
  
 

GABRIELE WINKLER 

SOME OF THE NEW FINDINGS CONCERNING THE 

ARMENIAN ANAPHORAS AND THEIR SIGNIFICANCE 

Historians seek to understand other people and cultures of earlier pe-

riods as they understood themselves and on their own terms, accessible to 

us through their specific languages and cultural manifestations. It does 

seem to me that one especially noteworthy aspect of the Christian Orient, 

enduring over centuries, is its adherence to the Christian faith and the 

spiritual centrality of worship day in day out, again accessible to us 

through the historical evolution of liturgies, enriched from early on 

already by credal statements. 

It is to be regretted that, due to our completely secularized society, 

the liturgical traditions as one of the main contributors to the self-

understanding and identity of the Christian East, is often neglected in 

today‘s rich panoply of studies on the Christian Orient. 

Turning our attention to liturgical scholarship, it can be said that in 

the past three decades we have overcome long held convictions of an 

allegedly Cappadocian-Greek and exclusive Byzantine background of 

Armenia‘s Liturgy during the early formative period, investigating 

instead the Armenian evidence in the context of Armenia‘s ever oscil-

lating interactions with its mighty neighbours Iran and the Roman-

Byzantine empire. During this process we have learned to look no longer 

exclusively to the Greco-Roman orbit and Byzantium in order to explain 

the earliest strata of Armenia‘s liturgical evolution, but investigate much 

more closely also the other clues that point primarily to the Syriac 

substrata present in the earliest Armenian sources. For it is undeniably 

true that not only politically and socially but also liturgically Armenia 

formed part of the Iranian cultural orbit as well, implying thereby close 

ties with the Syrian Church of Mesopotamia. This includes, for example, 

the substrata of the Armenian Rites of Initiation
1
 and the earliest Arme-

                                                           
1
 Cf. G. Winkler, Das armenische Initiationsrituale. Entwicklungsgeschichtliche und 

liturgievergleichende Untersuchung der Quellen des 3. bis 10. Jahrhunderts (Orientalia 

Chr. Analecta 217, Rome 1982); eadem, "Die Tauf-Hymnen der Armenier. Ihre Affini-

tät mit syrischem Gedankengut", in: H. Becker, R. Kaczynski (eds.), Liturgie und Dich-

tung I (Pietas Liturgica 1, St. Ottilien 1983), 381-419; eadem, "Der armenische Ritus: 
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nian Eucharistic Prayer which seemingly took shape via Syrian me-

diation, as the many clues suggest
2
. 

Moving now more closely to the Eucharistic Liturgy, we have to 

remember that initially neither the Liturgy of Chrysostom served as the 

main Eucharistic Prayer of the Byzantine Rite nor the Liturgy of 

Athanasius in the Armenian Church. Neither Liturgy formed center-stage 

during the formative period of the development of the Eastern Liturgies 

and for many centuries thereafter. Initially not the Liturgy of Chrysostom 

was used as principle Eucharistic Prayer in Byzantium but the Anaphora 

of Basil named after the famous Cappadocian Saint, and likewise in Ar-

menia it was not the Liturgy of Athanasius but an Anaphora named after 

the most important Armenian Saint, Grigor Lusaworič‗, who according to 

the Armenian tradition baptized the royal House of the Arsacids. 

Only at the turn of the tenth to eleventh century, the Anaphora of 

Chrysostom supplanted in significance the Anaphora of Basil in the 

Byzantine tradition, taking over first place from the Anaphora of Basil as 

the principal liturgy, as also in the Armenian Rite the Anaphora of 

Athanasius assumed priority over the Anaphora of Grigor Lusaworič‗ 

from the ninth to tenth century on
3
.  

                                                                                                                                              
Bestandsaufnahme und neue Erkenntnisse sowie einige kürzere Notizen zur Liturgie der 

Georgier", in: R. F. Taft (ed.), The Christian East: Its Institutions and its Thought. A 

Critical Reflection. Papers of the International Scholarly Congress for the 75
th

 

Anniversary of the Pontifical Oriental Institute, Rome, 30 May - 5 June 1993 

(Orientalia Chr. Analecta 251, Rome 1995), 265-298. 
2
 Cf. G. Winkler, Die Basilius-Anaphora. Edition der beiden armenischen Redaktionen 

und der relevanten Fragmente, Übersetzung und Zusammenschau aller Versionen im 

Licht der orientalischen Überlieferungen (Anaphorae Orientales II, Anaphorae Arme-

niacae 2, Rome 2005); eadem, ―Armenia's Liturgy at the Crossroads of Neighbouring 

Churches‖, Orientalia Chr. Periodica 74 (2008), 363-387; eadem, "A Decade of Re-

search on the Armenian Rite 1993-2003―, in: R. F. Taft (ed.), The Formation of a Mil-

lennial Tradition: 1700 Years of Armenian Christian Witness [301-2001] (Orientalia 

Chr. Analecta 271, Rome 2004), 183-210.  
3
 For the date of the shift from the Liturgy of Basil to Chrysostom as the main Eucha-

ristic Prayer in the Byzantine tradition at the turn of the 10
th

-11
th

 cent. cf. R.F. Taft, The 

Great Entrance. A History of the Transfer of Gifts and Other Preanaphoral Rites of the 

Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom (Orientalia Chr. Analecta 200, Rome 
2
1994), xxxii; for 

a new assessment of the date see now, however, the contribution of M. Zheltov, "The 

Rite of the Eucharistic Liturgy in tհe Oldest Russian Leitourgica", in: B. Groen, St. 

Hawkes-Teeples, St. Alexopoulos (eds.), Inquiries into Eastern Christian Worship. 

Selected Papers of the Second International Congress of the Society of Oriental Liturgy, 

Rome, Sept. 17-21, 2008 (Eastern Chr. Studies 12, Leuven 2012), 293-310; for the shift 

from the Anaphora of Gregory the Illuminator to the Liturgy of Athanasius in the 
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The attribution of the initial Armenian Anaphora to Gregory the 

Illuminator in the Armenian manuscripts deserves particular attention for 

two reasons: the attribution suggests an obvious desire to provide greatest 

possible authority to her liturgical tradition and it implies the attempt to 

associate Armenia‘s liturgy with orthodoxy. 

This concern for ―orthodoxy‖ manifests itself by no means just 

among the Armenians alone, but it is present in the Byzantine Eucharistic 

tradition as well, allowing similar observations regardless of Greek 

claims of Saint Basil‘s authorship of this anaphora: the attribution of the 

main Eucharistic Prayer to Basil, Cappadocia‘s greatest Saint, undoubt-

edly has something to do with the onset of the fourth century Christolo-

gical disputes and the struggle for orthodoxy in the attempt to overcome 

Arianism. 

The basic Christology in the Anaphora of Basil seems to be slightly 

earlier than the Christological tenets of Saint Basil himself, and they 

apparently pertain not to Cappadocia but to the Antiochene struggle for 

orthodoxy in the aftermath of the Council of Nicea. 

This Antiochene Christology is present throughout the entire Ana-

phora and in all versions, the longer Armenian, Syriac, and Byzantine 

versions of the Anaphora of Basil, and in the short Egyptian redactions
4
. 

The main prayers of the Anaphora of Basil, in particular the Prayer 

after the Sanctus, but other parts as well, reflect the Christological 

position of the Antiochene Synod in 341, summoned in the aftermath of 

and opposition to the Nicene Council in 325, as I have shown in detail in 

my investigations of the Anaphora of Basil
5
. 

                                                                                                                                              
Armenian tradition during the 9

th
-10

th
 cent. cf. S. P. Cowe, Commentary on the Divine 

Liturgy by Xosrov Anjewac„i. Translated with an Introduction (Armenian Church 

Classics, New York 1991), 23-24; H.-J. Feulner, Die armenische Athanasius-Anapho-

ra. Kritische Edition, Übersetzung und liturgievergleichender Kommentar (Anaphorae 

Orientales I, Anaphorae Armeniacae 1, Rome 2001), 79; G. Winkler, "On the Forma-

tion of the Armenian Anaphoras: A Completely Revised and Updated Overview," Studi 

sull'Oriente Cristiano 11/2 (2007), 97-130, here: 121-122 with n. 136. 
4
 Cf. Winkler, Die Basilius-Anaphora, 24-25, 866-868; eadem, "The Antiochene Sy-

nods and the Early Armenian Creeds Including the ‗Rezeptionsgeschichte‘ of the Synod 

of Antioch 341 in the Armenian Version of the Anaphora of Basil,‖ Bollettino della 

Badia Greca di Grottaferrata III/3 (2006), 275-298. 
5
 Cf. Winkler, Die Basilius-Anaphora, 24-25, 866-868; eadem, "Fragen zur zeitlichen 

Priorität der ägyptischen Textgestalt gegenüber den längeren Versionen der Basilius-

Anaphora", in: Acts of the First International Congress of the Society for Oriental Litur-

gies [Bollettino della Badia Greca di Grottaferrata III/4 (2007)], 243-273, 243-273, 
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The widespread attribution of these Anaphoras to the most authori-

tative figures of the time as guarantors of "orthodoxy" as, for example, 

the attribution to Saint Basil in the Byzantine tradition; or, as in the 

Armenian manuscript tradition, its attribution to St. Gregory, "the Illumi-

nator" of the Armenian people; moreover, the claim that some Liturgies 

even go back to Apostolic times, as is the case with the Anaphora of 

"James, the brother of the Lord", or that other anaphoras are connected 

with other apostles; all these attributions have apparently more to do with 

the clame for authority in the context of a divided Christianity than with 

historical facts
6
. 

For many centuries, the Anaphora of Basil formed center-stage not 

only in the Byzantine Rite, but also in the Alexandrian tradition. 

Moreover, the Anaphora of Basil has come down to us in virtually all the 

languages of the Christian East, the most important being
7
 

the short Alexandrian version (in Greek, Coptic, Ethiopic)
8
; 

the longer redaction extant not only in two different Armenian texts, 

namely in an older and a younger translation
9
; 

                                                                                                                                              
here: 247-260; eadem, "The Antiochene Synods and the Early Armenian Creeds Inclu-

ding the ‗Rezeptionsgeschichte‘ of the Synod of Antioch 341‖, 275-298. 
6
 Cf. G. Winkler, Die armenische Liturgie des Sahak. Edition des Cod. arm. 17 von 

Lyon, Übersetzung und Vergleich mit der armenischen Basilius-Anaphora unter beson-

derer Berücksichtigung der östlichen Quellen zum “Sancta sanctis” (Anaphorae Orien-

tales III, Anaphorae Armeniacae 3, Rome 2011), 432; eadem, ―Preliminary Observa-

tions About the Relationship Between the Liturgies of St. Basil and St. James,‖ Orien-

talia Chr. Periodica 76 (2010), 5-55, here: 7. 
7
 H. Engberding had established the four most important versions of the Anaphora of 

Basil in his seminal 1931 dissertation: cf. Engberding, Das Eucharistische Hochgebet 

der Basileiosliturgie. Textgeschichtliche Untersuchung und kritische Ausgabe (Theolo-

gie des Christlichen Ostens. Texte und Untersuchungen, Münster 1931): LXXXVII; for 

an overview and assessment of Engberding's pioneering study cf. Winkler, Die 

Basilius-Anaphora, 9-21. 
8
 Cf. A. Budde, Die ägyptische Basilius-Anaphora. Text – Kommentar – Geschichte 

(Jerusalemer Theologisches Forum 7, Münster 2004); for my detailed review cf. Oriens 

Christianus 89 (2005), 264-275; eadem, Die Basilius-Anaphora, 30-37. For the Sahidic 

version cf. moreover, J. Doresse – E. Lanne, ―Un témion archaïque de la liturgie copte 

de S. Basile.‖ En annexe: les liturgies ―basiliennes et saint Basile‖ par B. Capelle, Bib-

liothèque du Muséon 47 (Louvain 1960), 10-75; for the Ethiopic version cf. S. Eurin-

ger, ―Die äthiopische Anaphora des hl. Basilius nach vier Handschriften herausgegeben, 

übersetzt und mit Anmerkungen versehen,‖ Orientalia Christiana 36 [Nr. 98] (1934), 

135-223. 
9
 Cf. Winkler, Die Basilius-Anaphora: Foreword (v-viii); Table of Content (ix-xxiv); 

Bibliography (xxv-lx); Status Quaestionis (1-37); Methodology (38-52); Overview on 

the extant Armenian Manuscripts and Fragments (53-132); Edition and translation of 
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but also in a Syriac translation
10

; 

and in a Byzantine Greek version
11

.

These manifold redactions of the Anaphora of Basil clearly show the 

eminent position of this Liturgy within the Eucharistic tradition. 

Now, the oldest Armenian Anaphora, attributed to Saint Gregory 

“the Illuminator” in the Armenian manuscripts, belongs in reality to one 

of the most important redactions of the Anaphora of Basil, thereby 

assuming a central place in the transmission of the Anaphora of Basil. 

I. The Significance of the First Armenian Redaction of the 

Anaphora of Basil (arm Bas I) 

Not only the first Armenian version but sometimes also the second 

redaction is of considerable significance for they allow glimpses into the 

original structure and formulation and thereby pristine meaning of some 

parts of the Anaphora of Basil. Here are several examples: 

1. The Opening of the Anaphora 

The Opening of the Anaphora generally consists of the diaconal ad-

monition (―In fear let us stand‖) followed by the Dialogue between the 

celebrant and the faithful with its centre-piece: ―Sursum corda‖. Virtually 

all the publications on the subject have claimed that this Dialogue serves 

as an introduction to the ‗ajnaforav‘, i.e. to the oblation of bread and wine 

on the altar. 

Now, the new studies on the Eastern anaphoras, in particular the 

recent investigations on the East-Syrian Anaphora of Addai and Mari and 

the Anaphora of Basil have shown that initially neither the Anaphora of 

Basil nor Addai and Mari contained any reference to an ‗oblatio‘ (= 

ajnaforav) in the Opening
12

. 

In addition, the first Armenian version (arm Bas I) adds to the 

admonition: ―In fear let us stand‖ the intriguing call: ‗Let us look with 

attention‘ and the answer: ‗To you, o God‘. 

                                                                                                                                              
the first Armenian redaction (135-197); Edition and translation of the second Armenian 

redaction (199-275); Comprehensive Commentary (277-861); Summaries (862-882); 

Indices (885-901). 
10

 For the Syriac version we are still dependent on I. E. Rahmani, Missale iuxta Ritum 

Ecclesiae Apostolicae Antiochenae Syrorum (Sharfé 1922). 
11

 A critical edition of the oldest Greek manuscript (Barb. gr. 336, 8th cent.) was provi-

ded by St. Parenti and E. Velkovska (eds.), L‟Eucologio Barberini gr. 336 (BELS 80, 

Rome, second ed., 2000) 
12

 For Addai and Mari (syr Ap-An) and also syr TheoMop + syr Nest cf. Winkler, Die 

Basilius-Anaphora, 291-313; for Bas, 286-290, 313-315, 331. 
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These two facts (the original absence of any reference to an 

―oblation‖ in the Opening of the East-Syrian Anaphora of Addai and 

Mari and the Armenian plus Egyptian versions of Basil), combined with 

the invitation: ‗Let us look with attention – To you, o God‘ in the oldest 

Armenian version of Basil) warranted closer scrutiny begging for an 

explanation: What purpose serves this Dialogue? Was this Dialogue 

really meant as an introduction to the offering of bread and wine on the 

altar as was generally assumed? The close analysis of the Armenian and 

Syriac vocabulary and the structure of this part showed that this Dialogue 

had originally the function to introduce the theme of the ‗Heavenly 

Liturgy of the Angels‘ in the both liturgical traditions, the East-Syrian 

Anaphora and the original text of the Anaphora of Basil. In these 

liturgical texts traces of the original intention of this Dialogue have 

survived, namely the Opening as inauguration to the ‗Liturgy of the 

Angels in Heaven‘, which only later on became reworked by interpola-

ting the theme of the oblation of bread and wine. 

Originally the Opening served as an introduction to the ‗Heavenly 

Liturgy‘ of the Angels with its climatic highpoint in the Qedušša
13

, as the 

older Armenian version of the Anaphora of Basil suggests, corroborated 

by the similar traces in the East-Syrian anaphoras. 

However, given the increasing significance of the concept of the 

„Offering‟ with its reference to the „Institution Narrative‟ (the latter being 

absent in Addai and Mari) the Opening became reshaped by introducing 

the theme of „Thanksgiving‟ in reference to the „Offering‟, the „Anapho-

ra‟. Originally there was no mentioning of the offering at the Initial 

Dialogue of the Anaphora of Basil (as the Egyptian + the older Armenian 

version show) or in the Anaphora of Addai and Mari. 

The admonition „Let us lift up‟ or hearts, in addition the admonition 

in the Armenian text: „Let us look with attention – To you, o God‟ fits 

much better the theme of beholding what is happening above in heaven 

(namely the worship of God by the Angels) than the theme of the 

oblation of bread and wine on the altar. The pristine formulation of the 

Opening in these liturgies suggests that the faithful should become aware 

of what is happening above in heaven: namely the Praise of God by the 

highest ranks of Angels. According to the original intent, traces of which 

are still present in the above mentioned Eucharistic Prayers, we should 

lift up our hearts (or: minds) in order to witness how the highest ranks of 

                                                           
13

 Ibid., 279-350. 
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Angels worship God, culminating in the exclamation of the „Thrice-

Holy‟, the Sanctus. With the admonition: „Lift up your hearts (or: minds)‟ 

the faithful should begin the journey up into heaven in order to „see‟ and 

„hear‟ how the Angels adore and praise God in order to imitate them. 

In contrast to this initial intent of the Opening, the later interpolated 

theme of the Oblation of bread and wine culminating in the „Institution 

Narrative‟, brought with it also the concept of Thanksgiving, whereas the 

Angels before the throne of God do not give Thanks but worship Him by 

praising Him
14

. 

2. The Liturgy of the Angels 
The close analysis of this Heavenly Liturgy of the Angels moored in 

the visions of the OT prophets, in particular of Isaiah (chap. 6, 2-3) and 

Ezekiel (chapt. 1+3), showed once more how significant the older 

Armenian version of the Anaphora of Basil (arm Bas I) is, since it is the 

Armenian version which holds the key to a better understanding of the 

original structure and meaning of the worship of the Angels, the 

Heavenly Liturgy imitated by the faithful, which constitute the pristine 

central part of the Prayer before the Sanctus. 

Now contrary to the hitherto held assumption that the angels 

mentioned in the “ante Sanctus” are grouped in triads allegedly 

influenced by Ps. Dionysios, the presence of pairs of angels in the 

Anaphora of Basil is much older than the testimony of triads in Ps. 

Dionysios. There seemingly exists a very old layer of the "Liturgy of the 

Angels in Heaven" which later on became even expanded
15

.
 
The highest 

ranks of the angels consist of the pair of the Cherubim and the Seraphim, 

referred to with good reason in that order, for according to Ezekiel (3:12) 

the Cherubim "praise" (eujlogei'n) God, leading up to the exclamation of 

the thrice "Holy" (Is 6:3) by the Seraphim in the Anaphoras, attested for 

the first time in the Anaphora of Addai and Mari. 

Another striking feature is the fact that specific verbs are allocated to 

the worship of these angels which is imitated by the faithful as the voca-

bulary clearly demonstrates. The older Armenian version begins the 

praise of God by the faithful with just one single verb of praise in the in-

                                                           
14

 Ibid., 298. 
15

 For the evolution of the "Heavenly Liturgy" cf. Winkler, Die Basilius-Anaphora, 

279-451; for the function of the angels cf. 452-516; summary concerning Bas, 508-516. 
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finitive: ―to glorify you‖ (p„aṙaworel = doxavzein)
16

, in contrast to all the 

other versions which offer an entire string of praise-verbs in the 

indicative (cf. byz Bas: aijneìn, uJmnei'n, eujlogei`n, proskuneìn, 

eujcaristei`n, doxavzein)
17

. 

At the conclusion of the praise of God by the people, the older 

Armenian version has the verb awrhnen (cf. eujlogei`n), seemingly 

modelled after the praise of the highest ranks of angels, the Cherubim 

and Seraphim, immediately before the Sanctus (here in both Armenian 

versions), which is absent in the other versions
18

. In connection with the 

other ranks of angels just one verb, namely proskuneìn, is mentioned, 

which occurs in all versions of this anaphora (with the exception of the 

Byzantine text, which has aijnoùsin)
19

. 

Hence in the older Armenian version the worship of God by the 

faithful is limited to the verb (p„aŕaworel = doxavzein), whereas the lower 

ranks of the angels, arranged in pairs, “adore” God (erkir paganen cf. 

proskuneìn), and the highest ranks of the angels, the Cherubim and 

Seraphim, “praise” (awrhnen cf. eujlogei'n) him
20

. 

These verbs in the Armenian version are exactly mirrowing the verbs 

in the East-Syrian Anaphora of Addai and Mari. According to 

Macomber's reconstruction, the Oratio ante Sanctus of Addai and Mari 

began with: "Glory be to Thee (Kl ajbwç)"
21

 yet very likely it was once 

not a substantive but the verb doxavzein, which in the Syriac liturgical 

tradition generally replaces eujlogei`n22. 
The lower ranks of the angels, referred to in Addai and Mari as the 

“upper beings”, “adore” (Nydgh = proskunei`n) God whereas the highest 

ranks, namely the Cherubim and Seraphim (duplicated by the “camps and 

servants” due to the Targumim), “glorify” (Nyjbcm cf. doxavzousin) 

God
23

. 

                                                           
16

 Cf. Winkler, Die Basilius-Anaphora, 140/141, 442-445, 447, see in addition: 388-

392, 416-417, 431-451, 871. 
17

 Cf. Parenti – Velkovska, L‟Eucologio Barberini gr. 336, 64. 
18

 Cf. Winkler, Die Basilius-Anaphora, 438, 442, 444-445. 
19

 Ibid., 438, 442-445; Parenti – Velkovka, L‟Eucologio Barberini gr. 336, 64. 
20

 Here arm Bas I has 3 verbs, whereas the original single verb is preserved in arm Bas 

II; cf. Winkler, Die Basilius-Anaphora, 438, 442. 
21

 Cf. W. F. Macomber, ―The Ancient Form of the Anaphora of the Apostles‖, in: N. 

Garsoïan – Th. Matthews – R. Thomson (eds.), East of Byzantium: Syria and Armenia 

in the Formative Period (Washington 1982), 77-88. 
22

 Cf. Winkler, Die Basilius-Anaphora, 413, 415-417, 431-434, 437-439, 450-451, 871. 
23

 Ibid., 432 with notes 30-31, 463-477, 872. 
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Thus the Armenian redaction has, with regard to the verbs used in 

the context of the praise of God, considerable affinity with the East-

Syrian tradition, as the comparison between the Armenian version of 

Basil and the Anaphora of Addai and Mari indicates. No other redaction 

of Basil shows such close affinity with the East-Syrian tradition as is the 

case with the Armenian redactions. 

In addition, all the longer versions of the Anaphora of Basil (not, 

however, the Egyptian redactions) indicate that the Sanctus is brought 

forth by the movement of the wings of the Seraphim
24

. This tradition has 

its roots in the Targumim of Is 6:2 + Ez 1:24, which again points toward 

Syrian mediation
25

.  

A good many other parallels could be mentioned here, as for 

example, the shape and original function of the Epiclesis, where the 

second Armenian version (arm Bas II) and the early manuscripts of the 

Byzantine redaction (byz Bas) assume priority over against the first 

Armenian version (arm Bas I) which has abandoned, at the Epiclesis, the 

genuine tradition of the Anaphora of Basil interpolating instead the 

vocabulary of the (Syriac version) of the Anaphora of James. 

II. The New Findings With Regard to the Importance of the 

Armenian Liturgy of James 

By the end of 2013 my book-length investigation of all the versions 

of the Liturgy of James has appeared
26

, after the publication of the 

Anaphora of Basil in 2005
27

 and the Armenian Liturgy of Sahak in 

2011
28

, all of them edited and analysed on the basis of the extant 

Armenian manuscripts
29

. 

Here are some of the new findings concerning the Armenian version 

of the Liturgy of James in the context of the other versions: 

                                                           
24

 Ibid., 463-464, 471-476, 872. 
25

 Ibid., 463-482, 872. 
26

 Cf. G. Winkler, Die Jakobus-Liturgie in ihren Überlieferungssträngen. Edition des 
Cod. arm. 17 von Lyon, Übersetzung und Liturgievergleich (Anaphorae Orientales IV, 
Anaphorae Armeniacae 4, Rome 2013). See now also the English short summary: ―A 
New Study of the Liturgy of James‖, Orientalia Chr. Periodica 80 (2014), 23-33.

 

27
 Cf. Winkler, Die Basilius-Anaphora (as note 2 above). 

28
 Cf. G. Winkler, Die armenische Liturgie des Sahak. Edition des Cod. arm. 17 von 

Lyon, Übersetzung und Vergleich mit der armenischen Basilius-Anaphora unter beson-

derer Berücksichtigung der östlichen Quellen zum ―Sancta sanctis” (Anaphorae Orien-

tales III, Anaphorae Armeniacae 3, Rome, 2011). 
29

 Cf. Winkler, Die Basilius-Anaphora, 53-130; eadem, Die Jakobus-Liturgie, 31-35; 

eadem, Die Liturgie des Sahak, 33-47. 
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(1) The Armenian redaction is based on a Syriac Vorlage, a fact 

already known through A. Baumstark‟s article of 1918, yet Baumstark‟s 

hypothesis that the Armenian redaction has something to do with the 

Syrian Julianists and Julianos of Halikarnassos
30

 could not be verified by 

the closer analysis of the Armenian text of this liturgy. The next question, 

of course, centered around the problem: which Syriac version actually 

served the Armenian compiler as a model for the Armenian text? Was it 

the well known longer redaction, edited by O. Heiming, or was it the 

shorter Syriac version, edited by A. Raes
31

? The short Syriac version, 

which so far had been a piori excluded from all the studies on the Liturgy 

of James because of A. Raes‟s claim in his Prolegomena to his edition of 

the text that this short version was entirely irrelevant for allegedly being 

just an insignificant shortened text deriving from the longer version 

which it faithfully follows
32

. 

(2) Before this question could be satisfactorily addressed and solved, 

the Syriac texts of both versions had to be more closely investigated 

which never had been done before. And precisely the detailed analysis of 

the vocabulary and expressions of both versions, while comparing them 

also for the first time to the other versions in Armenian, Ethiopic, and 

Greek in greater detail, showed that the short Syriac version does by no 

means always faithfully follow the longer Syriac text as A. Raes had 

suggested
33

. 

Even more decisive was the observation that the short Syriac 

version, while differing from the longer version, was in agreement with 

the Armenian and / or Ethiopic versions
34

. These unexpected congruen-

cies of the short Syriac version with the Armenian and Ethiopic texts, 

while deviating from the longer Syriac version, even suggested at several 

places, that the shorter Syriac version possibly reflects an older layer than 

the longer Syriac redaction. These unexpected observations led to a new 

appraisal of the significance of the shorter Syriac version. Particularly 

                                                           
30

 Cf. A. Baumstark, ―Denkmäler altarmenischer Meßliturgie: 3. Die armenische Re-

zension der Jakobusliturgie‖ (1918), 1-32, here 6-8; Winkler, Die Jakobus-Liturgie, 19-

20, 26-28. 
31

 Cf. O. Heiming, ―Anaphora syriaca sancti Iacobi Fratris Domini‖, in: Anaphorae Sy-

riacae II/2 (1953), 105-177; A. Raes, ―Anaphora syriaca minor sancti Iacobi Fratris Do-
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noteworthy was the fact that the short Syriac version still contains the 

original 5
th

 century vocabulary for expressing the incarnation [Låüjh (“he 

was embodied “)] in contrast to the longer Syriac text which already 

witnesses the neologism of the 6
th

 century [N‚fjh (“he was enfleshed”)]
35

. 

In addition, there are several other conspicuous traits, all of which 

possibly point to an earlier date for the short Syriac text than the longer 

version, the latter showing already several parallels with the Greek 

version, which are absent in the short Syriac, Armenian, and / or Ethiopic 

texts. 

These findings suggest that the Armenian and the Ethiopic version 

alike, seemingly manifest in their manifold congruencies with the short 

Syriac version sometimes an older Syriac witness of the Liturgy of James 

than the testimony contained in the long Syriac version, the latter 

forming with the Greek and Georgian redactions a later witness of the 

Liturgy of James. 

(3) Another unexpected discovery has to do with the observation that 

the compiler of the Armenian version of the Liturgy of James used next 

to one of the short Syriac redactions also the old Armenian version of the 

Anaphora of Basil
36

. As a matter of fact, the Armenian text of the Liturgy 

of James does not only depend throughout the entire liturgy heavily on 

the Armenian Anaphora of Basil in its older version but follows it 

verbatim at many places
37

. 

Yet not just the Armenian Liturgy of James is dependent on the older 

Armenian Anaphora of Basil, but also other Armenian Anaphoras as, for 

example, the Armenian Anaphora of Athanasius (as the dissertation of 

H.-J. Feulner has shown)
38

 or the Armenian Liturgy of Sahak
39

.Hence 

recent scholarship has come to the conclusion that several Armenian 

Liturgies were considerably influenced precisely by that Liturgy, which 

in the Armenian manuscripts became attributed to Grigor Lusaworič‗. 

Yet in reality this Liturgy named after the most important Armenian 

Saint belongs to one of the crucial witnesses of the Anaphora of Basil. 
                                                           
35
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In addition, one of the other more striking features concerns the 

problem of ―Orthodoxy‖: each one of these Liturgies, be it the Greek 

Liturgy of Basil named after the Cappadocian Saint, be it the Armenian 

Liturgies attributed to Grigor Lusaworič‗, or to Athanasius, or to the 

famous Armenian Patriarch Sahak, or to the Apostle James and brother 

of the Lord,  ̶ all these liturgies sought to emphasize their ties with 

―Orthodoxy‖ by attributing their liturgies either directly to the 

authoritative figures of Apostolic times, such as the attribution of the 

Liturgy to James the brother of the Lord, or to the most outstanding 

defenders of what was then perceived as the orthodox Christological 

position of the time, beginning with Basil, the eminent Cappadocian 

Saint, and his attempt to overcome the deadlock after the Council of 

Nicea, or to Athanasius, the famous Alexandrian defender of the Nicene 

Creed against a mighty and predominantly Antiochene opposition, or the 

eminent Armenian Patriarch Sahak with his hellenophile leanings. 

The exhaustive analysis of these Liturgies, in particular the investi-

gation of the Anaphora attributed to Grigor Lusaworič‗, in reality an 

important version of the so-called Anaphora of Basil, illuminates in 

fascinating detail the struggle for ―Orthodoxy‖ and the attempt to clarify 

the Christological tenets in the aftermath of the Nicene Council: the 

Christological formulae in the various parts of the Anaphora of Basil, in 

particular the Prayer after the Sanctus and the Anamnesis, but other parts 

as well, clearly reflect the Christological position of the Antiochene 

Synod of 341. 

Գ՟ՠվթգժժգ Վթմխժգվ 

Ովնյ ձյավսնրղմգվ ծ՟ճնտ «Պ՟ս՟վ՟ա»-թ ս՟վՠգվ՟խմգվթ օ բվ՟մտ մյ՟մ՟-

խնրէճ՟մ ռգվ՟ՠգվճ՟ժ 

Ծզո՜ժ՜ջ՞՜հզձ ՜չ՜ձ՟ճսհդձՠջձ ՜ձժ՜ոժ՜թ ՠխՠէ (ւ ճջճղ՜ժզ մ՜վճչ 

՜հեկ բէ կձճսկ ՠձ) Քջզոպճձհ՜ Աջւՠէտզ իզկձ՜ժ՜ձ ՜շ՜ձլձ՜ի՜պժճսդհճսձ-

ձՠջզռ կՠժգ: Աջւկպհ՜ձ ի՜ո՜ջ՜ժճսդհճսձձՠջզ ՜ղը՜ջիզժ՜ռկ՜ձ իՠպւ՜ձտճչ 

Քջզոպճձհ՜ Աջւՠէտզ ՜հորջչ՜ ՝՜ակ՜դզչ ճսոճսկձ՜ոզջճսդհճսձձՠջճսկ ՜հո 

վ՜ոպզ ժ՜ջւճջճսդհճսձգ ի՜ծ՜ը ՜ձպՠոչճսկ բ:  

Վՠջնզձ ՠջՠտ պ՜ոձ՜կհ՜ժձՠջճսկ կՠա ի՜նճխչՠէ բ ի՜խդ՜ի՜ջՠէ ժ՜ակ՜-

չճջկ՜ձ ղջն՜ձզ ի՜հժ՜ժ՜ձ ՜ջ՜ջճխ՜ժ՜ջ՞զ` զ՝ջ ժ՜յյ՜՟ճչժհ՜ձ-իճսձ՜ժ՜ձ 

ւ ՝՜ռ՜շ՜յՠո ՝հճսա՜ձ՟՜ժ՜ձ թ՜՞կ՜ձ կ՜ոզձ ՠջժ՜ջ՜կհ՜ ի՜կճակճսձտգ: Ահո 

գձդ՜ռտճսկ կՠա ի՜կ՜ջ ոճչճջ՜ժ՜ձ բ ՟՜ջլՠէ ի՜հժ՜ժ՜ձ թՠոզ ա՜ջ՞՜ռճսկգ 

՝՜ռ՜պջՠէճս ի՜կ՜ջ վձպջՠէ ձ՜ւ ՜հէ ճսխՠռճսհռձՠջ, ՜շ՜նզձ իՠջդզձ՚ իձ՜-
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՞ճսհձ ի՜հժ՜ժ՜ձ ՜խ՝հճսջձՠջճսկ ՜շժ՜ ՜ոճջ՜ժ՜ձ ՠձդ՜ղՠջպճսկ: Չբ՛ ճջ ՜ձ-

իՠջտՠէզ ծղկ՜ջպճսդհճսձ բ, ճջ Հ՜հ՜ոպ՜ձձ զջ՜ձ՜ժ՜ձ կղ՜ժճսդ՜հզձ թզջզ կ՜ո 

բ ժ՜ակՠէ ճմ կզ՜հձ ոճռզ՜է-տ՜խ՜տ՜ժ՜ձ, ՜հէւ թզո՜ժ՜ձ ՝ձ՜՞՜չ՜շձՠջճսկ, 

զձմգ ոՠջպ ժ՜յՠջ բ ՠձդ՜՟ջճսկ Մզն՜՞ՠպտզ Աոճջ՜ժ՜ձ ՠժՠխՠռճս իՠպ: Ս՜ 

ձՠջ՜շճսկ բ, րջզձ՜ժ, ի՜չ՜պճ իձ՜՞ճսհձ ի՜ձ՞՜ձ՜ժձՠջզ լւ՜չճջճսկգ, գձ-

թ՜հճսդհ՜ձ ի՜հժ՜ժ՜ձ թՠոՠջզ ՠձդ՜ղՠջպՠջգ ւ ի՜հժ՜ժ՜ձ ՜կՠձ՜չ՜խ ի՜խճջ-

՟ճսդհ՜ձ ՜խճդտգ, ճջգ, դչճսկ բ, լւ՜չճջչՠէ բ ՜ոճջ՜ժ՜ձճչ կզնձճջ՟՜չճջ-

չ՜թ:  

Ք՜ն ի՜հպձզ բ, ճջ կզձմւ Ադ՜ձ՜ոզձ չՠջ՜՞ջչ՜թ ի՜հժ՜ժ՜ձ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զ 

ժ՜ակ՜չճջկ՜ձ, ժՠձպջճձ՜ժ՜ձ ՟ՠջգ յ՜պժ՜ձՠէ բ Գջզ՞ճջ Լճսո՜չճջմզ ՜ձճս-

ձճչ ի՜հպձզ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զձ: Իջ՜ժ՜ձճսկ ո՜ Բ՜ջոՠխզ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զ ՜կՠձ՜ժ՜-

ջւճջ չժ՜հճսդհճսձձՠջզռ կՠժձ բ, ճջգ ոճչճջ՜՝՜ջ ժճմճսկ ՠձ ՜շ՜նզձ ի՜հՠջՠձ 

դ՜ջ՞կ՜ձճսդհճսձ, զ պ՜ջ՝ՠջճսդհճսձ Բ՜ջոՠխզ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զ ՠջժջճջ՟ դ՜ջ՞կ՜-

ձճսդհ՜ձ:  

Ն՜ըժզձճսկ ի՜կ՜ջչՠէ բ, ճջ Գջզ՞ճջ Լճսո՜չճջմզձ չՠջ՜՞ջչ՜թ ՜հո Պ՜-

պ՜ջ՜՞գ Բ՜ջոՠխզ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զ ՝հճսա՜ձ՟՜ժ՜ձ պ՜ջ՝ՠջ՜ժզ ճսխխ՜ժզ դ՜ջ՞-

կ՜ձճսդհճսձձ բ: Ս՜ժ՜հձ յ՜իյ՜ձչ՜թ ի՜հՠջՠձ յ՜պ՜շզժձՠջզ ւ լՠշ՜՞ջՠջզ 

ձճջ տձձ՜ժ՜ձ իջ՜պ՜ջ՜ժճսդհճսձգ` կ՜ձջ՜ժջժզպ կՠժձճսդհճսձձՠջզ ճսխՠժռճս-

դհ՜կ՝, ռճսհռ պչՠռ, ճջ ՜հո Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զ պ՜ջ՝ՠջ կ՜ոՠջ լւ՜չճջչՠէ ՠձ ՜ոճ-

ջ՜ժ՜ձ կզնձճջ՟ճսդհ՜կ՝, ՠջ՝ՠկձ ՜ջպ՜ռճէՠէճչ ՜չՠէզ չ՜խ կզ ղՠջպ, տ՜ձ 

Բ՜ջոՠխզ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զ ՜կՠձ՜իզձ յ՜իյ՜ձչ՜թ ՝հճսա՜ձ՟՜ժ՜ձ լՠշ՜՞ջՠջգ:  

Բ՜ջոՠխզ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զ պ՜ջ՝ՠջ՜ժձՠջզ` 2005 դ. ՜հո իջ՜պ՜ջ՜ժճսդհճսձզռ 

իՠպճ 2011 դ. էճսհո պՠո՜ձ ի՜հՠջՠձ կհճսո Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞ձՠջգ, զձմյՠո րջզձ՜ժ, 

Ս՜ի՜ժզ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞՜կ՜պճսհռգ ւ 2013 դ. չՠջնզձ` Հ՜ժճ՝զ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞՜կ՜-

պճսհռգ: Բճէճջգ իջ՜պ՜ջ՜ժչՠէ ւ չՠջէճսթչՠէ ՠձ յ՜իյ՜ձչ՜թ ի՜հՠջՠձ լՠշ՜-

՞ջՠջզ իզկ՜ձ չջ՜ ւ ի՜կՠկ՜պչՠէ Բ՜ջոՠխզ ճս Հ՜ժճ՝զ յ՜պ՜ջ՜՞ձՠջզ կհճսո 

էՠաճսձՠջճչ ի՜հպձզ ՝ձ՜՞ջՠջզ իՠպ:  

Աի՜ ՜հ՟ յ՜պ՜ջ՜՞ձՠջզձ չՠջ՜՝ՠջճխ ՜կՠձ՜ժ՜ջւճջ ձճջճսհդձՠջգ.  
(1) Ս՜ի՜ժզ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞՜կ՜պճսհռձ ՜թ՜ձռհ՜է բ ճմ դՠ Բ՜ջոՠխզ Պ՜պ՜-

ջ՜՞զ ՝հճսա՜ձ՟՜ժ՜ձ պ՜ջ՝ՠջ՜ժզռ, ՜հէ Բ՜ջոՠխզ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զ ՜շ՜նզձ ի՜հՠ-

ջՠձ դ՜ջ՞կ՜ձճսդհճսձզռ:  

(2) Հ՜ժճ՝զ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞՜կ՜պճսհռզ ի՜հՠջՠձ դ՜ջ՞կ՜ձճսդհճսձգ իզկձչ՜թ բ 

Հ՜ժճ՝զ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զ ՜ոճջՠջՠձ ի՜կ՜շճպ պ՜ջ՝ՠջ՜ժզ ւ Բ՜ջոՠխզ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜-

՞զ ՜շ՜նզձ ի՜հՠջՠձ դ՜ջ՞կ՜ձճսդհ՜ձ չջ՜:  

(3) Ոմ կզ՜հձ Հ՜ժճ՝զ ի՜հՠջՠձ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞՜կ՜պճսհռձ բ իզկձչ՜թ Բ՜ջոՠխզ 

Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զ ի՜հՠջՠձ ՜շ՜նզձ ըկ՝՜՞ջճսդհ՜ձ չջ՜, ՜հէւ կզ տ՜ձզ ճսջզղ ի՜-

հՠջՠձ յ՜պ՜ջ՜՞ձՠջ, զձմյՠո, րջզձ՜ժ, Ադ՜ձ՜ոզ ի՜հՠջՠձ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞գ ժ՜կ 

Ս՜ի՜ժզ ի՜հՠջՠձ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞գ: Ահոյզոճչ չՠջնզձ ճսոճսկձ՜ոզջճսդհճսձձՠջգ ՝ՠ-

ջՠէ ՠձ ՜հձ ՠաջ՜ի՜ձ՞կ՜ձ, ճջ կզ տ՜ձզ ի՜հՠջՠձ յ՜պ՜ջ՜՞ ժջՠէ բ ի՜պժ՜յՠո 
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՜հձ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զ ՜ա՟ՠռճսդհճսձգ, ճջգ ի՜հՠջՠձ լՠշ՜՞ջՠջճսկ չՠջ՜՞ջչՠէ բ 

Գջզ՞ճջ Լճսո՜չճջմզձ, զոժ զջ՜ժ՜ձճսկ, զձմյՠո պՠո՜ձտ, Բ՜ջոՠխզ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զ 

՜կՠձ՜ժ՜ջւճջ չժ՜հճսդհճսձձՠջզռ կՠժձ բ:  

(4) Բ՜ռզ ՜հ՟ ՜կՠձ՜ժ՜ջւճջձ ՜հոպՠխ «ճսխխ՜վ՜շճսդհ՜ձ» ըձ՟զջձ բ: 

Ահո յ՜պ՜ջ՜՞ձՠջզռ հճսջ՜տ՜ձմհճսջգ` էզձզ ՟՜ ժ՜յ՜՟ճչժ՜ռզ ոջ՝զ ՜ձճսձճչ 

ի՜ձ՟ՠո ՠժճխ իճսձ՜ջՠձ Բ՜ջոՠխզ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞գ, դՠ Գջզ՞ճջ Լճսո՜չճջմզձ ժ՜կ 

Ադ՜ձ՜ոզձ ժ՜կ ի՜հպձզ Ս՜ի՜ժ ի՜հջ՜յՠպզձ, ժ՜կ Հ՜ժճ՝ ՜շ՜տհ՜էզձ (ժ՜կ 

Տՠ՜շձՠխ՝ճջգ), չՠջ՜՞ջչ՜թ ի՜հՠջՠձ յ՜պ՜ջ՜՞ձՠջգ, ՜հո ՝ճէճջ յ՜պ՜ջ՜՞-

ձՠջգ լ՞պճսկ բզձ ղՠղպՠէ զջՠձռ ժ՜յձ «ճսխխ՜վ՜շճսդհ՜ձ» իՠպ` չՠջ՜՞ջՠէճչ 

զջՠձռ իՠխզձ՜ժճսդհճսձգ ժ՜կ ճսխխ՜ժզճջՠձ ՜շ՜տՠէ՜ժ՜ձ ե՜կ՜ձ՜ժձՠջզ ՜ձ-

լ՜ձռ, զձմյՠո Տՠ՜շձՠխ՝՜հջ Հ՜ժճ՝զձ, ժ՜կ ե՜կ՜ձ՜ժզ ՜կՠձ՜ճսխխ՜վ՜շ 

տջզոպճո՜՝՜ձ՜ժ՜ձ ՟զջտճջճղկ՜ձ ՜կՠձ՜ՠջւՠէզ յ՜ղպյ՜ձձՠջզձ` ոժո՜թ 

ի՜հպձզ ժ՜յ՜՟ճչժհ՜ձ ոճսջ՝ Բ՜ջոՠխզռ` Նզժզ՜հզ եճխճչզռ իՠպճ ՜շ՜ն՜ռ՜թ 

էծ՜ռճսկգ ի՜խդ՜ի՜ջՠէճս ձջ՜ ն՜ձտՠջճչ, ժ՜կ Ադ՜ձ՜ոզձ, ճջգ իաճջ` ՞ՠջ՜-

ա՜ձռ՜յՠո ՜ձպզճտհ՜ձ ՟զջտճջճղճսկզռ ձզժզ՜ժ՜ձ ի՜ձ՞՜ձ՜ժզ ի՜հպձզ ՜էՠտ-

ո՜ձ՟ջհ՜ձ յ՜ղպյ՜ձձ բջ, ժ՜կ ի՜հճռ յ՜պջզ՜ջտ Ս՜ի՜ժզձ` ձջ՜ իճսձ՜ոՠջ 

լ՞պճսկձՠջճչ:  

Ահո Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞՜կ՜պճսհռձՠջզ, ՜շ՜նզձ իՠջտզձ` Գջզ՞ճջ Լճսո՜չճջմզձ չՠ-

ջ՜՞ջչ՜թ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զ (զջ՜ժ՜ձճսկ` ՜հոյՠո ժճմչ՜թ Բ՜ջոՠխզ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զ կզ 

ժ՜ջւճջ պ՜ջ՝ՠջ՜ժզ), ոյ՜շզմ տձձճսդհճսձգ ա՜ջկ՜ձ՜էզ իոպ՜ժճսդհ՜կ՝ էճս-

ո՜՝՜ձճսկ բ յ՜հտ՜ջձ զ ղ՜ի «ճսխխ՜վ՜շճսդհ՜ձ» ւ Նզժզ՜հզ եճխճչզռ իՠպճ 

տջզոպճո՜՝՜ձ՜ժ՜ձ ճսոկճսձտգ իոպ՜ժՠռձՠէճս ծզ՞ՠջգ. Բ՜ջոՠխզ Պ՜պ՜ջ՜՞զ 

պ՜ջ՝ՠջ կ՜ոՠջճսկ ի՜ձ՟զյճխ տջզոպճո՜՝՜ձ՜ժ՜ձ ՝՜ձ՜լւՠջգ, ի՜պժ՜յՠո 

«Սճսջ՝, ոճսջ՝»-զռ ւ «հզղՠ՜ Տբջ»-զռ իՠպճ, ՝՜հռ ւ ՜հէճսջ, իոպ՜ժճջՠձ ՜ջ-

պ՜ռճէճսկ ՠձ Աձպզճտզ 341 դ. եճխճչզ տջզոպճո՜՝՜ձ՜ժ՜ձ ՟զջտճջճղճսկգ:  
 


