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Abstract

New critical text edition (with translation and a commentary) of the oldest extant
manuscript containing a complete set of prayers, PMonts.Roca inv. 154b-157b.
This text is of prime importance for liturgical studies, especially of anaphoral
development.
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A 4th-century papyrus codex, PMonts.Roca inv.128-178,' now in the
library of the Abbey of Montserrat but originally in the possession of
Ramén Roca-Puig, is yet to receive the scholarly attention it merits. The

! The manuscript comes either from Dishna (see Robinson J.M. 7he Pachomian Monastic
Library at the Chester Beatty Library and the Bibliothéque Bodmer, in: Manuscripts of the
Middle East. Vol. 5 (1990-1991). P. 26-40) or from Thebaid (see Tovar S.T., Worp K.A.
1o the Origins of Greek Stenography: RMonts. Roca I. Barcelona, 2006. (Orientalia Montser-
ratensia; 1) P 15-211). A small piece of this codex is now a part of the Duke papyri col-
lection (PDuk.inv. 798, formerly PRob.inv. L 1; J.M. Robinson is incorrect in calling this
piece “P. Duke inv. L 1” (Robinson. Op. cit.). See a short description and an image of the
latter piece in the Internet: http://scriptorium.lib.duke.edu/papyrus/records/798.html).

My confidence in its dating is based not only on data from J. van Haelst’s catalogue (van
Haelst J. Catalogue des papyrus littéraires juifs et chrétiens. (Paris, 1976). P. 288) and
R. Roca-Puig’s book (Roca-Puig R. Andfora de Barcelona i altres pregaries: Missa del segle IV
(Barcelona, 1994; 1996% 1999%)), but also on consultations with the leading papyrolo-
gists, including Bérbel Kramer and Paul Schubert, whom I thank gratefully. I would also

© Koninklijke Brill NV, Leiden, 2008 DOI: 10.1163/157007208X306551


http://www.brill.nl/vc
http://scriptorium.lib.duke.edu/papyrus/records/798.html

468 M. Zheltov / Vigiliae Christianae 62 (2008) 467-504

manuscript contains a few Latin texts as well as some Christian liturgical
prayers in Greek,” and a long Greek word-list.> The liturgical prayers fully
occupy seven of its folia (154b-157b).* These prayers comprise a complete
anaphora; a thanksgiving prayer after Communion; two prayers for the
sick; and an acrostic baptismal (?) hymn. This papyrus is in fact the oldest
manuscript known to contain Christian liturgical prayers conserved in
their integrity—while, for example, the famous Strasbourg papyrus, P
Straf$b. inv. 254, dates from the 4-5th centuries’ and has many lacunae in
its text,—giving our codex seminal importance for liturgical scholarship.
Surprisingly, these prayers are seldom cited in current scholarly litera-
ture. The main publications concerning them are those of Roca-Puig him-
self, to whom the academic community is indebted for the edition of
the manuscript.® Very important contributions to the study of the ana-
phora of the Barcelona papyrus have been made by Sebastia Janeras” and

like to thank my colleagues Heinzgerd Brakmann and Sebastia Janeras for their important
suggestions and improvements for this article, and Robert Taft, Vassa Larin and Vitaly
Permiakov—for their help with improving the English text of it.

2 See: Robinson. Op. cit. P. 34, nr. 34.

3 See the full list of the texts preserved in the codex in: Tovar, Worp. Op. cit. 17 (this
book is an edition of the Greek word-list from this codex).

9 van Haelst. Op. cit. Nr. 864. See additional bibliography in: Treu K. Christliche Papyri
XIV] in: Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung und verwandte Gebiete. Bd. 35 (1989). S. 107-116
(here: S. 109); idem. Christliche Papyri XVI, in: ibid. Bd. 37 (1991). S. 93-96 (here: S.
96); Romer C. Christliche Texte I, in: ibid. Bd. 43 (1997). S. 107-145 (here: S. 123-124).
% van Haelst. Op. cit. Nr. 998.

 After his first report on the papyrus (Roca-Puig R. Sui Papiri di Barcellona, in: Aegyptus:
Rivista italiana di egittologia ¢ di papirologia. Vol. 46 (1966). P. 91-92) Roca-Puig
dedicated a series of articles and brochures to its anaphora: idem. La “Redempcié” a
IAnafora de Barcelona: Papir de Barcelona, Inv. n’ 154b. (Barcelona, 1982); idem. La
“Creaci6” a [Anafora de Barcelona: Papyri Barcinonenses, in:Contribucid a la historia
de Església Catalana (per J. Bonet i Balta). (Montserrat, 1983: Biblioteca Abat Oliba; 27).
P 1-18; idem. La “Litirgia angélica” a ['Andifora de Barcelona: Papir de Barcelona, Inv.
n’ 154b. (Barcelona, 1983); idem. “Transicié” i “Ofrena” a I’Anafora de Barcelona: Papir
de Barcelona, Inv. n’ 154b-155a. (Barcelona, 1984); idem. Lepiclesi primera a [‘Andfora
de Barcelona: Papir de Barcelona, Inv. n° 155a, lin. 2-7. (Barcelona, 1987)) and thanksgiv-
ing prayer (idem. Oracié després de la Comunid: P Barc. Inv. n. 155b, lin. 1-18. (Barcelona,
1990)) and finally prepared an edition of the whole manuscript (idem. Andfora de
Barcelona. . ).

7 Janeras S. Loriginal grec del fragment copte de Lovaina Nim. 27 en I'Anaphora di Barce-
lona, in: Miscel'linia Litsirgica Catalana Vol. 3 (1984). P. 13-25; cf.: Devos P Un témoin
copte de la plus ancienne anaphore en grec, in: Analecta Bollandiana. T. 104 (1986). P. 126.
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then by Kurt Treu and Johannes Diethart,® who proved that two other
6th-century fragments, the now lost Coptic parchment’ Louvain. 27 (Jan-
eras) and the Greek papyrus'® PVindob. G 41043 (Treu, Diethart), con-
tain parts of the same anaphora. The prayers for the sick from P.Monts.
Roca inv. 155b-156b were studied by Wolfgang Luppe'' and Cornelia
Rémer, Robert Daniel and Klaas Worp;'* and the acrostic hymn from
PMonts.Roca inv. 157a-157b by Andrey Vinogradov, who supposed the
hymn to be baptismal.’® The anaphora and thanksgiving prayer from
PMonts.Roca inv. 154b-155b were studied by me in an article published
in 2002." Nevertheless, despite the plain fact that this papyrus, probably
connected in some way with the Pachomian monastic community, is the
oldest liturgical manuscript containing a full anaphora, its important tes-
timony is almost completely neglected by modern liturgical scholars. It
does not play a significant role even in the most notable recent recon-
structions of the anaphoral history," receiving at best brief mention.

8 Diethart J., Treu K. Griechische literarische Papyri christlichen Inbaltes, 2: Textband.
(Wien, 1993: Mitteilungen aus der Papyrussammlung der dsterreichischen Nationalbib-
liothek in Wien; 17). S. 68-69.

% Edition: Lefort L. Th. Coptica Lovaniensia, in:Le Muséon. Vol. 53 (1940). P. 22-24.

19" Edition: Diethart J., Treu K. Op. cit. It should be noted that J. Hammerstaedt offered
a new reconstruction of the papyrus (Hammerstaedt J. Griechische Anaphorenfragmente aus
Agypten und Nubien (Opladen, 1999: Papyrologica Coloniensia; 28). S. 156-160).

W Luppe W. Christliche Weibhung von Ol: Zum Papyrus Barc. 156alb, in: Zeitschrift fiir
Papyrologie und Epigraphik. Bd. 95 (1993). S. 70.

12 Rémer C.E., Daniel R'W., Worp K.A. Das Gebet zur Handauflegung bei Kranken in
P Barc 155, 19-156, 5 und P Kellis I 88, in: Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik. Bd.
119 (1997). S. 128-131.

9 BunorpanioB A. 10. Tpu kpewairbHbix 2uMHaA ¢ AABASUMHBIM AKPOCIUXOM, in:
Becmuuk Opesneti ucmopuu. Nr. 3 (2005). C. 91-114.

1 Kearos M.C. I'peueckas aumypeus IV 8. 8 nanupyce Barcelon. Papyr. 154b-157b, in:
Bozocaosckuii Coopruk. Nr. 9 (2002). C. 240-256.

19 See, for example: Taft R.E The Interpolation of the Sanctus into the Anaphora: When and
Where? A Review of the Dossier, in: Orientalia Christiana Periodica. Vol. 57 (1991). P. 281-308
and Vol. 58 (1992). P. 83-121 (reprinted, with some important notes added, in 1995 in
Variorum Collected Studies Series); idem. From Logos to Spirit: On the Early History of the
Epiclesis, in: A. Heinz, H. Rennings (hrsg.) Gratias Agamus: Studien zum eucharistischen
Hochgebet (Fiir Balthasar Fischer). (Freiburg et al., 1992). S. 489-502; Winkler G. Zur
Erforschung orientalischer Anaphoren in liturgievergleichender Sicht I: Anmerkungen zur Ora-
tio post Sanctus und Anamnese bis Epiklese, in: Orientalia Christiana Periodica. Vol. 63 (1997).
P. 363-420; eadem. Zur Erforschung orientalischer Anaphoren in liturgievergleichender Sicht
II: Das Formelgut der Oratio post Sanctus und Anamnese sowie Interzessionen und die Tauf~

bekennimisse, in: R.E. Taft, G. Winkler, (eds.) Comparative Liturgy Fifty Years after Anton
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Analysis of these prayers is hampered by errors in Roca-Puig’s edition
of the papyrus. Erroneous readings in the prayers for the sick were already
corrected by the scholars mentioned above; my preliminary reading of the
anaphora and thanksgiving prayer appeared in an extensive review of
Roca-Puig’s book in the journal Khristiansky Vostok'® together with
Vinogradov’s reading of the acrostic hymn. In the present article I offer
my reconstruction of text of the anaphora and the thanksgiving prayer,
taking into account the former’s two other fragments, Louvain. Copt. 27
and PVindob. G 41043. Finally, I discuss briefly whether their evidence
might shift current scholarly presuppositions about the 4th-century ana-
phoral history.

I. The Text

In the edition of the Barcelona papyrus by Roca-Puig (hereafter: R.-P),
the critical edition of the Greek text of the anaphora is preceded by a dip-
lomatic edition of the text that transcribes every letter of the papyrus.
Despite the fact that a diplomatic version should decipher the manuscript
verbatim, in R.-P. diplomatic edition of the anaphora its text is already
divided into words. This rash division has unfortunately prejudiced R.-P’s
reading of the papyrus. In fact a few of R.-P’s crucial conjectures in his
critical edition of the prayers can be avoided just by choosing another
word-division of the continuous papyrus text. R.-P. substantiates his con-
jectures by many examples from other liturgical texts, but the clear evi-
dence of the papyrus itself should undoubtedly prevail as the main
criterion of its reconstruction.

In order to avoid prejudiced readings of the papyrus, I start by provid-
ing new diplomatic versions of the anaphora and thanksgiving prayer
from the Barcelona papyrus, using the facsimile edition of the papyrus
given at the end of R.-P’s book."”

Baumstark (1872-1948): Acts of the International Congress. (Roma, 2001 [2002]: Orienta-
lia Christiana Analecta; 265); eadem. Zur Erforschung orientalischer Anaphoren in liturgie-
vergleichender Sicht III: Der Hinweis auf ,die Gaben bzw. ,das Opfer” bei der Epiklese, in: A.
Gerhards, K. Richter, (hrsg.) Das Opfer: Biblischer Anspruch und liturgische Feier. (Freiburg
et al., 2000: Quaestiones Disputatae; 186). S. 216-233; Bradshaw P.E Eucharistic Origins.
(London et al., 2004) etc.

19" Xpucmuanckuii Bocmox. Vol. 4. P. 565-586. This volume, fully prepared for publi-
cation already in 2002, appeared only in 2005 (2006 is the year of publication indicated).
17" Roca-Puig. Andfora de Barcelona. .. P. 127-131.
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L. 1. Diplomatic Text of the Anaphora and the Thanksgiving Prayer from the
Barcelona Papyrus

[PMonts.Roca inv. 154b]

EIZOEOZIHZOYZOKYPIOZ -
EYXAPIZTEIAZIIEPIAPTOYKAITIOTHPIOY
ANQTAXKAPAIAXHMQNEYZOMENIIPOZ
KYPIONETIEYXAPIZXOHXOMENAZIONKAIAIKAT
5 ONAEIONEXZTINKAIAIKAIONZEAINEINZE

EYAOTEINZEYMNEINXEEYXAPIETEINAEZIIOTA
OETMIANTOKPATQPTOYKYHMQNIYXPYOIIOI
HXAXTAITANTAEKTOYMHONTOZXZEIZTOEINAI
TAITANTAOYPANOYXTHNOAAAXZANKAITTANTATA

10 ENAYTOIZAIATOYHTATIHMENOYZOYTIAIAOZIYXPY
TOYKYHMQNAIOYEKAAEZENHMAZATIOZKOTOX
EIZOQYATIOATNOXIAXEIZEIIITI'NOZIONAOZHXONO
MATOZAYTQAIIO®OOPAXOANATOYEIZADOAP
YIANEIZZQHNAIQNIONOKAGHMENOZXEIIIAPMA

15 TOXZXEPOYBINKAIZAPPAGINEMIIPOZOENAYTOY
QITAPAXTAXINXEIAIAIZXEIAIAAQNKAIMYPIAIL
MYPIAAEEZATTEAAQNAPXATTEAAQNOPONQN
KAIKYPIOTHTQNYMNOYNTQNKAIAOZEAAOT'OYN
TQNMEOQNKAIYMEIZYMNOYNTEXAEI'ONTEX

20 ATTOZATIOZATIOZKYPIOXXABAQOIIAHPHZZOY
OOYPANOZTHXAOZHEZXOYENHEAOZEAXAXHMAZXAI
ATOYMONOTI'ENOYZOYKAIITPQTOTOKOYTIAXHEKTI
SEQITYXPYTOYKYHMQNOKAGOHMENOZEN
AEEIATHEMETI'AAOXYNHZEXOYENTOIZOYPANI

25 OIZQXEPXETAIKPINAIZONTAXKAINEKPOYZ

[PMonts.Roca inv. 155a]

AIOYTIPOZ®EPOMENEKTIEMATAXOYTAYTAAP
TONTEKAITIOTHPIONAITOYMEG®AKAITIAPAKAAOY
MENZOIOIQEKATATIEMYHEEITAYTATOATIONZOY
TOATIONZOYKAITIAPAKAHTONXZOYTINEYMAAZIQN
5 OYNQNEIZTOXZQMATOYTIOHZAIAYTAKAITIOHXAI
TOMENAPTONZQMAXPYTOAETIOTHPIONAIMAXPY
THEKAINHEZAIAOGHKHEZKAOQIMAYTQEHNIKA
EMEAAENITAPAAIAONAIAABOQNAPTONKAIEYXAPI
YTHXAYXKAIEKAAEXENKAIEAQKENTOIZMAGHTAIX
10 AYTOYAETQNAABETE®ATETETOYTOMOIEETINTOXZQMA
KAIOMOIQXMETATOAEITINHEAIAABQNIIOTH
PIONEYXAPIZTHEAZEAQKENAYTOIZAETQNAABETE
[METETOAIMATOITEPITIOAAQNEKXYOMENQNEIX
APHZINAMAPTIQNKAIHMEIETOAYTOIIOIOY MEN



472 M. Zheltov / Vigiliae Christianae 62 (2008) 467-504

15 EIZXTHNIHNANAMNHZINOXOKINEANOYNEPXONTEZ
[MOIOYNTEXXOYTHNANAMNHEINTOYATIOYMYXTH
PIOYAIAAZKAAOYKAIBAZIAEQYKAIZQTHPOXHMQN
TYXPYNAIAZIOYMENZEAESIIOTAOIIQIEYAOTQN
EYAOTHXHXZKAIATIQXATIAZHETOIZITAXZINEZEAYTQN

20 METAAAMBANOYZINEIZITIETINAAIAKPITONEIZMETO
XHNAOOAPZIANEIZKOINQNIANIINEYMATOZATIOY
EIZKATAPTIEMONIIIETEQYXKAIAAHOEIAZEIZYYNTE
AEIQZINITANTOZOEAHMATOXEOYINAETIKAIENTOYTQ
AOZEAZOMENTONITANENTIMONKAITIANATIONONO

25 MAXOYAIATOYATIAZMENOYZOYTIAIAOZIYXPYTOY
KYHMQNAIOYZOIAOEAKPATOXEIZTOYZAKHPATOYX
AIQNAXTQNAIQNQNAMHN

[PMonts.Roca inv. 155b]

EIZOEOZ
ETIAEOMEOAZOYAEZIIOTA OE[TANTOKPATQPKAI
EYXAPIZTOYMENZOIEINNEITHMETAAHMYITOYAPTOY
THXZQHXKAITOYTIOTHPIOYKAITOYATTAXMENOYKAI
5 TTAPAKAAOYMENZOIOIIQEATIAZHEHMAZXITANTAZ

TOYEMETEAH®OTOXYTIAYTQNITPOEXTOMHI'ENEXOAI
HMINEIZKPIMAHEIXKATAKPIMATOIEMETAAAM
BANOYZINAAAAMAAAONEIZATIANZAPKOZKAIYYXHE
EIZANAINEQXZINTOYTINEYMATOZHMQNEIZIIETIN

10 KAIZQ®POXYNHNEIZIZXYNKAIAYNAMINEIZATAITHN
KAIOIAAHAIANEIZEYNTEAEIANITANTOZOEAHMATOZEOY
EIZTEAEIONXZOYANGOPQIIONTOKATAGEONKTIZOENTA
INAQMENTEAEIOIKAIKAGAPOIAMAXYNTOIZEZQX
MENOIATIOTTANTOZANOMIQNKAITEAEIOMENOIEN

15 TANTIOEAHMATITOYOY KAITTPOEKYHMOQNIYXPY
AIOYZOIAOZAKPATOZAIQONOEZTIMHMEI'AAQXYNH
KAINYNKAIEIZETOYZEXYMITANTAZAIQNAXTQN
AIQNQNAMHN  EIXOEOX

L. 2. Conjectural Readings in Roca-Puig’s Edition of lext of the Anaphora
and the Thanksgiving Prayer

Before proceeding with my reconstruction of the text of the anaphora and
the thanksgiving prayer, I shall discuss the misspellings and mistakes com-
mitted by the scribe of the papyrus. They are mostly the customary iota-
cisms; many of R.-P’s corrections of these are fully acceptable—but not
all of them.

In line 154b, 2 R.-P. reads EYXAPIZTEIAZ in the title of the anaphora
as Evyopiotio, “Thanksgiving”, which is certainly correct: such an inter-
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change of et and 1, a very common iotacism, is widely represented in the
Egyptian papyri.'

In lines 154b, 3-4 R.-P. reads EYZOMENITPOZ//KYPION as "Eyoupev
npog Koprov, “We have [the hearts—AM. Z5.] to the Lord.” This is quite
understandable—"Eyouev npog 1ov Koplov /| Habemus ad Dominum is
indeed a well known liturgical response.”

In line 154b, 4 R.-P. reads EYXAPIZOHZOMEN as ebyapiothcouev. He
is certainly correct in replacing © with T (the case we have here is a false
aspiration),” but probably incorrect in interpreting this form as a future
indicative (or an epic aorist, which is very unlikely). Instead it should be
read as a regular aorist subjunctive: edyapiooouev—a replacement of o
by o occurs frequently in the papyri.”!

In line 154b, 7 R.-P. reads ®E[TANTOKPATQPTOYKYHMQNIYXPY as
et navrokpdrmp, <IIdtep> 100 Kvplov fudv 'Incod Xpiotod, “O God
Pantocrator, Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.” I do not see any need to
interpret the text in this way. The text should be read exactly, as: Oeg
novtokpdtop t0d Kvplov fudv ‘Incod Xpiotod, “O God Pantocrator of
our Lord Jesus Christ.” This is merely a sign of an archaic Christology—
such expressions are well known from Sacred Scripture (cf. Eph 1: 17)
and from many writings of the pre-Nicaean orthodox Fathers. Note that a
similar address to God is found in another Egyptian anaphora, that
ascribed to Athanasius:** KOpie 0 Oedg 0 mavtoxpdtop 100 Kupiov fudv
"Incod Xpiotod, “O Lord, God Pantocrator of our Lord Jesus Christ.”?

In line 154b, 9 R.-P. reads OYPANOYITHNOAAAZZAN as oOpovoic,
Yiv, 8¢Aacoav, “the heaven, the earth, the sea.” Altough the reading
ovpavovg, tiv BdAacoav is also not improbable, I agree with R.-P’s

19 See: Gignac E Th. A Grammar of the Greek Papyri of the Roman and Byzantine Periods.
Vol. 1: Phonology. (Milano, 1976: Testi e documenti per lo studio dell'antichitd; 55). R 190-191.
19 Still, there is another way of reading this sequence without turning YZ into X, which is
not likely phonetically: Zeb&opev npog Kbprov, “Let’s join [the hearts] together to the
Lord.” But this reading seems very unnatural. Here the scribe has perhaps confused
“Eyopev with some form like EbEdueblo.

2 See: Gignac.Op. cit. P. 135-138.

2 See: Ihid. P. 276-277.

22 Edition: Frend W.H.C., Muirhead 1.A. 7he Greek Manuscripts from the Cathedral of
Quasr Ibrim, in: Le Muséon. Vol. 89 (1976). P. 43-49 (here: p. 47-49).

») T disagree with J. Hammerstaedt who inserts—just as Roca-Puig did in his edition of the
Barcelona papyrus—the expression <6 Ilatnp> into the text of the Athanasian anaphora
(Hammerstaedt. Op. cit. S. 135). There is no textological argument for this interpolation.
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conjecture, because the expression seems quite natural and also because
oVpavodg is written without an article—consequently, it is strange to
expect an article before a homogeneous part of the sentence (8dAacoav);
but it should be noted that here R.-P. is mistaken already in his diplo-
matic version of the text (where he reads T' instead of T), and thereby
completely neglects to highlight his conjecture.

In line 154b, 11 R.-P. is right in reading OX as -ovg in AITOZKOTOZX:
ano okétovg, “from darkness.” An interchange of ov and o occurs in the
papyri, though rarely.**

In lines 154b, 12-13 R.-P. corrects the scribe’s misspellings EIZETIITNO-
ZIONAOZHZONO//MATOXZAYTQ, reading this sequence as eig eniyvooty
36&ng dvépartog ovtod, “unto knowledge of the glory of His name”, which
is certainly correct: a replacement of ov by  in the papyri is a “frequent
interchange, especially in final position”,” and a replacement of @ by o
also occurs frequently.?® Only an insertion of a vowel after 1 is uncommon.

In line 154b, 15 R.-P. renders ZAPPA®IN as cepogy, “seraphim”.
While omitting the doubled P is incontestable,” there is no need to spell
A as E in cepogiv: the form capoguy is also attested in the sources.?

In lines 154b, 16-17 R.-P. corrects a few scribal misspellings in XEIA-
IAIZXEIAIAAQNKAIMYPIAI//MYPIAAEZATTEAAQNAPXATTEAAQN,
rendering this sequence as yiAon y1Addov kol popiot pupédev dyyéov,
apyoyyérov, “thousands of thousands and myriads of myriads of angels,
archangels.” Here, indeed, the scribe should have confused a noun
(&yyérov) and a participle (GyyéAAov), erroneously repeating A in dryyéhov
and dpyoyyédov; he also seems to have misspelled some forms of yiAiog—
but which forms? While R.-P’s conjecture (xiAon ytiiddev) could be cor-
rect, it is less reasonable than a conjectural yidion y1héddeg, which: 1) is
purely biblical (see Dan 7: 10); 2) leaves MYPIAI//MYPIAAEE without
any conjecture at all; 3) is found in other known Greek anaphoras, includ-
ing Egyptian ones—for example, in the anaphora of the Liturgy of Mark.
So I would suggest yihon yididdeg ol pdpion pvpddeg dyyélowv,
apxoyyédov, with the same meaning as R.-P’s.

) See: Gignac.Op. cit. P. 211-214.

2 See: Ibid. P. 208.

20 See: Ibid. P. 276-277; cf. lines 154b, 4; 155a, 15; 155a, 24 of our papyrus.

2 See: Ibid. P. 157.

8 This form is used, for example, in Photius’ “Lexicon”: @oziov 100 mazpidpyov Aéscwv
ovvayoyn (Cambridge, 1822). Part. 2. P. 500.



The Anaphora and Thanksgiving Prayer from the Barcelona Papyrus 475

In lines 154b, 18-19 R.-P. rightly corrects a mistake in AOEAAOT'OYN//
TQN: do&oloyodvtmv: the replacement of a by o is a special feature of the
Greek papyri of the Roman and Byzantine periods, and the presence of a
liquid makes this interchange even more natural.”

In lines 154b, 20-21 R.-P. reads [TAHPHZXOY//OOYPANOXTHEAOZHIZOY
as TANpng O ovpovdg <kod N yR> thic 86&ng cov, “Heaven and earth are
full of Your glory.” If we take into consideration the text of the Barcelona
papyrus only, this conjecture is unnecessary. The reading nAnpng cov 6
0Vpovog thg 80ENg cov, “Your heaven is full of Your glory,” is a bit clumsy
yet still acceptable, though this reading would attest that the anaphora
contains not just a redaction of the biblical text, usual for Christian ana-
phoras (rAfpng 6 ovpavog kai My ¥R thg 86Eng cov instead of the nAnpng
raoo yii the 86Eng avrod of Is. 6: 3),% but also a complete replacement
of the biblical © yfj by 6 0vpavog and a doubling of 6od replacing the bib-
lical a0t0%. But both the Louvain and Vienna fragments of the anaphora,
which begin with the second part of the Sanctus hymn, do contain the
word yfj here. The Louvain fragment has it even twice—both in the Greek
transcription of the hymn and in its Coptic translation: rn THC AosHC
COY. TTE MITIKA2 MED EROA SHIMEKOOY MX0€EIC, “[Heaven and] earth
[are full] of Your glory. Heaven and earth are full of Your glory, O Lord!”
The Vienna fragment of the anaphora opens with: g x[ai] f| vl tig oy,
“[Heaven] and earth [are full] of [Your] holy [glory]”—hence, R.-P’s con-
jecture here should be accepted.”

In line 154b, 22 R.-P. reads MONOTENOYZOY as povoyevodg 6ov, cor-
recting the omitted X, which is of course just a scribal oversight.

Line 154b, 25 of the papyrus is fairly complete, but both Louvain.
Copt. 27 and PVindob. G 41043 add after vexpoic: o0 v Bavérov
dvéuvnotv motoduev. I would insert this addition into the critical text of the
anaphora because it is supported by two out of three witnesses to the text.

In line 155a, 1 R.-P. reads [IPOS®EPOMENEKTIZMATAXOYTAYTA as
npocpépopey ktiouatd cov tadto, “We offer these Your creations,” not
commenting at all on his omission of E after IPOZ®PEPOMEN. This is
highly inaccurate: the line could simply be read as is: mpoceépopev
éxtiopotd cov tadto, “We offer these Your payments”—and this reading
would have necessarily been preferred had the Louvain fragment been

») See: Gignac.Op. cit. P. 287-289.
39 See: Taft R.E The Interpolation... Vol. 57 (1991). P. 284.

30 S. Janeras suggests to make just one more conjecture here— see footnote 73.
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completely lost. But the Louvain fragment (the Vienna fragment is of no
help here) gives efinpocepa nak ek CoNT nal, “we offer You these
creations of Yours.” So I suggest interpreting E in this line of the papyrus
as a misspelled XE, which, in turn, would be a misspelled ZOI. Thus, the
correct reading seems to be: npoceépopév oot xtiopatd cov tadto, “We
offer You these Your creations.”

In lines 155a, 3-4 R.-P. omits the doubling of TOATIONZOY. This is
probably correct. But he also reads TOATIONZOY as 10 &yov, “Holy,”
which is an unneccessary conjecture. The text should be read as it stands:
10 Gy1ov cov, “Your Holy.”

In lines 155a, 4-5 R.-P. reads IINEYMAAZIQN//OYNQN as Tlvedpuo. éx
TV 0vpavdv, “Spirit from heaven.” I would not easily agree with a hasty
reading of AZIQN//OYNQN as ék t@v ovpavdv, because it is impossible
phonetically to render éx t@v as AZIQN. This obscure sequence could be
read in other ways, either as d&tov, odpéviov, “worthy, heavenly,” or as éx
Ziav ovpaviov,®” “from heavenly Sion”: the rendering of ék Ziwv as AZIQN
is much more satisfactory phonetically than that of éx t@v. But R.-P’s
reading here is supported by evidence of the Louvain fragment, whereas
the Vienna fragment abruptly comes to an end a few words before: egox
onmrnye, “from heaven.”*

In line 155a, 5 R.-P. reads EIXTOZQMATOYITIOHZAIAYTA as tod drytdoon
a0, “in order to sanctify them.” I strongly disagree with this reading,
because the text of the papyrus is quite clear here and needs no such
guesswork. EIZTO is in any case not tod but, obviously, i 10, and
ZOMATOYIIOHEALI is very likely a slightly misspelled form of the regular
Greek verb cmpatonotéw® —ooporonotficot. The transformation of ot into
o in different forms of mow® (including moificon) is very common in the
papyri;* and in line 154b, 11 of our papyrus we have already seen an exam-
ple of an interchange between ov and o (though in an opposite direction)—
such interchange seems to rest on interference between Greek and Coptic.*®

32 For this variant and for a conjecture to be discussed next (line 155a, 5) I am indebted

to Michael Asmus, whom I thank gratefully.

39 This reading is in itself a conjecture, though—here in rinye, “heaven,” only 1 is easily
legible.

3 See, for example: Liddell H.G., Scott R. A Greek-English Lexicon / Revised by H.S. Jones
and others. (10th ed.: Oxford, 1996). P. 1749-1750; Lampe G.W.H. A Patristic Greek Lexi-
con. (Oxford, 1961). P. 1367-1368.

) See: Gignac.Op. cit. P. 199-200.

39 See: Ibid. P. 213-214; on p. 211 Gignac also states that an unaccented o, which is the
case here, is “tending to be represented by ov.”
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R.-P. finds support for his reading” in some liturgical sources of non-
Egyptian provenance,” but I consider my reading eig 10 copatonotiicot
a01d, “to represent them materially,” decidedly, preferable, because it does
not disturb the clear text of the papyrus itself, and because the term
coporonotéw is used in connection with the Eucharist precisely in Egyp-
tian Christian writings of the 3rd c.,”” as well as by Pseudo-Macarius and
Justin.®* Alas, the Louvain fragment, which could lend some support to
my reading, is barely legible here. Th. Lefort, its editor, managed to read
only the following letters: [.Joyaag[...]a[...m]nanoet[k]. This Coptic
sequence should obviously be interpreted as a qualitative form of oyor,
“sanctify,” plus about 7-8 illegible letters (only & in the middle is clearly
readable) plus a few other letters that should be parts of some unidentified
word or words, plus, probably, the word oelk, “bread.” I suggest recon-
structing the Louvain fragment here as [T]oyaag[oy] alyw Ta]
manoet(k], “for sanctifying them and representing: the bread” etc. Fur-
thermore, despite the fact that in Coptic there is a special word for ren-
dering copotonoté@—TaAs0, which is used mainly in the sense of “to
heal”,*' I remain convinced that the Coptic TOYaaBOY aY® Tama could
well be a translation of the Greek ei¢ 10 copatorotficot avtd, because a
Coptic translator might render cwpotonoiéo (in the sense “to represent
materially”) as Tama (“to show, to represent”) and then add Toyaag
(causative prefix plus qualitative form of “to sanctify”) to explain clearly
the notion of Eucharistic transformation contained in ei¢ 10 couotonoeiv.
When all is said and done, Egyptian writers certainly attest that the term
couotonolém was used in a Eucharistic context to denote the transforma-
tion of the Holy gifts, and the anaphora considered here (an Egyptian

) Which seems to be influenced by his erroneous word-division in his diplomatic version
of the text.

%% Roca-Puig. Anafora de Barcelona i altres pregaries: Missa del segle IV, (Barcelona, 1994).
P 55.

3 Cf.: Clemens Alexandrinus,Paedagogus 1. 6. 38 (Marrou H.-1., Harl M. (eds.) Clément
d’Alexandrie, Le Pédagogue. Livre I. (Paris, 1970: Sources chrétiennes; 70). P. 180); Ori-
genes, De oratione 33 (PG 11. Col. 557).

0 Cf.: Justinus Martyr, Dialogus cum Tryphone Judaeo 70 (Marcovich M. (ed.) lustini
Martyris Dialogus cum Tryphone. (Berlin; New York, 1997: Patristische Texte und Studien;
47). P 192); Pseudo-Macarius Magnus, 50 Homiliae spirituales (coll. H) 4 (PG 34.
Col. 481b); idem, 64 Sermones (coll. B) 49. 7 (PG 34. Col. 896a). It should be noted that
the use of this term by Pseudo-Macarius poses again a question of the provenance of at
least some parts of the Macarian corpus.

W Crum W.E. A Coptic Dictionary. (Oxford, 1939). P. 411-412.
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one!) is the only possible known liturgical text that might have influenced
their use of the term in this very sense.

In lines 155a, 8-9 R.-P. reads EMEAAENITAPAAIAONAIAABQNAPTON
KAIEYXAPI//STHEAXKAIEKAAEZENKAIEAQKEN as éueilev mopadidovon
govtdv, Aafov dptov kol edyapioticag, fxhacey kol #dwxev. While the
insertion of éavtov is quite logical, the omission of ko is of course unnec-
essary. In any case, rendering of EKAAEZEN as éxAocev and not verba-
tim as éxdAeoev, “having called,” without any explanation, is unfounded.
Of course, R.-P’s rendering is supported by all variant redactions of
the institution narrative,” but here his reading is actually supported
not by an external witness, but by the Louvain fragment, which has:
NTEPEUNOY €YNAMAPAAIAOY MMO( A(XT MIMTOEIK A(WTTO2MOT €9pal
exXwd ACHOY €po( adrow adraad, “when He was going to give
Himself, took bread, has given thanks upon it, has blessed it, broke, gave,”
and R.-P. fails to notice this.

In line 155a, 10 R.-P. reads TOYTOMOIEXTINTOXQMA as t00td pod
éotv 10 odpo, “this is My body.” While he is probably correct in inter-
preting MOI as o0, and both the corresponding New Testament passages
(Mt 26: 26, Mk 14: 22, Lk 22: 19, 1 Cor 11: 24) and the Louvain frag-
ment, which gives here nacwna, “My body,” support his interpretation, a
straightforward reading, 10016 pot éotv 10 odpa, should not have been
discounted so easily.

In lines 155a, 12-13 R.-P. reads AABETE//TIIETETOAIMA as Adere,
niete: 10016 pov oty 10 aipa, “Take, drink—this is My blood.” While
this reading is generally supported by the Louvain fragment, which has:
XTHTEeTHCW. Nnat rap ne nacnod, “Take, drink—for (yap) this is My
blood,” the papyrus still could be read here without a conjecture: AéPete,
niete 10 aipa, “take, drink the blood.”

In line 155a, 13 R.-P. is right in inserting N* and correcting the mis-
spelled O* in EKXYOMENQN: éxyvvéuevov, “shed.” The Louvain frag-
ment abruptly ends shortly after this word.

42 However, in patristic literature there are a few examples of the use of éxdAecev in con-
nection with the c@uo of Christ and His Church: in reference to the Eucharist, cf. Hesy-
chius, Comm. brevis in Ps 77. 24: TO pévvo 6O Gxelpomointov oVpaviov EkdAecey,
éonuove 8¢ 10 odue Xprotod (Jagic V. Supplementum Psalterii Bononiensis. Incerti auctoris
explanatio Graeca. Vienna, 1917), and in a more general sense, cf. Theodoretus, Interpr. in
xiv epistulas s. Pauli: Xp1otdv éviodBa 10 kowdv odua tig ExkAnoiog éxdiece (PG. 82.
Col. 325).

) Cf. Gignac. Op. cit. P 117.

@ See: Ibid. P. 277.
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In line 155a, 14 R.-P rightly corrects H in AGHZIN: dipectv, “remission.”®

In lines 155a, 15-16 R.-P reads OXOKINEANOYNEPXONTEZX//
ITOIOYNTEZZOYTHNANAMNHZIN as 06diK1g €0v GUVEPKOUEVOL TOIDUEY
v &véuvnorv, “‘each time when we meet together, we shall make the
remembrance.” This reading is influenced by the following division into
words in R.-P’s diplomatic version: OLOKIN EAN OYNEPXONTEZ
[TOIOYNTEX 20Y THN ANAMNHZIN. But it is doubtful that the scribe
has indeed rendered a conjectured 6cdxig plus cuvepyduevor Todpev as
OXOKIN and OYNEPXONTEZX//TIOIOYNTEX respectively. Meanwhile,
OYNEPXONTEZ//TIOIOYNTEX could be interpreted without any guess-
work at all as o0v #pyovteg molodvieg, “when meeting together, making.”
Though, this seems to be a construction too complicated for a prayer. In
sum, I suggest we read the sequence OYNEPXONTEZ//TIOIOYNTEY as
ovvépyovteg, motodvtes, supposing that the scribe confused O and Z,
which were written in a similar way. OZOKINEAN, then, could be read as
og £ketvor &v.*® We have already seen an example of the replacement of ®
by o in lines 154b, 4; 154b, 12 and 155a, 24 of our papyrus, while inter-
change between ot (or v) and & (or a1) in unaccented syllables occurs in
the papyri many times and is probably a result of bilingual interference.”
So the reading I suggest is prefereable than R.-P’s (moreover, a pseudo-
diacritical mark above O could even be interpreted in the sense of a cor-
rection of a misspelled letter). This reading may seem a bit unnatural,
especially in comparison with 6cdxig éav / dodxig yap €av in 1 Cor 11:
25-26, the locus theologicus for this very place of the anaphora, but, I
repeat, substitution of 6cdxig with OZOKIN is unlikely phonetically.
Besides, a search query in the 7hesaurus Linguae Graecae gives no instance
of a use of 0cdxig éav together with a participle form (NB: here in the
papyrus we have cuvépyovteg, moodvieg), while there are a number of
instances of the use of g éxelvor Gv with an aorist participle. One of
these is found in Athanasius of Alexandria: d¢ v éxetvol povévieg,” i.e.
in a work of an author of the same time and provenance as the Barcelona
papyrus.” Finally, I see no reason for omitting ZOY after [IOIOYNTEZX.

) See: Ibid. P. 273-275.

) T gratefully thank Andrej Vinogradov who helped me to establish the most plausible
variant for interpreting the OZOKINEAN sequence.

) See: Gignac. Op. cit. P. 245.

) Athanasius Magnus, Orationes tres contra Arianos. 44 (PG 26. Col. 417).

) Yet, in the given passage of Athanasius we have the &g éxelvot &v sequence in reversed
order; but, for example, in John Chrysostom’s homilies on Paul’s Epistle to the Romans,
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Thus it seems that the whole sequence should read &g éxeivor v
OLVEPYOVTEG, TOLOVVTEG GOV TV avapvnou, “like those [Ze. the apostles],
whenever we meet together, we make the remembrance of You.”

Lines 155a, 19-20 show an obvious omission after ATIAYHY in
ATTASHXITOIZITAZINEZAYTQN//METAAAMBANOYZIN. It seems that
the scribe has omitted one or two lines here. R.-P. suggests filling the gap
with an expression from the Byzantine anaphora of Basil®® and to read
METAAAMBANOYZIN as an imperfect (uetedopPdvovowv): aydong
névtog Tovg €k 10D EpTov Kol 10D TOTNPlov TOVT®V UETE(OVIOG, MOTE
yevéoBan 1olg naowy €€ avtdv pnetehopuPdvovoty, “You would sanctify all
who have taken part from the bread and the cup, so that to all who have
received Communion they [the bread and cup] will be...”. I suggest read-
ing METAAAMBANOYZIN without any alteration as petadappdvovotv,
“[those who] communicate.” And while acknowledging an omission
here, I would just mark it without filling in the gap, precisely because any
conjecture here (and especially one based on a non-Egyptian source)
would be a mere fantasy.

In lines 155a, 21-22 R.-P. reads METOXHN//A®OAPZIAN as petoynv
&eBapoiog, “communication of incorruption.” While he is probably right
in his interpretation, taking into account the fact that the same construc-
tion (Acc.+Gen.) is repeated many times in the following enumeration of
spiritual gifts (kowoviav Ilvedpotog... katoptiopdv rnioteng Kol
dAnBelog. .. cuviedeimoty ... Bedfpotoc),’ itis also true that METOXHN//
AD®OAPIIAN could be read as petoylyv, dobopoiov, “communication
[and] incorruption,” and this literal reading should not be passed over
without commentary.

In line 155a, 24 R.-P. correctly reads AOEAZOMEN as a conjunctive:
do&alouev, “[will] glorify” (cf. lines 154b, 4; 154b, 12; 155a, 15; 155a,
24 of our papyrus).

In line 155a, 25 R.-P. reads ATIAXMENOQY as fytacuévov, but I see no
need to disturb the clear text of the papyrus, which contains the form
ayoopévov not only here, but also in the following prayer of thanksgiv-

for example, we have the following passage: xoi obtot yobv, gnolv, &¢ ékelvor Qv
¢yévovto (PG 60. Col. 562).

0 Hinggi A., Pahl L.Prex Eucharistica: Textus e variis Liturgiis antiquoribus selecti. (Fri-
bourg, 1968: Spicilegium Friburgense; 12). P. 238, 335.

>D This argument seems to be of greater importance than the citation v &¢Bapciog Roca-
Puig found in a thanksgiving prayer from the papyrus PBerol 13918.
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ing after Communion, which occupies a part of the folium 155b of the
papyrus.

In line 155b, 3 R.-P. rightly corrects iotacisms (cf. line 154b, 2 of our
papyrus) in EYXAPIZTOYMENZOIENEITHMETAAHMYITOYAPTOY—
ebxoploTodpéy oot €nt tff petaAnuyet, “we offer you thanks for the Com-
munion.”

In line 155b, 4 R.-P. reads KAITOYTIOTHPIOYKAITOYATIAZIMENOY
as kol 10D motnpiov 100 Grytacpod, “and of the cup of sanctification.” R.-P.
explains his conjecture by a reference to a Milanese papyrus edited by
Ghedini.” In his commentaries, R.-P. also offers another conjecture: xoi
100 motnpiov 10D fyacpévov, “and of the sanctified cup,” which he con-
siders an “acceptable sense”. For me, the literal reading of what the papy-
rus itself contains, kol 100 motplov kol 0D dyrocpévov, already is an
“acceptable sense”: in the anaphora, He who is called ayioopévog is Christ
Himself—see my commentary on line 155a, 25 above. This means that
Christ “is sanctified” either by God the Father or by Christians—and if
the first interpretation, that Christ is eternally sanctified by God the
Father, may seem dubious, the second finds its parallel in other Egyptian
anaphoras, which depict Christian worship as a “sanctification” of God by
the worshippers.”® So the line in question should be read literally: xai 10
romplov kol 100 Gytoopévov, “and of cup and of [Him, Who is]
sanctified [i.e. Christ].”

In lines 155b, 5-6 R.-P. is right in correcting three orthographic errors
of the scribe: napaxaioduév oe, “we beseech You”, (papyrus: [TAPAKAAOY-
MENZOI; cf. line 155a, 16 of our papyrus) and peteiAngdtog én’ ovtdv,
“those who have received a part from them [e.g. Holy Gifts—AM. Zh.]”
(papyrus: METEAH®OTAZYIIAYTQN).>

In line 155b, 8 R.-P. reads ATIAN as éyveiav, “purity,” noting in his
commentary that other readings could also be suggested, e.g. ayiwoivn,

> Ghedini G. Frammenti liturgici in un papiro milanese, in: Aegyptus, 13:2 (1933).
P 667-673.

%3 Anaphoras: of the Liturgy of Mark (Cuming G.J. (ed.) 7he Liturgy of St. Mark. (Roma,
1990: Orientalia Christiana Analecta; 234). P 37), from the Euchologion of Sarapion
(Johnson M.E. The Prayers of Sarapion of Thmuis: A Literary, Liturgical and Theological
Analysis. (Roma, 1995: Orientalia Christiana Analecta; 249). P. 46), from the papyrus
from Dér-Balyzeh (van Haelst J. Une nouvelle reconstitution du papyrus liturgique de Dér-
Balizeh, in: Ephemerides Theologicae Louvanienses. Vol. 45 (1969). P. 444-455, here:
p. 448).

) See: Gignac. Op. cit. P. 256-257.
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vylewav, vyelav, adetav. Of these, I would prefer byelov, “health”, because
it is more natural phonetically—to spell Oyeiav as @ylov, not ayvetow;
furthermore, a wish that Holy Communion should grant a communicant
both bodily and spiritual health is very common in the thanksgiving prayers.

In lines 155b, 9, 11 and 12 R.-P. rightly corrects three orthographic
errors of the scribe: dvavéoow, “renewal” (papyrus: ANAINEQZIN),>
ouhaAnAiav, “mutual love” (papyrus: ®IAAHAIAN),>® GvBpwmov tov
kote Oeov ktioBévto, “man who is created after God” (papyrus: ANOPQ-
[TONTOKATAGEONKTIZOENTA).>

In line 155b, 13 R.-P. reads AMAXYNTOI as dvoioyvvrot, “shameless.”
I suggest apdynrot, “invincible,” instead. My reading seems to be more
satisfactory phonetically, because it needs no guesswork in replacing u by
v and o with o (stressed!), while an interchange of v and n in the papyri
“occurs frequently in all phonetic conditions throughout the Roman and
Byzantine periods,”® and insertions of nasals before stops are also “very
frequent.”

Finally, in line 155b, 14 R.-P. reads ATIOTTANTOZANOMIQNKAITEA-
EIOMENOI as &m0 movtog <kokod kol AeAVTpoUEVOL G0 TOcMV> AVOULDY
Kol Tédeto<t kol menAnpogopn>uévot, “from every evil and freed from all
crimes and accomplished and plentiful.” Both conjectures are explained
as resembling some biblical verses. I see absolutely no need of either con-
jecture here, because the genitive plural &vop@dv could be understood as a
partitive genetive, and thus the literal text of the papyrus reads literally
perfectly well as: ano movtog dvopdv kol teletopévor, “from each of
crimes, and being accomplished” etc.

There are also a few minor editorial errors in R.-P’s edition of both
the anaphora and the thanksgiving prayer: in the anaphora dw0fxng is
written instead of S1bfxng (155a, 7), in the thanksgiving prayer the con-
cluding ¥ of line 155b, 13 is found in the beginning of line 155b, 14;
conjectures are indicated only occasionally.

Finally, I should repeat that R.-P. is usually right in correcting minor
misspellings and scribal errors, while his main conjectured interpretations

> On an interchange of o and o in medial position see: fbid. P. 195.

°9 On the sporadic interchange of o and n see: fbid. P. 286; on simplification and gemi-
nation of liquids see: /bid. P. 155-156.

57 On omission of final v before a word beginning with a stop see: /bid. P. 111-112.

*8) Ibid. P. 262; examples for the case we have here are given on p. 264.

> [bid. P. 118-119.
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are often unnecessary and could be agreed with only when they are sup-
ported by the Louvain or the Vienna fragments. As a result, R.-P’s edition
of the text of the anaphora and thanksgiving prayer is unreliable. Having
shown this, I will now present my own reconstruction of the text, based
on all its three known manuscripts—P.Monts.Roca inv. 154b-155b, Lou-
vain. Copt. 27 and P.Vindob. G 41043.

L. 3. Critical Text of the Anaphora and Thanksgiving Prayer from the
Barcelona Papyrus

In providing the critical text of the anaphora and thanksgiving prayer I
am adhering to the following principles. Wordings of the main manu-
script witness (i.e. PMonts.Roca inv. 154b-155b) are kept without any
alterations as much as possible; when a conjecture is inevitable, the closest
to the literal text of PMonts.Roca inv. 154b-155b is chosen. Only once I
omit a few words from the text of the main manuscript witness and on
three occasions I insert a few words into it. These emendations were made
only because both the Louvain and Vienna fragments agree together
against the main papyrus; all these changes (the omission and insertions)
are indicated by the angle brackets: <>, as well as in the apparatus. A
lacuna in line 155a, 19 is indicated by the square brackets: [ ]. Abbrevi-
ated Divine names are deciphered, but this is indicated by the parenthe-
ses: (). For the convenience of comparing the critical text with the
diplomatic version, division into lines is kept exactly as is in the main
papyrus; the apparatus is given after the anaphora and after the thanks-
giving prayer separately. In the apparatus, the original readings of the Bar-
celona papyrus (B) are given whenever a conjecture is made; the variant
readings of the Louvain fragment (L) are given without translation (i.e. in
Coptic); the variant readings of the Vienna fragment (V) are given only
when they are (at least partly) readable and are not pure conjectures them-
selves. In order to make the text clear all biblical and patristic references
are given below, as footnotes to the English translation.

[PMonts.Roca inv. 154b]

Eic ©edc— Incodg 6 Kbprog

Evyopiotia wepl dptov kol motnpiov
“Avo 10¢ kapdiog udv—"Exouev mpog
Kbprov—"E11 edyopiotmoouev—"A&ov kol dikat-
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ov. "A&10v £oT1v k0l dikoov: o8 oively, o
e0Aoyely, ot {)uvsiv 6ol evyaplotely, Aéonoto.
O(e)¢ nocvapowmp 100 K(‘L)plo)l) mw)v ’I(n60)d X(p1670)d, 6 Mot~
Noog T TévTo €K 10D un dvtog eig 10 eivor,
10 médvo - 0vpovolg, YR, Bdhaccay kol ndvto o
£v 101G, 1t 10D Nyamnuévou cov maidog 'I(Mco)d X(proto)d
700 K(vpio)v fudv, 1 ob ékdAesey Hubc and cxdTong
15 QOG, amo dyvoolog elg entyvwoty d6Eng Ovo-
HorTog ovtod, &md eBopaig Bovdtov eic dipbop-
clav, eig Lomv aidviov- 6 kaBfuevog émt Spua-
T0g xePOVPLY Kol Gapoeiv wnpocee\/ o0To0-
O ToploTacty iAton xAiddeg kol phptot
Hoptddeg dyyérov, dpyxoyyéhmv, Bpdvov
KOl KUPLOTAT®Y, DUVOOVT®V Kol 80E0A0yolv-
tov- ued’ GV kol Muelg duvodvreg, Aéyoviec,
”Aytog, ”Aytog, “Aytog, KOprog Zoc]?)ow')e' rt?w'\png <>
0 0VpavOg <kod M YH> mg 86Eng cov- év 1y 850<";(xcot<; nuog dt-
0. 100 LOVOYEVODG GOV Kol Tp®TOTOKO nacng Kti-
ceng '1(n60)d X(p1o710)V, 10D K(upio)v Hudv- 6 xabhuevog év
de&1a i peyohwovvng Gov &v To1g 0vpovi-
o1g 0¢ Epyetor kplvou {dvTog kol vekpodg <ob v Bavdtov dvduvno
TOLODUEY >

[PMonts.Roca inv. 155a]

St ob Tpooseépoutv cot kTiopotd cov TodTa, dp-

Tov 1€ kol otprov- oitoduebo kol ToporkohoD-

HEV o€ OT™G KOTOTEUYNG €T 0OTA TO Gry1dV 60V

Kol TopdkAnTov cov [vedua €x tdv

0V (pa)vadV - €lC TO COUATONOIRGOL COTO KO TO1RGOI

OV v dptov odpa Xp(1610)d, 1o 8¢ motAptov aipo Xp(1610)d,
g kouviig droBnkne - Kobag kol adtdc, Nvixo

guelev mopadidoval <eavtov>, AaPmv Gptov kol edyopt-
omoog kol &xhacey kol Edwiev Tolg pabnroic

avtod Aéyov: AdBete, dyete, 100T6 pov €0ty 10 GdUOL.
Kai 6poing, ustd 10 denviicat, AaPov noth-

ptov, aoxocplcmcocg, £dwxev adTolg keywv A(sttz-:,

niete 1O oo 1O mEpt TOAADY é ernvouavov eig

doeotv uoptidy - Ked Nuetg 10 odto motoduey

elg TNV oNv Avauvnoty, O £KEIVoL BV GLVEPYOVTEG,
TO100VTEG GOV TV AVAUVNGLY, TOD Grylov pueTn-

piov d1dackdAov kol BaciAémg kol cwthpog UMV
"I(Mo0)V Xp(1670)0. Nad, dEroduév oe, Aéonota, Onmg eVAOYDY
gvAoynonNg kol oylwg dytdong [...] tolg moowy €€ ovtdv
petadouBévovoty eig nioTv AdidxpLtov, el UeTo-

v aeBopaiog, eic kovmvioy Tvedpotog dryiov,
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elg kotapTiouov tiotemg kol dAnbelog, eic cuvre-
Aelwowv movtog Oedipotdc cov, va €11 kol év 100t
So&dLmuev T0 movéviipov kol tavdytov Gvo-

25  ué cov, d1d 100 drytacuévou cov maidog IMmeo)d Xp(1610)b t0d
K(vplo)v Hudv, 8" ob ot 860, kpdrog eig Tovg dknpdTove
oldvog TOV aidvov: "Aufyv.

154b

2 Edygopotio] gvyopiotelag B; 3 “Exouev] evlouev B; 4 edyopiotiomuey]
evyopioOnoouev B; 9 yiiv] v B; 11 oxdtovg] oxotog B; 12 éniyvwotv]
entyvooiov B; 13 av10d] awtw B; 15 copapiv] cappaely B; 16 yidton yihiddec]
xethoug xethodav B; 17 dyyédav, dpyxoyyélov] ayyeAlov apyoyyeAlov B;
18-19 do&oloyotvimv] do&ahoyouvimv B; 20 mAipng] cov add. B; 20-21 nAfpng
0 00pavog kol N YA Thg 86&ng cov] duplic. L; 21 xoi i yii] om. B; 21 tfig] dylog
add. V; 21 cov] nxoeic add. L; 22 cov] ov B; 22 cov] fiwnpe add. L; 22 ko] t0D
V; 23 100 K(vpio)v Audv] om. L; 24 cov] om. L; 25 o0 thv Bavdtov dvduvnoty
noloduev] om. B.

155a

18 00] om. L; npoceépopev] tpoopepmuev V; 1 col] € B; 1 tadta] net add. L;
2 e ko] Miinei L 2 aitodpedo] deduebo V; 3 kotamépyng én” odtd] €. o k. Vs 3
0] om. V; 3 10 Gywdv cov] duplic. B; 4 cov] om. L; 4 éx tdv] alwwv B; 5
copotonojoatl] copotovroncotl B; 5 elg 10 cwpotonotficol ovTd Kol
nooot] <T>0Yaak<OY> a<yw Ta>Ma- L; 6 Xp(1610)9 ... Xp(1010)D] Finexc...
fin<eX>C L; 8 £avtdv] om. B; 7 adtoc] add. L; 8-9 xad... kod... kal...] om. L;
8-9 ehyoplotong] aqWoMOT €2pail exwy adcHoy L; 9 €xhacev] exadecey
B; 10 Aéywv] nay add. L; 10 toDtd] rap add. L; 10 uod] por B; 10 cdua]
eToynaTaad 2apwThi add. L; 12 edyopiotiooc] on aquiioHoT eopai exmn
L; 13 10 aipo] nai rap rne nacuoq L; 14 dgeowv] aonow B; 15 dg éxelvol]
ocoxive B; 21 dpbopoioc] apbBopsiay B; 24 doEdlwpev] do&alouev B.

[PMonts.Roca inv. 155b]

Eic Oebg
“Et1 8e6uebd cov, Aéonoto O(e)E navtokpdrmp, Kol
ey op1oTodpév oot €nl Tf) netaAnuyet 100 Gptov
¢ Cwfig kol 10D Totnplov, Kol ToD KylecHEVOL * KoL
5 mopokododuév 6 Onmg GyLaong THOG TOVTOG

T00¢ HeTetAnedTog &’ adTAdV - TPdC TO UM yevésBon
Nuiv el kpiua 7 elg Kotdicpua, Tolg LETOAOL-
Bévovotv, GAAG uaAAoV elg DYElo cOopKOG KoL WOXTG,
elc dvavémoty 10D TveduaTog UV, €1 TioTLY

10 kol coepocvNy, gig ioyvv kol ddvopy, eig dydmny
kol uAoAAN Aoy, gic ovvtédetov Tovtog BeAfpotdg cov,



486 M. Zheltov / Vigiliae Christianae 62 (2008) 467-504

eig téhe1dv cov avBpomov Tov kot Oedv kTicBévto

Tva dpev téletot kot kodapol, udymtot, cecwo-

UEVOL GO TOvTOG VoLV Kol TEAELOUEVOL &V
15  movtl Bedjportt 10D O(e0)D kol (o) pdg K(vpio)v Hudy "I(nco)d Xp(1610)v-

81 0b oot 86Ea, kpditoc, aidvog T, Heyokoshvn -

Kol VOV Kol £1g ToUG GOUTOVTOG 0ldVag TV

ailmvov: Apfv. Eig Oedc
3 ¢nmi] enel B; petadquyel] petoAnuyt B; 5 o¢] oot B; 6 peteidnedtag dn’
o0TdV] peteAneotog v awtov B; 8 Uyelav] oyiav B; 9 dvavémoiv] avoivemstv
B; 11 grloAinAiov] @iAAnAwoy B; 12 tov] To B; 13 dudymrot] apoyvvior B.

1. 4. English Translation of the Anaphora and the Thanksgiving Prayer from
the Barcelona Papyrus®

[Anaphora]

—One God.”!
—Jesus the Lord.

“Thanksgiving for the bread and the cup.”

% In giving textual parallels I am adhering to the following principles. Biblical references

are given always when an expression shows some proximity with a biblical phrase (OT
citations are always taken from the Septuagint; when I cite deutero-canonical books or
when the numbering differs from the Masoretic text, this is explicitly marked by an abbre-
viation: LXX). Patristic parallels are given from the 1-4th century sources with a special
attention paid to texts of Egyptian provenance. Parallels from purely liturgical sources
(namely, from Greek Liturgies of Mark, James, Basil, John Chrysostom, Gregory of
Nazianzus; from the Euchology of Sarapion; from some Egyptian liturgical papyri—i.e.
only from the texts of the eucharistic rites preserved in Greek) are given (with a citation—
because most of these have no common numbering) only when a particular expression of
the anaphora or thanksgiving prayer resembles some particular expression in these sources.
In other words, obvious parallels in such anaphoral commonplaces as: the "Ave tog
kapdiog Nudv and “A&ov kol dikowov in the initial dialogue of anaphora, the “Ayiog,
“Ay10g, "Ay0c... in the Sanctus, the words of Institution, the final “Amen”, are totally
omitted. In cases of verbal conformity of expressions an equal sign (=) is used. All parallels
except biblical are accompanied by a reference to an edition of the text.

6 Eig @edg—this acclamation was very popular in the Early Church (see Peterson E. Efg
O¢bg: Epigraphische, formgeschichtliche und religionsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen. (Gottin-
gen, 1926: Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments;

411)).
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—Up our hearts.
—We have to the Lord.

—Let us also give thanks.?
—Fitting and right.

It is fitting and right to praise You, to bless You, to hymn You, to give You
thanks,® o Master, God Pantocrator of our Lord Jesus Christ,* Who created all
things from non-existence into being, all: heaven and the earth, the sea, and all
that is in them,”—through Your beloved child Jesus Christ, our Lord, through

2 Or: “Then. Let us give thanks”—#&tt here can be taken as just a rubric. I am grateful for
the idea to S. Janeras.

%) o¢ oivelv, o& edAoYelY, o8 DUVELY, ool edyopiotelv—cf. Liturgy of Mark (Byzantine
redaction): ¢ aivelv, 6¢ Ouvely, 6 edloyelv, 6¢ mpookuvelv, col dvBopoloyeicBoun
(Cuming. Op. cit. P. 21-22); Liturgy of the Euchology of Sarapion: ¢... aivelv, duvety,
doEoloyetv (Johnson. Op. cit. P. 46); Liturgy of Basil (Byzantine redaction): o€ aivelv, 6¢
buvely, o¢ eDAOYETY, 6& TPOooKLVELY, ool evyapilotely, ot do&alewv (Hinggi A., Pahl I.
(eds.) Prex Eucharistica. (Fribourg, 1968: Spicilegium Friburgense; 12). P. 230); Liturgy of
John Chrysostom: ot Duvelv, ot edAoyelv, [modern editions add: o¢ aivelv,] ool
eV opLoTely, ot npookuvelv (ibid. P. 224); Liturgy of James (Byzantine redaction): o¢
aively, o€ Duvelv, 6¢ eDAOYELY, & TPOcKLVELY, ot do&oAoyely, col evyopiotely (B.-Ch.
Mercier (ed.) La liturgie de Saint Jacques. (Turnhout, 1974: Patrologia Orientalis; 126: 2).
P 198 [84]); Liturgy of Gregory of Nazianz: oe aiivelv, 6¢ eDAOYELV, G& TPOGKVVELV, GE
SoEalew (Gerhards A. Die griechische Gregoriosanaphora: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des
Eucharistischen Hochgebers. (Miinster, 1984: Liturgiwissenschaftliche Quellen und For-
schungen; 65). S. 22).

) @et mavtokpdrwp 100 Kupiov fudv "Incod Xpiotod—cf. Eph 1: 17. Compare this
with the initial address in the anaphora of Athanasius: Kbptie 6 Oeog 0 novtokpdrop t0d
Kvplov nudv 'Incod Xpiotod (Hammerstaedt. Op. cit. S. 135-139).

% mooag To Thvto €k 10D uh §vtog. .. odpavole, YR, Bdhaccoy kol névta To &v
obtolg—cf. 2 Macc [LXX] 7: 28; 6 nowjc0oc. .. 0dpavoig, yiiv, Bdhoccov kol ndvto o
év avtolg—cf. Exod 20: 11. Cf. also Liturgy of Basil (Egyptian redaction): momoog
0vpavov kol Ty ¥iv kol v Bdhaccav, kol névrae év odtotg (Hinggi, Pahl. Op. cit. P.
348).

Additional parallels: 6 movicog t6 mévto éx T0d ) Gvtog eig 10 elvou—cf. Philo
Judaeus, Quod Deus sit immutabilis 119 (Wendland P. (ed.) Philonis Alexandrini opera quae
supersunt. (Berlin, 1897). Bd. 2. S. 52); idem, De vita Mosis 2. 267 (Cohn R. (ed.) Philo-
nis Alexandrini opera quae supersunt. (Berlin, 1902). Bd. 4. S. 112); Hermas, Pastor Mand.
I. 1 (26. 1) (Joly R. (ed.) Hermas, Le Pasteur. (Paris, 1958: Sources chrétiennes; 53). P
144) (cited by name by Athanasius Magnus, De incarnatione Verbi 3. 1 (Kannengiesser G.
(ed.) Athanase d’Alexandrie, Sur l'incarnatione du Verbe. (Paris, 1973: Sources chrétiennes; 199).
P. 268) and others); Origenes, Commentarii in evangelium Joannis. 32. 16. 188 (PG 14. Col.
784); Athanasius Magnus, De decretis Nicaenae Synodi 18. 3 (PG 25b. Col. 448).
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Whom You have called us from darkness into light,*® from ignorance to knowl-
edge of the glory of His name, from decay of death into incorruption,® into life
eternal;®®

Who sits on the chariot, Cherubim and Seraphim before it,” Who is attended
by thousands of thousands and myriads of myriads of angels,”® archangels,

In Greek anaphoras the idea of creation ex nihilo is also explicitly expressed in the ana-

phora of the Liturgy of John Chrysostom: Z0 éx 100 ph 8vtog eig 10 elvon Mudg
nopnyoyes (Hinggi, Pahl. Op. ciz. P. 224). Cf. also the unidentified prayer (part of the
anaphora? preanaphoral prayer?) from the papyrus from Dér-Balyzeh: 6 mromoag 16 névto
¢E ovK Sviov kol eig 10 elvar T mévto toparyoryoy (van Haelst J. Une nouvelle reconstitu-
tion du papyrus liturgique de Dér-Balizeh, in: Ephemerides Theologicae Louvanienses.
Vol. 45 (1969). P. 444-455, here: p. 447).
66 §1&x 10D Nyomnuévou cov moddg Incod Xpiotod 100 Kupilov Audv, St o exdecey
NUBg o okdTOVG £lg PG, md dyvasiog eig éntyvmoty 36Eng dvopatog av1od = Clemens
Romanus, Epistula ii ad Corinthios 59. 2 (Jaubert A. (ed.) Clément de Rome, Epitre aux
Corinthiens. (Paris, 1971: Sources chrétiennes; 167). P. 194) (Clement gives 00100 instead of
Gov).

Additional parallels: $10 tob Nyommpévou cov tondog ‘Incod Xpiotod—cf. Acts 3: 13;
4: 30; Eph 1: 165 Didache 9-10 (Niederwimmer K. Die Didache. (Gottingen, 1993: Kom-
mentar zu den Apostolischen Vitern; 1) S. 174-175); Martyrium Polycarpi 14; 20
(Musurillo H. (ed.) Zhe Acts of the Christian Martyrs. (Oxford, 1972). P. 15; 20); Acta
Joannis 11 (Junod E., Kaestli J.-D. (eds.) Acta lohannis. (Turnhout, 1983: Corpus Chris-
tianorum—-Series apocryphorum; 1). P 877); Clemens Alexandrinus, Quis dives salvetur
42 (Stihlin O., Friichtel L., Treu U. (ed.) Clemens Alexandrinus, Werke. (Berlin, 1970 (2nd
ed.): Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller; 17).Bd. 3. S. 191); Origenes, Epistula ad
Africanum (PG 11. Col. 48); Hippolytus Romanus, Commentarium in Danielem 4. 60. 3
(Lefevre M., Bardy G. (eds.) Hippolyte, Commentaire sur Daniel. (Paris, 1947: Sources
chrétiennes; 14). P. 386). Constitutiones Apostolorum VII. 25-27; 38; VIIL. 5; 13; 40; 41;
48 (Metzger M. (ed.) Les Constitutions Apostoliques: T. 3. (Paris, 1987: Sources chrétiennes;
336). P 52-56; 88; 146; 208; 254; 258; 310). See also: Roca-Puig R. Cizas y reminiscencias
biblicas en las andforas griegas mds primitivas: Los vocablos maig y nyarnuévog en P Bare.
inv. n° 154b-157, in: Byzantina. Vol. 4 (1972). P. 193-203. Cf. footnote 97.

3’ 0b exdihesev Nubic dnd oxdTovg eig pidc—cf. 2 Thess 2: 14; 1 Pe 2: 9; Acts 26: 18.

7 &nd eBopdc Bavdtov eig dpBapoiov—cf. 4 Macc [LXX] 9: 22; Rom 8: 21; 1 Cor 15:
42; Athanasius Magnus, De incarnatione Verbi 8. 4 (Kannengiesser G. (ed.) Athanase
dAlexandrie, Sur 'incarnatione du Verbe. (Paris, 1973: Sources chrétiennes; 199). P. 292-294).
% ¢glg Lomv odmviov—cf. Dan 12: 2; Mt 25: 46; Jn 4: 14; 6: 27; Acts 13: 48; Rom 5: 21;
1 Tit 1: 16; Jud 1: 21.

6 xaBfuevog émt Gpuotog xepovPiv kol copagiv unpocbev abT0V. Another variant
of translation: “Who sits on the chariot of Cherubim, and Seraphim before it”; cf. Is 6: 2;
Ezek 43: 3; Sir [LXX] 49: 8; Acts 8: 28. I prefer the variant “Who sits on the chariot,
Cherubim and Seraphim before it” because this would opt for a specifically Egyptian exe-
gesis of Is 6: 2 (see Johnson. Op. cit. P. 208-216).

0 yihon hddeg <...> kol pdprot popiddeg = Dan 7: 10. Compare also yiAion
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thrones and dominions,” hymning and glorifying, with whom we are also
hymning, saying:"*

‘Holy, Holy, Holy, Lord of Sabaoth! Heaven and earth are full of Your glory,”?

KAddeg kol poplon poptddeg dyyéhov with Rev 5: 11 (koi fixovoo eoviv &yyédov
TOAADY . ... kol iy O &p1Oudg adTdV puptddec nuptddmv kol x1Addeg xIAddwv).
W dyyéhov, dpxayyélov, Bpdvav kol kuprothtov—cf. Col 1: 16. This list of angelic
orders coincides with the beginning of the same list in, for example, anaphora of the
Euchologion of Sarapion (Johnson. Op. cit. P. 46; see also: 1bid. 215-216; Winkler G. Beo-
bachtungen zu den im ante Sanctus angefiibrten Engeln, in: Theologische Quartalschrift. Bd.
183 (2003). S. 213-238).
72 fluelg Duvodvreg, Aéyoviec—cf. Dan [LXX] 3: 24.
7 “Aylog, “Aylog, “Aytoc, Kdprog Tofadd- mAfpng 6 odpavog kol N yii thig 86Eng
cov—cf. Is 6: 3. Without conjectures, PMonts.Roca inv. 154b gives the Trisagion in the
following form: “Holy, Holy, Holy, the Lord of hosts, Your heaven is full of Your glory”.
It should be noted that S. Janeras suggests to read the text here as: “Ayiog, “Ayiog,
“Aytog, Kdprog ZafodB- [mAfpng 6 odpavdg kol 1 v Thig 86Eng cov]. TTApng <ydp
gotv>? O oVpavdg Thig arylog cov 80Eng, év §i €d6&acag etc. (See: Janeras S. Sanctus et
Post-Sanctus dans lanaphore du PMonts. Roca inv. n° 154b-155a in: Studi sull Oriente
Crhistiano. Vol. 11 (2007). P. 9-13). In fact, the Louvain fragment doubles indeed the
phrase nAnpng 6 ovpavog kol N ¥ {tadng} tig 86&ng [oov] {KOpte}, giving it first in
Greek (beginning with the word yfi—the previous part is completely lost), and then in
Coptic (c0ov has only the Greek text, equivalents of To0tng and K\pre—only the Coptic
one). But should this variant be taken as the original? Janeras points out at the Vienna
fragment, citing its text as: kol 1 YA Tfig &ytlog cov dOEnG év i £80Eacog etc. (see: Ibid. P.
10), and concludes that the Vienna fragment supports the reading of the Louvain one.
But the text of the Vienna fragment which he cites is already a reconstruction! The line in
question contains only the following legible letters: 1¢ x(ol) ... ayt (Diethart J., Treu K.
Op. cit. S. 68) or .¢ x(al) T YN tfig oyl (Hammerstaedt. Op. cit. S. 156); obviously, these
are insufficient to prove that the doubling of the words mAfpng 6 00pavog etc. is the origi-
nal reading. Janeras is right in stating that without such doubling the anaphora is too
clumsy from the literary point of view. Nevertheless, from this point of view all the text of
the anaphora is not so much well-done indeed—for example, in line 155a, 15 it turns out
to be addressed to Christ instead of the Father, as in its beginning and in its end. Janeras
rightly interprets the Greek instance of the phrase in question in the Louvain fragment as
an example of the well-known feature of Coptic liturgical practice—to sing or say the
most important acclamations in original Greek. But should the Coptic instance of the
same phrase in the Louvain fragment be interpreted as an originally separate introduction
to the next section of the prayer—or as just a partly translation of an acclamation sang in
a foreign language, made in order to provide the Coptic audience with the meaning of its
text and being unnecessary in the Greek original? In any case, basing on both Greek man-
uscript witnesses, I do not take the reading suggested by Janeras as inevitable, though
agree that it is reasonable.
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in which You have glorified us™ through Your Only-Begotten, the firstborn of
every creature,” Jesus Christ, our Lord, Who sits on the right hand of Your
greatness in Heaven,”® Who is coming to judge the living and the dead,”” <the
remembrance of Whose death we do>.”®

Through Him we offer You these Your creations,” the bread and the cup: we ask
and beseech You to send onto them Your Holy and Comforter Spirit* from
Heaven, to represent them materially®' and to make the bread the Body of Christ
and the cup the Blood of Christ, of the New Covenant,®—

as He Himself,* when He was about to hand <Himself>, having taken bread
and given thanks, broke it and gave it to His disciples,* saying:

“Take, eat, this is My body;®

™ ¢y f) 886Eacog nudc—cf. Wisd [LXX] 18: 8.
) povoyevods... kol mpototdkov tdong kticemg = Origenes, Contra Celsum V1. 48 (PG
11. Col. 1373); idem, Commentarii in evangelium Joannis 20. 39. 367; 32. 16. 193 (PG
14. Col. 665; 784).

Additional parallels:
816 100 povoyevodg cov—cf. Jn 3: 18.
npwtdToKog ndong kticemg = Col 1: 15.
79 6 xalBhpevog év 8e&1d thg ueyadwovvng cov = Ephraem Syrus (“Ephremus Graecus”),
Sermo paraeneticus (Phrantzoles K. (ed.) ‘Ociov Egpaiy 100 Xvpov épye. (Oeccorovikn,
1988). Vol. 1. P. 411). Cf. Heb 1: 3; 8: 1.
77 d¢ Epyeton kpivar Ldvrog kol vexkpovg—cf. 2 Tim 4: 1.
8 o v Bavdrov dvdpvnowy mowoduev—cf. 1 Cor 11: 24-25. PMonts.Roca inv. 155a
does not contain these words, but they are given in both Louvain. Copt. 27 and P.Vindob.
G 41043.
7)1 ktiopatd oov tadto—cf. anaphora from the papyrus from Dér-Balyzeh: to
ktiopoto todtor (van Haelst. Une nouvelle. .. P. 449).
8 16 Gy1dv cov kol mopdkANTéV cov [vedpo—ct. Athanasius Magnus, Epistola de synodis
Arimini in Italia, et Seleuciae in Lauria, celebratis. 8 (PG 26. Col. 693).
8 glg 10 cwporonoficar avto—cf. Justinus Martyr, Dialogus cum Tryphone Judaeo 70
(Marcovich. Op. cit. P. 192); Clemens Alexandrinus, Paedagogus 1. 6. 38 (Marrou, Harl.
Op. cit. P. 180); Origenes, De oratione 33 (PG 11. Col. 557); Pseudo-Macarius Magnus,
50 Homiliae spirituales (coll. H) 4 (PG 34. Col. 481b); idem, 64 Sermones (coll. B) 49. 7
(PG 34. Col. 896a). Cf. footnotes 39-40.
8 mowfoon OV v dptov oduo Xplotod, 1o 8¢ mothprov ol Xp1otod, The kouviig
S100fixng—cf. anaphora of the papyrus from Dér-Balyzeh: noincov tov ugv éptov odpo
100 Kvuplov kol cwtiipog fudv "Incod Xpiotod, 10 8¢ mothplov oipo THg Kouviig
Sro0nknc (van Haelst. Une nouvelle. .. P. 449).
8 KoBag kol adtde. .. 'Incod Xprotod—cf. Mt 26: 26-30; Mk 14: 22-26; Lk 22: 14-39;
1 Cor 11: 23-26.
8 hoPv dprov kol edyopioThoag kol Exhocey kol #dwkev tolg pobntoic—cf. Mt 26: 26a.
8 AdPete, pdyete, 1001 pnod éotiv 10 cdpuo—cf. Mt 26: 26b; Mk 14: 22b.
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likewise after supper,®® having taken a cup and given thanks, He gave it to them,
saying:®’

“Take, drink the blood, which is shed for many for remission of sins.”®®

And we also do the same in Your remembrance,® like those—whenever we meet
together, we make the remembrance of You,” of the holy mystery of our Teacher
and King and Savior Jesus Christ.””

Even so, we pray to You, Master, that in blessing You will bless®* and in sanctify-
ing sanctify... for all communicating from them for undivided faith,” for com-
munication of incorruption,’ for communion of the Holy Spirit,” for perfection
of belief and truth,” for fulfillment of all Your will,

89 neto 10 detnvijcon = Lk 22: 20a; 1 Cor 11: 25a.

Opolwg petd 10 dewmvijoon = anaphora from the papyrus from Dér-Balyzeh (van Haelst.

Une nouvelle. .. P. 449).

8 Aafaov romprov, edyopiothoag, Edwkev ovTolg Aéywy = Mt 26: 27a.

8) AdBete, Tiete 1O oo 10 TPt TOAADY EkuVOEVOV gic Goeaty dpapTidv—df. Mt 26: 28.

8 16 a0 motoDpev eig v onv dvduvnotv—cf. Lk 22: 19b; 1 Cor 11: 25b. It should be

noted that in lines 155a, 14-6 the anaphora seems to be addressed not to God the Father,

as in the other lines, but to Jesus Christ.

9 Gyg gxelvot v, oVY Epxovie To10dVTéC Gov TV dvdvnotv—cf. 1 Cor 11: 25b-26.

) Baothéng kal cotiipog Nudv ‘Incod Xpiotob—cf. Athanasius Magnus, Epistula ad

episcopos Aegypti et Libyae (PG 25. Col. 593). A similar expression is found in the Egyp-

tian Liturgy of Gregory of Nazianzus: 10 tipidv cov oiue, 1o g koviig Stebfixng cov,

100 Kvplov 8¢, kol Oeod kol cotfipog kol nouBoaciiéng Hudv ‘Incod Xpiotod (Ger-

hards. Op. cit. P. 36).

9 gdhoydv evdoynong = 1 Chron 4: 10.

%) naow €6 avtdv petadapPdvovoty eig niotiv—cf. anaphora of the Liturgy of Mark:

naov Uiy 1olg €8 abtdv petodopPdvovoty eig tioty (Cuming. Op. cit. P. 48-49).
niotw adidxprrov—cf. Origenes, Commentarii in evangelium Joannis 13. 10. 63 (PG

14. Col. 413); [Pseudo]-Justinus Martyr, De resurrectione 10 (Otto J.C.T. (ed.) Corpus

apologetarum Christianorum saeculi secundi. (Jena, 1879 (3rd ed.). Wiesbaden, 1971

(repr.)). Vol. 3. . 247).

M eic petoynyv dpBapoioc—cf. Irenaeus, Contra Haereses V. 3. 3 (Rousseau A. et al. (eds.)

Irénée de Lyon, Contre les Hérésies: Livre V (Paris, 1969: Sources chrétiennes; 153). P 54).

... weroyny apbapoiag, elg xowvmviov Iveduotog dytov = prayer (end of the anaphora?

thanksgiving prayer? see: Brakmann H. Der Berliner Papyrus 13918 und das griechische

Euchologion-Fragment von Deir el-Bala’izah, in: Ostkirchliche Studien. Bd. 36 (1987). S.

31-38) from the papyrus Baden 4.58 (van Haelst N 859): [....]v &pBapciog, eig kowvmviov

[vebdpotog arylov (Lietzmann H. Ein liturgischer Papyrus des Berliner Museums, in: Fest-

gabe fiir A. Jillicher. (Tiibingen, 1927). S. 213-228, here: S. 214), where an expression

310 to¥ Nyamnuévouv cov todog (see footnotes 66 and 97) is also found.

9 el kowvmviay Iveduorog drytov—cf. Phil 2: 1.

) elg kotaptiopdy nicteng kol aAnBelog—cf. Eph 4: 12.

91

96
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so that in this and again we will glorify Your all-revered and all-holy name,
through Your sanctified Child, our Lord Jesus Christ,” through Whom glory
[be] to You, power unto the unblended ages of ages.

Amen.

[Thanksgiving prayer]

—One God*®

Again we pray” to You, O Master, God Pantocrator, and give You thanks for the
communion of the bread of life and the cup, and of the Sanctified, and we
beseech You, so that You will sanctify all of us who have partaken of them'*—so
that they will be to us, the communicants, neither for judgment nor for
condemnation,'” but rather for health'™ of body and soul, for renovation of our
spirit, for faith and chastity, for strength and force, for love and mutual love,
for'® perfection of Your will, for your perfect man,'* who is created after God,'®
—so that we will be perfect and clean,'® invincible, saved from each of crimes'"”’
and being accomplished in every will of God and Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ,

through Whom [be] to You glory, power, honor of acon, greatness, now and
unto all the ages of ages.'*
Amen.

—One God'?”

77 310 10D Gryraopuévov cov Tondog Incod Xpiotod—-cf. footnote 66.
% See footnote 61.
9 Or: “Then. We pray...—#tt here can be taken as merely a rubric. Cf. footnote 62.
10 peteingdtog o’ avtdv—cf. Athanasius Magnus, Expositiones in Psalmos (PG 27.
Col. 296).
100 eic kpiua f) eig kordxpuo—cf. Rom 5: 16.
12 Or “purity” (Gryvelaw).

elg Vyetav/ayvelav . .. BedMportds cov—cf. Clemens Romanus, Epistula ii ad Corinthios
59. 2 (Jaubert A. (ed.) Clément de Rome, Epitre aux Corinthiens. (Paris, 1971: Sources
chrétiennes; 167). P. 194).
19 gig dydmmy kol erladAniiay, elg...—cf. prayer from the papyrus P. Lond. Li. 232
(van Haelst N 934): [...]Jeig xopav kol dyd[mmv...] ethariniiov, eig etc. (Milne H.
Catalogue of the Literary Papyri in the British Museum. (London, 1927). P. 196).
109 télerév cov dvBpomov—cf. Col 1: 28.
199 GvBponov 10v kotd Oedv kticBévto = Eph 4: 24.
196 duev téherot kol koBopoi—cf. Mt 5: 48; Jam 1:4.
17 secwopévol dmod movtog dvoutdv—cf. Ps 17: 17.
199 elg tovg ovpnovTag aidvag t@v aidvev—this form of concluding doxology is com-
mon for prayers of the Euchology of Sarapion (see Johnson. Op. cit.).
109 See footnote 61.
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II. Contents and Dating of the Anaphora and Thanksgiving Prayer

Contents of the anaphora from the Barcelona papyrus can be outlined as
follows:

L. Introductory dialogue (Eig ©gdc. .. "A&lov xai Sikoov: 154b, 1-5).
II. Preface ("A&6v gotwv... eig Lofv aldviov: 154b, 5-14), which
includes:
A. four initial praise-verbs (o¢ aiveiv... evyopioteiv: 154b, 5-6)
introducing a direct address to God;
B. Creation narrative (0 notfjcog. .. év avtolg: 154b, 7-10);
C. Christological section (810 t0D nyomnuévov ... eig {onv aidviov:
154b, 10-14).

ITI. Pre-Sanctus (6 xaBNuevog émt Gppatog. .. Aéyovteg: 154b, 14-19),
Sanctus ("Aytog. .. 86Eng cov: 154b, 20-21) and Post-Sanctus (év f)
£80&acag NUOG. . . avduvnoty motoduev: 154b, 21-25).

IV. Oblation and Epiclesis I (51" od npocépopéy . . . tfig kovig Stobfxng:
155a, 1-7).

V. Institution narrative (KaBog kol adtoc. .. duaptidv: 155a, 7-14).

VI. Anamnesis (Koi fipelc 10 odto motoduev. .. 'Incod Xpiotod: 155a,
14-18).

VIL. Epiclesis IT and/or petition for worthy Communion (Nai, &&rodpév
ce. .. navtog Oeluatdc cov: 155a, 18-23).
VIII. Concluding doxology (tva: €t1... aidvog 1@V oidvev "Apfv: 155a,

23-27).

This structure clearly belongs to the Egyptian anaphoral type, the main
indication of which is the Sanctus=>Epiclesis I=>Institution narrative
sequence. A short form of the Sanctus is also a well-known mark of Egyptian
anaphoras.'® As was shown above,'"" many of the anaphora’s expressions

10 See: Schermann Th. Agyptische Abendmablsliturgien des ersten Jabrtausends in ibrer
Uberlieferung. (Paderborn, 1912); Tpeunéhog I. ZvuBoldai eig thv ictopiov tiig
xprotiovikiic Aatpeiog. T 2: Aerrovpyixol tdmot Alybrrov kel "Avaroldfic. (ABRvau,
1961; 1998%); Krause M. Aegypten II (literaturgeschichtlich): Christlich, in: Th. Klauser,
E. Dassmann et al., eds. Reallexikon fiir Antike und Christentum. (Stuttgart, 1985. Suppl.
1:2). Sp. 68-88; Johnson M.E. Liturgy in Early Christian Egypt. (Cambridge, 1995:
Alcuin/GROW Joint Liturgical Study; 33); XKearos M.C. /[pesnue asexcandpuiickue
aragpopul, in: Bozocaosckue Tpydwt. C6. 38 (2003). C. 269-320.

1D See the footnotes 64-94.
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find close parallels in the works of Egyptian authors and in the known
Egyptian anaphoras (especially, the anaphora from the papyrus from Dér-
Balyzeh), which stresses again the Egyptian provenance of our text.

Nevertheless, the contents of the anaphora show some peculiarities—an
“Egyptian” direct link between the Sanctus and the Epiclesis I is inter-
rupted here by a Christological Post-Sanctus (this resembles anaphoras of
the “Antiochene” type which usually contain a Christological section after
the Sanctus);''* the anaphora contains no intercessions; an initial greeting
of the celebrant is replaced by the “Eig ©ed¢” acclamation (in this brief
form once very popular in Egypt); Epiclesis II seems to contain a petition
to sanctify the communicants, but not the Gifts.

The thanksgiving prayer, in its turn, seems to be a reworking of the last
(VII and VIII) sections of the anaphora. This is quite clear from a com-
parison:

Anaphora Thanksgiving prayer

Nai, a&oduév oe, Aéomota, “Et1 8e6uebd cov, Aéorotal
Ot naviokpdTmp,
Kol €0y 0p1oTODUEY GOl
émi T} petoAnuyet Tod dptov Thg
Cofls o
kol 100 motnplov, kod 10

"2 In fact, there is another anaphora presenting the same Sanctus=>/Post-Sanctus=>

Epiclesis=>Institution narrative structure—namely, the anaphora from the so called Sun-
narti fragments (see a reconstruction of its text here: Hammerstaedt, Op. ciz. S. 203-218),
which also originates from the Egyptian liturgical area. So I suggest to speak not of a sin-
gle but of two Egyptian anaphoral types, one which is characterized by the Sanctus=>
Epiclesis=>Institution narrative sequence, another one—by the Sanctus=>Post-Sanctus=>
Epiclesis=>Institution narrative sequence. The most important representative of the first
one is the anaphora of the Liturgy of Mark, of the second one—our anaphora in question.
In the light of this distinction between two different anaphoral traditions in the Egyptian
litcurgical milieu such anaphoras as those from the papyrus from Dér-Balyzeh and from
the Euchologion of Sarapion clearly witness an interference between both types. I have
developed this idea in a paper presented at the 2007 Oxford Patristic Studies Conference
(the paper is to be published in the forthcoming volumes of the “Studia Patristica” series).
It should also be stressed that in his 2007 article S. Janeras, investigating the interdepen-
dence between the anaphoras from the Liturgy of Mark, from the Barcelona papyrus and
from the papyrus from Dér-Balyzeh, independently comes to similar conclusions (Janeras.
Sanctus et Post-Sanctus. .. P. 12-13).
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Anaphora

Snag

ebAoy®V gbAoyAong
Kol dylwg arylaong
2 (a lacuna in the text)
101G TO.OWV
£€ a1V

petalopfdvovctv

eig nioTy
&didxpirov,
eic uetoynv dobopsio,
eig kowaviav [Mvebuartog Gytov,
£1g KOTOPTIGUOV TOTENDG
kol dAnOelog,
eic cvvteleimoty movtog Oedfuotdc
6oV,

vy N ;
o £t kol v 100Te do&dlouey

70 TOVEVTLIOV KO TOV G0V

Svoud sov,

S1& 100 Grytocpévou 6ov Tadog
"Incod Xp1o10d 100 Kuplov Hudv,
81 ob oot 86Ea, kpditog

£1g ToVg AKNPATOVG OiDVOG TOV
aldvov:
Apfy.

495

Thanksgiving prayer
OYLOLGULEVOD -
Kol TopaKOAODUEY Ge
Smag

aywdong
Mpog
TAVTOG TOVG HETEIANQOTOG
A’ aHTOV
npoOg O um yevésBon Huiv
eig kpiuo 7y elg kotdpua,
101g petodapufdavovoty,
QAN paAAov
eic dvavémotv 10D TvedUaTog UV,
eig nioTy
KO COPPOGHVNY,
elg loyvv Kol dOvopy,
elg dydmmv kol @LAoAAN iy,

eic ovvtédetav movtdg BeAuotdc cov,
eic 1éhe1dv cov dvBpwnov
OV korte OV kTic0évio -

{va Guev
téletot kol xoBopol, dpdynror,
GEGOOUEVOL A0 TOVTOS BVOULDY
kol tedetopévor év movti Oedfuott
100 O£0? kol IMortpdg

Kvpiov nudv ' Incod Xpiotod-
St 0b ot 86Ea, kpditoc,
oidvog T, ueyoalwoivn
Kol vOv
Kol €lg TOVG CUUTOVTOG OBVOG TV
olmvev:
"Apfyv.

Both the anaphora (in its final form!) and the thanksgiving prayer are
obviously no later than the 4th century, when the papyrus containing
them was written. But was the anaphora actually composed in that very
century? Some features of the theological contents of the anaphora could
suggest an earlier dating. Two of these features are the most striking: the
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anaphora uses the term noig as a name of Christ and develops the idea of
knowledge given by Christ (section II. C)—both correspond to the well
known “archaic” features of the Eucharistic prayers of the Didache'" as
well as of some other monuments. Such irregularities in the anaphora (in
comparison with the practices known from the 4th century on) as the
lack of intercessions, unelaborated Creation and Redemption narratives,
shift of the address (from God the Father to Christ and back) in section
VI, the use of the Eig ©edg acclamation in the introductory dialogue—
all of these characteristics'"® could also be taken as indications of an earlier
dating than mid-4th century, when we find a more developed anaphora
of the Euchologion of Sarapion.'®

But how should we evaluate the presence in this anaphora of the fully
elaborated Sanctus, epiclesis and Institution narrative—i.e., of the parts
which are taken by many current scholars to be the 4th-century develop-
ments?''” The main argument that these parts were fully developed only
in the 4th century is based on the evidence of the Strasbourg papyrus—
but, as I will show below, in the light of the evidence of the Barcelona
papyrus this hypothesis needs a revision, and this means that the dating

119 See: Niederwimmer. Op. cit.; W. Rordorf et A. Tuilier (eds.) La Doctrine des douze
apétres: Didaché. (Paris, 1978: Sources chrétiennes; 248); van de Sandt H., Flusser D. Zhe
Didache: Its Jewish Sources and its Place in Early Judaism and Christianity. (Assen; Minne-
apolis, 2002: Compendia Rerum Tudaicarum ad Novum Testamentum III: Jewish Tradi-
tions in Early Christian Literature; 5). See also: Metzger M. (ed.) Les Constitutions
Apostoliques: T. 2. (Paris, 1986: Sources chrétiennes; 329). P. 11-39; Roca-Puig. Citas y
reminiscencias. . . .

19 Cf. this with the same shifts in the anaphora of Addai and Mari, also taken to be
“archaic” (see, for example: Gelston A. The Eucharistic Prayer of Addai and Mari. (Oxford,
1992); Spinks B. Worship: Prayers from the East. (Washington, 1993)).

19 To the listed features one more could be added: the Institution words in the anaphora
are cited in an asymmetrical form (words about the bread do not parallel words about the
cup), which also inclines for an earlier dating.

119 Johnson. 7he Prayers... 1 find Maxwell Johnson’s arguments on this dating of the
Euchologion fully convincing.

"7 Current scholarship is so convinced by the “4th-century insertions” theory, that, for
example, Paul Bradshaw sees the presence of an Institution narrative and epiclesis in the
anaphora of the so called Apostolic Tradition as a crucial argument for his 4th-century re-
dating of the current form of the document (see: Bradshaw P.E Redating the Apostolic Tra-
dition: Some Preliminary Steps, in: ].F. Baldovin, N. Mitchell, (eds.) Rule of Prayer, Rule of
Faith: Essays in Honor of Aidan Kavanagh. (Collegeville (Minnesota), 1996). P. 3-17; idem.
Eucharistic Origins. (London et al., 2004); idem, Johnson M.E., Phillips L.E. 7he Apostolic
Tradition: A Commentary. (Minneapolis, 2002)).
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of the anaphora considered here should not depend on the “4th-century
insertions” argument at all.

The thanksgiving prayer from the Barcelona papyrus, as has already
been suggested, is a reworking of the last part of the anaphora. However,
taken as a whole, the anaphora and the thanksgiving prayer form an
archaic Eucharistic rite—with no other prayers than the anaphora and
post-Communion prayer. This structure'® can be compared with the
Eucharistic prayers of the Didache, with its prayers “concerning the
Eucharist” (chapter 9) and “after the meal” (chapter 10) or, more pre-
cisely, with the reworking of these Didache prayers given in the VIIth
book of the Apostolic Constitutions (chapter 25: anaphora; chapter 26:
thanksgiving prayer).'”” Already by the middle of the 4th century Egyp-
tian Eucharistic rites were much more complex, as it is perfectly clear
from the evidence of the Euchologion of Sarapion. This could once again
suggest an early dating for our prayers. It should be noted, however, that
the codex from which the anaphora and thanksgiving prayer come was
written not for liturgical but for some scholarly purposes and thereby
could present not a full Eucharistic rite but just a portion of it.

On the other hand, the anaphora contains several long citations from
writings of the early Church fathers,'®
insertions must have been the result of a deliberate work of some edu-
cated editor. A number of expressions in the anaphora find parallels in the
writings of Athanasius of Alexandria,'” so I very cautiously suggest that
this hypothetical editor could be Athanasius himself. This hypothesis can
be further strengthened by the fact that we possess an anaphoral fragment
with precisely the same initial address to God, which is explicitly ascribed
to Athanasius.'”” Sometimes the hand of an editor of a prayer text can
be discerned in his adherence to a set of particular verbal expressions
or theological predilections (for example, Robert Taft has investigated a

—hence, it appears that these

119 By this term I mean here not the prayer texts themselves, but precisely such an overall

structure of a Eucharistic rite, when it contains only two prayers.

19 Metzger. Les Constitutions Apostoliques: T 3. P. 53-57.

120 See footnotes 65, 75 and, especially, 66.

12D See footnotes 64, 67, 80, 91; also footnote 100 (thanksgiving prayer). Athanasius’
affection for the teaching of Hermas™ “The Shepherd” (mentioned by name in Epistula ad
Afros episcopos—PG 26. Col. 1037) on creation ex nibilo should also be considered—the
corresponding Hermas™ (and Philo’s) expression is cited in the anaphora almost verbatim,
cf. footnote 65.

122 Frend, Muirhead. Op. cit. See footnote 64.
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similar set of expressions in the anaphora of John Chrysostom, proving
that this anaphora justly bears his name),'”® so this hypothesis deserves
careful consideration.

Finally, using the cumulative argument, I argue for the 3rd century as a
probable dating for the Ur-text of the anaphora. In the first half of the
4th century this Ur-text was somewhat expanded by the insertion of a few
patristic citations, but we find no traces of the insertion of whole sections
(such as the Sanctus or epiclesis). In any case, the anaphora would have
achieved its final form no later than in the middle of the 4th century.

This anaphora certainly was well known in Egypt: if other anaphoras of
the Egyptian type are preserved only in a single manuscript (excluding,
naturally, the anaphora of the Liturgy of Mark/Cyril), this one is pre-
served in three manuscripts (PMonts.Roca inv. 154b-155a, Louvain.
Copt. 27 and PVindob. G 41043). Also, if other anaphoras of the Egyp-
tian type are known only in Greek'* or Coptic,'” only the anaphora of
Mark and our text are known both in Greek and in Coptic. But since in
the later times neither Greek, nor Coptic practice knew this anaphora, so
it must have fallen into disuse at an early date.

III. The Anaphora from the Barcelona Papyrus and Current
Scholarly Views on the History of Anaphoral Development

It is perfectly clear that the anaphora from the Barcelona papyrus is an
important source for the liturgical scholarship in general and for the
reconstruction of the history of the anaphoral development in particular.

12 Taft R.E. The Authenticity of the Chrysostom Anaphora Revisited: Determining the author-
ship of liturgical texts by computer, in: Orientalia Christiana Periodica. Vol. 56 (1990).
P.5-51.

120 The anaphoras from the papyrus from Dér-Balyzeh, from the Euchologion of Sarap-
ion, from the Sunnarti fragments;—the identification of some other prayer fragments as
parts of other unknown anaphoras is doubtful to a certain degree.

12 The anaphora of Thomas from the Euchologion of the White Monastery (other origi-
nal Coptic anaphoras from this famous collection do not belong to the Egyptian anapho-
ral type). See: Zentgraf K. Eucharistische Textfragmente einer koptisch-saidischen Handschrift,
in: Oriens Christianus. Bd. 41 (1957). S. 67-75; Bd. 42 (1958). S. 44-54; Bd. 43 (1959).
S. 76-103; Lanne E. Le Grand Euchologe du Monastére Blanc. (Paris, 1958: Patrologia
Orientalis; 28, fasc. 2); XKenroB M.C. Anagpopa an. @omwr us Eexoaoeus Beaozo
MoHacmuips, in: Graziansky M., Kuzenkov P. (eds.) KANIEKION - Festschrift fiir 1.S. Chi-
churov (Mocksa, 2006). C. 304-317.



The Anaphora and Thanksgiving Prayer from the Barcelona Papyrus 499

However, could its testimony affect current scholarly views on the latter?
The problem of the genesis of different anaphoras (and, more generally, of
the anaphoral types) arose many centuries ago. Until the 20th century
this problem was usually solved by choosing one or another hypothetical
source for the anaphora and claiming that all known anaphoras are further
redactions of this source. Already in the 17th century a few German
scholars argued that this source should be Jewish'*® and since the end of
the 19th century the discussion regarding possible connections between
liturgical practices of Judaism and early Christianity goes on continuously.'”’

A very important step in liturgical scholarship was the publication of
the Didache'”® with its thanksgiving prayers which bear a striking resem-
blance to the Jewish prayers after meals (birkat ha-mazon), and from the
beginning of the 20th century it became accepted by a number of schol-
ars that the structure and pattern of these prayers were at the basis of
the anaphoras.'” But as the Didache does not contain such elements of

120 Scaliger J.J. De emendatione temporum. (Paris, 1583); Buxtorf . (der Jiingere) Disserta-

tiones philologico-theologicae accesserunt Isaaci Abarbenelis eliquot elegantes & eruditae disser-
tationes ab eodem ex hebraea in latinam linguam versa. (Basileae, 1662%).

127 Tt should be noted that recent achievements in the study of early synagogal Jewish
worship question many previous developments in this discussion. See: Heinemann
J. Prayer in the Talmud: Forms and Patterns. (Berlin et al., 1977: Studia Judaica; 9); Sarason
R.S. On the Use of Method in the Modern Study of Jewish Liturgy, in: W.S. Green (ed.)
Approaches to Ancient Judaism: Theory and Practice. (Missoula (MT), 1978: Brown Judaic
Studies; 1). P 97-172; Bokser B.M. Recent Developments in the Study of Judaism 70-200
C. E., in: Journal of Early Christian Studies. Vol. 3 (1983). P. 1-68; Zahavy Tz. Studies in
Jewish Prayer. (Lanham (Maryland), 1990); Reif S. Judaism and Hebrew Prayer: New Per-
spectives on Jewish Liturgical History. (Cambridge, 1993); Langer R. Revisiting Early Rab-
binic Liturgy: The Recent Contributions of Ezra Fleischer, in:Prooftexts: A Journal of Jewish
Literary History. Vol. 19 (1999). P. 179-194; Runesson A. The Origins of the Synagogue: A
Socio-historical Study. (Stockholm, 2001: Coniectanea Biblical New Testament Series; 37);
Leonhard C. Die dlteste Haggada, in: Archiv fiir Liturgiewissenschaft. Bd. 45 (2003).
S. 201-231; A. Gerhards, A. Doceker, P. Ebenbauer (eds.) Identitit durch Gebet: Zur
gemeinschafisbildenden Funktion institutionalisierten Betens in Judentum und Christentum.
(Paderborn et al., 2003: Studien zu Judentum und Christentum).

128 P1AdBeog (Bpvévvioc), untp. Atdoyn tdv Sddexe dmoctédwv. .. (Kovotoviivodmoe,
1883). See references to a few more recent studies in footnote 113 of the present article.
129 See a brief survey of different theories in the book: Bradshaw P. 7he Search for the Ori-
gins of Christian Worship: Sources and Methods for the Study of Early Liturgy. (New York,
2002%). P. 118-143; among the works cited there one should also list the study by I. Kara-
binov (Kapa6unos U. A. Eexapucmuueckasn moaumsa (anagopa): Onvtm ucmopuro-
aumypeudeckozo anaausa. (Cankr-IlerepGypr, 1908)), which anticipated many ideas
expressed by later scholars.
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traditional anaphoras as Sanctus, Institution narrative or epiclesis,'® this
raises the question regarding the origin of these elements. Nowadays most
scholars solve this question by assuming that all elements mentioned
above were interpolated into the anaphora at a later date. The origin of
the interpolated Sanctus is usually found in certain Jewish texts,"®! while
the presence of the Institution narrative and epiclesis in the majority of
traditional anaphoras (with a few well-known exceptions) is believed to
be the result of an intense reworking of eucharistic prayers in the 4th cen-
tury, a reworking primarily based on theological grounds.'*

The weakness of the hypothesis regarding the interpolated character of
these parts of the anaphora is the lack of any example of an actual 4th-
century insertion into the anaphora. In other words, this hypothesis pre-
supposes the existence of an anaphora which in its older layers did not
contain the elements which we mentioned, while featuring these in its
later strata. Nowadays such an anaphora is often identified with the ana-
phora of the Strasbourg papyrus (P.Stral$b.Gr.inv. 254), in its full form
known as the anaphora of the Liturgy of Mark. The Strasbourg papyrus is
a badly preserved sheet of papyrus written in the 5th century or maybe
4th, broken into 6 parts and missing its top 1/3. It was edited and recon-
structed in 1928 by M. Andrieu and P. Collomp.'** The papyrus contains
fragments of the Preface and Intercession which are very close to the cor-
responding sections of the anaphora of the Liturgy of Mark and which
end with a short doxology.

Michel Andrieu and Paul Collomp as well as Klaus Gamber, Hierony-
mus Engberding, René-Georges Coquin considered the Strasbourg papy-
rus to be without any doubt just a first sheet of a set of several folia
containing the full anaphora of Mark.”* But in 1974 Edward Kilmartin

139 Some expressions of the 9-10 chapters of the Didache could be treated as an embri-
onic epiclesis, though.

30 See: Spinks B. 7he Sanctus in the Eucharistic Prayer. (Cambridge, 1991); Taft. 7he
Interpolation. . .; Winkler. Das Sanctus. . . .

132 See, for example: Fenwick J.R.K. Fourth Century Anaphoral Construction Techniques.
(Bramcote (Nottingham), 1986: Grove Liturgical Study; 45); Mazza E. Lanafora eucaris-
tica: Studi sulle origini. (Roma, 1992: Bibliotheca “Ephemerides Liturgicae”, Subsidia; 62).
139 Andrieu M., Collomp P. Fragments sur papyrus de l'anaphore de saint Marc, in: Revue
des sciences religienses. Vol. 8 (1928). P. 489-515.

39 Gamber K. Das Papyrusfragment zur Markusliturgie und das Fucharistiegebet im Clem-
ensbrief, in: Ostkirchliche Studien. Bd. 8 (1959). S. 31-45; Engberding H. Die anaphorische
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argued'” that the Strasbourg papyrus is not a part of a bigger set, but that
its text is already a complete “short” anaphora, which is to say that the
other parts of the anaphora of Mark (Sanctus, Epiclesis etc.) are later
additions. Geoffrey Cuming developed this idea further and many schol-
ars agreed with him, so that nowadays the “testimony” of the Strasbourg
papyrus is often used to prove the hypothesis of the interpolated character
of certain anaphoral parts.’*® Yet, other scholars do not agree that the
papyrus contains a complete anaphora.'”” Bryan Spinks has pointed out'
that the presence of a doxology at the end of the intercessions in the Stras-
bourg papyrus—the only solid argument in support of the view that the
papyrus contains a complete prayer text—is not necessarily a mark of a
prayer’s end. Doxologies are found in the middle of the text in many
archaic prayers—for example, in the anaphora of Addai and Mari or in
the Roman canon. Therefore a suggestion that the text of the Strasbourg
papyrus is an independent integral entity is by no means self-evident.
Any scholar of manuscripts is aware of countless fragments of well-
known literary compositions in the manuscript sources. When such a
fragment is discovered, nobody claims straight off that this fragment is
not just a fragment but the original nucleus of a corresponding composi-
tion—such idea deserves a very profound textological argumentation.
Therefore, it was absolutely natural that Andrieu and Collomp took the
Strasbourg papyrus as just a fragment of the well-known anaphora of
Mark, and from the textological point of view there is no need to doubt
their interpretation. But liturgical texts are not transmitted in the manu-
scripts in the same way as literary texts are. They are usually changing

Fiirbirtgeber der griechischen Markusliturgie, in: Orientalia Christiana Periodica. Vol. 30
(1964). P. 398-446; Coquin R.-G. Lanaphore alexandrine de saint Marc, in: Le Muséon.
Vol. 82 (1969). P. 307-356.

%9 Kilmartin E.J. Sacrificium Laudis: Content and Function of Early Eucharistic Prayers,
in: Theological Studies. Vol. 35 (1974). P. 268-287.

139 See a brief survey in: Ray W.D. 7he Strasbourg Papyrus, in: PE. Bradshaw (ed.)Essays on
Early Eastern Eucharistic Prayers. (Collegeville (Minnesota), 1997). . 39-56.

139 See: Brakmann H. Neue Funde und Forschungen zur Liturgie der Kopten (1984-1988),
in: Actes du 4° Congrés Copte: Lonvain-la-Neuve, 1988. (Louvain-la-Neuve, 1992: Publica-
tions de I'Institut Orientaliste de Louvain; 41). Vol. 2. P. 419-435; Hammerstaedt. Op.
cit. S. 22-23.

9 Spinks B. A Complete Anaphora? A Note on Strasbourg Gr. 254, in: Heythrop Journal.
Vol. 25 (1984). P. 51-55.
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together with the changing practice.® In other words, if a 4-5th-century
manuscript contains a liturgical prayer, it is quite natural to expect that
the form of this prayer corresponds with the actual liturgical practice of
the 4-5th centuries. Consequently, while we knew little regarding the
form of Egyptian Eucharistic prayers in the 4th century,'® the Strasbourg
papyrus could have been interpreted as a stand-alone text of a complete
Eucharistic prayer. But the publication of the Barcelona papyrus—which
is older than the Strasbourg papyrus (the papyrus itself is not younger
than the 4th century and its text, as was shown above, is not younger
than the mid-4th century and may go back to the 3rd) and is of Egyptian
provenance as well—shows that at least in the mid-4th century Egyptian
liturgical practice already knew a much more elaborated form of Eucha-
ristic prayer. Consequently, in the light of the evidence of the Barcelona
papyrus, we have no longer any reason to interpret the Strasbourg papy-
rus, which is in fact a fragment of a well-known text, as a stand-alone
nucleus of the latter: the doxology in the end of the Strasbourg papyrus,
as was pointed out by Spinks, proves nothing, and, as a liturgical text, the
prayer from the Strasbourg papyrus should have been mirroring the cur-
rent Egyptian liturgical practice, which by the time of creation of this
papyrus already knew the anaphoral Sanctus, epiclesis etc. The fact that
the discovery of the Barcelona papyrus leaves the hypothesis of the Stras-
bourg papyrus’ integrity unfounded has been already noted by Heinzgerd
Brakmann.'"! And, together with this hypothesis, it leaves the different
variants of the “4th-century interpolations” theory without any actual
documentary proof.

Moreover, the archaic features of the theology of the liturgical texts
from the Barcelona papyrus'** indicate that Sanctus, Institution narrative
and epiclesis have been already present in at least some 3rd-century ana-

139 The only exceptions from this rule are the texts incorporated into some kind of a sta-

ble (or quasi-stable) composition (such as the Didache, Euchologion of Sarapion, Apos-
tolic Constitutions etc.) or the texts preserved in the manuscripts copied exclusively for
collection purposes (there are, though very rare, medieval examples of such manuscripts).
140 There is some scarce evidence in the writings of the Egyptian authors of the 3-4th
centuries, and the very informative Euchologion of Sarapion (yet the latter’s dating was
disputed by some scholars—though, as was mentioned already, I agree with Johnson’s dat-
ing of it).

4D Brakmann. Neue Funde. .. P. 422.

142 These are found not only in the anaphora (see above) and other prayers, but also in
the acrostic hymn.
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phoras (while some other anaphoras—Ilike, for example, the anaphora of
Addai and Mari or the anaphora of the Apostolic Tradition—could still
lack all or some of these elements). That means, first, that these parts do
not have an interpolated but an organic nature;'® and, second, that the
idea of an initial pluriformity of early Christian liturgical practice'—
the practice, which, in the end, knew not only such prayers as those of
the Didache community meal or of the charismatic Eucharists depicted
in the apocryphal Acts,'* but also such well packed anaphoras as those of
the Apostolic Tradition or from the Barcelona papyrus'*—is, in fact,
working against the belief in the “4th-century anaphoral interpolations.”
The 4th century could be considered to be the time when the anaphoras

49 Which gives additional weight to such theories of anaphoral development as C.

Giraudo’s (Giraudo C. La struttura letteraria della preghiera eucaristica: Saggio sulla genesi
letteraria di una forma. (Roma, 1981: Analecta Biblica; 92)). Giraudo has not analyzed a
handful of important witnesses, including the Qumran texts (which could, by the way,
throw additional light on the Sanctus question—see, for example: Chason E.G. Liturgical
Communion with the Angels at Qumran, in: D.K. Falk, EG. Martinez, E.M. Schuller (eds.)
Sapiential, Liturgical and Poetical Texts from Qumran. Proceedings of the Third Meeting of
the International Organization for Qumran Studies, Oslo 1998. (Leiden, 2000: Studies on
the Texts of the Desert of Judah; 35). P 95-105), yet his important study of some prayer
traditions in Judaism and Christianity should not be discounted easily.

149 Paul Bradshaw repeatedly insists on the recognition of initial liturgical pluriformity as
one of the most important methodological principles in the study of early Christian wor-
ship (Bradshaw. Zhe Search for the Origins. . .), and he is certainly right.

99 See: Brock S.P. The Epiclesis in the Antiochene Baptismal Ordines, in:Symposium Syria-
cum 1972. (Roma, 1974: Orientalia Christiana Analecta; 197). P. 183-218; idem. Invoca-
tions tolfor the Holy Spirit in Syriac Liturgical Texts: Some Comparative Approaches, in: R.E
Taft, G. Winkler (eds.) Comparative Liturgy Fifty Years after Anton Baumstark (1872-
1948): Acts of the International Congress. (Roma, 2001 [2002]: Orientalia Christiana Anal-
ecta; 265); Rouwhorst G.A.M. La célébration de ['eucharistie selon les Actes de Thomas, in:
Ch. Caspers, M. Schneiders (eds.) Omnes circumadstantes—Contribution towards a History
of the Role of the People in the Liturgy: Presented to Herman Wegman. (Kampen, 1990).
P 51-77; Winkler G. Weitere Beobachtungen zur friihen Epiklese (den Doxologien und dem
Sanctus): Uber die Bedeutung der Apokryphen fiir die Erforschung der Entwicklung der Riten,
in: Oriens Christianus. Bd. 80 (1996). S. 177-200; Mefiner R. Zur Eucharistie in den
Thomasakten: Zugleich ein Beitrag zur Frithgeschichte der eucharistischen Epilkese, in: H.-].
Feulner, E. Velkovska, R.E Taft (eds.) Crossroad of Cultures: Studies in Liturgy and Patristics
in Honour of Gabriele Winkler. (Roma, 2000: Orientalia Christiana Analecta; 260).
P 493-513.

140 Which are not late compilations but rather early representatives of the models well
known from the famous traditional anaphoras of the Christian East.
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of the great Episcopal sees were harmonized, i.e. when some anaphoras
could indeed have been supplemented by some elements derived from the
others, but solid evidence demonstrating any deliberate insertions into
the anaphoras of the elements previously absolutely alien to the Eucharis-
tic prayers, appears to be lacking.



