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LITURGICAL COMMENTS AND MEMORANDA.

v

A FRIENDLY enquiry as to a point that will not come under con-
sideration here leads me to resume this series of ‘ Comments’, which
I fear must be always of an occasional, or even spasmodic character.
I propose to take up the question of the place of the diptychs in the
Constantinopolitan Liturgy at the stage at which it was left at pp. 109—
111 of the Appendix to Dom Connolly’s Zsiturgical Homilies of Narsai,
and carry the subject to a conclusion.

(A) At pp. 109-111 I raised the question of the correctness of Mr
Brightman’s reconstruction of the pre-anaphoral part of ‘the Byzantine
Liturgy of the Seventh Century’ given in Appendix P in his volume
{(pp- 535-536). Mr Brightman would have the order thus: (1) Great
Entrance (the processional carrying of the bread and wine to the altar) ;
(2) the Diptychs ; (3) the Kiss of Peace ; (4) the Creed ; (5) the Anaphora.
I pointed out that whilst the evidence adduced in support of this order
was of the slenderest, the order itself runs counter to the order
described by the contemporary St Maximus of Constantinople, who in
a formal exposition of the liturgy of that Church three times gives the
order of the parts of the liturgy up to the anaphora but makes no
allusion to the diptychs; and I adduced as witness John, patriarch of
Constantinople, who, in a letter dated 7 September, 518, expressly states
that the diptychs were said ‘at the time of the consecration’; which
indeed is the place where they are recited in the Byzantine liturgy at
the present day.

Dom Connolly soon after his book was published pointed out to me
a testimony on this point, which of itself, and independently of any-
thing said in MVarsaé pp. 109-111, is decisive. It occurs in the Epistle
of the Monophysite James of Edessa (who lived A.p. 640-708) ex-
pository of the mass followed by him and his coreligionists. I would
add in passing that the Monophysites (according to my experience ot
them) were a people who appear singularly well informed, and also
curious, about the rites of other Churches. The following (Br. 492. 37-
493. 11) is the passage in question. So that there may be no chance
of misunderstanding I give in square brackets an explanatory gloss,
reducing James’s words to our modern ritual forms of speech :—

¢And it is right that I should speak to you about the variations
found in the kurdbho [=the anaphora, the canon; see James in Br.
491. 22 to 492. 11). There are two orders which are found in this
ministry of the kurdbho—one affecting the kurobho and the celebration
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of the mysteries themselves [ =one part concerned with the specifically
consecratory prayer] and the other affecting the commemorations
[=the other part is (what we modern ritualists call) “the Great Inter-
cession”]. And those who dwell in the imperial city [that is, Constan-
tinople] and in the provinces of the Greeks, in like manner as we offer
they also make the commemorations: so that first they offer and then
forthwith make the commemorations [ =in their anaphora or mass-canon
the consecratory part comes first and the Great Intercession follows
it]; some commemorate many and others few and those specified.
And therefore the priest says: “remember, O Lord, those whom we
have mentioned and those whom we have not mentioned” [see this in
the Syriac St James used by the Monophysites in Br. g1. 36-37 ; cf.
also lines 32-34, and the Greek St James, Br. 56. 18—-19]. But the
beginning of the order of the commemorations is when we say:
“ Moreover we offer unto Thee this same fearful and unbloody sacrifice
for Sion the mother of all churches” [Syriac James, Br. 8g. 30—90. 2 ;
Greek James, Br. 54. 24-27), which is the church of Jerusalem. ..
But the Alexandrine Fathers [i.e. the liturgies of Egypt] offer after
another sort in that they first perform that order of the commemorations
[see St Mark, Br. 126. 12—131. 15; Coptic St Cyril, Br. p. 166 seqq.],
and then, after this, is the order of the holy kurébho’ [i.e. the con-
secratory part of the prayer: Mark, Br. 132. 11, &c.; Coptic St Cyril,
Br. 176. 5, &c.).

The account given by James of Edessa of what was done at Con-
stantinople in his day is precise and shews unmistakeably that at that
time the diptychs came after the consecration. This entirely confirms
what I may call the negative evidence supplied by Maximus of Con-
stantinople when in describing the pre-anaphoral part of the liturgy of
that church he is silent as to the diptychs.

1t seems, then, there can be no doubt as to the place of the diptychs
in the Byzantine Liturgy of the seventh century, and that the order in
Br. Appendix P should be amended thus: (1) Great Entrance; (2) Kiss
of Peace; (3) Creed; (4) Anaphora.

(B) In Br. Appendix O, ‘ The Byzantine Liturgy before the Seventh
Century’ (p. 528), is the following order in the * Mass of the Faithful’:
(1) Great Entrance; (2) Kiss of Peace; (3) Creed; (4) Diptychs; (s5)
Anaphora. In support (so far as the present subject is concerned) two
passages are adduced, one from the Council under the Patriarch Mennas
in 5§36 (p. 530 note 3), the other from one of the series of homilies of
Chrysostom on Acts delivered at Constantinople in 4o1 (p. 532 note 11).
The former passage comes really from the Acts of a council held at
Constantinople in the year 518, the procds-verbal of which is embodied
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in the acts of the later council, and it relates to the events of that year.
1t will be convenient to consider the case of each period—the early
years of the sixth century, and the first years of the fifth—separately.

First for the text of A. . 518. In order duly to appreciate the mean-
ing and value for the history of diptychs of the text cited it is necessary
to have in mind some idea as to the council itself—or whatever
name we may give to this particular set of bishops’ meetings—and of
the circumstances in which it was held. Here only the briefest and
most necessary indications will be given.!

On g July, 518, died the Emperor Anastasius, if not precisely a
Eutychianizing suspect yet a fautor of Severus of Antioch and no
favourer of pure Chalcedonianism. Justin was proclaimed his successor on
the same day. The orthodox began to breathe freely and felt that now
at last their time was come. On Sunday, 15 July, on the occasion of an
assembly of bishops presided over by the Patriarch John, the populace
of Constantinople, ever passionate in their religious zeal, gave clear
expression in the Great Church to their expectations; if indeed it
would not be more correct to say, began to lay down their terms.
This intervention of the people would seem, so far as the mere recorded
Acts go, the main part of the conciliar proceedings. So soon as the
patriarch appeared on the ambo the crowd broke into cries of: ¢ Pro-
claim the Council [i.e. of Chalcedon] at once. Proclaim it now, at
once. The faith of the orthodox is victorious. Proclaim the Council
of Chalcedon.’ Then came menaces; followed by the encouraging
shouts: *Justin reigns. Whom do you fear?’; and at length the threat
that they would close the doors, and thus the patriarch would be unable
to leave until he had done what was demanded of him. The specific
demand was a celebration, the very next day, in honour of the Council
of Chalcedon. They were finally promised that to-morrow memory
should be made of the ‘Fathers of the Four Councils’; and with a
further promise by and by that Severus of Antioch should be anathe-
matized the proceedings of the first day came to an end. The next
day on the reassembling of the conciliar Fathers in the Great Church,
the people were ready with more demands, more shoutings: Euphe-
mius and Macedonius, former patriarchs, had been exiled by the late
Emperor Anastasius and had died .in exile; their bodies (so the
populace cried) must be brought back, their names inscribed in the dip-
tychs. It is unnecessary to detail what follows: but at last, after long
shouting—éwi wodv—as on the day before, and no satisfactory com-
pliance having been obtained, the people carried out their threat of the
preceding day and closed the doors. On this the patriarch fairly capitu-

1 As usual Fleury is good to refer to ; but in this particular case for a due im-
pression the very instructive procés-verbal itself should be perused.
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lated ; for ‘ the most holy and most blessed Archbishop and Qecumenical
Patriarch John (so say the Acts), taking the diptychs, ordered the four
General Councils to be enrolled on them, and the names of the deceased
archbishops of the imperial city, Euphemius and Macedonius of worthy
memory, and of course of Leo, late archbishop of Rome, also’. Then
the people as with one voice sang out the first verse of the Benedictus
(Luc. i 68) and continued for a long time singing it antiphonally from
side to side (&l modiy 8t dpay dvripuvetvroy ékarépuv Tov pepdv) until
at last the cantors began the Trisagion,! when all the people kept quiet
and listened to the Trisagion ; and after the reading of the holy gospel,
the divine liturgy proceeding in the usual way, and the doors being
shut and the holy creed as customary said,’ at the time of the diptychs
the whole body of the people quite quietly made haste to surround
the altar, and as soon as there were read out by the deacon the
names of the said four holy councils, and of the Archbishops, of holy
memory, Euphemius and Macedonius, and Leo, all cried out with a
mighty voice, ‘Glory be to Thee, O God’, and after this the divine
liturgy was finished in all good order.

I should not myself have gathered from this narrative that we are

} The Trisagion in the Constantinopolitan mass is a song preparatory to the
lections ; and the beginning of the Trisagion by the cantors was a sign to the
people that the noise on their part must cease and the mass itself must now begin.

? It is to be observed of course that the creed is by no means immediately
sequent on the shutting of the doors. The introduction of the creed into the mass
is involved in obscurities. That it was so introduced at Constantinople in the time
of the patriarch Timothy (511-518) is on all hands agreed. But what creed? The
ancient discussions on the subject may be neglected and we may come at once to
the most recent. Opinion on the subject depends on verisimilitudes, congruities,
and pice conjecture. Kattenbusch, whilst declining a formal discussion, is of
opinion that the creed introduced by Timothy was the genuine Nicene text, im-
plying that this was done with distinct anti-Chalcedonian intent, and that C (=
¢ Constantinopolitanum *, the ¢ Nicaeno-Constantinopolitan’, which is produced in
the Acts of Chalcedon) first came into the mass at Constantinople in 518 (Das
apostolische Symbol 11 note 10 pp. 739-740, and 233 note 71). Kunze on the
other hand considers (and Kattenbusch agrees that it is not impossible) that
Timothy introduced C. The title ‘creed of the 318" used at that date does not of
itself settle the question, It is easy indeed to sce how in such a case this might
(without loss of principle) be a polite concession by Timothy to the current of
feeling of the people and monks of Constantinople which soon after his death was
to carry everything before it. On cither view it is the countenance given to C at
Chalcedon around which interest turns, and it is easy to see how in this account
of the triumph of Chalcedonisnism the writer of the Acts of 518 should specially
mention the creed. As usual Krazer (D¢ antiguis ecxl. occid. liturgyis, 1786,
PP- 444-445) conveniently sums up and discusses the views of the earlier writers.
He definitely states, what seems to be in Kattenbusch’s mind, that it was at the very
mass we are considering that C was introduced. 1If so, there is an obvious reason
for the special mention of the creed by the redactor of the Acts of 518.

Cc2
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here in presence of an account of parts of the liturgy immediately
sequent on each other. I should have gathered indeed just the con-
trary ; for there is, in the circumstances detailed in the narrative as
a whole, a perfectly natural and obvious reason why the recital of the
creed and of the diptychs in particular should be selected for special
mention ;—simply because they are the parts of the celebration of the
Mass of the Faithful which are pertinent, and the intervening parts arc
not pertinent, to the writer’s special purpose.

But we can go further than this. The lettér of the Patriarch John,
of the date 7 September 518, mentioned above (p. 384), relates
precisely to this scene, to this particular mass, described in the procis-
verbal of the Council; and he expressly states that the diptychs were
recited fempore consecrationsis (see John's letter in Thiel Epp. Rom.
Pont. p. 833; and, I suppose, in-any of the editions of the Councils
published in the eighteenth century).

We may, then, so far as I can see, safely and certainly indulge in the
positive assertion that as in the middle of the seventh century so in
the early years of the sixth the diptychs in the Byzantine Liturgy were
recited, as they are now, just after the Epiklesis; and Br. Appendix O
is to be corrected accordingly.

(C) It remains to see if the passage from homily 21 of St Chrysostom
on Acts delivered at Constantinople in A. D. 401 witnesses to a different
practice at that date. Mr Brightman says that he refers this passage
‘to the diptychs with some hesitation’ (p. 532. 57), and that it ‘ may
refer to the litany during the fraction’ (p. 533. 3).

As so often in cases of this kind, it will be convenient for the
moment to dismiss as a ‘text’ in ‘proof’ the passage cited by Mr
Brightman (p. 532 note 11), and come to it as found in its context,
considering it in relation to that context. In homily 21 on Acts
Chrysostom had been impressing on his people the utility of prayers
generally, of alms also to the poor, and finally of mpoogopal for the
dead, especially for those who had not been much good in themselves, or
done much good for themselves, in this world. And then he says: ‘Itis
not in vain that the deacon calls out : “ For those deceased in Christ, for
those who cause memorials to be made for them ” (xai r&v a5 pvelas tmip
atridv émrelovpévwy). He goes on to explain the surroundings, the con-
ditions, in which this diaconal proclamation is made : ¢ The sacrifice is
engaged, and all things are set ready ; angels and archangels are present ;
the Son of God is present ; all [i. e. the clergy and people] stand with great
fear ; they [i. e. the angelic choirs, an evident allusion to the closing
words of the preface] stand by crying aloud, all (else) silent. Think you
these things are for nothing? ... and what is offered for the Church,



NOTES AND STUDIES 38g

for the priesthood, and for the generality?’! Then he passes on to the
commemoration of the martyrs and says that it is a great honour for
them ‘to be named whilst the Master is present’ (évopactjvar rod Se
armérov wapovros) . . . Chrysostom proceeds to enforce and illustrate his
point by two examples thus: how whilst the emperor is sitting on his
throne what the petitioner asks for he may obtain, but after the emperor
has risen he will speak in vain. Thus, too, it is a subject of the greatest
honour to all to be thought worthy of remembrance * whilst the Mystic
Things lie set out (fws &v mpdkerar T8 7dv pvorppiwy) . . . For asin an
imperial triumph the companions in victory are triumphantly acclaimed
[cf. the parallelism of the martyrs] and also those in chains are in con-
sideration of the occasion set free, but when the time has passed he
who has then obtained nothing gets nothing; so too here: this is the
occasion of the festal triumph : for it is said ‘as often as you eat this
bread you shew forth the death of the Lord’.

Let us take into account the various elements thus put before us by
Chrysostom : first his general considerations on prayer and especially
intercessory prayer; and then the scene he pictures, all silent in the
presence of the Son of God Himself save for the voiceless song of
the angelic choirs ; the illustrations he gives in order to enforce the
lesson he would wish his people to take to heart as to the specially
acceptable time for prayer and petition, the king on his throne, the
emperor, amid his companions in victory, in his triumphal progress ;
the emphasis laid on the honour to the martyrs in being named, name
by name, in the presence of their Master; and all this to enforce his
teaching as to the value of intercessory prayer for the dead to which the
proclamation of the deacon specially summons the people. Taking all
this into account I should not of myself—without some strong and
clear arguments or reasons on the other side—have been disposed to infer
that ‘the tone’ of St Chrysostom here reflects a moment of expectation
like that immediately before the anaphora’ (Br. p. 533. 1-2). Quite
the contrary : if I had from the tone and matter of this homily to infer
anything as to the place of the diptychs in the time and church of the
preacher, I should have said, and with some feeling of assurance, that
it was some point between the consecration and the communion. If, of
course, there were evidence that subsequently to the date of the homily,
A. D. go1, the diptychs in the liturgy of Constantinople were recited in
the pre-anaphoral part of the mass, this I conceive would be an argu-
ment or reason such as is mentioned above. Seeing, however, that

} xal 7d {mip vob wAnpdpares. Cf. in the Clementine Liturgy, in the litany after
the canon : dmép . . . warrds rob vAnpdparos it dxainolas (Br. 23. 31).

3 It is well in passing to note the distinction between this expression (rd urfuns
A¢iotobas) and that used (éropaobiras) in regard to the martyrs just above.
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at the present day and ever since the end of the eighth century (cf. the
Barberini MS of the liturgy of St Chrysostom of that date), that in the
middle of the seventh century, and that in A.D. 518, the diptychs were
said just after the Epiklesis, I think the only reasonable inference from
Chrysostom’s homily is that in A. D. 401 the names of the martyrs were
in the liturgy of Constantinople said, and the deacon’s proclamation
made, after the consecration.

As a conclusion of the whole matter it is, I think, certain, so far as
evidence exists on the subject, that at no time, from the beginning of
the fifth century, were the diptychs said at Constantinople in the pre-
anaphoral part of the Mass but only in the anaphora itself and after
the consecration.

This ends what I have to say, at all events for the present, as to the
diptychs in the Byzantine Liturgy. But I think it will be well before
leaving this question to sum up in a few brief statements some of the
conclusions expressed, indicated, or implied in Observation III of the
Appendix to the Liturgical Homilies of Narsai as to the use generally
of the diptychs (or public recital of names at the mass) in Western
Europe and the East; Africa being for the time left out of account.
I will endeavour by the form of phrasing adopted to indicate the
conclusions which seem to me (to use the words of a recent and
illuminating writer) warranted by ‘knowledge-knowledge’ as distin-
guished from those arrived at on ‘belief-knowledge’. The statements
are as follows :—

(a) So far as I can see—and the case seems to me czar—the practice
of reciting at the altar the names of ‘ offerers’ [i. e. of bread and wine
to be used at the altar] is in the West a practice attested as already
well established—for Spain, that is—so early as the very first years of
the fourth century; and such attestation continues up to the ninth in
other regions of the West also. On the other hand I recall how I have not
been able to find in the East any secure liturgical attestation of this at all.®

(8) The recital of names of persons deceased is first attested among the

1 See, however, the Zesfasment i 19. Rahmani (p. 189) already called attention
to this passage, and considers the provision there made the ‘origin of the
diptychs’. From which I infer he was little informed as to the history of
diptychs generally. He also calls attention to the fact that this recital of names
of ‘ offerers’ is not mentioned in the liturgy of the Testament (i 23); and, indeed,
as we read the anaphora of that liturgy (translation by Dr Cooper and by the
Bishop of Moray, pp. 71-75), it does not appear, though the formula is wordy,
where the commemoration of the ‘ offerers’ can come in ; it can hardly be in the
Invocation (id. p. 74 L. 1-4). The note (sdsd. p. 3151, cf. p. 204) suggests that this
is a ‘commemoration of benefactors’, ‘probably the deacon’s litany’. But this,
too, scemas to require explanations and elucidations which I do not find given.
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(Greek-speaking) Eastern Christians—Jerusalem, Upper Egypt—about
the middle of the fourth century. So far as there is any indication on the
subject at all, the practice would seem to have been at that date a novelty.

(¢) There seems then, so far, a clear distinction between East and
West, inasmuch as the earliest attestations in the West are connected
with the living, in the East with the dead ; and, indeed, in Eastern,
but still Greek-speaking, Syria even at as late a date as the end of the
fifth century the names of dead persons only were recited.

() And there is this further distinction. In the Churches of Gaul,
Spain, and Italy alike the names of the living mentioned at this early
period as recited at the altar (or ‘in the mass’) are a defined and
specific class—‘offerers’.  This is a .permanent tradition witnessed
to (particularly in Gaul) in the still extant official mass-formulae.
Though information as to what determined in the East the recital at
the altar of the names of living persons is slight and unsatisfactory, one
thing is certain, namely, that these were not the specific class so
consistently attested in the European West.

(¢) But it may be said that the practice of the offering by the laity of
the bread and wine of sacrifice disappeared in the East (at least in the
Greek-speaking Eastern Churches) generally before the end of the
fourth century. Quite so. But it still remains true that the entire
absence in the East (so far as is known to me; cf. (@) above) of record
or evidence of the recital of names of ¢offerers’ (i.e. of the bread and
wine for use in the mass) is significant as in its bearing on (4) above so
also on the distinction drawn in (¢) above between the early practice of
East and West as to the recital of names generally.

(/) Moreover, there is something else that I ought to note in passing :
namely, that whilst the early documents of the three West-European
regions mentioned are in agreement and consistent as to recitals of the
names of ‘offerers ’, differences are as a fact observable in their liturgies
as regards recital of names of dead. In Gaul ordinary dead persons
only, ‘ our dear ones’, are specified in the ‘nomina’ prayers.! In Spain
the names of *saints’ also are recited, and in the prayers in which this
is attested!® the same sort of distinction is specifically drawn between
‘saints’ and the ordinary dead as was drawn by St Cyril of Jerusalem.
In Rome the names of dead recited in every mass were those of ‘saints’;
whilst our earliest evidence on the subject—confirmed by the omission
of the ordinary * Memento of dead’ in some of our earliest manuscripts,

1 | conceive that such mention of saints as is found in the ‘nomina’ prayers of
c.g. masses iv and xi of Richenov., masses v, vi, &c. of Goth., are quite different
in idea and purpose from e.g. that in Mos. (ed. Lesley), 27. 83, 345. 9; and that
the mention of a saint’in the Gallican prayers cited has (obviously) nothing to do
with the question of the diptychs.
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and (as I think) by the tenor of the present Roman canon itself—tells
us that this * Memento of dead’ was not said on the days precisely of
regular public assembly and the solemn mass, that is Sundays.

I should prefer, provisionally at all events, to think that these varia-
tions in regard to recital of names of the dead in the three regions
named of the West, as compared with their common agreement in
a singular practice, namely, the recital of names of gfferers, points, so far
as the former is concemned, to a later and independent adoption in
these regions of a practice imported or suggested from elsewhere.

v

So far then for the question of the diptychs. But the homily of
St Chrysostom reviewed under IV (C) above, may not be thus easily
dismissed. It is worth while to look at it again and observe its import ;
for the questions it raises will, if I mistake not, prove to be of crucial
importance for the developement of Christian liturgy, and to touch the
very principles of divine worship and the rationale of the eucharistic
service itself.

As said elsewhere—and I think this is worth repeating again and
again—the true promise and even necessary condition of the solid
progress of liturgical studies (in the state in which these studies are at
present) is the examination and treatment of particular questions of
detail, of practice, one by one—isolated as it were—each in and for
itself, without concern for the bearing which the results of each
particular enquiry may have on other questions. By &nd by will come
the time for synthesis, and it will be seen if and how the results arrived
at along various lines of enquiry fit into each other. An incidental
advantage of this course lies in the opportunity of our individual
progress, each one for himself, in the art of distinguishing between our
actual state of knowing and not knowing, which the broad treatment
of large subjects, or the summary treatment in gross of documents
individually complex, can never afford. But, above all, this method
gives promise, if duly observed, of some corrective to our liableness
to view questions of early liturgy through the mists of inter-confessional
Christian disputes instead of in the dry light of mere unimpassioned
historical enquiry and critical investigation.

In the present case, however, so far from approaching on this plan
the little problem I propose next to investigate, and excluding from
the mind the idea of results and their bearings, I intend in this
Comment to try first of all to bring out as clearly as I can how the
eniquiry bears on the general question of the principles of divine service
as exemplified in the Christian Eucharist, the Liturgy, or Mass.

The great problem presented by the history of Christian worship at






