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INTRODUCTION

“Requiem for Slavic Philology” is the deliberately provocative
formula recently used by the Italian Slavist M. Garzaniti
to characterise the discipline and its present challenges.
Notwithstanding the indispensable role of an integrated approach
to Slavic cultural phenomena, rooted in their medieval foundations
and centred on the critical analysis of the written heritage, Slavic
Philology as a discipline continues to face persistent constraints:
enrolments in university courses remain limited, even across
Slavic-speaking countries, and opportunities for early-career
scholars to take part in international exchange are scarce.

This general picture, however, does not fully account
for the variety of institutional settings in which Medieval
Slavic Studies continue to be cultivated and renewed. Within
the Bulgarian context, the Cyrillo-Methodian Research Centre
(CMRC) at the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences has long been
committed to supporting research on Slavic sources and the
Cyrillo-Methodian legacy. The Centre promotes collaborative
research projects, and organises academic events that connect
scholars across Europe and beyond. Over time, it has become a
recognised point of reference for Palaeoslavic studies, bringing
together leading specialists who contribute to its activities from
an explicitly interdisciplinary perspective.

A comparable, if differently scaled, commitment may be
observed in Italy. At the University of Messina, Slavic studies
rest on a significant scholarly tradition and have recently been
strengthened by developments such as the appointment of Associate



Professor Marco Scarpa, following his work at the CMRC.
Against this background of convergent institutional trajectories
and a shared commitment to the field, recent developments
have opened a tangible prospect for enduring and structured
cooperation. Within this framework, and in collaboration with the
Paleobulgarica Foundation (Bulgaria) and the Collettivo Giovani
Slavisti (Italy), an international symposium on Medieval Slavic
Studies was held in September 2024.

The Symposium offered doctoral students, postdoctoral
researchers, and early-career scholars an unique opportunity
to present ongoing projects, share ideas and methodologies,
and engage in academic dialogue with peers from across
Europe and beyond. By facilitating these exchanges, the event
sought to strengthen the visibility and vitality of contemporary
Palaeoslavic research while promoting collaboration among
institutions, scholars, and students. The call for papers received
submissions from 31 young scholars representing 11 countries.
The programme, covering philological, linguistic, palacographic,
codicological, historical, and cultural studies, reflected both the
breadth of topics and the diversity of approaches that characterise
current research in the field.

We are sincerely grateful to all participants who shared
their work on this occasion. Such exchanges are essential both
for the individual scholars, enabling dialogue among peers
and across generations, and for the discipline as a whole, by
introducing fresh perspectives that engage with established
scholarly traditions while revitalising them with new questions,
tools, and interpretative frameworks. For this reason, we
invited participants to submit their papers for publication;
twelve contributions were accepted, and the present volume
is the outcome. Rather than offering conventional conference
proceedings, Paleoslavistic Studies foregrounds research
trajectories and methodological outlooks, with contributions
presented in alphabetical order.

Beatrice Bindi examines the terminology used by Maximus
the Greek to denote the Greek language in his Church Slavonic
writings. Through the analysis of selected lemmas and adjectives,
her article shows how Maximus expanded the Slavonic lexicon
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by introducing meanings grounded in Greek usage, reflecting
his role as a cultural mediator between Byzantium, Italian
humanism, and the Slavic world.

Simeon Dekker investigates variation in past tense
forms and the development of verbal aspect in Smotryc’kyj’s
Ruthenian, highlighting the interaction between Church Slavonic
tradition and Polish influence. By analysing prefixed aorists and
perfective formations, the paper brings out the complexity of
diachronic processes involved in the shaping of the Ruthenian
verbal system.

Maksim Gavrilkov’s contribution explores the functions
of biblical quotations in early Church Slavonic grammars of the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Using a functional model,
the study demonstrates how biblical passages served normative
and metalinguistic purposes in grammatical codification.

Preslava Georgieva analyses errors of translation and
transmission in the Slavonic text of the Life of St Gregory
of Agrigento. By distinguishing between translator’s errors
and scribal mistakes, the study contributes to reconstructing
the textual tradition and identifying witnesses closest to the
archetype.

Nicolo Ghigi presents new evidence concerning the
Slavonic tradition of Germanus II’s Responsio, arguing that the
Slavonic version derives from a now-lost Greek epitome. His
analysis clarifies the Serbian—Athonite context of the translation
and underscores the importance of the Slavonic tradition for the
text’s history.

Nicole Hockmann examines the use of the ligature ® in Old
East Slavic birchbark texts. Her results indicate a predominance
of morphographic over phonographic usage, pointing to
sophisticated scribal strategies in medieval vernacular writing.

Kameliya Hristova-Yordanova discusses lexical variants for
the term “censer” in the Slavonic Octateuch tradition. The analysis
highlights differences in usage and semantic developments,
including a metaphorical value associated with the Theotokos.

Ksenia Kostomarova studies direct speech in the Kyiv
Chronicle, showing how it contributes to the construction of
interactions among characters. A quantitative, network-based



approach reveals narrative relations that are not immediately
visible through qualitative reading alone.

Daniel Kossarev offers preliminary observations on
the Slavonic translation of the Contra Legem Sarracenorum,
laying the groundwork for future research on the text’s dating,
provenance, and sources.

Teresa Lombardi outlines research perspectives and
methods for studying cultural and diplomatic relations between
Muscovy and the Italian states in the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries, emphasising the impact of Italian humanism on late-
medieval Russia.

Francesca Romoli and Maria Chiara Ferro present the
MaximHum project, dedicated to the digitisation and mapping
of Maximus the Greek’s oeuvre. Their article describes aims,
methodology, and preliminary results related to the construction
of a digital corpus.

Finally, Georgii V. Titov analyses a miniature in the
Expanded Psalter F.I.738 devoted to monastic ascetic practices.
Through iconographic and stylistic analysis, he shows how the
image functions as a visual complement to the penitential Psalms.

As these contributions demonstrate, the subjects addressed
and the methods employed are notably diverse. Taken together,
they suggest that Palacoslavic studies retains strongly positive
prospects, provided that the field continues to recognise,
support, and amplify the work of young scholars who approach
it with rigour, originality, and intellectual commitment. We
hope that this volume will not only make these young scholars’
work widely accessible but also encourage further exchange and
collaboration within the international Palacoslavic community,
ensuring that the discipline remains dynamic, forward-looking,
and enriched by new generations of researchers.

Marco Scarpa
Veselka Zhelyazkova
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Marco Biasio (University of Pisa)
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Le traduzioni delle opere di Massimo il Greco:
raccogliere, organizzare e censire

15.00-16.30

Marta Riparante (Cyrillo-Methodian Research Centre
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The scribe Theoktist and his circle of collaborators:
palaeographic analysis of the manuscripts

Tatyana Braga (Institute for Bulgarian Language

of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences)

Hoevie naneoepaghuueckue nabnroodenus nao Odecckum
oamackunom Ne 37 (63)
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Aristocracy in Late Middle Ages and Early Ottoman Era
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17.00-18.00

Leandro César Santana Neves (Federal University
of Rio de Janeiro)

Aspects of the Kyivan Metropolitans’ ecclesiological
thought (1039-1170)

Dagmar Vyslouzilova (Masaryk University),
Evgeny Podvalnov (Bunin Yelets State University)
Orthodoxy and Authority: Ideological Struggles

in Medieval Russian Chronicles

Thursday, September 05
09.30-11.00
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Alberto Pontiroli (Sapienza University of Rome, Charles
University of Prague)

SS Constantine-Cyril and Metodius synaxaria in Church
Slavonic

Anna Fitiskina (Higher School of Economics,

Russian Language Institute)

Text criticism at the service of linguistics:

the case of the Questions of Kirik
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Amber Ivanov (Institute for Literature of the Bulgarian
Academy of Sciences)

Research project “Reading for laymen in the South Slavic
tradition: socio-cultural dynamics of the 14th- to 18th-
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of the Russian Academy of Sciences)

Contra legem Sarracenorum in Slavonic translation
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Galina Sapozhnikova (Institute of the Lithuanian Language)
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nonvckozo céoda Zywoty Swietych Ilempa Ckapeu:
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of the Russian Academy of Sciences)
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Kameliya Hristova (Cyrillo-Methodian Research Centre

at the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences)
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Yavor Ivanov (SS. Cyril and Methodius National Library)
Ouwge 6e0nvIIC 30 IeKCUKAMa Ha MOPUsL CLABIHCKU NPEeBo0
Ha /uanozume na ceemu I pucoputi [[eoecnog

Friday, September 06
09.30-11.00

William Pidzamecky (University of Nottingham)
Longphuirt, Wintersetlu, and Gorodisce: A Study of Viking
Age Scandinavian Sites in Ireland, England, Russia,
and Ukraine from the Eighth to the Tenth Centuries
Teresa Lombardi (University of Pisa)

Le relazioni culturali fra la Moscovia e gli Stati italiani
a cavallo tra Quattrocento e Cinquecento:

prospettive di ricerca e metodologie

Luca Cortesi (University of Pavia)

1 “Discorsi sui giorni” di Ivan Chvorostinin (XVII sec.):
contesto e prospettive di ricerca

11.00-11.30

Conclusion of the Symposium.

12

Symposium on Medieval Slavonic Studies



ARTICLES






https://doi.org/10.59076/9787-74-0-PslSt.01

We%ucum A3bIKD, EAAMNBCKAS (BYb, EAAACKBIN TANCD!
ON THE DESIGNATION OF THE ‘GREEK LANGUAGE’
IN SELECTED WRITINGS OF MAXIMUS THE GREEK

= Beatrice Bindi (Italy)

1. Introduction

Upon his arrival in Muscovy in 1518, Maximus the Greek
(c. 1470-1555/56) immediately began translating and revising the
sacred texts in the Slavic language, as requested by Grand Prince
Vasily III'. Given that the Greek scholar was unfamiliar with the
new cultural context and even the language?, the genesis of the skills
that enabled him to carry out his work successfully must be sought
in his training in Italy (Garzaniti 2010: 349). Maximus the Greek
(born Michael Trivolis), who arrived in Florence in 1492 following
Giano Lascaris (1445-1534), was first educated at the Florentine
Studium (1492-1494/95): as a pupil of Angelo Poliziano (1454-
1494), he learnt and assimilated his approach to philology and
translation. Later, as secretary to Gianfrancesco Pico (1469-1533)
in Mirandola (1498-1503), he worked on the Latin version of the
anonymous Greek treatise De Monarchia Dei (1501). He probably
also worked on the revision of the Expositiones in Psalmos, which

!'In fact, the letter that came to Athos in 1516 from Grand Prince Vasiliy ITI and
Metropolitan Varlaam requested that the monk Savva of the Vatopedi Monas-
tery be sent to Muscovy as a translator. For the reasons why Maximus the Greek
was actually chosen for this delicate task, see Garzaniti (2019: 5-11).

2 In the letter that the Vatopedi abbot Anfim sent to the metropolitan Varlaam in
response to the Grand Prince’s request, it is stated that Maximus “knew no other
language than Greek and Latin”, but that he could “quickly learn the Russian
language”™: «Ho \yEO A3bIKA HE BECT PVOTKATO, gA3EE MPEUECKATO 1 ANTBINCKAID;
NAAEBEMB e ¢ 510 1N PYCTKOMY S3bIKY Bog30 NakbIkNeTny (Bemokypos 1898: 198).



the more famous uncle, Giovanni Pico della Mirandola (1464-
1494), had collected over many years of study, also based on the
Hebrew version. Lastly, after arriving in Venice (1503/04-1506),
the Greek émigré was employed in Aldus Manutius’s (1449/54-
1515) printing house, where he became acquainted with the
editorial challenges of producing Greek editions of sacred texts®
(Garzaniti 2010: 351).

The intense fifteen years spent in Italy significantly shaped the
personality of Maximus the Greek, so that he arrived in Russia as “a
man already programmed* by the Western Renaissance” (11leBuenko
2009: 482). A skilled philologist and humanist, he quickly noticed
the limited knowledge of Greek among Muscovite intellectuals
and devoted himself to promoting a greater and more accurate
understanding of it. The Greek language became the corerstone
of Maximus the Greek’s philological and translation work, which
was distinguished by a certain originality in its approach. Instead
of basing his textual corrections on the conventional comparison
of various manuscript lists, he advocated the need to compare the
manuscript to be revised with the Greek original, which — when read
and interpreted with grammatical expertise — could provide accurate
answers to the erroneous choices of ancient copyists (MkonHHKOB
1915: 183).

Based on these premises, this study examines how the author
refers to and denotes the ‘Greek language’ in his Church Slavonic
written production. This paper should be seen in the wider context of
the author’s doctoral research’®, with which it shares the same subject
matter, theoretical approach and methodological framework. Before
proceeding to the presentation of materials and methods, a brief
review of existing scholarship is offered to underscore the relevance
and significance of the research undertaken.

3 It should not be forgotten that around 1497 the Venetian printer published the
Greek Psalter, edited by Dekadyos, and a Book of Hours translated from Latin
(second edition 1505) (Garzaniti 2010: 351).

* 1. Shevchenko uses the participle adjective 3anporpaMMHUpOBaHHbI#, borrow-
ing it from the language of computer science.

° The author’s doctoral research examines metalinguistic reflection in the work
of Maximus the Greek, with the aim of reconstructing the philological and
translation terminology he developed under the supposed influence of Italian
humanistic-Renaissance culture.
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2. State of the Field

Among the many research perspectives on the literary legacy of
Maximus the Greek, linguistic studies stand out as particularly
important. Following an intensive phase of morphosyntactic
analysis®, scholarly attention has increasingly shifted toward
lexical and semasiological aspects.

M.C. Ferro deserves the credit for opening up this line of
inquiry. Her analysis of the terms gaszyms and camorarcTne in
Maximus the Greek’s Church Slavonic works has revealed a
number of peculiarities in his usus verborum, i.e., the use of words
familiar within the Slavic literary tradition but in ways or senses
that diverge partially from their conventional usage, alongside
the introduction of new terms (Ferro 2019). These findings have
stimulated further research, leading to the identification of various
Greek and Latin borrowings in his writings (®eppo 2020, Ferro
2021). Following a similar approach, F. Romoli has examined
the influence of Girolamo Savonarola’s works on Maximus the
Greek’s vocabulary and phraseology (Romoli 2021).

The two Italian scholars have thus opened up a promising
field of research that awaits further exploration. The positive
outcomes of their studies encourage continued investigation of
Maximus the Greek’s use of Church Slavonic lexicon, factoring
in the potential influence of the humanistic culture and religious
renewal he encountered in late Quattrocento Italy.

3. Materials and methods

This study examines a selection of words and expressions used
to denote the ‘Greek language’ in some works by Maximus the
Greek’. The three terms, the seven syntagms, and the five selected
sources are listed in the Tables (1-2):

¢L.S. Kovtun, N.V. Sinitsyna, B.L. Fonkich (KoeryH, Cunnisina, @onkuu 1973)
and E.V. Kravets (Kpasen 1991) studied the language of Maximus the Greek’s
translations with the aim of defining the intellectual’s innovative role in the
elaboration of a new linguistic norm for Church Slavonic texts. I.V. Verner (Beprep
2010) analysed the salient linguistic features of the work of translating the texts,
recognising Maximus the Greek as the embodiment of medieval grammatical
theory. Finally, C.M. MacRobert (2008, 2017) attempted to investigate the possible
antecedents of the variants made by the Athonite monk in his corrections.

7 The selection was made on the basis of a thematic criterion: all the selected
writings deal, albeit from different angles and in different ways, with linguistic
considerations concerning the translation and correction of books from Church
Slavonic into Greek. The texts analysed are taken from the two-volume collected
works of Maximus the Greek, edited by N.V. Sinitsyna (Makcum I'pex 2008, 2014).



Table 1: Terms and expressions

Terms Expressions

A3bIKD F‘)G"IGCI(I)II/I A3BIKD; ¢AANMNBCKBIN A3BIKD

FAACD F‘)G‘—IG(ICNI/I FAXCD; CAANNBCKBIN TANCD; €AAACKBIN TANCD
P"B‘-ib P‘)GHG(ICASI (B‘ﬂ); CAANNBCKASA P"B‘-ib

Table 2: Sources and sources abbreviation

Sources Sources abbreviation

Iocnanue eenuxomy KHA3I0O
Bacunuio 111 0 nepesooe

. ITocnanue o nepesoge I
Tonkoeou Ilcarmuvipu

(Makcum I'pex 2008: 151-170)

Tlocnanue poccuananm,

cepbam u boneapam o nepegooe
FEsaneenvckux 6eceo Hoanna [Mocnmanue o mepesone 11
3namoycma monaxom Cenusanom
(Maxcum I'pex 2008: 355-357)

Cnoso omeébuamenno

0 UCPABNIeHUU KHUSH PYCKBIX,
6 HeM Jice U HA 21A20NI0UjUX,
sko nioms Tocnoowus no CI10BO 0 HCTpaBiAeHUH KHUT [
8bCKPECeHUU U3 MPBINGLIXD
Heonucana bvicmo

(Maxkcum I'pex 2014: 136-144)

Cnosyo omsbusmenro
O KHUJICHOM UCHPABILEHUU CrnoBo o ucripapineHnd KHUT 11
(Maxcum I'pek 2014: 145-149)

Crazanue o udice cebluHeMb
mup® u o cnacenuu oyus
Hawux Tocnody nomonumcs
(Makcum I'pek 2014: 281-283)

Cka3zanue
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For each term, we reconstruct its semantics and contexts of
use through a survey of Old Russian dictionaries (Miklosich,
Cpesnerckuii, CPS 11-17) and sources from the panchronic section
(manxponuueckuii kopiryc) of the National Corpus of the Russian
Language (HaumonainbHbli kopiyc pycckoro sisbika HKPS man)®.
After examining any peculiarities in Maximus the Greek’s usage
of the individual words, we analyse the expressions. Each of these
is searched into HKPSI_man to assess whether the discourse on the
Greek language was significant in literature before and contempo-
rary to the Athonite monk (11th-mid-16th centuries), or whether
it gained new momentum as a result of his work. In this regard,
we explore possible instances of continued use of the syntagms
analysed in later sources (late 16th-18th centuries)’. The study
concludes with an analysis of selected textual fragments from
the works of Maximus the Greek, which allow us to approach the
study of the lexicon from a broader intertextual and intercultural
perspective.

4. ChSL. n3bics, raacs, pkis
4.1. ChSL. a3biks

4.1.1. The definition in dictionaries

Dictionaries give the following meanings for ChSl. si3biks
(Gk. yA®dooa, Lat. lingua): 1. tongue (anatomy) (4WieHb, 4acTbh
Tena, s3bIKb BO PTy); 2. language (system of communication)
(s3pIKDB, Haphume); 3. the people (Hapoas, miems); 4. only in the
plural, the foreigners, the pagans (MHOIJIEMEHHUKH, S3bIYHHUKN)
(Miklosich; CpesneBckuit; CPA 11-17).

8 The panchronic corpus of the HKPSI (<https:/ruscorpora.ru/>), developed in
2022, combines historical texts (ucropudeckue xopiyca) and the main corpus
(ocuoBHOi#1 Koprryc), the oldest sources of which date back to the 17th-18th
centuries. This tool makes it possible to conduct linguistic research on different
centuries of Russian literary language history, on more than three hundred-
million-word forms. For the present study, we used a sub-corpus of selected
sources from the 12th to the 18th centuries.

° The methodology adopted here was developed by M.C. Ferro and F. Romoli,
who have successfully applied it over the last decade both to the study of the
ChSl. lexical heritage as a whole (Ferro, Romoli 2014; Romoli 2018; Pomoinu,
Deppo 2018) and to the analysis of the authorial vocabulary of Maximus the
Greek (see above).



4.1.2. Examples in HKPSI_nan

Tongue (anatomy): ChSl. a3viks may refer to the ‘tongue’
(anatomy) or, by metaphorical extension, to the ‘ability to express
oneself” (1 TBI ke NTULB NB(C)NBIR: VMYAJENBI TOBOK: M(E)U- €raA
MOREAMLLIM TO RCMOWTh: 1 YARK'DI RECEAATH TOBE M €M AN KE NE MOBEAMLLIN
UMD R3BIKD Ke uMBILIE WHeM BT, “and the birds of the air are
wise in your sight, O Lord; when you command them, they sing
and make men merry; but when You do not command them, they
are dumb, though they have a tongue” — [IBM).

Language (way of speaking): ChSl. sa3biks means
‘language’, understood as the system of communication shared
by a given community (1 TYA S MOABSIT, 1 €CTh NE pA3YMBTU A3BIKY
nx, “and there they speak, but it is impossible to understand their
language” — MJIC).

The people: especially when used in the plural, ChSl. s3siks
may denote ‘the people’. This connotation is mainly found in his-
torical sources (1 eAMKo MNEXB NA BBCTOMNEN CTPANE CRAALIMXE
R3bIks BeAnkbI(x), “and a certain amount of other great peoples
dwelling in the Eastern land” — A).

4.2. ChSL. raaca

4.2.1. The definition in dictionaries

ChSL. raacs (Gk. @iy, yog, Lat. vox) denotes: 1. the voice
(romoc), the sound (3ByKk), and thus the ability to speak, in the sense of
making sounds (CHOCOOHOCThL TOBOPHTH ); 2. an utterance (M3peyeHue,
BBICKa3bIBaHHE, POM3HECEHHOE BCITyX); 3. language, speech (s13bIK,
peun) (from the 16th cent. onwards); 4. in the ecclesiastical context,
liturgical chant (raneB) (Miklosich; Cpe3nesckwuit; CPS 11-17).

4.2.2. Examples in HKPSI_nan

Voice. ChSL raacs denotes the ‘voice’, usually human
(XBAAMTL 7Ké TOXBAANBIMMY PACHI PUMBCKAX ¢TpaNA [erpa 1 [Maoyaa,
“the Roman country praises Peter and Paul with voices of lauda-
tion” — C3B5; 1 CALILLALLA TAACD BAAKENAATO CTPACTOTHIMBLA MORLIA
NeaATbIgh 3a0yTobhion,“and they heard the voice of the blessed Pas-
sion-bearer singing the Matins Psalter” — CBI).
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4.3. ChSL (Bub

4.3.1. The definition in dictionaries

ChSl. pkus (Gk. prjpa, Lat. verbum; Gk. Aé€wg, Lat. ser-
mo) has the following meanings: 1. speech (peun), also under-
stood as the manner of speaking (Manepa roBoputs) and ability
to speak (crocoOHOCTH TOBOPUTH); 2. language (s3b1K); 3. what is
said, someone’s words (To, 94TO CKa3aHO, YbH-II. CJIOBa); 4. story
(pacckas), narrative (moBecTBOBaHHE); 5. conversation (Oecena),
speaking (pasroBop); 6. in grammar, verb (mtaron) (Miklosich;
Cpesnesckuii; CPA 11-17).

4.3.2. Examples in HKPSI nan

Speech, words. ChSL. B ﬂeguently means ‘speech’,
‘words’ said by someone (nocasiuan pR(k) Moea, rit upn, “listen to
my words, sovereign lord” — ITATI; uno ngoMexh rocy AAen NUKAKOT
CCOpBI Ne BYAETH U NEMOAOBNBIE €41 U BAVANbBIE, “then between
the lords there will be no discussion, no unseemly and impudent
speeches” — [1).

Language. In a small number of examples, ChSI. ¢4 also
refers to ‘language’ (No 1 nave e MHOrM TPV ABI N MOARUIY MOABAX
oT I/ICI'I‘)AEAQNI/IA I/INOCT!J(\NCICI/IX n _A,‘)QKNI/IX MOCAORULL'D, I'I;?GKOAFI NA
pyeckyio psub, “But even more effort and difficulties he had to face
when correcting and translating foreign and ancient works into the
Russian language” — BMY).

4.4. ChSL 5n3bikn, raacs, gk4s in Maximus the Greek

In his writings, Maximus the Greek uses s3bics and raacs
synonymously to convey the meaning of ‘language,’ specifically
as a ‘linguistic system’ or ‘codified idiom’. Here we consider the
examples (1-5):

(1) Cue ke raaroal, MOGAMKY GAAMNBOKBIM TAAC Kb €Xe
M3BOBUAORATI MHNOFO3NAMENMEM M MNOFOMIMENOBANMEM FAAMOAANUM,
NO 1 YMNMU, OBPA3BI ASANHNBIMU TAAFOAANMA [...] CBKPOREND €CTh
(“But this I say, because the Greek language, due to the plurality
of meanings and ways of indicating words, but also due to the
arrangement and various forms of the words [...] is cryptic” —
[locnanwue o nepesone I).



(2) Awpe B0 BYANT OT CUANBIX B pA3CYKENIN MPEHECKATD FAACA
FA\fBOfAB\fMNAFO, ALHE F?AMATVI”INBIMI/I XV’AO?KGCTBI:.I n fI/ITO?(ICOIO
CMAOK RBOPVKENM BYAYT AOBOANE, NE OT CEBE CME, NO OT \HUTEACH
nekyenumx crsatia [...] (“If, therefore, they are endowed with
a profound understanding of the Greek language, rich in deep
meanings, and if they are adequately equipped with the gramma-
tical skill and rhetorical strength, if they won’t have it acquired on
their own, but thanks to the teachings of the most skilled masters
[...]” — Iocnmanme o mepeBoxme I).

(3) [...] no cenm enmeToana Hatiero BpaTa CeAvBANA, MiKe KNUMY
CMI 0T GAAACKATO FAACA AOB)BULLIE KE 1 BAAMOPA3YMNEBMLLIC [...] va
pyeeion npeaoxiny (“[...] according to this epistle of our brother
Selivan, who translated this book well and judiciously from the
Greek language [...] into Russian” — Ilocianue o nepesoze II).

(4) [...] v NPNCNONAMATHBIM TPEROANMNKOMD CRSITHIX MACANMK
oT rgedeckare sizbika Ha pyesi [L..] (“...] and the ever-memorable
translator of the Holy Scriptures from Greek into Russian [...]" —
CroBo 0 ucnpaBieHUN KHUT ).

(5) [...] AKO EAAVINBCKBIN A3BIKD, CMPBHb TPEHECKBIN, 3BAO €CTh
xorrgsuwbm [...] (“[...] for the Hellenic language, that is, Greek,
is exceedingly complex [...]” — CioBo o ucrnipaBienun kaur II).

The synonymous use of these terms is unusual in the Slav-
ic context. Analysis of dictionaries and HKPS man data shows
that within the Church Slavonic writing tradition, only s3biks
was commonly used to denote ‘language’ as a ‘linguistic system’,
while raacs typically referred to “voice’. Although CPS 11-17 re-
cords the meaning of ‘language’ for raacs from the 16th century
onwards, this usage appears to have been rare and not widely ad-
opted. In order to understand the origins of this synonymous use
of terms in the work of Maximus the Greek, we have explored
the possibility of influence from his native language. As noted in
Miklosich, ChSI. raacs renders Gk. pwvr|, which in the Slavic area
was interpreted exclusively as a phonetic aspect (“voice’, ‘sound’).
However, by consulting Greek dictionaries in the Logeion data-
base (AOT'EION)!, we found that ewvr] consistently includes

10 AOT'EION is a digital archive that allows simultaneous searching of entries
in the many reference works that make up the Perseus Classical collection and
many others (<https:/logeion.uchicago.edu/about>).

22 Symposium on Medieval Slavonic Studies



meanings of ‘language’, ‘the language specific to a people’ and
‘idiom’. Based on these considerations, it is possible that Maximus
the Greek projected the full range of semantic content of Gk. pwvn
onto ChSL. raaca.

The Athonite monk uses ChSI. pB4s to mean ‘phrase,” under-
stood as a group of words constructed with strict grammatical co-
herence, as examples (6-9) show:

(6) [...] & Hux e pacTABRALIECS [...] 0RO Ke 0T CAMBX MCMEgRA
CHTROPBLUMX KNUAKNBIM TIPEROA, MPUCHONAMATHBIX MVKEN, JEHET BO O
MCTUNA, 6CTh NEMA'R NEMOANO (A3YMBELLINX CUAY EAAMNBIKBIX B4em, 1
CEro pAAM AAA€HE NCTUNNBIL oTNAaA oA (“[...] in them [sacred books]
there have indeed been some errors, resulting from the very first
translators, men of blessed memory, who, it has to be said, did not
always fully comprehend the power of the Greek expressions, and
thus strayed far from the truth” — CioBo o ucnpasiennu xaur I).

(7) No nonexe carR3bICKANME BbICTH U o Tom: Bora Bo B
JORAGUCS, CErO PAAM W ECTECTERA, M0 BALLEMY MJEROAY, UCTOLINLLISCS,
AN NG VCTOLLIMLISICH, AN HOROMIPECEYECS, — RBAOMO AA &CTh TROEMY
MPENOA0BMIO, SIKO NE MPULLIAO NU €AMNO HE TOUNIO Kb MCTUNE MPEHECkhbIs
¢sam (“But since the issue was also about this: for God was born,
therefore the nature, according to your translation, being exhausted
or not exhausted, or newly ceased — let it be known to your reve-
rence that not a single expression has come even close to the true
meaning of the Greek phrase” — CkazaHue).

(8) Born ko, pede, BB poAeMes, TEM ke U RCEMOTVLLIEH
BOKECTRENOK CUAOK CROGH GCTECTRA, (EKLLIE KENCKBIM €K 0 3A4STUN
N POKECTRE MXB OBBIMAM, 10 UCTUNNBU MYEHECT'BI ('BUN CKENOTOMMCE,
(EKLLE CTPANNO W NEOBBIMNE MPEA0KMAD MAN npemBNnAB ecTh (“For
God, it is said, was born, and by His almighty divine power, He
wondrously and extraordinarily transformed or changed the na-
ture — namely, the women customs regarding conception and
childbirth — in a manner that is expressed as ekenotomise, accor-
ding to the truth of the Greek phrase” — Ckazanue).

(9) o MeTUNE \BO redeckbisn (BUN TOTB &Th TABKD CVILIGE,
A €K TAAFOAATM «UCTOLINCS» UAIN NOROTIPECBHECS, AAAEE UCTUNBI
crouts (“The true Greek meaning is this, whereas to say, ‘exhaus-
ted,” or ‘newly ceased,’ is far from the truth” — Cka3anue).



Here we note another characteristic of originality in the au-
thor’s lexical use, whereby ChSI. gub acquires a new meaning
compared to the traditional one of ‘speech’. As in the previous
case, we looked for a plausible explanation for this phenomenon
in his native Greek: consultation of dictionaries on AOI'EION
indicates that Aé€ig (Gk. for ChSI. g4s in Miklosich) can mean
‘phrase’. Once again, Greek semantics seems to have influenced
the Church Slavonic vocabulary in the work of the Athonite monk.

The lexical innovations of Maximus the Greek discussed
here should be contextualised both historically and culturally.
According to the reconstruction of lexicographical developments
in Rus’ by L.S. Kovtun (KostyH 1975), beginning in the 16th-17th
centuries, a number of revisions of texts dedicated to translation
appeared in Muscovy, including the reflections of John the Exarch
on the Slavic language placed as a preface to his translation of the
Theology of John of Damascus (IIpemucnoBue Moanna Ex3apxa
Oonrapckoro k nepeBoay borocnoBus Moanna /lamackuny). The
Russian author of the revision had made lexical adjustments,
affecting, among other things, the set of words raaroas - ¢ub -
raach. The term raaroan was replaced twice by p4n and twice by
raacs. In all these cases the original Greek text had Aé&ig (‘word’,
but also ‘phrase’). The term raacs was already present in the work
of John the Exarch, but in reference to another Greek word, fyog
(“voice’), in a passage emphasising the primacy of word meaning
over sound (Koeryn 1975: 19). It is clear that sixteenth-century
Muscovite intellectuals were not familiar with the significant
semantic distinctions between terms related to language and its
components. Against this background, the usage of Maximus the
Greek stands out, offering a reconfiguration of this terminology
based on a closer adherence to his native idiom.

5. Expressions for the ‘Greek language’: a comparison be-
tween HKPSI_nman and Maximus the Greek

As observed from the analysed textual fragments (examples 1-9),
Maximus the Greek associates the nouns s3wics, raacs, and pk4s
with the adjectives rpeuccknin, eaannbeksin, and eaaAckbin to proper-
ly refer to the realm of the ‘Greek language’.
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Consulting HKPA man, we find that expressions such as
PPEUECKBIN TAACD, EAAACKBIN TAACH, FPedeckast pBub, and eAAMNBCKAS
¢k4n are never attested. For the syntagm rgedeckbin s3biks, Six
examples were found. The vast majority of these examples origi-
nate from chronicles, particularly from fragments that recount the
translation of texts from Greek into Old Church Slavonic by Saints
Constantine-Cyril and Methodius (1 npeao:ki BCA KNAMM UCMOAN. W
Ppedboka IA3bIKA BB CAORBHecks, “and translated all the books from
Greek to the Slavic language” — I1BJI, HKJI, HJI, XJI). Beyond
these instances, references to the ‘Greek language’ itself are rare
in literature from the 11th to the 17th centuries. The expression
rgedeckbiM si3bikon, in the instrumental case, is more often used in
passing to mean ‘in Greek” (NANMCANO TPBYECKBIMB A3BIKOM, “WTit-
ten in Greek” — CB). Occurrences of the expression rpedecicbin
s3biks in the sense of a linguistic system consisting of rules and
norms to be learnt appear in pedagogical sources from the late 17th
and 18th centuries (“A KT0 rpedeckuMu OyKBBI TUCATH YTO XOUET,
TOT JIOJDKEH W TPABOIMCAHUE TPEUecKaro s3bIka XpaHuTh, “And
whoever wants to write in Greek letters must also preserve Greek
orthography” — Tatuies).

The syntagm eaannbekbiv 5361ks has a total of nine occurren-
ces in HKPS man. Of these, four appear in the same source,
Alexander Romance (Anexcanopus), denoting the ‘dialect of the
Hellenes” (K Hem#e CAKILIAXOMB R4k HAHECKY, GAAVINCKBIMD RABKIKOM
n, rawymy, “they heard a human voice, speaking in the Hellenic
language” — A). Further attestations of the expression are later. In
sources from the late 15th to the 18th centuries, eAAMNBCKLIN S3BIKD
can take the meaning of an idiom in which ancient authoritative
texts were written, for which a Slavic equivalent could be rendered
through translation (M oTToAs paCMpOCTYANNAGCSH To MPEREAEHME R
GAAMNCKOM 5I3bILLE, 1 0T GAAVNCKATO SI3BIKA TMPEUAE BB AATHINCKbI
a3b1kp, “And from there, this translation [Septuagint] spread in the
Greek language, and from Greek it passed into Latin” — ['enHamit).

The syntagm eaavnbeknin raacs is attested in HKPS man
only in the Tale of the Battle with Mamai (Cxazanue o mamaesom
nobouwe), where, however, it does not indicate the Greek lan-
guage. Here, the eaammncknim raacs instead refers to the ‘for-
eign/pagan voice’ (Ioranun e NOAORLLU VRUABLLIA CBOK MONBIBEAD,



KAMKNYLLA AAMNCKBIM TAACOM, TAaroAnLie, “But the vile Polovtsian
saw their doom and cried out in a foreign language [in their own,
pagan, language]” — CMII).

The quantitative data collected this far shows sparse, if not
entirely absent, occurrences of the syntagms used by Maximus the
Greek within HKPS man. Discourse concerning the Greek lan-
guage is virtually absent in Slavic sources prior to the late 15th—
early 16th century. From this perspective, the innovative role of the
Athonite monk appears in a new light, prompting us to formulate
the following thesis: through his frequent use of terms relating to
the ‘Greek language’, the author not only enriched and redefined
Slavic terminology but also provided Muscovite intellectuals with
new conceptual and substantive stimuli. Aware that HKPS man
does not constitute a comprehensive record of Slavic literary tes-
timonies, we consider our conclusions provisional and plan, in the
future, to supplement our study with the consultation of additional
digital collections.

6. Analysis of excerpts from Maximus the Greek:
intertextual relationships and intercultural influences

At the end of this study, we present a closer examination of the
text fragments of Maximus the Greek in which the terms and ex-
pressions analysed were found. Indeed, the analysis of linguistic
contexts often allows us to capture subtle semantic nuances or to
discern interesting intercultural insights. In this respect, we refer to
some of the passages already mentioned in the previous sections of
our work (examples 1-9):

(1) Cue ke raaroal, MOGAMKY EAAMNBCKBIM TAAC Kb €Xe
N3BOBUAORATY MNOFO3NAMENUEM M MNOTOUMENORANMEM TAAMOAANMM,
NO M HYMNMU, OEPA3BI (A3AMYNBIMU FAaroaanna — Ilocmanue o
nepesoze L.

To define the properties of the Greek language (eAavinbcKbIn
raacs), in the Letter on the Translation of the Psalter (Ilocnanue
o riepeBoze 1), Maximus the Greek uses the nouns Moro3nanene
and mroroumenoranve. These terms are never attested in HKPS man.
Among dictionaries, they appear exclusively in CPS 11-17: the only
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examples of usage given here are from the epistle of Maximus the
Greek. In light of these findings, it seems plausible to hypothesise
that ChSI. mnoro3namenmne and Muoronmenoranme are original creations
of the Athonite monk, who may have used them to convey the Gk.
molvonuia (‘polysemy’) and cuveovopia (‘synonymy’). Where the
Muscovite intellectual environment lacked adequate conceptual
categories and terminology for characterizing the eaauNbekbIN
raacs, the author retrieved the necessary meanings from his native
language and transposed them into the Slavic context through new
calques.

Again, in the Letter on the Translation of the Psalter, Maxi-
mus the Greek characterises the Greek language (rpedeckbin raacs)
as ‘rich in deep meanings’ (rayEopa3YMNBIN):

(2) ALpe B0 BYAYT 0T CUANBIX B PAZCYKENMN TYEHECKATO TAACA
PAVBOPAZVMHNALO, ALLE TPAMATUMNBIMU  XYAOKECTRB 1 PUTOPCKOK
CUAOK BBOPVKENM BYAVT AOBOANE, NE 0T CEBE CME, NO OT VUUTEAEH
nekyenBrny ersixatia — [ocmanne o mepesone .

The adjective raysopasyunsiv is neither recorded in dictio-
naries nor attested in HKPS man sources. Once again, it might be
an original creation of the author. The Athonite monk’s tendency
to expand the Slavic lexicon with a particular preference for com-
pound forms (composita) has been repeatedly noted in the existing
literature. As argued by M.N. Speransky (Cniepanckuii 1960: 182),
Maximus the Greek used to produce a wide variety of compound
adjectives, drawing from a much richer repertoire than his contem-
poraries in terms of the elements combined.

In HKPA nan, indeed, we do find one attestation of the
adjective in the form raysokopasymneim, in the Tale of the Life
of Tsar Fedor Ivanovich (Crazanue o srcumuu yaps @eodopa Hea-
noeuua, 1598-1605) by Patriarch Job: Aue VB0 KTO BYAET 1 0T
CMANBIX B A3CVIKENM 1 TAVEOKOPAZYIMHOIO OCUACKOre SI3bIKA, ALLE 1
PPAMOTUYNBIMU XYAOKECTRBI 1 PUTOPCKOR CUAOK MIPEK(ALLIENM BYANTD
A0roANE [...] (“If; therefore, they are endowed with a profound under-
standing of the Greek language, rich in deep meanings, and if they
are adequately equipped with the grammatical skill and rhetorical
strength [...]” — X K®U). One detail immediately draws our attention:



Ape VB0 BYAVT 0T CUANBIX ALpe \EO KTO BYAET

B ;)ABC\fPKGNI/II/I FPG'“IGCICAFO N 0T CUANBIX B VA3C\f?’KGHVII/I
raaca FAYBOPAS\{’MNAFO, ALHe n FAVBOICOPABYMNOFO
F?AMA’T‘I/I“INBIMI/I X\f,A,O}KG(TBbI POCVII/ICICOFO A3BIKA, ALHE U

n ‘?VITOPCKOIO CNAOK K‘BO?\{’?KGHI/I F?AMOTVI“INBIMI/I X\f,A,OPKGCTKbI
BYAVT AOROANTE, NE 0T W PUTOPTKOR CUAOK

CEBE CME, NO 0T VUNTEAN MPEVIPALLIENH

l/I(IC\fCNrBI/ILIJI/IX CTHARALLA — E\f,A,\fT'b A OBOANE —
ITocnanue o nepepoje 1. KOU.

The text of the Patriarch Job mirrors exactly that of Maxi-
mus the Greek, except that the adjective raysokopasymnbin refers
to Russian rather than Greek. We can assume that the author of
the tale had some knowledge of the Athonite monk’s epistle. The
form raysokopasymnbim instead of raysopasymnbin could perhaps
be explained as a case of linguistic correction: in Middle Russian
(mid-15th century-late 17th century), compounds of the adjective
rayeoknin generally took the form raysok(o)+second word (rather
than rayso+second word)"'. Thus, Job’s tale may have followed the
model of the text of Maximus the Greek, replacing the interesting
but grammatically irregular compound with a more standard form
that obeyed the grammatical rules of word formation.

The fragment from the Athonite monk’s letter details the
skills required to be considered an expert in the Greek language.
The expressions rgAMATUYNBIMN XYA0KECTRL and pUTopekoR CAOK
are significant not so much linguistically as culturally and inter-
culturally. The theorisation of a ‘scientific’ linguistic competence
based on the arts of grammar and rhetoric reflects Maximus the
Greek’s training in the Studia Humanitatis'?. His experience in It-
aly, Garzaniti (2010: 358) argues, had made him aware, first and
foremost, of the importance of specific training for the translator,
for whom native fluency alone was not enough. This was a novel

1 See Cpesnenckuii, CPS 11-17.

12 In Renaissance lItaly, the term Studia humanitatis was used to refer to a
particular cycle of studies that included grammar, rhetoric, poetry, history, and
moral philosophy (Kristeller 1962: 383).
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approach for seventeenth-century Muscovy, where, as a result of
the weakening of direct links with Byzantium (especially follow-
ing the proclamation of the autocephaly of the Russian Church and
the fall of Constantinople), knowledge of and interest in Greek
were in decline (KabankoB 2021: 134), and where those who
undertook translations from Greek often did so “with very little
study” (MxonamkoB 1915: 19).

In his Commentary on the verse “For peace from above, and
for the salvation of our souls, let us pray to the Lord” (Ckazanue),
Maximus the Greek criticises the errors of interpretation committed
by earlier translators of liturgical texts. In doing so, he relies on the
criterion of the ‘truth of the Greek phrase” (MeTuba rpeveckbis km):

(7) [..-1 BBAOMO AA €CTh TROEMY MPEMOA0BHI0, 51O NE MPULLIAG HIA
CAVNO NE TOUMIO Kb UCTUNE rpeqecicblst gB4m [ ... ]

(8) peKiie KeNCKBIN €Ke 0 3AUSATUN 1 OKECTRE UXD OBBIYAM, M0
NCTUNNBY MPeHecT BN gB4m ekenoTomMuce [...].

(9) Mo neTUNE yBO rpedeehisn BUN TOTB €CTh TABKD CYLIIEE,
A ©KE TAAFOAATM WCTOLIMCS MAW HOROMPECBHECS, AAAEHE UCTUNDI
crouts — CkazaHue.

The textual fragments examined here allow us to reconstruct
some of the principles of Maximus the Greek’s philological and
translation method, which reflects the influence of humanist phi-
lological criticism. In particular, the concept of neTuna rpevecknis
¢ may recall the ‘veritas graeca’, a notion that guided Lorenzo
Valla in his Collation of the New Testament (Collatio Novi Testa-
menti, 1447). The Roman humanist, founder of a new type of
biblical exegesis, subjected the base language of Latin and Western
theological speculation to critical grammatical analysis, interpreting
the collation of the New Testament as a reduction of the translated
language/word of the Vulgate to the ‘veritas graeca’, the only,
true ‘sacred text’, primary and absolutely valid as ‘revealed truth’
(Camporeale 2002: 4). Indeed, the possibility of methodological
affinities between Lorenzo Valla and Maximus the Greek has already
been considered in the scholarly literature: after a first comparison
based on On the Falsely Believed and Lying Donation of Constantine
(De falso credita et ementita Constantini donatione, 1440), Garzaniti
(2010: 360) suggests that the types of errors Maximus identifies in
the Slavic books are similar to those humanists reflected upon in
their philological work.



Finally, one last example is considered (10), which, although
it has not been mentioned before in this work, reveals some re-
markable aspects:

(10) My Bo cem ecTECTRA MPUAVUMRCH AGCHATO, U KO MPUATHIO
CAORECHBIX VYGNEM NAMMAYE OCTPOVMEN SIBABCH, W TLIANME K BNEC
NEXYA0, B MAABIX ABTEX BB NJAR UBPSIAEH BBICTh, KE \f HAC CAAAKATD
PAMCA NUKE B ADUNDI, NUKE B PoUVIo CAAAY M0 A JGRAGAIOBOVHENBIX
OTUTN TOTPEORAR, NO B CaMoM cRoeM oTedecTr® [...] (“For this
man [the monk Selivan], being naturally inclined toward virtue,
showed exceptional sharpness in receiving learned instruction,
and he applied himself diligently. In his youth, he exhibited an
exceptional character, not needing to go to Athens or elsewhere in
Greece among the lovers of ancient teachings to acquire our sweet
language, but remaining in his own homeland [...]” — Ilocnanue
o mrepeBoze 1I).

In the Letter on the Translation of St John Chrysostom on
the Gospel of Matthew (Ilocnanue o nepesoze II) by the monk Se-
livan'3, the author uses the expression ‘sweet language’ (cAaaAKkbin
raacs) to refer to Greek. After checking in HKPS_man, we found
that this association is never attested elsewhere. However, a similar
expression, cAaAKbIM 513bIkD, does appear in a testimony of Selivan
himself (CBunerenscTBo Tpouukoro monaxa CenuBana 1524 r.,
PI'B, ¢. 98. Erop. 920, 1. 336 06.): [...] (A3YMOM KE 1 NAKA3ANNEM
ngemy ApBIAre cragua Makoma [...] Myxa BeAMM MYApA BB BOBX
TPEX A3BILEX, B EAAMNCKOM, TAATOAK, U PUMCKOM U RO CAAAHAMLLEM
MHB pvecom (“Through the wisdom and instruction of the wisest
elder Maximus, whom the sovereign himself summoned with his
royal letter from the Holy Mountain — a man exceedingly learned
in all three languages, namely Greek, Latin, and, sweetest to me,
Russian”) (Cununpiaa 2009: 74).

To propose a possible interpretation of the linguistic data
examined here, it is essential to consider the functional relation-

13 Selivan, a monk of the Trinity Lavra of St. Sergius, was one of the most
brilliant pupils of Maximus the Greek. He learnt the Greek language from his
mentor and, having mastered it with expert skill, was able to independently
translate St John Chrysostom’s Homilies on the Gospel of Matthew (Becens
Hoanna 3naroycra Ha EBanrenue ot Mardes); see KostyH (1975: 11-12).
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ship between the texts mentioned. Selivan’s composition appears
at the beginning of his translation, functioning as a preface, while
Maximus the Greek’s epistle is placed at the end, functioning
as a postface (see Kabanxos 2021: 135-136). If in their function
the two writings were mirror images, from a linguistic point of
view, the use of the expressions caaa kbt raacs/s3sics is also mir-
ror-like. For Maximus, who praises Selivan’s thorough prepara-
tion, it is Greek, his mother tongue, that is described as ‘sweet’.
Similarly, but in reverse, Selivan, who mentions Maximus’s great
erudition, describes Russian, his mother tongue, as the ‘sweetest’.
It is reasonable to assume that Selivan, the disciple, was inspired
by the formulation of his master, Maximus, and thus associated
the concept of caaakbin si3biks with that of JOANOM A3BIK (‘native
language’). It may be interesting to extend this investigation to
the works of other intellectuals who were close to the Athonite
monk, in order to uncover analogous cases of reciprocal linguistic
influence. For now, it is worth noting Maximus the Greek’s re-
markable ability to work actively on the Church Slavonic lexicon,
transforming both its forms and its meanings.

7. Conclusions

This study has provided an in-depth examination of the terms and
expressions used by Maximus the Greek to refer to the ‘Greek lan-
guage’ in selected works, thus contributing new insights into the
dynamics shaping the Muscovite cultural landscape of the early
16th century.

The author distinguished himself by creatively adapting
Church Slavonic terminology to capture the full semantic range
of Greek concepts, using terms such as raacs (‘voice’) and ¢4
(‘speech’) with meanings that were unusual in earlier Slavic sour-
ces (‘language’, ‘phrase’). His work reflects a conscious effort to
improve the Church Slavonic lexicon by offering more precise
ways of discussing linguistic categories for which exact termino-
logy was lacking. At the same time, the Athonite monk integrated
the rigorous philological methods he had learnt in Italy with the
Slavic Orthodox tradition, thus driving significant intellectual ad-
vances in Muscovy, in the perspective of a translatio studiorum
from West to East.



The research faced some methodological challenges in
attempting to combine the history of the lexicon with the history
of ideas, and thus a narrow linguistic perspective with a broader
literary-textual and cultural one. However, this integrated approach
seems to have been successfully adapted to the analysis of the
lexical use of Maximus the Greek. Future avenues of research
could extend to a wider and more comprehensive reconstruction of
the author’s terminology in the field of linguistic and philological
practices, based on a larger number of texts. Such an investigation
would enhance our understanding of how Maximus the Greek’s
lexical and conceptual frameworks shaped Russian culture and
broaden our perspective on his role as a cultural mediator between
humanistic, Byzantine and East Slavic traditions.

ABBREVIATIONS

ChSL. Church Slavonic

Gk. Greek

Lat. Latin

A. Anexcanopus (XI-XI1I BB.).

BMY U3 Benuxux Muneu Yemwvux mumpononuma Maxapus.

Cenmsbpo. Jlemonucey (1530-1554).
lennamnit  Temnmammit (TomsoB). [locranue [lenmnaous Hoacaghy

(1489).

. Jlomocmpoii (1500-1560).

Koun Ckasanue o ocumuu yapss Deodopa Heanosuua
(1598-1605).

MCJI Mocxkosckuti riemonuchuiii co0 (1479-1492).

HKIJI Hoszopoockas Kapamsunckas nemonucs. Ilepsas evioop-
ka (mepBas nojgoBuHa XV B.).

HJI Huxkonosckas niemonuce [859-1176 t.] (1526-1530).

HKPA nan  Hayuonanvnuiii kopnyc pycckoeo sizvika. [laHXpoHUUECKUA
KOpIIyC.

[TAIT Tlosecmwb 06 Axupe IIpemyopom (cepennna XI B. — mepBas
tpetsb XIII B.).

IIBJI Ilosecmov epemenuvix nem no Jlagpenmvegckomy CRUCKY
(1110-e).

[NIBM Bnagumup Monomax. [loyuenue Baaoumupa Monomaxa
(1090-e¢ —1110-e).

CB Ckazanue o Basunone (1390-1410).

C3b Wnapuon Kwuesckuii. Crogo o 3axone u 6razooamu

(1037-1050).
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CbI’ Ckazanue o bopuce u Iebe no Ycenenckomy coOopHuxy
(Bropas momn. XI B.).

CMII Crkasanue o Mamaesom nobouuye (iepBast 4eTBepTh XV B.).

Tarumies B.H. Tarumes. /Tucemo B. K. Tpeduaxosckomy (1736).

XJI Xonmoeopckas nemonuce [852-1559 rr.] (1540-1560).
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[peueckniv A3BIKD, CAAMNBIKAS 0'BHb, GAAACKBIN FAACD:
ON THE DESIGNATION OF THE ‘GREEK LANGUAGE’

IN SELECTED WRITINGS OF MAXIMUS THE GREEK
Summary

The article examines the terminology used by Maximus the Greek
to refer to and denote the ‘Greek language’ in his Church Slavonic
written production. Maximus the Greek, a sixteenth-century scholar
and monk, was educated in Renaissance Italy and later invited to
Russia to revise and translate sacred texts. His approach to translation
was innovative, emphasising the comparison of Slavic manuscripts
with Greek originals and introducing precise lexical adaptations to
capture complex Greek concepts. The study focuses on three key
terms (a3bikb, raacs, ¢k4s) and their combinations with adjectives
denoting ‘Greek’ (rgedeckbin, eAAUNBIKBIN, eAaAcKbIM). By examining
the use of these words and expressions in their linguistic contexts, the
article shows how the author expanded the Church Slavonic lexicon
by incorporating meanings derived from Greek that were uncommon
or absent in earlier Slavic sources. These lexical-semantic innovations
also reflect his deep philological training and his efforts to bridge
the intellectual traditions of Byzantine, humanistic, and East Slavic
cultures. The research examines the work of Maximus the Greek
within the broader perspective of the cultural and historical dynamics
of sixteenth-century Muscovy, highlighting his role as a mediator of
ideas and methodologies. His influence not only improved the linguistic
tools available to Russian scholars but also shaped the metadiscourse
on translation, language and textual criticism at a time of significant
cultural change.

Keywords: Maximus the Greek; Greek language terminology; lexical
innovation; humanism; book correction and translation; 16th-century
Muscovy.
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PREFIXED AORISTS, PERFECT TENSE,
AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF VERBAL ASPECT:
FROM CHURCH SLAVONIC TO RUTHENIAN USAGE

» Simeon Dekker (Germany)

1. INTRODUCTION

The subject of this contribution is of both a linguistic and a philo-
logical kind. The linguistic topic of verbal aspect and morphology
will be linked to the philological problem of textual provenance
and translation techniques in historical texts. This will be done by
looking at verb forms in the Homiliary Gospel translated in 1616
by Meletij Smotryc’kyj from Church Slavonic into Ruthenian, the
common literary language of what would later become the Be-
larusian and Ukrainian nations, which were not yet identified as
distinct entities in the 17™ century.

I shall discuss some aspectual theory only in the most
general terms, as my main concern is to let the material speak
for itself. Barentsen (1985; 2008) and Dickey (2000) classify
the Slavic languages in terms of verbal aspect into an Eastern
and a Western group. Polish is considered to occupy an
intermediate position, especially when it comes to past habitual
contexts. Fortuin & Kamphuis (2015: 171) speak of a “Northern
transitional zone”. Bearing in mind the profound influence
Polish played in the Eastern Slavic parts of the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth, it is interesting to investigate to what extent
Polish sources may have influenced the choice of prefixed or
unprefixed perfective verbs corresponding to Church Slavonic
prefixed aorists. The development of the function of prefixation
in the creation of aspectual pairs may have been at different



stages in Polish and Ruthenian as opposed to Church Slavonic.
Therefore, leaving aside issues of verb classes and temporal
relations in the context, I want to focus on the basic question
whether the use of Ruthenian prefixed preterites indicates
aspectual differences in a generalizable way, just like present-
day Polish or Russian, or whether semantics characteristic of
Aktionsart were intended. To answer this linguistic question,
a philological treatment of the relevant material is necessary.

A Ruthenian source is especially suitable to serve as a case
study, due to the various linguistic influences that converged in
it. The religious texts in Ruthenian (also known as prosta mova)
represent an important step in the transition from the Middle
Ages to the Early Modern era. This language, which was com-
mon to the Eastern Slavic population living in the Polish-Lithua-
nian Commonwealth, initially emerged as a chancery idiom in
the 14" century (Moser 2005: 137), but developed and broadened
into a truly literary language in the late 16" century. Although
Ruthenian is indisputably a distinct East Slavic language, it ab-
sorbed many influences from West and South Slavic (Polish and
Church Slavonic). Smotryc’kyj, although writing the majority of
his religious polemics in Polish, used Ruthenian for his Homiliary
Gospel when the language was at the height of its popularity. Ac-
cordingly, the present contribution does not deal with Old Church
Slavonic or Middle Bulgarian per se, but with its reception (or
aftermath) in the East and West Slavic realm. It concerns the re-
ception of a medieval textual tradition in the Early Modern period
on the border of two Slavic realms.

Smotryc’kyj translated the 78 homilies in his Homiliary
Gospel into Ruthenian from a Church Slavonic printed edition,
which is itself based on a manuscript tradition that dates back to
a South Slavic (Middle Bulgarian) translation from the Greek
(1343). Importantly, the gospel pericopes (that is, the passages
from the four gospels that precede each homily) were not in-
cluded in the Church Slavonic manuscripts and printed editions.
It follows from this that they must have a different provenance.
Earlier research has established that the Church Slavonic Ostroh
Bible (cf. Dovga & Kyselov 2018) and Budny’s Polish Bible
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(cf. Frick 1987: xu-xuir; Garzaniti 1999: 176) are the most sig-
nificant sources, although these conclusions have been reached
on the basis of a rather limited data sample; a more systematic
investigation is necessary. Therefore, as a first step towards this
goal, I will investigate how a sample of prefixed aorists is ren-
dered in Ruthenian, with the intermediary of the Church Slavon-
ic Ostroh Bible and the Polish Budny Bible. A discussion has at
times emerged as to the degree of originality of written Ruthe-
nian vis-a-vis its dependence on the culturally and politically
more dominant Polish language. So two issues emerge here: 1)
Smotryc’kyj’s dependence on Polish sources; 2) the state of the
Ruthenian system of tenses and verbal aspect. These two need to
be disentangled. We shall do this by analyzing examples using
qualitative methods, as for the time being an electronic corpus
does not exist, which would allow for quantitative conclusions.

In the present investigation, I restrict myself to the gospel
pericopes, for which an explicit influence of Polish Bible trans-
lations can be proven. The text of the homilies was translated
from a Church Slavonic printed text that is based on a Middle
Bulgarian original. Comparing the differences in tense usage,
verbal aspect and prefixation between the gospel pericopes and
the homilies would be an interesting topic calling for further
research.

For the purposes of the present investigation, I shall restrict
myself to the 1*' and 2™ persons singular and plural, because these
examples will inevitably also show the auxiliary, which can be
left out in the 3™ person. I start with a quantitative overview of
the data collection. After that, I shall zoom in to some of the most
interesting individual examples, upon which my argumentation
will hinge.

In the Ostroh Bible, the majority of the 15 and 2" person past
tense forms in the gospel pericopes included in Smotryc’kyj’s
Homiliary Gospel are aorists (81% or 119 out of 147 tokens). This
is unsurprising, as the gospel pericopes contain many narrative
passages. The majority of these 119 Church Slavonic aorists are
translated into Ruthenian as synthetic preterites of what I call the
“Polish type” (76% or 91 tokens). This means that the auxiliary



and the participle have merged into one synthetic form, as was
and still is the case in Polish.! This verb tense became popular in
the Ruthenian written language from the late 16™ century onwards
(e.g. wnycmunemwv ‘1 have forgiven’), presumably due to the
cultural and political dominance of Polish. In a minority of cases
(20% or 24 tokens), the traditional, analytical Slavic perfect was
used, where the auxiliary and the participle remain separate (e.g.
npocurw ecu ‘you have asked”). We shall encounter both types of
preterites in the examples below.

A few words will suffice to explain the different sources you
will see in each example. The Greek Bible text is given according to
the scholarly critical edition (Nestle, Aland 2012). The King James
Version is added as an (albeit archaic, but) very literal English rendi-
tion. For Matthew and John, a critical Old Church Slavonic edition
is available (Anekcees et al. 1998; 2005). Then comes the Church
Slavonic Ostroh Bible (1580/81), one of the two main sources Smot-
ryc’kyj used; a semi-facsimile edition is available (Octpo3bka bi0mis
2006). Smotryc’kyj’s other major source is Budny’s Polish Bible of
1574 (facsimile by Rothe, Scholz 1994). Finally, Tjapinski’s Ruthe-
nian (sometimes called Old Belarusian) gospel translation (around
1580; facsimile by Halencanka 2005), of which only Matthew and
Mark have survived in print, is taken to illustrate that Smotryc’kyj’s
translation decisions are not without alternative. While Tjapinski
was also influenced by Polish Bibles, especially Budny’s (Kiimay
2009: 15; Naumow 2017: 129), he sometimes chose different verbs
compared to Smotryc’kyj.? This is most likely to be due to his ten-
dency towards vernacular purism (cf. Stern 2019: 639—640).

'"The auxiliary can also be used enclitically in Wackernagel’s position (see Ku-
raszkiewicz 1981: 129 for Polish; see Frick 1987: 47 for one Ruthenian example
among many: KoIuiIcecmo ma eUORBIU IAKHY4020, U HAKOPMUIU?)

2 Although Tjapinski is often claimed to have been Belarusian and Smotryc’kyj
Ukrainian, these terms are anachronisms. It must be maintained that both authors
were part of the same linguistic continuum, united by the same supra-regional
literary language (cf. Moser 2005: 125-126). It is incorrect to assume that any
differences between these authors are due to a division between Belarusian and
Ukrainian dialects of Ruthenian. On the contrary, literary Ruthenian emerged on
the basis of the exclusion of distinctive regional dialect features. It must, there-
fore, also be maintained that Ruthenian was not a common ancestor of the pre-
sent-day Belarusian and Ukrainian standard languages; there is no direct conti-
nuity between the Ruthenian literary language and 19"-century standardization
processes in either country.
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2. DISCUSSION OF EXAMPLES

I shall discuss the first example most extensively; the discussion
of the following examples will build upon this. This example con-
cerns the parable of the sheep and the goats. Christ says to those
at His right hand that they had served His brethren, and therefore
Him, in various ways, first of all by giving them to eat and to drink:

Greek (NA28) | éncivaca yop kol £60KATE pot
QoyEly, £diynoa Kol EnoTicaté e

KIV For I was an hungred, and ye
gave me meat: [ was thirsty, and
ye gave me drink

OCS Alekseev | g 3ankaxs Bo ¢a 1 AACTE MU (Anexcees et al.

BCTU. RBRAAAAXD CA N NATIONCTE 2005: 139)
MAN.

CS Ostroh RBBAAKAXD BO CA, U AACTE M (OB 2006: 1575)

RCTU. RB3KAAAXDCA, N NAMONCTE
ki

MAN.

Smotryc’kyj ASKHYAE BOREM, 11 AAATICTE MH'E (Frick 1987: 47)
ECTU; NPAPNYAE, 11 NATIOMAMCTE

MENE;

Budny Laknatem bo y dawaliscie mi (Rothe, Scholz
ie$¢. Pragnatem / y napoiliscie 1994: 34)
mi¢

Tjapinski 3roA0ANEAOMED, MAAAUCETEMU (HalenCanka
ECHTUL TIPATHVAOMB 2005: 80)
VINATIOMAMCHTENME.

Homily 3 (M. 25:35)

The OCS verb év3anvkamu, as in év3anxaxw 60 c4, is perfective
(Kamphuis 2020: 311).> Therefore, in accordance with previous
research about East Slavic, we would expect to find a prefixed
perfect in Ruthenian (e.g. Kerschbaumer 1993). This is not the

3 Although Leiitun et al. (1994: 69) consider the simplex arwvrkamu to be
imperfective in Old Church Slavonic, more recently Kamphuis (2020: 209) has
argued convincingly that it is biaspectual.



case in Smotryc’kyj’s translation (zaxuyrem), which seems to be
borrowed from Budny’s Polish (fdkngtem). Anvkamu and raxuymu
have the same etymological root, viz. Proto-Slavic *olkati and its
semelfactive or inchoative variant *olknoti (cf. Derksen 2008: 367,
OCCH 32: 57-58). In spite of this alleged original semelfactivity,
Polish fakng¢ is an imperfective verb (SP XVI 12: 450).

Although the lemma npaenymu is present in CPS XI-XVII
(18: 125), which defines it as ‘“>kaxxaaTh, CTpEMUTHCS K YeMY-IL.”, &
notable remark is added, viz. “(cp. monbck. pragnac)”. In addition,
the only two sources that are cited as records of this verb’s use
are sixteenth-century diplomatic correspondence between Mus-
covy and the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth (1533-1560) and
the epistles of Ivan the Terrible. This already indicates that the
occurrences of this verb are not to be seen as distinct from Polish
influence. The verb does not occur at all in the Russian Natio-
nal Corpus (HKPSI). These considerations suffice for considering
npaenymu to be a Polonism, also in the case of Smotryc’kyj’s and
Tjapinski’s translations. In the same vein, Bory$ (2010: 479) con-
siders present-day Ukrainian npaernymu and Belarusian npaenyyo
to be probably derived from Polish pragngc.

The issue of verbal aspect is relevant to both zaxmyzem and
npaenynem. In Polish, neither fakngé nor pragngc have a perfec-
tive counterpart; therefore, in Budny’s translation, the verbs in
this verse acquire a durative meaning. As the (Old) Church Sla-
vonic versions show, even at an earlier stage of the Slavic aspec-
tual system, a perfective verb was deemed to be the most suitable
translation of the Greek aorists érncivaca and £diynoa, thereby
expressing a consecutive meaning. Tjapinski was aware of this,
as evidenced by the fact that he chose a different verb in deviation
from Polish, which allowed him to retain a prefixed perfective
verb (32on00nenom). In other words, although he leaned heavily
on Budny’s translation of 1574 (cf. Naumow 2017: 129), consi-
derations about verbal aspect provided Tjapinski with a linguistic
reason to deviate from influential Polish versions.’ In the case of

4This becomes especially clear from a telling example adduced in SP XVT (12:
450), taken from M. Czechowic (1575), Rozmowy chrystyjanskie: “gdy [Bog] gi
raz nakarmi y nafy¢i nigdy potym ludzie taknac y pragnaé ani ies¢ beda.” Bedg
can only be used in combination with an imperfective infinitive; nigdy potym
shows that the construction has a temporally indefinite meaning.

3Cf. the Polish perfective verb zglodniec, although the Ruthenian verb seoroonrsmu
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npaenyioms, a similar grammatical solution was apparently not
possible or desirable (although a prefixed verb with an inchoative
meaning does exist in contemporary Belarusian [3anpaenyys | and
Ukrainian [3anpaenymu)). Perfective zapragngcé and spragngé
would also have been available in Polish. The use of the imper-
fective pragng¢ must have been Budny’s conscious decision; he
uses imperfective verbs in this passage, where the Greek use of
aorists does not warrant this (although napoic is a perfective verb;
SP XVI 16: 102).6 Also oblekaé in the next example is imperfec-
tive (SP XVI 19: 207). This choice may have been inspired by
the desire to steer the reader towards a certain exegetical interpre-
tation, in this case the assumption that serving Christ must be a
continuous attitude, rather than a one-off action.

The parable continues with another example of service, viz.
providing clothes to the naked:

Greek (NA28) | youvog kol tepteBareTe pe

KIV Naked, and ye clothed me

OCS Alekseev | yars u oakere Ma (aorist) (Anexcees et al.
2005: 139)

CS Ostroh NAPB, 1 daRAcTe M (imperfect) | (OB 2006: 1575)

Smotryc’kyj A, 11 MPUWA BANCTE LieHE (Frick 1987: 47)

Budny Nagim y oblekalis¢ie mi¢ (Rothe, Scholz
1994: 34)

Tjapinski Narums, MoAEATChTE Me. (Halen¢anka
2005: 80)

Homily 3 (Mt. 25:36)

was available either as a cognate or a loanword (CYM XVI-XVII 11: 164), so that
its use by Tjapinski does not necessarily have to be considered a Polonism. 'CEM
(12: 150) mentions the verb 32on100nemu, too, although this does not mean that it
was widespread in Ruthenian written culture: only two examples are given, both of
which are taken from Tjapinski.

¢ This usage is partly in accordance with older Polish versions, e.g. Biblia
Leopolity (1561): “Abowiem taknatem 4 dalis¢ie mi ies¢. Pragnatem: y dalis¢ie
mi pi¢” (cf. Olesch, Rothe 1989: 485). Budny is more consistent in that he uses
the imperfective ddawadliscie, thus matching aspectually with fdknglem. Biblia
Brzeska (1563, cf. Rothe, Scholz 2001: 1217) uses the same verbs as Biblia
Leopolity. More research is needed into Budny’s potential use of these versions.



The verb form npuworaucme constitutes a somewhat com-
plicated case, as it has a double prefixation (npu- and o-), which
is not induced by the sources, be they Church Slavonic or Polish.
OCS has an aorist with a single prefix (odrecme), whereas Ostroh
has an imperfect (0drsacme). If we look at this verb from an ety-
mological point of view, the o- is a prefix which makes the verb
perfective (Kamphuis 2020: 61, fn. 13); however, users may have
been insufficiently aware of this and may have perceived it as a
simplex (unprefixed) verb. The additional prefix npu- may also
indicate that the Ruthenian system of verbal aspect was in a fur-
ther stage of development than the Church Slavonic source text.

The verb npuworsmu is already present as a perfective verb
in OCS (Miklosich 1865: 675). According to HKP, its use in
Old East Slavic is limited to one early instance in Coso o noaxy
Hzopese (1185).7 CPS XI-XVII (19: 241) adds one more exam-
ple with the definition “npukpsiTh, ykpeiTs”’, which only partially
corresponds to the meaning of the verb ‘to clothe’ in this gospel
pericope. Neither Church Slavonic nor Polish Bible translations
seem to have influenced the use of this verb. 'CEM (28: 385) pro-
vides an ample number of examples, so that it can be considered a
fully consolidated Ruthenian verb in its own right.

Budny has a singly prefixed verb (oblekalisc¢ie), which is im-
perfective (SP XVI 19: 207). Even Tjapinski, who can otherwise
be quite inventive, as shown in the previous example, retained
the same verb as in Church Slavonic (odenicome); like the Ostroh
Bible, he has the (innovative) imperfect in his parallel Church
Slavonic text.® What remains, then, as a linguistic incentive for
Smotryc’kyj is the aspectual necessity for using a perfective verb.
However, there is one more option to consider when it comes to
Polish influence: “Bylem nagim: & przyodzialis¢ie mi¢” (Biblia
Leopolity 1561; Olesch, Rothe 1989: 485). This is one indica-
tion that Smotryc’kyj may also have used the Biblia Leopolity,
which is an assumption that needs to be corroborated by further

T do not want to dispute the solid conclusions reached by 3anu3zmsik (2004/2024)
as to this text’s authenticity; nevertheless, such an early hapax legomenon re-
mains a remarkable red flag.

8 Tjapinski cannot have used the Ostroh Bible, which appeared later, but must have
used sources from a similar manuscript tradition; cf. Kiimay (2009: 15, fn. 10).
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evidence. According to SP XVI (33: 522), the verb przyodziac is

also perfective in 16"-century Polish.
We pass on to the pericope belonging to Homily 8. The dis-

ciples ask Jesus why they had not been able to cast out a demon:

Greek (NA28)

4t Mpelg ovk
noévvnonuev
EKPareilv avTo;

KJV

Why could not we
cast him out?

CS Ostroh

” b

FAKO MbI NE
R 3MOTOXOMD
VBPNATH &ro;

(OB 2006: 1598)

Smotryc’kyj

A]\A‘-iéf‘o MI}.\I NE MOFAN
KI;I[‘NA’T‘I/I ér&,

(Frick 1987: 97)

Budny

Przecz my
niemoglifmy wygnac
iego?

(Rothe, Scholz 1994:
51)

Tjapinski

AKD MbI NEMOFAUTMO
RLIFNATU &ro.

(Halencanka 2005:
119)

Homily 8 (Mk. 9:28)

Sometimes there are no morphological possibilities in Ru-
thenian or in Polish to produce a prefixed verb, where Church
Slavonic has just that (6v3m0coxomw). In this case, a prefix is not
available in Polish; the verb zmoc has a different meaning, viz. ‘to
overwhelm’. A prefixed verb 63mouu or 3mouu was in principle
available in Ruthenian (see the various examples in 'CEM
3: 205-206; 13: 53-54; however, the lemma is absent from
Tumaenxo 2002). Smotryc’kyj’s use of the Ruthenian unprefixed
moenu is, therefore, likely to have been due to Polish influence,
the morphological evidence of which is even more visible with
Tjapinski’s emoenucmo. Present-day Ukrainian does have a pre-
fixed verb smoemu, analogous to Russian cmous. More research
is needed into the spectrum of use of this particular verb. For the
time being, we can consider moeiu to be a Polonism.



In the pericope preceding Homily 14, the resurrected Christ
rebukes Thomas for not having believed the report about His
resurrection:

Greek (NA28) Aéyel adTd 6 Tncodg:
Ot EDpOKdG pe
MEMIOTEVKOC;

KJV Jesus saith unto him,

Thomas, because
thou hast seen me,
thou hast believed:

OCS Alekseev FRA EMOV 1TB Ko (Anexcees et al.
BUABED MA B'BIORA. 1998:94)

CS Ostroh [Aa &8 16, Ko (OB 2006: 1701)
RUABRD M, BEIORA.

Smotryc’kyj Moruan A0 Nero 'Ic, (Frick 1987: 132)

K b 7’

AKD OBAUMRLLN MA
, )

om0 OVEBBIMACCH.

Budny Mowi mu Jezus: ize§ | (Rothe, Scholz
mi¢ uyrzat Thomalu | 1994: 132)
uwierzyles.

Homily 14 (Jn. 20:29)

Concerning oysBpunecs, the question arises whether the pre-
fixed form is borrowed from Polish, or whether it is due to its own
development in terms of verbal aspect in Ruthenian. According
to Kamphuis (2020: 176), é3posa is an anaspectual aorist in Old
Church Slavonic. Apparently, in Polish as well as in Ruthenian, it
had come to be perceived as an imperfective verb, and therefore a
prefixed form was deemed necessary by Budny and Smotryc’kyj to
underline Thomas’s change of state from unbelief to belief. In this
verse, Smotryc’kyj does not follow Budny word-for-word (which
he sometimes does), so that the choice of a prefixed verb form
(oysBpunecy) must not necessarily have been a Polonism, either,
but can have been a genuine expression of the Ruthenian aspectual
system. The verb yskpumu is widely attested in Ruthenian, judging
by the many examples provided in I'CBEM (34: 178); again, it is
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absent from Tumuenko 2003). It has come down into present-day

Belarusian and Ukrainian, too. We can thus postulate a parallel

development, rather than a direct dependence on Polish sources.
Homily 32 deals with the parable of the unmerciful servant:

Greek (NA28)

doDAe movnpé, micav
TNV OQEAY EKeivV
apfkd oot, €mel
TOPEKGAECAS e

KJV

O thou wicked
servant, | forgave
thee all that debt,
because thou
desiredst me:

OCS Alekseev

PAEG ARKARBI.

RbCBH AABI'D TROU
OT'Zsl'IO\fQTVIX'b TeB'B.
MONEXKE O\fMOM/I MA\.

(Anekcees et al.
2005: 100)

CS Ostroh

PAEe ASKARBIN, RECh
AABID OND WNyeTnXs
TEB'K, MOHEKE OVMOAN
b

MA.

(OB 2006: 1562)

Smotryc’kyj

CAOVITO BAOCAVIRHI,
»” ~
RECh AOAID ONbIN
WIVCTAAEMD TR,
7 ’ )
MONGBAKD MPOCUAD €T
MENE.

(Frick 1987: 261)

Budny

Niewolniku ztosliwy
whythek dtug on
odpuscitem tobie /
poniewal} prosites
mig.

(Rothe, Scholz 1994:
24)

Tjapinski

YEAAABHUKY 3ABIN,

v
BECh AOABIB ONBIN
WY CLTUAOMB TOBE,
MONGRAKD 8IIPOCHAOCH
M.

(Halencanka 2005:
58)

Homily 32 (Mt. 18:32)




It can be stated rather unequivocally that npocuns ecu is a Po-
lonism. Tjapinski demonstrates that a perfective verb was pos-
sible here in Ruthenian (oynpocunocw), where the prefix follows
the Church Slavonic one (0y- in oymoau),’ but the verb itself is
vernacular Ruthenian (npocumu). Alternatively, the Ruthenian
verb ymonumu would have been available and is widely attest-
ed (CBM 34: 425-426)."° Smotryc’kyj’s choice not to use it, in
spite of the Church Slavonic source, can only be explained by
Polish influence. He took for granted that this forced him to use an
imperfective verb. Budny’s choice to use prosi¢ rather than, e.g.,
uprosic¢ can be explained with reference to exegetical concerns;
the imperfective implies that the petition was made more than
once and the lord finally answered it. Again, there is no reason in
the Greek original that warrants such a repetitive interpretation
(cf. Mt. 18:26-27)." Note also that for a rendition of iterativity
in Polish, the frequentative or iterative verb prasza¢ would have
been available (SP XVI 30: 55). 'CBEM (27: 488) only mentions
the further derivative form npawmumeamu, giving the definition
‘pacnbITBai’ and one example. More research is needed as to
whether the verb npawamu was in common use in 16"-century
Ruthenian.

The next example has been taken from the parable of the royal
wedding. The king notices a man who had refused the wedding
garment distributed to the guests:

°It can be noted in passing that this 2sG aorist is a relatively rare form in the
Church Slavonic Bible, due to its homophony with the 3sG aorist. At least in the
later tradition, a perfect was often preferred for this reason, to avoid ambigui-
ty. Adanacoesa, [llapuxuna (2017: 108) have proven that this preference was
well-established in the East Slavic realm no later than the 14" century.

1 The early examples adduced in CPS XI-XVII (32: 119-120), among which
counts this passage in Mt. 18:32, suggest that the medieval use of the verb
ymonumu in the East Slavic realm was restricted to Church Slavonic texts, or at
least heavily Church-Slavonicized genres. It was only in the 17® century that its
use seems to have extended into more secular realms. Of course, this observation
also raises the methodologically problematic issue of including Church Slavonic
examples in a dictionary that claims to represent the “Russian” language of the
11" to the 17" centuries. The same concern applies to HKPSI.

"Budny may simply have followed earlier Polish versions, e.g. Biblia Leopolity
(“ze$ mig tylko prosit”) or Biblia Brzeska (“ize$ mie prosit”).
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Greek (NA28)

Kol Aéyel aTd-
£taipe, ndg giofihdeg
@8 pr Exov Evéoua
YGpoV; O 3& EQLUdOT.

KJV

And he saith unto
him, Friend, how
camest thou in hither
not having a wedding
garment? And he was
speechless.

OCS Alekseev

TR EMOY ApovKe
KAKO RENUAE CEMO.
NE MMBI 0ABANUE
BAUBNA. ONB Ké
OVMABHA.

(Anexcees et al.
2005: 118)

CS Ostroh

W raa dus, Apbxe,
KAKO BNUAG CEMO, Né
VMBI OABANTA BAUNA;
y AN

SN 2Ke 0VMOANE.

(OB 2006: 1568)

Smotryc’kyj

N peran e, npiarean,
KD €U TETD BLLOAD
HEMAKRYM OA BHA

’ J
geceANoro; R Onp
OVMOAK'D.

(Frick 1987: 278)

Budny

Y rzekl mu:
TowarzyBu idko
whedtes tu /
niemaigc odzienia
(nd) welele? On zas
zmilczat fig.

(Rothe, Scholz 1994:
29)

Tjapinski

Niornas ey, Agpyase,
,

FAKO RROLLIOAOCH CIOA,bI
NEMARYM A ENBIA
CRAAGENOT0, & ONB
3AMOAK'D.

(Halencanka 2005:
68)

Homily 35 (Mt. 22:12)

This example can be dealt with cursorily: the prefix - in ecu
sutonw has so much lexical meaning that verbal aspect recedes to




the background. Its use is in no way due to Polish influence, as
the same prefix is used in Church Slavonic. Tjapinski’s synthe-
tic preterite points towards a slightly more profound Polonization
than Smotryc’kyj’s analytical perfect.

In the pericope preceding homily 67, John the Baptist is
speaking to the crowds about the coming Christ:

Greek (NA28)

€Ym EPanTion VUGG
Vdatt, ovTOC 68
Bomtioel vudg v
Tvedpatt ayi.

KJV

I indeed have
baptized you with
water: but he shall
baptize you with the
Holy Ghost.

CS Ostroh

A3B OVBO KPTUXD Kbl
[B] ROAK, TOW e KTV
BbI AXOMB CThI.

(OB 2006: 1583)

Smotryc’kyj

,
T\ ToaKo

,
MOKPECTUACMD

’ )
RACH ROA0I0, & OND
,
MOKPECTUTD RACH
- -

Axoms CThims.

(Frick 1987: 476)

Budny

Ja tylko pokrz¢item
was w wodzie / on
zas pokrz¢i was w
duchu swiethym.

(Rothe, Scholz 1994:
40)

Tjapinski

R\ nesTe
OKPECHTUAOM®B RACH
RROAC. AGYB TOTH
OKPECHTUTE BACH
ANXOMB ChRETHIMD.

(Halencanka 2005:
94)

Homily 67 (Mk. 1:8)

Whereas Church Slavonic has a simplex verb, the use of pre-
fixes in both Polish and Ruthenian shows that the perfective na-
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ture of the verb kpocmumu was no longer clear to users, or at least
no longer a prominent feature of the verb. Already in Old Church
Slavonic, according to Kamphuis (2020: 217), “[t]he verb krwstiti
shows aberrant behaviour, as well as an atypical profile.” In other
words, it already looked like an anaspectual verb in the canonical
period. This tendency was reinforced in both Polish and Ruthe-
nian, so that there came to be room for the use of a prefix.

However, which prefix? o-, no- and y- are available. In
CPA XI-XVII (16: 176), nokpecmumu is defined as “kpecTutsb
BropuyHO”, which would not fit the context of our passage. What
is more, the prefix no- is rare in Ruthenian, judging by its absence
from CCM XIV-XV and the sparse examples given in [CbM (26:
87); however, the definition given there is just “maxpsicuins”, i.e.
nothing about a second baptism. The only example of oxkpecmumu
given in CPA XI-XVII (12: 344) with the (Soviet-style) defini-
tion of “moaBEprHYTH XPUCTHAHCKOMY OOPSITy KpPEIeHUs U 1aTh
ums” was taken from the Pumckue desnusi (Gesta Romanorum),
a 17"-century translation from Polish (Cokomosa 1981: 266); this
gives rise to the suspicion that the prefixed verb oxpecmumu is
to be regarded as a Polonism in East Slavic. The presence of the
same lemma with various examples in 'CBM (22: 156) indicates
its more widespread use in the Ruthenian lands, which is unsur-
prising given the greater proximity to Polish influence compared
to Muscovy. The prefix o- is the default perfectivizer in Polish, cf.
okrzci¢ in SP XVI (21: 297). Earlier East Slavic examples tend
to have the simplex biaspectual or anaspectual verb kpecmumu,
as is shown by the data from both CPA XI-XVII (8: 42-43) and
HKPSA. Although this biaspectuality was maintained in Polish
(krzci¢, variant spelling chrzci¢, cf. SP XVI 11: 296-298), a lack
of clarity about its aspectual status may have given rise to the
extended use of perfective formations using the prefixes o- and
po-. This tendency was taken over into Ruthenian to a far greater
extent than in Muscovian Middle Russian.

In the next passage, Jesus speaks about John the Baptist, asking
the crowds why they went after him into the wilderness:



Greek (NA28) i EENMBarte eig v
gpnuov Bedoacta;
KOAopov Vo avépov
GOAEVOLEVOV;

KIV What went ye out
into the wilderness to
see? A reed shaken
with the wind?

OCS Alekseev 4ero RUAKTD nanaete | (Alekcees et al.
BB MOVCTBINGR 2005: 61-62)
TVBC'T‘I/I AN K"BT?OMI)
KOA'BBACM®BI.

CS Ostroh 4eCo WBBIASCTE B (OB 2006: 1549)

MSCTHING RUA BTH;
TPOCTh AV RBTPOM
KOA'REAE;

Smotryc’kyj word khixoanan éeré | (Frick 1987:501)
R NYCTHINK BUABTY;
41 TPOCTUNKL W RBTYPS
XRBRUEN CA;

Budny Czego wyBlis¢ie do | (Rothe, Scholz 1994:
pultyni napatrzy¢ fi¢? | 14)

Trz¢iny li od wiatru
chwielacey fig?

Tjapinski 4Oro RBILLIAMCTS (Halencanka 2005: 35)
én\f("rbl\m& RiACTH,
TPOCThAAL RET(OM
ICOABILLISHOO.

Homily 72 (Mt. 11:7)

The lexical meaning of the prefixes u3- and gwi- are too strong
to be considered empty prefixes that merely perfectivize the verb.
We saw this in a previous example with enude / ecu suons ‘you
came in’. Here it is ‘you have gone out’. Thus, the category of
Aktionsart comes into play. The only interesting difference
between Smotryc’kyj and both Budny and Tjapinski is that the
former uses an imperfective perfect of the traditional, analytical
type (6vixoounu ecme), and not the newer Polish-type synthetic
form (wypliscie/evruunucme) in its perfective form. Again, I see no
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reason in the sources for this choice, so that for the time being we
must explain it as Smotryc’kyj’s own, independent choice. Whether
it is an idiosyncratic choice will have to be confirmed by a more
extensive data collection. He may have interpreted the ‘going out’
as a repeated (habitual) event, although there is no grammatical
indication of this in Greek or Church Slavonic, both of which
have an aorist. The critical Old Church Slavonic text has the older,
canonical aorist. The Ostroh Bible gives the newer-type sigmatic
aorist. Neither of these would normally indicate habituality.

3. CONCLUDING REMARKS

We have been occupied with a Ruthenian text that is largely based
on a Church Slavonic original; but then we also have a substantial
Polish component, adding to the complexity of foreign-language
influences. We have noted that some discrepancies between the
Ruthenian gospel pericopes and other Orthodox textual traditions
are due to Polish influence or interference. Some unexpected
deviations are based on Smotryc’kyj’s own translation decisions,
without any apparent impetus from Church Slavonic or Polish
Bible translations. Yet other instances show that he was well aware
(as was Tjapinski, for that matter) of the linguistic implications of
choosing a prefixed perfective past tense verb form or, conversely,
deviating from other versions by choosing an imperfective verb,
for exegetical or other reasons.

The question initially posed, i.e. whether in Ruthenian pre-
fixation necessarily means perfectivization, can in principle be af-
firmed. Nevertheless, especially in the case of biaspectual verbs,
the influence of Polish seems to be greater than that of Church
Slavonic. We have arrived at these considerations by conducting
a qualitative analysis of some of the most conspicuous individual
examples from a dataset that I initially created for different
purposes. Although an extension of this investigation by adding
a quantitative component is desirable, determining whether each
individual form is due to Polish influence or due to language-
internal factors in Ruthenian can still essentially only be resolved
by an analysis of each token separately. Doing this for all tokens is
a laborious task that must be postponed to future research.

One of the remaining issues that needs to be addressed in
future research is the following: How can we reliably distinguish



a slavish adherence to Polish sources from genuine language-
internal processes in Ruthenian? Answering this question would
require a thorough study of original (non-translated) Ruthenian
texts as well. It must be underlined that this contribution reflects
work in progress; the present author is currently working on a
more solid quantitative component and investigating the same
verbs in a broader spectrum of texts.
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PREFIXED AORISTS, PERFECT TENSE, AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF
VERBAL ASPECT: FROM CHURCH SLAVONIC TO RUTHENIAN USAGE

Summary

The present contribution surveys variation in past tense usage and
verbal aspect in Meletij Smotryc’kyj’s Ruthenian (Middle Ukrainian)
translation of the Jevanhelije Ucytelnoje (1616) (‘Homiliary Gospel’,
sometimes also called ‘Didactic Gospel’), a collection of homilies
traditionally ascribed to Patriarch Kallistos I (1350-1353 and 1355-
1363/64, cf. Frick 1988: 107). Smotryc’kyj’s language exhibits a
striking variation in past tense forms. The most conspicuous element
is that the newer, “Polish-style” synthetic preterite is the norm, which
already indicates a profound Polish influence, although the older,
analytical perfect, consisting of an auxiliary and a so-called /-participle,
also surfaces in a minority of tokens. However, this is not the only
variation that calls for a diachronic investigation; the use of prefixation
and the development of verbal aspect in Ruthenian is just as crucial.
The distribution of prefixed preterites can hardly be explained with
reference to language-internal variation or the use of contemporary
Polish Bible translations. It is, therefore, imperative to look further
back, into the Middle Ages, and investigate East Slavic printed sources
of the gospel pericopes, most notably the Church Slavonic Ostroh
Bible. In a further retrograde step, a sample of gospel quotations is
compared to the available Old Church Slavonic versions with regard to
the use of prefixed aorists. We can then move forward again to describe
the fate of these verb forms in Ruthenian. The study shows that the
development of verbal aspect is inextricably linked to prefixation,
although some reservations exist in the case of biaspectual verbs,
where the influence of Polish is demonstrably more profound than that
of Church Slavonic, or that of original Ruthenian developments.

Keywords: Church Slavonic; Ruthenian; Middle Ukrainian; verbal
aspect; prefixation.
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HOW TO DETERMINE FUNCTIONS OF BIBLICAL
QUOTATIONS IN THE FIRST CHURCH SLAVONIC
GRAMMARS (16TH-17TH CENTURIES)

s Maksim Gavrilkov

The Holy Writ shaped Slavia orthodoxa, having defined the his-
torical and symbolic exegesis, i.e. the interpretation and under-
standing of facts and narratives, such that historical events were
seen in the light of biblical prototypes (cf. Picchio 1991: 39). The
Bible and the liturgical context influenced the collective memory,
forming the “church memory” (memoria ecclesiae), which served
as a source of quotations.

As postulated by Marcello Garzaniti, who coined the term,
the “church memory” was formed during the worship “uepe3
BepOanbHBIC 3JEMEHTH (UTCHHWE W TIEHHWE) U HeBepOallbHEIC
— HMKOHOTrpaduio, oOnaueHus! CBSILCHHOCTYXUTENEH, yTBaph,
BHYTPH ‘CBSIIIEHHOT'O MIPOCTPAHCTBA’ LIEPKOBHOW apXUTEKTYPHI,
rae JecTBUE MCIOJHSETCS C MOMOIIBIO CaKpajbHBIX >KECTOB
U aBMxkeHHA. <...> OHa [llepKOBHAs MaMsTh| OblIa HallelIcHA
Ha HHTEPHPETALMIO MCTOPUYECKOM M JIMYHOW pPEajbHOCTH U
oOyagana CrMOCOOHOCTHIO NPUBOOUTH CAMHUYHBIE COOBITHS
BHYTPb YHHBEPCAJIBHOIO ‘IOMOCTpOMTENbCTBA’ (0ikovopua)'”
(Fapnzanutu 2014: 25-26).

1 ¢

through verbal elements (reading and singing) and non-verbal elements such
as iconography, clothing of the clergy and utensils, within the ‘sacred space’ of
church architecture, where actions are performed through sacred gestures and
movements. <...>[The church memory] was designed to interpret historical and
personal reality and had the capacity to integrate individual events within the
universal ‘house-building’ (oikovopia)” — translated by M. G.



Whilst there are textological and stylistic approaches to the
study of biblical quotations?, only the functional approach provides
the key to unlocking the symbolic meaning of Church Slavonic texts
and, thus, deepens the understanding of Church Slavonic book cul-
ture. A functional study aims to determine the nature of the biblical
material and the relationship between quoted and non-quoted texts
(cf. 3anonsckas 2003: 482). The functional research model was con-
ceived and defined by works of Riccardo Picchio, Aleksander Nau-
mow, Marcello Garzaniti and Natalya Zapolskaya.

Picchio introduced the idea of a compositionally marked
“biblical thematic clue”, which was intended to reveal the “total”
meaning of the text on the basis of the interconnection between the
literal and symbolic meaning. The “biblical thematic clue” con-
sists of a quotation or a combination of quotations and references
to the Holy Scriptures or other authoritative texts. The “thematic
clue” is usually located in a marked position: at the beginning of
the text or after the introduction (Picchio 1991: 42, 366-367).

Garzaniti identified different functions of biblical quotations
depending on the type of text: the illustrative function in
hagiography, apocalyptic in chronicles and historical narratives,
referential and descriptive in pilgrim texts’, argumentative or
authoritative in didactic and polemical texts (no earlier than the
14th century) (I'apmzarutu 2014: 200-201).

Zapolskaya was the first to systematically analyse the
linguistic features of biblical quotations. That allowed her to
develop a comprehensive functional approach to the study of
biblical quotations: “CrnoxHbIi MEXaHU3M CO3/IaHUS TEKCTOB,
CHUHTE3UPOBABIINX I[UTATHBIM U HEIUTATHBIA KHUAKHO-SI3bIKOBOM
Marepuall, MOTHBHPOBAIT CIIOKHOCTh UCCIICTOBAHUS TAHHBIX TEKC-
TOB — HEOOXOIUMOCTh HCIOJIb30BaHMSI KOMIUIEKCHOTO TMOAXO0Ja,
BKITIOUAFOIIETO aTPHOYIINIO IIUTAT, ONPECTICHUE CEMAHTHUECKOTO
1 (QYHKIIMOHAJIBHOTO CTaTyca IMTAT, PEKOHCTPYKIIMIO MEXaHH3Ma
UX A3bIKOBOM amanrtarmu®” (3anonsckast 2003: 482—483).

2 A detailed analysis of the listed approaches will be presented in a separate paper
that has been currently prepared.

3The Scripture is used in a literal and historical sense. The quotations refer to spe-
cific geographical locations and relics from the Old or New Testament mentioned
in the feast days of the liturgical calendar (cf. Fapazanutu 2014: 200-201).
*“The complex mechanism of creation of texts, which synthesised quoted and
non-quoted textual material, presents the complexity of studying such texts —and,
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Although biblical quotations in various types of Church
Slavonic texts have long been in the focus of scholarly attention,
metatexts, i.e. grammars, lexicons, dictionaries or linguistic trea-
tises® have not been approached from such a perspective yet.

The research model has been elaborated with the invaluable
input by Zapolskaya in order to encompass the study of Church
Slavonic metatexts®. The extended model requires to:

1. Identify and attribute biblical quotations.
2. Determine the type of each quotation. Quotations can be:
a. implicit (without attribution);
b. explicit;
i. marked, but not attributed (e.g. geqe, raaroam; n}\m,
anna [Nagea);
ii. attributed (e.g. Mas: T: k3:).
3. Determine the place of quotations in the structure of the
grammar book:
a. in the accompanying text (preface, afterword, notes
and insertions);
b. in the text of grammatical rules and explanations,
c. examples to grammatical rules.
4. Differentiate quotations according to the Old and New
Testament books, considering the thematic biblical typology.
5. Determine the liturgical contexts of the quoted texts.
6. Consult the exegetical tradition of the biblical text in
question.
7. Examine linguistic adaptations in orthography, morpholo-
gy and syntax and determine their functions.
8. Identify possible textological sources of quotations.

thus, the need for a comprehensive approach that includes, first, the identification
and attribution of quotations, secondly, the determination of their semantic and
functional status, finally, the reconstruction of the mechanism of their linguistic
adaptation” — translated by M. G.

3 The first Church Slavonic grammars, namely Adelphotes, Laurentij Zizany’s
Grammatika slovenska and Meletius Smotrisky’s Grammatiki Slavenskija pravil-
noe Syntagma, appeared in the 16th and 17th centuries, marking a shift in the
linguistic and philological approach to the normalization of the literary language.
The older “traditional” approach gave way to the grammatical approach, marked
by norm codification in grammars and dictionaries (cf. Tolstoj 1998: 134, 136).

¢ A brief overview of the model and its application is given in (I'aBpuaxos 2023).



First of all, it is necessary to find biblical quotations and cor-
rectly attribute them to biblical texts. Then, the quotations should
be differentiated into two types. Quotations can be either implicit,
i.e. without any attribution or references by the author, or explicit,
i.e. marked, but not attributed, identifiable by the use of referential
verbs, nouns, proper names, or explicitly attributed, either in the
margins or in the text (e.g. Ma: T: k3:).

The third step is to consider the place of quotations in the
structure of grammars. Firstly, they can be found in accompanying
texts, such as prefaces and afterwords, or in notes or insertions.
Secondly, quotations can be used in grammatical rules and
explanations. Thirdly, they often serve the role of illustrations or
examples to grammatical rules.

The next step is to differentiate the quotations according to
the books of the Old and New Testaments, considering the thema-
tic biblical typology. Thus, the Sapiential books can be recognized
as a crucial source of quotations both statistically and pragmati-
cally (I'aBpunikoB 2024: 119-123).

Then, the liturgical contexts of each quoted verse should be
determined. That requires establishing correspondences between
the quoted texts and days or church services when they are read
out. The readings throughout the church year should be considered
in relation to the yearly, weekly and daily cycles as well as the ser-
vices of the twelve great feasts, which significantly influenced the
“church memory” and, consequently, biblical quotations.

In the next step, it is essential to understand the synsemy” of
symbolic and literal interpretations by analysing the exegetical
traditions of biblical texts. This can shed light on linguistic adap-
tations of biblical quotations present in grammars.

Finally, it is worth identifying textological sources of bibli-
cal quotations, although this task can be rather challenging. The
Ostrog Bible can serve as the starting point, but it is not the only
potential source, as other handwritten Church Slavonic biblical
translations or authors’ own renderings from foreign languages
could have contributed as well.

"The term synsemy was applied to the literary situation in Slavia orthodoxa by
Riccardo Picchio (cf. Picchio 1991: 39).
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The presented research model provides a comprehensive
approach to determine functions of biblical quotations in Church
Slavonic linguistic metatexts. This model was applied to the study
of Smotrisky’s Grammatiki Slavenskija pravilnoe Syntagma
(cf. I'aBpunkoB 2024). The following considerations introduce
observations as well as issues that are yet to be studied in detail.

Smotrisky’s Grammatiki Slavenskija pravilnoe Syntagma
had a profound impact on the linguistic thought, since it was re-
printed and re-edited multiple times. The major re-edition was un-
dertaken and published in Moscow in 1648. The changes affected
not only the renewed grammatical rules, but also the choice of
biblical quotations. Smotrisky’s Grammar reveals 65 explicitly at-
tributed biblical quotations apart from 209 implicit ones. The ex-
plicit quotations are solely located in three chapters of the syntax
section, namely ‘On the Composition of Nouns’, ‘On the Com-
position of Pronouns’, ‘On the Composition of Verbs’, whereas
the implicit ones are scattered across the Grammar, except for the
section on prosody. However, the Moscow Grammar of 1648 saw
the elimination of attributions — there are only 22 attributed quo-
tations® located in two chapters of the syntax section, namely ‘On
the Composition of Pronouns’, ‘On the Composition of Verbs’.

Whilst identifying implicit quotations presents certain dif-
ficulties, explicitly attributed ones still require special attention,
as quotations could have been wrongly attributed. Nevertheless,
it would not suffice to correct a wrong attribution, as the reasons
behind it need to be discovered as well. The following two cases
demonstrate the way such issues could be treated, in order to pro-
vide a plausible explanation.

Smotrlsky attributes chc% MPOCAR  MPUEAETD N LA
wsg”smew; to John 11:22 (Iwzx T AT) (Cmotpuckiii 1619: 407),
which proves to be wrong, despite being thematically close (cf.
John 11:22 in the Ostrog Bible: ko entka atpe npdcnum ® Ba.
AAeT Tesk Bp). The quotation should be attributed to Matthew
7:8 (cf. Matt. 7:8 in the Ostrog Bible: gcaks Bo NpocAn, NueMAeT:
1 mpan, OBpsTaeTs). On the one hand, the attribution to Jh. 11
could be explained by two correctly attributed quotations from

$ Some of the marked quotations got a wrong attribution in the Moscow edition.



Jh. 11 on the preceding and following folia (namely Jh. 11:6 and
Jh. 11:19). Still, there are several other quotations from various
biblical books in between and, more importantly, the quotation
that directly precedes the studied one, being the only implicit
(unattributed) quotation on this folium, is from Matt. 6:9, which
is the beginning of the Lord’s Prayer: $rue niui tixe tcit (Ibid:
406). On the other hand, the wrong attribution can be explained
by the influence of the “church memory”, as John 11:22 is part
of liturgical readings on Lazarus Saturday (verses Jh. 11:1-45
are read), the day before the Palm Sunday.

The “church memory” was shaped during the most important
feasts and well-attended liturgies, one of which is Easter. Smo-
trisky illustrates the rule on genitive with nouns (W Poaiiteanoms
0 Mmenbi, copanie/ YacTh/ 4MCAd/ 1 MND 3naMenSioLMm) with the
example: Ma0wa ® oyueriks erw Aga (Ibid: 390), which cannot be
precisely attributed. This example demonstrates a contamination
of two liturgical readings from Luke 24:13 and John 1:35, read on
liturgies on the 1st Tuesday after Easter and the 1st Wednesday af-
ter Easter respectively. Compare the readings in the Ostrog Bible:

Lk. 24:13: U ce ARA ® NI BBCTA MASLUIA R TOU e ANb
Jh. 1:35: Ra OVTPBIM iKE NAKY CTOALLIE I0ANND, U W OVHNKD Mo ABA

Thus, the presented multifaceted and comprehensive ap-
proach allows to determine the way biblical quotations function
in Church Slavonic grammars. The functional research model dis-
scussed in this paper could be applied to a wider range of Slavonic
linguistic writings. The main issues concern the correct attribu-
tion of biblical quotations which demonstrate morphosyntactic
adaptation or lexical variation.
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HOW TO DETERMINE FUNCTIONS
OF BIBLICAL QUOTATIONS IN THE FIRST CHURCH
SLAVONIC GRAMMARS (16th—17th CENTURIES)

Summary

The first Church Slavonic grammars appeared in the 16th and 17th
centuries, marking a shift in the linguistic and philological approach
to the normalization of the literary language. The older traditional
approach gave way to the grammatical approach, marked by norm
codification in grammars and dictionaries. Culturally dominant biblical
texts determined quotations and served as the source of examples for
grammatical rules.

The functional study of biblical quotations has been developed
by R. Picchio, A. Naumow, M. Garzaniti and N. Zapolskaya. However,
their primary focus has been on literary Church Slavonic texts, whereas
biblical quotations in Church Slavonic metatexts, i.e. grammars,
lexicons, dictionaries, linguistic treatises, have not been studied yet.

The paper highlights the challenges and discusses the results of
the functional study of biblical quotations in the first Church Slavonic
grammars. It showcases the functional research model that considers
the identification, attribution, distribution, placement, liturgical con-
text, and typology of quotations.

Keywords: Biblical Quotations; Church Slavonic; Grammars.
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TRANSLATOR’S AND COPYISTS’ MISTAKES
IN THE SLAVONIC TRANSLATION OF THE LIFE
OF ST. GREGORY OF AGRIGENTO

s Preslava Georgieva (Bulgaria)

INTRODUCTION

The study of medieval texts and the examination of their histo-
ry depend on many factors that could impact the final results and
conclusions reached by researchers. When it comes to medieval
Slavonic texts, there are several very significant characteristics
that should be noted: most of these texts are translations of Late
Antiquity and Byzantine works, which themselves have a long and
often complex history having to do with their dissemination, re-
working and influences. Therefore, studying a Slavonic text with-
out working with the original text would lead to many inaccurate
conclusions about the linguistic features of the translation!. This
also explains the second feature: the study of translations largely
depends on how well the tradition of the original has been studied,
what the quality of the study is, and whether a critical edition is
available to assist the researcher of the Slavonic translation®. Last

"For more information about the approaches to the Greek sources in the Slavonic
critical/non-critical editions and a systematization of the possible negative out-
comes caused by not having or refusing to use a critical edition or any edition at
all of the original text, see Taseva 2018.

2 That said, as Martin West (West 1973: 8-9) and other experienced scholars
working in the field of textual criticism warn, we should not rely solely on critical
editions. In many cases, the scholar behind an edition does not have access to
or does not know about all the preserved copies, or may simply be biased about
certain issues. That can affect the interpretation and make it difficult for other
researchers and readers to understand the text. For such an example in the Life of
St. Gregory of Agrigento, see I'eopruesa 2024b.



but not least, the knowledge of the cultural and historical context
in which a text or translation was produced and disseminated is
also important for an accurate analysis — it often accounts for er-
rors, inaccuracies and changes in the text that it would be difficult
explain through linguistic analysis alone®.

This article presents several examples of textologically
significant errors and inaccuracies in the Slavonic translation of
the Life of St. Gregory of Agrigento (later VGrAdkr) (I'eopruesa
2024a: 405-407). The length of the hagiographic work and the
significant number of extant Slavonic copies — 12 complete South
Slavonic copies®, dozens of East Slavonic copies and 2 fragments
— offer numerous examples of inaccuracies and deviations that oc-
curred in the process of copying the text. These were identified
in the course of preparing the critical edition of the Slavonic text,
for which nine South Slavonic copies of the first Slavonic version
(later I SI. ver) of the hagiographic work, currently available to
me, were used’. The second part of the paper discusses errors in
the Slavonic text that are significant for understanding the relation
between the copies of the 1% S. ver. of the VGrAkr and those of the
second (revised) version (later 2" SI. ver:).

CLASSIFICATION OF THE ERRORS AND POSSIBLE EXPLANATIONS

There are numerous monographs and studies devoted to the prob-
lem of errors both in single works and in entire collections. The
editions (both critical and diplomatic) of biblical books and litur-
gical texts, which also provide commentary on deviations from the
original during the translation or transmission process, are no less
important. The long tradition of research on this subject has led to
the establishment of various principles for classifying errors: ac-
cording to the linguistic level at which they are detected (morpho-
logical, syntactic, lexical, etc.) (Thomson 1988; Bemurosa 2007),

3 For one such intriguing example of a change in the Slavonic text of the
Chronicle of George Hamartolos that can only be explained by the historical
context in which the text was transmitted, see Peev 2012.

*They can be divided in two subgroups: 1% Slavonic version (10 mss.) and 2™
Slavonic version (2 mss.).

3See the list of manuscripts at the end of this article.
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according to the stage of the dissemination process at which they
occur (translator’s or copyists’ mistakes) (Tacesa, Pabyc 2009),
according to the reason for their occurrence (listening errors, er-
rors made during the visual perception of a text) (CnaBosa 2001;
Miltenov 2006; Fuchsbauer 2012) and other classifications that are
more unusual but offer a new perspective on the problem — for
example, according to the approaches used to establish the initial
form (Dikova 2025, in print).

This article presents errors and inaccuracies found in
the Slavonic translation of VGrdkr. They are divided into two
subgroups — translator’s errors and copyists’ errors. Each of the
examples is presented using the following format — Greek text
(Berger 1995: 143-272), Slavonic translation, and variant readings
in the Slavonic tradition® (if any). Each example is followed by a
possible explanation for the error(s).

Translator’s errors
The errors made by the Slavonic translator are not many — only
three examples will be presented below.

Example 1:

Gr: "Hoav 8¢ mévtote guridccovteg tac B0pag tod émokoneion
TpBodvog xai Aavarlavog... (Berger 1995: 214)

SI-vl: Bkera ke r'cela BARA VLA AE‘)M enKkmblc. TpﬁBSNb, "
Avanauans... (Hr —324v, Z, Dr, Lv, H1, H2, H3, D¢, R1)
Sl-v2: Ak'e;m e Enickwrie I;“éxo\f Mo RBCEFAN BARAOMU W AREK
NBKOTOPLIN UMENEME Ty'l'xo\}ﬂb n Aanauanb... (RM — ITerkos 2011:
102; R2)

The first example presents not exactly a “mistake’’, but an open
case. Its inclusion here is not meant to solve it, but to show one
more point of view — that of the Slavonic translation. The problem
concerns the nouns zpifodvog and davar{dvos used by the author

¢The Slavonic text is presented according to the first copy in the brackets, and
the exact folio of the manuscript or page from the edition is also indicated.
"The term “mistake” is noted here in quotation marks because the first example
should not be defined as an error, but rather as a misunderstanding of a term or
realia by the translator.



of the Life, Leontius the Presbyter. The scholar who worked
on the Greek text, Albrecht Berger, treats them as proper nouns
(Berger 1995: 378), and accordingly in his edition they start with
a capital letter. However, information from dictionaries points to
the opposite interpretation — defining them as common nouns.
The lexeme tpiodvog, -ov, 6 (< lat. tribunus) — though not very
common, is attested in texts of various genres and themes. Its
primary meaning is military tribune (Lampe: 1407; Sophocles:
1090). The meaning denoting an administrative title is also found
in epigraphic sources®. The second lexeme — davatldvog, -ov, 6 —
is actually a hapax legomenon. The only dictionaries that attest it
are Lampe and Sophocles, and they refer specifically to VGrdkr
(Lampe: 333; Sophocles: 345). The meaning there is janitor or
Janitor of bishops house. Also opposed to Berger’s thesis are the
interpretations of the authors of the Latin and English translations
of the Life, who treat these nouns as common nouns. Accordingly,
in the Latin translation we find ‘tribunus et danatzanos’ (PG 98:
643-644), and in the English — “a tribune and a bedroom attendant’
(Martyn 2004: 188). Which of the two interpretations does the
Slavonic translation support? In the 1* Sl. ver., the two lexemes
were not translated, but were rather adapted to the Slavonic
anthroponym system, since they were probably understood by
the translator as proper nouns — Tgugoyns and Auanauans. A clear
confirmation of their interpretation as proper nouns is given in the
2 Sl. ver., where an addition to the text — ® Agkio NkoTophIN
nmenens — clarifies it.

But is this the correct interpretation? Since dovatldvog is a
hapax legomenon, this does not help to clarify if these lexemes are
proper nouns or not. The key to this case is the term tpifodvoc.
A check in the edition of the Greek text shows that it occurs a
further 19 times in the Life. In 15 of them, its Slavonic equivalent
in the translation is crapBumna, in two cases we have omission,
in one it is translated as canornuy, and in only one do we find the
borrowing Tguroyhm again, but already as a common noun in plural.
This shows that in all other places in the text the lexeme was used

STELAMON project: https://telamon.uni-sofia.bg/bg/epi/view_ins/IGBulg_5409
(Last visit: 30.11.2024; 15:34).
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by the author of the Life and interpreted by the Slavonic translator
as a common noun. This is supported by the information in the
dictionaries, where no uses of the lexeme as a proper noun are
given. One more argument supporting the thesis that davarlivog
and tp1Podvog are common nouns is the context in which the two
lexemes occur. It does not require specifying the names of these
two people since they are not characters who play an important
role in the plot of the Life. The mention of the two men who guard
the door of the bishopric and are bribed by Sabinus and Crescentius
is necessary to reemphasize the hypocrisy and arrogance of
Gregory’s opponents. Considering all this, I would suggest that the
Slavonic translator and copyists, like Berger, misinterpreted these
nouns as proper nouns.

Example 2
e 2.1.

Gr: ..xol petd Thg TPdKOVTO MUEPOS AOTOCAUEVOL TOV
npscBurspov (Berger 1995: 115)

Sl-v1: ..u no IG,A,VINO AN L,BAOBARLLIE npezx\ﬂepa (Hr — 309v, Z,
Dr, Lv, H1 H3, D¢y’

S1-v2: .1 N0 EAUNOME ANM 1L BAORARLLIG MPEZRVITEpA. . (RM —IleTkoB
2011: 69; R2)

° 2.2.

Gr: ..fv vmoympnoog 6 Ipnydprog €k dv Ekeloe Ti TPLOKAGIL TOD
Tovviov unvoc... (Berger 1995: 167)

Sl-vl ~BRALLE WLIBAL rymrofle WTo\f, MOA Ui A AN (Hr-313v)/
(KL) A I8NIA MUA... (Z-67v, Dr, Lv, H1, H2, H3, Dc R1)

SI-v2: ...5kLue Fplroyle W TOV AN WLLIbAb, Io\fHIA, N (RM — IleTkoB
2011: 75) / ...8nia, 2. (R2 —217r)

The second example reflects two instances in the text of the
Life where the numerals for 30 from the Greek text (tpiixovra;
TpLaKdg) are rendered as the numerals kauns and ngses (-a-). This
error is due to the graphic similarity between the letter designations

*Two copies of the 1 SI. ver. (H2 — 267v, R1) replace the problematic phrase with
the conjunction Taxe. That replacement might be an attempt of one of the copyists
to correct the inconsistency in the text that was created by the mistake.



for these numerals, A > a and a > a. This type of error, caused by
graphic similarity, is not uncommon in translations from Greek into
Old Church Slavonic. Most often, they concern confusion between
two consonants or two vowels (Thomson 1988: 357-359; Tacega,
Pabyc 2009: 138), but there are also cases where the substitution
results from confusing a consonant and a vowel (Thomson 1988:
359; Toromanoa 2008: 623; Tacea, PaGyc 2009: 142, 146). It is
difficult to judge whether the error occurred during the translation
process or during the copying process. According to the critical
edition of the Greek text, there are no variant readings in these parts
of the Life. Therefore, the likelihood that a instead of A was written
in the Greek copy, from which the initial translation was made,
is small. This leaves two options: the error may have occurred
either during the translation into Old Church Slavonic or during
the transmission process of the Slavonic text. Here I will present
my arguments that suggest that the error occurred in the course of
the translation process, and not during the copying process. First
of all, I should note that in Example 2.1. all the copies of the Life
have the incorrect reading. In Example 2.2., the only exception
turns out to be the RM copy of the second version, which shows
the correct reading ‘n instead of -a-. The fact, however, that the
27 S1. ver. most probably is based on the 1% SI. ver.'° and that the
earlier of the two copies of the second version, RM (15" century),
preserves the correct reading regarding the Greek text, while the
later one — R2 (16™ century), has the erroneous reading found in
all the copies of the 1% Sl. ver., suggests that the reading -a- is due
rather to editing of the text or a scribal error''. Another argument
to suggest that the confusion of the letters is due to a translator’s
mistake concerns the fact that in the case of Example 2.1. all the
copies have the numeral written with a word (ieaunoms) rather
than with the letter designation. This is important because it makes
it impossible for the error to occur during the transmission of the
Slavonic text.

10See examples of that below.

'The reasons for this correction in the right direction can be several: a controlled
redaction made with another Greek copy available to the scribe; a correction in
the text due to the scribe noticing an inconsistency in the text (shortly before, the
text mentions that Gregory spent 30 days in Tripoli); confusion between the letter
designations, but in the opposite direction (a > a).
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Example 3:

Gr: éxpuyely Tag 10D £Y0pov kKaxotéyvoug (Berger 1995: 180)
SI-v1: sekatn RpArow Z'aomoy xoyaoxcTea (Hr — 3071, Z, Dr, Ly,
H1, H2, H3, D¢, R1)

SI-v2: oyeBiaTy BpaiKia ZaoxbiTgheTea (RM —Iletkos 2011: 64; R2)

Example 3 shows a translator’s error caused by the confusion
of vowels (o — ov; ov — a). Most likely due to the peculiarities
of the Greek paleography, the Slavonic translator misread and
misinterpreted the phrase g Tod £x0pod kKaKoTEVOLS as Tag ToD
£xOpol kaxod TéYvac. As a consequence, the compound adjective
Kkakotéyvovg was fragmented into the adjective koakdg, which
erroneously began to agree with €x0p6c, and the noun t€xvn. This
is what all the copies of the I Sl. ver. have. In the 2™ SI. ver.,
however, we find an accurate translation of the Greek text. Again,
it is possible that this difference between the two versions is due to
editing of the text of the first version'?.

Errors that were made in the transmission process

Much more numerous and varied in type are the errors that
were made during the transmission of the Slavonic text.
For the purposes of the article, they are divided into three
subgroups: errors due to spelling similarity, mistakes due to
misunderstanding of realia or terms, and errors resulting from
incorrect segmentation of scripta continua. Only a few examples
of each subtype will be presented here.

* Errors due to spelling similarity

Errors of this type can lead to different outcomes —a variant reading
that causes a significant change in meaning or, alternatively, a
modification of the original text which is, however, adapted to the
context and does not greatly change the meaning of the given text
fragment.

12The 2™ Slavonic version of the Life bears a lot of similarities to, but also a lot
of differences from, the 1. A separate study of that later version and its relation
to the first and of the source of these changes in the text is needed. See more on
that topic in the next section (Deviations in the 1** Slavonic version that show its
relation with the 2™ Slavonic version of the Life).



Example 4:

Gr: O6nwg dvuvnon &keuyetv tag 10D €xBpod KakoTExvoug Kol

TOAAGG pnyovags (Berger 1995: 146)

Sl-v1:

= AA NGKAV BBZMOKELLIM OVERKATY BATON ZAOMOV  XOWAOKBCTRA
n mnorbin Asykest (H1 — 61r, H3, D¢)

- AA NEKAM RLZMOKELLIN  BEBRATH gpz'\ro\f Z'AOMOV; XOVA0KCTRA
n M'Norbl Aovkabiv (Hr —307r)

= AA NEMAM BBZMOKELLIN OVEBKATI BATOV ZAOMOV  XOWAOKBCTRA
n unorbiie Movksim (Lv — 31, H2, R1) _

- AA  NETAM  RBZMOXKEILIM  SBRKATU  RArS  ZAOME  XARA0KTRA
1 Miorst ¢RTM (Z — 571, Dr)

SI-v2: AX €A KAKO BBZMOKELIN OVEBKATU BPAKIA ZAOXBITPLCTRA U

Muwrbie ¢TpBAbl (RM — TletkoB 2011: 64; R2)

Example 4 presents an interesting case of an error that is easily
identified and explained due to the unusually large number of
variant readings". For the Greek lexeme pnyovag (< pnyovn
N ‘trap’) we have four variant readings in the 1* Sl. ver. alone,
as well as an additional fifth variant in the 2™ ver. The reading
which we can define as the closest to the archetype and most
reflective of the meaning of the Greek lexeme is aoykbi (acc. pl.)
< amka ‘trickery’ (H1, H3, DC). It is from this lexeme that the
other four variant readings derive. In the second variant reading
the noun aoyker is replaced by the adjective aoykagbin (nom./acc.
sg.) ‘cunning’ (Hr), which comes from the same root. The change
caused by the spelling similarity does not lead to a significant
divergence from the meaning of the text, but the part-of-speech
change makes the comprehension of this part of the text difficult.
The third variation, however, is a typical error caused by the
confusion of two consonants with similar spelling, A and m. In
this case the copyist’s error also results in a lexical change — amka
> Mmaka ‘suffering, torture’. However, the new lexeme fits the
context. The fourth variant reading in the first version affects two
copies (Z, Dr) and is due to a synonym replacement rather than a

13On the topic of restoring the initial meaning of the text, based on the variant
readings see Dikova 2024 (in print).
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scribal error. The variant reading we find in the 2™ SI. ver., azka >
cTpBABI ‘arrow’, seems to be a lexical substitution in the direction
from literal to metaphorical representation (trickery > arrow). In
this case, however, we can interpret this as an error stemming
from an incorrect copyist’s analogy. He most probably understood
Aovkbl as m. acc. / instr. pl. of amks ‘bow’. Then he replaced it
with the noun c¢rpBaa ‘arrow’, which belongs to the same thematic
group but has clear negative connotation in this context. This type
of lexical variations that occur between the 1% and 2™ Slavonic
versions of VGrAkr is key to revealing the relation between them.

Example 5:

* 5.1.

Gr: ...t peyaroyvyov koptepiog... (Berger 1995: 163)
Sl-v1:
= ...BECEA'NBIMb TYLITENMIEMb...
(Hr — 312r, Z, Dr, Lv, H1, H2, H3, D¢)
- ..BLCECUANMMB TPbIBHMEMD... (RT —331)
Sl-v2: - fAAOCTHOMOY TPLIBNIK... (RM —TIletkoB 2011: 73, R2)

Another case of a scribal error or inaccuracy in the 1* Sl. ver.
that leads to an incorrect lexical substitution in the second version
is found in Example 5. For the Greek adjective peyoaloyvyov
(< neyardyoyog, 2 “high-souled, generous’) in all copies of the
first version (except R1 — 33r'*) we find geceannbiMb (< ReceAbNB '
‘joyful’). This variant reading departs from the sense of the Greek
text and does not fit the context. Why is this example included
in the group of copyists’ errors, however? It is important to note
that the compound adjective in the Greek text was rendered with
a simple one in the Slavonic translation, which does not exactly

14 Only in this copy of the 1* Slavonic version do we see a different reading —
BBCECHANMME TgbIENneMs “with all-powerful endurance’. It can be interpreted
either as an attempt to restore the not so clear meaning or as a result of spelling
similarity with the adjective receabNbIMD.

1S That ajective is attested in Miklosich 1865: 61, Cpesnenckuii 1: 182, Slovnik
jazyka staroslovénského (SJS): http://gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordld=1466
(Last visit: 30.11.2024, 17:21).



correspond to the meaning of the original'®. So, it is necessary
to determine whether this was a peculiarity of the translation
or an isolated occurrence. The adjective peyaAdyoyog is used
one more time in the text of the Life (Berger 1995: 160). Here
oi peyordyuyor dvdpec ovtol was translated as gein o MOVKbI
(Hr —311r and all the other copies). In that other case, we can see
that the translator chose to render the compound adjective with
a simple one again. This gives us grounds to make the following
assumption as to how the reading geceabnbimb originated. If the
Slavonic translator used reasm to translate peyodoyvyog, the
problematic phrase probably looked something like this in
the initial translation — *geanems Tpbnumems'”. The spelling
similarity between the forms geamtems and geceasnsivbs probably
led to an error very early on in the Slavonic transmission'®. After
that, the incorrect reading geceasnbimb in the 1% Sl ver. of the Life
was substituted by its synonym in the 2" version — paaocThnn'.
Although in this case the synonym replacement in the second
version is not incorrect regarding the 1% Sl. ver., it leads to an even
greater departure from the meaning of the original.

* 5.2

Another proof that the 1% SI. ver. served as a basis for the 2™ SI. ver.
is an error found in the copies of the second version. The phrase
T TOUA® Tiic ddackariog Tvevpatik®dg (Berger 1995: 163) in
the Greek text was rendered accurately in the first version — gecAOMb
,A,,)-(\OR’NBIMB gvenmvtien’ (Hr — 312r). The noun gecao “oar’, however,
because of the orthographic similarity, was taken by the scribe and
editor of the second version as the adjective geceas ‘joyful’. Similar
to the synonym substitution in Example 5.1. — in the 2™ SI. ver.,
in place of recaomb (> *greceaomn) we find the prepositional phrase

1 The most common translations of peyaAdyvyog in Old Church Slavonic are
LIGAPD, REAGAOVLLIEND, BEAUKOAOVILILN.

'7So far, we do not have reanems Tgbnshmiens attested in the South Slavonic
copies.

8 For examples of confusion between the roots gecea- and gnce-, see SJS: http://
gorazd.org/gulliver/?recordld=1466 (Last visit: 19.11.2024, 14:59).

1 This is just one of the cases that clearly show that the 1* Slavonic version was
used as a basis for the 2", edited version of the Life. For another such example,
see ['eopruesa 2024b: 139-141.
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BB gaA0TH (prep. + ‘happiness’ f. sg. loc.) — kb f&Aoc’m _A,’)EOKHBI“
ow'en’fewlb (RM —IletkoB 2011: 73). Here it is even clearer that the
error is due to a misreading of the lexeme from the 1 SI. ver. of the
Life and therefore this is one more example of how the first version
was used as a basis for a new edited version.

* Errors due to problematic realia or terms

Examples of errors due to realia or terms that were unknown or
obscure for the scribes are not absent even if they are very few in
number.

Example 6:

Gr: ...tov p&v Zofivov €€opiodijvar év Tolg OpaKdoilg PEPECLY...
(Berger 1995: 245)
Sl-v1:
- ..Kb 'e'fM”CICbIMb CTyz'\NAMb... ‘in Thracian territories’
(Hr—3331, Z, Dr)
- ..Kb XpAYBCKBIMM' CTPANAMS... in Hrac (?) territories’
(H1-93r, H2, H3, Lv)
- Kb TpY(O)KBIMB CTPaNAMD... in Greek territories’
(D¢ —38r, R1)
SI-v2: ks npEAKAY Zemale [pbvbeknie... (RM — Tletkos 2011:
126, R2)

The realia in Example 6 was rendered correctly in three of the
Slavonic copies of the first version — Tolg OpoKk®olg pépecty >
Kb Opar'eibIMb CT?&NAMB. This is also most likely the variant that
was in the initial translation. In the other four copies, the realia
was either not understood by the scribe or was rendered using a
not very typical spelling (replacing /T with x) — Kb XpavbekbIM’
crpanamb. This variant reading does not refer to a real topos and
the reference was probably obscure. In only two of the copies was
the problematic realia replaced by another one that fit the context
and would make sense to the potential reader/listener — kb ryv'(c)
kbiMb crpanams®. It is difficult to say from which of the previous
two branches this reading emerged. The lexical substitution in this

2 For examples of similar cases, see Toromanosa 2007: 603 and Tacesa, Pabyc
2009: 144.



case, however, is certainly due to copyists’ misunderstanding of
the realia or an attempt to recover the meaning of the text by sub-
stituting the problematic word with the closest-sounding entity.
The 2™ S1. ver. inherits the reading of copies D¢ and R1, but with
some syntactic and lexical changes — ks npsABAS zemate [pbvncknie,

* Errors due to scripta continua

Common in the Slavonic tradition of the Life are the individual
copyist’s errors that are the result of incorrect segmentation of the
scripta continua.

Example 7:

Gr: ...00 MWmel og 1 OATy1g TdV Yovéwv Gov... (Berger 1995: 154)
> LNB(CT) AN TU CKgbBE NA ¢ goAMTeAbM / koM. (Z — 6lr,
Dr, Lv, H1, H3, D) > ... o'k AUt ! CKJ'Bb HA JAAMN JOAUTEAL CROU...
(Hr —309v)

Example 7 shows a case where the error occurs in an addition in
the Slavonic translation. The prepositional phrase na ¢jun ‘in (the)
heart’, which is missing in the Greek text, is replaced by pers.
pron. lp pl. gen. + postposition —na paam (‘of us’). It is the scrip-
ta continua_and the use of abbreviations in spelling the lexeme
CBABLN — cgm /¢p cpu,m that caused this error.

Example 8:
Gr: ...Evloympévog ?j €k tod Oeov, watep... (Berger 1995: 175)

> ...BARENb ¢cnt ® Ba We... (Z—71r, Dr, Lv, HI, H2, H3, D¢, R1) >
.EAENb 1601 ® BA W YAYE.. . (Hr—315r)

We have one more such example in the case of mdtep in
Example 8. All copies of the 1% Sl. ver. preserve the noun oTsve
(‘abba’ m. sg. voc.). In Hr, however, we find an error due to the
incorrect segmentation of scripta continua — w vave (particle +
‘man’ m. sg. voc.).
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DEVIATIONS IN THE 15" SLAVONIC VERSION THAT SHOW ITS
RELATION WITH THE 2™ SLAVONIC VERSION OF THE LIFE

A small part of the present article is devoted to the errors that were
made in the 1st SL. ver., and then, in the editing process of the Life,
went unnoticed by the scribe and were carried over into the 2nd
Sl. ver. The problem of the relation between the two versions is
complex. Conclusions should be drawn after a detailed study of
the similarities and the differences between them, as well as of the
relation between the second version and the Greek original. The
aim of the examples below is to show that there is a connection
between the two Slavonic versions and that these are not two dif-
ferent translations. Only three examples will be discussed. These
add to what was already presented in examples 2, 4, 5 and 6 above.

Example 9:

Gr: ...xatéhaPov &v Zikelig év T Axpayovtivdv Tolet TH) dgkdTn
7100 XentepPpiov punvoc... (Berger 1995: 263)

SI-v1: ...aomaote B CrkeAnid Bb P\WAFAN‘QKM F?A ,;, CenTEEpA MEA.
(Hr-337r, Z, Dr, Lv, H1, H2, H3, D¢, R1)

SI-v2: . NPINAE BRD &KpAF&Nb CGI'IT,GB’JTA ACRETHIN... (RM — IletxoB
2011: 138, R2)

The first example reflects another inaccuracy in the rendition of
numerals in the Old Church Slavonic translation of the Life. The
ordinal déxatog ‘fenth’ in the Greek text was replaced by A¢gaTHIN
‘ninth’ in all of the South Slavonic copies. The occurrence of this
error during the translation process would have been impossible
since both the words and it would have been difficult to confuse
the letter designations for these two numerals (dékatog — &vatoc;
U —0). A. Berger does not point out any variant readings for this
part of the text either. It is easy, however, for this error to occur in
a Slavonic setting. The words for the ordinal numerals 9 and 10
are similar both in spelling and pronunciation — the difference is in
one consonant (A&ATHsM — AeRATBHIN). Since the error is found in
all copies of the first version, it most likely occurred at a very early
stage in the transmission of the Slavonic text. Its presence in the 2™
Sl. ver. shows undeniably that the second version is based on the
first, and it is not an entirely new translation.



Example 10:

Gr: ... dpopowwpévog @ i matpi 1@ KVpd Xapitwvi T@ avopi
oov... (Berger 1995: 175)

SI-v1*: .. .fogNb 16 oﬁmf CROIEMOY X&pmons, MOVZKOY TROIEMOY...
(Hr — 315r, Z, Dr?', Lv, H2, H3, R1)

H1, D¢: ..m noAoBbNL tECTh an\f CROIEMOV XAPUTONOY MOWKLCTRO
temoy... (H1 —66v,D¢)

SI-v2: .1 R RBCeMb TI0BbHb IS WILOY CROEMOY KafTTONON MOVKBCTROMb. .

(RM —IletxoB 2011: 80, R2)

Example 10 reflects an error that occured in the transmission of the
1% SI. ver. of the Life. From the information presented above, we
see that in most South Slavonic copies T® kOp@d Xapitwvi T® avopi
oov was rendered correctly as xapuTons movikoy Teotemoy ‘Charito —
your husband’. Copies H1, D¢ of the 1% Sl. ver., however, preserve
the reading xapuronoy movikbeTRo temoy. ‘Charito — his courage’.
This deviation is probably due to the incorrect segmentation of
scripta continua. The copyist understood the first component of
the possessive pronoun Tgoiemoy (poss. pron. 2p. sg. dat.) as the
suffix -(¢)Tro used to form abstract nouns. Thus, only the anaphoric
pronoun temoy (anaph. pron. m. sg. dat.) remains of the possessive
pronoun. This error is carried over to the 2™ Sl. ver. of the Life,
where the reading movikneTromb is preserved. Editing done by the
Slavonic scribe is also evident there, since the anaphoric pronoun
is omitted and the noun maxbcTRo 1S in the instrumental case —
mov:kbeTroMb. However, the reading found in the two copies of
the first version and in the second version fits well in the context
(the author lists physical and personality characteristics in which
Gregory resembles his father Charito).

Example 11:

Gr: ..xakelev Eypnuortictn mhcov pnropuciv T Kol
YPOLLOTIKAY, PIA0c0oeiay Kai dotpovopiov... (Berger 1995: 178)
SI-vI*: .. n ® Niero Nagnve g'coy rg&MATwcmw, " fI;ITO?VIKVIIO n
Ppinocodpuw... (Hr — 316r, Z, Dr, Lv, H2, H3, R1)

*! This copy has mmxern Troiemoy instead of movixey Trolemoy (caused by the
influence of -li-stem on -jo-stem).
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H1, D&+ SI-v2: ... 1 ® NIEro NARBIYE BCOV PYAMATUKNR. U piocopuio.
(H1 —72r, D¢ | RM — IletkoB 2011: 82, R2)

Example 11 forms part of a group of errors that occurred due to
the omission of a single lexeme or of an entire text fragment. The
omissions are found in copies H1, D¢ as well as in the 2™ SI. ver.
Some of them were caused by haplography. This type of error is
very common and can be found in many Old Church Slavonic
translations that have a long history of coping (Miltenov 2006:
157). Therefore, to prove the connection between the subgroup of
these two copies and the 2™ Sl. ver. of the Life, they should be
considered only in combination with other significant errors. The
example above reflects a case of omitting an element from the listing
of disciplines that Gregory studied. It is notable that the omission
of dotpovopiav and the change in word order are peculiarities of
the translation, as they are found in all the South Slavonic copies.
However, the absence of pntopikiv is not attested in the Greek
copies. Although we cannot be certain that this omission did not
occur independently in the two copies of the first version and in
those of the second, Example 11 has an important place among
the omission errors which — taken together — prove the connection
between these two versions of the Slavonic translation.

CONCLUSIONS

This article dealt with the problem of errors and inaccuracies in
the Slavonic translation of the Life of St. Gregory of Agrigento.
These were presented in two groups — translator’s errors
and copyists’ errors. In the first subgroup, four examples of
translation inaccuracies were discussed. The probable cause of
three of these (Examples 2.1. and 2.2.; Example 3) was found
to be the graphic peculiarities of the Greek minuscule. The
second subgroup is larger: it covers six examples, which were
separated into three categories: copyist’s errors due to spelling
similarities between single letters or syllables, realia unclear
or unknown to the copyist, and incorrect segmentation of the
words in scripta continua. From the examples presented, it is
evident that some copyists attempted to restore the corrupted
meaning of the text by substituting the problematic phrase



or word (Example 5.1 and Example 6). In some of the cases
examined, the relation between 1% Sl. ver. of the Life and 2
Sl. ver. is also clearly evident (Examples 2.1, 2.2, 4, 5.1, 5.2
and 6). In the last part of the article three more examples were
presented, proving that the 2™ Sl. ver. was created on the basis
of the 1% Sl. ver. Examples 10 and 11 show evidence pointing
to the branch of the 1% SI. ver. from which the second version of
the Life emerged, namely the group of copies H1 and D¢.

LIST OF SLAVONIC COPIES OF THE LIFE OF ST. GREGORY OF
AGRIGENTO

D¢ ms. Ne 147, Visoki De¢ani Monastery, 14 cent., 1r—46r (omission
in the beginning)

Dr  ms. Ne 1795/706, Dragomirna Monastery, 15 cent., 31r—86r

HlI ms. Ne 473 Hilandar Monastery, 14 cent., 60r—99v

H2  ms. Ne 460, Hilandar Monastery, 15 cent., 257r-358r

H3  ms. Ne 441, Hilandar Monastery, 17 cent., 242v—313v

Hr  ms. IlIc24, Croatian Academy of Sciences and Arts, 14 cent.,
306r-338r

Ly ms. MB 81, Stefanyk National Scientific Library, Lviv, 14 cent.,
Ir=79v

R1 ms. Ne 306, Library of the Romanian Academy, 15 cent., 14r—126r

R2 ms. Ne 327, Library of the Romanian Academy, 16 cent.,
207r-268v

RM  ms. Ne 2/23, Rila Monastery, 15 cent., 39r—133v
V4 ms. Zograf 94, Zograf Monastery, 14 cent., 55v—111r

82 Symposium on Medieval Slavonic Studies



REFERENCES

Berger 1995

Dikova 2025, in print

Fuchsbauer 2012

Lampe 1961

Martyn 2004

Miklosich 1865

Miltenov 2006

PG 98

SJS

Berger, A. Leontios Presbyteros von Rom.
Das Leben Des Heiligen Gregorios von
Agrigent: Kritische Ausgabe. Berlin, 1995
(= Berliner Byzantinistische Arbeiten, 60).
Dikova, E. Text-Critical Notes to Constan-
tine of Preslav’s Didactic Gospel. — Studia
Ceranea, 14 (2025, in print).

Fuchsbauer, J. Identifying Listening Errors
in Slavonic Translations?: On Some Pecu-
liar Mistakes in the Partial Translation of
the Dioptra. — In: Kyrillos kai Methodios.
Parakatathikes politismou. Praktika dieth-
nous synedriou ,,I politismiki klironomia
tou ergou ton agion Kyrillou kai Methodi-
ou os paragontas enotitas me tous laous tis
N.A. Europis“ (Amyntaio 21-22 Maiou
2010), Thessaloniki 2012, p. 155-164.
Lampe, G. W. H. (ed.). 4 Patristic Greek
Lexicon. Oxford, 1961.

Martyn, J. A Translation of Abbot Leontios’
Life of Saint Gregory, Bishop of Agrigento.
Commentary and Translation. Lewiston,
2004 (= Texts and Studies in Religion, 105).
Miklosich, Fr. Lexicon palaeoslovenico-
graeco-latinum emendatum auctum. Vin-
dobonae, 1865.

Miltenov, Y. Omissions and Mistakes in the
Slavonic Translation of the Erotapokriseis
of Pseudo-Kaisarios. — Scripta & e-Scripta,
3-4 (2006), p. 147-161.

Migne, J.-P. Patrologiae cursus completus,
series graeca. Paris, 1857—1866.

Slovnik jazyka staroslovénského. T. 1-3.
Hlavni redaktor Josef Kurz. Praha: Acade-
mia, 1966-1982; T. 4. Hlavni redaktorka



Sophocles 1914

Taseva 2018

TELAMON

Thomson 1988

West 1973

Bemunosa 2007

T'eopruesa 2024a

84

Zoe Hauptova, Praha: Academia, 1997.T. 5
Addenda et corrigenda ad Volumen I. Hlavni
redaktofi Zoe Hauptova, Vaclav Konzal,
Stefan Pilat. Praha: Academia, 2010-2016.
http://gorazd.org/?q=en/node/21
Sophocles, E. A. Greek Lexicon of the Ro-
man and Byzantine Periods: From B.C. 146
to A.D. 1100. Cambridge, 1914.

Taseva, L. Greek Critical Apparatus to Edi-
tions of Slavonic Translations: Necessity
and (Im)Possibility. — In: Editing Mediae-
val Texts from a Different Angle: Slavonic
and Multilingual Traditions. Together with
Francis J. Thomson’s Bibliography and
Checklist of Slavonic Translations. Ed. L.
Sels, J. Fuchsbauer, V. Tomelleri and 1. de
Vos (= Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 276
/ Bibliothéque de Byzantion 19), Leuven —
Paris — Bristol, 2018, p. 401-426.
TELAMON project (Ancient Greek In-
scriptions from Bulgaria): https://telamon.
uni-sofia.bg/en/

Thomson, F. Towards a typology of errors
in Slavonic translations. — Orientalia Chris-
tiana Analecta, 23 (1988), p. 351-380.
West, M. L. Textual criticism and editori-
al technique applicable to Greek and Latin
texts. Stuttgart, 1973.

Benunoga, B. benescku 6vpxy ,, epewikume
8 CpeOHObbI2apCKUA NPesoo Ha XpoHukama
Ha Koncmanmun Manacui. — Palacobulga-
rica, 31, (2007), Ne 2, c. 49-61.

l'eopruesa, Il. Eganeenckume yumamu 6
nwpeama eepcust na Ilpocmpannomo sncu-
mue Ha ce. I pucopuii Akpacanmcexu (BHG
707). — B: Yuurennoro eanrenue Ha Kon-
cranTuH [IpeciaBcKku U I0’KHOCTIABTHCKUTE

Symposium on Medieval Slavonic Studies



T'eopruesa 2024b

TleeB 2011

TletkoB 2011

Cnasosa 2001

CpeszneBckuii 1893-1912

Tacega, Pabyc 2009

Toromanosa 2008

NpeBOM Ha XOMWIeTHYHH TekctoBe (IX-
XII B.) ®unonorn4ecku W HHTEPIUCIH-
IUIMHApHU pakypcu Jlokmagu or Mexny-
HapoxHata HayuHa KoHpepeHmmsa B Codus
25-27 anpun 2023 r. Ilox pen. na JI. Tace-
Ba, A. Pabyc, 1. I1. [lerpos. Codus, 2024,
c. 405-427.

I'eopruesa, I1. Kaxeo e yuun cs. I pucopuii
Axpazanmcku? — CrapoObiarapcka Jurepa-
Typa, 69-70 (2024), c. 129-148.

[ees, [. Hosvie Oannvie 0 spemenu u me-
cme nepesooa Xpowuxu Ieopeus Amap-
mona. — Jleronucu u xponuku. Hosble nc-
creposanms. Ilog pex. O. JI. HoBukoBoii.
Canxr [lerepbypr; 2012, c. 13-38.

[letxoB, I1. Pvxonuc 2/23 om coupxama na
Punckus manacmup. Céoprux ¢ rcumus
om kpas Ha XV eex. Codms, 2011.
CnaBoBa, T. E3uxkem Ha epewikume 6 pau-
HAMa CABAHCKA KHUIICOBHA MPaouyus. —
Kupuno-Meronuercku cryauu, 14 (2001),
c.22-32.

Cpesnesckuit, U. Mamepuanwt ons cnosaps
OpesHepyCccKo20 A3bIKA NO  NUCbMEHHBIM
namamuukam. T. 1-3. Canxr-IlerepOypr,
1893-1912.

Tacera, JI., A. Pabyc. [lpesooauecku u
Npenuceayecku 2pewlku 6 ClasIHCKama
pvronucha mpaduyus na Kuueama na
npopok Hezexuun. — CpeHOBEKOBUETO B
omtenaoTo Ha enuH ¢uionor. COOpHUK B
yect Ha CBermHa HukomnoBa (= Kupmio-
Metonuescku crymuu, 18). Codus, 2009,
c. 136-151.

ToromaHoBa, A.-M. Cnassnckama eepcus
Ha xponuxama Ha Ieopeu Cunxen. Codus,
2008.



TRANSLATOR’S AND COPYISTS’ MISTAKES IN THE SLAVONIC
TRANSLATION OF THE LIFE OF ST. GREGORY OF AGRIGENTO

Summary

This article examines instances of “errors” occurring in the Slavonic
translation of the Life of St. Gregory of Agrigento (BHG 707). The
study is based on a comparison between the Slavonic translation and the
Greek original and on a textological analysis of nine copies of the first
Slavonic version and two copies of the second Slavonic version. The
goals of this paper include offering a possible explanation of the mistakes
and changes in the Slavonic text, introducing some of the features of the
translation, dwelling on the number and the types of the mistakes and
trying to give an answer to the question of which copies are closest to
the hypearchetype based on the “errors”. Two main groups are identified:
translator’s mistakes and mistakes made in the transmission process. In
many cases, a combination of the two where a problematic translation
leads to mistakes made by copyists is attested. Some examples of errors
that are due to failure to recognise realia or terms (both on the part of the
translator and on that of copyists) and changes occurring because of a
phonetic similarity between lexemes, which leads to a departure from or
loss of the correct meaning in context, are presented.

Keywords: Gregory of Agrigento; hagiography; errors; Old Church
Slavonic translation; textual criticism.

Preslava Georgieva
Cyrillo-Methodian Research Center
at the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences
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NUOVE EVIDENZE SULLA TRADIZIONE SLAVA
DELLA RESPONSIO AD FRATRES MINORES
DI GERMANO II PATRIARCA

= Nicolo Ghigi (Italia)

Parte non trascurabile della produzione letteraria slava ecclesia-
stica ¢ rappresentata dalla trattatistica polemica contro i Latini, la
quale, nonostante alcuni studi preliminari, attende ancora di essere
indagata a fondo. Particolarmente, restano da chiarire gli ambienti
di traduzione e di prima diffusione delle traduzioni slave di alcuni
opuscoli polemici bizantini, che godranno poi di notevole popola-
rita a partire dalla seconda meta del XIV secolo; meriterebbe per-
tanto di essere indagata la natura di queste raccolte, al fine di com-
prendere la ratio che ha portato alla traduzione di una selezione
ben definita di opere, all’interno della vastissima produzione greca
sull’argomento. In tal senso, soffermeremo la nostra attenzione su
un’operetta la cui tradizione, alquanto travagliata gia a Bisanzio,
puo forse fornire indizi utili alla comprensione delle dinamiche
testé esposte: trattasi della Responsio ad fratres minores attribuita
al patriarca Germano II, facente pare del dossier testuale della di-
sputa tra la delegazione patriarcale e alcuni legati pontifici occorsa
a Nicea nel 1234.



LA TRADIZIONE GRECA DELLA RESPONSIO
AD FRATRES MINORES

A onta del fatto che la figura del patriarca Germano non abbia rice-
vuto dai moderni I’attenzione che meriterebbe', si distingue la pre-
senza di una sua opera all’interno delle collezioni slave di opuscoli
polemici, da cui invece mancano nomi per noi ben pit importanti:
gia la tradizione greca, tuttavia, ci consegna un quadro di ampia
diffusione di tale scritto, attestato in una trentina di manoscritti di-
stribuiti lungo un esteso arco cronologico (dal XIII al XVIII seco-
lo) e riconducibili alle aree geografiche piu diverse®. La brevita e
I’incisivita dello scritto, e la sua natura di breve antologia patristica
sulla processione dello Spirito Santo, corredata da sintetiche sezio-
ni di commento volte a contestualizzare i passi citati nel dibattito
contro i Latini, difatti, lo rendevano sommamente adatto a essere
utilizzato in guisa di manuale, a differenza di altre opere che, se
pur magari piu complete, ricche od originali, per le loro dimensio-
ni si prestavano meno a un utilizzo che potremmo dire “pratico”,
e come tali godettero di minor fortuna nella tradizione bizantina.
La Responsio ¢ formalmente 1’ultimo testo di un dossier rela-
tivo a un episodio d’incontro e dibattito teologico tra Greci e Latini
che, dopo lunga sottovalutazione, ha ricevuto solo recentemente la
dovuta attenzione®. L’intiero dossier, che conosciamo tanto dalla
tradizione greca quanto da quella latina, si compone anzitutto di un
preliminare scambio epistolare, costituito da due lettere del patriar-

"' Sulla figura del patriarca Germano fondamentale resta la monografia di
Aayomatg 1913, per quanto datata, da leggere tenendo presenti alcune correzio-
ni sulle datazioni apportate da Laurent 1969; si considerino anche le voci di Dar-
rouzes 1967 e Typuios 2006 e la bibliografia ivi citata, comunque relativamente
scarsa e che approfondisce solo singoli aspetti della sua attivita o produzione
scrittoria.

2L’indagine della tradizione greca della Responsio ¢ il frutto delle mie ricerche
per la tesi di laurea (Ghigi 2024, con nuova edizione critica del testo greco; un
primo estratto di questo lavoro ¢ stato pubblicato in Ghigi 2025). In precedenza,
I’opera era nota soltanto dall’edizione di Altep 1796, basata su un solo mano-
scritto, non privo di mende ancorché antico, e se ne ignorava il complesso stato
tradizionale. Se ne veda anche il regesto in Laurent 1971: n. 1275.

3Dopo lo studio e I’edizione del resoconto degli apocrisiari latini contenuto in
Golubovich 1919, si veda la recente monografia Brubaker 2023 consacrata a
questo avvenimento. Entrambi i testi si basano pero prevalentemente sulle fonti
latine, e Brubaker addirittura ignora del tutto la Responsio.
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ca Germano, una indirizzata al papa e una ai cardinali, consegnate
manualmente ad alcuni frati francescani che visitarono Nicea nel
1232 e da essi recate a Roma, e due epistole del papa Gregorio
IX. Dei colloqui tenutisi tra il gennaio e il maggio del 1234, prima
nella capitale dell’Impero in esilio e poi nella residenza invernale
imperiale presso Ninfeo in Lidia, ci sopravvive un preciso reso-
conto latino stilato dai frati che presero parte alla missione, il quale
include anche alcuni documenti che furono presentati dalle due
parti nel corso della disputa: una memoria di Niceforo Blemmide
sul cosiddetto “trilemma” dello Spirito, una dichiarazione di parte
greca sugli azzimi, una definizione sinodale della fede ortodossa,
una confessione di fede (Definitio) di parte latina sulla processione
dello Spirito, e la risposta greca a questa confessione di fede, che ¢
appunto il testo di cui ci occupiamo, redatto — giusta il suo titolo —
dal patriarca Germano e dal Santo Sinodo con lui*.

Una differenza immediata tra la circolazione latina e greca
dei testi relativi alla disputa del 1234 ¢ che laddove i testi latini
furono mantenuti in guisa di documentazione, e ci sono appunto
conservati in libri di registro, la tradizione greca ben presto li sot-
topose a un processo di revisione, disgiungendoli dall’occasione
per cui furono scritti, e conferendo in particolare alla Responsio,
spesso trascritta da sola, il gid mentovato carattere di manuale
o antologia pratica. Tale diversita di circolazione ¢ tosto riscon-
trabile dalle differenze tra il testo latino, tramandatoci dal Liber
censuum del codice Firenze, Biblioteca Riccardiana 228, che ¢
la traduzione immediatamente condotta dai frati del documento a
loro consegnato, un documento ufficiale, dotato di sottoscrizione
del cartofilace Costantino Aulino®, e il testo greco vulgato, che ne
¢ una rielaborazione letteraria di poco successiva, attribuibile allo
stesso Germano, che inserisce il nucleo primigenio all’interno di
una piu raffinata cornice retorica, contenente spiegazioni e allocu-
zioni polemiche contro i legati latini.

*Una rassegna delle edizioni delle versioni latine e greche di ciascuno di questi
testi, con un inventario di manoscritti, si trova in Ghigi 2025: 185-196.

> Descrizione del manoscritto in Mazzanti, Tanganelli 2018: 38-45; edizione
del testo in ed. Waddingus, Fonseca 1732: 340-350

¢ Ricopri 'ufficio di cartofilace durante la seconda parte del patriarcato di
Germano, ed ¢ altrimenti a noi noto solo dalla sottoscrizione di due epistole,
cfr. Laurent 1971: nn. 1228 e 1230.



La tradizione greca ¢ poi tutt’altro che banale: la prima riela-
borazione del testo, che definiamo standard, ando presto incontro
a numerose manipolazioni, interpolazioni ed epitomazioni, le quali
diedero origine ad almeno sette diverse recensioni, quasi tutte ve-
nutesi a formare intorno agli ambienti contrari all’unione di Lione
sul finir del secolo XIII. Tra queste, le piu significative ai nostri fini
sono alcune epitomi che estrapolano alcune citazioni scritturali e
patristiche e il relativo commento, modificandone anche 1’ordine
e talora aggiungendo passi originali, e una riscrittura pit ampia in
forma di antologia, privata delle sezioni iniziali e finali e dunque
di ogni riferimento all’evento contingente della disputa, e arric-
chita di numerosissime altre citazioni — prive di commento — che
sembrerebbero esser state tratte direttamente dagli appunti che il
Sinodo aveva preparato per la prima stesura del documento, e che,
pur non avendo trovato spazio in tale redazione, furono in seguito
ricuperate e utilizzate in questa nuova recensione.

Considerata dunque la complessita di tale tradizione, e vol-
gendosi a considerare il testo slavo, occorrera in primis cercare di
comprendere su quale delle diverse redazioni greche esso sia stato
condotto, e quali informazioni questo possa fornirci sugli ambienti
di traduzione dello stesso.

LA TRADIZIONE SLAVA

Nella tradizione slava non sono attestati i restanti testi facenti parte
del dossier, ma soltanto un breve estratto della Definitio dei frati
e la Responsio ortodossa. Il primo a prendere in considerazione lo
scritto fu Popov (Ilormo 1875: 149—-152), che si limitd a fornire
la trascrizione di qualche passaggio e un quadro generale del suo
contenuto; dopo di lui, sul testo intervennero Turilov e soprattutto
Nikolov, il quale realizzo una prima edizione del solo frammento
della Definitio, con uno studio preliminare su due suoi testimoni’.
Scarpa, infine, ha fornito un efficace sunto dello status qucestionis

"QOssia sui mss. Pljevlja 12 e Belgr. 11 (Hukomnos 2016: 127-137), cui egli attribui-
sce una preminenza nella tradizione, contestando 1’opinione di Typuos 2006: 262,
che invece basava le sue ricostruzioni sull’antichita del Chil. 455. Nella sua edizio-
ne (Huxonos 2016: 280-282) Nikolov, pur collazionando altri sei manoscritti in
apparato, non procede a constatazioni stemmatiche piu approfondite, né considera
tutti i testimoni antichi, escludendo arbitrariamente il mosquense ¢ il petropolitano.
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prima della conoscenza dello stato testuale greco®. Converra prima
di procedere fornire una panoramica aggiornata della tradizione
manoscritta della Responsio slava.

I testimoni

Per quanto concerne i manoscritti antichi (XIV-XV s.), se ne an-
noverano non meno di nove, in massima parte di redazione serba:

P =Pljevlja 12, ff. 275r-280r
1360/70, Typikon e miscellanea polemica, red. bulgara
Bibl.: Cranxosuh 2003: 7; Huxomor 2016: 127-129

D = Decani 75, ff. 302r-306v
1360/70, miscellanea ascetico—polemica, red. serba
con influssi ortogr. bulgari
Bibl.: bormanosuh et al. 2011: 283-294; Ckapma 2012

A = Athos, Chilandar 455, ff. 276v—292r
1360/80, miscellanea ascetico—polemica, red. serba con in-
flussi ortogr. bulgari
Bibl.: borganosuh 1978: 174175

B = Belgrado, BNS 11, ff. 28r—34r
XIV ex., miscellanea teologica, red. serba, copiata al patriar-
cato di Pe¢
Bibl.: IIraBmanuna—bophesuh et al. 1982: 20; Huxonos
2016: 127-129

E =Decani 102, ff. 256v—270v (des. mut.)
1415/25, miscellanea ascetico—polemica, copiata a Decani,
red. serba
Bibl.: bormanosuh et al. 2011: 421424

8 Scarpa 2019. A tale scritto, per quello ch’era lo stato delle conoscenze sull’opera
di Germano fino a pochi anni fa, si possono muovere solo pochi appunti: in parti-
colare, va segnalata la segnatura errata del codice petropolitano, che discende da
un errore (di stampa?) gia presente in Typros 2006. Nell’articolo poi si menziona
’opinione di Apapmatdig 2000: 248 circa 1’esistenza di un’altra opera di Germano
sulla processione dello Spirito, basata su un’affermazione di Filoteo Kokkinos (PG
151: 910-915). Tuttavia, Filoteo in quel passo erroneamente attribuisce a Germano
la succitata memoria di Blemmide, come emerge chiaramente dai riferimenti. Anche
Allatius 1648: 712 parla di un altro logos di Germano sulla processione, ma fa in
realta riferimento alla versione antologizzata della Responsio, cft. supra.



S =Mosca, GIM, Sin. sl. 307, ff. 394v—405v
1423, Trebnik con appendice di testi canonico-polemici,
red. serba
Bibl.: Topckwuii, Heoctpye 1869: 163—198; Scarpa 2012:
112-113

O = San Pietroburgo, RNB,
0.1.1.7 (Tolstoj 111-65), ff. 12r-33r
XV s. in., miscellanea polemica antilatina, red. russa
Bibl.: Kanaiimosuas, CtpoeBsb 1825: 592; I'panctpem 1953: 69

C = Athos, Chilandar 469, ff. 308r—320v
meta XV sec., miscellanea polemica con testi palamiti, red.
serba con influssi ortogr. bulgari
Bibl.: bormanosuh 1978: 179—180; Scarpa 2012: 101-103

R =Bucarest, BAR, slav. 155, ff. 602—604v (des. mut.)
seconda meta XV sec., miscellanea crisostomica, copiata
all’Athos, red. serba con influssi bulgari
Bibl.: Panaitescu 1959: 219-225

Tra 1 manoscritti recenziori, in massima di redazione slavo—
orientale ed esemplati sul petropolitano, si annoverano Sin. sl. 561,
Sin. sl. 365, RGB ©.381 Ne 345, RGB @. 181 Ne 749, RGB @.196,
Ne 728, RGB @©.256 Ne233, RGB ©.205 Ne189, (X VI s.; I'ultimo
¢ di redazione mediobulgara, e appare imparentato con Pljevlja
12), RGB ®.98 Ne71 (XVII), i quali testimoniano la particolare
attenzione per la polemistica antilatina nel mondo russo, sviluppa-
tasi in particolare dopo il Concilio di Firenze e con le successive
pressioni unioniste sul confine occidentale.

Lo stato testuale

Il contenuto e la struttura del testo si presentano sostanzialmente
omogenee per tutti i testimoni slavi. Il testo si apre con la Definitio
latina, di cui sono presenti solamente le prime righe. La riduzione
del testo della Definitio ¢ attestata in alcune epitomi greche, ma
non in modo eguale a quello che si riscontra nei nostri manoscritti.
Sono poi riportate le sottoscrizioni dei legati papali, in una forma
corrotta rispetto a quella originale tramandata dalla versione latina
e da un ramo della tradizione greca, ma che si ritrova gia in una
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cospicua famiglia di testimoni greci, con la quale dunque potrebbe
essere imparentata la versione slava’.

Osservando il testo della risposta, possiamo sviluppare al-
cune ulteriori considerazioni. Anzitutto, il titolo riportato dai ma-
noscritti slavi corrisponde sostanzialmente a quello portato dalla
maggioranza manoscritti greci, con 1’eccezione dell’aggiunta del
titolo di ecumenico al nome del patriarca'®, e di una prima incom-
prensione sul significato di Aowtoi: se il greco si riferisce agli altri
inviati dal papa presenti nella legazione insieme ai frati minori,
I’espansione del sintagma slavo reinterpreta i destinatari come
proc’im ¢s NuMb, cio€ tutti i Latini in comunione col Papa: trattasi
di una estensione comprensibile, nel momento in cui la Responsio,
perduta la sua natura documentale ¢ la sua stretta connessione con
i fatti, diventa un trattato polemico generico a tutti gli effetti. Con-
viene inoltre notare che, laddove al testo della Responsio precede
quello della Definitio, i manoscritti greci di entrambe le famiglie
sogliono aggiungere che la risposta € Tpog v Toly TNV OpoAoyioy
tod [1dma, sintagma che non consta nel testo slavo.

In alcuni manoscritti (PBAC), poi, il titolo ¢ accompagnato
da una rubrica: caBAAAN WRELIANTE CTrO MONIEKE CKOVTIA coNTh, Si
tratta con ogni evidenza di una indicazione lasciata per un copista,
originariamente probabilmente un marginale. Si avra modo di tor-
nare su di essa.

L’incipit del testo ¢ caratterizzato dalla presenza dei titoletti
rubricati, che si ritrovano in un certo numero di manoscritti gre-
ci, e che sembrano ragionevolmente esser stati presenti gia nel
loro archetipo. Tuttavia, i titoli greci sono £€pmTNO1LG, ATOKPIOIG €

°In esse i nomi dei legati sono riportati in modo disordinato, e sono invertiti gli
ordini religiosi cui appartengono: tale corruttela caratterizza ben 13 testimoni
greci (ramo x dello stemma in Ghigi 2024: 67). Del tutto interna alla trasmissione
del testo slavo ¢ invece la trivializzazione del nome oyro nell’avverbio oyso che
si riscontra in alcuni testimoni.

1Tn questo senso le elucubrazioni di Hukonos 2016: 133, che assegnavano a
una mera lacuna meccanica (1’omissione di tale aggettivo nel titolo della Defini-
tio in alcuni manoscritti di origine serba) un valore storico e politico eccessivo,
riconducendola alla trentennale crisi tra la Chiesa di Serbia e quella costanti-
nopolitana originata dalla dichiarazione di autocefalia del patriarcato di Peé¢
del 1346, perdono di significato, poiché i medesimi manoscritti che omettono
I’aggettivo nella Definitio lo riportano invece nella Responsio.



amdvtnotg, dove i primi due indicano la domanda posta dai Greci
ai Latini e la loro replica, e il terzo introduce la lunga esposizione
di Germano. Nei manoscritti slavi, invece, i titoli compaiono come
BbIIPoch, WERBTH, BbMpock, € 1ultimo in particolare sembra rilevare
un’incomprensione: essa puo tuttavia facilmente spiegarsi, dacché
il testo polemico che segue principia effettivamente con una do-
manda retorica. Inoltre, il traduttore slavo potrebbe non aver colto
la differenza insita tra andKpioig € andvmolg, non capacitandosi
della distinzione dei due che non consta nella lingua slava, e avreb-
be potuto ritenere il secondo un errore da rettificare.

Dopo la citazione di Is. 61,6 [n. 7] il testo slavo e aggiunge
una serie di citazioni evangeliche assenti nel testo greco, in parte
coincidenti con il centone di versetti giovannei che introduce la
redazione antologica, e in parte con quelli normalmente citati da
altre raccolte antologiche nella polemica antifilioquista; quindi,
omesse alcune parole, riporta la citazione di Pietro in Act. 2 [n. 8].
Subito dopo, smette di riferire il testo greco, e porta una serie di
citazioni patristiche disordinate, di cui la prima priva di rubrica in
tutti i codici e tratta dall’epistola di Cirillo d’ Alessandria a Giovan-
ni di Antiochia, che nella redazione greca si trova invece alla fine
dell’opera; il brano riportato, peraltro, ¢ leggermente piu lungo, e
in ¢io si accorda con alcuni manoscritti greci interpolati'’.

Seguono immediatamente le restanti, con il nome dell’auto-
re e dell’opera rubricati, secondo I’elenco stampato in appendice.
Come si puo constatare, la serie, relativamente breve, si distanzia
notevolmente da quella della standard del testo greco, e presenta
invero alcune somiglianze con la redazione in forma di antologia,
come la successione dei passi atanasiani 29g—291. Alcuni passi non
compaiono in nessuna delle redazioni della Responsio, ma coinci-
dono con passi presenti ad esempio nel Sacrum Armamentarium di
Andronico Camatero'. Altri brani sono si presenti nella Responsio

"La cosiddetta redazione B, cfr. Ghigi 2025: 200-202.

12 Come il frammento dall’orazione per la Teofania di Gregorio di Nazianzo (or.
39), che ¢ il n. 30 del florilegio dell’Armamentarium (ed. Bucossi 2014) ed ha
amplissima fortuna nella produzione antilatina; esso era del resto stato ripreso,
con poche variazioni, gia dal Damasceno, ¢ in tal guisa compare due volte gia
nell’ Armamentarium (sub n. 138 come opera di quest’ultimo). Compare in Ca-
matero, in forma assai piu estesa, anche il brano dal trattato pseudo-crisostomico
De Spiritu Sancto (attribuito oggi a Severiano di Gabala), sub n. 10, il quale pero
si trova anche nella versione antologizzata della Responsio.
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originaria, ma sono trasposti nel testo slavo con diversa estensio-
ne della citazione. Altri, infine, non sono presenti in alcuna delle
opere summenzionate, ma si ritrovano sporadicamente impiegate
nella controversia contro i Latini". I manoscritti slavi non presen-
tano tra loro disaccordo nella serie, eccezion fatta per una citazio-
ne molto curiosa, tratta dal commento a Giovanni di Teofilatto di
Bulgaria, opera non usualmente inclusa nelle rassegne antilatine'®,
che si trova soltanto in C.

Verso la fine, il testo torna a coincidere con la redazione stan-
dard greca, riportando le ultime righe dell’esortazione di Germano
ai Latini, sino alla dossologia conclusiva. Per come abbiamo fin
qui vista la struttura del testo, ci troviamo dunque davanti a una
nuova redazione del testo, che non ha riscontri diretti nella tradi-
zione greca, e che per forma e contenuto potrebbe essere ricondot-
ta al macrogruppo delle epitomi dell’opera, non senza sollevare
interrogativi e problemi.

Due testi ignoti alla tradizione greca?

In tutti i manoscritti slavi, immediatamente dopo la conclusione
della Responsio, senza soluzione di continuita né alcun elemen-
to grafico a segnarne la differenza, segue un altro testo che non
trova apparentemente riscontro nella tradizione greca, gia notato
e trascritto da Popov (IToroB 1875: 151). Trattasi di una breve ap-
pendice, caratterizzata dai toni alquanto aspri, a commento dell’o-
pera testé conclusa: si dice infatti che il patriarca Germano avrebbe
raccolto le predette testimonianze al fine di insegnare ai Latini la
fede ortodossa, ma che questi, NpebILLIE Bb XOVANNMN CROGMD, 1 BD
CAO3BE RAKE VIMEWTD, 1 BBUCTUNNOY NEPA3OMNUM covijie, non volle-
ro correggersi e proseguirono nella loro empieta. Di questa breve
narrazione non si trovano in effetti riscontro esatto in alcuno dei
manoscritti greci, e tuttavia in qualche codice si rinvengono delle
rubriche o delle brevi appendici narrative dal contenuto affine'.

B 11 frammento del Sermo I in const. hom. di Anastasio Sinaita [n. 80], ad
esempio, non si riscontra in Camatero, ma in Niceta Seides, Adversus Latinos
1V, 1 (ed. Gabhauer 1975).

14 Molto popolare invece, e spesso presente negli stessi codici greci della Re-
sponsio, ¢ ['Allocutio ad quendam ex suis familiaribus dello stesso Teofilatto
(ed. Gautier 1980: 247-253).

15 Per esempio, nel ms. Urbani 32, f. 134v (molto significativamente, in prima
persona, e in prima persona sembra intervenire il patriarca stesso nel corso del-



Tale testo dipoi prosegue — nei manoscritti le due sezioni del
testo sono distinte dalla rubricatura dell’iniziale di questa secon-
da parte — con una breve narrazione storica, affermando che “dal
settimo concilio al regno di Monomaco” i Latini erano stati avvi-
sati dai patriarchi delle loro eresie, facendo particolare menzione
degli azzimi, oltre che alla processione dello Spirito; asserisce
poi che, essendo stati fino a oggi invano ripresi, e non essendo-
si corretti, sono scomunicati dalla Chiesa universale, “cui capo ¢
Cristo” (necessaria precisazione contro le pretese di supremazia
papale, che — pur se detta en passant — porta all’attenzione del
lettore il terzo grande motivo di divisione tra le Chiese). Nella
struttura, questo frammento assomiglia alle molteplici narrazio-
ni de origine schismatis che si rinvengono a dozzine nei codici
greci; benché discendano quasi tutti da una base comune, e si di-
stinguano nell’essere piu 0 meno dettagliati, la quantita di siffatti
testi ¢ tale che non si puo affermare con certezza alcunché su un
suo plausibile modello: per I’intanto, bastera osservare che in al-
cun manoscritto greco un testo simile si rinviene immediatamente
legato all’opera di Germano.

Ben distinta, invece, e dotata di un proprio titolo, segue in
tutti i manoscritti un’operetta che va sotto il nome di ['eppana
MATYIAPXA Kb KECTOKORBIME AATUNOMb (MOABENO 11 AKEB3N0) Moo\ enTe,
di cui Popov edita soltanto I’incipit e 1’explicit. Esso si configura
come una lunga serie di accuse, pronunziate da un patriarca, nei
confronti di un suo avversario, il legato papale Ugo, che interviene
a brevi riprese. Quale sia la natura di questo testo, che ancora una
volta parrebbe non trovare riscontro nella tradizione greca, ¢ stato
motivo di dibattito: molto interessante ¢ la suggestione di Scarpa,
giusta la quale si tratterebbe della relazione da parte greca dell’ul-
tima seduta dei dibattiti di Ninfeo, la quale non ci sarebbe giunta
per altra via (Scarpa 2019: 87). Tale ipotesi, tuttavia, non ¢ pie-
namente convincente. Dobbiamo anzitutto notare riguarda il fatto
che la parte dedicata alla seduta conclusiva nella relazione latina
¢ estremamente scarna: ¢ da essa, perd, sembra che siano i latini i

la peculiare recensione tramandata da questo manoscritto); nel ms. Ott. gr. 418,
f. 426v; nel ms. Barb. gr. 291, f. 135v; nello stesso, in una rubrica paratestuale al
f. 56r, i latini vengono definiti Oeootuyeig kot aipetucoi, appellativi che nella loro
crudezza non si distanziano molto da quelli denotabili nel brano slavo.
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primi ad accusare i Greci di eresia, mentre nel frammento in que-
stione appare il contrario. D’altra parte, non dobbiamo aspettarci
che la parte greca avesse steso una relazione dotata della stessa
precisione documentale di quella latina: laddove i legati dovevano
riferire al Papa gli accadimenti, non si avvertiva la stessa necessita
da parte greca. Verso la fine del frammento, inoltre, il testo cambia
tenore, diventando una sorta di istruzione agli ortodossi su come
rispondere a varie argomentazioni latine. Analizzando con cura il
contenuto, ancora notiamo che per ampie sezioni esso riutilizza ad
litteram porzioni di testo dell’opuscolo Contra veteris Romce asse-
clas pseudo-foziano'¢, soprattutto quelle parti in cui si riportano le
argomentazioni foziane contro I’impiego di Agostino, Ambrogio
e Girolamo da parte latina e sulla superiorita della lingua greca
nella ulteriori. Resta poi un ulteriore aspetto da chiarire: dei quat-
tro apocrisiari papali giunti a Costantinopoli nel 1234, certamente
uno di essi ¢ Ugo di Saint Cher'’, il quale pero non era il portavoce
della delegazione, che Golubovich identifica invece con Rodolfo
di Reims (Golubovich 1919: 435); perché dunque proprio egli e
soltanto egli troverebbe menzione in questo “resoconto”?
Occorre ricordare che a Costantinopoli nel secolo precedente
era giunto un altro legato con lo stesso nome, Ugo Eteriano', il
quale nel 1176 scrisse un trattato sulla processione dello Spirito
Santo, il De sancto et immortali Deo, cercando di confutare gli
scritti di Fozio e di Nicola di Metone; orbene, di quest’opera tro-
viamo un’anonima refutazione greca, interpolata in una redazione
del primo Syntagma di Nettario di Casole, tuttora inedita e testi-
moniata da due soli codici, il Brix. Querin. AIV.3 e il Barb. gr
291": tale operetta richiama per brevi estratti il pensiero di Ugo,
e poi lo confuta con frammenti di scritti d’autore, e in particolare
con alcune sezioni del Contra veteris; un puntuale confronto di-
mostra che la nooy4enie dei manoscritti slavi altro non ¢ la tradu-

1YPG 102: 393-396; trattasi in realta del cap. XIII della Panoplia dogmatica di
Eutimio Zigabeno, composto nella sua prima sezione basandosi su materiale
originariamente foziano o comunque di IX secolo.

17Sulla sua figura si veda Jerman 1959.

18 Su di lui si veda la recente voce di Podolak 2020, con ampia bibliografia.

1 Brevi notizie su quest’operetta si leggono nell’inventario dei manoscritti in
Podolak, Bucossi 2017: 321-328.



zione esatta di una sezione di quest’opera. Essa dunque non attiene
direttamente alla disputa del 1234. Nondimeno, i due codici greci
summentovati che la contengono sono anche testimoni della Re-
sponsio medesima: onde si spiega come i due testi, giunti insieme
al traduttore slavo o gia al compilatore del modello greco, siano
stati impropriamente accostati, e il secondo abbia qui ricevuto la
singolare titolatura riferita a Germano.

Va segnalato, infine, che in quasi tutti i manoscritti a questo
testo segue una M3aokeniie w g8k, probabilmente la traduzione
di una delle molte éx8éce1c anonime che si rinvengono nei mano-
scritti polemici greci, e un brano dell’ Erotapokrisis attribuita ad
Anastasio di Antiochia e Cirillo di Alessandria, in realta un centone
di citazioni di vari padri (PG 89: 1400-1404), che qui sembrereb-
be essere considerato quasi un’appendice all’opera di Germano;
si tratta in effetti di un brano sovente impiegato nella controversia
antilatina, gia nella tradizione greca spesso presente nei medesimi
manoscritti. Sembra dunque ragionevole che i due testi circolasse-
ro insieme gia nell’archetipo, se non nell’originale greco.

Un ulteriore florilegio ispirato alla Responsio?

Assai singolare, infine, ¢ quanto riportato dal codice Petropol.
0O.n.l.7, dove ai ff. 12r-33r ¢ presente lo stesso gruppo di tes-
ti che abbiamo sinora discusso nei restanti manoscritti slavi; ai
ff. 33v—438r, senza apparente distinzione, seguono altri estratti pa-
tristici senza ordine, in alcuni casi coincidenti con quelli della Re-
sponsio appena presentati e in altri nuovi, ma soprattutto dal f. 49r
¢ copiato un altro testo, formalmente anonimo (ziz. Caoro WREBTHOE
NA AATUNLL. FRLI_II/IX’A KO CThIN ,A,}Zb W olla U W cla UCXOANTS), il
quale, dopo un prolisso incipit che, pel fatto di contenere centoni
giovannei, sembra avere vaghi paralleli con la sezione iniziale del-
la recensione antologizzata, riporta alcune citazioni che sembrano
coincidere con una delle epitomi greche della Responsio®, seguita

1 a cosiddetta epitome n. 1, cfr. Ghigi 2025: 207-208; trattasi di un compendio
brevissimo, contenente appena otto citazioni, prevalentemente scritturali. Circola
spesso in forma anonima, come poptopiot ypogikai, accompagnata da un sunto
brevissimo della Definitio dei frati, e — cosa assai singolare — si ritrova in un paio
di casi in manoscritti che contengono gia il testo.
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da alcune ulteriori citazioni crisostomiche, € da un sunto dell’in-
segnamento dei concill ecumenici, similmente a quanto avviene
nei manoscritti greci di tale epitome, quantunque la lettera dei te-
sti non coincida con alcuno di essi?!. Tl copista del petropolitano
avrebbe dunque avuto accesso a un altro florilegio antilatino, di cui
s’ignora se esistano altri testimoni slavi, né si conosce un modello
greco preciso, che almeno in parte sembrerebbe dipendere dallo
scritto di Germano®.

OSSERVAZIONI SUL MODUS TRANSLATANDI

Conviene spendere qualche parola sul vocabolario e le strate-
gie traduttive impiegate dal redattore slavo. Anzitutto, notiamo
ch’egli sovente rielabora la sintassi del testo greco, al fine di
renderla piu perspicua, soprattutto nella piu discorsiva sezio-
ne iniziale, sostituendo verbigrazia i numerosi genitivi assoluti
con preposizioni principali, o integrando singole parole. Alcune
espressioni, forse ritenute ridondanti, del testo greco, vengono
omesse, quantunque non si possa escludere che gia 1’epitome
greca presente al traduttore mancasse di questi passi. Quale
esempio piu significativo di rielaorazione, la citazione di papa
Celestino [n. 43], che utilizza una metafora medica non d’im-
mediata comprensione, parlando dell’amputazione di una ferita
dal corpo per indicare 1’espulsione di un eretico dalla Chiesa,
viene intieramente parafrasata. In generale, la traduzione non ¢
sempre letterale, e la resa del senso avviene non senza la ricerca
soluzioni stilisticamente peculiari: ad esempio il sintagma 1 T@v
ayafdv ympnyio in una citazione basiliana ¢ reso usurpando 1’e-
spressione paolina rcakoe AaANie BAare, che 1’apostolo riferiva
pero al Padre e non allo Spirito.

2 Le parti originali sono integralmente trascritte in ITorioB 1875: 156-163,
mentre omette di trascrivere la serie di citazioni patristiche, limitandosi a forni-
re i nomi degli autori. Per la sezione conclusiva parrebbero ravvisarsi punti di
contatto con il sunto dell’insegnamento dei concili riportato in una redazione
slava della lettera del metropolita di Russia Giovanni II al papa (per una descri-
zione di questo testo, cfr. Ibid. 94-96).

2’influenza dell’opera di Germano sulle compilazioni antologiche successive
¢ notevole, cfr. Ghigi 2025: 241-245; la congerie dei florilegi anonimi greci
sulla processione dello Spirito attende ancora precise indagini.



Non di rado, il traduttore non comprende perfettamente la
sintassi del testo greco, come si puo evincere dai seguenti esempi®>:
1. 70 mvedpa €k ToD TATPOG EKTOPEVETAL, AVTL TOD THV

vrap&v Exel Kol TV ovcimov, un tpochévtog 08 OTL €&

€U0D EKmopevETAL

AXE W 0lA UCXOAMTH, CUPEHD, IAKO WTOVAOY BBITIE UMATH,

NE MPAATAIET K€ M COVLIBCTRO, KO 1 U3 MENE MCXOAUTH
2. TPoc®OTOL TOoU VoD T TPoENTN Ovopncshiévtog &t EoTiv

GmopdALOKTOG

W AVLA 6%e TAIETh 1100poKh ® AMLLA CHA FAIETh. MONEKE N3MENBHE
3. 0oV uépog £TEPOV, AAN OAOKANPOV G’ EAVTOD

Ne HECTh NBKAX W 0BOUXb. Nb ChROBLLIEND Bb RBCE BB RUAMMD

Circa il vocabolario, possiamo notare che i termini filosofici
e teologici sono resi con coerenza lungo tutto il testo, ancorché
con scelte non scontate (norunna per aitio®), ed evitando I’utilizzo
di grecismi (¢heTaR® per VLOCTACIS; CROUNCTRO per 1610tng). 1l tra-
duttore appare in difficolta rendere le differenze tra alcuni termini
greci come yvoploTikov, onueiov e copforov, resi tutti e tre indi-
stintamente con 3namenie (nell’ultimo caso, per indicare il simbolo
della fede, ¢ fatta seguire da una circonlocuzione esplicativa: exe
R'BIOVIO RO EAMNATO Ba).

Infine, ¢ possibile affermare che il traduttore non si serve di
precedenti traduzioni slave dei singoli brani patristici. Un buon
esempio in tal senso ¢ costituito dal brano dell’or. 39 di Gregorio
di Nazianzo: tra le variazioni piu significative rispetto al testo tra-
mandato dalle traduzioni integrali dell’orazione®, oltre all’aggiun-
ta di alcuni verbi sottintesi, v’¢ una notevole incomprensione del
significato dell’espressione &1 8¢ TV Ao ¥pOvoL AoUPAVELS ApYNY,

211 testo greco ¢ fornito sulla base dell’edizione "Aktep 1796; il testo slavo ¢
trascritto sulla base di A (Chil. 455).

**1Ivi, ovoiwotv/coviibeTre, anziché essere il secondo oggetto di Exevnmats, di-
venta oggetto del npoc0évtog, reso all’indicativo come ngaaraieTs, creando una
sentenza teologicamente priva di senso, poiché non ¢ la sostanza a procedere,
ma I’ipostasi.

2 Appare quasi essere un hapax: esiste perd 1’aggettivo norunsns come tra-
ducente di aitiog (SJS, s.v.). La scelta potrebbe essere stata originata da una
erronea rilettura di aitie come neutro plurale del predetto aggettivo.

26Si confronti il testo nell’ed. Bpynu 2010: 142.
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dove il verbo AapPéve € scorrettamente reso con imati (come se
volesse significare ‘trarre il proprio principio dal tempo’), e non
nel senso di ‘intendere per principio quello nel tempo’ (corretta-
mente nguemasTu nel traduttore primario).

QUALCHE IPOTESI SULLA GENESI DELLA TRADUZIONE

Come si ¢€ visto, il testo slavo non coincide con nessuna delle re-
dazioni note dalla tradizione manoscritta greca. Certamente il tra-
duttore slavo mostra un certo grado di rielaborazione del testo, e
commette pure alcuni errori; I’ordine peculiare delle citazioni pa-
tristiche deve pero essersi formato gia all’interno del greco, in un
testimone per noi perduto, che si puo catalogare come una ulteriore
versione epitomata, da aggiungersi alle tre note ai manoscritti gre-
ci. Come altre epitomi (per esempio la n. 3), tuttavia, il compilatore
non si limita a estrarre il materiale, ma lo arricchisce con ulteriori
citazioni patristiche, che hanno evidentemente come fonti altre an-
tologie sul medesimo tema, quali ovviamente quella di Camatero e
forsanche altre redazioni della Responsio stessa. Pochi sono gl’in-
dizi testuali che ci permettono di ricostruire la preistoria di questa
redazione: la forma delle sottoscrizioni rimanda con certezza a un
ramo della tradizione greca che presenta la medesima corruttela;
a questa famiglia appartiene anche il codice Brix. Querin. A.IV.3,
il quale presenta un testo parzialmente eccentrico e in taluni punti
forse contaminato da altre redazioni, e che ¢ pure uno dei due testi-
moni greci della confutazione di Eteriano riportata come nooyenie
dai manoscritti slavi. Tali indizl parrebbero suggerire un qualche
rapporto tra il codice bresciano e 1’epitome slava, ma ulteriori con-
siderazioni in tal senso non sono allo stato presente possibili.

Rapporti tra i manoscritti slavi

Tutta la tradizione slava sembrerebbe ricondursi a un solo archeti-
po, da collocarsi probabilmente gia distante dall’effettivo momen-
to della traduzione, che potrebbe essere avvenuta entro la fine del
XIII secolo?’.

27 Quasi sicuramente dopo il Concilio di Lione, poiché la diffusione dell’opera
di Germano e alcune delle nuove redazioni ed epitomazioni, tra cui dunque
anche il presumibile modello del testo slavo, si devono ricondurre al milieu an-



La ricostruzione che segue € provvisoria, e si basa sulla col-
lazione della Definitio e di alcuni loci significativi del testo della
Responsio: in particolare dovra essere meglio verificata 1’ipotesi per
cui E sarebbe un descritto di D (basata sugli errori nella Definitito e
sul luogo di copia; ma, per esemplare il resto del codice, il copista
di E deve sicuramente aver avuto anche altri modelli). In sede della
futura edizione, tali dettagli potranno essere perfezionati.

Come gia osservava Nikolov, P ¢ B sembrano ricondursi a un
antigrafo comune, ch’egli ipotizza essere di redazione bulgara: I’ipo-
tesi ¢ basata prevalentemente sul fatto che nei due codici compare
una breve Storia della Chiesa bulgara, particolarmente incentrata sul
Sinodo di Lampsaca del 1235, oltre ad alcune operette antilatine che
si erano nell’Ottocento ipotizzate esser state primieramente tradotte
in Bugaria (Huxomnos 2016: 137). Tutti gli altri manoscritti, dal canto
loro, presentano alcune lezioni comuni contro quella portata da PB,
onde possiamo agevolmente distinguere la nostra tradizione in due
classi. All’interno della seconda classe, una sottofamiglia 6 ¢ facil-
mente identificabile, oltreché per un buon numero di lezioni comuni,
per I’assenza della rubrica iniziale. C invece la possiede, si accorda
con questo gruppo in molteplici lezioni, pit di quanto non faccia
A. Poiché R presenta, in comune con C e il gruppo 9, una vistosa la-
cuna che invece manca in A, ci sembra che essi debbano ricondursi
a un medesimo subarchetipo y. Lo stemma si presenterebbe dunque
pressappoco articolato come alla tav. 1.

Luoghi di traduzione e di diffusione

Al Monte Athos, e particolarmente al prolifico scriptorium attivo
presso monastero di Chilandar, si riconducono la maggior parte dei
testimoni del ramo [; alcuni di questi, quali D e A, sono partico-
larmente significativi, poiché tanto il loro contenuto quanto il loro

tiunionista dell’epoca, come dimostrato in Ghigi 2024: 104-106. Gia Hukonos
2016: 133, constatando la complessita dello stato testuale, propendeva per una
tradizione complessa, e per la lontananza dei codici in nostro possesso rispetto
al momento della traduzione. Che alcune opere polemiche potessero essere stati
tradotti gia verso la fine del secolo XIII ¢ ipotesi gia di Turilov che, editando la
traduzione slava di un opuscolo di Giovanni Grasso relativo a un colloquio tra
Nicola-Nettario di Casole e Gregorio IX avvenuto nel 1232 — un testo dunque
estremamente vicino per cronologia e argomento al nostro — ipotizzava che
questa dovesse essere stata condotta “in un’epoca abbastanza vicina” a quella
dell’originale (TypusoB, Jlomuze 1996).
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aspetto materiale li fa risalire agli ambienti legati a Gregorio Sinai-
ta?; anche C, benché sia una copia successiva e tramandi soprattutto
testi palamiti — comunque tradotti in ambito athonita a partire dal
1360 —, ha dei tratti ortografici e contenutistici che sembrano ricon-
nettere il suo esemplare al citato ambiente. R, ancorché tardivo, pure
presenta alcune caratteristiche in tal senso, ed € comunque stato co-
piato sul Monte Athos. Quindi I’intiero ramo B sembrerebbe trovare
la propria origine nel circolo dei discepoli di Gregorio; ma forse che
non potrebbe ricondursi a quella scuola anche 1’archetipo di tutta
la nostra tradizione? Questo permetterebbe di spiegare anche come
esso, giunto in Bulgaria al loro seguito con la fondazione del mona-
stero di Paroria, possa aver dato vita a un subarchetipo che, almeno
nel suo contenuto, sembra avere una connotazione bulgara. E’ nota
parimenti I’influenza della scuola di Gregorio sulla spiritualita russa,
tramite il metropolita Cipriano di Kiev ch’era stato suo discepolo, e
cio spiegherebbe 1’arrivo precoce del testo in Russia, testimoniato
dal codice petropolitano, di cui abbiamo gia notato altre interessan-
ti peculiarita. Accanto a ci0, notiamo che la compresenza di testi
ascetici di stampo palamita e di testi polemici antilatini € piuttosto
diffusa anche nella tradizione manoscritta greca, e cio vale anche
per svariati testimoni greci della Responsio; una sua circolazione in
ambito esicasta & dunque piu che plausibile.

Assunto che il nostro archetipo sarebbe stato almeno pos-
seduto, se non copiato, dal circolo di Gregorio Sinaita, su di esso
possiamo dire con certezza anche un’altra cosa: conteneva gia la
rubrica sotto al titolo, che avverte il copista di non trascurare la
Responsio perché fa tutt’uno con la precedente Definitio, dacché
troviamo tale rubrica in manoscritti di entrambe le famiglie. In essa
compare un termine inusuale, ckoyna: a mio avviso, esso non deve
intendersi come una forma del vocabolo sl. eccl. cKkoynD “caro, cos-
toso’, che in tal guisa darebbe luogo a un solecismo difficilmente
giustificabile, bensi come una variante per ekoyn® ‘insieme’, ad
avvertire un eventuale copista che, essendo Definitio ¢ Respon-
sio tra loro collegate, questi dovra conservare anche la seconda

28 Cfr. Crapria 2016: 223-224. La presenza di elementi ortografici bulgari in
redazioni generalmente serbe ¢ uno degli elementi piu caratteristici della pro-
duzione di detta scuola.



al momento della trascrizione; ora, cKovTA ¢ un’evoluzione di tale
sintagma che troviamo attestata esclusivamente in antico serbo”.

Tale indizio ci orienta ancora una volta verso una redazione
serba dell’archetipo, e ci spinge a considerare gli ambienti serbi
del Monte Athos, centro molto vitale di traduzioni dal greco anco-
ra per tutto il XIV secolo, come luogo di origine anche della tradu-
zione di questa operetta polemica, popolarissima gia a Bisanzio e
molto diffusa proprio sull’Athos (da cui provengono almeno sette
manoscritti greci), e che proprio attraverso la Sacra Montagna e i
primi esicasti avrebbe poi conosciuto pari fortuna nel mondo sla-
vofono. Tutto cio ci permette infine di rimarcare ancora una volta
I’importanza delle traduzioni slave per la conoscenza della storia
testuale delle opere greche, troppo a lungo sottovalutate: la tradi-
zione slava ci presenta qui difatti una ulteriore redazione, altrimen-
ti ignota, del nostro testo, tracce della circolazione della sua epito-
me in altri florilegi, e testimonia infine la diffusione e la lettura di
un’operetta, quale ¢ la confutazione di Eteriano, tuttora inedita e
sinora pressoché negletta dagli studi.

[tav. 1]

#11 dizionario di Avramovi¢ non riporta il lemma, mantenendo per conservato-
rismo la forma sl. eccl. Bkoymb (cfr. Avramovi¢ 1791, s.v. Zusammen); tuttavia la
troviamo ben attestata, oltre che in molteplici testi serbi volgari di XVIII e XIX
secolo, in un dizionarietto asburgico (Terminologie 1853, s.v. Zugleich [sammen],
e in molti composti a seguire). Benché caduta in disuso nel serbo contemporaneo,
la forma ¢ tuttora viva in croato e risulta impiegata pure nei dialetti serbi della
Vojvodina (cfr. Munopanos et. al. 2019, s.v. ckyma)
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Appendice: Tavola di confronto delle citazioni*

(Theod. Cyrr.),
Exp. rectee fid. 9
16. Apol. Laod.,
Fides secundum
partem 18-20

17. Greg. Thaum,
Exp. fidei

18. Gelasii
Cyziceni, Hist.
Conc. Nic. 11,
XXi, 3

19. Ibid. 11, xxiii,
1-2

20. Sev. Gabal.,
Inps. 96, 4

25a. (ps.-)Athan
(non inveni)
[78. Theophyl.
Bulg., In
Johannem]

79. Greg. Naz.,
Or. 39,12

26. Apol.
Laod., Contra
sabellianos, 2
41. Bas. Magn.,
Ep. 38 ad
Gregorium
fratrem, 4

44. Sacr. Greg.
n. 538

45. Greg. Magn.,
Dialogi 11, 38, 4
46. Greg. Nyss.,
Ad Ablabium, 12
47. Greg. Nyss,
Encom. in S.
Stephanum, 6
48. Greg.

Nyss, Contra
Eunomium 1, 280
49. Ibid. 1, 377-
378

Redazione Versione slava | Redazione Versione slava
breve (a)del breve (a) del

testo greco testo greco

1. Matth. 12,28 1. Matth. 12,28 |36. Bas. Magn., |80. Anastasius
2.Lc. 4,18 2.Lc. 4,18 Adv. Eunomium |Sin., Sermo I in
3.1s.42,7 3.1s. 42,7 \% const. hom., 3
4.Ps. 32,6 4.Ps. 32,6 37. Ibid. 42. Dam. Papa,
5.Ps. 138,7 5.Ps. 138,7 38. Ps.- Anathemata, 16
6. Joan 14,9 6.Jo. 14,9 Bas., Contra 43, Coelest.
7.1s. 61,6 7.1s. 61,6 sabellianos, 4 Papa, Ep. 13 ad
8. Act. 2,32-33 7a. Jo. 15,26 39. 1bid., 7 Nestorium, 4

9. Jacob 1,16-17 |7b. Jo. 14,15-16 |40. Ibid., 6

10. 1Cor 2,10-12 |7c. Jo. 14,25 41. Bas. Magn.,

11. Tit. 2,5-6 8. Act. 2,32-33 | Ep. 38 ad

12. Dion. Areop., Gregorium

De div. nom. 11, 5 fratrem, 4

13. Ibid. I, 7 57. Cyril. Alex., [42. Dam. Papa,

14. Dion. Areop.,|Ep. 39,9 (fus.) |Anathemata, 16

De myst. theol.,|50. Ps.-Greg. 43. Coelest.

I Nyss, De Papa, Ep. 13 ad

15. Ps.-Just. cognitione Dei Nestorium, 4

3 La numerazione segue quella univoca per le varie redazioni del testo greco
fornita nella tabella in Ghigi 2025: 250-264.




Redazione Versione slava | Redazione Versione slava
breve (a)del breve (o) del

testo greco testo greco

21. Athan., Ep. | 20f. Sever. 50. Ps.-Greg.

ad Serapionem | Gabal., De Nyss, De

1,28 Spiritu Sancto cognitione Dei

22. Apol. 29g. Ps.-Athan., [S1. Cyril. Alex.,

Laod., Contra
sabellianos, 2
23. Ps.-Athan.,
Dial. contra
Macedon. 1, 5
24. 1bid. 1, 16
25.1bid. 1, 20
26. Apol.

Laod., Contra
sabellianos, 11
27. Marc. Ancyr.,
Exp. fidei, 6

28. Ps.-Athan.,
Testim. e Script.,
48

Dial. contra
Macedon. 1,8
29f. Athan., De
Trinitate,

29h. Did. Cac.,
Dial. Montaniste
et orth.

16. Apol. Laod.,
Fides secundum
partem 18-20
62. Joan.
Damasc., Exp.
fidei, 8

Anathem. (Ep.
17),9

52. Cyril. Alex.,
Apol. contra
Theod., 9

53. Cyril. Alex.,
Ep. 39,9

54. Cyril. Alex.,
Ep. 55,4

55. Ibid.

56. Ibid., 30

57. Cyril. Alex.,
Ep. 39,9

29. Athan., Ep. 12. Dion. Areop., |58. Cyril. Alex.,
ad Serapionem | De div. nom. 11, 7 | Apologeticus, 9
L2 16a. Ps.-

30. Greg. Naz., |Bas., Contra

De dogmate (or. | sabellianos, 1-2

20), 7 17. Greg. Thaum,

31. Greg. Naz., Exp. fidei

De Spiritu ’

Sancto (or. 31), |48¢- Greg.

14 Nyss., De

32. Ihid. Trinitate (apud

33. Greg. Naz., |Camaterum, n.

In Heronem (or. |44,2)

25), 16 48f. Greg.

34. Greg. Naz., Nyss., Quia tres

In £gypt. adv. personce

(or. 34), 10 59. Epiph.

35. Ps.-Greg. ’

Naz., Ep. ad Ancor. V1, 8-10

Evagrium
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NEW EVIDENCES ON THE SLAVIC TRADITION OF THE
RESPONSIO AD FRATRES MINORES BY PATRIARCH GERMAN II

Summary

This study presents new findings concerning the Slavic transmission of the
Responsio ad fratres minores, a theological polemical treatise composed
by Patriarch Germanus II of Constantinople as part of the Byzantine—
Latin theological disputes during the Nicaca—Nymphaeum encounter in
1234. The work later became a significant text in the Orthodox defense
against Latin Trinitarian doctrine. Despite its limited attention in modern
scholarship, the Responsio enjoyed wide dissemination in both the Greek
and Slavic worlds.

Following a new examination of the complex Greek manuscript
tradition—previously almostunknown—several recensions and epitomized
versions of the text have been identified, some heavily interpolated and
adapted for didactic and anthological purposes. The paper then turns
to the Slavic corpus, focusing on the nine oldest manuscript witnesses,
predominantly marked by Serbian linguistic features. These contain a
distinct Slavic redaction not directly corresponding to any known Greek
version. It is argued that the Slavic translation derives from an otherwise
lost epitome, enriched with patristic quotations from other anti-Latin
sources.

Particularly significant is the identification of appended texts
in Slavic manuscripts, unrecorded in the Greek tradition, including a
sermon-like piece misattributed to Germanus. Previously believed to be
a fragment of a lost Greek account of the debates, it is shown to be a
translation of an unedited Greek treatise against Hugh Etherianus and
thus unrelated to the Nicaca—Nymphaeum dispute.

Through philological and textual analysis, the paper outlines
the transmission of the Responsio in the Slavic world, placing its
translation in the Serbian Athonite milieu in the early 14th century,
and tracing its diffusion through hesychast circles. The Slavic tradition
not only preserves a unique textual witness to the Responsio, but also
sheds light on its adaptation and reception. Moreover, it underscores the
critical importance of Slavic manuscript traditions in reconstructing the
transmission and reception of Byzantine polemical texts.

Keywords: Slavonic philology; Textual transmission; theological pole-
mic; anti-latin literature; Greek-Slavonic translations.
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GRAPHEMATICAL VARIATION IN OLD EAST SLAVIC
BIRCH-BARK TEXTS: THE LIGATURE <®>

s Nicole Hockmann (Germany)

1 INTRODUCTION

Recent research on the writing system employed in Old East Slavic
(OES) birch-bark literacy has shown that the writing system used
on birch-bark is the consequence of a learning mechanism called
‘syllable-writing” (see 3ammzusik 2004, Zhivov 2014, Ilerpyxun
2020). According to this mechanism, not individual graphemes
and their phonological counterparts are learned individually, but
the individual letter is first identified by its name as learned in the
alphabet and thereafter by its phonetic value in combination with
other graphemes. This approach helps to clarify a number of ques-
tions concerning the orthography of the so-called ‘vernacular’ writ-
ing-system of OES. However, it cannot satisfactorily explain the
use of letters as numerals alongside spelled-out numerals as well
as the various uses of the ligature <®>, which this paper focuses
on. In this corpus linguistic study, I look at the use of the ligature
in birch-bark texts from the 12th and 13th century. Overarching
questions that this paper seeks to address are: Is the so-called “ver-
nacular writing system” from the 12" and 13" centuries a strictly
phonographic system except for the use of letters as numbers or
are there any other elements that can be analyzed as morphogra-
phic? What does this say about the writing system in general?
The results of this corpus study support the hypothesis that the
ligature <®> has a primary morphographic use. In over 90% of total
occurrences in the 12 and 13™ centuries the ligature <®> is used
as a morphographic element representing the lemma ots ‘from’. It



is only secondarily used as a phonographic element. In its phono-
graphic use, it can represent several sequences of sound, from /o/, to
/ot/, to /oto/. Because the data set is small, these results have to be
treated with caution. Section 2 gives a general overview about the
theoretical concepts used in the paper. Section 2.1 introduces pho-
nography and morphography, while section 2.2 describes how Old
East Slavs learned to read and write. Section 3 seeks to answer the
questions posited above using a corpus linguistic approach. The data
presented in section 3.1 suggest a primarily morphographic use of
the ligature, and the data presented in section 3.2 warrant discussion
of phonographic uses of the ligature. Section 4 discusses the legiti-
macy of the findings and concludes the paper.

2 GRAPHEMATICS AND THE VERNACULAR WRITING SYSTEM OF OES

Graphematics is a subdiscipline of linguistics which is concerned
with the written modality of languages. Its main goal is to explain
the linguistic functions of graphemes and their correspondence
to phonemes or morphemes (see Meletis, Diirscheid 2022: 115).
A writing system is understood as the graphematical module
which relates units of sound or meaning to units of graphematical
representation, such as letters in an alphabetical system (see, e.g.,
Meletis 2020: 61). All modern and historical Slavic languages
employ phonographic writing systems, that is, individual letters
correspond to phonological units. There is, however a known
exception to this overarching rule, namely when letters are used as
numbers. This is considered logography (see Marti 2014: 1497).
The term logography is, however, a rather outdated term and the
use of the term “morphography” has been increasingly popular
(see e.g., Meletis 2020 and Meletis, Diirscheid 2022) and will
therefore be used in the present study.

The minimal unit of graphematics which serves to
distinguish meaning is the grapheme. The grapheme is realized by
means of graphs which are considered “unique physical event[s]”
(Meletis 2020: 46). In the case of phonographic writing systems,
graphemes stand in a relation with phonemes. In morphographic
writing systems such as Chinese, the graphemes relate primarily to
morphemes, instead. In Zaliznyak’s initial definition, the grapheme
is “the sum of all signs which the users of the graphematical system
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view as ‘the same’.” (3amu3nsik 1979: 145, translation NH). That
is, in order to be considered a grapheme, the unit has to fulfill a
unique linguistic function. Different graphs which serve the same
function are considered allographs.

Which units of writing in OES exactly serve as graphemes
and which do not? Can we establish that the ligature <®> is a
grapheme on the grounds that a grapheme must be a minimal unit?
The ligature is made up of two independent graphemes of OES:
it combines the graphemes <> and <t> into a single grapheme.
Following to Kohrt (1998: 555), who views the grapheme as a
minimal functional unit, this question can be answered only
through a thorough study of the use of the ligature. The grapheme
definition introduced above as proposed by Zaliznyak as well as its
application by him onto the vernacular writing system of OES (see
Samusznasak 1979, 2000) undermine this claim.

In the broadest sense, the grapheme has a function analogous
to the function of the phoneme as well as the morpheme, which is re-
flected in the distinction between phonographic and morphographic
writing. The individual graphemes are perceived as different and
associated with unique names by the users (see 3ammsnsik 2000:
134). In the users’ graphematical system, every letter that is in the
alphabet is an instance of a grapheme. The abstract graphematical
system, however, relies on function (see 3anu3znsk 1979: 147). Di-
graphs are often treated as units (see 3anuzHsax 1999: 544), which
warrants the analysis of the ligature <®> as a minimal functional
unit. It is be considered a grapheme despite the fact that it is made
up of graphs that can be considered independent graphemes.

2.1 PHONOGRAPHY AND MORPHOGRAPHY

In section 2, it was established that the ligature <®> can be consid-
ered a unique grapheme on the basis of Zaliznyak’s usage-based
definition (3amm3asak 1979) as well as Kohrt’s functional definition
(Kohrt 1988) in OES. It is, initially, a combination of two letters
which have separate grapheme-status in OES. These, however,
serve functions distinct from the ligature. The question remains,
however, which module of linguistic theory the ligature relates to.
Writing systems that primarily relate graphemes and phonemes or
syllables are considered phonographic, while those that primarily



relate graphemes and morphemes are considered morphographic
(see Meletis, Diirscheid 2022: 212, 216).

As is the view of the authors, “most if not all writing systems
to some degree incorporate features characteristic of other types
of writing systems” (Meletis, Diirscheid 2022: 132-133). In
other words, phonographic writing systems may employ features
of morphography and vice versa. The possibility that Slavic
languages could employ other strategies of morphography other
than writing numerals has not yet been explored. In the following
section, [ argue that the ligature <®> has a dual status: In its primary
function, it relates to a morpheme, the prefix or the preposition otv
(‘from’) and is thus to be considered a morphographic element.
It only secondarily relates to the phonological sequence /ot(®/0)/.
Its phonographic use is marginal. I will consider graphemes that
are used morphographically a) those that cannot be explained as
a consequence of syllable-writing in the learning process (see
[erpyxun 2020) and b) are used as an alternative to elements that
fulfill the grapheme-phoneme correspondence phonographically.
Lastly, c) graphemes which do not seem to correspond to any
phonological or phonetic representation in a transparent way are
considered morphographic graphemes, as well.

2.2 THE ACQUISITION OF WRITING

Learning to read in Rus’ meant to learn to read by syllables first (see
Zhivov 2014: 1280). Writing exercises as those of the boy Onfim
(see, e.g., birch-bark text N199) are characterized by practice
sequences of a grapheme representing a consonant in combination
with a grapheme representing a vowel. Zhivov thus hypothesizes
that the units by which reading and writing were learned are not
the individual graphemes but syllabic sequences. The process is
described by Zhivov as follows: the letter <g> in combination
with <a>was produced in writing as <sa> to represent the syllable
/ba/ (see Zhivov 2014: 1280). Petrukhin agrees with Zhivov that
writing was (self)-taught and practiced in syllabic sequences (see
[erpyxun 2020: 120). The observation that the colon (:) is used by
a number of users of the system to visually mark (open) syllables
allows him to conclude that people read these sequences of letters
as syllables; also making the observation that all of these syllables
are open syllables (see ITerpyxun 2020: 108).
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Conceptualizing the graphemes in OES writing acquisition
thus means to relate them to multiple linguistic systems. Firstly,
the letters are bestowed with names and with their function in syl-
labic writing. Secondarily, the letters are associated with the pho-
nological unit they represent individually. Petrukhin views the ver-
nacular writing system “as an alphabetical system with elements
of syllable-writing” (ITerpyxua 2020: 125, translation NH). The
results of the following corpus linguistic study suggest that an ad-
ditional dimension must be considered, namely morphography.

3 THE CORPUS-LINGUISTIC STUDY

Afirststep in towards an answer to the question of which linguistic units
the graphemes in OES related to can be achieved via a corpus-linguistic
study. Based on the use of the individual graphemes, conclusions can
be drawn about their function. This study investigates the use of the
ligature <i®>. Birch-bark letters were taken into consideration which
are dated into the timespan from 1125-1210, since most birch-bark
texts known to date are dated to this time period (see Mendoza 2023:
345). This interval corresponds to Zaliznyak‘s classifications “B”
(2nd quarter of the 12 century — 1220, see 3ammsusk 2004: 227).
Furthermore, the use of the ligature is on the rise in this time, there
is also a decline of the spelled-out of» in favour of the ligature from
the 12th century onwards (see 3amm3nsik 2004: 36) and thus this time
period is considered fruitful for the present investigation.

The so-defined corpus using the Russian National Corpus
(https://www.ruscorpora.ru; see also CaBuyk, ApXaHI'elbCKUH,
Boru-Ocmonosckas, Jlonnna, Kyznenosa, Jlsmesckas, Opexos,
HonpsmankoBa 2024) comprises 565 texts and 9,047 tokens.
The complete birch-bark corpus in the Russian National Corpus
amounts to 23.598 words as of November 2024.

3.1 AS AMORPHOGRAPHIC ELEMENT

The first aim of the study was to determine the frequency of the
ligature <®> as a representative of the preposition of» (‘from’)
which, using the definition b) in section 2, I consider morphographic
use since it is used as an alternative to elements that fulfill the
grapheme-phoneme correspondence phonographically. The results
show that the ligature <®> in over 90% of its occurrences is used
as a morphographic element representing the lemma ot» ‘from’.



The lemma is represented by <®>, and thus morphographically, in
the majority of cases.

I determined the frequency of the ligature <®> in a subcor-
pus of the birch-bark corpus in the Russian National Corpus. As
discussed above, only birch-bark texts dated from 1125-1220 A.D
(see 3ammsnsak 2004: 227) were taken into account. For the param-
eter settings, the timespan searched for equaled 1125-1210. Since
the timespans are given in 20-year intervals, this ensured that
documents dated up to 1220 were found, but no later documents.
The subcorpus of birch-bark texts was searched for using the Lem-
ma-option. The lemma of» ‘from’ occurs 226 times in the corpus.
The data were searched for reconstructed forms. Reconstructed
forms in which it was not clearly visible whether the (full) ligature
is present were excluded, so that only the unquestionable instances
of the ligature were taken into account. Two occurrences of ot
were ruled out for independent reasons. They will be considered in
section 3.2 as examples (6) and (7). In sum, 41 occurrences were
ruled out. The number of occurrences relevant for this research
was thus 185. The results of the corpus search are given in table 1.

Variant n

) 127

0TB 38

w 6

0To 6

0 2

+ 2

WTB 1

WTo 1

W 1

oT 1
185

Table 1: Graphematical representation of the lemma otw in birch-
bark texts from 1225-1220
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A preliminary overview of the data shows that the ligature is
indeed the main variant (68.65%). However, it does not occur as
the sole graphematical representation, but can be replaced by the
phonographic spelling <oTs> and variants thereof.

Closing the investigation, there is one more argument found
in the birch-bark letters for morphographic use of elements con-
nected to the lemma ot». The sign of the cross is frequently used
to open letters before the initial of» (‘from’). The scribe Serathign,
to whom two letters are attributable, uses the sign of the cross (+)
with the meaning of otw, or in place of <®> (see 3anmznsk 2004:
385). A strong indicator for this view is the fact that Serathign’s
name is in the genitive case in both letters, see examples (1) and
(2).! These examples were excluded from the above-presented sur-
vey of the lemma ofw. All following examples are cited according
to the data given on the webpage http://gramoty.ru (last accessed
November 5, 2024).

1N + cepaonana (...) (N643)
2) + ChpaonANA (...) (N666)
‘from Serathien (...)’

Zaliznyak views this use as “‘compression progression”, in
which the greeting formula “+®” is reduced to just the cross (see
Samuznasak 2004: 385). It could thus be an instance of ellipsis. How-
ever, these are the only two instances of this use known to date.

3.2 AS APHONOGRAPHIC ELEMENT

The second part of the study investigates the use of <w> as a pho-
nographic element; considering the special circumstances in which
users of the vernacular writing system learned to read and write,
special attention is paid to use in syllable-writing, as well. The
ligature is only marginally used as a phonographic element. It can
represent several sequences of phonemes, from /o/, to /ot/, to /oto/.

The above-defined subcorpus was searched for all instances
of the ligature <W> regardless of the position. As in the previous

! Birch-bark texts are numbered according to the place of excavation (N stands for
Velikij Novgorod; St.R. for Staraja Russa, and Psk. for Pskov).



study, 31 reconstructed forms were excluded. The data were then
manually examined with respect to the phonographical sequence
the ligature corresponds to. I classified the prefix ofv»- as an ele-
ment separate from other instances. I determined the sequence
based on previous analyses of individual birch-bark letters (see
Anun, 3ammsssk, [ummuyc 2015, Tunmuyc 2023) and, if there was
no mention of the literature, based on the following grapheme. See
table 2 for the results of the second study. In 90.7% of cases, the
ligature represented the lemma, while in only 9.3% of cases, the
ligature was used as a phonographic entity.

<W> represents n
lemma ot» 127
/o/ 5
Prefix ot(»)
/oto/ 2
/ot/

140

Table 2: Uses of the ligature <w> in birch-bark texts from 1125-
1220

Recalling the results presented in section 3.1, the high number
ofthe ligature as arepresentative of the lemma is to be expected. What
is surprising, however, is that other uses of the ligature only amount
to twelve occurrences in total. Because of the uncertain status of the
so-called jer vowels in OES at this point in time, the prefix cannot be
certainly identified in accordance with a phonographic sequence. It
could either represent /ot/, /oto/, or /otw/. In only one case, however,
the ligature is reliably used as a phonographic element corresponding
to the letters of which it is composed: the sequence /ot/, which is a
surprising result. In two cases, it is moreover evident that the ligature
represents the sequence /oto/. In five cases, furthermore, the ligature
corresponds to /o/.

Recall from section 2 that users of the vernacular writing
system of OES learned to read and write by syllabic units. In
this light, then, the high number of correspondences between

120 Symposium on Medieval Slavonic Studies



the ligature <®> and the sequence /o/ is not surprising, since
/.ot/ is not a felicitous syllable in OES. Rather, OES, at this
developmental stage, is comprised of open syllables and tends to
represent this in writing (see also Schaeken 1995: 101). However,
in cases in which the ligature corresponds to a heterosyllabic
sequence /0.to/, this line of reasoning cannot be applied. The use
of the ligature thus cannot be explained by the syllable-writing
mechanism in vernacular OES writing.

Furthermore, the results have to be treated with caution for
yet another reason. Some of the letters which employ the ligature
are part of a larger network of birch-bark letters, which Schaeken
(2019: 177) calls the Luka-Ivan Network (LIN). This is a series of
letters ascribed to the same persons who were business associates.
It is furthermore not unlikely that the three personae, namely Luka,
Ivan and Snovid, are related (see SIanH, 3amu3nsk, ['ummyc 2015
and Schaeken 2019: 179). In this light, then, it is not surprising that
they employ similar writing strategies. If they were taught by the
same teacher, or read the letters of the others frequently, they may
have adapted some features. Three instances of phonographical
writing out of twelve such instances in total can be attributed to the
LIN (see table 2).

Consider example (3), a letter from Snovid to Suleta in
which the ligature <®> is present in two of its functions: as a repre-
sentative of the lemma and as a prefix (see also SIauH, 3aMU3HIAK,
I'unmmyc 2015: 108). A further note is in order. The lemma and the
prefix are homophones and homographs. The distinction between
phonographic and morphographic writing in the case of the prefix
when used in analogy with the lemma cannot be answered satis-
factorily at this point in time.

3) W CHORMAA FPAMOTA Kb COVAATE WitieAs Tt eenme [...] (N1007)
‘From Snovid a letter to Sulgta. We went away (...).”

The scribes associated with the LIN also use the ligature in
other phonographic writing. The scribe Luka, for example, uses the
ligature to represent the sequence /o/ in the examples (4) and (5).

4) + W aovint kb Wrbiern (N1004)
‘from Luka to father’



%) X W AoV rgamoTa ko Wrednen (N1006)
‘from Luka a letter to father’

These birch-bark texts illustrate frequently occurring graph-
ematical variation in the vernacular writing system in which <e>
and <p> on the one hand and <o> and <p> on the other are not
distinctive (see also 3amu3msak 2002).

The cases in which the ligature is used to represent the sequence
/oto/ are clearly heterosyllabic. See the examples (6) and (7) below
which were excluded from the data in section 3.1, but included in
the phonographic considerations. N1087 is discussed by Gippius et
al. (see I'mmmmryc, 3ammsasik, Tormoposa 2017: 19), while St. R. 54 is
discussed by Gippius (I'urmmryc 2023: 24). According to the authors’
analysis, the ligature <W> in both of these examples corresponds to
the sequence /oto/. This argument is based on the observation that
both Leksha and Swvlica are not characteristic OES first names. The
fact that <o> and <»> are not distinctive supports this claim. It is thus
not surprising that the ligature <®> in its phonographic use could
convey both /oto/ and /ots/.

(6) + WAbKBLIL KB AbMbANBKY (N1087)
‘from Olpksha to Dembensk’

@) WebAnLs Kk piRaNOY (St.R.54)
‘from Osblca to Ivan’

4 CONCLUSION

To conclude, this study shows that the ligature W is, in the majority
of cases, a morphographic element corresponding to the lemma
otv. The ligature is furthermore used as a phonographic element.
These uses are, however, rare. I therefore argue that one of the
writing strategies for users of the vernacular OES writing system,
alongside syllable-writing and other phonographic peculiarities,
was morphography. This has been argued for numerals as well
(see Marti 2014), although as of yet not for OES in particular. Of
course, these results have to be treated with caution considering
the small size of the birch-bark corpus as a whole.

The use of the ligature <Ww>, cannot be explained satisfac-
torily using the syllable-writing strategy proposed by Petrukhin
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(ITerpyxun 2020). The relatively high number of instances in
which the ligature corresponds to the sequence /o/, which in
itself constitutes a syllable, supports Petrukhin’s claim. Most
often, however, the sequence it corresponds to is /ot(s)/, which
is syllabified as /0.t(®)/ and thus hetero-syllabic.

As was already mentioned in section 2, possibilities of
morphography in Slavic writing systems have not as yet been
considered. The only account that | am aware of is Marti (2014)
who, in passing, mentions numerals. However, many open
questions still remain about the principles by which numerals
are used in either their written-out (and thus phonographic) form
or in their occurrence as letters (morphographic) are used. Under
which circumstances do users prefer the morphographic form?
In which cases do users use the phonographic form? Further
research must seek strategies to answer these questions.

REFERENCES

Kohrt 1998 Kohrt, M. Geschichte und Prinzipien
der Sprachgeschichtsforschung nach Be-
schreibungsebenen. — In: Sprachgeschich-
te (= Handbiicher zur Sprach- und Kom-
munikationswissenschaft. T. 2/1). Berlin,
New York, 1998, p. 551-572.

Marti 2014 Marti, R. Historische Graphematik des Sla-
vischen. Glagolitische und kyrillische Schrift.
— In: Die slavischen Sprachen: ein interna-
tionales Handbuch zu ihrer Struktur, ihrer
Geschichte und ihrer Erforschung (= Hand-
biicher zur Sprach- und Kommunikations-
wissenschaft. T. 32/2). Berlin, Boston, 2014,
p. 1497-1513.

Meletis 2020 Meletis, D. The nature of writing. A theory
of grapholinguistics (= Grapholinguistics
and its applications, 3). Brest, 2020.

Meletis, Diirscheid 2022 Meletis, D., C. Diirscheid. Writing systems
and their use. An overview of grapholin-
guistics. Berlin, Boston, 2022.



Mendoza 2023

Schaeken 1995

Schaeken 2019

Zhivov 2014

Tunmmyc 2023

Mendoza, 1. Old East Slavic birch-bark
literacy — a history of linguistic emancipa-
tion? —Russian Linguistics, 47 (2023), Ne 3

p. 343-365.
Schaeken, J. Line-Final Word Division in
Rusian birchbark documents. — Russian

Linguistics, 19 (1995), Ne 1, p. 91-108.
Schaeken, J. Voices on birchbark: Every-
day communication in Medieval Russia
(= Studies in Slavic and General Linguis-
tics, 43). Leiden, 2019.

Zhivov, V. M. Das Kirchenslavische
bei den Ostslaven. — In: Die slavischen
Sprachen: ein internationales Handbuch zu
ihrer Struktur, ihrer Geschichte und ihrer
Erforschung (= Handbiicher zur Sprach- und
Kommunikation swissenschaft. T. 32/2).
Berlin, Boston, p. 1276-1294.

Tunmuyc, A. A. bepecmsanvie epamomol uz
packonox 2022 2. ¢ Benuxom Hoseopooe u
Cmapotui Pycce. — Bonpochl SI3bIKO3HaHUS
(2023), Ne 5, c. 7-28.

T'unnmyc, 3anusnsak, Tonoposa, 2017 Tunmuyc, A. A. 3anusssk,

Samusuak 1979

Bamsaak 1999

Banu3usak 2000

124

E. B. ToniopoBa. bepecmsanvie epamomol u3
packonox 2016 2. ¢ Benuxom Hoszopooe u
Cmapoii Pycce. — Bonpochl sI3pIKO3HAHUS
(2017), Ne 4, c. 7-24.

3ammsusik, A. A. O nowsmuu epagpemvl. —
B: Balcanica. JIuHrBUCTHYECKHE HCCIIEHO-
BaHus1. Mocksa, 1979, c. 143-152.
3ammsusak, A. A. O Opesuetiuux Kupuiiu-
yeckux abeyeodapusix. — B: Tlostuka. Ucrto-
pust uteparypbl. Jlnnreuctuka. COOpHUK K
70-neturo Bstuecmasa BeeBononosnua MBa-
HOBa. Mocksa, 1999, c. 543-576.
3amusHsk, A. A. [larneoepagpus bepecmsi-
HbIX epamom u ux @uecmpamuepapuye-
ckoe oamuposanue. — B: HoBroponckue
rpaMoTHI Ha Oepecrte (U3 packomok 1990—
1996 1.). Mockaa, 2000, c. 143-274.

Symposium on Medieval Slavonic Studies



Bamususak 2002

Banususk 2004

[erpyxun 2020

CaBuyk, ApXaHTeIbCKUH,
Bonu-OcmornoBckas,
Hoununa, Ky3Heroga,
JlsmeBckas, Opexos,

3ammsusik, A. A. [pesnepycckas epaghuka
co cmeutenuem v — o u b — e. — B: Pycckoe
UMEHHOE CIOBOM3MECHEHHE C MPHIOKCHH-
eM M30paHHBIX pabOT MO COBPEMEHHOMY
PYCCKOMY $I3BIKY U OOLIEMY SI3BIKO3HAHUIO.
Mockaa, 2002, ¢. 577-612.

3amusHAK, A. A. /[pesHenoszopoockuii
Juanexm. Bmopoe uzdanue, nepepabo-
MAaxHoe ¢ Y4emom Mmamepuand HaxoooK
1995-2003 22. Mockaa, 2004.

[erpyxun, I1. B. Ymenue no cxkradam u
epaghuxo-opghoepaguueckue ocoberHocmu
OpesHepyccKux OepecmsanblX 2pamom. —
Slovéne, 9 (2020), Ne 2, ¢. 103-128.
Capuyk, C. O., T. A. ApxaHrembCKuii,
A. A. bonu-Ocmonosckas, O. B. JJonu-
Ha, }O. H. Ky3ueuosa, O. H. JIsmesckas,
b. B. OpexoB, M. B. Ilogpsaguukosa.

Honpsimankosa 2024 Hayuonanvnviii xopnyc pycckozo A3vika
2.0: HOBblE 803MOICHOCU U NEPCTeKMU-
6bl pazeumusi. — Bonpocsl sI3bIKO3HAHMS
(2024), Ne 2, ¢ 7-34.

SAnrnn, 3amm3aak, [unmyc 2015 Suun, B. JI., A. A. 3anu3Hsk,

A. A. Tunmmmuyc. HogeopoOdckue epamomoi
Ha bepecme (u3 packonox 2001-2014 z2.).
Mocksa, 2015.



GRAPHEMATICAL VARIATION IN OLD EAST SLAVIC BIRCH-BARK
TEXTS: THE LIGATURE <W>

Summary

This paper seeks to analyze the vernacular writing system of Old East
Slavic (OES) used in the birch-bark texts from a users’ point of view with
respect to their writing strategies. The results of a corpus study suggest
that the ligature <> is used primarily as corresponding to the lemma otv
‘from’ (morphographic use) by users of the vernacular writing system
of OES in 12" and 13" century Kyivan Rus’ rather than corresponding
to a sequence /ot/ (phonographic use). This is a surprising result, since
phonography is the default modality for Slavic languages. Users of the
vernacular writing system thus employ a variety of writing strategies, one
of them being morphography.

Keywords: Historical linguistics; Old East Slavic; birch-bark texts;
graphematics; writing system.
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THE HOLY CENSER IN THE SLAVONIC TRANSLATION
OF THE OCTATEUCH

» Kameliya Hristova-Yordanova (Sofia, Bulgaria)

INTRODUCTION

The objective of this paper is to present data about the lexical
variants regarding the term ‘censer’ and to analyze the instances
in order to draw conclusions about the lexical meaning of the used
lexemes.

The object studied here is the text of the Octateuch which is
considered not to have been used in the liturgical service but rather
for reading. There are a few Old Church Slavonic manuscripts
which are representative of the tradition. These manuscripts have
been categorized into two groups, as outlined in the works of Ze-
ljazkova (KemsisxkoBa 2016: 243-256) and Slavova (CnaBoBa 2022:
86-90). For the present study, the manuscripts belonging to the so-
called by authors group B! have been selected, and the occurrences
have been derived from these manuscripts. They are considered
representative of the South Slavonic tradition, particularly with
regard to their carriers of Western Bulgarian linguistic features.
The manuscripts under consideration are three and they are all
dated from the 16™ century.

The first manuscript, originating from the collection of the
traveler Viktor Grigorovich, is currently preserved at the Russian
State Library under shelf mark I/M1684. Its origin can be traced
to the first half of the 16" century, when it was commissioned by

! For more information regarding groups A and B see Slavova (Crasosa 2022:
79-86).



the archbishop of Ochrid Prohor for the church “Saint Kliment
Ohridski” there. The manuscript contains the Octateuch and the
four books of Kings. The second manuscript, bearing shelf mark
HIC17 from the Library of the Croatian Academy of Sciences and
Arts (HAZU), was written at the Lesnovo monastery around the
middle of the 16™ century and it contains the text of the Octateuch.
The third manuscript, bearing shelf mark 351 from the Bulgarian
National Church Museum of History and Archaeology (LUAN),
is dated from the beginning of the 16™ century (XKemsizkoBa
2016:247-248). Notwithstanding the fact that this manuscript is
the most dated, it is not employed as a primary source in this case
because it is incomplete because the beginning of the manuscript
is missing. Consequently, the instances presented herein have been
excerpted from the manuscript from the collection of Viktor Gri-
gorovich.

Firstly, concise information about the holy censer, its
significance, and its role in religious practices will be given.
Secondly, examples from the Slavonic sources together with their
Greek corresponding lexemes will be provided. The meanings of
these terms will be presented from a variety of sources. Finally,
the metaphorical meaning of the words will be discussed further.

THE HOLY CENSER — A RELIGIOUS OBJECT

The contemporary conception of the ‘holy censer’ is that of a
diminutive, portable vessel of metallic composition, typically of
copper or gold, which serves the purpose of containing the burning
coals transferred from the altar on which the priest sprinkles the
incense.

In English a censer is an implement shaped like a bowl or
a pan, intended for the burning of incense. In the English Bible
the term is employed indiscriminately to render two Hebrew
words which seem to have denoted different objects. One of these
words, ‘mikteret,” occurs only three times (once in the variant
‘mekatterot,” 2 Chron. 30:14) (not in NRSV). This, according to its
etymology, indicated a censer which was among the appointments
of the Temple required for the performance of holy offices. The
other word, ‘mahtah,’ is mentioned in the Bible over twenty times.
In the English version it is rendered as ‘censer’, ‘firepan’, ‘snuff-
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dishes’, and ‘snuffer’. Derived from the hebrew root ‘hatah’ (to
gather together coal or ashes), it was probably the name of various
contrivances intended to remove the ashes or to carry live coals.
There are some suggestions that it could have been the saucer in
which the snuffers were deposited. In Ex. 25:38 (NRSV) snuffers
stand for ladles used to remove the burnt portion of the wick. These
may have been of small size. The larger ones in connection with
the altar for burnt offerings (Ex. 27:3) (NRSV) may more properly
be rendered by ‘firepans’... It is evident that various forms of
these were known, some being open without rims, while others,
designated as ‘complete’, were provided with raised rims.

The mahtah was, as a rule, not used to burn incense. From
the documents, as now incorporated in the Pentateuch, it appears
that only on the golden altar, or, as it is also called, ‘the inner
altar’, could incense be offered (Ex. 30:1-7) (NRSV). The critical
school has indeed contended that the inner or golden altar was not
recognized in earlier times. But this does not weaken the evidence
of the documents to the effect that in post-exilic periods censers
were not proper utensils for the burning of incense. The story of
Korah's adherents (Num. 16:17, 18) (NRSV), as well as Ezek. 8:11
(NRSYV), proves that in the opinion of the later days the use of the
mahtah for this purpose was regarded in the light of an illegal
profanation.

But the mahtah was used in conveying incense to the altar.
An exception to this was in the ritual for the Day of Atonement.
The high priest filled the censer with coals from the altar and,
placing upon them a handful of incense, caused the smoke to cover
the mercy-seat of the Ark in the Holy of Holies (Lev. 16:12, 13)
(NRSV). These ‘pans’ were of bronze, silver, and gold. Those in
the Temple were complicated in construction and of costly material
(JE 1902: 642 and the cited literature).

The information presented herein has been provided to facili-
tate the drawing of conclusions regarding the presence of disparate
lexical elements in the Hebrew Bible from which the Septuagint
was translated, and to ascertain whether these meanings were dif-
ferentiated into Greek. Furthermore, it is to be investigated how the
Slavonic translator adopted these meanings and translated them.

Once the theories concerning the shape and usage of the cen-
ser in the Jewish tradition are established, it is possible to introduce



these theories for the Eastern Orthodox tradition, which is basical-
ly how the Slavonic adopted them.

INSTANCES OF USAGE IN THE SLAVONIC TEXT OF THE
OCTATEUCH

The following investigation will examine the instances of usage
of the word ‘censer’ in the Slavonic text of the Octateuch. The
analysis will begin from the contemporary Bulgarian synodal text
of the Bible and will proceed back to Old Church Slavonic. The
investigation will conclude that there are a few occurrences of the
word ‘censer’ in the Octateuch.

The Bulgarian word is xadunnuya and plural xaounuuyu.
These appear in the books of Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers: two
instances in Exodus, two in Leviticus, 25 times in Numbers, with
no occurrences in the remaining books of the Octateuch: Genesis,
Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Ruth. This results in a total of 29
occurrences of the word in the Octateuch, as translated into the
contemporary Bulgarian synodal Bible.

However, a close examination of the 1751 Elizabeth Bible
which is essentially a Church Slavonic translation of the Bible, re-
veals a significant difference. The occurrences of the word ‘censer’
are 15 in total in the books of the Octateuch — 5 times in Exodus
(twice a noun and three times as a derived adjective), twice in Le-
viticus and 8 times in Numbers.

The following examples illustrate the Slavonic text of the Oc-
tateuch manuscripts. The citations of the Bible chapter and verse
are followed by the Old Church Slavonic text from the manuscript
of V. Grigorovich. The same verse from the other two manuscripts
is only cited, but not copied, as it reiterates the text of the manu-
script Grigl/M1684 and does not exhibit significant differences in
the form of the word ‘censer’. These are followed by the Greek
text of the Septuagint and the word used in the Elizabeth Bible.

* Exodus27:3 v aa cm"gégmmm R'BNLLD (’)A‘TAfs. ! I'IO/IC‘)'L\IBB U NANULLY
&ro, n yz(;m\lm G0 11 KAAMANMLLE ¢ro, / 1 BRBCE cfbco\}Am oo AA
C'b"rxépmum MBA NN (Grigl/M1684 63v 30-32; HAZUIIIc17
97r 5-8; HUAM351 744v 8-11) — kol TOGES GTEQAVIV
@ Bvclotpin Kol TOv Kalortijpo avTod Kol Tag QLoAag
a0ToD Kol TOC KPeAypog anTod Kal 1O TupEiov avtod: Kol
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Tavta To okedn adTod mowmoelg yoAkd (Ralphs 2006: 102).
Enmucaseruncka 6uOIus 1751: KAANANUKS.

Exodus 30:1 1 A CATRYMLLIN TP'BENNKD, KAAUNHUKE AMIAMOY, B

/A;H'SBA NErNiILLIATO. (Grigl/M1684 67r 8-9; HAZUIIIc17 101v
23-25; IMAN351 49r 18-19) — Kai mowjoelg Buolaotiplov
Budpartog €k EOAmV donmrov: kol momoelg ovto (Ralphs
2006: 107). EnucaBetnacka onomust 1751: KAAVANBIA.

Exodus 30:27 1 TpEENMKb, / KAAMANBL. 11 TP'RENI RBCECBIKERENIA.

N BBCE &ro cmo\'fAm (Grigl/M1684 67v 23-24; HAZUIlIc17
103r 2-3; HUAN351 50v 1-2) — kot tiv Avyviay Kol Tévta T
okedn auti|g kai 10 Buolaotplov tod Buduatoc (Ralphs
2006: 108). EmiucaBernncka onomus 1751: KAAMNANBIN.

Exodus 35:15 ¥ macAo APBREN'NOE  MOMAZM/NIA. 1 SUMIAND

c/\o\}'meNTA. (GrigI/M1684 71v 28-29; HAZUIlIc17 109r
12-13; LIUAUM351 56v 24-25) — ¢ (Ralphs 2006: 114).
EnmucaBerrnncka GHOMHST 1751 KaANANBIN.

Exodus 38:22 ¢ and Exodus 38:23 ¢ — 38:22-24 ovtoc

émoinoev 10 OuclHGTAPIOV TO YOAKODV €K TOV TUPEI®V
OV JoAK®V, 6 MooV TG AVEPAscIY TOIG KATAGTUGIAGAGL
ueta tfig Kope cuvaymydc. ovtog émoincey mévto o oken
10D Buclootpiov kai 10 wVPETOY adTOD Kol TV Pacty Kol
T0C PLAAOG Kod TG Kpedypag yoAkdc. obtog émoincev td
Oucwotpie mopdbepn, Epyov SIKTLOTOV, KAT®OEY TOD
VPEiov VIO aVTO ¢ TOd MUicovg avTod Kol EmEdnKev
a0T® TECOOPAG OOKTVAIOVG €K TOV TEGCAPOYV UEPDV TOD
mapafépatog Tod Buclactnpiov yaAkodg, TOiC LoyYAOTG EVPETS
®ote aipewv 10 Buclootplov &v avtoig (Ralphs 2006: 118).
EnucaseTuncka 6u6mus 1751 KAAVANMLLS. .. KAAVANMKS.

¢ Leviticus 10:1 ¢ — Kai Aafovteg ot d00 viol Acpwv Nadof kol

AP1ovd €kaoTog TO TUPETOV VTOD EMEOMKOY €T OTO TTOP Kol
gnéPodov én’ awtod Bupiopo Kol Tpoonveykav Evavtl Kupiov
TOp GAAOTPIOV, O 0V TTpocETatey Kuplog avtolg (Ralphs 2006:
131). EnucaBetuncka 6u6mus 1751 kaAMANMUS.

* Leviticus 16:12 11 Ax RB3ME KAAU/ANUKD MABND o\’frz\m Ornm W

TPBENMKA ke NgR rAMB. 1 A NA/MABNY POVILR C1 OUMTANA
YUCTAA CHAOKENTA RB NoyToh 8A8 3a/kkenl. (Grigl/M1684
87v 18-21; HAZUIlIc17 135r 10-14; HUAMN351 82v



12-15) — xoi Afuyetal 10 wopeiov TATpeg avOpdkmv
TUPOg amo 10D Buolactnpiov TOod AmEVavTL Kupiov Kol
mnoel tag xeipog Ovuidpatog cuvbécemg Aemtilg kol
glooioel éodtepov t0b kotametdopotog (Ralphs 2006:
142). EnucaBetnncka 6ubnus 1751: kaAMANUKS.

* Numbers 4:7 n Aa K‘BSAO?KGTb NW/TBI €ro Tyz\neso\f np'ﬁA NI 1

AA KBBAOH(GTB N NIO ermS / Bmo\f BAT{RHOVI. 11 AA gmmme
NA IO BARAA, 11 TP'BENAA. 1/ HALLIOY 11 RB3ANRANNULLOY, MMBI Ké
RB3AVRAETD. 11 XA'BEBI / RBHCETAX AA CO\}; na nien. (Grigl/M 1684
98v 8-12; HAZUIIIc17 153r-153v 23-27-1; HUAN351 100v
13-17) — xai éni v tpanelov TV Tpokeévny EmParodoty
€M’ avTV ipudtiov 0AomdpeLpov Kol Td TPOPACL Kol TOg
Ovickag kai Todg KVAOOLG Kai TO oToVSEin, &V 0lg GTéVSEL,
Kai o1 dptot ol dd wavtog én” avti|g Esovtar (Ralphs 2006:
165). EmucaBernrcka onbms 1751: KAAVANULLBI.

* Numbers 4:14 11 Ax RB3AOKE NA Hb RBCE CHCBABI 0. VMBI ke CAS/ ke

R NI OV NEr0. 11 KAAVNNUKI, 1 JOAKANBI HALLIM. 1 110/K(POR. 11 BBCE
CBCBABI T?'BéHI/IKA 1 RB3AOKE NA N nmcg&x‘ / KOKHNb CUNb. 1 AN
I'I?VIAO}KG NWF'bI GFO l/I AA K'bSMO\fT'b / OA,Q?‘KS EAF?GNS I/I AA I_IOIC?'bIIO
O\fM'bIKA/\NVILLS I/I (TOh\i\A / GG l/I A E'bBAO}KG NX NIO I_IORI\AICS ICOPKO\f
CUNI. VI AA RD3AOKE / NWIBI (Grigl/M1684 98v 25-31; HAZUI-
Ic17 153v 19-27; IUAN351 101r 7-14) — kai émbnoovcy
én’ o010 mAvTa TA oKeH, 6601C Agitovpyolow €n’ aOTO
&V a0TOIG, Kol T0 TVPELX Kol TAG KPEAYPOS KOl TAG QLAANG
Kol TOV KOALTTHpo Kol TavTa T okevn Tod Bucslooctnpiov:
Kol EmPorototy € avTd KAADUUO dEPUATIVOV VOKIVOIvOoV
Kol Stepforodov TovG AvapopEic avTod: Kol ANLyovToL
udTiov TopeLPOVV Koi GUYKAADYOLGLY TOV AOVTIPO Kol TNV
Baocw adtod kol EuParodo avta gig kdlvppa deppdtivov
voakivivov kail émbnoovov énl avagopeic (Ralphs 2006:
165). EmucaBernHcka onbms 1751: KAAMANUKN.

(XN ’ N ’ ’ ’
* Numbers 16:6 ce caTROUTEE N RBIMETE CERE CAMU KAAW/ANUKBI.

132

|<6ge|/'1 ke N BB bN'ML ¢ro. (Grigl/M1684 110v 17-18;
HAZUIlIc17 174r 16-18; HUAM351 119v 20-21) — t0d10
nomoate: AdPete vulv adrtoic mwupeia, Kope kol mico M
ocvvayoyn ovtod (Ralphs 2006: 183). EmucaBernHCcKa
oubmus 1751: kaAMANMKN.
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* Numbers 16:17 R%/3M'€Te KB:RO RACH CROM K&,A,MANMKI:. " K’b31\6?ﬁl/l"l“€
NA NB w/mmm N AX NpUNECE ngﬁ PMB KBRO. 1 AS'b KAA,I/II\-
NUKB CROI; M TN KAAMNNUKB. 1 TBI 11 &PONb, KE:KO BAR CROV
KAAMN'NIA (Grigl/M1684 111r 5-8; HAZUIIIc17 174v 16-20;
HUAM351 120r 17-21) — kol AdPete Ekaotog TO TUPEIOV
avtod kai émbnoete én” avtd Bopiopa kol Tpocdéete Evavtt
KLPioL EKOGTOG TO TVPETOV OTOD, TEVTAKOVTO KOl S1KOG1OL
upEia, Kol ov kol Aapov EKaotog To Tupeiov avtod (Ralphs
2006: 183-184). Enucaetuncka 6u6must 1751: kA AUANNK.

* Numbers 16:18 11 kB3¢ KBKO CROM KAAMANUKD. U1 RBAOKULLIE Rb Nb
OrNB 11 RB/AGKULLIE UMIAND. 1 MOCTART & ny"ﬁ AB%;)’MN xg&Mo\f
REBNIN, / MW 11 &&96%. (Grig/M1684 111r 9-11; HAZU-
Icl7 174v 20-23; TUAM351 120r 21-24) — xai Ehofev
€KaoToC TO TUPEloY avTod Kol Emébnkav én’ adTd TP Kol
énéPoadlov €n’ avtod Bupiopa. Kol Eotnoav mapd TG BOPIC
g oknvilg T00 poptupiov Mwveiig kai Aapwv (Ralphs
2006: 184). Emucapernncka ouomus 1751: KAAVANUKS.

* Numbers 16:37 n s)"é\ Th KB MWIGH 1 KD EAMIA3APOY mgiu,oy o8 /
Mgouo\f cm;eyeTe KAAMANMLLE M'E,A,N‘Z)IG l/,ISFO;J"BKLLII/I)(’I) n O/rub
’T‘o\fPKI/I N ACBINA. TAMO. 1Rk CRETULLE KAAMANMLLE FpRLLI/HBI
kb AlA nxs. (Grig/M1684 111v 8-11; HAZUIIIc17 175v
10-14; HUAN351 121r 9-12) — 17:2-3 xoi wpdc Erealop
TOV VIOV Aapov Tov iepéa Avéleabe T0 Topela T0 YOAKE £k
LEGOL TAV KATOKEKOVUEVOV Kol TO THP TO AALOTPIOV TOVTO
onelpov €kel, dtLNylacay 10 TOPETR TOV AUOPTOADY TOVTOV
&v Taig Yuyoic avt®v: kol moinoov avtd Aemidog EAatdg,
nepifepa 1® Bvolaotpi, Ot mpoonvéxOnoov Evavti
Kupiov kai Myrdctnoav Kol £yévovto gig onueiov Toig vioig
Iopan) (Ralphs 2006: 184). EmucaBernrcka oubms 1751:
KAAMANMKN.

* Numbers 16:39 n rnera GAWABAV'B VTS AAPONA PK?I:./LLA N Ka-
,A,VII\HI/ILI,G M'B,A,N'ble €}\I/II<0 Ke I/IX'b ﬂ?I/INQQOLLIQ I/ISFO?'E/KLLIQG
Nguieced  OBAOKENTE Tpsenmkey  (GrigM1684 111v 13-15;
HAZUIllc17 175v 16-19) (TUAN351 121r 15-18) — 17:4
kol EhoPev Ehealop viog Aopov 100 igpémc 10 mupeia
T YOAKO, OG0 TPOGNVEYKAV Ol KOTOKEKOWUEVOL, Kol
mpocednkay adta mepifepa 1@ Bucloompie (Ralphs 2006:
184). Enucapetuncka 6u6must 1751: KaAVANUKY.



* Numbers 16:46 n gede / Mwiii ks AA0ONOV. RB3MIN KAAUNNHUKD "
BB3AOKN NA Nb / OPHL ® TPBENMKA. 1 RB3AOKU HA N «»MMTAﬁbA.
Ne ¢l e / BYB30 BB MALKG. N OLKCTI O NI 11 3BILIAL BO €
rNRRL W AM/LA FER. 1 NAYG ro\'fBMTm AAN. (Grigl/M 1684
111v 27-31; HAZUIlIc17 176r 9-13; IIUAN351 121v 6-11)
— 17:11 xoi gltev Movofig tpog Aapmv Aafé o mopeiov kai
énifeg ém” atO mOp Gnd 10D Bvuclaotpiov Kol Emifaie €’
avto Bopiopo Kol AmEVEYKe TO TAYOG €ig TNV TopeUPOATV
Kol E&facan mepl avutdv: EERADeY yap dpyn Gnd TPOCSHOTOV
Kupiov, fpxtor Opavery TV Aadv(Ralphs 2006: 185).
EnucaBetrHcKa 6uOmust 1751 kKAANANUKSD.

It appears that both lexemes kaAuabnvks and kKaAUAbNMLLA
served as effective translations of the Greek word mvpeiov.
However, when the adjective kaaunasns was employed the word
‘mrupeiov’ was conspicuously absent from the Greek text. The
only exception is when in the Slavonic text employs TpBENaA
translating the Greek Oviokag, yet in the Elizabeth bible the
word kaAnANMLBI is used.

LEXICAL VARIANTS FOR ‘CENSER’IN THE SLAVONIC
TRADITION

In contemporary Bulgarian xadurnuya is preserved with two mean-
ings: first as ‘a small metal or clay vessel in which coals and incense
are placed for burning’, and second, as ‘a lit cigarette, pipe’, etc.

Additionally, the word xadurnux is observed to have two
meanings: firstly, it is used for ‘a very smoky, stuffy room’, and
secondly, it is employed ‘for keeping bees as a fumigator’ (PBE).

It is evident that Bulgarian has somehow managed to main-
tain both words, yet the meaning of xaournux has undergone a
complete transformation from its earlier linguistic development.
Semantically it still maintains a connection to smoke although it
has been transformed significantly.

Both words kaAunasnnks and kaauasnmua are not found in the
Old Church Slavonic dictionary prepared by a team and published
by the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences. However, the dictionary
does include the noun kaauao, the adjective kaauasns and the verb
KAAUTY -kakAF -kaamian. These translate respectively Svpiopa,
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00 Jupapatog [tod] edwdiog and Jvpdm (Crapobbirapcku
peanuk 1999: 705).

In contrast, both words are included in Sreznevsky’s dic-
tionary. For kaaunasnukas the author cites only two occurrences in
the text of the Old Testament — one in Exodus 27:3 and another
in Leviticus 16:12. The Greek parallel he provides is mopeiov. For
kaamasnnua other examples from the Old and the New Testament
are provided which do not coincide with any of the aforementioned
instances. The corresponding Greek words are Bvpiatiplov and
MBavetdog (CAPA 1893: 1171).

Notably, only kaaunaswmua is included in the dictionary
prepared by the Check Academy of Sciences, which translates
the Greek Bvpiatiplov and cites an example from Hebrew 9:4
(CCC 1994: 279).

The Old Russian Dictionary includes both kaauasnmua and
kaAuAbNuKs, providing further evidence for the former’s preva-
lence (CAPA 1991:184).

The Dictionary of F. Miklosich Lexicon palaeoslovenico-
graeco-latinum includes both kaauasnvks and kaAuABNMLLA,
providing a basis for comparison. The former is used to translate
the Greek Bupuatiprov and mopeiov where Leviticus 16:12 is cited,
and the latter is used to translate Bupatiprov and MPavetdg where
the cited example is from Revelation 8:3 (LPGL 1865: 278).

The Church Slavonic dictionary includes both iaauasuvks
and kaamasnuua. The Greek equivalent for both is mopeiov in the
first place. The meaning of kaaunasnnks is as follows ‘brazier,
metal or clay pot for burning coals, charcoal burner; censer’.
For kaauasnmua there are additional Greek words Bvpiatipiov
and MPoavotdg which both mean ‘xkammmanma’. There is only
one additional meaning given to kaauasnmua when it translates
mopeiov and it is as expected ‘brazier’ (PLIE 2002: 228).

In the Dictionary of the Living Great Russian Language xa-
ounnux and kaounnuya are provided as synonyms ([ams 1865:173).

In the recently published Ideographic dictionary,
Kaounnuya is given as ‘a ring or metal vessel in which coals
and incense are placed for burning’. The dictionary’s synonyms
from different dialects demonstrate a variety of lexical choi-
ces including kaounnuk, KbOAIHUYA, KAHOUTHUK, KAHOUTHUYA,



KAHOUNIKA, Kayus, pyuKa, pywKa, ypyuka, memexo, mumiiexo,
memMaAmo, MmeMuHyed, MUMUHUK, MEMHAHIUK, MUMUTNYDHAK
(UJPBE 2021:369).

It is possible to draw some conclusions from this. In
Bulgarian dialects three words and their variants are primarily used
for kadunnuya. They are the ones with the root ‘ka(u)xn’, the rest
are derived from incense or maman. The word xayus appears in
the Church Slavonic dictionary with two meanings — 1. hearth and
2. a censer with handle, hand censer (PLIE 2002: 231). Regarding
pyuka and its derivatives, it is suggested that they are in connection
to the Old Church Slavonic gsuka. This lexeme appears in the
New Testament Hebrews 9:4. It is utilized in a similar context
as a synonym for cramna which is a loanword from the Greek
otapvoc. Initially cramna was employed, and subsequently, the
Slavonic word g&4ka. The term essentially means ‘a vessel with
handle’ (Xpuctosa-I1lomosa 2004: 376, 641).

METAPHORICAL MEANING OF THE HOLY CENSER

In 2017 Margarita Chernyshova published a book dedicated to
the names of Theotokos in Early Russian homilies. She provides
multiple examples but does not always cite the biblical source.
The word kaauashmks is not mentioned in her book, however
kaauashuia is there. The author does not cite the specific verse
from the Bible that corresponds to the given context, but the
corresponding Greek word is Qupatiplov (Uepusimesa 2017: 133-
134). Consequently, kaaunasnuia was employed to denote Theoto-
kos, as she is regarded as the holy censer that sustains the burning
coal. This term is also employed in the Homily for the Birth of
Theotokos by Andrew of Cretes (XpuctoBa 2017: 98-99).

At this juncture, the trajectory of the analysis diverges from
the customary approach. In the New Testament, specifically in the
Book of Revelation 8:5 the word MPavotog is most frequently
translated with aavasnma (Tpudonosa 2022: 217).

This example is of particular significance because it appears
that at a certain point in time kaauasnnua emerged as the preferred
term for both contexts, as evidenced in Leviticus 16:12 and Rev-
elation 8:5. This is notable, because in Greek there were two dis-
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tinct words for both contexts — mopeiov and MPavwtdc. The word
nupeiov according to the Greek Lexicon of Roman and Byzantine
Periods is defined as a ‘censer’ (Lev. 10:1), though it also bears
a more specific connotation, namely, ‘the place where the sacred
fire of the Persians was kept’ (GLRBP 1900: 963). In contrast, the
definition of MPavmtog is simply ‘censer’ and Qupoatiplov is list-
ed as a synonym (GLRBP 1900: 714). This suggests that Topeiov
possesses a more specific meaning and is therefore employed in
the text of the Old Testament. It is notable that mupeiov appears in
the same context in Exodus and also in Numbers.

A further point of interest is the material of these two cen-
sers as described in the Bible. In Leviticus, the word is wopegiov
and the censer was made of copper, while in Revelation the word
is MPavotoc and the censer was most likely made of gold (see
Revelation 8:3 NRSV). In Hebrew 9:1-7 kaauasnuua is described
as made of gold, which would suggest that the one in Revelation
has something in common. The contexts of usage of these words
might suggest that the former represents the old, the past and
the latter symbolizes the new, the future expectation. The term
KaAMABNMLA appears to have been utilized in both contexts.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, it is evident that both Slavonic words kaAunAbNMKs
and kaamnashnua stem from the same root, distinguished solely by
their suffixes. The two words bear a similar meaning, yet only one
has survived in the modern Bulgarian Bible text. Notably, contem-
porary Bulgarian maintains both words. The term ‘kagunanma’ re-
quires no further elaboration, except for its secondary meaning of
a ‘pipe’. In contrast, xaournux has evolved to encompass two dis-
tinct meanings: firstly, it is employed in a primary sense to denote
a ‘smoky room’, secondly, it refers to ‘a bees fogging machine’.
This term maintains its connection to coal and smoke, yet it differs
in its intended application.

In the Old Church Slavonic tradition, which is prevalent in
Orthodox Christianity, it is common for authors and translators
to utilize a variety of titles, epithets, invocations when referring
to Mary the Mother of God. These names, which are in general
biblical symbols derived primarily from the Old and New



Testaments, represent a significant component of the religious
tradition. However, it is noteworthy that some of these names,
have their origins in the text of the Octateuch, a subject that
merits further study in the future.
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THE HOLY CENSER IN THE SLAVONIC TRANSLATION
OF THE OCTATEUCH

Summary

The present study focuses on the lexical analysis of the term ‘censer’
in the Slavonic tradition of the Octateuch. The investigation examines
three Old Church Slavonic manuscripts, which are representative of
the South Slavonic tradition.

The paper first provides information about the ‘holy censer’, its
meaning, and usage in religious contexts. It then presents examples
from Slavonic sources, comparing them with their Greek equivalents.
The study identifies lexical variants for the term ‘censer’ and explores
their meanings. The paper sets out to differentiate between the usage
of kaauasnmies and kaamashmua in Old Church Slavonic texts and
their corresponding Greek lexemes. Furthermore, the metaphorical
meaning of the ‘holy censer’ is explored, particularly its association
with Theotokos in religious texts. The term kaAwmasnmua is used
metaphorically to denote Theotokos as the holy censer sustaining
the burning coal. The findings suggest that while both Slavonic
words kaauAbhmics and kaAuAasNuiA bear similar meanings, yet only
kaauashnua has survived in modern Bible texts. The study also notes
the evolution of these terms in contemporary Bulgarian.

Keywords: Octateuch, Theotokos, censer, KaAUIbHUKD, KaIHIbHUIIA.
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PRIMARY OBSERVATIONS ON THE TEXTUAL
HISTORY OF CONTRA LEGEM SARRACENORUM
IN SLAVONIC TRANSLATION OF 15thc.

= Daniel Kossarev (Russia)

The late 15" and early 16" century in Moskovy saw the wide
distribution of texts translated from European languages. This
work included the translations of Gennadius’ Novgorodian circle,
accomplished by Dimitrii Gerasimov, translator of Donatus’ Latin
grammar, brothers Dimitrii and Jurii Trachaniotes, and a dominican
monk Veniamin. The creation of Gennady’s Bible is also connected
to the work of this circle. “Historia destructionis Troiae,” notable
text translated from Latin, is presumably also connected to this
circle. The focus of this paper, Grkasanue o cpaumnckol Repe, iS
considered by scholars to be connected to the group as well. This
anti-Islamic polemical text was originally composed by Dominican
monk Riccoldus da Montecroce circa 1300. In the middle of 14™
century it was translated to Greek by Demetrius Cydonis, one
of the most significant Byzantine politicians of this period and a
notable intellectual interested in various contemporaneous Latin
philosophical works. The history of this work continued in the
beginning of XVI c., when Bartholomeus Picenus presented to
Ferdinand II a re-translation of Cydones’ work back into Latin'.
Given this background, the question of which text was used for
the Russian translation arises. The aim of this paper is to assess, or
in some cases reassess, what is known about the text and present

'For overview of this translation activity and methods used by both Cydones
and Picenus see Bauer 2017. I wish to express my gratitude to him for providing
me some of his articles on the earliest stages of my work.



additional facts which could shed light on the history of this text.
The conclusions presented in this article are of a preliminary nature.
Thus, rather than providing extensive detail, here is presented an
overview of major points and questions that will direct continued
research on the part of the author.

A. Sobolevsky was the first to mention the existence of this
text, in the short overview? a list of known copies, the probable
date of composition and the original language were presented. He
believed that it was sourced from Greek text; however, he does not
give any arguments to support this proposition. Interestingly, at
the end of this overview he expresses the opinion that the language
of the text is “bad Old Church Slavonic” and its exposition
“awkward”. Another view, presented by P. Bushkovitz®, suggests
that the text was translated from Latin, particularly Riccoldus’
version, since the titles of these works show a resemblance*. In
spite of a lack of evidence put forth by Sobolevsky, his assertions
appear to be close to reality.

The Slavonic text varies in how name Mohammad is writ-
ten: Maxymers and Moamegs. This variation is supported only by
Greek text, for both Latin versions present a unified variant of his
name — Mahometus. See:

2 Cobonesckuit 1903: 325

3 Bushkovitz 2010: 131

* The title of the text namely Gkasanne o cpaumunckoii Rege presents a problem,
for it is not unique and it is a later title. It could be found only in three known
manuscripts: Syn. 182, Sof. 1323, Egor. 215. All of them were created in the
middle of XVI c. about 50 years after the supposed date of accomplishing
the translation, it seems that the original title was lost and this work began
with just the phrase Hauano cen knusk... Another problem is that the earliest
known manuscript containing the copy of the text has another composition
named Gkasaunue o cpaynnckoi rege, Which appears to be an anti—Islamic chap-
ter extracted from John of Damascus’ work On Heresies, as Z. Brzozowska
(Brzozowska 2020: 118) suggests it was directly borrowed from Nomocanon
of St. Sava. This chapter was separated from the rest of the book by another po-
lemical work Gmasanne RkpaTue EniRWE..., but nonetheless it was presented in
this manuscript, however in an abridged and interpolated version. The first part
of this chapter is indeed Damascinus’ work, but the last sentence of this chap-
ter is omitted (TSL 730 f. 424) and then begins an interpolation of Euthimius’
work On sarracens starting with the words B paun ke uerhighms ghkams. ..,
but then this part ends with the words Koo ke n ako 3a¢ kuas ecmh... (TSL
730 f. 426, Brzozowska 2020: 342-347). The answer to the question of how
Riccoldus’ work got this name is unclear.
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. GKREPNENS 2KE H TEAECHBIMS QEMECTROM S R'hAAN HHENEM Mayymer

(f. 364 ver.)

b. doelyng 0€, kol Toig €K TiiGg GKNVI|G TEYVOLS EKOESOUEVOS, dvouaTI
Moyovuer (Con. Mahom. 1040B)

c¢. homo lubricus et obscenis actibus deditus, nomine Mahometus
(Prol. 46)

and later:

a. G yEo Moamen nave ReRXs ELIRIWIHHK HAH BBIRAIOYIHY BOKHIO
upskorn norna (f. 364 ver.)

b. Odrog 0” Mwaued viép Tavtag TovG YeYovoTog 1) EGOUEVOLS TV
100 O=od 'Exidnciav €dim&ev (Con. Mah. 1040C)

¢. Hic Mahometus super omnes alios qui unquam fuerunt uel erunt,
persecutus est ecclesiam Dei (Prol. 47)

In addition to following the Greek translation of names closely,
the Slavonic text mirrors Greek grammar and sentence composition.
Where in Latin Mohammad is called “presecutus ecclesiam Dei,” both
the Greek and Slavonic texts use a verbal construction. In addition, this
Slavonic text contains some peculiarities which could originate only
from Greek, such as reference to the non-existent heresiarch Kanmyrs,
which is not mentioned in any text. The context is as follows:

a. B TwmM ixe nakbi earaawmaerea egetukoy Kantaroy (f.367)

b. T® avtd 6¢ mdiwv aipetikd xav todt@ cvvadwy. (Con. Mahom.
1044D)

¢. Et in hoc convenit cum Carpocrate heretico (1. 44)

The Greek text clarifies this question: a particle kv and pronoun
TOUT Were misinterpreted as one word, signifying another head of the
Christian heresy mentioned in the list. Moreover, in one case transla-
tor decided not to translate the Greek word, but only to transcribe it:
nocAkAYA B cHx caoreceX dmnrens Operena. In the Greek text we have:
‘Enopevog év tovtowg aunyenn 10 Qpryéver (Con. Mah. 1045A), a
phrase that is not present in the Latin text. Furthermore, the first chapter
displays much more similarities to Cydones’ text than to Riccoldus’.
The list of heretical dogmas in which Islam and Christian heresies coin-
cide differs in these versions: Cydones provides a vaster and more va-
ried catalog that clearly resembles those, found in Slavic text.

> Russian text of Contra legem is cited by the ms. TSL 730 if not said otherwise,
Latin by the latest Mérigoux’s edition and Greek by Migne’s.



Furthermore, the translator made mistakes confusing homo-
phones, as in this context: Henork AyeT ke NEKOE £6TACTRO TAKO EBITH
n naue ueaoreka (f. 366 ver.). Greek text shows this: Awappndnv 6é
TLEV aOT® prolv givon kol vrép avBpwmov(). The verb enoiv most
probably was misunderstood as @Ootv an accusative from of ¢vo1¢
“nature” and translated as such®. Such misunderstanding might
have happened because of corruption of original text, both letters
at this time were pronounced the same, so it is no surprise that they
were confused leading to this mistake.

Another mistake of a similar nature could be found in this
phrase: Ko gannosmy Bo Bory AoaxNA ecTh BEpa, YECTH CAVIKENHA,
ABHCTRO nocayianna v nocakporanne nyma. Greek text on the other
hand presents this: "Iopev yap pove 1@ @ dpeilecbon miotiy,
TNV Aotpeiag, Evépyetay DTOKONG, Kol dkoAovdnety 660D (Con.
Mahom. 1137A). The underlined phrase, which does not cor-
respond with Greek text, could be a misinterpretation of the verb
iopev “we know” as &ig pev “into”. An explanation to this mistake
appears to be a confusion (whether already presented in a mss.
containing Greek text or made by the translator) between 1 and et
graphems representing the same sound in Byzantine Greek’.These
arguments prove that the text was indeed translated from Greek
and not from any of Latin versions.

Bushkovitz’ argument about closeness of the title in Slavonic
text to the original Riccoldus’ title, however, must be examined in
details. Here are the titles of Latin, Greek and Slavonic texts:

a. Hauaao cen KNH3E cA0KENO EhlcTh ® AATKINHNA PHKAAAA CYIPY EMY
BRIR'KLIA B YHNY VYHTEAK 110 3AKONY CAPAKHNKRCKOMY H NAKKI BOSBPATHRLIYCA
EMY Kb CBOEH K'Kpi AATHHLCTRH Bk RCA CH HAMYIPE NPEAHCAOBHE CHLLERO

b. Incipit libellus, quem composuit frater Ricculdus ordinis Predi-
catorum, contra legem sarracenorum

¢. Pyi@pdov 100 1 téypott tdv mapd Aoativolg kodovpévaov Adehpmdv
[pedikatépwv  KoTEMEYUEVOL GVAGKED TG TOPpA TOD KOTOPATOV
Mayovped toig Zappaknvoig tebeiong vopobeciag, peteveybeion €k Tiig
‘Ttotig Swhéxrtov gig v EAAGSa 816 Tvog Anunepiov.

¢In his recent study of Slavic translation of Donatus’ Ars Minor V. Tomelleri
provides similar examples of such mistakes, see Tomemaepu 2023: 230-232.
"1t does not explain an unexpected interpretation of dpeikecOor as ecTn, the
reason for this could be misinterpreted beginning of the phrase, so the author
changed the whole structure.
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It seems obvious that Slavonic incipit is much closer to the
Latin than to the Greek as presented in Migne’s edition. However,
the fact that the whole text was translated from Greek with only
the incipit being borrowed from the Latin version is more than
doubtful. A potential answer could be found in ms. Vat. gr. 706
containing a copy of Cydones’ work with a different incipit:
Apyn 1ob PAriov cvvtebévrog mapd Tod adehpod Pikdpdov thic
ta&emg 6vrog TV [pedikaTopwy Kot ToD VOUOV T®V Zapaknvidv
(f. 79). The Slavonic incipit follows this text closely, calquing
words and sentence structure, which results in a misunderstanding
of the preposition kotd. In the Greek text it was used with the
meaning “against the law of Sarracens”, but Slavonic translator
took it as “teacher of the law of Sarracens”, which might have
been surprising for a potential reader, so the translator added an
explanation, according to which Riccoldus was indeed a teacher of
Sarracens, but he gave it up and converted back to Catholicism, an
assertion that obviously contradicts Riccoldus’ biography.

But what is known about this Greek manuscript and why
does Slavonic translator follow this incipit? According to Mercati®,
this copy contains notes and an encomium to Riccoldus written
by Cydones himself, which makes it even more intriguing. This
manuscript appears to be a collection of various works gathered
by Isidore of Kiev, an infamous head of the Russian Church who
was not only an acknowledged intellectual at the time but, which
is more important in this context, a passionate bibliophile® bested
only by Michael Psell and Photius. It is not clear how Isidore
acquired this text for his library, but he certainly did it before his
departure to Moscovy, since the list of mss. taken by him to both
Moscow and the Vatican is known, and there is no trace of Vat.
gr. 706 there. Given this information it is possible to establish the
terminus post quem for the Russian text to have appeared as 1437,
when Isidore arrived in Moscow.

Sobolevsky dated this text to 1516 based on a description
found in almost every known copy, which contains a legend of
Metropolitan Alexius miraculously curing the wife of Jani Beg,
khan of the Golden Horde. In the end of this note there are some

8 Mercati 1926: 16.
° As Akinshin alleges that about 160 mss. were in his hands, 76 of them were in
his personal library, Akuxmmn 2018: 185-186.



calendar calculations concerning the Second Advent in Christiani-
ty and Islam. It goes as follows:

A ckassiBaak Bakwied: AMAXMETh #HAR 63 AKTH, a KAKs YMeph,
Tomy 884 akTa. A cKaswlBaAk ceB'R ThicAy AKTH AekaTH Ao BTopare. Ilo
mraragsckil orTowao 800 akr n 80 u 4, a no gyckil 982. Huo mamaphekaro
akmonneua ocranoea 100 n 16 akm, a pyekaro 18 akmw (Rum. 204 f. 489).

Sobolevsky suggests using the date of Mohammad’s death as
632 and adding the number given by the Tatar calendar, resulting
in the year 1516 as the year of translation. This solution leads to
more questions. The author of this note obviously distinguishes two
calendar systems: no marapscknsl and no gyeskni and gives different
number of years related to differences in the length of the year. Thus,
adding 884 to the year 632, which is given in the third calendar sys-
tem, is incorrect. The next problem is that this note does not exist in
the manuscript containing the earliest known copy of the text — TSL
730. Sobolevsky mentions this mss., but, in agreement with Arse-
nius', the author of the description of Lavra’s manuscript library,
falsely dates it back to XVI c.. Another date, seemingly closer to
reality, was suggested by Anisimova'!, who believed this manuscript
to be a collection of various texts consisting of heterogeneous parts
written by different scribes. The section, in which Gkasanse... is
found, was dated as the third quarter of the fifteenth century, accor-
ding to watermarks. Thereby, the previous date proves to be incor-
rect. This text was translated not at the turn of the sixteenth century.

Taking this into consideration, it is time to examine all known
manuscripts containing copies of this text. At this time eight copies
are known

1) RSL. 256.204 third quarter XV — first quarter XVI
2) RSL. 304.1.730 mid. XV

3) SHM, Sin. 182 XVI

4) SHM, Sin. 996 mid. XVI

5) RNL, Sof. 1323 second half XVI —40s XVI

10 Apcennii 1878: 119-122.

' Auncumona 2018: 5. She also presents another interpretation of this note. Ac-
cording to her suggestion there are 18 years left to the Second Coming, which was
expected to happen in Moskovy in 1492, thus the date this note refers to is 1474.
This dating seems to be better than Sobolevsky’s, but completely ignores Islamic
calendar, Aarcumona 2021: 69.
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6) RSL, 98.215 third quarter XVI
7) SHM, Uvar. 531/2 1642
8) RSL, 304.1.812 XVII

All of the manuscripts above are of Moscovy origin and
have the same volume of original text: an introduction, Chapter 1,
the beginning of Chapter 2, Chapters 13-17. Also an inseparable
part of the text seems to be an adscription left unnoticed by the
scholars. It is presented in every copy of the text and begins as the
Riccoldus’ text ends. It is introduced by a phrase 4 ¢e o GraTku
TpoHuH H 0 TPHCLCTARNOE YEAOREUECKATO co3AANHA and then there is
a selection of excerpts from the books of Old and New Testaments
portraying Trinity and tripartite nature of the God. Remarkably
these quotations are commented, but whether these commentaries
are excerpts or were composed specially for this adscription is yet
unknown'2. In the Chapter 16 there is an interpolation of Chapter
7. Here are the limits of this interpolated section:

ABAENNE B CEAMOH MAARH3NK NMPEANOKASACA.

/Md/\’y’/Hi'l' rAdroAwyly cHye B0 ON'k pEYE TIONEXKE YK AECA NE COTBOPH
<...> fl £X¢ Kh VTREJIKENHIO CHH Bc'RH NHH EAHNO NE 1T0Kd3d4 3HAMENHE, HO
TOKMO HAI'k HEYB, ABANILIE YCTPALIAA.

Tlakn HiKe TH QEKY, AKO NH EAMNO ECTh R MHQ'R VUENHE HAH 3AKON™s
TAKO YAOREN'S, BAATOCAOREN ChIH H CREQUIEN, AKO eyarencknl. .. (f. 387-388).

It begins with the words Aaxymer raaroatoipy and serves as a
quick retrospection to the seventh chapter, a section omitted in the
Russian translation and therefore inaccesible to readers. Thus, the
translator decided to include it in the text. The author did not place
it the beginning of the chapter, but rather chose the middle. How-
ever, after this middle section he continued with the beginning,
and then proceeded with another part from the middle. As a result,
the interpolated sequence looks like this: Chapter 16 — the middle

120ne of these appears to be the beginning of a chapter from Joseph Flavius’
Antiquitates Iudaicae namely 18" where there is a Testimonium Flavianum. The
excerpt goes as this: Peue ke 1 egpkun HocHns RO ocMbHAAETOM S NPeABAR, Hauano
cAoBHA ero cHig: Ha enxs akmexs Hueye myaps myxw®. Obviously, this quote is
interrupted, but interestingly there is a quite accurate reference to the chapter and
the name of the author, also the word ngeaskak used as a synonym for chapter is
at least unusual. As it is widely known Flavius’ testimony of Christ’s life was
interpolated in Slavic translation of De Bello Iudaicae, but this text does not cor-
respond with this interpolation and also clearly refers to the original Flavius’ text.



of Chapter 7 (1072A—1072C) — the beginning of chapter 7 (Con.
Mahom. 1069D-1072A) — another part from Chapter 7 (1072C-D)
— the rest of chapter 16"

All known copies also display similar text’s corruption, which
could be found in the 14™ chapter. Slavic text has this this reading:

Ge ke BHAKNHE HCNOREAARWY MoaMepy Beem AAeMs, WeTynHia
© 34KOHA THICYLIL YEAOREKTS PEKIIHM 2Ke: «H MbI K HeMY, B3hIAH B AfHK
NA NEBO HAM SPALIMM H BHAHM cTgkTalopa Ta arrast. He pasymrk oke
CROK AKIKY, NO PEYE XBAAA Bory Moemy eke 0CTARMKOM HAH CKASAKOM™S PEdE
NHcATEAL. Graa ecMb a3 © MEPRBIKS NPOPOK™s, EXKE NE B'EPVETE HM NH H
MHE, HAH EAMN © YEAOREK™h AMOCTOAS TAKO Bk MAARHSNE NPopoueckaro
NORBAVET S O BONPOWIARIIHXS H NPOCALIHX BRITH 0 HEMO SHAMENHA. PrEwa
e 0 MoaMEQR cARIANS ECH CONBA, COBpAN ecH Xyaenna (. 375).

This reading gives little sense and could not be understood
without Greek original:

Tovtwv 8¢ mhvtov xpdvog EAATT®V 1] TO dEKATOV LEPOG TTG VOKTOG,.
Ti\g 6¢ Bempiog TavTg TAEOV O Taperinopey, §j & dinynodueda, enoiv 6
ovyypaeevs. Tadny 8¢ v Bswpiav diyncopévov 100 Mwdued movti
T Aa@, AmécTNoAV TOD VOUOL anT@ YAddes avBponmv. Eindviav o’
gketvav avt@d “Avapndl nuépag gig TOv odpavov, OpdVTOV NUAVY, Koi
dwpev 100G GLVAVIAVTAS GOt AYYEAOLS”, OUK EMEYV® TO £XVTOD YELAOG,
BAA elnev «Alveotg ¢ Oed pov. Mm 8Alo T eipi &ya 1 €1 TV dvOpdTOVY
Kol dmootolog; OVteg &v 1d kepoiain @V TpoenT®dY duyeitar mepi
T®V Itovvtov yevécbor map’ avtod onueia. Eimov mpog tov Mmdued
““Hxovcog évomvia, Bracenuiog cuvipyayes” (Con. Mahom. 1121A-B).

With this text it becomes obvious that, in the process of copy-
ing the text, this sequence originally presented in uncorrupted state
was somehow confused. Parts of different sentences ended up to-
gether, which led to a complete incomprehensibility. The original
text could have looked like this:

BHAENHIO 3Ke CEMY EOAWINEE 2KE €2KE OCTARHKOM HAH CKASAKOM,
pede nucameas. Ge ke BMARNHE HCNOR'BAARWY MoaMedy Ecem AOAEMTS,
Werynuwa © 34KONA ThICYIIh YEAOREK™K PEKIIHM 2Ke: ,,RSKIAH B AENK HA
N'REO HAM S0ALIHM H BHAHM CTPRTAIOIIA TA AITAKL, Ne pASYME 2Ke CROK
ARKY Ho peye: ,,XBAAA Bory moemy, HAN EAHNTS ( YEAOREK™S ANOCTOAS TAKO

13 Translator marks this returning to the original text of the 16" chapter by saying
Takn wxxe mh pexy. This phrase obviously does not correspond with anything from
either Greek or Latin text and appears in every copy of the text, which seems to
be a remark made by the translator.
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Eh MAABH3N'E MQPOPOUECKATo MOEBAVETS 0 EOMPOLIAKIIHKS H NPOCAYIHY
ERITH 0 HEMO 3HAMENHA. PRua Ke o Moamedk ,,GAnlaAs ECH CONLA,
COEQAAh ECH XYAENHA®,

What could have been the reason for such corruption? The
fact that all mss. present this reading could signify that either
all copies trace back to one protograph, by that moment already
time-worn and, in some places, unintelligible, or the mistake
was made in one of the earlier copies and later it was diligently
transmitted to all other copies. One clue could hint at the answer.
In the text of the first chapter there is a gap left unfilled. The gap
is about 5 lines wide and spans the width of the book. This exact
gap is found in all copies of the text, always in this location and
always left unfilled. It seems as if the copyists interpreted this
blank space as a meaningful part of the text which should also
be copied. The Greek presents this text:

ITAGtTer 8¢ kot TpoOg TOv Ogov avelbelv, 6te vrep tovToL TOV T'a-
BpuA décteety 6 Ogdg, Kol TV ¥Eipa ToVTE TOV AoV Embeivar, Kol To-
ooV ayapévon tod Oeod YHkewg aictno hofeiv év 1@ copatt, dot’
otV S1eNOglv péypt 1od Tiig Péxemg pwerod. ‘Ev oig SHAdg 0TL Kowwmviv
1015 AVOpOTOHOPPITALG, COUATIKOV PACKOVGL TOV Bgdv. Aéyel d¢ Kol TO
Gywov Ilvedpa kticpo, Makedovig cuvidwv (Con. Mahom. 1045A-B).

In contrast, the Slavic text contains clear omissions:

Samsiwanems ke ced Bory Bhswepwy eraa o Nems Tagprraa nocaa
Bors v pyKy cBoo Borms Na cero HAAOKHEWY H TOAHKO NPHKochy [...]
Mageponnio chraamasnca (f. 367 ver.).

This gap, as it seems, even manages to interrupt the word
for reading, npukocny, which in original text should have been
npukochyea. One possible explanation for it could have been some
kind of censorship, but it is unlikely so. The text in the gap of
course presents a heretical view on the nature of the God, but it
should not have surprised the author of translation, who made no
move to avoid a later the part of text describing Mahometus’ as-
cension to the God’s throne. That passage shows a slight resem-
blance to the omitted part:

Tako 7KE, (EYE, FAKpMA"h AACTh MA ATTEAY APYTOMY H TOH MAKkI HHOMY,
H TAKO EAHN'R MO EAHHOMY, AOHAEKE cTax npea Boromrs w ngep oamapem
Mo, H NPHKoCHycA MNE Borm cBoeww gykow nocgRAM paMENTs, AONAENE



CTYAEHL PVKKI EMO MPOHAE AAPKE AO MOSIY XPENTA NAELPeMa H peue mik Borh:
,»[10A0KHKs TERR H AAEMS TROHMB MoaHTREI“ (f. 374 ver.).

The most scandalous detail — God touching a man — is trans-
lated without even a note left in the margins, thus it does not seem
to be an act of censorhip.

Remarkably, the earliest copy, TSL 730, contains the last part
of'the phrase mentioning Macedonius, while in other copies his name
is omitted. As a result, the reader has seen the word cwraamaaca but
has no idea with whom these heretics agree. Omission of this name
might indicate copyist’s intention. However, a situation in which
one copyist could have discerned heresiarch’s name and another
failed to do so appears to be more likely. This fact, alongside the
aforementioned corruption, leads to the conclusion that, by the time
this text was copied, the original text was firstly in an imperfect state
and secondly served as protograph for two independent branches of
textological transmission of the text: the first is presented with two
mss. — TSL 730 and probably TSL 812'4; and another is attributable
to all other mss except Uvar. 531/2 for this copy is not yet examined.
All manuscripts of this branch display the same readings which
diverge from readings presented in TSL 730. It is represented best in
the following examples:

1) Tpalpam™h Ke BcA EAHKA AIJE YTAMNKYAHILA KE CHM'B  3AKONY
NPUKOAALPHM s H NMAYE 2KE HNBIX H dOPARE HMRIOTE YPEROOBELAAENHE H XHLJIENHE
H parAbenHe Teaechoe (TSL 730).

TIPALATH 2KE BCA EAHKA ALIE YTAZKUAHLLIA ZKE CHMB 3AKONY NPHXOAALIHM
H NIAYE 2KE HHKIX H HPABR HMRIOTK YPEROOBRAAENHE H XHLIENHE H DAXKABIKENHE
meaechoe (Sof. 1323, Egor. 215, Rum. 204, Sin. 996, Sin. 182).

2) YUHT KE AKO H MAYE APTEAS ECTh H O AHFAR MOAHTCA Yeco parH
TPEBVET B 0CAA HAH JKHROTHOE o Mernke paxke n Ao Hepycaanma (TSL 730).

VUHT Ke AKO H MAYE AFTEAs ECTh H O AHPAR MOAHTCA Yeco pagH
TPEEVET s 0CAA HAH KHROTHOE (T Mackal ce Aaxe 0 Ao Hepyeaanma (Sof. 1323,
Egor. 215, Rum. 204, Sin. 996, Sin. 182).

141t is only probable because of the nature of this copy. The text appears as an
abridged version of the full text provided with an explanatory note by the author:
BhINHcANKI CTPOKH Mo HYKE BKPATLE ReAeNHA papH. It was composed by Simeon
Azaryin a renown intellectual, scriber and author of his time. He served as a cel-
larer at Trinity Lavra of St. Sergius and was quite familiar with monastery’s vast
library, thus, one may assume that he used as a protograph a copy remaining in the
Lavra’s possesion. For short biography and bibliography on him see beno6posa,
Kmuruna 1985: 161-162
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3) Ganko K cemy AOBPR PEYE ANBKOPANTS B'h MAARH3NE Ganeca, AKO
HHH XPHCTOC™ WH HIKE APTEAH WPEKYTEA PAEY BRITH EMY BOXHIO, PEKLIE AKO
ueaoreka (TSL 730).

€AHKO K ceMy AOBPR PEUE ABKOPAND Bk MAABHSNE GaNeca, AKO HHXK
XQI’IC’FOC'\; NH HZKE B’kpﬂ”ﬂ AI'TéAH w;m{y"ﬂ_pas\{ ERITH EMY BOZKHIO, QEKLLIE AKO
yeaoreka (Sof. 1323, Egor. 215, Rum. 204, Sin. 996, Sin. 182).

These examples show that all these copies belong to a single
textual branch which differs from the one that could be found in
Lavra’s copy. It should be said that, in the readings of the second
branch, in some cases there are minor variations which correspond
with the first group, such as reading sarkma instead of sakona in
this phrase: F'aaroatomh ke cappaKHNE HYAEOM YEO PACTAHRIIHM KNHI'LI
Reryxaro sakona. Reading 3aBbra is found only in Rum. 204, but in
margins of Sof. 1323 there is a gloss mentioning this reading.

The earliest ms. of the second group is Rum. 204. It belonged
to Macarius, metropolitan of Moscow, and was composed in the
Joseph-Volokolamsk monastery in the beginning of XVI c. Later,
the metropolitan donated this ms. to the Pafnutiev monastery'?,
where one of local scribes, Arcadii, began his work on the July book
of Great Reading Menaion. In this way the text was included in the
complex of mss. presented by Sof. 1323, Sin. 996, Sin. 182. The last
ms., Egor. 215, appears to be a compendium of various anti-here-
tic works copied from one of the mss. of Makarius’ Menaion, but
which of the copies was used is hard to determine for in most cases
it follows readings typical for this group of texts, while in case of
different readings in this group it shows greater resemblance to Sin.
182. Further examination is necessary to come to a final conclusion.

However, the nature of this distribution could be not two
different textual branches ascending to protograph independently,
but rather editing done by the copyist of Rum. 204 that was then
transmitted to other copies which thus originate not with the pro-
tograph, but with TSL 730. This assumption should be taken into
consideration, but it seems to contradict the next example. The list
of chapters given in the beginning of the work describes the Chap-
ter 15 in this way:

15 There is a dedicatory inscription in this ms. mentioning Macarius and the
monastery, see Rum. 204 f. 6.



TIATHAAECATHOE, 0 NEKOTOPKIKS B'h3LICKANHHX O AAKOPANR ORUEE H o
exke o Xpuerk kK Maxymery nsavecTga n ReanuecTry (TSL 730).

TIATHAAECATOE, 0 NRKOTOPKIX'S LUECTA R'h3hICKANHHY O AAKOPAN'R OBUEE
H o exke o XpHerk K Aaxymery H3AUecTRA H ReandecTra (Sof. 1323, Egor.
215, Rum. 204, Sin. 996, Sin. 182).

[Meviekoudéxatov, mepi Tvov £E° nnudtov &l 1@ AAkopdvem
Kow@v, kol wepl tiig o0 Xprotod mpog tov Mayobuet vmepoyiig (Con.
Mahom. 1041C).

The reading of the second group is closer to the Greek text
and could not have originated from the reading of Lavra’s copy.
However, it could be a coincidence: the editor of Rum. 204 decid-
ed to count all questions posed by Riccoldus and added this num-
ber to the description of the chapter. However, such a coincidence
seems odd, and more likely this reading was presented in the pro-
tograph, but the copyist of TSL 730 did not manage to recognize it
and instead omitted it, just as the copyist of Rum. 204 left omitted
the name of heresiarch in a previous example.

One last question that ought to be investigated is the recep-
tion of the text by other authors. Brzozowzska, after an analysis of
the text, assumed that this translation was not comprehensive'”. It is
true that the text contains many obscure places which are difficult to
comprehend, without Greek text. Even so, the incomprehensibility
of the text should be reassessed. First of all, an abriged version of
the text seems to be an extract of the main ideas and theses found in
this work. Composing such an excerpt would not have been possible
without at least a rough understanding of the text’s content.

Secondly, it is possible to trace some signs indicating
acquaintance with the text. The first one could be found in a
compendium composed by Sergii Climin, one of the scribes
working in the Kirillo-Belozersky monastery. He was the author
of various encyclopedic compendia, in one of which this passage
can be found'®:

1*Migne gives here reading ékx{ntnpdtov but it is not supported by Vat. gr. 706,
that is why in this example is given another reading closer to Slavic text.
'"Brzozowzska 2020: 292.

8 The text is given here according to the article of O. Novikova, see HoBukosa
2013: 51-52.
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RSHA 834. inv. 2 1305. . 161 ad.

TSL 730

Ilo wecrHcoms AkT no XPHCTOR'E RONAOYIENHH K

26-¢ akmo Hpakana, uapa roedeckaro, ARHca Moamed

EPQETHK, YEAOREK HAOAOCAVIKHTEAR, pOA0M apaRAANHN. H

NPEKAE 'K VEO, NPEELIRAA B NAEMHHKOX, TAXKE MOTOM

NPEALCTH HEKYI 2KENY, RAORY EOMATY, H MOAT 10 34

CERE ¢ MNO3EM MaknHem. H HayaT Kynaa TROgHTH

H BEC'kAOI}AK C ZKHAKI H ¢o MHOS'RMH EQETHKH, H OT

Xo3p0K YEO MOERKAENY
ERIEWY © NPEAPEYENNATO
uapa Hpakana n neceny
ERIEWY NMAKkl CEATOMY
KpeeTy & Hepycaanms
Ch CAAROK REAHKOK B
WECTRCOTHOE ARAAECATOE

KOEAZKAO EQECH MQPHAT OT HIOAEH OEQ'K3ANHE, 4 oT

WECTOE ARTO W 0

HECTOPHAN, EZKE HE HMENORATH XQHC’I‘A ChINOM EO2KHHM

MOCMOANA BOMAOLHENHA.

H Borom. Tako Ke H HHA MHoOra oT HNLIX EQETHK

HABKIK 3444 YVYENHA H TAKO C'hCTARH CEOE MPEAECTHOE

VUYENHE H TOTOM EhICTh C’FAp'kHLI.IHNA PASBOHNHKOM,

B'hCXOT 2KE H LAk ELITH CAQAKHNOM, HO HE CELICThCA

EMVY, EALWIE 2Ke OAEQIKHM E'RCOM HEYHCTHIM, KENA

Ke _EM0 BHAA EM0 MHOIAZKAKI OT Bkea PASEHRAEMA,

CKOOEALIE H TYKAALLE, AKO 34 TAKORA MVZKA MOCAINY

E'RcHA H HercToRA. OH Ke MAATOAALLE, AKO AI'MEAWMH

TIATKHAAECATOE 3K ARTO
Hpakana uapa ARHCA
nkKTo Maxymers
APABAANHN HIKE

nepeke Kora Ericrh ©
N'RKOTOPKIA BAORHLH, EA
HE NOATH CeRR KENY H
Mo cHX KNASh BRIBR HAA

ARAAETCA, H TOr0 gAAH TAKO BhIRAKW, H HAQEYE CERE

passonnHKkH. Ha makyio

NMPOPOKA H AMOCTOAA BOZKHA, H HAYAT VYHTH CROEH

HAMAAECA MOPAOCTH,

NPEAECTH CAQAKHNKI H NEPChI H H3MAHATANKI, H MHO3SH

AKO H Ljagh APARHCKAI

NocAEAORALIA MPEALCTH ero. GamM Ke 0TPAROK VMQE,

KOCXO'I"RA‘"h ELITH ...

H B OI'Hk ErM0 BAOIKH, pACC'klIENA HA 4YAcTH, 2KHAOBKA

N'RKaa

(£. 371)

AKO OTPAROK 2KHROT EI'O

CKONYACA, H Bk MNAAMENK

EM0 B'hAOZKHAA pASC"k'IENA

HA YACTH KHAORKA
wkkaa. (f. 383 ver.)

The passage, as O. Novikova rightfully claims, paraphrases
the chapter about the Sarracens', which is also found in TSL

730.

It shows that Climin not only copied this chapter, but

also added some facts, which he took from Riccoldus’ work.
These facts are unique and can not be found in other popular
works about Islam known in Slavic tradition, namely those of

Damascinus’ and Euthimius’.

The last problem that must be highlighted is language of
the work. Sobolevsky characterized it as difficult to compre-
hend. It is indeed obscure and systematically present features

1 More about this chapter see note 4.




which are unusual for Old Church Slavonic such as regular con-
fusion between Dativus and Accusativus found in every copy
of the text. This confusion could be illustrated the best by these
examples:

a. AKO AA K"kaN"h E\rAE'I‘Is ARAEM, I'IO‘IAC'I"\{ MAAAACA NEA\{[‘OM A\(KAKhIM

rAAroAAIlE arreay ¢ num raaroasuy (f. 371).

o

va BePaing kdToxdg Tig elvon motednTal, cuveydg TnTwY, Eleyev
Gyyehov adT®d cvAhodeiv (Con. Mahom. 1116D).

b. onn naue NMPHOBLHARTCA CAPPAKHNOM™ I"'AAIOAALLIE NE HOF\{ POAHBLIYCA

W BAAKENHBIA AERKI, HO YeaoBeks Hueyen Xpuerocs (f. 371 ver.).

ol pdéAioto Kowvovolol Xappoknvoic Aéyoviec un Geov
veyevvijobou €k tfic Mopiag IMoapBévov, GAN’ dvBpwmov ’Incodv
Xpiotov (Con. Mahom. 1117A).

These examples show an unusual usage of what formally
seems to be Dativus Absolutus with subject expressed with
Dativus and semantic predicate with participle in Dativus,
but Greek text shows that this structure was used to translate
Accusativus cum infinitivo, which seems unexpected. The
second example shows that this structure was sometimes
interrupted and Dativus substituted with Accusativus making
this phrase hard to understand in Slavonic text. This method of
translation is used throughout the text and could not have been
a single mistake, but rather author’s idea of how this Greek
structure should be translated.

In conclusion, this paper presents an overview and does not
seek to give a definitive answer to all questions raised. Rather,
the aim is to show that this text contains problems that are yet
to be investigate. It establishes a backdrop against which future
work will continue as the author works to solve the most principal
problems related to this text, including linguistic features presented
in the text, and the textual relationships between different copies
of the text. A further attempt was made to show that this text did
not go unmentioned by other intellectuals, but was noted and used
in polemical or encyclopedic compositions.
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PRIMARY OBSERVATIONS ON THE TEXTUAL HISTORY
OF CONRA LEGEM SARRACENORUM
IN SLAVONIC TRANSLATION OF 15thc.

Summary

The medieval text Contra Legem Sarracenorum, authored by Ric-
coldus da Montecroce, stands as a significant anti-Islamic work and
gained considerable recognition in Byzantine circles, particularly due
to its Greek translation by Demetrius Cydones. Scholars conducted
a thorough analysis of both Latin and Greek manuscripts, focusing
on their historical context and linguistic characteristics. This article
primarily aims to present key insights regarding the Slavonic translation
of'this text. This translation’s content remains largely unexamined, with
only a limited number of authors exploring it in their works. It remains
unclear which text served as the original for this work, how many
copies survived, when and where the translation was accomplished.
Few notes concerning the raised questions were left by A. Sobolevsky
in his catalog of Muskovian translated literature, however he failed
to provide any arguments in support of his remarks. This article will
attempt to build the basis for future investigations answering the most
crucial questions concerning the history of the Slavonic text.

Keywords: Contra Legem Sarracenorum; Slavonic translated literature;

Medieval Greek translations; Demetrius Cydones.

Daniel Kossarev
Institute for Linguistic Studies of the Russian Academy of Sciences
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DIRECT SPEECH IN THE KIEVAN CHRONICLE:
SOME FEATURES OF USAGE

= Ksenia Kostomarova (Russia)

Direct speech appears in the Primary Chronicle, the Laurentian
Chronicle, and the Kievan Chronicle from the very first entries.
Serving both as a way to reproduce someone else’s utterance and
as a unique text type that complicates narrative structure, it may
act as a valuable criterion for the development of Old East Slavic
chronicle writing. However, direct speech is rarely discussed as
an important marker of chronicle style. The only annalistic monu-
ment that consistently emphasizes its role is the Kievan Chronicle
(hereafter KC), preserved within the Ipatiev Chronicle from the
first quarter of the 15th century (I'mmon 2018; 'mmon, Tummx
2020; JlaBpenuenko 2018; 2022).

Individual linguistic features of KC have been described and
commented on by A. A. Zaliznyak (3ammsnsik 2008), P. V. Pet-
rukhin (Ilerpyxun 2003; 2008), A. A. Gippius, M. N. Shevele-
va (l'urmmnyc 2004; Illesenesa 2009; 2020), E. A. Vlasova, 1. S.
Yurieva (Bnacosa 2014; FOpsesa 2009; 2017; 2018), and M. V.
Skachedubova (Ckrauemyoosa 2019). A prominent characteristic of
KC that frequently attracts scholarly attention is the abundance of
princely dialogues, letters, and other “embedded fragments,” which
are analyzed in the works of J. P. Dashkevich, A. V. Yurasovsky
(FOpacosckuit 1982; 1983), and T. V. Gimon (I'mmon 2023). Less
developed, however, are topics exploring the linguistic and struc-
tural content of KC. In this article, I will set aside issues of textual
history and focus on annalistic direct speech as a subject in its own



right, examining the entries found in the Ipatiev Chronicle from
the years 1118-1200 through the lens of direct speech.'

1. Peculiarities of the usage of direct speech in KC

It might initially seem that a high frequency of direct speech is
a unique feature of KC, but this assumption does not hold true.
The large volume of direct speech replicas in the KC is probably
caused, first of all, by the large volume of the text in compari-
son to the Primary Chronicle (hereafter PC) and the Laurentian
Chronicle (hereafter LC). In the KC section covering 6626—
6708 (1118-1200), direct speech comprises approximately 25%
of the text, whereas in the PC, it accounts for around 35%. KC
also contains fewer lines of direct speech per manuscript page
than PC, averaging 4 lines per page compared to 5 in PC. The
only measure in which KC objectively surpasses PC and LC is
the regularity of direct speech in its annalistic entries, appearing
in 68% of KC’s articles, compared to 41% in PC and 39% in LC.

One might hypothesize that KC’s grammatical structures
in direct speech are distinct, perhaps reflecting a more verna-
cular language akin to that of birch bark manuscripts (e.g., the
distribution of past tense forms and use of enclitics) (3amu3nsK
2008: 84). However, it is worth noting that these non-standard
features in KC are also observed in later parts of PC (IlleBeneBa
2009: 154-165).

It is well known that the Ipatiev and Laurentian Chro-
nicles share textual layers, with identical or similar fragments.
Yet, the text of the Ipatiev Chronicle, particularly in the KC
sections, is significantly more extensive than the Laurentian
Chronicle (Bukym 2003; 2005; 2019; I'mmon 2018; 2022; 2023;
JlaBpernuenko 2021; FOprseBa 2022). Of particular interest re-
garding KC’s direct speech in the 1140—-1150s is that out of 197

!'In this perspective, the annalistic narrative, covering a wide range of historical
events involving princes, churchmen, ordinary people, allies and rivals, creates
space for the inclusion of different types of quotation in the text — direct, indirect
and indirect speech (Bmacosa 2014: 18). Of all the types of citation in this paper I
will be interested in direct speech. According to E. A. Vlasova calculations, direct
speech makes up 86% of all foreign speech of KC and is the predominant form of
quotation in the annals of the XII-XIV centuries. (Brnacosa 2014: 54).
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shared fragments identified by I. S. Yurieva, the years 1140-
1159 include a striking concentration: 104 shared fragments,
with 36 in the 1140s and 68 in the 1150s. Among these 197
shared fragments, only 44 contain direct speech, and 34 of these
come from the years 1140—1150. Thus, these two decades ac-
count for more than half (52%) of all shared fragments between
KC and LC, as well as 77% of all shared lines of direct speech
in both chronicles.

It is notable, however, that in these shared fragments,
extended dialogues and speech types characteristic of KC are
largely absent. This may suggest that such long-form dialogues
could be a defining feature unique to KC.

(1) Correlation between the annual entries of KC and LC in terms of the
presence or absence of direct speech.



In the table above gray shading indicates annalistic articles
where direct speech is absent, vertical shading denotes articles
with direct speech, and dotted shading highlights articles where
corresponding fragments of direct speech in LC and KC appear
in different years due to a chronological shift caused by the
asynchronous adoption of the March and ultramarch dating sys-
tems. Black shading marks the annalistic article of 1179, which
is omitted in KC due to this chronological shift.

The primary distinctions of KC’s direct speech, which set
it apart from other early Old East Slavic chronicles, appear to be
linked not to grammar or frequency but rather to the contexts in
which direct speech appears, the range of replica types used, and
the specific types chosen by the chronicler in each instance. In
KC, two thematic categories of direct speech emerge, which are
present across the PC, KC, and LC: secular and ecclesiastical
direct speech. Within secular direct speech, several structural
(monologue, dialogue) and functional (exclamation, internal
speech, message) types of replicas are identifiable. The distribu-
tion of these types varies significantly between different chron-
icles. In contrast, ecclesiastical direct speech does not display
notable differences among the chronicles; in each (KC, PC, and
LC), it stands apart from secular direct speech and other annalis-
tic narrative due to its marked use of book language.

Two forms of direct speech in KC consist of dialogic lines,
directed at a specific addressee with an anticipated response,
and monologic lines, directed unilaterally — either without the
expectation of a response or without any clear addressee. Mon-
ologic lines occur far less frequently than dialogic ones in KC,
constituting only about 5% of all secular direct speech.

Dialogic direct speech not only exceeds monologic speech
in frequency but can also be viewed as a deliberate technique
used by the chronicler to construct a particular socio-political
landscape. When investigating this hypothesis, however, we en-
counter challenges related to the sheer volume of dialogic lines
in KC. Due to the difficulty of analyzing such an extensive cor-
pus synchronously, we employ network analysis to examine the
unique use of dialogic direct speech and its influence on the po-
litical narrative within KC.
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2. Network analysis of KC actors’ communications

Network analysis provides a framework for studying character
interactions through graph theory, allowing us to formalize intra-
textual relationships and plot structures. Our focus is primarily on
network analysis as a quantitative tool for examining characters’
speech. A character network or graph is constructed based on in-
stances of direct speech, visually displaying interactions among
characters. In this case, the network of KC characters is based on
interactions via direct speech and reflects the frequency of speech
exchanges among characters. The thickness of connections (edges)
between characters (nodes) in the graph indicates the frequency of
interaction, proportional to the number of exchanges between each
pair of nodes. Graphs were constructed with the Gephi platform.

Given that KC’s direct speech is unevenly distributed within
the text (e.g., it is sparse in the annalistic entries of 1118-1138,
increases sharply in the 1140-1150s, and subsequently declines),
I divided the KC text into four chronological segments and con-
structed a social network for each period to examine character
interactions over time. These segments align with periods when
direct speech increases within annalistic entries.

2.1. Until the death of Yaropolk Vladimirovich (1118-1139)

The network graph for 1118-1139 reflects a simple, undeveloped
communication system. Direct speech in this period primarily con-
sists of monologic lines, with the only dialogue occurring between
Mstislav Vladimirovich and Hegumen Gregory, who invites the
prince to kiss the cross. The central figure in this graph is Vsevolod
Olgovich, who addresses the greatest number of interlocutors. First
mentioned in KC in 1128 in the context of a campaign against the
Polovtsians, Vsevolod became Prince of Kiev in 1139. Interesting-
ly, Mstislav and Yaropolk Vladimirovich, who were Kiev princes
from 1125-1132 and 1132-1139, respectively, are positioned at
the graph’s periphery, while their father, Vladimir Vsevolodovich
Monomakh (Prince of Kiev from 1113 to 1125), is absent from
all dialogues mentioned by the chronicler. Thus, the most active
character in the network is not necessarily the most influential or
central prince.



(2) Network graph for 1118-1139 showing communication between the actors.

2.2. Until the death of Izyaslav Mstislavich (1140-1154)

The period between 1140 and 1154 is marked by a significant in-
crease in dialogue variety and intensity. The communication net-
work for these years reveals two central nodes, around which most
other characters are clustered.

(3) Network graph for 1140-1154 showing communication between the actors.
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The first central node, with connections to the largest num-
ber of interlocutors, is Izyaslav Mstislavich. He exchanges direct
speech most frequently with the people of Kiev and his uncle, Vya-
cheslav Vladimirovich. Based on the volume of spoken lines and
the number of interlocutors, Izyaslav emerges as the central figure
not only in this segment but also across the entire annalistic record.
In KC, he speaks approximately 186 lines and engages in dialogue
with numerous characters. This high frequency of Izyaslav’s direct
speech corresponds with the years of his rule in Kiev (1146—1149,
1150, 1151-1154), during which the Chronicle’s entries become
significantly longer and contain more direct speech.

The second central node, Svyatoslav Olgovich, is an adversary
of Izyaslav, with relations deteriorating following the murder of Igor
Olgovich by the people of Kiev. Svyatoslav primarily exchanges
lines with Yury Vladimirovich Dolgoruky. Each of these two central
figures possesses an extensive but largely separate network of inter-
actions. However, there exists a group of intermediary nodes linked
to both Izyaslav and Svyatoslav, with significant interconnections.
Among these key intermediaries, who engage in dialogue with both
Svyatoslav Olgovich and Izyaslav Mstislavich, are:

1.  Vsevolod Olgovich — Svyatoslav Olgovich’s brother and
Prince of Kiev from 1139-1146. In KC, dialogues between
Vsevolod and his brother Svyatoslav during Svyatoslav’s
reign in Novgorod, as well as with Izyaslav Mstislavich re-
garding loyalty oaths, are mentioned.

2. Svyatoslav Vsevolodovich’> — Svyatoslav Olgovich’s
nephew, who attempts to maintain ties with his uncle
while also aligning himself with Izyaslav Mstislavich.

3. Izyaslav and Vladimir Davydovich, who, in an effort to pro-
tect their Chernigov lands, ally with Izyaslav Mstislavich,
yet also cooperate with their cousin Svyatoslav Olgovich in
their pursuit of Novgorod-Seversky?>.

2 Father of Svyatoslav Vsevolodovich - Vsevolod Olgovich - brother of Svyatoslav
Olgovich. Mother of Svyatoslav Vsevolodovich - Agafya (?)-Maria (?) Mstislava
- daughter of Mstislav Vladimirovich and sister Izyaslav Mstislavich. (About
Agafya-Maria see (JIutBuna, Yeneuckuii 2006: 461, 679)).

3 Izyaslav and Vladimir Davydovich - sons of David Svyatoslavich, grandsons of
Svyatoslav Yaroslavich.



4. Yury Vladimirovich Dolgoruky, who collaborates both with
his ally Svyatoslav and with his main rival, Izyaslav, in the
contest for the throne of Kiev.

Special attention should be paid to Vladimir Volodarevich,
who died in 1152, whose political strategy primarily involved
maneuvering between the Kiev princes, Yuri Vladimirovich and
the Hungarian king, reflecting his intermediate (even relative to the
center) position in the graph. On the periphery of the graph, there
appears a distinct smaller cluster, at the head of which is Izyaslav
Mstislavich’s brother — Rostislav Mstislavich. He, Izyaslav, and
their uncle Vyacheslav Vladimirovich form a closely interconnec-
ted communicative triangle, with Vyacheslav effectively acting as
a surrogate father to the Mstislavich brothers. The primary sub-
ject of dialogues within this triangle is the discussion of military
actions and joint decision-making. In communications between
Izyaslav, Rostislav, and Vyacheslayv, it is typically Vyacheslav who
initiates the conversation or sends letters. Within the dialogues be-
tween Izyaslav and Rostislav, Izyaslav generally acts as the initia-
tor, thereby establishing a particular hierarchy of seniority within
the triangle. This family-based hierarchy of seniority is largely
grounded in the agreement between Izyaslav Mstislavich and Vya-
cheslav Vladimirovich: musr mou ecu omoys a mot mou u coins y
mebe ombya Hromy a y MeHe CblHA HIoniynib d mbol JHce MOU CblHD
mbul JHce mou 6pam'b U HA momMvd KPpbCmMvb 4bCNIbHbIU Yelosacma
(PSRL 2 1908: 418) (see further JlaBpendyenko 2021: 150—153).

After the death of Izyaslav Mstislavich in 1154, and the shift
from his characteristic policy of active engagement with neighbors
and Western monarchs to a policy focused on internal stabilization
among princes, the system of character interactions loses its cent-
ral pivot.

2.3 Until the death of Andrei Bogolyubsky (1155-1175)

In 1155-1175, the graph consists of several dispersed groups, each
centered on the princes who, at some point during this twenty-year
period, temporarily held the Kiev throne: Yuri Vladimirovich,
Rostislav Mstislavich, Mstislav Izyaslavich, Gleb Yurievich, and
Vladimir Mstislavich. Among them, there is one prince who openly
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defied the throne of Kiev — Andrei Yurievich Bogolyubsky, whose
death is notably recounted in the 1175 chronicle entry. The interac-
tion between Svyatoslav Olgovich and Izyaslav Davydovich is the
most frequent during 1155-1175, with most of their dialogues cen-
tering around the transfer of Chernigov to Svyatoslav. Izyaslav’s
final chronicle speech is also addressed to Svyatoslav.

(4) Network graph for 1155-1175 showing communication between the actors.

Equally noteworthy is the communicative triangle comprising
Mstislav Izyaslavich, Vladimir Mstislavich, and the Berendichi.
The emergence of this triangle relates to a narrative concerning
Vladimir’s breach of his oath to Mstislav and his attempt to
“reconcile” with the Berendichi — an effort that ultimately fails
as Vladimir’s retinue refuses to remain with him, transferring
their allegiance instead to Mstislav. Symbolically, the frequency
of dialogue exchanges between the three main parties in this
conflict is less than the frequency of exchanges between Vladimir
Mstislavich and his retinue.



This example effectively illustrates how, with its sparse
structure, the graph for 1155-1175 reveals an emerging trend in
the changing communicative role of the princely druzhina. As
potential addressees and interlocutors, the druzhina appear in
nearly every group on the graph, with each group centered around
a former, current, or future prince of Kiev. At the same time, the
druzhina exhibit differing communicative strategies, with some
being “silent” and others “speaking.” The latter frequently engage
in dialogue with their prince, and KC includes eight of these
“speaking” druzhina. The emergence of these speaking druzhina
can be summarized as follows: the more central the prince’s role in
the narrative, the more he communicates with his retinue. Typically,
the druzhina of the prince of Kiev is most communicative, but
during periods of frequent change on the throne, the druzhina
of each claimant to the throne also take on notable importance,
while the “silence” of the peripheral princes’ druzhina reflects the
secondary roles of their princes within the main narrative.

The Kievan chronicler often makes the motivations of central
figures clear to the reader, frequently achieving this by shifting from
narration to direct quotations of the princes’ speeches, messages,
internal monologues, and dialogues (notably between princes
and their retinues). The druzhina can offer advice to the prince,
disagree with his actions, and advocate for their own interests,
thus complexifying the motivational structure and reducing the
chronicler’s need to insert explanatory commentary.

2.4 Years 1176-1196*

As with the previous chronological period, within the graph for
1155-1175,acommunicative triangle emerges, comprising brothers
Rostislav and Vladimir Mstislavich and their nephew Mstislav
Izyaslavich. In earlier periods, there had been no exchanges of
dialogue between them; however, in 1158, Mstislav Izyaslavich
and Vladimir Mstislavich invited Rostislav Mstislavich to reign in
Kiev, favoring his claim over that of Izyaslav Davidovich.

*In articles after 1196 there is no dialogic direct speech.
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(5) Network graph for 1176-1196 showing communication between the actors.

After the death of Rostislav in 1167, Vladimir Mstislavich,
according to KC, invited Mstislav Izyaslavich to reign, thus
reforming the triangle. In the graph for 11761196, communication
once again centers around multiple clusters, each led by actors
from the next generation. The number of princely speeches
increases, and the central node — Rurik Rostislavich — re-emerges,
with most connections clustered around him. The second central
node is Svyatoslav Vsevolodovich, while smaller clusters form
around Rostislav Rurikovich and Mstislav Rostislavovich. Ano-
ther peripheral node is Igor Svyatoslavich, whose replicas are
largely directed towards his retinue, relatives, and close associates.

Two of the most important characters — Rurik Rostislavich
and Svyatoslav Vsevolodovich — engage most frequently with
each other, as well as with Svyatoslav’s father and Rurik’s kin,
Vsevolod Yurievich, forming a third communicative triangle.
Within this triangle, the closest connection is between Svyatoslav



Vsevolodovich and Rurik Rostislavich, who transition from rivals
to co-competitors. Vsevolod Yurievich and Rurik Rostislavich
jointly present collective requests and demands to Svyatoslav. It
is noteworthy that Vsevolod Yurievich maintains close ties with
Svyatoslav Vsevolodovich through both amicable and conflictual
phases, including the dispute over Roman Glebovich’s rule in
Rostov.

The relationships of the three characters within this com-
municative triangle do not resemble the family council of Izyaslav
and Rostislav Mstislavich with Vyacheslav Vladimirovich from the
1140-1150, but they also do not replicate the model of power transfer
within the triangle of 1155-1175. The kinship connection between
Rurik and Vsevolod, along with the model of co—power between
Rurik and Svyatoslav, combine in this “triangle” elements from
both systems of interaction between the central characters from the
previous fragments of KC. Additionally, Rurik Rostislavich (partly
adopting the functions of his father Rostislav Mstislavich) actively
interacts with his brother Roman and Yaroslav Vsevolodovich — his
cousin.

In summarizing the system of communication of the actors
in all the considered fragments of the KC, we can confidently
say that the central node of the graph is usually occupied by
the power holders and those who actively claim power. As T.
I'umon notes, out of 270 years of “speeches,” only in 94 cases
was neither the sender nor the recipient the Kievan prince at the
time the speech was delivered. At the same time, 28 of these
94 “speeches” either involved the addressee or the recipient
becoming the prince of Kiev during the same year, and another
12 — in the following year (I'umon 2018: 67).

In terms of the number of uttered lines and the number
of interlocutors, the central figure in the entire annalistic com-
munication of KC is Izyaslav Mstislavich, who utters approxi-
mately 186 lines and enters into dialogue with dozens of actors.
Vyacheslav Vladimirovich, the second by the number of lines,
delivers only 104 statements. Such a significant amount of direct
speech from Izyaslav Mstislavich is determined by the fact that
the years of his reign in Kiev (1146-1149, 1150, 1151-1154) are
described in remarkable detail by the chronicler in KC: there is
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a sharp lengthening of annalistic articles, their elaboration, and
an increase in the total amount of direct speech included in the
narrative.

On the graph, a close cluster of regular “interlocutors” forms
around Izyaslav Mstislavich, and on the periphery of the graph,
small groups are formed, whose distance from Izyaslav Mstislavich
can be explained either by the characters’ detachment from the
main events covered by the chronicle (e.g., the Chernigov prince
Svyatoslav Olgovich), by the episodic nature of their appearance in
the narrative (Volodar Glebovich, Svyatoslav Yaroslavich), or due
to the episodic nature of their appearances in the narrative (Volodar
Glebovich, Svyatoslav Yaroslavich, and the murderers of Andrei
Bogolyubsky), as well as chronological reasons. In the annalistic
articles for the last decades of the 12th century, the Rostislavichi
and Olgovichi come to the fore, which is reflected in the graph by
the close connection between the characters of this group and their
general distance from the main actors of the 1120s and 1140s.

Conclusions

To summarize, we can say that in KC, not only the distribution of
direct speech in the annual articles is uneven, but also the density
of dialogues among the protagonists. The first annual articles,
continuing the tradition of the PC, contain very few dialogues,
while the bulk of direct speech is distributed between 1140 and
1199, with the concentration of dialogues being especially high
in the 40s—50s, which are the longest annual articles in KC. The
uneven intensity of communication is also reflected in the graph
structure, which quite accurately reflects not only the frequency
of interaction between the actors, but also the general picture
of personal and political relations between the princes. Thus,
in 1155-1175 — the period when several princes, most of whom
had their own narrow circle of allies and difficult relations with
rivals, were able to visit the Kiev table — the communication
network reached its utmost dispersion and had no common
central node. In 1140-1154, which mostly coincided with the
reign of Izyaslav Mstislavich, the communication network, on
the contrary, reached maximum centrality and connectivity.



It is important to note that the centrality of a node in the
Kievan Chronicle (KC) social network is not directly related
to the hierarchical position of the incumbent. For example, the
Prince of Kiev, contrary to expectations, is not necessarily and
often is not at the top of the graph. The top, as a rule, turns out to
be such an active person who aspires to occupy, occupies, or has
recently occupied the Kiev table. A conditional factor of cen-
trality turns out to be the actor’s proximity and connection with
the Kievan principality, but by no means is it always the title of
Grand Duke itself. An interesting peculiarity of the social struc-
ture of the KC turns out to be the regular, repeated occurrence
in different fragments of the KC of a communicative connection
within the group of three actors, one of which is necessarily the
current Prince of Kiev. Despite the fact that the nature of internal
interaction changes from triangle to triangle (it can be built on
the model of a family council or a system of successive power
transfer, including relatives or in-laws), these conventional “tri-
angles of interaction” — a recurring structural element of com-
munication, unconnected with specific actors — suggest the idea
of a stable and reproducible system of existence of the Prince of
Kiev and his immediate environment.

Another important feature that the graph allows us to see is
the communicative role of the princely druzhina. The druzhina
gains independence, the ability to speak, to answer, to agree,
and to disagree with its prince in proportion to the importance
and position of its prince. The talkativeness of the druzhina is
proportional to the importance of the prince: the druzhina of the
Prince of Kiev and those of the princes engaged in the struggle
for the Kiev table express themselves the most. The retinues of
other, peripheral princes are also regularly mentioned in the nar-
rative but, as a rule, remain silent.

We can speak of all the above—mentioned regularities as
principal features of the KC. Other chronicles record other strate-
gies for using direct speech. For example, having constructed
social networks of speakers in the articles for 1118—1139 in the
KC and in the LC, in KC we will see a centralized graph in
which dialogues are centered around Vsevolod Olgovich.
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(6) Network graph for 1118-1139 showing communication between
the actors in KL.

In LC, we see three isolated groups in which dialogues arise
around separate and independent plots:

(7) Network graph for 1118-1139 showing communication between
the actors in CL.

1.  Mstislav Vladimirovich’s violations of the cross kiss to
Yaroslav Svyatoslavich in the course of the struggle for
Chernigov;

2. Retelling of the plot about Rogneda and Vladimir;

3.  Vsevolod Olgovich’s conflict with Vladimirovich and
Mstislavich.

Social networks and graphs are a tool to analyze the less-
obvious relations between the actors, to reveal the structure and
characteristic features of their interaction, which become visible



after the formalization of the annalistic text. The system of
communication and dialogic relations between the actors of the
KC undoubtedly requires further research by various methods,
particularly network analysis.

The system of communication of the actors in the considered
fragments of the KC shows that the graph’s central point is usually
occupied by the power holders and those who actively claim
power. Of two hundred and seventy annalistic “speeches,” only
in ninety-four cases (34%) neither the addressee nor the recipient
was at the time of sending the Kievan prince. At the same time, in
twenty-eight of these ninety-four “speeches,” either the addressee
or the recipient became a Kievan prince during the same year, and
in another twelve in the following year.
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DIRECT SPEECH IN THE KIEVAN CHRONICLE:
SOME FEATURES OF USAGE

Summary

The paper is devoted to the peculiarities of the use of direct speech in the
Kievan Chronicle, which significantly distinguishes it from other Rus’
chronicles. The study demonstrates that the unique features typical of di-
rect speech in the Kievan Chronicle appear to be connected not so much
to grammar and quantitative indicators of its use but also to the situations
in which direct speech appears in the chronicle text and to the specific
types of speech that the annalist employs. The paper further examines
social networks and communication graphs of annalistic characters con-
structed on the basis of direct speech. These tools enable an analysis of
non-obvious relationships between characters, revealing the structure and
distinctive features of their interactions that become evident only through
the formalization of the annalistic text.

Keywords: Kievan Chronicle; direct speech; network analysis; com-
munication.
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CULTURAL RELATIONS BETWEEN MUSCOVY AND
THE ITALIAN STATES BETWEEN THE 15th AND

16th CENTURIES: RESEARCH PERSPECTIVES AND
METHODOLOGIES

» Teresa Lombardi (Italy)

1. 1. Introduction

Relations between Italy and Russia between the 15" and 16" cen-
turies are a current issue in Slavic studies'. During this period the
conditions for an intensification of relations between Muscovy and
the Italian peninsula occurred: on the one hand, Muscovy gathered
powers around itself and rose to become a modern state’. On the
other hand, the Italian peninsula was in its full Humanistic splen-
dour, and its economic and political role, central up until now, was
beginning its downfall. In addition, under the threat of the Turkish
Empire, Italian rulers were in desperate need of involving the pow-
erful army in the crusade. Alongside all of this, it is important to re-
member the essential impact of the Byzantine diaspora, who played
the role of mediator in these exchanges: having spent long years
exiled in the Italian courts, the Byzantines had learnt their customs,
their language, and their Humanistic and diplomatic practices. The
increase in contacts between these two geopolitical areas generat-

'"This has been evidenced for instance by the PRIN MaximHum — Humanistic
Italy and sixteenth-century Muscovy in dialogue: Digitization and digital
mapping of the work of Maximus the Greek — which aims to outline the
humanistic influence in Muscovy mediated by Maximus the Greek; and the
conference Renaissance and renovatio in sixteenth-century Russia. Tests of
dialogue and cultural relations with the West held in Florence in April 2023.

2 With the definitive liberation from the Tatar yoke (1480) and the progressive
annexation of all the independent Russian principalities, and finally that of
Pskov (1510), Muscovy wished to modernize from several points of view.



ed interest and a certain degree of mutual influence. To Muscovy,
aspiring as it was to modernize and compete with other European
powers, Italy was the land of innovation, a model to replicate®. In
the Italian States, on the other hand, Muscovy had a multifaceted
appeal: commercial, political, and purely Humanistic*.

It is essential to establish what information and beliefs were
circulating at the time: there was an abundance of treatises, reports
and maps in the Italian peninsula concerning Muscovy (Kynpssies
1997, 2013, 2017a, 2017b, 2020). On the other hand, in Moscow
written news about the West spread thanks to a handful of infor-
mation contained in travel reports and notes, as well as in some
chronicles (Garzaniti 2003; Maracosa 2009; Hlavacova 2015).
The large number of travellers, clergymen (Romoli 2010), diplo-
mats (MaracoBa 2020), merchants (Kympssues 2014), and archi-
tects (Shvidkovskii 2013; Rossi 2018; Fasce 2004), who travelled
around over the decades and left a trace of what they had seen,
allowed this information to be transferred to and from.

Even though it has been debated on for quite some time,
we can now safely claim that through these intense contacts and
movements Humanism and Renaissance also arrived in the Rus-
sian lands. In fact, a phenomenon similar to Renovatio Christiana
arose in Moscow (Garzaniti 2020; Tomelleri 2013). At the same
time this caused a massive number of translations of texts, both
religious and secular, from Latin and/or Italian vernacular into
Church Slavonic (Tomelleri 2006; Maracora 2020; Ka3zakosa
1964). It is essential to remember that this Western Humanistic in-

3 This appears primarily from the hiring of Italian architects to build a modern
capital, with state-of-the-art churches, official buildings and city walls. Secondly,
thanks to the Byzantines, they created a solid diplomatic apparatus, based on
the Venetian model. Finally, the Byzantine intellectuals fled to Moscow helped
revise the Sacred Texts, also drawing on the Italian Vulgata.

* First of all, Muscovy appeared to the West as a land full of precious goods
(especially furs and hunting animals), but for humanists and travellers it was
also an unexplored and unknown territory to be discovered and told about. In
addition, it is essential to remember that Muscovy was at the centre of the Latin
Church's plan to carry out an anti-Turkish crusade, and therefore numerous
embassies attempted to involve the Grand Prince in this project.
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fluence was mediated by exiled Byzantines: from the marriage of
Zoe Sophia Palaiologina with Ivan III (1472) onwards the Greek
diaspora began to arrive in the Muscovite court. There the Byzan-
tines were employed as both translators and diplomats, that is to
say mediators. Among the several prominent figures of the diaspo-
ra we mention members of the Trakhaniot family (Maracosa 2017,
2020), and Maximus the Greek (Romoli 2010, 2019, 2020, 2021a,
b, ¢; Garzaniti 2008, 2024).

1. 2. Project objectives

My research, called “Cultural Relations between Muscovy and
the Italian States between the 15th and 16th Centuries: Itineraries,
Protagonists, Documents”, intends to outline the complexity of the
cultural relations between Italy and Muscovy in the period approx-
imately ranging from the Council of Ferrara-Florence (1438-39) to
the Council of the One Hundred Chapters (1551).

Firstly, we tried to collect information on who the architects
of these relations were, what their testimonies were and what
sparked their interest. Through this process, we aim to highlight
the general dynamics of the relationships and mutual perceptions
arising from them. We will also underline the consequences of the
proximity of Muscovy to Humanism and the Renaissance.

From the point of view of the practical approach, through the
collection of published and unpublished primary documentation, the
compilation of two inventories has been planned, one for the protag-
onists of these relations, and the other for their testimonies. These
inventories will offer a first catalogue as a starting point for further
investigations in this vast field for the academic community.

2. 1. Inventory of People. Structure

For the inventory of people, we have adopted different analysis
criteria. First, we divided them by geographical area of origin: so
far, there are ten Russians of the Grand Principality of Moscow;
twenty-two Byzantines settled in Muscovy; and forty-seven Ital-



ians from State of the Church?, the Duchy of Milan®, the Republic
of Venice’, the Republic of Florence?®, and the Republic of Genoa.

We then arranged all of them chronologically to highlight the
correlation between their period of testimony and historical events:
for example, the Council of Ferrara-Florence, or the mission of
Semén Tolbuzin to hire a master architect in Italy. In addition, we
included the role and type of mission. From this it emerged, for
example, that in the Russian area exchanges and missions were
carried out by ecclesiastics (1438-39) and by diplomats (1470s,
1490s and 1520s). Among those of Byzantine origin, we found
three political figures®, eleven diplomats and six clergymen!® who
in many cases played intellectual roles as well. Finally, from the
Italian peninsula, we included eighteen people related to the ar-
tistic-architectural field (architects, but also stonecutters, black-
smiths, etc.)!!, seventeen diplomats'?, five merchants, three trav-

>They come from Rome, as well as Bologna and Ferrara, both under the papal rule.
Two of them, namely Julius Pomponius Leto and Giovanni Francesco da Potenza,
were born in the Reign of Naples, but they spent most of their life working in Rome.
¢ Along with people born and raised inside the territories controlled by the
Duchy of Milan, there are also a few craftsmen who came from the near Duchy
of Savona but were likely hired in Milan.

"Most of the Ttalians (18) came from the Republic of Venice (Venice, Vicenza,
Verona, Padova, Treviso). Beside them, we could also count the members of
the Della Torre family who ultimately worked for the Sacred Roman Empire,
but came from the region of Gorizia, for a long time contested between Venice
and the Empire.

81t is important to remember that Florence was a republic (at times de facto, at
times de iure) up until 1532 when it became the Duchy of Florence and then in
1569 the Grand Duchy of Tuscany.

°Princess Zoe Sophia Palaiologina (arrived in Moscow in 1472), Prince Andrew
Palaiologos (visited Moscow in 1480 and 1490), and Prince Constantine of
Mangup (arrived in Moscow in 1472).

1"The Byzantines mainly arrived in Moscow in 1472 with Zoe Sophia Palaiologi-
na. Some of them went in the late 1480s, mainly to serve the growing Muscovite
power. Finally, in 1518 came the delegation of monks from Mount Athos, led by
Maximus the Greek.

'From the arrival of Aristotle Fioravanti in 1475 onwards, there was an uninter-
rupted flow of architects and craftsmen to Moscow up until the 1530s.

2Even though diplomatic relations were continuous throughout the period of
analysis, however some peaks of intensity are clearly visible: in 1468-1472 for
the organisation of the marriage of Ivan IV with Zoe Sophia Palaiologina; in
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ellers (1460 ca., 1480 ca., 1510 ca.), two hunters (1476) and one
doctor (1490).

Another interesting criterion of analysis concerns the com-
missioning of the missions: it allows us to highlight the names of
those who never carried out any mission or exchange, but who
played a decisive role in making them happen. The commissioners
are generally rulers (e. g. Grand Prince Ivan IIl, Vasily III, Pope
Clement VII) and prominent political figures (Cardinal Bessarion).

2. 2. Inventory of People. Issues

In compiling this inventory, however, it emerged that a fair number
of figures left no written testimony, or at least no document relating
to Italian-Muscovite relations. Therefore, we divided the inventory
between “speaking” figures and “silent” or mediating figures who
travelled, but without direct testimony of it. The Russians, who
travelled much less towards Italy, have for the most part documented
it: only three out of eleven did not write anything about it. In the
Byzantine context, half of the people are silent, but only regarding
the Italian peninsula: in fact, since most of the Byzantines whose
names are known to us were intellectuals as well as ambassadors or
clergymen, many of them left texts of various kinds".

Finally, we have the greatest imbalance in the Italian con-
text: out of forty-seven people, twenty-eight left no direct trace
of their travels to Moscow. For the most part these figures were
diplomats, perhaps provided with credentials, but whose accounts
of their missions may have been lost; or they were craftsmen who
accompanied great master architects but were illiterate.

3. 1. Inventory of Documents. Structure

In the inventory of documents, we first assigned to each tes-
timony an alphanumeric code that identifies the geographical

1515-1525 and from 1550 onward to secure the involvement of the Grand Prince
in the crusade against the Turks.

13 As an example, Constantine prince of Mangup, who then became a monk and
was named Kassian, wrote several hagiographies.



area of origin of the author and the type of testimony, in order to
immediately identify the type of texts. For instance, the Khozh-
dente na florentiiskii sobor is coded RR1, the first r standing for
Russian and the second 7 for report. Beside dividing the cat-
alogue geographically, we also divided it chronologically. We
tried to connect the time of writing with a reference event that
would allow us to compare works from different sources but
related to the same event. A significant example of this is pro-
vided by the Russian embassy in Milan in 1486. Related to it
is a credential from Moscow, a credential letter from Milan and
the transcript of a speech on Muscovy made by the Byzantine
ambassador Yurii Trakhaniot' to the Sforza court.

At this point, however, it was essential to identify the type
of texts. From the Russian area we mostly have nine chronicles
and six diplomatic letters; three reports, sometimes disguised
in the form of a diary; two political treatises; and four works of
various kinds (polemic, historical, informative, speech). From
the Byzantines we have a chronicle; two speeches; two personal
letters and four epistles; a polemical work; and a story. Finally,
the highest number of documents come from the Italian pen-
insula: twenty-five official letters; four chronicles; nine maps;
six travel/diplomatic reports; six ethno-geographical treatises;
three personal letters; a naturalistic treatise; an informative
work; and the notes of Pomponio Leto'”.

For a more precise comparison it would be optimal if
sources from different countries were related not only to the
same event but also typologically. Unfortunately, that is not
always possible. Therefore, for an adequate analysis of the texts,
it is essential to identify their recurring themes. In most Italian

4The Byzantine Gidrgos Trachaniot@s, after his long years in the courts of the
Italian peninsula, became the most relevant ambassador in 15" century Musco-
vy and was later known as Yurii Trakhaniot.

5Tt is known that Julius Pomponius Leto undertook a journey to Muscovy
around 1480 and compiled a travel diary from it. Unfortunately, however, this
diary has been lost and all that remains of the Pomponian iter Scyticum are
some in-depth notes provided to his students in the lectures on Virgil's Georgics
(Maracosa 2009).
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testimonies, for example, we find notes on the climate and
means of transport!®; on commercial practices and goods!’; and
on buildings'®. But there are also notes on religious differences
and the political situation of Muscovy'. In Russian texts, on
the other hand, the most recurrent categories so far appear to
be architectural progress®; the exterior manifestation of the
religious sphere (churches, monasteries, relics, icons)?!; the
political structure of the different States?; the territory®.

Finally, we have reported the person who commissioned
each document, and/or the recipient. The entries here are more
or less the same as for the inventory of people.

1®Most authors (Ambrogio Contarini, Giosafat Barbaro, Giovanni Tedaldi) state
that during winter the Russians move with sleds, even very quickly. In summer,
on the contrary, with the melting of the snow, everything becomes swampy and
moving is difficult.

17This is clearly due to the appeal of the Russian lands for the fine furs (ermine,
sable, white fox), but also to the extraordinarily low costs of livestock to the
eyes of Western travellers.

18 What strikes the European interest is that most of the buildings were made of
wood, but this evolved over time with the arrival of Italian architects and the
progressive spreading of stone construction.

19 This appears especially in texts written by ambassadors who were there to in-
volve the Grand Prince in the crusade against the Turks (namely Alberto Campe-
se, Francesco Da Collo, and Paolo Giovio thanks to Dmitrij Gerasimov). There-
fore, there is an abundance of details about how pious the ruler and his people
are, how their rites do not differ so much from the Western ones, or the extent and
mightiness of the Russian army.

21n almost all sources it is mentioned the fact that the most important buildings
are large and built to perfection. The richness of the decorations (Florence,
Rome) and the use of materials such as marble and stone are often noted
(especially in the Khozhdenie na florentiiskii sobor, the Zametka o Rime, and
the Povest' o vos'mom Florentiiskom sobore by Simeon of Suzdal’).

2'For example, a central part of the Zametka o Rime is dedicated to the churches
of Rome (St. Paul, St. John the Baptist, St. Alexius), with descriptions regarding
the materials used, the size, and the sacredness of the place (e. g. the visit to the
place where St. Paul was martyred).

22 Emblematic is the Evropeiskoi strani koroli, a very short treatise of
geopolitics, probably reworked from a longer work in Italian, which lists the
various European rulers in order of importance, providing a brief explanation
of their title where necessary (Ka3akosa 1964).

B In particular, the Khozhdenie na florentiiskii sobor describes in detail the
places crossed by the Russian delegation traveling first to Ferrara, then to
Florence and back (Garzaniti 2003).



3. 1. Inventory of Documents. Issues

This inventory was also divided into two sections. The first sec-
tion concerns the original sources which refer to the Russian
context and the Italian context. The second section consists of
translations and re-workings in Church-Slavonic of Western
texts in Latin made by Russian or Byzantine scribes. The choice
of texts to be translated, in fact, testifies to a strong interest in
both religious and secular fields in the West. In addition to the
massive work of revising the Sacred Texts, among the religious
texts translated is the translation by the Greek Yurdi Trakhaniot
of Giovanni Della Torre’s account of the Spanish Inquisition
(c. 1490). Another example of religious text is the Skazanie ob
ikone Tikhvinskoi Bogoroditsy, a reworking based on the Ska-
zanie o Loretskoi Madonne, translated in 1530 by the Russian
diplomats Ermei Trusov and Timofei Sharap Lodygin. With re-
spect to the secular sphere, on the other hand, there is an interest
in Western philosophy?** and ancient epic®, as well as politics
particularly the Turkish matter?.

Conclusion

In the period between the 15" and 16" centuries the exchang-
es between Muscovy and the States of the Italian peninsula in-
creased drastically, encouraged by a series of political, religious

2 We mention for example a life of Aristotle (Skazanie o ellinskom filosofe, o
premudrom Aristotele) and a reworking of the Secretum secretorum.

3 The Historia destructionis Troiae is translated between the late 15th and early
16th centuries and influences various later reworkings including the Povest’ o
sozdanit i plenenit Trof, found in the Russkii khronograf'1512 (Tomelleri 2006).
2% Several works, both originals and translations, are attributed to Maximus
the Greek (Garzaniti 2024). Among the latter are the account of the capture of
Constantinople from the seventh chapter of Piccolomini's De Europa (Kiocc
1975) and the letter from the Turkish firman to the Doge Antonio Grimani
announcing the capture of Rhodes.

184 Symposium on Medieval Slavonic Studies



and cultural events. This is testified by written documents of
various kinds, from chronicles to treatises, from travel reports
to letters. The historical moment in question has indeed been
the subject of study by the scientific community for some time
now. However, studies that provide a more general framework
as a starting point for more in-depth analyses are lacking.

Therefore, the aim of this contribution was to show how
a reference base is being created to outline for the academic
community the fundamental coordinates of this period from
a historical and cultural point of view. This is being achieved
through the cataloguing of the people and the documents that
are the witnesses of these exchanges. Both inventories have
been arranged chronologically and geographically, and some
informative categories have been established to highlight, for
instance, the connection between major historical events and in-
dividuals’ travels. In the inventory of the people the most inter-
esting categories have appeared to be the role of the person and
the type of mission. This is additionally significant when con-
sidering which of these people left a written testimony of this
exchanges and which of them did not. Similarly, in the invento-
ry of the documents, the typology of the source emerged as the
most relevant category. It allows us properly to compare sourc-
es from different areas, but related to the same event. However,
it also shows that most of the time, this optimal comparison
is impossible, therefore making it essential to find a different
approach in analysing the sources. This approach consists of
tracing common themes across the various sources of the same
geographical origin, subsequently highlighting the correlation
to the time of writing and the typology. Through this analysis
we want to offer a glimpse of the mutual perception of the two
geopolitical areas, shedding light especially on the respective
affinities and diversities of the Russian cultural and religious
landscape and the Italian Humanistic one.
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CULTURAL RELATIONS BETWEEN MUSCOVY AND THE
ITALIAN STATES BETWEEN THE 15th AND 16th CENTURIES:
RESEARCH PERSPECTIVES AND METHODOLOGIES

Summary

During the period between the Council of Ferrara-Florence (1438-1439)
and the Council of the One-Hundred Chapters (1551), the relations
between the States of the Italian peninsula and Muscovy significantly
increased. The on-going research project intends to contribute to the
outlining of these relations, particularly in respect to the diplomatic
aspects, and the cultural ones (literary, artistic and architectonic). It
will also attempt to highlight some of the cultural similarities between
Muscovy and the Italian Renaissance, which is currently a subject of
study for the scientific community in Slavic studies. In fact, the Italian
humanistic influence on the Grand Principality is becoming more and
more evident: both in the literary — several translations of Latin and
Greek religious texts were made — and in the architectonic field — quite
a few Italian architects were employed to build the Kremlin walls and
various churches. At the same time, numerous were the Italian written
testimonies — travel and diplomatic reports, treatises, letters, maps —
referring to the Russian lands and peoples: this demonstrates an interest
towards the unknown typical of the Renaissance. This contribution
aims to illustrate the developments of the research up until now, its
methodologies and its future perspectives.

Keywords: Muscovy; Renaissance; X Vth century Italy; cultural influence.
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IL PROGETTO PRIN 2022 PNRR “MAXIMHUM”
(NR. P2022837KN):

LA COSTITUZIONE DEL CORPUS DELL’OPERA EDITA
DI MASSIMO IL GRECO E DELLE SUE TRADUZIONI
(MILESTONE 1)

= Francesca Romoli (Italia)
» Maria Chiara Ferro (Italia)’

1. Il progetto MaximHum

1.1. Finanziamento, durata, partecipanti

Il progetto “Humanistic Italy and sixteenth-century Muscovy in
dialogue: Digitisation and digital mapping of the work of Maxi-
mus the Greek” — MaximHum (nr. P2022837KN) si propone di di-
mostrare il “fattore umanistico” della vita e dell’opera di Massimo
il Greco e il suo ruolo di primo tramite in Moscovia della cultura
dell’umanesimo e dei valori della renovatio christiana. 1l progetto
¢ finanziato nell’ambito del PRIN 2022 PNRR e ha la durata di
un biennio (novembre 2023-novembre 2025). Ideato da Francesca
Romoli, coordinatore nazionale del progetto e direttore dell’uni-
ta di ricerca dell’Universita di Pisa, MaximHum coinvolge, oltre
all’universita di Pisa, le universita di Chieti-Pescara, la cui unita di
ricerca ¢ diretta da Maria Chiara Ferro, e I’universita di Bologna,
la cui unita di ricerca ¢ rappresentata da Alberto Alberti. All’avvio
del progetto, I’unita di ricerca pisana ¢ costituita per la parte sla-
vistica da Marco Biasio, Alessandro Goffi (assegnisti di ricerca) e

"Finanziato dall’Unione europea — Next generation EU, Missione 4, Componen-
te 1, CUP I53D23006710001 (Pisa), CUP D53D23019540001 (Chieti-Pescara),
CUPJ53D23016310001 (Bologna). Francesca Romoli ¢ autrice dei §§ 1-2, Maria
Chiara Ferro dei §§ 3-4.



Teresa Lombardi (dottoranda), per la componete informatica da
Letizia Ricci (assegnista di ricerca), 1’unita pescarese da Natalia
Guseva (assegnista di ricerca) e Beatrice Bindi (dottoranda)'.

1.2. Acronimo e logo

L’acronimo del progetto unisce i nomi ‘Maximum’ (Massimo il
Greco), ¢ ‘Humanism’ (umanesimo), e riduce in sintesi il titolo
esteso del progetto e con esso 1’idea portante di Massimo il Greco
come mediatore dell’umanesimo in Moscovia. Sull’idea del dia-
logo e del ponte tra culture ¢ stato creato anche il logo del pro-
getto, che mette in comunicazione sulle pagine di un libro aperto
due luoghi simbolo dell’itinerario di vita di Massimo il Greco: la
cattedrale di Santa Maria del Fiore di Firenze, rappresentata dalla
cupola del Brunelleschi, luogo in cui il giovane émigré bizantino
venne in contatto con Savonarola e con la sua predicazione, ¢ la
laura della Trinita di san Sergio, alle porte di Mosca, rappresentata
dalla cupole azzurre della cattedrale della Dormizione, dove, in eta
ormai avanzata, Massimo il Greco trascorse gli ultimi anni della
sua vita.

1.3. Scopo generale e obiettivi intermedi

L’orizzonte culturale entro il quale si inscrive il progetto ¢ quello
del contatto e del dialogo culturale tra Oriente e Occidente che si
instaura nella seconda meta del Quattrocento e si protrae fino alla
meta del Cinquecento, dialogo di cui Massimo il Greco ¢ uno dei
protagonisti piu vivaci. Lo scopo generale del progetto di dimo-
strare I’opera di mediazione della cultura umanistica che si realizza
nella vita e attraverso 1’opera di Massimo il Greco viene perseguito
attraverso il raggiungimento di obiettivi intermedi: la digitalizza-
zione della sua opera edita e delle sue traduzioni nelle lingue eu-
ropee moderne (Milestone 1); la mappatura digitale dei “fenomeni
umanistici” rintracciabili nella sua opera (Milestone 2); lo studio
dei “fenomeni umanistici” nel senso delle fonti e lo studio della
circolazione umanistica delle fonti (Milestone 3); la ricerca di ar-

"1l progetto ¢ stato prorogato al febbraio 2026. Al termine del primo anno
Carlo Inserra (assegnista) ¢ subentrato a Letizia Ricci. In corso d’opera sono
stati reclutati i consulenti Carla Congiu e Helen Cleary Aelmuire, e nell’unita
pescarese ¢ stata coinvolta la dottoranda Benedetta d’Egidio.
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chivio (Milestone 3); 1’elaborazione dei dati e la costruzione della
piattaforma che permettera la fruizione del corpus (Milestone 4).

Ognuno degli obiettivi intermedi prevede una serie definita
di azioni finalizzate al suo raggiungimento. In questa sede si illu-
streranno le azioni che sono state intraprese ai fini del raggiungi-
mento del primo obiettivo intermedio, ovvero la digitalizzazione
dell’opera edita di Massimo il Greco e delle sue traduzioni nelle
lingue europee moderne (Milestone 1). Il metodo e i criteri di co-
stituzione del corpus dell’opera di Massimo il Greco, compito che
compete all’unita di Pisa, saranno illustrati da Francesca Romo-
li, il metodo e i criteri di costituzione del corpus delle traduzioni,
compito assegnato all’unita di Chieti-Pescara, saranno descritti da
Maria Chiara Ferro. Per la parte specificamente informatica del
progetto si rimanda a Romoli, Del Grosso, Ricci 2024.

2. La costituzione del corpus dell’opera edita:
metodo e criteri

2.1. L’opera edita
Per ‘opera edita’ di Massimo il Greco si intende la sua produzione in
lingua slava, ovvero le opere (originali e traduzioni) da lui prodotte
nel periodo moscovita della sua vita, dal 1518, anno del suo arrivo a
Mosca, fino al 1556/1557, anno della sua morte. A queste si aggiun-
gono le epistole greche degli anni del soggiorno italiano, che, allo sta-
to attuale delle conoscenze, spaziano per datazione dal 1492 al 1504.
La costituzione del corpus ha previsto come azioni necessa-
rie il censimento e la catalogazione dell’intera opera di Massimo
il Greco, la verifica delle edizioni esistenti con la conseguente de-
limitazione del corpus dell’opera edita, la ricerca e il reperimento
delle edizioni, la loro trasformazione in digitale e la codifica dei
testi. In questa sede, come anticipato, si riferira in particolare del
metodo e dei criteri sulla cui base ¢ stato condotto il lavoro di co-
stituzione del corpus (cft. § 1.3).

2.2. 1l catalogo Ivanov 1969 e le edizioni 1984-2014

Allo stato attuale della ricerca, per poter stabilire quali sono le opere
edite di Massimo il Greco si dispone di strumenti tipologicamen-
te differenziati: da un lato, ciog, il catalogo generale di A.I. Ivanov
(1969), che rappresenta I’'unico inventario complessivo a oggi esi-



stente della sua opera, e dall’altro lato un certo numero di edizioni.

Considerato il disallineamento cronologico che si osserva
tra il catalogo di Ivanov e le edizioni scientificamente piu vali-
de dell’opera di Massimo il Greco, che compaiono a partire da-
gli anni Ottanta del secolo scorso e si collocano prevalentemente
nell’ultimo ventennio, si € scelto di avviare il censimento a partire
dalle edizioni. Si sono allora eletti a riferimento i primi due volu-
mi della nuova edizione dell’opera completa di Massimo il Greco
diretta da N.V. Sinicyna, stampati rispettivamente nel 2008 e nel
2014, il piano del terzo e ultimo volume dell’opera, che abbiamo
potuto consultare grazie alla generosita di L.I. Zurova, recente-
mente scomparsa, che era subentrata insieme a D.M. Bulanin alla
direzione dell’edizione dopo la scomparsa di Sinicyna, I’edizio-
ne del 2011 dei testi comuni alle raccolte intra vitam delle opere
di Massimo il Greco diretta dalla stessa Zurova e ’edizione del
1984 delle epistole e delle traduzioni dalla Suda curata da Bulanin
(Bynanun 1984, Makcum ['pek 2008, 2014, [2025], XKyposa 2011).

Sulla base di queste edizioni ¢ stato compilato un primo elen-
co di testi. L’elenco ¢ stato quindi riscontrato nel catalogo di Iva-
nov e integrato sulla base dei dati offerti al suo interno, con I’ag-
giunta dell’indicazione dei testi che restano esclusi dalle edizioni
del 1984-2014. Ivanov segnala per ogni testo anche le edizioni esi-
stenti, ovvero I’assenza di edizioni. Considerato 1’aggiornamento
del catalogo al 1969, ¢ stato in ogni caso necessario avviare una
verifica sistematica delle informazioni raccolte al suo interno volta
ad accertare la presenza di edizioni piu recenti per i testi registrati
come editi e la presenza di edizioni tout court per i testi registrati
come inediti. A valle di questo lavoro di verifica si € ottenuto un
elenco complessivo dell’opera edita e inedita di Massimo il Greco
aggiornato all’oggi.

2.3. L’inventario dell opera edita

Al fini della costituzione dell’inventario dei testi da acquisire in
digitale, I’elenco complessivo dell’opera edita e inedita di Massi-
mo il Greco ¢ stato riversato in un file Excel composto da piu fogli
di lavoro, cosi da pervenire a una sistematizzazione ottimale dei
dati. Parallelamente ¢ stata definita una rosa di parametri sulla cui
base descrivere I’opera edita, congelando 1’elenco dei testi inediti.
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Sulla base di tali parametri si € proceduto a ricercare, raccogliere e
inserire nell’Excel 1 dati necessari alla descrizione. A ogni testo ¢
stato assegnato un identificativo univoco, recuperando I’ordine nu-
merico delle opere dal catalogo di Ivanov, ovvero ricalcando tale
ordine nel caso di redazioni li non registrate; per i testi assenti dal
catalogo di Ivanov si ¢ invece adottato un identificativo costituito
dal record bibliografico dell’edizione scelta per la digitalizzazione.

2.3.1. Classificazione dei testi

Nel primo foglio di lavoro ¢ stata creata una riga per ogni testo.
I testi sono stati inseriti in questo ordine: per primi i testi edi-
ti in Makcum I'pek 2008, quindi quelli presenti in Makcum ['pek
2014, poi quelli previsti nel piano nel terzo volume Maxkcum ['pex
[2025], attenendoci per praticita all’ordine di comparsa dei testi
nei singoli volumi. Si sono cosi inventariate le epistole greche del
periodo italiano e larga parte della produzione originale slava di
Massimo il Greco. A seguire sono stati registrati i testi originali
slavi che restano esclusi dall’edizione 2008-[2025] ma che sono
disponibili in edizioni precedenti, dalla prima edizione dell’opera
completa di Massimo il Greco edita a Kazan’ nella seconda meta
dell’Ottocento (Makcum I'pex 1894-1897[1859-1862']) ad alcune
edizioni minori (per esempio Armu 1895). A questo punto sono
state inventariate le traduzioni di attribuzione certa di fonte nota,
che sono disponibili in edizioni pitt 0 meno datate. Rientrano in
questa sezione le traduzioni di testi sacri (il Salterio commentato e
il Salterio interlineare greco-slavo) e di commentari patristici inte-
grali (il commento di Giovanni Crisostomo ai Vangeli di Giovanni
e Matteo e agli Atti degli apostoli), la cui digitalizzazione esorbita
dall’orizzonte del progetto. Rientrano nella stessa categoria e negli
obiettivi del progetto le traduzioni dalla Suda, edite in Bynanun
1984, le traduzioni dal Fisiologo, disponibili in edizioni varie (per
esempio Illernosa 1911), la traduzione del racconto sulla presa di
Costantinopoli di Enea Silvio Piccolomini pubblicato in Kmocc
1975 e qualche altra versione. Si apre poi una sezione dal conte-
nuto piu variegato, nella quale confluiscono opere che allo stato
attuale della ricerca non possono essere classificate con precisione:
si tratta di testi appartenenti alla letteratura liturgica bizantina e
slava il cui status oscilla tra la traduzione ¢ il riuso (sul concetto di



riuso in Massimo il Greco come riflesso della pratica umanistica
di ‘semantizzazione’ dei testi della tradizione si rimanda a Romoli
2023 e Pomonu 2024a), che sono disponibili perlopiu in vecchie
edizioni (per esempio ITomos 1869, IMopdupser 1890, Jlonapes
1899, I'onmy6moBa 1911).

2.3.2. Descrittori (metadati)

Ogni testo ¢ stato descritto secondo parametri definiti. I descrittori
(‘metadati’ nel linguaggio dell’informatica) che sono stati indivi-
duati per una loro rappresentazione complessiva sono i seguenti:

- Identificativo dell’opera: ¢ I’identificativo univoco asse-
gnato ai singoli testi sulla base del catalogo di Ivanov, ovvero cre-
ato a partire dai dati dell’edizione scelta per la digitalizzazione,
come sopra indicato (cft. § 2.3);

- Lingua del testo edito: si indica la lingua del testo edito; la
lingua puo variare dal greco, lingua delle epistole del periodo ita-
liano e di qualche opera del periodo moscovita, allo slavo, lingua
prevalente del corpus;

- Relazione tra testi: si esplicitano eventuali relazioni tra
i testi (per esempio tra testi rappresentati in greco e in slavo,
ovvero tra piu redazioni di uno stesso testo, oppure casi di testi
abbinanati);

- Edizione di riferimento: si indica 1’edizione del testo scel-
ta per la digitalizzazione; in presenza di piu edizioni, si ¢ optato di
regola e salvo eccezioni dettate dalla reperibilita dei materiali, per
I’edizione piu recente, che di norma ¢ anche quella informata a pit
alti standard di scientificita; I’edizione ¢ indicata da un record bi-
bliografico breve secondo il modello ‘autore data: intervallo delle
pagine, posizione del testo nell’edizione’;

- Altre edizioni: si registra, con le stesse modalita usate per
I’edizione di riferimento, la presenza di eventuali altre edizioni;
nel caso di edizioni multiple i record sono ordinati per cronologia;

- Titolo editoriale: si registra il titolo del testo nell’edizione
scelta per la digitalizzazione; tra parentesi quadre se ne offre la
traslitterazione in alfabeto latino;

- Titoli editoriali alternativi: si indicano, con le stesse mo-
dalita di cui sopra, eventuali altri titoli editoriali reperibili in lette-
ratura; nel caso di titoli coincidenti con il titolo editoriale si segnala
la coincidenza senza ripetere il titolo;

196 Symposium on Medieval Slavonic Studies



- Titolo nel manoscritto: si registra il titolo del testo nel ma-
noscritto base dell’edizione scelta per la digitalizzazione; a secon-
da dell’edizione il titolo nel manoscritto base puo coincidere con
il titolo editoriale (¢ il caso, per esempio, dei testi editi in Makcum
I'pex 2014);

- Titoli alternativi di apparato: si riportano eventuali altri
titoli presenti nei manoscritti di controllo dell’edizione scelta per la
digitalizzazione e registrati negli apparati dell’edizione stessa; nel
caso di edizioni prive di apparato |I’informazione ¢ sempre assente;

- Incipit: si trascrive 1’incipit del testo nell’edizione scelta
per la digitalizzazione; per le epistole si segnala la presenza di spe-
cifiche formule epistolari;

- Desinit: si trascrive il desinit del testo nell’edizione scelta
per la digitalizzazione;

- Etichetta letteraria: si riporta, quando presente, 1’etichetta
letteraria attribuita al testo nella tradizione, ricavandola da titolo o
dall’incipit del testo stesso;

- Posizione del testo nelle raccolte intra vitam: si indica qui
la posizione del testo nelle raccolte Rumjancev, loasaf e Chludov
(sull’argomento si vedano Cunurpina 1977: 221-279 Bynanun,
[HamkoB 1984; XKyposa 2011: 3—18 e XKyposa 2013); all’interro-
gazione, il dato permettera di riproiettare i testi nelle raccolte che li
tramandano e di ricostruirne a ritroso la composizione;

- Attribuzione: si indica I’attribuzione dei singoli testi; in
assenza di un dubium esplicitato in letteratura, 1’opera si ritiene
originale; in caso di posizioni divergenti espresse in letteratura si
riportano le ipotesi esistenti legandole alla bibliografia di riferi-
mento; la rosa delle opzioni possibili prevede quattro alternative:
‘testo originale’, ‘traduzione’, ‘riuso’ (cfr. § 2.3.1), ‘dubium’;

- Datazione: si registra, quando nota, la datazione del te-
sto; nel caso di mancanza di accordo in letteratura, si riportano
le ipotesi esistenti insieme alla bibliografia di riferimento; com’e
noto, la datazione resta una questione aperta per molte delle opere
di Massimo il Greco; in linea di principio € possibile distinguere
tra le opere del primo periodo, precedenti cio¢ il primo processo
(1518-1525) e quelle del secondo periodo, successive al secondo
processo (1531-1556/1557), anche se in piu di un caso ¢ difficile
escludere che un’opera composta nel primo periodo possa essere
stata rielaborata nel secondo periodo;



- Ambito tematico: si indica ’ambito tematico e/o il genere
letterario (latamente inteso) del testo; a titolo di esempio si riporta-
no di seguito alcune delle opzioni possibili: ‘consolazione’, ‘dibat-
tito teologico’, ‘epistola dedicatoria’, ‘iconografia’, ‘nota biogra-
fica’, ‘ordini religiosi occidentali’, ‘polemica antislamica’, ‘prassi
liturgica ortodossa’, ‘riflessione linguistica’, ‘speculum principis’,
‘supplica’; vale la pena ricordare che lo studio della varieta di ge-
nere dell’opera di Massimo il Greco nel duplice riflesso della tradi-
zione umanistica ¢ della tradizione bizantino-slava ¢ questione im-
portante che merita (e attende) un’indagine attenta e approfondita;

- Traduzioni disponibili: si indica per ogni testo la disponi-
bilita di traduzioni, cosi da raccordare il corpus dell’opera di Mas-
simo il Greco al corpus delle sue traduzioni moderne.

2.4. Gli inventari complementari

Parallelamente sono stati predisposti gli inventari complementari
dei manoscritti base, dei manoscritti di controllo, I’inventario com-
plessivo dei manoscritti, dei repositori, dei destinatari delle opere
e della bibliografia (sulla base di questi inventari ulteriori saranno
create le liste esterne necessarie alla codifica dei testi).

2.4.1. I manoscritti base

L’inventario dei manoscritti base raccoglie I’insieme dei mano-
scritti sulla cui base sono stati editi i singoli testi nelle edizioni
scelte per la digitalizzazione. L’indicazione ¢ sempre presente
nelle edizioni piu recenti. In alcune edizioni piu datate, come per
esempio I’edizione Makcum ['pex 1894-1897, I’indicazione dei te-
stimoni di riferimento ¢, salvo rare eccezioni, generica e cumulati-
va, € come tale ¢ stata mantenuta, restando esclusa in questi casi la
possibilita di offrire un’indicazione piu puntuale.

I manoscritti base sono stati rappresentati nel secondo foglio
dell’Excel sulla base dei seguenti descrittori:

- Identificativo del manoscritto: ¢ I’identificativo univoco
assegnato a ogni manoscritto a partire dalla sua segnatura; di rego-
la lo si ¢ composto unendo 1’indicazione abbreviata del fondo di
appartenenza e il numero del documento;

- Edizione: si indica I’edizione scelta per la digitalizzazione;

- Record indiviso del manoscritto: si riporta la stringa di
descrizione del manoscritto presente nell’edizione scelta per la di-
gitalizzazione;
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- Codice di corrispondenza: si riporta la lettera, I’abbrevia-
zione o il codice che nell’edizione ¢ assegnato al manoscritto;

- Identificativo dell’opera: ¢ il consueto identificativo del
testo (che nell’edizione scelta per la digitalizzazione ¢ stato stabi-
lito a partire dal manoscritto base);

- Foliazione: si indica, dove disponibile, il locus del testo
nel manoscritto base;

- Informazioni aggiuntive: si riportano, dove presenti,
eventuali informazioni aggiuntive, per esempio la posizione (il ca-
pitolo) occupata dal testo nel manoscritto base;

- Presenza di mani diverse: si indica, dove nota, la presenza
di mani diverse; il dato ¢ disponibile per i testi contenuti nell’edi-
zione Makcum I'pex 2014, dove per ogni testo si segnala I’eventua-
le presenza nel manoscritto base (RGB, f. 173, MDA 42) di mani
diverse: la mano del copista/dei copisti, del revisore/dei revisori e
quella di Massimo il Greco.

2.4.2. I manoscritti di controllo

L’inventario dei manoscritti di controllo ospita I’insieme dei ma-
noscritti sulla cui base nelle edizioni scelte per la digitalizzazione
¢ stato riscontrato il manoscritto base e sono stati compilati gli
apparati. L’indicazione dei manoscritti di controllo, sempre pre-
sente nelle edizioni recenti, ¢ assente in alcune edizioni piu datate.
I manoscritti di controllo sono stati rappresentati nel terzo foglio
dell’Excel sulla base degli stessi descrittori usati per rappresentare
1 manoscritti base, indicando cio€: I’identificativo del manoscritto,
I’edizione, il record indiviso del manoscritto, il codice di corri-
spondenza, I’identificativo dell’opera, la foliazione, eventuali in-
formazioni aggiuntive.

2.4.3. L’inventario complessivo dei manoscritti
L’inventario complessivo dei manoscritti riunisce in un elenco uni-
co, nel quarto foglio dell’Excel, i manoscritti base e i manoscritti di
controllo, e ne offre una descrizione estesa indicando per ognuno:

- Identificativo del manoscritto: ¢ I’identificativo univoco
abbinato a ogni manoscritto negli inventari precedenti (cfr. §§
2.4.1-2);

- Repositorio: si riporta la sigla del repositorio in cui si con-
serva il manoscritto;

- Fondo: si indica, quando presente, il fondo a cui appartie-
ne il manoscritto;



- Collezione: ¢ I’indicazione della collezione di appartenen-
za del manoscritto;

- Numero: ¢ il numero che all’interno della collezione iden-
tifica il manoscritto come documento;

- Datazione: si riporta, dove disponibile, la datazione certa
o presunta del manoscritto.

2.4.4. I repositori
L’inventario dei repositori espande e integra I’indicazione dei re-
positori offerta nell’inventario complessivo dei manoscritti (cfr. §
2.4.3). I repositori sono descritti nel quinto foglio dell’Excel sulla
base dei parametri di seguito elencati:

- Sigla del repositorio nella lingua e nell’alfabeto del paese
in cui ¢ ubicato;

- Nome per esteso del repositorio nella lingua e nell’alfabe-
to del paese in cui ¢ ubicato;

- Traduzione italiana del nome esteso del repositorio, nel
caso di repositori esteri;

- Localizzazione del repositorio con indicazione della citta
e dello Stato in cui ¢ ubicato.

2.4.5. [ destinatari

L’inventario dei destinatari riunisce e sistematizza nel sesto foglio
dell’Excel le indicazioni presenti nelle formule di saluto delle epi-
stole e occasionalmente nei testi delle altre tipologie. I destinata-
ri sono distinti per appartenenza o per provenienza e raggruppati
idealmente in quattro categorie: bizantini, latini del sacro Romano
Impero, latini degli Stati della penisola italiana, slavi di Moscovia.
A ogni categoria corrisponde una sezione dell’inventario. All’in-
terno di ogni sezione i nomi sono ordinati alfabeticamente e i per-
sonaggi corrispondenti descritti sulla base dei parametri di seguito
elencati (in caso di identificazioni discusse si riportano le ipotesi
note e la bibliografia di riferimento):

- Identificativo del destinatario: ¢ I’identificativo univoco ab-
binato a ogni destinatario ed ¢ stato composto di regola unendo le
inziali del nome, del patronimico quando presente e del cognome,
ovvero, in presenza del solo nome, dalle prime lettere del nome;

- Forma standardizzata del nome: per i nomi non slavi si
indicano la forma nella lingua di origine, la forma italiana e quella
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russa in alfabeto cirillico; per i nomi slavi si indicano il nome, il
patronimico e il cognome per esteso, in russo ¢ in traslitterazione
in alfabeto latino;

- Eventuale attributo: si riporta, quando presente, 1’attributo
che si lega al nome nel testo, nella lingua del testo, in forma nor-
malizzata;

- Identificativo del testo: si registra, con il consueto identifi-
cativo, il testo in cui compare 1’indicazione del destinatario;

- Occorrenza: si registra la forma in cui compare I’indicazio-
ne del destinatario nel testo, nella lingua del testo, al nominativo.

2.4.6. La bibliografia

In un foglio separato dell’Excel, il settimo, si offre la bibliografia
delle edizioni e degli studi citate nell’inventario delle opere e negli
inventari complementari, suddivise per categoria. Nella sezione
delle edizioni si riportano in ordine alfabetico tutte le edizioni la-
vorate, sia quelle scelte per la digitalizzazione che quelle registra-
te come edizioni ulteriori; nella sezione degli studi si registrano,
sempre in ordine alfabetico, tutti gli studi a vario titolo citati nei
diversi fogli di inventario. Si adotta il sistema cosiddetto ‘autore
data’, indicando nella prima colonna del foglio il record bibliogra-
fico breve, costituito dal cognome dell’autore e della data del testo,
e nella seconda colonna il record bibliografico esteso.

2.5. Per una visione di insieme

Linventario dell’opera edita cosi costituito raccoglie una quantita
notevole di testi e di dati. Il totale delle opere censite sfiora le 400
unita, il totale delle opere edite si attesta sulle 267 unita, delle quali
239 saranno avviate alla codifica. I manoscritti complessivamente
censiti sono 123; 237 sono le occorrenze dei manoscritti nella fun-
zione di testimone base, 426 nella funzione di testimone di controllo.
I destinatari complessivamente censiti sono 42, 11 dei quali riman-
gono da identificare. Le edizioni registrate sono 77, gli studi 60.

3. La costituzione del corpus delle traduzioni: metodo e criteri

Come anticipato in apertura, al raggiungimento del primo obietti-
vo intermedio del progetto concorre la creazione delle traduzioni
dell’opera di Massimo il Greco nelle lingue europee moderne, di
cui si illustrano qui il metodo e i criteri (cft. § 1.3).



Il lavoro di censimento e catalogazione si ¢ articolato in due
fasi, ciascuna delle quali ha posto delle sfide a ha reso necessarie
delle scelte, che sono state risolte attenendosi al duplice criterio
di soddisfacimento degli obiettivi del progetto e di rispetto della
tempistica di realizzazione degli interventi.

3.1. Censimento e selezione delle traduzioni

Ai fini della costituzione del corpus delle traduzioni, sono stati an-
zitutto avviati il censimento e la catalogazione dei testi tradotti, tra-
mite il reperimento delle edizioni di interesse, in formato cartaceo
o in pdf (dove disponibili), e la predisposizione ¢ compilazione di
un apposito inventario su un file Excel. La prima scelta che ab-
biamo operato ha interessato la traduzione di excerpta variamente
estrapolati dalle opere, contenuti nella cospicua mole di letteratura
scientifica dedicata alla figura del monaco athonita; tenere traccia
di tutti i passi pitt 0 meno estesi offerti in traduzione da quanti han-
no sin qui scritto sul nostro autore ci ¢ sembrato poco utile, trattan-
dosi spesso di brevi periodi scelti, citati e tradotti per confermare
una precisa argomentazione dello studioso e raramente significa-
tivi fuori dal contesto del saggio critico che li ospita. Tuttavia, gli
estratti vengono considerati e inseriti in inventario quando prov-
visti di un titolo editoriale, che ne indica il criterio di selezione da
parte dell’autore-curatore della traduzione, come avviene nel caso
di alcuni brani contenuti in Denissoff 1943, in [pomos 1983 ¢ altri.
Ad oggi sono state individuate 47 edizioni di traduzioni, fra opere
complete ed excerpta. Per quanto concerne le traduzioni in lingua
russa, ¢ stato appurato che un volume (Maxcum I'pex 1993) con-
tiene la riproduzione delle traduzioni delle opere slave di Massimo
il Greco edite a Kazan’, realizzate nei primi anni del XX secolo
presso la Svjato-Troicko Sergieva Lavra, e per questa ragione non
¢ stato inventariato. Al contrario, i curatori del volume Makcum
I'pex 2006, celebrativo dei 450 anni dalla dipartita del monaco e
che riedita la traduzione delle opere spirituali ¢ morali (duchov-
no-nravstvennye slova), dichiarano di aver operato una revisione
e apportato delle mende all’edizione delle traduzioni del secolo
precedente (abbiamo verificato, in effetti, una precisione maggiore
nell’indicazione delle citazioni bibliche); in questo caso, il volume
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¢ stato preso a riferimento nel nostro inventario, in sostituzione del
corrispondente novecentesco (Makcum ['pek 1911).

Le lingue rappresentate nelle traduzioni sono 7, e precisa-
mente: francese, inglese, italiano, latino, neogreco, polacco, russo.
In linea con gli scopi del progetto, sono state al momento escluse
dal piano di digitalizzazione le traduzioni in neogreco, per un tota-
le di 4 edizioni, contenenti 169 testi; analogamente, il portale non
ospitera traduzioni di opere dell’autore diverse dalla corrispon-
denza del periodo italiano e dalla sua produzione slava. E stato
quindi avviato il lavoro preparatorio per la digitalizzazione delle
traduzioni in lingua russa ¢ nelle lingue che sono maggiormente
dominate in occidente dagli studiosi che si occupano di umanesi-
mo e rinascimento.

Al netto delle scelte operate, le traduzioni presenti in inventa-
rio ammontano a 265 in 6 lingue, distribuite come segue: la lingua
dominante ¢ il russo, per la quale disponiamo di piu traduzioni
di uno stesso testo redatte in epoche diverse, per un totale di 231
testi; in francese si contano 13 traduzioni, in polacco abbiamo 9
excerpta tradotti, 9 testi in lingua italiana, 4 in inglese ¢ 1 in latino.

3.2. Descrittori (metadati)

Il corpus di testi cosi costituito ¢ inventariato nel primo foglio di

lavoro del file Excel, che registra per ogni testo una serie di 12

descrittori (metadati), utili a rappresentare il documento e a porre

le basi per eventuali collegamenti con i testi delle opere, da imple-
mentare sulla piattaforma web:

1. Identificativo della traduzione: I’identificativo ¢ composto a
partire dall’identificativo dell’opera tradotta nell’inventario
delle opere, sul modello: Ivanov NNN-trad/trad-al/trad-in,
dove si assegna “trad” (traduzione) quando la traduzione ¢
condotta sullo stesso testo edito preso a riferimento nell’in-
ventario delle opere, mentre “trad-al” (traduzione di un altro
testo) indica che la traduzione ¢ condotta sulla base di un’e-
dizione differente dell’opera; infine, in una manciata di casi,
compare “trad-in” (traduzione di un testo inedito), ad indicare
che ad essere tradotto € un testo manoscritto, non ancora pub-
blicato. Segue poi I’indicazione della sigla corrispondente alla



lingua (EN, FR, IT, LAT, PL, RU); nel caso degli excerpta si
aggiunge “p” (parte, porzione di testo) e, in presenza di tradu-
zioni parziali di piu porzioni della stessa opera, “p” ¢ seguito
da 1,2, e cosi via; chiude la sequenza la data dell’edizione del-
la traduzione;

Edizione della traduzione: si inserisce in questa colonna il re-
cord bibliografico abbreviato secondo il sistema ‘autore data:
intervallo delle pagine’. La bibliografia estesa delle edizioni
delle traduzioni viene conservata in un secondo foglio di lavo-
ro nello stesso documento Excel;

Titolo della traduzione: si riporta il titolo nella lingua di tradu-
zione; per le traduzioni in russo, tra parentesi tonde se ne da la
traslitterazione in alfabeto latino;

Titolo di riferimento evincibile dal contesto: la traduzione in-
dicata con Ivanov 229-trad-al-IT-p-2019 ¢ priva di un titolo
editoriale. Tuttavia, dalle righe che immediatamente la prece-
dono nel saggio di M. Garzaniti (2019: 43-44) ¢ possibile risa-
lire al titolo del brano in questione, che corrisponde a “Testi-
monianza su Savonarola in Narrazione terribile e memorabile
del monaco Massimo il Greco e sulla perfetta forma di vita
monastica”, come indichiamo tra quadre, a significare che si
tratta di un intervento redazionale;

Lingua della traduzione: si registra per esteso la lingua verso
la quale I’opera di Massimo il Greco ¢ stata tradotta;

Nome del traduttore: se noto, si indicano il nome e I’eventuale
patronimico puntati e il cognome per esteso del traduttore. Per
i due volumi editi presso la Svjato-Troicko Sergieva Lavra si
attribuisce la paternita delle traduzioni a Moisej poslusnik (v
schime Mefodij), come indicato anche da Bulanin (2021: 12),
sebbene non sia possibile stabilire se egli abbia effettivamente
tradotto tutti i testi, o abbia curato I’edizione delle traduzioni
eseguite anche da altri monaci;

Edizione di origine dell’opera tradotta: per ogni testo segna-
liamo 1’opera di riferimento, cosi come indicata nell’edizione
della traduzione. Anche qui si adotta il sistema ‘autore data:
intervallo delle pagine’. Per le traduzioni di inediti, indichia-
mo il manoscritto;

Lingua dell’opera tradotta: questo campo reca 1’indicazione
della lingua originale in cui I’opera ¢ stata composta da Mas-
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simo il Greco. L’ informazione assume rilevanza in particolare
per 1 testi epistolari, redatti in greco e recanti formula dedica-
toria in latino; per il resto, dati gli scopi precipui del progetto,
si tratta di opere in slavo;

9. Identificativo dell’opera originale: per ogni traduzione si ri-
manda all’identificativo dell’opera tradotta nell’inventario
delle opere;

10. Edizione di riferimento dell’originale: per ogni traduzione si
indica, altresi, I’edizione dell’opera originale presa a riferi-
mento per la riproduzione del testo in formato digitale nell’in-
ventario delle opere.

11. Coincidenza o non coincidenza dell’edizione tradotta con
I’edizione di riferimento nell’inventario delle opere: ques-
to dato trova riscontro nell’identificativo delle traduzioni:
laddove 1 due testi coincidono, nell’identificativo troveremo
“trad”, dove non coincidono, scriveremo ““trad-al”;

12. Altre traduzioni: I’ultimo campo ospita 1’elenco, in ordine cro-
nologico, delle traduzioni dello stesso testo in altre lingue e/o
di traduzioni successive/precedenti nella stessa lingua.

Come si vede, i parametri 2-7 servono a descrivere il testo
della traduzione, mentre i dati da 8 a 11 provvedono informazioni
utili al collegamento tra le traduzioni e i testi originali dell’autore;
infine, il campo 12 mette in relazione tra di loro traduzioni diverse
di una stessa opera. Un secondo foglio del documento di lavoro
contiene la bibliografia di riferimento per la compilazione dell’in-
ventario, mentre in un terzo foglio sono appuntate note utili ai ri-
cercatori e informazioni di cui si vuole mantenere traccia.

3.3. Il corpus delle traduzioni e la sua utilita nell’economia del
progetto

L’esistenza di un cospicuo numero di testi tradotti in russo mo-
derno (231) e di un manipolo di estratti in polacco (9) risulta di
sicuro ausilio agli slavisti impegnati nello studio dell’eredita let-
teraria di Massimo il Greco, potendo facilitare la comprensione
di passi oscuri nell’originale, e permettendo, in particolare per la
lingua russa, indagini diacroniche relative ad eventuali mutamenti
semantici dei lemmi russi, evincibili dalle scelte lessicali dei tra-



duttori. I 27 testi tradotti nelle lingue europee occidentali (fran-
cese, inglese, italiano e in latino) sono, invece, preziosi in modo
particolare per il pubblico dei non-slavisti e costituiscono la chiave
d’accesso all’opera dell’autore per gli studiosi che non conoscono
lo slavo.

Questo piccolo corpus testuale si presenta variegato sia sul
piano diacronico che su quello diatopico: la prima traduzione, ese-
guita da S.P. Sevyrev verso I’italiano e pubblicata da P. Villari,
risale al 1861 e vede la luce a Firenze, all’interno del secondo vo-
lume che lo studioso dedica alla figura di Girolamo Savonarola
(cfr. Notizia su Massimo il Greco e brano di un suo scritto in Vil-
lari 1861: 416-421). Le piu recenti si devono a F. Romoli (2021,
2023, 2024b, 2024c¢) e sono ancora verso I’italiano; tra queste la
Narrazione terribile e memorabile, e sulla perfetta forma di vita
monastica e I’Epistola sui francescani e i domenicani sono state
pubblicate per i tipi della Firenze University Press (cfr. Romoli
2021: 176-186 e 187-188 rispettivamente). Quelle tra luoghi di
edizione e lingua di traduzione sono probabilmente coincidenze
fortuite, che tuttavia ci piace considerare una conferma dello stret-
to legame tra la culla dell’umanesimo e I’idioma del bel paese con
la figura di Massimo il Greco.

La lingua occidentale maggiormente rappresentata ¢, invece,
il francese, grazie in particolare all’opera di E. Denissoff (1943),
cui va non solo il merito di aver reso noti alcuni testi di Massimo
il Greco in occidente, ma soprattutto quello di aver identificato la
figura del monco athonita in servizio a Mosca nella prima meta
del XVI sec. con il giovane esponente della diaspora greca in Ita-
lia, Michele Trivolis. Prima di lui, era stato 1’erudito e stampatore
A. Firmin-Didot (1875) a restituire in francese una missiva di Mi-
chele, in appendice ad uno studio su Aldo Manuzio e ’ellenismo
a Venezia; ancora una volta il mileu in cui nasce la traduzione ci
riconduce alla presenza greca nell’Italia umanistica della fine del
XV-inizio XVI secolo.

Le traduzioni verso 1’inglese sono 4, apparse nell’arco tem-
porale dal 1989 al 2021 a cura di studiosi interessati ad aspetti
diversi del pensiero e dell’opera di Massimo: ancora i rapporti tra
la Moscovia cinquecentesca e I'umanesimo non solo italiano per
le traduzioni di O. Akopjan (cfr. Novella on Savonarola — Akopyan

206 Symposium on Medieval Slavonic Studies



2020: 810-811, coll. sn, e The Words against Juan Luis Vives —
Akopyan 2021: 244-269, coll. sn), e problematiche piu strettamen-
te filologiche per 1 testi tradotti da H.M. Olmsted (1989: 270-272)
e I. Sevéenko (1997: 64).

L’unico testo in latino ¢ una delle opere polemiche di Mas-
simo il Greco, e precisamente la Oratio contra latinos, quod non
liceat apponere, sive auferre quidquam, in divino fidei Symbolo,
tradotta da Ju. Krizani¢ e pubblicata dall’orientalista A. Palmieri
nel 1912 sulle pagine di Bessarione.

11 testo che in assoluto ha riscosso maggiore interesse da par-
te dei traduttori € la Povest’ ob inoceskom Zitel stve i Povest’ o Sa-
vonarole, disponibile in traduzione integrale o parziale in tutte le
lingue succitate, tranne che in polacco.

4. Conclusioni

Le attivita che qui di sopra abbiamo ripercorso nelle fasi, metodi
e strumenti che le hanno contraddistinte, con i risultati di raccolta,
censimento e catalogazione delle opere e delle traduzioni, saranno
alla base della creazione dell’inedito portale dedicato a Massimo il
Greco. Oltre a intercettare e mirare a colmare una lacuna nell’am-
bito degli studi sulla figura dell’athonita, il progetto MaximHum,
di cui abbiamo presentato il primo obbiettivo intermedio (Mile-
stone 1), si pone in linea con le piu aggiornate indicazioni europee
e nazionali in materia di ricerca scientifica e valorizzazione del
patrimonio culturale.

In riferimento al programma quadro Horizon Europe, Ma-
ximHum si situa nel settore SHS. Cultures and Cultural Pro-
duction: Literature, philology, cultural studies, study of the arts,
philosophy, e nelle sue fasi di attuazione ricade nei sotto ambiti
SH5-8. Cultural studies, cultural identities and memories, cultural
heritage, SH6-14. History of ideas, intellectual history, history of
economic thought, e, come ben dimostra questo saggio, SH5-12.
Computational modelling and digitisation in the cultural sphere.

Per quanto attiene ai pilastri fissati dall’ambito di applica-
zione del Regolamento (UE) 2021/241, che istituisce il disposi-
tivo per la ripresa e la resilienza, ne intercetta almeno due parole
chiave, vale a dire “digitale” (pilastro b), mirando alla creazione
del portale web interamente dedicato all’opera di Massimo il



Greco, e “istruzione di qualita” (ricompresa nel pilastro f), dal
momento che 1’output scientifico costituira un risorsa fruibile
non solo da ricercatori, ma anche da studenti e docenti interes-
sati all’argomento; tra i campi di intervento, il progetto incrocia
per sua natura i nn. 129. Protezione, sviluppo e promozione del
patrimonio culturale e dei servizi culturali, e 140. Informazione
e comunicazione.

In campo nazionale, infine, con riferimento al PNR 2021-
2027 Programma Nazionale per la Ricerca, il progetto si colloca
nel macroambito 5.2. Cultura umanistica, creativita, trasformazio-
ni sociali, societa dell’inclusione, mostrando particolare attinenza
con la sub-categoria 5.2.1. Patrimonio culturale, soprattutto nella
“Interpretazione, la salvaguardia, la conservazione e la trasmissio-
ne al futuro del patrimonio, la valorizzazione, I’educazione e la
creazione di nuovi contenuti culturali” (PNR, p. 57).
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THE PROJECT PRIN 2022 PNRR “MAXIMHUM?” (NR. P2022837KN):
BUILDING UPTHE CORPUS OF THEEDITED WORKS OF MAXIMUS
THE GREEK AND OF THEIR TRANSLATIONS (MILESTONE 1)

Summary

The project ‘Humanistic Italy and sixteenth-century Muscovy in
dialogue: Digitisation and digital mapping of the work of Maximus
the Greek’” — MaximHum (nr. P2022837KN) aims to demonstrate the
‘humanistic factor’ in the life and work of Maximus the Greek, and his
role as the first mediator in Muscovy of the culture of humanism and
of the values of the renovatio christiana. The project is funded within
the framework of the PRIN 2022 PNRR and lasts for a two-year period
(November 2023-November 2025). Conceived by Francesca Romoli,
the project’s national coordinator and director of the research unit at the
University of Pisa, MaximHum involves, in addition to the University of
Pisa, the Universities of Chieti-Pescara, whose research unit is headed
by Maria Chiara Ferro, and the University of Bologna, whose research
unit is represented by Alberto Alberti. The essay intends to outline
the general purpose of the project and then focus on the intermediate
objectives referring to the first six months of activity, dedicated to
the digitisation of Maximus the Greek’s published works and of their
translations. To be more precise, Francesca Romoli illustrates the census
and collection of editions of the works in Church Slavonic by Maximus
the Greek, the compilation of an updated inventory (compared to A.L
Ivanov’s 1969 inventory) of the author’s literary production, in which
each work is described according to a series of descriptors (metadata)
and accompanied by a wide range of related information arranged in
complementary inventories. Maria Chiara Ferro describes the parallel
research, collection and cataloguing work carried out for the translations
of the works of Maximus the Greek into modern languages. The article
also contains some references to the critical issues encountered and the
choices made to overcome them, presenting data that will be poured into
the platform hosting the digital corpus now under construction.
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literary production; digital corpus; PNRR project.
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IMAGE OF MONASTIC FEATS IN THE AUGMENTED
PSALTER MANUSCRIPT F.I.738 IN THE NATIONAL
LIBRARY OF RUSSIA.ONITSICONOGRAPHYAND STYLE

» Georgii V. Titov (Russia)

The Augmented Psalter manuscript F.1.738 in the National Library
of Russia in Saint Petersburg has not attracted proper scholarly
attention for a long time, especially in the light of its rich illumina-
tion. The first description of its contents with particular attention
to the cycle of 25 full-page miniatures was published back in 1890
by Alexey Viktorov (Bukropos 1890: 11-15). At the time when
the scholar had seen it, the manuscript was kept in the library of a
theological seminary in Arkhangelsk. However, soon after that, it
went on sale for an unknown reason and already in 1884 Fyodor
Buslaev was fortunate to purchase it in Moscow. Buslaev’s famous
manuscript collection was in turn catalogued by Ivan Bychkov.
His description (berakoB 1897: 105-122) mentions the Augment-
ed Psalter with substantially fewer folia — 437 compared to the
“roughly 700” in Virtorov’s (Bukropos 1890: 11). The number
given by Bychkov reflects the reality to this date.

The conundrum of the two descriptions of the same manu-
script that nevertheless have significant discrepancies still does not
have a proper explanation. It seems feasible that the manuscript
lost quite a few quires while travelling from the library in Arkhan-
gelsk to some merchant in Moscow with several short-time owners
in between. Specifically, Buslaev purchased it without the table
of contents on the first folia which was mentioned by Viktorov.
Moreover, Viktorov mentions that “from the comparison of the
manuscript’s composition with its table of contents, it turns out



that many entries were inserted after the table of contents had been
compiled and therefore are not mentioned in the latter” (Bukropos
1890: 12). Already from this quote it is clear that the Augmented
Psalter is a miscellany with complex history; its parts were written
separately and are not contemporaneous.

The successful attempt to reconstruct the history of the Aug-
mented Psalter was undertaken in 2011 in the National Library
of Russia where the manuscript is stored. Mikhail Shibaev thor-
oughly inspected the codicology and the watermarks, Svetlana
Semiachko examined the contents with regard to textual criticism
and Elisa Gordienko studied the miniatures and their artistic con-
text (l'opmuenko, Cemsuko, 1lIubaes 2011). In our study, we are
going to rely on the conclusion that they have drawn.

At this point it appears certain that the manuscript consists
of two main parts (Part A, ff. 1-8, 11-20, 38-130, 140-200, 291—
397 and Part B, ff. 21(b)-37, 201-290) primarily written by three
scribes, while the remaining quires and separate sheets are later
additions.! The first part dates back to the 1470-1480s while the
second was added to it in the 1510-1520s.> Both parts include
miniatures. Part A features a cycle with the story of King David
(ff. 4v, Sv, 6v, 7v, 19v, 20v), another image of him writing the Psal-
ter (f. 38v) and one miniature with Sabbas the Sanctified (f. 141v).
This narrative cycle (fig. 1) is reminiscent of the manuscripts of the
Complete Chronographic palea (such as SHM. Sin. 210 or NLR.
F.1.310).

The miniatures of the second part of the Augmented Psalter
are more iconographically complex and focus on, but are not lim-
ited to, the story of Old Testament, the books of Exodus, Joshua,
Deuteronomy and some others (ff. 21(b)v, 23r, 23v, 25r, 25v, 27r,
27v, 29r, 29v, 31r, 31v, 33r, 33v, 351, 35v, 371, 37v). Most of them

'To complicate this even further, certain quires of Part A have been misplaced, which
is why two initially distinct sections of this part of the manuscript are now jumbled.
According to Mikhail Shibaev, the first scribe is identified at ff. 2r-2v, 11r-19r,
40r-92v, 97r-130v, 140-140v, 143r-146r, 147v—148r, 150r-200v, 310r-311v,
312r-323v, 333v—397v; the second at ff. 291r-306v, 324r-333v; the third at the
ff. 201r—290v. There are few folia written or corrected by yet another dozen of
scribes, see detailed analysis in [opauenko, Cemsiuko, [lIndaes 2011: 11-13.

2The dating of the miniatures is in accordance with the opinion of Mikhail
Shibaev (Topauenko, Cemstuko, [ludaes 2011, 11-13).
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are based on the tradition of illuminated copies of the Christian
Topography of Kosmas Indikopleustes, which have been known
in Greek since the late 11" century. (Kominko 2013) and appear
in Slavic as early as the 15" century (Pexun 1916), with an exam-
ple being SHM. Uvar. 566 (fig. 2). However, neither a Christian
Topography nor a Complete Chronographic palea could include
all the miniatures featured in the Psalter F.1.738, which makes its
cycle one of a kind.

Fig. 1. David plays the harp in the field, lefi — Augmented Psalter NLR. F.1.738,
Part A, 1470-1480s, f. 4v, upper part, after lopauenko, Cemsuko, [1IuGaes 2011,
pl. 1; right — The Christian Topography of Kosmas Indikopleustes SHM. Uvar.
566, 1494, f. 63r, upper part, after Pequa 1916, tabn. XXII

Fig. 2. Appointing of Joshua (Num. 27:12-23), left — Augmented Psalter NLR.
F.I1.738, Part B, 1510-1520s, f. 31r, after [opmuenko, Cemsiuko, [Iubaes 2011,
pl. 16; right — Christian Topography SHM. Uvar. 566, 1494, f. 54v, after Penun
1916, Tabn. VI.1



The origins of the Psalter F.1.738 are no less enigmatic than
its history in the 19" century. The unique combination of the texts
in this ‘miscellany of constant composition’ (Cemsuko 2011: 69)
has led Semiachko to the conclusion that it might be connected
with the Kirillo-Belozersky Monastery (I'opauenko, Cemsuxo,
[Mubaes 2011: 124-137). Subsequently, however, she preferred
Moscow to be the most likely place where the Psalter was created
(Cemsuxo 2017). The miniatures of Part A indeed have much in
common with art of Moscow of the time. For instance, based on
stylistic merits, Gennadii Popov compared them with the full-page
frontispiece image of Cosmas Indicopleustes in the Christian To-
pography NLR. Kir.-Bel. 64/1141 of 1470-1480s (Ilonos 1975:
72). Ekaterina Chamorovsky assigns them and especially the full-
page image of David (f. 38v) to a minor artistic movement of the
“Moscow mannerist art” of the late 15" century and aligns them
with the illumination of The Acts of the Apostles SHM. Chud. 46.
Yet, this whole discussion sheds little light on the origins of the
miniatures of Part B. For instance, the iconographic counterpart to
the upper register of the miniature on f. 21(b)v with the image of
Sophia, the Divine Wisdom, is found in Lichachev’s manuscript
of The Acts of the Apostles (SPbIH RAS. 238.1.274 f. 7v) likely
created in Novgorod (fig. 3).

Beyond all that, one of the miniatures of Part B (fig. 4) is
noticeably distinct in terms of style and does not seem to fit with-
in the cycle, at least from a modern perspective (f. 37v). The fig-
ures are not equally distributed between the upper and the lower
registers and the drawing is different either, by far more sketchy,
even ragged. Elisa Gordienko, who was the first to pay special
attention to this miniature, gave it the name “Hermit monks that
subject themselves to torture” (I'opauenko, Cemsiuko, [1luGaes
2011: 188). It features seven monks committing the feats of
self-torture, three of them stand with their dried tongues long
out (fig. 5), two sit with their hands tied and legs bound (fig. 6),
one is frantically flagellating and another one bows his head to
the ground. It seems that some of the monks are outside, while

3 Opinion was expressed in an unfinished PhD thesis, “Moscow Illuminated
Manuscripts, the second half of 15" to the first quarter of the 16" century”
(Moscow State University).
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Fig. 3. Sophia, the Divine Wisdom, left — Acts of the Apostles SPbIH RAS.
238.1.274,1490s, f. 7v © Cankr-IlerepOyprckuit HHCTUTYT HcTOpHH Poccuiickoit
akagemun Hayk; right — Augmented Psalter NLR. F.I.738, Part B, 1510-1520s,
f. 21(b)v, upper part, after lopauenko, Cemsuxo, [1Indaes 2011, pl. 7

Fig. 4. Monks committing the ascetic feats. Augmented Psalter NLR. F.1.738,
Part B, fol. 37v, 1510-1520s



Fig. 5. Monks stand with hanging dry tongues. Augmented Psalter NLR. F.I1.738.
F. 37v, detail, after Topauenko, Cemsiuko, [1Iubaes 2011, pl. 23

Fig. 6. Monks with their legs in the stocks. Augmented Psalter NLR. F.I.738.
F. 37v, detail, after Topanenko, Cemsuko, [1Iudaes 2011, pl. 23
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others are incarcerated in a dark cave, though the background is
rather undetailed.

Gordienko tried to explain the subject choice by reference
to the Edification of Elders to a Novice Monk, a text from the so-
called “starchestvo tradition” (Cemsiako 2008) which is included in
Part A (ff. 310-318, see I'opnuenko, Cemsuko, [lIubaes 2011: 96—
97). However, much more likely source, as Vera Podkovyrova has
noted, is the Heavenly Ladder of John Climacus (IloaxoBbipoBa,
[Tomosa 2012: 21; see Popova 2015: 494), an ascetic treaty that
was one of the most popular texts in monastic reading habit in
medieval Rus’ (see figures in IIpoxopos 2010).

The 5™ chapter (logos) of the Heavenly Ladder, “On Pains-
taking and Vivid Penitence”, is dedicated to the description of a
monastery called the Prison (z/j¢ polaxijc), which John Climacus
could visit together with the abbot. After the praise of uerdvoia at
the beginning of the chapter (5:2) — a ‘litany’ of short definitions or
sentences in the style of Evagrius (Perrone 2019: 246) — the main
body of this chapter describes the life in this prison for penitent
monks practicing mortification of the flesh. The description is so
vivid that Ravinder Binning recently went as far as to call it an
ekphrasis that “constructs a multisensory hell on Earth” (Binning
2022: 10). Yet, it seems more worthwhile to follow in Lorenzo
Perrone’s footsteps, bearing in mind the imagery of the Penitent
Psalm, especially Ps. 37 and 101, when working with the Clima-
cus’ text (Perrone 2019: 249-250). The image of monastic peni-
tence in the 5™ chapter clearly draws from the words of David “For
mine iniquities are gone over mine head...” to pertain the psalm’s
severe depiction of repentance.

Podkovyrova highlights that in the miniature of Psalter
F.I.738 “not only the images themselves, but also the texts that
accompany them are indisputably relevant to the chapter ‘On
Painstaking” (ITonkoBsipoBa, ITomosa 2012: 21). Let us, then,
address these texts first.* Below, I present the four inscriptions
commenting on parts of the miniature, with their translations
into modern Russian and English. The Russian translation of

1t should be said, though, that we know of two attempts of publishing these
four short inscriptions (F'opauenko, Cemsuxo, [llubaes 2011: 188; ITomosa
2024: 252,254, 258, 264). Unfortunately, both are far from perfect.



the Heavenly Ladder 1 opt for is the so-called “version of Opti-
na Pustyn’” (JlectBuuma 2007) and the English text is from the
edition of C. Luibheid and N. Russell (Luibheid, Russell 1982).

Inscriptions:

1. Cin Na 3H0M CEEB TWMRALLIE, Y RA3BILU 1 WTTIOABELLE 130 8¢TB ||
RWH 3BRACKILIE
Y MHBIX BHHBI ObLIH S3bIKH, BOCIIAJICHHBIC U BBITYIIICH-
HBIE U3 YCT, KaK y 11coB (5:14)

You could see the tongues on some of them dry and hanging
from their mouths in the manner of dogs (Luibheid, Russell
1982: 123)

2. Cin™ mo Nars T&A® || Ao31ne™ ceBe BivLe SIIAN%xs
...a IpyTHe, He uMes ciie3, Ommu camu cebs (5:9)

...others, unable to weep, struck themselves (Luibheid, Rus-
sell 1982: 122)

3. Cum ™ g Te||MNE MecTE 3ATBpMUI® CeBR || m NorbI CRORA BAO||HULLA
RD KI\AA\f n MAnLLIA || STK?'A,A,I/I”TI/I X Ne|[moARMK| MBI AW ||
WTLIECTRUR || nx
a HOTH HX, KaK HOTH MPECTYIMHUKOB, 3aKIIFOUUTH B KOJIOZBI
1 HE 0CBOOOXIaTh OT HUX, ITOKa HE MPUUMET uX Tpod (5:20)
Often they came to the great judge <...> and they would
plead with him to put irons and chains on their hands and
necks, to bind their legs in the stocks and not to release
them until death (Luibheid, Russell 1982: 125)

4. Cun™ ra’e8 a1 KOABHMU VKgbIRLLE CA¢3bl... [one last short word is
not legible]

Jlpyrue cujenu Ha 3eMiie BO BPETHUIIIE U TIETLIE,

JIUIIO CKPBIBAIM MEX/Ty KOJICHAMH U YEJIOM YIIAPSUITH O
3emitio (5:9)

Others sat in sackcloth and ashes on the ground,

hiding their faces between their knees, striking the earth
with their foreheads (Luibheid, Russell 1982: 122)

The dependence of these inscriptions in the miniature on the
Heavenly Ladder’s text is now apparent. However, the intricate
tradition of the Climacus’ imagery in the Byzantine art, later adap-
ted and developed in the Slavic world, presents several possible
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origins for the miniature in question. John Martin was the first to
differentiate the illustrations of the “Climax proper”, as he used to
call it, and of the Penitential Canon® (Martin 1954: 145), a hymno-
graphic text of eight odes, probably composed within the milieu of
Constantinopolitan monasticism in the late 11" or early 12% cen-
tury. The Penitential Canon is a synthesis of text and illustration,
to such an extent that all the existing Greek copies (in contrast to
the Old Church Slavonic ones, see bornanosuh 1974) are illumi-
nated, and the iconographic cycle in all of them is repeated without
essential variation. More precisely, two early copies of the Peni-
tential Canon survived, one is the Vat. gr. 1754 and the other is the
gr. 1294 in the Library of the Romanian Academy in Bucharest,
both dating from the early 12" century. The latter has fallen short
of several quires, now in Haifa (Avner 1984) and London (Parpu-
lov 2018), with four folia having been lost altogether.

The common structure of all the copies of the Penitential
Canon is such that the text is placed in the upper part of the page,
while the image occupies the lower section. The verses of the Can-
on itself are always complemented with the text commenting on
the image. These comments are primarily the paraphrases of the 5™
chapter of the Heavenly Ladder. It is quite certain that these illumi-
nated copies of the Canon were rather popular and widespread in
the Late-Byzantine world, given the stunning stylistic divergence
of the extant examples (fig. 7), such the gr. II 32 and gr. I 44 in
the Marciana library in Venice, gr. 427 in the monastery of Saint
Catherine at Sinai or cod. 1395 in the National Library of Greece
in Athens (Martin 1954: 128-149, cat. 3, 29-31).

Tatiana Popova has recently dedicated a detailed study to the
Penitential Canon focusing on the impact it is said to have had
on the art of Rus’ (ITlormoBa 2024). She argues that the two earli-
est Russian cycles of monastic feats — one in the Augmented Psal-
ter F.1.738 and another in the Heavenly Ladder manuscript RSL.
F. 304/111. Ne20 (TutoB 20246) — are based on two different sour-
ces, or “protographs” (ITonosa 2024: 142—146). To my understand-
ing, however, as much as the manuscript tradition of the Peniten-

3 “Kavmv KatovukTikog TV totopiav SwAapfdvav tdv €v tff Khipokt dyiov
kotadikmv”, see Pierre, Conticello, Chryssavgis 2015: 246 (Ne23).



Fig. 7. Monks standing with their hands tied at the back. 4th miniature of the
Penitential Canon, left — Marc. gr. I1 32, f. 203v, 15" century. Photo by the author.
Su concessione del Ministero della Cultura — Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana.
Divieto di riproduzione; right — Sin. gr. 427, f. 2v, 14" century (?) or later, by
permission of Saint Catherine’s Monastery, Sinai, Egypt.

tial Canon was consistent and stable, it is unlikely that the Russian
cycles could bear any direct relevance to it. Indicatively, the two
copies of the Slavic translation of the Penitential Canon, both in the
Hilandar monastery (bormanosuh 1974), have neither any traces
of illumination, nor the commenting phrases which are more com-
parable to the inscriptions in the miniature of the Psalter (ITorosa
2024: 16-18). The Canon is unlikely to have ever been translated
to the Old-Church Slavonic in its complex entirety. Instead, the cor-
respondences found by Popova are more likely attributable to the
common background of the most Climax image cycles.

I already once noted that, in comparison to the other cycles
of monastic feats in the Russian art, which far outnumber the Byz-
antine ones, the cycle of the Psalter, i.e. the four feats on a single
page, is too concise and too unconventional in its composition
(TuroB 2024a: 313). Quite naturally, it was never copied, at least
not directly. My previous assumption of the cycle being incom-
plete (Ibid.) no longer appears plausible since all the miniatures
belonging to Part B form a single quire. Elisa Gordienko, when
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faced with the same question, made an unjustifiable suggestion
that the miniature could be a later addition (I'opmuenko, Cemsiuko,
[ubaes: 189). Although the watermark of the f. 37 is indiscerni-
ble, the thick frame and the elegant semiuncial script, resembling
the Greek minuscule, align the miniature with the others of Part B.

The surprising modification of the style in the miniature,
which is apparent when compared with the adjacent ones, might
be explained not only by means of the subject, i.e. the extreme
ascetic practices of the monks. Specifically, if one looks closer, it
is noticeable that the thick lines of an unskilled hand lay over the
original ones, considerably more refined (fig. 5). It is especially
noticeable on the beards and the laps of the monks’ robes. We sus-
pect that the miniature was mutilated by a posterior hand inking
over the original drawing. Similar alterations (fig. 8) were made to
the miniatures of the Hagiographic Miscellany from the Nikolay
Likhachyov’s collection (SPbIH RAS. 238.1.71).

The iconography of monastic feats was first invented as a
direct illustration to the 5% chapter of the Heavenly Ladder, and as
such it is present in the famous manuscript Vat. gr. 394 of ca. 1084
(Martin 1954: cat. 21, p. 47-87, 177-181, figs. 67—132). Several
direct copies of this manuscript exist, namely Stauronikita cod.
gr. 50 (Ot Incavpoi 1991: 209-220, 340-344) and Vat. gr. 2147,
both described by Martin (Martin 1954: cat. 6, 23; see Moretti
2008: 140, 146, n. 45). At a much earlier time the cycle of the
Penitential Canon was created, clearly following a cycle com-

Fig. 8. Miniatures with posterior alteration. Hagiographic Miscellany SPbIH
RAS. 238.1.71, left — f. 93v; right — f. 17, late 15th — early 16th century © Cankr-
[erepOyprekuit HHCTUTYT ucTopun Poccuiickol akaJieMUN HayK



parable to the one on the ff. 41v — 48v in Vat. gr. 394. As clearly
attests the noble copy Vat. gr. 1754, it should be attributed to the
same artistic milieu as the manuscripts of the Climax proper such
as the Vat. gr. 394 or Princeton Garrett 16 (Ibid.: cat. 20, p. 2447,
175-177, figs. 30-66; Kotzabassi, Sevéenko 2010: 112-125).

Chronologically, the next stage in the reception of the cycle
of monastic feats is reported in the iconography of the Dormition
of a Hermit with multiple scenes of monastic duties surround-
ing the deathbed (De Giorgi 2013). It was first reported by Mar-
tin with regard to the panel “Dormition of Ephraim Syrus” in the
Vatican Museums (Martin 1951). Further studies have shown that
this iconographic scheme could have emerged in the second half
of the 13" century within the so-called ‘Crusader art’, the earli-
est survived examples being the frescoes of the “Hidden Chapel”
belonging to the monastery of Panagia Soumeliotissa in Pontos
(Bunorpanosa, AnammHckas 2023) and the icon “Dormition of
saint Arsenius” in the monastery of Saint Catherine. Both the Pen-
itential Canon cycle and the iconography of monastic feats are
probably reverberations of miniature cycles in the manuscripts of
the Climax proper, quite possibly of Vat. gr. 394 itself. They vary
considerably, reflecting different levels of proximity to a hypothet-
ical common source. However, the peculiarity of the miniature in
the Augmented Psalter F.I1.738 lies in the context in which it is
placed, i.e. the illustrated Psalter.

The distinction of the so-called “aristocratic”” and “monastic”
Psalters, established in the Byzantine art history,® becomes some-
what problematic when applied to the art of Rus’ (I'manpimesa u
ap. 2010: 284-285; Imanpimiesa 2017: 166). It is already in the
earliest manuscripts such as the Simonov Psalter (SHM. Chlud. 3)
that these two Byzantine traditions blended (see Smirnova 2016).
In the 16™ century, the diversity increased significantly with a vast
group of Godunov Psalters of the 1590s representing the ‘margin-
al’ type and the Egorov Psalter (RSL. F. 98. Ne 851) or Psalter of
Tsarevich Ivan Ivanovich (SHM. Chud. 56), both dating from the
1550-1560s, accounting for the full-page illustrations type.

¢The credit of this discovery belongs to Fyodor Buslaev, the last owner of the
Psalter F.I1.738 (Bycnaes 1875). See the historiographical overview in Parpulov
2017: 306-309.
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Some of the Russian Psalters of the time can be singled out
by means of their attention to the monastic imagery. For instance,
one of the Godunov Psalters, namely STG. MK-6 (I'magprmesa
u p. 2010) coming from the Ipatievsky Monastery in Kostroma,
features a number of full-page miniatures that the other ones lack.
Among them is the image of the two monks on a ladder, climbing
towards Christ, with David standing at the foot of the ladder (f.
166v). It is remotely similar to the miniature of late 11" centu-
ry Psalter Vat. gr. 1927 (f. 218r), a remarkable manuscript replete
with images of monastic spirituality (Tomaselli 2019); though in
the Byzantine Psalter such an image is parallel to Ps. 118 (Martin
1954: 18-19, 85, fig. 296; Tomaselli 2019: 41-50, 149-157).

In Egorov Psalter Ne 851, the words “It is good to give thanks
to the Lord” (Ps. 92:1) are illustrated with the image of several
monks praying to the Holy Trinity (f. 97v). Another compara-
ble example is found in the Psalter of unknown origin RSL. F.
98. Ne 1684 of the first half 16™ century (Turos 2025: 135-136,
npuM. 51).” Among its full-page miniatures, one (fig. 9) shows
two monks ascending to Christ on their firing wings while their
brother is approaching the dragon of Hell at the bottom right (f. 31;
Turos 2025). Such compositions are secondary to the images of
the Heavenly Ladder and the Last Judgement. Thus, they indicate
how the Russian illustrated Psalter accumulated parts of the com-
plex compositions with clear Byzantine roots with the aim of cre-
ating a cycle specifically fitting to the needs of the visual exegesis.

When comparing the Augmented Psalter’s miniature with oth-
er images of monastic feats in both Russian and Byzantine art, we
should not overlook its ties to the Penitential psalms which are, in
turn, at the core of the 5™ chapter of the Heavenly Ladder. While it
is not an independent narrative cycle, but an illustration to a psalm,
it loses its bewildering incompleteness. Similarly, the image of the
monks at the ladder in the Godunov Psalter of the State Tretyakov

"Reproduced on the library’s website, https://lib-fond.ru/lib-rgb/98/f-98-1684/
(accessed 01.12.24). I would like to thank Aleksandr Preobrazhensky, Alexander
Grishchenko and Maria Korogodina for the discussions of the possible origin
of the manuscript. Currently I am inclined to believe that it might have been
created at the territory of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, possibly in the
Suprasl monastery.


https://lib-fond.ru/lib-rgb/98/f-98-1684/

gallery is no longer a vision of John Climacus. In a way the com-
position could be deemed incomplete either. However, it is the pro-
gramme of the illuminated Psalter that substitutes for the missing
elements and recontextualises the images of the monks ascending
the ladder or tormenting themselves in the voluntary prison.

Fig. 9. Monks ascending to the Christ, Psalter RSL. F. 98. No 1684, f. 31, first half
of the 16th century © Poccuiickas rocynapctBeHHas OnbmroTeka
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MANUSCRIPTS CITED
EBE 1395

Mare. gr. 11 32

Marc. gr. II 44

NLR. F.I1.310

NLR. F.1.738

NLR. Kir.-Bel. 64/1141

Princeton Garrett 16

RSL. F. 98. Ne 851

RSL. F. 98. Ne 1684

RSL. F. 304/I11. Ne20

The Penitential canon (ff. 1-16), and
the Syntagma alphabeticum of Matthew
Blastares, 15" century. Athens, 'Efvikn
Biphobnkn  tiic ‘EAAGSog, cod. 1395.
Pinakes Diktyon: 3691.

The Heavenly Ladder with the Peni-
tential canon, 11" century and 15" cen-
tury (ff. 202r-219). Venice, Biblioteca
Nazionale di San Marco, cod. II 32 (coll.
1013). Pinakes Diktyon: 70194.

The Heavenly Ladder with the Peniten-
tial canon, 16" century. Venice, Biblio-
teca Nazionale di San Marco, cod. 11 44
(coll. 0952). Pinakes Diktyon: 70206.
Biblical and ecclesiastical history, early
16" century. St. Petersburg, National
Library of Russia, general collection of
manuscripts, F.1.310.

Augmented Psalter, 1470—-1480s and 1510~
1520s. St. Petersburg, National Library of
Russia, general collection of manuscripts,
F.1.738.

Christian Topography of Kosmas Indiko-
pleustes, early 16" century. St. Petersburg,
National Library of Russia, Kirillo-Beloz-
ersky Monastery collection, Ne 64/1141.
The Heavenly Ladder, 1081. Princeton
(NJ), University Library, Garrett MS 16.
Pinakes Diktyon: 55623

Psalter (“Egorovskaya Psalter”), 1550s.
Moscow, Russian State library, F. 98 (col-
lection of E. E. Egorov), Ne 851.

Psalter, first half of the 16™ century. Mos-
cow, Russian State library, F. 98 (collection
of E. E. Egorov), Ne 1684.

The Heavenly Ladder, 1530s. Moscow,
Russian State library, F. 304/II1 (manu-
script collection of the Sacristy of the
Trinity St. Sergius Lavra), Ne 20.



SHM. Chlud. 3

SHM. Chud. 46

SHM. Chud. 56

SHM. Sin. 210

SHM. Uvar. 566

Sin. gr. 427

SPbIH RAS. 238.1.71

SPbIH RAS. 238.1.274

STG. MK-6

Vat. gr. 394

Vat. gr. 1754
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Simonovskaya Psalter, late 13" — early 14"
century. Moscow, State Historical Museum,
collection of A. I. Chludov, Ne 3.

Acts of the Apostles, late 15" century. Mos-
cow, State Historical Museum, Manuscript
Department, Chudov monastery’s collec-
tion, Ne 46.

Psalter (so-called “of Gosudar’-Tsarevich”),
middle of the 16" century. Moscow, State
Historical Museum, Chudov monastery’s
collection, Ne 56.

Complete Chronographic palea, 1477.
Moscow, State Historical Museum, Sinod’s
collection, Ne 210.

The Christian Topography of Kosmas In-
dikopleustes, 1494. Moscow, State Histo-
rical Museum, collection of A. S. Uvarov,
Ne 566-1.

The Heavenly Ladder with the Peniten-
tial canon, 14" century (?) or later. Sinai,
monastery of Saint Catherine, MS gr. 427.
Pinakes Diktyon: 58802.

Hagiographic Miscellany, late 15" — early
16" century. St. Petersburg Institute of His-
tory of the Russian Academy of Sciences,
Archive, f. 238, inv. 1, Ne 71.

Acts of the Apostles, 1490s. St. Petersburg
Institute of History of the Russian Academy
of Sciences, Archive, f. 238, inv. 1, Ne 274.
Godunov Psalter, 1594-1600. Moscow,
State Tretyakov Gallery, Manuscript depart-
ment, MK-6 (K-5346).

The Heavenly Ladder, circa 1084. Vatican
City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, MS
gr. 394. Pinakes Diktyon: 67025.

The Heavenly Ladder and the Penitential
Canon, early 12" cent. Vatican City, Bib-
lioteca Apostolica Vaticana, MS gr. 1754.
Pinakes Diktyon: 58802.
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IMAGE OF MONASTIC FEATS IN THE AUGMENTED PSALTER
MANUSCRIPT F.I.738 IN THE NATIONAL LIBRARY OF RUSSIA.
ON ITS ICONOGRAPHY AND STYLE

Summary

One of the miniatures belonging to the second part of the Augmented
Psalter F.1.738 in the National Library of Russia (f. 37v) is distinct from
the rest of the cycle both iconographically and in the choice of the sub-
ject. This full-page illustration depicts the monks that commit ascetic
feats of self-torture. Its literary source, as the inscription clearly attests,
is the 5" chapter of the Heavenly Ladder of John Climacus dedicated to
the painstaking and penitence. Yet, in comparison either with the Byzan-
tine protypes, namely Climax manuscript Vat. gr. 394, or its later Russian
derivates, the miniature of Psalter appears too succinct, seemingly in-
complete. In the article, I briefly touch upon the origins of the iconogra-
phy of monastic feats and focus on the manuscript context of the minia-
ture, which was previously neglected, i.e. treat it as one of the miniatures
of the illustrated Psalter. In relation to this analysis, I compare the Psal-
ter F.1.738 with a few other 16"-century Russian Psalters with monastic
imagery. It appears that the cycle of monastic feats in the miniature is
complete, although the briefest of all, and serves as a visual counterpart
to some of the Penitential Psalms. Besides, the stylistic divergence of the
miniature from the others is a result of a posterior alteration.

Keywords: John Climacus; Heavenly Ladder; Penitential Canon; Ico-
nography of the Heavenly Ladder; monastic feats; monastic subjects in
art; holy convicts; Old Russian art; illuminated manuscripts; Augmented
Psalter; illustrated Psalter.
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