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QOnaestiones dıisputatae,
ORr A The Skeuophylakion of Hagıa Sophıa
2A7 the Entrances o the Liıturgy Revisıted

L1RG
The Processions

Havıng studied the STEG and 1CS editices 4A5 ell 4S possıble the bhasıs of the
avaılable eviıdence, <hall TEVIEW. ere SOTILNLC PO1NTS bearıng directly the
latıon between the skeuophylakıon and the three PFOCCSS1ONS of the Byzantıne
eucharıstic lıturgy the ntro1t Luttle Entrance Al the beginnıng of the Liturgy
of the Word the Great Entrance I: transter of ifts which the eucharıstic
sacrıfıce PTrODCI,; and the Recession EX1IT PTOCCSS1O1 al the conclusıon ot the
SECTH VICGE

Keconstructing the Pristine Processions

My VICW , tirst stated 1975 AVE NOT changed
The skeuophylakıon thereiore W aAs the bulldıng where the lıturgy begıins and ends It W as there
that the mM1inNıstiers vested and prepared the oifts received trom the people 'The Prothesıs PprIaycCL
the early codices entitled Prayer that the prıest SayS the skeuophylakıon atter Putuung the
bread the discos » It W as there, LOO, that the Great Entrance PTFOCECSSI1ON began 1T W as there
that the tinal Praycr of the lıturgy, the Prayer sa1d the skeuophylakıon” W AaSs recıted tollow-

1411119 the GXAT. PTOCCSSION the end of I11ass

asserted thıs wıth what appeared sufficıent logıc then, and st1ll Des 110

the basıs the evıdence, updated ere where NECESSaALY It cshows that

139 Barberinı 336 (BAS); Parenti1i-Velkovska EUXN LEQEUC OXEVOOMUVAACKLO
AMNOTLOEUEVOU (sıc LOUC UULOUC ÖLOXW; ct. I  Z 309E

140 EUyN NEYOMEVN € OXEVOOUVACKLO. In Barberinı 336 BAS) 1L sımply called EUXN LO  —-

OXEVOMUVAOKLOU Parentiı Velkovska DD LE  z 334 9}
141 Taft Great Entrance 189

OrChr (1998)
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The VESUIMEHTS; vessels, and other lıturgical and devotional paraphernalıa
1472

WEETE kept ın the skeuophylakıon.
The patrıarch anN! the other clergy vested 1ın the skeuophylakıon where the
vestments WEeEeIC kept,
The xifts of bread and wıne, offered by the people ın the skeuophylakıon,

selected, prepared and incensed, an praycCr of offering, the Prothesıis
Prayer, W as sa1d OVver them al 1n the skeuophylakıon betfore the beginning
of the lıturgy.
The patrıach entered church for the lıturgy only Al the Introıt, OT what 15
day the “T.ıttle Entrance”
At the (sreat Entrance the deacons went OUt the skeuophylakıon tetch
the oifts, bringing them 1n the altar iın solemn process1i0n.
At the end of the lıturgy the left-over oifts WEeEIC returned the skeuophy-
lakıon and consumed there.

i} Critique
Andre Grabar and Neıl Moran A raısed objections agalnst thıs proposed
processional Though both Cr1It1CS strongly emphasıze the trom
convenılence, art-historian Grabar AISUCS princıpally trom the hıstory of archi-
eCLHTreEe 1.€., the archeological evıdence whereas Moran deals also wıth the

In discussıng theır VIeWS <hall maıntaın ere the order sed above, COHN-

sıdering tirst the archeological materı1al, reserving the lıterary evidence tor tuller
1T@eAIMECNtE later.

Here 15 what Grabar Say S the top1C of the skeuophylakıon (1 number the
tacılıtate reference):

1} Parlant de l’emplacement du «skeuophylakıon», ’auteur |Mathews] rejette les conclusıons
des specıalıstes eT le place ans edicule specıal, independant de V’eglıse. 12} ela etre le CasS,

Sainte-Sophie de Constantinople, Ma1s Pas etre Ia regle, dispositif etant trop PCU pratiıque.
3] eme |ä Ou UE «sacrıstl1e» de IL  > S1 elle abıtraıt orand nombre d’objets prec1IeuX, tor-
mMmaıt edicule independant, dü avolr u  y SOUS le tO1t meme de V’6glise pres de
l’autel, qUı servaıt ranger les vetements „ont servaıtme 4| PIO-
D OS, l convıent de rappeler JUC, l’epoque eNV1ISagECe, 5 ans V’Antıquite, les orandes
salles des 6ditices MONU  TauU etalent SOUVeEeNT divıisees |0caux distincts |l’aıde des barrıeres
de qu1 6tajent O1S pouvalent dısparaitre Dpar la sulte Sanls alsser de LraCces (et
qu on trouvaıt ONC pPas lors des touılles). rappeler QuUssı des barrıeres clo1sons legeres,

17 Le., relics and other sacred objects, along wıth lıturgical books and other manuscr1pts. The OIlLC

PXTAanli inventory ot the Sophıa skeuophylakıon 15 dated Oct 1396 Miklosich, Müller
eds.), cCta el dıplomata (JYaAeCa Media Aevı, et profana, ;ols (Vıenna &:  ) IL
6-70; earlıer, aVvVe the ACCOUNEtE of Anthony of Novgorod (sectıon 1V.3 above) and, later,
other ussıan pılgrım edited DYy Majeska, Russıan Travelers; c Iso Darrouzes, Re-
cherches 434, 519 OTte
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lorsqu on DOSC Ia question de l’emplacement de Ia prothesis ans les 6olises LE seule ab-
sıde 1453

Moran’s critique ralses sımılar poılnts, though hıs assault 15 tar TLHOTG massıve and
circumstantial.1“* o1VE Bre only the maın argumenNts regardıng the skeuophy-
lakıon and ET aNces

5 1t would SCCI1 that IManı y scholars!* ınd It neıther logıcal 1NOT tunctional that, atter the
had een bankrupted for decades wıth the construction of Hagıa Sophıa, the patrıarch should be
supplıed wiıth merely A1ll ‘out-house’ tor the organızatıon of the Luittle an Great Entrance PrO-
Cess10ns and tor hıs change oft vestiment 6 It thıs WCIC indeed ELUC; 'Tatt’s assertion that the
patrıarch and clergy gather 1n the skeuophylakıon betore they the church tor the lıturgy
(Taft 188) would I11CAaAM that the patrıarch would ave walk 150 TMEeIETSs along the OUL-

sıde of Hagıa Sophıa 1ın order place hımselt betore the royal doors the beginning of the tirst
entrance.  146 Z Mathews also neglects intorm hıs readers that the present day tloor of the ske-
uophylakıon 15 S1IX neters above the leve]l of the A of the church anı ıt W as reached the EASsSTt

sıde by A D upward. 8| (Ine would hope ıt wasn’t raınıng (F extremely wındy when the
14/patrıarch made hıs iran:' [9| As Grabar,could there NOL also have een skeuo-

phylakıon wıthın the church made ot wood thus leavıng 110 2145

Or ıf NOT of wood, then set off by curtaıns:
10| In yel unpublished tield ata Robert Van Nıce 7 has recorde:| 1Iron rnNgZs behind the
porphyry columns of the conch i Sophia]. These correspond sımılarly marked ATCa

the southern sıde, where the royal mıtatorıum W asSs located. Van Nıce that these ıron
MnNeSs served hold curtaıns about these It 15 thus conce1vable that the Great Entrance
procession W as tormed 1n the curtaıned off AaICa, Just A the iımperı1al procession W Aas tormed 1n the
mıtatorıum behind the conch 147

Theotokos 1n Blachernai1 wıth Its skeuophylakion the south sıde (sectiıon 8!
above) particular problem:

TE The Liturgy of the Great Church W 4S NOL restricted Hagıa Sophıa but W as celebrated al

other cCANurcnes. the process10ns began ın the skeuophylakıon of the north EAIST COITINCI, 1T would
stand 1C4dSOIN that al other churches 1ın which the Lıturgy of the (Creat Church W 4S celebrated
would have ave sımılar STEFLUCIEUTrEe 1n the north E1ST CL 42 According Dırımtekın the
Church of Hagıa Eırene ext Hagıa Sophıa dı ave ciırcular 1n the north eASsT GCOFHEGT:

but the skeuophylakıon of the Hagıa Theotokos of Blachernes W 4S Ocated the south sıde ot
the church 19 In the (Csreat Entrance the iımperı1al CENTLOUFaYEC proceeded the right

143 The cıtatıon 15 trom Grabar’s singularly UNSCHCIOUS FreVI1eW of Mathewss, Early Churches, ın
Cahiers archeologiques DD (1972) 2-44, ere 744

144 Moran, ‘Gestaltung, ” “BRaX1S, - anı “Skeuophylakıon.”
145 None 15 cıited.
146 He reDCALS the S\”AdIllC almost verbatım 1ın Moran, ”Enarx1is, “ 160
LA7 Moran, ‘Gestaltung, ” WEa C the SAalllec 1ın (& “Skeuophylakıon, ” 519%
148 Moran, “Gestaltung, ” U'X()
149 Ibhid. 181 and fıg See Van Nıce pl showıng the disturbed ot the5whıch

Moran (ibid. 180-181; “Skeuophylakıion, ” 31) thınks INAYy indıicate that turnıture had een
moved trom there.
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sıde ot the church 1n order MmMeel the clergy approaching trom the left. The approach of the
clergy trom the south rather than trom the north of the church ot Blachernes would ave created

150Ser10us problems tor the eNACIMENT of the rite.

Fıinally, the Hagıa Sophıa skeuophylakion WK Just LOO small

114| The skeuophylakıon 15 about eleven mnmMeters 1n dıameter. Takıng Into consıderatiıon the AGI

and chests 1n thıs STTrUCLUTCCG, 15| 1T 15 hardly the approprıiate place tor the tormatıon ot PTO-
cess10n. 116| Justinian’s ordınance tor the Hagıa Sophıa stipulated that presbyters, 100 deacons
aM subdeacons WT attached the church It would CVECIl be dıitficult accomodate CVECI1

151halt ot thıs number withıin the contines ot the skeuophylakıon tor hıgh teast.

would summarıze these arguments AS ollows:
Mathews’ VIeWS AL C rev1s10N1Sst, Z01Ng agaınst the tide of “received doetrine”
(1)
The SYStIEM proposed 15 impractical (2) the point of being unworkable. The
skeuophylakıon W LOO small 14-16), the dıfference 1n oround level between
skeuophylakion and church made ACCCcSS5 the tormer dıifficult (7) SaV
nothıng of the obvıous inconven1ence, especlally in bad weather, of havıng
the patriıarch SE stalrs, (J)I- alk 150 along the outsıde of the church trom
the skeuophylakion the W Eest (8)
Though the skeuophylakıon of Hagıa Sophıa IMNaV A en edi-
fice outsıde, thıs SysStem CANAOL ave been the rule (2)
Sınce the Liıturgy of the (sreat Church W 4S celebrated NOLT Just 1ın Hagıa SO-
phıa but 1n other churches LOO, al of them had ave skeuophylakıon AL

the northeast COTI1ICI (11) But the skeuophylakiıon of Theotokos 1n Blacher-
nal W asSs the south (12) thus rendering the (3reat Entrance, 4S proposed,
problematıc (13)
vVen ıf there W outsıde skeuophylakıon serving 4as YCaSUrY, there had
be another, insıde sacrısty AT the altar tor the liturgical VeSEMERES and VeCS-

sels (3) hıs could 4VE been DEr off by wooden barrıers (1 curtaıns,
which 15 why 1It has eft (4 9)

197 Preliminary Observatıons

In general eschew CONLFOVEISV (91: publiıc debate, aN! tollow “Quod SCHDSI,
SCHPS1” policy, preferring let intormed readers study the evidence an AQEZU-

advance, evaluate how the basıs of that evıdence, FeVIEeW the
er1ıt1ic1ısms which conclusıons aV een subjected, and judge tor them-
selves. reiriurn SOINC ot these 1sSsues ere NOL only because A

150 Moran, “Skeuophylakion, ” 30
151 Ibid. 41
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AL infallıbilıty and remaın OPCH review1ıng Op1n10Ns 1n the lıght of what
others Aave 5SaVY, but because the relentless polemics engaged 1n by Neıl
Moran AdIC 1n SOTINC NOLT crıt1que but mısrepresentation of
views.  152 Ayu fond, think the real 1SSUeE 15 NOT conclusıons but how arrıve
Al them, 1.E., method.

Method:
Admaıttedly, SONMNE ot the Moran and interpret dıfferently CAall be read iın
HAL than OLIC WAaY. Nly method 15 interpret each ıtem of evidence 1n the lıght
of all the other evidence concernıng the SAamllE lıturgy and church Or about the
SAaIIlLC time. In short, where OIlLC oes NOLT usually aV provıdıng detailed 1N-
tormatıon aSspeCL of the scenarıo0 OTE 15 attempting CL the
methods of comparatıve lıturgy seek confluence of evidence that Call be built
Into coherent hypothesıs wıthout omıttıng OT dıstorting AYVY of the ata As 1ın

J12SaW puzzle, al the pleces of the puzzle aVe be used, A all of them AaVeE
fit And where NOL all pieces of the puzzle ATC EXTLANT, Al 1n the

blanks ave be intelligent ZUCSSCH coherent wıth the whole, and NOLT imagın-
IngZs that ıgnore the PCST of the puzzle.

For Hagıa Sophıa, ave plenty of evidence that the orıgınal diakonıkon OT

sacrısty W as outsıde skeuophylakıon, and OIlC whatever that there W as alıy
other sacrısty In the vicınıty of the narthex OL, untiıl the post-1conoclast per10d,
anywhere else The Ser10US, thorough, honest, taır scholar wh: wiıshes demol-
ısh such CONSLLUCT; MUSLT also ACGOUNE tor all ofthe evidence ın equally coher-
enNT WA'), anN! NOLT Just pick AWAY AT OIlC OLr another pıece, because the CONSIrUC

depends NOLT the ınterpretation of iındiıvidual pleces of the puzzle ın isolatıon,
but 15 totally dependent theır collocatıon wıthın the whole

So the 1ssue 15 NOLT whether thıs that document 15 be dated HEeCL21ET. 10106
than 790; whether the Byzantınes could NOL, Ia fact, QaVE had sacrısty

baptıstry OT throne (33: altar omewhere else 'The 1SSuUe 15 what O€es all the eV1-
dence 5SaV, Al how Call ONEC f1t It all together coherently?

OMEe Reflections t+he Crıtique:
Wırch thıs premıise ın mınd, betore turnıng Feview of the OLFl would ad-
dress these er1ıt1c1sms 45 ollows:

The first 15 hardly worth attending The 1ssue 15 NOT whether

157 Moran, “Gestaltung, - CSD 1d., ‘Enarxa1s;; confusıng artıcle the Enarxıs ot BAS
that 15 INOTEC ser1es of than coherentYwiıth perceptible lıne ot argumentatıon; 1d.
“Skeuophylakıon,” lıttle LLOTEC than SUMINALY ot “Gestaltung. ” On Moran’s miısrepresen-
tatıon of VIEWS, CM the pomt of imagınıng hat motıves WEeIC tor SOIMNEC of Op1n-
10Ns (“ Enarzıs, 161), the reader who wishes thırd-party evaluatıon INa y consult Brak-
mann’s FeV1eW of Moran, ‘Gestaltung, ” 1ın Archiv für Liturgiewissenschaft 74 1982 628
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Mathews ASICCS wıth received doctrine, but whether he 15 right OTL

scholarly tield advances only by havıng OTHECOMNE challenge and 1NUALNCC, NMn

received The trıple APSC SANCLUar Y arrangemen of the Middle-
and ate Byzantıne church and 1TS lıturgy 4S NOW 1T still WEEIC taken A4AS PaLa-
dıgmatıc untiıl Mateos studies the Iypıkon of the (sreat Church 153 and Ma-
thews work the early churches of Constantinople, ** demonstrated (ın
VICW. beyond cavıl) that tor the PIC iconoclast peri0d thıs W as dead

Behind Grabar objections there also methodological Grabar S1111-

ply denıies the value of tunctional study ot church buildings the basıs
of theır lıturgıical Us«Cc EXCECPDL tor the SANCLUAF Y A1ICa 155 Here MUST d1s-
tinguıish It 15 ONEC thıng Sa Y the architectural torm an style of church bujld-
1119 whether the church 15 basılical SQUUaTC, (J) I” sımply large LOOIN

sıde MONASTLECVY buıldıng; whether 1T 15 rooted OT domed wıth pendentives (T

squınches wıth curved outsıde internal rectangular pastophorıa INAY
ave nothıng do wıth the lıturgy celebrated wıthın the

But wiıth reESPECL the 155UC5 Mathews LAaldSC3, torm ındeed ollows function
'The 15 NOT architectonics but the liturgical dıisposition of t+he church the
presence/absence, locatıon, Aan: PUrDOSC of lıturgical turnıshings (altar! throne,
synthronon ambo) auxılıary chambers (pastophorı1a, valleries ACCCA, A
akonıkon prothesıs narthex), outbuildıngs (baptıstry, skeuophylakion atrıum,
porticoes) AUGCGG6SS (entrances Stalrs) I6 For the interpretation of these ATı theır
USC, functional approach 15 NOLT only usetul 1T ometLLimMe indispensable 45

Mathews book and thınk SOTINC of z wörk?S) chows
hıs oe€es NOT I11Call of COUFSE that building wıth atrıum 0)8 narthex
yalleries OT pastophorıa housed the SAaTillEe lıturgy AaCce the COINIMNMNONMN

CeXaggerate ast West ditferences the commonalıty ACTHOSS the of
ate Antıque lıturgy W as broad But 1L oes IHGAall that clear chıtts the AarFalıgc-
mMent of church ( aM OIMMeEeUMeEe do sıgnal notable chıtts lıturgical uU8S-

157
AYC, 4S N E detaıiled elsewhere ftor Byzantıum

But aVe WlSh these PO1NETS theoretical orounds 'The 15

NOT what OIlLEC might wısh IIMASINLE W as ONVENITIECAHT OT possıble 'The

153 Mateos, Iypıcon 1 11 ıd Celebration
154 Mathews, Early Churches
155 Grabar TE VW (note 15 above) DE 44 Chrıistine Strube her excellent and detailed LECVICW

of Mathews’ book also thıinks he CXaggerates the IMpOrtIanNCce oft lıturgical plannıng (Byzantınt-
sche Zeitschrift 67 ( 405-413 here 413, but5 I1 would only ıt OIlLC 15 talkıng about
architectonics (basılıca, —- SQUaAaTC . and structura| elements (gallerıes, pıllars, roof
domes ..

156 Tatt The 5Byzantıne ıte 33 61 Sımıilarly, tor the 5Syrıan tradıtı1ons ıd “Some Notes the
Bema the East and West 5Syrıan Tradıitions,” OGP 34 (1968) 376 359 “n the Use of the
Bema the East Syrıan Liturgy, Fastern Churches Review 4970 A0 39 the latter LW
studıes A revised ıd Liturzy Byzantıum ch VII 111

157 'aft The 5yzantıne ıte 33 A
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what W as Nly reconstruction of the ritual, albeit hypothetical, 15 based the 1N-
controvertıble fact that the OUTCCS o1Ve bema and skeuophylakıon AS the z
poles of the process10ns, and there 15 WaY around 1t 1n thıs early peri0d unless
ONC wıshes “suppose” that there CC  could AVeEe been  En SOINC other AICa 1ın the
church where the oifts WEIC prepared and which they WEeITC returned. Of
COUTSC there could aVve een There could have been almost anythıng. The Iro-
Jan Horse could aVeEe been housed 1n the atrıum, ıt oQuesswork 15 be OUTL

method of choice.
The question of the S17€ of the skeuophylakıon 15 LNOTC legıtimate objec-

t10Nn tor Hagıa Eırene, where the supposed northeast skeuophylakıon rotunda 15
only ın diameter.!  58 But the Hagıa Sophıa skeuophylakıon has ınter10r
dıameter of 11 IT), and OINC CAN accomodate lot of people toor that
large, especı1ally ıt recall that the buıuldıng had SLOFEYV where much of
the paraphernalia NOLT 1ın every-day Uus«e could ANe een stored. Furthermore, the
OUICES ANe the CINPCIOX and/or patrıarch and theır retinues the skeuo-
phylakıon IMI LGE than( Occasıon.  1597 It the skeuophylakıon of Hagıa Sophıa
had enough LOOINN accomodate the ımperı1al ceremonı1al, 1t 15 ditticult
It could NOt aVE accomodated the church rıtual LO  O The number of clergy inst1-
tuted by Justinian served the entıire (sreat Church complex of churches served
by the patrıarchal clergy, includıng Hagıa Sophıa, Hagıa Eırene, Hagıa heo-
tokos 1n Chalkoprateıa, and Hagıos Theodoros of Sphorakios.*°* We (1} PIC
SHTI1G they served 1n chıtts and NOLT all of them together AT ervıice in each
church. (In statıonal days the ntro1t procession W as arrıyıng ftrom another
shrine. COn days when the lıturgy W as NOLT preceded by process10n, the ntro1t
tormed 1ın the narthex. Some of the clergy how INalıy WC do NOLT NOW doubt-
less assısted the patrıarch 1ın the skeuophylakıon AaN! escorted hım 1n procession
trom the skeuophylakıon the narthex for the ntroı1t. Ar the Great Entrance;
orıginally only the deacons wenTt the skeuophylakıon tetch the oifts, 161 (T

1S 1t NECCSSaL Y SUDDOSC that ll those who accompanıed the procession actually
entered the skeuophylakıon. Besıdes, the Hagıa Sophıa skeuophylakion 15 larger
than the alternate SPaCcCC>S proposed substıtute tor It (3-4, 10 above), *© 1t 15
dıfficult the logıc of thıs objection.

The Frestit of the trom practicalıty depends, ultımately, what the
Byzantınes, NOT W  9 would eem practical (1 impractical, Aaflı the Byzantınes

158 See Mathewss, Early Churches fg
159 See tor example De CeYILMONLLS I) 44 (33) above, 4NA1 LGXT. 3') 10/1 1th codex Dresden 104,

Dmuitrievsky), TUNUKOHBI 124, /-38, 9-50, E3 #/3; 242; Iso Darrouzes, Recherches 4/,
OTte 4, 516, 354 NOTLeEe

160 See OTtTe 132 above.
161 Tatt, Great Entrance 2056
1672 See Van Nıce pl 27 x
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surely had dıfferent ot lıturgical practicalıty than What could be less
practical than havıng the patrıarch climb al the WAdY the stalırs the valleries
wıth the SACTAMCNT o1VE the ımperı1al communı10n, practice that MUST

AVe disrupted the of the lıturgy considerably? Yet SCC thıs ın the De
CeYLMONLLS Al lıturgies the CINDCLOL attended from the valleries. AIl that 15
ally beside the poınt, however. The 1ssue 15 NOT what W as practical, but zohat WdA  ©

Returning 1n 1986 the inconven1ı1ence oft havıng the patrıarch alk trom the
outsıde skeuophylakion the narthex, Moran asks rhetorically: “Are be-
l1eve that 1n process10ns comıng trom other churches the patrıarch had take
thıs CIrCU1ltOuUs 1Into the church?”16 Here 45 1ın other places, Moran 15 tiıltıng
aT wındmaulis. Neither Mathews 165 LLOT aVe CVGT suggested AIl such thing tor
the ntro1lt of lıturgy ımmediately tollowıng statıiıonal process1i0n. COIn the
CONLFAaFrY, the opposıte unambıguousliy: “ihe clergy entered from outsiıde
atter vesting 1n the outsıde skeuophylakıon (er. Codex Pyromalaus and the VGL-

S10N of Johannisberg ÖXI; statıiıonal days, wherever the procession Or1g-
»”inated.

Moran also FreLiurns 1ın hıs later artıcle the ditfference 1ın tloor level “ Justinian
built hıs church uDON the rubble of the older church and therefore the orıgınal
tloor level of the skeuophylakıon 15 lower than that of the church. To judge by
the plan publıshed by Emerson Swiutt (fig. 34) and Dirimtekin (plan thıs dıf-
erence could be 45 much tour meters.” The skeuophylakion iınter10r t1oor-
leve]l betore being excavated W as S1X IMeters higher than the level of the NaAaVC, but
that 1S NOT the orıgınal level either of the oground OT of the skeuophylakion floor.
As the TEL excavatıon of the skeuophylakion inter10r has shown, however, ItSs
tloor level 15 1n tact hıigher than that of Justinıan’s basılıca, though hardly enough

problem. Justinıan’s Hagıa Sophıa, the thırd the sıte, W 9asS built
the ru1lns of the prev1ous Hagıa Sophıa that burned OWN 1ın the Nıke r10t ot Jan
Uuar y 5723 168 But Maınstone SayS that the orıgınal tloor leve] of the skeuophy-

»”lakıon 15 “only slıghtly 1above that oft the [present| church, and trial holes 1ın
the a S of Hagıa SophıaS ShOWI'I natural bed-rock NOLT tar below the present
tHoor level.17 So MC ıf the slıght dıtference In floor level IA Y aVe requıred

163 DIe CeYLMONLLS I> 1 9 (30), Vogt I, /0-71, 135 7
164 Moran, “Skeuophylakıon,” 610
165 Mathews, Early Churches 5-4
166 Tailt. Great Entrance 192 OLE 5: 1:
16/ Moran, “Skeuophylakion, ”
1658 Mathews, Early Churches 12-14; Maınstone 129n the orıgınal basılıca ot Constantıus,

consecrated 1n 360, W 4as burned 1ın 404 1n the r10ts accompanyıng Chrysostom’s exıle an
built an rededicated the second, “Theodos1ı1an” Sophıa iın 415

169 Maınstone 197 and C the post-excavatıon plan 1n bid. FT plan A E which chows s1gn1ıf1-
Can ditference 1n tloor leve]l between the LW edıitices.

170 Ibid 136
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S trom OIl the other V1a the small (0X916 1n the north all of the
northeast bay of Hagıa Sophıa, A4AS Majeska has suggested, *”” there could NOT

N been INalıy of them. But unless OLHNHGCcOMNE tinds WaAY of removıng the
counterftort that LO blocks thıs whole AaICa, <hall probably NOW.
Equally anachronistic 15 the from the dıfficulty of havıng the patrıarch

the stalrs leadıng that later level the staırs and the which
KLthey ead A1IC both Turkiısh; NOLT Byzantıne.

As tor the wınd and weather, ot GCOUFSE It could 4ve caused problems, NOLT

only tor the ET aHGces of the eucharıst but tor the ıncessant roamıng around,
often outsıde, that the De CeYLMONULS prescribes tor the imper1al rıtual, Sa y
thıng of the whole stat1ıonal lıturgy SYyStem of the (Gsreat Church: 45 chall SG

below. But Hagıa Sophıa W 4S surrounded by enclosures aAN! porticoes whıch,
ıke the fora and maın 1T eeis of Late-Antıque Constantinople, IA Y ell ave 1N-
cluded sheltering arcades.!”® Paul Sılentiary, Descrıiptio Sophıae 590-616, de-
seribes courtyards (QUACL) sımılar the WEeSst atrıum surrounding the basılica
the other sıdes LO  O

Now the eSstern sıde of thıs divine church VOU will VEr (QUAÄNV) encompassed
by tour aisles: OTIC of these 15 joined the narthex, whıiıle the others ATC OPCH wıde, and Varıous

1/4paths ead them
And outsıde the dıvıne church yOUu INaYy Nal everywhere, along 1ts tlanks and boundarıes,

INAaLLY OPCN COUTES (QUAÖG ÜONENEAG). These have een tashıoned ıth cunnıng skıll about the
15holy bulldıng that 1T ILLAY AaPPCal bathed al round by the bright lıght of day.

Balsamon also wıtnesses such porticoes OT courtyards surroundıng Hagıa S5:

phıa. Commenting 76 of TIrullo torbıdding wıthın the
sacred precıncts of church, he how the Constantinopolıitan patrı-
archs ordered buyers and sellers Al Hagıa Sophıa expelled ‘t*rom both the Augu-
steon  L/7 and the around the PFONaOS of the most-holy (Gsreat Church ot
God (ANÖ TONU AUYOUVOTEOVOG %CL TOV NOOGEXEOTEQWV T NMOOVAQ
UNG AVLWTÄTNG TOU DEOV MeydAnc DILO  ENUANOLAG). Some protested that “rhe

1/ Majeska, USS1LAN Travelers 219 $ AB
1772 These stalrs, later removed, A still visıble 1ın Antonıijades I plate 52 facıng 14R
173 Mathews, Early Churches 89-91; Taft, Great Fantrance 194-203; c+ Majeska, “Skeuophy-

lakıon,” NOTteEe 28
17 Here the Sılentiary consıders the exonarthex as the closed aisle of the tour-sıded atrıum:

Mango, Art NOTE 139
L/5 Friedländer 244; Bekker, Sılentiarius 29-30 (note 39 above); Mango, Art
176 Nedungatt-Featherstone /:
177 The Augusteon W 4S the torum between Sophıa and the palace, by the 12th consıdered the

south torecourt of Sophıa: Mango, Brazen House AL and f1gS. 1_> 28; Mango,
Parker, SA Twelfth-Century Description of St. Sophıa, } Dumbarton akbs Papers )’2353-245, here 242; Baldovin X

1A8 tind of such patriarchal edıicts 1n the Patriarchal Regısters: Gru-
mel, Les KRegestes du Patrıarcat de Constantinople, Lies AC des hatrıarches, tasc 1-3 (die Pa-
triarcat byzantın, seErı1e I’ Kadiköy-Istanbul L 99Z: 1956 Bucharest 1947); Laurent, tasc
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4S church enclosures the PTONaOS of each church, but NOT the foun-
taıns and the other of the sacred basılicas attached them (®C NEQLBOAOUG
EXUXAÄNOLAOTLXOUG WOLVODV OVOUÄCEL TOUC NMOOVAOUG SUÄOTOU VOOU, O U V TÄC
OLÄACLC XCLL TI ETEOC WEON TOOV OeELOV VOLOOV IO OUVNVOUEVO. QUTOLC). Sınce 1t
would NOLT ur al y Christian CNHASC ın trade ın the mıddle of the church
OT 1n Its vestibule (EV WEOOVAO NOOVAMW), Balsamon continues, the real prob-
lem 15 dıstiınguıish what 15 “wıthin the sacred enclosures (EVOOV TWOV LEOÖOV
EQOLDOAOV)  c of the church A the of the enclosures (MEOLHOAOL) wıthın ItSs
179  precincts. Among the latter places “otherwise Joıned (AAAOTOÖNWCG
XOLVOWOEVTAG)” the sacred precıincts, which c  25E called part of the church but
ATı NOT saıd be sacred enclosures (ITabrıa YAQ WEON LWLEV TNG EXUANOLAG

»”AOVYLCOVTAL, LEQOL 0 NEOLHOAOL OU AEYONGOVTAL) 1LE cContinguous
the church but NOLT designated tor exclusıvely relıg10us he lısts “rhe
lavers and the gardens and the colonnades attached the church62  Taft  canon names as church enclosures the pronaos of each church, but not the foun-  tains and the other parts of the sacred basilicas attached to them (g mEOLBÖAOUG  EXXANOLAOTLXOUG Ö KAVOV ÖVOLALEL TOUG NOOVAOUG EXAÄOTOV VAOÜ, OU WV TÄG  OLÄACS Xal TÜ ETEQU WEON TOV DElwV VAOV TÜ OUVNVOLEVA AUTOLS).” Since it  would not occur to any Christian to engage ın trade in the middle of the church  or ın ıts vestibule (&v uEOOvd.w@ 1} KQ0VA.M@), Balsamon continues, the real prob-  lem ıs to distinguish what is “within the sacred enclosures (&vö0v TV LEQÖOV  nEQLßÖlwv)” of the church and the rest of the enclosures (mepg{ßohoL) within its  precinets.!/”? Among the latter places “otherwise joined (dhhotOÖTAG  xovwOEvTtAag)” to the sacred precinets, which “are called part of the church but  are not saıd to be sacred enclosures (Tabta yÜo WEON WEV TING EXKANOLAG  »180  AOy(TOVTOAL, LEQOL ÖE KELLBOAOL OU AEXONGOVTAL)  — Le., areas CONtinguOUs to  the church but not designated for exclusively religious purposes — he lists “the  lavers and the gardens and the colonnades attached to the church ... (T& A0vto&  Xal TOUG KXYNOUVG KXAL TÄG OTOÄG TÄG OUVNVOUEVAG TAIS EXKAÄNGLOLG ...). 7181  Similarly, ın the text cited above ın section A.V., Balsamon distinguishes the  pronaos or narthex and gynaecea from the x000üh10 (3). The latter were “com-  mon”, i.e., not for sacred use and therefore accessible to everyone without re-  striction (3), part of what Balsamon’s commentary on Trullan canon 76 places  outside the sacred precincts (though Balsamon does not use the term x000ÜhL0  there).  In the absence of archeological evidence it ıs not clear how all this should be  interpreted. Virtually every construction now outside the main rectangle and  apse walls of Hagia Sophia (nave, aisles, apse, narthex and outer narthex) except  the three surviving access ramps at the southwest, northwest, northeast, plus the  Little Baptistry and skeuophylakion, would have to be removed to get an accu-  rate idea of what the area surrounding the church was like.!®* One thing is clear,  however: Hagia Sophia was ringed about with all sorts of porticoes and fore-  courts. And Theophanes’ Chronographia describes similar porticoes at the  Nea.!8 $o in the light of the Silentiary’s description cited above, it seems reason-  able to propose that these porticoes may have been similar to the atrium on the  (Paris 1971); fasc. 1, (2nd ed. Paris 1972); or in J. Oudot, Patriarchatus Constantinopolitani acta  selecta, 2 vols. (Fonti codificazione canonica orientale, serie II, fasc. III-IV, Vatican 1941-Grot-  taferrata 1967).  179  The 12th c. Ekphrasis (lines 34-35) also distinguishes between “enclosure (nxeg({ßohov)” and  “holy place (7ö teg6v)” — ie., the church proper: Mango-Parker, “Twelfth-Century Descrip-  tion,” (note 177 above) 236.  180  PG 137:773C-776A.  181  0G Cits  182  Mainstone 122-24, 135-36, cf. 270-71 pl. A2.  183  Theophanes Chronographia V, De Basıilio Macedone 86, ed. I. Bekker, Theophanes Continu-  atus, Toannes Cameniata, Symeon Magister, Georgius Monachus (CSHB, Bonn 1838) 328 lines  2ff; Mango, Art 195.(TO AOUTOC
%CL TOUC ANNOUG X.CLL TÜG OTOCC TÄG OUVNVOUEVAC TALCG EXUANOLALG )'»181

Sımıalarly, 1ın the TeXxXT cited 1above 1ın secti1on A  ’ Balsamon distinguishes the
PTOMNNAQOS OT narthex and trom the NMOOQVALO (3) The latter WECIC “ cOm-
MOM 1.E., NOT tor sacred uUs«c and theretore accessıible wıthout
strıct1on (3) part of what Balsamon’s OMMENTaAr TIrullan 76 places
outsıde the sacred precıncts (though Balsamon o€es NOT USC the term NMOOQVALOA
there).

In the absence of archeological evıdence 1t 15 NOT clear how all thıs should be
interpreted. Virtually construction 1O outsıde the maın rectangle Aan!
ADSC walls of Hagıa Sophıa (nave, aısles, ADSC, narthex and narthex) CXCECPL
the three SUrVIVINg ACGEeES$S a the southwest, northwest, northeast, plus the
Luttle Baptıistry and skeuophylakıon, W0uld A be removed geLl Aall ACCU-

raie ıdea of what the 562 surroundıng the church W as like. 152 One thıng 15 clear,
however: Hagıa Sophıa W as ringed 1about wıth al of porticoes and tore-
CT TISs And Theophanes’ Chronographia deseribes sımılar porticoes al the
Nea.1®5 So ın the lıght of the Sılentiary’s descr1ıption cıted above, IT 1C48SOMN-

able PTIODOSC that these porticoes INa y aVeE been siımılar the atrıum the

(Parıs 971 tasc 1’ (2nd ed Parıs ın ] Oudot, Patrıarchatus Constantinopolıtani CLEa
selecta, ;ols (Fonti codıiticazıone canonıca orıentale, ser1e 1L, tascaatıcan 1941 -Grot-
taferrata

17 The 12th Ekphrasıs (linesr also dıstinguıishes between “enclosure (mEOlBOAOV)” and
holy place (TO LEQÖOV)” LO.. the church PrODCLI: Mango-Parker, “ Iwelfth-Century Descrip-
t10N, ” (note LA above) 236

1RO 6A
181 Loc. CI
1872 Maınstone 2-24, 5-36, ct.S pl
183 Theophanes Chronographia V, De Basılzo Macedone 56, ed Bekker, T’heophanes C’ontinu-

ALUS, Toannes Cament1ata, Symeon Magıster, Georg1us Monachus Bonn 1838 28 lınes
{f; Mango, Art 195
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WEeSst Schneider’s 1939 exCcavatıons of the WEeSst atrıum chow 1t an e been Just
bıt less than the wıdth of the basılıca, and aVve extended 4° westward

trom the narthex. It W as OPCH surrounded by rooted arcade,
walled the outsıde but wıth paırs oft columns alternatıng wıth pıers the 1N-
NCI, courtyard sıde. In short 1T W as somewhat ıke the SUUarc clo1ster of Ial y
wesiern monasterIı1es. The outsıde north and south walls WT pierced wıth three
doors, and there W probably OOrF ın the WEeSst al LO  © To the EASsST WeIC the

184doors into the exonarthex.
But CVCNMN trom such possıble sheltering walkways, objections that the

weather would ave rendered ntro1t (Gsreat Entrance trom outsıde unfeas-
ble 1gnOore the tact that outsıde process1ons somet1mes everal kılometers long
WCIC standard element of Byzantıne nıtual >; that statıonal days the ntro1t
0)8 tirst CHIirance of the lıturgy W d often arrıvıng NOL .  Just trom outbuildıng
but trom much urther AWAdY, that the ımperı1al always had PFOCCSS OUL-

186sıde while Crossıng OVCI from the palace Hagıa Sophıa for the lıturgy; that
both baptıstrıes of Hagıa Sophıa W.GT-'G also outbuildiıngs (sectı1ıon A.L5 above),
and 1t W as trom the (sreat Baptıstry that the procession ot the neophytes took
place Al the Easter Vagals/ Indeed, Byzantıne rıtuals ıke codex Dresden 704
and the De CeYLMONULS document the comıngs and Z01NYS of the patrıarch an! 1 -
perı1al cortege and around Hagıa Sophıa and Its vallery chambers aM OUL-

buildıngs wıth such dizzyıng frequency that tind 1T dıtticult O1VE much
weıght thıs 155  objection. At al y rate, the only eviıdence NOW ot tor al
worrles about the weather 15 De CeYLMONULS L 39 (30) whiıch, iın the ceremonı1ı1al
for Annuncı1atıon when It coincıdes wıth the Thırd Sunday of Kent: indicates

189change 1n the process1ion ıt 1t 15 wındy.
Nowhere oes Mathews generalıze the Hagıa Sophıa skeuophylakıon

SYyStem beyond the rıte of Constantıinople. Mathews has 1advanced evıdence tor
outsıde skeuophylakion 1n tew pre-1conoclast churches of Constantınople

(even OITE VE small church, 1t 15 NOLT z  Just question of bulldıngs the S17 € of
Hagıa Sophia). He Juxtaposed thıs evıidence wıth the absence of eviıdence 1n that
per10d tor Aal1LYy other SYStCEM, documented the iıntroduction ot the trıple-apsed
SANCLUALY 1n Constantinopolıtan churches atter Iconoclasm, and TCW the CON-

184 See the thorough exXposıt1on anda iıllustrations ın Strube, Eingangsseıite chaps. 1_1 also Maın-
S plate 149; (a pl A ‚9 Van Nıce pl L,

IX There WCIC process10nNs 68 days YyCal, AVCIABC of about(Ative days, the patrıarch
took part 1n about halt of them, the CINMPCIOI and hıs retinue 1n SEVEeNTLeeCN ot them, an SOTILLC

process1ons AI long 4'3 C V 10 km See Baldovın 181-204, CS 6-9
186 See Ebersolt, Ste-Sophıe LA and the plan; Mango, Brazen House JA f1g 17 Antonuades I) pl

1 between 48_49
187 Mateos, Iypıcon IL, 84-90
1585 (In the COmıngs and Z01NgS and trom the skeuophylakıon of Sophıa SCC OE 159 above.
189 Vogt I? LO£ + Baldovin Z
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clusıon that thıs represented change. Thıs Miıddle-Byzantıne SYStem INaYy ANP
been the rule elsewhere much earlhier. But AD dealıng Gre wıth the rıte of the
Great Church, and 1ın studyıng tradıtion, OM  a\ begıns NOLT wıth derivatıves but
wıth the prıme analogate. 1t OIlLEC 15 studyıng the Roman rıte OM STATTS in Rome,
NOLT wıth SOTNC m1ssıon statıon 1ın Samoa. And the prıme analogate tor the yzan-
tiıne rıte 15 what W AS OonNne 1ın Hagıa Sophıa, 1ts cathedral church, 45 15 obvıous
trom the fact that OUTGES trom the tact that (Q9HUFECGEGS from the periıphery appeal

190that tor Justification.
Of GOUTIDSE Hagıa Sophıa W as Fasıa Sophıa, and the iımperı1al and

patrıarchal solemnıty of Its lıturgy Can wıthout adjustment be automatically
extended parısh church, make pertectly clear 1n hıstory of the
Byzantıne rıte  Kl But the historian Caln only trom the evıdence, and OUTr

evıdence tor INalıy aASPECTS of the early hıstory of thıs lıturgy deals wıth the —

thedral church oft the Byzantıne rıte where thıs hıstory W AS tirst made Moran
tee] that the ditfference between the solemn lıturgy 1n Hagıa Sophıa and

other ervices ın MO modest churches 15 NOLT taken into consıderatıon 1ın lıturg1-
cal studies.!?  2 But 1n tact ave studied the hıstory of the Byzantıne rıte ACTOSS

the entire of 1ts CXa SOUICCS3S, trom Hagıa Sophıa the monasterı1es
of Sınal, Athos, and Italy, the local tradıtıons of the Byzantıne periphery. In

study the Great Entrance stated quıte explicıtly that the partiarchal lit-
urg Y wıth ımperı1al partıcıpatıon had 111016 splendor than other ServıCces, but that
“r he It desceribes WK undoubtedly ofthe SAaMe SOYLE In IESs essentials A

the Great Entrance of anı y lıturgy In the 2193  capital. 'That STAtCeTIHNENT Call still
stand NOT only tor the (sreat Entrance but also tor other elements of the rıtuals
In +he capital 1.€., A4aSs tar 245 the cathedral lıturgy of Constantinople 15 concerned
1n the per10d anter10r ILconoclasm 726-843).

Of GOUTSE the rıte of the Great Church W AS celebrated 1n other churches
NOT only of the capıtal but elsewhere. Those churches, 4S WC Sa .  Just above, WEeEeTC

solicıtous tollow the ead of the Great Church 1n a6ler.s liturgical:"” But 1T 15
completely SPECIOUS that all churches of the rıte had ANE outsıde
skeuophylakıon off the northeast GCOFAGTE (41) All churches had A place
where the oifts WEIC prepared before the lıturgy, etched al the (Gsreat Enträance;
and returned atter communı1o0n. It W AS 1n WaY 1ECCSaL Y tor 1t be 1n the
SAaIllE place 4S the skeuophylakıon of the (reat Church, LLOT 2VIC GT, proposed

190 Protheoria O10 (Cd 1085-95 AD): S  , Elıas of Cirete (Ca.i1353 Laurent,
_ e rituel de Ia proscomıdıe 1 le metropolite de Cirete Elie,” REB 16 (1958) 116-142, ere L
Z 4-35,1 for the date, 118-21).

191 Taft, The 5Byzantıne ıte 42 f? SPST: yassım.
192 Moran, “Skeuophylakıon, ”
193 Yaft, (Jreat FEntrance 6-9 (emphasıs added)
194 See OTE 190 above.
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such thıng. Nly hıstory oft thıs aSspeCL of Byzantıne lıturgy has detaıijled how thıs
System W 45 eventually 1abandoned CVCGEH 1n Constantınople, wıthout 1n ALLY WaY
implyıng that the rıte of the (sreat Church ceased thereby be the rıte of the
Great Church. 'The old skeuophylakıon in the basılica ot the Byzantıne Catholic
Badıa Greca dı Grottaterrata Just south otf Rome W as 1n the chamber that 15 110

chapel Just oft the southwest GTE of the E V Natalıa Teteri1atnıkov of Dum-
barton aks has iıdentitied prothesıs nıche, semicıircular (L rectangular, outsıde
the SANCLUAFrY in the SVal 4S characteristic of the cave-churches of Cappado-
CI  195 The ceremonı1es relatıve the prothesıs depended, obviously,
where that W as5. SO Moran’s trom Blachernai 15 ırrelevant: it the
procession began the south sıde, It obviously tollowed ditterent trom
the procession A Hagıa Sophıa and other churches where It began the
posıte sıde

The tinal 15 Just rhetoric. Could there AaVvVe been another sacrısty
sSeit offt wıth curtaıns (T raıls? Of COHFSE there could aAVeEe There could AaVe een

196barbershop ın the vallerıes, SsInce there W AasSs Just about everythıng else there.
The question 15 NOLT what could have been but what Wa  Y AIl evidence po1ints
the fact that the skeuophylakion of Hagıa Sophıa 15 the still standıng rotunda oft
the northeast GOMEHGT.: Moran advances archeological evidence 1ın Hagıa Sophıa of
rngs trom which curtaıns INaYy aV been hung, and of repaıred floorwork.1?/
But unless NOW the ate of these rngZs and the PUrDOSC ot the curtaıns that
hung from them, theır HELE ex1istence tells us nothıng. Could these curtaıns ave
SG off Andel ın the NC where the oifts WEeIC gathered and prepared, perhaps

credence OT small movable altar? Of EOHISE they could 2Ve W/e aVe 1 -
198 and there 15OUS wıtnesses such movable credences tor USC - h9 commun10n,

LCASONI whatever why such SYStem could NOT be concemvable tor the PICD-
aratıon of the oifts. Almost anythıing 15 conceıvable. But then why ATLE there NnNgs

both sıdes of the church? Does OIC wısh postulate NOT OMC but LO IMpro-

195 Teteriatnıkov, The Liturgical Planning of Byzantine Churches In Cappadocıa (©CA 252;
Rome 1996 ch

196 detaiıl the myrıad Cr of the galleries, NOLT al ot them noble, 1ın Taft, “Women al Church
1n Byzantıum: VWhere, When and Why? section V A (forthcoming ın DOP 19981); SE

also Mathews, Early Churches 128-9; Ruggıer1, “Katechoumenon: un Spazıo socıale,” 1n
Caff, Parentıi, A Thiermeyer, Velkovska (eds.), Studies IN Honor of
Robert Taft, S. Studıia Anselmiana 110 Analecta Liturgica 1 Rome 35859-401

197 Moran, “ Gestaltung, ” 181; 1d., “Skeuophylakıon, ” 31
1958 Chronicon paschale tor 624 A  9 ed Dindort I7 /14 (cıted below section

8/9rth Narratıo de Sophıa 1 9 ed Preger 9 9 Mango, Art VT 10th De er1-
MONULLS I’ 17 9’ 1 ‚ (23)); (30), (35X% 56 (47), W (48), 59 (50), Vogt I) 1 3, 4 9 5 9 %, 610 65,
/0-71, 124, 195 /3: 10th pontitical diataxıs ın British Library Add. ed Taft, T He
Pontitical Liıturgy of the Great Church accordıng Twelfth-Century Dıataxıs 1ın Codex
Brıitish Museum Add. 060,” CGP 45 (1979) 279-30/7; I1 46 (1980) 9-1 ere I) 302-3,
X13 (also 1n ıd., Liıturgy ın Byzantıum ch I1)
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vised prothesı1s SPaCcCd 1in Hagıa Sophıa? The only WaVYV EL tirm or1p what
such rngZs, undated tar 45 know, could iındıicate 15 V1a evidence. And

AVe lıterary eviıdence before the De offzcıs ot diakonıkon anywhere
wıthın the church.

Of COUISC when taced wıth complete absence of evıdence, AIC torced
hypothesize. But NOT when there {S; 1n fact, consıstent body of evidence, both
archeological and lıterary, informıng that DroCcess10NS went an trom the
skeuophylakıon, and that the skeuophylakıon W aS rotunda off the northeast
en!| ot the church. No lıterary evidence whatever before the De offzcızs (  - be 1N-
terpreted LL1CAall there W AS al substitute prothesıs OT sacrısty anywhere else

argued tor Just such SYSLCEM 4S SOOIN 4S the evıdence of the De offzcıs Wal-

ranted IT  199 The pomint 15 NOTLT what could AaVe een but what the evidence chows.
Everything else 15 NOLT hypotheses but Quesswork.

In the SA”adiIlle CONtEXT: Moran challenges STAaLeEMECNLT, tollowıing Mathews, that
ın Hagıa Sophıa “rhere ATı sımply auxılıary chambers whatsoever,  »200 by ad-
verting the Passageway of St Nıcholas an the complex of bulldıngs behind
the altar.9} Agaın, thıs 15 tiıltıng AT wındmiullis. Mathew’s concernıng
auxılıary chambers, 4S 15 perfectly clear ftrom the entıire CONFLEXTI of the discussıon,
GOMNGCETNS auxılıary chambers OT divided off 20 ithın +he Maın body of +he
ground floor ofthe buildıng, anı has nothıing do wıth the narthex, the vyallerıes
wiıth theır ımperı1al chambers, wıth the everal auxılıary STETUGLEUTES around the
buıldıng, which Mathews also discusses.2072

All the above objections an hypotheses ATC iınteresting. Unfortunately, Call

only from the eviıdence, and the evıdence, both lıterary and archeological
15 clear. TIo make the best of thıs clear evıdence 15 the method consıder prefer-
able conJurıng ımagınatıve ıdeal SOTINLC po1nts where the evıdence 15
uncomtortable. In the absence of al y confiırmatory documentation, such tan-
tasıes (£ Al  m} hardly be judged TIHMOTS reliable than clence 1ct10n.

But let ook agaın 4r the evıdence for the process10ns 1ın the lıght of the
archeological ata AVeEe SC above.

Reviewing the FEvidence

The shape of the three process10nNs of the Byzantıne euchariıstic lıturgy the
Little Entrance, the Great Entrance, and the Recession 15 related + the l0-
catıon of the sacrısty where the patrıarch an makes hıs offeriıngs betfore the
ServıCce, where the deacons went tetch the oifts Z the (sreat Entrance, and

199 Tatt, (Jreat Fantrance 2003
200 Ibid. 1802
201 Moran, “ Gestaltung, ” 180; + d., “Skeuophylakıon, ” 2051
202 C# Mathews, Early Churches, ındex.
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which the clergy reiurn the lettover oifts HE the end of the servıce; 2 Just when
and how the patrıarch made hıs 1Into the church: [3 the of the
process10ns. No CAH be made trom the tact that the OLUIIGCGS INaYy Us«CcC

dıifferent (skeuophylakıon, diakonikon, prothesı1s) tor thıs SaCrI1Sty.
“Words AL words, thıngs AT thıngs, ” and the Byzantınes WEeTC nNnOtorl10us tor US-

ıng multiplicıty of tor the S”dI1llC thıng, and 1t 15 perfectly obvious that OIlLC

A the SAUaInNle early lıturgical 1115 SS skeuophylakıon OT diakonıkon inter-
203changeably 1n the SAaTllE CONLEXT tor the SCa Samnle locale.

0/11th BAS IN the Pyromalus Codex and +he Versi:on of Johannisberg:
My reconstruction of the orıgınal process1i0ns depends, ın part, interpre-
tatıon of z OLG of the Liıturgy of St Basıl, the Pyromalus Codex and the

204Latın versıion ot Johannısberg. In both these SCOWLGGS the patrıarch an
makes hıs offerings in the skeuophylakıon before the beginnıng of the lıturgy.
Sınce 1n Hagıa Sophıa, A least orıginally, an perhaps 1ın SOTINC other churches of
the Gapıtal, thıs skeuophylakıon W as edıfıice, adjacent the church
PTODCI, which served 4S 0i storehouse tor the relıcs, lıturgical VeSt-

an vessels, and other lıturgical paraphernalıa (processional CFrOSSC3Iy thu-
rıbles, etc.);, conclude that Al the ntro1t non-stational days, the patrıarch
entered the church trom thıs outsıde skeuophylakıon. Further, S1INCEe that 15
where the oifts had been prepared, 1T seemed logıcal conclude they had be
etched from there AT the Gireat Entrance, an returned there atter the ervıce.

Sınce thıs interpretation has een challenged, let us take closer ook At these
IW ınvaluable OUTGES of 10/4 1th-century BAS

203 Bı the Qth Barberini 336, Parenti-Velkovska SS 1? Z ZIF=<ZF 10th SEevastianovV 4/4,
Krasnosel’cev, ('’BEOdeHUA HEKOMODBLX AUFMYDEUTECKUAX VROFHLUCHA BAMUKAHCKOU UONU-—
OMEKMU (Kazan 1885 291 279 urther reterences 1ın Taft, Great Entrance 2072 OLG IJ . OömM=
menting the latter, Moran, “Skeuophylakıon, ” Sl m1sses the poınt. NOL postulatıng c
contusion 1n term1ınology, ” but sımply indıcatıng the well-known tact that the Byzantınes HSC

ditferent interchangeably tor the SA\AII1lC realıty 1$ perfectly obvıous trom the 11155 cıted.
204 Cr CS Taft; Great Entrance SfHowever, interpretation ın WaY depends

solely these SUOUICCS, AS Moran Nar 160, inters: “Whe intellectual basıs tor thıs deduc-
t10N 1S sa1ıd be provıded by rubrics ın the codex Pyromalı and the CONLEMPOFAarY Latın 1NS-

latıon trom Johannisberg'The Skeuophylakion of Hagia Sophia  67  which the clergy return the leftover gifts at the end of the service; [2] just when  and how the patriarch made his entrance ınto the church; [3] the route of the  processions. No argument can be made from the fact that the sources may use  different terms (skeuophylakion, diakonikon, prothesis) for this sacristy.  “Words are words, things are things,” and the Byzantines were notori0us for us-  ing a multiplicity of terms for the same thing, and it is perfectly obvious that one  and the same early liturgical ms uses skeuophylakion or diakonikon ınter-  203  changeably in the exact same context for the exact same locale.  1. 10/11th c. BAS in the Pyromalus Codex and the Version of Johannisberg:  My reconstruction of the original processions depends, in part, on my interpre-  tation of two sources of the Liturgy of St. Basil, the Pyromalus Codex and the  204  Latin version of Johannisberg.  In both these sources the patriarch vests and  makes his offerings in the skeuophylakion before the beginning of the liturgy.  Since in Hagia Sophia, at least originally, and perhaps in some other churches of  the capital, this skeuophylakion was a separate edifice, adjacent to the church  proper, which served as a treasury or storehouse for the relics, liturgical vest-  ments and vessels, and other liturgical paraphernalia (processional crosses, thu-  ribles, etc.), I concluded that at the Introit on non-stational days, the patriarch  entered the church from this outside skeuophylakion. Further, since that is  where the gifts had been prepared, it seemed logical to conclude they had to be  fetched from there at the Great Entrance, and returned there after the service.  Since this interpretation has been challenged, let us take a closer look at these  two invaluable sources of 10/11th-century BAS.  203 E.g, the 8th c. Barberini 336, Parenti-Velkovska $$ 1, 22, 277-279; 10th c. Sevastianov 474, N.F.  Krasnosel’cev, Ceedenua 0 HEKOMOPbIX AUMYPZUHECKUX PYKONUCAX BAMUKAHCKOÜ BUÖ1U-—  omeku (Kazan 1885) 237, 279; further references in Taft, Great Entrance 202 note 77. Com-  menting on the latter, Moran, “Skeuophylakion,” 31, misses the point. I am not postulating “a  confusion in terminology,” but simply indicating the well-known fact that the Byzantines use  different terms interchangeably for the same reality — as is perfectly obvious from the mss cited.  204  Cf. esp. Taft, Great Entrance 187-88, 267-70. However, my interpretation in no way depends  solely on these sources, as Moran “Enarxis,” 160, infers: “The intellectual basis for this deduc-  tion is said to be provided by rubrics in the codex Pyromali and the contemporary Latin trans-  lation from Johannisberg ...” The logic of Moran’s objection against my arguing from these  sources of BAS is weakened by his later objection (“Skeuophylakion,” 30; cf. “Enarxis,” 157)  that I take CHR rather than BAS as the model of liturgical evolution in Constantinople. Actu-  ally, in my works I cite scores of mss of BAS, never failing to take account of the structure and  rubrics the BAS formulary presents in the euchology mss I have studied (cf. Taft, Great En-  trance 439-46, and BAS in the index, p. 457; id., A History of the Liturgy of St. John Chrysos-  tom, IV: The Diptychs (OCA 238, Rome 1991) 197-200, and BAS in the index, p. 201. Most mss  listed also contain BAS, which in every case was exploited, where relevant, in the monograph  in question). Besides, the objection is irrelevant. Though BAS was indeed the chief liturgy in  Constantinople during the first millennium, ceding place to CHR only in the 11th century,  structurally and ceremonially both liturgies were (and are) exactly the same.The logıc of Moran’s objection agaınst arguıng trom these
SC TLGOS of BAS 15 weakene: by hıs later objection (“Skeuophylakıion, ” 30; $ AEnafxis:” 157)
that take CHR rather than BAS 4S the model of lıturgical evolution 1n Constantıinople. Actu-
ally, 1ın works cıte S6 ( EGS ot I1SS5 of BAS, taılıng take ACCOUNLT of the STIANGEUKe and
rubrıics the BAS tormulary In the euchology [1SS have studıed (e£. Taft, (sreat En-
ETaANCe 92-46, and BAS ın the index, 45/; 1d., Hıstory Lıturgy of St. John Chrysos-
LOM, The Diptychs (OCA 238, Rome 197-200, and BAS 1n the index, 201 Most [1155

lısted also contaın BAS, which 1n V( W 4S exploited, where relevant, 1n the monograph
ın quest1i0n). Besides, the objection 1$ ırrelevant. Though BAS W as ındeed the chiet lıturgy ın
Constantinople durıng the tirst millennıum, ceding place CHR only 1n the 11th CENTLUT V,
structurally an ceremontallıy both lıturgıes WEEIE and are) exactly the SaIinle
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The Sources
The Pyromalus Codex 15 NO lost Greek LEXE of BAS edited by (303T trom 1115

provıded hım by certaın Isıdore Pyromalos of Smyrna, hierodeacon ot the
Greek Orthodox Mlonastery oft St John Patmos.  205 The Johanniısberg version
15 Latın translatıon of remarkably siımılar though NOL iıdentical Greek 1115 of
BAS The German humanıst Georg Wıtzel (  ) discovered thıs versiıon
1n Latın 1115 1ın the lıbrary of the Monastery of Johannısberg the Rhine K
Maınz, and edited It.  206 Though thıs Latın INS, LOO, has vanıshed, doubtless 1ın the

TTTtire that destroyed the MONASLEFY lıbrary 1ın the 19th CENLUF V, tS LTEeXT. remaıns
208avaılable ın ıtzel’s 1546 editio prınceps and 1n everal later editions.

These S OUTCCS ot BAS AI especıially prec10us SINCE they wıtness the
patrıarchal lıturgy of the Great Church. The title ot the Pyromalus Codex (SEC-
t10N SEATPS thıs explicıtly. Furthermore, both OUTITCCS mentıon
patrıarch rarıty ın euchology rubrics. In pre-12th CENLUrCY BAS that could
only be the patrıarch of Constantıinople, S1INCe the Byzantıne lıturgy W as NOLT 1n
US«C 1ın the other Greek patriarchates betfore thıs per10d 2097

The sımılarıty of these < W as underlined trom the by (30ar and
others.<}! Andre Jacob SaVS of them and theır ate SCS euxX LEXTES: etrolte-
mMent apparentees, remOonNnNten mo1ns Xe s1ecle (cfr Brightman, LXXXIX)
eit representent le plus ancıen ordo patrıarcal constantınopolitain
»”  Jour, In earlıer study Jacob attrıbuted the Johannısberg versıion value
tor the hıstory of the lıturgy of the Great Church that W0uld Justify reliance

IT

Quoi1qu/ıl G so1t des orıgınes de traduction, elle n en constıtue Pas MO1NS des documents
plus importants DOUL l’histoire des USagCcd lıturg1ques de Ia Grande Eglise de Constantinople. En

205 (30ar 3-56; thıs 1115 and the Johannısberg vers10n, SCa Jacob, Formulaire 7_7 d
O ante: 52-53; “Concelebration, ” 752 (note

206 (Ir Wıtzel claıms . avY-avı" ot hıs 1546 edıtion, anı a11] ” of the 1555 edıtıon (see OoOte

2058 below)
AJ L  < IXXXI1V: JacoD; 4Ottrante::: OTE

205 Wıtzel, Lıturg14 Basılız Mag. D tenebris/ In Iucem nunc prımum edita. Cum
Praetatione Georg1] Vuiceli (Maınz 1546 al]r-  X  fv 1d., Fxercıtamenta hıetatıs multo
saluberrima ınter GUHAC lector habes Liturgiuam SCH Mıssam Basılı) Mag. recognıtam (Maınz

Au1y"-Di)"; Cochlaeus, Speculum antıquae deuotionis CLYCA MLSSAM, er alıum
cultum De:zi antıqu1s, el NUNGHAM euulgatıs P€T typographos auctorıbus, Toanne
Cochlaeo lIaboriose collectum (Maınz f=DZe Jean de Saınt-Andre, Lıturgi4e SIUC Mıs-
SAa Sanctorum Patrum.: Tacobı apostolı fratrıs Domuanı. Basılı] MAQNL, DEeLiustLio rodıce Latınae
tralationıs. Toannıs Chrysostomt, ınterprete Leone Thusco (Parıs 21 510) C+ Taft, G reat
Entrance XXVIL, WE

209 On the lıturgıical Byzantınızatıon of the patrıarchates of Alexandrıa, Antioch, and Jerusalem,
ct. Taft, The Byzantıne ıte 5/ and Ote A1:

Z{} (30ar 153 6-5/; ct Strıttmatter, “ Notes the Byzantıne dynapte; Tradıtio 10 Bl
108, ere F OTtTe 28; Jacob, Otrante;- 52-53; 1d., “Concelebration, ” 25 note).

241 Jacob, “Concelebratıion, ” 257 (note)
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effet, les rubriques cCiırconstancı6ees qu’elle contient 1NOUS permettent de reconstıtuer ans SCS

grandes lıgnes Ia Liturgie patrıarcale telle qu’elle pratiqualt Constantinople ANSs le COUTFrant

du A sıecle, volıre meme la in du we 212

Here Jacob oes what OE MUST do wıth ll liturgical SOUICCS, carefully dis-
tinguıishıng the ate of the EXTAaNt document from the ate of the shape of the I1t-
Ürs y It The Johannisberg versıon 15 Latın translatıon of unknown
datei from Greek redactıon of BAS remarkably sımılar but NOLT iıdentical
wıth the BAS the o the Pyromalus Sınce both Greek 1I1SS A lost; 4S ell 4S

the Johannısberg Latın INS, the version and the underlyıng Greek MUST

maın undated. In such cırcumstances, OIM GAal only est1imate the ate of the BAS

formulary 1n these 11155 the basıs of iınternal evidence. Drawıng thıs eV1-
dence anı the work of Tacob; had postulated 10th-century ate for the
BAS formulary, which retaıns everal antıquarıan characterıst1cs, C

214'The openıng blessing of the Enarxıs m1ssıng ın both hıs liturgical
element, first SCENHN 1n the 10th-century Italo-Greek codex Grottaferrata

(BAS, + 27-37 CH A } Codex Sanctı Simeon1s (ante 1030 AD)
preserved 1in Ambrose Pelargus’ 1541 Latın version,  216 1 1th-century GC:H  > of
codex Grottaferrata T5 and the Arabıc pontifical,“ ” becomes COIMMNIMNMNOIN

29only ın 11155 of the 12th CENLUFY.
The Great 5>ynapte 15 NOLT AL the beginnıng of the Enarxıs, but 1ın 1ts earliıer p —
s1t10N al the Irısagıon, ell 1n ıfs original posıtıon .  Just betore the (Great
Entrance.  220 Only trom the 11th CENTUCY oes the lıtany begın AapPCal al

the beginnıng of the Enarxıs, AS 1ın (:  Z of the Arabıc pontifical““” and Sindal

Z Jacob, “Otrante,
213 Loc CLL.
214 La  z 62:.25-26
215 Parentıi, L’eucolog10 mMmaAanoOscCrıtto I5B: SEC.) della Bıbliotheca dı Grottaferrata. Edizione

(Excerpta Dissertatione ad Doctoratum, Rome, PIO 1994 SS %, AT
216 Pelargus DB COn thıs SOUWUTICE SG Taft, G reat FEntrance XXV11-VI11.
R Muretov, AMEDJLUAJSLUM
Z Bacha 412, 44 5 ( 2 Here agaın, distinguishıng the date of the AD) and the ate

of the shape of the lıturgy 1T repOrts. For the 11th ate of the latter, SCC the arguments ot Ja-
cob, Formulaire2

2719 z Passarellı, L’eucologzo Cryptense T5 VE (SEE: 26 (Analekta Vlatadon 3 9 Thessalonıka
39-40; ıd., “ Osservazıon1, ” 75-85; Mateoss, CelebrationZ

Z See tor example Pelargus + 27-B3, Cr-v, British Lz'bmry Add. Taft; “Pontitical Ka
turgy “ I’ A 1-12; Jacob, “Une versıon veorgıeNNE inedite de la Liturgıie de Jean
Chrysostome,” Le Museon SS Sere 93-94, 9_71 S£ Mateos, Celebration 79-
3A4 Taft, “Pontitical Liturgy“ ® _1, Striıttmatter, “Synapte” (note Z} above) 93-94, 99 -
100

21 Bacha 2-13, OE (
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Georg At the SAaImne tıme, 1t begins disappear ar the Irısagıon aAN! be-
273tore the Great Entrance, 1ın 1 1th-century codex Grottaferrata FT

224Neıther of OUr BAS has the Gospel Prayer, Palestinian ormula
trom ]'A8225 tirst tound 1in the Byzantıne eucharıst 1ın the 11th-century, 1ın the
Arabıc pontifical““® an codex Grottaferrata TD
The Nemo dignus Praver betore the Great Entrance 15 absent, lacuna 1ın

Dl  ©OSULLTGG later than the 10th CENTUFY.
The lavabo COIMNCS atter the deposıtion of oifts, NOL, 4S later, betfore the (sreat
Entrance, chitft tirst observable 1ın the 11th CENTUCYV and COM only trom
the 12th . 229
The (Qrate fratres dialogue anı the diakonika introducıng the DPax and Creed

2400ave retaıned theır 10th-century Constantinopolitan torm
The BAS tormulary ends wıth the Opıisthambonos Prayer. There 15 ad-
ditional tinal blessing (T the other mater1a]l tound ın SS ftrom the 10th CE111-

231LUr Yy
The MOST ımportant of these 15 SOUTCE later than the 10th CENTUFY lacks

2372the Nemo dienus PraycCl.
So had solıid evidence NOLT only tor proposıng 10th-century ate tor thez

1n II  question, but also tor datıng them somewhat earlier than the
ancıent Arabic versıon oft CHRS tor the C4SO11S o1ven above ($$ 1-3) Ot GOUTSEC

FE TacOD; “Version veorgıeNNEe, ” 88-I0O
278 Muretov, MAUMMEDUASLUAM 3') Mateos Celehration 30
ZPB 1LE  z RT
27 Z D17 12A9
226 Bacha 421, 457 ($ 1D CI Jacob, Formulaire 299 Mateos, Celehbration L E
DD Muretov, MUHMEDUAJSLUM
2 Taft. (Jreat Entrance Z
279 Ibid. 5-66, HMrn
7A00 Ibid. 8-83, 406-=/
2.81 Our earliest wıtnesses the tirst elements of He mater1al ATC LW 10th-century Italo-Greek

euchologıes. Codex Grottaferrata (f. Z7 9 has only s 112/113:15 between the Opisth-
ambonos and the Skeuophylakion Prayer, which ends the tormulary (S Parenti, L’eucolog10
mMmaAanOscCYLLELO SEC.) della Bıblioteca dı Grottaferrata, OTE 215 above, 57 whereas
N Petersburg 226 ollows DPs 13:1b wıth the dıaconal 18r us pravy the Lord” and the
Skeuophylakıon Prayer, then “Glory be the Father the FrEqUESL tor blessing, and tinal
blessing wıthout the intervening mater1a| tound today: Krasnosel’cev (note 203 above) 295;
corrected Dy Jacob, Formulaire 162

22° Apropos ot whıich Jacob, “Concelebration, ” 2572 note), remarks: ‘1l est ONC tort possıble JUC
la priere OvÖöelc QELOG n’aıt Pas EtEe otficı1alment adoptee Constantiınople Ia seconde
MOI1t1E du XC sıecle, du MO1NS ans la patrıarcale.” There 15 NOT CVECNMN Skeuophylakiıon
Prayer al the consummMatıon ot the o1fts 1ın OUr LW SUOUICCS, but that CAannOL help us 1n datıng
them, Since that tormula 1$ wıtnessed already 1ın the Sth Barberini (7r 336 (Parenti-Velkov-
ka D 1E  z 344.21-35).

2735 Despite Moran’s Insınuatıon that finesse datıng of these S(L GG 1n order tit them Into
A preconceıived theory: IT W AsSs lıkely bypass the problematıc ot thıs SUOUTCE Arabıc CHR|
that aft aSS1ENS codex Pyromalı the tenth century : Moran, %ENarxist“ 161
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here, AS always, ATC ın the realm of hypothesıs 1in tryıng ate allıy CT GE NOT

securely anchored in tiıme by explicıt eviıdence trom colophon ate 0)8 ftrom
SOINC other direct internal external wıtness. Liturgical OR GES especılally of

234ess frequently celebrated rıtuals ıke the pontifical rite otten betray A

chaızıng conservatısm, maıntaınıng antıquarıan characterıist1ics older than the
tual ate of the document ıtself. hıs urther weakens the argumentnm sılen-
10 ven when OI  'g Cal establish, the basıs of elements present iın the lıturgical
tormulary, ate anıte GUEHN HOTL, tor date DOSt GUEMN NO the basıs
of what the tormulary lacks remaıns hazardous, S$INCE there 15 always t1ime-
lapse between the tirst APDPCALALLCE of innovatıon and 1ts general aCCEPTLANCE in
the 1115 tradıtion.

On the other hand, ımn favor of datıng BAS 1ın CS z HLL GES slıghtly later
than the Oth CENTUTY OI could advance other internal evidence. The title ın the
Pyromalus Codex designates the BAS tormulary only for certaın teasts. TOM
that OMC C A conclude that BAS; longer the maın lıturgy of the (sreat Chürch;
W as already restricted imıted US«C OIl certaın days only, ohıft that (GCHES AN

the EUTTI of the millennium. The tact that the Monogenes troparıon 15 already
in place 4S herısse of the Second Antiphon, as 1n the Arabıc pontifical“”® and the
Protheoria Ca 1085-95 AD) LD would also tavor 1 1th-century dating.“”®

Although Moran 1gnores al the other ınternal evıidence, the 11th CENTLUCY 15 1n
tact the ate he the basıs of the 'Third Antiphon refraın, >C000V

229NUÄG, NOT tound A* the eucharist in the 10th-century Typıkon of the
Creat Church, but only ın UT GES ftrom the 1 1th-century on  240 Sınce OUT z

BAS ormularıes manıtest SOTNNC decidedly 10th-century characterı1stics, and
couple ot the 11th. C  $ 1ve comfortably wıth assıgnıng them A 10/1 1th-century
date AE the LU of the millennı1ıum but NOLT wiıth the oratultous iınnuendo that
for the sake of would deliberately ate A SOUTCEC earlıer than the eV1-
dence d241

734 (In “Baumstark’s Law 1ın thıs regard, SCC Baumstark, ‘Das (jeset7z der Erhaltung des Alten
1n lıturgisch hochwertiger Zeıt,” Jahrbuch für Liturgiewissenschaft 1-25; ıd., (Jom-
paratıve Liturgy (Westminster 27 4: ct Tait. (sreat Fantrance L5 id., Diptychs (note
704 above) 146

235 On the whole question of the relatıon of CHR BAS, NS Jacob, Formulaire tf; 254, 499-
DÜB ıd C6 E tradıtıon manuscrıte de la Liturgıie de Jean Chrysostome (VIIS-AXII“ s1ıecles), ” 111

Botte et. alıı (eds), Fucharisties d’orient d’occident { 1 (Lex orandı 4/, Parıs 109-138,
ere 7-38; ct. Jaft. (r reat Fantrance XXX1-11.

236 Bacha 5-16, 54 ( 5}
Z 40:434C
Z For other SOU C Mateos, Celebration 50-52,
239 Moran, "EnHarxıis; ; _()’ ct. id., “Skeuophylakion, ” 30
2400 Mateos, Iypıcon 1L, 4-55; da Celebration 59552
241 See OTe 233 above.
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he Texts
PYROMALUS*?* JOHANNISBERG**“

Toü EV AÜyVCOLG MWATOOG NUOV De Libro
BaoOıAsliouvu TOU UEYAÄAOU LEOOVOYLC. Sacramentorum in primıs
(1 TNV TEW UNG UEYAANG EXHÄN- Mıssa Sanctiı Basılij
OLG EV TALG LÖLALLG EOOTALG AEYOUEVN Magnı.

Prımum hatrıarche C sequentıs
Oordınıs Clero ecclesiasticıs mestimentıs
induto, offeruntur ıIn SAacrarıo aD
oblationarys, mundate cComposite£
oblate, Ddopulıs SUSCEDLA, GUAS yonıt
In patenıs, Adolens PCAS InCcenN-
S

dıcıt hanc (Orationem: DomineEUYN n  NV TLOLEL IIatTOoLÄONXNG EITL
Tn nmOoO0OEOTEL TOU AYLOU QOTOU: [ Deus noOStier72  Taft  b.,The Texts  PYROMALUS?*?  JOHANNISBERG***  1: ToV’ - Ev, Aylols : MaTOOS: NUOV  1. De Libro  Baoıkelov to0Ü uEyAlov LEQOovoyia  Sacramentorum in primis  xatä ıNv TAEW TIG UEYAÄANG EXKÄN-  Missa Sancti Basilij  OlaGs &v Talc LÖLaLG EOQTALS AEVOUMEVN.  Magni.  2. Primum patriarche cum sequentis  ordinis Clero ecclesiasticıs vestimentis  induto, 3. offeruntur in Sacrario ab  oblationarijs, mundate ac composite  oblate, ä populis suscepte, quas ponit  in patenis, & adolens super eas incen-  Sum,  4. diciıt hanc Orationem: Domine  4. Eüyn Hv noıel 6 ITatoıdoxXNnNSs En  ıj no00EoEL TOÜ äÜylov ÄETOV: °O  Deus noster ... [Prothesis Prayer].  „ =Prothesis  Oeöc ö Oeöc HWÖV  Prayer  243]_  5. IT0ö ıs &E1eVoews TOD IIatToLdO-  5. Tunc ante aduentum Pontificis, in-  Xov, ol iegelc, xal ol ÖldxovoL ol  trant Ecclesiam Presbyter & Dia-  OVAAELTOVOVOÜVTEG, ELUEOXOVTAL ELG  conus, E& stantıbus ante cancellos, dicit  TÖV VaÖv: xal LOTAUEVWOV QÖ TÖV  Presbyter, inclinato capite, hanc Ora-  tionem secrete: Domine Deus noster,  äyilwv OvoÖv, ö TOCOTOS TÄV LEQOV  MALVÖUEVOG, TOAÜTNV TNV EUXNV AEVEL  cuius potestas est sine numero  UVOTIXAG: KOQLE Ö OEdc HLOV, 0U TO  [Prayer of First Antiphon].  XOCTOG ÄVELKAOTOV  ; [Prayer ıof  First Antiphon  245] 3  At the Third Antiphon of the Enarxis, the rubrics resume as follows:  6. Kal toV ’AoyXLEOEwWG Ex TOD OO6VvOov  6. Et procedit pontifex,  &v © EXaOEEETO Ev TÖ KÄTW UEOEL TG  ExANnNOlLAag ÄVLOTOAUEVOV Xal ELG TO  äyıov Bjua ELOEOXOMEVOUV:  7. ö Öldx0ovog AEyeı ’Ev eloNvN tOU  7. Diaconus dicit: In pace Dominum  Kvoiov öen0GueEv- Kal Ta EENc.  postulemus ...  242 Goar 153-56.  243 LEW 309.5-21.  244 Witzel, Liturgia S. Basılii (note 208 above) ff. biiy”-biij".  245 LEW. 310.45:311.2./ Prothesıs Prayer]:.

Prothesıs©EOC ©EÖC NUOV
Pfayer243]

100 TNG EAEÜUOEWG TOU IT1aT0LAO0- Tunc Aante aduentum Pontificıs, 1NL-
XOU, OL LEQELG, XCl OL ÖLAXOVOL OL Ecclesiam Presbyter Diıa-
OVAAELTOVOVOÜVTEC, ELOUEOXOVTAL ELG stantıbus anıte cancellos, dicıt
TOV VAaOV Xal LOTOUMEVWOV TOO TMWV Presbyter, ınclinato Capıte, hanc Ora-

tionem secrete: Domine Deus nNOSTer,ÜV LOV 0vOoÖV, TOWTOC T@MV LEO@OV
XALVOUEVOG, TOAUTYV TNV EÜUYXNV AEVEL CU1US est sıne TIG ©

UVOTLIXWG: ULE ©EOC NUOV, O1 TO [Prayer of Fırst Antıphon].
XOÜTOG AVELXOOTOV Prayer of
Fırst Antıphon245]
At the Thırd Antıphon of the Enarxıs, the rubrıics LESUANE AS ollows:

Ka LOU AÄOYLEDQEWG EW TOU 00O0VOU Et procedit pontiıfex,
SV EXAOEGCETO EV TW HAT UEOEL UNG
EXXKÄNOLAG AVLOTAUEVOU XL ELG TO
AYLOV DUa ELOUEOYOUMEVOUV:

Öübn ÖLAÄXOVOG EYvEL Ev ELONVN TOU DiıaAconus diıcıt: In PaCCc Domınum
KUQOLOU ÖEN  EV Kail Ta EENGC. postulemus

DE} (30ara
245 OE  Z 209.5-21
244 Wıtzel, Lıturg14a Basılıu (note 208 above) {+t. bı1 “ -bau)”.
245 LE  z 2404153112
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AOYXLEOEUG ÄEVEL A£OTNOTAO Pontifex dicıt: Domine Deus NOSTIer

UQLE ©EOC |Introıit Prayer“”°]. |Introıit Prayer):

Ar the (sreat Entrance, durıng the Cherubic Hymn, the oifts A brought the
altar, but the rubrics do NOLT 5SaV trom where:

"Evtaü0ba EEAYOVTAL, XL Interea deportantur deponuntur
NOOTLOEVTAL Ta AAyı Ö®O®O0M, VITO TWMWV MKAUKNEYVA PresbyterisThe Skeuophylakion of Hagia Sophia  3  8. °O ’Aoyxıs08D5 AEyer  AEONOTA  8. Pontifex dicit: Domine Deus noster  Küoıe ö Oe6cs [Introit Prayer?*°].  aflntroit.Prayer]:  At the Great Entrance, during the Cherubic Hymn, the gifts are brought to the  altar, but the rubrics do not say from where:  9, ’EvtaDi0a  EEAyOVTAL,  XAaL  9. Interea deportantur & deponuntur  noOTWEVTAL TÄ.Äyıa ÖGOA, NO TÄV  munera ä Presbyteris ...  LEOEWV ...  Atthe end of the servicle in both texts, the recession is presented as follows:  10. Eita tnc uETAANWEWG TELELWÖEL-  10. Post Conmunionem antem por-  On TÜ Ääyıa Eic TÖ OXEVOÖPVACKLOV  tantur munera ın Sacrarıum, cantan-  ELOPEOQOVTALILÄVTWV WAALOUEVWV TÖ*  tibus omnibus hec: Repleatur 0s nos-  trüum.. « Halleluia.  InowONTW TO OTOUA LOD.  11. °O öıdx0ovos: ’QOo00L upeEtAAaßÖV-  11. Diaconus: Rect& qui accıpuımus  TEG  il  12. O öıdxovoc: °Ev eloHıvN nEOEL-  12 Diaconus: In pace procedamus, ın  nomine dominıi.  OwLEV.  13. Pontifex post hec vadit retrö lec-  13. °O ’Aoyıe08D5 uETÄ TAaÜTA, ÖMLO-  Oev TOoÜ Äußwvoc ÄnNEOKXETAL Xal Ö  torium, et dicit Diaconus: In pace do-  ÖLldx0ovoc AE&yer Tobü Kvolov Sen-  minum postulemus.  OOUEV.  14. °O ’A0xL80€VUG: °O EONOYOV.  14. Pontifex: Qui benedicis ... Amen.  15. Et repetunt Ministri: Amen.  15. Kal ol ÖmreoNTtAL ÜNOXOLVOVTAL  AuNV.  16. Kal &ig Tö 0xEVOPVAdKLOV ÄNEO-  16. Et pergunt in Sacrarium tollere  yovtaı Xal TA ieQU EXÖVOVOLV EYYÜG  vestimenta sSua.  TNS OO0 0ETEWG.  2. Summary:  From these texts it seems clear to me, at any rate, that:  1  Before the liturgy the patriarch and clergy are in the “sacrarıum” or sacristy  (2).  From the parallels in the related Greek text, it is obvious that this “sacrarıum ”  is the skeuophylakion where the gifts are prepared (3-4) and to which they  are returned after communion (10).  I take this skeuophylakion to be the northeast rotunda just outside Hagia  Sophia, in agreement with all the extant evidence and all its reputable in-  terpreters.  246 LEW 312.14-30.LEOEWV

At the en of the ervice 1n both CXTS; the recession 15 presented AS ollows:
LE TNG UWETAAÄNWEWG TEAEWDOEL- LO s Communiıonem DOT-

ONG Ta _  AAyı ELG TO TXEVOMVAAHKLOV FEANLEMUNY MUNEYVA In Sacrarıum, CANLAN-

ELOOMEOOVTAL TTAVTA@MV AAAOUMEVWOV C t1Dus omnıbus hec. Repleatur OS HOS=

trumThe Skeuophylakion of Hagia Sophia  3  8. °O ’Aoyxıs08D5 AEyer  AEONOTA  8. Pontifex dicit: Domine Deus noster  Küoıe ö Oe6cs [Introit Prayer?*°].  aflntroit.Prayer]:  At the Great Entrance, during the Cherubic Hymn, the gifts are brought to the  altar, but the rubrics do not say from where:  9, ’EvtaDi0a  EEAyOVTAL,  XAaL  9. Interea deportantur & deponuntur  noOTWEVTAL TÄ.Äyıa ÖGOA, NO TÄV  munera ä Presbyteris ...  LEOEWV ...  Atthe end of the servicle in both texts, the recession is presented as follows:  10. Eita tnc uETAANWEWG TELELWÖEL-  10. Post Conmunionem antem por-  On TÜ Ääyıa Eic TÖ OXEVOÖPVACKLOV  tantur munera ın Sacrarıum, cantan-  ELOPEOQOVTALILÄVTWV WAALOUEVWV TÖ*  tibus omnibus hec: Repleatur 0s nos-  trüum.. « Halleluia.  InowONTW TO OTOUA LOD.  11. °O öıdx0ovos: ’QOo00L upeEtAAaßÖV-  11. Diaconus: Rect& qui accıpuımus  TEG  il  12. O öıdxovoc: °Ev eloHıvN nEOEL-  12 Diaconus: In pace procedamus, ın  nomine dominıi.  OwLEV.  13. Pontifex post hec vadit retrö lec-  13. °O ’Aoyıe08D5 uETÄ TAaÜTA, ÖMLO-  Oev TOoÜ Äußwvoc ÄnNEOKXETAL Xal Ö  torium, et dicit Diaconus: In pace do-  ÖLldx0ovoc AE&yer Tobü Kvolov Sen-  minum postulemus.  OOUEV.  14. °O ’A0xL80€VUG: °O EONOYOV.  14. Pontifex: Qui benedicis ... Amen.  15. Et repetunt Ministri: Amen.  15. Kal ol ÖmreoNTtAL ÜNOXOLVOVTAL  AuNV.  16. Kal &ig Tö 0xEVOPVAdKLOV ÄNEO-  16. Et pergunt in Sacrarium tollere  yovtaı Xal TA ieQU EXÖVOVOLV EYYÜG  vestimenta sSua.  TNS OO0 0ETEWG.  2. Summary:  From these texts it seems clear to me, at any rate, that:  1  Before the liturgy the patriarch and clergy are in the “sacrarıum” or sacristy  (2).  From the parallels in the related Greek text, it is obvious that this “sacrarıum ”  is the skeuophylakion where the gifts are prepared (3-4) and to which they  are returned after communion (10).  I take this skeuophylakion to be the northeast rotunda just outside Hagia  Sophia, in agreement with all the extant evidence and all its reputable in-  terpreters.  246 LEW 312.14-30.Halleluıua.LIMm0owONTO TO OTWOUO WOUVU
11 ÖLÄXOVOG: 'Uo0oLl WETOAOPOV- 11 Di1aAconus: Rect:  e qUu1ı aCC1PULMUS
LEC

ÖLÄXOVOG: v ELONVYN NOOEL- Diaconus: In DaCC procedamus, ın
nomıne domuinı.WUEV

Pontifex DOSL hec m»adıt retro lec-13 AÄOYLEDQEUG UETO. TAUTA, vA  ILLO-
QV TOU AUOVOG AINEOXETAL WLLE QVn tOYLUM, el dıcıt Diaconus: In PDaCcc do-
ÖLAÄXOVOG EVEL ToU KUQLOU ÖEN- mınum postulemus.
OÖOUEV

AÄOYLEQEVUS: EUAOYÖOV. Pontifex: Quı benedicısThe Skeuophylakion of Hagia Sophia  3  8. °O ’Aoyxıs08D5 AEyer  AEONOTA  8. Pontifex dicit: Domine Deus noster  Küoıe ö Oe6cs [Introit Prayer?*°].  aflntroit.Prayer]:  At the Great Entrance, during the Cherubic Hymn, the gifts are brought to the  altar, but the rubrics do not say from where:  9, ’EvtaDi0a  EEAyOVTAL,  XAaL  9. Interea deportantur & deponuntur  noOTWEVTAL TÄ.Äyıa ÖGOA, NO TÄV  munera ä Presbyteris ...  LEOEWV ...  Atthe end of the servicle in both texts, the recession is presented as follows:  10. Eita tnc uETAANWEWG TELELWÖEL-  10. Post Conmunionem antem por-  On TÜ Ääyıa Eic TÖ OXEVOÖPVACKLOV  tantur munera ın Sacrarıum, cantan-  ELOPEOQOVTALILÄVTWV WAALOUEVWV TÖ*  tibus omnibus hec: Repleatur 0s nos-  trüum.. « Halleluia.  InowONTW TO OTOUA LOD.  11. °O öıdx0ovos: ’QOo00L upeEtAAaßÖV-  11. Diaconus: Rect& qui accıpuımus  TEG  il  12. O öıdxovoc: °Ev eloHıvN nEOEL-  12 Diaconus: In pace procedamus, ın  nomine dominıi.  OwLEV.  13. Pontifex post hec vadit retrö lec-  13. °O ’Aoyıe08D5 uETÄ TAaÜTA, ÖMLO-  Oev TOoÜ Äußwvoc ÄnNEOKXETAL Xal Ö  torium, et dicit Diaconus: In pace do-  ÖLldx0ovoc AE&yer Tobü Kvolov Sen-  minum postulemus.  OOUEV.  14. °O ’A0xL80€VUG: °O EONOYOV.  14. Pontifex: Qui benedicis ... Amen.  15. Et repetunt Ministri: Amen.  15. Kal ol ÖmreoNTtAL ÜNOXOLVOVTAL  AuNV.  16. Kal &ig Tö 0xEVOPVAdKLOV ÄNEO-  16. Et pergunt in Sacrarium tollere  yovtaı Xal TA ieQU EXÖVOVOLV EYYÜG  vestimenta sSua.  TNS OO0 0ETEWG.  2. Summary:  From these texts it seems clear to me, at any rate, that:  1  Before the liturgy the patriarch and clergy are in the “sacrarıum” or sacristy  (2).  From the parallels in the related Greek text, it is obvious that this “sacrarıum ”  is the skeuophylakion where the gifts are prepared (3-4) and to which they  are returned after communion (10).  I take this skeuophylakion to be the northeast rotunda just outside Hagia  Sophia, in agreement with all the extant evidence and all its reputable in-  terpreters.  246 LEW 312.14-30.Amen.
Et Mınastraı: AAKa OL UITEONTAL AINOXOLWVOVTAL

QUNV.
K ELG TO OXEVOOMVACAKLOV Za  AINEO- Et Derzunt ıIn Sacrarıum tollere

XOVTOL Xal OR} LEOC SXODVDOVOLV vestimenta 5:

UNG NO00ETEWS.

5Summar'):
TOmM these It clear IN  5 A allL y rate, that:

Betore the lıturgy the patrıarch aN! clergy AT 1ın the “sacrarıum “ OT sacrısty
(2)
TOmM the parallels 1n the related Greek LEXT, IT 15 obvıous that thıs “sacrarıum”
15 the skeuophylakıon where the oifts AL prepared (3-4) and which they
ATC returned after communıon (10)

take thıs skeuophylakıon be the northeast rotunda Just outsıde Hagıa
Sophıa, 1n agreement wiıth all the S XYFAHT eviıdence an! Al ItSs reputable 1N-
terpreters.

246 DE  < 121410
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After vesting GDE which the FOXT iımply W as also one ın the skeuo-
phylakıon that 15 where the VesSstmMenNntTS and other paraphernalıa needed tor

247the ntro1lt procession WEEIC kept, where the clergy A betfore the servıce,
and where they unvest atter It (16) the “oblationarıes” present the patrı-
arch in the skeuophylakıon the offerıngs previously received trom the taıth-
f11] (3) The patrıarch places them the Patens, iIncenses them, and recıtes the
Prothesıs Prayer (3-4)
Then betore the “arrıval (E\gvOLc/adventus)” of the patrıarch 1.E., betore the
ntroıt ‘“L.ttle Entrance” of the lıturgy (IIE presbyter and deacon A be-
tore the Holy Doors of the chancel and begın the Enarxıs wıth the Prayver of
the Fıirst Antıphon (5) (at that tiıme the ınıtıal blessing had NOLT yel been added

the rıte248)
AÄt the (sreat Entrance the oifts AIC etched and placed the altar (9) 'The
brıics Sa V they WEeiTC “brought OuUt wıthout sayıng ftrom where. But S1IncCe they
wer«ec prepared 1ın the skeuophylakıon (3-4) It 15 hard imagıne where else
they could ave brought trom
At the end of the lıturgy the leftover oifts AIC returned the skeuophylakion
(10) where the clergy unvest (16)
Let us examıne each of these process10ns an trom the skeuophylakıon.

1 he ntro1t

The tirst (JI: KT wetle Entrance” has already been adequately treated by Mateos,
Mathews, Strube, and, SOINNC CEXTCENLT, myself.““” The central element 1ın the
VIeWS of these authors 15 that the T ıttle Entrance” W as the orıginal ntro1lt of the
Byzantıne eucharıst 1.€., procession Into the church trom outsıde. In The
(Jreat Entrance, where the I Attie Entrance” only 1n passıng, remarked
that “rhe tirst Intro1t W AS AT least non-stational days beyond anı y doubt

250procession trom the skeuophlakıon through the atrıum aN! In the maın OOr
Al the tront (wes en of the church.”2>1 Admittedly, thıs generalızatıon Kn

24 / We SCC such objects the processional O:  y evangelıary, candles, and thurıble borne 1n the In-
tro1ıt of lıturgıes preceded by stat1onal process1ion: De Ceriımonı11s I) 1’ 9’ 76 (17),; B (18), 41
(233. a (26); 36 (27% (28), 39 (30), Vogt L, 2 E} S, D3 103, 122 4-595, 139, 146, 154; ct. id.,
Commentaire I) 128; Mathews, Early Churches 142 It 15 NOT unreasonable SUDDOSC theır LUSC

1n the Introit of non-stational eucharısts, LOO.

248 See above al AA TI
249 Tatt, Great Fantrance /7-89, Z 196; 1d., Beyond Fast and West. Problems IN Liturgical

Understanding 2nd ed Rome 1997 2-16; “Pontitical Lıturgy" In 5-10; Lıturgy of
the Great Church” 1d.; he Liturgy of the Great Church An Inıtial Synthesıs of Structure
and Interpretation the LEve of Iconoclasm, ” DOP 2435 (1980-1981)a id., Lıturgy ıIn
Byzantıum, ch. I7 here 50#f.

Z} “ Atrıum” here W as slıp ot the quıill; read “narthex” instead.
Z Taft, Great Entrance 196
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quired nuancıng, which provıded 1ın later study where deal wıth the ntro1t
52  professo.“ What proposed there Ca  - be summarızed in three poınts:
On non-statıonal days the patrıarch W as in the skeuophylakıon before the hıt-
UrSyYy. hıs 15 contirmed by the lace of ordınatıon m1ınor orders ın the early
OULGES

(Ine prıest and deacon presided ON the Enarxıs, whıiıle others of the clergy
escorted the patrıarch the narthex awalt the ntro1lt betfore the Imperı1al
Doors. So CVEC11 non-statiıonal days the patrıach made real trom
outsıde. Exactly when AT how the patrıarch and hıs ESCOTT went trom the
skeuophylakıon the narthex, however, WC do NOLT NOW.

2523Later, probably by the 11th CENLUFY, the outsıde skeuophylakıon talls Into
disuse, SV disappears, the bıshop 1in the church and 15 present AT the lif=
UursYy trom the STAIT, where he awalts the ntro1t seated E throne tirst ın the
narthex, later 1n the aVC Displacements 1n the place of mınor ordınatıons
tollow these peregrinations of the bishop.
Lar uS$s FeVIeEeW the evidence tor these developments.
The Patrıarch In the Skeuophylakion:

In the earliest EXTAaNT OUTGCES of the Byzantıne pontifical lıturgy, BAS 1ın the
Johannısberg an Pyromalus redact10ons, the patriarch 15 1n the skeuophylakıon
tor the Prothesıis Prayer betore the lıturgy PITODCI beg1ıns (sectiıon 4)
The ECXT generatıon of pontitical OUICES; by which time the outsıde skeuophy-
lakıon had probably tallen into disuse, either make mentıon of the bıshop 45 -

Z254 0)8 skıp OVeCeLI that rıte entirely,sıstıng Ar the Prothesıs rıte before the lıturgy
doubtless because the oifts WT E prepared wıthout the bıshop asSıstıng. The b1ı-
shop, waltıng 1n the narthex (1° NAaVC, had NOLT yeLl entered the SANCLUALY ATCAa

where by that time the 1fts WEeTiTC prepared, and could make hıs offeriıngs only

257 Taft, “Pontitical Lıturgy” E 51
Z Here agaln, Moran misrepresents VIeWS: “Taft believes that the Great Entrance W 4As stil]

enacted trom outsıde the church 1n the ate weltth century” (Moran, “Skeuophylakıon, ” 29,
referring Taft, Great Entrance 198) In tact, clearly that talkıng about “the PIE-
iconoclast Great Entrance” (ibid. 199 And the SCOHILCE Cıte (ibid. 197-98), though INnCOrpor-
ated into the versıon of Leo Iuscan (  S AD); clearly identify “trom diataxıs that
ZOCS back least as tar the 10th century ” (ibid. 97 In the SAaInlle CONLEXT that G 1$
NOT untıl the 10th CENTUFY that the trıpartıte ADSC AL the EAST end of Constantıinoplıtan churches
becomes general” (ibid. 184) G1 also Taltz The Byzantıne ıte A However, the L[EXT. of An-
thony otf Novgorod, which neglected 1n the latter work, SEAFES clearly that 1n 1200 the
outsıde skeuophylakıon W AasSs still the prothesıis (sectıon 4ANA3 $ D above)

Z Arabıc GCHR: Bacha O-11, SA $ 1}
Z The roll Jerusalem Stavrou FO9: British Librar'y Add. 34060, Taft, “Pontitical Lıturgy" I) e

8 9 the archieratıkon of Gemistos, ed Dmitrievsk1), OnucaHue LL 301-4; and ot the Andreas
Skete codex, hid. I7 S6
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later which 15 exactly what SGC 1n later SOUTCCS of the pontifical. But aVe
already detailed al thıs elsewhere.256

Apropos of the bıshop recıting the Prothesis Prayer 1n the skeuophylakion,
Moran that 1n BAS of Barberinı Gr 556, “r hıs Praycr 15 tollowed by the
pIaycCLIS of the three antıphons and the PpIraycI of the Lattle Entrance. The patrı-
arch 15 NOLT present tor the three antıphon PTraycCrs why should he be prescnt
tor the prothesı1s prayer  ?»257 Thıs ıllustrates perfectly how Moran’s an
methods dıtter. Prescinding, tor the MOMENL, ftrom the tact that Moran hımself
had strongly argued 1ın LW earlier articles that the patrıarch WAaS, in fact, pPresent
ıIn the Efor +he ENarXıS AaAn therefore, inevitabl'y for +he three antıphon DYTAa'y-

258ET3 there S oft COUI'SC, TCason whatever why the patrıarch should he 1ın the
skeuophylakıon tor the Prothesıs Prayer. The whole poıint 15 NOLT what could,
should, OT INAaYy aV been, but what the ECXAANtE evidence Sa y S WUWaAS, Whenz
lıable documents, Pyromalus and Johannisberg BAS. unambıguously that
the patrıarch XAS, In fact In +he skeuophylakion Just before +he [itur2y),
method 15 attempt deal wıth what the evıdence Sa y S WUAS, rather than 1 -
agıne what might/could/should/must aVe been despite the eviıdence. avVve
stake 1n locatıng the patrıarch 1ın the skeuophylakion betfore the lıturgy. do

259only because the documents do

The Patrıarch ın the Narthex:
Next, tind the patrıarch 1ın the narthex before the Imperı1al Doors, awaltıng
the OMentT of the ntroı1t. The 10th-century pontifical diataxıs of codex British
Librar'y Add desceribes thıs 4S ollows:

K When the archdeacon has received perm1ss10n, the eNAarxıs beg1ins and the antıphons A1C SUuns.
And when the t1ime tor the intro1t, the bıshop 1$ seated betfore the beautitul doors

(XOAONLEVOC QOYLEQEUC NOO TOV WDOCLOV NUAOV) an OWS three times the A hen atter
the A  eacon who 1$ carryıng the holy Gospel SdYy S, OT US DYA') the Lord;” and those stand-
ıng nearby 5SaYV, ‘ Kyrıe eleison,” the bıshop OWS slıghtly and thıs Prayel. Master, Lord
OLKT (35 Introit Prayer]. hen he kısses the Gospel ıthout bowing, and supported by
LW archontes deacons] he eNntiers and ZOCS the holy doors. And atter bowiıing them

260and kıssıng the holy 1COnN 1ın the Joınt the left, he ZOCS iInto the SANCLUAFY,

256 Tatt, (Jreat Entrance/lTo the SOUTCECS cıted there, the latest editions of the pontifical:
ApYLeDATLKOH B (Rome 61 and AOYLEOATIXOV (Athens 18-19, where the bishop
makes hıs commemoOratıons an SayS the Prothesıis Prayer Just betore the Great Entrance PpIO-
Cessi10n.

T Moran, “Skeuophylakıion, ” 30
258 Moran, “Gestaltung, ” 9-80; 1d., “ NarXisı“ 0-6
259 paralle] ntroıt rıtual exısted 1n the Badıa Greca dı Grottaterrata south ot Rome, which has

preserved both 1ts Byzantıne rıte and Its unbroken unıon wıth Rome Since betore the aSt-
West schıism. The skeuophylakıon W asSs the chamber oft the southwest COTIIET of the aV that
15 110 chapel. At statıonal ServıiCces the hegumen waıted there untı| the Thırd Antıphon of the
lıturgy make hıs (prıvate communıcatıon trom colleague Prot. Stetano Parenti).

760 Taltt,; “Pontitical]l Liturgy” I)S and OTE 1 9 LLL 10527
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Just how an when the patriarch went ftrom the skeuophylakıon the narthex
15 OPCH speculatıon. On the basıs of the rubric 1ın the Johannisberg versıion that
“before the arrıval of the patrıarch presbyter an deacon the church”
tor the Enarxıs (section 5) had proposed that the patrıarch and the
other clergy WEeTC still C  1n sacrarıo ” (3-5) 1.€., 1n the skeuophylakıon, and
entered the church PropCI only later (6)

As Moran poılints OUuULTL, the correspondıing rubric in the Pyromalus Codex Say S
261the clergy the VAÖOC, which Cal 1LLICAIN either the church ( Its iınmost part.

Furthermore, the Pyromalus I11S, 1n rubrıic NOT tound ın the related Johannıs-
berg vers10n, has the patriarch rıse trom hıs throne 1ın the lower part of the
church and the SANCLUaALY AE the Lattle Entrance (6 SO the patrıarch MUSLT

ave been seated Y throne 1ın the lower aV beforehand. hıs 15 confirmed by
the tact that 1ın both Johannisberg aM Pyromalus BAS, the patriarch recıtes the
ntro1lt Prayer after entering the U (6-8) and NOLT before the Imperi1al Doors
trom the narthex Into the NaVC, AS 1ın the earlıer SyYSLEM. But thıs 15 precisely what

afttırm 1ın study Moran 1gnOres:
The Byzantıne lıturgy GE began wıth the introit. When the eNAarXI1S rıte of three antıphons
W as added betore the intro1t, it W as celebrated the pontifical lıturgy by 1E presbyter and OIlC

deacon least through the 17th CENLUTY. In the 10th CENLUFY SOUTITCCS the bishop and other M1N1S-
Lers still vested 1ın the skeuophylakıon and did NOL the church untiıl the intro1t (thırd) antı-

phon. When the outsıde skeuophylakıon ell Into disuse it became CUSTLOMAFY tor the bishop
awaılt the intro1it 1n the narthex, seated betore the “Beautitul Doors” leadıng Into the A Thıs
intermedıate uUus«e 15 what ınd 1n OUL document codex British Library Add. ].262

In the SAamle study ad that ın the Pyromalus Codex from the SA per10d, “the
bishop apparently entered betore the antıphon awalt the intro1t trom throne
1ın the »”  nave, and PFrOPDOSC that thıs ARBICCS wiıth the 1 1th-century order of the
ervıce 1n the Arabıc pontifical. In thıs 1115 of 1260 trom the Melkıte Patrı-
archate of Antioch,*°> the bishop 15 already 1ın church tor the beginnıng of the
lıturgy, SINCE the prıest seek hıs blessing begın the Enarxıis.  266 As in
the solemn Russıan pontifical rıte today, the bıshop apparently SAat Al hıs “l ower
throne OTQ xaOEÖDA)  »26/ in the Center of theA trom the beginnıng of the

261 Moran, “RNarXis,. 160; {d.; “Gestaltung, ” 9-80, 1d;, “Skeuophylakıon, ” Note, however,
that the tirst meanıng oıven 1n Liddell, Scott, Greek Englısh Lexıcon (9th ed Oxtord
1966 1160, an ampe (note 135 above) 897, 15 NOL the AVC but the entıire buildıng

262 Taft, “Pontitical Liturgy” I: 105-6
263 Ibid. II 106 Ote
264 Bach 405 OIn the ate of the lıturgy 1n thıs SCUL:GE SGs nofe 218 1above.
263 The patrıarchs of Antioch A y1ven precedence anı gommemorated ın the anaphora: Bacha

464; ct. Jacob, Formulaire 299
266 Bacha 27 412, 4423
26/ Mateos, Iypıcon H} 299
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lıturgy untiıl the Little Entrance, when he eNtEers the sanctuary.268 lengthy
bric desceribes 1n detaijl the ntro1t 1n thıs Arabıc archieratikon:

And when the procession has already SOMNC OUut toward the central Imperıal Door of the church,
and betore them the porter and LW subdeacons, ıth LW candelabra 1n theır hands which
A1C LW lıghted candles, an the deacons betore the bıshop (TA’TS al-kahanah),“°? and the
archbishop (ra’Ts al-asägtfah) stands ın the mıddle of the door, and the deacons iınsıde the OOr
lıned hıs rıght, and the priests ın tront of them, wiıth the sen10rs of the LW orders beside
the archbishop, and all standıng according rank, OIlC atter the other. hen (D the Gospel
carrıed by the archdeacon, and the CGETNSET (tımı14ton) carrıed by the second deacon.

And when 11 ATC 1n place, the archdeacon SayvyS 1n low vOo1ce: “Il'l let us Prayvy the
I ora.? The second deacon, holdıng the CEeSeTr 1n hıs eft hand, the incense 1n hıs rıght, makes
sıgn the bıshop, who SaVvVS ın low vOolCce the Incense FPrayer, anı al the end of the Praycer he COIM-
cludes wıth the sıgn of the] And whıle he oes thıs, the deacon PULS incense 1n the CGSr
and iIncenses the right, then the left, and then the archbishop.

hen the archbishop SaVvS the tollowing pTIaycCl, which begins: “Lord I]d Master OUr God,
wh: ave established 1ın heaven the orders and armıes of angels mınıster yOUTr glory»
And he ralses hıs VO1CE: “ For VOU belongs all glory, honor and worship Amen  K A

The deacon exclaıms: “ Wısdom, arıse!”
Those carryıng the candles torward, then the deacons LW by LW accordıngrank, and the archbishop walks last, and LW deacons SUuppOTrL hıs hands OUuUtL of reESPECL and honor.
And each of them kısses the hand he 15 supporting when he tirst takes L and when he lets

of 1t at the OOr of the SANCLIUATY, The priests behind hım the bishop], LW [by twol.
The ectors Sa y CC OMme: let worship and bow OoWwn LL Ds 94:6a*717.
he deacons entfer the SANCLUAFY first, the archdeacon PULS the Gospel the AaW CSOME altar

ett of the altar.
and the second deacon incenses. The deacons sphit Into LW STOUDS, halt the rıght, halt the

11 When the archbishop arrıves al the OOr of the SANCLUAF V, he PrOSLIrates three tiımes, then
ters and stands by the altar78  Taft  liturgy until the Little Entrance, when he enters the sanctuary.?°® A lengthy ru-  bric desceribes ın detail the Introit in this Arabic archieratikon:  1. And when the procession has already gone out toward the central Imperial Door of the church,  and before them go the porter and two subdeacons, with two candelabra in their hands on which  are two lighted candles, and the deacons go before the bishop (ra’is al-kahanah),?? 2. and the  archbishop (7a’”zs al-asäqifah) stands in the middle of the door, and the deacons inside the door  lined up on his right, and the priests in front of them, with the seniors of the two orders beside  the archbishop, and all standing according to rank, one after the other. 3. Then come the Gospel  carried by the archdeacon, and the censer (timiaton) carried by the second deacon.  4. And when all are in place, the archdeacon says in a low voice: “In peace let us pray to the  Lord.” The second deacon, holding the censer in his left hand, the incense in his right, makes a  sign to the bishop, who says in a low voice the Incense Prayer, and at the end of the prayer he con-  cludes with the [sign of the] cross. And while he does this, the deacon puts incense in the censer  and incenses to the right, then to the left, and then the archbishop.  5. Then the archbishop says the following prayer, which begins: “Lord and Master our God,  who have established in heaven the orders and armies of angels to minister to your o  And he raises his voice: “For to you belongs all glory, honor and worship ... Amen.”  6. The deacon exclaims: “Wisdom, arise!”  7. Those carrying the candles go forward, then come the deacons two by two according to  rank, and the archbishop walks last, and two deacons support his hands out of respect and honor.  8. And each of them kisses the hand he is supporting when he first takes it, and when he lets go  of it at the door of the sanctuary. The priests go behind him [the bishop], two [by two].  9. The lectors say: “Come, let us worship and bow down ...” [LXX Ps 94:6a271].  10. The deacons enter the sanctuary first, the archdeacon puts the Gospel on the awesome altar  left of the altar.  and the second deacon incenses. The deacons split into two groups, half on the right, half on the  11. When the archbishop arrives at the door of the sanctuary, he prostrates three times, then en-  ters and stands by the altar ... and the priests stand half on his right and half on his left ...272  This text presents a penultimate stage in the evolution of the pontifical Introit, in  which the bishop is already present inside the church (1-5) for the Enarxis, but  the Introit Prayer is still said at the Imperial Doors of the church (5), not before  the Holy Doors of the sanctuary (8), as in the modern rite. Atthe Introit the pro-  cession goes off to the Imperial Doors in the back of the church (1-3), where the  Introit Prayer and other formalities are accomplished (4-5), then returns  through the nave and enters the sanctuary (7-11).  268 Taft, “Pontifical Liturgy” II, 106.  269  Bacha 448, translates this “archipretre,” which is its literal sense, but the Greek equivalent,  ÄoxLE(QEÖS, means not “archpriest” in the modern meaning of the term (protopresbyter) but  “bishop.” Cf. Taft, “Pontifical Liturgy” I, 296-97 note 50.  270  Introit Prayer, LEW 312.14-30.  271  Traditional el00dwx6v verse, final verse of the Third Antiphon psalm for ordinary days; cf.  Mateos, Celebration 85-86.  272  Bacha 417-18, 448-49 ($ 8). I am grateful to my Arabist colleagues Samir Khalil Samir, S.J., and  Ren6€ Lavenant, S.J., for their assistance with the Arabic of this text. The French translation of  Bacha is somewhat free and not always completely accurate.and the priests stand halt hıs right and half hıs eft 272

hıs LEXT penultimate 1n the evolution of the pontifical Introıt, 1n
which the bıshop 15 already present insıde the church (1-5) for the EKnarxası but
the ntro1ıt Prayer 15 still saı1d Al the Imperı1al Doors of the church (5 NOLT betfore
the Holy Doors ot the SANCLUALY (8), ASs ın the modern rıte. A the ntro1t the PTO-
cession D0OCS off the Imperı1al Doors 19 the back of the church (1_3)> where the
ntro1t Prayer and other ftormalities ATC accomplıshed (4"5)a then reiurns
through the AaVC and CNTETrs the SANCLUAFCY (7-11

268 Taft, “Pontitical Liturgy” IA 106
269 Bacha 448, translates thıs “archipröetre,” which 15 1ts ıteral I1  , but the Greek equıvalent,ÜOYLEQEÜC, NOL “archpriest” ın the modern meanıng of the (protopresbyter) but

“bıshop.” (F Tait, “Pontitical Liturgy” LeOTte
Z ntroıt Prayer, LE  < 1214230
SE Traditional ELOOÖLXÖV„ tinal of the Thırd Antıphon psalm tor ordınary days; ct

Mateos, Celebration 85-86
E Bacha 7-1i( 8) AIl oratetul Arabıst colleagues Samır Khalıl Samır, SJ? and

Ken  E Lavenant, 5 tor their assıstance wıth the Arabic of thıs LG XI The French translatıon ot
Bacha 15 somewhat tree and NOT always completely
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Since ll thıs wıth Moran 1nterpretamon of the Samllec OCU-
(except tor British Library Add which he 18nNOreS) trankly Ar

loss the thrust of hıs polemic, trom the of where the skeuo-
phylakıon W as ocated COn that he SaVv S Rather than ımplyıng that the
patrıarch W as the skeuophylakıon before hıs arrıval the could Just
ell be interpreted ımply the narthex DF In tact the A

dealıng wıth iımply nothıng whatever 1bout where the W as The
terpretation that the skeuophylakıon W 4S editice outsıde the church
15 based entirely these three sımple tacts

The pPut the patrıarch the skeuophylakıon
Every single of related evıdence NOW of OCates the Hagıa Sophıa
skeuophylakıon the outsıde rotunda
No evidence whatever, archeological (JI:- extual provıdes the slıghtest basıs
tor locatıng the narthex thıs AaLLY other period of the rıte of
the (Great Church

The Place of Minor Orders
'The patriarch’s the skeuophylakıon betfore the OPCHINS of the lıturgy

church ı15 corroborated by the tact that IN1NOTr orders, conterred betore the In-
of the lıturgy Byzantıne CMVGIN today, tormerly took place the

skeuophylakıon Lef us TEVICW thıs eviıdence LOO

Some of the earlıer OUTCCS Qth CENLUFY Barberinı G 336 274 114 CENTUCY
Parıs Coıislin 274 13th CENLUFY Grottaferrata 1275 place the rd1-
Natı10nNs the skeuophylakıon betore the ntroılt of the lıturgy hıs W as >

believe, because that 15 where the bıshop W as before the lıturgy began
everal later OUITICCS retlect thıs earlıer tradıtıon EVCNMN atter the

utsıde skeuophylakıon had doubtless tallen 1NTIO disuse They provıde
bric placıng the conterral of orders the diakonıkon CVEI betfore the

doors of the AVC Al the ntro1ıt (EV ÖOLAXOVLX.O Y) UL OO 1W

WEYOAOV TOU VOLOU TU AGV OTE WEAAEL SLOOÖFEVELV ” We C6 thıs trom 4S

early the pontitical euchology of Parıs Coıislin DE AlD) late 4S

codices Parıs (G7y 7309 (15th S: Barberiniı Gy 390 (16th and the 1570 Ven-
1G6E euchology (ELG SEEw  DE OQOVLOV 1O  —> vÜoONKOC DL

5>ymeon of Thessalonıka (TF T ordinationıbus 7 places the

DE Moran, “Gestaltung, 179
DF Parenti Velkovska 165 LOU) ÖLAUXOVLXO, which thıs 111S 15 SYNONYIN tor skeuophy-

lakıon, CAll be SC 111 SS Z ct (30ar 204 Morın, Commentarıus / 1
AL Arranz Eucologio 161 and apparatus ÖLOAXOVLX.OG) Gt (30ar 204 Morın C ommentarıus

x 1
276 Arranz, Eucologio 161 apparatus; (30ar 204 Morın Commentarıyus
Z (30ar 204 Morın (Commentarıus 107
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mınor ordınatıons “betore the Enarxıs of the lıturgy, AL the doors bCIOW (MOO
2758TOUVU TNG LEQOVOYLAG EVÜODEAOOOL, WAtTWOEV EV TALG NÜAOLG), which earlıer,

1in ch 162, he specıtied “betore the Imperı1al Doors (NOO TOV DAOLALXÖOV
”NMUAOGV) clearly the doors trom the narthex 1nto the NAaVC, S1INCEe he distin-

280ou1ishes them trom the “Holy Doors (LEl NOAOL)” leading into the bema
But ın tact by thıs t1ime the bıshop W 9asS already ın the AVC for the Enarxıs. In
Symeon’'s De S$ACYAd liturg14 79 and 3 251 an Exposıti0 de divino templo 46-
56 1It 15 clear that the bıshop entTers the church betore the lıturgy, 1n
the NAaVC, where he “outsıde (EEWOEV)  » untiıl the [ ntrom 1.€., “outsıde
the ema an stayıng below (EEOQ TONU DNWATOG XCLL AT LOTÄUEVOG), ” recıt-
ıng the PraycCrs, while the priest leadıng the Enarxıs 15 “insıde (EvÖOV)” the
SANCLUar Y sayıng the PTayCIS. At the Introıt, the other clergy and mınıstrants
( tetch the bıshop Al the Imperial Doors Aı the WEeSst end of the NAaVC,
and that 15 where the mınor ordinatıons also take place. Whether the clergy 2
OUut Into the narthex tor that PULDOSC 15 HOT clear. Centurıes betfore 5Symeon,

1085-95 1n the Protheoria 11 and 14, WC e simılar pontifical rıte:
ON  (D priest presıdes (QV.GT the Enarxıs, while the bıshop “waIlts 1n the mıddle

283(ELC WEOOV EOTOC)  2 of the church tor the ntro1t AL the Thırd Antıphon.
f reasonable, then, hypothesize that the displacement of mınor Oordı-

natıons trom the skeuophylakıon the narthex W as provoked by chıtt 1n the
locatıon of the sacrısty. VWhen, 1n the CGCOUTSEC of the 8_10th centurıes, the Enarxıs

284oradually became prefixed the lıturgy non-statiıonal days aN! the bıshop
Gaine awalt the ntro1ıt 1n the narthex, that LOO became convenıent place
hold mınor ordinatıons. Once the Enarxıs had become integral part of
Byzantıne Dıvıne Lıturgy, aMn the bishop W AS 1ın the church trom the ot the
servıce, the ordinatıons arTie be celebrated where the bıshop W as, A} the lower
throne 1n the HAVG

1t then, that the place of the ordınatıons ollows Step by Step the d1s-
placements of the bishop who conterred them. Hıs displacements, ın CUrNn; fol-
low the development of the first part oft the Diıvıne Lıiturgy, and the concomıtant
change 1n ot the vesting before the lıturgy trom skeuophylakıon Mal -

275 55:37721)
779 55:368B
2580 55:370AÄ
281 133:256; —
7D TE
2823 140:432B, 5: On the datıng SCC Darrouzes, “Nıcolas d’Andıda elt les aZyMES;

REB 1992203
784 hıs DIOCCSS, tirst observable 730 1n the COMMECNTAr of Germanus 73 (ed Meyendortf

and NOLT completed by the 10th Iypıkon of the Great Church (Mateos, Iypıcon 1L,
283-85) 15 deser1ibed 1n 1d., Celebhration 34-45; Talt Beyond ASt an West (note 249 above)
/-16; BaldovinA
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thex aV C Otherwiıse how Oe€Ss OIlC explain these displacements? I+ the S Al5=-

rISty W aAS always insıde the church, 4S Moran would 2V e it; what possible LE4SOIl

could there 4vVe been for changıng the place of the ordınatıons?

Summar'):
The evidence aV reviewed confirms, thiınk, the chief elements of hy-
pothesıs concernıng the orıgıinal shape of the ntroıt:

CN non-stational days the clergy WEeEeIC 1n the skeuophylakıon betfore the a
tro1ıt.
In Hagıa Sophıa and dE least SOINLC of the other churches of Constantinople,
that skeuophylakıon W as editice outsıde the church PrOopCr.
The original ntroıt W as procession Into the church begın the lıturgy.
So AT SOIMNC tıme betore OT durıng the Enarxıs, the patriarch and other clergy
NOL involved 1n that ritual had leave the skeuophylakıon aAM S the TLa

thex torm thıs process1ion. When @]4 how they did S aVe ıdea
The bıshop and hıs retinue awaılt the ntro1ıt 1n the narthex betore the “Beauti1-
f11] Doors” (TOO T(DV OOALOV WUAOV), “ 1.€., the maın central OT “Imperial
Doors” leadıng from the narthex iınto the aNC  285 where the patrıarch
cited the ntroılt Prayer before entering the church.
The $inal 15 today’s UuSagC, wıth the bıshop’s ntroı1t ınto the church
duced into the SAaNCLUaFY. The bishop entfers the church before
the lıturgy, VEeSTS, conters m1ınor orders, ıt there ATIC al Yy, A hıs throne iın the
NaVC, where he awalts the ntroit.?®6 Wee SCC thıs already in the pontifical dıa-
taxels of Demetr10s Gemıistos (Ca 1390 AD)287 and the Athos Andreas Skete
codextCL
The progressive removal of the ordınatıon rıtes trom the skeuophylakıon
the narthex, and later trom there the bishop’s “lower throne (OAVO®  DE
A0AUFA010100)  e 1n the NAaVC, has nothıng do wıth the ordınatıons DEr S but

everything do wiıth where the ordaınıng bıshop happened be Mınor OTI-

ers WICTFE conterred NOLT Al the altar durıng the eucharıstıic lıturgy, ıke maJor
orders (deacon/deaconess, presbyter, bıshop), but before the lıturgy Al the
statıon where the bishop awaıted the ntro1t. Originally, thıs W 2S the skeuo-

phylakıon. The chitft in the lıturgical diısposıtion of the Byzantıne church
trom outsıde skeuophylakıon insıde prothesıs chamber OT sıde-apse,

2585 On these doors, NOL be CONIUSE: ıth the singular Oaa NM leadıng Into south torehall
of the narthex of Sophıa (Strube, Eingangsseıte 4 ‚ 46, 49-52, 68) and theır Varı0us appela-
t10NS, SCr Taft, “Pontitical Liturey” I7 784 and OTte 1 9 and the SOMVTLGES cıted there.

286 Taft, “Pontitical Lıturgy" _E 106 discuss the SOUFCCS of the Byzantıne pontifical ın ıbid. ,
90-9%

D Dmitrievsk1]), OnucaHue I; 304
288 Dmitrievsk1]), OnucahHue I? 168
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necessıitated the change 1ın where the bıishop SAat awalt the ntro1t Luttle
Entrance. But the orıginal ot mınor orders contirms that the bıshop
W AS 1ın the skeuophylakıon before the lıturgy, and went trom there the
church tor the ntro1t.

So the Pyromalus and Johannisberg of pontitical BAS whose rubrics
cıiıted 271 6 by ısolated wıtnesses the SYSteEmM PTODOSC,

VE The (sreat Entrance

Concerning the Great Entrance there 15 nothıng HE be added what al
ready detaıjled ( V:E T: LWENLTY AgO 1ın lengthy study of the rite.28  D The ATl-

gyument tor the Great Entrance 15 paralle] oft what sa1d above COMNCETMN-

Ing the ntro1lt:
The o1fts WEeIC prepared 1n the skeuophylakion, that 15 where they had
be etched. The earliest SUONUTGE speak of the “bringing 1n of the presanctified

”oifts the SANCLUAFY ftrom the skeuophylakion, AT the (Gsreat Entrance,
the Chronicon Paschale tor the VCal 615 under Patrıarch derg1us L 15 referring

the Liturgy of the Presanctified, but the (Gsreat Entrance process10ns ın
Presancectitied and ın the tull Dıvıne Liturgy A parallels. As late A4AS the
12th-century Dresden 104, 1115 1n which It 15 pertectly clear that the oft-
mentioned skeuophylakıon 15 the outsıde rotunda ave been speakıng
about,291 also Aattests that AT the Holy Thursday eucharıst the oifts ATC

brought 1ın trom the skeuophylakion.“”* And 1n 12700 Anthony of Novgorod
stil1 testities the tact that al Hagıa Sophıa, al least, the outsıde skeuophy-

2973lakıon W as still the place of the prothesıs.
That skeuophylakıon W as editice outsıde Hagıa Sophıa.
SO the Great Entrance, iıke the Little Entrance, W as real ftrom OUL-
sıde Balsamon’s reference the procession passıngz through the women’s

294narthex (sectıon above) contirms that explicıitly.
What the procession tollowed remaıns IMAalienr of speculatıon.
Regardıng the tınal poı1nt, had tormerly proposed that the deacons ın the

259 Tatt; (sJreat Entrance.
290 Dindort E 705-6 2:989A B SV TW Fa  XL  (  AA TONU ELOÄYEOOAL a NMOONYLAOLUEVO 0@O00 ELG TO

QUOLAOTNOLOV U  NO TOU OXEVOOUAACKLOVU WETO. TO eITTETV TOV LEOEC, Kata INV OWOECV TOU
A OLOTOU ()ONU82  'Taft  necessitated the change in where the bishop sat to await the Introit or Little  Entrance. But the original venue of minor orders confirms that the bishop  was in the skeuophylakion before the liturgy, and went from there to the  church for the Introit.  So the Pyromalus and Johannisberg texts of pontifical BAS whose rubrics I  cited are by no means isolated witnesses to the system I propose.  VI. The Great Entrance  Concerning the Great Entrance there is nothing new to be added to what I al-  ready detailed over twenty years ago in my lengthy study of the rite.”®? The ar-  gument for the Great Entrance is an exact parallel of what I said above concern-  ıng the Introit:  1  The gifts were prepared in the skeuophylakion, so that is where they had to  be fetched. The earliest source to speak of the “bringing in of the presanctified  »290  gifts to the sanctuary from the skeuophylakion,  at the Great Entrance,  the Chronicon Paschale for the year 615 under Patriarch Sergius I, is referring  to the Liturgy of the Presanctified, but the Great Entrance processions in  Presanctified and in the full Divine Liturgy are exact parallels. As late as the  12th-century Dresden A 104, a ms in which it is perfectly clear that the oft-  mentioned skeuophylakion is the outside rotunda we have been speaking  about,  291  also attests that at the Holy Thursday eucharist the gifts are  brought in from the skeuophylakion.””* And in 1200 Anthony of Novgorod  still testifies to the fact that at Hagia Sophia, at least, the outside skeuophy-  293  lakion was still the place of the prothesis.  That skeuophylakion was a separate edifice outside Hagia Sophıa.  So the Great Entrance, like the Little Entrance, was a real entrance from out-  side. Balsamon’s reference to the procession passing through the women’s  294  narthex (section A.V above) confirms that explicitly.  4  What route the procession followed remains a matter of speculation.  Regarding the final point, I had formerly proposed that the deacons in the  289 Taft, Great Entrance.  290  Dindorf I, 705-6 = PG 92:989AB: &v T@ xXaL0® TOV ELOAYECOOL TÜ NOONYLAOLEVA. SGOCM ELG TÖ  QVOLAOTYOLOV ÄNÖ TOU OKXEVOOUÄOKLIOV HETÄ TÖ ElnEIV TOV LeEOEa, Katd ıNv ÖwoEAv TOD  Xoı0T00 00v ... (the ekphonesis referred to concludes the Second Prayer of the Faithful just  before the Great Entrance of the Presanctified Liturgy: LEW 348.16-18). Cf. Taft, Great En-  trance 76, 194.  291  See note 76 above.  292  Dmitrievskij, Tunukorbı 124.  293  See above at note 120.  294  Nor is the argument weakened by the 10th c. rubrics in the version of Leo Tuscan: see Taft,  Great Entrance 197-99.the ekphonesıs reterred concludes the Second Prayer of the Faıithtul Just
betore the Great Entrance of the Presanectitied Lıiturgy: LA  z 348.16-18). @& Talt. Great En-
LTANCE /6, 194

291 See 1bove.
297 Dmuitrievsky), TunuKOHBI 122
293 See above OTe 120
794 Nor 1S the weakene!: by the 10th rubrics 1n the versıon of Leo TIuscan: SCC Tatt,

(Jreat Entrancee
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(Gsreat Entrance procession used the OOr ın the e14st end of the north aısle,295

hypothesıs supported by Balsamon’s wıtness the Great Entrance procession
passıngz through the women’s narthex (section above). Here all would ad

that hypothesıs 15 the possıbilıty that 1n z01Ng the skeuophylakıon PTC-
DaICc the process10n, the clergy INAaYy AVe exıted the basılica by the smaller
trance iın the northeast bay of the aisle ACGLTOSS trom the skeuophylakıon. On
entering the basıliıca wıth the o1fts, the (Gsreat Entrance procession INa Y AMNe sed
the SAamnle door, the maın OOr 1n the C581T end ot the north aısle, OTr GVEN the GCETN-

tral doors 1n the north aisle 29 meters AW d Y, SINCE ONC miıght question the SU1t-
abılıty of usıng smaller “servıce entrance” accomodate solemn procession
bearıng large vessels Aan! probably accompanıed by ornately vested clerics bear-
ıng candles, thurıbles, processional CrOSSCSI;, and other processional eE-

(Once iınsıde the basılica, NOW the procession entered the SAaNCLUaL Y V1a the
solea aN! Holy Doors.  2976 So $ the miınısters entered AF the eastern en! they
would probably AVe moved westward OoOWwn the north aisle, then south through
the central colonnade aM directly ACI O55 the solea by the ambo-plinth
285 1ts w est en! Had they entered V1a the central doors ın the north aısle, they
would AVG moved directly south ACGCL0SS the AVC the solea by the ambo
AIl thıs, however, 15 speculatıon.

Moran, 1n addıtiıon hıs other arguments agalnst VIeWS, that the
closıng of the doors of the church atter the dismissal of the catechumens would
render Great Entrance ftrom outsıde problematıc. Ca 628-65U, AaXx1mus CÖn
LesSsOTr, Mystagogı14 }5; intorms us “rhat atter the holy readıng of the Gospel an
the dismissal of the catechumens, there takes place the closıng of the doors of the
holy church of God, which sıgnıf1es the passıng of the mater1a] world and the

1Into the spirıtual worldThe Skeuophylakion of Hagia Sophia  83  Great Entrance procession used the door in the east end of the north aisle,  295 an  hypothesis supported by Balsamon’s witness to the Great Entrance procession  passing through the women’s narthex (section A.V above). Here all I would add  to that hypothesis is the possibility that in going to the skeuophylakion to pre-  pare the procession, the clergy may have exited the basilica by the smaller en-  trance in the northeast bay of the aisle across from the skeuophylakion. On re-  entering the basilica with the gifts, the Great Entrance procession may have used  the same door, or the main door in the east end of the north aisle, or even the cen-  tral doors in the north aisle ca. 29 meters away, since one might question the suit-  ability of using a smaller “service entrance” to accomodate a solemn procession  bearing large vessels and probably accompanied by ornately vested clerics bear-  ing candles, thuribles, processional crosses, and other processional accoutre-  ments.  Once inside the basilica, we know the procession entered the sanctuary via the  solea and Holy Doors.??® So if the ministers entered at the eastern end they  would probably have moved westward down the north aisle, then south through  the central colonnade and directly across to enter the solea by the ambo-plinth  at its west end. Had they entered via the central doors in the north aisle, they  would have moved directly south across the nave to enter the solea by the ambo.  All this, however, is speculation.  Moran, in addition to his other arguments against my views, notes that the  closing of the doors of the church after the dismissal of the catechumens would  render a Great Entrance from outside problematic. Ca. 628-630, Maximus Con-  fessor, Mystagogia 15, informs us “that after the holy reading of the Gospel and  the dismissal of the catechumens, there takes place the closing of the doors of the  holy church of God, which signifies the passing of the material world ... and the  entrance into the spiritual world ... of those who are worthy.”””” Moran com-  ments: “Would then a ceremonial opening of the central door of the north side  at the Great Entrance at the beginning of the Mass of the Faithful go without  mention in Maximus’ 7th century liturgical commentary or in the Historia Ec-  clestastica of St. Germanos  _>»298  What would or would not be mentioned by a commentator is not always a  convincing argument. Except for the Sanctus, Maximus skips the whole ana-  phora,??? a far more important element than the opening and closing of doors.  Furthermore, the closing of the doors had doubtless become a formality after  the dismissals of the catechumens fell into disuse, though it is not at all clear  295 Ibid. 188-89.  296 Ibid. 195-96.  297’ PG°91K693BE:  298 Moran, “Gestaltung, ” 180.  299 Mystagogia 18-20, PG 91:696.of those wh AIC 2297  worthy. Moran COH1-

Would then ceremon1al openıng of the central OOr of the north sıde
A the Great Entrance AF the beginnıng of the Mass ot the Faıithful s without
mentıon ın axımus’ 7th CENLUFY liturgical COMMENTAFCY OT 1n the Hıstor1a Ec-
clesiastica ot St (Germanos ?»298

\What would would NOL be mentioned by AL15 NOLT always
CONVINCING Except tor the S5anctus, Aax1mus skıps the whole AA

phora, tar INOTC important element than the openıng and closıng of doors.
Furthermore, the closıng of the doors had doubtless become tormalıty atter
the dismissals of the catechumens ftell Into disuse, though It 15 NOL AT al] clear

295 Ibid.-
296 Ibid. 5-9
297 1:693BC
298 Moran, “Gestaltung, ” 1U
299 Mystagog14 18-20,



84 aft

when that happened. The hıstory of the catechumenate ın Constantiınople
ma1lns be written.?  0O The councıl iın TIrullo (692) 15 the last time catechumens
AaPPCar 1n Byzantıne canonı1cal legislatıon,301 and the ambıgulty of other 7th-
CENLUFY wıtnesses already chow weakenıng of the tradıtion. axımus’ ySsta-
20214 14-15, speak of the dismissal of the catechumens AL the Byzantıne

3072Dıvıne Lıturgy Aas ıt IT still etffective realıty, nl hıs Vıta reters “rhe
prostration ot the unbaptızed in the PITONAQOS (AUWVUNTOV EV 10 NOOVAW
NOÖNTWOLS).  2305 But 1n hıs Scholia ın Librum De ecclesiastica hierarchia of Poı
Dionysıius, axImus Say S the diısmissal of the catechumens W as dead letter (OU
vivetaL).  304 Later canoni1cal collections INa Y iınclude already existing legıslatıon
regardıng the catechumenate, but such anthologıes continue reproduce earlıer

long after they had lost al torce. SO It 15 NOT altogether clear how effective
instıtu1on the catechumenate had remaıned VEn 24 the tiıme ot Trullo.
But CVGN ıt the dismissal and closıng of the doors WCIC still 1in torce, do NOLT

thıink that would 1DSO facto exclude Great Entrance procession trom the skeuo-
phylakıon ın the lıght of the evıidence adduced.

NaT The Recess1ion

The Chronicon paschale tor 6724 under Patriarch Serg1us (  ®  9 IS OUr

earhiest wıtness the conclusıon ot the Byzantıne communıon riıtual:
ToUutm® O SCTEL  DE W VL QOTENLOLW, In thıs VCal 1624 AD 1ın the month

ATa Powuatouc WOLOO ING ‚D IVÖLX- of AÄArtemesıus May, according the
EILL Romans the 12th indıction, underTLÖOVOG; ZEOYLOU NMATOLAOYXOU

KOVOtTOAVTILVOUNÖAEWG, ENEVONON Patriarch Serg1us of Constantinople,
AAAEOOOaL WETO. TO WETOAAOLDELV innovatıon W AS made 1n the chant-
MÄVTOG TOWOV ÖAYLOOV VOTNOLOV EV ng that atter al AaVe received the
TW WEAAELV TOUC XANOLKOUG 4  n TO Holy Mysterıes, when the clergy AL

OXEVOOUACAKLOV ANOKAALOTAV about reiurn the skeuophylakıon
TLULA OLNTLÖLC, ÖLOXALOLO. %CL NOTNOLA the prec10us rhıpıdıa, chalices an
XCOLL AA LEOC. OXEUN, WETCA. TO E patens and the other sacred vessels,

300 In the meantıme, 1n addıtion rranz’s massıve work the lıturgical documents Arranz,
“dacrements, ” . 1A10 the older study of Almazov, CMODUA YUHONOCNEOOBAHUA
KDEMWUCHUH d MUDONHNOMASAHUH (Kazan 15 still usetul.

301 C'anons IM un: 93 Nedungatt-Featherstone 159, SE
302 91:692-3 (date trom Sherwood, An Annotated Date-list of the Works of Maxımyus the

Confessor [Studıa Anselmıjnna 30, Rome 3 9 61); ct. Mathews, Early Churches 128, 1572
303 Devreesse, Slg VIE de Maxıme le contesseur SCS recens10ns, ” Analecta Bollandıana 46

1928 Z lıne I! BH
304 4:141 hıs LEXT 1$ NOLT those whose authenticıty has een challenged: SCC VO

Balthasar, “ ] )as Problem der Dionysius-Scholien, ” in 1d., Kosmuische Liturgıe. Das Welrtbild
Maxımyus’ des Bekenners 2nd ed Einsı:edeln 1961 644 -67/)
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LW CL TINV atter the distriıbution of communıo0nNAOQATQANECLOV
306ÖLÄOOOLV ANOTEONVOAL NMAÄVTO. ELC INV trom the sıde tables everything 15

OALOLV TOÄNECANV, XCLL WAaAONVOaL TOV brought back the holy altar, and
TEAEUTALOV OTLYXOV TONU XOLVOVLXOU, after chantıng the final of the

EYEOOAL %”COLL TOUTO TO TOONAQLOV, koinonıkon thıs troparıon also be
ITAnNowONTAO TO OTOUC NUOV  a ALVE- SUuNg c Ma.y OUT mouth be tilled wıth
DOEWG XVOLE 3() yOUr praise, Lord

The LEXT 15 straightforward enough, CEXCEPL tor Its reversal of the PropcI order 1n
Z atter communıo0on (Z 4) the vessels wıth the sacred 1fts ATIC tirst brought
the altar (4) and put iın order, then removed the skeuophylakıon (3) The be-
vsinnıng and end of the [EXT (6 announcıng the introduction oft HE COMN-

cludıng communıo0on refraın, 15 the pomt of the chronicle Atter recordıng
tor posterıty the ate of the lıturgical innovatıon (1) the chronicler ascends 1in
climaectıc crescendo ındıcate the part of the lıturgy where the KG refraın had
been introduced. Atter the distrıbution of communıc0on the laıty (2; when
the o1fts ÜFG about be brought back the altar (4) set in order, then removed

the skeuophylakıon (3) tor consumption by the mınısters aftter the lıturgy Al

thıs poınt, when the communıo0n psalmody 15 conclude wıth the sıng1ng of the
last ot the psalm (5) the 1E refraiın 15 appended the psalmody (6)

The recessional W as probably the KEVGTSE of the Great Entrance. But ıf
the 15 uncertaın, the whither and thıther AT beyond dıspute: the
cession eft the SANCLUALCY V1a the Holy [)oors and OoOWnNn the solea AT the
ambo for the Opisthambonos, then went Out the skeuophylakıon where the
mınısters sa1d the final praycr of the lıturgy, the Skeuophylakıon Prayer, and
moved theır sacred vestmen(ts, while the deacons consumed the remaınıng oifts,
then purified and put AWAY the sacred vessels. That 15 the older ritual Al least
and the 1CASOIN tor the Aarde of both Opisthambonos and Skeuophylakıon Rray,-
C155

JEBE Conclusıon

Though sıngle C XLAnı descrıption 15 alone detailed enough provıde
aSpECL of reconstruction of the Byzantıne process1i10ns 1n Hagıa Sophıa, be-
lıeve the OQUFTGES already cıted AT:O est interpreted 1n thıs WAdY. In the tirst place,
the z extremıitıes of both process10ns, the bema Aan! the skeuophylakıon, AIC

unmistakeably clear 1n the OUTC6sS 'The locatıon of bema anN! skeuophylakıon 1n

Hagıa Sophıa ave also been established beyond reasonable cavıl. But because

305 Dıindort I) /14
306 On the <mall credences used tacılıtate the distriıbution of communı10n, SCC Ofe 198 1above.
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SOMINEC tiınd It ımpossıble aAaCCECDL the notion that could AaVe had
outbuilding 4S OM 1tfs poles, the obvious meanıng of the OUTGES 15 discounted,
and ımagınary solutions wıth eviıdential basıs MUST be invented. Agaınst thıs

Canı only repCAaAL what A e already sa1d the tact that OUTCECS 1ıke codex
Dresden 04 and the De CEYLILMONULS describe the patrıarch and CINDCIOF MmOovıngz
In anı OUuUTt of the basılica Its outbuildings ıke the Holy Well (JI: the skeuophy-
lakion, performing theır devotions, iNncens1Ng, veneratıng the relıcs, holding -
ceptions, distrıbuting eulogia, makes It hard SG why, prı071, OTlC MUST
clude the notion that the oifts could AaVe been prepared 1n the skeuophylakion
and brought 1ın trom there.

would CS what aVe trıed establısh 4S ollows:
The earliıest OUTCES place the recıtatıon of the Prothesis P’rayier, the tirst
Praver of the Dıvıne Liturgy ın the earlıest euchologies, 1in the skeuophy-
lakıon.
Some early OT CEs place the patrıarch 1n the skeuophylakion betfore the lit-
Ur V offer and incense the o1ifts, and recıte thıs Prayecer.
The bishop’s in the skeuophylakion before entering church ftor the
openıng of the lıturgy 15 corroborated by the tact that orıginally he conterred
mınor orders there before the ntro1ıt ot the lıturgy.
Thıs ntro1lt W AasSs OMNGE where the lıturgy began wıth the oft the clergy
Into the aV from the narthex. ven atter the addıtion of the Enarxıs of three
antıphons, lıtanıes, and PTavers, the bıshop waıted 1n the narthex, entering the
A an processing the bema only Aat the ntroı1t.
Early OUTrCcCes aVve the oifts brought iın from the skeuophylakion the bema
A the Great Entrance.
Early QY“UTGEes AaVeE the oifts returned the skeuophylakion from the bema
atter communı10n.
In the SAadiIlnle OUTGCEes the last praycr of the lıturgy, the Skeuophylakion Prayer,
15 sa1d 1n the skeuophylakion Al the consummatıon of the ifts tollowing the
ervıce.

COn thıs basıs, aVe drawn the only conclusıon possible: 1n Hagıa Sophıia the
three process10ns of the divıne lıturgy went between the bema and the skeuo-
phylakion. hıs (to iıneluctable) conclusıon has receıved broad aCCECPTLANCE.

How they went an fro depends tour other questions:
Where W as the bema?
Where W as the skeuophylakion?
How did OMNC cCommunıcate between them 1.€., where WEIC the doors and
paths that miıght ave been used?
What dıd the pProcess1ons 1in tact take?

The anıswers quest10ons an AIC clear trom the confluence of lıterary and
archeological evıdence. Imagınıng another solution NOT only flies 1ın the tace of
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thıs evıdence, but finds support iın anythıng but Its proponents’ ımagınatıon.
EXCepL tor SOI confusıon concerning the possıbıilıty of second OOr 1n the 1N-
adequately studied skeuophylakıon rotunda of Hagıa Sophıa, question has
also been resolved. The aNSWeT proposed question 4, what the PrO”
cCess10Ns took, MUST remaın hypothetical 1n the absence of ALLY direct eviıdence.
The hypothesis, however, 15 based the eviıdence, and NOL wıshful thinking
about how the process10ns cshould Aave een


