The Old Testament in the Byzantine liturgy:
some remarks on the liturgical celebrations devoted to Constantinople

Abstract: Some of the Byzantine liturgical celebrations devoted to the city of Constantinople
were (partially) elaborated through the use of Old Testament lections. Throughout this article,
we will analyze the way in which these lections were integrated into a Byzantine Christian
context with the purpose of exploring some of the theological and political connotations
found within the liturgical celebration of the Empire’s capital city.
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Resumen: Algunas de las celebraciones litargicas bizantinas dedicadas a la ciudad de
Constantinopla fueron (parcialmente) elaboradas mediante la utilizacion de lecciones del
Antiguo Testamento. A lo largo de este articulo, analizaremos la forma en que estas lecciones
fueron integradas un contexto cristiano bizantino con el propdsito de explorar las
connotaciones teoldgicas y politicas que se encuentran presentes en la celebracion litargica
de la capital del Imperio.
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The Byzantine liturgical calendar comprises a number of celebrations devoted to the
city of Constantinople. One of them commemorates the dedication of the city by Emperor
Constantine I on May 11th, in the year 330, while the others commemorate the city’s survival
in the face of military attacks or natural disasters.! This liturgical celebration of
Constantinople is sometimes elaborated through the use of Old Testament lections: the books
of Baruch, Daniel, Jeremiah, and, particularly, Isaiah, reappear numerous times in connection
with the city and feature prominently in the literary-theological formulation of
Constantinople’s role in the Empire’s history and destiny.? Throughout this article, we will
analyze the way in which the Old Testament was integrated into these liturgical celebrations

1 Other celebrations, like the ones devoted to the relics guarded in Constantinople (the Transfer of John
Chrysostom’s relics, the Mandilion of Edessa) also involved the city, but in a less direct way. We will not be
considering any of those in this work.

2 Among all the liturgical celebrations devoted to the military sieges and natural disasters affecting the city, we
will only analyze those that comprise Old Testament lections (as attested by the Prophetologion). They are the
following: the siege commemorated on June 5th (probably referring to an Avar siege in the year 617, cf. Dirk
KRAUSMULLER, “Making the Most of Mary: The Cult of the Virgin in the Chalkoprateia from Late Antiquity
to the Tenth Century”, in The Cult of the Mother of God in Byzantium, Leslie BRUBAKER and Mary
CUNNINGHAM (eds.), pp. 219-245, specially note 140 in pp. 242-243); the siege commemorated in August
(probably referring to the Arab siege of 718, cf. KRAUSMULLER, “Making the Most of Mary”, p. 242); the
earthquake commemorated on March 17th (dated between the years 780 and 797 by Sysse Gudrun ENGBERG,
“The Greek Old Testament Lectionary as a Liturgical Book™, Cahiers de [’Institut du Moyen-Age Grec et Latin
54 (1987), 3948, here p. 48, and in 790 by KRAUSMULLER, “Making the Most of Mary”, note 140 in pp.
242-243); the earthquake commemorated on the Monday after Pentecost, of uncertain date; the earthquake
commemorated on October 26th (dated in 740 or 989 by ENGBERG, “The Greek Old Testament Lectionary
as a Liturgical Book”, p. 48, and in 740 by KRAUSMULLER, “Making the Most of Mary”, p.242).
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of Constantinople with the purpose of exploring the city’s theological dimension and its
underlying political connotations.

1. Introduction: theoretical elements®

In order to convey a meaning to a Byzantine Christian audience, the Old Testament
underwent a process of decontextualization and recontextualization.* This process involved
two main actors: in the first place, a liturgical author, who encoded a certain message through
a decontextualization of a text from its original biblical background and a recontextualization
of that text into a new liturgical background;® in the second place, a liturgical receiver or

% This article is based on a more comprehensive study of the Byzantine Old Testament lectionary from the
perspective of canonical criticism that was developed as a master’s dissertation on Biblical Studies. The
analytical categories applied throughout this article, based on narratology and discourse analysis, have been
adapted from that previous study. In order to provide a general reference to the methodological approach that
will be used in this analysis, we can mention the following works: Wayne BOOTH, The Rhetoric of Fiction,
The University of Chicago Press, 1983; Seymour CHATMAN, Story and Discourse. Narrative Structure in
Fiction and Film, Cornell University Press, Ithaca-London, 1980; Lyle ESLINGER, “Narrational Situations in
the Bible”, in Vincent TOLLERS and John MAIER (eds.), Mappings of the Biblical Terrain: The Bible as Text,
Cranbury, Associated University Press, 1990, pp. 72-92 ; Grant OSBORNE, The Hermeneutical Spiral,
Downers Grove, InterVarsity Press, 2010; Gerald PRINCE, Narratology. The Form and Functioning of
Narrative, Berlin-New York-Amsterdam, Mouton Publishers, 1982; id., A Grammar of Stories, Mouton, 1973,;
id., “Notes Toward a Categorization of Fictional ‘Narratees’”, Genre 4 (1971), 100-105; Meir STERNBERG,
The Poetics of Biblical Narrative: Ideological Literature and the Drama of Reading, Indiana University Press,
1985.

4 The text of the lections analyzed within this article has been taken from the Byzantine Prophetologion (Carsten
H@EG, Giinther ZUNTZ and Sysse Gudrun ENGBERG, (eds.), Prophetologium, Monumenta Musicae
Byzantinae: Lectionaria, Copenhague, Munksgaard, 1939-81). References to the Sepatuagint are based on
Alfred RAHLFS’ edition (Septuagint, Stuttgart, Wiirttemberg Bible Society, 1971) and quotations from the
Septuagint in English are taken from the New English Translation of the Septuagint (Oxford University Press,
2009). Given the limited scope of this article, it will not be possible to approach either the characteristics of our
main source (i.e., the Prophetologion) or the main topics concerning its production and circulation. We refer,
therefore, to some of the main works on the matter: C. HGEG, “Sur le Prophetologium” (Fifth International
Congress of Byzantine Studies, Rome, 1936), 46—47; id., “L’Ancien Testament dans I’Eglise grecque: quelques
aspects de la question” (Sixth International Congress of Byzantine Studies, Algiers, 1937): 107-9; C. HOEG
and G. ZUNTZ, “Remarks on the Prophetologion”, in Quantulacumque: Studies Presented to Kirsopp Lake by
Pupils, Colleagues and Friends, R. P. CASEY et al. (eds.), London, 1937, pp. 189-226; G. ZUNTZ, ‘“Der
Antinoe Papyrus der Proverbia und das Prophetologion”, Zeitschrift fur die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 68
(1956), 124-84; id., “Das Byzantinische Septuaginta-Lektionar (Prophetologion): Memoria Istanbulensis”,
Classica et Mediaevalia 17 (1956), 183-98; S. G. ENGBERG, “Prophetologion Manuscripts in the ‘New Finds’
of St. Catherine’s at Sinai”, Scriptorium 57 (2003), 94-109; id. “Les lectionnaires grecs”, Les manuscrits
liturgiques, cycle thematique 2003-2004 de I'IRHT, Paris, IRHT, 2005 (Adilis, Actes, 9), n.p. [accessed
February 10th 2016] http://irht.nypotheses.org/612; id., “Romanos Lekapenos and the Mandilion of Edessa”,
in Byzance et les reliques du Christ, J. DURAND and B. FLUSIN (eds.), Paris, 2004, pp. 123-42; , id., “The
Prophetologion and the Triple-Lection Theory—the Genesis of a Liturgical Book™, Bollettino della Badia greca
di Grottaferrata, 3rd ser., 3 (2006), 67-91 (other works from this last author have been quoted above, cf. note
2); James MILLER, “The Prophetologion. The Old Testament of Byzantine Christianity?”, in The Old
Testament in Byzantium, ed. Paul MAGDALINO and Robert NELSON, Dumbarton Oaks, 2010, pp. 55-76.
Unfortunately, this article will be submitted for printing before I have a chance to see S. G. Engberg’s
forthcoming publication, PROFETIE-ANAGNOSMATA-PROPHETOLOGION: The History of a Greek
Liturgical Book. Many aspects of this article will probably have to be reconsidered in the light of the data and
the analysis provided by Prof. Engebers’s work.

% Speaking of a “liturgical author” does not imply that there is only one author of the text. The category of
liturgical author, as used in this analysis, must be understood in terms of the “implied author” (sometimes called
“the official scribe” or “the author’s second self”), as formulated by narratology. As Booth and Walsh point
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listener (that we can identify with the Byzantine liturgical attender), who decoded the
message by interpreting that recontextualization.® While developing this process, both the
liturgical author and the liturgical attender had to deal with three major aspects of the text: a
linguistic one, a temporal one and a theological one. In the following pages, we will analyze
the way in which these aspects were approached by the liturgical author/attender when coding
and decoding the message contained in the liturgical events devoted to the city of
Constantinople. For that purpose, we shall briefly describe the theoretical elements applied
in each case.

1.1. Discourse and hermeneutics

Discourse can be considered essential to the process of coding and decoding of a
certain message, because liturgical events are, at least to a certain degree, linguistic
constructions.” Given that language —in the form of a text unit that we define as a lection-2
is one of the bases for the transmission of an intended liturgical message, it is necessary to
consider the way in which an Old Testament passage becomes integrated into a Christian
liturgical context, the relationship established between the recontextualized passage and the
liturgical attender, and the hermeneutical strategies that the liturgical attender applies in order

out, the “implied author” emerges as a construction based on the elements provided by the text and does not
necessarily coincide with any of the traits of the “real author” (cf. W. BOOTH, The Rhetoric of Fiction, p. 71;
WALSH The Old Testament Narrative, p. 8). In Walsh’s words: “... the implied author and implied reader...
are essentially constructs made by the (real) reader. In other words, they are names for parts of the process by
which the reader makes sense of the text. Let me unpack the sentence. When an author writes a text, he or she
inevitably stamps that text with aspects of the author’s own personality (domains of knowledge and expertise;
political, religious, or other ideological opinions; attention to detail; depth and bias of insight into human
personalities; and so on); in other words, implicit in the text is a subset of the real author’s characteristics. These
are the clues the reader uses to construct an idea of what the real author might have been like... This author,
presupposed by the reader’s readiness to accept the narrative as coherent, and constructed by the reader out of
clues selected as meaningful, is the ‘implied author’” (The Old Testament Narrative, p. 8). This “implied
author” is not necessarily an individual person. As Chatman has stated (referring to fiction literature), “There
is always an implied author, though there might not be a single real author in the ordinary sense: the narrative
may have been composed by committee (Hollywood films), by a disparate group of people over a long period
of time (many folk ballads), by a random-number generation by a computer, or whatever” (CHATMAN, Story
and Discourse, p. 149); the same criterion has can be applied to biblical literature, as pointed out by Walsh: “It
is important to note that this (i.e., the construction of the implied author through the elements provided by the
text) is true even when the text’s real author is composite, as historical criticism has shown to be the case in
almost all biblical writings. In order to read a narrative as a coherent unity, the reader must posit a singular
authorial mind to explain that coherence. This author, presupposed by the reader’s readiness to accept the
narrative as coherent, and constructed by the reader out of clues selected as meaningful, is the ‘implied author’”
(WALSH, The Old Testament Narrative, p. 8). Since we cannot identify a real author for our source, we can
only refer to an implied author (whom we will call the liturgical author and will tacitly understand as a
composite), whose characteristics are those that emerge from the reading of the text. The many aspects
concerning the liturgical author, in any case, will not be explored any further in the context of this work.

® This receiver (whom we will call the liturgical attender) is, like the liturgical author, also a construct that may
not coincide with any of the traits of the “real reader/receiver”. As Walsh puts it: “The ‘implied reader’ (some
critics speak of the ‘ideal reader’) is the reader who understands perfectly and precisely what the implied author
is saying, and brings nothing extraneous to that understanding. Or, to put it another way, the implied reader has
all and only those capacities that the implied author expects” (WALSH, The Old Testament Narrative, p. 8).

" All liturgical events involve, certainly, a performative dimension, which will not be considered however in
the context of this work.

8 The OId (or New) Testament lections are not the only text units found in the liturgy (the hymns, psalms etc.
can also be considered as text units), but they are the only ones we will analyze in this work.
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to make sense of the text. We shall briefly describe each of these elements under the
categories of referent, literary construction and hermeneutical strategies.

1.1.1. Referents

The first elements to consider when analyzing the process of liturgical
recontextualization of the Old Testament are the referents of the text. The referents —
understood as the person (personal referent), object (substantive referent), situation
(situational referent) or context (contextual referent) to which a linguistic expression refers—
% play in fact a major role in articulating the Old Testament within a certain liturgical context.
According to their characteristic, the referents can be classified into three main categories:*°

I. Implicit referent: we can label as implicit all those referents that are semantically
provided by the Old Testament passage itself.

Il. Liturgical referent: we can label as liturgical all those referents that are
semantically provided by the liturgical calendar.

I1l. Historical referent: we can label as historical all those referents that are
semantically defined by the liturgical attender.

In addition to this, it must be pointed out that all personal and sometimes even
substantive referents (whether implicit, liturgical or historical) can become a referent-
interlocutor (either a referent-addresser or a referent-addressee) in the context of direct
speech (for direct speech, cf. 1.1.2.2. below).* All direct speech involves two interlocutors
—the addresser of the message (i.e., the speaker) and the addressee (i.e., the listener)— and
each of those interlocutors can be identified with a certain referent, thereby creating a
referent-interlocutor. As a result of this, the analysis of those Old Testament passages that
represent direct speech must establish the role that the referent plays as an interlocutor (i.e.,
whether the referent is the addresser or the addressee of the message).

1.1.2. Literary construction

Among the many aspects of the complex literary construction of the lections, two are
essential to an analysis of the liturgical recontextualization of the Old Testament: the
discursive structures, which provide a linguistic structure for the transmission of a certain
message, and, specially, the direct or indirect character of that discourse, which lays the
foundations for the hermeneutical decoding of that message.

1.1.2.1. Discursive structure

As a literary construction, the Old Testament comprises a number of discursive
structures —understood here as linguistic compositions defined by aspects such as the use of
certain tenses or modes, the amount and the role of verbs, nouns and adjectives, the use of
certain literary resources and even the prevalent subjects— which are used according to the
needs of the different theological formulations. Although these structures will not be
specifically analyzed in this work, we will point out the discursive types prevailing in each

® All these types of referent can be found within the three main categories listed below.

10 We leave aside here another dimension of the referents (such as whether they are internal, external or
combined) as this would involve a greater complexity and surpass the scope of this analysis.

11 The substantive referent can become a referent-interlocutor when it is personified. In some of the lections, it
is possible to find the city of Jerusalem (i.e., a substantive referent) as a personification of its inhabitants and in
turn transformed into a referent-interlocutor.



lection, i.e., narrative, descriptive, prophetic, expository, exhortative, encomiastic, invocative
etc.

1.1.2.2. Direct and indirect speech

The message codified in the discursive structure can be formulated in either a direct
or an indirect way, depending on the liturgical and/or historical attender’s involvement as an
interlocutor of the speech.*? The difference between both formulations rests on whether the
speech was intended to involve exclusively the people of the Old Covenant (so the people of
the New Covenant are only indirect listeners of the message) or if it was intended to involve
also (or even to involve exclusively) the people of the New Covenant.

I. Direct speech: we will consider as direct speech all of those discursive
constructions where the liturgical and/or historical referent is an interlocutor in the process
of transmission of the message, thereby becoming a referent-interlocutor (cf. 1.1.1. above).™
When the text of a certain lection has been identified as direct speech, the analysis must focus
on the specific role (addresser or addressee) played by each referent-interlocutor. If we
classify the speech types according to the addresser, there are two categories:

i. Omfological speech: we can label as omfological the speech emitted by the divine
voice (6udn).* In this type of speech God (i.e., an implicit referent) is the message’s addresser
and the human being (maybe the people of lIsrael, i.e., an implicit referent, but also,
necessarily, the Byzantine Christians, i.e., a liturgical and/or historical referent) is the
addressee.

ii. Audiological speech: we can label as audiological the speech emitted by the human
voice (add1).™ In this type of speech, the human being (a prophet or the people of Israel, i.e.,
an implicit referent, and/or the Byzantine Christians, i.e. a liturgical and/or historical referent)
Is the addresser, while the addressee can be either God (i.e., an implicit referent) or other
human beings (the people of Israel, i.e., an implicit referent, and/or the Byzantine Christians,
i.e., a liturgical and/or historical referent).®

Il. Indirect speech: we will consider as indirect speech all of those discursive
constructions where the liturgical and/or historical referent is not an interlocutor in the
process of transmission of the message. The direct speech might involve an interlocutor, but
that interlocutor will only refer to an implicit referent.

2 The labels “direct” and “indirect” speech, as they are applied to the Old Testament lections, have no
relationship with the traditional categories of direct/reported speech used in speech analysis.

13 The implicit referent may also be present, but its presence is not enough to turn speech into direct speech. In
order to become direct, the speech must also have a liturgical and/or historical referent, because it is only then
that it can be understood as specifically intended for a Christian audience. When the implicit referent is the only
personal/substantive referent of the text, we must understand that the speech was specifically intended for an
Old Covenant audience (i.e., the Christian audience may hear the speech, but it is not directly addressed by it).
14 This label (in common with others that we use in this article) has been developed according to the needs of
this kind of analysis. The Greek terms 6u¢n and &vdn (introduced below) have been chosen for convenience
and have no specific relationship to Byzantine Greek uses or to liturgical uses (they merely point to the “divine
voice” and the “human voice”, as used in Homeric dialect, cf. Liddell-Scott-Jones English-Greek Lexicon).

15 Cf. note 14.

16 The fact that the liturgical attenders (as historical referents) might become interlocutors (specifically,
addressers) does not imply that they joined in cantillating the Old Testament lections. They would always
participate in this part of the liturgy in a contemplative way (for contemplative participation in liturgy, cf., for
example, Hugh WYBREW, The Orthodox Liturgy, St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1996, p. 179).
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1.1.3. Hermeneutical strategies

The message, to conclude, only emerges when the Old Testament discursive
construction is successfully articulated within the liturgical context. This process, which we
can describe as a semantic reconfiguration, is initiated by the liturgical author, but requires
an active involvement of the liturgical attender in order to be completed. A successful
semantic reconfiguration, both on the liturgical author’s side and on the liturgical attender’s
side, depends on the application of certain hermeneutical strategies, which vary according to
the direct or indirect character of the speech.

1.1.3.1. Semantic reconfiguration: indirect speech

In indirect speech, the process of semantic reconfiguration operates on the basis of a
high number of strategies. Given the limited scope of this work, we will only make brief
description of their main characteristics:

I. Semantic reformulation: this strategy operates over all the implicit referents of the
text, by tacitly reformulating them according to the principles of Christian doctrine; e.g., the
implicit referent of the term “God” is tacitly reformulated according to a Trinitarian
doctrine.!’

I1. Semantic closing: this strategy operates over the concepts that have a semantically
ambiguous, implicit referent by closing their meaning around a liturgical referent; e.g., the
implicit referent of the term “Messiah” is ambiguous (since the Messiah’s identity remains
unknown in the Old Testament), so its meaning is closed around the liturgical referent
provided by the Christian understanding of the concept (i.e., around Jesus).

I11. Semantic transference: this strategy operates over certain concepts by dissociating
them from their implicit referent and by referring them to a new liturgical referent; e.g., in
certain liturgical contexts, the expression “God’s first begotten” does not refer any more to
its implicit referent (i.e., Wisdom), but to a liturgical referent (i.e., Jesus).

IV. Semantic unfolding: this strategy operates over certain concepts by adding to their
implicit referent a new liturgical referent. This process, crucial for the formulation of types
and antitypes, can be developed in a literal or an allegorical way.

i. Literal unfolding: in this case, the concept preserves its literal meaning when
referring to both an implicit and a liturgical referent; e.g., in certain liturgical contexts, the
implicit referent to the formulation “the suffering of the fair” refers both to Job (implicit
referent, type) and to Jesus (liturgical referent, antitype).

ii. Allegorical unfolding: in this case, the concept preserves its literal meaning when
referring to an implicit referent, but becomes allegorized when referring to a liturgical
referent; e.g., in certain liturgical contexts, the concept “Arc of the Covenant” refers both to
the ancient Arc of the Hebrew people (implicit referent, type) and to the Theotokos (liturgical
referent, antitype).

V. Semantic application: this strategy operates over formulations that have a general
implicit referent by applying them to a specific liturgical referent; e.g., the implicit referent
in the prescription to circumcise all “newborns” is general (since it involved all Hebrew male
babies), but it is applied to one specific referent (baby Jesus) in the liturgical context.

17 Semantic reformulation is so widespread in the process of recontextualization of the Old Testament lections
into their new Christian liturgical context that we will not be able to analyze this aspect. It must be kept in mind,
however, that all major theological concepts and figures of the Old Testament are tacitly reformulated.
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VI. Semantic adaptation: this strategy operates over certain concepts by adding to
their implicit referent a new liturgical referent and by creating a literary motif based on the
analogy existing between those (implicit and liturgical) referents; e.g., the motif of the
“miraculous birth” is referred to implicit referents such as Isaac and Samson, and, in the
liturgical context, is also referred to a liturgical referent such as John the Baptist.

1.1.3.2. Semantic reconfiguration: direct speech

In direct speech, the process of semantic reconfiguration operates on the basis of a
small number of strategies, namely transference (one referent is dissociated from a concept
and replaced by another referent), projection (a new referent is associated to a concept
without affecting previous referents already associated with it) or a combination of these two.
Given, once again, the limited scope of this work, we will only make brief mention of their
main characteristics:

I. Transference of referent-interlocutor: this strategy operates through one active
referent-interlocutor that can be either liturgical or historical;'® in this case, the implicit
referent always becomes passive and its semantic connotations are transferred to a liturgical
or historical referent; e.g., (omfological speech): in the liturgical context of Tirofagus, God’s
exhortation to repentance and contrition can be understood as addressed to the Byzantine
liturgical attender (historical referent!®).

Il. Transference and projection of referent-interlocutor: this strategy operates
through two active referent-interlocutors, a liturgical one and a historical one—in this case,
the implicit referent becomes always passive and its semantic connotations are first
transferred to a liturgical referent and then projected onto a historical referent; e.g.,
(audiological speech): in the liturgical context of the Holy Week, an invocation to God made
by his people can be understood as emitted by Jesus’s contemporaries (liturgical referent)
and also by the Byzantine liturgical attender (historical referent).

I11. Double projection of referent-interlocutor: this strategy operates through three
active referent-interlocutors, an implicit one, a liturgical one and a historical one—in this case,
the semantic connotations of the implicit referent are first projected on the liturgical referent
and then projected again on the historical referent; e.g., (omfological speech): in the liturgical
context of the Commemoration of the Siege of Constantinople, God’s exhortation to good
behavior can be understood as addressed to the Hebrew people (implicit referent, i.e., the
ones who suffered the Siege of the Old Jerusalem), to the contemporaries of the Siege of
Constantinople (liturgical referent, i.e., the ones who suffered the Siege of the New
Jerusalem) and also to the Byzantine liturgical attender (i.e., historical referent, who might
suffer similar sieges in the present or future).

1.2. Time frame

The definition of a time frame plays a major role in the process of liturgical
recontextualization of the Old Testament. The liturgical attender, in fact, would always have
interpreted the message presented by the text either in a time context —i.e., regarding his/her

18 Referents are considered active when they play a role in the transmission of the message. The remaining
referents are considered passive.

19 That is to say that the other referents —specifically, the implicit referent (usually the people of Israel), which
was the original addressee of the message— remain passive, since their involvement in the message transmission
is no longer relevant in the liturgical context.



past, present or future— or in a timeless context —i.e., as eternity or undefined time— which
was the result of the articulation of the time frame of the textual basis (Old Testament) with
the time frame shared both by the liturgical author and the liturgical attender. In Byzantium,
such articulation would have been based on the Christian concept of a linear and infinite
timeline —that is, a universal time frame inherent to God and to divine realities— within which
a linear, yet finite timeline —that is, a historical time frame, inherent to humanity and to
worldly realities— could be defined. This historical time frame was organized according to
three main theological events: Creation, which marked the beginning of worldly realities; the
First Parousia, which closed the Old Covenant and opened the New one; the Second Parousia,
which was bound to mark the end of worldly realities. Within these boundaries, the textual
basis (Old Testament) and the liturgical author/attender held relatively fixed positions: the
textual basis would always be placed in the times previous to the First Parousia (i.e., in the
times of the Old Covenant), while the liturgical author/attender would always be placed in
the times after the First Parousia (i.e., in the times of the New Covenant).?’ The following
diagram represents this historical time frame.

TIME FRAME

Old Covenant New Covenant

Period of composition Byzantine Empire
of the Old Testament

CREATION FIRST SECOND

i PAROUSIA l l PAROUSIA
Position of the Position of the
textual basis liturgical author / attender

Unlike the (relatively) fixed positions of the textual basis and the liturgical
author/attender, the referents (implicit and liturgical) can be considered highly mobile, since
they might be found both on the universal time line and at any point (and at more than one
point) on the historical timeline. The analysis of a liturgical event needs, therefore, to
determine the temporal relationship existing between the textual basis (Old Testament), its
referents (implicit and liturgical) and the liturgical author/attender. Given, once again, the
limited scope of this work, we will only make brief mention of some of the possible time
frame combinations:?*

I. Time context: the following formulations denote a specific time frame, whether they
involve the past, present and/or future of both textual basis and liturgical author/attender.

20 From the point of view of the liturgical author/attender, the end of the Byzantine Empire was also going to
be the end of human history (that is to say, it would coincide with the Second Parousia).

21 We leave aside here some temporal formulations (like the use of the prophetic perfect) which, although fairly
represented in the liturgical context, are too complicated to be described in the context of this brief introduction.
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I. Precise past: it refers to an event mentioned by the textual basis as having taken
place in a specific moment of its own past, no matter whether it took a short or a long time
to develop. These events’ development is completed by the time of the composition of the
textual basis (i.e., they do never surpass the textual basis’ time frame); e.g., the creation of
the world.

ii. Durable past: it refers to a prescription mentioned by the textual basis as having
started to apply in its own past. These prescriptions are not expired by the time of the
composition of the textual basis (i.c., they surpass the textual basis’ time frame), but they are
always expired by the time they are read in the Byzantine liturgy, e.g., the prescription of
circumcision.

iii. Continuous time: it also refers to a prescription mentioned by the textual basis as
having started to apply in its own past. These events are not expired by the time of the
composition of the textual basis (i.e., they surpass the textual basis’ time frame), nor are they
expired by the time they are read in the Byzantine liturgy; e.g., the prescriptions for the
decoration of God’s temples.?2

iv. Closed time displacement: it refers to a prophecy formulated by the textual basis
that has already been fulfilled by the time it is read in the liturgy; e.g., the coming of the
Messiah.

v. Open time displacement: it refers to a prophecy formulated by the textual basis that
has not been fulfilled by the time it is read in the liturgy; e.g., the Apocalypse.

vi. Prophecy in force: it refers to a prophecy formulated by the textual basis that is
still being fulfilled by the time it is read in the liturgy, e.g.: the New Covenant.?®

I1: Timeless context: the following formulations can be considered as devoid of a
specific time, either because they involve an event whose repetition is possible but uncertain
(i and ii), because their referent is eternal (iii) or because they apply during the whole length
of human history (iv).

i. Cycle of events: it refers to a certain event attested by the textual basis that has
repeated itself —and might still be repeated— in the time frame of the liturgical attender; e.g.,
the siege of Jerusalem.

ii. Prophetic cycle: it refers to a prophecy formulated by the textual basis that has
been fulfilled more than once —both in the textual basis’s time frame and in the liturgical
attender’s time frame— and that might be fulfilled again in the liturgical attender’s time
frame; e.g., the punishment of the God’s people.

iii. Theological statements: these refer to information pertaining to the divinity; e.g.,
God’s love for his chosen people.

iv. Models of behavior: these refer to universal rules of behavior for human beings;
e.g., God’s exhortation to honesty, faithfulness, truthfulness etc.

1.3. Theological message
The process of liturgical recontextualization of the Old Testament integrates a certain
discursive construction (cf. 1.1.) and a certain time display (cf. 1.2.) in order to formulate a

22 Some aspects of the decoration of God’s temples (like the Cherubim), as prescribed to ancient Israel, were
symbolically adopted by the Byzantines (in order to justify the presence of certain kinds of image in Christian
churches). The prescription was understood, therefore, as being still in force.

23 Although the prophecy began to be fulfilled in the past (i.e., with the establishment of the New Covenant),
the liturgical attender lived himself/herself under that New Covenant and could consider, therefore, that the
prophetic announcement still applied in his/her own time.
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theological message. According to their main subject matter, the theological messages
formulated by the lectionary can be classified in two main categories:

I. Transcendental theology: we may label as transcendental theology all those
statements concerning theological matters that go beyond the sphere of human action. Its two
expressions are mystagogy —understood here as the revelations pertaining to the divine
mysteries—2* and divine economy —understood here as the divine dispositions leading to
human salvation.

I1. Nontranscendental theology: we may label as nontranscendental theology all those
statements concerning theological matters that involve human action and interaction with
divinity. Its three expressions are liturgy —understood here as the rules pertaining to the public
and institutionalized dimension of religious life—, works —understood here as the rules
pertaining to the private dimension of the religious life— and the theological hermeneutics of
history —understood here as the information regarding the theological dimension of past,
present (and, potentially, future) events.

These elements will be taken as a theoretical basis for the analysis of the Old
Testament lections found in the liturgical celebration of Constantinople. Not all the elements
described above will be actually applied (in fact, few of them will), since the lections in
question only present a limited number of linguistic, temporal and theological formulations.
If we have chosen to present them in extenso it is because a comprehensive view of the many
resources and strategies involved in the process of liturgical recontextualization of the Old
Testament can help us understand, and appreciate, the specific choices that the liturgical
author made when shaping Constantinople’s celebrations.

2. Analysis: Constantinople in the Byzantine lectionary

In the celebrations devoted to the city of Constantinople, the Old Testament is
integrated into the liturgical context through the same three basic referents. There is, in the
first place, a substantive referent, which is the city itself —i.e., both the city of Jerusalem,
provided by the Old Testament as an implicit referent, and the city of Constantinople,
provided by the liturgical and historical context as a liturgical and historical referent. There
is, in the second place, a situational referent, which is the particular situation involving the
city —i.e., either the foundation, the siege or other misfortunes, which are all provided both
by the Old Testament as an implicit referent, and by the liturgical and historical context as a
liturgical and historical referent. There is, in the third place, a contextual referent, which is
given by the circumstances surrounding each particular situation —i.e., either the
circumstances of the foundation, of the siege or of other misfortunes, which are all provided
both by the Old Testament as an implicit referent, and by the liturgical and historical context
as a liturgical and historical referent.

Besides these basic referents, there are a number of personal and substantive referents
(implicit, liturgical and/or historical) that play the role of referent-interlocutors by becoming
either addressers or addressees of certain speech. These referents —usually God and the
people of God (from both the Old and the New Covenants)—, which are the key to direct
speech, will be pointed out each time they appear in different celebrations, since their
presence influences the hermeneutical strategies adopted by the liturgical attender and

24 We use the label mystagogy in a very wide sense, which does not necessarily coincide with a theological
definition of the word.
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remains, therefore, essential to decoding the lection’s message. Having identified the main
referents, we may now proceed to an examination of each one of the liturgical celebrations
devoted to the city of Constantinople.

2.1. Commemoration of the foundation of Constantinople

The liturgical event that commemorates the foundation of Constantinople is based on
the prophetic Book of Isaiah, from which all three lections are drawn. The chapters and verses
of each lection are indicated in the following chart:

Liturgical event®

Date Event Lections

Ma Commemoration of the Isa. 54:9-15

11,[%/ foundation of Isa. 61:10—62:5
Constantinople Isa. 65:18-24

2.1.1. Discursive construction and hermeneutics

The foundation of Constantinople is one of the few liturgical events devoted to the
city where the lections, all drawn from a prophetic book, are actually prophetic in character.
In all three cases, in fact, the message conveyed by the lections contains revelations about
the future glory of the New Jerusalem, such as its extreme wealth (“I will make your
battlements of jasper, and your gates of crystal stones, and your enclosure of precious stones”
etc.), its special place before God (“you shall be a crown of beauty in the hand of the Lord,
and a royal diadem in the hand of thy God” etc.) and its joyful circumstances (“I am making
Jerusalem as gladness, and my people as a joy” etc.). In the second lection, however, part of
the message can be described as eulogistic, since it is meant to praise the Lord’s fairness and
generosity (“Let my soul be glad in the Lord” etc.).

In all three lections, the prophecy is presented as indirect speech, that is, as speech
that does not turn the liturgical/historical referent into an interlocutor: there is, therefore, no
need to identify an addresser and an addressee.?® We must analyze, in any case, the strategy
of semantic reconfiguration applied to this passage. This strategy, which we can identify as

25 Prophetologium I1, pp. 101-108; Juan MATEQS, Le Typicon de la Grande Eglise, Tome I: Le cycle des douze
mois, [Orientalia Christiana Analecta 165], Rome, Pontificum Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1962,
1.286.11-290.2.

2 The structure of the lections, which are formulated as speech addressed either by God (lsa. 54:9-15; 65:18-
24) or by the prophet (Isa. 61:10-62:5) to a certain addressee (the city of Jerusalem [personified], the people of
Israel), might suggest the existence of direct speech. It is important to insist, therefore, on the fact that (in the
liturgical context) we shall only consider as direct those speeches where the addresser or the addressee can be
identified with a liturgical or historical referent (besides, of course, its identification with an implicit referent).
In this case, it might be tempting to assume the existence of a double projection of referent-interlocutor and to
identify the addressee with the people of Israel (i.e., an implicit referent), but also with the Byzantine liturgical
attender in general (i.e., a historical referent), understanding therefore the passages as direct speech. This,
however, would be semantically incorrect: the Byzantine liturgical attenders in general (i.e., the historical
referent) are not interlocutors of God or the prophet in any of the lections. They are witnesses of the fulfillment
of the prophecy, but the prophecy was not addressed to them: they are indirect listeners of a prophecy that was
addressed in the past to the people of the Old Covenant (i.e., the implicit referent, which is the only referent-
interlocutor in the passages). Since the addressee cannot be identified with a liturgical/historical referent, the
speech must be considered then as indirect.
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a semantic closing, operates by closing the meaning of a semantically ambiguous referent
(the New Jerusalem) around a liturgical referent (Constantinople). As a result, the prophetic
announcements regarding the New Jerusalem —i.e., the city’s foundation and its particular
qualities of wealth and glory— are understood as having been (and still being) fulfilled
through the foundation of Constantinople and its exaltation above all other cities. In the text,?’
the opening and closing formulas are underlined:?

Isaiah 54:9-15

9 Tade Aéyet kOprog Th TTOAEL TH &yig Gro Tob BdaTog oD €t Nwe To0TO poi éotiv kaboTL
®uooo TO koup® Ekeivy Th yij un Bvuwdnoeobon ém oty €11 Unde év dmeinfj pov 10 t&
Opn avThc ueTaotnoat ovde oi fovvoi avThC ueTAKIVNONCOVTOL OVTWE OVOE TO TP’ EUOD
oot E\eog €kAeipel 00OE 1 dradnKn TG €ipnvng Uov oL un petaoti ! idov éyw ETolualw
ool avBpako TOv AMiBov oo kai T OgUéNX oov oamdepov 12 kal Onow T EmdhEeic cov
{oomv kol TG TOAAG 0OV ABOLG KPLOTAAAOL Kol TOV TIEPIBOAOV 00OV Aifouc EkAekTOVC 13
Kol TAVTOG TOUG vIovG cov d1dakTovg BeoD Kol &v TOAA] €ipNvn TA TEKVA cov 4 kai év
dicatoovvy oikodounbnon améxov &mo adikov kai ov Gpofndnon Koi TPOUOC OVK Eyyiel
oot 15 idov mpoonivTol TTpoceleboOVTA 001 dI'EUOD TAPOIKACOLOL oov Kol €l OE
kaTadpebEovTa AEYEL KOPLOC TIAVTOKPATWP

Isaiah 61:10-62:5

61 '0°AyodAdoBw 1) Ypuxn pov Emi TQ KLPIY EVEDLOEVY VAP UE ILATIOV OWTNPIOL Kol XITOVA
ebdpoovvng mepiEfohey UE G VuUudiw mEPIEONKEV pol piTpav Kol ¢ voudnv
KOTEKOOUNGEV HE KOOoUw ! kai w¢ yiv avdfovoav 10 GvBOg avThc Kou WG KOG T
omépuata avtod ékpver obTwe dvatelel kOplog dikatoovvny Koi &yoAiopo Evavtiov
VTV TOV EOvRY 62 ! dia Ziwv o oiwmnoouot Ko 01 Iepovoonu obk &viow Ewg &
EEENON g G 1) dIKAIOOLVN HOV Kol TO OWTAPIOV U0V WG AQUTIOG kowbnoetot 2 Ko
Opeton T EOVN TNV dirkatoovLVNY oov Kol TTAVTEG 01 PactAegic ThHe yhig v d6Eav cov kai
KOAEOEL OE TO OVOLA GOV TO KAIVOV O 0 KUPIOG OVOUAGEL aOTO 3 Kt €07 0TEPAVOC KAAAOUC
€v xepi kvpiov koi dadnua Poonreiag €v xept Oeob cov 4 ki OUKETL KAnOnon
KarToAeAelupévn kai 1 Yij 0ov oUKETL kKAnOnoeTan Epnuog ool yop kAnbnoetan OEAua Eudv
Ko Tfj Yij 0oL oikovpévn 5 Tt eDOOKNOEL KVPLOG €V 001 KA 1) i) 6OV OLVOIKIEONOETAL KO
¢ oLYVOIKQV veaviokog TTapOEvVy, oUTWG KATOIKAGOLOLY 01 Vioi 6oV Kol EoTal OV TPOTOV
ebdpavOnoeton voudiog émi voudn obtwg ebPpavOnoeTan KOPI1OC Emi COi.

27 Rough breathing, smooth breathing, accents and capital letters have been introduced in all texts according to
the use of the Septuagint. Musical notation, which is not relevant to this analysis, is omitted in all texts.

28 The formula Téde Aéyer kOprog is, among others, attested from an early date as a way of introducing the Old
Testament lections (S. G. Engberg has pointed out their existence as marginal notes in ancient biblical
manuscripts that had been adapted for biblical use, cf. ENGBERG, “Les lectionaires grecs”). This opening
formula, as well as the closing formula Aéye1 kOpiog mavrokpdarwp, are widely attested in the Prophetologion.
In some cases, like the one of Isa. 54:9-15, both formulas are semantically integrated into the text, since they
frame speech that is actually attributed to the divine voice (in this lection, in fact, the opening formula has been
specially adapted to the text through the addition tfj moAet t§) ayig, which specifically identifies the [personified]
addressee of God’s speech, cf. MILLER, “The Prophetolgion”, p. 68, note 39). In cases where the speech is not
emitted by the divine voice, however, the opening and closing formulas can create a certain semantic tension
(as we will see below).
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Isaiah 65:18-24

18 T&de Aéyer kvptog idov €yw moww Tnv Iepovoonu dyodriopo Koi TOV AdOV Hov
evdpooivny 12 «xai dyohhidoopou émi Iepovconu kol eddpavOncopan €l T Aoy Hov Kol
OUKETI 00 UM akovadi év avti] dwvn kAavduod ko dpwvn kpawyfig 20 kol ov un yévntot
ET1 €kel Awpog NUépaIC Ko TPecPOTEPOC O¢ 00K EUTANGEL TOV XPOVOV aUTOD EOTa YOP O
VEOC VIO €kaTov TV 2! kal oikodounoovolv oikiog kol albTol &vorknoovolv Kol
KaTapuTeELOOLOIY AUTEADVOG Kol ovTol dayovion T yevauata abdtdv 22 ob un
01KOOOUNCOLOIY Kol GANOL EVOIKAGOLGTY Ko 0V ur) GUTELEOVOT KA GANOL GAyoVTal KOTX
yap T nuépag Tod ELAoL Th¢ Cwiic Eoovton ai fluépat ToD AaoD Hov T Epya TRV TTOVWY
ATV TOAXIWOOLOLY 23 01 EKAEKTOL LOL 0D KOTTIAGOVOLV EIC KEVOV 0DOE TEKVOTIOINCOLOIY
€ig kaTapav 0Tt ommépua nOAOYNUEVOY UTTO Bgod €101 kai T Ekyova obTOV HET AOTOV 24
Ko Eoton mpiv 1) kekpaEou adTolC Eyw émakoboouat avT®OV ET1 AaAOLYTWY adTOV Epd Ti
€0TI AEYEL KUPIOC TTOAVTOKPATWP

2.1.2. Time frame

The prophetic character of the message presented in the context of this liturgical event
involves a time display that articulates the past, the present and the future of the liturgical
attender. This way of articulating past and present —i.e., a way that accounts for a prophecy
that was formulated and began to be fulfilled in the past of the liturgical attender, but
continued to be fulfilled in his/her present and would still continue to be fulfilled in his/her
future— can be labeled as a prophecy in force: This form of time display is defined by two
main characteristics: 1) the prophecy begins to be fulfilled in a period of time that transcends
its textual basis (i.e., the Old Testament)?®; 2) given that the prophecy’s fulfilment is
developed during an extended period of time, the liturgical attender bears witness only to
part of its fulfillment (the one developed in his/her past and present), yet s/he is aware that
the process of fulfillment (which has begun in the past) will continue to be fulfilled in the
future.

If applied to the foundation of Constantinople, we can see how the liturgical attenders
interpreted in Byzantium the time frame of Isaiah’s revelation: the textual basis (Isaiah)
predicts the foundation of a New Jerusalem, yet that prediction is not fulfilled within the time
frame of the Old Testament; the Byzantines, however, considered that the foundation of
Constantinople and its development as an exalted city privileged by God —an event of their
past that transcended the time frame of the textual basis— was the historical referent of
Isaiah’s prophecy. As a result, the prophet’s announcements regarding the New Jerusalem
were understood as partially fulfilled (the city has already been founded) and partially in a
process of fulfillment (the city’s glory, wealth and military fortune, as promised by God, still
remained in force and would remain so for a long time in the future). The following graphic
depicts this time articulation in a synthetic way.

2 That is to say, the prophecy is formulated by the textual basis, but the fulfillment of the prophecy (as
interpreted by the liturgical attender) happens after the textual basis had been written, and, as a consequence, is
not reported in it. This is different from the vaticinium ex eventu, where both the prophecy and the fulfillment
of the prophecy are reported by the textual basis.
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The reformulation of the textual basis’ time frame according to the parameters of the
liturgical attender’s time frame is a common feature of the recontextualization process. Most
of the prophetic passages quoted in the lectionary, in fact, are formulated as unfulfilled (open)
prophecies, and are only understood as fulfilled (closed) or partially fulfilled (prophecy in
force, cyclical prophecy) after the liturgical author has identified a referent for it.
Nevertheless, the lectionary also shows that prophetic passages with a specific apocalyptic
connotation usually preserve that same sense after their recontextualization, being considered
therefore as unfulfilled (open) prophecies by the liturgical author/attender. The present
example is an exception to that rule. The lections of the commemoration of the foundation
of Constantinople are based on passages in Isaiah that, although being clearly apocalyptic in
their original context, have been devoid of that connotation in order to be identified with a
referent set in the liturgical author/attender’s past: the apocalyptic New Jerusalem, as a result,
has been identified with the historical city of Constantinople.®® This interpretation is ratified,
in fact, by the Commemoration of Saint Constantine and Saint Helena, where one of the
lections —Isa. 60:1-16—, equally devoted to the apocalyptic New Jerusalem, is applied once
again to the city founded by Emperor Constantine 1.3 The rather unusual transformation of
an apocalyptic prophecy into a partially fulfilled prophecy concerning the history of the
Empire is quite significant, which must certainly be taken into account when interpreting the
way in which Constantinople is theologically formulated by the Byzantine liturgy.

2.1.3. Theological message

In this case, the process of liturgical recontextualization of the Old Testament
provides the elements for a theological hermeneutics of history, that is to say, for a
theological understanding of past, present and even future events or features of reality. By
means of the three lections of Isaiah, the Byzantine liturgical attender would have come to
know the theological context of the foundation of Constantinople —i.e., a New Covenant

30 This does not mean that all the apocalyptic connotations of the passages are lost, since Constantinople was
expected to play a major role in the events leading to the Second Parousia, but the biblical concepts are certainly
reformulated.
31 For the lections used in the commemoration of Saint Constantine and Helena, cf. Alfred RAHLFS, Die
alttestamentlichen Lektionen der griechischen Kirche, Mitteilungen des Septuaginta Unternehmens, Gottingen,
1915, p. 152.
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brings along a New Jerusalem— and other theological aspects concerning the status and
circumstances of the city —i.e., its privileged place before God, the reason of its glory, wealth,
welfare etc. The distinctive trait of this theological formulation is, in any case, the fact that
the liturgical attender plays a passive role vis-a-vis the information provided by the lections:
s/he is expected to apply them to an understanding of the past and the present and to anticipate
aspects of the future, but not to take them as a basis for a specific course of action. The
prophetic revelations contained in the passages express the way in which the absolute will of
God shapes human history, and their fulfillment, in that sense, lays beyond the sphere of
human action: it cannot be influenced or challenged by human beings.

2.2. Commemoration of the siege of Constantinople

As previously stated, the Old Testament lectionary comprises two liturgical events
devoted to commemorate military episodes in Constantinople’s history. The first one, set on
June 5th, is based on the prophetic books of Isaiah, Baruch and Daniel, from which the three
lections are respectively drawn. The chapters and verses of each lection are indicated in the
following chart:

Liturgical event®

Date Event Lections
Isa. 36:1; 37:9-10, 14-18,
Commemoration of the 20-21, 33-37
June 5th . .
siege of Constantinople Bar. 4:21-29
Dan. 9:15-19

The second one is based on the prophetic Book of Isaiah, from which all three lections
are drawn. The second lection of this commemoration is, in fact, identical to the first lection
of the previous commemoration. The chapters and verses of each lection are indicated in the
following chart:

Liturgical event®

Event Lections
Commemoration of the Isa. 7:1-14
August siege of Isa. 36:1; 37:9-10, 14-18, 20-21, 33-37
Constantinople Isa. 49:13-16e

2.2.1. Discursive construction and hermeneutics

Given that the liturgical events devoted to each siege comprise different lections
(except for one, which is repeated), we must analyze the discursive construction and the
hermeneutical strategies separately. We will consider, in the first place, the June siege and,
in the second place, the August siege.

2.2.1.1. June siege

32 prophetologium Il, pp. 108-114; MATEOQS, Typicon, 1.306.3-6.
33 Prophetologium Il, pp. 155-157; MATEOQS, Typicon, 1.373.7-15.
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Although all three lectures are drawn from prophetic books, none of them is
specifically prophetic in character. The first one can be described as narrative, since it relates
the events surrounding Senaquerib’s failed attempt to conquer the city of Jerusalem (“And it
happened in the fourteenth year of the reign of Hezekias, that Sennacherim, king of the
Assyrians, came up against the strong cities of Judea, and took them” etc.). The second one
can be described as exhortative,® since it is intended to encourage the people of Israel to
resist and overcome the misfortunes that have fallen on them (“Take courage, O children;
call out to God, and he will deliver you from domination, from the hand of enemies” etc.).
The third one can be described as an invocation, since it represents a plea of the people of
Israel (represented by the prophet Daniel) to appease God’s wrath and recover his support
(“O Lord, because of all your mercy, do let your anger and your wrath turn away from your
city Jerusalem” etc.).

In the first lection, the historical account is presented as indirect speech, that is, as
speech that does not turn the liturgical/historical referent into an interlocutor: there is,
therefore, no need to identify an addresser and an addressee. We must analyze, in any case,
the strategy of semantic reconfiguration applied to this passage. This strategy, which we have
labeled as semantic adaptation, resorts to an analogy to create a new sense: the concept of
the siege, which already had an implicit referent (the siege of Jerusalem) provided by the Old
Testament, finds a new liturgical referent (the siege of Constantinople) once incorporated
into the liturgical context. As a result of the semantic analogy established between the two
(implicit and liturgical) referents, the concept is turned into a literary motif (“the siege of the
city”), which tacitly involves the idea of repetition.

Isaiah 36:1; 37:9-10, 14-18, 20-21, 33-37

36 U"Eyéveto T0oD Teooapeokatdekatov €Tovg Paciievovtoc ECekiov avéRn evanpeu
Boothevg "Acovpiwv €l Tac molelg Th¢ Iovdaiac Tag oxvpdc kai E afev adTag 37 2 kol
améoteihev ayyéhovg mpog ECexiav Aéywv 10 obtwc épeite ECexia faoihel Thc lovdaiog
un oe amatatw O 086¢ cov EP’'® ov mEmofog Em avTER AEywv o0 un mopadodi
Iepovoainu ei¢ xeipac Paoiréwc Acovpiwy 4 kai Ehapev Elexiac 10 Pifriov mopa TV
AYYEAWY Kot AVEYVW oOTO Ko GvEPN €ic TOV oikov kupiov kai fivoifev adTd évavrtiov
Kupiov 13 kai Trpoom')iaro ECsmag TPOG Kl’)plov Xéywv 16 xOpie coPowd 6 Bg0¢ Iopan)\ o}
chenusvog émi TV xspovﬁlp oL &l Be0¢ uoVOC 7TO(0'I]<; mg Baot)\stag mg 0iKOVUEVNC, OV
enomoag TOV ovpavov kol TNV yijv 17 khivov KUplE TO ovg ooV Kol gioaikovoov, dvolEov
KUp1e TOLG OPOOALOVG ooL eloBAewoV KUPIE Kail 10€ Kol BikoLGOV TOUG AOYOUG LeVoynpeil
oU¢ améoteilev Ovedilev Oeov CRvra 18 ém’ 60\11661’0@ yop Kl’)pls ﬁpt’]uwoav ﬁ(xcsl)\sig
Aoovplwv TNV OikoLUEVNV OANY 20 vDv OE Kvpls 0 0g0¢ 1 nuwv ooV NUAG €k XEIPOG AbTOD
Vo yv@ oo Bacl)\slo( g ou<ovuevnv O11 0 € Be0g uovog 2l kad oo'rsoToO\n Ho«no«; VIOG
Auwce poc ECexiav kai gimev adT@ TAdE Aéyel kOp1og O 0e0¢ Iopanh fixovoa & tpoonvEw
TIPOC Ue TEPL Tevaxnpeld Paonéwe ‘Acovpiwv 33 dia To0To TAdE Aéyel KOplOg TOV
duvauewy Emi TOV Pactiéa TV "Accupiwy ob un €icé\0n €ig TNV TOAY TOOTNY OLOE Un
Bon €’ adTrV BELOG OVDE Un PAAN ET 0TV BUPEOY 0DOE UM KLKAWON €T’ ADTNV XAPOKO

34 Certainly, this lection contains a prophetic element, since it announces the liberation of the people. The
prophecy, in any case, seems subordinated (in the lection, but not necessarily in the original text of the
Septuagint) to the aim of comforting the people: Israel must take courage because God will support it. It is also
interesting to note that the prophecy’s fulfillment (i.e., God’s intervention in favor of Israel) is conditioned by
the people’s behavior: the prophet exhorts Israel to claim God and to abandon its bad ways in order to regain
God’s favor and achieve its liberation. For both these reasons, we can consider that the lection is mainly
exhortative in character.
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34 Ga T 00Q N NABev év adTh dmootpadnoeTan 33 Kai €i¢ TNV TOAV TadTV OV un
€ioeN0n Aéyel KUPLOG KA brTepAoTI® VITEP THG TOAEWS TAUTNG TOD o®oot aOThV Ot'gue Kol
10t Aowid TOV TTaIdA pov 36 ko EERAOEV GyyeAog Kupiov kot AVEIAEV €k TG TaPEUPOATIC
TOV "Aooupiwy EkaTOv GydonkovTa TEVTE XIMADOC Kol EEAVAOTAVTEC TO TIpWi EDPOV
TOVTAL T oWUOTO vekpd 37 koi GmiiA@ev dmootpadelc Kol AmEoTpepe Levaynpelu
Baoihevg ‘Acoupiwv

In the second lection, the exhortations are presented as direct speech attributed to a
human voice (audiological speech). The communication process places the human being —in
this case, the prophet Jeremiah (through Baruch’s testimony)— as an addresser, and the people
of Israel —and, through a double projection of referent-addressee, the contemporaries of the
siege and the whole of Byzantine Christianity as well— as addressees: the passage has, in this
case, one addresser and three active addressees. In the text, the indicators (pronouns, verbs
etc.) of the referent-addresser’s identity are highlighted in boldface, the indicators of the
referent-addressee’s identity are highlighted in italics and the opening formula is
underlined:®

Baruch 4:21-29

21 Tade Aéyel KOprog Bapoeite Texvia forioarte Tpog TOv Oedv ko é€eleiton vudc €k
duvaoTeiag €k xelpog ExOpv 2 gyw yop HATOA €l TR aiwviw TNV owTNpioy JUdY Kol
AAOE pot xapa mapda Tod Gyiov émi Th éhenuooivn f fi€et vuiv év Taxer mapd TOD
aiwviov owTfipoc vudv 2 gEémeppa yop dUAC HeT TTEVOOLC Ko KAowOuoD, rrodwoet
O€ pot 6 Be0¢ Uudc NETA XopUOaLVNG Kai EdGPOcOVNG €i¢ TOV aildva 24 domep yop vov
EWPAKAOIV Ol TIAPOIKOL LIWV TV DUETEPAV OXUOAWGIaY ODTWE OPOVTOL €V TAXEL THV
moapd 1700 Oeod owtnpioy Gudv 1 émelevoeton vuiv uetd dOENC ueydAing koi
AoumtpoTNTOC TOL Qiwviov ¥ Teékva uakpobuunoarte TV mapd ToD Oeod émerbodoav
vutv dpyny koatediwEév oe 6 Ex0poc oov kai Swer adToD TNV AImWAEIRY &V TaXEL Ko &
TpoxnAovg avT@v EmfPrion 2 oi Tpudepoi pov Emopevbnoav gi¢ 600LC TpoxEiag
fpdnoav w¢ moiuviov fpmoouévov o ExOpvv 27 Baporoare Tekva kol PoATE TIPOC
TOV g0V EoTou yop vuwv o Tob émdyovog uveia 28 Homep yop éyévero 1 diovolo
Du@v gic 70 mavnoijvat &mod Tob 0eod dexamdaoidoare EmoTpadévTec {nthoat adTOV
29 6 yop EmAywv vuiv T0 KoK EmaEel yuiv aiwviov eDGPocUVNV UET THC owTnpicg
U@V

In the third lection, the plea is presented as direct speech attributed to the people of
Israel —strictly speaking, to the prophet Daniel, who acts as a representative of the
community— (audiological speech). In this case, the communication process places human
beings —i.e., the prophet, the people of Israel, and, through a double projection of referent-
addresser, the Byzantine liturgical attenders as well- as an addresser, and God as an
addressee: the passage has, therefore, three active addressers and one addressee. In the text,
the indicators (pronouns, verbs etc.) of the referent-addresser’s identity are highlighted in
boldface and the indicators of the referent-addressee’s identity are highlighted in italics:

3 In this case, the opening formula Téde Aéyer kOpiog is semantically inconsistent with the text, since the speech
is clearly not emitted by the divine voice. We must regard it, therefore, as a simple frame disconnected from
the discursive formulation of the message. It remains unclear why the formulae are sometimes connected with
the text (as we have seen in Isa. 54:9-15), sometimes disconnected from it (as in Bar. 4:21-29) and sometimes
missing (as in Dan. 9:15-19), but this is a matter that we will not be able to approach in this analysis.
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Daniel (TH) 9:15-19

15 Kvipie 6 0e0¢ Nudv O¢ EEnyaryec TOV MooV oov €k TG AlyDITTOL €V XEIPT KPOTOUd Kol
Emoinoag oeaury Ovoud w¢ N UEPA aUTN NUAPTOUEV TVOUNCAUEY '© kUpre €év maon
E\enpoouvvn oov AmooTpadnTw dn 6 VUGS dov Kai 1) dpyn dov Ao THG TOAEWS TOV
OT1 NuapTopev Koi &v Toig adikiong U@V kol TV matépwv MUV Tepovoornu koi 6
A0LOG 00V €ic OVEIDIOUOV €YEVETO €V TTOOLV TOIC TIEPIKVKAW MUKV 17 Ko VOV lodkovaoy
KOpie 0 Oedc NudV Thg TTpooevyiic TV dobAwv cov Kol TV denoewv aLTOV Kol
Ermigparvov TO TTPOCWTIOV 0OV ETTl TO AYIOOoUA GOV EVEKEY ToV KUpIE '8 KATvov 6 BeOC pov
TO 00C 00V KA Erdkovooy dvoiéov Tovc OGOOAUODC oov Kai i0e TOV APAVICUOV TUEV
Ko Thg MOAEWS oov €’ AC EMKEKANTOL TO Ovoua cov €m’ aUThC OTI 00K £l TG
dtkaoovvaig MUV NUEG PUTTODUEV TOV OIKTIPUOV NUAV EVAOTTIOV 0ov AN €mi TOVG
OIKTIPUOVG o0V TOVG TTOMNOUG 12 KUpie kai un ypoviong Evekév oov O 00g pov 0TI TO
Ovouo gov EmKEKANTON EMTL TNV TTOAY 0OV Kol €Ml TOV A)OV oov

2.2.1.2. August siege

As in the commemoration of the June siege, none of the lections of the August siege
Is prophetic in character, although they are all drawn from the prophetic Book of Isaiah. We
are not going to consider here the second lection, which, as we have seen, is identical to the
first lection of the June siege and has been already analyzed above. Of the two remaining
lections —the first one and the third one—, one can be described as historical, since it narrates
the events surrounding Aram’s and Ephraim’s failed attempt to conquer the city of Jerusalem
(“King Raasson of Aram and King Phakee son of Romelias of Israel went up against
Jerusalem to wage up against it but could not besiege it” etc.), while the other one can be
described as exhortative and eulogistic, since it is intended to reassure the people of Israel
and to thank God for his support in times of misfortune (“Rejoice, O heavens; and let the
earth be glad; let the mountains break forth with joy, and the hills with righteousness, because
God has had mercy on his people and he has comforted the humble of his people” etc.).

In the first lection, the historical account is presented as indirect speech, that is, as
speech that does not turn the liturgical attender into an interlocutor: there is, therefore, no
need to identify an addresser and an addressee. The strategy of semantic reconfiguration
applied to this passage is, as in the case of Isa. 36:1; 37:9-10, 14-18, 20-21, 33-37, one of
semantic adaptation (cf. 2.1.1.).

Isaiah 7:1-14

I"Eyéveto év taic nuépauc Axal tod Iwabov tob OCiov faociréwe lovda avéPn Paaonu
Baoihevg Apap kai Paxee viog Pouehiov Baotiedg lopanh €mi lepovooinu moieufioon
adTV Ko oUk AdLVAONOCAY TTOAIOpPKH oo aUTNV 2 Kot GviyyéAn €i¢ TOV oikov Aowid
Aeyovtwv ovvedwvnoey Apau poc Tov Edpaiu kai EEEotn 1) wuxr adToD ko 1 poxn
TOD Aaob awToD OV TPOTTOV 0TV €V dpLUE EONOV BITO TTVEDUATOG COAEVDT 3 Kol eime
kVp1og po¢ Hoalav EEeNOe i ouvavtnow 1@ Axal ov koi 6 katoheipOeic lacouvf 6
VIOG GOV TTPOG TNV KOAVUPNOpa Thg Gvw 680D TOD dypoD TOD yvadEwg # Kai Epeig adTR
dvraEou TOD fovydoou kai un GoPod unde 1 youxn oov dodeveitw Unde dofndiic &mo
TV 300 EDAwV TV doAdV TRV korvifouévwy ToOTwY OTay yop opyn Ovuod pov
yévntou éAv idoopon 3 kai O viog Tod Pougliov kot 6o Aéyovteg ¢ dvapnoouedo
ei¢ v Iovdaiov kol KOKWOWUEY OOTNV Kol CLAAOANOOVTEG ADTOIG AITOOTPEYPWUEY
o0TOUC TTPOC NUAC Ko Paoidebowuev avTic TOV Liov Tafenh 7 Tdde Aéyet k1PIOC
oofawd od un peivy 1 Bovin avtn ovdE Eotan 8 GAN 1) kedahn Apou AaUaokog Koi 1)
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kepohn Aauookod Paao kol 11 e€nkovra kod TEVTe ETn Kol EkAeiyper 1) Paoiieia
Edpaiu dmo Aaod ? kai 1y kedpon Edppaiu Lopopwv koi 1] kepohn Lopopwv O viog Tod
Popehiov kai €av un motevonte obdE U ovvijte 10 kod TPOGEBETO KOP1OG AaAfioo TR
Axal Aéywv ' aitnoon oeavt®d onueiov mapa kKupiov oD cov eig Pabog T eig Byog 12
Ko gimev Axal o0 um aithow oddE un meipdow kOplov 13 kai eimev Hoalog dkovoaTe
On 0ikog Aowid un Hikpov DUV aydva Tapéxety avOpwmolg kai TG Kupiw ToPEXETE
aydvo 14 810t TobTO dwoeL KOPLOg abTOC BUiv onueioy.

In the third lection, the exhortation and eulogy are presented as direct speech
attributed to God (omfological speech). The communication process places God as an
addresser, and human beings —i.e., the people of Israel, and, through a double projection of
referent-addressee, the contemporaries of the siege and the whole of Byzantine Christianity
as well- as addressees; the passage has, in this case, one addresser and three active
addressees.>® In the text, the indicators (pronouns, verbs etc.) of the referent-addresser’s
identity are highlighted in boldface, the indicators of the referent-addressee’s identity are
highlighted in italics and the opening formula is underlined:*

Isaiah 49:13-16

13 Tade Aéyer kOplog evdpaivecde ovpavoi kai dyorhidodw 1 yvij pnatw ta 6pn
ebdppoovvny Kal oi fovvol diakaocvvny OTL RAENTEY KUPIOC TOV A0V aDTOD Kol TOUC
TATEIVOUC TOD AcoD Trapekdaeoey 14 eimev 8¢ Liwv ykaTéMmév ue kOp1og kai O 0e0¢
EmeNAOETO Hov 13 un éminoeton yuvr 1o moudiov aOThc fj ToL U éAefjoat T EKyova
ThG ko1 iog aOThC €1 O€ kol TaDTA EMAGO0ITO Yuvn AN €y OVK EMANCOUA oov AEYEL
KOP10¢ 16 idov &mi TRV XeIp®dV pov Elwypadnod cov T& TEiXN Kol EvWwTIOV Hov &f did
TOVTOC.

2.2.2. Time frame

Different discursive constructions and hermeneutical strategies lead to different time
frame formulations. The lections relevant to the commemorations of the June and August
sieges of Constantinople provide the elements for two time display structures that we can
label as a cycle of events and as models of behavior. We will consider each of them briefly.

2.2.2.1. Cycle of events

The narrative character of the message presented in the lections of Isa. 36:1; 37:9-10,
14-18, 20-21, 33-37 and Isa. 7:1-14 denotes an imprecise time display. In both cases, the
process of semantic reconfiguration creates an implicit parallel between events that happened
in the past of the liturgical attender and can happen again in his/her present or future: in terms
of time display, such a parallel can be defined as a cycle of events. This form of time display

% It is dubious whether an expression such as eddpaivecde odpavoi could be considered as addressed to a
(personified) substantive referent-interlocutor. The passage allows for different hermeneutical approaches, so
we have not identified the referent ovpavoi as an interlocutor.

37 In this case, the opening formula Téde Aéyet xVprog is semantically integrated into the text, since it introduces
speech emitted by the divine voice. Unlike the lection of Isa. 54:9-15 (where the formula has been adapted to
fit that specific discursive construction), however, it remains unclear whether that integration was deliberate.
The existence of certain allusions to God in the third person (“because God has had mercy on his people, and
he has comforted the humble of his people”, underlined in the text) must not be regarded as inconsistent with
omfological speech, since that same detail is found in the original context of the Septuagint, where the speech
is clearly attributed to the divine voice.
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is defined by two main characteristics: 1) we can speak of a cycle because the events, always
defined by similar characteristics, repeat themselves on numerous occasions; 2) the time
frame of the cycle remains imprecise, to the point of being timeless in character: some of the
events have certainly happened in the past (of the textual basis and/or of the liturgical
attender), and might happen again in the present and/or the future (one or numerous times),
but there is no certainty that such a repetition will actually occur.

If applied to the commemoration of the siege of Constantinople, we can see how the
liturgical attenders interpreted in Byzantium the accounts of the siege of Jerusalem: the
textual basis (Isaiah) narrates the attacks on Jerusalem, laying down the foundation for the
emergence of a literary motive —the siege of the city— that finds its first referents in different
episodes of Hebrew history: the siege by Senaquerib, in one case, and the siege by Aram and
Ephraim, in another case; the Byzantines, for their part, considered that the same motive had
found new referents in their own recent history: the siege of Constantinople by the Avars, in
one case, and by the Arabs, in another case. Although set in different times, all the referents
match the same prototypical event: they are integrated, therefore, on a cycle that has been
developing in a temporal continuum —the Old and New Jerusalem are different versions of
the same city— and, most importantly, that conveys the possibility of further development.
The following graphic depicts this time display in a synthetic way.

CICLE OF EVENTS

Potential
Future Event

Past Event Past Event
2nd Réferent 3rd Réferent
Siege Siege
of Constantinople of Constantinople
« { M : [ . N ] >
: 1st Referent Textual Basis  : f ’:
Siege of Jerusalem Isaiah A :
: Past Event H :
CREATION FIRST SECOND
PAROUSIA PAROUSIA

2.2.2.2. Models of behavior

The exhortative or invocative character of the message presented in the lections of
Bar. 4:21-29 and Dan. 9:15-19 also denote an imprecise time display. In both cases, the text
states universal rules and parameters to regulate and evaluate the actions of human beings:
in terms of time display, such statements can be labeled as models of behavior. This form of
time display is defined by its lack of any temporal connotation: the models of behavior
established by the textual basis are the same for all human beings, from the time of Creation
to the time of the Second Parousia.

If applied to the commemoration of the siege of Constantinople, we can see how
liturgical attenders interpreted in Byzantium the passages found in the lections of Baruch and
Daniel: in the first case, the textual basis (Baruch) formulates an exhortation to repent, to
look for God and to abandon the bad ways; in the second case, the textual basis (Daniel)
formulates an invocation that expresses the regret of those who abandoned God and their
wish to regain God’s support; as a result, both lections agree in highlighting the importance
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of the fidelity to God as a basic rule of conduct for the faithful’s life. Both Baruch and Daniel,
in addition, make specific reference to the undesired consequences that come from an
infraction of the norm they have just formulated: in the original context of both passages,
people’s infidelity is punished by God and results in exile and dispersion. Once the passages
have been liturgically recontextualized, however, the new semantic context implies that the
people’s infidelity has actually resulted in the siege of the capital city: the attack on Jerusalem
(both Old and New) was due to the people’s failure to uphold certain norms of behavior. Due
to its timeless character, in addition, the model of behavior formulated by both lections
remained in force and was, therefore, to be observed by all Byzantines in order to avoid the
same divine punishment in the future. The following graphic depicts this time display in a
synthetic way.

MODELS OF BEHAVIOR

Referent
Fidelity to God

«if T 1:i( 1:
L Textual Basis J L J
Baruch
Daniel
CREATION FIRST SECOND
PAROUSIA PAROUSIA

2.2.2.3. Theological statements

The exhortative and eulogistic character of the message presented in the lection of
Isa. 49:13-16 denotes, once again, an imprecise time display. In this case, the text reveals
theological features inherent to the divinity that can be labeled as theological statements.
This form of time display is defined by its lack of any temporal connotation: given the
timeless character of the referent (i.e., God, the Heavenly Kingdom), the theological
statements can be considered eternal.

If applied to the commemoration of the siege of Constantinople, we can see how
liturgical attenders interpreted in Byzantium the passages found in this lection: the textual
basis (Isaiah) formulates certain aspects concerning the special relationship between God and
the city of Jerusalem. For the Byzantine liturgical attender, who listened to this passage in
the general context of the commemoration of the siege of Constantinople, the parallel
emerges by itself: due to the timeless tie between God and his chosen city, the New Jerusalem
now held the same exalted place that Old Jerusalem had once enjoyed. The following graphic
depicts this time display in a synthetic way.
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THEOLOGICAL STATEMENTS

Referent
God's choice
of Jerusalem
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Isaiah :
CREATION FIRST SECOND
PAROUSIA PAROUSIA

2.2.3. Theological message

Here, the process of liturgical recontextualization of the Old Testament provides,
once again, the elements for a theological hermeneutics of history, although its construction
is more complicated than the one we have seen in the commemoration of the foundation of
Constantinople (cf. 1.3.). One of the lections of Isaiah (Isa. 49:13-16) makes, in the first
place, certain statements about God —i.e., his love for Jerusalem and his special relationship
with his chosen city— that could be labeled as a mystagogy, since they guide the liturgical
attender towards the understanding of a divine mystery.3® In the general context of the siege
of Constantinople, however, it is pertinent to consider that those statements are less intended
as a key to the knowledge of God (i.e., as a mystagogy in a strict sense) than as a key to the
understanding of the city’s historical development (i.e., as hermeneutics of history):
consequently, the Byzantine liturgical attender would have come to know certain theological
aspects concerning the status and circumstances of the city (once again, the reason of its
glory, wealth, welfare etc.).

The remaining lections of Isaiah (Isa. 36:1; 37:9-10, 14-18, 20-21, 33-37 and lIsa.
7:1-14), in the second place, do not have any other connotation than the hermeneutics of
history. By providing the situational referents for the construction of a semantic adaptation,
the process of liturgical recontextualization creates a parallel between the sieges endured by
the Old and the New Jerusalem: consequently, the Byzantine liturgical attender would have
understood the sieges as part of a cycle that had affected (and could still affect) the capital
city. The lections of Baruch and Daniel (Bar. 4:21-29; Dan. 9:15-19), in the third place,
present certain rules of behavior for the faithful’s life —i.e., the importance of fidelity to God—
that could be labeled as works, since they indicate to the liturgical attender those actions that
lead to individual salvation. In the general context of the siege of Constantinople, however,
it is pertinent to consider that those statements are less intended as a key to the achievement
of individual salvation (i.e., as works in the strict sense) than as a key to the understanding
of the city’s historical development (i.e., as a hermeneutics of history): consequently, the
Byzantine liturgical attender would have come to know the theological dimension of certain
episodes of the city’s history (the sieges were a divine punishment for the people’s infraction
of a basic rule of behavior, such as fidelity to God).

The distinctive trait of this theological formulation is, in any case, the fact that the
liturgical attender plays an active role vis-a-vis the elements provided by the lections: s/he is

% We must underline, once again, that the label mystagogy and the term “mystery” are used here in a wide
sense, as referring in general to information pertaining to the divinity.
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not only expected to apply them to an understanding of the past and the present and to
anticipate aspects of the future (as we have seen with the foundation of Constantinople), but
also to take them as the basis for a specific course of action. The association between
Jerusalem’s sieges (as described by Isaiah) and divine punishment for the people’s infidelity
(as described by Baruch and Daniel) creates a relationship of cause-effect, which not only
serves to understand events of the past (the reason for the city’s sieges), but also to operate
over the present in order to influence it: by knowing that a certain cause (misbehavior
towards God) brings along a certain effect (divine punishment), the liturgical attender would
have had the possibility to adjust his/her behavior in order to avoid undesired consequences.
Far from the case of the foundation of Constantinople, where God’s decisions could only
attend fulfillment, this theological formulation gives the liturgical attender the opportunity to
influence the shaping of the city’s destiny.

2.3. Commemoration of the earthquake of Constantinople

As previously stated, the Old Testament lectionary comprises three liturgical events
devoted to commemorate natural catastrophes affecting the city of Constantinople. The first
one, on March 17th, is based on the prophetic Books of Isaiah, Baruch and Daniel, from
which the three lections are respectively drawn. The second and third lections, in fact, are
identical to the second and third lections established for the commemoration of the siege of
Constantinople celebrated on June 5th. The chapters and verses of each lection are indicated
in the following chart:

Liturgical event®

Date Event Lections
. Isa. 63:15—64:4, 7-8
March Commemoration of Gen
the earthquake of . ' Bar. 4:21-29
17th Constantinoole (lection of the day)
P Dan. 9:15-19

The second one, set on the day after the mobile celebration of Pentecost, is based on
the prophetic Book of Jeremiah. The chapters and verses are indicated in the following chart:

Liturgical event®

Date Event Lectionary
Mondayv after Commemoration of Jer. 1:1-8
Pentgcost the earthquake of Jer. 1:11-17
Constantinople Jer. 2:2-12

The third one, on October 26th™, is based once again on the prophetic Books of Isaiah
and Jeremiah. The first lection, in fact, is almost identical to the first lection established for
the commemoration of the earthquake of March 17th (and, consequently, to the
commemoration of the siege of Constantinople celebrated on June 5th) and the second lection

39 Prophetologium 11, pp. 82-87; MATEOQS, Typicon, 1.248.25—250.3. )

40 Prophetologium I, pp. 559-565; Juan MATEQS, Le typicon de la Grande Eglise, Tome II: Le cycle des fétes
mobiles [Orientalia Christiana Analecta 166], Rome, Pontificum Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1963,
2.140.10-12.
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is identical to the post-Pentecost commemoration of the earthquake. The chapters and verses
of each lection are indicated in the following chart:

Liturgical event*
Date Event Lectionary

Commemoration of the Isa. 63:15—64:4

October Jer. 2:2-12
earthquake of : AQ .
26th Constantinople Jer. 3.22-2;34,1.4;.% 5:3, 5, 22;

2.3.1. Discursive construction and hermeneutics

The fact that the liturgical events devoted to the commemoration of each earthquake
comprise different lections requires us to analyze the discursive construction and the
hermeneutical strategies separately. We will consider, in the first place, the March
commemoration and, in the second place, the post-Pentecost commemoration.

2.3.1.1. March commemoration

Since the second and third lections established for the March commemoration are
identical to the ones established for the commemoration of the siege of Constantinople
celebrated on June 5th —and have thus been analyzed in the context of that liturgical event—,
we are only going to consider here the first lection, drawn from the Book of Isaiah. Although
it comes from a prophetic book, the message presented by the lection is not prophetic in
character. It can actually be described as an invocation, since it is intended to regain God’s
favor for his people (“Why, O Lord, did you make us stray from your way and harden our
hearts so that we would not fear you? Turn back on account of your slaves, on account of the
tribes of your inheritance” etc.). In this lection, the plea is presented as direct speech
attributed to the people of Israel (audiological speech). The communication process places
human beings —i.e., the prophet, the people of Israel, and, through a double projection of
referent-addresser, the contemporaries of the earthquake and the whole of Byzantine
Christianity as well- as addressers, and God as an addressee: the passage has, therefore, three
active addressers and one addressee. In the text, the indicators (pronouns, verbs etc.) of the
referent-addresser’s identity are highlighted in boldface, the indicators of the referent-
addressee’s identity are highlighted in italics and the closing formula is underlined:*?

Isaiah 63:15—64:4, 7-8

63 15 Emiorpewov €k oD o0pavod Kal i0e €k ToD oikov ToD dyiov cov kai d6Eng mod
€oT1 TO TATB0¢ TOD éNéovg dov kai TV OIKTIPURY dov 0TI Avéoyov NUGV 6 ov yap
NURV &l arrp 611 ABpoaou o0k Eyve AUac kai Iopani ok éméyvw QUAC IAMG o0 kUpie
TP QUAV pOoou NUAC, &t dpxiic TO Ovoud cov €d’ NUAG éotv 17 Ti Emldvnoas Nuag
kUple &m0 ThHg 0000 cov Eokiripvvag TaG wopdiag fudv ToD un ¢ofeicdai oe
Ermiotpewov d10 ToLE SOVAOLG dov d1d TAC PLAAG THG KAnpovouiog cov 18 tva Uikpov
KAnpovounowpev Tod 6povg ToD Ayiov gov o1 BIEVOVTIOl NUEV KATETATNOAV TO

41 Prophetologium 11, pp. 40-45; MATEOS, Typicon, 1.78.16-20.

42 In this case, the closing formula Aéyer kOprog mavtokparwp is semantically inconsistent with the text, since
the speech is clearly not emitted by the divine voice. We must regard it, as in previous cases, as a simple frame
disconnected from the discursive formulation of the message (cf. Bar. 4:21-29).
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ayiooud oov 19 gyevopeda ¢ 1O & dpxfic 0Te oK rfpéac NUBY 0DdE EmekAndn TO
Ovoud oov &p NUag éav &voilng Tov obpavov TPOUOg AYETOL Gmd ool 6pn Kol
Toknoovtat 64 1 w¢ knpog TAKETOL BITO TTLPOC KO KATAKAVOEL TTOP TOVC DITEVAVTIONE
oov Kol Gavepov EoTat TO OVoUa oV TOIG BITEVAVTIOIC 00U, ATTO TTPOCWITOL oov EBvn
TapoxOnoovtan 2 6tav moific Ta EvdoEa TPOUOG ANUYeTAL &0 dod Opn 3 &mo TOD
aikdvoc ovk fikovoauey 00dE oi dOPOaAUOI HUBV €idov OOV TANY dod Kai TO Epya oov
AANOwva Kai sromjoeic ToIg UITOUEVOLOIV O ENEOC, 4 OLVOVTNOETAL YOpP EAEOC TOIC
mro10001 TO dikaiov ko TV 630GV cov uvnednoovtot 7 kai vOv kUpie TToTnp QuUGV ov &f
NUEig 8¢ TNAOC Kol oU 6 TAAOTNG MUBV Epya Xeip®dv cov TavTeG & NuEIG un dpyilov
Nuiv kUpre €wG opOdpa Ko [N év kaup® uvnobijc auapTidv MUV koi vov Eriflewov
KUpIE OTL A\OOC 00V TIAVTEG NUEIG AEYEL KDPLOC TIAVTOKPATWP

2.3.1.2. Post-Pentecost commemoration

The first and second lections of Jeremiah can be considered a semantic unity, since
they complete each other’s sense: the first one, descriptive and narrative in character, is aimed
at introducing Jeremiah’s figure and setting a context for his prophetic revelations (“The
dictum of God which came to leremias the son of Chelkias, of the priests, who was living in
Anathoth in the land of Beniamin” etc.), while the second one presents the revelations
themselves (“And the Lord said to me: From the north evil shall flare up against all the
inhabitants of the land” etc.). The third lection can be considered as partially prophetic in
character (“Therefore once more | will go to law with you, says the Lord, and | will go to law
with your sons’ sons” etc.), but also as accusatory, since it is bound to express God’s wrath
as a result of Israel’s misbehavior (“This is what the Lord says: What error did your fathers
find in me that they stood far from me and went after worthless things and became worthless
themselves?” etc.), and, implicitly, as exhortative, since it attempts to inspire a change in
Israel’s attitudes towards God (“See if such things have happened; will nations change their
gods?” etc.).

In the first and second lections, the message is presented as direct speech attributed to &
human voice (audiological speech), which can be partially identified as the prophetic voice
of Jeremiah (1:4-8) and partially as the voice of an omniscient narrator (1:1-3), which should
perhaps be identified with Jeremiah (speaking about himself in the third person).** The
communication process, therefore, places a human being —the prophet Jeremiah— as the
addresser, and other human beings —the people of Israel, and, through a double projection of
referent-addressee, the contemporaries of the earthquake and the whole of Byzantine
Christianity as well- as the addresses:** the passage has, in this case, one addresser and three
active addressees. In the texts, the indicators (pronouns, verbs etc.) of the referent-
addresser’s identity are highlighted in boldface (the indicators of the referent-addressee’s

4 The expression Aéyer kOprog, attested in both cases by the Septuagint, should not be considered here as a
closing formula, but rather as a way of specifying the identity of the speaker in the context of a dialogue. We
can see, in fact, that the expression (formulated in slightly different ways) is actually used throughout the texts
to articulate the discursive interaction between the prophet and God.

4 The fact that the lections reproduce a conversation between God and Jeremiah does not mean that Jeremiah’s
addressee is God: the conversation is only being reported as a past event, which allows Jeremiah to explain to
his real addressee —the people of Israel, or, through a double projection of referent-addressee, the Byzantines—
the way in which he obtained his knowledge of the future events he was going to announce. The message’s
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identity are not explicit it any case) and the passages reporting the dialogue between the
prophet and God are indicated in angle brackets:*®

Jeremiah 1:1-8

I'To pripa 700 Beod O Eyéveto €mi Iepepiay TOv T0D XeAkiov €k TV iEPEWV OC KATWKEL
év AvafBw0 év yij Beviapiv 2 g éyéveto AOyog ToD 0god mpOg avTOV €v TaIg NUEPAIS
Iwaotov viod Apwg Baoiéwg Tovda Etovg Tprokaudekdatov €v T Paotieiq adTod 3 Kad
éyéveto év Taic nuépauc Iwakei viod Iwotov Paciiéwe lovda Ewe ovvtereiog évdekdTov
grovg Xedexiov viod Iwotov Paothéwg Tovda Ewg T aixuoiwoiag lepovooinu v Td
UNvi 7@ TEUTTTW * Ko EYEVETO AOYOG KUPIOL TIPOG PE AEYwV 5 <mTpo TOD LE TTAAOOL OE €V
KOIiQ EmioTauai o kai mpod ToD oe EEeABelv €k UNTpaG Nyiakd oe mpodnTnyv €ig €0nv
TEONKA o€ 6 kai gimo 6 (v déomota KOpie idoL 00k EmioToat AAEY OTI VEWTEPOC EYW
gipr> 7 kol gimev KUPIOC TIPOC PE <t Aéye OT1 VEWTEPOC &y iut Tt TPOC TAVTOC ODC GV
EEamOOTEA® OE TOPELOT Kol KATH TAVTA 600 v €vTeilopai oot Aahnoelg & un ¢oPnoiic
Q710 TTPOCWITOL AOTOV OTI UETA 60D €yw €ipt ToD e€anpeiobai oe> Aéyer KUpP1og

Jeremiah 1:11-17

11 ’Eyéveto AOyog kvpiov TTpdc pe Aéywv <ti o 0pac lepepio> kai gimov <Boktnpiov
Kopowivy &ye Op&> 12 ko eimev KOPIOC TTPOC PE <KOARC EDPOKAC SIOTL EYPHYOPa EYG
€ml TOLG AOYOULG LoV, TOD Totfjoat adTovG™> 13 ko €yéveTo AOYOC Kupiov TTPOG PE €K
devTépov Aéywv <Ti o0 OpAc> kai elmat <AERNTor DIOKAIOUEVOY Eyw Op®d Kai TO
TTPOOWTTOV AVTOD &ITO TTPOSWITOL Poppl> 4 KAl lrev KUPIOC TTPOC NE ATTO TTPOCWHITOV
<Boppd €KKALONOETAL TA KAKA ETTL TAVTAC TOVG KATOIKOOVTOG TNV YAV 13 1071 idoL éyw
OLYKOA® TTAO0G TAG Paciieiog TV Pacirei®dv amod Poppd> Aéyel kbplog <kai fiEovotv
Kol Onoovotv Ekaotog TOV Bpovov abTod éml T TpoOvpa TV VALY lepovooinu kol
€Ml MAVTA T TEIXN TA KUKAW aOTAG Katl €l maoog Tag moAeig lovda 1€ kai Aonow peta
KPIoewc TTPOC ADTOVC TTEPT TIAOTC THC KAKIOG DTV ¢ EyKATEMTIOV UE Kol EBvoay Bgoig
GANOTPIOIC KO TTPOOEKDLVNOOY TOIC EPYoIg TOV Xelpldv adThv 17 kai ob mepilwoon TV
00dUY oov koi avaotnOl Kol €imov TTPO¢ ABTOLG TTAVTA Ooa v EvTeilwuai oot Un
$oPNOTi¢ durd TPoWTOL VTRV UNATTOTE TTTONOWOIY GE EVOVTIOV DTV OTI UETH GOV Eyw
eiut Tob E€oupeiodai oe> Aéyel KOPIOG

In the third lection, the message is presented as direct speech attributed to a divine
voice (omfological speech). The communication process, therefore, places God as the
addresser and human beings —i.e., the people of Israel and, through a double projection of
referent-addressee, the contemporaries of the earthquake and the whole of Byzantine
Christianity as well— as the addressees: the passage has, in this case, one addresser and three
active addressees. In the text, the indicators (pronouns, verbs etc.) of the referent-addresser’s
identity are highlighted in boldface, the indicators of the referent-addressee’s identity are

addressee (i.e., Jeremiah’s interlocutor) is not made explicit, but can be tacitly identified with a personal referent
(as we have said, the people of Israel).

4 We indicate the dialogue passages in this way in order to avoid any confusion when identifying the addresser
of the speech, since some pronouns or verbs contained in those dialogues might be wrongly taken as indicators
of the referent-addresser’s identity.
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highlighted in italics, the passages reporting the dialogue between God and the people are
indicated in angle brackets*® and the opening formula is underlined:*’

Jeremiah 2:2-12

2 Tade Aéyet kKOp10¢ EUVAEONY EAEOVC VEOTNTOC 0OV KO ByATTNG TEAEIWOEWS TOV TOD
g€akorovOijoai oe @ ayiw Iopank Aéyer kOpiog 3 6 aylog Iopand T@ kvpiw &pxn
YEVNUATWY oOTOD TTAVTEG Of €00I0VTEG AOTOV TANUUEACOVOIY KOKX TiEet €’ abTolg
Aéyel kOpiog 4 axovoare Moyov kupiov oikoc lakwp kai ndoa atpia oikov Iopanl 5
TGOE Aéyel KVP1og Ti eBpocav ol TATEPEG U@V €v Euol TANUUEANUO OTL AITECTNOOV
uokpay Gt uod kol Emopevdnoay dmiow TOV paTaiwy kol éuatonwdnoay ¢ <kai ovk
eimov oL €0TIv KOPI0G O Avoryoywv NUAG €k yig Aiydmtov 6 kabodnynoag nuag év
EpNuUy &v yij dmeipw kol APATE &v yij avidpw Kol AKAPTTW Kol oK1 OovaTov €v yij év
1 00 diwdevoev €v adTH Aviip 0VOE KATWKNOEV LIOG AvOpWTOL Ekel> 7 Kal eioryayov
vudc €ic Tov Kdpuniov 1ol dayelv Tovg kapmovg adTod Kol 7o dyofd adTod Kol
glonABarte kol Euiavarte TNV Yijv HOL Koi TV kKAnpovouiov pov £€0ecbe eic fdérvyua
oi igpeic obk gimov <mod €oTiv KLPIOC> Ko 01 GvTeEXOUEVOL TOD VOUOL MOV OVK
AMioToVTO PE Ko 01 TOIUEVEG NoEfovoav €ig €UE Kol oi podfiTan EmpodnTevoV Tij
Booh ko Omiow dvwderode émopetdnoay © 816 TobTo ET1 Kp1Boopon Tpo¢g Uudc Méyet
KOPIOG Kl TEpOC TOUC LIoVE TOV LIV YUY kpiOfoopat 10 611 diéAfete eic viioovg XeTTiu
kai idete ko ei¢ Kndap dmooreilare ol vorjoare 6dpodpa kail ideTe €1 yEyovey TOIODTA
1 g daA&Eovton €0vn Beovc adTV Kot 0DTOL 00K €iotv Ogoi O 8¢ Aad¢ pov AAAGEXTO
v ddEav avToD EE ¢ oUKk wdheAndfcovtau 12 gEéotn 6 oVPAVOC Emi TOUTW Kati EdpiEev
émi mhelov opOdpa AEyel KUPLOG

2.3.1.3. October commemoration

Since the first lection established for the October commemoration is almost identical
to the one established for the commemoration of the earthquake of March 17th (and,
consequently, to the commemoration of the siege of Constantinople celebrated on June 5th)
and the second lection is identical to the one established for the post-Pentecost
commemoration of the earthquake, we are only going to consider here the third lection, drawn
from the Book of Jeremiah. Although it comes from a prophetic book, the message presented
by the lection is not prophetic in character. It would be better described as a combination of
various discursive types, since it comprises elements of an exhortation (“Return, O sons who
are given to turning” etc.), a lamentation (“We lay down in our shame, and our dishonor

4 We indicate, once again, the dialogue passages in order to avoid any confusion when identifying the
addresser/addressees of the speech, since some pronouns or verbs found in these dialogues might be wrongly
taken as indicators of the referent-addresser’s/addressee’s identity.

47 Here, once again, the opening formula Té&de Aéyer kOpiog is semantically integrated into the text. The
expression Aéyer kuprog at the end of the passage, attested in the Septuagint, was not intended in its original
context to play the role of a closing formula, but certainly has that effect after the edition operated by the
liturgical author. We may notice, in fact, that the expression Aéyet kVpiog is used many times during the text.
Here, unlike the previous passages, this expression does not articulate a dialogue, but actually ratifies
throughout the text the identity of the speaker (i.e., the fact that the message must be understood as a divine
oracle or revelation). This sort of repetition, found frequently within prophetic texts, is probably related to the
process of composition of the original text (it might have been composed by piecing together individual oracles,
each of which contained their own individual introductory formula). The literary effect created in the lection is,
in any case, the one of ratifying the divine identity of the addresser (already pointed out by the general opening
formula).

27



covered us” etc.), an admonishment (“Will you not fear me?, says the Lord” etc.) and an
invocation (““... your name has been called upon us; do not forget us!™).

In this lection, the various discursive types are mostly presented as direct speech
attributed either to God (omfological speech) or to the people of Israel (audiological speech),
and articulated as a dialogue (or, at least, a discursive interaction) between them. In the first
part of 3:22 and in 5:22, the communication process places God as an addresser and the
people of Israel —and, through a double projection of referent-addressee, the contemporaries
of the earthquake and the whole of Byzantine Christianity as well- as addressees: these
passages have, therefore, one addresser and three active addressees. In the second part of
3:22,in 3:23-25, 14:7-9, the communication process places the human being —i.e., the people
of Israel and, through a double projection of referent-addresser, the contemporaries of the
earthquake and the whole of Byzantine Christianity as well- as an addresser and God as an
addressee: these passages have, therefore, three active addressers and one addressee. There,
two remaining passages, however, must be considered separately. In one of them (4:8), which
also uses direct speech, the identity of the addresser remains unclear: it could be either God
speaking to the people (omfological, provided that God is referring to himself in the third
person) or the prophet speaking to the people (audiological). In any case, the addressee can
be clearly identified with the people of Israel —and, through a double projection of referent-
addressee, with the contemporaries of the earthquake and with the whole of Byzantine
Christianity as well—-, such that there are three active referent-addressees. In the other case
(5:3, 5), it is not possible to consider speech as direct.*8

In the text, the indicators (pronouns, verbs etc.) of the referent-addresser’s identity
are highlighted in boldface, the indicators of the referent-addressee’s identity are highlighted
in italics and the opening formula is underlined.*® The different parts of the lection are
separated by an asterisk in order to distinguish those fragments that articulate a discursive
interaction between God and the people (3:22-25; 5:22, 14:7-9) from those fragments that
remain dubious (4:8) or cannot be classified as direct speech (5:3, 5):

Jeremiah 3:22-25; 4:8; 5:3, 5, 22; 14:7-9

3 22 — T&de Aéyel KOPIOC EMOTPAPNTE VIOl EMOTPEPOVTEC Kol iGloopat TA GLVTPIUUTY
vuwv

— 1800, 01d¢ fuEic o0puedd oor 811 ov kiipie 6 OOC HUBV &7 23 GvTwg gic PeddOC foav
o1 Bouvot kai duvaIc TRV OpEwv TATY B Kupiov Og0D HudV 1 cwtnpio Tod Iopani 24 1
O¢ aioxVVN KATAVOAWOEY TOLG UOXAOUC TV TOTEPWY NUAOV &ITO VEOTNTOG aOTRV 25
gxounOnuev &v Tf aioxbvn UGV Kol ETEKAALYEY NUAG 1) ATIHIO fUEVY 10T EvavTiov TOD
0e0D MUOV NUAPTOUEV NUEIG KAl Ol TATEPES NUOV ATTO VEOTNTOC NUOV EWG THG NUEPAC
TOUTNG Kot 0VY Drnkoveauev Th¢ Gwviic kKupiov ToD Bg0D Nuv

4 In 5:3, 5, there are, certainly, two interlocutors (the prophet, apparently, as an addresser, and God as an
addressee), but the liturgical/historical referents are not involved directly.

49 In this case, the opening formula Téde Aéyer kOprog is only partially integrated into the text from a semantic
point of view. We can see that it becomes well-articulated with the first fragment of speech, emitted by the
divine voice, but remains dissociated from most of the remaining fragments. It should be regarded, therefore,
as a simple frame disconnected from the discursive formulation of the message.
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4 8 — &m ToUTOIC TEPILWOAOOE GAKKOVUG KO KOMTEOOE Kol aradaéare B10TI oK
ameoTpadn 6 Bvuog Thg dpyiic kupiov &’ vuwv

kkkkkkkkkkkk

5 3 — kivpie ol dOaAUOl oov ei¢ TiOTIV EuaoTiywoag abTOLC Kol ODK EmOVESAV
OVVTEAEOOG OOTOVC Kot 00k NOEANoav, dé€acbon moudeioy E0TEPEWOAY TA TTPOOWITOL
aUTOV DIEp TETPAY Ko o0k N0éAncav Emotpadiivon 5 5 didT ovk Eyvwoay 6doVC
Kupiov kai kpioy adTRV

kkkkkkkkkkkk

5 22 — ] éué o0 @ofnbricecbe Aéyer kbplog §| GmO TOD TPOOWITOL HOL OVK
ebAafnOrnoecbe tov taEavta Guuov Oprov BaAdoonc TPOCTAYUO oHWVIOV Kol obY
omepPnoeton adTO Kol TopoyOnioeTon Ko 0dvvNONoETAL Kol fXNOOLOL TA KOUOTA
o0TAG Ko o0) briepProeTan avtd

14 " — ai Guaption AUV &vtéotnoav Huiv, kUpie roinoov ENeoc Tod GvOUATOC 60D OT1
moAai o auoaption NUdV Evavtiov ool ool fudptopev 8 vopovn lopani kvpre owleic
€V KOUp® KAV Vol Ti EYeviOng g TaPoIKog €ml THS YIS Kol G abTOXWY EKKAIVWY Eig
koaTohvpa 2 un op wg avOpwitog Brrvdv kai dvnp un duvAUEVOS OWEEY Kai oL €V Niv
KUpIE Kol TO Ovoud gov EmikEkAnTtan €Q° NUAG un emAabn udv

2.3.2. Time frame

As we already know, different discursive constructions and hermeneutical strategies
lead to different time frame formulations. The lections found in the commemorations of the
earthquakes of Constantinople provide the elements for two time display structures that we
can label as a prophetic cycle and as models of behavior. We will consider each of them
briefly.

2.3.2.1. Prophetic cycle

The prophetic character of the message presented in the lections of Jer. 1:1-8 and
1:11-17 denotes an imprecise time display. In this case, the text formulates a recurrently
fulfilled prophecy that can be labeled as a prophetic cycle. In this case, the text presents a
prophecy that was formulated and fulfilled in the past of the liturgical attender, but remains
susceptible to being fulfilled again (one or more times) in the present or the future. This form
of time display is defined by three main characteristics: 1) the prophecy formulated by the
liturgical basis (i.e., the Old Testament) consists of a vaticinium ex eventu: the prophetic
language makes use of the future tense to announce an event that, in fact, has already taken
place, thereby creating the literary effect of a prophecy that has been fulfilled within the time
limits of the textual basis; 2) the fulfillment of the prophecy does not turn it into a closed
prophecy, because the liturgical contextualization implies that the same prophecy has had a
second fulfillment (in the time frame of the liturgical attender, i.e., in a time frame that
transcends the textual basis) and might have further fulfillments in the present and/or in the
future, although there is no certainty that this will actually occur; 3) that fact that the prophecy
has numerous fulfillments creates a cycle, which, as we have seen when considering the cycle
of events, has no precise time frame and, therefore, remains timeless; the prophetic cycle is
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actually the same as the cycle of events, except for the fact that it begins with a prophetic
announcement.

If applied to the commemoration of the earthquake of Constantinople, we can see how
the liturgical attenders interpreted in Byzantium the announcement of the misfortunes of
Israel: the textual basis (Jeremiah) predicts (ex eventu) the hardship that was to be endured
by God’s people and such a prediction finds its first referent in an episode of Hebrew history:
the attack on Juda and its capital, Jerusalem; the Byzantines, for their part, would have
considered that the same prophecy had found new referents in their recent history: that is, the
different natural disasters that affected Constantinople. Although set in different times, all
the referents can be understood as fulfillments of the same prophecy: they are, therefore,
integrated in a cycle that has been developing in a temporal continuum —as we have
previously mentioned, the Old and New Jerusalem are different versions of the same city-,
and, most importantly, that conveys the possibility of further development. The following
graphic depicts this time articulation in a synthetic way.

PROPHETIC CICLE

Past Event

-------------
______
ar

Ist Referent -
Misfortune LS ht
ir of Israel i 1T ¥ *.

< 1 »
: . Textual Basis ) l )
: Jeremiah :2nd Referent 3rd Referent :
: Misfortune Misfortune
of §Constantinople of Constantinople
: : Pe:lst P;st Potential
Future Event
Creation First Event Event Second
Parousia Parousia

2.3.2.2. Models of behavior

The exhortative or invocative character of the message presented in the lections of
Bar. 4:21-29, Dan. 9:15-19 (both identical to the ones quoted for the Commemoration of the
siege), Isa. 63:15—64:8, Jer. 2:2-12 and Jer. 3:22-25; 4:8; 5:3, 5, 22; 14:7-9 denotes, once
again, an imprecise time display. The text states universal rules to regulate and evaluate the
actions of human beings, which have been labeled above (cf. 2.2.2.) as models of behavior
and essentially defined as timeless. As in the case of the commemoration of the siege of
Constantinople, all these lections agree in highlighting fidelity to God as a basic rule of
conduct for the faithful’s life, as well as the undesired consequences that come from an
infraction of that norm. The way in which such passages are recontextualized into the
commemoration of the earthquake of Constantinople is the same as that described for the
commemoration of the siege, so there is no need to consider it here in further detail (cf., once
again, 2.2.2.).

2.3.3. Theological message

The process of liturgical recontextualization of the Old Testament provides here, once
again, the elements for a theological hermeneutics of history, although its construction is
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slightly different from the ones we have seen in the foundation of Constantinople (cf. 1.3.)
and the commemoration of the siege (cf. 2.3.). By means of two of the lections of Jeremiah
(Jer. 1:1-8 and 1:11-17), the Byzantine liturgical attender would have understood the
earthquake as part of the cyclical fulfillment of a prophecy, which remained in force in his/her
present time. The remaining lection of Jeremiah (Jer. 2:2-12) and the lections of Baruch and
Daniel (Bar. 4:21-29; Dan. 9:15-19), for their part, present certain rules of behavior for the
faithful’s life —i.e., the importance of fidelity to God— that could be labeled once again as
works. As we have pointed out in the case of the siege of Constantinople, however, it is
pertinent to consider here that those statements are less intended as a key to the achievement
of individual salvation (i.e., as works in a strict sense) than as a key to the understanding of
the city’s historical development (i.e., as a hermeneutics of history): consequently, the
Byzantine liturgical attender would have come to know the theological dimension of certain
episodes of the city’s history (the earthquakes and other catastrophes were a divine
punishment for the people’s infraction of a basic rule of behavior, such as fidelity to God).

The distinctive trait of this theological formulation is, as in the case of the
commemoration of the siege, the fact that the liturgical attender plays an active role vis-a-vis
the elements provided by the lections: s/he is not only expected to apply them to an
understanding of the past and the present, and to anticipate aspects of the future, but also to
take them as the basis for a specific course of action. The association between the
announcement of a catastrophe (like the one made by Jeremiah) and divine anger over the
people’s infidelity (as transmitted by Jeremiah, Baruch and Daniel) creates a relationship of
cause-effect, which not only helps to understand events of the past (the reason for the city’s
misfortunes), but also to operate over the present in order to influence it: by knowing that a
certain cause (misbehavior towards God) leads to a certain effect (divine punishment), the
liturgical attender would have had the possibility to adjust his/her behavior in order to avoid
undesired consequences. This case is slightly different from the commemoration of the siege,
because here the city’s punishment had been specifically announced by God through his
prophet Jeremiah. Yet, the prophecy’s fulfillment —or, strictly speaking, the repetition of the
fulfillment— was not unavoidable: through this theological formulation, in fact, the liturgical
attender was given the opportunity to avoid a new fulfillment and have a positive influence
on the city’s destiny.

3. Final remarks and conclusions

The liturgical representation of Constantinople through its Old Testament lections is
significant in many ways. The choice and disposition of those lections participate in a
theological formulation in which Constantinople, identified with the New Jerusalem,
emerges as a key element in the unfolding of the Empire’s destiny within the principles of
Divine Economy. The relationship between the Old and New Jerusalem, as presented
(directly or indirectly) by most of the lections, could be understood at first sight as one of
type/antitype; yet, at a closer examination, this statement can be qualified.>° It is interesting

50 As Miller has pointed out, “The lections, regardless of the part of the Old Testament from which they are
excerpted, perform a prophetic function, viz., they are read as prophetic or typologically significant of Christ,
of events or persons associated with his life, or of the Church” (MILLER, “The Prophetolgion”, p. 60, note 8).
In certain cases, however, the type/antitype relationship does not explain (or at least, does not fully explain) the
theological message contained in the text. The lections related to Constantinople can provide, in fact, an
example of a different semantic articulation between the Old Testament lections and their Christian liturgical
context.
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to notice, to begin with, that the liturgical author chose to present the foundation of
Constantinople as the fulfillment of a prophecy: if the aim had been to create a type/antitype
relationship between both cities, it would have been simpler —and even more adequate— to
quote a description of David’s conquest and occupation of Jerusalem,®! but that was not the
case. Constantinople, as the referent of Isaiah’s announcement, was presented as a
continuation of a previous reality —the Old Jerusalem— but also as an overcoming of that
reality, none of which are characteristics of the type/antitype relationship. Just as the New
Covenant was a continuation, yet also an overcoming, of the Old one, so the New Jerusalem,
founded on the basis of God’s renewed alliance with his people, was to be understood as an
accomplished replacement of the Old one.

Although far more glorious, the New Jerusalem was no less susceptible to suffering
God’s punishment than the Old one. Yet, the numerous (military or natural) misfortunes
suffered by both cities do not seem intended to formulate a type/antitype relationship between
the Old and New versions of Jerusalem either. It must be highlighted, in fact, that the
discourse found in the lections is intended not just to inform, but also to involve the liturgical
attender. The introduction of direct speech remains the key to this theological formulation.
If the liturgical author had meant to use the lections for the sole purpose of explaining (Old
and New) Jerusalem’s misfortunes in terms of God’s punishment for the people’s offences —
according to a type/antitype logic—, he would have probably preferred passages formulated
in indirect speech:>? yet, he chose to introduce a speech type, which would raise the public’s
awareness about their own involvement in the events described by the lections. In that way,
the misfortunes of Old Jerusalem are less a prophecy of what would happen to the New
Jerusalem (i.e., a type) than a warning of what might happen to it if the offences were
repeated: the fate of Constantinople was to be understood as the responsibility of its own
people. Certainly, we cannot deny that there is a prophetic element involved in this
formulation —God, or the prophets, had announced certain future events—, but the conditional
clause remains the key —those events would only take place if the people behaved in a certain
way. By speaking directly to the liturgical attender, the Old Testament lections were
functional to a wide involvement of Constantinopolitans in their city’s destiny.

But, were Constantinopolitans the only ones to be involved? The fact that the
Prophetologion, where these lections are attested, was used in several regions of the Empire
during various centuries suggests, at least, the possibility of a wider use of these liturgical
readings. The fact that certain celebrations devoted to Constantinople happen to be in the
Prophetologion is not, of course, proof that those celebrations were performed outside the
capital —the Prophetologion was only intended to provide the Old Testament lections, but
that information could be adapted to the needs of every local church or monastery—, yet the
wide (direct or indirect) presence of the city within this lectionary remains suggestive. Would
it be possible that the liturgical author of the Prophetologion —probably a Constantinopolitan

51 Ex., 2 Kings 5:6-12. Curiously enough, this passage is not used either in the commemoration of Constantine
and Helena, although David’s actions, as described by the passage (conquest of the city, building of a wall and
building of a palace), resemble those attributed to Constantine | in Constantinople. Two of the lections chosen
for the commemoration of Constantine and Helena (61:10—62:5 and 60:1-16) are also aimed, in fact, at
presenting Constantinople as the prophesized New Jerusalem.

52 The Books of Kings and Paralipomena contain several passages, which illustrate the relationship between an
“offence to God” and “divine punishment” in indirect speech structure. Cf., for example, 4 Kgs. 23:36—24:4;
24:8-16; 24:18—25:7; etc.
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author, as argued by C. Heeg and G. Zuntz>- deliberately sought to enhance the city’s
presence within the liturgical at a certain point during the book’s development?>* If that was
the case, the Constantinople-related celebrations and the Old Testament lections that were
part of them would have been instrumental to a symbolic centralization of the Empire around
its capital city: not just the inhabitants of Constantinople, but all Byzantine Christians would
have become engaged in shaping the capital’s destiny. Given the uncertainty that remains
around the Prophetologion’s creation, circulation and use, it would be unwise to make any
assertions. But, the possibility of a political goal underlying the theological formulation of
Constantinople can be kept in mind as a possibility.

53 “Remarks on the Prophetologion”, pp. 221-222.

% The date and circumstances of the creation of the Prophetologion remain uncertain. According to Heeg and
Zuntz, “a comparatively fixed type of Prophetologion” would have been created at some point during the eighth
century as part of a wider reform developed during the late phase of iconoclasm (HZEG and ZUNTZ, “Remarks
on the Prophetologion”, pp. 221-223). This possibility is not supported by Engberg, who rejects both the
iconodoule background of the Prophetologion and argues for an earlier date of production. She has pointed out
that the Feast of the Restoration of Images has a minor place in the manuscript tradition of the Prophetologion,
which makes it difficult to ascribe an iconodule origin to the source. In fact, she suggests that the Old Testament
lections system might go back to the fourth century (ENGBERG, “Triple-Lection”, pp. 89-91). Miller does not
seem to explicitly support any of these positions, although he mentions that the hypothesis advanced by Hgzeg
and Zuntz is consistent with the emergence of the manuscript tradition (there does not seem to be any
Prophetologion manuscripts datable before the ninth century, cf. “The Prophetologion”, p. 63, note 20). Given
the lack of agreement among the specialists, all suggestions about the political role played by the
Prophetologion remain highly speculative. Hopefully, further studies on this source will provide more elements
to analyze its relationship with a particular social and political context.
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