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sions of the canon to St. Nicholas authored by the

patriarch Philotheus Kokkinos. It is based on two man-
uscripts, and historiographic analysis and a codicological and
palacographic inspection carried out on one of the two are
central to the project.

It should be emphasized how important it was to study the
original manuscript, which was written by the patriarch him-
self: 1t represents his autograph. Thus the object of this paper is
the author's edition of the canon. The collation results in an
edition of Philotheus’ own text, which is a unique window into
the creative method of the patriarch-liturgist.

Kokkinos’ canon to St. Nicholas was chosen as the object of
study chiefly because of a relative lack of research on this text,
as well as in the light of the absence of a critical edition. In
Russian scholarship a lot of work has been devoted to St.
Nicholas.! That work, however, has not addressed patriarch

r I Y HIS WORK 1s dedicated to the comparison of the ver-

U A, A, Dmitrievsky, Onucanue sumypeunecrkux pyxonuced, xpansuguxcs 6
Gubuomexax npasocaasrnozo Bocmoxa 11 (Kiev 1901); N. F. Krasnoseltsev,
Mamepuanvr dns ucmopuu wuronocsedosanus. qumypeuu ceésmazo Hoanna Sna-
moyemazo (Kazan 1889) 34; 1. D. Mansvetov, Lfeprosnoud yemas (Tunux), ezo
obpasosanue u cydvba 6 zpeuecroi u pyccxoi Llepreu (Moscow 1885) 195; T. 1.
Afanasieva, “K Bompocy o pemakuumsx ciaassHckoro nepesoga Juarakcuca
Boxecrsennon smryprun narpuapxa @unopes Kokkuna,” “Crosa u sonoma
6a3v...7. Choprur cmamei namvsmu B. M. Saepebura (Moscow 2012) 67-85;
Filaret Gumilevsky, Hemopuuecruii o630p necronesyes u necronernuil zpevecrot
yeprsu 3-e msn (St. Petersburg 1902) 370; G. M. Prokhorov, “K ucropuun
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692 PATRIARCH PHILOTHEOS KOKKINOS

Philotheus’ canon.

A large portion of the patriarch’s hymns are in the form of a
canon.? This strongly suggests that in Philotheus’ oeuvre the
canon of St. Nicholas would hold a prominent place, for in this
particular case he had an opportunity to draw parallels be-
tween the confrontation between St. Nicholas and Arius and
his own conflict with Nikephoros Gregoras and the anti-
Palamites.’

The major researchers of Philotheus’ liturgical works, such as
J. Goar,* G. M. Proxorov,” H. G. Beck,% and P. Trembela,’
make only passing mention of the canon to St. Nicholas, so a
critical analysis of it is not offered in their discussions. Appar-
ently, this is because authorial manuscripts uniquely from the
patriarch’s pen are in depositories in Russia and so are un-
known to most researchers.

A word should be said about the important role and con-
tributions of Ecumenical patriarch Philotheus Kokkinos. In his
life (1300-1377/8),% he authored more than a hundred works—

JuTyprudeckort mossun. I'mmunl u mosursel Punopes Kokkuna,” Tpydu
omdena  dpesmepycexoi  aumepamypor  (TOJPJI) 27 (1972) 120-149; G.
M.Prokhorov, “@wmnopern KokkmH o 1uieHeHHMH u  OCBOGOXIEHHH
repaxsmoros,”  TOJIPJI 33 (1979) 253-260; E. N. Dobrynyna,
“Hensnannsle tpomapu marpuapxa Pumopes Kokxmua: K sompocy o
cocraBe pykornucu coopauka IYIM. Cun. rp. 429 (Bauagn. 303),” Poccus u
xpucmuarcrui Bocmox I (Moscow 1997) 38—48.

2 Prokhorov, TOAP/1 27 (1972) 126.

3 Gregoras Hist. 26.14 (III 80 Bonn).

* J. Goar, EvyoAéyiov, swe rituale Graecorum (Venice 1730).

5 G. M. Proxorov, “A Codicological Analysis of the Illuminated Akathustos
to the Virgin (Moscow, State Historical Museum, Synodal Gr. 429),” DOP 26
(1972) 237-252.

6 H. G. Beck, Rirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich (Munich
1977).

7 11. Tpeunéhogc, Al tpeis Aeitovpyion kato Tovg év Abvaug kddikog (Athens
1982) 1-16.

8 A. Papadakis, “Hesychasm,” ODB (1991) 923-924.
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liturgics, homiletics, dogmatics, and hagiography.® In addition
he codified the rules of Eucharistic and Vesper services that
determined the spiritual trajectory of the Orthodox world for
more than two hundred years.

The patriarch’s writings survive in manuscripts of the third
quarter of the fourteenth century and later.!” The greater part
of his work reflects the strife between the Hesychasts and the
supporters of the humanistic thinking that took place across the
years 1330 to 1360. Not all of Philotheus’ manuscripts have a
firm attribution. Some however are identified, preserved in col-
lections mainly in Italy (the Vatican Library, for example), as
well as in Austria, the UK, and other countries.

In her dissertation of 1992 on the poetic works of Philotheus
Kokkinos,!! Petrula Kourtesidou published the canon to St.
Nicholas. Her text was based on the paper codex Vatgr. 1531,
held in the Vatican Library; Ciro Gianelli had produced a
description of this manuscript in 1950.'2 This description
however gave only the first line and the canon’s location on
folios 47v—60v. He proposed the sixteenth century as his esti-
mate of the date. Kourtesidou (13) judged that the larger part
of the manuscript was copied in the fifteenth century, and only
a few sheets date later in the sixteenth.

Gianelli did not take note of two other codices that contain
the canon to St. Nicholas of Philotheus Kokkinos: one in the
Patriarchal Library in Constantinople Hagia Trias 107 and one
in the State Historical Museum in Moscow (GIM) Viad. 431.

With regard to Hagia Trias 107, thanks to the new catalogue

9 Prosopographisches Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit no. 11917

10-B. L. Fonkich, “ABrorpadpl KOHCTAHTHHOIIOJBCKOIO IaTpHAPXa
Dunopes Koxxuna,”  Poccuticruii  IIpasocrasrviii  ynusepcumem co. Hoanna
bozocnosa. YVuenvie sanucku. Bowmn. 5 Hccnedosarnus no eusammumucmure u Heo-
snnunucmure (Moscow 2000) 59-86.

11 TI. Kovpreosidov, Pidobéov Kwvoraviivovnodews 100 Koxkivov momntiko
épyo (diss. Thessaloniki 1992).

12 C. Giannelli, Bibliothecae Apostolicae Vaticanae. Codices Vaticani Graect.

Codices 1485-1683 (Vatican City 1950).
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694 PATRIARCH PHILOTHEOS KOKKINOS

of the manuscripts of the monastery of the Holy Trinity on the
island of Halki, it is now known that it was written on paper in
the third quarter of fourteenth century and that some folios
were added in the fourteenth (ff. 210v-214") and the fifteenth
centuries (ff. 89-92v).13 In 1956 a short description of this
codex was published by Archimandrite Emilian Tsakopoulos.'*
It was 1impossible to perform a close study of this manuscript,
hence its exclusion from the present paper; a comparison of the
three versions is planned for the future by the author of the
present study.

The other manuscript, Viad. 431, also known as Sinodal gr.
349, is an excellent collection of liturgical and dogmatic essays
by various authors. It should be emphasized that most of these
essays are liturgical works composed by the patriarch Philo-
theus Kokkinos. As to the history of this codex,!> it was pres-
umably composed in the Vatopedi monastery on Mt Athos.
The hypothesis of composition in Constantinople and its later
transfer to Athos 1s also possible, but there are no facts to
confirm it. The codex was in the Vatopedi library until 1654,
when the monk and builder of the Trinity-Sergius Monastery
Arseny Sukhanov transferred it. Since 1653, it has been in the
Patriarchal (Synodal) Library in Moscow.!¢ In 1894, thanks to
Archimandrite Vladimir, who was the first to systematically
describe the Greek manuscripts in the Synodal Collection, the
Sin. Graecus 349 received a new number and became Viad. 431.

13 A. Binggeli, M. Cassin, M. Cronier, and M. Kouroupou, Catalogue des
manuscnits conservés dans la bibliothéque du Patriarcat wcuménique. Les manuscrits du
monastére de la Sainte-Trinité de Chalki 1 (Turnhout 2019) 358-360.

14 A, Tsakopoulos, [epiypagixog katdAoyog T@v yeipoypdpwv tig BiAio-
Onxng 100 Oixovuevixod Hatpropyeiov 11 Tufjuo yepoypapwv ‘1. Moviig Ay.
Tpradog XaAxng (Istanbul 1956) 118-119.

15 B. L. Fonkich and F. B. Polyakov, I peuecxue pyxonucu Mocxoscroi Curoda-
sHoll  Gubmuomeru:  Ilaneospagpuueckue, xoduromozuueckue u Gubnmuozpaguuecrxue
donostnernus x xamanozy apxumandpuma Bradumupa (Puranmponosa) (Moscow

1993).
16 S. Belokurov, Apcernuii Cyxarnos. Hacmos nepsas (Moscow 1891) 326-335.
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After the October Revolution of 1917, the codex was trans-
ferred to the department of manuscripts and early printed
books of the State Historical Museum founded in 1883 as part
of the collection of the Moscow Synodal Library (Synodal Col-
lection).

To return to the codicological analysis of this manuscript: it
1s on fairly thick cream-colored paper, corroded in many
places. A few watermarks of the following types can be found
(as per the Briquet catalogue): “Bell” no. 3940 (year 1355),
“Lily” no. 6751 (year 1344/62), and “Fruit” no. 7397 (year
1361). The codex has 269 folios and a format of 206 x 147
mm. It is dated to the years 1330 to 1360. All book sections are
quarternions. The number of lines varies from 23 to 27. The
signatures by the scribe’s hand were made in the lower right
corner of the first folio. However, during the replacement of
the old leather binding, signatures were cut out, and only one
has survived: the signature n" on folios 43 and 50v. On some
leaves of the manuscript, in the upper central part are signa-
tures by its later owners, for example: " on 12/19Y, 1y on 20
and 27V,

The scribes of the fourteenth century used ink in a palette
from dark and light brown to black. Headlines and initials are
mostly made with brick-red ink, as on folios 3, 6, 12, 14v, 31,
40, etc. The illustrations are missing. Extensive marginal notes,
which occupy the entire area of the margins, are found on
folios 123V, 124, 147, and 158.

The late-18" century binding is made of cardboard and is
covered with imitation leather, with no embossing.

As Boris Fonkich has shown,!” Viad. 431 is in fact an auto-
graph of Philotheus Kokkinos and can be included in the list of
manuscripts containing the patriarch’s hand: Vind. Theol.gr. 168,
Vind. Theol.gr. 201, GIM 257, Marc.gr. 582 (coll. 926), lviron 4710
(590), and Monac.gr. 508. All these date to the third quarter of
the fourteenth century. In these manuscripts, the patriarch

17 Fonkich, in Poccuticruii IIpasocnasrvii 59—86.
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696 PATRIARCH PHILOTHEOS KOKKINOS

made notes on a range of topics, and did textual editing in his
own hand. Viad. 431 contains the largest number of his notes,
as he was correcting grammatical and/or lexical mistakes made
by other scribes.

Some years ago a handwriting examination was conducted
on this material that contains Philotheos’ autograph. This
revealed features of his script such as strict verticality of letters,
the characters 0 and N closely adjoined to the vertical line of
writing in in their upright elements, and unusual ligatures in Ao
and pg.18

The results of the present study indicate that the codex Viad.
431 should have been the key foundation for an editio princeps of
the author’s text of the canon to St. Nicholas.

The manuscript is also interesting in that, in addition to the
patriarch’s handwritten text, eight scribes took part in its
creation. Of these the main scribe was apparently closest to the
patriarch. This is indicated by that scribe’s use of the first
person plural for one of the prayers when he refers to the
patriarch: eimopev, eionABopev (“we said,” “we entered”). This
confirms the hypothesis that he copied this text from the
original, presumably having access to the personal notes of the
patriarch, to which other scribes did not. For example, the fifth
scribe transcribes the text of the same prayer a few lines below
in the third person singular: einev, eicfiA@ev (“he said,” “he
entered”).

The title of the canon is given as Tod a010D kav@dVag €lg TOV &v
aylov matépo MudvV NikdAaov 0b 1) dkpootiyic 1 te Tov Oepuov Hudv
npootdny kol natépo. ‘Bv 8¢ to1g Beotoxiorg ®1Ad0eog: “His canon
to our Holy Father Nicholas with acrostic ‘our fervent defender
and father: in the hymns in praise of the Virgin Mary,
Philotheus.”!?

In composing the canon the patriarch relied on the tradition

18 Fonkich, Poccuticxuii Ilpasocrasrvii 59-86.

19 In quoting from the manuscript for the purpose of this paper, I give its
actual readings and accents, without emdendation.
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and models of authorities for liturgical poetry such as St.
Andrew of Crete, St. John of Damascus, St. Cosmas of
Maiuma, St. Theodore the Studite, and others.

In the troparia of the canon to St. Nicholas, Philotheus
makes profuse references to Old Testament and New Testa-
ment narratives. For example, "Eyve o¢ éx uftpog, Oeopdpe, 0
novto ywaokov 0edg npd 100 nhacHivon év xokig dyidler, “He
had knowledge of you from the womb, God-bearer, the all-
knowing God before form was taken in the body made you
holy” (Jeremiah 1:5). Furthermore, Béhog 0&V eig kopdiog meu-
mopevov may be evocative of Ps 10:3, 6t idov ol auoptelol
évétewvay to&ov, Mrolpacov BEAn eig oapétpav 100 kotatoedoon
évokotopvn tovg evBetg 1 kopdia, “For, lo, the wicked have
bent their bow; they have prepared their arrows in the quiver,
to shoot in the dark the upright of heart.”

At the end of the seventh song, Philotheus inserts an Intro-
duction (hawretismos) which 1s traditionally included in the
Akathistos as part of the oikos: Xaipe 100 xdopov yopd mapBéve
xoipe, “Hail, joy of the world, Virgin, hail.”

As a rule, if the canon is read at Matins, burning of incense
on the altar takes place after the eighth song, as well as the
performance of the Theotokos Song MeyoAbver | yoyfi pov oV
Koprov, “My soul doth magnify the Lord,” along with the re-
frain Tnv tywwtépav tdv XepovPiy, “More honored than the
Cherubim.” In the canon to St. Nicholas, Philotheus replaces
the Theotokos Song with the following: “Olov pe kotomesovra
Beotdxe kol cuvtplyovta T0 kot eikdva 6 Beog S’ #deov Ghov cdlet
avorafov €k yootpdg cov SAov, déomotva, 1OV &vBpwmov 10 v
aitiav T peyliotng o cotplog 1 ktiong nébw do&dlovoo edloyel
70V T0K0V TOV G0V £ig tovg aimvag, “O Theotokos, God saves me
who was in my entirety fallen and had shattered my likeness (to
God), by taking up from your womb, o Lady, the entire man;

20 V. Rozanov, bozocayscetrvul yemas npasocsrasrot yeprsu. Onvim ussscrume-
JI6HO20 U3S0KCEHUS. nopadka bozocayucerus lpasocrasnoti Leprsu (Moscow 1902)

79-80.
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so the creation glorifies you with love as the cause of the
greatest deliverance and blesses your child for eternity.” From
this deviation we can conclude that the canon to St. Nicholas
was not intended to be read at Matins.

Regarding the use of tropes, we can notice a most extensive
use of metaphors (oxdtog 100 Bovdrtov, yAvkd mepthdinuo,
Aounpo yevéBha), epithets (Belog, Vyiotog, pétplog, tomewvd,
antmrog, mpoog) and, to a lesser extent, hyperboles (thv yfiv
nocav doPaivovio, | YR mooo cvupmveg kol N Odlocco T
Badpato dvoxnpdttet cov), as well as figurative comparisons (g
Héyo oo Elov, O Touny eAdvBpenog, dg Moofg).

The grammatical component of the canon to St. Nicholas is
not more complex than its lexicality, but at the same time it has
several interesting features. The construction of temporal per-
spective 1s fundamental: the author makes extensive use of
modifiers of time, of various morphological types, such as verbs
in personal form, verbal participles, participles, and preposi-
tional-nominal constructions. For example, Tnv 86&av ocov
Duvely a&log tig dvvatal g Mwotig £pdvng yop 6Aog dedo&aouévog
has three subjects and one of them has two verbals: continuous
time 1s succeeded by specific and vivid time.

Through comparison of these two manuscripts of the canon,
Vatgr. 1531 and Viad. 431, clear differences begin to reveal
themselves. In the patriarch’s autograph, the second ode of the
canon is absent. The completed acrostichis of the canon pre-
sented in Vlad. 431 is sure evidence that the canon never had a
second ode. By contrast, in Vatgr. 1531 the canon begins as
follows: KotoPooio. Qidn dedtepn. Andpo yAdTTN kol yelleow
gyxopiov Bpoxd kol mopdxAnow mpocoicwv TH off, Nikdloe,
“Katabasis. Second song. Let us offer you a short panegyric
and prayer with our poor tongue and lips, Nicholas.” Thus it is
possible to deduce that we are dealing with two or more ver-
sions of the same canon, or two completely different canons to
St. Nicholas, with alternate odes, which is a regular occurrence
in the liturgical manuscripts.

A passage of Vat.gr. 1531 missing in Vlad. 431 ends as follows:
Xfipeg TOV TpdPeQ, o1 TuPAOL TOV 0dNYOV, Tdvteg TOV Tpduoyov, “The
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widows <magnify> the nurturer, the blind the guide, and all
men the champion.” After that, a passage shared by both man-
uscripts immediately begins: Tnv xdpwv 6Anv t0d nvedpoatog, “All
the grace of the spirit.” But in Viad. 431 this part is called ®dn
o’ Myog o (first song, first tune), while the Vatican manuscript
continues after ndvteg tov npopoov without any title.

The third song in the Vatican codex is significant for its
length. It begins with the Aimos 1@ npo t@v aiwvov, “before all
ages,” followed by a set of three troparia that begin with
Aelvton xatdpo, “the curse be destroyed,” and end with oot
100G LUVOOVTGG og, “save those who pray to you.” After this, a
theotokion was read. After the theotikion comes another set of
three troparia, which is absent in author’s manuscript. The first
verse of the first troparion is AéAtov év kopdig kektuévog, “One
who has acquired a writing-tablet in his heart.” The last
troparion of the group ends un adikficon Tovg Gvdpog eikfi OGVEH
d1efAndnoav, “do not injure the men who were slandered by
vain envy.” Immediately after this, a passage common to both
manuscripts is composed of four troparia, begining "Eyve ce €x
untpog, Beopdpe. “He had knowledge of you from the womb, o
God-bearing.” Then in the Moscow manuscript begins the
fourth song, while in the Vatican it is followed by other tro-
paria, a sessional hymn, and a theotokion.

In general, it should be emphasized that Viad. 431 presents a
shorter version of the canon, compared with that in the
Vatican manuscript. Most of of the /Awmoi, troparia, and
sessional hymns are absent from the Moscow codex, and after
the sixth song there are no kontakia with otkes and no life
history with miracles. After the ninth song, only the word
ovvéMopev 1s written instead of an exapostilarion (which is
probably a reference to the eighth exapostilarion Tolg poBnroig
ovvéMopev). By contrast, in the Vatican manuscript published
by Kourtesidou there 1s a full exapostilarion O ovpovov tolg
doTpolg.

Another point of interest is the note inscribed by the fourth
(main) scribe of the Moscow codex at the very end of the
canon: ouvvéABopev Vuvoug év Beolc ol ypdgovieg émioTAUNY
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dmocoy Gmovtog AOYIKNV GLYKPOTODVTEG TNV UovmV TV Vuvov
Gpymv kol aitiov dvopviompey Aopurpde: T TopBéve nov ykmutov
ocuvdyovtes, “Let us come together, those who compose hymns
to the Divine, and conjointly adhering to all logic and knowl-
edge let us hymn radiantly the only beginning and cause of
hymns, those who compose every kind of laud for the Virgin.”
In the Vatican codex this text is absent and at the end of the
canon 1s a sticheron of the first mode (t@v ovpavimv) and glora
with prosoimion (coAnicopey &v).

As to significant compositional differences, the vocabulary of
the two texts 1s generally identical. An exception is the sub-
stitution of the word nvebpa in the gloria of the third song of the
canon in Viad. 431 for namp (accent as in the manuscript) in
the Vatican codex. And the word order in the seventh song has
been changed: Viad. 431 reads ‘H yf| ndoo ovupdveg kol M
Bdlocoa, “the whole land in unison and the sea,” while the
Vatican version has ‘H yfj noco xai 1| Odhacco copeavag, “the
whole land and the sea in unison.”

In conclusion, the following observations can be made. On
the basis of the comparison of the versions of the canon to St.
Nicholas in the two manuscripts, two possible scenarios of
regarding the amplification of the text can be hypothesized.
The first would assume that the Vat.gr. additions to the author’s
text might have been made by another, unknown writer. The
second would hold that patriarch Philotheus himself authored
these additions but the surviving autograph gives us only the
original and shorter version. The first scenario seems more
plausible, since the codex Vat.gr. 1531, with its enlarged version
of the canon, dates to the 1516 centuries, made almost two
centuries after the patriarch’s death. This scenario seems con-
sistent with the manuscript studied by Kourtesidou, which does
not show any trace of authorial corrections or text-editing by
Philotheus’ collaborators.

We present here the canon to St. Nicholas by Patriarch
Philotheus Kokkinos as it stands in the manuscript Viad. 431,
scribe’s orthography and accents left unedited:
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®dM o’ Mxoc o Xp1oTdg yevvdton
TV xS&pv SAnV 10D mvedpotog
nupivny Bomep YAdooov deEauevog
Xprotov iepdpyo kdBapov
YADGGAV TE Kol Kapdioy GV DUVOIDY
dnmg cov TV pvAuny
dvopvhcopey eondpdg ndtep Nikdloe.

‘O uéyag Gptt NucdAoog,

rownyv thg ékkAnoiog O kpdrioToc,
TOéVOG OLLOD Kol Toluvio:

ooy TV EKKANGioY AouUTp®dg KOAET.
Aebte cuvelBovrec,

0O KOWV® TaTPl AOUTPAG TOVTYVPICOHEY.

Nk to 66 kortopOmpotar,

kol Adyovug, Kol TO Tpylota., LEYIGTE,
310 1i¢ \m))mg mv npoGsGw

déyov pet’ eduevelog povNy HU@V.

To yop mpog a&iov
Vuvoug TAéKkely 6ol Goge moeLy ddOvaTov.

Oepuodg npootdtng NikdAoe,

OpdOng 1OV ToTdg deopévav Gov,
Bepuog 8¢ moAloig ovrTdrAnToC
OeOng cwp kol pdoTng, homep Bede
¢Bd&vov tog aithoeig

TOV TIoTAOV Teplovsio dyofdToc.

Ocotoxiov Dondpog mpoépyeton fiAlog,

&K TOANG KeEKAEIGUEVTIC QOVOULEVOC,

N v ueavig tpoékoyev,

Ayyekev N quépa. PVo1g Bpotdv

déyov 10V deondTNY

éx mopBévou 810 6& Bpotov yevouevov.
®dN ¥ T® TPO TV aldvev

“Eyvo og ék untpog,

Beopdpe, 6 TévTO Yvdokmv Oedc:

np0 100 nAacBijvou év xothia -ayidler oe nAdomy

YuyDV Kol TOEVE LEYIGTOV.
“Qomnep 10 [Tétpo mioTed v Kol 6ol
70 O1KeTOV TOiuViOV.
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‘PaPdw Eykporteiog

v Ttobdv pdap oyicog v Bdhaccoy,

¢ Movofig thc drabeiog eig 10 Spoc dviiAbec,
AoV vontidg tog tAdkag d¢

mv ékkAnoiov nondevelg Xp1otod

vOHOV TOV &v TVeduaTL.

Mézpiog pdvng,

Tomevdg Te kol mpdoiog NikoAoe.

“O0ev 100 nveduartog 1 xépig daytddg éxyvBeico
v oot * uéyrotov avederEe

t0ig T®V Bovudtov dxtict Ty Yiv

nocov dtofoivovto.

“Ohov 0 deondT
ceoTOV &K Todog APlépmaoog
\ 4 (¥4 b /4 9 A (¥4 ’
kol mvedpo SAog étedéoBng, dmostog SAog kdouov,
310 TV 10D KdoHoL PpOGO UE
’ (¥4 \ \ 7’
oKavOGAwv OAoV GoE Kol Oehd
Shov xabiépwcov.

Ocotoxiov loyvpog duvdotng
capknbeic 6 Oedc viv éplotatarl.
Oi év 1® oxdter 10D Bavdtov eag Bedoacbe uéyo
Xp1o10v év onnAoim péAdovon
éx g napBévou yevvdoBon ppretideg
NV ToTdG DUVACOLEY.

®dN 8" pdBdog éx tiig pi[Cog]
Nopotig €x paldv 1oV unTpikdv
DIEKLYOG TOD TVEVILATOG,
vouovg caprog vrepPog, dote.
‘0 vopog &0ev év col
Kol Tpd dpag Tébvnkev,
Svtmg 6 dewvog Thg uoptiog
310 €660n¢ moTolg
Belog vouoBétng NicdAoe.

er by ~ \ \
Yrvov 6@BoAuolc kol vootoyuov

BAepdpoig 6ol 0vK EdmKOG,

£wg 0V gvpeg TOmov G&1ov.

T® ndvtov dnuiovpyd

néTep TV Kapdilay Gov

(74 \ ~ b ’

v kol keBapbeicay énaing
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aveder&ev Eontod
oxvouo thg 66&ng 6 Vyiotoc.

Méyiota Bpafeio npog Ocod

kol 06Eav Kopoduevog

VIEP TOV TOVOV TV LEYGAMY GOV.
MeydAmv ndvtog nabdv

Kol KvdOvov ADTpocot

T0V¢ TpoPariouévong o€ pesitny
kol pecBevtny pog Xp1otov,
udxop ovuredn kol 6&vTatoy.

Néxpwoov 10 povNuc, COPE,
GopKOg LoV TO SLGTVIOV

mv 1pog 10 Betov ExBpov Séopan,
oG duvortdg GveAmy

Kol Tolg vouoig SAov pe
koBvroBoimv koddg Exeivou
kol doVAov det&ag Xp1otod

10V dedovAmpévov 1o1¢ tdbecty.

Ocotoxiov AVtpocty dnéctodey 180U
0 xkhprog mg YéypamTon
A00Tg PLANIC Kol YADGOOILG GTILEPOV:
AoV Ko Yo £000TOD
nqvtog dmepyaleton
£vo ToVG v TIGTEL TPOCKLVODVTOG,
MV 66pKrOcLY ToO VioD
kol o€ Beotdrov knpOTTOVTOC.

®dMN & Bedc v eipAvng
Qg péyog 6 TAoDTOC TV GAV OLKTIPUDY
GveQAVT T® KOoU® Kol QUETPOC.
‘H yVo1g 100 éAéovg Gov
Bepdmov 100 Xprotod
oV YOp TOTg deopévolg
7o Gvto SrovELmY
Kol vTovg €omovdalec,
udxop AovBdévery Tovg AopPdvovtog.
[Mpadtg xai {ijAog 6pod dpotevig
mv kopdiov Ty oy drelpydoovto
oikelov évdroitnuo
GOQE VIEPPVLAG.
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20 Yop TV Evoviimy
\ e’ b /4
mv évaoty £0¢Em
\ s 7
pogn g drmrog
e \ ~ 4 ’
VP T0D TVEVUOTOG YEVOUEVOC.
Popgoio dpdBng xai Béhog 6EL
elg kopdiag meundpevov - évdole
&xOpdv 10D TdV AmdvTmv
/4 \ ~ b 7’ \ ’
BoaciAéng kol Oeob eldDdAmV Kol doudvov
oipéoemv &tomav
TOG YUYOG EVPPOLVMY OF
TV £x{nTodVIOV 6oV TOV KVPLOV.

‘O uéyag moluny Tdv ardviov Xpiotog,
TV TpoPatwv oe pakop dveédelte
nouévo, kol d1ddcKoiov

oTOV TV AoYLK@V,

310 thovmuevov ue

ei¢ 8pn dnwAeiog

oO¢ Totuny erAdvOpmmoc

10 o0V €k {Rtmoov viv npofoartov.

Beotoxiov ‘O péyag dvBpmnmv mownyv kol cothp
éx mopBévou ag dvBpomrog Epyetot,
teyOnvon dud méloryog
GeaTmV olkTIpUDdY
orhloov etowalov,
TOEVEC &yporvAoVVTEG
TV Kownv avéxAnoy
evayyelilecBe 1ol Tépocy.
®dN 61’ onAdyvov iovoy
0 TV OpPavdV SVTmG EXPNUOATIONS
notiip kol ynpdv Tpootatng Evdoe
TOV VOooUVTIOV T¢ Kol &v Adroing diotn dvéyvéie.
Tortpog malBdv yoyfic OpHod Kol GOUNToC.
“OBev xod xowi Tpocebéyyovtan
Kol kKoAoDo1 Gov TAVTEG TO GVOuOL.

Torog xal xavov coee kuPepviceng

yuxdv dyoboic motpéot yéyovoc.

[peoPutépov 8¢ evtatio kol koopog Eaipetog
LeAMBDV T) cuvEYTG BVTOG TOVTYLPIG

nédong éxkAnciog kKGAMGTOV
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Kol @odpov kol YALKL meptAdAnua.

"AvOpeg LOVOGTOL GLYTYOLPOVGT CIUEPOV

NUIY 10 Totpl cvveoptalovieg

GULULPOVOVGL YOp Kol cuVAdovsty dpota TpdcPopo.
dxpiPelog doxntol kod Thg GrAdTnTog

TéVTEC TOV KOLVOV DVOVGL GE

Kol TpooTdIny 6o kol diddcKaAov.

Téxvov pountov &ym povog yéyova

néBeotv aioypoic, viog dvé&iog

g KOAMGTNG GOV Kol TepTVAG Tovnyvpeng Eviote.
AANL 6V TEPLEADY LoV THY CioypdTnTOL

ndtep The yoytig dvadeiov

dotvpdvo 10 deimvov cov d&ov.

Beotoxiov Oodpo. 10 mapdv Bowpdtov énékevo
kol Adyov kol vod movtOg AvmTEPOV
kol TopBévog yap ) odTh VOV kol untip yvopileton
Kol 10 Yévvnuo Oedg 6pod kol dvBpwmog:
10070V TO Aoumpo. yevEO o
TPOTELODVTEC KPOTODUEV YOPUOGUVOL.
®dn £ ol modeg evoePeio
‘H yf mo.co svpedvag kol 1 OdAacoa
nédrep 1o Oodpoto dvorenphTTEL GOL.
Kod yap 6 60g 906yyog ¢Eehnivbey
eig 10 tépato d1ddcKkmv YaAlewy SnavTog
0 1OV ToTépmv Oedg DAOYNTAC €.

Nopgiog 6 dpolog LREP TAVTOC

dvBpdrovg a¢ yéypoamta THS VOUNG HdKop
Thg 00ToD ExkAnoiog opatdToToy

o€ avédeile, vouplov T00TOV PEPOVTHL

TOVG YOPOKTAPOG TPOVAG Kol TNV £ikdvoL.

Koouncog cov 1ov Bilov cuunabeio
0@t kol mpadtnTt Kol T &ydmn

Th Aoumpd pun g €edvng Gprotog
100 motpévog tod kahod dvopagduevog
10 1010 dpeTog kKodldg Ekelvov.

Adixov korodixng kol Bovdtov
YOAETOD (g Eomoog TPelg Bvdpag TaAot
Kol Mo 100 tptAod Bavdtov AdTtpocor
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10N nditep yokemd yoyfc Kol GOPOTOC
KO TELPOIGILOVE AVEAQV TOVG TAV doluovmv.

Ocotoxiov "Epyeton 6 deomdtng v onnioim
teyOnvan ¢ dvBponog: Tpovravticouey
miotol tf) topBéve npofoariduevor -
TOV moTépoL TG xopog EEopyov waAlovec.
Xoipe 100 kdopov xopo napbéve yolpe.

oM 1" Bodpotog HEPPLAC
IBvvov 17 kvPepvicel Gov 10 okdPog
600 dedpebo thg éxkAnciog
70 1070V KOVPLGOV TOTC AVEUOLC TOTC VONTOTG
Kol T kKADSwVL yevvolmg Emtiuncov
kol pOoo movTolmg Kivduvevovooy Momep TdAot
nAothpog tdtep drécmoog
éni 100 meAdryovg cwthp eavelc dBpdoc.

[Téntmke 0 €1dmAo motep ThHg TAGVNG

60D T® PHOTL POV ThHS YAMTING

100 Apelov aipesic, ppoddoc dpbn coic Sidaryailc,
adixiay £x 100 HEGOV GV TEMOINKOG

310 xail v moiuvny cov décmaoog eVAoyeiTm

T KTLo1¢ TG0 TOV KDPLoV

Kol DrepLYOVTL Podoay el aidVOC.

"Appnrog T o1 prhoTekvio ToTep,

VrepPoivovco ToTpikov eiATpoV,

uUNTPIKNY cvundbetov Gyéoty Tacoy THY LGTKNY
S0 T0D710 KOl avTOKANTOG EPloTOGOL.

dpovpdv ypnyopovvtog kol kobeddovtoc cotmpiov
Nuiv evoryyeAlduevog

31800¢g 1Aoipdg peT’ DYDY COPE THV XETPOL.

Beotoxiov “Olov ue xatamesdvto Oeotdxe

Kol ouvTplyovto 10 Kot” elcdvo

0 Oeog O Edeov bhov cmletl varofov

£k yaotpdc 6ov Shov, Séonotva, Tov EvBpwnov

10 v aitiov Thg peyiotg oe cotplog

7 xtiong n6Bw do&dlovoo

£0A0YET TOV TOKOV TOV GOV Elg TV oidvog.
®dM 0" pvotprov

Tnv 86&av cov vuvelv a&lng tig dvvartat

g Moofig épdvng yop
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OAog dedo&oouévog Ty Syiy
dppfitog Bedntar kol yop

7N évodoa 601 ToD TVEDUOTOG AOUTOC
gkpoveloo kol Tovg £Em meptédaumey.

“EvéOnie 11 éxcAnoio Oepédov

0 Xp1otog kol 6TOAOV G

Oelov domep yoymv Beopdpe

0O péyo oToLyETOV ODTNY -
GUYKPOTOOVTOL KO GUVEXOVTO, GTEPPDG
eic oidvog amepitpentov wg EQnoey.

Pevothv kol 6L @OGLY Aomv Bonep dvBpmmoc

TH pév y1 kotéAmeg

VOUO1¢ TOTC PLOTKOLG TO GOV GO

yoyh 8¢ 7 Belo Xpiotd

TOPESTMGO, GLV &y yéAo1g Thg Aoumpdig

dmoAael vov Bemoeng tpavdtepov.

‘Anog AOyog mdTep COPAG KO EYKMULOV

g neydAng 86Eng cov

noppw kol Thg dlog exmintel

¢k m6Bov 8¢ TovToV NUETC

601 TPOGPEPOUEY TOV Vvov eDAPiG

o1 ToVg 6oVg émaivoug tvéovteg, Nikdloe.

Beotoxiov Tvvdpdumpev oo 10 péyo dyduevor

N napBévog ndpestiv

EuBpvov pépovsoa TOV €V UNTPOL

10 Bpéen Lwodvta Xprotov

ol TOWEVEC GV QyyEAO1G TV KOV

cotnpiov év onnAoim tpooyyéAlovot.

TuvéNDopey - Yuvoug év Beolc ol ypdeoviec - €moTAUNY Omocov
dmovtag © AOYIKNV GUYKpPOTODVTEG THY HOVNY * TV Vuvev &pynv Kol
aitiov - dvopvicopey Aoumpdg - 1 mopbéve wav éyxdulov
GUVEyOVTEG.
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