupra istoriei culturii bulgare din secolele XIV–XVIII, 
ed. R. Vânturilor, Bucureşti 2013, p. 229.
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Our subject of description and analysis here is a collection of miscellaneous 
works preserved in the Library of the Romanian Academy in Bucharest. It was pre-
pared in a monastic environment and contains medieval works in various genres, 
but of a predominantly legal and anti-heretical orientation. They all served one 
purpose: to preserve and reproduce the supporting theses of Orthodoxy in the 
dogmatic, canonic and historical aspect. 

Following the traditional structural division of a collection into core and pe-
riphery, it may be expected that this type of literary monument implies the exist-
ence of a complex set of factors determining its composition: the choice of proto-
graphs by the compilers; a historical context influencing their combination; the 
role of the literary school or literary center as regards the dissemination of a spe-
cific type of production; the transcribers’ preferences and individual interventions. 
That is why, in the presentation that follows, we will present the full contents of the 
collection under study and will try to outline the cultural-historical context of its 
application. 

* * *

Manuscript BAR 636 is familiar to scholars; parts of it were published as early 
as a century ago, but so far it has not been the subject of comprehensive description 
except in the recently published third part of the Catalogue of the Slavic manu
scripts of the Library of Romanian Academy by P. P. Panaitescu and Z. Mihail3. But 
even that work is not quite full and precise. This manuscript has provoked interest 
because it contains transcriptions of Moldavian chronicular works. It was recently 
discussed in a monograph by A. Nikolov dealing with one of the most interesting 
texts within the collection: A Useful Tale about the Latins4.

Manuscript BAR 636 is a miscellany of 338 pages of sturdy and smooth paper 
bearing a watermark depicting a wild boar5. Paper watermarked with a filigreed 
boar was produced in Silesia and Austria; the paper used in this particular manu
script was made in Schweidnitz and was widely used in Moldavia at the end of 
the third and early fourth decade of the 16th century. It was later disseminated in 

3  P. P.  Panaitescu, Z.  Mihail, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-române şi slave din Biblioteca 
Academiei Române, vol. 3, partea I-A, Bucureşti 2018, pp. 43–47.

4  А. НИКОЛОВ, Повест полезна за латините. Паметник на средновековната славянска 
полемика срещу католицизма, София 2011.

5  A. Mareş, Filigranele hîrtiei întrebuinţate în ţările române în secolul al XVI-lea, No. 351, Bu-
cureşti 1987, p. 65. In the same manuscript, А. Mares discovered paper with filigrees of the type No. 
350–357.
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Transylvania and Maramureș as well6. It is important to our discussion that such 
paper was not used for copying purposes in Moldavia from the years 1527 to 1543. 
In fact, the date of the manuscript could be specified not only by the watermark 
on the paper but also by the note on f. 303v, which indicates the year 1557. This 
date is not inconsistent with the data as to the filigree. We may conclude that the 
manuscript was completed on 9 August 1557, at the time of the Moldavian ruler 
Alexandru Lăpușneanu (1552–1561 and 1564–1568) and the Metropolitan Bishop 
of Suceava Gregory II, and written by Hierodeacon Hilarion, a disciple of this met-
ropolitan bishop, most probably in the Neamț Monastery. 

The size of the pages is 160/200 mm (4°), and of the text area, 100–110/160 mm, 
with 20 lines per page. The script is a legible, fine, large semi-uncial. The text is 
written in black ink, and in red for the headings, initial letters, the numbers of 
the rules and other signaling elements. The main body of the book was written by 
a single copyist; the text that runs from the Mount Athos typikon (f. 320r) almost 
to the end was written in another hand in a smaller semi-uncial font. We find the 
handwriting of a third copyist in the small textual segment on ff. 337v–338r. We 
may suppose the quill was changed several times (see ff. 24r, 180v, 220v, 272r and 
others). There is an obvious mixture of handwritings and times of writing in the 
marginal notes (ff. 207v, 220r, 303v). 

The manuscript has no original foliation. The numeration of the sheets is stamped 
on them and separately marked with a pencil, the two numerations being different 
from the very beginning of the book: that written in pencil does not include the first 
sheet, which is glued to the inner side of the binding cover. In the present description, 
we will use the stamped numeration, although f. 1 is not part of the book sections. The 
gatherings (tetrads) are numbered according to the traditional Cyrillic system (the first 
one, at f. 2, has the number а). The tetrads contain eight sheets each. The last numbered 
tetrad is ли, which ends at f. 319v. There is no numeration after that. 

The orthography of the main copyist complies with the norm known in schol-
arly literature as “Târnovo orthography”, which was established in Târnovo in the 
pre-Euthymian age and by Patriarch Euthymius himself. It was disseminated in 
Bulgarian literature in the 13th–14th century, and after the fall of Bulgaria under 
Ottoman rule, it became a prestigious literary norm for manuscripts created in 
Wallachia and Moldavia. Its basic characteristic traits in BAR 636 are: 

 – The use of two signs for the nasals, with a complete absence of signs for 
the iotated nasals. For instance: хотѧи дшѫ оистити f. 58r, да ѿлѫѧт сѧ 76r, ѿ 
ѧꙁыкь, бѫдеⷮ f. 77r, плѧсати f. 93r; the consecutive writing of graphemes for the 
nasals of the reflexive particle сѧ and the oppositional conjunction нѫ.

6  Ibidem, рp. XXIX, XXXVI.
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 – The rule of combining two nasals in contact position one after the other 
always in the sequence ѫѧ: дрѹгѫѧ поимеⷮ f. 62v, на пагѹбѫ тѣлеснѫѧ f. 63r, 
таковѫѧ f. 93v, на пасхѫ великѫѧ f. 173v. 

 – Traces of non-systemic mixing of nasal signs together with their etymolog-
ical use: тъіѧ f. 26r, въ ѫꙅы (from ѩꙅа ‘illness, suffering’), слѹжѫи f. 88r, съ 
неѫ f. 126r, ѿ прикиѫ f. 135, пощѫдѣти f. 136r, кромѣ великыꙛ нѫждѫ f. 137v. In 
connection with the prevalently etymological use of nasal signs, we will note that 
there are very rare cases of substitution of the nasals by a reflex that is untypical 
for the manuscript, as for instance съꙗꙁь < съѫꙁъ ‘chains; a transitive connection 
between people’ on f. 139r.

 – Two signs for the “ier” (ъ and ь) vowels, where overall the etymological 
distribution of the prefixes and prepositions is generally preserved, but they are 
interchangeable at the end of the word. Here are some examples from a single page, 
f. 137r: раꙁѹмомъ, съвръшени въꙁрастомь, да вѣꙁмѫⷮ, потаить, рееть, творить, 
бѫдѫтъ, ѹдъ. A paerchik sign is also used for the omitted “er” or the latter is not 
marked at all.

 – The “eri” (ы) sign is always written as ы and stands at its etymological place 
or is substituted by и: прѣбываеⷮ f. 93v, присыненикъ f. 126r, съкрыеть f. 127r, 
иꙁыти f. 136v, рыбы, сыра f. 174r etc.

 – The etymological use of the “yat” vowel; in many cases, it stands after the 
consonants л, н, р which indicates compliance with an archaic model: скѡтнѣго 
f. 64v, родителѣ f. 95v, раꙁдѣлѣѫт f. 119r, мала лелѣ f. 125v, црѣ f. 137v, ближнѣго 
f. 147r, ѿганѣти f. 170v, въ ꙁемлѣ f. 264v, ѹправлѣеть f. 265r, etc.

 – With regard to the consonants, it is worth noting the successive reflex of 
the groups шт, жд without exception, and the presence of a sign for the affricate 
dz (ѕ) used more frequently. By these features, the manuscript of the basic text 
justifies the expectation that the Bulgarian literary tradition was applied in Mol-
davia after the fall of the Second Bulgarian Empire under Ottoman rule. However, 
the orthographical data are not a  direct consequence of the nature of the used 
protographs but rather prove the long-known fact that the Târnovo orthographic 
norms were in use in the literary production of the Moldavian principality in the 
16th century. It is noteworthy that the manuscript shows no signs of Serbian lin-
guistic influence typical for the literary monuments originating in Walachia in that 
same period. 

The binding is made of skin, and has wooden boards. It is in bad condition. 
There are remnants of book locks. The front and back cover have geometrical 
vegetal decoration on the skin. On the front cover, there is a stamped depiction 
of the Council of the Holy Apostles and the descent of the Holy Ghost above 
them. 



17

Part One. The Slavic Manuscript BAR Ms. Slav. 636…

Decoration: some of the initial letters are written calligraphically, and the ba-
sic marginal notes are placed within decorated borders. There is a particular deco-
ration above the heading in several places: 

 – f. 1r – a later interlacing frame drawn in black and red ink. Above it, there 
is a cross, encircled by the inscription ІС ХС НИ КА.

 – f. 2r – above the heading, there is a multi-colored interlacing design. 
 – f. 24r – interlacing design above the title and an interlaced initial А.
 – f. 320r – a multi-colored interlacing decoration above the title, with, above 

it, a cross encircled by the sign ІС ХС НИ КА. 

1. The contents of the manuscript

1. f. 2r – Nomocanon. 
Прⷣѣсло́вїе покаа́нїю прави́ло стхъ ѿцъ събѡ́рныхъ. въсеи́ въселе́нѣи.
Beginning – Подо́баетъ быти а͗рхїе͗р҄ею съмы́сльнꙋ...
The first written text on f. 2r is entitled Прⷣѣсло́вїе покаа́́нїю прави́ло стхъ ѿцъ 

събѡ́рныхъ въсеи́ въселе́нѣи. This first rubric includes many short texts, such as 
a credo, norms for the fasts, and separate rules. There is an interesting text, in im-
perative form, which gives prescriptions as to how it befits a Christian to live; it is 
on f. 11v under the heading ѿ а͗плⷭкыхь ѹ͗ставь како подѡ́баеть жи́ти хрⷭтїа́нинꙋ. It 
elaborates and expands the topic of God’s Ten Commandments, and has a strong 
moralizing strain, as evident in the following excerpt: Ꙁаконода́вцꙋ Мѡѵ̈сеꙋ ре́кшѹ 
ілтѡⷨ̑. сѐ даⷯ прѣⷣ лцемь вашмь пѫ́ть ж́ꙁн ͗ пѫ́ть съмрьт. ͗ потомь ꙁбер̀ 
полеꙁное. да ж́вь бѫ́деш. It includes an explanation of the mode of calculating the 
day of the Pascha in the following brief paschalia (ff. 16v–17r): Пасхалі́а о͗брѣ́тена 
на пръ́стен клеопа́трнѣ. въⷣнега̀ о͗снѡва́нїа пола́гаахѫⷭ̑ стлъ́па кѡⷩ̑станті́на 
блгочьст́ваго. Съмотр̀ ѡⷦ̑то́врї мⷭ̑ц коⷣга еⷭ̑ ді, ͗ ѿ то́го дне ѡ͗ктоврїева съчьт̀ 
рпв дн. ͗ тѹ̏ обрѧщеш непогрѣ́шено днь стыѫ па́схы  

 – f. 18r – скаꙁа́нїе кра́тцѣ кни́ѕѣ се́и. Content of the Nomocanon.
 – f. 24r – Пра́вило стыⷯ а͗пⷭ҇ль. и͗ стхь ꙁ събѡ́рѡвь . и͗ иныⷯ стхь ѿць. въсѣ́мь 

члкѡⷨ на въсѣкѫ потрѣбѫ ꙁаповѣⷣ  раꙁлиⷱныⷾ 
Beginning – Аꙁъ Пе́тръ и͗ ⷭ ꙸ Па́влѡⷨ, а͗пⷭ҇лы хви.

 – f. 28r – о͗ кнѧ́ѕеⷯ . и͗ о͗ тⷯѣ́ (f. 28v) иже поⷣ вла́стїѫ иⷯ. и͗ о͗ ра́бѣⷯ пове́лѣнїе 
ꙁаповѣди бжїи :

 – f. 35r – о͗ рѡ́дителеⷯ и͗ о͗ чѧ́дѣⷯ правило 
 – f. 40v – і͗ѡ͗а́нна мни́ха, чѧ́да вели́каго васи́лїа. и͗же нарече́нь быⷭ҇ чѧ́до 

послѹша́нїа. о͗ и͗сповѣ́данїи таи́ныⷯ грѣхѡⷡ ́ по҆че́нїе ѡцеⷨ дхѡвныⷨ.
 – f. 54v – о͗ цркви и͗ о͗ стѣмь причѧще́нїи
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 – f. 56r – о͗ по́стѣⷯ вели́кыⷯ же и͗ ма́лыхь : 
 – f. 60r – ꙁапѡвѣ́ди ѡ͗ ѹ҆бїи́стьвныⷯ грѣ́сѣⷯ 
 – f. 66r – стхь а͗пⷭ҇лъ ꙁапѡ́вѣди, о͗ съꙁⷣа́ни цркѡ́внѣмⸯ : 
 – f. 67v – пра́вило о͗ вѣ́рѹѫщїиⷯ въ га́ди и͗ ѕвѣ́рѧ. и͗ ча́сѡвы имꙛщиⷯ. и дни, 

ѡвы ꙁли̏. ѡвы же дѡ́бри. и͗ о͗ иныхь непѡⷣбⷪныⷯ 
 – f. 68r – о͗ малакїи 
 – f. 70v – ꙁапѡ́вѣди о͗ мръ́цинахь  
 – f. 103r – ѿ пра́виль събѡ́ра а͗нтїохі́искаго 
 – f. 119r – Пакы̀ с҄е ꙁа́повѣⷣї ины ѡ͗ ꙁа́кѡныⷯ кни́гь. ѡ͗ сърѡⷣстви и͗ о͗ ꙁапрѣще́ныиⷯ 

бра́цѣⷯ. и͗ о͗ рꙁⷶли́чныⷯ степе́ниⷯ рѡ́да. ихже поⷣбаеⷮ блюсти ѿ стго крще́нїа и͗ ѿ е͗же по 
плъти кръве. въкⷹпѣ же и͗ о͗ бра́чныⷯ рѡжⷣа́кѡⷯ : 

 – f. 153r – а͗ с҄е пакы̀ о͗ и͗нѡ́кѡⷨ и і͗ер҄ееⷯ прѡчѧѧ же гла́вы смѣреномѫ́ ⷣрїи. 
повелѣ́нїа стхь ѿцъ тиї. о͗ приклю́чаѫщих сѧ въ и͗но́кѡⷯ і͗е͗р҄ееⷯ. и͗ иже поⷣ ѡ͗бла́стїѧ 
сѫщїиⷯ . и͗ о͗ раꙁли́чныⷯ съгрѣше́нїиⷯ. поѹ҆ченїе дшеполе́ꙁно. трѣ́бѹѫщїимь пастирѣ 
на кїиждо грⷯѣ́. и͗ꙁлѡ́жены на о͗чи́щенїе. и͗ ꙁрⷣавїю полѹ́ченїе  

 – f. 176r – степе́ни рѡⷣс́твѡⷨ. и͗ ѡ͗ бра́цѣ ꙁа́кѡнномь. и͗ о͗ е͗же беꙁ ꙁакѡ́на 
поса́гаѫщимь. и͗ о͗ раꙁли́чи сърѡⷣс́тва е͗же ѿ кръ́ве и͗ ѿ плъ́ти. и͗де́же поⷣб́аеть бра́кь 
сътво́рити. и͗ и͗де́же не поⷣба́еть. и͗ и͗де́же доⷭ҇иⷮ҇ ли́це коѐ ли́бо приве́сти на брⷦ҇а́ и͗ коѐ не 
привести. и͗ кото́раа͗ въꙁбра́нѣеть ꙁа́кѡнъ, и͗ котѡ́рыиⷯ не въꙁбранѣеть. и͗ котѡ́рыиⷯ 
расѫ́ждаеть :. As it follows the table of contents preceding the Nomocanon, 
this text should be the last in it. Here we will include the next two, which usually 
accompany it in the copies. 

 – f. 180r – о͗ пра́ꙁникѡⷯ и͗ пѡ́стѣⷯ и͗ кѡлѣ́нопрѣклѡне́ниⷯ въꙁбране́ниⷯ и͗лѝ 
повелѣныиⷯ быва́ти. 

 – f. 181v – ѿ ꙁаповѣде́ стхъ а҆плⷭ҇ъ :. Coming under this rubric are a few 
more small fragments of miscellaneous content: separate rules of Sabbaths or Fa-
thers of the Church; excerpts from vitae of St. Nicholas and St. Pachomius; a read-
ing from the Lapsaik, etc. 

 – f. 188r – и͗ꙁложе́нїе о͗ правослⷶв́нѣ вѣ́рѣ. и͗ о͗ стѣи и͗ животво́рѧщо и͗ 
е͗диносѫ́щнѣ и͗ нераꙁдѣли́мѣи трⷪ҇ци. 

 – f. 194r – ҆ꙁложе́нїе дрꙋ́гое ѿ і҆ѹ҆стнїа́на ҆ꙁло́жено саⷨдръ́жцⷶ : The text 
ends on f. 196r around the middle of the page, of which the second half is empty.

2. f. 196v – the beginning of a new text without a heading: a dogmatic defini-
tion related to the Holy Trinity. 

Beginning – Црь вѣкѡⷨ ́ творецъ нбѹ и͗ ꙁе́мли. морю же и͗ въсе́и въсе́ленѣи. 
The end of this text is on f. 206r, and the rest of the page is empty.

3. f. 206v – the first patriarchs of Jerusalem. There is no original title – the title 
was added in red ink at a later date and by the same hand that wrote the marginal 
notes. In the margin, there is an added note regarding the patriarch Narcissus; the 
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note is written on five lines in red ink, probably by the main copyist Hierodeacon 
Hilarion: ꙗⷦ҇ бы́ти наⷬки́сⷹ .л томⷹ ѿ спⷭ҇и́теⷧ҇/ныѧ срⷮтⷭ҇и. бѣ̋ бѡ̀ лѣтѡⷨ рҁ ти́ ⷨ : (=106).

4. f. 207r – Скаꙁа́нїе стхь въселе́нскыⷯ се́дмь събѡ́рѣⷯ. A tale of the seven ecu-
menical councils. 

5. f. 220r – a chronicle note. The text is known and was published by Ioan 
Bogdan7. 

Beginning – в  лтѡ́ ҂ѕцѯа (6961=1453) бѣ̏ а͗рхїе͗пⷭ҇кпь кѵⷬ҇ їѡси ѿ нѣмеⷱ҇скаⷢ҇ 
монастирѣ..

6. f. 220v – Moldavian chronicle published by I. Bogdan8.
Beginning/Title – хрⷭ҇тїанстїи црїе а съборъ.
7. f. 226r – Патрїа́рси ѿ а събѡⷬ ҇ въ кѡⷩ҇стаⷩтіⷩ҇а граⷣ. A tale and list of the arch-

bishops of Constantinople and the ecumenical patriarchs from Mitrophanes (306–
314) to Philotheus Kokkinos (1354–1355, 1364–1376). The text was not published 
by Ioan Bogdan and remains unpublished to date. We present it in its entirety, and 
with an accompanying study, in the section on the historical texts in the manu-
script. 

8. f. 228r – marginal note (see the respective place!).
9. f. 228v – encyclical epistle of the patriarchs of Alexandria, Antioch and 

Jerusalem concerning the Council of Florence (April 1443). The text is written in 
black ink; the title and some of the initials are in red ink. In the outer corner of 
the page, below, on the left, there is a calculation of the year, written in the 19th or 
20th century: 

6951
5508
1443
This refers to the month of April 6951 since the creation of the world, which 

corresponds to April 1443 AD.
10. f. 232r – Повѣ́сть поле́ꙁнаа ѡ͗ лати́нѡⷯ когда̀ ѿлѫ́чишⷭ҇ѧ ѿ гръ́кь. и͗ ѿ стыⷽ 

бжїа цркве. и͗ како и͗ꙁѡ͗брѣ́тѡашѧ се́бѣ ереси е͗же ѡ͗прѣ́снѡчнаⷶ слѹ́жити. и͗ хꙋ́ла на 
стго дха . This is the Useful Tale about the Latins – a polemical anti-Latin work. 
As already pointed out, Angel Nikolov has made a comprehensive study on this 
text, together with a critical edition of the text; special attention is devoted to this 
particular copy9.

7  I. Bogdan, Cronice inedite atingăntoare la istoria romînilor, Bucureştĭ 1895, p. 96, translation 
on рp. 101–102. In Ioan Bogdan’s publication, the text of this note (or notes) is added to the chroni-
cle, which actually comes after it.

8  I. Bogdan, Cronice inedite, рp. 91–101 (text and translation). 
9  А. НИКОЛОВ, Повест полезна за латините. Паметник на средновековната славянска 

полемика срещу католицизма, София 2011, see particularly pp. 79–85.
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 – f. 254v – ѡ҆ фра́нѕѣⷯ . ҆ ѡ҆ прѡ́чⷯ лат́наⷯ . 
 – f. 260r – же въ стхъ ѡца на́шего н́кѡна. An excerpt from Nikon of the 

Black Mountain against the Latins.
 – f. 262v – на повѣⷭ҇ нк́фѡра калста. о҆ вⷱ҇е́рѣ хвѣⷯ ́ .

11. f. 263v – Сло́во ѡ͗ нѣмѣ́чьскѡⷨ прѣлъ́щени, ка́ко наѹчи гѫ́гнивыи Пе́тръ 
ереси . “A sermon against the German error, or How Peter Mongos taught the 
heresy” – a polemical anti-Latin work. 

12. f. 265r – Сло́во ѡца  на́шего ѳеѡⷣс́їа пещеⷬ ́скаго ͗гѹ́мена. къ ͗ꙁѧсла́вѹ 
кнѧ́ѕⷹ (added in the margin: о͗ ла́тнѡⷯ). The text is on a similar topic as the preced-
ing one and is a Russified variant of the history of Peter Mongos.

13. f. 272r –  ͗О ͗справле́н мⷶл́о вꙸ крⷮа́цѣе вѣрѣ. ͗ о͗ нꙁложен нечьст́выⷯ 
еретⷦ҇ . ͗ кы́ ѿ еретⷢ҇ ͗ ѿ кѫ́дѹ ꙗ͗в сѧ̀ . сълѹ́ч бо сѧ ѿ дне́ нѣ́кыⷯ събра́нїѹ 
се́мѹ бы́т ͗ глатⷭ҇ ѡ͗ сⷯ́  Added to this text are some erotapocritic fragments 
by St. Cyril of Alexandria.

14. f. 281v – Повѣда́нїе въ крⷮа́цѣ . како ͗ коего рад̀ дѣла ѿлѫ́чшⷭ҇ѧ ѿ наⷭ҇ 
ла́тне . ͗ ͗ꙁвръ́жен бы́шѧ ѿ пръвѣ́нца своего̀ ͗ ѿ кнї́гъ помѣ́нⷩыⷯ . ͗деже 
пшѫⷮ сѧ право /f. 282r – missing sheets/. In the left margin below the text, there 
is an indication written on 6 lines in red ink: михаила сигге́ла і͗е͗рлⷭ҇мскаго иꙁложенїе 
православнои вѣрѣ  

15. f. 282r – ...пнц . ѡв же бголю́бвї . ѡвⷤ нечьст́вї . ѡв же хрⷭ҇тїа́не . 
ѡв ѹбо сѫть дрѹ́ѕ . ѡв же бл́жнї . ѡв же неклю́чм . ѡв же въсѣ́чьскы 
ѿтѹ́жⷣен . ѡв же, аще ͗ не́мѡщн обаче съпрѡт́внц  The beginning is 
missing, due to missing sheets from the manuscript. What follows are fragments 
from dogmatic anti-heretical works by St. Athanasius of Alexandria, St. Anasta-
sius of Antioch, St. Cyril of Alexandria, St. Basil the Great, St. John Chrysostom, 
St. John Damascene, St. Gregory of Nyssa, St. Anastasius of Sinai. We present some 
of them with the titles. 

 – f. 282v – лѣствчнково
 – f. 282v – хрⷭ҇тї́нⷩ еⷭ҇ . вѣ́рѹѧ е͗д́нь бы́т бжⷭ҇тв҄о въ ра́внѣ вла́ст ѡца ͗ сна 

͗ стго дха . чрⷭ҇ѣреⷱ҇н́наа сла́ва еретгь еⷭ҇  
 – f. 284v – а͗наста́сїа патрїа́рха . блже́наго [бжїего?] гра́да вел́кыѧ а͗ндїѡхі́ѧ, 

͗ кѵ́рла а͗леѯа́нⷣръскаго, ͗ꙁлѡже́нїе въ кра́тцѣ о͗ вѣрѣ по въпроше́нїꙋ  
 – f. 287v – стго вас́лїа, ѿ сло́ва е͗же на арїа  е͗ѵномїа  
 – f. 287v – то́гожⷣе ѿ посла́нїа еже посла̀ къ братꙋ своемѹ, гргѡ́рїѹ е͗пⷭ҇пѹ 

н́ссїскомѹ . ѡ͗ раꙁⷣѣлен сѫ́щьства ͗ съста́ва •
 – f. 288r – Ꙁлатоѹстово, ѿ бе́сⷣѣ стго дха  
 – f. 289r – вел́кааго вас́лїа о͗ стѣмь дсѣ. 

The last rubric (ff. 302v–303r) concerns the continuity between the Old and 
New Testaments and seems to announce the Old Testament Apocrypha that follow.
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16. f. 303v – marginal note.
17. f. 304r – ꙗ͗вле́нїе ѡцѹ на́шемѹ а͗враа́мⷹ ѡ͗ ꙁа́вѣтѣ а͗рхꙇ̀стра́тгѡⷨ мхалѡⷨ 

 The Testament of Abraham.
18. f. 316r – ѹ͗ка́ꙁь ка́ко сътво́р гь браⷮство кръ́стное  This is a copy of part 

of Tale of the Tree of the Cross by Priest Jeremiah. F. 319v is empty. 
The latter two texts represent the apocryphal line of the manuscript. Their 

presence in this collection is justified by asserting the idea of salvation of souls by 
God’s judgement on people, which is related here to human justice on earth. 

19. f. 320r – ѿ събранїа ре́кше ѿ т́пка стыѫ гѡры̀ . праꙁнⷣц о͗ ра́ботѣ   
 A collective rubric, in which the highlights are a monthly list of remembrances 
of saints from Mount Athos and anti-heretical fragments against the Armenians, 
which, according to the text, are drawn from the rules of ecumenical patriarch 
St. Nicephorus. The main reason for this mention is the fact that the text basically 
deals with the Orthodox fasts and feasts, and hence refutes the Armenian Artsivur 
fast. 

20. f. 337r – о͗ млъчан͗ а͗вва̀ гргѡ́рїа сната. Only the title is written on 
this page. The text itself begins on f. 337v and continues to f. 338r, being written 
in a  different hand. Above it, in the margin, there is added: дѣанїа бгоѹгоⷣнаа, 
трѹпѣнїе.

Beginning – Пръ́вое оѵбо поⷣбаеⷮ млъча́лнкꙋ . ꙗкоⷤ о͗снованїе ͗мѣт.
The following sheets are empty or filled with marginal notes of a later date. 

2. Marginal notes and additions

1. On the back of the front cover, there is a note in Romanian, written on four 
lines and dating from the 19th or 20th century:

Pravila sfinţilor apostoli.
sec. XVI (şi XVIII) – 
(v. ff. 220, 228, 302v, 337 şi 337v).
Under this note, there is another, written on three lines:
чете ла́ꙁи
чеела че е͗ши фири́че де ѡм ⷧ 
таре чмь
Below, in a different hand, four lines in Romanian, in Cyrillic script: 
+ Тѡть ѡмл де спⷺ тьрв 
Сѡаре дака вине час ⷧ мѡа͗ре 
Тѡть ѡм ⷧ десть
      Тара́сїе де Ѳасоⷭ҇ 
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The marginal note indicates the name of the copyist: Tarasius of Thassos. This 
information allows us to draw some conclusions regarding the manuscript. It obvi-
ously had a turbulent history and traveled through different ethnic environments, 
as confirmed by other marginal notes and by the use of three alphabets (Cyrillic, 
Latin and Greek) in the notes. Such traveling of books can be considered part of 
the processes that created the shared religious-cultural environment of Southeast-
ern Europe. 

2. f. 1r – two illegible notes on the side and below the decoration. Top left side: 
illegible and cut off. The legible part is: тио грѣшніⷯ.

Below, under the interlacing frame (on a single line):
чине н съ ва лъса де тоате н ва пте пречепе пе дꙁⷨе ⷹ
3. f. 1v – a note on 13 lines, probably dating from the 19th century:
къте славе а къⷩ҇таⷮ Гедеѡⷩ҇ л  варлаⷨ 
съ съ щїе тоⷮ анме 
 нбⷭ҇ныⷷ чиноⷷ маръ 
 ꙗ͗ко доблѧ марѧ 
 стыѧ ѹдобренїе 
 въспрїими вифлемѧ бжїи митрополїи 
 по рождествѣ твое бгоневѣⷭ҇то влⷣчце 
 поѧⷮ хс петра ꙗкова іѡ͗ана 
 ꙗви сѧ коⷭ҇тантин црю 
 прпⷣбне ѿче бгоноее Ѳеоⷣсїе 
 прпⷣбне ѿче и͗ꙁыиде бежанїе иⷭ҇правеноⷨ 
 ино́къ множⷭ҇тва наставника 
 видⷤ елисаветⷴа кь две марїе. .
 ші ѡ͗҇ многоглаⷭ҇ница к тоатⷷ҇ славеле де бинⷷ҇ 
4. f. 5r – погы́бль еⷭ҇ (beside the text: са́мь погѹ́бѹль есть)
5. f. 10v – instruction written on four lines in red ink: еⷤ҇ нареⷱ҇ ́т сѧ чⷣѧⷶ ́ стго 

васи́лїа (beside the text: і͗ѡ҄а́ннь мнⷯи́ ѹ҆ченикь стго васи́лїа).
6. f. 26r – instruction on two lines, written in red ink: о͗ пра́ꙁницⷯѣ стхъ а͗п҇ⷭлъ 

(beside the text – и͗ стхь и͗ въсѐхва́лнⷯы а͗п҇ⷭлъ пе́тра и͗ па́вла . сиⷯ пра́ꙁнⷣикь съвръ́шати 
и͗ почи́тати).

7. f. 26v – a note on eight lines, written in red ink: не тъчі́ѧ мирѣнѡⷨ . н҄ѫ 
и͗нѡкѡⷨ въ псты́нѣⷯ праꙁновати и͗ почи́тати  (as far as to the text: въ сиⷯ ѹбо 
въсѣⷯ днеⷯ въ ниⷯ же пра́ꙁновати пове́лѣхѡⷨ въсѣко́мѹ хрⷭ҇тїа́нинѹ...).

8. f. 34r – addition/note on line 26, written in black ink. This seems to be an 
omission of the rule in the text: 

Дїа́кѡⷩ҇ въ ѹстнаⷯ о͗сквръ́нивыи сѧ да и͗ꙁвръ́же/т сѧ . что́же еⷭ҇  ⷣ сраⷨ ́ныи 
глетъ, а͗ще поло́жиⷮ глетъ въ ѹстнаⷯ же́нскаго сра́ма . и͗ быⷭ҇ ́ и͗стица́нїе . с҄е тлъ́кеⷮ 
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въ ѹстнаⷯ о͗сквръ́нивыи сѧ . а͗ꙁъ ѹбо не пишѫ . таⷤ и͗ вѣдыи ꙗ͗вѣ . съдѣа́выиⷤ҇ то̏, 
и͗ прїе́млѧи͗ съ бмъ и͗сповѣданїе . рассѫдиⷮ. 

It is located in the margin next to the following rules: “дїа́кѡнѹ же аще 
приключит сѧ сїе...” and “Іер҄еи аще блѫдить, да и͗ꙁвръжет сѧ. а͗ жена̀ е͗го̀ аще хо́щеⷮ 
о͗ста́вити е͗го̀ цѣло́мѫдрїа радѝ своего...” It seems the text of the note should be 
between them.

9. f. 53r – о͗ м҄ѫжьлѡ́жствѣ  (next to the text: Мѫжелѡ́жство же на три̏ 
чѧ́сти и͗ вещи быва́еⷮ...).

10. f. 59v – an addition to an omission in the text: василїе (next to: и͗ глеть се̏ 
т҄ъи͗ вели́кыи стыи). This refers to St. Basil the Great, whose name is omitted. 

11. f. 63r – an addition of 8 lines, written in black ink, except for the first 
letter, “a” in red: а  ѹ҆би́выи видѣль еⷭ҇ собо́ѫ. ка́ко и͗ꙁво́лиⷮ҇ си́це да ҆пасе́ть / 
се́бе : (next to the text about the murder: ви́дѣхѡⷨ же и͗ дрѹ́гое ѹ҆бїиство 
быва́ѫщее...). 

12. f. 69r – added three lines in red ink: е͗же еⷭ҇ па́че еⷭ҇ства (next to one of the 
subdivisions of о͗ малакїи. е͗ст же и͗ дрѹгыи грⷯѣ содѡⷨс́кы. е͗же съ же́ноѫ ле́жати, и͗ 
въ а͗фе́дрѡнь блѫ́дити. е͗же еⷭ҇ вели́ко беꙁакѡ́нїе). 

13. f. 78r – indication on two lines in red: о͗ прѣхо́жⷣенїи і͗ер҄еи  (it signals 
the text: і͗е͗р҄еи аще прѣи́деⷮ въ инѫ ꙁе́млѧ и͗лѝ въ инъ грⷣа́, и͗лѝ веⷭ҇ ́ тако́ва. да не 
ѡ͗ста́вѧть слѹ́жити).

14. f. 85r – addition/clarification in red: въ ꙁ днь (next to the text: аще ли 
жена̀ ро́диⷮ на стѫѧ па́схѫ, то̏ до сеⷣма́го дне да ѹ҆мы́ет сѧ водоѫ).

15. f. 85v – indication in the upper margin in red: прие͗мшиⷨ прѣжⷣе млтвѫ: 
 (placed under the text: аще і͗ер҄еи крⷭ҇ти́ть ко́го либо трети́цеѫ. да ѿлѫ́чит сѧ ѿ 
і͗ер҄еиства).

16. f. 86r – added in black ink: и͗ о͗пїеⷮ сѧ (next to the text: і͗ер҄еи аще неслѹ́жить 
литѹргі́ѫ и͗лѝ дїа́кѡнь. н҄ѫ та́ко о͗бьꙗсть сѧ и͗ о͗блъ́вает сѧ). 

17. f. 101r – clarification written in black on two lines: нѫ дѧщиⷭ҇ ба радї (writ-
ten next to the text, that some monks, out of self-renunciation and heroism, have 
entirely given up drinking wine: та́ко прѣбы́ваѫⷮ подви́га ра́ди вели́каго и͗ до́браго, 
жела́ѧще ба ради).

18. f. 101v – праоⷣена (next to the text: събра̀ въ кѡнстанті́ни гра́дѣ. стаа и͗ 
правосла́внаа Ѳеѡⷣрⷪа црца).

19. f. 104v – two lines written in black ink: съ правослⷡ҇а́ными (next to the text: 
да причѧ́стит сѧ съвръше́ными хрⷭ҇тїа́нами...). 

20. f. 119v – clarification on one line, written in black ink: обѡиⷯ҇ сватѡⷡ҇ (to: еже 
ѿ бра́чнаго рѡжⷣдъства ꙁна́ѫщїи сѧ. сирѣчь сѹ́гѹбыⷯ сва́тѡвь). 

21. f. 121r – clarification on two lines, written in black ink: та́кожд и͗ браⷮ (next 
to the text: а дѣдь къ внѹ́кѹ вто́ромѹ сѫть степени). 
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22. f. 126r – clarification (substitution of word) on two lines in black: сь 
посⷣа́ницеѫ е͗го ̀ (next to the text: не мо́жеⷮ таковыи о͗сквръ́нити сѧ съ же́ноѫ 
о͗ца своего̀ нарⷱ҇е́наго. ни же съ паки́доѫ е͗го̀). 

23. f. 137r – clarification on one line using another word, written in black ink: 
посо́хѡⷨ, м ́(next to the text: да би́ѫⷮ҇ е͗го̀, м ⸯтимь тѡꙗ́гѡⷨ). 

24. f. 140v – clarification on one line in black ink, about the baptism of the 
newborn child that is in risk of dying: крще́но еⷭ ҇.

25. f. 142r – addition of one line in black ink: ѡ͗ста́вленїиⷯ (next to the text: 
жена̀ а͗ще повелиⷮ і͗е͗р҄еѹ о͗ литѹргїи е͗го̀). 

26. f. 150r – clarification/heading for the text (four lines) substituting another 
word: вражаѧ и͗лѝ идѣе къ вражаѫщимь (next to the text: і͗е͗р҄еи чары дѣ́ѧи и͗лѝ 
хо́дѧ къ чародѣ́емь. да и͗ꙁвръ́жет сѧ ѿ і͗е͗р҄еиства). 

27. f. 176v – clarification on one line in black ink, regarding kinship by match-
making: ѡбраꙁна (next to the text: имѧт же по съвъкѹпле́нїѹ раꙁли́чїа мнѡ́га 
нра́вна). 

28. f. 179r – clarification in black ink: жены мое͑ѫ (next to: жени ны́хми).
29. f. 202v – clarification regarding the Passion of Christ on two lines in black 

ink: ѡцтоⷨ и͗ жлъ́чїа напѡи́шѧ.
30. f. 204v – note on one line in red ink, regarding the pentarchy: е ́парⷮїа́рси.
31. f. 205r – the same and in the same sense: е  ́ парⷮїа́рсы.
32. f. 206v – addition, about Patriarch Narcissus of Jerusalem, to the text about 

the holders of this chair: ꙗⷦ҇ бы́ти наⷬки́сⷹ .л томⷹ ѿ спⷭ҇и́теⷧ҇ныѧ срⷮтⷭ҇и. бѣ̋ бѡ̀ лѣтѡⷨ рҁ 
ти ⷨ : (=106). The text about the patriarchs of Jerusalem is published in its en-
tirety further in this book.

33. f. 220r – a chronicle note written on 11 lines in black ink (initials in red), which 
is a chronicle about the principality of Moldavia. Published by I. Bogdan in 1895 year10.

Beginning – В лтѡ́ ҁцѯа бѣ̏ а͗рхїе͗пⷭ҇кпь кѵⷬ҇ їѡси ѿ нѣмеⷱ҇скаⷢ҇ монастирѣ
34. f. 220v – addition to the presentation of the Roman Christian emperors 

and the councils, on 12 lines, in black ink, of which only the initial C is in red: 
Скѡⷩ҇чаⷡ҇ сѧ веⷧ҇ ́кыи кѡⷩ҇станті́нь сы̏ лⷮѣ ѯе . и͗ ѡ͗ста́ви рⷮе ⷨ сновѡⷨ своиⷨ црⷭ҇тво . 

кѡ́сте. и͗ кѡⷩ҇стаⷩ҇ті́нⷹ. и͗ кѡⷩ҇стаⷩ҇тї иже црⷭ҇твѡвашѧ, лⷮѣ́ кд :
35. f. 221r – in black ink, across from the writing about Justinian II and the 

6th ecumenical council: втѡ́рицеѫ.
36. f. 221v – written on two lines in black ink: “Copronymus” is written in 

Greek letters, probably by a Greek, in order to clarify the incomprehensible word 
Gnoeimeniti (‘dung-named, named-crap’) in the text and to correct the number 24 
with 23: κωπρωνηм / лг лѣ ⷮ (next to the text: кѡнстаⷩ҇ті́нь гнѡ́и именитыи. лд лⷮѣ).

10  I. Bogdan, Cronice inedite, р. 96.
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37. f. 222v – ѱ҇ ма. Written next to the text about John Tzimiskes, but it is 
a correction of the number. 

Further below on the same page, written on three lines in black, across from 
Isaac Komnenos (і͗са́кїе и ҇): кѡ́мниⷩ҇ в лⷮѣ́ и͗мⷧ҇ъ, г ҇.

38. f. 223r – correction on one line, in red: васи́лиⷦ҇ їѡ҇ кⷣ҇ ́ (written above: іѡа́ннь 
багро̀рѡⷣны́и ҁі лⷮѣ).

39. f. 224r – indication/heading on two lines at the beginning of the presenta-
tion about Moldavia: ꙁа стран мѡⷧдаⷡскаѧ.

40. f. 226r – written in the margin across from the text about the 3rd and 4th 
ecumenical councils: Нестѡрїаⷤ҇ мръскаго. ѿ а͗нтїохїа бо сѫща. кѡⷩ҇стантинова же 
граⷣа стѡⷧ҇. не блгочьстивна върѫче на бывша .

41. f. 227r – two additions/corrections in the presentation about the ecumen-
ical patriarchs:

written across from the place where Patriarch Ignatius is mentioned11: еі 
лⷮѣ снь михаила црѣ. и͗ вн ⷦ҇ никифѡ́ра црѣ (the underlined text of the number 
and years is a correction, written in red ink, of the indicated 11 years in the text 
proper).

written across from the place where Patriarch Stephan is mentioned12: снь 
васи́лїа црѣ.

42. f. 228r – a long marginal note13, written in a different hand in black ink; 
only the invocation cross and the initial И are in red:

† Иꙁволенїемь ѡ͗ца  и͗ съ поспѣшенїеⷨ сна и͗ съврьшенїеⷨ стго дха . ра́ченїеⷨ 
бжтⷭ҇вныⷨ҇. распа́ле же дхѡⷡ҇ниⷨ҇. смѣренїе гри́горїе мирⷮополиⷮ сѹчаⷡ҇сскыи. же́лаѫ напаа́ти 
сѧ бжⷭ҇твнаго Кни́гѫ сїа̀ ре́кѡмаа пра́виⷧ҇ и͗ приплодїти кь стѡ́риц реⷱ҇нное, да́роватиⷭ҇ 
ѿ прѣмлⷭ҇тиваго га і͗ѵ ха. тѣмже потѫ́щатеⷧ҇нѡ и͗ꙁьѡ͗брѣте. и͗ и͗списаⷯ и͗ ѹ҆краси еи͗ 
по сеⷨ да́де ꙗ̏ по сьмрти свое͑и въ млбѫ се́бе и͗ па́меⷮ рѡдїтелеⷨ своиⷨ вь цркѡⷡ и͗деⷤ҇ еⷭ҇ 
храⷨ въꙁнеⷭ҇нїа га нашеⷢ҇ і͗ѵ ха въ ѡ͗бы́тѣли паⷩ҇досотра́ров14. а͗ ктѡ̀ поксиⷮ сѧ въꙁѧи 

11  On St. Ignatius, ecumenical patriarch (847–858, 867–877), see: Oxford Dictionary of Byzan-
tium, Oxford 1991, vol. II, col. 893–894; Prosopographie der Mittelbyzantinischen Zeit, Berlin–New 
York 2000, Bd. I/2, no. 2666, pp. 173–179; ВЛ. СТАНКОВИЋ, Цариградски патриаjарси и цареви 
Македонске династиjе, Београд 2003, p. 40 sq. et passim.

12  On Stephan I, ecumenical patriarch (886–893), son of the basileus Basil I, see: ВЛ. СТАНКОВИЋ, 
Цариградски патриаjарси и цареви Македонске династиjе, pp. 230–236.

13  The marginal note is published, together with the Romanian translation and cited literature 
in: Însemnări de pe manuscrise şi cărţi vechi din ţara Moldovei. Un corpus, eds. I. Caproşu, E. Chia-
buru, vol. I (1429–1750), Iaşi 2008, pp. 77–78. 

14  Sic! P. P. Panaitescu reads it as нандо съраровꙋ (P. P. Panaitescu, Catalogul Ms. Slave, vol. III, 
a type-written copy in the reading room for manuscripts of the Library of the Romanian Academy, 
р. 141). The word is translated as Pantocratorului. That is how it is printed in: Însemnări de pe man-
uscrise şi cărţi vechi din ţara Moldovei, vol. I, р. 78. It may be a mistaken form of “Pantocrator” or of 
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ꙗ̏ и͗лѝ и͗ꙁмѣнити и͗ про́дати иⷩ҇дѐ . а͗ к҇то да бдеⷮ проклеⷮ ѿ га ба сътвоⷬ҇шаго нбо и͗ 
ꙁѐ̀млѧ. и͗ ѿ тоⷢ҇ прчⷭ҇тї его мтре. и͗ ѿ д е͗ѵⷢ҇листи. и͗ ти҇ї стыⷯ ѿць иⷤ҇ въ никеѝ. и͗ ѿ нашеⷢ҇ 
смѣренїа да не бѫдеⷮ прощеⷩ҇ а͗миⷩ҇  / в лѿ ҂ꙁое (=7075=1567).

43. f. 243r – indication written in red: повѣсть (next to: ѡ͗ блъга́реⷯ).
44. f. 246r – сара́кыни. The designation сара́цины is present in the text, and we 

may ask who made the correction and why. Was it a Greek? Because this is a Greek 
pronunciation.

45. f. 248r – note in black ink: placed in brackets and crossed out: ꙁ прѣбине 
(ръ). 

46. f. 259r – a corrected number of the year of Constantine Monomachos and 
Patriarch Michael: the year written in the text: “в лтѡ ҁфнв” (= 6552) is corrected 
to: хѯг (= 663). This is probably a correction of the last two digits of the year. 

47. f. 265r – a note on two lines in red, next to the sermon of St. Theodosius 
of Pechora: о͗ ла́тинѡⷯ. 

48. f. 273v – note on four lines, written in black ink, referring to the uncreated 
nature of the Son: ѿ иⷤ҇ бѡ̀ сьвⷮо́реное, л́чьшее рожⷣенное.

49. ff. 275v–276r – indication about the kings under which the councils took 
place (only the first council, under Constantine, is on f. 275v, the rest are on f. 276r):

а ́ вели́кы кѡⷩ҇стаⷩті́нь 
в ́ Ѳеѡⷣсⷪїе вели́кы 
г ́Ѳеѡⷣсⷪїе ма́лыи
д́ Маркїана блгаго
е ́ і͗стїнїаⷩ҇ вели́кы
ҁ ́кѡⷩ҇стантⷩ҇і́ брадатыи
ꙁ ́́кѡⷩ҇стантⷩ҇і́ и͗ и͗ри́на мⷶти е͗го̀ 
50. f. 277v – a picture of a hand pointing a finger and an indication, written on 

three lines in red ink: сеⷤ҇ на вътѡрⷨѣ събѡрѣ. 
51. f. 278r – indication written on two lines in red ink: на рⷮе́тїеⷨ се̏ . 
52. f. 279r – note about the heretic Mament, written on nine lines in red ink: 

съ бо і͗ерⷭ҇лимлѣнъ рѡ́доⷨ быⷭ҇. дре́внїи е͗ретиⷦ҇ си́рѣⷱ прь́выи мамеⷩть сьлож сѧ пе́рси. 
53. f. 279v – a note next to the writing about the heretic Paul, a line in red ink: 

и͗ ве́щї. 
54. f. 280r – a note written in red next to the text about St. Cyril of Alexandria: 

о͗ тѣⷯжⷣе.
and shortly below, next to the writing about the Son and the Word: ѿ ꙁеⷣ о͗ 

хѣ ̀ . 

“Pantosotir”. On this question, see Е. Turdeanu, Le Sbornik dit ‘de Bisericani’: Fausse identité d’un 
manuscrit remarquable, “Revue des études slaves” 44. 1–4, 1965, pp. 37–40.
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55. f. 283r – two notes written in red:
next to the writing about Arius: о͗ том жⷣе арїе преꙁвѵ̈теⷬ сыи̏ а͗леѯа́нрⷣьскыѧ 

цркве. 
in the lower margin, under the writing about Eunomius: бѣ̏ е͗ѵнѡ́мїе гаⷧ҇лѣниⷩ҇ 

сыи̏, ки́ꙁик е͗пⷭ҇пь. го́рша ѕѣлѡ̀ ѿ арїа, непоⷣбна ѡц лаа́ше а сна :. 
56. f. 284r – written in red ink in the upper margin, concerning the birth of 

the Son from the Father: нерожⷣе́но    рожⷣе́но    и͗схо́дно. 
57. f. 287r – note written in red on six lines, regarding the Holy Trinity: еⷭ҇ствоⷨ 

бѡ̀ трⷪ҇ца а͗ не ли́ци, глеⷨ. и͗ е͗диносѫщьство. 
58. f. 289r – in black ink, next to St. Basil’s writing on the Holy Ghost: ἀθανάсїе. 

The note may have been written by a Greek; in the manuscript there are other such 
notes written in the two alphabets.

59. f. 289v – a note, next to the text about controversy with the Montanists, 
written on five lines in black ink: бь сьꙁⷣавь члка прⷭ҇ъ́ въꙁеⷨ ѿ ꙁемлѧ и͗ ѡбраꙁоⷨ своиⷨ 
по́чⷮь е͗го̀ . 

60. f. 292r – a note on two lines, written in black ink, next to the text about 
understanding God: и͗ снь не бы́ваеⷮ. 

61. f. 294v – a hard-to-read note, written in red next to the text concerning 
Epiphanius of Cyprus: покры́в гнїѫ́ бжⷭ҇твъ и͗ пакы̀ не о͗пиеⷭ҇ нап же сѧт. 

62. f. 301r – indication on four lines, in red ink: до ꙁⷣѐ бѡ͗ кѡнеⷰ҇ ́ бгосло́/вїѹ. 
63. f. 301v – note in red ink: гдъ прⷪ҇ркь .
64. f. 303v – a  large marginal note-colophon, written by the copyist of the 

manuscript in a legible short hand in black ink, with only three initials in red. It 
is framed in a red border with modest ornamentation. Below, to the right, next to 
the number of the tetrad, which ends with – 36 (лѕ) – a hand from the 19th or 20th 
century has calculated the year of the date in the note:

7065
5508
1557
The text of the marginal note15:
͗Иꙁволе́нїе ⷨ ѡца . и͗ съ поспѣше́нїе ⷨ сна . и͗ съвръше́нїе ⷨ҇ стго дха . начѧⷭ҇ сїа̀ 

кни́га на имѧ правила стыⷯ апⷭ҇ль. и͗ съврьшиⷭ҇ повелѣнїе ⷨ҇ и͗ даа́нїе ҇ⷨ прѣѡ͗сщеннаⷢ҇ 
мирⷮопо́лита сѹчаⷡ҇скаⷢ҇ кѵⷬ҇ григѡ́рїа . еже и͗ нѣме҇скаⷢ҇ ꙁовеⷮ сѧ ⸱ и͗ да́де ꙗ̏ въ монастыⷬ҇ 
и͗деⷤ храⷨ еⷭ҇ въꙁнⷭ҇енїе га ба и͗ спса на́шеⷢ҇ і͗ѵ ха̀ . да бѫдеⷮ е͗мⷹ въ вѣкы̀ вѣка́ па́мѧⷮ . а͗ 
кто̀ раꙁориⷮ на́ша даа́нїа беꙁ наⷲ҇ блⷭ҇ве́нїа, да бѫдеⷮ проклѧⷮ ѿ спⷭ҇са на́шего і͗ѵ ха̀, и͗ ѿ 
прчⷭ҇таа еⷢ҇ мтрь . и͗ ѿ вⸯсѣх стыⷯ . и͗ и͗списа́ сѧ рѫ́коѫ е͗родїа́кона і͗е͑ларїѡ́на, ҆чени́ка 

15  The colophon was published, together with the Romanian translation, and cited literature, 
in: Însemnări de pe manuscrise şi cărţi vechi din ţara Moldovei, vol. I, p. 72.
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то́гожⷣе мирⷮополи́та . въ дни а͗леѯаⷩ҇дра вое́/вⷣоⷶ . в лто ҂ꙁѯе (7065 СМ = 1557 Р. Хр.) 
мⷭ҇ца аⷡ҇ ѳ (или е).

65. f. 327v – an indication written on two lines in black ink next to the text 
about how the impious Armenians fast: о͗ а͗рмѣ́нѣхь ⁖ 

66. f. 333v – note on the side of the sheet, written in a later hand, in black ink:
Пиⷭ҇ аꙁ мно͗гѡ͗грѣнⷲы / і͗ереи  ͗Іѡреⷭ҇ть – there follows something resembling a sig-

nature лѣ ҂ꙁсѯе аⷡ҇ : л ѿ ꙗсⷶхь.
7265  Aug. 30
5508
1757
67. f. 338r – later note: и͗лѝ прѣдѣли дѣанїѡⷨ радї часѡⷡ. 
Below, in the same hand, in Greek and Cyrillic letters – фи́лофеѡⷭ҇ ́ ді́аконѡⷭ҇ ́. 
On the side, a note dating from the 18th century, by the monk Iorest, written 

in mixed Latin and Cyrillic letters:
İORÉST – еpmonа͗ь́/ ҂ꙁсѯе аⷡ҇ л ѿ ꙗсⷶ҇хь 
Below, calculation of the year:
7265 Aug. 30 
5508
1757
68. f. 338v – note written in Romanian, in Cyrillic script:
Правла ачаⷭ҇тѫ ѧ҇ⷭе҇ а свиⷩтеⸯ мъⷩ҇стирі нїаⷨц ⷧ҇ ші фїинⷣ стрикатъ ші деⷭ҇легатъ ѡ͗ аⷨ 

легатъ еⷹ смерені Іѡн [лѣⷮ ҂ꙁскд] (7224 = 1716/7). The term “humble” is usually used 
by a metropolitan bishop in reference to himself, but we cannot say with certainty 
that the reference here is to a metropolitan.

69. f. 339r – several later notes in Romanian, in Cyrillic script:
† Доⷨне милещи не пеⷩрⷮѹ рга стли маⷬ҇ко ші а͗ ттроⷬ сфиⷩ҇цілоⷬ тъⷹ (written 

on two lines).
ѧ͗ щїиⷩць съ фїе къ ѧ͗тр  ⷩ аⷩ сьⷩ ⷮ҇ ча́сри ҂арѯв ꙗⷬ мин́те съⷮ҇ ҂с҂м҂ѳѱк (calcu-

lation of the hours and minutes in the year) “In ştiinţă să fie că întru un an sânt 
ceasuri 1162?, iar minute sînt 249 720” (f. 339).

70. f. 339v – two writings, of a later date and in Romanian, in Cyrillic script: 
one of them is a list on 11 line, and under it is a one-line note.

71. The back of the back cover. There are several spoiled notes, which are il-
legible. In addition:

Чине н съ ва лъса̀ де то́ате, а͗ причепе пе Дмнеꙁе, н́ поате то́ть ѡм ⷧ 
Чиⷩ҇стите (written vertically)
Са́рѣ де а͗ть пеⷩтр а͗чѣ́ѧ десабате 




