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“Translating Bread.” Notions of Etymology and Theory of Meaning in the 

Latin-Greek Controversy on the Azymes* 

 
Luigi D’Amelia 

 

 
Γινωσκέτω οὖν πᾶς ὁ τὸ ὀρθόδοξον εὐλαβούμενος, 

ὅτι “μικρὰ ζύμη,” κατὰ τὸν ἀπόστολον, “ὅλον τὸ 

φύραμα ζυμοῖ” (2 Cor. 5:6, Gal. 5:9) 

καὶ ψιλή τις ὀνομασία αἱρετιζόντων  

ὅλον τὸ τῆς ὀρθοδοξίας πλήρωμα ἀχρειοῖ 

(Vat. gr. 2224, first half of the fourteenth c., fol. 210r) 

 

In the course of the eleventh and twelfth centuries, the theological debates that divided the 

Latins and Greeks placed a special emphasis on the difficulty of overcoming linguistic 

barriers and finding an exact correspondence between words and concepts in the respective 

languages.1 This topic often entails, so to speak, more marginal or, at least, secondary issues 

to strictly theological and dogmatic arguments. In modern studies on Byzantine polemical 

works, this aspect is generally only hinted at and not developed in depth. This is also because 

Byzantine polemical works – often long and complicated – have rarely been the object of 

critical editions and, even less, of translations. And yet, many of these works deploy a 

kaleidoscopic arsenal of arguments that draw on different branches of medieval knowledge 

and culture. Some of these arguments widely depart from what are now considered heuristic 

tools of theological speculation. More or less directly, they come from ancient grammatical 

erudition and the ‘philosophy of language’, which leads to reflection, for example, on the 

ambiguous meaning of some words and the relationship between a name and what it 

signifies. 

Generally, in their rhetorical strategy, Byzantine polemicists used the tools of 

Aristotelian logic extensively.2 However, when those tools proved insufficient or inadequate 

in demonstrating the truths of the faith, constant appeals were made to the authority of the 

Bible and the Church Fathers. In establishing the true meaning of a given word and its most 

correct field of application, Byzantine theologians mainly had two possibilities. The first 

was examining and interpreting the word’s occurrences in Sacred Scripture: e.g., this is what 

Niketas ‘of Maroneia’, Metropolitan of Thessaloniki (first half of the twelfth c.) does when 

                                                   
* I would like to thank Caterina Tarlazzi for her careful reading of this article and her useful suggestions. 
1 On this matter, see the contribution of Alessandra Bucossi in this volume. 
2 See e.g. Byron MacDougall, “Aristotle at the Festival: The Orations of Theodore the Stoudite and 

Byzantine Logical Culture,” Jahrbuch der österreichischen Byzantinistik 68 (2019), 251–260; Christophe 

Erismann, “The Depicted Man. On a Fortunate Ninth Century Byzantine Afterlife of the Aristotelian 

Logical Doctrine of Homonyms,” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 59 (2019), 311–339 (both on 

polemics against Iconoclasm); idem, “Common Notions and Rational Arguments. Nicetas of Byzantium’s 

Logical Arsenal and Ninth-Century Byzantine Polemic against Islam,” Journal of Eastern Christian 

Studies 72/3-4 (2020), 273–290. For a general overview, see idem, “Logic in Byzantium,” in The 

Cambridge Intellectual History of Byzantium, eds. Anthony Kaldellis and Niketas Siniossoglou 

(Cambridge, 2017), pp. 362–380. 
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he clarifies the functional relationships of the prepositions ἐκ and διά in the fifth and sixth 

of his Dialogi sex de processione Spiritus Sancti (RAP 10079).3 The second possibility 

consisted instead in the recourse to external notions, drawn, for example, from etymology. 

This relied on an ancient philosophical-grammatical assumption, which was, however, 

matter of discussion among philosophers. According to this idea, the etymology of a word 

would be a solid criterion to establish the correctness of its usage and to understand its most 

intimate and genuine meaning.4 

This paper aims at highlighting the presence of such etymological approach in the 

anti-Latin controversy on the azymes between the eleventh and twelfth centuries. This 

approach appears to be quite widespread among the Greeks and, to some extent, shows a 

deeply different sensitivity toward language, which may have also influenced 

communication and translational practices.5 To this purpose, I have selected four Byzantine 

authors from this period (Leo of Ohrid, John Oxeites, Nicholas of Methone and Leo of 

Russia), who clearly employed the etymological argument, along with a contemporary Latin 

theologian (Anselm of Havelberg), who perhaps shows an echo of the same topic through 

the literary figure of the Byzantine Bishop Nicetas of Nicomedia.6 Indeed, even at the time 

                                                   
3 See Nicetae Thessalonicensis Dialogi sex de processione Spiritus Sancti, eds. Alessandra Bucossi and 

Luigi D’Amelia, Corpus Christianorum, Series Graeca 92 (Turnhout, 2021), pp. 160–166. A summary of 

the contents of this dialogue is found on pages LIV–LV of the introduction. In this article, Byzantine 

polemical works are accompanied by a RAP identifying number. A presentation of the Repertorium 

Auctorum Polemicorum can be found on the official webpage of the project, hosted by Ca’ Foscari 

University of Venice: https://pric.unive.it/projects/rap/home. Accessed 2022 Nov 24. 
4 Such a belief is found as early as Plato’s Cratylus, and especially in the philosophy of language 

developed by Stoicism; see, for example, David Sedley, “The Etymologies in Plato’s Cratylus,” Journal 

of Hellenic Studies 118 (1998), 140–154; idem, Plato’s Cratylus, Cambridge Studies in the Dialogues of 

Plato (Cambridge, 2003); idem, “Etymology as a Techne in Plato’s Cratylus,” in Etymologia. Studies in 

Ancient Etymology. Proceedings of the Cambridge Conference on Ancient Etymology, 25–27 September 

2000, ed. Christos Nifadopoulos, Henry Sweet Society Studies in the History of Linguistics 9 (Münster, 

2003), pp. 21–32; Francesco Aronadio, I fondamenti della riflessione di Platone sul linguaggio: il Cratilo, 

Pleiadi 14 (Roma, 2011); James Allen, “The Stoics on the Origin of Language and the Foundations of 

Etymology,” in Language and Learning. Philosophy of Language in the Hellenistic Age. Proceedings of 

the Ninth Symposium Hellenisticum, eds. Dorothea Frede and Brad Inwood (Cambridge, New York, 

2005), pp. 14–35. On the important contribution of the Stoics on this topic, see, e.g., Sten Ebbesen, 

“Imposition of Words in Stoicism and Late Ancient Grammar and Philosophy,” Methodos 19 (2019), 1–

17. More generally, see Jean Lallot, “Ἐτυμολογία: l’étimologie en Grèce ancienne d’Homère aux 

Alexandrins,” in Discours étymologiques. Actes du colloque international organisé à l’occasion du 

centenaire de la naissance de W. von Wartburg, eds. Jean-Pierre Chambon and George Lüdi (Tübingen, 

1991), pp. 135–148; Francesco Aronadio, “The Use of Etymology as an Exegetical Tool in Alexandria 

and Pergamum. Some Examples from the Homeric Scholia,” in Etymologia. Studies in Ancient 

Etymology, ed. Nifadopoulos, pp. 65–70. Finally, on the various approaches to the study of etymology in 

the ancient world, see the recent work Ancient and Medieval Greek Etymology. Theory and Practice, 1, 

eds. A. Zucker and Claire Le Feuvre, Trends in Classics – Supplementary Volumes 111 (Berlin, 2021). 

On Proclos’ position on this ancient debate, see, e.g., R. M. van den Berg, “Smoothing over the 

Differences: Proclus and Ammonius on Plato’s Cratylus and Aristotle’s De interpretatione,” Bulletin of 

the Institute of Classical Studies. Supplement 83 (2004), 191–201, repr. in Aristotle Re-Interpreted. New 

Findings on Seven Hundred Years of the Ancient Commentators, ed. Richard Sorabji (London, New York, 

2016), no. 13. 
5 However, in the context of the debate with Islam, we also find some sceptisism from the Greek part over 

the use of etymology in trying to unveil the true nature of things; from the eighth-ninth century, see e.g. 

Theodore Abū Qurrah’s opuscule on the name of God: “Καὶ μὴ πλανηθῇς ἀκολουθῶν ἐτυμολογίαις καὶ 

νόμοις γραμματικοῖς, παρορῶν τὸν τῆς ἀληθείας κανόνα, ᾧ πολλοὶ μὲν ἐπαγγέλλονται χρῆσθαι, ὀλίγοι 

δέ εἰσιν οἱ χρώμενοι ...,” PG 97, col. 1568B (Op. XXVII). 
6 On the Greek-Latin debate over the azymes, see these classic, though dated, works: John H. Erickson, 

“Leavened and Unleavened: Some Historical Implications of the Schism of 1054,” St Vladimir’s 

Theological Quarterly 14 (1970), 155–170, esp. p. 159 (with a brief consideration of the etymological 

arguments) and Mahlon H. Smith, And Taking Bread ... Cerularius and the Azyme Controversy of 1054, 

https://pric.unive.it/projects/rap/home
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of the controversy, both Greeks and Latins explicitly mentioned the difficulty in effectively 

communicating and understanding each other because of the different languages. In the case 

of the azymes, the bone of contention arose from the opposite interpretations of the word 

ἄρτος (“bread”). In short, the question was whether ἄρτος – which was most frequently used 

in the Bible without the attribute ἄζυμος – really had the sole meaning of “leavened bread” 

or it could also mean, in some cases, “unleavened” or azym bread. Naturally, the question 

sprang from the fact that ἄρτος (without further qualification or attribute) was mentioned 

for the bread that, according to the synoptic Gospels, Jesus blessed and broke at the Last 

Supper.7 

 

 

1. Leo of Ohrid 

 

Among the Byzantines, one of the first to employ the etymological argument in the debate 

on unleavened bread was also one of the key players in the events leading to the so-called 

schism of 1054. Leo, Archbishop of Ohrid (1037–1056) was the spokesman to the Latins of 

Michael Cerularius, Patriarch of Constantinople, and particularly critical of their differing 

liturgical and disciplinary habits.8 The first of his Epistulae tres de azymis (RAP 6136),9 

which is generally considered the first writing known to us on the Greek-Latin controversy 

                                                   
Théologie historique 47 (Paris, 1978). Among the more recent works, see, selectively, Johannes 

Pahlitzsch, “Die Bedeutung der Azymenfrage für die Beziehungen zwischen griechisch-orthodoxer und 

lateinischer Kirche in der Kreuzfahrerstaaten,” in Die Folgen der Kreuzzüge für die orientalischen 

Religionsgemeinschaft, ed. Walter Beltz, Hallesche Beiträge zur Orientwissenschaft 22 (Halle, 1996), pp. 

75–92; Georgij Avvakumov, Die Entstehung des Unionsgedankens: Die lateinische Theologie des 

Hochmittelalters in der Auseinandersetzung mit dem Ritus der Ostkirche, Veröffentlichungen des 

Grabmann-Institutes (...) 47 (Berlin, 2002), pp. 29–159, esp. pp. 108–109 (with a brief mention of ‘Das 

physische/etymologische Argument’); Luciano Bossina, “L’eresia dopo la Crociata. Niceta Coniata, i 

Latini e gli azzimi (Panoplia dogmatica XXII)”, in Padri greci e latini a confronto (secoli XIII–XV). Atti 

del Convegno di studi della Società Internazionale per lo Studio del Medioevo Latino (SISMEL), Certosa 

del Galluzzo, Firenze, 19–20 ottobre 2001, ed. Mariarosa Cortesi (Firenze, 2004), pp. 153–205, esp. pp. 

165–180; Tia M. Kolbaba, “Byzantines, Armenians, and Latins: Unleavened Bread and Heresy in the 

Tenth Century,” in Orthodox Constructions of the West, eds. George E. Demacopoulos and Aristotle 

Papanikolaou (New York, 2013), pp. 45–57; Axel Bayer, Spaltung der Christenheit. Das sogenannte 

Morgenländische Schisma von 1054, Beihefte zum Archiv für Kulturgeschichte 53, 2nd ed. (Wien, 2004), 

pp. 214–221 and passim; Brett Whalen, “Rethinking the Schism of 1054: Authority, Heresy, and the Latin 

Rite,” Traditio 62 (2007), 1–24; A. Edward Siecienski, “The Azyme Debate: The Fourth Crusade to the 

Modern Era”, in idem, Beards, Azymes, and Purgatory. The Other Issues that Divided East and West, 

Oxford Studies in Historical Theology (New York, 2022), pp. 77–186. Unfortunately, I could not take 

into account the recent publication by Robert Nelson, A Visceral History of Bread from First-Nations 

Australia to Byzantium (Mildura, 2023), which was released long after I had submitted the drafts of this 

paper. 
7 Cf. Mt. 26:26, Mc. 14:22 and Lc. 22:19. On the uses and meanings of ἄρτος in the New Testament, see, 

for example, Grande Lessico del Nuovo Testamento, eds. Felice Montagnini et al., 1 (Brescia, 1965), coll. 

1267–1272. 
8 On Leo of Ohrid’s life and work see, e.g., Günter Prinzing, “Leon von Achrida,” in Lexikon für 

Theologie und Kirche, 3rd ed., 6 (Freiburg et alibi, 1997), coll. 814–815; Elmar Büttner, Erzbischof Leon 

von Ohrid (1037–1056): Leben und Werk (mit den Texten seiner bisher unedierten asketischen Schrift 

und seiner drei Briefe an den Papst), Historisches Seminar, Johannes-Gutenberg-Universität Mainz 

(Bamberg, 2007); Eleonora Naxidou, “The Archbishop of Ohrid Leo and the Ecclesiastical Dispute 

between Constantinople and Rome in the mid-11th Century,” Cyrillomethodianum 21 (2016), 7–19; 

Bayer, Spaltung, pp. 64–68 and p. 70. See also the prosopographical entry “Leon of Ohrid, archbishop of 

Bulgaria” (ID: Leon 108) in the online Prosopography of the Byzantine World 

(http://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/Leon/108/). Accessed 2022 Dec 1. 
9 See also Smith, And Taking Bread, pp. 106–108, pp. 114–117, and passim; Avvakumov, Die Entstehung, 

p. 97 nr. 20(a). 

http://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/Leon/108/
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concerning unleavened bread, was written in 1053 and probably addressed to John, Bishop 

of Trani.10 In the letter, commenting on Mt. 26:26–28, Leo relates an etymology of the word 

ἄρτος that would explain why Jesus defined his body as “bread” and would hence confirm 

that ἄρτος, without a modifier like ἄζυμος, always refers to leavened bread: 

 
Do you see how he [Jesus] called his own body ‘bread’ (ἄρτον) in the New 

Testament, and, therefore, as something living, which incorporates air and is a 

source of heat? Bread is so called, in fact, from the verb ‘I raise’ (αἴρω) in the sense 

of ‘I lift’ (ἐπαίρω) and ‘I bring upwards’ (φέρω ἐπὶ τὰ ἄνω) since it generates heat 

and rises thanks to yeast (ζύμης) and salt (ἅλατος). On the contrary, unleavened 

bread is no different from inanimate stone or from a brick of clay or pottery, things 

that remain stuck on the ground and, by their nature, resemble dry clay.11 

 

For the noun ἄρτος Leo proposes here an etymology from αἴρω. This must have been the 

most widespread and commonly accepted derivation in the Byzantine world. This is testified 

to by a long grammatical tradition,12 by Photius’s Bibliotheca,13 by the major Byzantine 

lexicographical compilations,14 by some scholia to ancient authors,15 and even by some 

philosophical-medical works.16 The relationship that Leo establishes between the verb αἴρω 

and ἄρτος, however, is of a different kind from the one inferred from the sources just 

mentioned. In fact, while for the Bishop of Ohrid the verb αἴρω expresses the act of the 

bread of “rising” during leavening, for the etymological sources αἴρω is instead synonymous 

with προσφέρω (in the sense of “to offer in nourishment”), or better, as we will see also 

later on, of προσφέρομαι, understood in the sense of “to take” a certain food, “to feed” on 

something. 

                                                   
10 On John of Trani see, e.g., Jean-Marie Martin, “Jean, archevêque de Trani et de Siponto, syncelle 

imperial,” in Byzance et ses périphéries (mondes grec, balkanique et musulman): hommage à Alain 

Ducellier, eds. Christophe Picard and Bernard Doumerc (Toulouse, 2004), pp. 123–130 [repr. in Jean-

Marie Martin, Byzance et l’Italie méridionale, Bilans de recherche 9 (Paris, 2014), pp. 139–145]. 
11 Leo of Ohrid, Epistula I de azymis, ed. Büttner, Erzbischof Leon, p. 182 l. 28–33. Where not differently 

specified, the translation is mine. On this passage, see also Erickson, “Leavened,” p. 159; Büttner, 

Erzbischof Leon, p. 198, comm. ad loc.; Bayer, Spaltung, p. 218. Note that the use of the English term 

“yeast” to translate the Greek word ζύμη might sound anachronistic. In this chapter, “yeast” should be 

understood in its generic sense as a “leavening agent.” 
12 See, for example, Orion of Thebes, Etymologicum, alpha: “Ἄρτος, παρὰ τὸ αἴρειν, τὸ προσφέρειν καὶ 

μάττειν· καὶ Ἱπποκράτης προσάρματα τὰ σιτία φησί …,” ed. Friederich W. Sturz, Orionis Thebani 

Etymologicon (Leipzig, 1820; repr. Hildesheim, 1973), p. 21. 
13 See Photius, Bibliotheca 279 (Bekker 533a), ed. René Henry, Photius, Bibliothèque, Tom. VIII 

(“Codices” 257–280) (Paris, 1977), p. 180 l. 35–36: “Ὅτι ἄρτος ἐκ τοῦ αἴρειν εἴρηταί, φησιν [scil. ὁ 

Εὐφορίων], ὃ δηλοῖ τὸ προσφέρεσθαι· καὶ γὰρ καθ’ ἑκάστην τοῦτον προσφερόμεθα.” 
14 See, for example, Etymologicum Gudianum α: Ἄρτος <Ps. 13:4>∙ “παρὰ τὸ αἴρω, τὸ προσφέρω∙ ὁ καθ’ 

ἑκάστην τῷ σώματι ἡμῶν προσφερόμενος,” with its Additamenta: “Ἄρτος· ἐκ τοῦ αἴρω, τοῦ σημαίνοντος 

τὸ φέρω, [ἄρατος] <ἀρῶ ἦρα> ἦρκα ἦρμαι <ἦρται> ἄρτος. Σημαίνει δὲ καὶ τὸν ἐσθιόμενον ἄρτον καὶ τὴν 

σάρκα, ἐξ οὗ καὶ τὸ (Jer. 11:19) ‘δεῦτε καὶ ἐμβάλωμεν ξύλον ⟦εἰς τὸν ἄρτον αὐτοῦ⟧’.” Ἄρτος· ζύμη, 

σταῖς, ed. Luigi De Stefani, Etymologicum Gudianum, fasc. 1 (Leipzig, 1909; repr. Amsterdam, 1965), p. 

209 l. 2–3 and 22–26 (this parallel was partly already pointed out by Erickson, “Leavened”, p. 159 n. 21); 

Etymologicum Magnum, s.v. αἴρω: “αἴρω τὸ κουφίζω· ἐξ οὗ, Αἴρεται ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς τὸ μνημόσυνον αὐτοῦ. 

Καὶ ἐπαίρω. Καὶ αἴρω τὸ προσφέρω· ἐξ οὗ καὶ ἄρτος,” ed. Thomas Gaisford, Etymologicum magnum seu 

verius Lexicon (…) (Oxford, 1848; repr. Amsterdam, 1967), col. 103 l. 9–12. 
15 See, for example, one of the Scholia in Plutum 71b, ed. Marcel Chantry, Scholia in Thesmophoriazusas, 

Ranas, Ecclesiazusas et Plutum, Scholia in Aristophanem, Pars 3, fasc. 4b (Groningen, 1996), p. 27: 

“αἴρω” τὸ ἐπαίρω. “αἴρω” καὶ τὸ προσφέρω. ἀφ’ οὖ καὶ “ἄρτος.” 
16 See, for example, Meletius, De natura hominis 18, ed. John A. Cramer, Anecdota Graeca e codd. 

manuscriptis bibliothecarum Oxoniensium, 3 (Oxford, 1836; repr. Amsterdam, 1963), p. 101 l. 6–7.: 

“προσάρματα λέγων τὰ σιτία, ὡς προσφερόμενα τῷ σώματι· ἐξ οὗ καὶ ἄρτος παρὰ τὸ αἴρειν, ὅ ἐστι 

προσφέρειν καθ’ ἑκάστην.” 
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In any case, Leo’s argument was promptly countered by Humbert of Silva Candida 

(c. 1000–1061), who had translated Leo’s epistle into Latin almost ad litteram, thus bringing 

it to the attention of Pope Leo IX (1049–1054).17 At the latter’s request, Humbert composed 

the treatise Adversus Graecorum calumnias (also known as his Dialogus) shortly before he 

arrived in Constantinople in 1054 as head of the papal delegation. The work took the form 

of a long debate between a Romanus and a Constantinopolitanus, with the purpose of 

refuting the Archbishop of Ohrid’s criticism.18 The author targets Leo’s demonstration, 

calling it a “frivolous etymology” (“etymologia frivola”).19 Humbert employs strictly 

theological argument but he also derides and brands as childish the attempt of his Greek 

counterpart to use etymology to support his thesis in the debate. This was also because, 

according to Humbert, even language experts (“linguarum periti”) provide different 

etymologies for the same word, which are frequently theorized upon what indulges human 

beliefs rather than the true nature of things.20 Indeed, a little further on, Humbert declares 

that every statement, which proceeds from opinion, is uncertain, while that which derives 

from knowledge is certain and valid in every way.21 

In the same chapter of the Dialogus, Humbert goes through some biblical passages 

to prove that the term ἄρτος can also indicate unleavened bread. Humbert also appeals to 

the authority of a distinguished Byzantine, John of Damascus, by proposing a hymnographic 

troparium on the Mother of God, which has already attracted the attention of scholars. 

                                                   
17 See Epistula Leonis Achridani ad Ioannem Tranensem ab Humberto in Latinum sermonem translata, 

ed. Will, Acta, p. 62, I col. l. 22–31: “Aspicite, quomodo panem corpus suum sub novo testamento vocavit, 

sicut vivificum et plenum spiritu et sicut caloris demonstrativum. Vos quidem panem, nos ἄρτον dicimus. 

Ἄρτος autem interpretatur elevatus et sursum portatus a fermento et sale calorem et elevationem habens. 

Azyma autem nihil distant a lapide sine anima et luto lateris deorsum conjuncta terrae et sicco luto 

comparata.” 
18 Humbert of Silva Candida, Dialogus, ed. Will, Acta, pp. 93–126. On the authorship, dating, and 

historical context of the Dialogus, see, e.g., Anton Michel, “Schisma und Kaiserhof im Jahre 1054,” in 

1054–1954. L’église et les églises. Neuf siècles de douloureuse séparation entre l’Orient et l’Occident, 1 

(Chevetogne, 1954), pp. 351–440, esp. pp. 392–396; Hans-Georg Krause, “Über den Verfasser der Vita 

Leonis IX papae,” Deutsches Archiv für Erforschung des Mittelalters 32 (1976), pp. 49–85, esp. pp. 54–

55 n. 22; Smith, And Taking Bread, pp. 82–83, pp. 147–151, and passim; Margit Dischner, Humbert von 

Silva Candida: Werk und Wirkung des lothringischen Reformmönches, Politik im Mittelalter 2 (Neuried, 

1996), pp. 55–58; Michele G. D’Agostino, Il Primato della Sede di Roma in Leone IX (1049–1054). 

Studio di testi latini nella controversia greco-romana nel periodo pregregoriano (Milano, 2008), pp. 207–

215. On the importance of the Dialogus, which is still quite understudied, see, e.g., Bayer, Spaltung, p. 

88; Nicolas D. Kamas, “Humbert of Silva Candida as a Liturgical Source for the Eleventh-Century 

Byzantine Rite,” Ecclesia orans 36 (2019), 305–330, esp. pp. 305–320; Barbara Crostini, “Resolving 

Humbert’s Crux: Anti-Greek Polemics and the Question of Crucified Saints,” in Contra Latinos et 

adversus Graecos. The Separation between Rome and Constantinople from the Ninth to the Fifteenth 

Century, eds. Alessandra Bucossi and Anna Calia, Bibliothèque de Byzantion 22 (Leuven et alibi, 2020), 

pp. 153–182, esp. pp. 153–154. 
19 Humbert of Silva Candida, Dialogus 36, ed. Will, Acta, p. 110, II col. l. 16. On this passage, see, for 

example, Augustin Fliche, La réforme grégorienne, 1: La formation des idées grégoriennes, Spicilegium 

Sacrum Lovaniense. Études et documents, fascicule 6 (Louvain, Paris, 1924), p. 272; D’Agostino, Il 

Primato, p. 212. 
20 Humbert of Silva Candida, Dialogus 12: “Illud quoque quod, azymum negantes panem esse, per 

etymologiam eius nominis, quod est ἄρτος, conamini nos vincere: sciatis omnino vanum et puerile. Quia 

et a linguarum peritis diversae etymologiae dantur ex uno nomine, secundum humanum placitum magis 

quam secundum naturam rerum. Et in omnibus Scripturis invenimus panem indifferenter dici, sive fuerit 

azymus, sive fuerit fermentatus,” ed. Will, Acta, p. 99, I col. l. 35–II col. l. 1; see also Dialogus 14: “Tam 

copiosis ergo trium principalium linguarum exemplis enervatam etymologiam vestram ex nomine, quod 

est ἄρτος, sapienter considerate, et azymo nostro fermentatum vestrum praeferre cavete,” ed. ibid., p. 100, 

II col. l. 3–7. 
21 Humbert of Silva Candida, Dialogus 13, ed. Will, Acta, p. 100, I col. l. 22–15: “Omnis enim sententia 

ex opinione procedens, est dubia. Quae autem ex scientia procedit, certa omnimode et rata.” 
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Cornelius Will, the last editor of the Dialogus (1861), stated that he had been unable to 

identify this troparium and limited himself to re-proposing the Greek text that he had read 

in Cesare Baronio’s edition of the Dialogus in 1605.22 Will declared the passage “plane 

depravatus”23 and tried to repair the text with conjectures placed between square brackets. 

Hereafter, I present the text as it appears in Will’s edition, including his emendations: 

“Ῥύπτεται τῶν βροτῶν οὐσία διά σοι [οὐσία διὰ σοῦ] ὁμοιαισασα [ὁμιλήσασα] τείω [θείῳ] 

πυρὶ ὡς ἔγκυφα [ἄζυμα] τάναγνε [παναγία] παρτενε [παρθένε] ἐξ οὗ εζοπτκσ θίσατο καὶ σε 

ἀλοβητον διαφυλξααντα.”24 

 

1.a A philological digression 

As it will be seen shortly, at least a couple of scholars have correctly identified the 

troparium quoted by Humbert with the first of the third ode of a canon for the Theotokos 

traditionally attributed to John the Damascene (Τέταρτος ὕμνος τῇ πανευκλεεῖ Κόρῃ) for 

Sunday in the fourth authentic mode of the Paracletica. The textual tradition of this canon 

is rather uneven. In the following, I will limit myself to reviewing the editions of the 

liturgical books in which our troparium is published, located thanks to Enrica Follieri’s 

hymnographic incipitarium.25 In the Horologion printed in Rome in 1677, the troparium is 

presented as a doxastikon to be sung in the office of Mikron Apodeipnon: “Ῥύπτεται βροτῶν 

ἡ ουσία διὰ σοῦ ὁμιλήσασα ἀστέκτῳ θείῳ πυρί, ὡς ἐγκρυφίας, πάναγνε παρθένε, ἐν σοὶ 

ἄρτος ἐξοπτηθεῖσα τῷ καὶ σὲ ἀλώβητον διαφυλάξαντι” (“The nature of mortals is purified 

by joining in the sacred unbearable fire through You, since it was baked in You, oh Virgin 

most pure, like bread in the ashes of He who also left You unscorched”).26 

With some minor changes in punctuation and with the omission of ἀστέκτῳ (as can 

be intuited in Humbert’s corrupted text), the same troparium can also be found in the 1871 

Venetian edition of the Paracletica. However, it appears there as a troparium of the third 

                                                   
22 Annales ecclesiastici auctore Caesare Baronio Sorano (...), Tomus undecimus, Romae, Typographia 

Vaticana 1605, p. 738. 
23 In reality, Baronio’s text is slightly better than that given by Will: “Ῥύπτεται τῶν βροτῶν οὐσία διά σοι 

ὁμοιαίσασα (sic) θείῳ πυρὶ ὡς ἔγκυφα (sic) πάναγνε παρθένε ἐξ οὗ εξοπτησθίσατο (sic) καὶ σε ἀλόβητον 

διαφυλάξαντα.” 
24 Humbert of Silva Candida, Dialogus 13, ed. Will, Acta, p. 100, I col. l. 2–7 with n. 4. In a footnote, Will 

also gives the Greek text of the same troparium that is found in the 1604 edition of the Dialogus by 

Heinrich Canisius: “Ἐπεὶ αὖτε [sic] τῶν βροτῶν οὐσία διὰ σοῦ ὁμιλίσασα [sic] θείῳ πυρὶ ὡς ἔγκυμα [sic] 

πάναγνε παρθένε ἐξ οὗ ὤπτης [sic] θεοτόκον ἀληθινὸν διαφυλάξαντα,” see Antiquae Lectiones, seu 

antiqua monumenta (...), VI, Ingolstadt 1604 (unavailable to me), taking it, however, from the reprinting 

by Jean Basnage in Thesaurus monumentorum ecclesiasticorum et historicorum, sive Henrici Canisii 

Lectiones antiquae (...), III, Antverpiae 1725, p. 287. The same Greek text is found in the edition of André 

Galland, Bibliotheca veterum Patrum (…), 14, Venetiis 1781, p. 197, who substantially reproduces 

Canisius’s edition, which is given also in Migne’s Patrologia Latina (PL 143, col. 940B). It is from the 

Galland edition, and thus from Migne, that Cornelius Will repeats, without noting it, the (completely 

unjustified) conjecture ἄζυμα for the vox nihili ἔγκυμα. On these editions from the early modern period, 

see, for example, Smith, And Taking Bread, pp. 48–54. 
25 See Enrica Follieri, Initia hymnorum Ecclesiae Graecae, 3, Studi e testi 213 (Città del Vaticano, 1962), 

p. 433. 
26 Ὡρολόγιον (...) κατὰ τὴν ἔκπαλαι τάξιν οὐ μὴν ἀλλὰ καὶ τυπικὸν τοῦ τῆς Κρυπτοφέρρης μοναστηρίου ... 

Ἐν Ῥώμῃ 1677, p. 186. I have silently standardized the punctuation of the Greek text. A very close lexical 

parallel for the same image of God as a fire that does not damage the Virgin is found in Nikolaos of 

Otranto, Disputatio contra Iudaeos, ed. Michael Chronz, Νεκταρίου, ἡγουμένου μονῆς Κασούλων. 

Νικολάου Ὑδρουντινοῦ Διάλεξις κατὰ Ἰουδαίων (Athens, 2009), p. 194 l. 14–18: “Ὁ Χριστιανός∙ Καὶ πῶς 

ἀδυνατήσει πᾶν ῥῆμα παρὰ Θεῷ; Μὴ οὐ δύναται ὁ τὴν βάτον, καυστικῆς οὖσαν φύσεως, καίτοι 

φλεγομένην τῷ ἀστέκτῳ ἐκείνῳ πυρὶ διαφυλάξας ἀλώβητον (καὶ τὸ δὴ μέγιστον, ὅτι οὐ μόνον οὐκ 

ἐτεφροῦτο, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀνθηφόρος καὶ θάλλουσα καθορᾶτο) καὶ παρθένον διαφυλάξαι τὴν ἀειπάρθενον;”  
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ode of the above-mentioned canon for the Virgin for the fourth Sunday of the Octoechos.27 

The same applies to the 1885 Roman edition of the Paracletica. There, the text has 

undergone a different change from that printed in the Horologion, namely the omission of 

“ἐν σοὶ ἄρτος” (words that are also apparently absent in Humbert’s text).28 

Even when verifying the compatibility of the troparium’s metrical structure with the 

metrical structure prescribed by the hirmos – that is, the accentual-syllabic model on which 

the entire ode is modelled (inc. “Ἀφ’ ὕψους κατῆλθες βουλήσει”) –, it is not easy to establish 

which of these versions is to be preferred over the others, since they all turn out to be 

hypermetrical in the first three colas.29 In any case, “ἐν σοὶ ἄρτος” can certainly be 

considered genuine, not only in light of the syllable count, but also of the “ἐγκρυφίας ἄρτος” 

locution (“bread baked in the ashes”).30 The strongest argument in favour of this reading is 

John of Damascus’ use of the same image in a passage of his first sermon on the Dormition 

of the Virgin (CPG 8061; BHG 1114). Here, the Damascene clarifies its meaning:  

 
The tent of Abraham most clearly manifests you beforehand, since to the divine 

Word, who had settled in your womb (ἐν τῇ γαστρί σου σκηνώσαντι) like in a tent,31 

human nature offered bread baked in the ashes (τὸν ἐγκρυφίαν ἄρτον), its own early 

fruits from your spotless blood, which were baked somehow and turned into bread 

by the divine fire (ὀπτωμένην πως καὶ ἀρτοποιουμένην ὑπὸ τοῦ θείου πυρός) and 

which nourished Him in His divine substance and came into the true essence of His 

body brought to life by a spiritual and immaterial soul.32 

 

Further support to the textual reconstruction and the identification of the Greek troparium 

noted by Humbert comes from its Latin translations. In 2017, Nicolas D. Kamas stressed on 

the importance of the Damascene citation in Humbert’s speech, which would demonstrate 

“a detailed familiarity with at least portions of the Byzantine Divine Office.”33 Kamas 

proposed identifying the troparium in light of the interlinear glosses that its Latin version 

                                                   
27 Παρακλητικὴ ἤτοι Ὀκτώηχος ἡ μεγάλη (...) ἐξακριβωθεῖσα ὑπὸ (...) Ἰωάννου καὶ Σπυρίδωνος 

Βελούδων. Ἑνετίῃσιν, Ἅγιος Γεώργιος, 1871, p. 138. 
28 Παρακλητική, ἤτοι Ὀκτώηχος ἡ Μεγάλη (...), ἐν Ῥώμῃ 1885, p. 281. 
29 See Sophronios Eustratiades, Εἱρμολόγιον, Ἁγιορειτικὴ Βιβλιοθήκη 9 (Chennevières-sur-Marne, 1932), 

p. 95 nr. 138. 
30 See, for example, LSJ, 474, s.v. “ἐγκρυφίας.” 
31 Cf. Gen. 18:6: “καὶ ἔσπευσεν Ἀβραὰμ ἐπὶ τὴν σκηνὴν πρὸς Σάρραν καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῇ∙ Σπεῦσον καὶ 

φύρασον τρία μέτρα σεμιδάλεως καὶ ποίησον ἐγκρυφίας.” 
32 John of Damascus, Or. I in Dormitionem s. Dei Genitricis Mariae 8, ed. Boniface Kotter, Die Schriften 

des Johannes von Damaskus, 5: Opera homiletica et hagiographica, Patristische Texte und Studien 29 

(Berlin, New York, 1988), p. 493 l. 35–40. The allegory given in the passage is emblematic of John’s 

Mariology and reflects a Chalcedonian Christological doctrine, see Eugenios Iverites, “Christological and 

Ecclesiological Narratives in Early Eighth-Century Greek Homilies on the Theotokos,” in The Reception 

of the Virgin in Byzantium. Marian Narratives in Texts and Images, eds. Thomas Arentzen and Mary B. 

Cunningham (Cambridge, 2019), pp. 257–280, esp. pp. 262–263. On the patristic interpretation of Gen. 

18:6, see Michel van Esbroeck, “The Virgin as the True Ark of the Covenant,” in Images of the Mother 

of God. Perceptions of the Theotokos in Byzantium, ed. Maria Vassilaki (Aldershot, 2005), pp. 63–68, 

esp. p. 64. In general, on the adoption in Byzantine hymnody of typological allegories developed in the 

homiletic and theological literature, with particular attention to the work of John of Damascus, see, e.g., 

Christian Hannick, “The Theotokos in Byzantine Hymnography: Typology and Allegory,” in Vassilaki, 

Images, pp. 69–76. Finally, for an interesting parallel in Byzantine literature of the image of the womb of 

the Virgin and the bread baked in the ashes, see the supplication to Emperor Michael Komnenos by 

Theodore Prodromos, De Manganis Carmina 11, ed. Silvio Bernardinello, Theodori Prodromi De 

Manganis, Studi bizantini e neogreci 4 (Padova, 1972), p. 74 l. 71–75: “δός μοι Χριστὲ τῷ δούλῳ σου καὶ 

ταύτην σου τὴν χάριν ǀ ἵνα μὴ μάτην ὡς ἀργὸς ἐσθίω σου τὸν ἄρτον, ǀ τὸν ἄρτον ὅν μοι δέδωκας, τὸν 

μεμαγγανευμένον, ǀ δι’ ὃν ἐν μάχαις ἀρωγὸν παρθένον εὐτυχήσαις ǀ τὴν ἔνδον σχοῦσαν ἐν γαστρὶ τὸν 

ἐγκρυφίαν ἄρτον.” 
33 Kamas, “Humbert,” p. 312. 
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provides. The Latin translation is present in some witnesses belonging to different families 

of the Dialogus’s manuscript tradition. Kamas assumed that this Latin translation should be 

attributed to Humbert himself.34 At the same time, Kamas published an interlinear gloss 

from the MS Burgerbibliothek Bern 292, fol. 30v (eleventh c.), which I include here telle 

quelle as it appeared in his article: “Purgatur mortalium natura per te coniuncta divino igni 

∙ tanquam subcinericius [post correctionem] tota pura virgo ex quo panis exaffatus35 qui et 

te inviolatam conservavit.”36 

Actually, the troparium cited by Humbert had already been correctly identified in 

1950 by Georg Hofmann in a brief contribution.37 Hofmann already used a Latin interlinear 

gloss inserted into the Greek text of the troparium that he found in another witness of the 

Dialogus, the MS Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 3843 (early 

sixteenth c.), fol. 11v. Likely having not examined any other manuscripts of the work, 

Hofmann speculated that the Latin translation was due to the copyist of the Vatican codex.38 

That gloss reads: “Purgatur mortalium natura per te coniunctam divino igni tanquam 

subcinericius tota pura virgo ex quo exassatus qui et te inviolatam conservavit.”39 

Hofmann also wondered about the meaning of the troparium in Humbert’s speech. 

He believed that the Cardinal wanted to explain that the use of unleavened bread in the Latin 

Eucharist had a profound symbolic value, serving to represent the mystery of Mary’s 

virginal motherhood.40 However, in the specific context, Humbert seemed rather willing to 

suggest that the ‘ἄρτος ἐγκρυφίας’ cited by the Damascene could only mean unleavened 

bread. In my view, Humbert must have grasped the troparium’s allusion to Gen. 18:6. This 

seems to be confirmed by the fact that, in the Dialogus, the mention of the Damascene 

troparium is inserted within a series of quotations mostly drawn from the Old Testament. In 

particular, a little earlier Humbert had recalled the bread offered respectively by Abraham 

and Lot to the angels who came to visit them, as well as the bread offered by the angel to 

                                                   
34 See ibid., p. 311 and n. 24. 
35 This is perhaps an erroneous reading by Kamas for “exassatus”, induced by the calligraphic features of 

the letter -s- in the late Carolingian script of the codex. The Greek text of the troparion given in the Bern 

manuscript reads: “Ριπταιτε των βροτων ουσια δια σου ομιλισασα θηο πυρι ∙ ως εγκυφια ∙ παναγνε 

παρθενε ∙ εξου αρτος εξοπτησθισα ∙ τοκαισε αλωβιτον διαφυλαξαντα.” 
36 See Kamas, “Humbert,” p. 312. 
37 Georg Hofmann, “Johannes Damaskenos, Rom und Byzanz (1054–1500),” Orientalia Christiana 

Periodica 16 (1950), 177–90, esp. p. 178 n. 1; it includes a reference to the section of the fourth authentic 

mode of a presumed Roman edition of the Octoechos from 1886, p. 62. This is probably a typo for the 

well-known Roman edition of the Paracletica sponsored by the Congregation de Propaganda Fide, cited 

supra, n. 28. This error is repeated, following Hofmann, also by Michel, “Schisma und Kaiserhof,” p. 393 

n. 2. However, that this is the correct troparium is confirmed by Hofmann’s mention of Kilian Kirchoff’s 

German translation of it, see Kilian Kirchhoff, Über dich freut sich der Erdkreis. Marienhymnen der 

byzantinischen Kirche (Münster, 1940), p. 69: “Es wird geläutert die Natur der Sterblichen, die durch dich 

begegnet ist dem schreckbaren göttlichen Feuer wie ein unter heisser Asche gebackenes Brot, geröstet 

von dem, der auch dich unversehrt hat bewahrt.” 
38 Hofmann, “Johannes Damaskenos,” p. 178 n. 3. 
39 Hofmann, “Johannes Damaskenos,” ibid., also proposed some emendations to the Latin version of Vat. 

lat. 3843, mostly suggested by the original Greek: “coniuncta” instead of “coniunctam”; “incurvata” 

instead of “subcinericius”; “exassavit” instead of “exassatus.” 
40 Hofmann, “Johannes Damaskenos,” p. 178 n. 3. To confirm this, Hofmann also recalls a passage 

contained in another famous polemical work by Humbert of Silva Candida, composed in 1054 in response 

to the text against the Latins by Nicetas Stethatos (Dialexis contra Latinos cum Antidialogo; RAP 19629), 

which was itself a replica of the Dialogus of Humbert, cf. Humbert of Silva Candida, Contradictio 

adversus Nicetam 19: “Oblatio vero, quae in sacrificium altaris offertur, nullam commistionem aut 

corruptionem fermenti debet habere, sicut beata virgo Maria absque omni corruptione Christum concepit 

et peperit,” ed. Will, Acta, p. 142, II col. l. 26–31. On the Contradictio see, e.g., Dischner, Humbert, pp. 

59–61; D’Agostino, Il Primato, pp. 218–225. 
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Elijah in the desert.41 Humbert notes them as “subcinericios panes” alongside a particular 

Greek translation: “ἄρτους ὑποτέφρους.”42 Indeed, the expression “ἄρτοι ὑπότεφροι” is not 

used in the Septuagint and is not even recorded as a variant in the apparatuses of the 

editiones maiores for the scriptural passages mentioned.43 Moreover, the same adjective 

ὑπότεφρος (“almost of the color of ashes”) is a very rare word. There are only five 

occurrences in the online Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG, accessed July 2023), none of 

which is an attribute for ἄρτος.44 Since ὑπότεφρος in Humbert, referring to bread, would 

mean “(baked) under ashes,” it is likely that, in this specific case, this adjective is a mere 

lexical inflection derived by the author from the Latin “subcinericius”. 

 

 

2. John Oxeites 

Near Leo of Ohrid, another, more elaborate attempt to establish the meaning of ἄρτος in 

light of its etymology is found in the treatise De azymis (RAP 2112) by John Oxeites, 

Patriarch of Antioch (ca. 1089–1100).45 This source exhibits a series of ancient 

philosophical and grammatical notions, which had been revised by the Neoplatonism of the 

first centuries of the Christian era.  

 
In fact, artos is and is said of that which is taken (προσφερόμενος) daily by each 

person for nourishment, and this is easily understood by the very etymology of the 

word. 

Clearly, the names fitting with things reveal their nature (Τὰ γάρ τοι 

ὀνόματα ἁρμόδια τοῖς πράγμασι κείμενα τῆς αὐτῶν ἐστι φύσεως δηλωτικά).46 For 

example, when things are referred to by their correct name, they can even fulfil the 

function of the definition, so much so that some have even called the name a 

‘condensed definition’ and, on the other hand, called the definition an ‘explanation 

                                                   
41 Gen. 18:5–6: “καὶ λήμψομαι ἄρτον, καὶ φάγεσθε, καὶ μετὰ τοῦτο παρελεύσεσθε εἰς τὴν ὁδὸν ὑμῶν, οὗ 

εἵνεκεν ἐξεκλίνατε πρὸς τὸν παῖδα ὑμῶν. καὶ εἶπαν∙ Οὕτως ποίησον, καθὼς εἴρηκας. καὶ ἔσπευσεν 

Ἀβραὰμ ἐπὶ τὴν σκηνὴν πρὸς Σάρραν,” Gen. 19:3: “καὶ κατεβιάζετο αὐτούς, καὶ ἐξέκλιναν πρὸς αὐτὸν 

καὶ εἰσῆλθον εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν αὐτοῦ. Καὶ ἐποίησεν αὐτοῖς πότον, καὶ ἀζύμους ἔπεψεν αὐτοῖς, καὶ ἔφαγον,” 

and 1Reg. 19:6: “καὶ ἐπέβλεψεν Ἠλιού, καὶ ἰδοὺ πρὸς κεφαλῆς αὐτοῦ ἐγκρυφίας ὀλυρίτης καὶ καψάκης 

ὕδατος· καὶ ἀνέστη καὶ ἔφαγεν καὶ ἔπιεν. καὶ ἐπιστρέψας ἐκοιμήθη.” 
42 Humbert of Silva Candida, Dialogus 13, ed. Will, Acta, p. 99, II col. l. 20–25: qui utique natura, forma 

et sapore omnimodis panis est et dicitur, praesertim cum angeli apud Abraham et Lot subcinericios panes, 

ἄρτους ὑποτέφρους dicantur comedisse, angelusque Heliae legatur in desertum attulisse. 
43 As for Gen. 18:5–6 and 19:3, see, e.g., Genesis, ed. John W. Wevers, Septuaginta, Vetus Testamentum 

Graecum 1 (Göttingen, 1964), pp. 183–84 and p. 192. As for 1Reg. 19:6, see El texto antioqueno de la 

Biblia griega, 2 (1–2 Reyes), eds. Natalio Fernández Marcos and José R. Busto Saiz (Madrid, 1992), p. 

64. 
44 See LSJ, 1898, s.v. ὑπότεφρος, and Demetrios Demetrakos, Μέγα Λεξικὸν τῆς Ἑλληνικῆς Γλώσσης, 9 

(Athens, 1964), 7513, s.v. ὑπότεφρος. 
45 On John Oxeites, see the entry “Ioannes IV/V, Patriarch of Antioch” (ID: Ioannes 4003) in the online 

Prosopography of the Byzantine World (http://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/Ioannes/4003/). Accessed 

2022 Dec 2; more recently, see also Jack Roskilly, De très savants pasteurs. Conceptions et pratiques de 

l’autorité des évêques dans la société byzantine des XIe-XIIe siècles, Éditions de la Sorbonne (Paris, 2022), 

pp. 311–12 with further literature; Judith R. Ryder, “The Role of the Speeches of John the Oxite in 

Komnenian Court Politics,” in Reading in the Byzantine Empire and Beyond, eds. Teresa Shawcross and 

Ida Toth (Cambridge, 2018), pp. 93–115. 
46 See, for example, David Invictus, Prolegomena philosophiae 8, ed. Adolf Busse, Davidis Prolegomena 

et in Porphyrii Isagogen commentarium, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca 18/2 (Berlin, 1904), p. 23 

l. 26–29: “καὶ γὰρ οὐχ ὡς ἔτυχεν ἐπετίθεσαν οἱ ἀρχαῖοι τὸ ὄνομα, ἀλλ’ ἁρμοζόντως τῷ ὑποκειμένῳ 

πράγματι, οἷον ἄνθρωπος λέγεται παρὰ τὸ ἀναθρεῖν καὶ ἀναλογίζεσθαι ἃ ὄπωπε, καὶ πάλιν ἵππος λέγεται 

παρὰ τὸ ἵπτασθαι τοῖς ποσίν.” 

http://pbw2016.kdl.kcl.ac.uk/person/Ioannes/4003/
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of the name’ (ἀμέλει καὶ ὅρον συνεσταλμένον τὸ ὄνομά τινες προσωνόμασαν, ὡς 

τοὐναντίον τὸν ὅρον ὄνομα ἐξηπλωμένον).47 

It also seemed to some that names fell to things by nature: therefore, as the 

name assigned to (the verb) ‘to be’ (εἶναι) is ‘being’ (οὐσία), as clear from the word 

itself, and ‘living being’ (ζῶον) derives from ‘living’ (ζῆν) and ‘sensitive’ 

(αἰσθητικόν) from partaking of such a sensory capacity, so also artos derives from 

airesthai, and hence ‘to take’ (προσφέρεσθαι) for one’s own nourishment. Precisely 

for this reason, in fact, it is customary to say ‘to take’ (προσφέρεσθαι) in referring 

to a meal48 and ‘to raise up’ (αἴρειν) in the sense of ‘to take’ (προσφέρεσθαι),49 and 

a large number of derivatives and special meanings (ἡ παρωνυμία καὶ χρῆσις) are 

traceable to it even among the most select pagan writers. Homer, in fact, calls food 

harmalia (ἁρμαλιά) and the admirable Hippocrates defines the supplies as 

prosarmata (προσάρματα), undoubtedly from airesthai and the sense of ‘taking 

food’ (προσφέρεσθαι) and among these derivatives is also the name for bread, since 

it – which is the most necessary of all nourishment – has received this appellation 

in a special way. And let them ask, then, all peoples, at least as many as know and 

take grain-based food, of what kind is the bread that they eat? Is it perhaps bread 

made with yeast? And what would they [that is, the Latins] eat? Do they not also 

eat bread of this kind? Therefore, if artos is what all men consume, and they 

undoubtedly consume that which is prepared with yeast, then artos can only be that 

which is leavened. 

And if one were to derive (ἐτυμολογοίη) arton from arsis, that is to say, 

from ‘lifting’ and ‘raising up’, not even, for this reason, will it be agreed that the 

name is less suitable for leavened bread alone. Instead, it will suit this even more 

while, on the contrary, unleavened bread will not, either in general or in accepting 

this derivation.50 

 

For this passage I have proposed three textual parallels in footnotes 45–46. They suggest an 

influence from Neoplatonic commentators, such as Porphyry, David the Invincible, and 

Elias. Indeed, whether or not names are capable of revealing the essence of a thing, it was a 

                                                   
47 One of the closest parallels is given by Elias, In Porphyrii Isagogen 2, ed. Adolf Busse, Eliae in 

Porphyrii Isagogen et Aristotelis Categorias Commentaria, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca 18/1 

(Berlin, 1900), p. 4 l. 5–12: “Ὁρισμὸς τοίνυν ἐστὶ λόγος σύντομος τῆς ἑκάστου φύσεως δηλωτικός. 

‘Λόγος’ δὲ εἴρηται διὰ τὸ ὄνομα, ἐπειδὴ καὶ αὐτὸ δηλοῖ φύσιν (ἐὰν γὰρ εἴπω ἄνθρωπον, τῶν λοιπῶν ζῴων 

χωρίζω), ἀλλὰ μία λέξις τὸ ὄνομα, ὁ δὲ ὁρισμὸς σωρεία καὶ συναγωγή ἐστι πλειόνων λέξεων (...) 

συντομωτάτη γὰρ ἡ διὰ τῶν ὀνομάτων δήλωσις, σύντομος δὲ καὶ ἡ διὰ τῶν ὁρισμῶν. Διὸ καὶ τὸν ὁρισμόν 

τινές φασιν ὄνομα ἐξηπλωμένον, τὸ δὲ ὄνομα ὁρισμὸν συνεσταλμένον.” See also Porphyrius, In 

Aristotelis Categorias, Prooem., ed. Adolf Busse, Porphyrii Isagoge et in Aristotelis Categorias 

commentarium, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca 4/1 (Berlin, 1887), p. 60 l. 15–17: “Ἀ. Φημὶ τοίνυν 

ὅτι παντὸς πράγματος ὄνομα καὶ ὁρισμὸν ἢ ὑπογραφὴν ἔχοντος, οἷον τοῦδε μὲν τοῦ πράγματος ὄνομα 

ἔχοντος ἄνθρωπος καὶ δηλουμένου δι’ αὐτοῦ, ἔστιν αὐτοῦ καὶ ὁ ὁρισμός.” For an example of the same 

notion in Christian theology, see, for example, the explanation of the difference between substance and 

hypostasis in a work once attributed to Basil of Caesarea, now acknowledged to be by Gregory of Nyssa, 

published as Basil of Caesarea, Epistula 38, 3, ed. Yves Courtonne, Saint Basile, Lettres, 1 (Paris, 1957), 

p. 82 l. 1–8: “Τοῦτο τοίνυν φαμέν· τὸ ἰδίως λεγόμενον τῷ τῆς ὑποστάσεως δηλοῦσθαι ῥήματι. Ὁ γὰρ 

ἄνθρωπον εἰπὼν ἐσκεδασμένην τινὰ διάνοιαν τῷ ἀορίστῳ τῆς σημασίας τῇ ἀκοῇ ἐνεποίησεν, ὥστε τὴν 

μὲν φύσιν ἐκ τοῦ ὀνόματος δηλωθῆναι, τὸ δὲ ὑφεστὸς καὶ δηλούμενον ἰδίως ὑπὸ τοῦ ὀνόματος πρᾶγμα 

μὴ σημανθῆναι. Ὁ δὲ Παῦλον εἰπὼν ἔδειξεν ἐν τῷ δηλουμένῳ ὑπὸ τοῦ ὀνόματος πράγματι ὑφεστῶσαν 

τὴν φύσιν.” 
48 LSJ, 1530, s.v. “προσφέρω [C.1].” A clear example is in Xenophon, Cynegeticus 6,2: “τὰ 

προσφερόμενα” (“feed”, “meal,” for hounds). 
49 See the definitions in Etymologika given above, n. 14. 
50 John Oxeites, De azymis 8–9, ed. Bern Leib, “Deux inédits byzantins sur les azymes au début du XIIe 

siècle,” Orientalia Christiana II/3 (1924), pp. 247–248 l. 109–132. 
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widely debated question in Greek philosophical and grammatical thought. It started with the 

concept of δήλωσις of the nouns, which was expressed by Socrates in the Cratylus.51 

Regarding the passage in question, some further points deserve a mention. John Oxeites 

makes a reference to the opinion of some learned people that names are assigned to things 

‘by nature’. This is a clear echo of the ancient and long-standing debate whether words are 

related to things by nature (φύσει) or by convention/imposition (θέσει or κατὰ συνθήκην).52 

Interestingly for our topic, medieval Neoplatonist commentators tried to find an agreement 

between Plato, who famously argued that names are assigned by nature (see, for example, 

Cratylus 390d–e: “Κρατύλος ἀληθῆ λέγει λέγων φύσει τὰ ὀνόματα εἶναι τοῖς πράγμασιν”, 

“Cratylus is right in saying that names belong to things by nature”), and Aristotle, who 

maintained that names are assigned as a matter of convention, “κατὰ συνθήκην” (see, for 

example, De interpretatione 16a: “Ὄνομα μὲν οὖν ἐστὶ φωνὴ σημαντικὴ κατὰ συνθήκην 

ἄνευ χρόνου, ἧς μηδὲν μέρος ἐστὶ σημαντικὸν κεχωρισμένον”, “A noun is a sound having 

meaning established by convention alone but no reference whatever to time, while no part 

of it has any meaning, considered apart from the whole”). The eleventh-century use of the 

topic shows some contemporary interest also in Michael Psellos.53 

Also, in the context of the quoted passage, the very concept of παρωνυμία, which 

John Oxeites notes in referencing ancient writers, seems to correspond to the Aristotelian 

notion of ‘etymological derivation’. In fact, it may refer to those kinds of paronyms that 

derive, to some extent, from another word, sharing a lexical root as well as, in part, the 

meaning.54 

Finally, let us complete the brief analysis of the diverse sources employed by John 

the Oxeite in his discussion on the true meaning of the word ἄρτος. The references to 

Homer’s alleged use of the word ἁρμαλιά and Hippocrates’s actual usage of πρόσαρμα55 

                                                   
51 Cf. e.g. Plato, Cratyl. 393d: “οὐδ’ εἰ πρόσκειταί τι γράμμα ἢ ἀφῄρηται, οὐδὲν οὐδὲ τοῦτο, ἕως ἂν 

ἐγκρατὴς ᾖ ἡ οὐσία τοῦ πράγματος δηλουμένη ἐν τῷ ὀνόματι,” and 433d: “Πότερον τοῦτο οὐκ ἀρέσκει 

σε, τὸ εἶναι τὸ ὄνομα δήλωμα τοῦ πράγματος;” On this topic, see, e.g., Aronadio, I fondamenti, ch. 2; 

idem, Procedure e verità in Platone (Menone, Cratilo, Repubblica), Elenchos 38 (Napoli, 2002), ch. 3. 

For a couple of authoritative Byzantine parallels, see, e.g., John of Damascus, Expositio fidei [CPG 8043] 

12b: “Ἀγνοοῦντες οὖν τὴν οὐσίαν αὐτοῦ τῆς οὐσίας αὐτοῦ μὴ ἐκζητήσωμεν ὄνομα· δηλωτικὰ γὰρ τῶν 

πραγμάτων ἐστὶ τὰ ὀνόματα,” ed. Boniface Kotter, Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskus, 2: 

Expositio fidei, Patristische Texte und Studien 12 (Berlin, New York, 1973), p. 35 l. 1–3, or Michael 

Psellos, Opusculum 44: “Ἔστι δὲ καὶ τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ πράγματος δηλωτικόν,” ed. John M. Duffy, Michaelis 

Pselli Philosophica minora, 1 (Leipzig, 1992), p. 160 l. 81. 
52 See, e.g., Eugenio Coseriu and Bimal K. Matilal, “Der φύσει-θέσει-Streit: Are Words and Things 

Connected by Nature or by Convention?”, in Sprachphilosophie / Philosophy of language / La philosophie 

du langage, eds. Marcelo Dascal et al., 2 (Berlin, New York, 1996), pp. 880–900; Anneli Luhtala, 

“Imposition of Names in Ancient Grammar and Philosophy”, in Ancient Scholarship and Grammar: 

Archetypes, Concepts and Contexts, eds. Stephanos Matthaios et al. (Berlin, New York, 2011), pp. 479–

498.  
53 See Katerina Ierodiakonou, “Psellos’ Paraphrasis of Aristotle’s De interpretatione,” in Byzantine 

Philosophy and its Ancient Sources, ed. Katerina Ierodiakonou (Oxford, 2002), pp. 157–81, esp. pp. 173–

174; eadem, “The Byzantine Reception of Aristotle’s Theory of Meaning,” Methodos 19 (2019) [= Dire 

et vouloir dire dans les arts du langage anciens et tardo-antiques], 1–18, esp. pp. 8–9.  
54 Cf. Aristotle, Categoriae, 1. See, e.g., Ana Kotarcic, Aristotle on Language and Style (Cambridge, 

2020), pp. 53–54. See also Elias, In Aristotelis Categorias 8, ed. Adolf Busse, Eliae in Porphyrii Isagogen 

et Aristotelis Categorias Commentaria, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca 18/1 (Berlin, 1900), p. 226 

l. 2–7: “ἡ παρώνυμος κατηγορία δύο εἴδη περιέχει, ἴσως καὶ τρία· λέγεται γὰρ εὔσχημος καὶ εὔμορφος 

ἀπὸ σχήματος καὶ μορφῆς καὶ τὸ ἀνάπαλιν. Λέγεται καὶ ἀπὸ ἕξεως καὶ διαθέσεως ἡ παρωνυμία, καὶ τὰ 

παραδείγματα δῆλα, γραμματικός, ἰατρικός. ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀπὸ παθητικῆς ποιότητος· αὕτη γὰρ παρώνυμον 

ἑαυτῇ ποιεῖ πάθος ἐν ἡμῖν, καὶ τὰ παραδείγματα εἴρηται.” 
55 The citation of Hippocrates and of πρόσαρμα refers particularly to Hippocrates, Aphor. 1,15 (“ἐν 

ταύτῃσιν οὖν τῇσιν ὥρῃσι, καὶ τὰ προσάρματα πλείω δοτέον”) and recurs in the lexicographical 

explanations of the lemma ἄρτος, see, e.g., Philoxenus, Fragmentum 237, ed. Christos Theodoridis, Die 

Fragmente des Grammatikers Philoxenos, Sammlung griechischer und lateinischer Grammatiker (SGLG) 
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show John’s definite familiarity with the more classical examples provided by lexicographic 

compilations. As the editor of his De azymis already noted,56 the oldest author in whom the 

word ἁρμαλιά appears is not Homer but Hesiod (Opera et dies, vv. 560 and 767). If we trust 

Leib’s edition, the error would be attributed to John Oxeites since, as far as I could verify, 

there are no other attestations for this wrong attribution of the term to Homer, while several 

Byzantine lexicons correctly attribute it to the poet of Ascra.57 

 

 

3. Nicholas of Methone 

 

We now come to a third piece of literary evidence for the use of etymological arguments as 

well as of broader conceptual assumptions from the ‘philosophy of language’ in the context 

of the Byzantine defense of leavened bread in the Eucharist. In his Adversus Latinos de 

azymis (RAP 364), Nicholas of Methone (d. 1165)58 tackles the issue of the right meaning 

of the word ἄρτος not only by resorting to the etymological criterion but also by introducing 

a more complex line of reasoning through the concept of ‘κοινὴ ἔννοια’ 

(“common/universal notions”).59 He writes: 

 
If indeed <it is> bread, clearly <it is> also leavened and has all the other 

complementary characteristics of that concept, as represented in the common idea 

that one has of it, and as it is clear from the obvious etymological explanation of the 

word (καθὰ ἥ τε κοινὴ περὶ αὐτοῦ παρίστησιν ἔννοια, κἀκ τῆς προχείρου τοῦ 

ὀνόματος ἀναπτύξεως διάδηλον γίνεται).60 The word artos, in fact, is derived from 

                                                   
2 (Berlin, New York, 1976), p. 198 l. 9–10 and 16–17; or the mention of Orion of Thebes as well Meletius, 

De natura hominis, above nn. 12 and 16, where it also follows the mention of Hippocrates and the same 

quotation taken from his aphorisms. 
56 See Leib, “Deux inédits,” p. 248 n. 18. 
57 See, for example, Etymologicum genuinum, alpha, s.v. “Ἁρμαλιά” (no. 1196), eds. François Lasserre 

and Nikolaos Livadaras, Etymologicum magnum genuinum (…), 2 (Athens, 1992); Etymologicum 

Gudianum, Additamenta, alpha, s.v. “Ἁρμαλιά,” ed. Luigi De Stefani, Etymologicum Gudianum, fasc. 1 

(Leipzig, 1909; repr. Amsterdam, 1965), p. 199 l. 20–21. In general, it is not surprising that a bidirectional 

confusion might occur between Homer and Hesiod in assigning a certain lemma due to mistakes in 

memory, especially among the Byzantine erudites of the twelfth century, the ‘Homeric century’, see, e.g., 

Marta Cardin and Filippomaria Pontani, “Hesiod’s Fragments in Byzantium,” in Poetry in Fragments. 

Studies on the Hesiodic Corpus and its Afterlife, ed. Christos Tsagalis (Berlin, Boston, 2017), pp. 245–

288, esp. p. 246 and pp. 263–267 (the case of Eustathios of Thessalonike’s punitive attitude towards 

Hesiod in favor of Homer). 
58 On Nicholas of Methone, see, for example, Jozef Matula, “Nicholas of Methone,” in Encyclopedia of 

Medieval Philosophy, ed. Henrik Lagerlund, 2 (Dordrecht et alibi, 2011), pp. 881–883 (with 

bibliography). More recently, see, e.g., Anna Gioffreda and Michele Trizio, “Nicholas of Methone, 

Procopius of Gaza and Proclus of Lycia,” in Reading Proclus and the Book of Causes, ed. Dragos Calma, 

2, Studies in Platonism, Neoplatonism, and the Platonic Tradition 26 (Leiden, Boston, 2021), pp. 94–135, 

esp. 94–118. 
59 The conceptual substrate here is the Aristotelian “semiotic triangle” from his De interpretatione, 

however, the terminology is Stoic. On this topic see, e.g., John F. Phillips, “Stoic ‘Common Notions’ in 

Plotinus,” Dionysus 11 (1987), 33–52; more recently, see, e.g., Riccardo Chiaradonna, “Platonismo e 

teoria della conoscenza stoica tra II e III secolo d. C.,” in Platonic Stoicism-Stoic Platonism: The Dialogue 

Between Platonism and Stoicism in Antiquity, eds. Mauro Bonazzi and Christoph Helmig (Leuven, 2007), 

pp. 209–242; Henry Dyson, Prolepsis and Ennoia in the Early Stoa, Sozomena 5 (Berlin, New York, 

2009). 
60 The device of ὀνόματος ἀνάπτυξις (“name explanation”) was also used in the debate on the Filioque 

even into the fifteenth century. The comparison with Isidore of Kiev is particularly significant in light of 

the reference to the technical concept of ‘definition’ (ὁρισμός), already found in the passage of John 

Oxeites previously discussed, cf. Isidore of Kiev, Sermo 2 (= Sermo prior contra additionem ad 

Symbolum), eds. Manuel Candal and Georg Hofmann, Sermones inter Concilium Florentinum conscripti. 
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having risen (ᾖρθαι, from αἴρω), because it has been made to grow to greater size 

by the accretive (ἀρτικῆς) or active (σκευαστικῆς) force (forsan ὀγκωτικῆς, 

‘raising’, ‘leavening’)61 that is in the yeast; or it derives from the fact that <the 

bread> has been seasoned (ἠρτύσθαι, from ἀρτύω) or from its being artios 

(‘perfect’), that is, complete (ὅ ἐστι τέλειος) because it lacks none of the qualities 

that constitute its essence. Conversely, none of these qualities can be postulated for 

unleavened bread, which has not been seasoned, has not been made to grow in 

volume, and has not been brought to perfect completion.62 

But perhaps you will reject the etymological argument on account of the 

lexical differences concerning the words assigned to things, since different names 

are imposed upon the same thing by one or more peoples, and denominations differ 

as languages differ. Then, how do you intend to dispute the common concept (τὴν 

δὲ κοινὴν ἔννοιαν πῶς παραγράψῃ)? <The common concept is what one has> of a 

thing, for which the words may indeed vary as the languages vary. In fact, about the 

thing we are discussing, I mean bread, even if we ask a Scythian, a Persian, an 

Indian, a Galatian, or anyone else which is the concept that each of them associates 

with the word used by his people, they will all give the same answer, that bread is 

the dough made of flour, yeast, and water, seasoned with salt and cooked on the fire. 

If we ask them about unleavened bread, they will probably answer that they do not 

even know if unleavened bread exists.63 

 

As we can see in this passage, Nicholas of Methone proposes at least two further 

etymological origins of the word ἄρτος. Along with the usual derivation from αἴρω, we find 

the adjective ἄρτιος (“perfect, complete”) and the verb ἀρτύω/ἀρτύνω (“to prepare,” in a 

culinary sense “to season”). Unlike the first hypothesis – which, as we have seen, is found 

in several other sources – the other two (ἄρτιος and ἀρτύω/ἀρτύνω) do not seem to be 

attested elsewhere. 

The presumed origin of ἄρτος from ἄρτιος could, perhaps, derive from forcing into an 

etymological interpretation the assertion that is in a text of the Pseudo-Damascene on the 

azymes written against the Armenians (RAP 2120), which is found quoted or paraphrased 

in several other polemical writings.64 

                                                   
Isidorus arch. Kioviensis et totius Russie (…), Concilium Florentinum documenta et scriptores, Series A, 

X/1 (Rome, 1971), p. 10 l. 25–34: “Ἐπειδὴ τὰ νοούμενα ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ διὰ τοῦ προφορικοῦ δεικνύονται 

λόγου, ὃς δ’ ἐστὶν ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πολὺ ἐξ ὀνόματος καὶ ῥήματος συγκείμενος, ἔστι δὲ ἡ ἀνάπτυξις ὄνομα ἢ τὸ 

ἀναπτύσσω ῥῆμα, φέρε ἴδωμεν τί ὁ τοῦ ὀνόματος ὅρος τούτου σημαίνει. Ὄνομα γάρ ἐστι, κατὰ τοὺς 

σοφούς, ὁρισμὸς συνεπτυγμένος, ὁρισμὸς δὲ ὄνομα ἐξηπλωμένον. Ἀνάπτυξις τοίνυν ἐστὶ δήλωσις, ἢ 

σαφήνεια, ἢ ἐξήγησίς τινος ἀδήλου ἢ βαθυτέρου νοήματος ἢ ἀσαφοῦς κατὰ τὸ φαινόμενον.” See also 

some of the Byzantine definitions of etymology collected by Davide Baldi, “Sub voce ἐτυμολογία,” Revue 

d’histoire des textes, n.s. 9 (2014), 359–74, esp. pp. 365, 367, 371, and p. 372 (ἐτυμολογία as ἀνάπτυξις 

λέξεων, “explanation of lemmas”). On the use of the concept of ‘common notions’ in Byzantine religious 

discourse, see Erismann, “Common Notions,” pp. 278–83.  
61 Cf. infra, p. 14. 
62 For the post-classical verb ἀρτιόω, see LBG, s.v., which is given the meaning of “vollenden,” 

“vervollkommnen”.  
63 Nicholas of Methone, Adversus Latinos de azymis, ed. Anton I. Ivaščenko [archbishop Arsenij], Dva 

neizdannija proizvedenija Nikolaja, episkopa Mefonskago, pisatelja XII veka (Novgorod, 1897), pp. 82–

83.  
64 Cf. (ps.-)John of Damascus, De azymis 1: “Τὰ ἄζυμα οὐκ ἄρτος, ὡς ἄν τις εἴποι, τέλειος καὶ ὁλόκληρος, 

οὐδ’ αὐτοτελῆ, ἀλλ’ ἐλλιπῆ καὶ ἡμιτελῆ τινα, δεόμενα τοῦ πληρώματος τῆς ζύμης. Ἄρτος, δὲ ἄρτιος, 

αὐτοτελής, τέλειος, πληρέστατος [δεῖ γὰρ τοῦ πληρώματος], ὡς τὸ ὅλον ἔχων ἐν ἑαυτῷ· τὸ δὲ ἄζυμον, 

καλεῖται καὶ ἐγκρυφίας.” PG 95, col. 389B; see also Peter III of Antioch, Epistula ad Dominicum 

Gradensem (RAP 5525) 9: “τὸ γὰρ ἄζυμον οὐκ ἄρτος, οὐ γὰρ ἄρτιον οὐδὲ αὐτοτελές, ἀλλ’ ἐλλιπὲς καὶ 

ἡμιτελὲς καὶ δεόμενον τοῦ πληρώματος τῆς προζύμης. Ὁ ἄρτος δὲ ἄρτιος, αὐτοτελής, τέλειος καὶ 

πληρέστατος,” ed. Will, Acta, p. 216 l. 12–16; Niketas Stethatos, Dialexis et antidialogus de azymis (RAP 

19629) 2: “τὸ δέ γε ἄζυμον οὐκ ἄρτος· οὐ γὰρ ἄρτιον οὐδὲ αὐτοτελές ἐστιν, ἀλλ’ ἐλλιπές, ἡμιτελὲς 
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Additionally, the passage quoted above presents some textual problems related to 

the adjectives ἀρτικός and σκευαστικός, which are worth mentioning. The post-classical 

adjective ἀρτικός is rarely used and does not have a clear meaning. According to Lampe’s 

Patristic Greek Lexicon, the term would mean “prepared” or “ordered”65 and seems to be 

used only by Meletius.66 The lemma is also noted in the Lexikon zur byzantinischen Gräzität, 

with the meaning of “erhebend” or “aufgehen lassend” and the sole occurrence given is the 

passage by Nicholas of Methone being examined here.67  

The adjective σκευαστικός is recorded again in the Lexikon zur byzantinischen 

Gräzität with the meanings of “[vor]bereitend”, “verschaffend,” or “wirksam.” The latter 

meaning is attributed to it in several occurrences, among which is also this specific passage 

by Nicholas of Methone, albeit with the clarification “sic male.”68 Nevertheless, we should 

carefully consider the text published by Anton Ivaščenko (where we find the word 

σκευστικῆς [sic] as a result of a typographical error). In the brief foreword to his edition, 

Ivaščenko does not explain from which manuscript(s) he is drawing the text. Hypothetically, 

he may have used the Moscow codex in the State Historical Museum (Gosudarstvennyj 

Istoričeskij Musej, GIM, Sinod. gr. 366 – Vlad. 239, from the fourteenth century, fol. 9r–

19v), which he certainly used previously for the edition of another work by Nicholas of 

Methone, the Memoriae contra Latinos (RAP 19835) published in the same volume from 

1897.69 However, in fol. 11r of the Moscow manuscript (l. 8 ab imo), the passage in question 

reads “ὀγκωτικός” and not σκευαστικός.70 The same reading “ὀγκωτικός” is also found in 

the codices Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 680 (thirteenth c.), fol. 423v (l. 7 ab 

imo) and Paris, Bibliothèque nationale de France, gr. 1335 (fourteenthh c.), fol. 290v (l. 5 

ab imo). Finally, the adjective ὀγκωτικός is a post-classical word that occurs rarely, although 

its meaning can be more easily understood than the enigmatic σκευαστικός in the context 

of the passage considered here as it derives from ὀγκόω (“to raise up,” “to rear,” “to swell 

physically,” etc.).71 

 

 

4. Leo of Russia 

 

                                                   
δεομένου τοῦ πληρώματος τῆς προζύμης. Ὁ δὲ ἄρτος ἄρτιος, αὐτοτελής, τέλειος καὶ πληρέστατος, ὡς τὸ 

ὅλον ἔχων ἐν ἑαυτῷ πληρώματος,” ed. Anton Michel, Humbert und Kerullarios. Quellen und Studien zum 

Schisma des XI Jahrhunderts, 2, Quellen und Forschungen aus dem Gebiete der Geschichte 23 

(Paderborn, 1930), p. 324; Niketas Stethatos, Contra Armenios et Latinos de azymis (RAP 307) 3: “Τὸ δὲ 

ἄζυμον οὐκ ἄρτος· οὐ γὰρ ἄρτιον οὐδὲ αὐτοτελές ἐστιν, ἀλλ’ ἐλλιπές, ἡμιτελές, δεόμενον τοῦ 

πληροῦντος, τῆς ζύμης. Ἄρτος δὲ ἄρτιος, αὐτοτελής, τέλειος καὶ πληρέστατος, ὡς τὸ ὅλον ἔχων ἐν ἑαυτῷ, 

δηλαδὴ τοῦ πληρώματος. Εἰ δέ τις τὸ ἄζυμον καὶ ἐγκρυφίαν καλέσειεν, ὃν Ἠλίας ... ,” ed. Joseph 

Hergenroether, Monumenta graeca ad Photium ejusque historiam pertinentia, quae ex variis codicibus 

manuscriptis (Regensburg, 1869), p. 142. 
65 Lampe, 231, s.v. 
66 Meletius, De natura hominis 10, ed. John A. Cramer, Anecdota Graeca e codd. manuscriptis 

bibliothecarum Oxoniensium, 3 (Oxford, 1836; repr. Amsterdam, 1963), p. 82 l. 6–8: “Διαφέρουσι γοῦν 

τῶν ἄλλων ὀστῶν οἱ ὀδόντες ἐν τῷ αἰσθάνεσθαι· ἔχουσι γὰρ ἀρτικὴν διάθεσιν (var. l.: αἴσθησιν) 

αἰσθητικῶν νεύρων φερομένων ἐν τοῖς φατνώμασιν.” Anecdota Graeca e codd. manuscriptis 

bibliothecarum Oxoniensium, 3 (Oxford, 1836; repr. Amsterdam, 1963), p. 82 l. 6–8. 
67 LBG, s.v. “ἀρτικός.” 
68 Ibidem. 
69 See Ivaščenko [archbishop Arsenij], Dva neizdannija proizvedenija, pp. 5–49. 
70 As for the manuscript used by Ivaščenko, the question remains open. In his edition several brief scholia 

are published, whose presence I have not been able to verify in cod. Sinod. gr. 366. This is because, in 

the digital reproduction (of mediocre quality) available to me – kindly shared by Carmelo Benvenuto, 

whom I thank – the inks that differ from the one used in the main text are not visible. 
71 Cf. Demetrakos, 6 (1964), p. 5028 (“ὁ παρέχων ὄγκωσιν, ὁ ἐνισχύων τὸν ὄγκον, ὁ ἐνισχυτικός”). 
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Let us now make a comparison with a passage from the Contra Latinos de azymis (RAP 

2108, eleventh-twelfth century) by Leo, Metropolitan of Pereyaslav (“τῆς ἐν Ῥωσίᾳ 

Πρεσθλάβας”), which is located in today’s battered Ukraine. This dialog shows a clear 

relationship with Humbert’s Dialogus and the anti-Latin work by Leo of Ohrid.72 In several 

respects, the following passage represents a significant parallel to the text by Nicholas of 

Methone. 

 
[Response] ...in the same way, those who hear ‘bread’ said without the 

specification of ‘unleavened’ understand it (νενόηκε) as complete in every aspect 

(ἄρτιον ἐν πᾶσι) and prepared with yeast (ἠρτυμένον ζύμῃ) ... 

[Objection] Bread is that which is ‘complete’ in the sense of ‘whole’, says 

[Scripture], certainly not in the sense of completeness in every aspect as you assert.  

[Solution] If the Evangelist had not also called the part artos, perhaps what 

you say would make some sense: but even the piece that the Traitor took into his 

hands, which is called artos in the text, suggests that we should consider (νοεῖν) 

<bread> that which is complete in everything (ἄρτιος ἐν πᾶσι), not that which is 

whole (ὅλον). Indeed, how could a part be the whole? Or, alternatively, how can the 

part be called artos if it is unleavened and possesses neither the characteristic of 

being whole, nor of being leavened, nor of having been seasoned throughout to 

perfection (ἄζυμον ὂν καὶ μήτε τὴν ὁλότητα ἔχον, μήτε τὸ ᾐρμένον, μήτε τὸ πᾶσιν 

ἄρτιον ἠρτυμένον)? So, even following this reasoning it becomes clear that artos is 

and is considered (καὶ νοεῖται καὶ ἔστιν) to be leavened by virtue of the fact that it 

is leavened and seasoned and perfect in every respect and not because it is a whole 

<bread>. Indeed, the parts that each of the apostles received from the Lord are not 

whole but are also called artoi because they are leavened and seasoned and perfect 

in everything that befits the <concept of> bread.73 

 

First of all, we note that Leo’s speech involves the terms ἄρτιος and ἀρτύω/ἀρτύνω, which 

were already proposed by Nicholas of Methone as possible explanations for the origin of 

the word ἄρτος. The use of the verb νοέω, which is repeated several times, seems to be an 

echo of the same doctrine underlying the concept of ‘κοινὴ ἔννοια’, which Nicholas himself 

recalls. The idea expressed by the latter, according to which there is a concept shared by all 

peoples regardless of their different languages, obviously recalls a specific debate that is 

well represented in the ancient and Byzantine commentaries to Aristotle’s De 

interpretatione that intends to answer the question: “Are the same thoughts shared by all 

people?” 

Katerina Ierodiakonou has recently addressed and summarized this issue with special 

attention to Michael Psellos’s (eleventh c.)74 short paraphrase of Aristotle and the 

commentaries on Aristotle by Michael Magentenos (late twelfth-early thirteenth c.)75 and 

                                                   
72 See André Poppe, “Le traité des Azymes Λέοντος μητροπολίτου τῆς ἐν Ῥωσίαι Πρεσθλάβας: quand, 

où, et par qui il a été écrit?,” Byzantion 35 (1965), 506–514. 
73 Leo of Russia, Contra Latinos de azymis, ed. Aleksej Pavlov, Kritičeskie opyty po istorii drevnejšej 

greko-russkoj polemiki protiv Latinjan (St Petersburg, 1878), pp. 120–121. 
74 See Katerina Ierodiakonou, “Psellos’ Paraphrasis of Aristotle’s De interpretation”, in Byzantine 

Philosophy and its Ancient Sources, ed. Katerina Ierodiakonou, pp. 161–63; “The Byzantine Reception,” 

p. 2. After the 1503 edition of the Paraphrasis by Aldus Manutius (Ammonii Hermei Commentaria in 

librum peri Hermenias. Margentini [!] archiepiscopi Mitylinensis in eundem enarratio, Venetiis, apud 

Aldum, mense Iunio 1503), a new edition of the work is being prepared by Katerina Ierodiakonou and 

John Duffy. 
75 Ierodiakonou, “The Byzantine Reception,” p. 3. On Leo Magentenos’ life and works, see Börje Bydén, 

“Leo Magentenos,” in Encyclopedia of Medieval Philosophy, ed. Henrik Lagerlund, 1 (Dordrecht et alibi, 

2011), pp. 684–685. 
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George-Gennadios Scholarios (fifteenth c.)76. All three commentators answer the question 

in the affirmative, thus agreeing with Aristotle. Michael Psellos, paraphrasing De 

interpretatione 1,9–24 argues that things (“πράγματα”) and thoughts (“νοήματα”) exist by 

nature (“φύσει”).77 To prove this point, Psellos takes up an argument found in Ammonius 

that things and thoughts are common to all peoples while the sounds spoken (“φωναί”) and 

letters (“γράμματα”) may vary. Let us focus on the following passage: 

 
Now, since things and thoughts are the same among all people (for everywhere the 

species of man or horse or lion are the same, and similarly the thought concerned 

with man or stone or any other thing is the same), while vocal sounds and letters are 

not the same among all peoples (for Greeks use different vocal sounds from 

Phoenicians, as do Egyptians: ‘different is the tongue of different peoples’ says the 

poet [i.e. Homer, Iliad 2,804]; and, moreover, each people writes its own vocal 

sounds with different letters), then it is for this reason that <Aristotle> insists that 

things and thoughts are by nature, but that vocal sounds and letters are by 

imposition, not by nature.78 

 

Katerina Ierodiakonou highlights other evidence in support of the thesis of an identity of 

νοήματα (“concepts”) among all persons regardless of the language they speak79. 

Scholarios, in commenting on De interpretatione 1,103–108, maintains that “εἰ γὰρ Γραϊκὸς 

καὶ Λατῖνος λίθον ὁρῴη, τὴν αὐτὴν ὁμοιότητα τοῦ λίθου ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ ἑκάτερος ἕξουσιν” (“if 

a Greek and a Latin were to look at a stone, each would represent the same image of the 

stone in their soul”).80 In this regard, Ierodiakonou says: “Note, here, how the Latins creep 

into Scholarios’ example, substituting the Phoenicians and Egyptians mentioned by the 

other commentators.” At this point, it is easy to see how Scholarios’s substitution was, to 

some extent, ‘anticipated’ by Nicholas of Methone. In fact, the latter, while not substituting 

the Phoenicians and Egyptians with the Latins (but with Scythians, Persians, Indians, and 

Galatians), nonetheless embodies the attempt to facilitate a dialogue between Greeks and 

Latins by using, like Scholarios much later, this particular argument belonging to the theory 

of meaning derived from Aristotle. 

 

 

5. Anselm of Havelberg 

 

Finally, turning our attention briefly to the Latin side, it should be noted that the polemical 

targets of such etymological objections almost completely ignored the argument, 

considering it as patently inconsistent, an example of the ‘superflua loquacitas’ of the 

Greeks. In addition to Humbert of Silva Candida’s timely rebuttal, which we examined at 

the beginning of this essay, we could also mention Peter Abelard (c. 1079–1142), who is 

aware of the firm belief of the Byzantines that, in the Greek of the Scriptures, ἄρτος can 

only mean “leavened bread.”81  

                                                   
76 Ierodiakonou, “The Byzantine Reception,” p. 4; John. A. Demetracopoulos, “George Scholarios 

(Gennadios II),” in Encyclopedia of Medieval Philosophy, ed. Henrik Lagerlund, 1 (Dordrecht et alibi, 

2011), pp. 397–399. 
77 Psellos’ Greek text is published in Ierodiakonou, “The Byzantine Reception,” p. 14 n. 25. 
78 Ammonius, Comm. in De interpr. 1, ed. Adolf Busse, In Aristotelis librum De interpretatione 

commentaries, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca IV/5 (Berlin, 1897), p. 19 l. 9–18; English transl. by 

David Blank, Ammonius on Aristotle: On Interpretation 1–8 (London et alibi, 1996), p. 28. 
79 Ierodiakonou, “The Byzantine Reception,” p. 6. 
80 George-Gennadios Scholarios, Comm. in Arist. De interpretatione, Treatise 1, eds. Martin Jugie et al., 

Oeuvres complètes de Georges (Gennadios) Scholarios, 7 (Paris, 1936), p. 241 l. 11–12. 
81 Cf. Peter Abelard, Sermon 11 (De rebus gestis in diebus Passionis), eds. Lodewijk J. Engels and 

Christine Vande Veire, Petri Abaelardi Sermones, Corpus Christianorum, Continuatio Mediaevalis 286 



17 

 

However, a passage contained in Anselm of Havelberg’s (c. 1099–1158) so-called 

Anticimenon also contains a long discussion of the question of unleavened bread. In the first 

proem (1149/1150) of the work, addressed to Pope Eugenius III (1145–1153), Anselm states 

that he had several conversations with Greeks, both public and private, during his long stay 

in Constantinople as ambassador and thus, he emphasises that he had direct knowledge of 

their rites and doctrines. According to Anselm, he wrote down, with some amplification, 

two actual dialogues that he publicly held in 1136 with the learned and eloquent Nicetas, 

Bishop of Nicomedia.82 To the latter Anselm attributes the following passage, with which 

the author intends to express the Greek point of view:  

 
When the text [scil. Lc. 24:30]83 says artos, it then seems to simply indicate bread, 

common bread (‘communem panem’), that is, leavened bread such as men use 

everywhere (‘quo homines universaliter’), and which they name by the usual term 

artos, that is, ‘bread’. Whenever people specifically mean unleavened bread, they 

do not use this word artos for ‘bread’, but rather the specific term azymos. The 

Greek a means ‘without’ in Latin, and zymos means ‘leaven’. So, I understand 

simply leavened bread, in its usual meaning, when I read in the Gospel: eulogesen 

arton, that is, ‘he blessed bread’.84 

                                                   
(Turnhout, 2020), p. 146 l. 514–519: “Unde et Greci non de azymo pane sed de fermentato Dominum 

dicunt novum Pascha confecisse, quasi nihil de veteri Pascha in novo vellet retinere. Quin etiam 

ubicumque nos habemus in novo Pascha dictum de Domino quod ‘accepit panem et benedixit’ [Mt. 26:26; 

Lc. 24:30], pro pane in Greco habetur ‘arton’, quod fermentatum significat.” 
82 Cf. Anselm of Havelberg, Anticimenon, ed. in PL 188, col. 1141Α: “Conservavi autem quantum 

memoriam subministrabat, tenorem dialogi quem cum venerabili ac doctissimo archiepiscopo 

Nicodemiae (sic) Nichite in publico, conventu apud urbem Constantinopolitanam habui, addens quaedam 

non minus fidei necessaria, quam huic operi congrua.” According to the summary of Anselm of 

Havelberg, Nicetas of Nicomedia was the head of a college of twelve Greek theologians (διδάσκαλοι) 

(see PL 188, coll. 1141A–B e 1162C–D), who should be identified as the διδάσκαλοι of the Patriarchate, 

see, e.g., Jean Darrouzès, Recherches sur les ΟΦΦΙΚΙΑ de l’Église byzantine, Archives de l’Orient 

chrétien 11 (Paris, 1970), pp. 75–79; Michael Angold, Church and Society in Byzantium under the 

Comneni, 1081–1261 (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 92–93. On the Anticimenon and, in particular, on the 

question of the azymites in the work, see Jay T. Lees, Anselm of Havelberg. Deeds into Words in the 

Twelfth Century, Studies in the History of Christian Thought 79 (Leiden et alibi, 1998), pp. 256–262, pp. 

267–71. Additionally, see also Walter Berschin, “Anselm von Havelberg (†1158), die Griechen und die 

Anfänge einer Geschichtstheologie des hohen Mittelalters,” in Byzanzrezeption in Europa. Spurensuche 

über das Mittelalter und die Renaissance bis in die Gegenwart, ed. Foteini Kolovou, Byzantinisches 

Archiv 24 (Berlin, Boston, 2012); Brian Dunkle, “Anselm of Havelberg’s Use of Authorities in his 

Account of the Filioque,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 105/2 (2012), 695–722; Teng Li, The Holy Spirit in 

Twelfth-Century Thoughts: Rupert of Deutz (ca 1075–1129) and Anselm of Havelberg (ca 1095–1158)( 

PhD thesis, University of Liverpool, 2016) available at https://livrepository.liverpool.ac.uk/3003773. 

Accessed 2022 Dec 3; finally, Alex J. Novikoff, “Anselm of Havelberg’s Controversies with the Greeks: 

A Moment in the Scholastic Culture of Disputation,” in Dialogues and Debates from Late Antiquity to 

Late Byzantium, eds. Averil Cameron and Niels Gaul (Oxford, New York, 2017), pp. 105–122. On the 

enigmatic figure of Nicetas of Nicomedia, see Pietro Podolak, “Nicetas Archbishop of Nicomedia: A 

Forgotten Figure in the Twelfth-Century Controversy Sorrounding the Filioque,” Rivista di studi bizantini 

e neoellenici 53/1 (2016), 151–172.  
83 “Καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ κατακλιθῆναι αὐτὸν μετ’ αὐτῶν λαβὼν τὸν ἄρτον εὐλόγησεν καὶ κλάσας ἐπεδίδου 

αὐτοῖς.” 
84 See Anselm of Havelberg, Anticimenon: On the Unity of the Faith and the Controversies with the 

Greeks, Transl. by Ambrose Criste, OPRAEM, and Carol Neel, Premonstratensian Texts and Studies 1 

(Collegeville, Minnesota, 2010), p. 196, translation slightly changed. As for the original Latin text, cf. 

Anselm of Havelberg, Anticimenon, book 3, ch. 17, ed. in PL 188, col. 1237A: “Cum igitur ἄρτον dicit, 

panem videtur velle simpliciter intelligere, communem panem, scilicet fermentatum, quo homines 

universaliter utuntur, et quem usitato sermone ἄρτον, id est panem vocant. Quod si quando discrete 

voluerint loqui de azymo, nequaquam utuntur hoc verbo ἄρτος, quod est panis; sed utuntur discreta 

locutione, hoc verbo quod azymus. Nam ἀ Graece, Latine dicitur sine; ζυμός autem fermentum. Ita 

https://livrepository.liverpool.ac.uk/3003773
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Even if we are now aware that the words pronounced by Nicetas of Nicomedia (of whom 

we know very little) as reported in Anselm’s Anticimenon are not necessarily a faithful 

transcription of Nicetas’ speech, on the other hand, the examination of the various accounts 

concerning him has brought out the profile of “an ecclesiastic who shows a familiarity with 

the methods of ancient philosophy (which is used preferentially concerning biblical or 

patristic witnesses) and who shows himself in line with the official theology of 

Byzantium.”85 In the brief passage from Anselm of Havelberg quoted above there is no clear 

reference to ‘concepts’ but, apparently, only to a thing (“communis panis”) and to the name 

with which it is usually referred to in Greek (artos). However, hypothetically, one might 

wonder whether the statements attributed to Nicetas do not actually reveal a much deeper 

argumentative substratum, namely whether that “common” (“communis”) and that 

“everywhere” (“universaliter”) are not in some way related to the theory of the interpretation 

of ‘common concept’ that was clearly in vogue among Byzantine theologians in the eleventh 

and twelfth centuries. 

 

Conclusions 

Between the eleventh and the twelfth century, the etymological argument was employed by 

several Byzantine authors, who were engaged in defending the use of leavened bread in the 

Eucharist. Although it represents a minor topic, generally treated in few lines, it lies upon a 

dense web of grammatical and philosophical theories. In the synoptic Gospels, the word 

ἄρτος (“bread”) occurs alone, without any modifiers, in the tale of the Last Supper. Some 

Byzantine theologians claimed that the origin(s) of the word ἄρτος confirmed the rightness 

of the use of leveaned bread in the eucharistic liturgy. In so doing, they were inspired by 

(and, at the same time, reshaped to new purposes) a long philosophical tradition, which went 

back to Plato and Neoplatonism and investigated the nature of language and its relations 

with the world. Knowing the etymology of a name meant knowing the true essence of the 

thing to which that name was applied. This also impacted the way a noun should be 

translated into another language: in fact, according to the Greeks, by virtue of its etymology, 

ἄρτος could not be translated as “panis azymus”, since the noun itself implied a process of 

leavening. In fact, as Peter Abelard suggests, in Greek the word ἄρτος means not simply 

“panis” but “panis fermentatus.” However, as we have seen, the etymological approach was 

mocked and rejected by the Latins. This divergence was a further element of hyndrance to 

the linguistic and cultural exchange between Greeks and Latins and, on a step before 

translational practices, shows their profoundly different approach and sensitivity toward 

language. 
  

                                                   
nimirum et ego simpliciter vulgari significatione intelligo fermentatum, cum lego in Evangelio: 

‘Εὐλόγησεν ἄρτον’, id est ‘benedixit panem’.” 
85 See, for example, Podolak, “Nicetas,” p. 151 (from the abstract); see also ibidem, pp. 156–159 for an 

evaluation of the reliability of the testimony of Anselm of Havelberg. 
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