
Besprechungen

Henryk Paprocki, 2 MYySieErEC de eucharıstie (zenese eit INterpretatklion de la H-
turgıe eucharıstique byzantıne Les Editions du erf Parıs 1993 111 an
The subtitle of thıs lengthy study HHa 1TSs O the SCI1CS1S5 an 1nterpretat10n of the Byzan-
Une eucharıstic lıturgy, expressed HACEG tully the author introduction historical and theo-
logıcal OMMeENTLArYy the eucharıistic lıturgies of the Orthodox Church which Iso takes 1NLO

un the mutual relations and SOUTITCCS COININOIMN the lıturgies of the entiire Christian world
(p 16)

There ATC Ianı y zood and 1nterestmg thıngs thıs book Several of 1TSs SIVC adequate
ACCOUNT of the of OUr knowledge of the mater1a| (e 29% 339 the 1S5S$ of creed
preanaphoral dialogue an Chrysostom anaphora AL generally representative) And P trom
SOIIIC acunae noted below bıbliıography excellent especially lıttle known PIC revolution-
AL Y uss1ı1an SOUTCCS Furthermore, hıs complex free aCCECEPLANCE of hıstory and modern scholarshıp
(PP 31 ff and AssSım throughout) refreshing book totally tree of the and (0(0

phobia unfortunately characteristic of LOO much Orthodox relig10us Wr1tmg today openly
evolutionary 1eCW of eucharıstic development NOL intımıdated by eucharistic Praycers

wiıithout the Words of Institution (pp )’ rECOBNIZCS that the Epiclesis, semi1nal part of Or-
thodox lıturgical COMNSCIOUS  S55 and polemics) Iso has 1CSs history (pPp 45 f CXADICSSCS what 110

the generally accepted CONteEMpOrarYy 1CW of the eucharist COIISCCI'&T.OI'}’ ormula 4S COMPIMSINS the
whole Praycr of blessing VCT the oifts an NOL Just cCertaıin isolated words 327); eiCc

One (}  - also endorse unreservedly concludıng plea tor renewal of Orthodox lıturgical stud-
165 (pp 377 85) Unfortunately, 17 NOL wıthout LFGESGILVE that OIlLC could aCCEpTL thıs book CONTTr1-

bution that renewal For has bitten otft INOTEC than he could hew The Aast bıbliography anı the
chow that he CORNIZANL of the relevant lıterature 'This especılally true of the older, stil]

portant works uss1an But that 15 part ot the problem, for relies, otften indıscrımınately,
outdated works 11O0 superceded by LLOTEC recent research overwhelmingly trom the West where
almost all reliable scholarly work Byzantıne lıturgy 15 being one today often the later
lıterature, but he has clearly NOLT mastered all the liıterature he, anı he omeLime.

synthesize o riıght I1 In SOIILC 1NSTances the result hotch potch that
only C(MI6 ull control] of the tield (T SOTFT OUL

In partıicular would advıse the reader skıp the SeCLi10nN the Jewiısh of Christian lıturgy
(PP DE 30) O€es NOL successfully negot1ate thıs still shifting quicksand He Ooe€es NOL USC the SCI111-

nal and indıspensable recent work of Jewiısh scholars lıke Joseph Heınemann, an Pau/ Bradshaw
The Search for the UOrıg1ins of Christian Worship Oxtford 992 W a NOT avaılable Lime WAarll

AWaY trom thıs I1OTass In hıs of the ante Nıcene tormatıve peri0d (pp 31 34) stands
tirmer ground though GVa ere he NOL always SUTC tooted Metzger of Strasbourg will
doubtless be surprised read that modern scholarshıp has PIOVCI that Hıppolytus the Apos-
tolic Tradıtion 40)!

Though chapter the SCIH1ICSIS of the Greek lıturgıes (pPp 43 _-69) ı (1 of the LNOTEC satısf!yıng
ot the book ACCOUNT IN disconcertingly from place place and ASC AC, and ı

marred by the tendency “Greek lıturgıes (914C realıty wıth sıngle hıstory (p 62) Thıis
oversimplıfıcatıon Indeed ‘Greek liturgies a less than usetul lıturgical his-

LOTY, where geography an culture tor much HOLE than language the early C: when MOST
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Christian lıturgy W AS 1n Greek There A1C Iso problems ot detaıl ın Constantinople the
bishop sa1d the Introit Prayer betore the Imperı1al Doors leadıng into the NAaVC, NOL “devant Ia
du sanctuaıre” (p 523 the entire Third Antıphon and NOL Just ıts retfrain corresponds the Latın
Introit (p 53 the Latın “Introibo ad altare Dei” (Ps 42) 15 1n WaYy “le correspondant des
1ennes byzantınes” (p Z31% codex Grottaferrata VII (ed Passarellı, Analekta Vlatadon 3 ,
67-68, /-58; ct.KOo€es NOL ack the Enarxıs antiphons (p 56); the II1AnowOnNTtO 15 NOL replaced
1n Nıcholas Cabasılas’ cCommentar (ch. 21.:3 ed 4bıs, 238) by the Holy Thursday refrain
(Tob ÖELTVOU); the Constantinopolıtan ÜXOoAOouBia AOWATLAT) W as NOL “CcCompose Antioche et

Jerusalem” 60) And occasıonally OMNC finds oneselt contronted wiıth generalizatıons of synthesıs
(p “L’Eglise byzantıne, de meme JUC les auftfres Eglises orientales, est restee tidele ans liturgie

Ia tradıtion du christianısme primitif that A tlatly talse EXCEDL 1n the broadest of fid-
elıty the apostolic kerygma. 'The COTILLI11LOIN cliche that eastern lıturgy 1n Its present shape

the apostolic tradıtıon has long een a1d rest by modern lıturgi0logy.
Sımilar problems CINCISC iın chapter 2 “Vorigine des lıturgies eucharıstiques de I’Eglise ortho-

OXe  » (pPpP 71-116) The present ıdentical tramework of the Chrysostom and Basıl lıturgıes (here-
atter C& BAS) 15 the result ot fıttıng CH  — into the fl' amewor. of the Constantinopolitan euchar-
1St1C rıte, anı NOL because CH  - i influence  b BAS an the Lıturgy of the Presanctitfied (hereafter

(p {3) What 1$ sa1d concerning the Or1g1Ns of CH  Z (ppSwıill need be reviewed 1ın
the lıght of recent study 1n OCP 56 55  S that study W aAs LOO recent tor take
un of it, the SaIlle CAaNNOL be saıd tor Leroy’s work Ps.-Proclus (OGP 78 11962] E of
which uUuNaWarce, oversight that renders superfluous hıs whole discussion of the De tradı-
tione divinae MILSSAE (p /3) In the section PRES (PP 94-1 13 lıturgical tormularly obviously
1in need of thoroughgoing modern scientitfic treatmentT, has brought orward mMan y of the ele-

and much (though by all) ot the lıterature, and Augı PRES and the fre-
QqUENCY of communıonN ATC very z00d. But here, LOO, OIlLC 15 taced wiıth the basıc problem of the book
lıiturgical hıstory 1$ NOL P’s forte, and, unfortunately, only the discrimınatıng eXpert Call WINNOW
through thıs book, separatıng the wheat from the chaff. The treatment of the Org1Ns of PRES
(pp.926-98), largely dependent the work of Uspenskı]j), 15 perfect paradıgm of what 15
problematıc about D’s method, m1xiıng and jumbling varıety of irreconcılable and discrete tra-

ditions concerning presanctified communıon rıtes outsıde the normal eucharistic lıturgy. As ı$ there
WeIC distinction between the highly developed Byzantıne PRES anı! communıon al home OUtL-

sıde the lıturgy, ATC old that PRES ZOCS back the latter (true only 1n the that allLYy euchar-
1st Canl be saı1d back the Last Supper), which would CONNECT the persecut1ions. Here the
distinctions be made and the nuancıng demanded ATC sımply d1ZZyıng. Byzantıne PRES 15 Con-
stantinopolıtan communıon Servıice attached VESDCIS. Peculhiarıities of Its VESDCIS still contaın T1

betrayıng thiıs genesı1s. Byzantıne PRES has nothıng do ath anchorites, Syrıa; Severus of
Antioch, James otf Edessa, Bar Hebraeus, all of whom A1C thrown ınto the blender here Nor has ıt
anythıng do ath Roman stational lıturgy and 1ts fermentum,; 1L1LOT ıth another, completely d1ıs-
tinct Orthodox presanctified servıce called the Typika, hagiopolıte monastıc communıon rıte tor
alıturgical days which lost thıs PULDOSC when interpolated Into Constantinopolıtan monastıc rules
(also called “typika”) precisely because Constantinople already has ıts natıve PRES Agaın, 1t 15 by

certaın that the Great Entrance chant of Byzantıne PRES as “transfere de la Lıiturgıe de
CSChrysostome ans la Liturgie des [)Dons presantıfi (p 100, + 1441) And PRES 15 celebrated 1n the

evenıng because of the fast, and has nothing whatever do wiıth early Christian 1n Acts San
the Temple of Jerusalem, Jewish lıturgy could have known MOSLT of thıs $trom the

Cent studies PRES the Typika of Arranz, Funtulıis, Janeras, Mateos, Wınkler, SOILILIC of which
he cıtes but, ftrom hat he wrıtes, NOL have dıgested. What he oes wrıte 1$ terrible
muddle that ( S4  S only confuse the INWarYy reader.

In chapter S48 lieu le du drame lıturg1que,” aSPECLTS of lıturgy where the Byzantıne
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tradıtion excells, DP’s treatment iımproves notably, though ere LOO hıs mingling of present
wıth historical data 15 otten counterproductive and confusing, and the literature he cıtes 15 NOL al-
WdYyS the latest an best (on the antımensıon he Omıts: 1ZZO, The Antımension |Kome
the uss1an 1cCONOostasıs: Lebrecque-Pervouchine, L’ıconostase |Montr&al the ambo/
Opıisthambonos: Passarellı, BRG6 11979 85-91, Jacob, Byz 51 11981] 6-15, azh-
dan, Byz 11987]o

Chapter S1vS Mystere de la proscomidie” intorms that Constantinopolıtan patrıarch Phil-
otheos Kokkinos composed the presentypIaycCIsS before the lıturgy (p 163), though 1n the Cal-

liest hıs diataxıs contaıns only the tinal praycr of today’s serl1es (ed Irempelas, 1) The section
the openıng rıtes of the hierarchical lıturgy (pPp a  ) 15 entirely I1  9 could have

known had he consulted edition of the patrıarchal diataxıs wiıth COMMENLACY 1ın OCP 45 (F979)
279-30/7, 46 OT Regardıng the place of the Prothesıis (p 198), AT 1I1ICC agaın COIN-

ronted by material from far atield Africa, OÖOIlC of which has the slightest relevance tor the By-
zantıne rıte. As tor the Prothesis itself, 1.€., the rıte tor preparıng the oifts the beginning of the By-
zantıne eucharıst, the notion that the Prothesıs Prayer of BAS 1n Barberini Gr 336 15 from JAS (p
210) 15 certaınly OI  K could have spared iımselt SOINC mistakes had he sed Descoeudres,
Dıiıe Pastophorien ım syro-byzantinischen (J)sten (Wiıesbaden As 1T 1S, D’s ACCOUNLT, dependent

the ol studıes of Muretov, Petrovski]), EUC; IT totally outdated, repeating long-disproven clichös
about the Byzantıne “offertory” havıng0 een located Just betore the Great Entrance (PP 158,

24/, 9-70, 283), and CVCN asserting that Chrysostom wıtnesses thıs 159 which 15
absolutely talse In chapter V C cCıtes (p 283 nNnOTte 52) ıf 1n support of thıs pseudo-theory
ave dıspensed much ınk dısproving. Failure take adequate ACCOUNLTL of CONteMpOrar y schol-

arly work thıs question (OEP 36 11970] 3-1 CA 200) renders DP’s whole discussion of ıt
worthless. It 1$ NOL enough include works 1n the bıbliography. They MUST Iso be read, digested,
and taken ACCOUNLT of NOLT necessarily agreed wıth, but conironte: and either ollowed chal-
lenged scholarly orounds. Otherwise 15 excluded, and the scClencCe of orijental lıturg1-
ology wınds chasıng Its OW taıl.

In chapter the Liturgy of the Word, does NOL uUuse Baldovin’s semiı1nal monograph
statıional lıturgy (OCA 228) And because chapters and (on the eucharıstic part of the lıturgy)
retaın the long outmoded and baseless terminology, “Lıturgy of the Catechumens” and “Lıturgy of
the Faithful,” Ltreats the Prayers oft the Faithftul the beginnıng of S mystere du sacrıfice, ”
(chapter 6, 257-63) rather than dealıng ıth them where they belong (at least structurally),
part of the “ Les prieres POUTI l’Eglise” chapter Furthermore, the Great Synapte tound 1n
SOINE 111S5S$ betore the Irısagıon 1s NOL called EXTEVN TOU TOLOCLYLOU “dans des nombreux
manuscrıts” 242) In tact, 1t 15 NOLT called that 1n AllLYy whatever al least NOL 1n al y of the hun-
dreds ave examıned. hat 15 sımply the margınal title added by Orlov of hıs edition of
BAS (which cıtes, 24°7) Otfe 82), and based the tradıtional contusion caused by the tact that
Slavonic and uss1ıan uUs«e (wrongly) the Lterm ektenija the gener1C SYyHNOMNYIMN tor °htany . The lit-
AaLLY 1n question 15 the WEYOAN OUVOITN (c£. Mateos, (3C;A 191; 5-18; (ICA 166, 293; 320),
though al least 0)81° euchology INS, the 10th SE Petersburg 226, calls It ALTNOELG TON TOLOCLYLOU

16”) Agaın, the 1ta Basılız Magnı BH 247-260aa) attrıbuted Amphilochius of Iconıum
(TDost 394) which consıders fundamental SOUTCE tor BAS (p 340) 15 NOL authentic (ef CCRCG

And the secti1on the dıptychs would aVe be revised 1n the lıght of The Diptychs
(OCA 238)

Concerning the rıtes of communı10n, (pPp 351-53) challenges interpretation of the Incli-
natıon Prayer of CH  Z (Ecclesta 11986| 29-60 My admıttedly hypothetical interpretation of
It INnay well be T:  > A4AS Say S but certaınly NOL because of the arguments he advances. The tact
that the LEexXTt of the praycr 1n OTMNEC 11th-century I115, Messına 6 9 appends the FeXtus uSs read-
ıng IC NOOKXELUEVO. the substantıve ÖO00 1n WaYy that gloss W as omitted, ArSUCS, trom
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other 11155. Sınce the unıversal I11S tradıtıon (which has clearly NOL studied) supports the lectio
dıfficilior of the LEXLIUS recC|  > 1T 15 methodologically unacceptable that word inter-
polated into only ONEC IMNUST thereiore ave een excısed fr 'om a]] others. What iIt shows, rather, 15
that least OILLC cCopyıst agreed wiıth that the LEXLUS receptin. as 1T stands 15 problematıc, and he
took 1T upOonN_n himselt COrrecCct Lt. Furthermore, the phrase of the Praycr cıtes 2572 1n WdY
“indıque SO lien A G Veucharıistie.” Nor 1$ thear trom other lıturgıes valıd It 15 pertectly
obvıous that the Incelinatıon Prayer W as ultimately worked Into Praycr betore communı0n. But
the Inclination Prayer 15 lıiturgical unıt added only later the Antiochene-type lıturgical C-

UHTe: and the TOVCNALNCE of what be OIlC ot 1ts earlier examples, that oft CR remaıns
problem because ItSs LexXt. oes NOL reter communı0n. tried solve that problem (perhaps C-=

cesstully).
Although continental scholarshıp LOO otten revel 1n the pıit-bull approach book-re-

view1ng, that 15 NOL the preferred Anglo-Saxon style, an take pleasure 1n being constraiıned
wrıte such negatıve revieW. But OIlC who has passed lıtetıme studyıng the Byzantıne eucha-
riSst1Cc lıturgy, consıder the top1c LOO iımportant Padss V1 much misınformatıion 1ın sılence. The
1Sssue 15 NOL that 15 sometimes mistaken O: The work of Y scholar, including thıs
viewer’s, contaıns mistakes, tloats theories that A1C later challenged dısproven. The problem 15
s aıilure exploit adequately the est contemporary scholarshıp hıs chosen top1Cc. 'That 15 why
D’s call tor renewal ot Orthodox lıturgical studies treed trom the slavısh imıtatıon of the West

(PP 377-85) 15 misplaced. Though ONMNC MUST 1n viewıng AILY slavısh imıtatıon negatıvely, ıke 1t
NOL the tradıtion ot objective, historico-eritical study of Byzantıne lıturgy, carrıed princıpally

1n the theological academıes of Orthodox Russıa betore the darkness tell, has een continued there-
after chiefly 1n the West, where, thankfully, contessional propaganda longer masquerades
scholarship, and where scholarshıp 1s neither Catholic 1101 Protestant 1101 Orthodox but sımply the
objective, historico-eritical search tor truth. To recognıze and profit ftrom that 15 NOL slavısh 1M1-
tatıon but recognıtion of realıty. Orthodox make do without ully exploiting estern

scholarshıp theır OW: tradıtion Cal  - ead only mistakes, ot which s book itself provides alto-
gether LOO Man y examples.

Robert aft

Miguel Arranz, Penitenzıalı Bızantını: Protokanonarıon Kanonarıon Prıi-
m1t1vo dı C10vannı Monaco Diacono 11 Deuterokanonarıon »Secondo Kas
nOoNnNarıon« dı Basılio Monaco, Roma 1993 öl PP-; US$
30.00; ir
Nach Joseph Praders rechtsvergleichendem Überblick Z} FEherecht 1n Ost und West (KANO-
NIKA und Ivan Zuselks Index analytıcus Zu ( SC (KANONIKA iISst. 1n kurzer Zeıt en
drıitter Band der Kirchenrechtsreihe Kanonika des Pontificio Istıtuto Orientale erschienen.
Der Band enthält WwWwel wichtige Quellentexte ZUr byzantinischen Bußsliturgie un!: Bufsstratenpraxı1s
1n griechischem ext und lateinıscher Übersetzung mıt eıner knappen Einleitung. 1 )as Buch bildet
1mM Werk des bekannten enners der byzantınıschen Liturgiegeschichte eher eın Parergon, VOT al-
lem eıner parallel 1n OGP erscheinenden Reihe VO' Autsätzen (Les Sacrement: de la restauratıon
de ”ancıen euchologe constantınopolıtain 1102 Les prıieres penitentielles de 1a tradıtion byzantıne 1
111 OC / 49917 FA 309-329, 58 4992} 23-82; und H3 Les tormulaıres de contession ans
la tradıtıon byzantıne I: (ICEP 58 992] 423-459, 11993 ] 63-89 357-386), 1n denen die
verschiedenen Akoluthien un: Einzelgebete SN NT: Bufße 1n der byzantinısch-orthodoxen Tradıtion 1n
griechischem lext und Übersetzung vorlegte; Rez unscht sıch diese wiıchtige Ausgabe ebenfalls
als Monographie.


