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EUTHYMIUS THE ATHONITE AND COMMENTARIES ON
GREGORY OF NAZIANZUS” WRITINGS

The writings of Cappadocian father Gregory of Nazianzus, one of the most
significant representatives of early Byzantine ecclesiastic literature, have
always attracted particular interest of Byzantine scholars and have been
discussed by them. During the Middle Ages no other Byzantine author’s
writings were commented on as frequently as Gregory of Nazianzus’ ho-
milies, poetry and letters. The commentaries on his writings were composed
by well-known scholars of Byzantium: Dorotheus of Gaza, Maximus the
Confessor, Michael Psellos, Nicetas Heracliensis, etc. The commentaries on
Gregory of Nazianzus’ writings were popular not only in Byzantium, but in
the Christian East as well. Over the period of several centuries these works
were translated into different languages of the Christian East including
Georgian.

In Georgian literary tradition the translation of commentaries on Gregory
of Nazianzus’ writings is closely connected with the translation of these
writings themselves. Almost every translator who worked on the writings by
the Cappadocian father, rendered into Georgian the commentaries on his
writings as well. These translators are: Grigol Oshkeli, David Tbeli,
Euthymius the Athonite, Ephrem Mtsire and the anonymous representative of
Gelati translation school. Among the Georgian translations of the
commentaries on the works by Gregory of Nazianzus, the translations of the
tenth-eleventh century scholar Euthymius the Athonite deserve special
interest.

The period of transition between the tenth and the eleventh centuries is
supposed to be the beginning of the so-called Golden Age — a new era in old
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Georgian literature.' This was the starting point of a determined orientation of
Georgian intellectuals towards Byzantine culture. The process of the growth
of Byzantine influence on Georgian literature began in the monastic centre of
Mt. Athos and the initiator of this cultural process was Euthymius the
Athonite. The aim of Euthymius' literary activity was to bring Georgian
literature into line with the Byzantine norm. As is well known, earlier
Georgian translated literature, being under the influence of Jerusalem
liturgical practice in the fifth-tenth centuries, was quite diverse, but in a
certain sense limited.” The main task of Euthymius was to enrich Georgian
literature with Byzantine writings of a different character. There hardly exists
a single genre of ecclesiastical literature which has not benefited from the
translations of Euthymius: he translated the works of well-known Byzantine
authors like Basil the Great, Gregory of Nazianzus, Maximus the Confessor
and others; he rendered into Georgian more than one of the patristic
commentaries on Biblical books, etc.

The commentaries on the writings of Gregory of Nazianzus translated by
Euthymius the Athonite are: Pseudo-Nonnos Mythological Commentary on
Oratio 39 (In sancta Lumina), which survived as a fragment, compiled
theological-philosophical Commentary on Oratio 38 and Commentary on
Oratio 44.

Commentary on Oratio 38 (In Nativitatem)

The Commentary on Oratio 38 by Gregory of Nazianzus — "mo®y-
dobgoso dbosw yaol3dollsgmggemms Logyysms JHobBdgl dmdols
bogombogoloms.  mJdgeo  §dowolbs  dsdols  hygbols  doJlodglo
odbss@goeolse" (The Explanation of Difficult Passages from Oratio in
Nativitatem by our Father St. Maximus the Confessor) is attested in the most

' Kekelidze K., History of Old Georgian Literature, I, 5" ed., Thilisi 1980, 60 (in Georgian);
Tarkhnishvili M., Geschichte der Kirchlischen Georgischen Literatur (Studi e testi, 185), Citta
del Vaticano, 1955, 35.

2 Metreveli H., Le role de I'Athos dans I'histoire de la culture géorgienne, dans Bedi Kartlisa,
Revue de Kartvélologie, XLI, 1983, 19.

® The texts of the commentaries are published, see Sancti Gregorii Nazianzeni Opera, Versio iberica I,
Orationes I, XLV, XLIV, XLI, ed. a H. Metreveli et K. Bezarachvili, Ts. Kourtsikidze, N.
Melikichvili, Th. Othkhmezouri, M. Raphava, M. Chanidze (Corpus Christianorum. Series Graeca,
36. Corpus Nazianzenum, 5), Turnhout-Leuven 1998; Sancti Gregorii Nazianzeni Opera, Versio
iberica III, Oratio XXXVIII, ed. a H. Metreveli et K. Bezarachvili, Ts. Kourtsikidze, N. Melikichvili,
Th. Othkhmezouri, M. Raphava (Corpus Christianorum. Series Graeca, 45. Corpus Nazianzenum, 12),
Turnhout-Leuven 2001; Th. Otkhmezuri, Pseudo-Nonniani in IV orationes Gregorii Nazianzeni
commentarii (Corpus Christianorum. Seires Graeca, 50. Corpus Nazianzenum, 16), Turnhout-Leuven
2002. The introductory part of this work deals with Euthymius the Athonite’s translation of Pseudo-
Nonnos Mythological Commentary. Therefore this issue is not discussed here.
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important collections of Gregory of Nazianzus’ homilies translated by
Euthymius the Athonite. The manuscripts are: Ath. 68 (a. 1002-1005), Thilisi
A4-1 (a. 1030), P-3 (a. 1040), Thilisi S-383 (s. XI), Thilisi S-413 (s. XI), Thilisi
A-87 (s. XI), Thilisi A-80 (s. XIII), Thilisi A-518 (a.1708)."

The Structure and Nature of the Commentary. The Commentary has
the following structure: before the passages taken from Gregory’s Oratio 38
for explanation there is a note MdMMolLIgdyyngerobse (From the Theolo-
gian), referring them in this way to Gregory of Nazianzus. The passages are
followed by explanations with the note ms®pdsbo (Explanation). In total,
101 explanations are attested in Commentary on Oriatio 38.

The title of the Commentary ascribes the writing to the famous Byzantine
scholar of the seventh century, Maximus the Confessor. In the history of
Byzantine literature the name of Maximus is closely connected with the
thoughts of Cappadocian fathers, especially Gregory of Nazianzus.” One of
his most famous writings Ambiguorum Liber consists of commentaries on the
writings of Gregory of Nazianzus and Dionysius Areopagita.’ The
Commentary on Oratio 38 translated by Euthymius is connected with the
above-mentioned work of Maximus the Confessor, namely, with one of the
parts of this writing — Ambigua ad Iohannem. The writing consists of com-
mentaries on seventeen homilies, one epistle and one poem by Gregory:
Orationes — 7, 14, 21, 23, 25, 27, 28, 29, 30, 34, 38, 39, 40, 41, 43, 44, 45,
Epist. 101; Carm. 11, 2. In Ambigua ad Iohannem Maximus the Confessor
comments on eight passages from Oratio 38 by Gregory of Nazianzus. These
eight explanations by Maximus have equivalents among 101 explanations in
Euthymius’ translation. So Ambigua ad Iohannem serves as one of the
sources for the Georgian translation of Oratio 38. These explanations are:
expl. 20 — PG 91, col. 1273 D 5; expl. 21 — PG 91, col. 1281 B 7; expl. 23 —
PG 91, col. 1285 B 14; expl. 43 — PG 91, col. 1288 A 10; expl.. 52 — PG 91,
col. 1288 D 1; expl. 91 — PG 91, col. 1289 B 5; expl. 95 — PG 91, col. 1289 D
6; expl. 101 — PG 91, col. 1297 C 1.

The explanations make up the most important part of the writing
according to their volume (Maximus’ eight explanations constitute half of the
whole text of the Commentary) as well as their content (with their

Bregvadze T., Répertoire des manuscrits de la version géorgienne, dans Versiones orientales,
repertorium ibericum et studia ad editiones curandas, ed. B. Coulie (Corpus Christianorum.
Series Graeca, 20. Corpus Nazianzenum, 1, Brepols-Turnhout 1988, 67-74.

Berthhold G. C., The Cappadocian Roots of Maximus the Confessor, in Actes du Symposium
sur Maxime le Confesseur, ed. E. Heinzer et Ch. Schonborn, Fribourg 1982, 51-59.

Jeauneaue E., Maximi Confessoris Ambigua ad Iohannem (Corpus Christianorum, Series
Graeca, 18), 1988, IX.



186 Thamar Otkhmezuri

philosophical depth and meaning). This probably explains why Maximus the
Confessor is named as the author of the Commentary in its title.

The remaining explanations included in the translation of the
Commentary on Oratio 38 are connected with the Commentary on Oratio 38
composed by the tenth-century Byzantine scholar Basilius Minimus,” namely,
a particular version of the Commentary attested in Sylloge (a collection of the
second half of the tenth century consisting of commentaries by Basilius
Minimus and George Mokenos). Phraseological coincidences are revealed in
Basilius’ commentaries and in several explanations of the Commentary: expl.
1, I. 3 = Bas. Minim. la, /. 1; expl. 19, . 2-6 = Bas. Minim. 12, [. 6-11; expl.
2, 1. 5-6 = Bas. Minim. 2, . 3-4; expl. 36, [. 3-5 = Bas. Minim. 36, /. 1-3. This

clearly demonstrates the influence of Basilius Minimus’

Commentary.

writing on the

Two explanations in Euthymius’ translation are identical with the text of

Basilius Minimus:

G5d9my goms@3s bodo
3°dm5hobgols 30@ITmls dols
Lobglbos, 9a®gmgg Lobrgs®o
s bodyggse odmshobgdls
dsl, dmIgoobs ogmlb
Lobego® s Lo@Gyys. boam
Lobmgamo dsdobse @b d8,
30m5G3> bodyyse, GmImols
309® 20dmhbogdols dsdso.
@5d9m 0B gz, goms®Ige
"Gm3gardsb dobogns 3y,
obogns dsdse hgdo s g ©o
35350 g0 gocom." (Ioh. 12,
45). @odgmyy gomo@3o
ngbog® 3sdobs s@s omJydols
48, 9aMgmgg >OGES mgbog®
dols 03bmdgdols dodso. ©s
LodoBm@mo bobmgooe ©
Lodygygse dsdobow gfmwos
dgbs, goms®3o
s@dslG g gdgenls s@lgdobs
dolobs s dmdobfoggoganlss,
0g oo 5O 0y0. Mooy
o6 0mdygdol, sO3S

390l 3do-0gmegdol mzbog

“QoTep 1) €lkov TO TPOTOTUTOV 0UTWS
Wakov 8¢ kal mhéov O kéyou Kai épos

el of)v 0 opLouog Sn\otl T od éoTL )\oyog
KotL opLopés. Opog 8¢ Tob Ha‘rpog 0 Y’Log
wg Aoyog & ov SELKVU‘raL 0 Ha‘rnp 0
ewpamg dnot eue eu)pou(e TOV Ha'repa
P a)\)\nkotg yotp Ta ToLadTa VoelTaL. ‘Qs
yap a'rep Yiod optouog 8L ob ywhokeTal
Td Trpayua'ra ovKk v amodobein Ha'rpog,
oUTws 06 yvmcGeLn Sn\adn Ha‘rnp dvev
Yiod. ELKOTU)S‘ ovv opov Hap'rog Kal )\oyov
TOV YLOv elmev ol povor s aTadds os
Adbyov ék Nod mpoedbévTa Tob IMaTpds,
d)\)\d Kal G)g ouuﬁ)\npm'rLKbv obolas kal
alTo 70 Tl éoTL 6n>\ovv1’a TOV Ha‘rpog oY
8¢ yap av VonGeLn 1 )\eXeeLn Yiob dveu
HaTnp 7 opov Kat )\oyov xwpls 8Uob kal
mav S\ws wplodn kal yéyove yevnTov kal
Td€el kal \oyw TeTipnTal (Bas. Minim.
128).

7 Basilii Minimi in Gregorii Nazianzeni orationem XXXVIII commentarii, editi a Th. S. Schmidt
(Corpus Christianorum, Series Graeca, 46, Corpus Nazianzenum 13), Turnhout-Leuven 2001.
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dols dsds0, 3obs my
Lobmgo®mo @O s Lodyysoe,
Gmdgobs dogH solsbog@s

s 0Jdbs gmggarogg (expl. 85).

G590 9godmm ©s 5@ axpéves yap aA\ ok év xpéve €k ToD
J580g6om 095 dsdologsb d6 MaTpos Tod Yo yevvnBévTos: apxm pév
©o 530bmyl @sbsdsdo sl éotw 0 Mathp, s alTios dAN dxpovos
35850, goms®s Jobgbo. pndevos peatteboartos xpdrov: dua yap
56590 9g0dme slsdsdo, Matp apa Yiés (Bas. Minim. 145 b).

@3990y sOG3S gOmo godo
Ygdolegae 5@ dm@ol dsdobs
©s dobs, sMsdge mEglis oym
35350, 0ym dg@ao (expl. 93).

The traces of Basilius’ work found in the Commentary on Oratio 38 ena-
bles to determine the date of its origin. As far as one of the sources (the Syllo-
ge version) of the compiled theological-philosophical Commentary on Oratio
38 had already been composed by the second half of the tenth century, the
Commentary must have been created no later than the end of the tenth century.

In general, the compilation style is a distinctive feature of Byzantine
commentarial genre. The tradition of using earlier commentaries to compose
new writings has been present throughout the whole history of exegetical and
commentarial genre in Byzantium. This process is evident in the studies of
commentaries on Gregory’s writings.”

It should be noted that Georgian scholars were well familiar with this
characteristic feature of commentarial genre. The epistles of Byzantine
scholars Basilius Minimus and Cyril of Alexandria with description of this
method were translated into Georgian by Georgian scholars.” It can be said
that Georgian scholars creatively applied the compilation method. They often
made efforts to introduce Byzantine techniques into Georgian translation
practice. This is particularly relevant in relation to the tenth-eleventh century
Georgian translators, who introduced into Georgian scholarly tradition not
only new genres and conceptions, but Byzantine scholarly techniques as well:
e.g. complementing the writings of one author with excerpts from the writings
of another author on the same topic, the method of compositional

Fromont M., Lequeux X., Mossay J, Gregorius Florellius, commentateur de Gregoire de
Nazianze au XVle siecle, dans Versiones orientales, repertorium ibericum et studia ad editiones
curandas, ed. B. Coulie, (Corpus Christianorum, Serie Graeca, 20. Corpus Nazianzenum, 1,
Brepols-Turnhout 1988.

The texts of these epistles are published, see Otkhhmezuri Th., Towards the History of
Commentaries on Gregory of Nazianzus' Writings, in Mravaltavi, Philological and Historical
Researches, 15, 1989, 18-31; Tvaltvadze D., The Georgian Translations of the Commentaries
on the Epistles of Paul, in Philological Researches II, Tbilisi 1995, 345-362.
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restructuring and rearrangement of texts, copying the expression techniques
from Greek editors and scribes, etc. The compilation method belongs to the
same category. It is noteworthy that this method was often used by Euthymius
the Athonite: e. g. he used it in his translation of Maximus the Confessor’s
writing Ad Thalassium as well as the Nomocanon and the Guide."

Today it is very difficult to say who compiled the Commentary on Or. 38
— an anonymous Greek scholar or Euthymius the Athonite. Even Ephrem
Mtsire was unable to provide exact answers to the like questions. Regarding
the Georgian version of De Fide Orthodoxa by John of Damascus rendered
into Georgian by Euthymius the Athonite, Ephrem admits: I do not know
whether it was compiled by Father Euthymius himself, or he used the already
compiled Greek source (bogrm gbg >@s 9fgo, o9 mgm dsdsbs gnmyz-
ol 208093609300, 569 dg@dgman 9lcgm 93mgos'). Ephrem is also
very careful in his remarks regarding Euthymius’ translation of Oratio 2 and
Oratio 3 by Gregory of Nazianzus: We do not know whether our Father St.
Euthymius had a Greek original of this kind, or whether he did it by himself
(o gogom  sby mgm Fdowsbs dodslis hygbls ggmodol wgwoe
gbgago@o dodbaws, 569 oo @s0dy asbygdamgdon 3ym'?). There-
fore, it is very difficult to say whether Euthymius himself compiled Commen-
tary on Oratio 38, or whether he simply chose a compiled text for translation.

Character of Translation. Those parts of the Commentary on Oratio 38
which have Greek equivalents in Maximus’ and Basilius Minimus’
commentaries are translated through the reduction / expansion method. This
method used by Euthymius the Athonite in translating Greek texts was
described as early as in the eleventh century by Ephrem Mtsire: By the grace
of the Holy Spirit Euthymius could both, expand and reduce.” The results of
scientific study of Euthymius’ works fully support the observation of the
Middle-Age scholar.

Scholars have noticed two types of the reduction / expansion method in
Euthymius’ translations. One is introducing minor changes into the text
without altering the meaning of the Greek original. The aim of this method is
to convey the idea of the original text more clearly, to facilitate its
comprehension for Georgian readers and in some cases to refine the text

Van Esbroek M., Euthyme 1'Hagiorite: le traducteur et ses traductions, dans Revue des études
géorgiennes et caucasiennes, IV, 1988, 97; Euthymius the Athonite, Nomocanon, E.
Giunashvili ed., Tbilisi 1972; N. Chikvatia, Euthymius of the Holy Mountain, the Guide, Diss.,
1997.

John of Damascus, Dialectica, ed. by M. Raphava, Tbilisi 1976, 69.

See the colophon by Ephrem Mtsire in cod. A-292. Bregvadze Th., The Description of the
Georgian Manuscripts of the Works by Gregory of Nazianzus, Tbilisi 1988, 174.

John of Damascus, Dialectica, 67.

o =
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stylistically. Euthymius also used another kind of reduction / expansion
method, which allowed making major changes to the text, i. e. dropping rather
long extracts from the original and inserting vast interpolations into it.
Besides, he also used other techniques such as compiling, excerpting,
combining texts and paraphrasing. In the translation of the Commentary on
Oratio 38 both kinds of the reduction / expansion method are used. In
general, due to their nature and function, the texts of commentarial genre are
open to such kind of changes — additions or alterations by translators, scribes
or scholars who work on the commentaries."*

Maximus the Confessor, the author of the main part of Commentary on
Or. 38, is considered to be one of the writers with the most difficult and
complicated language and style in the history of Byzantine literature."® This,
of course, encourages a translator to make some changes while translating
Maximus’ text, for stylistic refinement and clarity.

The Commentary on Oratio 38 is translated by Euthymius mainly in
natural, plain Georgian. The translation follows the principle of dynamic
equivalence. A sentence is taken as a unit of translation, as it is usual for the
translations of this type. Euthymius reorders the structure of the sentences of
the original text placing the constituent parts of the sentence according to the
norms of the Georgian language. Euthymius also simplifies Maximus’ long
and complicated sentences through omitting those words that are not essential
for understanding the meaning of the sentence. In some cases he renders
Greek words with alternative meaning and inserts verbs into nominal
sentences, which are rather characteristic of Greek language. In the
translation, several examples of inserting Biblical quotations and references
are also observed.

In the translation of Maximus’ Commentary Euthymius has also omitted
and inserted large passages, e.g. in Euthymius’ translation of explanations 91
and 95 large parts of Maximus’ text are omitted, while at the beginning of
explanation 21 a long interpolation is inserted. The comparison of this
interpolation with Greek texts of Commentary on Oratio 38 has revealed that
one passage of Basilius Minimus’ Commentary on Oratio 38 is used as a
source for the interpolation:

14 West M. L., Textual Criticism and Editorial Technique, Stuttgart 1973, 16.

"> Apepunries C., dunocodus VII-XII 8., Kynsrypa Busantnu, Bropas nonosnsa VII-XII .,
M., 1989, 38 ®noposckuit I'., Buzantmiickue Otusr V-VIII BB., Iapmk 1933, 197; Laga C.,
Maximus as a Stylist in Quaestiones ad Thalassium, in Actes du Symposium sur Maxime le
Confesseur, ed. Heinzer E. et Schonborn C., Fribourg 1982, 145.
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©5 J9O0EsE MoNMmYYEo nonmggmbs  TPoohuds KAl TAVY TPOCTKOVTOS

BggBngol — Jmdoe y@dobs mobs €xdTepov ékatépw ouvfmTat. To
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3gbm@gdolomygl 0dgs (Expl. 21).

There are two possibilities: the Greek compiler of the Commentary, while
combining the Commentaries of Maximus the Confessor and Basilius
Minimus, inserted a fragment from Basilius’ commentaries into the explana-
tion of Commentary on Oratio 38 by Maximus. The second possibility is that
while translating the Commentary, Euthymius the Athonite inserted into
Maximus’ text part of Basilius’ commentaries in which Basilius explains a
phrase from Oratio 38, not commented on in Maximus’ text. In general, the
practice of inserting an excerpt from one author’s work into another author’s
writing is very characteristic of Euthymius.'® The study of commentaries on
the writings of Gregory of Nazianzus has also revealed the practice of
inserting previous commentaries into new editions. This specific feature of

' Vast interpolations have been attested in Euthymius' translation of Basil the Great's Teachings —
the excerpts from Gregory of Nazianzus' sermons are interpolated into his writings, see
Euthymius the Athonite's Translation of Basil of Caesarea's Teachings, Ts. Kurtsikidze ed.,
Thilisi 1983, 70; Interpolations are found in Gregory of Nazianzus' Or. 43, into which the
description of the miracles ascribed to Basil the Great are added, see Kurtsikidze Ts., The
Peculiarities of Euthymius the Athonite's Translation of Gregory the Theologian's Or. 43, in
Philological Researches, II, 43; Extracts from the epistles of Gregory of Nazianzus are attested
in Euthymius' translation of Gregory of Nazianzus' Or. 42, see Bezararshvili K., Interpretation
of One Peculiarity of Euthymius the Athonite's Translation Method: Interpolations of Oratio 42,
in Matsne, Proceedings in Language and Literature, 1-4, 1999, 133-148.
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commentaries on Gregory’s writings was apparently well familiar to
Georgian translators and they often creatively applied this method
themselves.

It is noteworthy, that together with the above-observed practice,
Euthymius also used literal translation method in rendering the Commentary
on Oratio 38 into Georgian. This is particularly obvious in the translation of
certain Greek terms. While translating the adjectives and abstract nouns with
common stem Euthymius carefully follows word-for-word translation
method, e.g. the Greek text contains substantivised adjectives denoting
abstract notion. Euthymius renders them into Georgian as abstract nouns with
suffixes -gds/-mds, while the adjectives with the same stem are rendered
without changing their part of speech affiliation: T0 dyabév — Lobog@gdso
/ dyabés — Lobog@o; TO dvapxov — @oygledsdmgdsc / drapxos — @owy-
Lododm; 1O dmetpor —  Joyfomdgmmdse  /  dmetpos —  gbmIem;
TO dodpaTor — 93mEEmgdse / dodpatos — 93m@Em. The so-called
qualitative nouns (nomine qualitatis) with suffix -TnT (-Tns) are often used
by Maximus. These nouns are formed from adjective stems and denote
abstract notions. In the translation Euthymius substituted these Greek nouns
with Georgian abstract nouns; while rendering Greek adjectives with the same
stem he used Georgian adjectives: TeredTns — Ldyengdoe / Telelos —
LEoano; dyaddtns — Lobog@gdse / dyabds — Lobog@o. An interesting
example of word-for-word translation is presented in the explanation 20,
which contains about ten different lexical units formed from the verb
mhep6w. In most cases Euthymius tries to render the lexical units without
changing their part of speech affiliation: mAnpwbers (dor. pass. particip.) —
swgbgdya [s@L], TAnpwdnodpevos (Fut. pass. particip.) — s@glgdo®
[s@U]; TAnpwbfjvat (dor. Pass. Inf) — seglgdse; mAnpolpevos (Pr. med.-
pass. particip.) — s@glgdaeno; TO TANpowv (Pr. Act. particip.) — s©3o3Lg-
dgao; TApwols (nomina actionis) — >©gligdoo.

Therefore, Euthymius’ translation of the Commentary is a free translation
with some passages and terms rendered into Georgian with literal translation
method. The word-for-word translation of certain passages and some terms in
particular must have been conditioned by the specific nature of term-
formation by Maximus.

The Place and Function of the Commentary on Oratio 38 in Georgian
Manuscripts.

Gregory of Nazianzus appends the Commentary on Oratio 38 to Oratio
38 in Georgian manuscripts. It is inserted into the collection of Gregory’s
liturgical sermons. It is noteworthy that the Greek collections of Gregory’s
sermons do not include the Commentary. Neither Maximus the Confessor’s
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Commentary on Or. 38 is attested in any Greek manuscript of Gregory’s
writings. The Commentary by Maximus is usually presented in a separate
manuscript together with other writings by Maximus.'’ This makes us believe
that Euthymius the Athonite himself inserted the Commentary into the
collection of Gregory of Nazianzus’ liturgical sermons. Euthymius must have
translated the Commentary at the beginning of his work on the collection of
Gregory’s sermons. This suggestion is supported by the fact that the above
mentioned Commentary is attested in the manuscript A¢h. 68 (a. 1002-1005),
which was created at the initial stage of Euthymius’ work on the translation of
Gregory’s collection.'® It is obvious that from the very beginning Euthymius
intended to append commentaries to Gregory’s work in order to make them
clearer and easier for Georgian readers. Euthymius’ intention is well
illustrated by a colophon attached to the Commentary: "gnm3g5-45g0 35d0-
Lo ggogdobogl, Fdosbm @ddmolsobm, GmIgamdsh gLy Lsgombsgo
1960900 JDobRgl dmdolso msMadsbomy@mn momydbs, aobdsbom-
mgdgemo Lygmobse s 3mMEmse, wmgbslfoymmdse gHhols dm@-
V3960l @o Lodmdey@gogams® s bowogdgmso dodols s dobs
> (owols Lyeols"? (Saints of God, pray for Father Euthymius, as he
has translated Oratio In Nativitatem and the Commentary to enlighten soul
and body, to be celebrated by parish and to teach them and to glorify the
Holy Trinity). The reason for translating Commentary on Gregory’s work (fo
teach believers) is perfectly in line with the major direction of Euthymius the
Athonite’s activities, namely, his educational and enlightenment intentions.

Commentary on Oratio 44 (In novam Dominicam).

In the collections of Euthymius’ translations of Gregory of Nazianzus’
homilies (7hilisi A-1 (a.1030-1031), P-3 (a. 1040), Thilisi S-383 (s. XI),
Thilisi S-413 (s. XI), Thilisi A-87 (s. X1), Thilisi A-87 (s. X-XI) the sermon
sboanyg@Gosjolbomygl o  boBam@gdobomylb  gaargboobs (In Novam
Dominicam) is followed by a short text — dbgarms boBymoms g§obdsmdy-
3o (Explanations of Difficult Passages). The text consists of explanations of
five passages of Oratio 44 (PG 36, col. 613 D 5-6; col. 617 A 7-8; col. 617 A
8-9; col. 617 A 9-10; col. 617 A 10-11). The Commentary is translated in
plain Georgian language. It provides explanations to those passages of Oratio
44, in which the author talks about human envy, the necessity to overcome it
and the vanity of luxury.

'7 Bracke R., Some Aspects of the Manuscript Tradition of the Ambigua of Maximus the
Confessor, Acts du Symposium sur Maxime le Confesseur, 100-101.

Metreveli H., Introduction, I. presentation generale, dans Sancti Gregorii Nazianzeni opera.
Versio Iberica I, 9.

1 Cods. Thilisi A-80, 56v; Tbilisi A-518, 52v; Tbilisi A-87, 40r.
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The Commentary on Oratio 44 containing five explanations is not attested
in Greek manuscripts of Gregory of Nazianzus’ works. Therefore, it can be
suggested that this text could be a fragment from unknown Commentary on
Or. 44 inserted into Georgian collection of Gregory’s sermons by Euthymius
the Athonite. The distinct didactic character of the explanations probably
makes clear Euthymius’ motivation for inserting this text, rather than another,
into the collection. For him, a discourse on moral issues supported with
examples and quotations from the Bible would be the best way to establish
strong moral principles among his parish.

The fact of translating the commentaries on the writings of Gregory of
Nazianzus illustrates one more aspect of Euthymius the Athonite’s dedication
as a translator: he was determined to acquaint Georgian reader with the latest
developments of Byzantine culture and literature as quickly, consistently and
accurately as possible. Basilius Minimus’ commentaries on Gregory of Na-
zianzus’ homilies written in the middle of the tenth century as well as the
collection Sylloge dating back to the end of the tenth century were very
popular in Byzantium. The fact that Euthymius translated the Commentary on
Or. 38 created on the basis of the above-mentioned works attests Euthymius’
profound interest in the latest developments in Byzantine literature and his
commitment to introducing these processes to Georgian readers. This also
proves that the Georgian monastic center on Mt. Athos was actively involved
in the contemporary cultural-literary life of Byzantium.



