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Dem ersten and (vgl OrChr 1963] ist der zweıte Schluß-)Band rasch gefolgt.
Kr bringt die Angaben für den beweglichen 'eıl des byzantinischen Kirchenjahres. Dazu als
Anhang Angaben für prokeimena ; einen rdo für die Feier des Anniversarıum einer Kıirch-
weihe ; Angaben für verschiedene Lesungen. Zur besseren Krläuterung der Neujahrsfeier
des eptember wırd als Ergänzung (nach Dmitriewski 1? 152) der einschlägige Abschnitt
AUuSs einer Hs des Archäologischen useums Zı Kilew un als uster ıner pannychiıs dıe Be
schreibung A US der heute verschwundenen Hs Dresden 104 angefügt.

Die Krone der Ausgabe bılden jedoch die 1U folgenden 120 a ') Seiten ndıces. Sie erschließen
den reichen Stoff ach allen denkbaren Richtungen. 1€e offenbaren aber auch, W1e sehr der

mıiıt den einschlägigen Problemen vertraut ist. Engberding

OSB, Sprüche der V äter (Apophthegmata patrum) 1M
Auszug herausgegeben un:! übersetzt (+eist, un Leben der Ostkirche
o 258 S., 19 Zeichnungen, Vıgnetten, Kartenskizze. Verlag Styrıa,
Köln-Graz-Wıen. 19.80

(+oldene Worte haben dıe Altväter der agyptischen W üste gefunden ; goldene orte, welche
lautes Zeugnis ablegen VO  — der Größe der Meisterschaft, mıt der S1e dıe Kunst des geistlichen
Lebens pflegten. Dıe innere Leuchtkraft, dıe Tiefe der 1ın iıhnen verborgenen Weıisheıit, verbunden
mıt unnachahmlicher Treffsicherheit un Kürze siıchern diıesen goldenen Worten eiıNe Gültigkeit
ewıiger Dauer. W er immer sıch mannhafft, Christus bekennt, kann Al diesen orten nıcht
vorbeigehen

Daher hat der Verfasser mıt Recht diese Schätze VO  — ausgegraben ; un!: mıt Recht
haft cdıe Reihe (relist und Leben der Ostkirche diese Perlen ın ıhren Schutz S  CN.

Die Übersetzung ist. flıeßend, vornehm und doch zugleich schlicht. Sıe dürfte als vorzügliıch
bezeichnet. werden, WEeNnN ihr nıcht einıge Schönheitsfehler anhafteten. Wır eNnNnen eın Paar
Beispiele 7, el stand VO  - selbst auf ». (+emeint ist, ber stand selbst
&ui;: 1eß nıcht andere die Arbeıt tun ! 106 Gewiß habe ich ıhm nıchts gesagt Y

VDer 1Inn wırd deutlicher, WEeN 118  - übersetzt; mıiıt Absicht habe ich ıhm nıchts gesagt S 115
M' ist, 1M Schriftdeutsch nıcht Tlaubt Engberding

ean CDr CDr ; Exznpedıtvon Archeologique ANnsS ’ Antıochene occıdentale
(Recherches publıeges SOUS la dırection de U ’Institut de ettres de Beyrouth
ome Imprimerıie Catholıque Beyrouth 1965 114, MNX XN pls

IT'’he far-reaching works of those of L', Y>, an above
all the excellent results obtaimmed by the Princeton Universıty e_;:cavations TOM
AT Antioch an ıts vicınıty have ımmensly enlarged OUTr nowledge of ate Antique an early
Christian monuments In thıs T62.

On the other hand, OUT knowledge of the Samıe regıon TOM 469 when Antiıoch W aASs

recaptured by Nicephorus {L, unt.ı 1084, an the per10d of Aatın domiıinatıon3
remaıns almost; unexplored. Theref{fore, an y iıllumıinatıon of thıs period In medıieval| hıstory 18
welcome.

'h1ıs task Was assıımed DYy the Hrench Academie des Inseriptions et, Belles Lettres }, whıch
11NOTe than Ag entrusted (Dy (Drx ıth the exploratıon of the monastery otf St
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Symeon the Y ounger an other sanctuarıes ocated ın the western vicınıty of Antiochl.
'The esults of Mecerliaan’s archaeologıcal studıes, maınly the excavatıon of the
nastery of Symeon the Y ounger, conducte from 1939 LO 1939 appeared periodically®,

Now, however, ‚er SOINE ITtYy » Mecerian has published OMNeEe of hıs final reports
which 18 the subject of thıs rTevIeWw.

In broad terms thıs book deals ıth churches ocated west. of Antioch, ın partıcular
r medieval church ocated the southern slopes of the Black Mountains, which accordıng tO
the author Was dedicated LO St. '"Thomas8.

In the very beginnıng of thıs book, ın Introduetion Bıbliographique » read, Les SOU-

veniırs chretjens de ’ Antiochene SOont constitues avant LOuUTt. Par les monasteres armenı1ens,
georglıens et meme les abbayes atınes du emMps des (ro1sades... )) (Pp

Krom thıs general deser1ption, ıt. 18 not clear whıch per10d of ntiochene history the author
18 referring, although ONe mMa y ASUuTNe TOM the ontent of the mater1a|l discussed that he has the
medieval per10d In miınd. I5 thiıs 1Ss true AT amazed LO hear that the first place
Antiochean monasterıes 18 allotted LO the Armenlans, whiıle the Greek monasterlies, which
econstituted the maın bulk already ın the Christian ETa of thiıs reglon*, ell Syrian
monasıerles, ArC omıtted altogether.

Contrary LO the opınıon conveyed ın the aove menti.oned quotation ıt; ll suffice LO amrmne

the leading monastıc center 1ın the reg10n of Antioch the monastery of Symeon the Y ounger
whiıich al eas uUunt.Lı the Latın domıinatıon remaıned essentlally Greek Kven the colophon

of L Armenı1an manuscr1pt TOM 1179, quoted by Mecerlan, STAates clearly that, ın Bıtıs (Betyas)
TEE. mOoNnNastery (Pp 29) Was ocated. Of the ex1istence of Syrian monasteries (St. Elıas, St.

arlaam know from such SOUT’CES the colophons of Syrian manuscr1pts publıshed by
Wright>®, Mecerian not only neglects Greek an Syrian monasteries of Antioch and 1ts western
vicınıty, but at the time faıls LO gıve clearly documente: plıcture of Armenian and
Latın monasterlies which, according LO the author, represent domınant factor In thıs reglon. (p.9)

It 18 Oobvyıous that the misleading and SPOLLY Introduetion Bibhographique » the whole
first chapter 1s maınly dedicated recounting the OPIN10NS an theories, e]] the partıly
actual materlal, of the ate Peeters, which AT’'6 In genera|l based Georglan hagiographic

tudies by Zordania (Chronicles, 1 1893, JTıths). 1NnCce Georglan hagiıographic
histnrical SOUT’CES WeTITte inaccess1ihble LO Mecerıl1an, he Was oblıged LO tollow ste by step

Peeters, whose 2aCONIC quotations ALr’C not, suff.ıcJ)ıent. for exhaustive evaluatıon of the problems
whıch Meceri1an intends LO solve. Yor obvilous FeasONS, he 1S unabhle LO econstruct arge amount
oft Georglan orıgınal materl1al, above a ]] the colophons of Manuscr1ıpts copled In the
vıcınıty of Antioch, which could have been VOLYy useful ın reachıng dependable econclusions.

Mecerıl1an, Monastere de Saint Symeon Stylite le Jeune ), In RAG Inscr., 1948,
3923
Millet, In RA} Inscr., W 343-348 ; 1934 144-149 ; 1935 195-197 ; 1936
205-206 Mecer1an J’ [ bıd., 19458, 3292-.3928

neglect the sentimental portion of the book dealıng ıth the unfortunate fate of Armenlans
ın thıs reg10n ın modern tiımes SINCE ıt; 18 Out of ‚PC, not. contributing toward the understan-
ding of ArchaeolJogical materlal.

The econdensed SUM Mar y of churches an monasterıies 1n anı LEAr Antioch of thıs
per10d Are contaıned ın Downey’'s monumentall work Hıstory of Antıoch uın SyYrıa,
656-559 ; Devreesse, Le natrıarcal d’ Antıoche, Parıs, 1945, 109111 Eltester, « DIie
Kıirchen Antiochlas 1m ahrhundert », ın V W, 1927, 251-286 and Festuglere,
Antıoche DALENNE et chretienne, Parıs, 1959

Catalogue, 194-200 ; Peeters, Un temolgnage, 378
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'The second chapter of the o0k (17-39) deals ıth ıtınerary wes of Antioch), subject

matter which preoccuplıed Man y promınent scholars 1ın the past Dussaud, Cohen, Rey,
recently Downey, an the popular, but VerY useful three volumes of Jacquot), wh: ın
their studıies attempt LO ıdent1ify the remaıns of churches anı monasterles that sSurvıyed In
thiıs TCa

Meceri1an enumerates 1ın the second chapter a‚ 11 the tollowıng churches : St Spyridon 17)
St Meletios nd St John the Chrysostom (26), St. Panteleimon (28), %. homas (29), St. George
an St. Thecla (31) an St Michael (36) He mentLJons Iso the Grotto of Sourp Sarkıs (33)
and the Chapel of Sourp Mardıros (34)

The overwhelming maJor1ıty of ese mMonuments wWerTe known through Varlous scholars
dealıng ıth north Syrian topography (R Dussaud, Honigmann) an antıquıities ( Jacquot).
ome of ese churches ATr mentioned 1n colophons, part of whiıich At’E collected by Peeters
aM quoted by cer1an, but these do not solve the problem of iıdentification and locatıon of
churches mentioned ın manuscr1pts. Mecerian does not ‚VenNn attempt LO solve this problem,
which 1s NECESSAaTF’YV prerequisıte LO achleving satısfactory conclusıon. For instance, how
do e know that the LWO churches ocated ın BıtıJas Are dediecated LO St. Meletion an St. John
Chrysostom, Mecerian AaASSumes 26) ? These unrestraiıned assumpt.lons ıIn regard LO the
un]justified iıdentiıfıcatıon AT p  en 3, an Mecerian oe€es not offer an
palpable documentary evıdence that the mMmoOonNnuments mentioned here Were conseecrated to
St; T’homas (P 29), SOourp Sarkıs Sourp Mardıros (PP 3 ‚ 34) He cannot introduce documentary
evıdence because such evıdence does not, ex1ıst.

nstead of analysıng the gathered archeological materı1a| whıch conceals the ANSWET, Mecerian
18 carrıecd AWAY by wıshful ınkıng an sentimental desires. WHor instance, for the ıdentificatıon
of the bı mentJioned monuments, POSSCSS rehable documentary evıdence through ep1
graphic Ar el] archeological mater1a|] oun 1n the Very Same place, namely fragmentary
Georglan inser1ıption (Nushkurt), ın hat Meceri1an ca the Chapel of Sourp-Mardiros (PP. 34.-
35) Georglan inscr1ption (Mrgwiowant) 1n form of 9 ornamented lımestone, both
found an copled by Seyrig In 1924 The colophon of the MS 45 (Gospels of Ruisi)
copled 1n the second half of the A Century ın the Same valley by Georglan monk who ca
hımself Black Sakarıa ». Ornamented panels found In the so-called hurch of St Michael
11gs. whose form and style 18 typıcally Georglan. I’he close prototypes for the geometric
interlace of ese panels ell for the plant motiıfs COu be oun In monuments
of mM1InoOr art In Georgla executed Dy (reorglan craftsmen, for example the altarpıece at

Saphara®, al Khovale“, and f Shiomgwime8.,
FKFurthermore, neither Mardiros an Sarkıs 1Or St T’homas ATre worshipped In Georgia,

an LO knowledge there 1s San ctuary dedieated LO them 1ın Georgla. Moreover, there 18
apparen TEASONMN for Georglan monks dwelling In thıs P’Ca LO have dedicated eır sanctuarıies

to the above mentioned Armenılan saınts. ese 9 :e]] that of St. I’homas 29)
could have een introduced DYy Armenlans, who ettled In thıs ÜE ıIn the AA century, ebuilt
bandoned devastated churches rededicated them LO elr natıonal saınts. During the
TEeEe centurles of Armenlan omınatıon the whole TeCAa Was Armenianized, but thıs fact had
nothing tOo do ıth the short-Ilived monastıc ıfe ıIn thıs regı1on, which had diminished SINCEe the
VOLY beginning of the AA CENTUrYy and had become extinet forever by 1268, when Antıoch
Was taken by the ameluks under Bıbars I’hrough the centurles the frequent ethnıcal changes

Schmerling, R', Minor forms ın Georglan archıitecture, Tbilisı, 196  e pl 37-38
[ bıd., pl A
[ bid., p! 4 ’ Very simılar motifs found durıng excavatıon In 1964-65 1ın the

MONasSter y of St. Barlaam Mount A4SS108. It IS not iımpossible that they WEIC executed by
the S4amMme artıst As OSEe Aiseussed eTrTe.
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ın the Black Mountaıins resulted ın the introduct.ion of DEeW an topographical COIN-

fusıon T’he SAame happened Iın the beginning of OUTr CEeNTtUrY, when Armenlans eft theır settlements
1n thıs reg10n, the Turkish Jement Was introduced, N! the of the above mentioned
sanctuarıes WeIC agaın changed. WHor instance, the qsizable architectural monument the eep
mountaın north otf ogun Iuk 18 not, called by ıts Armenıan AI but ale »,
the so-called « Sourp-Mardıros » 1S « Magara », an St. Michael 1s 10 W known « Kharaba,
Kilıse .

Mecerian 1s very reluctant offer the reader actual documentary materl1al, but whenever
he does, hıs plans an measurements AU’' E inaccurate and grossly misleading. 'h1ıs 18 applıca ble
for instance LO the above mentioned Grotto of Sourp Sarkıs, whıch 1S not gTrOLtLO, Mecerian

asseTrtS, but hermıtage erected rocky plateau nıne meters above the ground. The plan
of thıs hermiıtage, reproduced L1g wıthout scale) does nOot correspond to ıts realappea

which has clearly perceptible rectangular shape T’he measurements At’E not, 19

WE IN, but 4.90 1% dıd not ave all indicated ın the plan, but the remaıns otf

bannısters which along ıth the SQUaTE dowels AL’C st1il] visıble the northern sıde. E qualiy
inaccurate 1S the desecr1iption of the cıstern, whıich has not rectangular, but eircular opening
(maximal wıdth ().83 I, ep 1.20 m)

Mecerian’s ohbservatıons ın regard LO the topography of the vicınıty from the MONaAasStery of
St. Symeon Stylıte the Y ounger eastwards toward Daphne, an hıs attempt to ıdent1ify an
to locate SOIMNNE monuments (PP 45-58 mentioned 1ın hagiographic SOUTCES, partıcularly In the
Bı1ı08 of Saınt Martha, Ar’C instructive. Yet ıt; SEEINS that; the lower moOonasterYy » that of St

John, the eacher of St. S5Symeon the ounger Was not ocated T, the foot of the mountaın,
where the great Kara ( Jal enters into the Orontes, Mecer1i1an QSSETTtS (P 51), but closer to the

monastery of St. Symeon the Stylıte for he followıng 1645S0O.

According the B1ı08 of St Symeon the Y ounger, the monastery Aa PCAaIs LO be not In

lower locatıon, but rather the elevatıon. The Biıo08s of St. Symeon tells that Symeon was

led Dy the guldance of IDıvyıne Vısıon to locatıon called Tibere » and TOM ere he ascended
the mountaın uDON which the monastery of John the Stylite? Was ocated.

Since the onl1y mountaın ın thıs regı1on (0: the right of the Orontes) 18 ocated OWwards west,
St. Symeon should have followed the path eadıng toward the miraculous mountaın }, poss1ıbly
through the present longitudina|l town called Nahaıarlı Köy Sınce S1X later St. Symeon
had LO ascend the higher mountaın where he finally establıshed himself, the lower monaster y
(or that of St. John Stylite) should be sought between Tißepıavn Xwpa and the monastery
of St, Symeon the Y ounger.

I the distance between Tißepıavn Xwpa an St. Symeon’s monastery WwWas TEeEe miıles,
whıch corverted into the Roman Greek millage system ll CAaSNUuUIcC to kılometers, then
1t; to that the lower mOoNnastery could have been ocated ın the western outskırts of
Nahuırlı K Ööy the immedı1ate western vicınıty of the spring ocated ere

'The partıal SUppOrTt of opınıon 18 found Iın the B108 of St Symeon’s famous mother,
St Martha, wh: travelled from St. Symeon’s mOoNnastery LO Daphne In aCcordance 6O the followıng
CC  S TOM the mMONastery of St. Symeon the Y ounger, the mOoNnastery of St John, the
church of St John the Baptıst, Tißepuavn Xwpa and Daphne1®,

1’0 buttress hıs opınıon Mecerlian mentJons the ruInNs Near the Orontes the western sıde
of UYyU Kara UÜay (P 53; f1gs 8 9 53, the Mapn 15) whıch he identifies ıth the lower

mOonastery . However, before assumıng thıs poss1ıblıty should take LWwO obstacles into a.Ccount
The ack of direct evidence for such assumptıion. an the fact that the TUINS of the

Van den Ven, La MLE AaANCıENNE dAe Symeon Stylıte le Jeune, Bruxelles, 1962, 1 9 11

I bıd., 102, also : ıte of St. Martha, 1vıron, 8 9 fol
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structure indicated above Art’C not contemporary ıth the actıyıtles of St. ‚JJohn (approximately
first. quarter of the VI century but much ater, poss1ıbly of the a century.

FYor these PEASONS thınk ır 18 possible that should 00k for the lower mMmOoNastery In the
immedılate western vicınıty of the spring ocated the western en of the town Nahaırlı Köy,
although the distance between thıs pomnt and the monastery ll be less than three Roman
miles.

'The second part of the book (PP IS entirely dedicated to the so-called church of
St. 'T ’homas whıch have iıdentiıfıed church of the Livingfiller-Holy-Cross » of Mary
an the inscr1ptions found ın two reg10nNs of the Black Mountaınn.

It 18 unfortunate that Mecerian does not gıve precıse 4CCOUNT of the extent of h1ıs actıvıtles
ere, account of a‚ 11 the fragments that he excavated, of whıch have SIiNce vanıshed
forever. Mecerı1an ‚Iso faıls to g1ve the descr1ption, measurements diagrams of hıs findings,
which relate only LO those of archıtectural nature ; glassware, CO1NS, pottery Art’e ncluded.

One of the maın problems that Mecer1an attempts LO solve 18 the genes1s of the plan of thıs
church 97) Meceri1an quotes (P 87 D 78) Millet believing that thıs hurch Wa Georglan
monument reminding hım of the cathedral of Bagrat al Kutailsı (Western Georgla). Mecerian
0o€Ss not ıth Millet since ıIn the church of Bagrat the southern and nothern AT

projected beyond the rectangle. He sSuggests sım1larıty between the cathedral of Anı an the
so-called Toroschurch at Anazarbe, because, he states, he 7al not a‚hle LO find simılar

plan A  S  388 Georglan churches (P 5171,585 Buft the Cathedral of Anı (which ll be

plicable than the Toroschurch) 1S useless for explanatıon of the charaecteristie features of
the sSo-calle! St. T’homas church for num ber of LEANOÖONS The absence of western narthex;

'T’he absence of port1ico ; IT’he trıpartıte dıyısıon of the eastern facade.
Furthermore, ıt does not POSSCSS aDn y archıtectural decoratıve firagments whose motifs

struectural ideas eoincıde ıth the so-called St. T’homas church. On the other hand, the

rangement of the western facade ıth ıts trıpartıte port1ico and the deployment of sculptura|l
elements Iın the Bagrat Cathedral offer VeELYy close prototypes for the understandıng an {1-

struct.ıon of the S+, T’homas church, inasmuch the western port1co of he cathedral of Kutailsı
Was uL (after the completıon of the church 10083 1ın the 1ITS half of the eleven. CENTUrYy which
coincıdes perfectly ıth the date of the church of St. 'T’homas.

Now have LO turn LO another problem It 18 true that ın Georgla archıtectural monument
exısts whiıich Mecerian asserts (P 57) displays the SA structural Symptoms St. 'T ’homas.
'The best; example for Comparıson (as far plannıng 1S concerned) 1Ss offered In the maın
monastıc church al kaltho (not ater than century)**. 'h1s 1S inser1ıbed erucıform domed
church where the 1S inseribed 1ın rectangle and the dome 1ın the center rests four free

standıng plers. It 1S ‚Iso equıipped ıth narthex an port1co. In addıtıon fOo thıs the eastern
facade I not divıded by two triangular nıches 1ın TEeE parts, but finıshed 1ın straıght walll
which encloses the maın apsıs and pastaphorıes arranged ın OLC Iıne.

Another church comparable to St. Thomas (especlally ın style an OTM of the architectural
decoratıon) 1s that, of Samtavısı (completed 1ın 1030)12 Yet 1ın that the particular charac-
teristics of the St. homas church cannot be solved by COM par1ısons, but maınly by the careful

analysıs of the church iıtself aM ıts topographıc posıtıon.

11 Tshubinashvili, G, Archiıtectur: of Kakhet’ı, I, Tbilisı, 1959, 348 ; the plan of the church
340

SdeVveTOV, N’ T’he Monuments o Georqgran Architecture, Moscow, 1947, 178-17/9; Ders.
Ars Georgica V 9 L1gs 79-85 ; Djobadze, W’ Vorläufiger Bericht über Grabungen un Nnter-

suchungen In der Gegend VO  S Antıochla Orontes, Istanbuler Miıtteılungen, Vol 1, 1965,
7  AD  Z
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Above all, ‚: Vel those wh: examined thıs church A hurried visıtors ll notice that the

eastern part of the church rests artıficlally ereated platform beneath which the mountaın
declines veryvY sharply iınto from whiıich opposıte mountaın all r1Ses a lmost, vertically.
The 18 Iso partially true for the southern an northern sides of the church, which Are

furnished ıth NarrOoW platform TOM which complete V1IECW of the monumental waill 1S

impossible, while the eastern facade remalns inaccess1ıble the VE T’he nature of the topography
obvıousiy determined the plan hıs phenomenon Iso eXxplaıns the architeectural gradatıon
of the western facade an ıts decoratıve celiımax which IS concentrated T the only sSpot TOM
whiıich the total complex ıV be SEEI]).

'T’he frequent inaccuracles an unsound generalizatıons AT ver y disturbing to the reader.

WHor instance, PDage 83 Mecerian sSımply enumerates eleven architectural iragments wıthouft

telling the locatıon where they wWeIt found, elr measurements, elr orıgınal place
In the StEructuUure. Here AT LWO examples of Mecerian’s confusıng statement The ırst, f1g
e 1s abeled the frame off WwWIndOow lintel (P 83) Yet the wıdth of the wiındows, Our
ın num ber, (whose sılls ALrC StL. un satıı which Mecerian cdid not notıce) 1S 1.15m, whıiıle the inter1o0r
wıdth of the so-called cadre un fenetre » (fıg 126) 1S only ().60 111 wıde.

'T’he MOst ımportan fact. 1Ss that the ahbove mentioned Tagmen 18 not the frame of WIndoOow,
but the ragmen of monolıthıec nıche wıthout openıng The second ragment, according
LO Meceraın, 1S the cornıice of the OOT (Tıg 131) the lIintel 73) 1 thıs 1Ss S! the OOT wiıll
not. exceed ().52 In wıdth, and cannot be funct.ional for Obv1ıous rFeasONS, inasmuch A the

remainıng walls of the church do not suggest the exıstence of such z OOT.
(n 94-95 photographs of carved architectural iragments Are enumerated an reproduced

TOM Vve (Jeorglan churches Ddavane, L1g 156 ; Nıkorzminda, f1gs 161, 162 Ertazminda,
fıg I63; Achtala, f1gs 165 and 166 ; an Ikorta, {1g8. 167, 168), wıthout aı ecommMmMent LO

how they AL V'' E elated LO the sculptured iragments TOM the church NEeAr Surutme
However, extensıve analysıs of the published majßter1a|l especlally concerning carved

plant a geometric motifs 1s NECESSAL Y In order to reach dependable date for the church
under discuss1i0on.

The complex task of datıng hardly be accomplished by I1NneTe occasional, superficlal,
optical resemblance. Inasmuch As the overwhelming ma)]or1ıty of OTNAaMEeNTS from thıs church,

for instance, the S-motit which orıginally Was developed TOM plan ornament (as for ıinstance,
the w1iındow Irame ornament) the western facade of the Bagrat » cathedral 1 Kutaisı
1003, and ater transformed ınto geometr1c pattern which apPCaLs (slightly modiıfiıed In style
OT form In almost V  ü church In Georgla, particularly SiInCce the verYy beginning of the XI
LO the 111 century.

In adldıtiıon, the carved architectural examples introduce: for COomparıson by Meceri1an (Pp 95)
ALlC not pertinent LO the so-called St Thomas’ church, maınly because of stylistical chronologica]l
LEA SONNS Kor instance, the examples TOM the church al Ikorta f1gs 167, 168) WeIt executed
almost 150 ater 1172 than ose al the above mentioned St. T'homas’ church. More

typiıcal fragments could be found for instance 1ın the church at Samtavısı 1030), which IS not

only chronologıcally close LO the above mentioned church, but ecould at the SAaTlle tıme demon-
Strate close stylıstıc parentage and COTININOIN SOUTCE of plan, des1gn, an ornamenta|l pattern.
Some geometrIic and plan' motifs applıed the neck of the drum, cornıices the deco-

ratıve frame of the western WINdOW, reveal most intımate relationsh1ıp the carved archl-
tectural iragments of the so-called St. I’homas church 'T’he sım1larıty 18 stronlgy revealed ın

COTNMNMNOIN SOUTCES of patter: el ın style an technıque (use of the deep drıill) 'The church
of Samtavısı could ave helped Mecer1an LO determine the place and funetion of three panels
(fıgs. 199-201) which terminated In re1o1l, wıthın the architectural ontext of St. T’homas
which he briefly mentJons In OTE lıne 1en specıf1quement georglenne » 97)
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If Mecerian genumely desired LO trace the genes1s of the so-called St. T’homas church an
iıts architectural decoratıon, strıves to arTıve at satisfactory results 1n regard LO the date
of the eonstruction of the church, he should know that thıs task ecould best be accomplished
by careful stylıstıc analysıs of the singularly rich an diversifıed architectural details ;
partıcularly the geometr1c an plan interlaces which ATr typıcal of Georglan medieval
archıtecture.

From the AAA centurIles, iın the wıide uUuS5{ö€cC of stone carvıng observe trend from the
naturalıstie owards 11OTE {lat, plctor1a|l an rather schematıc iıfeless forms. Sınce thıs transıtiıon
18 detectable step by step, the closeness of chronological lımıts should be observed ıth extreme

Care, unless ere 1S compelling 1TEeASONMN for broader interpretation.
The identifıcatıon N! treatment of the remaılınıng fragments (fıgs 169-201) 1S equally M1S-

leadıng an essentlally faulty. YWHor example, the fıgures IT3 (Pp 96) ATC incorrectly deser1ıbed,
which leads to the Obvı1ı0us I: eoneclusıon that these Tee fragments WeIC originally applied
LO the aPSC There Ar C other sSymptoms ell 'T’he apsıs reveals the remalns of the fresco

paıntıng which makes the USße of stone Carvıng superfluous. IThe inter1l1ors of apsıdes ın (Je0T-

g1an churches AUC not equıpped ıth carved friezes. Sınce the A PSC D 1n the so-called
St 'T’homas church WasSs separated TOM the rest. by the LecOoNOstasıs (remalns of whiıch uncovered
ın 1963 an hıdden irom the CYVGC, the need for the decoratıon of the apsıs 18 ımıted. 'The
measurements of the above ment.ıoned fragments, which took at the church 1n the SuUummer

of 1962, sShOW that the radıus of the A USC In thıs church 1S 2 40 which requlres 0018
In 0.50 length. ( In the other hand, the depth of the carved Tragmen (fıg 173) 1s ().025 I,

bowed requirıng 1.50 radıus, which 18 compatıble ıth the ase of the hallow dome
the western port1co

Consequentiy the Tagmen' (accordıng LO measurements : length ().74 IM ; height 0.35 N,

depth (0).36-0.38 mM) reproduced by Meceruian (Tıg 176) could ave belonged only to the ase
of the hallow dome ın the western portico.

55, 'Thıs assumption 18 supported by the 25 (n diameter) ıron (dowel pın) placed iınto

the dowel hole 0.12-0.14 In diameter) fılled ıth ead simılar dowel could have een

the opposıte end of thıs fragment which 1S broken off.

Finally, sondage whiıich conducted the eastern sıde of the so-called St. T’homas
church 1ın June 1962 revealed fıve fragments of the COrnIıce, a{{ showıing the SaIlec geometric
ornament cardınally dıfferent TOM that diseussed here.

4O f1g8 183 an 154 AT C not ımpost capıtals ((( chapıteau COussın ») Mecer1an

(P 96), but bases of the composıte engaged columns wıdely sed In eleventh CENtUrCY (Georglan
archıtecture for example the western port1ico ın Nikorzminda (1010-1014)*®, the south-western
NI of the church 1 Zemo Krıkh1 (fırst half of DE cent.)14, and the southern portal of the
church at Savane (1046)*>. In the bases an capıtals ATr’C of the Samlle shape an

decoratıion (e.g Nikorzminda), but ın OUT Case there WeTE only LWO such fragments, whiıich
indıcates the possibilıty that they should be regarded bases which could ave een terminated
ıth fragments, reproduced up-sıde OwWwn by Mecerıi1an (fıg. 187) My studies an measurements

ın 1962 of the iragments discussed above ShOW that they ALrC organically related LO ach other.

Obviously misleadıng 18 the identificatıon of 1g 185 ornament de fenetre de facade »

( 96), because of the S1ze (0.18 ın diam.) an protruding shape of the column whiıich has

SeveroVv, N’ Tschubinaschwil: G’ The Monuments of Georglan Architecture, Moscow,
1947, A Baltrusaitis d Etudes SUur Medieval Armenie et, Georgle, Parıs,
1939, 12-14, MA  v pl XE

Tsintsadze, W ’ L’Eglise de Zemo rıkhı In V ‚9 105, paragraph 38

Beridze, W, Savane In I’ 130, paragraph 23
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than /3 of ıts surface free standıng. The rehef of profiles and corn1ıces of windows In

Georglan churches AT C much lower, 1.e. not exceeding 0)]8{  D thırd of the height ot ı1ts diameter.
Furthermore, ONe ragmen simılar to that under discussıon here (Tıg 185) found In the north-
western sectıon of the narthex ın the immediate viıcınıty of the northern Stalrs of the western

port1ico durıng actiıvıtlies al the Samılle church ın 196 'h1s fact indicates that L1g 155 Or1g1-
nally could ave een attached to the port1ico LO the northwestern gate of the narthex.

ome actual INnaCccuracles should be mentioned here :
The iragments, L1g8. 194 LO 197 do not, have spherıic surfaces simılar LO fıg 191 (P )’

but have ‚VEeIl surfaces. 'T’heir architectural funetion 18 Iso quite dıfferent. and accordingly
affects theır S1Ze. Fıgs. 194 LO 197 (accordıng measurements (0.61 ın height, ().70 ın

wıdth) could have een used fıllıngs between arches, whiıle L1g 191 18 undoubtedly pendentıve
from the western port1ico (height (0.76 IX  9 wıdth 0.905 m)

AA Figure L98 0o€s not include human anıma l ımages Meceri1an suggests but
Ar e solely plan motifs. Typical of thıs church 1S the fact that N the rıch an diıversıfied

Carvıngs ere 1S trace of human anımal ımages. In the predominance of plant motif{fs,
partıcularly 1ın the requen' representatıion of the so-called I CTOSSES lıying OCTOSSES »
which Ar veryY COININOMN In (F(EOTg1aN art, SCcCc ONe of the proofs that thıs church dedicated
not to St. T’homas, but LO the Pıllar of Life », Iree of ıfe to the ıfe spending (lross » ,

indicated ın Y prelımınary report+6, h1ıs could be the church of the mOonastery (com-
missioned by Djibısdze) 1n whiıch ın 10835 135 Was copled an which contaıns &-

menta|l pattern simılar tO those irom the churceh.
IT’he assıgnment of fıg 206 LO the maın ome of the church (P 98) 18 ErTONEOUS for the

followıng TEASONS 'The dome Was covered wıth fresco paıntings. At the height of 3'7.00 1881

the ıne ornamentatıon of the key stone, whose dıiameter 18 only 0.75 I, and the ornamenta|l
rıbs including the frame an geometrı1c interlace (wıdth 0.15 m), wou be almost: invısıble
from the floor of the church. Another evıdence agaınst Mecerian’s interpretatıion 18 the
scale of the Carvings executed both lower aN! rINgs of the dome’'s cylinder, whıch
18 LWO LO TEeE tımes Jarger than that, of the eystone. If L1g 206 WEI'C indeed the eystone of
the entral dome ıts ornamentatıon would undoubtedly ave een much larger than that of
the above entioned rngs. Mecegrian’s opınıon 18 not supported by Georglan Armenlan
architectural monuments, an hıs example from the Georglan church at Zougrugashen1 18 not,

TOM the dome of the church, but TOM the shallow dome of the portico The rıbs of the

eystone found In the church ocated by In the neighboring town of Hadıı Habahblı AT

not curved, but straight.
T’hese AT'’e SOI of the arguments whıch make ıt possible LO assıgn 11g 206 to the sfiallow dome

of the western port1co Such solutıon 18 supported by the arge num ber of examples TOM (JeOT-

g1an churches. 111 enumerate SOIINEC of them built 1ın the 1ITS half of the A cCeNtury Ziemo

Krikhi*“, (‘'athedral of Kutaillsı 3),18 Cathedral of Nıkorzminda (1010-1014
shall not dwell the problems assoclated ıth the l1conostasıs (PP 99-104). It 111 suffıce

LO ment1ıon that the quest1ons emerging TOM the above mentioned could barely be solved

by quoting S Filımonow, other authors whose works wriıtten CENTUTYy agO an who
A1d not ave 1rsS  an! knowledge of Georglan LÜeONOstasıs. Sınce the knowledge of thıs field.

e]] the num ber of monuments found, has econsıderable inereased. Important In thıs

16 Djobadze, W 9 0O cart. DA
17 Ars (Georgıca, V1L, fig.

Ars (HeOTLCA, V’ f1gs 7 9 S1
SeveroV, N., Tshubinashwili, G‚ T’he Monuments 7i (Georqgrıan Architectwre, Moscow, 1947,

pl 28hb
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regard 18 the work of Schmerling (I’he Minor forms In Georglan Medieva!l Architecture,
Tbilıisı, 1962 ase immediate knowledge of analyzed monuments.

Originally the 1conostasıs incorporated not two plates (Pp 103) reproduced by MecerIlan,
but four. An addıtional L wo plates WOCIC revealed by sondage In 1963

(n Page 132 Mecerian offers the Liste des princ1paux sanctualres Transcaucasıens du X e
X 4TE siecle which according LO 1m dısplay the highest degree of resemblance ıth that of

St. Ihomas hıs 1ıst; includes ıfteen churches out of which 1ıve churches (at Aten:, VILI cent. ;
at Alkhtala A cent. ; at (7eghard, L215S AT Pataretı, second half of X I1T cent.: ; and at HKrtats-

mında, C cent.) ALr out of the chronologıcal D' indıieated above. Furthermore, Oout of the
ıtteen churches enumerated 132 all but OTE Are not precısely OIM correctly dated. YWor
instance, Achtala Was built nOot, between the cent. Meceri1an pPuts ıt, but In the second
decade of the A 1E century®%2*; the church 1 Ertatsmıinda, not ın the cent., but In the
MI century“4, E: under (zelatı Mecerıi1an 1NEeEANS the maın church, ıt Wa not built TOM 1089-
1125, but TOM 106-112522, an Haghbat Wa built Irom IT’he date for O  O, 1172
IS correct24, Abs. W as not completed during the re1ign of Bagrat (  J but during
that of Bagrat 131 1ın 10-101425 Geghard (keghart wWwWas complete: ın 121526 and the cathedral
at Kutarısı 1n 100327 'T’he cathedral of ela W asS completed ın 102928, Nıkorzmıinda In 1010
1014?®?9, Pıtareti (Phiıtoreti by Mecerl1an) noOot. al the beginnıng ofthe AA Century, but In the 1ITS
half (poss1ıbly the second decade) of the JEE: century®®, Samtavro not, built between the
ME CeNTtUrY, but ın the first half of the XI{ century®+* and Samtavısı In 1030832

Mecerian’s argument 1n regard LO the Georglan architectural monuments ocated ın the

provınce Tao-Klardjetr 1S essentlally based the tendent1ous work of Tokarskı)®* whose eOTY
In regard to the churches of Tao-Klardıetr wäas sharply denounced by scholars of Armen1i1an%94

ell A Georglan®? art (which LO Mecerı1an werTITe unknown) which makes addıtıional comments

superfluous. Meceri1an Iso briefly mentJons the second edıitıon of Tokarskı] s abbove mentioned
book commenting that ıt 1s wrıtten better (p 121 104), worthwhiıle observatıon
but inconclusıve. In thıs second dıtıon Tokarskı]) renounced his OW. theory by omiıtting the
whole fourth chapter irom hıs 1ITS book, that deals wıth the mMOoNuUuMents of Tao-Klardjeti.
The mOost fundamental work of Takaishwiül:r (Archaeological Expedition of 1917 the
Southern provınces of Georgla, T’hbilhisı 195  Z  e dealıng ıth the churches of Tao-Klardjeti 18
not, known LO Mecerıuan.

Tshubinashvıili, G $ ın Encyclopedıa of W orld Art (forwıth EW A) V 9 146; Amiranashvilıi,
Hıstory o} (7eOTQLAN Art, Moscow, 1950 183

Ar Amiranashwili, C: 174
Tshubinashviuli, G 9 ın EW V , 146 ; Amiranashrvıilı, 0D.C1., f3 2924

Arutjunlan, V7 Safarıan, S ‚ Monuments of Armenuıan Architecture, Moscow, 1951,
Tshubinashwili, G’ ın EWA Ar 146 ; SeverovV, N’ Monuments of (reorglan Architecture,

180 ; Amiranashırvlı, 0D.Cb., 174, 24  O©
Beridze, W ’ T’he church al Katskhı In Ars Georqgia II 93,
Arut]junlan, A Safarlan, O' C

2’7 Tshubinashvili, G $ 1n EW 145 SeverovVv, N , 0D.CW., 195
8 Ars (HeOTUCA, I? 133 ff.
Q EWAÄA 1 146; SEVeETOV, 0D.C1b., 198

EWA V ‚9 146; Amiranashrvıiulı, 0D.C1b., 238
31 AÄArs Georgica,

EW 1 146; Ars (7+e07 91a V 9 199
Archıtecture of Ancıent Armenıa, KErevan, 1946, 200-  D
Jacobson, A 9 ın Vız Vrem. EL, 1950, 25  26

Djanashıa, ın Voprosı Istorur, V7 194 7, 71-89
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shall comment SOTINEC inscr1pt1ions which form part of the fourth chapter (pPp 106-113).

T’hese inscr1ptions, maınly epigraphic mater1a|l published here, derıve from two locatıons of the

reg10n of the Black Mountaiıns, namely : TOM the valley north otf Seleuc1a Pier1a an the

called church of St; Thomas. The fırst. place revealed LWO inscr1ptions discovered before Mecerıi1an
In the of 1924 by Henrı1ı SeyrT1g, wh: sent coples of these ın 1959 Although these

inscr1pt1ions along ıth other epigraphic materl1al, collected by 111e In have been

published prepared for publicatıon in the final report, OT cComMmmMmMents here wiıll
not, be ut of place

According tOo Mecerılan, the fırst. erucıform inscr1ption (p 109) Was read by the ate Blake
Kriste (ua)rısı ». oth the edıtıng anı reading Ar incorrect. In thıs inscr1ption, consisting

of two abbrevJiated words AT not eleven, but only etters The inscr1ıption reads vertically
from LOpP LO ottom, and horizontally from eft to right (from us) ollows (ua)rı rıst
es1ı . 'The second inscr1ption, (P 109) read by Garıtte In September of 18 the mOst dıf-

ficult oft a 11 insecriptions, due to ıts iragmentary condıtıion well ıts callıgraphıic particularıtles.
Despite thıs Garitte's readıng of the TEeEe words 18 correct. Yet ıt LO IN that, the second
word ın the second lIıne Was preceded by word whiıich could be read

YKrom the second locatıon (St Thomas’ church) Mecerian introduced three inscr1pt1ions
(PP 110-113). All of ese WeI«t published by 1116 along ıth 1UINETOU: grafitt] whiıich excavated
1 the southern sectıon otf the Samle church ın 962-196386 Krom these Tee inscr1ptions OM6

($ H4 110) which published twıce 1S COrTTeEeCT. T’he remamınıng LWwo fragments ($ IV. 110-

112) 7’6 superficlaly treated and ETTONEOUS.

It 18 regrettable that Mecerian does not, gıve the precise description, identiıfıcatıon, locatıon
an above a,|| the measurements of the architeectural materlal, inasmuch SOINE of the archl1-
tectural fragments an epigraphic materı1a|l disappeared meanwhıiıle.

T’he photographs AT nOt consıstent 1n quality (fıgs 3 % S1; 44, 9 9 170, 183, 1859, 198, 207),
repeated 1g8 N  \  N 1732; 173, 164-236) an upsıde OoOWn fıgs N Z 197, 123) In hıs

book Mecerı1an incorporated iragments which uncovered In SUumıner of 1963 (photogr.
1483128 21

would ıke LO indicate actual EeTTOTS whıch sShow Mecerian’s superficlalıty toward
the discussed epigraphic materlal, for instance, part of which published ın Or Chr vol 49

(1965
In the inscr1ıption (p 110-11) da dzqgro 1s not, Les LPUTX dernıers MObS P because between

ese LWO words AT''e the clearly vıisıble remaılns of LWwO lJetters ; the first reconstruct r, the
second 1S undoubtedly A, which sSuggesSts abbreviated r(ath)a.

Before da there AT traces of al eas our easıly detectable etters, not Ven mentioned by
Mecerlan.

The ast word consısts of four, not f1ve, etters, In which the fourth letter 18 not but
Furthermore LOpP of an between the ast, two etters yl ere 1S abbrevlatıon SIgn
detectable which makes it poss1ible LO read the ast word tsgr(omı)th[a]. Krom LWO firagments
ıth Georglan inscr1pt1ions whiıich AT omiıtted by Mecerli1an (P 111), the first, (fıg 241 could
be reconstructed [sajkh(el)sa. Of the second Cal  _ distingu1ish only two etters

The ast insecr1ption ($ V, 111-112) 1s executed the flat surface of monolıithıc

pendentıve and AT DA be of historical iımportance for Mecer1an ell for the distin-

guished scholar of Georglan patrology, Peeters, because both regard the incorrectly read

insecr1ption palpable evıdence of Marrs theory, fırst. formulated ın hıs Magister’s thesıs
an later reiterated In his Varlous publiıcatıons. Mecer1an O€S not quote Peeters the 1ITS

publiısher of thıs inscr1ption without photographs. On the er hand the reading otf Peeters

Oriens OÜhrıstranus, vol 4 ' 116-130
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and hıs interpretation of the insecr1ıption 1S of grea‘ interest not only because of Peeters’ high
reputatıon ın this matter, but Iso because he Was the co-discoverer®” of the inser1ıption (not
mentioned by cerl1an) an had the sıngular opportunity LO study the inser1ption ıIn the OT1-
ginal nstead Mecerian offers the reading of Blake, wh Was less fortunate than Peeters,
because he had LO work ıth ınadequate photographiec reproductlions (figs. 44, 245)

Meceri1an g1ves Blake’s readıng ollows eklesiay AatrsS somekht"oy an ıts French trans-
latıon V’eglıse psSt (1U.  R Armenıens (p 111) For SOTNE unexplicable TCASONMN Meceri1an adds ın the
next, sentence (Pp 112 that; the ast; word of the inser1ption WasSs ead DYy Peeters wıthout
quoting Peeters’ work) Somkht‘ ay, which IS incorrect COPDY of the ETTONEONU: reading, for
Peeters reads the ast. word not Somkht ay, but Somkchurth38.

E Mecegrian’s intention Was the COomparıson of BPlake’'s readings ıth that of Peeters, then
he should ave introduced the complete senctence consısting of three words : ekelecı ArS

s[olmkh[u Irth®?, In thıs Case it would become obvıous that the dıfference consısts not only In the
reading of the last, but Iso the first. word, which Peeters reads ekelerı ». Before reaching

hasty enneclusion based two incorreect an contradıctory readıngs (not mentioned by Me
cerl1an) and statıng thaft, the church Was Armenlan, Mecerian should ave answered SOTNeEe I1AV-

oıdable quest1lons. For instance, ıf the author of this inscr1ption Wa really Armenlan then why
dıd he resort to the Georglan alphabet an not LO hıs natıve Armenian ? Or ıf Armenians
z LO make known that the church Armenlan, why did they hıde thıs valuable docu-
ment ? 4Ft thıs document Was meant for the defense agaınst confıscatıon of the church,
Peeters assımed (Le Irefonds 162), who could ave remem bered after tew generatıons
where ıt; had een buried ? And how could they have shown thıs document agaınst an Y POS
<sihble opponents wıthout destroying the church ?

'T’hıs unusual inscr1ption attracted attention ın 1959 when addressed letter LO Me
ecer1an asking hım to clarıfy SOTNE grammatıcal shortcomings of the inscr1ıption and for
dependable photograph of it. receiıved Mecerlans» but ın the SUumMmımnelr of 1962,
when began tOo work In the SAame church an found the inscr1ption, it. became clear that the
confusıon had een caused by the faulty readıng. As ave stated already, ıt 18 mason’s mark
indıicatıng the position of the pendentive ın the churceh. Thus, the inscer1ıption hould be read

ollows : ekles[(14)sa ] s(im) /a s(a)mkhrıth.
As ave shown before, the plan of the church, ıts decoratıve Program and 1ts details, AT’C

unmistakably Georglan, bınlt by Georglan archıtect, Ar the INnScr1pt1ons found ın the
western vicıniıty of Antıoch before the final collapse of Antiochene monachism In 126  00

In the early per10d of thıs TCA large amount of Georglan, but Armenlan, Inscr1ptions
WerTrete found. hıs 1s the place where large num ber of Georglan monastıec centers establiıshed,
such An al Vastana, T'’zkarotha, SE Menas a (/alıpos, Lertzmius eV, Father Hzdra’s, Romana,
Holy Moda, SE SyYymeon's the Y ounger, Procomp, St. Barlaam, anı the mMmONastery of the Holy
(/r08S8.

In these monasterlies 11U711| Georglan manuscr1pts Vere translated copled, part of
which have eached u such 4584, 845, DE, 135, 7 ’ 37 384, an 1791
which APPCAaIs LO be OTE of the ast; manuscr1pts copled (n 1213-16) by Georgian monks In thıs
reglon ; ın Leningrad, an Nos. 45 an al Athos 1ın the mOonastery of Iviron.

Hiıstorical an hagıographic SOUTCES tell uUuSs that these monasterlies WerTrTe financed, maiıntalined,
and encouraged by Georglan kings We Inow large num ber of Aamnmes of monks (n 21
cent. who WeEeTE actıve ın these monastıc centers, partıcularly during the eleventh centurYy.

31 Peeters, P’ Un temolgnNage autographe Sur le siege d’Antioche Dar les (roises 1098
( M ıscellanea Hıstorıca de Meyer), 389 note

Peeters, P7 Le Trefonds Orientale de ı’ Hagiographie Byzantine, Bruxelles, 1950, 1672
30 Ibid 162
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ome of them werTe The Super10T of the mOoNastery l Calıpnos Basıl, Monk Kırıal, Saba T’auk

harelı, Arsen o} Tkaltho, Enphrem Oskelı, Monk Saba, Toanne Pharnakelı, Anton T'belı, Davıd
and on Diibısdze, Black Sakharıa, NLON the (ross-bearer, T’heophıle wh: became the metropolıt
1, Tarsus, and above a 11 Enhrem Mcıre an (7eorge Hagıorite.

In thıs reV1EW have enumerated only SOIMNE of Mecerian’s inaccuracles an misrepresentatıons
whıch AIC ecelimaxed 1ın the verYy ast, absured sentence es1ay AI’Ss somekht’ay (L/’eglise est

Au Armeniens) of hıs book. Djobadze

Gerhard ru b E: ZOH Wesen, Stufen und Maıtterbung des wahren
Lebens her Orıgenes Münchener Theologische Studıen (B} München
1962 Max Hueber Verlag. 3492

Man kannn kaum n, das Schrifttum ZU Origenes, se1ıner Person w1ıe Z seinem Werk,
J1 gering und unzulänglıch, daß nottate, diıesem großen Theologen endlich gebührende
Beachtung schenken. Und doch erweılst sıch Origenes ımmer wieder als einer der selten
Großen der Theologie, dıe nıcht 1Ur nıcht endgültig dargestellt werden können, die vielmehr
iM mer aufs 1EUE die Forschung, ja die jeweils moderne Theologıe NZUTFESEN und be-
fruchten vermöOgen. Gemäß se1iner Kinleitung möchte (Giruber miıt dem hier DA besprechenden
uch cdie Reıihe der Untersuchungen fortsetzen, die für eın besseres un gerechteres Urteil über

Orıgenes und für ine vollere Auswertung selner Theologie notwendig sınd (vgl. 3) Kr wählt
eıinen biblisch-neutestamentlichen, vorab johanneischen Grundbegriff, nämlich Cw  7 ıhn

Z11111 Gegenstand einer Monographie machen, die mittels der umfassenden Darstellung der

Aussagen des Origenes C Origenes eigene Theologie besser verstehen » gestatte (5).
Gr. 1l sehen, welche Probleme ıh: selbst, (d.1 Origenes) bewegen, WEl ber dıe Cn spricht
und die entsprechenden Schriftstellen erklärt. Diese Probleme sollen ‚Iso AuUuSs Ürigenes selbst
entwickelt un dargestellt werden » (

Der erste eıl der Arbeıt behandelt Begriff und Stutfen der AB  H M Kıs wiıird der Grund
uıunterschied zwıschen gewöhnlichem Leben » und « wahrem Leben » herausgearbeitet. ‚Jenes
ist das sinnlıche » (alo0ntN), dazu indıfferente, mittlere eben, das als scheinbares Leben »
doch uch als 1ıld des wahren Lebens verstehen ist, Ks heißt mittleres, indıfferentes Leben 7,
da sowochl mıiıt dem wahren Leben zusammenstimmen kann, WwW16e uch mıt dem wahren Tod »

der Sünde Das wiıird AUS der Erklärung des wahren Lebens verständlich Dieses ıst das Leben
der Seele Au un ın TISLUS Ks kann hıer auf Krden nıcht, seine Vollendung erfahren, da
noch den e1b gebunden ist. Als Leben der Sündelosigkeıt und Heiligkeıt, a‚ ls lLicht der

JITugend und der Erkenntnis weiıst aut ıe Quelle und Fülle des wahren Lebens hın, das Gott,
un . ott Vater ist. Die Schwierigkeıiten der verschıedenen Aufteilungen und Zuweisungen
der Lebens-« Kormen nach Origenes behebt (r durch are Zuordnungen (soweıt das möglıch
ıst)) ın einem das erste Kapıtel abschließenden achwor‘ (120-127). Besonders beachten für
den ortgang der Untersuchung sınd ıe vlier Stufen der CN QavarTos Sünder) l.L€T€’X(D'V
CwNs (Heilıger) aUTOoCwN (Christus) TNyYN CwNs Vater), eın Schema, das sich harmoniıisch
1ın den Zusammenhang VO.  - Seelenlehre, Teilhabetheorie und Trinitätslehre einfügt » (328)

Das zıperte Kamıtel behandelt, durch die dıe vielschichtigen Aussagen Origenes ordnen
suchende Darstellung des ersten unabdingbar gefordert, den « Empfang des wahren Lebens

Christus durch den Menschen. Kıs soll gezeigt werden. w1e der Sünder ZU heılıgen Leben

gelangen, dadurch Christi eigenem en teilnehmen und, wıe Christus, QÜTOTMTNS des
Vaters werden kann » (131) Die betreffenden Abschnitte sınd folgendermaßen überschrieben

Die metaphysische Struktur der ZQ  un Das wahre Leben als Geistverbindung Das


