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NEW DOCUMENTS ON CONSTANTINE TISCHENDORF 
AND THE CODEX SINAITICUS 

I 

The Codex Sinaiticus was discovered by the Leipzig scholar Con- 
stantine Tischendorf in St. Catherine's Monastery at Sinai. This " 

gem for scholarship and the Church," (1) dating from the 
middle of the fourth century, is one of the two oldest parchment manuscripts 
of the Bible in existence and, for the New Testament, the more complete 
of the two. 

The discovery of the Sinailicus by Tischendorf occurred in two (la) 
stages. In 1844, travelling under the auspices of the Saxon government, 
he found a part of the manuscript; it contained a portion of the Old 
Testament, and in all probability amounted to 130 folios (2). He managed 
to obtain 43 of them, which he took back to Leipzig and offered to the 
Saxon king Frederick- Augustus II. In 1846 Tischendorf published these 
43 folios in facsimile, but he kept their origin secret (3) until his second 
discovery in February of 1859 (4). At that time Tischendorf, then travelling 
under the auspices of Tsar Alexander II of Russia, was shown, in addition 
to a part of the manuscript which he had seen but had not been able to 
obtain in 1844, additional parts of the Old Testament, the whole New 

(1) The expression occurs in Tischendorf s letter to his wife Angelika, Cairo, February 15, 1859. Cf. slide 37 of Tischendorfs Reise nach dem Sinai, as in note 10 infra. 
(la) We may disregard a small fragment (13 x 7 cm) which Tischendorf found during his second 
trip to Sinai in 1853. Most recent discussion of this fragment in E. Lauch, " Etwas vom Codex Sinaiticus," Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift der Karl-Marx- Universitdt Leipzig, 3 (1953/54), 
Gesellsch. -u. Sprachwiss. Reihe, Heft I, p. 5-11. 
(2) The earliest mention of the number of folios seen by Tischendorf in 1844 occurs in his 
Mémoire sur la découverte et l'antiquité du Codex Sinaiticus, Read at a Meeting of the Royal Society 
of Literature, February 15, 1865, p. 2. I prefer the number quoted on that occasion (130 folios) 
to Tischendorfs later information (129 folios). Cf. H. J. M. Milne and T. C. Skeat, Scribes 
and Correctors of the Codex Sinaiticus (1938), p. 82. 
(3) Codex Frederico-Augustanus... e codice Graeco omnium qui in Europa supersunt facile anti- 
quissimo... (1846); concerning the origin of his find, Tischendorf spoke of " the East," " obscurity," " Egypt or its vicinity," " Lower Egypt." Cf. ibidem, title page and p. 5; 
also, " Die Manuscripta Tischendorflana," Serapeum, 8 (1847), 52. 
(4) Tischendorf informs us that before his second trip to Sinai in 1853 he gave his secret away 
in a memorandum to von Beust, the Minister of Education of the Kingdom of Saxony; cf. Die 
Waff en der Finsterniss wider die Sinaibibel (1863), p. 11 and Die Sinaibibel. Ihre Entdeckung, 
Herausgabe und Erwerbung (1871), p. 5. [This work will subsequently be referred to as Sinaibibel.] 
In 1855, he declared that the 43 folios of the Frederico-Augustanus were but a part of what 
he had seen on his previous trip, but maintained silence as to where he had seen the manuscript : 
Cf. Monumenta Sacra inedita. Nova Collectio, I (1855), p. xxxx. However, he waited until 
March 15, 1859 before admitting in print that the Frederico-Augustanus was but a fragment 
of the manuscript he had found on Sinai. This, he said in a display of deadpan humor, had 
become clear to him beyond any doubt : Cf. " Ein Brief des Prof. Dr. Tischendorf an den 
Staatsminister v. Falkenstein," Leipziger Zeitung, Wissenschaftliche Beilage nr. 31, April 17, 
1859, p. 137. 
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Testament, the Epistle of Barnabas and a part of Pastor Hermae. Some 
months later he was permitted to take the entire 346 folios and a small 
fragment from the monastery and, in 1862, he presented them to the Russian 
Tsar, together with a four-volume edition of their contents (5). 

The intrinsic value of the Sinaiticus and the masterful publication 
of its text (completed in a record time of three years) accounted for the 
great admiration — and some envy — bestowed upon Tischendorf by his 
contemporaries. The Sinaiticus secured for him a prominent and permanent 
place in the history of scholarship. But the circumstances in which the 
manuscript had been removed from the monastery, offered to the Tsar, and 
finally obtained by Russia, aroused bitterness among Orthodox hierarchs 
and, according to travellers' reports, among the Sinai monks. These 

also produced some uneasiness among the Russians, the principal 
beneficiaries of Tischendorf's activities. The rumors, unfriendly to 

concerning the legality — or at least the propriety — of the manuscript's 
transfer, subsided (in Europe at least) only after the monks of Sinai had 
finally been persuaded to sign the manuscript away to Russia. This official 
donation occurred in 1869, a decade after Tischendorf's second discovery ( 6). 

Similar rumors were revived about 1933/4, soon after the British 
Museum acquired the Sinaiticus from Soviet authorities. These rumors 
were soon silenced. In a special pamphlet, the Trustees for the British 
Museum undertook to show that the £100,000 collected for the purchase 
of the Sinaiticus had not been paid for purloined goods (7). In an article, 
the German biblical scholar A. Deissmann took upon himself the defense 
of Tischendorf's honor (8). 

The interest in Tischendorf and in the romantic circumstances 
his discovery have been revived in recent years. At least three 

books — two of them written by Tischendorf's relatives — have kept it alive 
among the German cultivated public (9); a slide travelogue entitled 

(5) BiblioTum Codex Sinaiticus Petropolitanus... Ex tenebris protraxit in Europam transtulit... 
Const. Tischendorf, I-IV (St. Petersburg, 1862). 
(6) Gf. documents in C. R. Gregory, Prolegomena to the 8th ed. of Tischendorf's Novum 
Testamentum Graece, III, 1 (1884), p. 351-353; Idem, Textkritik des Neuen Testaments, I (1900), 
p. 27-28 (some kind of donation by July 15, 1869; definitive donation by November 18, 1869); 
cf. N. P. Ignat'ey's letters to Archimandrite Antonin, ed. A. A. Dmitrievskij, Graf Ignat'eo 
kak cerkovno-politiëeskij dejatel' na pravoslavnom vostoke (1909), p. 23-24 and 28 (donation after 
March 14, 1869, before January 7, 1870; document of donation forwarded to St. Petersburg 
about January 1870); N. P. Ignat'ev's letter to Tischendorf, Universitâtsbibliothek Leipzig, 
MS 01029 (donation made and rewards in all probability paid to the monks by December 17, 
1869). This letter has been (badly) published by Peradze, Dokumenty... (as in note 22 infra), 
p. 149-150, and summarized in The Mount Sinai Manuscript... (as in the next note), p. 8. 
(7) The Mount Sinai Manuscript of the Bible (4th ed., 1935); cf. [H. J. M. Milne and T. C. 
Skeat], The Codex Sinaiticus and the Codex Alexandrinus (2nd ed., 1955). 
(8) «Entkràftung eines Kloster-Klatsches. Kampf um den Sinaiticus», Deutsche Allgemeine Zei- 
tung, nr. 62 (Berlin, February 7, 1934). Much of Deissmann's Refutation is a repetition of 
Gregory's statements. 
(9) O. Schlisske, Der Schatz im Wiïstenkloster... (1953); L. Schneller, Tischendorf-Erinnerungen. 
Merkwurdige Auffindung der verlorenen Sinaihandschrift (1954); H. Behrend, Auf der Suche 
nach Schàtzen... (8th ed., 1960). 
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" Tischendorf 's Journey to Sinai " has been produced to be shown to 
primarily religious groups (10), and a Leipzig scholar has devoted 

much of his recent output to the Sinaiticus and its discoverer (11). 
These recent publications either repeat or corroborate with new 

arguments (12) the version of the story that has come to prevail in the 
literature on the subject ever since C. R. Gregory, the successor to 
Tischendorf s chair at Leipzig, cleared Tischendorf of any suspicion of 
improper dealings (13). In the main, this version — one might call it the 
" vulgate version " — follows, and sometimes improves upon, Tischendorf 's 
own story which that tireless scholar reiterated over and over again (14). 
Its proponents are legion (15), and its pivotal argument is as follows : On 
September 28, 1859, Tischendorf received the 346 folios of the Sinaiticus 
against a receipt; the manuscript was loaned to him so that he might publish 
it and officially donate it to the Tsar in the name of the Sinaitic community. 
Thus the presentation of the manuscript to the Tsar by Tischendorf occurred 
in accordance with a previous agreement. In any case, an official donation 
took place in 1869; the Russians acknowledged it by sending nine thousand 
rubles and some medals to the monks. Thus throughout the Sinaiticus 
affair, Tischendorf's actions were above reproach and his account true, 
for " he attempts to conceal nothing." (16) 

The documents about to be presented in this article indicate, to my satisfaction at least, that the vulgate story offers too schematic and partly incorrect a version of the events and that the conventional image painted 

in that story is not a portrait of the real Tischendorf. Answers to the 
following four questions are crucial to anyone attempting a plausible history 
of the Sinaiticus in the years 1859-1869; these answers furnish criteria for 

(10) H. Kuntz, éd., Tischendorf s Reise nach dem Sinai [= Nr. 182 of the Eichenkreuz-Bild- 
kammer at Kassel-Wilhelmshôhe]; 50 slides and explanatory pamphlet. 
(11) E.L auch, « Nichts gegen Tischendorf», Bekenntnis zur Kirche, Festgabe fur Ernst Sommerlath 
zum 70. Geburtstag (1960), p. 15-24, with a list of articles devoted to the Sinaiticus by the same 
author, who also announced (ibidem, p. 24) that his Codex-Sinaiticus-Bibliographie was in press. 
I am indebted to Mr. Lauch for providing me with information concerning his writings. 
(12) Thus E. Lauch (as in the preceding note), p. 16, published the draft of the receipt of 
February 24, 1859, in which Tischendorf promised to return the Sinaiticus within a month 
and a half. This receipt refers to the first loan of the manuscript, to be copied by Tischendorf 
and aides in the Hôtel des Pyramides at Cairo. 
(13) Cf., in addition to the two works by Gregory quoted in note 6 supra, the same author's 
Einleitung in das Neue Testament (1909), p. 434-446. 
(14) Cf. «Ein Brief...» quoted at the end of note 4 supra; Notitia editionis codicis bibliorum 
Sinaitici... (1860), p. 5-7; Bibliorum Codex Sinaiticus... I (1862), as in note 5 supra, p. lr-4v; 
Aus dem Heiligen Lande... (1862), p. 108-372; Die Anfechtungen der Sinaibibel (1863), p. 10 ff.; 
Waffen der Finsterniss wider die Sinaibibel (1863), p. 10-12; Mémoire sur la découverte..., as 
in note 2 supra, p. 2-14; Sinaibibel, passim (this is Tischendorf's principal work on the subject); 
cf. also Codex Sinaiticus — Tischendorf's Story and Argument Related by Himself (1934), p. 15-32 
(a translation of Tischendorf's Wann wurden unsere Evangelien verfasst?). 
(15) They include professional scholars like H. and K. Lake (as in note 25 infra), and all those 
who wrote popular accounts of Sinai — a multitude too overwhelming to be cited here. For the 
treatment of the Tischendorf story in two of the most recent examples of the latter genre, cf. 
H. Skrobucha, Sinai (1959), p. 107-108 and the excellent book by G. Gerster, Sinai, Land 
der Offenbarung (1961), p. 172-174. 
(16) The Mount Sinai Manuscript... (as in note 7 supra), p. 4. 
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judging Tischendorf s role in that history : (1) What were the exact 
under which Tischendorf received the Sinaiticus on September 28, 

1859? (2) By what authority did Tischendorf offer the Sinaiticus to the 
Tsar in 1862, if the official donation of the manuscript occurred only in 
1869? (3) Why did this act of donation require a whole decade to be delivered 
by the monks? (4) How is one to explain the circumstance that Cyril, the 
Archbishop of Sinai, who let Tischendorf have the manuscript in 1859, 
did not issue the act of donation, while Callistratus, his successor and enemy, 
who had nothing to do with the negotiations of 1859, did? The circumstance 
is remarkable since Cyril is said to have been eager, in the beginning at least, 
to make a gift of the manuscript to the Tsar, and was otherwise notorious 
for squandering the monastery's property, while Callistratus was hailed 
as a stern guardian of that monastery's possessions. 

In answering the first question, the adherents of the vulgate version 
improved upon Tischendorf's own story, for Tischendorf did not always 
imply that the intended donation to the Tsar was mentioned in the receipt 
of September 28, 1859 (17). The second question was not considered by the 
vulgate version at all. The third was answered by the allegation that all 
bureaucracies move slowly, and eastern bureaucracies even more slowly than 
others (18). As for the fourth question, it was treated no more thoroughly 
than the second; moreover, the reader was not always explicitly informed 
that two Archbishops of Sinai were involved in the Sinaiticus affair (19). 

Better answers than those given in the vulgate version could have 
been obtained from the publications of Uspenskij (20), Dmitrievskij (21), 
Peradze (22), and Benesevic (23). The views of these authors, all of them 
unfriendly to Tischendorf, are on occasion exaggerated, and their state- 

(17) I find such implications only in Notitia editionis... (1860), p. 7, in Bibliorum Codex... I 
(1862), p. 4V, and in the ingenious wording of Aus dem Heiligen Lande... (1862), p. 371. For 
examples how unambiguously these implications were understood from the very outset, cf. 
S. P. Tregelles, Poscript November 1, 1860, in T. H. Horne, An Introduction to the... Holy 
Scriptures, 4 (New éd., ... 1866), p. 776 : "... the MS was put into the hands of Tischendorf, 
September 28, 1859, to be presented to the Emperor Alexander II," and the anonymous author 
of Die Sinaitische Bibelhandschrift, Sdchsisches Kirchen- und Schulblatt, 13 (1863), 249 : 
Tischendorf managed to get the Sinaiticus from the Monastery as the monks' respectful gift 
for Alexander II. 
(18) E. g. C. R. Gregory, Textkritik..., p. 28; cf. idem, Einleitung..., p. 436. 
(19) E. g. Gregory, Textkritik..., p. 28 fails to make the distinction. 
(20) Porfirij Uspenskij, Kniga bytija moego, I-VIII (1894-1902), esp. books VII and VIII, 
passim; Pervoe puteëestvie v Sinajskij monastyr' v 1845 godu (1856), esp. p. 225-238; Vtoroe 
puteëestvie arhimandrita Porfirija Uspenskago v Sinajskij monastyr' v 1850 godu (1856), esp. 
p. 183; Vostok Hristianskij. Egipet i Sinaj... (1857), plates XV and XVI (= facsimiles of the 
Sinaiticus); P. V. Bezobrazov, éd., Materialy dlja biografii episkopa Porfirija Uspenskago, 
MI (1910), esp. II, p. 626-627; 681-684; 879-885; 912-922; 924-929.— I have not been able to 
consult Uspenskij's polemical pamphlet, Mnenie o sinajskoj rukopisi, soderzascej v sebe Vethij 
Zavet nepolnyj i ves' novyj Zavet... (1862). 
(21) As in note 6 supra. 
(22) G. Peradze, Dokumenty, dotyczace zagadnieA odnalezienia i tekstu kodeksu Synajskiego, 
'EKkIç, 8, 2 (Warsaw, 1934), 127-151/ 
(23) V. N. BeneSevic (Bénéchévitch), Les manuscrits grecs du Mont Sinaï et le monde savant 
de l'Europe depuis le XVIIe siècle jusqu'à 1927 [= Texte und Forschungen zur byzantinisch- 
neugriechischen Philologie, 21 (1937)], esp. p. 33-51. 
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ments sometimes wrong. But these four writers offer significant information 
and documentation; it is regrettable that the proponents of the vulgate 
version have ignored them, garbled them, or shrugged them off (24). The 
story of the Sinaiticus may be " one of the best-known stories in the history 
of palaeography;" (25) but, like all stories where the heroes and the villains 
are known in advance, it still remains a story told without too much care 
for detail. 

The material offered in the present article brings us even closer to 
answering three of the four questions that have just been asked. Whether 
the vulgate story of the Sinaiticus still retains its basic validity in the light 
of this material is more a matter of opinion than of fact. In my opinion, 
it does not. But it will, I hope, be generally agreed that the story at least 
requires some retouching. The new documents also suggest that between 

(24) I have no quarrel with those who are influenced by familial piety, professional solidarity, 
local patriotism, or religious sentiment. My criticism is directed particularly to the two 
pamphlets published under the auspices of the British Museum in 1935 and 1955 respectively 
(cf. note 7 supra). There Uspenskij 's claim to have seen the Sinaiticus (and written on it) before 
1859 is discounted as the " Usual claim put forward... by someone 'who knew about it all the time'." In reality, one of them states, Uspenskij found (after Tischendorf) " fragments of two 
leaves... This was in 1845 " (The Mount Sinai Manuscript..., p. 5, n. 2). Anyone familiar with the 
works quoted in note 20 supra (or even with A. Rahlfs' Verzeichnis... [1914], p. 226, no. 259, 2) 
knows that these statements are just not so. (I will grant that the treatment of Uspenskij in The 
Codex Sinaiticus..., p. 6, n. 1 is more equitable.) As for the " alleged admission by Count Ignatiew, 
in private letters " (and thus presumably of inferior value as testimony) to the effect " that he 
had 'stolen' the Codex," the pamphlet writes it off as a joke on the part of that astute diplomat 
(ibidem, p. 11). But that " alleged " admission is printed for all to read in Dmitrievskij's work 
(as in note 6 supra), which the authors of the British Museum pamphlet did not directly quote, 
but of whose existence they were aware. If they took the trouble to read Ignat'ev's correspondence 
published there, they would have realized that Ignat'ev wrote in dead earnest and that, 

he did not say that he had stolen the Codex, but that the Codex had been " stolen 
by us," i.e., by Russia. On this point, cf. p. 80 infra. BeneSeviô is said to have heard from the 
skeuophylax Polycarp in 1908 that the Sinaiticus " itself came to light among some rubbish 
which his predecessor in office had been cleaning out and burning in the bread ovens " (The 
Codex Sinaiticus..., p. 6, n. 1). What a marvelous confirmation of Tischendorf's story! Alas, 
when we turn to BeneSevic (Opisanie grec. ruk. mon. So. Ekateriny, I [1911], p. xvi, n. 1), we 
read : " Quite recently, in order to get rid of 'rubbish,' they heated the bread oven with old 
books, among which were very rare editions." Thus the Sinaiticus is not mentioned in the 
passage adduced. What is more, no manuscripts at all are involved in the burning; and Poly- 
carp's pyromaniac predecessor is a misunderstanding. Finally, since the statement is not Polycarp's, 
but BeneSevid's (this appears with all clarity from the version of the same story the latter gave 
in Les manuscrits grecs... [as in the preceding note], p. 36), we are in the twentieth century, 
not in Tischendorf's times. The Codex Sinaiticus..., p. 8, reports that the troubles culminating 
in Archbishop Cyril's deposition in 1867 " were quite unconnected with the gift of the 

BeneSeviô, Les manuscrits grecs..., p. 48, thought otherwise; if not BeneSeviô, then 
The Mount Sinai Manuscript..., p. 8, should have given the authors of The Codex Sinaiticus 
food for thought : Ignat'ev's letter of December 17, 1869, which is summarized there, is explicit 
on the connection between " troubles " and " gift." The Codex Sinaiticus..., p. 8, n. 1 does 
quote BeneSeviô's Les manuscrits grecs... in passing, but only to remark that it unjustifiably 
questions Tischendorf's veracity; Peradze's Dokumenty... is quoted too (ibidem, p. 6, n. 2), 
as a publication not " adding anything of importance to the facts already known;" not a word 
is said of the six letters of Archbishop Cyril to Tischendorf which appear therein, and add a 
few things of importance on the manuscript's donation, one of these being that Cyril politely 
refused to make such a donation. In his Text of the Greek Bible (2nd éd., 1948), p. 78, n. 1, Sir 
Frederick Kenyon stated that " the fullest and fairest account of the whole [Sinaiticus] affair 
is to be found in the pamphlet The Mount Sinai Manuscript of the Bible, published by the 
British Museum in 1934." It is difficult to subscribe to this view. 
(25) The formulation is by H. and K. Lake, Codex Sinaiticus... (Oxford, 1922), p. vu. 
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1859 and 1869 the affair of the Sinaiticus produced repercussions not only 
beyond the awareness of modern research, but beyond that of Tischendorf 
himself. 

II. 

Until recently, the receipt issued by Tischendorf on September 28, 
1859 remained unknown to scholars, although it was said that it did exist 
somewhere either on Sinai or in Cairo (26). The rumor proved to be correct, 
for when in November of 1960 I discussed the Sinaiticus with the then acting 
œconomos of the monastery Nicephorus, he claimed to have Tischendorf s 
receipt in his cell. Two days later he produced a sheet of four pages, with 
f. lv and 2r empty (see PI. 4). F. lr contained the main text of the receipt 
in Tischendorf s own handwriting; f. 2V bears remarks by two hands, 

the document (27). The main text runs as follows : 

y ô uTCoypacp6[jLevoç, KtùVffTavTÏvoç o tou Tio"xev86pcpou, àrcecnraXfjiivoç vuv 
tt)v àvocToX^jv è£ iniTcuyriç 'AXs£àv8pou tou aÛToxpaTopoç toxgtcùv tcov 'Pcocrauov StafxapT 
Stà ryjç raxpoùaTjç ypacpyjç Ôti Y) 'Ispà 'ASeXçonqç tou 6pouç Stva xarà ouvéueiav 
tou è^oxcoTaTOu Ilpéapecoç Ao(iàvco(3 rcapéScoxé [loi X6yco Savslou xs(-p6YPa90V àpxatov tôv 
ajXcpoTspwv Sta07)xcov xaré/ov cpuXXa 346 xal xo[Z(a<xti6v ti |juxp6v, a7c6xT7][xa tou ocùtou [xova- 
crnqpfou, Ôrcsp 6éXoo cpépstv (jlst' è(xauTOÛ èv IIeTpou7i;6X£i 7rpôç TOxpafioXYjv tou Û7C 'èfxoij yevo[x£vou 
àvTtypà<pou îrpoç to 7rpa)TOTU7tov èv xaipô T7}ç èxTUTrwaewç. Tô ^sipoypacpov touto è(X7ti,(7Teu6év 
(xoi Û7tô toùç èv T^j pTQÔsicryj èTTiCTToXy] tou Kup. Aopàvco^ Y)(xepoXoYou{xévjQ omb 10 2$ 
1859. ûuô àpi6(i.ov 510. èvSiaXafx^avofjLÉvouç Ôpouç U7roaxo{xai, aTcoSouvai ffûov xal 

'I tou Sivà 'ASeXcpoTTjTi eîç 7rp<0Tir]v aÙTrjç àvaÇï)TY)<uv. 

KtovcrTavTtvoç ô tou TiaxsvS6pcpou. 
'Ev Katptp 16/28 2e7CTe(xPp. 1859 (28). 

(26) Cf. the hemming and hawing of Gregory, Einleitung... (as in note 13 supra), p. 437-38; cf. W. Hotzelt, " Die kirchenrechtlichte Stellung von Bistum und Kloster Sinai zur Zeit der 
Entdeckung der Sinaibibel " Theologische Liter aturzeitung, 74 (1949), 462; E. Lauch, " Nichts 
gegen Tischendorf " (as in note 11 supra), p. 18 and 22 with notes 28 and 33. 
(27) First hand : à7u68ei£iç TiaroevSàpç Sià t6v Stvaïxixàv KtiStxa. 

Second hand : eôpéGy] èv xotç èyypàçotç toû JApxie7ttcrx67rou Sivâ Kup{XXou tou SrpixtSou [?]. 
(28) I, the undersigned, Constantin von Tischendorf, now on mission to the Levant upon the 
command of Alexander, Autocrat of All the Russias, attest by these presents that the Holy 
Confraternity of Mount Sinai, in accordance with the letter of His Excellency Ambassador 
Lobanov, has delivered to me as a loan an ancient manuscript of both Testaments, being the 
property of the aforesaid monastery and containing 346 folia and a small fragment. These 
I shall take with me to St. Petersburg in order that I may collate the copy previously made 
by me with the original at the time of publication of the manuscript. 
The manuscript has been entrusted to me under the conditions stipulated in the aforementioned 
letter of Mr. Lobanov, dated September 10, 1859, Number 510. This manuscript I promise 
to return, undamaged and in a good state of preservation, to the Holy Confraternity of Sinai 
at its earliest request. 

Constantin von Tischendorf. 
Cairo, September 16/28, 1859. 
The receipt found its way into Nicephorus' cell from the archives of Sinai's Cairene dependency. 
At present, it is exhibited in the visitor's room of the monastery's New Library. Several members 
of the 1960 Expedition cooperated in having it mounted under glass. 
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At first glance the text of the receipt is not too favorable to 
Tischendorf's cause, as it does not allude by single word to the monks' alleged 
intention of donating the Sinaiticus to Alexander II, while it is quite explicit 
as to the manuscript's restitution which was to be made at the monastery's 
earliest request. But Tischendorf was a careful negotiator. The Sinaiticus 
— so the receipt states — was to be entrusted to him under the terms outlined 
in Prince Lobanov's letter of September 10 (29). In this letter, the Russian 
Ambassador did say that, from what he had heard, the monks intended 
to present the manuscript to the Tsar. Thus even today an admirer of 
Tischendorf might rise to the defense of this scholar's occasional hints (30) 
that a donation was mentioned or implied in the receipt of September 28. 
However, this defense will be weak indeed. In the same letter, Prince 
Lobanov goes on to state that the person who had enlightened him in regard 
to the monk's noble intention to donate the manuscript to Russia was 
none other than Tischendorf himself, and the monks of Sinai had no reason 
to be bound by the statements of a Tischendorf concerning their intentions. 
They could very well let the reference to the| " terms of Prince jLobanov's 
letter " stand in the receipt; the terms they had in mind were those by which 
the Ambassador undertook to restore the manuscript to the community 
and to assure them that, while on loan, the Sinaiticus would remain the 
monastery's property. That this was the monks' understanding of these 
terms is evident from their reply, dated September 29, to Prince Lobanov's 
letter. This reply did not mention a donation; it spoke only of a temporary 
loan of the manuscript as a gesture of the Community's special devotion 
to the Russian Imperial House (31). 

Thus it must be granted that in 1859 the monks, too, turned out 
to be careful negotiators. The cautious leaders of Sinai did not commit 
themselves (in writing at least, their words might have been more 

to any offering of the Sinaiticus whatsoever. 

Ill 

While sifting through the material — ranging in date from the fifth 
to the twentieth century — contained in one of the chests which stand along 
the walls of the monastery's New Library, I chanced upon an envelope 

"Eyypaça 7cepl toG Savefoo tou xsl?°yp^90XJ T°S Stvà. It yielded, among other 
things, the five documents transcribed and discussed in the following pages : 

1 . A letter from the monk Germanos to the Archbishop-Elect of Sinai, 
Cyril, then in Constantinople. Date : Cairo, October 28, 1859. 

(29) Text in Sinaibibel, p. 22-23, and in Bene§eviô, Les manuscrits grecs... (as in note 23 supra), p. 45. 
?30) Cf. note 17 supra. 
(31) Cf. French version in Bene§eviô, Les manuscrits grecs... (as in note 23 supra), p. 46; Greek 
(original?) version in Cyril's Draft, reproduced p. 69-70 infra. 
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Cyril, the Archbishop-Elect of Sinai, was the chief spokesman for 
the monks in the negotiations with Tischendorf. About October 5, 1859 (32), 
a week after the conclusion of these negotiations, Cyril left Cairo for 
Constantinople in order to further his cause at the Oecumenical Patriarchate, 
at the Sublime Porte, and at the Russian Imperial Embassy. This journey 
was deemed necessary, since the Patriarch of Jerusalem, who by tradition 
performed the ordination of Sinai's archbishops, was violently opposed 
to Cyril. To keep informed of the events and the climate of opinon back 

home, Cyril enlisted the services of a confidential informant Germanos. Germanos' letter of October 16/28, 1859 (see PL 5 and 6) was his very first 

report to Cyril. After vividly describing the disorders which had erupted 
in the monastery's Cairene dependency on account of the " accursed wine- 
bibbing," tt)v èrcàpaTov oîvoTïoa^av, Germanos turned to the subject of 

who had left Alexandria on October 9 (33), a few days after Cyril's 
departure : 

[p. 2] '0 TtexevSopcp, arc' ÊvavTiaç tcov ûjAETépcov auaTàaecov xal tcôv 07cocrxeers<ov t°u> 
à(xoc el^e Xa(3ei to pi(3Xiov etc ^sïpaç, ècmeuoe va to Siaxoivcoay) etç 6Xov t6 Kàïpov, sïxs àito 
(xaTat6T7]Ta, zïxe <xnb àXX-rçv Tivà avuav. è[Aa0o{Aev 8è 6xi ô; ïStoç eZ/e^ xaTaxcop-yjaEt [sic] ènl 
tou àvTixeifxévou toutou 7ipoXa(i6vTcoç êv àp0pov etç {xlav 'AyyXixyjv è(pY)[i.epiSa (34). Kal 
etciS"/) ô xôafzoç èSco [sic] 8èv £yei àXXï]v ô|juX[av tjSt] Tcapà xon StvaïTixà, [p. 3] riyépvri ^.syàXT) 
xaTaxpauyT) xaTà tcov SivaïTcov StoTi àuE^évcocrav to xsip6ypa9ov touto, eTreiSv) ô TtcrxevSopc 
8isx7)pu^ev 6/i Ôti t6 s8avsiCT07j, àXX' Ôti t6 ëXa[3sv ôptaTtxtôç Sià va tô 7tpocr9ép]r) sic tov AÙto- 
xpaTopa. 60sv èSw [sic] slvou yvco^Tj Ôtl ttjv 7cpo<79opàv tocÙttjv èxàpiaTe Y) SspaajjiioTTjç Sàç 
Sià va 7tpoaXàp7)Te ttjv U7repào-7n,cnv tyjç aÙToas P. IIp£a[3siaç. Touto ^xouaa uapà 7roXXc5v, 
xal Tcapà tou Eûysviou, 6c7Ttç Tcpoç tolç àXXoiç [xot, el7csv 6ti touto to 7teptaTaTt.x6v SuvaTai va 

Y) axàvSaXov Tt, Sl6ti ^spaiwç ot èvTauSa Û7revavTioi 8èv OéXouv Xei^et ouzo tou va ypà^ouv ' IepoCToXû(xcov, xapaKT/jpiÇovTSç ty)v 7ipôc^i.v TauTYjv 67rcoç toîç ffufxçépst. '0 S7cav67touXoç 
f sffxéçGY] xai (xàç elîts \ik écXXouç Xoyouç, xal {xè 7CV£U(xa éyavTlov, Ta aÙTa. r)[xetç ■y)pv/)8ir){xev 
xat àpvou[xe0a TràvTOTS t^v èxSÇSoçny tou ^stpoypàcpou "Kèyovxec, 6x1 to à7rsCTTetXa(jtsv elç to 
MovaaTY)p(.ov. MoXaTauTa èysxp{va[xev va 7rpoXàpcù(xev Stà tou èo-cùxXe£<7Too 7càv èvSsx6(jievov, 
87)(xofft,euovTeç xb Sàvstov touto. à7TOCTTéXXo[xev 8é ty)v sctcoxXslcttov StaTpi^v ty) 'T. Ss(3aafju6- 
T7)Ti, àaTe àv èyxp[vY) aùnr)v, va tï)v S7][x,oo"(,£uo~jq. vojxi^co 6x1 y ST^oaieuaiç auTTj SùvaTat va 
à^pXuvjQ ToùXà^taTov Tàç £7rt tou àvTixEiptivou toutou Tzpoaftokàç tcov èvavTÊcov, xal TcpÉ7cei 
va 0£copyjo~y]T£ tvjv U7t60£ctiv TaÙTrjv \ik ttjv àvyjxouaav c7touSat6T7)Ta, xa06Tt av al ^ 
90àCTCocriv sic xà Sixcc xr^ç 'P. ElpECT^E^aç, ©éXouat. tyjv 8uaap£(yT7)o-£i pe[îaicoç (35). 

(32) Date to be inferred from Document 2, p. 63 infra. 
(33) Cf. e.g. Sinaibibel, p. 25. 
(34) This must have been a false rumor. Or did Germanos confuse an English with a German 
newspaper? Tischendorf, fearing that the Sinaiticus might be bought right from under his 
nose, announced his find in the April 17, 1859 issue of the " Scientific Supplement " to the 
Leipziger Zeitung ; cf. end of note 4 supra. 
(35) Contrary to our recommendations and to his own promises, Tischendorf, as soon as he put 
his hands on the book, hastened to spread the news throughout the whole of Cairo, either out 
of vanity or for some other reason. We also learned that he had beforehand published an article 
on this subject in an English daily. Since by now people here have no other subject of 

than the affairs of Sinai, a great outcry arose against the Sinaites for having alienated 
this manuscript, since Tischendorf announced not that he had borrowed it, but rather that 
he had taken it for the definite purpose of offering it to the Emperor. Therefore people here 
are of the opinion that this offering has been arranged by Your Eminence in order that you 
might acquire the protection of the Russian Embassy there. I heard this said by many, and 
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There is little love for Tischendorf in this report, written only a month 
after the Sinaiticus had been handed over to him. Tischendorf had not 
kept his part of the bargain, he had been indiscreet, he was vain. Instead 
of stating that the manuscript had been loaned, he claimed that it was 
to be donated to the Tsar. This was either not true or at least not the version 
agreed upon. 

But was the manuscript to be donated, or was it not? On this point, Germanos' letter does not afford absolute clarity. Rumor had it that it was, 

as the price to be paid for Russian support. Cyril's enemies would exploit 
these rumors; the Russians, too, might be displeased. Therefore Germanos 
penned a special tract, unfortunately lost, in which these rumors were 
denied. 

2. Tischendorf 's note to Cyril. Date : Alexandria, October 4, 1859. 

Monseigneur, 

Empêché de venir ce matin, comme j'avais annoncé par Mr. le Consul Général, pour vous répéter mes adieux, je m'empresse de vous envoyer ce billet pour le Prince 
Lobanow, devant accompagner la petite caisse à son adresse. En même temps je 
me permets de renouveler à Votre Eminence l'hommage de mon dévouement 

et de toute ma gratitude. Vous savez que mon cœur vous suivra fidèlement 
à Constantinople et partout; veuillez bien aussi m'accompagner dans mon long 
chemin avec vos prières et votre bénédiction. 

De Votre Eminence 
le tout dévoué serviteur 

Alexandrie C. Tischendorf 
ce 4. Oct(o)bre 
1859 

With the Sinaiticus in the bag, there was no urgent need to pay 
personal respects to Cyril, who was on the point of leaving for Constantinople. 
But Tischendorf was a man of good manners, and hastened to assure Cyril 
of his gratitude. It would be interesting to know the contents of the " little 
box " sent to Ambassador Lobanov's address. 

particularly by Eugenios. Among other things, he told me that this incident may cause some 
trouble, since the local adversaries surely will not abstain from writing to the Patriarch of 
Jerusalem, and from characterizing this action in accordance with their purposes. Spanopoulos 
paid us a visit and told us the same thing, although in other words and in an opposite spirit. 
We have been and still are denying all along that the manuscript had been given away, saying 
that we have sent it back to the monastery. Nevertheless, we thought it wise to anticipate 
all the eventualities in making this loan public by means of the enclosure. We are sending the 
enclosed essay to your Eminence so that it might be published, should it meet with Your 
Eminence's approval. I believe that such a publication might at least take the edge off the enemies' attacks in that matter. You should give this affair the serious consideration it deserves, 
for, should these rumors reach the ear of the Russian Embassy, they will surely cause displeasure 
there. 
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3. Letter of Tischendorf to Cyril, with " Tischendorf's Draft," an 
enclosure written in Tischendorf's own hand (see PI. la and 7b). Date : 
Leipzig, January 21, 1864. 

[p. 1] Monseigneur, 

C'est avec une véritable satisfaction que j'ai reçu de Vos nouvelles. Elles 
n'étaient pas des meilleurs [sic]; mais elles me renouvellent Votre amitié, Votre 

: voilà pourquoi j'en suis charmé. Avant tout il faut me plaindre de ce 
que mes derniers envois à ce qu'il paraît, ont manqué Votre Eminence. Après Votre 
dernière lettre, remise au mois de Déc(em)bre 1861, je Vous ai adressé une lettre 
au mois de Mai ou Juin 1862; plus tard je Vous ai envoyé par un missionnaire 

qui allait aux Indes un exemplaire de mon ouvrage allemand : " Aus dem 
heiligen Lande " (" De la terre Sainte ") qui s'occupe tant de Votre couvent et de 
ses affaires, ainsi que de mon vénérable protecteur l'archevêque Cyrille. Plus tard, 
je pense au mois d'Avril 1863, je Vous ai écrit une longue lettre, en Vous rapportant 
l'accueil que l'Empereur m'avait fait en recevant la grande édition du Codex (36) et 
l'entretien que j'avais eu avec S.M.I, sur le MS original. Aussi je vous ai envoyé 
ma brochure contre Porphyrios — devenu bien doux après — et contre Simonides, 
intitulée : " Die Anfechtungen der Sinaibibel " (Les attaques contre la bible du Sinai). 
Enfin au mois de Mai ou Juin 1863 je vous ai envoyé le premier exemplaire du " Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum." 

(37) Eh bien, serait-il possible que rien de 
tout cela ne soit parvenu à Votre adresse? Tous les envois de poste étaient cependant " recommandés au [sic] soins obligeans du Consulat général de Russie en Egypte." 
S'ils [p. 2] ont été véritablement perdus, je tâcherai au moins de réparer les deux 
livres, qui forment une partie essentielle de mes publications " Sinaitiques." 

Maintenant passons à Vos nouvelles. Les affaires des Principautés ne me 
sont pas restées inconnues, et les injustices du Gouvernement relativement au 
couvents [sic], m'affligent extrêmement. Mais dernièrement nos journaux ont rapporté 
que les Grandes Puissances, notamment la Russie, ont protesté contre ces actes 
arbitraires du Prince Couza. J'espère avec Votre Eminence, que le bon Dieu fera 
triompher enfin le bon droit et l'intérêt sacré de l'Église. 

Quand [sic] au MS. biblique, je plains beaucoup la perte de ma dernière 
lettre, où j'en avais longuement parlé. Voilà quelques mots de cette lettre, tels qu'ils 

se trouvent dans mes brouillons : " Quand [sic] à l'original, je l'ai remis, d'après le désir du Ministre, dans 
les mains de l'Empereur; l'Empereur l'a fait déposer dans les caves du Ministère 
des Affaires Étrangères, garanties contre le feu. Dans l'audience l'Empereur a 
vivement abordé la question de la donation du MS. La donation ne lui paraissait 
pas encore toute certaine, et il en était assez peiné; aussi faisait-il mention de 

du patriarche de Jérusalem. Je lui répondis que ce patriarche n'a aucun 
pouvoir aux affaires du couvent, et que le prince Gortczakoff (38), co(m)me le 
Ministre m'avait dit quand je dînais chez lui, venait justement de lui envoyer l'ordre 
d'Alex. Newsky. Quant au couvent même, j'assurais Sa Majesté des meilleurs [sic] 
dispositions pour la donation; je faisais valoir que Vous ne Vous étiez nullement 

word, a sign refers to the following insertion at the bottom of the page : Tout 
lême le Pape m'a écrit une lettre avec les plus grands éloges sur l'édition. Cette 

(36) After this 
dernièrement même 
lettre, imprimée partout," a fait une grande sensation, aussi à St. Pétersbourg. 
(37) A copy of this book is still preserved in the Monastery's Library. 
(38) Prince A. M. Gorôakov (1798-1883), the famous Russian diplomat and Minister of Foreign 
Affairs (1856-1882). 
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opposé au titre : Codex Sinaiticus Petropolitanus — ce qui intéressait particulièrement 
l'Impératrice — ; je lui rapportai aussi les déclarations bienveillantes [p. 3] que Vous 
aviez faites à cet égard à Mr. de Noroff (39) qui m'avait prié d'en faire part à 
l'Empereur; je déclarais enfin que d'après mon opinion il ne fallait plus faire autre 
chose que m? envoyer au couvent, chargé des présents Impériaux. L'Empereur ne me 
dit pas le contraire; mais il a cru devoir avant tout s'en rapporter à son ministre. 
Celui-ci, Mr. de Golovnine (40), m'a dit qu'il fallait gagner du temps, mais qu'on 
écrira à Votre Eminence de temps à temps, pour demander Vos résolutions. Voilà 
une manière d'agir, que je ne trouve pas bonne. En retournant par Varsovie (au 
mois de Dec. 1862) j'en parlais au Grand Duc Constantin (41), qui a un intérêt tout 
particulier pour cette affaire; il était parfaitement de mon avis, non de celui de 
Mr. de Golovnine — qui d'ailleurs du cabinet du Grand Duc est passé au Ministère." 

Mr. de Golovnine, je n'en doute pas, n'est pas trop de nos amis, bien qu'il 
m'ait fait présent " en marque d'amitié " de ses propres insignes, lorsque l'Empereur 
m'a revêtu de la première classe (Grand'Croix et Gr. Cordon) de l'Ordre de 
S. Stanislas, et qu'il m'ait comblé d'attentions pendant ma présence à St. Pétersbourg. 

Depuis mon retour à Leipzig je n'ai pas cessé de m'occuper de l'affaire. 
En envoyant à S.M.I, le " Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum " j'ai écrit à l'Empereur 
dans le même sens que je lui en avais parlé à Zarsko-Sélo. Mr. le [sic] Golovnine, 
par lequel j'ai fait transmettre la lettre, n'a pas manqué de dissuader l'Empereur 
d'exécuter tout de suite mes propos. Mais le Grand Duc Constantin m'a de nouveau 
fait savoir qu'il est tout d'accord avec moi et qu'il appuiera mes vues et mes 

21 Dec Voilà donc où nous en sommes. Votre lettre du ^r—? -, qui ne m'est par- 2 Janv. n r 
venue qu'hier, doit redoubler mon zèle. Votre Eminence a commencé Sa lettre par 
les mots : [p. 4] "Je ne puis pas croire que vous m'avez oublié." J'y réponds, 
Monseigneur : Mon cœur n'a jamais cessé d'être tout à Vous; j'aurais honte de pouvoir 
jamais manquer à mon sincère dévouement envers Votre Eminence et de pouvoir 
jamais oublier les intérêts de la communauté du Sinai. Eh bien, je Vous prie de 
regarder l'affaire de notre MS. comme une telle qui attend son règlement. Mais ne 
différez plus la déclaration que la communauté désire en faire hommage à l'Empereur 
et chargez moi-même de présenter cette déclaration personnellement à S.M.I. Je 
prends la liberté d'ajouter à ma lettre une esquisse des termes de cette déclaration; 
peut-être aura-t-elle Votre approbation. Quand j'aurai ce document dans mes 
mains, j'irai à St. Pétersbourg. L'Empereur, je n'en doute pas, sera vivement touché 
d'une telle marque de confiance de Votre part, et je mettrai tout mon zèle, toute 
mon influence à ce que cette noble donation soit noblement récompensée, en déclarant 
ouvertement que l'honneur de l'Empereur, l'honneur de la Russie y est engagé. 
Aussi je ne doute point que je réussirai; les membres les plus influents de la famille 
Impériale m'ont constamment témoigné leurs vives sympathies; et l'Empereur 

(39) A. S. Norov (1795-1869), Russian Minister of Public Instruction (1854-1858), a personal 
friend and ally of Tischendorf. As an administrator, he was well-meaning but ineffective. This 
writer, polyglot, and amateur scholar, who was a member of the Imperial Academy of Sciences, 
had travelled to the Holy Land. He also was an acquaintance of Porfirij Uspenskij. 
(40) A. V. Golovnin (1821-1886), energetic and liberal Minister of Public Instruction (1862- 
1866; dismissed after the attempt at Alexander IPs life). In earlier years, Golovnin had been 
a confidant and protégé of Grand Duke Gonstantine (see next note). 
(41) Constantine (1827-1892), brother of Alexander II, was made Viceroy of the Polish Kingdom 
in 1862. He resigned — or was made to resign — in the middle of 1863, having refrained from 
taking harsh repressive measures against the Polish insurrection of that year. In 1863-1864 
he undertook a prolonged journey abroad, in the course of which he visited several German 
principalities. 
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saura apprécier la justesse des propositions que j'aurai alors le droit formel de faire 
valoir. Tout prochainement j'irai à Bade, où le Grand Duc Constantin passe cet hiver; 
je le préviendrai de ces arrangements; ses conseils et sa protection me guideront 
dans les démarches qui seront à faire. Malgré les affaires si tristes de la Pologne 
je sais que l'Empereur est resté tout dévoué à Son frère. 

Veuillez donc croire, Monseigneur, que cette affaire me tient profondément 
au cœur. C'est avec impatience que j'attends de Vos nouvelles, que j'attends Vos 
résolutions. En attendant agréez, Monseigneur, l'assurance de ma gratitude 

et de mes sentimens respectueux, ainsi que mes complimens empressés à tous 
Vos confrères — 

Constantin Tischendorf 
Conseiller du Roi de Saxe et 

Professeur à l'Univ. de Leipzig. 

[p. 5] Sire, 

V.M.I, a gracieusement daigné m'envoyer pour les Monastères du Sinai, 
qui sont confiés à ma garde, deux exx. de la Bible du Sinai d'après l'admirable 
publication que Mr. Tischendorf en a exécutée sous les auspices de Votre Maj. Imp. 
En exprimant à V.M.I, nos remercîmens profonds pour ce don précieux, nous nous 
félicitons, moi et la communauté, d'avoir avec tout empressement prêté la main 
à cette publication, par laquelle un trésor unique de notre Sainte foi fut rendu à 
toute la Chrétienté. 

D'après la stipulation, passée entre le Monastère et Mr. Tischendorf le 
16/28 Sept. 1859, l'édition achevée, notre communauté a le droit de réclamer l'original. 
Elle n'a guère l'intention d'user de ce droit. Remplis du plus profond respect et 
dévouement pour le haut protecteur de notre Sainte Église orthodoxe, nous désirons 
déposer comme un hommage de piété et de confiance, la Bible du Sinai aux pieds 
de V.M.I. Qu'elle soit digne d'augmenter la gloire d'Alexandre IL, digne aussi 
d'assurer la grâce et la protection bienveillante à la communauté des Sinaites. 

La communauté a confié son précieux MS. à Mr. Tischendorf, lorsque en 
1859 la mission, dont il était chargé par V.M.I. , l'avait conduit dans notre couvent. 
Sur sa demande elle le charge maintenant de déposer le même MS. aux pieds de 
V.M.I, et d'être l'interprète de ses vœux et de sa dévotion auprès de V.M.I. 

Nous implorons tous la grâce de Dieu sur la tête sacrée de V.M.I. C'est 
avec le plus profond respect et dévouement que j'ai l'honneur d'être, Sire, 

de V.M.I. 
le tr. humble et tr. obéiss. serviteur, 

When Tischendorf discussed the Sinaiticus with Alexander II, the 
donation of the manuscript " did not seem quite assured " to the Emperor. 
Assured indeed ! There had been no donation at all, either in September 1859 
or by November 10, 1862, when the conversation with Alexander took place, 
or, finally, by January 21, 1864, when the present letter was written : 
this is evident from the phrase " do not delay the donation any longer." 

As a matter of fact, there was to be no donation for as long as Cyril would 
remain Archbishop of Sinai. 

When in his draft of Cyril's address to Alexander II Tischendorf 
summed up the terms of the agreement of September 28, 1859, he abstained 
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from mentioning any intended donation; on the contrary, he stated that the 
community of Sinai had the right to ask for the manuscript's return. He 
could not have done otherwise : " Tischendorf's Draft " was destined for 
Cyril, and Cyril would have rejected any other formulation. 

In his Sinaibibel (42) which appeared in 1871, Tischendorf intimated 
that the putting of the Sinaiticus into the Emperor's hands on November 10, 
1862 was his own idea. By 1871, the Sinaiticus had been legally donated, 
and Tischendorf, an honorable man by that time, could afford some boasting. 
But by 1864 it must have been clear to all, and especially to Cyril, that 
in 1862 Tischendorf had had no right to put the manuscript into any person's 
hands. Had Tischendorf felt that he had such right in 1862, he would not 
have been so eager to repeat the ceremony (with a slight variation) in 1864, 
this time by putting the Sinaiticus at His Imperial Majesty's feet. In the 
present letter Tischendorf was far from assuming full responsibility for his 
act of 1862 and attributed it to a Russian minister's prompting. 

The words " you were in no way opposed to the title Codex Sinaiticus 
Petropolitanus " confirm the impression that Tischendorf was on somewhat 
slippery ground when he appended the attribute Petropolitanus to that of 
Sinaiticus on the title-page of his four-volume edition of 1862. By so doing, 
he implied that the manuscript would find its permanent abode in St. 

Tischendorf's sole authority for imposing the new adjective was 
Cyril's silence : Cyril had not answered the letter in which Tischendorf 
suggested the addition, and thus had not directly opposed the change. 
In Tischendorf's interpretation this meant that Cyril approved it (43). 

The letter's euphemisms did not obscure the aims of both correspondents. 
Cyril hoped to obtain Tischendorf's support for Sinai's endeavors to retain 
its Romanian possessions, confiscated by Prince Couza's government in 
1863 (44). Cyril's was a vain expectation, for neither Tischendorf nor his 
pious hopes could change anything in the course of events, especially since 
the Russians, with whom Tischendorf was reputed to be influential, had 
no intention of intervening. 

Tischendorf's aim was twofold. First, he wanted to see the donation 
made in due form, and thus to be let off the hook. In exchange, he dangled 

the promise of a compensation before Cyril. Since this was an affair in which " Russia's honor was at stake," the compensation would be liberal. But 

Tischendorf had a second goal as well : to have the Russian government 
send him on one more scholarly and diplomatic trip to the Near East. 
Already in 1862, he had personally suggested to the Tsar that he should 
be sent to the monastery in order to bring the Sinaiticus affair to a conclusion : 
through the present letter and through " Tischendorf's Draft " he again 

P. 86-87. 
Cf. also Sinaibibel, p. 86. 

(44) Cf. also Sinaibibel, p. 88. 
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offered his services as intermediary. But the Russians were unwilling to 
incur unnecessary expenses. In 1862, Minister Golovnin was evasive and 
thus earned Tischendorf's displeasure. In 1868, the Russian Ambassador 
to the Porte Ignat'ev, who did not mince words, alluded to Tischendorf's 
proposed scheme and said that the " misunderstandings " connected with 
the Sinaiticus were created by " a German who had wanted to take another 
joy ride to Sinai and Athos at the Government's expense and under the 
Russian flag." (45) 

There is no need to dwell on Tischendorf's own reference to 
Mr. Tischendorf's admirable publication, or the various passages in which 
he displays his medals and describes his hobnobbing with the great, for these 
passages do not directly bear on the history of the Sinaiticus. 

4. Letter of Tischendorf to Cyril. Date : Leipzig, March 23, 1864. 

[p. 1] Eminence, 

N'ayant pas encore reçu de réponse à ma lettre du 9/21 Janvier, je commence 
à craindre que cette lettre ou Votre réponse ne se soit perdue, comme il est arrivé 
aux envois précédents que j'avais faits à Votre Eminence. Je m'imagine aussi bien 
que ce n'était pas si simple, si facile d'exécuter incessamment ma proposition. Quoi 
qu'il en soit, je me résous à Vous adresser ce billet pour Vous dire que S.A.I, le Grand 
Duc Constantin, chez qui j'ai passé à Bade-Bade quelques jours au mois de Février, 
s'intéresse toujours le plus vivement à notre affaire et qu'il a pleinement approuvé 
les démarches que je Vous ai proposées. Il a jugé absolument nécessaire que Votre 
Eminence adresse une telle lettre à S.M.I, pour qu'on puisse engager S.M.I, à 
reconnaître hautement la noble libéralité de Votre part et de toute la fraternité 
envers l'Empereur. Le Grand Duc, [p. 2] par lequel le Ministre de l'Instruction 
Publique a obtenu son poste et qui n'a pas cessé un instant d'être dans la plus grande 
intimité avec l'Empereur, veut bien que dans cette affaire je m'attache tout à sa 
protection et à sa coopération. Voilà une véritable garantie d'un succès parfait. 
La santé délabrée de la Grande Duchesse le retient encore en Allemagne; mais à 
pâques (d'après le calendrier Russe) il compte se rendre à St. Pétersbourg. Je serai 
trop heureux d'y aller en même temps, chargé de Votre dépêche pour l'Empereur. 

Je vous prie donc de me faire connaître Vos résolutions à cet égard, et je 
Vous supplie d'exécuter ma proposition, pour pouvoir enfin m'acquitter moi-même 
dignement de mes obligations envers Votre Eminence. 

C'est avec le plus profond respect que je suis tout à Votre Eminence. 

T . . 1 1 zoo Tv/r Const. Tischendorf Leipzig ce 11/23 Mars 
1864. 

This letter adds little to the preceding one : Cyril continued his silence, 
Tischendorf, his entreaties and promises. 

(45) Ignat'ev to Archimandrite Antonin, June 30, 1868, in Dmitrievskij, Graf Ignat'ev... 
(as in note 6 supra), p. 27. 
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5. " Cyril's Draft " : a memorandum, outlining the history of the 
Sinaiticus affair from September 1859 on (see PI. 8a). Date : after August 
1867, perhaps as late as 1869 (46). 

The draft is unsigned, but its handwriting is unmistakably Cyril's (47). 
This document, illegibly scribbled, teems with insertions, deletions and 
additions. The text given below is essentially a fair copy of the draft; thus, 
except for the beginning of the text, a continuous narrative has been 

The actual situation in the manuscript is given in the apparatus. 

[p. 1] 'H 'Iepà Movt) tou Sivà "Opouç xàro/oç oijaa [sic] îcavap^afou tivoç ^sipoy- 
pàçou àv7)xovxoç xarà ttjv yvcàjrrçv tûv aocpeoxépcov xptTtxôv etç tov (30V ^ yov perà. Xpt<jTÔv 
aî&va xal 7reptsxovToç 

Mépoç ttjç IlaXataç AtaOirjxTjç 
5 "Atoxckxv tyjv Katvyjv Ata0"/)X7)v 

'EttkitoX^v Bapvà(3a tou 'AttocttÔXou àvéx&OTOv 
xaÊ Ttva #XXa à7coar7ràfffjt.aTa àyvaxjTCùv IxxXTjatacmxcov cruyypafAfzàTCùv (Tuvt«TTà(jievov èx 
oreXtô<ov 346 xal xo{i,[xdcTtov Tt fxtxp6v. To /stpoypaipov touto -ry) autTTàaei tou év Kcov- 
CTTavTtvoi)7r6Xet è£ox<OT<xTou IIpécr[3scoç ttjç 'Ptoaataç ITptyyt7ro<; Ao[3àvo9 8t' ItcicttoXtjc 

10 tou npbç tt)v SwaïTixTjv Koivor/jxa [XTjvoXoyoupiévT]!; 10: aeizre^. 1859: xal 'Api0. 510 
■yj 'Iepà StvaÏTtx^) Kowottjç 8ia 7rpàÇecoç ty]ç [?] U7royeypa{ji(xévy)ç 7cap' ôXcov tôv fxeXwv 
aÙTTJç xal xaTaxwp7)6stcr/]ç èv tco KcoStxi ûtto 'Api6. 6 xal Tjfjtspofjiyjv^av 16 7(3p. 1859 StaXajx- 
PavouCTTjç aÙToXe^sl T<x<k: *' SiQptspov 16 <TS7T;Te{xp. 1859 utc' 6^iv Xa^ouo-a ^ eI. Suva^iç 
tt)v xaTcoOi (TuvaçBetCTav èvTau0a è7rt,arToXyjv tou s^oxwTaTou Ilpéarpstoç 7ra(7ci>v tôv 'P<0(TCT(.c5v 

15 uapà Tfl A. M. tûj SouXTavc») K. Ilp£yyi7roç Ao^àvcop, St' ^ç yj A. 'E1^1' 7rpoTefvst. t^ 
'I. 'A8sXç6T7)n tva è[X7rt,<7TEu0fj X6y<«) Savefou Ttp K. Î7C7c6Tjrj K. TtCT/evSopçfo uaXaièv tI 
^eipoypacpov Tcepté^ov fjtipoç t^ç IlaXaiàç xal t/]v Kaivyjv AtaÔvjxvjv, cTxecpOsïca Tcpoç toutoiç 
Ôti to 7Tpo<Tcopiv6)ç 7capaxwpou[xevov x£^poYPacPov fo^TO 0éXst xp7](Ti[i.euo-st wç Û7coypafi.[jiôç 
eiç t/jv ^Sv; ysvopLSVTjv [?] èxTÙ7tû)C7iv èv 'Pcocraia ttjç IlaXatàç xal Néaç AtaOTJxyjç xal 

20 SuvaTai va 7rapé^y) o5t<oç 6o~/]v ukeiavtp wcpéXsiav a7ravTi tw xpitTTiavixoi 7rX7]pa>fi.aTi Stà 
t/jv yvyjfftÔTTjTa tou 7Tpa)TOTU7rou * où^ "?)ttov Se 7repi7roiou(xév7) va Scocrjf) [Stà^ov ti S 
àçoffitloCTecoç t^ A. M. tco AuToxpaTopt 'AXsÇ. p^, à7T0cpaff^st va èfZ7tt<jTEU07) to 
touto cruviarafzevov èx creX. 346 tô (jiv7]O"0évTt imzÔTft K. Kcovctt. Tia/evSopçco U7rô 
tou xal Û7iè touç Spouç toÙç svStaXapiPavofxévouç èv Tfj ê7ncrroX^ tou è|. K. Aopàv<o|3. 

25 at ôitoypaçaL 
KaTà auvé^etav èvs7rtcrTSu073 Ttî) 'I7C7t6t7) KupÊo) Kwvctt. Ttcj/evSopcpo) X6yfp Savetou 

Ûtto a7t6Set^tv tou 16/28 7pp. 1859 Xéyoucrav aÙToXs^el TaSe xal aufxepcova xal \ik touç 
8pouç toùç èvStaXa[i.pavofjiévouç èv Tyj p7)0etary) èretaToX^ tou e^o/WTaTou npéffPecoç 6ti 
fxsTà t/)V à^oTcspàTCOo-tv TYJç èxTUTccliiTecoç va smarpaçTi a50tç to 7rav [?] Ivtutcov [?] /etp6- 

30 ypacpov 7tpoç Tè (xovacrT^ptov âx; àvacpatpeToç aÛToO tStoxxyjcrta. 
"Extote xal (xé/pt t^ç aTjfxspov oùx èTcearpàipy) Tcpoç tJ)V 'Iepàv jjtovrjv tô pSjOèv 

Xetp6ypa9ov • [p. 2] àXX' outs t) (TtvatTtxT) Koiv6tyjç Stsvo^Orj tots, ^ xa0u7cépaXev Û7uo 

(46) Reference, towards the end of the Draft, to " men that are at present administering Sinai 
under the auspices of the Patriarch of Jerusalem " places " Cyril's Draft " subsequent to 
January 21, 1867 (deposition of Cyril by the monks of Sinai), perhaps after August 30 of that 
year (ordination of Callistratus, Cyril's successor, by the Patriarch of Jerusalem). Since, 

these present administrators of Sinai have displayed " their most recent behavior with 
regard to the manuscript," which reveals their baseness of character, we may be as late as 1869, 
the year of negotiations culminating in the donation of the Sinaiticus by Callistratus. 
(47) This can be established by comparing the Draft's hand to Cyril's signed letter to the monks 
of Djuvania, dated November 25, 1859 (see PL 86 for the letter's last page) and to his autograph 
letter to Tischendorf, published on p. 73, n. 53 infra. Similar comparison shows that the 

on the envelope containing our documents (cf. p. 60, n. 27 supra) is, too, by Cyril's hand. 
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xoivyjv cruaxs^iv [ ?] îSéav Tivà nepl 7tpoc7(popaç aÛTOÛ Y) ScopYjcxstoç 7tpoç tyjv AÙTOxpaToptxrjV 
pcoaaixYjv Ku(3épvY)aiv. air' èvavTÊaç [zàXicTTa ol TcXeiaroi èSuaxEpaivovTO xal Sià tyjv 7rpoaco- 

35 ptvrjv 7tapaxtop7)(Tiv aÙTou xal côç [?] èx toutou sftpiaxov àrcô xaipou sic xatpov amav xar/j- 
yopeïv x<XTà tou 5Apxi£7uc7x67rou tcov Kup. KupiXXou, (j,a0cov [ ?] ô IlaTpiapxYjc 'iEpoaoXufxtov 
xup. KupiXXoç, [xy) 0éXcov xaTà to 1859 Sià va 7rpoax07) ô xup. KupiXXoç elç tyjv 'A 
CTXO7TYJV tou Sivôc EVExa twv ISioteXcov o*xo7tcov tou, 7rpoç Tàç àXXaç àvuTcàpxTOUç xal 
xanrjyopiaç xaTà tou xup. KupÊXXou, côç à7ce8s^6>)O"av Emcry)|jt,coç ToiauTai, è 

40 tov xup. KupiXXov, 8ti 89)0ev tj IIaviEp6T7)ç tou eScop-yjcraTO xb wepl o5 ô Xoyoç ^py 
zlç, ty)v pcoCTCTiav St,à va 7rpoaTaTeu07) 7tap' aÛTYJç xal èm^xfl ttjv a7roxaTàaTaCTt.v xal XSLP°" 
Tov(av tou etç ttjv 'Apxt.e^io>coTCY)v tou Siva. <yuve7cs[a tyjç TOiauTTjç xaTTjyoptaç, èyévovTO 
t6t6 rcapà tou àp[xoStou Û7ioupyou 7rpôç tov xup. KuptXXov 7tixpal xal aûemrçpal Trapanr]- 
pyjastç Stà ttjv auo^evcoCTiv S9]0ev èx tou (xovacrT. èvèç toioÙtou 7coXut^(xou àp^aiou xsi(jlyjX(ou 

45 xal Trap' [p. 3] àXXcov è7uan?)^CDv ôfxoyevûv. y) TotaÛTYj Stayoiyyj tou 'IepoaoXù{xcav è7rpoxàXeffe 
to ûtco Y](Jt,£po[jL7]v[av 1/13 NoefJiPplou 1859 7UCTTO7toiY)Tixôv tou IIptyytTcoç Ao^àvo^ 
ÔTt [On] tô xet-poYpa?ov èS607) tw K. TtCTX£VTop9q) 7rpoo-copt,vûjç xal 6ti BéXei emaxpccfpzC 
tic, xb (Jtovao-T. wç tStoxnfjata aÙToû* xal outcoç a7teSeix0iQ ̂ ) àXy]0et.a a7révavTi tcôv xaTYjyopiwv. 

'AxoXouOcoç, Ôts xaTà tô 1865 Asxs[i.(3. £7iavéCTT7]CTav Ttvèç tûv xaXoyyjpwv xaTà 
50 tou àpxi£7ttCTXÔ7iou tcov xup. Kup^XXou T7j èv7uveuCT£t. [sic?] tou IlaTptap. *l£poaoXu(xcov, 

ouTot, TÔS 1866 xaTa OE^p., coç ÛTCrjxooi ëXXrjvEç oi uXelo-toi, àve9ép87jo'av Si' àvacpopâç 
Ttov izpbç to èv Katpcp èXXTjvixôv Ô7co7tpo^£V£Ïov, xal 7tpoç Tàç Xoi7ràç xaTYjyoplaç xaTà tou 
apxieTUCTXÔTCOU xup. KuptXXou, àvé<p£pov xal Ôti ô xup. KupiXXoç è7rcoX7)CTEV iv xetP^TPa(P0V 
tou [xovaaT. 7cpôç tyjv Ku^Épvyjaiv t^ç pcoaataç ènl à^oi^yj 7roXXcov /iXiaS. xap7cop6vtov. 

55 àxoXoûOcoç sîç Ta IlpaxTixà tcov xal sic Tàç 7cpoç 8ta<p6pouç àp/àç àvacpopâç tcov àva9épovTeç 
Ôti ô Sivabu xup. KùptXXoç Û7re£/jpsas 7toXÛTi{xa xal [iapuTtfjia xei(X7]Xia èx tou {jiovaCTT7)pCou 
àv£7rt.CTTpE7CTt, Sèv Eivai àfJLCpt^oX^a ÔTl EVVOOijCTl TO XelP^TPa?0V au^O« SX TOUTCOV auavTCOV 
tcov ysyov6Tcov, xal ex tyjç TsXsuTaiaç tcov Siaycoy^ç [p. 4] côç 7tpoç to yeipaypixqiov IxaoTOÇ 
SùvaTai va xpivYj, otcoiou xapaxTvjpoç à"v0pto7coi sîvat oi Sietcovtec cnf][X£pov Ta tou Sivâ 6tc6 

60 Tàç EJATCVEÙCTELÇ TOtJ 'IspOCToXÛ(XCOV Xal Û7T0 ÎUotoU 7TVEÙ(jLaTOÇ Ô8Y]yOU[XEVOl TSXTaiVOUCl Ta 
TotauTa vpEuSyj Stà va STtiTuxwcrt tcôv ctxo7tcov tcov (48). 

(48) The Holy Monastery of Mount Sinai, being in possession of a very ancient manuscript, 
in the opinion of more experienced critics going back to the second or third century after Christ, 
and containing 

A part of the Old Testament 
The whole of the New Testament 
The unpublished Epistle of the Apostle Barnabas, 

and some other fragments of unknown ecclesiastical writings — consisting of 346 folia and a 
small fragment. — Upon the recommendation of His Excellency the Ambassador of Russia at 
Constantinople Prince Lobanov, made in the letter dated September 10, 1859, Number 510, 
and addressed to the Community of Sinai — this manuscript through an Act, signed by all of 
its members and inserted into the Minutes under Number 6 and the date of September 16, 1859. 
The text of the Act is verbatim as follows : " On this day of September 16, 1859, the Holy Synaxis, 
having considered the letter (appended below) of His Excellency Prince Lobanov, the Ambassador 
of All the Russias to H.M. the Sultan, by which letter His Excellency proposes to the Holy 
Confraternity that an ancient manuscript, containing a part of the Old Testament and the 
New Testament, should be entrusted, as a loan, to Chevalier C. Tischendorf; having furthermore 
considered that this manuscript, ceded ad interim, may be of use as a model for the printing, 
already undertaken [?] in Russia, of the Old and New Testaments, and that it thus may prove 
of the greatest usefulness for the whole Body of Christendom owing to the authenticity of the 
prototype; being no less eager to display a special token of its devotion to H.M. the Emperor 
Alexander II, decides that the manuscript in question, consisting of 346 folia, should be entrusted 
to the above-named Chevalier Const. Tischendorf upon receipt, and in accordance with the 
terms contained in the letter of His Excellency Mr. Lobanov." The signatures follow. 

it was entrusted to Chevalier Const. Tischendorf as a loan against his receipt of 
September 16/28, 1859, stating verbatim the following, and being consistent with the terms 
contained in the above-mentioned letter of His Excellency the Prince : that after the completion 
of the printing the whole [?] ... manuscript should be returned to the monastery as its inalienable 
possession. 
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7 post auyypcc\i\itkrcùv vocabula ooyxeEfzevov to ÔXov t6 xetP^YPa?0V toGto expuncta in ms. || <ruvi<TTà[jt,evov 
supra ouyxeEfAevov ad I. 7 laudatum. || 8 pos/ [nxp6v vocabula x6 x aùré expuncta in ms. || t6 
— toGto supra vocabula expuncta ad I. 8 laudata. || 8/9 èv Kcovctt. supra versum. || 9 pos/ 'Pwacrtac 
littera K expuncta in ms. || 11 ÛTtoysypafifAévTjç — 12 aùxîjç supra versum. || 12 pos/ 1859 asteriscus, 
ante 8taXa|z|3avoiSa7)ç in ms. pag. 4 iteratus. || 12/13 SiaXa^pavotjoTjç — 23 (xvYjoOevxt ad ms. infimam 
paginam 4 leguntur. || 13 1859 e corr. : 1869 ante corr. ms. || 23 post {zvrjcrôévTi asteriscus, ante 
iTznOTfi in ms. pag. 4 iteratus. || 23 ÎTCTtérn — 25 urcoypacaE ad" /ns. mediam paginam 4 leguntur. \\ 
26 xaTà (Tuvé7reiav supra versum, post asteriscum ad I. 12 laudatum. || 27 Xéyouoav — xàSe supra 
versum. || 29 ëvTO7uov] vocab. lectu difficile; Evtutov sensu care/, nisz zdem Aïe valeat ac " postquam 
typis expressum est." || 29 to tocv — xetP^YPa?0V supra versum. || 31 post o^ptepov vocab. Sev 
expunctum in ms. || 32 pos/ ^ vocab. ènp6rei\>e expunctum in ms. || 33 pos/ rcepl litt. 8co (principium 
vocabuli Sœp^crecoç ?) expunctae in ms. || 34 pos/ [xàXiaTa Zi//. ol ttX expunctae in ms. || pos/ 
t/jv vocabb. X6y<jj 8av (principium vocab. Savetou ?) expuncta in ms. || 35 pos/ eflpiaxov Zi#. 7tavTo 
expunctae in ms. || 36 pos/ KuplXXou vocabb. àç racpaS (principium vocabb. mxpaSetyjjiaToç x^Plv ?) 
expuncta in ms. || [J.a9cov (nam xaOcôç?)] supra vocabb. cbç napaS ad /. 36 laudata. || è e corr. : 
àç ante corr. || 38 posf tou litt. èxaxTjyo expunctae in ms. || 39 pos/ lîtio^wç litt. Sie expunctae in 
ms. || ToiauTai supra 8ie ad I. 39 laudatum. || 40 posf KiipiXXov vocabula «pàç tJjv KupÊapxov Ku^ép- 
vrjCTiv ttjç A. M. tou SouXxàvou expuncta in ms. || pos/ eStopifjcraTo vocabula Sv 7toX\ixi|jtov xal 
àpxat6xaTov xetP° expuncta in ms. || 42 post tou vocabula eîç t?)v p"<o àpxat œç expuncta in ms. || 
etc t^v supra àpxai wc ad. /. 42 laudatum. || pos/ 'Apxie7riaxoTtyjv vocabula Siva. 8ià rifjv expuncta 
in ms. || toG Siva supra vocab. Siva ad Z. 42 laudatum. \\ 43 pos/ t6ts litt. 7rap expunctae in ms. || pos/ 
t6v Zi//. 'Apxterei expunctae in ms. || 44 7coXut([jiou àpxatou supra versum. || 45 eiricr^jjitov supra versum. || 
pos/ ô(i,oyevûv asteriscus, ante i\ Toiau-nr) m /ns. pagina 3 superiore iteratus; post asteriscum 
vocabula &ots t6te ^vayxaaBTj ô 'ApxieTr£crxo7i:oç xup. KùpiXXoç va Ç7)t^<J7) Kapà tou èÇoxwxdcTou 7ipé<7Pe<oç 
IIpJyyi7roç Aaruàvoç ëyypaçov àTc6d 7Ti<TTO7rot7)Tix6v expuncta in ms. || 45 •Jj TOiaiixr) — 47 ôti in pag. 3 
superiore add. ms. || 46 post Ao(3àvo|3 vocab. Si' o5 expunxit ms. || 47 Ôti1 supra vocabb. 8i' o5 ad 
Z. 46 laudata; post ôti asteriscus ante [Ôti] t6 xetP^YPa<Pov iteratus; vocabula [Ôti] t6 xetP^YPa90V 
sequuntur vocab. Tri<jTO7roir)Tix6v ad Z. 45 laudatum. || pos/ xeiP<^YPa<Pov vocabula 8èv è8top^87j, àXX' 
I8ave£a0ï) 7rpoatopivcôç, ôotiç xai àreéXuce to xal t^ I7re868ï) rcapà ttjç èÇox^TïjTéç tou t6 à^o mcFTO7to- 
iyjTtx6v ëyypacpov, Suvàfxei toG ôtcoIou àTzzSslxQri tysu86y.svoç 6 'IspoooXujxœv expuncta in ms. || pos/ Ôti2 
vocabb. eïvai toxv expuncta in ms. || pos/ èTriaTpaçeï vocab. cbç expunctum in ms. || 47 eSéôr) — 
48 xaTYjyopiûv supra vocabula 8év — 'IepoaoXu^cov ad l. 47 laudata. || 49 xaTa — Aexe(i.|3. supra 
versum. || 50 pos/ vfi vocab npoTporcfj expunctum in ms. || 51 post <&ve<pèpQrjooi.v vocab. sic expunctum 
esse videtur in ms. || 54 post àpioipyj vocabb. (8èv èv0u(xoG(xai ) expuncta in ms. || 55 àpxotÇ — 56 Ôti] 

From that time until the present day the aforesaid manuscript has not been returned to the 
Holy Monastery. On the other hand, neither did the Community of Sinai ever contemplated 
nor did it deliberate in common upon any idea of offering or donating it to the Russian Imperial 
Government. Quite to the contrary, many <monks> were displeased even with its temporary 
cession, and from that time forth found the pretext for launching periodic accusations against 
their Archbishop, Kyr Cyril. Kyr Cyril, the Patriarch of Jerusalem, having learned [?] <of 
the affair>, and being opposed in 1859, for reasons of his own, to the promotion of Kyr Cyril 
to the Archbishopric of Sinai, in addition to leveling other vain and false accusations against 
Kyr Cyril — they were shown to be such after official investigation — also accused Kyr Cyril 
to the effect that His Grace had allegedly donated the manuscript in question to Russia in order 
to gain Her protection and to obtain his installation and consecration to the Archbishopric of 
Sinai. As a consequence of such an accusation as this, the competent <Ottoman> Minister, 
as well as prominent Greeks, made bitter and severe representations to Kyr Cyril on account 
of the alleged alienation of such a valuable ancient treasure from the Monastery. Such behavior 
on the part of the Patriarch of Jerusalem called forth an affidavit of Prince Lobanov, under 
the date of 1/13 November 1859, to the effect that the manuscript had been given to 
Mr. Tischendorf ad interim, and that it would be returned to the Monastery as its possession. 
In such a manner, the truth was revealed in face of the accusations. 
Subsequently, when in December of 1865 some of the monks rebelled against their Archbishop 
Kyr Cyril upon the instigation of the Patriarch of Jerusalem, they addressed a report to the 
Greek Viceconsulate in Cairo in February 1866, inasmuch as most of them were Greek subjects; 
in addition to other accusations against Archbishop Cyril, they reported that Kyr Cyril had 
sold a manuscript of the monastery's to the Russian Government in exchange for many thousands 
in assignations [?]. Consequently, when in their Acts and in their petitions addressed to various 
authorities they report that the Archbishop of Sinai Kyr Cyril has irretrievably alienated 
exceedingly valuable treasures of the monastery, they doubtless have in mind the manuscript 
in question. From all these events, and from their most recent behavior with regard to the 
manuscript, anyone may judge as to the character of the men that are at present administering 
Sinai under the auspices of the Patriarch of Jerusalem, and as to the spirit that guides them 
when they concoct such lies in order to reach their goals. 
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supra haec leguntur sequentia in ms. : xàç xaTocçopàç twv xaxà xou xop. KuptXXoo. || 57 post p 
vocab. rcàXiv expunctum in ms. || 8h — Sti supra rcàXiv (ad /. 57 laudatum) et supra Ivvoouai. || 
pos/ àmxvTcov Hit. 8ù (principium vocab. SiSvaxai ?) expunctae in ms. || 60 ôSy]yoiS|i.evoi e corr. : 
ôS ante corr. || 60 xexTodvouai — 61 tpsiiSir] supra versum. || 

" Neither did the Community of Sinai ever contemplate, nor did it 
in common upon any idea of offering or donating <the Sinaiticus > to 

the Russian Imperial Government." The present text is one more proof that 
Cyril never signed " Tischendorf's Draft " of 1864. In addition, this text 
makes abundantly clear that, after November of 1859, an official donation 
of the Sinaiticus had been the last act Cyril was interested in performing. 

This is not to say that he acted necessarily out of righteousness. 
On the contrary, we may surmise that in October and November of 1859, 
Cyril was corruptible and willing to corrupt, happy to pay a handsome 
baksheesh to anyone who could secure for him the ordination as Archbishop 
of Sinai, and confirmation to that dignity from the Porte. But discretion 
was also of great importance. Thus when in November of 1859 his enemies 
asserted that the Sinaiticus had been such a baksheesh paid to the Russians, 
Cyril reacted promptly : On November 13, he obtained a written denial of 
such slander from Ambassador Lobanov, the same man with whom Tischen- 
dorf had engineered the transfer of the Sinaiticus about a month and a half 
earlier. But as the private arrangement had since become a diplomatic 
affair, Lobanov had no choice but to issue this statement, which he did 
on November 13. The statement — it has not come to light, but its contents 
can be reconstructed from three sources (49) — committed the Russian 
Government to the position that the Sinaiticus had merely been loaned, 
and that no offering to the Tsar was to be expected. This official denial 
explains the Russian's subsequent insistence upon an explicit act of donation, 
to be provided with as many signatures as possible (50). 

Lobanov's statement strengthened Cyril's bargaining position vis- 
à-vis Tischendorf and Russia. Unfortunately, from November 1859 on, 
Cyril was not quite free to bargain — too many eyes, so " Cyril's Draft " 
tells us, — were watching his every move regarding the manuscript : first 
and foremost, his enemies in the Patriarchate of Jerusalem; then the Turkish 
authorities at Istanbul (the Evkaf?), suspicious of any deal a Christian 
monastery might strike with Russia; finally, the Greeks from Egypt, Istanbul, 
and even the Kingdom of Greece, indignant that a Hellenic treasure had 
been whisked away to the Russian North. 

(49) Cyril's Draft, 1. 46-48, p. 70 supra; Cyril's letter to Tischendorf (date: December 16, 1859), ed. Peradze, Dokumenty... (as in note 22 supra), p. 145-146; Porfirij Uspenskij, Kniga bytija... 
(as in note 20 supra), VIII, p. 38-39, story told on January 10, 1863 by Isidore, metropolitan 
of St. Petersburg; in that story correct Isidore's (or Uspenskij's) lapse and read " Patriarch of 
Jerusalem " for " Patriarch of Constantinople." The complaint of the Stxaïoç to Brugsch may 
also have referred to Lobanov's statement. Cf. note 72 infra. 
(50) Cf. Ignat'ev to Tischendorf (date : Pera, December 5/17, 1869), ed. Peradze, Dokumenty... 
(as in note 22 supra), p. 150; Ignat'ev to Antonin (date : January 7/19, 1870), ed. Dmitrievskij, 
Graf Ignat'ev... (as in note 6 supra), p. 28. 
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IV 

Cyril was to remain true to the position taken in his " Draft " even 
on a late, probably even the last, occasion when he dealt directly with 
Tischendorf. Towards the end of 1867, Tischendorf, anxious to have his 
name cleared, and probably despairing of Sinai's cooperation, decided to 
go to St. Petersburg in person in order to spur the Russians into action (51). 
But before leaving, he made one more attempt to approach Cyril, by then 
a deposed prelate and a resident of Constantinople. On January 24, 1868, 
Cyril responded with a long letter (52), in which he gave his account of 
the quarrel with the Patriarch of Jerusalem and of the gloomy prospects 
of his own cause. In the course of the letter, the Sinaiticus was brought up 
only once : 

It is noteworthy that < among > the accusations contrived against me upon 
his <i.e., the Patriarch of Jerusalem's > instigation — accusations which he accepted 
without proof, going so far as to have me deposed — there is also one to the effect 
that I allegedly have purloined highly valuable treasures; hereby they have in mind 
the manuscript given to you, as you know, according to the common belief (53). 

(51) In fairness to Tischendorf, it must be pointed out that the initiative for reopening the 
question seems to have been his. He went to St. Petersburg in the spring (before April) of 1868, 
cf. Sinaibibel, p. 89 f.; he met Ignat'ev there. The earliest mention of the Sinaiticus in Ignat'ev's 
correspondence with Antonin is on May 8, 1868, cf. Dmitrievskij, Graf Ignat'ev... (as in note 6 
supra), p. 26-27. According to Porfirij Uspenskij, however, an inquiry concerning the Sinaiticus 
had been ordered by the Tsar by January 10, 1863, cf. Kniga bytija... (as in note 20 supra), 
VIII, p. 38-39. 
£52) Universitatsbibliothek Leipzig, MS 01030. 
(53) I am giving the integral text of the letter. The translated passage is on p. 3/4. 

Kcova/Xiç 12/24 'Iavvou(a)p(fou) 1868. 
[p. 1] Kupie ! 
fO Ivxaûôa àvxarcoxpmfiç aaç [loi 8iax£vtoas [sic] xà ypaç6[zevà aaç xà âçopôvxa Ipii, xal x-Jjv 7rpoaex7] (zsxàfîaaÊv 
aaç elç IIexpou7roXiv, xaÔàç xal x^v èmGufiiav aaç xoû va fjiàôsxe etç rcoiav ôécrtv euptaxexai f) Suaxuxôç àvaçueïaa 
Siaçopà fAexaÇu èjjioû xaÊ tivojv Sivaïxôv Ilaxeptov. IIpoç exTrXifjpcoaiv oSv xîjç Tcepiepyfocç aaç aàç Xéyco ôXtya [sic] 
riva, èÇ âv 8uvaa6e va xaxavoT/ja-yjxe tJjv àpxix^jv alxfacv xoû xaxoû. 
FvcopCCexe Kupie xà rcpà ôxxà ^8yj èxôv iv xaipô ttjç xeipoxoviaç [i.ou tôç 'Apxie7r£axon:oç Zivafou Xa(36vxa x^Pav 
à7]87), Ivexa tûv JStoxeXuv axo7rôiv toO IlaTptdcpxou 'IepoaoXii^tov, xoû àxofztxoû [xou xsx7)puy[iévou èxQpoû, 
xal Ô7ro[a [sic] Qey.irà xal à6é(jiixa (xéaa fxexîjXOs xàxe Sià va (zaxattoay) xôv Stopia(ji6v (jlou. 'AXX' à7roxuxwv [sic] 
x6xe X^P1? e^Ç Tàç auvSpo(i,àç xôv çtXcov xou Sixatou, oùx èrcaoaaxo xapaSoxwv xov xaip6v, ôtcwç iTuavaXàpT) 
a58iç xoùç [p. 2] xaxax6ov£ouç axoreoûç xou. ôGev xal Sèv Ôxvvjae va èvanelp-fi ÇiÇàvia (xexaÇù xivtov àTcXûv xal 
eu7c£axeov Ilaxépwv, va ôSTjyf) auxoùç Stà xôv ôpydcvtov xou xèv xpércov x^ç xax' l{xou xaxaçopàç, xal va èyLiniji [ ?] 
aùxoïç xà Tcveûjjta x^ç àvxapaÉaç xal aneiQirxq [sic], IÇ &v dcvsçùyj xà TcoXuxpoxov xoûxo Ç^xyjfxa • xal ûaxepov à<p' ôXa xaûxa, èvavxtov xôv 'Iepôv Kavévtov, Ivavxfov ÔXtov xôv véfiwv xôv èÔvôv, àvéXa^ev aûOaipéxtoç xal 
x6 7tp6a<o7rov xoû Stxaaxou, èv ^ eïvat xal xaxrjyopoç, xal êSfxaaev à7rc<pàaiae [jtexà 7CoXX^ç p£aç, xa( y,e 
xaxeétxaaev èp^[XY)v x7]puÇaç (ie ëxîrxojxov xîjç Qèos&ç (jtou, àvxtxaxaax^aaç [ie SC àXXou xîjç àpeaxetaç xou, 
7tapa(3àç fiiravxa xà 7tpov6(jtta xal t}jv xà^iv xou 'Iepou Movaaxrrjpfou. EJç fjLàxïjv Siajzapxuptojjiai [sic] xaxà [p. 3] 
xôv Tcapavojxiôv xou xouxcov, eJç (xàxyjv xéaoi Ilaxépeç Sivatxat xal èx xôv êvxôç xal èxxoç xoû Movaax7)p£ou 
p"£yvuai [sic] xà îfiàxià xcov xaxà xôv ene\i^&asoiv xou 'IspoaoX. xal ô[zoXoyoOai x^v eùxap^axiàv xov àizb è\iè. 
Eîç fJtdcxTQV xô oExou[asvixov IlaxptapxsTov xôv ypàçet èyxafptoç xoû va [r$] TTpoPfj sic xajx^tav Ô7rotav8ifj7uoxe 
TrpàÇiv [sic], St6xi il ûn;68eaiç aGxï) Séov va ÔSûipTjGfj 8t' eùpuxépaç axé^ewç Ô7cô xîjç xa0' ôXou [sic] èxxXYjaiaç 
xaxà xà 7rpoXa(36vxa îtXeïaxa TtapaSetyjxaxa. 'AXX' ouSèv xouxtov Xa^pàvexat Û7t' è^iv àreévavxi x^ç è[X7ra8oûç 
xaxo^ouXCaç xoû 'IspoaoXùfjiûiv. S7j(xeioxéov 6xt al xax' eta^y7]aiv aôxoû è^uçavôeïaai xax' è(jtoû xaxvjyoptai, 
xàç Ô7toîaç xal à(3aaav£ax<oç TzccpsBe/Qri xal errpox^prjae (xixpi tÎ)€ 7caùaeti>ç (j.ou, eîvai {x[a xal aÔxy), Ôxi [p. 4] 
Svjéev Û7te^a(ptaa [sic] ^apuxifxa xeifx^Xia àveTCiaxpe7rxÊ, xal [xè xoûxo èvvooûat xo npàç ôjxâç Soôèv xetp^ypaç 
xaxà xotvJjv yvti[xifjv àç yvtoplÇexe. 'Èv xoùxoiç xpauyàÇai, Çirjxô Stxvjv, xal Stxaaxàç à(i,epoXir)7txouç Stà va 
Stxàacoai ' l7«xaXoû(xat x^jv Sixatoauvrjv xôv 'Iepôv Kavévtov, xôv v6(z<ov ÔXou xoû x6a(xou • ^ çcovif) (i.ou àêt 
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The passage in the letter is close to the corresponding part of " Cyril's 
Draft." (54) True, since the letter was addressed to Tischendorf, the person 
most directly involved, the passage is shorter, its language less precise and 
more moderate. But it says the same thing; it even repeats the " Draft's " 
peculiar expressions. The veiled accusation that Cyril has embezzled the 
Sinaiticus "without <hope for its> return" or " irretrievably " (à|xeTac7Tpe7m 
in both texts) is false. That the manuscript was given to Tischendorf is only " 

common opinion;" reality, it is implied, was different. 
Cyril's refusal to state that the Sinaiticus had been, or was to be. 

donated to Russia may have ruined his last chance to be reinstated as 
Archbishop of Sinai. At the end of his letter, Cyril asked Tischendorf, who 
"had been useful... <to him> in the past," to intervene on his behalf in 
St. Petersburg. Cyril must have lost his touch. After the declaration he 
had just made on the Sinaiticus, Cyril was of no more use. Tischendorf 
and the Russians dropped him (55). The Sinaibibel does not even mention 
the contact Tischendorf made with Cyril late in 1867, nor does it mention 
Cyril's letter of January 1868 (56). 

Cyril was not quite candid when he hinted that the accusations of 
embezzlement leveled against him were nothing more than reproaches for 
having permitted Tischendorf to take the Sinaiticus away. Lists of objects 
which Cyril was said to have robbed from the Monastery or its Skeuophylakion 
include liturgical vestments, staffs and silverware (57). But in the Sinaiticus 
affair the prevaricating Cyril's hands remained pure, not only to the very 
end of his pontificate, but even after his deposition. It was reserved for his 

xùfx(îaXov àXaXàÇov [1 Cor. 13: 1]. Tô otxoufjievixov riaTpiapxeTov {JtixP1 touSs 8èv àveyvâ>ptae ràç p tou fIepoaoXû[i.a>v, 0eop6v [sic?] aÛTàç àvTixavovixàç. 'AXX' ÏSwjxev av 8èv elaxœp"/)a]fj xal èv aùxcii •?) paSioupyia 
tou 'IepoooXùfjicov ItcI xéXouç. 
'I8où <plXe •?) àOXta xaxàoTaotç tûv xa8' ^(J-âç Tcpay^àTtov, Svexa toû 6ti èiriX7]0[xoveç yev6[zevoi ttjç ^jj 
àmxJToXrjç, TOxpayvtùptÇwfjiev Ta [p. 5] xaG^xovrà [zaç, xal 6mr]peTo0fjt,ev TUCpXwç Ta 7cà0r) xal ttjv xaxlav 
coç xal ènl tîjç n:ep icxàcrecùç Taûr/jç é IIaTpiàpxï)ç tôôv 'IepoaoXùfzœv. 'AXX' Icru 0e6ç ô àiroStSwv éxp 
xaxà xà Êpya aÙTOÛ. Suy^cop^oaTé [jls Ôti oôcç ypàçw ypatxixà, Si6ti 8èv eûpéOY] Tcap' s{xol ô ypàcpwv jxs yaXXtxà, 
xal 8ti oàç è^àpuva fié tJjv 7coXuXoy(av (jiou. 'EXTit^to Ôti wç xal àXXoTe \ioi èçàvTjxe ^ ^ ^ ^ 
tt]v 7repioTaoi,v 8èv GéXeTS \i' àpv7)9eï t)jv auv8po[x^v oaç, xal (jiàXioTa (j.sTa(3a[vovxe 
rapatvcov Siaps^aico Ôjjiïv, Kûpts, 7rspl ttjç Ttpèç ôpiaç ÛTroXif]^ea)<; jxou, (xe0' ■?)? xal 
Ilpiç 0s6v 8ià7tupoç Ixénqç 
f '0 'ApxisTUarxorcoc Stvabu KûptXXoç A [?] 
(54) Cf. end of p. 3 of the Draft. 
(55) The resourceful Ignat'ev (and the central government) strove for a double gain; after all, 
the dropping of Cyril could be turned to Russia's advantage precisely in the Sinaiticus affair. 
Letter to Antonin (date : May 8/20, 1868), cd. Dmitrievskij, Graf Ignat'ev... (as in note 6 supra), 
p. 27 : " Perhaps by promising to recognize the new Archbishop of Sinai [i.e. Callistratus, Cyril's 
foe] ... one could get off cheaply, i.e. by means of medals alone " [and thus obtain the donation]; 
Letter to Antonin (date : June 18/30, 1868), ed. Dmitrievskij, ibidem: "Such an operation, 
i.e. paying for the Bible with our consent to Cyril's deposition and by offering monies that do 
not belong to us, was to St. Petersburg's... great liking." 
(56) The mention of " continuous correspondence " between Tischendorf and Cyril (Sinaibibel, 
p. 87) refers to the period shortly after 1862. 
(57) Cf. P. Neokles, Tè xavovix&v Stxatov tou 7taTpiapx»toG 0p6vou tûv 'IepoaoXûfxtùv ibcl ttjç 'ApxieTciaxo7njç 
StvS... (Constantinople, 1868), p. 236, 256-257, 304. 
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successor Callistratus, whose integrity met with the approval of the Patriarch 
of Jerusalem, to sign away the Sinaiticus to Russia (58). 

A full and fair account of the Sinaiticus story is yet to be written. 
To be complete, this account would have to rely upon all the previously 
known documents : Cyril's correspondence with Tischendorf, Tischendorf's 
letters to his wife Angelika (59), Porfirij Uspenskij's utterances concerning 
Tischendorf and the Sinaiticus, Ambassador Ignat'ev's correspondence 
with Archimandrite Antonin, and the texts published here. In addition, 
this account would have to draw upon materials that perhaps still slumber 
in divers archives relating to the affairs of the Near East. The struggle 
for the Sinaiticus was both lay and ecclesiastical; affected as it was by 
Eastern Mediterranean and Balkan politics in the fifties and sixties of the 
past century, it must have left some traces in diplomatic or governmental 
records. 

To be fair, an account of the Sinaiticus story should stress the 
points : 

Very soon after his discovery of the Sinaiticus on February 4, 1859, 
Tischendorf, on his own initiative, started suggesting to the monks that 

they should donate the manuscript to the Russian ruler (60). The " donation," he hinted, would be reciprocated by Imperial liberality; the 

lavish baksheesh (61) which he dispensed among the monks might whet 
their appetite for things to come. 

The monks did not reject Tischendorf's suggestion outright. It may 

(58) Cf. a similar observation in W. Holtzelt, "Die kirchenrechtliche Stellung..." (as in note 26 
supra), p. 460. Holtzelt rightly connected the Sinaiticus affair with the quarrel between Sinai 
and Jerusalem; his (quite correct) intuition was that problems connected with the Sinaiticus' 
discovery had not yet been solved (ibidem, p. 459). 
(59) The absence of an edition of these letters is to be regretted. At present, one has to rely upon 
excerpts appearing in H. Behrend's book (as in note 9 supra), and even on a slide (cf. note 1 
supra : we have no full text of that letter, written a mere eleven days after Tischendorf's second 
discovery of the manuscript). 
(60) On March 30, 1859, Tischendorf wrote to Angelika from Cairo that he hoped to be able 
to take the Sinaiticus with him, in order to present it to the [Russian] Imperial Majesties. On 
March 29 " both abbots " of Sinai had confirmed this hope of his. Cf. also Tischendorf to 
Angelika (date : Alexandria, May 1, 1859), on " new Archbishop " Cyril's " firm promise " 
that the manuscript would be offered, through Tischendorf, as a gift to the Emperor. 
Cf. H. Bkhrend (as in note 9 supra), p. 49. At first, a less subtle approach was tried : " By the way, from the very start and quite overtly, I stated my intention to make acquisitions 
with [the help of] the Emperor's name and gold " : Tischendorf to Angelika (date : February 15, 
1859), cf. H. Behrend, ibidem, p. 43. 
(61) Tischendorf to Angelika (date : February 15, 1859) : " I behaved more like a Russian 
prince than a Saxon professor. I distributed gifts on every occasion. They often sollicited 
my favors and asked me to intercede for them in Petersburg." Cf. H. Behrend (as in note 9 
supra), p. 43. 
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be assumed that in pourparlers they promised, more or less explicitly (62), 
to follow that suggestion in exchange for favors, among them Russia's 
aid in having Cyril confirmed as Archbishop of Sinai. But even if there 
had been an unambiguous entente on this point, it was never set down in 
writing; there was no reference to it at all in Tischendorf's receipt of 
September 28, 1859. 

Cyril's — and Russia's — chances for implementing such a postulated 
informal understanding were thwarted when Cyril's enemies learned, perhaps 
through Tischendorf's own boasting (63), of the rumored donation and 
exploited this information to undermine Cyril's position with the Sublime 
Porte. In general, the removal of the Sinaiticus produced a great deal of 
excitement and dissatisfaction in high ecclesiastical circles in the Orthodox 
East (64). 

The rumors had to be silenced, the Turkish authorities pacified; 
Prince Lobanov's statement of November 13, 1859 did just this. Although 
Tischendorf betrays no sign of having realized it, all his subsequent efforts 
to obtain an act of donation from Cyril were doomed to failure. Taking 
the terms of Tischendorf's receipt at their face value, Cyril may even have 
asked for the restitution of the Sinaiticus shortly after the de luxe edition 
of its text had appeared in St. Petersburg in 1862 (65). We know for certain 
that on other occasions, he either maintained silence or refused to yield 
to Tischendorf's entreaties, hiding behind the authority of the " Community 
of Sinai," over which he in fact exercised a despotic rule (66). Not that 
Cyril seriously desired the return of the manuscript to the monastery, 
but by deferring a regular act of donation he not only refuted the accusations 

(62) Quite explicitly, according to Tischendorf's letter quoted in note 60 supra; but cf. Cyril's 
cautious letter to Tischendorf (date : July 17/29, 1859), ed. Peradze, Dokumenty... (as in note 22 
supra), p. 146 : in answer to a request by Tischendorf for an interview on the subject of the 
Sinaiticus, Cyril agreed to have " une explication ouverte " concerning the manuscript. To my 
knowledge, this is as close as Cyril ever came to an admission in writing that he was negotiating 
on the transfer of the Sinaiticus. 
(63) Cf. Germanos' complaints in the letter published p. 62 supra. The Patriarch of Jerusalem 
Cyril, the mortal foe of our Cyril, was told about Tischendorf's discovery on May 16, 1859, 
cf. C. Tischendorf, Aus dem Heiligen Lande... (1862), p. 233. 
(64) Cf. Porfirij Uspenskij, Kniga... (as in note 20 supra), VII, p. 223, entry for January 1860 : 
The Patriarch of Constantinople is reluctant to authorize the loan of a manuscript to Porfirij, " knowing how dissatisfied the whole Greek clergy was with Tischendorf's tricks in the East;" 
cf. ibidem, p. 284-286, entry for November 28, 1860 : The Patriarch of Alexandria started the 
discussion on topics that were exciting him at the moment with the Sinaiticus : " We think 
that the Bible taken by Tischendorf from Sinai... should be returned... to its [original] place." 
Cf. ibidem, p. 297-298, entry for December 22, 1860 : To Porfirij's question " What is the news 
of the local Orthodox clergy?," the Secretary of the Russian Consulate in Alexandria answered : " They regret the loss of the Sinai Bible, taken away by Tischendorf, and they curse Couza." 
(65) To be deduced from Sinaibibel, p. 87. 
(66) Cf. Cyril to Tischendorf (date : Cairo, December 20, 1860) : " Concerning the affair of 
that manuscript... I shall have the pleasure of informing you in time of the decision that the 
community will have taken on this matter." Cyril to Tischendorf (date : Constantinople, 
[month not indicated] 18, 1867) : " Concerning the manuscript of the Bible, I regret... not to be 
able to pass on to you the intentions of the Community, whose decisions, in accordance with 
our rule, have always dictated my behavior." Texts in Peradze, Dokumenty... (as in note 22 
supra), p. 146-147. 
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of his enemies but was in possession of a bargaining point for other purposes. 
He could use it for solliciting a counter-gift (through here his, or the monks', 
appetite seems to have been exaggerated) (67), for obtaining Russian support 
in staving off confiscation of Sinaitic property in Romania (68), and, finally, 
for securing through Tischendorf Russian backing in his struggle to maintain 
his throne at Sinai (69). 

The offering of the Sinaiticus to the Tsar in 1862 by Tischendorf was 
an illegal act. That it had no legal value was clear to Russian authorities (70), 

to Tischendorf himself (71), and, of course, to the monks. In 1865, the monks' dissatisfaction with Tischendorf was revealed to Brugsch. Brugsch, 

although a friend of Tischendorf's, reported these complaints in print (72) 
and thus made the European reading public aware of them. Tischendorf's 
good name was in jeopardy, and for good reason. He knew that he would 
remain under suspicion as long as no regular act of donation was forthcoming 
from Sinai. In the spring of 1868, he traveled to St. Petersburg — having 
failed to budge Cyril, he decided to cajole the Russians into loosening their 
pursestrings. While there, he may again have offered his services as bearer 
of Imperial gifts to Sinai, but whatever the nature of his intervention, 
it seems to have set the Russian official machinery in motion (73). In the 
end, however, it was this machinery, run by professionals like Count Ignat'ev 
and the Archimandrite Antonin Kapustin (74), and not Tischendorf's 

(67) In his review of the 1862 edition of the Sinaiticus, E. von Murait reflected opinions as 
to the manuscript's fate held at St. Petersburg about that time. Whether the Sinaiticus would 
remain in St. Petersburg or would be sent back to Sinai depended, " it is rumored," on whether 
or not the monks would get, of all things, a steamship. — Let us remember that work on the 
Suez Canal was proceeding rapidly in 1862-63. — Cf. Bemerkungen iiber den Codex Sinaiticus, 
Deutsche Vierteljahrschrift fur english-theologische Forschung und Kritik, V (1865), 193-196 
[these pages were printed on May 30, 1863]. 
(68) Cf. Sinaibibel, p. 88. 
(69) Cyril to Tischendorf (date : Constantinople, [month not indicated] 18, 1867) : " You know 
that the Community could not have given a greater proof of its respectful attachment to the 
Imperial House of Russia than by offering to it the patronage over the publication of this 
treasure [i.e. the Sinaiticus]. As for the rest, since no decision has been taken, you will 

that, given the state of affairs that has befallen the community, this is not the opportune 
moment to submit to it an affair of this nature. Consequently, I shall not be able to give you 
any positive information on this matter, until the reestablishment of order permits us to take 
it up." French original in Peradze, Dokumenty... (as in note 22 supra), p. 147. Thus Cyril 
was holding out as late as 1867. His conditions were simple : if Russian support in the struggle 
with Callistratus were forthcoming, one could seriously discuss the donation (for the donation 
is meant by " the rest "). 
(70) Hence the consigning of the Sinaiticus to the vaults of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 
(71) Cf. p. 67 supra. 
(72) H. Brugsch, Wanderung nach den Turkis-Minen und der Sinai-Halbinsel (2nd éd., 1868; 
the trip took place in April-May, 1865), p. 47-48 : The Stxaïoç of the monastery was dissatisfied, 
for the Sinaiticus had not yet been returned, although the Russian Ambassador in Constantinople 
had guaranteed its restitution. Brugsch was sure that Tischendorf had concluded a confidential 
agreement with the head of the monastery, an agreement by which the Sinaiticus " did have 
a legal owner " by 1865. This was unclear language. 
(73) Cf. note 51 supra. 
(74) On this scholar, director of the Russian Ecclesiastical Mission in Jerusalem, and visitor 
to Sinai, cf. Archimandrite Kiprian (Kern), O. Antonin Kapustin... (Belgrade, 1934). On 
Antonin's mediation in the Sinaiticus affair, cf. ibidem, p. 138 and Dmitrievskij, Graf Ignat'ev... 
(as in note 6 supra), p. 27-29. 
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amateurish attempts, that obtained (by the use of pressures that deserve 
closer scrutiny) (75) the regular act of donation from the Sinaites. 

Callistratus, the Archbishop from whom the donation was finally 

obtained, continued to write Tischendorf sweet-sounding letters until the latter' s death in 1874 (76), for the Archbishop always hoped for Tischendorf s 

assistance. But these letters are no proof that Tischendorf had been a 
perfect gentleman, nor even that Callistratus thought he had. Rightly 
or wrongly his feelings were hostile, for Callistratus, too, felt that the monks 
had been cheated (77). 

VI 

It is easier to assess the part played by Tischendorf the scholar 
in the Sinaiticus affair : All one has to do is compare his instant realization 
of the manuscript's value to the long and irrelevant description of the 
Sinaiticus produced by Porfirij Uspenskij (78), who saw it in 1845 and 1850 
and who, on the latter date, was able to study it on Sinai at his leisure (79). 
Uspenskij 's subsequent attacks, occasioned by the alleged heretical traits 
in the Sinaiticus, were merely sour grapes. Until Tischendorf's 

of 1860, the learned but confused Archimandrite had seen nothing 
amiss in that manuscript. He had been convinced that it was of 

(80), but he never realized how great this importance was. 

(75) In 1867, Ignat'ev had Sinai's holdings in Russia sequestered until clarification of Cyril's 
status. At that time, it seemed to have been a move on Cyril's behalf. This sequestration was 
still in force by June 18/30, 1868, when Ignat'ev told Antonin about a report that the Sinaites 
were willing to " donate the Bible without compensation, provided that Callistratus would be 
recognized and the Monastery given permission to draw on [its] monies sequestered by us..." 
The sequestration of Sinaitic property was lifted some time between June 18/30, 1868 and 
June 10/22, 1870. " I like to push people against the wall," wrote Ignat'ev on March 14/26, 
1869, " otherwise you cannot squeeze anything out of the obstinate." This was a footnote to 
Ignat'ev's information that he was withholding the medals and payment promised for the 
anticipated donation of the Sinaiticus. Cf. Dmitrievskij, Graf Ignat'ev... (as in note 6 supra), 
p. 23, 25-28. 
(76) The letter of July 15, 1869, stating that the Sinaiticus had been donated (èSop^e?]), but 
complaining that the medals had not yet arrived. Cf. Gregory, Prolegomena... (as in note 6 
supra), p. 352-53; G. Ebers, Durch Gosen zum Sinai... (2nd éd., 1881), p. 588-590; partial German 
text in Sinaibibel, p. 91-92. A letter of March 12/24, 1874 in Peradze, Dokumenty... (as in 
note 22 supra), p. 148. 
(77) Cf. Ebers (as in the preceding note), p. 590, referring to Gardthausen and " other recent 
travellers " : they heard Callistratus' " bitter complaints " against the " purloining " of the 
Sinaiticus. 
(78) Pervoe puteSestvie v Sinajskij monastyr' v 1845 godu (1856), p. 225-238. Porfirij reports 
on the letter of Barnabas without being aware of the capital importance of the find. 
(79) Cf. Kniga... (as in note 20 supra), VIII, p. 56 : " for a long time;" P. V. Bezobrazov, 
Materialy... (as in note 20 supra), II, p. 881 : " forty days;" this can hardly be true, since it 
appears from Porfirij's Vtoroe puteSestvie... (as in note 20 supra), p. 77, 162 ff., 193, that in 
1850 he spent a total of 29 days on Sinai, out of which a maximum of four were devoted to 
the study of the Sinaiticus (which Porfirij specifically mentioned on p. 193). 
(80) Cf. P. V. Bezobrazov, Materialy... (as in note 20 supra), II, p. 681-684 : reporting to 
Count A. P. Tolstoj on March 1, 1858, Uspenskij expressed a negative opinion on Tischendorf's 
intended trip to the Near East (the trip that led to the Sinaiticus' discovery). Instead, Porfirij 
suggested that three Russians should be sent on a mission, and that they should obtain permission 
from the Eastern Patriarchs to borrow (not without compensation) certain [important] 

for a time, e.g. " the Sinai Septuagint of the fifth century," in other words, the Sinaiticus. 
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It is less easy to evaluate the part played by Tischendorf the man 
in the Sinaiticus affair. He was enough of a scholar never to say an outright 
falsehood in relating the story of the years 1844-1869 (81), but he was 
masterfully vague when he narrated some of the points crucial to our 

of the propriety of his acts. In the quarrel with Porfirij Uspenskij 
over the priority of the manuscript's discovery, Tischendorf was hardly fair. 
In 1859/60, poor Uspenskij could — and did — quite sincerely believe that 
he had been the first to discover and describe the Sinaiticus, for he had 
seen it in 1845. He cannot be held responsible because Tischendorf, who 
had seen parts of the manuscript in 1844, kept their origin a secret for all 
practical purposes until 1860 (82). 

To see flaws in Tischendorf's behavior is not to impugn the legality 
of the Sinaiticus's ultimate transfer to the British Museum. This legality 
is unquestioned (83). Scholars may understandably prefer to see this 
treasure exhibited in a great Western repository of learning rather than 
buried in the wilderness of a far country, but this is a poor reason for 
exculpating Tischendorf. Moreover, to find his actions correct from 1859 
onward because ten years later, and after the deposition of the Archbishop 
with whom Tischendorf had been dealing, another Archbishop of Sinai 
made a gift of the manuscript to Russia, and made it as a result of pressures 
with which Tischendorf himself had very little to do, is a procedure 
the logic of which escapes my understanding. 

(81) Our eyebrows tend to rise on only one occasion : Having described a fifteenth-century manuscript (the Tomos against Barlaam) which he had acquired on his trip of 1844, Tischendorf 
copied its curse formula : " the present book belongs... to Mount Sinai. ... whoever removes it 
from the... monastery, may he be afflicted with the curse of the Holy Fathers and of the Burning Bush." Tischendorf added in brackets, for no apparent reason, " I found these leaves when 
I was already far away from Sinai." — The reliability of two important points in Tischendorf's 
own story has been impugned by BeneSeviô, Les manuscrits grecs... (as in note 23 supra), 
p. 34-39 and 68-72. The first point deals with the authenticity of the famous basket in which 
the first portion of the Sinaiticus was presumably found in 1844, and with the question of whether 
that portion was about to be burned; the second, perhaps more interesting, point is concerned 
with the motivation of Tischendorf's third trip to Sinai in 1859. Was he driven there by an 
unclear impulse, a " pressentiment dont je ne savais me rendre compte," cf. Mémoire sur la 
découverte... (as in note 2 supra), p. 4, or had he gotten wind, as early as the summer of 1857, 
of the presence of the manuscript's other parts still on Sinai through the publications of Porfirij 
Uspenskij (1856) and the interview with A. S. Norov (cf. note 39 supra)! The documents I have 
seen clear up neither of these points. 
(82) Strictly speaking, until April of 1859, cf. end of note 4 supra. For all that, the fact of 
Tischendorf's priority in having seen a sizeable portion of the manuscript is incontestable. 
Nonetheless, a recent appraisal of Porfirij Uspenskij states that " the honor of the discovery " 
of the Sinaiticus belongs to the Russian scholar. Cf. M. A. Korostovcev and S. I. HodzaS, 
Vostokovednaja dejatel'nost' Porfirija Uspenskogo, Bliïnij i Srednij Vostok, Sbornik statej (1962), 
p. 130. 
(83) Ignat'ev saw to it that the donation of November 18, 1869 was made in all due form. All 
that the authors of the British Museum pamphlets needed to do to make their point was to 
quote the letter of June 13, 1878 in which the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs replied to 
G. R. Gregory's inquiries concerning the Sinaiticus; cf. Gregory, Prolegomena... as in note 6 
supra, p. 351; cf. also other works quoted in that note. Attempts to strengthen the case of 
legality by asserting — incidentally erroneously — that Tischendorf was beloved and revered 
by the Sinaites after 1859, were superfluous. 
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The professionals who engineered the legal transfer of the Sinaiticus 
into Russian hands in 1869 were perfectly aware of the nature of their 
enterprise. In 1868, Ignat'ev wanted to put " an end to the story of the 
Sinai Bible stolen by us." (84) Of course one could do so by giving Russia's 
consent to Cyril's deposition and by " offering <Sinai's own> monies that 
do not belong to us;" but Ignat'ev preferred a more " decorous " course 
— that of giving the monks any sum, however modest, that would "belong 
to us, so that it would be possible to say that we had bought the Bible 
rather than purloined it." (85) As for Archimandrite Antonin, he later 
spoke of the " long and fairly mixed-up procedure by which we acquired 
the famous Sinai manuscript." This, he argued, encumbered the Russians 
with a special obligation to compile a catalogue of Sinai manuscripts (86), 
and thus, we might add, to perform an act of expiation. 

In this " long and fairly mixed-up procedure," Tischendorf appears 
as a brilliant, erudite, quick-minded, devoted, resourceful person, but also 
as a vain, cantankerous, and, on occasion, unfair man (87). For years, 
he was caught in the trap which he had helped to spring by his acts of 1859 
and 1862; he was released from it in 1869 by hands more experienced than 
his own and, incidentally, more interested in securing a treasure for Russia 
than in saving a German professor's honor. By 1869, Tischendorf was an 
honorable man. But between 1859 and that date, he can be called honorable 
only retroactively. This picture of events I find more plausible, and even 
more worthy of Tischendorf than the prevailing image (TEpinal. 

V 
New York, Ihor Sevcenko 
Columbia University. 

(84) Ignat'ev to Antonin (date : May 8/20, 1868), ed. Dmitrievskij, Graf Ignat'ev... (as in 
note 6 supra), p. 26. 
(85) Ignat'ev to Antonin (date : June 18/30, 1868), ed. ibidem, p. 27-28. 
(86) Trudy Kievskoj Duhovnoj Akademii (1873), vol. I, p. 389. Gf. excerpts in V. N. BeneSeviè, 
Opisanie greceskih rukopisej mon. Sv. Ekateriny..., I (1911), p. xvn, n. 1 and in Idem, Les 

grecs... (as in note 23 supra), p. 82. 
(87) Cf. on this point S. P. Tregelles' remark of 1860, published in T. H. Horne, An Introduction... 
(as in note 17 supra), p. 753-54 : " That he [Tischendorf] always treats other writers fairly, 
or shows sufficient candour or exactitude in estimating what they have done or written, I shall 
hardly be expected to admit." Cf. also E. Tisserant, "Lettres de Constantin von Tischendorf 
à Carlo Vercellone," Studi e Testi, 126 (1946), p. 479-498, esp. p. 498 : in these letters 
Tischendorf appears " passablement orgueilleux et d'un caractère pas trop facile." 
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