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Abstract

From the middle of the 11th century onwards the adoption of a new liturgical element, the inter-
hours, and the communal performance of both hours and interhours on all days of the year were
promoted as the hallmarks of monastic reform. The abbots of Evergetis monastery resisted this
trend, most probably because they wished to leave space for individual expressions of worship.
However, the pull of the reform discourse made it difficult to maintain such a position. This can be
seen from the later adaptations of the Evergetis Typikon, which modify the text of their model by
adding stipulations about communal performance of the hours and in most cases also of the inter-
hours. Study of these adaptations further reveals that the Philanthropos Typikon

was an adaptation of the Evergetis Typikon and in turn served as the model for the later rules of
Kecharitomene and Machairas.

Résumé

A partir du milieu du 11e siécle, I'adoption d’un nouvel élément liturgique, les heures
intermédiaires, et la célébration commune des heures et des heures intermédiaires tous les jours
de l'année, furent promues comme des marqueurs de la réforme monastique. Les abbés du
monastére de I'Evergétis résistérent & cette tendance, probablement parce qu’ils souhaitérent
laisser un espace pour I'expression individuelle de la priere. Cependant, I'attrait pour le discours
de la réforme rendit difficile le maintien d’'une telle position. Ceci peut étre vu a partir des
adaptations ultérieures du Typikon de I'Evergétis qui modifiérent le texte de leur modéle en
ajoutant des dispositions sur la célébration collective des heures et, dans la plupart des cas
également, des heures intermédiaires. L’étude de ces adaptations révéle que le Typikon du
Philanthropos est une adaptation du Typikon de I'Evergétis, lequel a servi a son tour de modéle
pour les régles tardives de la Kécharitoméné et de Machairas.
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LITURGICAL INNOVATION
IN 11th- AND 12th-CENTURY CONSTANTINOPLE
Hours and Inter-Hours in the Evergetis Typikon,
its ‘Daughters’ and its ‘Grand-Daughters’

Dirk KRAUSMULLER

It has long been recognised that the Evergetis Typikon is of crucial impor-
tance for the study of Byzantine monasticism because it reflects the ideals of
its authors and thus offers us vital insights into the monastic discourse of
11th-century Constantinople. Moreover, to judge by the surviving evidence, it
appears to have been the preferred model for later rules by monastic and lay
founders. However, one must be careful not to make inflated claims about its
importance. There can be no doubt that its authors wished to found a model
community but it is much less certain that there ever existed an Evergetine
reform movement.!' It should not be forgotten that the Evergetis Typikon was
not the first text of its kind. Rules with an explicit reform agenda had been
produced several decades earlier in the Stoudios monastery and in the
Panagios monastery.> Moreover, one cannot simply assume that the Evergetis
Typikon represents the monastic mainstream. In a recent article I have
analysed stipulations about monastic diet in 11th- and 12th-century rules.?
This analysis revealed that total conformity is demanded in the Panagios
Typikon and in the Testament of John the Faster for the Petra monastery,
which dates to the beginning of the 12th century: the monks are told to come
to every meal and to eat from every dish that is being served. By contrast, the
Evergetis Typikon, which was written in the intervening years, encourages
monks to fast more than their brethren and allows them to stay away from

1. The case for an Evergetine reform movement was made by J. P. THomas, Documentary
evidence from the Byzantine monastic typika for the history of the Evergetine Reform
Movement, in M. MuLLETT and A. KIrBY (ed.), The Theotokos Evergetis and eleventh-century
monasticism, Belfast 1994, p.246-273. For a recent critique of Thomas’ hypothesis, cf.
R.H.JorpaN and R.Morris, The Hypotyposis of the Monastery of Theotokos Evergetis,
Constantinople (11th-12th Centuries). Introduction, Translation and Commentary, Farnham and
Burlington 2012, p. 17-32.

2. Cf. D. KrausMULLER, On Contents and Structure of the Panagiou T'ypikon: A Contribution
to the Early History of ‘Extended” Monastic Rules, forthcoming in Byzantinische Zeitschrift.

3.D. KrausmULLER, The abbots of Evergetis as opponents of “monastic reform™: a re-
appraisal of the monastic discourse in 11th- and 12th-century Constantinople, REB 69, 2011,
p. 111-134.

Revue des Etudes Byzantines 71,2013, p. 149-172.
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meals. This leaves no doubt that its authors deliberately abstained from
implementing a strictly coenobitic regime. Significantly, one of the adapta-
tions of the Evergetis Typikon, the Kecharitomene Typikon, suppresses in this
case the stipulations of its model and replaces them with a new passage that
demands strict conformity of the nuns. This suggests that a redactor who
chose the Evergetis Typikon as his model did not necessarily also accept the
monastic vision that was encapsulated in it.

In this article I will continue my exploration of the reform discourse in
11th- and 12th-century Constantinople and the role that the Evergetis
monastery played in it. This time I will focus not on monastic diet but on
worship and in particular on the minor hours and on the inter-hours, a recent
liturgical innovation. Through detailed analysis of the Evergetis Typikon and
Synaxarion 1 will show that on ordinary days of the year all minor hours were
performed in private with the exception of Prime and that only Prime was
complemented with an inter-hour, which was sung in the cells. Comparison
with Stoudite normative texts and with the Eleousa Typikon will reveal that in
the decades when the Evergetine texts were written patterns of worship were
changing at a rapid pace. At that time an influential group within Constantino-
politan monasticism claimed that in proper coenobia all inter-hours should be
sung on all days of the year and that both hours and inter-hours should be
performed communally. Further study will show that these features were
introduced into almost all adaptations of the Evergetis Typikon. In the
Phoberos Typikon, the Kecharitomene Typikon and the Machairas Typikon we
find the complete reform agenda. By contrast, the Mamas Typikon turns only
the performance of the minor hours but not the singing of the inter-hours into
communal activities. Through detailed comparison of the last-mentioned
three adaptations I will establish that they all go back to the lost Philanthropos
Typikon and that the version in the Mamas Typikon is in this instance a faith-
ful copy of its model whereas the Kecharitomene Typikon and the Machairas
Typikon are considerably modified. This will allow me to conclude that the
Philanthropos Typikon reflected an intermediary stage in the implementation
of the reform agenda. Close comparison of the texts will reveal that both
direct adaptations of the Evergetis Typikon, the Phoberos Typikon and the
Philanthropos Typikon, remained very close to the text of their model.
However, the few modifications that they introduced changed radically the
nature of monastic life, with the result that the Evergetine monastic vision of
a proper balance between private and communal worship was altogether
abandoned. In the last part of the article I will ask how the Evergetis
monastery itself responded to the growing influence of the discourse of radi-
cal reform. I will argue that the Kosmosoteira Typikon, which reproduces the
stipulations of the Evergetis Typikon without change, was based on a special
edition that the monks of Evergetis supplied to monastic founders in order to
regain the initiative

The Evergetis Typikon, which was composed by Paul and Timothy, the
first two abbots of the monastery, and which dates to the second half of the
11th century, is a lengthy text that attempts to regulate all aspects of commu-
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nity life * Its first section is devoted to the daily worship of the monks. As one
would expect in a coenobitic community the monks spend a considerable
amount of time together. Having been wakened from sleep they gather in the
church for Matins and after the end of Matins they remain there in order to
perform ‘without break’ (cuvnupuévmg) the minor hour of Prime and to listen
to a short sermon delivered by the abbot.> Later they again congregate in the
church in order to celebrate Mass and from there they go together to the
refectory where they eat the first meal of the day.® In the evening they meet
for Vespers and the so-called Pannychis, partake of the second meal of the
day, and perform Compline.” From this overview it is evident that there were
three clearly defined blocks of communal activity at the Evergetis monastery.
However, this does not mean that the rest of the day was unstructured. Indeed,
the Evergetis Typikon puts just as much emphasis on private devotion in the
cells. Between Matins and Mass the monks are to execute by themselves the
diurnal akolouthia, ‘that is, the recital of six psalms, and Tierce and Sext’
(tovg €€ enut yaluote, v tpltny dpov kol Ty €xtnv);® before they go to
Vespers they are to perform None;’ after returning from Compline they are to
sing the nocturnal akolouthia;'® and after waking up they are to perform the
midnight service before making their way to the church in order to celebrate
Matins.!

The Evergetis Typikon only gives a partial account of monastic worship
because it deals exclusively with the ordinary days of the year. During Lent a
different regime was in place that demanded communal performance not only
of Prime but also of Tierce, Sext and None. This we know from the Evergetis
Synaxarion where Lenten practice is described in great detail.'> The synaxa-
rion confirms that on ordinary days of the year the minor hours were
performed in the cells but adds that during the two Lenten periods of the Holy
Apostles and St Philip they took place in the narthex of the church and that
during Great Lent they were performed in the church proper.”> When we
further consider that during Great Lent the structure of the minor hours was
much more elaborate than on other days of the year, we can conclude that the

4. Evergetis Typikon, ed. P. GAUTIER, Le typikon de la Théotokos Evergétis, REB 40, 1982,
p. 1-101.

5. Evergetis Typikon, 6, ed. GAUTIER, p. 27?2238, 4 p. 1973-21104,

6. Evergetis Typikon, 5, ed. GAUTIER, p. 23!31152; 9 p, 3333735351,

7. Evergetis Typikon, 6, ed. GAUTIER, p. 25'%3-27'%,

8. Evergetis Typikon, 4, ed. GAUTIER, p. 23135138,

9. Evergetis Typikon, 6, ed. GAUTIER, p. 25'%,

10. Evergetis Typikon, 6, ed. GAUTIER, p. 27209213,

11. Evergetis Typikon, 6, ed. GAUTIER, p. 27217218,

12. Evergetis Synaxarion, ed. R.H.JorpaN, The Synaxarion of the monastery of the
Theotokos Evergetis, March to August. The Movable Cycle. Text and translation, Belfast 2005,
esp. p. 308-750.

13. Evergetis Synaxarion, ed. JORDAN, p. 7141: A€l 8¢ yivdokew St tog v/ ndvog teccopo-
KOGTOG WOAAOUEV TOG Bpag €V T KO Hetd Kol oTixohoyiog. THv 8¢ ye peydAny €v 1@ vod Hetd
Kol dvaryvodoeng, tog 88 howndg B xopig dvayvdceng kol &v 1@ vipbnkt, 10 8¢ Aourdv 10d SAov
xpOVoL &v Tolg KEAAaLG UMDV
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monks spent a much greater amount of time than usual in the company of
each other. However, this does not mean that there was no room for private
devotions during the three Lenten periods because the Evergetis Synaxarion
makes mention of a further type of service, the so-called mesoria or inter-
hours of Prime, Tierce, Sext and None. The inter-hours were to be performed
in the cells after the monks returned from the minor hours that they had cele-
brated together in church and, in the case of the inter-hour of None, after
Compline.'* There is only one exception to this pattern. At Pentecost the
inter-hour of Tierce was sung in church together with Tierce in order to mark
the hour when the Holy Spirit descended on the Apostles.!

This raises the question: Were the inter-hours also performed during ordi-
nary days of the year? At first sight this does not appear to be the case
because the term mesoria is never used in the Evergetis Typikon. However, a
closer look reveals that the inter-hours are present there, too. As we have seen
the typikon makes mention of ‘the six psalms’ (tovg €€... yoAuovg), which the
monks were expected to recite in their cells after their return from Prime.
Comparison with the Evergetis Synaxarion shows that the six psalms corre-
spond to the inter-hour of Prime. This text informs us that during Lent the
monks were to perform Prime and listen to a catechesis in the church and
were then to return to their cells where ‘we sing the mesoria, that is, the six
psalms’ (ywéAAopey T pecmpio fiyovv Tovg ¢ woAuovg), before going back to
church and performing Tierce and Sext.'® That both devotions were indeed
identical is confirmed by another passage in the Synaxarion where we read
that after Prime, the monks are to sing in their cells the six psalms ‘as is
customary’ (&g ovvnbec) and that after the other hours they are to perform
their mesoria there, too.!” In the Synaxarion the comment ‘as is customary’ is
only added in cases where Lenten practice did not diverge from the practice
observed on ordinary days. For example, it follows the reference to the
communally celebrated Prime and the catechesis that I have just mentioned.'®

14. Evergetis Synaxarion, ed. JORDAN, p. 688'7-1: T¢, 8¢ pecopro g v’ kol g ¢/ wdAhopev
gv 10ig xeAllong Mudv, kol &nd tod yedpatog to thg 07 Wpag. Cf. also ibidem, p. 6945
Apxduedo dno tproayiov kol ywdAlopev 10 Eoyatov pecmplov thig 0.

15. Evergetis Synaxarion, ed. JORDAN, p. 656'>17: Aet 8¢ ywvwokewy Gt mepl v/ dpav kpov-
ouévou 10 pikpod onuovtipog cuvayduebo drovieg v 1 vod Fow, kol wéAAopey 6pod v v’
dpov petd Tdv pecwpiov adTHg.

16. Evergetis Synaxarion, ed. JORDAN, p. 688+°.

17. Evergetis Synaxarion, ed. JORDAN, p. 368%0%: Al yivdokey 11 petd 10 2EeAOetv fudg éx
g 100 SpBpov dmorioeng ydAlopev &v Tolg kéAAog HU@Y oV ¢ Wokpolg dg cvvnBeg, kol
ko éxdotny dpov petd 10 EEeABelV ék i éxkAnciog ywdAlouev év 1olg kelhiolg MUV o
UECMPLO, TV DPDV.

18. Evergetis Synaxarion, ed. JORDAN, p. 68622 Kai 1| npdtn dpo. cuvmupévag dg cdvnbeg.
Cf. Evergetis Typikon, 4, ed. GAUTIER, p. 19757 Xph toivuv petd myv 6pBpiviv Sooroyiov
cuvnuuéveag yeAlesBon v’ Yudv My TpdTVv Mpav, O¢ cdvnbec. It should be noted, however,
that in the Concise Hypotyposis of Nicetas Stethatos, which will be discussed in the following,
the inter-hour of Prime is comprised of nine psalms, just as the other inter-hours are; cf. Concise
Hypotyposis, ed. G. ParpuLov, Toward a History of Byzantine Psalters, PhD thesis, University
of Chicago 2004, p. 477082,
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Thus we can conclude that the inter-hour of Prime was performed throughout
the year. But what about the inter-hours of the other minor hours? In the
Evergetis Typikon Tierce, Sext and None are mentioned without any further
specifications. This suggests that their inter-hours were not performed on
ordinary days. Such an interpretation can be supported by the fact that in the
Evergetis Synaxarion the inter-hours of Tierce and Sext are never referred to
as six psalms and that they are never characterised as customary practice."”
The reason for the privileged status of the inter-hour of Prime is most likely
that Prime itself was celebrated in church throughout the year whereas Tierce
and Sext were private devotions. Thus one could argue that in the case of
Prime the Lenten regime had been extended to ordinary days of the year.

In order to put our findings into context we need to turn to other rules of
the time. I will start with the Typikon of Nicon of the Black Mountain, which
has been dated to the 1050s.%° In this text it is stipulated that ‘the hours must
always be sung... with inter-hours, regardless of whether it is a feast or an
ordinary day’ (ndvtote toig dpog elte £opth oty elte kaBnuepvn Shog petd
UeGMOPLO... xpN woAdesBon).2! Moreover, it is specified that for these services
all monks must gather together after the signal has been given. Only those
who are away from the community can perform these services in private.?
The repeated references to normative texts leaves no doubt that we are in the
presence of a self-conscious reform project.® Indeed, we know that Nicon
took on himself the role of a monastic reformer at the behest of Patriarch
Theodosius III of Antioch (1057-1059).* Unfortunately, we have no such
evidence from mid-11th-century Constantinople, but this does not mean that
similar developments were not taking place there, too. After all, Theodosius,
a scion of the Constantinopolitan family of Chrysoberges, which was closely

19. As we have seen the Evergetis Typikon makes a reference not only to a diurnal
akolouthia but also to a nocturnal akolouthia. Thus one might consider the possibility that this
akolouthia corresponded to the inter-hour of None. However, the texts provide us with no clear
indications that we are indeed dealing with the same service. In the Concise Hypotyposis of
Nicetas Stethatos the noctural akolouthia, consisting of twelve psalms, is clearly distinguished
from the inter-hour of None, which consists of nine psalms; cf. Concise Hypotyposis, ed.
ParPULOV, p. 466-470487-566,

20. Typikon of Nicon, ed. V. BENESEVIC, Takmukon Hukona Yeprozopya I'peueckuii mexcm
no pykonucu Ne 441 Cunaiickozo monacmuipsa cé. Examepunbt, Petrograd 1917, p. 22-67.

21. Typikon of Nicon, 7, ed. BENESEVIC, p. 231923,

22. Typikon of Nicon, 9, ed. BENESEVIC, p. 2415,

23.Cf. e.g. the reference to the coenobitic constitutions in Typikon of Nicon, 7, ed.
BENESEVIC, p.23%. The frequent recourse to Patristic authority is noted and discussed in
R. Aruison (tr.), 20.Black Mountain: Regulations of Nikon of the Black Mountain, in
J. THomas, A. ConsTANTINIDES-HERO, G. ConsTABLE (ed.), Byzantine Monastic Foundation
Documents. A Complete Translation of the Surviving Founders’ Typika and Testaments, 111,
Washington D.C. 2000, p. 377-424, esp. p. 379-381. However, it is explained as springing from
a lack of self-confidence, which suggests that Nicon’s approach was a personal matter and not
the consequence of a broader reform movement. Such an interpretation does not take into
account comparable evidence from the Byzantine heartland; cf. KRAUSMULLER, Abbots of
Evergetis, p. 130-134.

24. Cf. R. Aruison, Black Mountain, p. 337.
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linked to the patriarchate, had been sent to his see from the capital. This
makes it very likely that his views of what constituted proper coenobitic
monasticism had been shaped in Constantinople.>® From the Byzantine heart-
land the first clear evidence of the regime described by Nicon is found in the
rule for the Eleousa monastery near Strumica in Macedonia, which was
composed by the bishop Manuel in the last decades of the 11th century.?® Like
the Evergetis Typikon Manuel’s rule regulates the daily worship of the monks.
However, instead of offering a comprehensive description of all services he
only speaks briefly about Matins and the midnight service and then focuses
exclusively on Prime, Tierce, Sext and None whose religious significance he
highlights, without mentioning Eucharist, Vespers or Compline.?” This section
concludes with the exhortation that the monks should not be negligent ‘when
they perform these... divine services... together with their inter-hours’
(todtog... tog Belog ouvddel.. éxtelodvieg uetd TV pecwpiov odTdV).?
From the context it is evident that Manuel wished these services to be cele-
brated communally. He starts by saying that the monks should congregate in
the church ‘at the time of glorification” (xotc. Tov Thg do&oAoyiag kapdv) and
then specifically mentions ‘the glorification of the hours’ (| T@v @pdv... do&o-
Aoyia);? and he counts among the ‘services’ (cuvdéeig) not only the hours
but also ‘the midnight services’ (to¢ pesovuktiovg cuvaelg), which were
without doubt performed in the church, together with the prayers for the
emperor, before Matins began with the hexapsalmos.® The striking similarity
of these stipulations with their counterparts in Nicon’s text suggests that we
are in the presence of a broad reform discourse. From the Eleousa Typikon we
know that Manuel had previously been monk on Mount St Auxentius.?! This
makes it very likely that his stipulations reflect the practice of his mother
house, which was situated in the vicinity of Constantinople. Since Manuel
must have been monk there in the third quarter of the 11th century, one can
argue that the communal performance of both hours and inter-hours was
introduced in the capital at the same time as it was in the region of Antioch.
The impact of the reform discourse in Constantinople can be gauged from
two texts related to the monastery of Stoudios, the rule that Patriarch Alexius

25. Theodosios had previously been monk in Bithynia; cf. K.-P.Topr, Region und
griechisch-orthodoxes Patriarchat von Antiocheia in mittelbyzantinischer Zeit (969-1084),
BZ 94, 2001, p.239-267. On the Chrysoberges family and its close connections to the patri-
achate, cf. M. ANcoLD, Church and Society in Byzantium under the Comneni (1081-1261),
Cambridge 1995, p. 147.

26. Eleousa Typikon, ed. L. PeETiT, Le monastére de Notre-Dame de Pitié en Macédoine,
IRAIK 6, 1900, p. 1-153, text p. 69-93. The text is dated between the years 1085 and 1106 in
A.BanDyY (tr.), 10. Eleousa: Rule of Manuel, Bishop of Stroumitza, for the Monastery of the
Mother of God Eleousa, in Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents, 1, p. 167-191, esp.
p. 167.

27. Eleousa Typikon, 6-7, ed. PeTiT, p. 73'8-752!.

28. Eleousa Typikon, 8, ed. PetIT, p. 7522,

29. Eleousa Typikon, 6, ed. PETIT, p. 73'%19, 7, p. 74>,

30. Eleousa Typikon, 6, ed. PETIT, p. 732324,

31. Eleousa Typikon, 1, ed. PeriT, p. 70'7; cf. p. 1191920,
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(1025-1043), a former abbot of Stoudios, gave to a monastery that he had
founded in the capital > and the Concise Hypotyposis of the Stoudite abbot
Nicetas Stethatos, which most likely dates to the 1080s.** Patriarch Alexius’
rule, which is based on a now lost Stoudite Typikon, consists of a disciplinary
and a liturgical section, which correspond to the Evergetis Typikon and
Synaxarion?* In the disciplinary section we find a brief description of the
activities that monks should perform in their cells after Matins and other
communal services.* In this context there is mention of prayers and readings
but not of the minor hours. This raises the possibility that the minor hours
were only performed during the three Lenten periods.*® Lenten practice is
described in great detail in the liturgical section, but no reference is made to
the inter-hours. These findings suggest that during the time of Patriarch
Alexius the claims of the reformers had not yet gained universal acceptance.
However, the picture changes radically when we turn to the Concise
Hypotyposis, which regulates the private worship of the monks on ordinary
days of the year. In this text Prime, Tierce, Sext and None are private devo-
tions, which the monks are expected to perform every day. Moreover, they are
all complemented with their inter-hours. A closer look reveals a significant
discrepancy in the treatment of the two forms of worship. While Nicetas
usually contents himself with brief references to the hours themselves, he sets
out the structure and content of the inter-hours in great detail.’” Moreover, the
inter-hours are integrated rather clumsily into the daily routine of the monks:
the inter-hours of Tierce and Sext are performed during Mass, but seemingly

32. Typikon of Alexius the Studite, ed. A.PENTKOVSKU, Tunuxon nampuapxa Aaexcusn
Cmyouma 6 Busanmuu u na Pycu, Moscow 2001, p. 233-420. Cf. also C. FarriMonD, Founders
and refounders: the application of the Typikon of Alexios the Stoudite at the Kievan Caves
monastery, in Founders and refounders of Byzantine monasteries, ed. M. MULLETT, Belfast
2007, p. 273-314.

33. Concise Hypotyposis, ed. ParpuLov, p.444-491. For the date cf. D. KRAUSMULLER,
Private vs communal: Niketas Stethatos’s Hypotyposis for Stoudios, and patterns of worship in
11th-century Byzantine monasteries, in Work and Worship at the Theotokos Evergetis, ed.
M. MuLLerT-A. KIRBY, Belfast 1997, p. 309-328, esp. p. 310.

34. The Stoudios Typikon has not survived. It must be reconstructed through comparison of
its later adaptations, the Typikon of Alexius the Stoudite, which is only extant in a Church
Slavonic translation, and several Southern Italian rules, among which the Patirion Typikon is the
most important. Cf. A. PENTKOVSK, Tunuxon nampuapxa Aaexcus Cmyouma, p. 49-154.

35. Typikon of Alexius the Stoudite, ed. PENTKOVSKL, Tunuxon, p. 70, where the text is juxta-
posed with a virtually identical counterpart in the Patirion Typikon.

36. This hypothesis gains credence when we consider that Symeon the New Theologian
makes no reference to Prime, Tierce, Sext and None when he describes the daily routine of his
monks in his catecheses; cf. KRAUSMULLER, Private vs communal, p. 326. This regime may have
developed after the time of Theodore of Stoudios whose catecheses give the impression as if the
hours were sung on ordinary days, too; cf. J. LEroy, Le cursus canonique chez Saint Théodore
Studite, Ephemerides Liturgicae 68, 1954, p.5-19, repr. in IDEMm, FEtudes sur le monachisme
byzantin (Spiritualité orientale 85), Bégrolles-en-Mauges 2007, p. 81-99.

37. Only Prime is described in detail; cf. Concise Hypotyposis, ed. PARPULOV, p. 445%-44655.
The monks are told to start the recitation of Prime on their way back from Matins. For the full
descriptions of the inter-hours, cf. Concise Hypotyposis, ed. PARPULOV, p.447-45170154 454-
4562]6-274’ 466_467489-506.
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only when a monk does not receive the Eucharist, and the inter-hour of None
is performed before Vespers on the way to church.’® This suggests that the
inter-hours had until then not been part of Stoudite worship and that it was the
purpose of the Concise Hypotyposis to familiarise the Stoudite monks with
them. In his proem Nicetas states that he is trying to set out for the monks
‘that ancient practice of the fathers... which is almost hidden in the depths
of... forgetfulness’ (v moAoldy €xelvnv TOV TOTEPOV MUDV EPYOGIOV..
MOng Buboic... kahvrtopévny).*® Such a declaration cannot be taken at face
value because in the horologia the inter-hours only appear in the 11th
century.*’ Rather it must be understood in the context of the reform discourse,
where it was claimed that the inter-hours were of an ancient date and that only
the monasteries that ‘re-’ introduced them could be considered properly
coenobitic houses. This suggests that Nicetas felt forced to write the Concise
Hypotyposis because he did not want his community to appear lax and old-
fashioned.*! From the text it is evident that Nicetas opted for a partial imple-
mentation of the new regime: he made the singing of hours and inter-hours
obligatory for all days of the year, but he retained their private character.
When we now return to the Evergetis texts, we can see that their authors
Paul and Timothy took a position that is not unlike that of Nicetas. Indeed,
comparison shows that they were even less influenced by the new develop-
ments than Nicetas was. As we have seen, the Evergetis texts stipulate the full
set of hours and inter-hours only during the Lenten periods. Moreover, even
then only the hours were performed as communal services. On ordinary days
the pattern was even more rudimentary because then only Prime was
performed in church and only Prime was followed by an inter-hour sung in
the cells. Although they make no mention of it it is inconceivable that the
abbots of Evergetis were not aware of the contemporary reform discourse. It
rather seems to be the case that they had developed an alternative monastic
ideal, which permitted them to reject the claims of the reformers that they

38. Concise Hypotyposis, ed. PARPULOV, p. 454208209 /466488490,

39. Concise Hypotyposis, ed. PARPULOV, p. 4441517,

40. Cf. M. SKABALLANOVIC, Toakoebui Tunuxon. Obsachumenoe usaoxncenue Tunukouma u
ucmopuyeckum eseoeruem, Moscow 2004, p. 381. In the Codex Athous Vatopedi 1248, dated to
1075, the inter-hours are inserted into an existing framework of small hours; cf. S. FrgysHov,
Yacocnos 6e3 nocnepobannii bonpimx Yacos (BeuepHn u yTpenn): MccienoBanue HelaBHO
n3panHoro Yacocnosa Sin. gr. 864 (1x B.), in Bogoslovskie Trudy 43-44, 2012, p. 381-400, esp.
p.400. Cf. also C.Lurzka, Die Kleinen Horen des byzantinischen Stundengebetes und ihre
geschichtliche Entwicklung, Berlin 20102, p. 46-52 and p. 88-96, with an analysis of a Syro-
Palestinian horologion of the late 12th century, which is based on a Greek original, and with a
general discussion of the inter-hours. Lutzka is more interested in the structure of the inter-hours
and in their relationship to the hours than in the historical context of their introduction. Nicon’s
Typikon and the Evergetis Typikon are only mentioned in passing. The inter-hours are not
discussed in R. Tart, The Liturgy of the Hours in East and West. The Origins of the Divine
Office and Its Meaning for Today, Collegeville (Minnesota) 19932, and in T. Pott, La réforme
liturgique byzantine. Etude du phénomeéne de I'évolution non-spontanée de la liturgie byzantine
(Bibliotheca Ephemerides Liturgicae, Subsidia 104), Rome 2000.

41. Cf. KRAUSMULLER, Private vs communal, p. 317-320.
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were recreating the ‘golden age’ of early monasticism. It is most likely their
unusually deep knowledge of the monastic tradition, which was by no means
as uniform as the reformers claimed, that gave them the confidence to resist
the new discourse.*

As is well known the Evergetis Typikon became the model of several later
monastic rules. This raises the question: how did the authors of these texts
respond to the contemporary debate? Did they leave the text of the Evergetis
Typikon unchanged, or did they make modifications in order to bring their
model into line with the predominant current within contemporary monasti-
cism? An answer can only be found through detailed comparison of the texts.
I will start with the Phoberos Typikon, which draws directly on the Evergetis
Typikon, and then turn to the rules of the Mamas, Kecharitomene and
Machairas monasteries whose relationship with the Evergetis Typikon is more
complex.

As has often been observed, the Phoberos Typikon, which was composed
by the abbot John in the early 12th century, is very faithful to the text of its
model.# Therefore it is not surprising that in the section about daily worship
John copies verbatim from the Evergetis Typikon the passage about Matins,
communal Prime and the requisite genuflections. However, after this point the
two texts begin to diverge:

Evergetis

Meto. tolvov TodTag TG YovukAolog
10, mpockuvAUoTo THY edynv  TadTnv
eixdc éxpavelcOon noowv év éndpoel 1OV
xepdv 0 Bed¢ 6 aidviog, 10 &vapyov kol
&idiov @dic, 6 mdiong xriceng dnuovpyde,
110ec00i e ardtino petd Thv edyfv kol Thv
dnd  TOV  TOTEPIKDV  AOYOV  UIKpOV
KOUTAYNOWY TNV mopd 10D TPoesTdTog
dvoywvookouévny, kobog moapd  Tt0d
TOUUGKOPOG TOTPOG MUY TopedPopey

Phoberos

Meta tolvov TodTog TG YovukAMoiag §
TO0. TPOGKLVALOTO. CUVIHUEVOS WEAAEWY
70 LEGMPLOV THG TPMTNG MpaiG,

1i0ecb0i 16 odTiKe KOi THV MO TV
TOTPIKDY AOY®V UIKPOY KOTAXNOY THY
PO T0D TPOEGTMTOG AVOYIVOGKOUEVNV,
kobog mopd Tod mopupdicopog moTpdg
Nu@v TopedaBouev.*

Here the Evergetis Typikon has a prayer, which is then followed by a short
sermon. The Phoberos Typikon omits this prayer and puts in its place a stipu-
lation about the inter-hour of Prime. This new stipulation is formulated in
such a way that it mirrors the phrase peta v opBpiviyv do&oroylay cuvnu-
uévog yaAesBon v’ budv v mpdnv dpov in the preceding passage, which
the author of the Phoberos Typikon has borrowed from the Evergetis Typikon

42.Such a scenario would have an exact parallel in the debate about proper fasting; cf.
KRrAUSMULLER, Abbots of Evergetis, p. 130-134.

43. Cf. Jorpan and Morris, Hypotyposis, p. 137.

44. Evergetis Typikon, 4, ed. GAUTIER, p. 1993-21%.

45.Phoberos Typikon, 9, ed. A.PapapopouLos-KERAMEUS, Noctes Petropolitanae, St.
Petersburg 1913, p. 1-87, esp. p. 20'¢19,
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without any changes# As a consequence a new element has been added to
the sequence of communal activities that the monks had to perform each
morning. Similar changes can be observed in the chapter about Tierce and

Sext:

Evergetis
Amiovtog 08 €v Tolg keAdiolg LUAY TV
dpethopévny éktelelyv nocov dkodovBioy
petd t@v cuviBov edydv Kol yovukAi-
GlOV..., TOVG £& et Wokpote, Ty Tpitnv
dpov kol v Extmv, kpovouévov TOV
ouuPérov, kotd 10 £0oc tdc Yép TO
yovukAoiog &v T vod LOVE Topo@LA-

Phoberos
Amidvtog 8¢ év tolg keAMolg DUV ExTe-
ety dicorovBiov dmd 10D WoAthpog petd
Kol YOVUKALGI®V..., Thv 8¢ e tpltnv dpav
kol Extnv kol évdmv kowv@dg Oeilete
WOALEW €V Tf) EKKANGLY UETO TOV Hecw-
plov o0TdY, KPoLOUEVOL TOD GNUAVTPOL
kot 10 #0og oG Yép Tol YovukAiciog év

Kktéov. Y T® vod Topauroktéoy uove.*

Here, too, the prayers mentioned in the Evergetis Typikon have been
suppressed, a clear sign that the author of the Phoberos Typikon changed the
text of his model in a systematic fashion. However, in this case he did not
confine himself to adding a reference to the inter-hours. Since unlike Prime,
Tierce and Sext were private devotions in the Evergetis Typikon, he created a
new sentence containing references to the communal character of the worship
and to its location into which he then inserted the original passage about the
two minor hours. Furthermore, he added a reference to None. This reference
appears out of sequence since None does not precede but follow the
Eucharist. The reason for this addition reveals itself when we turn to the later
section about None, which is also found in the Evergetis Typikon:

Evergetis
Ty 8¢ évvamny xato tog Tpolofovcag
dpoc yéAresOou yph.

Phoberos
Tnv 8¢ évatnv xota tog mpolofovoag
dpog yéAhesBou xph.>°

Here the author of the Phoberos Typikon has simply copied his model,
which was possible because he had already redefined the character of None in
the previous section.

From the comparison between the two texts, it is evident that the author of
the Phoberos Typikon strove to remain as close as possible to the wording of
the Evergetis Typikon. However, it is equally obvious that the few changes
that he did make have considerable consequences for the daily life of the
community. Whereas the monks of Evergetis only came to church for Prime,
the brethren at Phoberos assembled there for all the minor hours and their

46. Phoberos Typikon, 9, ed. PapaporouL0s-KERAMEUS, p. 19337, cf. Evergetis Typikon, 4,
ed. GAUTIER, p. 197576,

47. Evergetis Typikon, 5, ed. GAUTIER, p. 23135138,

48. Phoberos Typikon, 9, ed. PApAporoULOS-KERAMEUS, p. 211621,

49. Evergetis Typikon, 6, ed. GAUTIER, p. 25'%51%,

50. Phoberos Typikon, 12, ed. PAPADOPOULOS-KERAMEUS, p. 2342,
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inter-hours: as a consequence Tierce and Sext, their inter-hours, and Mass on
the one hand and None, its inter-hour, Vespers and Pannychis on the other
become two blocks of uninterrupted communal activity in the church of the
monastery.

The Phoberos Typikon is not the only adaptation of the Evergetis Typikon
that contains such modifications. We encounter the same phenomenon in the
Mamas Typikon, which dates to the middle of the 12th century.' There the
stipulations about Prime are copied from the Evergetis Typikon without any
change. However, this is not the case with Tierce and Sext:

Evergetis

Amibvrog 08¢ év T0ig keAAiolg DP@AV THV
dpethopévny éxtelelv maicav dcodovbiov
petd t@dv cuviiBov edydv Kai yovukAi-
c1dv xotd 1OV dvetépe pnbévie throv,
ToVg €& enut yoApoig, Ty Tpltny dpov
Kol TV KNV, KPOLOUEVOV  TOV
cvuPérmy, kot 10 #0og- Thig Yép TOU
yovokMoiog év 1 vad péve Tapopola-
Ktéov.?2

Mamas
Amiévtog 8¢ év Tolg keAAiowg DUBV eioOg
mv  dpedopévnv  éxtedelv  macov
dxolovBiav petd 1OV cvviBov edydv
Kol YOVOKMOLdV -

T8¢ YGp Tl YovokAisiog &v 1) vod uéve
ToUPoPVAaKTEOY. S

Here the Mamas Typikon contains no elements that are not also found in

the Evergetis Typikon, but it leaves out the passage referring to the six psalms
and to Tierce and Sext. This does not mean, however, that this passage is
omitted from the text. In the Mamas Typikon the stipulations about genuflec-
tions are followed by a reference to an earlier chapter, which has Tierce and

Sext as its subject matter. There we find the missing elements:

Evergetis
Amdvtog 8¢ év tolg keAllolg LUDV TV
dperhopévny éktelely mocay dikolovBiov
petd t@v cuvnBov edydv kol yovukAl-
o1dv kot 1OV dvotépo pnbévia thmov,
tovg €€ enut yoduoie, Thv Tpitnv dHpav
kol ™V Ektnv, kpovopévav  TOV
ovpBorav, koo o #0og.>

Mamas

Kpovopévov toivuv 100 cupforov kot
TOV Kopov TOV mpoohkovio cuvéyecsBot
3el mévtog &v 1@ vépbnxt kol ydAdew
Ouod Thv Tpitny dpov kol TV KTy petd
T@V oLV aOTalg EVYAOV.

The Mamas Typikon copies the original phrase v tpitnv dpov kol Thv

gktnv verbatim but inserts it into a new sentence, which indicates that the
monks should sing the two minor hours together in the narthex of the church.
The next sentence then specifies that at the end of Sext the monks should

51.Mamas Typikon, ed. S.EUSTRATIADES, Tvmikov thig év Kwvotavtivourdhel poviig tod
ayiov peyodopdptuopog Mapovtog, EAAnvika 1, 1928, p. 245-314.

52. Evergetis Typikon, 4, ed. GAUTIER, p. 23135139,

53. Mamas Typikon, 47, ed. EUSTRATIADES, p. 298%$-2992,

54. Evergetis Typikon, 4, ed. GAUTIER, p. 23135139,

55. Mamas Typikon, 31, ed. EUSTRATIADES, p. 285%%7,



160 DIRK KRAUSMULLER

enter the church proper in order to celebrate Mass. A further modification is
found in the later chapter about None:

Evergetis Mamas

Thyv uévtot évdny kot tog tpoAafovcag
dpog yddresBor xpn év 1@ vépbnx, 100
uikpod cvpPorov kpovouEvo Ert TadT
Kol NUoG kododvrog dg #8og.5

Tnv 8¢ évatmv koo tog mpoiofovcag
Wpog yéAlesBor yph, 100 cvuPoAixod
Kpovuatog €l TodhTny VUdg kohodviog
og #0og.%

Here the changes are less noticeable than before. The author contents
himself with slightly rephrasing the concluding part of the sentence and
adding a reference to a location. It is evident that like their counterparts in the
Phoberos Typikon, the passages in the Mamas Typikon remain very faithful to
the text of the Evergetis Typikon. Yet here, too, the modifications result in a
complete reorganisation of daily life within the monastery. Instead of being
private devotions, Tierce, Sext and None are now defined as communal
services. There can be no doubt that the authors of the two later rules made
the changes independently from each other. As we have seen the Phoberos
Typikon adds a reference to None to the earlier chapter about Tierce and Sext
and as a consequence does not change the stipulation about None itself. Thus
we can conclude that the passages in the Phoberos Typikon and in the Mamas
Typikon are independent responses to the discourse of monastic reform that
was conducted in the capital in the late 11th and 12th century. Indeed,
comparison of the adaptations of the Evergetine chapter about the midnight
service suggests that they directly respond to each other:

Evergetis
Kpoloog 1e  tnvikodto
kot 10 £0o¢ 10 cOuBorov
Kol @®dto. maol diadovg,
£€eyepel mpodg Aettovpylow
VUGG TG HECOVULKTIOU
drolovbiog, fiv O «xai
o010 Wodelton naviag. ™

Phoberos

Kpoboag 1e  1nvikadro
kortdr 10 £0o¢ 10 opoavTpov
kol @Ote moot 01800g,
¢€eyepel TpOg Aettovpyiov
Vudg Thg uecovvkTiov
dxolovBiog év tolg keh-
Alog dpdv woaldopévng
(Eot1 8¢ 10t tplor kobicpartor,
10 Evartov, 10 £€kodéxartov
Kol 10 OKTOKodEKaTOV), TV
oM xol adtog yolelton
navtog.®

56. Evergetis Typikon, 6, ed. GAUTIER, p. 25!9519,
57. Mamas Typikon, 47, ed. EUSTRATIADES, p. 29910-12,
58. Evergetis Typikon, 6, ed. GAUTIER, p. 27716218,
59. Phoberos Typikon, 12, ed. PApApoPOULOS-KERAMEUS, p. 24116,
60. Mamas Typikon, 47, ed. EUSTRATIADES, p. 2993437,

Mamas

Kpotoog e kot 16 #0o¢ 10
uikpov  obuPorov  nvi-
kobto  €€eyepel  mpoOg
Aertovpylow VUGG THS Heco-
vuktiov dxolovBiog Tiig év
® vépBnict yoAopévng, v
oM kol avtog yolelton
névTog.®
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Here the version in the Mamas Typikon includes another reference to the
narthex, which turns the midnight prayers into a communal service. By
contrast, the Phoberos Typikon not only keeps the stipulation of the Evergetis
Typikon, but adds a further clarification that this devotion is indeed performed
in private. This suggests that at the time when the two passages were written
it had become the subject of a debate whether the midnight service should be
performed in private or together with other members of the community and
that the two passages represent the two different stances in this debate.

As we have already seen, there is one further difference between the two
texts. Whereas the Phoberos Typikon consistently adds the inter-hours, we
find no references to these new communal services in the Mamas Typikon.
Thus one could argue that in this case the Mamas Typikon is more conserva-
tive and that its stipulations reflect an intermediate stage in a process of
communalisation that then found its culmination in the Phoberos Typikon.
However, matters are not as straightforward because unlike the Phoberos
Typikon, the Mamas Typikon is not a direct adaptation of the Evergetis
Typikon. This can be concluded from the fact that it contains a substantial
amount of non-Evergetine material, which is also found in two other surviv-
ing rules, the Kecharitomene Typikon from the early 12th century and the
Machairas Typikon from the late 12th century.®" This shows clearly that the
three texts go back to a common model where passages from the Evergetis
Typikon were already combined with new stipulations. The most likely candi-
date for this common model is the rule of the Philanthropos monastery, the
sister foundation of the Kecharitomene convent. There can be no doubt that
the Philanthropos Typikon was based on the Evergetis Typikon, because we
still have copies of the Evergetis Synaxarion and of Paul’s Katechetikon that
were made for the Philanthropos monastery.> However, the hypothesis that
the later texts depended on this rule has not yet been substantiated because so
far no detailed comparison has been made in order to establish their relation-
ship with each other.

Therefore we are confronted with a twofold task: to establish whether the
version of the Mamas Typikon represents the common model and to deter-
mine whether this common model was indeed the Philanthropos Typikon. 1
will start the discussion with the passage about the communal singing of
Tierce and Sext. As I have said before, this passage in the Mamas Typikon has
no counterpart in the Evergetis Typikon. However, it is also found in the
Kecharitomene Typikon and in the Machairas Typikon. In fact, the versions in
the Mamas Typikon and in the Machairas Typikon are virtually identical. For
this reason I will only quote the former text and give variant readings in the
latter text in brackets, italicising the elements where the two texts differ:

61. A. BaNDY, 32. Mamas: Typikon of Athanasios Philanthropenos for the Monastery of St.
Mamas in Constantinople, in Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents, 111, p. 990.
62. Cf. JorpaN and Morris, Hypotyposis, p. 4, 6, 140-141.
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Evergetis
[Amiévtag 8¢ év  1olg
KkeAlolg DUAV TV OQEL-
Aopévny  éxtelelv maoOV
drolovbioy  petd TV
cuviBov edyxdv kol yovo-
KAoW@V...] 10Vg €& enuu
yoAuotg, Thv TpiTnv dpov
Kol Thv €KV, KPOLOUEVmY
v ouuPorwv, kaTor 1O
£00c¢ .5

DIRK KRAUSMULLER

Mamas (Machairas)

Kpovopévov tolvov 10D
ovpPOAOL KOTO TOV KOLPOV
TO0V TPOCNKOVTO, GULVAye-
oo 8¢ whvtog év 1
vépOnkt  xal  (kdxeioe)
yéArew Opod thv Tpitnv
dpav kol ™y kv peta
@V ovv avtal; evy@dv
(ueta TdV uecwpinv).®

Kecharitomene

KotohouBovodong 8¢ tiig
TPOGTKOVOTG MPOG, KPOL-
oBhoeton 10 Ebhov kbikeloe
yolelte T0 pecoplo. Thg
npdING, TAV T€ TPlTNV KOl
By dpav  petd  ThdV
HeEGWPIMV, TV VYDV KOl TMV
petavoldv, #vlo dv 1 kobn-
youpévn BouAnd, elte év 1@
KON Mplo, €te &v 1 TG

grAnoiog EEovdpbnict.s

The close resemblance of the versions in the Mamas Typikon and the
Machairas Typikon shows clearly that they are derived from the same model.
When we turn to the text in the Kecharitomene Typikon, we find that it shares a
number of features with the common model for the two other texts, which are
absent from the Evergetis Typikon: the genitive absolute kotadapufovodong de
thig TpoonKkovoNg Mpag corresponds to the prepositional phrase xoté TOV Kopov
tov mpoofkovta and &v T tiig éxkAnciog eEwvapBnkt has a parallel in év 19
vépOnki. Even more striking is the resemblance between kdxeioe yoleite and
kokeloe yadlewv in the Machairas Typikon. This leaves no doubt that the
Kecharitomene Typikon is in this instance not based directly on the Evergetis
Typikon, but is rather a further modification of an earlier adaptation of this text.
This argument can be further strengthened when we consider a discrepancy
between the Machairas Typikon and the Kecharitomene Typikon: in the former
case the adverb kdxeloe has a clear referent because the narthex is mentioned
immediately before, whereas in the latter text it is meaningless because there a
location is specified only at a later point. This suggests that the author of the
Kecharitomene Typikon somewhat inexpertly modified his model by moving
the locations to the end of the sentence, undoubtedly because he had to accom-
modate an alternative, the common sleeping-quarters of the nuns. If he had
inserted this further feature into the middle of the sentence, the syntax would
have become very convoluted indeed.

At this point we can conclude that the common source for the three extant
rules must have been the Philanthropos Typikon, which was drawn up at the
behest of Empress Irene Doukaina. This now lost text was then further modified
when Irene Doukaina founded the Kecharitomene convent and needed a rule
for this house as well. Moreover, it was later adopted by the former steward of
the Philanthropos monastery, Athanasius, when he became abbot of St Mamas.*
And lastly it provided the inspiration for the Cypriot bishop Nilus when he

63. Evergetis Typikon, 5, ed. GAUTIER, p. 23135138,

64. Mamas Typikon, 31, ed. EUSTRATIADES, p.285%27; Machairas Typikon, 35, ed. 1. TSIk-
NOPOULLOS, Kvrmpiake: tumikd, Nicosia 1969, p. 19%-20'.

65. Kecharitomene Typikon, 33, ed. P. GAUTIER, Le typikon de la Théotokos Kécharitdméne,
REB 43,1985, p. 5-165, esp. p. 81-831132-1136,

66. Cf. Mamas Typikon, proem., ed. EUSTRATIADES, p. 259%°.
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composed the Machairas Typikon, either directly or through the mediation of
further adaptations. From the comparison it is evident that the author of the Phil-
anthropos Typikon had already turned the originally private devotions of Tierce
and Sext into communal services, which took place in the narthex of the church.
In order to achieve this aim, he did not compose an entirely new text but lifted
the accusative objects thv tpltnv ®pav kol v €ktnv and the genitive absolute
Kpovouévav t@v cuporwy from the original sentence and created a new context
for them. However, did the Philanthropos Typikon also include a reference to
communal inter-hours? At first, this seems to be the case because both the
Kecharitomene Typikon and the Machairas Typikon contain the prepositional
phrase petd tdv pecwpimv. Thus one could conclude that the alternative peto
TV oLV avtal evx®v in the Mamas Typikon is the result of a later modification,
introduced to tone down the rigour of the original text. This argument seems
further strengthened when we consider how the passages under discussion are
arranged in the Mamas Typikon and in the Machairas Typikon. In order to facil-
itate the comparison I will summarise the content of the passages and only repro-
duce the transitions in full:

Evergetis

[Monks go to cells;
worship in cells, including
Tierce and Sext; no genu-
flections in cells when
‘God is Lord’ is performed
and during festal periods.’]

T& ugv odv mepi Thig Tpling
Kol KNG Opoig Kol TpdTNng
év 1alc  dmohedvpévoug
fiépoig 100 Eviawtod mdé
nwg &xétm. Pntéov 8¢ dpa
kol mept 1fic Oelog pvota-
yoyloc.®

Mamas

[Monks go to cells ; worship
in cells; no genuflections in
cells when ‘God is Lord’ is
performed and during festal
periods.®]

T& pgv odv mept Thg Tpitng
Kol KNG Opog Kol TpMmTNG
év  talg  &molelvpévong
Auépog 100 Eviowtod OS¢
nog &xétm To 8¢ mepl Thg
TplTng Kol EKTNG Tpoeypdon
v 1 nepl thig Belog pooto-
yoylog kepaloie.”

[Tierce and Sext are sung in
the narthex; in the meantime
the church is prepared for the
Eucharist.”!]

AMGL o pev The Tpitng Kol
gxtng Bpac O3 mwg éxétm -
pntéov 8¢ Gpor kol mepl Thg
Beloc pootoyoyiog.”

67. Evergetis Typikon, 4, ed. GAUTIER, p. 23135145,

68. Evergetis Typikon, 4, ed. GAUTIER, p. 2345151,

69. Mamas Typikon, 47, ed. EUSTRATIADES, p. 298%8-2997.
70. Mamas Typikon, 47, ed. EUSTRATIADES, p. 2987.

71. Mamas Typikon, 31, ed. EUSTRATIADES, p. 285!,

72. Mamas Typikon, 31, ed. EUSTRATIADES, p. 2853!-36.

73. Machairas Typikon, 34-35, ed. TSIKNOPOULLOS, p. 19128,
74. Machairas Typikon, 35, ed. TSIKNOPOULLOS, p. 19%3-205.
75. Machairas Typikon, 36, ed. TSIKNOPOULLOS, p. 207,

Machairas

[Lacuna (index: Ilepi tfig
dxoAovBiog 10D keAliov);
no genuflections in cells
when ‘God is Lord’ is
performed and during festal
periods.”]

[Tierce and Sext are sung in
the narthex; in the meantime
the church is prepared for
the Eucharist.”#]

AN TO pev The Tpitng Kol
£Ktng Opog év Tolg dimole-
Aopévarg  fpépaig  tod
gviowTod Od¢ Tog Exétw -
pntéov 8¢ Gpo kol Tepl Thg
Oelog pootoywylog.”
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As I have said before, in the Mamas Typikon the two passages about
private worship in the cells and about the communal singing of Tierce and
Sext are found in different parts of the texts but are linked to one another
through a cross-reference. This cross-reference is not an entirely new creation
since it contains material from the concluding sentence of the chapter in the
Evergetis Typikon, which is now reduplicated. This suggests that the author of
the Mamas Typikon reorganised an older text where the two passages
followed each other. That this is indeed the case becomes apparent when we
extend the discussion to the Machairas Typikon where we find just such an
arrangement. There can thus be no doubt that the Machairas Typikon has
preserved the disposition of the Philanthropos Typikon where the additional
passage about communal Tierce and Sext was simply inserted into an existing
chapter.

However, this does not necessarily mean that the reference to the inter-
hours was already part of the Philanthropos Typikon. First of all, it can be
shown that the Machairas Typikon follows the text of its model much less
closely than the Mamas Typikon. A case in point is the passage about private
worship in the cells in the Evergetis Typikon. As we have seen, the Mamas
Typikon reproduces this passage without changes and merely omits the refer-
ence to Tierce and Sext. Unfortunately, the corresponding chapter in the
Machairas Typikon is lost, but the concluding words kol thv 100 £pyoyeipov q
e dvoyvaoeng énpuédelov, which have survived, have no counterpart in the
Evergetis Typikon. This suggests that this passage had been substantially
modified. Moreover, the references to the inter-hours in the Kecharitomene
Typikon and in the Machairas Typikon are not as close as it first appears. As
we have seen, the Kecharitomene Typikon makes mention not only of the
inter-hours of Tierce and Sext but also of the inter-hour of Prime. By contrast,
no such reference is found in the Machairas Typikon. Here the inter-hour of
Prime appears in the section about the genuflections where the
Kecharitomene Typikon has an undeveloped text:

Machairas Kecharitomene

N , . - - , , oA
npog 8¢, (sc. pvAa&dueba 10 yovukAitelv  obte (sc. mowfoete petdvolov &v T®
év 101g KeAMlolg) 10 dwdexanuepov TOV  KOWUNTNPL® VUAV) koto 10 dodexonie-
Xprotovyévvev kod v Ilevinkootiv  pov, oVte katd v 6Anv [evinkootv.”
anooay, .. Kol 10 WEAAEWY TO LECOPLOL £V
t0lg keAliowg xof SAnv v dylov
Mevinkoosty euAa&duedo.’

It is evident that the author of the Machairas Typikon has taken as his start-
ing point the sentence about genuflections during the Pentecostal period. He
has then reduplicated the structure of this sentence but with the inter-hour of
Prime as new subject matter. In this way he has succeeded in a roundabout

76. Machairas Typikon, 34, ed. TSIKNOPOULLOS, p. 191822,
77. Kecharitomene Typikon, 33, ed. GAUTIER, p. 83!137-1139
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way to indicate that the inter-hours should be sung on all other days of the
year.

I would therefore argue that the appearance at the same point of the prepo-
sitional phrase petd Tov pecwpiov both in the Kecharitomene Typikon and in
the Machairas Typikon is a coincidence. After all, the most opportune place
for adding such a reference to the existing sentence would have been right
after the reference to Tierce and Sext. That such changes could be made inde-
pendently is confirmed by the fact that we find the same stipulations in the
Phoberos Typikon. Accordingly, the alternative phrase peto T@v v oOTOIG
eOx®v in the Mamas Typikon would represent the text of the Philanthropos
Typikon.

The interpretation that has been proposed here can be further confirmed
when we turn to the passage about None. Here the Machairas Typikon has an
entirely different text, a lengthy description of the ritual for the inter-hour of
None.” By contrast, the version in the Kecharitomene Typikon is an elabora-
tion of the text that we find in the Mamas Typikon:

Evergetis
Thv 8¢ évwdtnv kotd Tog
npoAafoioog dpag
yoAhesBor  xpfi,  1od

cvuPoiikod kpovuatog émi
ToOTNV VUGG KaAoDVTog (g
#00¢.”

Mamas

Ty pévior évdrnv xoto
t0g  mpoAofovoag  Mdpag
yéAkecsBor xph &V 1@
vépBnkt, 10D pkpod
oVUPBOAOL Kpovouivoy Emi
o0t Kol Mg kahoBvrog
a¢ #0o¢ .30

Kecharitomene
Qoodtog  xol  To  Thg
gvvding dpog pecoplo v
@ xownmple D@V
wéAAesBo BovAduedo 100
uikpod  ovuPoérov  Kkpov-
OUEVOV.

TAv ye unv évvdinv dpav

yéAhewy vudg del xabog
kol Tog mpodraingBeicog
OpoG LETE TE TOV LECOPL®Y
oOTAG Kol TV UETOVOLDV,
100 onuovtipog mdoog
cvykoahodvrog g #0oc.b!

In this case the author of the Mamas Typikon reproduces the text of the
Evergetis Typikon with only minor changes, but he inserts a reference to the
narthex, which turns None from a private into a communal service. By
contrast, the version in the Kecharitomene Typikon is much more complex. It

78. Machairas Typikon, 42, ed. TSIKNOPOULLOS, p.22%2!: Thiv pévtotr évéanv dpov kol 10
TOOTNG HECOPLOV 0VTO WoATEOV © petd 10 dtavaotivor Nuag 6nd thg &v Tfi kowf tpoméln
toTidoemg 0D Elequov kol olktipumv 6 kOplog, tpoenv £8wke 10lg @ofovuévolg atdv, Tpig
nopd Thg adehpdtog wodlouévov, kol 10D cuviiBoug LV aTd Tprooyiov, Tod iepémg te THv
edymv émhéyovtog Tardtny, Eboyntog 6 Bedg 6 tpéowv fudg éx vedtog NUAV Tf 0dTod ydpiit
kol glavBporig tévtote, e0BVg dpxdueBo 10D pro’ wokuod, HoepdvBny éri toig elpnkdot pot,
gic olkov kupiov mopevcouedo, kot T0dTov WoAlovteg éEepydueba 10 dpioThplov petd g Tpoon-
Kobong evkoouiog kol katootdoeng, kol dmepyduedo eig tov vépOnka 100 vaod, kdkeloe, Tov
towodtov EknAnpodvieg wohudv, dpyduedo tod tpioayiov kol wédAlopev v évdrny. Only the
first three words have a counterpart in the other texts.

79. Evergetis Typikon, 6, ed. GAUTIER, p. 25'951%,

80. Mamas Typikon, 47, ed. EUSTRATIADES, p. 2991012,

81. Kecharitomene Typikon, 35, ed. GAUTIER, p. 8511881192,
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not only includes a reference to the inter-hour in the passage that it shares
with the other two texts, but prefaces this passage with an entirely new
sentence where the inter-hour is mentioned together with a location. Detailed
comparison again reveals that the version in the Kecharitomene Typikon is
developed out of the text in the Mamas Typikon. Both texts have the charac-
teristic phrase tod pikpod cvuforov kpovouévov where the Evergetis Typikon
has 100 cvpupoiikod xpovuatog. Moreover, the author of the Kecharitomene
Typikon has adopted the two phrases 100 pikpod cvuporov kpovouévov and
Nuég kohodvrog g #0og in such a way that the first element is moved to the
new first passage. It is evident that the appearance of the inter-hours in the
Kecharitomene Typikon is closely linked to these secondary modifications.®
This confirms our previous conclusion that the Mamas Typikon does indeed
represent the text of the Philanthropos Typikon.

The discussion so far has shown time and again that the Kecharitomene
Typikon and the Machairas Typikon are much more developed than the
Mamas Typikon, which remains very close to the text of the Evergetis Typikon
and therefore also to the text of its immediate model, the Philanthropos
Typikon. This leaves no doubt that the Philanthropos Typikon itself was very
faithful to the Evergetis Typikon, a characteristic that it shared with the
contemporary Phoberos Typikon, despite the fact that the two texts are not
directly related to one another. The different nature of the rules is clearly visi-
ble in the passage about the Midnight service:

Evergetis (Phob., Phil.)

. P15 &v 0 100 ®poroyiov
opovtilov, v apudlov-
oo ékelfev dpov pabov T
1e mPoeotdTL mpoceABov
kol Thv mpoohkovooy &€
éxeivov AoBov edyhv, eito
KOl YEYOVOTEPQ QWV 1O
EdA\oyeite dyror evphBumg
gkKekpaydg, KpPoOUGOG TE
kot 10 #0o¢ 1O pikpdv
cOpPorov vikadro €eye-
pel mpoOg Aertovpyloy DG
Tfi¢ pecovukTion &KOAOV-
Biag (add. Phoberos: év 1oic
keliolg dudv  yoldo-
uévng..., add. Philanth.: tfig
&v 1® vépOnxt yodlo-
uévng), fiv oM xoi adTog
yalelton Tdvimg.s

Kecharitomene
"Ev kop®d 8¢ 1d Tpoohkov-
T, g teAovong v ¢
éxkAnolopyiog Sroxovioy
petévotaw T kolbnyovpévn
BoAlovong xail 10 EOAov
Kpovodong, TV UEGOVD-
kTov  dxolovBiov év 1

Gpbnit 1 ékxAnociog
TOPOLYEVOUEVOLL EKTENE-
cete, oVOE owthig  Thg

drunvicdong LUAS GmoAl-
novouévng, GAN duo te
oLV DUTY YyoAdovong. ™

Machairas
Gypig av O 1

koavdnAdntng kol O £mi-
GTNUOVAPYNG, THV TPOGT-
Kovoo Opov €k T EKKAN-
clbpyov paBdvieg, 1@
npoectdTL  WpocéABotev,
kol Ty cvviOn Aafdvreg
¢€ éxeivov edyflv, 6 uév
anédn  xpodowv  Tdg
Bapéag, 6 8¢ 10 EbAdymoov
nétep Oy1e TO LEGOVUKTIKOV
npoonvel kol Mnig @@V
ggeandyv, mapodevon TO
KkeAMo TV Gdeledv Kol
£¢’ txdote 10 EvAdymoov
nGtep TO  HECOVULKTIKOV
ocavtag Aéyov, EEeyepel
npdg Aertovpytov DuaG tiig
pecovuktiov éiodovBiog,
fiv M kol adtog yokelton
madviog kol O Kovdn-
Admng.®

82.1t is also worth noting that the phrase petd te 1dv pecwpiov odTHg Kol T@V LeTAVOIDV S
clearly based on the model of its counterpart petd t®v pecopiov, 1OV LDV Kol 1OV LETOVOLDY
in the section about Tierce and Sext.

83. Evergetis Typikon, 6, ed. GAUTIER, p. 27?'328; Phoberos Typikon, 12, ed. PAPADOPOULOS-
KERAMEUS, p. 24%1; Mamas Typikon, 47, ed. EUSTRATIADES, p.299%%7. 1 have reproduced the
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Both the Phoberos Typikon and, as we can now say, the Philanthropos
Typikon copy the text of the Evergetis Typikon without change, confining
themselves to brief additional comments that specify whether the service
should be private or communal. As I have said before, the two texts may
respond directly to one another and reflect a contemporary discussion about
the nature of the midnight service in which their authors took diametrically
opposed positions. The later adaptations of the Philanthropos Typikon for the
Kecharitomene convent and the Machairas monastery are based on the text of
their model. However, they introduce many secondary changes into this text,
which in the case of the Kecharitomene Typikon almost obscure its ultimate
dependence on the Evergetine rule.

From the discussion so far it is evident that the two direct adaptations of
the Evergetis Typikon from the beginning of the 12th century, the Phoberos
Typikon and the Philanthropos Typikon, modify independently of one another
the text of their model in such a way that it reflects the vision of ‘proper’
coenobitic worship that was promoted at the time by the proponents of the
monastic reform movement. Like Nicetas Stethatos, their authors clearly felt
the pressure of the reform discourse, which made older practice seem insuffi-
cient. However, we have also seen that the reform agenda was not immedi-
ately implemented in its entirety. Firstly, while the Philanthropos Typikon
turns the midnight prayers into a communally performed service, the
Phoberos Typikon insists that they remain a private devotion; and secondly
while the Phoberos Typikon stipulates that both hours and inter-hours should
be performed communally, the Philanthropos Typikon speaks only of commu-
nal hours without mentioning the inter-hours. Yet in the end the authors of the
Phoberos and Philanthropos rules could not stem the tide of reform. This can
be concluded from the Kecharitomene and Machairas rules. As we have
already noted the redactors of these texts not only retained the communal
midnight service, but also introduced communal inter-hours, with the result
that virtually no time was left for private worship. It is evident that the
Phoberos Typikon and the Philanthropos Typikon play a crucial role in the
Wirkungsgeschichte of the Evergetine rule. Both texts stand out through their
faithfulness to the model, which is in marked contrast to the much freer adap-
tations in the two later texts. This suggests that their authors were in close
contact with the Evergetis monastery. Indeed, in the case of the Philanthropos
monastery the first abbot might even have been a former member of the
community of Evergetis. This makes it all the more striking that they felt the

text of the Evergetis Typikon without indicating several minor discrepancies. The most impor-
tant of these are the following. In the Phoberos Typikon the participle mpocer@dv is missing,
which is evidently a straightforward scribal mistake. The Mamas Typikon leaves out eito kol
yeyovotépe ewvii 10 Edloyelte dytor edphBuag éxkexpoyodg. However, this phrase must have
been part of the Philanthropos Typikon because it appears in slightly changed form in the
Machairas Typikon.

84. Kecharitomene Typikon, 38, ed. GAUTIER, p. 8712131217,

85. Machairas Typikon, 45, ed. TSIKNOPOULLOS, p. 23%7-242,
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need to deviate so radically from the Evergetine monastic vision with its
strong emphasis on private worship.

So far this article has focused on the minor hours and inter-hours.
However, we can observe the processes of change and adaptation in other
contexts as well. A case in point is the stipulation about the genuflections that
monks should make in their cells. The versions of this passage in the
Evergetis and Phoberos rules read as follows:

Phoberos

DvAaEouedo 8¢ t0dt0 (sc. 10 yovukAl-
1€lv) Kaw 101¢ keAMotg, Gtav dypunvio O
10 TOv ékelvng komov, mpdg O KTl TO
dwdekonuepov kol thv IMevinkoothyv
naoov.t’

Evergetis

DoraEduedo 8¢ Todto (sc. 10 YovukALTELY)

K&v 101G KeAAoLg LU@Y Gtov drypumvio T

S0 oV €€ éxetvng komov, Tpog 8¢ Kot TO

dwdexomuepov tdv Xprotovyévvov Kod
\ A e ’ 86

v dwakaviopov Bdopado.

From the juxtaposition it is evident that at the Evergetis monastery genu-
flections were only forbidden during Easter week whereas in the Phoberos
monastery this prohibition was extended to the whole Pentecostal period. The
reason for this change is given in the following paragraph of the Phoberos
Typikon: it is the influence of canon law, which in the Evergetis Typikon did
not yet play a role.® When we turn to the rules for the Mamas,
Kecharitomene and Machairas monasteries we are again confronted with a

more complex picture:

Evergetis Mamas Kecharitomene Machairas
Eni  toivov  tolg Emi  upévior  7oig Eni  tolvuv  Tolg
KeAAlolg DUAV Gel keAAlolg VudV del keAlolg MUV el
10 yovu  xAMtéov yovukAltéov 10 yovo  kMrtéov
£0)0UEVOLC. £0)0UEVOLC. g0y oUEvOovg, TapEE

. ?
DdvhaEduebo 8¢ dvroEduebo 8¢ “Ote pévror yiveton G“BBO"‘P“ ko
10010  kdv 10l 100T0 K&V  TOlC &ypumvic, ob mowy- KVPLOKIG.

KkeAllolg LUDY dTav
dypomvia i S Tov
¢€ éxeivng komov,

npdg 88 kotd TO

Ly
KkeAAlotg VUDV Stov
dypomvia i) did Tov
£k TovTNG KOTOV,

npog Of KOTO. TO

GETE UETAVOLOY &V
T KOWUNTNPL® LUOV
S1d TV €k Thig dypu-
nviog kOmov,

oVte xath 10 dwde-

Kot 8tav 8¢ drypo-
mvia ), uAakouedo
10 YOVUKALTETV év
T01g keAAlo1g,

npog 8¢ 10 Owde-

dmdexanuepov TV Jwdexonepov AV Komuepov, obte xofpepov OV
Xprotovyévvov kel Xpiotovyévvov kol xotd v OAnv Xprotovyévvov kod
v Sakovicipov thy Sokouviicyov  [1EVINKoGTAv..., v Ievinxoothv
£Pdopdda.® £BSopddo, A ol anoacov.?

8Anv thv Ilevtnko-

otV * ol 8¢ mpoot-

podpevoL YOvoKAL-

teltwoov et Ty ov xoTd  mov

Stokotviioipov.”

cdpPotov.”!

86. Evergetis Typikon, 4, ed. GAUTIER, p. 23141-143,

87. Phoberos Typikon, 10, ed. PApApoPOULOS-KERAMEUS, p. 212028,

88. Phoberos Typikon, 10, ed. PapaporouLos-KERAMEUS, p.218-22!¢ with excerpts from
several canonical texts. On this phenomenon in general cf. D. KrRaUSMULLER, The Athonite
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Comparison shows that the Mamas Typikon remains much closer to its
model than the Phoberos Typikon: it alone retains the reference to the Easter
week and mentions the Pentecostal period only as an option, which is not
binding for the individual practitioner. By contrast, the Machairas Typikon
and the Kecharitomene Typikon only refer to the Pentecostal period just as the
Phoberos Typikon does. Moreover, in these two texts we find the stipulation
that one should not make genuflections on Saturdays, which is absent from
the Mamas Typikon. The fact that this elaboration is found in both texts does
not mean that they are directly related to each other. Rather their authors
responded independently from one another to further developments within the
reform discourse. The similarity with the treatment of hours and inter-hours is
striking. As we have seen there, too, the stipulations of the Kecharitomene
and Machairas rules about the inter-hours correspond to those in the Phoberos
Typikon although there is no sign of a direct influence. Moreover, the inter-
hours are mentioned in both texts in the same sentence, but are absent from
the Mamas Typikon. This parallel strengthens our previous argument that the
Mamas Typikon is a faithful copy of the Philanthropos Typikon whereas the
Kecharitomene and Machairas rules introduced the same modifications with-
out being directly influenced by one another. As a result the Philanthropos
Typikon again stands out as a text whose author implemented the demands of
the reform movement only grudgingly and strove to remain as close as possi-
ble to the Evergetis Typikon.

I have suggested before that the redactor of the Philanthropos Typikon was
the first abbot of the monastery who had previously been a member of the
Evergetine community. If this were indeed the case, the changes introduced
into the Philanthropos Typikon would be even more significant because they
would show that even an Evergetine monk could not completely resist the
growing influence that the reform discourse exerted on Constantinopolitan
monasticism. This raises the question: how did the community of Evergetis
itself respond to the same challenge? After the death of the founder abbots
one might have expected that their successors felt the need to update the rule
that they inherited. However, this is not the case. When at the end of the 12th
century Sabas of Serbia had the Evergetis Typikon translated into Church
Slavonic for the monastery of Chilandar, its content was still unchanged.”® Of

monastic tradition during the 11th and early 12th centuries, in A. BRYEr and M. CUNNINGHAM
(ed.), Mount Athos and Byzantine Monasticism, Aldershot 1996, p. 57-65.

89. Evergetis Typikon, 4, ed. GAUTIER, p. 23140-143,

90. Mamas Typikon, 47, ed. EUSTRATIADES, p. 299%7.

91. Kecharitomene Typikon, 33, ed. GAUTIER, p. 83!136-1142,

92. Machairas Typikon, 34, ed. TSIKNOPOULLOS, p. 191418,

93. Cf. D.Bocpanovi¢, Hilandarski tipik: rukopis CHIL AS 156, Belgrade 1995, esp.
p. 62'""1%: A koju uay y Batue henuje, Tpe6a Ha MOJOGHO CBPILIE CBY CIYXOY MOCie yOOUUajeHux
MOJIUTaBa 1 KOJICHONIOKJIOEH-A, 110 BUILE PEYEHOM 3aKOHY, TO jeCT liec ncanama 1 tpehu yac un
wectu. The Hilandar Typikon also follows its model in the following section about genuflec-
tions. Like the Evergetis Typikon it stipulates that genuflections should not be made in the week
after Easter, rather than during the whole Pentecostal period, as we find in the other adaptations.
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possibly even greater significance is Isaac Komnenos’ Kosmosoteira Typikon
from the middle of the 12th century. This rule is the only adaptation of the
Evergetis Typikon by a Byzantine founder that faithfully reproduces the text
of its model and does not introduce any liturgical innovations.** Such conser-
vatism is in need of explanation, especially since the founder’s mother Irene
Doukaina had taken a radically different approach. At this point it is worth
considering that the Kosmosoteira Typikon is also the only adaptation of the
Evergetis Typikon that openly acknowledges its debt to the older text. In the
introductory section to the liturgical and dietary stipulations Isaac Komnenos
states: ‘What then the aforementioned rule of Evergetis stipulates with the
help of God about the condition of the monks in the hymnody and in the other
devotions, is this’ (& pév odv 1o mpoavapovndiv Tumkov thg Edepyétidog év
tolg Duvediog Tdv povaydv kol Tfi GAAN dxolovBig obv Bed dratdrteton
a0t éotv).” This is in stark contrast with his mother’s Kecharitomene
Typikon where we read instead: ‘“What then has been stipulated by us about
this sheepfold that is sacred to you and about the condition of those in it, is
this’ (o 8¢ dn mept te T 1epdg oot pHavdpog kol ThHg TOV Kot TNV ULV
dotetinwTol KoTooTdoem TovTd £otv), which gives the impression as if
the text were an original creation.”® Significantly, Isaac then explains that he
has ‘rubbed off what was written on the tablet through divine inspiration and
transferred it word for word to the present little tablet’ (to. éyyeypoppéva tj
3t Beolntog dmopop&duevol kol petoypdyovieg @ mopdvit dehtopio
kot €rog).”” This statement elevates the Evergetis Typikon to a religious docu-
ment of the first order, inspired by God in the same way as Moses’ tablets
were. As a consequence any deviation from the original would amount to an
adulteration of divine revelation. It is evident that this makes it impossible for
the text to be updated in the same manner as all the other adaptations were. At
this point we must ask: why would a lay founder like Isaac have made such a
statement? I would suggest that he was closely connected to the community of
Evergetis. Indeed, the only parallel for an explicit acknowledgement of a
source in Byzantine rules is found in the Petritziotissa Typikon of Gregory
Pakourianos who presents himself in the text as a friend of the community of
Panagios whose rule he adopts.”® Thus one could argue that the monks of
Evergetis had a hand in the production of the Kosmosoteira Typikon. Indeed,
the remark that the Kosmosoteira Typikon is only one of a number of such

94. Cf. N. SHEVCHENKO, 29. Typikon of the sebastokrator Isaac Komnenos for the Monastery
of the Mother of God Kosmosoteira near Bera, in Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents,
III, p. 784, with reference to chapters 13-29, which deal with worship and with diet: ‘These tran-
scriptions are usually verbatim or nearly so.’

95. Kosmosoteira Typikon, 13, ed. G. K. PapazoGLou, Tvrikov Tocoxiov ‘Ade&iov Kouvnvod
tfig povijg Ocotdkov tiig Koouoowreipag, Komotene 1994, esp. p. 52293294,

96. Kecharitomene Typikon, prologue, ed. GAUTIER, p. 2971173,

97. Kosmosoteira Typikon, 8, ed. PAPAzZoGLOU, p. 43144-44146

98. For a comparison, cf. D. KRAUSMULLER, Saints’ Lives and Typika: the Constantinopolitan
monastery of Panagiou in the Eleventh Century, unpublished doctoral thesis, Queen’s
University Belfast 2001, esp. p. 137-138.
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texts may suggest that the monks of Evergetis made a special edition of their
rule, consisting of the stipulations about worship and diet, which could be used
by several founders.”” If this interpretation is correct, they would have
responded to the uncontrolled proliferation of adaptations with an attempt to
safeguard not only the letter but also the spirit of the Evergetis Typikon.

To conclude: Within the discourse of coenobitic reform that came to domi-
nate the monastic milieus of 11th- and 12th-century Constantinople the
monastery of Evergetis had the status of an outsider. While the authors of the
Evergetis Typikon promoted a coenobitic regime they did not wish to subordi-
nate the individual to the community in quite such a radical way as other
contemporary texts intended. This is already evident in the debate about
proper fasting where the Evergetine texts permit individual monks to eat less
than their brethren, an attitude that is in stark contrast to the emphasis on
complete conformity in the Panagios Typikon and in the Testament of John the
Faster for the Petra monastery. Yet it can also be seen in the debate about
monastic worship. From the middle of the 11th century onwards the adoption
of a new liturgical element, the inter-hours, and the communal performance of
both hours and inter-hours on all days of the year were promoted as the hall-
marks of monastic reform. The force of the new discourse can be gauged not
only from texts that fully implemented its tenets such as the Typikon of Nicon
of the Black Mountain and the Eleousa Typikon, but also from more half-
hearted responses such as the Concise Hypotyposis of Nicetas Stethatos who
attempted to introduce the inter-hours as private devotions in the Stoudios
monastery. By contrast, the abbots of Evergetis made very few concessions to
the reformers. Detailed analysis of the Evergetis Typikon and Synaxarion
reveals that on ordinary days of the year only Prime was sung in the church
whereas the other minor hours were performed in the cells and that only
Prime was complemented with an inter-hour, which was also performed in the
cells. This reluctance finds its most likely explanation in the wish of the
authors to preserve a balance between private and communal worship and to
leave space for individual expressions of worship. However, the pull of the
reform discourse clearly made it difficult to maintain such a position. This can
be seen from two rules that are directly based on the Evergetis Typikon, the
Phoberos Typikon and the lost Philanthropos Typikon whose text is preserved
in the later Mamas Typikon. These two texts, which were written indepen-
dently from one another in the early 12th century, remain very close to their
model but they introduce a number of modifications which affect patterns of
worship within the community. The Philanthropos Typikon turns the hours
from private into communal devotions and the Phoberos Typikon goes one
step further and stipulates the communal performance of the inter-hours as
well. Significantly, the partial implementation of the reform agenda in the
Philanthropos Typikon was later considered insufficient since two adaptations,
the Kecharitomene Typikon and the Machairas Typikon, add the communal

99. Kosmosoteira Typikon, 8, ed. PAPAZOGLOU, p. 43137144,
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performance of the inter-hours to the text of their model. This makes it all the
more surprising that the Evergetis monastery continued to stem the tide.
There is no indication that the Evergetis Typikon was ever revised. Indeed, the
monks of Evergetis may even have launched a counter-attack by creating a
special edition of the Evergetis Typikon for the use of monastic founders in
order to regain the ownership of its monastic tradition and to promote its
specific vision of the ideal monastic life.
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Mardin Artuklu University
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