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1. Introduction 

For reasons of methodology, we shall distinguish two periods in liturgical theology as regards 
the understanding of symbolism and reality in the Liturgy. The first period goes up to the 
iconoclast controversy, with St Maximus the Confessor as its supreme representative; the 
second period is from iconoclasm to the present day. 

We need to distinguish these two periods because, as we shall see, after the iconoclast 
controversy the understanding of the rites performed in the Divine Liturgy changes to a great 
degree. Up to the time of iconoclasm, what is important in the Liturgy is what the faithful 
(clergy and laity) are all doing together. Interpretation and understanding of the Liturgy in 
this period is based on the rites per se, and these are rites performed by all, not just by the 
clergy. The Divine Liturgy is an action: it does not 'symbolise' something, it is something. It 
is an act of Communion of the Faithful, with each other and with God; a communion which is 
a foretaste of the Kingdom of God. 

In the second period, however, there develops a form of allegory or symbolism which 
basically has to do with what the priest does. In this period, what matters is not what the 
faithful and clergy do together as a whole, but what the priest does in front of the faithful, and 
every one of the priest's actions symbolises something. In other words, the Liturgy is 
understood as a kind of drama, in which the faithful watch a representation of the life of 
Christ performed by the clergy. [2] This change in the understanding of the Liturgy gave rise 
to a change in the rites as well. Parts of the Liturgy which did not fit in with this 
representational symbolism fell into disuse or were modified so as to conform to the 
prevailing system of symbolism. 

Let us look in more detail at the characteristics of these two periods, [з] 

First period 
In the first period, the Divine Liturgy is understood as an act of communion of the faithful 
with each other and with God, and this communion is a foretaste and surety of the communion 
of the faithful with each other and with God in his Kingdom. [£] 

In this period, there is really no such thing as symbolism, even though the term 'symbol' is 
used extensively. The terms 'symbol', or, better, 'type' and 'image', are used solely for the 
reason that this 'communion' in the Divine Liturgy is not complete, but is a foretaste of the 
'communion' in the Kingdom of God. This relationship between the Liturgy and the Kingdom 
of God is expressed perfectly in the words that St John of Damascus puts into our mouth in 
the ninth ode of the Easter Kanon: 



Pavlos Koumarianos 2 

О Christ, great and most holy Passover; О Wisdom and 
Word and Power of God, grant us to partake of thee 
more perfectly [ektypoteron] 

i. The Eucharist as communion 
In the case where the Eucharist is understood as communion, the rites performed in the 
Liturgy form stages in achieving this communion, which is accomplished and evolves 
gradually through particular acts of communion. The Liturgy starts off as a gathering which is 
to end up as communion and union. 

More specifically, the liturgy begins with the gathering of the faithful with their shepherd in 
one place at the same time. The assembly of the faithful 'in one place' (epi to auto) is the 
fundamental precondition for communion, which will gradually be built up among the faithful 
and between them and God in the course of the Liturgy. 

After this initial act of the gathering of the People of God under the bishop and presbyters, 
there follow the readings. The faithful hear the readings together, and together they express 
their obedience to the will of God, whereas the catechumens are dismissed since they have 
not definitively declared their obedience to the divine will through Baptism. In this way, the 
Synaxis is not just any assembly, but the gathering of the People of God. Later on, as the 
Liturgy is celebrated, the gathering will become Communion and Union. 

In order for the Eucharist to be celebrated, the gifts of the faithful are placed on the Holy 
Table. They will be offered to God in the Anaphora. 

An essential precondition for communion with God, however, is love and communion 
among the faithful themselves, This is why the Anaphora is preceded by the Kiss of Peace, as 
a confession of the love of the faithful for each other. The gathering, then, has become a 
communion of love. 

After the Kiss of Peace, the communion of love among the faithful advances to the stage of 
the Anaphora, the offering of the Eucharist. What happens at the Anaphora? Is the Anaphora a 
form of communion? 

At the Anaphora, the faithful acknowledge God as the cause and fount of their being. They 
acknowledge that all things that 'are' have their being as a gift, a gift of the absolutely free 
love of God, since he by his will alone brought all things from nonexistence into being. [5] In 
total gratitude, therefore, they sing the triumphal hymn, thus uniting their voices with the 
voices of the angels in giving thanks and glory to the Creator. In this eucharistic thanksgiving, 
besides angels and men the material world also takes part by the hand of man, since it is 
elements of the material world, bread and wine, which are offered as particular eucharistic 
gifts. Thus the whole of creation participates in the Eucharist, The material and spiritual 
worlds glorify God. The Anaphora, then, is an act of communion, The entire creation is united 
through man in an act of thanksgiving and praise to God: 'with one mouth and one heart' it 
glorifies God and refers its existence back to him. 

But the Anaphora is an act of communion for another reason too: the offering of the 
Eucharist is not accomplished by creation through its own powers, but through the grace and 
operation of the Holy Spirit, inasmuch as 'empowered by him, every creature endowed with 
reason and intelligence worships [the Father] and offers up to him the everlasting hymn of 
praise' (cf. Anaphora of St Basil). This relationship of referring one's being to Another, to the 
Father, is nothing other than Christ's mode of existence, and only through Christ can it be 
accomplished. The whole of creation, then, in the Holy Spirit, offers and refers itself through 



Pavlos Koumarianos 3 

Christ to God the Father. After this, the Lord's Prayer which follows is the natural 
consummation and seal upon the Holy Anaphora. 

The communion of the faithful with one another and with God receives its culmination, its 
seal and its completion in the reception of Holy Communion. 

ii. The Eucharist as an anticipation of the Last Things 

As we have said, all this forms a foretaste of communion with each other and with God in his 
Kingdom. This truth is formulated with clarity and summary fullness by St Maximus the 
Confessor. According to St Maximus, the eschatological character of the Liturgy is 
demonstrated right from the beginning, at the opening of the Liturgy when the bishop and 
presbyters go up to the synthronon [the raised seats behind the altar], an action which images 
the enthronement of the Lord at the Father's right hand, bringing human nature with him. [б] 
After that, the Gospel reading 'indicates the end of the world'. [7] The dismissal of the 
catechumens images the future judgement,[8 ] The beginning of the Liturgy of the Faithful 
images in advance the entry of those who are worthy into the bridal chamber of Christ [9]. 
The kiss of peace 'prefigures and portrays the concord and unanimity and identity of mind 
that all will leave with each other in faith and love at the time when the ineffable good Things 
are revealed, through which those who are worthy receive intimate familiarity with the Word 
of God'. [10] The Offering of the Eucharist is performed as an expression of the gratitude of 
the just for the divine gifts they enjoy in the Kingdom of God.[ll] The triumphal hymn 
'indicates that union and equality of honour with the bodiless and intelligible powers which 
will be manifest in the future'.[l 21 The Lord's Prayer 'is the symbol of the real and living 
adoption which will be given by the gift and grace of the Holy Spirit'. [13] Finally, the 
reception of Holy Communion 'indicates the adoption which through the goodness of our God 
will come about in every way upon all who are worthy, the union and intimacy and divine 
likeness and deification'. [14J 

This dialectical relationship of the Eucharist with the Kingdom of God is expressed very 
clearly in the following text of St Maximus: 

As we believe that we have participated in the gifts of the 
Holy Spirit here, in the present life, through the grace 
which is by faith, so we believe that we shall take * , * 
possession of these gifts in the age to come in truth, 
really and in actual fact, according to the unfailing hope of 
our faith and the sure and inviolable promise of him who 
gave us this promise. Having kept the commandments 
according to our ability, [we shall receive these gifts,] 
moving/rowi the grace which is by faith to grace by 
sight, as our God and Saviour Jesus Christ transforms us 
to be like himself, by taking away the characteristics of 
corruption which are in us and bestowing on us the 
archetypal mysteries which have been shown to us in 
some measure here through sensible symbols.[15J 
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Second period 
Later, as we have said, we see the introduction of a form of theatrical symbolism which 
regards the Liturgy as a representation of the life of Christ, i.e. a repetition of events in the 
historical past. [ 16] According to this allegorical interpretation, the parts of the Liturgy are 
understood as follows: The Prothesis symbolises the birth of Christ. The Little Entrance and 
the readings symbolise the Lord's public preaching ministry. The Great Entrance symbolises 
the burial of Christ; according to St Nicholas Cabasilas, however, it symbolises Christ's last 
journey to Jerusalem. [17J For the remaining parts of the Liturgy, things are not so clear: the 
Anaphora, because of the exclamation, "Take, eat ...', can symbolise either the Last Supper 
(according to most commentators) or the Crucifixion (according to Cabasilas).|j_6_] (Though 
how can this be, since the funeral procession has already happened?) The Epiklesis of the 
Holy Spirit symbolises Pentecost. When the altar doors are opened and the priest comes out 
with the Precious Gifts at 'In the fear of God ...', this symbolises the Resurrection of Christ... 
Again there is a disjunction in the historical sequence, since Pentecost has already happened. 

In order to deal with the problem of irregularities in historical sequence in the symbolism, 
various solutions are put forward. The fact that in the end no solution manages to iron out 
these irregularities effectively, just goes to show that this form of symbolism is something that 
has been imposed on the Liturgy after the event, and that when the Early Church originally 
established the order of the Liturgy, it had no intent on of providing a dramatic representation 
of the life of Christ. 

The fact that the Early Church had in mind no such idea is demonstrated above all by the 
discrepancy between the rites themselves and their allegorical interpretation. Here are two 
examples: 

1. As we mentioned earlier, according to the dramatic-representational interpretation the 
Prothesis symbolises the birth of Christ, and indeed it has become customary to have the icon 
of the Nativity above the table of preparation. The words of the Prothesis, however, refer 
exclusively to the Crucifixion. As the priest cuts the prosphora, he says: 'As a sheep he was 
led to the slaughter and as a spotless lamb before his shearers is dumb, so he opened not his 
mouth.' 'One of the soldiers pierced his side with a spear and straightway there came forth 
blood and water.' Everything speaks of the Crucifixion, without a single reference to the 
Nativity. It is only one much later addition that (finally) refers to the Nativity: 'And the star 
came and stood over the place where the young Child was.'["19] 

2. We have said that according to the dramatic-representational interpretation, the Great 
Entrance symbolises the burial of the Lord or his entry into Jerusalem. But if we look at the 
text of the prayers accompanying this rite, nowhere is anything said about the Lord's burial or 
the entry into Jerusalem. In the prayers which accompany the Great Entrance, we ask God to 
make us worthy to offer the unbloody sacrifice. 

We could give many other such examples of a discrepancy between the symbolism and the 
rite. But we will limit ourselves to these, in order to go on to something more important: the 
consequences this kind of symbolism has had in the action of the Liturgy. 

The consequences of historical-representational symbolism in the order of worship 

As we have said above, the historical-representational interpretation imposed post factum 
gave rise to modifications, additions or losses in the order of the Liturgy in order to make the 
rites conform to what they were supposed to symbolise. And this system of representational 
symbolism of past events gradually brought about the weakening not only of the 
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eschatological character of the Liturgy, but also of its communal character. Once the Liturgy 
is theatre and something to listen to, the relationship among the faithful can have only a 
secondary role. The fact that they are there together at the Liturgy is something almost 
coincidental, because basically each is being sanctified individually, the only requirement 
being that they follow the rite properly, i.e. with the requisite reverence and devotion. But 
neither the presence of each believer there, nor the presence of the others beside him, is an 
actual component in the celebration of the Mystery. In consequence, the faithful have ceased 
to participate actively and together in the singing, the prayers or the dialogue with the clergy. 
The participation of the faithful has rather taken this form of passive meditation, something 
individual and introverted. The believer is called to follow the performance passively, as a 
listener or spectator, and be moved to pious thoughts. This basically is the benefit that each of 
the faithful garners from participation in the Eucharist. 

So the dominance of allegorical symbolism in which the rites in themselves lose their 
meaning, the loss of eschatology in favour of turning towards the past and history and the 
weakening of the horizontal dimension of the communion of the faithful due to the 
ascendancy of representational symbolism and individual communication with God - all this 
has influenced the order of the Liturgy from beginning to end. 

In the remainder of this article, we will look at various instances of this. 

The preparation of the Precious Gifts and the Prothesis 
Let us begin with the Prothesis, which has come to attract commentators' attention more than 
the entire Liturgy. 

In an article to be published in the journal Theologia [Athens], we have shown that the term 
proskomide [lit. 'oblation' - Translator] is wholly inappropriate to describe the preparation of 
the Precious Gifts before the Liturgy. But as we have said, the high-flown symbolism which 
was applied in the teeth of the actual rites has deprived the rites of their meaning, and it is 
only natural for confusions to follow one after another. Proskomide means the same as 
prosphora, 'offering', and is used in the liturgical tradition to designate the offering of the 
Precious Gifts to God to be sanctified. In the manuscript tradition, therefore, and in patristic 
writing, it is used as a synonym for anaphora [[lit 'offering up' - Translator] and is regularly 
interchanged with that term. Proskomide refers to the Anaphora, and has nothing to do with 
the preparation of the Precious Gifts before the Liturgy. 

Equally inappropriate for the preparation of the Precious Gifts before the Liturgy is the term 
prothesis [lit. 'setting forth' - Translator]. Our research has convinced us that prothesis is 
nothing other than (1) the placing of the Precious Gifts on the altar table before the Anaphora, 
and (2) the state of the Gifts up to the consecration. From the moment when the Precious Gifts 
are placed on the Holy Table up until the consecration, they are referred to asprotethenta, 'set 
forth'. 

Proskomide is the name given to the offering of the Precious Gifts to God (also called 
Anaphora and Eucharist); and once the Precious Gifts have been offered to God and 
consecrated, they are calledproskomisthenta ('oblated') or 'sanctified'or even, in earlier 
sources, 'eucharisted'! [i.e. having had thanks given for them' - Translator]. 

The question that arises, of course, is this: this being the case, how should we designate 
what we have hitherto wrongly called 'Prothesis' or 'Proskomide'? We must say that we have 
not researched this aspect of the matter exhaustively. We consider, however, that the simplest 
solution is also the best: 'Preparation'is the term which precisely covers the essence and 
meaning of the rite of preparing the Precious Gifts. 
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A second symptom is the use of just one loaf in the preparation of the Precious Gifts. 
Celebrants have got into the bad habit of taking all the particles from one or a just few loaves. 
We should say here that according to the manuscript tradition of the Liturgy, the 'chicken' 
which comes before the 'egg' appears to be the practice of using several loaves. This means 
that the practice of cutting out particles came into the rite of preparation in order for all the 
loaves to be used, so that none of them should be wasted but something from each one, even 
just a crumb, should be consecrated and become what it was made for. The symbolism of 
particles representing the Mother of God or the Saints came in 'after the event', so to speak, in 
order to justify the multitude of particles and give them some identity. But once the emphasis 
fell exclusively on the symbolism of the rites and not on the significance of everyone's 
participation in the offering of the Gifts, it was natural for the significance of taking particles 
from all the loaves to be overlooked. 

The Entry of the Liturgy and the 'Little'Entrance 

As we have said, the entry of the clergy and laity into the church to perform the Liturgy has 
been turned into a procession within the church (or, in the worst case, in front of the 
iconostasis), i.e. what today we wrongly call the 'Little Entrance'. The idea of the gathering of 
the faithful 'in one place' as the fundamental action of the opening of the Liturgy has 
disappeared. Certainly, other factors also contributed to this change, such as the connection of 
Matins to the Liturgy, the careless mixing of elements from the monastic and the parish 
typikon, the disappearance of the narthex, etc. 

The confusion surrounding the meaning of the Entrance is also shown by the practice 
among many clergy of reading the Prayer of the Entrance before the Entrance, or to be exact 
before the exit - i.e. as the priest comes out of the altar and not as he enters into it. But the 
emphasis in the action of the Entrance is precisely on the entry, not on the exit. 'Grant that 
with our entrance, holy angels may enter ...', as we say in the prayer of the Entrance. Hence, if 
we wish to preserve even a rudimentary understanding of the original significance of the 
Entrance, this prayer should be said in front of the Holy Doors, as the priest is about to enter 
the altar. 

Equally infelicitous, it seems, is the distinction between the Little and Great Entrances, 
which we try to bring out by varying the route of the two processions so that the Great 
Entrance is longer than the Little Entrance! 

According to the manuscript tradition and patristic sources, the Little Entrance is simply 
'the Entrance' or 'the first Entrance', while the Great Entrance is the 'Entrance of the Holy 
Mysteries'. 

The synthronon 

Under the influence of historical-representational symbolism, the synthronon was oblished 
[i.e. the raised seat in the apse for the bishop and presbyters - Translator]. Since the Little 
Entrance and the readings symbolise the Lord's preaching ministry and not the Second 
Coming, the synthronon is rendered useless. Only an eschatological understanding of the 
Liturgy can justify its use. 

According to the order which unfortunately prevails today and in the absence of the 
synthronon, this is what happens: while the people sing the Trisagion (or rather the chanters, 
not the people, since 'the people' as a category has vanished from our Church's liturgical 
practice), the presbyters repeat it silently (which makes no sense - they should rather be 
singing it with the people). Then, after the exclamation 'DynamisV, the chief celebrant turns 
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to the Prothesis (i.e. to the place where the Precious Gifts are prepared, which has wrongly 
come to be called 'Prothesis') and says: 

Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord. 
Blessed art thou on the throne of glory of thy Kingdom, 
who art seated upon the cherubim, always now and ever 
and to the ages of ages. Amen. 

First of all, one might observe here - or rather, ask - who is it that comes from the Prothesis? 
Whatever pietistic answer might be given to this question, the important thing is that at this 
point one of the worst distortions in the action of the Liturgy has crept in. These words of the 
celebrant have nothing to do with the Prothesis. They are words which the celebrant speaks as 
he turns to the synthronon behind the Holy Table. 

According to the liturgical tradition, the bishop accompanied by the presbytery turns 
towards the synthronon and says: 'Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord.' And 
before he sits down on the throne, he says: 'Blessed art thou on the throne of glory of thy 
Kingdom, who art seated upon the cherubim, always now and ever and to the ages of ages. 
Amen.' The synthronon, however, does not express only the eschatological character of the 
Liturgy, but also the other dimension, that of its communal character, which has to do with the 
distinction and complementarity of the various degrees of ministry. The bishop does not go up 
to the synthronon alone; he goes up with the presbyters. And as Metropolitan John of 
Pergamon has put it very characteristically, these two ministries are interdependent and inter
penetrate. The bishop and the presbyters together form the head of the assembly and express 
the mystery of presiding as unity and diversity at the same time, as a mystery of identity and 
polyphony, unity and communion, diversity as a constituent of unity and unity as a fount of 
diversity. In this way the bishop and the presbyters image the trinitarian mode of existence, 
'becoming examples to the faithful in all things'.[20] 

The Great Entrance and what follows 

Going on now to the subsequent parts of the Liturgy, we notice that under the influence of 
historical-representational symbolism certain troparia have been introduced after the Great 
Entrance. These are pronounced in a low voice by the priest and refer to the burial of the 
Lord; but, as we have said, they have no place there because the Entrance is not an image of 
the burial. 

The place where the distortion of the Liturgy resulting from the loss of its original character 
is particularly evident, however, is in the distortion of the dialogue following the Great 
Entrance between the bishop and presbyters (or between the presiding presbyter and his 
concelebrant presbyters, or the presbyter and the deacons). 

According to the current order of the Liturgy, after the Entrance of the Precious Gifts and 
their deposition on the Holy Table, the presbyters kiss the bishop's hand and saw 'Pray for us, 
holy Master'; and the bishop replies: 'The Holy Spirit shall come upon you and the power of 
the Most High will overshadow you.' 

When a priest is celebrating with a deacon, the deacon says: 'Pray for me holy Master'; and 
the priest replies: 'The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee...' 

What is the meaning of such am impressive-sounding blessing upon the deacon at this 
moment? The problem is solved if one examines the manuscripts. 

In the manuscripts, this dialogue is completely reversed. After the Precious Gifts have been 
placed on the Holy Table, the bishop says to the presbyters: 'Pray for me, brethren', and they 
reply to him: 'The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee...'. 
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When a priest is celebrating with a deacon, according to the manuscripts, the deacon says to 
the presbyter: 'The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee ...', since the presbyter has asked the 
deacon: 'Pray for me, brother'.[21] 

Generally speaking, we have forgotten the idea of interdependence and complementarity 
between the orders of clergy, or between the clergy and people. This loss has resulted in a 
kind of perversion of the relations between the orders. The role of each order degenerates into 
either a matter of protecting self-sufficiency, or else a contest for power and authority, a 
matter of who is higher and who is lower. (Someone did once say, of course, 'Let the leader 
be as one who serves.') In the manuscript tradition of the Euchologion, however, we find a 
way of thinking totally opposite to that of power and authority, one that can be understood 
only on the principle of communion: even though the bishop occupies the highest rank of 
priesthood, he asks the blessing and spiritual support of the presbyters when he is about to 
perform the highest of the ministries entrusted to him by the Church. Thus he recalls that the 
Church makes him bishop and president of the Eucharistic Assembly. He is the bishop and 
president of the Eucharistic Assembly in the Holy Spirit, which means that his episcopacy is a 
matter of communion and not a right secured for him as an individual. The bishop of each 
local Church is one, but he is not alone! [22] 

The complementarity and interdependence of clerical ministries 

This complementarity and interdependence -and also the distinction between the various 
clerical ministries - have been lost or forgotten, and their loss has resulted in a variety of 
distortions at other points of the Liturgy as well. The relationship between the various degrees 
of priesthood has come to be restricted to how much the lower order can do relative to the 
higher- the fact that the lower cleric does less than the higher, while the highest of the clergy 
can do eveiy thing. In the understanding of the Early Church, the relationship between the 
various degrees of priesthood is not purely a matter of how many rights or powers the clergy 
of each degree have. There is rather a distinction of gifts, not a hierarchy. The responsibility 
of each 'order of clergy' [23] is irreplaceable, and each ministry needs the other. 

In consequence, according to the manuscript tradition of the Liturgy: 

• The preparation of the Precious Gifts is performed by the deacons. 
The involvement of the presbyters or the bishop is 
superfluous. [2 4] 

• The Great Entrance, again, is performed by the deacons alone. The presbyters remain 
in the altar surrounding the bishop; they say the preparatory prayers with him, and 
then join the bishop in receiving the Precious Gifts on the altar table. ["25] 

• Again, the prayer of the Anaphora is read 'by all together'. [26] With the bishop, the 
presbyters too bless the Precious Gifts. 

Offering...' 

Another point at which this distortion of the Liturgy can be obsen'ed is the construction of the 
exclamation 'Thine own of thine own ...'. According to the manuscripts, the wording is not 
'we offer thee thine own of thine own' but 'offering thee ...', and the main verb of the 
sentence is 'we praise thee', which is pronounced by people and clergy together. Here we 
should note: 'We praise thee' is not sung by the people alone, but by clergy and people 
together. The words, 'We praise thee, we bless thee, we give thanks to thee ...', etc. form an 
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organic continuation of the prayer of the Anaphora, the text of which does not make sense 
without this passage. 

Here we should remark on the words 'Also we offer thee this spiritual worship...', which 
have slipped in as an introduction to the Epiclesis. This added phrase is superfluous if the 
whole text of the prayer is read properly: 

Remembering therefore this our Saviour's command and 
all that has been done for us ... ,offering thee thine own of 
thine own - on behalf of all and for all-we praise thee, we 
bless thee, we give thanks to thee, О Lord, and we pray 
thee, our God: send down thy Holy Spirit upon us and 
upon these Gifts here set forth, and make this Bread... 
[etc.] [27] 

It is striking here that the 'Amen' at the consecration of the Precious Gifts, which according 
to the Liturgy booklets current today is said by the deacon or concelebrant presbyters, 
according to the manuscripts is said by the people. 

This shows two things: 

i. the active participation of the people in the consecration. 

ii. that the Epiclesis was said out loud, as was the 
whole prayer of the Anaphora, and not inaudibly as 
has unfortunately become customary. /"28/ 

The change in the character of the Liturgy as a result of repeated litanies 
The shift of the Liturgy towards individual needs has given rise to yet other distortions in the 
order of the Liturgy. Repeated series of petitions interrupt the order of the Liturgy every so 
often. In the beginning we have the Litany of Peace, after the Gospel the Litany of Fervent 
Supplication, the Litany 'Let us complete our prayer unto the Lord' after the Great Entrance 
and again the same Litany after the Anaphora! 

A careful study of the text shows us that the content of most of these petitions has nothing to 
do with the text of the prayers accompanying them, or with the point of the Liturgy at which 
they have been placed. A careful study of the manuscripts and comparative study of other 
early Liturgies tells us that most of these petitions are added in and are borrowings from the 
services of Matins and Vespers. 

We shall mention here two more points at which we see this shift from the personal-
communal to the individual, or from the eschatological to the here-and-now. 

The Communion prayers 
One point is the introduction into the Liturgy of prayers of individual preparation for 
receiving Holy Communion, purely pietistic in character - as if the entire celebration of the 
Mystery were not a preparation for receiving Holy Communion. We shall not spend time on 
this subject because, fortunately, it has been remarked upon by many theologians and non-
theologians, and enough has been said. We will simply say that we hope some day an leratikon 
without these prayers will he produced. The prayers themselves are all very fine, but they are 
to be read privately at home; they are not liturgical prayers. The sixteen prayers of the Divine 
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Liturgy which have already been read, and in particular the Anaphora, are more than enough 
preparation for the reception of Holy Communion for both clergy and laity. 

The order of the communion of the clergy 

In conclusion, we will mention the loss of the early order for the communion of those in the 
altar. According to the order prevailing today, the communion of the clergy takes place as 
follows: the priest takes a particle of the Precious Body for himself, and drinks from the Holy 
Cup. If several priests are con-celebrating, the same goes for each of the priests: each one 
communicates himself. If a bishop is celebrating, the bishop communicates himself on his 
own, and gives Holy Communion to the clergy concelebrating with him. But this order makes 
no sense according to the ancient order of the Liturgy. According to the liturgical tradition of 
the Church, nobody communicates on his own. Holy Communion is always given by someone 
else. And here, the notion of higher or lower clergy ceases to apply. According to the 
liturgical tradition of the Church, if a bishop is celebrating without any other bishop 
concelebrating, a presbyter will approach the Holy Table and offer Holy Communion to the 
bishop, and the bishop will at once offer Holy Communion to that presbyter. When presbyters 
are concelebrating, they will offer Holy Communion to each other. When a presbyter is 
concelebrating with a deacon, the deacon will offer Holy Communion to the presbyter, and 
will then receive Communion from the presbyter. [29] So what Metropolitan John of 
Pergamon has said applies here: 'Man's relationship with God is a relationship which passes 
through other people.'[30.] 
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Georgios Andreou, "New Witnesses to the Studite Rite." 

What I intend to do in the following is to illustrate briefly - referring to the example of two specific 

lectionaries - my thesis that, in order to define the historical context and to understand the Studite 

liturgical tradition, we must rather study lectionaries than the so called Studite Typika. Let me 

illustrate this by first sketching out my analysis of the two lectionaries in question and then by 

drawing some conclusions from this analysis, backed-up by some more general, historical 

reflections. 

I. The two lectionaries, Paris Bibliotheque Nationale de France, gr. 382 

and Venezia Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. II117 

In the repertory of Greek witnesses to the New Testament - the "Kurzgefasste Liste der 

griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments" compiled under the direction of Kurt Aland -

the second collection, based on 2403 manuscripts, can be defined as a list of lectionaries, or 

liturgical books of great importance for the history of Byzantine worship. One-third of the 

manuscripts in this list, are "Praxapostoloi", or those books that contain the pericopes of the Acts 

of the Apostles, the Epistles of St. Paul and the Catholic Epistles. In this type of Praxapostoloi, 

apart from the readings, there are numerous indications of liturgical rubrics related to the day of the 

liturgical year, both for the particular period of time and for that of the menologhion (= calendar). 

Among the manuscripts of this list are the two byzantine lectionaries I have studied: the first 

one is the Paris Bibliotheque Nationale de France, gr. 382 of the 10th century, and the second one 

the Venezia Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. II117 (1058) of the 11th century. It is difficult to 

ascertain the place of origin of these two manuscripts, but the paleographical data that result from 

the morphology of the script clearly point to a non-Constantinopolitan origin. Furthermore, the 

lectionaries are from two different locations. Darrouzes and Mignarelli believe in a sure passage of 

the manuscripts in the Byzantine periphery in the 15th century: the first one {Paris gr. 382) most 

likely on the island of Cyprus, the second one {Marciana gr. II117) on the island of Zacynto in 

Greece. 

Studying these two lectionaries of the Apostolos and especially the similarity between them 

leads me to some important conclusions that allow me to assume one and the same source for both 

lectionaries, pointing to the Studite tradition. These lectionaries, for example, present a type of 

calendar very different from that of the traditional calendar of Byzantium, and we find many 

elements "par excellence" of the liturgical tradition of the monastery of Stoudiou. So, what I am 

going to do is: first, place these lectionaries in the liturgical monastic tradition of Stoudiou. 
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Drawing inspiration from sources already published in the Studite tradition, I will, in the following, 

mention and discuss some points that allow me to determine where these lectionaries coincide with 

the so-called liturgical tradition of Stoudiou. I am then, within my review of this analysis, going to 

determine further the historical context of the Studite tradition itself and draw some methodological 

conclusions concerning its study. 

1) Rite for the anniversary of the dedication of the church of St John the Baptist in the 

monastery oiStudiou 

In the menologhion of the lectionaries for June 23rd, the copyist, after having pointed out the saints 

of the day, Zenone and his servant Zena, Aristocle and Hierocle, places the rite for the anniversary 

of the dedication of the church of St John the Baptist in the monastery οι Stoudiou. Because of this 

reference to the monastery of Stoudiou, it seems that they are in fact two ancient documents of the 

Studite tradition. 

Having broadened my research to the Studite Typikon of the 11th century patriarch of 

Constantinople, Alexius, I could not find a similar result. Furthermore, it seems that the monastic 

rules with liturgical indications of rubrics and the numerous Typika since the 11th to 12th centuries 

- which even today are attributed by scholars to the Studite tradition in the peripheral regions such 

as Southern Italy, Sicily, and Cyprus - don't mention at all the rite for the anniversary of the 

dedication of the monastery of Stoudiou. So certain doubts can emerge concerning this attribution. 

In these two lectionaries, on the other hand, there is not only a trace of the indication of the rite in 

"incipit" form, but a complete and accurate description of it. This underlines with clarity a sure 

affiliation to the Studite tradition. 

In reference, however, to this commemoration regarding the monastery of Stoudiou, it is 

essential to bring our attention to the Great Church, Haghia Sophia, of Constantinople. It 

constitutes the central nucleus of the liturgical life in the whole byzantine tradition and its 

commemorations influenced the whole region. This movement "from the center to the region", is 

evident from a group of Praxapostoloi that I have been able to consult: 1) Grottaferrata gr. G.b XI, 

11th cen.; 2) Messina gr. 93, 12th cen.; 3) Vatican gr. 2068, 12th cen.; 4) Monastery ofDionysiou 

at Mount Athos gr. 17, 12th cen. (1 623); and 5) Paris gr. 319, 12th cen. All the manuscripts from 

the periphery that I have studied describe in a detailed way the same rite for December 23rd. So it 

seems somewhat paradoxical, that in our case there should be no witness to the liturgical routine of 

the monastery of Stoudiou which we generally find in the Typika of the Studite tradition. 
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The rite for the anniversary of the dedication of the church of St John the Baptist, from the 

textual point of view, follows the homonym post-iconoclast rite for the Great Church Hagia Sophia 

of Constantinople of December 23rd. It is equally present in the Constantinopolitan euchologion, 

Paris Coislin 213 (A.D. 1027). As a clear reference to the Studite tradition, on the day of the 

dedication of the church of St. John the Baptist, a procession develops with three standstills, one in 

the church and two in the two oratories, which were dedicated to the Mother of God and to St. 

Stephan. 

2) Rite of the procession for Palm Sunday 

In the index of the Venetian lectionary, after the menologhion, a rite is described regarding directly 

the monastery of Stoudiou; it deals with the procession for Palm Sunday. This is proscribed after 

the mattins to the Second Hour of the day; it includes the monks processing through the monastery 

of St John the Baptist, which is followed by the eucharistic celebration. The rite, that has its place 

of origin in Jerusalem, is present in the Studite Typika, beginning from that of Alexius, in the 

Typikon of Evergetis and in a similar way in the italo-greek Typika of the monasteries Casole, 

Rossano, Messina and Grottaferrata. 

However, comparing the lectionary with the Studite Typika, a crucial point comes to our 

attention. The description of the rite in these Typika concerns only their own proper church and not 

the church of the monastery οι Stoudiou. For example, in the monastery of Messina the procession 

develops in the churches of St. Yakinthon and St. Nikolaon and in the monastery of Evergetis in the 

church of the St Savior. But the Venetian lectionary, also of non-Costantinopolitan origin, 

describes in a detailed way the procession for the Palm Sunday as well as the rite of the 

anniversary. This fact shouldn't be of surprise to us. Many times during the liturgical year, 

manuscripts belonging to peripheral areas provide in their calendars for the Costantinopolitan rite 

processions, which take place in the capital city. I am referring specifically to the processions at the 

Phoro on the 1st of September on the feast of Indiction and on the 25th of the same month at the 

Kampo, commemorating the earthquake. 

3) Rite of offering gifts in the church 

Another interesting rite is described in the index of the Venetian lectionary, shortly named as "rite 

of offering gifts in the church" composed from prokeimenon or responsorial psalm, apostolic 

pericope and alleluia. According to a recent research by Andre Jacob and Elena Velkovska, the 

institution of the rite would again go back to the second half of the 10th century. It consists of the 
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ritual of the kampanismos of a child or the offering to the church of a correspondent value in 

natures or victuals. In Calabria, Southern Italy, in the 12th century, the kampanismos evolved into a 

rite destined to receive the recovery of a sick person or also of sick animals. In the tradition of 

Salento, the rite includes the offering of gifts, corresponding to the weight of the bidder and it is 

done with the purpose of casting a vote. In the latter tradition this rite is similar to the one 

described in the lectionary. 

Andre Jacob, after having studied fifteen mss. of the ritual, all of them originating from 

Southern Italy, maintains that it's impossible to find any traces of this rite in the Costantinopolitan 

euchologies and that it's exclusively an Italian-Greek liturgical particularity. On the other hand, 

keeping in mind the methodological principle, which states that every liturgical book gives a partial 

picture of any kind of rite, it is clear from the description found in the Venetian lectionary that the 

rite existed in Costantinople and with the monks of Stoudiou but under a different name. 

4) Monks of Stoudiou commemorated in the menologhion 

As it pertains to the analysis of the Studite tradition discussed above, it seemed opportune to 

analyze in-depth the menologhion of the two lectionaries. The research has yielded many positive 

results, especially the names of saint monks of the monastery of Stoudiou that are commemorated 

in our lectionaries, as well. 

Usually the commemoration of saints is recorded initially in the calendar of the local church 

where they lived and acted, and then the saints' honor increases in the universal Church. However, 

this recording, does not result as a simultaneous registration in the cycle of the saints of the 

Synaxaria as we can see from the Synaxarium Ecclesiae Costantinopalitanae published by 

Hippolyte Delehaye. The commemoration can take place in the eucharistic celebration and in the 

menologhion of every liturgical tradition either local or universal; it is necessarily connected to a 

determined liturgical rite. In the menologhion of the two lectionaries, we note the presence of the 

Studite monk James, of Slavic origin who died during the iconoclast controversy. He is 

commemorated on July 28th. This commemoration is not mentioned in the Synaxarium Ecclesiae 

Costantinopolitanae and also not in any of the other Studite Typika. There are more Studite saints 

present in the commemorations of our manuscripts: a) St. Theodore of Stoudiou, fixed on 

November 11th and testified in all the Byzantine calendars up to our days; b) St. Abbot Platon, 

uncle of Theodore on April 4th; c) the Roman Patrician Stoudios on July 20th, in 454 founder of 

the basilica of St John the Baptist in Costantinople; d) the translation of the relics of St. Theodore 

and his brother St. Joseph, also archbishop of Thessalonica, appears only in the Typikon of Alexius. 

I believe that this commemoration highlights the evolution of the Byzantine calendar. The 
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commemoration of St. Xenofonte is transferred from this day to January 30th. I may add that in 

four other lectionaries that I have been able to consult - all of the 11th and 12th century - the 

memory of the translation is recorded on January 26th: 1) Gospel, Vatican gr. 1157; 2) Apostle, 

Lambeth Palace gr. 1190, 3) Apostle, Messina gr. 93, 4) Apostle, Mosca Russian Pubblic Library, 

gr. 23F. 173/1.281. The commemoration of these saints confirms the importance of the cult of the 

local saints. It reflects the bond between the center, the monastery of Stoudiou, and the other 

monasteries that depended on it. The fact is, of course, of highest importance in our attempt at 

determining the origin of our lectionaries. 

II. Review and conclusion 

Based on Studite liturgical witnesses rediscovered in the two lectionaries, which were 

unknown until the present time, we can try a new interpretation of the Studite evidence, attested in 

the two lectionaries. The ninth century was an important period for the setup of the liturgical life, 

both cathedral and monastic, in Constantinople. After the iconoclast period, the factor that 

developed the role of the post-iconoclastic reform in a decisive way was: the monks of Stoudiou. 

For motivations of a spiritual character, such a monastic movement introduced in liturgical life the 

obligation of the daily eucharistic celebration. We can also find traces of this in the calendar of the 

so-called Studite Typika, but in a later period. 

The phenomenon of the Studite reform, which was wanted above all by the monk Theodore, 

is analyzed only by scholars who study the various liturgical Typika. But during the 9th and 10th 

centuries, the monastic Studite tradition didn't know the Typikon for liturgical use. It is a document 

of the monastic tradition, but the first monk who ever used this term to describe his monastic rules 

together with the liturgical life, was Nikon of the Black Mountain, who lived in the second half of 

the 11th century. With regard to the Praxapostolos, the lectionary that contains those pericopes of 

the apostle that are proclaimed in the eucharistic liturgy, the following hypothesis can be 

formulated: the lectionary is destined for the use of the monasteries for daily celebration. This fact 

would reflect the practice to codify the liturgical rubrics suitable for every day of the year. As the 

lectionary is the liturgical book par excellence of the monks of Stoudiou, the analysis of the Studite 

liturgical tradition must initially be conducted on this type of liturgical book and not on the Typika, 

which have been thought to belong to the Studite tradition, but which are completely extraneous to 

such a historical context. 


