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FOREWORD

For more than two centuries the reception of patristic texts has been an
important area of philological research on South-East European culture in the
Middle Ages. There are many reasons for the lasting scholarly interest in this
topic. To name but a few: a) translation is the main means of transferring ideas
and spiritual as well a literary values in the Byzantine commonwealth; b)
translations account for close to ninety percent of the literary production in the
Balkans from the ninth century to the modern period, and a considerable part of
them is made up of translations of patristic texts; c) patristic texts rank very
highly in the hierarchy of medieval genres, immediately below biblical and
liturgical texts, and therefore the tradition of translations begins already at the
dawn of the Slavonic written tradition, and in the course of many centuries it is
constantly enriched with new texts and authors or with new versions of already
known works; d) translated literature and patristic texts in particular play an
important role in the development and the codification of written languages in
the course of a millennium; e) the analysis of the reception and the textual
tradition of translated works often disclose little known aspects of cultural
contacts from the Mediterranean to the Baltic Sea.

Considerations based on the factors enumerated above led to the
initiative to propose a congress session devoted to Les traductions de la
littérature patristique dans le Sud-Est européen / Translations of Patristic
Literature in South-East Europe to be included in the programme of the Twelfth
Congress of South-East European Studies in Bucharest (2-6 September 2019).
The initial impulse came from Prof. Zamfira Mihail, the doyenne of Romanian
palacoslavistics. The panel originally aimed at presenting research results from
the field of translations into Slavonic, with a thematic focus on patristic writings
(from the end of the second to the eighth century AD). The extended area of
interest included into the final programme covered works of writers, among
them also those of Christian teachers, up to the beginning of the eighteenth
century. The two sessions of the section, hosted by the Library of the Holy
Synod of the Romanian Orthodox Church, found a positive resonance. On the
suggestion of Dr. Andrei Timotin, the president of the organising committee of
the congress, it was decided to publish the papers.

The present volume includes articles that are extended versions of the
papers read at the congress, but also contributions by invited authors who could
not be present at the scholarly meeting in Bucharest. The publication, just like
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the section underlying it, does not and cannot pretend to deal with the topic in all
its complexity, because the wealth of objects of research and of scholarly
approaches clearly makes such an endeavour impossible, even if it were to be
treated in a multi-volume series. The twelve papers published in this volume
instead present a mosaic of the many and variegated aspects of the influence of
patristic literature on the literary development in this region of the Byzantine
commonwealth, an influence that lasted many centuries.

Seen from the receiving side of this influence the papers fall into two
groups, concentrating on the reception of the patristic heritage in the
(South-)Slavonic and the Romanian literatures, respectively, the first one not
only starting earlier and being much longer, but also being the topic of the
majority of the papers. On the basis of specific patristic texts or text corpora the
twelve papers discuss a wide range of scholarly topics referring to works of John
Chrystostom, Origen, Gregory of Nazianzus, Ephrem the Syrian, Proclus of
Constantinople, Pseudo-Athanasius and other known or anonymous Church
authors. Particular attention is being paid to the establishment of the Greek
source for the Slavonic translations; to the reception of specific texts in
Bulgarian, Croatian, and Romanian culture; to questions of translation technique
and text tradition; to the incorporation and interpretation of patristic fragments in
later texts; to problems of textual criticism and of the edition of South Slavonic
translations. The publication of some patristic texts that appear as appendices to
some papers show various forms of scholarly editions of medieval Slavonic
translations and enrich the textual basis of today’s palaeoslavistic studies. The
reception in Romanian literature is represented in a survey study of the first
translations into Romanian of patristic texts and their language and in a paper
dealing with the prehistory of miscellanies compiled from texts of the Church
Fathers and showing a stable structure and stable contents.

The textology and exegesis of the texts, the perspective of comparative
philology and the skilful integration of results obtained from the auxiliary
sciences led to notable results in this field. Each new publication following this
path is a step forward towards an ever more complete version of the global
image of the universe of the patristic writings in South-Eastern Europe and their
history. The contributions gathered in this volume will, it is hoped, enrich and
deepen our understanding of the reception and the circulation of the texts
analysed and their accumulation, and will thus emphasise the impact these
writings had, as a constitutive element, on the culture of this region of the Old
Continent.

Z. Mihail, R. Marti and L. Taseva



OLD CHURCH SLAVONIC TRANSLATIONS OF THE HOMILY
ON REPENTANCE, CONTINENCE, AND VIRGINITY (CPG 7555)
AND THEIR GREEK SOURCES

Aneta Dimitrova

I. Introduction

The Homily on Repentance, Continence, and Virginity is a lengthy and
widely popular text on monastic virtues written in Greek around the year 500."
In the manuscripts, the homily is either anonymous, or the title mentions St John
Chrysostom as its author. Indeed, S. Haidacher identified at least six excerpts
borrowed from (Pseudo-)Chrysostomian works,” and it was first published
among the editions of Chrysostom’s body of work in the early 17th century, but
in the first editions it was ascribed to John IV Nesteutes (Johannes Jejunator, or
the Faster, archbishop of Constantinople 582-595, feast 2 Sept.).” The attribution
of the homily to John the Faster is generally accepted among scholars,* however,
since it was based on a single late manuscript, this authorship has also been
disputed.’

' See S. Voicu, “Seconde spigolature pseudocrisostomiche”, Bollettino della Badia Greca di
Grottaferrata 14, 2017, p. 272. The earliest known Greek manuscripts date from the 9th century
onwards, and there are ancient oriental translations with a well-preserved history of transmission.
At least two manuscripts containing the Syriac translation of the homily date back to the 7th century,
cf. E. A. W. Budge, Coptic Homilies in the Dialect of Upper Egypt, London 1910, p. xxiii.

2 S. Haidacher, “Chrysostomus-Excerpte in der Rede des Johannes Nesteutes iiber die BuBe”,
Zeitschrift fiir katholische Theologie 26, 1902, Ne 2, p. 380-385. The homily is listed under No 269
in Aldama’s catalogue of pseudochrysostomica, see J. A. de Aldama, Repertorium pseudo-
chrysostomicum, Paris 1965, p. 99. More intertextual connections see in S. Voicu, “Seconde
spigolature pseudocrisostomiche...”, p. 274-310.

3 Henry Savile used the earlier 1609 edition of Fronton du Duc and added two more unspecified
manuscripts, cf. H. Savile, Tod é&v dyloic mawpos nHudv Twdavvov dapyiemiokomov
Kawvotavtvovrdlews 100 Xpvoootdpov t@v evpiokouéveov, vol. 7, Etonae 1612, p. 641-656, and
the notes ibid, vol. 8, p. 872.

* John the Faster is identified as the author of the homily in Patrologia Graeca (vol. 88, coll. 1937-
1977, a reprint of H. Savile’s edition), in M. Geerard’s Clavis Patrum Graecorum, Vol. 3,
Turnhout 1979, p. 411 (CPG 7555), in the aforementioned works of Haidacher, Budge, Aldama,
and others.

5 M. van Esbroeck suggests that this was Paris. gr. 788 (11-14th century), f. 204, used by Fronton
du Duc and reprinted by Savile, cf. M. van Esbroeck, Les plus anciens homéliaires géorgiens,
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The doubtful provenance of the homily was not a hindrance to its
popularity. It was translated into other oriental languages very early on — as E.
A. Wallis Budge puts it, the monks in Egypt “lost little time in translating it into
Syriac”, the oldest extant manuscripts in Syriac dating from the mid-7th
century.® There were also translations into Coptic (from the same time-period),’
Georgian and possibly Armenian,® and Old Church Slavonic from the early 10th
century.

The history of the Old Church Slavonic translations is very complicated,
involving parallel transmission traditions in different kinds of manuscripts, lost
or rearranged folios, two different Greek versions, and numerous individual
variant readings. In this article I will try to answer some questions and ask
others, concerning the textual history of the Slavonic homily. The translation
was part of the Zlatostruy (Chrysorrhoas) collection’ — Chrysostomian and
pseudo-Chrysostomian homilies selected and translated under the supervision of
Tsar Symeon (893-927). Most of the extant copies of the homily are found in

Louvain-la-Neuve, 1975, p. 117-118; S. Voicu also refers to this argument, cf. S. Voicu, “Le
corpus pseudo-chrysostomien. Questions préliminaires et état des recherches”, Studia Patristica
17,1982, Ne 3, p. 1202, note 8. According to M. van Esbroeck, the homily belongs to neither John
Chrysostom, nor John the Faster: “L’ensemble de la tradition fait de cette piéce une ceuvre qui ne
peut étre, ni de Jean le JeGneur, ni de Jean Chrysostome, avec lequel cependant certains passages
coincident (Aldama, no 269)”, see M. van Esbroeck, Les plus anciens..., p. 118. Recently, the
most detailed argumentation about the homily’s authorship and date is in: S. Voicu, “Seconde
spigolature pseudocrisostomiche”..., p. 269-338, especially p. 269-312. The homily is a
compilation, based mainly on Chrysostom’s works, but the compilator, though a faithful follower
of Chrysostom, was probably not an Antiochean, ibid., p. 312.

6 See note 1 above. The Syriac text is published in E. A. W. Budge, Coptic Homilies..., p. 289-
338, English translation ibid., p. 339-379.

7 According to Budge, “[i]t is only reasonable to assume that the purely Egyptian monasteries (...)
also possessed Coptic translations of the Homily”, ibid., p. xxiii. The Coptic translation is
published after a 6th-7th century papyrus, British Library, Oriental 5001 (edition of the Coptic text
ibid., p. 1-45, English translation on p. 147-191).

8 No Armenian text is preserved, cf. M. van Esbroeck, Les plus anciens..., p. 118: “Malgré la
présence d’arménismes dans la traduction géorgienne, nous n’avons pas retrouvé l’ancienne
version arménienne”, and again: “Il est donc souvent possible de repérer des arménismes sans que
pour autant il soit certain que le texte dépende réellement d’un modéle arménien” (ibid., p. 255).
The Georgian manuscript Athos Iviron 11 dates from the 10th century, van Esbroeck gives no
information about the time of the translation.

% The Slavonic homily was edited twice as part of the so-called Shorter Zlatostruy: T. ['eopruesa,
3namocmpyii om XII eex, Cummctpa, 2003, p. 158-167, 167-176; Beauxue muneu uemowu,
cobpannvle ecepoccutickum mumponoaumom Maxapuem. Hosbpw, onu 13—15, Cankr-IlerepOypr,
1899, col. 1335-1346, 1346-1356). On Zlatostruy see B. Manunun, Hccredosanue 3namocmpys
no pyxonucu XII eexa Umnepamopckoui Ilybnuunoii 6udruomexu, Kues, 1878; Fr. J. Thomson,
“Chrysostomica palaeoslavica. A Preliminary Study of the Sources of the Chrysorrhoas
(Zlatostruy) Collection”, Cyrillomethodianum 6, 1982, p. 1-65; 5. MunrenoB, 3ramocmpyii:
Ccmapoodvr2apcKy XOMUIEMUYeH €800, Cb30adeH no unuyuamusa Ha Owvaeapckus yap CumeoH.
Texcmonoeuuecko u uzgopogeocko uszcieosane, Codus, 2013; A. Jumutposa, 3namocmpysm 6
npesodaueckama oetinocm Ha cmapobvicapckume kruudicoghuyu, Codus, 2016.
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manuscripts containing the Zlatostruy collection. Another isolated version of this
homily (with fewer copies) suggests that at least part of the homily was
translated twice. The main proposition of the present article is, that there are two
intertwined versions of the Slavonic homily (z and /), which are found in two
different groups of manuscripts. The second halves of the two versions are the
same, but their first halves are different translations (or a heavily revised single
translation) from two different Greek versions (a and f).

I1. Greek manuscripts

The Greek Homily on Repentance, Continence, and Virginity 1is
preserved in at least 48 copies from the 9th to the 19th century, '’ not all of them
are complete. Their complicated history of transmission has not been studied yet,
most of the manuscripts are hard to access, and there is no critical edition. There
are many variant readings between the Greek manuscripts, but without a critical
edition or a stemma codicum the picture of its transmission will inevitably be
fragmentary. Only five complete copies of the homily have been available to me
(the Patrologia Graeca edition included) — an imprecise representation of the
entire transmission, but sufficient for the purposes of the present research. The
PG edition was used as a reference text, and the four control manuscripts are:

A Athens, National Library EBE 211, 9th-10th c., ff. 171v-189v"!
B London, British Library MS 19703, 12th c., ff. 223v-244v"?

P Paris, Coislin 77, 11th c., ff. 3r-22v"

R Rome, Bibliotheca Angelica gr. 125, 11th c., ff. 9v-31r"*

They form two groups (« and f), some of the variants are due to scribal
errors and random changes, but other differences suggest deliberate editorial
intervention. PG and P are almost always uniform, it is possible that the edition
was based on a very similar manuscript,” the discrepancies between them are
rare. Here they represent text version a (only selected examples are given
below).

Version a against version f:

PG pn omong oeavt® otinv] P, om. A, u momon ceovtov oTiAnNy B R

10 Cf. <https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fi/> (24.07.2019).

! Available at < http:/digitalcollections.nlg.gr/nlg-repo/dl/el/browse/3598 > (24.07.2019).

2 Available at < http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/FullDisplay.aspx?ref=Add_MS_ 19703 >
(16.04.2020).

13 Available at < https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10037957m > (16.04.2020).

14 Available at < http://www.internetculturale.it/it/767/manoscritti > (16.04.2020).

13 See note 5 above. The manuscript Paris. gr. 788, used for the edition, is not digitised yet and was
unavailable to me.
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PG hoywopog] P, om. A, Moyoc B R

PG épebva 8¢ tag 'papbs] P, épevviv del tag I'popds 4 B R
PG 1iig papoov 10 mapaderypa] P, om. 10 mopaderypo 4 L R
PG déyeton] P, evpicker 4 B R

PG éxel] P, éviedbev 4 B R

PG egikétog] P, dwcaing A B R

PG mpiicar adtrv vypav] P, om. Oypbv A B R

PG dwbéoeng] P, aicOncewc 4 B R

PG dvoi&at otopa] P, pebaydvor to otopa 4 B R

Manuscripts 4, B, and R share many readings (here version /), but they
are more diverse, occasionally B agrees with a, and all of them have some
individual variants (see also the first two examples above).

Individual readings, B agrees occasionally with a:

PG og vBpwmnog] B P, om. AR

PG pulotevog kol pihdEevoc] P, pihotexvog A B, pihdEevog R

PG @oPovpévn] B P, dpehovpevog A4, dpehovpévn R

PG &ic obpovov avépyecbor ovk émupémel] B P, &g oOpavolg
avepyopevov (-nv R) og ok Emtnpel 4 R

PG v perémy tdv Beiov [papdv] B P, tog Beiog ['papdg A R

PG 10 00 Zootiipog évtdApata] B P, ta diddypato 100 Zotijpoc 4 R

These and many other variant readings reveal the variety of the Greek
copies of the homily and demonstrate that using only the available edition of PG
could be misleading. The division of the copies into two groups (a and f) may
seem questionable, since it is based on only four unedited manuscripts, and
every new copy added to the list could shed light on their distribution.
Nevertheless, these two Greek versions explain many discrepancies between the
copies of the Slavonic text. They are the strongest argument to the proposition
that there were two (partial) Old Church Slavonic translations of the homily.

III. Old Church Slavonic translations
The Slavonic homily is best attested in at least 38 manuscripts

containing the two main versions of the Zlatostruy collection — Longer and
Shorter Zlatostruy (L and S),'® inc. BAxKeNBIH NARBAB AMOCTOAB BLCRXD IAZBIKD,

'S The Zlatostruy versions have stable contents with a fixed order of the homilies. S contains 81
homilies (S1-81), L contains 45 or 138 homilies, numbered from 1 to 137 (L1-45 and L1-137 — the
most archaic core of the first 45 homilies was part of the original compilation of the early 10th
century, the other texts in L1-137 were added shortly thereafter), L and S have 62 homilies in
common. Most of the manuscripts are Russian, dating from the 15th century onwards, but S is
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ovvHTeAL LgbknebNbIH. In each version of the Zlatostruy collection it has some

individual features and peculiarities. In S the homily is divided into two parts as
consecutive texts S36 and S37. In L the entire Homily on Repentance is No 23
(hereafter L23), its second part is included again as No 46 (hereafter L46, inc.
O\fEOHM‘Z) CA BJATHIE MOTZRLIAKTO AOVLLZA H TEAO MOTOVEHTH, L46 =S37).

All these versions descend from the same initial translation, each of
them is attested in multiple copies with their own transmission history,
intertwined with the history of the entire Zlatostruy collection (L and S
respectively). For example, L23 has a large part of the text missing (ca. 8 folios,
or one quire) — in the manuscripts containing only the most archaic part L1-45,
the missing part of L23 is found in the next homily L24, where it was probably
accidentally moved, and in the copies containing homilies L1-137, the same
passage was moved back from L24 to L23, but not to its original position."’
Another peculiarity is an unidentified fragment of about half a page (one
column) in both S36 and L23 — thematically the added text relates to the overall
topic, but is not part of the Greek source. These features are important for
establishing the stability of the different versions of the text and the relations
between them, but are of little significance for the present study. All the
versions, however, have a very important distinctive feature in common: instead
of the homily’s end (corresponding to PG 88, coll. 1973-1977), its last part is
borrowed from another Zlatostruy homily. These last ca. 2 folios are from John
Chrysostom’s In Epistulam primam ad Corinthios homilia 8, CPG 4428, which
is part of Zlatostruy as an independent homily both in L and S (L27 and S9). The
substituted ending of L23 and the complete homily L27 derive from one and the
same translation, albeit with some variant readings. This is an important clue in
the further investigation of the history of the Slavonic homily.

The Homily on Repentance in a different Slavonic version, inc.
BAaKeNBIH MARBAD RBOEXD IAZBIKD AMOCTOAD, ZABBIRAAH TJHCNO ZAABNRR, iS

attested in fewer manuscripts and is almost unknown to researchers. Most
notably, it is the first homily in manuscript No 386 from the Hilandar monastery
(14th century), the so called Hilandar Zlatostruy' (hereafter H, the homily is
HI1). Apart from it, this rare version of the homily can be found in some old-
recension homiliaries for the Lent (what Klimentina Ivanova refers to as

attested in the oldest copy of the collection — manuscript F.m.1.46 from the Russian National
Library in Saint Petersburg, 12th century. The texts in S were revised and abridged. Only S has
been published, see note 9 above.

'7 More details about the displaced passage and L24 (Sermo de pseudoprophetis, CPG 4583) see in
A. JlumutpoBa, “IlceBno-3matoyctoBoTo cioBo 3a aworcenpopoyume (CPG 4583) B cOopHuka
3namocmpyi”, Palaeobulgarica 39,2015, Ne 1, p. 71-84.

'8 Kn. MBanosa-KoncrantiHOBa, “HeusBecTHa pefakiys Ha 371aTocTpys B cpbbckn u3Box ot XIII
B.”, 300pHuk ucmopuje u kwudxcesnocmu, Ooemerve jesuxa u krusxcesnocmu 10, 1976, p. 89-107;
cf. 5. MunteHos, 3ramocmpysm..., p. 137-154.
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“CTapon3BOAHM TpuoAHH manurupumm”,” the homily is designated for Monday

of the Ist week of the Lent).”” It is not unusual that different revisions or
translations of the same text are found in different kinds of manuscripts, such as
the Zlatostruy collection and the homiliaries.”’ The comparison between the two
versions reveals that the first part (nearly half) of the homily is in two different
translations (i.e. S36 and the first half of L23 as opposed to the first half of H1),
whereas their second parts are the same (i.e. S37, L46, and the second halves of
L23 and H1). Here I will refer to the Zlatostruy version as text z, and to the
version from the homiliaries and H as text 4. Both z and /4 have the same ending,
part of the Zlatostruy homily L27.

The differences between z and 4 are on all linguistic levels — lexical,
morphological, syntactical, in terms of their word-order and underlying Greek
original. At the same time, there are many similarities between them and mutual
influence cannot be excluded. Their relations are commented below. >

Differences in translation between 7 and A:

o+ tod ayiov Iveduartog doyeiov yevouevog
Z CBCOYAB ChI TTTO X XA

—
5 REMBCTHAH Lj1e A XORNOK

o+f tva kol tov Emavov oyf
Z AX NMPHHMETB MOXBAAENTE

h AN XBANOY HMATH

otf un €nopbijg énl 1@ wkdAAel cov, pn mote Sid TNV Vmepoyiav Gov,
amootpaei] 0 Ocog, kai EleyyOi] oov to Emapua (v.I apdaptnua)

19 Ki1. MBanosa, “3a KajeHIAPHHTE TPHOIHH COOPHWIM, MHCAHH B XHICHIAPCKHS MaHACTHP”,
Palaeobulgarica 36, 2012, Ne 3, p. 11-28. See also: Kn. MBanosa, 1. /laHoBa, ,,Onur 3a
CHCTEMaTU3MpaHe Ha PHUTOPUYHATA TPAAULUS B IOKHOCIABIHCKHTE KaICHAAPHH COOPHHIM
(Cnopen cpabprkaHHeTO Ha OanKaHCKUTE TPUOIHU MAaHUTHPHULN)“, Palaeobulgarica 43, 2019, Ne
2, p. 23-46; Kn. lBanoBa, “HeusBecTHa penakiys Ha TPHOAHUS IaHETUPUK B ChCTaBa Ha TpUoja”,
Cmapobwneapcka numepamypa 20, 1987, p. 20-39.

2% Until recently I was familiar only with the copy in the Zlatostruy manuscript Hilandar No 386
(H). I would like to express my sincere gratitude to Klimentina Ivanova and Tsvetomira Danova
for giving me information from the yet unpublished Bibliotheca Homiletica Balcano-Slavica and
sharing with me two more copies of the homily (Hilandar No 390 and Arad 9, their relationship
will be discussed in another publication), and to the Hilandar Research Library at the Ohio State
University in Columbus, Ohio, for providing me with a microfilm of H. I would also like to thank
Yavor Miltenov and Sergey Kim for their help with literature and insight.

21 See e.g. 51. Muntenos, 3ramocmpyii. .., p. 167-186.

22 Unless indicated otherwise, the Greek version a is cited after PG, version 3 after manuscript R,
a+p after PG. The Old Church Slavonic version z is cited after manuscript C, and version / after
H.
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Z GPAX KAKO BEAHYHRA TR0 ABAA WBIATHT ¢A W TeBe 8%. H WRATB TH
BOYAETH AAPB. H WEAHYENO TH BEAETH REAHYTE

h AN ZA fAZKGAH‘r‘ANHI‘A ABAR \X’K?ATHT (¢ Te¢BE I'S_I; H WTE¢Th TH EO\f,A,GTb Adfb

a+p Tiyop kot aélav (v.L €naéing) SHvacam dmousivar, Gv Xpiotdg (v.1.
€Kelvog) vmépeve d1d o€,
Z ¥TO0 BO ¢CH MOABRAAD TOYNO. ;E WHND MOABR TEBE ’?A,A,H

B ¥TO BO MOMKELLIH QT‘)M’I’BTH AsHNO. HX‘?’KG WHb (T?bl’l"ﬂt\b TeBE ‘)AAH

a+f T &v vokTi Kol T0 &V fuépa
Z NOLINBIRA H ANBHbIRA

—
h ke Bb NOLHHH RAKe Bb ANE

atf tovg o8¢ T Yvdoemg 100 Xpiotod GTEPOVUEVOVS Kol AKOVOVTOG
aunv Aéym vpiv ovdémote Eyvov vudg (Mt 25:12)

Z AJOYTAr0 Ke W (AZOVMA WEAHXORAEMA. H CABILUALIA. IAKO NHKOAHKE NE ZHA
RBACH

h APO\beIlG K€ AHLLAKMbBI RBA BNHIA. H F'_II\IOLUHMB N¢ K'ﬁ RA

o+ Opa pot tag mévte TopHEVOLE ATOKAEIOUEVAG, KOl TOG OUNAKAG 1T
alwodoag VIEP OVTAV, 0¢ Kol LOPOg AmeKdiecey O XpLoTog, dOTL PETH
10 ToTfioat Tag MOoVAS, HETA TO oféoal TV Kauwvov g émbopiag, petd
ynoteiog kal yopevviov kol dypvaviav, tote popoi edpnvrol. Kai pdia
gikotac (v.I S dikaing)

Z ZgH NATH ARB NPEABD ARELMH CTORTh. H AJOVThIRA ARBI N MOFOLIA MOAHTH

ZA NA RAKE H OVPIOAHRBI HApEYE )2%. ZANE MOMPALLIA MAOTTIO CAOVKHTH MAAMANH.
H M0 8rALUENTA MELUNBIRA MOXOTH. H MO MOLUENTH. NA ZeMAH AeraNie. H BABNTe.
TOFAN K€ BOVIA BbILLIA. H ZBA0 B ABNOTOY

h RHADL Ke & ABb WCTABARARLIA BLNE0A 0\ wPbTOrA. H Neo\flﬂ\bmwb APONTBIMb
ZANKKE H BOVieH Nb\‘;g x?b. ZANKKE H 10 OYFALLIENHH WEbNEA nasckaro. Mo
OVTALLENHH MELUH MOXOTHEH. M0 ZHMBAEGKANHH. H MOCTE H BABNHH. Tora BOViele

no I'I?AK,A,"B HA‘)EHI)I BbILLE¢

a+f Mwpoig novoig évtadba, peydiag Pachvovg dmoxpovomuedo (v.1.
KEPOAVMLUEY / KEPOOCMLEV)
z ’T‘?S,A,HM'Z) CA CAE MAABL. AA BGAHIZM MO\fIC'Z) O\fE"E?ﬁHM'b

5 MAABIMH TPOYAI)I. AR W BEAHKBIXb Tfo\{A,b H MO\{KI: TAMO O\fIU\ONHM ce

o+f moio yap 1 60YKPLOIS TOV TPOCIOKOUEVMY
Z ¥TO0 BO é TDHYNO YAEMBIHXD

N KO Ke CAAFANHE W YAKMbIXb
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These examples are just a limited selection out of many, they are
extracted only from the first half of the homily. The differences between the two
texts can hardly be the result of a revision of an existing translation, cf. the last
example, where the two Slavonic versions are based on different meanings of the
Greek word ovykpiowg — 1. ‘aggregation, combination’; 2. ‘comparison’.
Although there are some phrases and sentences in the homily, where z and 4 are
lexically very similar to each other and suggest a heavily revised translation, all
the differences between them add to the impression of a new translation. It is
further supported by the instances where the variants correspond to different
Greek versions (some of the examples are also cited above).

Text z corresponds to the Greek a, text /2 corresponds to the Greek f:

o épedva 8¢ 1ag I'papds, £ Epevvay del tag I'papdg
Z MBITAH ¢ KNHIB, A MIBITATH AOCTOHTh KNHIbI

o Paho gkKOTOG, f Laka StKaimg
ZR I\"ISI_IOTO\j', I’l rno I'I?ABA,"IS

otA xbév yop ioydv copatog Eyopev, vocog avtnyv katafaiier (v.. A
KaTaAVEL). TV Yopav dtadéxetan OAy1G (v.I. A Aomn)

B (B+R) xGv yap ioyOv cdUaTOg EYOUEY, VOGOG KATAADEL TV YOpavV

Z AKBO IC?"BI'IO(’T‘I:. KTO0O AX HMATb T"EI\GCNO\f. TO NEASIDd AH K I'I?HGMI\G’T‘I}.. A
JAAOCTh MPHEMACT CKOPBD

h ALH¢ BO H IC?'EI’IO(TB HMAMb TGAG(HO\{IO. TO NG_A,O\{FB ?AZO?HTB PAAOCTI)

o dwbéceng, S aicbioenc
Z AOBBRE, VOVRBCTRA

o &v 10 Koou®, f &v Bio T00Te
Z Rb MHf"E CEMb, h Rb KHTHH

o ypapel, avarofelv ta omho TG mioTEMG, KOl TNV TMEPIKEPAAAioy TOD

cmTNPio
[ Eheyev. avolaPete ta omho (v.I. B add. 100 @mT0G) Koi TNV
mepceporaioy

— .
Z MHLWETb BZATH W‘)O\f}ﬁbe B'Efl}.l. H LUACMB CMICENTA

A NHLWET . BRbZMBTE WPO\{FKH}G H WWABMb

o evKaipws, [ edkAedg
Z Rb BIG;O B?"EMA, h AOB?OU\AKHO
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o+ del PEpovca. TAV AVEUWOV TAS TPOCBOLAG
Z NE ThyMA NPHCNO MPHPAKENHEA RETPBNAAIO

5 NAHTHR EGZAICOH‘I\IHICL bene

In the last example the reading sezakon'nHKb in /2 suggests that there was

a Greek version with dvouwv instead of dvéuwv. This and other examples
demonstrate that neither of the available Greek manuscripts is an exact match for
the Slavonic translations; sometimes they deviate from all the copies used in the
present research. Nevertheless, numerous examples of agreement between o and
z, on the one hand, and f and 4, on the other, are indisputable evidence, that at
least two different Greek sources were involved in the Old Church Slavonic
translations of the Homily on Repentance.

IV. Secondary revisions of the Old Church Slavonic translations

Another layer of differences between z and /# goes beyond the scope of
the two translations. There are recurring lexical variants between the two
Slavonic versions not only in the first part of the homily, but also in their second
parts, which derive from a common “ancestor”, i.e. a single original translation.
The picture is further complicated by the fact that z is not uniform in all of its
copies — in some cases the version in S (S36 and S37 / L46) is more similar to 4
than to the version in L (L23). This complex lexical stratification of the Slavonic
translations of the homily deserves a separate study. Here I will point out only
some examples from the vocabulary (at least 75 pairs of synonyms were
established in the entire text).

One of the most notable features of the lexical variants between z and 4
is the pronounced opposition of Preslav- and non-Preslav words in the two
Slavonic ‘[exts,23 €.2. Z AAYBEA, AAKANHIE, AAKATH — /1 NOCTD, MOCTHTH CA; Z MOPOAA —

h gaH; z ZaTh — h KeNHXD, Z ABAR — 7 pAAH; Z gHID — h RPBTHIIE Z ABRD — /1
LLIOVH, in the second half of the homily also z ZATOROABLL — /I KENHXOAARBLLL; Z
MOVCTOLIL — /i COVIETHIE Z NACTOVYXD — /i MACTBIgh; Z MHNATH — A MHMOHTH; Z
MEBABNHLLA — /1 KONBAJATB; Z OBJALD — h niona. If we take into consideration only

the first half of the homily, this may lead us to the conclusion that the two
versions are typical representatives of the so-called “Cyrillo-Methodian” (/) and
“Preslav” (z) translations. However, the variant readings in the second half of the
text are an indication, that a secondary lexical revision took place in one of the
versions. As I commented above, the dividing line between the first and the

I

2 See e.g. 5. Muntenos, “IIpeciaBckute JeKCHKanHH Mapkepu. 1. OmuT 3a BbBemeHme
Palaeobulgarica 44,2020, Ne 2, p. 54-79.
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second part of the homily almost coincides with its partition in .S (S36 and S37).
Whereas the differences between z and /4 in the first part are on all linguistic
levels, the second part is considerably more uniform. The variants are mainly
lexical and there are only several isolated instances of concurrence with the two
different Greek versions, which will be discussed later. In one case it is beyond
doubt, that the variant reading in z (L23) is secondary:

PG tavtag 106 EpmAdotpoug Aafovteg Ta Tpavpate £avtdv Oeporedompey
Z cHR nacToyxbl (V. S NAACTBIgA) NgiHMLIE. cTpovTibl cROR (V.1. S rpBXORBNBIA)
HZRPAVIOHMD

h cHie I'IAC’T‘M?G I'I?HPGMLLIG CT?O\{‘I’II}I CROK O\J"B?AYO\J"HMI:.

In this sentence, the version in the Shorter Zlatostruy (S37), preserved in
the oldest copy from the 12th century, has the correct reading naacTaipa

(éumidotpovug ‘plaster’), s already has nacthige (‘shepherds’) due to a scribal
error, and it was deliberately substituted by its Preslav synonym nacroyxsi in L.

The analysis of several other lexical substitutions supports the
conclusion that in version z (especially L23) a secondary lexical revision was
carried out and as a result the Preslav variants became more frequent.”* For
example, the words nocts / noctHTH were used 18 times in 4 (7 in part 1; 11 in

part 2 of the homily), and 14 times in z (5 in part 1; 9 in part 2), whereas aavbBa /
aAkanHE / aAkaTH were used once in 4 (in part 2) and 5 times in z (2 in part 1; 3
in part 2). The preposition gpaan was used 13 times in / (8 in part 1; 5 in part 2)
and only 5 times in z (2 in part 1; 3 in part 2), and A'Bar / ABabMa Was used 13
times in /4 (6 in part 1; 7 in part 2) and 15 times in z (7 in part 1; 8 in part 2), the
discrepancies in the numbers are due exclusively to the different translations of
part 1. There are almost no differences in the use of ¢kpnss and nevaas (in /2 6 and
14 times, respectively; in z — 4 and 16 times). The word noasza, used in / 7 times
(3 in part 1; 4 in part 2), was consistently avoided in z — instead, other words
were used, such as OWTBXA, OCIIBXD / OVCIIBTH, MOLL / nomopis, and oTpaaa twice.

The Longer Zlatostruy is usually considered to correspond better to the Greek
sources than S, where numerous revisions and abridgements are attested even in
the oldest manuscript. However, these lexical variations demonstrate that the
translations in L were also revised, at least in terms of their vocabulary.

The last group of examples reveals that the second half of the homily
was partially edited after another source. There are at least 18 cases (almost all

** In presenting the following data, the second half of the homily (“part 2”) includes also the
“false” ending from L27. Version z here designates predominantly L23, the copy in S was not
added to the statistics.
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of them are concentrated in one portion of the text, some of them are presented
below) where a second Greek version was involved — z corresponds to the
readings in a + manuscript B, and /4 remains faithful to £ (and especially to A).

Synchronisation of the Slavonic translation (part 2) with a second Greek
source:

a+B and mopodeicov, B amd ynivov mopodeicov
Z W NogoAbI, h W ZeMALNAATO MOPOAA

o+B glg 00pavov avépyechat ovk EmTpémel
S €ic 00pavoDs AVEPYOUEVOV OE OVK EMLTNPEL
Z HA HBO N¢ REAHTh RBZBITH

—
5 Ha B0 BHOXOACLHA. N¢ NABAKWAAKT AH

a+B pn 1ov Tvevpotikdv oivov Hdatt dypeldong
B R Tov otvov pifng ot
Z AA NE NPEMBCHLIH ROABI KB AXORNOMOY RHHOV

h AX N¢ I'I?HM'ECHLIJH Kb BHNO\{' ROAbI

a+B €xe avtl dptov v peAév tdv Ogiov I'popdv
B &ye avtl dptov tag Ogiog I'papdg
Z HM'BH RB XI\"ISBA MBCTO MOBYENHE B'_;K.I.H)('b KNHI'D

o
5 HM'BH Bb X}\"BEA MTB BXKHIK KNHIbI

o+B Kol avti oivov 10 T0D ZOTHpog EvTdApaTa
P xai avti oivov ta 61daypata Tod ZOTiipog
Z H BB BRHNA MBCTO ZAHOE"B_A,H CI"I_Q‘OEI:.I

B HORb BHHA M'B XBA OVYEHHIA

o+B R pn o avip Ppaddvn Emavelbelv dmodnunoag. AmnAidyng tod
TiKTEWY, Kol TPEPELWY, Kol avaTpépeadal

A 0V @povtilelg Tékvov, AmnAAayNg TO TPEPEY

Z FrAXN MEAAHTD MO\f?KI}. I'I?HH’T‘H OTLUEAD. O\fl_lyAZNHA'b CA ¢CH ?A?K,A,A’T‘H. H
KOPMHTH

5 H NE NEYELLIH ¢e W €A, BXb. HZEBIAL KCH ICQBMAIQ

As a result from the presented data, two major questions arise: 1) Part 1
of which text (z or /) belongs to the shared part 2 of the homily, i.e. what did the
original translation look like? 2) How and when did the new translation of part 1
come into being? The second question is connected to other issues, e.g.: Was the
translation of part 1 and the lexical revision of part 2 a single event with only
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one person responsible? Is it a coincidence that the dividing line between parts 1
and 2 is almost identical with the division of S36 and S37? For the time being
these issues cannot be fully resolved, but I would suggest the following
conjecture: the same person who translated part 1 revised also part 2 by
synchronising selected passages with the Greek source at his disposal. The
substitution of a number of words with their Preslav synonyms may have
occurred later, in a second stage of revisions.

As for the first question, several more examples might give a convincing
answer. The main support comes from the Greek textual tradition. As already
demonstrated above, version z follows the Greek a, and version 4 corresponds to
the Greek £ in the first half of the homily. Therefore, it should be determined to
which Greek version part 2 corresponds. The following instances show that the
main underlying Greek source for the second part was .

Part 2 of the homily (z+/4) corresponds to f:

o TIétpog kai ol pet’avtod, f [étpog
z+h netpn

o PUOTEKVOG Kal PAOEEVOG, f A B gildTtekvoc, R pihdEevog
z+h ('T‘?AHSNOMOBL.LLL.

o + R ovte dwwteia ovte doyohria, S A4 B obte dobévelo odte mevia, ovte
idiotio ovTe doyoAio
ZH+h HH HEAOYTH NH NHLIETHI. NH PPOVBOCTH. NH HEMAZLNBCTRA

o+B avtépkeg, f A R anéprrtov
Z BD NCOBAHLLUHH, h NEWBAHLLNB

a+B 00 ypuo®, ovK apyvpi®, S 4 R 00 ¥pucie meplepyouéve
Z NH ZAATS MHNO\]NOLI_IO\f‘, h NH ZAATS MHMOHAO\{LLIO\{’

o+B om., f A R kai un méon
z+h H He WNAAETH

o+B Bvcia, f 4 R Bopiopa
z+h KAAHAO

The agreement of both z and 4 with the Greek version f in the second
part of the homily allows the assumption that the initial complete Old Church
Slavonic translation was based on a Greek source from the f-family. A more
comprehensive study of the Greek manuscripts is needed for establishing the
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best representative of version f (as regards the Slavonic tradition), but in the
present research the closest counterpart to the Slavonic translation % is
manuscript 4.

V. Conclusions

The case of the Old Church Slavonic translations of the Homily on
Repentance proved to be very complicated. Some problems deserve special
attention and they should be addressed in a future bilingual edition of the text.
Here I will repeat the key points, which result from the presented evidence.

The homily was translated into Old Church Slavonic in the beginning of
the 10th century as part of the Zlatostruy project. This initial translation was
based on a Greek text close to  and was the archetype for version 4. In the same
period of time, a disarrangement of the final folios led to a “false” ending,
borrowed from another Zlatostruy homily from the same project, and this feature
pervaded the entire subsequent manuscript tradition of the text. The initial
translation /2, however, was best preserved in another type of manuscripts — in
the homiliaries. From there it made its way back to a single Zlatostruy codex
from the Hilandar monastery (H).

In the time between the initial translation and the first copies of the
Zlatostruy collection that have come down to us, the homily was probably
divided into two parts and the first part was lost. It was translated anew from
another Greek version (o), which was used also for “correcting” several passages
in the existing translation of the second part. From this hyparchetype of z
stemmed the variations of the text in the Zlatostruy manuscripts (S36 and S37,
L23, L46), each of them accumulating new peculiarities during the following
centuries.

The most important conclusion is the fact that, although the homiliaries
preserved a better version of the initial translation,” it stemmed from Zlatostruy.
The Homily on Repentance exchanged folios with Chrysostom’s homily 8 of /n
Epistulam primam ad Corinthios (No 27 in the Longer Zlatostruy), hence they
were in immediate contact with each other at the very beginning and perhaps
were translated together.

List of sigla and abbreviations
Sigla of text versions:

o Greek version a (PG and P)
b Greek version 8 (4, B, R)

%5 This is not an exception, cf. note 21 above.
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z Slavonic Zlatostruy version of the homily (L23, S36 and S37, L46,
cited after C)
h Slavonic Homiliary version of the homily (H1 and several

homiliaries, cited after H)

L Longer Zlatostruy (L1-137 and L1-45, cited after manuscript C)

S Shorter Zlatostruy (S1-81, cited after manuscript Saint Petersburg,
Russian National Library, No F.nm.1.46, 12th c., ed. T. I'eopruena,
3namocmpyii...)

H Hilandar Zlatostruy (H1-61, cited after its only copy, manuscript
Mount Athos, Hilandar Monastery, No 386, 14th c.)

Greek manuscripts and editions:
PG (reference text) Patrologia graeca, vol. 88, coll. 1937-1977
A Athens, National Library EBE 211, 9th-10th c.
B London, British Library MS 19703, 12th c.
P Paris, Coislin 77, 11th c.
R Rome, Bibliotheca Angelica gr. 125, 11th c.

Slavonic manuscripts:
C Saint Petersburg, Library of the Russian Academy of Sciences, No
33.2.12, 15th c. (Longer Zlatostruy, 1L.1-45)
D Moscow, Russian State Library, Theological Academy, No 43, 15th
c. (Longer Zlatostruy, L1-137)
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CTAPOBOJITAPCKHWI NNEPEBO/I C/TIOBA 44 TPUT OPUSA
HA3BUAH3UHA: KPUTHYECKOE U3IAHUE
ITO PYKOIIUCAM XIII- XVII BB.

Aneccanopo Mapus bpynu

1. CrapocaaBsanckas Tpaguums Ciaos I'puropust Hazmansuna

Hacrosimiee wmcciieoBanne TpencTaBisieT CcOOOH TEPBYIO TOMBITKY
CO37aHUsI KPUTHUECKOTO M3AaHus crapobonrapckoro nepeBoaa CioBa 44 «Ha
Heoenwo nosyro (@omuny)» [Eig v xowvnyv Kvplaxnv] I'puropus Haszuansuna
borocmosa (ok. 329-390 rr., nanee I'p.Haz.) Ha ocHOBe BCcexX MOMICAIINX IO HAC
CIIMICKOB, OTHOCSIIUXCSA K Pa3HBIM THUIIAM PYKOIHUCHBIX COOPHHMKOB, a TaKXkKe K
pa3IMYHBIM HW3BOJAM CTapOCJIABSHCKOTO S3bIKa — JIPEBHECEPOCKOMY H
npeBHepycckoMy . IIpeskae 4eM HpHCTYNHTh K OOCYXIECHHIO HCTOUHHKOB,
HEOOXOAMMO TIPEICTABUTH OOIIHME CBEICHUS 00 dTOM TPaIUITHH.

1.1. Kopnyc pykonuchvix ucmoyHuko8

Bo3HukHOBEHHE W HaYaabHOE pPa3BUTHE CTapOCIABSIHCKOTO KOpITyca
nponioBeneit (Adyor) I'p.Ha3. cBs3aHBI CcO cTapoOONTapcKOW MHCHbMEHHOCTHIO
konna IX-mepeoit Tperm X BB.> COXpaHHBIIHMIiCA [0 HAIIMX JIHEif
FOMHUJIETHYECKHH CBOJ cocTouT U3 21 Tekcra’. COUMHEHMS MOMEIIEHBI B JIBYX
cOOpHMKAX, COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX  THIOJOTHYECKH  Pa3HBIM  BH3AHTHUHCKUM
MPOTOTUIIAM U BKJIIOYAIONIMX COOTBETCTBEHHO 13 m 16 mpousBencHuil (manee
Co~13 u Co6~16). IlepBas xpectoMarus IoIUIAa O HAC B OJHOM 3K3EMILISIPE

! PaGoTa OCHOBBIBACTCA Ha HPEIBAPHTEIBHBIX TEKCTONOTHUECKHX 3aMETKAX, OMyOIMKOBAHHEIX B
AM. bpynu, “CrapocnaBsHckuii nepeBox CnoBa 44 I'puropus Hasmansuna: I'omumnumapwuii
MpuxaHoBHYa U JPEBHEPYCCKUE CIHUCKU (IperBapUTeNIbHbIC TEKCTOIOTHYECKUE 3aMeTkH)”, Slovo
68, 2018 [2019], c. 35-50. OcHoBHble Te3uchl Takxke obcyxmanuch Ha XIII xondpepeniyn
najneocinaBucToB B YHuBepcutere CaapOprokkena (22-23 mapta 2019 1.).

2 Cwm.: AM. Bpynu, Busanmuiickas mpaduyus u cmapocaagsuckuii nepesod Cnos Ipucopust
Haszuanzuna. T. 1. (Poccus n Xpucrnanckuii Boctok. bubmmoreka, 9). Mocksa, 2010, c. 116-118;
idem, A.M. Bpynu, “IIpeBneitmias cnaBsuckas Tpaguuus CioBa XVI I'puropust Borocnosa:
CTapOCIaBSHCKHUE BEPCHU U IIPpoOIeMbl ux usydeHus’, Palaeobulgarica 44,2020, Ne 1, c. 28-52.

> Ha CTapOCIIaBIHCKHH S3bIK OBLIH TepeBesieHs! crnenyronme ciosa I'p.Haz.: 1, 2, 5, 6, 11, 14, 15, 16,
19, 21, 24, 27, 28, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45 (Hymepauus cOOTBEeTCTBYeT m3nanuto: J.-P. Migne,
Patrologiae Cursus Completus. Series Graeca, volls. 35-36, Parisiis, 1857-1858).
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BOCTOYHOCJTABSIHCKOTO M3BOJIa BTOPOi mooBuHBI — KoHIa XI B. (PHb, Q.m.1.16 =
P);* Bropas, m3BecTHas B Hayke KaK IHTypruueckas komiexmums Ip.Has.,
3aCBUETENLCTBOBAHA B 150 pyKOMHMCAX KaK BOCTOYHOCIABSHCKOIO, TaK H
0)KHOCITABSHCKOT0 mporcxoxaerus XIV—XVIII ss.”

1.2. Jlea nepesooa: Slav.1 n Slav.2

C Tekcroyormueckoil Touky 3peHust Co~16 menurcs B OCHOBHOM Ha JiBa
KJIacca MCTOYHHUKOB, KOTOPBIE MBI MPEUIOKIIIA YCIOBHO 0003HAYaTh Kak Slav.l u
Slav.2.® Tlepeblii TepMHH OTHOCHTCS K IEPEBOJAM IPEBHETO IPOMUCXOXKICHH,
9YacTb  KOTOpBIX, IO-BUIMMOMY, CO3JaBajlaCh IYTEM  peOaKTHPOBAHHSA
TIEPBOHAYATIFHOTO TIIaCTa, COXPAaHUBIIETocs kKak B CO~13, Tak U B COCTaBe psaa
JPYTMX MCTOUHHKOB. BTOpoif — K TeKcTaM, KOTOpbIE MOSBIINCh B
cpenHe0oIrapcKylo 310Xy, KaKk Kaxercs, He mo3nHee Havyana XIV B., Omaromaps
yeumisiv crapua Hoamma u3 JIaspsr CB. Adamacus Ha Adore.®

1.3. Cmpyxmypusie ocobenHocmu KoireKyuil

Pyxomucu Co~16 UMEIOT pa3HyIO CTPYKTYpY, IPUUYEM JIUIIb [TOJIOBUHA
IIPEACTABICHHBIX B HHUX COYMHCHHI COBIAgacT ¢ pemepryapoM C6~13.°

4 Cocras: 1. 1: Cn. 39; 1. 19: Cn. 43; 1. 96: Cn. 40; 1. 147: Cn. 38; 1. 162: Cn. 2; 1. 23106.: Ca. 6; 1. 253:
Cn. 5;1.288: Cn. 27; 1. 297: Cn. 28; 11. 304: Cn. 16; 1. 324006.: Cn. 45; n. 356: Cn. 41; 1. 373: Cn. 1.

5 Omucanue HCTOUHHKOB cM.: A.M. Bpynu, Ocolbyog. [pesnecrassamckue kodexcwt Cos Ipuzopus
Hazuansuna u ux euzanmuiickue npomomunst (Poccus n Xpucruanckuii Bocrok. bubmmoreka, 6),
Mocksa — Cankr-Ilerep6ypr, 2004, c. 37, 137-138, 119-191; idem, “Tlaneorpado-koanKkosoruueckue
U TEKCTOJOTMUECKHE pa3bICKaHMs IO JpeBHECHaBIHCKMM pykomucam 16 Cnos I'puropus
Hasuansuna”, Russica Romana 23, 2016 [2017], c. 9-40; idem, “ITaneorpaduueckue 3aMeTKH O
npeBHepycckoM konekce CnoB I'puropmst Hasmamsuna 'MM, Uyn. 117, Europa Orientalis 36,
2017, c. 229-240; idem, “CnaBsiackue pykonucu I'puropus Ha3man3uHa: NOTOIHEHHS K KaTaJIoTy
maryprudckoid koiurekmmu 16 Cnos”, in BJI. ®onkuu (u3n.), Moudokon. MccnenoBanus 1mo
naneorpadun, KoguMkonoruum U aumiomatuke [Montfaucon. Etudes de paléographie, de
codicologie et de diplomatique], Beim. 4, Mocksa, 2017, c. 517-522; idem, “Pyxomnucu I'puropust
Hasuansuna bubnmotexu Cep6Oekoit narpuapxuu 1 Mysest CepOckoii paBocIaBHOM 1epKBH”, in
Lj. Banjanin, P. Lazarevi¢ Di Giacomo, K. Stanchev (ed.), Per Aleksander Naumow. Studi in suo
onore (Slavica, 20), Alessandria, 2019, p. 73-81.

® AM. Bpynu, Gcoléyog..., c. 126-127.

7 TekcTONOrMuecKoe U3YYCHHE TPAJULMK IIOKA3a10, YTO 3TOT IUIacT, noMumo C6~13, yacTuuHO
3aCBUJICTETILCTBOBAH U B Jpyrux namstHukak (Cm.. A.M. bpywm, Buzanmuiickas mpaouyus...,
c. 121, 123, 223-269): CnoBa 38 u 43 B MONHOM BHJE YHTAIOTCS B CPeIHEOONTapCKOH PYKOIHCH
HBKM Ne 674, martupyemast BT. noi. XIV B. (= N), B To Bpems kak CioBo 40 coxpaHuics
¢parmenTapro B 3HameHHTOM IM300pHMKe CmsitocmaBa 1073 r. (TMM, Cun. 1043), a memikom B
Bemmknx Munesix Uersnx murporonmra Makapust. Cm.: idem, “ITaneorpado-koIuKoIorndeckie u
TEKCTOJIOTUUEeCKUe pasbickanus...”, ¢. 9-30; idem, “/IpeBueitmias cnaBsHckas Tpaauims CroBa
XVI...”

§ AM. Bpynu, Gcoléyos..., c. 128-130.

? Peup uer 0 CroBax 1, 16, 38, 39, 40, 41, 43, 45. Ocranbable BoceMb — 310 11, 14, 15, 19, 21, 24, 42,
44.
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BHyTpeHHAS CTPYKTypa JUTYPrUYeCKOM KOJUIEKIMH CYINECTBEHHO BapbUpYETCs B
pa3HBIX CIHCKaX, KOTOpBIE OTJIMYAIOTCS pacrhosiokeHneM CII0B MO HECKOIBKUM
BUJIaM TIOCIICIOBAHUH WM aKkoIy(uil, a TakKe HATMYMEM WM OTCYTCTBHEM B HUX
LIEJIOTO Psiia AOTOJHUTENBHBIX TEKCTOB, CPEM KOTOPBIX INIABHOE MECTO 3aHUMAIOT
TonkoBanust Huxuter Upakmmiickoro (nanee THU), BusanTHiicKoro mucarens u
LEPKOBHOTO  JIESITENS, JINTEPATypHOE TBOPYECTBO KOTOPOIO OTHOCHUTCA K
nocneaHed Tpetu XI — nepBeiM gecstuietusim XII BB. Ilocnennue Toxke
M3BECTHBI B JIBYX NIEPEBOJIAX M B PA3HBIX M3BOJIAX LIEPKOBHOCIIABIHCKOTO sA3bIKa. '’

2. Crapocaassiackas Tpagunus Ciosa 44 I'puropns Hazuansuna

O0nexToM ganHoro MccienoBanus spissercs Ci. 44 ['p.Haz. B mepeBoge
Slav.1 (Hau.: [loHosneHua 4mame nipe¥u 3aKoHb U 006ps umiywe).
[IpoBeneHHbIe HaMU apxeorpaduuecKue U3BICKAaHUS MO3BOJWIA BBISBHTH KPYT
pyKoIcel, B KOTOPBIX CONCPXKUTCS 3TOT TEKCT. B THUITONOrMYECKOM ILIaHe
MOJKHO BBIJICTTUTH CIEAYIONINE TPU KaTerOPUH UCTOYHHUKOB.

2.1. Bocmounocnassncrkue cnucku: Co~16 u e2o cmpykmypHble
ocobennocmu
Hpesueiimas cnaBsackas Bepcuss Cin. 44 I'p.Has. coxpaHwnace B
HUKEYKa3aHHBIX BOCTOYHOCTABSHCKUX crnuckax Co~16, oTHocsmmxcs k XIV-
XVII BB.:
J=SI'M3, uns. 15473, nad. XV B.
K =PHB, Kup.-bexr. 82/207, BT. mos1. XV B.
L =PIB, . 304 (TCJ/T) 8, XIV B.
M =THUM, Cun. 954, X1V B.
0 =LMAB, 55, XV .
Q=TUM, Yyo. 11 XIV B.
R =LMAB, 56, XVI B.
S=TUM, Cun. 43, XIV B.
U=TUM, Cun. 51, XVIB.
V =BCM3, B-5636/24, 1551 .
Y =PI'B, ¢. 209 (Osuun.) 81, XVII B.
Z=PIB, ¢. 209 (Oguun.) 82, XVI B.

Bo Bcex atux pyxommcsx Cn. 44 Bcerma compoBoxaaetcs THU. Kak
MPaBWJIO, TOCJICTHUE BCTABICHBI MPSAMO B TEKCT, KOTOPBIH pa30mWBaeTcs Ha

" Cm.: AM. Bpynn, “K CONOCTABHTENTHHOMY H3YYCHHIO BH3AHTHICKOM M ApeBHEHIIeit
crnaBstHCKO# Tpaguin TonkoBanuit Hukuter Upakmuiickoro k CioBam I'puropus Borociosa”, in
WN.I'. KonoBanosa (pen.), [laneocpagus, rxoouxonocus u OunIoMamuxa. COBPEMEHHblll ONbim
uccne008anus 2peveckoo, IAMUHCKO20 U ClABIHCKo20 pyKonuchozo nacrneous (Medcoynapoonas
Hayunas Kougpepenyus 6 wecmo 75-nemus o.u.m. bJI. @omxuua. Mocxea, UBU PAH, 27-28
gespans 2013 2.), Mocksa, 2013, c. 29-42.
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TEKCTOBBIC 0JI0KH, cooTBeTCTBeHHO Ha 36 (JLMQSYZ) wiu 37 rnas (KORUV).
Uckmiouenne cocrapnser Q, rae THUM nomemieHbl OTAEIBHO OT TOMUIHH
I'p.Has. (ocHOBHO# TeKcT unTaeTcs Ha Ji1. 96-99, a komMeHTapuu Ha Ji1. 3100. -
3400.). B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT YETHIPEX MMEIOIIMXCS Pa3HbIX TUIOB akonyduid, CI.
44 3anumaert 3-¢, 6-¢, 7-¢ win 12-e MeCcTO B KOJIICKIIHH.

-1-

JLMSY
Axonypus I I (O |IV |V [VI|VI|VI|IX| X |XI|XII | XII | XIV | XV | XVI
Crosa 38139140 1 (45|44 | 41 14 |16 (42| 15]| 43 | 21 24 |19 | 11
2-
KORUV
Axonyghus I (DI |1V |V | VI|VII| VI IX| X | XI|[XIT| XII| XIV| XV | XVI
Croea 19 (38|43 (39|40 |42 (21| 11 |14 | 1 |45(44 | 41 | 15 | 24 16
3.
Q
Axonypus 1 11 Ir* |IvV| vV | VI |VII| VIl | IX X | XI | XI| XIIT | XIV | XV |XVI
Cnosa 38| 39 |40%" (14| 1 | 45 | 44 | 41 15 24 119 | 43 | 11 21 42 16
4-
Z
Axonyghus I (DI IV |V | VI|VII|VII| IX| X |XI|XIT|XII| XIV| XV | XVI
Cnosa 1 (45|44 |41 |14 |16 (42| 15 (43|21 |24 (19| 11 | 38 | 39 | 40

2.2. Bocmounocnasauckue cnucku: Topocecmeennux PI'B

Ko BTOpoil KkaTeropmm HMCTOYHUKOB OTHOCHTCS TOpPIKECTBEHHUK
TPUOAHBIA Ha TepBylo nonoBuHy roga u3 Cobpanust Eroposa PI'b (¢. 98 Ne
257, xon. XV B. — ganee E), KOTOpbIi JIKIIb HEJABHO OBLI BBEACH B HAYYHBIH
060pot.'> B 5TOM CIICKe FOMEIIMS YMTACTCS B IIOMHOM 0ObeMe Ha Jur. 347-351,
HO, B otiuuue ot Co~16, ona He conmpoBoxkaaercs THU. CnenoBatenbHO, TEKCT
ckormmpoBaH 6e3 mpuBbsaHOTO M1 JKLMOQRSUVYZ nenenusi Ha TJaBBI.
Hackonpko HaM u3BecTHO, E — e€IMHCTBEHHBIA NpPUMEpP TAaKOro THUIA B
BOCTOYHOCJIABSIHCKOW TPaJIUIINY.

2.3. Kooexc H

K Tperpeii xareropum HCTOYHUKOB MpPHUHAUIEKUT [omunuapuit
MuxaHoBUYa — 3HAMEHHTAs cepOcKas pykonuch pyodexa XIII-XIV BB., kotopas
XpaHuTcs B ApxuBe XOpBaTCKOH akaJIeMUH HAayK M UCKycCTB B 3arpebe (Arhiv
HAZU, sign Il ¢ 19, nanee H) um mpencrasnsier coboii TopKecTBEHHUK

"' B pyxormmcn Q Cn. 40 mpomymeHo (YTpadeHo Heckonbko mmctoB). Cm.: AM. Bpynn,
“ITaneorpaduueckue 3ameTkH...”, c. 237.
'2 A.M. Bpynu, “Crapocnapsuckuii nepesoa Ciosa 44...”.
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MHHEHHBIH Ha MapT-aBryCT M TPHOAHBIL. > Kak M3BECTHO, MAMSATHHUK BOCXOIUT
K OoyrapcKOMy apXeTUIy |, Hapsily ¢ TaKUMH Kojaekcamu, kak CoopHuk Kioma
u Cynpacnbckasi pyKONMUCh, UMEET LEHTPANbHOE 3HAYCHUE M U3YUYCHHS
CTapOCIABSIHCKMX FOMHJIETHUCCKUX COOPHUKOB. "

Manyckpunt H, rome Cn. 44 mnepemucano na i 14306.-15200.,
SIBJISIETCSI  €UHCTBEHHBIM HCTOYHHUKOM, KOTOPBIM HampsAMYyIO YyKa3bIBaeT Ha
obiToBanue Ci. 44 I'p.Has. y 10xkHbIX cinaBsiH. [Ipu 3TOM, KpoMe 3TOH FOMUJIHUH,
oH takke comepkur Cm. 1 “Ha Ilacxy” (mur. 135-137), koTopoe ¥ B JaHHOM
ciydae naercs B mepesoje tina Slav.1."” Bonee Toro, paBHo kak u B E, 31ech
Toxke orcyrcTBytoT THU, ¢ ToW nume pasHHULEld, 4TO Ha MX MeCTe€ MOpOH
YUTAIOTCA WHBIE, HEOOIbIINe, KOMMEHTapul. Kak BBLICHAIIOCH, HEKOTOPHIE U3
HUX OTOXACCTBISIIOTCS co cxonusiMu Makcuma HcnoBegnuka k I'p.Has.,
0GII[eH3BECTHBIMH B CBATOOTEUYECKOH Tpaguiiiy Kak AMOHTBHI k Moammy. '

3. Kputnyeckoe m3ganue crapodosrapckoro mepesoga CiioBa 44
I'puropus Hazuanznna

IIpenBaputenbHOE N3YUCHHE BCEX JOMISANNX 10 Hac pykormcen Ci. 44
I'p.Haz. mokazano, yTo cepOCKHMEe M BOCTOYHOCIABSIHCKHE CIHCKH BOCXOIAT K
ennHON OankaHCKOM Tpaguuuu. B dYacTHOCTH, OTMeYalloch, YTO MEPEBOJ
TOMUJIMH OBLT CO3/IaH B CTApoOOIrapcKyto 3Moxy He mosaHee pyoeka X-XI BB., a
Takke uto BriroueHue THU B cnaBsanckuid Texet ['p.Hasz. mpousonuio B MOMEHT,
KOTJja OCHOBHOM IUIACT Pa3HOUYTCHUH yKe CyLIecTBOBaJl M ObLT pa3dpocaH Mo
pykomucsM  pasHbIX akonydmii.'  Bomee Toro, OBLI CHEMAaH BHIBOX O

B ®ororunmueckoe nsnanme: R. Aitzetmiiller, Mihanovi¢ Homiliar, Graz, 1957. Omucanue: V.
Mosin, Cirilski rukopisi Jugoslavenske akademije, I dio: Opis rukopisa, Zagreb, 1955, p. 96-99. O
natupoBke pykomucu cm.. A.A. Typwios, “O naTupoBKe M TPOUCXOXKAECHUU PYKOIHCH
Tlomunmapus Muxanosuua”, Slavia 78, 2009, c. 461-468; idem, “Munemesckuii [laHerupuk u
lommmmapnit MuxaHoBHYa — K JaTUPOBKE ¥ IPOHMCXOXKICHHIO JBYX APEBHEHINNX CepOCKhX
crmckoB TopkectBeHHHMKa obmiero”, in A.A. Typuno, Meoccrasanckue KynbmypHule cea3u
2NOXU CPEeOHe6eK0Bbs U UCMOYHUKOGEOeHUe UCMOPUU U  KYIbMUPbl CIABAH. 9MIO0bl U
xapaxmepucmuxu, Mocksa, 2012, ¢. 367-377.

14 1. Wezler, Vier Predigten aus dem Mihanovié-Homiliar. Dissertation. Tiibingen: Eberhard-Karls-
Univ., 1971; K. NBaHoBa, “Lluki BenukomocTHBIX ToMiuii B ['omumiapun Muxanosuda”, Tpyout
Omoena opesnepycckoii aumepamypui 32, 1977, c. 219-244.

'S A.M. Bpynu, “Crapociapsuckuii nepesox Ciosa 44...”, p. 39.

' AM. Bpynn, “@parments u3 «AMOurB k HMoanmy» Makcuma Mcrosennuka B IoMunmapun
MuxanoBu4a”, in BJI. ®ouknu (u3n.), Cneyuanvhvie ucmopuveckue oucyuniunvt [Auxiliary
Sciences of History], Bem. 2, Mocksa, 2018, c. 368-373.

7 AM. Bpynu, “Crapocnapsuckuii nepesox Ciosa 44..”, p. 41-43. He uCKIOYeHO, 4TO
OT/IETbHBIE TOMIIINH, 10 UX romnaganus B CH~16, TMOTydnIM pacnpocTpaHeHHEe B COOPHHUKAX WHOTO
COCTaBa, T.€. BHE KOJUICKIWMH, comeprkamux omuu counHenus I'p.Ha3. Ha s1o mpsimo ykasbiBaroT He
tonbko TopxectBennuku (pykomucu EH), Ho u ¢parmentsr Cn. 40 B M36opuuke CsiTocnasa,
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T1eJIeco00pPa3HOCTH COo3MaHusl KpuTuaeckoro Tekcta Ci. 44 Ha OCHOBE COBMECTHBIX
nokazanui kak H, Tak 1 EIKLMOQRSUVYZ.

3.1. Kooexc H u 6ocmounociasanckue cnucKu

Kommsiuuss H ¢ E u co Bcemu nomenmuMu CIaBIHCKUMH CIHCKaMHU
Co~16 (JKLMOQRSUVYZ) npuBena K clenyomuM HaOIoeHUsIM. Bo-TiepBbIx,
oTMeyaroTcs onnOku, oomue i komekca H u pykomnuceir JKLMORSUVYZ,
KOTOpbIE MPUHAIIEKAT Pa3HBIM CTPYKTYpHBIM  THIIAM  JINTYPTUYECKOH
KOJJIEKIIMK. Bo-BTOPBIX, MMEIOTCS CilyyaW, KOrja 3aMeHbl Oojiee IpEeBHUX
JIEKCHUYECKUX eauHuL, umerouuxcs B E u H, BcTpedaroTcst He BO BceX CIMCKaX
C6~16, a nuIIb B HEKOTOPBIX M3 HUX. JTO YKa3blBaeT Ha TO, YTO OOpa3oBaHME
BapHaHTOB BOCXOJUT K MEPHOIY, MpPEIILIECTBYIOIEMY OKOHYATENBHOH (PUKCAIUH
JIUTYPrAYECKON KOJUIEKIHH.

Kputnueckoe nznanue crapodonrapckoro neperona Ciosa 44 I'p. Has.
COCTaBJICHO TIO  (PHUJIONOTMYECKAM W  JIMHTBUCTUYECKUM  KPUTCPHSIM,
copmyuposanHeM B 2010 r. ayst my6mukamuu Crios 38, 39, 40 u 43", B ero
OCHOBY Jier kojiekc H, uTeHust KoToporo ObUIN CUCTEMAaTHYECKH COIIOCTaBIICHbBI
¢ E u co crmckamu JKLMOQRSUVYZ. Jlomemmue B Co~16 THU He BKIIOYEHBI
B HW3JaHUE [0 MpPUYMHE TOr0, YTO OHM CO3AaBajMCh mo3aHee. OOHAKo, B
KBaJpaTHBIX CKOOKax 0003HAa4YaeTcs Hayalo KaXIOW IJaBbl TEKCTa, COTIACHO
JIeJIEHHIO BOCTOYHOCIABSHCKUX TONKOBBIX pyKomucei (Hanp. ["aK"]).

3.2. Hpunyuner u30anus. JUHSGUCTNIUYECKUU U MEKCMOA0SUYECKUL
acnexmul

OAUIMOHHBIE TNPHUHLUIBL, YCTAHOBJIECHHBIE B pPaMKaX H3YUEHHUs] ITOH
TpaiuLMY, TIO3BOJIIOT ~ OOECHEYUTh  KaK  JUHSGUCHUYECKUU, TaKk U
mexcmonocuyeckuil xapakmep n3nanus. 1lpu gunonoruueckoM moaxone K TEKCTY
COXPaHSIOTCS SI3bIKOBbIE OCOOEHHOCTH IEPEBOJHOIO INaMSATHUKA B JpPEBHEHINEH
Jome e 10 Hac popme. B 1aHHOM cityyae peub HIET O IPEeBHECEPOCKOM H3BOJIC
crapocnaBsHcKoro s3bika pyoeska XIII-XIV BB., mockonbky koaexc H Hanmcan mo
CTapoH paickoi opgorpadum.

[lpu BocmpoW3BeICHUM TEKCTa CTPOrO COOJIIOIAIOTCS TPABOIHCAHIE,
OpUTMHAIIBHAS TYHKTYallysi, HAJCTPOUHbIE M WHBIC 3HAKH, HCIOJb3yemble B H;
YKa3bIBAaeTCsl TAKXKE HAYaJlo KaXKIOro JIMCTa KOJEKca M ero 0OOpOTHAsl CTOPOHA.
BmMecrte ¢ TeM myTem BHeApeHHs: B OCHOBHOH TEKCT MaHycKpurTa H 3HaKOB < > U » <
obecrieunBaeTcsi BOBMOKHOCTh KPUTHYECKOH 00paboTkKu Tekcra. BocnomHenwe
JIaKyH U (rutosoruyeckas SMEHAAIMS UCTIOPYEHHBIX MEPENUCUNKaMH MECT TEKCTa
BCET/Ia BBIICTSIOTCS W BCTaBISIIOTCS B PAMKH COOTBETCTBEHHO ¢ » U > < TaKUM

KOTOpBIE, BEPOATHO, BXOJMIIM B COCTAaB apXeTUIa STOI KHWUTH elle o ee noseieHus Ha Pycu (idem,
“ITaneorpado-KOAUKOIOTHYECKHE M TEKCTOJIOTHYECKHE pa3bIcKaHus...”, p. 39).

'8 A.M. Bpynu, Busanmuiickas mpaduyus..., c. 116-131.
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o0pa3oM, 4YTOOBI HE TOJBEpPrarh BHEIIHEH KOHTAMHHAIMK JIMHTBUCTHYECKYIO
LIENIOCTHOCTh Kojiekca H (pasHouTeHwMs, U3BATHIC U3 PYTUX CHHCKOB, OTPAXKAIOT
BOCTOYHOCIaBSHCKYIO OpdhorpaguiyecKyro HopMmy).

3.3. Kpumuueckuii annapam

B kputhdeckoM ammapaTe Bceraa oOroBapuBaeTrcsl Jtobas oOpaboTka
OCHOBHOTO TEKCTa W TPUBOAWTCS HCXOJHOE uTeHue crucka H. CremoBarenbHo,
BO3BPATHOCTh KAKJIOTO KPUTHUECKOTO PElIeHHs] 0OecTieurBacTcs B TIONHOW Mepe;
YHTATeNlh BCETJa B COCTOSIHUM YETKO pa3/ieNiuTh, YTO oTHOcHTCs K H, a uto — k
BOCCO3JJAHHOMY KPUTHYECKOMY TEKCTY Ha OCHOBE €T0 CPAaBHUTEIBHOTO U3YUYCHUS C
OCTaJIbHBIMHU CITUCKAMH.

Kpurideckuii anmapar W3aHus MPEACTABICH Ha JATHHCKOM s3bike' 1
COCTOHMT W3 JIBYX YPOBHEH: TIEPBBII COACPKUT BHYTPESHHUE CBEIICHUS O CIIABSIHCKOU
TPaJUIUK, O Pa3HOYTCHUSIX, TMPOIYCKAaX, WHBEPCHSX, 3MEHJAIMsAX, BTOPOM
O0BSICHSIET COOTHOIIECHHSI C Tpedeckoi Tpaauiied. Crola BOIDIM TaKXKe TIOJHbIC
CBEJICHUS 0 OMONEHCKUX IUTaTaX, YKa3aHHBIC CChUIKAMH Ha KHUTH CBSIICHHOTO
[Tucanus.

CoxparieHust

BCM3 Bnagmvupo-Cy3nanbckuii. MCTOPUKO-apXUTEKTYPHBIM M XY/IOXKECT-
BEHHBIN My3el-3aoBeHIK, Braagumup

I'mm I'ocynmapcteennslil Uctopuuecknii my3eit, MockBa

HBKM Hanmonanna 6ubnuoreka “Cs. cB. Kupun u Meromuit”, Copust

PI'b Poccuiickas ['ocynapcrBennas 6ubnnorexa, MockBa

PHB Poccwiickast Hartmonansaas 6ubnuoreka, Cankr-IletepOypr

AIM3 SIpocnaBckuil  ['oCcynapcTBEHHBII HMCTOPUKO-APXUTEKTYPHBIH U
XYJI0’)KECTBEHHBIM My3€H-3aIl0BEIHUK, SIpOCIIaBib

HAZU Hrvatska akademija znanosti i umjetnosti, Zagreb

LMAB Lietuvos Moksly Akademijos Biblioteka, Vilnius
HUcrounuku
E Toporcecmeennux mpuoousiti. Mocksa: PI'b, ®oun 98 — Cobpanme E.E.

Eropoa, Ne 257.
H Tomunuapuii Muxanosuua. 3arpe6: Arhiv HAZU, sign 111 ¢ 19.

1% [Tpemmaraem HuKe KITI0Y K JIATHHCKEM COKpaIIeHmsM: Gr. = rpedecKuit; Slav. = claBsHCKui (TeKeT);
a.c. = ante correctionem, N0 UCTIpaBlcHus; add. = addidit, no6aBneHo; ante = niepen / no; habet =
umeem, i.m. = in margine, Ha TOJSX; InS. = inseruit, BCTABJICHO; iter. = iteravit, IOBTOPEHO; Om. =
omisit, omiserunt TIPOILYILEHO; post = TOCIE; p.C. = post correctionem, TIOCIE UCIIPABIICHHUS; restitul
BOCCTAHOBJICHO u3z1ateseM; sup.lin. = supra lineam, HaJi CTPOKOHA.
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16 Cnoe I pucopus bococnosa. Slpocnapns: AI'M3, unB. 15473 =2 (32).

16 Cnos [Ipucopus boecocnosa. Canxt-lIlerepoypr: PHB, CobGpanue
Kupunno-benosepckoro monacteipst, Ne 82/207.

16 Cnos [pucopus boecocnosa. Mockea: PI'b, ®oux 304/1 — I'maHOe
cobpanue 6ubnmoteku Tpourne-CeprueBoit naBpsbl, Ne 8.

16 Cnos I pucopus boeocrosa. Mocksa: UM, CuHopnaneHoe coOpaHue, Ne
954.

16 Cnoe I pucopusi boeocnosa. Copus: HBKM, Ne 674,

16 Cnos I pucopus bococnosa. Bunbatoc: LMAB, Ne 55.

13 Cnos [pucopus bococnosa. Cankt-llerepOypr: PHB, OcnoBHoe
cobpanmue, Q.m.1.16.

16 Cnos I pucopus bozocrnosa. Mocksa: ' UM, Uynosckoe coopanue, Ne 11.
16 Cnos I'pucopus bozcocnosa. Bunsaioc: LMAB, Ne 56.

16 Cnos I'pucopusi bococriosa. Mocksa: 'IM, CunonanbHoe coOpaHue, Ne
43.

16 Cnos I'pucopus boeocnosa. Mocksa: I'IM, CunonanbHoe cobpanue, No
51.

16 Cnos Ipucopus boeocnosa. Bnamumup: BCM3, Otnen KHWKHBIX U
pykonucHbIX (oHIoB, Ne B-5636/24.

16 Cnos I'pucopusi bococnosa. Mocksa: PI'b, ®oun 209 — Cobpanne ILA.
OBunHHMKOBa, Ne 81.

16 Cnos I pueopusa bBoeocnosa. Mocksa: PI'b, ®oux 209 — Cobpanne 1LA.
OBunHHHIKOBA, No 82.

consensus codicum EJIXLMOQRSUVYZ

consensus codicum JKLMOQRSUVYZ
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— —
\143V| CTro F‘)HFO‘JHI‘A BroCAORLLA CAORO* Bb N%MO NOKO\fIO MONOBACNHA*

L[X] [TonoRACNHRA »TRTE I'I$§JKI>IH ZAKONb H A,OB!J"B HMg\fLLIG' MayYe Ae
NORARA ¥'T'BT¢ MONORAENHH: H (& KEé NE¢ KAHNOKW: NO MNOTFALIHH-
ICOWMO\f?’K,A,G I'I?'EM'ENGNHIO ABTA* TbIKAE A,'JNb I'IPIKOA,QLLIIO' A NE
ThMbNA K!J'EMGNGMB EO\{'AOYTB AO0B¢AtA" NH I'I‘)'BH,A,O\f’T‘b ZABRENHA*
FI\O\fBHNAMH WM‘)AYAPGMA-:- [€-] MONARBARKWTL BO Cé O\fEO Kb B'Jo\f
W(T‘)OKH Mo HCAHH RAK0XKE I'IOY’T‘OXOMba' RK0KE O\fBO Cl¢ WC’T‘!JOBBI
‘JAZO\fM'ETH M'NK Ke W Q’T“JANB LL'J‘JICKH NbINR O\fC’T“JAI'MGMbI' H W
CAANAATO NGK"B‘JOKANHI'A BbCBKAANRAKWLEE €6+ H 0OCNORANHI I'I‘JH[GMMOLI_IG
TEI:.!J,A,OW EriiH' MONABARKTbL  #Ke (€ I"!JA,A,I:. MBABNb® Bb HNOMb
I'I‘)’;;LI,'Eb' MNIK B0 ASLLUK K!)'EI'II(O\f H ZAATOWE?AZNO\{" H NHNIA
O\f’T‘KigJ?‘K,A,GNO\f Na E'J/\FO‘EBC’T‘HG-:- [F] NBTH e I'"JEH MBCNL  NOBSHK
MOREA'BRAKT €& NAMbB® HiKE H QO\le_IGH Rb KAE\f/\ON'E H Bb ZAbIH METEKD
RbBAKBLLHM €€ F‘J"BXbMH' Mo CeMb Ke¢ Kb HIG!J’;\\MO\f FI'KBLIJGH ¢ TaMO BO
N¢ MOFO\fLI_IHMb NBTH BHPKHIG MBCNH AKH NA Z¢MAH ’T‘O\fPK,A,GHd' ZA'B

Ke NOK\fIO I_I"ﬁ\' H ®KHZNb

Tit. post ¢tro add. sua tinero KORUV | Eroconu,A] BOCARNA LQS : EFOCAORA
KMORVYZ | caoro] om. J | &b rigan NOROVIO MONORAGNHIA] B HOROVIO NEAK H B TTONORAGNIFA
EJKLMOQRUYZ : & nokyis 1 i nonoeentié SV : post add. §ve sx- H || 1 (PG
608 A-B): 1 vrkre EHMQSU: vrirs JKLORVYZ | wwsise]  Hayips
EJKLMOQRSUVZ: vy Y | ie] om. S | 2 NoNORAGHHH] NONORAGNBIA Y | MNOrALIHH]
MNOrALLABL Y | 3 |<oreM0\f>KAe] KOKMOVKAD Y | Toikae] Thike QS i oTome
EJKLMORUVYZ | 6 no] om. y | novroxoms] novroxora JLZ : vroxoms U | 7-8 @
caanaare] @ caar'maaro U | 8 nerkporaniia] neetpsra K| eachicaanraioe ¢ JHZ
gacaanaloH ¢ KLMORUVY: gaeskaanaidiia ca EQS | MHIEMAIOLIE] MPHIEMBAIOLIA
EKLOQRSUVY | 10 «pbncoy] kpsny ES | n Hh] om. U | 12 covLeH]
soyAaoyipHH Q | kb zabi meteks HQ @ om. EIKLMORSUVYZ | ngabiibu ce]
ronklHM ¢ U | rpkxemn] rpkxoms y | 13 &eswen ¢ EHIKLQSZ @ &nes ea
MORUVY | 13-14 nTH 6xHie mehH] SxHia METH TRCHH Y | 14 ToAeH] vioxeH W :
unoxer E |

Yc4l,1;° Hep 1, 18; °TIc 149, 1; “ TIc 136, 4.
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CTOKLHHHMb H I'I‘J"BBI)IELLIG KXe¢ Bb ,A,OEV'EIQMI) H O\fQI'I'EKMOLLIG' H>

WR0 O\fﬂ‘)GMHKbLIJG O\f?‘KG ,A,!J\fFOIG Ke O\fﬂ!)GMM'AIOLI_IG W

NOBOTROPALIIAAM ,A,HXAZO-:'

IL [-A-] MONABARKTD KE €& H XpAM' CRBABNHRA [ H Z'BAO BeABMH

(B‘)bLIJQHN"B HKE CKAZA Br.ba' A BECEAOHAD CK!JBLIJHb' A MOHCH (B‘)bLIJHKb
< -

ChbCTARH=: [¢] MONARARKT K€ ¢ H LI,P’T‘KHEG ABARO: H KKE N¢ KA HNOKW:

Nb TOMAZARAIMOY MPLRBIE & MOCTAR'ARAMOY KbTogorec-:- [-5-] BbILLIE
Ke MONORAENHRA Rb Hregi\ms- H ZHMA B'BALLE HXKe NGB'B!JOKANHI-Ad' H>
Kb NPHAE Eb H YARKb: Eb NAAb RY'BMENBMB H YbAEKL NORL: Aﬁb
PAOBINAKMB:  TPETHH  Ké AHNb RbCKPBLUAKME  H MP'BBBIRAK  Rb
BBIOBIC  AA AZb cnr'coy ¢ W MPLRAAMO MAAGNHIA® B'Z0BY & H
BOVAOY  NOBARA  TRAfh:  TAKOPO  A'BAR FARKOAKWEBCTRA
MOTRAPRAKMb*[7:] BBZHCKAKT' ke BARKbI ABAb® cgﬁa YICTA Rb BB

(TKA‘)I'A}QMA' H ,A,SXA I_I‘)ABAAFO

15 crorpbns] erporaims JKMORUVYZ - erporatpems ELQS | npksbigie rexe &b
npkebigte Ne ¢b JZ | H] om. JLZ |y : om. H | 16 oyngemgbiie] B ngemHNovELLE
JKLMORUVYZ : oyngtmunyesiue Q sup.lin. S: oynparngsiue Q | apyrow e H :
Agyroke EKMOQRUVY : APV Ke S: Agyroyio JLZ | IT (PG 608 B — 609 B): 1
reasmn EHILQZ : om. KMORSUVY | 2 ckybiuenn] crepuens JLZ | ckaza £b] b
aaza Yy | geceas] geceaean EJKLMOQRUVYZ @ geceaanan S | cggblun]
ebgepiiab Q| 2-3 cepbiungs chetarH] canocTarH ELS : canocTagHAB Q : cheTARH
JKMORUVY: nocragn Z | 3 1 wwe HKORUVY: ke EJLMSZ : nwe Q | 4
nomazakakenoy HQ: nomazarmoy EJKLMORSUVYZ | ngsesie HU @ ngbeore
EKLMORSVYZ | sbiwe] sbiua EKEMOQRSUYZ | 5 w ERS @ om.
HIKLMQOUVYZ |6 b, post gptmenbib JZ | 6 ARB] oH AbNB Y |7 (ACBINARMD Y ©
pacninnatems H | npkesieate (npkesiean) EQS: nptenikarts HJKLMORUVYZ |
gp RBkbl EJKLMOQRSVYZ : gv giks HU | 8  post azb cnr%mf e ins. H
EJKLQRUVYZ| nogara] noea y |9 akam] paan JKLORUVYZ | YABKOARELCTEA
HQ : vagkoalsHE EJKLMORSUVYZ | 9 gbzhckakt ¢ EHQ : rpZHKA ToKe
[roxe] IKLMORSUVYZ | 10 g3kni] sTRbHBIH Y | Bb 8k (85 ces®) v : om. H |

20 rapd, tod dyiov koi karvomolod Ivedpatog Gr. : mapd tod kawvomowod Ivedpotog Slav.
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-

Rb O\f’T‘!JOE"B MONARARMKEMA®® N¢ AKH Né HMBIH® KTO BO ALJIE NEé ARAbL:
—

HXKE¢ TOAHKbBH®> Nb AKbl NORb< RBABIH NNRA I'I!)HZ\AFAIG)M(I)' YTO0 AH

MH MNOFHHMH TIONOBAENHH* PGA,HNOQO\fLLIHHMb H H'JHI'ALLIBHIAA RABHTH:*
RKE H I'I‘JAZ,A,NO\ffGMb A,ﬁb' K’ KHZNH 1o QM?’T‘H I'I!JHB/\H?KHKLLIG ey
AONOR’AEGNHIA*> TTONOR'ACNHRA I'I!JAZ,A,NHKB B‘)A’T‘HPQ' Ax (¢ O\fEO ["_.ATb
MNOFALHHH  CAACTHR<¢>  CHH  &Ke KAk« K'E,A,O\fLI_IGH NAO\fYHTG'

NGK'E,A,O\fLLIHH K¢ C/\O\f)(b MONORHTE€*

III. [ﬁ] CR'BTh KAHNb NGI‘I‘)HCG?‘KQMB‘ H NGI‘I‘?'BCTAKI\I'AIQMB Br.b' NH
NAYETH  NH KONYARAKMbL  NH M"B?HHMI)' I'I!JHCNOQE'B’T‘I)I\I:. H
T‘)bCK'ETbAb' N¢ MNOZ'EMb KAHKbL HKCTb ?AZO\{’M'EKAIQMI)‘ MNK K¢ H
N¢ MHNOZBMb* H CRBTHAA BI)TO?M'A I'IPI:.KAAI"O CRBTA ZO?G' KKE W
NEMb CIABI H CAO\KBENHH ACH: Cb Ke CRBTh HKE Bb NACT NE ThYHIO
KKe  MOCABKAE €& NAYETh: HNb  H  NOLHHI PAZ,A,’EAI‘AIGT ce
!)AZ,A,'BI\I'AIQTB NOLHbL. !)(\B’NOY'TC‘N"B' Z‘)AKOMB K"B‘)OKANB H BbZAO\fXOMb
‘JACI’I‘JOCTI)VTI)' H I'I‘JHIQM/\G KKE AAKTbh* KH,A,'E|144V|NHIQ K¢ Z?AICO\f
AAKTh:  TPbRBIE Ke

12 Hike ToAHKBH (Hike ToAHKBH) Y 2 om. H | nogb (Mors) JKLMOQRSYZ : naes E :
nogara H [ npnaaratems EQS @ npnaaraiema JKEMORUYZ : ngnaarakets H | ante
MNOPHHMH ins. TBMH Y | 13-14 kapno COVLIHHMb H ﬁNwman\A] HEAHNO  COVILIINBIH
Nukwnare JZ | 14 ke H] meke neink KMORUY | MPAZANOVIME Afb ...
nonor'AenHra] om. JLZ | & kHzH no empTH ngHsanxknewe ¢ HQ 1 om.
EJKLORSUVYZ | 15 nonor'aenita QS : om. EHIKLMORUVYZ | npazanHib]
om. KY [ 16 mnoraipHu] muorawapt y | post uaoyvHre add. e E | enn e HQ: ixe
cHi I mike Y: ke LVZ | kara] koropara Q || I (PG 609 B-C): 1 nenpbeTarAmIRMb |
NenpBMBHAeMs E | 2 ni vavers] Q im. add. [n] om. JKLQYZ | n,] om.y | 4
7ope] zaga y | wewe] muke Q | reke] H ke Q | 6 ce HaveTh] Mava <A
EJKLMORSUVYZ: vava Q | 6 ante pazabatawts ins. 1 KY | 7 gbporanb H]

gBporaNt Y | 8 ngriemae texke HQ @ npiims rakoke KMORUVY @ ngHHMD 1 teike

EJLSZ |
aYex 31, 7; ° Mex 35, 30; © 1 Hap 11, 3; ¢ Mn 10, 22; ¢ e 50, 12.

O\fZH‘)AIGT (4 Z!JAKOMB‘ H BHAHMbLIHMH MHNO\fIG A!JBZNOKGNHIQ
- L N
_A,A!JBIQTB' [-+] BbCXOT'BRL BO Bb CIKW TKAPI:. CbCTABHTH: RAKE W

>BH,A,IMI>II.-iXI> H NERHAHMbIHXb¢ ChCTARH BEAHKIH H YHWANbBIH CROKIO
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BEAHYHCTRA I'I‘)OI'IOE'EA,ATGAB' I'I‘JHQNOCOV’LLIHHMB e (AMb KCTh (RBTh A N¢
HNb* ¥TO0 BO ’T‘!JGEO\“GTB CR'BTA Kb’T‘O‘)b\AFO‘ HMO\{'LI_IHHMB REAHKHH"
NHABNHHMbL K¢ Bb NACh* I'IPBBBIO I'I!JOCK'ELLI(\PG’T‘I) CR'BTA Cero QHI\O\f'
ABMO B0 BB KGAHKOMO\{’ CB'ETO\f TKA!Jb W CR'BTA MAYETH: Hiké !JAQBII'IMGTB

TMO\f' H Z,A,?b}KGLLIGfG ThrAA NGO\fIC?ALLIGNHIQ H B¢CYHNHK-

IV. b Ke NQWB?AZI)NI) HCI'II:.‘JEA RABHBL* NH >CAbNbYbNb¢ RAKOKE MO CAORO*
NO B¢Zb WEX?AZA >He B€Zb CHRANHEA® T10 C¢Mb K¢ H CAI‘TLLO\{’ AANO WCRBLLIATH
KCO\f KI)CQI\GN\fBIO' KAMA B0 HN'BMb BbITHHK I'I‘)'B?’K,A,Q ChCTARHH: MOCABKAE
YHNb KOMO\{‘?‘KAG H WBAHYLCTRO WBAOAKH: AA YHANO Z,A,'BAAIQTB <'TO>
BOAbLLIE ZAB. ReLHb BbITHRA I'IP'B?K,A,Q ChbCTARH¢ RELHUL BO Cr.I\NLLO\f CR'BTb.
M0 CeM' iK€ MPHROAHTE WKO ANHH: ZABAAR ke CAMLLE: CHLLE MbRBIC Rb
,A',JNGXI) YTET e Kb’T‘O?OlG &Ke H TPG’T‘HEG H KARE 110 CeMb* AAKE H A0 CCABMANTO
H MOKONBNAAIMO A, BACCH ,A',_.NG' HMH>RE !JAZ,A,'BM‘AIOT C¢ BbIRLLARA® CAORECHI
NGHZF/\QMI}.IHMH'

9 oyzrparet HQ : oyzgnr e EIKLMORSUVYZ | 10 Agbznorentie H : Agprorante J :
Aggzoranne EKLMOQRUVYZ | Aagsiets] apgnts EIKLMOQRSUVZ : om. Y | 11
BHAIMBIFXE H NERHAHMbIHXL (RHAHMBIAXB Fi NerHAHMBINXD) KLMOQRSUVY:
W HeBHAHMBIHXE H RHAIMBIFXL H @ gHAMBIXs EJZ | geanicin HKLOQUVYZ :
geAHkIH EJMRS | post geanknn iter. ekts H @ om. y | 13 wkra HQ : om.
EJKLMORSUVYZ | 14 cro caoy EHIKLOQRUVYZ: chaoy cero MS | 16
zagbkepeie HU @ epabpxapee EJKLMOQRSVYZ | BECYHNHIE] BeLIHNHIE
EJILMOQRSUVYZ : seznvhnne K || IV (PG 609 D) 1 cAbNbYbNL (CBANBYBND)
EOQRSUV : canvsus HIKLMYZ | no] ve JZ | vy : v H | 2 aano HIORZ :
aans EKLMQSUVY | geoy] gow EJKLOQRSVUZ @ om. MY | 3 kama]
KRAMAIKE Y | ChCTABHH] CBCTARH Y | 4 IOMOVIKAE] KOMOVKADL Y | ZABAAIETE BOAbLLE
ZAB] CBABAAETH vT0 BoA¢ cA¢ Y | 5 BbITHR] BbITH ke JKLOQVYZ : g U :
suithie B | npsxae] om. U | eserarn EIKLMOQRSVYZ : coeragnn H: om. U |

6 ZABAAR Ke] CHABAMRD Y | 7 ceabmMarro] ceataro y | 8 Ate] om. JLZ | HMHke y :
Hueke H | ebiriiam] guiunasn JKLMOQUVYZ |

>O\f’fHHI‘N€MA< H N6 KbNQZAN'IO\f RhZAAKMA* BCGMOFO\{’LLIIOMOY (AOBO\f' KIromKe
H !JAZO\fM'ETH >ThYHK< Nb <H> I"}'\JNT‘H' ABAO KCTh I'I!J'E,AKTAEHMO' ALHE BO H
MOCBABA NEHe ‘F.AKICB WBAHYH (¢ H (€ XKe ‘)O\fKOIO I;PKHIGIO H WB‘JAZOMB
MOYbTENDL: YHANO H:E NHYTOMXe: A'BIMO BO AKH EL\‘JO\f I'I‘J"B}KA,G BbITH Lf;;l(l:.lHMb
TH TAKO BbRECTH LI,’;;A RCBMH O\fBO CI\O\f?’KHMO\f' [[] aLpe O\fEO BHXOMb

I'I?”BEBII\H KKe BBXOMb: H ZAMORBAL CNABA'BAH® TO BHXOMb BEbIAH
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KKE Ne B'BXOMb: Kb A,P"EKO\f KHROTNOMS I'I?HC’T‘O\fI'IHBLLIG Z ,A,P"EBOMB
—
RBABNHRA* H ¥T0 BbIRLLIE BGCMPTNH RABHLLIE C¢* <H> Kb Eo\f I'I?HEI\H?’K‘LIJG cer

9] Nb IAMAKE ZARHCTHIO ZAMATO CMTh Bb MHpb BBNHAE™ H WTphiKe
I_I‘)'BABLI_IGNHIGMB ‘F‘AKICA' Cero ABAR NALLIEKW C’T"?A(’T‘HIO (T!)A?KAQTB I§.|> BbIBb
‘F/\KICI)' H I'IOO\fBOP‘KMQT C¢ Bb T'BAO ChCTARHTH: AAXA Mbl WHOI0 NHLIETOK
WEBEOFATHHM C¢* \T\’CO\{’AO\f CM!)’T‘I) H F!)OEB H BbCIZ?NHIQ‘ \')“VCO\{’,A,OY NORARA TKA?I)'
H 1o I'IPAZ_A,NHLI,'E I'IPAZ,A,NHICB' NAKH &Ke AZb I'I?AZ,A,HO\“G H TMONABARE CROK
(ﬁNHIG':'

9 oyvhnrakema y 1 H gbvHNReMA H | Ne y: om. H | gonezaanoy HY @ kbnezans
EJKLMOQRSUVZ | kcemoroyipionoy] geemoryiiiemy w : geemoryipomy E | ante
Toyhio ins. ne H @ om. y | 10 ms] a wne y | H restitui : om.
EHJKLMOQRSUVYZ| raath] nzrath y | 11 novsTens] novserrorans JIMQSU
: novbereoga ELORVYZ: novwerge K | 13 gebun] kekmoy JLZ | sHxoms
npsebIAH] BBixoMs NpBeBsIAH EKMOQRSUVY: enixoms ngsoar JLZ | 14 srxons
BbIAH] BBIXOMB BBIAH Y | 14-15 1eke ne kyoms HQ ¢ texe ne gaixoms EKMORSUVY : iexe
H BBIXoMB L @ ke 0 ebia JZ |15 7 A?'EKOMB] b AfBROMB EJKLOQRSUVZ : om.
M: AfBROMB OY | esasnHR] BHABNHA JKYZ | 16 BbiRuic] BYAVLIEMD
EJKLMORSUVYZ : saixoms Q | u EJLQSYZ : om. HKMORUV |
NPHEAH:K'WE] NpHEAHAHRBIIE CA Y | 17 kL] om. S| kb MHgh post kennae JLZ | 18
cero ,A,”BI\I-A...YHAEICI)] om. K| asan EHKMORSU: fAAH JLQVYZ | nauwewo
CT?ACTHIO post crpamaers JLZ | 18-19 &b Thae cvetaknTH EHLMOQR: THa0
¢aeTaRH JZ @ TR0 caetagHTH KLVY | 19 ante mui ins. v JZ | wsoraTHHM cé]
SEATREMB EJKLMOQRSYZ : ogatems U : ofaems V | 21 NAZANOVIE H
nonagamte] npazabNyi fi nonaraal EJKLMOQRSVYZ @ ngazasnya H

noaraar U ||
IIpem 2, 24.
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= —
V. [ar] ¥TO O\fBO FACTh N¢ BB AH O\fEO I'IPI:.BM'A NEA, BARN MONOBAENHIE:
RKE

— —

Mo ¢CTBH NOLUH H 1Mo I'IPOQB'BLLIQNHH' Nb ANBLLINHH O¢c AAKADL W> AWBEH
-

I'I?AZﬂ_A,NHICI)I <Tbhb* H MNOIrA ?AZI)MBILLII\I‘MQ I'I?OCE"BLLIGNHI‘A' WHA  CMENHK

BRRALLE A CHH CTICENHEA (OABCTRO: WHA K& HeLIIE MEKAA TPOBOV H
Bbc@NHw-

CHH K€ YHCT'B RBTOPAAIO BBITHR: AX RAKOKE H MIHRARY TRAJH NAYETHKb
W HEABAE MPHIEMACTB: RARB ¢ W TOK BO CRAMAIO COVBOTA BbIRAITH
MOKOH COVLIHH ABAGCh TAKOSAKAE H BETOPAR MAKBI W TOR NAYHNAKT
Ces TPBBAIN COVLLIHH RAKE 10 NEH COVTh: A WCMAR RKE NPBAL N
COVTh: RBICOKBIK RBILUBLIHH PRANBIK YIOANBHLIH: Kb RBILLBNEMOY BO
MPHNOCHTh.  OVCTARAENHIO® HKE H BOKBCKBIH CONOMONL  ZHAMEHARAK H
MNHT ¢ MbN'B: AARTH YeCTh CEAMH® *RHZBNH CéH BbZAKON'BIE: M0 CeM
He H WCMBH BOYAOVIIHH W COVANAAID BAFOABRANHIA H TAMO

-

O\fQ’T‘AE/\GNHI'A' NO H BEAHKBIH ARBAbL <TOH> I'I!JHI'I"BEA’T‘H MNHT C€ RwKe
-

WCMBH MBCHH® FAKO:KE H MONORAENHIE ANH QQMO\f' NBCNb HNO\fc' ,A,OMO\f

NBKOK MONORAENHIE I'I!JHZBIKAIG(') H&KE¢ >KCMbI Mbl<ct H&KE BHFKH X‘)AMI)

BEbITH H CABILLATH «C&° HCMOAOBACNH BLIRATH--

V (PG 612 C - 613 A): 1 s8] sbwe | nonogaenHr EHQ : nonorAenHm
JKIMORUVYZ| mxe HQ : a e EJKMORSUVYZ : ke L |2 tb] g6 JZ | ce y:
¢kt H | aakas EHKLMORSUV : aaxe JQYZ |w y : om. H| 3 o1 KL
sup.lin MOQRSUVY: om. EHJZ | pazsmbinataie] pazmbiiaail y [ wha] § nac S |
3-4 ¢nenno sBrawe] nni 5% EIKLMORSUVYZ : i sbie Q | 4 mekaa
rposov] meka rposa W o Mekva rposa E | Bb(l}?NHw] EM@NH:A Y |5 vHeTR] B wHETR
LORUVY | 6 ngniemaets ] ngriemators JKLVZ | 8 no ven EHQ : npea, e JKEMOQ
sup.linRSUVYZ | npsas new EHQ: no new JKEMOQ sup.lin RSUVYZ | 10
MNHT ¢¢ MbN'E] MBN'E MNHT ¢ Y (post AaaTH veeTs habet Q) [wemtH y: wems H |
12 soyaovuinn EIKLMORSUVYZ : nguaovuinin Q: om. H| 13 ron y: om. H| 15
tectbl Mbl EJKMOQRSUVY @ mbl 1 okeenst H o oemst LZ | cAbILLIATH e y ¢
cabiatH H ||

aBkk 11,2; " Tc 6, 1; e 29, 1.
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-
1 VL [€] HMATE MONORAENHH CAORO Nb TMONARARAHTE €€ H RETXHH YARKbL
WK’?FLLIG Bb TONORACNHH KHZNH HKHR'BTE". RCBMb 0\fZ>,A,<0\f NAAOKBLLIE.

5 W NHX®&e <€M?’T‘I§ RCRA O\fA,I:.I CbEI‘AZAEbLLIG)b KCO\f ZI\O\f A?"EEA MHLHK

BbZNENARHA, BRLLIE*  H«\H>  HZBEAKRARBLUKE H  Cro  ABARA  ThYHH

NOMHNAKLIE. BETXHHXL AA O\fB"B?’KHMb':' [-f1-] IC!JACI)NI) BB Bb KbZO‘)b H

10 ,A,OB‘)b Bb TMHLHKW O\fMO‘)HBbIH MA MAOAL* BBrAHMb EAFO?O\{‘MI‘ANBC’T‘KHH
CAMH N A KI)ZH‘)AHMI)' AA TH Né CBAOABKTL ,A,OB!JO’T‘I)I MOMBICAL H N¢
RbCXBITH €€ CROHMA RBAKABMA® ALHE MOLUNO AAKE H A0 KbZ‘J'BNHI'A'
15

- -

EGKI"O\f MOMbICAHRb CI\AA,I)ICO\fIO I'I?'E/\bC’T‘I:. H”T‘bl\l\flo BAb* KAKO BO CMCETh
O\f,A,OE"B YHRAR  KIMoKe I'IOFO\{‘BH CRORA* AX (¢ Né BbCAAAHTBL TeBB
F‘)OTANB W Neroke A,OI\O\f ChbXOAHTD BCE AAKMOK: nyuﬂsre /K€ BbZETH

Y"TCTNO H 110 BbBZETHH NGYBCTBOYMT e alLpe NOZA‘?H T¢ CO\f'T‘b
BbKAENHABK®> BbZEBIaH EI\FOKONHH' 0CCARENHKMb ‘)A(AAE"BAB KCH* \'X)‘)U,H
C¢ FAAAOTAMB H MEKOTAMbB® ALHE (AO\{‘XB I_IONO\f,A,HAb T¢ KCTh ZACTARH
,A,EI)‘JH' AbBCTHRBIMB CAOROMbL H FI?'B’T‘?'BBNI)IMB' WTBAVWH CRORA O\fC’T‘A
(AOBO\f E?‘KHIO A I_I‘)HKI\'E'T'QLIJH ,A',_.Xb AX N¢ RbCXBITHLLH CM‘)THC'Z- [,ATI]
KIAN T6 KTO2L

VI (PG 613 B-C): 1 Huate] HvaTh w JZ | $ARKL post We'pruse habet Q | 2 &s] om. Q |
oyza8 EJKLOQRUVYZ : oyzaoy H: oy S [2-3 ® nhxike] ® nuxn S |3 cmpTh Bora
oyabl coerazakbite y @ om. H | 4 nan EJLMORSUVYZ : 1 za8 H : om. KQ |
nzeargagbiuie] om. Q | aka EHQS : paan JKLMORUVYZ | 5 gerxhxs HU :
gerxHxs JKOVYZ : gerxuirxs ELMQRS | s%] st Q | ko] om. EJLUYZ | gizops]
gnzopons JKLOVYZ | 6 oyraoprenin EHQS = ovieprerenin JKLMORUVYZ | post
EAPOPVMIANBCTRHH ifer: H W | 7 A0BgoThI] AokTs L | 8 khkAbMA] a.c. REKOMA P.cC.
ghAbMA Q [ Aake] Axkb S [ A0 BbZgBNHIA] A0 BBZHPANHR L | 9 NomMbICAHRS] MbICAHED
L| Y’FBH\{IO] wTunbin B [ 10 oya05k] oyaosh JKLOZ | vioikar] tpiokata E | BbAAAHTS
EHQS: oyexaanms JKMORUVYZ | 11-12 wTHO H 110 RhzeTHH L sup.fin. | 12 NOZAPH
Te] HOZAGH TAY | BhikAenHAb! (Bbaentanl) EHQS : osonanst JKLMORU VYZ | 14
ZacTakH] 7aBHCTH S | 16 npreatverun] nprvewn U | 17 55] ssie Q | 18 caogece iaco H

KKAKO CAORECE
“B 4,22;°Pum 6, 4; °Tlc 118, 131.

21 1i og Gr. : 1ig ot Slav.
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ABCTHTD WKGLLIANBIHXB' MOMENH KT0 BB H WICO\f,A,O\f MOrHBe: aljl¢ H Bb
MAMO AR CAORECE KKAKO QK!JA’T‘HLLII e+ «Kb Cebe EI:.ZK‘)ATH e AA BbXMA

BbNbBNE HCMAACLLUH H CNHAGLLUH Kb (MPTH' BO\f,A,H NOBb  Bb  BETXA

MBCTO H ,A',_.LIJH I'I‘)AZ,A,NO\fH TMONORAENIRA-:

VIL [&] ROCTh AN BOVAETH TEBE NA ZMHIO KAHNSC IIIAKE pAAH
WNAAE: MOMBIABNOK K¢ AA €& MPOCTPETh RCe TEBB Kb Br'oy- A Né Kb
HNOMOY HHKOMS K¢ MBICACLLIOMOY HA T H ChBAAZNBHOMOV AZOVME
BUBMH AX 6 NACTABARMTL: H AX (¢ Ne MPEBRAAYHHTL OVHNbLLIEH

FO‘JbLLIHHMI:.' NE€ BbZNENARHAKAL E‘)A’T‘A CBOKT0+ H C¢ K¢ TO\f Ne KIroke ‘)A,A,H
X'JQI:. O\fM?'E’T‘I:.' H  TROH B?A’T‘b BbICTh<*> Br.b CHH  BAAADBIKA®  NE
KI)Z,A,!JGKNOVH['] HQI'I!JAK/\I‘MOLLIIOMOWW ZARIABNb BbkBL*> TH[*] ZARHABTH
K'B!JOKN\IB' H Cero ABARA CREAENB: Né I'IOXO\fAH CAbZb I'IOC’T“)A,A,A&N(H' MNOIo

CALZb  TMOAOBNARN: 110 CeM K¢ TOMHAORANB¢  N¢ W?HNH O\fBOI"AAI"O
WEI"XT"EKI)IH Br.}KTKOMb' ALHE Ke O\fBO Nb N¢ WI':I"XT"EH NA O\fliJI"b\b\l"O' H C¢
K¢ MHNOIro O\fl\le ChITHHXb: N¢ O\fKO!}H (T‘)ANI)NAAFO Kroke ‘)AAH >'(_.CI>
QT?ANBQTEOEA' KIroke Mbl BCH CT‘JANNHLLH H WBHTLH* HNe¢ O\f(’T‘VANH ¥4
!JAI'A' RKOKE I_I‘)'B?’KAG' MOAAKRAD I_I!JOCQLI_IIOM\f X?AMA WA CRKAEC MHLIE:
NACAARAAKH e CHXb H NAAD

ELMQRS : kako caoreet JKOUVYZ | i cese BhzgpatH ce y - om. H | 20 Alun] ALua w
Alua E || VIL(PG 613 D-616 A): 1 na zunio] va zeman R | paan] asaa EQS | 2
MPOCTYETh BCE TER'S Kb E'B\f] MPOTATNETh TERE BCE KB BoRH Y | 3 ChEAAZNBNOMY Y :
evsaazibeb H | 4 nacragamrers] vactagHTs U | oynbiee HIKLMORUVYZ : oyne
ES: AOVPhLLIEE Q| 5 BbzHeNABHKAL] BBZNeNARHAH W i RBZNENARHARTH E | VAAH]
ABAN M| oympsTh] ovmpe y | 6 cnn] col HKLMSV @ it EJQORUYZ | 7 6bigs
ELQS : 8ot HHKMORUVYZ | TH] v EJKMQSYZ: om. L | zagnasTH EHQ:
zagHeTH KLMORSUVY @ zagHAH JZ | 7-8 1 cero Asara EHQS : 1 cero pAAH
JKLMORUVYZ | 8 creAeHb] ¢BREAENBH S | MOCTPAAARBIH ¥ I T10CTPAAARBLLIHMb
H | 9 nounacgans EJKLMOQRSUVZ : noumnacrana H @ momnaora Y |
WErATBRbIH...0vEraare. HQ: om. EJKLMORSUVYZ| 11 crpanscrrora HILZ :
CTPANBNORA EKMOQRSUVY | 11-12 mbi geH CTPANNHLLH HQ : mbl CTPANNHLLH BCH
ES : mbi CTPANNHLLH JKLMORUVZ : mbl FPBLINHILBI CTPANNILLBI Y | 12 weHTuH]
@.C. MPHLLIEAUH P.C BCH WBHTLH Q| 13 ante waexae et ante nue ins. v H (ante
waekAe ins. H'Y) : om. EIKLMOQRSUVZ | chxs] Hxs S |

-
I'IO’T“)"BEOBANHIGMIM') A  N¢ AWBHLLUH BATCTBA:  ALHE HN¢  TMOMAIAKTL
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O\fBOI"bIHMI)' WCTABH  WCTABAENBIH® I'IOMHI\O\fH MOMHAORANBIH® I'I‘JITG?KH
W'\JBICOMOBU,IO YI&'EI(OMOBB(TKH[G' AONABKE KCTh KP'EMG BCA KIZNb AA (€

MONARARAKTD T¢B'B* H BhCh dKHTHIRA I'IO\fTb-I-

VIIL KXe Bb ChMNQ8ZB: AAAHTE ¥TO > ERH- MPHKCTE BO Ce[*]
ABLLE BCE Erlo\f' JAZAPBLIHCTE BO CEc> A NE BOVAETE MPOCKONTIHLLE ]
ABOTH'EH CAACTHC>  OVB'BILLE CROBOAMBIC W KHTHIA® N ¢ MOVAKH
WBAYE['] K€ Cb  MOVKH  NE TPHIEMAK  TOVERAATH €& MPHCHO

CAACTNBIHMH MIAMETMH- 146V, NGNABH?K,A,O\f EbZA,O\fLLII)NM\FO N?AE(\' [-4]
CHANHH BOHTE (¢ CHAN'BHLLAAIO: H HKE NA  BbICOKHHXb I'I?"EC’T‘ONEXB
BBILLIBLLIAAMO-[-7] M€ YRAH (€ NHKAKOKE N¢ I'IFGEI)IKNOLLIIOMO\{" N¢ I'I?'BZ?H
KKe  BbIBAKTL: N¢  ChAKbMH  NHYECOKE HeKe ,A,V?’KHMO HCKAMNACTL:  N¢
KbZ‘)GKHO\fH NHKOMO\{’PKG N¢ ZARHAHMbBIHMb® Nb N¢NARHAHMBIHMb*® Né
BbZNECH €€ BEAMH AX N¢ BOALLIMH €€ CMAACLUIH N¢ CMbILLARH ZABIHXbB
RARARTI (¢ BOAHH® TLLH Keé (¢ BAAMBIHXb WCTARARTH: N¢ TOCMEH (¢
MAACNHKO BAHANRAI0® MHNO\{%H Ke BE-CBAAZNA® KAHKAKE TI CHAA <Nb
H> MOAMH !JO\fI(\f ,A,ONBAGPKGLI.IIOMO\{" NH CTO\f?KAIG CH WvyaH c¢
I;/\I"O,A,I:.NI)CTKA' NH ABK ,A,OE‘)"B CTO\f?KGNHI'A' KAHNO ABTO YGTbI?H
K‘)"BMGHA I'I‘)HNOCHHTb' H KAHNb Y§ K!JGMGHG MHNOrA  A/BRANHI

I'IP"BM'ENGNHI'A' A I'I?'ECTAEGTB TE¢B'B MevaAb O\fEO NACANKENHEE: A TIEYAAD

16 vAREKOAIELCTRHIE] vARIOAELCTRO Y | 17 1] om. 'y | VIIL (PG 616 B-D): 1 1exe] Hike
JKZ: e ELMOQRSUVY| cong8zk restitui : «nyng8zt EJKMOQRSUVYZ :
coyng8zk L: evovnp8zs H| 1 EKLMQRSUVY : om. HIZ | 2 post AELe add. were H :
om. 'y | 3 ckosoapt Y : ckosoAb H | e ¢ movikH] me casikr U |4 ke y: o H | TpoyskANTH ca
EHQ : govirasouprn ca JKLMORSUVYZ | 7 nivecorke EH @ HHYBTOKE W | HIKANACTS ]
Hekanagakets ES ¢ Hekanakts JKEMOQRUVYZ | 9 we] om.  JZ | w
nenaRHAHMBbIHME EHQ @ om. JKLMORSUVYZ | ne gbznec] e gozrbicH ca ORUV
| BoalimH] BoAMH Y | 10 nuH ke ce] nevH ke ¢ E | weraramTH] Serark y | 11
BAHNRAM] BAHALNHXD E| 12 post T ins. «ts Q | 12 nv 1 EJQSZ : mb
KLMORUVY : om. H | ®van y : Waoyvar H | 13 nu] om. Y: 1 OZ | croyixent]
esrovkan et EQ 1 sezn crovsenna OY | 14 gpemene EHVY: gpemensiun QS
gpemen JMORUYZ @ gpemana Lo gpenena KV | 15 ngkerarers EHQS -
npseranets JKLORVYZ | a.c. namats MOTI  NACAAKGNHIE D.C. ME¥AAL VB0

HaCANKeNHEE Q |
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-
O\fNI:.LLIHHXI) NAAGKAAN: CHHLLB ¢¢ MONABARKTL YABKb: CHHLLB YTETh (¢

MONORAGNHH ANb* CHHLL'BROK MHLIEH: CHHLLEMH RAABMH: [+i] Né IABH 6
IACTh >ThLIb MPBAL MNORE: Nb ALLIE YTO A0B0 Ch COBOK HNEChIc NBINKA e
FABH €& NOROMB™> A BRANHKMb. AQOVThIHME * BbCh HZMBNENb: MPhRAR
MHNOVILLIE Cé BbI BCE HOROD e MPAZAHNHKO MPHNECH: AOB(O HZM'BNENHIE
HZMENH C& H TAKOKAE NE BHZMBICAH REAMH- Nb CRELIA H ARARO &
HZMENENHIE AGCNHLLE BRHKS @ NerokKe Bee YARKMb HCMPEMAGNHIE:  NE
XOLIETh TEBE CAORO NHKOAHKE Bb TOMb e TPBELIRATH: N0 TJHCNO
MOARHKNOY BBITH: EXronoAgHmNo\f NOEOQ’T‘EO?GNO\fd ALIE ZNBLUIAKLLIH

TO >OE‘)AL|_IAH Cec ALHE AH HCI'I!JABI\I'A[GLIJH TO I'I‘)O,A,ABFKAH-Z-

IX. [-4i-] Bbvepa BBPOY HMBI RPBMENL: Alb BKHIO MOZMAH: AO0KOAR
NA WBE XpAMAGLIH BEAQB: A0 ¥heo CTPOHUIH: Nb H ZMPAAHTH
KOMAA

MOTHLLHH C¢* Kb"r‘@‘)b\ MbN'BTH ¢¢ NBKHH YbCTORALLIE: ,A,ﬁb EbITH MaAY¢
16 oyNbLIHHXL] AoywbiiHXh Q | MAAGKAA] NACAAKENHE JZ | CHHLK €& NONARARRTH
‘\;-.AKICI)] om. E | 17 chrugrow HQ : chuew EJKLMORSUVYZ | 18 Thuis npBAL
Mok Y o npEAL Mok Thus H | vecst MS : neesin EJKLOQRUVYZ: woei H | 19
AfOVTHIHME (M\frmﬁm) EKLMOQRSUVY: AJOYTOMD JZ : om. H | 20 ante c ins.
H HL : om. EJKMOQRSUVYZ | post ngazamnrkoy ins. naoas Q | 22
HzMENenH] om. S | ve] om. S | geamn EHQ @ 7880 JKLMORUVYZ | ceepa 1 EHQ
gbus H JKEMOUVYZ : geve 1 R | 23 gee HQ : gk EJKLMORSUVYZ |
HCMPeMAENHIE] HCMpaRAeNHIE Y | 24 Bz\r‘ronoAmem\f HQ : om. EJXLMORSUVYZ |
NOROCTROpENOV ]| BeerAa HoroTROpenoy Q | 25 osgatiat ce (¢a) EJKLMOQRUVYZ :
SepaLaLa ca S: HengarataH H | npoaasxan] npoasaxaiia y || IX (PG 617 B): 1 Hurbie]
it EKMOQSUVY : vun JLZ @ un R | gpsmens EH : gpemenn JKLMORUVYZ :
gpBMenboy Q | 2 A0 vheo EHQ : Aa vb1o JKLMORSUVYZ | b 1 EHQ : ¢ H
JKIMORUVYZ : e 1 S| zrpAAHTH] CHIPAAHTH y| koraa EHIKLOSVZ : Toraa
MRUVY |3 ¢neroratue] veerroratue JKLOSQVZ |
*Brop 16, 16;°2 Kop 5, 17; ° Tl 76, 11;92 Kop 5, 17.

MOYbCTH: «(AO0KOAB CbNORE Nb HCTHNA AA (¢ KOTAA NMOTHLHHTL T¢EE
KbYGPA BB I'IOZO?I\IHICB' A,ﬁb RRH C¢ PAZO\fMNHKb' Kb"n’efb\ I'IOXO\fAI‘A}GH
ARWTb* Aﬁb BIG‘O["_.AG I(PO’T‘ICB' KBYG?A H[‘bel,b‘ ,A,I’\Iab K¢ C(bMBICABNb®
_A,:II:. BRHNOTMHHLLA® O\f’T‘P"BH K€ BOAOMOHLLA- A,ﬁl) MOYHRAK NA W,A,?"E)(b

CAONORBXb H O\beLIJHHMH RONRAMH TIOMAZALE C¢* O\f‘T!J"BH Ke N ZGMXAH AeKE
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H >BI>,A,§JI>'< Bb CMBLUNHKA MBCTO I'IO(O\{’I'IAGNB' Bb O\fTKA!JI'AIOLI_IG [\

I'IPOXH‘JI‘A/\b' Bb BEAHPARA MBCTO H» I'I?'EZO!JHKA['] QM"B!JGNI:. BRHAHMb* Bb
Z’AATOX!}AMNA M'BCTO O\beKOX‘)AMbNb‘ >NHZO\f MONHY¢ Rb
BbZRbLILLIAKWLHA €€ MBCTO«¢  ALH¢ €€ CHHLLE CBMbICAHLUH H CHHLLE¢
TBO?HLLIH' EO\fA,Q’T‘I) T¢BB N'JEO NORO H ZEMAR NORA™ H HNO KiKeé CHXb

CAORO ﬂOCAO\fUJAIGTb-Z-

X. [EZ] Nb AA HAEMb O\fBO NbINF\* K‘?'BMGNH MOAOBEbNAR BI)KO\{’I_I'B
I'I?AZA,I)NOKAKLLIG' BCE BO HNaA ,A,OE?O I'I!JAZ_A,NHICO\f Cb?HLI.IG’T‘I) ¢ H
Kbl(o\fﬂb KQCGI\OYI@TB C¢* BHERAD O\fBO KAKORA TI LL’;;U,A B‘J'BMGNB' U,’;;U,A
,A,HNHH RBARKTbL H A,A?Ib I'IVHNOCH’T‘I) W CeBer RCE Hke ,A,OEVOW H
IC!JACNO

4 novberH] novbTH EKRSY @ novath L | Aokoatk..Tese y:om. H| 5 8% nozopuis]
8% H wzopnHics U | noxovamkH... hvega] om. JZ : im. add. L | 6 BATorac] riac
KMORUVY : om. JZ | 7 oyrpsn ike] oymgo EIKLMOQRSVYZ | oyrpku ke
goAonoHIA] om. U | 8 oyNbLUHHMH] AOYYhLIHHMH Q | noMazate ce] Maka ¢A y| aeke]
atrann JLZ : acxan KOQSV |9 sbags (soagn) JKLMORUVYZ : sbixagh S :
BbkvpiH B cmpans H | MOCOVNIAGHE HIKLOQRVYZ : MOCYMIAEMT ES : nocsmaems
U [ oyTeagranoue ce] oyTragramwiiare ca JKLOVZ @ oyTeagranoiia ca Q| gb] om. S|
10 geanvaga y: gearvherea H |1 EIKMQRSUVYZ : om. HL | npkzopngal i. m. add
L | 11-12 NHzoy nonHve Bb  BRZEBILIAKLIA €6 MBCTO (NHZY NONHYA BB
RBZRBILARLIA ¢A MBCTO) y: Bb BBZEBILIARLIA €& MECTO NHZOY nonnve H | ce] om.
JZ' | 14 nocaoyinakers ] nocrhzaiéts ES : nocrhrakts JKLMOQRUVYZ || X (PG
617 C—D): I Aa HAMb] Nb H AN A Aofiaems S | oyso] om. y | ebkoyis] om. S | 3
geceAoveTh c¢] ReceAHTh ¢ L | kakora EHILQSVZ : kako KMORUY |

*Uc 65, 17.

Z'BAO- NBINRA I\IHBO CR'BTABK: NBINB Q{NLLG BbICOYAL H
ZZ\ATOWOB‘)AZN"BH' NbINE AO\{‘N’MH IC!JO\be I'I!JOZ!JAYN'BI‘ H ZBR'BZANbIH
AHKb YHCTBH: NBINFRA 10 MO!JHHX’ BRABNH HZAHRBAWT C¢* C{NLLO\f K¢
WEAMKb® KBZAOYXOY Ke B'BT!JH' ZEMAH CAA0BE: CAAOBE Ke BbZO‘?O\f‘
NbBINRA O\fEO HCTOYNHLLH CRBTABE HCTBYWTBH: NBINFA Ke MAYE P"BICbI
CHA'N'BI ZHMNBIHXb Cbo\ﬂb !JAZA‘)"BLIJHELIJG ¢ H T!JAKbNHU,H BZ'\_.FOKONIGTB' H
CAAHH NHYKTbh® H ®KNKT (¢ ’T‘PABA' H A'NbLLH HI"PAIOTB O\f ZE€ACNb NHBb«:

[kX-] NBINRA &Ke ICO!JAB/\I:. W I'I?HQTANHLLIA HZBOAHT C¢ Cb I-A,A,!bbk' H

-
CHHMb HGRE NAYE SBOAGOBLLEMb H RAA Q07 Mb WKPHARMETh: HIPAKTD
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,A,el\(‘;)\fl\lb' BbZABIXAK  AKH  CAAAKO ZBAO: H BbZCI‘IO\fLLIAIQMI)' H
\X)I‘IO\{‘LI_IAIQ KO!)AEI\I)NHKBI VA EI\AFO,A',_.I_IJBQTKOMB' NbINFA ?ATAH ?AI\O
MOrABBARKTb* I"O?"E BI)ZHPAPG H TINOAOAABLLA ﬂ?HZbIBAI‘AW' H Bb
I'A‘)be I_I!JHKO,A,HT C¢ BOAb W‘)NblH' H H?OYB?TAKTB CAAAICOYIO B‘)AZAO\{‘
H MNAAGKAAMH RECEAHT (e [+&] HNBINE Ke I'IAQTO\D(I:; H IC?ABA?b
(b(T?AI‘AIOT (KH‘)I‘AI\H' H I_IAQ'T‘O\{’LIJBCICBIH (KH‘)GLI_IG F’XA' H (AAORBH H
KAMENHKMb KGCNO\fIOTI) (¢ NbINR K¢ CAADb I"?AA,A‘JB ABAAKTL: H
HMEANHKB T‘JBCTH TKO‘JHTI) H KbZH‘)AI@Tb R'BHR* H I_I‘)"B?\O\fKO\fIQTb I_IG‘JO
MNTHLE H PbIBAVb

FAO\{‘EHNO\{‘ I_IOZ‘)HHTB' H M‘)"BPKIO OYHLUAKTL H NA KAMENH CRAHTb-
7 1o mophHx] 1o mogemn y | ante kpanbl ins. oyso ES | 8 ante 7eman ins. a 'y | xe] om.
JS |10 ewoyze HIKLMORUVYZ: ¢aeyzn EQS | 11 cAAHH NHYRTB] cAAB NHYETH Y
| #e] ovso S [ 11-12 oy zeaenn] oy zornns E | 12 ® ngnerantyia HIKMORUVYZ : %
ngHerantiis ELQS | 12 agst y: aags H | 13 Hie y: 1 ocHike H | BOARELLEMb. Y
SAREKOAIELLEME H | ante HPPAKTD ins. NbINE oBo Q|14 Aemﬁ\m EHQ: AGACI:HC'A
KMORSUVY : Acages JLZ | caaako z8a0 HQ : z8a0 caaarxo EIKMORSUVYZ :
70 H cAaAKo L | 1 gbzenoyuiatens] H enviparévs y | 15 7] by | 16 norassameTs]
HOFV\f?KAFéTb y | naoaoaarua] naoaoaaTsua ES | 16-17 ge EVINVIN EHQ : i «k»
rgbnmy JKLMORSUVYZ | 18 ewerparar EHQ : creagaets MRSUYZ : creagaiiTs
JKLOV| 19 ckrperpie] cerpaidTs EJLQSZ : cteapaits KMORUVY | 20 Himeantics
EH : wueantis w | 22 nozginms] npozpkvers E @ ongozpaers Q*: noctpkvers
JKLMOQ*“RSUVYZ ||
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XI. [-kF] NbBINRA O\fBO ABAOAWBHRARA MYEAXN IC?H/\O I'I!JHE/\I:.ICLLIH' H W
ROLHHNbL  BbCTARBLUH  CROK MO\f,A,?OQTb MOKAZAKTbL: H ’T‘PABNHICBI
I'IOI'IA!)I'A[GTB H ZBH!JA[GTB LLRBTbh* CHH K¢ ZABAORAKTL CbTHHK: W
LLIECTH O\fl"b./\l:.' H CO\fI'IVOTHKb ACKELIEK ChbTHE HCTbICO\fLLIHH' I'I?GMO
Ke O\f[‘bi\b I'I!J'EM'ENI'MOLI_IHH' ABAO BbKO\fI'Ib AOB?OTBI H
NE¢ZBAMKBNENHRA:  CHH  &Ke¢ MEADL Bb ICPOB"BXI:. MOAAMAKTbL:  H
ZABAORAKTD NABAQLI.IIOMO\{‘ MAOADL CAAAKD: H NGW?ANB' RK0KE
MOA0OENO* H NAMb XE"BMI:. NYeAAMb® H TAICO\f I'I?HIQMLIJG MO\f,A,‘JOC’T‘I:. H
AMOBEOA, BRANHRA I'I‘)HTbYIO-Z-[ﬂc,K;] NBINRA K¢ TNBZA0 MTHLLA REZETh:
WRA HCXOAHTH A A?O\fﬂ\l'b\ BbCEARMKTDL C€- WRBA WIC?TB I'IAPH’T‘I:.' A
,A,‘)O\fFAI'A WrAALLAKTB AO\{’FB' H O\fKGLI_IAKAH’T‘b W&KA' RCH BO Er:\
MOWTb H CAABCTH T'AACHI NGHZI:‘J/\ANI:.NI:.I' W RCBXb BO EKFOXK(\/\HT ce
Br.b MNOK* H CHHL,¢ WN'BXb I'I"ﬁ\ MOR\ BbIRAKTL: W NHXbKE AZb M'BTH
RBZHMAHK - [¢] NBINB O\fBO (MBKT C¢ BCh KHBOTH ?OFK,A,GNHIQ H BC¢
MOYHWRANHK MOYHRAKTL® NBINR K¢ BbZRbILUAKTL BbBIK KONb BREAHYARL
>Bb I"!JA}KA,HX'N ’T‘O\fﬁﬂ\mg\e' H I'IO\fTO O\fMO\f‘n’HKb I'IG!JG’T‘I:. M0 MOAK H 110

!)'EKAMI) K!)ACO\{’IGT Ceey

XI (PG 620 B-C): 1 nveaa] saveaa LORSUV | 2 gbeTaBBIIH] ChCTARHRBLUH
JKLORYV] 3 z5HpARTb] CBHPARTL Y| ZA BAORAKTL] CHABAORARTS Y | ChTHIE] CBTBI Y
[ 4 nipenmo ke OYrbAB] NPEMBIR K OYPABI Y | 5 NEZBANKBNENHIA] NECHBAAKBNENHEA
EJKMOQRSUYZ : nesaaibienHa Vo | 6 HABAGLIOMOY] HABBAALIK oyMb E | 7
xBML] xRamp Y| nveaams EHIKMYZ: snveaans LOQRSUV | 8 awsoa BrNHR
EJKLMOQRSUVZ : AwBoABrRANHI Y : AOVABRANHIA H |9 wea HexoaHTs] om.
JKLMORSUVYZ | 10 a agoyram] Hua E | wraawairs EHQ : maraawaiérs
JKLMORSUVYZ | 11 nowrs 1 EHQ : om. JKLMORSUVYZ | post caageTt iter.
gen EHQ : om. JKLMORSUVYZ | 12 €] om. JKLMSUYZ | 14 novHeakTs]
novioraems EKMOQRSVY : novrgaems U @ novHgaloTs JZ @ novhioTs L | gbiv] wwero
Q | 15 &» rpaxanxs E o esrgamarts HIKMORSUVYZ : gnzpamarts L :
gbrpakenHxs Q | oymoyvres EH : npbprars w ||
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XII. ¥T0 HHNO-: [-Ké-] NbINFA MHYNLLH HZBH?AIO’T‘ ¢ H RBARKWTbL: H
CRBTABIH AHKb CbZbLIRAWTL* AWAH X’gMOBLLG' H MO\fYGNHI'A RBARKTb*
CHXb KAHNb KCTh H MOH R'BNbYbNHKbL* MOH BO Aljll¢ H Ne¢ 0\{’ MENE:
AA WI‘IAAQ’T‘ ZABHCTb: B"B,A,O\fLLIHHMb I"IGO' cMAMA  CAOBBIH®»
I_IAQTO\be H M‘;‘_‘I\IICB‘ H&K¢ I_I!)'EPKAG AABYNbIK AOHTbL* KAPI'AIOLI_IG CeB¢
CAMH*® AA TO\f?K_A,HHMI:. MABKOMb BRLCIIHTAKT C¢ I'I?AKA,HBBIH' NbINFA
&Ke NACBIH

ARWAH FVA_A,A' H EQCN)O\f< MONABBARAE A,ﬁl) MNOTAMb THCO\fLLIAMb
ChLUBABLIHM €€ \'X)KQO\fAO\f' ?AZAHYNBIHMH N?ABA AOE?OTAMH' H
I'IAQTO\fXOMb MOAOBNbBI* H CAOBCCHI MOBBITNBIHMH® KLHE K¢ H QICO?'EEG
!)QLI_IH' NbINA K¢ BECHA IC?A(NAA' RECNA A)FKNAI‘A' RECNA ,A',_.LIJGKNAI'A'
RECNA T'BAECEMb* BECNA BRHAHMAR® BECBNA NERHAHMAR\: KEKe TAMO
AA (¢ NAMNABNHMb® >Z<,A,'E ,A,OB‘)'E I_I‘)'EM'ENHBBLIJQ‘ H NORH Kb NOR'EBH
KHZNH AX C€ I'IPHBAH?KHM e w X:E ;E"E I"% NALLUEMb* WMO\f‘PKG CAABA
H AVFKABA "C;Tb H NMOKAANRANHE* Cb CTHBIHMB ,A,XOHMID Rb CAAKO\f |;'3\f
WLLO\ AMHNb-:

XII (PG 620 C — 621 A): 1 nzsnpawt e HIRZ : cerpaT ca EKLMOQSUVY | 1,]
om. JKLORVYZ | 2 ETAbIH AHKL] RETABI AHIKBI Y | 3 tcT] om. JLZ | 4 riio] raioLpa
E| mana caorbiH W 2 MaMA caoka E 2 om. H | 5 aabyNbIe A0HTH] AANHIX A0RH Y| 6
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JEWISH AND CHRISTIAN POLEMICS
ON ABRAHAM, ESAU, AND JACOB
(VITA CONSTANTINI-CYRILLI X: 75-81)

Thomas Daiber

1. Recurring motives in Vita Cyrilli

When Saint Cyril was first sent to the Arabs in 855 (probably
December)', he had not been in charge of the political aspects of the mission
which were handled by a man named George, a member of the ministry of
foreign affairs in a rank comparable to a state secretary (Vita Constantini-Cyrilli
= VC VI: 9°). The practical goal of the mission consisted in the exchange of
prisoners of war which took place in a “rythme presque régulier”” between
Constantinople and the Caliphate approximately every tenth year. In leading the
theological disputes Cyril’s job was part of the routine between the Caliphate
and Byzantium to once a year polemically ask the other to convert to one’s own
religion.

Starting with the mission to the Khazars in (autumn) 859 Cyril already
seemed to be in full charge of the political goals. We hear nothing about persons
with administrative duties who accompanied the brothers Cyril and Method to
the Caucasus, although some Khazar fortifications had been built with the help

! Kp. Hunau, “Tlo cnenam miaroiaudeckux npororpados [Tannonckux gerern (MeToqoiornaeckue
3aMeTKH K KpuTuke Bapuantos) ”, in Ch. Diddi (ed.), [TOAYIETQP. Scripta slavica Mario Capaldo
dicata, Mocksa, 2015, p. 82-97 has clarified the long-standing problem of the exact year of the
mission by demonstrating that the date “851” in the extant Cyrillic manuscripts of VC suffers from
a misinterpretation of respective Glagolitic letters.

2 All quotations from VC (with chapter number in Roman and sentence number in Arabic
numerals) follow the edition of F. Grivec and F. Tomsi¢, Constantinus et Methodius
Thessalonicenses. Fontes, Zagreb, 1960, here p. 109. It would be out of the scope of this paper to
discuss the merits of the other editions of VC. In short, I found the edition of Grivec and Toms§i¢ to
be the most explicit in giving reading variants. — Unless mentioned otherwise all English
translations of VC are taken from M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine and The Vita of
Methodius, Michigan, 1976.

M. Campagnolo-Pothitou, “Les échanges de prisonniers entre Byzance et I'Islam aux IX° et X°
siecles”, Journal of Oriental and African Studies 7, 1995, p. 32.
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of Byzantine architects* and it is unlikely that no specialist in military affairs
was part of the journey to the Khazars, who were at the time, nolens volens,
Constantinople’s most important partner in the region. Instead of giving
information about the involvement of state officials the author of VC stresses the
importance of Cyril’s part in the mission. According to VC the Byzantine
emperor had declared that Cyril would be the only one who could conduct the
negotiations with the Khazars appropriately (aoctonno VIIE: 7°). Additionally,

the emperor reminded Cyril to not only behave as a theologian but as the official
representative of the emperor himself (VIIL: 9). At the end of the mission and in
response to Cyril’s request the Khazars allowed a release of Byzantine captives
(XI: 45-46°), which is a somehow surprising information in contrast to the Arab
mission, where the mission’s main goal, the exchange of prisoners of war, was
not related by the author of VC at all. And starting with Cyril’s Khazar mission,
VC will repeatedly tell us of the release of captives as an effect of Cyril’s efforts.

In 863, when Cyril embarked on his third mission to Greater Moravia,
the Byzantine emperor Michael III. assured Cyril that (XIV: 8) “none other than
you can attend to this matter”.” Again, VC does not mention any accompanying
state officials, but in the case of the Moravian mission this is not astonishing,
because, as far as we know, the Moravian mission was not embedded in already
established political relations as had been the case with the missions to the Arabs
and to the Khazars. Instead, the mission to Greater Moravia was meant as a first
political approach. Again, a side effect of the mission consists in the release of
prisoners, which happened when the Slavic missionaries on their way to Rome
visited the Pannonian principality of Kocel (XV: 22). Having transferred the re-
lics of S. Clement to Rome a liberation of captives is mentioned, too (XVII: 4),"
and, finally, also the last words of Cyril (XVIII: 12) on his deathbed are dealing
with liberation, this time liberation from the threat of “invisible enemies” (Eph
6:12). The shift from the literal meaning of liberation (freeing real people from
captivity) to a theological meaning (freeing oneself from the temptations of the

‘B. C. ®rnepos, “Kpenoctn Xazapuu B noimue Hiwkuero Jlona (3tion k Teme ¢oprudukamm)”’,
in B. K. Muxees (ed.), Xazapckuii anbmanax, m. 1, Xapbkos, 2002, p. 151-168, there p. 158.

> M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine ..., p. 21: “No one else is capable of doing this
properly”.

® One may ask what Byzantine captives could probably have been in Khazar hands at that time. As
Cyril had not been accepted to the newly founded capital of the Khazars situated at the triangle
between Don and Volga, but very probably was guided to one of the old fortresses at the northern
side of the Caucasus, it is possible that some captives of earlier wars between the Khazars and
Byzantium still lived there.

" M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine ..., p. 45. See the corresponding sentence in
Old Church Slavonic: Cito Bo ev' He MOKET HNb NHKTO HCMPARHTH RAKOKE ThI.

® The Roman release of captives is historically attested; see F. Grivec and F. Tomsic,
Constantinus ..., p. 208, footnote 4.
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Devil) is no contradiction to a medieval Christian author, but a consequence of
his world view that every ‘literal’ historical event has a ‘transferred’
eschatological meaning at the same time.

Obviously, “liberation” and “responsibility” as two recurring motives are
linked to Cyril’s activities. The first, “liberation”, is used by the author of VC to
characterize Cyril’s personality. Young Cyril tries to liberate himself from the
vanity of worldly goods (III: 16), then two times tries to retire from the
requirements of governmental service (IV: 17, VII: 1), but instead of being
successful to liberate himself from the world, he is immersed in worldly duties
to liberate others. Such a rough sketch of the motive of “liberation” in VC is, of
course, open to discussion, but it can at least demonstrate that there exists the
possibility to speak about recurring motives in VC, which hint at a literary
design of the text, although — as in the case of “liberation” — an aesthetically
shaped text does not contradict per se its historical credibility, and it is possible
that eventually captives had actually been released, even though it is unclear to
us (XI: 45-46, XV: 22) who they exactly were.

The second recurring motive in VC is the personal involvement of the
Byzantine emperor, who equips Cyril on the occasion of every new mission with
ever broadening authority. VC gradually puts Cyril into the most central position
of the various enterprises, from his beginnings as a young theologian who
displays intellectual brilliance in internal Byzantine affairs (V: 4; the dispute
with the iconoclastic patriarch), then giving ideological support in foreign affairs
(VIL: 9; the mission to the Arabs), then being in charge of a (probably) mixed
team on a strategically important mission (VIII: 7; the mission to the Khazars)
and finally being head of a mission with decision-making powers (XIV: 16). But
unlike “liberation”, the reported accumulating authority of Cyril is hard to
interpret as an element of literary design, by which the author of VC would steer
the story to its culminating point. The failed mission to Moravia simply cannot
be called a triumphant ending, and there is no sign that the author of VC had
wanted to glorify it anyway. VC uses for the description of the Arab mission
approximately’ 11% of the whole text, the Khazar mission comprises 32,2% and
the Moravian mission (chap. XIV-XVII) takes up 21,1%. If the last chapter
(XVIID) of VC, which relates Cyril’s death in Rome, is added to the Moravian
mission, then the Moravian mission would cover 27% of the text of VC, still
taking up significantly less space than the Khazar mission. These numbers do
not point to an intended promotion of the Moravian mission as the culminating

? The textual extent of a mission is understood as all text between beginning and return from
journey. For calculations the electronic version of VC (made from the edition of F. Grivec and F.
Tomsi¢, Constantinus ...) was used, which Prof. Jouko Lindstedt organized as part of the “Corpus
Cyrillo-Methodianum Helsingiense. An Electronic Corpus of Old Church Slavonic Texts”
<http://www.helsinki.fi/slaavilaiset/ccmh/> (20.01.2020).
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fulfilment of Cyril's life. The Moravian mission is the last mission Cyril had the
opportunity to serve in, but nothing supports the view that the author of VC
stresses the Moravian mission as the most important event in Cyril's life or even
as its glorious finale.

It seems necessary to underline the fact that the Moravian mission can
hardly be called the central event in Cyril’s life from the viewpoint of the
narrator of VC. The contemporaries of Cyril, e.g. the author of the Latin legend,
praised him more for finding and translating Saint Clement’s relics to Rome than
for the invention of Slavic letters as the preliminary condition of the Moravian
mission. Slavic philology, of course, always had a special interest in records
about Slavic letters and about the literary activities of the Apostles and their
pupils in the course of the Moravian mission.'® But how could any author of the
9th century have possibly imagined the enormous impact Cyril's new alphabet
would exert on the cultural and political shaping of the European continent?
Reading VC according to its literary design the vita is not so much praising
Cyril's cultural importance but, by means of the recurrent motive
“responsibility”, is just praising a Christian life with ever broadening duties.

While, again, the rough sketch of the recurring motive “responsibility” is
open to discussions as to which extent we can trust the records in VC as an
historical source, it is sure that on all his missions Cyril serves as a Byzantine
theologian, representing Byzantine identity in disputations with Arabs, Jews, and
the Frankish clergy. While as yet philology put its main interest in the Moravian
mission, this paper is concerned with a lesser studied part of VC, the dispute
with the Jewish Khazars, and, given its enormous length, the paper concentrates
on one passage of the dispute, which has, as far as I know, not yet found an
adequate explanation. The passage will not only unveil some polemical use of
apocryphal arguments, but also point to a possible tender spot of Cyril’s
Byzantine identity.

1 The political renaissance of the Slavic nations in the 19th century was variously engaged in
venerating the “Apostles of the Slavs” (S. Barlieva, “The Cult of Saints Cyril and Methodius: The
Phenomenon of Shared Identity in the Slavic World”, in M. Gray (ed.), Rewriting Holiness:
Reconfiguring Vitae, Re-signifying Cults, Martlesham, 2017, p. 229-241) and so the ‘Slavic parts’
of VC always stood in the centre of attention. This did not change when Slavic philology started
researching the texts; of course the philological discipline was mainly interested in information
about the beginning of Slavic literacy. Additionally various political circumstances made it
convenient to focus on the Moravian mission as proof for ever-lasting Germanic-Slavic differences
(e. g. A. d'Avril, St Cyrille et St Méthode. Premiere lutte des Allemands contre les Slaves, Paris,
1885). All these tendencies contributed to the fact that the Moravian mission of VC mainly stood
in the centre of discussion while other parts of VC were only sporadically commented upon.
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2. Circumcision and patriarchs

The mission to the Khazars is the most extensively narrated episode of
VC and exposes lengthy disputations with Jewish theologians, which — as is
stated (X: 95-96) — had been protocolled during the meetings.'' The disputations
surely were of importance for official use, otherwise they would not have been
protocolled, and obviously had also some interest for the reader of hagiographic
literature, otherwise the author of VC would not had given them so much space.
We will focus on a controversial case between Cyril and his Jewish interlocutors
concerning circumcision. Circumcision is always a delicate question in
Christian-Jewish polemics and in VC circumcision is discussed twice. Firstly,
the term appears in X: 7, where Cyril tries to demonstrate (until X: 34) that the
first law was given to Noah which did not include the commandment of
circumcision, and so Jews, claiming to be faithful to a first law, should on
principle reject circumcision. In this rather short and, from the side of Cyril,
polemic passage, circumcision is discussed within the broader question, how
God’s speaking to Adam in paradise, to Noah after the flood, to Moses or to
Abraham each time should be called: law, commandment, or something else? In
defining the term “law” the first passage in VC, where circumcision is
thematised, approaches the fundamental question, who — Jew or Christian — is
the more legitimate successor of a first law given by God to men.

The second passage in chapter X, which we will discuss in detail, is
again concerned with the problem of a blessed origin. It is asked, who — Jews or
Christians — are descendants of a blessed patriarch and may therefore be
considered to be part of a blessed people. Circumcision becomes topical in
sentences 75-81, but the sentences are embedded in the broader concept of a
blessed people. While the Jews claim to be the blessed descendants of Shem (X:
64), Cyril’s answer to that points to king David (X: 69) and obviously is trying
to outline the genealogy of Christ (Lk 1:27 “of the house of David” [KJV]) in a
New Testament manner comparable to the motive of the “Tree of Jesse” (maybe
coming up shortly afterwards and documented in the arts since the 11th c.'?).

"' X: 94-05 in M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine ..., p. 37: “Thus, having
condensed this from much, we set it down briefly for remembrance sake. And he who wishes to
seek the actual discussions in their entirety can find them in Constantine’s writings, which our
teacher, Archbishop Method, translated and divided into eight discourses.” While the “discourses”
seem to be lost, the word “translation” (into Slavic) points to the fact, that the Khazars and Cyril
most probably had their discussions in Greek, which, again, sheds some light on the Grecisms in
VC. But the passage leaves open whether “the actual discussions” had been protocolled right
during the exchanging of arguments or had been made from memory after the return to
Constantinople. I prefer the first option, see below.

27, Williams, “The Earliest Dated Tree of Jesse Image: Thematically Reconsidered”, Athanor 18,
2000, 17-23.
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Now, as a counterargument to Cyril, who tries to trace Christian identity back to
king David, the question of circumcision is raised again. That the topic
circumcision indeed is used as a counterargument against Cyril’s attempt to con-
nect Christianity with king David, is only seen when the passage is understood
correctly. Firstly, the Jewish theologians ask why Christians reject circumcision,
although Jesus himself performed it:

75. MAKBI e HNOV MPHT'YI0 MPBANOKHLLE, FAAFOARLLITE KAKO Bbl
XPHCTTANH OBp'BZANTE WTMELHIETE, A XQHCTS Né¢ WTngr'Lus Kero,
NB 110 ZAKONS CKONYAR'LLIE?

75. And again they put forth another example, saying: “How

can you Christians deny circumcision when Christ rejected
it not but performed it according to the law?” "

We are somehow uncomfortable with the introducing remark of X: 75
that the Jews came up with another “example”, because the term does not really
fit the text type which it introduces. We come back to the “example” in the
conclusion, but let us first consider the continuation of the text:

76. WTRELIA PHAOCOPh: HEKE BO Peve Kb P\ByAAMo\f npbRBIE: €&
BOYAH ZMAMENIE MEKAS TOBOI H MNOW, Th H 1€ CBEJbLUH
MPHIIBAL, WTh TOTO APRKAR'LIE A0 CEro, A MPOVEIE NE AACTH Ie
MHMOHTH', KbLIENTE NAMB BBAACT.

76. The Philosopher answered: “But he who once said to
Abraham ‘Behold, this is the token betwixt me and you’,
having come, fulfilled it and maintained it from that one
even unto Himself. However, He allowed it not to continue
henceforth, but gave us baptism.”

The answer of Cyril in X: 76 is dogmatic: God (as Jahwe) once gave the
command to circumcise and then (as incorporated Christ) gave the allowance not
to continue it. Cyril’s answer is not a logical argument, but outlines a temporal

"> M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine ..., p. 33.

" F. Grivec and F. Tomsi¢, Constantinus ..., p. 192 consider the negation particle to be a wrong
addition (“textus in omnibus codicibus corruptus esse videtur”), because they do not understand
that the Slavic meaning of mumouaru (in Old Church Slavonic normally “to pass, to go over, to
neglect”) here is a Grecism npo-y@pém = “to go on, to go further” (cf. W. Bauer, K. and B. Aland,
Griechisch-deutsches Wérterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen Testaments und der friihchristlichen
Literatur, Berlin - Boston 1988, coll. 1450). The sense of the argument (first circumcision, then
baptism) is clear, and so F. Grivec and F. Tomsi¢ as also M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of
Constantine ..., p. 35 translate it correctly ad sensum. VC is full of Grecisms, which are crucial for
a deeper understanding of the text — as we will see later on.
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sequence from a Christian perspective. Patristic exegesis draws Jewish writings
together as an “Old Testament” which would be a prophecy of the “New
Testament”, and so a temporal scheme is implied which says that from Abraham
to Christ circumcision was needed for a believer, but after Christ it is baptism
which is needed. And as Cyril hardly could have said something else, it is
exactly the intention of the Jewish question in X: 75 that this temporal scheme is
explicitly assured by their Christian opponent. The Jewish invective comes in
the next sentence, but while sentence X: 77 was never properly understood, the
whole passage was subject to harsh comments like ‘“haec explanatio
circumcisionis falsa est” and “C. hunc locum erronee explicat”.'> So, we have to
deal with X: 77 at length, analysing the sentence according to the wrong (77a)
and to the correct translation (77b):

77. geKcollIe Ke ONHI TO ¥eCo pAAH HNIH NPBEBIE OWTOAHLLE BOroy,
TOr0 ZNAMENTA NE MPHIEM'LLIE N P\BgMMAuH?
77a. And they said: “Then why were there once others who

pleased God, and yet accepted not this token but
Abraham's?”'¢

Indeed may we ask: who were the others (nniH), pleasant to God
(oyroanwe soroy), who lived “once”, which means long ago (ngneBie = gr.
apyaioc resp. mpdtoc'’) and did not accept (me ngriem'wie) this token (Toro
zHaMeNia = this sign of the covenant with God) but (vs) Abraham's (Agpaamanin)?

The sentence is unintelligible in the available translations, which all
handle the grammatical structure of the sentence very capriciously and which are
all based on the assumption that “this token” means baptism. Given this
assumption the sentence is absurd, regardless what “once” is suggested to mean:

If the others “once” lived at the time before Jesus, they had been
pleasant to God by accepting circumcision, and both Cyril and the Jewish
interlocutors would clearly agree with that. Jews would argue that circumcision
is the only token, and Christians would apply the restriction that circumcision is
the only token until Jesus introduced baptism. Because baptism had not been
practised before the time of Jesus, which other token could the “others” have
happened to accept or reject? Under the condition that the “others” lived before

'S F. Grivec and F. Tomsi¢, Constantinus ..., p. 193, footnotes 13 and 15.
'® M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine ..., p. 35.
7w. Bauer, K. and B. Aland, Griechisch-deutsches Wérterbuch ... coll. 223 and 1452seq.
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Jesus, it is absurd to speak about baptism as an act they could have rejected — it
had not been available at all.'®

If it is assumed, that the others “once” lived after the introduction of
baptism, then the question is even more incomprehensible. It makes no sense for
a Jew to ask why a Jew is pleasant to God by accepting circumcision. There are,
of course, examples of circumcised Christians, but the argument is clearly put in
a formal way and casuistic considerations about the apostle Paul (who surely had
been circumcised before his conversion to Christian faith) are not in the focus,
apart from the fact that it is spoken about Christians, who as Christians accepted
circumcision — but rejected baptism, a contradictio in adiecto.

The sentence is absurd in every way it can be turned, and so either the
harsh comment of Grivec is true that Cyril had no working concept of
circumcision, or there must be something wrong with the linguistic form of the
translation(s)'". As VC is full of Grecisms® there is one candidate in the sen-
tence who could take on another meaning under a Greek perspective, and this is
the conjunction na, which in a Slavic text surely displays adversative meaning,
but in a text, where all lexemes are closely related to the meaning of underlying
Greek equivalents, there is also a concessive meaning available, because in Old
Church Slavonic ws regularly translates gr. &AA&, *' which can have the

'® We leave aside, of course, the question, if the patriarchs before Abraham had other signs
including a sort of baptism.

" F. Grivec and F. Tomsi¢, Constantinus ..., p. 193: “Cur igitur alii antea complacuerunt Deo, qui
hoc signum non acceperunt, sed Abrahami?”; D. Bartonikova, L. Havlik, J. Ludvikovsky, Z.
Masatik, R. Vecerka (ed.), Magnae Moraviae Fontes Historici, vol. 2: Textus biographici,
hagiographici, liturgici, Praha, 1967, p. 88: “Tak jak to, Ze se jini zalibili Bohu diive, aniz pfijali
toto znameni, nybrz (znameni) Abrahamovo?”; b. Anrenos, K. Kyes, Xp. Konos, K. lBanosa,
Knumenm Oxpuocku. Cvopanu cvuunenus, vol. 3, Codus, 1973, p. 132: “A 3amo Torasa Ipyru
XOpa Ipeau ToBa yroamxa Ha Oora, Makap ue He Hocexa XpHUCTOBHS 3HaK, a ABpaamoBus?”’; J.
Bujnoch, Zwischen Rom und Byzanz. Leben und Wirken der Slavenapostel Kyrillos und Methodios
nach den Pannonischen Legenden und der Klemensvita. Bericht von der Taufe Rufslands nach der
Laurentiuschronik, Graz, 1972, p. 83: “Warum aber fanden vorher andere bei Gott ein
Wohlgefallen, die nicht dieses Zeichen angenommen hatten, sondern das des Abraham?”. A.-D. H.
Taxuaoc, Cesmoie 6pamesi Kupunn u Mepoouu, npoceemumenu caaesn, Ceprues ITocan, 2005, p.
280 omits the passage in his translation altogether and declares (footnote 1), that there are
‘HEKOTOpBIE HESICHOCTH M3JIokeHus” (‘some unclear points in the argument’).

0 Th. Daiber, “Grézismen in der Vita des hl. Kyrill”, in S. Kempgen, M. Wingender, L. Udolph
(eds.), Deutsche Beitrige zum 16. Internationalen Slavistenkongress, Wiesbaden, 2018, p. 111-
116. Th. Daiber, “‘Wenn einer den Abendmahlskelch zerbricht...”. VC XV: 10-11 und das irische
Thema der Slavenmission”, Cyrillomethodianum (in print).

Tp M. Leiitnmun, P. Beuepka, 3. bnarosa, Cmapocnasanckuii croéapsb (no pyxonucam X—-XI
6exog), Mocksa, 1994, p. 384.
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concessive meaning “although”.”* And, at a closer look, the noun ABpAAMABIH 18
not congruent at all with its alleged reference word 3namenia, because nowhere

(not even in the reading variants) do we read *Avramloe (znamenie) or * Avrama
(znamenie). So, AggpaamabiH, a possessive derivation from the personal name

P\K?AAM%,B is nominative plural and means “those, belonging to Abraham” resp.
“those, being Abrahamites”. Given the two emendations (s, Aggaamabin), which

do not alter the text of VC but just give it a grammatical understanding, the
sentence correctly reads like this:

77b. And they said: “Then why were there once others who
pleased God, and yet accepted not this token, although they
were Abrahamites?” [italics: translation Th.D.]

The reference word for the demonstrative pronoun “this (token)” is not
“baptism” (the last autosemantic word in the foregoing sentence X: 76), but
“circumcision”, which is the global theme of the passage. The sentence asks for
people who pleased God, were Abrahamites and were not circumcised. The
sentence is addressed to Cyril, so the “others” have to be pleasant to God from a
Christian point of view. It would not be intelligent, if the Jews pointed to
uncircumcised Abrahamites, which from a Jewish point of view are pleasant to
God — it would ruin their whole argumentation. Therefore, a slightly ironic tone
can’t be ignored, when the Jews call someone “pleasant to God” who for sure
does not count as that from their point of view. Of course, it is not spoken about
ethnic Jews who became Christians. The question is concerned with Abraha-
mites, who are not circumcised, and who are pleasant to God in Christian eyes,
and who lived long ago (ngseic). These “others” existed, and Cyril immediately

knows what is alluded to:

78. WTRELIA PpHAOCOPB: NHKOTOPbI O WTh THX' RRARMETH (¢
AROK IKEHOY HM'BRL, ND THKMO ARJAAMB H CEro (AAH OYAX TOFO
OVPBZAICT, NPBABAL AME, N¢ NPBCTOVNATH 1610 AAAIE, Nb
(read with 16 mss: no) npbrOMOy ChRLCTHIO AAAMOROY WEpAZL
AALE MPOYTHMb, BB Th xo,A,HTH.24

78. The Philosopher answered: “Because none of them, it
appears, had two wives save Abraham. Therefore He

2w, Bauer, K. and B. Aland, Griechisch-deutsches Worterbuch ..., coll. 74, quoting as an
example John 1: 31.

» Kurz, J. (ed.), Slovnik jazyka staroslovénského, vol. 1, Praha, 1958, p. 9.

**The formulation & T XoAHTH is a Grecism from katd Badilom = ‘to hold on to something” (W.
Bauer, K. and B. Aland, Griechisch-deutsches Wérterbuch ..., coll. 261).
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circumcised the flesh of his foreskin, setting a boundary not
to be transgressed further and setting an example for others
to follow in accordance with the first period of Adam’s life.

Cyril identifies the persons which were referenced by the Jewish
interlocutors and therefore knows that now matrimonial sex and moral behaviour
is at stake. What seems like a change of the topic (from circumcision to
polygyny) is indeed part of the argument. The “others” who lived at the time of
Abraham and did not accept circumcision are the “Edomites”, the descendants of
Esau as discussed in the Jewish Talmud. Circumcision firstly had only been
commanded to Abraham,” and in accordance with patristic exegesis Cyril is
arguing that only Abraham received God’s command to circumcise because only
he had two wives® and God gave the command of circumcision ‘to set a
boundary’ for polygyny.

Cyril knows that the hidden theme of the Jewish invective is Esau. Esau,
one of the grandsons of Abraham (an “Abrahamite”) is prominently featured in
the Talmud.”” Esau was not circumcised and did not practise circumcision in his
household.”® In the later Jewish apocalyptic thinking Esau is connected with the
fourth imperium of Evil, which has to be destroyed before the coming of the
Messiah.” The fourth imperium of Evil was identified by Jewish writers with
the Roman empire and after the Roman empire had accepted Christianity as its
state religion, Esau generally became the ancestor of Christians, too.” Further,
Esau is rated as morally tainted, because until his 40th year he had numerous
affairs with women but did not marry. This is the background for the Jewish
question, which overtly can be paraphrased like this: “Why should your morally

3 L. Goldschmidt, Die rechtswissenschaftliche Sektion des Babylonischen Talmuds. Bd. 1,1: Das
Biirgerliche Recht, Berlin, 1907, p. 253 (“die Beschneidung wurde auch von vornherein nur
Abraham anbefohlen”).

26 On the terms “wife” and “secondary wife” see W. Plautz, “Monogamie und Polygynie im Alten
Testament”, Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 75, 1963, Ne 1, 3-27.

7. Langer, “Esau im Talmud”, in. G. Langer (ed.), Esau — Bruder und Feind, Gottingen, 2009,
p. 123-133. Exegesis of the biblical text and theological literature see in D. Vorpahl, “Es war zwar
unrecht, aber Tradition ist es”. Der Erstgeburtsrechts- und Betrugsfall der Briider Jakob und
Esau, Potsdam, 2008.

21 Singer (ed.), The Jewish Encyclopedia. A Descriptive Record of The History, Religion,
Literature, and Customs of the Jewish People from the Earliest Times to the Present Day.
Complete in XII Volumes, vol. 4, New York - London, 1903, p. 93.

M. Hadas-Lebelle, “Jacob et Esaii ou Israél et Rome dans le Talmud et le Midrash”, Revue de
I'histoire des religions 201, 1984, Ne 4, 369-392.

PG Oberhénsli-Widmer, “Esau: Zur Biographie eines Feindbildes im Judentum”, in Th. Jiirgasch
(ed.), Gegenwart der Einheit: Zum Begriff der Religion, Freiburg i. Br., 2008, p. 280 and 289; cf.
also B. A. Anderson, Election, Brotherhood and Inheritance: A Canonical Reading of the Esau and
Edom Traditions, Durham, 2010; E. Assis, Identity in Conflict. The Struggle between Esau and
Jacob, Edom and Israel, Winona Lake, 2016, p. 285seq.
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depraved Christian patriarch, the Abrahamite Esau, be considered pleasant to
God if he did not accept circumcision, although it being the sole token for a
believer in old times?” The question, of course, is polemical. Christians did
generally not accept their descendance from Esau. For example, Tertullian knew
that there had been some uncircumcised Abrahamitic patriarchs and argued
especially against the statement that Christians were descendants of Esau.’'
Tertullian’s example shows that we are dealing with a traditional argument Cyril
could have become familiar with not only by reading the Talmud, but also by
reading the Church Fathers. Cyril’s knowledge of the “Esau problem” is not
proof that he read the Talmud, but is proof of his theological erudition. His
answer diplomatically takes the Esau problem into consideration without
explicitly naming it. On the one hand he speaks about matrimonial behaviour
without ever mentioning the name Esau, and then, like Tertullian, he changes to
Jacob (X: 79), who is considered the ancestor of the Christians. After Cyril had
declared that circumcision is a sign for the preference of monogamy (above X:
78), the thematic change from Abraham as the Jewish patriarch to Jacob as the
Christian patriarch can be made smoothly. Jacob’s struggle with the Angel is
considered as a kind of “circumcision” in a long exegetical tradition:

32
79. lakor O\fBO TAKOKA€ C'b'T‘BO?H, O\fT?AI'Ii\bI ?KHA\f CT¢rNA KEro,
-
ZANIE A, AKENbI MOKEThD.

79. And He did the same unto Jacob, having shrunk the
sinew of his thigh for taking four wives.*>

Jacob, as Cyril declares, had also received a command to keep to
monogamy because he had more than one wife.** Cyril’s exegetic argument,
comparing circumcision with Jacob’s “Struggle with the Angel” in Gen 32:24-
32, is in accordance with traditional exegesis. Jacob’s “hollow” (KJV)” resp.
“sinew (English Standard Version) at his thigh” (Gen 32:26) had been
understood as an euphemistic description of the male sexual organ long ago (at
least since Jerome),”” and Philo, who is not out of the scope in a dispute with

3 Tertullianus, Opera omnia. Pars secunda, Paris, 1844 (PL 2); see especially chapter 3 of
“Adversus Iudaeos” resp. p. 602seq.

2, oyTpunATH (P. M. Letitnun, P. Beuepxka, D. brnarosa, Cmapocnasanckuii ciosaps..., p. 753)
and its derivation oyTyn(mnaTH / utrb(p)ngti ‘to solidify’ (R. Aitzetmiiller, Altbulgarische
Grammatik als Einfiihrung in die slavische Sprachwissenschaft, Freiburg i. Br., 2nd ed. 1991, p.
208), here participle preterite active II.

33 M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine ..., p. 35.

 See W. Plautz, “Monogamie und Polygynie ...”, p. 10seq.

% D. Shanzer, “Latin Literature, Christianity and Obscenity in the Later Roman West”, in N.
McDonald (ed.), Medieval Obscenities, Woodbridge, 2006, p. 191.



54 THOMAS DAIBER

Jewish theologians, related circumcision to sexual morality on the basis of a long
tradition®®.

Connecting circumcision with moral behaviour and - without
mentioning Esau — changing the theme to Jacob’s moral behaviour Cyril is
making a path towards the final argument. In his next sentence he adds proof to
the foregoing statement that Jacob’s struggle with the Angel had been a kind of
circumcision by stating that Jacob did not have any sexual contact with women
after the struggle with the Angel:

80. gast”sg' Ke BHNS, IEI0/KE TO CHTROPH, MAPEYE HME IEMOY
[HZpaHAL, cHpBYL OYMb 796 BOTA, K TOMOY BO Ne RARARIET' ce
NPHMBLLL [(A37] KB KeN'B.

80. He named Jacob Israel, that is, the mind that sees God,
after he understood the reason for which this was done unto
him.*® For it appears, he was no longer to have relations
with a woman.

It is interesting, that Cyril underlines Jacob’s sexual abstinence after his
‘circumcision experience’, which says something about the textual sources Cyril
might have drawn from. There are, of course, many Christian polemical remarks
on circumcision, among them, that unlike baptism circumcision cannot be
practiced on women. This (expectable) argument seems to have come up only
later than the 9th ¢.* But Cyril also does not make any allusion to circumcision

% Philo did not invent “die symbolische Deutung der Beschneidung” (L. Cohn (ed.), Die Werke
Philos von Alexandria in deutscher Ubersetzung. Zweiter Teil, Breslau, 1910: 14, footnote 4, see
also p. 15). The arguments about circumcision go a long way from the circumcision of a body part
(Gen 17:11) to a spiritual meaning (Deut 10: 16) up to the Christian suspension of circumcision
(Romans 2:25, Galatians 5:6). For a history of circumcision related to Christian identity see A. S.
Jacobs, Christ Circumcised. A Study in Early Christian History and Difference, Berlin, Boston,
2012, e.g. p. 58seq.

3 According to the edition of F. Grivec and F. Tomsi¢, Constantinus ..., p. 121 only 6 reading
variants (4 mss: ngnukian ¢a, 2 mss: ngiukie ce) out of 58 known copies of the text have a second
(in the sentence) reflexive particle here which indeed is needed: nprmkeHTH ca kb ‘to unite oneself
with + Dative’ ((P. M. Leiitaun, P. Beuepka, O. biarosa, Cmapocrasanckuii crogape..., p. 507)
equals gr. cuv-owelv + Dative ‘live together with someone’ like in 1 Peter 3:7 (Participle present
active ovvowodvteg). The Slavic scribes did not cope well with the underlying Greek semantics
and morphosyntax of VC, which originally, as I am sure, was written in Greek.

*¥ The Old Church Slavonic sentence is burdened with a Greek style participium coniunctum
(pazoymen “after he [Jacob] had understood’) which has a subject different from the subject of the

following finite verb (iewxe To ¢aTrROpH = ‘why he [God] had done that’. The impersonal translation

in M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine ..., p. 35 is ad sensum.

¥ B, Geyer, Die Sententiae Divinitatis, ein Sentenzenbuch der Gilbertschen Schule, Miinster,
1909, p. 111.
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in Islam, although Cyril acknowledges Islam to go back to an Abrahamitic
patriarch (Ismail, cf. VI: 41), too, and so Christian polemics after the develop-
ment of Islam may well contain some side blows to other cutting practices.*
However, Cyril’s stressing of Jacob’s sexual abstinence could well contain a
reference to monastic sexual abstinence in the way Ambrosius interprets Jacob’s
‘circumcision experience’ as an initial moment for monastic behaviour.*'

At this stage of the argumentation we should summarize: By their
question (X: 75) the Jews force Cyril to overtly affirm (X: 76) a temporal
scheme: since the times of Abraham the act of circumcision is the token, which
signifies to be pleasant to God, but since the baptism of Christ the act of baptism
signifies to be pleasant to God. In their next argument the Jewish interlocutors
use the temporal scheme to polemically ask (X: 77) why some patriarchs before
Christ (“Abrahamites”), although considered from a Christian point of view to
be pleasant to God, did not practice circumcision? Cyril knows that a polemical
allusion to the sexual behaviour of Esau, the Abrahamite and alleged Christian
patriarch, is at stake (Esau is compared to a pig in the Talmud),* and so Cyril
relates circumcision first with the matrimonial behaviour of Abraham (X: 78)
and secondly with the matrimonial behaviour of Jacob (X: 79), who is accepted
by Christians as the Christian patriarch. After giving the justification that Jacob’s
experience is indeed related to sexual behaviour (X: 80), Cyril is now
polemically playing back the moral implications to his Jewish interlocutors:

81. Arpaam' e Toro He pAZSME.
81. But Abraham understood this not.

The short conclusion of the argument is clear, but full of implications:
‘Our Christian patriarch (Jacob) understood the moral meaning of his
circumcision experience, but your Jewish patriarch did not.” The replay implies a
dilemma for Jewish polemics. If the Jewish interlocutors denied the connection
between circumcision and sexual behaviour (‘Circumcision has nothing to do
with sexual behaviour and you Christians don’t understand this’), then Cyril
could ask them which Abrahamitic patriarch they mean exactly in X: 77. Since
the relation of Christians to the unnamed uncircumcised Abrahamitic ancestor of
Christians (Esau) is not biblically grounded (cf. on the contrary Mt 1:2) but only
polemically inferred by Jewish apocryphal traditions, it can easily be challenged.
On the other hand, if the Jewish interlocutors were to accept the relation between

401 ike Athanasius speaking of Esau, Jews and Ismail; cf. K.-H. Uthemann, Anastasios Sinaites.
Byzantinisches Christentum in den ersten Jahrzehnten unter arabischer Herrschaft, Berlin -
Boston, 2015, p. 680-684.

4 Ambrosius, Opera omnia. Tomi primi, pars prius, Paris, 1845 (PL 14), p. 626 = “De lacobo et
vita beata”, 1ib II, cap. VII.

2 G. Oberhéinsli-Widmer, “Esau: Zur Biographie eines Feindbildes ...”, p. 286.
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circumcision and sexual behaviour, then any deepening of the topic should be
avoided because Cyril could mention David and Bathsheba or king Salomon
with his 700 wives and 300 secondary wives (1 Kings 11:3). Both sides are
prudent enough to change the topic of their conversation at this point, and we
shall do the same.

3. Conclusion

In order to make a passage of VC understandable which has been called
corrupted or deemed untranslatable, we retold an exchange of arguments
between Cyril and his Jewish interlocutors. The dispute is told from a Christian
point of view and so the retelling of the passage had to reproduce this point of
view in order to highlight the polemical respectively ironical tone of the
statements. The passage is difficult to understand not so much due to theological
subtlety but due to the precondition that the “Esau problem” has to be inferred. It
seems to me that the fact that we are dealing with a text which requires
presupposed knowledge contributes to the credibility of the remark (X: 95-96)
that the record of disputes in VC is based on protocols. If the text of VC had
been fictionally declared to be a record of authentic material, the author of VC
would hardly have risked to produce sentences which display their coherence
only after appropriate presuppositions have been made. Incomprehensible
sentences normally do not appear to be authentic, but to be a product of poor
fictional ability.

Of course, it can always be stated that the average reader of the 9th c.
had well been aware of the context to be inferred, so that a fictional production
of the given dispute did not run the risk to be incomprehensible to its audience.
The question of VC’s historical authenticity will, at least partially, always be
subject to individual assessment because of its intrinsic relation to the
hermeneutic circle: The interpretor puts sentences of VC into a certain context in
order to display their rationality, and the more available sources are adduced to
demonstrate the presence of the context, the more the text itself appears to be an
arbitrary combination of available sources.

But besides the question whether the related dispute is fictional or not,
the emotional interest of both parties in a subject like “the first law of a blessed
people” or “signs of belonging to a blessed people” is authentic. It is the
polemics contained in X: 75-81 which give the text its coherence and its interest
to readers and so the polemics — fictionally created or authentically protocolled —
are the message to be conveyed. The polemics result from the attempt to
combine two unrelated categories. On the one hand, both parties are operating
with terms of ethnical genealogy (“Abrahamites”, patriarchs), and on the other
hand ethnical genealogy is crosscut by “confessionality”, which is unrelated to
offspring. Unifying confessionality and genealogy may well have been a major
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point of debates in the Khazar empire, which introduced Judaism as its state
religion® and so had to arrange itself with genealogical models of the
Pentateuch. But Cyril’s thinking is not free from ethnical categories either. That
can be seen, when Cyril traces Christianity back to the Greeks (in the dispute
with the Arabs VI: 53): “All the arts have come from us”, that is “the Greek”.**
As is well known, Christianity had considerable difficulties to accept pagan lear-
ning as ‘neither approbated, nor damned’,* and Cyril, too, is forced to bring
together a Greek Byzantine confession and a culture going back to Greek pagan
scholars.

The exchange of arguments in X: 75-81, which does not refrain from
sharp polemics, has its Sitzz im Leben in disputes about the theological
legitimation of governmental power, based on the demonstration that one is the
legitimate descendant of a blessed patriarch. These observations add to the
second recurring motive as stated in the introduction of this paper: Cyril’s
responsibility on all his missions consists of representing Byzantine
governmental power and X: 75-81 shows how emotionally loaded the
demonstration of an “original” superiority (in its literal meaning) can be.

Leaving now historical questions to the historical sciences, let us go
back to the introduction of X: 75-81, which calls the forthcoming exchange of
arguments an “example”. Old Church Slavonic usually uses the word ngnrnva to

translate Greek mapapor,*® while for ‘putting something forth in a dialogue’ we
would expect formulations like Tpofdiiev mpdPAnua, Tpoteivey mpdTAGY OF
lexemes like Otnuo or {ntovuevov, respectively. Neither do the sentences X:
75-81 compare something to something (“example”), nor do they speak
allegorically or otherwise in a transferred or metaphorical meaning. Of course,
we find a comparison between the Jewish patriarch Abraham and the Christian
patriarch Jacob as well as transferred meaning when Jacob’s struggle with the
Angel is understood as a kind of circumcision. But neither for the author of VC
nor for Cyril this would count as speaking “parabolically”. A parable is not a
rhetorical means on sentence level, but a disguise of literal meaning on text
level. So in order to explain the term ngnTava in X: 75 it can be speculated that

* That the Khazars are related with Judaism is generally accepted, but the exact date of their
conversation and the extent to which all social classes indeed accepted Judaism is disputed (cf. O.
b. Bybenok, “Tak korma jxe xaszapsl npussuid ropam3m?”, in O. B. Bybenok (pen.) Xazapckuii
anvmanax, m. 14, Mocksa, 2016, 64-81).

“ Sevéenko, “Three Paradoxes of the Cyrillo-Methodian Mission”, Slavic Review 23, 1964, Ne
2, p. 230 argues convincingly that the personal pronoun “us” is to be understood as “Greek
culture”, and in the context of “arts” Cyril is most certainly alluding to pagan learning.

* As H.-D. Kahl, Heidenfrage und Slawenfrage im deutschen Mittelalter. Ausgewdhlte Studien
1953-2008, Leiden - Boston, 2011, p. xxvii, puts it.

P M. Leitmun, P. Beuepka, O. bnarosa, Cmapocaaeanckuii crogaps.. ., p. 514.
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ngntava here is related to the LXX, where nopoafoin usually translates Hebrew

mashal, which is not so much connected with a textual narrative form like
parabola, but is more concerned with sentential analogies.” The meaning
“analogy” may well be conserved here, as the Jewish interlocutors are trying to
make a contrastive analogy between circumcised and uncircumcised
Abrahamites. This remark, of course, is somehow speculative, but it is beyond
speculation that the arguments contained in X: 75-81 are fully comprehensible.

Thomas Daiber

Institute of Slavic Studies

University of Giessen, Germany
thomas.daiber@slavistik.uni-giessen.de

47 “Ein mashal entsteht durch einen Vergleichsvorgang. Der Vergleich kann zunichst sowohl in
einem Analogie- als auch in einem Kontrastverhdltnis zweier Groflen bestehen” (K. Schoepflin,
“[? w n]- ein eigentiimlicher Begriff der hebréischen Literatur”, Biblische Zeitschrift 46, 2002, p.
22seq.).



ON EDITING THE SLAVONIC PSEUDO-ATHANASIAN
QUAESTIONES AD ANTIOCHUM DUCEM
WITH AN EDITION OF QQ 39-41 AS AN EXAMPLE"

Lara Sels

The basic idea underlying textual criticism, with its ‘common-error
method’, is that of progressive textual corruption, and its quest for origins is
often imbued with a sense of authorial originality and pristine perfection. If the
perception of a textual tradition is in line with such a view — viz. of initial
integrity and subsequent loss and distortion — the text critical endeavour and its
ambition to restore the text will be straightforward. Some textual traditions,
however, do not begin with an authorial creatio ex nihilo — as in the case of
translations —, and some textual traditions are marked by repeated attempts to
mend a perceived initial imperfection or incompleteness — for instance when
translations are later compared to source text versions. Secondary pursuits of
textual wholeness may imply the scribal use of multiple exemplars, and, in the
case of translations, intermediary recourse ad fontes, with revised, expanded,
conflated, ... witnesses as a result. This imposes limitations on reconstructive
text editing.

In 2016 William Veder published an edition of the Pseudo-Athanasian
erotapocritic collection Quaestiones ad Antiochum Ducem' (henceforth QAD;
CPG 2257, for the Greek collection of 137 QQ see PG 28, 597-700). The edition
is shaped as an interlinear presentation of (1) the Greek source text, (2) a
Glagolitic reconstruction, based on (3) a Cyrillic reconstruction of text version
a’, believed to reflect a contemporary expanded version of an original 9th or

* The edition published here was initially meant to be part of a publication by the present author
and Ilse De Vos with as a title “On the Icons, the Cross and the Donkey. Questions 39-41 of the
Slavonic Quaestiones ad Antiochum Ducem”, for the Festschrift in honour of Joseph A. Munitiz
SJ. Due to circumstances the article was never finished. However, the present edition of the group
Il/a version of QQ 39-41 of the QAD is the result of joint work on the Greek and Slavonic
traditions, for which I would like to thank my co-editor Ilse. Moreover, many thanks are due to
William Veder for generously sharing his materials on the subject, even though we disagree.

ly, Denep, Bvnpocu u omeosopu kom ka3 Aumuox, T. 1-2, llymen, 2016; see on the subject also
W. Veder, “Der ‘zweite siidlavische Einfluss’ aus der Sicht der Textiiberlieferung”, Welt der
Slaven 59/1, 2014, p. 95-110.
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10th-century translation (version a),” and (4) a Cyrillic reconstruction of text
version b, considered a secondary revision.’ This approach is fully in line with
Veder’s assessment of the textual evidence: the expanded text version a’,
represented by the witnesses R and P,* is considered primary, while text version
b — with the Laurentian florilegium, or L, as its most prominent witness® — is
seen as an early revision of a’, and as the starting point for the more compact
collections in subgroups ¢ and d, both considered abridgements.®

Veder perceives wholeness at the beginning of the Q4D tradition: the
witnesses on top of his stemma have near-complete collections of questions-and-
answers (L has 123 QQ, R has 133 and P 132 QQ), and this is reflected in his
ambitious reconstructive edition of the entire Q4D corpus of 137 QQ, with an
archetypal a’ text as a starting point.

However, there is a competing view in scholarship that sees the
extensive collections of R, P and L as conflated, multi-layered versions with QQ
of different age and origin, resulting from various attempts, especially from the
13th-14th centuries on, to rewrite and expand earlier, more limited collections,
and to realign them with Greek versions of the O4D.” In this view, the most
pristine Slavonic QAD version is perceived as an ancient core of some 35 QQ,
now hidden within the collections of several witnesses of Veder’s bcd-group
(here called group I), while Veder’s a-group (here group II) is considered a
literal, late, possibly Athonite translation (or retranslation, loosely based on a
preexisting Slavonic text) on the basis of a late and isolated version of the Greek
QAD.

These views were expressed in earlier publications and need not be
repeated here at length. The present article rather poses the question of the
implications of these views for text editing, for the complex tradition of the
Slavonic QAD. The scholarly disagreement, as well as the observation that the
existing edition leaves important parts of the tradition invisible, inspires the

2«
3 <

TOIIBJIHEHUE Ha IbPBUUHUS IpeBon”, Y. @enep, Bvnpocu u omeosopu..., T. 1, p. 19.

peBu3us Ha a’ 7, ibid.

* On the one hand, the so-called Roman Patericon (Rimski paterik) in Cod. Pragensis, N. Mus.
slav. IX.F.15 (14th c.) and on the other Cod. Petropolitanus, RNB, Sol. 1046 (18th c.).

5 Cod. Petropolitanus, RNB, F.1.376 (1348), ed. K. Kyes, Hean Anexcandposusm céopuux om
1348, Codms, 1981.

6 These ‘abridged versions of the revision’ (“KkpaTK# BepCHH OT PEBH3MATA HA MpeBoia”) are
published separately, Y. ®enep, Bunpocu u omeosopu..., T. 2, p. 246-283.

7 L. Sels and 1. De Vos, “The Slavonic Tradition of the Quaestiones ad Antiochum ducem: the
Conflated Nature of Cod. pragensis slav. IX.F.15”, Byzantion 85, 2015, p. 379-400; L. Sels,
“Reconsidering the Textual Transmission of the Slavonic Quaestiones ad Antiochum ducem”,
Scripta & e-Scripta 16-17 (23rd International Congress of Byzantine Studies, Belgrade, 22-27
August 2016), 2017, p. 217-242.
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modest editorial ambitions of the present contribution: to offer an alternative
type of critical edition for the group Il/a versions of the QAD, juxtaposed to
different matching Greek versions. The present focus is entirely on the tradition
of group Il/a, which means that the disputed relationship with group I/bed will
not be addressed here. This brief, partial edition aims to provide illustrative
evidence of the (undisputed) fact that a literal rendering of a late Greek QAD
version lies at the basis of group Il/a, and that the Prague codex R (which
represents a’) offers a secondary, expanded and revised version, made with
recourse to a different version of the Greek QA4D, but also, more importantly, to
argue that it is necessary to edit these versions accordingly, viz. separately and
with sufficient data from the Greek tradition. It is not useful — even for group II
alone — to condense all the evidence into a single archetypal text and to present it
synoptically with a single Greek text.

For a huge and complex tradition as that of the Slavonic 94D, a bottom-
up approach should be preferred: to start with solid partial editions for those
textual stages that can, indeed, be edited critically as a unified whole, taking into
account the Greek text versions involved in the (re)writing. As an example, a
sample edition of the group Il/a versions of QQ 39-41 is published here with
matching Greek versions.

00 39-41 in the Greek and Slavonic traditions

Questions-and-answers 39 to 41 make up an interesting part of the OA4D,
dealing with issues related to the iconoclast debate, that is, to the veneration of
icons and the cross.® In the Greek tradition, part of this brief cluster — viz. the
beginning of Q39 together with a paraphrase of Q41, linked up to an unknown
fragment and an excerpt from Athanasius’ third sermon against the Arians (CPG
2093) (PG 26, 329,38-332,23) — has known a separate transmission under the
title Fragmentum sermonis de imaginibus (CPG 2259, PG 28, 709).° The
indirect tradition of Q39 has been treated in detail by Caroline Macé, who,
among other things, has drawn attention to the parallels between parts of Q39
and fragments from John Moschus’ Spiritual Meadow and from Leontius of
Neapolis® Against the Jews. She also pointed to quotations from the pseudo-

% On the Greek text see esp. C. Macé, “Les Quaestiones ad Antiochum ducem d’un Pseudo-
Athanase (CPG 2257). Un état de la question”, in M.-P. Bussi¢res (ed.), La littérature des
questions et réponses dans I’Antiquité profane et chrétienne (Instrumenta Patristica et Mediaevalia
64), Turnhout, 2013, p. 121-150.

% Cf. ibid., p. 124-125; the Slavonic tradition of Athanasius’ sermons against the Arians, on the
other hand, is well known, studied and edited — for the third sermon see P. Penkova’s edition: I1.
IenxoBa, Ceemu Amanacuii Anxcanoputicku (Benuxu). Tpemo croso npomus apuanume.
Uzcnedsane u uzoanue na mexcma, Cocust, 2016 (no Slavonic translation of the Fragmentum is
attested).
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Athanasian Q39 in John Damascene’s third treatise against the iconoclasts, as
well as in the Doctrina Patrum."

In the Slavonic tradition this little cluster of three questions is found in
group Il/a as well as I/b, but always as a part of the more extensive collections
(which may mean that they were not included in the most pristine Q4D corpus).
Here we will focus on group Il/a and its subgroups. QQ 39-41 are found in
group 11", a collection of 120 QQ, first described in a group of four
manuscripts from the Trinity Laura of St Sergius but probably attested in
some 20 to 25 additional witnesses.'' It has been shown that these witnesses
represent a version of the QAD (be it an independent translation or a
retranslation) made on the basis of a Greek model close to the 16th-c. Greek
codex Oxford, Bodleian Auct F.4.7 (misc. 106) (sigl. 97). However, QQ 39-41
are not only found in “pure” II"'* witnesses, but also in witnesses containing an
expanded compilation, esp. in the Prague Rimski paterik (sigl. R) — the sole
representative of subgroup II"'*, with 13 additional QQ'? — and in the even
further expanded (and conflated) witnesses of subgroup 1", with 16
additional QQ."

The sample edition below offers an excellent illustration of how the
revision in the R (or II"'**) was done: for many QQ the text of II"'* is simply
kept — such as in the case of Q39 (II"'** = I1""*%) — while other questions show
signs of slight rewriting — such as in the case of Q40 (II*'** ~ II""*). In some
instances, however, the text of II"'* clearly depends on a different Greek
exemplar — as in the case of the larger part of Q41 (II"'* # I1"'*°). The edition

19 See C. Macé, “Les Quaestiones ad Antiochum ducem ...”, p. 128-143. It is also interesting to
note that, in the 12th century, the question of the donkey, laid in the mouth of Jews and Hellenes in
Q40 (If the cross should be honoured because Christ was crucified on it, why should donkeys not
be venerated because Christ sat on one?) is also found in the Contra Patarenos by Ugo Eteriano,
active in the second half of the 12th century at the court at Constantinople during the reign of
emperor Manuel I Comnenus — cf. Hugh Eteriano: Contra Patarenos, Edited and Translated with
a Commentary by J. Hamilton, with a Description of the Manuscripts by S. Hamilton and an
Historical Introduction by B. Hamilton (The Medieval Mediterranean. Peoples, Economies and
Cultures, 400-1500, 55), Leiden - Boston, 2004, p. 189-190.

" That is, according to descriptions and incipits in Kuev’s list of manuscripts, see K. Kyes, Hean
Anexcanoposuam coopHux..., p. 219-244.

12 Cod. Pragensis, N. Mus. slav. IX.F.15 (14th c.), or the “Prague Rimski paterik” (Bulg. rec.), see
L. Sels and I. De Vos, “The Slavonic Tradition...”, esp. p. 385-392 (where the manuscript is
referred to not as R but Pr).

13 Codd. Mosquensis — RGB f. 205, 189 (16th ¢.) (K10) and Petropolitanus — RNB Sol. 1046 (18th
c.) (P); on the latter, published by Porfir’ev in 1890 (U. 5. Ilopdupses, “Anoxpuduueckue
CKa3aHWs. O HOBO3ABETHBIX JIMLAX M COOBITHAX MO pykomucsm CosoBenkoil 6u6anoreku”, in
Chopnux omoenenusi pycckoeo ssvika u crosechocmu HMmnepamopckoil akademuu nayk 62/4,
1890, p. 327-378), see ibid., esp. 392-394, and L. Sels, “Reconsidering the Textual Transmission
., p. 226-230.
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visualizes the way in which the scribe abandons his basic text in this question,
esp. where the Greek ‘majority text’ seems to be more verbose (which seems to
be in line with his striving for completeness also observed in the addition of 13
QQ to the collection).

Editorial principles and sigla lists

(1) The first column of the edition contains Gr’ ", that is, a reconstruction of
the common ancestor of the Greek Oxford codex, Bodleian Auct F.4.07 (or
97, QAs 39-41 are on ff. 213r-215r) and the Slavonic T-redaction (1% —
or, in other words, the Greek text that gave rise to the Q4D versions of both
the Oxford codex and Slavonic subgroup II"'*°. T am grateful to Ilse Devos
for the establishment of this text, on the basis of 97, three other witnesses
that belong to the larger Greek branch (131, 114, 115), and the Slavonic T-
version. An apparatus variarum lectionum is added underneath each
question in the same column.

97/T

Branch MSS 131 + 114/115
131 = Cod. Athous Vatopedi 38 (first half 10th c.)
114 = Cod. Florentinus Laurentianus, Conv. Soppr. 627 (13th c.)
115 = Cod. Florentinus Laurentianus, Plut. 59.13 (15th-16th c.)

Branch MS 97 + Slav"
97 = Cod. Oxoniensis Bodleianus, Auct F.4.07 (misc. 106) (16th c.)

(2) The second column features the text of the Slavonic ‘Trinity Laura group’
of 120 QQ, or ™, established on the basis of the 10 witnesses listed
below, that is, on the basis of the same witnesses also collated by William
Veder, to which the (admittedly secondary) Volokolamsk group is added, as
well as one witness of South Slavonic recension, viz. codex Berlin, Slav.
Wuk. 45.'

The text is rendered in normalized OCS orthography'® with modern
punctuation, adapted to correspond to the Greek Vorlage. Some text parts
are underlined to visualize the unique correspondence with — and
dependence on — Gr’"" in the first column (as compared to the majority text

of the Greek QAD), while others are put in italics to mark the differences

' 1t should be noted that the Berolinensis has an additional question added to its corpus of 120,

viz. a group I/b version of the last question, Q137, but apart from this it has all characteristics of
T-120

group II" .

'S Which solves the issue of the various linguistic recensions. Note that also the readings in the

apparatus variarum lectionum are rendered in normalized orthography to avoid an apparatus

overburdened with orthographical variants. If, however, the precise orthography is relevant for the

assessment of the variation, it is offered in italics to supplement the normalized rendering.
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(especially prominent in Q41, and to a lesser extent Q40 — with the text
version found in the Prague codex, R (or II*'*), in the third column.

B = Cod. Berolinensis, Staatsbibliothek, Slav. Wuk. 45 (15th c.) [Serb.]
[K17]

T' = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 304 (TrS), 122 (15th ¢.) [Veder 2014:
]

Vo = Volokolamsk group (consensus codicum) (16th c.)
V' = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 113 (Volok.), 512 (16th c.)
V? = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 113 (Volok.), 529 (16th c.)
V? = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 113 (Volok.), 522 (16th c.)
V= Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 113 (Volok.), 645 (16th c.)

T’ = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 304 (TrS), 750 (15th c.) [Veder 2014:
™

T’ = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 304 (TrS), 190 (1418) [Veder 2014: T*]

T' = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 304 (TrS), 166 (16th c.) [Veder 2014:
T

A = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 173.1, 50 (15th c.) [Sels and De Vos
2015: M'"]

An apparatus variarum lectionum is added underneath each question,
extended to the third column for QQ 39 and 40 (where the text versions of
™" and II*' are identical or close) but not for Q41 (as it reflects a
different Greek exemplar). Besides references to the listed witnesses, the
apparatus contains references to the readings in Veder’s edition of 2016
(sigl. Ved.) and — at least for QQ 39-40 — to the readings of the Prague
codex in column three (sigl. R); both sigla are put in square brackets, as
they do not strictly speaking belong to this text group (as Veder does not
claim to edit /I but rather a").

The third column contains a diplomatic transcription of QQ 39-41 in the
Prague codex, sole witness to subgroup IT®'** with original punctuation
and abbreviations preserved, and superscript letters put between brackets.
Some passages are underlined to visualize the correspondence with both
Gr’”" and TI™'®, while double underlining (only in Q41) shows the
correspondence with the Greek ‘majority text’ in column four. Italics are
used to mark the differences — be they attributable to different Greek source
texts or not — with the text of II"*** in the second column.
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R = Cod. Pragensis, N. Mus., slav. IX.F.15 (14th c.) (Prague Rimski
paterik) [Bulg.] [Sels and De Vos 2015: Pr]'®

Witness P (Cod. Petropolitanus, RNB, Sol. 1046) — which is also used by
Veder to establish the a’ text — is not included here, first, because it brings
nothing new to the text of QQ 39-41, and, second, because its entire Q4D
collection, referred to as IT""*°, testifies to a further conflation of TI*'%°.

(4) The fourth column contains the Greek ‘majority text’ as established by
Ilse Devos, who has collated most of the Greek witnesses for this passage,
indicating the instances where it differs from the text published in Migne’s
Patrologia graeca.'” The text proposed here as a ‘majority text’ is, of
course, necessarily a generalization, and it does not claim to be anything
else than a basis for comparison with Gr’”'" and with the Slavonic text of R
in Q41 (that is, where the latter does not follow the reading of II' '*°)."®

'8 See J. Vagica and J. Vajs, Soupis staroslovanskych rukopisii Narodniho Musea v Praze, Praha,
1957, p. 224-228.

7 For QQ 39-41, PG 28, 621-624.

'8 The text would also be relevant with a view to the text of group I/b (L), which falls outside the
scope of the present paper.
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Observations
(1) The juxtaposition of columns I and II shows that the common ancestor of

the Greek witness 97 and the Slavonic T-translation (Gr’”’") can be

reconstructed perfectly: often there is full agreement between Slavonic
1™ and all witnesses of this particular Greek branch, viz. 131, 114, 115
and 97 (against the Greek ‘majority text’, e.g. Q39 ... 1OV TPOG TOVG (ryiovg
OV éueavifopey To00TO TOWODVTEC ~ ... HKE KB CRATBIHMD HRké IARAREMB (6

T-120
I

TROpALITE | <> ... Ov éugaviCopev Todto molodvteg Gr'™, or in the

same question: ol GmWOCTPEPOUEVOL TOG EIKOVOG ~ OTBRPALITARRIUTEH CA

[ <> arnootpepopevor Gr'™). In other passages the

common ancestor can be reconstructed either on the basis of consensus
between Slav 11" and 97, or on the basis of consensus between Slav 11"
2 and 131, 114, 115:
where 97 and II""* share unique readings against all other witnesses,
those readings must have been in the common ancestor, e.g.
o Q39, var. 13: domolovion 97 ~ aoBbZalRTD |
domalopeda 131 114 115 (et Gr™)
o Q40, var. 5: épuyadevoev 97 ~ npornha I <> om. 131 114
115 (et Gr™)
o Q41, var. 4. avriirdomovg 97 ~ noA0B0oBpazbNbI |

maj

avtitdmoug tod otawpod /37 114 115 (et Gr'™ ~ paRBNOOBIAZLNbI

CRATBIHXD HKOND |

IT—120 <>

IT-120 <>

N 1?13
where 11" shares readings with 137, 114, 115 against 97, those
readings must have been in the common ancestor, while in these
instances the readings of 97 should be considered secondary, €.g.
o Q39, var. 10: 6 Taxop pédov 131 114 115 (et Gr™) ~ lakorn
xota M <> 10D Toxdp pérovtog 97
o Q39 var. 21: &yvyog 131 114 115 (et Gr™) ~ BEZAOVLULNBIH
120 < > guyoyoc 974, yoyog 977 4
o Q41, wvar. 8: npookvvoovtag 131 114 (et Gr'™)
NOKAANRRIITHHMB  ¢a 1120 <> mpookvvodow 97 (et

TpooKvvoDuev 115)
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XI

XIII 114
(,vr97/’l'
X1V T (SL)
XV
115
XVI 97

(2) The close match with the Greek text allows for an easy reconstruction of the
archetypal text of II"'*°: textual variation can easily be assessed and a
stemma codicum can be drawn up for the witnesses included in the collation
(always keeping in mind that this edition was made on the relatively narrow
basis of about one third of the extant witnesses). The patterns of variation
are quite consistent, and allow for a solidly argued stemma, as shown
below.

o For sub-branch # (consensus T2 T3), see var. 39, 5, 8, 11, 12, 16, 24, 30,
37,39,51,55; 40,3, 11; 41, 13, 23

o For sub-branch & (consensus A T4), see var. 39, 21, 25,49, 52, 57, 41, 6,
19

o For sub-branch & (consensus A T4 T2 T3), see var. 39,9, 40, 2, 7, 41, 4,
18

o For sub-branch y (consensus T1 Vo), see var. 39, 1, 2, 3, 4,7, 14, 23, 54,
56,40,1,6,41,1,3,7, 16

o For sub-branch B (consensus Tl Vo A T4 T2 T3), see 39, 20, 26, 28, 38,
41, 20, 22

Clearly the Codex Berolinensis (B) approaches the archetype most (39, 20
and 26: twice H for kai in the Greek exemplar, omitted in all other Slavonic
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XIT—XIV ﬁ
5
XV
XIV—XV
£ 1
w B
B T1 A rz B
XV—XVI
XVI
Vo T4

witnesses; 39, 28: iectheTro for @Uowv in the Greek exemplar — in line with
the literal approach observed throughout this translation — but iecTheTROMS in
all other Slavonic witnesses but one; 39, 38: gnTHhacceno for Greek Evompog,
but variants of gd TBAece N OF BB TBA¢cH N3 1n the other Slavonic witnesses;
41, 20 and 22: twice Han for fj in the Greek exemplar, but H in all other
Slavonic witnesses)."’

With both the Greek exemplar and the Slavonic archetypal text of branch
1™ firmly established, the Slavonic T-text can positively be characterized
as a very literal translation — previous research has pointed out that this
close match with the Greek can also be seen on a higher, structural level,
viz. on the level of the number and the order of the QQ.*° While the present
approach allows for valid conclusions concerning language and translation
technique (also relevant for the date and place of origin of this particular
text version), this is hardly possible on the basis of the existing Q4D

' For this codex see E. Matthes, Katalog der slavischen Handschriften in Bibliotheken der
Bundesrepublik Deutschland, Wiesbaden, 1990, p. 49-55, and Conev’s older but more detailed
description: b. Llones, Crassancku pvronucu ¢ bepaunckama ovpacasna bubnuomexa (COOpHUK
Ha bbarapckara akanemust Ha Haykute 31), Codwust, 1937, p. 54-78. Interestingly, this codex is also
known as the sole witness to the second, 14th-century translation of the so-called Séterios, in the
Slavonic tradition known as the Symeonic florilegium — see F.J. Thomson, “A Comparison of the
Contents of the Two Translations of the Symeonic Florilegium on the Basis of the Greek Original
Texts”, in Kupuno-Memooueecku cmyouu, T. 17, Codus, 2007, p. 721-758.

2 See L. Sels and 1. De Vos, “The Slavonic Tradition...”, p. 380-381, esp. table 1, and Sels,
“Reconsidering the Textual Transmission...”, p. 226-227.
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edition, as it presents a revised text next to a non-matching Greek text,
without fully documenting the stage of initial translation in any other way.
Some examples:

Q40 (Veder 2016, p. 79)

Gr opeidopey Aowmodv kai Tovg dvoug dordlesOot

’

a AANBARBNH KECMB I'I‘?OYGIG H 0CBAOMB MOKAANRTHCA H AOBBZATH
There is no indication in the edition that the original II™?

translation of tovg dvovg domalecBon is the perfectly literal
0CbABI AOBBZATH.

Gr Ovk év 1d dv@d O Xp1otog TOV d1aPorov Kotpynoe

a Ne ocbaaTemb KgHCTOCR AHIAROAN OVTIPAZABNHAB IECTD
The edition does not allow to see that the perfect OVTIPAZABNHAD
iecTs 1s secondary and that in the original IT™'* translation the
Greek aorist katnpynoe was translated as a Slavonic aorist
OVTIPAZANH.

Q41 (Veder 2016, p. 81)

Gr dvvapeda ta Vo EoAa ywpioal kal TOV TOTOV T0D GTOVPOD Ola-
Adoon

a’ MOKEMDB ABRE ONE ,A,‘)"BK'E PAZA'BAHE'LLIJG H OB?AZ'b IC?b(TbNbIH
(AZOPHRBLLIE

yopicat : yopicaviec=a’b daAidoat : dStoAvcovieg = a’b

The indication, underneath, of the Greek variant (ympicovrteg ...
dwvoavteg) that is in line with the reading of group a’
explains, of course, the non-matching Slavonic text presented
here, but nothing indicates the process from a literal translation
to a later adaptation under the influence of a different Greek
source text:

97/T . NP , o, ~ ~

Gr duvapeba ta dvo Eha ympicol kol TOV TOHTOV T0D GTAVPOD dlo-
Adoon

[Ir12 MOKEMB OBB AP BRE PAZABAHTH H 0BJAZDB KPbCTHNBIH gAZOPHTH

> Gr™  Suvapeda, té d00 EvAA ywPIcaVTES Kai TOV TOTOV TOY GTOPOD
SloAvGaVTEG
2 I3 Mokemb ABRE ONK AJBRE  PAZABAHRBILE H OBPAZB KPbCTHNBIH

(AZOPHRBLLIE

The text published here clearly illustrates the secondary and conflated
nature of the collection of the Prague witness R (= II*"'**) (which is also true
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of P ~ II""%), used as a basic for Veder’s reconstruction of a’. A striving
for completeness — in the number of QQ as well as in the text itself of
particular QQ — has prompted a scribe to alter and expand a preexisting
version a. A similar desire to achieve completeness may have led the
present-day editor to prioritize this revised text (a’) over a clearly primary
but more limited version a (II""'*%).

It is certainly true that for those passages in R (I ) that coincide with
the text version of II"'%°, it is an excellent witness: in almost all cases where
B has a good reading against the other witnesses (viz. against branch p), it
shares this reading with R (with the exception of 39, 28). Other secondary
readings found in R in the brief fragment of these three QQ are either
insignificant (viz. 39, 2 Boroy = 100 Ogod] [Nocnoaoy, together with 77 Vo,

R-133
I

and 39, 29 [Nocnoaa = KoOpiov] Bora, together with 71 Vo T4) or conscious

innovations, as in Q41. But because of this conscious revision, it is
methodologically unsound to include R’s readings in the argument for the
constitutio textus of 11", as it is hazardous to distinguish between
passages with proper readings but still in line with the II""*" tradition, and
passages that fall outside the II"'*° tradition because their peculiar readings
are already part and parcel of the II*'** revision.

(4) Some remarks about the Greek ‘majority text’, which claims to be nothing
more than a basis for comparison: if it proves anything (apart from the fact
that the Patrologia graeca often provides a flawed basis for collation), it is
the fact that almost all Slavonic group II readings have a close match in the
Greek tradition, that the different group II versions are all quite literal
renderings of known Greek antecedents. And it illustrates the fact that it is
rewarding to compare the Slavonic tradition with the Greek tradition (rather
than just with ‘the Greek text’), not only for the establishment of the text
and the assessment of the translation technique, but also for the
identification of revision layers.

In this contribution a tiny piece of the huge and immensely complex tradition of

the Slavonic Quaestiones ad Antiochum has been examined, that is, only three

out of 137 QQ, in only two of at least six text versions, using only one third of
the manuscript evidence available for these versions. However, the article
clearly illustrates how well we know the Greek exemplar of the text version

examined here, I1I""*°, and how this enhances an accurate editing of the II"

12 text. This, together with an insight into the broader Greek tradition, allows for

a clear understanding of the revision process in II*"'**, which has been illustrated

for QQ 39-41. The present author’s argument for a relatively late (13th-14th c.)

date for the II""*° text need not be repeated here.”' Finally, this contribution is

2 Sels, “Reconsidering the Textual Transmission ...”, p. 230.



PSEUDO-ATHANASIAN QUAESTIONES AD ANTIOCHUM DUCEM 81

also a plea for separate and more in-depth editions of consistent parts within the
QAD tradition — of various redaction layers, of various collections of QQ —,
taking into account the Greek text where possible, to do full justice to the multi-
layered transmission history of the Slavonic QA4D, and as a solid basis for an
opinion about the way in which all these different layers interconnect.

Lara Sels

Greek Studies Department

Catholic University of Leuven, Belgium
lara.sels@kuleuven.be






IN TRANSFIGURATIONEM DOMINI VON PROKLUS VON
KONSTANTINOPEL (BHG 1980 / CPG 5807) IN DER
SUDSLAVISCHEN MITTELALTERLICHEN LITERATUR’

Lora Taseva

Dem konstantinopolitanischen Erzbischof Proklus (ca. 390-446) werden
knapp 20 Homilien zugeschrieben, aber einige darunter haben eine zweifelhafte
Attribution.' Mit seinem Namen werden drei Texte fiir das Fest der Verklirung
des Herrn in der byzantinischen Uberlieferung verbunden: BHG 1974s / CPG
5872, BHG 1980 / CPG 5807, BHG 1994 / CPG 5253 und 5207/2. Aber laut
Radu Gaérbacea ist nur der zweite — BHG 1980 / CPG 5807 (Inc. Agbrte, gilot,
KOl ONUEPOV TAOV ELAYYEMKADV AOKVDSG &payopedo  Oncavpdv...) ein
authentisches Werk von ihm.”

In die slavische Literatur wird diese Homilie noch in der altbulgarischen
Epoche tibernommen. Ch. Hannik ist der Meinung, dass die Homilie vier
Fassungen hat.” K. Ivanova, die mehr Quellen bearbeitet hat, stellt in den
siidslavischen Kalendersammlungen drei verschiedene Ubersetzungen fest —
zwel in Sammlungen der alten Redaktion und eine in Handschriften nach der
neuen/Jerusalemer Redaktion.* Der Unterschied zwischen den beiden Forschern
betrifft die Abschriften im sog. Zlatoust von Jagi¢ und im Zagreber Codex

" This article is written in the framwork of a joint project entitled Ethnic and Cultural Relations in
South-Eastern Europe Reflected in the Languages and Cultures in the Region of the Institute for
South-East European Studies (Romanian Academy) and the Institute of Balkan Studies and Centre
of Thracology (Bulgarian Academy of Sciences) with the financial support from the Bulgarian
Academy of Sciences under its bilateral grant agreement with the Romanian Academy.

'D. Blackburne, ,,Proclus, St. Patriarch of Constantinople®, in H. Wace and W. C. Piercy (eds.),
Dictionary of Christian Biography and Literature to the End of the Sixth Century, Boston, 1911, S.
862; B. Marx, Procliana. Untersuchung tiber den homiletischen Nachlaf} des Patriarchen Proklos
von Konstantinopel, Miinster, 1940; N. Constas, Proclus of Constantinople and the Cult of the
Virgin in late antiquity: homilies 1 - 5, texts and translations, Leiden - Boston, 2003.

2 R. Garbacea, ,,Omiliile la Schimbarea la F ata atribuite lui Proclu al Constantinopolului. O noua
traducere a Homiliae VIII. In transfigurationem domini (BHG 1980, CPG 5807)“, Revista
Teologica 98,2016, Ne 3, S. 273-274.

? Ch. Hannick, Maximos Holobolos in der kirchenslavischen homiletischen Literatur (Wiener
byzantinische Studien 14), Wien, 1981, S. 241-242.

* K. UBanoBa, Bibliotheca hagiographica Balcano-Slavica, Codus, 2008, S. 600.


https://en.wikisource.org/wiki/Dictionary_of_Christian_Biography_and_Literature_to_the_End_of_the_Sixth_Century/Proclus,_St._patriarch_of_Constantinople
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Henry_Wace_(priest)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dictionary_of_Christian_Biography_and_Literature_to_the_End_of_the_Sixth_Century
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HAZU Ill.c.22. Laut Hannick gehdren sie zu verschiedenen Fassungen, und laut
Ivanova vetreten beide die zweite (b) altbulgarische Version. Ich neige zu
letzterer Meinung und bringe eine textologische Argumentation dafiir in einer
anderen Publikation.’

Das Phidnomen von Mehrfachiibersetzungen ist in der mittelalterlichen
Literatur der orthodoxen Slaven erstaunlich oft vertreten. Es gibt eine groB3e
Menge von Publikationen, die die Rezeption konkreter (iiberwiegend
patristischer) Texte erforschen. Ein auch nur oberflichlicher Uberblick ist in
diesem Aufsatz nicht moglich und auch nicht unbedingt notwendig. Ich will hier
lediglich das Buch von E. Miréeva erwihnen, das in den letzten Jahren das
wichtigste verallgemeinernde Werk zum Thema siidslavische Mehrfach-
iibersetzungen darstellt. ® Der vorliegende Artikel beschrinkt sich auf die
bulgarischen Fassungen der Homilie von Proklus In transfigurationem. Seine
Ziele sind folgende: einerseits die Unabhingigkeit der drei Ubersetzungen zu
beweisen und die Frage zu beantworten, ob sie auf dieselbe Redaktion des
byzantinischen Textes zuriickgehen, und andererseits ihre Ubersetzungs-
prinzipien und -technik zu vergleichen. Eine breitere Kontextualisierung der
Beobachtungen bleibt zukiinftigen Publikationen vorbehalten.

Die Quellen meiner Beobachtungen sind folgende:

Die byzantinische Homilie wird nach PG 65, coll. 764-772, benutzt, wo
sie zusammen mit anderen Werken von Proklus von Konstantinopel
herausgegeben ist.” Wegen des Fehlens einer kritischen Ausgabe bin ich
gezwungen, mit der nichtkritischen zu arbeiten, wobei ich eine gewisse
Unsicherkeit beziiglich des griechischen ,,Originals“ und das Risiko der
Unzuverlissigkeit der Daten in Kauf nehme.®

S L Tacesa, ,,J'omunua Ha I[IpeoGpaxenue 'ocnogne (BHG 1980) B SrmueBom 3maroycre u
Munee uetbeit HAZU Ill.c.22: ogun wnu pasuele nepeBoasi?, Scripta & e-scripta 20, 2020, S.
77-97.

® E. MupueBa, Cmapouseoduume u HOG0U3600HUME COOPHUYU — nPeeodu, pedaKyul,
KHudICOBHOE3UK06U ocoberocmu, Codus, 2018. Theoretische Uberlegungen bietet S. Teméin an:
C. TemuuH, ,,MeToKa OTOXKACCTBICHUS KUpWLIo-MedoaueBckux rommwnuii, in J. Besters-Dilger
und A. Rabus (Hrsg.) Text - Sprache - Grammatik. Slavisches Schrifitum der Vormoderne.
Festschrift fiir Eckhard Weiher. Miinchen - Berlin, 2009, S. 125-137.

" Eine Liste der handschriftlichen Uberlieferung von Proklos Homilien bietet F. J. Leroy,
L'homilétique de Proclus de Constantinople : tradition manuscrite, inédits, études connexes (Studi
e testi 247), Citta del Vaticano, 1967, S. 100-107. Laut ,,PINAKES* hat sie 77 griechische
Abschriften ab dem 9. bis zum 19 Jh. <https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/oeuvre/6924/> (Zugang
am 22.03.2020). Die Homilie ist nach Korakidou und Giardoglou Migne (T. 65) nachgedruckt: AA.
Kopoxidov, Nik. T'apddyrov, Exlextol Adyor watépwv. Touog A'. Asomotikai coprai uépog mprov,
Atvan, 1958, S. 133-137.

8 ®. ToMcsH, ,,CpaBHsBaHE HA CIABSHCKH MPEBOJM C HEKPUTHUHM H3JAHMS HA IPBLKH TEKCTOBE —
HSKOJIKO TIpEMepa 3a MeTOAOoJIoTHMUecKa rpemka“, in Kupuno-Memoouescku cmyouu, KH. 3,
Coous, 1986, S. 289-294; U. Orpen, K npobreme ucnonvzosanus neyamuuix u30aHuili epeieckux
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Kl. Ivanova bezeichnet die drei slavischen Versionen durch die
kyrillischen Buchstaben ‘a’, ‘6> und ‘8’.” Ich behalte die von ihr eingefiihrte
Reihenfolge bei, verwende aber im Folgenden die Siglen mit Groflbuchstaben
‘A’, ‘B’ und ‘C’. Folgende slavischen Abschriften konnte ich untersuchen.'

A
Mih  Zagreb, HAZU, Hs. IIl.c.19 (Homiliar von Mihanovi¢), Ende 13. Jh.
— erste Hilfte des. 14. Jh."", Orthographie von Ras'?

Z Zagreb, HAZU, Hs. 1ll.c.22, 3. Viertel des 14. Jh., Orthographie von
Rassa (Hauptquelle fiir B)"

J Sankt-Petersburg, RNB, Hs. Q.n.1.56 (Jagicev Zlatoust), 13.-14. Jh.,
bulgarische Orthographie mit zwei Buchstaben fiir die ehemaligen
Nasalvokale'

Bel Belglgsrad, Patriarchatsbibliothek, Hs. 219, 1381, Orthographie von
Ras

M Moskau, Russische Staatsbibliothek, Hs. ¢. 178, Ne 10272, 3. Viertel
des 14. Jh., Orthographie von Ras'®

RM  Rila Kloster, Hs. 4/8 (von Vladislav Gramatik geschrieben), 1479,
Orthographie von Ras, (Hauptquelle fiir C)'’

Iy Iviron Kloster, Hs. Sl. 10, erste Halfte 15. Jh., Orthographie mit zwei
Jers, ohne Buchstaben fiir ehemalige Nasalvokale'®

MeKCmo8 npu ucciedo8anuu OpesHux crasanckux nepesooog (Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis.
Studia Slavica Upsaliensia 31), Uppsala, 1991.

° K. UiBaHoBa, Bibliotheca hagiographica ..., S. 600.

19 Ich méchte mich bei allen Kollegen, Bibliotheken und Archiven bedanken, die mir entweder
Kopien zur Verfiigung gestellt haben oder mir die Arbeit mit den Handschriften de visu erlaubten.
Meine tiefe Dankbarkeit mochte ich auch allen Klostergemeinschaften ausdriicken, die mir die
wissenschaftliche Arbeit mit den Kopien ihrer Handschriften ermdglicht haben.

"' A. Typuios, ,,0 JaTHPOBKE M IPOHCXOXKICHUH pykomucy Lomummapus Muxanosuua®, Slavia
78,2009, Ne 3-4, p. 466.

2 Benutzt nach der Faksimile-Edition von R. Aitzetmiiller, Mihanovi¢ Homiliar. Faksimile-
Ausgabe der Handschrift Ill.c.19 (Mih. 25) im Archiv der Jugoslavischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften und Kiinste (Editiones monumentorum Slavicorum veteris dialecti), Graz, 1957.

13 Benutzt nach den Papier-Kopien, die mir Prof. Klimentina Ivanova zur Verfiigung gestellt hat.
Die Qualitit der Kopien ist nicht besonders gut: die rubrizierten Passagen sind nicht zu sehen, und
die Diakritika sind nicht deutlich lesbar.

' Benutzt nach der Edition von M. Jlumurposa, Heuues snamoycm. Cpednosexosen 6vaeapckii
namemHuK cve cno6a u noyyenus om nauaiomo na XIV eex, Codus, 2011.

'3 Benutzt de visu im Jahre 2018.

'S Benutzt nach den digitalen Kopien, die Dr. A.E.Soboleva dank der Vermittlung von Prof. T.V.
Pentkovskaja fiir mich besorgt hat.

'7 Benutzt nach den Kopien, die mir vom Digital-Archiv ,Bwirapcka pbkomucHa xuura“ des
Lehrstuhls fiir Kyrillomethodievistik an der Sofioter Universitét zur Verfiigung gestellt wurden.
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Dr Dragomirna Kloster, Hs. 791, zweite Halfte 15. Jh., moldavisch"

BAR  Bibliothek der Ruminische Akademie, Hs. Sl. 305, Ende 15. Jh.,
Orthographie von Ras®

PBS  Belgrad, Patriarchatsbibliothek, Hs. 281, 1555, serbische
Orthographie®'

MSPC Belgrad, Museum der Serbischen Orthodoxen Kirche, Hs. 106, 1575-
15835, serbische Orthographie™

UB Beograd, Universititsbibliothek, Hs. 1, 1595, serbische
Orthographie™

G56  Sankt-Petersburg, Russische Nationalbibliothek, Hs. Gil’ferding 56
(abgeschriecben von Mardarij von Rila), 1509, bulgarische
Orthographie **

G53  Sankt-Petersburg, Russische Nationalbibliothek, Hs. Gil’ferding 53,
letztes Viertel des 15 Jh. — Anfang des 16. Jh.,” Orthographie von
Resava®

446  Hilandar Kloster, Hs. 446, 17. Jh., Orthographie von Resava®’

487  Hilandar Kloster, Hs. 487, 17. Jh., Orthographie von Resava

489  Hilandar Kloster, Hs. 489, 17. Jh., Orthographie von Resava

649  Hilandar Kloster, Hs. 649, 17. Jh., bulgarische Orthographie ohne
Buchstaben fiir ehemalige Nasalvokale

Von den in ,,Bibliotheca hagiographica“ gelisteten Abschriften dieser
Homilie sind in der Untersuchung nur zwei Kopien — ZPMH 72 (1538,
moldavisch) und OLDP, F. 421 (16. Jh. moldavisch) — nicht beriicksichtigt, denn

'8 Die digitale Kopie dieser Abschrift sowie von allen Hilandar-Abschriften wurden mir von den
Kollegen in der Hilandar Research Library in Columbus, Ohio, zur Verfiigung gestellt.

19 Benutzt nach den digitalen Aufnahmen, die mir Prof. A. Miltenova {iberlief3.

2 Benutzt nach den digitalen Aufnahmen, die fir mich im Jahre 2018 in der
Handschriftenabteilung der Bibliothek der Ruménische Akademie hergestellt wurden.

2! Benutzt de visu im Jahre 2018.

22 Benutzt de visu im Jahre 2018 und nach digitalen Kopien, die fiir mich hergestellt wurden.

» Die Handschrift ist auf der Internet-Seite der Universititsbibliothek zuginglich:
<http://arhiva.unilib.rs/cirilica/dokument/1/panegirik-slova-i-pohvale-svetih-otaca> (Zugang am
12.01.2019).

? Die Handschrift ist auf der Internet-Seite der Russischen Nationalbibliothek zuginglich:
<http://expositions.nlr.ru/ex_manus/Serbian _Manuscripts/show.php?i=476D106A-5093-474B-
A2D4-025C5ACA0474&1=1> (Zugang am 22.02.2019).

2 B. A. Mommn, ,,K matnpoBke pykomnuceii u3 coopanns A.®. ['mnbdepaunra [ocyrapcTBeHHOM
myonuuHoi Oubnnotexku®, Tpyosr Omoena opesuepycckoii aumepamyput 15, 1958, S. 414.

% Die Handschrift ist auf der Internet-Seite der Russischen Nationalbibliothek zuginglich:
<http://expositions.nlr.ru/ex_manus/Serbian Manuscripts/show.php?i=AFB5175C-1771-4BBE-
B5CF-COlFEA25B7A8&I=1&lang=1> (Zugang am 22.02.2019).

?7 Sehe oben FuBnote 17.
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es ist mir nicht gelungen Photos davon zu bekommen. Beide gehdren zur
Fassung C.

Nach diesen Erlduterungen gehe ich zur vergleichenden Analyse der
Ubersetzungen iiber. Thr Verhiltnis zum griechischen Text wird auf drei Ebenen
verfolgt: Textvollstdndigkeit, Syntax und Lexik.

I. TEXTVOLLSTANDIGKEIT i}
Im groflen und ganzen geben die drei Ubersetzungen den griechischen
Text in PG ziemlich genau wieder.

I.1. Auslassungen

Die Auslassungen beschrianken sich auf zwei kurze Textpassagen in A
und eine in B sowie auf einzelne Phrasen und Worter in allen drei
Ubersetzungen.

I.1.1. Textpassagen

768,12-15: &l évradbo Xpotog katehipmovev Mudg, Tivog  yopv
€kowvavnoey MUV oipotog Kol copkog; €l Evtadfo Xplotdg katehipmovey
Nuac, tivog xapv cuykatéPn @ TEGOVTL, KOl TOV Keipevov fyelpev;

A om.

B HAH N ce ;ZB OCTARH Nbl+ [om. J] koro gﬁ [om. J Aba'Ma Bel] npnvecth ce

MABTH H KgbEBI* HAH NA cHie [ceJ Bel] ;Eb ocTakrH Hbl [ngHAe J]- [+HJ] Koro
ABANMA [ABAR Bel] cHHAe Ha [NA Bel +aaa HJ] NAALIATO C6+ H AGKELIAMO
RBZRHKE

C ue za% [+ X¢ G56] OCTARHTL HACh, veco [vheo BAR Dr] paAR NgHOE'IH <&
naMb [om. 487] kptrH B nakTH [tr. UB 487 489 649]- Ak 7a¢ x¢ [om. 487
489 649] ScTARHTL HAch, weeo [vheo BAR Dr veo sic! MSPC] paah cBHAAG
[atpe ... canfAe om. G53 446 & UB] kb NAALIOMOY H ATKELIGE RBZCTARH -

764,31-34: dpoc dynrov, &v @ Mawbofc, 6 dvoifag kai kieicag Thg
"Epv0pdg Oaldoong o cvuotipata: 8pogdyniov, &v @ Hilag, 6 évoitag
Kol Kheloog Tdv DOGT®V TO OpPppoTa

A ropa BBICOKA NA NBHKE MOCH+ WRPLZKIH H ZATROPHRBIN YILMNAALO ZBOJA+ FOpA
RBICOKA NA NBHKE HAHR - WRPBZL H ZATROJHRL ABKAGRLNAR LLULCTRHIA® FOPA
RBICWKA [-aa 487 489 649], na Nigfike NaTa [HaTH UB] zakavHRbIH [-RH V] 1
\X)BQQZNH [-zn Iv] ABKACRNAN OABKAENIA [chxokenia G53]-

B om.

C répoy gbicwks [reg- redupl. Iv -8 PBS MSPC], wa nkHme Mwicr
\X)Bgézbm [-z01 G531 w ZATxéngu [-biH BAR UB G53 G56 446 487 489 649]

4 7
MO‘?A CHCTABAKNIA
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I.1.2. Phrasen

Fehlende Phrasen gibt es selten in A und C, aber oft in B. Einige
Beispiele:

-in A

765,52-54: kai avfprace 100G o’ aidvog ékeioe kabevdovtag.
A om.
B H ® rRKa cRAcer [CRLIAR J] RE TMB HZES:

C 1 fiexuITH ke [om. PBS MSPC| ® gfika cneuee-

768,39-40: 11 dfjto meprrTd TPOTETEDT),
A om.
B [vT0] AROHILH Ne ONACHO-

C vTo cm}'rsso npoAgézseLuH [-aewn Dr UB G56]-

769,29: Eikf] toivuv koatiilOev &ni T yTic,
A om.
B npinae ANR H CNHAE Na ZeMAb [ZeMAaH Bel] -

C aue 8BW CBHIAE HA ZEMAK *
-inB

765,2-3: katd OV vOuov, EmGTAcnTal LApTLPIC,
A 110 ZAKOHOV MYIRMAKRTE CREABTEAR -

B nzgeTh [HZREAL M]- nocaoyxul [-b J],

C 1o 7AKON8 MPHTPEINETH REAKTEAR [-A 649],

765,7-8: Opdv yap 6 Tovdog mapd 10 dpog Avdpéav, Bwudv, dilrmov,

A RHAE BO HROAA 1PH 1ogs ANAPEK ¢OMOY pHAINA-

B grac [-HJ] ke HoAN, N Apeio [- J], 000y ke H pHAHNA [PpHAHM'TIA Bel]-
C zg¢ [zphm G53 -A 649] 8o 10 AN 10 rogow ANARA [-10 489 -a 649] swmsy

#)Ti\'l'n na-

769,9-10: aifépa TLPOGOVTL, KOl TO TOVIO GLV EUOl PO oidvev
ONULOVPYNOOVTL,

A Mih oph pAKAGTUIOMON « H BCE ¢ MNOK MP'BAL B'BKbI CZ AARILIOMOY Koy 10-

B H [om. 1 J + Kkporn J] TANLLE gwﬁer‘um-

C éotpa [1 Hekan UB gbzA0Nxb G53] pamatruomoys fi gaea [-& Dr -a 649]

\ N , X
Ch MNOK MYB&E BBKh ¢hABTEACTRORARIIOMO [ABTEN'CTRORARLIOMS BAR]-
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769,34-35: kai pével to ool T@V TpoenTdV afEfata pruata.
A 1 NPBBRIRAKTH MPEKRANR Neé\:rTngm‘AeNA MPPYKARR CAORECA *

B H npBBLIEAE NAKDI+
C 1 BoYASTE Agegnin [AgBensl MSPC aAptenin G53] nppvbeuin [-ctin BAR
Dr UB G56] Fan [Facsl G53] netizebernn [-in [v BAR G53]-

772,15-17: @¢ avelepebvnro ta kpiuato obtod, kol dveliyviaorol ai ddol
0T0D.
A KO NEHCMBITANH co\fAHré Kroe H NeHCABKAENH I'IO\/I'THP’G Kro-

B W HEHCIHTANBI [NEHCHIHCANH J NeHCITHBI Bel NeHCNBITANBNLIH M] COVABI
[covapa M] kro-

C Ko NeHenbITaNsl [-anNnH [y -ie PBS MSPC -annnl G53 446 489 -annin
487 649] covagnl ero 0 nerizeakaorann [-wnbl BAR G53 -witi PBS MSPC -
nnH [y G56 487 489 649] novric [-Tsl PBS MSPC UB] éro-

-in C

769,14-15: Ovkodv £neldn oL Tpeig oknvag Eyeipar fovAet, un gidmg dmep

Aéyetg,
A AA KAMA THIR KLJIE XOLUELLIH MOCTARHTI+ He RBABIN Kke PARLIH -

B Hb HAH ARA HAH TPH KJORBI MBICABILUH RBZRBIPNOVTH [tr. - M+ M]- ne
RBABI T FAKLLIH -

C Thmke nonieke Th ¢RNH [ BAR -5 MSPC] Btfsﬁrl\lo\fTH cBRBLIARAGLIH
[tr. MSPC chretpaewn Iv],

772,6-7: xai 6g amoisyvvoi] adTov_ Kol ToLG avTod AdYoug.
A 1 1%e ALE KMo MOCTRIAHT C& H TOr0 CAORECH *

B 1 [om. J] nike aute cpamaraiet ce [nocpamaseTs e J Bel] Toro [ero Bell n
cAoRech [-R¢ Bel] ero-
C 1 fixe $50 [om. Iv BAR PBS MSPC UB G56] aije Toro NocTHIAHT €,

Manchmals fehlen gleiche Ausdriicke in zwei Ubersetzungen:
-inAund C

T s I3 ¢ s I \ A N 28
769,17-18: Ovtog éomiv 6 Yiog pov 6 ayamntog, év @ nodoknoa.
A Cb K CbINB MOH ARBHMBIH *

B chH 16 TNE MOH RZ'AREAKN'NBI+ O NIEM'KE BATOHZROAH - [+ Toro MOCAOVLLAHTE

J]

B vel. Mc 1:11, 3:17, 21-22, 9:7; Mt 17:7; Lc 9:35.
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C cih [cd Iv BAR PBS] 1t tib MR RBZARBARNBIH [-HNbiH G53 649]-

-in Bund C

768,39-40: ti dfjta TEPLTTA TPOTETELN),
A om.
B [¥T0] AROHILH NEOMACNO

C v1o co(frﬂso nyoAgﬁzseUJH [-aewn Dr UB G56]-

Selten stimmen die Auslassungen in allen drei Versionen iiberein:

765,13-14: kol v T0D popov Ty dienydon avorting fackaivov,

A F0YTO MHQO E€7 RHNBI ZARHAGH -

Bt Mg [TRopbua J] Bezb RHNBI OKAGRETARAL [oKcAcgeTAR J] -

C i Moy [MI-’I?O\{‘ Dr] sezrnnognoMS ZartiAe [-& [v UB G53 G56 -a 649]-

I.1.3 Einzelne Worter

Dutzende verschiedener Worter fehlen in  den verschiedenen
Ubersetzungen:

-nur in A

768,11-12: &khvev 00PavoOLS Kol KOTERN;

A WENHZH ¢ I'IA,A,bLEMO\f H AGKELIAATO BLCTARHH »
B npgicaonH- HEA H cHHAE [om. J]-
C I'I(BICI\(,)NI-\I [-Mb PBS MSPC] figca 1 [om. MSPC] csuriae [-& UB]-

768,16-17: gig pornv EkAnONG T@V 0vpav@dv kredobyog.
A Bb MOVCTOLLL NAEveND HCH |<Ai6'fz\¢|>-
B BBCOVIHE NAE'E ce fBoMb [FEcemb M] KARYAPh*

\ ’ — ’,
C B'LCO\fG NA?GYG (¢ NECHbIH ICMOYAQB'

-nurin B

765,24-25: 0¥ 10 mapado&ov okomnoag ti|g Ogiog EMAGpyEnG,
A Ne MPECAARNOK + CMOT'JHRE BRKTRNAATO MPOCRRTENHIA -
B npseasgnaro [-am J] BKHRA CRRT'ENHRA [CRBABNHIA J],

C ne npseaenoe [Henperanoe MSPC] ¢hMOTPH BRTENANO OCTANIA,

768,37-38: "E1t, onoi 10D [1étpov Aarodvtog,
A L6 P& TOMO METPOY FALLIO -
B [+ 1 J] eue xe ne[Tpoy] Fauoy-
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C ¥ e geve n'ewmf FAIOLIS *

-nur in C

765,39: 1| mavayia TtapBévog Mapia;
A TTar MAQHIA -

B npcran [npEeTantJ] HonpnosAkenam [om. M EArocaorenm J] KEaa [KEa
M] vigra [ripoan J]-

— w’
C Agaa Magiamb;

In einzelnen Fillen fehlen die gleichen Worter in zwei Ubersetzungen:
-in Aund B

768,20-21: 10 givon xoi kodeicOo tfig ExkAnoiag Ogpéhtog.
A e NAHUATH €& WCHORA LLJKRNARA -

B nagHuaTH Té [ea J] L'ﬂ)llcgl\loe OCNORANHE [11p'EweHoraNHIE Bel] -

)4 ’ — 7 e
C €:xe BbITH LLPICOBNOG OCHORANTG*

-inAund C

769,25-26: arha todtov dnéotetha gig v Hapbivov,

A Hb Cero MocAAXb ABTRNAAIO -

B nib cero nocaa- [+ &b M] AgS,

C nE [NR Dr Ho 649] cero [om. Dr] nocadxb+ ARLCThRHHKA (sic!)
[AgecTnRNHKA Dr] Hiaito [-8 BAR]-

769,31: yéyovev Omep £0TE DUELG.
A BbI KKE I¢-
B H BbI NACh A~

C sbi &xe Keré [€ Dr]-

769,2: [ovteg oxovoorioOnoeole, »
A ZEANZNHTE cé W MNK-

B om. [¢bBAAZNHTE ¢é W M'NB J BCH W MN'B CbEAAZNHTE ¢¢ M ]

C ¢BEAAZNHTE & O MN'E,

-in Bund C

2 Vgl Mt 26:31; Mc 14:27.
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768,39-40: ti dfjta. TEPLTTA TPOTETELT),
A om.
B [vT0] AROHILH NeOMACNO

C v1o CO\}FSBO nyoAgﬁzseum [-aewn Dr UB G56]-

Selten fehlen die gleichen Worter in allen drei Versionen:

765,54-55: Howjowuey dde tpeic mcnvdg‘m
A CTROPHFIMb TPHH K816+
B cbTROPHM' TPH K¢p0RbI -

C ¢bTROPHMB TPH CENH
b

Man kann verallgemeinern, dass die Menge und die Konstellation der
Auslassungen keine sicheren Beweise fiir die intertextuelle Abhéngigkeit
zwischen den Ubersetzungen anbietet. Die einzelnen Fille von
Ubereinstimmungen zwischen den drei Fassungen lassen sich als Abweichungen
in den jeweiligen griechischen Vorlagen oder als zufidllige identische
Transmissionsfehler erkléren.

I.2. Erginzungen

1.2.1. Phrasen werden selten ergédnzt. Das geschieht haufiger in B, aber oft ist
die Ergénzung nur in einer Abschrift bezeugt, was sie als Ergebnis der
Kopistentitigkeit ausweist. Einige Beispiele fiir hinzugefiigte Phrasen in einer
der Fassungen:

-in A

769,19-20: ovk dArog kai dAlog, GAL’ oDtoc, £1¢ Kol 6 adTog,
A Hé HNb NH HNb Nb CHH+ ME HNb Rb HHOMB Nb CHHe N HNb HNEMb Nb CHH-

KAIND H ThKAE CHH,
B ne Hub Ap8rbiH, Nb b [om. J] AoBpbiH- Za HNoro [eAHNooro J] N ¢ [om.

7A ... ¢b M]

C Ne fiNb BB HHOMb, NE [N& Dr Ho 649] b [cain MSPC 487]- éafine, Th

[om. BAR PBS MSPC t#ii 487]- o [ PBS MSPC 487)
-inB

768,46-47: kol €11 Zipmv HTapyELS; 0VpavdY o€ KAEIBODYOV KOTEGTNOE,
A H KLJE AH CYMWHB IRCH KAKYAJRA T¢ NENAATO MOCTARHI -

30 Vgl. Mc 9:5; Lc 9:33; Mt 17:4.
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— s s
B H ewpe cHMoNb [1cH] - ABCeM’ Te KKAIOvApA MOCTARH [-HXb J]- H LgRbIA [-10J]
KAYE A PbAKHLLIH

C i [om. Iv PBS 487] ¥ é1pse Ciwnb &cH; fiBcemb Te Kalvapa [-& Dr] chTROpH

[mocTROpH V],

769,35-36: AMLO tovoat, [IETpe, kal un ta tdv avOpdTmv epovel,
A b NPECTANH METPE H NE YARYKO MOMBICAH

B nb 8uabyH [npBMabknH J - nomabkbie M netpe FAIE- 1AKO A0Bg0 HH [Hb1 M]

K [tr. & namb J] BBITH Z'A€s H NE MOZbI VAYCKbIXb [-aR J| MOMBICAHTH

[MHCAHTE J MbIcAHTH M ]+
C wi [wa Dr wo 649] npkerann nerpe B Ne Pavhekaa [-a [v -aa 649]

MO\;‘APB(TKO\{'H

764,45-46: to0T0L YAPV KOd TOVG AAAOVG KOATAAUTAVEL,
A Cero pAAH ¢ T'EMb H FINBI WOTARARTh -

B cero [Toro J] gﬁ ie BrXoy [BBRAXY M -wA J] ¢b NHML- TO [Tb Bel] n

[om. J] Tbite ocTARH [+ ¢b NHMB J]-

C gz\Aﬁ cero AyO\'frblﬁ [-51 489] OCTARARET -

-in C

772,2-3: "Ev tovto1g 10ig dvuciv Opecwv 0 dypovtog Tlatnp Pefordv v
viota, _ _

A Ha CEl AROK rogoy I'I?HC”T‘I;II-’I Wb HZB'BCTRIE CHOBLCTRO

B [+ 1 J] na cen [cHio J] arBr [Agow J Bel M] rops I'IQ$TI:.IH Wus [om. J]
HZ RECTOVEe [-1eTh M] CHORKCTRO -

C ti_[om. PBS MSPC] ® Axa TTro cRABTeAcTRORA c¢ [om. 487]+ BB CHixh

’ ’ 4 -~ ) 4 \ — 7 s
OBOHXb FOpaXh MPRYHCTHIH Wik HZRBIIARAE [-1pa¢ UB] thwe'cTro,

Selten stimmen die ergidnzten Phrasen in zwei Versionen liberein, z.B.:
-inAund C

769,43: O0tog Eo1tv 6 Yidg pov 6 dyomnToc.

A b & THB MOF AEHMBIE W HEMAE HZROAHXH -

B cbH [ce J] e THb MOH [MH J] RBZAWBANBIH *

Cceth [eb v Dr MSPC] e Tib MR RBZARBAKNBIH [-NHbl Iv  -tbbin G53 487

489 649] & HieMsxe EAFOHZROAN -

Identische erginzte Phrasen in allen drei Ubersetzungen gibt es keine.
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1.2.2. Ergénzte Worter sind ungefdhr doppelt so hiufig in B (ca. 40) wie in A
(ca. 20), und in C sind sie am seltensten (ca. 5).

In A werden oft Verben und Konjunktionen erginzt, was erlaubt, sie mit
groBerer Wahrscheinlichkeit dem Ubersetzer oder einem Kopisten als der
griechischen Vorlage zuzuschreiben:

764,24-25: ‘Opog dynhov, &v @ Mobofic koi Hrlag diehéyovio 1

Xpotd.

A Togx REICOKA NA NIKE RZHAE MOCH THH H HAHRA+ TAACTA Kb XSOV

B roga gbicokaa [-ka M] Na HieHke MWyCTH [MoHen M] Al [H HaR M J Bel]
G —

¢b XMb FAACTA [tr. J]-

C rédgoy Bblcv\'nw\j' [r-g- om. G53], Na ke Mwircd [Mofich UB] 1 AaTa

PARAXS Koyy+

765,25-26: kai oKNVomolog €& GAMEMV TPOEKOTTE,

A 1 KOVLINBIH TROPHTEAD BBITH W AORLLL CIBLLIALLIE:

B 1 [om. J] nackunore [Na ¢inb J] nokpbeenote [-NHie M -nHE HJ] B MaCAHNDI
[-s6 M -b J]+ [+ 1 Bel] aomaraiuie-

Ch cmr’nuwx&gbub [-eub Dr cBiwoTropaLLL PBS MSPC -pup Iv G53 G56
487 6491 ® QI;IBAQCTKA ng”scn"ﬁ [ancm‘; BAR Dr MSPC UB G56].

768,11: tivog yapv Ekhvev
A To veCo pAAH WENHZH ¢

B Kkoro ABN'MA Mg BKAONH
C v&co [vhco BAR Dr] paah npskaonh [-ws PBS MSPC]

In B werden gewohnlich erkldrende autosemantische Worter (inkl.
pleonastische oder Doppeliibersetzungen) und seltener Konjunktionen und die
Kopula hinzugefiigt. Threm Charakter nach zeigen diese Ergidnzungen ein
Streben nach Klarheit und semantischer Genauigkeit und sind wohl auch eher im
slavischen Milieu entstanden.

764,34: 6pog Hynrov, tva pabwocty

A Topa BBICOKA A OVRBAETH

B FOpa BHCOKAA NA HICHIKE A [om. J] OVRBAETH

C ropoy Bblcv(nw\f [-8 PBS MSPC], aa NABb’lKNO\fTb [-8eTh G506

764,28 kol td aipartt g pAag TV 'EPpaiov pavticag:
A HiKPLRHIO MIPATI KHA,0RBCKKI TIOK(OMHEE *
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B n kpbebl [-Hiw J -Hio M Bel] wero ngars. exm&mmﬁ [-birmb M xpamHnanb
okponH [zaikponH J]-

C n kpieiv npArst [gparsl PBS MSPC] épencknie [élpkucknie [v UB]
nolcgénHBM [-biH 487 489 649]-

765,14-15: kol TOV S18A6KAAOV TOAUNPDG TOIG EXOPOTG TPodidwV.
A OVYHTEAIGRH BYATOMb A b7 MPBAARD
B H 8¢HTe¢AR H BKICO}‘ B?AFOMB (M A?bZXNOKGNHWMh I'I!’"E,A,Ah\LIJG'

C 11 0VwHITEAR BJATOMb APBZOCTHE MPBAKCTE -

765,46-47: kai papdw mata&ag SiijAbe 10 TEAAyOG:

A HKBZAOMB OV AAPHRE PAZABAH MONYHNOY -

B 1 kbzaomb ovAxpHEs [0om. J] yAQ'BAH MOA;ZKBEO [om. J] noyvHHoy [raoyEHHOY
Mtr.n-m- Bel]-

C 11 bzaoMb [KEZAWME Dr] noplakh pazAKAH MOVTHNS -

In C werden nur ein paar autosemantische Worter hinzugefiigt:

765,4: év avtoig

A Bb T'BXBb

B &b cam®xs [om. J]
C kb AN TEM

765,45: fj onnaiov avbpornivoy ariacay Tvedpota;

A neLiggh YABYKBIFXE WINACTA AXbI-

B nze'pan'nam [-annm M J] vAve [-a M J Bel] HZ'BpaCTA [-¢.J] AXBIH [-b1 M
om. J]:

C fan gpernnt [Reno'nin Iy RpaTonsl MSPC gpmiT'sbl 487 489 649] aveel [-
b 489] 1 [om. PBS MSPC] nakrondcnsl Wraie [-A 649] Aoyxweb;

769,26-27: éx TlapBévov &ig anTOV TOV 0VPAVOV.
A ® AEbI NA TO HBO-
B ® ARbI R TO caMotke [-0 J M] figo-

- — ’ —
C®m ARBbI XA BB CAMOE NBO*

Identische Ergdnzungen an gleichen Stellen in zwei Fassungen (wenn es
nicht um die Kopula geht) haben mit groBer Wahrscheinlichkeit keinen
slavischen Ursprung, sondern gehen auf die byzantinischen Quellen zuriick, die
sich offenbar vom Text in PG unterschieden haben. Das beweisen am besten
Ergéinzungen, die lexikalisch nicht identisch, aber semantisch @hnlich sind:
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-Aund B

764,45-46: T00TOL APV KO TOVG AAAOVG KOTOAMUTAVEL,
A cero pAAH ¢ T'BMb H HNBI WCTARARKTh -

B cero [Toro J] gﬁ ike BraXoy [BBrRAXy M -wA J] ¢b NHMb- TO [Th Bel] H

[om. J] Tblte OcTARH [+ ¢b NHMB J]-
C paAH CEro B AQOVThIN [-b1 489] OCTARARAETH

-Aund C

764,46-765,1: tva KaKeive Ui pOV® KATAAEIPOEVTL

A AX TOMOY HAKO HE HAHHNOMOY WCTARARNOY «

B A ne onoro [om. J] € AHNOMO OCTARHT® *

C Ax He GHOMOY IRKO EAHNOMS OCTARAKNS [-N'Nom$ PBS MSPC],

76916-17: kai T0VG TAPOVTAG KAADYAGS,
A 1 CoVIjIGI TOV MOKPHRE -
B [om. J] nacToretpaa [nactomuiare J] nokpuigs [noicpors M icporH J]

Chzad CO\'fLuTbe I'IOIC?I:.’IXI:.,
-Bund C

768,4: kadov Hudc T Ge eivor,

A HAMB AOB(O 1eke ZAK BRITH:

B namb Aogpo 1 [tr. - N+ A+ J] ZA¢ BBITH-
C AosgB 1€ NAMb [tr. UB] 7A% BRITH,

768,24-25: Ssvrégav £levov.

A HANPACHOK MPHLITRHIE

B rnTopore [+ ce 1 J] CNCHOE BLCTANHE »

C gropoe [+ i PBS MSPC G53] tiichoe ngHIIKCTRIE -

Dasselbe kann man auch fiir die in allen drei Ubersetzungen
iibereinstimmenden Ergéinzungen sagen:

769,30-31: poperv S6ovAov Aafav,

A 1 WBPAZb ABHH XOT¢ RhZ6*

B 1 ghexoT'BRL [+ B J] OBgazh paBbIH NgHIETI [0BABLIH ¢A J -Tb Bel M]-
C zpakn gABa x0T¢ [-8 MSPC UB  -a 649 om. G53] nyiens-
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764,17 mhodtov apBdvmg pepllouevoy,
A BIATHCTRA WEHABN'E RCEMA ABAHM EFATHCTROV -

B soraTheTR0 NeTABNNO [-Mmo M -emo Bel -emo0e J]- [+ H J] BeBMB
pAZBARKMO [pazakmo J]-

C BOF&’T‘I:.CTBO, I\IGZABI-,I(’T‘I\I'B B'Z)('ﬁMb ?AZA'&AI?\GMO

765,12-13: gig 00dénote TMOV Bavpdtov Topopadeis:
A {H1} W KOIMKE NHKOAHIKE B YR AECh NPRZ)E-
B [+ H M] nH b vToxke [vTo M wioxe J] NHKOAHKe [NA KoAHxe J om. M]

eioch [-cbb M -ca J] HMBIH [HMER J] -

C NH RB YTOKE NHKOTAAKE YA Nem'ljIcRARL [-Ra PBS MSPC]-

L.3. Transpositionen

Alle

drei Fassungen haben die gleiche Umsetzung eines Syntagma im

Vergleich mit dem Text in PG: das Zitat aus dem Apostolos (Ph 2:9) ist in den
drei slavischen Versionen durch den Attribuierungssatz getrennt:

769,44-45: Eyapicato yop avt@® dvouo, 10 VIEP WAV GVOud, DG QNOL

HodAog. AMN’ €peig mavTOS, dyonnTé:

A AAJORA MOV HIME FAKOMKE & MAVAL- 13K RBILLIE RCAKOTO HMENEs Nb 0GLLIH RCAKO
f f

AIOBAGNHIvE -

I - <
B A B0 [Nb AACTh ¢A J] oMoy KOKE g& NAR'AL HMe eike [+ 16 J] Boare[Boate

M] ®'cero [RbeBroro J] Hmene [ -0 J]+ nb [Ne Bel] pELUH RCAKOTO BBZAKWEAKN'NE

[om. J]-

C AXporx BW Moy Fime [-A 649] ioxe peve narab [nagean Dr 649], e

nave RaeAKoro [-kkoro Dr-koko sic! MSPC] ¥imene [-& UBJ- pevewn
RBZAWEAINE [-eNNe BAR 649 -iew'ns PBS MSPC -wew’ne Iv UB G53 446 487
4891,

Individuelle Transpositionen gibt es in A:

769,27-28: Ovdeig yop, onoilv, avéfn eic wov ovpavov, & uiy 6 ék 100
otpavod karafog.

A AL 1 ¢ NEE Cliibe BEZ AOBb 0VBO CHHAE NA ZE€MAK -

B NHKTOR®E BO ;;E RBZBIAE NA HEO [tr. Ma HeR- J]- Nb [om. J] Thi'Mo HkKe [eke
Bel] ¢ fiEch [-¢ J] chhHAg:

C NHKTOXE BW géve gpZBIAE [-B MSPC UB] Na fiEo, &Lpe He ke [1oke 489]

— ’,
NECh CHLUBABIH *

vl Jo 3:13.
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Eine Phrase in der Ubersetzung B ist auch umgestellt. Statt am Anfang
der Reihe gleicher syntaktischer Ausdriicke steht sie fast am Ende der
rhetorischen Figur:

764,23-25: €ic 8pog LYMAOV avijiley 6 Acomdtng ‘Opog LyMAdv, &v @
Maobotig kai "Hhiog diedéyovio 1d Xp1otd .... / 764,30: kai tv 61" Hd0T0g
Buciav év mopi damavicog:

B (Z 1. 316b28) n [om. Bel] kbzbiae Na ropoy [+ 1 J] MONAHTH & [-AH A

J] .. (Z£.316¢3-6) H ROANOVIO KBTROY OF'NKMb MOKEKE, / TOPA BBICOKAA NA

NIEH e MWVYCTH Al [H HAHR J Bel] /)CZMI) FAACTA [tr. J]-

Die dargestellten Fakten auf der Ebene der Textvollstindigkeit erlauben
mir die Schlussfolgerung, dass die drei Ubersetzungen auf der Grundlage von
ghnlichen, aber nicht identischen griechischen Vorlagen gemacht wurden. Sie
standen dem Text in PG relativ nahe und hatten nur kleine Unterschiede
untereinander. Auf dieser Ebene gibt die Fassung C die byzantinische Vorlage
am genauesten bzw. vollstandigsten wieder.

II. SYNTAX

Auf dieser Ebene wird die Wiedergabe der spezifisch griechischen
Konstruktionen mit distant stehendem Artikel vergleichen, die traditionell als ein
wichtiges Kriterium der Ubersetzungstechnik betrachtet wird.”> Die Darstellung
der Daten folgt der grammatischen Charakteristik des substantivierten Gliedes.

I1.1. Infinitiv mit Artikel

Der griechische Text enthdlt nur drei Konstruktionen mit
substantiviertem Infinitiv (eine davon mit kontakt stehendem Artikel). Beide
altbulgarischen Ubersetzer sind konsequent in ihrem unterschiedlichen
Vorgehen: A benutzt immer ke + Infinitiv und B nur Infinitiv, d.h. das Streben
nach formaler Gleichheit mit dem Original ist bei diesem syntaktischen Muster
nur fiir die Ubersetzung A typisch. In der mittelbulgarischen Ubersetzung C
wird Hxe zweimal benutzt, und einmal (in einem Zitat aus dem Evangelium) gibt
es keine formale Entsprechung fiir den griechischen Artikel. Hier sind die
Beispiele:

32 Einen Uberblick iiber die wichtigste Literatur kann man im Buch von A. Dimitrova finden (A.
Jumurposa, Cunmaxmuunama cmpykmypa na npesoonama acuoepagus, Codus, 2012, S. 42-50).
Die Monographie bietet eine vorbildliche Darstellung der Syntax der altbulgarischen tibersetzten
Hagiographie.
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765,55-768,1: Kaov rjuag 10 doé eivar.™
A A0Bpo 1€ NAMb KKE ZA R BBITH-

B AOB(O 1§ NAMD ZAE Bbl-

C A0B(d 1® n&Mb &xe [om. G53] ZA% BEITH-

768,3-4: TIdg yap kalov fudc 70 dde elvar,™

A KAKO BO NAMB AOB(O 6Ke ZA'K BLITH:

B [+ 1 J] kako so [om. J] Hamb A08p0 fe [tr. 1+ He A+ J] ZA€ BLITH-
C KAKO ke Aosp% 1 HAMB [tr. UB] 7A% BRITH,

768,20-21: mapaitnoor 1o eivon kol karsioBo Tii¢ ExxAnciog Oeuéhioc.
A WRLZH Cé ke NAPHUATH C& WCHORA I1JKRHNAR *
B [+ a M] ®ubTakiin AH ce HAPHUATH Te [ca J] L'I,_Q.KKNOG OCNORANHE

[ngswenoranHie Bel]-
C Wpewni ce [Mpun ¢ MSPC] Exe BRITH LLJKORNOE OCNORANIE:

I1.2. Partizip mit Artikel

Ich habe 11 griechische Konstruktionen des Typs ,,Partizip mit distant
stehendem Artikel“ gefunden. Eine davon fehlt in beiden altbulgarischen
Fassungen, zwei weitere nur in der Ubersetzung A. Die Entsprechungen der
vorhandenen Konstruktionen enthalten fiinfmal wie- in A, viermal in B und
neunmal in C, ohne formales Korrelat bleiben 3 Fille in A, 6 in B und 2 in C.
Folglich tendiert die Ubersetzung C hiufiger zu formal identischen
Entsprechungen mit einem artikeldhnlichen Pronomen als die élteren
Fassungen, und die Ubersetzung B zeigt die groBte Unabhingigkeit beziiglich
des Originals. Als Illustration sind unten einige Stellen préasentiert:

764,27: v @ Mwboc, 6 Tod mdoye TOV Guvov 6Qaylicoc,

A Ha NEAKE MOCH BEAHKHH ANBNBIN AFNLLL ZAKAARE -

B na nieHge Mwyein [moncH M] nacxer [om. J] aFtbUL [+ J] Zakaags [-a
C ropoy euicwks [-0vi0 PBS MSPC], na Hiefike MWICH Fize NACKBI APNBLLA

ZAKAARBI [-bit 487 489 649],

764,29-30: év @ Hhiog, 6 map’ éxeivoic Tov Podv uedicac,
A NA NBHIKE HAHR 1Ke BOAB 1K€ 0V TEXb pAZAPOBHRE -

3 Vgl. Mt 17:4; Mc 9:5; Lc 9:33.
34 Vgl. Mt 17:4; Mc 9:5; Lc 9:33.
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B na Nietke HAHR N [-a J] pacTeca ng"ﬁ NHMbI [Ng+ N+ om. M J],
C na Hieike NATa fxe [om. G53] koaa 0 [0 om. [v BAR PBS MSPC 487)

WHRXE 9AZAPOBHERI [-biH 487 489]

765,51: 6 8¢ o0& pabntny €€ aMéwv Aafov,
A TEEE Ke MOHMb 6\;“1’GNHKA ® puiBagh-

B Tese ke SvenHka W pbisagh noemb [nonmn Bel],

C rége e ovvenrika ® ghiBageH kbzEMb [RBZEMb BAR Dr 649]

769,28: & wi) 6 &k 100 oBpavod karafic.”

A Ale 1€ ¢ NEE Clilb-

B nk [om. J] Thi'Mo Hxe [exke Bel] ¢ [Ech [-¢ J] cbHHAg-
C Aupe ne tike [10Ke 489] W HECh CALUBABIH-.

772,6: 0 yap a010d GKoV@V Kol LoD AKOLEL
A IKe B0 TOr0 noci\o);mz\r‘em H MENE noca\o\fmz\r‘em-

B nocaoviiakd go [om. J] Toro, MeNe MOCASILIAKTL [tr. meMm- J]-
C ¥i8o Toro nocaoviuaeH [-ate PBS MSPC] Méne NOCAONIIACTS -

I1.3. Nominalkonstruktionen

Der

griechische Text beinhaltet 14 Nominalkonstruktionen mit distant

stehendem Artikel. Eine darunter fehlt in der Fassung C. In allen Féllen lassen
die altbulgarische Ubersetzungen A und B den Artikel ohne Entsprechung. Das
ist die iibliche Losung auch in der Version C (elfmal), wo aber das artikelartige
Hxe immerhin zweimal benutzt wird. Unten gebe ich ein paar Beispiele:

764,44: kol tiig poPepds Ekeivng omTaciog,
A Hi CTPALLINAATO WHOTO RHAKHHIA -

B H CTYALINATO TORO RHARNHI,

C ¥ erpAinare Onoro zgnia -

769,38-39: Autt{] yap i) mEPL AOTOV TOLONTY KEYPTLOL QOVT*

A AROH B0 CHHLLL PACH W HEM’ TROfIO-

B nonieke Bo O NIE TAKORBI [Tako J] HZf:E [Hzpercoxn J M] FACH,

C co(frsgh [-50 BAR MSPC] 50 [om. BAR PBS MSPC]w Hitmb npiemar [-ate
BAR PBS MSPC 446 -aa Dr -an G53] o [Tl Iv it BAR Dr 446 489 649
i G56] rasch-

3 val. Jo 3:13.
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764,42-43: kai Tiig TPOC AAMAOLE dydmng ov ywpilov,

A H B AKB'RE He WAO\YALLIE AJOTh APSFA-

B Tpn1 A;m\frlﬁ [ebeBxb J] BbzABAL [BbZAOYEH J]+ He pafm\hxre

C 1 éxe kn Agovrh Apovrs [tr. PBS MSPC -x G53] awsge [-& UB] ne

?AZAO\}’YH;

765,10-11: mv dvmbev ybpv

A vTovipe POPNIEHE ZBANHIE

B cehiwe [om. J] va- vabowiems [vateie Bel]
C wxe [éxe MSPC G56] cbRuILLE BAFTH

I1.4. Substantivierte Pripositionalausdriicke

Die byzantinische Homilie enthédlt 5 Félle mit substantivierten
Prépositionalausdriicken. In allen Féllen bietet die Fassung A formal abhéngige
Korrelate mit Hxe, viermal passiert das in C und dreimal in B. Ohne formales
Korrelat bleibt der griechische Artikel zweimal in B und einmal in C (aber mit
einer hinzugefiigten Kopula).

764,23 tovg nepi [1étpov,

A TEXb 1Ke ¢ NETPOMb -

B nerpa 1 [om. Bel] nakora 1 Toana [Hokana J]-

C étxe [Kixe Dr éxe Iv BAR PBS MSPC UB G53 446 487 489 649 iéxe

G56] 6 nerys [-« MSPC]-

764,35: oimepi [Tétpov kai Todvvny kai Taxopov,
A HiKe Ch NETPOMb H HIAKOROMB H HWANOMA -

B ke [+ 1€ J] ® Hakoga H [H om. Bel] ioata H netga [tr. n- Ha« Ho- J]-
C fixe 0 nerpk [-¢ MSPC] i iwannk [-ank 649] ¥iiakwes [-¢ [v tr. UB],

769,11: oxnvnyv @ €€ €uov, kai &€& LUOV;
A ke B MENE H BACH |<0\fuf|-

B iporb Hike {W} mene,

C chib, fike ® MENE CONILIOMS 1 ¢ RAMH;

769,11-12: 1( v €uoi, kol ped’ vpdv;
A 1Ke Bb MNE H R BACH KOV«
B H Bb MNE H ¢ BAMBI-

C covi1oM8 BB MNB H BB RACH;

I1. 5. Substantivierte Genitiv- und Adverbialausdriicke
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Alle vier Verwendungen von susbstantivierten Genitiv- und
Adverbialausdriicken sind in den drei Ubersetzungen ohne artikeldhnliches e

wiedergegeben:

769,35-36: kai ur| 10 1OV AvBpOTOV QPOVEL,
A 11 Ne YABRYKO MOMBICAH,
B H Ne MoZbl PAYCKBIXD [-ata J] MOMBICAHTH [MHCAHTE J]-

C i e PAvbekan [-a IV -am 649] MOV APLCTROVH

769,36: dALO TO TOD O£0D.
A Hb BOKHIE

B nb [M& J] EXENAI -
C Ni [n& Dr Ho 649] Exkia-

768,2-3: Te dve ppdver, o dvo Citer,*®

A rogs MBICAH Fog's HLYIH -

Bt [nb J] rog'uram cmbicabt [tr. J + comuakie - [+ 1 J] BhiLNGL [om. Bel]
HLIH

C euwnpa [-NR PBS MSPC UB -naa 649] MO\’{‘AQBCTBSH- RBILINRAA [-NR
UB -naa 649] vupii-

Die Ubersicht iiber die Wiedergabe der griechischen Konstruktionen mit
distant stehendem Artikel hat gezeigt, dass die Ubersetzung B am seltensten
formale Abhéngigkeit von den griechischen syntaktischen Modellen zeigt. Bei
den Konstruktionen mit Infinitiv und Prapositionalausdriicken ist die Fassung A
sklavischer als C, aber bei den zahlreicher belegten Nominal- und
Partizipialkonstruktionen gibt die mittelbulgarische Ubersetzung C hiufiger den
griechischen Artikel wieder.

II1. LEXIK

Die Analyse der lexikalischen Besonderheiten der drei Ubersetzungen
mochte ich mit einigen quantitativen Daten beginnen. Der griechische Text
enthélt ca. 480 Lexeme (inkl. die nichtautosemantischen Worter Pripositionen,
Konjunktionen, Artikel, Partikel). Sie kommen in ca. 1500 Belegen vor. 207
griechische Wortbelege (vor allem Artikel) haben keine Entsprechung in den
drei Ubersetzungen. In A fehlen Korrelate fiir weitere 132 Wortbelege, in B fiir
146 und in C fiir nur 48. Diese Zahlen beweisen auch, dass die Ubersetzung C
beziiglich der quantitativen Entsprechung zum Original am genauesten ist.

% vgl. Kol 3:1-2.
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Die Ubersetzung A enthilt ca. 1250 Wortbelege, B ca. 1330, C ca. 1340.
Die groBere Zahl der Worter liegt in B vor allem an den Ergénzungen in J und
Bel und in C am Vorhandensein von in den alten Ubersetzungen fehlenden
Ausdriicken sowie an den zahlreicheren griechischen Artikeln mit einem
slavischen Aquivalent. Jede Version beinhaltet ungefihr 460 Lexeme. Deswegen
kann man sagen, dass das Verhéltnis zwischen dem Wortschatz des Originals
und der drei Ubersetzungen fast ausgeglichen ist.

Im folgenden wird eine Ubersicht der Ubereinstimmungen und
Unterschiede bei der Wortwahl der Ubersetzer gegeben,, und es werden einige
Tendenzen, die sich dabei zeigen, kommentiert.

IIL.1. Gleiche Entsprechungen in den slavischen Ubersetzungen

Die Wahl des Korrelats stimmt in den drei Ubersetzungen in 672 Fillen
(inkl. 12 Wortbelege ohne griechische Entsprechung) liberein. Zu den Wortern,
die immer eine und dieselbe slavische Entsprechung haben, gehdren oft
Eigennamen, Benennungen von konkreten Objekten, terminologische Begriffe,
einige Adverbien und Konjunktionen, Pronomen oder Numeralia, z.B.:

Gyyehog 2X — anreas, oidv 2X — RBkB, EPTOG 2X — XABEB, Yi| 6X — ZeMAmR,
deomOTNG 3X — BAAABIKA, O10G0KOAOG 2X — oywHTeAb, OiKotog 2Xx —
NPARBABND, 3050 3X — cAaRA, £YO 21X — a7z, €00 (0180)) 5% — REAKTH, gipi
27x —snith (nur 1 mal in C npsenigaTH), &lc 7x — eannn (und 1 mal Hus in
B), &u 4x — repe, Bohdooa 2x — moge, Bodpa 4x — voyae (und 1 mal
voyAechip in A), tva 7x — Aa, AOY0G 4X — cAoro, HETAUOPPOOUAL 3X —
NPBOBPAZHTH ¢A, HETOHOPPMOIG 4X — MpBoBgaKenHie, UNOEIG 3X — NHYBLTOXE,
Gvopa 5X — HMA, 8oL 6X — HAEke, Opog 16X — ropa, TOTAP SX — oThup,
TOE® 3X — CBTROPHTH, TPEIG 6X — TyHie, VIOG 9X — chiNb, DYNAOG 9X —

BBICOKD, QML 8X — petpn, M3E 5X — bAL.

Es gibt auch Fille, wo ein und dasselbe griechische Wort mehrere
Entsprechungen hat, sie aber an gleichen Stellen in allen Fassungen identisch
sind, z.B.:

aKov® — 7x MOCAOVLIATH (768,37; 769,21 und 38; 772,5, 6;, und 9) und 2x
caniaTH (768,7 und 769,50)

PEAA® — 1x BBITH (768,22), 1x xoT®TH (764,45)

pun — 5x eaa (765,36, 37, 39, 41 und 42), 3x ne (765,1, 768,49, 769,1, 15

und 35)
avtog — 10x ma (764,6 und 35, 768,25 und 37, 769,21 und 38, 772,5, 6, 9

und 17), 1 8x (765,5, 9,20 und 21, 768,34, 769,38 und 44, 772,16).
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Solche positionellen Ubereinstimmungen in der Wortwahl kénnten als
Argument fiir den Kontakt zwischen den Versionen interpretiert werden.

Besonders interessant ist eine Stelle, wo die Ubereinstimmende
positionelle Entsprechung das griechische Wort nicht genau wiedergibt. Alle
Fassungen tlibersetzen regelmifBig oOpavoc durch neso — 5x in A, 8x in B, 7x in

C, neseebnd 1x in A, B und C, om. 2x in A, zemara () 1x in A. Aber einmal
erscheint in den drei Versionen u,seagheTro:

768,17-18: I1od yap 601 AooV ¥pNGLLOL TV 0VPAVAV Ol KAEIS;

A TAS TIK TOMON NOTY'EENHI LPCTRA KAKYH

B [+HJ] ras ke [om. J M] xowewH Thi [om. J] BHTH Na NOTPBEOY Eb g_}\gio
[L'I,_f.ICBbJ] AH 1CH MOZRANb,

C rag ke TH [xATH G53 446] ngévee nngﬁBNH BO\;’ASTB [c8A8 MSPC)

< . ’
LPTRIA KAOVE:

Die ungenaue Entspreching ukcagherro ist im Kontext nicht falsch. Die Variante

konnte entweder in der griechischen Uberlieferung wurzeln oder als Beweis fiir
intertextuelle Kontakte interpretiert werden.

II1.2. Unterschiedliche Entsprechungen

An ca. 700 Stellen traten zwei oder drei verschiedene Entsprechungen
auf. Das heil3it, es gibt Unterschiede zwischen zwei oder drei Versionen bei
jedem zweiten Wort; dies ist ein quantitativer Beweis fiir die Unabhéngigkeit der
drei Ubersetzungen. Die lexikalischen Abweichungen in den Versionen kdnnen
aus verschiedenen Blickwinkeln interpretiert und entsprechend in ein paar Typen
von Oppositionen gruppiert werden. Hier werden sie aus zwei
Hauptgesichtspunkten betrachtet: dem Verhéltnis zwischen dem Original und
den Ubersetzungen und dem Verhiltnis unter den slavischen Versionen.

I11.2.1. Das Verhiltnis zwischen dem Original und den Ubersetzungen auf
der lexikalische Ebene kann man semantisch und quantitativ analysieren. Vom
ersten Blickwinkel aus verdienen zwei Gruppen von Lesarten Aufmerksamkeit:
Fehler und Ungenauigkeiten sowie Varianten, die auf verschiedenen
Bedeutungen des griechischen Lexems beruhen. Ich werde sie im weiteren
darstellen.

I1.2.1.1. Fehler und Ungenauigkeiten gibt es insgesamt knapp 50. Sie
erscheinen seltener gleichzeitig in allen Ubersetzungen und hédufiger in einer
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oder zwei von ihnen. Die Fassung C ist die genaueste mit nur 4 lexikalischen
Fehlern, A hat 9 und B 31. Hier ein paar individuelle Beispiele:
-in A

765,33-34: kol tpeic oknvag Eyeipev &v Epuo Aéyelc,

A H TPHH KOVIIE Rb MOVCTHINH BECTARHTH XOLIEILIH -

B+ [om. J] kporb [-H J] Bb MOyCThINGI BbeHrNO\fTH [TROpHTH J] FAleLLH [tr.
rer- J Faawe Bel] -

C v [om. PBS MSPC] Tyﬁ chnH BB?BQFNWTH RD I'Io\f(’T‘b.INI-\I [tr. G53 446]

—
FAKLLIH *

Formel entspricht das sl. xouetun dem gr. Aéyeic nicht, aber im Kontext ist es
durchaus akzeptabel. Es konnte sich auch um einen Fehler wegen Nachbarschaft
handeln, denn der vorhergehende Satz (765,32) enthilt 0éleig - xowperun, was die

Verwechslung sowohl in der griechischen Vorlage als auch beim Ubersetzen
oder Abschreiben erlaubt.

769,40-41: v’ 6 méhon mpoerTNg GAnbdevon Porcog:

A AXHZAARNA T9PKh OVICTH Th RBZOVTIHER*

B Aa nakst [Tako J] n?plct RBZOVTIHEb [n@vwcu FA/AC\J], HCTHN'NL [-N'NH Bel]
t [om. Bel + peve 5o J],

C aAx naksi [om. BAR] nppics FCTHN'CTROVETH RBZEMHRL [RbZOVNINRL [v 487
649],

Hier geht es wahrscheinlich um einen Kopistenfehler, wobei das urspriingliche
*HCTHNBCTROVIETH Oder *RBHCTHNA 1N O{fCTH T umgewandelt wurde.

769,50-51: To 6¢ Eppovieipn 6pog €oti pikpov £yyvg tob Topdavou,
A 1MONL + HIMKE FOJA MAAA BAHZb HIEIAIMA -

B ep'Monb ke ropa 16 MAAA [om. J]- Bb ZemaH ep'AancukH [HWpAANLEH J M
Twp'Aan‘asH Bel]-

C évaGN'l'HM [-nHM* IV] ke, roga 1€ MAAA BAHZW [-» UB G56] '|ng&NA [-8
Dr],

Auch in diesem Beispiel ist schwer zu beurteilen, ob man den Fehler in A der
griechischen Uberlieferung, dem Ubersetzer oder dem Kopisten zuschreiben
soll, denn beide Namen sehen als abgekiirzte Formen sowohl im Griechischen
als auch im Slavischen dhnlich aus. Die Fassung B hat auch eine falsche
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Entsprechung, denn es ist statt &yydg ‘vom Orte, in der Nédhe; von der Zeit, nahe
bevorstehend’ offensichtlich év yij iibersetzt worden.*’
-in B
765,29: Kah@g 6 Taveoog dmoroyeitol Aodkag:
A A0BpB nytﬁAgb’lﬁ WRELIABAKTL AOYKA -
B nkome npmoyagsl [-bin M] WeBLIARAET [FakTs M] ASKka [tr. as ne ®-
J]-

C Aosgﬁ np”SMO\'ngMH [-H [v] WRELIARAETE AO\fK&,

Mit groBer Wahrscheinlichkeit wurzelt der Fehler in der graphischen
Ahnlichkeit von kaAég und kadde.

765,25-36: kol 6knvomolog €& AMEDV TPOEKOTTE, TH TOTTPL AEy@V-
AN |<0\fLuN|>’|F| TROPHTEAD BBITH W AORLLL CIIBLLALLIE: Kb CHIO\ RBIIHIE

B H [om. J] nacRrNore [Na ¢BHb J] nokgegenote [-NHI M -NHE HJ] B MACAHNAI
[-bb M -b J]- [+H Bel] aomaranie: kb [HJ] chc'mf gbnne [-& J -emoy Bel]-

Ch c”sm'lu,wsépbu,b [-eus Dr cin'uoTropans PBS MSPC -g'us Iv G53 G56
487 649] W guisageTRa ngken® [ngnen® BAR Dr MSPC UB G56] thcoy

,
RBZBIRAE,

Hier enthilt die Version B zwei Fehler: aAévg ‘Fischer, Seemann’ wird mit
éhaio ‘Olivenbaum’ und mpoxdémtw ‘durch Schlagen ausdehnen, wie der
Schmied das Metall durch Himmern streckt, daher iiberh. weiterbringen, férdern,
Fortgang haben, gedeihen’ mit k6mt® ‘schlagen, hauen, hacken’ verwechelt. Das
konnte entweder in der griechischen Uberlieferung oder beim Ubersetzen
passiert sein.

769,38-39: Autt{] yop Tf| mepl adTOV TO10T] KEYPTLOL POV

A AROH B0 CHHLLL PACH W HEM' TROfIO-

B [oHi€Ke B0 O NIE TAKORI [TaKo J] sz:E [Hzpercoxs J M] FACh,

C covrssn [-80 BAR MSPC] g0 [om. BAR PBS MSPC]w niemb ngienai [-ate
BAR PBS MSPC 446 -aa Dr -an G53] i [Tul Iv il BAR Dr 446 489
649 i G56] radch-

3" Hier und im folgenden werden die Bedeutungen auf Deutsch nach dem Warterbuch von Pape
angegeben: W. Pape, Handworterbuch der griechischen Sprache, Bd. 1-2, Braunschweig, 1849. In
einzelnen Fillen werden auch andere Worterbiicher zitiert.
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Die Entsprechung nomwk:xe erklart man durch die Verwechlung von dittfj mit

ot
Manchmal bieten zwei Fassungen den gleichen Fehler.
-inAund C

769,29: Eiki] toivov kotijAbev ént thg yi|s,

A 11 NPBELIRAKTE BBINOY HA ZEMAH -

B nginae ANR H CNHAE NA ZeMAk [ZeMAaH Bel] -
C aLe 8BW CBHIAE HA ZEMAK *

Die slavische Konjunktion aipe in A und C gibt statt des gr. Adverbs giki)
‘without plan or purpose, at random, at a venture’,”® ‘moderately’,* ‘naynauy,
HeoOmyMaHHO, Hao6yM, koe-kak’* die griechische Konjunktion &i ‘if’,*' ‘ecimn,
ecim Gb1’** wieder. Die Entsprechung npinae in B stammt wahrscheinlich von

einer Form des Verbs fiko ‘ich bin angekommen, angelangt, bin da’.

764,45: 6 péhhov yevésBat tpodotng Tovdag,

A HAKO X0T¢ MPEAATEAL BBITH HIOAA -

B xoten [-a J] BbI npsAATeAb Hioaa [om. J]-

C rko xoT¢ [ MSPC UB] 5bITH np"BA&TeAb YIOA\j'_A,A,

Die Variante in A und C gibt vermutlich das gr. aog wieder.
-in Bund C

765,36: xoi toig dvol £&iong oikodopelv €meiyn;

A HE WEBMA TAKOKAE MJAAHTH XOL|IELIH -

B 1 ArBMA pagNa [-0J gas'Ma Bel] TeopHwn Na [om. J] zeman [na 7. om.
M].

C /i OBofMb ARNE [-0 487 489 649] oVCTPONTH HA ZEMAH;

3 H. G. Liddell and R. Scott, 4 Greek-English Lexicon. Revised and augmented throughout by Sir
H. S. Jones, Oxford, 1996, S. 484.

¥ E. A. Sophocles, Greek Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine Periods (from B.C. 146 to A.D.
1100), Cambridge - Harvard - Leipzig, 1914, S. 423.

4011 X. Ilpopeuxuii, Jpesnezpeuecko-pycckuii cnosapw, T. 1-2, Mocksa, 1958, S. 462.

“I'H. G. Liddell and R. Scott, 4 Greek-English lexicon..., S. 480-481.

Y. X. Ilpopeuxuii, [pesnezpeuecko-pycckuii cnosap..., S. 459-460.
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Die Form éneiyn kommt vom Verb émeiyo ‘dringen, eilen’.” Wihrend die
Entsprechung in A den Sinn frei, aber addquat wiedergibt, enthalten B und C
den gleichen Fehler — na zeman. Man kann nicht mit Sicherheit sagen, ob ihre
griechischen Vorlagen éni yij beinhalteten, ob die Ubersetzer das unabhingig
von einander falsch entziffert haben oder ob die mittelbulgarische Version C von
B beinflusst war.

Zur Gruppe der Fehler gehoren auch einige Fille von Verdnderung der
morphologischen Kategorie. Diese sind auch in B héufiger, z.B.:

764,42-43: kol Ti|g TPOg AAMAOLS dydmng ov ywpilwv,

A H B ARB'RE He WAOVYALLIE AJOVTh APSra

B Tyui (sic!) & Ago\fﬂ;l [BbeBXb J] BbZAKBAL [BhZAOVEH J]- He paf”smme

Cn éxe kb Ago(frb Ago(frs [tr. PBS MSPC -a G53] awsge [-8 UB] ne
PAZAONYH

In B steht eine verbale Form statt eines Substantivs.

769,33: apyel oikovopia,
A FI?AZ,A,NO\{‘P(G'T‘E. CTpor -
B NekbebN'No [NeMBTHOE J] CMOTpeHHE -

’ s
C I'I?AZI\IO C'bMO’T‘?GI\IIG'

Das griechische Verb wird in B und C durch ein Adjektiv wiedergegeben.

Man kann verallgemeinern, dass ein groBer Teil der Fehler in einer
Verwechslung der griechischen Formen mit ihren Paronymen wurzelt. Das
konnte sowohl in der byzantinischen Uberlieferung als auch bei der Entzifferung
der Vorlage durch die slavischen Ubersetzer geschehen sein. Es gibt auch einige
Fehler, die beim Abschreiben des slavischen Textes entstanden sind, und sie sind
am hiufigsten in der einzigen Kopie der Ubersetzung A im Homiliar von
Mihanovi¢ zu finden.

I11.2.1.2. An einigen Stellen geben die slavische Lesarten unterschiedliche
Bedeutungen des griechischen Lexems wieder, was ein sicheres Zeichen fiir
die unabhéngige Arbeit mit den Vorlagen ist:

764,17: apvoopeda TAodtov apBovas pepidpevov,
A Ha{}TAHM ce- EFATHCTRA WBHABNE BCEMB A KAHM I'S_I.“ATMTBO\f'

 Vgl. ‘hurry oneself, haste to do’ in H. G. Liddell and R. Scott, 4 Greek-English lexicon..., S.
613-614.
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B novgsnems [+ 1 J] soraTheTre NeTaHNO [-remo M -emo Bel -emoe J]- [+ 1
J] Rk pazBARIMO [pazatemo J]-
C novpbnems [-Bmb UB G53] BOrATHETRO, NEZARACTHE RBCRME (AZABARAEMO

Das gr. Adverb dae0dvmg vom Adjektiv dgbovoc ‘1) keinen Neid hegend; 2)
unbeneidet, gew. reichlich gespendet, im Ueberflul vorhanden’ hat an dieser
Stelle drei verschiedene Entsprechungen. Die erste Bedeutung spiegelt sich in
der Ubersetzung C, die zweite in A, und B bietet ein falsches Korrelat, das
wahrscheinlich dem Paronym a@86pwc vom deBopog ‘unverdorben, unschuldig’
entspricht.

765,13-14: kol v T0D popov TV dAenydon avorting fackaivov,
A i N0YTO MHQO BEZ RHNbI ZARHAEH
B H mHpo [TRogb1A J] BeZb RHNBI OKAGRETARAK [OKACRETAR J]

C /i wiépoy [Migoy Dr] sezernORNOMS ZaRNAE [-& v UB G53 G56 -a 649]

Das gr. Verb Backaive bedeutet ‘einem Ubles nachreden, verldumden’ und
‘beneiden’. Die erste Bedeutung ist in A und C wiedergegeben, die zweite in B.

768,5-6: xai EPAoye Kol TOV mapddeicov EKAEIoEV-
A RPBAH H MOJOA 0\ ZAKAIOYH *

B 8A0BH« H gAH ZATROgH -
C noggﬁAH [nyénog”sAH BAR MSPC]- w ¢&H ZAKAYH,

Unter den zwei semantischen Nuancen von PAdmte ‘untauglich machen,
schwichen, hindern’ und ‘beschéddigen, verletzen” wihlen die Versionen A und
C die zweite aus, wihrend B zur ersten neigt.

768,48-49: id0v 10 tpitov avbictaco tf] 100 ToTipog fovAd],
A C& i CEMOY CE COVTIPOTHRHLLH + CINOMOY XOT'EHHK -
B [+ 1 J] ce Tpern[ar]o cero [TpeTHe J] WeTovnareinH thnecora [en]rBTa [cRETA

C G ci¢ TpeTie chMPOTARHLIM ce [cov- v 446] xOTRHIS Trcors
f f Y XOTERHIE

Auch an dieser Stelle sind die Fassungen A und C einig: durch xoT®nHK geben

sie die Bedeutung ‘Wille, Rathschluf3” von gr. BovAn wieder, und B interpretiert
es als ‘Rathschlag, Rath’.

769,14-15: Ovkodv €neldn oV TPEg oKNVag yeipat BovAst
A AX KAMA TBIH KLJE XOLJELIH MOCTARHTI
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B Nb HAH ARA HAH TH K(ORKI MBICABILUH RRZRBIPHOVTH [tr. R+ M+ M]-
C Thmxe nonieke Th ¢RNH [ BAR -5 MSPC] Bmfsﬁrl\lo\fTH chRBIIARACLLIH
[tr. MSPC chrerpaen Iv],

Die drei Ubersetzungen bieten verschiedene Korrelate fiir das Verb foviopar ‘1)
mit Uberlegung sich entschlieBen, vornehmen; wollen, beabsichtigen; 2)
lieberwollen, vorziechen’, die verschiedene Nuancen seiner Semantik
widerspiegeln.

111.2.1.3. Kontextuelle Entsprechungen

An ca. 20 Stellen kommen kontextbezogene Synonyme vor. Die freie
Interpretation wird in allen drei slavischen Versionen benutzt, aber sie ist
typischer fiir die Ubersetzung B. Sie neigt am héufigsten zu freieren
Entsprechungen, die aber im Kontext nicht falsch oder sogar oft gelungen sind.

764,30: kol v 8t Bdartog Buciav v mupi domavioag:

A 11 cipoz7E ROAOY TPEEON WINEMb HEAET D -

B H ROANOVIO KITROY OF'HIEMb NokKe:Ke-

C i [om. 487] e [Axe Dr &xe BAR UB GS56 489 &iewe 487 fexe 649]
pAAH ROABI [tr. PBS MSPC] wptes [-iti PBS MSPC] Srutenb noAbIH:

Die drei verschiedenen slavischen Verben sind keine genauen Korrelate des
griechischen Verbs domavawm ‘aufwenden; ausgeben, verwenden im iiblen Sinne;
verschwenden’, aber sie geben seinen Sinn im Kontext gut wieder.

765,39-40: un| yap Euppuov €k untpog Enéyvo Moboia,

A BAX BO MAAABNHIIL HZ KITepe M0ZHA MOCKIA

B eaa &b YPBRE ChIH MAAA BNHLIL [MANLE M -eneus 0 J I\//TAN'I'LI_II:. sic! Bel]
nozha [+ nocHma J] mwycera [Morcera M-

C éAx EO 7aveTh [-a 487 489 649 om. Iv BAR PBS MSPC UB G56] ra
oyTpoB® [vpRe covioy movices v BAR PBS MSPC UB G56] nozna [+ MAHUL
Iv BAR PBS MSPC UB] mwiicéa

Das gr. Wort €ufpvov ‘die ungeborne Frucht im Mutterleibe’ bekommt drei
verschiedene Entsprechungen in den Versionen. In A wird maaa kuHs benutzt.

Die Zeugen von B bieten zwei Varianten an: MAaABNHUIL oder MAAAbLNbLLL, aber
mit der Ergéinzung g» vpse® cbl, was eigentlich beziiglich der Bedeutung des

griechischen Lexems priziser ist. Die Handschriften mit der Ubersetzung C
teilen sich in zwei Gruppen: zu einer gehdren die Rila-Abschrift von Vladislav
Gramatik, alle Hilandar-Handschriften und Gil'ferding 53, die laut KI. Ivanova
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Resava-Orthographie haben,* und die moldavische Handschift aus Dragomirna.
Sie bieten die Entsprechung zavers/-a. Die andere Gruppe besteht aus der
bulgarischen Kopie G53 (von Mardarij Rilski geschrieben) und mehreren
serbischen Kopien (/v BAR PBS MSPC UB). Sie verwenden das Korrelat
MAAABNBLLb.

768,45-46: tocovto Davparta kateides 6. Bap Tovd,
A TOAHKA YIAEA RHAK Uw\f HWNHHNb,

B ToaHkaa znaMenHR [om. Bel] videa [tr. v v z- J M] BHAS [-BEb J] BAY
HONA *
C ToaHKa [-ah PBS G53 ol an kaa MSPC] vioata [v8acca 487] RAAS B&pb

wha [Rag TWra Iy kaghi-Wha MSPC gagh 10nHA 446],

Bap ‘Tové bedeutet wortlich ‘Sohn von Jona’.*’ In A wird das semitische Wort
Bap iibersetzt, wiahrend B, dhnlich der neutestamentlichen Tradition auch in
anderen Sprachen, die beiden Worter als einen Personennamen entlehnt. Das tun
auch einige der Kopisten der Version C, etwa MSPC.

768,38-39: ovpavobev avréhetev 6 Matnp:
A ¢ NEG WRel] Wikh-
B [+ 1 J] b fiBce RbZOVIH [Wip],

C chngoTARKOBARYH [coy- [v] Wik

Die drei Korrelate fiir avtiiéyw ‘dagegen sprechen’ passen auch gut zum
Kontext: oTrBiiaTH in A ist neutral, gazanHTH in B ist expressiver, und C bietet

eine Glied-fiir-Glied-Ubersetzung: CBIMPOTHRLOBAHYTH.

769,52: év 101 peifpoig tod Topdavov

A BB CTOVIAXD HIPAANBCKAXD

B &b [BAHZL J] He?AH‘ucbleb [Hw-J TW?‘,A,AN‘QICI:I\ Bel ng,A,z\N‘cu,xH M] ROAA
[-8 M roab J]

C salizs BB cTO\fzixb [cTpova BAR Dr PBS MSPC UB G53 G56 446 487
cTpoviaxh 489 cTpoyaxs 649] ’|09,A,&N‘¢|<uxb

4 K. YiBanoga, Bibliotheca hagiographica..., S. 59, 130, 146, 151-152, 154.

4 Vgl. das Lemma Bapiwvd in W. Bauer, Griechisch-deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des
Neuen Testaments und der frithchristlichen Literatur, 6. vollig neu bearbeitete Auflage von Kurt
und Barbara Aland, Berlin - New York, 1988, S. 268.



112 LORA TASEVA

In den Fassungen A und C wird die wortliche Entsprechung von pgibpov ‘das
Flielende, der Fluf3’ CTPOVA benutzt, und B bietet das freiere roaa.

Man merkt, dass C am haufigsten die wortliche Bedeutung des Lexems
bevorzugt:

émondw ‘herbeiziehen, zuziehen, dah. auch veranlassen’ 7653 — A
MPHHMATH — B HZRecTH — C NpHTPRINATH

€panto med. ‘etwas beriihren, anfassen, ergreifen’ 764,16 — A MPHHMATH —
B I'I?HZB?"B’T‘H -C I'IfHKOCNK’T‘H CA

diotalw ‘zweifeln, ungewil} sein” 768,39 — A AgbzoRaTH — B rNBRATH A —
C ¢AMBNBTH ce

cuvopdéwm ‘converse with’ 764,26 — A caeHpaTH ¢A — B BeckaokaTH — C
CBEECBAORATH

npometevopar ‘to be hasty’ 765,32 — A coagbzath — B ne onacorath — C

Hbeb(TKOBATH

Dasselbe gilt auch fiir die Hauptbedeutung der Morpheme, aus denen ein
Wort besteht:

TPWTOGTATNG ‘0, der zuerst, voran od. in der ersten Reihe steht” 765,31 —
A cragBHHNa — B nghgn — C ngbRocTORTEAD

nePLPEP® 765,4 — A HocHTH — B npHROAHTH — C 0BBNOCHTH

ovviomut 769,7 — A gncngatatH — B oyerpoHTH — C ¢hNpOTATNATH

ovomua 764,32 — A cbeopp — B om. — C cheTarAkNHIE

Oft geschieht das auch in A:

amotifnpu 768,48 — A oTaackHTH — B ocTaBHTH — C ZABBIRATH
£vom 764,43 — A OVKAHNHTH — B ¢hRBKOVIHTH — C CBKAHNTH
TpoPpam 765,13 — A npzhgETH — B HMBTH — C HenbijicRATH

111.2.1.4. Die Wahl der Entsprechungen in quantitativer Betrachtung lisst
einige Tendenzen zu fest bevorzugten Entsprechungen fiir bestimmte
griechische Lexeme erkennen. In dutzenden Fille neigen alle oder einige
Fassungen zu Korrelaten, die fir sie charakteristisch sind:

oknvn 18x — A k&ipa 13x — B iporn 14x, ¢inn 1 — C ckus 18x
AyomnTtOc 6X — A AREHMBD 4X, ABAKNHKB, RBZAWEAKND — B RBZAWEAKNLND

3X, BBZAWBAKND 3X — C RBZAWBAKND 4X, RBZAWBAKNLND 2X
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€yeipm 5X — A BRBZARHINATH 2X, MOCTARHTH, RBCTABHTH — B RBZARHINATH
4x — C RBZARHINATH 4X

€19x — A alpe 5x — B Han 3x, To kako, H conj 2x, aue, TaksMo — C atpe 8x,
H conj

x4,

BAATOHZRBOAHTH 5x - C BAATOHZBOAHTH 4X, BAATOROAHTH

€000KEM 6X — A BAATOROAHTH, HZROAHTH BAAMOHZROAHTH — B

HOPTUPED® 2X — A CBRBABTEABCTRORATH 2X — B ngonogsaath 2x — C
CHRBABTEALCTRORATH 2X

napTug 2x — A chrBABTEAb 2X — B mocaoyxn 2x — C chrBABTEAb 2X

Oy6AMGo 2X — A kBZREGAHTH A 2X — B gnzpaseeath A 2x — C
RBZJAAORATH A 2X

0eDpo 2x — A rpacth 2x — B npnH 2x — C ngth 2x

YOGS 2X — A gEAL 2X — B pazoyms, oyun — C pazoyms 2X

toivuv 3x — A oy, BIHNA — B NaiNE 2x — C OVBO 3x

évtatfo 3x — A cbae — B na e 3x — C ebae 3x

Im griechischen Text gibt es insgesamt 174 mehrfach registrierte
Lexeme. Fiir sie bietet die Ubersetzung C statistisch betrachtet am wenigsten
Korrelate (insgesamt 237 Lexeme). Die Zahl der Entsprechungen bei A und B ist
fast gleich (258 bzw. 261 Lexeme), aber B hat wegen der Textliicken mehrere
fehlende Entsprechungen (leere Positionen), d.h. die Vielfalt der Korrelate ist
doch groBer als in A. Die Zahlen der verschiedenen Entsprechungen bei den
mehrfach vorkommenden griechischen Lexemen verteilen sich so:

A B C
1:1 112 102 118
1:2 46 58 49
1:3 10 9 7
1: 6 4 -
ingesamt 258 261 237
verschiedene
griechische
Lexeme: 174

Diese quantitativen Daten bestdtigen auch den freieren Umgang mit der
Vorlage in der Ubersetzung B. Die hiufigere Verwendung von festen
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Entsprechungen fiir jedes griechisches Wort in C stimmt mit der allgemeinen
Tendenz der Ubersetzungen im 14. Jahrhundert iiberrein.*®

I11.2.2. Das Verhiltnis zwischen den slavischen Lesarten kann auch aus
verschiedenen Blickwinkeln betrachtet und entsprechend systematisiert werden.
Drei Gruppen von lexikalischen Daten werden hier ausfiihrlicher dargestellt:
Synonyme, Oppositionen, ,,markierte” Lexeme.

I11.2.2.1. Vollstindige oder partielle lexikalische Synonyme
Oft stellen die Varianten in den drei Fassungen vollstindige oder
partielle lexikalische Synonyme dar, z.B:

épyalopon ‘arbeiten, verfertigen, verrichten, erarbeiten’ 765,43 — A
CATROPHTH — B ¢saABRTH — C ¢BABRTH

kaBvPpile ‘ibermiithig, frech behandeln, beleidigen, beschimpfen,
miBhandeln’ 765,33 — A oxoyaraTH — B oviagraTh — C BecvbeTRORATH

unvoo ‘etwas Verborgenes anzeigen, verrathen, angeben’ 765,41 — A
noRBAATH — B nokazaTH — C RBZRBCTHTH

mapépyopor ‘1) an der Seite oder daneben vorbeikommen; vorbeigehen,
verflieBen’ 768,9 — A npmunzATH — B npsxoAHTH — C npBHTH

to:lnpds Adv. vom Adj. toAunpog ‘kiihn, tadelnd’ 765,15 — A Apnzt — B
APBZNORENHIE: CB APbZNORENHIMB — C AgbZ0CTHNE
Tpéuw ‘zittern, erzittern, beben’ 768,7 — A Tyacth ¢a — B Tpenerath — C

T?A\CTH A

Nicht wenige der Synonyme in dieser Gruppe sind
Wortbildungsvarianten, z.B.:

AKOAOVOE® 764,19 — A RBCABAORBATH — B nocABA0BATH — C MOCABA0RATH
amhdg 768,22 — A ngocts — B npocro — C ngocto

yévvnolg 765,41 — A poixaentic — B poabcTro — C g0k ABCTRO
YAooooKopov 765,13 — A korsvers — B korbvezbub — C KoRbYEZBLL
épfipog 765,25 — A noversiibis — B noyers — C noyers

Oepéhog 6 768,21 — A ocnora — B ocrvoranHIE — C 0CNORANHIE

KOUIT® 764,36 — A npBKAONHTH ¢ — B nokAaNTH ¢A — C NOKAONHTH ¢A

coopio 772,15 - A npBMAApocTs — B MaApocTh — C MPBMAAPOCTH

46 ygl. die Verallgemeinerung fiir die athonitischen Ubersetzungen in: JI. Tacesa, M. Mosuesa,
,,E3MKOBHUTE 00pa3mu Ha aTOHCKHUTE penmakropu™, in A. JlaBumoB u ap. (ceCT.), Bwreapcka
@unonocuuecka meouesucmura. COopHux nayumu uscireosanus 8 wecm Ha npog. ogpu Hean
Xapanamnues, Benuko TspHOBO, 2006, 228-229.
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otepémpa 769,8 — A Tegb AL — B oyTrpbikAehHie — C TRbADL
ouveTds 769,47 — A pazovmns — B pazoymbno — C pazovMbNe
Votepov 765,1 — A nocakikae — B nocasAH — C nocABxkA¢

II1.2.2.2. Konstellationen zwischen den Versionen bei lexikalischen
Ubereinstimmungen oder Unterschieden
Bei der Wortwahl stimmen nicht selten zwei der Versionen {iiberein.
Folgende Konstellationen sind zu erwihnen:
- A=B #C: 52 Fille + 8 Fille, die in C fehlen (inkl. 6 ohne griechische
Entsprechung), z. B.:

AB C
tlevpov 765,50 MZAKA BYALLILNO
avoutiog 765,14 RHNA: B€Z RHNBI BEZRHNOBLND
yoyyOlm 7659 FNBRATH CA BOBTATH
OOACK® 772,14 OVPHTH NAKAZORATH
KeTed® 765,49 MOAHTH MOMOAHHTH CA
KkaBiotnu 768,47 MOCTARHTH CBTROPHTH

- A = C # B: 98 Fille + 83 Fille, diec in B fehlen (inkl. 9 ohne
griechische Entsprechung), z. B.:

AC B
aifnp 769.,9 eo-¢fB CABNBLLE
aipetito 769,14 HZROAHTH HZBbJATH
ANV 764,42 AOYTD AQOYTA AfOVTD
GALoG 764,39 HND AfOyTD

769,19
AVaTTT® 769,9 R'BKELIH MPOCAABHTH
avliotnu 768,48 CARMPOTHRHTH CA OTBCTAMNATH
amoxAeim 765,2 ZATROPHTH OVCTARHTH !
aptiog 769,50 NBINEG AOCEAB
Babog 772,14 FAFRBHNA NAYHNA
Boaokaive 765,14 ZABHA,KTH OKACBETABATH
&levolg 768,25 MPHLLILCTRHE BBCTANHIE
peAilo 764,30 (AZAOBHTH fACTECATH

- B =C # A: 118 Fille + 63 Fille, die in A fehlen (inkl. 15 ohne
griechische Entsprechung), z. B.:
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A BC
AKOAOVOEM 764,19 RBCABA0BATH MOCABA0BATH
amdTop 769,12 OTbLLb: BE€Z 0ThLLA BE¢ZOThYbND
apL® 741,17 NACBITHTH ¢A / NAMOHTH CA nowpETH, -Na
YévVnoig 765,41 PO A ENHIE fORABCTRO
épyalopon 765,43 CBTROPHTH CBABRATH
€pTHog 765,25 MOVCTBINBND MoVCTH
KatoBoviog 764,37 NOABZEMALND MP'BHCMNOABNb
pepifo 741,17 ABAHTH PAZABARTH
T oL 769,40 HZAARBNA NAK®BI
TYVOL 769,8 NOTBKNATH BBAPRZHTH
GEOVTOD 768,41 CAMB CeBé
oTEVD 768,7 TPENETATH CTENATH

Die Zahlen sprechen fiir groBeren lexikalischen Abstand bei der Wahl
der Korrelate zwischen A und B als zwischen jeder von beiden und der
mittelbulgarischen Fassung C. Das kann man leicht erkldren: als die
Ubersetzung C hergestellt wurde, hatten beide élteren Versionen schon eine drei
Jahrhunderte alte Uberlieferung; das ist eine lange Zeit, wihrend der die Texte
verwendet und mehr oder weniger bekannt wurden. Man merkt, dass die
Ubereistimmungen zwischen B und C etwas hiufiger sind als zwischen A und C.
Das liegt wahrscheinlich an der Verbreitung der Versionen: heute ist die
Ubersetzung A nur in einer Abschrift bewahrt, wihrend B vier Kopien hat.
Wahrscheinlich war die Uberlieferung der Fassung A schon im 14. Jahrhundert
spérlich.

II1.2.2.3. Im Hinblick auf die Prisenz der sogenannten ,markierten
Lexeme*

Seit Jagiés ,,Entstehungsgeschichte der kirchenslavischen Sprache**’ bis
heute wird {iber die lexikalischen Varianten diskutiert, die die
kyrillomethodianische Texte Von ihren ostbulgarischen Redaktionen oder neuen
Ubersetzungen unterscheiden.” Obwohl die skeptische Meinungen beziiglich
des Attribuierungspotentials der sog. ,,markierten Lexeme* sich in der letzten
Zeit vermehren,® sind diese Oppositionen auch ein Teil der vergleichenden
Charakteristik ~ der  Mehrfachiibersetzungen.  Deswegen  stelle  ich

Y7V Jagi¢, Entstehungsgeschichte der kirchenslavischen Sprache, Berlin, 1913.

8 Einen gegewirtigen Uberblick iiber die wichtigsten Publikationen bietet Y. Miltenov an (S1.
MmureHos, ,,IIpecnaBckure nexcukamau mapkepu. 1. Omut 3a BeBenenue”, Palaeobulgarica 44,
2019, Ne 2, 54-79).

* Tbid.
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verallgemeinernd die Verwendung derjenigen Worter dar, die als typisch
fiir eine der frilheren Ubersetzungsschulen angesehen werden. > Sie
kommen in den drei Versionen der Homilie vor, aber nicht in gleicher Menge
und in gleichem Verhédltnis. Ungefihr die gleiche Anzahl von
kyrillomethodianischen Lexemen wird in allen Fassungen benutzt: 21 in A, 25 in
B und 24 in C. Ihre Frequenz ist aber unterschiedlich: sie erscheinen 32-mal in
A, 47-mal in B und 40-mal in C. Alle Fassungen verwenden ein- oder mehrmals
als kyrillomethodianisch bezeichnete Korrelate wie: dmoncydvopor — nocTaIABTH
(A, OMOGTEAA® — NochAATH, BOG® — RBNHTH, RBZBNHTH, 510, + AcC — paAAH, OiKonog
— MPARBALNB, ETEON — MONKKE, UATIOV — pHZA, KOAEW — MAPHUATH, HAQELIH,
WOPOV — Mvpo, PABSOG — KbZAB, QUAGTTM — CHXPANHTH, YCPLV — pAAH, (G — RAKOKE.
Wie man sieht, sind alle Lexeme im altkirchenslavischen Schrifttum weit
verbreitet und haben deswegen kein besonderes Attribuierungsgewicht.

Eindeutiger sind die Daten fiir die Preslavismen. In der Ubersetzung A
habe ich 20 als ,,markiert” angenommene Lexeme in 42 Belegen gefunden, in B
9 Lexeme in 19 Belegen, und in C 11 Lexeme in 15 Belegen. Alle
Ubersetzungen benutzen fiir Qodpo (4x) nur das ,,neuere™ voyA0, statt des
sHalteren® AHro, sowie MHgn flir KO0opog und nocrpaaaTh fiir ooy .

Die Oppositionen zwischen den Fassungen sind in der Tabelle
dargestellt, wobei die Kyrillomethodianismen fett gedruckt, die Preslavismen
kursiv und die neutralen Varianten nicht markiert und heller gedruckt sind:

A B C
aviotnut BBCTARHTH RBCKPBCHTH
Gmoucyvvopal  MOCTBIARTH CA CPAMARATH CA NOCTBIABTH CA
YEVVNOLG ORALCTRO fORALCTRO
daipwv Gen EBCOBBCKD EECE
"EBpaiog KHA 0BLCKD
EMELON FEABMAKE NoNKKe
El’)(xyysMcov BAATOB BCTHEMb

, BAATOBBIJIENHH THCbUL  GRANFEAHCTD
YPADELS CBIHCATEAD

3 AuBer den im Artikel von Miltenov erwihnten Untersuchungen wurden noch einige weitere
konsultiert: . EBceeB, Knuea npopoxa Hcauu 6 opesnecrasanckom nepegode, Caukr-Ilerepoypr,
1897; E. HorpamamxueBa, Obcmoamencmeenume uspeieHuss 8 KHUMICO8HUA CIapobvi2apcku e3ux,
Codus, 1984; 1. Kapauoposa, ,JIekcukara Ha UyZOBCKHS ICANTUP U NPECIaBCKaTa pelaKLus Ha
crapoObarapckute OorociyxeOHU KHUTH, Bwvireapcku ezux 34, 1984, S. 53-61; JI. Tacepa, M.
Mosuepa, ,,IIpeonauecku ocobenoctd B Kuura Ha mpopok Mesexumn mo pwkomuc F.L461 ot
Pyckara nanmonanHa Oubmmoreka“, Palaeobulgarica 19, 1995, Ne 4, 40-52; H. Bacwuiesa,
Jlexcuxama na Jlecmsuyama. Ilpecnascku u mvprogcku npegoo, Bapna, 2002.
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Ovoia Ty BEA HpLTRA KILTRA
, ZAKARYHTH, ZATROPHTH ZAKARWYHTH 2X,

Kheim 3x ZATROPHTH

2x ZATBOPHTH
)\,‘l)‘njé(,o OMTE€YAAHTH Och'bBHTH O[1€YAAHTH
povOdve NAOYYHTH €A NARBIKNATH

, CBRBA, RT¢ABCTRORATH CBRRA,RTEARCTRORATH
HOPTUPE® 2X ) MPOMoRBAATH 2X 5
X X

LapTLG 2X CBRBABTeAb 2X mocAovxs 2x CBRBABTEAL 2X
péyog BEAHKD BEAHKD
popen 0BpAZB 0BpAZB ZPAKD
oikodopém TPAAHTH

ABRAR, A BEA,
napOivog M 3x A BEA 2X ABRAR 2X, A KBA
néoyo Gen BEAHKBIH AbNBND macxa Gen nacxa Gen
oxnvy 17x KaLpA 14x kporD 14X, 17x
oKNVOmo10¢ KIIBND TEOPHTEAD NACRNBNB MOKPBREND
oK CTBNb CENb CENb
omiAaiov 11€1416pA RPBThITD
xopv 2x PAAH A BAbMA 2X fAAH 2X
ag AKBI 2X RICOKE, RAKOXKE,

KM 5/7 - Pr 19/35

KM 10/24 — Pr 6/8

KM 14/18 — Pr 6/6

Die Ubersicht zeigt, dass die drei Ubersetzer sowohl mit der Lexik der
kyrillomethodianischen als auch der Preslaver Tradition frei umgegangen sind.
Folglich waren beide lexikalischen Schichten in der Zeit der Entstehung der
Ubersetzungen schon ein Teil des Wortschatzes der Schriftsprache, was fiir die
mittelbulgarische  Ubersetzung  selbstverstindlich ist, aber fiir beide
altbulgarischen Fassungen gewisse Hinweise auf die Datierung gibt. Eine
gleichzeitige Verwendung kyrillomethodianischer und Preslaver Lexeme
beobachtet A. Dimitrova im Zlatostruj.”!

Das Vorhandensein ostbulgarischer Innovationen ist bei der Fassung A
deutlicher. Einige der Oppositionen verdienen besondere Aufmerksamkeit. Dazu
gehoren Varianten, die nicht sehr verbreitet sind. Hier muss man vor allem
REAHKBIH AbNbNB in A fiir o mhoyo erwdhnen. Der Hebraismus wird selten

S Vgl A. IOumutposa, 3ramocmpysm 6 npesodaueckama OeliHOCH HA CMapobbl2apcKume
kruorcoenuyu, Codus, 2016, S. 38-40, 312-313 und die konkreten Beobachtungen der Autorin bei
der separaten sprachlichen Analyse der Homilien L1-L45.
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iibersetzt: einmal in der Ubersetzung der "Ex0soig dxpipic tiic 0pBodoEov
nioteng des Johannes von Damaskus von Johannes dem Exarchen > und einmal
in der Preslaver Ubersetzung der Lestvica. > Die griechisch-slavische
Lexikographie einzelner Texte bietet nur noch ein Beispiel fir die Korrelation
TOD THOYO — REAHKOAEGNBNNBIH in einer spiteren Moskauer Edition der
kirchenslavischen Korméaja. > Der Begriff ist bei den meisten orthodoxen
Slaven bis heute erhalten, wihrend die Westslaven Derivate mit ‘Nacht’
benutzen — Wielkanoc (pol.), Velikonoce (tsch.).”” Zu den fiir die in Ostbulgarien
entstandenen Texte typischen Wortern werden die Konjunktionen aksl, easmMae

und ABabMma gezdhlt. Die beiden ersten werden nur in A verwendet und die dritte
nur in B. Das Lexem crknn fiir ok erscheint im Zlatostruj, > und die
Opposition c¢kys  — ¢rBNa  ist entsprechend in der &lteren und jiingeren
Ubersetzung der Epiphanios-Homilie iiber die Hollenfahrt  Christi
nachgewiesen.”” Gegen Evayyehiov ypagedg benutzt die Version B das neutrale
eRanreaHcTsd, wihrend die anderen den Ausdruck mit sAarorBLIeNHH MHebUL (A)

und saarorkerHens canHeaTeas (C) libersetzen. Diese slavisierende Tendenz ist

fiir die Preslaver Texte >

charakteristisch. >’

sowie fiir einige spitere athonitische Literaten

S2R. Aitzetmiiller, Des Johannes von Damaskus "Exfeoic ¢upifiic tiic 6pfodééov miotewc in der

Ubersetzung des Exarchen Johannes, Bd. 4, Index und Riickldufiges Worterverzeichnis, Freiburg

i. Br., 1983, S. 19. Die Wiedergabe von to® nacya durch reanks Abhb (BeTbXAW BeNMKb AHb Cb

yuyeHunkD csommmn Uab) erklirt T. Ilieva als fehlerhaft (,,morpemen®), denn in diesem Kontext ist

die erste Bedeutung von mooya im Griechischen, ndmlich ‘Opferlamm’ (‘>kepTBeHO XHUBOTHO’) —

realisiert, die zweite — ‘Ostern’ (‘meHsAT, B KOWTO c¢ OTOENA3Ba TOBa CHOWTHE OT CBEIICHATA

ucropus’) — ist auf metonymischen Weg entstanden (T. Unuesa, Tepmunonocuynama nexcuxa é

Hoan-Exsapxosus npeeod ua ,,De fide orthodoxa“, Codus, 2013, S. 142, 155). In der Proklus-

Homilie ist die erste Bedeutung richig wiedergegeben: 764,27: év @ Moibofic, 6 ToD macyo OV

apvov 6eoylacag, — B Na nieHike MwyciH [moHcH M] nacxsl [om. J] aFtbLL [+ a J] zakasgs [-a J]-

33 Vgl. H. Bacunesa, Jlexcukama..., S. 41.

3 . Xpucros, IpwyKo-ybpKoGHOCIAGAHCKY PEUHUK, CbCmasen 6b3 ocHoed Ha Peunuxa na
YbPKOBHOCIABAHCKUSL e3uK om apxumanopum 0-p Amanacuii Bonues, CBera ropa: 3orpadcku
manactup, 2019, S. 638.

3 Vgl. M. Tuxoga, ,,Bemuknen u wielkanoc®, in Ilpecrascka knuowcosua wxona, T. 17, Ulymen,
2017, S.46-48.

56 A. lnmutposa, 3namocmpysam..., S. 436.

57 J1. UBanoa-Mupuesa, JK. MkounomoBa, Xomunuama na Enuganuii 3a ciusanemo & ada, Copus,
1975, S. 210.

BT, CnaBoBa, JI. I'pamesa, ,llpecmaBcko KHWXKOBHO cpenumie”, in Kupuro-Memooduecka
enyukaonedus, 1. 3, Codus, S. 318.

¥ JI. Tacesa, ,E3uxpr Ha mpeBojada 3akxeil: MexXIy KHIKOBHOTO HACIEICTBO U
(dbopmManuCcTHYHNUTE TEHISHIMH Ha enoxarta‘, Slavia 69, 2000, Ne 2, S. 209.
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Die quantitativen Daten und die Analyse einiger aussagekréftiger
Beispiele zeigen, dass beide dlteren Fassungen die Lexik beider altbulgarischen
Ubersetzerschulen verwenden, aber sie tun das mit unterschiedlicher Intensitit.
Ahnliche Verhiltnisse hat die Forschung auch in anderen altbulgarischen
Mehrfachiibersetzungen  hagiographischer ~und  homiletischer =~ Werke
festgestellt, aber ihre chronologische Interpretation ist widerspriichlich. E.
Mirceva ist der Meinung, dass die grofle Zahl von typischen Preslavismen eine
Eigenschaft der friiheren, in Preslav entstandenen Texte ist, wiahrend das spétere
Preslav die eng regionalen sprachlichen Besonderheiten eher eingeschrinkt
verwendet.®' Ich teile diese Ansicht nicht, denn ihre Schlussfolgerungen beruhen
auf Homilien und Viten, deren spéatere Preslaver Etappe haupsachlich im Codex
Suprasliensis bezeugt ist. Und die Forscherin selbst betont an vielen Stellen die
von K. Ivanova in der ,Bibliotheca hagiographica  Balcano-
Slavica“ festgestellte Tatsache, dass diese Handschrift sehr viele eigenartige
oder seltene Versionen der Texte beinhaltet.”> Eine Regel auf der Grundlage von
Ausnahmen zu formulieren, ist kaum akzeptabel, dies um so mehr, als bei
anderen Texten genau das Gegenteil nachgewiesen ist; z. B. gibt es in der

80 vgl. z.B. Ch. VoB. ,,Zwei altbulgarische Ubersetzungen der Vita des Johannes Hesychastes. Zur
Frage der Archaizitit des martyrologischen Textbestandes fiir den Monat Mirz im Codex
Suprasliensis und im Uspenskij spisok der VMC*, in Ch. VoB, H. Warkentin und E. Weiher
(Hrsg.) Abhandlungen zu den Grofsen Lesemendien des Metropolititen Makarij. Kodikologische,
miszellanologische und textologische Untersuchungen, Bd. 1 (Monumenta linguae slavicae dialecti
veteris 44), Freiburg i. Br.: Weiher, 2000, S. 297-336; [I. AranacoBa, ,,lIpeBoan ¥ KHIKHHU
koHtekcT. Jlestnne Ha cB. Hukoma (Praxis de stratilatis) W ro)KHOCTaBSHCKUTE KaJICHIApPHU
coopuunu®, Cmapoobwvizapcka numepamypa 52,2015, S. 118-141; E. Mupuesa, Cmapoussoonume
u Hoou3e00HUme ..., S. 110-116, 151-153, 251-155. Die Autorin vergleicht je zwei altbulgarische
Ubersetzungen der Vita der 40 Mirtyrer von Sebaste (BHG 1201), der Homilie auf die
Verkiindigung der Gottesmutter (BHG 1085¢) und der Vita von Kondrat aus Nikomedia (BHG
359).

81 E. Mupuesa, Cmapouseodnume u nosouseodnume..., S. 225-255, und besonders S. 254-255.
Das sind die Schlussfolgerungen aus dem Vergleich und der Analyse der beiden Preslaver
Ubersetzungen der Vita des Kondrat im Codex Suprasliensis und in der Hs. Pogodin 64. Im
Unterschied zu 1. Tot (U. Tor, ,,Kurue Kounpara®, Studia Slavica 21, 1975, Ne 3-4, S. 237-275)
und in Ubereinstimmumg mit A. BojadZiev (A. Bosmxues, ,)Kutuero Ha cB. Komapar —
ITbPBOHAYAJIHATA MCTOPHS Ha HETrOBHs CJIABSHCKM TEKCT M Pa3sBUTUETO Ha CTapoObIrapckara
MIPaBOIHKCHA CHCTEMa C TOJIsIM ep®, in Kupuno-Memooduescku cmyouu, xH. 10, Codus, 1995, S. 46-
81) halt die Autorin die Version im Suprasliensis fiir dlter.

2 E. Mupuepa, ,,Codex Suprasliensis u Bibliotheca hagiographica Balcano-slavica®, in A.
Munrenosa (cbet.) IIpeomxpusane: Cynpacuviacku coopuux. Cmapobuvieapcku namemnux om X 8.,
Coodust, 2012, S. 25-34, und besonders S. 31-32; E. Mupuea, Cmapousgoonume u
Hogousgoonume..., S. 254-255, 260-262.
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spiteren (wortlichen) Ubersetzung der Apokalypse des Pseudo-Methodios mehr
Preslavismen als in der friiheren (freien) Ubersetzung.®

Das Vorhandensein kyrillomethodianischer Lexeme in der Version B
der Homilie In transfigurationem, die sich in der Entwicklung der Schriftsprache
nicht als tibliche Korrelate durchsetzen konnten (z.B. kgogn flir oknviy), und die

gro3e Zahl von selteneren Preslavismen in der Fassung A, darunter einige
iibersetzte griechische theologische Begriffe (Baarog®uyienHH  nHebubs  fiir

Evayyeriov ypagedg und reaHksiH Abnsng fiir Tod Thoyo), zusammen mit dem

freieren Umgang mit dem Original in B und seiner grofleren formalen
Unabhingigkeit beziiglich der griechischen syntaktischen Konstruktionen,
erlauben die Annahme, dass die Ubersetzung B ilter ist als A. Als
kyrillomethodianisch kann man sie aber eher nicht einordnen, denn es fehlen
darin bedeutende sprachliche Archaismen; aber das Ende des 9. oder der Anfang
des 10. Jh. sind als Entstehungzeit der Fassung B durchaus mdglich.
Wahrscheinlich konnte ein detaillierter Vergleich der Ubersetzungstechniken
und der sprachlichen Besonderheiten mehrerer alter Ubersetzungen mehr Licht
in diese Frage bringen.

Interessant ist, dass die Preslavismen, die in den athonitischen
Ubersetzungen und Redaktionen oft vorkommen, in der Fassung C gering sind.
Und das nihert sie den in Tirnovo entstandenen Ubersetzungen oder den dort
revidierten Texten athonitischer Herkunft an.

SCHLUSSFOLGERUNGEN

Nach dieser ausfiihrlichen Darlegung kann man einige Schluss-
folgerungen beziiglich der am Anfang gestellten Fragen ziehen:

1. Die Einordnung der drei Versionen als unabhingige Ubersetzungen
durch K. Ivanova kann man mit folgenden Argumenten unterstiitzen:

a) begrenzte Zahl von gemeinsamen Auslassungen und identischen
Ergénzungen;

b) viele individuelle Auslassungen und Ergénzungen;

¢) eine grof3e Zahl von individuellen lexikalischen Varianten;

d) Beispiele in den drei Versionen fiir die Ubertragung von
paronymischen Woértern und Formen sowie von unterschiedlichen Bedeutungen
der griechischen Lexeme; dafiir ist eine selbstindige Arbeit der Ubersetzer mit
den griechischen Vorlagen nétig.

2. Die Originale, mit denen die Ubersetzer gearbeitet haben, stehen dem
Text in PG relativ nahe. Sie zeigen auch gewisse gemeinsame Abweichungen
von ihm, sind aber nicht vollkommen identisch.

S M. ﬁOquBa, JI. Tacema, ,/IBara crapoObiarapcku mnpeoja Ha IlceBmo-MeronueBoTo
Otkposenue”, in Kupuno-Memoouescku cmyouu, ki. 10, Codus, 1995, S. 22-45.
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a) Beweise fiir die Nihe der Quellen fiir die Ubersetzungen, die deren
Text demjenigen von PG gegeniiberstellen, sind:

- einzelne gemeinsame Auslassungen und identische Ergénzungen ohne
Entsprechung in PG;

- einzelne sprachlich nicht identische, aber bedeutungsidhnliche
Ergédnzungen.

b) Fiir die nichtvollstindige Ubereinstimmung der griechischen
Vorlagen fiir die Versionen A, B und C sprechen:

- viele individuelle Auslassungen und Erginzungen (ein Teil davon
konnte in den griechischen Quellen wurzeln);

- viele Fille, bei denen die Variantenlesungen in den Ubersetzungen zu
Wortern und Formen mit dhnlicher graphischer oder akustischer Gestalt fiihren,
deren Verwechslung schon in der byzantinischen Transmission des Textes
passieren konnte.

3. Im Bezug auf die Ubersetzungsprinzipien und -technik kann man
verallgemeinern, dass die Fassung B einen freieren Umgang mit dem Original
zeigt, wihrend A und C in der formalen Nachahmung der griechischen Muster
genauer sind. Das zeigen die folgenden Phanomene:

a) die Wiedergabe der griechischen syntaktischen Konstruktionen mit
Artikel plus Infinitiv, Partizip und substantiviertem Prépositionalausdruck;

b) die Wahl der kontextuellen oder freien Entsprechungen fiir die
griechischen Worter (6fters in B) oder der genauen wortlichen Korrelate (6fters
in A und C);

¢) die Variabilitit der Korrelate fiir die griechischen Lexeme: B hat eine
reichere Synonymie, wihrend A und C hédufiger zu festen Entsprechungen
tendieren;

d) die Anwesenheit von sog. ,lexikalischen Markern® — es gibt wenig
seltene Lexeme mit starker Attribuierungskraft, aber in den drei Texten sind
mehrere Worter vorhanden, die hdufiger mit einer der beiden altbulgarischen
Schulen verbunden werden. Als lexikalischer Bestand und besonders
hinsichtlich der Zahl ihrer Verwendung erscheinen die Kyrillomethodianismen
ofters in der Ubersetzung B und C, und die Preslavismen iiberwiegen in A.

4. Was die Datierung betrifft, schlieft der Mangel an bedeutenden
morphologischen Archaismen in beiden alten Ubersetzungen die Moglichkeit
aus, auch nur eine von ihnen der Tatigkeit der Slavenlehrer zuzuschreiben. Aber
auf der Grundlage der komplexen Charakteristik der Ubersetzungsvorgénge
kann man annehmen, dass beide Versionen A und B in Ostbulgarien in 9.-10. Jh.
entstanden sind. Die Ubersetzung B steht insgesamt der kyrillomethodianischen
Tradition niher und die Ubersetzung A eher den Preslaver Tendenzen.
Deswegen halte ich es fiir wahrscheinlicher, dass ihre relative Chronologie
umgekehrt zu ihrer alphabetischen Bezeichnung ist und dass die Fassung B bald
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nach den Ankunft der Schiiler von Kyrillos und Methodios in Ostbulgarien
entanden ist, wihrend A eher zur ,reifen* Preslaver Produktion gehort.

Die mittelbulgarische Fassung C zeigt die iiblichen Besonderheiten der
Ubersetzungen des 14. Jahrhunderts, aber nicht auf einer extremen Ebene der
formalen Abhéngigkeit vom Original, die fiir manche auf dem Berg Athos
entstandenen Texte typisch ist. Deswegen und wegen der Verwendung von mehr
Kyrillomethodianismen als von Preslavismen wiirde ich als ihren Entstehungsort
eher Tarnovo vermuten.

Man kann verallgemeinern, dass diese drei Ubersetzungen der Homilie
In transfigurationem die gewdhnlichen Wege und Etappen der Rezeption
byzantinischer patristischer Texte mit liturgischen Funktionen illustrieren und
ein gutes Beispiel flir die sogenannten Mehrfachiibersetzungen bei den
Balkanslaven darstellen.

Lora Taseva

Institute of Balkan Studies and Center of Thracology
Bulgarian Academy of Sciences
lemtaseva@gmail.com






THE SERMON ON THE TRANSFIGURATION OF CHRIST (CPG 3939)
ASCRIBED TO ST. EPHREM THE SYRIAN IN SOUTH SLAVONIC
TRANSLATION: THE CONSTRUCTION OF RHETORICAL RHYTHM®

Ekaterina Dikova

As stated in the so-called Appendix Dionysiaca, “all discourse is
adorned with meter, but in poetry it is perceived with the senses, while in prose
it is perceived with the mind.”' This view is, needless to say, true and, therefore,
not exceptional. The interest in non-poetic rhythm” in medieval works® is,

* This article is written in the framwork of a joint project entitled Ethnic and Cultural Relations in
South-Eastern Europe Reflected in the Languages and Cultures in the Region of the Institute for
South-East European Studies (Romanian Academy) and the Institute of Balkan Studies and Centre
of Thracology (Bulgarian Academy of Sciences) with the financial support from the Bulgarian
Academy of Sciences under its bilateral grant agreement with the Romanian Academy.

' For the English translation of this quote see V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhythm in
Byzantium: The Sound of Persuasion, Cambridge, 2013, p. 23. For the original text — »ai g pev
AOYOG HETP® ®eXdoUNTAL, OAL’ O HEV TOMTIHOG aicOnTdg, O 8¢ melog vontdg — see M. Consbruch,
Hephaestionis enchiridion, cum commentariis veteribus, Leipzig, 1906, p. 332. Available also
online at <https://archive.org/details/hephaestionisencO0hephuoft> (02.04.2020). Valiavitcharska’s
book has been the guiding light for the present study and I would like to warmly thank its author.

? This interest is as old as prose itself as attested in numerous ancient instances (“Aristotle and
Isocrates, for example, emphasise that rhetorical discourse must carefully avoid the... rhythms of
prose” — V. Valiavitcharska, “Reading Poetry, Performing Rhetoric: The Place of Poetic
Performance in Byzantine Rhetorical Education”, a paper under review in The Practice of
Rhetoric: A Festschrift for Jeffrey Walker, eds. Debra Hawhee and V. Valiavitcharska, p. [1]).
Rhythm was studied in relation also to ancient Greece (see e.g. A. W. de Groot, 4 Handbook of
Antique Prose-Rhythm, Groningen, 1919, especially p. 98-108 and the literature quoted there; de
Groot proposes periodisation and typology of the ancient Greek clausula, and, at the end of his
monograph, briefly presents other rhetorical techniques to achieve rthythm — mainly the choice of
words and the word order (p. 142) and turns his attention to the chronological changes of rhythm
in an ancient collection of writings copied in Byzantium. For other classical investigations on
prose thythm see V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhythm..., p. 12 and the literature quoted there.
3 Particularly in relation to the Greek Middle Ages see W. Horandner, Der Prosarhythmus in der
rhetorischen Literatur der Byzantiner, Wien, 1981 (p. 21-26, 51-153 are on Byzantine authors and
p. 27-42 present an overview of the scholarship on the issue). It should be noted here that the
author — and the scholars quoted by him — are interested mainly in the clausulae, even though he
points out in his preliminary notes that rhythm is more than attention to rules related to the
clausula and that the rhythm in prose includes all the efforts to influence the formal structure of the
sentences by means of isocolon, homoioteleuton and, for some reason, paronomasia (ibid., p. 19).
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similarly, neither sporadic, nor new. Since its origin, however, a general
principle has been sought (cf. e.g. Mayer’s law* on Byzantine clausulae and its
modifications by later scholars) but hardly ever have various rhetorical devices
been observed as a complex tool for achieving rhythm’ and, even more rarely,
studied in translated literature. Besides, hardly any of the rhythmical analyses of
translated works I have come across so far juxtapose the target texts with their
respective source texts in terms of rhythm and rhythmical devices applied, at
least as far as Slavonic translations are concerned.® Having all the previous

The most recent — and most exhaustive — monograph on Byzantine oratorical rhythm is V.
Valiavitcharska’s Rhetoric and Rhythm...

* W. Meyer, Der accentuirte Satzschluss in der griechischen Prosa: vom 1V. bis XVI. Jahrhundert,
Gottingen, 1891, p. 6-7. [Available also online at <https://archive.org/stream/deraccentuirtesa
00meye/deraccentuirtesa00meye_djvu.txt> (04.04.2020)]. On the previous pages (4-5) the author
presents Bouvy’s theory on stress as the carrier of thythm in the Byzantine hymnography. For later
comments on Mayer’s law, incl. the Maas modification, see W. Horandner, Der Prosarhythmus...
p. 27-32. The briefest and most clear explanation of the two laws is given by Lauxtermann, The
Spring of Rhythm. An Essay on the Political Verse and Other Byzantine Metres, Wien, 1999, p. 74:
“The accentual prose rhythm is governed by two laws: Bouvy’s law, according to which the
clausula ends with a proparoxitone word, and the law of Meyer/Maas dictating that the number of
unaccented syllables between the two last stress accents of clausula could be even (usually 2 or 4,
rarely 6)... there are too many variables for the rules to be universal”.

3 One of the significant exceptions is V. Valiavitcharska’s Rhetoric and Rhythm..., where various
aspects and rhetorical techniques of rhythm in prose are studied in the broad context of Byzantine
progymnasmata as well as statistical comparison is proposed between Greek homilies and a whole
corpus of their Old Bulgarian translation — those in the 10th-century Codex Suprasliensis — in
terms of number of syllables and number of accents in the cola. Another scholar who sees rhythm
as a complex of various tools is R. Koycheva. She discovers similar assonance and consonance as
well as preservation of homoioteleuton on its original places and keen attention to stress placement
in ecclesiastical hymns (R. Koycheva, “Sound and Sense in the Hymnographic Text: On a
Troparion from the Acrostic Triodion Canon Cycle of Constantine of Preslav,” Scripta & e-Scripta
1, 2003, p. 147-160).

® No source text is provided, for example, in the rhythmical analysis of the Lord’s Prayer (B.
beumann, “K  mpobneme cruxa cnassHckoit rumHorpadmm (X—XIII BB.)”, Crasanckue
aumepamypoi: X Meocoynapooneiii cve30 crasucmos, Cogusa, 1988 e. JJoknaoer cosemckoii
Oenezayuu, Mockaa, 1988, p. 37-38). R. Jakobson, although noticing that the syllabic verse of the
Old Bulgarian poetry is related to the Byzantine political verse, does not compare any target texts
with its source (P. O. fIkob6coH, “3amerka 0 IpeBHE-00IrapckOM CTUXOCIOXeHHn”, M3zeecmus
Omoenenus pycckoeo s3vika u ciosechocmu Poccutickou akademuu nayk 24 (2), 1923, p. 351-358.
<http://feb-web.ru/feb/izvest/default.asp?/feb/izvest/1919/02/192.html> (04.04.2020). In a later
study he is interested in one peculiarly rhythmical feature — the number of syllables per cola — and
discovers that: 1) the Slavonic translation of Greek heirmoi, stichera, and liturgical prayers tend to
preserve the syllabic count of their source texts; 2) they occasionally contribute to their rhythm; 3)
the same principles are valid for the translations in other Slavic languages (R. Jakobson, “The
Slavic Response to Byzantine Poetry”, Actes du XII° congrés international des études byzantines,
Ochride, 10-16 Septembre 1961, Rapports, vol. 8, Belgrade-Ohrid, 1961, p. 249-265). Rhythm is
certainly not among the primary subjects of interest for Palacoslavonic Translation Studies as
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significant contributions as a stable scholarly background, I would like to
propose here, as a kind of experiment (or étude), a rhythmical analysis of a
single translated text. This analysis will aim at elucidating how rhythm in a
particular Byzantine homily was rendered in its South Slavonic counterparts.

While analysing the rhythm in the homily in question, I will not look for
invariants or prevailing tendencies but will rather try to be attentive to the
techniques for its rendering applied by its medieval translators. I will also show
that, unlike the rhythm in poetry, the rhythm in a rhetorical work is governed by
the meaning, that it changes according to the meaning and the messages
conveyed in different sections of the text and that various rhythmical patterns
alternate together with the alternation of ideas and intentions.

I have selected my primary source almost at random. The
Transfiguration of Christ is one of my favourite feasts and topics in Christianity,
and St. Ephrem the Syrian is one of my favourite theologians. This is what
actually prompted me to choose the Sermon on the Transfiguration of Christ
ascribed to St. Ephrem the Syrian as the subject of my analysis.

Even though of dubitable authorship, this sermon was most probably
first created in Syriac. Yet, the earliest found Syriac manuscript of it — burnt
later on — was noted to attribute the work to St. John Chrysostom.’” Whatever its

proven also by respectable collections of investigations like JI. TaceBa u ap. (eds.), /Ipesodume
npe3 XIV cmonemue na bankanume. JJoknaou om medncoynapoonama kougepenyus, Copus, 26-28
tonu 2003, Codusi, 2004. Yet, some attention has been drawn to the isocolic structuring of original
Old Bulgarian / Old Church Slavonic texts in terms of number of stresses and number of syllables
in the cola. See mainly R. Picchio, “Sulle strutture isocoliche nella letteratura slava ortodossa”,
Letteratura della Slavia ortodossa, Bari, 1991, p. 279-307, which inspired other scholars to
conduct similar investigations (for an extensive list of such studies and some comments on them
see V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhythm..., p. 154-157). Numerous studies, moreover, were
dedicated to the poetics (incl. thythmical peculiarities) of original Bulgarian poetry.

7 Cf. M. Geerard, Clavis Patrum Graecorum, vol. 2: Ab Athanasio ad Chrysostomum, Turnhout,
1974, p. 390. On the same attribution see also S. P. Brock, St. Ephrem: A Brief Guide to the Main
Editions and Translations, s. loc., 2012. Available at <http://syri.ac/brock/ephrem> (04.04.2020).
Here CPG 3939 is seen as part of the group of 15 texts attributed to Ephrem “which have a Syriac
original that can be identified” but some of which “cannot be genuine Ephrem”. M. Geerard,
Clavis Patrum.., p. 390 notes — after D. Hemmerdinger-Iliadou — not only the attribution of the
same sermon to Isaac of Antioch but also another Syriac manuscript (a fragment) in which the
homily is anonymous. In the Georgian manuscript tradition the homily was occasionally attributed
also to Theodoros Abu Qurra (Ch. Hannick, Maximos Holobolos in der kirchenslavischen
homiletischen Literatur, Wien, 1981, 244). The overall authorship, manuscript, and translation
traditions of St Ephrem’s works are extremely complicated in all languages — also due to his vast
popularity even during his lifetime. As far as the Slavonic versions are concerned, it has been
stated also that the Old Bulgarian translation of the Parainesis (of which CPG 3939 is not part)
was revised at some point (according to the Greek one) and in places it agrees rather with the Latin
version (made prior to the 10th century) than to the Greek one (F. Thomson, “The Old Bulgarian
Translation of the Homilies of Ephraem Syrus”, Palaeobulgarica 9, 1985, Ne 1, p. 124-125). All
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original language, I hope I will manage here to prove that rhythm could be — and
was — rendered consciously. And I will do this by comparing it in the Greek
text,® on the one hand, and in its two South Slavonic translations, on the other.
The Greek text used here is taken from two editions and a 14th-century
manuscript which, in places, seems closer to the Slavonic target texts than the
edited ones.

The first Slavonic version is of the old redaction, i.e. according to the
Studion Typikon, and it is represented by only one preserved copy of the late
13th — early 14th century’, with Raska orthography but in fact an earlier
Bulgarian translation.'” This is MS IIIc19 from the collection of Antun

this — which is part of the medieval preference for authority over authorship — does not affect the
main concept of the present article as rhythm is seen here a complex and multifaceted rhetorical
device that was translated.

8 According to its recent Greek edition in: Octog Eqpaip o Zbopoc. Epye, Tépog Z'. Emp.
Kovotavtivog @pavilords, Oecoalovikn, 1998. Available also online at <https://www.roger-
pearse.com/weblog/ephraim-graecus-works/> (25.05.20220) where the sermon in question is
accessible under number 134. The earliest, Assemani’s, edition of the same text is also currently
accessible online (J. S. Assemani, Sancti patris nostri Ephraem Syri Opera omnia quae extant
graece, syriace, latine, vol. 2, Rome, 1743, p. 41-29, digitised and distributed online by the Bonn
University and Regional Library at <http://digitale-sammlungen.ulb.uni-
bonn.de/content/pageview/99006> (20.05.2020) as its first page). The Greek manuscript I use is
Supplément grec 43 (1340-1360), f. 1-8, is available online from the website of the National
Library of France at
<https://gallica.bnf.fr/services/engine/search/sru?operation=searchRetrieve&version=1.2 &query=
%?28gallica%20adj%20%22bhga%201982%22%29&lang=en&suggest=0> (03.04.2020). the only
one of the work which I have found online.

® The most recent investigation on the dating and origin of this manuscript whose prototype goes
back to the epoch to the pupils of the holy brothers Cyril and Methodius belongs to A. Turilov (A.
Typunos, “O maTupoBKe M MpPOHCXOXIAeHUU pykomucu ['ommnmapus Muxanosuya”, Slavia 78,
2009, Ne 3-4, p. 461-468). In it the author manages even to identify the first scribe of this
manuscript and proves that it was created not earlier than 1280 and not later than the 1320s. For an
overview of previous datings see ibid., 462-463.

101t is a well known fact in palaeoslavistics that the Mihanovi¢ Homiliary, in which the copy is
found, is the most popular representative of the type of the panegyric collections which entered the
Old Bulgarian literary tradition at a very early stage (the type combining both the movable and
immovable church calendar) and that this same codex — the Mihanovi¢ Homiliary — is one of our
oldest and most significant panegyric collections (K. IBamosa, II. [lamosa, “Ommt 3a
CHCTEMaTU3MpaHe Ha PHTOPHUYHATA TPAAULHUS B FOXKHOCIABSHCKHTE KaJCHIApHH COOPHHIH
(Criopen cpappkaHHETO Ha OAIKAHCKUTE TPHOIHU MaHurupuim)”, Palaeobulgarica 43, 2019, Ne
2, p. 15). Some studies have been dedicated to determining the place and time of origin of certain
texts found there, the most recent of which proves that Pseudo-Chrysostomian Homily on the
Beheading of St. John the Baptist was translated as early as in the 10th century in Eastern Bulgaria
(X. daBuakoBa, “Crapo0birapckust npeBoj Ha [IceBno3naroyctoBoto CioBo 3a Y CeKHOBEHHE Ha
Moan Kpscruren (BHG 859)”, Ipoznac 28, 2019, Ne 2, p. 249-259. <http://journals.uni-
vt.bg/proglas/bul/vol28/iss2/11> (04.04.2020).
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Mihanovi¢ kept at the Croatian Library of Sciences (HAZU) and edited as a
facsimile'" in 1957. The second Slavonic version is of the new redaction, i.e.
according to the Jerusalem Typikon. It is represented by about ten manuscripts'>
and I study here the earliest one, the Zographou copy (Ms 109) of the 14th
century,® Bulgarian orthography, Bulgarian translation.

Now let us begin from the beginning — the short but moving introduction
of the Sermon, visualising the contemporaneous concerns of the author’s
audience — harvest and grape-gathering in the season when Transfiguration is
celebrated:

‘Ex tiig xdpag 0€povg yapuovi,

€K T0D AUTEADVOG KAPTOl £GECUATMV,

kai €k T@V Ipapdv d1dayn {womoidg.

‘H ydpa i Eva kapov Exet 10 BEpoc,

Kol M Gpmedog €ig Eva kapov €xet TOV TpLYNTOV, "

N Tpagn) 8¢ ndvrote avaywvmokopévn avoaivlel didaynv {oomoldv.

‘H yopo, dtav epiodyj, anéoye,

Kol 1 dumelog, dtav tpuynof], Tamevovtat,

N Tpaon 8¢ kad fuépav Beprlopévn,

01 GTAYLEG TV EPUNVEVOVI®V &V 0TH] 0VK EKMUTTAVOLGL

Kol Kab fuépav tpuyeital, kal ol foTpveg Tig €v avti) EAnidog 0d
damavdvTal.

The punctuation even in the modern edition well presents the structuring
of cola building up periods and it was my decision to divide each colon'” on a

'R, Aitzetmiiller (ed.) Mihanovi¢ Homiliar, Graz, 1957, f. 231a-233b.

12 The exact copies of this later Slavonic version are listed in Ch. Hannick, Maximos..., p. 244, K.
UsanoBa, Bibliotheca hagiographica Balcano-Slavica, Codus, 2008, p. 602-603.

'3 The respective manuscript is a Panegyricon of the 16th century, but the sermon in question (f.
287-292) is dated to the third quarter of the 14th century and was added later in the codex during
its rebinding (see K. VBanosa, Bibliotheca hagiographica..., p. 75); the orthographic peculiarities
noted are also present in this interpolated part. I am truly indebted to the brotherhood of the
Athonite Zographou Monastery for granting me access to the high-quality digital reproductions of
the respective folia.

' This line is in gray because it is not present in the Slavonic translations analysed below. It is also
missing in the Greek manuscript mentioned above (to be more precise, the words omitted there are
crossed out here: 1| ydpa €ig £va kapov Exel TO-Bépoc/—Kei—H—6 i€ Ov—& :
tpuyNnTov, Supplément grec 43, f. 1.

'3 The literature on the classical concept of period and cola is vast, but it is worth mentioning here
that, as V. Valiavitcharska in “Reading Poetry...”, p. [17] points out, the eleventh-century
rhetorician John Siceliotes distinguishes as a colon any phrase between nine and eighteen syllables
(the shorter phrases belong to commata).
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separate line. The same structuring in cola by means of punctuation is
recognisable also in the two South Slavonic versions as we will see below. But
as I started with meter, let me briefly propose a metrical analysis of the excerpt
(“x” marks unstressed syllables and “/” — stressed ones, '® the one-syllable clitics
are not stressed'’):

XX/X/XXX/

XXXX/XX/XX/X

XXXX/XX/XX/

X/XX/XX//XX/X
XX/XXX/XX//XXXX/
XX/X/XXXXXXX/XXX/XXX/XX/

X/X/XXX/X/X

XX/XX/XXX/XX/X
XX/XXX/XXXX/X
X/XXXXX/XXX/XXX/XX
XXX/XX/XXX/XXXXX/X/XXXX/X

At first glance no particular meter seems to be followed, which is,
certainly, normal for non-poetry. But if we concentrate on the endings of the
phrases, on the endings of the cola,'® we will easily discover the alternation of
anapaestic (xx/) and amphibrachic (x/x) endings in the first period and only

'S It has been established in the scholarship that the Greek musical accent had already transformed
into stress and prosodic metres had been substituted by accentual ones by the 4th century (se e.g.
M. D. Lauxtermann, The Spring..., p. 73) and that, as far as accentual clasula is concerned, its
origins are sought as early as in the 3rd century (W. Horandner, Der Prosarhythmus..., p. 37-42
and the literature cited there) i.e., the “rhythmical revolution started in prose some fifty years
earlier than it did in poetry” (M. D. Lauxtermann, The Spring..., p. 74). On Byzantine rhetorical
opinions on accent see V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhytm..., p. 47 quoting the 14th-century
treatise of Joseph Rhacendytes. On the importance of the accentuation in Byzantine manuscripts
for their editions see M. De Groote, “The Accentuation in the ‘Various Verses’ of Christophoros
Mitylenaios,” F. Bernard and K. Demoen (eds.) Poetry and Its Contexts in Eleventh-Century
Byzantium, Farnham, 2012, p. 133-145 and the literature quoted there.

'7 The question of enclitics is definitely not an easy one. On the clitics and their place in the
accentuated phrase, see e.g. W. Horandner, Der Prosarhythmus..., p. 34 (quoting Skimina). On a
typology of clitics under ‘usual’ and ‘new’ ones in certain Byzantine manuscripts and their
dependence on rhythm, see M. De Groote, “The Accentuation...”, p. 133-145.

"8 It is certainly a well-known fact that “the end of the colon is more restricted in permissible
variants than the beginning or the middle” and that in Byzantine metrics “we have to count
backwards: the strictness with which the rule of metrical agreement applies, strongly decreases
from the end to the beginning of the colon” (M. D. Lauxtermann, The Spring..., p. 65).
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amphibrachic-based (x/x) clausulae'® in the second. Besides, the exception of the
two penultimate cola actually builds up to the symmetry of the 2 periods. What
is more, the cola in the two periods are parallel also in terms of number of
accents. And all this is related to the meaning, as the first three cola are
statements, the next three are elaboration on them and the whole second period
is an analogy between the temporary results of harvest and grape-gathering on
the one hand and the eternal result of contemplating on Scripture on the other.

Isocolon Metrical foot of the Number of Type of
(or parison) clausulae accents phrase

XX/X/XXX/ \ 3
XXXX/XX/XX/X anapaest } statements

XXXX/XX/XX/
} elaboration

X/XX/XX//XX[X
analogy

XX/XXX/XX//XXXX/ amphibrach

XX/X/XXXXXXX/XXX/XXX/XX/

X/X/XXX/XIX

xx/xx/xxx/xgé amphibrach
XX/XXX/XXXX/X

X/XXXXX/XXX/XXX/XX /

XXX/XX/XXX/XXXXX/X/XXXX/X

AN N W W

W NN

In other words, the Greek text proposes here parison or isocolon — which
means similar cola in the periods — governed by the meaning. This isocolic
structuring, as we proved in terms of accent and clausulae, is supported also on
other levels — morphological, lexical, phrasal and grammatical, if we count the
linguistic levels and all types of anaphora, epistrophy, mesodiplosis and parallel
structures, if we consider it rhetorically:

Ex tiig xdpoag BEpovg yappovn,

€K 10D GuIELGVOG KapTol EdeoUATOV,

Kol £k TtV ['paedv dtdayn Lwomoldg.

‘H yopa i Eva kaipov Exel 10 BEpoc,

Kol 1 dumelog gig Eva Kapov Eyel TOV TpLYNTOV,

NLpgoen 8¢ mavtote avaywookopévn avaprdlet dtdaynv Lwomotdv.

‘H ydpa, 6tav Bepiodij, anéoye,

' My understanding of clausula is probably much freer than the ones of Bouvy, Meyer and Maas,
as I have simply looked at what seemed similar at the very ends of a series of cola, and not at all
the eight last syllables there. For a brief presentation on the theories of the rhythmical clause
ending (or the Byzantine accentual cursus) see V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhythm..., p. 13-
15, 34-35, 62-64.
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Kol 1 dumeloc, Stav tpuynoi, tamewoital,

nlpaen.gs kab” quépav Bepilouévn,

01 GTAYLEG TOV EPUNVEVOVI®V €V QTH] 00K EKMUTAVOVGL

Kol k0B Muépav tpuyeital, Kai oi foTpueg Tig v AT EATidog 0V
damov@dvToL.

Yet, we should not delve in them now as not the Greek®” source but its
target Slavonic texts are the main concern of this article. Here follow the
Slavonic counterparts of the same excerpt from the manuscripts mentioned
above.

HAZU Ilic19, f. 231B No. of

accents
OTb NHEbI #eTEA PAAOCTD 3
H B RYHORPAAN MAOA0BE ByALubNNﬁ . 3
H® OHCANIH OVYENHIE KHBOTROPIRO - 3
NHEA Bb IEAHNO BY'BME HMATL KETROY 5
QUSRS K6 MPHENO KHOHTH OHTHIEMb KHROTROPHEOMb * 5
NHBA FECAX MOKNET €& MOCHXNETh * 4
H RHNOTPAAD IECAN WEBIEMACT ¢ WXOYABRAIETh * 4
[LSAKLIC S 119 B ANH KNEMO 4
KAACORE K€ CKAZAWLIHMbL T0 N¢ HLIE3ANTS: 4
H 110 RCE ANH IEMAIET & + H TPO3A0RE NAAEKAE 8

Hke B NEro N MOTHBAWTS -
Zogr. 109, f. 287r No. of
accents
W NFIRbI, %ATRA H PAAORANIA +

W RHNOPJAAA, HAGAH CNBANIH -« 3
® OHCANHIA, Moo\ HenTe mwégm . 3
NERA OVBW, R EAUNO RPEMA HMATH ChEJANIA - 6

2 On Ephrem’s rhythm — though in the hymns attributed to him — and its influence on the Greek
accentual poetry, see M. Lauxtermann, The Spring..., p. 60-61, 78-80. Lauxtermann considers
that, even though the so-called Greek Ephrem should not be confused with Ephrem Syrus, “it does
not matter much, at least not from a metrical point of view, whether we are dealing with mere
translations or free adaptations of Syriac hymnography” because the translations strictly follow
“the Syriac system of versification (paired colons; isosyllaby; and stress regulation)” (ibid., p. 78).
Besides, it has been noted that homiletics and accentual poetry share the same clausing cadence
features (V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhythm..., p. 76-89 and the literature quoted there).
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DLSANIE 6§, RECEFAA NCTAYAECTD MOSYENTe KHRWAATEALNOE * 5

NHBA EFAA OKFRTA BRALTE HCTBLUHT CA -

H AO3A éf‘éb‘ M;S/&NA BARALTD, CM"B?HT CA -

OHSANIE & NA R'CRKD ANb /708NACMO,
KAACORE CKABARLUIHME € Né WCKRABBAKTS *

~N B~ B~ W

H NA B'CB ANb H;EH/AGT A, H rgo3A'|'e K€ RHNEMD,

O\fI'IOKAN'I'A N¢ HCTBLUABABT CA »

Unfortunately, so far we cannot make a valid metrical analysis, because
these earliest manuscripts are not consistent in marking accents and because the
only reconstructed middle-Bulgarian accent system — of the Turnovo Dialect — is
just a hypothesis, besides, not reliable enough.”’ What is more, some accents
might have been added after the completion of a manuscript. Accents start to
become popular in the Slavonic manuscripts, as it seems, as late as in the 14th
century and are more abundant in the later copies. The later copies of this
homily, however, are not of much help, as each of them shows quite a different
distribution of accents.”* But in terms of the number of accents we have similar
pictures (see the respective columns in the table above). Besides, the earlier

2! ts author admits that the 14th-century material he uses does not allow him to exactly determine
the distribution of accents and that he based his conclusions on later sources (B. A. J[pi60,
“lMeHHOe ynmapeHue B cpepHeOonrapckoM M 3akoH BacmibeBa-/lono0ko”, CraBsHCKOe U
GalKaHCKOE SI3bIKO3HAHHE. AHTHYHAs OaJKaHUCTHKAa W CpaBHHUTENbHAs rpaMmarnka, MOCKBa,
1977, p. 194). It concerns only some nouns (ibid., 189-273) and verbs (B. A. 160, “3akoH
BacunbeBa-J[0100k0 1 akieHtyauus GopMm riiaroia B IPEBHEPYCCKOM H cpeaHedoiarapckom”,
Bonpocwr sizeikosnanus 2, 1971, p. 93-114) and is based on primary sources different from the
ones under consideration here.

21 have compared these excerpt in three later manuscripts, namely: RAN 305 of the 15th century
(K. Ivanova Bibliotheca..., p. 122), MSPC 106 of the 16th century (ibid. 85), and Hil. 446 of the
17th century (ibid. 146). They give the following pictures. In RAN 305 there is an alternation of
dactylic (in the 1st, 2nd, 4th colon) and amphibrachic-based clausulae (3rd, Sth colon) in the first
period and paeon-primus-based endings (i.e. /xxx) in the second period (in the Ist, 2nd, 3rd, 4th
colon) in which only the last colon (the 5th) is ended by an amphibrach. In MSPC 106, again, the
prevailing endings are dactylic — in the 1st, 2nd and 4th colon of the first period and in the 1st and
3rd of the second; the 3rd and the 5th cola of the 1st period have clausula with an accent on the
fifth syllable if we count backwards, while in the 2nd period only the 1st and 3rd colon have
dactylic endings. Hil 446 is peculiar as it has dactylic endings in all the cola except for the one
which comes last in the first period (papoBania — cNEANIH — KHBOTBOJNOE — CBEpAMIA —
ARHEWOA BTEANOE; HCTBLIH c¢ — CMBHT €& — MOKHNAEMO — OCKEAKBAR — Ne HCTBLIABAWTS c¢). In other
words, the prevailing clausula there is with an accent on the third syllable when counting
backwards, or, to put it in another way, they are proparoxytone.
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translation seems a little bit more consistent in keeping equality of the number of
stresses in parallel cola.

And if this points mainly to the length of the cola and, as one might
argue, it may well be related to a word-for-word translation, let us look at other
techniques for parison building-up. It is easily recognisable that all the
repetitions constructing the isocolon (or parison) in the source text — the
anaphoras, epistrophies and mesodiploses — are preserved at their places (with
the exception of the colon which is omitted in the two Slavonic translations). In
addition, other repetitions in the parallel cola are applied in either of the two
Bulgarian texts. And if we concentrate on the endings of the cola, this time in the
later Bulgarian translation (see the text of Zogr 109 in the table above), we might
hypothesise on the accentual endings, the clauslae and suppose — on the basis of
our current linguistic insight — prevailing dactylic (/xx) endings in the first and
amphibrachic-based (x/x) endings in the second period. Yet, what is really
apparent are the morphemic similarities at the ends of certain cola. The
alternation (AAORANIA — CHB)ANIA // mHgngégnoe — xHRWAATeALNOE frames the first

period while the adjacent HCTHLIHT ¢ — cMBPHT ¢A, together with wekm A BRAKTS
— HerbuaRaAT ¢A frames the second period, which is an additional strengthening

of the structure similar to the one which the Greek alternation of the accentual
endings suggests. And if homoioteleuton® i.e. similar endings of the final words
of the cola, pairs only 4 of the cola in the beginning of the earlier manuscript
(see the text of HAZU IlIc19 in the table above), they are abundant in another
excerpt of it, where, interestingly, homoioteleuton does not correspond to the
respective Greek original and its other Slavonic counterpart.

Assemani, p. 47

Ei ovk fv 66pé&, &v Td mhoim Tic éxafevde;

Kai i uij v Ogdg, 10ic avépoig ko i Oardoon tic metipas

Ei ovk fv 66pé, Zipwv 6 Dapioaiog petdt tivog fiobie;

Kai &i uiy v Ogdg, 10 mAnpueMijpata The dpoptmlod Tic cuveydper;

Ei un fv cdpé, émbve tod @péatoc Kekomakag £k Ti¢ 0dowmopiog Tig

£xaOnro;

Kai i uny v Oedg, Hoop v Ti Topapeindt tig £6i5ov kai feyyev 61t
névte Avopag Eoyev;

Ei pn v 6épé, évddpara dvOpodnov tic Epépey;

Kai &i uij v Osdg, duvauelg tig énoiet kai Oadpata;

HAZU 1lIc19, . 233B

2 And, more precisely, homoioptoton, i.e. repetition of similar case ending in the last words of the
cola in the first period. Another, less popular, term for grammatical rhyme is homoiokatalekton
(“Oporoxatdinxrtov”, V. Valiavitcharska Rhetoric and Rhythm..., p. 73 quoting an anonymous
medieval treatise on rhetorical figures).
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ALlJE NE B'B MIATH Rb KOJABAI K'TO CTIALLG «

H ALlIé NE B Eb RETPOME H MOPIO KTO ZAN('BLUALLIE -

ALIE NE BB MIATH CYMEWHE PAPHCBRNHNG ¢ KHHMb CBAKEBLLE «

[ ALIE NE BB Eb 3PPBLUENHIA PY'BLLINKIE KTO MYALIALLE -

NAA, KAAAGZEMb W LITHE KTO CRLLE -

;o ;) — C o

H ALjIE NE BT Eb ROAON KHROY CAMAPANINH KTO AARALLIE H WEAHVALLE -
—

ALLE NE EbI MATH WA GKAR YARYI KTO NOLLALLIE

H ALJIE NE EbI Eb CHABI KTO TROJRALLIE -

Zogr. 109, . 291r

ALje He BB NABTE , BB KOPABH KTO CHIAALLE -

H ALlIE NE B B3, RETYWMB H MO0 KTO zz\ny”éTH .

Xipe Ne BB NAb , CHMWHB PpAicRH CB KBIMB EXALLIE:

H Alyje N B £5 , CBIYBLUENTA TPBLINHILH KTO MQOCTH -

ALPE Ne BB MABTH , NAAL CTOVAGHILEMD NABTHHA TPOVRE CA KTO CBABLLE *

H ALlIE NE BB BB , ROAT HHRF CAMAPENBINH KT0 AAALLIE H WEAHYAALLIG FAKO
NAT MAKH AME -

ALPE Ne BE MABTH , WA BANIE YABYE KTO NOLLAALLIC -

H Alpse He BB B3 , CHABI KTO TROPRILE H YIOAECA *

This excerpt is part of the long antithetical polemic on the divine and
human nature of Christ (about one third of the whole text). The antithesis and the
numerous repetitions of the introductory phrases — aije N¢ BB NATh... H ALJE N¢ BB
Bh...; €1 pn v Oedq,.. kai &l odk NV capE, respectively — make this part very
rhythmical in the three texts. Besides, grammatical parallelism is quite strong in
them all — the verb is in the ultimate position, the interrogative pronoun in
penultimate, and the object (direct and/or indirect) is what comes first in these
cola. The only two exceptions are in the last line and in the line about the
Samaritan woman — the Greek and the later Slavonic version have a couple of
words after the verb there. In the earlier translation, however, these explanatory
parts are omitted: the whole phrase telling about the five men of the woman and
the last word of the last quoted line are omitted in order to preserve the rhythm
strong and the pace fast.

In this excerpt from the earlier translation, again, we can only
hypothesise on the repetition of a feminine clausula — all words in the
subordinate clauses seem paroxytone. But truly impressive is that all the cola
end with verbs, and, moreover, verbs in imperfect, third person singular, which
leads up to rhyme-like phrasal endings. This peculiarity may well be explained
as a kind of compensation for other occurrences of homoioteleuton elsewhere in
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the Greek source text, where, as it seems, the rhyme-like endings were not
entirely rendered. For example:

Assemani, p. 48
fjAo1g tivog yeipeg Kol m6dec NAdOncay;

TO KOTOTETAGA TOD VoD TG £0yictn
Kol ol TéTpot Eppaynocay
Kol o1 TaQot avedydnoay;

HAZU Illci9, . 233v
FROZABMH YHH povu s H NOZ'B MPHIROZAHCTA €6 -

I'I?'BI'IONA LI,?KOKNM& KAKO fAZAH?ALIJG e -

24
HKAMENHIE KAKO pACTIAAALLE CE -

Zogr. 109, £. 291v
PROZABMH KTOMOY (ALK H HOZ'K NPHIROBAALIK CA *

LLYKORHAA ZARKCA KAKO JAZfA CA *
H KAMENTE pAZCEAE Ca -

H rpOBH WRYBZOWA CA *

In the Greek source text, however, such occurrences of grammatical
rhymes are always confined to only two successive cola (words are more often
repeated at the ends of longer series of phrases than morphemes are). So the
presence of the noted feature might well be a mere preference of the translator in
accordance with classical rhetorical precepts.”

Another figure to construct an isocolon is zeugma, a figure in which one
word or part of a sentence, governs other parts.”® A nice example of it is to be
found in the following dicolon, where ‘He shows them that’ governs both ‘He is
the Creator of Heaven and Earth’ and ‘He is the Lord of the living and the dead’:

No. of
syllables

?* The last line is missing. Unfortunately this only copy of the earlier translation is not complete —
more than one third of it is not among the folia of the codex it was found in — and there is no other
copy to fill in these gaps.

5 See e.g. V. Valiavitcharska Rhetoric and Rhythm..., p. 65 quoting Cicero, ibid., p. 73-74 as well
as the examples there.

26 Zeugma could be explained also as some kind of parallelism complicated by ellipsis.
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Kai deikvuov antoig 6Tl a0Tog £6TIV O TOMTIG 0VPAVOD Kod YTic, 10+13
kol 010G €611 KOprog Ldvtov kol vekpdv. +13

HAZU llic19, £. 231v

H MAKH MOKAZAISTh HMb + KO Th 1§ TRO(LLL NT;O\f H ZEMAH - 10+9 +11/
— Vo o 8§+11+11
Th IECTb b KHEKIFXb H MITRBIFXb *
Zogr 109, . 287v 10+9
F NIAKBI IOKAZOVETh FIMB 1AKO TBH ECTh TROPELLD HEOY H Z6MAH - +10

) — )
H TBH éc’l"b 'b KHRLIMB H M?T’BblM'b .

Parallelism of the subordinate clauses is obvious and underlined by the
anaphora of avtdc éotuv)/ TaH ecTh/ Th tecTh. The structure is similar in the

Greek and the two Slavonic texts. In terms of syllables, I am convinced that they
should be counted in relation to the figure itself. In the Zographou manuscript
we have the scheme 10+9+10 syllables, while in the Greek version, the
subordinate clauses are absolutely equal 10+13+13. In the earlier Bulgarian
translation we have an alternation that does not seem very symmetrical —
10+9+11 — but it is only because, as it seems to me — the scribe was not aware of
zeugma or at least had a different understanding of it. I mean he considered the
conjunction mko to be part of the subordinate clause (as we do now) and a sure

mark for this is the punctuation®” — the dot before rako. The structure then is

8+11+11.

Needless to say, more narrative passages are less rhythmical and slower
in pace — by means of longer phrases (or, rather, phrases of various lengths), an
increase of both conjunctions and explanatory words, and a significant decrease
of parallel repetitions and of any other type of symmetry. Once again, rthythm is
governed by meaning.

Let us look at another excerpt, presented below as follows: the lines in

Greek are from Supplément grec 43, 2v*® and the following cola are their respective
translations — first from HAZU IllIc19, f. 232A and then from Zogr. 109, f. 288r.

2" The original punctuation (in the manuscripts) is, undoubtedly, crucial for the rhythm. For the
various functions of punctuation according to Byzantine textbooks see V. Valiavitcharska
“Reading Poetry...”.

%8 This part of the manuscript available to me is closer to the translations in consideration than the
edited text where whole phrases are either missing or dislocated. I have, therefore, amended it
according to the manuscript even though I kept the spelling of the edition (because of my
insufficient knowledge of Byzantine palaecography). The crossed-out words are here because, as
the edition shows, they are found in other manuscripts but are missing in MS 43; some of them are
rendered in either of the Bulgarian translations, others are omitted. The gray colour, again, marks
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Avippayev adrods gig 1o dpos Kal £6€1&ev adTolg TV Poctieiov avTod Tpod
10V OavaTov edTed.
RBZREAE 1€ AN JTOKAKETL HMB LLJTRO CROIE NPBAb CMTHIO -

BBZREAE €A NA I'OpF H ITOKAZA HM’ L) TRTC CROY, MigRRE CHMI'TH (ROGH +

Kai THy Svvopy avTod TP Tod Tabovg oV ToD,
Kai Ty 6050V avTol TPO TS VPpens avEed.
H CHAOY CROK npRAL 6\;'I€A;7H>\I\III€MI> I€ro -

H CHAZ CRO H CARRA CROZ MPRe XOVAbI &ro-

Kal Ty TV a0tod, TPo TG dtiniog a0tod.
HvT MPBRAE BEVhCTHICME CROHME *

H YhCTh €0 nf"l;n?e BEZYhCTIA €ro -

Tva Otav kpatn01) kol oTavpdii V1o @V Tovdaimv.

yvoomvtat 6Tl 00 dt' dobévelov Eotavpnin,

IEFAA F(IMO\f'T‘I: H RHAORE 6\;‘B”B,A,€TI> H FAKO NE NEMOLUI pAAH PACTETh Bbl *

A RBHETAN WAPBKHME BRAE H PACTIENET CA W KHAWEB, PAZOVMEATE IAKO He

NEMOLHH ABAB ?ACI'IA’T‘ A e

A 6T gvdoxig adTod £KoVGimg £ig cmPiay TOD KOGHOV.
b AOBJOHZROAIENHIEMb CROFIM + EATATHH CROIEK NA CENHIE MH(Oy' -

~ . — ..
N& BGAGK BATOROACNIA €ro Na CrCeNIe MH?O\f .

Aviyayev adTodg &g T0 6pog Kai deikvocty aTolg TV 60&av Tiig
Bg6tNTOC AdTOD PO TH|G AVUCTACE®DG,.
NAKH /TOKAZNIETh HMbB CAAROY CROIO n(ﬁA RBCKPNHIEMB CROFIM *

BBIREAE HXB WA [P H IOKAZA HMB CARRT BARTRA CROGI0, MPEAKAE RBCTANIA

Tva Otay €k vekp@®v GvaoTh

€v 1] 00&N TG POoewC Tiig BedTNnTOC AhTOD,

AA IETAA RBCKPNETh HZ MJTHRBINXE Rb CAAR'S IECTRA CROISFO BRTRNAAIO «

AA BBNEMAA HZ MpT‘Blfl BBCTANETD, CAARA ECTLCTBA ERTRA €ro AZOVMBATH
BbCH,

yvodomvtat 6Tt 0Oy VIEP TOD KOO0V KéFEeL-eHTeD-EAAPE TNV dOEUV DG
€voeng,

the parts not rendered, while the light gray signifies the only word appearing in the manuscript and
not the edition itself.
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OVRBAETH B0 HE MBZAOY ZA TPOVAb CROH MPHIC CAAROY IG0 + AKH CKOVABND *

AKO NE TPOVAA PAAH MPHATh CAARA KAKO MPOCHTEAD
oy AN ¢ f f )

G v avtod mpod aiovev, oy ® [Matpi, kol peta tod oTpdc.
Nb BR IGM HCNghRA H ® BBKA Ch WILEMb H AXMb €10 -

N BBLLE €ro MPRKRAE REKD CB WILEMB H 1Mo WIiH *

Kadhg elnev pyduevoc émi 1o kovotov madoc:

IAKO e PEve PPAABIH HA ROANAA CTYACTH -

Métep, 56Eacov ue i S6EN T £lyov mPod ToD TOV KOGUOV Eivon ToPdL GOl

IAKO K€ & WPE Rb CAARH ME CAAROR K2Ke HIMEXL ® TeBE + MPRAAE AAKE MHph Ne
BbIH -

WTE MPOCANRH MA CARROA AKE HIMBXD MPBRAE AAKE NE BBI MHB OV TEBE,

The most obvious sign of the rhythm decrease here, as it seems at first
glance, is the various lengths of the cola as well as fact that the borders of the
phrases are not as stable as they are in the introductory part of the homily (their
distribution is a bit different in each of the versions). Rhythm is, nevertheless,
still present, highlighted by the words and phrases to be emphasised when read
before an audience. The later translation seems to follow more exactly the Greek
text, but the repetitions of the pronoun at the end of the cola are not always kept.
Even in such paragraphs, the earlier Bulgarian translator strove to achieve equal
number of syllables in parallel subordinate parts even if separated by a number
of cola.

HAZU 1llc19, . 232A No. of syll.
RB3REAE 1€ AA MOKAKETH HMb LJTRO CROIE * 13
ngEAL CMPTHIO - 4
( : » , 5+8
F CHAOY' CROK) MP'EAD OVKAIANIEM 1610 « 218
H 4bCTh NPEKAE BEILCTHIEMb CROHMb *
11+8

NAKH NOKAZAISTh HMb CAAROV CROK MPEA, RBCKINHIEMb. CROHME *

19

8

RAKO %€ & WTE Rb CAARH ME CAAROK KkKe HMEXL W TeBe -

NPBAAE AAKE MHJb NE BBIH -
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Here, these parts are not only parallel, but eight-syllable clauses (except
for the first one®”). In this instance, these are adverbial phrases introduced with
the preposition meaning ‘before’. The earlier Bulgarian scribe applied two
spellings of the adverb — the one-syllable ngptab and the two-syllable npkxkae —
or, in other words, he applied the figure of metaplasm just to keep the equal
number of syllables. Even more curious is the fact that in the last of those
adverbials — npkxkAe Aaxe MHgs Ne BbiH — a Gospel’s quotation from John 17:5 is

shortened (cf. mpd T0D 1OV KGGHOV Elvon mapd coi and MPBIRAE ANKE NE BbI MH(B
ov Tese). The segmentation I propose above helps us to understand this kind of

complicated rhythm. I call it — here and in the previous example with the zeugma
— internal rhythm, because it is inside a colon but still readily perceived.

Another segment of the text — this time from the later translation
(unfortunately this part of the earlier one is lost) — exemplifies antimetabole, that
is to say, the alternation of NPBEAAEMD 3A¢ with its inverted counterpart 3AC

npseasems in the leading phrases of the excerpt (in bold).

Assemani, p. 45 N.of N.of
syl. acc.
'Eav ©dg pévopey, 7 3
70 ¥epdypapov Tod Adap Tic oyioel, 11 4
Kai 10 ypéog avtod tig dmotioel; 11 4
Kai 70 &vdopa tiig 06ENG avTd Tig dnokabioTd; 16 5
'Edv @d¢ pévopey, 7 3
a elndv oo, mdg yevicovTa; 10 4
‘H ExkAnoio nédg oikodopundncerar, 13 3
Tag kAelg Tig Pactreiog TV ovpavdY mAS Ay Tap' Epod; 17 6
Tiva droerg; 4 4
Tiva Moz 4 4
'Edv ©dg pévopey, 7 3
apyodot mavta o pnbévra dia TdV [poenTtdv. 15 5
Zogr. 109, f. 289r-v N.of N.of
syl. acc.
Kuyte ZAE npRERACMB , 6 3
pﬁ'\lconHCANTe &A&Moso KTO pACTPBINETE 14 4
AABIB €M0 KTO H CTAKETh * 1471 ;.l

» If we follow Jakobson’s idea of reconstructing Old Bulgarian pieces (P. SkoGcom,
“3amerka...”), we can easily create an eight-syllable phrase of it, t00, e.g. ngkkAE cMpTHIO CRoEK.
But all such attempts would be mere hypotheses and would not accord with the primary sources
observed here.
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H W A'BANTE CARBBI M0 KTO WENORHT®D 6 3
Kuse npREFAGMB ZAE, g ;’
ke 0BX TH KAKO EARAETH

REJEX TH KD BRA 14 5
LLJKRH KAA CHEAKAET CA * 7 3
KARYA LLyT:cTKTz\ CAKO ng’l’r’iMeLUH W MeNe » 7 2
KAKO CRAKALLIH J,<,§,E0, s 6 3
= 14 4

Kuse ZAE npRERAEMB |,

Ficngz(zNAT CA RBCR TAEMAA ny;mz; .

The peculiarity is foreign to the Greek text here and it not only parallels
those leading phrases but attracts attention. Parallelism in the subordinate cola is
obvious and it should be noted here that the internal rhythm is stronger in the
translation — the subordinate clauses beginning with ko in the 2nd, 3rd and 4th

colon are all four-syllable ones and, to achieve this, the translator added a
semantically unnecessary conjunction H. Was it because he needed to

compensate for the rhyme-like endings of these three cola he could not render?
And is it an accidental peculiarity that in this excerpt the cola paired by an equal

number of syllables are not grammatically parallel, while those which have
different number of syllables are grammatically parallel? Which is actually
compliant with the Byzantine rhetors’ prescriptions for parison.™

Especially interesting here are the seven-syllable cola, in which also the
figure of anadiplosis is applied — that is the repetition of koro at the end of the

previous colon and in the beginning of the successive one. Once again, word
order is changed on purpose, obviously, for the purpose of rhythm — a better
length similarity is acquired in various paired cola (7 by 7; 8 by 8). In the Greek
source text, the cola with an equal number of syllables are parallel. But most
importantly, here — as in all the previous examples — the main constituents of
rhythm are present in both the source text and the target texts: the paired colon
structure including parallelism, regulation of the number of stresses and syllables
per cola and various rhetorical figures as well as — as we may hypothesise — the
clausular stress regulation (occasionally also rhyme-like endings).”’ These

3% See e.g. an anonymous treatise on figures, insisting that paired cola should be either isosyllabic
or have similar grammatical endings (quoted after V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhythm..., p.
73, who also concludes that Byzantine authors tended to alternate figures of balance and symmetry
“with the use of clausula” (ibid., p. 76)).

3! On the elements of rhythm according to Byzantine (and classical) theory see V. Valiavitcharska,
Rhetoric and Rhythm..., p. 37 and 39 (Siculus (or John Siceliotes) seeing it as a “product of
cadence, word arrangement, and colon size and composition”), p. 49 (Athanasius Angelou’s
discussion on the “rhythmic function of word placement, length and accent”), p. 50 (the overall
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features “appear as important eclements of good prose rhythm in rhetorical
treatises of figures”.*?

The conclusions that have piled up so far are many, but I would like to
focus on three. First, rhythm in rhetorical works was not only translatable but
translated (which should be taken into consideration by modern interpreters™ as
well). Second, the two Bulgarian translations reveal the usage of both similar
and different techniques to render rhetorical rhythm, which means that the
respective scribes had not only rhythmic intuition but also significant rhetorical
preparation to render rthythm in their native language and that they had different
preferences and knowledge. The earlier translation strives for equal cola mainly
by means of more “poetic” techniques — such as equal number of accents, of
syllables, occasionally rhyme-like endings, even when there are no such features
in the Greek source text. The later translation is not that strict in this but rather
respects complicated symmetry and shows a better awareness of rhetorical
figures and prescriptions. And whether these differences are also chronological —
that is, whether the complicated symmetry of the later translation is to be related
to the requirements of its contemporaneous Byzantine rhetoric®* — is a question
which awaits an answer. Last but not least, one more general conclusion is that
when we have inadequacy of meaning between a target and a source text, this
should not always be considered a mistake, at least not before rhythm and other
rhetorical considerations have been analysed. Sometimes the interpreter had to
choose — to keep the meaning or to keep the rhythm since, as it has been said,
“No one can serve two masters.”

Ekaterina Dikova

Institute of Balkan Studies & Center of Thracology
Bulgarian Academy of Sciences
e.dikova@balkanstudies.bg

conclusion that for Byzantines “rhythm in prose was generated by clause length, word
composition, and closing cadence and was measured not by a sequence of metra but by the
individual word”), p. 57 and 59 (on the figures of rhythm, balance and symmetry), p. 65 (Cicero
on rhyme, antithesis and parallelism).

32y, Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhythm..., p. 19 commenting on Lauxtermann’s argument.

33 Lauxtermann insists that future editors should be attentive in this respect. In the Epilogue of his
ingenious scrutiny of political verse, other Byzantine metres and rhythm in general, he systemises
the three main points to be observed by future editors of medieval texts in relation to colon
structure, isosyllaby, and stress regulation (M. Lauxtermann. The Spring..., p. 97-98).

3* The only preserved rhetorical theory in Slavonic is the translation of Georgios Choiroboskos’
treatise on tropes which cannot serve as a guide to our understanding of the rhetorical practice
among the Slavs. This leaves us with “textual analysis as the only option” (V. Valiavitcharska,
Rhetorics and Rhythm..., p. 157) and, probably, with the Byzantine rhetoric treatises as an
additional one.



THE HOMILIES OF ORIGEN AND JOHN CHRYSOSTOM IN
CROATIAN-GLAGOLITIC BREVIARIES OF 13-15TH CENTURY

Petra Stankovska

The Breviary

A breviary is a liturgical book used in Western Christianity that contains
prayers and readings for everyday use and was originally intended to be used for
group or individual prayer by priests and monks. In the early Middle Ages, a
Benedictine breviary was in use in Europe and consisted of two main parts: the
Proper of Season and the Proper and Common of Saints. Additionally, it may
also contain the biblical book of the Psalter and special offices. Since the 12th
century, the breviary spread to other orders and resulted in the creation of
multiple variants. In addition, the volume of some of the content increased too
much. One of the efforts of the Council of Trent (ending in 1533) was therefore
the unification of the breviary, which also led to changes in the range of
readings. With respect to patristic content, this mainly affected the texts marked
as homilies of Origen, which are no longer included in the post-Tridentine
breviary.

Croatian-Glagolitic Medieval Breviary

The only translation of the breviary into the Slavonic liturgical language
(Croatian Church Slavonic) was probably made in the middle of the 13th
century, when Pope Innocent IV officially authorised Bishop Filip of Senj
(1248) and Bishop Fruktuos of Krk (1252) to use the Slavonic liturgy among the
Benedictines of Omisalj, Krk.

To date, 20 handwritten Croatian-Glagolitic breviaries from the 13—15th
century have been preserved in their entirety or almost. They are of pre-
Tridentine origin (Breviarium Romanum secundum consuetudinem Romanae
Curiae)' and contain the Proper of Season (7 codices) or the Proper and
Common of Saints (2 codices) or both of the above-mentioned parts (11
codices).” According to the textual and linguistic variants (phonetic,
morphological, syntactic and lexical) identified in biblical texts, breviaries are

! Josef Vajs, “Co znad&i slova: »mmo 3axoHy puMckoro msopa« v nadpisech hlaholskych breviara
chrvatskych”, in Jagi¢-Festschrift. Zbornik u slavu Vatroslava Jagica. Berlin, 1908, p. 232-233.

2 M. Panteli¢, A. Nazor, II. Novijanski brevijar. Hrvatskoglagoljski rukopis iz 1495. godine. Zupni
arhiv Novi Vinodolski. Fototipsko izdanje. Zagreb, 1977, p. 10-12.
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divided into two groups, the so-called Northern and Southern groups, depending
on how the Glagolists used the earlier accessible Old Church Slavonic
translations of the Bible or its parts (e.g. Old Testament pericopes, the Gospel,
the whole Psalter, etc.). In some breviaries (from Krk and Istria) they are
adopted without any corrections (the Northern textual group), and in some other
breviaries (from Zadar and Krbava), they are corrected to match the Latin
version as closely as possible (the Southern group).” Some of these differences
are present also in non-biblical patristic texts, however, to a lesser extent or are
differently distributed.

The texts of the Church Fathers appear in various nocturns and are
marked, according to the Latin breviary, as a “sermon” (Lat. sermo) or as a
“homily” (Lat. homilia) when interpreting the Gospel pericope. Throughout the
whole Croatian-Glagolitic breviary, we cannot find any text of Origen marked as
a “sermon” and only nine texts are marked as a “homily of Origen” (omili¢
Orijena), out of which eight can be found in the Proper of Season. Seven of
them interpret the readings from the Gospel of Matthew and two of them follow
pericopes of the Gospel of Luke. The texts attributed to John Chrysostom in the
breviary are mostly marked as a “sermon” and are therefore not included as a
direct interpretation of a particular text from the Gospel. The book contains five
such texts and only two of them are marked as a “homily”, both interpreting a
text from the Gospel of Matthew. One of them can be found in the Proper of
Season and the second one in the Common of Saints, representing the second
homiletic reading (the first one being the homily of Origen) on the Feast of the
Transfiguration of Jesus.

This article summarises the information regarding the authorship of the
homilies that are attributed to Origen and John Chrysostom in the Proper of
Season of the Croatian-Glagolitic breviary. We will explore the likelihood of the
existence of an Old Church Slavonic translation of those texts in the books of the
Christian East and examine the method of translating selected lexemes, syntactic
constructions or parts of texts of the homilies in question.

The Occurrence of Origen’s and Chrysostom’s Homilies in The

Proper of Season of Croatian-Glagolitic Breviaries and the Problem

of Their Authorship

We will only deal with the Homilies of Origen and John Chrysostom
that are part of the Proper of Season®, since there are variants from the majority

3 The Northern textual group mostly includes the breviaries VB1, VB2, VB3, VO, MA, KOS,
PAD, while the Southern group is made up of the breviaries VAT, MO, DR, PM, ILL, DAB, D2,
VAT19. The others are referred to as mixed since some readings belong more to one group and
some to another one.

* The Proper of Season contains the Office of the different liturgical seasons: Advent,
Christmastide, Septuagesima, Lent, Holy Week, paschal time, time after Pentecost. So liturgically,
the most important parts are: Christmas time (with Advent) and Easter time (with Lent). In these
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of the preserved manuscripts and two printed books available for the homilies
from this part of the Croatian-Glagolitic breviary.’

Most of the homilies attributed to Origen in the Croatian-Glagolitic
breviary (as well as in the Latin one) are located in the Christmastide section
(the 1st-3rd homily) and immediately after it (the 4th and the 5th homily). Two
can be found in the Lent period (the 6th and the 7th homily); and in the time
after Pentecost, another homily of Origen (the 8th homily) and one homily of
John Chrysostom can be found. For the sake of clarity, all of the above-
mentioned homilies are listed in order, including the day on which they are
planned as a reading, the first verse of the Gospel pericope they interpret and a
citation stating where in the Patrology or elsewhere® they are published,
including information on the actual author of the homily.

1. Orig — The Vigil of the Nativity — in Vigilia nativitatis lesu, Mt 1:18,
the authorship is not certain (in medieval Latin homiliaries’ and breviaries it is
listed as Origen’s, which also applies to some other homilies, marked with a note
on the uncertainty of Origen’s authorship) (PL 95: 1162); all the breviaries.

11. Orig — The Sunday Within the Octave of Christmas — Dominica infra
Octavam Nativitatis, L 2:33, Origenis (PG 13: 1839-1840); all the breviaries.

111, Orig — The Sunday within the Octave of Epiphany, L 2:42, Origenis:
(PG 13: 1849-1850); all the breviaries.

two parts of the breviary, we can see some differences (in readings and number of textual variants)
in the Croatian-Glagolitic tradition..

5 P. Stankovska, Rekonstrukce charvatskohlaholského homilidre, Disertadni prace Filozoficka
fakulta Univerzity Karlovy v Praze, 2001. Prague, p. 32-295.

% Even though we are dealing with the text of a breviary, in order to enable easier orientation and
access to the non-Slavonic text of the homily, we refer to their place in the Patrology, for which
the abbreviations PL and PG are used: PL — J.-P. Migne (ed.), Patrologia latina cursus completus.
Paris, 1844-1855, and PG — J.-P. Migne (ed.), Patrologia graeca. Patrologiae cursus completus.
Series graeca, Paris 1857-1866.

7 Origen’s homilies can be found, among others, in the collection: E. Benz, E. Klostermann, Die
griechischen christlichen Schrifisteller der ersten drei Jahrhunderte. Origenes zwilfter Band,
Origenes Matthduserkldrung III, Fragmente und Indices, Erste Hilfte. Leipzig, 1941. In
particular, the homily on the reading, beginning with the verse Mt 1:18, in the collection is taken
from the Homiliary of Charlemagne (p- 239). Available at:
<https://books.google.cz/books?id=YTkYCgAAQBAJ&pg=PA239&Ipg=P A239&dq=ut+nato+inf
anti+vel+ipsitMariae+curam+videretur+gerere&source=bl&ots={ZJH6HCwdv&sig=ACfU3U2p
Rg6E3 x4Py8k7M_CazPwooqwvA&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwibl7 j7qPkAhUF3KQKHXDp
CJIQ6AEwWANnoECAgQAQ#v=onepage&q=ut%20nato%?20infanti%20vel%20ipsi%20Mariae%20
curam%?20videretur%20gerere& f=false> (accessed 11.04.2020).

¥ In Latin patrology, the majority of the homilies of Origen examined in this article and which
interpret the Gospel of Matthew are listed by the Deacon Paulus Winfrid in the 95th part of the
patrology in the section “Homiliae de Tempore”, collected by Paulus Winfrid at the command of
Charlemagne.
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https://books.google.cz/books?id=YIkYCgAAQBAJ&pg=PA239&lpg=PA239&dq=ut+nato+infanti+vel+ipsi+Mariae+curam+videretur+gerere&source=bl&ots=fZJH6HCwdv&sig=ACfU3U2pRg6E3_x4Py8k7M_CazPwooqwvA&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwibl7_j7qPkAhUF3KQKHXDpCJIQ6AEwAnoECAgQAQ#v=onepage&q=ut%20nato%20infanti%20vel%20ipsi%20Mariae%20curam%20videretur%20gerere&f=false
https://books.google.cz/books?id=YIkYCgAAQBAJ&pg=PA239&lpg=PA239&dq=ut+nato+infanti+vel+ipsi+Mariae+curam+videretur+gerere&source=bl&ots=fZJH6HCwdv&sig=ACfU3U2pRg6E3_x4Py8k7M_CazPwooqwvA&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwibl7_j7qPkAhUF3KQKHXDpCJIQ6AEwAnoECAgQAQ#v=onepage&q=ut%20nato%20infanti%20vel%20ipsi%20Mariae%20curam%20videretur%20gerere&f=false
https://books.google.cz/books?id=YIkYCgAAQBAJ&pg=PA239&lpg=PA239&dq=ut+nato+infanti+vel+ipsi+Mariae+curam+videretur+gerere&source=bl&ots=fZJH6HCwdv&sig=ACfU3U2pRg6E3_x4Py8k7M_CazPwooqwvA&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwibl7_j7qPkAhUF3KQKHXDpCJIQ6AEwAnoECAgQAQ#v=onepage&q=ut%20nato%20infanti%20vel%20ipsi%20Mariae%20curam%20videretur%20gerere&f=false
https://books.google.cz/books?id=YIkYCgAAQBAJ&pg=PA239&lpg=PA239&dq=ut+nato+infanti+vel+ipsi+Mariae+curam+videretur+gerere&source=bl&ots=fZJH6HCwdv&sig=ACfU3U2pRg6E3_x4Py8k7M_CazPwooqwvA&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwibl7_j7qPkAhUF3KQKHXDpCJIQ6AEwAnoECAgQAQ#v=onepage&q=ut%20nato%20infanti%20vel%20ipsi%20Mariae%20curam%20videretur%20gerere&f=false
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1V. Orig — The Third Sunday after Epiphany, Mt 8:1, the authorship is
not certain — the argument that the authorship of this text does not belong to
Origen but actually represents a homily of some early medieval priest, is
supported by the fact that the style, composition, and the linguistic means of all
the homilies “Origenis in diversos™ deviate from the known texts of Origen, '’
therefore it is possible that they represent the work of early medieval writers
who were able to draw from and use Origen’s commentaries on the Gospel of
Matthew,'' (PL 95: 1189); all the breviaries. However, the breviary LJ contains
a different translation of some abbreviated parts of the text.

V. Orig — The Fourth Sunday after the Epiphany, Mt 8:23, S. Bedae
Venerabilis (the beginning is the same as Origenis): Bedaec Venerabilis, Homilia
58,2 (PL 95: 1162); all the breviaries.

Only the beginning of the homily (reflected also in Bede’s homily) matches that
of Origen (6 in diversos) cited after the edition of Franciscus Procter and
Christophorus Wordsworth:

Ingrediente Domino in naviculam secuti sunt eum discipuli ejus: non
imbecilles sed firmi et stabiles in fide, mansueti et pii, spernentes
mundum, non duplici corde sed simplici. Hi ergo secuti sunt eum: non
tantum gressus ejus sequentes, sed magis sanctitatem ejus comitantes, et
justitiam ejus consectantes. Et ecce tempestas magna facta est in mari, ita
ut navicula operiretur fluctibus. 13

® These are the homilies listed here under the numbers: 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8.
' Ch. V. de La Rue, K. H. E. Lommatzsch (eds.), Origenus Ta Heuriskomena Panta / Ex variis
Editionibus, et Codicibus manu exaratis, Gallicanis, Italicis, Germanicis et Anglicis collecta,

recensita atque annotationibus illustrata, cum vita auctoris, et multis Oissertationibus, vol. 24,
Berolini, 1846, p. 251-253.
11

<https://books.google.si/books?id=CgdNAQAAMAAJ&pg=PA252&lpg=PA252&dq=docente+in
+monte+domino-+discipuli+erant+cum-+tipsotsicut+alacres+tsicut+domestici&source=bl&ots=E--
T0732s1&sig=ACfU3U2ccHc8aenpbZ3bZwGUsiEInXM-
VA&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwidi5jFgNfoAhXFAxAIHdcoDdAQ6AEwAHOECAsQK wi#v=0
nepage&q=docente%20in%20monte%20domino%20discipuli%?20erant%20cum%20ipso%20sicut
%?20alacres%20sicut%20domestici&f=false> (accessed 10.04.2020).

123, A. Giles (ed.), The Miscellaneous works of Venerable Bede, vol. 5, Homilies, London, 1843,
p. 52-53.
<https://books.google.si/books?id=uhAMAQAAIAAJ&pg=PA452&Ipg=P A452 &dg=ingrediente+
domino+in+naviculam+secuti+sunt&source=bl&ots=gSZ7j-
G_GZ&sig=ACfU3U3i0zopUQP06gqBLxKEFveabRooCQ&hl=sl&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjiu_P7
29LoAhU1wcQBHaEmBvsQ6AEwWCHoECAgQLA#v=onepage&q=ingrediente%20domino%20in
%?20naviculam%?20secuti%?20sunt&f=false> (accessed 5.04.2020).

3 F. Procter, Ch. Wordsworth (eds.), Breviarium ad Usum Insignis Ecclesiae Sarum. Cambridge,
1886, p. CCCLVIIL
<https://books.google.si/books?id=jgQ4AAAAIAAT&pg=RA1-PR480&Ipg=RA1-
PR480&dqg=ingrediente+domino+tin+naviculam+secuti+sunt&source=bl&ots=AzcIlcN2Sx2 &sig=


https://books.google.si/books?id=CgdNAQAAMAAJ&pg=PA252&lpg=PA252&dq=docente+in+monte+domino+discipuli+erant+cum+ipso+sicut+alacres+sicut+domestici&source=bl&ots=E--T0732sl&sig=ACfU3U2ccHc8aenpbZ3bZwGUsiEJnXM-VA&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwidi5jFgNfoAhXFAxAIHdcoDdAQ6AEwAHoECAsQKw#v=onepage&q=docente%20in%20monte%20domino%20discipuli%20erant%20cum%20ipso%20sicut%20alacres%20sicut%20domestici&f=false
https://books.google.si/books?id=CgdNAQAAMAAJ&pg=PA252&lpg=PA252&dq=docente+in+monte+domino+discipuli+erant+cum+ipso+sicut+alacres+sicut+domestici&source=bl&ots=E--T0732sl&sig=ACfU3U2ccHc8aenpbZ3bZwGUsiEJnXM-VA&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwidi5jFgNfoAhXFAxAIHdcoDdAQ6AEwAHoECAsQKw#v=onepage&q=docente%20in%20monte%20domino%20discipuli%20erant%20cum%20ipso%20sicut%20alacres%20sicut%20domestici&f=false
https://books.google.si/books?id=CgdNAQAAMAAJ&pg=PA252&lpg=PA252&dq=docente+in+monte+domino+discipuli+erant+cum+ipso+sicut+alacres+sicut+domestici&source=bl&ots=E--T0732sl&sig=ACfU3U2ccHc8aenpbZ3bZwGUsiEJnXM-VA&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwidi5jFgNfoAhXFAxAIHdcoDdAQ6AEwAHoECAsQKw#v=onepage&q=docente%20in%20monte%20domino%20discipuli%20erant%20cum%20ipso%20sicut%20alacres%20sicut%20domestici&f=false
https://books.google.si/books?id=CgdNAQAAMAAJ&pg=PA252&lpg=PA252&dq=docente+in+monte+domino+discipuli+erant+cum+ipso+sicut+alacres+sicut+domestici&source=bl&ots=E--T0732sl&sig=ACfU3U2ccHc8aenpbZ3bZwGUsiEJnXM-VA&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwidi5jFgNfoAhXFAxAIHdcoDdAQ6AEwAHoECAsQKw#v=onepage&q=docente%20in%20monte%20domino%20discipuli%20erant%20cum%20ipso%20sicut%20alacres%20sicut%20domestici&f=false
https://books.google.si/books?id=CgdNAQAAMAAJ&pg=PA252&lpg=PA252&dq=docente+in+monte+domino+discipuli+erant+cum+ipso+sicut+alacres+sicut+domestici&source=bl&ots=E--T0732sl&sig=ACfU3U2ccHc8aenpbZ3bZwGUsiEJnXM-VA&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwidi5jFgNfoAhXFAxAIHdcoDdAQ6AEwAHoECAsQKw#v=onepage&q=docente%20in%20monte%20domino%20discipuli%20erant%20cum%20ipso%20sicut%20alacres%20sicut%20domestici&f=false
https://books.google.si/books?id=CgdNAQAAMAAJ&pg=PA252&lpg=PA252&dq=docente+in+monte+domino+discipuli+erant+cum+ipso+sicut+alacres+sicut+domestici&source=bl&ots=E--T0732sl&sig=ACfU3U2ccHc8aenpbZ3bZwGUsiEJnXM-VA&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwidi5jFgNfoAhXFAxAIHdcoDdAQ6AEwAHoECAsQKw#v=onepage&q=docente%20in%20monte%20domino%20discipuli%20erant%20cum%20ipso%20sicut%20alacres%20sicut%20domestici&f=false
https://books.google.si/books?id=uhAMAQAAIAAJ&pg=PA452&lpg=PA452&dq=ingrediente+domino+in+naviculam+secuti+sunt&source=bl&ots=gSZ7j-G_GZ&sig=ACfU3U3iozopUQP06gqBLxKEFveabRooCQ&hl=sl&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjiu_P7g9LoAhU1wcQBHaEmBvsQ6AEwCHoECAgQLA#v=onepage&q=ingrediente%20domino%20in%20naviculam%20secuti%20sunt&f=false
https://books.google.si/books?id=uhAMAQAAIAAJ&pg=PA452&lpg=PA452&dq=ingrediente+domino+in+naviculam+secuti+sunt&source=bl&ots=gSZ7j-G_GZ&sig=ACfU3U3iozopUQP06gqBLxKEFveabRooCQ&hl=sl&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjiu_P7g9LoAhU1wcQBHaEmBvsQ6AEwCHoECAgQLA#v=onepage&q=ingrediente%20domino%20in%20naviculam%20secuti%20sunt&f=false
https://books.google.si/books?id=uhAMAQAAIAAJ&pg=PA452&lpg=PA452&dq=ingrediente+domino+in+naviculam+secuti+sunt&source=bl&ots=gSZ7j-G_GZ&sig=ACfU3U3iozopUQP06gqBLxKEFveabRooCQ&hl=sl&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjiu_P7g9LoAhU1wcQBHaEmBvsQ6AEwCHoECAgQLA#v=onepage&q=ingrediente%20domino%20in%20naviculam%20secuti%20sunt&f=false
https://books.google.si/books?id=uhAMAQAAIAAJ&pg=PA452&lpg=PA452&dq=ingrediente+domino+in+naviculam+secuti+sunt&source=bl&ots=gSZ7j-G_GZ&sig=ACfU3U3iozopUQP06gqBLxKEFveabRooCQ&hl=sl&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjiu_P7g9LoAhU1wcQBHaEmBvsQ6AEwCHoECAgQLA#v=onepage&q=ingrediente%20domino%20in%20naviculam%20secuti%20sunt&f=false
https://books.google.si/books?id=uhAMAQAAIAAJ&pg=PA452&lpg=PA452&dq=ingrediente+domino+in+naviculam+secuti+sunt&source=bl&ots=gSZ7j-G_GZ&sig=ACfU3U3iozopUQP06gqBLxKEFveabRooCQ&hl=sl&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjiu_P7g9LoAhU1wcQBHaEmBvsQ6AEwCHoECAgQLA#v=onepage&q=ingrediente%20domino%20in%20naviculam%20secuti%20sunt&f=false
https://books.google.si/books?id=jgQ4AAAAIAAJ&pg=RA1-PR480&lpg=RA1-PR480&dq=ingrediente+domino+in+naviculam+secuti+sunt&source=bl&ots=AzcIcN2Sx2&sig=ACfU3U13x3yFoIbwGX0Jag4i5cH8kzsQ-A&hl=sl&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjiu_P7g9LoAhU1wcQBHaEmBvsQ6AEwCnoECAgQOw#v=onepage&q=ingrediente%20domino%20in%20naviculam%20secuti%20sunt&f=false
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Hereafter, the Croatian-Glagolitic text matches Bede’s homily:

Cum enim multa magna et miranda ostendisset in terra, transiit in mare, ut
et ibidem adhuc excellentiora opera demonstraret. ..

Egda bo m'noga i veli¢ divima ¢udesa ¢vils b(¢)Se np z(e)mli. Pride na
more da tu ¢udesa €vil bi ¢ud'néisa...

and not Origen’s homily:

Facta est tempestas magna et non pusilla...

VI. Orig — The Friday after Ash Wednesday, Mt 5:43, the authorship is
not certain, the Latin text of the whole homily (PL 95 contains only the incipit)
was extracted from the Latin breviary which was printed in Venice in 1521'* and
identified by J. L. Tandari¢ as the text most similar to the Croatian-Glagolitic
breviaries in terms of its content;'® all the breviaries.

VIl. Orig — The Thursday of the Second Week of Great Lent, Mt15:21, s.
Laurentii Novariensis episcopi,'® the edition of the text was prepared by Jean
Mabillon '” and by Migne as Laurentii Novariensis homilia secunda (PL 66:
118); all the breviaries. Giuseppe Persiani'® discusses the authorship of this
homily in more detail and states that, depending on the homiliary, this homily is

ACfU3U13x3yFolbwGX0Jag4iScH8kzsQ-
A&hl=sl&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjiu_P7g9LoAhUlwcQBHaEmBvsQ6AEwCnoECAgQOw#v=on
epage&q=ingrediente%20domino%20in%20naviculam%?20secuti%20sunt& f=false> (accessed
10.04.2020).

' The text was taken from the copy kept in the library of the Old Church Slavonic Institute in
Zagreb.

13 J. L. Tandari¢, Hrvatsko-glagoljska liturgijska knjizevnost. Rasprave i prinosi, Zagreb, 1903, p.
171.

16 “Laurentius, surnamed Mellifluus, thought to have been bp. of Novara c. 507. A Laurentius,
surnamed Mellifluus, from the sweetness with which he delivered homilies”.
<https://www.studylight.org/dictionaries/hwd/l/laurentius-15.html> (accessed 10.04.2020).

17" J. Mabillon, Vetera Analecta sive Collectio veterum aliquot operum et opusculorum omnis
generis, Carminum, Epistolarum, Diplomatum, Epitaphiorum etc, Paris, 1773, p. 56)
<https://books.google.cz/books?id=pzFhAAAAcAAJ&pg=RA2-PA56&lpg=RA2-
PA56&dq=numquid-+aliud-+fuit+in+meretrice+quam+lacrymarumé&source=bl&ots=8XqTCzIQKk
&sig=ACfU3U1KMG3alPGKnX2uvDQgKol6zD1isQ&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwis8P2nl5vk
AhXNbFAKHVwWSCLOQ6AEwWCnoECAKQAQ#v=onepage&q=numquid%20aliud%20fuit%20in
‘;/é)ZOmeretrice%ZOquam%ZOIacrymarum&f=false> (accessed 10.04.2020).

<https://books.google.cz/books?id=2JB _rQpAv80C&pg=PA92&lpg=PA92&dq=laurentius+episc
opus&source=bl&ots=iBCr01 XY Up&sig=ACfU3U35aU5d0O60AISG1dNhzKchl90sw4A&hl=cs
&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiz2-

fOompvkAhUBfFAKHRDiAgEQ6 AEwAnoECAKQAQ#v=onepage&q=laurentius%20episcopus&f
=false> (accessed 11.04.2020).
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https://books.google.si/books?id=jgQ4AAAAIAAJ&pg=RA1-PR480&lpg=RA1-PR480&dq=ingrediente+domino+in+naviculam+secuti+sunt&source=bl&ots=AzcIcN2Sx2&sig=ACfU3U13x3yFoIbwGX0Jag4i5cH8kzsQ-A&hl=sl&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjiu_P7g9LoAhU1wcQBHaEmBvsQ6AEwCnoECAgQOw#v=onepage&q=ingrediente%20domino%20in%20naviculam%20secuti%20sunt&f=false
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https://books.google.si/books?id=jgQ4AAAAIAAJ&pg=RA1-PR480&lpg=RA1-PR480&dq=ingrediente+domino+in+naviculam+secuti+sunt&source=bl&ots=AzcIcN2Sx2&sig=ACfU3U13x3yFoIbwGX0Jag4i5cH8kzsQ-A&hl=sl&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjiu_P7g9LoAhU1wcQBHaEmBvsQ6AEwCnoECAgQOw#v=onepage&q=ingrediente%20domino%20in%20naviculam%20secuti%20sunt&f=false
https://www.studylight.org/dictionaries/hwd/l/laurentius-15.html
https://books.google.cz/books?id=pzFhAAAAcAAJ&pg=RA2-PA56&lpg=RA2-PA56&dq=numquid+aliud+fuit+in+meretrice+quam+lacrymarum&source=bl&ots=8XqTCzIQKk&sig=ACfU3U1KMG3aIPGKnX2uvDQgKoI6zD1isQ&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwis8P2nl5vkAhXNbFAKHVwSCL0Q6AEwCnoECAkQAQ#v=onepage&q=numquid%20aliud%20fuit%20in%20meretrice%20quam%20lacrymarum&f=false
https://books.google.cz/books?id=pzFhAAAAcAAJ&pg=RA2-PA56&lpg=RA2-PA56&dq=numquid+aliud+fuit+in+meretrice+quam+lacrymarum&source=bl&ots=8XqTCzIQKk&sig=ACfU3U1KMG3aIPGKnX2uvDQgKoI6zD1isQ&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwis8P2nl5vkAhXNbFAKHVwSCL0Q6AEwCnoECAkQAQ#v=onepage&q=numquid%20aliud%20fuit%20in%20meretrice%20quam%20lacrymarum&f=false
https://books.google.cz/books?id=pzFhAAAAcAAJ&pg=RA2-PA56&lpg=RA2-PA56&dq=numquid+aliud+fuit+in+meretrice+quam+lacrymarum&source=bl&ots=8XqTCzIQKk&sig=ACfU3U1KMG3aIPGKnX2uvDQgKoI6zD1isQ&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwis8P2nl5vkAhXNbFAKHVwSCL0Q6AEwCnoECAkQAQ#v=onepage&q=numquid%20aliud%20fuit%20in%20meretrice%20quam%20lacrymarum&f=false
https://books.google.cz/books?id=pzFhAAAAcAAJ&pg=RA2-PA56&lpg=RA2-PA56&dq=numquid+aliud+fuit+in+meretrice+quam+lacrymarum&source=bl&ots=8XqTCzIQKk&sig=ACfU3U1KMG3aIPGKnX2uvDQgKoI6zD1isQ&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwis8P2nl5vkAhXNbFAKHVwSCL0Q6AEwCnoECAkQAQ#v=onepage&q=numquid%20aliud%20fuit%20in%20meretrice%20quam%20lacrymarum&f=false
https://books.google.cz/books?id=pzFhAAAAcAAJ&pg=RA2-PA56&lpg=RA2-PA56&dq=numquid+aliud+fuit+in+meretrice+quam+lacrymarum&source=bl&ots=8XqTCzIQKk&sig=ACfU3U1KMG3aIPGKnX2uvDQgKoI6zD1isQ&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwis8P2nl5vkAhXNbFAKHVwSCL0Q6AEwCnoECAkQAQ#v=onepage&q=numquid%20aliud%20fuit%20in%20meretrice%20quam%20lacrymarum&f=false
https://books.google.cz/books?id=2JB_rQpAv80C&pg=PA92&lpg=PA92&dq=laurentius+episcopus&source=bl&ots=iBCr01XYUp&sig=ACfU3U35aU5dO6OAlSG1dNhzKchl90sw4A&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiz2-f0mpvkAhUBfFAKHRDiAgEQ6AEwAnoECAkQAQ#v=onepage&q=laurentius%20episcopus&f=false
https://books.google.cz/books?id=2JB_rQpAv80C&pg=PA92&lpg=PA92&dq=laurentius+episcopus&source=bl&ots=iBCr01XYUp&sig=ACfU3U35aU5dO6OAlSG1dNhzKchl90sw4A&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiz2-f0mpvkAhUBfFAKHRDiAgEQ6AEwAnoECAkQAQ#v=onepage&q=laurentius%20episcopus&f=false
https://books.google.cz/books?id=2JB_rQpAv80C&pg=PA92&lpg=PA92&dq=laurentius+episcopus&source=bl&ots=iBCr01XYUp&sig=ACfU3U35aU5dO6OAlSG1dNhzKchl90sw4A&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiz2-f0mpvkAhUBfFAKHRDiAgEQ6AEwAnoECAkQAQ#v=onepage&q=laurentius%20episcopus&f=false
https://books.google.cz/books?id=2JB_rQpAv80C&pg=PA92&lpg=PA92&dq=laurentius+episcopus&source=bl&ots=iBCr01XYUp&sig=ACfU3U35aU5dO6OAlSG1dNhzKchl90sw4A&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiz2-f0mpvkAhUBfFAKHRDiAgEQ6AEwAnoECAkQAQ#v=onepage&q=laurentius%20episcopus&f=false
https://books.google.cz/books?id=2JB_rQpAv80C&pg=PA92&lpg=PA92&dq=laurentius+episcopus&source=bl&ots=iBCr01XYUp&sig=ACfU3U35aU5dO6OAlSG1dNhzKchl90sw4A&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiz2-f0mpvkAhUBfFAKHRDiAgEQ6AEwAnoECAkQAQ#v=onepage&q=laurentius%20episcopus&f=false
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either attributed to Origen or to John Chrysostom, and Laurentius of Novara may
have transferred it into Latin."

VIll. Orig — The Seventh Sunday after Pentecost, Mt 7:15, the
authorship is not certain: the publication of the text listing the differences
between the texts in the Homiliary of Claudius of Turin and Rabanus Maurus as
“Hom. 6 aus d. Homiliar Karls d. GroBen”;* all the breviaries.

JChrys — The 17th Sunday after Pentecost, Mt 22:34, the authorship of
Chrysostom is not likely, “Ex opere imperfecto in Matthaeum, inter spuria
opuscula beato Chrysostomo ascripta” (PL 66: 1429, only the incipit, PL 107:
1061, the first part and the notes from the commentary of Rabanus Maurus); all
the breviaries.

Incipit of the homily: Convenerunt ut multitudine vincerent, quem ratione
superare non poterant. A veritate nudos se esse professi sunt, qui
multitudine se armaverant...

In the Croatian-Glagolitic breviary: Sabrase se da mnozastvoms
premoguts egoze ra¢unoms premoci ne moguts ot istini. nazi ot istini biti
déjuts. ize se v m'nozas tvo oruzili sutp.

Authorship of Homilies, the Possibility of the Existence of Greek

Originals or Old Church Slavonic Translations from the Christian East

The attribution of authorship of the homilies (marked with “the
authorship is not certain” above) to Origen probably dates back to the 8th or 9th
century. Several sources indicate that Paul the Deacon, a monk at the
Benedictine monastery of Monte Cassino, collected the homilies attributed to
Origen (s.v. PL 95) at the end of the 8th century at the behest of Frankish king
Charlemagne, and obtained six homilies on pericopes beginning with the verses
Mt 1:18, L 2:21, L 2:33, Mt 8:1, Mt 8:23, Mt 7:15.*' Various authors”
expressed doubts about the authorship of Origen as well as his authorship of the
homilies on the Gospel of Matthew, which is why it can be considered likely that

1 G. Persiani, “Notes sur les deux antiques versions latines de ’homélie chrysostomienne De
Chananaea (CPG 4529)”, Classica et mediaevalia 1L,1998, p. 89-90).

2 E. Klostermann, E. Benz, “Zur Uberlieferung der Matthiuserkldrung des Origenes”, in A. von
Harnack, C. Schmidt (eds.), Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen
Literatur, Bd. 47, Leipzig, 1932, p. 127-128.
<https://books.google.si/books?id=zXIXAAAAIAAJ&pg=RA1-PA128&Ipg=RA1-
PA128&dg=fuerunt+verissimosque+domini+prophetastusque+ad+mortem&source=bl&ots=634n
GaBhv0&sig=ACtU3U2z30ZowU4K84Qo35lonrNu_3wNBQ&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwi-
33sGL8eDoAhXOFXcKHcLrC-
UQ6AEwWAHOECAsQKA#v=onepage&q=fuerunt%20verissimosque%20domini%20prophetas%2
Ousque%?20ad%20mortem& f=false> (accessed 12.04.2020).

2L E. Klostermann, E. Benz, Zur Uberlieferung der Matthduserklirung..., p. 108-109. e

22 Ch. V. de La Rue, K. H. E. Lommatzsch (eds.), Origenus Ta Heuriskomena Panta..., p. 251-
253.
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https://books.google.si/books?id=zXIXAAAAIAAJ&pg=RA1-PA128&lpg=RA1-PA128&dq=fuerunt+verissimosque+domini+prophetas+usque+ad+mortem&source=bl&ots=634nGaBhv0&sig=ACfU3U2z3OZowU4K84Qo35lonrNu_3wNBQ&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwi-3sGL8eDoAhXOFXcKHcLrC-UQ6AEwAHoECAsQKA#v=onepage&q=fuerunt%20verissimosque%20domini%20prophetas%20usque%20ad%20mortem&f=false
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Origen was indeed not the author of these homilies, even though they drew
inspiration from his commentaries. Thus, Origen was probably the author of
only two homilies on the Gospel of Luke (L 2:33, L 2:42). Under the name of
John Chrysostom (Mt 22:34), we can probably also find the medieval
compilation of commentaries on the Gospel of Matthew as is the case with other
homilies “of Origen”. Given the fact that they are not known in the Greek
version, meaning that we only know them from Latin collections, it is unlikely
that traces of the translation from Greek could be found in such texts or that they
could be found in Old Church Slavonic translations in Eastern Christian
liturgical books.

Issues of Translation of Selected Lexemes and Parts of Texts

Given that the texts discussed in this article did not show any direct
traces of a translation from Greek or any other older Old Church Slavonic
translation, we will assume that the translations of all nine homiletic readings
discussed herein were created from Latin when the Croatian-Glagolitic version
of the breviary was created. First, we will deal with the material of all texts
together, although interesting differences between the homilies discussed can be
noted — in that, for example, the majority of them do not include many lexical
variants of synonymous terms> (the IL. Orig, III. Orig, IV. Orig, VI. Orig and
JChrys) or do not contain any at all, whereas some of them (the I. Orig, V. Orig,
VIL. Orig, VIII. Orig) include certain variants that will be analysed. The
distribution of variants in individual homilies is not clear, since they do not
represent homilies in the same annual cycle (e.g. Christmas or Easter), nor do
they represent homilies that could be identified as actually authorial (e.g. the II.
Orig and III. Orig), etc. Alternatively, variants of some lexemes may be the
result of some misunderstandings or limited understanding of a synonymous
term that the copyist sought to replace with a more comprehensible or common
expression. To some extent, this may be similar to the situation observed in
some biblical pericopes, when one variant can be found in the Northern textual
group of breviaries, whereas the Southern group includes a different one,
adapted to the Latin version. Such variants can be of a different nature (phonetic,
syntactic, morphological). In the case of homilies, these are mostly lexical
differences with the occurrence of synonymous pairs, in which one lexeme can
be described as “Paleo-Slavonicism” ** and the other one belongs to the active
use in the Croatian version of Church Slavonic; or one of them is denoted as
“Paleo-Slavonicism” and the other one as “Croatism”.

2 Here we do not consider synonymous expressions found in only one manuscript because they
represent a specific feature of a certain manuscript. However, even such examples are very rare.

* Such labelling is suggested by H. Bauerova who also gives specific examples of lexemes (H.
Bauerova, “Ke klasifikaci lexika charvatskohlaholskych textt”, in A.-M. Diirrigl, M. Mihaljevic,
F. VelCi¢ (eds.), Glagoljica i hrvatski glagolizam, Zagreb — Krk, 2004, p. 567-575).
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Otherwise, homiletical texts mostly contain five types of variants:

(1) obvious transcription errors that appear as non-standard words or
omissions, e.g. . Orig: po o(tv)cu videl’ se bi tvoriti osipp N2 VAT MO PM N1
BAR DAB DR D2 KOS pecalv videl se bi tvoriti osips ILL, videl " se bi tvoriti
osipb VO LJ instead of pecu videl  se bi tvoriti osipp VB1 L] MA for Lat:
curam videretur gerere loseph;

(2) word variants (e.g. govoriti instead of glagolati or regular replacement of
the relative pronoun ize with ki or the conjunction egda with kada) or phonetic
variants in some (MA, ILL) manuscripts from the 15th century (mostly
rhotacism, e.g. in II. Orig: vzmorems instead of v zmoZems);

(3) variants of morphological forms (e.g. verbal in V. Orig: nas lédovahu N2
VAT MO DR PM DAB ILL, var. naslédovali sut” VB1 VO VB3 L] N1 MA D2
KOS);

(4) some variants of syntactic constructions, of which the most interesting
ones are those that, when translated, mimic the actual or supposed Latin
Ablative Absolute. For the sake of completeness, we also list the non-variant
parts:

I. Orig: nato infanti ... curam gerere loseph — poroenu biv'su
m’ladén’cu N2 VAT DR MO PM ILL D2 N1 BAR, var. o poroZdené biviem’
mladénci VB1 VO MA, var. porozdené bivsem mlad(é)ncé KOS, var.
roZdenimo biv'Sime m’ladéncemsv 1) ... pecu tvoriti Osipp — this is an
interesting part showing the change in the translation of the dative nato infanti
conditioned by the valency of the predicate as the expression is correctly
translated with the prepositional locative o mladénci pecu tvoriti in the
apparently primary version of the translation in VB1 VO MA and KOS. Only
the dative in N2 VAT DR MO PM ILL D2 N1 BAR is the result of corrupting
the text and mimicking the Latin case, thus reminiscent of the construction of the
Dative Absolute, and in LJ, this supposed Dative Absolute is substituted by the
instrumental; Danieli ... incluso claustris non apertis allatum est prandium —
daniely ... zat'vorens bé ... prinese emu obédv neotvorenimi v rati — the Latin
Ablative Absolute is expressed by a simple sentence with a subject and a
predicate, and the Ablative claustris non apertis is expectedly translated using
the instrumental case;

III. Orig: ibant itaque parentes ad solemnem diem pasce et cum factus
esset lesus annorum duodecim diligenter observabat — iducima Ze roditelema ...
ljub’veno ob’sluzevase — in contrast to the previous example, the Croatian-
Glagolitic text includes the Dative/Instrumental Absolute, which otherwise
represents a characteristic and common way of translating the Latin construction
of the Ablative Absolute in the Croatian-Glagolitic texts. However, it is used
here in the translation of a sentence with a subject and a predicate; ef revertentur
parentes cum infantulo lesu remansit... — v raéajuéima se roditelema ego eg'da
otrokv is(us)v os 'ta... — the same as in the previous example;
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IV. Orig: docente in monte Domino discipuli erant cum ipso — ucecu
g(ospod)u [var. ucecéimo gospodems LJ]| na goré i ucenici béhu § nimo — the
Latin Ablative Absolute is replaced by the classic Old Church Slavonic
construction of the Dative Absolute; only in LJ is it replaced by the typically
Croatian-Glagolitic Instrumental Absolute. The use of the Dative Absolute may
be due to the influence from the translation L 20:1 ucestju gospodu Mar®,
probably known among the Croatian Glagolists by heart; descendente eo de
monte, turbae secutae sunt eum: nine V’istinu shodecu emu [var. togda
sas(a)dsimov gospodemwv LJ] z” gori — the same as in the previous example, this
can also represent a parallel with the Gospel J 4:51 swvhodestiu emu Mar and
similarly elsewhere in the same homily: Descendente nunc Domino -
nis ‘hodecu nine g(ospod)u; ad mysteriorum sublimia nisi abiecto onere se
nikakoze ne mozete — here, however, the translation of abiecto onere is made
using the subordinating conjunction ace...;

V. Orig: ingrediente Domino ... secuti sunt eum — v§ad 'Su g(ospodé)vé
.. nas’ledovahu i N2 VAT MO PM, var. vSadsu is(u)su ... naslédovahu i DR
BAR, var. v§edSim ™ g(ospodé)me ... naslédovali sut’” egco VB1 VO VB3 LJ N1
D2 KOS MA - the beginning of this homily actually imitates that of the verse
Mt 8:23 Ascendente lesu... at the opening of the reading from the
Gospel interpreted in the homily. It is interesting to note that in that part the
breviaries which mostly include the version of the text adapted to Latin,
therefore the corrected one, use the Old Church Slavonic construction of the
Dative Absolute, unlike the breviaries, which mostly include the original,
unaudited version, and include the Croatian Church Slavonic Instrumental
Absolute instead.

VIL Orig: accepta fiducia accessit ad fontem — i priéte [var. pri¢ VAT
PM DR MO N1 ILL D2 KOS BAR] up vanie i pris tupi ka is toc niku — the
Latin Ablative Absolute is translated with a sentence containing a subject and a
predicate, similar to the construction Danieli ... incluso in 1. Orig;

(5) relatively rare lexical variants when one lexeme is replaced by a synonym
(e.g. prezde z drév’le) in 1. Orig: kupina drév’le goruci vidése se VAT MO DR
LJ appear instead of kupina préZde goruci videse se N2 VB1 VO LJ N1 for the
Latin: quondam rubus conburi videbatur.

We will focus on identifying the occurrence of lexemes from
synonymous pairs (rarely triples) of the Old Church Slavonic and Croatian
Church Slavonic expressions in the analysed texts. We will check the
equivalents for the Latin lexemes, determined on the basis of a study of some

% Mariinskoe Tetraevangelie. Glagolitic manuscript from the 11th century, published: Vatroslav
Jagi¢ (ed.), Mapuunckoe uemsepoesanceiue ¢ npumeuanusimu u npunodxcerusmu, CaHKT-
[etepOypr, 1883.
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biblical texts and readings from the homilies of Saint Jerome, in which we
discovered synonymous equivalents. In addition, we will highlight translations
of some lexemes or phrases specific to the texts in question.

Synonymous Pairs of Slavonic Words in the Book of Esther, the Book of
Wisdom, 1 and 2 Maccabees and Homilies of Saint Jerome

Out of the expressions translated using synonymous pairs in the readings
from the Book of Esther, the Book of Wisdom, 1 and 2 Maccabees?® (convivium,
diadema, corona, dux, exercitus, eunuch, gens, inutilis, invenire, ludaei, melior,
mirari, populus, princeps, provincia, regnare, regnum, res, rex, sacerdos,
templum), the Book of Job?’ (inimicus, amicus, aurora, camela, holocausta,
nuntius, satan, simplex, tangere in ventus, timere, terra, pulvis, filius, angelus)
and the homilies of Saint Jerome™ (scriba, hebraeus, hebraicus, blasphemare,
filius, pecuniae, villicus, oikonomos), the ones repeated in the analysed texts are
the following: exercitus, gens, invenire, mirari, regnum, res, rex, inimicus,
tangere, blasphemare, pecuniae, scriba, timere, amicus, ventus, angelus, filius,
and ferra. We will not deal with the further analysis of the last six expressions as
these words are used in a special sense in the Book of Job, which is not included
here.

In the otherwise inhomogeneous texts discussed herein, the majority of
the expressions appear only once (only one homily written in parentheses), and
if they occur more than once, more homilies or the number of occurrences are
noted in parentheses. For the sake of transparency, the distribution of equivalents
for the above-mentioned expressions in the Homilies of Origen was divided into
four groups:

(1) Similar to the Distribution in Biblical Texts from the Manuscripts of the
Southern Group

The expression voi (II. Orig) for Latin exercitus is the variant known
from the biblical texts in the manuscripts of the Southern textual group. In the
Northern group, the expression veinstvie is used. Similarly, the word éziks (VIL
Orig) for Latin gens is used in the biblical texts in the manuscripts of the
Southern textual group, whereas the manuscripts of the Northern textual group
contain the word narodb, the same as in the homilies of Saint Jerome in all the
manuscripts. The situation is somewhat more complicated with the equivalents

26 p. Stankovska, “Nékteré faktory dileZité pro posuzovani slovni zasoby v chorvatskohlaholskych
breviatich”, Filologija: casopis Razreda za filoloske znanosti Hrvatske akademije znanosti i
umjetnosti u Zagrebu 68,2017, p. 193-221.

7 1. CrankoBcka, “U3Gpansle Tekcembl Kuuru MoBa B XOpBaTCKO-IIAr0IMYECKHX OpeBHApHAX,
napuHeWHUKax U 4erbeM-niepeBose ”, in JI. Tacea et al. (eds.), bvreapucmuxama 6 Eepona:
nacmoswe u 6voewe, Cogus, 2019, p. 222-227.

2 p. Stankovska, “Homilije sv. Hieronima v srednjeveikem cerkvenoslovanskem prevodu (v

Propriumu de tempore)”, in Edinost in dialog, (in press).
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for the Latin expressions mirari and inimicus. Considering the alternate use of
the equivalents diviti se — ¢uditi se, which also appears in the biblical texts of the
Southern group manuscripts (in the Northern group only cuditi se is used), the
situation in the analysed texts is similar to that in II. Orig: 1. diviti se in all the
manuscripts, the var. cuditi se in BAR, 2. diviti se in all the manuscripts, 3.
Cuditi se in all the manuscripts, and the var. diviti se in N1. Similarly, in most
cases, the word neprietelv is used in all the manuscripts (7 times in VIL. Orig)
for the Latin inimicus, except for one example in all the manuscripts including
nepriétely and the var. vrags in N1 (VIL Orig).

(2) Similar to the Distribution in Biblical Texts from the Manuscripts of the
Northern Group
For Latin regnum and rex, all the manuscripts include only the equivalents
césary (1. Orig) and césarstvie (IV. Orig), the same as in the texts of Saint
Jerome and the biblical texts in the manuscripts of the Northern textual group.
The variants krale and kralevstvie, known from the biblical texts in the
manuscripts of the Southern textual group, do not occur at all. Similarly, only
the equivalent obrésti (1. Orig, twice in II. Orig, VII. Orig) appears for Latin
invenire, the same as in the biblical texts in the manuscripts of the Northern
textual group. On the contrary, the manuscripts of the Southern textual group
include alternations of the expressions obrésti and naiti. The expression tangere
is also replaced with the verb kosnuti in all instances (3 times in I. Orig), the
same as in the biblical texts in the manuscripts of the Northern textual group,
whereas the verbs kosnuti and takniti alternate in the manuscripts of the
Southern group.

(3) Appearance of a Croatised Expression
The use of the lexeme s ‘tvars (VIL. Orig) for Latin res and for Latin causa (VIL.
Orig) is interesting because this word appears only as a variant in the above-
mentioned biblical texts, a “Croatism” in the 15th-century original print (BAR),
the rest use the word réce or veces.

(4) Specific Translation Solutions
In the analysed text, the verb blasphemare is translated with the word
blesti/blusti or zlosloviti: non blasphemaverunt ... a blasphematoribus
prevedeno zloslovise ... ot zlosloveéihe N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3, the var. bledose
... ot bledué¢ihe DAB, bludise ... ot blude¢ihe VAT MO LJ N1 DR (VIIL Orig)
and elsewhere as bludeto N2 N1 VAT MO LJ DR DAB, var. bledut” VB1 VO
VB2 VB3 (VII. Orig). Neither of these terms in this particular meaning is
attested in the classic Old Church Slavonic texts which served as the basis for
the creation of the Great Dictionary of the Old Church Slavonic Language® and
the Greek-Old Church Slavonic Index™, unlike the equivalent in the homily of

2. Kurz, Z. Hauptova (eds.), Slovnik jazyka staroslovénského. Praha, 1966-1997.
3E. Bléhova (ed.), Recko-staroslovénsky index, 1. dil, Praha, 2008.
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Saint Jerome with the translation Auliti, which is the equivalent used also in
classic Old Church Slavonic texts. This might be due to the context as the
homily of Origen speaks of the rebuke of God and the homily of Saint Jerome
about the rebuke of man. The noun pecunia in the homily is used in the sense of
“treasure” or “treasury”’, which is why the equivalent skrovice is used (twice in
VIIL Orig).
Synonymous Equivalents of Latin Terms from the Homilies of Origen and
J. Chrysostom
There are not many synonymous equivalents for Latin terms in our
homilies, and in individual readings, they mostly occur for different words to
varying degrees. That is why we have listed all such cases in individual
homilies, neglecting obvious transcription errors, distorted text or variants found
in only one of the manuscripts studied. We always cite the Latin term (mostly in
its basic grammatical form, unless a more convenient form can be used for
comparison, e.g. a participle). After the colon, we list its equivalents and the
abbreviation of the manuscripts in which they are found. If the term appears in a
biblical citation, the verse from the Bible is indicated in parentheses after the
Latin word:
L. Orig:
lesu (Mt 1:18): isusova N2 VAT MO DR LJ N1 PM ILL BAR D2 —
sp(a)sa VB1 VO L] MA KOS
antequam (Mtl:18): préZde neZe N2 MO LJ N1 PM ILL BAR D2 —
préZde daie ne VB1 VO L] MA KOS
quae: kaé N2 VAT MO DR N1 PM ILL BAR - kotora VB1 VO L] MA

D2 KOS

ideo: sego radi N2 VAT MO DR N1 PM ILL BAR D2 — v istinu VB1 VO
LJ MA KOS

iens: hode N2 VAT MO DR N1 PM BAR D2 — gredi VB1 VO L] MA
KOS ILL

plasmator: saz datels N2 VAT MO DR N1 PM ILL BAR — obrazovatels
VBI1 VO LJ MA KOS

innenarrabilis: neis’Cislna N2 VAT MO DR LJ N1 ILL BAR D2 -
neiz ‘glagolitelna VB1 VO L] MA KOS

magnum: veli¢ N2 MO — velika VAT DR N1 ILL D2 BAR — prévelika
VBI1 VO L] MA KOS

plasmatio: obrazovatelnica N2 VB1 VAT MO N1 — obrazovanie VO L]
DR ILL MA D2 BAR

excogitare potuit: pomisliti v'z7'moZe N2 VAT MO DR LJ N1 BAR —
pomisliti moZe VB1 VO DR BAR MA

superiora: vi§ nihp (gen. negationis) N2 VAT DR MO NI — svr'hnih’
VB1 VO LJ

II. Orig:
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in ortu lesu: v roZ denii is(us)a N2 VAT MO ILL PM DR N1 BAR — v
évleni sp(a)sa VB1 VO L] MA D2 KOS
Domine: v’ladiko N2 VAT — g(ospod)i DR MO N1 BAR
III. Orig:
infirmus: slab N2 VAT MO DR N1 D2 PM BAR ILL — nemocns VBI
VO VB3 LJ MA KOS (2x)
V. Orig:
operiretur (Mt 8:24): pogruzati se N2 VB1 VAT VO VB3 MO LJ NI
MA KOS D2 — pokrivati se PM DR BAR
pius: krot’ke N2 PM DR MO BAR — blage VB1 VO VB3 LJ N1 MA
KOS D2 — krépks VAT
non duplici corde, sed simplici: ne lastiju na Cis tims sr(s)cemp N2 VAT
MO DR ILL PM — ne prégubim’ no prostranim’ sr(v)cemv VB1 VO
VB3 LJ N1 MA D2 KOS
(sanctitatem) ... comitantes: nas lédovase N2 VAT MO DR PM BAR ILL
— poslédujuée VB1 VO VB3 L] N1 MA D2 KOS
iustitiam: uleniju N2 VAT MO DR PM BAR ILL — pravdé VB1 VO
VB3 LJ N1 MA D2 KOS
consectantes: pod 'ruiajuée se N2 VB1 — pridruZajuée se VAT VO PM
VB3 LJ DR MO ILL N1 MA D2 KOS — priZréblajuce se BAR
tempestas: tu¢a N2 VAT MO DR ILL PM - bura VB1 VO VB3 LJ N1
MA KOS
operiri: pogruZati se N2 VB1 VO VB3 VAT N1 MO — pokrivati se L]
PM DR BAR
magna et miranda: velié divima ¢udesa N2 VB1 VO N1 ILL KOS -
vidima cudesa VB3 MA — divha cudesa VAT L) — divna PM DR
BAR
VL. Orig:
infirmus: ne ukrepléni ni razumejuc¢i N2 VB1 VAT VO VB2 VB3 PM
MO N1 MA ILL BAR — ne ukrepléni ni razum 'ni L) — ne ukrepléni
ni umicéi DR — ne ukrepléni ni neumiéi KOS BAR
hi qui oderunt: nenavideéi N2 VAT MO LJ ILL VB1 VO VB2 VB3 MA
— oni i%e nenavidets PM DR KOS BAR N1
VIL Orig:
in partes (Mt 15:21): v s trani N2 MO ILL — v predéli VB1 VAT VO PM
VB2 VB3 DR LJ N1 MA D2 KOS BAR
meretrix: ljubodéica N2 MO ILL — bludnica VB1 VAT VO PM VB2
VB3 DR MO N1 MA D2 KOS BAR
antiquus: pravadni N2 MA — préd’'ni VB1 VAT VO VB2 VB3 MO BAR
—drévni DR LJ N1 KOS — star’ ILL
mirum negotium: div'naé potréba N2 VAT DR N1 KOS BAR - divnoe
¢udo VB1 VO VB2 VB3 LJ
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VIIL Orig:
attendite (Mt 7:15): nabdite se N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3 PM DAB DR MA
N1 D2 —v’nem lite VAT MO KOS BAR — ¢udaite se ILL
intrinsecus: v 'nutruudu Ze N2 VB1 VO VB2 PM MA D2 — a vnutré
VAT DR DAB KOS BAR VB3 —i v'nutre MO ILL D2 — v 'nutré L] —
a vautré bo N1
sed veritate vacui Christianorum (prosecutores). na i v istinu praviho
h(ristyvéns N2 VAT DAB VO VB1 VB2 VB3 - na istiné tadi
kr’s’t’én’ski DR MO N1 — neistini taéi kr’st’én’ski L) — na istini taci
h(rist)vénski KOS BAR (progoniteli)
rapere et coacervare: v'shicati i s'tuZati N2 VBl VO VB2 VB3 —
popadati i uditi VAT DR MO LJ N1 DAB KOS
non desinunt: ne pres tajute N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3 — ne ustajuto VAT
DR MO LJ N1 DAB KOS
(animas) rapere: (duSe) vshi¢ati N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3 — popadati VAT
DR MO LJ N1 DAB KOS
miserabiliter: nepodobno N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3 DAB - nevolno VAT
DR MO LJ N1 KOS
nolite considerare sed inspicite: ne smotrite N2 — ne razg ledaite VAT
MO - ne smotrite no smotréte VBl VO VB2 — raz’gledaite na
g’ledaite DR L] N1 DAB
blasphemaverunt ... a blasphematoribus: zloslovise ot zlosloveéihe N2
VB1 VO VB2 VB3 — bledose od bleduéiho DAB — bludise ot
bludeéiho VAT MO LJ N1 DR
blasphemant. bludeto N2 VAT MO LJ N1 DR — bledut” VB1 VO VB2
VB3
JChrys:
videatur: da uzrit” se N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3 ILL BAR DAB LJ N1 —da
vidit se VAT PM
magister: ucitele N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3 ILL DAB N1 VAT PM -
moistars L] DR BAR
Even though some of the homilies include very few variants of lexemes,

we can conclude that their distribution in the discussed homilies differs. In some
of them, the Northern or Southern textual group of Croatian-Glagolitic breviaries
can be traced due to their lexical variant(s) (I. Orig, II. Orig, IIl. Orig, V. Orig),
whereas this is not possible in some other homilies. The distribution of variants
is such that one belongs to the previously-created manuscripts of the 14th
century and the other to the newer ones from the 15th century (VI. Orig, VIL
Orig and JChrys). In VIII. Orig, however, the two textual groups can be
distinguished clearly, but N2 mostly contains variants of the manuscripts of the
Northern textual groups, even though in the rest of the discussed texts such
variants belong more to the Southern groups.
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Analysis of Synonymous Pairs of Expressions

In the material analysed, the equivalents for certain Latin words are
particularly interesting, mainly because of their distribution. These include the
Latin words lesus, infirmus, ire, magister, proximus, sacramentum, sequi, and
tempestas.

lesus — in the texts, this name appears in each of the homilies, altogether
16 times, 7 of which appear in a citation from a Gospel. In the majority of cases,
the translation equivalent used is isuss, except in the first and the second homily
of Origen read during the Christmas time. In this case, two occurrences in the
text of the homily are both translated as spass, one appears in the biblical verse
Mt 1:18 and one in the text II. Orig in the variant of the Northern textual group
manuscripts. One beginning of the Gospel reading (L 2:33) includes the
translation isuse. The expression spass occurs either in all or almost all
manuscripts of the homilies of the Advent, i.e. the Christmas liturgical cycle,
e.g. in the Homily of Gregory the Great for the 3rd Sunday of Advent, in the
Homily of Venerable Bede on the Nativity of Jesus Christ and then on St. John,
predominantly in the manuscripts of the Northern textual group and mostly in
connection with “spasv hristv”, in some manuscripts also with the variant
“spasitelv hristv”. The emphasis probably lies on the main “role” of Christ as the
saviour. Outside the Christmas cycle, the expression is used four times in all the
manuscripts of the homilies of the Easter Cycle or in the manuscripts of the
Northern textual group, and after Pentecost as a variant in the manuscripts of the
15th century (PM ILL LJ).

ire — only one instance (I. Orig) includes the variant hoditi in the
manuscripts of the Southern textual group and the verb gresti in the manuscripts
of the Northern group. In all other cases, the Latin verb ire is substituted with the
verb iti (III. Orig) or the verb poiti (in the sense of a future tense for the
conjunctive eamus: poidéms 1. Orig).

sequi — the material contains 11 occurrences of this verb, which mostly
denotes the physical act of following Jesus by his worshippers. In this context, it
is translated without exception with the verb naslédovati without variants,
except in both Gospel citations, in which some manuscripts include the variant
v'sléd iti (Mt 8:1) and po néme iti (Mt 8:23), both identical to the Old Church
Slavonic translation of the Gospel. In two cases, however, the Latin term denotes
a more abstract following of thoughts or the teachings of Jesus, and is then
translated with the verb poslédovati (IV. Orig) or with the variant poslusati (V1.
Orig).

infirmus — similar to the equivalents of the verb sequi we find varying
different equivalents with nuances related either to their physical or abstract
meaning. In the case of physical weakness, the expression s Tlabs is used in the
manuscripts of the Southern group whereas the variant nemoéns can be found in
the manuscripts of the Northern group (twice in III. Orig). However, when the
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expression indicates uncertainty in faith, we find the equivalent neukrepléns
(VL Orig).

sacramentum — both cases denote the miracle of the Immaculate
Conception of the Virgin Mary. The first expression, s vétina, appears at the
beginning of the homily and is the same in all the manuscripts. It also appears
later and in the manuscripts of the Northern group, the expression s(ve)tina is
used again, whereas the manuscripts of the Southern textual group use s(ve)tvba
(L. Orig).

proximus — two equivalents can be found, where the Croatism b liz 'ni is
used in the text of the homily and only BAR includes the variant iskr 'ns (twice
in VL. Orig). In the Gospel verse preceding the homily (Mt 5:43) in all
manuscripts the expression is kr'n'ns is used, the same as in the Old Church
Slavonic translation of the Gospel (iskronégo Mar);

magister — the distribution of both equivalents, the Old Church Slavonic
ucitelv and the Croatised moistars, is probably not accidental either. Both are
used interchangeably, however when it comes to the denomination of Christ,
most manuscripts include the variant moistars, but when the phrase zakona
ucitelv occurs, the majority contain the variant uc(i)telo, also known from Old
Church Slavonic manuscripts. Few (LJ DR BAR) include the variant moistars
(JChrys).

tempestas — the expression appears twice (V. Orig) and the “Paleo-
Slavonicism” equivalent bura occurs in the manuscripts of the Northern textual
group, while the rest contain the Croatism fuca.

Conclusions

1. Most of the homilies marked as the work of Origen in the Proper of
Season of the Croatian-Glagolitic breviaries of the 13—15th century actually do
not belong to Origen (6 on the readings from the Gospel of Matthew) and only
two are probably attributable to Origen (the II. Orig and III. Orig on the text
from the Gospel of Luke). Moreover, the homily of John Chrysostom probably
represents a medieval compilation of Chrysostom’s commentaries.

2. From the material we can conclude that the basic translation means of
the Latin construction of the Ablative Absolute were the ordinary sentence and
the constructions of the Instrumental Absolute, which is even used twice as a
translation of the main sentence and once at the beginning of the homily (V.
Orig), imitating the verse of Mt 8:23. In this part, the manuscripts of the
Northern textual group use precisely the Instrumental Absolute, unlike the
manuscripts of the Southern group, in which the Dative Absolute is used, also
possibly as a means to archaise the expression. The Dative Absolute is found in
two other places, which are very reminiscent of the verses L 20:1 and J 4:51, and
might therefore be imitated. Thus, this construction may not have represented
the original linguistic means of the Croatian Glagolists who translated the
breviary.
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3. When comparing the equivalents for the Latin lexemes studied in the
selected Old Testament books and homilies of Saint Jerome, it is evident that the
variants, more common in such texts in the manuscripts of the Northern textual
group, can be found in I. Orig and IV. Orig, while the ones that are more
common in the manuscripts of the Southern group appear in II. Orig and VIL
Orig.

4. The texts of the homilies generally include relatively few variants. In
some texts, there are none or almost none (II. Orig, III. Orig, IV. Orig, VI. Orig
and JChrys). In principle, however, according to the existing variants in the
studied homilies, there are differences in the manuscripts of the Northern and the
Southern group (I. Orig, II. Orig, III. Orig, V. Orig, and in the VIII.Orig, the
manuscript N2 is included in the variants of the Northern group). In others, it is
not possible to identify the Northern and the Southern textual group based on the
variants. The distribution of variants is such that one belongs to the previously
created manuscripts of the 14th century and the other to the newer ones from the
15th century (VI. Orig, VIL Orig and JChrys).

List of abbreviations of the cited Croatian-Glagolitic breviaries:

BAR Baromicev, 1493, paper, print.

DAB Dabarski, 1486, parchment, Zagreb, Archive HAZU, sign. [1lc21

DR Dragucki, 1407, parchment, Zagreb, Archive HAZU, sign. 111b25

D2 Archive of St. Peter, 15th c., parchment, Rome, Bibl. Apostolica
Vaticana, sign. Cap. S. Pietro D215

ILL  Vatikanski 10, 1485, parchment, Rome, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, sign.
Borg. Illir. 10

KOS Kosinjski, incunabula, 1491, paper

LJ 2. Ljubljanski, 15th c., parchment, Ljubljana, NUK, sign. Ms 163

MA  Mavrov, 1460, parchment, Zagreb, Nacionalna i sveucili$§na knjiznica,
sign. R 7822

MO  Moskovski, 1442-43, parchment, Moscow, RGB, coll. Sevastyanov,
sign. F. 270, 51

N1 1. Novljanski, 1459, parchment, Novi Vinodolski, parish house

N2 2. Novljanski, 1495, parchment, Novi Vinodolski, parish house

PAD Padovanski, mid-14th c., parchment, Padova, Biblioteca Universitaria,

sign. MS 2282

PM Pasmanski, 14th-15th c., parchment, Zagreb, Archive HAZU, sign.
11Ib10

VATI19 Vatikanski 19, 1465, parchment, Rome, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, sign.
Vat. Slav. 19

VAT Vatikanski 5, mid-14th c., parchment, Rome, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana,
sign. Borg. Illir. 5
VB1  Vrbniski prvi, 13.th—14th c., parchment, parish house in Vrbnik
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VB2  Vrbniski drugi, 14th c., parchment, parish house in Vrbnik

VB3  Vrbniski tretji, 15th c., parchment, parish house in Vrbnik

VO  Breviary of Vitus of Omisalj, 1396, parchment, Vienna, Osterreichische
Nationalbibliothek, sign. Cod. Slav. 3
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University of Ljubljana, Slovenia
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EMBEDDED THEOLOGY: EXTRACTS OF GREEK
THEOLOGICAL LITERATURE CONTAINED
IN THE SLAVONIC DIOPTRA

Jiirgen Fuchsbauer

In spite of their theological importance, the complete oeuvres of many
outstanding Church Fathers of Late Antiquity, such as the Three Cappadocians,
as well as of notable Byzantine writers such as Nicetas Stethatus were not trans-
lated into Slavonic during the Middle Ages.' Yet, a wider Slavonic audience
became acquainted with their thinking through the Slavonic versions of extracts
contained in other works such as the Dioptra.

The Dioptra was composed in 1095 by a Byzantine monk named Philip-
pus, who is known under the Greek epithet Monotropos, or the Latin Solitarius
in western scholarly literature. The work represents a lengthy didactic poem
consisting of five books, which are for the most part written in the so called po-
litical verse. Except for the first book, the Klauthmoi (in Slavonic Placeve), the
text is composed as a dialogue between the Flesh (cdp&) and the Soul (yvyn), in
which, contrary to expectation, the latter poses questions and the former an-
swers. The work addresses not only topics of religious but also of secular philo-
sophical character.

The Dioptra was translated into Middle Bulgarian Church Slavonic
around the middle of the 14th century.” The exact imitation of the Greek original
and the high linguistic standardisation render it a work representative of the Sil-
ver Age of older Bulgarian literature. Likewise, its dissemination over Eastern
Europe is typical of the Second South Slavonic influence on East Slavonic. The
popularity this poem enjoyed among the Orthodox Slavs from the 14th to the
19th century is attested by approximately 200 extant witnesses.”

Philippus incorporated numerous quotes and paraphrases of biblical, theological,
and philosophical writings into the metrical parts of the work. However, inter-

' Cf. F. J. Thomson, “Checklist of Slavonic Translations”, in L. Sels, J. Fuchsbauer, V. Tomelleri,
I. De Vos (eds.), Editing Mediaeval Texts from a Different Angle: Slavonic and Multilingual
Traditions. Together with Francis J. Thomson’s Bibliography and Checklist of Slavonic Transla-
tions, Leuven, 2018, p. 43-129.

2 J. Fuchsbauer, Die _ Ubertragung der Dioptra ins Slavische — Ein Beispiel
mittelkirchenslavischer ~ Ubersetzungstechnik, Dissertation, Wien, 2010. Available at
<http://othes.univie.ac.at/9921/> (23.04.2020). .

> H. Miklas, I. Fuchsbauer, Die kirchenslavische Ubersetzung der Dioptra des Philippos
Monotropos. Band 1. Uberlieferung. Text der Programmata und des ersten Buches, Wien, 2013.
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spersed in the books II-V there are also extensive passages in prose, which rep-
resent quotations or compilations from the works of other authors.* These inser-
tions in the text are used to add authority to the author’s argumentation. In book
IV this is made explicit. The Soul doubts the Flesh’s claim that after the second
coming of Christ the saints will be honoured over the angels. The Flesh counters
with a5 quote from Anastasius of Sinai, which is preceded by the following
verses’:

1v,143-7
[WPom:] SOKET ot 6¢ MG AmoTOV Kol G WYEVIEG TO Pripa
MNHT ¢ MH CA RAKO NER'E JeND H ABKEND FAB Ch *

Yapé: "Epov o08&v 10 6hvorov €pd 6ot @ kvpio:
MOQ NHYTORKE QBH?OQTA ?Q’ K& TH VG FFEG .
PTG Kol TOPUKOVOTG OV MG WeLdT] TO AeybévTta-
AA Nel(b: Ko I_I?'B(I\O\fLIJA’GLIJH MH I&ICO ADERNA ?GYG’ NaA
TapéE® € GOl LAMGTA YPAPIKTV pLapTupiov:
I_I?HBG,A,K K¢ TH I_Ib: ve W I'IHCA, NHA CB'E,A,'B, TE¢ABCTRO '6

Additionally, the Dioptra proper is followed by a number of chapters
taken from other authors. These are not integrated into the argumentation but
offer, so to speak, further reading. The Greek witnesses of the Dioptra differ
with regard to the number of additional chapters. Nevertheless, a certain number
of them was obviously added by the author himself. The Slavonic translator took
over all of the 23 prose chapters he found in the Greek model he used. Even
though Eirini Afentoulidou’ did a great job in identifying the sources of the Di-
optra, the authors of 6 of these chapters still remain unknown to us. The other
chapters were partly taken from the works of some of the most important eccle-
siastical writers. Like its immediate model, the Slavonic Dioptra contains exten-
sive parts of Gregory of Nyssa’s De anima et resurrectione, of John Chrysos-
tom’s Ad populum Antiochenum homilia X, of his Expositiones in Psalmos, of
John of Damascus’s Expositio fidei, of Pseudo-John of Damascus’s homily De
iis, qui in fide dormierunt, and of Anastasius of Sinai’s Quaestiones et Respon-
siones. Additionally we encounter extracts of the works of two minor theologi-
ans of the 6th century, namely of Eustratius of Constantinople’s De statu anima-

* Ei. Afentoulidou-Leitgeb, “Die Dioptra des Philippos Monotropos und ihr Kontext. Ein Beitrag
zur Rezeptionsgeschichte”, Byzantion 77,2007, p. 9-31.

5 . Fuchsbauer, Die Ubertragung..., p. 24s.

8 “The Soul: This statement seems implausible to me and untruthful. / The Flesh: I won’t tell you
anything that is mine, so that you do not misunderstand my words as untruthful. I’d rather offer
you something from the scriptures.”

" Ei. Afentoulidou-Leitgeb, “Die Dioptra...”, p. 11ss.
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rum post mortem and of Olympiodorus Diaconus’s Commentarii in Ecclesiasten.
Finally, there are sections taken from two authors contemporaneous to Philippus:
a short chapter entitled “Oti tévte giol ai yoyrig dvvauelg of Michael Psellus and
extracts from Nicetas Stethatus’s De anima, De hierarchia, Paradisus spiritual-
is, from his letter No 6 To Gregory, from the letter to a near friend and a text
entitled Tig 6 ovpavog kavog by the same author. It has to be stated that the
interpreter of the Dioptra did not consider already existing translations. He
translated the text as he found it in his Greek model. Later copyists did not cor-
rect the text with the help of existing translations either.

Francis Thomson recently published a list of Slavonic translations from
the Cyrillo-Methodian to the Petrine period, which is based on his famed cata-
logue.® Comparing Thomson’s list with the works the respective extracts were
taken from, we see which of them had presumably been unknown to the Slavs
before the Dioptra was translated. Both Anastasius of Sinai’s Quaestiones et
Responsiones and John Chrysostom’s Ad populum Antiochenum homiliae had
already been translated into Slavonic in the 9th or 10th century. Of Gregory of
Nyssa’s De anima et resurrectione, John of Damascus’s Expositio fidei, and
Olympiodorus Diaconus’s Commentarii in Ecclesiasten there existed only
abridged versions in Slavonic. Pseudo-John of Damascus’s De iis, qui in fide
dormierunt and Nicetas Stethatus’s Paradisus spiritualis were translated in the
14th century only, that is roughly at the same time as the Dioptra. But John
Chrysostom’s Expositiones in Psalmos, Eustratius of Constantinople’s De statu
animarum post mortem, Michael Psellus’s ‘Ot mévte €iol ai yoyig duvdpelg, as
well as Nicetas Stethatus’s De anima, De hierarchia, his letter No 6 To Gregory,
his letter to a near friend, and his Tig 6 oVvpavog Kavdg are not to be found in
Thomson’s list. Presumably, they were not known to Slavonic readers otherwise.

The longest of the extracts of the works of other writers inserted into the
Dioptra are those taken from Gregory of Nyssa’s De anima et resurrectione.
Yet, most prominently among the “contributors” ranks Nicetas Stethatus, whose
writings were not nearly as popular in Slavonic as the Dioptra. Remarkably, the
extracts taken from both of them predominantly circle around the nature of the
soul and around the hereafter. Sentences like the following from Nicetas’s Tig 0
oVOpovog kovog must have surely attracted the interest of the hesychasts, who
played an important role in spreading the Dioptra across South Eastern and
Eastern Europe:

9
IV.e.13
&l ovv 0 1h¢ Sucanocivig fidtog 6 Oedg &v Toig Kauvoic dkeivolg odpovoig
KOTOWKET [...] 006V év ékeivolg mwg ktiopo Ogoedéatepov dpa, §| povov

¥ Cf. F. J. Thomson, “Checklist...”.
? Cf. Fuchsbauer, Die Ubertragung..., p. 66s.
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QRO ampdctTov: &v O oikdV 6 Oedc, PAHCS OC ipdTIov AvaPaileTor: Kol ToG
0ciovg avtod Beoe1di|g amepyaleton:

ALe 0VBO MPXRAK CANILE BB HA NORBIXB WHEXD HEBECexD KHRETH [...] NHYTOKE
BB WHEXB HEKAKO TRAgL BFORHANBHIIA 0FB0, NA THYIA CRETB NEMPHCTAMNAIN
BB NEM Ke KHRA BB, CRETOMB IAKO pHZOA WAKRAET CA* H MPENOAIBNBIA CROA

— ) 10
BMORHANBI CBA BAORACTD

Does this mean that Nicetas got known among the hesychasts on the Balkans,
the hermits of northern Rus’, the Old Believers because his works had been in-
corporated into the Dioptra? Hardly. Gregory of Nyssa, John Chrysostom, and
Anastasius of Sinai are indicated in the text of the Dioptra as authors of the re-
spective extracts, the latter in one instance as watnp ¢ Xwaitne. John of Damas-
cus’s name is given in the margins. Even though six of the prose chapters were
taken from works of Nicetas Stethatus, his name is mentioned only once in the
Slavonic Dioptra, and that in margine, namely in connection with the summary
of his De anima contained in the 5th book. For the substantial extracts of his
Paradisus spiritualis and of the sections taken from the two of his letters quoted
above, which together form the first part of the appendices to the Dioptra, no
author’s name is given at all. The same holds for two other appendices, namely
the ones taken from the works of Olympiodorus Diaconus and Michael Psellus.
The compilation of Eustratius’ De statu animarum and Nicetas’ De anima con-
tained in book V bears the heading Kyrillou in many Greek MSS and, respec-
tively, Kirillovo in the complete Slavonic tradition. This alludes to the monk
Cyril Phileotes (ca. 1015-1100)."" Nicetas Stethatus’ chapter Tic 6 odpavoc
xouvog in the 4th book is ascribed to Theodore the Studite in a marginal notice to
some Greek and to the oldest Slavonic witnesses. Finally, the extract of Nicetas’
De hierarchia in the 4th book is attributed erroneously, but understandably to
Dionysius the Areopagite, and that by Philippus, the author of the Dioptra, him-
self. The extract is preceded by the verse:

Iv,137"
enoi ovv Alovdclog 6 Apeomaryitng
PA€ T e AHONICHE &pewnAFTTCKMHB

10«3 if the Sun of Justice, God, dwells in those fresh heavens, nothing created in these is more
similar to God than the inaccessible light. Dwelling in it, God endues in the light like in vesture
and makes his pious godlike.”

' Peter Van Deun (personal communication).

12 Cf. Fuchsbauer, Die Ubertragung..., p. 22s.

13 “Djonysius the Areopagite said.”
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Obviously, Philippus did not know whose works he was citing. This may result
from the fact that he at least partly utilized not complete texts of these authors
but already existing compilations.

The following table gives an overview of works and extracts of other
authors contained in the Slavonic Dioptra, of other translations of the same text

as recorded by Thomson, and of the person they are attributed to in the Dioptra.

Other Attribution
Author Title . in the
Translation .
Dioptra
. . 9th-10th c.
Gregory of Nyssa De anima et resurrectione (extracts) Author
Ad populum Antiochenum hom.
John Chrysostom Y 9th-10th c. Author
Expositiones in Psalmos - Author
. . 9th-10th c. Author (in
John of Damascus Expositio fidei (extracts) marg.)
Pseudo-John of De iis, qui in fide dormierunt 14th c. Author (in
Damascus marg.)
Anastasius Sinaita Quaestiones et Responsiones 9th-10th c. Author
Eustratius of Con- De statu animarum post mor- cr o
. - Kyrillos
stantinople tem
O%ymplodorus Commentarii in Ecclesiasten 9th-10th c. -
Diaconus (extracts)
Michael Psellus On’ TEVEE 101 oL YK | -
duvapelg
De anima ) Author (in
marg.)
De hierarchia - D10nys1u's the
Areopagite
. Paradisus spiritualis 14th c. -
Nicetas Stethatus Epist. 6 (To Gregory) - -
Letter to a near friend - -
Theodore the
Tig 6 0Opavog Kavog - Studite (in
marg.)

Nicetas Stethatus was fairly well known to the Slavs. Thomson'* lists 14th cen-
tury translations of his Paradisus spiritualis, his Three Hundred Chapters, and
his Questions and Answers, as well as a 16th century translation of his work on
the Roman Azyma, Lent and the Marriage of Priests, and a second translation of

Y F. J. Thomson, “Checklist...”.
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the Paradisus spiritualis, dating to the early 18th century. However, studying the
Slavonic reception of an author like Nicetas Stethatus, we must bear in mind that
through the excerpts contained in a work so popular as the Dioptra a much
greater Slavonic readership got acquainted with his thinking, yet, as his name is
hardly given, without knowing it was his.

Jiirgen Fuchsbauer

Institut fiir Slawistik

Universitét Innsbruck
Juergen.Fuchsbauer@uibk.ac.at



LE SLOVO 50 DE SAINT EPHREM LE SYRIEN DANS DEUX
MANUSCRITS SLAVONS DU XIV* SIECLE DE LA
BIBLIOTHEQUE DE L’ACADEMIE ROUMAINE"

Zamfira Mihail

La thématique du panel Translations of Patristic Literature in South-
Eastern Europe. Les traductions de la littérature patristique dans le Sud-Est
européen nous permet d’approfondir le sujet des textes patristiques, circulation
des manuscrits, la lecture, et leurs multiplication aux Pays Roumains, parmi
lesquels nous nous sommes arrétée aux écrits d’Ephrem le Syrien'. Cette fois-ci
nous abordons le probléme de I’ancienneté de deux manuscrits slavons par
I’intermeéde de 1'un de ses enseignements (Slovo 50). Dans les manuscrits
patristiques slavons existants dans diverses bibliothéques roumaines, les écrits
de Saint Ephrem sont parmi les plus nombreux, aprés ceux de Saint Jean
Chrysostome et Saint Isaac le Syrien.

La Bibliotheque de 1’Académie Roumaine est la dépositaire de 822
manuscrits slavons et slavo-roumains [par la suite = mss.sl.]. Les manuscrits
séculaires d’une collection constituent tout un chapitre spécial de référence en
vertu de leur rareté et des soins particuliers qu’exige leur conservation. La
datation des manuscrits — tant de ceux sur support de parchemin que de ceux sur
papier — en 1’absence de données explicites, implique des études approfondies.
Les catalogues de manuscrits® avancent d’habitude des hypothéses en ce qui

* Texte élargi d*un chapitre de la communication Les écrits d’Ephrem le Syrien en slavon (XIV" —
XVIIT s.) de la Bibliothéque de 1’Académie Roumaine. Voir aussi Z. Mihail, “Counnenus Eppema
CupuHa Ha CIaBsHCKOM si3bike B bubnmorexke Pympinckoit akanemun”, in JI. Tacesa, I1. lanosa
(cver.), FOzousmouna Eepona npes gexoseme: Coyuanna ucmopus, e3ukosu U KyamypHu
xonmaxmu, Cous [sous presse].

! Autres études sur la diffusion de I’oeuvre d’Ephrem le Syrien aux Pays Roumains: Z. Mihail,
“Diffusion en roumain de I’oeuvre de saint Ephrem le Syrien: une expression de I’héritage
byzantin”, Byzantinische Forschungen 25, 1999, p. 111-129; eadem, “Lectures grecques et latines
dans les monastéres orthodoxes aux XIII° — XV¢ siécles”, in C. C. Petolescu, T. Teoteoi, A. Gabor
(coord.), Studia Historica et Theologica. Omagiu profesorului Emilian Popescu, lasi, 2003, p.
663-669.

2 Mss.sl. de la BAR ont été décrits intégralement dans les ouvrages: P. P. Panaitescu, Manuscrisele
slave din Biblioteca Academiei, vol. 1 (1-300), Bucuresti, 1959 [= Mss. sl. I]; P. P. Panaitescu,
Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-romdne i slave din Biblioteca Academiei Romdne, vol. 11 (301—
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concerne leur ancienneté fondées sur I’expérience de celui qui fait la description
et, quoique les filigranes identifiés sont en général mentionnés, on ne renvoie
que rarement a des catalogues de filigranes.

Les plus anciens mss. sl. de la Bibliothéque de 1’Académie Roumaine
[par la suite = BAR] sont quelques fragments et deux exemplaires in integrum,
contenant des textes de culte, des XI°—XIII® siécles®. Les manuscrits du XIV®
siécle sont bien plus nombreux et trés importants puisqu’ils témoignent non
seulement des livres de culte, mais aussi 1’intérét pour la lecture des Saints
Péres. Les codex (sbornic) contiennent les écrits patristiques les plus anciens et
aussi des écrits de Saint Ephrem.

En nous arrétant aux ceux du XIV® s., nous constatons que leur datation
différe, cependant, selon les considérations de différents paléographes. P. P.
Panaitescu, dans Mss. sl. I, 1I, et PPP, ZM dans Mss. sl. Ill, considérent qu’en
dehors des mss. sl. avec des textes liturgiques du XIV® s. restent aussi les mss. sl
72, 100, 130, 139, 148, 205, 298, 315, 491, 677, contenant des écrits de
différents Péres.

Nous avons rencontré des datations englobant un nombre augmenté de
mss. sl. de cette période dans une étude de A. D. Paskal®. L’auteur prend en
considération des dates proposées par divers slavistes roumains, optant pour la
plus ancienne. Il ajoute ainsi au XIV® siécle les mss.sl. BAR 139 et 298 (la
deuxiéme moitié du XIV®s.’; XV© et XVI° s.°) aussi que ms. 148 (la fin du XIV®
s. et XVes.b).

Un ouvrage de grande érudition et acribie, signé par Ion Radu Mircea’,
qui identifie les auteurs byzantins et slaves dans des textes faisant partie des
codex trouvés a présent dans plusieurs bibliothéques roumaines, propose des
datations bien plus précises (chronologiquement délimitées) pour les versions

600), éd. Dalila-Lucia Arama, révisée par G. Mihaila, Bucuresti, 2003 [= Mss. sl. II]; P. P.
Panaitescu, Z. Mihail, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-romdne si slave din Biblioteca Academiei
Romdne, vol. 111/ 1, Bucuresti, 2018 [= Mss. sl. II1].

3 BAR mss. sl. 4, 20, 450, 491, 613, 676, 682, 790, des XII° — XIII® siécles, dans Mss. sl. I, 11, II1.

* A. JI. Tlackans, “BOmpochl TPOMCXOXKICHHS IPEBHEHMIINX KHPHIUTMYECKHX DYKOIHCEH,
HalJIEHHBIX Ha TEPUTOPHH PyMBIHUM, B COBpEMEHHOH pyMBIHCKOW mcropuorpadun”, in B. C.
Edumona (otB. pex.), Crassanckoe u bankanckoe sizvikosnanue. Ilaneocnagucmuka — 2, Mocksa,
2019, p. 234-259, paru apres la rédaction du présent ouvrage.

3 1. Tufu, “Despre prototipurile literaturii slavo-roméne din secolul al XV-lea”, Mitropolia Olteniei
15, 1963, nr. 7-8, p. 511-535, spéc. p. 512-515, réédité dans idem, Manuscrise slavo-romdne din
mandastirile romanesti, éd. par C. Vilau, Bucuresti, 2016, p. 81-104.

% Mss. sl I, p. 173 et 397.

TE. Linta, “Cele mai vechi manuscrise slave din tara noastra”, Romanoslavica 18, 1972, p. 245-
264, spec. 258-259.

$ Mss. sl I, p. 188.

? 1. R. Mircea, Répertoire des manuscrits slaves en Roumanie. Auteurs byzantins et slaves, &d. P.
Bojceva et révision du texte frangais S. Todorova, Sofia, 2005. Les livres de culte n’ont pas été
pris en considération.
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slavonnes étudiées, ces références visant les décennies ol ces textes auraient été
rédigés. L’auteur déclare lui-méme dans I’Introduction que ses références se
fondent sur « la vérification de la date attribuée a chaque ceuvre au moyen des
répertoires des filigranes [n.n., zm] » et que « notre travail s’est déroulé par
¢tapes, comme suit: 1. La rédaction de fiches descriptives-analytiques [...]
chaque fiche est accompagnée d’illustrations, de reproductions des filigranes et
de Dincipit des ceuvres respectives »'’. Mais, dans cette édition posthume, la
reproduction des filigranes caractéristiques pour chaque manuscrit n’était pas
prise en compte et il n’y a aucune référence a leur valeur quant a la datation
proposée par Mircea''. Les filigranes ne sont pas du tout mentionnés et dans la
Bibliographie générale n’est enregistré aucun catalogue de filigranes. Les
datations des manuscrits proposées par Mircea sont mentionnées dans le Tableau
des manuscrits'?, avec des références trés précises aux intervalles de temps ou
ils étaient copiés, ce qui nous fait croire que 1’auteur se fondait sur la datation du
papier utilisé, qu’il aurait identifié d’aprés les filigranes dans les catalogues de
spécialité. La datation avec les années respectives indiquées (pour 17 mss.) par
Mircea surprend parce que la question des filigranes n’a pas été mentionnée dans
la Note de l’éditeur, et on ne faisait que transcrire les chiffres des années ou des
décennies quand ces manuscrits ont été copiés. Or, sans un support documentaire
nominalisé, les datations proposées par Mircea peuvent étre contestées'”, méme
si la justification de ses nouvelles datations avait été faite, selon ses dires, par
« la vérification de la date attribuée a chaque ceuvre au moyen des répertoires
des filigranes »'*. Mircea a précisé ou invalidé la plupart des datations
antérieures concernant les mss. qu’il considére provenir du XIV®s." et, jusqu’a
présent, aucune étude n’est parvenue a le contredire'®.

121, R. Mircea, Répertoire, p.12.

! Je n’ai pas pu vérifier s’il en reste quelque chose de I’archive, des fiches et des manuscrits de
Ton Radu Mircea aprés son décés [1991]. L’Institut d’Etudes balkaniques de Sofia m’a répondu
qu’ils ne possédent rien de ’archive de Pavlina Bojc¢eva, qui avait regu de la part de la famille le
manuscrit qu’elle avait publié. Nous ne savons pas si elle avait ou non accés aux fiches ou aux
rédactions antérieures de Mircea. Aux Archives Nationales de la Roumanie, pour le moment nous
n’avons pas pu entreprendre des recherches pour savoir s’il y avait des dépdts de 1’archive Mircea.

1211 a les colonnes suivantes : Ne; datations; pays; copiste; contenu; rédaction, I. R. Mircea,
Répertoire, p. 229-241.

13 Avant la pandémie, j’avais commencé a identifier I’exactitude de la datation proposée par I. R.
Mircea, et a quelques manuscrits dont j’avais identifié les filigranes et vérifié dans les catalogues,
j’ai constaté que sa datation était précise. Mais, pour pouvoir fonder intégralement les redatations
de I. R. Mircea sur des bases documentaires, il faudra refaire (en I’absence de ses fiches, que nous
espérons tout de méme pouvoir retrouver !) ’opération d’identification des filigranes et leur
confrontation a des catalogues déja publiés, ce qui constitue le théme d’un autre ouvrage.

1. R. Mircea, Répertoire, p. 12.

15 Pour I’évidence des manuscrits de la BAR, considérés par Mircea avoir été écrits au XIV® siécle,
nous énumeérons les 24 cotes, différentes en tant que datation chez Mss. si. I, II, III par rapport a 1.
R. Mircea. C’est ici que nous faisons la premiere référence aux nouvelles datations proposées par
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Des textes de Saint Ephrem du XIV® s., selon les datations d’I. R.
Mircea, se trouvent dans les mss. 73, 160, 298, 302 et 315. Ce sont des codex
contenant des écrits de plusieurs Péres. De ce siecle, il n’y a pas des codex qui
contiennent seulement des textes d’Ephrem'’. Les mss. 73 (f. 78v-88v et 207v-
214), 298 (f. 1-6) et 302 (f. 209v-211) (datées par Mircea comme datant du XIV®
s.) contiennent des enseignements d’Ephrem qui ne portent pas un indicatif
numérique. Par contre, dans le ms. 315, aux f. 222-248, datées tant par PPP que
par I. R. Mircea comme datant du XIV® s., le Slovo 50 a été copié avec le chiffre
50 bien marqué. C’est uniquement dans le ms. 160, toujours du XIV®s. selon la
datation de 1. R. Mircea, dans la suite d’enseignements ephrémiens (f. 196v-

Mircea. A. D. Paskal n’a pas consulté cet ouvrage historiographique roumain dans sa synthése
supra, note 5.

Le chiffre en caractéres gras indique le numéro du manuscrit, entre parenthéses rondes j’ai indiqué
les dénominations des filigranes formulées par P. P. Panaitescu, et entre crochets sont mes
observations: BAR 68 PPP XV° s. (amphore, embléme avec croix au centre) / Mircea a. 1340;
BAR 73 PPP XV°s. (ornement a trois tréfles) / Mircea XIV® s. (1380-1390); BAR 97 PPP 1520—
1535 (f. 378) et (fleur stylisée, fer a cheval avec fleur) / Mircea 1390-1400: BAR 99 PPP XV*-
XVI°s., sans mention de filigrane / Mircea 1390-1400; BAR 127 PPP XVI° s. (fleur stylisée et
hache) / Mircea (fin XIV®s.); BAR 130 PPP XV° s. (ours) / Mircea (1350-1365); BAR 134 PPP
XV¢et XVI®s. (tour dans la premiére partie) / Mircea (fin XIV®s. — début XV°s.); BAR 139 PPP
XV¢s., avec mention: « Jacimirski le date au XIV® siécle, mais ’écriture provient du suivant » [ne
sont pas mentionnés des filigranes] / Mircea XIV®s. (1360?); BAR 148 PPP XV° s. (croix avec
socle) / Mircea fin XIV® s.; BAR 150 PPP XV° s. (cceur avec fléche) / Mircea fin XIV® s.; BAR
153 PPP XV°s. (ciseaux) / Mircea fin XIV® s. — début XV s.); BAR 158 PPP XV° s. (premiére
moitié)[sans mention de filigrane] / Mircea 1350-1370; BAR 159 PPP XV°s. [sans mention de
filigrane] / Mircea fin XIV® s. — début XV°®s.; BAR 160 PPP XV° s. [sans mention de filigrane] /
Mircea 1360-1370; BAR 296 PPP XV° s. [sans mention de filigrane] / Mircea fin XIV® s. — début
XV¢s; 1385-1405; BAR 298 PPP premiére moitié du XVI°® s. (trois cerises, ceeur avec fléche) /
Mircea 1369-1370; BAR 302 PPP XV° s. (tour, fleur stylisée) / Mircea fin XIV® s. (1375-1400);
BAR 304 PPP XV°s. (cloche, dans la premiére partie du vol. et aussi la lettre B) / Mircea fin XIV®
s. (1380-1390); BAR 315 PPP début du XV° s. (trois cerises, croix grec, deux clés, cloche) et
XIV®s. (f. 222-248v, écrites a la fin du XIV® s.) / Mircea II° moitié du XIV®s. (1350-1360); BAR
316 PPP XV° s. (deux cercles, poire avec deux feuilles) / Mircea II° moitié du XIV® s. (1345-
1360); BAR 320 PPP fin du XV° s. (arc avec fléche) / Mircea II° moitié du XIV® s. (1375-1390);
BAR 355 PPP début du XV° s. (trident, arc, téte de bélier) / Mircea milieu XIV® s. (1349-1375);
BAR 419 PPP XV° s. (deux cercles, deux clés, cruche, balance manuelle) / Mircea I moitié XIV®
s.; BAR 421 PPP XVI®s., XV® s.[sans mention de filigrane] / Mircea II° moitié XIV® s. (1345—
1380). Ont daté presque de la méme maniére BAR 72 (PPP, XIV°® s. début / Mircea XIV®s.), 100
(PPP 1399-1420; cercle, trident, fourche avec deux cercles au bout / Mircea 1340—-1350) et 205
(les deux, a. 1346, f. 410v).

16 Dans les études Z. Mihail, « Recherches sur le vieux slave a I'Institut des études sud-est
européennes », Revue des études sud-est européennes 45, 2007, p. 451-460, et eadem, « Nouveaux
défis de la recherche des textes slavons », in A. Timotin (éd.), Un siécle d’études sud-est
européennes en Roumanie. Bilan historiographique, Briila, 2019, p. 207-220, je n’ai pas signalé
I’absence de ces indications dans la Bibliographie de 1’ouvrage de Mircea.

"7 Apud Mihail [sous prese]. Jai proposé de classifier les codex (sbornic) en catégories distinctes,
s’ils contiennent les écrits d’un seul Pére ou bien s’ils réunissent de maniére aléatoire ou
thématique les enseignements de plusieurs Peres.
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261v), aux f. 215-246 que se trouve aussi ce méme Slovo 50. Ici est marqué
aussi I’enseignement nr. 23 (f. 207-210v).

Le numéro 50 est significatif dans la suite des enseignements de
Parenesis, parce que avec lui commence «la différenciation» dans la
numérotation, dans certains manuscrits'®. Francis J. Thomson appelait cette
homilie Sermo asceticus [sous n°. 54, pts. I-IV], en citant CPG'®, N°3909 et J. S.
Assemani, Sancti Patris nostri quae extant Ephraem Syri opera omnia..., vol. I,
40-70 et concluant: « In all codices it is divided into two parts [...] in some
codices, e. g. Academy, Frolov, Trinity Sergius, Macarius, the first part forming
entry 54 is divided into four sections numbered separately. However, early
Bulgarian and Serbian codices, e.g. Lesnovo, Mihanovi¢, do not make this
subdivision which is probably a later development »*.

Parce que nous avons constaté que cette homilie se trouve dans les mss.
160 et 315, nous nous sommes proposée d’éditer ce Slovo 50 pour avoir ainsi la
possibilité, par I’intermédiaire de leurs textes, de présumer la provenance de ces
deux exemplaires. Et de cette fagon, on en viendrait a suivre la circulation des
écrits de Saint Ephrem. Nous nous sommes guidée par les constatations de J.
Fuchsbauer et V. Tomelleri, qui énoncent que « in Slavonic Studies preference is
often given to manuscript-based editions, ideally with full documentation of the
variant readings in the apparatus criticus »*'. Mais, en ce qui concerne notre
recherche, nous considerons que ¢’est important aussi d’avoir une « view of the
orthographic and linguistic variety of Church Slavonic » parce que nous
considérons que chaque manuscrit est une ceuvre d’« auteur » (du copiste) et que
les éditions intégrales des principaux textes de la littérature ancienne seraient en
mesure de configurer un tableau synthétique des versions des écrits patristiques
et de leur diffusion.

Le ms. sl. BAR 315 est un colligat de 22x14 cm, dans lequel étaient
réunis des cahiers totalisant 257 pages (la numérotation a été faite dans BAR),
écrits au début du XV°s. (les f. 1-221, 249-257, d’aprés Mss. si. I1), et seulement
f. 222r-248v a la fin du XIV s., d’aprés ce méme Mss. sl. 11 (en realité les f. 249-
257 sont eux aussi du XIV® s., voir ci-dessous notre analyse des filigranes).

8 Cf. 0. ®. Konobos, “I[peBHEPYCCKHE «KHHIH, PEKOMbIs Edpemb»”, in Juneeucmuueckoe
ucmoynuxosedenue u ucmopus pycckoeo asvika (2010-2011), Mocksa, 2011, p. 244.

Y M. Geerard, Clavis patrum graecorum, vol. 11, Turnhout, 1974.

2 Fr. J. Thomson, “The Old Bulgarian Translation of the Homilies of Ephraem Syrus”,
Palaeobulgarica 9, 1985, Ne 1, p. 128, avec renvoi a 1’édition de G. Bojkovsky, Paraenesis. Die
altbulgarische Ubersetzung von Werken Ephraims des Syrers, Bd. I, Freiburg im Breisgau, 1984,
p. 40-49.

21 J. Fuchsbauer, V. Tomelleri, “Introduction”, in L. Sels, J. Fuchsbauer, V. Tomelleri, 1. de Vos
(eds.), Editing Medieval Texts from a Different Angle. Slavonic and Multilingual Tradition,
Together with Fr. J. Thomson’s Bibliography and Checklist of Slavonic Translations, Leuven-
Paris-Bristol, 2018, p. 279.
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Selon Mircea™, le ms. tout entier est de la II° moitié du XIV® s. (1350-1365). La
concordance en ce qui concerne sa datation et les filigranes que nous avons
identifiés aux f. 222-257 nous a determiné de nous occuper d’abord de ce ms.

P. P. Panaitescu a indiqué « en bloc » tous les filigranes du ms. 315 :
trois cerises, croix grecque, deux clés, cloche®, caracterisant aussi le papier du
XV® s.. Mais nous avons identifi¢ aux f. 222-248-257 : arbaléte (f. 224-227)
« les variantes du groupe 701 a 707 [arbaléte] sont extrémements nombreuses ;
on n’a reproduit ici que les principales. Le papier qui les porte est abondant en
Italie [...] ils se trouve entre 1320 et 1393 »**, cloche (f. 247-248, au milieu d’un
cahier)® et, aux f. 253-256 le filigrane pot a une anse’®. A la f. 249 c’est I'image
d’une hache ? « Est-ce bien un fer de hache que les filigranes de cette famille
représentent ? » se demande Briquet qui le dessine, mais le considére « moins
certain »*’. Nous persévérerons dans I’étude de filigranes.

Bien qu’il se trouve a la Bibliothéque de 1I’Académie depuis 1903,
transféré du Musée des Antiquités, qui I’a recu du monastére Bistrita, le
manuscrit est entré dans le circuit scientifique en 2003**. Nous estimons que ce
sbornic dans sa forme actuelle est formé de deux parties : la premiére était écrite
par un copiste, qui a transcrit les feuilles 1r-221v, avec des textes de Nil,
quelques apophtégmes de saint Macaire et Zosima et quelques paroles d’Isaie et
ou le texte s’arréte aprés un enseignement (incomplet) du grand Athanase, le
patriarche d’Alexandrie. On observe la-bas facilement une lacune. Il semble
qu’il en manque des feuilles, mais, n’ayant pas de témoin de contrdle, nous ne
pouvons pas préciser combien de feuilles aient pu se trouver dans ’intervalle
entre les f. 221v-222r du ms. 315. Par conséquent, nous ne savons pas pour le
moment si le texte d’Athanase continuait et si les feuilles manquantes sont
disparues ultérieurement ou bien, tel qu’il arrivait parfois, le texte s’est
interrompu. La feuille 221 clot un cahier de 8 feuilles. La deuxiéme partie
commence aprés la feuille 221v jusqu’a la fin du manuscrit. Ici sont reunis des
textes d’Ephrem, un enseignement court de Symeon de Mésopotamie et
quelques fragments de Patérikon.

A la reliure du sbornic, le relieur a joint, aprés les feuilles écrites jusqu’a
la f. 221v, sur du papier satiné bien conservé, des cahiers plus anciens avec du
papier friable maintenant (sans avoir d’indication de cahier, les f. 222-257), avec

22 1. R. Mircea, Répertoire, p. 233.

2 Mss. sl I, p. 71.

2 C. ML. Briquet, Les filigranes. Dictionnaire historique des marques du papier (= Briquet), Paris,
1907, t. I, p. 50 et n* 701-707.

BCM. Briquet, II, p. 248, n° 3960 (Venise a.1354, Ferrara, a.1364), avec beaucoup de variantes.
26 C. M. Briquet, IV, p. 624, n° 12470 (Dijon a. 1343).

27 C. M. Briquet, II, p. 409.

% Le manuscrit a été décrit au Mss. sl II, p. 66-71. Voir aussi C. Huxonosa, ITamepuunume
paskasu 6 6vizapckama cpeonogekosna tumepamypa, Sofia, 1980, p. 60.
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le texte déja lu fréquemment si I’on s’en tienne aux traces laissées aux bords des
pages. La feuille 222r a le titre a la premicre ligne, a droite pres du talon, par une
initiale majuscule en rouge, un oméga maladroit tracé avec la plume d’oie,
noo\”f?eNHé, tTro Eppenia wo: [ (Enseignement de Saint Ephrem. Slovo 50).

L’écriture des feuilles 222r-248v, avec une demi-onciale minuscule trés
réguliére, le dessin des lettres realisé avec une plume bien épaisse et les mots
plus serrés est visiblement différente de celle des feuilles de la premiére partie
du ms. Le texte n’a aucun alinéa. Tous les majuscules sont en noir. A la f. 224r/
6-7, le texte était écrit avec une encre a présent trés délavée, d’un brun clair, qui
aurait pu étre rouge. Il y a aussi une numérotation au crayon (de 1899, selon la
notice de la couverture 1V), de la f. 1-256 (en fait ce sont 257 f., puisque le
numéro 231 a été donné deux fois). Les cahiers (f. 222-257) ont subi des
détériorations, car il y a certaines lacunes, avec manque de feuilles arrachées ou
détruites au long du temps que nous allons signaler au moment donné.

On constate qu’a la rédaction des feuilles 222-257 ont peut-Etre
collaboré deux copistes, bien que P. P. Panaitescu ait identifié¢ 1’écriture d’une
seule main. Mais on observe une modification de graphie, la feuille 230r
comporte des caracteres bien plus petits et tassés, tandis que le duct des lettres
est trés ressemblant. Il est possible que l’écriture appartienne a la méme
personne qui aurait repris sa tache aprés une interruption et dans cette nouvelle
conjoncture aurait essayé d’entasser les lettres.

La reliure du manuscrit est a présent détériorée; le cuir grossier utilisé,
sur support épais de hétre, est réche et il en manque des morceaux, en bas, pres
du talon. Nous supposons que 1’actuelle reliure du ms., d’apres la qualité du cuir,
provient de la méme période que celle de la rédaction des f. 222-257.

Si I’on prend en considération une telle datation de la couverture (méme
période que celle de la rédaction des f. 222-257), nous pouvons présumer que
pour relier le volume, on a introduit les feuilles 1-221v dans les couvertures plus
anciennes, pour compléter le bloc des feuilles 222r-257. Le codex dans sa forme
actuelle s’arréte a la f. 257v et il lui manque des feuilles a la fin, dont on observe
les traces au talon.

Les vrillettes qui ont attaqué les couvertures y ont laissé des traces
visibles. Nous avons observé que de tout le manuscrit il n’y a que les feuilles
222-257 qui sont forées par les vrillettes et en gardent des traces nombreuses, ce
qui nous fait supposer que les couvertures eussent contenu un sbornic (plus
ancien) qui avait initialement dans sa composition aussi la deuxiéme partie de
I’actuel exemplaire. Car il est évident que les feuilles 222-257 proviennent ou
aient été détachées d’un recueil d’écrits, la preuve c’est qu’a la f. 248yv, aprés la
fin du texte d’Ephrem, il y a un espace blanc, laissé¢ libre. C’est pour cela que
nous supposons que les f. 222-257 se trouvaient entre les couvertures actuelles,
qui ont été utilisées apres pour relier toutes les feuilles de ce sbornic.
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Eussent-elles ¢ét¢ détachées d’un exemplaire détérioré pour étre
introduites parmi les feuilles en cours de transcription, a une place considérée
convenable, apres la f. 221v ? Nos commentaires antérieurs sur les couvertures
qui semblent avoir la méme ancienneté que les feuilles 222-248-257 pourraient
en offrir une explication. Mais la question persiste toujours, afin de pouvoir
connaitre en quel contexte sont parvenues a étre utilisées les feuilles avec Slovo
50 du XIV® siécle pour compléter la premiére partie du coligat écrite quelques
décennies plus tard (d’aprés P. P. Panaitescu) et découvrir peut-étre de cette
maniere ou avait été copiée « la premicre moitié¢ » du shornic 315.

L’analyse de I’exemplaire montre aussi que le manuscrit était employé
dans I’église pour [’office (nous soulignons cette assertion) et faisait partie de la
bibliothéque permanente du c6té du choeur, posé sur le lutrin, parce qu’il
conserve encore les tranches de téte, de gouttiere et de queue en rouge,
maintenant décoloré.

Pour I’histoire d’un exemplaire de livre ayant traversé les siécles, il est
important que les reliures (couvertures) soient originelles, dans la mesure ou
elles ne sont pas complétement abimées. La procédure qui consiste a conserver
les manuscrits sans changer les couvertures, restauration avec complétement des
feuilles ou sans relier a nouveau les exemplaires (mais en les gardant dans des
conditions optimales de température et d’humidité) adoptée par les spécialistes
en conservation de Bulgarie” c’est & notre avis le procédé qui contribue de
maniére décisive a la reconstitution de 1’histoire de 1’artéfact comme tel.

L’autre shornic qui contient Efréme, Slovo 50, le ms. 160, a attiré notre
attention dés le commencement de nos recherches parce qu’en accordant crédit a
’opinion d’I. R. Mircea, qui établit qu’il était écrit entre 1360—1370%, quoique
daté différemment par P. P. Panaitescu, qui le situe au XV° s.>!) nous nous
sommes proposée de verifier sa nouvelle datation. Le ms. 160, 312 f,, 21,5x14
cm., daté par Panaitescu au XV° s. sans invoquer des filigranes, est considéré
avoir été écrit en Moldavie® (le ms. a apartenu au monastére Neamt), mais
Mircea établit qu’il fut copié¢ dans la période 1360—1370 et écrit en Bulgarie™.
Aprés I’indication du lieu de sa rédaction, la Bulgarie, Mircea a mis un point
d’interrogation (?) ; nous supposons qu’il I’ait utilisé car le ms. aurait pu étre

¥ B. Xpucrosa, E. Mycakosa, E. V3yHoBa, Onuc na cnassnckume pwkonucu 6 L{wpKoeHo-
ucmopuueckus u apxusen uncmumym na Bwreapckama Ilpasociasna L{wpkea, 1. 1, bubneiicku
xnueu, Codwust, 2009, voir aussi le compte rendu in Revue des études sud-est européennes 49,
2011, Ne 1-4, p. 359-360.

301, R. Mircea, Répertoire, p. 233.

3 Mss. sl. 1, p. 238. Voir aussi Nikolova [supra, n. 29], p. 60 «du commencement du XV® s.».

32 Voir le Mss. sl. I, p. 238-240. Nous signalons quelques omissions et inadvertances dans la
description : le ms. n’est pas « écrit sur deux colonnes » parce qu’il n’y a pas de « colonnes » dans
ce ms. et la graphie n’est pas « demi-onciale », mais demi-onciale italique.

3 1. R. Mircea, Répertoire, p. 231.
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écrit a Athos®* aussi. C’est un sbornic avec 39 titres d’enseignements / homilies,
avec début et fin, écrit d’'une main, mais avec quelques feuilles manquantes a la
place desquelles ont été introduites des feuilles avec une écriture du XVII® s. La
reliure en cuir avec des ornements stilisés, sur support de bois, est aussi du
XVII® s. Une suite d’enseignements d’Ephrem se trouve parmi d’autres discours
de plusieurs autres Péres. Slovo 50 commence a la f. 2151/16, le titre est écrit en
onciales, I’écriture est en italiques et le texte s’achéve a la f. 2461/26. Cet
exemplaire conserve, lui aussi, les tranches en rouge, cette fois-ci en bon état et
sur la tranche de téte est imprimé : eppenn caorn. Donc, tous les deux codex ont

¢été destinés a I’office.

Le ms.160 conserve la numérotation originale dans des cahiers de 8
feuilles (f. 3-76v, c. 1-9; a f. 91v-63r, c. 11-21; a f. 178v, c. 23 et a f. 185v, c.
24). La notation des cahiers apparait de nouveau a la f. 233r, c. 31; f. 240v, c.
31; f. 257r, c. 34. Chez quelques feuilles apparait une notation d’un autre type,
au milieu du sous-sol: T an(cT) 1 no(a) « 3 feuilles et demie » (f. 207r) ; A an(cT)

« 4 feuilles » (f. 1251) ;% an(er) « 5 feuilles» (f. 56v, 197r) ;% an(et) 1 no(a) « 5
feuilles et demie » (f. 77r et 82r) ; 5 an(cT) « 6 feuilles » (f. 63v, 87r, 201r) ; i
AH(cT) 1 no(A) « 8 feuilles et demie» (f. 94r et 101v) ; 4 an(et) « 9 feuilles » (f.
116r) ; A an(cr) « 30 feuilles » (f. 215r). Nous n’avons pas encore pu établir si

I’emploi de cette numérotation a été déterminée par un certain critére de
sélection ou bien qu’il était aléatoire. Les notations du sous-sol avec rapport au
nombre des feuilles ont ét¢ utilisées pour numéroter au sous-sol du titre la
totalité des feuilles que ’enseignement ainsi marqué contenait. Les notations
n’ont pas été inscrites lors de la transcription du sbornic ms. 160 mais
probablement bien plus tard. Il est possible que ce fiit le signe pour une nouvelle
transcription seulement des textes aux feuilles ainsi comptées. Le signe A an(cT)

« 30 feuilles » a la f. 215r peut étre une preuve en ce sens, parce que Slovo 50
compte 30 feuilles. Est-ce que le ms. 160 a servi de prototype pour d’autres
copies ? Nos recherches les suivront.

En ce qui concerne 1’analyse des filigranes, ils ne nous aident pas trop
cette fois-ci. Nos tentatives pendant longtemps de les identifier n’ont pas abouti
a des resultats significatifs®. Parce que les filigranes sont fragmentés, couverts
dans le talon, impossible a reconstituer pour la plupart, ¢’est probablement pour
cela que P. P. Panaitescu ne fait pas mention de filigranes dans sa description du
ms. 160. Nous avons identifié des lignes paralléles au talon, voir f. 160, 216,

3* Voir la discussion en détail dans Mihail [sous presse].

35 Voir H. AranacoBa, Puiuzpanoiosxcku npobiemu na Gvreapekume puikonucu om XIV u XV eex,
sanasenu ¢ bvaeapus, Codust, 1984 (unpublished PhD dissertation), apud M. Dimitrova, 1. Petrov,
« Literature cited », in L. Sels et al. (eds.), Editing Medieval Text from a Different Angle : Slavonic
and Multilingual Tradition...[ ci-dessus n. 22], p. 334.
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227, 243. C’est probablement la hampe d’un étendard (f. 244-245), attesté a Pisa
a.1365 «1’étendard est un filigrane exclusivement italien, [...] I’extremité de la
hampe est tréflée »*® ; peut étre I’arme d’hast, qui ressemble a deux clefs, mais
« ’interpretation de cette marque est en effet douteuse »°’. Il y a aussi des lignes
perpendiculaires sur le talon, au milieu de la page, voir f. 218, 220, 221, 223,
225,229, 234, Enfin, a la f. 235/238 nous avons pu mettre en évidence un dessin
qui ressemble a celui enregistré par Briquet a la categorie d’indéterminée’®. Les
filigranes cités pour la premicre fois correspondent tout a fait a la datation de
Mircea et convergent a nous faire soutenir que les mss. 315 (f. 222-257) et 160
ont été écrits dans la deuxiéme partie / vers la fin du XIV©s.

Ce sont les deux seuls mss. (du XIV® s.) contenant cet enseignement
ascétique (Slovo 50) d’Ephrem qui sont conservés dans les bibliothéques
publiques de Roumanie, d’apres les investigations d’l. R. Mircea, trouvés dans
les plus anciens codex avec des textes patristiques, selon les informations
existantes en ce moment®’. Le texte du Slovo 50 est identique dans les deux
manuscrits.

Les deux mss. ont des indications auprés des titres de certains
enseignements (qui n’ont pas été signalées dans le Mss. sl. I et II) qu’ils sont
destinés a servir de lecture auxiliaire lors des offices divins. Et la structure du
texte de Slovo 50 le révele avoir été destiné a étre lu de vive voix, dans une
communauté (par exemple, ms. 315, f. 248v/15-20 Desinit: « i Ea ALLero NENATO;

/ MPOCAABHMb*  AX FH APPAH CTHH W NA BLZRECEAA/T' CA+ H AHRALIGH CA NAMb H
CABILLIZRLIEH W HA, CB/NHAAT ¢A H MPOCANRATH Ba+ FAKO TOMS MOBAETH / RhCBKA CAARA
« T . o o, — . — — « - . ’

H YThb H MOKAANENTE: WIS H ¢N8 H CTo/M8 AX8: NNEB H NiCNO H Bb R'BKBI BBKOMb -
aMHnib:+ » (Nous glorifions notre Dieu aux cieux , afin que les saints anges se

réjouissent de nous et [...] rendent gloire a Dieu, a qui appartiennent la gloire,
I’honneur et I’adoration, au Pére, au Fils et au Saint Esprit maintenant et toujours
et dans les siécles des siécles. Amen). A la méme f. 248v/21, le titre suivant,
CAORO CIFMEONA Mecomoo-aMiHcKaT... s’achéve par w BARH « Bénissez, Pére »™*.

Le ms. 160 était destiné expressis verbis a ’office divin (voir f. 285-
286, MoanTea), faisant partie du Prologue®', et il comporte aussi la formule

3¢ C. M. Briquet, II, p. 348, voir aussi et n° 5982 et 5976.

37 C. M. Briquet, II, p. 239, n° 3774.

¥ C.M. Briquet, IV, p. 808, no 16044 attesté a Sienne, a.1373—1376, ou plutdt C. M. Briquet, II,
p- 409, no 7481 (une hache du charpentier). Voir aussi la reproduction dans 1’ Annexe.

% Mircea signale aussi un ms. 351 (4882) a la Bibliothéque Nationale de la Roumanie, mais daté a
la IT° moitié du XVI®s. (I. R. Mircea, Répertoire, p. 57 et 237), avec le méme Slovo 50 ala f. 132v.
4011 n’a pas été transcrit dans le Mss. s. 11, p. 71.

U A. A. Typunos, « CIaBsHCKHE TIepEeBO/BI, PYKOIMCHAs W CTApONeyaTHas Tpaguius 10 XIX B. »,
in Ilpasocaasuas snyuknoneous, nox penaxuueit [larprapxa Mockosckoro u Beest Pycu Kupmna,
T. 19 s.v. Efrem et en ligne <www.pravenc.ru/text/376984.html#part 33> (15.09.2020).
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BAAMOCAORH « bénissez [pére, que je lise] » f. 246v. A la méme feuille, dans le titre
TOroKe Epema chﬁN& CAORO- CMAA anA$um Kb NEM BpATIA- H mnpocﬁu’j H W ABAGCE
H MbI, A0 -k&+ « Du méme Ephréme le Syrien : Enseignement quand les fréres

sont venus a lui et I'ont questionné sur les ceuvres, enseignements 22 »
s’ensuivent deux termes essentiels [Npoaor « Prologue » et saarocaorn « bénissez

[pére que je lise] », qui ont été omis. Egalement sont omis de la description de ce
ms. les numéros des enseignements d’Ephrem: a la f. 201 Slovo [43], a1a f. 210v
Slov(o) [25], et ainsi la succession des discours ephrémiens est: 43, 23, 25, 26,
50 et deux autres encore sans numéro. Les 22 méditations de la f. 246v-261 ont,
elles aussi, un titre chacune et portent les numéros 1-22. Les pages suivantes du
shornic contiennent de brefs enseignements (fragments?) d’Ephrem et a la f.
301v-306 (Slovo 47) et ala f. 306v-311 « Discours sur la repentance ».

Les indications explicatives qui apparaissent apres les titres sont des
repeéres précieux pour d’autres identifications aussi, tel que le constatait A. A.
Turilov*, qui fait la différence entre deux rédactions a partir de ces suppléments
de caractérisation textologique. Dans la premiére rédaction, I’explication est
formulée ainsi: Kuurst cBstaro Edpema, rnaromemsis [une variante
HapeuyeHHbIs | TpevyeckuM [une variante cupckum] si3eikoM [lapenecuc. Ckazaethb
ke cs [lapeHecuc mnpuTyYa, YTENIEHbE, MOJECHBE, IOYYCHbE, HaAKa3aHbsI
notpe6Has pasmuuHo « Le livre de Saint Ephrem nommé Parenesis. 11 s appelle
parenesis en grec — allégorie, consolation (réconfort), imploration (pricre),
conseil, correction (punition) nécessaire [de diverses maniéres] », tandis que
I’annotation d’un texte ephrémien a une explication différente: IToyuenus
JyIIeToJie3Has ¥ TIOBECTH YMUIIeHUs U yTemenus «Enseignements utiles a I’ame
et récits de douceur et de réconfort» et est la preuve indéniable que 1’écrit
respectif fait partie de la deuxiéme rédaction de la traduction du Parenesis... Si
I’on se guide d’aprés un titre du mss. 160 (a la f. 196v/25-28 et 2651/1): caoro

A

noaeznoc... « Enseignements utiles a étre lu chaque jour pour 1’édification de

I’ame », on peut supposer que le sbornic fait partie de la seconde rédaction.

La destination principale des enseignements ephrémiens était leur
lecture lors de 1’office divin, dans la période du Triode (notamment les discours
portant sur Le Second Avénement du Christ) et lors des fétes inscrites dans le
Ménologe™®. 11 est possible que ce soit une des raisons pour lesquelles, a partir
du XIV° siécle, bien peu d’exemplaires aient été copiés qui réunissent tous ses
écrits dans un volume. On a préféré des recueils avec les divers enseignements
que P’on lisait fréquemment, pour les avoir a portée de main parmi les livres
usuelles des monastéres. C’est une période ou les écrits patristiques n’avaient
pas encore commencé a étre multipliés pour la lecture individuelle, a 1’usage

42 A. A. Typunos, « ClaBsHCKHE HEPEBOJIBI ».
* Ibidem.
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d’un seul bénéficiaire. Les notices en slavon des copistes qui faisaient la
transcription des textes pour leur propre usage sont plus tardives. Ni méme les
commanditaires de la multiplication de certains écrits ne faisaient cela pour un
usage restreint, mais pour en faire don a des églises ou a des monastéres, pour
que les défunts de leur famille soient commémorés et les vivants bénéficient des
prieres de la communauté respective. Le fait que les écrits patristiques étaient
destinés a 1’usage des collectivités leur a assuré une large circulation sur de
vastes territoires. Les exemplaires provenant de Bulgarie ou des monastéres
athonites sont dus a cette préoccupation d’enrichir les monastéres des saints
lieux des Pays Roumains (par exemple, la notice des copistes du ms. 315
consiste seulement en leur signature, avec la priére adressée a Dieu d’excuser
leurs péchés (f. 254v). Mais, dans le ms.160, aprés plus de 200 ans, en 1734, un
moine nommé Lazir note, déja en roumain, I’impression aprés sa lecture en
slavon: ,,0, de folos si sufletesc lucru este intru aceasta carte, carele si eu
smeritul $i mult pacatosul o am cetit preste tot..” (« O, qu’il est utile et
¢dificateur pour 1’ame ce livre, que moi, ’humble pécheur, j’ai lu d’un bout a
lautre... »), (f. 2v, la feuille a été ajoutée au XVII® siécle).

En proposant 1’édition intégrale du texte des deux mss. analysés, nous
avons voulu mettre a la portée des chercheurs la transcription avec rigueur de
tous les aspects graphiques de 1’écriture. Les différences intervenues sous la
plume du copiste ne pourraient étre relevées que dans la situation ou 1’archétype
d’apres lequel était copié le texte est déterminé sans aucun doute possible. Dans
le cas présent, comme I’incertitude visant la localisation de la transcription
persiste, il convient que les différences de graphie ou de la manicre de laquelle
les copistes ont respecté les normes orthographiques soient observées a travers
tout le texte et non seulement dans les exemples mis en évidence.

Le texte du Slovo 50 s’avére identique dans les deux manuscrits. Les
modifications constatées dans leurs textes nous déterminent a affirmer que les
deux manuscrits ont été copiés indépendamment 'un de 1’autre, méme si les
prototypes attestent la méme rédaction (la deuxiéme) de la traduction*.

Les arguments invoqués et la datation d’l. R. Mircea convergent a nous
faire affirmer que les actuelles f. 222-257 du sbornic 315 ont été écrites, selon
des informations que I’analyse des feuilles peut fournir, dans un scriptorium de
Bulgarie.

L’ancienneté des deux mss. peut étre confirmée aussi par I’argument
que le Slovo 50 n’a pas été séparé en fragments, tel qu’il apparait dans le codex
Lesnovo, Mihanovici®. Les incipits cités par Thomson : Ewakzus NEAHTD MA

I-;ZVGLLIH... [cf. 160/215r ; 315/222r] ; TNonexe oyBo MHph <cero™> WTReras ¢A... [cf.

4 Voir ci-dessus note 43.
4 Voir ci-dessus note 21 : F. J. Thomson, « The Old Bulgarian Translation », p. 128, note 73.
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ms. 160 f. 225v ; ms. 315 f. 231v] ; Boneman <oyso> cess eAd BB 0yHbINHE... [cf,
ms. 160 f. 231v; dans le ms. 315 la feuille avec ce texte manque] ; Bezn anua
NHLIE €cTh ZepUaNo... [cf. ms. 160 f. 237v ; ms. 315 f. 239v] ne sont pas numerotés

séparément et quelques-uns annoncent seulement le commencement d’un
nouveau alinéa (ms. 160 f. 215r, 231v et 237v), tandis que dans le ms. 160, f.
225v, I’incipit ne commence pas un passage a 1’alinéa. Le texte du ms. 315 n’a
pas des paragraphes, ni des lettres initiales en rouge.

En reproduisant le texte ephrémien de la f. 222r-248v (ms. 315) nous
avons observé qu’aprés la feuille 229v le texte n’a plus de continuité. Le
manuscrit a subi des dégats lors de la manipulation, des feuilles ont été
déplacées. Dans ’observation de I’intégrité du texte du ms. 315, la comparaison
avec le texte du ms. 160 était utile car cela nous a permis d’identifier la feuille
manquante d’apres la f. 229v. Nous avons pu identifier une feuille (volante),
numérotée maintenant f. 243r-v qui contient la suite du texte apres la f. 229v. La
feuille 243 présente maintenant d’abord le texte du verso et puis la continuation
sur le recto, elle fut attachée au talon inversement. Cela est advenu pendant la
reliure du volume, qui a di étre réalisée tout juste apres I’achévement de la
rédaction du shornic, ou la feuille a été détachée peut-étre de sa place dans une
période plus proche de nos jours. Le manuscrit tout entier était numéroté comme
tel au XX siecle.

Du point de vue de la graphie, on peut observer la différence entre les
particularités graphiques du texte de la f. 222-248, ms. 315 et celle du ms.160.
Les deux textes publiés reproduisent exactement la graphie. Leur ancienneté
remontant a la méme période se révele par les graphémes utilisés. La lettre o
(avec des yeux) apparait dans le ms. 315 depuis la f. 1, et dans le ms. 160, a
diverses feuilles. On observe des préférences d’orthographier avec le ier [b],

tandis que dans le ms. 160 est utilis¢ plutdt le ior [, ¢n] et le iéri [, ¢ni], et
tous les autres doublets de lettres : idti [B, maTs], idco [R], ius (petit) [A] et ius
(grand)[x]. L.inventaire des signes employés est presque complet, mais on ne
rencontre pas : 3 \ & ta et t5. C’est seulement le copiste du ms. 160 qui a
employ€ la lettre 7 : ms. 160 f. 227 vpproz® ; ms. 315 f. 233 vprrork // ms. 160 f.
233 noagHzamT / ms. 315 f. 236 noagnzasT. Celui qui a copié le ms. 315 a
employ€ z ou 1’a changé.

Des differences se trouvent aussi dans la maniére d’orthographier : ms.
160 f. 218 . 1 1. ABTS 5 ms. 315 £, 225 veThifiatcA H NAAGATS AR // ms. 160 f.
219 anbanxgHeTora 5 ms. 315 f. 227 anrixgicrora // ms. 160 f. 242v ¢ THICR/ L W

NATIH XABED ; mS. 315/245v naTs ThicAL b ®. naTh XA'REb.
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La majorit¢ des différences est lexicales ; des synonymes et des
variantes sont les témoins des habitudes du langage des copistes. Une autre
explication prend en compte les prototypes de différentes redactions, mais
parfois les mots remplacés dans un endroit sont employés dans des phrases
suivantes du méme texte. L’intervention délibéré des copistes nous semble
moins plausible.

Différences lexicales. Voici les exemples excerptés:

ms. 160 ms. 315

215r, passim zeMAH 225r, passim zeMH

215r AOB(O 222r (O\fi\é%

233r AOB(EH 236r COVAR

217v AOB(OE 224v A0B(oE

2161 pan 2231 paa’ma

217V MoeLIH BRH m}roAHTH 2251 MOKELLH Eo'\f o\'froAHTH

2181 RBNEMAH BAHKHKbI CROEM 2251 RBNEMAH BAHAKNHKA CROEM

2181 YHCTOMB RHTHEMb MOKHRLLIE 225V YHCTOMB KRHTHEMB MOKHLLR

218r ragweTs HebXLIH 225r l-z'\gwwvg WCBXLLIH

2191 AHRHA ZRBPA 2271 ATRNATO KHROTA

219r wm?w; KORYETA CTORLIIE 227r \A‘)K?Tb KHBOTA BbAgAgB%M%'i

219v yoﬁ?'bwm 227r WA BCTEA

2201 AOHTH AOLLUEALLIATO, AAH ZAAA 227v-228F AOHTH HNALLEALLIATO AAH
ZAA

2201 RBZAWBAENHLLH MOH 2281 AWEHMHLLH Mo

220V TeKARTh Cb ‘)A,A,V\\)CTHA\ 228V HKBNATD Cb ?AAOCTHK,

221r WEALLIEM A NeroToRH; | 228r V(JB;JALueM CA  MESTOTOBAENH: H

NEMPHOVTOTORANH H CRAZARLLIE CRAZARLLIE

221r  cra®ATH. A CRBTHABNHKBI | 2291 CRBLUA CRBTABT

CRBTEABI

2211 Bb ChCRABXb, NALLUHXb RBZATH 229r gn C'LCK,A,"E RALLIA RBZATH

221v ® wpnTora WHOrW 229r fiz v'gbTo/ra WHorw

2221 CAOBA AAH WRILZACTD c?ue 229V cA0RA ABABMA, No\ﬂﬂsém c?u,e

2221 8¢Thl MOPARMANNOG BRAETD 229v o\'fcw{i MOPARYENO BARA

46 Mais des fluctuations sont présentes : ms. 160 217v Aospoe —ms. 315, f. 224 aopoc.
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223r A”szwresz?e

2431 AATEAD K

222V NOZNAEMb BBIRACTD

2431 NoZNANL EBIRACTH

2231 H €CTRO TA MOCNANA €CTA

~ ’” 7
2431 H ECTHCTRO TA MOCNANA €CTA

223v OVYHTEA H CRBTHANHKA

230r OQYHTGMS, H ¢CbRBTNHKA

224v AcLBACNTE Ke H MBZAbBIs MOKE/Th

8BW HCL, BAHTH BLCBXb

230V H LBACNTE Ke H MBZ'AbI, MOKETH /

’ < =
O\fBO HU,'BAHTH BbCB

224v C|<6/gv6

231r BOVHO

225V TeBe NOZNARAAL

231V TeBe NOZRAAL

225V Ha KARKR MOZORAND €CH

231V Ha KRKR MOZRAND GCH

2271 HHYTO CHYXb NPROCACLLIH

232V HHYTOKE CH MPB0CACLLH

2271,228v.229r va

2331 roATNa, 234V POAHNF

227V mKo W NgAZNB pBYH BBZAACH CAORO

233r ’Ko W MPAZNE CAOR'B BBZAACH CAORO

227v BPALLINO MOE IOTORO

7
233v BPALLINO MOE M0 (EN0

2281 KTO RBREABIH BA

233V KT0 RBREA M RACH

228r NPBMb iK€ Cero

233v MPBAKEAE Cero

228 fi:ke WTHAE Cb APBZNORENHEMb

2341 HiKe WTHAETD Cb ApbzﬂogeNH%Mb

228r paBb CROFXb TROPALLIHXb

234r gaBb CROH ’T‘BO!JHBLIJ'I'I-XI

228r tixKe MPHNZRLLIR

2341 e fke ngHm'Lum

228r RKORBMb Ke WEBPAZWMb  ChNOMB

TAKLKMB, OBAJbAKHMOMD

234r R R

TALKOMb WEﬂA,?b}KHMO BI)IKAéTb

e WBPAZOMb  ChHOMb

228v CTPALLIEND MOTEYETD

234r CTPALLINBIH MOTEVETH

228V KO MANH AKTAA

2341 1AKO MABNTH AKTA

2291 FINOYBCKBIH YHNb

234v YPBNLLH

233V ¢CTB H N¢ KbCHHTb

2361 &Th 11 N¢ MBAHTD

233v BBIRLLIOY IAACS TOMS

236v BBIRLLIOY REMAK TOMS

2357 RblLLe MBgbI

2381 AHLLIE MBgbI

2361 YHCTHO XRH

238V $THO XEH

2361 HA HCTORBCTRO TAAETD

238V HA NEHCTORBCTRO rpAAE

2361 H¢ WCTABARETD FINOA SLLINO

« —
238V Ne WCTARARETE EAHNOALLINGY

2461 N ANOALLING NOBBKAARLIE

2481 11 e AHNOALLING MOBRHKAARKLIE

47 Mais supra, a la méme f., dans les deux mss. ¢AHKOke HNOABLLINO.
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236V RKOR'BMb K¢ WBIAZOMb

239r Bursi e WBPAZOMb

236V oyBo HH MAAD

239r AHBO H MAABI

2371 NPHEMAETS HiXb

239v ngiAMETh -

2371 R WYAANHE MPHREAETD

239V kB HEvAANIE MPHREAETD

2371 SrOAHTH BRH

239v o\}roAHTb TRH

238v CT?TH fAAH

241r AAH CANCTT

2391 Bezb AOBPOABTBACH PAZAHYNBIHXb

241r AOBJOThI gAZAHYNE ABTERACH

239r AOBJOA BT BANBIHA

241V ABTBAH A,OB!JOTNI;IK,

239r AOBPOABTEAH OVKALLIENA

241v AOBJOThI m}wgzxmem

240r Toxe NH HZREAOLLIA

2421 NH BB YTO:KE RBMBNHLUF

240V BRBCEKOMB A BAOMbB

242V RuCRIEMb ABAWME

240V nos'EAF BRH

242V noBRAR TRH

241V BbCLXWT'R

244v noxoT®

242r MOANRLHOMOY

245r I'IO,A,ABAK,LLIOMOY

) \ -~
243V ACNALNHT ¢A HMB W BAMTH

’ . 7 — A,
246V HCNABNHTH ¢ H OVMb W BATOTH

244 f o pek7m

246v I:I YTO ek

244 I‘I?H?‘JANNA CRTH

246v MPHTAN'NA oh

246 caMb EO NEMOLJIEND

2481 cAM’ ke NEMOLIEND

246 rkoixe NpaXh FONHMb BBIRAETD

’ ’
248V mKoke MPAXH HKENOMb BLIRACTH

Changement de ’ordre des mots:

ms. 160

ms. 315

218v BreR MOAOBNO MOYHTAR

2261 Mo oBHOY BBCE MOYHTAK

218V ¢MBCHO €Th HMENH €ro

AN . ) .
226V CMBCHO HIMENH €r0 &CTh

=
2211 NHKTOXE TAMO N¢ REXOHTS

2291 NHK'TOKE RBXOAH TAMO

2221 ARegH Ne HMALIE

229V e AMALE ARE(H

223r ngbroe ACMBITHO

243V HCNBITHO ngbgoGS

2261 Ko BYATHA b NAMH

2321 ¢ NAMH 1AKO BpATIA

— A
227V NOAbZA Bb ANB &CTh

. —
233r noa’aa &Tb BB ANb

2281 KkTO O\fsvﬁ OTHAETL KOFAA BEZ

B!JALLINA

233v Ko 0\'{50 KOFAA OTHACThL BeZ'

B!JALLINA

229V NAAKATH CA K TOM

235r k TOMOV MAAKATH ¢A

233r S\fNH TEBE CTh TATh

236r 8N &CTh TEBE TAThH
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233r AOB(EH TeRE ¢ 236r VAR I TeRe

2331 Ne Bbl HHKAKOE 2361 NHKAKOKE NE BbI

2351 ReAMH X8KBLIHH 2381 RecMA X8HKAbLLH

236V W CROEMB CrICeNH 2391 W CIINH CROEMb

2371 BAPTH BOKHA NPHZLIRAR 239v BAFOTS ngHu’lBAﬁ’\ BRHA

237V YARKS ke &TH MOAOBATH H | 240r W\I'Z_.Ko\f e ECTD MOAOBA MPHZRATH H

BBZBICKATH, H anzmTﬁ RBZLICKATH

238r cRoero ra 240V Fa CROEro

238v AAOCTH A RECEAHA 241r ReceAia 1 AAOCTH

2451 CTRIHMH ATABI 610 ZNAMENAAD & 247V TTMH éro &NABI ZHAMEHAAL ECTh

245V NeyaAD NAROAHTD A BAATEAR 2481 NAROAH MEvAAL A BAATEAN

Différences grammaticales :

ms. 160 ms. 315

2181 RLCEAH CA RB NEro 2261 RBCEABET CA RD NEro

2181 RECEAHTH CA Bb TA. TAKORH 2261 RLCEAHTH Rb (6B, TAKORBIH

218V RLCEAHT CA BB Nbl 2261 RLCEAHT CA Bb HA

218r HapevenNAATo Bb NA 226r NApeveNovGMO\f Bb NA

219V NoA0BAET ¢a BBCEMOY ChROBLLIHTH 2271 NOBAET CA RBCR CbRPLLIHTH

223V KO AA MPHCAAHTb 230r ko AA MPHCAAb

228V ngheH CROFXH 2341 ngheH cRo

228V WELEMAETD A 2341 WELIMETD &

237V KTO HCNPARHT D CEBe 240r, 248r HengarHEL CeBE, ﬁcnpAgHgb
ceRe

239r &b u,ﬁucs RBHLLOY 241v e LL?ICOMS REN'LS

243V HEChMBICAEN, H OQMKMHX A 2461 NeChMBICAEHD, BMAA,PeNb Bhl-

243v WepbzE A c?LLeMb OVCTA pABA 2461 Wepbze ca c’;?u,e MOG i OVCTA pABA

Le pronom 11 / 1 (signifiant ero) est employé dans le ms. 160 f. 224, 227, 236,
237, a lui correspond dans le ms. 315 f. 230 et 239 — ¢ro, des exemples: ms. 160
f. 224 MPHHMETh [T noAX ems ; ms. 315 f. 230 npiHMETh ¢rw+ H MOAACTL €MS ; MS.
160 f. 236 nubzaoknTs 15 ms. 315 £ 239 H nnzaokuTs éro ; ms. 160 f. 237
MPHREA,ETD 1; ms. 315 f. 239 MPHREAETD ¢ro ; mais a la méme f., aprés quelques
mots: ms. 160 f. 237 zacta/nnTs 1 ; ms. 315 f. 239 zacranuTs 1 dans les deux
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mss., tout comme a la ms. 160 f. 227 cAAROCAORALIATO B A ova/am ;ms. 315 f. 233
CAABO(AOKALI_IA/FO I-,I o H YAm.

Nous supposons que les prototypes étaient de la méme rédaction, mais
ces manuscrits proviennent de deux scriptoria, probablement de la Bulgarie.
C’est posible aussi qu’un monastére d’Athos aurait pu étre le lieu d’origine.
Parce que les textes étaient destinés aux offices, les interventions des copistes se
sont avérées occasionnelles.

Les filigranes identifiés maintenant pour la premiere fois correspondent
tout a fait a la datation de I. R. Mircea. Je suis convaincue que les codex 315 (f.
222-257) et 160 sont indubitablement du XIV® siécle, et qu’ils ont été écrits,
selon tous les renseignements que I’analyse des feuilles peut fournir (les
filigranes ¢tant dissemblables), dans deux scriptoria ou dans un scriptorium,
mais a une distance temporelle.

ANNEXES

Par la sollicitude de M. Andrei Timotin, directeur de [’Institut des
¢tudes sud-est européennes, j’ai regu des fac-similés des mss. 160 et 315 de la
Bibliothéque de I’Académie Roumaine pour pouvoir achever 1’analyse des
codex ephrémiens ; je lui remercie pour I’attention pendant la pandémie. Dans la
note d’éditeur je veux preciser que j’ai employé les abréviations habituelles. J’ai
souligné les mots qui se trouvent seulement dans un manuscrit. J’ai marqué par
italiques le lieu ou se trouve la feuille disloquée dans le ms. 315.

Suivent les textes des mss. 160 et 315 de la Bibliothéque de 1’ Académie
Roumaine, ainsi que deux fac-similés et une planche de filigranes.

Le manuscrit 160 de la Bibliothéque de I’Académie Roumaine
(f. 215 ) nooxjvente TTTo éppiki cHy 2 CAd: A v

BWABZHE NAAHTE MA ﬁzpeum- H / NEASCTONNBCTRO MG ZANPBLIA/ET MH
MABYATH+ BWABZNH Q?LLA / MOEro NRAAT MA MPORBLIA/TH, H MBCH MOH BEAAT MH /
MABYANHE HMETH. H MoNeke 6/CMb vGﬁpmr;HM"b WEOHMb, Nave / AOB(O MH € FAATH AA
WCAMBR I'I!JH/I-\IMK C?LLA MOEro EOABZNH+ ALUA / MH T&AXHTH+ A WYH MOH KEAACTE /
CAbZb* A MAAYA CA NGI‘I‘)%TAN’HO AL // B NOLIBe W chSH”ﬁ ALLA MOER+ H CAABO/CTH
ABAB WBA biKHMBIZ - H BhIRAG/MbIA BB / ABTA NALUA- RKE HCNABND / ¢ CTP8NB
CAABANTH TPBABINH BW ¢ / Ne AAETH fAZSMBTH CTPOVIIB CROHXb, / AN BH BbIAA
LBAA+ WE'BLLIANHE WHO / BLIRBLLEE BB ANH ONBIH WILh NaLUHXb / FikKe MPOCHALLIA RAKO
CRRTHAA BB RBCE/H ZEMAH+ MOKHBLLE NA NeH MOCPBAR / TYBNHA H RABYBLA - épeTHKb,
FAAH / NEYHCTHRBIHXb+ Fi BBLLA KAKO KAME/NHE YBHCTHO H MNOFOLL BHNH BHCpH * HYXb/e

\ ~ 4 ’
MNOIbIAR YHCTOTbI ?A,A,H, H AOB‘)AA/FW AHTHA+ H TH (AMH WE!JAZH ﬂO/,A,FAr‘KATGAG HMb
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BbILUA+ KT0 EW H / BHAA AOBJWE CMBPENHE H LBAOMA/APHE, NE MOKAA €A+ HAH
KPOTOCTD I-‘IXI> / {1 BEZBMABBHE NE MOYRAH CA+ KTO / EOFATOAWBELLL, KOTAN BHA KB H /
NHLJIETA « NENABHCTHHKL MHYS / Bhle KTO XBILINHKL HAH FPBABINHKb / RHABRb YHCTOE
HXb KHTHE H Aos’;;e, / Ne npBAOKH NN KOTObIH K€ AHH / BARNHKbL HAH CKRPBNNHKD

RHABRL / YHCTOE HXb KHTHE, 1 NA MATRE BH/AKRbL FXb CTORLIA, WBAOMAA(TA- /

ABHE i YHCTD HE BRI+ FIAH KOTOgBIH rNB/RAHRD H NATIPACHHRD BECBASA Cb NHR; /] (f.
216) na KOTOCTD NE MPBAWKH RBe+ 7A€ ANE / MOARHZAALIA CA+ H TAMW PAASF/T
CA- KO Bb MPOCAARH CA AMH, H Bb / MPWCAARH  HXb* A YABLLH CBZAANH BbI/LLI -
NALLE ke WE'BLIANHE WCTABAB/LLIG MYARBIA NATH- m}m,&’MH CTBNBI/M H AGBEABIMH
NATMH XWAHTH+ NE / B0 &Tb BB NHNBLINGE BJEMA Ba pﬁH [ WXOAALIAT
BO[ra]TheTRA CROCMO- NH/ske ¢ ARHZNH B'B[¥ NBIHA ABAMA NOKAPB/ALIAMO A

Ntcrs kpoTokn 1 CMB/penn - NE BEZbMABREND H Bz'\_r'ocho/ﬁNb- NH#E ECTB
AOCAKAEMD A TPBAA+ / NH WKACRETARAEMb, H MOKHAAK: / N& BhCH MYBIKOCAORLLH + H
RbCH PN'B/RAHRH: RBBCH  NAFAH, RB/CH RpH+  BB/CH (HZAMH  8IK)ALLIGNH:  RBCH
THLIE/CAMRNH® RBCH CAABWARBLLH * anxo/AAl-’l WEBLIARL A+ WEBLIACTD / npBARAE
WEBLIANIA+ H NPBHRAE NA/RBIKNORENTA, ZAKONOAARELLL KB/MOKE MOKAZSET CA* MPBKAE
MPH/ARTHA, MAABCTREETD - H ny”sﬁ?e / NOKopeNia, MOKAJBETD H ng”s/;ﬁe MOREABNHA,
NoR¢ABRACTB- H / ng”s:?\e NAKAZANHA, NAKAZOVIETS / A oaye CTA/g*sﬁLUHNz\ €«Th, Cb
FBABING/Z  MOREABRACTD * ALLE ke ONB ST, // &BHe ChIPOTHRBWER BLIACT - AL
BOFA/Th €Th+ ABHE YhCTh BBZBILIETh: ALE / NHLIL W MOKOH RBIPALLIACTH - H ALe
AB/AATEAL €CTh ABHE MPCTHI MAAAA \A’)TWB/B/\'BW?;-

KTo 880 ABHMHILH MOH Né / MAAYET ¢A NALLIERO WEBLIANHA &k BO / TBKMO
MHYA WRPLIBLLIE CA, ZEMNBI/MH MEYEM CA* ZEMNH, NEQAAHLLIA w/ ZEMAH« i MBNALIGH
¢A BBITH XXORNH- / MPHRAZANH BbILUA NA ZEMAH+ N¢ B'B/MbI AH BPATHE KAMO
MOZOBANH &CMbl+ / Ne BBMbI AH KAMO TPHXOAHMb AOBHM/LLH  HA RBZABKANHE
MOZRANH BbI/XOMb, H Aospv\‘mwseznw BYALLNA / ARBHMb* BB NAPWTR np'l'H,A,vGXOMb- /
A0 WAEKAXD CRAQBEM CA+ Bb MOKOPh / ZRANH GCMbI, H BBCH MBpBKSeMbe / BB
KPOTOCTh A CMBPENOMAA, PHE ng'l'/HAWXOMb- H BbCH PPBAHM  CA- CRB/AALIEH Neé
CbREMBI- H CABILLIALIE BB / OVILLIECA NALLIA NE BBNHMAEMb* aLe / KTO BLNEZAANA BD
QAZ%BGHNHKM / BBMAAETHs AZMBNHT CA ¢MS AHUE / H c?u,eMb 8BOHT CA- Mbl Ke
SEHeNbI / z\ﬁ/\u, H KAMENHEMD MOBHENbIH / I‘I?PICI:.I YBTALIE: Ne BWHM ¢+ F vT0 / FAA
W ANAKXh A ﬂ?‘)LI,'BXb' CAMOro / Ba WEBLLENA NA ApeEe A pacnata rpk // (£ 217)

~ \
?A,A,H I\IALLII-XI' CABILUALHE H YBTALHE. FASMH/M CA H CMBEM CA
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CAniLLe OVEO Ne TPB/MA A0CAKENTA BAYHA+ CRETB CROH np”sAé/;ﬁH BB TBMA-
MBI Ke ® ZA/EBI NALLER, / MPBAGKHTH CEBE N XOLHIEMb+ ZATIONA / u,';ﬁ'cxﬂm NHYBCOKE
CHIP'BLUHRLUH CAMA / CEBE pAZAfA+ MbI Ke FBXb pAAH / NaLIHXb: / Q?LLA NALLIEFO Né
MOKEMb  ChKPOVIUHTH HA / NOKAANHE: ZEMAB BbINA BWALIH ¢A / W AHUA i,
TPEMELIETH H KOABBHT <A / Mo NAMH- CTPAXD TROPALIH: H Tako/®e Ne BOAM CA-
PAAORE / noTonHWA A+ / i MECTA V\'Jnoycﬂsum ® rNBRA BKHA+ / H NHKAKOKE NE
O\fCT;)ALUHxv\')Mb cége- /

CANLLE SAHNOAR H ARA KPATBI MOMPAYH / A HA NA+ NA& TAKO CEBE e
BEOAXWMB+ / BPANH MeBCKbIR H BAPBRAJBCKBIA NOH/AWLLIE, A NOVCTA CBTROPHILIA
CTPAN / NALUA- AA MbI CA BA 0\‘{’BOHMI> f np’lHAe/Mb Bb N[o]kaaNHE: H TP'BEOVEMB
MOKA/ANTA MNOFA® Né NA ANB MPOCTO FAH NA / MBCALLB+ NA NA ABTA MNOra+ Tako /
NE MPBKAONHXWM CA NA MOKAANHE - / MOKAHM CA KN BPATHE MOA AWBH/MAA® AA Ba
MHAOCTHRA ChTROgHMb+ / W FP'BCBXE NALLIHXb * NOMAHMB H, 1Ko / MPWIHBRAXWMb e
cﬁpHM CA CMB/PENHEMD, AX NbI BBZNECETH - pblAAﬁb I/ 7A€, AN TAMO BBZBECEAHM CA
MAAYHM €A / ZAE, AA TAMO 8THRUWIHM CA+ WRIBZBMB W / CEBE NABTHIKAA NEvAAL H
ZALIH WEbIYAH. / H WEBABLBM CA AvﬁsprkTm\HA, KO pH/zoi\- N&é ke Mbl
CMOAOBHRLLIEH CA &Fre/z\mw")mo\f KHTHIW+ €H AWBHMHUH MOH- / RBZMEMb MBYA
MPARHAO AOBJO& WHO Cb/RIBLLIENBIHXE WILB BLIRLIHXb npBARAE NA+ / AA NE ANE 0VBo
B'bfp'b;ﬁm CA, OYTPO Ne / CBMNHILH CA* Ad Ne ANE BOABI NE MHA, 8/TgW BHNA
RBZbILICLLIH N ,A,N’ce\ canozH- / fi 0yTpo O\AfLIJALI,H A KAAHTA* Né AN’E\ RAACE/HbI pHZbI f
OVTYW MNOFOLLBNNBI pHZBI+ / NE ANE HZMbARAANHE, H OVT0 BipalLenie: / Ne ANG
KPOTOKb f cMBp’Z, f OyTY0 R¢/AHYARL. N A,NE MAAYEMb H fBIAANHEMb * /A O\MO
CMEXWMB  BECYHCABNBIHMb - NE / ANE NA ZEMAH AWAKFANHE: H m}r”rpo Na / WaApB
ABFANHE:  N&  MPARHAO AMEH EE / AOEHMHYE MOH: HMbKE MOKELIH BEH /
OVFOAHTH+ H CeBB H BAHKNEMOV CH MO/TP'BBEND BBITH+ ALLIE K¢ OVEO ¢EBE 8/MPhTRHTH
XWLLIELLIH, €AHNb €CH CAB/RA Ne WCRKAAH AP8HKHNBI CROGH * AT / AH Ke ¢B MHOMOA
CHe MOCASLLAH RAKBI pe/KKLIA, RAKOKE XWLHETE A TROJATH / BAMBD YARLLH® H BBl
TROPHTE fiMb Tako/He+ ALe AH NA&KA TH ecTs caskHTH- // (f. 218) i ofrw%mgem’z\
AAH TBACCHAAIO: BBNE/MAH BAHKHKBI CROEO o\'fsw Ne WThiieTH / céro BW PAAH
ChROBLLIGNH WLLH WCHORA/RLLIE CEEE BB SAHNOMD MPARHA'B+ ChROB/LLIENH WB)BTOLLA CA-
i NAYENBLUE KONB/YALLA AW KONBYHNBI CROER BEZD MPBTH/KNORENHA +  CBRIBLLIHRLLIE
NAYATOE AMH / +fi+ H He A'BTH fixKe Ne AZMBNHLLA MPA/RHAA CROGTW: ke ECTB
RBZAJBHKANHE, / AWE(0 A YWANW: H &RZbIKb SAJBRARLLE / HA TOAR ZEMAH

MAACNHEMD Ke A CM"BVe/NOK MK,A,VOQ’T‘HA\' Y‘JBNGYBQTEOEAELLIG' / IC‘)O’T‘OCTHA' E"BPOA\, A
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AWBWRHA ChRYB/LLIENOA, H AXORNOMB ChZAANHEMb+ NA/AD CHMH Ke RBCBMH NHLIETOA -
A W BB/ ZeMNAA O\Af,A,M\HBLIJG CA* THXOCTHA H YH/CTOMbL KHTHEMb MOKHRLLIG
EBABNHE/Mb e H MATBOA YACTOA: Ch MOKAANTE/Mb e MHOFOMB A B CABZAMH-
CMBXb / ke H A0 WCKAABAGNIA e WRYBrILIE CA- / PPBABINH Ké AMH MoMpaNa Bbl-
PNBRL H / RYWCTD HChXIUH HIIEZE W HHXL+ ZAATO H / CPeBgo OVNHYHKENO HMH BbI*
CAMH Cé/B¢ EAHNOA W Céro WYHCTHLUAR Cae- céro / AAH fi BB BbCEAH CA Bb NA+ H Bb
NHXb / TIQOCAARH €A+ F WMBTARLICH CA+ CABI/LIARLLIE W NHXb Ba MPOCAARHLLA + HEO /
ALIE KTO Ne WYHCTHTL ¢éB¢ M BCBKOA ZABI // RELIH, H MOMBICAL CKRPLNENL, H MOXOTH /
ZAble H h\pv\')cT'b H TNBRB. TPBABINA TB/LIECAARHA* NENABHCTH: T0'BIKOCAORHA - /
KAGRETBI, EARAH* NECMNENIA+ A vT0 / AN BbCE MOAPOBNO MOYHTAR - W RLCE/T0 Eke
NENARHAHT® Bhe ALIE KTO Ne W/BPATHT CA+ Ne FAMATD RLCEABRLIATO CA / Tae AL
BO AAAEYE BBCE TO WCTAMH / M NEros TOFAA BLCEAH CA BB NEr0 Bhi— /

Phii BW MH T cAMbe A€ BH XOTBAL / KTO B'Ep”sujH TA BB (ORD* RAKO
BbING / AA BH TOY BbIAb+ N¢ BH AH MOMNHAL HA Nb / TOrW« ALjI¢ BO Th o\fsvﬁ YPBNELLD
ChiHe / Ne TPLIHLIH CEro TKO?HTI:I- KAKO XO/LIIGME Mbl BECKRPLNNAAIO H nﬁmro; /
GAHNOFO CTA H NA CTBIHXL MOYHRARLIA/FO RLCEAHTH CA BB TA+ TAKORH CALe /
CKBPBNNH T ZAOCMPAANHH i céro ro/pées TEMbAKE WYHCTHMb €8¢ ARBH/MHILH- AA
RLCGAHT CA BB Nbl H Bhe 1 N/ABYHMb WEBTORANHE &ro- He AOCA/AHMB FAMENH €ro
Frwmf NAPEYE/NNAATO Bb Na+ F NA AAH TOXOVAENO / BAAETH HMA BA NALLIEr0-
NOLUFAH/MB CEBE A PAZOYMBHMb, KO AMA / NHALLIE CMEBCHO €CTB HMENH €ro- mo/Neke
O\fBB Brb ChIH NAPHYET CA MbI / Ke XPHCTHANE BakHH, AXb &bl 0 Axo//(f. 219)knH
BLIXWMb+ FIAEKE B0 AXb PNb T8 CROEOA+ / MOTBLIHM ¢A HNE AA MOASYHME CROBWAR /
CHA* MOPAZOVMBHAMB KOTOPOMS KHTHHK CIIO/BAGNH BBIXOME + OVRBAHMB RAKO NA Bpa/kb
CROH ZBAAL NbIA 6CTB+ BBKAEAEHML / €rW, AA H MPOCAARHT NbIH+ RBNEMAR/TE BB,
AA NE C8r8BbI BRABI szAX/ NAMb BB ANb CRAMNBIH WLLEALLIE 8E0 / MHQA* MHWMb
e MAKBI NEKARLIE Ar / Fi NABTBCKBIHXL BRKARLLIC TAKE FONA/LIE: TBMbKE BOA CA
tA NATIPACNO NAAAGTH NA NbIH ANb WHbe H vGBpALueM A/ NAZH A CT?THH° A
NEMPHINOTORANH T0/CAARLLIE CEBE- CHLLERAA B0 AWBEBAXA / A Bb ANH NOGRBI- RAABXA-
MHRAXD * KE/NBAXA CA A NOCATAAXA+ H KOVTIAA TRO/PBAAXA + AONAEKE MPHAE MOTOM
H M0/rOVEH BbCA* AHRNO BO BB Bb HCTHNA / TOFAA BHABTH BELlIb Th CTPALINAA, /
BYATHE® Z9ALIE AHRHA ZRBPA Ch/BHPAEMBI Rb EAHNO MBCTO+ CAONBI W eNb/AHA (1) H
MEPLCHAR TPAARLIRA AbBBI Ké /n fbiChl ¢B WRbLAMH H KOZAMH C¢MBLIG/NBIH- A
KBRW APBIL Ap8ra e K?”BH?A/K- FAAH H NTHUA MEPLNATEI NHKOMSKE / MONALISR

~ T . —
F‘JAAKLI_IK' H WK‘)T'A I(&/BYGFA CTORLHC I-,I e No ANexb AOKOABN'ﬁ / CAMOMS NOGRH



188 ZAMFIRA MIHAIL

NOTBLUARLI CA SFOTORATH //  KHRWTB+ H Kb NHMb ZWRALIA MOKANTE A /A ne
RBNHMAAXA + ZPALIIE KE CHEWPA BE/CAORECHAATO KHEWTA« NE MOKAALUA CA / AA BHLUA
ClICENH EBIAH

OYEvGﬁM ¢A / AN ARBHMHILH MOH+ AA N¢ i Mbl BB CH/LLGRW RBIAACMD -
MHCANHA BO BBCE / CKONBYA« H (EVENAA ZNAMENTA ChRIB/LLIH B N HNO NHYTOKE THIMO
cbnegb/NHKz\ NALLIEFO HKE &CT &NbAngHCTo/BA CAARA® NA KONGLD BW MHYBLCK, /
LLTJTKA MOAOBAET CA BbCEMOY ChROL/LIHTH: TBMbKE XOTA CMCTH ¢A NANE, H Bb /
LI,?TKO NEBHOE XWTA RbNHTH: AA Ne / ABNHM A ANge H XWTA po;f?uTBA /
WINBNAATO  HZEARHTH €A TOFAA: / ZAKONNO AX MOCTPAKRAETB+ XOTAH vpb/RHS
NEOVCHINARLIWME MPBAAND Ne / BbITH: AX TPBZRHT CA AR XWTAR / OV TBLIEND
BEBITH, AA MAAYET CA FNEKe / XWTAH TOrAA (AAOBATH CA B vaKH / TOFAA RECEAHTH
CA* AA MOARHKE/T ¢A HNBe AWEAN EW Rb YPBTOr / RBMHTH TNB+ CRBLIA CRBTARA /
H MACAO AX BBZMETh+ ¥AH HZEARE/Nb EBITH Fi BBNHTH BB BpaKh WAEKR / CRETAR AA
CTAKHTD rgﬁ ) LL")_G.BB / HENABNL BECEATA A giwcTH- HCMABNB® / CRBTA H BAFOCTH- H
CAAWCTH kHEONBI- // (£ 220) TOYHTH KHRALIHML Bb NeMBe AX Hke / ARBHTD
c%rg‘x#?BNHNb BbITH BEAHKAMNTW L'l,_g‘t- CKogo m}svﬁH CA, ANb np13|<z\o/NHz\|> N
NHKTOXE RBCTD KTO COA/LIETH H NA MATH: RKOKE KTO NATNHKL ChRB/ABI AAAEvE
NARTHOE LLICTRHE- RBZACTL / MOvHTh A0 REYEA+ MOTOMDB BBZEBNARL+ / BHAHTH ANb
MPBKAONHELLIH CA+ H NAYE/NBLLS MOV NATHLLIECTRORATH RENE/ZAANK WBAAKDL MPAAEND
BAETh - rpo/Mbl ke H MABNHA A CKPBEH RBCARAS H CMA/TENHA+ NH BB MOKOHLIH €M8
WEHTATH- / NH MBCTA CRWIO AOHTH AOLIEALLIATO, / AAH ZAAA® TAKO H Mbl Aljie
WBABNHM CA, / BB BPBMENH CEMb+ NOKAANHEMB NA / CRAR npﬁcTANeMb- MYBCEANHLLH
B0 €/CMbl ZAE H MPHLUABLLH  MOTBLUIHM ¢A / 0VBo AR RBZAWBAENHLLH MOH Ch
EOrA/ThCTRWMB RBNHTH Rb r9§ NALLIL 1 WYR/CTRO. KO\TILLH BO &CMbl ,A',_).(OKM\IH- figo /
HLUEMB  MNOTOLLENNATW BHCpA - fise ¢ / %C CCh NALLIL- ;)A,A,V\,)C'T‘b NALLIA+ MOXBAAA /
NALUA® H CKWRHLIE NALLIE NEKPAAOMOE: / MOTHLIHM CA O0VBO (un mot annulé) /
CTAKATHH: BAMKEND EW, A TPLBAMKEND FisKe MOTHLIA CA CTAKATHH 1/ CTAKARD,
MPOCAARH CA W NeMb+ CTPA/CTEND ke P WKAAND+ WEA'BNHBBIH CA; // CTAKATH €ro
BB+ HCTAKEND EBITH H/Mbe Ne BBCTE AH AOEHMHLLH MOH, / RAKO AOZA &CMBI W
BHNorpﬁ HCTHHNAN - / GKe ¢ XCo BAWAKTE A o\fsv(; AA NH/KCTOXE VGBQALueT A
BECMAOGNb* O / WILH HCTHNEMB HkKE €CTD ABAATEAb: / CAM BW A'BAACTB RHNOF9§ Che
f MPH/NOCALIHXL NAOAL WPBBABETH, AX / MNOKAH MAOAL MPHNECETD H Bb Nb HZb /

~ \
BHNOI"!JA,A,A HZM'BTAETH Né TKO‘JA/LLIHXI) MAOAN AA WINEMD KEroMmH / BRARTBD RB
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R'BKBI BRBKOMB+ T'EM/#Ke BENEMAKTE CE'B AX ¢A BECMIAONNH Neé WBALIETE H MockyeNH
W/rNK NPBAANH BARAETE

CrMA &/cMbl AOB(OG €KE RBCBAN RAKA / AWMOY K¢ NAR m’f}ﬁe ZEMAH TRopeLLb /
Fhe KATBA m}svﬁ MPHCTBAA €T / H AKARTEAC FOTORH, HMATH ¢pbIIbI+ / MOCAANTA ke Ero
THKMO KARD+ BAR/ABTE CA O\fBV\\) AN KTO W BACh v'GBy/,\/Lue"r N IN -
CRAZAND BbIRL NE/B'BIOMb BAAETD Bb RBKLI RBKOMb+ / NE pAZ8MBETE AH BJATHA KAKO
CTPALLING / HMAMBI NPBATH NAYHNAR+ ChRILLIE/NH CRLIE H NPBMAAPH KOVIILLH MOTORA
/ AMAT® CROA K8MAA* H TEKRThH Cb fA/,A,V\\JCTHA KOTA ABXNETD HMb RBTYB AX T (f
221) ng'BLUIEALLIE CHA MAYHNA MOCTHINATD BA/PHTH Bb cfchoe / MPHCTANHLIE AZb ke
fi NO/ENHH MbNB. ABNHBHH H NEChMNALIE ¢A / TASMHM CA- NH AW KONBLA SMa
MPHE/MAGMbB + 1AKO FIMAMBI TPBHTH C& CTPALLINO/E MPHCTANHLIE: TEMbKE BWA CA €A /
RBNEZAANA  ABXNETD RRTB A VGB;JA/LUGM CA NEMOTORH; NKMPHOVTOTORANH * / "
CRAZARBLIE RBROLIAT NbIH Bb KOPA/BA, H TAMO LUIEALLIE MAAYEM CA OVNBI/NHA NALLIEr0 -
H AZAHYNO RHAALIE AP8/ThIR PAABAIIE CA H BECEAALLE: CAMH/KE CEBE Bb CKPbEH H
BWABZNH  MNOZB+ / TPHCTANHIIE BW  WHNO  KOVIISARLIHXb TThe | KhKAD W
REXWAALIHXE b TO MPHCTA/NHLIE BB CRWEMb BOTATHCTR'R H cROG/H KOVTIAH® XRAAHT
CA i PROVET CA i RECEAHT CA-

Ne BBCTe AH AREHMHLLH MOH / RAKO NA BpAKb THA CBOEMO ZRAAL NbIH T/ L'l,_p'b
LL?TKSKLLIHMI:. fi b FRCTRSALINA. / vT0 8BW ABNHM ¢A H NE MOTHLIHM A, | WAEKR
YHCTBIA CTAKATH+ H CRBTHAB/NHKBI CRBTEABI; H MACAO BB CheAARXb, / MNALIHXbL
RBZATH HNE MOMBILLABETG / RAKO NAMh NHKTOKE TAMO N& BbXOHTB- / ALlE ke
BEZbYLCTREETD KTO; H BbHHA’E/ NE MBI WA GKR BAYNA+ CHRBCTE ¥TO / cwmﬁ'wb
TAKORBIN+ MOREABRLL L'L_P'ro Il CRAKATH @8 p&RUE H NOZB H RBROLIA/Th N Bb ThM®
KPWMBLLING - HAGke / € MAAYB H CKPERETD  ZABWMb+  TH/MbKE RLCILNBAMD
ABHMHLLH - AZb / e BOR CA SAM QT?’T"b NABTBCKAA I-\IZI:./?HNG’T‘ NBIH W vpbTora WHOP0 «
Ne  O/BPAZOVHMb  BBNBAAS  TBKMO roRR/NHEME * BBNATPb  HMALIE CTPACTH /
NABLTBCKBIHA + Ne BW, N& BBNELING / WYH BRHAHTE FAE TS MOMBICAB NaLUbe / H
MOKAZBETD FAE ¢CTD c?ue NaLbe- ¢E / K‘)ACV\\)TA HZD NALLIHXL ZNAME/NOVETD- / RKO
NAZH MBI W CAABBI WHOR« H AOB(O/AIBHE WAEKR NALLA KAKETB« RKO / NHYTOXE
OBLHE HMAMBI Kb LL?TKS NG/E\NOMO\{’- H CAAROAIBHE MALLIE KAE/MAETH® TAKOKAE FAKO
THLHOCAARL/NH  ¢CMBI+  CAAA0CTD B?ALLIGEAA ChbR'B/CT NbIH, RAKO YpBRO WELRACTNHLLH
€/CMbIH - Fi O\NBINHE NALLIE KAKETD= / 1AKO ABNHERH GCMbI+ MHOFOCTAKANIE / KACTIACT,
KO §A Neé AWEHMbe A ZA/BHCTB NALLA KAKETH, IAKO AWBORB Né / FMAMBI- H Gke

SMBIRATH AHLLA I-)| NOr8« / KAGMACTD RAKO PABH Q’T‘PACTNH ¢CMBIFA - /KAZI)IICOMI:. KENBCKOMbB
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MPONORBAAE/T CA KOr0 ARBHTD c?u,e NALLIG: IAKO/®KE BW AREHTD c’?u,e MALLIE, TAKO
ng//(f. 222)vaeT ¢ RZbIKD+ BREBCTD ke oveTHAMA / TAHNbI CPYNBIH - TONEKE oyeTa
Na/tia WRPBCTA CRTH AREPH Ne AMaLpte / NH CTpAXA - H CAORO BECYHCABNO  HOXO/AHTD -
H CAORA AAH WRILZACTD c?ue / Nawue, OVCTA BO NALLIA NE XPANALLA - / i NH KPAARTh
C?YNKA MBICAL H Mb/HA CA RBNATPL CALIE BLITH c’?u,e- 8/CThI MOPATANNO BARAETH*
NeMLU8A / NEBHAHMO CRLIE, CAOBECEMb MABAB/ET CA+ NHKTOKE (B¢ MN¢ ABCTH-.
rOR'E/ANHEMb HZBRLNOVRAS BBITH vTo+ / Al BW KTO YAETH BYATA MPBABCTH/TH
REN'BLUNHMb ABAANHEMb MORBA/NHH+ 1AKO CéBe MPBABLIAETD ¢E BO / KHTHEMB CROHMb
FOR'EANTA CROGMO, / ABKA MOKAZOVETh =S ALse AH XWIIE] L1IH  [TOMBICABI oy/KKAKTH
cﬁmb/HA - | nmpHETEMH Kb $cToMSb H NABBIKNH W N | 11pbB0¢ HCIIBITHO » W HEBHBT HAH
110 MBILLABETS, HAH 0 ZEMHBIHXE + W | AXOBNBIHX AH, HAH W [IABTBCKBI 110/ TeXs « W
BBZAPbKANH AH, HAH W MNLFOCTAKANH HAH W NHILIETE H W cmﬂ//euﬂﬂ M/X,A,/W‘CTH'
HAH W Kb/Co‘/Co//M/KAfH, HAH O AWEBEH+ HAH W NENABHCTH - W CKPWEHI/IA B0 ZeMHNAITo
deTa ﬂ/f/\o;ﬁ/xrz BpALLINA CRLIMB - || 1I08VeNHE FZBIKS® H HKHTHE YABYE 110/ KAZSETS
KOro ARBHTS cﬁue 1ip5/ go¢, )Z\ AH; HAH BEKA CEro- H NEBHIMAA ALLA- A BAECHI CBOEIO
TBAECCE | BHAHMA €CTB KAKO €CTBCTRS nfﬂ/AA/"AGMZ KE CA ZAOBWA CAMOBAA CTNBIHA
BOAA pAAH+ NF pABNO céMoy /57TZ NEBKTO IAKO CTFTH ECTECTBBANLI | CHTB- H
NEOVKAONNHH CFT5 /Aso/ TAFIIE HMb+ BANHMAH oyso cé6B | WKAANNE- AOBPALo
CbA, BANHA BAMTAAIO BAKBI Bb CHEAAZNL NE BBROH - | CBTROPH H E3 BbCE AOBJAA ZBAC
| H écTacTRO oy"/(/ACHAb ECTh BATBIMH | ABABI- IAKOKE C6 YTO [AA+ 110 €CTBCTRS |
AABYBA N€ NAPHYET CA Bb MBPR RN 116 AljI€ Be7 MBPbI RACT + ZHAEMB | €CTh + RAKO
petiH sezzz\crﬁgeﬁb Z}/ Al1€ BezB MBPbI IACTS - KEAA TAKBI | Ne HAPHYET CAx« ALIE KTO
Bb MBYF [1H €T+ ALjIe AH E€Z MBpbl, [10ZHANb BbIlBACTS = [10NEKE ECTECTLRNA ] A
é BeéZb €CTBCTEA /K€, B€Z MEBpBI Xui | Ko /:;;-}g’f‘\b, TO [IAKBI 110 ECTBCTRE | HE NAPHYET
CA* AIE B MBPF 110YHBA €Tb = ALIE AH AHLLIE MBPbI, [10ZNAEIMb BBIBACTS « HIMbKE
PACAABHB cd e ﬂ/fCATZ A CBN8- [PBAARD éergo 1/ (f 223) NA noBkAKAENHE H

WEBIYAEMbE ChNNBIHMB + | ALLIE €CTBO H WEBIYAH 11p01108 BAATEA'E éra- | wesma (un

”
mot annulé) YACTMA " €CThCTRO ﬂOICAZb’/GTb ﬂOfABWL,L/GNNb" WEBIYAH K€ KAGMETh
—~ A — ©
BOARA = W 0K0€0 CbCTOI-;T CA YAKL - | BOAB K€ CAMOBRAACTNA CaALllIH, RAKO AﬂAATé'//\b €
1 ~ T ~ —
KAICOf(’NHTb 50 Bb €CTBCTRE OBbI YAEMb ZAbI ,A,’Z)’T/\H HAH BATbl RAKOKE XO/L,L/GTA'

N H A o ~ A
Kb/((’/é"rb AK€ ZABIH WEbLIYAH TKM - / &b AALTH, Y/’EKOWSb/z\AGNHG' Bb KA KH

8 Nous avons marqué en italique le texte qui est identique a celui de la feuille disloquée 243v-243r
du ms. 315.
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MNOTOIIHTHE - Bb CBN'E, CAABOCTS - | H CbNb ff(/co/éNHTb ABTEAH BATBIHA « | Bb [IHILIH,
BLIAPbSANHE Bl KwAH | TYbITBNHE Bb CbHB, BABNHE+ b AbKH | HCTHNE - Bb
BbZ0pB 1 BAOMBAPHE ROIAN BW NALLK WEPAZb A BTBAH NA//—/VA?- | rekopeNHTh B0
ZABIF WEBISAR BB MBINOIREHH WKA + HTIPHCAAHTb A BTBAH BATbI, | IAKOKE XOLIETS -
I10M€X€ H €CTRO TA [10/THANA €CTA+ ZEMAB K€ OVEO A BAANAA | NALU-6-CTHCTRO ¢
ABAATEAs e ¢Th | céMoy, ROAE- BATRHBIE KNHIbI bl BBTHHILH CETS NAMb 1
OVPHTEAEs 8 YATB BW NALLErO ABANTEAB+ Kbis | WEBIYAK ZAbI HCKOPENHTb » H Kbl
A K TEAH BATBI NACAAHTS + XIII€ B0 YHCTH | H THILIAHEL NALLIL A BAATEAD & i BRe/T
K‘)OM"B ERTRNBIN KNHPh e BEZh ScTpoentin, // i F!)KBBE* ALJE AH E?KETBNbleb KNH/Tb
AA CA GMS (AZONMD - H ABTBAH BAMPBI MOAACTS GMO\j‘ c&onb RBTRHH- / RKO AA
MPHCAAHTE W ABRA CROErO T/OTRA. RAKOKE YTO TAA+ A eMoy BBYF, / BAAME
MPHCAAHTH Bb NERBYLCTRH / €ro« fi OVIIORANHE, Bb NGO\fI‘IOKAHH / ero- 1 AWBWEb, Bb
NENARHCTH €ro- / H JAZSMb R HEPAZOVIMH €ro+ TBHLIA/NHE, BB ABNOCTH €ro- H CAARA, H
MOXBAAA* BB BECAARH €r0:

Maker xe / MPHCAAHTh * BECbMPbTHE, Bb BECH/MYLTH €ro- H BKECTRO, Rb
YARYB/CTER ¢ros Alle XWLHETD NALLL  A'BAA/TEAL WBAACTROMb WCTARHTH 8/YHTEA'R
CROGTO+ H MALLIENO OVYHTE/NB H CRBTHANHKA- &kKe ?e, B;K(\TBB/NBIHXB KNHPb 8YeNHE-
WEBPALIE/T CA TAKORE ABCTELLL H BB MOMBI/CABI RBIAAAR NEMPHAZNHNBIH / H ChEHAR
WEBLIYAR ZAbI H nchA/;ﬁam €CTBCTRE CROEMD W CROENO / GCTHCTRA+ RAKE NERBILCTRHE -
/[ NENAYAANHE, NENABHCTH+  ZA/RHCTB+  TBHUIGCAARHE:  TYBABINH  CAMROARBHE
YPBROWBLRAAENTE+ / MNOPWIHTHE+ MPBIKOCAORHE  / CRAPBI+ H MNOTA Ap8raa TAKORAKE
/1 (f. 224) NooENAA CHMb+ WCTARAENH BO ZAKONOAM/RBUA+ F Thii WCTARAGHL BARAETh
AMb. / ALe ke fACKARD CA MOJAZSMBETD CEBE* /A NPHNAAAETD Kb ZAKONSAARBLLY H
ge’r"b / ctrg”sumxt KO WCTARHX TA+ ABHE / ZAKONOAARELL CROHMb YARKOAKWEH/EME
ngHHM@Tb Ao H MOAA GM8 gA/ZOVMB H CHAR BAFO A'BAATH® MAKbIH / RTOPHLLER ZEMAA
¢CTHCTRA CROGMO- / HclcogeHHBb BO W NEro ZALIA WEbIYAA - / MOAA €M8 ABTHAH AOB(bIH
H BABI- / ALE MAKBI CTPACTEMb TMPLRLIHME CAMPO/THRHT CA« MOBBAAARLIER (AAH
CH/ABI Bb NEMb fi NOMOLIL CALIARA- H N / ABNHT CA HA CAAROCAORHE Fi HCMORE/AANHE
BBNbYANL BARAETH H noxxz\/z\"é\ W CRAHA MPAREANAANO« IAKOKE / ABAMABL €CTD
CCTHCTRO - MOXBAAB/EMB iKE BARAETH RAKO CTAKA A%}\Hﬁ / BAFBIH: «—

— — ~ — ~
CZ\AKA NN'B YI\KKW\IOEH/IO €ro+ HCMORBAANHE BAMOCTHINH / €ro- H NOKAANBNHE

% . ’ ’ ) — ) —
MI\!JIIO erwe / KTO CHLLE LIJQ,A,!J'ZV KO'T‘O‘)I)IH K¢ AH WLb / CHLL¢ MHAOCTHRb* KbIH WLLb

CHILE AW/BHTb RAKOKE NALLbL BRICA AWBHTbL / CROA PABbI' BbCE NAMb I'IO,A,AEAG/TB
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REAHKbIH AA;}\A\!EHTeLL'b- i RLCB/XB XWLIETD FCLBAHTH- ReAH B K ;//Lue"rb- AA
BHXWMb BbIAH LL’?\TBHIO NACAB/ANHILH XWLIETh B0 H ROAH NALLKH XBA/AHME BBITH
HMbe (i BBOBKb NEARMH NA/LLUL ZAWEHNBIF e, H AROLBAHMBIN ¢A/Mb LBAHTH: AA
WRPHZETh 8CTA e/MO\f NA CAABOCAORHE CROGr0 BKE/CTRA+ WCTABARETH Ké rp'BLUNHKS /
FPBXBI €M0 RAKO AA RBZRHINETh / €0 NevaAb+ i BWAALLIHXB MOCAS/LLIACTE CKopd, A NE
MAAOALLINGT / WIEYAAHTS - ANBFOTPBIALIHMb /h TYBNBAHRBIHMb A TABKALIHMD / Bb
AREPH €0+ MOAAETH WB0E BBKS/MB+ HCLBACHHE Ke H MBZAB + MOKE/Th 8BW HCLLBAHTH
RbCBXb CT8MbI / AlLb NALLHXb* H MPBRECTH  NbIH c|<6/fv\3 Rb BAFOCTHNA €ro- He
XWLHE/Th A ROA'K NALLUA AHLUENA BARAETH / ® Nero- H Mbl HNE vT0 ABNHM A /
RBZBICKATH ARBHMHILH MOH* Mbl / ABNHM CA MPHZRATH Mo+ CAMB / RBZARBHAL NbIH’g,
CAMbB SLUQA,?/AB- CAMb Nbl HZBARHAL HNbl &CTB; / caMb MPOCRBTHAL NbIH &Th GFH /
MBICABN'EH NALLH® CAMb EO AAN HNbl / 6CTh (AZEMb GKE Kb NEMOY « A Bb/KBCHAL €CTD
NALLIER AKB'RE CROGA / AKEWRHA+ RKO AA BbKSCHRLIEC // (f. 225) caapocTs ero,
RBZBILIEMb €0 BBCETAI—

Baasxens RBKOVCHRBIH ARBRE €ro« MPH/MOTORARBIH K€ CEBE: RAKO AX NACHITH/T
CA AWERE €ro- N HNOA AWB'RE Ne / TPEBOVETH BB BB ARBHMHIH MH- / KTO NE
AWBHTB CHLLGRAMO BAKA+ KTO / N MOKAONHT CA €rOR'E BAMOCTBINTHe / KbIH HMEBTH
AMAMBI WRERTH Bb ANB / CRAMBIH ALIIE WEABNHM CA+ H ¥TO ‘;gMb / MOV 1AKO e
CABILLIAXOMb, RAKO N¢ / RHABXWMb+ RAKO N (AZOVMBEXOMb: / ¥TO BW ChbTROHTH €My
EB NaMmB, H / Ne CbTROPH W BECYHCABNBIA AWBRE: / W BAREHNAATO RAA WYaa He
ChHHAG / AH Kb HAMb+ NERHAHMB ChiH+ NGRHAH/M AH BRI NAMH+ Wb BEChMPLTEND /
ChIN+ NG BBIABTH AH CA HA (AAH: NE BRI AH ZA AANHTA SAA(HL AX CROBO/AbI
ChTROPHT NbIH- ¢i0W  HCMABND TPE/NETA H CTPAXA* RKO gRKA BPeN'NA / ChZAANA
BBIRLIH W MPLCTH ZEMBNBIA® / 70 AANHTA OVAANPH TROPHLA - NEECH / H ZEMAH* Mbl e
CTTJTNH B WKAANNH; / MPBCTHH H CMPBTHH H TEMEAb CARLIE: / A0 CAORA EAHNOMO CAMH
CEBE Ne MOKE/Mb MONECTH: A BAKA NALUL H b+ BeCh/MPbTEND hIF NA gﬁH NE 8MPB AH
AA Hbl / WKHRHTB NA yﬁH NE Bl AH norpes?é; //' AN NbI BBCTARHTS B COBWA* W AZD
BPA/IKHHXb N¢ WpBLLIH AH NX, WHOT0 € / CRAZARD NPBAACTD NAMB NACTANATH /
BPBXOV Mo+ MPHZEAXOMB K AH KOTAX / H NE MOCABLLIA NACK+ N F TABKNAXOM AH / Bb
ARGPH €ro H e WRPLZE NAMb - ALPE AH / H NMOKLENE MOCAOVILLIATH TEBE- HA O\MNO/KENHE
MBbZAbI TBOEH+ WCTARABETH TH Bb / MOKLCHBNHA MBCTO MONEKE OVEW MH/pA WRPLIAL
CA €CH AKWBHMHYE. 10vTo / K TOMOY TOKOA HLLIGLLIH MHbCKAATO + R / CKPBEBN'E AH 85d
TEEE MOZNABAAL, H Thl W/CAABBI ALUGLIH+ NHA NAFOTA MOZEBAAL TA / €CTh, H Thl fHZbI

\ \ ~
A,OB‘)I)I HLJELIH, H AWBH/LLIH- Na }KKH}’?K MOZORANDL €¢CH, H Thl RHNA / HLHELIH s Na B{)ANB
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MOZOBANL €CH, H Tbi / BEZb WARKHA XWLIELIH RENHTH NA& 1 / HA BbABNHE ZBANB GCH,
A Tbl CbNA Né / MOMKELLH TYBNBTH: NA NAAYD ZRAAL / TA &TB H NA fBIAANHE, A Tbl
FPOXO/LIELLIH CA F CMBELIH A+ NA ARBORL / MOZORANL €CH, H Thl BJATA CROEro /
NENARHAHLUH®  NA  T0KOJeNHE  ZRA/Ab  TA &«Th, H Tbl MYBKOCAORSELLIH - €/MOY -
NACABANHIA LL?TBA CROEO NA/PEKAL TA €T A ThI NABTHCKAA MOMBI/LUARELLH NA
KpOTOCTh H Cngeﬂﬂé/Mﬁ?gHe MOZOBAAL TA € H ThI Hrgae//(f. 226)wH H ceepBNReLLIH -
H vTo ;;ZLLIH ¢M8 BB ANB / WHB CRANBIH® FAKO CMBPHX CA TeRE pﬁH- /A Aakaxs A
KARAAXL* H BBZAOBHX TA W / BbCER ALLER MOGR+ F BAHRNATR MOA / 1AKO CEBEs SAA
Ne B'ECH WKAANNE, IAKO / CAORECA TROA H MOMBICAH TROH N'ECAR / TAHNA MHCANNH TAMO -
H MBICAH TROA H A'B/AA TROA+ H¢ WEAHYAT AH TEBE ALHE CAB/KELIH N¢ R'ECH AH RAKO
RbCB TRAPL CTPA/XWMb H TPENETOMB np"ﬁcTombe CRHLYS, / ero CTPALUNOMOY + ThICALIA
THICAWIAMH. / A ThbMH THMAMH AFTeAD H Agbxz\ﬁ'“ez\b- / \A'Hf;)ﬂ; ¢ro- H Thl
MOMBILIABELIH  CAB/TATH  €MOV  peKkb, RAKO TEeBE (AAH CH / BbeB MPBTPLNBXE:
NHYbCWKE NPB/TPLIBRD+ BARAH CA Ad NE COVTOVEDI / RBZAACH MPAZAAO 0VEO TROEID
ABAMNHA ABAB H ABKA+ N RBCIPLNH W Ch/NA TROEM0+ MOMBICABI TROA (AZRJBINH - /
I'IfHI—AI,A,H Bb CEEE H BHXKD MAKO MP'BIKAONH / ¢ WTH ANbe RHKABD Ke 0 CE AWEH/MHYE
RAKO BYEPA Ch NAMH ChLIGH, H / PAMBLLIEH RAKO BPATHA Cb NAMH ANE / NE CRLIE ¢ NAMH
RbZRANH BbILLA Kb / r'_o'\f K¢ AxXb A NALLIEMOV'*  AX TOKAKE/Th KhKAO HXb CROA
KOVTIAA - Cé Nk / (AZOVMEH o\fBB ANGLINEA KAKO BR/X7A BYEPA - ANE GKE KO LLEBTH
STngﬁ 1/ NPBHARTB RAKO Kb BeveprHﬁ CTRMAH. / NMOCETH ke A CROA KSMAA ALE
np"ﬁcn”seLUH / N0 BXKHIO- 1AKOKE BW CKOPOTEYENHE Ab/NHE NALLIH MYBXWAATE

Bikenn 880 / AIRH ANB  ANE KOYTIAA  CROA* 8 CbEHQA/KH Bb KHZND
RBYNAA+ ¥T0 ABNHWH ¢A / AWBHMHYE: ¥TO0 k¢ BNBIRACLLIH- MOYTO 8/MHAL CA &H
MP'BNEMATANHEMb  FAKO BH/NOMb+ MMOYTO Né novGLupB%UJH N BE/?bHAX WEBHT'BAbL
AMALLH CTROHTH / Bb BBILE CEMb+ RAKOKE MARTNHKA NEKA, / BECBAOVRLIA K CGBE* Hi
FPAAbIH Kb®Ko / Bb CRWH AOMb- BEYE(S Ke BO MOCTHILUS/A+ WBHTACTA Bb NEKOGH
WBHTBAH+ / 8T8 Ke BLIRLLIOV+ IAZARYHCTA CA A?s /W Ap8rA+ CREABIH KbEKAQ €0
YTO0 HMA/Tb Bb AOMOY CROGMb  BOFATHCTRO, / HAH NHLIET&+ MOKOH e HAH CKPbBh* /
TAKO ¢CMbI H Mbl Bb RBLLE CEMb - Ré%/gNHH BO WEHTBAH O\TIOAOBHADL CA & | RHRWTH
NALb. H W Nero gAzAﬁwz\/eM CA KbKAO NACK Bb CROE MBCTO- / CREAALIE YTO AMAMBI
NPBA, NAMH Kb/KA0 NACh+ HAEKE Ne NERBCTH KhiKo / HA ¥TO ng"ﬁnocz\w\b?e NA NeBO-
RAKOKE / & ¥TO FPAA+ MATRA AH Cb CABZAMH+ FA/AH EbABNHE YHCTO. KAH NENH ¢
MOKAA/NHEMb + FAIAH RBZABIXANHE ¢b cMBpe//(f. 22T)N0m MAPOCTHA - HAH WR(bZENHE

~ ~ ~ — ~
ZGMI:/NI:II?I B¢LH¢Hs HAH AKWBEWRb NGAHLLGM"B/VI:NK' H KEAACLLIH Xa < Tbl €CH TMOCAAAD /
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YTO+ APBZAH RAKO Bb MOKOH TPAAELIH- ALE / AH Ke NHYTO CHXb ngﬁnocAeLuH- YTo
Ch/TROPHLLIH+ ALIIE AH K€ MPONNBRACLIH / BAHAKNTBAIO CHe XOTA MPBKAE PAZARYH/TH CA
W NEros TO ¥TO MPBAHLUH CA H BEAHYA/GLIH CA+ YTO Ke MPHCKPbBENL €CHe vTO ke /
AZARYARLIH ¢A W Neros Ne XWTA (&R W/BHTEAH NOCHTH Ch COROA* MEVEllH (A O
PA/ZAXD H W GAEKH: H MABRHIUH W NHUIH: / AARH MHUIA CKOTOMb: CAMb T& Né
NATH/TAGT AH TEBE CAAROCAORALLIAMO He+ H ¥5/& MACABANHKL BBITH Toro Lfg'bcTBTA- B
W/ SAGKAH MevellH ¢« f BPAYA TPOrNB/RACLIH Ne XOTA LLBAL BbITH Bb BBMA /
LBAGNTA CTPSMBI CROA KPBIELLIH * f BVA/YA MPHZBIBACLLIH A FAGLIH NE ACLLRAH / MeNG-
BPBMA  MOKAANIA  AANO TH erh / A THI ABNHILH A+ YTO SBW NPHZBIRAE/LLIH
ZAKONOAARBLLA* RAKO NARGAL TH s/ CbMPbTh NEQAAALIS TH+ NE (bILH ChMYb/TH
WCTARH MA AJ CA MOKAA*+ EBbCTPLNH / AWBHMHYE RLCTPBNHH MONE MAABIH® / rAKO
CRTh BO NAHAGT® Y& WHbe 11 TOPA / W CTAKANHE MPHHMETD TROA MbICAL /h ?’ELUH
FAs: / W ARTE MNE W ARTE Mﬁ; /] kA0 TASMALIS MH CA ng'lsﬁAv\‘)Lum ANHE / MOH-

\ T
H KAKO CBECAORHEMB ?AQTOYHXB KHE / Moe-

W ARTB MNB TPBLINOMS MOrSBH/RBLLIOMOY BYBMA NMOKAANHA MOeros H Kkaa /
MOABZA Bb ANB &Th CbMYbTH CHEA MOMBI/LUAKTH: Hé WIOVILIAGMS KK TOMS RBZRIA/THTH
¢A- H MOAOKH, RN OVMb TROH W / FAGMBIHXb+ H AA REHHARTH Rb CAS/XA TROA FMB
(EYENNAN - ALLIE OVBO R'B/PBELLIH €8« gAe BW* 1AKO W MPAZNE B/YH RBZAACH CAORO b
ANb WHb CTPALLB/NBIH CTpAX ke NN COVH €CTH NAMD - B/ TBKMO CAORO TBLIE ALHE Né
BBAHTB / MbICAL NALLA+ ALHE AH MELUETh 8Mb / NALLL CAMO A WHAMO® TO NH MHCANBIF
/ fAZOVMBETH* NH ["_Z‘\GMbIHXb CABILLNL -+ / N O\fHSBHAb CA 6CTh AbKH ngHeMAA/Lul—xl- A
Ne RBAALICH KO KOPAA NPHXOAHT®B /

KTo 8EW Ne NAAYeT ¢« KTO / Ke AH Neé CKPBEHTB* KTO AH NE YRAHT CA- /
FAKO BAKA BLCEAEMBIHA+ COBOR K€ / fi (ABbBI CROHMH » n?wlcu MEGINSE Mpo/MoRBAAETH H
RBIHET Fi HE MOCAS/LUARLIATW - ¥TO Ké CARTh ngonogk/AMMA AMB - BAKb TOTORb
«TD y?e; /n BPALLINO MOE FOTORO+ H KENHXb Cb / CAABWA H BENABMHEMb CEAHTL Bb /
YgETézt- A I‘IQHGMA’z KbXW,A,ALLIKk,\ s // (f. 228) PAAOCTHA* AREfH \T\)BpMTA?e- CASTBI
THUIA/T CA+ MPONORBANHLLH ZORATh« CK0p0 / 8BOH CA+ MPBHRAE AAKE NE ZATROPHT CA
/ AREph - EAA KOTAX BbNE vGBpALueTe ¢A+ / N Ne BARETH KTO RLREABIH RA- W NHXb /
NBCTh AZOVMBRARLIAIO - N MOTB/LIANHA MOAOKBLIAAMG+ N OVHBINHE / H MevaAb
B'EIA CEro- RAKO REPHIAMH MPH/RAZAAA €CTD 0VMB NALLIL* H eKe BHRETH/RBNBIHA KNHIBI
NpBMb - MHLLEMb H NPB/Mb - YTeMbe NPBMb  Ke Cero Ne XOLUEMb /  MOCAOVLLIATH,

C'bK‘)’Z)LIJAGMbIHXI: HMH » / KTo SBV\\J 6TH,A,€’T‘I> KOTAX B€Z S‘)A/LIJNA NA MARTDH AdACYE:
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FAKOKE MBI XO/LIIEMb TROHTH+ WCTARHRLLIE EW E?ALEA [ ZAGs NHYLCWHKE NA WLLIECTRHE
BbNO/CHMb - BAAKEND HiKE WTHAE Cb Apb/zNOBeNHeMb Kb B8 MOCA BPALLING / BB NA
OVMB- CEH pABH KBIMAA TRO/PATD* YARLLIE LL'V_”.B CROGIO BA- MOPA/ZOVMBRILIE RAKO MPBAAL
«TD L'l,_g‘b/chHe- H MPHHAETD Ch CHAOA A CAABOA / MNOMOA- BBNLYATH fABb CROKXb /
TROPALIHXE K8MNAA AOBPbIA® CPeBIL/NHKOMb HiKE MPHALLA W Hero- H NOr$/BHTH e
RPATH CROHXb Ne XV\\)T”ISKLIJFXIB / LL’;;TKOBATH §ro NAA, NHMH* 1 RAKOR'B/Mb e vGBgszGMb
CBNOMb TAH%I;I?M'L, /" OBLAPBKHMOMD  BBIRAETD YARYE CCTRO+ / TAKO BB MOASHOLIH
RBNEZAMNA EAE/Th BEATHH FAA- 1 rgéMH cWALuﬁH / B MABNHA TPENETHBIH- K
OVCTALLIA/ART A RBNEZAANA TOYHRARLIIEH - H Mo/MEBNETB KBKAO ABAA CROA+ HAH
BAATAA FAH ZAAA* BHATD ngbcﬁ CROFIXb / AGKALIE NA AOKHXE CROHXb* FAICO NR / KaMo
BBAKATH+ NH CKOBITH CA NHFAG/KE* HAH MOKAATH CA W TEXb RKe CHTRO/PHLLIZ -
TOPAA BO ZEMA'R KOAGEAET CA+ / I"fV\\?MH BORT €A, MABNHA YIOAT A ] fi ThMa
FAREWKA WEBEMAETD A+ / TAKO H ¥& WHb RAKO MANH AKTAA BA/AETS RBNEZAAMNA - H
SHKACHTD BbCA / RBCEACHNAA - RBCTPARBHTE B0 Ch CTPA/XOMB TYABA Cb NeBCes H
RBZARH/PHETh MOYHRARLIAA < NEECA e Cb / CHAAMH ¢ro MOARHAKAT CA+ 1 ZeMB / 1Ko
ROAA MV\‘)beICAA MOTPACET ¢A, / W AHLA CAARBIH &ro- WrNb BO CTPALLIE/Nb MOTEVETD
npﬁ NHMb« MOTPR/BABA ZEMAA H MORAAK BEZAKONBIA; / v\’)cchngHgbLumA ZEMAA -
Tofa / AAb WRPLZETD RBYBNAA RIATA QEA; / A CbMPLTD OVTIPAZNHT CA- MPheTh / iKe
YARYA ECTHCTRA FAKO ChINHEB/LLIH CABILIARLLIH FAX Tgm;l\lbn-’l 6H<Hl?g; —//

(f. 229) Aneno B0 RHARTH &CTH BB HCTHNA AK/BHMHLH MOH Rb YA WHb-
KAKO Bb Mb/IPNORENHH WYECN'BMB+ BB AAB RAKO / MNOKBCTRO (bIBL MHTAEMb: TAKO
BE/ChYHANO MNOKLCTRO KOCTGH YARYA / GCTHCTRA+ KhKAO HXb TE€veTh HUIA / YABNORE
CROHXb+ H RBCTARBIUE RB/CH RbKSME+ MAYe F RBZBIAHATL FAA/IIE:  CAARA
ChBJARBLLIOMOY  NbIH, H / RbZBHTLUS NBIH CROHMb YARKOAI/EHEMb« TOFAA MPAREANH
;)g\fK’T‘ e [ H I‘I;)"BI‘I%BHHH RECEAAT CA+ RAKOKE / €& ¥TO FAA+ CBLIGH ChRYBLLIENHH,
H/HOYBCKBIH YHNL OVTRIIAGMH CATB- / H NOYHRARTD W TPBAN ¥ILNEYhCTRA / CROGIO -
A W Zaaro CTPAAANHA €KE / MOCTPAAALLR §A fAAH: i MNHILH RB/NYART CA- ANAH fi
I'I’;;?LLH ngocz\Aﬁ&/T CA- BAMKEND G CMIOAOBHT CA BH/AKTH YA Th Cb AAWCTHA -
KAKO b CAMROA  MNOFOA  BBCUXBILIART CA  NHA  W/BAALLBXb Bb  ¢)'BTENHE e
BEChb/MPBTHAAIO  KENHHXA* H  BbCH CTiH / ero- BbCH  BLZAWBHEbBLLIEH ero- H /
MOTBLIARBLUEH CA CRIBLUIHTH ROAA / €ro+ H RAKOKE KBKAD ZAE RBZREAH/YHAL &CTh CROG
negé- TAKO KACAE/T CA BBICWKBIH+ A AKOXKE KBKO 7¢ 0¥H//CTHAL &CTH CROA ALLA+ TAKO
H BRHAHT® / CAARE €r0+ H FAKOKE TMOKEAN €0 Kb/KA0 HXb+ TAKO H NACBITHT CA AWERE

\o ~ — ) ~
ere / AHBHTD &Ke CA I'I!J'Z)BOZ,A,ANNBIH AAAMD  Bb / ANDB WHb+ BHAA BC¢AHKAMA H
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AHERBNAA® / KAKO W CAMOrO EAHNOIO Fi ChMPAKNH/ULA €ro- CTPANBI BEAHKBIHA H
MHNOKL/CTRO (00D HZREAENO Bhi- MAvE ke / MPOCAARHEL* AHERHT CA ChABTEAR B8 /
KAKO W €AHNOI0 €CTBHCTRA H W ¢AH/NOMO ZAANHA BbIRLLIE: WEH BB L'L_p'l:./CTBH H BB fAH:
APBZH iKE Rb AAB NACAR/CTROBALLIA -

CAMRA  EAHNOMS npB/MAAPS I'3_0.\f- AOBHMHUH  MOMANFXL / YA WHbe i
RBCTPENETAAXD * (AZ8/MEBXb RECEAHE CARLIGE BB pAH+ H CRAD / w;mumuﬁ, A m}soa‘x Cane
i BBZAB/XNARD MAAKA CA+ AONAEKE NE BbI/CTB MNE MWLIH MAAKATH CA K ToM- /
FAKO Rb SNBINHH, H Rb FAOYMAGNHH / TIQOROAHXb ANH MOA+ A Bb MOMBICAR/Xb
CKBPBNNBIHXD CKONBYAXB ABTA / Moa- W ARTE MNE KAKO AZPBIBOWA / ANHE MOH, K
ABTA MOA+ H Ne gAZ8/MBXb KAKO MPBHAOLIR: Ne ChRBMb, / W ARTE MBNE- AfiHe
MWH, HZbYE/ZNALLA . H EEZAKONNA MOA SMNO/KHLLA A+ W ARTE MbNEB AWBHMHLLH
mon: // (f. 230) vro CHTROPA CTEAS YA WHOro - AN CTA/NATD V\'mybcT"b ZNAEMH MOH
RHABRbLLIC / MA Bb V\’)sz\z”ls CeMb FORBANEME - 1 BAM/KAXA MA - BBNATPL ke BBXb
ACMABNE/Nb BeZAKONHA A NEYHCTOTBI+ ZABBIXb / HCMBITARLIAM c?u,A HO\]AN TEMBKE /
TAMO (T MA CT8Ab WKAANL K &Th / Fiske TaMo MOCPAMAGHE BACTh+ YARB/KOAREYE
BAFBIH - LIEAPWTAMH TRONM / ZAKAHNAGR TA+ Hé MOCTARH MENe W LUS/A TeEE ¢
KOZAHLUIH MQOrNBRARLUH/MH TA+ H NE gbUHMH FH Ne BREAA TeEE: / NA AAR MH
MNOTATO gAAH MHAOCPBATA / TROEr0+ RBINA MAAYL H MOKAANHE: B/ CMBYH c?ue Moe i
WYHCTH AA BARETH Xpa/Mb TTH BAPTH TROGH+ ALIE H rpsuwe/e A NEYHCTD €CMBe NF
RBINA& Bb ABE/PH TROA TABKA+ H ALIE SNBIAL 6CMb / H ABNHED N N0 NATEMb TROFAMb
xo/ﬁ?m- BPATHE MOA AWBHMAA* MAA EAH/NENHE RALLIG MOTBLUIHTE ¢A SFOAHTH / BRH
AONAGKE BIBMA HMATE: NAAYH/TE CA ng"ﬁ' NHMb ANb P HOLIL Rb MATRA / RALLUHXb- K
Rb BAFOABANH BALLUHMb: / AX FZBABHT NbIH ® MAAYA WHOFO BE/CKONEYNAAM0« K
CKPERETA ZARBNAMO / H WINLNATO gwﬁmwa- H YPbRH NE/OVCHINARLIAMO - i ¢§WCT1>
CbTROPHTD // HAMB BB LL?’T‘KH CROGMb+ Bb KHROTB BBY/NBAMbe HAEKE NB BBABLI NH
NevanAH NH / RBZABIXANTA+ HAEKE Ne TPBBYETh / NHKTOKE CABZE NH MOKAANHA HAGKe
/ nh CTPAXA NH TYEMeTa+ AAke NE / CbMPBTH NH TAA HAGKE NB AGKA/LIAATO NH
BOPALHIAAM - HAGHe N nS/WngeNTA NA PNBRb. HAEKE NS NeNA/RHCTH HH Bgz\;i?u- N

~ . N ~ ~ —
BBINAR PAA,OCT'L /% A _RecéAHE H ?AAOEANHQ' H T?AI‘IQZA / ACNALNb B?ALLIQNB AXOBNBIHXb *

4 =
&/:HKe 8rOTORAAL ¢CTh AWBALIHMb CT;

) \ ~ \
Baakenb HKe CIOAOBHT ¢A T?AI'IQZ"B / TOH+ WKAANENb K€ AHLLIHRBIH ¢CA / €&+

— A
MAA Bbl AKWEHMHLLH ¢ I_IQOA'BHTG / I_IQ'EA. NHMb CAbZbl RALLUIAR. H MAHTE¢ 7A / MA

4 Le texte souligné n’existe pas dans le ms. 315, parce qu’aprés la f. 235" il y a [a une lacune.
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— — — — ..
I'I‘ZHI'IAA,AKU__IG' BArAl0 W\BICO/MOEQ,A, CAHNOYAAAAMO CNA BiKIA / Ad Cb’T‘KOgH’T‘b Ch

MNOA MAT% CBOA- / H HZEARHT HhIH B Be7AKOMH MALLIH: / K BHCEAHT MBIH VGKE?TI)

. ~ < ) 7 )
CEAHLIIL BB / OMAOTB NEENAAIO ;)Ab\' KO AA BA/AEMb ARKHKBI NACABANHKOMb €roe /

MONEKE Bbl €CTE YAAX €F0 AWBHMA- / A7D Ké FAKO MECh OVNHYHIKENb» AX / BPhIKETE MH

o \ \ ’ \ ) \
IC;)BI'IHLLb W ’T‘?AI'IQZI:.I RA/LLIER: AA H NA MbN'R CbB?I:.LLIH’T‘ CA MH/CANNOE+ RAKO H TCH

. — ~

RAKXA W Toane//(f. 231)zbl THH CROHXb+ €H ARWBHMHILH MOH MOAA Ebl+ / NPOABHTE
— ~ ~ —

ZA MA MATRbL RALUR- A NPH/ABTE NOTHUIHM CA W CICENHH HALLEMb. / RbCE BW

MHMOXWAATE KO CBNbe Rb/ZNENARHAHMb MHYA H mB&Ke Bb MHYB - 0/ nevaab

- ~ ~ —
OABTBHCKARA WK?bZ"EMb' ANOA / Me HMBHMb MEYAAH, TBKMO W CICENH NA/LLIEMb -

N o — n —
RKOAKE H 'b NALllb ;?G' ICAA HOAB/ZA €CTh YARKE All¢ RECh MH?b I_I!)HWB;)A/LUGT'A' AUIR

) ~ T ~ —
K€ CROA WTBLUETHTD+ A/AH KAKORA AA YARKL HZMBNA NA ALUH / CROGH: ICO\/J‘I'ILLH [NV

— =
€CMbI_CARLLE AXO/BNH' W AKWBEHMHLLH - O\T(’I_IOA.OBHXOM CA / ?KHTQI-,I(KBIHMB K8MLLEMb

’ — \ —
;)AZBM"EH/TG YT0 FAA AWBHMHLUH® KHTEHCKBIH / BO K8MELLL, M0 BhCA ANH YhTETh, /

\ ) — . ~
I'I;)HEBITI)KB H ThLUETA- H ALIE WTHR/PIETHT CA+ MEYET CA KAKO CIICETh Cé/Beé- TaKo H

~ ~ AN ~
Thl_AWBHMHYE Ké‘)b H B/T?W HCMBITHO ?AZSM"BH KAKO XOAH/LLIH. H KAKOR® K8MAA

— o
’T‘BO?HLIJH CBO/QMO\/{' CMCENHK 10 BbCA KGYG;}I)I' Bb/LLIEAL Rb C?LLG CROE I:I NOMbICAH Bb CEB'R

\ ~ \ — < — ’
[ H ?bLLH' €AA 8B0 Rb KO0EMb I_I?OFN"BEA/XI) ra ANCQ' CAX FAAAXD CAORO rl?AZHO/e AAd N¢

CbMNBX CA+ €AA I'I;?OFN'BBAXB / B;?ATA CROGMO €A O\f’BVCJ 0\/(’('1‘4\ Moa / moaxam H

N \
NOMbICAL  MOH ﬂ?HBﬁ'BNHG ’T‘KO?'BLIJGZ /l BB MH?"B' CAA O\fEW H?HHAGM H_MoXoTs, /

NABTBCKAA H RB CAACTH I'I;)HKX'A A CAM I'IOE'BPQGNI) EbIXb Z¢EMNBIHMH I'IGY&/MH‘ H alje

) ~ ANY ~ )
WTBLIETHAL CA €CH Bb CHXb+ / MOTBLUIH CA I'I;)HWB?'E(’T‘H CHA* BBZABIXA/H H MAAYH CA,

Ad NEé MAKBL Rb CHXb WTB/ALIETHIIH ¢A H o\ms BBIRLLIOV MAKbI CH/Mb noo\fYAﬁ A H

\ ANY \
;)bLLH' KAKO 8BW I'I?”B/AG NOLlIb CHA* BAAMA AH CH ¥TO EbNA\T?b / I'I;)HWE?'B/\b K8MAH

\ I \
MOEH+ HAH 8Mb MH / BBABAL AH CH BRALTD 0\/“30 ¢h TBAOMBL / MOHM®B+ HAH MAAKACTR

CA WPH MOH+ / HAH NHFAZAOKENO Bhl KOABNOMA MOHMA / KAANENHE: €AA MAAAWLLIA

~ G \
MH_MOMbI/CAH (KB?M‘INH' A Bb CAACTH MO8YHX A / BB NHXbL- H ALIE ﬂoE"BPﬁGN'b E%GLIJH /

CHMH+ NOTBLUH ¢CA AA FACLLBABELIH M0/CTARH QT?A}E RB C?LLH CROEMB = AA / Ne MAKbI

A, \ ~ — ~ — A,
CHA I'IOCT;)AFKGLIJH‘ H AlE / CHILE MEYElIH CA CICELIH CROA K8/MAA- H [‘0\{‘ BEACLIH

~ L.
M/J‘I"OAGNI)' H ¢E/BR I'IOT?"BBGN'L'

Raneman 0\{‘56 / céBB éA(\ KOCAA RB O\beINHG I'I?'BAA/CH CEBE.  NAYAAD

M/J‘NI:.IHHIO' NOA0/BEND BAAH MYeAB AWBHMHYE I\/OIHZ / A RHEKAbL TAHNA AHRBNAA EH-

Ka/ko W PAZAHYNBIHXbL URBTELL 76/MHBIHXb f NBCTPRI ChBHIACTD woe // (. 232)

ABAO. 1 CER M;J"EO MOLIb ?AZSM"EH' b'\LLIG / Bo CbBQ_‘)KT CA MKA;)bLLH ZEMNHH « o/

(!)HA&CO(!)H CBNHART CA BbCEAGNBIHA+ / Né MOFATL MOCTHINATH I'Ig?'BMKA.?OCTH [ em-.
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W UREBTELL ?EG CbZHAAETD I"?O/EI:.I' I'IOI"?”BBAG’T"L e RD MHXL YAAA / CROA- A

~ . < ~ —
WHHRHBbLUIHA 110 CCMb BI)/ZA,KHFNGTI) HMb TAA CROH RAKO BOG/KOAA' HNOA LLINO

< LAY A A ~ ~
NOCABLLIARTD TAA [/ €& H HZACTATbe H CrAMNKe HZACTA/TH ABAARTSH NAKbl: H

CKONBYARA/ATDH CHMH F;)WBMH' RAH _CAAABKBIL / CAAAOCTH CROGH- RAKO RBCRKOME /

o —
;)AZO\/FMS BHA,BRLIH C€- I'I;)OQI\ABH/’T“E ChbABTEAR Ba- YI%ALLIH CA KAKO/ROA NEMOLIHA

) \
MNOIA I'I?"BM%?O/CT'L I'I?HXOAHT'L' O\fﬂsBH CA O\fBO H TS ca/Mb AWBHMHYE MOH+ H BRAH

KO / NveAdd: H W BRKTRNBIHXE KNHMD / ChbBEPH CH BOTATCTRO- H (KPOKH/LUG

— ~
NGIC?AAWMO I'I?"BAI:.I'IOQ!\H NA / NeBW+ H KNAZH B0 ZE€MbCTHH GFA KT / XOLIETH WTHTH

BB CTQN‘IK AdAeve. / I'I;)"BAHI'IOCAGT'L ;)ABI)I Cb BOFACTROML / CROHMb*+ AA Bb TAKORE

novHeTh- / A I'I;)HLLIGAb WBHTACTh+ TAKO H Thl AKW/BHMHYE MOH: MOTBLUH CA

— T A ~ — x
I'I;)"EI'IOCAA/’T‘H BOFATHLCTRO NA NEEO+ AA I_I;)HK BA//LLIH BB WEBHTBAH CThIH- N¢ ABNH CA

\ A\ ~
0\/{“/80 RD MAAB CEMB B?"BMGNH' AA NE / KAATH CA AMALLIB NA RBKbLI BECKO/NEYNBIHA *

— —
ra NaLIero Ne CAbILIHUIH / AH TAALIA. RKO RD MH?"B CI(?[}ENH / E%GTG' H MAKbI ?QYG'

— \ © ’
BB ’T‘?'bl'l"BNH RA/LLIEMD CTAKHTE ALLIR RALLIR AL|IE AH / Thl CAABOCTHA fAAH CROA- H

O\beIN.I.A [ ABAMA (I(;}bBb R'BKA CEro RBZMENA/RHABRL+ B'BMHHLLIH ’T‘?'l)l'l"BNHA’ no/XoTH

N — ) — A o
ke MABTBCTEBH RBKAEABRD. / H h\?%MI}. r'a CROEro A.OB?bI H BArbIH- CIOZ/QK CAABWCTH®

ZAOCAORHLLIH+ RAKO / HECTOKL H TAXRBKL &CTh. b)\ He MO/Thl MONECTH €r0- AWTE TCBR

~ .. . — \
WKad/N'NEs  ¥TO C'b’T‘KO;)HLLIH Bb NOrbIB'R/AL CEBe WAARB: KTO MOMABETH / TA CEBe

CAMOTro V\,) I'IOFO\[(’EBBLIJA' / I'I;?HGM'A [NV \A&;}K?‘KHG )CCBO I-‘IMb?‘KG Bk / K;)AFA O\fI'AZKH’T‘H' Bb

—_— ~ ’
CROE C?LLG Mé / BI:.A;)KZHAI:. €CH- E‘b(l‘l?l:.NH AWBHMH/Y¢ MOH, KbQI’I?bNHH. Neé ABNH A

ZAEs /| NBO KAGIIH CA TAMO NAEKE NE MOALZS/EThH MOKAANHE: ALLE RB KRHZNH CEHl /

’
XBAAHLLIH CA\ - MI\IOI"OQOYG’T‘NO 8MORA/NHE TROG: H TBIIEYAANHE TRO¢: €/roxke I'I;)OQA’T"b

OVeTA TROA* AX / MAT ¢ BRH+ H vT0 & éroxe ngoca // (f. 233) eroxe npocats (sic!)

8CTA TROA W Mero- REKA / AH ¢Ero nokoad« AAH BGCM?I)T'LNBIK KHZNH * /A ALpe CHXb

BP'BMENNBIHXD H NECALIHXL MPO/CATH+ OVNH TeBE €Th TAThb+ H AOB)BH Te/Be %
(AZBOHNHKbL H BARANHKb MAATL BO / ¢ AA CICEHH BRARTB: & TEEE BAAKA/TH
YARLLH Cb ABKER KHRALIA* Bb AOB)B/Mb CeMb KHTH+ CRBTD RBZNENARHABRL+ / THMA
RBZAWEHAL €CH- A NEBNoE LL?TBO / WCTARHAD CH* BPBMENNAX K RBZAK/BHAL €CH« ALl
OGChMNEAL CA ECH WKaANE: / €A 6\?° BAFBIH BB i YARKOAKEELL WRIL/KET (A TPSAN
TROGr0+ CHAG® TH MOAATH / BAFTHA &ro- c?u,e e TROE CAMb MPBKAO/NHTH N
MOKAANHE: H KAKO TP8A8 TRO/EM8 MbZAbLI N BIi,AX- RRCE W TeEe ¢mb, / 0 ThI
FPBAHLIH CA* MBZABI MBZANHKA Bb/ZBICKACTD W AHLLHRBLLIHXb €ro« F TRO/HXb CABZb
WRILKET CA A Ne BARETh: / peKbl HED ALIRTE H WEPAHJGTG- TAL/LLBTE A WRILZET ¢A

W < ~
BAMb* ABKb Né / Bbl NHKAKOKE: PAZSM'EH WKAANNE / KTO NENABRHAHTSD TeB¢ KTO
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ZARHAH/TH TH* ChMEPNHIKD H AOB(A NENABHAA/H NALLIEMS CIICeNTI0 - ChRETNHKL ZABIH /
H m}*sHﬁu,A- TO B0 €CTH ThLUIANHE €M0. AA / NHKTOKe W XPHCTTANb CCET CA MPHAH /
OVEW AN'E Bb ¢+ F Ne RBZNENARIT KHROTA // CROEr- WRBIBZH WH SMNEBH . H BHARB ¢
TO/BWA CRLUAA KAKO ﬂg'ﬁTGKKTB H NOABH/ZART CA Cb TBLIANHEMb MNOFOMBe H /
CRBLIA CROA BB RKAXD HMALIE: OYeTa / e HXb NOARTH H  CAAROCAORATD
BECHML/THAATO KENHXA * WYeCA BW HXb NOA/Z8MBLLIA  AOBJOTA €rW+ BoALa HX
RECE/AHT ¢A H AABETB MOPAZOVMEBH A BHEL / RAKO MPHBAHAKHAL CA €T HoNe
KbCNHTb* / TPAAETH BO RBZREAHYHTH YARLIHXb €ro- / RBNEZAANR BO 6CTh FAN TAA- G
weNH / PAAETD A CALITH ¢ TOBWA HCXOAA/TH b AAOCTHA Bb CBTENHE- AMaLpe /
CROA CRBLIA CRETABI® H OVCABILIATD / FAX €0 FAALIL HMbe MPHABTE BARE/NH WA
MOEr0 NACABASHTE SrOTORA/NNOE BAMb LI,?TKHG W CAOKENHA MHpA+ / BHCBKO K€ BBIRLIOY
FAACE TOMS* 0&/YELLIH HMb BPATHE AApsﬁTe MH MA/AO MACAA- ¢& BW 8rACE CRBLIA MOA-
/ H OVCABILLIHLLIH W NHXbe €AA KAKO NE / AOCTAMETH NAMb H Te¢BE- HAH KB /
MPOAARLIHME H K8MH CE8B+ H Toraa / HAGLLH KA CA H MEYAASAR:. 1 NHKAKO/ e
WEJBTD KSMAA+ BBCE BO ZeME / TOrAA TPCMELIETD RAKO ROAA MOPB/CkAA W AHLLA
CAABBIH €M0+ H TOPAA / MAAYA A H BIAAT f?eum Bb cm”sgem—'m /1 (f. 234) croemb PAA
AAA TABKNATH- H KTo BE / Ape WRPLZET MH+ MPHIIEAD KE TABKNE/LLIH- 0 oNE
NHKOrOKe WRBLIAGLIANO. H NA/KbI TABKNELIH. A WREBLIACTL TH KbNA/prNﬁ PAA-
HAH W MeNe Ne BRBAE TeBe / ABAATEAN HNeé MPARBA B cTomLuo\"f Ke TH / ToV - A
RLNHAETH Bh CASXA TROA AN A/AOCTH Hi RECEAHA H MOZNAGLIH EAHNOTO / KOrOKAQ

AJOVKHHNBI CROER raa- H Bﬁzslxlﬁigb ISR gELuH-

W AT MHE, W / ARTE MNE \;\)TICAANNOMO\f f TPBLINOME: / KAKO AHLLHX CA
W cAARBI CER+ H WARYE/Nb BbIXb W APBKHNBIH MOGR+ BHCB ABTA / KHROTA MOEro Cb
NHMH EBXB+ A ANE W/ARYENL EbIXb @ NHXb- MPAREANO BBIMA/AOXD b QT?TB CHA -
WHH RBZAIBKAN/XA CA AZB %Ke CKOTHCKBIH RAAKXE H MHTA/AX CA+ WHH MOAXA Ch
MOKAANHEMb, AZB / ke MALYAAXD* WHH Bb LL'choxb AABXA / KOABNOMB NA TMOKAONENHE
KZb e CHNO/Mb APBMAAXD H CHIAAXB+ WHH MARaXA, / AZb ke FAOVMABAX CA* WHH
CMBYBAX / CeBE, AZB K€ REAHYAAXD CA+ WHH AZb/MbARAARAAX, AZb Ke KIACEX ¢~ /
¢Ero AAH WHHH QAASAT CA+ AZb %e BIAAK: / WHH RECEAATH €A, AZb Ke NAAYA CA-
/ WNH OVTRIIAGMH CRTD, AZb Ke KPHYA - /

Racngbnin AN WKAANNE, BbcnprﬁH /I MON'B MAAO+ OPAZSMBH NGHZ‘;ENNOG
¢ro / YARKOAIEHE* H N¢ ABNH CA W CBOEMb / CIICENH+ BBZBILIH €ro fi BRAETL TH cKo/ph

— )
BB ClNCENHE- I'IPHZOBH H ZALHHTHTD TA- / A,APF\'E GMO\f AX  BbZMELLH (TO?HLLQK
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\ ~ . —

CB/FOYBO' ALHE BEZASLLNAX XA‘)bTHA Kb/ZAMTb AABLTBI Bb CEB'B+ KOABMH NAYE / BATBIH

— -

BEb  BbZAMITH B]\?Tb BbeICKb\/KLUHMb €ro- XA?THH [NV BO\{’KK(XMH / ﬁQTAZSQTb
—

AABRNAA  AHXBA NA }\H/XKK' QKPOBHLIJG K¢ B}\FTH BRHA+  8/MNOKHTb MbZA,®

MOACBNAA H MOAH/TBNAA+ N¢ O\beIBAH AWBHMHY¢: AA / Ne NOBBAKAENL BAA CLLUH

ZEMNBIHMH- / NH Bb NEYAANHE BBAOKH CCE¢+ BB BO / Mi‘)TA fAAH CROGTO+ MPHHMETH TA
/ B ZALUHTHTL TA- A RLCBKOMO ke / W RBCErO c?u,a I:ILLIKLIJHXI:. €ro+ NH/CTAMNH 0\}50
Kb NEMOY Be-CbMN'BHNIA+ / MPHNAAH, BBZABXNH: H NAYH ¢A- H go/uH enmoy - I MOH
Crce MOHe BBCKAA / WCTARHAL MA  &CHe m}weAyH MA RKO / Thl ¢AHNB &H
YAKOAIEELLL+ 1 CFCH / MA IAKO Thl 6AHNb 6CH E€Z rpBxa- B/ AZMH MA W CKRPBNNAATO
BEZAKONTA / MOEro- AA NE 8RAZNA BB CBTH NEMpH/RZNHNE NA RBKBIH BBKOMb - HZBARH
/ M ® 8eTh Rpara Moerd- & 5o tako // (f. 235) ABRb gbIKAETE XOTA MA MOFABTHTH:
RB/ZARHPNH TH CHAGR TROA i MPHAH AA MA / ClICELLIH+ BABCNH MABNHA TROA A
gzxkﬁeﬂﬁ- / AA SBOHT ¢A i AA HZBLYEZNETH W AHLLA TRO/Gro- NEMOLIENL BO €CTh H Né
AMAT® K9B/MOCTH CTATH ng"ﬁ TOBOA* NH NP'BA, AHLE/Mb AREALIHML TA* RHAHTD BO
ZHAMENTE / BAFTH TROGH, H MOCPAMAENE WXOAHTB / ® Hero- A ANE RAKO PH CICH MA

’
Ko K Te/BB I'IfHE”BFOXI:.' H alpe TaKo I'IPHCTKI'IHLLIH / xb NGMO\f BbCBMb C?LLGMB

CROHMb -+ &ET¢ / rako Wils Mifl:. i BAATL MOCACTH BATTH / CROA+ BB MOMOLIL TROA« K
BBCA BOAA / TROA HCMABNHTL- €H AWBHMHYE MOH, / MPHCTAMH BN Ne ABNH CA-
MPHZORH F NE 8/NBIRAH, NH EBNEMAH K€ Bb MENG SNBIAAT+ / MNE BW AORAETD CTOVAL
AHUA MoOero- / ["_il\ALuo\f H NE TROPALIOV+ NAKAZASALIS / H Ne gAZOVMBRARLION - N
BAAH MOAPNKATEAL  ChRIBLIGHNBIHXH H o AXORBNBIXE / Wiine 1 MPARHAOY  HXb
MOCABACTESH / NE RBILLIE MBPbI- AA NE NAYBNELIH NE KO/NBYATH+ NH MAKbI K¢ REAMH
XSEKBIIHA+ / AA BMHOKHT CA MBZAA TROA- H NE / MHTAH TBAA TROEMO AA Né
CBMOCTATS / TH BAETh* NH e NAOYYH €ro WEBIYAE/Mb MABTBIKbIHMb AX NE TAKKO

A — ~ ) ) A, ~ A,
BARETD / ALUH TROEH H NHHZEETH TA Bb MPBHCIONBA // Z¢MAH-

P’\LI_IG B0 XOLHELIH ChROBLIATH MO/XWTH T'BACCHBIHA+ H WCTARHTH MATH
NPA/RBIA+ H N0 CTBINAMB XOAHTH- H MOMBICABI / CKRPBNARBIZR 0\({‘,A,0[§'b MPHEMATH« H
NE LLB/AOMA A PEND - H NAKBI ALHE RbILLIE MBPBI / CTARKHLIH €MOV+ TO H TAKO BRAETD /
TAFOCTS ALLUH TRWEH: H MOERKAGCHS / BBIEBLLIOY OVNBINHEMb * H HZNeMoKeNeMb . /
BARACTH FNBRAHRBD H A'BNHRB NA CAARO/CAORHE i M'EMOCAORHE ke A MATRA. H / Ma
RBCBKO MOCASLIANHE BATb - MBPOA / OVBW AOBJOA F TNPARHAOMB o\}choH cé/Be. AA

CbB!JI)LLIGNI:. BARAELIH BB RBEMb* / I'IOZO!JA’T‘AH !JbLLH MH, NBCH AH BbIAb NH/KOAHKE
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ZANOVLIENHIO KONBCKOMS® / H ALIE KTO BeZbh MBIl KONE KENETB+ / TO OVCAALACTS -
ALLIE AH Ke MAKBI B€Zb / MBIbI NOMOVCTHTD €MOV + BhCAANH/KA AZEHELLIE RAAYHT *

Maksity xe, / KOPABA'B BB NAYHNB NBCH AH BHAB/Ab TAKOKE: ALE BRAETD
NA TOAR vbsgk/m'élfny o\}Aom RABNAMH NOCHMB BAR/AETH+ Thillb Ke BEZb BJ'BMENE
ALE NAA/BAETD, RABNAMHH CKOpOW nyogpb/nﬂz BARACTH: TAKOKAE ke ALUA H TEAO /
CEro pAAH AOB(O ECT, ke NAYBNELLH / ToXe fi CBRPLLIHTH: H B8 OVTOAHTH: Ce/BB XK
nm”ssﬁ BbITH, 1 BAHKNeMS chi- // (£, 236) eke ¢ BARENNO 1 YBCTHO ;KH-

Rui ¢ CRRTH/ANHILH BLCGAGNBIHA+ BbI €CTE COAb ZeMAH. / F  CTABMH
MOABNEENHH® BbI CARLIGH ChbRB/LLIENH H YPBNBLLH+ HXE BBICTE APFEAH NA ZeMAH- /
RBZAWEHRBLUCH KHTHE AFTABCKOE: TE/AOMB EO YARLLH CRLUE ABAO e &FI':G.AEICOG, /
ChbRPBLUACTE AWBHMHLLH MOH+ TMOARHID / NALLIL  BpBMENEND G RBZAANANHE &ro 4
MO/XEAAA Bb BBKbBI MPBELIRACTH* TPBAL YPb/NEYHCTRA NALLIENO MAAL RBZAANHE KE /
NALLIE, BECKONGYBNO+ H GAHKOKE HNOAS/LLING YPLNEYHCTROVETE: H ABTBAD ¢h AR/BORHA
ChROBLUAKTE: TOAHKO MAYE Ch/MEPhNHKL HALLIL ATABWAL NA  MPOrNBEA/NHE H Na
HCTORBCTRO MYAAETH H AZAH/YNBIH CBTH KPBIETH NA NbIH+ RAKO AA SAO/RHT NBIH H
CMONZ CHTROPHTD NAMB -« Bb/NEMABTE BB AWBHMHLH MOH W ¢BTHH / &rwW. Eezs
MOARHIA BW NHKTOXE Cl1E/T ¢A NH BENbYAGMb BhIEAGTH+ NH BAFO/ABTH ke BRHA, NE
WCTABABETD HNOAS/LLING, BVGgALuAro A A MOARHZARLIALO / ¢+ H ALIE KTO CEBE
JACAABHED WBABNHEL / oyeTa ckoa (Un mot annulé) ®gpberh / BATTH NA MJHZRANHE
A TPHAAETD Ha no/Motpb EMOV - RAKOKE BO KTO NEMOLLIGNL / Chl pZRKAMA H NOraMA H
HMbI BpALLINA MB/TA AGKALIA- B nyHNocﬁH NE MOTbI gRKBI K %//CTOMB . AX MgHEMB W
BPALLEND H NACKITH/TD CROA ALLA+ ALE AH WEABNHT A n'ﬁ/NQCTH JRKBI KD O\ CTOMB »
(un mot annul€) NpBAAEKRLUIHHXD N¢ MOAS/YHTD BIALLIEND+ TAKO H MHHXb HMB7R/1
BATAA BPALLINA BATTHAA NPBAAOKE/ NHEA + H ABNA A MPHZEATH A+ Ne Moke /
NACBITHTH CA EAFOCTH ¢+ KTO BO / ZACTAMHTD WHOMO AMALLIATO gB/UB KOCHARTH CA
(K8 €0 NA RBZA/THE MPBANGKRLIHXD BYALIEND+ / HAH KAKO BARAETH HOMzTo'\fBAN'b
MM ; / i HMB&AH NevaAb W ZEMNBIHXb ReLIG/H+ H He PAAA W CROEMB CIICENH* IAKO/RBMb
e WBPAZOMb BOHND BBXOAA / Bb BYAND LIIHTHTHL TBAO CRO¢ W BB/CAA0\ A0 MOBBALI
BYANNBIHA + BAR/ABIH KBIHT ¢A H NOARHZACTD . / €A KAKO BBNEZAAMNR, MORPLKE/TH
H ATNHKb H NHAZAOKHT B / ALIE AH NE LIHTHT A 0VBO NH MAAO* / TO TAKORBIH
RBCKOYE NHAZAAATA/GMB BBIRACTH+ THEMLKAE V\’n;gz\zo/m"b H MNHXb, ALIE AACTD CERE
BB/ CAABOCTB  OVNBINHRA®  OVAOBD NA/AZAATACMB  BLIRACTD CBIPOTHRE/NBIHMD
AHAROAOMB * REAOKHTL / B0 €M8 R c?u,e MOMBICABI cl'éprblH; /1 (f. 237) H ZAbI+ 1 ABHE

BB CAACTD I'I?HGMAGTI:. I-’IXI:. / A MOAGKHTD Ha O\fM"B CH, I'IP”BZO?'LQTEO / e R
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BblcEsKOMﬁ'\AyTe- A TBLIGCANRHE, ZA/RHCTD Ke H KAGRETH - Yp”sgovbs'bl&AeN'l'e- / fi ¢bNB
BEZb CBITOCTH+ NAAD CHMH RBCE/MH BB WYAANHE MPHREAETD ﬁ; Ape AH / BBAHTS H
TP'BZRHT CA BBINZ - BAPTH / BOKHA MPHZBIRAR BB MOMOLIB+ ZACTA/NHTH A RBING-
TOA OVYHMB BbIBAE/Th KAKO 8rOAHTH BEH. 1 BARAETD EAFO/AKTH MOXRAAGHA H
MOXBAABARLIHK+ / RAKOKE KTO RBNEMAA BB ZYBUAA M / &Th CEBBRHAELLD ZYA BB
Nee TAKO / 11 BAPTH HAEHKE v\'yBgALueT% NMOKOH+ / BhCEAHT ¢ H RBAROPHT CA TOV: A
BARE/TD IKOKE BXD  MOXBAAGHA H MOXBA/ABALIHH - KQOMB BW MOMOLIH €&+ Ne /

MOKETD c?ue AOROANO BBITH CEB'B+ / NAMOHT® Ke €ro W RHNA CROEr0 RAKO/HKE ¢ vTO

FAA+ ® MOKAANHA &+ MOAA / EMOY CABZbI+ H W CAAAOCTH &R M?\?OBA/BLIJH- MPHNECETD
EMOV CROA CMBPE/HNNARA MAAPOCTD H ® CHABI €& RBZL/MOID MOETH CAARA BHAI— /

Bezn anua nHLIo €T ZpBUAN- A no/Nexe MPHEMAETD. MOKETD f1 RbZA/TH: 1
aLjle OVK(ALLIEND BARETD, MO/%eTB i OVKACHTH* TaK0 f BLCBKD YA//REKD B€ZB BAPTH:
NHLIB ¢ B MPOCHTEAD « / ALIE e CMOAOBHT CA BAAFTH WHOH- / npovet W MOMOLIH &7
I-’IQI'I;)L\BHT CA BB/CE ALUE e MAKBI WEABNHED CA, NPO/KENETD A H noyeTs v()szuJeT
A P W/KAANB P RBCEAAT CA BB NB MOMBICAH, / CKRPBNARH H ZAH+ KO NOLUNBIH
BPA/ND HA NBIPHL|IHH « YARKS K€ €CTB MO/AOEATH H RBZBLICKATH, H ngHZEATﬁ, / ¢& b
BOABZNHA* H BAFTH &TB an/FlTH BB ZACTARIMACGHNHE €roe BeZB / BAFTH N MOKETB
MOMBICAD MPOCRE/THTH CA+ BHABCTE AH BgaTHE Moa / (un mot annulé) mneronbeTpoe
Bi'\T'*ovGBpA/zHe BARARLIALO REBIKA+ H ALIE N¢ W/PHCTHT CA c?u,e NALLIE, BATTS ,A',_)‘(O/BNAA
NE MPHHAETD R YARKA* ALpE / AH ke NPHHAETD BATTB BB Hb+ BB/CEKAA ABTEAL
HCMPARHT D+ H A/ HCMPARHTD RBCE MOMBILIABETD / TO W HCTIPARNENTH - TAKORBIF CEBE
/ NPBABLIACTD Ne BBABI CROA NEMO/LIB+ ZARHCTD BO CATROPHTH TAKO/RBIH (BB« fi
WrNa ® CEBe BAFTH / NA ALIE KTO HCMPARHT® CEBE- MO/ZNAA ZACTRMACHHE BAPTHOG - /
KO W CHABI ¢4/ OVKBIHE CA* HCH?/BHABE ABTBAH® A MJOCANRHTH Ba- // (f. 238) i
Ad f’g"l"b-

Caaga TROEMOY YARKOARBHS / KO NEAOHNA Il rgBLINA CIIOBHAD 6CH AOTO/HINA
BBITH TROGA EAFTH. H IAKO RBCXOTR / chfABHBB MNB CROA OVTOANAA RAKO* Ta/KORBIA
fAZOVMBRD CROA NEMOLIIL+ MOTBH/LIAND A e XPAMA YHCTAA BAFOAKTH, / CHTROPHTH- H
BbI BB NEMB BAPTS CTAb / B MPHNOLLIENHE * fi CT'ENA NEMOKOAREHMAA« / F BECRAALIH CA
RECEAHTB H (AAOVALIH / CA BB HeMb pAABCT"b TROPHTB = F XPANH/TD H ® RBCRKOMO
ZAA* AONAGKE NPBCTA/RHTD H BB BEYNAA KHZND+ W &ro B'B/KA BB BAALIHI BEKL-

I_IlecAONH ANE 8X0 / TROE AKBHMHYE MOH- fi BA TH ChRETH/NHKbe Alje

~ —
XV(’LI_IGLIJH S,A,O\f CROEMSE AA Bb/NH,A,GT'b BB RBYNAA AKHZND+ H KEAACLUH / BAKRENDCTRA
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CROGIO I+ ¢BILH MH N0YT0 / OVMBIRAGLLIH AHLLE CROE RWAOA® BBCBKO / TOMO pAAH AA
BAHKHKAMBD CRWHMb FO/AE BARELIH. A N¢ WIABBAAL €CH MABTHCKE! / TH CT?TH- N& BB
NHXb noyasv\')ujem; / ecfie ALIE AH XWLLELIH 8MBITH AHILE / CROG- m}*Mue CABZAMH - H
WMbIE MAMYEMB AA npocmsTﬁ CA Cb CAAROA ng"ﬁ / BPOMB H TTHIMH €r0 ArFEAbI+ AHLLE
BO / WMBIBAGMOE CABZAMH» Aosyom?e / NESRAAAEGMAA* N& TPOTHRA CEMS / ﬁmH-
CTHIKA CA CKRBNbI gﬁH AHLLA Je?; /1 CKRPBHA AHLLA TROGTO H NOTOY TROGH ¢B YH/CTOMB
c?u,eM'b- NAYE CAFILLA CHAGTD no/c?"ﬁ ArFeAD BRHHXb $T0 CMBELIH CA / BECHMNBNHA -
MAAKATH CA H gbIAATH / NS AH TH feKAL Phe Thl e WCTARAD ZA/MORBAH I'A CROGHO -
H Ne BOHIIH AH CA M&/Kb €ros  CHILE I-‘ICKO\fLIJGNHG ANE  MOKE/TB  NAKAZATH
NeﬁclcoycNMHA- A gp / pARKbI (AZBOHNHYA  BBMAABIH®  MOKETH /  MATHHKBI
MOTRPBAHTH+ H MoNexe W/vACTH HCKSLLIENHE TAA CAABOCTH MOEA / gz\Aﬁ FAA® BB &
BTRPBAHX CA- o\‘bel/NHé Ke H ABNOCTB MOA NA TOKe RARYE/T MA NAKBIH- CEro AAH
o0VE0 H AZB AKW/BHMHYE MOH XWIIA CBRBTHHKL BLI/TH THe CTAAQ HZBPANNOG CrICRO
MABBI* / NACABANHILH BARHH. BAOABTE CA AA N¢ / MABTBCKBIHA QT?TH fAAH H
AHTeR/cbIR (1) MOXOTH+ AHLUHTE CA CAARBI WHOA / fi AAOCTH H FAZJHNORENHH
ERACTE / YPBTOrA WHOFo~ fizke HCNABNEND ¢ / AAOCTH 1 RECCAHA* AWEHMHILH MOH« /
TPSAD  YPBNEYBCTRA NALLETO RKO CH/ND  &Th+ TPBAOY KE  NALLIEMOY nokos /
NEHCMORBAHMD €CTS »

Raneman / 0\}56 BB+ €AX KOPAXN WEPALIELIH ¢A / Wnaas W OBok ¢ACTI 1
W osow / MHY8+ KAKOKE WTRBTH gpZachs Na //(f. 239)ThipH ca na ChRPBLIGHAA
AOBPOABTHR/AL CTAKATH: H OVKPALLIENAR RBCBYLKBIHY / RAKOKE AREHTH Bhe 0 CHA
ALIE CTAKHLUIH - / NHKOAHKE MPOrNBRACLLIH BA+ NH EAH/KNEFO CROGF0 WZAOBHLLH- CH
e CAHNO/RELINA ABT'BAL NAQHYET CA+ AMALIH / Bb CEBB AOBJOTA PAZAHYNAMH
ABTB/ABMH- RAKOKE BW BBHELLL LL’;;KMH, BeZb / KAMENIA YHCTHAATO H BE€Zb AANOr0
BA/CpA  FICMIAGTEND NE MOKETB BBITH+ Ta/ko H CH GAHNORELINA A'KTBAB EeZb
AO/B‘)O,A,'BT'BAGH AZAHYNBIHXb+ NE CBCTO/HT CA+ HEBO m}nvosHM CA GCTh LI,FA/CKS
RBNLLOY + RAKOKE BO RBNELB ALIE / NEAJCTATEKE EAHNOMO KAMENE HAH Bl—'l/c?A NA FAARE
u,'p_e'm CHIATH NE MOKE- / TAKO 11 CHe EAHNORELIBNEH ABTEBAH / ALIe NEAOCTATHLKL
BAAETD CAHNOA / ABTHBAH AOBPOABTBANBIHA+ ChRIL/LIGHA ABTBAL NE HMENOVET
CA- o\fﬂs/EH HKE A NAKBIH, MHOFOL'BNNOMB  Bpa/LINOMB CAACTHBIAMB -+ RBCBXb
HZB/BANNBIHXL  CAACTEH H AHLUENOMB / BbIRLLIEMD CWAH® RAKOKE MNOFOLLE/MNAA
BYALLINA BEZB COAH RACTH CA NE / MOTATB: TAKO H ¢AHNORELINAA AEAL / RBCEKOR
AOBJOABTBAH OVIKPALLIEHA - / MNOFOMBCTPMH ABTBA'MH- TH ALPE AR//LUHT ¢ W AKORE

— ~ o A ’
BRHA+ H BAHMXNBro cHe / B'bCGMO\f M?'bZ'bl('b ¢CTh+ MOBNO k¢ / MAKbIe K?'EHKO\{‘ H
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REAHKOV v\')yu\mf- / KACARLIOY CA BBICOTAXD NeEan-"lxb- / fixe RHABRD BPALINO B
CBTH+ ABIE / KJBMOCTHA KPHAOY CROER LIEAD OVCTPB/MHT CA MA Né» H RBCTPBINATH
XOTA/LION BPALLINOV+ OV APhKAND BbI 7a KO/NELD NOKTEH BB CBTH+ H MAABIMB CH/MB
RBCB KPBNOCTS ¢ro CMBPH CA - / BCe BO T'BAO ¢ro RBNE ¢CTH CBTH- |<g1s/r|ocw> Ke ero
RbCE BBZATA Bbh HeH+ / TAKOKAE H GAHNORELINAA ABTEBAb. / ALpe MPHRAZANA
BARACTD ZeMNBIN / BeLIE+ BBCE BB MeH BAZHTB WHARAbL+ / Bhee EO T'EAO CBRPBLUIENHA
R Kkpoms / FZB CCTB- KP'BNOCTD ik RBCR &R NA Z6/MAH CMBPBET CA- H RAKOKE Ne
MOKE/Th RLZACTRTH vﬁgei\"b NA BBICOTR, / &egbclcﬁw NOKBTHAFO ATHA ABAK: / TAKO H
CAHNORELINAA AKTBAL ALIE Ne / CROBWAHT A W ZEMNBIHXL ReLIer; / He MWKETD

BbITH CI:B?I:LIJGNAA ,A,"ET'ﬁb: /

KTo ¢cTs Ne fiMbI CABZD AA nng—'iMTb / B NAAYET ¢Ae A NE FIMBI MOKAANTA
I'IG/!JAZOYM'BK"A AN BBZABXNETH+ H AX / NARBIKNETH HZRBCTO ﬁcnpAgiﬂgﬁi/meb
ABTBAB CHR+ EAA BO NEBA AS//(f. 240)HA¢ ﬁcngmz\eNHe fro. AOLLEADL A0 Azeyeﬁ /
T RBZBJANENO Bbl @MO\{‘ BBNHTH- AO/NAGHKE u,?TBHA Ne AOHAE ABTAb: ﬁcnpA/BAeNHe
NE MOKETH BBNHTH Bb NEEs RAKO/KE C& ¥TO FAA+ AWBHMHYE MOH- HCMpa/RHILA NBLLH
H!J’EPQGEENKA CHA ABTB/Ab+ 0VKIACHLIA HCMAGTBLLE FAKO u,ﬁlcu / R'BNElLb. H BELUH
AAH HZMBKAAABI TO/AHKA ABTBABD NH BB TOKE NHHZREAOLIZR / NPHRAZANA BO HXb
BRI MOMBICABI NIEYA/A'MH ZEMNBIHXb RELIEH« CEro gAAH e MO/FOLLIZA MA MeEO RBZBITH:
BARAH CA OVBO / ARBHMHYE MOH+ AXA Ne MPHRAZARD CE/Be MPBAACH CA BATOY
CROEMOV' = NH g‘\/ZAgSUJH AHBBNBIH ABTBAH Ake Cb MB/TOMb TPBAOMb CTAKA B Ne
RBZBYA/NBH CH Eb NEBNAA BJATA RBNHTH: H / Ne MOCTARH &X MOCPAMAENBIF ngﬁ
HKe/NHXWMb WHEMb: A Ne MPHRAKH ¢R BE/LIMH AZMBKAAAAMH NH Ke ngHrBo/zAH R
ZEMAH* NA AAKADL €H APBZNO/RENHE B TAA BBICOKB A RECGAALIH A / Ch (AAOCTHZR B

~ \ ~ ~
Y‘)'Z)TOF'Z) BBNHACTb * / A TAACOMB RBICWKOMbE HCTAKETH Mb/ZAK CBOA*

W AHRNOE ¥I0, KO W ¢& / ABRD NpBREAGH ZBAO H KpBNOKB+ / CTP8NOR
MPHRAZANL CMBPH CA+ Ta/ko H ABTBAL ZEMNBIF MEYAAE MPHRA//ZANA+ ABRORH 8MOEH
A ABTEABD CH- o\’ﬂc}/mem RBCEKOMB ABAOMB EAFOMb H CMB/PENOMB + ZEMBNBIHMH
MEYAABMH* / RAKO CTPOVNOR EAHNOR ngHBAzANA?e- / TBM&KE MOAA TA AWBHMHYE MOH
B"b/cnngH MOARHINH (A&LLB TROH+ XOTA / ngBBZATH AZMBHKABARA CHA CTP8NA * /
A NE CMBXOY BARAELIH RAKO CANCONL / K BIKCBIH - HeKe CROHM®B MOARHIOMb, / RAKOKE RD
CAHND YA ThICRLIA HZBH- / i AREH AOBOTB 1AKO ¢AHNA CTP8NZ / NPBIBZARD H cEBe
W AZb CROBOAH+ / Fi BJATBI MOBHRD, NMOBBAR BEH npH/Nect- 1 MATRA MOARHIA €0 Bb

y LNEY \ ) "
HCTO/YNHKD I'I;)"BAO?—KH CA+ CHH, CHLL¢BA H/CI‘I?ABAGNHA CI:TBO?HBI)' (W4NY CK/}\/ZA BfAFOM'l)
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MPBAACT CA- ATHE/Mb EO QT?O\fﬁbIHM'L CMBPH CA+ H / CTPALINAA WHA A AHBNARA
|<g1sn€/ CRAZA

Raneman m}sw W AKBH/ve (1) MoH TbI ¢EBB* EAA KAKO AHRBNA/A ABTEAB-
MAABIXB (AAH MEYAAH / CRAKELLH A CMBPHLIH+ NZ& BAAH W / RLCEXD Bgmﬁz\mumxb
Relpiers 1/ OVKJACHRD np’ﬁnocAH A NA NEBO+ / CHLLE e CROBOAH A+ RLLEMbKE
vbé?/zowm ng”s;f?e CXOAALLIEH BB FARBHNA / KO A SBVALUGTB Mrorow, BH'MbIH // (.
241) BHCE)D * EroKe \A’)BV'BT'A, ABHE CB MHNOTFo/MB T;?O\f,A,GM'b NA BBICWTR RBCXOAHTD
RB[ce]/Ke TEAO €ro OENAKAET ¢A W BOAB- H BOA / ke MPBBBIRACTD NA MBCTB: B iKe
¢h BOFA/TBCTROMb MHOPWMB OVCTPBMHE CA NA / COVX0 HZABZEs CHMb e WEPAZOMD H
Tl / MOTBUIH ¢A CROBOAHTH ABTBAL W BbCB / ZEMNBIHXL BeLIeH H OVKPACHE CA
ChROB/LLIENOAR A BTBAHA+ WBABILH CA RKO H/Z0A+ H TPBZRH CA ARBHMHYE ANB A
NOLLIb . / AA CA && N¢ CARABYELLH. CER EAHNORELIL/NBIA ABTEBAH NHKTOKE N¢ MOKETD
B;J”sAﬁ, / NA ZEMAHH - CKPBED EW TPLIBNHE CAAB/RACTH+ NHLIETA K€ H NECTAKANHE,
76/MAE &TB ABAOY E&e W CEr0 BO MAORH/TA EBIRACTD* MAOABI AosgonpABeANuﬁ /
MPHNOCALIIH NH NEARN KE ¢R MOKETD / BPBAHTH+ W NEro BW CHAOR WARET A, /
MOXRAAAMH K B'_o.\f° MOAOBNO K€ N¢ MO/FARTh H NHZAOKHTH €4+ RAKO W TOR CTALKHTD
MOXBAAR H CAARA H KHZND REYNAA -+ / FWHENHE NE MOKETh OVCTYALLIHTH ewe /W Toro
BW MACTETD RENELLL cbggbme/NHz\ CROCMO- H E'_o'\f CAARZ MPHNOCHT B N /B NAFOTA ¢H
m’fNMNHA NE MOKETD NAAO/KHTH: MONEKE W NER ChIIPAAE WAEKT / CAABBI® FAAAD
TAKOKAE NE MOKETH / €& BB MJENEMATANHE m’;choﬁTH, W // Toro EO TPANEZ R
FOTORHT®D CH BB u,ﬁ/cTBH NERNBAMB N7 FiH HKAKA NE MOKE / MEYAAD ¢H NANGCTH- W
TO& BO MOTOBH/T CH BECEAHE JAHCKOG+ NHLIETA e MOsKE / o\’pﬁzxcHTH ¢R NA BOFATBCTRO
Tom BO / NL\CI\”ECTBO\fGT'b BANKENBCTRO TNes / BABNHE e H MAAYb+ BENBLLH €H CRTD
ro/RH fi ChRPBLLIENH+ FCTOYNHKE CABZD* W/PHLIENHE ¢H 6CTD+ WCNORANHA ChZAANTE/Mb
¢R R CMYBTH NE MOKETD ¢ wm?/TBHTH- NH rpv&sb (AZALOVLIHTH €& MO/iKETh+ NH
APBKRATH €& &éf'b- NH NeBeca / MOrARTS BJATA ZATROPHTH ngﬁ' ABTE/ANOR ALLCH* NA
RHAALIE ¢ Cb AAOCTH/A WRIBZATD TBMbI THMAMH H THI/CRLIA THICRLIAMH AFTAb
&?XF["_G.Ab' / npBeTOAH FABCTRA* MHAYAAA KE H RAMCTH Né MWPATD ZANYBTHTH ¢H*
Na [ cB JAAOCTHA nyr’ir’n\mw; A A HA gﬁmi / CROHXbB BBZEMLLE: TPHNOCATD A
MPB/CTOAON CAARBI® gﬁ\feT CA W HeH WILH / H THb ¢b CTHIMB AXOMb - gﬁ\feT N
N/t AXb CTBIH RAKO BbI €M u,'fkogb TTAA / A BBCEAH CA Bb NA* yfﬁ\fem e CA W NE/H R
%AHNOQWANMH TNB. KO TOMOY RLCH/XWTER H Mave €ro ANOMO Ne CTAKAA: / i pﬁ\f@T
¢A W NeH WILB RKO TOro REZL/AKBHAA €CTH, H Mave &ro fiNoro Ne Bn//(f. 242)zAKEBH -

A, ~ ) — ~ ~ — ) — )y — A}
?A\fﬁ’r’b HKE CA W NEH NEBCA B CHAA/MH CROFIMH - HNOALLINO CAABRATD WLA H CNA /H
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TTro AXA+ RHAALIE AKTBAB APFEAB/CKAA 0\}‘IC§)ALLIGNK RBUBKOA  AOBPWTOA / H
npABAma- ‘)g\fGT A W NeA ‘)Aﬁ, KO FK!J"IS/BHGM'Z) MAAE %MO\f BB AOCTOANHE« /

CAnBA 11 REAGABIHE EAHNOMOY EI\'_I.“OMO\f, / 13'40\1~ A YM';_'KOMOBLLo\f- MOAARLIOMON
/ NAMBL CROG LI,’;;TK'I'G- BAFTHA CH HCILBAH / MA PH ACLLBARA+ EAHNBIA NPBMAAPbIH /
MACPBABIH BpATH* MAA TROA BAFO/CTBINA HCLLBAH CTPOVTIbI ALLR MoeR. H / MPocRBTH
WYH MOH OVMHBH+ AX PA/ZO0VMBA TROE CHMOTPENHE BBIRAGMOE / HA MBN'B BbINZ: H
MONEKE OVRAAA ¢Th / MBIGAb MOA+ BAPT®H e TROA CHAOR H/CTHNOR AA (ACTROPHT CA-
H vTo peKam / NPBRBAYE CREAbI c?u,A H OVAbI® CAMB BO / €AHNb B'ECH, RAKO ZeMAR
BEZROANANX, / KAWKACTD TEEe ALLUA MOA+ i KeAAE/TB c?u,e- ARBALLIAMO K6 FH BKe
MOH« / EATTH TROA RBINA AA NACHBITHTB« H / IAKOKE RBINA MOCASLLIAAL CH MENE BAKO«
/ A ANE Ne npszpH MAGNHA MOEro- ¢& B0 / KO NABNNHLLA €CTB MBICAL MOA+ TeBE /
GAHNOFO CMCA A HCTHNNALO HUIRLIH N0/CAH 0\}50 ANE BAFTH CROA BBCKOPR [ Aaa
npl—’lMbe Rb MOMOLUIL MOA* RAKO AX NA//CBITHTH MO AALKANHE: i NAMONTD Mo /
RAKT - TEEE BO KEAAR MO0 BAKBI NE&/NACBITHMAATO: KTO MOKETH NACHI/THTH CA RB
ACTHNA ARBALIHHX TA+ N/ TeBe RARLIA CRETA HCTHHNAANO H NO/AATEAR CRBTOV
AJKA, MH TIQOLIE/NHA MOA+ H Az\ysﬁ MH MATRA H BLCKA/MAH BB c’?u,e MOE+ CAHNF
KATIAA ARBB/RE TROGR* A JAZMOPHT CA Bb Q?LLH MO/eMB NAAMBI AKWB'RE TROER KO Bb
AB/ZB. H AA TORCTS TYBNHE ABKARBIA NO/MBICABI* AMKA, MH HZOBHABNO A BeZb /
MBPbI FAKO BB YARKOMb* H AAysﬁ MH / RKO LL'ﬁ LLTJTBO\fﬁ'\uJHMb- H OVMNOKH / RaKo
BA'b HZB EAFA WG+ H HCMABNH / BB BOAONOCTH MECTO, W BARENTA CH- / AA €A
ACNABNHTE KARA Moa, W B:\I_.FO/,A,"BTH TROGH+ MACHITH BbIH ¢+ ThICR/LUS W NATIH
XAKED+ NACKITH AABYER / MOA W BECYHCABNAATO EOPATHCTRA, / CROGR EAFOCTHINA -
YARKOAWEYE / BATBIH+ ALjI¢ NA XA'BEbLI Fi NA TPBRA+ / RBCEMOY NAQOAS TROA NEWCKANA /
BAPTB HZAHA A BB RpBMA CE- KO/ABMH MAYE AAPBELLIH TIPOLLIENHA PA/BOY TROEMOV:
MI'CMU\A\)MW TH A €6/ BO H &éy"b CBRBTHT ¢+ 1 MTHUA AZL/MEBNSATS FAACH CROA -
W muorsiw // (f. 243) caaksl n MPBMAAOCTH TROGR+ & BO 8ke / H ZeMAR RBCE
WEAAYHT €A WAGKAEH A/ ZAHYHOR H MBCTPLIHMb LLRBTOME - Hike / MPAAET CA Ne
pARIKAMA YARYBCKBIHMAA + / pﬁ\feWs Ke A H MPAZANOVETD WEBMA / MPAZANHKOMAA -
CAHNEMb e Za B cRo/H MPBROZAANNBIH AAAMB RAKO WKHTD - / AJBIBIM Ke Za RAKA
CROGrO 1AKO ChLLSh, / MOXWAH M0 NeH- & H MOge OVMNOKAE/T A W BAFTH TROGH- H
WEOrATBE/Th NAARARLIAA 110 NEMOV « PH MOH PH- / i MN'E BAATTH TROA AfBZNORENHE
AA ] AN FAATH K TEBR+ Fi KEAANTE e B/MAMD K TEEE NAAHT MA« ALIE BO H HCKo/NH
*.’M'?Koo\'fs'l'HLLA ZBMHA RB RpBMA / cé NPHXOAA WRPBZAETD OVCTA CROA / KOAMH nave

MOA0OBACTH WB‘J"BCTH g/cTa ?ES' ’T‘KOQMO\f FKQAAKHJOMO\f T¢Be- / BB CAARA H MOXBAAMR
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BAFTH TRoem- / H?HGMI:.II:I ARA TTENAZA RAORBIH WHOA, / fi MOXEAAHRL A MPHHMH
NIAGNHE paBA / TROCrO A RBZPACTH MATRA MOA CHA* / H AJP8H MH MPOLLIENHA MOA* AA
BA& Xpa/Mb CTB BAFTH TROGH- H AA RBCEAH/T CA Bb MA A AA MA NASYHTB KAKO
8/TOAHTH TH* A AX BB M'ARCAH MOA EfAKI\IG/’T"b PAACOME HCMIABND MOKAANTA H RECE/AHA -
WES7AETD Ke MBICAL MA KO KA/MHAOMB « AA Ne NPBABLIEND BbIRD, ChrgB/LIA TH- H
WPHNOREND BA MPOCRBLIGHHA / WHOro -

I_Iocz\o\fLuw-\i MENE TH MOCAS/LLIAN . H AAKA MH AA RBZAALA RD LL"J_'I.SQTEH /
TROEMb -+ AZB MPBABLIEND BbIRB+  CH/BIAND Bhl* NEYHCTD e, H WYHCTHYX A/
NECHMBICACND, H OVMAAHX CA+ H NE/MOTPBEEND+ MOTPBBEND BbIXD PH / MOH PH-
CTAA ﬁzEpANNoe TROG ¥fB/NELLb - H RBCRXE CThIXE TROHXE O\fro/#?v;meb TH+ BB fAH
ﬁ\mme CA* TH MO/AHTRA TROJATH ZA Hbl- H MAATH TA, / GAHNOFO BAFAM0
YARKOAWELLA* CA/Mb e FH MOH THe OVCABILLIH MATRBI / He A MAGNHEMD AxXb CICH MA
rpBLIL/NAAO . AZB ke o\fsv\’) TBMH TeBB / CAARA MPHNOLIA RAKO TBXb MATRbI /
MOCAOVLIARD OVLIEAPHAD MA &H* / A N'BCH NpBZPBAB MATEBI HXb+ BBIRB/LLHXE ZA MOE
CMBgeNHE H ClICeNHes / Thl ke FH MOH H I'I?VKOM')S CROHMB 06/KKAb GCH- WRPLZH oveTa
CROA HCMAB/NAA- CE oViKe AN WEPbZE CA c?ue/Mb OVCTA PABA TROGrO PH MOH-
H/CMABNHT ¢A HMB W BATTH TROeH, / AA BbINF BARA TA [H CIICe MOH+ NA/MOH
MOMBICAL  MOH  YARKOAKEYE BAA/TBIN fSCV\\)A EARGHIA TROGMO+  IAKO 7¢//(f. 244)uak
WCBANA NE MOKETD RLCMHTATH W / CEE'B MAOL BeZB MOCKLIENHA TROGA EAMFOCTHINA -
TAKO H c?ue MOE NE MOKETD BE/ZB BATTH TBOGH MPORBLIATH 0\}‘FOANA/F0- NH TAORHTA
MAGA MPHNECTH MPARENA -+ / & ovKe ABKB MHTACTD NAOABI: Fi ApBRE/CA RENYARART CA
MBCTPbIMb LRBTH/EMb - H poca BATTH TROGHE AA MPOCRB/THTH MH MOMBICAB  AA
m}wcgacnwu A UREB/TOMbL MOKAANTA H CMBPENHA® ARBO/RHA Ke H TPLMBNHEMb « YT
peKz fi e/Lte PH MOH THe+ C& BW MATRA MOA NE&/MOLINAA+ Fi BEZAKONHA MOA BéAHRA+ / H
nyﬁwmm CGRThe W ARTE MNE / rg'BCH MoOH CTARKART MH+ A NEMOLL / MOA NARAHT
MA* AX MOBBAHTD A BAMTOABTD TROA+ WROLZI W9H cAknug: / WEPbZH MH W¥H
O\fMN“sl-’i- A BBING (A/Z0VMBRAR Bb AOBJOTA TROA* H \X)/Kybzﬁ? oveTA NBMOMOY -
WR(bZH m}/cTA MOA Bb CAABA Fi MOXBAAR BATTH / TROE&+ MOAOKHEDI NPBABABL MOpIO
CAO/BOMB MOREABNTA TROEGM0+ MOAOKH / MPBABAL c?u,s MOEMOY BAPTHA CHe / RAKO AA NE

OVKAONHT CA NA AECHO NH Na/wWwse W AOBJOTHI TROEA* AARbI AIOEMb / ROAR Rb

>

\ ~ < o \
I'IO\fQTbIHH' AI%GMI:. NGHOICO?H/KBIHMB H I'IPO’T‘HEALLIHM A ,A,é\?’l? MH I'OIICAA//NHG BBINGR ¢

I

) A ’ — ~ -
WYHMA MOHMA  CABZbI Al NAAY/A  CA ANB H HNOLUB- CM'B!JGNNOK MK,A,‘)/CTHA

I.

~ —
AWBORHA H C?LLQM'b YHCTOMB -+ / AX I'IPHB/\H?’KHT'b HKe CA MOAHTRA MOA / 'H K T¢B'B*

I

AA‘)SI—JI MH W CBMENE 'C_'.T‘FO / TROEro- AA I'I‘)HNGCK TH ,A,‘)AXMK I-\ICI'IAb/Nb I'IOI(A(\N.I.A,
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HCMORBAANIA F gek7e / CAARA AABLLIOMOY MH CAARZ+ AX €M8 / NpHNECK H npﬁz\omﬁ'\-
OVCABILLIH PH MO/AHTRA MOA (ABA TROGO - MATRANL / TTHIHXb TROAXB+ CHIH HAAL
RLCRMH / BB BAREND BB REKbI

AMHNB— /

n?H_A,"E’T‘G ARBHMHLLH MOH+ TPHABTE / oLH, H BATHA* CTAAO HZBPANNOE /
CrCRO - ngHAB/Te KOVTIAA ABAMB, / AONAEKE TPbKLCTRO CTOHTH Heb/NABNHTE OYH
CABZb BALLUHXb+ H ABi¢ / WvH C?ﬁ‘n’N”BH BALLIH WRPLZETH CA- / FAHTE CAORO W BBYN'EH
KHZNHH- / 1 W ¢RAE BRYNEMB 1 ABHE MOKAE/T A C?LLG BALLIG* MPHHMBTE Aosglﬂ /
MOMBICAL W LL'ﬁCTKH NENEMB 1 pa\/ﬁ; i &BHe NEQAAHTH NAYBNETE W/ ZEMNBIHXb
RELUGH. H AA MNHKTORE / fACAABBRD W RACH OVNBIHETH: NH / Ke MPBNEMATAR
OVCTYALLIHT CA+ / HH iKe Ad 0\;‘BOHT ¢A NHKTOXE NH 8/CHETB+ N BeZb ChMNENTA AA
ngHz6//(f. 245)krenmn fa MaLIGro- 1 MPHAGKNO A gz\sow\/eMb ancmf NALLIEMOY +
MOTBLUHM ¢A H / WYHCTHMb c?LLA NALLA CTHIHMB €10 AX0/Mb - ChAPBKHM CA CAMH CEBE
A MAHML / A OVTROBAHME+ WHOVCTHMB Ke MpB/XbI CAMH BB W RbCErO c?u,A (ABH BO
€/CMbI NEABKNAATO B geKLLIATO TaKo / A Wiih MOH NEBNBIH e OCTARHT®D, &lpe / N
OCTARHT® KhKAW BYATOY CROEMOV: / W c?u,"b RALLHXb MPBrYBUIENHE H Ma/KbIH
CTBIHMH ATIABI €ro ZNAMGNM\%E- / &Ke KOAHKO KOATD WI‘IO\{CTHTHETI:. / TgBXBI BYATON *
feKiIoy BW neTp. / FH KOAb KPATBI ChrPBIUHTH Rb MA / BJATH MOH+ H WOV
EMov - A0/ CEAMHUIH® N& A0 CCAMBAATSH / KPATD CEAMHLLEA* MBI iKE o\'fso
NHKO/AH%KE TPHUIH ANEMB WTASTAML G+ / MAA B OVBO BATHE MOA H nyHnAAA/m
RAMB+ W AP8ZH, RBCMPLNETE Bb / MAAOE CE BPBMA+ H MOABHZAHTE / CA Bb GAHNBIH
NA AGCATE Y- Revegh / BW MPHBAHKHAL CA &The A MbZAO/AARELL XC, FPAAETH Cb
CAAROZ RB/ZAATH KOMOVAKAO MPOTHRA ABAO/MB €ro-

RanemakTe 0\}50 BB. / eAA KTO I-\ICI'I‘JAEHE'A céBe- E'bzpi\fe"r A
WEABNHEL CA NMOrSBH BEZLYHCAL//NOE MBZAOBBZANANHE o\}n’SBHM; 5o / A € YPBNELLD
WCBANE NHEB+ RAKE Bb/ZgACTHTD MAOBI ¢B ROAWR H pSc&m- / A NASRHTB MAD
MPHNECETD RECEAHIA / Fi €FAAKE MOCTHINETD MAOAD NA MeH, / TOFAA MNOKAALLAA
NevaABd NABO/AHTD A'BAATEAL: MEKBIH BO ¢A, EB/AHTB H EOHT A+ GAA RBNEZAAMNM
rfi\* / HAH ZRBPH AHRHH ACTAHT® NHRA / €ro- TaKko H MNHXD AONAGKE KHR/TD BB
RELE CeMbe ANB H NOLIB / NEveT ¢A H MABRHTB BOAKZBNNO / w BECbMPBTNBH
KHZNH- 1 W 8/eT® YPBNEYBCTRA CROENO+ AN NE O/BABNHRL CEBE VGE;M\LueT CA Bb c8/eTe
Kbl RBCE pAAOCTD H RECEATE / ABAATEAR GTH erAN KATRA CbBE/PETD BB KHTNHLLT -
H MOAOYYHTB REZAMNHE: T'RMbKE WEpAZOMb H MNH &Th- / gﬁ\mﬂ; BO CA H BECEAAT

A — — " —
CA ATTeAH / BXHH Na NEBCEXD+ €rAA BOHT (A BA H (I:./Bfl:.LIJHT‘b TEYENHE CROC.
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ABAATEAL / BO 6FAX KHTNHLLA HCMIABNHTS, TOFA / BEC MEYAAH €CTB+ H MpoveE NHTA/ET
CA H BECEAHTB- H MNHXb EFAX / MOAOKEND BRAETH BB KHTHHUH+ / €Ke &TH BB
rpoBg - ABHe BOPATH/CTRO B0 €ro RBZBIACTD Na Nekea; // (f. 246) RBCMPBNBMB o\}svx\)
AREHMHLLH RLCMIPbNEMB, / BB BJaNH CoH ChIEPLNHKA NALLIETO+ BJAND B0 / €0 roTORA
CCTh+ CAMb BO NEMOLIENL H BE/C MEvAAH ¢+ BAKA K NALLUB Fi MOARHIOAMRE/ILD - u,ﬁ
LI,?TKOYKLUHMI:- MPHAGKNO BO;}A/LuHM CA* CHAR MOAAETBH H BENELLL NESRA/AARLIH: H
RAKOIKE MPAXD FONHMb BLIBACTD, / RBTPOMb BEAHEMB Z'BAO+ TAKO H ChMEgh/NHKL NALLL
FONHM®D EBIRACTD FAACOMB / CAAROCAORALLIHXE BA -«

NHiToRe 850 / AA Ne BNBIBAETH NH AA OVBOHT CA* N&  KpB/MKbIH
NEMOLLINAATO  AX  MOABEMAETD: / MPHAGKNBIH, NPBNEMATARLIANY AA  8THB/LIHTS-
BAAH, \A’)EApb;ﬁHMMo CBNOMB, / AA RBZARHINETH- C’T“JOI-’INI)I, NECTPOENA/TO A
NAKAKETD * mzAgbmﬁ:ﬁ A, BE/ZBYHN'NOMOY B NECBMNALIWMOY CA Ad za/np”sumém-
TAKO BW CEBE ChABKALIE: / H ANOALLING MOBBKAABLIE CHMPOTHRNHKA / HALLIEro
MOCPAMH * fi BA NALLEFO NEBNAAFO / MPOCANRHMb = A i APFEAH TTH H W HA Rb/ZRECEAAT
CA- H AHBALIEH ¢A NAMB A CABI/LUALIEH W NA- CBNHART CA A MPOCAARATD / Ba. KO
TOMOY MOBACTD RbCRKAA CAARA- / H YhCTH H MOKAANEKNHE: WIS fi CH8 f cToms /

— n o n ~
,A,)(O\f' H NNB H I'IfHCNO H Bb R'BKbl RBKOMB:+—

Le manuscrit 315 de la Bibliothéque de I’Académie Roumaine
(f. 222 ) noovenne, TTro ippema cAo: A/

BoABZNL NRAHT MA Flzgeum- H NEAO/CTOHNBCTRO MO, ZAI‘I‘)'BLLIA%T’ MH /
MABYATH* BOA'BZNH c’?uz\ MOS0 NARAAT MA NPORBLIATH, i rgBeH MOH REAA/T MH
MABYANHE HMEBTHe 11 MONEKE ¢Ch/Mb WEbAgbmHMb WEOHMb* MAYE VA / MH &CTh
FAATH® AA WCAABR NpHHMZA / C?LLA MOEFo EOAKZNH+ ALLUA MH T&RXKH/Tbe 0 WYH MOH
KEAACTR CABZb+ H MAMYA CA NEMPBCTAN'NO Afb B HOLIB W CTP8/MEXD ALUR MOGA - H
CAABOCTH ABAB / V\/!B,A,pb}KHM'b’IK’- {1l BBIRACMBIZA BB / ABTA FLLUA+ FKe HCMABNL GCTh
CT‘)S/I‘I% FCBARANHI + r;ﬂ;AiiNH B0 €H Né AA/CTH AZOVMETH CTPOVIB RO AA BH /
BBIAA LLBAA - \A’)B”BL;JANH% WHO BBI/R'LLIGE BB ANH WHLT WIlD AL ke an/CH&LUﬁ’\ KO
CRRTHAA BB B'CeH ZEMH+ / MOKHBLUE NA Nefl MoCPBAB TPBNHA / H RABY'LLA r‘egeTchb
FAAH NevbCTI/RBI+ 1 BRIIA FAKO KAMENHE YBCT'NW / I MNOFOLLBN'NHH EHcpﬁ- HXKe
MNO/TBIAR YHCTOTBI AAH, H Aosgz\&rw /| KHTHA, H TH CAMH V\')Bgzsz noAfz\/;ﬁATeAe
fima Briws- KTo Bo HXb / RHAA Aosyoé CM”speNHé H u,”sAw/MmApTe, NE MOKAA CA-
HAH KPOTO/CTB HXB H B¢Z'MABRHE, Ne¢ Movio/AH ca+ KTo BWraToAwBews Ko/rAa

X ” ’ < . « ve
RHA,BRD H NHLUETX, N¢NA/RHCTNHKS MH‘JO\f B‘bcl' K’T‘O XbI/LIJNHIC'b HAH Fg)'b,A,’blN'NHIC'b
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RHAB/RD YHCTOE HXB KHTHE H AOBgwe, / Ne npkaokH ceses KoTopsin / ke an
EARANHKE HAH CI(K?bHNﬁ/I(’b NA MATE'B RIAEB 0 CTORLID L BAW/MA A fTa ABHE YHCTh Né
BB AH / KOTO(BiH rHERAHRD H NATIPACHT/RD Eec”sAO\fm’ Ch NHMH, NA KQOTO/CTh He
NPBAWKH Cebes ZAE NH/N'E MOARHZALLA CA, A TAMW pﬁ\f/ﬁw‘ CA- KO BD MPOCAARH CA
fMH, / B BB MPOCAARH He B YARLLH CBZAANT / BBILA: NALIE Ke WEBLIANHE
W/CTARABLLE ngz\m{im' NATH* of;/nAA‘MH CTRNNBIMH H AGBEATI/MH NATH XWAHTH+ Né
sw &rh // (f. 223) ks MHN'BLLINGE BYBMA Ba AN MA v(lxo/AALuA&rw BOFATBHCTRA
CROEM0+ NH ke / €CTB KHZNH RBYNEIA ABAMA noch/gm‘\mAz\ro CA+ NBCTH KPOTOKD b/
CMBPEND+ NBCTD BEZMABREND H EAA/roconN%- NH e ECTB AOCAKAAE/MB H TPBMA-
MH WKAGRETARAEMb, / H MokHAAR: N& BBCH MPBKOCAORLLT+ / H BRBCH FN'BRAHRH+ RBCH
NATAH+ BB/CH h\igH- RBCH HZAMH OVKPALLIENH+ / RBCH TBHLIECAARNH + RBCH CAAROAKBILH -

/ ﬂponAAﬁ WEBLIAR  ¢A, WEBLIA/TS npREKAE WEBIIANHA:  H MPRKAE /

NARBIKNORENHA, o{rvHTH XWLIETh. / H ngREKAE o@YeHHA. ZAKONOAARELD / KPBMOKD
nomzo\f%T CAs MPBRAE an/ﬁ%TH&, MZAABCTROVET » f npBARAE /  NOKopeNia,
nomp”séﬂ;- npBEKAE Mo/ReABNHA,  MOREABRACTB:  H npekAe / NAKAZANHA,
NAKAZO\f%Wy A ALe CTA/‘)”BI-,ILIJHNA\\ €CTH, ABHE CB rpl;,miil\leﬁ'& / MORGABRETB . ALjIE ke
WNB €CTB, ABH/E CBIPOTHRBWR BLLIACT - ALIE BOPA/TB &TB, ABHE YheTh BBZBILICTD - //
ALE NHLIB, W MOKOH mngamaém- / fi Ale ABAATEAL GCTh, AEHE NPB/CTHI MAAAA
v()"rp”sszm'e"rb- Ko / 0\}50 AREHMHLLH MOH NE MAAYET ¢A / FLLEr0 WE'BLIANHA ¢Ke BW
ThKkMo / MHpA WRPBILLIE CA, ZEMNBIMH Me/ven’ CA« ZEMNHH, NEPAAHLLIA w Z¢/MH- H
MNALLEH ¢A EBITH ,A',_).(OKNH, / NPHRAZANH BuILLA NA ZeMH- Ne / REMET AH E@TH% IKAMO
MOZRANH ¢/CMBi, Ne¢ REMBI AH KAMO nngoAH/M% AWBHMHLH. Na B%zApbmANH/%
MOZRANH BBIXWMB, H Aospo/\wlsezm& BYALLINA AWBHMb* BB NATO/TA MPHHAOXWMB, i
6 WAEKAA/XD CRAQHM' CA* BB T0KOPB ZRANH ¢/CMBi, 1 RBCH ngkpmw\f‘ew;- RD
|<f)/TocT'b f CMByeHoMmAyTe ny‘l‘HAo/xom;, i RBCH FPBAHM CA* CB”BAA/Luel-'i N¢ R'BMbi+
H CABTLUARLIE Bb o\'f/Luec(x ALLA, He BENHMAGM® - Z;\Lue / KTO RBNEZAANA RD pAZEoHNHKbT
/ RBNAAETH, HZMBNHT A Moy / AHLLE H Cuemns m}sor’rr‘ ca, Mmpioxke /1 (F 224)
0\;‘BH’€NI§I’K’ ATTABIs B KAMENHEMB NOBH/ENBiA n}\gm{i YETALIE NE BOHM CA+ / H ¥'T0 FAA
w &ﬁrx”sx'b n n?ypu,t?- CAMOro / EX MOR'ELLIENA NA AJBRB- H pacnaTa / ry% AAH ITLLIE,
CABILLALIA H YbTALI, / FAOVMHM CA H CMBEM A« CALLE OVBO / ne TorNA AOCAKAENHA
RAYMA, CREThH / CRON MPBAGKH BB ThMA+ MBI ¢ W ZA0/BBI Atues MPBAOKHTH CeBE Ne
XWLIE/MB+ ZATIONA LL';TKBNA& NHYBCOKE CBIYB/LUIHELIH CAMA C¢BE ;mi;m- MBI ke rp:ﬁ\

o — X A — . 4 ’ . .
;)A,A,I / NLLH, C;)LI,A NLLEro Ne MOAKEMD ('LICPSLIJI/TH NA MOKAANHE: Z¢MAB BBINA BORLUI /
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on W AHUA FEE, TPEMELIETh s H KOAB/BACT' ¢CA MOA NAMH NAMb cwf TzoyA/Luﬁ, H
TAKOKE NE BOHM CA - FPAA0RE / MOTOMOLLIA - A MBCTA v()no\fcﬂsum\ / ® ruERA BHA, H
NHKAKOKE Ne o@cT@/LUHXWM'b cége+ CANLLE CAHNOR 11 ARMKOATEI MOMPAYH ¢A NA NX,
N& H TAKO Ce/Be Ne o\“fso&xwmw BPANH I'IG’;)\IC'b.iK, 0/ mp‘mp‘mmm’ MoHAR H MoVeTR
C'LTBO/PHLLIK CTPANZ AU, AA MBI ¢A B 8/BOHIMB H ﬂf'I'I:I,A,eMIs BB MOKAANHE- // 1
T;ﬂgso\fém; MOKAANTA MNOFA+ HE NA ANB / ¢AHNBD npocTo AAH HA MILB- HA NA ARTA /
MHNOrA* TAKO Ne¢ ngtchoNHxv\')M e MA / nokaanHes Tlokariv ca NHNE BpATIE /A
AREHMAN+ AA EA MATHEA CHTROfIMB -/ w rpBeRXs I\'I_‘LIJHX'b- MOMOAHMB €M 1A/Ko
NPOrNBRAXWMB [ CMBPHM' CA CM”B/PGNH%M'L, AA NBi BBZNECETh p'b’iAA/HM'b 7'AE, AA
TAMO RBZRECEATM CA+ MANYHMD Z'AE, AA TAMO O\IfT'BLIJHM’ A \X)ng/th% W CeRe
MABTBCKARS MEYAAL H ZABI/N WEBIvAH+ H WBABLEM CA A,OE?O,A,”BT”B/!\HK’, FAKO ?HZWK’-
MAYE MBI CTOBHRILIEM CA &I"’XICOMO\f RHTHI+ &1 ARWBHMHLLT / MoK RBZMBMBD MBI i
npz\BHz\o Aosyo/é WHO cm;p%memj wiik B'BiK’LLIHHXb npB/KAE NA* AA HE ANE
mzpmmx A, o\mo / Ne CHBMNHILH CA+ Ne ANE BOAKI ME nux, / o\mo RHNA
RBZBILIELIH NE ANE CANO/ZH, Hi o\mo o\fLLIAT LH F KAAHTA - HE ANE / BAACBNBT HZBI,
f o\mo MHOFOLLB/HNbBI+ NE ANE Hz' M'l)?K,A,ANHG H o\mo / o\fkg‘xmeNHe e ANE |<goTo|<1>
H cMB/pens, f O\f"rpw BEAHYARD* N ,A,He naa//(f. 225)vemn A ?bI_A,ANIGM'L, f mmo
CMBXWMB / BECYHCABNBIMB+ Né ANE N 76MH AOAE A'B/FANHE, 1 o\'m)o HA VGME
agrannes Nx / MPARHAO AMEH CeEB AEHMHYE: H/M'KE MOKELLIH Eo\f o\'froAHTH- f
Bk, / BAHZKNEMOY CH MOT)BEEND BBITH- a/LjIe ke o\}so C6BE o\'foﬁTBHTH XW/LIELLIH «
EAHNBL GCH CAOVIKA NE w/cREKAH AJOVIKHNBI CROA+ ALUE AH / ke Cb MHNOMOZ €CH-
MOCAOVLLIAH RAAABI/KbI PEKLLA - RKOKE XWLIETE AA TRO/)ATD RAMB YARLLH, H RBI
TROPHTE A/MB TAKOKAG: ALHE AT NRKAX TH cTh / C/\O\?HTH, i M}’M?bLLIKGNHb: AAH
TE/NGCHATO, BBNEMAH BAHAKNHKA CROE/T0O offsw ne wrsipernTH. Cero Bw / pAAT
CHRYBLIENTH WILH WCHORAR'LLIE / CEBE BB ¢AHNOMB I'I!JAEI-,I/\”B, i CBHRYB/LLIENH WB)BTOLLIA
¢+ H NAYENLLIE, CKO/N'YALLIA A0 KON'YHNbBI CROGH E67’ MPBTH/KNORENHA + CHRPBLIHE'LLIE
NAYATOE / HMH, YGTISI(I'A,GCK H NAAGATH AR /7 e HZMBNHLLIF MPARHAN CROGIW - &ike
¢CTh mzA’gbmANHé AOBJW 0/ YRANW. H AZBIKb OVAPBKAR'LLE: NA ro/AR ZEMAH+
NAAANTEM' ke H CM”syeNom' / Mﬁ’\AyocTHm'- YPbNEYBCTRORARLLIG / |<poTocTHm'- B'Bpoﬁi- f
AWEORHA C'LK?)/LIJGNOK’, f ,A',_).(OKNOM'L CBZAANTEMB / NAAD CHMH K¢ RBCEMH, NHLUIETOR -
i/ ® BBCEro ZeMHA o\}'AMHBLue CA, TH/XWCTTR H YHCTOMB HKHTHEMD NOKH/LLIA -
EBARNHEMB ke H MATROA YACTO/A+ ¢b MOKANIEM' Ké MMOFOMB, H ¢b / CABZAMH-
CMBXA ke H A0 WCKAMEAG/NTA WRPBILLIE CA+ TPBABINH ke fMH, / MorNpANA Bbl- 'NERD

’ 7 ’ ’ —~ = ’ ’ ’ s ’
H I'AfWQT'b WQ'b/X‘LIJH, HLHEZE W Nﬁ' ZAXTO H C?GE?W, / O\fNH‘r‘HFKGNO HMH Bbl* H CAMH
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’ - ’ “ 7 N«
ceBe / CAHNOAR W Cer0 WYHCTHLUAR CANe ce/ro ?A,A,I H BB BBCEAH (A BD lel, H BB NH/XL

’
. . 4 — «
I'IPOCI\AEH CA* H WMBTARLHIEH CA, / CABiLLAR'LLIE W NHXB BA I'IPOCI\AEHLLIK' / Hew ALHE

KTO Né WYHCTHTB B¢ / W BBCBKOA ZABIA BELUH, H NOMBI/CAD CKRPBNEND, f MoXoTH
ZAbT 0/ h\ipwcT"b- H PNBRB: FYBABINA, TB/ICCAARHA* NENARHCTH * ng“slcou\o//(f.
226)KH&- KACREThT, BAAAH, NeCBMNEBNHA / H ¥T0 NHN'E MOAPOBNOY RBCE novHTAK+ /
W BBCEr0 ¢Ke NENABHAHTH BB+ Alje KTO / Ne WRPATHT CA, Ne AMAT® RBCEABARLIA/TO
A )'E'x- ¢PAN BW AAAEYE BBCE TO WCTAR/MHTB W NEros TOFAA BBCEARET ¢A / BB NEro
Fbe PhiLH BO MH ThI ¢A/Mb ALIE BH XOTBAbL KTO BbRB/LIH TA BB (0RD FAKO BBING A /
BH To\‘f BHAL Né EH AH MOMNBAL / NA Mb TOF0+ ALlE BO Thi m}sw YPb/NELLL ChIH Ne
TPBIHLIA céro TRO/PHTH KAKO XOLLIEMb Mbl BECKRIB/N'NATO H TMPBYHCTATO ¢AHNOro /
TTaas H NA 'C_'.T‘Xb MOYHRARLIATO / BBCGAHTH Bb CEBE, TAKORBIH / CRLIE CKRILN'NBI B
ZABCMPAANQ- / 1 céro roges T'BM'%Ke WYHCTHMb / CeB¢ AWBHMHLLH® AX BBCEAHT CA / Bb
NA Bbe 1 MOAO\YHMb v&s“swm/n'f'e, ¢ro.  NE AOCAAHMbL  FIMENH €ro 'c_"'ro/m\'f
NAgever\‘)MO\f Rb NA+ I HA paAH / MOXOVAENO BRAETH AMA BA NALLIERO+ / MOLIARAHMb
C6EE, H yAzo\\fM”sHMb /] HAKO HMA AILLE, CMBCHO FIMENH ¢ro / &CThe MONeXe O\fBS Bb ChIH
NA;}ET INFAVINEY: XpicTiane BKIH AXb €CMbI / H AXOBNBIH BRIXOMb+ HAEKE B0 AXD /
D, TOV H CROBOAA* MorbipnM’ ¢a ANE / Aa MOAOYYHMB  CROBWAR CHA -
nogazo\f/MBHMt KOTOPOMOY KHTHI CNOBHAL / MBI 6CTh - o\'fmsAHw; FAKO NA BpAKD CROH

. 7 . ’ v’ . ’
/ZEA/\ Nbi €CThD+ H RBZAWBHMB CC¢BE, RAKO/&Ke¢ RBZAWBHA NbI €CTh+ BBAKRACAAHMD / €ro,

AX TPOCANBHT NBi- BBNEMABTE Ce/BR, AA N coyroysv&i BBABI RBZAACTSD / NAMBD BB
Afb CRANBIH® WLLIEA LLIE 0\BW / MHpA, MHOM' ¢ NAKBI NekALIe ¢A- / H NABTHCKDI
B'BAKARLLE, TAAKAE FO/HALIE: TEMKE BOK CA CAA NaNpaCHo / NAHAGTH NA Nbi AHb
WHb* H v(!syz.\LueM’ CA NAZH H CTPMTNHH- H NETIPHIO/TORANH TOCAARLLIE CEBE- CHiLerax
B0 / AKBEXA H BB ANH NWERLT RABXA+ N / MHAXA KeNBXA CA H MOCAra&XH, H /
KOVTIAA TROPBXA - AONAEKE nyHl-'i,A,e / noTons H MOroVBH BBCA+ AHRNO BO BB / BB
HCTHNA TOPAA RHARTH- ReId TA // (f. 227) CTPALLNAA BYATHE: Z9ALIE ATRNAM /
KHROTA CHBHPAECMA BB EAHNO MBeTO- / CAONBI W HNAHA H neycﬁ,mﬁ PPAARUIA- |
ABREI ke H ‘m'icm ¢h WRUAMH H K0ZA/MH  CMBLLENDI - H KBRAO A8rb Ap8ra / Ne
Bf”B}K,A,AK/- PAAH H NTHILA MEPNATBI / HHKOMOVKE TONALISH MPAARLI, 0/ WIC?TB
KHROTA gbAgAgtéMﬂi- Hoce / no Ane AOROANBXb CAMOMOY NOGRH FIO/TbLUAB’LUO\f A,
SPOTORATH KHROTB« / H Kb NHMb ZWRALIA, MOKAHTE ¢« H / Ne B%NHMA&XW\- ZYALLIE iKE
CHEOPA / BECAORECHATW KHROTA, NE MOKAMLIA CA Ad BEIlLIA CIIENH BBIAH- SBOHM ¢A /

— ’ . \ w’
NNB AWBHMHLLH MOH* AX N¢ H MBI BB CHLLERO B'b/I'IAA,GM'b' MHCANTA BO RBCE, CKO'NYaA-
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H peve/Na ZNAMENHA CbBbLUH® H N HNO NHY'TO/Ke THKMO ChIIEP'NHIA ALLero. Hie
¢t / &NT’lngcToBA CAABA* NA KONELB BW MHpb/CKA LL’;;TKA, MOBAST' ¢A BbCE
CbRIBLUHTH . / Trmxe XOTAI:I CTHTH ¢ BNE 1 BB LL?’T‘KO / WENo¢ XOTAI:I RBNHTH, AA
Ne ABNHT ¢A / ANE- A XWTAH (WA BCTEA WPN'NAFO HZEA/RHTH CA TOTA, zmcoﬁo AA
MOCTPAKRAET // XWTAH vpBRH msuﬁnmﬁmomw npBAAND e / BBITH, A TPBZRHT'
¢A ANE- XWTAN o\'fﬂs/mem; BBITH, AA NAAYET' CA HNE- XWTAH TO/FAX (AAORATH
¢ FI YAKH TOPAX RECEAHTH CA, / AA MOARHKET' ¢A HN'E+ AWEAH RB YPBTOMD RB/NHTH
B, CRELIA CRETAR H MACAO AA BBZM/The YAKH ZBANB EBITH H RBMHTH BB Bpa/KB,
WAEGKAR CRETAR AA CTAKHTH: rpa/AD BW Lfy'"b, FCNABNB RECGAHA H paAOCTH: /
HCNABND CRETA H BAFOCTH* H CAAAOCTH KH/ROTHBI- TOYHTH KHRALIHML Bb MeMbe /
Ad "Ke ARBHTB ChIPAKAANHNL  BBI[TH] REAH/KAAIW L'l,_gJ.’E, CKOJW  8BOH  CA AND
np”slcf\/NH/\b CA 6Th, H NHKTOKE BBCTH ¥'TO CPA/LIETH fNA NATHe RAKOKE KTO
NATHNH/KL CHBEABI AAACYE MATHOE LUECTRI/E, RBZACTB MOYHETD A0 REVEQA - noT/Mn
RBZEBNARD, BHAHTL ANB MPBKAC/NHELUTH ¢CA+ H NAYEN'LLIOY éMO\f NATB/LLUICCTRORATH,
RBNEZAANA WEAMKb TPAAEHL BARAETL® TPOMH e i / MABNHA H CKPBET BBCRAS H
CMATE/NHA* NH Bb MOKOHLIH ¢M8 WEHTA/TH, NH MECTA CROGMO AOHTH nawe//(f.
228)A’taro fAAH ZAA* TAKO F MBI Al WBARNHM ¢A / BB RBMENH  CeMb
MOKAANHEME  FILLHMB NA  CR/AK np’ﬁCTANeMb- MP'BCGA'NHILH - BO «ME ZAe, 0/
MPHLIEGALLH+ MOTBLIHM CA m}sw ANE AWEHMH/ILH MOH Ch EWFATHCTROMB RBNHTH Bb
rpaas / Alb H ®PCTRO- KOVTILLH BO €CMBI ,A,'_).(OENH' / HEW HLIEMD MNOTOLLKN'NAATW
BHCpA, Hike / &Tb >'<_c' b AL - !)A,A,’g Al - MOXRAAA Aae / H CKORHI|IE fue
NEPAAOMOE= TIOTBLIHM' CA / 8BW CTAKATH - BAAKEN BW, H TPBBANKEND [ HiKe
MOTBLUA CA CTAKATH He H CTAXKARD, MPO/CAARH CA W HEMB + cTT)TeN’ Ke H WKAAND
WBAB/NHEBBIH CA CTAKATH €ro CéB'K+ H ¢CTAKANL BbI/TH HMB+ Ne B'EBCTe AH AWBHMHLLH
MOH FAKO / AOZA €CMBI W RHNOTPAAN HCTHN'NAATW, /e €CTh )'<_c' BAWABTE CA o\‘fsw
AA NHKTO®E / v()By/,\LueT CA BECMIAOAEHL O WILH HCTHNNEM, / HkKE CTh A'BAATEAD
cAM’ BW ABAAETB BHNo/rgﬁ ¢he H MPHNOCALIHHXD MAOAB, v(wpm;mg%ﬂa | AN MHOXKAG
MAOAD MYTNECETD - H Bb Nb EHNo/rp§ HZMBTAETE NE TROPALIHHXL MAOAN / A WrNEMb
KErOMH BARARTL Bb BBKbLI BB/KOMB -+ TEMKE BBNEMABTE CeBB AA CA BE/CAOANH Né
V(!B!JALLIGTG H NockYeNH W//M'NK NPBAANH BaAR: CEMA MBI Aospwé, ke / BLOBA
RAKA AOMOY >'<_c' NA m}me ZEMH TROPE/1LB Phe KATRA OVKe MPHCNBAA &CTh, H KATEAE /
FOTORH HMATB CfbMbi- MOCAANHA K€ M0 / TBHKMO KARTH: BAWAKTE CA 0\}50 ¢AA KTO
® Bx / V\,)B‘)AIJ_IGT ¢CA NARREAB- H (RAZAND BBiRb, / NEBJBroMB ERAC RB BEBKFI

gBkomb+ Ne / ?AZO\fM”BéTG AH BYATIE RAKO CTPALINO H/MAMBI MPBHTH NAYHNA-



214 ZAMFIRA MIHAIL

NNJINTIC NV TIC / np”stApTﬁ KOVIILLT, TOTORA HMA |<0\f/nmo- H RBNATbL Cb
gAAocTHm'- KOPAA AB/XNETH HMb RETPh+ Ad NPBLIEALLIE CHA NA/YHNA, NOCTHINATS
Bz\y'l'TH RD CIINOE / ng'l'cTANHLue- Az’ e 1 MOAOBNHH MHNB, / ABNHRH+ N¢ CBMNALIE
FASMHM’ CA« NH A0 / KONLA o\'fMA ng'l'éMAeMb- AKO HMAMBI / NPBHTH CHE cnmumoé
npicTanHies / TBM ke B0 CA GAA BBNEZAAMNK ABXNE/ThH RBTPb i vbspALueM CA
NESTOTORAG/NH H CRAZARLLIE, RBRILIAT NBI BB KO/QABA+ H TAMO LLUEALLE MAAYEM CA
SNEBI/NHA FLLEro- 1 AZAHYNO RHA AL APSP'L)I/PI:.(IK’ ) pi\mme ¢ H BECEAALIE, CAMH
&€ Ce/BE BB CKPBBH H BOABZNH MHoZ'B+ ngHcTanH/ie sw // (f. 229) WHO |<0\fm\|oﬁ'ﬂujﬁ
(CThe KBIHKAO W BbonALuﬁ/ Bb TO MPHCTANHLIE: Rb CROEMB BFATCTRE H CRO/EH
K8MAH, XRAAHT CA H gi‘\'\}eT ¢ B ReceAHTB Ne / BBCTE AH AWEHMHLLH MOH HAKO HA
BAKD cfia CRO/Ero Z’RAA NBT &Th L'I,_V.b LL?TESK(LLIHM'L s I'"_'.b/QTEO\fK,LLIHM'L, ?'TO o\'fsw
ABNHM ¢A H Né MO/THLIHM CA WAEKT GTH CTAKATH- 11 CRBLPUA CRB/TABI- H MACAO
BB CHCRAR RALIN RBZATH NE MOMBI/LIABETE: RAKO NAMB, NHK'TOKE RBHXOAH TAMO-
alue e BGZ'Z;V\’JY'MTBOY'GTB KTO, Fl RBNHAE Ne HMBI / WAEK AR BPAYNA, CHRBCTE ¥'T0
CTPARAETD TA/KORBIH - [MoreakRILY L'|,_¢'|o, CRAKATD &M g&LLE, / NHoa'k, H RLRYBIATD

. ’
¢ro Bb THMA IC!JOM'BLIJNKK' / HACRE ¢CTh MAAYD H CK‘)GFKG’T"Z) ZABWMb * TBR/MKE

( —_
RBCMPBNEMb AWEHMHLLH, Azb e BOA A [ EAA CTPTD MABTBCKAN HZPHNET NBi HZ

Y‘pmo/m WHNOrW- Né WB‘JAZWHMB RBNEBRAS ThKMO / FORBNHEMB, RBNAT)B HMALE
CTTJTH NABTH/CKEIA+ Ne BW, NA& BRBNEBLUNHH WYH RHAHTE, / TAE ¢CTh NOMEICAD HLLib+
Hl MOKAZSETE FAE ¢/CTh c?u,e Alle- ce KPACOTA PHZb AR ZNAMG/NO\f’GTb, FAKO NAZT SCME
W cAARBI WHom- / H AosyoA}osHé WAGKAR LR, KAKETH KO / NHY'TOXKE WE'LIE
AMAMBL KB LL’;;Tgo\f NENOMS- // H CAAROARBHE HILLIE KAGMET TAKOKAE, RKO /
TBLICCAARNH ¢CMBi C‘\L\,A,,g BgALueN‘NA& ¢b/RECT NBi, KO ?)'BRO WEBRCTNHLLH ¢CMBl- /
A SNBINHE HILE KAKETH, KO ABNHRH GCMBI- / MHOFOCTAKANIE KAEME, IAKO )'(;\ Ne
ABHM+ / 1 ZABHCTH HLLA KAKE IAKO AWEOBL Né HMAMEI- / 1 &Ke m}*M‘L’iKATH AT H
Noroy, KAENE RAK / (ABH CTPAN'NH GCMBi+ RZBIKOMB KEN'CKO/MB ngonomsAAéT CA KOro
AKEH CfLie fiLlie, / TAKOKE BO ARBH CUe HLLIE, TAKO noO\}?z\/eT (A AZBiKL -+ OVRBCT' Ke
SCTHAMA TAH/NBI c?vmiiﬁi- MONEKE o\'fcm I WRPBCTA / ¢RTH Ne AMALLE AREJH NH
CTPAXA - H CAO/RO BECYHCABNO  HOXOAHTB: H CAORA ABAL/MA, Now'ls'em c?u,e FLLIG -
o\‘fcm BO HLUA / Ne XPANALIA, NH |<9AA/% c’?wﬁ'\ﬁ? MBICAB / i MHA CA RBNAT(b BBITH
RS g, o\'fcﬂii / NOPARYENO BARAE: NEM'LION NEBHAHMO / CRLIIE, CAORECEMb IABABET
e NHKTOX / ceBe Ne ABCTH: FORENHEMB ﬁzmmo\fﬁ%ms BEITH T0+ AL BO K'TO

YACTh B?ATA / ﬂ?'Bi\bCTHTH BRBN'BLUNHMb A"B&NH%M'L I"O/K'ENHI-,I, KO CeBE I'I‘)'BABLIJA.GTB'
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6 BW KH/TTeMB CROFIMB FORBANHA CROEr0 AbkA MokazseThe /% (f. 230) 1 BAAETH
KpOM'B BECTHERNAI KNHIb, BEZb CTPOA H Iya&/Bb fee ALPE AH ERECTRNLI KNHIb AACTH CA
My (azoOvyMB, / £ CHAA H A'BTBAH BATBI+ MOAA EM8 CRON BETRHH- KAKO / AA MPHCAAD
CHTROHTL W ApBRA CROGMO CCTHCTRA- FAKO/KE YTO MAA® AACTH %Mo\f RBIA BALA
MPHCAAHTH Bb NER'B/PhCTRH &ro- H o@no&m]‘e, Rb Nem}nomm‘ €ro- 1 AWEORD, / Rb
NENARHCTH ¢roe f JAZOVMb, Bb NEPAZOVMH &ro- THLUA/NTE, RB A'BNOCTH €ro- H CAARA H
MOXBAAA, BB BECAABH €ro+ / Maksl e MPHCAAHTS, EecM'fTHe RB QM'V_’.T‘H ¢ro- 1 EXe/CTRO,
Rb YAYECTR €roe ale XWLIETh AlUb ABAATGAL WEAM/CTHCTROMb WCTARHTH o\'vaTeA”s
CROGMO+ M HILLIEFO o\}/‘eHTe/\”s H CbRETNHKA &Ke &CTh, BAECTRNEI KNHIb M}’%/NH%-
szfAuJeT CA TAKORb ABCTELL H BB MOMBICABI BBMA/AAR NeanI&zNTNu- H chHgAﬁ%
WEBIYAR ZALI antA/n’?Aﬁi GCTHCTRE CROGMB W CROGMO ECTHCTRA® FAKE, Ne/B”sp‘cTBT'e-
NEMAYAANTEs  NENABHCTh+  ZABHCTh+  ThLIE/CAABHE- rgbAb'lNH- CAAROAIBHE -
vy”sgov\')su&AeN'l'e- / MHNoOronHTIe- np”slcocAogHé- cmpbﬁ- H MNOTA Ap8raa / TAKORAKE
MOAOENA CHMb+ WCTABAEH EW ZAKONOAA/R'LLA® H Th WCTABAGNL EARAETH HMb+ ALLE Ké
;)MKA&B‘ o/ nopazwmﬁén CBe+ H annAAAéTb KB ZAKONOAA/R'LLOY f (EvETh,
CbF‘)'EUJI—IX\ FAKO V\')QTAKH)(’ TA+ ABHE ZAKO/MOAARELLL CROFIMB  YARKOAKETEMb ng'l'HMGTb
rwe /A MOAACTH ¢M8 fAZOVMb H CHAR BAMO ABAATH: nakbl // RTOPHLLER ZEMA
ECTHCTBA CROErO r’lckopeNHm W NHe/To ZABIA WEBIYAZ* MOAACTH éMo\f ABTBAH Aosgb'l
H BAMTBI- ALIE K€ MAKI Q’T‘?’T‘GMI:. MPLEBIME CBIPOTHRHT CA- / NOE BRARLUIER AAH
CHABI BB NEMb H NOMOLIL CaLpmae / H He ABNHT® CA MA CAABOCAORHE F HCMORBAANTE.
REN'YA/Nb  BRAETH i MOXBAAEND W CRATR MPAREANATO, RAKO/KE  ABAAAD &«Th
GCTBOTRO+ MOXRAAKEM' Ke BARACTD, / KK CTAKA AKTEAH BArble CAARA NHNE
YARKOAWBH/K €ro- HCMORBAANHE BAMOCTBINH ¢ro- H MOKAANEBNIC / M?\},A,HI@ Gro- KTO
CHILE LJIEAfb - |<0T0¢|§|Hme AH WILH CH/LLE MATHRL+ KhiH Wilh CHILE ARBHTb, IAKOKE HLLIb
RAKA / AWEHTbH CROA ?AEI:.'I- RECE NAMB MOAARAETH REAHKHI/H AJJORHTELLL * i BheR
XWLHET HUBAHTH+ BEAHTH BW / H XOLHIETH, AA BHXWMb BbIAH Lf?ﬂ;mé NACABANHLLH -

’ — ’ « — .
/ XWLHETh BW H BOAH NLUEH XBAAHM'B BbITH HMB+ H Bb/CBKD NEAAIb NLUb ZAOENBLIH

Ke, H A,KOLL"BAHMI:,IH caMmb / LL'BAHTb * H A"BNHKA&IJ‘O K¢ C’T‘;}O\/{’I‘Ibl LLBAHTL AA
o ~ ’ \ —c « ’

WB!JI:./ZQ’T‘I) O\fQTA ¢M8 NA CAAROCAORHE CROEM0 BKTRA+ WCTA/RARET ke FV'ELLINHICO\f I"‘J"B)(bl
’GFW, I'b\‘KO Ad KB%KHFNG/TB €ro nevanb- I-,I BOI\ALI_I.I'HX'Z) I'IO(AO\fLIJAéTb (KO‘)O AA HNe¢

— X 4 ’
MAAOALLUNBE WHEYAAHTD * ,A,I\bI"OT?I:I'IALLIHMI) H ’T“)‘b/l’l"B/\HEbIMI:. H TABKALHHMBD BB

30 On constate une lacune entre 229v—230r; la feuille d’ici se trouve maintenant numeroté 243v-
243r (attachée inversement) ; voir le texte continuatif dans le ms. 160, a la f. 222r /17, jusqu’alaf.
223r/27.
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’ \ 4 . « . « ’
ABEH €0, MOAACTH / WB0E RBKOVIB: H LBAENTE Ke H MbZ'Able MOKETH / OVBO
< S — — X . ’ —
HLBAHTH BBCE CTPOVTIBI ALlb NLIH* H NPBRECTH /I (f. 231) mbl BOV(HO Bb BAFOCTBINA
4 — . 7 o—
€roe NE XWLHETH AA ROAR NLLA / AHLUENA BRAETH M Neroe H Mbl NN'B ¥T0 ABNHM' ¢A
BLZBI/CKATHE AWBHMHLLH MOH+ MBI ABNIM A MPHZRATH ¢ro+ / CaMb BBZAKWBHA' Nbl

. ’ ’ ’ .
¢(Th+ CAMb O\fLLIG,A,?H/\I:.' CAMb Nbl H/ZBAKHAI:. €CTh+ CAMb NbIH ZACTARMNHAL ¢€CTh+ CAMb

npocmg/THz\b §CTh WYH MBICABNBH HILUH: CAM EW AAA bl &CTh ‘)AZO\f/Mb HKE Kb
NEMOV' > H RBKECHAL GTh MILER AWE'RE CROGA AW/BORHA® IAKO AA RBKOVCHRILE QI\A,A,,g
&ro, BBZbILIEMB ro / BBcera - Baakens Bblco\fcnxuﬁ AWERE €ro« anroToBA/mﬁ Ke CeBe
FAKO AA MACBITHT CA ARE'RE €ro+ H HNOA AK/BRE e Tpeso\f'em Bb CeBB+ AWBHMHLLH
MOH+ KTO M¢ / AWEHTb CHLLGRAMO RAKBI® KTO NE MOKAONHT CA ¢ro BAFO/CTBINH: KhIH
AMETH AMAMBI WRETH Bb AfIb CRANBIH / ALIE WEABNHM A« H ¥T0 feMb ’GMO\{- FAKO
N¢ CAbILUAXJ\)J; / 1AKO NE BRHABXWMb; FAKO NE JAZOVMEBXWMb; ¥TO BW CB/TBO?H’T‘H ‘emo\f
BB NAMb, H N¢ ChTROPH W) BECYHCABNBY/ AKBRE> () BARENAAIO I&Aga WP HE CBHHAE AH
KB NAMB; / NERHAHMb ChbIH] MEBHAHM AH Bl NAMH; WF'Nb Eech?/Ter ChbIH, Né
RBIALTH AH CA NA AAH; NE Bbl AH 72 AANT/TA o\}Aager A CROBOABI ChTROPHT bl
POAW H/CNALN TPENETA f CTPAXA* FAKO PARKA BPEN'NA ¢B/ZANA BBIBLLH W MPLCTH
ZEMNBIR, ZA AANHTA o\fAA/yH TROP'LLA NEH 1 ZeMH- MBI e CTACTHIH, H WKA/ANNTH
ngbcTNTH H (’bM!)'T"_I:I'I'H H MNeMeAb CARLIEs A0 // CAOBA EAHNOr0 CAMH CEB¢ Né MOKEMb
MONECTH+ A RAKA / HLUbL H Fhe BEChMJLTEND  ChIH NA fAAH Ne o\”fMp*s AH Ad HBI /
WIKHRHTb; A PAAH He BbI AH MOrPeBENb AX MBI BB/CTARHTL Cb COBWA; W AZb xpz\m'l'ﬁ
Ne WpBLIH AH Ng; / WHOF0 ke CBAZABL np*sA§ NAMB  NACTRMATH pr/xo\f ero-
MPHZRAXWM' Ke AH €ro KOTA H Né MOCAOVLLIA / Ng; N H TABKNAXWM AH BB AREPH ¢ro
Ne WRPLZE / NAMB; ALjIe AH H No KbeN' MOCAOVLLATH TEBE, NA oQ/MNomeNHé MbZAbI
TROGH, WCTABARET' TH BB NO/KBCHEBNTA MEBCTO- MONEXKE o\}sw MHpA WRPBIAD / e GcH
AWBHMHYE* TO MOYTO K TOMOY' M0KOA HLIE/LIH MH'CKAATO+ B CKPBBLNE AH o\”fsw T¢BE
MOZRA/AL; H ThI WCAABBI FILUGLLH; NA NAFOTA MOZBAAL TA / &Th, H ThI HZBI AOB(bI
ABHLLH; NA #ARHKA MOZBA/NL €CH 11 ThI BHNA FILIGLLH; NA BAND MOZRANb &H 1 TR/
BEZb v()gmmHA XWLHELIH BBNHTH; N& H Na BABNHE / ZBANB €CH H ThI ChbHA Né MOMKELLIH
TPMBTH; NA / NAAYD ZBAAL TA GTh H NA fBIAANIE H TRl rPOXOLIE/LIH H CMBELLH CA;
NA AWBORB MOZBANL &H H TbI Bpa/TA CROGMO NENARHAHLLIH; MA MOKOPENTE ZBAND TA /
&Th HOTEL npmcocz\om\f'emH ‘eMO\f; NACABANTKA / LL?TBA CROGIO NAPEKAL Ta ¢ h TH
MABTHCKAN MO/MBILIABELIH; NA KPOTOCTH H CMBIENOMAAYTE / MOZRAA TA ke B oTH
HPgaGLIH H cgep”sn*s'eum- v v'ro // (f. 232) g?eLuH 'em\f RD ANb WHb CRANBIF. KO

’ X X - 7 — ’r 7 .
CM"B‘)HX’ (A T¢BE !Jg' / H AAKA H ARAAANs H BBZAWBHX TA W BbhCeA ALUA MOeRs H
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BAT/HNAK MO FAKbI CeBE+ ¢AN Né B'ECH v(!m&l\lﬂe, FAKO CAORECA / TROA H MOMBICAH TROH
N'BCAR TAHMA MHCANA TAMO+ H MbI/CAH TROK H A'BAA TROA; H Né WBAHYAT AH TeEG:
ALPE CABXKE/LLUH; Ne BRBCH AH FAKO BbCE TBAPb CTPAXOMb f TYENETOMD / np'ﬁc’ron—'rrb
CRAHLHOY ¢ro CTYALLNOMON;  THICALIA THICR/IIAMH: H ThbMbI ThMAMH H &MFAb H
A?XF.FAL V\(IIC?TI: ¢ro 11/ TEI MOMBILIAKELLIH CABFATH éMo\f; (NN FAKO TEBE fz\/,A,H ¢H B'CB
anprn;é; NHYBCOKE TP BTPLMERB BAKW/AH CA AA Né CONTOVEBI RBZANCH npéﬁzmro
o\'fsw TROGMO / ABANTA ABAE H Abka- Na RBCMPBNH W ChNA Tzoéro, / NOMBICABI TROR
AZR'bZL: MPHAH Bb CA H RHAKD  FAKO ngt/la\on'l'z\b ¢CA &Th Afhe BHib e 0 e
AWBHMHYG* 1AKO / BYEA ¢ NAMH CARLIGH . H FAARLLEH ¢ NAMH FAKO BATIA / ,A,N/g Ne¢
CARLIE ¢ NAMH+ RBZRANT K BbILLA Kb é_o'\f #en /H Fmemo\{- A TMOKANKETE KhKA0 n
CROK KOVTIAA * / Ce fing !JAZO\fM”EI-'I ANELLINAA KAKO BRXA BYEpA A,NE/ e HAKO LLRETH
0\'{T§J|>NHH MPBHAR KBl Kb xwe/pNHﬁ CTENBI- NOCETH K¢ H CROM KOVIAA  aLpe
npﬁcn”s/’emH Mo BHI® IAKOXKE EW clcogw'e TeveNTE AME ALUH / MPBXOAATH Bikens
m}sw I-,ILIJKH ,A',_I:Ib ,AT\IQ KOVTIAA / RO - T (bBH?AK,I-,I RD HKHZNb REYNAA PT0 ARNILLT /
CA AWBHMHYE: ¥TO Ke o\'fﬂblméLUH, noyTo o\'anz\b /] e &H MPBNEMATANTEMD KO
RHNOMb+ TOYTO N¢ nov\')/mpkéum CEBE: REVEINAR WEHTBAL HMALLIH c7>T|;o/pHTH RB
RBLLE CeMb; FAKOKE C& MATHNHKA NEKAA / BGC”B_A,O\fK’LLIA Kb CeBB+ H rgAAb'lH Kb& A0 BB
CROH AOM- / REVEON e BW MOCTHILLIOY X+ WEHTACTA BB NRK/EH WEHTRAH - O\MS Ke
BI:.,IELLIO\f; PAZARYHCTA CA / AP8rb W Ap8ra- CRBAKIH KBKAO &0 ¥TO HMATL BB /
AoMoy CROGMB+ BFATHCTRO H NHUIETA« MOKOH *¢; / HAH CKPBBb* TAKO ¢CMBI H MBI BB
R'BU'R CeMB - KG/YGPHTH BW WEHTBAH m}n’SBHA‘ CA &CTh KHROTH / HlUbe 0 W Nero
gz\zz\ﬁivA%M CA KbXKA0 NA BB CROE / MEBCTO- CRBAALIE YTO HMAMBI MgBA, NAMH KBKO /
NA+ H ZA'é N HE RBCTH KbRo NA ¥TO ng"ﬁnou\m\b €/CTh NA NEO* IAKOKECE YTO FAMA-
MATRA AH Ch CAB/ZAMH  HAH EA”BNT'G YHCTO» HAH MRCHH Ch MOKAA/NIEMB- HAH
BBZABIXANTE Cb CMBPENOZR Mﬁ’\Apo/cTTm- HAH \X)pr;ﬁeu'l'é zeMNE BGLIJGI:I- HAH AKW/BORD
NEAHLLEM BN H KEAACLLIH )ZA'- TH &H NO/CAAAL  ¥TO, AbZAH FAKO BB MOKOH
FPAAELIH AL / AH Ke NHYTOXG N nyﬁnoc/\eLuH; YTO CHTROPHLLIT / Alte AH ke
n’gomkméum BAHKN'EAMO CH* XW/TA n;ﬂskﬁe AZARYHTH CA W NEro; To, ¥YTO rpb/ATUJH
Fl REAHYARLLIH CA* ¥'T0 K MPHCKPLEEND / €cHe vTO e pazAﬁwaéLUH CAn W NEro NE XWTA
/I (f. 233) Cek WEHTERAH NOCHTH Cb COBO&+ MEVELLIH CA W HZAXD /120 VG,A,GFK,A;XX\' H
MABRHLLH W MHUIH: AARH NHLIR CKOTO/MB;  CAMbB Th Ne HNAMHTAET AH TEBE,
CAAROCAORALIA/TO H; H AR NACABANHKL ELITH TOr0 LI,?TBHA° H O WAGKAH MEYELLIH
CA; H Bpava nyorN”BBAéUJH Ne XoTA / L'BAL BLITH: BB RPBMA LLBAENTA CTPOVTIbI CROM

\ — . I
I(‘?blé/LIJH' H BfAYA I'I‘?HZBIBAGUJH I-,I FACLLUH N¢ HLL'BAH M¢N¢- / B‘)'BMA I'IOKA&NIA AANO
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&Th N ThI ABNTLIH ¢A; vTo / o\}sw anzb'lméLUH ZAKONOAARLLA KO HARGA' TH e /
cbmﬁb NEPAAALION TH: HNé pbLLH CbM'f_'.T‘H WCTABH MA / AA CR MOKAK: KMngéNH
AWBHMHYE Ebcnpmﬁ MON'E / MAAO- FAKO C'BTh BW NAHAET FOATHA WHa+ H To/fa W
CTARKENTA np'l'HMGTb TROA MBICAL H EELIJH ram- / W ARTE MNE W ARTE MHE- KAKO
FAOVMALHOY MH VN MPBHAOLLIA ANHE MOH« K KAKO co\féCAogHéM'b pA/(To?ﬁ KHTHE
MOE+ W AWTE MNE rP'BLLUNOMOY / MOrOVEHRLLOMOY BPEMA MOKAANTA MOEros H Kaa /
MoA'2n &Th BB ANb CbM'P_".FH ¢H MOMBILIAKTH:  Ne \X)no\fmz\ém éMO\f K TOMOV
RBZBJATHTH CA- H NMo/A0KH NHN'B o\'be TROH W FAGMBIF - H AAd KBHHA%/ BB CAOVXA
TROA MB pAENM- alje m}sw K”sgsé/LuH éMO\f; ;; BW KO W MPAZN'E CAORB RBZAACH /
CAORO BB ANL WHb CTPALLINBIH - chz e Ch, C8H 1 / NAMB® H THKMO CAORO ThLE, ALLIE
Ne BAHTB MbI/CAb FILLIA - ALE AH MELIET® CA m’be. AU CAMO F WHA/MO, TO NH MHCANBI
;)AZO\fM*s'eTb, NH FAGMEL CABI/LLIHTE + NZR STIOBHAL CA 6CTh AbKH ngH%MAALuHx% / BOAR-
H Ne RBAALIGH KO KOFAA MPHXOAHTb * / Kto o\'fsw NE MAAYET CA, KTO K¢ AH Neé
CKPbBHTb* / KTO AH NE PIOAHT CA, IAKO BAKA BLCEAGNBIZ+ COBO/F ke, H pAEb’l CROKIMH *
HPA}KM HANABI npono&“sAA/éTb Al RBNHETH K NE nomwmam’ma&ro- YTO k¢ / CARTH
ngonomAAéMM HMb - ngcb FOTORL &/CTh & H BALLINO MOG MOKPENO - H KEND b
CAAROR H / RENABMTEMb CBAH BB YPRTORB . H MPHEMAE RBXW/AALIRA Cb PAAOCTHA *
ABEL WRILCTA &CThe cz\o\f/ru THLUART' CA - MPONORBANHILH ZORATH* CKOO o\}/BoH A
MPBRAE AAKE NE ZATROPHT CA ABEPh * ¢AN / KOPAN BEN'E WBJALIETE CA, H NE BARAETH
KT0 RB/REA LI BACH® W NHXB NE PAZOVMBRARLIAAIO - NE NO/THLIANTA MOAOK'LLIAAIO* N
m}meTe H NevaAb RB/KA CEro, FAKO REPHIAMH TIPHRAZAAA &CTh O\MB / Albe H exe
BCCTRNBIA KNHIbI MPBMO  MHLLEMb / H MPBMO  wTeMb e MPREKAE CEro He  XOLIeMb
I'IOC:\O\{‘/LLIL\TH- CbgpruAélel HuH- KTo 0\}50 KOFAA / WTHAETH BE€Z' BALLINA NA M&ATH
AANEYEs FAKO/KE Mbl XWLHIEMb  TROHTH * WCTARLLIGE EW EgA/Luno ZAE, NHY'COKE NA
WILLIECTRHE RLNOCHMb - // (f. 234) Baament Hike WTHAETH Cb ApbznozeNHéMb Kb Eo'\f
NO/CA BALLNO CEB'E Na o\'fM”s- CGH PABH KOVIIAA TROPATD | wamipe u'ﬁ; CROGMO B+
MOPAZOVMERLLIE KAKO I'If'BK/Ab &rn / LL?TBH'G- H NPHAETH Cb CHAOA H CAAROA MNOFOR,
REN'YATH / fABb cgoﬁ TKO?HKLIJ'I';IX\ KOVTIAA Aosgb'lm'- CfGbeNTKOMb / we ke I'I‘)HK’LIJK w
Neros H MOFOVEHTH e RPAIb CROHXb / nNe XWT”BBUJE LL’;;TBOKATH &ro NAA, NHMH« H
RALEM ke / V(!B!JAZOMI:. CbNOMB TALIKOMb WB’A,pbKHMO BLIBACTL / YARYEE GCTHCTRO
TAKO BB MONOVHOLIH BARAETH LLIOVME / ReATH 0 rAA- Hi TOMH CTYALUNH H MABNHA
WCICINE / o\}CT@Lu/T\T’ A KbNezA&nm NOYHRAGLUTH 1 MOMENE/Th KAKAO ABAA

’ — ” ’ =
CROA, HAH BAr'A HAH ZAA - CBTKO?HK’LIJG/H K€ 7ZAAA* BHATH I_I!)b(H CROMR ACKMLHE N Z\OFKH><
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CROM- / KAKO NS KAMO BRKATH+ HH CKPBITH CA NHFAEKE: HAH / MOKASTH ¢A W TR ke
CbTROPHLUA * TOFAA BW 76/MAR KOBAET' CA* rpoMH BOAT CA+ H MALNIR PROAAT Ca- /
H TbMA FAREOKAA WBBHMETb &+ Tako H oA TNA W/NA. KO MABNIH AKTA BARAETH
RBNEZAANR + H o\‘fmA/cHTb BBCA BBCEAENAM + BHCTPRBHTD BW Cb cwaxw/w; TYRBA Cb
NEe- RBZRHINETH MOYHRARLUIAA * NEA / K b CHAAMH Mo MOARHAKRT CA+ H ZEME KO
ROAA Mo/g’cch MOTPACET CA W AHLA CAARBI ¢ro- WrnNb BW CT‘)A/LIJNI:IH MOTEYETH MPBA,
NHMb now”ssr\*sﬁ:\ ZEMAA 0 NO/IAAAR sezmon‘nuﬁ% \K)cﬁprHBLumﬁ'\ zeMAA - // Toraa
AAbL wgpbzem RBYNAA RpATA CROA* H chpb/Tb O\fﬂfAZNHT U TN N O YARYA
§CTHCTRA 1AKO / CHPNHRLUH CABILLARLUH FAA TP/T\EHMH WHKHRETH / AHRNO BW BHABTH
§CTh BB HCTHNA AWBHMHLT / MOH BB FOAHNA WHR+ KAKO BB MBIHORENH WYe/CHEMB,
RD AAE HAKO MNORTRO (bIBL Bb MOJH MH/TAGMb - TAKO BECYHCABNO MNOKTRO KoeTer /
YARYE GCTBCTRA- KAKO H TEveTh AR YABNO/RL CROM- H RBCTARLUE BhCH BBKOVIE,
navye KbZI:.I‘IH/m,’T‘I:. PAALIE:  CAABA CBbBARLLIOMOY  Nbl+ H K"bizHrm'o'/MO\f CROHMb
YARKOAWEHEME * TOCAA HQABGA,NT/Q g&\fﬁiT A H npn’SBNTH RECEAAT CA+ RKOKE C& /
YTO FAA, CRLIEN ChbRPBLUIENTH YPbN'LLH o\'fT”smAé/MH CRTb* N MOYHRARTL W TPSAA
YPbNEYECTRA / cROGro. H W ZAAAMO CTpAAANTA tKe HOCT?ALUX\ / )'(1' pAAT- f ITJI?NLI,H
RBNYAKT CA+ AlAH F1 I‘I'?_?.LLH / I‘I?OCAAKA'BK’T e+ Baaskent riske CnOBHT ¢ BH/AETH va
Th Ch pAAoCTHﬁi- KAKO Cb CAAROZA MHNO/TOR gécxum&ﬁ%T’ CA NA \X)BMLL:E Rb ckaeNTé /
rite Becm'ﬁm&ro AKENHXA+ RBCH CTHH &0 / RBCH RBZAKBHRLLIF &0+ H MOTHLIARLIGH
A ('b/K‘)?SLIJHTH RBCA BOAA &r0+ H RAKOKE ZAE KRKAO Rb/ZBEAHYHAL GCTh CROG nepw,
TAKO KACAET CA RBI/COKBIN- F HAKOKE KRAO ZAE WYHCTHAL &Th cRo//(f. 235)x AL,
TAKO H BHAHTBH CAARAR €roe H RAKOKE MOKEAA / &0 IKRKAO ﬁ, TAKO H NACBITHT CA
AWBRE €ro. AHBHTH / &Ke ¢A MPLROZAANNBIH AAAMB BB AN WHbe BHAA BEAHKAA / H
AHRNAXA® KAKO W CAMOIO €AHNOMO H CHIMPAKRNHLA €ro, / CTPANBI BEAHKBIA H MHORTRO
fOAORL HZREAENO Bhle / Nave ke MPOCAARHED, AHRHT' CA ChbABTEAR ﬁy- Kako / W
EAHNOIO 6CTHLCTRA H W €A HNOMO ZAANTA BbIR'LLIE, W/RH RB LI,’;;’T‘BH 1 Rb fAH- Apo\fz'l'H He
Rb  AAK NACA”BAB/QTKOBALLIK- CAARA  GATHOMS NPBMAAOV Eo\f ARBH/MHLLH
MOMANZRXb vA WHNb, H BbcheneTA- ‘JAZO\fM"ﬁ / RECEAHE CARLUIGE Bb gAH- H C¢RAb
CTPALLNBIH, H O\fEOAX ¢A« [ H BBZ ABXNARL MAAKAX €A, AON'AEKE Ne Bbl MN'E MO/LJIH K

« ’ = o ’
’T‘OMO\f MAAKATH (A RKO RBRb O\beINH H BB FAO\{‘/MAGNH I'I!JOKO,A,ﬁ ANH MOR, H R

= & = X ’ ) . ’ — .
I'IOMbICi\'ﬁ CICB‘)NNBI / ciconva ARTA Moas W ARTE MNB KaKO HZIbIBOLLIAR / ANHE MOH H

. = ) —
ABTA MOA, H N¢ ?AZO\fM'E' KAKO BO I_I?'E/H_A,OLLIK N¢ CbR'BMb* W ARWTE MNB ANHE MOH
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N . N )
H(YQZNK/LUK, H BEZAKONIA MOX O\fMNOPKHLUK CA - W ARTE / MNE AWBHMHLH MOH* ¥T0

CTROPA CTOVAOY PACA w/Noro- ErAA CTANRTL V\')K:?’T‘I:. ZNA'GMTH MOH RHA,B/RLLIGH MA RBb
v(n;;mzk CeMb TORBHNEMB, H BANKAXA / MA- RBNAT)L ke B HCMABND BEZAKONTA f
NeYH/CTOTBI - zz\mﬁ HCMBITARLIAATO c'g_L'Lz\ FSAbLI® TER/MKE TAMO T’ MH CTOVAb:
WKAAN' ke &Th Hke // TaMo MOCHAMAENE BARAC PARKOAKBYE BATBIH- / LHEAPOTAMH
TROHMH ZAK}\HNAK’ TA+ HN¢ TMOCTARH /  MeNe¢ \X!mo\fﬁié: TeBE Cb  KOZAHLbI,
I'I!)OFN”BKAKLIJ'I'/I-,IMH TA H Ne fbLH MH PH N REAR TEEE+ NA& AARD / MH MHOFAMO AAH
MXPATA Tgoéro, RBING MAAYL / F NOKAANTE: H CMBPH c?u,e Mo'e, H WYHCTH. AA ER/AETH
XpAMb TTh BAFTH TROGK+ ALJIE H rpBLIEND / i NEYHCTb ¢CMb, N BBINA Bb ABEH TROR
TAB/KA H ALe m’belAb ¢CMb H ABNTRbL, NA& M0 NATMb TROKMb XWHKAR E;JATT'e MOA
AREHMAA - / MAA GATNeNT'e RALLIE, MOTLLUHTE CA M}’FOAHTT / r'T;H, AONAEKE BJEMA
HMATE: MAAYHTE CA nyt/A NHMb Afb H NOLL BB MATEA RALLN® H BB BATO/ABANT
RALLEMb+ AA HZBARHT NbI B MAAYA W/NOTO BEZ'KONEYNAr0- H CKPERETA ZRBNATO* / H
WIHNATO fOABCTRA® H ¥PbRH N¢ oﬁcunmﬁum/ro- H fAA’g CbTROPHTH NAMb BB LL’;;TKH
CROEMB - / BB KHROT'E RBYN'EM+ HAEKE NE BBAbLI H Ne/YAAH NH EbzAbleNH&- NS
Ne¢ T;ﬂsm\f’em / NHKTOXE CAbZbL NH MOKAANIA* HAEKE NE / CTPAXA NH TPEreTA* HAEKE
NE QM'?_”I.“H NH / TAA+ HAEKE N ACKALIATO NH BOPALIATO / fiaeke NE nov\')LugeNTA Na
PHRRb - HIAGKE N NENABHCTH, NH BJAKRAbI. N RLIN ‘)A,A,’gl:l//ﬂ(f. 236)% KHZNH- i
Alje N E;)”BMGNNI;-X; H HNeé cmuﬁ npoc.&, 8Me ¢CTh / TeEe TAThe H COVAR & Tese
fAZBOHNTKL H BARANHKL - MO/AAT' BW CA AA CICENH BARAM A TEEE BAAKATL YARLLH
Ch / ABXKER KHRALIA, Bb AOBBMb CéMb KHTH- CRBTH BbZb/NENARHA, BRB, A ThMA
RbZAWEHAD &CH- 1 NENOE LI,’;;’T‘KW / WCTABHAL &CH, K;JBMGN‘NA& K BBZAKWBHAL ¢ Alpe
/ SchMMEBAL CA GCH WKAAN'NE, ¢AM BEW BAIBIH Bb F YARKO/AGBELLb ) WRPBKET' CA
TPSAN TROGr0+ CHAKR TH MOAACTBH / BAFTHA &roe c?u,e e TROE, CAMD MPBKAONTTE NA
No/KAANTE« H KAKO TP8A0Y TROGMS MbZbl Né BRZAACTh+ / BbCE W TeBe CATH H Tl
FPBAHLLUH CA; MbZ'AbI MbZANH/KA xbzblcmém W AHLLHRLLTHXb €ro- H TROHX' AH /
CABZE WRPBKET CA; AA NE BAAETh: (EKbIH BW HLA/Te H \X)BpAmeTe- TAbLBTE H
v"vxszeT‘ CA BAMDB; / ABKA NHIKAKOKE Né Bbl- fAzsm”sH WKAAN'NE KTO NE/MABHATTH
TEBE: KTO ZARHAHTHL TH+ ChMEPNHKb* / H AOBA  NENARHAAH NALLEMS CITENTI -
CbRBTNHKL / ZAI;IH H m’;sHHu,A- TO BW &Thb TbLuANTé 'ero, AA NHKTO/:Ke W xg'l'cTszNb

< ’ ’” . .~
CeT CAN-. anA,H O\fBW NHNB BhCA+ / H Neé BRbZNENARHAH KHBWTA CRBOCIO* WBPI:.ZH CH

S ei il y a une lacune de deux feuilles detachées de la tige; dans le ms.160, le texte se trouve aux
f. 230v/9 — 2331/2.
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W/vH m’fMNEH- H BHAL ¢ TOBWA CALIAM, KAKO MOABH/ZART CA Ch ThLUANTEME
MHOFOMb+ H CRBLIFR CROA / Bb ?ﬁ’\lcz AMALLE, 8CTA K€ HXb MOKTH H CAAROCAORA/TH
BECMIBTNAATW KENHXA* WYECA BW |-'|x|> No//pAZ8MBLIZR A0BPOTA ¢rw+ H ALLA BECGAHT®
A H AABE/Th no‘mzo\fwsﬁ H BHRAbL KO MPHBAHAKHAL CA GTh H / He MSBAHTL-
FPAAETH BW BbZREAHYHTH YAK/LUE &ro. / BbNEZAAMNA BW &Tb FAN TAA: 6 HKENHXb
FAAETh [ H CRIITH ¢ TOBWiA HCXOAATE Ch PAAO(THK, Rb chTG/NH%- AMALIE CROM
CRBLUA CRBTABI H m}*cz\ummm / PAX ero FAALIL HMB - I_IpHHAtTe BAFOCAORENHH W/Lia
MOEr0 NACABASHTE, o\'froToBANo ©€Th RAML / u,?TB'l'e W CAOKENTA MHfa+ BbCBKO Ke
BBIBLLIOY RE/TIAL TOMS, ‘?éLLIH FAMb - BPATHE AA;}&-’ITQ MH MAAO / MACAA, C& BW 8race
CRBLHA MOX* H OVCABILLIHILH M NHXb / ¢AN KOPAX HE AOCTANETH NAMb H T¢ER+ HAH
Kb I'I;)O/,A,AK/LLIHMB H KSMNH CeB'B+ H TOPA HAGLIH KAG CA H NE/YAASA+ H NHKAKOKE
\A’!Ep”ﬁTb KBNAR+ BbCB B ZEMAB / TOPAA TPENELIETh FAKO ROAA Mop'CkaA W AHLLA
CAMRBI €M0s H TOFAA MAAYA CA H pb'lAAﬁ"( fEVELLIH Bb QMB/geNH CROGMb TAA* HAR
TABKNATH, H KTO RBCTh / ALJIE WRILZET' MH+ MPHLLEA, K¢ TABKNELIH® H N / HHIOrOke
WRBLIAFRLIAMO + H MAKLI TABKNELIH* / i WRBLIACT TH RBNATPLNTH FAA* HAH W MeHe-
/ He BRBAA TEBE ABAATEA NEMPARA B+ CTOALIOY / ke TH T8, RBNHAETH Bb CABXA TROA
AA AAOCTH / H RECeAHA- H MOZNAGLLH EAHNOMO KOFOKA,0 Af8HH/NBI CROGAR rr&, H
RRZAXNARL ropuk pevewn: //(f. 237) W ARTE MHE W ARTE MNE WKAANHOME fi
FPBLINOME / KAKO AHLLIHX' ¢A W CAARBI Ceme F WARYEND BRI W Af8KHNBI / MOGR« BLCE
ABTA KHROTA MOGr0, Cb MHMH BBXb* H NH/N'E WARYEND Bhl W N MPAREANO RBIIAAO
Bb CTPACTD / CHA* WHNH RBZAPBKANXA CA, AZb Ke CKOTHCKbI BAS /1 MHTAAX CA-
WHNH MOAXA Cb MOKAANTEMB, AZb ke / MAbYA+ WNH b Ll,ﬁcgb HABXA KOABNOMB NA
MOKAO/NENHE, AZ' ke ChNOMb APBMABXb H CNAaAXb: WHH / MONKXA (A, AZb iKe
PAOVMABAX CA- WHH CMBPBA/XA CEBE, AZb iKE BEAHYAAX CA- WHH HZMbHKAARAM/X,
AZ' Ke KPALLAX CA- Cero PAAH WHNH pﬁ\m’T W, a7 e pb’lA,Aﬁi- WHH BECEART CA, AZ'
Ke MAAYAR CA- / WHH o\'fT”SLUAéMH CARTh, AZb K€ KIHYA* B'bcnpb/NH AHE WIKAAN'NE,
RBCMIPbNH MONB MAABI+ 1109AZ8/MBH NGI-’IZ‘)’E\N’Néé ¢ro YARKOAWEHE: H Ne ABNH / ¢cA W
CROEME CIINH - RBZBILIH €ro 1 BARAET TH cKko/ph Bb ClINHe- MPHZORH ¢ro, i ZALIHTHTS
TAs AMKAL M8, AA BBZMELLH CTOPHILER  C8M8BO - ale / BEZAOVLUNAA  XA('TH
RBZAAETH AABIBI Bb CeB'R, / KOAMH MAYE BAFBIN Bb RBZAACTEL BATTH RZBICKAR/LITHME
¢ro- XAP'THA BW BOVK'BAMH HCTAZSETH / AABKNRA AHXBA NA AHXRA+ CKOORHLIG ke
BATTH BRI+ SMNOKHTH MBZAR MOAGENAA H MOAHTRb/NAA- Ne SHLIRAH ABHMHYE-
AM Né MOBRKAENL // BRACLIH ZEMMBIMH+ NH BB NEYAANTE BLAOKH CeBe- 8% / BW

MAPATA PAAH CROEFO, MPHIMETH TA H ZALIHTHT' TA- / BhCBKONO FiKe M BBCEr0 CoLLA
’
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HumLuﬁ ¢ro- NPHCTARNH o\'f/sw Kb NeM Ee-CBMHNENIA, MPHNAAH* BBZABXNH* H NAA/YH
¢A- H fbILH éMO\f- I"H MOH CI1e MOH BhCKAZK WCTA/RHA' MA ¢CH - o\}meApH MA KO Th
EAHND ECH YARKOAK/BELLD F CTH MA KO ThI ¢AHNB &H BeZb rg'BXA+ HZMH [ Ma W
CKRPBN'NAATO BEZAKONIA MOEro- AA Né o\'fm/zﬂm Bb CBTH NEMPHAZNHN'NE, NA BEBKbI
R'BKOMb+ / HZBARH MA W m}cm RpArA MOGr0+ C¢ EW IAKO AbRL / ;)IsllCAé’T‘l:. XOTA MA
MOPALTHTH+ BBZARHPNH CH/AR TROA PHOH MPHAH AX MA CIIELIH- BABCHH MAB/NHA
TROK 1 PAKAENT HXbe AA o\'fsoHT A H AA ﬁwe/znem W AHLLA TROGFO+ NEMOLHIENE BW
GTh H Ne FMATH / KPBMOCTH CTATH npﬁ TOEO&* NH ngﬁ AH/LLEMB ARBALITHX' TA*
BHAHT' BW ZNAMGNTE / BAPTT TEO'GK,, H MOCPAMAEND WXOAHTL W Nero- / R AN RAKW TH
1 MA KO K TeER I'I‘)HB'EF%- / f alge TAKW MPHCTAMHLLIH Kb NEMS, BHCEMb / c’?u,eMb

’ 7 — < ’ ’ ’ .
CROHMb; ABH¢ RAKO WL,b M;\P,A,Is H BAATb, / NoCAeTH Bt\F’T‘b CROA Bb MOMOLL TRBOMR-: H

RhOA / BOAA TROA FCTABHHTS - €1 ABHMIYE MOH, / PHCTANH 1 Ne ABNT CA - MPHZ0BH
&ro N Ne o\}/Nugz\ﬁ- NH EbNEMAH K¢ Bb MA oVHbIAAArW // (f. 238) mnE Bw AoRAETH
CTSAL AHLLA MOEro« FAALIS 1 Ne / TROPALLIOV + NAKAZARLION H He pazw”skmimmf- N7
/ BRAH MOAPNKATEAD cu;gbmemj H AXORNEI Wiih+ / ) MPARHAOY HXB MOCABACTROVH
NE BbILLE MBPbI+ AX NE / NAYNELLH NE KONYATH+ NH TMAKBI K€ BECMA XERAB/LIA AM
BMNOKHT' CA MBZAA TROA+ H NE MHTAH TEAA / TROENO AA NE ChIMOCTAT TH BARAETh*
NH K¢ NABYH / &ro WEBLIYAEMb MABTHIKBIME, AA NE TALIKO BARATH ALIH TROHI- H
NHZBEAETH & Bb MPBHCIOANE Z¢/MAH: ALIE BW XWLICLLH ChBPBLIATH 0XOTH
T'BAC/CNLIZ H WCTABHTH MZATH TABBIA® H 10 CTBINA/MbB XOAHTH+ H MOMBICAI
CKROBHARBIA OVA0Bb NPH/EMAGLIH- 1 HE LBAOMAAHE . H "AKBI ALJE AHLLE MBgbI /
CTARKHLIH ,GMO\f, TO H TAKO BARAETH TAFCTh ALH / TROH+ H NOBBKENOY BBIRLLIOY
m’be,lNTéMb H HZB/NEMOKENTEMB, BARAETL PN'BRAHRL H ABNHRD NA / MECHOCAORHE K 1
MATRA+ H HA BLOUBKO MOCASLLA/NIE, Ne BAATh- MBIOR SBW AOBJO& H MYARHAOME, /
OVCTYOH CeBE* AX CHROBLLEND BARAECLIH Bb B'CeMbe / MozopaT&H bLLH MH NECH AH BBIAL
NHKOAHKE; / ZAMOVLIENT  KON'CKOMS » HOALJE KTO BeZ MBPBI / KONA KENETh, TO
o\”fcz\Au,min- ALIE AT iKe MA/KBI BEZ MBYLI MOMOVETHTL HMb; BHCAANHKA pAZBHE'LLIE
BAAYATS* TTAKBI ke KOPABA Bb MA//YHNE NECH AH BHABAL TAKOKAE; ALE BARAE NA
rOAR / WBJBMEHEND, m’onEb BABNAMH NOCHMb BARAETh* / Thillb K¢ BEZ' BPBMENE ALjI¢
MAARACT, RABNAMH / CKOPW MPORPBKENE BARAETh: TAKOKAE ke Alla 11/ TBAW- cero
AAH  A0B(O e Gke NAYEN'IE TO ke H Cb/BPBLIHTH: 1 Eo'\f m}roAHTH- BB Ke
NOTPBENOY / BBITH H BAHXNEMOV CHe &Ke CCTh EARENO K 8THO YRH- / RKi &ere

« 7 « 7 < .. ’
CRBTHA'NHLLH BBCEAENBIR+ Bbl &TE¢ COAb ZG/MH' H CTABIMH ﬂsNENIH' Bbl CARLHE
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CbRPBLLIENTH ?p'b/N‘LLH- HKe BBICTE APFAH NA ZEMAH * BI:.ZMOBHE’LLIGI-/I /| KHTHE APTALCKW -
THEAWMb BW YABLLH Calles ABAO / e AFFALCKW CbB‘)bUJA’G'N' AWBHMHLLH MOH- /
MOARHFL FILLIL BpBIMENEND fee BI:.Z,A,AN'I"G *e ero n / MOXRAAA, BB REBKbI np”ssblgA'eTb-
Tfo\’? ngN@%/CTBA ALLERO  MAAD xbzAAﬂ'l"e Ke |Tme, BECKONG/YHW+  H  GAHKOMXE
EAHNOALLING ?‘J'bNGYGCEO\fé/’T‘G, H ABTEAL Cb AWBORHA cbgybmAéTe, TOAH/IKO  TAYE
cbneg’NHKb TS ATAROAL NA nforNkBA/NTé 1 NA NEHCTORBCTRO rgA\ATe- H PAZAHYNBI
CB/TH |<f|>|'em Na Nl:.'i, KO AA SAOBHT Hbl H CMONK / CbTBOPHTH NAMb* BhNEMABTE
Q,BM CeB'E AWBT/MHLH MOH ® CETH éro- B¢Z' MOARHIA EW NHKTW/:KE CIIET CA HH
R'ENYAEMb BbIBACTH. NH EAFTH / e ERIA Ne WCTARAKETH EAHNOALLING EopA//(f.

239)iaro ¢aA H MOARHZARLIATO CA+ H ALIE KTO CeBe / fACANBHEb WEBA'BNHRb o\'chA

’
7 ’ ’
CBOA WB‘)"B(TH / B?\F‘\O’T‘H Na I'I‘?HZBANHG Ad I'I‘)H,A,GTI: Na I'IOMO/LI.II: GMO\f‘ R\koixe BW KTO

KAOCHENB ChIH pAR/KAMA H NOTAMA, H Mbl BALLINA M'NOTA AGKA/LIA+ H MPHNOCHTH Né
MOFb AKBI Kb o\'choMb.- TN an’eMb W BPALLIEND NACBITHTh CROA AR AL AH /
WEABNHT' ¢A MPHNECTH FRKBI Kb o\'choMb, npkAAe/mﬁxLuHﬁ NE MOAOVYHTh BALLIEND -
TAKO H MNHXB / HMB&RH BAFAA BYALLINA - BATTHAA np”sN\omeNH&, / A ABNA A
MPHZRATH Fe NE MOKETh MACBITHTH ¢A / CAAAOCTH éa+ KTo EW 7ACTAMHTL WHOro
HMA/LIATO gRILE KOCHATH CA paRKOY ¢ro Na BLZATH/E np”sAAemmLuﬁ BYALLIENb + HAH

— ’ 7’ ’ =3 3 \ . T
KAKO BARACTH Mo/MAORANL MNHXb HMBARH NevaAb W ZQMNI}XI BeLHE - /H NG!}AAA W CMNH

. o « . ’ o
CROEMDb * I'b\LI,'EMx K¢ WB?AZO/MI) BOHNb BLXOAA Bb B‘)N\Ib LHIHTHTL TBAO CROE W

BBCRAOY A0 MOBBABI B!JAN‘NI:.,IK'- BARABIH KPB/MHT' CA H NOARHZAETH* EAX KAKO
BBNEZAAMZA MO/BYLAKETL H PATNHKL H NHZAOKHTE &ro- Al AH / N LIHTHT CA AHBO H
MAABI, TO TAKORBIH m}Ao/Bb NHZAAFAEME BBIRACTH: TRMK A€ V\')E?A/ZOMI:. H MNHXb*
ALIE AA CEBE Bb CAAAD H 0\'{N|§|NH%, ! o\A0Bb NHZAATAGMb  BBIRACTh cmpoTHBNﬁ
ATAROAG- // BBAOKHT BW EMOY Bb c?u,e MOMBICABI CICBVBN‘NI;I /i ZABI- 11 ABHE Rb CAACTH
NPTHMET He B MOAOKHTH Ha / OVMB CH- NPBZOPCTRO e H xblcowoMﬁ&AyHé- H
TH/LIGCAARHE ZARHCTh KE 1 KAGRET - vy'BBO\i()Buz\Ae/N'l'é- H C¢BbNb BEZb CHITOCTH:
NAAL CHMH RBCEMH, BB / NEvAANTE MPHREAETD ¢ro ALJE AH EBAHTL H TP'B/ZRHT CA
RBINAR+ BAFOTD ngHz'b'lgAﬁ\ BRHA BB MO/MOLIB ZACTARMNHTS B OBBING: B TOR OV HMB

’ . ~ i . . ’
Bbl/KAGTb KAKO O\fFO,A,HTb F’BH* H BAAECTH EI\FSTb / MOXBAACNA H HOXKA}\'EKLHHH'

A
R\koxe kTo RBNE/MAA Bb ZPBUAAO CAMb &CTD CeBBRHAELLL zpéﬁ Bb Né+ / TAKO H BAFOTD

PN VGE!JALLIGT’Z) MOKOH, BBCE/AHT CA H RBABOPHT CA TOV: H BRAETH RKOKE pﬁ /

. ’ .. ’
I'IOXEA/\‘NA, H TTOXBAABALIIH IC?OM"B B0 MOMOLHH / €m, NE MOXKETD (?LLG A OBOANO BbITH
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. ’ — ’ ’ — — Y AN/ -

BB+ NAMO/HT' Ke €ro W RHNA CROEF0+ FAKOKE €& ¥'TO FAA+ W / MOKAANIA &R, MOAN

'emo\f CABZBIs H W CAAAOCTH / & MAJAORARLLIH - MIPHNECETD EMOY CROF CMB/penmA
< Y- s . — 7 . ’

MAAQO: H W CHABT 64 BBZ'MOTL, M0ETS / CAARA BHA - Bez’ AHUA HHLPE EeTh ZghuaAw - /

« . . . . ’ .
A TIONEKE I'I!JHGMAGT'A, MOXKETh H BBZAATH: /H ALH¢ O\fK!JALIJGN'l) BEARAETD, MOKETh H

m‘mmcH/TH- TAKO H BLCEKL YARKB E€Z' BAFOTH, NHLUB / Kk n MPOCHTEA - I;\Lue Ke
CnOBHT e BAAFOTH W//(f. 240)N01), npovee W MoMoLIH R HCMYARHTD RCEs ALpE ke
Na/Kbl WEABNHR A M'OKENETD & H MOVCTH WBPALIET' ¢A / I WKAAND* H BBCEAAT CA
RB Nb MOMBICAH CKB'PbNARH / H ZAH - KAKO NOLINBIN BpAND NA Nb’lpHLuH- ‘l’z\l';_'m\f we /
&TH MOAOBA MPHZRATH H RBZBICKATH &7 ¢b BOAK/ZNHA+ 1 BAFOTH &Th MPHTH BB
ZACTARINACNTE €ro+ / BeZ BAFOTH EW, NE MOXKETh MOMBICAL MPOCRBTHTH / ¢+ BHABCTE
AH BpATH% MOA MNoronbcT;}oé B;\T‘O/WB‘)AZH’G BARAMLIALO REKA« H ALIE N¢ WYHCTHT C¢A /
c?u,e flle. BAFOTH Ah)kogm& NE MPHAETL BB YARKA; / ALIE AH Ke MPHAETH EAMOTL R
Nb, BBCBKA ABTHB/AB  HCNPARHTL:  H INTI HCMPARHRD  RbCE, NOMBILLAKE/Th  TO
chyAKAeNH'e- TAKORBIH CEBE ngBAbmA%Tb- / Ne CRBABI CROA NEMOLUb+ ZARHCTD BW
BB CTROPH / TAKORBIK* F WrNA W CeB¢ BAFOTH: 1 ALE K'TO HCMPA/RHRL CEBE+ MOZNA
zz\cTﬁ'\nAeN'l"e BAFOTHOG: FAKO W / CHABI &4 m}w;ﬂanB A, HCMPARHAD K ABTEAH. AA /
MPOCAARHTb Bas H A fem, CAARA TBO%MO\{ YARKOAK/EHI * FAKO NEAOCTOHNA H rpBLINA
CMOBHAL €CH AOCTO/HNA BBITH TROEA BAMOTH- H RAKO RBCXWTTE, HCMPA/RHRE MN'E CROA
m}roANA& RAKO* TAKORBIH PAZOVMB/RE CROK NEMOLIb, MOTHLUIAAL CA &CTh XPAMA YHCTA
BAFOTH ChbTROPHTH - BNl Bh NEMB BAMOTH AL / H ngHNomeNHé- H CTEBNA
NEMOKOA'BEHMA + H BECe//AALIHX' CA RECEAHTH - H 9§\{7RLUH ¢A Bb NEMb gz\Ag TBO?ﬁ- /
XPANHTL €ro W BhCBKOro ZAN. AONAGKE MPBCTA/RHTL &0 BB RBYNAZR KHZNb- W Cero
BRBKA BB BA/AFRLTH BBKD - I_I;JHKAONH o\'fsw ANR m}xo TROC / ARWBHMHYE MO, H BRAR
TH CbRBTNHKb+ ALLIE XO/LIELLIH o\}Ao\f cgoémo\f AA RBNHAETH Bb BBYNAA KH/ZHb+ 1
KEAAGLLIH BAMKENBCTRA A CROEFO* gblH / MH N0vYTo 0\;"MI:.'IK¢\éLLIH AHLLE CROE ROAO0M*
BBCB/KO TOrO paAH* AA BAHKHKAMD CROHMB TOA'E BA/ACLIH: A NEé WIABBAAL GCH
NABTLCKBIR TH CTPA/CTH: NA& Bb NH MOPABOLIIEND GCH- ALPE AH XOLH&/LLIH SMBITH AHLLE
CROE, M%M"bII’G CABZAMH * 0 WMBI/G MAAYEMB . AA MPOCRBTHT CA Cb CAABOD npf / Bk H
TTBIMH €M0 AFTABI* AHLE EW WMBIBAE/MO CABZAMH, AOBJOTA [ NeO\fBA\AoMA- N&
Mo/ THRA ceMoy ﬁLUH- CTBERAR CA CKE'PBNBI gAAH / AHULA MOEr0- CKROBNA AHLLA
TROEO H Noroy / TROEK Cb YHCTOMb Q?LLGMB, NAYe CANLA CHA/ETH nocpﬁ APFAb BHH -
PTo CMEBELLH ¢A Be-/cbMNENIX+ MAAKATH ¢A H BIAATH NBCT AH / TH eKkAb b, Thl e

4 — ’ « . . —
WCTARBAL ZAMORBAH Ta CRO/Ero Né BOHLUH AH CA M&AKb €ro; CHLLE HQICO\f/LLIGI\IHG NN'B
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MOKETH NAKAZATH NGI-'KICO\f/CNb,IK,- H BB gAKbI gAZ'BOHNHYA EBNAAM, // (f. 241)
MOKETh MATHHKBI MOTRYLAH® H MONEXE W/vACTH ﬁclco\fmeﬂ'le FAA; CAABOCTH MOGR
AAH FAa- | BB va m}TbeAHx A m}*NNNHé e H ABNOCTH MOA, / NA TOKAE RABYET
MA TAKBI® CEro pAAH o\'fsw f a/Zb ARBHMHYE MOH XWLUA ChRBTNHKL EBITH THe /
Crano sty&n’néé RO MOAA Bbl- NACABANHUH / BkHI- BARABTE CA AA NE
NALT'CKBIA AAH CAACTi+ / H AHTEICKBIZA MOXWTH, AHLIHTE CA CAARBI WHOA / H
AAOCTH: H HZPHNORENH BARAETE YPbTOrA WHOrW- / fike FICNABNEND &CTh BECEATA H
(AAOCTH* AKWBH/MHLLH Mo TPOVAL YPbNEYECTRA ALLEro 1AKO CBME / &CThe TPOV A0\ iKe
bTLueMo\f MOKOH NEHCTORBAHM / K+ Ranenman o\'fsv\') BB+ EAA  KOFAA
V(’B‘)A\LI_IGLIJH / ¢cA WNAAB ® OBOKW YACTHIO 1 W OEOK MHYOV'+ KA/KO Ke WTRETH
RBZAACH NA&A MOTHLIH CA MAYE CB/RPBLIENT A BTBAL CTAKATH- f o\'fK;)ALueNﬁ'\
RBCR/YECKDI, FAKOKE ARBHTh Ebe H CHA ALIE CTAKHLLH, / NHKOAHKE MPOrNBRAELLIH Ba-
NH BAHANEFO CRO/Gr0 WZAOBHLUH+ CH e EAHNORELINAA ABTBAL / NAPHYET' CA -
HMALIH Bb C6BB AOBPOTA (AZAHYNBI/MH ABTBAMH- AKO:KE EW BBNELLL LL'f_I;CKI:I, B¢/7
KAMENTA YTHATO F BEZAPATATO BHCPA HCMIAG/TENB NE MOKETH BbITH+ TAaKo H CH
CAHNORELINAN / A'BT'BAb. BEZ' AOB(OThI gz\zAvaﬁ ABTEACH Ne // CBCTOHT ¢A+ HEW
m'frlvosHAA A R u,?pwoms REN'LS. / HKOKE BW BBNELb ALJE &Th NEAOCTATHKbL
EAHNO/TO KAMENE, HAH BHCpA, NA TAMRE uﬁt CHATH Ne¢ / MOXETh+ TAKO H CHE

EAHNORELINEH ABTEAH, A/LIIE NEAOCTATEKL ERAETH CAHNOA AKTEAH / ,A,OB;)OTNI;IF’\-

’ ’ e ”
c'bB?bLUQNA ABTRAL Ne HMQHO\fG/T‘ (W oynsEH CA MAKBI MNOMOLL BN'NOMB BPA/LUNOMB

CIACTHBIMB . BbCH Hz‘sym‘mj CAACTGH« / H AHLLENOMD BBIRLLIEMB COAH*+ FAKOXE
MHOTOLLB/NNAK BYALLINA BEZb COAH RACTH CA NE MOFATB+ / TAKO H EAHNORELINAA
ABTBAL, RLCBKOA  A0B)O/ThI m}lq)ALueNA- MNOTOMBCTPBIMH - ABTBAMI« / TH ALe
AHLIHT ¢A W AWE'RE BHA, H BAHKNEALO / CHe RBCEMOY MBZb te- ToENO ke nakid
IC?”EI:I’ICB / H ReAHKOY v()yz\s, KACARLIOY CA RBICOTA NENBI+ / FKE RHABRD BYALLING Eb
CBTH+ ABHE |<p”snocTH/ﬁi KPHAOY CROEI LLIEAD M}‘(T‘)bMHT’ ¢A NA Nefts / H RBCTPLINATH
XOTALLIOY BALLINO, 8AfhKA/ND BbI ZA KONELLh NOKTH BB CBTH- I MAABIM / CHMb BhCE
KBMOCTD ¢ro CMBPH CA+ BbCe BW / TBAW &0 RBNE &CTh CRTH- |<§J1§n§ Ke ero / BhCR
RAZHTB BB Nefl- TAKOKE H EAHNORE/LINAA AKTEAL- ALjle MPHRARZANA BRALTH / zeMmj
RELUIEH, BBCE Bb MeH BAZHTL WHAAL: // (f. 242) rnce BW ABAO CBRYBLLIENH 74 KPOMB
AZB &The / |<p”sn€ *e BBCR &K, NA ZEMAH CMBPBET CA- 0 RAKO/%E N MOKETS
RBZACTBTH V\')gem NA  RBICOTA &'e/g‘ckﬁiﬁi\ NOKBTHAAMO ATHA ABAE, TaKo H

. o X ’ ’
GAHNO/BGLLINAA ABTEBAL ALHEe Né CROBOAHT CA W ZGMNI;I / BELHEH, N¢ MOKETh BbITH
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CbROBLIENA ABTEBAL* / KTo &Tb Ne HMBI CABZb I'IOICA&N'I'A:, MogaZO\MBRb !/ AA
RBZABXNETH* H AA NARBIKNET HZR'BCTO ch@/gi\kﬁ'\umxb ABTEAL CHAR® CAX BW NEA
AOHAE chpA/Kz\eNTe &roe H AOLUEAL A0 ARE)TH T%, BBZ'BIANENO / &R éMO\f BRLNHTH
AON'AcKE LI,?TBT& Ne AOHAETB AB/TEAL, chfABAeNTé Né MOKETh BRbBNHTH Bb Né*
RAKO/KE €& ¥'TO FAA* AREHMHLLH MOH - chyABHLUﬁ’\ NBLLH/H ny'B;KAepeveNﬁ'\/ﬁ CHA
ABTBAb - M’fkgz\cHum CB/MACT'LLIE FAKBI Lfylcuﬁ RBNELLL H RELPH PAAH HZ’M’b/FK,A,M\b’I,
TOAHKA ABTBAB NH BB YTOKe RBMEBNH/LLF- MPHRAZAN’ BW |-’|)<1> BBl MOMBICAD
NevYAA'MH ZG/MNI:(I\ RELJIGH * CEr0 PAAH NE MOTOLLIA N NBW RhZbITH / BAAH A 0\}5\)'6
AWBHMHYE MOH+ AA Ne MPHRAZARD / ceBe, MPBAACH CA BpATOY QKOéMO\f- Né¢ gAfpSLUH
AT/RNBIZR ABTEAH AKE MHOFOMb TP8AOMb CTAKA: / H Ne mz‘sgmtﬁ CH BB NEBECNAA
RATA BHNHTH / fi N MOCTARH & MOCPAMAENBI ng"E KENHXOMb W/NEMb . H e MPHRAKH
¢&  ReUIMH HZMbRKAAABIMH.  // NH ke MPHrROZAH & ZEMAH* N&A  AAKRAbL &H

,A,f'b/ZNOBGNHé H Fl\bi BBICWKbL + AX BECEAALIH CA CB / ?A,A,O(THK RD YPI:.TOI"b BBNHAETh *

_

. ) ) . ”
H rAACOMB - / BBICWKOMB, HCTAKETH MbBZAM®R CROMR - W ,A,H/BNOG YHAW- RKO (¢ AbBb

NPBREATH 2BAW f KB/NoKh - CTPM{HOK’ MPHRAZANBL, CMBPH A+ Ta/kKo H ABTBAL
zemmj MEYAAEXL  TPHRAZANA® / ABBOBH OVMIOAOBH A ABTBAL cHe o(pcgame/m
RLCELEME  ABAWMB  BAOMb  H CMBPENO/Mb + ZEMHNBIMH  MEYAAMH  FAKO CTPOVHO
€/ AHNOR MPHRAZANA &The TBMKE MOAA / TA AWEHMHYE MOH Bbcnpmﬁ- H MOARHINT
/ pAIB TROH XWTA MP'BYBZATH HZMbRA/ARA CHA CTPOVNA+ AA NE CMBXOY BARAELIH
/ KKko CAM\yONb |<¢”sn|<|§|r'|- H:ke CROHMb M0/ ARHIOM®B, FAKOKE Bb EAHND oA THICALLIR
I:I/Z’EH- H AREH AOBPOTE FAKO €A HNF CTgo\f/Nﬁi npBBZA- H ceBe W /;:\ZI:. CROBOAH: H
BPA/TbI MOBHEL, MOBBAM TRH MPHNECE* H MOAH/TRA TOARHIA &ro, Bb HCTOYNHKL
NPBAO/KH CA - CHH cHLLeBA&'chpAB/\eNT& CbTRO/PHED, CEBE CRAZARD BPATOMb ny’s&i -
/ ATHM BW QTQO\fN’NQMb CMBH  CA- H/ CTpAUJNﬁ'\/}'\ WHA 1 AHRNFRA |<p1sr|§
RAZA-// (f. 243) T ca- Al BB MR MOYHRAETL, ALE AH AHLLE Mtpb’l, / NOZNANB
BBIRACTH: FIM'KE JACAABHEbL CeBE: MPBAACTH / CA+ CBNOY: TMPBAARD &THCTRO HA
NOEBKACNHE F / WEBIYAGMb ChN’NBIMB« ALHIE ¢CTHCTRO H WEIF MPo/MORBAATEAB &cTa -
WE'BMA YACT'MA €CTHCTRO / HOICAZO\féT'b noyasomeNHré- WEBIYAH Ke KAGME/Th ROAA, W
OBOEr0 BO ChCTOHT CA YARKb+ ROAE K / CAMORAACTHA CALUH, FAKO AATEAD [
RBKOJENHTh / BW BB &CThCTR', WEbIYAEMD ZABI AKTEAH HAH / BAATBI EAKOKE XOLIETh

’ ’ ’ ’ ’ « ’ ..
Ii'bICOPGI\IHT1 K€ ZAbI WEBbI/YAK/+ TbK'MO BB AAYH YP"BKOWBI)I‘A,A,GNIG' RD ?’KK/?’K,A,H

521 a feuille volante suivante, disloquée a I’avant de la f. 230, a été attachée par hasard ici,
inversement (il faut lire 243v / 243r).
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MHNOFOMHTHE- Bb ChNB CAABOCTB, H CBNB r'lclco/geNHTb. ABTEAH BArbIA: Bb nnyin,
BbfgbmmHé- / BB KREH T;ﬂ;msNHé- BB CbN'B, BbAENHE: BB AB/KH HCTHN&: Bb
RBZOPR, LL’BAOME'\A;)H%- ROAA BO / ALUA \A’)ByAzb ABTBAH NAPHYATB* HCKOPENHTh / BW
ZABIRZ WBLIYAK BB MbFHOBENH WKA+ H I'IfHCA/,A,HTI) ABABI BAFBI FAKOKE XWLHETh *
MONEKE H /CTBCTRO TA MOPHANA GCTA+ ZEMAR e m}rw ABAMNAK LG 6CTHCTRO GCTh »
ABAATEN Ke €CThb ceMoy, / ROAB+ BECTRMBIA KNHFBI, CBRBCTNHLUH CARTH NA/Mb H
m;“-’HTGI\G- o\}?m BO ML A'BAATEA, KbiA / WELIYAR ZAbI HCKOPENHTh + H KBIA
ABTEAH BATBI / NACAAHTB® ALLE BW YHCTH H ThUIHEL ML ABAATEAL te /] ALHE AH
XWLHELLH MOMBICABI O\fB”B,A,'BTH c??me:\ nyH/CTﬁ’\nH Kb oﬁcTOMb H NARBIKNH @ NA
HCMBITNO n‘mgo/e w NBNbIX AH MOMBILLIARETE, HAH W Z€MNBI+ W ,A,XO/BNMX AH, HAH W
MABTHCKBI MOXOTEXH * w B’AZ,A,;)MK;\NH / AH, HAH W MNOFOCTAKANH® HAH W NHLIETE H
w CMBPE/NBH MAAPOCTH = HAH w BBICOKOMAAPH HAH W ARE'RH* / HAH W NENARHCTH: W
CKPORHLIA BW ZEMNATO o\}CT&' NPB/ANKATE BIALLINA CALITHME - noo\}vem’é A'zb.'uco\f- H
| KHTHE vARYE nchzo\f'eTb KOro AKW/BHT® c?u,e- npbkoé, / )'(7\ AH HAH B'BKA Ceroe H
NERHAHMAA ALLIA, A'BACCHI CROEMO / T'EACCE RHAHMA CTh KAKO [ GCTHCTRS - npBAAraeM’
#e / CA ZAOEOR, CAMOBAACTHBIA BOAA fAAH® NA ARNO CeMS ‘;ZTB NBKTO, FAKO QT?TH
CCTECTBRNBI CARTB: H Neo\'fcho/N‘NH CARTH ?AEOTAK,LLIGH AMbe  REMHMAH 0\}30 BB
WKAMN'NE- Aosgmﬁro ¢bABANHA EAATATO BAKBI, BB CHEAAZNT / N RBROAH CHTROPH EW
Bb BhCR Aosya 7BAW, 11 €T'cTRO / M}‘IC?A(HAB §CTh BAATBIMH A'BABI® FAKOKE C& ¥T0

W\A / no QCTB(TBO\f AA YBEA N¢ NA‘)HYGT (A BB M'B‘?K I'AA,KLI_IG / ALHE AH K¢ B¢Z M'Efbl

IACTb, ZHACMB ECThe RAKO (GLIH BE/ZbECTHCTHREND 16 ALJE BEZ MBIbI IACTh: KAKAA
MA/KBI NE HAPHYET CA ALE KTO EBb M”sgﬁ'\ NHETL- Alpe AH / BeZ M”B‘Jbl MOZNANb
BBIBAGTL TIONEKE CCTECTRNA/N KAKAN €+ BEZb CCTCTRA Ke; Bez' MEJKI Alge KTO /
MOYHRAETh, TO MAKBI M0 tereTRoy e nagnves // (f. 244) Baneman o\fBW NHN'E
AOBHMHYE MOl TEI CeBRe EAK KA/KO AHRNAA AKTEAL, MAASI PAAH TIEYAAGH CRAKELLIH
A/ CMBQHLIH. NA& BAKAH A ® RhCR Bgt;ﬁammﬁ ReLjieH = H oXf/ipacHRD « NpBocAH & Na
FBO+ CHLLE Ke CROBOAH 7+ RALLR/MIKE WEPAZOMB MPEKAE CXOAMLIGH B MAGBHNA - IAKO
/ AA WEALIE MNOTOLEN'NIH BHCE)h« Eroke WEP'ET, / ABHE Ch MNOPOME TPOVAME HA
RLICOTA RBCXOAH- / RhCE e TRAO €10, WENAKACT A W ROAL: H ROAA e
NP'B/BLIRAGTE NA MECTR: Ch K Ch BOPATHCTROMB MNOTO/Mb OVCTPBMHE' CA, HA COVXOH
HZABZE+ CHM® e WEQAZO/MB F TEI MOTHLIH CA CROBOAHTH ARTEAL W BHCEXH / ZEMHNEI
RELIGH + A OVKPACHR CA ChRPBLLIENOA AKTBAHA: / WBABLH CA IAKO PHZOR+ H TP'RZRH
CA ARBHMHYE ANb / H NOLlIb= AA CA NE ChRABYELLIH &R+ CeA EAHNORELINBIZ / ABTBAH

’ ’
NHKTO&RE N¢ MOKETD BV'B,A,HTH NA Z¢MAH - / CI(!J’Z)EB EW ’T‘!Jbl'l'BNHQ ChbA,BRACTL* NHLHETA
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e H N&/CTAKANHE, ZEMAR €CTh ABAOY ¢+ W Cero BO MAOA/RHTA BLIRAGTH* MAOABI BO
MPAREANBI TPHNOCALIH / NH NEARIL iKé ¢ MOXKETD BPBAHTH: W Nero BO CH/NOR
WA BT A MOXBAAAMH Kb |';_o'\f- MOENO K& Ne MO/FARTH NHZAOKHTH &K+ HAKO ® TOR
CTAKHTE NO/XBAAR H CAARZ+ H KHZNL REYNAA+ FONENTE NE MOKETH o\}chAmHTH R
W TOro BW MAECTETH BE/NELLb CbEPI:.LLIGN'I'b: CROGMO+ H Eol\f CAARZ TMPHNOCHTL+ // NA& H
NAFOTA ¢H o\fﬂbm'l'& NE MOKETh NAAOKHTH: / MONEKE W NER ChIPAAE WAGKAR CAARBI*
FAMAD TA/KOKAE ME MOKETh &4 BB MPBNEMATANHE m}cT;JOH/TH- W TOro BO TYANEZA
FOTORHTL CH Bb u,?TBH NE/BECNBMb+ NA H KAKAAL N6 MOKETH ¢H MEYAAH NA/NECTH- W
TOA BW FOTORHT' CA ¢H BECEAHE ym-'mcoé- / NHLHETA N¢ MOKETH m}*;ﬁACHTH &R NA
BOFATH/CTRO: TOR EW NAQA'EAbQTBO\f’GTb BAAKEN'CTRO / TNE- BHABNHE e H MAAYH-
RENILH &1 GRTH FOTORH / H CHRPBLLIENH - H FCTOYNHKL CABZb, WYHLHENTE &1 €/cThe
WCHOBANHA CHZAANHIMB && CARTh- cu&féﬂa / ME MOKETH &m O\IfM's)_’.T‘KHTH- NA& NH [goBb
?AQ?S/LLIH’T‘H &R MOKETh NH o\}Agbrm\TH e &éyh- NH / NEA MOFATH BYATH ZATROPHTH
npﬁ ABTENHO/A ALLCH NA BHAALIE & Cb gAAocTHﬁ% WRILZATh / ThMBI THMAMH F
THICRLIA THICRLIAMH AFFAb: / &p(hr'n\b- MP'BCTOAH FOCTIOCTRHA* NAYAAN ke H /
RAACTH, NE& MOFAThH ZAMgBTH e NA b VA,A,O/CTHK’ MPHTMA A+ HONA ;mcz CROH
BBZEM'LLIE, / MPHNECATD * NPBCTOAOY CAARBI - P«i\fe"r A W NE/H Wis f ik b CTMb
AXOMB+ pAVET' e ¢A W Her / AXb CThIA, KK EhI EMOV LLJKRE T+ H RLCEAA CA / Bb
M- yﬁ\'feT‘ e CA W Nerd 'eAHNoyoANb'lﬁ ¢fib, /KO TOMOY MOXOTR+ H Nave &ro HINOTO N
craka- /1 (f. 245) gzi\f'eT CA W HeH Wb, KKO TOr0 RhZARBHAA ¢CTh+ H / Mave &ro
HNOP0 N¢ RBZAKEH gf\'\fﬁw’ He CA W HeH M HBA / Cb CHAAMH CROHMH- EAHNOALLING
CAMBA WA B cla H / TTro 5@- BHAALIE ABTBAL AFFAKA o\'flcyuuelm / RbCRKOA
AOBJWTOR H ngABAv(m%- pﬁ\fw (A W Neh / ‘wﬁ- FAKO mptsHéMb MAAE EMOV Bb
AOCTOANHE. / CARA 11 REAGARMHE éAHNomo\f B/\'_F.'OMO\f B'_lo\f H W\iﬁco/ms‘uo\f-
noAz\Bz\m'umMmf NAMB CROG LI,?TKH%- BAFO/THA CH FILLRAH MA TH HILBARF EAHNBIF
NPBMAAbI /A MT\;)AMH RpAYIO - MAA TROA EI'\_I."OQTEIHA, HLU,BAH / CTPOTIbI ALLIF MOGA -
H MPOCRBTH WYH MOH m}mmsﬁ- ! Aa gaszmsm' TROG CbMOTPENHE BBIRAGMOE NA / MN'E
BBINA+ H MONEXKE o\}BN\A ¢CTh MBICAL MOA+ BAMAET e TROA CHAOA FCTHNNOK AA
(ACTROHT' CA- / I:I Y'TO PEKA TIPORBA,'ve R'EABIH c?u,z\ H o\"fAu- cAMb / BW EAHNB
R'ECH, FAKO ZEMA'R BEZROANA KARKAETH / TEEE ALLA MOA, I KEAAETH c?u,e- ARBALIAATO
*®e / FHBe MOH, EAFOTH TROA AA NACKITHTB F RAKOKE / RBINA MOCAOVLLIAAL ECH MeNe

.o . . ” oo« ’ ’ . .
KRICO, H NNB N¢ I'I?"B/ZPH MOAEGNHA MOEros C& BW KO NMABN'NHILA €Thb / MbICAL MOA*

< . —
T¢B¢ éAHNOFO CNA HLHALHH< TOCAH 0\,{’/5\)’\; NNB EI\F/STB CKOK, KbCICOP'E AA I'IPH,A,GTB Bb
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’ . ’ ’ 7 w?’ . ’ ’ ”
I'IO/MOLLIb MOAR, RKO AX NACBITHTE MO¢ ANKANTE- / H NAMOHTL MOR }KK}?\K' T¢E¢ BW
PKGI\AK, MO%I"O // BXICBI NGNA(I),ITHMAA,J‘O' KTO BVG MOARETh I\IACI;I/TH’T‘H CA BB HCTHNR
. . . ’ . ”
I\IOBALLIHHX‘ TA+ H T¢Be ?’KK?%K/LLIQ CRBTA HCTHN'NAATO H MOAATEAB CB'BTO\f‘ A,A/h‘? MH
. . — « .

I'IfOLI_IGNH& MOb,\' H AA?O\{'H MH MATRA+ H BBCKA/MH NA C?LL’G MOE; CAHNA KAMAA AKE'RE
.’ . .’ .
TRBOEAR AA / PAZ‘FOPHT (A Bb (?LLH MO¢Mb, TIAAMBI Kb AKWEBRE / TRO¢A Bb ARZB. H AA
I_IOI'b"CTI: TVBNHG }\KKABB’IK’ / I_IOMI;ICAI:’I' AAKA' MH HZI:V\,)EHAO\f H EGZ‘ M"B‘)I:,I I'&/I(O Bb

— . . ’ — — /T . ’ ’ — «o— \
YABKOMb -« H AA?O\fH MH RAKO LL?I: LL‘HOKLLIH' /h O\j‘MNO?ﬁH KO BAl'b HZb BAATA WLLA+ H

HCMAB/NH Bb ROAONOCTH MECTO+ M BARENHA CH» AA CA / FICMABNHTB RAKAA MOA W
¢ 7 ’ . ’ - x ’ « Y-
BAFOTH TRO&+ NA/CHITHRBIFH MATH ThICALIL W MATH XABEbL+ / NACKITH ANYER MOA W
7 « 7 — . — s — ’ « ’ 7’
BECYHCABLNAATO BOFA/CTRA CROEAR BAFOCTBINA:+ YABKOAWB'Yé BATKIH: / ALl NA XARBbI H
’ ’ ’ . ”
NA TPBRA BBHCEMOY NAJOAOY / TROA N&¢ WCKARANAA BAFOTH HZAHA CA Rb BpB/MA ce-
KOA'MH TIAYE AAgo\f'eUJH ngomem‘& pABOY / ’T‘BOéMO\f MOAALIOMOY TH CA - & Bo i &'épb
. . ’ ’ ’ .- ’ . .
CH/R'THT ¢A- H  MTHUA HZMBNOVARTE  PAACHI  CROT, /W MNOTBIZ CAABBI H
MP'BMAAPOCTH TROER: ¢¢ / BW m}me H ZeMAE BbCE WBAAYHT <A WAEKAER /
4 4 . —T .
AZAHYNOR H MBCTPBIMbL LLRBTOMb, HKE MIA/AET' CA NE PRKAMA YABYKBIMA * Pg\fe"r’ Ke
. —
o /1 (f. 246) HongaznovETh WEEMA MPAZNHKOMA - CAHNEM k¢ / Za b CRON
. 7 ’ ’ . .
MPBROZAAN'NBIH AAAMbB, FRAKO WKHTh: / APOVTBIM' Ke 72 RAKR CROEFO FAKO CHLLIEAD
MOXOAH M0 Merle /[ Ce 1 Mope 0\;’MHO?KA,G’T‘ ¢A W BAFOTH TBO'GK,, H WBOra/TkeTh
. . — . 4 .
MAABARLIAA 110 HEMOV - M Mo FH, i MNE BAMTOABTH TROA ABZNORENHE AN AACTH
— . e . . . .
FAATH K TeB'Be / H KeAANIE ke FIMAMB K TeEE, NARAHT MA« ALJe BW / H FCKONH
— ~ . w’ 7”7 P . . ’
YARKOOVEHHLA Z'MIH Bb BJ'BMA €& MPHXOAA / WRILZAETH OVCTA CBOA+ KOA'MH Mave
TGS WBV'B/QTH m}cm paBOY Tkoémo\f mei\miujommf TeBE+ Bb CAMRA H MOXRAAR
A ’ s ’ 7. 7 ’r 7 ’ o s — ’
BAMOTH TROER ﬂgHeMblH ARBX IB/NAZA BAOBLI WNOK H MOXBAAHRD &, MPTHMH MAGNHE /
. — . . .
faBA TROGr0+ H RBZJACTH MATRA MoK CHA+ H AA;}O\;/H MH TIpOLLIENHA MOA* AA ERAF
— a4 \ . ~
XpaMb CTh BAFOTH TRO/€&K+ H AA BBCGAHT' CA Bb MA* H AXA MA NAOVYHT KKA/Ko0
m}roAHTH TH+ H AA BB I'ARCAH MOK BYAKNETD FAMCWMB FICIABNDL MOKAANTA H RECEAHA »
’ . 7 ’
WBOVZANET' ke / MBICAL MO FAKO KATMHAWMb+ AX NE MJBABLIEND BbI/Bb, ChbIBLIARTH
C . . — .
H WPHNORENL BARAR ngocmsuje/mz\ WHOro+ MOCAOVLLIAH MENE TH, TMOCAOVILLIAH* 0/ AaK
< . . ’ X
MH AA BbZAAIR BB LL%TBH TROEMb+ AZ' ke / MPBABLIENL BbIRD, ChBAND Bbl+ NEYHCTH
ke, / H WYHCTHX ¢A- H NECMBICAEND, SMAA,ENb Bbl- / 1 NEMOTPBEENb+ MOTPBEEND
X o . o . ” ’ . X o— X < ’ .
Bbl TH MOH TH- // CTAA0 HZ'BPANNOE TROG YobNELLb, H RhC'R CTHI TRO/H OV ORABLIHHX
A ” — ” 7 — i . —
TH+ Bb gAH QAVALHE CA, TH MATRA / TROJATH ZA Nbl* H MAAT' TA EAHNOMO BAMAr
— , , — ’ ~ ’ — . ’ — . ’ <
YARKO/AKB'LLA+ CAM’ K¢ TH MOH TH, OVCABILLIH MATBBI HXb+ H / MAGNTEMB HXb CMH MA

’ ’ ~ ’ —
F‘J'BUJNAAFO' AZ’ K¢ O\fSW TER/MH TeER CAARF I"I‘)HNOLIJK' RKO THERXb MATRbI



230 ZAMFIRA MIHAIL

NOCAS/LLIAR, O\fLueAyH/\b. MA €CHe H NECH n;ﬂszyﬁz\b MATEBI H+ / BBIRLLIHA 7a Mog
CMBPENTE H CMINTE+ THI e TH MOH / npplcowm CROKIMb (KA &CH+ WRPbZH o\chA CROA H
A/CNABNA e €6 o\pﬁe AN WepbZE CA cpu,e MOE H o\fcm / gaBA TROErO P MoK
ACIABNHTH ¢A H o\'be ® BAFO/TH TRO&K: AA BBINA EARA TA T CHE MOH+ HAMOH
NO/MBICAB MOH YARKOAWE'Ye BAFBIH« H gocw% BARENTA / TROCr0+ HAKO ZeMA'E WCBANA e
MOKETh BECIHTA/TH W CeB'E MAOAORL E€Z’ MOCKLICGNTA TROGH EAFOCTBI/NA+ TAKO H c?u,e
MOE, Ne MOKETh EGZ BAFOTH TROGHK / MPORBLIATH o\}roANMo- NH MAOAORHTA MAOAA
np'l'/NecTH MPAREANA - & m}me ABKAL MHTACTB MAOAL], / H AgBRECA REN'YABART CA

. ’ 7 ’
I'II:.(T?LIMI:. LURBTOMB / H PO(A EI\F/STH TROER, AA I'I?O(K'ISTHTS MH MOMbBI/CAb * A

V4
~ ’ ’ w’ « w’ . 7 . ’
O\fK?AQHTb €ro LLRBTOMb MOKAANIA H CM"B/PGNIA' AWBORIA K¢, H ’T‘PI:.I'I”ENHGMB' H vto

’ — 7 ’” — ’ . “/ 7 w’/ .

pekaA / GIe TH MOH THe €& BW MATBA MOA NEMOLUNA+ H BE/ZAKONIA MOA BEATA H

§ /’-r\ ’_‘\ 7 i 7 7

NPHTPAN'NA ¢i+ W ARTR // (f. 247) MNB TP'BCH MOH CTAKART' MH+ H NEMOLIL MOA

’ 7 . e ’ el

NARAHT MA+ / AX MOBBAHTb & BAMOTH TROA- WRPLZBIH WYH CABI'LOY, / WRPHZH MH

WYH oQMNBﬁ- AA BBINE (AZOVMBRAT AOBYO/Ta TROM * \X)ggbzb'lﬁ o\}cTa\ NBMOMOY,

el ~ 7 ’ « 7 ’ ’

WRPLZH OVCTA / MOA Bb CAMRA H TOXBAAR BAFOTH TRO&&+ MOAOKHRBIN / NPBABABI

MOPIO CAOBOMb MOREARNTA TROEM0+ MOAOKH / MPBABAL c?’u,mf Mo’GMo\f BAFOTHA CH+ FAKO
’ V- . 7 ’

AX NE OVKAO/NHT' CA HA AGCHO NH NA LLI8E W AOBJWThI TROER * AA/RBIH ARAEMb ROAR

Bb MOVCTBINH, AIOMbB NHIOKOPHEbLI/Mb H NPOTHRALLIHM' CA, AAK MH NOKAANTE BBINA - H

” . ’ — . ’ VRN ’

W/YHMA MOHMA CABZBI AX MAAYA CA ANb H NOLIb CMBPENOR / MAAPOCTHA H AWBORHA

H c?‘u,eMb YHCTOMb* AX MPH/BAHKHT' Ke CA MATRA MOA IH K TeEB- H ANOYH MH ® /

— . ’ A w

CBMENE TTIO TROEND, AX MPHNECA TH APAX'MA+ H/CTIABNL MOKAANTA H HCMORBAANIA+ H

(KA, CAARA / AAR'LIOMS MH CAARA: AA M8 MPHNECAR i npBANOKR - / m}cz\b'lum i

— ’ . — — = ” 7 — T
MAZRTRA MOA (ABA TROE'W+ MATRAMH / TTXb TROH+ ChbIH NAAbL BbCBMH Bb BABENL Bb
RRKBI+ / AMHNb:

’ « — ’ .. ’ . s 7”7

I_I;JHA”BTQ ARBHMHILH MOH* MPHABTE W/ILH H BPATIA MOA+ CTAA0 HZ'BANNOE

CrRo- NPHA,B/Té KOVIAA A BHMb AON'AEKE TPhKECTRO CTONTD+ / HCMABNHTE WYH

~ - ’. ’ — — ’ ’

CABZb BALUH+ H &BHE W¥H CbAEYNBH / BALIH WRLZETB CA+ TAHTE CAORW W RBYNEBH

KHZNH+ / 0 W CRA'R REYNEMbe H ABHE MOKAET CA c?u,e RaLLIG. // ny'l'r'lM”sTe Aosgb'lr'l

7 T < ’ ’ « / = . y

NOMBICAL* W LL?TBH NENBMb H / gaH+ H BHE NEQAAHTH NAYNETE W ZEMNbI ReLpIer s / 1

A NHKTOXE (ACAAEERL W RA o\fﬂuém- NH K¢ / NpBHEMATAR o\'chpAUJHT ¢+ NH Ke

’ ~ e . —
AX OVBOHT' ¢A+ / NHKTOKE NH OCNETh+ NA& BEZb ChMNBNIA A MYT/Z0BEMb TA HLLIEr0
H MPHAGKNO A PABOTAEMD / cch'mf I\TLIJGMO\{‘- MOTHLIHM' ¢A H WYHCTHMb c?u_z\ / fitua

— ’ — — 4 ~ ke
CTMb €ro AXMb+ Cls,A,fI)}KHMX CA CAMH CéB¢ H / MAHMb H O\f’T‘B?bAHMb' WI'IO\fC’T‘HM‘ Ke
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rBXbI CA/MH ¢BB W BbCero C?LLA- fABH BO &CMbl NEABKNAATW / BA ;Jelc‘LUA&ro TAKO* H
Wiih MoK NENBIF NE WCTA/RHT - ALE Né WCTABHTH KRKAW BATS CROE/MS W c?u,b
RALLIA np”srp”su_leNHé- i NaKel STMH &/ro &TAbI ZNAMENAAD &CThe €Xe, KOAL KPATbI
v”v/nmchHTH &Th PPBXb BPATOV . (eK'LIS EW METY8 / PH, KOAb I<‘)ATI>’I CbrYBUIHTD Rb

’ [ . A — —
MA BfATb MOH / H WI'IO\le_IK GMO\f' A0 CEAMHLIH; ?G €MS b+ Ne TAA / TH A0

CEA'MHLIIH* N& A0 CEA'MBAGCATH |<pAT|> Ce/AMHLLER* MBI e o\"fsw NHICOAHKE THLIH
ANE/MB WNOVCTHML BB MAA Bl O\fEW Bpmle / Mo& H nyHnAAAm RAMb W A‘m\sz-
RbCMPHNBTE / Bb MAAOE CE RpBMA f I'IO,A,BHZAHTG CA Bb GAHNBIH NA AGCATE YA+
BEYEPh BW MPHBAHKHAL CA &Th / H MBZ'A0AARELL Xb, r;)/.\Ae Cb CAABOZ BLZATH xo//(f.
248)TA KOMOVKA0 MPOTHRA A BAWMb “rw:e / RanemasTe m}sw CGBEB. CAA K'TO
ﬁcngm;m;b ceBe, / xbzgﬁ\féT‘ A+ H WBABNHR  CA, MOroVBHTH BECYHCAB/NOE
MbZ’ AORBZANHE » 0\;"I'I$BH1\I> BO CA &Th YPbNELLL / WCBANE NHR'E taKe RBZPACTHTH
MAOABI CROBOAOR / H pocw#\- A NAOAOBHTL MAD MPHNECETh RECEATA+ H  Era/ae
MOCTHINETH MAD MA NeH, TOFAA MNOKAHLLA NA/ROAH MEvAAb ABAATEAK: MeKbl HEW CA
B'AHTb* i1 BO/FIT CAe %AA BbNezA&nﬁ’\ rpaAAb FIAH ZRBYb ,A,HB'I'I-,I ‘)A/CTAHTB NHRA €ro-
TAKO H MNHXb AON'AEKE KHRETH / Bb RBLLE CeMb+ ANb F NOLIL MEYET ¢A H MABRHTb
BOAR/ZN'NO W EGCM!)’T‘N'BH KHZNH+ 1 W 86T ngevb/wm CROEMO* ,A,A Ne¢ WEABNHRL
CCBE, wspALueT A/ Bb coyeTe Kble BhCE pAAo H RECEAHE ABAATEAN fee [ (A KATRR
ChbBEJETH Bb AKHTNHLLA® H MOASYHTh / BLZ' AANiG: TEMKE wsgzxzoMb A MNHXb &Th- /
yﬁ\fﬁ%m BW CA H BECGAAT CA APTAH BHH Na NEexb, / ¢rAN BOHT' ¢A Ba H CbRPBLLIH
TEYeNTe CROG+ A'BAMTEAbL BO ¢FAA KHTNHILA HCMABNHTD, TOFAA BE/C NEYAAH &CThe H
nfweé MHTACT' ¢A H BECGAHTH- / H MNHXb €FAA MOAOKEND BAAC Bb KHTNHILH- &ke / K
Bb MPOBB+ ABHE BFATBCTRO &r0 BLZBIACTE NA / NEA - Ebcnngka o\“fsw AWBHMHLLH
BBCMPBNB/Mb+ Bb BPANH CeH ChIEp'NHIKA ftuero- BPANL BW // &r0 TOTORA &The CAM' e
NEMOLLIENb: H  BEC TMEYAAH / GCThe RBAKA K€ HIUb H  MOARHFOAARELLD, LL';E
LL?TBo\f/ﬁiLuHMb, MPHAGRNO  BOPALIHM' €A,  CHAR MOAAETh:  /  H RENeLb
N@O\}BAAA%LUHQ- FRAKOMKE MPAXD KENOMB / BbIRACTH RBTPOMb REAHEMB Z'EAO+ TAKO H
CbIME/p'NHKD fLLb KENOMb EBLIRAETH FAACOMb cm&ocm/mmﬁ ga- NHkToxe o\'fso AA Ne
o\'fﬂumwb NH /[ AA o\'fsoHT A+ NF |<p1gn|<|§|r'|, NEMOLIINATO  AA  MOE/MAETh
MPHAERNbIH, I'I;)"BHGMAFAK/LLIAFO AA M}’/’T‘”BLLIHTI:.- BLAAH, WBbApbmHMAro CbNOMb AA
Rb/ZARHINETD * choHNb'lﬁ, NechoﬁNz\ro AA NAKA/KET RBZAPBKAH CA, BELHHN'HOMOY
f HG(I:.MNA/LLIOMO\f CA AX ZAMPBTHTL: TAKO BO CBE ChAPLKA/LIE H ¢AHNOALLING
NOBBKAAMRLIEC cbngoTHxNH/K‘\ NALLIETO  MOCPAMHMb * / A Ba fALwero NENAFO; /

PN — « < . . «
I'I!JOCN\KHMB' AX H A'TAH CTHH W Ng\ KbZKG(GI\A\/’T" (A H AHBALHCH A NaAMb H
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’ ’ 7 < . — . .
CAbILUALHEH W Nbc\, QI)/NHA,A’T“ (A H I'I;)OU\ABA\TI) BA+ RAKO TOMS I'ISBAQ’T‘I) / BRbCBKA CAARA
T . W o, — — — « . . ’
H YTh H MOKAANBNI¢s WIL8 H CN8 H cTo/M8 ,A,XS' NNB H I'I‘)ICNO H Bb R'BKbI BBKOMb*

AMHNb? *
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C.M.BRIQUET II, n® 7481
Bologne 1316. Var.ident. : Lubeck 1331/59
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ON EPISTLES FROM CHURCH AUTHORITIES
IN THE ANTI-LATIN POLEMICS IN THE LATE MEDIEVAL
SLAVIC MANUSCRIPT TRADITION
(ON THE EXAMPLE OF BAR MS. SL. 330)"

Matgorzata Skowronek

1. In Late Medieval (15th-16th c.) South Slavic manuscripts, so-called
codices of mixed content (also described as ‘monastic codices’), one can find
texts which serve as testimony of the turbulent times in which they were written;
the times when Balkan countries lost their independence, but also when
religious, ideological, and confessional tensions arose, and inspired the authors
of the books to express their resistance against the new reality. The reason for
renewing, republishing and bringing back to mind the polemics of Christianity
with Islam was not only the triumphant march of the armies of the Ottoman
Empire across the Balkans, but also the ineffective attempt at co-operation
between two great Christian Churches, the Eastern and Western one, aiming to
stop the Islamic invasion and the subsequent short-term attempt at Church unity
after the Council of Florence (1439-1484) provided the impulse to criticise the
“Latins”.

The lecture of such codices and the attempt to organize the contents of a
polemical character against Catholicism bring about interesting observations.
Both the task and the conclusions are not new. The contents of some codices are
organized around the following topics, which seem to be of paramount
importance: the religious polemics, the voice against the dissenters, and, above
all after the Council of Florence, against the Latins described as heretics (on a
par with believers in Christian heresies of the first centuries or even Muslims).
The most interesting phenomenon is creating groups of texts, literary convoys of
the following leitmotifs: the history of the Church with particular consideration
of the seven Oecumenical Councils; indicating the differences between Eastern

" This article has been written under two research projects, financed by the National Science
Centre (Poland): Dualist Heresies in the History of South-East Europe, 9th-15th century (decision
number DEC-2016/22/M/HS3/00212), and Orthodox Slavic Polemical Writings in the Middle
Ages (decision number: DEC- 2017/26/M/HS2/00335). The author wishes to thank the staff of the
Department of Manuscripts of the Romanian Academy Library in Bucharest for their assistance in
granting access and acquiring source materials.
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and Western Christianity with special attention to Orthodoxy; condemnation of
the “Latin heresy”, the institution of the Bishop of Rome and his Catholic
followers; the index of heresies being a threat to Orthodoxy from early
Christianity until the times contemporary to the authors of the codices; and the
exposure of and polemics with selected dogmatic positions.
Polemical texts on the “Roman (Latin) heresy” have been attracting the attention
of researchers for a long time. Thus, we possess both the editions of the works as
well as the comments of a philological and historical character (almost twenty
works of this kind, and that is just part of the whole collection, according to
Angel Nikolov'). What is worth mentioning is that although they deal with the
political, religious and cultural situation of the 15th ¢. (and later), most of them
were written much earlier, sometimes a few centuries ago in a Byzantine
environment, sometimes even in the first half of the first millennium after Christ.
Among the most important works of that kind there are: Panarion (The Medicine
Chest) by Epiphanius of Salamis, whose popularity is proven by Slavic
translations even from the 17th c., as well as 4 Useful Tale about the Latins;’
both works served as the beginning of various choices, summaries and
rewritings. Those convoys or cycles of polemical texts are genologically
differentiated. There are narrations, short historical papers, conclusions of
Church councils, treaties, polemics, collections of quotations (mostly from the
Bible or Church Fathers), often as questions and answers (erotapokriseis), and,
finally, epistolography, which is only apparently private. The writings of the
hierarchs moved by the difficult situation of the Orthodox Church in the
Byzantine-Slavic environment were used as a compendium of knowledge on
interesting topics, they showed — like dogmas — opinions and comments on
them.

In the 15th and 16th c¢. South-Slavic codices of (mostly) theological
contents, the above-mentioned texts are clearly organized in cycles of various
size, often of (at least partly) fixed form of a few to a dozen components.” That

! Extensive overview and comment of sources in: A. Huxonos, Meoicoy Pum u Koncmanmunonon.
U3 anmuxamonuueckama aumepamypa ¢ bvneapus u craeanckus npagociasen ceam (XI-XVII 6.),
Codus, 2016, p. 128-129. Among the older works there should be mentioned: A. Ilomos,
Hcmopuko-numepamypuviii 0030p OpeeHepycCKUXx NONeMUYecKux COYUHEeHUUl NpOmue JamuHIH
XI-XV gexos, Mocksa, 1875; M. UenbLioB, [lonemura mesxncoy epexamu u AamuHAHAMY N0 80NPOCY
06 onpecnokax, Cankr-IletepOypr, 1880.

? See edition: A. Huxonos, [Tosecm nonesua 3a aamunume: namemuux Ha cpeonogekosHama
cnasancka nonemuxa cpewy kamoauyusma, Coust, 2011.

? On the cycles of texts organized thematically, a.o. Orthodox apologies and polemical texts, in
South Slavic books since the 14th c. (including those from the collection of the Romanian
Academy Library) see: UB. bunsipcku, M. Llubpancka-Kocrosa, “Crassncku pvronuc BAR Ms. SI.
636, XVI 6., om bubnuomexama na Pymvuckama axademus ¢ Byxkypew)”, Apxeoepagpcrku npunosu
37,2015, p. 107-155. The example of such a collection or “cycle” may also be found in the codex
Ne 75 from the collection of the Visoki Decani monastery, dated to the second half of the 14th c.
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is the result of an already formed, or yet forming, tradition of creating thematic
compendia and of their functioning in monastic communities where the level of
education, erudition and knowledge of contemporary problems was relatively
high.

In the above-mentioned context, I would like to bring your attention to
three writings — an excerpt from the correspondence between hierarchs of the
East and West from the mid-11th c. Their reaction to the division of the Church
in 1054 was recalled four centuries later. The three letters are interrelated by the
fact that the addressee of two of them and the author of one of them is the same
person: the Melkite patriarch Peter III of Antioch.* The studies on the person of
patriarch Peter prove that he was a hierarch mediating in dogmatic arguments
between the East and the West, not joining the juridical-theological argument
(which is proven by the contents of the letters): his discussion of Latin
irregularities [...] is notable for its moderation and conciliary tone.” In one of
the opinions, he was quite concerned with the unity of the Churches and ready to
concede everything that was not a matter of the argument between
Constantinople and Rome for the sake of agreement. He did not support Michael
Keroularios and served as the mediator between the parties.® Patriarch Peter
directed the following words at Constantinople:

I beg you, I implore you, I urge you, and with that thought I cast myself at
your sacred knees; may your divine Beatitude give way to this blow and
bend before the circumstances. I tremble (to think) that in your desire to
heal this wound, you may go further and wind up in schism.’

On ff. 294v-341r there are eleven polemical works against Western Christianity, see: JI.
Bornanosuh, Jb. llITapsbanun-bophepuh, b. Jopanouh-Crumaesuh, Jb. Bacusses, JI. Liepanh, M.
I'poznanosuh-Ilajuh, Onuc hupunckux pyxonucnux xrwuea manacmupa Bucoku [ewanu. Kmura
mnpsa, beorpan 2011, p. 283-294.

‘. Grumel, “Pierre I11”, in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, ed. E. Vacant et al., t. XII, p.
1089 (with bibliography). See an extensive sketch of Peter’s role during schism: Bi. ITy3osuh, b.
Hukonuh, “Antnoxujcku marpujapx Ilerap III (1052-1054) u npksena kpuza 1054. roauue”,
36opnux paoosa Busammonowxoz uncmumyma” 51, 2014, p. 71-90. In footnote 1, there is
extensive literature on the schism of 1054.

3 After: A. Papadakis, “Peter III”, in A. Kazhdan (ed.), The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol.
11T, New York - Oxford, 1991, p. 1637.

6 See: K. Koscielniak, Grecy i Arabowie. Historia kosciota melkickiego na ziemiach zdobytych
przez muzutmanow (634—1516), Krakow, 2004, p. 215.

Quoted from:

<https://thearabchristians.wordpress.com/2013/02/24/a-slap-or-a-sack-peter-iii-of-antioch-1052-
1056/> (15.09.2019).
From that letter it appears that Peter considered filioque as the main reason of disintegration, see.
Bi. ITy3osuh, b. Hukonuh, “Antnoxujcku nmarpujapx Ilerap III...”, p. 87. See the original text:
Petri antiocheni epistula ad Michaelem Cerularium, in C. Will, Acta et scripta quae de
controversiis Ecclesiae Graecae et Latinae, Paris, 1861, p. 189-204.


https://thearabchristians.wordpress.com/2013/02/24/a-slap-or-a-sack-peter-iii-of-antioch-1052-1056/
https://thearabchristians.wordpress.com/2013/02/24/a-slap-or-a-sack-peter-iii-of-antioch-1052-1056/
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The choice of epistles by the hierarchs of local Churches in the “anti-Latin
cycle”.

The order of the writings presented here reflects their sequence in a
manuscript from the Romanian Academy Library [Biblioteca Academiei
Romdne, hereinafter: BAR] in Bucharest, BAR Ms. SI. 330:®

1. Michael I Keroularios, patriarchg of Constantinople (1043—1058) to Peter
111, patriarch of Antioch;

2. Dom[i]nic, archbishop of Aquileia (ca. 1050), patriarch of Grado' to
Peter;

3. Peter (1052—1056 or 1052-1058)"" to Dominic (answer).

Those letters are not unknown; since the second half of the 19th c., they
have been published and commented upon. At present, we possess the edition of
the three epistles in their original language,'” editions of Slavic variants of
Michael’s and Peter’s letters as well as a series of works on the variants and
history of translations of patriarch Peter’s letters into Slavic."

The contents of the letters

In short, the contents of the three letters are as follows.

Michael Keroularios, patriarch of Constantinople to Peter. The letter
of patriarch Michael — his first letter to patriarch Peter — possesses primarily
informative functions: it is a concise characterisation of Catholicism called
,,Latin belief” and it presents dogmas and traditions different from the Eastern
ones as well as the customs of its believers. Michael Keroularios refers to the

® On the bibliographic description see footnote 18.

? After 1054, using a title of ‘ecumenical patriarch’ on his seal, after: A. Kazhdan, “Michael I
Keroularios”, in A. Kazhdan (ed.), The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 2, New York -
Oxford 1991, p. 1361.

" In literature as ‘Dominicus Gradensis’, also ‘Aquiliensis’; see: C. Fabian (Hrsg.),
Personennamen des Mittelalters. Nomina scriptorum Medii Aevi (Namensformen fiir 13000
Personen gemdf3 den Regeln fiir die Alphabetische Katalogiesierung), Miinchen, 2003, p. 156. The
nickname ‘Venetian’ stems from the fact that in 1451 Grado was incorporated into the patriarchy
of Venice — Slavic versions of the letter mirror the present, i.e. 15th c. status quo.

g, Koscielniak, Grecy i Arabowie..., p. 209, 213.

"2 Editions of the Greek texts: “Michaclis Cerularii epistola 1. ad Petrum patriarcham
antiochenum” — in C. Will, Acta et scripta..., p. 172-184; “Michaelis sanctissimi archiepiscopi
Constantinopolis novae Romae, et oecumenici patriarchae, Cerularii, ad Petrum sanctissimum
patriarcham Theopolis magnae Antiochiae”, in Patrologiae cursus completus. Series graeca
[hereinafter: PG], t. 120, Parisiis 1880, col. 781-794; “Dominici patriarchae Veneti epistola ad
Petrum antiochenensem” — in: C. Will, Acta et scripta..., p. 205-208; “Epistola Dominici
patraiarchae Venetiarum ad Antiochiae patriarcham”, in PG, t. 120, col. 751-756; “Petri
patriarchae antiocheni epistola ad Dominicum gradensem” — in: C. Will, Acta et scripta..., p. 208-
228; “Venerando coangelico domino et spiritualii nostre fratri, sanctissimo archiepiscopo
Gradensi, seu Aquileiae, Petrus Misericordia Dei patriarcha Theopolis magnae Antiochiae”, in:
PG, t. 120, col. 755-782.

1 See below (footnote 38 sqq.).
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beginning of arguments between the East and West, reminding the reader of
events which took place hundreds of years before, when Pope Vigilius refused
(initially) to attend the oecumenical council of the Church, which was a proof of
a lack of respect and the beginning of the distinctiveness of Rome from other
centres of the pentarchy. It also presents personal experiences with the envoys
who arrived from Rome with the Pope’s writing, whose contents are presented
to his correspondent. The letter concludes with the request, directed at the
patriarch, for a prayer against the Western heresy. "

The first accusation deals with the liturgical bread (azyme), which is
made by the “Latins the way it is made by Jews: with no sourdough and salt
symbolizing soul and reason”. After that it deals with an index of deviations
from the Orthodox fasts (regarding their quality and quantity), accusations of a
lack of sufficient respect for the icons and the sign of the cross, widely
understood “false education” and abandoning the lecture of the Church Fathers.
Michael Keroularios also points out the celibacy practiced by the Latin
clergymen and the participation of bishops in the missions of war. However, the
most important accusation refers to the blasphemy of Latins against the Holy
Ghost: Michael cites the Symbol of Faith and the origin of the Ghost from “the
Father and the Son” attributed by the Latins.

The letter of Michael Keroularios to Peter, treated as a source of
knowledge about the threat to the unity of the Christian Church, naturally finds
its place in the cycle of anti-Latin writings. Moreover, Michael Keroularios sets
Western Christianity in the wide context of a heresy of the first centuries — by
comparing their practices to other non-Orthodox practices'. Thus, the Latins
consume unleavened bread during the liturgy, which they prepare the way the
Jews do it; just like the believers of the “Armenian heresy”, they let their
children consume “eggs, cheese and milk” on Lent Sunday, and what is even
worse — sometimes they pray with them (literally “sing”) and they collectively
receive the Communion. On the other hand, the Latins are similar to Nestorians
and Jacobites, since just like them they “do not call the Mother of God by that
name, but simply ‘Holy Mary’”. The similarity between the Latins and
monothelitism is proved in “making the sign of the cross with one finger”. By
recalling the authority of one of the best known leaders of the Eastern Church
(i.e. Michael), the authors / editors / copyists polarize the Christian world,
proving at the same time their erudition.

" More details, along with bibliography on the text research, see in: A. Hukonos, Meocoy Pum u
Koncmaumumnonon.. ., p. 26-34.

" For a detailed description of the Latins ’customs. i.e. shaving by the clergymen and consuming
impure meals see: A. Huxonos, K. CraneB, “OOpsiioBble YKIOHEHHS] M AypPHbIC MPHBBIYKH
JIATMHCKUX €PETHKOB B BM3AaHTHHCKO-CJIABSIHCKOW MoseMuyeckoil nureparype CpeqHeBeKOBbs”,
Studia Ceranea. Journal of the Waldemar Ceran Research Centre for the History and Culture of
the Mediterranean Area and South-East Europe 4, 2014, p. 125-139.
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Dominic, the bishop of Venice to Peter, patriarch of Antioch. The
letter of archbishop Dominic is short and precise. He turns to Peter with a
request to recognize the distinctiveness of the liturgical bread used during the
liturgy in the West. “Simple dough” of prosphora, with no flour and sourdough
should symbolize “the pureness of the human body of Christ”. The other issue in
the letter deals with the hierarchy — the recognition of the Church in Aquileia as
equal to Rome and other centres of the pentarchy, by reminding that the tradition
is as old as the times of the apostle Mark.

Peter to Dominic. The letter of patriarch Peter is the most
comprehensive among those three because it refers to issues raised in the
remaining writings but also because of its wealth of details. There is a great
number of quotations from the Bible and examples aimed at supporting its
commentary. The lecture allows to characterize the author as a person truly
devoted to his faith and the Church and fully concerned about the orthodoxy of
his fellow believers, and the letter itself — through Dominic — should, according
to the sender’s intention, reach the Pope. Peter comments on the principle of
pentarchy and the impossibility to recognize another patriarch'®. By recalling the
excerpts from the Bible, he thoroughly explains the circumstances of the making
of prosphora, the history of the Last Supper (and Christ’s Resurrection), which is
the most important theme in the writing. It also refers to issues about traditions
custom raised by Dominic (celibacy).'”

2. About the three epistles in the South Slavic tradition. The case of

BAR Ms. SI. 330.

The source material used for the present work stems from the collection
of the Department of Manuscripts and Rare Editions of the Romanian Academy
Library. Codex BAR Ms. SI. 330 stems from the last decade of the 15th c. and is
written in Serbian (Resavian) orthography in Wallachia.'® It comprises dogmatic

e Through the metaphor of the human body parts: “Pay attention to what I say. The human body
is governed by one head. In it, there are many parts and all are regulated by only five senses. These
are: sight, smell, hearing, taste, and touch. Likewise the body of Christ, that of the faithful, the
Church, is fitted together from different members and is regulated by five senses, which are called
the great sees, and is governed by one head, which is Christ. Just as there is no sense above the
five senses, there is no patriarch admitted above the five patriarchs. Thus by these five sees, which
are like the senses in the body of Christ, all the parts, that is all the countries of the peoples and the
local episcopates, are regulated and guided in a Godly manner. Just as in one head, Christ our true
God, they are likewise fitted together and governed by one Orthodox faith”, after:
<http://araborthodoxy.blogspot.com/2014/01/patriarch-peter-iii-on-primacy-in-church.html>
(26.03.2020).
7 For a detailed description of Peter’s comments on theology see Bn. Ily3osuh, b. Hukonuh,
“AnTtroxujcku narpujapx [erap II1...”, p. 83-87.

Description of the manuscript: P. P. Panaitescu, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-romdne si slave
din Biblioteca Academiei Romane, editie ingrijitd de D.-L. Arama si revizuitd de G. Mihdila cu o
prefatd de G. Strempel, vol. 2, Bucuresti, 2003, p. 99-103; [.R. Mircea, Répertoire des manuscrits


http://araborthodoxy.blogspot.com/2014/01/patriarch-peter-iii-on-primacy-in-church.html
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and ascetic writings — typical for monastic codices — and among them there are
several polemical works reflecting the tension between West and East
representative for the times when the book was written. I would like to note the
remarks to the correspondence between Michael Keroularios, patriarch Peter and
bishop Dominic in the copies written at about the same time as BAR Ms. SL
330." These are: 1. a codex from the collection of the library in Visoki De¢ani
monastery: Ne 75 from the second half of the 14th c. (1360-1370);*° 2. codex
BAR Ms. Sl. 155 from the third quarter of the 15th c., copied in Moldavia in
Ragka orthography;®' 3. codex BAR Ms. SI. 291,%* convolute from the 15th and
16th c. in Middle-Bulgarian orthography.

The order in which I propose to have a look at those three letters is not
random. The order known from the codex BAR Ms. Sl. 330 (Michael to Peter —
Dominic to Peter — Peter to Dominic) is not constant and it does not correspond
to all cases where the letters appear in close relation. In the above-mentioned
“cycles” of polemical texts in Slavic books one may find at least 33three
different layouts. One of the first polemic cycles from that time appears in the
codices by Vladislav the Grammarian (flourished 1456—-1479), one of the
greatest authors of his time, the compiler of mainly hagiographic, panegyric and
polemic codices.” In two of them™ Vladislav brings together more than ten
works; in both codices, the choice remains the same and in the same order. The
letters by bishops Dominic, Peter and Michael — in this order — can be found
directly after The Useful Tale about the Latins, before the selected writings by

slaves en Roumanie. Auteurs byzantins et slaves, révision du texte slave P. Bojéeva, révision du

texte frangais S. Todorova, Sofia, 2005, p. 234.

19 Only in Romanian libraries may we find some more copies of elements of the correspondence

(besides those already mentioned here): 1. epistle by Dominic, in a codex from the collection of

the National History Museum of Romania (MNH) C397 (1560-1578, written in Moldavia, inc. on

f. 68v); 2. epistle by Peter, in: BAR Ms. SI. 461 (1651-1652, written in Wallachia, f. 291r) — non

vidi. After: LR. Mircea, Répertoire des manuscrits..., passim.

20 See the description in: JI. Borganosuh, Jb. IlItaBmanus-bophesuh, b. JoBanosuh-Ctunuesuh,

Jb. Bacwses, JI. Lepuuh, M. I'pozganosuh- Ilajuh, Onuc hupunckux pykonucxux kmuea..., p.

283-294.

2 Descriptions of the manuscript: P. P. Panaitescu, Manuscrisele slave din Biblioteca Academiei

R. P. R., vol. 1, Bucuresti, 1959, p. 219-225, and: I.R. Mircea, Répertoire des manuscrits slaves...,
.231.

gz Descriptions of the manuscript: P. P. Panaitescu, Manuscrisele slave..., vol. 1, p. 390-391; L.R.

Mircea, Répertoire des manuscrits slaves..., p. 232. Nikolov recalls as well the previous

descriptions and catalogues with the datation corrected at present, see A. Hukonos, Meawcdy Pum u

Koncmanmumnonon.. ., p. 35-36.

2 On Vladislav see: T. Hanues, Braducnas I pamamux — kuudscosnux u nucamen, Codus, 1969.

2 Ms. 1/110 from the National Scientific Library in Odessa (1457) and ms. III a 47 from the

Library of the Croatian Academy of Sciences and Arts in Zagreb (HAZU; 1469); see the

description in: b. Xpucrosa, Onuc na pwronucume na Baaoucnas I'pamamux, Bennko ThpHOBO,

1996, p. 11-24 (19) and 25-48 (37).
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patriarch Nikon, Michael the Synkellos, the confession of the Roman Pope, and
‘other Latin chapters’. In BAR Ms. Sl. 155, too, the letter by Michael
Keroularios follows the letters by Dominic and Peter.” The same sequence is
found in Decani 75, but here, additionally, after an explanation of the Orthodox
faith by Michael the Synkellos.*°At times, only one or two letters were copied
independently, e.g., patriarch Michael’s epistle in BAR Ms. SI. 291.%7 Thus, it is
difficult to talk about a convoy established by those three letters, and the order
in BAR Ms. SI. 330 seems to be unique (at least in this group).

Michael to Peter. The most recent edition of the Slavic translation of
Michael’s letter to patriarch Peter is accompanied by historical and textological
commentaries. Angel Nikolov publishes the so-called first Slavic translation
(nvpeonauanen npesod), known from BAR Ms. Sl. 330, of the first letter from
Michael to patriarch Peter from its oldest copy from the codex Decani 75, dated
to the second half of the 14th c¢. (1360-1370), according to which the lessons
(readings) will be cited here. The discussion referring to the circumstances of the
appearance of the translation has began in the second half of the 19th c., as did
the first editions of related Slavic copies. According to the latest findings, the
Slavic translations were made based on different Greek variants of the epistle,
called conventionally “the letter” and “index of Latin sins”, re-edited and
contaminated with other works of a similar subject (among others, with excerpts
from the text On Franks and other Latins).”® The Slavonic variant analysed here
might have originated in the 14th c. among the Southern Slavs, from where it
spread into the Slavic East.

Having gathered 12 copies of the letter, Nikolov divides them into two
groups. The criterion is the presence of an excerpt from the initial part of the
work; in line with the Greek original letter, Nikolov mentions that pope Vigilius
(537-555) refused to condemn the teaching of the Nestorian bishop Ibas of
Edessa (435-457). In the available copies, this excerpt appears in codices
Decani 75 and BAR Ms. Sl. 291 (in ms. Decani 75, f. 300v: TakoKe H X8ANOG

MOCAANTE ABKARAAMO HBA Ne EhexoT® WpepH ce); it does not appear, however,

in BAR Ms. Sl. 330 and BAR Ms. Sl. 155. Nikolov emphasizes that the same
gap is also characteristic for the East Slavic copies of this work — probably since
it arose at a quite early stage of the dissemination of the text.”

2 See: P. P. Panaitescu, Manuscrisele slave..., vol. 1, p. 224.

% See: . Bormanosuh, Jb. llTapibannn-bophepuh, b. Jopanopuh-Crumuesnh, Jb. Bacuibes, JI.
Hepruh, M. I'po3manosuh- Iajuh, Onuc hupunckux pyxonucnux xrwuea manacmupa Bucoxu
Jeuanu...,p. 289.

?7 See also footnote 19.

%% On the history of research regarding the Slavic variants of the epistle see A. Huxonos, Meoicoy
Pum u Konemanmunonon..., p. 29-34.

PA. Huxonos, Meocoy Pum u Koncmanmunonon..., p. 38.
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Indeed, there are more common characteristics for the copies of the
letter by Michael Keroularios from BAR Ms. Sl. 330 and BAR Ms. SI. 155 —in
opposition to other common features of DeCani 75 and BAR Ms. SI. 29. What
kinds of facts are these?”” The slightest of them, of the smallest significance for
the final form of the text, are variants of conjunctions and pronouns — e.g. H, H

for rek, ¢» — or their omittance. Sometimes there are different forms of nouns,
numerals, participles or pronouns — €.g.: TgHLIb, YETRYBTO VS. THLIH, YETRILTOE,
KPbRH TIQOAHRARLIE VS. KbBL TPOAHRARLIE OF OVYHTEAb... ZAOB'B VS. OYYHTEAb...
zaoBbl. Similar variance exists regarding semantic additions, e.g.: LL?)szrouJTH
BEAHKBIH TyAAL VS. LL?TBSFOLIJ'I'H FpAAL O @ synonym, €.g.: rog'lee H BezZ8Mic Vs.
BoA'lIGle BeZoyMie Hxb, also adding the circumstances of certain events: kb RALLIGM
cuigeniio (type DeCani 75). There is also a variance resulting probably from
correcting a mistake from the protograph: X A (!) ceori vs. Allie ckoe. In one
of the cases, the grammatical construction is changed: ft e Aa CHXPANHTB
BAAKENBCTRO TROKE VS. b e CBXJANH Bmen'cTeo TRoe. None of these or similar

changes altered the meaning of the statement.

However, the comparison of the copy type BAR Ms. Sl. 330 with the
type Decani 75 presents a several dozen differences between them — of a lexical,
textological, syntactic character, as well as grammatical forms — which may put
in doubt the aforementioned classification. Moreover, the comparison of the
copy BAR Ms. Sl. 330 with two other copies from the Library of the Academy
of Sciences in Bucharest and the copy Decani 75 presents some features which
are characteristic for the former one, which allows for questioning again the
relation between the copies in the group/groups proposed by Nikolov.

What language facts may be recognized as characteristic for the copy of
the letter by Michael Keroularios in BAR Ms. SI. 330?°' Most readings seem to
be of minor, rather stylistic, importance, like the variants of conjunctions and
pronouns, €.2.: H ¥T0 VS. ¥T0 AH; MONR VS. HAH NMON'B: TAKA VS. TAKO; RO VS. RAXKE,

3% All mentioned in the following order: type Decani 75 — type BAR Ms. Sl. 330. In this part of the
elaboration, I assume the definitions ‘type Decani 75” for the copies Decani 75 and BAR Ms. Sl.
291 and ‘type BAR Ms. Sl. 330 for the copies BAR Ms. SI. 330 and BAR Ms. SI. 155. The
quotations from manuscripts are taken from the codices BAR Ms. SI. 330 and Decani 75
(according to the edition of A. Nikolov).

31 All mentioned in the following order: BAR Ms. Sl. 330 — type BAR Ms. Sl. 155. In this part of
the elaboration, I assume the definitions ‘BAR Ms. SI. 330 and the type BAR Ms. Sl. 155” — for
the copies BAR Ms. Sl. 155, Decani 75 and BAR Ms. SI. 291. The quotations from manuscripts
are as in the codices BAR Ms. S1. 330 and BAR Ms. SI. 155.
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several additions or the omittance of the conjunction ‘v’ or the eponymous
pronoun, €.g.: RBLILWHME VS. RLUBLIEME HMb.

It happens sometimes that the same content is expressed in a different
wording, €.2.0 ¢AHHb M0 EAHNOMS VS. €AHNL Mo Agovromoy or in a different

grammatical construction of the phrase, €.g.: kb AETOH FAARHZNE VS. AGCETAR,
raagHzna. The order within the phrase is differentiated, e.g.: TroeH CTBINH VS.
CTHNH TH; ngiHAoWE W AATHNL VS. W AATHHNb MPTHAOLLIE; one uses the synonyms:
A0 ,A,'_I‘\IbLl_IN& ,&qu VS. A0 FINIALLINIATO A'T\IG, MHCANTE VS. TMOCAANTE OT geAchlﬁ VS.
BEATEMD.

There are differences in grammatical forms, e.g. singular vs. plural form,
C.g.0 TAKORbIMb WEbIYAC VS. TAKbIMbI WEHYAH, ABKARCTRIE VS. ASI(AB’CTB'I.A, Ab&KH VS
abixov; differences in the shape of the same grammatical cases, €.g.: ¢hBgaRLIHM
VS. ('bE!)AK’LIJGM, OMP'BCNBKE VS, WrPBCHALLE; ABTeMb VS. AET’L& NAY;}MABMB VS.
NavgbTakTh. Only in BAR Ms. Sl. 330 was the preview of the contents of the
letter added to the heading specifying its sender and addressee: about the Latin
heresies (w ¢pece aannckn). The adjective onpkennvnnii  takes the form
wrpsensibi, None of the above-mentioned types of variances have caused the
change in the sense of the sentence.

In Michael’s epistle, two excerpts of a momentous character are pushed
into the foreground. The first of them is the Symbol of faith characteristic for
Eastern Christianity. Michael Keroularios reminds the reader of it before

indexing the deviations of Latins from the “real faith”. In four copies, it looks as
follows:

TROJLA FES H Z6MAH,
BHAHMBIM® k¢ BCE H
NERHAHMBIMB. H BB
—
EAHNOMO ATV Xa THA
BKTa €AHNOPWANA, H
— —
RB AXA CTTO A

AHROTROPELIATO, i ®

TEO?LLA I:l_éo\f H Z¢MAH
BHAHMHM’ K¢ BRCRMb
H N¢6BHAHMHMb, H BB
— = T
KEAHNOIO I'a, I\f Xa
— — L,
CNA BARIA
EAHNOPOANM‘O. H Bb

—
AXb CThbl

RHAHMbBIM K¢

RBCEMB H

NERHAHMbBIMB, H BB
. —

¢ATNOrO M TV XA CHA

— .

Bia () eATNOYAAAID,

—
H BB AXD CTbl

FOCMIOCTREALUD H

BAR Ms. S1. 330, | BAR Ms. Sl. 155, BAR Ms. SI1. 291, Decani 75,

f. 134v f. 601r f. 259v f.301v
Rsp8i0 & eAHNOro Rp8i0 &b teAHNOMO Ripsm kb eAiboro Ba Eﬁyowo Bb €AHNOIO
Ba Ol Ba WiLA wiLA RBCEAPBKHTEN'S Ba Wil
RCEA PbAKHTEALA. B'CEA PhKHTEAR TROJLLA MBS H ZEMAH. RCEA,PbKHTEAR

2 —
TROP'ULA FEOY H
ZEMAH. RHAHMBI e
RhCE H
NERHAHMBIM®B. H BB

—

KEAHNOTO A 1C XA
— — ..
THA B

IEAHNOYEAAIM0, H Bb
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LA HOXOAELIA. HKE | FOCTIOCTREIOLL KHROTROYALIB. HxKe W | XXb TThI PRCTRSIOLIL

(B OLEMb H CB RHBOTROPELIIL. Hite LA HOXOAHTL ¢ H KHEOTROpELIIb. HIKe

THOMB CBMOKAANREMA | HZb WILA HCXOAHTB | WILEMB H ¢b THOMB | ® SLLA HOXOAN Ch

H CBCAARHMA. H Ch WLLEMb H CHOME | CAMPOCAARAREM. WILEMB H Ch THO
HCTIPARARACMb. cbnyocMBAm@.

The changes of variants seem to be slight; the multiplicity of forms (the
existence of variant readings) may be the consequence of the attachment to
protographs, reflecting the appearance — in different periods and environments —
of two Slavic counterparts to the Greek term uovoyevic (Lat. unigenitus). This
phenomenon has a wider range; the term eaHnopoanaare (in opposition to

leAHNoveaaro in Decani 75) was found by A. Nikolov in two copies of the Short

story on Latin heresy / The index of Latin sins.”> The short story... should be the
edited excerpt from the letter of patriarch Michael in his first translation, which
results in the closeness of both texts. The above-mentioned variants are also one
of many proofs for the lack of one constant, “canonical” version of the crucial
text of Christianity between the end of the 14th c. and the beginning of the 16th
c.: two symbols of faith, i.e. the Nicene Creed and the Constantinopolitan Creed,
were probably translated into Slavonic language even before the disciples of
Saints Cyril and Methodius arrived in Bulgaria.” The question of variants of the
Symbol of faith was already raised in relation to the Slavic manuscript tradition,
in which along with the contamination of fragments from letters of, among
others, Saint Gregory the Theologian and Michael the Synkellos, there also
appeared the author’s texts of anonymous copists who thus way trying to voice
their opposition to the deviations of heresies.”* But here we observe the
existence of three variants of the Symbol of faith in only one work: the epistle of
Michael Keroularios to the patriarch of Antioch, in copies stemming from the
same time and the same cultural (also partly lingustic) environment.

The second excerpt characteristic for the letter by patriarch Michael is
an index of the Latins’ deviations from the true faith and as such close to the
part of the Treatise on the Azymes (O nprschokaxw) by John of Claudiopolis

32 Copies in codices from the monastery Plevlja, Ne 12, second half of the 14th c., and from the
collection of the Serbian National Library in Belgrade, Ne 11, 1390/1400, see: A. Hukomnos,
Medicoy Pum u Koncmanmunonoa..., p. 39.

A. MunrenoBa, “Karexutnuyna mnureparypa”, in A. MwuireHoBa (cbeT.), Mcmopus Ha
bvazapckama cpeonogexogna tumepamypa, Cogus, 2009, p. 179.
* Us. Bunspcku, M. Hubpancka-Kocrosa, “CnaBsucku ppkonuc BAR Ms. Sl. 636...”, p. 137-
138.
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(about 1166), an opponent of the Council of Ferrara-Florence.” The index

comprises almost thirty questions (both dogmatic and moral), regarding Latin
deviations that were unacceptable from the point of view of Eastern Christianity.
Leaving aside the details here, one should acknowledge the difference in the
segmentation of two parts of the material.

Tab. 1: The difference in segmentation of the fragment of the letter by
Michael Keroularios to patriarch Peter. The star (¥) denotes the segments of the
text which were introduced illogically, without presenting allegations to the

Latins.

BAR Ms. SI. 330

BAR Ms. SI. 155

Decani 75 and
BAR Ms. SI. 291

Latin deviation

Record number

liturgy by many
celebrants and the
behaviour behind
the altar

Consuming impure 3 3 4
meals

Shearing beards by 4 4 3
the Latin clergy

Manner of 22 22 22
performing funeral

rites

Against the Holy 23 23

Ghost 24%*

Form of the 24 25%

Trisagion

Celibacy of the 25 26 23
clergy

Marriage between 26 27 24
brothers and sisters

Performing the 27 28 25

S surely proves the Slavic character of the compilation. See. A. Hukonos, Meocdy Pum

u Koncmanmunonon..., p. 38.
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Manifesting the 28 29 26
possession of luxury
items by bishops

Bloodshed by 27
bishops

False teaching about 29 28
the Host

Lack of the cult of 30%* 29
relics and holy icons

Regardless of the order and the character of the allegations, it is
interesting that the copyist of BAR Ms. Sl. 155 introduced some “arguments”
without reflection, dividing the units from BAR Ms. Sl. 330, sometimes
changing the logic of the sentence, and sometimes utterly defying logic. And so,
e.g. “allegation 25” reads as follows: They [the Latins — MS] say: one saint, one
Jesus Christ, in the glory of God is the Holy Ghost — which, without the
connection with the former phrase reflecting the “correct” quotation from the
liturgy of the Eastern Church, makes no sense.

On the basis of those four copies of the letter by Michael Keroularios to
patriarch Peter from the end of the 14th c. to the beginning of the 16th c., one
may state that the copy BAR Ms. Sl. 330 may be considered as a variant of the
three remaining copies but also, apart from BAR Ms. Sl. 155 — as a variant of
the copies Decani 75 and BAR Ms. Sl. 291; the quantitative analysis of the
similarities and differences should not be decisive.”® It may be carefully
suggested that BAR Ms. SI. 330 consists of characteristics of at least two
different protographs — or the earlier contamination of the variants of (the
same?) translation of the letter, which makes it unique in the South-Slavic
tradition of this letter. In addition, the grouping of the copies of the letter by
Michael Keroularios proposed by Angel Nikolov may not be accepted

1 may be added that each of the copies of Michael’s epistle preserves some individual,
exceptional features. Exempli gratia, only in the copy BAR Ms. Sl. 155 before the comment about
the prosphora the headline za® ®veerh HenHaaxomMb ¢ect AaTHNBakbiie (f. 599v) was added, which
strictly corresponds to 7k HenHeaxo WvecTH ¢pecH AaTHNckbile from a copy of another variant of the
Short tale on the Latin heresy/ Register of the Latin sins, originating in a ms. from the Hilandar
monastery 455 from the last decades of the 14th c., and, particularly, to 7% ®vecTH thHtA)(\;va ¢pecH
aaTHN'ckbiie from ms. 43 from the Serbian National Library, 1540 (f. 361v) [after: A. Hukomnos,
Meoicoy Pum u Koncmammunonon..., p. 39, 41]. The phrase is evidence of the first Slavic
translation of the epistle. The copy BAR Ms. Sl. 291 is the only one to preserve — as an equivalent
of the phrase ‘es zangsipeniems’” (BAR Ms. Sl. 330, the same in Decani 75 and BAR Ms. SI. 155) -
anoun derived from Greek: ‘ch agpopecmons’.
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unconditionally without the profound textological studies based on the broad
source material.

Dominic to Peter. The juxtaposition of two copies of the letter by
bishop Dominic, coming from BAR Ms. Sl. 330 and BAR Ms. Sl. 155, does not
present significant differences. Both manuscripts were written at about the same
time (towards the end of the 15th ¢.) and were copied from Serbian protographs
in Wallachia/Moldavia. Among roughly forty differences’’ the significant
majority is of an orthographic character, deriving mostly from phonetic features,
but it also shows variance in declension, e.g.: ZanaANEKH VS. ZaNaANoH;

CHRBKBMAIGNH VS, ChRAKSTIANIGN'NBIH (1); CBBWP'B VS. ZBOg'E; ZEMAH VS. ZEMAKS; K(bRH
vs. kgbee. There is also a change of word order within the phrase: HE TEAO RO VS,
TBAO x’Eo NkeTh. Only once the copyist/editor of BAR Ms. Sl. 155 changed the
plural form of the verb used by the sender to the singular form (noTbiaxw vs.
norsipax). These and similar changes do not influence the content of the letter.
The first of two bigger differences among the copies is located in the
letter’s address, which may not be proof of a profound editing process: the title
of the addressee from BAR Ms. Sl. 330 (|<\} netys) is replaced by indicating the
content or aim of the letter sent by Dominic: xoTe¢ ero npngkTH NHCANTIE, W
legecH ceoleH, H wonpBenakoy (BAR Ms. SL. 155). The other big difference is
probably the effect of the copyist’s initiative or maybe a mistake: in BAR Ms. Sl.

155 there is a lack of a six-word phrase about the tradition transferred to Eastern
Churches by the Holy Fathers (kacTovHEI LLgKRAME TPEAANO 16 H OVREIENO).

Peter to Dominic. Recently the results of research on the Slavic
tradition of the letter by the Antiochian patriarch Peter to bishop Dominic were
published by Aleksandr Sizikov.*® His research on the Slavic variants and
transcripts of Peter’s epistle (and Dominic’s, treated as one piece) shows that at
least the excerpt was created in Russia in the times before the Mongol invasion
and it was known from the Kormchaya Book.*” Another excerpt — the second

37 All mentioned in the following order: BAR Ms. S1. 330 — BAR Ms. SI. 155.

* A. B. Cuzukos, “Ilocnanue Ilerpa III Antnoxwmiickoro [lomuuuky apxuenuckomny ['pamo
B ciaBsiHcKoi muckMenHoct”, in K.A. burnep, H.C. CmenoBa (ot1B. pen.), Mcmounukosedenue
KyIsmypuuvlx mpaouyuil Bocmoxa: ecebpaucmuka — 1MUHUCMUKA — CUPONOSUSA — CAABUCTIUKA.
Coopnux nayuneiti cmameti (Tpynsl o uynanke, cepus Ouionorus n Kynbryposuorus 4), CaHkr-
[erepoypr, 2016, p. 303-313; A.B. Cusukos, “llocmanme Ilerpa AHTHOXHIICKOTO B
JpeBHEpPYCCKOH mmcbMeHHocTn”, Becmuukx Canxm-Ilemepbypeckozo ynusepcumema (cepus 2)
18/3, 2000, p. 107-113; [abstract] A. B. CusuxoB, “llocnanme Ilerpa III AnTtmoxuiickoro
B CIIaBsHCKO# mucbMenHocTu”, in S. Monakhov, 1. Vasilyeva, M. Khokhlova (eds.), Proceedings
of the 45th International Philological Conference (IPC 2016) (Advances in Social Science,
Education and Humanities Research 122), Atlantis Press, 2016, p. 504-507.

¥ AB. Cusukos, “Ilocnanue Ilerpa III Antnoxuiickoro JloMmunuky ...”, p. 307.



ON EPISTLES FROM CHURCH AUTHORITIES 251

part of the letter, referring to prosphora — is known from copies dated to the 14th
and 15th ¢.** The translation represented by the copies BAR Ms. Sl. 330 and
BAR Ms. SI. 155 could not have been written before the 14th c. since it is
directly motivated by the attempts to bring both Churches closer to each other
during the Councils in 1439, 1443 and 1489.*' Just as in the letter of patriarch
Michael, we deal here with the rich tradition confirmed by three Slavic variants
based on two translations from Greek, sometimes very different from the
original.

Here — as with the differences indicated by Nikolov for ms. Decani 75
and BAR Ms. Sl. 330 — the distinctiveness of the protographs of the group of
three copies quoted by Aleksander Sizikov and the transcripts BAR Ms. Sl. 330
and BAR Ms. SI. 155 is proved by a little detail. Patriarch Peter calls for an

agreement: ,let us be lovers of our brethren, not lovers of rank/ H Byaeun

BYATOARBLH, A Ne canoasH“? — in the edition of the East Slavic monuments

from the 15th c., which does not correspond to the original phrase (koi yevouedo
eadehpot pddkhov § eidavtor?). Meanwhile, in the two copies from the
Romanian Academy Library, we can read a proper translation: ,,we shall love
our brothers, and not ourselves® (CBRBKSMHM ¢ RCH AXXORNO. H ESAKMb

BPATOARBILH, & Ne camoawsiH, BAR Ms. SI. 330, f. 139v, the same in BAR Ms. Sl.

155). Although the warning against the excessive fancy of benefits coming from
ranks would have made sense, the original Greek phrase unambiguously points
at the mistake probably made by the (East?)Slavic author of the protograph of
three copies quoted by Sizikov. At the same time, the copies BAR Ms. Sl. 330
and BAR Ms. Sl. 155 differ in the details of the title given to the letter*. Thus,
this is proof of a more exact or more neutral gathering of both letters into bigger
meaning segments.

There are more than 250 variant readings between the letter by patriarch
Peter in BAR Ms. Sl. 330 and BAR Ms. Sl. 155. There is evidence of phonetic
variants, €.g.: NPAZNHKA VS. MPAZNBIKA, CAMOro Vs. chmoro. Least important among

0 The oldest known transcript is preserved in the so-called Riazan Kormchaya of 1284, see A. B.

Cusukos, “Ilocnanue Ilerpa III Autnoxuiickoro Jlomunuky ...”, p. 307.

‘' AB. Cusukos, “Ilocnanue Ilerpa III Autnoxuiickoro JlomuHuky ...”, p. 309.

2 Quoted from: A. B. Cuzuxos, “Tlocnanue Ilerpa III AnTHoxuiickoro JJoMUHHUKY . .”, p- 309.
2 Quoted from: A. B. Cu3zuxos, “Tlocianue HeTpa IIT AnTnoxuiickoro JloMmunuky ...”, p. 309

* BAR Ms. SL. 330, f. 135v: nwnHeanie (1) TrBHWAR nmgmpr METPA. KB AOMNHKS Agxlemcns

RENETTHCKOMS, npowgs MOCAANTI:~ ¥ THOMS H gmnoarmmom BALLE. H Axognoms spms NALLIEMS, agXTerkng
PIANABHCKOMS, Eke 1€ AKVATA, AOMNHKS. neTph MATI0 BXiet nwglz\gxb BKIAPO rgA REAHKLIIE ANTIHOXIG
BAR Ms. SI. 155, f. 588r: WI'IHCANIG COVTIPOTHRHO MOCAANTI0 CGMO\f YTNOMO\f H paR NOAFFGANOMS KI\LL'E H
AXOBHOMS sgws NALLIEMS Agxwmcns PPAHABHCKOMS  €iKe 1€ AKHATA, AOMNHKS. neTph MATTIO Bikich
nNaTPiAPXb BaKia PPAAA ANTHOXTE.
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them are the variants of conjunctions and pronouns, €.g.: 0xe VS. €%¢, %Ke VS. €xé,
IKE VS, IGIKE, CIOKE VS, 10/KE, MAYE VS, KJOM'E.

Sometimes the same content is reflected in a different wording, e.g.:
MOCTARARGMH VS. NOCHAAEMIH OF MPBESANT VS. MJ'BEHRARTb. An interesting case is
defining one concept by two expressions: nghrocEAAANHKbBI and NPbROCBAATEAIS aS
well as gases and wioyienie. Also, synonyms and near-equivalent words are
used, €.g.: RBZRBLIACTE VS. NPONORBAMETE, KHRAMO VS. KHEOTHAIO, REAHKA VS. BEATA.
A change of word order within the phrase is attested several times, €.g.: ¢chTRogH
Ch NHMH VS. Cb NHMH ChbTROJH; BB MO RBCIOMHNANTE VS. NA BbCMIOMHNANTE MOE; BB
NOLb  TOy  XOTHIIE VS. XoT'Bawe Bh nouis Toy. The entries are sometimes
differentiated by grammatical forms, mainly verbs and participles, e.g.: BAI V.
BbIRb, ng”sgfi VS. MPBAAAE, HMAXS VS. HMBAXS, XOT'ELIE VS. XOTBALLE.

However, the most important difference in both copies is the omission of
several phrases of different size in BAR Ms. Sl. 155. This gives the impression
that either a deficient protograph was used or that the copyist was exceptionally
careless.

What, in my opinion, is particularly worth our attention as a
characteristic differentiating the copy of the letter by patriarch Peter in BAR Ms.
S1. 330 from all other transcripts that I know from the publications and my work
de visu with manuscripts, is an added paragraph after the original ending of the
text. It is only marked by a rubricated initial letter; the text is accompanied by a
comment ‘MHxaHAA cHrread” ([from the writings of] Michael the Synkellos) in its

left (external) margin. That paragraph reads as follows:

BiAOMO BSAH. RAKO W s CBBOfA, A0 u?Tgsz MONOMAXA. OBAHYACMH B'EXS
MOMAAS PHMARANE, 1 TOFAALLINI CThI W ThI H NATYIAPXD, W epecé Ieke WYECTH
HMBAXS TOFAA. H 0 WIPBCNLLLE. MOTOM' ke RABAISNO BRI RAKO X8AE NA AXb
TTBIH. H WORKOLWIE A0 KONLA MOMENORANTE MAMHNO. H R'CEXL WpHNSLLIE  H
WRYBIOLLE HXb. NE OYBO, Nb H MPOKACTIEMb KONBYNBIM' MPOKAELLIE H. NAAKIOLIE CE
FAKO OBAHYAEMH OVCIAMET €&, H OBPATET ¢¢ NEKOTAA NA MJAROCAARNSEW BBYS. H
CBRBKSIET €& MAKLI CT'EH CHEOPNBH BBCEAIENCLLBH prlch MPAROCAARNBIIE BBPbI.
WTOAH OYBO AAKE A0 AN OBAHYAEMH. Ne Thvil Ne MpiHA0LLIE BB pz\zo{f, eKe
ZAZPBTH CROEGMS MPBABLIENTIO, Nb MAYE cgeg”sn*sroufé THUIET €& RBCETAX, AA H
ngzxxocmgmﬁ MPBALCTETh. H anxer\} KB CROHMb €JECEMb H XOVAIENTIO. MPAREANO
OBO & npovee WAOYYHTH HXb A0 KONLLA MPOKAETiEMb. H WeBLIH ® TBAA tThile
H RBCEAIENCKBIIE pr'lcge, GHKE FAMEA 16 %<, KO co\fmﬁ MPLTRE OMAb H CBIHHAL.

KO A H 7'APARBIE Oy AbI Ne NoRpBAHTH:~ [BAR Ms. S1. 330, f. 140v]
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Since the epistle by patriarch Peter does not have an ending of a
rhetorical character, it may be tentatively assumed that the above excerpt was
written afterwards as a kind of ending to the epistle. The choice of the “new
ending” is worth appreciating. The text De fide orthodoxa by Michael the
Synkellos (761-846) was known in 10th c. Bulgaria from several translations (it
is to be found in the Izbornik from 1073).* The selection of his writings, e.g.
Confession of Faith [De fide orthodoxa], The comment on the Great Schism, The
word on the East-West Schism, was were placed in codices used for catechesis,
and later in apologies of the Orthodox Church conserved in Late Medieval
manuscripts (included, among others, in BAR Ms. Sl. 291).

We deal here with the “continuator” of Michael the Synkellos, who
refers to the times that were to come two centuries after him. The author of the
comment makes a real recapitulation of the history of the division of the Church,
and, from his point of view, he blames only Rome for the disintegration. As the
point in time at which — after the sixth oecumenical council of the Church in the
years 680-681 — the “Latins” were “exposed”, the reign of the Emperor
Constantine Monomach (1042—1055) was chosen. The issues of filioque and of
the liturgical bread are primary among other “Latin heresies”. The author of the
remark seems to note with satisfaction that the reprimands were of a reparative
character, and this should encourage the Latins to reflect and revert to
Orthodoxy. That was, however, inefficient and thus the proper thing should be
the “final detachment” of “the body which is dead and rotten and should not
poison the healthy one” from the holy (Eastern) Church. This metaphor perfectly
mirrors the mood of the monastic environments of the East in the times of the
failed Council of Florence.*

Conclusion

The letter by patriarch Michael gives the “Roman deviations” some
wider historical and cultural context, and as such it perfectly fits into a
multidimensional anti-Latin “cycle”. The correspondence between bishops Peter
and Dominic, recycled in the 15th c., presents some reversals of former
attitudes: in times of schism, Peter III was a mediator, an intermediary between
the Eastern and Western Church — he tried to defuse an argument, explain
attitudes. Research has emphasized that Peter only anticipated the schism and

% On Slavonic translations of De fide orthodoxa see: F. J. Thomson, “Les cinq traductions
slavonnes du Libellus de fide orthodoxa de Michel le Syncelle et les mythes de I’arianisme de
saint Méthode, apdtre des Slaves, ou d’Hilarion, métropolite de Russie, et de 1’existence d’une
Eglise arienne a Kiev”, Revue des études slaves 63, 1991, p. 19-54; D. Hajduk-Veljkovi¢, “Zum
Libellus de fide orthodoxa des Michael Synkellos in der kirchenslavischen Uberlieferung”,
Zeitschrift fiir slavische Philologie 57, 1998, Ne 1, p. 28-49.

At this moment, I am not in a position to identify the source; maybe a query in legal and
theological books would bring an answer.
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did not consider it to exist already, this being quite contrary to the general
opinion. The full version of that letter in the Slavic translation functions in
South-Slavic manuscripts dated from the mid-15th c. at a time when, at least
formally, the decisions of the Council of Florence were still in force.” The
letters by Peter III could once again warn against the growing alienation of the
two Churches, and their argumentative and calm tone could defuse an argument.
However, they were used as a condemnation of Christians faithful to Rome, and
this was not in line with the intention of the patriarch of Antioch. In a different
situation the texts might have been treated as informative or as warnings, but in
the context of the 15th and 16th c. — a time of fatigue and disappointment with
the inability to find compromise (as well as perhaps an aversion to it) between
East and West — it was decided that the texts should serve as an accusation. How
did it happen that the correspondence between bishops Peter, Dominic and
Michael was revived revised in the 15th ¢.? The direct reason to create a new
translation was the Council of Florence.”® It is worth looking for an answer to
the question of who created a convoy from these letters (a modest “cycle”) and
when this was done. Was it some educated Slav who, facing the threat of
Catholic invasion and possible Christian indifference in the Balkans, reached for
the writings of the classic polemics with the Latins?*’

The letters of Peter, Dominic and Michael seem to have a universal
meaning. They were the answer to the internal problems of the disintegrating
Church in the 11th c. and allowed for the recognition of the doctrinal and
customary threats coming from the West four and five hundred years later as a
natural component of the polemics with the same threat which the Council of
Florence tried to reduce, though ineffectively and only a short-term success.
However, it was too late for that. The cycle of three letters — as well as the other
letters mentioned above which were created in Greek thanks to the inspiration of
the clergy not only in Constantinople — became a weapon used in the whole
Byzantine-Slavic commonwealth. It is worth mentioning that copies of the
letters were being created from at least the 15th c. until the mid-17th c.,”® in the

*" This is known thanks to dating Vladislav the Grammarian’s manuscripts to the years 1456 and
1469.

* See. A. B. Cusukos, “Ilocnanue Ilerpa III Autnoxuiickoro lomunuky ...”, p. 309.

It is tempting to look to Vladislav the Grammarian and his codices from the beginning of the
second half of the 15th c. As an author of codices comprising over 260 translated and original
Slavic texts but also as an expert in the Greek language, he would be an ideal candidate to be the
author of the new translations of polemical writings. It would be great if Vladislav were the author
of the translations, but it seems he lived too late for that. Anyway, without detailed research on the
language it is not possible to propose this hypothesis. An important necessary step would be the
investigation the convoys from other codices where this correspondence was also included.

% On the polemics of the Orthodox Church with the Roman Catholic Church in the lands of the
Republic of Poland, see the works by Jan Stradomski, among others: J. Stradomski, Spory o



ON EPISTLES FROM CHURCH AUTHORITIES 255

orbit of Slavia Orthodoxa (to the East and the South) as well as in the lands
where Slavic was used as the official language: i.e. in the Balkans (codices by
Vladislav the Grammarian), in Moldavia and in Wallachia.

The remarks formulated above are at times of a preliminary or
fragmentary character. Based on few copies of certain texts (two to four), they
present just a small fragment of the South Slavic manuscript tradition of those
three letters. Nonetheless, they allow us to discover some new peculiarities of
the texts analyzed here and raise new questions for potential future research. The
main questions are: Are the differences, mainly the most important, textological
ones, between the copies related to the choice of polemical texts, in which the
letters were copied and to the place of their convoy? May we, besides the main
editions/variants of the letters (mainly by Michael, but also by Peter) mentioned
in the previous research, distinguish contaminated variants as well, such as those
that are suggested by the letter by Michael Keroularios from BAR Ms. Sl. 330?
Is it possible to determine the time and place of the writing of the protographs,
which, while preserving the character of Serbian (Resavian) and Middle-
Bulgarian orthography, transcended those regions and appeared in Wallachia
and Moldavia in the 15th and 16th c.

Appendix. Edition of the Slavonic texts of the three epistles on the basis of
BAR Ms. Sl. 330.
Principles of the edition. The edition does not render the lines of the codex
electus diplomatically. Abbreviations are not expanded. Square brackets [ | are
applied in case of inserting text units from the margins into their place in the
main text. Curly brackets { } are used in the main text to refer to variants that
are longer than one word. For technical reasons ligatures are expanded (except
for ‘s”). The edition retains the original use of capital letters and the original

punctuation of the copy BAR Ms. Sl. 330; I have used bold fonts to indicate
rubrication of the titles and the initials.

The apparatus criticus includes textological, syntactic, and lexical differences of
the copies, as well as the differences in proper names. I do not indicate
differences of punctuation and rubrication.

“wiare greckq” w dawnej Rzeczypospolitej, Krakow, 2003; J. Stradomski, “Spor o historig¢ i
wartosci w  $wietle katolicko-unicko-prawostawnej polemiki religijnej w Pierwszej
Rzeczypospolitej (koniec XVI — poczatek XVIII wieku)”, in: M. Kuczynska (ed.), Kultura
Pierwszej Rzeczypospolitej w dialogu z Europq. Hermeneutyka wartosci, vol. 11, Warszawa, 2017,
p. 238-276.
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1. Epistle of Michael Keroularios to Peter III, patriarch of Antioch. BAR
Ms. Sl. 330 [hereinafter: BAR 330], f. 133v-135r.

Variant readings: Decani 75 [hereinafter: Dec¢ 75], f. 300v-302 [after: A.
Huxkonos, Meowcoy Pum u Koncmanmunonon..., p. 201-204]; BAR Ms. SI. 155
[hereinafter: BAR 155], f. 598v-602r; BAR Ms. Sl. 291 [hereinafter: BAR 291],
f. 255v-261.

/f. 133v/ TlHeanie MHXAHAA NATpiagxa KOCTANTINAST rga. exe mocaa {mampiaxs® (1)
aTioxiHckoME™ 1> (1) I'IG'T‘fB {w epect AAHNCKA} S~

I_I;J”sBmeNoMsf’“ H Axo&noms BJATS. H {C'MI\B?KI:.ENHKS NaLLIEMS } 7. np”socmenmms
nz\Tpmpxs BKiaro TPAAA  BEAHKBIIE ANTIOXIG |<\f METP8+  MHXAHAb MATII0  Bakie
Apxlenlcnb. KONCTANTTNA™ rpa NORAT0 wpz\MAS" H BBCEAKEN'CKbIH HAT?IA?XB

RECTH OVBO CLeN'CTRTE TROE. RAKO W {TThI H®} 6 RBCEAIGNCKDI CBBOb RB TThI TAHN'NBI®
mgbﬂ;& u,'pTcg'l'H“ NALLIF, RBIOMHNANTE VHMCK; NANbl WOBYEHO® BRI NE  THKMO
OnPBCHBYHArO® pﬁ” MPHNOLLIENTA, Nb H ,A,!)S[‘I;I gﬁ" MHNOrbI epecii®, ke {MHOrBIIE
RBAOMBI} CONTh. K Tom8 ke Toraa Ha CBBOY'B CeMb ZAOBR H RARAKGNE® BhIRLLIH.
B'RBLLIE BW TOrAA MaMa B'l'r\‘fi\'l'eﬁ"’ BB pHME H Né BBCXOT'E Na CBEOfL h ng'l'HTH. NHKE
BBCXOTB XSAIENTE -€0A00HTORO GKE NA TIPAROCAABNSI BB8 XOVARALE™ TPOKAETH. H

— W .
FAARHZNbBI ¢K€ ZAB MHCANNBIE™ NA CTrO IC\/‘FIAA, N¢ RBCXOT'R I'I‘)OICI\G’T‘H.72 H WTOAH A0

ST BAR 155: 10cTAN'THHA; BAR 291: kocTANTHNA

52 Corr. naTyiagX8

53 Corr. ANTTOXTHCKOMS

> BAR 155: kb naTpiag'xoy an'THWXHWeKOMOY; BAR 291: naTyiagxov anTHWXicKkoms
5 Det 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: om.

S BAR 155: ng*ssmﬁen NOMOY

" BAR 155: om.

$¥ BAR 155: 10¢TAN'THHA; BAR 291: ko¢TANTHNA

¥ BAR 291: pHMA

 Deg 75, BAR 291: om.

S BAR 155: ¢Ftui

2 Deg 75: Tannbi

3 Deg 75, BAR 155: L'L_g'lckb; BAR 291: u,'flcwm

% BAR 291: ®civen'no

% Deg 75: onpkenbuaro; BAR 155: wnpgensnaro; BAR 291: wnpsen'naro
% BAR 155: ¢ecen; BAR 291: ¢gech

7 Deg 75: mHorsl HeRBAOMbI; BAR 155: MHoOrbIMB HERBA OMIH

® BAR 155: raRAlEN'NE; BAR 291: ragaennEH

% BAR 155: gHraHIE

O BAR 291: xsakuue

" Det 75: nﬁNNuH; BAR 291: nHcannbl

2 Dec 75 add.: Tako®e H XSAHOIE MOCAANTE ASKARAAFO HEA NE BECXOTE Wpewn c¢; BAR 291: TakoKe H
XOVANOE MOCAANTE AZRIKARATO HRA, N RBOXOTE WpetlIH cA
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,A',_I:IbLLINI-A?B ,{lie, W TThile HALLIGE L'|,_p'|<|;e WeBYeNS™ BLIRLIS MANB. NN ke NBLTH
{ng'l'HAome W AATHNL}® BB LL?Tgswuj'l'H” FPAAb, MHCANTAT® NOCELIIE. H RBLUBLLIHML
AJBKARNOMS  H TTIM8 L'l,_plo\f NALLIEMS  RARHLLIE €&, MbYTANTEMb REAHKEI®
rPbABINIEI, Slnpmuﬂomeﬂ]’wb CRE)BMbIMb. H CTSMANTEMb RAKO MPEMOYAQH MNELpE Ce,
BEZSMIEMb RBCAKRI HCMABNL CSLIIE. TA H KB MOEMS CMBYENTT0 anLui;Lue. {H vT0}% A%
(K8, HAH KAKO norREMB, 0 rp‘AOCTH H Bez’cpAMTwss H. KAKO RBNHAOLIE KB MHNE.
{NHKAKORO  CAORO npHpeRIe  MNB.}Y NONEB  MAA®™  MPBKAONHTH  FAARDL CROFI, H
OBBIYNOE™  TOKAONIENTE  MPHNECTH MNE  CROEro GRKNA  Ne RBCXOTRLLIE.  NHIKE
RBOXOTBLUE NA CBBWY'R CABJARLLIHM® & NAMB’' CBZAAH? MHTPOMOAHTL CBCTH, M0
NPBAANNOME W Havead OBbIvar™, {{Bez'vbeTie CRoe MNeIE BBITH ¢e.}™ vTo AH Ne
PRI BOALLIGKE® {Bezovmic Hxb}”}™. mKko NH LLFICOH APBKARE H BEAHYTI CMBPHLLIE Ce.

{navé cese ReA'MH NP'BRBZNOCELIIE H €Xe Nave RCBY BBILL'IIE MNBXS & HMBTH, ¢p'0}0

3 Dec 75: WNRaLNare; BAR 155: fmwwniare; BAR 291: fifkiwungro
" BAR 155: ®eever'ng

7 De¢ 75, BAR 155, BAR 291 add.: n

76 De& 75: ® AATHHND. NYTHAOLLIE; BAR 155: ® AATHHNL ngiHAoLIE; BAR 291: ® AATHN®B, NPTHAOLIA
" Deé 75, BAR 291 add.: geatikin

" BAR 291: nncanic

" Dek 75: gbiubié Hub; BAR 155: guwwbiuems Hus; BAR 291: REWIGALIHME HMB
80 Deg 75: geAHIE; BAR 155: geatems; BAR 291: reaiems

¥ De¢ 75, BAR 155, BAR 291 add.: 1

%2 De¢ 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: vro an

3 BAR 291: om.

8 Det 75: nogkmH; BAR 155: nogkm’ TH; BAR 291: norEmbi

" BAR 155, BAR 291: secpamito

% BAR 155: om.

¥ De¢ 75, BAR 155, BAR 291 add.: Han

88 BAR 155: maan

% BAR 155: webivio

P Deg 75: coBparwE; BAR 155: coppar’went; BAR 291: cagpagiuen

"I BAR 291: na

2 De 75, BAR 155: nhiaie; BAR 291: cannmac

% De& 75 add.: NH RbCMA HE RRCXOTRILE

% De¢ 75: om.

9 BAR 291: NH RBCMA He RBCXOTELLA BECYBOTTE CROE MNALLIE C6

% Det 75: rop'nere; BAR 291: rog'unee

T De& 75: fi gezsuiie BuITH; BAR 291: HXD BeZ0VMTie BbITH

% BAR 155: %To AH FAl BOA'LLICE HXb BEZ0VMit BLITH

% De& 75: fi; BAR 291: s

"% Deg 75, BAR 291: 1

"' BAR 155: om.
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IC?’T‘OMI:. H CKHIT'TPOMB'® BB MOAATS RBXOKAXS'®. {NH €AHNO W CHXL M0 MoBiK
TROpEL e} Ka Mk ke gawiiwe'®, nocaa/f. 134r/nie {zanevaTakho M} AaLe, H
ABTeé HZBIAOLIE'®. a7’ e nngé MHCANTE'” ONW H WrnevaTARRL €, ws;ﬂsﬁ BEAHIKO0'0
MWABQTKTQ H AbKH'™ H ABCTHRO MHCANTE. TAKORAA OBO MHCAALLIE 2, RAKD erAA EVINTTIN
. 2113 14 o 115 116 o

BB BEAHKBIH MPTHAE Fpa’ . '™ PAAALLIE' MHOKAE, &Ke 0 WIPBCHHIO 'S, {ero A e
€AHNOI ThKMO, Nb H ARALIH H TPHLIH' H veTRbTOE! ! { BKTRNATO MPHYELLIENTA NAMH
WA YEND Elfl}“"’ TEM ke ©ON 120 I o 122

v . ACNO BBAOMO'® AA™ te {TROGH CThINH}'Z, RKO Ne
EAHNOK CTPBA0K ThyT!'? O\chy”sMeNH”“ C8Th PHMARNE. FaXE e CTpBAN ong”smbmrom
anNomeNTA €peCh. K0'® ReE'Y REAIMA 1'% HCMPbRA. Nb'? HNNBIMH fAZAHYHBIMH
E0ECMH ' OVIAZRAIENH CO\}. HXHKE QAAH ¢peciH™, WRIALIATH ¢¢ H WIANIATH HXb noBaE'™

H RKe O\fEO TKO!JE, WYECTH MOKAKE TEBB. RAKE HZRBCTHNO HZbH(I(g.

102 BAR 155: wdp'pomb; BAR 291: ctinerporn

1% Deg 75: ruxoakxs; BAR 155: BXOABXOV; BAR 291: RB)XOA BXA
"% BAR 155: om.

105 BAR 291: RBLLIEA BLLIE

1% Deg 75: om.

17 BAR 155: uH 7anevaTakiio; BAR 291: MH zanevaTakHNO
1% De& 75: 1 iznaowe; BAR 155: nzsiubiie

109 Deg 75, BAR 155, BAR 291 nocaarie

10 peg 75, BAR 155: geako; BAR 291: gneBKo

M Deg 75: Abk8; BAR 155: ABIKOV; BAR 291: ankm

12 BAR 155, BAR 291: nHeaue

3 Deg 75 add.: kb gawuent embgenito; BAR 291 add.: kn nawems cmpeniio
4 Deg 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: om.

S BAR 155: faie

116 BAR 155: onpRCNAKOY; BAR 291: ongBennis

""" De¢ 75, BAR 291: Tghipn

18 Deg 75, BAR 291: veTRpnTo

" BAR 155: om.

20 BAR 155: om.

2 BAR 291: om.

122 Deg 75: Tran Troeter; BAR 155: trhnn TH; BAR 291: TTnH TROEH
' BAR 155: om.

12YBAR 291: OVCTPBACHNH

"> BAR 155: & nykenaro

126 Deg 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: muke

127 Deg 75: g'cbmn; BAR 291: g'ckmn

' BAR 155: om.

1% De¢ 75, BAR 291 add.: 1

“YBAR 155, BAR 291: ¢qec

P Deg 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: ¢pect

132 Deg 75, BAR 155: midsno 16; BAR 291: MoaoBHo &Th
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1337 5 134 " s T135
[A] onpBenbk’ ' TROPE FAKO 10WAGH H AV'THCAR . HEW OMg'BCNBKL, NH KEACA NH COAH
— - —
HMATb. RKE BBMBCTO ALIE H OYMA C8Th. €Ke W CTHIE LLPKRE BRBEAIENCKbIE
MPHNALLIAGMO % 16 +
- . . A u 138
[k] mocTer ce kB ¢8BOTS', H CHM' MOBET C& IWAEW. H MPBCTSMARTE ZAKONL'Y, Hike ¢b
ZangBLpeniems ™ {ngBAANO 1€}, Ne NOCTHTH e {B NEAK HAH R c8T8'41} 42 (1) (AZRB
{ReAHKBIIE CBBOTHI} -
-~ .
{r nASTH O\f,A,AKMGNIAm H MPBLLHNbI*
[,&] ‘“OQWHZMOT CH EpAAu.}“‘G
-~ x
€.+ YTnomore H NA BpaNb {eaxoaeT ce}'® ¢ “RoHCKAMH. H KPbRL' MPOAHRAKLIE !,
T x® < —
RBZRIALIART €& H AHT8)'THCAR'™, ¢ {NE AOHTH NH ¢AHNOMS } ' CLIeNNHKE'> -
P O 2 ) T ' 155 Arx k1156
[S] NocTeT c& NA FIIACKBIKG MPA”NHKbBI. HAH ' 116 B8AE HAH B ¢8, {eke'™ Ne noae} '™
tak RN T (e XV157 158 & hA
[7] 8" real ngueg cThl {0 ReAHKBI}'Y, B' ¢OBAS KOYIINO MECo'™ H Chigh WovLIAK -

N B 159 160
[H] R* CThIH H>” R¢AHKbIH YG’T‘K‘JbICb, RAHLLA H Cblg)b H MABKO RAAETH ™.

33 BAR 155 add.: ZA'B WYECTH HCMHCAXOMB €06CH AATHNBIKbIIE:~
134 Deg 75 add.: oyso; BAR 291: ovso

135 BAR 155: AHTOVP'THCOVRTE

36 BAR 155: MPHNALLIAIEMb

B7TBAR 155: COVBOTHI

BEBAR 155: zakonH

139 BAR 155: A OPECMOMb

19 BAR 155: MPBAANH COVTh

141 Corr. 8BTS

12 BAR 155: & COVBOTOV HAH R NEAK

93 Deg 75: geaicor 880T8; BAR 155: kb REAHKOVIO COYBOTOY
144 BAR 155: OV AARAKSH'NAI

5 BAR 155 add.: H

146 Deg 75: T OCT;JTZAQ BAAbI~ A RAE OV AABAIENTA H MPbLLHNbI~; BAR 291: 7 OCTPHSAATD
BPAABI: A RARTD OVAABAEHTA, H MPBLHNbBI~

"7BAR 155 add.: u

8 BAR 155 add.: HCXOAETH

"9 BAR 155 add.: ceonmn

" Deg 75, BAR 155: phen

SUBAR 155 add.: KpnebI (1)

2 BAR 155: AHTOVP'THCOVRTE

153 BAR 155: NEA0CTOHNO 16 RCAKOMS

34 BAR 155 add.: e TROPHTH

155 BAR 291: nxe

13 BAR 155: om.

57 BAR 155: geAHKBIR N0cTh

58 BAR 155: meca

139 Deg 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: om.
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- — >
[] MAABIMB A'BTEMB'® CROHMb BB CThIH H'® REAHKBIH M0, NA R'CAKS NEAK RAHLA H
CbIgh H MABKO AAK HMb RACTH. H CHMb MOBET Cé AP'MEN'CKOH €0&CH.
P Y < 163 ey 164
[i] Rn TTel anas NPARHAB {RB AETOH FAARHZNB}'®, CHUE PATH'™. alpe KTO B
M — T — - o
¢0eTHKW NA MATE'E CTANE'® HAH BB AOM8 HAH BB [LJKEH, AA WASYHT ¢& W 1LJKEE. WHH
— .. —
Ke Ne ThKMO 0K b APMENH HX'iKe CTTH WILH '®TIgoKkaeLe, Nb H TMPHYELIART C¢ Ch
NHMH « '
T 0 — — o 0
[X1] aANiagia ® npbee'™ Neate N0 {He now A0 TTro BBCKCeia} . 1 ce {16 RBNE}T
— .
LLPKOR'NATO TP BAANIA -
— o A — 171 — —
[kr] MPBCT8I0 H NPBYTEI0 BAYLLE NALUS BUE COVLISI'! HCTHNNSI BLS. Ne FARTHL
Ly 172 173 o P 174 I 175 T
Bu8. Thkmo Taka'™ npocto, {CTaa Mapia TARTH}, HeCTOpIAN'CKEI ' RKWEH'CKSI0
epech MO\f,A,pr’T‘KBIB-
- K P 176 o\ + 177
[F1] & LKORL RBXOAELIE HAE WBPAZH CThI MHCANH' ¢\, H T'B Ne LBAHRAK'T. Hb
MOKAGKNERLLIE EAHNOK NOMOK, H MHNOIO TPAZNOCAORHE'LLIE, NAMOCABA'KbL {|<}T|>. Na
ZeMAH 7 NAYpLTAR'LC 791, RAHRAK '
N $ - o $ 181
[A1] KoTewaro R'cakoro YAKA RBNHTH BB CTHIH OATAPL'™ MPHYELIATH C& {HAH M8XS

HAH KeN'B} 152 Ne BszgANh\rB-

160 BAR 155: RANTH

101 Deg 75: ABuams; BAR 155: A'BT‘UX; BAR 291: ABTUA
12 BAR 291: om.

163 Deg 75: AcceTa rAARHZNA; BAR 155: Accetam, raarHzna; BAR 291: AecATa raagHZNA
4 BAR 155 add.: c

165 BAR 155 add.: B koeMb AKEO MEBCTE,

166 BAR 155 add.: WaoyvHLLE H

17 BAR 155 add.: H 775A0 AKBET C& ¢ NHMH~

18 De¢ 75: &

19 BAR 155: A0 CTTo XEA KMK';%GNTA NE MORTh

1 BAR 155: gunk 1€

! Deg 75: esips

2 BAR 155 add.: ne

17 De¢ 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: Tako

174 BAR 155: FanTh tTaa Mafia

175 De¢ 75, BAR 155, BAR 291 add.: 1

176 BAR 291: nHean'nH

77 BAR 291: L, BASRAATS

78 BAR 155 Na zeMaH @Tb

17 BAR 155 add.: ro

130 BAR 291: ubasRas

"8 BAR 155 add.: 1

182 Deg 75: HAH KeNB HAH Mm8:x8; BAR 155: Han IS MEKD HAH KENA
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183p,71) O 184 o 185 186

[a] {"kpupenie cToe} '™ TRopeLIE. KPLIAKLIHM & COAL B OYCTA RBAAMAKTE'™. H'™ gD
— T WM — — >

go/f. 134v/A® TbhkMoO KLIAR  EAHNBMb - TOTP8KENTE, HME OLA H CNA  ThKM

NA?H‘:’IOLLIGW. H NAKNSE'LLE NA AAM ABRBIIE fBKbI. TA AGCNOW IEMLLE!SE, RBMECTO Mi}pA

NOMAZAKWTh K;)TGLI_IAFOISQ e

— — aw A 190 .

[51] BamBeTo TTro MVPA, MACAO KBKO HXb BB CHEBAB'™ NOCHTbL. H NpBryBiieniems

—

RBCAKBIMB - WCKRPBNHRLIATO'®' ¢ MOMAZ8ITH'?,  {€AHKA™ Ko™ vAK' CBryBIIHAL

}g_}l%

— — — T

[71] 1™ kpuawHM e ABTEMB', HME {NBKOEro ¢Tro}'™ Ne NAPHULAR'™. Nb NBKOA™

NEMOBNA H YIOANA -

— < < x x T

[HI] H YTHBIH KPTH MA WBPAZE CROH, EAHNBMb MPbCTOMbL  NAYPLTARAK™, FAKO

MONO-0-6AHTBNE-

— — —

[1] ARAUIH HAH TPHLIH, HAH MNOKHILER ANEMb, BB €AHNOH LLJKEH HAH BB AO0MS

N'BKOEMB22, M10RE HXb Ai}Tsp’ers E€AHNb 10 ¢AHNOME™,

[E] CKRPBNNA e RAGNTAZ {1 Hike RAS]YS, GReBbI, 25keAKkbl?, Mev'KH2E, H Af8ran

HNA CKRBNNAA®” BEZ' ZAZ0gA RAAETH -

183 De¢ 75, BAR 291 add.: H

184 BAR 155: H troe IC"?_.LHGN'I'G

185 BAR 155: Hxb BBAAFAKLIE

'8 BAR 155: om.

7 BAR 155: NAPHYARLIE

138 Deg 75: ngitembiie; BAR 155: ngriem'ie; BAR 291: ngremuue
1% BAR 291: KPLIATRLLIATO

190 BAR 155: ChegA Y

YIBAR 155: WCKRPBN'LLIATO

2 BAR 291: nomazovaTsi~

193 Deg 75: teatiko; BAR 155: eanico

% BAR 155 add.: &s MHP'B

S BAR 291: om.

S BAR 155: om.

7 BAR 155: & nki

198 Deg 75, BAR 155: ¢fro nEKkoiero

199 BAR 155: noaarawts i€Mg

20 BAR 155: nkakoga

21 Deg 75: NAY’?I)TM& BAR 155: navgsTanwTs; BAR 291: NavppTanTs
22 BAR 155: wkkoh

203 Deg 75: Aysrﬁé\'; BAR 155: AJOTOMOV; BAR 291: AJOVIOMB
204 BAR 291: RAATH

205 Deg 75: Hxike _AE BAR 155: Hx' ke mAETH, KTo Aa HenogseTh; BAR 291: om.
206 BAR 155 add.: u

27 BAR 291: xeagbl
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— .

[iKa] H vgbN'LH HXb MeCo RASTHMC. H CRHNIK MAZL RAKO MACAO HM@\}, H RASTH!

NEMpBMBHNO -

s 212, M213 s X214 )

[ik&] OMHPAILIH f8ILB  NHZ' BEABI TMPOCTHPARTH. H  YIRCTRA H ROCKW

ZANKBIARI?S, H2'O TAK norgHEAK?”. WKSAR & npHiele. HAH ® K0ero €VAHCTA. {HAH

oy 218 < o 4 oo 1219

W} ATIABCKA  MP'BAANTA.  NHKTO  BBCTH €&, ThbKMO  ¢AHNb  {TbMB  Wils}

ATAROAL, ZZ%WHTGAB B'CAKbBIIE €pECH H ZAOBbI?! .

222 I i 223 224 225 . T

[Kr*2] KoNLb BCR ZABIMb. IAKE™ MPBRA H REAHKAA™! PAARHZNA, XOVAE OVBO MA AXb

— — ; — 226 - < — —

CThIH. TART' BO CHILE BB CTRMb™® ZNAMENTH. €Xe 16+ 8139810 BB €AHNOr0 Ba OlA

—

RCEAPBKHTEARA. TROPUA NB8 H ZEMAH, BHAHMbBIM' e RCE H NERHAHMBIMb. H RB
— o — ., 7—‘227 — — g 8

EAHNOTO A TV XA TNA BKIA €AHNOPWANA™. H BB {AXA TTrO TA KHROTROPELIATO }*¥, H

229 Lo 230 231 = 32 T

W2 OuA  HOXOAGAT.  Hke®' ¢ OWEMb H ¢B¥2 CHOMb  {CBMOKAANIAGMA H

233 234 — v o ~ 235,236
CBCAAKHMA} . WHNH K¢ 'AKTbh. H RB AXb CThIH TOCMOCTREWLL H PKHKOTKO‘)QLLIB

28 Deg 75, BAR 291: mavkni; BAR 155: 1 Mavks

29 BAR 155 add.: H HevHeTaR

20 Deg 75: mag; BAR 155: maets; BAR 291: aaaTh
21 Deg 75: mag; BAR 155: mASTH TAKORE RhGEFAN

22 Deg 75, BAR 155, BAR 291 add.: H

23 De¢ 75: H e\JﬂMHgmLuﬁ

214 BAR 155 add.: gea

25 BAR 155: 7anHNHE'LIE

218 BAR 155: om.

27 Deg 75: Morpesal i€; BAR 155: norpBBAITE

28 BAR 155:

219 BAR 155: (s TMH

20 BAR 155 add.: n

221 Deg 75, BAR 291: za05%

222 De¢ 75, BAR 291: om.

23 BAR 155: exe

24 BAR 155: eaia

225 BAR 155 add.: &

226 Deg 75: TT6

227 Deg 75: reAHNoveAAro; BAR 291: e AHNOYAAAMO
28 Deg 75: EXb Tl ?‘CTKSqub H KHROTROPEL|Ib; BAR 155: ,A'__)ICb TTBI FOCMIOCTRSIOLIL KHROTROPEL|Ib; BAR
291: H gD A'_)‘(% TThI FOCMIOCTREALID H KHEOTROPALIIL

229 BAR 155: Hzn

20 Deg 75: Hexoars; BAR 155, BAR 291: Hexo AHTS
BIDeg 75, BAR 291: om.; BAR 155: 1

B2BAR 155, BAR 291: om.

23 Deg 75: cbngocz\m}\h\rg; BAR 155: nengagaraiemb; BAR 291: canpocaagabenms
Z4BAR 155 add.: ka,

235 BAR 155: rOCrIo A0V HOLHL

5 BAR 155: om.
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o~ — P ~

H&KE W2 OLA H W CHA HOXOAELHATE, PARE NaveA’ nponoz”sAmez‘“’, RO HZ W2
e v o 243

CNA {AXb CTBIH HCXOAHTH } 243+

Aoy — “ . ’? x K 245 — oue =
[i€**] H BB CTOH AVTSriH BARTRNBI TAHNb. HAE PAIEMBI*, €AHNL CTh ¢AHNB™ T'h 1¢ XC

— 247 o 248 — — — o —

BB CAABS {EO\f o8} 2 AMH. 2PWNH ke FPAKWTh, ¢AHNL CTh €AHNbL b 1¢ XC, BB CAARY {EA
A 1249 o —

oA} AXWMB CTBIMb *

— ® M T > x

[Ke*°] KB ceM8 H MOMORW RBZBJANIAK N¢ RBZHMATH KENbL CHP'B HMOVLUIH KeHbI Ad Ne
TROPET CE MOMORE. Nb BEZ' KENb MPBELIRATH XOTELI¢ H BbITH MOMORE-

— T

[ks®'] ARA BJATA ARB CECTPR RBZBIMAK BB HKeNbI-

— N .

[KZ%3] ®%rAa MNOZH TOMORE ZAEANO /\VTserCMEZﬁ. H?% BB Bpﬁ I‘I?HYGLLIGNIAW, ¢AHNb
W M}TS‘JFHCAwmﬁ MoMNoRsd, HZ'EAAE OM'BCNHKE. H MPovTHXb 1L BAHRAG *

— o x .

[in>*] >°€nknn MPLCTEND NA MP'CTR NOCE, H® KPBRIO OVKbI CROE MOMAZBI?, H ce

T O v —
RARARKZZ, K ngmﬁe CROErO OVETHCTRA {Alue cRoe} *SOVBHRAKTE *

BTBAR 155: Hzn

233 BAR 155: HEXOAHTL

B9 BAR 155 add.: n

20 BAR 155 add.: riwue

21 BAR 155: om.

22 BAR 155: HZb Wil H

23 BAR 155: HCXOAHTE AXb CThI

24 Deg 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: om.

25 Deg 75: Fad mbt; BAR 155: fatems mbi; BAR 291: riéms bl
6 Deg 75: 1ean (1)

27 BAR 155: Ba wila

28 BAR 155: ke

2 Deg 75: 58 El,o\f; BAR 291: Gov Witow

B0 Deg 75: .. Ki; BAR 155: ks

Bl peg 75, BAR 291: .ka.; BAR 155: iz

2 Deg 75, BAR 291: om.

23 Dek 75, BAR 291: .ike.; BAR 155: ini

24 BAR 155 add: H

23 BAR 155: AHTOV('THCOVHOTE

6 BAR 155: om.

27 Deg 75: MBYeLIENHIA

28 Deg 75: .ka.; BAR 155: iko; BAR 291: ks
2 BAR 155 add.: H

20 Deg 75, BAR 291: .iiz. H; BAR 155: om.
21 BAR 155: cgoH'

22 Deg 75: noMazam

263 BAR 155: meARIETS

24 Deg 75: Atub A (1) ceori; BAR 291: Atus Atus (1) coHXB; BAR 155: Alub cRofi
25 BAR 155 add.: OVBBIRAIOLE
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2667 2675 A - [y 268
[KK7°] *7anAbCKoE CAOR, ZAB (AZ8MBI, H ABKARO MPOMORBAAKNTH. HAE FAICTH™™, RAKO
. T — T

MAAL KRACH RBCE MEBLUENTE®® KRACH. YPWHNH ke TAKW, RKO MAaAb KRach BRB/f. 1351/ce

TERCTO HCKAKAC. MOKSLLAKLIE H BB onpABAANTe CeBe I‘I?HKOA,GLLIGZH CAOBW e+ ZPNHXKe
X . — —

MOLHEME  CTHIZ* MOKAANRATH? ¢ XOTeTbh. N'BLLTH ke W NHHXb NH”® CThIMb HKONAMb
277 278 . Xt x o

{nokAANRIT? ¢}, NHKE CThIH H REAHKbIH Wib NALUH H OYYHTEAb™. EroCAOBA

PPiropia. H BEAHTO BACHATA. H IWANNA™’ ZAATOOVCTAR, {cn NPOYiHMH  CTBIHMH

anYHTME”“}ZXZ- TAKO O\BO KHRSLH HMb. H { TAKORBIMb WEbIvAE )2 RBZYACTBLLIEMB

HMB2S, RARAIGNAZ TOAHKA YZAAA H NEMOBNAAZS, 4 Ne HMSLH MPaBL (AZSMb BB
x — x

MPAROCAARNBI H BIOJAZSMNBI HMBTH vecTh >

. M — .

cia K"bIC‘JAT’U,"B HCMHCAXW. RAKO Ad HMATH RETH CTHIA®! TROA ASKARCTRIEX? HXb 5, 1

AA Ne¢ MNBTH HMALLUH, RAKO BB GA,HNV';; 0I'I‘J"BCI\II:.IC8295 Q'bF!J"BLLIM$, RKO0KE H Mbl BBCH A0

26 Deg 75, BAR 291: in.; BAR 155: om.

27 BAR 155 add.: n

268 De¢ 75: ran

209 Deg 75: gbmBLIENTe; BAR 155: T8eTo; BAR 291: RBMetnenie

2 BAR 155 add.: A

I BAR 155: MPBAATAIOLHIE

22 BAR 155 add.: ko AA MAAHMb CAOROMB ChIMb WBBA'TATH H \TvaAuJATH KBACh. H&KE KRACENTH XA'BBb
MORHZAETh

713 Deg 75, BAR 291: .ic%.,

21 Deg 75: ol

25 BAR 155: kaaHRTH

26 BAR 155: om.

277 Deg 75: kaana®

28 BAR 155: KAANRATH & XOTET

2 BAR 155 add.: u ap’xiepen

B0 Deg 75: iwna

BLDeg 75: novHTan

B2BAR 155: 1 MpovhIMb TThIMb Ne anYHTMB

283 Dk 75: TakoBbIMH weblvaH; BAR 155: Takbsimel weHyan; BAR 291: TakorbIMH WBbIYAH
24 BAR 155: BBZPACTBLUIHMb

%5 BAR 155: om.

S BAR 155: meAISHNA

27 Deg 75 add.: u

BEBAR 291: Hna MOA0BNA

B9 BAR 155 add.: 1 NEMPHISTHAA

20BAR 155 add.: ¢b NHMH MNET & WKAANNBI

1 Deg 75: trum; BAR 155: trinm; BAR 291: troink

22 Deg 75: A8KaR'cTRHRA; BAR 155: askar’'cTRia; BAR 291: aAmKar’cTia
23 BAR 155: cHxb

24 Deg 75, BAR 155: om.

25 Deg 75: WPBCNBLLLE; BAR 155: WPBCHALL'B; BAR 291: wipBCNBLE
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N 296 3 s N 297 " § 298
NN MN"EXW. Nb TMOZNAR'LLIE {W NNI—A} I‘I;)OYAA H QT!JI:.I‘I THRAA A'BAXN, CBBAWAEH

{5299 300 Q o < 301 A 302 "

I‘I‘)HYBTGNH WHNH A EO\f,A,S, ¢(hb NHMH 8Tbh AOHNH™. T'b Xe¢ C"AX?AHH

B/KEN'CTRO™™ TROG BB OBXOAB AR MNOIBI CHXb, MOACLIS™ ¢& W NA:~

2. Epistle of Dominic, archbishop of Aquileia, to Peter I11. BAR 330, f. 135r-
135v.

Variant readings: BAR 155, f. 586r-587v.

/f. 1351/ TMHeanie AO0MNHKA AfXIGI'IKI'IA RENETIHCKANO™. &Ke MOCAA KB CT'RHLLIGMS®

{mampiagxs anTioxitcicoms nerps} o~

[Tpkrbicokare npkeToan eke™™ BB aAN'TIOXTHUH™ L'L_p'KBH. ngbxonngoz\Noﬁl {ReAHKOMY
NATPTAP'XS, H AﬁAOOBpAZN0M8}31(’ MO\?, {|<\?f neTp8}*'.  AOMNHKb MATTI ke
rpAN‘AEHcKMHm H AKTATHCKBIIE L'I,_‘J.KKG Apx'l'eﬁknb. RBCAKOW AWBORTHW H MoREBNIeMb. H
C)EVAZVU E"B‘JNBHG AKPBTRBI, TROK TTHIO CPAMARATH €& H MOYHTATH. H NIATRBI I'IPOCH’T‘H W
u,;mge RALLIGIS, BAFOFOR'ENTIO H AIOE'BH MOOVYAEM Cé. FAKE NALLIGE MTege pHM'CKbItE uplcge
CECTPA re H MOZNARACT CE. 0CNORATEAIEMb €lE prxozﬂbl ANAW neTpo Mo TOH K€, RTOpAA
CIA MPOMORBAACT C&. 110 CEMS BW REAHKOMS AITA8 CAX {#puTRBI TROGE} !, RBOW H ABAW
HCMABN' C¢ RBZAE OVKPBIARET CE. nom\fa?mm H NA CMBYENO BAFOFORBANTE RBZAARATH
TCE'B. H MO MOyYTH FA CROEFO XOAELUS TH, RBCAR TeEe HTH MOARHZAG NA. MBI HKE BB

ZAMAANTBH CTPANB. H AAAEY'NBH ZEMAH'®, H MOgA O\fAAMeNTeMb AZA BAREMH,

26 BAR 155 add.: Tako

Y7 BAR 155: fcens

28 Dek 75: sanatu; BAR 155: sanatu’; BAR 291: sanatu
22 BAR 155: MPHYTENNbI

3 BAR 155: om.

' BAR 155 add.: Hus

32 BAR 155: aa; De¢ 75, BAR 291 add.: aa

33 BAR 291: sAmen'cTie

3% Deg 75: viakuie; BAR 155: viaele; BAR 291: wiaane
35 BAR 155: gerinckaaro (1)

3% BAR 155: Troms

37 BAR 155: NETP8 NATPTAPXS

% BAR 155: Hike

3 BAR 155: ANTHWXHCKOH

S19BAR 155: H anaous WBPAZ'ZNOMS

31 BAR 155: xoTe €ro npsnysTH I'IH(ANIIG W IEECH CROIEH, H W OMP'RCNAKOY
312 BAR 155: BAFOABTTI0

33 BAR 155: TIAHABHCKbIIE

34 BAR 155: KPBTRE TROICH

315 BAR 155: ZANAANOH

31 BAR 155: zemate
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OBAYE AWBORIIO CHRBKSMAKCHH H CBIPERE ™, RALLIGE TTHIE AZ8MB MPHABIHTH e
XOLHeMb.  T'EM'KE OVEO RBZBBLIACH 0 NALLEH L'l,_‘).KKH. ke W BRTRNAMO™ MAJ'KA
G\FI\HQTA, MPOMORBAANIA  CBME  MPHIEM'LIH - HCMPbRA.  H EAKENOME  ATIAY neTp8
MOCTARABLIOMS™! YheTh MATPIAPLIBCKATO YHNA. H MENE RBNOYTYh BB HTAATH ¢AHNOMO
BbITH. H Na ;)HMQKV'\“) CHBWYB™ NN, AGCHOE € CBAANTE ngiemLLg. cele BW pﬁ“ YHCTH
NOKAZATH RAMb HMAMbBI. AA TMHCANTEMb M@ AP8ra OBAHYHMb 0 BBIB. MPBAH Ke Mbl
BALLE EI\'_I.“OO\f’T‘pOB'I.G KEAAOLIE, KB RALLEMS 9AZ8MS MPHTH> nonmaxvti”“ Ce. AA AWBWRbL
CBROBLLIENNSI Me#?o\f COBOI 0CHOBEMb. {WBAYE 0 CeMb }¥ TROEMS WYHCTRIIO OVMABKNSTH.
H He Mokemb /T 135/ npBZpBTH Ko AA N¢ BBZRBCTHMb BAMB ke W ChEWPA L'|,_¢'|<|;e
KONCTANTINA™®  FpAAA,  PHM'CKbIE L'L_p'lcge MONALLIAK VB0 CABILLAXW. H  TAAET
I'I!J”BO'Q_.LLIGNNNH OMPBCHBKb. €roke Mbl BBMBCTO TBAA SRA OCL|IAGMb, H MPHYELIACME Cé
eM8*. H cero pﬁ“ NA NecmprueN”ﬁ H NechpAgmeNﬁ 0 TBABCH XREBML TROPETh. H W
CBRBKOVIIAIENTA TThI L'|,_¢'|<|;'|'H329 WABYEeNBX A HMS. exe BO KPOMB CMBLLIENTA™ KRACA
OMPBCNBKL TROHMb. H Bi\_r'oAApeN'l'A HKPLTRY anNAmXé HMb. TIONISHKE BW OMJ'BCNBNOE
OBBIYENTE, N ThKMO AﬁAbCICbIMb, Nb H XE'EMb NP BAANTEMb APbKHMb. WBAYE KRACHAT
XABEA  CLIENNOG pazMBLIENTE, W TTBIXL H I'I‘)AKOCAABNI;I Wb, {RBCTOYNEI L'l,_‘J.KKAMb
NP BAANO rg H O\fK"E‘J”BNO}”l. H ZAKONNO CBAYBKHT (. WBAYE??  OBblvAA R'BpNA
g‘xzo\fm*sm“ém. H AZ8MOMb AXOR'NE imo o\flcgtm\h\“é. HBO KEACHOE H B(ALLINBNOE
AZ'MBLIENTE.  €Xe  BBCTOYNBIE c'bApb;ﬁE L'I,_P.ICKH, RBMABLIENNATO  CAORA  RARARAK

—
CSLIJbCTKO334. I'I‘)O(’T‘OG Ke TBRCTO OI'I?'E(NBNOG, ¢Ke MbI TKOFHMB BB LL!JI(BH ‘)HMCKOH.

SI7BAR 155 chRAKSIAIGN NBIH
S8 BAR 155: ChIpeiReNiH

SO BAR 155: gB7'RELIAAMD
320 BAR 155: BAsen'NAro

22 BAR 155: nocTagABLLS

2 BAR 155: 7509k

333 BAR 155: MgTHTH

324 BAR 155: norhijax

325 BAR 155: weave

326 BAR 155: KoCTANBTHNA
32T BAR 155: ero

328 BAR 155: x&®

* BAR 155: tigken

30BAR 155: pAZMBLLENTA

31 BAR 155: om.

B2BAR 155: wea

33 BAR 155: PAZBMBIEMD

34 BAR 155: csunesuserso (1)
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— o -
YHCTOTS YAYBCKBIIE MALTH, €106 BARTRO CAMOE AZMBCHTH HZBOAH, BeZb WR'BTA FABARAE.
AN 335 o . § 1336 57 <
Cero A AA ZAMPBTHTL TROE WYHCTRIE, AKE TAKO {Bez CTpA}~~ CLLIENNA H AMABCKAA
O\fQTAKMGNTA Ne MPHIEMAIOTb. €Ke BO MAYE O\KPBIMHTH MOEAE, TO BAMH o\flcy”sm\remw”
ACHMSIOT €& H CAMOE TO OCHORAHNi¢ pAclconABAﬁs. H TOV NIE AH OVEO METh H MARAL BB
. — v —
HTAATH TMPONORBAALLIE; AA ALHE R'CE ZAMAANBIE ILJKRH, W npAEbne”* H BAXENNbLIE
KHZNH AHLLIENBI™ COYTh; Kb Cien™ ke BBIB NHKTORE™! nngoAﬁ, ALHE NE MPHYECTHHKb
T — > T — 43
BBAE T'BAS H KJbBH XB'E. IAKOKE CAMB €. ALIE Né RACTE MAB™ CHA YAYBCKANO. H KbBH
€ro Né MieTe, ME¢ HMATE KHROTA €M0 RB (eBE. H Aalle OYBO  OMPBCNBNANO  XABBA
. < — . -
MPHNOLLIENTE {NE TBAO XBO}*, MBI B'CH TO\fH?H E€CMbI KHROTA. CTA 8B0 W RALLIENO
— ° " .. .
CLIIGN'CTRA CKOPO TOZNARAGMA BB A, CBHMORBAAXWM. H W BALIGE AWBRE, ZHAMENTA
MPOCHMb O\fk”ﬁTH. H BALLIENO HZBOAKENTA XOTBNiE NAMb WIHCATH~

3. Epistle of Peter I1I to Dominic. BAR 330, f. 135v-140v.

Variant readings: BAR 155, f. 588r-598v.

/f. 135v/  {n®nHcanie¢ CTTRHILARO MATPIAGXA METPA. KB AOMNHKS  Agxienkns
. . 345

BENETTHCKOMS, MPOTHRS MOCAANTH:~ |

YTHOMS  H pAENOAFrAbNoﬁ RALE. H  AXOBHOMS BJATS  NALLIEMS, Apx'l'eﬁlcns

FPANABHCKOMS, €kKe 1€ AKVATA, AOMNHKS. neTpb MATI0 BKicH nATgTAgxb BaRIAr0 rp§

REAHKBIG™®  ANTTHOXTE. MHNOFO ReCeAie, H  AXORNSK pAAB MPHNECOLLIE  NAMb  { TROA

13T 347 £ e 348 T 39 oo

CLENNAA } 7 CAORECA. MP'RBMOBNE H BrOMb RBZARBAIGNE™ H AXORNBIH BYATE, H*’ YTHbIH

RAKO. RECEAHXW BO €& NEMAAO, RRE W NHXb MOZMAR'LUE 0KE™ 0 X'B AWBORL TROK. H

— . b
MPAROCAARNEI MOV AQOCTE BFORBZ'AWEAIENIA TROEMO. H MONIE MHLLIELLIH {MH exe} P! 032

335 BAR 155 add.: nus

3 BAR 155: BECTPAXA

3TBAR 155: OVKBIAIGN NAR

““BAR 155 add.: &tpn

339 BAR 155: AHUIGN'NH

39 BAR 155: cen

31 BAR 155: nrkero

32 BAR 155: nasTH

33 BAR 155: KpbRE

3 BAR 155: Tkao xﬁéo NEBCTH

35 BAR 155: ®nHcanie COTIPOTHRNO MOCAANTH Cenoy:~
36 BAR 155: om.

3T BAR 155: BAR 155: cujennaia TRoR
38 BAR 155: Bb7'AWBAIEHNG

Y BAR 155: om.

3O BAR 155: ee

BSIBAR 155: M #e; BAR 155: Mue e
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WPBCNBNEMb  CAORO, MO HMA PAZABAIENIE. Ne MPHYECTHO OVEO i€ np”sAAN'l'E /1.
136r/ ® wallee CThiE CBBWYNBIIE  RBCEAIENCKbIIE L'|,_é|<|;e. 0 HNIEM ke Mave RREB
NAMOCABA'KL  BS  CHNOCHBLILCTRSILIS CTHIMH  NMATRAMH

CBMNORBMH,  TROHMH

OVKPBNARGMH.  0BAYE  COAMARTH €& NAMb  ChTROPHAL  €CH vAYL  BKIH, BeAlA
HCTMPARAIENTA NALLIEMS CMBPENTI HCMHCARL, W NHX'/KE NH €AHNB® HMAMBL H COAMARIO
¢ R'BP8H. NHYTOoe¥® BW A8ro Ne RBMb. Nb ThK'MO IAKO X,;;T'I'AHHNB €CMb TIPAROCAARNb.
MAAL OVBO R Ap’x'l'epeﬁ BAKIHXb, H XSABHLIH nave ReB. H (ABb pABV’T) Fa3 NaLLIEro v
)'(7&. OBAYE K€ TAKORH AN BOVAEMb, RAKORBLIX' e N§ TROG MHCANTE CRETEA'CTRSETS. AL
W NA KB 58 O\MNOKHLLIH NIATEDI CROE. 16 K™ MHCANO BB YTHEMb MHCANTH BIrOARETA
TROGMO, 0 TROGH CT'RH L'l,_!J.ICKH. FAKO BPLXOBNBIH ATTAD METPh CACTARHAD 10 6. H NP BAAAL
TTMS ANAS | GUAHCTS Map'K8. W NIEFO Tole L'fplcge ngﬁcm"rez\b, NAYHNbL H ¥bCTh
I'IAT!JTA!J’LIJB(ICS RBZREA END BAL. RAKO AX CBAPBKHTE K0 H NAYEACTREETH O\fYGH'I'GMb. H BB
;)HM’QICI:I cm;opﬁ OAGCHBI BAKENANO’® MAMbI CEABTH. H 0 CeMb {O\f,A,OBI:. HMALLIH } 3!
MOKAZATH W RETXbIXb A'BANTH. RAKO W Trro anaa METPA 0COBNO HME MATPIAPLILCKBIH
TROH MP'BCTOAL NACABAHAL rg, H MOEAE RKO I'IAT?TZ:XOEA TROA CAORECA H THCANTE
MPHIETH. H 0 RBYB MHCANTEMb BECBAORATH TEBB. AZ' e MAABIH. W ngko'c_ﬁueﬂﬂbm H
AXORNBIH BIATE, Ne Thyit IAK MATPTAPXOBW, Nb RAKO JARNA AFFAW H REAHKA apxiepea
I'Q_F.K'I'A, MHCANTE TROE YHCTTIO MOBNOK np'l'exb H LLBAORAXD. MONIE B0 HZ' MAAAA H A0
CTAPOCTH CLPENNBIMH MHCAN'MH BBCTHTAX 6. H CTe MPOYHTAE n?l\lo OVTIPAKRNIAK C&. H w362
YA, KO NHKOAHXKE NH A0 MAAA os;ﬂw@ N'BKBIHMB NAMHCANO HAH CABILLIA, Th¥TH0 A0
fINEA. MPBCTOANHKA  AKTATHCKATO.  €Ke 1€ BENETTA, nATglApxb NAPHUATH Ce. NET' BO
NATiIAPXb BB B'CeMb  MH(B BAPTII0 BKicH O\ CTPOENO I€ EBITH. MPbEbIH, BB PHME.
RTOPbIH, BB CKON'CTANTINE @) rPAA. T?GTI:.IH BB AAECSANAPTH. ?GTK!JI:.TI:.IH RD

AN’T‘IOXIH Me¢ThiH, BB IG!N\M"B Nb TO0 NH CH K'b?‘KO HXb I'IA’T‘!JIA!JXB NA!JHU,AQT ce. |€ K¢

32 BAR 155:
33 BAR 155:
34 BAR 155:
33 BAR 155:
36 BAR 155:
37 BAR 155:
3 BAR 155:
3% BAR 155:
30 BAR 155:
31 BAR 155:
32 BAR 155:
33 BAR 155:

om.
om.

—
YARYE
teAH (1)
NHYTO

—
BA
om.
eKe

— ]
BAKEN'NATO
HMALLIH 0 A0Bb
om.
KOCTAN'THN'R
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OVBO  CHLLE. PHM'CKBIH®  ApXiepeH, MAMA NAPHLLACT e KONCTANTINA™ e TPAAA,
Apx'l'eﬁknb NAPHLLAET  cé Megaﬁp]’HclcuH Ke TIAMA  NAPHLLAET Cé. CAHN' Ké TBKMO
ANTTOXTHCKBIH, NA‘JEHB BB MATPTAPXD CABILLIATH H ZBATH €. H IG?AHM’QICI:.IH TaKoKE. H
OBYBCTH HMATb ¢& AKWBORL TROA B BCE MHCANBI, RBE {WnacHo aue} noHwelwH. H
RBNMH Ce €e {TAI TH)¥E. TBA0 vAvee, EAHNOI FAAROK ROAHMO 6. BB NIGM'KE O AH
MHNOZH cm}, H B'CH METBIMH YIR'CTBBI OVCTPAANT (. YIOR'CTRA €8 CIa%, 7¢'BNTe. OBONIANTE.
CABXb. RBKSCHY. ocezanie.”! /f. 136V/ T'BAO ke MAKBI XRO. &Ke & RBINBI L'fp'lcozb,
AZAHYNBIMH  €ZBIKBI  RAKO  OVABI  CBCTARARAGMA 6. H IAKO METBIMH  YIORCTEBI
ﬂ?”ﬁ?zNNbIMH MPBCTOABI OVCTPAAEMA™ H NAMPARARACMA. E€AHNOK TAAROK NOCHMA rg,
CAMEBMB AR >'(_0‘MI>. H RKOKE MAYe’™ MeTH YIR'CTRL AONTO€ IORCTRO N,"-ICS\, TaK0KE
nave”™ NeTsl NATPIAPXD AP8IBIH NATPIAPXD, e MOKE BHITH NHKTOKE METHIMH Ké
CHMH MP'BCTOABL HMHKE FAKO YIORCTRO CSLUTHMB BB TEACCH XE'K, RCH OV AH. (H‘)"E BCA
WILCTRIA €ZbIKD, &KE M0 RCBXD MEBCTEXD ENKNA™™ ¢8Th. MK CAHNOK TAAROK XOMb
HCTHHMBIHMB  BFOMb  NALLHMb OVCTPANGMH. H BrOABMNOROAHMH, MPAROI  CAAROK, H
EAHNOI0 BBIOI, CACTARAREMH H NATPARAREMH W Ni€e+

A GRE M0 CRAANTI. RAKO CEAACLLIHY 0ACCHBI BAKENAN0 MAMbI, OMPABANCLUH CEBE, H
MHLLIELIH AX NATPIAPXA HMENSEM' Té. anreMMé H C& Nb CABILLIH 0 CEMb. KAKO eNKIbI H
Apx'l'egele”‘, wWilLe NAPHULATH CAORW BBJNO NARbIVE. npchTBSmexm K¢ NA BCAKWMb

C'LEO‘J”B, NAYEA'NHKBI H I'I;)IsliOQ"IS,A,AI\I\IHICI:.I383 NABBIYE HMENOBATH. M0 CeM8 Keé CAORY

34 BAR 155 add.: 0B
35 BAR 155: KocTan'THNa
360 BAR 155: 1€

37 BAR 155: ALHIE WITACNO

38 BAR 155: TH Fal

39 BAR 155: e

370 BAR 155: wikoviLenTe

3T BAR 155 add.: u

32 BAR 155: OVCTABAIAISMAA

33 BAR 155: caMHmb

3 BAR 155: KpoM's

5 BAR 155 add.: u

376 BAR 155: KpoM's

37T BAR 155: nrkTo

S8 BAR 155: ennckonie

379 BAR 155: ckaawwn

B0 BAR 155: BAmenNaro

¥ BAR 155: ag’xientekonH

32 BAR 155: MPbRENLCTRSIOLITHY'
33 BAR 155: MPLROCEAATEAIE
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MOEAETH H TeE'R MATPTAPKE  NAPHUATH - Cé. MoNIE MPbRLIH - BB CbBOPR  pHM'CLLBMb
OBJ'BTACLLH Ce. IAKO H R I\I;c:. MPbBLIH BD ATAKONﬁ, A‘)X'I',A,'I'AKV,VR NAPHLLAET C&. MONIEXE BO
KAKO HNAKO BBZMONO 16 NAMb LLIECTARO RBRECTH MATPTAPXA, Ne COVLUIS LLIECTOMS ¥IOR'CTRY
BB TBACCH RAKOKE 913)(\15. K TOME e H APbXKARBI MNOTBI H BEAHKBI BB MH)'E COYTh MAYE
TROEE APBKARBL HXKE MHTPOMOAITHI H Agx'l'eﬁlcnbl BOAHMBI H  NATIPABAREMbI 8 Ma
BATOYBCTTE. RBCIOMENH H (6. KOAHKA H BEAHKA™ 1S Nave TRoce APBAKARBI BABIAJCKAA
CTPANA. KOAHKA K¢ MAKBI BABTAONIA BEAHKAA. H OMWIiph, €ke & XOPWCANB. H Mpovee
RBCTOYHBIKE CTPANBI, BB NHX e Apx'l'eﬁnu NAMH TMOCTARARAEMH® co\Tf. H MHT(OMOAITbI,
HMBIOLIE MO COBOL eﬁlcnbl, Nb NHEAHNL W NHXb NATPTAPXE NAJHLLAET CE. H 0 CeMb OY'BO
A0 ZAE AOROANO IS -

HMAT' ®eé H 0 CeMb TMHCANTE 'Q_.LI_IGNQTKATH. 0 CTEBMb H BAKENEMB®® I‘IAT?TA?C”B
KON'CTAN'TTHA FPAAX. RAKO BAFOYBCTHSH pHM‘CKSw L'l,_ékosb noxsm—z\Te H MONALLAE H
OBABLIAE, OMPBCNBNATO pAAH MPHNOLLIENTA. H Cero paAH MNave WASYAE BA W MPARBIE H
NEMOPWYNBIIE RBPbI. €Ke RBMBCTO TEAA PR MPTEMAIETE 0BBIYNO. H W CAMOr0™ Y THAIO
TEAN RAYNRAMO WCRKAE, CH?% W TThile CBBOPNBIIE L'|,_p'|<|;e. €HIKE TIPABHAO CBAPBKHTE CB
R'CBMH ZAMAANBIMH L'l,_g).KKAMH, FAKO FAARE TRAO CB RCAKBI MOCASLLIANTEME MOCAEASETE -
MHLLELLIH K€ H 0 CeMb. RAKO W RETXAMO o\f‘n’GNTA TIRl ANTAD TO\fﬁ?be Tzoyﬁ, HXKe
OMP'BCNBNATO pAAH ngkAANTA. H Né TheTo W caMB® Aﬁi\b, Mb H W CAMOro® RAKbI
NaLLIero®! )'(&l ng’l'evai FAIETE. H NE KAKO NER'BASLIE, Nb RBASBLIE. KO RCH HKE M0
gneTovNBH /f. 1371/ CTPANE BAKENTH W'_.LLH, KRACHNHMb sts“o” BEZ'KPbRNSI HKPLTRY
TROHTH REABX8. HKe KHTTEMb H CAOROMB H nomf%NTeMb, B'C8 BBCEAIENSI0 NAOVWHLLIE. H
FAKO CTI0 KBACHSIO HK(PLTRY €lKE” MbI TROPHMb, TTS HMATE RAKO H OMy"BCNBNH0. KBACNBIH
B0 XABBb I"/'\TGTG, Mo BBIRLLIOMS NA PAAH CBRPBLIENNOMS w\Tcs, FAKOKE COVLUE eM8 H E'_O.\f
CBRYBLLIENS. & eXe C)I'I‘)"B(Nbl\lz\,‘: KPLTRA, YHCTOTS H EGCT?A(TTA”“ BKTA CAORBA BBYAYENTE

i
RABARAE -

B BAR 155: eain

35 BAR 155: nocHaaeMiH
3B BAR 155: BAmen'NEMb
BT BAR 155: KocTaNTHHA
3 BAR 155: csmoro (1)
B BAR 155: wmt (1)

30 BAR 155: chmoro

*' BAR 155 add.:

P2 BAR 155: BAsken'NbI
33 BAR 155: 1oxe

34 BAR 155: BECTPACTBIIE
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CiA BB MHCANTH TBOE OBPETOXW NAMHCANO {KB HAMb TAKLIE}™. W NHXKe WRBLIAS
Ei\_r'opAzsmno TROGH AKWBRH. RAKO N¢ TAKO npko?ﬁuenuun NATPTAPXE KONCTANTTNA™ rgﬁ
MpocTo A B ABHZACT €& H Ne I‘I;)AKOCI\AK’N"E NA?HLLATG RA. H WekLAE W CThile H
RBCEAIEN'CKBIIE L'fékge, FAKO MHCAA MH €H. Hb I'I‘)ABOCI\AKN’TE H eAHmMsAngﬁ NAMbB
HMA, 0 cmybLueNN”sMﬁ‘” BrOCAORTH ;ﬁHEoTEoyeLuee H EAHNOCBLINBIE™ TPoHILE. H O
RBMABLIENHY Fa HALLIERO TV XA Ce ke WABYAE BA wnmﬂmoe ;mzA*smeme 0 CeMb OVEO
C’T“JMKG’T‘I:. H BOAHTb. H CKIbBHTL H WRIALIACT C€ BA, KAKO 0 BRTRNBI CThl TAHHB M0
npEAANTI tThile upkge NE EAHNOMBAPLCTREETE Cb NAMH, MOCABAORATH YEThIgEMb
nATp'l‘Ava'\"). H cmyuuennﬁ‘“’“ XABBOMb BEZ'KJhRNSI HKOLTRE TROJHTH. IAKOKE HCIPHRA
CAMORHALLH H CASFBI CAORA CTTH AITAH MPBAALLE NAMb. TONIEKE OYBO HKE OMP'BCNBNOMS
MPHYELIACT C¢, RET'XOH KPBTRB MPHYECTNHKD rg, A NE NOROMS ZARBTOV. MONIE E® N
OnPBCHBKL  NpTenb e H Bi\_ﬁoAAgHBb MYBAOMH H Ai. Nb XA'BEb CHRPBLLIEND, ch*E
KRACHb, RAKOKE veThIpe" CVAHCTH €AHNOIAACNO TPOMORBAALLIE H MPBAALLIE. H MARAL
CR'ETEACTRSETE TAIE: AZb npBexs W Fa, éKe H n(msA& RAMb. RAKO ['h I¢ RB NOLL BB
NIOKE MPBAAND EI;T. MPHIEMb XABBb, H402 B/'\_I.“O,A,A‘JHEI:. MP"BAOMH, H fe. ny’l‘HM”sTe RAHTE
CE 16 TBAO MOE BA fAAH pAi‘pz\sAh\emo. ¢¢ TROPHTE {BD MO RBCIOMHNANTE}** H mpovaa-
HBO 0Mp'BCHBKb, |0\fAev'5 ZAKONBL NPBAAND Blfl“"S. NA BBCMTOMHNANTE HOXOAX, €rAN HZb
ErVINITA HZB'RIOLLIE. RAKO AA TROPETh HKPLTRE OMPBCHLNEI. AX RBCMTOMHNAK YIOAECA €Ke
{chTROPH ¢B NHMH } 4 Bb. H NPBBEANT BB ZANORBAEXbL €ro, H K TOMS Né ZAEO\fAﬁ
ABAbL €ro-

KRACHBIH C'bK?bLLIGNI:.IH‘“’X XABBb. HkKeé OCLHENTEMb np”sTEAVMMb RB np”sv"roe H CToe T'BAO,

FA NaLLIEro I\/ XA Na RBCMOMHNANTE AANB Ebl I'IAI)CKA ('l)MO’T“JGNIAmg €ro. FMGT BO.

3% BAR 155: FARLIE K HAMB

3% BAR 155: KocTANBTHNA

7T BAR 155: ChBYBLLIEN N BHLLITHMb
¥ BAR 155 add.: tTuie

39 BAR 155: RBIABLIENNbI

400 BAR 155: ChRPBLUIEN'NBMb

4l BAR 155: YETHPH

402 BAR 155: om.

403 BAR 155: Ha BLCMIOMHNANTE MOKE
44 BAR 155: 7akon'ho

405 BAR 155: sbiks

406 BAR 155: ¢b HHMH ChTROfH

407 BAR 155: NP'BEHRARTH

408 BAR 155: ChROBLLIEN'NbI

409 BAR 155: OVCTPOIENTA
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EAHLPHY® meTe XA'BBEb b, H vallg cikw nieTe!!!, Q'bM!JI; PHI RBZRBLIACTE? AONAE
np'l'HAE. H MARAL Aﬁf\b PAIETD. YALLA EXBGNTA [ X EXBM—A“@ Né ngHYeLueNTe AH KfbRE )'<_|';|>|
rg; H XA'BEb €roie @z‘A@EAh\E, NE MPHYELHIENTE AH IS T'BAA )'&', RAKO ¢AHNO T'BAO €CMbI
MNOZH. H M €AHNOMO TBAA MPHYELIAEM €& R'CH. H gAZ8MBH ngto'c_ﬁueNNMH H ,A',_)‘(OKNMH
— — "
NALLL BPATE. RAKO RBZAE xas/f. 137v/Bb NAPHLLAGT €& T'BAO A NALLENO 1V XA. MONIE
HCMABNL KRACA CBRYBLLIEND XABED lg, A NE 0MgBCHBbKb. HBO OMP'BCHBKL, KO MY'TRL H
B¢Z' ASLIND Ig, H NECBRIBLUIENL A0 KONLLA. KBAC' e BB T'BCTO BYALLINBNO RBAAMAE, H
BBIRAG €MS FAKO ALLIA H OKHRAIENTE. H KAKO Né peLlH 1. 1AKO HEMOBNO 16 AHLLIENOE H
MprBoe H BEZ' ABLLINOE, RBMBCTO KHRAMO** H mHgngogeLuMo TBAA A H CIICA NALLIERO
W XA ngTeMaTH K"B!JSIOLIJHMB RBNb. AR OVEO I€ KO NEMOENO TROPHT -
TRM Ke {o\fso MOAK } 4% RA BATTE, N MPBABLIAHTE €& TAKO. NHHKE REAHKO A'BAO C¢
NPBrPBLIENO'® CHAPBKHTE. NHAKE HUIHTE CROKW ROAK CBROBIIHTH H CHCTARHTH. H
MOBBAHTH C& CeM8 ZAB XOLHIETE. Nb MPARAS MAYE RBZAWBHTE. H nos'kKenoMb*'7 {RAMB
BbITH}*18 AOB(OMb. Ko np13|<oc1\og'|'e N H‘J"IS,A,AN0420 NAMb W ZRARLLIATO NA )'& ALpe
BO H¥' €lj1e oMpBCNBKS™ MPHYELIACM ¢, IARB OBO 16 KO MO CBNTI MWIKEHCKA®
ZAKONA GCMbI GLIE. H TAMEZS 10V ACHCKS, RAMBI, & e BAKTI0 CAORECNSI H KHESHI AL )'(T;S.
H NAMbB NACBILIENS™ H ¢AHNOCSLING. AllIE BO RBPBEMb RAKO MAL )?és KHRY np'l'eM/\ré H
ngHYeLuMM ¢ lee. cmgbmenmro D BARCTRE H VAYBCTRB. “KaKora OBLHNA i
OALLCRAIENOH H KHROH MABTH BKiH, Cb onp”scnmu“(’ H B¢Z ,A,8LLINI>IMI:. H Myb’T‘EI:.IMb

HEW OI'I?'E(I\IMCB N¢ XABBb I\IA‘)HU,AGT ce. I'IONIG NG('Z)K!JBLIJGNB I€ Nb  HCMOAb I€ H

40 BAR 155: eatiksi

4 BAR 155: HenHgateTe

42 BAR 155: MPONoRBAAIETE
413 BAR 155: aHwenNole

414 BAR 155 #HBOTNATO

415 BAR 155: moaw B0

416 BAR 155: NPBreBLLIEN HOIE
AT BAR 155: nosbRAEHNOMb
48 BAR 155: BbITH BAMB

419 BAR 155 add.: &0

429 BAR 155: MP'BAANNO
“IBAR 155: om.

42 BAR 155: wripBeNaKoy

423 BAR 155: MwiceHtia

24 BAR 155: NACHLHEN'NS

425 BAR 155 add.: u

426 BAR 155: WPBCHbIME
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TP'BEOVETH HCMABNIENTA*? KRACA. XABBbL Ke CHRY'LIENL HCMIABNL KBACA, Cbl & XA'BEb
CBROBLLEND. H PAZSMEBH gAZABAKENIE CAORA ALIIE XOLUELIH TNPARAS MOZNATH, H EBNMH
(AZSMNO. BB OMPBCNBILE NHEAHNA CHAA KHROTHA N"E, MPLTHR™* BO IS RAKOKE ng“sn?e
gtxv“\;. RD XABBR ke KRACNEBMB cHgg BB TBACCH )'(Tﬂs, TPHARHROTNAA H KHROTH
AAWLLAA. CH?%, ,&7(5, H ROAX, H K(bEb. AKO H Th CAMOI0 )'(_b.\ OVwENHKL IWANNBL . Hike
NA TMPbCH €0 RBZACLIH CMOBH Cé, CRETEACTRYETH 0 CAORGCH CEMb FAICTBY CHLLE BB
WIKPLRENTH. K)'a:., H BOAXJ, H KpbBb. TgH Cie®! R ¢AHNOMB co\Tf, CH‘J:E, BB TBACCH )?é”s.
H42 g xﬁi pacneTia PHEA RARAIENO'P Elj, €PAX KPbRL H BOAA W I'I()"BYT?I;I €ro PeBhYh
HCTEKOLLE, KOMTeMb nyomens““ BbIRLLIS. CThIH ,A',_).(b ny”sslﬁ BB OBKENBH MALTH €ro. ¢l
RABLIE RBINTH BB TMPHYELIENH XABEA. ,A',_)‘(OMb TThI RBMECTO TEAA A NALLIENO TV )TA
KHREMb BB MIEMb, KO KHERS H OBKENSI AL np'l'eMMé. H NBCMBI OYBO K TOMS o
ZAKONW MWINEHCKBIME, AA OMP'BCHBNSIO AKIBTRE MPHNALLIAGMb. Nb Mo BAPTTI €cMbl, H
NORAA TRA(L 0 )T”s. NoNIE AERNIAN MHMOHAOLLIE, IAKO MABAL RBMTETh. H EBILLE B'CA
NOBA. AA H XOLIE OMPBCNBKB®® MPHYELIATH €6, MOYTO NONB H Ne 0B)BZAKT (e MONIE H
)'(_C. OBpBZANTE npmé Mo RET'XOMS MPBAANIR. H C8BOTS TaK0KE* M0 RETXOMS ZAKONS
MoYTo Né c%xgz\ﬂmﬂs. H CABILLIH ¥TO MARAL KB FAAATW BBMTETh. C& AZb MABAL [AK BAM.
ko atpe O/f. 138r/bpBzaeTe e, NHKSIKE MOAZS W $& HMATE. CRETEA'CTREI0 Ke MAKBI
RBCAKOMS YAKS OB)'BZAKLIOMS ¢, RAKO AABNB I Rb ZAKONB XpANHTH. H WA8YACT c¢
O\fEO438 )'&', Hke zwcon’S WIPARAAET Cé. H* BAPTH WNAA0CTE Mbl B0 ,{)'me H*40 B'BpOK
NAA GRS MPARAbI aneMMe”. Cia OVBO MARAL FAIE™!, A7’ e MAAO CAORO HZMENHEE, pers

— T -
I_I}SBNOQ. ALp€ OI_IP"BCNI)NOG I_I?HYGLLIAQTQ Ce, XC BA NHYTOXRE I_IOZI\BQTI)MZ. I_IONfé B0 N

427 BAR 155: Henabnienie
422 BAR 155: MbTRO

422 BAR 155: wanb
$OBAR 155: fae
BIBAR 155: i
B2IBAR 155: eme

433 BAR 155: meaten’no
44 BAR 155: MPOBOAENS
435 BAR 155: ieiee

46 BAR 155: WPBCHAKS
“TBAR 155: ThKOKAE
B BAR 155 add.: ®

49 BAR 155 add.: ®

4“0 BAR 155: om.
“IBAR 155: Faieth
“2BAR 155: nfgzemrem
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RBCMNOMHNANTE E€MVITHCKANO HZ'BBIRANTA ezpevﬁ”) npBAANO Bbi 6, A NE 0 CICNOH CTYACTH
TRB*S, Hb GKe AL (eK8, BBISH KO CABZBI MAAKANIA MPHXOAET MH. EFAA RBCMOMENS
RKo R RCR BB NHXKE B8 OVTOANO rg, KPBIKO MO8YAETE ¢ H SRO HME A'BABI TEMH
MPOCANRARAET €& H XOAHTE™ Mo N8TE AAANH Tgsﬁimme e W KPAR ZEMAIE, MPHXOAELIIE
RD @AMB NA TTOKAONIENTE KHROTROPELIANO [YOBA. BB CeM' ke E€AHNO AZABAIENTE H
CBBAAZNbD EARTRNBIMb L'L_V'KBK BBIRACTE. MONIE nprTATeAb“"’ CAHNOE L'l,_gJ.ICKG HMCKbIIE
BAKENBIH®T  MAMA, Ne  XOLUETh  CB MPOYTHMH  NAT(IAPXBI 0 EARTENLI  TAHNA
€AHNOMBAIBCTRORATH H CBRBKSIIARTH €& Nb ¢AHNb Th W NpoviHXb WASYAET ¢ H
CROK ROAK CHROBIIHTH THLIHT CE. Nb AAKE B'CAKO MP'BIKOCAORTE HNO OCTARAKR €Xe W
RALLIEMEB OBAHYENTH. RBZMOKNO BO {H NaMb 48 )'(75'010 NOMOLITI0*, ALjle BH BAFOBOANO
XOT'BAH CABILLATH. RAKO €rAA b B O\¥ENHKbI CROHMH B,EVA R BEAHKBIH YG’T‘E‘JE lfeps, Né
BBLIE H* elple ongBCNBKL SMOTORANL. BB BEAHKBIH BO NeTh. BB HbKE YETHIPH®! HA
AETTH ANBY2 ABNEB BBLUC. H TOrAA CRpEHE XOT'BX8*? MACX8 RCTH. H BRBNMH® 7A€
RBCAKO M1P'BKOCAORTE OCTARHRL. H MOBBAHTH RBC8E THUIATH (6. Mbl K¢ Ne MOBBAHTH
HLPE OBO*F, Nb TMPARAS HZBOBJBCTH H RRHTH. H BYATTI MYTETH, W NHXKE gAZASYENTH
CPULEMD Z'BAW OVIAZRARAGM (6

PAIET BO IWANNBYT EUAHCTB H EFOGAORL. HIKE HA B,EPH NA TIpbeH A NALLERO TV XA
RBZACKE. €0 MAYE KTO & AP8rBIH W OVYENHKD NAYE Cero BBPNBHLLITH. n;ﬂs;ﬁe OVBO peve
MPAZNHKA™® NACKbI. BBABIH ¢ KO npiHAE va €ro, A np”sHAE W MHpA cero Kb Aus. 1
RBZAKBAL CROH CH €Ké R MHP'B, A0 KONLLA OVBO RBZAKEH €. H g%pH BbIRLLIH. ATAROAS

O\f?*l=(€459 RBAOKHRBLUS*® BB c?u,e VAR CIMWHORS HQKA‘JTOTB, RKO  AA ng”sA& €ro.

3 BAR 155: x&bi

“4BAR 155 add.: so

4“5 BAR 155: sbiRateTs
HOBAR 155: npaatens (1)
“TBAR 155: BAken'NbI

“S BAR 155: Huamb

4“9 BAR 155 add.: mokazaT
40 BAR 155: om.

SIBAR 155: YETRILTTH

42 BAR 155: om.

43 BAR 155: xoThaxs

434 BAR 155 add.: un

433 BAR 155: go

4 BAR 155: om.

4T BAR 155: iwanb

4B BAR 155: MPAZNBIKA

49 BAR 155: om.
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REABIH 1¢ RAKO R'CGA ng”sAA M8 Wik BB VLB, H RAKO W NIEM0 HZLIAE H KB NIEMS
rpem RBCTACTh Ch xepe H mpovaa RAKD MHLLIE. H 6KE FAISTH {RBZAWEAIGNNbBIH OYYENHKD
xm:. IWANND, }*' raAKO np”sme MPAZNHKAY? NACKBI KepH BLIRLUH. RRE FAIETH, RKO NE Rb
¢ CBASYH G MACXA BbITH, Nb c%mmeme“" NEKOE BARTENO Bbl. RAKO EW {&B NHob Toy
XOTBLLE } 4% np”sAANb. BbITH, np”sAA O\f‘n’GNHICW BRTRHbIIE HKPLTRBI BEAHKSK TAHNS. H
Cero ‘)A,A,H ge /f. 138v/ mez\AmeMb RBAKEAR'S CTIl0 MACKS IACTH ¢b BAMH. WA BO
RARAIGHO 1€, RAKO H*® el NIE BbIAL OYTOTORANL OMPBCNBKL TOPAA RAKD gtxw Nb
XI\’EEb I KRACH ngﬁz\omel\lb““ X8 ¢Bb O\fYGHHKbI ero“s. n;ﬂgme B0 npAZNHKA I'IACXbI KG?A
Bb. RBNEAAKE JAZAOMH Ad O\f?GNHICW CROHMb H ;Je NPTHMBTE” RAHTE ce 16 TEAO
MO€. H (B"gTGACTKO\fG MAKBI 0 CeMb RBZARWBAIENBIH Th 0YYENHKb, HAG FAIEY, ReA0LLIE TCA
W KAIApH BB M1PETOPb. H TH N¢ RBNHAOLLIE {RB MPeToph } !, AN NE 0OCKRILNET €& Nb AX
RAAEThH MACKS

H nakbl Thke BB Af8"H TANBHZN'B FAKS. HEW I0VAGH IAKO AN Ne OCTANo\Tf {na |<?>T13
TRAGCA}? R w\? nonid neth R4, {BBLIC BO BEATH ANb T0E CS8EOTHI. B%ngomufé
MHAATA. H MPOYAA RAKE 0 CHXb.}7* H KO NeY® eAHNOK fe TheT0 XABBb, {Nb H
MNOKHLLER. }¥77 H Me ThKMO Cb FAIE €€, Nb H npovit GUAHCTH. HEO H MA®EH FAIG.
RASLITHME HMb, I‘I?IGMI:. ¢ XA'BEb. KH,A,HTG AH RKO H Ch X/\”BBI:. FAIETh; TaKOKE H
MAPKO Fai. {H EM‘O,A,A!JHKB (AZAOMH, H AN O\fYGNHKW H pe NpTHMBTE RAHTE }*

OMP'BCNBKA e, NHKOH W NHXb RBCMOMHNAET. MONIE BOYY XOTBLLIE* nocWMH X< BB

460 BAR 155: rblubws

41 BAR 155: om.

42 BAR 155: MPAZNBIKA

463 BAR 155: 8CTPOIENTE

464 BAR 155: xoTRaLLE Bb HoLfIb Toy
465 BAR 155: Bheakxh

466 BAR 155: om.

4TBAR 155 add.: Toraa

48 BAR 155: om.

49 BAR 155 add.: 1

Y0 BAR 155: rie
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— — .
ThH ANb ZAKONNBIE NACKbI, €rAA XoTBLWE®! Macxa BbITH Eromfl;lHu,K. BB NbKé H
— —
APNBLLE 10V AEH ZAKAANEMb BhIRAALLE?, RB ANb METhYNBI". RD N'Ke*® Al AOYHBI BBLLE.
’“ m — — — .. —
gD A, {ecﬁ'\r‘“‘“. |<¢Q [850 B'R] CANLLE*S f1I. ASNBI ke ,e. Cle CBTROPH 1C, FAKO AA Né
NBAANL BbIRL H e MOCTHINE TAHNY CROK o\fveNHKvG NPBAATH, RBZACTL NA BE‘JH B
Y’E487'

H no geph ngie XA'BEL NPEAOMH, H MPEAA ANAOME TAHNS NORATO ZAR'BTA, RB HOLL
YETRILT'KA. BB NIKE H MPBAAND Bbl W 10V A €H AKO MHCANOS 1€, Nb ¥TO {O\fEO A }A89
Y 490. 491 = 492
{a8ka A}, npHeMb  XABBb 1€, H BAFOAAPHRL MPBAOMH. & OVBO*™ H  ABKA

' 493 (| a4 o2 ;
cR'BCTR8ETH* (1), KO XABEL MPHEAB*™ 1€ XC, & Ne OMP'BCNBKD. YETRILTHK' BO BBLLE,
H*® Ne B'BLUE TOPAXN ZAKONNAA MACXA. TgeTH NA ACTE® ASNE B'ELIE TOFAAY, H Ne
BBLLIC onp”scm:.m €L1e. HBO OMPBCNBKD, BD &1, ASHBI O\fZAICONPGN BB ’T‘KOPHTH ce. TRM Ke
OVBO A1 AHD MPLRATO MLI,A ABNbBI, MACKS NN)HLLM 7AKW. 16T’ NAAGTbIH *e ANb, MPbRbIH
OngBCNbKA, 498C8BOTY NA‘JHLLM. H BB Th ANb 8ZAKONIENO*” BB OMP'BCHBKE TROHTH Cé.

x® — < — .,
IAKO H ATNBLLS, BB Al, ZAKAATH C6. BB N'Ké ZAKAANL BbIP® ArMbLLL BXTH RBZEMAISH
*oo—r T — =
PPBXbI MHpA. NONIE XC gACTIETH H ZAKAAND Bbl ,Al, ASNBI BB ANb METKA. A B C8 BBl
npAfNchb OMP'BCHBKA, KOPAX OVEO OMPBCHBKE RAAL €. H KOTAXN AIAW NOBbIH ZaBE

NPEAX TROPHTH
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H OIS FAIGTE. 1AKO W EThI AlTAL ny‘fexvﬁ”) OMPBCNBKL TROPHTH. €AN 110 B'bCIC'p_C.GNH ro w
Mg‘TBlﬁ FAIE®: BHAHTE AH KAKO A'BABI RABE OBAHYACMH €CTE CHMb OVBO TAKO
?,ENNI:.IMB, YTO HMA KBKO ™ CHMb WREBLIATH. & OVEO MOKAZAXO HAR'K, IAKO rpiKe
npz\i‘NHKA MACXbI B%‘JA BAL. OMPBCNBK' e IACTH np”s;?e MACXbI, Né B'BLIE ZAKONNO AKOKE
X, an/\oms we h /f. 1391/ kb HEWRETHS OVRBIENil0 NPBRETTHCANNOME™ CAOROY
CeM8, H Apsw FZ\ABHZNS TOro:Ke GVAHCTA IWANNA. RAKO H Thi CAMb HCMOREAATH
HMALLIH, RAKO TAaKo 6. HEW Iake™ o NA GUAIA HCTHNHNA 8, TakoKe H RALLA
NeHZMBNNA co\f, H ToRe FARTBL- Cia OVBO peKb ¢, CMSTH ¢¢ AXOMb. H CRETEACTRORA H
fe. AMHNBL AMHHNb TAK BAMb, FAKO €AHNb W R ny”sA§ ME. RBZBIPAAXS™™ K OWYENHLLH
Ap§ AJ8Ia, NE RBAELIE 0 KOEMb FAKETB. BRLIEY RBZACKE EAHNL W OYYENHKDL €ro Na
AONE TCOR™E, €r0 AWBARLLIE 1C. MOMANS e €M8 CIMWHb METPL RBIPALLIATH & KTO IS 0
NIEM’ ¢ TAISTb. MPHMAA, K€ ONB™ NA MPLCH €ro Faa {KB '|_c‘0\f}5°7, FH KT 16, WRBLIA €.
™ 1 emb AZb OMOYHRb XA'BEb MOAAMB. H OMOYHRL XABEL AACTH I0YA'R CiMONORS
HCKAGTOTS. H M0 XABB'B TOrAA RBNHAE BBNL CATANA. FAA M8 I, ke TROPHLLH CATROPH
RBCKOPR. Cero e NHEAHNb W x'bz/\ELuTbe. Né O\fK"E,A,"E YTO ‘,E eM8. N'BLLTH ke MNEXS.
MONIE RBAAFAAHLYIE ,A,‘JBFKAALIJGS()g IO\f,A,A KO FAISTH €M 1. KSMH IAKE BB noT)'REY
HMAMBI NA  TIAZNHKE GVAHCTS o\fs TAKO 0 cbe RRARMOLIS, KAKO N¢ BH CA'BNS
BRHAHMO KO ngmﬁe ZAKONNBIE MACXBI KG?A BLL 110 CEMS ovBoT? eike ge. KO NEBLLTH
MN”BXO\](’ FAIETS |0\fA“s K8MH RAKE NA NOTP'BES HMAMBI NA NPAZNHKL!, RARB MOKAZAAL
e K!)’E BB NISKE geg‘x ¢ B OYYENHKBI CROHMH. T"BMFKG AA NE MOMBILLAKENTE NBKOE
np”slcoc/\ozm BSAE TeEE O BY'BMENH B NIE gepa BI:.I 2o npovH e\f/\HC’T‘I:. FAKEMAA.
ch1§ MONIE MA-¢H FAIETh. R MPBRBIH K¢ OMPBCNBKA. MPHCTSIHLIE KD I8 O\fYGNHLI,H ro
FARLIE. PH PAE XOLIELLH OYFOTORAGME TH MACXS IACTH. ASKA k¢ FAIETS. nleAe AHb

OMNPBCNBKA, BB N'Ke MoBA’LLIE HKPBTH & MACLB. H MOCAA NMETPA H’ IWANNA peKb,
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LWBA/LIA OYTOTORAHTA MAMbB FACTH MACXOV. CAORECA Ke Cia T;JE 63‘1\H(’T‘I>, NE HMARS
cvgngOTHBMSNTe NBIKO¢ HAH gAzAEAreuTe ® TFAlEMbI |WANN0M|>5‘5 e@AHcTOMb FAKO
MHLUETb. ny”s;ﬁe MPAZNHKA®'® MACKBL RBABIH ¢ 1Ko npiHAe N AA ny”sHM w MHVA
Cro Kb OLS. H Mpovax ngbBuH OVBO OMNYPBCNBK, IARARK7 NAMB EXTRHAA EAVATA.
,A,G’T‘I:.IH AHb npbmro MLLA B'BLLIE TOFA,A npﬁwrowmme NEBKOE MAaCLLR ¢B I'I‘JOYIHMH
TPbMH ANBMH. ch1§, ¢ MPLRO NA ,A,GTbIH. H B'T0p0, H TPETHMB® NA ,A,GTH ANEMb.
RAKOKE BB KNHZB HCXOAX MHCANO IS - p’g b KB MWVCEH. MLT,b. Ch, MLTeMb. RAMbB NAYEAW.
MPLRbIH EO\;AE RAMbL RB ML,iGXb A'BTS. gILH KB RBCEMS CHN'MS {Thorb 1fAleRE ) Fale-
Rz ;I Afib MLTA Cero, AA RBZMETH BBCAKE OR'YE NA AOMb WYHCTRIA. ORYE NA RCAKD
AW. H BSAE CBBARAENO A0 YETHIgH NA ACTAFO AHE™ MOA Cero. RKO™? H NAMD K6
OYTOTORANIE H ng"ﬁngaﬁnmmo bl CTPACTEMb P MALLEFO TV )'(;\ REAHKAA NEARN. TAKO
eggevi‘) YETHIPE™ WHH ANH; H*® npfo\frowml\n‘e NBKoe {naclB BBLIE} ™ ZAKONNO H
O ZAKONIENO0T

Hgo AJ8ZTH GUVAHCTH n;ﬂs?fie n;ﬂg/f. 139V/CTAKI\I>LIJ€, N¢ MOCTHrOLE BHABTH GVACK0E
MPOMORBAANTE IWANNA BFOCAORA. Cb AABFOABTHL EbIRb, WBYBTE b CHCTARAIENIE
G\r;‘\i\'I'H WHE. H NA KONILb KHTTA CROEF0 RB 0CT(ORE NATMB 8Ly, I'S_[.‘OI'IO,A,KHPKNS
BLIR'LLIS. TPH A OMETTANR™ L'L_‘J'H (BOE EWATE HCMHEA. RAKS WNEMH MHOFA Mo KbRE
NAgeNA ASTAX K€ H OCTARAIENA. CH!J’E RAKOKE YIOA0 0 AAZAPH. H B;ﬂsme KG!JH H MSPM
HNAX RARB HCMHCARD, H REACTAACNO TMPOMORBAARL: TEMKe MAK BA. OCTANETE ¢ Fa

fAAH 0 CHLEBOH H RRBAIENBH? HCTHNB MPBKOCAORHTH H WMBTATH Cé. H exe™
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{TRopeTH L'I,_?.ICOKN'I'H NpoviH}™" KPLMHTEAIE, & H BbI TROPHTE. YEThIPEMb CLHIENNBIMb
nATpTAgx\X‘) MOCABASIOLIE. MONIE MNOKAHLLIH C8A L RBIND & H MPHETHB. EAHN' e NHKTO
NPHETh 6. BATA OYBO ARA MAYE ¢AHNOMO, MHCANO™? 6. HAE BO G,A,HNOMO\f,A,?bC’T‘BO\fls
YETHIPE H CBAIBKETH, KTO AN v”ngT ce FAIE KO HE Ba nocgﬁ HYXb. RKOKE™ XC FAIET,
HAC COYTh ABA HAH TPHE CBBJANH O HMENH MOEMb, TOV €CMb nocpﬁ HXb *

H Cero gAAH Mol (¢, CBRBKSMHM (6 B'CH AXORNO. H ESAEMb BATOAIBILH, A Ne
CAMOAKBILH. MONIE BO NH XC CAMb B K?”E C’T‘?’T‘H Ero RKOKE g”sxv'\“). NE MOCTHIAL RACTH
ONPBCHBbKL. €L W 10WAEH Ne OTOTORANE™ covips, {raKkoxe 913)(\15.}535 NHXKE MAKbI
bﬁl\H NPBAALLE €KE NE MPHELLE. 110 lfepH BO RAKO {I'"_/.\IOTI:. eﬁ/\HCTH}m, np”sAAMS”
TAHNS NOBATO ZAR'BTA. (Kb KEAANTEMb RBKEAR ¢TI0 MACXS RCTH b BAMH. RR'E 0VEO &
RAKO TOFAN MPTHAE va C’T‘PAAN'I'A €ro. Cero pAAH HiKe OMNMPBCNLKE™ NMPHYELIAWT C¢, BB
AHOATNAQTQBS €pech RBMAAANTL NGB'B,A,GLIJG RKO ONb O\fEO FI\A:ZLIJG RKO TBAO O\fso”g
BEZ'ABLLNO H {|<pom”s ovMA }* NipHEAD 16 THb H CAORO BrKiE ® CThil {ARbI H}%! BLLe.
{FAIE 1AKO AOBOANO 1€ RBMECTO O\fMA HALLE, ETERO. }542 CHLLE H ongBEHbKE I'I!)HNALIJMO
MLTRS MAL A NE KHES anmmm. HEO KEAGH RBME AL TECTS RBIRAGTH. H COAb
RBMECTO OMA. CTA KE N HMBLUIE OMPBCNLKS, KAKO N BEZASLUNL™ H MybRL™ Q) 5%,
BB HCTHNS MYhTROTRO(LLL RCE HiKe NPHYELIART™ ¢& em8- {HBW }> b NALLb 1¢ )'<_c'
CBRYBLLIEND  ChIH &b, H CBRYBLLIEND YAKb. COYT8BL IGCTROMB & NE CBCTABW. TEAO

— 548 .~ — 549 M A
OALLERAKNO™ H O\fMI\IO w I'I‘JNO,A,KI:HG H BLL¢ I'I!JHG. H C'LE‘JI:.LLIGI\INBIMI:. X/\"BEOMB MOBENO
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np”sAgm NORATM0 ZARBTA TAHNS. H BXBHEI:. H eKb, I‘I?THM”BTGSSI RAHTE. Hke rg NENI:.IH
XABEL KHROTBNb. H KHRO AACTH? RASUIHMbL €ro. RAKOKE )'<_c' ZARELIA NAMB FAIE.
RAABIH MAB MO H MieH KPbRL MO0, BB MN'R I'I!J”BBbIBATG H AZb BB NIE. ALIE AH H CAORECH
CHXb CHA8 NE MPHIEMAIETE. H Cb MPBKOCAORTEMb CHIPOTHRHTE™ ce PARLIE. FAKO W CThI
Aﬁz\b METPA H TNMARAA OMP'BCHBNOE np”sAANTe anexv'\"). MOCASLLIAGS 550 CeMb  RALLIE
BATOAIBIE. H¥ MMOKAZATH RAMb B BroMb, NEBKAA HakKe ATTAH NPBAALLIE HCMPbRA
TROPHTH. H MAKLI WHBMH CAMBMH NAMOCABABKL HCMPARAIENA™ H np”s/f. 140r/"r|;o¢em
NA Ei\_r‘ogk(l'e NALLE. EAHKO K¢ O )'<_1'3 BBS™® ovicpBNAROLLE. H BTH L'L_p'KBH BATTTI0 €ro
O\fTBp'bn’?MMb H MPOCTHPAEM'B.

H C8BOTS OVEO TOrAA [gABNo]S” ¢h CTOK NEAKEK MOREARNNO BB MAMbL CHEAKWAATH H
NHYTO ABAATH, SO Ke Ce 0BO N”E- H neTgﬁ nngoMLuﬁ“l W ezblkb KB
NEMOPWYNOH BBYB XPHCTTANCKOH, np”s;?e OBP'BZAALLE™ HXb, H TaKo K")_.LI_IAALIJQ%S. H
NABAL TiMO®€A OBJBIA: K TOME H WrAALLIAGMTH. QHV*E NAPHULAGMH H  OB'BLUIAGMH
K,;)\THTH e, T!)H,A,,CG\THA’ETNHSGG |<'§J_'L|JAA)<0\f567 Ce. H APSFAA NBKAA ZAKONNAX MpBAANTA
RBIBIOLIEH™™ CABARAAAXS™. HY0 ApXT€peHE KeNbI HMBAXS !, FNRA e ® CHXb NH 6AHNO
6. BKiH CTBH L'L_p'KBH OVKPBNAREMEB  H  OCITERARLIH - HA ChRPBLIENBHILAAT?  H

HCTHNNAM.  AA  KoO¢ QT?(\NNO H AHBNO YHAO0 ALHE TOMAA O\fYGNHLLH BB NAYEAB
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MPOMORBAANTA W NEMOLIH MHNOTBIXb NHCXOAELIE, NBKAA WBBIYNAA HMb POCTHLLIE
TROPHTH. HAKE MAAO 110 MAAS WCBLLAKLIE M, H MPEMOVA0 HZMBNIAIOLIE, TUNPHREA, OLLIE f
NA e\’?z\’ucoe ngtAANTe. ngtﬁ?e noo\fveNthf’” BLIR'LI'HMBYS NA MOCABLLANIE, OV A0Bb
MPHREAENH BBILLIE NA HCTHNNOE. NHKE BO & RBZMOKNO  APBRO CTPLM'THRO NARECTH
CKOPBIME NAREAENTEMb. H CHAOK P8KBI HCMPARHTH, IARKE NEBKBIH M NALLI BrOCAORLL ‘fe.
O AOBb o\flso577 HMATB MPBAOMHTH €&, NEKEAH HCMPARHTH C&. H CEro pAAH FAKCO ;ﬂsxvi‘) RD
MAAO BP'BME OCTARAIENDL HMb Bl Ong'BCNBKE, MONIEHE REAH ¢hBOgh {TorAA BBIIE}
ERPEH BB PHM'B. IAKS KNHPA CTHI ATIAL ABANTH CKAZBETh. MOTOM' e €rAN BpBME EI:I\,
(ACBIMALLIGH €& RAKO H TH MWIEH BRI 110 OCTPOENT 0 BKIK. WCTARH BO ERPEWMb
KPBTBbI TROPHTH, AONAEKE HMBS Ta ARE MOKAKE. TAKORE €A HCI‘I‘)ABMSNOSSO BI:I\,
fACBINA HKPBTRBI WNbI NATOCABABKE *

H AOROANA MH ¢8 MHCATH Cia, KB MOVIKE COVLUE HCMABNb A'_>'<0M|> CThIMb H JAZOVMOMb
,A',_).COKNI:L AAH BO ‘fe NPBMOV A8 MPHTYHI, H NPBMEAJE BOYAETH -

H n;ﬂs?fie”‘ BP'BMENE Cero BB NAYEAB APXTEPEHCTRA MOE CHCTARAENO ¢ MHCANTE, MOCAA KB
BAKENNOMS MAN'E yHM‘ucomo\f. MOCAA o\flso582 N 583r¢eA8Lu'|'Hx|> NA TMOKAONIENTE RD
|er;;1\M|>. KD MAFQ}CT‘)S BAFOMACMENHTOMS. H Aoymgs“ COVLIY BD HTAATH Apr'l'ps, RKO AA
MOCAKETB ¢ie KB BAKENNOMS MANEK. {WToAB ke}™ ARB ABTE MHMOHAOLIE. H Né
RBZMOT0 O\foTH. H ¢ o\;so NAaKbI n;ﬂanchb ONW TMOCAA KB BFORBZAWEAIEN(I0%
TROEMS. RAKO AA AWBRE pz\ MOGE MAYE Ba ;JAAH eroKe ;)AAH H¥® 0 NIEM'XKe pAAH““’

MHCANO |€ 0 X'E B0 MOAHM (¢ FMGTb EFKTKI\IMH Aﬂi\b A MoCASLLIH ¢le KB
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THE FIRST ROMANIAN TRANSLATIONS
OF PATRISTIC WRITINGS

Alexandru Mares

1. In the history of Romanian culture, the 16th century is synonymous
with the promotion of writing in Romanian. The majority of literary texts from
this period is formed by canonical church writings, alongside several religious
apocrypha and secular texts. Canonical church writings are of various profiles:
for (religious) reading, for religious ceremonies, on religious doctrine, on
ecclesiastic law and for moral edification.' Some of these writings belong to the
Church Fathers and were shown great respect at the time.

We owe one attempt to present the 16th-century Romanian translations
of patristic literature to the former metropolitan of Oltenia, Nestor Vornicescu.”
He examined several Romanian translations of the works of John Chrysostom,
Athanasius the Great, John Damascene and John Nesteutes, thus shedding light
on the interest shown in these writings in the past, with some of them benefitting
from a greater dissemination thanks to their manuscript copies. Showing more
interest in examining the translations from a theological point of view and less
from a philological point of view, the former metropolitan’s research was not
without some erroneous interpretations, such as, for example, including the
Apocalypse of Paul, an eminently apocryphal text that had been rejected by the
Church,” among the writings of the Church Fathers. From 1984, when Nestor
Vornicescu’s exegesis dates from, and to this day, the number of 16th-century
Romanian translations from patristic literature has increased by several more
writings.

We started the present research in order to have a more comprehensive
and, at the same time, a more exact image of the patristic translations of the 16th
century. In this study, we intend to describe those translations from a
philological point of view, following, first of all, matters of localisation, dating,
filiation, and establishing their source and of the religious currents that

"See I. Ghetie, Al. Mares, Originile scrisului in limba romdnd, Bucharest, 1985.

2N. Vornicescu, Primele traduceri patristice in literatura noastra, sec. IV-XVI, Craiova, 1984, p.
267-533.

> N. Cartojan, Cartile populare in literatura romdneascd, vol. 1, Epoca influentei sud-slave,
Bucharest, 1929, p. 62-65 and p. 267.
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determined their appearance. We will also attempt to examine some references
to the Church Fathers in the prefaces of 16th-century printed books. It should be
noted that the writings discussed here will be presented according to their
authors, in the chronological order of their translations.

2. The first of the patristic authors we will be referring to is John
Chrysostom, bishop of Constantinople (347-407). A few of his writings were
translated in the 16th century.

The first text to be translated into Romanian was the Paschal Homily
(short redaction), which was attributed to him, but his authorship is debatable.*
This homily is conserved in three Slavo-Romanian versions (Slavonic text with
an interlinear Romanian translation). The Bratul Codex, conserved at the
Museum of Literature of Moldavia in lasi, inventory number 2005, contains the
oldest version of the writing. Alongside other texts from the manuscript, this
homily (p. 454-458) was copied by the priest Bratul from a town from south-
eastern Transylvania in 1559-1560.> Two further versions were found in the
Codex Sturdzanus:® the first (f. 63r-67v), the watermark of which dates to 1590-
1602,” was copied in a town in northern Hunedoara based on a source from
south-eastern Transylvania;® the second (f. 79r-v), similar on a textual level to
the first and conserving only the title and several lines from the final part of the
homily, was written by scribe C (according to Gh. Chivu’s classification) from
the Mahaci area,” between 1580-1591."" All three versions are reproductions of
the same translation, which was probably made in Moldova in an Orthodox
environment. "'

It should be noted that, unlike Nestor Vornicescu,'” we did not include
the Paschal Homily from the lorga Fragments,” which is a reproduction of a

4. P. Migne includes this text among the uncertain ones (spuria), see Patrologia Graeca, vol.
LIX, Paris, 1862, columns 721-724. The first Romanian scholar to have doubted the authenticity
of this writing was B. P. Hasdeu, Cuvente den batrdni, vol. 11, Bucharest, 1879, p. 75. Nestor
Vornicescu, however, advocated for John Chrysostom’s authorship, op. cit., p. 358-388.

5 The text was first published by G. Mihiild, “Observatii asupra manuscrisului slavo-roman al
popii Bratul”, in Studii de limba literard si filologie, vol. 11, Bucharest, 1972, p. 334-340.

8See Codex Sturdzanus. Studiu filologic, studiu lingvistic, editie de text si indice de cuvinte de
Gh. Chivu, Bucharest, 1993, p. 274-276 and 279.

TAL Mares, “Datarea unor texte din Codicele Sturdzan”, Limba romdna 34, 1985, n° 1, p. 50.

8 Gh. Chivu, “Copistii Codicelui Sturdzan”, Limba romdna 27, 1978, n° 1, p. 68-69.

% Ibidem, p. 68-69, 71.

12 Al. Mares, “Datarea unor texte din Codicele Sturdzan”, p. 51-52.

"1, Ghetie, “Consideratii filologice asupra Omiliei la Pasti (versiunea ,,scurta™)”, Limba romdnd
33,1983, n° 3, p. 216-221.

'2N. Vornicescu, Primele traduceri patristice, p. 309-320.

13 Published by N. Iorga, Cdteva documente de cea mai veche limbd romdneasca (sec. al XV-lea si
al XVI-lea), excerpt from Analele Academiei Romdne. Mem. Sect. lit., ser. II, vol. 28, 1905-1906,
p. 8-14 (105-116).
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commentary based on the aforementioned version, most likely written in the
17th century.'*

The long redaction of this homily, entitled Teaching on Easter Sunday,
can be found in the Second Homiliary, printed by Coresi in Bragov in 1581. At
the base of the translation, made by the typographer-deacon and the two priests,
Mihai and Iane, from the St. Nicholas Church in Scheii Bragovului, was the
Homiliary (Yevangeliye ucitelnoye) printed by Ivan Fyodorov in Zabludéow in
1569." The editor of the book, Lukas Hirscher, judge of Brasov, took care of the
translation and the printing of this book in order to fulfil one of the central aims
of the Reformation: the distribution of religious texts in the national languages.

Teaching on Easter Sunday, attributed in the printed text to John
Chrysostom, belongs, according to Vasile Grecu, to John Kalekas, Patriarch of
Constantinople. '® This opinion was not shared by Nestor Vornicescu, who
believed this homily to be one of Chrysostom’s creations.'’

The Brasov translation of this homily benefited from some degree of
distribution in the 17th century: Coresi’s Second Homiliary was copied in 1626
by the priest Parvu from Sebes (Sibiu)'® and reprinted in Bilgrad in 1641 by the
priest Dobre, whereas the Paschal Homily was copied in the leud Manuscript
(1621-1633) and in the Teodorescu Codex (17th century). "

Also belonging to Coresi are the three homilies in ms. rom. 5023 (BAR),
which had remained unknown to Nestor Vornicescu and whose titles, unlike the
remainder of the text, are rendered in Slavonic:

Caoro trro loanna ZAATOOVCTANO W TepnkNTH. H BAr0 MOXBAANTH H A Né TAKO

SBAO MIAAYE CA W OVMEJLUIH. RD C8EOTS Z, 10 NIALL'E, NPHAHNO K¢ H NA MOFJEBENTE KOrOmA0
o\fconmﬁ vHTATH ¢A “Saint John Chrysostom’s homily on patience and <on> the

praise of the good and that we should not cry too <much> for the dead. On the
7<th> Saturday after Easter. Fit for reading at the funeral of the dead” (f. 261r-
279r);

14 Al. Mares, “Céteva preciziri in legiturd cu Omilia la Pagsti, din Fragmentele lorga”, Limba
romanda 35, 1986, n° 6, p. 508-512.

!5 P. Olteanu, Originalul slav al , Evangheliei cu invatdturd” a diaconului Coresi, Bucharest,
1958, p. 7-60.

V. Grecu, Izvorul principal bizantin pentru Cartea cu invatdturd a diaconului Coresi din 1581.
Omiliile patriarhului loan IV Caleca (1334-1347), Bucharest, 1939, p. 4-25.

'7N. Vornicescu, op. cit., p. 380-397.

'8 Al. Mares, “O copie din 1625 a Cazaniei a Il-a coresiene”, Limba romdnd 46, 1997, n° 4-6, p.
287-297.

U1 Ghetie, “Texte coresiene copiate in Codicele Todorescu”, Limba romdna 25, 1976, n° 1, p. 7-
8; Manuscrisul de la leud. Text stabilit, studiu filologic, studiu de limba si indice de M.
Teodorescu si I. Ghetie, Bucharest, 1977, p. 36-39.
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Heke g3 TTB1 WA fiero loata ZAATOOVCTAT. A?XTGF;KBFIA KOTATHHNA FPAAA. Y
w A’men'p_p'ww(), H ABRAKNH OYYHTEAE. H W BEZBOKNHXB CKRPBNH GHTHIKO. H W
ZHAMENTAXD CKONYANTA BBKA CEro. €Ke NAMHCA BAKNTH NA CKONYANTH BB BPBMA
MPBCTARAGHTA CBOGMO, EAN (AZASYALLE CA W TEAGCH MOKAZSELIE A0B(0¢ D HCTHNS
nxoenie “Of the one among saints, of our father John Chrysostom, archbishop of

Constantinople: word on the false prophets and <on> the false teachers and the
foul, godless heretics and the signs of the end of time, that the blessed wrote at
the end, near his death, when he left his body, looking well in the true exit” (f.
279v-305v).

H:ke g3 TTo1 wila [iuero loanna ZZ\ATOO\{‘(T&. CAORO W MOKAANTH I OVMHAGHTH...
kb ReAHKSI0 ¢pF vntatH “Of the one among saints, of our father Saint John

Chrysostom: word on repentance and humility... Fit to be read on Holy
Wednesday” (306r-332v)

The three homilies were copied, alongside the other texts of the
manuscript, in Scheii Brasovului, probably by a priest from the Saint Nicholas
church in that town. As indicated by the titles, the translation of these homilies
was based on a Slavonic text. Scribe A (in our classification), to whom most of
the texts in this manuscript belong, among them also the aforementioned
homilies, transcribed the texts, as shown by the watermark examination, between
1595 and 1606.*° The remaining texts in ms. rom. 5023 were copied by three
scribes (B, C, and D in our classification), who were also recruited from the
priests of the Saint Nicholas Church in Scheii Brasovului. In fact, scribe C was
the priest Neagoslav, who, between 1591 and 1606, led the eparchy of Scheii
Brasovului, alongside the priest Mihai and, following the latter’s death (1605),
alongside the priest Constantin. Scribe A, who might have been the priest Mihai
or maybe his son, the priest Constantin, collected the texts in the current
sequence reflected in the manuscript in order to make a corpus of homilies that
could be read on Sundays and on the various feasts throughout the year.”'

Finally, the translation of the first Missal, printed by the deacon Coresi
in Brasov in 1570, is connected to John Chrysostom’s name. This book contains
Saint John Chrysostom’s Liturgy, first attested in 8th- and 9th-century
manuscripts, although it is of an older date.”” The Romanian print was published
under the patronage of the Calvinist bishop Pavel Tordasi. The linguistic
analysis highlighted the presence of two dialectal layers in the Missal text: a
Wallachian and South-East Transylvanian layer, which can be attributed to the
typographer, and another one that can be localised in Banat-Hunedoara or

20 AL Mares, Un manuscris romdnesc necunoscut din secolul al XVI-lea, Bucharest, 2003, p. 11-
13, 17-21.

2! Ibidem, p. 17-21.

22 E. Braniste, Liturgica speciald pentru institutele teologice, Bucharest, 1980, p. 205-206.
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central Transylvania, stemming from the original translation. The text was
translated from Slavonic based on a different missal than the one printed by
Macarie in 1508. The texts of some prayers, Psalm 50 and several psalm
fragments were taken from previous Romanian versions. Although the contents
of the book are purely Orthodox, the translation must be considered the action of
the Calvinist movement in Banat-Hunedoara. By printing the Missal, the
supporters of Calvinism aimed to nationalise the religious cult in the Orthodox
Church, a first step in their attempts to convert Romanians to the official religion
of the Transylvanian Principality.>

3. In the 16th century, an ecclesiastical Code of Laws containing canons
attributed to Saint Basil the Great (330-379) and Saint John Nesteutes, Patriarch
of Constantinople (582-595), was printed in Romanian.

This Code of Laws, known only in one incomplete copy, contains, in
addition to the Teachings of the 318 Holy Fathers of Nicaea and of the
Interpretation <of the> Gospel of Judgment, the Holy Fathers’ Code of Laws
Following the Teachings of Basil the Great (p. 13-21). The latter writing
combines canons from the Nomocanon or Canon of John Nesteutes with canons
belonging to the Code of Laws of Basil the Great. Usually, John Nesteutes
reduces the penances given by Basil the Great: “For him who kills a man, Basil
gives 15 leti; we give 5 [éti, prayers 150 a day”... “For him who sins with cattle,
Basil gives 15 [éti **; we give 2 [é(1), prayers 150 a day, that he may receive
communion after a year”.*’

The printing of this Code of Laws was carried out between 1560-1562%
by a master typographer who might have been someone other than deacon
Coresi.”” Concerning the original used for the translation of the Holy Fathers’
Code of Laws Following the Teachings of Basil the Great, Radu Constantinescu
believes that it was a 9th-century Byzantine compilation, translated into
Slavonic, which contains pseudo-apostolic canons, canons from the letters of
Basil the Great and several canons of Patriarch Nicephorus I of Constantinople.
In the language of the text, alongside particularities that are characteristic of the
southern idioms, which can be attributed to the typographer, some particularities

2 For all these, see Liturghierul lui Coresi. Text stabilit, studiu introductiv si indice de Al. Mares,
Bucharest, 1969, p. 7-46.

* The Slavonic word [éfo [= year] in its different grammatical forms is retained in the Romanian
translation.

25 Gh. Chivu, Pravila lui Coresi. Text stabilit, studiu filologic, studiu lingvistic si indice de ..., in
Texte romdnesti din secolul al XVI-lea, coord. 1. Ghetie, Bucharest, 1982, p. 225.

26 Al. Mares, “Prima Pravild bisericeasca tiparitd in limba roména si raporturile ei cu cele mai
vechi versiuni ale Nomocanonului prescurtat”, in Studii de limba literara si filologie, [I],
Bucharest, 1969, p. 271-276.

2T R. Constantinescu, “O variantd necunoscutd a Pravilei lui Coresi”, Limba romdnd 35, 1986, n°
6, p. 500.
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belonging to the northern idioms can be found: -ia > -ie (i¢) in liturghie (art.),
the hardening of b in potribascd, phonetisms like zua and simbetele, the
invariable character of the possessive article a etc. The closing of final e to 7 in
faci (3 sg.) and priimesti (3 sg.) appears in that period in Moldavia and, more
rarely, in Banat-Hunedoara. The assimilation of atonic medial e to d in dandoara
is characteristic only of the idioms in northern Moldavia, which is the region
where the translation of the texts that constitute the Code of Laws was made.*® If
the translation can be considered to be the initiative of an Orthodox clergyman
from Moldavia, its printing in Brasov seems to have been the initiative of
Iohannes Benkner. The judge of Brasov had the local monopoly over printing
Cyrillic books at the time and did not miss the occasion to print a book that was
so necessary for the Orthodox clergy. The 9 unsold copies of the Code of Laws
that were still kept in 1585 in Brasov among the assets of the son-in-law of
Benkner’s daughter seem to point towards that interpretation.”

The portion of text from the Brasov edition that corresponds to the Holy
Fathers’ Code of Laws Following the Teachings of Basil the Great was copied
on several occasions. We find it first in the Code of Laws transcribed at Putna
Monastery in 1581 by the rhetor Lucaci.’® Other copies from that time can be
found in the Code of Laws to Rectify Men of All Sins and Errors (early 17th
century),’’ in the Code of Laws of the priest of Rapa de Jos (1610),** and in the
Codex Neagoianus (1620).>> The latter copy is an adaptation of the printed
version or of the original used in making it.**

4. We will now turn to a work attributed to Saint Athanasius the Great,
Patriarch of Alexandria (295-373), namely to the Athanasian Creed or
Quicumque, as this creed is also known. An exposition of several fundamental
dogmas of Christian religion with an emphasis on the equality of the three
persons of the Holy Trinity, this writing was attributed late, during the reign of
Charles the Great, to the Saint from Alexandria. He is, however, not the author
of the Quicumque Creed.” The expression et Filio, connected to the Holy Spirit
proceeding from the Son as well, which this creed contains, was introduced in
order to underline that the Son is not inferior to the Father. The Athanasian

8 Gh. Chivu, “Copistii Codicelui Sturdzan™, p. 142-144.

% For which see L. Ghetie, Al. Mares, Originile scrisului in limba romdnd, p. 278-279.

3 Pravila ritorului Lucaci. Text stabilit, studiu introductiv si indice de 1. Rizescu, Bucharest,
1971, p. 162-165 (cf. . 204v-210v).

31 Gh. Ghibanescu, “O fila de pravila (secl. XVI)”, Teodor Codrescu 1, 1915, p. 43-44.

32 Al Rosetti, “O pravild romaneasca necunoscuta”, Grai si suflet 1, 1924, fasc. 2, p. 332.

3 C. A. Spulber, Cea mai veche pravild romdneascd, Text-Transcriere-Studiu, Cernduti, 1930, p.
33-69.

AL Mares, “Prima Pravild,” p. 284-285; Gh. Chivu, Pravila lui Coresi, p. 151-152.

3% Hr. Andrutos, Simbolica. Traducere din limba greacd de Justin Moisescu profesor universitar,
Craiova, 1955, p. 33.
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Creed is used in the Catholic Church and is recited during the Prime, after Psalm
118, and in some Protestant Churches during the morning mass.*® The Russian
Orthodox Church of the latter half of the 17th century sought to appropriate this
creed, which it considered to be an authentic expression of Christian doctrine.
Starting with the edition of the Symeon of Polotsk’s Psalter in 1680, the
Athanasian Creed was included in Russian psalters, only eliminating the
mention of filioque.”” The creed was also introduced in some Moscow Alphabet
Books, as proven by the respective editions of 1704 and 1708.%*

The first Romanian translation of the Athanasian Creed can be found in
the Psalter of Schei (1573-1578),*’ copied probably in Moldavia.*’ Placed in this
manuscript after the Biblical Canticles, this writing conserves an acephalous
text, whose topic was gravely perturbed. As a result of reproducing a defective
model, excerpts belonging to the two constitutive parts of the Athanasian Creed
referring to the dogma of the Holy Trinity and the dogma pertaining to Christ
were mixed without any logic. The reproduction we owe to 1.-A. Candrea errs in
its attempt to re-establish the archetype of the translation, which led to the
replacement of newer phonetisms with older ones, such as rhotacism.*' Nestor
Vornicescu’s reproduction® is not without transcription errors, omissions, and
wrongly numbered verses either. I published a reproduction of this text in an
interpretative phonetic transcription that respects the initial order of the verses
ten years ago."'

The text of the Athanasian Creed was copied by scribe C (one of the
three scribes of the Schei Psalter), probably a Saxon, according to most

S Ghetie, “Simbolul atanasian din Psaltirea Scheiana”, Limba romdna 22, 1973, n° 3, p. 245.

37 A. Palmieri, Theologia dogmatica orthodoxa (ecclesiae graeco-russicae) ad lumen chatolicae
doctrinae examina et discussa, T. 1. Prolegomena, Florence, 1911, p. 373; V. Laurent, “Le
Symbole ,,Quicumque® et I’Eglise bizantine. Notes et documents”, Echos d’Orient (39° année), 84,
1936, p. 386.

3% Al. Mares, “Note despre prezenta Simbolului atanasian in vechile texte romanesti”, in In
honorem Gheorghe Mihaila. Volum ingrijit de M. Mangiulea, Bucharest, 2010, p. 179.

¥ AL Mares, “Datarea Psaltirilor Scheiana si Voroneteand”, Limba romdna 33, 1984, n° 3, p.
191-198.

401, Ghetie, “Contributii la localizarea psaltirilor roménesti din secolul al XVI-lea”, in Cele mai
vechi texte romdnesti. Contributii filologice si lingvistice. Coord. 1. Ghetie, Bucharest, 1982, p.
152-172.

41 Al. Mares, “Note despre prezenta Simbolului atanasian in vechile texte roménesti”, p. 179.

“2N. Vornicescu, Primele traduceri patristice, p. 438-443.

4 See, for example, ca (v. 7) reproduced as ce (7), Dzeu (11) reproduced as Dumnezeu (11), fapti
(12) reproduced as fapti (12), in trei (12) reproduced as intre ei (12), ce nfu] 3 dzei (13)
reproduced as cei trei Dumnezei (15), ce unu Domnu (18) reproduced as Ce in Domnu (16), siresi
(scris e8pewn) (24) reproduced as «susure», Tot ce amu ainte dzis (25) reproduced as cd intru toate,
precum s-a zis se cinsteste (25), de-adevara (27) reproduced as dea de vara (27).

4 Al Mares, “Note despre prezenta Simbolului atanasian in vechile texte roménesti,” p. 170-171.
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researchers.* The translation was made based on a Latin text, as seen from
illustrative linguistic calques like totsilnicul — lat. omnipotens ‘almighty’ and,
most importantly, unul cuisi — lat. unamquamgque ‘everyone’. It is not impossible
that the translators may have used the Hungarian version of the creed in the
translation of several excerpts. The phrase fides catholica ‘Catholic faith’ from
the Latin version was transposed in Romanian as dereapta credinta crestirilor,
an equivalent that mirrors the solution from the Hungarian version: igaz
Keresztyeny hut ‘the true Christian faith’.*

Some authors have maintained that the Romanian translation of the
Athanasian Creed accompanied the primitive translation of the Psalter from the
earliest times.*” Such a hypothesis is hard to accept, seeing how, except for the
Schei Psalter, all other manuscript and printed versions of the Psalter from the
16th century did not attach the Athanasian Creed to the psalms. Based on the
presence of rhotacism in the text, Al. Rosetti considered that the “original
translation of the creed was made in the rhotacizing region, in the first half of the
16th century” (thus, according to the author, in the same period and place as the
first Romanian religious texts).* The fact that a text contains rhotacism does not
allow us to place it in the period of the first Romanian translations, since the
transformation of -n- to -r- in words of Latin origin has been noted in texts as
late as the mid-17th century (sporadically even later).* Seeing how rhotacism
did not characterise the language of scribe C, it would mean that the forms with
intervocalic n turning into » came from the model he had used. The copying of
the text and the psalms in this manuscript took place in Moldavia.”® Words like
parata ‘to suffer’, nesleitu ‘unmixed’ and poniu ‘following’ approach this text to
the old translations of the Apostle and the Psalter, which were made according
to recent research in Banat-Hunedoara. We should keep in mind that the
presence of the word pdndta, which is nowadays registered only in Hunedoaran
idioms, points toward the same conclusion. It is possible that the translation of
the Athanasian Creed also came from Banat-Hunedoara.’' The presence of

43 N. Driganu, “Manuscrisul Liceului Graniceresc ,,G. Cosbuc* din Nasiud si sasismele celor mai
vechi manuscrise roméanesti”, Dacoromania 3, 1922-1923, p. 497-499; cf. also p. 914-915, 921; C.
Lacea, “Copistii Psaltirii Scheiene,” Studii si cercetari stiintifice. Filologie (Iasi), 1959, n° 1-2, p.
131-135; 1. Ghetie, “Consideratii filologice si lingvistice asupra Evangheliarului din Petersburg”,
Studii si cercetari lingvistice 16, 1966, n° 1, p. 61-62.

4 Al Mares, “Note despre prezenta Simbolului atanasian in vechile texte roménesti”, p. 173.

47 Al. Rosetti, “Filioque din Psaltirea Scheiand”, Grai si suflet 2, 1925, fasc. 1, p. 156; P. P.
Panaitescu, fnceputurile si biruinta scrisului in limba romdnd, Bucharest, 1965, p. 94; D.
Moldovan, “Finalitatea textelor slavo-roméne intercalate din Evul Mediu romanesc”, Text si
discurs religios 1,2009, p. 109.

Al Rosetti, “Filioque din Psaltirea Scheiana”, p. 156.

Y1 Ghetie, “Simbolul atanasian din Psaltirea Scheiana”, p. 245.

% 1. Ghetie, “Contributii la localizarea Psaltirilor roméanesti din secolul al XVI-lea”, p. 168-169.

ST Al Mares, “Note despre prezenta Simbolului atanasian in vechile texte roménesti”, p. 175-176.
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filiogue proves that the translation of this text, used exclusively in Western
churches, could not have been made outside of a Catholic or Protestant cultural
and religious environment. Since Catholics did not accept translating a liturgical
text into the “vulgar” language in order to use it in church service, lon Ghetie
attributes the translation of the creed to a Romanian priest that had converted to
the Reformation. The translation would have to be placed between 1519, the
year in which the ideas of the Reformation started entering Transylvania, and the
years 1573-1578, which is the date of the Schei Psalter. This creed was attached
to a Romanian psalter so that it might be read during moring mass.*>

5. Saint John Damascene (675 - circa 749), one of the most
representative Eastern theologians from the third patristic period, is present in
the 16th century with two writings.

The first writing, An Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith or
Dogmatic, appears in two short excerpts of the manuscript copied by the rhetor
Lucaci in the Putna Monastery in 1581:> the first excerpt, titled in Slavonic
[waNa AAMACKHNA 0 BkTRE cAoRo “John Damascene’s Word on Divinity”, contains

an exegesis on the three hypostases of divinity (f. 190r-192v), while the second
one, titled loana AAMACKHNA HZAOKENHE RBYBI BB KPATILR “Of John Damascene,

Short Exposition of Faith” (f. 192v/1-1931/12) is a testimony of faith. Both
excerpts are bilingual, Slavo-Romanian.™

In some cases the Romanian translation is more developed than the
Slavonic version: Ba edinogo imenue(m) “we name a single God” is rendered by
pre unul Dumnezddau chemam gsi-i gicem, vi edi(n)stvi “in one unity” 1is
translated intr-una si intr-o impreunare, po ststavé(ch) “through its elements” is
translated pre incheieturile tocmealeei-si etc. The attempt to make the Slavonic
text more explicit than the Slavonic text and especially the lack of Romanian
equivalents for abstract notions (element, unity etc.) explain some small
amplifications that the Romanian text receives compared to the corresponding
Slavonic text.”

The majority of the linguistic particularities of the two examined
excerpts is generally characteristic of the northern idioms and can also be found
in the text of the Code of Law copied by Lucaci. One may assume that the source
used by the scribe (perhaps the original translation) was also of Moldavian
origin.”® Since this is an Orthodox dogmatic text, it is not impossible that the
initiative to translate the two fragments of the Exact Exposition of the Orthodox

52 1. Ghetie, “Simbolul atanasian din Psaltirea Scheiand”, p. 245-246; id., “Din nou despre
Simbolul atanasian din Psaltirea Scheiana”, Limba romdnd 23, 1974, n° 3, p. 243-244.

53 Pravila ritorului Lucaci, ed. I. Rizescu, p- 161.162.

* 1. Ghetie, Al. Mares, Originile scrisului in limba romdnd, p. 251-252.

35 Ibidem, p. 152.

58 Ibidem, p. 152-153.
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Faith came from Eustatie, the former bishop of Roman, who urged the rhetor
Lucaci to copy the texts of the Code of Law from the same manuscript. Their use
of a bilingual version was probably due to didactic reasons.”’

John Damascene’s second writing that benefited from a Romanian
translation is the Octoechos. As is known, the contents of this 6th century text
were systematised and enrichened with songs by the Saint from Damascus.™

At the Library of the Saint Nicholas Church in Brasov there is an old
manuscript (call number 2872) which conserves the material of the Small
Octoechos, i.e. the matins and vespers songs, ordered successively in eight tones
for Saturdays and Sundays; the Photagogica with the evangelical stichera were
added to the final part. The songs and the Photagogica are written in Romanian,
while the canons are written in Slavonic.”

N. Sulica, to whom we owe the first report on this manuscript, affirmed
in 1937 that, at that date, it contained a long epilogue written in Brasov by the
deacon Oprea in the year 1570. Upon reading the epilogue, published in its
entirety by N. Sulicd, we find a series of details referring to the source of the
Octoechos, the identity of the scribe, the visit made in Brasov by the Calvinist
bishop Pavel Tordasi, the granting of printed books to the school in Schei by the
members of the city council, etc.®® This epilogue, currently conserved only in
photographic reproduction (6 photographic plates) was proven to be a fake,
thanks to the efforts of N. Sulica.®’

The Small Octoechos from Brasov was dated by watermark to 1595-
1610%. The base of the translation was a Slavonic version of Middle Bulgarian
redaction of the kind conserved in the Brasov editions of the Octoechos from
1557 and 1567, with the untranslated part (the canons) having particularities

such as the conservation of the yus (&, &), of the consonant groups §t and Zd, and

of the epenthetic /.** Vasile Oltean’s opinion that the Romanian translation was

based on the text of the Slavonic Octoechos in ms. nr. 42 from the archive of the

57 Ibidem, p. 153.

8 1. G. Coman, Patrologie, Bucharest, 1994, p. 191.

% 1. Roman, “Un manuscris din secolul al XVI-lea: Micul Octoih bragovean”, in Studii de
slavistica, vol. 11, Bucharest, 1971, p. 101; I. Roman, Micul octoih brasovean din secolul al XVI-
lea in raport cu celelalte octoihuri slavo-romdne din sec. XV-XVII (rezumatul tezei de doctorat),
Bucharest, 1977, p. 3.

0N. Sulicd, “Cea mai veche scoald romaneasca din cuprinsul Romaniei intregite”, offprint from
Omagiu lui Constantin Kiritescu, Bucharest, 1937, p. 14-15.

o1 Al Mares, “Un Octoih roménesc din secolul al XVI-lea?”,Limba romdnda 18, 1969, n° 3, p. 239-
251.

82 Ibidem, p. 242-244.

83 1. Roman, Micul octoih brasovean, p. 13-15.
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Museum in Scheii Brasovului ® lacks conclusive proof; additionally, it is
countered by the results obtained in trying to localise the translation. The
linguistic examination highlighted the presence of two dialectal layers in the
Brasov Small Octoechos: a southern one belonging to the scribe, characterised
by the use of the fricative j in se vor judeca, soft labials in avem, mergdand and a
northern one that can be attributed to the copied source (maybe to the translator),
containing particularities such as atonal e > i in veri vini, viniti, the affricates dz
and g in dzi, dzise and in giudecii, sa giudece, dz > g (through accommodation)
in gice, the palatalization of f'in Ai, hier, hard s in sara, hard ¢ in blastamand,
hard m in margdnd, the adverbs acmu, mainte. The Hungarianism /lepedeu
‘cearsaf’, the -sig form of the suffix -sug in eftingigurile and especially n' in
supuniu turn our attention towards the Banat-Hunedoara zone, wherefrom the
translation probably stemmed.*®

In the second half of the 16th century, the translation of a ritual book
being used in the Orthodox Church could not have taken place due to an
Orthodox impulse, since in the Eastern Rite Church in the Romanian
Principalities the sacred language of the time was Slavonic. Under such
circumstances, the initiative to translate the Small Octoechos can only be
attributed to the patronage of the Reformation.*

The translation conserved in the Brasov manuscript is also found in four
manuscript copies made by the same scribe, the priest Mihai from the Hunedoara
region.”’ His copies prove that the old translation was still in use in churches
from south-western Transylvania at the very time that Calvinism underwent a
new recrudescence under Prince George I Rakoczi 1.

6. The last of the patristic writers we will be focusing on is Patriarch
Sophronius of Jerusalem (c. 550-637). Attributed to him is the Life of Saint Mary
of Egypt, the famous lewd woman of Alexandria who repented in Jerusalem,
spending the rest of her life in severe ascesis in the Jordanian desert of Palestine.
This writing, whose authorship has been contested,”” can be found in ms. rom.
5023 (BAR, f. 202r-226v), which we discussed earlier (see above, no. 2-3).

The Romanian translation of the Life of Saint Mary of Egypt was
analysed and published by Gabriel Mihailescu. He noted that the writing was

84 V. Oltean, “Izvoarele octoihurilor coresiene din Scheii Brasovului”, Biserica Ortodoxi Romdnd
97,1979, n° 3-4, p. 529-530.

85 1. Ghetie, Al. Mares, Originile scrisului in limba romdnd, p. 271.

8 Al. Mares, “Preciziri in legitura cu prima traducere romaneasca a Octoihului”, Limba romdnd
22,1973, n° 3, p. 253; 1. Ghetie, “Activitatea de traducere si tiparire a cartii roméanesti la Brasov la
sfarsitul secolului al XVI-lea”, Limba romdna 24, 1975, n° 6, p. 614.

57 Al. Mares, “Precizari in legiturd cu prima traducere romaneasca a Octoihului”, p. 249-252.

%8 Ibidem, p. 252.

% For the hypotheses on this subject, see G. Mihiilescu, Viata Sfintei Maria Egipteanca. Cele mai
vechi traduceri, manuscrise si versiuni. Studii §i texte, Bucharest, 2008, p. 17-25.
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read “during the Great Canon service, on the Matins of the fifth Thursday of the
Great Lent”.”" The text, whose ending is missing, was transcribed, alongside
other texts in ms. rom. 5023, in Scheii Brasovului by scribe A between 1595-
1606.”" The Slavonic version that is the basis for the Romanian translation (an
incomplete variant is conserved in ms. sl. 357 BAR from the second half of the
16th century) explains, albeit not completely, the great number of Slavonisms
used by the translator: blazna ‘trickery’ (202r), bura ‘storm’ (219r), gadina
‘wild animal’ (220v), ispovedi ‘to confess, to confide’ (218r), ispravi ‘to fulfil’
(224v), iuboste ‘love’ (218v), molitva ‘prayer’ (226r), nadai ‘to hope; to trust’
(215v), napasta ‘misfortune’ (218r), narav ‘habit’ (203r), nastavi ‘to lead, to
guide’ (215v), ocaianica ‘deplorable person’ (225r), ogoada ‘pleasure’ (215r),
omrazi ‘to loathe (someone), to hate’ (216v), preapodobna ‘devout, pious’
(226v), sablazni ‘to (be) wrong’ (209r), spdsenie ‘salvation’ (216v) etc.

Some explanations are required concerning a few words from this
translation. Ardmioard ‘copper coin’ (217r) is attested in DA”* (apud HEM”
1451) only once, namely in our version, which is proof that B. P. Hasdeu
himself had read Rom. ms. 5023 (BAR). Posmdgi ‘(about food) to dry up’
(218r) should be remembered as the oldest attestation of the verb. Considering
the rarity of the texts in which it appears (The Hurmuzaki Psalter, The
Interpretation of the Gospels, Tdlcul evangheliilor, The Palaea of Ordstie and
The Legend of Sunday, copied by the priest Grigorie of Mihaci), ”* the
conjunctional locution prin ce ‘what for’ (203r: prin ce ai venit catrda sardcia
noastra?) deserves to be kept in mind. We mention also the presence of this
conjunctional locution in another text copied in Scheii Bragovului, the
Paroimiarion transcribed in 1612 by the priest Visai, son of the priest Mihai.”
Linie “quiet” (2191/3), wrongly considered by the editor to be a lacunary
spelling,”® is actually evidence in favour of localising the translation Scheii
Brasovului, since the word has, until now, only been attested in the Gospel with
Teaching,” translated by Coresi alongside the priests Mihai and Iane from the
town’s Saint Nicholas church.

" Ibidem, p. 102.

"' Al. Mares, Un manuscris romdnesc necunoscut din secolul al XVI-lea, p. 13, 17-18.

2 Dictionarul limbii romdne, t. I-11, Bucuresti, 1913-1949.

3 B. P. Hasdeu, Etymologicum Magnum Romaniae. Dictionarul limbei istorice i poporane a
romanilor, t. I-111, Bucuresti, 1887-1893.

" Ov. Densusianu, Histoire de la langue roumaine, vol. 11, Paris, 1938, p. 272; Palia de la Ordstie
1581-1582. Text-facsimile-indice. Editie ingrijitd de V. Pamfil, Bucharest, 1968, p. 146, s.v.
prince; Talcul evangheliilor si Molitvenic rumdnesc. Editie criticdi de V1. Drimba, studiu
introductiv de 1. Ghetie, Bucharest, 1998, p. 143.

3 V. Oltean, Primul Parimiar roménesc, vol. 1, Tasi, 2005, p. 186.

® G. Mihailescu, Viata Sfintei Maria Egipteanca, p. 239: lini<st>e.

7 Dictionarul limbii romdne (DLR), Serie noud, t. V, Litera L, Li — Luzuld, 2008, s.v. linie*.
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7. The writings examined above belong to authors from the second
(Athanasius the Great, Basil the Great, John Chrysostom) and the third period of
patristic literature (John Nesteutes, John Damascene, and Sophronius of
Jerusalem). With the exception of the last of them, who can be classified as one
of the church authors, the other five belong to the most significant category of
patristic authors, namely the Church Fathers. They are, as is known, the most
authoritative representatives of the doctrine and practice of the Christian Church
of the first eight centuries.

It is natural to ask oneself what was known in the 16th-century
Romanian Principalities about the Church Fathers. In ecclesiastical milieus, most
notably in monasteries, the writings of some of them were known through the
intermediary of manuscript copies in Slavonic. Some Church Fathers were also
known through mural paintings in churches™ or engravings in some Serbian
religious prints that circulated in Romanian lands.” It was doubtlessly known
that these Church Fathers were the keepers of the Church’s teachings and
practice, in all its purity, as founded by Jesus Christ and organised by the
apostles. Nothing was known about the biographies of the Church Fathers, since
the works containing useful information on them, such as the Myrionbiblion or
the Bibliotheca of Patriarch Photius (1891) or the Lexicon of Suidas (10th
century), had not yet reached Romanian lands.

In the prefaces of several Romanian prints of the 16th century there is
some information on the Church Fathers that we will concentrate upon now.

We find the first mention on the Catechism printed in Brasov in 1560.*
When referring to the translation of the four gospels in Slavonic, the author of
the preface affirms that: “And four Jewish evangelists were chosen, who put the
gospel in Greek. From there, the Church Fathers, Basil, Gregory, John
Chrysostom, Athanasius, and Cyril the Philosopher, they too reckoned and made
a Serbian book from the Greek”.®' Leaving aside N. Driganu’s observation

8 See, for example, in the Saint Nicholas Church Curtea de Arges, the reproductions of Saints
John Chrysostom, Athanasius the Great, Gregoy the Theologian, Basil the Great, Cyril of
Alexandria (D. Barbu, Pictura murala din Tara Romdneasca in secolul al XIV-lea, Bucharest,
1986, fig. 18-21 and V. Vatamanu, Istoria artei feudale in tdirile romdne, vol. 1, Arta in perioada
de dezvoltare a feudalismului, Bucharest, 1959, fig. 296).

7 See, for example, the engraving of the three melodists (Saint Joseph, Saint John Damascene, and
Saint Theophanes) from the Octoechos printed in Cetinje in 1494 (?) and the engraving of Saint
John Chrysostom from the Menaion printed in Venice in 1548 in Bozidar Vukovié’s typography
(D. Medakovié, I'paguxa cpnckux wmamnanux xwuea XV-XVII éexa, beorpan, 1958, fig. XVIII/1
and fig. XLIV/2, respectively).

% For the date of the edition, see I. Ghetie, “Céteva preciziri in legiturd cu datarea Catehismului
lui Coresi”, Studii si cercetari lingvistice 48, 1964, n° 5, p. 551-552; A. Moraru, “Catehismul lui
Coresi”, in Texte romdnesti din secolul al XVI-lea. Coord. lon Ghetie, Bucharest, 1982, p. 33.

81 Ibidem, p. 101.
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(Saint Athanasius is erroneously written instead of Saint Anastasius),* which
cannot be accepted, we may note that the names of the Church Fathers from the
preface of Catechism are taken, even respecting the order of their citation, from
the text of Saint John Chrysostom’s Liturgy.* The last of them, Cyril, who is
Cyril of Jerusalem (315-386), is mentioned in the preface with the qualificative
the Philosopher, which made Dan Simonescu affirm that the deacon Coresi had
confused the bishop of Jerusalem with Constantine the Philosopher, named
Cyril, the apostle of the Slavs (827-869).* His interpretation is correct, since we
know from 0 nuemenexs “On the Letters” by the monk Hrabar (10th century), a

text that had circulated in the Romanian Principalities,® that Cyril, Methodius’s
brother, was also called the Philosopher: tTro KweTanTHNa pHAOCODA NAPHLLAEMOTD

- .
KHPHAA, MAKRA ﬂ?ABG,A,NA H HCTHNNA H CBTBO?H HMB A MHCMENA H wembs “Saint

Constantine the Philosopher, also named Cyril, a righteous and truth-loving man
and he made (for the Slavs; n.n. Al. Mares) 38 letters”.*

The author of the preface, as we shall see, was in a state of total
confusion: firstly, because he attributes the translation of the four gospels in
Slavonic to Church Fathers of the 4th and 5th centuries, despite the event taking
place in the 9th century at the earliest, and secondly, because he includes Cyril,
teacher of the Slavs ( 869) among these venerable Fathers.

In a second excerpt of this preface, the Church Fathers are invoked once
again: “After that, we pray all you Church Fathers, that, be you prelates, be you
bishops, be you priests, in whose hands these Christian books will fall, before
reading them, you should not judge without reading, nor should you decide, as
there is nothing in these books aside from what was preached by the Holy
Apostles and the Church Fathers™."’

This appeal to the Church Fathers in the two previously quoted excerpts
from the preface to the Catechism was made out of religious opportunism. As is

82 See N. Draganu, “Andrei Barseanu, Catehismul luteran romanesc, Bucuresti, 1923; A. Rosetti,
Les catéchismes roumains du XVle si¢cle, Romania, no. 191, iulie 1922, p. 321-334; Dr. Borbély
Istvan, Erdély irodalmi szemle, LVI, anexa no. 1, ian. 1924, p. 54-59, dare de seama asupra
comunicdrii lui A. Barseanu”, in Dacoromania 3, 1922-1923, p. 931-932.

8 Liturghierul lui Macarie. Cu un studiu de P. P. Panaitescu si un indice de A. si Al. Dutu,
Bucharest, 1961, p. 19: kB TThI WiLh NALLIHXb CIENNONAYEANHKE RACHATA REAHKAAMO - rpHropia BIrOCAORA +
H/WANNA ZAATOOVCTANO« AdaNACTA H KNigiaAN Intru sfinfii parintii nostri preotilor incepatori Vasile cel
Mare, Grigore Teologul, loan Gurd de Aur, Atanasie si Chiril.

% D. Simonescu, Diaconul Coresi (Note pe marginea unei cdrti a lui Lucian Predescu, Diaconul
Coresi, Bucharest, 1933), Bucharest, 1933 (excerpt from Raze de lumind. Revista studentilor in
teologie din Bucuresti 5, 1933, p. 86-101).

% See I. Bogdan, Vechile cronice moldovenesti pind la Ureche, Bucharest, 1891, p. 8.

8 V. Jagi¢, “Paccyx/eHHs IOKHOCIABSHCKOH M PYCCKOil CTapHHBI O LIEPKOBHOCIABSHCKOM
s3bIKe”, in Mccnedosanus no pycckomy asviky, T. 1, Cankr-IlerepOypr, 1885-1895, p. 297.

N Moraru, “Catehismul lui Coresi”’, p. 101.
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known, the Brasov edition followed a model that was close to Luther’s Small
Catechism of 1529. The structure of the work (dividing the matter in five parts),
conserving only the baptism and the eucharist among the sacraments, reference
to imploring and giving grace represented proof of the Reformation model.*® On
the other hand, the Brasovian editors of the Catechism certainly remembered
that some of the Orthodox priests had rejected the Sibiu edition of the text in
1544.* In order to hide the Protestant influences and to prevent the Orthodox
clergy’s mistrust, the author of the preface relied on the authority of the Church
Fathers. They became, thus, a sort of guarantee of the purity and the unaltered
character of the Orthodox faith by supporting the translation from Greek to
Slavonic of the four gospels, which, for some representatives of the
Reformation, was the main foundation of faith.” At the same time, the preface
underlines that the catechetic writing did not contain any teachings that went
against those of the apostles and the Church Fathers.

Finally, we would like to point out that the phrase sfintii parinti,
‘Church Fathers’, alongside its original meaning (“sanctified Christian authors
of the first eight centuries”), gains a new meaning both in this preface and in the
epilogue of the 1561 Tetraevangelion: “the prelates, bishops, and priests of that
time”: “we pray all you Church Fathers, that, be you prelates, be you bishops, be
you priests [...]".""

Coresi shows the same sort of religious opportunism in the epilogue of
the Interpretation of the Gospels (1567-1568), when he mentions that “these
interpretations of the gospels for the Sundays of the year, written from the
Scripture of the prophets and the apostles and the Church Fathers”.”” The text
expounds on the fundamental principles of Protestantism: salvation through faith
(sola fide), ignoring the Holy Tradition, rejecting the cross as an object of
worship, criticizing ecclesiastical law etc. The cult of the saints, which include
the Church Fathers, is abolished as well: “As Jesus Christ is the only one to pray
for us to the Father; those who do not believe pray to the dead saints, to Saint
Peter and Saint Paul, or to Saint Nicholas or to Saint Mary; since Jesus Christ is
the only one who walks and prays for us, and none other, neither in heaven, nor

on earth; for the saints do not hear our prayers”;” cf. “Jesus Christ is our only

% See also N. Serbanescu, “La 400 de ani de la aparitia Intrebdrii crestinesti”, Biserica ortodoxd
romdna 77, 1959, n° 11-12, p. 1047-1051.

% L. Bianu, N. Hodos, Bibliografia romdneascd veche, vol. I (1508-1716), Bucharest, 1903, p. 22.
% In fact, it is affirmed in the Christian Question that the “true faith” is to be found in the Gospels,
thus tacitly rejecting the Holy Tradition (A. Moraru, Catehismul lui Coresi, p. 103).

oV Ibidem, p. 101, Tetraevanghelul tiparit de Coresi. Brasov 1560-1561 comparat cu
Evangheliarul lui Radu de la Manicesti. Editie alcatuitd de F1. Dimitrescu, Bucharest, 1963, p.
167.

%2 Téalcul evangheliilor si Molitvenic rumdnesc, p. 186-187.

% Ibidem, p. 63.
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teacher (in Matthew 93) — that is something that those who still believe in laws
and what the Fathers wrote following the apostles do not believe anymore”** and
“As the Holy Scripture tells us, that God’s saints all erred and sinned”.” It
should also be noticed that in this writing, whenever one of the Church Fathers is
mentioned, he is never qualified as a saint: “Thus wrote John Chrysostorn”,g6
“Some, like John Chrysostom and others, say that the devils feared they would
be sent to eternal labour”,”” “Search the churches and the empires where Saint
Paul the apostle — in almost all of Asia and Phrygia — and the pious fathers Basil,
Gregory, Athanasius, Chrysostom, Cyril and many others preached”.”®

Going back to the epilogue of the Interpretation of the Gospels, we
would like to underline that invoking the prophets and the apostles refers to their
writings, which, according to the Protestants, contain the true faith.” In fact,
they are also mentioned as depositaries of the true faith in the same homiliary:
“the Holy Scripture that the prophets and the apostles wrote”'” and “the right
word of God was sent to the prophets and the apostles”.'”" It becomes clear that
in the epilogue, the phrase “and of the Church Fathers” was added by Coresi in
order to guarantee the unaltered character of the Orthodox faith, which is
patently untrue. First of all, because the writing refers critically to several
Christian dogmas and practices shared by the Orthodox, and secondly, because
the same text gravely undermines the authority of the Church Fathers.

8. At the end of this exposition, some conclusions are in order. The
promotion of Romanian writing that took place in the 16th century included
writings belonging to patristic literature, the most important names being those
of John Chrysostom, Basil the Great, John Nesteutes, Athanasius the Great, John
Damascene and Sophronius of Jerusalem. The translations we have knowledge
of are, in their quasi-majority, based on the Slavonic text, with the Athanasian
Creed being the only one to have had a Latin model, partially confronted with a
Hungarian one.

Three regions lay claim to the primacy concerning the translation of
these texts: Banat-Hunedoara (the Athanasian Creed of 1573-1578, the Small
Octoechos of 1595-1610, and perhaps the Missal of 1570), Moldavia (the
Paschal Homily of 1559 or 1560, the Code of Laws of 1560-1562, the Exposition
of the Faith of 1581) and Scheii Brasovului (the Paschal Homily — its developed

%% Ibidem, p. 64.

% Ibidem, p. 116.

% Ibidem, p. 75.

7 Ibidem.

% Ibidem, p. 143.

% Al. Moraru, “Catehismul lui Coresi”, p. 44.

19 Talcul evangheliilor si Molitvenic rumdnesc, p. 143.
1 Ibidem, p. 179.



THE FIRST ROMANIAN TRANSLATIONS OF PATRISTIC WRITINGS 299

version — from the Second Homiliary of 1581, the Life of Saint Mary of Egypt
and the three homilies of John Chrysostom from 1595-1606).

The Missal, the Octoechos, and the Athanasian Creed were translated
under the impulse of the Reformation, whereas the other texts were translated in
an Orthodox environment. Of these, the Code of Laws, and the Second
Homiliary were printed following the initiative of Reformed editors from
Brasov, Iohannes Benkner and Lucas Hirscher.

Let us also keep in mind that, in the prefaces to the Catechism (1560)
and the Interpretation of the Gospels (1567-1568) the Church Fathers are
mentioned in order to win the trust of the Romanian faithful that those writings,
albeit with clear Reformed infiltrations, nevertheless did not go against the
Orthodox faith'®.

Alexandru Mares
“Iorgu lordan — Al. Rosetti” Institute of Linguistics
Romanian Academy

192 Translated from Romanian by Mihail-George Hancu.






THE STRUCTURE AND COMPOSITION
OF A PROTO-PHILOKALIC ROMANIAN MANUSCRIPT
FROM 1769

Daniar Mutaldp

If the 19th and the 20th centuries were focused on the study of the
Philokalia and its different versions,' the past few decades have witnessed a
growing interest in the analysis of the “pre-existing Philokalic Tradition”,
namely the so-called “proto-Philokalias”.? The aim of the present article is to
provide a thorough illustration of the content of the Romanian Academy Library
Ro. Ms. No. 2597 in the context of this “pre-existing Tradition”.

The Philokalia or the “Love of Beauty” represents a collection of
Christian ascetic and mystical texts ranging from the 4th to the 15th century.
Besides “stillness” (jovyia) or “watchfulness” (vijyig), the theme around which
these texts are organized is the “Jesus Prayer” or the “Prayer of the Heart and
Mind”.? When it comes to the purpose of this collection, primarily confined to
monastic readership and then available as “a book for all Christians”, one may
recognize the prevailing idea of “the Deification of Man” (8éwoic). In spite of
being used since the 4th century, the term “Philokalia” gains ground once
Nicodemus the Hagiorite and Macarius of Corinth print The Philokalia of the
Neptic Fathers in Venice in 1782.* However, the genre of the ascetic and
mystical codices had been settled in Mount Athos since the 12th century and got
reinforced by the Hesychast Movement during the 14th and 15th century as a
means to convey the method of the Jesus Prayer.’

' V. Kontouma, E. Citterio, “La Philocalie et ses versions”, La Théologie byzantine et sa tradition,
11, Turnhout, 2002, p. 999-1021.

2 A.-E. Tachiaos, “De 1la Philokalia au Dobrotoljubie. La création d’un ‘sbornik’”,
Cyrillomethodianum 5, 1981, p. 208-213, A. Rigo, “I capitoli sulla purezza dell'anima del patriarca
Callisto 17, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 100, 2007, p. 779-784, P. V. Deun, “Encore une philocalie
avant la lettre: le Skiathos Movy 1ot Edayyeiiouod 107, in A. Rogo (ed.), Da Teognosto alla
Filocalia (XIII-XVIII secolo). Testi e autori, Bari, 2016, p. 163-198.

3 K. Ware, “St. Nikodimos and the Philokalia”, in B. Bingaman and B. Nassif (eds.), The
Philokalia: a Classic Text of Orthodox Spirituality, New York, 2012, p. 9-35.

4 V. Kontouma, “The Philokalia”, in A. Casiday (ed.) The Orthodox Christian World, London,
2012, p. 451-464.

5 A.-E. Tachiaos, “De la Philokalia...”, p. 209-210.
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From this point of view, through the lens of this pre-existing tradition,
the scope of the analysis ought to be centred on the particular sborniks that
foreshadow the thematic and structural features of the Greek Philokalia,
nevertheless, without diminishing or ignoring the importance of a “local canon”.

The Romanian manuscript 2597, conserved in the Romanian Academy
Library and known as The Philokalia of Dragomirna (Monastery), represents a
sbornik of this kind. In spite of being widely discussed with reference to the
philological activity of Paisius Velichkovsky’s monastic community or being
acknowledged as “the first Romanian Philokalia”,’ the above-mentioned
manuscript has never benefited from a thorough description.” Subsequently, we
will endeavour to offer a detailed representation of the content of this codex,
identify its texts and, when possible, trace its sources and highlight its
circulation.

The manuscript 2597 was copied by the prodigious scribe and Slavonic
and Greek translator monk Raphael of Hurezi Monastery (its prior from 1782 to
1791),® most probably, during his stay at Dragomirna Monastery. According to
the colophon from fol. 305, the codex was finished on the 4th of May 1769.
Thus, it represents the widest proto-Philokalic collection from that time (313
fols.), putting together 18 authors and 182 texts (5 anonymous).’

Before describing its content, we ought to mention the principles
according to which we proceeded in our analysis. Written in Cyrillic script (as
most of the Romanian texts ranging from the 16th to the mid-19th century), the
present texts were transcribed respecting the phonetic principle (according to
which the phonemes and not the graphemes of the source must be represented),
following the norms established by the Philology and Literary Language
Department of the “lorgu Iordan — Al. Rosetti” Institute of Linguistics.'® While
reproducing the structure and the composition of the manuscript, we briefly
present each text (its incipit and explicit), identify its author and discern each
source. Thus, worthy of attention is the Abridged Life of Saints (the so-called

6 V. Candea, “Locul spiritualititii romanesti in reinnoirea isihasta”, in V. Candea (ed.), Romdnii in
reinnoirea isihasta, lasi, 1997, p. 25; V. Pelin, Paisianismul in contextul cultural si spiritual sud-
est si est european (secolele XVIII-XI1X), lasi, 2017, p. 39.

" G. Strempel, Catalogul manuscriselor romdnesti, vol. 2, Bucuresti, 1978, p. 329; Ciprian
Zaharia, “Biserica ortodoxa romana si traducerile patristice si filocalice in limbile moderne” in
Dan Zamfirescu, Paisianismul. Un moment romdnesc in istoria spiritualitdtii europene, Bucuresti,
1996, p. 50-55.

8L Ionascu, “Istoricul manastirii Horez-Valcea”, Arhivele Olteniei 14, 1935, p. 295-359; Gabriel
Strempel, Copisti de manuscrise romadnesti panda la 1800, vol. 1, Bucuresti, 1959, p. 196-201.

? This sum consists of the overall chapters of the mystical and ascetical texts copied in the codex.
We can consider a total of 19 authors if we bear in mind that Dimitry of Rostov’s Apology is
treated as an anonymous text in this case (See footnote no. 52).

19 For instance, see Al. Mares (coord.), Crestomatia limbii romdne vechi, vol. 1 (1521-1639), 2nd
edition, Bucuresti, 2016, p. 42-52.
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Prologue in the Slavic world), a hagiographical collection of short narratives,
displayed according to the liturgical year, translated and compiled in the 12th-
13th century and going back to the Byzantine Synaxaria. This particular
collection had two different editions (printed in the 17th century): the first one,
which consisted only of short hagiographical stories, and the second edition (one
of the sources of the present Romanian manuscript), which drew material from
manifold types of Paterika, Vitae and patristic literature, blending each narrative
with different “Edifying discourses”.'!" However, when one of these aspects
could not be clarified (authorship and textual identification, source tracking etc.)
we have chosen to offer a more detailed image of that specific writing, enlarging
the transcribed incipit and explicit, conveying more information with regard to
Slavonic versions and sometimes translating relevant parts of it.

The Romanian manuscript collection no. 2597 contains these texts in
this particular order: >
1. St. Symeon the New Theologian (6 Catecheses,” 16 Hymns,"* 60 + 2
Practical Chapters," Pseudo-Symeon’s Method)
1.1. Discourse 1 (4r-10v) [Catechesis 26, SC 113, p. 69-97]
Inc.: “Fratilor si parintilor, tot omul cel ce sd va lepada de lume si de toate
cate sant in lume si va veni catra viata cilugareasca si de toate sd va lepada
pentru Dumnezeu...”
Expl.: “...slaveaste pre Dumnezeu cu vietuirea si cu cuvantul pre Cel ce te-au
dat tie darul Sfantului si Facatoriului de viatda Duh, Caruia sd cade toata
mdrirea, cinstea si Inchindciunea, acum si pururea si in veacii veacilor.
Amin.”

"' C. Velculescu, “Slavonic and Romanian Versions of the Collection of Texts Entitled
«Prologue»”, Revue des études sud-est européennes 18, 1981, p. 369-378. See also [I. C. Jluxauer
(ed.), Crosapwv xnusicnuxos u knudicnocmu Jpeeneu Pycu (emopas nonosuna XIV-XVI 6.), 4. 2,
Mocksa, 1989, s.v. [Iponoe, p. 376-381.

12 We have endeavoured to display the exact sequence of the authors and their texts. Therefore, the
first number is assigned to refer to one of the 18 authors, whereas the second number indicates the
text/chapter. The anonymous writings are marked with asterisks (*) in increasing number.

13 B. Krivochéine (ed.), Syméon le Nouveau Théologien: Catéchéses, I, Catéchéses 1-5, (S[ources]
Clhrétiennes] 96), Paris, 1963, B. Krivochéine (ed.), Syméon le Nouveau Théologien: Catéchéses,
1I, Catécheses 6-22, Sources Chrétiennes 104, Paris, 1964, B. Krivochéine (ed.), Syméon le
Nouveau Théologien: Catécheses, III, Catéchéses 23-34. Actions des grdces 1-2, (SC 113), Paris,
1965.

4 J. Koder (ed.), Syméon le Nouveau Théologien: Hymnes I-XV, vol. 1, (SCh 156), Paris, 1969, J.
Koder (ed.), Syméon le Nouveau Théologien: Hymnes XVI-XL, vol. 11, (SC 174), Paris, 1971, J.
Koder (ed.), Syméon le Nouveau Théologien: Hymnes XLI-LVIII, vol. 111, (SC 196), Paris, 1973.

15 J. Darrouzés (ed.), Syméon le Nouveau Théologien: Chapitres théologiques gnostiques et
pratiques, (SC 51), Paris, 1958.
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1.2. On how a monk ought to live and obey to his brothers and those who are in

stillness [hesychasts]. Discourse 2 (11r-20v) [contains a part of Catechesis 5, SC

96, p. 420-469]
Inc.: “Fratilor si parintilor, voiesc iardsi a aduce aminte voao pentru ceale de
folos; de vreame ce totdeauna treacem viata Sfintilor Périntilor nostri si cu
cuvantul cetim...”
Expl.: “...cu darul si cu iubirea de oameni a Domnului nostru lisus Hristos,
caruia sa cade toatd marirea, cinstea si inchindciunea, in veacii veacilor.
Amin.”

1.3. Discourse 3 (20v-26v) [Catechesis 6, SC 104, p. 13-47]
Inc.: “Fratilor si parintilor, voiesc a zice voao cé si socotesc oarecarii pre sine
a fi mari, asemanandu-se intru lucrarea si cunostiinta si sévarsirea Sfintilor
Parinti”
Expl.: “...pre carea sa fie noao tuturor a o dobandi cu darul Domnului nostru
lisus Hristos, caruia sa cade toatd marirea in veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.4. Discourse 4 (26v-30r) [Catechesis 8, SC 104, p. 86-103]
Inc.: “Fratilor si parintilor, de caldtoreaste cineva faptele ceale bune cu //
insdlaciune catra Insaldciunea si pierzarea multora”
Expl.: “...cu darul si cu iubirea de oameni a Domnului nostru lisus Hristos,
caruia sa cade marirea 1n veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.5. Discourse 5 (30v-43r) [Catechesis 2, SC 96, p. 241-279]
Inc.: “Fratilor si parintilor, tot cela ce va vrea a afla pre Dumnezeu, sa se
leapede de sine si de sufletul sau sa nu-i fie mila”
Expl.: “...si a ne Inchina singure Troitei ceii nedespartite, intru singur Hristos
Dumnezeului nostru, ciruia sa cuvine toatd marirea, cinstea si inchiniciunea,
in veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.6. Discourse 6 (43v-55v) [Catechesis 4, SC 96, p. 313-373]
Inc.: “Fratilor si parintilor, de vreame ce ale preacuviosului sfantului
parintelui nostru Simeon Studitul sd citesc scripturile ceale insuflate de
Dumnezeu.”
Expl: “..si dupa aceasta facem pocainta noastrd curatd si intru dulceatd
addogam lacramile ceale amarda si sd naste intru inimile noastre bucurie
netmputinata. Amin.”

1.7. Hymns on Divine Love. Discourse 7 (55v-57r) [Invocation to the Holy

Spirit, PG 120, 507-510]
Inc.: “Vino, lumina cea adevarata! Vino, viata cea veacinica! Vino, taina cea
ascunsa! Vino, vistieriia cea negandita!”
Expl.: “...s1 Tie sa cade toatd marirea, Sfintei ceii de-o fiintd si facatoarei de
viata Troita, In Tatal si Fiiul si Sfantul Duh, crezut si cunoscut, si inchinat, si
slujit de toti credinciosii, acum si pururea si in veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.8. Discourse 8 (57r) [Hymn 4, PG 120, 516]
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Inc.: “Acesta iaste calugdr care iaste curat de lume si pururea vorbitoriu cu
singur Dumnezeu.”
Expl.: “...cela ce are urechi de auzit, sa auza, intelegind adevarate cuvintele
ale celui necarturariu.”
1.9. Discourse 9 (57r-58v) [Hymn 5, PG 120, 516-518]
Inc.: “Lasa lumea de tot si ceale din lume si primeaste pre singura fericita
plangere.”
Expl.: “...care ai gitit celor ce doresc de Tine si te iubesc cu sarguintd in
veacii veacilor. Amin”
1.10. Discourse 10 (591-59v) [Hymn 6, PG 120, 518]
Inc.: “Fa inceput intru Hristos cu cidlduroasa credinta si asa iesi din lume.”
Expl.: “nimic sa nu te Insale de aceastd asemandtoare lui Dumnezeu dragoste
a lui, iar plinirea acestiia va afla si lucrurile ceale lesne aflate.”
1.11. Discourse 11 (59v-60r) [Hymn 7, PG 120, 518-519]
Inc.: “Cum si foc esti curgatoriu, cum si apa rauresti, cum arzi si indulcesti.”
Expl.: “...si rabdarea robilor tii ca sd nu-i acopere scarba.”
1.12. Discourse 12 (60r-60v) [Hymn 43 - D. Zagoraios|]
Inc.: “Cum ma voiu inchina Tie, fiind inlauntrul mieu?”
Expl.: “...ceale rasipite preaslavit le-ai impreunas ca un Dumnezeu.”
1.13. Discourse 13 (60v-62r) [Hymn 13, PG 120, 525-527]
Inc.: “Plang si md cuceresc cand mi rasare lumina.”
Expl: “..ca Imparatului si Stipanului si Dumnezeului tuturor, acum si
pururea si in veacii veacilor. Amin.”
1.14. For he who loves God wholeheartedly, hates the world (62r-v) [Hymn 39,
PG 120, 595]
Inc.: “Cu umbra sant tinut si adevarul vaz, care nu iaste alf nimica fara numai
nadeajdea.”
Expl.: “...si uraste lumea aceasta, ca lumea aceasta moarte iaste, nimic nu are
intru sine.”
1.15. Discourse 14 (62v-65r) [Hymn 30, PG 120, 575-578]
Inc.: “Spune-m mie, Hristoase, robului Tau, spune-m mie, spune-m cela ce
esti inteleagerea tuturor.”
Expl.: “...ca sd Te slavesc pre Tine pururea si sa cant stdpanirea Ta neincetat
in glasuri de lauda in veacii veacilor. Amin.”
1.16. [Expressing]| Gratitude towards God for sending His gifts and how the
virtue of priesthood and priorship is dreadful even to angels. Discourse 15 (65t-
68r) [It has the title of Hymn 14 — PG 120, 527-529, yet it mixes up parts from
Hymn 38 — D. Zagoraios'®]

18 Atovidotog o Zayopaiog, Tov ogiov kai Ocopbpov matpéc nuav Svuedv oo Néov Osoldyov Ta
evplokoueva. ompnuéve. gig 0vw. / Qv 1o mpdrov mepigyel Loyovg tov Ociov Aoy woyweeleig,


https://anemi.lib.uoc.gr/search/?search_type=simple&display_mode=overview&stored_cclquery=contributor=(%CE%94%CE%B9%CE%BF%CE%BD%CF%8D%CF%83%CE%B9%CE%BF%CF%82)&rss=0&number=10&keep_number=10&offset=1
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Inc.: “Eu macar desi voiesc a zice, Stipane, ci nu indriznesc, cd cum voiu
indrazi fiind spurcat si cu gandurile?”
Expl: “...a sa atinge de ceale neatinse si Infricosate, carora sa cade toatd
mdrirea, cinstea si Inchindciunea, acum si pururea si in veacii veacilor.
Amin.”
1.17. Discourse 16 (68r-71r) [Hymn 19, PG 120, 545-549]
Inc.: “Lasati-ma singur in chilie inchis, lasati-ma a fi cu singur iubitoriul de
oameni Dumnezeu.”
Expl.: “...si Te voi canta pre tine, Fiiul, dimpreuna cu Tatal si cu Duhul Sfant,
pre Dumnezeu cu adevérat, in veacii veacilor. Amin.”
1.18. Discourse 17 (T1r-72r) [Hymn 23, PG 120, 559-560]
Inc.: “Multamescu-ti, Doamne, multimescu-ti, imparate, unule stiutoriule de
inimi.”
Expl: “..cu dumnezeiescul si dimpreund inchinatul Duhul Tau indurate,
acum si pururea si in veacii veacilor. Amin.”
1.19. Discourse 18 (72v-73v) [Hymn 24, PG 120, 560-561]
Inc.: “Stapane Hristoase Dumnezeule, mantuitoriul sufletelor si facatoriule al
tuturor puterilor celor vazute si celor nevazute.”
Expl.: “...neosandit si nespurcat prin mijlocul robilor Tai cantand si laudandu-
te, In veacii veacilor. Amin.”
1.20. Discourse 19 (73v-74v) [Hymn 33, PG 120, 584-585]
Inc.: “Departatu-m-am de la Tine, iubitoriule de oameni si m-am salasluif in
pustie.”
Expl.: “...s1 ma scoate la frumseatea cea dintdiu si ma indulceaste de lumina
Ta, acum si pururea si in veacii veacilor. Amin.”
1.21. Discourse 20 (74v-75v) [Hymn 34, PG 120, 585-586]
Inc.: “Bine esti cuvantat, Doamne, bine esti cuvantat, unule!”
Expl.: “ca Tie s& cade marirea, Fiiului celui Unul néscut, dimpreuna cu Tatal
si cu dumnezeiescul Duh, 1n veacii veacilor. Amin.”
1.22. Discourse 21 (75v-76v) [Hymn 38, PG 120, 594-595]
Inc.: “Doamne, da-mi priceapere! Doamne, da-mi inteleagere! Doamne,
invatd-ma sa fac voia Tal!”
Expl.: “...dimpreuna cu cei de un gand cu dansa, orbi iubitori de lume.”
1.23. On rejecting the world. Discourse 22 (76v-79v) [Practical Chapters put up
together in the following order: 48 (SC 51, p. 53), 55, 56, 58 (SC 51, p. 55), 66
(SC 51, p. 58), 68, 70 (SC 51, p. 59), 74 (SC 51, p. 61), 83 (SC 51, p. 65), 36,
37 (SC 51, p. 90), 39 (SC 51, p. 91), 18 (SC 51, p. 45), 20 (SC 51, p. 45), 26 (SC
51, p. 47), 28 (SC 51, p. 47-48), 29, 30 (SC 51, p. 48), 32 (SC 51, p. 49), 23 (SC
51, p. 86-87)]

HETaPPOTOEVTOS €15 TNV d10AeKkTOV TOPa TOV TAvooioloyiwTarov Tlvevuotikod kvpiov Aiovosiov
Zayopaiov, Bevetinow, 1790.
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Inc.: “De voiesti a te lepada de lume si a te invéata vietii Ingeresti, sa nu te dai
pre tine la invatatoriu neiscusit.”
Expl.: “... nu poate a fi Intru vedearea cea dumnezeiascd si intru cunoasterea
lui Dumnezeu, nici iaste vreadnic a sa Invata patimelor faptelor celor bune ale
smereniei.”
1.24. On the compunction of the heart. Discourse 23 (79v-86v) [Practical
Chapters put up together in the following order: 63, 64 (SC 51, p. 57-58), 12
(SC 51, p. 83), 20 (SC 51, p. 85-86), 21, 22 (SC 51, p. 86), 29 (SC 51, p. 88-89),
30, 32 (SC 51, p. 89), 33 (SC 51, p. 89-90), 35 (SC 51, p. 90), 38 (SC 51, p. 90-
91), 43 (SC 51, p. 92), 88 (SC 51, p. 67), 2,3 (SC 51, p. 40), 7, 8 (SC 51, p. 42),
35 (SC 51, p. 49-50), 36, 37 (SC 51, p. 50), 38 (SC 51, p. 50-51), 51, 53, 54 (SC
51, p. 54), 6 (SC 51, p. 81), 56 (SC 51, p. 96-97), 57, 58 (SC 51, p. 97), 64 (SC
51, p. 99-100), 65, 66 (SC 51, p. 100), 71 (SC 51, p. 102), 72 (SC 51, p. 102-
103), 88 (SC 51, p. 108-109), 10, 11, 12, 13 (SC 51, p. 74), 14 (SC 51, p. 74-75)
+ 2 unknown chapters)
Inc.: “Cea multa si fard de vreame sfiramarea inimii Intunecd si turbura
priceaperea inimii si piiarde de tot din suflet rugdciunea cea curatd.”
Expl: “..ci numai aceasta stie cd iaste cu totul intru adancul marii, asa
insemneaza a fi si celor ce sant intru sporirea cea duhovniceasca si carii vin
intru inteleagerea si vedearea cea desavarsit.” (86r)
Unknown chapter 1:
Inc.: “Cel ce canta mult nu poate a sti ce zice unul ca acela, iar cel ce canta
putin, unul ca acela poate a sti ce zice. lard a cinta mult aceasta au fost
poruncit de Sfintii Périnti celor ce nu stiu ceale ce zic, iar cel ce au deprins
ceale zise nu poate a canta mult, ca sa nu sa rasipeasca mintea lui.” (86r)
Expl.: “Ca cel ce sa nadajduiaste fara de Duhul Sfant a / sa ruga sau a canta,
acela nu lauda pre Dumnezeu, ci-L huleaste, spurcat dar, ca intru necuritie
iaste si nu s-au Tmpéacar cu Dumnezeu.” (86v)
Unknown chapter 2:
Inc.: “Ca precum cel ce sa uitd la soarele cel simtitoriu patimeaste schimbarea
vederii si mai mult nu poate unul ca acela sa se uite altundeva in ceale
vazute.” (86v)

Expl.: “...cd mai mult nu poate unul ca acela a sa uita intr-alte oarecare din
ceale pamantesti numai la unul Dumnezeu, soarele cel intelegatoriu.” (86v)
1.25. On prayer. Discourse 24 (86v-87r) [from Nikephoros the Monk, the
extract From Symeon the New Theologian, PG 147, 959-960B, Expl.: “...aypic

00 popemOf Xp16Tdg &v Hiv.”]
Inc.: “Intrare au aflat vrijmasul diavolul cu dracii sdi de cand ne-au izgonit
pre noi din raiu si de la Dumnezeu pentru neascultarea.”
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Expl.: “...precum zice Apostolul: ‘Fiilor miei pentru carii doresc pana ce sa
va inchipui intru voi Hristos*”."”

1.26. Question: “What’s watchfulness and how can one attain it? Pray, teach us,

for we are unaware of it” (87r-88v) [from Nikephoros the Monk, PG 147, 961-

966]

Inc.: “Intru numele Domnului nostru lisus Hristos carele au zis ‘Fara de Mine
nu puteti si faceti nimic’,'® pre acesta ajutoriu si indreptitoriu chiemandu-1.”
Expl.: “..intru Hristos lisus Domnul nostru, céruia si cade toatd maérirea si
stapanirea dimpreuna cu Tatél si cu Sfantul Duh, in veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.27. On many kinds of watchfulness and prayer (89r-94v) [pseudo-Symeon’s

Method, PG 120, 701-710]

Inc.: “Trei chipuri sant ale luorii aminte si ale rugéciunii prin care sa radica
sufletul sau sa pogoara.”

Expl.: “...caruia sa cade toatd marirea dimpreuna cu Tatal si cu Duhul Sfant,
acum si pururea si In veacii veacilor. Amin.”

2.1. St. Barsanuphius — Discourse (95r) [selected fragments from Letter 119, SC
427, p. 451-4551," via The Abridged Life of Saints [the Prologuel].

Inc.: “De nu va ajuta omului lucrarea cea din launtru cu Dumnezeu, in desart
sd osteneaste cu cea din afara.”

Expl.: “...si varsa rugaciuni inaintea Domnului sau, caruia sa cade mairirea,
acum i pururea si in veacii veacilor. Amin.”

3.1. St. Basil the Great — On restraining our passions and on prayer (95r-97v)
Inc.: “Neincetat va rugati, fard de manie si fara de ganduri reale, ca orice
gand desparte pre om de la Dumnezeu al diavolului iaste.”

Expl.: “...va mosteni pre cea de-a pururea luminatd si nesfarsita viata pre
carea sd o castigdm noi toti intru Hristos lisus, Domnul nostru, caruia sa
cade marirea si putearea intru veacii nesfarsiti. Amin.”

4. St. Dorotheos of Gaza — On parrhesia (97v-98r) [the second part of the

Instruction 52, SC 92, p. 233]1%°
Inc.: “‘Ce dar asa goneaste frica lui Dumnezeu din suflet precum
indraznirea?’ Pentru aceasta au fost intrebat avva Agaton pentru indraznire
siau zis.”

Expl.: “..avand noi Indraznire unul catrd altul si zicdnd unul altuia rau si
vatamand unul pre altul.”

' Gal 4:19.

'8 John 15:5.

19 F. Neyt, P. de Angelis-Noah (ed.), Barsanuphe et Jean de Gaza: Correspondance, vol. 1, t. 11,
(SC 427), Paris, 1998.

% Lucien Regnault, Jacques de Préville (ed.), Dorothée de Gaza: Oeuvres Spirituelles, (SC 92),
Paris, 1963.
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5. Evagrius Ponticus — Discourse on the mortification of the soul (98r-100v)
[The edifying Discourse on the 27th of October — The Abridged Life of Saints
(the Prologue)]*'
Inc.: “Zis-au batranul: ‘Amar sufletului celui ce gresaste dupa sfantul botez
siisa cade lui a nu fi fara de grija pana la sfarsitul cel mai de pre urma.””
Expl.: ““...ca esti milostiv si nu voiu Inceta a striga catrd Tine panad ce ma vei
albi ca zapada si ma vei curati ca oglinda si voiu da sufletul mieu nevinovat
in mainile Tale, ca bine esti cuvantar si preamarit, in veacii veacilor. Amin.”
6.1. Basil of Poiana Marului (101r-108v) — Preface to St. Gregory of Sinai,
dedicated to those who want to read his book and understand its meaning
without error.
Inc.: “Multi cetind aceastd sfantd carte a Sfantului Grigorie Sinaitul si
nestiind cercarea lucrdrii ceii cu mintea, grisdsc inteleagerea cea dreapta,
socotind ca acest lucru au fost al singuri barbatilor celor sfinti gi fard de
patima.”
Expl.: “Deci aceasta auzind, nu sa cade a ne depérta de la lucrarea mintii, ci
a ne sili la aceasta cu toatd sarguinta, rugand pre Domnul nostru lisus
Hristos ca sd ne fie ajutdtoriu si Invatdtoriu la aceasta, cdruia si cade
marirea in veaci. Amin.”
7. Gregory of Sinai (17, 14 and 7+2 chapters)
7.1.1. Gregory of Sinai’s abridged Discourse on the ways of prayer. Seventeen
chapters [PG 150, 1312-1329]. Chapter 1 (109r-109v)
Inc.: “Doao chipuri sant ale unirii, iar mai vartos a zice, intrarii de
amandoao partile ale rugaciunii ceii de minte care sa lucreaza in inimd cu
Duhul...”
Expl.: “...gatit-ai Tnaintea mea masd Tmprotiva dracilor si a patimilor celor
ce ma supara.”
7.1.2. On how one ought to pray. Chapter 2 (109v-110r)
Inc.: “‘Dimineatd seamand samanta ta’, zice Solomon, care au aratat
rugiciunea.”
Expl.: “...precum zice Scérasul: ‘Cu numele lui lisus raneaste pre luptatori,
ca nici o armd mai tare nu vei afla nici 1n ceriu, nici pre pamant’.”
7.1.3. On breath. Chapter 3 (110r-110v)
Inc.: “Precum ti sa cade a tinea suflarea iaste martur Isaiia Sihastru zicand
si altii multi.”
Expl.: “Asijderea si cel ce are ceale improtiva, fiind stapanit de la acela,
ceale improtiva face si graiaste.”
7.1.4. On how one ought to psalmodize. Chapter 4 (110v-111r)
Inc.: “‘Ostenind strejariul, sculandu-se sa roagd’, zice Scarasul.”

! Prologue — the first part (September - February), Trinity Lavra of St. Sergius, Moscow, 1642.
<https://slovo.sobornik.ru/text/prolog.htm> (accessed 15.08.2019).
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Expl.: “...si cea de a treia iaste lucrarea inimii fard furare carea iaste starea
rugdciunii, adeca a tacerii.”

7.1.5. The difference between those who psalmodize. Chapter 5 (111r-111v)
Inc.: “Care fealiu sant? cd unii invatd a canta mult, altii putin, nicidecum
nimic, ci singura rugaciunea.”
Expl.: “..iIntru oarecarii cu usebitd inchipuire nu le primesc dintru
necredintd si inaltarea gandului.”

7.1.6. [St. Gregory’s] oppositions. Chapter 6 (111v)
Inc.: “Spune-mi, cela ce esti intru acest fealiu, de posteaste cineva...”
Expl.: “..Inainte numai cantarea nu sa poate a tinea rugéciunea.”

7.1.7. The solution. Chapter 7 (111v-112r)
Inc.: “De sd roaga cineva cu buzele iard mintea umbla, ce s-au folosit?”
Expl.: “iard oarecarii nici voiesc a auzi de iaste dar in vreamea ceastd de
acum, fiind intru nesat si putin credincios dintru multa nesimtire si
neinteleagere.”

7.1.8. Chapter 8 (112r)
Inc.: “Si cei ce cantd putin cu masurd bund citesc (cd toatd masura cea
aleasa iaste dupa agdzamantul celor intelepti).”
Expl.: “..dintru strAmtoarea ticearii acest chip ales si Invatatura iaste al
barbatilor celor preaintelepti.”

7.1.9. Chapter 9 (112r-112v)
Inc.: “lara cei ce nu canta nimic bine fac de vor fi intru sporire, ca acestora
nu le trebuie a ceti psalmi.”
Expl.: “...de sa va sili, sa va ingdla si va ramanea fara vindecare, iar de nu va
griji fara de sporire va petreace toata viata sa.”

7.1.10. Chapter 10 (112v-113v)
Inc.: “Sa zic si eu ca cel ce am inteles dintru cercare putinel cand vei / sddea
la taceare zioa sau noaptea.”
Expl.: “...ca tacearea iaste lasarea gandurilor celor dumnezeiesti pana la o
vreame, care nu sant de la Duhul, ca nu ludnd aminte acestora vei piiarde
cea mai mare.”

7.1.11. On delusion. Chapter 11 (113v-114r)
Inc.: “la aminte adevarat intru inteleagere, ravnitoriule al lui Dumnezeu,
cand vei lucra si vei vedea lumina sau foc din afara.”
Expl: “..adeca gustarea cea duhovniceascd luminat aratd toate fard de
ingalaciune ce fealiu sant.”

7.1.12. On reading. Chapter 12 (114r-114v)
Inc.: “*Sa fie tie ceale ce citesti lucratoare’, zice Scarasul.”
Expl.: “..acestora sd face intunerecime si slibiciune si intindere cat
oboseaste mintea in launtru si slabeaste intru rugaciune.”

7.1.13. Chapter 13 (114v-115r)
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Inc.: “la aminte gi asdzadmantul in toate ceasurile cu cercare cu denadinsul
incotro sa pleaca de sa asaza dupa Dumnezeu.”
Expl.: “..celuia ce au inceput de curand zic si celui de mijloc si celui
desavarsit.”
7.1.14. Chapter 14 (115r1)
Inc.: “Si aceasta deprinzandu-o o zic, cd fard de aceaste fapte bune nu
sporeaste Tnainte calugérul niciodata.”
Expl.: “... nu iaste lucrare mai mare in faptele ceale bune decat a naste una
pre alta, iar ceale Improtiva acestora tuturor sant aratate.”
7.1.15. Chapter 15 (115r-116r)
Inc.: “Si sd cade a asdza aici si osteneale si durerile lucrarii si a tocmi aratat
cum sa cade a treace fiestecare lucrarea ca nu cumva petrecand cineva
aceasta lucrare fard de dureare numai din auz nu va nemeri rodul.”
Expl.: “...si cu slabita taceare li sd pare oarecdrora a fi orsice laudandu-se,
iar in vreamea iesirii neindoit vom cunoaste toti toatd roada.”
7.1.16. Chapter 16 (1161-116v)
Inc.: “Nu iaste cu putintd cuiva singur de sine a deprinde mestesugirea
faptelor bune.”
Expl.: “...si rodul cu Dumnezeu va secera in vreamea acestora.”
7.2. On stillness and prayer, on the signs of graces and delusions, the
discernment between heats and on how one gets easily deluded without a guide.
14 chapters. [PG 150, 1303-1312] Chapter 1 (116v-117r)
Inc.: “Si cade noao, dupi cum zice Invitatoriul cel mare, nicidecum a ne
trebui ajutoriul cel din Scriptura sau de alti Parinti.”
Expl.: “...sau sd mantuiascd cu doftorii mai tari au adus dosadiri si robii si
au inmultit junghierile.”
7.2.1. Chapter 2 (1171-117v)
Inc.: “Mai intdiu dar a zice (dand Dumnezeu graiu celor ce binevestesc cu
puteare multa acest fealiu de bunatati) cum va afla cineva.”
Expl.: “..si a celor de mijloc si a celor desavarsit iaste; unora lucrarea,
altora, luminarea, iar altora, curatirea cea sufleteasca si inviiarea.”
7.2.2. On how to discover the spiritual activity. Chapter 3 (117v-118r)
Inc.: “In doao chipuri si afl lucrarea cea duhovniceasca care am luaf mai
nainte in tain prin botez.”
Expl.: “...deci dintru inceput ca focul sa da veseliia din inima, iar la sfarsit
ca o floare mirosind celor ce lucreaza.”
7.2.3. Chapter 4 (118r-118v)
Inc.: “Si sant seamnele inceputului intru acest fealiu: celor ce cauta aceasta
adevarat, iar nu ca cum ar ispiti dupa aceaeas Intelepciune.”
Expl.: “lar Domnul o au numit izvor de apa care curge in viata veacinica,
apa, adecd Duhului l-au numit, carele sare in inima si salté foarte tare.”
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7.2.4. Chapter 5 (118v-119r)
Inc.: “Sa cade a sti ca saltarea are doao usebiri, adeca foarte bucurie, chipul
cel linistit, care si scuturare, si oftare, si vestirea Duhului sd chiama si
sdltarea cea mare si baterea inimii, adeca sarire.”
Expl.: “...ca pentru muntii cei simtitori si pentru dealuri pentru carii aduce
aminte nu-i trebuia lui a gari, cd joaca nefiind vii.”
7.2.5. Chapter 6 (119r1)
Inc.: “Trebuiaste a sti cd frica cea dumnezeiascd nu are tremurare, iar
tremurarea, zic nu cea din bucurie, ci cea din manie.”
Expl.: “...pre care sa cade cu adevarat a o numi tremurare, adeca scuturare,
clétire si sfaramare.”
7.2.6. Chapter 7 (1191-119v)
Inc.: “lard tremurarea are usebire in multe chipuri: una din manie, alta cea
din bucurie, alta cea din urgie, cand sa va infierbanta trupul.”
Expl.: “...s1 facandu-1 catrda amestecarea trupeasca si catrd dorirea cu naluciri
din launtru Intru voirea facerii de rusine.”
7.2.77. On the spiritual activity. Chapter 8 (119v)
Inc.: “Indoita lucrare stim a fi la fiestecare ce inceape de curand si indoit
lucrandu-se in inima si neamestecat.
Expl.: “...s1 s cuvine a o Tmblanzi si a o smeri cu infranarea cu masura.”
7.2.8. Chapter 9 (119v)
Inc.: “Lucrarea darului iaste putearea focului duhovnicesc care sa misca
intru bucuriia si veseliia inimii.”
Expl.: “...s1 cate sanf ca aceastea prin care ne instiintdm fara indoire.”
7.2.9. On delusion. Chapter 10 (119v-120r)
Inc.: “Lucrarea insalaciunii iaste infierbantarea cea spre pacat.”
Expl.: “...s1 partas miscarea poftirii ceii firesti a radica pre om catrd a sa
lucrare de ingdlaciune.”
7.2.10. Chapter 11 (120r-120v) [non-existent in PG, so-called “Slavonic
chapter”]*
Inc.: “Sa cade a sti cd ingalaciunea iaste infierbantare de pacat, iar lucrarea
de pacat, duhul cel iubitoriu de Indulciri, incdpand cétra indulcirea trupului
pentru indulcirea de bucate.”
Expl.: “...lucrand ceale ce fac primire indulcirii dupa urmarea caldurii carea
o au pierdut, agonisindu-s indulcire totdeauna lucrarea cea de rusine.”
7.2.11. Chapter 12 (120v-121r) [non-existent in PG, “Slavonic chapter”]*
Inc.: “In doao fealiuri sa face rizboiul in vreamea lucrarii al insalaciunii si
al darului si nu impartasite, ci precum soarele stralucind in locurile ceale

22 See A. Delikari, “I'puropuit Cunaut” in S. Kravec (ed.), [lpasocrasnas suyuxioneous, vol. 13,
Mocksa, 2006, p. 50-68.
2 Ibid.
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spurcate nu si ameastecd sau sd se catame, ci mai vartos le usuca si
putoarea o goneaste, asa si darul iaste neamestecat cu dansa.”
Expl.: “Deci dintru seamnele ceale zise mai nainte iaste a inteleage si a afla
pre fiestecare.”

7.2.12. Chapter 13 (121r-122r) [non-existent in PG, “Slavonic chapter]**
Inc.: “Caldura darului iaste focul Duhului pre carele au venit Domnul sa-1
arunce in pamant, adecd in inima omeneasca §i cauta sa se aprinza degrab
intru toti.”
Expl.: “Si iara zice: ‘Indulcirea ceaea ce vine ca nu cumva de la doftorii cei
amar, iar mai vartos a zice, de la protivnici sa fie amestecata’.”

7.2.13. Chapter 14 (122r) [non-existent in PG, “Slavonic chapter”]*
Inc.: “Aceastea s-au zis dupa cat au fost cu putintd pentru seamnele darului
si ale insaldciunii, iar pentru lucrarea cea de mijloc si cea desavarsit nu
trebuie cuvinte multe.”
Expl.: “... precum zice marele Maxim: ‘Am scris aceastea pentru aducerea
aminte mie si altora, nu singur de sine, ci pentru ascultarea si pentru multi
carii sarguiesc a osteni Intru aceastd preafrumoasa lucrare.’”

7.3.1. On stillness and how to “sit still”. [PG 150, 1329-1346] Chapter 1 (122r-

122v)
Inc.: “Uneori pre scaun pentru mai multa osteneala, alteori si pre putinel
asternut pand la cativa vreame de usurintd, iar sa fie sadearea ta intru
rabdare.”
Expl.: “...iaste nascatoare durerilor si celor trupesti si celor sufletesti.”

7.3.2. On how to say the prayer. Chapter 2 (122v-123r)
Inc.: “Au zis Périntii intru acest fealiu. Unii au zis: ‘Doamne lisuse
Hristoase, Fiiul Iui Dumnezeu, miluiaste-ma!” toatd rugaciunea, altii,
jumatate: ‘Doamne lisuse Hristoase, miluiaste-ma!’, apoi ‘Fiiul lui
Dumnezeu, miluiagte-ma!’.”
Expl.: “..indestulandu-se numai cu mintea a face desavarsit lucrare.”

7.3.3. On how to master the intellect in prayer. Chapter 3 (123r-123v)
Inc.: “Inteleage ci nimenea nu poate si tie mintea de nu va fi tinuta de la
Duhul.”
Expl.: “...celor savarsit Intru Duhul Sfant carii au sporit intru Hristos lisus,
Domnul nostru.”

7.3.4. On how to expel thoughts. Chapter 4 (123v-124r)
Inc.: “Nu goneaste nimenea gandurile din cei ce au inceput de curdnd de nu
le va goni Dumnezeu.”
Expl.: “..acesta iaste infiintat celor curati si desavarsiz a sd pazi fard
véatamare.”

24 Ibid.
3 Ibid.
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7.3.5. On how to psalmodize. Chapter 5 (124r-125v)
Inc.: “Unii zic putin, altii mult, iar altii nicidecum, iar tu nu canta mult, ca
aceasta iaste tulburare.”
Expl.: “..toate le pot / intru Hristos cel ce-i intdreaste pre ei.”
7.3.6. On how to nurture oneself. Chapter 6 (125v-126v)
Inc.: “lara pentru pantece ce voiu zice: imparatul patimilor de vei putea sa-1
omori si sa-1 faci de-abiia viu, nu slabi.”
Expl.: “... adeca si a flamanzi, si a sa sdtura, si a fi putincios intru toate.”
7.3.7. On delusion and its manifold kinds. Chapter 7 (126v-131r)
Inc.: “Vezi dar cé voiesc ca sd stii pentru insalaciune cu denadinsul, ca s te
pazesti de ea.”
Expl.: “..cunoaste darurile Sfantului Duh si nélucirile dievolesti din
simtirea mintii.”
7.3.8. The providence of God (130r-v) [the “Slavonic chapter”]*
Inc.: “Toate sant de la Dumnezeu, si ceale scarbite, si ceale Tmprotiva, ci
unele sa fac prin bunavointd, altele, prin oranduiala, iar altele, prin
slobozire.”
Expl: “..si invartosdnd au invartosat inima lui Faraon, adecd au lasat
invartosat pentru nesupunearea lui.”
7.3.9. On our free will (130v-131r) [the “Slavonic chapter”]”’
Inc.: “Dumnezeu au zidit pre om singur volnic i 1-au cinstit cu cuvantare si
cu Intelepciune, Inaintea ochilor lui au pus viata si moartea, ca de va vrea cu
singura volniciia s& mearga pre calea vietii, va fi viu in veaci, iar de va vrea
cu vointa rea sa mearga pre calea mortii, va fi muncit in veaci.”
Expl.: “...ca intru amandoao plecarile, adeca catra faptele ceale bune si citra
rdotate am luat volniciia noastra.”
8. Nil Sorski ( Preface, the complete Ustav and the Predanie)™®
8.1. Preface to Nil Sorski’s book in which is revealed the activity of thoughts
and how one might acquire it (132r-133v)
Inc.: “Pentru cd multi din Sfintii Parinti au zis pentru lucrarea inimii si
pentru ferirea cea ganditoare si a mintii pazire cu fealiuri de vorbe, precum
fiestecare dintr-Insii invatat fu de darul lui Dumnezeu...”
Expl: “..ca cainile din faramiturile ce cad din masa stipanilor sai, a
fericitilor Parinti, ca macar intru putin sd fim urmatori acelora.”
8.2. On firmly fighting against passions. Chapter 1 (134r-136r) [Ustav 1, p. 94-
98]

% Ibid.

> Ibid.

BT M. Ipoxopos (ed.), Hur Copckuii, Yemae u nocranusi, Mocksa, 2011. Our choice not to
translate Ustav (= ‘charter’, ‘set of rules”) or Predanie (= ‘fable’, ‘legend’, ‘tradition’) relies on the
option of the English edition to keep them unaltered: see D. M. Goldfrank (trans.), Nil Sorsky: the
authentic writings, Michigan, 2008.
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Inc.: “Un fealiu adeca de luptare, de biruintd si biruire e asupra noastra, a
razboiului celui ganditoriu, au zis Parintii.”
Expl.: “Ca intru toate aceastea de nu sa va pazi cinevas, acesta implineaste
patima si preacurvie face prin ganduri in inima sa, au zis Parintii, Tnsus
cuptoriul patimilor aprinde, ca pre niste hiard aducand pre gandurile ceale
vicleane.”
8.3. On our fight against them with the remembrance of God, the guarding of the
heart, namely the prayer and the quietness of mind; on graces. Chapter 2 (136r-
143v) [Ustav 2, p. 98-115]
Inc.: “Luptarea impotriva cestor mai nainte zise patimi randuiesc parintii
pre putearea cea deopotriva cu putearea celui ce improtiva sa lupta.”
Expl.: “..toate aceastea trezvire iaste, adecd lucrarea cea ganditoare sa
graiesc. Aceastea toate socotind fiestecare din noi, cu ceaea ce sa cuvine
luis rAnduiala sa se nevoiascd.”
8.4. How to strengthen ourselves during this mortification, when wars beset
upon us. Chapter 3 (143v-145r) [Ustav 3, p. 115-118]
Inc.: “Aceasta, adeca, iaste intarire intru luptarea nevointii noastre zisa intru
toate scripturile, ca s nu ne imputinadm cu sufletul, nici s trandavim...”
Expl.: “...cel ce va avea grija de dragostea lui Dumnezeu si intru adevar a sa
mantui si fara de lenevire si cu bagare de seama totdeauna lucrul Domnului
a lucra.”
8.5. On encompassing the whole spiritual activity in our lives. Chapter 4 (145t1-
146v) [Ustav 4, p. 118-122]
Inc.: “lara cuprinderea aceasta iaste 1n viata noastra totdeauna si intru toate
intru toatd inceaperea cu sufletul si cu trupul, cu cuvantul si cu lucrul...”
Expl.: “..adeca a fara-de-grijii mintii si adevaratei rugiciuni, apoi dupa
aceastea Dumnezeu inteleptindu-ne, si de cealelalte chipuri a fealiurilor de
luptari a le biruintii vom zice.”
8.6. Fighting against the eight deadly thoughts. Chapter 5 (146v-158r) [Ustav 5,
p. 122-149]
Inc.: “Fealiuri de chipuri ale luptarii prin care biruintd punem noi spre ceale
vicleane ganduri, au zis Parintii. Improtiva masurii a fiestecaruia din cei ce
sd nevoiesc a sd ruga spre ganduri si improtiva a cuvanta lor si a huli si a
goni pre iale. Si a huli si a goni a celor desavrasit iaste, iara a improtiva grai
si aceasta a celor ce Tnainte au sporif iaste.”
Expl.: “Drept aceaea si noi mai nainte grdim ca pre acelor intelepti
randuiald noi, neinteleptii, sd nu o treacem, ci urmand cuvintelor Sfintilor
Périnti asa facem.”
8.6.1. The first deadly thought — Gluttony (147r)
Inc.: “De te supdra gandul licomiei de pantece, aducandu-ti aminte de
fealiuri i mai dulci si cinstite mancari...”
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Expl.: “Si in vreamea ceaea ce sd cade impartasindu-te mancarii, s biruiesti
pre patima.”

8.6.1.1. On the quantity of food (147v)
Inc.: ““ lard masura mancarii asa e, au zis Péarintii, de cineva va randui pre
sine cat a primi In zi si de va inteleage cd mult iaste... ”
Expl.: “lar deaca candva prea s va sdtura putin sd ocdrasca pre sine si asa
pentru cadeare biruinta pune.

8.6.1.2. On mealtime (147v)
Inc.: “Pentru vreamea zabovirii mancarii, au zis Parintii, pana la al noaolea
ceas a sa posti.”
Expl.: “lar in zi fara de post a scurta ni sd cade ceasul mancdrii si de iaste cu
treabd in amiaza zi putin a gusta.”

8.6.1.3. On the [different] nature of food (148r)
Inc.: “lara pentru fealiul mancarii din toate ceale ce sa afla mancari dulci a
primi céte putin.”
Expl.: “Aceasta cu nestramutare iaste si in mancare, si in bautura, si Intru
toata odihna, pentru ca cu socotealda dupa putearea sa au facut.”

8.6.2. The second thought — Fornication (148v)
Inc.: “Oare nevointd iaste noao asupra duhului curviei si cumplit foarte
indoita avand luptare in suflet si in trup?”’
Expl.: “Si sa nu voiesti a auzi de la cineva necuvioase vorbe ceale ce radica
pre patimi.”

8.6.3. The third thought — Avarice (150v)
Inc.: * lara boala iubirii de argin din afard de fire, din putina creadere si
neinteleagere sa face.”
Expl.: “..nu numai a nu avea aveare, ci nici a pofti pre aceaea a / agonisi,
aceasta pre noi catra cea sufleteasca curatenie ne indrepteaza.”

8.6.4. The fourth thought — Wrath (151v)
Inc.: “Deaca al maniei duh ne chinuiaste, rea aducere aminte Tndemnandu-
ne a tinea...”
Expl.: “...cand intru simtirea realelor sale veniia si cu dragoste si cu mila pre
aceia invata.”

8.6.5. The fifth thought — Sadness (152r)
Inc.: “Nu putind iaste noao nevointa spre duhul scarbei, pentru ca arunca /
pre suflet in pierzare...”
Expl.: “..indatd Tmbracdndu-ne cu deznaddjduirea, pustiiu pre suflet si
trandav il face, si netare si nerdbdatoriu si catra citanie, si catra rugiciune
leanesi.”

8.6.6. The sixth thought — Despondency (153r)
Inc.: “lara cand trandavirea Intru mult sd va intéri spre noi in mare nevointa
sufletul sa radica...”
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Expl.: “lar a rdbda atunci intru fard-de-grija neiesif mai bine iaste, graiesc
Périntii, insus din cercare cunoscéand.”
8.6.7. The seventh thought — Vainglory (1551)
Inc.: “Multa, adeca, trezvire ne trebuie noao asupra duhului indesartei
mariri...”
Expl.: “...indata intarindu-se, treacere cu vedearea nasc si mandrie ceaea ce
iaste tuturor realelor incepatura si sfarsit.”
8.6.8. The eighth thought — Pride (156r)
Inc.: “lara pentru treacerea cu vedearea si mandriia ce a grai, cd de sa si
desparte cu numele, ci spre o inteleagere sa impreuna...”
Expl.: “Si, mai vartos, de cuvantul si lucrul au inchipuit patima, asa si
pentru Indesarta marire si pentru fiestecare patima sa graiaste de la Parinti.”
8.7. On all of the deadly thoughts. Chapter 6 (1581r-158v) [Ustav 6, p. 149-151]
Inc.: “Si asupra tuturor gandurilor celor reale si cade pre Dumnezeu a
chiema spre ajutoriu, pentru c¢d nu totdeauna avem puteare a ne improtivi
celor vicleane ganduri.”
Expl.: “lar el au zis: ‘Pre ceale reale ganduri goniiam si pre ceale bune
chiemam’. Si, desi cu dureare iaste noao, sd grdim aceastea si asemenea
acestora.”
8.8. On recalling death and The Last Judgement,; how to cultivate it in our heart.
Chapter 7 (159r-163v) [Ustav 7, p. 151-161]
Inc.: “Gréiesc, adeca Parintii, ca intru lucrarea noastra foarte iaste cu treaba
si de folos pomenirea mortii a avea si a Judecitii ceii infricosate.”
Expl.: “..Parintele al milostivirii, si Fiiule Unul nascut, si Duhule Sfinte,
miluiaste-md si ma izbdveaste atuncea de focul cel nestins si ma
invredniceaste a sta de-a dreapta Ta, Judecatoriule preadreapte.”
8.9. On tears. How one ought to act when he receives them. Chapter 8 (163v-
167r) [Ustav 8, p. 162-170]
Inc.: “Aceastea graind si gandind si acestora aseamenea, de cu bun darul lui
Dumnezeu, vom afla intru aceastea lacrami ni sd cade a plange precat
puteare si tarie avem. Pentru ca, au zis Parintii, ca plangerea a ne izgoni de
focul cel veacinic si de cealelalte munci ce vor sa fie.”
St. Andrew of Crete (165r)
St. Germanus of Constantinople (165r)
St. Ephrem’s chapter 81 (1651-165v)
Simeon the New Theologian (165v)
Hymns (165v)
Expl.: “Intru bucurie sd face omul atunci, in cea neaflatd in veacul acesta si
nimenea stie pre aceastea fara cel ce au dat pre sine din tot sufletul spre
lucrul acesta.”
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8.10. On defending ourselves against these things. Chapter 9 (167r-167v) [Ustav
9, p- 170-173]
Inc.: “lara cand ne va invreadnici pre noi Domnul cu bun darul séu a afla
lacrdmi si a plange au curat a ne ruga, atunci cu adevarat sd cade a ne pazi
de dracul maniei si de alte necuvioase ganduri.”
Expl.: “Ci dupa lacrami si rugdciue Intru aceaeas inteleagere pre sine ne
pazim.”
8.11. On surrendering one’s will and on the true watchfulness which is the
utmost detachment. Chapter 10 (168r-170r) [Ustav 10, p. 173-179]
Inc.: “lara aceaste minunate lucrari ceale ce am zis de tot le trebuie tdiarea
grijilor ceaea ce iaste omorarea despre toate si a avea grija de Indeletnicire
si luare aminte de singur lucrul Iui Dumnezeu, precum au zis Parintii cei
mari, cei ce intru luare aminte de intelepciune l-au cunoscut.”
Expl.: “Si multe incd acestora aseamenea scrie sfantul acesta si alti sfinti. Si
asa sa creade adevarul neschimbat.”
8.12. On how this spiritual activity should not be done before the proper time
and without the proper measures. Chapter 11 (170r-173r)* [Ustav 11, p. 179-
187]
Inc.: “Desi 1nsé aceaste bune si bine cuvioase lucruri cu socoteala sa cade a
face si intru buna vreame si cu ceale ce sd cade masurii, ca precum graiaste
marele Vasilie...”
Expl.: “lar de cineva dintru aceastea folos va afla si pentru mine, cel
pacatos, sa se roage, ca sa aflu mila inaintea Domnului.”
8.13. Nil’s observances to his apprentices and to everybody else regarding the
need to attain it [the detachment] (173v-177r) [ Predanie, p. 74-85]
Inc.: “Cu cea atotlucrare a Domnului Dumnezeului si Mantuitoriului nostru
lisus Hristos si cu a Preacuratei Maicii sale sporire, am scris scripturd de
folos de suflet noao si intru Domnul fratilor miei, celor de-a pururea carii
sant ai naravului mieu.”
Expl.: “Si a ne pazi cu adevarat de ceale neatede cu chip de fameaie feate.”
9. Symeon of Thessalonica — 4 chapters from the Treatise On The Holy and
Divine Prayer
9.1. On the salvational name and invocation of our Lord Jesus Christ, The Son
of God, namely on the true and divine prayer. Chapter 294 (178r) [PG 155,
541C]
Inc.: “Sant multe rugdciuni pentru care si pre amaruntul vom zice cat vom
putea, iar mai ales decat toate iaste cea datd noao de la Mantuitoriul in
Evanghelie, cuprinzand pre scurt toatd cunostiinta si putearea Evangheliei si

? The verb “vezi” (= ‘look’ / ‘check’) is written in the marginalia of the folio 170r. This fact
might indicate that the source of this copy did not contain this very last chapter of the Ustav.
Consequently, monk Raphael copied it from another source without putting down “Chapter 11”.
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incd si chiemarea cea mantuitoare a Domnului nostru lisus Hristos, Fiiul lui
Dumnezeu.”
Expl.: “Ca zice: ‘Tot Duhul carele martuirseaste pre Domnul nostru lisus
Hristos ca au venit in trup, de la Dumnezeu iaste’.”
9.2. On our blessed fathers Callistus, the patriarch, and Ignatius. Chapter 295
(178r-179r) [PG 155, 544]
Inc.: “lar mai ales 1n zilele noastre aceastea pentru aceasta rugaciune au
scris cu Duhul Sfant ca unii ce si ei era de la Dumnezeu porniti, graitori de
Dumnezeu si purtitori de Dumnezeu, si purtatori de Hristos, si
dumnezeiesti cu adevarat, cel dintru Sfinti parintele nostru Calist...”
Expl.: “..si pentru dumnezeiasca lumind a firestii lucrari si dar al lui
Dumnezeu si marutirii aduc pre sfinti, precum si pentru sfanta rugaciune.”
9.3. The content of this divine prayer. Chapter 296 (179r-180r) [PG 155, 544-
547]
Inc.: “Deci aceastd dumnezeiascd rugaciune, chiemare a Mantuitoriului,
adeca: ‘Doamne lisuse Hristoase, Fiiul lui Dumnezeu, miluiaste-ma!’ si
rugdciune iaste, si fagaduinta.”
Expl.: “Ci si dumnezeiescul evanghelist zice: ‘lard aceastea s-au scris ca si
creadeti ca lisus Hristos iaste Fiiul lui Dumnezeu’,” iatd credinta! Pentru ca
crezand, viata sa aveti Intru numele Lui, iatd si mantuirea si viata!”
9.4. On how all Christians, priests, monks or lay persons, must pray in the name
of Jesus Christ as much as they could, at least during the established prayer
time. Chapter 297 (180r-181v) [PG 155, 548-549]
Inc.: “Deci aceastd numire ca o rugicdiune tot pravoslavnicul si o zica si cu
mintea lui si cu limba, si stdnd, si umbland, si sdzand, si sculandu-se.”
Expl: “..au randuit Besearica vremi oranduite si datoriu iaste tot
credinciosul intr-aceaste vremi a sa ruga.”
* Anonymous — The delineation of the words which are part of the godly prayer,
namely “Lord Jesus Christ, Son of God, have mercy on me!” (182r-185r) [Mark
of Ephesus; cf. Irinej Bulovi¢]*'
Inc.: “Cata adeca iaste putearea rugdciunii si ce fealiu de daruri daruiaste
celor ce sa deprind cu dansa si ince chip i asaza pre dansii nu noao iaste a
zice.”
Expl.: “Ci aceastea, adecd noi pentru graiuri, ca cum am fi zmult din florile
oarecdruia copaci mare si frumos, precum ne-au fost cu putintd am latit
inainte, iara roada ce s afla intru aceastea adune-o altii, carora cugetarea
cea prin / vreame si nevointa le-au dat aceasta, pentru céci s-au facut
trecétori si caci s-au apropiat de Dumnezeu.”

301 John 5:13.
311, Bulovi¢, “Tlepi tdv épogpopévav tij Oeig edyii fmuatov fi t0d Kopie ‘Incod Xpioté, Yis 1ob
Ocod, ENénodv pe”, Kinpovouia 7, 1975, p. 345-352.
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10. Nikephoros the Monk — Very useful Discourse on [watchfulness and] the
guarding of the heart (185r-188r) [Does not contain the first part — the
extracts from other saints. PG 147, 945-948; 961-966]

1. PG 147, 945-948 (Expl.: ...0swpiag yop Enifoocic TpaxTiKn.)

IL. PG 147, 961-966 (Expl.: ...&v Xp1o1® 'Incod ¢ Kvpim nudv.)

Inc.: “Cati aveti dragoste a dobandi dumnezeiasca aratare de lumina, cea de
mare cuviintd a mantuitoriului nostru lisus Hristos; cati voiti a priimi cu
inima intru simtire focul cel mai pre sus de ceriuri; cati va sarguiti a
dobandi cu cercare si cu simtire impacarea cea catrd Dumnezeu...”

Expl.: “Si aceasta catava vreame tiindu-o, ti sa va deschide tie printr-aceasta
si intrarea inimii precum am scris tie, afard de toata indoirea, precum si noi
prin cercare am cunoscut. Si-ti va veni tie dimpreund cu mult dorita si
veselitoarea luarea aminte si toatd ceata faptelor bune, dragostea, bucuriia,
pacea si cealelalte prin care toate cearerile tale vei lua intru Hristos lisus
Domnul nostru.”

6.2. Basil of Poiana Marului — Preface to Blessed Philotheos of Sinai’s Chapters

(188v-195v)

Inc.: “‘Nu iaste razboiul nostru spre sange si spre trup, ci spre incepatorii si
tiitorii de lume ai Intunearecului veacului acestuiia, duhurilor raotatii celor
de supt ceriu’.’” Ostasii dar ai imparatului piméntesc poartd sabie, gata
fiind spre razboiul improtivnicilor si poarta sabie ca aceasta si cei ce nu sant
ostas, numai pentru singur obiceaiul, dar nu spre gatirea de razboiu...”
Expl.: “Ci a trei mai cumpliti uriasi toata pricina aceasta scriind, necredinta,
griiesc, si lenevirea, si nebdgarea de seamd, a Inceta de minciund si
apucandu-se de / adevar, a sa apropiia neindoit catrd deprinderea lucrarii
mintii, departand de la sine incd si pre cei mai de frunte improtivitori:
iubirea de dulceti, gréiesc, iubirea de argint si desarta slava, cu carele si pre
altele putem din sufletele noastre a le piiarde.””

** Anonymous — On rejecting the world according to different kind of writings
(196r-198v)
Inc.: “Cati lumea si ceale ce sant in lume ati urat pentru dragostea lui
Dumnezeu, aceasta sd faceti. Deci, cati ganditori de Imparatiia lui

32 Eph 6:12.

33 The Slavonic orginial contains an additional paragraph: “Tlegrbe ike RUBXD NAYHNAITE BB TBAGCH. .
CMmoyike cAARA RO RBKH, aMHNL.” (JKumue u nucanus mondasckazo cmapya Iaucus Benuukosckazo.
C npucosoxynnenuem npeducnosuii na kuueu Ce. I'pucopuss Cunauma, Punoges Cumnaiickaeo,
Hcuxus Ilpeceumepa u Huna Copckaco, couunennvix Opy2om e2o U CNOCMHUKOM, cmapyem
Bacunuem Ilonanomepynvckum, o ymmom mpessenuu u monumee, Mocksa, 1847, p. 95-97).
However, the rest of the folio 195v is left blank, which might suggest that monk Raphael had had
the intention to complete the text from his source, in the same way that he had dealt with the
addition to Nil Sorski’s chapters (See footnote no. 29).
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Dumnezeu santeti, sarguiti-va cu barbatie, iubiti pre Dumnezeu cu veselie,
rabdati pentru sfant numele lui toate cu bucurie, apropiati-va catra Dansul si
va luminati si featele voastre nu sa vor rusina.”

Expl: “..si toate poruncile lui cu dreptate si le paziti si, asa de-acii,
impreund cu Hristos sd@ mosteniti, ca aceluia iaste marirea si tinearea, acum
si pururea si in veacii veacilor. Amin.”

*** Anonymous — Questions and answers of the Holy Fathers (199r-200v)
[thematic resemblance — SC 450, p. 173-177, 225-228]**

a.

b.

QOlfuestion]: “Cum iaste cu datorie a ticea in chilie?”

A[nswer]: “Pururea a avea in minte ceasul intru carele sufletul din trup
sd desparte...”

Q: “Ce voiu face ca sa nu ma turbur in chilie sazand?”

A: “Pre nimenea sa clevetesti, nici sa hulesti, sa te rogi si sa canti...”

0O: “Ce iaste ceaea ce ajutd calugarului intru toata ispita si scarba ce-l
cuprinde?”

A: “A creade tare din suflet ca aproapte iaste Dumnezeu si veade pre om
totdeauna”

Q: “Deaca adecd nu are nestine cugetul acesta nu poate a sd mantui?”

A: “Fara de acesta cuget netare iaste toata lucrarea si osteneala”

Q: “Ce dar citaniia si osteneala oare nimic folosesc?”

A: “Folosul, adeca fara de cugetul acesta, nici unul iaste, caci carele
multe carti...”

Q: “Oare poate a avea cineva cugetul acesta totdeauna?”

A: “Cugetul acesta din a foarte iubi pre Dumnezeu sa face... ”

Q: “Ce dar va face cineva ca sa castige pre acest cuget?”

A: “A sa ruga lui Dumnezeu zioa si noaptea datoriu iaste...”

Q: “De unde va cunoaste cd au castigat nestine cugetul acesta?”

A: “Pre cugetul acesta cel ce au castigat smerif iaste cu inima si impacat
cu sufletul...”

2.2. St. Barsanuphius — Questions and answers of St. Barsanuphius (200v-201r)
[thematic resemblance — SC 451, p. 687-689; SC 450, p. 173-177, 225-229]*

Q: “Pentru ce asa curviia lupta pre om?”

A: “Céci ca stie diavolul cd curviia streini pre noi ne face de Sfantul
Duh”

0O: “Cum graiesc oarecarii cad nu avem razboaie de curvie?”

A: “Aceasta cei ce graiesc au pre patimi suptiri reale mai mult decar
curviia...”

3* Frangois Neyt, Paula de Angelis-Noah (ed.), Barsanuphe et Jean de Gaza: Correspondance, vol.
11, t. I, (SC 450), Paris, 2000.

35 F. Neyt, P. de Angelis-Noah (ed.), Barsanuphe et Jean de Gaza: Correspondance, vol. 11, t. I,
(SC 451), Paris, 2001.
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Q: “Cum sa cade a tdcea 1n chilie?”

A: “Ca pururea si totdeauna in minte a avea ceasul intru carele sufletul
din trup...”

QO: “Care lucrare dar iaste datoare inima a avea ca intru aceaea sd se
indeletniceasca si sa se inveate?”

A: “Acesta iaste cel desavarsit lucru al calugarului a avea pre Dumnezeu
totdeauna...”

Q: “Cum adeca sa cade a goni pre gandurile ceale vicleane?”

A: “Nu poate omul nicidecum intru sine aceasta a face, nici una ca
aceasta are tarie...”
Q: “Oare poate clevetirea si osandirea a spurca pre om?”’

A: “Nu numai a spurca, ci si din singure aceale cruguri ceresti a dobori
pre intdrirea...”

11. Nilus of Sinai — On the eight deadly thoughts (201r-203v) [The edifying
Discourse on the 14th of July — The Abridged Life of Saints (the Prologue)]
Inc.: “Sa stii, fiiule, cd opt ganduri sant ceale ce lucreaza toate ceale reale:
indracirea pantecelui, curviia, iubirea de argint, iutimea, scarba cea fara
vreame, tranddvirea, marirea desarta si mandriia.”

Expl.: “Si totdeauna datoriu pre sine a gandi si pre sine a ocari Tnaintea lui
Dumnezeu si a oamenilor, si des cu lacrdmi a te ruga, si te vei schimba din
patima.”

12. Abba Philemon — The life of our hermit father Philemon. Discourse on

stilness [of mind] (203v-204v) [short version]*®

Inc.: “Un frate oarecarele, cu numele loan, din locul ce si gréiaste Paraliot,
pornindu-se, au venit catrd sfintul acesta si marele Parinte Filimon si,
apucandu-se de picioarele lui, au zis catra dansul: ‘Ce voiu face, parinte, si
ma voiu mantui?...””

Expl.: “..adecd sa se inveate in psalmi, si, alteor, sd se roage: ‘Doamne,
lisuse Hristoase, Fiiul lui Dumnezeu, miluaigte-ma!’. Si iard cand canti cu
limba, ia aminte nu unele a grai cu gura si spre altele a zbura cu mintea”.

13. Isaac the Syrian (4 chapters from The Ascetic sermons)

13.1. On manual labor and avarice. Chapter 37 (204v-205r) [Mystic Treatises,

chapter 53, p. 258]%

3% The text contains only the dialogue between Abba Philemon and brother John (point E; cf. S.
Kh. Samir, “Un testo della Filocalia sulla preghiera di Gesu in un manoscritto arabo-copto
medievale”, in T. Spidlik, K. Ware and E. Lanne (eds.), Amore del bello. Studi sulla Filocalia,
Bose, 1990, p. 220). We are currently working on an article which deals with the manuscript
circulation of the different versions of this text in Old Romanian Culture.

37 It represents the 15th paragraph of chapter 53 (On prayer and the other things which are
necessarily to be sought in constant recollection and which it is very profitable for a man to recite
with discrimination and to retain): Inc.: “When thou turnest towards...”, expl.: “and who preserve
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Inc.: “Cand te vei intoarce spre lucrul méinilor intru petreacerea linistii tale,
sd nu pui porunca Parintilor acoperamant iubirii tale de argint. Lucru putin
sd fie tie pentru trandavirea, care nu sminteaste pre minte.”
Expl.: “Ca acea viatd a mireanilor iaste si mai vartos acelora sa cuvine, ca
iaste bine, dar nu pustnicilor si celor slobozi de grijile cestor // vazute si
celor ce pazesc mintea sa intru rugaciune.”
13.2. Isaac the Syrian, bishop of Nineveh, ascetic [who fasts] and hermit - On
how beginners ought to be settled. Chapter 9 (205r-207r) [Aodyor AcknTiKoi,
chapter 4, p. 820-824]
Inc.: “Aceasta iaste randuialad Intreaga inteleapta si lui Dumnezeu iubita: a
nu Tmprejur cauta cu ochii incoace si incolo, ci totdeauna celor ce sant
inainte a sa tinde si nu in desart a cuvanta, ci ceale de nevoie numai a
grai...”
Expl.: “Pre aceastea porunci de vei pazi, o, omule, si te vei indeletnici
singur pre sineti totdeauna intru invatitura lui Dumnezeu intru adevar si
fara de fatarnicie va vedea sufletul tau in sine lumina lui Hristos carea in
veaci nu sd va intuneca aceluia madrirea si tinearea in veacii veacilor.
Amin.”
13.3. On guarding against and avoiding the weak and lazy ones, for their
acquaintance gets one conquered by sloth and weakness, filling him with foul
passions; how one must keep young acquaintances away in order to preserve his
mind unblemished by lust. Chapter 8 (2071-212r) [Adyor, chapter 1, p. 803-812]
Inc.: “Cel ce opreaste gura sa de clevetire, pazeaste pre inima sa de patimi /
si cel ce curateaste inima sa de patimi, in tot ceasul veade pre Domnul, a
caruia invataturd totdeauna iaste de Dumnezeu, goneaste pre draci de la
dansul si ddzradacineaza samanta raotatilor.”
Expl.: “Fericit cel ce // pentru Dumnezeu rabda in fara-de-grija si mananca
unul painea sa, pentru cd totdeauna cu Dumnezeu vorbeaste. Aceluia e
madrirea, in veaci. Amin.”
13.4. Questions and answers. Chapter 21 (212r-218v) [Adyou, chapter 27, p.
438-457; lines 1-370]
Inc. Q: “Cu carea legatura sa tine inima a nu alerga la ceale reale?”
A: “A urma pururea Intelepciunii si a prisosi intru Invatatura vietii...”
Expl. Q: “Care sant ceale adevdrate seamne si insemndrile ceale ce sa
apropie celui ce au inceput a vedea roada cea ascunsa in sufletul sau?”
A: “Cand sa va invreadnici cineva de bun darul al lacramilor celor multe,
celor ce fara de nevoie sa fac...si acest semn iaste, ca iaste omul ingropat
intru patimi.”

their mind by prayer”. See A. J. Wensinck (trans.), Isaac of Nineveh, Mpystic Treatises,
Amsterdam, 1923, p. 258.
38 M. Pirar (ed.), A6yor Aoknuixoi, Athos, 2012.
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13.5. From the same chapter. On different kinds of tears (218-227v) [Adyor,
chapter 27, p. 457-477; lines 370-817]
Inc.: “Sant, adeca, oarecarele din lacrami arzand si sant lacrami ingrasind.
Toate lacramile, adeca ceale din inima, sd pogoard pentru pacate, aceastea
usuca pre trup si-1 ard...”
Q: “Ce iaste inviiarea sufletului ceaea ce au zis Apostolul de impreuna ati
inviat cu Hristos?”
A: “Ceaca ce au zis Apostolul: ‘Dumnezeu cel ce au zis: ‘Dintru intunearec
luminii a striluci’, Acela au stralucit in inimile noastre’,”” inviiarea in
veciciunii iesire au aratat buna...”
Expl. O: “Deaca dupa multd osteneald si rea patimire i nevointd ceaea ce
au agonisit omul sd va nesfii gandului mandriei a sa addoga lui, caci ca
pricind au priimit din frumseata bunatatilor sale, si gindeaste de multa
osteneald ceaea ce au rabdat, in ce va tinea gandul sau si intarire sufletului
sdu va agonisi a nu sa pleca lui?”
A: “Cand va cunoaste cineva ca asa cade de la Dumnezeu, precum frunza
uscatd cade din lemn, atunci cunoaste putearea sufletului sau...”
13.5.1. Poveaste de a lui Dumnezeu rdnduiala [Story about God’s providence]
(226v-227v)
Inc.: “Tinerel oarecarele, cu numele Teodor, muncit fiind pre tot trupul sau
si Intrebat fiind de oarecarele cum simti muncile...”
Expl.: “..intru carii era oarecare puteare ceaea ce urma lor ajutand lor Intru
toatd indestularea si intru toate a pazi pre dansii.* lard ¢ au uitat pre
aceastd puteare...”*!
14. Isaiah the Solitary (of Gaza) — On [self] watchfulness. Chapter 27 (228r-
230r) [PG 40, 1194-1197, does not contain the last sentence]*
Inc.: “Ia aminte de sineti cu de-amaruntul, indraznind si crezand cd Domnul
nostru lisus Hristos, Dumnezeu fiind si nepovestitd avand slava si marirea,
chip noao s-au facut, ca sa urmam urmelor Lui...”
Expl.: “lar spre muiare sau spre barbat nicidecum sa iai aminte fara nevoie.
lar auzirile nu le ierta a asculta asupra cuivasg, nici vorbe nefolositoare si
gura ta taca si cu totul nu graiasca nefiind nevoie.”

2 Cor 4:6.

40 The verb “a pazi” has been written twice and crossed out with a line written in red ink.

! The end of the story has not been copied. The rest of the folio has been left blank.

42 The present text (no.14) illustrates a different translation and a distinct version from Abba
Ammon’s Teaching (no. 15), which is, in fact, Isaiah of Gaza’s Homily 27. The main difference
lies in the lack of some paragraphs anaphorically introduced by the structe “Watch yourself!”, in
addition to the content related distinctions (such as the presence of the Jesus Prayer text in the
latter and the absence in the former text). Only the first two paragraphs of version no. 14 and no.
15 completely overlap.
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15. Abba Ammon — Teaching (230r-234v) [The second Exhortation according
to PO 11, p. 458-471. Spuria; cf. CPG 2390 — Isaiah of Gaza, Homily 27
Inc.: “Cautd pre tine cu de-adinsul, nadajduindu-te si crezdnd cd Domnul
nostru lisus Hrisos Dumnezeu fiind, nespusa avand puteare si marire, chip
noao / s-au facut, ca s urmam uremelor Lui...”
Expl: “..asa totdeauna indreptand viata ta, rugandu-te Domnului,
multamind lui, ca sd dobandesti Tmparatiia ceriului. Aceluia e slava in
veacii veacilor. Amin.”
**k*% Anonymous — From the Paterikon. Chapter 4 (234v-236v) [via the
Paterikon, but also part of the edifying Discourse entitled Discourse from The
Paterikon. On crying — The Abridged Life of Saints (the Prologue), 10th of
February]®
Inc.: “Intr-una de zile au viazut staretul pre ucenicul siu preasiturandu-se
din mancare (cd au fost venit oarecarii catra dansul cercetand pre staret) si
au grait lui deosebi: ‘Frate, au nu stii ca plangerea iaste ca o lumina
luminand, de nu vei pazi pre dansa bine sd va stinge si intunecoasd va fi?
Asa si plangerea cu multe mancari sa stinge...”.”
Expl.: “De vei da cuiva cinste prin dragoste, iar pre urma te vei scarbi cu
cugetul tau, graind Intru tine cd ‘mult i-am dat lui’, s& nu asculti pre cugetul
acesta, pentru ci al vrijmasului iaste. Insa, ct poti, in siricie si in lipsd
vietuiaste, ca tu mai vartos sa ajuti altora ce le trebuie si nu au.”
16. John Cassian (The eight deadly thoughts) [CPG 2266]
16.1. On the eight deadly thoughts and, firstly, on Gluttony (236v-238r)
Inc.: “Mai nainte pentru Inchipuirea vietilor celor de obste alcatuind cuvant,
acum iarasi Intru aceastd de acum cu ale voastre rugaciuni indraznind am
inceput a scrie...”
Expl.: “...prin osteneald si prin cetire si a aduna intru (sine) frica gheenii si
dorirea imparatiei ceriurilor.”
16.2. On Lust (238r-240r)
Inc.: “A doao noao ne iaste nevointa spre duhul curviei si poftirii ceii
trupesti...”
Expl.: “.pentru aceasta datori sidntem a ne nevoi pentru toate, ca sa
dobandim veacinicile bunatati intru Hristos lisus. Amin.”
16.3. On Greed (240r-243v)
Inc.: “A treia nevointa iaste noao spre duhul iubirii de argint. Strein acest
razboiu si din afard de fire cunoscut, din necredintd pricina Intru calugari
afla.”

* The structure of the second edition of The Abridged Life of Saints (the Prologue) is greatly
indebted to the Paterikon (see footnote no. 11).
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Expl.: ““Nebunule, intru aceastd noapte sufletul tdu vor sa-1 ia de la tine
ingerii, iar ceale ce ai gatit cui vor fi?’”*

16.4. On Wrath (243v-247r)
Inc.: “A patra noao ne iaste nevointa asupra duhului méaniei. Ca cu
Dumnezeu pre al acestiia venin purtdtoriu de moarte din adancul sufletului
nostru sa-l scoatem si de tot sa-I tdiem.”
Expl.: “..nici lepadarea de tot lucrul si uraciunea tiind, vinovati ne vom afla
la judecata.”

16.5. On Envy (247r-248r)
Inc.: “Al cincilea noao ne iaste nevointa asupra duhului necazului, carele
intuneca pre suflet de toata vedearea cea duhovniceasca si opreaste pre el de
toatd lucrarea cea bund.”
Expl: “.si prin Invatitura dumnezeiestilor cuvinte si cu oameni buni
cucearnici petreacearea si impreuna vietuirea.”

16.6. On Sloth (248r-250r)
Inc.: “Al saselea iaste noao nevointa asupra duhului trandavirii, cel injugat
si lucratoriu cu duhul scarbei.”
Expl.: “‘Sa stii, dar, cd mai greu pre tine te va lupta, ca pre cel ce te-ai
supus, deaca nu de-aciia, prin riabdare si prin rugaciune si lucrul mainilor,
pre aceasta a o birui te vei sargui.””

16.7. On Vain Glory (250r-251r)
Inc.: “A saptelea iaste noao nevointa asupra duhului indesartei slave. In
multe chipuri iaste aceasta si mai suptire patima si nu degrab, nici de la cel
ce sd ispiteaste ajunsa.”
Expl: “Ca asa va putea cu Dumnezeu a sa slobozi de duhul indesartei
slave.”

16.8. On Pride (2511-252r)
Inc.: “Al optulea iaste noao nevointa asupra duhului méandriei. Mai cumplit
acesta si decat toate ceale mai denainte mai sireap.”
Expl.: “..prin care si cea desavarsit dragoste sd Indrepteaza cu darul lui
Dumnezeu. Amin.”

3.2. St. Basil the Great (chapters from The Asketikon and various sources)

3.2.1. Discourse on hermitage. Chapter 1. Bless (me), father! (252r-254v) [PG

31, 620-625]
Inc.: “Mari sant si adanci pravilele si lucrurile unui imparat catra cei supus
ai sdi, iar mai mari si mai Tmpardtesti sant poruncile ceale ce face catra
ostagii lui...”
Expl.: “Imbarbatati-va, dar ca niste viteji, alergati pre cale cu vitejie, la
cununile ceale veacinice, in Hristos Iisus, Domnul nostru, a caruia marirea
in veaci. Amin.”

# Luke 12:20.
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3.2.2. Second Discourse on hermitage. Bless (me), father! (254v-264v) [PG 31,
625-648]
Inc.: “Glasul lui Hristos zice: ‘Veniti citra Mine toti voi carii santeti osteniti
si insarcinati, si eu sa va odihnesc’...”*
Expl.: “Intru acea putind vietuire a sihdstriei tale vei intra cu darul lui
Dumnezeu in raiu cu luminarea facliei sufletului tau si te vei bucura pururea
cu Hristos. Amin.”
3.2.3. Third homily. Bless (me), father! (264v-269v) [the ending contains an
additional fragment, PG 31, 869-881]
Inc.: “Omul s-au facut dupa chipul si asemanarea lui Dumnezeu, iar pacatul
au stricat frumseatea chipului, tragand pre suflet spre poftele ceale reale.”
Expl. 1 (same as PG): “..din toate gresalele aceastea sd nu sd ascunza
niciunele, ci sd se spuie obstii Tnaintea tuturor, ca sa se tdmaduiascd rana
lui, a celui ce au venit intru acea raotate cu rugdciunea tuturor, cd mult
poate rugaciunea dreptului carea sa face.”
Expl. 2 (additional fragment): “Cine voiaste a fi cdlugar adevarat si s nu sa
amageasca trebuie sa se faca cate zice marele Vasilie, adevaratul sihastru,
adevaratul dascal al sihastriei, ale caruia cuvintele aceastea am scos din
limba cea cu anevoie de talmacit, ca sa le aveti ca o pruba voi carii veti sa
fiti igumeni si monasy si cdutati de alergati cu indreptarea aceasta, de vreame
ca nu va trebuie alta invatatura. Ca aceste cuvinte, macar de sant putine, dar
sant indestul ca sa va povatuiasca la socoteala care veti sa umblati 1n viiata
calugdreasca si nu va trebuiaste altd povata afara de aceasta. Cd cuvintele
lui Vasilie sant cuvinte duhovnicesti si vreadnice imparatiei ceriului.
Amin,”*
3.2.4. Fourth Discourse on the reason why monks are called angels, on the
[meaning of] monastic vows and the punishment rendered by breaking them.
Bless (me), father! (270r-2751r)"
Inc.: “Intaiu chipul ingeresc si chiami cinul calugarilor, nu numai ci
ingerul l-au ardtat acelui Parinte, ci pentru ca célugarii sa fagiduiesc sa
petreaca si sa tie petreacere si viata ingereascd. De vreamea ce ingerii au cu

* Matt 11:28.

46 “The one who is willing to become a true monk and keep away from delusion must respect Saint
Basil’s teachings (the true hermit and desert teacher) which we have translated from that
challenging language so that you, who are willing to become priors and monks, might use them as
proof and treat them as your sole rectifying teachings. For, scarce as they might be, these teachings
suffice for your monastic guidance. Saint Basil’s teachings are spiritual lessons worthy of The
Kingdom of Heaven. Amen” (Personal translation - ms. rom. BAR 2597, f. 269v).

47 The verb “vezi” (= ‘look’/ ‘check’) is written in the marginalia of the folio 274v. This fact
might suggest that the source of this copy did not contain this chapter. More probably, acquainted
with the text, monk Raphael put down this note so as to compare the fragment with a copy he
possesed prior to the process of transcribing this particular codex.
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sinesi preacurata feciorie, aceasta sa fagaduiesc si calugarii Tnaintea lui
Hristos ca sé pazeascé cand sa calugaresc.”
Expl.: “Vai de noi! lar de le vom pazi, veselie si bucurie va fi noao!
Putearea Domnului nostru lisus Hristos, sd ne ajute, ca sa pazim cu totii
chipul ingeresc curat si sd ne invrednicim imparatiei ceriurilor, maririi ceii
ingeresti, Intru Hristos lisus, Domnul nostru, a ciruia iaste slava In veaci.
Amin.”
3.2.5. Our father, saint Basil, the archbishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia. Very
useful Discourse on monastic life. Bless (me), father! (275r-282r)*
Inc.: “Auziti, fratii miei blagosloviti, pre Domnul graind: ‘Cine au lasat tata
si muma, frati si surori, nevasta si copii si va veni dupa Mine, acesta va lua
insutitd blagoslovenie si plata cereasci va mosteni’.”*’
Expl.: “...carele zice: ‘Veniti, blagoslovitii Parintelui mieu, s mosteniti pre
ceacea ce iaste de voi gititd mparitiia ceriurilor de la inceputul lumii’,”
prin carele glas si ne Invrednicim §i noi a cistiga aceastd Imparitie
veacinicd, acum si pururea si In veacii veacilor. Amin.”
3.2.6. Saint Basil’s homily on hermitage [solitary life] (282r-284r) [PG 31, 643-
652, via The Abridged Life of Saints (the Prologue), the edifying Discourse on
the 8th of December]
Inc.: “Sa cade calugarul Tnainte decat cealelalte toate sa aiba vietuire fara de
aveare si lipsita, si sa fie intru loc petrecand cu ticnire, s fie chipul lui cu
blandeate si cu istetime, sa fie vorba lui cu masura si cuvintele Iui cu buna
oranduiala...”
Expl.: “...cu darul Domnului nostru lisus Hristos, cdruia sd cade slava si
putearea, acum si pururea si in veacii veacilor. Amin.”
3.2.7. On coenobitic monasticism (284r-285r1)
Inc.: “Cei ce poarta sfantul chip cadlugdresc nu numai nu sa cade a avea
vreun lucru usebit fiestecarele, ci nici sd se numeasca cd aceasta iaste ‘a ta’
au ‘a mea’, au ‘a aceluia’ sd cade. Adecd ‘a mea’ poate sa zica asa pentru
toate: haina, cuculiia, braul si cealelalte lucruri.”
Expl.: “Ci mai vartos sd urmam dumnezeiestilor Scripturi si invataturilor
Sfintilor Parinti, ca’' viata veacinici si mostenim intru Hristos Iisus
Domnul nostru, céruia sa cade slava si putearea, in veacii veacilor. Amin.”

8 The Trinity Lavra of St. Sergius Ms. No. 784, f. 212r-224r: “HaxasaHue CBATAro OTLA HAIIEIO
Bacmima, apxuemnuckona Kecapma Kamonmakuiickna, Kako eCTh Jiemo OBITM  YpbHIEM .
<http://old.stsl.ru/manuscripts/medium.php?col=1&manuscript=784&pagefile=784-0213>
(accessed 28.01.2020).

* Matt 19:29.

*0 Matt 25:34.

3! The word “prin” (= ‘through’) has been crossed out with red ink.


http://old.stsl.ru/manuscripts/medium.php?col=1&manuscript=784&pagefile=784-0213

PROTO-PHILOKALIC ROMANIAN MANUSCRIPT FROM 1769 329

17. Damaskinos Stoudites— Subdeacon and future bishop of Lete and Rendina,
abridged advice for those who want to become monks. Bless (me), father! (285r-
291r)
Inc.: “Fratilor si parintilor, de vreame ce am parasit lumea si am poftit viata
cea ingereasca, cu cuvintd iaste dupd oranduiala ceii Ingeresti vietii (adeca a
calugariei) sa umblam. Caci de vom avea numai numele calugariei, de ne
numim calugdri, zicand ca avem atatia ani la calugdrie, apoi faptele
calugariei nu le facem, ce folos avem?”
Expl.: “De vom petreace viata noastra Intru acest chip, fratilor si parinti, ne
va invrednici Dumnezeu si de cea veacinicd a lui imparétie, pre carea sa o
castigdm noi toti intru Hristos lisus, Domnul nostru, céruia sa cade slava, in
veacii veacilor. Amin.”
EEEE Anonymous — Apology meant to cast down the miseries of the one who is
at loss, misfortuned and beset by troubles; summarized according to Saint
Paul’s model: “Be perfect, be of good comfort!” (2 Cor 13:11) (291r-305r) [St.
Dimitry of Rostov — Apologia]™
Inc.: “Un duhovnic oarecarele batran, carele vietuia pe placeare
dumnezeiasca, usebit de lume, auzind pentru un mirean slavit, iubitoriu de
Hristos si tematoriu de Dumnezeu, carele cazuse In multa scarba. Deci, i-au
parut rau acelui duhovnic pentru déansul si rugandu-se lui Dumnezeu,
zise:...”
Expl.: “...asa sd te mangaie cu mangaiarea Duhului Sfant si sa-ti daruiasca
bucuriia cea nesférsitd si nedespartita intru aceasta viatd si in cea viitoare.
Amin. Asa au mangéiat parintele cel sufletesc pre cel scarbit si s-au dus
laudand pre Dumnezeu.”
18. John Chrysostom®’
18.1.  Edifying Discourse (307r-308v) [On drunkenness — The edifying
Discourse on the 15th of June — The Abridged Life of Saints (the Prologue)]
Inc.: “latd eu, iubitilor, ades facand invatatura, naddajduindu-ma a opri
deprinderea cea rea a betiei, ci si acum improtivd vaz, pentru aceaca ma
scarbesc, ca in zadar sa face Invatatura.”
Expl.: “lara bautura cea intru masurd sidnitate face, iard fara de masura,
paguba sufletului face. Dintru aceasta sa ne izbaveasca pre noi Domnul cu
darul sdu i cu iubirea de oameni.”

2 M. A Fedotova, “‘Amonorus BO yTOJIEHHE IEYalld YeJOBEKa, Cyliaro B Oele, TOHCHUH H
o311001eHN . ..”: K Bonpocy o0 aBTope Tekcta”, Tpyosr Omodena opesuepycckoil aumepamypel 64,
2016, p. 121-139.

53 John Chrysostom’s two Discourses are not present in the Table of Contents of the manuscript
(1r-3v). However, these chapters do not represent a later addition, in fact they circulated along
with the rest of the codex.
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18.2. Edifying Discourse on the habits which the faithful must attain so as to
have a clean and righteous life (309r-310v)
Inc.: “Deci dar atatea daruri ludnd noi, sd ne nevoim a face toate bunatatile
ca sa nu fim necinstitori de attea daruri bune, ca de vreame ce si mai nainte
de platéd aceastea sa facea vreadnice de munci, cu cat mai vartos dupa acest
daru negrait.”
Expl.: “Ca asa si aicea te vei putea proslavi si vei mosteni bunatatile ceale
ce vor sa fie cu darul si cu iubirea de oameni a Domnului nostru lisus
Hristos, céruia e slava si stdpaniia, in veacii nesfarsiti. Amin.”

By the above description, it is easy to see that there are several common

texts between the Romanian manuscript and the Greek Philokalia:

Symeon the New Theologian — 32 Practical chapters (18/9, 20/11,
26/17, 28/19, 29/20, 37/21, 38/22, 48/32, 51/35, 53/37, 54/38, 55/39,
56/40, 58/42, 63/47, 64/48, 66/50, 68/52, 83/53, 88/58, 20/67, 21/68,
23/69, 29/73, 56/83, 57/84, 58/85, 65/88, 66/89, 71/94, 72/95, 88/108)
[SC 51/ ®rhokaria 1782, p. 755-783]
— Pseudo-Symeon’s Method (Adyoc mepi wictemc kol didooKaAia
€ilc ékeivovc..) [diokaria 1782, p. 1171-1177]
Gregory of Sinai — 15 chapters from On stillness (Ilepi iovyiog kol wepl
TV S0 TPOT®V TG TPOGEVYTIS. £V KePaAaiolg, 1€°) [P1hokodio 1782, p.
911-917]
— the 7 chapters from How the hesychast should sit for prayer and
not rise again too quickly (mepi 100 TG Ol KobélesObur TOV
novyalovta gig v OV Koi P tayéwng dvictacOat) [Piloxoiio
1782, p. 918-925]
— the 10 chapters from On the Signs of Grace and Delusion (Ilepi
Nnovyilag kol Tpooevyig €Tl 6€ Kol TEPL TAOV TEKUNPI®V TG XAPLTOG
Kol Thig TAavng, Kol Tig 1| dtapopa Tig BEpUNG Kal tiig Evepyeiag Kol
0Tl yopic 0oNyod gdYEPMDS GUVEIGEPYETOL 1| TAGVY, KEQOALO 1)
[Dhoxario 1782, p. 907-910]
Symeon of Thessalonica — 4 chapters from On The Holy and Divine
Prayer (Tov poxapidtatov apylemiokonrov O@eccalovikng Zvuemv mepi
g lepag Kai Ogomo10d mpooevyils, doa 0Tl ONAAOT adTN Kol TPOGELYN,
KepdAoov 296 év celidt tiig Pifrov Tavtng 210) [Ouhokaria 1782, p.
1160-1161, 1162]
Anonymous — Interpretation of “Kyrie Eleison” (Av@vouov Tivog oitiov
Adyoc Bovpdoiog mepl Tov Adyov Ti|g Beiag mpooevytic. fiyovv tod Kopie
‘Incob Xpiote Yie 100 Oeod EAENcov pe, puetaylmttifeic gig 10 anlolv
du va katolopPavetor amo kdbe ypiotiovov) [Orokario 1782, p. 1163-
1167]
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e Nikephoros the Monk — On Watchfulness and The Guarding of The
Heart (Nuknoopov povélovtoc A0yog mepl VAWe®S Kol QUAOKTG Kapddg
UEGTOG 0V TG TVYoVoNG deereing) [Phokaiia 1782, p. 869-878]

o A discourse on Abba Philemon (Ilepi tov appa dunpuovog Adyog mévv
OEéAMpOC) [Drhokaiio 1782, p. 485-495]

e John Cassian — On The Eight Deadly Thoughts (Ayioc Kacolovog 0
Popoiog — IIpog tov Emiokomov Kdotopa, mepl 1V OKTM AOYIOUMY TG
raxiog) [Oriokaria 1782, p. 61-76]

However, unlike the Greek Philokalia, the structure of the Philokalia of
Dragomirna follows a thematic and not a chronological principle. It begins with
St. Symeon the New Theologian’s discourse dedicated to those who aspire to
become monks and ends with the practical text Apology to cast down
misfortunes and John Chrysostom’s Edifying discourses, the latter mentioned
amongst the first Church Fathers whom, according to Paisius Velichkovsky’s
Monastic Rule, a monk should read in his cell in order to be instructed on the
Jesus Prayer.”* Consequently, as monk Raphael jots down on folio 181r, “For
that [the Jesus Prayer] is what these holy texts are all about”. When it comes to
the selection of the authors, ms. 2597 includes names like Barsanuphius and
John, Dorotheos of Gaza, Isaac the Syrian or Abba Ammon, 15th and 16th
century figures like Nil Sorski and Damaskinos Stoudites patristic authorities
such as Basil of Caesarea and John Chrysostom, and even “local” and
contemporary personalities like starets Basil of Poiana Marului.

All of these writings respect the three major themes specific to
Philokalic literature,” combining the practical and ascetic vita with
contemplative teachings. Thus, it is worthy of notice that, on one hand, the
collection is made up of chapters written by/ attributed to St. Symeon the New
Theologian (No. 1.26), Basil the Great (No. 3.1), starets Basil of Poiana Marului
(No. 6.1, 6.2), Gregory of Sinai (No. 7.1.1, 7.3.1), Nil Sorski (No. 8.2), Symeon
of Thessalonica (No. 9.3), Nikephoros the Monk (No. 10), Abba Philemon (No.
12), Abba Ammon (No. 15), Damaskinos Stouditis (No. 17, Chapter 4 from the
Paterikon and the Anonymous Delineation which contain the actual text of the
Jesus Prayer (“Lord Jesus Christ, Son of God, have mercy on me, [a sinner]”),
invariably written in red ink, and, on the other hand, by teachings focused on
ascetic and mystical motifs such as the war agains the Eight Deadly Sins (and
the strife to reach dmdbewa), gratia lacrimarum |/ wévBoc, compunctio cordis /
Kkatdvu&ic or spiritual obedience. It goes without saying that the majority of the

S 1. Ica jr. (ed.), Autobiografia si Vietile unui staret urmate de Aseziminte si alte texte, Sibiu,
2015, p. 473.
%3 See footnote no. 3.
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selected texts convey the mystical practice and method of the Jesus Prayer, while
the rest, sustainig the former, are generally destined to edify monastic life.

In any case, what we are witnessing is the result of an assiduous process
of translation from Old Slavonic. The present manuscript represents a copy of an
earlier protoype, most probably produced in the well-known scriptorium of the
Skete of Poiana Marului, presided by starets Basil,” a prototype brought to
Dragomirna Monastery where, since his arrival in 1763, Paisius Velichkovsky
(Basil’s spiritual apprentice) started an extensive philological movement of
translating Philokalic literature, using — as a support to understand the Greek
sources — both Slavonic models and Romanian translations™ gathered from all
corners of Wallachia and Moldavia.

As far as we were able to discern the circulation of these texts in other
Romanian and Slavonic codices, it is certain that among the ascetico-mystical
manuscript collections, two of the main sources involved in creating the
prototype for the Ro. Ms. 2597 was the Abridged Life of Saints (the Prologue)™
and a thematic Paterikon which included Questions and Answers written by the
Holy Fathers / Barsanuphius and John.®” The structure of the present codex is
mostly embedded in the Slavonic tradition of ascetic miscellanea. For instance,
the selection of St. Symeon the New Theologian’s chapters followed by those
written by Gregory of Sinai is exactly the same as the one found in the 14th
century sbornik formerly preserved at the Library of The Trinity Lavra of St.
Sergius of Radonezh (Moscow),”" today in the Russian State Library, call
number PI'B ¢. 173 No. 49, f. 1r-122r,** a tendency still present in 18th century
Slavonic miscellanea.®> Another structural pattern might be the coexistence of

% See D. Raccanello, Rugdciunea lui lisus in scrierile staretului Vasile de la Poiana Marului,
Sibiu, 1996, p. 56-60.

71, Ica jr. (ed.), Autobiografia..., p. 245.

58 See Paisius’ “Letter to father Theodosius, archimandrite of Sofroniev Monastery” in Paisie de la
Neamt, Cuvinte si scrisori duhovnicesti, vol. 1, Chisinau, 1998, p. 35-64. See also Z. Mihail, “Les
principes de traduction du Vénérable Paissy”, Text si discurs religios, vol. 6, ed. by Al. Gafton,
Sorin Guia, Ioan Milica, Iasi, 2014, p. 41-50.

%% See footnote no. 11.

5 One of the earliest types of this Paterikon we could consult is the Library of the Holy Synod
(Bucharest) Ms. No. 24 (D. Fecioru, “Catalogul manuscriselor romanesti din Biblioteca Patriarhiei
Romane (VII)”, Studii teologice 7-8, 1960, p. 572-579.

8 1t represents the oldest Slavonic ascetic manuscript collection to extensively put together St.
Symeon the New Theologian’s chapters with Gregory of Sinai’s writings (See I'. M. IIpoxopos,
“Kenetinass ucuxacrckast ymreparypa (Moann JlectBuunmk, ABBa [lopodeit, Mcaak Cupwun,
Cumeon Hoserit borocnos, I'puropuii Cunant) B 6ubmmoreke Tpoure-CeprueBoit aspst ¢ XIV
o XVII B.”, Tpyowr Omoena opesnepycckoii aumepamypu 28, 1974, p. 317-324).

62 <http://old.stsl.ru/manuscripts/medium.php?col=5&manuscript=049 &pagefile=049-0001>
(accessed 25.01.2020).

% Hilandar SL. Ms. no. 673, 215, 506; Zographou SI. Ms. no. 119 and 129. See 1. Evangelou, “The
Ascetical-Mystical Literature in the Slavic Miscellanies of Mount Athos in the 14th-18th century”,
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ascetical Questions and Answers with different texts by Abba Isaiah, Abba
Dorotheus, Abba Philemon and Abba Ammon.* On top of that, the Romanian
codex also includes Russian spiritual figures, such as Nil Sorski (1433-1508),
Dimitry of Rostov (1651-1709), and starets Basil of Poiana Marului (1692-
1767).

In addition to being of interest due to its intrinsically Slavonic pattern
and in comparison to the Greek Philokalia, the ms. 2597 is an important
collection in itself, due to its specific composition. The value of the content is
put into light by the fact that this manuscript gathers one of the earliest and
“most complete” Romanian copies of texts written by St. Symeon the New
Theologian and Gregory of Sinai.

Bearing in mind its textual selection and thematic coherence, ms. 2597
or the (proto-)Philokalia of Dragomirna rallies to the wide “pre-existing
Philokalic Tradition”. As an epitome of an ascetic and mystical codex, it also
mirrors the preferences of the monastic Romanian compilers from the 18th
century, namely a “canon” which is partly indebted to the Slavonic tradition, yet
equally foreshadowing The Greek Philokalia and bringing together
acknowledged authorities and local contemporary hesychasts.

Daniar Mutalap

“lorgu lordan — Al. Rosetti” Institute of Linguistics
Romanian Academy

daniar_duel@yahoo.com

in K. Nyopitg, K. Evayyéhov, A. ABavaciog (eds.), Zrmapdyuara Bvlaviivoolofixig
Kinpovopuag, Thessalonica, 2011, p. 236-239.
% Hilandar SI. Ms. no. 459 (1360-1375), See ibid., p. 236-239.
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FOREWORD


For more than two centuries the reception of patristic texts has been an important area of philological research on South-East European culture in the Middle Ages. There are many reasons for the lasting scholarly interest in this topic. To name but a few: a) translation is the main means of transferring ideas and spiritual as well a literary values in the Byzantine commonwealth; b) translations account for close to ninety percent of the literary production in the Balkans from the ninth century to the modern period, and a considerable part of them is made up of translations of patristic texts; c) patristic texts rank very highly in the hierarchy of medieval genres, immediately below biblical and liturgical texts, and therefore the tradition of translations begins already at the dawn of the Slavonic written tradition, and in the course of many centuries it is constantly enriched with new texts and authors or with new versions of already known works; d) translated literature and patristic texts in particular play an important role in the development and the codification of written languages in the course of a millennium; e) the analysis of the reception and the textual tradition of translated works often disclose little known aspects of cultural contacts from the Mediterranean to the Baltic Sea.


Considerations based on the factors enumerated above led to the initiative to propose a congress session devoted to Les traductions de la littérature patristique dans le Sud-Est européen / Translations of Patristic Literature in South-East Europe to be included in the programme of the Twelfth Congress of South-East European Studies in Bucharest (2-6 September 2019). The initial impulse came from Prof. Zamfira Mihail, the doyenne of Romanian palaeoslavistics. The panel originally aimed at presenting research results from the field of translations into Slavonic, with a thematic focus on patristic writings (from the end of the second to the eighth century AD). The extended area of interest included into the final programme covered works of writers, among them also those of Christian teachers, up to the beginning of the eighteenth century. The two sessions of the section, hosted by the Library of the Holy Synod of the Romanian Orthodox Church, found a positive resonance. On the suggestion of Dr. Andrei Timotin, the president of the organising committee of the congress, it was decided to publish the papers.


The present volume includes articles that are extended versions of the papers read at the congress, but also contributions by invited authors who could not be present at the scholarly meeting in Bucharest. The publication, just like the section underlying it, does not and cannot pretend to deal with the topic in all its complexity, because the wealth of objects of research and of scholarly approaches clearly makes such an endeavour impossible, even if it were to be treated in a multi-volume series. The twelve papers published in this volume instead present a mosaic of the many and variegated aspects of the influence of patristic literature on the literary development in this region of the Byzantine commonwealth, an influence that lasted many centuries.



Seen from the receiving side of this influence the papers fall into two groups, concentrating on the reception of the patristic heritage in the (South‑)Slavonic and the Romanian literatures, respectively, the first one not only starting earlier and being much longer, but also being the topic of the majority of the papers. On the basis of specific patristic texts or text corpora the twelve papers discuss a wide range of scholarly topics referring to works of John Chrystostom, Origen, Gregory of Nazianzus, Ephrem the Syrian, Proclus of Constantinople, Pseudo-Athanasius and other known or anonymous Church authors. Particular attention is being paid to the establishment of the Greek source for the Slavonic translations; to the reception of specific texts in Bulgarian, Croatian, and Romanian culture; to questions of translation technique and text tradition; to the incorporation and interpretation of patristic fragments in later texts; to problems of textual criticism and of the edition of South Slavonic translations. The publication of some patristic texts that appear as appendices to some papers show various forms of scholarly editions of medieval Slavonic translations and enrich the textual basis of today’s palaeoslavistic studies. The reception in Romanian literature is represented in a survey study of the first translations into Romanian of patristic texts and their language and in a paper dealing with the prehistory of miscellanies compiled from texts of the Church Fathers and showing a stable structure and stable contents. 


The textology and exegesis of the texts, the perspective of comparative philology and the skilful integration of results obtained from the auxiliary sciences led to notable results in this field. Each new publication following this path is a step forward towards an ever more complete version of the global image of the universe of the patristic writings in South-Eastern Europe and their history. The contributions gathered in this volume will, it is hoped, enrich and deepen our understanding of the reception and the circulation of the texts analysed and their accumulation, and will thus emphasise the impact these writings had, as a constitutive element, on the culture of this region of the Old Continent.

Z. Mihail, R. Marti and L. Taseva
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OLD CHURCH SLAVONIC TRANSLATIONS OF THE HOMILY ON REPENTANCE, CONTINENCE, AND VIRGINITY (CPG 7555) AND THEIR GREEK SOURCES





Aneta Dimitrova 





I. Introduction



The Homily on Repentance, Continence, and Virginity is a lengthy and widely popular text on monastic virtues written in Greek around the year 500.[footnoteRef:1] In the manuscripts, the homily is either anonymous, or the title mentions St John Chrysostom as its author. Indeed, S. Haidacher identified at least six excerpts borrowed from (Pseudo-)Chrysostomian works,[footnoteRef:2] and it was first published among the editions of Chrysostom’s body of work in the early 17th century, but in the first editions it was ascribed to John IV Nesteutes (Johannes Jejunator, or the Faster, archbishop of Constantinople 582-595, feast 2 Sept.).[footnoteRef:3] The attribution of the homily to John the Faster is generally accepted among scholars,[footnoteRef:4] however, since it was based on a single late manuscript, this authorship has also been disputed.[footnoteRef:5] [1:  See S. Voicu, “Seconde spigolature pseudocrisostomiche”, Bollettino della Badia Greca di Grottaferrata 14, 2017, p. 272. The earliest known Greek manuscripts date from the 9th century onwards, and there are ancient oriental translations with a well-preserved history of transmission. At least two manuscripts containing the Syriac translation of the homily date back to the 7th century, cf. E. A. W. Budge, Coptic Homilies in the Dialect of Upper Egypt, London 1910, p. xxiii.]  [2:  S. Haidacher, “Chrysostomus-Excerpte in der Rede des Johannes Nesteutes über die Buße”, Zeitschrift für katholische Theologie 26, 1902, № 2, p. 380-385. The homily is listed under No 269 in Aldama’s catalogue of pseudochrysostomica, see J. A. de Aldama, Repertorium pseudo-chrysostomicum, Paris 1965, p. 99. More intertextual connections see in S. Voicu, “Seconde spigolature pseudocrisostomiche…”, p. 274-310.]  [3:  Henry Savile used the earlier 1609 edition of Fronton du Duc and added two more unspecified manuscripts, cf. H. Savile, Τοῦ ἐν ἁγίοις πατρὸς ἡμῶν Ἰωάννου ἀρχιεπισκόπου Κωνσταντινουπόλεως τοῦ Χρυσοστόμου τῶν εὑρισκομένων, vol. 7, Etonae 1612, p. 641-656, and the notes ibid, vol. 8, p. 872.]  [4:  John the Faster is identified as the author of the homily in Patrologia Graeca (vol. 88, coll. 1937-1977, a reprint of H. Savile’s edition), in M. Geerard’s Clavis Patrum Graecorum, Vol. 3, Turnhout 1979, p. 411 (CPG 7555), in the aforementioned works of Haidacher, Budge, Aldama, and others.]  [5:  M. van Esbroeck suggests that this was Paris. gr. 788 (11-14th century), f. 204, used by Fronton du Duc and reprinted by Savile, cf. M. van Esbroeck, Les plus anciens homéliaires géorgiens, Louvain-la-Neuve, 1975, p. 117-118; S. Voicu also refers to this argument, cf. S. Voicu, “Le corpus pseudo-chrysostomien. Questions préliminaires et état des recherches”, Studia Patristica 17, 1982, № 3, p. 1202, note 8. According to M. van Esbroeck, the homily belongs to neither John Chrysostom, nor John the Faster: “L’ensemble de la tradition fait de cette pièce une œuvre qui ne peut être, ni de Jean le Jeûneur, ni de Jean Chrysostome, avec lequel cependant certains passages coïncident (Aldama, no 269)”, see M. van Esbroeck, Les plus anciens…, p. 118. Recently, the most detailed argumentation about the homily’s authorship and date is in: S. Voicu, “Seconde spigolature pseudocrisostomiche”…, p. 269-338, especially p. 269-312. The homily is a compilation, based mainly on Chrysostom’s works, but the compilator, though a faithful follower of Chrysostom, was probably not an Antiochean, ibid., p. 312.] 


The doubtful provenance of the homily was not a hindrance to its popularity. It was translated into other oriental languages very early on – as E. A. Wallis Budge puts it, the monks in Egypt “lost little time in translating it into Syriac”, the oldest extant manuscripts in Syriac dating from the mid-7th century.[footnoteRef:6] There were also translations into Coptic (from the same time-period),[footnoteRef:7] Georgian and possibly Armenian,[footnoteRef:8] and Old Church Slavonic from the early 10th century.  [6:  See note 1 above. The Syriac text is published in E. A. W. Budge, Coptic Homilies…, p. 289-338, English translation ibid., p. 339-379.]  [7:  According to Budge, “[i]t is only reasonable to assume that the purely Egyptian monasteries (…) also possessed Coptic translations of the Homily”, ibid., p. xxiii. The Coptic translation is published after a 6th-7th century papyrus, British Library, Oriental 5001 (edition of the Coptic text ibid., p. 1-45, English translation on p. 147-191).]  [8:  No Armenian text is preserved, cf. M. van Esbroeck, Les plus anciens…, p. 118: “Malgré la présence d’arménismes dans la traduction géorgienne, nous n’avons pas retrouvé l’ancienne version arménienne”, and again: “Il est donc souvent possible de repérer des arménismes sans que pour autant il soit certain que le texte dépende réellement d’un modèle arménien” (ibid., p. 255). The Georgian manuscript Athos Iviron 11 dates from the 10th century, van Esbroeck gives no information about the time of the translation.] 


The history of the Old Church Slavonic translations is very complicated, involving parallel transmission traditions in different kinds of manuscripts, lost or rearranged folios, two different Greek versions, and numerous individual variant readings. In this article I will try to answer some questions and ask others, concerning the textual history of the Slavonic homily. The translation was part of the Zlatostruy (Chrysorrhoas) collection[footnoteRef:9] – Chrysostomian and pseudo-Chrysostomian homilies selected and translated under the supervision of Tsar Symeon (893-927). Most of the extant copies of the homily are found in manuscripts containing the Zlatostruy collection. Another isolated version of this homily (with fewer copies) suggests that at least part of the homily was translated twice. The main proposition of the present article is, that there are two intertwined versions of the Slavonic homily (z and h), which are found in two different groups of manuscripts. The second halves of the two versions are the same, but their first halves are different translations (or a heavily revised single translation) from two different Greek versions (α and β). [9:  The Slavonic homily was edited twice as part of the so-called Shorter Zlatostruy: Т. Георгиева, Златоструй от XII век, Силистра, 2003, p. 158-167, 167-176; Великие минеи четьи, собранные всероссийским митрополитом Макарием. Ноябрь, дни 13–15, Санкт-Петербург, 1899, col. 1335-1346, 1346-1356). On Zlatostruy see В. Малинин, Исследование Златоструя по рукописи XII века Императорской Публичной библиотеки, Киев, 1878; Fr. J. Thomson, “Chrysostomica palaeoslavica. A Preliminary Study of the Sources of the Chrysorrhoas (Zlatostruy) Collection”, Cyrillomethodianum 6, 1982, p. 1-65; Я. Милтенов, Златоструй: старобългарски хомилетичен свод, създаден по инициатива на българския цар Симеон. Текстологическо и извороведско изследване, София, 2013; А. Димитрова, Златоструят в преводаческата дейност на старобългарските книжовници, София, 2016.] 




	II. Greek manuscripts



The Greek Homily on Repentance, Continence, and Virginity is preserved in at least 48 copies from the 9th to the 19th century,[footnoteRef:10] not all of them are complete. Their complicated history of transmission has not been studied yet, most of the manuscripts are hard to access, and there is no critical edition. There are many variant readings between the Greek manuscripts, but without a critical edition or a stemma codicum the picture of its transmission will inevitably be fragmentary. Only five complete copies of the homily have been available to me (the Patrologia Graeca edition included) – an imprecise representation of the entire transmission, but sufficient for the purposes of the present research. The PG edition was used as a reference text, and the four control manuscripts are:  [10:  Cf. <https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/> (24.07.2019).] 


A 	Athens, National Library EBE 211, 9th-10th c., ff. 171v-189v[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Available at < http://digitalcollections.nlg.gr/nlg-repo/dl/el/browse/3598 > (24.07.2019). ] 


B  	London, British Library MS 19703, 12th c., ff. 223v-244v[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  Available at < http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/FullDisplay.aspx?ref=Add_MS_19703 > (16.04.2020).] 


P  	Paris, Coislin 77, 11th c., ff. 3r-22v[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Available at < https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10037957m > (16.04.2020).] 


R  	Rome, Bibliotheca Angelica gr. 125, 11th c., ff. 9v-31r[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Available at < http://www.internetculturale.it/it/767/manoscritti > (16.04.2020).] 


[bookmark: _Hlk37794188]They form two groups (α and β), some of the variants are due to scribal errors and random changes, but other differences suggest deliberate editorial intervention. PG and P are almost always uniform, it is possible that the edition was based on a very similar manuscript,[footnoteRef:15] the discrepancies between them are rare. Here they represent text version α (only selected examples are given below). [15:  See note 5 above. The manuscript Paris. gr. 788, used for the edition, is not digitised yet and was unavailable to me. ] 




	Version α against version β:



PG μὴ στήσῃς σεαυτῷ στήλην] P, om. A, μὴ ποιήσῃ σεαυτὸν στήλην B R 

PG λογισμός] P, om. A, λόγος B R

PG ἐρεύνα δὲ τὰς Γραφάς] P, ἐρευνᾶν δεῖ τὰς Γραφάς A B R 

PG τῆς ῥάβδου τὸ παράδειγμα] P, om. τὸ παράδειγμα A L R 

PG δέχεται] P, εὑρίσκει A B R 

PG ἐκεῖ] P, ἐντεῦθεν A B R 

PG εἰκότως] P, δικαίως A B R 

PG τηρῆσαι αὐτὴν ὑγράν] P, om. ὑγράν A B R

PG διαθέσεως] P, αἰσθήσεως A B R

PG ἀνοῖξαι στόμα] P, μεθαχᾶναι τὸ στόμα A B R 



Manuscripts A, B, and R share many readings (here version β), but they are more diverse, occasionally B agrees with α, and all of them have some individual variants (see also the first two examples above).



Individual readings, B agrees occasionally with α:



PG ὡς ἄνθρωπος] B P, om. A R

PG φιλότεκνος καὶ φιλόξενος] P, φιλότεκνος A B, φιλόξενος R

PG φοβουμένη] B P, ὀφελούμενος A, ὀφελουμένη R

PG εἰς οὐρανὸν ἀνέρχεσθαι οὐκ ἐπιτρέπει] B P, εἰς οὐρανοὺς ἀνερχόμενον (‑ην R) σε οὐκ ἐπιτηρεῖ A R

PG τὴν μελέτην τῶν θείων Γραφῶν] B P, τὰς θείας Γραφάς A R 

PG τὰ τοῦ Σωτῆρος ἐντάλματα] B P, τὰ διδάγματα τοῦ Σωτῆρος A R 



These and many other variant readings reveal the variety of the Greek copies of the homily and demonstrate that using only the available edition of PG could be misleading. The division of the copies into two groups (α and β) may seem questionable, since it is based on only four unedited manuscripts, and every new copy added to the list could shed light on their distribution. Nevertheless, these two Greek versions explain many discrepancies between the copies of the Slavonic text. They are the strongest argument to the proposition that there were two (partial) Old Church Slavonic translations of the homily.



	III. Old Church Slavonic translations 



The Slavonic homily is best attested in at least 38 manuscripts containing the two main versions of the Zlatostruy collection – Longer and Shorter Zlatostruy (L and S),[footnoteRef:16] inc. Блаженꙑ павьлъ апостолъ вьсѣхъ ѩꙁꙑкъ, ѹтель црькъвьнꙑ. In each version of the Zlatostruy collection it has some individual features and peculiarities. In S the homily is divided into two parts as consecutive texts S36 and S37. In L the entire Homily on Repentance is No 23 (hereafter L23), its second part is included again as No 46 (hereafter L46, inc. Оубомъ сѧ брат могѫщаго дѹшѫ  тѣло погѹбт, L46 = S37).  [16:  The Zlatostruy versions have stable contents with a fixed order of the homilies. S contains 81 homilies (S1-81), L contains 45 or 138 homilies, numbered from 1 to 137 (L1-45 and L1-137 – the most archaic core of the first 45 homilies was part of the original compilation of the early 10th century, the other texts in L1-137 were added shortly thereafter), L and S have 62 homilies in common. Most of the manuscripts are Russian, dating from the 15th century onwards, but S is attested in the oldest copy of the collection – manuscript F.п.I.46 from the Russian National Library in Saint Petersburg, 12th century. The texts in S were revised and abridged. Only S has been published, see note 9 above.] 


All these versions descend from the same initial translation, each of them is attested in multiple copies with their own transmission history, intertwined with the history of the entire Zlatostruy collection (L and S respectively). For example, L23 has a large part of the text missing (ca. 8 folios, or one quire) – in the manuscripts containing only the most archaic part L1-45, the missing part of L23 is found in the next homily L24, where it was probably accidentally moved, and in the copies containing homilies L1-137, the same passage was moved back from L24 to L23, but not to its original position.[footnoteRef:17] Another peculiarity is an unidentified fragment of about half a page (one column) in both S36 and L23 – thematically the added text relates to the overall topic, but is not part of the Greek source. These features are important for establishing the stability of the different versions of the text and the relations between them, but are of little significance for the present study. All the versions, however, have a very important distinctive feature in common: instead of the homily’s end (corresponding to PG 88, coll. 1973-1977), its last part is borrowed from another Zlatostruy homily. These last ca. 2 folios are from John Chrysostom’s In Epistulam primam ad Corinthios homilia 8, CPG 4428, which is part of Zlatostruy as an independent homily both in L and S (L27 and S9). The substituted ending of L23 and the complete homily L27 derive from one and the same translation, albeit with some variant readings. This is an important clue in the further investigation of the history of the Slavonic homily.  [17:  More details about the displaced passage and L24 (Sermo de pseudoprophetis, CPG 4583) see in А. Димитрова, “Псевдо-Златоустовото слово За лъжепророците (CPG 4583) в сборника Златоструй”, Palaeobulgarica 39, 2015, № 1, p. 71-84.] 


The Homily on Repentance in a different Slavonic version, inc. Блаженꙑ павьлъ вьсѣхъ ѩꙁꙑкъ апостолъ, ꙁабꙑваѩ прсно ꙁадьнꙗꙗ, is attested in fewer manuscripts and is almost unknown to researchers. Most notably, it is the first homily in manuscript No 386 from the Hilandar monastery (14th century), the so called Hilandar Zlatostruy[footnoteRef:18] (hereafter H, the homily is H1). Apart from it, this rare version of the homily can be found in some old-recension homiliaries for the Lent (what Klimentina Ivanova refers to as “староизводни триодни панигирици”,[footnoteRef:19] the homily is designated for Monday of the 1st week of the Lent).[footnoteRef:20] It is not unusual that different revisions or translations of the same text are found in different kinds of manuscripts, such as the Zlatostruy collection and the homiliaries.[footnoteRef:21] The comparison between the two versions reveals that the first part (nearly half) of the homily is in two different translations (i.e. S36 and the first half of L23 as opposed to the first half of H1), whereas their second parts are the same (i.e. S37, L46, and the second halves of L23 and H1). Here I will refer to the Zlatostruy version as text z, and to the version from the homiliaries and H as text h. Both z and h have the same ending, part of the Zlatostruy homily L27. [18:  Кл. Иванова-Константинова, “Неизвестна редакция на Златоструя в сръбски извод от XIII в.”, Зборник историjе и књижевности, Одељење jезика и књижевности 10, 1976, p. 89-107; cf. Я. Милтенов, Златоструят…, p. 137-154.]  [19:  Кл. Иванова, “За календарните триодни сборници, писани в Хилендарския манастир”, Palaeobulgarica 36, 2012, № 3, p. 11-28. See also: Кл. Иванова, Цв. Данова, „Опит за систематизиране на риторичната традиция в южнославянските календарни сборници (Според съдържанието на балканските триодни панигирици)“, Palaeobulgarica 43, 2019, № 2, p. 23-46; Кл. Иванова, “Неизвестна редакция на триодния панегирик в състава на триода”, Старобългарска литература 20, 1987, p. 20-39.]  [20:  Until recently I was familiar only with the copy in the Zlatostruy manuscript Hilandar No 386 (H). I would like to express my sincere gratitude to Klimentina Ivanova and Tsvetomira Danova for giving me information from the yet unpublished Bibliotheca Homiletica Balcano-Slavica and sharing with me two more copies of the homily (Hilandar No 390 and Arad 9, their relationship will be discussed in another publication), and to the Hilandar Research Library at the Ohio State University in Columbus, Ohio, for providing me with a microfilm of H. I would also like to thank Yavor Miltenov and Sergey Kim for their help with literature and insight.]  [21:  See e.g. Я. Милтенов, Златоструй…, p. 167-186. ] 


The differences between z and h are on all linguistic levels – lexical, morphological, syntactical, in terms of their word-order and underlying Greek original. At the same time, there are many similarities between them and mutual influence cannot be excluded. Their relations are commented below.[footnoteRef:22]  [22:  Unless indicated otherwise, the Greek version α is cited after PG, version β after manuscript R, α+β after PG. The Old Church Slavonic version z is cited after manuscript C, and version h after H.] 




Differences in translation between z and h:



α+β τοῦ ἁγίου Πνεύματος δοχεῖον γενόμενος 

z съсѹдъ сы стго дха 

h вьмѣстлще дховно 



α+β ἵνα καὶ τὸν ἔπαινον σχῇ 

z да прметь похваленїе 

h да хвалѹ мать 



α+β μὴ ἐπαρθῇς ἐπὶ τῷ κάλλει σου, μή ποτε διὰ τὴν ὑπεροψίαν σου, ἀποστραφῇ ὁ Θεὸς, καὶ ἐλεγχθῇ σου τὸ ἔπαρμα (v.l. ἁμάρτημα) 

z егда како велꙗ твоего дѣлѧ ѿвратт сѧ ѿ тебе бъ.  ѿꙗтъ т бѹдеть даръ.  ѡблено т бꙋдеть велїе 

h да ꙁа раꙁвеланꙗ дѣлꙗ ѿвратт се тебе бь.  ѡтеть т бѹдеть дарь 



α+β Τί γὰρ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν (v.l. ἐπαξίως) δύνασαι ὑπομεῖναι, ὧν Χριστὸς (v.l. ἐκεῖνος) ὑπέμεινε διὰ σέ; 

z то бо ес подъꙗлъ тоно. е҇ⷤ ѡнъ подъꙗ тебе рад 

h то бо можеш стрьпѣт доⷭ҇но. хⸯже ѡнь стрьпѣль тебе рад 



α+β τὰ ἐν νυκτὶ καὶ τὰ ἐν ἡμέρα 

z нощныꙗ  дньныꙗ 

h ꙗже вь нощ ꙗже вь дне 



α+β τοὺς δὲ τῆς γνώσεως τοῦ Χριστοῦ στερουμένους καὶ ἀκούοντας· ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν οὐδέποτε ἔγνων ὑμᾶς (Mt 25:12) 

z дрѹгаго же ѿ раꙁѹма ѡблховаема.  слышаща. ꙗко нколже не ꙁнⷯа васъ 

h дрѹгы же лшамы вѣдѣнꙗ.  глющмь не вѣⷣ ваⷭ҇ 



α+β Ὅρα μοι τὰς πέντε παρθένους ἀποκλειομένας, καὶ τὰς ὁμήλικας μὴ ἀξιωσάσας ὑπὲρ αὐτῶν, ἃς καὶ μωρὰς ἀπεκάλεσεν ὁ Χριστὸς, διότι μετὰ τὸ πατῆσαι τὰς ἡδονὰς, μετὰ τὸ σβέσαι τὴν κάμινον τῆς ἐπιθυμίας, μετὰ νηστείας καὶ χαμευνίαν καὶ ἀγρυπνίαν, τότε μωραὶ εὕρηνται. Καὶ μάλα εἰκότως (v.l. β δικαίως) 

z ꙁр пѧт двъ прѣдъ дверьм стоꙗть.  дрѹгыꙗ двы не могоша молт ꙁа нѧ ꙗже  ѹрюдвꙑ нарее хⷭ҇ъ. ꙁане попраша плотїю слѹжт пламѧн.  по ꙋгашенїа пещныꙗ похот.  по пощенї. на ꙁемл леганїе.  бдѣнїе. тогда же бѹꙗ быша.  ꙁѣло в лѣпотѹ 

h вжⷣь же .е҃. двь ѡставлꙗюща вьнеюдѹ рьтога.  неѹмльшемь дрѹгымь ꙁанже  бѹ нареⷱ҇ хⷭ҇ь. ꙁанже  по ѹгашен ѡгьнꙗ пльⷮ҇скаго. По ѹгашен пещ похотнѣ. по ꙁмѣлежан.  постѣ  бдѣн. тогⷣа бѹ по правдѣ нареⷱ҇ны быше 



α+β Μικροῖς πόνοις ἐνταῦθα, μεγάλας βασάνους ἀποκρουσώμεθα (v.l. κερδάνωμεν / κερδήσωμεν) 

z трꙋдмъ сѧ сде малы. да велкⷯ҇ы мѹкъ ѹбѣжмъ 

h малым трѹды. ꙁдѣ ѿ велкыхь трѹдь  мѹкь тамо ѹклонм се 



α+β ποία γὰρ ἡ σύγκρισις τῶν προσδοκωμένων 

z то бо еⷭ҇ тъно аемꙑхъ 

h ко же слаган ѡ амыхь 

These examples are just a limited selection out of many, they are extracted only from the first half of the homily. The differences between the two texts can hardly be the result of a revision of an existing translation, cf. the last example, where the two Slavonic versions are based on different meanings of the Greek word σύγκρισις – 1. ‘aggregation, combination’; 2. ‘comparison’. Although there are some phrases and sentences in the homily, where z and h are lexically very similar to each other and suggest a heavily revised translation, all the differences between them add to the impression of a new translation. It is further supported by the instances where the variants correspond to different Greek versions (some of the examples are also cited above).



Text z corresponds to the Greek α, text h corresponds to the Greek β:



α ἐρεύνα δὲ τὰς Γραφάς, β ἐρευνᾶν δεῖ τὰς Γραφάς 

z пыта же кнгъ, h пытат достоть кнгы



α μάλα εἰκότως, β μάλα δικαίως 

z в лѣпотѹ, h по правдѣ



α+A κἄν γὰρ ἰσχὺν σώματος ἔχωμεν, νόσος αὐτὴν καταβάλλει (v.l. A καταλύει). τὴν χαρὰν διαδέχεται θλίψις (v.l. A λύπη)

β (B+R) κἄν γὰρ ἰσχὺν σώματος ἔχωμεν, νόσος καταλύει τὴν χαρὰν 

z любо крѣпость кто да мать тѣлеснѹ. то недꙋгъ л ю премлеть. а радость премлеть скорбь

h аще бо  крѣпость мамь телеснѹю. то недѹгь раꙁорть радость



α διαθέσεως, β αἰσθήσεως 

z любъве, hѹвьства



α ἐν τῷ κόσμῳ, β ἐν βίῳ τούτῳ 

z въ мрѣ семь, h вь жт



α γράφει, ἀναλαβεῖν τὰ οπλα τῆς πίστεως, καὶ τὴν περικεφαλαίαν τοῦ σωτηρίου 

β ἔλεγεν. ἀναλάβετε τὰ οπλα (v.l. B add. τοῦ φωτὸς) καὶ τὴν περικεφαλαίαν 

z пшеть вꙁѧт ѡрѹжье вѣры.  шлемъ спсенїа

h пшеть. вьꙁмѣте ѡрѹж  шлѣмь



α εὐκαίρως, β εὐκλεῶς 

z въ бл͠го врѣмѧ, h доброславно



α+β ἀεὶ φέρουσα τῶν ἀνέμων τὰς προσβολάς 

z не тьрпѧ прсно прраженꙗ вѣтрьнааго

h натꙗ беꙁаконⸯнкь трьпе



In the last example the reading беꙁаконⸯнкь in h suggests that there was a Greek version with ἀνόμων instead of ἀνέμων. This and other examples demonstrate that neither of the available Greek manuscripts is an exact match for the Slavonic translations; sometimes they deviate from all the copies used in the present research. Nevertheless, numerous examples of agreement between α and z, on the one hand, and β and h, on the other, are indisputable evidence, that at least two different Greek sources were involved in the Old Church Slavonic translations of the Homily on Repentance.



	IV. Secondary revisions of the Old Church Slavonic translations 



Another layer of differences between z and h goes beyond the scope of the two translations. There are recurring lexical variants between the two Slavonic versions not only in the first part of the homily, but also in their second parts, which derive from a common “ancestor”, i.e. a single original translation. The picture is further complicated by the fact that z is not uniform in all of its copies – in some cases the version in S (S36 and S37 / L46) is more similar to h than to the version in L (L23). This complex lexical stratification of the Slavonic translations of the homily deserves a separate study. Here I will point out only some examples from the vocabulary (at least 75 pairs of synonyms were established in the entire text). 

[bookmark: _Hlk17969303]One of the most notable features of the lexical variants between z and h is the pronounced opposition of Preslav- and non-Preslav words in the two Slavonic texts,[footnoteRef:23] e.g. z альба, алкан, алкат – h постъ, постт сѧ; z порода – h ра; z ꙁѧть – h женхъ; z дѣлꙗ – h рад; z ꙗргъ – h врѣтще; z лѣвъ – h шѹ, in the second half of the homily also z ꙁѧтоводьць – h женходавьць; z пѹстошь – h сѹт; z пастѹхъ – h пастꙑрь; z мнѫт – h ммот; z мѣдьнца – h конъдратъ; z обраꙁъ – h кона. If we take into consideration only the first half of the homily, this may lead us to the conclusion that the two versions are typical representatives of the so-called “Cyrillo-Methodian” (h) and “Preslav” (z) translations. However, the variant readings in the second half of the text are an indication, that a secondary lexical revision took place in one of the versions. As I commented above, the dividing line between the first and the second part of the homily almost coincides with its partition in S (S36 and S37). Whereas the differences between z and h in the first part are on all linguistic levels, the second part is considerably more uniform. The variants are mainly lexical and there are only several isolated instances of concurrence with the two different Greek versions, which will be discussed later. In one case it is beyond doubt, that the variant reading in z (L23) is secondary:  [23:  See e.g. Я. Милтенов, “Преславските лексикални маркери. 1. Опит за въведение ”, Palaeobulgarica 44, 2020, № 2, p. 54-79.] 




PG ταύτας τὰς ἐμπλάστρους λαβόντες τὰ τραύματα ἑαυτῶν θεραπεύσωμεν

z сꙗ пастѹхы (v.l. S пластꙑрѧ) прїмше. стрѹпы своꙗ (v.l. S грѣховьнꙑꙗ) ꙁвраюмъ

h с пастыре прмше стрѹпы сво ѹвраѹмь 



In this sentence, the version in the Shorter Zlatostruy (S37), preserved in the oldest copy from the 12th century, has the correct reading пластꙑрѧ (ἐμπλάστρους ‘plaster’), h already has пастыре (‘shepherds’) due to a scribal error, and it was deliberately substituted by its Preslav synonym пастѹхы in L.

The analysis of several other lexical substitutions supports the conclusion that in version z (especially L23) a secondary lexical revision was carried out and as a result the Preslav variants became more frequent.[footnoteRef:24] For example, the words постъ / постт were used 18 times in h (7 in part 1; 11 in part 2 of the homily), and 14 times in z (5 in part 1; 9 in part 2), whereas альба / алкан / алкат were used once in h (in part 2) and 5 times in z (2 in part 1; 3 in part 2). The preposition рад was used 13 times in h (8 in part 1; 5 in part 2) and only 5 times in z (2 in part 1; 3 in part 2), and дѣлꙗ / дѣльма was used 13 times in h (6 in part 1; 7 in part 2) and 15 times in z (7 in part 1; 8 in part 2), the discrepancies in the numbers are due exclusively to the different translations of part 1. There are almost no differences in the use of скръбь and пеаль (in h 6 and 14 times, respectively; in z – 4 and 16 times). The word польꙁа, used in h 7 times (3 in part 1; 4 in part 2), was consistently avoided in z – instead, other words were used, such as ѹтѣха, ѹспѣхъ / ѹспѣт, мощь / помощь, and отрада twice. The Longer Zlatostruy is usually considered to correspond better to the Greek sources than S, where numerous revisions and abridgements are attested even in the oldest manuscript. However, these lexical variations demonstrate that the translations in L were also revised, at least in terms of their vocabulary.   [24:  In presenting the following data, the second half of the homily (“part 2”) includes also the “false” ending from L27. Version z here designates predominantly L23, the copy in S was not added to the statistics.] 


The last group of examples reveals that the second half of the homily was partially edited after another source. There are at least 18 cases (almost all of them are concentrated in one portion of the text, some of them are presented below) where a second Greek version was involved – z corresponds to the readings in α + manuscript B, and h remains faithful to β (and especially to A).



Synchronisation of the Slavonic translation (part 2) with a second Greek source:



α+B ἀπὸ παραδείσου, β ἀπὸ γηΐνου παραδείσου 

z ѿ породы, h ѿ ꙁемльнааго порода



α+B εἰς οὐρανὸν ἀνέρχεσθαι οὐκ ἐπιτρέπει

β εἰς οὐρανοὺς ἀνερχομένον σε οὐκ ἐπιτηρεῖ 

z на нбо не велть въꙁыт 

h на нбо вьсходеща. не наблюдат л



α+B μὴ τὸν πνευματικὸν οἶνον ὕδατι ἀχρειώσῃς

β μὴ τὸν οἶνον μίξῃς ὕδατι 

z да не прѣмѣсш воды къ дховномѹ внѹ

h да не прмѣсш кь внѹ воды



α+B ἔχε ἀντὶ ἄρτου τὴν μελέτην τῶν θείων Γραφῶν 

β ἔχε ἀντὶ ἄρτου τὰς θείας Γραφάς 

z мѣ въ хлѣба мѣсто поꙋене бжїхъ кнгъ

h мѣ вь хлѣба мѣⷭ҇ бж кнгы



α+B καὶ ἀντὶ οἴνου τὰ τοῦ Σωτῆρος ἐντάλματα

β καὶ ἀντὶ οἴνου τὰ διδάγματα τοῦ Σωτῆρος 

z  въ вна мѣсто ꙁаповѣд спсовы

h  вь вна мѣⷭ҇ хⷭ҇ва ѹенꙗ



α+B R μὴ ὁ ἀνὴρ βραδύνῃ ἐπανελθεῖν ἀποδημήσας. ἀπηλλάγης τοῦ τίκτειν, καὶ τρέφειν, καὶ ἀνατρέφεσθαι

A οὐ φροντίζεις τέκνων, ἀπηλλάγης τὸ τρέφειν 

z егда медлть мѹжь прт отшедъ. ѹпраꙁнлъ сѧ ес раждат.  кормт

h  не пееш се ѡ едѣхь. ꙁбыль с крьмл



As a result from the presented data, two major questions arise: 1) Part 1 of which text (z or h) belongs to the shared part 2 of the homily, i.e. what did the original translation look like? 2) How and when did the new translation of part 1 come into being? The second question is connected to other issues, e.g.: Was the translation of part 1 and the lexical revision of part 2 a single event with only one person responsible? Is it a coincidence that the dividing line between parts 1 and 2 is almost identical with the division of S36 and S37? For the time being these issues cannot be fully resolved, but I would suggest the following conjecture: the same person who translated part 1 revised also part 2 by synchronising selected passages with the Greek source at his disposal. The substitution of a number of words with their Preslav synonyms may have occurred later, in a second stage of revisions. 

As for the first question, several more examples might give a convincing answer. The main support comes from the Greek textual tradition. As already demonstrated above, version z follows the Greek α, and version h corresponds to the Greek β in the first half of the homily. Therefore, it should be determined to which Greek version part 2 corresponds. The following instances show that the main underlying Greek source for the second part was β.



Part 2 of the homily (z+h) corresponds to β:



α Πέτρος καὶ οἱ μετ’αὐτοῦ, β Πέτρος 

z+h петръ



α φιλότεκνος καὶ φιλόξενος, β A B φιλότεκνος, R φιλόξενος 

z+h стран̾нолюбьць



α + R οὐτε ἰδιωτεία οὐτε ἀσχολία, β A B οὐτε ἀσθένεια οὐτε πενία, οὐτε ἰδιωτία οὐτε ἀσχωλία 

z+h н недѹгь н нщеты. н грѹбост. н непраꙁⷣьньства



α+B αὐτάρκες, β A R ἀπέριττον 

z въ необлш, h неѡблшнѣ



α+B οὐ χρυσῷ, οὐκ ἀργυρίῳ, β A R οὐ χρυσίῳ περιερχομένῳ 

z н ꙁлатꙋ мнѹющѹ, h н ꙁлатꙋ ммодѹщѹ



α+B om., β A R καὶ μὴ πέσῃ 

z+h  не ѿпадеть



α+B θυσία, β A R θυμίαμα 

z+h кадло



The agreement of both z and h with the Greek version β in the second part of the homily allows the assumption that the initial complete Old Church Slavonic translation was based on a Greek source from the β-family. A more comprehensive study of the Greek manuscripts is needed for establishing the best representative of version β (as regards the Slavonic tradition), but in the present research the closest counterpart to the Slavonic translation h is manuscript A.



V. Conclusions



The case of the Old Church Slavonic translations of the Homily on Repentance proved to be very complicated. Some problems deserve special attention and they should be addressed in a future bilingual edition of the text. Here I will repeat the key points, which result from the presented evidence.

The homily was translated into Old Church Slavonic in the beginning of the 10th century as part of the Zlatostruy project. This initial translation was based on a Greek text close to β and was the archetype for version h. In the same period of time, a disarrangement of the final folios led to a “false” ending, borrowed from another Zlatostruy homily from the same project, and this feature pervaded the entire subsequent manuscript tradition of the text. The initial translation h, however, was best preserved in another type of manuscripts – in the homiliaries. From there it made its way back to a single Zlatostruy codex from the Hilandar monastery (H). 

In the time between the initial translation and the first copies of the Zlatostruy collection that have come down to us, the homily was probably divided into two parts and the first part was lost. It was translated anew from another Greek version (α), which was used also for “correcting” several passages in the existing translation of the second part. From this hyparchetype of z stemmed the variations of the text in the Zlatostruy manuscripts (S36 and S37, L23, L46), each of them accumulating new peculiarities during the following centuries.

The most important conclusion is the fact that, although the homiliaries preserved a better version of the initial translation,[footnoteRef:25] it stemmed from Zlatostruy. The Homily on Repentance exchanged folios with Chrysostom’s homily 8 of In Epistulam primam ad Corinthios (No 27 in the Longer Zlatostruy), hence they were in immediate contact with each other at the very beginning and perhaps were translated together. [25:  This is not an exception, cf. note 21 above.  ] 




List of sigla and abbreviations



Sigla of text versions: 

α  	Greek version α (PG and P)

β 	Greek version β (A, B, R)

z 	Slavonic Zlatostruy version of the homily (L23, S36 and S37, L46, cited after C)

h 	Slavonic Homiliary version of the homily (H1 and several homiliaries, cited after H)

L 	Longer Zlatostruy (L1-137 and L1-45, cited after manuscript C)

S 	Shorter Zlatostruy (S1-81, cited after manuscript Saint Petersburg, Russian National Library, No F.п.I.46, 12th c., ed. Т. Георгиева, Златоструй…)

H 	Hilandar Zlatostruy (H1-61, cited after its only copy, manuscript Mount Athos, Hilandar Monastery, No 386, 14th c.)



Greek manuscripts and editions: 

PG (reference text)  	Patrologia graeca, vol. 88, coll. 1937-1977

A  	Athens, National Library EBE 211, 9th-10th c.

B 	London, British Library MS 19703, 12th c. 

P 	Paris, Coislin 77, 11th c.

R 	Rome, Bibliotheca Angelica gr. 125, 11th c.			



Slavonic manuscripts:

C 	Saint Petersburg, Library of the Russian Academy of Sciences, No 33.2.12, 15th c. (Longer Zlatostruy, L1-45)

D 	Moscow, Russian State Library, Theological Academy, No 43, 15th c. (Longer Zlatostruy, L1-137)
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Алессандро Мария Бруни





	1. Старославянская традиция Слов Григория Назианзина

Настоящее исследование представляет собой первую попытку создания критического издания староболгарского перевода Слова 44 «На Неделю новую (Фомину)» [Εἰς τὴν καινὴν Κυριακήν] Григория Назианзина Богослова (ок. 329–390 гг., далее Гр.Наз.) на основе всех дошедших до нас списков, относящихся к разным типам рукописных сборников, а также к различным изводам старославянского языка – древнесербскому и древнерусскому[footnoteRef:1]. Прежде чем приступить к обсуждению источников, необходимо представить общие сведения об этой традиции.  [1:  Работа основывается на предварительных текстологических заметках, опубликованных в А.М. Бруни, “Старославянский перевод Слова 44 Григория Назианзина: Гомилиарий Михановича и древнерусские списки (предварительные текстологические заметки)”, Slovo 68, 2018 [2019], с. 35-50. Основные тезисы также обсуждались на XIII конференции палеославистов в Университете Саарбрюккена (22-23 марта 2019 г.). ] 




	1.1. Корпус рукописных источников 

Возникновение и начальное развитие старославянского корпуса проповедей (λόγοι) Гр.Наз. связаны со староболгарской письменностью конца IX-первой трети X вв.[footnoteRef:2] Сохранившийся до наших дней гомилетический свод состоит из 21 текста[footnoteRef:3]. Сочинения помещены в двух сборниках, соответствующих типологически разным византийским прототипам и включающих соответственно 13 и 16 произведений (далее Сб~13 и Сб~16). Первая хрестоматия дошла до нас в одном экземпляре восточнославянского извода второй половины – конца XI в. (РНБ, Q.п.I.16 = P);[footnoteRef:4] вторая, известная в науке как литургическая коллекция Гр.Наз., засвидетельствована в 150 рукописях как восточнославянского, так и южнославянского происхождения XIV–XVIII вв.[footnoteRef:5]  [2:  См.: А.М. Бруни, Византийская традиция и старославянский перевод Слов Григория Назианзина. Т. 1. (Россия и Христианский Восток. Библиотека, 9). Москва, 2010, с. 116-118; idem, А.М. Бруни, “Древнейшая славянская традиция Слова XVI Григория Богослова: старославянские версии и проблемы их изучения”, Palaeobulgarica 44, 2020, № 1, с. 28-52. ]  [3:  На старославянский язык были переведены следующие слова Гр.Наз.: 1, 2, 5, 6, 11, 14, 15, 16, 19, 21, 24, 27, 28, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45 (нумерация соответствует изданию: J.-P. Migne, Patrologiae Cursus Completus. Series Graeca, volls. 35-36, Parisiis, 1857-1858).  ]  [4:  Состав: л. 1: Сл. 39; л. 19: Сл. 43; л. 96: Сл. 40; л. 147: Сл. 38; л. 162: Сл. 2; л. 231об.: Сл. 6; л. 253: Сл. 5; л. 288: Сл. 27; л. 297: Сл. 28; л. 304: Сл. 16; л. 324об.: Сл. 45; л. 356: Сл. 41; л. 373: Сл. 1.]  [5:  Описание источников см.: А.М. Бруни, Θεολόγος. Древнеславянские кодексы Слов Григория Назианзина и их византийские прототипы (Россия и Христианский Восток. Библиотека, 6), Москва – Санкт-Петербург, 2004, с. 37, 137-138, 119-191; idem, “Палеографо-кодикологические и текстологические разыскания по древнеславянским рукописям 16 Слов Григория Назианзина”, Russica Romana 23, 2016 [2017], с. 9-40; idem, “Палеографические заметки о древнерусском кодексе Слов Григория Назианзина ГИМ, Чуд. 11”, Europa Orientalis 36, 2017, с. 229-240; idem, “Славянские рукописи Григория Назианзина: дополнения к каталогу литургичской коллекции 16 Слов”, in Б.Л. Фонкич (изд.), Монфокон. Исследования по палеографии, кодикологии и дипломатике [Montfaucon. Études de paléographie, de codicologie et de diplomatique], Вып. 4, Москва, 2017, с. 517-522; idem, “Рукописи Григория Назианзина Библиотеки Сербской патриархии и Музея Сербской православной церкви”, in Lj. Banjanin, P. Lazarević Di Giacomo, K. Stanchev (ed.), Per Aleksander Naumow. Studi in suo onore (Slavica, 20), Alessandria, 2019, p. 73-81.] 




	1.2. Два перевода: Slav.1 и Slav.2

С текстологической точки зрения Сб~16 делится в основном на два класса источников, которые мы предложили условно обозначать как Slav.1 и Slav.2.[footnoteRef:6] Первый термин относится к переводам древнего происхождения, часть которых, по-видимому, создавалась путем редактирования первоначального пласта, сохранившегося как в Сб~13, так и в составе ряда других источников.[footnoteRef:7] Второй – к текстам, которые появились в среднеболгарскую эпоху, как кажется, не позднее начала XIV в., благодаря усилиям старца Иоанна из Лавры Св. Афанасия на Афоне.[footnoteRef:8] [6:  А.М. Бруни, Θεολόγος..., с. 126-127.]  [7:  Текстологическое изучение традиции показало, что этот пласт, помимо Сб~13, частично засвидетельствован и в других памятникак (См.: А.М. Бруни, Византийская традиция…, с. 121, 123, 223-269): Слова 38 и 43 в полном виде читаются в среднеболгарской рукописи НБКМ № 674, датируемая вт. пол. XIV в. (= N), в то время как Слово 40 сохранился фрагментарно в знаменитом Изборнике Святослава 1073 г. (ГИМ, Син. 1043), а целиком в Великих Минеях Четьих митрополита Макария. См.: idem, “Палеографо-кодикологические и текстологические разыскания…”, с. 9-30; idem, “Древнейшая славянская традиция Слова XVI…”. ]  [8:  А.М. Бруни, Θεολόγος…, с. 128-130.] 


	1.3. Структурные особенности коллекций 

Рукописи Сб~16 имеют разную структуру, причем лишь половина представленных в них сочинений совпадает с репертуаром Сб~13.[footnoteRef:9] Внутренняя структура литургической коллекции существенно варьируется в разных списках, которые отличаются расположением Слов по нескольким видам последований или аколуфий, а также наличием или отсутствием в них целого ряда дополнительных текстов, среди которых главное место занимают Толкования Никиты Ираклийского (далее ТНИ), византийского писателя и церковного деятеля, литературное творчество которого относится к последней трети XI – первым десятилетиям XII вв. Последние тоже известны в двух переводах и в разных изводах церковнославянского языка.[footnoteRef:10]  [9:  Речь идет о Словах 1, 16, 38, 39, 40, 41, 43, 45. Остальные восемь – это 11, 14, 15, 19, 21, 24, 42, 44. ]  [10:  См.: А.М. Бруни, “К сопоставительному изучению византийской и древнейшей славянской традиции Толкований Никиты Ираклийского к Словам Григория Богослова”, in И.Г. Коновалова (ред.), Палеография, кодикология и дипломатика: современный опыт исследования греческого, латинского и славянского рукописного наследия (Международная научная конференция в честь 75-летия д.и.н. Б.Л. Фонкича. Москва, ИВИ РАН, 27–28 февраля 2013 г.), Москва, 2013, с. 29-42. ] 




	2. Старославянская традиция Слова 44 Григория Назианзина

Объектом данного исследования является Сл. 44 Гр.Наз. в переводе Slav.1 (нач.: Поновления чтэте п±рв¥и законь и добрэ им1yще). Проведенные нами археографические изыскания позволили выявить круг рукописей, в которых содержится этот текст. В типологическом плане можно выделить следующие три категории источников.  



	2.1. Восточнославянские списки: Сб~16 и его структурные особенности

Древнейшая славянская версия Сл. 44 Гр.Наз. сохранилась в нижеуказанных восточнославянских списках Сб~16, относящихся к XIV–XVII вв.: 

J = ЯГМЗ, инв. 15473, нач. XV в.

K = РНБ, Кир.-Бел. 82/207, вт. пол. XV в.

L = РГБ, ф. 304 (ТСЛ) 8, XIV в.

M = ГИМ, Син. 954, XIV в.

O = LMAB, 55, XV в.

Q = ГИМ, Чуд. 11 XIV в.

R = LMAB, 56, XVI в.

S = ГИМ, Син. 43, XIV в.

U = ГИМ, Син. 51, XVI в.

V = ВСМЗ, B-5636/24, 1551 г.

Y = РГБ, ф. 209 (Овчин.) 81, XVII в.

Z = РГБ, ф. 209 (Овчин.) 82, XVI в.



       Во всех этих рукописях Сл. 44 всегда сопровождается ТНИ. Как правило, последние вставлены прямо в текст, который разбивается на текстовые блоки, соответственно на 36 (JLMQSYZ) или 37 глав (KORUV). Исключение составляет Q, где ТНИ помещены отдельно от гомилии Гр.Наз. (основной текст читается на лл. 96-99, а комментарии на лл. 31об. -34об.). В зависимости от четырех имеющихся разных типов аколуфий, Сл. 44 занимает 3-е, 6-е, 7-е или 12-е место в коллекции.
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		JLMSY



		Аколуфия 

		I
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		VII
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		KORUV



		Аколуфия 

		I

		II

		III

		IV

		V

		VI

		VII
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		XII
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		XIV

		XV

		XVI



		Слова
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		40
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		Q



		Аколуфия

		I

		II

		III*

		IV

		V

		VI

		VII

		VIII

		IX

		X

		XI

		XII

		XIII

		XIV

		XV

		XVI



		Слова

		38

		39

		40*[footnoteRef:11] [11:  В рукописи Q Сл. 40 пропущено (утрачено несколько листов). См.: А.М. Бруни, “Палеографические заметки...”, с. 237. ] 
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		Z



		Аколуфия 

		I

		II

		III

		IV

		V

		VI

		VII

		VIII

		IX

		X

		XI

		XII

		XIII

		XIV

		XV

		XVI



		Слова

		1

		45

		44

		41

		14

		16

		42

		15

		43

		21

		24

		19

		11

		38

		39

		40







	2.2. Восточнославянские списки: Торжественник РГБ

Ко второй категории источников относится Торжественник триодный на первую половину года из Собрания Егорова РГБ (ф. 98 № 257, кон. XV в. – далее E), который лишь недавно был введен в научный оборот.[footnoteRef:12] В этом списке гомилия читается в полном объеме на лл. 347-351, но, в отличие от Сб~16, она не сопровождается ТНИ. Следовательно, текст скопирован без привычного для JKLMOQRSUVYZ деления на главы. Насколько нам известно, E – единственный пример такого типа в восточнославянской традиции. [12:  А.М. Бруни, “Старославянский перевод Слова 44…”.  ] 




	2.3. Кодекс H

К третьей категории источников принадлежит Гомилиарий Михановича – знаменитая сербская рукопись рубежа XIII–XIV вв., которая хранится в Архиве Хорватской академии наук и искусств в Загребе (Arhiv HAZU, sign III с 19, далее H) и представляет собой Торжественник минейный на март-август и триодный.[footnoteRef:13] Как известно, памятник восходит к болгарскому архетипу и, наряду с такими кодексами, как Сборник Клоца и Супрасльская рукопись, имеет центральное значение для изучения старославянских гомилетических сборников.[footnoteRef:14]   [13:  Фототипическое издание: R. Aitzetmüller, Mihanović Homiliar, Graz, 1957. Описание: V. Mošin, Ćirilski rukopisi Jugoslavenske akademije, I dio: Opis rukopisa, Zagreb, 1955, p. 96–99. O датировке рукописи см.: А.А. Турилов, “О датировке и происхождении рукописи Гомилиария Михановича”, Slavia 78, 2009, с. 461-468; idem, “Милешевский Панегирик и Гомилиарий Михановича – к датировке и происхождению двух древнейших сербских списков Торжественника общего”, in А.А. Турилов, Межславянские культурные связи эпохи средневековья и источниковедение истории и культиры славян: этюды и характеристики, Москва, 2012, с. 367-377.]  [14:  I. Wezler, Vier Predigten aus dem Mihanović-Homiliar. Dissertation. Tübingen: Eberhard-Karls-Univ., 1971; К. Иванова, “Цикл великопостных гомилий в Гомилиарии Михановича”, Труды Отдела древнерусской литературы 32, 1977, с. 219-244.] 


Манускрипт H, где Сл. 44 переписано на лл. 143об.-152об., является единственным источником, который напрямую указывает на бытование Сл. 44 Гр.Наз. у южных славян. При этом, кроме этой гомилии, он также содержит Сл. 1 “На Пасху” (лл. 135-137), которое и в данном случае дается в переводе типа Slav.1.[footnoteRef:15] Более того, равно как и в E, здесь тоже отсутствуют ТНИ, с той лишь разницей, что на их месте порой читаются иные, небольшие, комментарии. Как выяснялось, некоторые из них отождествляются со схолиями Максима Исповедника к Гр.Наз., общеизвестными в святоотеческой традиции как Амбигвы к Иоанну.[footnoteRef:16]  [15:  А.М. Бруни, “Старославянский перевод Слова 44…”, p. 39. ]  [16:  А.М. Бруни, “Фрагменты из «Амбигв к Иоанну» Максима Исповедника в Гомилиарии Михановича”, in Б.Л. Фонкич (изд.), Специальные исторические дисциплины [Auxiliary Sciences of History], Вып. 2, Москва, 2018, с. 368-373.] 




	3. Критическое издание староболгарского перевода Слова 44 Григория Назианзина

Предварительное изучение всех дошедших до нас рукописей Сл. 44 Гр.Наз. показало, что сербские и восточнославянские списки восходят к единой балканской традиции. В частности, отмечалось, что перевод гомилии был создан в староболгарскую эпоху не позднее рубежа Х-ХI вв., а также что включение ТНИ в славянский текст Гр.Наз. произошло в момент, когда основной пласт разночтений уже существовал и был разбросан по рукописям разных аколуфий.[footnoteRef:17] Более того, был сделан вывод о целесообразности создания критического текста Сл. 44 на основе совместных показаний как H, так и EJKLMOQRSUVYZ. [17:  А.М. Бруни, “Старославянский перевод Слова 44...”, p. 41-43.  Не исключено, что отдельные гомилии, до их попадания в Сб~16, получили распространение в сборниках иного состава, т.е. вне коллекций, содержащих одни сочинения Гр.Наз. На это прямо указывают не только Торжественники (рукописи EH), но и фрагменты Сл. 40 в Изборнике Святослава, которые, вероятно, входили в состав архетипа этой книги еще до ее появления на Руси (idem, “Палеографо-кодикологические и текстологические разыскания...”, p. 39).
] 




	3.1. Кодекс H и восточнославянские списки

Колляция H с E и со всеми дошедшими славянскими списками Сб~16 (JKLMOQRSUVYZ) привела к следующим наблюдениям. Во-первых, отмечаются ошибки, общие для кодекса H и рукописей JKLMORSUVYZ, которые принадлежат разным структурным типам литургической коллекции. Во-вторых, имеются случаи, когда замены более древних лексических единиц, имеющихся в E и H, встречаются не во всех списках Сб~16, а лишь в некоторых из них. Это указывает на то, что образование вариантов восходит к периоду, предшествующему окончательной фиксации литургической коллекции.

Критическое издание староболгарского перевода Слова 44 Гр. Наз. составлено по филологическим и лингвистическим критериям, сформулированным в 2010 г. для публикации Слов 38, 39, 40 и 43[footnoteRef:18]. В его основу лег кодекс H, чтения которого были систематически сопоставлены с Е и со списками JKLMOQRSUVYZ. Дошедшие в Сб~16 ТНИ не включены в издание по причине того, что они создавались позднее. Однако, в квадратных скобках обозначается начало каждой главы текста, согласно делению восточнославянских толковых рукописей (напр. ["аЌ"]). [18:  А.М. Бруни, Византийская традиция..., с.  116-131.   ] 




	3.2. Принципы издания: лингвистический и текстологический аспекты

Эдиционные принципы, установленные в рамках изучения этой традиции, позволяют обеспечить как лингвистический, так и текстологический характер издания. При филологическом подходе к тексту сохраняются языковые особенности переводного памятника в древнейшей дошедшей до нас форме. В данном случае речь идет о древнесербском изводе старославянского языка рубежа XIII–XIV вв., поскольку кодекс H написан по старой рашской орфографии. 

При воспроизведении текста строго соблюдаются правописание, оригинальная пунктуация, надстрочные и иные знаки, используемые в H; указывается также начало каждого листа кодекса и его оборотная сторона. Вместе с тем путем внедрения в основной текст манускрипта H знаков ‹ › и › ‹ обеспечивается возможность критической обработки текста. Восполнение лакун и филологическая эмендация испорченных переписчиками мест текста всегда выделяются и вставляются в рамки соответственно ‹ › и › ‹ таким образом, чтобы не подвергать внешней контаминации лингвистическую целостность кодекса H (разночтения, изъятые из других списков, отражают восточнославянскую орфографическую норму). 



	3.3. Критический аппарат

В критическом аппарате всегда оговаривается любая обработка основного текста и приводится исходное чтение списка H. Следовательно, возвратность каждого критического решения обеспечивается в полной мере; читатель всегда в состоянии четко разделить, что относится к H, а что – к воссозданному критическому тексту на основе его сравнительного изучения с остальными списками. 

Критический аппарат издания представлен на латинском языке[footnoteRef:19] и состоит из двух уровней: первый содержит внутренние сведения о славянской традиции, о разночтениях, пропусках, инверсиях, эмендациях, второй объясняет соотношения с греческой традицией. Сюда вошли также полные сведения о библейских цитатах, указанные ссылками на книги Священного Писания. [19:  Предлагаем ниже ключ к латинским сокращениям: Gr. = греческий; Slav. = славянский (текст);  a.c. = ante correctionem, до исправления;  add. = addidit, добавлено; ante = перед / до; habet = имеет; i.m. = in margine, на полях; ins. = inseruit, вставлено; iter. = iteravit, повторено; om. = omisit, omiserunt пропущено; post = после; p.c. = post correctionem, после исправления; restitui = восстановлено издателем; sup.lin. = supra lineam, над строкой.] 
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		I. [⸱а҃⸱] Поновленꙗ тѣте пⸯрвы ꙁаконь  добрѣ муще⸱ пае же новаꙗ ⸯтѣте поновлен⸱  се же не дною⸱ но многащ⸱ комоужде прѣмѣненю лѣта⸱ тыжде днь пріводещю⸱ да не тьмьна врѣменемь боудоуть добраꙗ⸱ н прѣдоуть ꙁабвенꙗ⸱ глоубнам ѡмраама⁘ [⸱в҃⸱] понавьлꙗють бо се ѹбо кь боу ѡстров по са ꙗкоже потохомьa⸱ ꙗкоже ѹбо сіе ѡстровы раꙁоумѣт мⸯню же ѿ странь цркв нынꙗ ѹстраꙗмы⸱  ѿ сланааго невѣрованꙗ вьськланꙗюще се⸱  основан прмлюще твьрдо бв⸱ понавлꙗть же се градь мѣдѣнь⸱ вь номь пррⷪ҇цѣb⸱ мню бо дшю крѣпкоу  ꙁлатоѡбраꙁноу⸱  ннꙗ ѹтвⸯржденоу на блгоьсте⁘ [⸱г҃⸱] пѣт же гв пѣснь новю повелѣват се намьc⸱ же  сѹще вь вавулонѣ  вь ꙁлы метежь вьвлкьшм се грѣхьм⸱ по семь же кь рлⷭ҇моу спсьше се тамо бо не могоущмь пѣт бж пѣсн ак на ꙁемл тѹждеd⸱ ꙁдѣ же новую пѣⷭ҇⸱  жꙁнь



		

		Tit. post стго add. оца ншего KORUV | бгословца] боⷢ҇слⷪвнаⷢ҇ LQS : бгослова KMORVYZ | слово] om. J | вь неⷣлю новоую поновленꙗ] в новоую неⷣлю  в поновленьꙗ EJKLMOQRUYZ : в новую̈ неⷣ⸱ ̈ поновлен̈ SV : post add. ое блⷭ҇⸱ H || I (PG 608 A–B): 1 тѣте EHMQSU: тѣть JKLORVYZ | мще] мущь EJKLMOQRSUVZ: мущ Y | же] om. S | 2 поновлен] поновленьꙗ y | многащ] многашды y | 3 комоужде] комоуждо y | тыжде] тыже QS : тоже EJKLMORUVYZ | 6 по] om. y | потохомь] потохотѧ JLZ : тохомь U | 7-8 ѿ сланааго] ѿ славⸯнааго U | 8 невѣрованꙗ] невѣрьꙗ K | вьськланꙗюще се JHZ : вскланѧющ сѧ KLMORUVY: въськланѧю̈ща сѧ EQS | прмлюще] пр̈мьлюща EKLOQRSUVY | 10 крѣпкоу] крѣпу ES |  ннꙗ] om. U | 12 сѹще] бѹдѹщ Q | вь ꙁлы метежь HQ : om. EJKLMORSUVYZ | вьвлкьшм се] волⸯкъшм сѧ U | грѣхьм] грѣхомь y | 13 спсьше се EHJKLQSZ :  спсъ сѧ MORUVY | 13-14 пѣт бж пѣсн] бжꙗ пѣт пѣсн y | 14 тѹжде] юже w : щюже E |

a Ис 41, 1; b Иер 1, 18; c Пс 149, 1; d Пс 136, 4. 
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		стощмь  прѣбывше же вь добрѣмь  ѹспѣвающе⸱ ‹› ѡво ѹпремвьше ѹже друго же ѹпремлꙗюще ѿ новотворѧщааго дха[footnoteRef:20]⁘   [20:  παρὰ τοῦ ἁγίου καὶ καινοποιοῦ Πνεύματος Gr. : παρὰ τοῦ καινοποιοῦ Πνεύματος Slav. ] 




II. [⸱д҃⸱] понавлꙗть же се  храмⸯ свѣдѣнꙗ |144|  ꙁѣло вельм сврьшеннѣ же скаꙁа бьa⸱ а весе‹ле›ль сврьшb⸱ а мос сврьшвь сьстав⁘ [е҃] понавлꙗт же се  цртⷭ҇в двдво⸱  же не дною⸱ нь помаꙁавамоу прьвѣ а поставⸯлꙗмоу вьтороc⁘ [⸱ꙅ҃⸱] быше же поновленꙗ вь рлмⷭ҇ѣ⸱  ꙁма бѣаше же невѣрованꙗd⸱ ‹› ісⷭ҇ь прде бь  лвкь⸱ бь надь врѣменьмь  ьлвкь новь⸱ днⷭ҇ь рас›ып‹амь⸱ трет же днь вьскрѣшамь  прѣбыва вь вѣк›ы‹⸱ да аꙁь спсоу се ѿ прьвааго паденꙗ⸱ вⸯꙁову се⸱  боудоу новаꙗ тварь⸱ такого дѣлꙗ лвколюбьства потварꙗмь⸱[⸱ꙁ҃⸱] вьꙁскатⸯ же бжⷭ҇кы двдь⸱ срцⷣа іста ‹вь себѣ› стварꙗма⸱  дха правааго



		

		15 стощмь] строꙗщмъ JKMORUVYZ : строꙗщемъ ELQS | прѣбывше же вь] прѣбывше не сь JZ | ] om. JLZ |  y : om. H | 16 ѹпремвьше] въ премнѹвше JKLMORUVYZ : ѹпрѣмнувъше Q sup.lin. S: ѹправвьше Q | друго же H : друго EKМOQRUVY :  другу же S : другоую JLZ || II (PG 608 B – 609 B): 1 вельм EHJLQZ : om. KMORSUVY | 2 сврьшеннѣ] свершенъ JLZ | скаꙁа бь] бь скаꙁа y | весель] веселелъ EJKLMOQRUVYZ : веселалъ S | сврьш] съвершлъ Q | 2-3  сврьшвь сьстав] съпостав ELS : съпоставлъ Q : състав JKMORUVY: постав Z | 3  же HKORUVY: же EJLMSZ : же  Q | 4 помаꙁавамоу HQ: помаꙁамоу EJKLMORSUVYZ | прьвѣ HU :  прьво EKLMORSVYZ | быше] быша EKLMOQRSUYZ | 5  ERS : om. HJKLMQOUVYZ | 6 бь2 post врѣменьмь JZ | 6 днⷭ҇ь] о дьнь y | 7 расꙑпамъ y : распнамь H | прѣбыва (прѣбꙑваꙗ) EQS: прѣбывать HJKLMORUVYZ |  въ вѣкы EJKLMOQRSVYZ : вь вѣкь HU | 8  post аꙁь спсоу се ins.  EJKLQRUVYZ| новаꙗ] нова y | 9 дѣлꙗ] рад JKLORUVYZ | лвколюбьства HQ : лвколю̈бꙗ̈ EJKLMORSUVYZ | 9 вьꙁскатⸯ же EHQ : въꙁска тоже [тъже] JKLMORSUVYZ  |  10 бжⷭ҇кы] бжтⷷ҇вьнꙑ y | вь себѣ (въ себѣ) y : om. H |
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		вь ѹтробѣ понавлꙗмаe⸱ не ак не мы⸱ кто бо аще  не двдь⸱ ‹же толкь⸱› нь акы нов›ь‹ вѣды ннꙗ прлага›м‹ь⸱ то л м многм поновлен⸱ дносоущмь  ннꙗшьнꙗа ꙗвт⸱ ꙗже  праꙁдноумь днⷭ҇ь⸱ кⸯ жꙁн по смрт прблжвше се‹⸱› ‹поновⸯленꙗ⸱› поновⸯленꙗ праꙁднкь брат⸱ да се ѹбо глть многащ сластю‹⸱› с же каꙗ‹⸱› вѣдоуще наѹте⸱ невѣдоущ же слоухь поновте⸱ 



III. [⸱҃⸱] свѣть днь непрсежемь⸱  непрѣставлꙗмь бь⸱ н наеть н конавамь н мѣрмь⸱ прсносвѣтьль  трьсвѣтьль⸱ не мноꙁѣмь лкь сть раꙁоумѣвамь⸱ мню же  не мноꙁѣмь⸱  свѣтла вьтораꙗ прьвааго свѣта ꙁоре⸱ же ѡ немь сілы  слоужьбн дс⸱ сь же свѣть же вь насⸯ⸱ не тью же послѣжде се наеть⸱ нь  нощю раꙁдѣлꙗт се⸱ раꙁдѣлꙗть нощь⸱ равⸯнотⷭ҇нѣ⸱ ꙁракомь вѣровань  вьꙁдоухомь распростьрть⸱  прмле же дать⸱  вдѣ|144v|н же ꙁракоу дать⸱   прьвѣ же



		

		12 же толкь (же толкъ) y : om. H | новь (новъ) JKLMOQRSYZ : нъвъ E : новаꙗ H | прлагамь  EQS : прлагама  JKLМORUYZ : прлагать H | ante многм ins. тѣм y | 13-14 дно соущмь  ннꙗшьнꙗа] дно соущны ннѣшнꙗго JZ  |  14 ꙗже ] ꙗже нынѣ KMORUY | праꙁдноумь днⷭ҇ь ... поновⸯленꙗ] om. JLZ | кⸯ жꙁн по смрт прблжвше се HQ : om. EJKLORSUVYZ  | 15 поновⸯленꙗ QS : om. EHJKLMORUVYZ | праꙁднкь] om. KY | 16 многащ] многашды y | post наѹте add.  сѧ E | с же HQ: же с J: же Y: же LVZ | каꙗ] котораꙗ Q || III (PG 609 B–C): 1 непрѣставлꙗмь] непрѣмѣнѧемь Е |  2 н наеть] Q i.m. add. | ] om. JKLQYZ |  2] om. y |  4 ꙁоре] ꙁарѧ y |  же] ꙗже Q | же]  же Q |  6 се наеть] наа сѧ ЕJKLMORSUVYZ: наа Q |  6 ante раꙁдѣлꙗть ins.  KY |  7 вѣровань ] вѣрованѣ Y |  8  прмле же HQ : прмъ ꙗкоже KMORUVY : прмъ ꙗ же ЕJLSZ |

a Исх 31, 7; b Исх 35, 30; c 1 Пар 11, 3; d Ин 10, 22; e Пс 50, 12. 
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		ѹꙁрат се ꙁракомь⸱  вдмым мноу дрьꙁновен дарть⸱ [⸱ѳ҃⸱] вьсхотѣвь бо бь сію тварь сьставт⸱ ꙗже ѿ ›вдімы̈хь  невдмыхь‹⸱ сьстав велкі  юдны⸱ свого вельства проповѣдатель⸱ прсносоущмь же самь сть свѣть а не нь⸱ то бо требоуть свѣта вьторааго⸱ моущмь велк⸱ нжьнмь же вь нась⸱ прьвю просвѣщать свѣта сего слоу⸱ лѣпо бо бѣ велкомоу свѣтоу тварь ѿ свѣта нает⸱ же расыпать тмоу⸱  ꙁдрьжеще тьгда неѹкрашен  бесн⸱ 



IV. сь же неѡбраꙁьнь спьрва ꙗввь⸱ н ›сльнььнь‹ ꙗкоже мо сл‹о›во⸱ но беꙁь ѡбⸯраꙁа ›‹ беꙁь сꙗнꙗ⸱ по семь же  слнцѹ дано ѡсвѣщат всѹ вьселеную⸱ лма бо нѣмь быт прѣжде сьстав⸱ послѣжде нь комоужде  ѡбльство ѡблож⸱ да юдесно ꙁдѣлать ‹то› больше ꙁдѣ. вещь бытꙗ прѣжде сьстав›‹⸱ вещь бо слнцѹ свѣть. по семⸯ же прводть ѡко дн⸱ ꙁдѣлав же слнце⸱ сце прьвѣ вь днехь тет се⸱ вьторо же  трет  же  по семь⸱ даже  до седьмааго  поконьнааго дѣлесь дне⸱ м‹›же раꙁдѣлꙗют се бывшаꙗ⸱ словесы неꙁглемым⸱



		

		9 ѹꙁрат HQ : ѹꙁрт сѧ ЕJKLMORSUVYZ |  10 дрьꙁновен H : дерноване J : дерꙁоване ЕKLMOQRUVYZ | дарть] дарть ЕJKLMOQRSUVZ : om. Y | 11 вдімы̈хь  невдмыхь (вдмꙑ̈хъ ̈ невдмꙑ̈хъ) KLМOQRSUVY: ѿ невдмыхь  вдімы̈хь H :  вдімы̈хь ЕJZ | велкі HKLOQUVYZ : велкꙑ ЕJМRS | post велк iter. свѣть H : om. y | 13 свѣта HQ : om. ЕJKLMORSUVYZ | 14 сего слоу ЕHJKLOQRUVYZ: слоу сего MS | 16 ꙁдрьжеще HU : съдьржаще ЕJKLMOQRSVYZ | бесн] бещн ЕJLMOQRSUVYZ : беꙁънье K || IV (PG 609 D): 1 сльнььнь (сълнььнъ) ЕOQRSUV : сльнь HJKLМYZ |  но] не JZ |  y : н H | 2 дано HJORZ : данъ ЕKLMQSUVY |  всѹ] всю ЕJKLOQRSVUZ : om. MY | 3 лма] лмаже y | сьстав] състав y | 4 комоужде] комоуждо y | ꙁдѣлать больше ꙁдѣ] съдѣла̈ть то боле сде y | 5 бытꙗ] быт ꙗже JKLOQVYZ : быт U : бытїе E | прѣжде] om. U | сьстав ЕJKLMOQRSVYZ : сьстав H: om. U | 6 ꙁдѣлав же] съдѣлавъ y | 7 седьмааго] седмаго y | 8 дне] om. JLZ |  мже y : мже H |  бывшаꙗ] вышнаѧ JKLMOQUVYZ |
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		›ѹнꙗма‹  ‹не› вьнеꙁаапѹ вьꙁдама⸱ всемогоущюмоу словоу⸱ гоже  раꙁоумѣт ›тью‹ нь ‹› глат⸱ дѣло сть прѣдⸯставмо⸱ аще бо  посьлѣдне лвкь ѡбл се⸱  се же роукою бжю  ѡбраꙁомь поьтень⸱ юдно нѣⷭ҇ нтоже⸱ лѣпо бо ак цⷭ҇рѹ прѣжде быт црⷭ҇кымь т тако вьвест црⷭ҇а всѣм ѹбо слѹжмоу⸱ [⸱і⸱] аще ѹбо бхомь прѣбыл же бѣхомь⸱  ꙁаповѣдь снабдѣл⸱ то бхомь был же не бѣхомь⸱ кь дрѣвоу  жвотном прстоупвше ꙁ дрѣвомь вѣдѣнꙗ⸱  то бывше бесмртн ꙗвше се⸱ ‹› кь бѹ прблжⸯше се⸱ |145 | нь лмаже ꙁавстю ꙁлааго смрть вь мрь вьндеa⸱  ѿтрьже прѣльщенмь лвка⸱ сего дѣлꙗ нашею стрⷭ҇астю страждеть бь бывь лвкь⸱  поѹбожат се вь тѣло сьставт⸱ да мы ѡного нщетою ѡбогатм се⸱ ѿсѹдѹ смрть  гробь  вьскрⷭ҇н⸱ ѿсѹдоу новаꙗ тварь⸱  по праꙁднцѣ праꙁднкь⸱ пак же аꙁь праꙁднѹ  понавлꙗ сво спⷭ҇н⁘



		

		9 ѹнꙗма y :  вьнꙗма H | не y: om. H | вьнеꙁаапѹ HY : вънеꙁапь ЕJKLMOQRSUVZ |  всемогоущюмоу] всемогущему w : всемогущому Е | ante тью ins. не H : om. y | 10 нь] а не y |  restitui : om. ЕHJKLMOQRSUVYZ|  глат] ꙁглт y | 11 поьтень] поьствованъ JMQSU : поьствова ЕLORVYZ: поьство K | 13 всѣм] всѣмѹ JLZ | бхомь прѣбыл] бꙑхомъ прѣбꙑл ЕKMOQRSUVY: бꙑхомъ прѣбол JLZ | 14  бхомь был] бꙑхомъ бꙑл y | 14-15 же не бѣхомь HQ :  же не бꙑхомъ ЕKMORSUVY : же  бꙑхомъ L :  же  бꙑша JZ | 15 ꙁ дрѣвомь] съ дрѣвомь ЕJKLOQRSUVZ : om. M: дрѣвомь OY | вѣдѣнꙗ] вдѣна JKYZ | 16 бывше] будущемъ ЕJKLMORSUVYZ : бꙑхомъ Q |  ЕJLQSYZ : om. HKMORUV | прблжⸯше] прблжвъше сѧ y | 17 вь] om. S|  вь мрь post вьнде JLZ | 18 сего дѣлꙗ...лвкь] om. K |  дѣлꙗ ЕHKMORSU: рад JLQVYZ | нашею стрⷭ҇астю post страждеть JLZ | 18-19 вь тѣло сьставт EHLMOQR: тѣло състав JZ : тѣло съставт KLVY | 19 ante мы ins.  JZ | ѡбогатм се] ӧбатѣ̈мъ ЕJKLMOQRSYZ : обатемъ U : обаемъ V | 21 праꙁднѹ  понавлꙗ] праꙁдьнуꙗ̈ ̈ понавлѧꙗ̈ ЕJKLMOQRSVYZ : праꙁдьнуѧ  поѧвлѧꙗ U || 

a Прем 2, 24.
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		V. [⸱аі⸱] то ѹбо глеть⸱ не бѣ л ѹбо прьваꙗ недѣлꙗ поновлен⸱ ꙗже 

по стѣ нощ  по просвѣщен⸱ нь дньшн с›е‹ даждь ‹ѡ› любе праꙁⸯднкы ‹ты›⸱  многа раꙁьмышлꙗ просвѣщенꙗ⸱ ѡна спеню бѣꙗше⸱ а с спсенꙗ родьство⸱ ѡна же ще межда гробѹ  вьскрⷭ҇ню⸱

с же стѣ вьторааго бытꙗ⸱ да ꙗкоже  прьваꙗ тварь наетькь ѿ недѣле прмлеть⸱ ꙗвѣ же ѿ то бо седмаго соубота бывать поко соущ дѣлесь⸱ тако|145v|жде  вьтораꙗ пакы ѿ тоꙗ нанат се⸱ прьваꙗ соущ ꙗже по не соуть⸱ а ѡсмаꙗ ꙗже прѣдь нею соуть⸱ высокы вышьш юдны юднѣш⸱ кь вышьнемоу бо прность ѹставленю⸱ же  божьскы соломонь ꙁнаменава  мнт се мьнѣ⸱ даꙗт есть седм⸱ жꙁьн се вьꙁаконѣ⸱ по сем же  ѡсм›ѣ‹ ‹боудоущ›a ѿ соуднааго блгодѣꙗнꙗ  тамо ѹставленꙗ⸱ но  велкы двдь ‹то› прпѣват мнт се ꙗже ѡсмѣ пѣснb⸱ ꙗкоже  поновлен дн семоу⸱ пѣснь ноуc⸱ домоу нѣко поновлен прꙁыва‹⸱› же ›смы мы‹⸱ же бж храмь быт  слышат ‹се›⸱ сподоблен быват⁘ 



		

		V (PG 612 C – 613 A): 1 бѣ] бѣше | поновлен EHQ : поновленꙗ JKLMORUVYZ|  ꙗже HQ : а же ЕJKMORSUVYZ : же L | 2 нь] въ JZ | се y : сѣ H | даждь EHKLMORSUV : даже JQYZ | ѡ y : om. H | 3 ты KL sup.lin.MOQRSUVY: om. ЕHJZ | раꙁьмышлꙗ] раꙁмꙑшлѧꙗ̈ y  | ѡна] ӧ нас S |  3-4 спеню бѣꙗше] спнꙗ̈ бѣ ЕJKLMORSUVYZ : спнꙗ бѣше Q |  4 межда гробѹ] межа гроба W : межа гроба Е |  вьскрⷭ҇ню] въскрⷭ҇нꙗ y | 5 стѣ] в стѣ LORUVY | 6 прмлеть] прмлють JKLVZ |  8 по не ЕHQ : пред нею JKLMOQ sup.lin.RSUVYZ |  прѣдь нею ЕHQ: по нею JKLMOQ sup.lin.RSUVYZ | 10  мнт се мьнѣ] мьнѣ мнт сѧ y  (post даꙗт есть habet Q) | ѡсмѣ y : ѡсмь H | 12 боудоущ ЕJKLMORSUVYZ : прдоущ Q: om. H | 13 то y : om. H | 15 смы мы ЕJKMOQRSUVY : мы  смы H : смы LZ |  слышат сѧ y : слышат H ||

a Екк 11, 2; b Пс 6, 1; c Пс 29, 1.
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		VI. [⸱ві⸱] мате поновлен слово нь понавлꙗте се⸱  ветх лвкь ѿвⸯргше вь поновлен жꙁн жвѣтеa. всѣмь ѹꙁ›д‹ѹ наложьше. ѿ нхже ‹смрть всꙗ ѹды сьвꙗꙁавьше›b всѹ ꙁлоу дрѣва пщю вьꙁненавдѣвше⸱ ‹л› ꙁблвавьш  сего дѣлꙗ тью помнающе. ветххь да ѹбѣжмь⁘ [⸱гі⸱] красьнь бѣ вь вьꙁорь  добрь вь пщю ѹморвы мѧ плодь⸱ бѣгамь блгороумꙗньств сам на сѧ вьꙁрамь⸱ да т не сьдолѣть доброты помысль  не вьсхыт се свома вѣждьма⸱ аще мощно даже  до вьꙁрѣнꙗ⸱  вгоу помыслвь сладькоую прѣльсть тⷭ҇ьную ѣдь⸱ како бо спсеть ѹдобѣ южаꙗ гоже погоуб своꙗ⸱ да се не вьсладть тебѣ гротань ѿ негоже долоу сьходть все дамо⸱ прьвѣ же вьꙁетꙗ тⷭ҇но  по вьꙁет неьствоут се⸱ аще ноꙁдр те соуть вьжденлы‹⸱› вьꙁбѣга блговон⸱ осеженмь раслабѣль с⸱ ѿрц се гладотамь  мекотамь⸱ аще слоухь поноудль те сть ꙁастав двьр⸱ льствымь словомь  прѣтрѣбнымь⸱ ѿтвар своꙗ ѹста словоу бжю да првлѣеш дхь да не вьсхытш смртc⁘ [⸱ді⸱] гда те кто[footnoteRef:21] [21:  τί σε Gr. : τίς σε Slav. ] 




		

		VI (PG 613 B–C): 1 мате] мать ѡ JZ | лвкь .post ѿвⸯргше habet Q | 2 вь] om. Q | ѹꙁд ЕJKLOQRUVYZ : ѹꙁлѹ H :  ѹ S  | 2-3 ѿ нхже] ѿ нхъ S | 3 смрть всꙗ ѹды сьвꙗꙁавьше y : om. H | 4 л ЕJLMORSUVYZ :  ꙁлѣ H : om. KQ | ꙁблвавьш] om. Q | дѣлꙗ EHQS : рад JKLMORUVYZ | 5 ветххь HU : ветххъ JKOVYZ : ветхыхъ ЕLMQRS | бѣ] бѣше Q | вь] om. ЕJLUYZ | вьꙁорь] вьꙁоромъ JKLOVYZ | 6 ѹморвы EHQS : ѹмертввы JKLMORUVYZ | post блгорумꙗньств iter.  w | 7 доброты] добротъ L | 8 вѣждьма] a.c. вѣкома p.c. вѣждьма Q | даже] дажь S  | до вьꙁрѣнꙗ] до въꙁранꙗ L | 9 помыслвь] мыслвъ L | тⷭ҇ьную] тⷭ҇ьны Е | 10 ѹдобѣ] ѹдобь JKLOZ | южаꙗ] щюжаꙗ Е | вьсладть EHQS: ѹсладть JKMORUVYZ | 11-12 тⷭ҇но  по вьꙁет L sup.lin.. | 12 ноꙁдр те] ноꙁдр тѧ y |  вьжденлы (въженлы) ЕHQS : обонѧлꙑ JKLMORU VYZ |  14 ꙁастав] ꙁавст S | 16 првлѣеш] преш U | 17 бѣ] бѣше Q | 18 словесе како H : како словесе

a Еф 4, 22; b Рим 6, 4; c Пс 118, 131.
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		льстть ѿвещаныхь⸱ помен кто бѣ  ѿкоудоу погбе⸱ аще  вь ма|146.|лѣ словесе како свратші се⸱ ‹кь себе вьꙁврат се⸱› да бьхма вьньне спадеш  сндеш кь смрт⸱ боуд новь вь ветха мѣсто⸱  дш праꙁдноу поновленіꙗ⁘ 



VII. [⸱еі⸱] ꙗрость да боудеть тебѣ на ꙁмю дн‹⸱› ꙗже рад ѿпаде⸱ помысльно же да се простреть все тебѣ кь бѹ⸱ а не кь номоу нком же мыслещюмоу на те⸱  сьблаꙁнь‹номоу⸱› раꙁоумь всѣм да се наставлꙗть⸱  да се не прѣвлать ѹньше горьшмь⸱ не вьꙁненавждь брата свого⸱  се же тоу не гоже рад хсь ѹмрѣть⸱  тво брать бысть‹⸱› бь с владыка⸱ не вьꙁдревноу[⸱] справлꙗющюмоу‹⸱› ꙁавідѣнь бы‹вь⸱› т[⸱] ꙁавдѣт вѣровань⸱  сего дѣлꙗ сведень⸱ не похоул сльꙁь пострадав›ьі‹⸱ много сльꙁь подобнаꙗ⸱ по сем же помлован›ь‹⸱ не ѿрн ѹбогааго ѡбгатѣвы бжтвомь⸱ аще же ѹбо нь не ѡбгатѣ на ѹбгааго⸱  се же много ѹне сытхь⸱ не ѹкор страньнааго гоже рад хсь страньствова⸱ гоже мы вс страннц  ѡбтц⸱ не ѹстран се раꙗ⸱ ꙗкоже прѣжде⸱ подаждь просещюму храма ѡдежде пще⸱ наслажда се схь  надь 



		

		ЕLMQRS : како словес JKOUVYZ | кь себе вьꙁврат се y : om. H | 20 дш] дша w : дшѧ Е || VII (PG 613 D–616 A): 1 на ꙁмю] на ꙁемл R | рад] дѣлѧ ЕQS |  2 се простреть все тебѣ кь бѹ] протѧгнеть тебе все къ бов y  |  3 сьблаꙁньному y : сьблаꙁньвь H |  4 наставлꙗть] наставть U | ѹньше HJKLMORUVYZ : ѹне ЕS : лѹьшее Q | 5 вьꙁненавждь] въꙁненавд W :  въꙁненавдѣт Е |  рад] дѣлѧ M |  ѹмрѣть] ѹмре y |  6 с] сы HKLMSV : сы ЕJQORUYZ | 7 бывь ЕLQS : бы HJKMORUVYZ |  т]  ЕJKMQSYZ: om. L |  ꙁавдѣт EHQ: ꙁавст KLMORSUVY : ꙁавд JZ | 7-8  сего дѣлꙗ EHQS :  сего рад JKLMORUVYZ |  8 сведень] съведенъ S | пострадавьі y :  пострадавьшімь H | 9 помловань ЕJKLMOQRSUVZ : помлована H : помлова Y | ѡбгатѣвы...ѹбгааго HQ: om. ЕJKLMORSUVYZ| 11 страньствова HJLZ : страньнова ЕKMOQRSUVY | 11-12 мы вс страннц HQ : мы страннц вс ЕS : мы страннц JKLМORUVZ : мы грѣшнцьі страннїцьі Y | 12 ѡбтц] a.c. пршелц p.c вс ѡбтц Q | 13 ante ѡдежде et ante пще ins.  H (ante ѡдежде ins.  Y) : om. ЕJKLMOQRSUVZ |  схь] хъ S |
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		потрѣбованмь‹⸱› да не любш батства⸱ аще не помагать ѹбогымь⸱ ѡстав ѡставлены⸱ помлоу помлованы⸱ прітеж лвколюбцю лвѣколюбьств⸱ дондѣже сть врѣме вса жіꙁнь да се понавлꙗть тебѣ⸱  вьсь жтꙗ поуть⁘



VIII. же вь сь›п‹рꙁѣ⸱ дадте то ‹› бв⸱ прсте бо се[⸱] двце‹⸱› все боу⸱ раꙁдрѣшсте бо се‹⸱› да не боудете проскоупце[⸱] работнѣ сласт‹⸱› ѹбѣгше свобод›ы‹⸱ ѿ жтꙗ⸱ не с моуж ѡбае[⸱] же сь моуж‹⸱› не прмлю троуждат се прсно сластным паметм⸱ |146v.| ненавждѹ вьꙁдоушьнааго нрава⸱ [⸱ꙅі⸱] слн боте се слнѣшааго⸱  же на высокхь прѣстолѣхь вышьшааго⁘[⸱ꙁі⸱] не юд се нкакоже не пребывающюмоу⸱ не прѣꙁр же бывать⸱ не сьжьм несоже же држмо скаплеть⸱ не вьꙁревноу нкомоуже не ꙁавдмымь⸱ нь ненавдмымь⸱ не вьꙁнес се велм да не болшім се спадеш⸱ не смышлꙗ ꙁлыхь ꙗвлꙗті се бол⸱ пц же се благыхь ѡставлꙗт⸱ не посмѣ се паденю блжнꙗаго⸱ мноу же бе-сблаꙁна⸱ лкаже ті сла ‹⸱нь ›  пода роуку долѣлежещюмоу⸱ н стоужа с ѿа се блгодьньства⸱ н дѣ добрѣ стоуженꙗ⸱ дно лѣто етыр врѣмена прность⸱  днь аⷭ҇ времене многа дѣꙗні прѣмѣненꙗ⸱ да прѣстать тебѣ пеаль ѹбо наслажен⸱ а пеаль 



		

		16 лвѣколюбьств] лвколюбьство y | 17 ] om. y  ||  VIII (PG 616 B–D): 1 же] же JKZ: ꙗже ЕLМOQRSUVY| сьпрꙁѣ restitui : с(ъ)прꙁѣ ЕJKМOQRSUVYZ : сѹпрꙁѣ L: сьѹпрꙁѣ H |   ЕKLМQRSUVY : om. HJZ | 2 post двце add. сте H : om. y | 3 свободы y : свободь H | не с моуж] не слж U | 4 же y:  H | троуждат сѧ EHQ : троужающ сѧ JKLМORSUVYZ | 7 несоже ЕH : ньтоже w | скаплеть] скапавать ЕS : скапать JKLМOQRUVYZ | 9 не] om.  JZ | нь ненавдмымь EHQ : om. JKLМORSUVYZ | не вьꙁнес] не воꙁвꙑс сѧ ORUV | болшім] болм y  | 10 пц же се] пе же сѧ Е | ѡставлꙗт] ӧстаꙗ̈ y | 11 блжнꙗаго] блжьнхъ Е| 12 post ті ins. есть Q | 12  нь  ЕJQSZ : нь KLМORUVY : om. H | ѿа y : ѿлѹа H | 13 н] om. Y:  OZ | стоуженꙗ] сътоужѧ с ЕQ :  беꙁъ стоуженꙗ OY  | 14 времене ЕHVac: временьмъ QS : времен JМORUYZ : времѧна L : времена KVpc | 15 прѣстать EHQS : прѣстанеть JKLORVYZ | a.c. памѧть поⷯті наслажен p.c. пеаль ѹбо наслажен Q |
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1

		ѹньшхь надежда⸱ сцѣ се понавлꙗть лвкь⸱ сцѣ теть се поновлен днь⸱ сцѣвою пщею⸱ сцѣм ꙗдьм⸱ [⸱і⸱] не ꙗв се глеть ›тьщь прѣдь мною‹a⸱ нь аще то добро сь собою ›несы‹⸱ нынꙗ же ꙗв се новомь‹⸱› дѣꙗнмь ‹дроугымь› ⸱ вьсь ꙁмѣнень⸱ прьваꙗ мноуше се быⷭ҇ все новоb⸱ се праꙁднкоу прнес⸱ добро ꙁмѣнен ꙁмѣн се⸱  такожде не вьꙁмысл велм⸱ нь свеща  двдво се ꙁмѣнен деснце бжc⸱ ѿ негоже все лвкмь спремлен⸱ не хощеть тебе слово нколже вь томь же прѣбыват⸱ но прсно подвжноу быт⸱ блгоподвжнѹ новоствореноуd аще ꙁгрѣша|147.|ш то ›обраща се‹⸱ аще л справлꙗш то продльжа⁘  

 

IX. [⸱ѳі⸱] вьера вѣроу мѣ врѣмень⸱ днⷭ҇ь бжю поꙁна⸱ доколѣ на ѡбѣ храмлеш бедрѣ⸱ до ьсо строш⸱ нь  ꙁградт когда

потьщ се⸱ вьера мьнѣт се нѣк ьстоваше⸱ днⷭ҇ь быт пае 



		

		16 ѹньшхь] лѹьшхь Q | надежда] наслажене JZ | сцѣ се понавлꙗть лвкь] om. Е | 17 сцѣвою HQ : сцею ЕJKLМORSUVYZ | 18 тьщь прѣдь мною y : прѣдь мною тьщь H | несы МS : несы ЕJKLOQRUVYZ: нос H |  19 дроугымь (другꙑ̈мъ) ЕKLМOQRSUVY: дроугомъ JZ : om. H | 20 ante се ins.  HL : om. ЕJKМOQRSUVYZ | post праꙁднкоу ins. плодъ Q | 22  ꙁмѣнен] om. S | не] om. S | велм EHQ : ꙁѣло JKLMОRUVYZ | свеща  EHQ :  вѣща  JKLMOUVYZ : рее  R | 23 все HQ : всѣм ЕJKLMORSUVYZ | спремлен] справлен y | 24 блгоподвжнѹ HQ : om. ЕJKLMORSUVYZ | новоствореноу] всегда новотвореноу Q | 25 обраща се (сѧ) ЕJKLMOQRUVYZ : ӧбращаю̈ща сѧ S: справлꙗ H | продльжа] продължаю̈ща y || IX (PG 617 B): 1 мѣ] мѣ ЕKMOQSUVY : м JLZ : м R | врѣмень ЕH : времен JKLMORUVYZ : врѣменьнѹ Q | 2 до ьсо ЕHQ : да ьто JKLMORSUVYZ | нь  ЕHQ : се  JKLMORUVYZ : сь  S | ꙁградт] съградт y | когда ЕHJKLOSVZ : тогда MRUVY | 3 ьстоваше] ествоваше JKLOSQVZ |

a Втор 16, 16; b 2 Кор 5, 17; c Пс 76, 11; d 2 Кор 5, 17.
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		поьст⸱ ‹доколѣ сьнове⸱ нь стна да се когда потьщть тебе› 

вьера бѣ поꙁорнкь⸱ днⷭ҇ь ꙗв се раꙁоумнкь⸱ вьера похоулꙗ лють⸱ днⷭ҇ь блгогле кроткь⸱ вьера грьць⸱ днⷭ҇ь же сьмысльнь⸱ днⷭ҇ь внопца⸱ ѹтрѣ же водопоца⸱ днⷭ҇ь пова на ѡдрѣхь слоновѣхь  ѹньшм вонꙗм помаꙁа се⸱ ѹтрѣ же на ꙁемⸯл леже  ›бьдрь⸱‹  вь смѣшнка мѣсто посоуплень⸱ вь ѹтварꙗюще се прохрꙗль⸱ вь вел›а‹ва мѣсто ‹›  прѣꙁорва[⸱] смѣрень вдмь⸱ вь ꙁⸯлатохрамна мѣсто ѹꙁькохрамьнь⸱ ›нꙁоу поне вь вьꙁвышающа се мѣсто‹⸱ аще се сце сьмыслш  сце творш⸱ боудеть тебѣ нбо ново  ꙁемлꙗ новаа⸱  но же схь слово послѹшать⁘  



X. [⸱к҃⸱] нь да демь ѹбо нынꙗ⸱ врѣмен подобьнаꙗ вькѹпѣ праꙁдьновавше⸱ все бо на добро праꙁднкоу сьрщеть се  вькоупь веселоуть се⸱ вждь ѹбо какова ті црⷭ҇ца врѣмень⸱ црⷭ҇ца дн ꙗвлꙗть  дарь прность ѿ себе⸱ все же добро  красно



		

		4 поьст] поьт ЕKRSY : поат L | доколѣ...тебе y : om. H |  5 бѣ поꙁорнкь] бѣ  ѡꙁорнкъ U | похоулꙗ... вьера] om. JZ :  i.m. add. L | 6 блгогле] гле KMORUVY : om. JZ | 7 ѹтрѣ же] ѹтро EJKLMOQRSVYZ | ѹтрѣ же водопоца] om. U | 8 ѹньшм] лѹьшм Q | помаꙁа се] мажа сѧ y | леже] лѣган JLZ : лежа KOQSV | 9 бьдрь (бодръ) JKLMORUVYZ : бьждр S : бъжрї Е : смрадѣ H | посоуплень HJKLOQRVYZ :  посуплемъ ЕS : посмлемъ U | ѹтварꙗюще се] ѹтварꙗющаго сѧ JKLOVZ : ѹтварꙗюща сѧ Q | вь] om. S | 10 велава y : вельства H |  ЕJKMQRSUVYZ : om. HL | прѣꙁорва] i. m. add. L | 11-12 нꙁоу поне вь вьꙁвышающа се мѣсто (нꙁу пона въ въꙁвꙑшаю̈ща сѧ мѣсто) y : вь вьꙁвышающа се мѣсто нꙁоу поне H  | се] om. JZ |  14 послѹшать] постꙁа̈ть ЕS : постгать JKLMOQRUVYZ || X (PG 617 C – D): 1 да демь] нъ ̈ да ̈ до̈демъ S | ѹбо] om. y | вькѹпѣ] om. S | 3 веселоуть се] веселть сѧ L | какова EHJLQSVZ : како KMORUY |  

a Ис 65, 17.
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		ꙁѣло⸱ нынꙗ нбо свѣтлѣ⸱ нынѣ слнце высоа  ꙁлатоѡобраꙁнѣ⸱ нынѣ лоунⸯы кроугь проꙁранѣі⸱  ꙁвѣꙁдны лкь стѣ⸱ нынꙗ по морхⸯ вльн ꙁлвают се⸱ слнцѹ же ѡблакь⸱ вьꙁдоухоу же вѣтр⸱ ꙁемл садове⸱ садове же вьꙁороу⸱ нынꙗ ѹбо стонц свѣтлѣ стѣють⸱ нынꙗ же пае рѣкы слⸯнѣ ꙁмныхь сьоуꙁь раꙁрⷣѣшвше се⸱  травьнц блговонть⸱  сад нють⸱  жнт се трава⸱  агньц грають ѹ ꙁелень нвь⁘ [⸱ка҃⸱] нынꙗ же корабль ѿ прстанща ꙁводт се сь ꙗдр›ы‹⸱  смь ‹же пае ›бол‹юбцемь  ꙗдро|147v.|мь ѡкрлꙗть⸱ грать делфунь⸱ вьꙁдыха ак сладко ꙁѣло⸱  вьꙁспоущамь⸱  ѿпоуща корабльнкы ꙁ благодшьствомь⸱ нынꙗ рата рало погльблꙗть⸱ горѣ вьꙁра  плододавца прꙁываꙗ⸱  вь ꙗрьмь прводт се воль ѡрны⸱  проьртать сладкоую браꙁдоу  надеждам веселт се⁘ [⸱кв҃⸱] нынѣ же пастоухь  краварь сьстраꙗют сврꙗл⸱  пастоушьскы свреще глⷭ҇а⸱  садов  каменмь весноують се⸱ нынꙗ же садь градарь дѣлать⸱  мелнкь трьст творть  вьꙁрать вѣꙗ⸱  прѣлоукоуть перо птце⸱  рыбарь

глоубноу поꙁрть⸱  мрѣжю ощать  на камен сѣдть⁘ 



		

		7 по морхⸯ] по моремъ y | ante вълнꙑ ins. ѹбо ЕS | 8 ante ꙁемл ins. а y | же] om. JS | 10 сьоуꙁь HJKLMORUVYZ: съвуꙁъ ЕQS | 11 сад нють] садъ неть y  | же] ѹбо S | 11-12 ѹ ꙁелень] ѹ ꙁовънъ Е | 12 ѿ прстанща HJKMORUVYZ : ѿ прстанщь ЕLQS | 12 ꙗдры y : ꙗдрь H | 13 же y :  сже H | болюбцемь y : лвѣколюбцемь H | ante грать ins. нынѣ ѹбо Q | 14 делфунь ЕHQ: делфсъ KMORSUVY : делвсъ JLZ | сладко ꙁѣло HQ : ꙁѣло сладко ЕJKMORSUVYZ : ꙁѣло  сладко L |  вьꙁспоущамь]  спуща̈мъ y | 15 ꙁ] съ y | 16 погльблꙗть] погружа̈ть y | плододавца] плододатьца ЕS | 16-17 вь ꙗрьмь ЕHQ : ̈ къ ꙗ̇рьму JKLMORSUVYZ | 18 сьстраꙗют ЕHQ : стварѧеть MRSUYZ : стварѧю̈ть JKLOV| 19 свреще] сврѧю̈ть ЕJLQSZ : стварѧють KMORUVY | 20 мелнкь ЕH : ѡмелнкъ w | 22 поꙁрть] проꙁрѣеть Е : проꙁраеть Qa.c.: пострѣеть JKLMOQp.c.RSUVYZ ||
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		XI. [⸱кг҃⸱] нынꙗ ѹбо дѣлолюбваꙗ пела крло првлькш⸱  ѿ вощнь вьставьш свою моудрость покаꙁать⸱  травнкы попарꙗть  ꙁбрать цвѣть⸱ с же ꙁдѣловать сьт⸱ ѡ шест ѹгьль⸱  соупротвь лежеще сьт стькоущ⸱ премо же ѹгьль прѣмѣнꙗющ⸱ дѣло вькоупь доброты  неꙁблажьненꙗ⸱ с же медь вь кровѣхь полагать⸱  ꙁдѣловать набдещюмоу плодь сладкь⸱  неѡрань⸱ ꙗкоже подобно⸱  намь хвⷭ҇ѣмь пеламь⸱  такоу прмше моудрость  л‹юбо›дѣꙗнꙗ пртью⁘[⸱кд҃⸱] нынꙗ же гнѣꙁдо птца веꙁеть⸱ ѡва сходть а дроугаꙗ вьселꙗть се⸱ ѡва ѡкрⷭ҇ть парть⸱ а дрѹгаꙗ ѡглаша̈ть лоугь⸱  ѹвещавать лвка⸱ вс бо ба поють  славеть гласы неꙁгланьны⸱ ѡ всѣхь бо блгохвалт се бь мною⸱  сце ѡнѣхь пѣⷭ҇ моꙗ бывать⸱ ѿ нхьже аꙁь пѣт вьꙁмаю⁘ [⸱ке҃⸱] нынѣ ѹбо смѣт се всь жвоть рожден  все поюван повать⸱ нынꙗ же вьꙁвышать выю конь велавь ›вь граждхъ‹ тоуж|148|е⸱  поуто ѹмѹвь переть по полю  по рѣкамь красоут се‹⸱›



		

		XI (PG 620 B-C): 1 пела] бъела LORSUV |  2 вьставьш] сьставвьш JKLORV|  3 ꙁбрать] сбра̈ть y | ꙁдѣловать] съдѣлова̈ть y | сьт] сътꙑ y  | 4 премо же ѹгьль] прѣмꙑꙗ же ѹглꙑ y | 5 неꙁблажьненꙗ] несъблажьненꙗ ЕJKMOQRSUYZ : неблажьненꙗ V  | 6 набдещюмоу] набьдѧщю ѹмъ Е | 7 хвⷭ҇ѣмь] хвⷭ҇амъ y |  пеламь EHJKMYZ: бъеламъ LOQRSUV | 8 любодѣꙗнꙗ ЕJKLMOQRSUVZ : любодѣꙗню Y : лѹдѣꙗнꙗ H | 9 ѡва сходть] om. JKLMORSUVYZ | 10 а дрѹгаꙗ] на Е | ѡглаша̈ть ЕHQ : наглаша̈ть JKLMORSUVYZ  | 11 поють  ЕHQ : om. JKLMORSUVYZ |  post славеть iter. вс ЕHQ : om. JKLMORSUVYZ | 12 бь] om. JKLMSUYZ | 14 повать] поюваемь ЕKMOQRSVY : поваемь U : повають JZ : поють L | выю] шею Q | 15 въ граждхъ Е : вьгражать HJKMORSUVYZ : въꙁражать L : въграженхъ Q  |  ѹмѹвь ЕH :  прѣрвавъ w ||  
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		XII. то но⁘ [⸱кꙅ҃⸱] нынꙗ мнц ꙁбрают се  ꙗвлꙗють⸱  свѣтлы лкь сьꙁывають⸱ люд хоⷭ҇любце⸱  мѹенꙗ ꙗвлꙗють⸱ схь днь сть  мо вѣнььнкь⸱ мо бо аще  не ѹ мене⸱ да ѿпадет ꙁавсть⸱ вѣдоущмь глю⸱ ‹⸱мама словы⸱› пастоухь  мнкь⸱ же прѣжде альны доть⸱ варꙗюще себе сам⸱ да тѹждмь млѣкомь вьсптат се правдвы⸱ нынꙗ же пасы

люд града⸱  весн›оу‹ понавьлꙗ⸱ днⷭ҇ь многамь тсѹщамь сьшьдьшм се ѿвсѹдоу⸱ раꙁлным нрава добротам⸱  пастоухомь подобны⸱  словесы побытным⸱ ще же  скорѣ рещ⸱ нынꙗ же весна краснаа⸱ весна дхвнаꙗ⸱ весна дшевнаꙗ⸱ весна тѣлесемь⸱ весна вдмаꙗ⸱ весьна невдмаꙗ⸱ еже тамо да се напльнмь⸱ ›ꙁ‹дѣ добрѣ прѣмѣнвьше⸱  нов кь новѣ жꙁн да се прблжм се⸱ ѡ хѣⷭ҇ ісⷭ҇ѣ гѣⷭ҇ нашемь⸱ моуже слава  држава ⷭ҇ть  покланꙗн⸱ сь стымь дхомь вь славѹ бѹ ѿцѹ амнь⁘  



		

		XII (PG 620 C – 621 A): 1 ꙁбрают  се HJRZ : сбраю̈т сѧ ЕKLMOQSUVY | 2] om. JKLORVYZ | 2 свѣтлы лкь] свѣтлꙑ лкꙑ y  |  3 сть] om. JLZ |  4 глю] глюща Е |  мама словы w : мамѧ словѧ Е : om. H | 5 альны доть] ланꙗ̈ доꙗ̈̈ y | 6 тѹждмь] ю̈ж̇мь w:  щюждмъ Е | 7 веснѹ ЕJKLOQRVYZ : весна HMSU | понавьлꙗ (понавлѧꙗ) ЕJKLOQRSUVYZ: понавьлꙗт се H | тсѹщамь] тꙑсѧщамъ y | 9 подобны ЕH: подобным w | 10 весна краснаа post тѣлесемь habet H | дшевнаꙗ] дшам  ЕJKLORVYZ | 12 ꙁдѣ restitui : сьде ЕQS : сьдѣ JKLMORUVYZ : вьꙁдѣ H  | 13 прблжм се] прѣпоустмъ ЕKOQRV : прпустмъ JLSZ : престоупм U : прстѹпмъ Y | 13-14  држава ⷭ҇ть  покланꙗн] ⷭ҇ть  держава ЕJKМOQRSUVZ : om. LY | 14 сь стымь дхомь вь славѹ бѹ ѿцѹ ЕHQ : съ оцмъ  стмъ дхмъ ннѣ  прсно в вѣк вѣком амнь  JKOVZ : om. LY ||
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JEWISH AND CHRISTIAN POLEMICS 

ON ABRAHAM, ESAU, AND JACOB 

(VITA CONSTANTINI-CYRILLI X: 75-81)





Thomas Daiber





	1. Recurring motives in Vita Cyrilli



	When Saint Cyril was first sent to the Arabs in 855 (probably December)[footnoteRef:1], he had not been in charge of the political aspects of the mission which were handled by a man named George, a member of the ministry of foreign affairs in a rank comparable to a state secretary (Vita Constantini-Cyrilli = VC VI: 9[footnoteRef:2]). The practical goal of the mission consisted in the exchange of prisoners of war which took place in a “rythme presque régulier”[footnoteRef:3] between Constantinople and the Caliphate approximately every tenth year. In leading the theological disputes Cyril’s job was part of the routine between the Caliphate and Byzantium to once a year polemically ask the other to convert to one’s own religion. [1:  Кр. Дидди, “По следам глаголических протографов Паннонских легенд (Методологические заметки к критике вариантов) ”, in Ch. Diddi (ed.), ΠΟΛΥΙΣΤΩΡ. Scripta slavica Mario Capaldo dicata, Москва, 2015, p. 82-97 has clarified the long-standing problem of the exact year of the mission by demonstrating that the date “851” in the extant Cyrillic manuscripts of VC suffers from a misinterpretation of respective Glagolitic letters.  ]  [2:  All quotations from VC (with chapter number in Roman and sentence number in Аrabic numerals) follow the edition of F. Grivec and F. Tomšič, Constantinus et Methodius Thessalonicenses. Fontes, Zagreb, 1960, here p. 109. It would be out of the scope of this paper to discuss the merits of the other editions of VC. In short, I found the edition of Grivec and Tomšič to be the most explicit in giving reading variants. – Unless mentioned otherwise all English translations of VC are taken from M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine and The Vita of Methodius, Michigan, 1976.]  [3:  M. Campagnolo-Pothitou, “Les échanges de prisonniers entre Byzance et I’Islam aux IΧe et Χe siècles”, Journal of Oriental and African Studies 7, 1995, p. 32.] 


Starting with the mission to the Khazars in (autumn) 859 Cyril already seemed to be in full charge of the political goals. We hear nothing about persons with administrative duties who accompanied the brothers Cyril and Method to the Caucasus, although some Khazar fortifications had been built with the help of Byzantine architects[footnoteRef:4] and it is unlikely that no specialist in military affairs was part of the journey to the Khazars, who were at the time, nolens volens, Constantinople’s most important partner in the region. Instead of giving information about the involvement of state officials the author of VC stresses the importance of Cyril’s part in the mission. According to VC the Byzantine emperor had declared that Cyril would be the only one who could conduct the negotiations with the Khazars appropriately (достоно VIII: 7[footnoteRef:5]). Additionally, the emperor reminded Cyril to not only behave as a theologian but as the official representative of the emperor himself (VIII: 9). At the end of the mission and in response to Cyril’s request the Khazars allowed a release of Byzantine captives (XI: 45-46[footnoteRef:6]), which is a somehow surprising information in contrast to the Arab mission, where the mission’s main goal, the exchange of prisoners of war, was not related by the author of VC at all. And starting with Cyril’s Khazar mission, VC will repeatedly tell us of the release of captives as an effect of Cyril’s efforts. [4:  В. С. Флеров, “Крепости Хазарии в долине Нижнего Дона (этюд к теме фортификации)”, in В. К. Михеев (ed.), Хазарский альманах, т. 1, Харьков, 2002, p. 151-168, there p. 158.]  [5:  M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine …, p. 21: “No one else is capable of doing this properly”.]  [6:  One may ask what Byzantine captives could probably have been in Khazar hands at that time. As Cyril had not been accepted to the newly founded capital of the Khazars situated at the triangle between Don and Volga, but very probably was guided to one of the old fortresses at the northern side of the Caucasus, it is possible that some captives of earlier wars between the Khazars and Byzantium still lived there.] 


[bookmark: _GoBack]In 863, when Cyril embarked on his third mission to Greater Moravia, the Byzantine emperor Michael III. assured Cyril that (XIV: 8) “none other than you can attend to this matter”.[footnoteRef:7] Again, VC does not mention any accompanying state officials, but in the case of the Moravian mission this is not astonishing, because, as far as we know, the Moravian mission was not embedded in already established political relations as had been the case with the missions to the Arabs and to the Khazars. Instead, the mission to Greater Moravia was meant as a first political approach. Again, a side effect of the mission consists in the release of prisoners, which happened when the Slavic missionaries on their way to Rome visited the Pannonian principality of Kocel (XV: 22). Having transferred the relics of S. Clement to Rome a liberation of captives is mentioned, too (XVII: 4),[footnoteRef:8] and, finally, also the last words of Cyril (XVIII: 12) on his deathbed are dealing with liberation, this time liberation from the threat of “invisible enemies” (Eph 6:12). The shift from the literal meaning of liberation (freeing real people from captivity) to a theological meaning (freeing oneself from the temptations of the Devil) is no contradiction to a medieval Christian author, but a consequence of his world view that every ‘literal’ historical event has a ‘transferred’ eschatological meaning at the same time. [7:  M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine …, p. 45. See the corresponding sentence in Old Church Slavonic: Сїю бо ре' не можеть нь нкто справт ꙗкоже ты.]  [8:  The Roman release of captives is historically attested; see F. Grivec and F. Tomšič, Constantinus …, p. 208, footnote 4.] 


Obviously, “liberation” and “responsibility” as two recurring motives are linked to Cyril’s activities. The first, “liberation”, is used by the author of VC to characterize Cyril’s personality. Young Cyril tries to liberate himself from the vanity of worldly goods (III: 16), then two times tries to retire from the requirements of governmental service (IV: 17, VII: 1), but instead of being successful to liberate himself from the world, he is immersed in worldly duties to liberate others. Such a rough sketch of the motive of “liberation” in VC is, of course, open to discussion, but it can at least demonstrate that there exists the possibility to speak about recurring motives in VC, which hint at a literary design of the text, although – as in the case of “liberation” – an aesthetically shaped text does not contradict per se its historical credibility, and it is possible that eventually captives had actually been released, even though it is unclear to us (XI: 45-46, XV: 22) who they exactly were.

The second recurring motive in VC is the personal involvement of the Byzantine emperor, who equips Cyril on the occasion of every new mission with ever broadening authority. VC gradually puts Cyril into the most central position of the various enterprises, from his beginnings as a young theologian who displays intellectual brilliance in internal Byzantine affairs (V: 4; the dispute with the iconoclastic patriarch), then giving ideological support in foreign affairs (VI: 9; the mission to the Arabs), then being in charge of a (probably) mixed team on a strategically important mission (VIII: 7; the mission to the Khazars) and finally being head of a mission with decision-making powers (XIV: 16). But unlike “liberation”, the reported accumulating authority of Cyril is hard to interpret as an element of literary design, by which the author of VC would steer the story to its culminating point. The failed mission to Moravia simply cannot be called a triumphant ending, and there is no sign that the author of VC had wanted to glorify it anyway. VC uses for the description of the Arab mission approximately[footnoteRef:9] 11% of the whole text, the Khazar mission comprises 32,2% and the Moravian mission (chap. XIV-XVII) takes up 21,1%. If the last chapter (XVIII) of VC, which relates Cyril’s death in Rome, is added to the Moravian mission, then the Moravian mission would cover 27% of the text of VC, still taking up significantly less space than the Khazar mission. These numbers do not point to an intended promotion of the Moravian mission as the culminating fulfilment of Cyril's life. The Moravian mission is the last mission Cyril had the opportunity to serve in, but nothing supports the view that the author of VC stresses the Moravian mission as the most important event in Cyril's life or even as its glorious finale. [9:  The textual extent of a mission is understood as all text between beginning and return from journey. For calculations the electronic version of VC (made from the edition of F. Grivec and F. Tomšič, Constantinus ...) was used, which Prof. Jouko Lindstedt organized as part of the “Corpus Cyrillo-Methodianum Helsingiense. An Electronic Corpus of Old Church Slavonic Texts” <http://www.helsinki.fi/slaavilaiset/ccmh/> (20.01.2020). ] 


It seems necessary to underline the fact that the Moravian mission can hardly be called the central event in Cyril’s life from the viewpoint of the narrator of VC. The contemporaries of Cyril, e.g. the author of the Latin legend, praised him more for finding and translating Saint Clement’s relics to Rome than for the invention of Slavic letters as the preliminary condition of the Moravian mission. Slavic philology, of course, always had a special interest in records about Slavic letters and about the literary activities of the Apostles and their pupils in the course of the Moravian mission.[footnoteRef:10] But how could any author of the 9th century have possibly imagined the enormous impact Cyril's new alphabet would exert on the cultural and political shaping of the European continent? Reading VC according to its literary design the vita is not so much praising Cyril's cultural importance but, by means of the recurrent motive “responsibility”, is just praising a Christian life with ever broadening duties. [10:  The political renaissance of the Slavic nations in the 19th century was variously engaged in venerating the “Apostles of the Slavs” (S. Bǎrlieva, “The Cult of Saints Cyril and Methodius: The Phenomenon of Shared Identity in the Slavic World”, in M. Gray (ed.), Rewriting Holiness: Reconfiguring Vitae, Re-signifying Cults, Martlesham, 2017, p. 229-241) and so the ‘Slavic parts’ of VC always stood in the centre of attention. This did not change when Slavic philology started researching the texts; of course the philological discipline was mainly interested in information about the beginning of Slavic literacy. Additionally various political circumstances made it convenient to focus on the Moravian mission as proof for ever-lasting Germanic-Slavic differences (e. g. A. d'Avril, St Cyrille et St Méthode. Première lutte des Allemands contre les Slaves, Paris, 1885). All these tendencies contributed to the fact that the Moravian mission of VC mainly stood in the centre of discussion while other parts of VC were only sporadically commented upon.] 


While, again, the rough sketch of the recurring motive “responsibility” is open to discussions as to which extent we can trust the records in VC as an historical source, it is sure that on all his missions Cyril serves as a Byzantine theologian, representing Byzantine identity in disputations with Arabs, Jews, and the Frankish clergy. While as yet philology put its main interest in the Moravian mission, this paper is concerned with a lesser studied part of VC, the dispute with the Jewish Khazars, and, given its enormous length, the paper concentrates on one passage of the dispute, which has, as far as I know, not yet found an adequate explanation. The passage will not only unveil some polemical use of apocryphal arguments, but also point to a possible tender spot of Cyril’s Byzantine identity.



	2. Circumcision and patriarchs



	The mission to the Khazars is the most extensively narrated episode of VC and exposes lengthy disputations with Jewish theologians, which – as is stated (X: 95-96) – had been protocolled during the meetings.[footnoteRef:11] The disputations surely were of importance for official use, otherwise they would not have been protocolled, and obviously had also some interest for the reader of hagiographic literature, otherwise the author of VC would not had given them so much space. We will focus on a controversial case between Cyril and his Jewish interlocutors concerning circumcision. Circumcision is always a delicate question in Christian-Jewish polemics and in VC circumcision is discussed twice. Firstly, the term appears in X: 7, where Cyril tries to demonstrate (until X: 34) that the first law was given to Noah which did not include the commandment of circumcision, and so Jews, claiming to be faithful to a first law, should on principle reject circumcision. In this rather short and, from the side of Cyril, polemic passage, circumcision is discussed within the broader question, how God’s speaking to Adam in paradise, to Noah after the flood, to Moses or to Abraham each time should be called: law, commandment, or something else? In defining the term “law” the first passage in VC, where circumcision is thematised, approaches the fundamental question, who – Jew or Christian – is the more legitimate successor of a first law given by God to men. [11:  X: 94-05 in M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine …, p. 37: “Thus, having condensed this from much, we set it down briefly for remembrance sake. And he who wishes to seek the actual discussions in their entirety can find them in Constantine’s writings, which our teacher, Archbishop Method, translated and divided into eight discourses.” While the “discourses” seem to be lost, the word “translation” (into Slavic) points to the fact, that the Khazars and Cyril most probably had their discussions in Greek, which, again, sheds some light on the Grecisms in VC. But the passage leaves open whether “the actual discussions” had been protocolled right during the exchanging of arguments or had been made from memory after the return to Constantinople. I prefer the first option, see below.] 


[bookmark: firstHeading]The second passage in chapter X, which we will discuss in detail, is again concerned with the problem of a blessed origin. It is asked, who – Jews or Christians – are descendants of a blessed patriarch and may therefore be considered to be part of a blessed people. Circumcision becomes topical in sentences 75-81, but the sentences are embedded in the broader concept of a blessed people. While the Jews claim to be the blessed descendants of Shem (X: 64), Cyril’s answer to that points to king David (X: 69) and obviously is trying to outline the genealogy of Christ (Lk 1:27 “of the house of David” [KJV]) in a New Testament manner comparable to the motive of the “Tree of Jesse” (maybe coming up shortly afterwards and documented in the arts since the 11th c.[footnoteRef:12]). Now, as a counterargument to Cyril, who tries to trace Christian identity back to king David, the question of circumcision is raised again. That the topic circumcision indeed is used as a counterargument against Cyril’s attempt to connect Christianity with king David, is only seen when the passage is understood correctly. Firstly, the Jewish theologians ask why Christians reject circumcision, although Jesus himself performed it: [12:  J. Williams, “The Earliest Dated Tree of Jesse Image: Thematically Reconsidered”, Athanor 18, 2000, 17-23.] 




75. пакы же нѹ прт'ю прѣдложше, глаголюште: како вы хрстїан обрѣꙁанїе ѡтмещете, а Хрстꙋ не ѡтврьг'шꙋ ѥго, нъ по ꙁаконꙋ сконав'шꙋ?

75. And again they put forth another example, saying: “How can you Christians deny circumcision when Christ rejected it not but performed it according to the law?”[footnoteRef:13] [13:  M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine …, p. 33.] 




We are somehow uncomfortable with the introducing remark of X: 75 that the Jews came up with another “example”, because the term does not really fit the text type which it introduces. We come back to the “example” in the conclusion, but let us first consider the continuation of the text:



76. ѡтвеща флософь: же бо рее къ Авраамѹ пръвѣѥ: се бѹд ꙁнаменїе междꙋ тобою  мною, ть  ѥ съврьш пршьдь, ѡть того дрьжав'ше до сего, а проеѥ не дасть ѥ ммот[footnoteRef:14], крьщенїе намь въдасть. [14:  F. Grivec and F. Tomšič, Constantinus …, p. 192 consider the negation particle to be a wrong addition (“textus in omnibus codicibus corruptus esse videtur”), because they do not understand that the Slavic meaning of мимоидти (in Old Church Slavonic normally “to pass, to go over, to neglect”) here is a Grecism προ-χωρέω = “to go on, to go further” (cf. W. Bauer, K. and B. Aland, Griechisch-deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, Berlin - Boston 1988, coll. 1450). The sense of the argument (first circumcision, then baptism) is clear, and so F. Grivec and F. Tomšič as also M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine …, p. 35 translate it correctly ad sensum. VC is full of Grecisms, which are crucial for a deeper understanding of the text – as we will see later on.] 


76. The Philosopher answered: “But he who once said to Abraham ‘Behold, this is the token betwixt me and you’, having come, fulfilled it and maintained it from that one even unto Himself. However, He allowed it not to continue henceforth, but gave us baptism.”



The answer of Cyril in X: 76 is dogmatic: God (as Jahwe) once gave the command to circumcise and then (as incorporated Christ) gave the allowance not to continue it. Cyril’s answer is not a logical argument, but outlines a temporal sequence from a Christian perspective. Patristic exegesis draws Jewish writings together as an “Old Testament” which would be a prophecy of the “New Testament”, and so a temporal scheme is implied which says that from Abraham to Christ circumcision was needed for a believer, but after Christ it is baptism which is needed. And as Cyril hardly could have said something else, it is exactly the intention of the Jewish question in X: 75 that this temporal scheme is explicitly assured by their Christian opponent. The Jewish invective comes in the next sentence, but while sentence X: 77 was never properly understood, the whole passage was subject to harsh comments like “haec explanatio circumcisionis falsa est” and “C. hunc locum erronee explicat”.[footnoteRef:15] So, we have to deal with X: 77 at length, analysing the sentence according to the wrong (77a) and to the correct translation (77b): [15:  F. Grivec and F. Tomšič, Constantinus …, p. 193, footnotes 13 and 15.] 




77. рекоше же он: то есо рад нї пръвѣѥ ѹгодше богѹ, того ꙁнаменїа не прѥм'ше нъ Авраамлы?

77a. And they said: “Then why were there once others who pleased God, and yet accepted not this token but Abraham's?”[footnoteRef:16] [16:  M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine …, p. 35.] 




Indeed may we ask: who were the others (нї), pleasant to God (ѹгодше богѹ), who lived “once”, which means long ago (пръвѣѥ = gr. ἀρχαῖοϛ resp. πρῶτοϛ[footnoteRef:17]) and did not accept (не прѥм'ше) this token (того ꙁнаменїа = this sign of the covenant with God) but (нъ) Abraham's (Авраамлы)? [17:  W. Bauer, K. and B. Aland, Griechisch-deutsches Wörterbuch … coll. 223 and 1452seq.] 


The sentence is unintelligible in the available translations, which all handle the grammatical structure of the sentence very capriciously and which are all based on the assumption that “this token” means baptism. Given this assumption the sentence is absurd, regardless what “once” is suggested to mean:

If the others “once” lived at the time before Jesus, they had been pleasant to God by accepting circumcision, and both Cyril and the Jewish interlocutors would clearly agree with that. Jews would argue that circumcision is the only token, and Christians would apply the restriction that circumcision is the only token until Jesus introduced baptism. Because baptism had not been practised before the time of Jesus, which other token could the “others” have happened to accept or reject? Under the condition that the “others” lived before Jesus, it is absurd to speak about baptism as an act they could have rejected – it had not been available at all.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  We leave aside, of course, the question, if the patriarchs before Abraham had other signs including a sort of baptism.] 


If it is assumed, that the others “once” lived after the introduction of baptism, then the question is even more incomprehensible. It makes no sense for a Jew to ask why a Jew is pleasant to God by accepting circumcision. There are, of course, examples of circumcised Christians, but the argument is clearly put in a formal way and casuistic considerations about the apostle Paul (who surely had been circumcised before his conversion to Christian faith) are not in the focus, apart from the fact that it is spoken about Christians, who as Christians accepted circumcision – but rejected baptism, a contradictio in adiecto.

The sentence is absurd in every way it can be turned, and so either the harsh comment of Grivec is true that Cyril had no working concept of circumcision, or there must be something wrong with the linguistic form of the translation(s)[footnoteRef:19]. As VC is full of Grecisms[footnoteRef:20] there is one candidate in the sentence who could take on another meaning under a Greek perspective, and this is the conjunction нъ, which in a Slavic text surely displays adversative meaning, but in a text, where all lexemes are closely related to the meaning of underlying Greek equivalents, there is also a concessive meaning available, because in Old Church Slavonic нъ regularly translates gr. ἀλλά,[footnoteRef:21] which can have the concessive meaning “although”.[footnoteRef:22] And, at a closer look, the noun Авраамлы is not congruent at all with its alleged reference word знаменїа, because nowhere (not even in the reading variants) do we read *Avramloe (znamenie) or *Avrama (znamenie). So, Авраамлы, a possessive derivation from the personal name Авраамъ,[footnoteRef:23] is nominative plural and means “those, belonging to Abraham” resp. “those, being Abrahamites”. Given the two emendations (нъ, Авраамлы), which do not alter the text of VC but just give it a grammatical understanding, the sentence correctly reads like this: [19:  F. Grivec and F. Tomšič, Constantinus …, p. 193: “Cur igitur alii antea complacuerunt Deo, qui hoc signum non acceperunt, sed Abrahami?”; D. Bartoňková, L. Havlík, J. Ludvíkovský, Z. Masařík, R. Večerka (ed.), Magnae Moraviae Fontes Historici, vol. 2: Textus biographici, hagiographici, liturgici, Praha, 1967, p. 88: “Tak jak to, že se jiní zalíbili Bohu dříve, aniž přijali toto znamení, nýbrž (znamení) Abrahamovo?”; Б. Ангелов, К. Куев, Хр. Кодов, К. Иванова, Климент Охридски. Събрани съчинения, vol. 3, София, 1973, p. 132: “А защо тогава други хора преди това угодиха на бога, макар че не носеха Христовия знак, а Авраамовия?”; J. Bujnoch, Zwischen Rom und Byzanz. Leben und Wirken der Slavenapostel Kyrillos und Methodios nach den Pannonischen Legenden und der Klemensvita. Bericht von der Taufe Rußlands nach der Laurentiuschronik, Graz, 1972, p. 83: “Warum aber fanden vorher andere bei Gott ein Wohlgefallen, die nicht dieses Zeichen angenommen hatten, sondern das des Abraham?”. А.-Э. Н. Тахиаос, Святые братья Кирилл и Мефодий, просветители славян, Сергиев Посад, 2005, p. 280 omits the passage in his translation altogether and declares (footnote 1), that there are ‘некоторые неясности изложения’ (‘some unclear points in the argument’).  ]  [20:  Th. Daiber, “Gräzismen in der Vita des hl. Kyrill”, in S. Kempgen, M. Wingender, L. Udolph (eds.), Deutsche Beiträge zum 16. Internationalen Slavistenkongress, Wiesbaden, 2018, p. 111-116. Th. Daiber, “‘Wenn einer den Abendmahlskelch zerbricht…’. VC XV: 10-11 und das irische Thema der Slavenmission”, Cyrillomethodianum (in print).]  [21:  Р. М. Цейтлин, Р. Вечерка, Э. Благова, Старославянский словарь (по рукописям X–XI веков), Москва, 1994, p. 384.]  [22:  W. Bauer, K. and B. Aland, Griechisch-deutsches Wörterbuch …, coll. 74, quoting as an example John 1:  31.]  [23:  Kurz, J. (ed.), Slovník jazyka staroslověnského, vol. 1, Praha, 1958, p. 9.] 




77b. And they said: “Then why were there once others who pleased God, and yet accepted not this token, although they were Abrahamites?” [italics: translation Th.D.]



The reference word for the demonstrative pronoun “this (token)” is not “baptism” (the last autosemantic word in the foregoing sentence X: 76), but “circumcision”, which is the global theme of the passage. The sentence asks for people who pleased God, were Abrahamites and were not circumcised. The sentence is addressed to Cyril, so the “others” have to be pleasant to God from a Christian point of view. It would not be intelligent, if the Jews pointed to uncircumcised Abrahamites, which from a Jewish point of view are pleasant to God – it would ruin their whole argumentation. Therefore, a slightly ironic tone can’t be ignored, when the Jews call someone “pleasant to God” who for sure does not count as that from their point of view. Of course, it is not spoken about ethnic Jews who became Christians. The question is concerned with Abrahamites, who are not circumcised, and who are pleasant to God in Christian eyes, and who lived long ago (пръвѣѥ). These “others” existed, and Cyril immediately knows what is alluded to:



78. ѡтвѣща флософь: нкоторы бо ѡть тѣх' ꙗвлꙗѥть се двою женѹ мѣвь, нъ тъкмо Авраамь  сего рад ѹда того ѹрѣꙁаѥть, прѣдѣль даѥ, не прѣстѹпат ѥго далѥ, нъ (read with 16 mss: по) прьвомѹ съврьстю Адамовѹ ѡбраꙁь даѥ проїмь, въ ть ходт.[footnoteRef:24] [24: The formulation въ тъ ходт is a Grecism from κατά βαδίζω = ‘to hold on to something’ (W. Bauer, K. and B. Aland, Griechisch-deutsches Wörterbuch …, coll. 261).] 


78. The Philosopher answered: “Because none of them, it appears, had two wives save Abraham. Therefore He circumcised the flesh of his foreskin, setting a boundary not to be transgressed further and setting an example for others to follow in accordance with the first period of Adam’s life.



Cyril identifies the persons which were referenced by the Jewish interlocutors and therefore knows that now matrimonial sex and moral behaviour is at stake. What seems like a change of the topic (from circumcision to polygyny) is indeed part of the argument. The “others” who lived at the time of Abraham and did not accept circumcision are the “Edomites”, the descendants of Esau as discussed in the Jewish Talmud. Circumcision firstly had only been commanded to Abraham,[footnoteRef:25] and in accordance with patristic exegesis Cyril is arguing that only Abraham received God’s command to circumcise because only he had two wives[footnoteRef:26] and God gave the command of circumcision ‘to set a boundary’ for polygyny. [25:  L. Goldschmidt, Die rechtswissenschaftliche Sektion des Babylonischen Talmuds. Bd. 1,1: Das Bürgerliche Recht, Berlin, 1907, p. 253 (“die Beschneidung wurde auch von vornherein nur Abraham anbefohlen”).]  [26:  On the terms “wife” and “secondary wife” see W. Plautz, “Monogamie und Polygynie im Alten Testament”, Zeitschrift für die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 75, 1963, № 1, 3-27.] 


Cyril knows that the hidden theme of the Jewish invective is Esau. Esau, one of the grandsons of Abraham (an “Abrahamite”) is prominently featured in the Talmud.[footnoteRef:27] Esau was not circumcised and did not practise circumcision in his household.[footnoteRef:28] In the later Jewish apocalyptic thinking Esau is connected with the fourth imperium of Evil, which has to be destroyed before the coming of the Messiah.[footnoteRef:29] The fourth imperium of Evil was identified by Jewish writers with the Roman empire and after the Roman empire had accepted Christianity as its state religion, Esau generally became the ancestor of Christians, too.[footnoteRef:30] Further, Esau is rated as morally tainted, because until his 40th year he had numerous affairs with women but did not marry. This is the background for the Jewish question, which overtly can be paraphrased like this: “Why should your morally depraved Christian patriarch, the Abrahamite Esau, be considered pleasant to God if he did not accept circumcision, although it being the sole token for a believer in old times?” The question, of course, is polemical. Christians did generally not accept their descendance from Esau. For example, Tertullian knew that there had been some uncircumcised Abrahamitic patriarchs and argued especially against the statement that Christians were descendants of Esau.[footnoteRef:31] Tertullian’s example shows that we are dealing with a traditional argument Cyril could have become familiar with not only by reading the Talmud, but also by reading the Church Fathers. Cyril’s knowledge of the “Esau problem” is not proof that he read the Talmud, but is proof of his theological erudition. His answer diplomatically takes the Esau problem into consideration without explicitly naming it. On the one hand he speaks about matrimonial behaviour without ever mentioning the name Esau, and then, like Tertullian, he changes to Jacob (X: 79), who is considered the ancestor of the Christians. After Cyril had declared that circumcision is a sign for the preference of monogamy (above X: 78), the thematic change from Abraham as the Jewish patriarch to Jacob as the Christian patriarch can be made smoothly. Jacob’s struggle with the Angel is considered as a kind of “circumcision” in a long exegetical tradition: [27:  G. Langer, “Esau im Talmud”, in. G. Langer (ed.), Esau – Bruder und Feind, Göttingen, 2009, p. 123-133. Exegesis of the biblical text and theological literature see in D. Vorpahl, “Es war zwar unrecht, aber Tradition ist es”. Der Erstgeburtsrechts- und Betrugsfall der Brüder Jakob und Esau, Potsdam, 2008.]  [28:  I. Singer (ed.), The Jewish Encyclopedia. A Descriptive Record of The History, Religion, Literature, and Customs of the Jewish People from the Earliest Times to the Present Day. Complete in XII Volumes, vol. 4, New York - London, 1903, p. 93.]  [29:  M. Hadas-Lebelle, “Jacob et Esaü ou Israël et Rome dans le Talmud et le Midrash”, Revue de l'histoire des religions 201, 1984, № 4, 369-392.]  [30:  G. Oberhänsli-Widmer, “Esau: Zur Biographie eines Feindbildes im Judentum”, in Th. Jürgasch (ed.), Gegenwart der Einheit: Zum Begriff der Religion, Freiburg i. Br., 2008, p. 280 and 289; cf. also B. A. Anderson, Election, Brotherhood and Inheritance: A Canonical Reading of the Esau and Edom Traditions, Durham, 2010; E. Assis, Identity in Conflict. The Struggle between Esau and Jacob, Edom and Israel, Winona Lake, 2016, p. 285seq.]  [31:  Tertullianus, Opera omnia. Pars secunda, Paris, 1844 (PL 2); see especially chapter 3 of “Adversus Iudaeos” resp. p. 602seq.] 




79. Іаков ѹбо такожде сътвор, ѹтраплы[footnoteRef:32] жлу стегна ѥго, ꙁанѥ д҃ жены поѥть. [32:  Cf. оутрьнѫт (Р. М. Цейтлин, Р. Вечерка, Э. Благова, Старославянский словарь…, p. 753) and its derivation оутрь(п)нѫт / utrь(p)nǫti ‘to solidify’ (R. Aitzetmüller, Altbulgarische Grammatik als Einführung in die slavische Sprachwissenschaft, Freiburg i. Br., 2nd ed. 1991, p. 208), here participle preterite active II.] 


79. And He did the same unto Jacob, having shrunk the sinew of his thigh for taking four wives.[footnoteRef:33] [33:  M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine …, p. 35.] 




Jacob, as Cyril declares, had also received a command to keep to monogamy because he had more than one wife.[footnoteRef:34] Cyril’s exegetic argument, comparing circumcision with Jacob’s “Struggle with the Angel” in Gen 32:24-32, is in accordance with traditional exegesis. Jacob’s “hollow” (KJV)” resp. “sinew (English Standard Version) at his thigh” (Gen 32:26) had been understood as an euphemistic description of the male sexual organ long ago (at least since Jerome),[footnoteRef:35] and Philo, who is not out of the scope in a dispute with Jewish theologians, related circumcision to sexual morality on the basis of a long tradition[footnoteRef:36]. [34:  See W. Plautz, “Monogamie und Polygynie …”, p. 10seq.]  [35:  D. Shanzer, “Latin Literature, Christianity and Obscenity in the Later Roman West”, in N. McDonald (ed.), Medieval Obscenities, Woodbridge, 2006, p. 191.]  [36:  Philo did not invent “die symbolische Deutung der Beschneidung” (L. Cohn (ed.), Die Werke Philos von Alexandria in deutscher Übersetzung. Zweiter Teil, Breslau, 1910: 14, footnote 4, see also p. 15). The arguments about circumcision go a long way from the circumcision of a body part (Gen 17:11) to a spiritual meaning (Deut 10: 16) up to the Christian suspension of circumcision (Romans 2:25, Galatians 5:6). For a history of circumcision related to Christian identity see A. S. Jacobs, Christ Circumcised. A Study in Early Christian History and Difference, Berlin, Boston, 2012, e.g. p. 58seq.] 


Connecting circumcision with moral behaviour and – without mentioning Esau – changing the theme to Jacob’s moral behaviour Cyril is making a path towards the final argument. In his next sentence he adds proof to the foregoing statement that Jacob’s struggle with the Angel had been a kind of circumcision by stating that Jacob did not have any sexual contact with women after the struggle with the Angel:



80. раꙁꙋмѣв' же внꙋ, ѥюже то сътвор, нарее ме ѥмѹ Іꙁраль, срѣь ѹмь ꙁре бога, к томѹ бо не ꙗвлꙗѥт' се прмѣшь [сѧ[footnoteRef:37]] къ женѣ. [37:  According to the edition of F. Grivec and F. Tomšič, Constantinus …, p. 121 only 6 reading variants (4 mss: прмѣшь сѧ, 2 mss: прмѣшь се) out of 58 known copies of the text have a second (in the sentence) reflexive particle here which indeed is needed: прмѣст сѧ къ ‘to unite oneself with + Dative’ ((Р. М. Цейтлин, Р. Вечерка, Э. Благова, Старославянский словарь…, p. 507) equals gr. συν-οιϰεῖν + Dative ‘live together with someone’ like in 1 Peter 3:7 (Participle present active συνοικοῦντες). The Slavic scribes did not cope well with the underlying Greek semantics and morphosyntax of VC, which originally, as I am sure, was written in Greek.] 


80. He named Jacob Israel, that is, the mind that sees God, after he understood the reason for which this was done unto him.[footnoteRef:38] For it appears, he was no longer to have relations with a woman. [38:  The Old Church Slavonic sentence is burdened with a Greek style participium coniunctum (раꙁоумѣвъ ‘after he [Jacob] had understood’) which has a subject different from the subject of the following finite verb (ѥюже то сътвор = ‘why he [God] had done that’. The impersonal translation in M. Kantor and R. White, The Vita of Constantine …, p. 35 is ad sensum.] 




It is interesting, that Cyril underlines Jacob’s sexual abstinence after his ‘circumcision experience’, which says something about the textual sources Cyril might have drawn from. There are, of course, many Christian polemical remarks on circumcision, among them, that unlike baptism circumcision cannot be practiced on women. This (expectable) argument seems to have come up only later than the 9th c.[footnoteRef:39] But Cyril also does not make any allusion to circumcision in Islam, although Cyril acknowledges Islam to go back to an Abrahamitic patriarch (Ismail, cf. VI: 41), too, and so Christian polemics after the development of Islam may well contain some side blows to other cutting practices.[footnoteRef:40] However, Cyril’s stressing of Jacob’s sexual abstinence could well contain a reference to monastic sexual abstinence in the way Ambrosius interprets Jacob’s ‘circumcision experience’ as an initial moment for monastic behaviour.[footnoteRef:41] [39:  B. Geyer, Die Sententiae Divinitatis, ein Sentenzenbuch der Gilbertschen Schule, Münster, 1909, p. 111.]  [40:  Like Athanasius speaking of Esau, Jews and Ismail; cf. K.-H. Uthemann, Anastasios Sinaites. Byzantinisches Christentum in den ersten Jahrzehnten unter arabischer Herrschaft, Berlin - Boston, 2015, p. 680-684.]  [41:  Ambrosius, Opera omnia. Tomi primi, pars prius, Paris, 1845 (PL 14), p. 626 = “De Iacobo et vita beata”, lib II, cap. VII.] 


At this stage of the argumentation we should summarize: By their question (X: 75) the Jews force Cyril to overtly affirm (X: 76) a temporal scheme: since the times of Abraham the act of circumcision is the token, which signifies to be pleasant to God, but since the baptism of Christ the act of baptism signifies to be pleasant to God. In their next argument the Jewish interlocutors use the temporal scheme to polemically ask (X: 77) why some patriarchs before Christ (“Abrahamites”), although considered from a Christian point of view to be pleasant to God, did not practice circumcision? Cyril knows that a polemical allusion to the sexual behaviour of Esau, the Abrahamite and alleged Christian patriarch, is at stake (Esau is compared to a pig in the Talmud),[footnoteRef:42] and so Cyril relates circumcision first with the matrimonial behaviour of Abraham (X: 78) and secondly with the matrimonial behaviour of Jacob (X: 79), who is accepted by Christians as the Christian patriarch. After giving the justification that Jacob’s experience is indeed related to sexual behaviour (X: 80), Cyril is now polemically playing back the moral implications to his Jewish interlocutors: [42:  G. Oberhänsli-Widmer, “Esau: Zur Biographie eines Feindbildes …”, p. 286.] 




81. Aвраам' же того не раꙁꙋмѣ.

81. But Abraham understood this not.



The short conclusion of the argument is clear, but full of implications: ‘Our Christian patriarch (Jacob) understood the moral meaning of his circumcision experience, but your Jewish patriarch did not.’ The replay implies a dilemma for Jewish polemics. If the Jewish interlocutors denied the connection between circumcision and sexual behaviour (‘Circumcision has nothing to do with sexual behaviour and you Christians don’t understand this’), then Cyril could ask them which Abrahamitic patriarch they mean exactly in X: 77. Since the relation of Christians to the unnamed uncircumcised Abrahamitic ancestor of Christians (Esau) is not biblically grounded (cf. on the contrary Mt 1:2) but only polemically inferred by Jewish apocryphal traditions, it can easily be challenged. On the other hand, if the Jewish interlocutors were to accept the relation between circumcision and sexual behaviour, then any deepening of the topic should be avoided because Cyril could mention David and Bathsheba or king Salomon with his 700 wives and 300 secondary wives (1 Kings 11:3). Both sides are prudent enough to change the topic of their conversation at this point, and we shall do the same.



	3. Conclusion



	In order to make a passage of VC understandable which has been called corrupted or deemed untranslatable, we retold an exchange of arguments between Cyril and his Jewish interlocutors. The dispute is told from a Christian point of view and so the retelling of the passage had to reproduce this point of view in order to highlight the polemical respectively ironical tone of the statements. The passage is difficult to understand not so much due to theological subtlety but due to the precondition that the “Esau problem” has to be inferred. It seems to me that the fact that we are dealing with a text which requires presupposed knowledge contributes to the credibility of the remark (X: 95-96) that the record of disputes in VC is based on protocols. If the text of VC had been fictionally declared to be a record of authentic material, the author of VC would hardly have risked to produce sentences which display their coherence only after appropriate presuppositions have been made. Incomprehensible sentences normally do not appear to be authentic, but to be a product of poor fictional ability.

Of course, it can always be stated that the average reader of the 9th c. had well been aware of the context to be inferred, so that a fictional production of the given dispute did not run the risk to be incomprehensible to its audience. The question of VC’s historical authenticity will, at least partially, always be subject to individual assessment because of its intrinsic relation to the hermeneutic circle: The interpretor puts sentences of VC into a certain context in order to display their rationality, and the more available sources are adduced to demonstrate the presence of the context, the more the text itself appears to be an arbitrary combination of available sources.

But besides the question whether the related dispute is fictional or not, the emotional interest of both parties in a subject like “the first law of a blessed people” or “signs of belonging to a blessed people” is authentic. It is the polemics contained in X: 75-81 which give the text its coherence and its interest to readers and so the polemics – fictionally created or authentically protocolled – are the message to be conveyed. The polemics result from the attempt to combine two unrelated categories. On the one hand, both parties are operating with terms of ethnical genealogy (“Abrahamites”, patriarchs), and on the other hand ethnical genealogy is crosscut by “confessionality”, which is unrelated to offspring. Unifying confessionality and genealogy may well have been a major point of debates in the Khazar empire, which introduced Judaism as its state religion[footnoteRef:43] and so had to arrange itself with genealogical models of the Pentateuch. But Cyril’s thinking is not free from ethnical categories either. That can be seen, when Cyril traces Christianity back to the Greeks (in the dispute with the Arabs VI: 53): “All the arts have come from us”, that is “the Greek”.[footnoteRef:44] As is well known, Christianity had considerable difficulties to accept pagan learning as ‘neither approbated, nor damned’,[footnoteRef:45] and Cyril, too, is forced to bring together a Greek Byzantine confession and a culture going back to Greek pagan scholars. [43:  That the Khazars are related with Judaism is generally accepted, but the exact date of their conversation and the extent to which all social classes indeed accepted Judaism is disputed (cf. О. Б. Бубенок, “Так когда же хазары приняли юдаизм?”, in О. Б. Бубенок (ред.) Хазарский альманах, т. 14, Москва, 2016, 64-81).]  [44:  I. Ševčenko, “Three Paradoxes of the Cyrillo-Methodian Mission”, Slavic Review 23, 1964, № 2, p. 230 argues convincingly that the personal pronoun “us” is to be understood as “Greek culture”, and in the context of “arts” Cyril is most certainly alluding to pagan learning.]  [45:  As H.-D. Kahl, Heidenfrage und Slawenfrage im deutschen Mittelalter. Ausgewählte Studien 1953-2008, Leiden - Boston, 2011, p. xxvii, puts it.] 


The exchange of arguments in X: 75-81, which does not refrain from sharp polemics, has its Sitz im Leben in disputes about the theological legitimation of governmental power, based on the demonstration that one is the legitimate descendant of a blessed patriarch. These observations add to the second recurring motive as stated in the introduction of this paper: Cyril’s responsibility on all his missions consists of representing Byzantine governmental power and X: 75-81 shows how emotionally loaded the demonstration of an “original” superiority (in its literal meaning) can be.

Leaving now historical questions to the historical sciences, let us go back to the introduction of X: 75-81, which calls the forthcoming exchange of arguments an “example”. Old Church Slavonic usually uses the word пртъа to translate Greek παραβολή,[footnoteRef:46] while for ‘putting something forth in a dialogue’ we would expect formulations like προβάλλειν πρόβλημα, προτείνειν πρότασιν or lexemes like ζήτημα or ζητούμενον, respectively. Neither do the sentences X: 75-81 compare something to something (“example”), nor do they speak allegorically or otherwise in a transferred or metaphorical meaning. Of course, we find a comparison between the Jewish patriarch Abraham and the Christian patriarch Jacob as well as transferred meaning when Jacob’s struggle with the Angel is understood as a kind of circumcision. But neither for the author of VC nor for Cyril this would count as speaking “parabolically”. A parable is not a rhetorical means on sentence level, but a disguise of literal meaning on text level. So in order to explain the term пртъа in X: 75 it can be speculated that пртъа here is related to the LXX, where παραβολή usually translates Hebrew māshāl, which is not so much connected with a textual narrative form like parabola, but is more concerned with sentential analogies.[footnoteRef:47] The meaning “analogy” may well be conserved here, as the Jewish interlocutors are trying to make a contrastive analogy between circumcised and uncircumcised Abrahamites. This remark, of course, is somehow speculative, but it is beyond speculation that the arguments contained in X: 75-81 are fully comprehensible. [46:  Р. М. Цейтлин, Р. Вечерка, Э. Благова, Старославянский словарь…, p. 514.]  [47:  “Ein māshāl entsteht durch einen Vergleichsvorgang. Der Vergleich kann zunächst sowohl in einem Analogie- als auch in einem Kontrastverhältnis zweier Größen bestehen” (K. Schoepflin, “[ל שָ מָ]- ein eigentümlicher Begriff der hebräischen Literatur”, Biblische Zeitschrift 46, 2002, p. 22seq.).] 
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ON EDITING THE SLAVONIC PSEUDO-ATHANASIAN QUAESTIONES AD ANTIOCHUM DUCEM 

WITH AN EDITION OF QQ 39-41 AS AN EXAMPLE[footnoteRef:1] [1:  The edition published here was initially meant to be part of a publication by the present author and Ilse De Vos with as a title “On the Icons, the Cross and the Donkey. Questions 39-41 of the Slavonic Quaestiones ad Antiochum Ducem”, for the Festschrift in honour of Joseph A. Munitiz SJ. Due to circumstances the article was never finished. However, the present edition of the group II/a version of QQ 39-41 of the QAD is the result of joint work on the Greek and Slavonic traditions, for which I would like to thank my co-editor Ilse. Moreover, many thanks are due to William Veder for generously sharing his materials on the subject, even though we disagree.  ] 






Lara Sels



	

	The basic idea underlying textual criticism, with its ‘common-error method’, is that of progressive textual corruption, and its quest for origins is often imbued with a sense of authorial originality and pristine perfection. If the perception of a textual tradition is in line with such a view – viz. of initial integrity and subsequent loss and distortion – the text critical endeavour and its ambition to restore the text will be straightforward. Some textual traditions, however, do not begin with an authorial creatio ex nihilo – as in the case of translations –, and some textual traditions are marked by repeated attempts to mend a perceived initial imperfection or incompleteness – for instance when translations are later compared to source text versions. Secondary pursuits of textual wholeness may imply the scribal use of multiple exemplars, and, in the case of translations, intermediary recourse ad fontes, with revised, expanded, conflated, ... witnesses as a result. This imposes limitations on reconstructive text editing.     



	In 2016 William Veder published an edition of the Pseudo-Athanasian erotapocritic collection Quaestiones ad Antiochum Ducem[footnoteRef:2] (henceforth QAD; CPG 2257; for the Greek collection of 137 QQ see PG 28, 597-700). The edition is shaped as an interlinear presentation of (1) the Greek source text, (2) a Glagolitic reconstruction, based on (3) a Cyrillic reconstruction of text version a’, believed to reflect a contemporary expanded version of an original 9th or 10th-century translation (version a),[footnoteRef:3] and (4) a Cyrillic reconstruction of text version b, considered a secondary revision.[footnoteRef:4] This approach is fully in line with Veder’s assessment of the textual evidence: the expanded text version a’, represented by the witnesses R and P,[footnoteRef:5] is considered primary, while text version b – with the Laurentian florilegium, or L, as its most prominent witness[footnoteRef:6] – is seen as an early revision of a’, and as the starting point for the more compact collections in subgroups c and d, both considered abridgements.[footnoteRef:7]  [2:  У. Федер, Въпроси и отговори към княз Антиох, Т. 1-2, Шумен, 2016; see on the subject also W. Veder, “Der ‘zweite südlavische Einfluss’ aus der Sicht der Textüberlieferung”, Welt der Slaven 59/1, 2014, p. 95‑110.]  [3:  “допълнение на първичния превод”, У. Федер, Въпроси и отговори..., T. 1, p. 19.]  [4:  “ревизия на a’ ”, ibid.]  [5:  On the one hand, the so-called Roman Patericon (Rimski paterik) in Cod. Pragensis, N. Mus. slav. IX.F.15 (14th c.) and on the other Cod. Petropolitanus, RNB, Sol. 1046 (18th c.).]  [6:  Cod. Petropolitanus, RNB, F.I.376 (1348), ed. К. Куев, Иван Александровият сборник от 1348, София, 1981.]  [7:  These ‘abridged versions of the revision’ (“кратки версии от ревизията на превода”) are published separately, У. Федер, Въпроси и отговори..., T. 2, p. 246-283.] 


	Veder perceives wholeness at the beginning of the QAD tradition: the witnesses on top of his stemma have near-complete collections of questions-and-answers (L has 123 QQ, R has 133 and P 132 QQ), and this is reflected in his ambitious reconstructive edition of the entire QAD corpus of 137 QQ, with an archetypal a’ text as a starting point.    



	However, there is a competing view in scholarship that sees the extensive collections of R, P and L as conflated, multi-layered versions with QQ of different age and origin, resulting from various attempts, especially from the 13th-14th centuries on, to rewrite and expand earlier, more limited collections, and to realign them with Greek versions of the QAD.[footnoteRef:8] In this view, the most pristine Slavonic QAD version is perceived as an ancient core of some 35 QQ, now hidden within the collections of several witnesses of Veder’s bcd-group (here called group I), while Veder’s a-group (here group II) is considered a literal, late, possibly Athonite translation (or retranslation, loosely based on a preexisting Slavonic text) on the basis of a late and isolated version of the Greek QAD.  [8:  L. Sels and I. De Vos, “The Slavonic Tradition of the Quaestiones ad Antiochum ducem: the Conflated Nature of Cod. pragensis slav. IX.F.15”, Byzantion 85, 2015, p. 379-400; L. Sels, “Reconsidering the Textual Transmission of the Slavonic Quaestiones ad Antiochum ducem”, Scripta & e-Scripta 16-17 (23rd International Congress of Byzantine Studies, Belgrade, 22-27 August 2016), 2017, p. 217‑242. ] 


	These views were expressed in earlier publications and need not be repeated here at length. The present article rather poses the question of the implications of these views for text editing, for the complex tradition of the Slavonic QAD. The scholarly disagreement, as well as the observation that the existing edition leaves important parts of the tradition invisible, inspires the modest editorial ambitions of the present contribution: to offer an alternative type of critical edition for the group II/a versions of the QAD, juxtaposed to different matching Greek versions. The present focus is entirely on the tradition of group II/a, which means that the disputed relationship with group I/bcd will not be addressed here. This brief, partial edition aims to provide illustrative evidence of the (undisputed) fact that a literal rendering of a late Greek QAD version lies at the basis of group II/a, and that the Prague codex R (which represents a’) offers a secondary, expanded and revised version, made with recourse to a different version of the Greek QAD, but also, more importantly, to argue that it is necessary to edit these versions accordingly, viz. separately and with sufficient data from the Greek tradition. It is not useful – even for group II alone – to condense all the evidence into a single archetypal text and to present it synoptically with a single Greek text. 

	For a huge and complex tradition as that of the Slavonic QAD, a bottom-up approach should be preferred: to start with solid partial editions for those textual stages that can, indeed, be edited critically as a unified whole, taking into account the Greek text versions involved in the (re)writing. As an example, a sample edition of the group II/a versions of QQ 39-41 is published here with matching Greek versions.  



	QQ 39-41 in the Greek and Slavonic traditions



	Questions-and-answers 39 to 41 make up an interesting part of the QAD, dealing with issues related to the iconoclast debate, that is, to the veneration of icons and the cross.[footnoteRef:9] In the Greek tradition, part of this brief cluster – viz. the beginning of Q39 together with a paraphrase of Q41, linked up to an unknown fragment and an excerpt from Athanasius’ third sermon against the Arians (CPG 2093) (PG 26, 329,38–332,23) – has known a separate transmission under the title Fragmentum sermonis de imaginibus (CPG 2259, PG 28, 709).[footnoteRef:10] The indirect tradition of Q39 has been treated in detail by Caroline Macé, who, among other things, has drawn attention to the parallels between parts of Q39 and fragments from John Moschus’ Spiritual Meadow and from Leontius of Neapolis’ Against the Jews. She also pointed to quotations from the pseudo-Athanasian Q39 in John Damascene’s third treatise against the iconoclasts, as well as in the Doctrina Patrum.[footnoteRef:11]  [9:  On the Greek text see esp. C. Macé, “Les Quaestiones ad Antiochum ducem d’un Pseudo-Athanase (CPG 2257). Un état de la question”, in M.-P. Bussières (ed.), La littérature des questions et réponses dans l’Antiquité profane et chrétienne (Instrumenta Patristica et Mediaevalia 64), Turnhout, 2013, p. 121-150. ]  [10:  Cf. ibid., p. 124-125; the Slavonic tradition of Athanasius’ sermons against the Arians, on the other hand, is well known, studied and edited – for the third sermon see P. Penkova’s edition: П. Пенкова, Свети Атанасий Алксандрийски (Велики). Трето слово против арианите. Изследване и издание на текста, София, 2016 (no Slavonic translation of the Fragmentum is attested).   ]  [11:  See C. Macé, “Les Quaestiones ad Antiochum ducem …”, p. 128-143. It is also interesting to note that, in the 12th century, the question of the donkey, laid in the mouth of Jews and Hellenes in Q40 (If the cross should be honoured because Christ was crucified on it, why should donkeys not be venerated because Christ sat on one?) is also found in the Contra Patarenos by Ugo Eteriano, active in the second half of the 12th century at the court at Constantinople during the reign of emperor Manuel I Comnenus – cf. Hugh Eteriano: Contra Patarenos, Edited and Translated with a Commentary by J. Hamilton, with a Description of the Manuscripts by S. Hamilton and an Historical Introduction by B. Hamilton (The Medieval Mediterranean. Peoples, Economies and Cultures, 400-1500, 55), Leiden - Boston, 2004, p. 189-190. ] 


	In the Slavonic tradition this little cluster of three questions is found in group II/a as well as I/b, but always as a part of the more extensive collections (which may mean that they were not included in the most pristine QAD corpus). Here we will focus on group II/a and its subgroups. QQ 39‑41 are found in group IIT-120, a collection of 120 QQ, first described in a group of four manuscripts from the Trinity Laura of St Sergius but probably attested in some 20 to 25 additional witnesses.[footnoteRef:12] It has been shown that these witnesses represent a version of the QAD (be it an independent translation or a retranslation) made on the basis of a Greek model close to the 16th-c. Greek codex Oxford, Bodleian Auct F.4.7 (misc. 106) (sigl. 97). However, QQ 39-41 are not only found in “pure” IIT‑120 witnesses, but also in witnesses containing an expanded compilation, esp. in the Prague Rimski paterik (sigl. R) – the sole representative of subgroup IIR-133, with 13 additional QQ[footnoteRef:13] – and in the even further expanded (and conflated) witnesses of subgroup IIP-136, with 16 additional QQ.[footnoteRef:14]  [12:  That is, according to descriptions and incipits in Kuev’s list of manuscripts, see К. Куев, Иван Александровият сборник..., p. 219-244.]  [13:  Cod. Pragensis, N. Mus. slav. IX.F.15 (14th c.), or the “Prague Rimski paterik” (Bulg. rec.), see L. Sels and I. De Vos, “The Slavonic Tradition…”, esp. p. 385-392 (where the manuscript is referred to not as R but Pr). ]  [14:  Codd. Mosquensis – RGB f. 205, 189 (16th c.) (K10) and Petropolitanus – RNB Sol. 1046 (18th c.) (P); on the latter, published by Porfir’ev in 1890 (И. Я. Порфирьев, “Апокрифические сказания о новозаветных лицах и событиях по рукописям Соловецкой библиотеки”, in Сборник отделения русского языка и словесности Императорской академии наук 62/4, 1890, p. 327‑378), see ibid., esp. 392-394, and L. Sels, “Reconsidering the Textual Transmission …”, p. 226-230. ] 


	The sample edition below offers an excellent illustration of how the revision in the R (or IIR-133) was done: for many QQ the text of IIT-120 is simply kept – such as in the case of Q39 (IIR-133 = IIT-120) –, while other questions show signs of slight rewriting – such as in the case of Q40 (IIR-133 ~ IIT-120). In some instances, however, the text of IIR-133 clearly depends on a different Greek exemplar – as in the case of the larger part of Q41 (IIR-133 ≠ IIT-120). The edition visualizes the way in which the scribe abandons his basic text in this question, esp. where the Greek ‘majority text’ seems to be more verbose (which seems to be in line with his striving for completeness also observed in the addition of 13 QQ to the collection).



Editorial principles and sigla lists

(1) The first column of the edition contains Gr97/T, that is, a reconstruction of the common ancestor of the Greek Oxford codex, Bodleian Auct F.4.07 (or 97; QAs 39-41 are on ff. 213r-215r) and the Slavonic T-redaction (IIT‑120) – or, in other words, the Greek text that gave rise to the QAD versions of both the Oxford codex and Slavonic subgroup IIT‑120. I am grateful to Ilse Devos for the establishment of this text, on the basis of 97, three other witnesses that belong to the larger Greek branch (131, 114, 115), and the Slavonic T-version. An apparatus variarum lectionum is added underneath each question in the same column. 



Branch MSS 131 + 114/115

131 = Cod. Athous Vatopedi 38 (first half 10th c.) 

114 = Cod. Florentinus Laurentianus, Conv. Soppr. 627 (13th c.)

115 = Cod. Florentinus Laurentianus, Plut. 59.13 (15th-16th c.)



Branch MS 97 + SlavT

97 = Cod. Oxoniensis Bodleianus, Auct F.4.07 (misc. 106) (16th c.) 



(2) The second column features the text of the Slavonic ‘Trinity Laura group’ of 120 QQ, or IIT-120, established on the basis of the 10 witnesses listed below, that is, on the basis of the same witnesses also collated by William Veder, to which the (admittedly secondary) Volokolamsk group is added, as well as one witness of South Slavonic recension, viz. codex Berlin, Slav. Wuk. 45.[footnoteRef:15]  [15:  It should be noted that the Berolinensis has an additional question added to its corpus of 120, viz. a group I/b version of the last question, Q137, but apart from this it has all characteristics of group IIT-120. ] 


The text is rendered in normalized OCS orthography[footnoteRef:16] with modern punctuation, adapted to correspond to the Greek Vorlage. Some text parts are underlined to visualize the unique correspondence with – and dependence on – Gr97/T in the first column (as compared to the majority text of the Greek QAD), while others are put in italics to mark the differences (especially prominent in Q41, and to a lesser extent Q40 – with the text version found in the Prague codex, R (or IIR-133), in the third column.  [16:  Which solves the issue of the various linguistic recensions. Note that also the readings in the apparatus variarum lectionum are rendered in normalized orthography to avoid an apparatus overburdened with orthographical variants. If, however, the precise orthography is relevant for the assessment of the variation, it is offered in italics to supplement the normalized rendering.] 




B = Cod. Berolinensis, Staatsbibliothek, Slav. Wuk. 45 (15th c.) [Serb.] [K17]

T1 = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 304 (TrS), 122 (15th c.) [Veder 2014: T22] 

Vo = Volokolamsk group (consensus codicum) (16th c.)

V1 = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 113 (Volok.), 512 (16th c.)

V2 = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 113 (Volok.), 529 (16th c.)	

V3 = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 113 (Volok.), 522 (16th c.)	

V4 = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 113 (Volok.), 645 (16th c.)

T2 = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 304 (TrS), 750 (15th c.) [Veder 2014: T50] 

T3 = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 304 (TrS), 190 (1418) [Veder 2014: T90] 

T4 = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 304 (TrS), 166 (16th c.) [Veder 2014: T66] 

A = Cod. Mosquensis, RGB, f. 173.I, 50 (15th c.) [Sels and De Vos 2015: MT]



An apparatus variarum lectionum is added underneath each question, extended to the third column for QQ 39 and 40 (where the text versions of IIT-120 and IIR-133 are identical or close) but not for Q41 (as it reflects a different Greek exemplar). Besides references to the listed witnesses, the apparatus contains references to the readings in Veder’s edition of 2016 (sigl. Ved.) and – at least for QQ 39-40 – to the readings of the Prague codex in column three (sigl. R); both sigla are put in square brackets, as they do not strictly speaking belong to this text group (as Veder does not claim to edit a/IIT-20 but rather a’).



(3) The third column contains a diplomatic transcription of QQ 39-41 in the Prague codex, sole witness to subgroup IIR-133, with original punctuation and abbreviations preserved, and superscript letters put between brackets. Some passages are underlined to visualize the correspondence with both Gr97/T and IIT-120, while double underlining (only in Q41) shows the correspondence with the Greek ‘majority text’ in column four. Italics are used to mark the differences – be they attributable to different Greek source texts or not – with the text of IIT-120 in the second column.

R = Cod. Pragensis, N. Mus., slav. IX.F.15 (14th c.) (Prague Rimski paterik) [Bulg.] [Sels and De Vos 2015: Pr][footnoteRef:17] [17:  See J. Vašica and J. Vajs, Soupis staroslovanských rukopisů Národního Musea v Praze, Praha, 1957, p. 224-228.] 




Witness P (Cod. Petropolitanus, RNB, Sol. 1046) – which is also used by Veder to establish the a’ text – is not included here, first, because it brings nothing new to the text of QQ 39-41, and, second, because its entire QAD collection, referred to as IIP‑136, testifies to a further conflation of IIR‑133.

 

(4) The fourth column contains the Greek ‘majority text’ as established by Ilse Devos, who has collated most of the Greek witnesses for this passage, indicating the instances where it differs from the text published in Migne’s Patrologia graeca.[footnoteRef:18] The text proposed here as a ‘majority text’ is, of course, necessarily a generalization, and it does not claim to be anything else than a basis for comparison with Gr97/T and with the Slavonic text of R in Q41 (that is, where the latter does not follow the reading of IIT-120).[footnoteRef:19]   [18:  For QQ 39-41, PG 28, 621-624.]  [19:  The text would also be relevant with a view to the text of group I/b (L), which falls outside the scope of the present paper.] 
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Observations

(1) 	The juxtaposition of columns I and II shows that the common ancestor of the Greek witness 97 and the Slavonic T-translation (Gr97/T) can be reconstructed perfectly: often there is full agreement between Slavonic IIT‑120 and all witnesses of this particular Greek branch, viz. 131, 114, 115 and 97 (against the Greek ‘majority text’, e.g. Q39 … τὸν πρὸς τοὺς ἁγίους ὃν ἐμφανίζομεν τοῦτο ποιοῦντες ~ … же къ свѧтымъ ѭже ꙗвлꙗемъ се творѧште IIT‑120 < > … ὃν ἐμφανίζομεν τοῦτο ποιοῦντες Grmaj, or in the same question: οἱ ἀποστρεφόμενοι τὰς εἰκόνας ~ отъвраштаѭште сѧ свѧтыхъ конъ IIT‑120 < > ἀποστρεφόμενοι Grmaj). In other passages the common ancestor can be reconstructed either on the basis of consensus between Slav IIT-120 and 97, or on the basis of consensus between Slav IIT-120 and 131, 114, 115:

· where 97 and IIT‑120 share unique readings against all other witnesses, those readings must have been in the common ancestor, e.g. 

· Q39, var. 13: ἀσπαζόνται 97 ~ лобъꙁаѭтъ IIT‑120 < > ἀσπαζόμεθα 131 114 115 (et Grmaj)

· Q40, var. 5: ἐφυγάδευσεν 97 ~ прогъна IIT‑120 < > om. 131 114 115 (et Grmaj)   

· Q41, var. 4:  ἀντιτύπους 97 ~ подобообраꙁьны IIT-120 < > ἀντιτύπους τοῦ σταυροῦ 131 114 115 (et Grmaj ~ равьнообраꙁьны крьстоу IIR-133)   

· where IIT-120 shares readings with 131, 114, 115 against 97, those readings must have been in the common ancestor, while in these instances the readings of  97 should be considered secondary, e.g.

· Q39, var. 10: ὁ Ἰακὼβ μέλλων 131 114 115 (et Grmaj) ~ Іаковъ хотѧ IIT-120  < > τοῦ Ἰακὼβ μέλλοντος 97  

· Q39, var. 21: ἄψυχος 131 114 115 (et Grmaj) ~ беꙁдоушьны IIT‑120 < > ἔμψυχος 97a.c., ψυχος 97p.c.   

· Q41, var. 8:  προσκυνοῦντας 131 114 (et Grmaj) ~ покланꙗѭштмъ сѧ IIT-120 < > προσκυνοῦσιν 97 (et προσκυνοῦμεν 115)
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(2) 	The close match with the Greek text allows for an easy reconstruction of the archetypal text of IIT-120: textual variation can easily be assessed and a stemma codicum can be drawn up for the witnesses included in the collation (always keeping in mind that this edition was made on the relatively narrow basis of about one third of the extant witnesses). The patterns of variation are quite consistent, and allow for a solidly argued stemma, as shown below. 

· For sub-branch η (consensus T2 T3), see var. 39, 5, 8, 11, 12, 16, 24, 30, 37, 39, 51, 55; 40, 3, 11; 41, 13, 23  

· For sub-branch ε (consensus A T4), see var. 39, 21, 25, 49, 52, 57, 41, 6, 19  

· For sub-branch δ (consensus A T4 T2 T3), see var. 39, 9, 40, 2, 7, 41, 4, 18

· For sub-branch γ (consensus T1 Vo), see var. 39, 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 14, 23, 54, 56, 40, 1, 6, 41, 1, 3, 7, 16

· For sub-branch β (consensus T1 Vo A T4 T2 T3), see 39, 20, 26, 28, 38, 41, 20, 22



Clearly the Codex Berolinensis (B) approaches the archetype most (39, 20 and 26: twice  for καὶ in the Greek exemplar, omitted in all other Slavonic 







[image: ]witnesses; 39, 28: ѥстьство for φύσιν in the Greek exemplar – in line with the literal approach observed throughout this translation – but ѥстьствомь in all other Slavonic witnesses but one; 39, 38: вътѣлесено for Greek ἔνσωμος, but variants of въ тѣлесе нъ or въ тѣлес нъ in the other Slavonic witnesses; 41, 20 and 22: twice л for ἢ in the Greek exemplar, but  in all other Slavonic witnesses).[footnoteRef:20] [20:  For this codex see E. Matthes, Katalog der slavischen Handschriften in Bibliotheken der Bundesrepublik Deutschland, Wiesbaden, 1990, p. 49-55, and Conev’s older but more detailed description: Б. Цонев, Славянски ръкописи в Берлинската държавна библиотека (Сборник на Българската академия на науките 31), София, 1937, p. 54-78. Interestingly, this codex is also known as the sole witness to the second, 14th-century translation of the so-called Sôterios, in the Slavonic tradition known as the Symeonic florilegium – see F.J. Thomson, “A Comparison of the Contents of the Two Translations of the Symeonic Florilegium on the Basis of the Greek Original Texts”, in Кирило-Методиевски студии, Т. 17, София, 2007, p. 721‑758. ] 




With both the Greek exemplar and the Slavonic archetypal text of branch IIT120 firmly established, the Slavonic T-text can positively be characterized as a very literal translation – previous research has pointed out that this close match with the Greek can also be seen on a higher, structural level, viz. on the level of the number and the order of the QQ.[footnoteRef:21] While the present approach allows for valid conclusions concerning language and translation technique (also relevant for the date and place of origin of this particular text version), this is hardly possible on the basis of the existing QAD edition, as it presents a revised text next to a non-matching Greek text, without fully documenting the stage of initial translation in any other way. Some examples:  [21:  See L. Sels and I. De Vos, “The Slavonic Tradition…”, p. 380-381, esp. table 1, and Sels, “Reconsidering the Textual Transmission…”, p. 226-227.] 


Q40 (Veder 2016, p. 79) 

Gr 	ὀφείλομεν λοιπὸν καὶ τοὺς ὄνους ἀσπάζεσθαι

a’		длъжьн ѥсмъ проеѥ  осьломъ покланꙗт сѧ  лобъꙁат

There is no indication in the edition that the original IIT-120 translation of τοὺς ὄνους ἀσπάζεσθαι is the perfectly literal осьлы лобъꙁат. 



Gr		Οὐκ ἐν τῷ ὄνῷ 	ὁ Χριστὸς τὸν διάβολον κατήργησε

a’		Не осьлѧтемь Хрстосъ дꙗвола оупраꙁдьнлъ ѥстъ

The edition does not allow to see that the perfect оупраꙁдьнлъ ѥстъ is secondary and that in the original IIT-120 translation the Greek aorist κατήργησε was translated as a Slavonic aorist оупраꙁдн.



Q41 (Veder 2016, p. 81) 

Gr 	δυνάμεθα τὰ δύο ξύλα χωρίσαι καὶ τὸν τύπον τοῦ σταυροῦ διαλύσαι

a’	можемъ дъвѣ онѣ дрѣвѣ раꙁдѣлвъше  обраꙁъ крьстьны раꙁорвъше

χωρίσαι : χωρίσαντες = a’b   διαλύσαι : διαλύσαντες = a’b

The indication, underneath, of the Greek variant (χωρίσαντες … διαλύσαντες) that is in line with the reading of group a’ explains, of course, the non-matching Slavonic text presented here, but nothing indicates the process from a literal translation to a later adaptation under the influence of a different Greek source text: 

Gr97/T 	δυνάμεθα τὰ δύο ξύλα χωρίσαι καὶ τὸν τύπον τοῦ σταυροῦ διαλύσαι

IIT-120 	можемъ обѣ дрѣвѣ раꙁдѣлт  обраꙁъ крьстьны раꙁорт

 Grmaj	δυνάμεθα, τὰ δύο ξύλα χωρίσαντες καὶ τὸν τύπον τοῦ σταυροῦ διαλύσαντες

 IIR-133	можемъ дъвѣ онѣ дрѣвѣ раꙁдѣлвъше  обраꙁъ крьстьны раꙁорвъше



(3) 	The text published here clearly illustrates the secondary and conflated nature of the collection of the Prague witness R (= IIR-133) (which is also true of P ~ IIP-136), used as a basic for Veder’s reconstruction of a’. A striving for completeness – in the number of QQ as well as in the text itself of particular QQ – has prompted a scribe to alter and expand a preexisting version a. A similar desire to achieve completeness may have led the present-day editor to prioritize this revised text (a’) over a clearly primary but more limited version a (IIT‑120). 

It is certainly true that for those passages in R (IIR-133) that coincide with the text version of IIT‑120, it is an excellent witness: in almost all cases where B has a good reading against the other witnesses (viz. against branch β), it shares this reading with R (with the exception of 39, 28). Other secondary readings found in R in the brief fragment of these three QQ are either insignificant (viz. 39, 2 Богѹ = τοῦ Θεοῦ] Господоу, together with T1 Vo, and 39, 29 Господа = Κύριον] Бога, together with T1 Vo T4) or conscious innovations, as in Q41. But because of this conscious revision, it is methodologically unsound to include R’s readings in the argument for the constitutio textus of IIT‑120, as it is hazardous to distinguish between passages with proper readings but still in line with the IIT-120 tradition, and passages that fall outside the IIT-120 tradition because their peculiar readings are already part and parcel of the IIR-133 revision. 

(4) 	Some remarks about the Greek ‘majority text’, which claims to be nothing more than a basis for comparison: if it proves anything (apart from the fact that the Patrologia graeca often provides a flawed basis for collation), it is the fact that almost all Slavonic group II readings have a close match in the Greek tradition, that the different group II versions are all quite literal renderings of known Greek antecedents. And it illustrates the fact that it is rewarding to compare the Slavonic tradition with the Greek tradition (rather than just with ‘the Greek text’), not only for the establishment of the text and the assessment of the translation technique, but also for the identification of revision layers.

In this contribution a tiny piece of the huge and immensely complex tradition of the Slavonic Quaestiones ad Antiochum has been examined, that is, only three out of 137 QQ, in only two of at least six text versions, using only one third of the manuscript evidence available for these versions. However, the article clearly illustrates how well we know the Greek exemplar of the text version examined here, IIT‑120, and how this enhances an accurate editing of the IIT-120 text. This, together with an insight into the broader Greek tradition, allows for a clear understanding of the revision process in IIR-133, which has been illustrated for QQ 39-41. The present author’s argument for a relatively late (13th-14th c.) date for the IIT-120 text need not be repeated here.[footnoteRef:22] Finally, this contribution is also a plea for separate and more in-depth editions of consistent parts within the QAD tradition – of various redaction layers, of various collections of QQ –, taking into account the Greek text where possible, to do full justice to the multi-layered transmission history of the Slavonic QAD, and as a solid basis for an opinion about the way in which all these different layers interconnect.  [22:  Sels, “Reconsidering the Textual Transmission …”, p. 230.] 
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In transfigurationem Domini von Proklus von Konstantinopel (BHG 1980 / CPG 5807) in der südslavischen mittelalterlichen Literatur*

Lora Taseva


Dem konstantinopolitanischen Erzbischof Proklus (ca. 390-446) werden knapp 20 Homilien zugeschrieben, aber einige darunter haben eine zweifelhafte Attribution.
 Mit seinem Namen werden drei Texte für das Fest der Verklärung des Herrn in der byzantinischen Überlieferung verbunden: BHG 1974s / CPG 5872, BHG 1980 / CPG 5807, BHG 1994 / CPG 5253 und 5207/2. Aber laut Radu Gârbacea ist nur der zweite – BHG 1980 / CPG 5807 (Inc. Δεῦτε, φίλοι, καὶ σήμερον τῶν εὐαγγελικῶν ἀόκνως ἐφαψώμεθα θησαυρῶν...) ein authentisches Werk von ihm.
 


In die slavische Literatur wird diese Homilie noch in der altbulgarischen Epoche übernommen. Ch. Hannik ist der Meinung, dass die Homilie vier Fassungen hat.
 K. Ivanova, die mehr Quellen bearbeitet hat, stellt in den südslavischen Kalendersammlungen drei verschiedene Übersetzungen fest – zwei in Sammlungen der alten Redaktion und eine in Handschriften nach der neuen/Jerusalemer Redaktion.
 Der Unterschied zwischen den beiden Forschern betrifft die Abschriften im sog. Zlatoust von Jagić und im Zagreber Codex HAZU III.c.22. Laut Hannick gehören sie zu verschiedenen Fassungen, und laut Ivanova vetreten beide die zweite (b) altbulgarische Version. Ich neige zu letzterer Meinung und bringe eine textologische Argumentation dafür in einer anderen Publikation.
 


Das Phänomen von Mehrfachübersetzungen ist in der mittelalterlichen Literatur der orthodoxen Slaven erstaunlich oft vertreten. Es gibt eine große Menge von Publikationen, die die Rezeption konkreter (überwiegend patristischer) Texte erforschen. Ein auch nur oberflächlicher Überblick ist in diesem Aufsatz nicht möglich und auch nicht unbedingt notwendig. Ich will hier lediglich das Buch von E. Mirčeva erwähnen, das in den letzten Jahren das wichtigste verallgemeinernde Werk zum Thema südslavische Mehrfach-übersetzungen darstellt.
 Der vorliegende Artikel beschränkt sich auf die bulgarischen Fassungen der Homilie von Proklus In transfigurationem. Seine Ziele sind folgende: einerseits die Unabhängigkeit der drei Übersetzungen zu beweisen und die Frage zu beantworten, ob sie auf dieselbe Redaktion des byzantinischen Textes zurückgehen, und andererseits ihre Übersetzungs-prinzipien und -technik zu vergleichen. Eine breitere Kontextualisierung der Beobachtungen bleibt zukünftigen Publikationen vorbehalten. 


Die Quellen meiner Beobachtungen sind folgende:


Die byzantinische Homilie wird nach PG 65, coll. 764-772, benutzt, wo sie zusammen mit anderen Werken von Proklus von Konstantinopel herausgegeben ist.
 Wegen des Fehlens einer kritischen Ausgabe bin ich gezwungen, mit der nichtkritischen zu arbeiten, wobei ich eine gewisse Unsicherkeit bezüglich des griechischen „Originals“ und das Risiko der Unzuverlässigkeit der Daten in Kauf nehme.
 


Kl. Ivanova bezeichnet die drei slavischen Versionen durch die kyrillischen Buchstaben ‘а’, ‘б’ und ‘в’.
 Ich behalte die von ihr eingeführte Reihenfolge bei, verwende aber im Folgenden die Siglen mit Großbuchstaben ‘A’, ‘B’ und ‘C’. Folgende slavischen Abschriften konnte ich untersuchen.
   

A 



Mih 
Zagreb, HAZU, Hs. III.c.19 (Homiliar von Mihanović), Ende 13. Jh. – erste Hälfte des. 14. Jh.
, Orthographie von Ras
 

B 



Z 
Zagreb, HAZU, Hs. III.c.22, 3. Viertel des 14. Jh., Orthographie von Rassa (Hauptquelle für B)


J  
Sankt-Petersburg, RNB, Hs. Q.п.I.56 (Jagičev Zlatoust), 13.-14. Jh., bulgarische Orthographie mit zwei Buchstaben für die ehemaligen Nasalvokale
 

Bel 
Belgrad, Patriarchatsbibliothek, Hs. 219, 1381, Orthographie von Ras
 


M 
Moskau, Russische Staatsbibliothek, Hs. ф. 178, № 10272, 3. Viertel des 14. Jh., Orthographie von Ras
 

C


RM 
Rila Kloster, Hs. 4/8 (von Vladislav Gramatik geschrieben), 1479, Orthographie von Ras, (Hauptquelle für C)


Iv 
Iviron Kloster, Hs. Sl. 10, erste Hälfte 15. Jh., Orthographie mit zwei Jers, ohne Buchstaben für ehemalige Nasalvokale


Dr  
Dragomirna Kloster, Hs. 791, zweite Hälfte 15. Jh., moldavisch


BAR 
Bibliothek der Rumänische Akademie, Hs. Sl. 305, Ende 15. Jh., Orthographie von Ras
 


PBS 
Belgrad, Patriarchatsbibliothek, Hs. 281, 1555, serbische Orthographie


MSPC 
Belgrad, Museum der Serbischen Orthodoxen Kirche, Hs. 106, 1575-1585, serbische Orthographie


UB 
Beograd, Universitätsbibliothek, Hs. 1, 1595, serbische Orthographie


G56 
Sankt-Petersburg, Russische Nationalbibliothek, Hs. Gil’ferding 56 (abgeschrieben von Mardarij von Rila), 1509, bulgarische Orthographie 
 

G53  
Sankt-Petersburg, Russische Nationalbibliothek, Hs. Gil’ferding 53, letztes Viertel des 15 Jh. – Anfang des 16. Jh.,
 Orthographie von Resava


446 
Hilandar Kloster, Hs. 446, 17. Jh., Orthographie von Resava


487  
Hilandar Kloster, Hs. 487, 17. Jh., Orthographie von Resava

489 
Hilandar Kloster, Hs. 489, 17. Jh., Orthographie von Resava

649 
Hilandar Kloster, Hs. 649, 17. Jh., bulgarische Orthographie ohne Buchstaben für ehemalige Nasalvokale


Von den in „Bibliotheca hagiographica“ gelisteten Abschriften dieser Homilie sind in der Untersuchung nur zwei Kopien – ZPMH 72 (1538, moldavisch) und OLDP, F. 421 (16. Jh. moldavisch) – nicht berücksichtigt, denn es ist mir nicht gelungen Photos davon zu bekommen. Beide gehören zur Fassung C. 


Nach diesen Erläuterungen gehe ich zur vergleichenden Analyse der Übersetzungen über. Ihr Verhältnis zum griechischen Text wird auf drei Еbenen verfolgt: Textvollständigkeit, Syntax und Lexik.

I. Textvollständigkeit


Im großen und ganzen geben die drei Übersetzungen den griechischen Text in PG ziemlich genau wieder. 

I.1. Auslassungen


Die Auslassungen beschränken sich auf zwei kurze Textpassagen in A und eine in B sowie auf einzelne Phrasen und Wörter in allen drei Übersetzungen.


I.1.1. Textpassagen 

768,12-15: εἰ ἐνταῦθα Χριστὸς κατελίμπανεν ἡμᾶς, τίνος χάριν ἐκοινώνησεν ἡμῖν αἵματος καὶ σαρκός; εἰ ἐνταῦθα Χριστὸς κατελίμπανεν ἡμᾶς, τίνος χάριν συγκατέβη τῷ πεσόντι, καὶ τὸν κείμενον ἥγειρεν;

A om.


B л на се хⷭ҇ь став ны• [om. J] кого раⷣ [om. J  дѣлⸯма Bel] прест се пльт  крьвы• л на с [се J Bel] хⷭ҇ь став ны [прде J]• [+  J] кого дѣлⸯма [дѣлꙗ Bel] снде на [наⷣ Bel  + ада  J] падⸯшаго се•  лежещаго вьꙁⷣвже•


C а͗ще ꙁдѐ [+ хс G56] ͗ста́вть на́сь, есо [ьсо BAR Dr] рад̀ пр͗бⸯщ се на́мь [om. 487] крь́в ͗ пль́т [tr. UB 487 489 649]• а͗ще ꙁдѐ хс́ [om. 487 489 649] ͗ста́вть на́сь, е́со [ьсо BAR Dr  е́о sic! MSPC] рад̀ сън́де [аще ... сън́де om. G53 446  ‑ѣ UB] къ па́дшомоу ͗ ле́жещее въꙁста́в•

764,31-34: ὄρος ὑψηλὸν, ἐν ᾧ Μωϋσῆς, ὁ ἀνοίξας καὶ  κλείσας τῆς Ἐρυθρᾶς θαλάσσης τὰ συστήματα· ὄρος ὑψηλὸν, ἐν ᾧ Ἠλίας, ὁ ἀνοίξας καὶ κλείσας τῶν ὑδάτων τὰ ὀμβρήματα·


A гора вы͗сока на нѣ͗же мос• ѿврьꙁы͗͗ ͑ ꙁатворвы͗͗ рьмнаа͑го ꙁбора• гора высока на нѣже ͑лꙗ͗• ѿврьꙁь ͑ ꙁатворвь дьждевьнаꙗ͗ шьствꙗ͗• гра̑ высѡ́ка [-аа 487 489 649], на н́же ͗лїа [͗лї UB] ꙁаклю́вы [-в Iv] ͗ ѿврь́ꙁы [-ꙁ Iv] дъ́ждевнаа ͗дъжде́нїа [сьхожⷣенїа G53]•


B om.

C г̑роу высѡ́кꙋ [г•в• redupl. Iv  -ꙋю͗ PBS MSPC], на н́же мѡѵ̈с̑ ѿврь́ꙁы [-ꙁы G53] ͗ ꙁатво́рвы [-ы BAR UB G53 G56 446 487 489 649] м́ра съставл́нїа•

I.1.2. Phrasen


Fehlende Phrasen gibt es selten in A und C, aber oft in B. Einige Beispiele:


- in A

765,52-54: καὶ ἀνήρπασε τοὺς ἀπ’ αίῶνος ἐκείσε καθεύδοντας. 


A  om.

B   ѿ вѣка сѣдеще [сѫщѫѫ J] вь тмѣ ꙁвеⷣ: 

C ͗ ͗схы́т же [om. PBS MSPC] ѿ вѣ́ка спе́щее•

768,39-40: τί δῆτα περιττὰ προπετεύῃ, 


A om. 


B [то] двоц не пасⸯно•

C то̀ соу́гꙋбо продрь́ꙁꙋеш [-аеш Dr UB G56]•


769,29: Εἰκῆ τοίνυν κατῆλθεν ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς, 


A om. 

B прїде ннꙗ  сⸯнде на ꙁемлю [ꙁемл Bel]• 

C а͗ще ꙋ͗бѡ̀ сън́де на ꙁемлю̀• 


- in B

765,2-3: κατὰ τὸν νόμον, ἐπισπάσηται μάρτυρας,


A по ꙁаконоу прі͑млть свѣдѣтел•


B ꙁвеⷣть [ꙁведь M]• послоухы [-ь J], 

C по ꙁа́конꙋ пртрь́гнеть свѣдѣ́тел [-ѧ 649],

765,7-8: Ὁρῶν γὰρ ὁ Ἰούδας παρὰ τὸ ὄρος Ἀνδρέαν, Θωμᾶν, Φίλιππον,


A Вде бо ͑ю͑да пр горѣ андрѣю͗ ѳомоу фліпа• 


B вде [- J] же юда, анⸯдрею [-ꙗ J], ѳомоу же  флпа [флпⸯпа Bel]•

C ꙁре̑ [ꙁр́т G53  -ѧ 649] бо і͗оу̑да поⷣ го́рою а͗ндре́а [-ю 489  -ѧ 649] ѳѡмо҄у фїлїппа•

769,9-10: αἰθέρα πυρώσαντι, καὶ τὰ πάντα σὺν ἐμοὶ πρὸ αἰώνων δημιουργήσαντι; 


A Mih ͑ѳурь раждегшю͗моу• ͑ все с мною͗ прѣдь вѣкы͗ сꙁдавшю͗моу коущю͗•


B  [om.  J + кровь J] слнце ражⷣегⸯша• 

C є͗ѳе́ра [͗ не́каа UB вьꙁдоу́хь G53] ражде́гшомоу; ͗ въса̀ [-ѣ̀ Dr  -ѧ 649] съ мною̀ прѣжⷣе вѣкь съдѣ́телствовавшомоу [дѣтелⸯствовавшомꙋ BAR]•


769,34-35: καὶ μένει τὰ παλαιὰ τῶν προφητῶν ἀβέβαια ρήματα. 


A ͑ прѣбы͗ваю͑ть прѣжднꙗ нео͑у͑трвьжⸯдена пррⷭ҇каꙗ͗ словеса•


B  прѣбыває пакы• 

C ͗ боу́дꙋть дре́внї [дрѣвны̏ MSPC дрѣвнї G53] прⷪ҇рьсцї [-стї BAR Dr UB G56] гл [глсы G53] не͗ꙁвѣ́стн [-ї Iv BAR G53]•


772,15-17: ὡς ἀνεξερεύνητα τὰ κρίματα αὐτοῦ, καὶ ἀνεξιχνίαστοι αἱ ὁδοὶ αὐτοῦ. 


A ꙗ͑ко не͑спы͗тан соудю͗ ͑го• ͑ не͑слѣжден поут͗ ͑го•


B ѡ͗҇ несптаны [несьпсан J неспітны Bel неспытаньны M] соуды [соудбꙙ M] го• 

C ꙗ͗ко не͗спы́таны [-анн Iv  -їе PBS MSPC -анны G53 446 489 -аннї 487 649] соу́дбы е́го̀ ͗ не͗ꙁслѣ́дован [-нны BAR G53 -нї͗ PBS MSPC -нн Iv G56 487 489 649] поу́тїе [-ты̏ PBS MSPC UB] е͗го̀•


- in C

769,14-15: Οὐκοῦν ἐπειδὴ σὺ τρεῖς σκηνὰς ἐγεῖραι βούλει, μὴ εἰδὼς ὅπερ λέγεις,


A да лмаⷤ ты͗͗ кⷹ҇ще хощеш поставті• не вѣды͗͗ ͑же глш• 

B нь л два л тр кровы мыслыш вьꙁⷣвыгноут [tr. в• м• M]• не вѣды ⸯто глш•

C тѣ́мже пон́же ты̏ сѣ́н [-ъ BAR -ь MSPC] въꙁⷣв́гноут съвѣ́щаваеш [tr. MSPC сьвещае́ш Iv], 

772,6-7: καὶ ὅς ἀπαισχυνθῇ αὐτὸν καὶ τοὺς αὐτοῦ λόγους. 


A ͑ і͑же а͑ще ͑го посты͗дт се ͑ того словесь•


B  [om. J] же аще срамлꙗтⸯ се [посрамлѣєть сѧ J Bel] того [его Bel]  словесь [-ве Bel] єго•


C ͗ же ꙋ͗б̀ [om. Iv BAR PBS MSPC UB G56] а͗ще то́го посты́дт се, 


Manchmals fehlen gleiche Ausdrücke in zwei Übersetzungen:



- in A und C

769,17-18: Οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ ϒἱός μου ὁ ἀγαπητὸς, ἐν ᾧ ηὐδόκησα.
 

A сь ⷭ҇ сы͗нь мо͗ лю͑бмы͗͗•  

B сь ⷭ҇ снь мо вьꙁⸯлюблнⸯны•  нмⸯже блгоꙁволⷯ҇• [+ того послоушате J]

C съ́ [съ̏ Iv BAR PBS] ⷭ҇ снь мо̀ въꙁлюбл́ны [-нны G53 649]• 


- in B und C 


768,39-40: τί δῆτα περιττὰ προπετεύῃ, 


A om. 


B [то] двоц непасⸯно 

C то̀ соу́гꙋбо продрь́ꙁꙋеш [-аеш Dr UB G56]• 


Selten stimmen die Auslassungen in allen drei Versionen überein:


765,13-14: καὶ τὴν τοῦ μύρον τιμὴν ἀλειψάσῃ ἀναιτίως βασκαίνων,


A ͑ пото мро беꙁ вны ꙁавде͗•

B  мро [творьца J] беꙁь вны клеветава [оклеветаѫ J]• 


C ͗ мѵ̈роу [м́роу Dr] беꙁвно́вномꙋ ꙁав́де [-ѣ Iv UB G53 G56   -ѧ 649]•

I.1.3 Einzelne Wörter


Dutzende verschiedener Wörter fehlen in den verschiedenen Übersetzungen: 



- nur in А


768,11-12: ἔκλινεν οὐρανοὺς καὶ κατέβη; 


A ѡ͑бнꙁ се падьшⷹ҇моу ͗ лежещаа͑го вьстав͗• 

B прѣклон• нбⷭ҇а  снде [om. J]•

C прѣкл́н̀ [-нь PBS MSPC] нбса ͗ [om. MSPC] сън́де [-ѣ UB]• 

768,16-17: εἰς μάτην ἐκλήθης τῶν οὐρανῶν κλειδοῦχος. 


A вь поустошь нареень ͑с клю͗арь• 


B вьсоу нареⷱ҇ се нбомь [нбсемь M] клюарь•


C въсоу̀е наре́е се нбсны клю́арь•


- nur in B

765,24-25: οὐ τὸ παράδοξον σκοπήσας τῆς θείας ἐλλάμψεως, 


A не прѣславно͗• смотⸯрвь бжⷭ҇твнаа͑го просвьтѣнꙗ͗•


B прѣславнаго [-аꙗ J] бжꙗ свьтѣнꙗ [свѣдѣнꙗ J], 


C не прѣсла́вное [непрѣстаное MSPC] съмо́тр бжⷭ҇твнаго ͗сїа́нїа,

768,37-38: Ἔτι, φησὶ τοῦ Πέτρου λαλοῦντος, 


A ͑ще реⷱ томоу петроу глщю͗• 

B [+  J] єще же пе[троу] глщоу• 

C ͗ є͗ще ре́е пе́троу глющꙋ• 


- nur in C

765,39: ἡ παναγία παρθένος Μαρία; 


A стаꙗ͗ марꙗ͗• 

B прстаꙗ [прѣⷭ҇тънѣ J]  прⷭ҇ноблⷭ҇венаꙗ [om. M блгословенꙗ J] дваа [два M] мрꙗ [пⷪрод J]•

C дваа марїа́мь; 



In einzelnen Fällen  fehlen die gleichen Wörter in zwei Übersetzungen:



- in A und B

768,20-21: τὸ εἶναι καὶ καλεῖσθαι τῆς Ἐκκλησίας θεμέλιος. 


A ͑же нарцат се ѡ͗снова црквнаꙗ͗• 

B нарцат те [сѧ J] црквноє сⸯнованє [прѣѡснован Bel]• 

C єже бы́т црквное ͗снова́нїе• 


- in A und C

769,25-26: ἀλλὰ τοῦτον ἀπέστειλα εἰς τὴν Παρθένον, 


A нь сего послахь двⷭ҇твнаа͗го• 

B нь сего послаⷯ҇• [+ вь M] двꙋ,

C нь̑ [нѫ̑ Dr  но 649] се́го [om. Dr] посла́хь• двьстьвнка (sic!) [двестъвнка Dr] ͗лїю [-ꙋ BAR]• 


769,31: γέγονεν ὅπερ ἐστὲ ὑμεῖς.


A быⷭ҇ ͑же ⷭ҇• 

B  быⷭ҇ нась раⷣ•


C быⷭ҇ єже стѐ [єⷭ҇ Dr]• 


769,2: Πὰντες σκανδαλισθὴσεσθε,
  


A ꙁблаꙁнте се ѡ͑ мнѣ• 

B om. [сьблаꙁнте се ѡ мⸯнѣ J   вс ѡ мнѣ сьблаꙁнте се M ] 


C събла́ꙁнте се ͗ мнѣ̀, 


- in B und C 

768,39-40: τί δῆτα περιττὰ προπετεύῃ, 


A om. 


B [то] двоц непасⸯно

C то̀ соу́гꙋбо продрь́ꙁꙋеш [-аеш Dr UB G56]• 


Selten fehlen die gleichen Wörter in allen drei Versionen:

765,54-55: Ποιή​σωμεν ὧδε τρεῖς σκηνὰς·
 

A створ͗мь тр͗ кꙋще• 

B сьтвормⸯ тр кровы• 


C сътв́рмь тр̏ сѣ́н, 


Man kann verallgemeinern, dass die Menge und die Konstellation der Auslassungen keine sicheren Beweise für die intertextuelle Abhängigkeit zwischen den Übersetzungen anbietet. Die einzelnen Fälle von Übereinstimmungen zwischen den drei Fassungen lassen sich als Abweichungen in den jeweiligen griechischen Vorlagen oder als zufällige identische Transmissionsfehler erklären.

I.2. Ergänzungen

I.2.1. Phrasen werden selten ergänzt. Das geschieht häufiger in B, aber oft ist die Ergänzung nur in einer Abschrift bezeugt, was sie als Ergebnis der Kopistentätigkeit ausweist. Einige Beispiele für hinzugefügte Phrasen in einer der Fassungen: 



- in A

769,19-20: οὐκ ἄλλος καὶ ἄλλος, ἀλλ’ οὗτος, εἷς καὶ ὁ αὐτὸς, 


A не ͑нь н ͑нь нь с͗• не ͑нь вь ͑номь нь с͗• не ͑нь ͑нѣмь нь с͗• ͑дінь ͑ тьжде с͗,

B не нь дрꙋгы, нь сь [om. J] добры• ꙁа ного [єдноого J] нь сь [om. ꙁа ... сь M]

C не нь въ номь, нь̑ [нѫ̑ Dr  но 649] сь̏ [сꙑ̏ MSPC 487]• є͗д́нь, ть̏ [om. BAR PBS MSPC тъ́꙼ 487]• сь̏ [сь̏͗ PBS MSPC 487]  



- in B 

768,46-47: καὶ ἔτι Σίμων ὑπάρχεις; οὐρανῶν σε κλειδοῦχον κατέστησε, 


A ͑ ͑ще л сумѡнь ͑с• клю͗арꙗ те нбⷭ҇наа͑го поставі͗•


B  єще смонь [с]• нбсемⸯ те клюара постав [-хь J]•  црⷭ҇выꙗ [-ю J] клюе дрьжш

C ͗ [om. Iv PBS 487] ͗ єще сїмѡ̀нь е͗с; нбсемь те клюа́ра [-ѣ Dr] сътво́р [поствор Iv],

769,35-36: Ἀλλὰ παύσαι, Πέτρε, καὶ μὴ τὰ τῶν ἀνθρώπων φρόνει, 


A нь прѣстан петре ͑ не лвⷭ҇ко помы͗сл

B нь ꙋмль [прѣмлькн J  помлькьн M] петре гл• ꙗко добро н [ны M]  ⷭ҇ [tr. ⷭ҇ намь J] быт ꙁⸯде•  не моꙁы лскыхь [-аꙗ J] помыслт [мслте J  мыслт M ]•


C нъ̑ [нѫ̑ Dr  но 649] прѣстан̀ пе́тре ͗ не льскаа [-а Iv  -аѧ 649] моу́дрьствоу

764,45-46: τούτου  χάριν καὶ τοὺς ἄλλους καταλιμπάνει,


A сего рад с тѣмь ͑ ͑ны͗ ѡ͑ставлꙗ͑ть•


B сего [того J] раⷣ їже бꙗхоу [бѣꙗхоу M  -шѧ J] сь нмь• т [ть Bel]  [om. J] ты став [+ сь нмь J]•


C рад̀ се́го ͗ дроу́гыⷯ [-ыⷯ 489] ͗ста́влꙗеть•



- in C


772,2-3: Ἐν τούτοις τοῖς δυσὶν ὄρεσιν ὁ ἄχραντος Πατὴρ βεβαιῶν τὴν υἱότητα, 


A на сею͗ двою͗ гороу прⷭ҇ты͗͗ ѿць ͑ꙁвѣствⷹ҇͗ сновьство•


B [+  J] на сею [сю J] двѣю [двою J Bel М] горꙋ прⷭ҇ты ѿць [om. J] ꙁⸯвѣстоу [‑ть M] сновьство•


C ͗ [om. PBS MSPC] ѿ дха стго свѣдѣ́телствова се [om. 487]• въ с́хь бо́хь г́рахь прѣ́сты ѿць ͗ꙁвѣ́щавае [-щаѐ UB] снѡ́вⸯство,


Selten stimmen die ergänzten Phrasen in zwei Versionen überein, z.B.:   


- in A und C

769,43: Οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ ϒἱός μου ὁ ἀγαπητός.


A сь ⷭ҇ снь мо͗ лю͗бмы͗͗ ѡ͑ немже ͑ꙁволхь•


B сь [се J] ⷭ҇ снь мо [м J] вьꙁлюблны•


Cсъ́ [сь̏ Iv Dr MSPC] ⷭ҇ снь мо̀ въꙁлюбл́ны [-нны Iv  -нны G53 487 489 649] ͗ н́мже блго͗ꙁв́лⷯ•


Identische ergänzte Phrasen in allen drei Übersetzungen gibt es keine.


I.2.2. Ergänzte Wörter sind ungefähr doppelt so häufig in B (ca. 40) wie in A (ca. 20), und in C sind sie am seltensten (ca. 5). 



In A werden oft Verben und Konjunktionen ergänzt, was erlaubt, sie mit größerer Wahrscheinlichkeit dem Übersetzer oder einem Kopisten als der griechischen Vorlage zuzuschreiben: 

764,24-25: Ὅρος ὑψηλὸν, ἐν ᾧ Μωϋσῆς καὶ  Ἠλίας διελέγοντο τῷ Χριστῷ. 


A гора вы͗сока на ню͗же вьꙁде мос т͗ ͑ ͑лꙗ́• гласта кь хсоу•


B гра высокаа [-ка M] на нже мѡусї [мос M] ннꙗ [ лꙗ М J Bel] сь хⷭ҇мь гласта [tr. J]•

C го̑роу высѡ́коу [г•в• om. G53], на н́же мѡѵ̈с̑ [мо꙼с UB] ͗ ͗лїа гла́ахꙋ хоу•


765,25-26: καὶ σκηνοποιὸς ἐξ ἁλιέων προέκοπτε, 


A ͑ коущны͗͗ твортель бы͗т ѿ ловць спѣшаше• 


B  [om. J] насѣнно [на сѣнь J] покрьвено [-н M -нє  J] ѿ маслны [-ьь M  -ь J]• [+  Bel] ломлꙗше• 

C ͗ сѣн́цотво́рьць [-ець Dr сѣнⸯцотвораць PBS MSPC -рⸯць Iv G53 G56 487 649] ѿ ры́барства прѣспѣ̀ [прспѣ̀ BAR Dr MSPC UB G56]. 

768,11: τίνος χάριν ἔκλινεν 


A то есо рад ѡ͑бнꙁ се 

B кого дѣлⸯма прѣклон 

C е́со [ьсо BAR Dr] рад̀ прѣкл́н̀ [-нь PBS MSPC] 


In B werden gewöhnlich erklärende autosemantische Wörter (inkl. pleonastische oder Doppelübersetzungen) und seltener Konjunktionen und die Kopula hinzugefügt. Ihrem Charakter nach zeigen diese Ergänzungen ein Streben nach Klarheit und semantischer Genauigkeit und sind wohl auch eher im slavischen Milieu entstanden.

764,34: ὄρος ὑψηλὸν, ἵνα μάθωσιν 


A гора вы͗сока да о͗у͗вѣдеть 

B гра всокаа на нже да [om. J] оувѣдеть 

C  г̑роу высѡ́коу [-ꙋю͗ PBS MSPC], да навы́кноуть [-ꙋеть G56] 

764,28: καί τῷ αἵματι τὰς φλιὰς τῶν Ἐβραίων ῥαντίσας· 


A ͑ крьвю͗ прагы͗ ждовьскы͗ покропвь•


B  крьвы [-ѭ J -ю M Bel] го прагы єврѣскыⷨ҇ [-ымь M] храмнамь кроп [ꙁакроп J]•


C ͗ крь́вїю пра́гы [вра́гы̏ PBS MSPC] є͗вре̑скые [є͗ѷрѣскы̏ Iv UB] покр́пвы [-ы 487 489 649]• 

765,14-15: καὶ τὸν διδάσκαλον τολμηρῶς τοῖς ἐχθροῖς προδίδων. 


A оутелв врагомь дрьꙁѣ прѣдавь•

B  ꙋтелꙗ  влⷣкоу врагомь сь дрьꙁⸯновенмь прѣдаꙗше• 

C ͗ оу͗́телꙗ вра́гмь дрьꙁ́стнѣ прѣда́сть•


765,46-47: καὶ ῥάβδῳ πατάξας διῆλθε τὸ πέλαγος· 


A ͑ жьꙁломь оударвь раꙁдѣл поуноу•


B  жьꙁломь оударвь [om. J] раꙁⷣѣл морⷭ҇кꙋю [om. J] поуноу [глоубноу M tr. п•м• Bel]•


C ͗ жъ́ꙁломь [же́ꙁлѡмь Dr] пора́жь раꙁдѣ́л поу́нꙋ•


In C werden nur ein paar autosemantische Wörter hinzugefügt:

765,4: ἐν αὐτοῖς 


A вь тѣхь

B вь самѣхь [om. J] 

C въ є͗д́но тѣ́мь 


765,45: ἢ σπηλαίων ἀνθρωπίνων ἀπήλασαν πνεύματα; 


A ͑ пещерь лвⷭ҇кы͗͑хь ѿгнаста дхы•

B ꙁбⸯранⸯнаꙗ [-анꙗ M J] ле [-а M J Bel] ꙁⸯбраста [-е J] дхы [-ы M om. J]•

C ͗л̀ врь́тпы [врьѳⸯп Iv връто́пы MSPC врꙑ́тⸯбы 487 489 649] лскыⷯ [-ыⷯ 489] ͗ [om. PBS MSPC] пль́тоно́сныⷯ ѿгна́ше [-ѧ 649] доухѡ̀вь;

769,26-27: ἐκ Παρθένου εἰς αὐτὸν τὸν οὐρανόν. 


A ѿ двы͗ на то нбо•


B ѿ двы вь то̏ само [-о J М] нбо•


C ѿ двы ха̀ въ са́мое нб•



Identische Ergänzungen an gleichen Stellen in zwei Fassungen (wenn es nicht um die Kopula geht) haben mit großer Wahrscheinlichkeit keinen slavischen Ursprung, sondern gehen auf die byzantinischen Quellen zurück, die sich offenbar vom Text in PG unterschieden haben. Das beweisen am besten Ergänzungen, die lexikalisch nicht identisch, aber semantisch ähnlich sind:


- A und B

764,45-46: τούτου χάριν καὶ τοὺς ἄλλους καταλιμπάνει, 

A сего рад с тѣмь ͑ ͑ны͗ ѡ͑ставлꙗ͑ть•


B сего [того J] раⷣ їже бꙗхоу [бѣꙗхоу M  -шѧ J] сь нмь• т [ть Bel]  [om. J] ты став [+ сь нмь J]•


C рад̀ се́го ͗ дроу́гыⷯ [-ыⷯ 489] ͗ста́влꙗеть•


- A und C

764,46-765,1: ἵνα κἀκείνῳ μὴ μόνῳ καταλειφθέντι 


A да томоу ꙗ͑ко не ͑дномоу ѡ͑ставлноу• 

B да не ного [om. J] єдного ставть• 


C да не номоу ꙗ͗ко е͗д́номꙋ ͗ставл́нꙋ [-нⸯномꙋ́ PBS MSPC],

76916-17: καὶ τοὺς παρόντας καλύψας, 


A ͑ соуще тоу покрвь•

B [om. J] настощаа [настоѫщаго J] покрывь [покровь M  кров J] 

C ͗ ꙁдѐ соу́щїхь покры́хь, 


- B und C

768,4: καλὸν ἡμᾶς τὸ ὧδε εἶναι, 


A намь добро ͑же ꙁдѣ бы͗т•


B намь добро ⷭ҇ [tr. • н• д• J] ꙁде быт•


C добро̀ ⷭ҇ на́мь [tr. UB] ꙁдѐ бы́т,

768,24-25: δευτέραν ἔλευσιν. 


A напрасⸯно͗ пршⷭ҇тв͗•


B вьторо [+ се  J] спсноє вьстанє•

C вто́рое [+ ͗ PBS MSPC G53] спсное пршь́ствїе• 


Dasselbe kann man auch für die in allen drei Übersetzungen übereinstimmenden Ergänzungen sagen:


769,30-31: μορφὴν δούλου λαβὼν, 


A ͑ ѡ͑браꙁь раб͗ хоте вьꙁе•

B  вьсхотѣвь [+ вь J] браꙁь рабы прты [блѣщ сѧ J -ть Bel М]• 


C ꙁра́кь ра́ба х́те [-ѣ MSPC UB   -ѧ 649  om. G53] прїемь•


764,17: πλοῦτον ἀφθόνως μεριζόμενον, 


A бгатьства ѡ͑бльнѣ всѣмь дѣлмⷹ҇ бгатьствоу•

B богатьство нетлѣнно [-мо M -ємо Bel  -емоє J]• [+  J] всѣмь раꙁⷣѣлꙗмо [раꙁⷣамо J]•

C бога́тьство, неꙁав́стнѣ въсѣ̀мь раꙁдѣ́лꙗемо


765,12-13: εἰς οὐδέποτε τῶν θαυμάτων παροραθείς· 


A {ні} ѡ͑ ко͑мже нколже ѿ ю͗десь прѣꙁрѣ•

B [+  M] н вь тоже [то M  щоже J] нколже [на колже J  om. M] юⷣсь [-сьь M  -са J] мы [мѣѫ J]•


C н въ то̀же нкогда̀же юде́са непⸯщевавь [-ва PBS MSPC]•

I.3. Transpositionen


Alle drei Fassungen haben die gleiche Umsetzung eines Syntagma im Vergleich mit dem Text in PG: das Zitat aus dem Apostolos (Ph 2:9) ist in den drei slavischen Versionen durch den Attribuierungssatz getrennt:


769,44-45: Ἐχαρίσατο γὰρ αὐτῷ ὄνομα, τὸ ὑπέρ πᾶν ὄνομα, ὡς φησι Παῦλος. Ἀλλ’ ἐρεῖς πάντως, ἀγαπητέ· 


A дарова ͑моу ͑ме ꙗ͑коже реⷱ пауль• і͑же выше всакого ͑мене• нь реⷱш всако лю͗блені͗е•


B даⷭ҇ бо [нь дасть сѧ J] моу ꙗкоже реⷱ҇ павⸯль ме• єже [+ ⷭ҇ J] бол[бол M] вⸯсего [вьсѣкого J] мене [ - J]• нь [не Bel] реⷱ҇ш всакого вьꙁлюблнⸯне [om. J]•


 C да́рова бѡ̀ е͗моу ме [-ѧ 649] ꙗ͗коже ре́е па́вль [па́вель Dr 649], єже па́е въса̀кого [-ѣкого Dr  -коко sic! MSPC] мене [-ѣ UB]• рее́ш въꙁлюбл́не [-енне BAR 649 ‑нⸯнѣ PBS MSPC -нʼне Iv UB G53 446 487 489], 


Individuelle Transpositionen gibt es in А: 


769,27-28: Οὐδεὶς γὰρ, φησὶν, ἀνέβη εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν, εἰ μὴ ὁ ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ καταβάς.


A а͑ще і͑же с нбⷭ҇е сшⷣь• беꙁ добь о͑у͑бо снде на ꙁемлю• 


B нктоже бо реⷱ҇ вьꙁыде на нбо [tr. на н•в• J]• нь [om. J] тькⸯмо же [еже Bel] с нбсь [-е J] сьнде•


C нкто̀же бѡ̀ ре́е въꙁы́де [-ѣ MSPC UB] на нбо, а͗ще не же [юже 489] ѿ нбсь съшъ́ды•


Eine Phrase in der Übersetzung B ist auch umgestellt. Statt am Anfang der Reihe gleicher syntaktischer Ausdrücke steht sie fast am Ende der rhetorischen Figur:


764,23-25: εἰς ὄρος ὑψηλὸν ἀνῆλθεν ὁ Δεσπότης Ὅρος ὑψηλὸν, ἐν ᾧ Μωϋσῆς καὶ  Ἠλίας διελέγοντο τῷ Χριστῷ .... / 764,30: καὶ τήν δι’ ὕδατος θυσίαν ἐν πυρὶ δαπανήσας·

B  (Z f. 316b28)  [om. Bel] вьꙁыде на гороу [+  J] помлт се [-л сѧ J] ... (Z f. 316c3-6)  водноую жрьтвоу гⸯнмь пожеже, / гра высокаа на нже мѡусї ннꙗ [ лꙗ J Bel] сь хⷭ҇мь гласта [tr. J]•


Die dargestellten Fakten auf der Ebene der Textvollständigkeit erlauben mir die Schlussfolgerung, dass die drei Übersetzungen auf der Grundlage von ähnlichen, aber nicht identischen griechischen Vorlagen gemacht wurden. Sie standen dem Text in PG  relativ nahe und hatten nur kleine Unterschiede untereinander. Auf dieser Ebene gibt die Fassung C die byzantinische Vorlage am genauesten bzw. vollständigsten wieder. 

II. Syntax


Auf dieser Ebene wird die Wiedergabe der spezifisch griechischen Konstruktionen mit distant stehendem Artikel vergleichen, die traditionell als ein wichtiges Kriterium der Übersetzungstechnik betrachtet wird.
 Die Darstellung der Daten folgt der grammatischen Charakteristik des substantivierten Gliedes.


II.1. Infinitiv mit Artikel 


Der griechische Text enthält nur drei Konstruktionen mit substantiviertem Infinitiv (eine davon mit kontakt stehendem Artikel). Beide altbulgarischen Übersetzer sind konsequent in ihrem unterschiedlichen Vorgehen: A benutzt immer же + Infinitiv und B nur Infinitiv, d.h. das Streben nach formaler Gleichheit mit dem Original ist bei diesem syntaktischen Muster nur für die Übersetzung A typisch. In der mittelbulgarischen Übersetzung C wird же zweimal benutzt, und einmal (in einem Zitat aus dem Evangelium) gibt es keine formale Entsprechung für den griechischen Artikel. Hier sind die Beispiele:

765,55-768,1: Καλὸν ἡμᾶς τὸ ὧδέ εἶναι.


A добро ⷭ҇ намь ͗же ꙁдѣ бы͗т• 


B добро ⷭ҇ намь ꙁде быⷮ҇•

C добро̀ ⷭ҇ на́мь єже [om. G53] ꙁдѐ бы́т•


768,3-4: Πῶς γὰρ καλὸν ἡμᾶς τὸ ὧδε εἶναι,


A како бо намь добро ͑же ꙁдѣ бы͗т•


B [+  J] како бо [om. J] намь добро ⷭ҇ [tr. • н• д• J] ꙁде быт•


C ка́ко же добро̀ ⷭ҇ на́мь [tr. UB] ꙁдѐ бы́т,

768,20-21: παραίτησαι τὸ εἶναι καὶ καλεῖσθαι τῆς Ἐκκλησίας θεμέλιος. 


A ѿврьꙁ се ͑же нарцат се ѡ͗снова црквнаꙗ͗• 


B [+ а M] ѿмѣташ л се нарцат те [сѧ J] црквноє сⸯнованє [прѣѡснован Bel]• 


C ѿрец́ се [ѿръ́ц се MSPC] єже бы́т црквное ͗снова́нїе• 


II.2. Partizip mit Artikel 


Ich habe 11 griechische Konstruktionen des Typs „Partizip mit distant stehendem Artikel“ gefunden. Eine davon fehlt in beiden altbulgarischen Fassungen, zwei weitere nur in der Übersetzung А. Die Entsprechungen der vorhandenen Konstruktionen enthalten fünfmal же- in A, viermal in B und neunmal in C, ohne formales Korrelat bleiben 3 Fälle in А, 6 in B und 2 in C. Folglich tendiert die Übersetzung C häufiger zu formal identischen Entsprechungen mit einem artikelähnlichen Pronomen als die älteren Fassungen, und die Übersetzung B zeigt die größte Unabhängigkeit bezüglich des Originals. Als Illustration sind unten einige Stellen präsentiert:

764,27: ἐν ᾧ Μωϋσῆς, ὁ τοῦ πάσχα τὸν ἀμνὸν σφα​γιάσας, 


A на нѣ͗же мос велк͗ дньны͗͗ агⸯнць ꙁаклавь•

B на нже мѡусї [мос M] пасхы [om. J] агньць [+ а J] ꙁаклавь [-а J]•


C г̑роу высѡ́кꙋ [-оу͗ю͗ PBS MSPC], на н́же мѡѵ̈с̑ же па́схы а͗гньца ꙁакла́вы [-ы 487 489 649],

764,29-30: ἐν ᾧ Ἠλίας, ὁ παρ’ ἐκείνοις τὸν βοῦν μελίσας, 

A на нѣ͗же ͑лꙗ і͑же воль і͑же оу͑ тѣхь раꙁдробвь•


B на нже лꙗ юнⸯць [-а J] растеса прѣⷣ нмы [пр• н• om. M J],

C на н́же ͗лїа же [om. G53] во́ла ͗ [͗ om. Iv BAR PBS MSPC 487] ѡнѣхь раꙁдр́бвы [-ы 487 489]

765,51: ὁ δὲ σὲ μαθητὴν ἐξ ἁλιέων λαβὼν, 


A тебе же помь о͑у͑енка ѿ ры͗барь•

B тебе же ꙋенка ѿ рыбарь помь [пом Bel],

C те́бе же оу͗ен́ка ѿ ры́баре въꙁь́мь [въꙁе́мь BAR Dr 649]

769,28: εἰ μὴ ὁ ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ καταβάς.


A а͑ще і͑же с нбⷭ҇е сшⷣь• 


B нь [om. J] тькⸯмо же [еже Bel] с нбсь [-е J] сьнде•


C а͗ще не же [юже 489] ѿ нбсь съшъ́ды•

772,6: Ὁ γὰρ αὐτοῦ ἀκούων καὶ ἐμοῦ ἀκούει· 


A іже бо того послоуша͑ть ͑ мене послоуша͑ть•


B послоуша бо [om. J] того, мене послꙋшать [tr. п•м• J]•


C ͗б̀ то́го послоу́шае [-а PBS MSPC] ме́не послоу́шаеть•


II.3. Nominalkonstruktionen


Der griechische Text beinhaltet 14 Nominalkonstruktionen mit distant stehendem Artikel. Eine darunter fehlt in der Fassung C. In allen Fällen lassen die altbulgarische Übersetzungen A und B den Artikel ohne Entsprechung. Das ist die übliche Lösung auch in der Version C (elfmal), wo aber das artikelartige же immerhin zweimal benutzt wird. Unten gebe ich ein paar Beispiele:

764,44: καὶ τῆς φοβερᾶς ἐκείνης ὀπτασίας, 


A ͑ страшнаа͑го ѡ͑ного вдѣнꙗ͗•

B  страшнаго того вдѣнꙗ,

C ͗ стра́шнаго ного ꙁрѣ́нїа•

769,38-39: Διττῇ γὰρ τῇ περὶ αὐτὸν τοιαύτῃ κέχρημαι φωνῇ· 


A дво бо с͗ць глсь ѡ͑ немⸯ творю• 

B понже бо  нⷨ҇ таковы [тако J] ꙁрѣⷯ҇ [ꙁрекохь J M] глсь,

C соу́гꙋбь [-бо BAR MSPC] б̀ [om. BAR PBS MSPC] ѡ͗ н́мь прїемлю [-л BAR PBS MSPC 446  -лѧ Dr  -л G53] с̏ [ты̏ Iv  сї̏ BAR Dr 446 489 649  сы̏ G56] гла́сь• 


764,42-43: καὶ τῆς πρὸς ἀλλήλους ἀγάπης οὐ χωρίζων, 


A ͑ ѿ лю͗бⸯве не ѿлоуаше дроугь дрꙋга•


B тры ѿ дроугыⷯ҇ [вьсѣхь J] вьꙁлюбль [вьꙁлоуб J]• не раꙁⷣѣлꙗ 


C ͗ єже къ дроу́гь дроу́гꙋ [tr. PBS MSPC -а G53] лю́бве [-ѣ UB] не раꙁлоу́; 

765,10-11: τὴν ἄνωθεν χάριν 

A тоуще горн͗͗ ꙁван͗ 

B свыше [om. J] аⷭ҇• ающемь [аще Bel]

C юже [є͗же MSPC G56] съвы́ше блгⷣть 

II.4. Substantivierte Präpositionalausdrücke 


Die byzantinische Homilie enthält 5 Fälle mit substantivierten Präpositionalausdrücken. In allen Fällen bietet die Fassung A formal abhängige Korrelate mit же, viermal passiert das in C und dreimal in B. Ohne formales Korrelat bleibt der griechische Artikel zweimal in B und einmal in C (aber mit einer  hinzugefügten Kopula). 

764,23: τοὺς περὶ Πέτρον, 


A тѣхь і͑же с петромь•


B петра  [om. Bel] акова  їана [вана J]• 

C є͗еже [ѧже Dr   є͗же Iv BAR PBS MSPC UB G53 446 487 489 649  же G56] ͗ пе́трѣ [-е MSPC]•

764,35: οἱ περὶ Πέτρον καὶ Ἰωάννην καὶ Ἰάκωβον, 


A ͑же сь петромь ͑ ͑ꙗ͑ковомь ͑ ͑ѡ͑аномь•

B ꙗже [+ ⷭ҇ J] ѿ акова  [ om. Bel] їана  петра [tr. п• ꙗ• • J]• 

C же ͗ пе́трѣ [-е MSPC] ͗ і͗ѡа́ннѣ [-анѣ 649] ͗ і͗акѡ̀вѣ [-е Iv  tr. UB],

769,11: σκηνὴν τῷ ἐξ ἐμοῦ, καὶ ἐξ ὑμῶν; 


A і͗же ѿ мене ͑ вась коущⷹ҇•

B кровь же {ѿ} мене,

C сѣ́нь, же ѿ ме́не соу́щомꙋ ͗ съ ва́м;

769,11-12:  τῷ ἐν ἐμοὶ, καὶ μεθ’ ὑμῶν; 


A і͗же вь мнѣ ͑ вь вась коущю͗•


B  вь мнѣ  с вамы• 

C соу́щомꙋ въ мнѣ̀ ͗ въ ва́сь;

II. 5. Substantivierte Genitiv- und Adverbialausdrücke


Alle vier Verwendungen von susbstantivierten Genitiv- und Adverbialausdrücken sind in den drei Übersetzungen ohne artikelähnliches же wiedergegeben: 

769,35-36: καὶ μὴ τὰ τῶν ἀνθρώπων φρόνει, 


A ͑ не лвⷭ҇ко помы͗сл,

B  не моꙁы лскыхь [-аꙗ J] помыслт [мслте J]•


C ͗ не льскаа [-а Iv  -аѧ 649] моу́дрьствоу

769,36: ἀλλὰ τὰ τοῦ Θεοῦ. 

A нь бож͗• 


B нь [нѫ J] бжⷭ҇внаꙗ• 


C нь̑ [нѫ̑ Dr  но 649] бжїа• 


768,2-3: Τὰ ἄνω φρόνει, τὰ ἄνω ζήτει,


A горѣ мы͗сл горѣ ͑щ•


B  [нь J] горⸯнꙗꙗ сⸯмыслы [tr. J + сьмшлѣ J]• [+  J] вышныⷯ҇ [om. Bel] щ 


C вы́шнꙗа [-нꙗ̏ PBS MSPC UB  -нѧа 649] моу́дрьствꙋ• вы́шнꙗа [-нꙗ̀ UB  -нѧа 649] ͗щ̀• 



Die Übersicht über die Wiedergabe der griechischen Konstruktionen mit distant stehendem Artikel hat gezeigt, dass die Übersetzung B am seltensten formale Abhängigkeit von den griechischen syntaktischen Modellen zeigt. Bei den Konstruktionen mit Infinitiv und Präpositionalausdrücken ist die Fassung A sklavischer als C, aber bei den zahlreicher belegten Nominal- und Partizipialkonstruktionen gibt die mittelbulgarische Übersetzung C häufiger den griechischen Artikel wieder. 

III. Lexik


Die Analyse der lexikalischen Besonderheiten der drei Übersetzungen möchte ich mit einigen quantitativen Daten beginnen. Der griechische Text enthält ca. 480 Lexeme (inkl. die nichtautosemantischen Wörter Präpositionen, Konjunktionen, Artikel, Partikel). Sie kommen in ca. 1500 Belegen vor. 207 griechische Wortbelege (vor allem Artikel) haben keine Entsprechung in den drei Übersetzungen. In A fehlen Korrelate für weitere 132 Wortbelege, in B für 146 und in C für nur 48. Diese Zahlen beweisen auch, dass die Übersetzung C bezüglich der quantitativen Entsprechung zum Original am genauesten ist.


Die Übersetzung А enthält ca. 1250 Wortbelege, B ca. 1330, C ca. 1340. Die größere Zahl der Wörter liegt in B vor allem an den Ergänzungen in J und Bel und in C am Vorhandensein von in den alten Übersetzungen fehlenden Ausdrücken sowie an den zahlreicheren griechischen Artikeln mit einem slavischen Äquivalent. Jede Version beinhaltet ungefähr 460 Lexeme. Deswegen kann man sagen, dass das Verhältnis zwischen dem Wortschatz des Originals und der drei Übersetzungen fast ausgeglichen ist.



Im folgenden wird eine Übersicht der Übereinstimmungen und Unterschiede bei der Wortwahl der Übersetzer gegeben,, und es werden einige Tendenzen, die sich dabei zeigen, kommentiert.


III.1. Gleiche Entsprechungen in den slavischen Übersetzungen


Die Wahl des Korrelats stimmt in den drei Übersetzungen in 672 Fällen (inkl. 12 Wortbelege ohne griechische Entsprechung) überein. Zu den Wörtern, die immer einе und dieselbe slavische Entsprechung haben, gehören oft Eigennamen, Benennungen von konkreten Objekten, terminologische Begriffe, einige Adverbien und Konjunktionen, Pronomen oder Numeralia, z.B.: 

ἄγγελος 2х – ангелъ, αἰών 2х – вѣкъ, ἄρτος 2х – хлѣбъ, γῆ 6x – ꙁемлꙗ, δεσπότης 3x – владꙑка, διδάσκαλος 2x – оутель, δίκαιος 2x – правьдьнъ, δόξα 3x – слава, ἐγώ 21x – аꙁъ, εἴδω (οἶδα) 5x – вѣдѣт, εἰμί 27x – бꙑт (nur 1 mal in C прѣбꙑват), εἷς 7x – днъ (und 1 mal нъ in B), ἔτι 4x – ще, θαλάσσα 2x – море, θαῦμα 4x – оудо (und 1 mal оудесьнъ in А), ἵνα 7x – да, λόγος 4x – слово, μεταμορφόομαι 3x – прѣобраꙁт сѧ, μεταμόρφωσις 4x – прѣображен, μηδείς 3x – ньтоже, ὄνομα 5x – мѧ, ὅπου 6x –  деже, ὄρος 16x – гора, πατήρ 5x – отьць, ποιέω 3x – сътворт, τρεῖς 6x – тр, υἱός 9x – сꙑнъ, ὑψηλός 9x – вꙑсокъ, φημί 8x – рещ, ὧδε 5x – сьде.


Es gibt auch Fälle, wo ein und dasselbe griechische Wort mehrere Entsprechungen hat, sie aber an gleichen Stellen in allen Fassungen identisch sind, z.B.:

ἀκούω – 7x послоушат (768,37; 769,21 und 38; 772,5, 61,2 und 9) und 2x слꙑшат (768,7 und 769,50)

μέλλω – 1x бꙑт (768,22), 1x хотѣт (764,45)

μή – 5x еда (765,36, 37, 39, 41 und 42), 3x не (765,1, 768,49, 769,1, 15 und 35)

αὐτός – 10x тъ (764,6 und 35, 768,25 und 37, 769,21 und 38, 772,5, 6, 9 und 17),  8x (765,5, 9, 20 und 21, 768,34, 769,38 und 44, 772,16).


Solche positionellen Übereinstimmungen in der Wortwahl könnten als Argument für den Kontakt zwischen den Versionen interpretiert werden. 



Besonders interessant ist eine Stelle, wo die übereinstimmende positionelle Entsprechung das griechische Wort nicht genau wiedergibt. Alle Fassungen übersetzen regelmäßig οὐρανός durch небо – 5x in A, 8x in B, 7x in C, небесьнъ 1x in A, B und C, om. 2x in A, ꙁемлꙗ (!) 1x in A. Aber einmal erscheint in den drei Versionen цѣсарьство:


768,17-18: Ποῦ γάρ σοι λοιπὸν χρήσιμοι τῶν οὐρανῶν αἱ κλεῖς; 


A гдѣ ті к томоу потрѣбн͗ цⸯрства клю͗• 


B [+  J] гдѣ же [om. J М] хощеш ты [om. J] бт на потрѣбоу вь црⷭ҇во [црквь J] л с поꙁвань,

C гдѐ же т [ж́т G53 446] пр́ее потрѣ́бн боу́дꙋть [бꙋ́дꙋ MSPC] црⷭⷭ҇твїа клю́е•

Die ungenaue Entspreching цѣсарьство ist im Kontext nicht falsch. Die Variante könnte entweder in der griechischen Überlieferung wurzeln oder als Beweis für intertextuelle Kontakte interpretiert werden.

III.2. Unterschiedliche Entsprechungen


An ca. 700 Stellen traten zwei oder drei verschiedene Entsprechungen auf. Das heißt, es gibt Unterschiede zwischen zwei oder drei Versionen bei jedem zweiten Wort; dies ist ein quantitativer Beweis für die Unabhängigkeit der drei Übersetzungen. Die lexikalischen Abweichungen in den Versionen können aus verschiedenen Blickwinkeln interpretiert und entsprechend in ein paar Typen von Oppositionen gruppiert werden. Hier werden sie aus zwei Hauptgesichtspunkten betrachtet: dem Verhältnis zwischen dem Original und den Übersetzungen und dem Verhältnis unter den slavischen Versionen.

III.2.1. Das Verhältnis zwischen dem Original und den Übersetzungen auf der lexikalische Ebene kann man semantisch und quantitativ analysieren. Vom ersten Blickwinkel aus verdienen zwei Gruppen von Lesarten Aufmerksamkeit: Fehler und Ungenauigkeiten sowie Varianten, die auf verschiedenen Bedeutungen des griechischen Lexems beruhen. Ich werde sie im weiteren darstellen.

III.2.1.1. Fehler und Ungenauigkeiten gibt es insgesamt knapp 50. Sie erscheinen seltener gleichzeitig in allen Übersetzungen und häufiger in einer oder zwei von ihnen. Die Fassung C ist die genaueste mit nur 4 lexikalischen Fehlern, A hat 9 und B 31. Hier ein paar individuelle Beispiele:


- in A

765,33-34: καὶ τρεῖς σκηνὰς ἐγείρειν ἐν ἐρήμῳ λέγεις, 


A ͑ тр͗ коуще вь поусты͗н вьставт хощеш•


B  [om.  J] кровь [- J] вь поустыны вьꙁⷣвгноут [творт J] глш [tr. г•т• J  глаше Bel] •


C ͗ [om. PBS MSPC] тр̏ сѣ́н въꙁⷣв́гноут въ поустын̀ [tr. G53 446] глш•


Formel entspricht das sl. хощеш dem gr. λέγεις nicht, aber im Kontext ist es durchaus akzeptabel. Es könnte sich auch um einen Fehler wegen Nachbarschaft handeln, denn der vorhergehende Satz (765,32) enthält θέλεις - хощеш, was die Verwechslung sowohl in der griechischen Vorlage als auch beim Übersetzen oder Abschreiben erlaubt.


769,40-41: ἵν’ ὁ πάλαι προφήτης ἀληθεύσῃ βοήσας·  

A да ͑ꙁдавна пррⷪ҇кь оуст ть вьꙁоупвь•


B да пакы [тако J] прⷪ҇ркь вьꙁоупвь [пррⷪ҇ьскы глаⷭ҇ J], стнⸯнь [-нʼн Bel] ⷭ҇ [om. Bel + рее бо J],

C да пакы̀ [om. BAR] прⷪ҇ркь стнⸯствоуеть въꙁь́пвь [вьꙁоуп́вь Iv 487 649],

Hier geht es wahrscheinlich um einen Kopistenfehler, wobei das ursprüngliche *стньствоуть oder *въстнѫ in оуст ть umgewandelt wurde. 


769,50-51: Τὸ δὲ Ἑρμονιεὶμ ὄρος ἐστὶ μικρὸν ἐγγὺς τοῦ Ἰορδάνου, 


A ͑рмонь• ͑мже гора мала блꙁь ͑͑рⷭ҇ліма• 

B єрⸯмонь же гора ⷭ҇ мала [om. J]• вь ꙁемл єрⸯданⸯсцѣ [ѡрданцѣ J M  їѡрⸯданⸯсцѣ Bel]•


C є͗рмѡ̀нїм [-нмⸯ Iv] же, гра̑ ⷭ҇ ма́ла бл́ꙁоу [-ь UB G56] і͗ѡрда́на [-ѣ Dr],

Auch in diesem Beispiel ist schwer zu beurteilen, ob man den Fehler in A der griechischen Überlieferung, dem Übersetzer oder dem Kopisten zuschreiben soll, denn beide Namen sehen als abgekürzte Formen sowohl im Griechischen als auch im Slavischen ähnlich aus. Die Fassung B hat auch eine falsche Entsprechung, denn es ist statt ἐγγύς ‘vom Orte, in der Nähe; von der Zeit, nahe bevorstehend’ offensichtlich ἐν γῇ übersetzt worden.
 


- in B

765,29: Καλῶς ὁ πάνσοφος ἀπολογεῖται Λοῦκας· 


A добрѣ прѣмⷹ҇дры͗͗ ѿвещава͑ть лоука•


B ꙗкоже прѣмоудры [-ы M] ѿвѣщавать [глть M] лꙋка [tr. л• п• ѿ• J]•

C добрѣ̀ прѣмоу́дры [- Iv] ѿвѣ́щаваеть лоука̑,

Mit großer Wahrscheinlichkeit wurzelt der Fehler in der graphischen Ähnlichkeit von καλῶς und καθώς.

765,25-36: καὶ σκηνοποιὸς ἐξ ἁλιέων προέκοπτε, τῷ Σωτῆρι λέγων· 


A ͑ коущны͗͗ твортель бы͗т ѿ ловць спѣшаше• кь спⷭ҇оу вьп͗


B  [om. J] насѣнно [на сѣнь J] покрьвено [-н M -нє  J] ѿ маслны [-ьь M  -ь J]• [+ Bel] ломлꙗше• кь [ J] спсоу вьпє [-ѫ J -емоу Bel]•

C ͗ сѣн́цотво́рьць [-ець Dr  сѣнⸯцотвораць PBS MSPC -рⸯць Iv G53 G56 487 649] ѿ ры́барства прѣспѣ̀ [прспѣ̀ BAR Dr MSPC UB G56] спсоу въꙁы́вае,

Hier enthält die Version B zwei Fehler: ἁλιέυς ‘Fischer, Seemann’ wird mit ἐλαία ‘Olivenbaum’ und προκόπτω ‘durch Schlagen ausdehnen, wie der Schmied das Metall durch Hämmern streckt, daher überh. weiterbringen, fördern, Fortgang haben, gedeihen’ mit κόπτω ‘schlagen, hauen, hacken’ verwechelt. Das könnte entweder in der griechischen Überlieferung oder beim Übersetzen passiert sein.

769,38-39: Διττῇ γὰρ τῇ περὶ αὐτὸν τοιαύτῃ κέχρημαι φωνῇ· 


A дво бо с͗ць глсь ѡ͑ немⸯ творю• 

B понже бо  нⷨ҇ таковы [тако J] ꙁрѣⷯ҇ [ꙁрекохь J M] глсь,

C соу́гꙋбь [-бо BAR MSPC] б̀ [om. BAR PBS MSPC] ѡ͗ н́мь прїемлю [-л BAR PBS MSPC 446  -лѧ Dr  -л G53] с̏ [ты̏ Iv  сї̏ BAR Dr 446 489 649  сы̏ G56] гла́сь• 

Die Entsprechung понже erklärt man durch die Verwechlung von διττῇ mit διότι.



Manchmal bieten zwei Fassungen den gleichen Fehler.


- in A und C

769,29: Εἰκῆ τοίνυν κατῆλθεν ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς, 


A а͑ще прѣбы͗ва͑ть вы͗ноу на ꙁемл• 

B прїде ннꙗ  сⸯнде на ꙁемлю [ꙁемл Bel]• 

C а͗ще ꙋ͗бѡ̀ сън́де на ꙁемлю̀• 

Die slavische Konjunktion аще in A und C gibt statt des gr. Adverbs εἰκῆ ‘without plan or purpose, at random, at a venture’,
 ‘moderately’,
 ‘наудачу, необдуманно, наобум, кое-как’
 die griechische Konjunktion εἰ ‘if’,
 ‘если, если бы’
 wieder. Die Entsprechung прїде in B stammt wahrscheinlich von einer Form des Verbs ἥκω ‘ich bin angekommen, angelangt, bin da’.

764,45: ὁ μέλλων γενέσθαι προδότης Ἰούδας, 


A ꙗ͑ко хоте прѣдатель бы͗т ͑ю͗да•


B хоте [-ѧ J] быⷮ҇ прѣдатель юда [om. J]•


C ꙗ͗ко хо́те [-ѣ MSPC UB] бы́т прѣда́тель і͗о҄уда,

Die Variante in A und C gibt vermutlich das gr. ὡς wieder.



- in B und C

765,36: καί τοῖς δυσὶ ἐξίσης οἰκοδομεῖν ἐπείγῃ; 


A ͑ ѡ͑бѣма такожде градт хощеш• 

B   двѣма равна [-о J  рабⸯма Bel] творш на [om. J] ꙁемл [на ꙁ• om. M]•

C ͗ ͗бо́мь ра́внѣ [-о 487 489 649] оу͗стро́т на ꙁемл̀;

Die Form ἐπείγῃ kommt vom Verb ἐπείγω ‘drängen, eilen’.
 Während die Entsprechung in A den Sinn frei, aber adäquat wiedergibt, enthalten B und C den gleichen Fehler – на ꙁемл. Man kann nicht mit Sicherheit sagen, ob ihre griechischen Vorlagen ἐπὶ γῇ beinhalteten, ob die Übersetzer das unabhängig von einander falsch entziffert haben oder ob die mittelbulgarische Version C von B beinflusst war. 



Zur Gruppe der Fehler gehören auch einige Fälle von Veränderung der morphologischen Kategorie. Diese sind auch in B häufiger, z.B.:

764,42-43: καὶ τῆς πρὸς ἀλλήλους ἀγάπης οὐ χωρίζων, 


A ͑ ѿ лю͗бⸯве не ѿлоуаше дроугь дрꙋга


B тры (sic!) ѿ дроугыⷯ҇ [вьсѣхь J] вьꙁлюбль [вьꙁлоуб J]• не раꙁⷣѣлꙗ

C ͗ єже къ дроу́гь дроу́гꙋ [tr. PBS MSPC  -а G53] лю́бве [-ѣ UB] не раꙁлоу́ 

In B steht eine verbale Form statt eines Substantivs.

769,33: ἀργεῖ οἰκονομία, 


A праꙁдноу͑ть стро͗•


B некьсьнⸯно [немꙋтное J] смотренє•

C пра́ꙁно съмотре́нїе•

Das griechische Verb wird in B und C durch ein Adjektiv wiedergegeben.



Man kann verallgemeinern, dass ein großer Teil der Fehler in einer Verwechslung der griechischen Formen mit ihren Paronymen wurzelt. Das könnte sowohl in der byzantinischen Überlieferung als auch bei der Entzifferung der Vorlage durch die slavischen Übersetzer geschehen sein. Es gibt auch einige Fehler, die beim Abschreiben des slavischen Textes entstanden sind, und sie sind am häufigsten in der einzigen Kopie der Übersetzung A im Homiliar von Mihanović zu finden.


III.2.1.2. An einigen Stellen geben die slavische Lesarten unterschiedliche Bedeutungen des griechischen Lexems wieder, was ein sicheres Zeichen für die unabhängige Arbeit mit den Vorlagen ist:

764,17: ἀρυσώμεθα πλοῦτον ἀφθόνως μεριζόμενον, 


A  на{}та͑мⸯ се• бгатьства ѡ͑бльнѣ всѣмь дѣлмⷹ҇ бгатьствоу•

B порьпемь [+  J] богатьство нетлѣнно [-мо M  -ємо Bel  -емоє J]• [+  J] всѣмь раꙁⷣѣлꙗмо [раꙁⷣамо J]•

C порьпе́мь [-ѣмь UB G53] бога́тьство, неꙁав́стнѣ въсѣ̀мь раꙁдѣ́лꙗемо

Das gr. Adverb ἀφθόνως vom Adjektiv ἄφθονος ‘1) keinen Neid hegend; 2) unbeneidet, gew. reichlich gespendet, im Ueberfluß vorhanden’ hat an dieser Stelle drei verschiedene Entsprechungen. Die erste Bedeutung spiegelt sich in der Übersetzung C, die zweite in A, und B bietet ein falsches Korrelat, das wahrscheinlich dem Paronym ἀφθόρως vom ἄφθορος ‘unverdorben, unschuldig’ entspricht.

765,13-14: καὶ τὴν τοῦ μύρον τιμὴν ἀλειψάσῃ ἀναιτίως βασκαίνων,


A ͑ пото мро беꙁ вны ꙁавде͗ 

B  мро [творьца J] беꙁь вны клеветава [оклеветаѫ J] 

C ͗ мѵ̈роу [м́роу Dr] беꙁвно́вномꙋ ꙁав́де [-ѣ Iv UB G53 G56   -ѧ 649] 

Das gr. Verb βασκαίνω bedeutet ‘einem Übles nachreden, verläumden’ und ‘beneiden’. Die erste Bedeutung ist in A und C wiedergegeben, die zweite in B.

768,5-6: καὶ ἔβλαψε καὶ τὸν παράδεισον ἔκλεισεν· 


A врѣд  породоу ꙁаклю•


B ꙋлов•  ра ꙁатвор•

C поврѣ́д [про́повѣд BAR MSPC]• ͗ ра́ ꙁаклю́,

Unter den zwei semantischen Nuancen von βλάπτω ‘untauglich machen, schwächen, hindern’ und ‘beschädigen, verletzen’ wählen die Versionen A und C die zweite aus, während B zur ersten neigt.

768,48-49: ἰδοὺ τὸ τρίτον ἀνθίστασαι τῇ τοῦ Σωτῆρος βουλῇ, 


A се ͑ семоу се соупротвш• спⷭ҇номоу хотѣню͗•


B [+  J] се трет[аг]о сего [трете J] ѿстоупаш спсова [сь]вѣта [свѣта M]•


C се̏ сїѐ тре́тїе съпрот́вш се [соу- Iv 446] х́тѣнїꙋ спсвꙋ


Auch an dieser Stelle sind die Fassungen A und C einig: durch хотѣн geben sie die Bedeutung ‘Wille, Rathschluß’ von gr.  βουλή wieder, und B interpretiert es als ‘Rathschlag, Rath’.

769,14-15: Οὐκοῦν ἐπειδὴ σὺ τρεῖς σκηνὰς ἐγεῖραι βούλει

A да лмаⷤ ты͗͗ кⷹ҇ще хощеш поставті•


B нь л два л тр кровы мыслыш вьꙁⷣвыгноут [tr. в• м• M]•

C тѣ́мже пон́же ты̏ сѣ́н [-ъ BAR -ь MSPC] въꙁⷣв́гноут съвѣ́щаваеш [tr. MSPC сьвещае́ш Iv], 

Die drei Übersetzungen bieten verschiedene Korrelate für das Verb βούλομαι ‘1) mit Überlegung sich entschließen, vornehmen; wollen, beabsichtigen; 2) lieberwollen, vorziehen’, die verschiedene Nuancen seiner Semantik widerspiegeln. 

III.2.1.3. Kontextuelle Entsprechungen 


An ca. 20 Stellen kommen kontextbezogene Synonyme vor. Die freie Interpretation wird in allen drei slavischen Versionen benutzt, aber sie ist typischer für die Übersetzung B. Sie neigt am häufigsten zu freieren Entsprechungen, die aber im Kontext nicht falsch oder sogar oft gelungen sind.


764,30: καὶ τήν δι’ ὕδατος θυσίαν ἐν πυρὶ δαπανήσας· 


A ͑ скроꙁѣ водоу трѣбоу ѡгнемь ждегь•


B  водноую жрьтвоу гⸯнмь пожеже•


C ͗ [om. 487] юже [ѧже Dr  еже BAR UB G56 489  є͗́же 487 же 649] рад̀ в́ды [tr. PBS MSPC] жрь́твꙋ [-ы͗ PBS MSPC] гнмь поꙗ͗ды•


Die drei verschiedenen slavischen Verben sind keine genauen Korrelate des griechischen Verbs δαπανάω ‘aufwenden; ausgeben, verwenden im üblen Sinne; verschwenden’, aber sie geben seinen Sinn im Kontext gut wieder.


765,39-40: μὴ γὰρ ἔμβρυον ἐκ μή​τρας ἐπέγνω Μωϋσέα, 


A ͑да бо младѣнщь ͑ꙁ мтере поꙁна мосѣꙗ͗


B єда вь рѣвѣ сы младѣнщь [млⷣнць M  -енець  J  мⷧ҇анїщь sic! Bel] поꙁна [+ носма J] мѡусеꙗ [мосеꙗ M]•

C є͗да̀ б ꙁае́ть [-а 487 489 649   om. Iv BAR PBS MSPC UB G56] въ оу͗тр́бѣ [рѣве соу̏щоу мо̀ѵ̈сеꙋ Iv BAR PBS MSPC UB G56] поꙁна̑ [+ млⷣнць Iv BAR PBS MSPC UB] мѡѵ̈се̑а

Das gr. Wort ἔμβρυον ‘die ungeborne Frucht im Mutterleibe’ bekommt drei verschiedene Entsprechungen in den Versionen. In A wird младѣнщь benutzt. Die Zeugen von B bieten zwei Varianten an: младѣнщь oder младьньць, aber mit der Ergänzung въ рѣвѣ сꙑ, was eigentlich bezüglich der Bedeutung des griechischen Lexems präziser ist. Die Handschriften mit der Übersetzung C teilen sich in zwei Gruppen: zu einer gehören die Rila-Abschrift von Vladislav Gramatik, alle Hilandar-Handschriften und Gil'ferding 53, die laut Kl. Ivanova Resava-Orthographie haben,
 und die moldavische Handschift aus Dragomirna. Sie bieten die Entsprechung ꙁаеть/-а. Die andere Gruppe besteht aus der bulgarischen Kopie G53 (von Mardarij Rilski geschrieben) und mehreren serbischen Kopien (Iv BAR PBS MSPC UB). Sie verwenden das Korrelat младьньць.

768,45-46: τοσαῦτα θαύματα κατεῖδες σύ. Βὰρ  Ἰωνᾶ, 


A толка ю͗деса вдѣ сноу ͑ѡ͗ннь,

B толкаа ꙁнаменꙗ [om. Bel] юⷣса [tr. •  ꙁ• J М] вдѣ [-ѣвь J] вар на•


C т́лка [-аа̋ PBS G53 ты̏ л каа MSPC] юде́са [ꙋдеса̀ 487] в́дѣ ва̀рь і͗ѡна [вар їѡ́на Iv  вары-ѡ͗на MSPC ва́рь і͗нна̑ 446],

Βὰρ Ἰωνᾶ bedeutet wörtlich ‘Sohn von Jona’.
 In A wird das semitische Wort Βάρ übersetzt, während B, ähnlich der neutestamentlichen Tradition auch in anderen Sprachen, die beiden Wörter als einen Personennamen entlehnt. Das tun auch einige der Kopisten der Version C, etwa MSPC.

768,38-39: οὐρανόθεν ἀντέλεξεν ὁ Πατήρ· 


A  с нбⷭ҇е ѿвещⷶ ѿць•

B [+  J] сь нбсе вьꙁоуп [ѿць], 

C съпрот́вь͗бл́ [соу- Iv] ѿць•

Die drei Korrelate für ἀντιλέγω ‘dagegen sprechen’ passen auch gut zum Kontext: отвѣшат in A ist neutral, въꙁъпт in B ist expressiver, und C bietet eine Glied-für-Glied-Übersetzung: съпротвьоблт. 

769,52: ἐν τοῖς ρείθροις τοῦ Ἰορδάνου 


A вь стⸯроуꙗ͗хь ͑͗рданьскахь 

B вь [блꙁь J] єрⷣанⸯскыхь [ѡ- J  їѡрⸯданⸯскыⷯ҇ Bel  їѡрданⸯсцѣ M] водаⷯ҇ [-ѣ M  водь J] 


C бл́ꙁь въ стоуа́хь [строуаⷯ BAR Dr PBS MSPC UB G53 G56 446 487  строуꙗхь 489  строуѧхь 649] і͗рда́нⸯскыхь 

In den Fassungen A und C wird die wörtliche Entsprechung von ῥεῖθρον ‘das Fließende, der Fluß’ строуꙗ benutzt, und B bietet das freiere вода.


Man merkt, dass C am häufigsten die wörtliche Bedeutung des Lexems bevorzugt:

ἐπισπάω ‘herbeiziehen, zuziehen, dah. auch veranlassen’ 765,3 – A прмат – B ꙁвест – C пртръгнѫт


ἐφάπτω med. ‘еtwas berühren, anfassen, ergreifen’ 764,16 – A прмат – B прꙁьрѣт – C пркоснѫт сѧ


διστάζω ‘zweifeln, ungewiß sein’ 768,39 – A дрьꙁоват – B гнѣват сѧ – C сѫмьнѣт се


συνομιλέω ‘converse with’ 764,26 – A събрат сѧ – B бесѣдоват – C събесѣдоват


προπετεύομαι ‘to be hasty’ 765,32 – A съдрьꙁат – B не опасоват – C прьвьствоват


Dasselbe gilt auch für die Hauptbedeutung der Morpheme, aus denen ein Wort besteht:


πρωτοστάτης ‘ὁ, der zuerst, voran od. in der ersten Reihe steht’ 765,31 – A старѣшна – B прьвъ – C прьвостоꙗтель


περιφέρω 765,4 – A ност – B прводт – C объност


συνίστημι 769,7 – A въспрѧтат – B оустрот – C съпротѧгнѫт


σύστημα 764,32 – A съборъ – B om. – C съставлн

Oft geschieht das auch in A:


ἀποτίθημι 768,48 – A отъложт – B оставт – C ꙁабꙑват


ἑνόω 764,43 – A оуднт – B съвъкоупт – C съднт


παροράω 765,13 – A прѣꙁьрѣт – B мѣт – C непьщеват

III.2.1.4. Die Wahl der Entsprechungen in quantitativer Betrachtung lässt einige Tendenzen zu fest bevorzugten Entsprechungen für bestimmte griechische Lexeme erkennen. In dutzenden Fälle neigen alle oder einige Fassungen zu Korrelaten, die für sie charakteristisch sind:


σκηνή 18x – A кѫща 13x – B кровъ 14x, сѣнь 1 – C сѣнь 18x

ἀγαπητός 6x – A любмъ 4x, люблнкъ, въꙁлюблнъ – B въꙁлюблньнъ 3x, въꙁлюблнъ 3x – C въꙁлюблнъ 4x, въꙁлюблньнъ 2x

ἐγείρω 5x – A въꙁдвгнѫт 2x, поставт, въставт – B въꙁдвгнѫт 4x – C въꙁдвгнѫт 4x

εἰ 9x – A аще 5x – B л 3x, то како,  conj 2x, аще, тъкъмо – C аще 8x,  conj

εὐδοκέω 6x – A благоволт, ꙁволт x4, благоꙁволт – B благоꙁволт 5x – C благоꙁволт 4x, благоволт 


μαρτυρέω 2x – A съвѣдѣтельствоват 2x – B проповѣдат 2x – C съвѣдѣтельствоват 2x

μάρτυς 2x – A съвѣдѣтель 2x – B послоухъ 2x – C съвѣдѣтель 2x

ἀγάλλιάω 2x – A въꙁвеселт сѧ 2x – B въꙁрадоват сѧ 2x – C въꙁрадоват сѧ 2x

δεῦρο 2x – A грѧст 2x – B прт 2x – C прт 2x

γνῶσις 2x – A вѣдь 2x – B раꙁоумъ, оумъ – C раꙁоумъ 2x

τοίνυν 3x – A оу, вꙑнѫ – B нꙑнѣ 2x – C оубо 3x

ἐνταῦθα 3x – A сьде – B на се 3x – C сьде 3x


Im griechischen Text gibt es insgesamt 174 mehrfach registrierte Lexeme. Für sie bietet die Übersetzung C statistisch betrachtet am wenigsten Korrelate (insgesamt 237 Lexeme). Die Zahl der Entsprechungen bei A und B ist fast gleich (258 bzw. 261 Lexeme), aber B hat wegen der Textlücken mehrere fehlende Entsprechungen (leere Positionen), d.h. die Vielfalt der Korrelate ist doch größer als in A. Die Zahlen der verschiedenen Entsprechungen bei den mehrfach vorkommenden griechischen Lexemen verteilen sich so: 


		

		A

		B

		C



		1 : 1

		112

		102

		118



		1 : 2

		46

		58

		49



		1 : 3

		10

		9

		7



		1 : 4

		6

		4

		-



		ingesamt verschiedene griechische Lexeme: 174

		258

		261

		237






Diese quantitativen Daten bestätigen auch den freieren Umgang mit der Vorlage in der Übersetzung B. Die häufigere Verwendung von festen Entsprechungen für jedes griechisches Wort in C stimmt mit der allgemeinen Tendenz der Übersetzungen im 14. Jahrhundert überrein.


III.2.2. Das Verhältnis zwischen den slavischen Lesarten kann auch aus verschiedenen Blickwinkeln betrachtet und entsprechend systematisiert werden.  Drei Gruppen von lexikalischen Daten werden hier ausführlicher dargestellt: Synonyme, Oppositionen, „markierte“ Lexeme.

III.2.2.1. Vollständige oder partielle lexikalische Synonyme 


Oft stellen die Varianten in den drei Fassungen vollständige oder partielle lexikalische Synonyme dar, z.B: 

ἐργάζομαι ‘arbeiten, verfertigen, verrichten, erarbeiten’ 765,43 – A сътворт – B съдѣꙗт – C съдѣꙗт


καθυβρίζω ‘übermüthig, frech behandeln, beleidigen, beschimpfen, mißhandeln’ 765,33 – A охоулꙗт – B оукарꙗт – C бесьствоват

μηνύω ‘etwas Verborgenes anzeigen, verrathen, angeben’ 765,41 – A повѣдат – B покаꙁат – C въꙁвѣстт


παρέρχομαι ‘1) an der Seite oder daneben vorbeikommen; vorbeigehen, verfließen’ 768,9 – A прѣмнѫт – B прѣходт – C прѣт


τολμηρῶς Adv. vom Adj. τολμηρός ‘kühn, tadelnd’ 765,15 – A дрьꙁѣ – B дрьꙁновен: съ дрьꙁновенмь – C дрьꙁостьнѣ


τρέμω ‘zittern, erzittern, beben’ 768,7 – A трѧст сѧ – B трепетат – C трѧст сѧ



Nicht wenige der Synonyme in dieser Gruppe sind Wortbildungsvarianten, z.B.:

ἀκολουθέω 764,19 – A въслѣдоват – B послѣдоват – C послѣдоват


ἁπλῶς 768,22 – A простѣ – B просто – C просто

γέννησις 765,41 – A рожден – B рождьство – C рождьство

γλωσσόκομον 765,13 – A ковьегъ – B ковьеꙁьць – C ковьеꙁьць


ἐρῆμος 765,25 – A поустꙑньнъ – B поустъ – C поустъ

θεμέλιος ὁ 768,21 – A основа – B основан – C основан

κάμπτω 764,36 – A прѣклонт сѧ – B покланꙗт сѧ – C поклонт сѧ


σοφία 772,15 – A прѣмѫдрость – B мѫдрость – C прѣмѫдрость

στερέωμα 769,8 – A тврьдь – B оутврьжден – C тврьдь

συνετῶς 769,47 – A раꙁоумнѣ – B раꙁоумьно – C раꙁоумьно


ὕστερον 765,1 – A послѣжде – B послѣд – C послѣжде

III.2.2.2. Konstellationen zwischen den Versionen bei lexikalischen Übereinstimmungen oder Unterschieden

Bei der Wortwahl stimmen nicht selten zwei der Versionen überein. Folgende Konstellationen sind zu erwähnen:



- A = B ≠ C: 52 Fälle + 8 Fälle, die in C fehlen (inkl. 6 ohne griechische Entsprechung), z. B.:

		

		

		A В

		C



		ἄλευρον 

		765,50

		мѫка

		брашьно



		ἀναιτίως

		765,14

		вна: беꙁ внꙑ

		беꙁвновьнъ



		γογγύζω

		765,9

		гнѣват сѧ

		ръпътат



		διδάσκω

		772,14

		оут

		накаꙁоват



		ἱκετεύω

		765,49

		молт

		помолт сѧ



		καθίστημι

		768,47

		поставт

		сътворт






- A = C ≠ B: 98 Fälle + 83 Fälle, die in B fehlen (inkl. 9 ohne griechische Entsprechung), z. B.:

		

		

		A C

		B



		αἰθήρ

		769,9

		еѳеръ

		слъньце



		αἱρετίζω

		769,14

		ꙁволт

		ꙁбьрат



		ἀλλήλων

		764,42

		дроугъ дроуга

		дроугъ



		ἄλλος

		764,39


769,19

		нъ

		дроугъ



		ἀνάπτω

		769,9

		въжещ

		прославт



		ἀνθίστημι 

		768,48

		сѫпротвт сѧ

		отъстѫпат



		ἀποκλείω

		765,2

		ꙁатворт

		оуставт !



		ἀρτίως 

		769,50

		нꙑнѣ

		доселѣ



		βάθος

		772,14

		глѫбна

		пѫна



		βασκαίνω

		765,14

		ꙁавдѣт

		оклеветават



		ἔλευσις

		768,25

		пршьств

		въстан



		μελίζω

		764,30

		раꙁдробт

		растесат






- B = C ≠ A: 118 Fälle + 63 Fälle, die in A fehlen (inkl. 15 ohne griechische Entsprechung), z. B.: 

		

		

		A

		B C



		ἀκολουθέω

		764,19

		въслѣдоват

		послѣдоват



		ἀπάτωρ

		769,12

		отьць: беꙁ отьца

		беꙁотььнъ



		ἀρύω

		741,17

		насꙑтт сѧ / напот сѧ

		порѣт, -пѫ



		γέννησις

		765,41

		рожден

		рождьство



		ἐργάζομαι

		765,43

		сътворт

		съдѣꙗт



		ἐρῆμος

		765,25

		поустꙑньнъ

		поустъ



		καταχθόνιος

		764,37

		подъꙁемльнъ

		прѣсподьнь



		μερίζω

		741,17

		дѣлт

		раꙁдѣлꙗт



		πάλαι 

		769,40

		ꙁдавьна

		пакꙑ



		πήγνυμι

		769,8

		потъкнѫт

		въдрѫꙁт



		σεαυτοῦ

		768,41

		самъ

		себе



		στένω

		768,7

		трепетат

		стенат






Die Zahlen sprechen für größeren lexikalischen Abstand bei der Wahl der Korrelate zwischen A und B als zwischen jeder von beiden und der mittelbulgarischen Fassung C. Das kann man leicht erklären: als die Übersetzung C hergestellt wurde, hatten beide älteren Versionen schon eine drei Jahrhunderte alte Überlieferung; das ist eine lange Zeit, während der die Texte verwendet und mehr oder weniger bekannt wurden. Man merkt, dass die Übereistimmungen zwischen B und C etwas häufiger sind als zwischen A und C. Das liegt wahrscheinlich an der Verbreitung der Versionen: heute ist die Übersetzung A nur in einer Abschrift bewahrt, während B vier Kopien hat. Wahrscheinlich war die Überlieferung der Fassung A schon im 14. Jahrhundert spärlich.

III.2.2.3. Im Hinblick auf die Präsenz der sogenannten „markierten Lexeme“ 


Seit Jagićs „Entstehungsgeschichte der kirchenslavischen Sprache“
 bis heute wird über die lexikalischen Varianten diskutiert, die die kyrillomethodianische Texte von ihren ostbulgarischen Redaktionen oder neuen Übersetzungen unterscheiden.
 Obwohl die skeptische Meinungen bezüglich des Attribuierungspotentials der sog. „markierten Lexeme“ sich in der letzten Zeit vermehren,
 sind diese Oppositionen auch ein Teil der vergleichenden Charakteristik der Mehrfachübersetzungen. Deswegen stelle ich verallgemeinernd die Verwendung derjenigen Wörter dar, die als typisch für eine der früheren Übersetzungsschulen angesehen werden.
 Sie kommen in den drei Versionen der Homilie vor, aber nicht in gleicher Menge und in gleichem Verhältnis. Ungefähr die gleiche Anzahl von kyrillomethodianischen Lexemen wird in allen Fassungen benutzt: 21 in А, 25 in B und 24 in C. Ihre Frequenz ist aber unterschiedlich: sie erscheinen 32-mal in A, 47-mal in B und 40-mal in C. Alle Fassungen verwenden  ein- oder mehrmals als kyrillomethodianisch bezeichnete Korrelate wie: ἀπαισχύνομαι – постꙑдѣт сѧ, ἀποστέλλω – посълат, βοάω – въпт, въꙁъпт, διά + Acc – рад, δίκαιος – правьдьнъ, ἐπειδή – понже, ἱμάτιον – рꙁа, καλέω – нарцат, нарещ, μύρον  – мѵро, ῥάβδος – жьꙁлъ, φυλάττω – съхрант, χάριν – рад, ὡς – ꙗкоже. Wie man sieht, sind alle Lexeme im altkirchenslavischen Schrifttum weit verbreitet und haben deswegen kein besonderes Attribuierungsgewicht. 


Eindeutiger sind die Daten für die Preslavismen. In der Übersetzung A habe ich 20 als „markiert“ angenommene Lexeme in 42 Belegen gefunden, in B 9 Lexeme in 19 Belegen, und in C 11 Lexeme in 15 Belegen. Alle Übersetzungen benutzen für θαῦμα (4x) nur das „neuere“ оудо, statt des „älteren“ дво, sowie мръ für κόσμος und пострадат für πάσχω.


Die Oppositionen zwischen den Fassungen sind in der Tabelle dargestellt, wobei die Kyrillomethodianismen fett gedruckt, die Preslavismen kursiv und die neutralen Varianten nicht markiert und heller gedruckt sind:

		

		A

		B

		C



		ἀνίστημι

		въставт

		въꙁдвꙁат

		въскрѣст



		ἀπαισχύνομαι

		постꙑдѣт сѧ

		срамлꙗт сѧ

		постꙑдѣт сѧ



		γέννησις

		рожден

		рождьство

		рождьство



		δαίμων Gen

		бѣсовьскъ 

		 

		бѣсъ



		Ἐβραίος

		ждовьскъ

		еврѣскъ

		еврѣскъ



		ἐπειδή

		льмаже

		л

		понже



		Εὐαγγελίων γραφεύς

		благовѣщен псьць

		евангелстъ

		благовѣстемь съпсатель



		θυσία 

		трѣба

		жрьтва

		жрьтва



		κλείω 3x

		ꙁаклют, ꙁатворт 2x

		ꙁатворт

		ꙁаклют 2x, ꙁатворт



		λυπέω

		опеалт

		оскръбт

		опеалт



		μανθάνω

		наоут сѧ

		навꙑкнѫт 

		оувѣдѣт



		μαρτυρέω 2x

		съвѣдѣтельствоват 2x

		проповѣдат 2x

		съвѣдѣтельствоват 2x



		μάρτυς 2x

		съвѣдѣтель 2x

		послоухъ 2x

		съвѣдѣтель 2x



		μέγας

		велкъ

		 

		велкъ



		μορφή

		обраꙁъ

		обраꙁъ

		ꙁракъ



		οἰκοδομέω

		градт

		творт

		оустрот



		παρθένος ἡ 3x

		дѣва 2x

		дѣваꙗ 2x, дѣва

		дѣваꙗ, дѣва, дѣвьствьнкъ



		πάσχα Gen

		велкꙑ дьньнъ 

		пасха Gen

		пасха Gen



		σκηνή 17x

		 кѫща 14x

		кровъ 14x, сѣнь

		сѣнь 17x



		σκηνοποιός

		кѫщьнъ твортель

		насѣньнъ покръвенъ

		сѣнцотворьць



		σκιά

		стѣнь

		сѣнь 

		сѣнь



		σπήλαιον

		пещера

		ꙁбьраньнъ !

		врьтьпъ



		χάριν 2x

		рад

		дѣльма 2x

		рад 2x



		ὡς

		акꙑ 2x

		ꙗкоже, ꙗко

		ꙗкоже, ꙗко



		

		KM 5/7 – Pr 19/35 

		KM 10/24 – Pr 6/8 

n 8/9

		KM 14/18 – Pr 6/6 


n 8/24






Die Übersicht zeigt, dass die drei Übersetzer sowohl mit der Lexik der kyrillomethodianischen als auch der Preslaver Tradition frei umgegangen sind. Folglich waren beide lexikalischen Schichten in der Zeit der Entstehung der Übersetzungen schon ein Teil des Wortschatzes der Schriftsprache, was für die mittelbulgarische Übersetzung selbstverständlich ist, aber für beide altbulgarischen Fassungen gewisse Hinweise auf die Datierung gibt. Eine gleichzeitige Verwendung kyrillomethodianischer und Preslaver Lexeme beobachtet A. Dimitrova im Zlatostruj.



Das Vorhandensein ostbulgarischer Innovationen ist bei der Fassung A deutlicher. Einige der Oppositionen verdienen besondere Aufmerksamkeit. Dazu gehören Varianten, die nicht sehr verbreitet sind. Hier muss man vor allem велкꙑ дьньнъ in A für τοῦ πάσχα erwähnen. Der Hebraismus wird selten übersetzt: einmal in der Übersetzung der Ἔϰθεσις ἀϰριβὴς τῆς ὀρθοδόξου πίστεως des Johannes von Damaskus von Johannes dem Exarchen 
 und einmal in der Preslaver Übersetzung der Lestvica.
 Die griechisch-slavische Lexikographie einzelner Texte bietet nur noch ein Beispiel für die Korrelation τοῦ πάσχα – велкоденьнны in einer späteren Moskauer Edition der kirchenslavischen Kormčaja.
 Der Begriff ist bei den meisten orthodoxen Slaven bis heute erhalten, während die Westslaven Derivate mit ‘Nacht’ benutzen – Wielkanoc (pol.), Velikonoce (tsch.).
 Zu den für die in Ostbulgarien entstandenen Texte typischen Wörtern werden die Konjunktionen акꙑ, єльмаже und дѣльма gezählt. Die beiden ersten werden nur in A verwendet und die dritte nur in B. Das Lexem стѣнь für σκιά erscheint im Zlatostruj,
 und die Opposition сѣнь – стѣна ist entsprechend in der älteren und jüngeren Übersetzung der Epiphanios-Homilie über die Höllenfahrt Christi nachgewiesen.
 Gegen Εὐαγγελίων γραφεύς benutzt die Version B das neutrale евангелстъ, während die anderen den Ausdruck mit благовѣщен псьць (A) und благовѣстемь съпсатель (C) übersetzen. Diese slavisierende Tendenz ist für die Preslaver Texte
 sowie für einige spätere athonitische Literaten charakteristisch. 
    


Die quantitativen Daten und die Analyse einiger aussagekräftiger Beispiele zeigen, dass beide älteren Fassungen die Lexik beider altbulgarischen Übersetzerschulen verwenden, aber sie tun das mit unterschiedlicher Intensität. Ähnliche Verhältnisse hat die Forschung auch in anderen altbulgarischen Mehrfachübersetzungen hagiographischer und homiletischer Werke festgestellt,
 aber ihre chronologische Interpretation ist widersprüchlich. E. Mirčeva ist der Meinung, dass die große Zahl von typischen Preslavismen eine Eigenschaft der früheren, in Preslav entstandenen Texte ist, während das spätere Preslav die eng regionalen sprachlichen Besonderheiten eher eingeschränkt verwendet.
 Ich teile diese Ansicht nicht, denn ihre Schlussfolgerungen beruhen auf Homilien und Viten, deren spätere Preslaver Etappe haupsächlich im Codex Suprasliensis bezeugt ist. Und die Forscherin selbst betont an vielen Stellen die von K. Ivanova in der „Bibliotheca hagiographica Balcano-Slavica“ festgestellte Tatsache, dass diese Handschrift sehr viele eigenartige oder seltene Versionen der Texte beinhaltet.
 Eine Regel auf der Grundlage von Ausnahmen zu formulieren, ist kaum akzeptabel, dies um so mehr, als bei anderen Texten genau das Gegenteil nachgewiesen ist; z. B. gibt es in der späteren (wörtlichen) Übersetzung der Apokalypse des Pseudo-Methodios mehr Preslavismen als in der früheren (freien) Übersetzung.
 


Das Vorhandensein kyrillomethodianischer Lexeme in der Version B der Homilie In transfigurationem, die sich in der Entwicklung der Schriftsprache nicht als übliche Korrelate durchsetzen konnten (z.B. кровъ für  σκηνή), und die große Zahl von selteneren Preslavismen in der Fassung A, da​runter einige übersetzte griechische theologische Begriffe (благовѣщен псьць für Εὐαγγελίων γραφεύς und велкꙑ дьньнъ für τοῦ πάσχα), zusammen mit dem freieren Umgang mit dem Original in B und seiner größeren formalen Unabhängigkeit bezüglich der griechischen syntaktischen Konstruktionen, erlauben die Annahme, dass die Übersetzung B älter ist als A. Als kyrillomethodianisch kann man sie aber eher nicht einordnen, denn es fehlen darin bedeutende sprachliche Archaismen; aber das Ende des 9. oder der Anfang des 10. Jh. sind als Entstehungzeit der Fassung B durchaus möglich. Wahrscheinlich könnte ein detaillierter Vergleich der Übersetzungstechniken und der sprachlichen Besonderheiten mehrerer alter Übersetzungen mehr Licht in diese Frage bringen.  


Interessant ist, dass die Preslavismen, die in den athonitischen Übersetzungen und Redaktionen oft vorkommen, in der Fassung C gering sind. Und das nähert sie den in Tărnovo entstandenen Übersetzungen oder den dort revidierten Texten athonitischer Herkunft an.

Schlussfolgerungen


Nach dieser ausführlichen Darlegung kann man einige Schluss​folgerungen bezüglich der am Anfang gestellten Fragen ziehen:


1. Die Einordnung der drei Versionen als unabhängige Übersetzungen durch K. Ivanova kann man mit folgenden Argumenten unterstützen:

a) begrenzte Zahl von gemeinsamen Auslassungen und identischen Ergänzungen;

b) viele individuelle Auslassungen und Ergänzungen;

c) eine große Zahl von individuellen lexikalischen Varianten; 

d) Beispiele in den drei Versionen für die Übertragung von paronymischen Wörtern und Formen sowie von unterschiedlichen Bedeutungen der griechischen Lexeme; dafür ist eine selbständige Arbeit der Übersetzer mit den griechischen Vorlagen nötig.


2. Die Originale, mit denen die Übersetzer gearbeitet haben, stehen dem Text in PG relativ nahe. Sie zeigen auch gewisse gemeinsame Abweichungen von ihm, sind aber nicht vollkommen identisch. 


a) Beweise für die Nähe der Quellen für die Übersetzungen, die deren Text demjenigen von PG gegenüberstellen, sind:


- einzelne gemeinsame Auslassungen und identische Ergänzungen ohne Entsprechung in PG;


- einzelne sprachlich nicht identische, aber bedeutungsähnliche Ergänzungen.


b) Für die nichtvollständige Übereinstimmung der griechischen Vorlagen für die Versionen A, B und C sprechen: 


 
- viele individuelle Auslassungen und Ergänzungen (ein Teil davon könnte in den griechischen Quellen wurzeln);


- viele Fälle, bei denen die Variantenlesungen in den Übersetzungen zu Wörtern und Formen mit ähnlicher graphischer oder akustischer Gestalt führen, deren Verwechslung schon in der byzantinischen Transmission des Textes passieren konnte. 


3. Im Bezug auf die Übersetzungsprinzipien und -technik kann man verallgemeinern, dass die Fassung B einen freieren Umgang mit dem Original zeigt, während А und C in der formalen Nachahmung der griechischen Muster genauer sind. Das zeigen die folgenden Phänomene:


a) die Wiedergabe der griechischen syntaktischen Konstruktionen mit Artikel plus Infinitiv, Partizip und substantiviertem Präpo​siti​onal​ausdruck;


b) die Wahl der kontextuellen oder freien Entsprechungen für die griechischen Wörter (öfters in B) oder der genauen wörtlichen Korrelate (öfters in A und C);


c) die Variabilität der Korrelate für die griechischen Lexeme: B hat eine reichere Synonymie, während A und C häufiger zu festen Entsprechungen tendieren;


d) die Anwesenheit von sog. „lexikalischen Markern“ – es gibt wenig seltene Lexeme mit starker Attribuierungskraft, aber in den drei Texten sind mehrere Wörter vorhanden, die häufiger mit einer der beiden altbulgarischen Schulen verbunden werden. Als lexikalischer Bestand und besonders hinsichtlich der Zahl ihrer Verwendung erscheinen die Kyrillomethodianismen öfters in der Übersetzung B und C, und die Preslavismen überwiegen in A.  


4. Was die Datierung betrifft, schließt der Mangel an bedeutenden morphologischen Archaismen in beiden alten Übersetzungen die Möglichkeit aus, auch nur eine von ihnen der Tätigkeit der Slavenlehrer zuzuschreiben. Aber auf der Grundlage der komplexen Charakteristik der Übersetzungsvorgänge kann man annehmen, dass beide Versionen A und B in Ostbulgarien in 9.-10. Jh. entstanden sind. Die Übersetzung B steht insgesamt der kyrillo​metho​dianischen Tradition näher und die Übersetzung A eher den Preslaver Tendenzen. Deswegen halte ich es für wahrscheinlicher, dass ihre relative Chronologie umgekehrt zu ihrer alphabetischen Bezeichnung ist und dass die Fassung B bald nach den Ankunft der Schüler von Kyrillos und Methodios in Ostbulgarien entanden ist, während A eher zur „reifen“ Preslaver Produktion gehört.


Die mittelbulgarische Fassung C zeigt die üblichen Besonderheiten der Übersetzungen des 14. Jahrhunderts, aber nicht auf einer extremen Ebene der formalen Abhängigkeit vom Original, die für manche auf dem Berg Athos entstandenen Texte typisch ist. Deswegen und wegen der Verwendung von mehr Kyrillomethodianismen als von Preslavismen würde ich als ihren Entstehungsort eher Tărnovo vermuten. 



Man kann verallgemeinern, dass diese drei Übersetzungen der Homilie In transfigurationem die gewöhnlichen Wege und Etappen der Rezeption byzantinischer patristischer Texte mit liturgischen Funktionen illustrieren und ein gutes Beispiel für die sogenannten Mehrfachübersetzungen bei den Balkanslaven  darstellen. 
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Ekaterina Dikova 




	As stated in the so-called Appendix Dionysiaca, “all discourse is adorned with meter, but in poetry it is perceived with the senses, while in prose it is perceived with the mind.”[footnoteRef:2] This view is, needless to say, true and, therefore, not exceptional. The interest in non-poetic rhythm[footnoteRef:3] in medieval works[footnoteRef:4] is, similarly, neither sporadic, nor new. Since its origin, however, a general principle has been sought (cf. e.g. Mayer’s law[footnoteRef:5] on Byzantine clausulae and its modifications by later scholars) but hardly ever have various rhetorical devices been observed as a complex tool for achieving rhythm[footnoteRef:6] and, even more rarely, studied in translated literature. Besides, hardly any of the rhythmical analyses of translated works I have come across so far juxtapose the target texts with their respective source texts in terms of rhythm and rhythmical devices applied, at least as far as Slavonic translations are concerned.[footnoteRef:7] Having all the previous significant contributions as a stable scholarly background, I would like to propose here, as a kind of experiment (or étude), a rhythmical analysis of a single translated text. This analysis will aim at elucidating how rhythm in a particular Byzantine homily was rendered in its South Slavonic counterparts.  [2:  For the English translation of this quote see V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhythm in Byzantium: The Sound of Persuasion, Cambridge, 2013, p. 23. For the original text – ϰαὶ πᾶς μὲν λόγος μέτρῳ ϰεϰόσμηται, ἀλλ᾿ ὁ μὲν ποιητιϰὸς αἰσθητῶς, ὁ δὲ πεζος νοητῶς – see M. Consbruch, Hephaestionis enchiridion, cum commentariis veteribus, Leipzig, 1906, p. 332. Available also online at <https://archive.org/details/hephaestionisenc00hephuoft> (02.04.2020). Valiavitcharska’s book has been the guiding light for the present study and I would like to warmly thank its author. ]  [3:  This interest is as old as prose itself as attested in numerous ancient instances (“Aristotle and Isocrates, for example, emphasise that rhetorical discourse must carefully avoid the… rhythms of prose” – V. Valiavitcharska, “Reading Poetry, Performing Rhetoric: The Place of Poetic Performance in Byzantine Rhetorical Education”, a paper under review in The Practice of Rhetoric: A Festschrift for Jeffrey Walker, eds. Debra Hawhee and V. Valiavitcharska, p. [1]). Rhythm was studied in relation also to ancient Greece (see e.g. A. W. de Groot, A Handbook of Antique Prose-Rhythm, Groningen, 1919, especially p. 98-108 and the literature quoted there; de Groot proposes periodisation and typology of the ancient Greek clausula, and, at the end of his monograph, briefly presents other rhetorical techniques to achieve rhythm – mainly the choice of words and the word order (p. 142) and turns his attention to the chronological changes of rhythm in an ancient collection of writings copied in Byzantium. For other classical investigations on prose rhythm see V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhythm…, p. 12 and the literature quoted there. ]  [4:  Particularly in relation to the Greek Middle Ages see W. Hörandner, Der Prosarhythmus in der rhetorischen Literatur der Byzantiner, Wien, 1981 (p. 21-26, 51-153 are on Byzantine authors and p. 27-42 present an overview of the scholarship on the issue). It should be noted here that the author – and the scholars quoted by him – are interested mainly in the clausulae, even though he points out in his preliminary notes that rhythm is more than attention to rules related to the clausula and that the rhythm in prose includes all the efforts to influence the formal structure of the sentences by means of isocolon, homoioteleuton and, for some reason, paronomasia (ibid., p. 19). The most recent – and most exhaustive – monograph on Byzantine oratorical rhythm is V. Valiavitcharska’s Rhetoric and Rhythm... ]  [5:  W. Meyer, Der accentuirte Satzschluss in der griechischen Prosa: vom IV. bis XVI. Jahrhundert, Göttingen, 1891, p. 6-7. [Available also online at <https://archive.org/stream/deraccentuirtesa 00meye/deraccentuirtesa00meye_djvu.txt> (04.04.2020)]. On the previous pages (4-5) the author presents Bouvy’s theory on stress as the carrier of rhythm in the Byzantine hymnography. For later comments on Mayer’s law, incl. the Maas modification, see W. Hörandner, Der Prosarhythmus… p. 27-32. The briefest and most clear explanation of the two laws is given by Lauxtermann, The Spring of Rhythm. An Essay on the Political Verse and Other Byzantine Metres, Wien, 1999, p. 74: “The accentual prose rhythm is governed by two laws: Bouvy’s law, according to which the clausula ends with a proparoxitone word, and the law of Meyer/Maas dictating that the number of unaccented syllables between the two last stress accents of clausula could be even (usually 2 or 4, rarely 6)… there are too many variables for the rules to be universal”.]  [6:  One of the significant exceptions is V. Valiavitcharska’s Rhetoric and Rhythm…, where various aspects and rhetorical techniques of rhythm in prose are studied in the broad context of Byzantine progymnasmata as well as statistical comparison is proposed between Greek homilies and a whole corpus of their Old Bulgarian translation – those in the 10th-century Codex Suprasliensis – in terms of number of syllables and number of accents in the cola. Another scholar who sees rhythm as a complex of various tools is R. Koycheva. She discovers similar assonance and consonance as well as preservation of homoioteleuton on its original places and keen attention to stress placement in ecclesiastical hymns (R. Koycheva, “Sound and Sense in the Hymnographic Text: On a Troparion from the Acrostic Triodion Canon Cycle of Constantine of Preslav,” Scripta & e-Scripta 1, 2003, p. 147-160). ]  [7:  No source text is provided, for example, in the rhythmical analysis of the Lord’s Prayer (В. Былинин, “К проблеме стиха славянской гимнографии (X–XIII вв.)”, Славянские литературы: X Международный съезд славистов, София, 1988 г. Доклады советской делегации, Москва, 1988, p. 37-38). R. Jakobson, although noticing that the syllabic verse of the Old Bulgarian poetry is related to the Byzantine political verse, does not compare any target texts with its source (Р. О. Якобсон, “Заметка о древне-болгарском стихосложении”, Известия Отделения русского языка и словесности Российской академии наук 24 (2), 1923, p. 351-358. <http://feb-web.ru/feb/izvest/default.asp?/feb/izvest/1919/02/192.html> (04.04.2020). In a later study he is interested in one peculiarly rhythmical feature – the number of syllables per cola – and discovers that: 1) the Slavonic translation of Greek heirmoi, stichera, and liturgical prayers tend to preserve the syllabic count of their source texts; 2) they occasionally contribute to their rhythm; 3) the same principles are valid for the translations in other Slavic languages (R. Jakobson, “The Slavic Response to Byzantine Poetry”, Actes du XIIe congrès international des études byzantines, Ochride, 10-16 Septembre 1961, Rapports, vol. 8, Belgrade-Ohrid, 1961, p. 249-265).  Rhythm is certainly not among the primary subjects of interest for Palaeoslavonic Translation Studies as proven also by respectable collections of investigations like Л. Тасева и др. (eds.), Преводите през XIV столетие на Балканите. Доклади от международната конференция, София, 26-28 юни 2003, София, 2004. Yet, some attention has been drawn to the isocolic structuring of original Old Bulgarian / Old Church Slavonic texts in terms of number of stresses and number of syllables in the cola. See mainly R. Picchio, “Sulle strutture isocoliche nella letteratura slava ortodossa”, Letteratura della Slavia ortodossa, Bari, 1991, p. 279-307, which inspired other scholars to conduct similar investigations (for an extensive list of such studies and some comments on them see V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhythm…, p. 154-157). Numerous studies, moreover, were dedicated to the poetics (incl. rhythmical peculiarities) of original Bulgarian poetry. ] 


While analysing the rhythm in the homily in question, I will not look for invariants or prevailing tendencies but will rather try to be attentive to the techniques for its rendering applied by its medieval translators. I will also show that, unlike the rhythm in poetry, the rhythm in a rhetorical work is governed by the meaning, that it changes according to the meaning and the messages conveyed in different sections of the text and that various rhythmical patterns alternate together with the alternation of ideas and intentions. 

I have selected my primary source almost at random. The Transfiguration of Christ is one of my favourite feasts and topics in Christianity, and St. Ephrem the Syrian is one of my favourite theologians. This is what actually prompted me to choose the Sermon on the Transfiguration of Christ ascribed to St. Ephrem the Syrian as the subject of my analysis. 

Even though of dubitable authorship, this sermon was most probably first created in Syriac. Yet, the earliest found Syriac manuscript of it – burnt later on – was noted to attribute the work to St. John Chrysostom.[footnoteRef:8] Whatever its original language, I hope I will manage here to prove that rhythm could be – and was – rendered consciously. And I will do this by comparing it in the Greek text,[footnoteRef:9] on the one hand, and in its two South Slavonic translations, on the other. The Greek text used here is taken from two editions and a 14th-century manuscript which, in places, seems closer to the Slavonic target texts than the edited ones.  [8:   Cf. M. Geerard, Clavis Patrum Graecorum, vol. 2: Ab Athanasio ad Chrysostomum, Turnhout, 1974, p. 390. On the same attribution see also S. P. Brock, St. Ephrem: A Brief Guide to the Main Editions and Translations, s. loc., 2012. Available at <http://syri.ac/brock/ephrem> (04.04.2020). Here CPG 3939 is seen as part of the group of 15 texts attributed to Ephrem “which have a Syriac original that can be identified” but some of which “cannot be genuine Ephrem”. M. Geerard, Clavis Patrum.., p. 390 notes – after D. Hemmerdinger-Iliadou – not only the attribution of the same sermon to Isaac of Antioch but also another Syriac manuscript (a fragment) in which the homily is anonymous. In the Georgian manuscript tradition the homily was occasionally attributed also to Тheodoros Abu Qurra (Ch. Hannick, Maximos Holobolos in der kirchenslavischen homiletischen Literatur, Wien, 1981, 244). The overall authorship, manuscript, and translation traditions of St Ephrem’s works are extremely complicated in all languages – also due to his vast popularity even during his lifetime. As far as the Slavonic versions are concerned, it has been stated also that the Old Bulgarian translation of the Parainesis (of which CPG 3939 is not part) was revised at some point (according to the Greek one) and in places it agrees rather with the Latin version (made prior to the 10th century) than to the Greek one (F. Thomson, “The Old Bulgarian Translation of the Homilies of Ephraem Syrus”, Palaeobulgarica 9, 1985, № 1, p. 124-125). All this – which is part of the medieval preference for authority over authorship – does not affect the main concept of the present article as rhythm is seen here a complex and multifaceted rhetorical device that was translated. ]  [9:  According to its recent Greek edition in: Όσιος Εφραίμ ο Σύρος. Έργα, Τόμος Ζ΄. Επιμ. Κωνσταντίνος Φραντζολάς, Θεσσαλονίκη, 1998. Available also online at <https://www.roger-pearse.com/weblog/ephraim-graecus-works/> (25.05.20220) where the sermon in question is accessible under number 134. The earliest, Assemani’s, edition of the same text is also currently accessible online (J. S. Assemani, Sancti patris nostri Ephraem Syri Opera omnia quae extant graece, syriace, latine, vol. 2, Rome, 1743, p. 41-29, digitised and distributed online by the Bonn University and Regional Library at <http://digitale-sammlungen.ulb.uni-bonn.de/content/pageview/99006> (20.05.2020) as its first page). The Greek manuscript I use is Supplément grec 43 (1340-1360), f. 1-8, is available online from the website of the National Library of France at <https://gallica.bnf.fr/services/engine/search/sru?operation=searchRetrieve&version=1.2&query=%28gallica%20adj%20%22bhga%201982%22%29&lang=en&suggest=0> (03.04.2020). the only one of the work which I have found online. ] 


The first Slavonic version is of the old redaction, i.e. according to the Studion Typikon, and it is represented by only one preserved copy of the late 13th – early 14th century[footnoteRef:10], with Raška orthography but in fact an earlier Bulgarian translation.[footnoteRef:11] This is MS IIIc19 from the collection of Antun Mihanović kept at the Croatian Library of Sciences (HAZU) and edited as a facsimile[footnoteRef:12] in 1957. The second Slavonic version is of the new redaction, i.e. according to the Jerusalem Typikon. It is represented by about ten manuscripts[footnoteRef:13] and I study here the earliest one, the Zographou copy (Ms 109) of the 14th century,[footnoteRef:14] Bulgarian orthography, Bulgarian translation.  [10:  The most recent investigation on the dating and origin of this manuscript whose prototype goes back to the epoch to the pupils of the holy brothers Cyril and Methodius belongs to A. Turilov (А. Турилов, “О датировке и происхождении рукописи Гомилиария Михановича”, Slavia 78, 2009, № 3-4, p. 461-468). In it the author manages even to identify the first scribe of this manuscript and proves that it was created not earlier than 1280 and not later than the 1320s. For an overview of previous datings see ibid., 462-463.]  [11:  It is a well known fact in palaeoslavistics that the Mihanović Homiliary, in which the copy is found, is the most popular representative of the type of the panegyric collections which entered the Old Bulgarian literary tradition at a very early stage (the type combining both the movable and immovable church calendar) and that this same codex – the Mihanović Homiliary – is one of our oldest and most significant panegyric collections (K. Иванова, Ц. Данова, “Опит за систематизиране на риторичната традиция в южнославянските календарни сборници (Според съдържанието на балканските триодни панигирици)”, Palaeobulgarica 43, 2019, № 2, p. 15). Some studies have been dedicated to determining the place and time of origin of certain texts found there, the most recent of which proves that Pseudo-Chrysostomian Homily on the Beheading of St. John the Baptist was translated as early as in the 10th century in Eastern Bulgaria (Х. Давидкова, “Старобългарският превод на Псевдозлатоустовото Слово за Усекновение на Йоан Кръстител (BHG 859)”, Проглас 28, 2019, № 2, p. 249-259. <http://journals.uni-vt.bg/proglas/bul/vol28/iss2/11> (04.04.2020). ]  [12:  R. Aitzetmüller (ed.) Mihanović Homiliar, Graz, 1957, f. 231a-233b.]  [13:  The exact copies of this later Slavonic version are listed in Ch. Hannick, Maximos…, p. 244, К. Иванова, Bibliotheca hagiographica Balcano-Slavica, София, 2008, p. 602-603.]  [14:  The respective manuscript is a Panegyricon of the 16th century, but the sermon in question (f. 287-292) is dated to the third quarter of the 14th century and was added later in the codex during its rebinding (see К. Иванова, Bibliotheca hagiographica…, p. 75); the orthographic peculiarities noted are also present in this interpolated part. I am truly indebted to the brotherhood of the Athonite Zographou Monastery for granting me access to the high-quality digital reproductions of the respective folia. ] 




Now let us begin from the beginning – the short but moving introduction of the Sermon, visualising the contemporaneous concerns of the author’s audience – harvest and grape-gathering in the season when Transfiguration is celebrated:  



Ἐκ τῆς χώρας θέρους χαρμονή, 

ἐκ τοῦ ἀμπελῶνος καρποὶ ἐδεσμάτων,

καὶ ἐκ τῶν Γραφῶν διδαχὴ ζωοποιός. 

Ἡ χώρα εἰς ἕνα καιρὸν ἔχει τὸ θέρος, 

καὶ ἡ ἄμπελος εἰς ἕνα καιρὸν ἔχει τὸν τρυγητόν,[footnoteRef:15]  [15:  This line is in gray because it is not present in the Slavonic translations analysed below. It is also missing in the Greek manuscript mentioned above (to be more precise, the words omitted there are crossed out here: ἠ χώρα εἰς ἕνα καιρὸν ἔχει τὸ θέρος,/ καὶ ἡ ἄμπελος εἰς ἕνα καιρὸν ἔχει τὸν τρυγητόν, Supplément grec 43, f. 1.  ] 


ἡ Γραφὴ δὲ πάντοτε ἀναγινωσκομένη ἀναβλύζει διδαχὴν ζωοποιόν. 



Ἡ χώρα, ὅταν θερισθῇ, ἀπέσχε, 

καὶ ἡ ἄμπελος, ὅταν τρυγηθῇ, ταπεινοῦται, 

ἡ Γραφὴ δὲ καθ᾿ ἡμέραν θεριζομένη,

οἱ στάχυες τῶν ἑρμηνευόντων ἐν αὐτῇ οὐκ ἐκλιμπάνουσι·

καὶ καθ᾿ ἡμέραν τρυγεῖται, καὶ οἱ βότρυες τῆς ἐν αὐτῇ ἐλπίδος οὐ δαπανῶνται.



The punctuation even in the modern edition well presents the structuring of cola building up periods and it was my decision to divide each colon[footnoteRef:16] on a separate line. The same structuring in cola by means of punctuation is recognisable also in the two South Slavonic versions as we will see below. But as I started with meter, let me briefly propose a metrical analysis of the excerpt (“x” marks unstressed syllables and “/” – stressed ones,[footnoteRef:17] the one-syllable clitics are not stressed[footnoteRef:18]): [16:  The literature on the classical concept of period and cola is vast, but it is worth mentioning here that, as V. Valiavitcharska in “Reading Poetry…”, p. [17] points out, the eleventh-century rhetorician John Siceliotes distinguishes as a colon any phrase between nine and eighteen syllables (the shorter phrases belong to commata). ]  [17:  It has been established in the scholarship that the Greek musical accent had already transformed into stress and prosodic metres had been substituted by accentual ones by the 4th century (se e.g. M. D. Lauxtermann, The Spring…, p. 73) and that, as far as accentual clasula is concerned, its origins are sought as early as in the 3rd century (W. Hörandner, Der Prosarhythmus…, p. 37-42 and the literature cited there) i.e., the “rhythmical revolution started in prose some fifty years earlier than it did in poetry” (M. D. Lauxtermann, The Spring…, p. 74). On Byzantine rhetorical opinions on accent see V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhytm…, p. 47 quoting the 14th-century treatise of Joseph Rhacendytes. On the importance of the accentuation in Byzantine manuscripts for their editions see M. De Groote, “The Accentuation in the ‘Various Verses’ of Christophoros Mitylenaios,” F. Bernard and K. Demoen (eds.) Poetry and Its Contexts in Eleventh-Century Byzantium, Farnham, 2012, p. 133-145 and the literature quoted there.]  [18:  The question of enclitics is definitely not an easy one. On the clitics and their place in the accentuated phrase, see e.g. W. Hörandner, Der Prosarhythmus…, p. 34 (quoting Skimina). On a typology of clitics under ‘usual’ and ‘new’ ones in certain Byzantine manuscripts and their dependence on rhythm, see M. De Groote, “The Accentuation…”, p. 133-145. ] 




xx/x/xxx/
xxxx/xx/xx/x
xxxx/xx/xx/
x/xx/xx//xx/x
xx/xxx/xx//xxxx/ 
xx/x/xxxxxxx/xxx/xxx/xx/ 



x/x/xxx/x/x 
xx/xx/xxx/xx/x
xx/xxx/xxxx/x
x/xxxxx/xxx/xxx/xx
xxx/xx/xхx/xхххх/x/хxxx/x



At first glance no particular meter seems to be followed, which is, certainly, normal for non-poetry. But if we concentrate on the endings of the phrases, on the endings of the cola,[footnoteRef:19] we will easily discover the alternation of anapaestic (xx/) and amphibrachic (x/x) endings in the first period and only amphibrachic-based (x/x) clausulae[footnoteRef:20] in the second. Besides, the exception of the two penultimate cola actually builds up to the symmetry of the 2 periods. What is more, the cola in the two periods are parallel also in terms of number of accents. And all this is related to the meaning, as the first three cola are statements, the next three are elaboration on them and the whole second period is an analogy between the temporary results of harvest and grape-gathering on the one hand and the eternal result of contemplating on Scripture on the other.  [19:  It is certainly a well-known fact that “the end of the colon is more restricted in permissible variants than the beginning or the middle” and that in Byzantine metrics “we have to count backwards: the strictness with which the rule of metrical agreement applies, strongly decreases from the end to the beginning of the colon” (M. D. Lauxtermann, The Spring…, p. 65). ]  [20:  My understanding of clausula is probably much freer than the ones of Bouvy, Meyer and Maas, as I have simply looked at what seemed similar at the very ends of a series of cola, and not at all the eight last syllables there. For a brief presentation on the theories of the rhythmical clause ending (or the Byzantine accentual cursus) see V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhythm…, p. 13-15, 34-35, 62-64.] 




		Isocolon 
(or parison)

		Metrical foot of the clausulae

		Number of accents

		Type of phrase



		xx/x/xxx/

xxxx/xx/xx/x

xxxx/xx/xx/

x/xx/xx//xx/x

xx/xxx/xx//xxxx/ 

xx/x/xxxxxxx/xxx/xxx/xx/ 



x/x/xxx/x/x 

xx/xx/xxx/xx/x

xx/xxx/xxxx/x

x/xxxxx/xxx/xxx/xx

xxx/xx/xхx/xхххх/x/хxxx/x 

		   

          anapaest



             

               amphibrach







     amphibrach

		3

3

3

6

5

6



4

4

4

4

6

		

statements





elaboration









analogy







In other words, the Greek text proposes here parison or isocolon – which means similar cola in the periods – governed by the meaning. This isocolic structuring, as we proved in terms of accent and clausulae, is supported also on other levels – morphological, lexical, phrasal and grammatical, if we count the linguistic levels and all types of anaphora, epistrophy, mesodiplosis and parallel structures, if we consider it rhetorically:



Ἐκ τῆς χώρας θέρους χαρμονή, 

ἐκ τοῦ ἀμπελῶνος καρποὶ ἐδεσμάτων, 

καὶ ἐκ τῶν Γραφῶν διδαχὴ ζωοποιός. 

Ἡ χώρα εἰς ἕνα καιρὸν ἔχει τὸ θέρος, 

καὶ ἡ ἄμπελος εἰς ἕνα καιρὸν ἔχει τὸν τρυγητόν, 

ἡ Γραφὴ δὲ πάντοτε ἀναγινωσκομένη ἀναβλύζει διδαχὴν ζωοποιόν. 



Ἡ χώρα, ὅταν θερισθῇ, ἀπέσχε, 

καὶ ἡ ἄμπελος, ὅταν τρυγηθῇ, ταπεινοῦται, 

ἡ Γραφὴ δὲ καθ᾿ ἡμέραν θεριζομένη, 

οἱ στάχυες τῶν ἑρμηνευόντων ἐν αὐτῇ οὐκ ἐκλιμπάνουσι· 

καὶ καθ᾿ ἡμέραν τρυγεῖται, καὶ οἱ βότρυες τῆς ἐν αὐτῇ ἐλπίδος οὐ δαπανῶνται. 



Yet, we should not delve in them now as not the Greek[footnoteRef:21] source but its target Slavonic texts are the main concern of this article. Here follow the Slavonic counterparts of the same excerpt from the manuscripts mentioned above.   [21:  On Ephrem’s rhythm – though in the hymns attributed to him – and its influence on the Greek accentual poetry, see M. Lauxtermann, The Spring…, p. 60-61, 78-80. Lauxtermann considers that, even though the so-called Greek Ephrem should not be confused with Ephrem Syrus, “it does not matter much, at least not from a metrical point of view, whether we are dealing with mere translations or free adaptations of Syriac hymnography” because the translations strictly follow “the Syriac system of versification (paired colons; isosyllaby; and stress regulation)” (ibid., p. 78). Besides, it has been noted that homiletics and accentual poetry share the same clausing cadence features (V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhythm…, p. 76-89 and the literature quoted there).] 




		

HAZU IIIc19, f. 231B

		No. of accents



		Оть нвы жетва радость •
 ѿ вунограда плодове брашьнн͗ •
 ѿ пса́ні оученѥ жвотворіво •
нва вь ѥ͗дно врѣме мать жетвоу •
пса́ніѥ же прсно кпть птѥмь жвотворвомь •                             

                                      
нва ѥгда пожнет се посьхнеть•
 вноградь ѥгда ѡбьѥмлет се ѡхоудѣваѥть•
псанѥ же по все дн жнемо•
класове же сказающмь то не щезають•
 по все дн ѥм͗лѥт се •  гроздове надежде                

же ѿ него не погбають • 

		3

3

3

5

5



4

4

4

4

8







		Zogr. 109, f. 287r

		No. of accents



		Ѿ н́вы, жѫтва  радованїа •
ѿ внограда, пло́д сⸯнѣднї •
ѿ пса́нїа, пооученїе жвотво́рноє •
н́ва оубѡ, въ є͗ди́но врѣмѧ матъ събранїа •
псанїе же, вьсегда и͗стачаетъ поꙋенїе жвѡда́тельноє •                                   


нва є͗гда пожѫта бѫдеть стьщт сѧ •
 лоза є͗гда ѡ͗бра́на бѫдеть, смѣрт сѧ •
псанїе же на вⸯсѣкъ днь пожнаемо, 
кла́сове сказаѫщмь є̏ не ѡ͗скѫдѣваѫтъ •
 на вⸯсѣ днь ѡ͗брает сѧ,  гроздїе же внѐмь, 

                        оупованїа не ͗стьщаваѫт сѧ• 

		3

3

3

6

5



5

5

4

4

7







Unfortunately, so far we cannot make a valid metrical analysis, because these earliest manuscripts are not consistent in marking accents and because the only reconstructed middle-Bulgarian accent system – of the Turnovo Dialect – is just a hypothesis, besides, not reliable enough.[footnoteRef:22] What is more, some accents might have been added after the completion of a manuscript. Accents start to become popular in the Slavonic manuscripts, as it seems, as late as in the 14th century and are more abundant in the later copies. The later copies of this homily, however, are not of much help, as each of them shows quite a different distribution of accents.[footnoteRef:23] But in terms of the number of accents we have similar pictures (see the respective columns in the table above). Besides, the earlier translation seems a little bit more consistent in keeping equality of the number of stresses in parallel cola. [22:  Its author admits that the 14th-century material he uses does not allow him to exactly determine the distribution of accents and that he based his conclusions on later sources (В. А. Дыбо, “Именное ударение в среднеболгарском и закон Васильева-Долобко”, Славянское и балканское языкознание. Античная балканистика и сравнительная грамматика, Москва, 1977, p. 194). It concerns only some nouns (ibid., 189-273) and verbs (В. А. Дыбо, “Закон Васильева-Долобко и акцентуация форм глагола в древнерусском и среднеболгарском”, Вопросы языкознания 2, 1971, p. 93-114) and is based on primary sources different from the ones under consideration here.]  [23:  I have compared these excerpt in three later manuscripts, namely: RAN 305 of the 15th century (K. Ivanova Bibliotheca..., p. 122), MSPC 106 of the 16th century (ibid. 85), and Hil. 446 of the 17th century (ibid. 146). They give the following pictures. In RAN 305 there is an alternation of dactylic (in the 1st, 2nd, 4th colon) and amphibrachic-based clausulae (3rd, 5th colon) in the first period and paeon-primus-based endings (i.e. /xxx) in the second period (in the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th colon) in which only the last colon (the 5th) is ended by an amphibrach. In MSPC 106, again, the prevailing endings are dactylic – in the 1st, 2nd and 4th colon of the first period and in the 1st and 3rd of the second; the 3rd and the 5th cola of the 1st period have clausula with an accent on the fifth syllable if we count backwards, while in the 2nd period only the 1st and 3rd colon have dactylic endings. Hil 446 is peculiar as it has dactylic endings in all the cola except for the one which comes last in the first period (радо́ванїа – снѣ́днї – жвотво́рноє – събра́нїа – жвѡодѣ́телноє; стъ́щ се – смѣ́рт се – пожна́емо – ͗скꙋдѣ́ваюⷮ – не ͗стъщава́ють се). In other words, the prevailing clausula there is with an accent on the third syllable when counting backwards, or, to put it in another way, they are proparoxytone. ] 


And if this points mainly to the length of the cola and, as one might argue, it may well be related to a word-for-word translation, let us look at other techniques for parison building-up. It is easily recognisable that all the repetitions constructing the isocolon (or parison) in the source text – the anaphoras, epistrophies and mesodiploses – are preserved at their places (with the exception of the colon which is omitted in the two Slavonic translations). In addition, other repetitions in the parallel cola are applied in either of the two Bulgarian texts. And if we concentrate on the endings of the cola, this time in the later Bulgarian translation (see the text of Zogr 109 in the table above), we might hypothesise on the accentual endings, the clauslae and suppose – on the basis of our current linguistic insight – prevailing dactylic (/xx) endings in the first and amphibrachic-based (x/x) endings in the second period. Yet, what is really apparent are the morphemic similarities at the ends of certain cola. The alternation радованїа – събранїа // жвотво́рноє – жвѡда́тельноє frames the first period while the adjacent стьщт сѧ – смѣрт сѧ, together with ѡ͗скѫдѣваѫтъ – ͗стьщаваѫт сѧ frames the second period, which is an additional strengthening of the structure similar to the one which the Greek alternation of the accentual endings suggests. And if homoioteleuton[footnoteRef:24] i.e. similar endings of the final words of the cola, pairs only 4 of the cola in the beginning of the earlier manuscript (see the text of HAZU IIIc19 in the table above), they are abundant in another excerpt of it, where, interestingly, homoioteleuton does not correspond to the respective Greek original and its other Slavonic counterpart. [24:  And, more precisely, homoioptoton, i.e. repetition of similar case ending in the last words of the cola in the first period. Another, less popular, term for grammatical rhyme is homoiokatalekton (“ὁμοιοϰατάληϰτον”, V. Valiavitcharska Rhetoric and Rhythm…, p. 73 quoting an anonymous medieval treatise on rhetorical figures). ] 




Assemani, p. 47

Εἰ οὐκ ἦν σάρξ, ἐν τῷ πλοίῳ τίς ἐκάθευδε; 

Καὶ εἰ μὴ ἦν Θεός, τοῖς ἀνέμοις καὶ τῇ θαλάσσῃ τίς ἐπετίμα; 

Εἰ οὐκ ἦν σάρξ, Σίμων ὁ Φαρισαῖος μετὰ τίνος ἤσθιε; 

Καὶ εἰ μὴ ἦν Θεός, τὰ πλημμελήματα τῆς ἁμαρτωλοῦ τίς συνεχώρει; 

Εἰ μὴ ἦν σάρξ, ἐπάνω τοῦ φρέατος κεκοπιακὼς ἐκ τῆς ὁδοιπορίας τίς ἐκάθητο; 

Καὶ εἰ μὴ ἦν Θεός, ὕδωρ ζῶν τῇ Σαμαρείτιδι τίς ἐδίδου καὶ ἤλεγχεν ὅτι πέντε ἄνδρας ἔσχεν;

Εἰ μὴ ἦν σάρξ, ἐνδύματα ἀνθρώπου τίς ἐφόρει; 

Καὶ εἰ μὴ ἦν Θεός, δυνάμεις τίς ἐποίει καὶ θαύματα;



        HAZU IIIc19, f. 233B

аще не бѣ плть вь кораблі кто спаше • 

͗ а͑ще не бѣ бь вѣтромь ͗ морю͗ кто ꙁапрѣщаше • 

аще не бѣ плть сумеѡнь фарсѣꙗ͗ннь с к͗мь сѣдѣꙗ͗ше • 

і͑ а͑ще не бѣ бь згрѣшенꙗ͗ грѣшны͗ѥ͗ кто пращаше • 

надⸯ кладеꙁемь ѿ шⷭ҇тꙗ͗ кто сⷣѣше • 

͗ а͑ще не бы͗ бь водоу жвоу самаранін кто даꙗ͗ше ͑ ѡ͑блаше •

аще не бы͗ плть ѡ͗деждю͗ лвю͗ кто ношаше•

͑ а͑ще не бы͗ бь слы͗ кто творꙗше •



Zogr. 109, f. 291r

аще не бѣ̏ пльть , въ кораб кто спааше •

͗ аще не бѣ бъ , вѣтрѡмъ ͗ морю кто ꙁапрѣ́т •

аще не бѣ̏ пл҇ⷮь , с́мѡнъ фарїсе̑ съ кымъ ꙗдше•

͗ аще не бѣ бъ , съгрѣшенїа грѣшнц кто прост •

аще не бѣ̏ пльть , надь стоуденцѐмъ пльтнѧ троу́жⷣь сѧ кто сѣдѣше •

͗ аще не бѣ̏ бъ , во́дѫ жвѫ самарѣнын кто да́аше ͗ ѡ͗блааше ꙗ͗ко пѧтⸯ мѫжї ͗мѣ •

аще не бѣ̏ пльть , ѡ͗дѣа́нїе лве кто но́шааше •

͗ аще не бѣ̏ бъ , с́лы кто тво́рѣше ͗ юдеса •



	This excerpt is part of the long antithetical polemic on the divine and human nature of Christ (about one third of the whole text). The antithesis and the numerous repetitions of the introductory phrases – аще не бѣ плть…  а͑ще не бѣ бь…; εἰ μὴ ἦν Θεός,..  καὶ εἰ οὐκ ἦν σάρξ, respectively – make this part very rhythmical in the three texts. Besides, grammatical parallelism is quite strong in them all – the verb is in the ultimate position, the interrogative pronoun in penultimate, and the object (direct and/or indirect) is what comes first in these cola. The only two exceptions are in the last line and in the line about the Samaritan woman – the Greek and the later Slavonic version have a couple of words after the verb there. In the earlier translation, however, these explanatory parts are omitted: the whole phrase telling about the five men of the woman and the last word of the last quoted line are omitted in order to preserve the rhythm strong and the pace fast.

In this excerpt from the earlier translation, again, we can only hypothesise on the repetition of a feminine clausula – all words in the subordinate clauses seem paroxytone. But truly impressive is that all the cola end with verbs, and, moreover, verbs in imperfect, third person singular, which leads up to rhyme-like phrasal endings. This peculiarity may well be explained as a kind of compensation for other occurrences of homoioteleuton elsewhere in the Greek source text, where, as it seems, the rhyme-like endings were not entirely rendered. For example:



Assemani, p. 48

ἥλοις τίνος χεῖρες καὶ πόδες ἡλώθησαν; 

…

τὸ καταπέτασμα τοῦ ναοῦ πῶς ἐσχίσθη 

καὶ αἱ πέτραι ἐρράγησαν 

καὶ οἱ τάφοι ἀνεῴχθησαν;



HAZU IIIc19, f. 233v

гвоꙁдьм ͗ роуцѣ ͑ ноꙁѣ пргвоꙁдста се •

…

прѣпона црковнаꙗ͗ како раꙁдраше се •

͑ каменѥ͗ како распадаше се •[footnoteRef:25] [25:  The last line is missing. Unfortunately this only copy of the earlier translation is not complete – more than one third of it is not among the folia of the codex it was found in – and there is no other copy to fill in these gaps.] 




Zogr. 109, f. 291v

гвоꙁдьм̀ ктомоу рѫцѣ ͗ ноꙃѣ пргвоъд́шѫ сѧ •

…

црковнаа ꙁа́вѣса како раꙁрⷣа сѧ •

 ка́менїе раꙁсѣ́де сѧ •

͗ гро́б ѿвръꙁошѫ сѧ •



In the Greek source text, however, such occurrences of grammatical rhymes are always confined to only two successive cola (words are more often repeated at the ends of longer series of phrases than morphemes are). So the presence of the noted feature might well be a mere preference of the translator in accordance with classical rhetorical precepts.[footnoteRef:26]  [26:  See e.g. V. Valiavitcharska Rhetoric and Rhythm…, p. 65 quoting Cicero, ibid., p. 73-74 as well as the examples there. ] 


Another figure to construct an isocolon is zeugma, a figure in which one word or part of a sentence, governs other parts.[footnoteRef:27] A nice example of it is to be found in the following dicolon, where ‘He shows them that’ governs both ‘He is the Creator of Heaven and Earth’ and ‘He is the Lord of the living and the dead’: [27:  Zeugma could be explained also as some kind of parallelism complicated by ellipsis. ] 




		

		No. of syllables



		Καὶ δείκνυσιν αὐτοῖς ὅτι αὐτός ἐστιν ὁ ποιητὴς οὐρανοῦ καὶ γῆς,

                                καὶ αὐτός ἐστι Κύριος ζώντων καὶ νεκρῶν.



HAZU IIIc19, f. 231v

 пак покаꙁаѥ͑ть ͑мь • ꙗ͑ко ть ѥⷭ҇ творць нбоу ͑ ꙁемл •

                                        ть ѥсть гь жвы͗͑хь ͑ мртвы͗͑хь •



Zogr 109, f. 287v

͗ пакы покаꙁоуеть мъ ꙗ͗ко тъ єсть тво́рецъ нбоу ͗ ꙁемл •

                                    ͗ тъ є͗сть гь жвымъ ͗ мртⸯвымъ •

		10+13
    +13





10+9 +11 / 8+11+11    





10+9

    +10







Parallelism of the subordinate clauses is obvious and underlined by the anaphora of αὐτός ἐστι(ν)/ тъ єсть/ ть ѥсть. The structure is similar in the Greek and the two Slavonic texts. In terms of syllables, I am convinced that they should be counted in relation to the figure itself. In the Zographou manuscript we have the scheme 10+9+10 syllables, while in the Greek version, the subordinate clauses are absolutely equal 10+13+13. In the earlier Bulgarian translation we have an alternation that does not seem very symmetrical – 10+9+11 – but it is only because, as it seems to me – the scribe was not aware of zeugma or at least had a different understanding of it. I mean he considered the conjunction ꙗко to be part of the subordinate clause (as we do now) and a sure mark for this is the punctuation[footnoteRef:28] – the dot before ꙗко. The structure then is 8+11+11. [28:  The original punctuation (in the manuscripts) is, undoubtedly, crucial for the rhythm. For the various functions of punctuation according to Byzantine textbooks see V. Valiavitcharska “Reading Poetry…”.] 


Needless to say, more narrative passages are less rhythmical and slower in pace – by means of longer phrases (or, rather, phrases of various lengths), an increase of both conjunctions and explanatory words, and a significant decrease of parallel repetitions and of any other type of symmetry. Once again, rhythm is governed by meaning. 

Let us look at another excerpt, presented below as follows: the lines in Greek are from Supplément grec 43, 2v[footnoteRef:29] and the following cola are their respective translations – first from HAZU IIIc19, f. 232A and then from Zogr. 109, f. 288r. [29:  This part of the manuscript available to me is closer to the translations in consideration than the edited text where whole phrases are either missing or dislocated. I have, therefore, amended it according to the manuscript even though I kept the spelling of the edition (because of my insufficient knowledge of Byzantine palaeography). The crossed-out words are here because, as the edition shows, they are found in other manuscripts but are missing in MS 43; some of them are rendered in either of the Bulgarian translations, others are omitted. The gray colour, again, marks the parts not rendered, while the light gray signifies the only word appearing in the manuscript and not the edition itself.] 




Ἀνήγαγεν αὐτοὺς εἰς τὸ ὄρος καὶ ἔδειξεν αὐτοῖς τὴν βασιλείαν αὐτοῦ πρὸ τοῦ θανάτου αὐτοῦ. 

вьꙁведе ѥ͗ да покажеть ͑мь црⷭ҇тво своѥ͗ • прѣдь смртю •

въꙁве́де еѧ̏ на горѫ ͗ покаꙁа ́мⸯ црⷭ҇твїе своѐ, прѣжⷣе съмрⸯт своеѫ •



καὶ τὴν δύναμιν αὐτοῦ πρὸ τοῦ πάθους αὐτοῦ, 

καὶ τὴν δόξαν αὐτοῦ πρὸ τῆς ὕβρεως αὐτοῦ. 

͑ слоу свою͗ прѣдь о͑у͑карꙗніѥмь ѥ͗го •

͗ с́лѫ своѫ ͗ сла́вѫ своѫ прѣжⷣе хоулы е͗го•



καὶ τὴν τιμὴν αὐτοῦ, πρὸ τῆς ἀτιμίας αὐτοῦ.

͑ тⷭ҇ прѣжде беьстѥ͑мь сво͗мь •

͗ ьсть е͗го прѣжⷣе беꙁьстїа е͗го •



ἵνα ὅταν κρατηθῇ καὶ σταυρωθῇ ὑπὸ τῶν Ἰουδαίων.

γνώσωνται ὅτι οὐ δι' ἀσθένειαν ἐσταυρώθη, 

ѥ͑гда ͑моуть ͗ ждове о͑у͑вѣдеть  ꙗ̇ко не немощі рад распеть быⷭ҇ •

да вънегда ѡ͗дръжмь бѫдеⷮ ͗ распьнет сѧ ѿ ждѡвъ, раꙁоумѣѫть ꙗ͗ко не немощ дѣлѣ распѧт сѧ •



ἀλλ' ὅτι εὐδοκίᾳ αὐτοῦ ἑκουσίως εἰς σωτηρίαν τοῦ κόσμου. 

нь добро͑ꙁволѥнѥ͑мь сво͗мь • блгⷣатю͗ своѥ͗ю͗ на спⷭ҇енѥ͗ мроу •

нѫ во́леѫ бл͠говоленїа его на спсенїе мроу •



Ἀνήγαγεν αὐτοὺς εἰς τὸ ὄρος καὶ δείκνυσιν αὐτοῖς τὴν δόξαν τῆς θεότητος αὐτοῦ πρὸ τῆς ἀναστάσεως. 

пак покаꙁаѥ͑ть мь славоу свою͗ прѣ͗д вьскрⷭ҇нѥ͑мь сво͗мь •

въꙁве́де ́хъ на горѫ  покаꙁа ́мь сла́вѫ бжⷭ҇тва своего, прѣжде въста́нїа е͗го •



ἵνα ὅταν ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀναστῇ 

ἐν τῇ δόξῃ τῆς φύσεως τῆς θεότητος αὐτοῦ, 

да ѥ͑гда  вьскрⷭ҇неть ͑ꙁ мртьвы͗͗хь вь славѣ ѥ͑ства своѥ͑го бжⷭ҇твнаа͑го •

да вънегда ͗ꙁ мртⸯвыⷯ въста́нетъ, сла́вѫ естьства бжⷭ҇тва е͗го раꙁоумѣѫть вьс,



γνώσωνται ὅτι οὐχ ὑπὲρ τοῦ ϰόσμου κόπου αὐτοῦ ἔλαβε τὴν δόξαν ὡς ἐνδεής, 

о͑у͑вѣдеть ꙗ͗ко не мьꙁдоу ꙁа троудь сво͗ прѥ͗ славоу ѥ͑го • а͑к скоудьнь •

ꙗ͗ко не троуда рад прѫть сла́вѫ ꙗ͗ко прос́тель,



ἀλλ' ἦν αὐτοῦ πρὸ του αἰώνων, σὺν τῷ Πατρὶ, καὶ μετὰ τοῦ Πατρός. 

нь бѣ ѥ͑мꙷ҇ ͑спрьва ͑ ѿ вѣка сь ѡ͑цемь  дхмь ѥ͑го •

нѫ бѣше е͗го прѣжде вѣкъ съ ѡцемъ ͗ по̀ ѡц͠ •



καθὼς εἶπεν ἐρχόμενος ἐπὶ τὸ ἑκούσιον πάθος·

-

ꙗ͗ко же ре́е грѧды на во́лнѫѧ страсть •

Πάτερ, δόξασόν με τῇ δόξῃ ᾗ εἶχον πρὸ τοῦ τὸν κόσμον εἶναι παρὰ σοί. 

ꙗ͑ко же реⷱ ѡ͗е вь слав ме славою͗ ю͗же ͑мѣхь ѿ тебе • прѣжде даже мрь не бы͗͗ •

ѡе прослав́ мѧ сла́воѫ ѧже мѣхь прѣжде даже не быⷭ҇ мръ оу͗ тебе,



The most obvious sign of the rhythm decrease here, as it seems at first glance, is the various lengths of the cola as well as fact that the borders of the phrases are not as stable as they are in the introductory part of the homily (their distribution is a bit different in each of the versions). Rhythm is, nevertheless, still present, highlighted by the words and phrases to be emphasised when read before an audience. The later translation seems to follow more exactly the Greek text, but the repetitions of the pronoun at the end of the cola are not always kept. Even in such paragraphs, the earlier Bulgarian translator strove to achieve equal number of syllables in parallel subordinate parts even if separated by a number of cola. 



		HAZU IIIc19, f. 232A

		No. of syll.



		вьзведе ѥ͗ да покажеть мь црⷭ҇тво своѥ͗ • 

прѣдь смртю • 

͑ слоу свою͗ прѣдь о͑у͑каріаніѥмь ѥ͗го •	

 чьсть прѣжде бечьстѥ͑мь свомь •

... 

пак покаꙁаѥ͑ть мь славоу свою͗ прѣ͗д вьскрⷭ҇нѥ͑мь сво͗мь •

...						        

ꙗ͑ко же реⷱ ѡ͗͠е вь слав ме славою͗ ю͗же ͑мѣхь ѿ тебе •

прѣжде даже мрь не бы͗͗ •

		13

4

5+8

2+8



11+8



19

8







Here, these parts are not only parallel, but eight-syllable clauses (except for the first one[footnoteRef:30]). In this instance, these are adverbial phrases introduced with the preposition meaning ‘before’. The earlier Bulgarian scribe applied two spellings of the adverb – the one-syllable прѣдь and the two-syllable прѣжде – or, in other words, he applied the figure of metaplasm just to keep the equal number of syllables. Even more curious is the fact that in the last of those adverbials – прѣжде даже мрь не бы͗͗ – a Gospel’s quotation from John 17:5 is shortened (cf. πρὸ τοῦ τὸν κόσμον εἶναι παρὰ σοί and прѣжде даже не быⷭ҇ мръ оу͗ тебе). The segmentation I propose above helps us to understand this kind of complicated rhythm. I call it – here and in the previous example with the zeugma – internal rhythm, because it is inside a colon but still readily perceived. [30:  If we follow Jakobson’s idea of reconstructing Old Bulgarian pieces (Р. Якобсон, “Заметка…”), we can easily create an eight-syllable phrase of it, too, e.g. прѣжде смртю своею. But all such attempts would be mere hypotheses and would not accord with the primary sources observed here.] 


Another segment of the text – this time from the later translation (unfortunately this part of the earlier one is lost) – exemplifies antimetabole, that is to say, the alternation of прѣбѫдемъ зде̏ with its inverted counterpart зде̏ прѣбѫдемъ in the leading phrases of the excerpt (in bold). 





		Assemani, p. 45

		N. of syl.

		N. of acc.



		Ἐὰν ὧδε μένωμεν, 

τὸ χειρόγραφον τοῦ Ἀδὰμ τίς σχίσει; 

Καὶ τὸ χρέος αὐτοῦ τίς ἀποτίσει; 

Καὶ τὸ ἔνδυμα τῆς δόξης αὐτῷ τίς ἀποκαθιστᾷ; 

Ἐὰν ὧδε μένωμεν, 

ἃ εἶπόν σοι, πῶς γενήσονται; 

Ἡ Ἐκκλησία πῶς οἰκοδομηθήσεται;

Τὰς κλεῖς τῆς βασιλείας τῶν οὐρανῶν πῶς λήψῃ παρ' ἐμοῦ; 

Τίνα δήσεις; 

Τίνα λύσεις; 

Ἐὰν ὧδε μένωμεν, 

ἀργοῦσι πάντα τὰ ῥηθέντα διὰ τῶν Προφητῶν. 

		7

11

11

16

7

10

13

17

4

4

7

15

		3

4

4

5

3

4

3

6

4

4

3

5







		Zogr. 109, f. 289r-v

		N. of syl.

		N. of acc.



		Аще ꙁде̏ прѣбѫдемъ ,

рѫкопсанїе а͗да́мово кто растръгнеть •

дльгъ е͗го кто ͗ стѧжеть •

͗ ѡ͗ дѣа́нїе сла́вы е͗го кто ѡ͗бновтъ •

Аще прѣбѫдемъ ꙁде̏ ,

ꙗже рѣх т како бѫдеть •

цркв каа съꙃ́ждет сѧ •

клюѧ цр͠ьствїа како прї́меш ѿ мене •

како свѧжѧш ко́го ,

кого́ л раꙁрⷣѣшш •

Аще ꙁде̏ прѣбѫдемъ ,

͗спра́ꙁнѧт сѧ вьсѣ гл͠емаа ѿ пррⷪ҇къ •

		  6

14

  7

14

  6

  8

  8

14

  7

  7

  6

14

		3

4

4

5

3

4

3

5

3

2

3

4







The peculiarity is foreign to the Greek text here and it not only parallels those leading phrases but attracts attention. Parallelism in the subordinate cola is obvious and it should be noted here that the internal rhythm is stronger in the translation – the subordinate clauses beginning with кто in the 2nd, 3rd and 4th colon are all four-syllable ones and, to achieve this, the translator added a semantically unnecessary conjunction ͗. Was it because he needed to compensate for the rhyme-like endings of these three cola he could not render? And is it an accidental peculiarity that in this excerpt the cola paired by an equal number of syllables are not grammatically parallel, while those which have different number of syllables are grammatically parallel? Which is actually compliant with the Byzantine rhetors’ prescriptions for parison.[footnoteRef:31] [31:  See e.g. an anonymous treatise on figures, insisting that paired cola should be either isosyllabic or have similar grammatical endings (quoted after V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhythm…, p. 73, who also concludes that Byzantine authors tended to alternate figures of balance and symmetry “with the use of clausula” (ibid., p. 76)).] 


Especially interesting here are the seven-syllable cola, in which also the figure of anadiplosis is applied – that is the repetition of кого at the end of the previous colon and in the beginning of the successive one. Once again, word order is changed on purpose, obviously, for the purpose of rhythm – a better length similarity is acquired in various paired cola (7 by 7; 8 by 8). In the Greek source text, the cola with an equal number of syllables are parallel. But most importantly, here – as in all the previous examples – the main constituents of rhythm are present in both the source text and the target texts: the paired colon structure including parallelism, regulation of the number of stresses and syllables per cola and various rhetorical figures as well as – as we may hypothesise – the clausular stress regulation (occasionally also rhyme-like endings).[footnoteRef:32] These features “appear as important elements of good prose rhythm in rhetorical treatises of figures”.[footnoteRef:33]  [32:  On the elements of rhythm according to Byzantine (and classical) theory see V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhythm…, p. 37 and 39 (Siculus (or John Siceliotes) seeing it as a “product of cadence, word arrangement, and colon size and composition”), p. 49 (Athanasius Angelou’s discussion on the “rhythmic function of word placement, length and accent”), p. 50 (the overall conclusion that for Byzantines “rhythm in prose was generated by clause length, word composition, and closing cadence and was measured not by a sequence of metra but by the individual word”), p. 57 and 59 (on the figures of rhythm, balance and symmetry), p. 65 (Cicero on rhyme, antithesis and parallelism). ]  [33:  V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric and Rhythm…, p. 19 commenting on Lauxtermann’s argument.] 




The conclusions that have piled up so far are many, but I would like to focus on three. First, rhythm in rhetorical works was not only translatable but translated (which should be taken into consideration by modern interpreters[footnoteRef:34] as well). Second, the two Bulgarian translations reveal the usage of both similar and different techniques to render rhetorical rhythm, which means that the respective scribes had not only rhythmic intuition but also significant rhetorical preparation to render rhythm in their native language and that they had different preferences and knowledge. The earlier translation strives for equal cola mainly by means of more “poetic” techniques – such as equal number of accents, of syllables, occasionally rhyme-like endings, even when there are no such features in the Greek source text. The later translation is not that strict in this but rather respects complicated symmetry and shows a better awareness of rhetorical figures and prescriptions. And whether these differences are also chronological – that is, whether the complicated symmetry of the later translation is to be related to the requirements of its contemporaneous Byzantine rhetoric[footnoteRef:35] – is a question which awaits an answer. Last but not least, one more general conclusion is that when we have inadequacy of meaning between a target and a source text, this should not always be considered a mistake, at least not before rhythm and other rhetorical considerations have been analysed. Sometimes the interpreter had to choose – to keep the meaning or to keep the rhythm since, as it has been said, “No one can serve two masters.” [34:  Lauxtermann insists that future editors should be attentive in this respect. In the Epilogue of his ingenious scrutiny of political verse, other Byzantine metres and rhythm in general, he systemises the three main points to be observed by future editors of medieval texts in relation to colon structure, isosyllaby, and stress regulation (M. Lauxtermann. The Spring…, p. 97-98).]  [35:  The only preserved rhetorical theory in Slavonic is the translation of Georgios Choiroboskos’ treatise on tropes which cannot serve as a guide to our understanding of the rhetorical practice among the Slavs. This leaves us with “textual analysis as the only option” (V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetorics and Rhythm…, p. 157) and, probably, with the Byzantine rhetoric treatises as an additional one. ] 
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THE HOMILIES OF ORIGEN AND JOHN CHRYSOSTOM IN CROATIAN-GLAGOLITIC BREVIARIES OF 13-15TH CENTURY





Petra Stankovska





	The Breviary 

	A breviary is a liturgical book used in Western Christianity that contains prayers and readings for everyday use and was originally intended to be used for group or individual prayer by priests and monks. In the early Middle Ages, a Benedictine breviary was in use in Europe and consisted of two main parts: the Proper of Season and the Proper and Common of Saints. Additionally, it may also contain the biblical book of the Psalter and special offices. Since the 12th century, the breviary spread to other orders and resulted in the creation of multiple variants. In addition, the volume of some of the content increased too much. One of the efforts of the Council of Trent (ending in 1533) was therefore the unification of the breviary, which also led to changes in the range of readings. With respect to patristic content, this mainly affected the texts marked as homilies of Origen, which are no longer included in the post-Tridentine breviary.

	Croatian-Glagolitic Medieval Breviary

	The only translation of the breviary into the Slavonic liturgical language (Croatian Church Slavonic) was probably made in the middle of the 13th century, when Pope Innocent IV officially authorised Bishop Filip of Senj (1248) and Bishop Fruktuos of Krk (1252) to use the Slavonic liturgy among the Benedictines of Omišalj, Krk.

	To date, 20 handwritten Croatian-Glagolitic breviaries from the 13–15th century have been preserved in their entirety or almost. They are of pre-Tridentine origin (Breviarium Romanum secundum consuetudinem Romanae Curiae)[footnoteRef:1] and contain the Proper of Season (7 codices) or the Proper and Common of Saints (2 codices) or both of the above-mentioned parts (11 codices).[footnoteRef:2] According to the textual and linguistic variants (phonetic, morphological, syntactic and lexical) identified in biblical texts, breviaries are divided into two groups, the so-called Northern and Southern groups, depending on how the Glagolists used the earlier accessible Old Church Slavonic translations of the Bible or its parts (e.g. Old Testament pericopes, the Gospel, the whole Psalter, etc.). In some breviaries (from Krk and Istria) they are adopted without any corrections (the Northern textual group), and in some other breviaries (from Zadar and Krbava), they are corrected to match the Latin version as closely as possible (the Southern group).[footnoteRef:3] Some of these differences are present also in non-biblical patristic texts, however, to a lesser extent or are differently distributed.  [1:  Josef Vajs, “Co značí slova: »по закону римского двора« v nadpisech hlaholských breviářů chrvatských”, in Jagić-Festschrift. Zbornik u slavu Vatroslava Jagića. Berlin, 1908, p. 232-233.]  [2:  M. Pantelić, A. Nazor, II. Novljanski brevijar. Hrvatskoglagoljski rukopis iz 1495. godine. Župni arhiv Novi Vinodolski. Fototipsko izdanje. Zagreb, 1977, p. 10-12.]  [3:  The Northern textual group mostly includes the breviaries VB1, VB2, VB3, VO, MA, KOS, PAD, while the Southern group is made up of the breviaries VAT, MO, DR, PM, ILL, DAB, D2, VAT19. The others are referred to as mixed since some readings belong more to one group and some to another one.] 


	The texts of the Church Fathers appear in various nocturns and are marked, according to the Latin breviary, as a “sermon” (Lat. sermo) or as a “homily” (Lat. homilia) when interpreting the Gospel pericope. Throughout the whole Croatian-Glagolitic breviary, we cannot find any text of Origen marked as a “sermon” and only nine texts are marked as a “homily of Origen” (omiliě Orijena), out of which eight can be found in the Proper of Season. Seven of them interpret the readings from the Gospel of Matthew and two of them follow pericopes of the Gospel of Luke. The texts attributed to John Chrysostom in the breviary are mostly marked as a “sermon” and are therefore not included as a direct interpretation of a particular text from the Gospel. The book contains five such texts and only two of them are marked as a “homily”, both interpreting a text from the Gospel of Matthew. One of them can be found in the Proper of Season and the second one in the Common of Saints, representing the second homiletic reading (the first one being the homily of Origen) on the Feast of the Transfiguration of Jesus.

	This article summarises the information regarding the authorship of the homilies that are attributed to Origen and John Chrysostom in the Proper of Season of the Croatian-Glagolitic breviary. We will explore the likelihood of the existence of an Old Church Slavonic translation of those texts in the books of the Christian East and examine the method of translating selected lexemes, syntactic constructions or parts of texts of the homilies in question. 

The Occurrence of Origen’s and Chrysostom’s Homilies in The Proper of Season of Croatian-Glagolitic Breviaries and the Problem of Their Authorship

	We will only deal with the Homilies of Origen and John Chrysostom that are part of the Proper of Season[footnoteRef:4], since there are variants from the majority of the preserved manuscripts and two printed books available for the homilies from this part of the Croatian-Glagolitic breviary.[footnoteRef:5] [4:  The Proper of Season contains the Office of the different liturgical seasons: Advent, Christmastide, Septuagesima, Lent, Holy Week, paschal time, time after Pentecost. So liturgically, the most important parts are: Christmas time (with Advent) and Easter time (with Lent). In these two parts of the breviary, we can see some differences (in readings and number of textual variants) in the Croatian-Glagolitic tradition..]  [5:  P. Stankovska, Rekonstrukce charvátskohlaholského homiliáře, Disertační práce Filozofická fakulta Univerzity Karlovy v Praze, 2001. Prague, p. 32-295.] 


	Most of the homilies attributed to Origen in the Croatian-Glagolitic breviary (as well as in the Latin one) are located in the Christmastide section (the 1st–3rd homily) and immediately after it (the 4th and the 5th homily). Two can be found in the Lent period (the 6th and the 7th homily); and in the time after Pentecost, another homily of Origen (the 8th homily) and one homily of John Chrysostom can be found. For the sake of clarity, all of the above-mentioned homilies are listed in order, including the day on which they are planned as a reading, the first verse of the Gospel pericope they interpret and a citation stating where in the Patrology or elsewhere[footnoteRef:6] they are published, including information on the actual author of the homily. [6:  Even though we are dealing with the text of a breviary, in order to enable easier orientation and access to the non-Slavonic text of the homily, we refer to their place in the Patrology, for which the abbreviations PL and PG are used: PL – J.-P. Migne (ed.), Patrologia latina cursus completus. Paris, 1844–1855, and PG – J.-P. Migne (ed.), Patrologia graeca. Patrologiae cursus completus. Series graeca, Paris 1857–1866.] 


	I. Orig – The Vigil of the Nativity – in Vigilia nativitatis Iesu, Mt 1:18, the authorship is not certain (in medieval Latin homiliaries[footnoteRef:7] and breviaries it is listed as Origen’s, which also applies to some other homilies, marked with a note on the uncertainty of Origen’s authorship) (PL 95: 1162)[footnoteRef:8]; all the breviaries. [7:  Origen’s homilies can be found, among others, in the collection: E. Benz, E. Klostermann, Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten drei Jahrhunderte. Origenes zwölfter Band, Origenes Matthäuserklärung III, Fragmente und Indices, Erste Hälfte. Leipzig, 1941. In particular, the homily on the reading, beginning with the verse Mt 1:18, in the collection is taken from the Homiliary of Charlemagne (p. 239). Available at: <https://books.google.cz/books?id=YIkYCgAAQBAJ&pg=PA239&lpg=PA239&dq=ut+nato+infanti+vel+ipsi+Mariae+curam+videretur+gerere&source=bl&ots=fZJH6HCwdv&sig=ACfU3U2pRg6E3_x4Py8k7M_CazPwooqwvA&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwibl7_j7qPkAhUF3KQKHXDpCJIQ6AEwAnoECAgQAQ#v=onepage&q=ut%20nato%20infanti%20vel%20ipsi%20Mariae%20curam%20videretur%20gerere&f=false> (accessed 11.04.2020). ]  [8:  In Latin patrology, the majority of the homilies of Origen examined in this article and which interpret the Gospel of Matthew are listed by the Deacon Paulus Winfrid in the 95th part of the patrology in the section “Homiliae de Tempore”, collected by Paulus Winfrid at the command of Charlemagne.] 


	II. Orig – The Sunday Within the Octave of Christmas – Dominica infra Octavam Nativitatis, L 2:33, Origenis (PG 13: 1839-1840); all the breviaries.

	III. Orig – The Sunday within the Octave of Epiphany, L 2:42, Origenis: (PG 13: 1849-1850); all the breviaries. 

	IV. Orig – The Third Sunday after Epiphany, Mt 8:1, the authorship is not certain – the argument that the authorship of this text does not belong to Origen but actually represents a homily of some early medieval priest, is supported by the fact that the style, composition, and the linguistic means of all the homilies “Origenis in diversos”[footnoteRef:9] deviate from the known texts of Origen,[footnoteRef:10] therefore it is possible that they represent the work of early medieval writers who were able to draw from and use Origen’s commentaries on the Gospel of Matthew,[footnoteRef:11] (PL 95: 1189); all the breviaries. However, the breviary LJ contains a different translation of some abbreviated parts of the text. [9:  These are the homilies listed here under the numbers: 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8.]  [10:   Ch. V. de La Rue, K. H. E. Lommatzsch (eds.), Origenus Ta Heuriskomena Panta / Ex variis Editionibus, et Codicibus manu exaratis, Gallicanis, Italicis, Germanicis et Anglicis collecta, recensita atque annotationibus illustrata, cum vita аuctoris, et multis дissertationibus, vol. 24, Berolini, 1846, p. 251-253.]  [11:  <https://books.google.si/books?id=CgdNAQAAMAAJ&pg=PA252&lpg=PA252&dq=docente+in+monte+domino+discipuli+erant+cum+ipso+sicut+alacres+sicut+domestici&source=bl&ots=E--T0732sl&sig=ACfU3U2ccHc8aenpbZ3bZwGUsiEJnXM-VA&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwidi5jFgNfoAhXFAxAIHdcoDdAQ6AEwAHoECAsQKw#v=onepage&q=docente%20in%20monte%20domino%20discipuli%20erant%20cum%20ipso%20sicut%20alacres%20sicut%20domestici&f=false> (accessed 10.04.2020).] 


	V. Orig – The Fourth Sunday after the Epiphany, Mt 8:23, S. Bedae Venerabilis (the beginning is the same as Origenis): Bedae Venerabilis, Homilia 58,[footnoteRef:12] (PL 95: 1162); all the breviaries.  [12:  J. A. Giles (ed.), The Miscellaneous works of Venerable Bede, vol. 5, Homilies, London, 1843, p. 52-53. <https://books.google.si/books?id=uhAMAQAAIAAJ&pg=PA452&lpg=PA452&dq=ingrediente+domino+in+naviculam+secuti+sunt&source=bl&ots=gSZ7j-G_GZ&sig=ACfU3U3iozopUQP06gqBLxKEFveabRooCQ&hl=sl&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjiu_P7g9LoAhU1wcQBHaEmBvsQ6AEwCHoECAgQLA#v=onepage&q=ingrediente%20domino%20in%20naviculam%20secuti%20sunt&f=false> (accessed 5.04.2020).] 


Only the beginning of the homily (reflected also in Bede’s homily) matches that of Origen (6 in diversos) cited after the edition of Franciscus Procter and Christophorus Wordsworth: 



Ingrediente Domino in naviculam secuti sunt eum discipuli ejus: non imbecilles sed firmi et stabiles in fide, mansueti et pii, spernentes mundum, non duplici corde sed simplici. Hi ergo secuti sunt eum: non tantum gressus ejus sequentes, sed magis sanctitatem ejus comitantes, et justitiam ejus consectantes. Et ecce tempestas magna facta est in mari, ita ut navicula operiretur fluctibus. [footnoteRef:13] [13:  F. Procter, Ch. Wordsworth (eds.), Breviarium ad Usum Insignis Ecclesiae Sarum. Cambridge, 1886, p. CCCLVIII.
<https://books.google.si/books?id=jgQ4AAAAIAAJ&pg=RA1-PR480&lpg=RA1-PR480&dq=ingrediente+domino+in+naviculam+secuti+sunt&source=bl&ots=AzcIcN2Sx2&sig=ACfU3U13x3yFoIbwGX0Jag4i5cH8kzsQ-A&hl=sl&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjiu_P7g9LoAhU1wcQBHaEmBvsQ6AEwCnoECAgQOw#v=onepage&q=ingrediente%20domino%20in%20naviculam%20secuti%20sunt&f=false> (accessed 10.04.2020).] 


Hereafter, the Croatian-Glagolitic text matches Bede’s homily:



Cum enim multa magna et miranda ostendisset in terra, transiit in mare, ut et ibidem adhuc excellentiora opera demonstraret…

Egda bo m´noga i veliě divima čudesa ěvilь b(ě)še nь z(e)mli. Pride na more da tu čudesa ěvil bi čud´něiša… 



and not Origen’s homily:



Facta est tempestas magna et non pusilla…



	VI. Orig – The Friday after Ash Wednesday, Mt 5:43, the authorship is not certain, the Latin text of the whole homily (PL 95 contains only the incipit) was extracted from the Latin breviary which was printed in Venice in 1521[footnoteRef:14] and identified by J. L. Tandarić as the text most similar to the Croatian-Glagolitic breviaries in terms of its content;[footnoteRef:15] all the breviaries. [14:  The text was taken from the copy kept in the library of the Old Church Slavonic Institute in Zagreb.]  [15:  J. L. Tandarić, Hrvatsko-glagoljska liturgijska književnost. Rasprave i prinosi, Zagreb, 1903, p. 171.] 


	VII. Orig – The Thursday of the Second Week of Great Lent, Mt15:21, s. Laurentii Novariensis episcopi,[footnoteRef:16] the edition of the text was prepared by Jean Mabillon [footnoteRef:17] and by Migne as Laurentii Novariensis homilia secunda (PL 66: 118); all the breviaries. Giuseppe Persiani[footnoteRef:18] discusses the authorship of this homily in more detail and states that, depending on the homiliary, this homily is either attributed to Origen or to John Chrysostom, and Laurentius of Novara may have transferred it into Latin.[footnoteRef:19] [16:  “Laurentius, surnamed Mellifluus, thought to have been bp. of Novara c. 507. A Laurentius, surnamed Mellifluus, from the sweetness with which he delivered homilies”.  <https://www.studylight.org/dictionaries/hwd/l/laurentius-15.html> (accessed 10.04.2020).]  [17:  J. Mabillon, Vetera Analecta sive Collectio veterum aliquot operum et opusculorum omnis generis, Carminum, Epistolarum, Diplomatum, Epitaphiorum etc, Paris, 1773, p. 56) <https://books.google.cz/books?id=pzFhAAAAcAAJ&pg=RA2-PA56&lpg=RA2-PA56&dq=numquid+aliud+fuit+in+meretrice+quam+lacrymarum&source=bl&ots=8XqTCzIQKk&sig=ACfU3U1KMG3aIPGKnX2uvDQgKoI6zD1isQ&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwis8P2nl5vkAhXNbFAKHVwSCL0Q6AEwCnoECAkQAQ#v=onepage&q=numquid%20aliud%20fuit%20in%20meretrice%20quam%20lacrymarum&f=false> (accessed 10.04.2020).]  [18:  <https://books.google.cz/books?id=2JB_rQpAv80C&pg=PA92&lpg=PA92&dq=laurentius+episcopus&source=bl&ots=iBCr01XYUp&sig=ACfU3U35aU5dO6OAlSG1dNhzKchl90sw4A&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiz2-f0mpvkAhUBfFAKHRDiAgEQ6AEwAnoECAkQAQ#v=onepage&q=laurentius%20episcopus&f=false> (accessed 11.04.2020).]  [19:  G. Persiani, “Notes sur les deux antiques versions latines de l’homélie chrysostomienne De Chananaea (CPG 4529)”, Classica et mediaevalia IL,1998, p. 89-90).   ] 


	VIII. Orig – The Seventh Sunday after Pentecost, Mt 7:15, the authorship is not certain: the publication of the text listing the differences between the texts in the Homiliary of Claudius of Turin and Rabanus Maurus as “Hom. 6 aus d. Homiliar Karls d. Großen”;[footnoteRef:20] all the breviaries. [20:  E. Klostermann, E. Benz, “Zur Überlieferung der Matthäuserklärung des Origenes”, in A. von Harnack, C. Schmidt (eds.), Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur, Bd. 47, Leipzig, 1932, p. 127-128. <https://books.google.si/books?id=zXIXAAAAIAAJ&pg=RA1-PA128&lpg=RA1-PA128&dq=fuerunt+verissimosque+domini+prophetas+usque+ad+mortem&source=bl&ots=634nGaBhv0&sig=ACfU3U2z3OZowU4K84Qo35lonrNu_3wNBQ&hl=cs&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwi-3sGL8eDoAhXOFXcKHcLrC-UQ6AEwAHoECAsQKA#v=onepage&q=fuerunt%20verissimosque%20domini%20prophetas%20usque%20ad%20mortem&f=false> (accessed 12.04.2020).] 


	JChrys – The 17th Sunday after Pentecost, Mt 22:34, the authorship of Chrysostom is not likely, “Ex opere imperfecto in Matthaeum, inter spuria opuscula beato Chrysostomo ascripta” (PL 66: 1429, only the incipit, PL 107: 1061, the first part and the notes from the commentary of Rabanus Maurus); all the breviaries.



Incipit of the homily: Convenerunt ut multitudine vincerent, quem ratione superare non poterant. A veritate nudos se esse professi sunt, qui multitudine se armaverant…

In the Croatian-Glagolitic breviary: Sabraše se da množastvomь premogutь egože računomь premoći ne mogutь ot istini. nazi ot istini biti dějutь. iže se v m´nožas´tvo oružili sutь.



Authorship of Homilies, the Possibility of the Existence of Greek Originals or Old Church Slavonic Translations from the Christian East

	The attribution of authorship of the homilies (marked with “the authorship is not certain” above) to Origen probably dates back to the 8th or 9th century. Several sources indicate that Paul the Deacon, a monk at the Benedictine monastery of Monte Cassino, collected the homilies attributed to Origen (s.v. PL 95) at the end of the 8th century at the behest of Frankish king Charlemagne, and obtained six homilies on pericopes beginning with the verses Mt 1:18, L 2:21, L 2:33, Mt 8:1, Mt 8:23, Mt 7:15.[footnoteRef:21] Various authors[footnoteRef:22] expressed doubts about the authorship of Origen as well as his authorship of the homilies on the Gospel of Matthew, which is why it can be considered likely that Origen was indeed not the author of these homilies, even though they drew inspiration from his commentaries. Thus, Origen was probably the author of only two homilies on the Gospel of Luke (L 2:33, L 2:42). Under the name of John Chrysostom (Mt 22:34), we can probably also find the medieval compilation of commentaries on the Gospel of Matthew as is the case with other homilies “of Origen”. Given the fact that they are not known in the Greek version, meaning that we only know them from Latin collections, it is unlikely that traces of the translation from Greek could be found in such texts or that they could be found in Old Church Slavonic translations in Eastern Christian liturgical books. [21:  E. Klostermann, E. Benz, Zur Überlieferung der Matthäuserklärung..., p. 108-109. е]  [22:  Ch. V. de La Rue, K. H. E. Lommatzsch (eds.), Origenus Ta Heuriskomena Panta..., p. 251-253. ] 




	Issues of Translation of Selected Lexemes and Parts of Texts

	Given that the texts discussed in this article did not show any direct traces of a translation from Greek or any other older Old Church Slavonic translation, we will assume that the translations of all nine homiletic readings discussed herein were created from Latin when the Croatian-Glagolitic version of the breviary was created. First, we will deal with the material of all texts together, although interesting differences between the homilies discussed can be noted – in that, for example, the majority of them do not include many lexical variants of synonymous terms[footnoteRef:23] (the II. Orig, III. Orig, IV. Orig, VI.  Orig and JChrys) or do not contain any at all, whereas some of them (the I. Orig, V. Orig, VII. Orig, VIII. Orig) include certain variants that will be analysed. The distribution of variants in individual homilies is not clear, since they do not represent homilies in the same annual cycle (e.g. Christmas or Easter), nor do they represent homilies that could be identified as actually authorial (e.g. the II. Orig and III. Orig), etc. Alternatively, variants of some lexemes may be the result of some misunderstandings or limited understanding of a synonymous term that the copyist sought to replace with a more comprehensible or common expression. To some extent, this may be similar to the situation observed in some biblical pericopes, when one variant can be found in the Northern textual group of breviaries, whereas the Southern group includes a different one, adapted to the Latin version. Such variants can be of a different nature (phonetic, syntactic, morphological). In the case of homilies, these are mostly lexical differences with the occurrence of synonymous pairs, in which one lexeme can be described as “Paleo-Slavonicism” [footnoteRef:24] and the other one belongs to the active use in the Croatian version of Church Slavonic; or one of them is denoted as “Paleo-Slavonicism” and the other one as “Croatism”. [23:  Here we do not consider synonymous expressions found in only one manuscript because they represent a specific feature of a certain manuscript. However, even such examples are very rare.]  [24:  Such labelling is suggested by H. Bauerová who also gives specific examples of lexemes (H. Bauerová, “Ke klasifikaci lexika charvátskohlaholských textů”, in A.-M. Dürrigl, M. Mihaljević, F. Velčić (eds.), Glagoljica i hrvatski glagolizam, Zagreb – Krk, 2004, p. 567-575).] 


Otherwise, homiletical texts mostly contain five types of variants:

(1) obvious transcription errors that appear as non-standard words or omissions, e.g. I. Orig: po o(tь)cu videl´ se bi tvoriti osipь N2 VAT MO PM N1 BAR DAB DR D2 KOS pečalь videl´ se bi tvoriti osipь ILL, videl´ se bi tvoriti osipь VO LJ instead of peču videl´ se bi tvoriti osipь VB1 LJ MA for Lat: curam videretur gerere Ioseph;

(2) word variants (e.g. govoriti instead of glagolati or regular replacement of the relative pronoun iže with ki or the conjunction egda with kada) or phonetic variants in some (MA, ILL) manuscripts from the 15th century (mostly rhotacism, e.g. in II. Orig: vzmoremь instead of v´zmožemь);

(3) variants of morphological forms (e.g. verbal in V. Orig: nas´lědovahu N2 VAT MO DR PM DAB ILL, var. naslědovali sut´ VB1 VO VB3 LJ N1 MA D2 KOS);

(4) some variants of syntactic constructions, of which the most interesting ones are those that, when translated, mimic the actual or supposed Latin Ablative Absolute. For the sake of completeness, we also list the non-variant parts:

	I. Orig: nato infanti … curam gerere Ioseph – poroenu biv´šu m´laděn´cu N2 VAT DR MO PM ILL D2 N1 BAR, var. o poroždeně bivšem´ mladěnci VB1 VO MA, var. poroždeně bivšem mlad(ě)ncě KOS, var. roždenimь biv´šimь m´laděncemь LJ … peču tvoriti Osipь – this is an interesting part showing the change in the translation of the dative nato infanti conditioned by the valency of the predicate as the expression is correctly translated with the prepositional locative o mladěnci peču tvoriti in the apparently primary version of the translation in VB1 VO MA and KOS. Only the dative in N2 VAT DR MO PM ILL D2 N1 BAR is the result of corrupting the text and mimicking the Latin case, thus reminiscent of the construction of the Dative Absolute, and in LJ, this supposed Dative Absolute is substituted by the instrumental; Danieli … incluso claustris non apertis allatum est prandium – danielь … zat´vorenь bě … prinese emu obědь neotvorenimi v´rati – the Latin Ablative Absolute is expressed by a simple sentence with a subject and a predicate, and the Ablative claustris non apertis is expectedly translated using the instrumental case;

	III. Orig: ibant itaque parentes ad solemnem diem pasce et cum factus esset Iesus annorum duodecim diligenter observabat – idućima že roditelema … ljub´veno ob´služevaše – in contrast to the previous example, the Croatian-Glagolitic text includes the Dative/Instrumental Absolute, which otherwise represents a characteristic and common way of translating the Latin construction of the Ablative Absolute in the Croatian-Glagolitic texts. However, it is used here in the translation of a sentence with a subject and a predicate; et revertentur parentes cum infantulo Iesu remansit… – v´raćajućima se roditelema ego eg´da otrokь is(us)ь os´ta… – the same as in the previous example; 

	IV. Orig: docente in monte Domino discipuli erant cum ipso – učeću g(ospod)u [var. učećimь gospodemь LJ] na gorě i učenici běhu š´nimь – the Latin Ablative Absolute is replaced by the classic Old Church Slavonic construction of the Dative Absolute; only in LJ is it replaced by the typically Croatian-Glagolitic Instrumental Absolute. The use of the Dative Absolute may be due to the influence from the translation L 20:1 učęštju gospodu Mar[footnoteRef:25], probably known among the Croatian Glagolists by heart; descendente eo de monte, turbae secutae sunt eum: nine v´istinu shodeću emu [var. togda saš(a)dšimь gospodemь LJ] z´ gori – the same as in the previous example, this can also represent a parallel with the Gospel J 4:51 sъhodęštju emu Mar and similarly elsewhere in the same homily: Descendente nunc Domino – nis´hodeću nine g(ospod)u; ad mysteriorum sublimia nisi abiecto onere se audere minime valent – k tain(ě)i viš´něi aće ne iz´vržete brěmenь v´ziti nikakože ne možete – here, however, the translation of abiecto onere is made using the subordinating conjunction aće...;  [25:  Mariinskoe Tetraevangelie. Glagolitic manuscript from the 11th century, published: Vatroslav Jagič (ed.), Мариинское четвероевангелие с примечаниями и приложениями, Санкт-Петербург, 1883.] 


	V. Orig: ingrediente Domino ... secuti sunt eum – všad´šu g(ospodě)vě ... nas´lědovahu i N2 VAT MO PM, var. všadšu is(u)su ... naslědovahu i DR BAR, var. všьdšim´ g(ospodě)mь ... naslědovali sut´ ego VB1 VO VB3 LJ N1 D2 KOS MA – the beginning of this homily actually imitates that of the verse Mt 8:23 Ascendente Iesu... at the opening of the reading from the Gospel interpreted in the homily. It is interesting to note that in that part the breviaries which mostly include the version of the text adapted to Latin, therefore the corrected one, use the Old Church Slavonic construction of the Dative Absolute, unlike the breviaries, which mostly include the original, unaudited version, and include the Croatian Church Slavonic Instrumental Absolute instead.

	VII. Orig: accepta fiducia accessit ad fontem – i priětь [var. priě VAT PM DR MO N1 ILL D2 KOS BAR] up´vanie i pris´tupi ka is´toč´niku – the Latin Ablative Absolute is translated with a sentence containing a subject and a predicate, similar to the construction Danieli ... incluso in I. Orig;

(5) relatively rare lexical variants when one lexeme is replaced by a synonym (e.g. prěžde z drěv´le) in I. Orig: kupina drěv´le gorući viděše se VAT MO DR LJ appear instead of kupina prěžde gorući viděše se N2 VB1 VO LJ N1 for the Latin: quondam rubus conburi videbatur.

	We will focus on identifying the occurrence of lexemes from synonymous pairs (rarely triples) of the Old Church Slavonic and Croatian Church Slavonic expressions in the analysed texts. We will check the equivalents for the Latin lexemes, determined on the basis of a study of some biblical texts and readings from the homilies of Saint Jerome, in which we discovered synonymous equivalents. In addition, we will highlight translations of some lexemes or phrases specific to the texts in question.



Synonymous Pairs of Slavonic Words in the Book of Esther, the Book of Wisdom, 1 and 2 Maccabees and Homilies of Saint Jerome

	Out of the expressions translated using synonymous pairs in the readings from the Book of Esther, the Book of Wisdom, 1 and 2 Maccabees[footnoteRef:26] (convivium, diadema, corona, dux, exercitus, eunuch, gens, inutilis, invenire, Iudaei, melior, mirari, populus, princeps, provincia, regnare, regnum, res, rex, sacerdos, templum), the Book of Job[footnoteRef:27] (inimicus, amicus, aurora, camela, holocausta, nuntius, satan, simplex, tangere in ventus, timere, terra, pulvis, filius, angelus) and the homilies of Saint Jerome[footnoteRef:28] (scriba, hebraeus, hebraicus, blasphemare, filius, pecuniae, villicus, oikonomos), the ones repeated in the analysed texts are the following: exercitus, gens, invenire, mirari, regnum, res, rex, inimicus, tangere, blasphemare, pecuniae, scriba, timere, amicus, ventus, angelus, filius, and terra. We will not deal with the further analysis of the last six expressions as these words are used in a special sense in the Book of Job, which is not included here. [26:  P. Stankovska, “Některé faktory důležité pro posuzování slovní zásoby v chorvatskohlaholských breviářích”, Filologija: časopis Razreda za filološke znanosti Hrvatske akademije znanosti i umjetnosti u Zagrebu 68, 2017, p. 193-221.]  [27:  П. Станковска, “Избраные лексемы Книги Иова в хорватско-глаголических бревиариах, паринейниках и четьем-переводе ”, in Л. Тасева et al. (eds.), Българистиката в Европа: настояще и бъдеще, София, 2019, p. 222-227.]  [28:  P. Stankovska, “Homilije sv. Hieronima v srednjeveškem cerkvenoslovanskem prevodu (v Propriumu de tempore)”, in Edinost in dialog, (in press).] 


	In the otherwise inhomogeneous texts discussed herein, the majority of the expressions appear only once (only one homily written in parentheses), and if they occur more than once, more homilies or the number of occurrences are noted in parentheses. For the sake of transparency, the distribution of equivalents for the above-mentioned expressions in the Homilies of Origen was divided into four groups:

(1) Similar to the Distribution in Biblical Texts from the Manuscripts of the Southern Group

	The expression voi (II. Orig) for Latin exercitus is the variant known from the biblical texts in the manuscripts of the Southern textual group. In the Northern group, the expression voinstvie is used. Similarly, the word ězikь (VII. Orig) for Latin gens is used in the biblical texts in the manuscripts of the Southern textual group, whereas the manuscripts of the Northern textual group contain the word narodь, the same as in the homilies of Saint Jerome in all the manuscripts. The situation is somewhat more complicated with the equivalents for the Latin expressions mirari and inimicus. Considering the alternate use of the equivalents diviti se – čuditi se, which also appears in the biblical texts of the Southern group manuscripts (in the Northern group only čuditi se is used), the situation in the analysed texts is similar to that in II. Orig: 1. diviti se in all the manuscripts, the var. čuditi se in BAR, 2. diviti se in all the manuscripts, 3. čuditi se in all the manuscripts, and the var. diviti se in N1. Similarly, in most cases, the word nepriětelь is used in all the manuscripts (7 times in VII. Orig) for the Latin inimicus, except for one example in all the manuscripts including nepriětelь and the var. vragь in N1 (VII. Orig). 

(2) Similar to the Distribution in Biblical Texts from the Manuscripts of the Northern Group

For Latin regnum and rex, all the manuscripts include only the equivalents cěsarь (I. Orig) and cěsarstvie (IV. Orig), the same as in the texts of Saint Jerome and the biblical texts in the manuscripts of the Northern textual group. The variants kralь and kralevstvie, known from the biblical texts in the manuscripts of the Southern textual group, do not occur at all. Similarly, only the equivalent obrěsti (I. Orig, twice in II. Orig, VII. Orig) appears for Latin invenire, the same as in the biblical texts in the manuscripts of the Northern textual group. On the contrary, the manuscripts of the Southern textual group include alternations of the expressions obrěsti and naiti. The expression tangere is also replaced with the verb kosnuti in all instances (3 times in I. Orig), the same as in the biblical texts in the manuscripts of the Northern textual group, whereas the verbs kosnuti and takniti alternate in the manuscripts of the Southern group.

(3) Appearance of a Croatised Expression

The use of the lexeme s´tvarь (VII. Orig) for Latin res and for Latin causa (VII. Orig) is interesting because this word appears only as a variant in the above-mentioned biblical texts, a “Croatism” in the 15th-century original print (BAR), the rest use the word rěčь or većь.

(4) Specific Translation Solutions

In the analysed text, the verb blasphemare is translated with the word blesti/blusti or zlosloviti: non blasphemaverunt … a blasphematoribus prevedeno zlosloviše … ot zloslovećihь N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3, the var. bledoše … ot bledućihь DAB, bludiše … ot bludećihь VAT MO LJ N1 DR (VIII. Orig) and elsewhere as bludetь N2 N1 VAT MO LJ DR DAB, var. bledut´ VB1 VO VB2 VB3 (VIII. Orig). Neither of these terms in this particular meaning is attested in the classic Old Church Slavonic texts which served as the basis for the creation of the Great Dictionary of the Old Church Slavonic Language[footnoteRef:29] and the Greek-Old Church Slavonic Index[footnoteRef:30], unlike the equivalent in the homily of Saint Jerome with the translation huliti, which is the equivalent used also in classic Old Church Slavonic texts. This might be due to the context as the homily of Origen speaks of the rebuke of God and the homily of Saint Jerome about the rebuke of man. The noun pecunia in the homily is used in the sense of “treasure” or “treasury”, which is why the equivalent skroviće is used (twice in VIII. Orig). [29:  J. Kurz, Z. Hauptová (eds.), Slovník jazyka staroslověnského. Praha, 1966–1997. ]  [30:  E. Bláhová (ed.), Řecko-staroslověnský index, 1. díl, Praha, 2008.] 


Synonymous Equivalents of Latin Terms from the Homilies of Origen and J. Chrysostom

	There are not many synonymous equivalents for Latin terms in our homilies, and in individual readings, they mostly occur for different words to varying degrees. That is why we have listed all such cases in individual homilies, neglecting obvious transcription errors, distorted text or variants found in only one of the manuscripts studied. We always cite the Latin term (mostly in its basic grammatical form, unless a more convenient form can be used for comparison, e.g. a participle). After the colon, we list its equivalents and the abbreviation of the manuscripts in which they are found. If the term appears in a biblical citation, the verse from the Bible is indicated in parentheses after the Latin word:

	I. Orig: 

Iesu (Mt 1:18): isusova N2 VAT MO DR LJ N1 PM ILL BAR D2 – sp(a)sa VB1 VO LJ MA KOS

antequam (Mt1:18): prěžde neže N2 MO LJ N1 PM ILL BAR D2 – prěžde daže ne VB1 VO LJ MA KOS

quae: kaě N2 VAT MO DR N1 PM ILL BAR – kotora VB1 VO LJ MA D2 KOS

ideo: sego radi N2 VAT MO DR N1 PM ILL BAR D2 – v istinu VB1 VO LJ MA KOS

iens: hode N2 VAT MO DR N1 PM BAR D2 – gredi VB1 VO LJ MA KOS ILL

plasmator: saz´datelь N2 VAT MO DR N1 PM ILL BAR – obrazovatelь VB1 VO LJ MA KOS

innenarrabilis: neis´čislna N2 VAT MO DR LJ N1 ILL BAR D2 – neiz´glagolitelna VB1 VO LJ MA KOS

magnum: veliě N2 MO – velika VAT DR N1 ILL D2 BAR – prěvelika VB1 VO LJ MA KOS

plasmatio: obrazovatelnica N2 VB1 VAT MO N1 – obrazovanie VO LJ DR ILL MA D2 BAR

excogitare potuit: pomisliti v´z´može N2 VAT MO DR LJ N1 BAR – pomisliti može VB1 VO DR BAR MA

superiora: viš´nihь (gen. negationis) N2 VAT DR MO N1 – svr´hnih´ VB1 VO LJ

	II. Orig: 

in ortu Iesu: v rož´denii is(us)a N2 VAT MO ILL PM DR N1 BAR – v ěvleni sp(a)sa VB1 VO LJ MA D2 KOS

Domine: v´ladiko N2 VAT – g(ospod)i DR MO N1 BAR

	III. Orig: 

infirmus: slab N2 VAT MO DR N1 D2 PM BAR ILL – nemoćnь VB1 VO VB3 LJ MA KOS (2x)

	V. Orig: 

operiretur (Mt 8:24): pogružati se N2 VB1 VAT VO VB3 MO LJ N1 MA KOS D2 – pokrivati se PM DR BAR

pius: krot´kь N2 PM DR MO BAR – blagь VB1 VO VB3 LJ N1 MA KOS D2 – krěpkь VAT

non duplici corde, sed simplici: ne lastiju na čis´timь sr(ь)cemь N2 VAT MO DR ILL PM – ne prěgubim´ nь prostranim´ sr(ь)cemь VB1 VO VB3 LJ N1 MA D2 KOS

(sanctitatem) … comitantes: nas´lědovaše N2 VAT MO DR PM BAR ILL – poslědujuće VB1 VO VB3 LJ N1 MA D2 KOS

iustitiam: učeniju N2 VAT MO DR PM BAR ILL – pravdě VB1 VO VB3 LJ N1 MA D2 KOS

consectantes: pod´ružajuće se N2 VB1 – pridružajuće se VAT VO PM VB3 LJ DR MO ILL N1 MA D2 KOS – prižrěblajuće se BAR

tempestas: tuča N2 VAT MO DR ILL PM – bura VB1 VO VB3 LJ N1 MA KOS

operiri: pogružati se N2 VB1 VO VB3 VAT N1 MO – pokrivati se LJ PM DR BAR

magna et miranda: veliě divima čudesa N2 VB1 VO N1 ILL KOS – vidima čudesa VB3 MA – divna čudesa VAT LJ – divna PM DR BAR

	VI. Orig: 

infirmus: ne ukreplěni ni razumejući N2 VB1 VAT VO VB2 VB3 PM MO N1 MA ILL BAR – ne ukreplěni ni razum´ni LJ – ne ukreplěni ni umići DR – ne ukreplěni ni neumići KOS BAR

hi qui oderunt: nenavideći N2 VAT MO LJ ILL VB1 VO VB2 VB3 MA – oni iže nenavidetь PM DR KOS BAR N1

VII. Orig: 

in partes (Mt 15:21): v s´trani N2 MO ILL – v preděli VB1 VAT VO PM VB2 VB3 DR LJ N1 MA D2 KOS BAR

meretrix: ljuboděica N2 MO ILL – bludnica VB1 VAT VO PM VB2 VB3 DR MO N1 MA D2 KOS BAR

antiquus: pravadni N2 MA – prěd´ni VB1 VAT VO VB2 VB3 MO BAR – drěvni DR LJ N1 KOS – star´ ILL

mirum negotium: div´naě potrěba N2 VAT DR N1 KOS BAR – divnoe čudo VB1 VO VB2 VB3 LJ

	VIII. Orig: 

attendite (Mt 7:15): nabdite se N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3 PM DAB DR MA N1 D2 – v´nem´lite VAT MO KOS BAR – čudaite se ILL

intrinsecus: v´nutruudu že N2 VB1 VO VB2 PM MA D2 – a vnutrě VAT DR DAB KOS BAR VB3 – i v´nutre MO ILL D2 – v´nutrě LJ – a vnutrě bo N1

sed veritate vacui Christianorum (prosecutores): na i v istinu pravihь h(rist)ьěnь N2 VAT DAB VO VB1 VB2 VB3 – na istině taći kr´s´t´ěn´ski DR MO N1 – neistini taći kr´st´ěn´ski LJ – na istini taći h(rist)ьěnski KOS BAR (progoniteli)

rapere et coacervare: v´shićati i s´tužati N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3 – popadati i uditi VAT DR MO LJ N1 DAB KOS

non desinunt: ne pres´tajutь N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3 – ne ustajutь VAT DR MO LJ N1 DAB KOS

(animas) rapere: (duše) vshićati N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3 – popadati VAT DR MO LJ N1 DAB KOS

miserabiliter: nepodobno N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3 DAB – nevolno VAT DR MO LJ N1 KOS

nolite considerare sed inspicite: ne smotrite N2 – ne razg´ledaite VAT MO – ne smotrite nь smotrěte VB1 VO VB2 – raz´gledaite na g´ledaite DR LJ N1 DAB

blasphemaverunt … a blasphematoribus: zlosloviše ot zloslovećihь N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3 – bledoše od bledućihь DAB – bludiše ot bludećihь VAT MO LJ N1 DR

blasphemant: bludetь N2 VAT MO LJ N1 DR – bledut´ VB1 VO VB2 VB3

	JChrys: 

videatur: da uzrit´ se N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3 ILL BAR DAB LJ N1 – da vidit se VAT PM

magister: učitelь N2 VB1 VO VB2 VB3 ILL DAB N1 VAT PM – moistarь LJ DR BAR

	Even though some of the homilies include very few variants of lexemes, we can conclude that their distribution in the discussed homilies differs. In some of them, the Northern or Southern textual group of Croatian-Glagolitic breviaries can be traced due to their lexical variant(s) (I. Orig, II. Orig, III. Orig, V. Orig), whereas this is not possible in some other homilies. The distribution of variants is such that one belongs to the previously-created manuscripts of the 14th century and the other to the newer ones from the 15th century (VI. Orig, VII. Orig and JChrys). In VIII. Orig, however, the two textual groups can be distinguished clearly, but N2 mostly contains variants of the manuscripts of the Northern textual groups, even though in the rest of the discussed texts such variants belong more to the Southern groups.

	Analysis of Synonymous Pairs of Expressions

	In the material analysed, the equivalents for certain Latin words are particularly interesting, mainly because of their distribution. These include the Latin words Iesus, infirmus, ire, magister, proximus, sacramentum, sequi, and tempestas.

	Iesus – in the texts, this name appears in each of the homilies, altogether 16 times, 7 of which appear in a citation from a Gospel. In the majority of cases, the translation equivalent used is isusь, except in the first and the second homily of Origen read during the Christmas time. In this case, two occurrences in the text of the homily are both translated as spasь, one appears in the biblical verse Mt 1:18 and one in the text II. Orig in the variant of the Northern textual group manuscripts. One beginning of the Gospel reading (L 2:33) includes the translation isusь. The expression spasь occurs either in all or almost all manuscripts of the homilies of the Advent, i.e. the Christmas liturgical cycle, e.g. in the Homily of Gregory the Great for the 3rd Sunday of Advent, in the Homily of Venerable Bede on the Nativity of Jesus Christ and then on St. John, predominantly in the manuscripts of the Northern textual group and mostly in connection with “spasь hristь”, in some manuscripts also with the variant “spasitelь hristь”. The emphasis probably lies on the main “role” of Christ as the saviour. Outside the Christmas cycle, the expression is used four times in all the manuscripts of the homilies of the Easter Cycle or in the manuscripts of the Northern textual group, and after Pentecost as a variant in the manuscripts of the 15th century (PM ILL LJ).

	ire – only one instance (I. Orig) includes the variant hoditi in the manuscripts of the Southern textual group and the verb gresti in the manuscripts of the Northern group. In all other cases, the Latin verb ire is substituted with the verb iti (III. Orig) or the verb poiti (in the sense of a future tense for the conjunctive eamus: poiděmь II. Orig).

	sequi – the material contains 11 occurrences of this verb, which mostly denotes the physical act of following Jesus by his worshippers. In this context, it is translated without exception with the verb naslědovati without variants, except in both Gospel citations, in which some manuscripts include the variant v´slěd iti (Mt 8:1) and po němь iti (Mt 8:23), both identical to the Old Church Slavonic translation of the Gospel. In two cases, however, the Latin term denotes a more abstract following of thoughts or the teachings of Jesus, and is then translated with the verb poslědovati (IV. Orig) or with the variant poslušati (VI. Orig).

	infirmus – similar to the equivalents of the verb sequi we find varying different equivalents with nuances related either to their physical or abstract meaning. In the case of physical weakness, the expression s´labь is used in the manuscripts of the Southern group whereas the variant nemoćnь can be found in the manuscripts of the Northern group (twice in III. Orig). However, when the expression indicates uncertainty in faith, we find the equivalent neukreplěnь (VI. Orig).

	sacramentum – both cases denote the miracle of the Immaculate Conception of the Virgin Mary. The first expression, s´větina, appears at the beginning of the homily and is the same in all the manuscripts. It also appears later and in the manuscripts of the Northern group, the expression s(ve)tina is used again, whereas the manuscripts of the Southern textual group use s(ve)tьba (I. Orig).

	proximus – two equivalents can be found, where the Croatism b´liž´ni is used in the text of the homily and only BAR includes the variant iskr´nь (twice in VI. Orig). In the Gospel verse preceding the homily (Mt 5:43) in all manuscripts the expression is´kr´n´nь is used, the same as in the Old Church Slavonic translation of the Gospel (iskrьněgo Mar);

	magister – the distribution of both equivalents, the Old Church Slavonic učitelь and the Croatised moistarь, is probably not accidental either. Both are used interchangeably, however when it comes to the denomination of Christ, most manuscripts include the variant moistarь, but when the phrase zakona učitelь occurs, the majority contain the variant uč(i)telь, also known from Old Church Slavonic manuscripts. Few (LJ DR BAR) include the variant moistarь (JChrys).

	tempestas – the expression appears twice (V. Orig) and the “Paleo-Slavonicism” equivalent bura occurs in the manuscripts of the Northern textual group, while the rest contain the Croatism tuča.

Conclusions

	1. Most of the homilies marked as the work of Origen in the Proper of Season of the Croatian-Glagolitic breviaries of the 13–15th century actually do not belong to Origen (6 on the readings from the Gospel of Matthew) and only two are probably attributable to Origen (the II. Orig and III. Orig on the text from the Gospel of Luke). Moreover, the homily of John Chrysostom probably represents a medieval compilation of Chrysostom’s commentaries.

	2. From the material we can conclude that the basic translation means of the Latin construction of the Ablative Absolute were the ordinary sentence and the constructions of the Instrumental Absolute, which is even used twice as a translation of the main sentence and once at the beginning of the homily (V. Orig), imitating the verse of Mt 8:23. In this part, the manuscripts of the Northern textual group use precisely the Instrumental Absolute, unlike the manuscripts of the Southern group, in which the Dative Absolute is used, also possibly as a means to archaise the expression. The Dative Absolute is found in two other places, which are very reminiscent of the verses L 20:1 and J 4:51, and might therefore be imitated. Thus, this construction may not have represented the original linguistic means of the Croatian Glagolists who translated the breviary. 

	3. When comparing the equivalents for the Latin lexemes studied in the selected Old Testament books and homilies of Saint Jerome, it is evident that the variants, more common in such texts in the manuscripts of the Northern textual group, can be found in I. Orig and IV. Orig, while the ones that are more common in the manuscripts of the Southern group appear in II. Orig and VII. Orig.

	4. The texts of the homilies generally include relatively few variants. In some texts, there are none or almost none (II. Orig, III. Orig, IV. Orig, VI. Orig and JChrys). In principle, however, according to the existing variants in the studied homilies, there are differences in the manuscripts of the Northern and the Southern group (I. Orig, II. Orig, III. Orig, V. Orig, and in the VIII.Orig, the manuscript N2 is included in the variants of the Northern group). In others, it is not possible to identify the Northern and the Southern textual group based on the variants. The distribution of variants is such that one belongs to the previously created manuscripts of the 14th century and the other to the newer ones from the 15th century (VI. Orig, VII. Orig and JChrys).



List of abbreviations of the cited Croatian-Glagolitic breviaries:

BAR 	Baromićev, 1493, paper, print.

DAB 	Dabarski, 1486, parchment, Zagreb, Archive HAZU, sign. IIIc21

DR 	Dragučki, 1407, parchment, Zagreb, Archive HAZU, sign. IIIb25

D2 	Аrchive of St. Peter, 15th c., parchment, Rome, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, sign. Cap. S. Pietro D215

ILL 	Vatikanski 10, 1485, parchment, Rome, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, sign. Borg. Illir. 10

KOS 	Kosinjski, incunabula, 1491, paper

LJ 	2. Ljubljanski, 15th c., parchment, Ljubljana, NUK, sign. Ms 163

MA 	Mavrov, 1460, parchment, Zagreb, Nacionalna i sveučilišna knjižnica, sign. R 7822 

MO 	Moskovski, 1442-43, parchment, Moscow, RGB, coll. Sevastyanov, sign. F. 270, 51

N1 	1. Novljanski, 1459, parchment, Novi Vinodolski, parish house

N2 	2. Novljanski, 1495, parchment, Novi Vinodolski, parish house

PAD	Padovanski, mid-14th c., parchment, Padova, Biblioteca Universitaria, sign. MS 2282

PM	Pašmanski, 14th-15th c., parchment, Zagreb, Archive HAZU, sign. IIIb10

VAT19	Vatikanski 19, 1465, parchment, Rome, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, sign. Vat. Slav. 19

VAT 	Vatikanski 5, mid-14th c., parchment, Rome, Bibl. Apostolica Vaticana, sign. Borg. Illir. 5

VB1 	Vrbniški prvi, 13.th–14th c., parchment, parish house in Vrbnik

VB2 	Vrbniški drugi, 14th c., parchment, parish house in Vrbnik

VB3 	Vrbniški tretji, 15th c., parchment, parish house in Vrbnik

VO 	Breviary of Vitus of Omišalj, 1396, parchment, Vienna, Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, sign. Cod. Slav. 3
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EMBEDDED THEOLOGY: EXTRACTS OF GREEK 
THEOLOGICAL LITERATURE CONTAINED 
IN THE SLAVONIC DIOPTRA



Jürgen Fuchsbauer 





	In spite of their theological importance, the complete oeuvres of many outstanding Church Fathers of Late Antiquity, such as the Three Cappadocians, as well as of notable Byzantine writers such as Nicetas Stethatus were not translated into Slavonic during the Middle Ages.[footnoteRef:1] Yet, a wider Slavonic audience became acquainted with their thinking through the Slavonic versions of extracts contained in other works such as the Dioptra.  [1:  Cf. F. J. Thomson, “Checklist of Slavonic Translations”, in L. Sels, J. Fuchsbauer, V. Tomelleri, I. De Vos (eds.), Editing Mediaeval Texts from a Different Angle: Slavonic and Multilingual Traditions. Together with Francis J. Thomson’s Bibliography and Checklist of Slavonic Translations, Leuven, 2018, p. 43-129.] 


	The Dioptra was composed in 1095 by a Byzantine monk named Philippus, who is known under the Greek epithet Monotropos, or the Latin Solitarius in western scholarly literature. The work represents a lengthy didactic poem consisting of five books, which are for the most part written in the so called political verse. Except for the first book, the Klauthmoi (in Slavonic Plačeve), the text is composed as a dialogue between the Flesh (σάρξ) and the Soul (ψυχή), in which, contrary to expectation, the latter poses questions and the former answers. The work addresses not only topics of religious but also of secular philosophical character.

	The Dioptra was translated into Middle Bulgarian Church Slavonic around the middle of the 14th century.[footnoteRef:2] The exact imitation of the Greek original and the high linguistic standardisation render it a work representative of the Silver Age of older Bulgarian literature. Likewise, its dissemination over Eastern Europe is typical of the Second South Slavonic influence on East Slavonic. The popularity this poem enjoyed among the Orthodox Slavs from the 14th to the 19th century is attested by approximately 200 extant witnesses.[footnoteRef:3] [2:  J. Fuchsbauer, Die Übertragung der Dioptra ins Slavische – Ein Beispiel mittelkirchenslavischer Übersetzungstechnik, Dissertation, Wien, 2010. Available at <http://othes.univie.ac.at/9921/> (23.04.2020).]  [3:  H. Miklas, J. Fuchsbauer, Die kirchenslavische Übersetzung der Dioptra des Philippos Monotropos. Band 1. Überlieferung. Text der Programmata und des ersten Buches, Wien, 2013. ] 


Philippus incorporated numerous quotes and paraphrases of biblical, theological, and philosophical writings into the metrical parts of the work. However, interspersed in the books II-V there are also extensive passages in prose, which represent quotations or compilations from the works of other authors.[footnoteRef:4] These insertions in the text are used to add authority to the author’s argumentation. In book IV this is made explicit. The Soul doubts the Flesh’s claim that after the second coming of Christ the saints will be honoured over the angels. The Flesh counters with a quote from Anastasius of Sinai, which is preceded by the following verses[footnoteRef:5]: [4:  Ei. Afentoulidou-Leitgeb, “Die Dioptra des Philippos Monotropos und ihr Kontext. Ein Beitrag zur Rezeptionsgeschichte”, Byzantion 77, 2007, p. 9-31.]  [5:  J. Fuchsbauer, Die Übertragung..., p. 24s. ] 




IV,143-7

[Ψυχή:]	δοκεῖ μοι δὲ ὡς ἄπιστον καὶ ὡς ψευδὲς τὸ ῥῆμα·

		мнт же м сѧ ꙗ͗ко невѣ́ренъ ͗ лъженъ глъ съ̏ •

		...

Σάρξ:	Ἐμὸν οὐδὲν τὸ σύνολον ἐρῶ σοι ὦ κυρία·

		Мое нтожє съпроста ре́кѫ т ѡ͑ гжⷣе •

		μήπως καὶ παρακούσῃς μου ὡς ψευδῆ τὰ λεχθέντα·

		да нека́ко прѣслѹшае͗ш м ꙗ͗ко лъжна рее́наа •

		παρέξω δέ σοι μάλιστα γραφικὴν μαρτυρίαν·

		прведѫ же т па́е ѿ пса́на свѣдѣ́тельство •[footnoteRef:6] [6:  “The Soul: This statement seems implausible to me and untruthful. // The Flesh: I won’t tell you anything that is mine, so that you do not misunderstand my words as untruthful. I’d rather offer you something from the scriptures.”] 




	Additionally, the Dioptra proper is followed by a number of chapters taken from other authors. These are not integrated into the argumentation but offer, so to speak, further reading. The Greek witnesses of the Dioptra differ with regard to the number of additional chapters. Nevertheless, a certain number of them was obviously added by the author himself. The Slavonic translator took over all of the 23 prose chapters he found in the Greek model he used. Even though Eirini Afentoulidou[footnoteRef:7] did a great job in identifying the sources of the Dioptra, the authors of 6 of these chapters still remain unknown to us. The other chapters were partly taken from the works of some of the most important ecclesiastical writers. Like its immediate model, the Slavonic Dioptra contains extensive parts of Gregory of Nyssa’s De anima et resurrectione, of John Chrysostom’s Ad populum Antiochenum homilia X, of his Expositiones in Psalmos, of John of Damascus’s Expositio fidei, of Pseudo-John of Damascus’s homily De iis, qui in fide dormierunt, and of Anastasius of Sinai’s Quaestiones et Responsiones. Additionally we encounter extracts of the works of two minor theologians of the 6th century, namely of Eustratius of Constantinople’s De statu animarum post mortem and of Olympiodorus Diaconus’s Commentarii in Ecclesiasten. Finally, there are sections taken from two authors contemporaneous to Philippus: a short chapter entitled Ὅτι πέντε εἰσὶ αἱ ψυχῆς δυνάμεις of Michael Psellus and extracts from Nicetas Stethatus’s De anima, De hierarchia, Paradisus spiritualis, from his letter No 6 To Gregory, from the letter to a near friend and a text entitled Τίς ὁ οὐρανὸς καινός by the same author. It has to be stated that the interpreter of the Dioptra did not consider already existing translations. He translated the text as he found it in his Greek model. Later copyists did not correct the text with the help of existing translations either. [7:  Ei. Afentoulidou-Leitgeb, “Die Dioptra...”, p. 11ss.] 


	Francis Thomson recently published a list of Slavonic translations from the Cyrillo-Methodian to the Petrine period, which is based on his famed catalogue.[footnoteRef:8] Comparing Thomson’s list with the works the respective extracts were taken from, we see which of them had presumably been unknown to the Slavs before the Dioptra was translated. Both Anastasius of Sinai’s Quaestiones et Responsiones and John Chrysostom’s Ad populum Antiochenum homiliae had already been translated into Slavonic in the 9th or 10th century. Of Gregory of Nyssa’s De anima et resurrectione, John of Damascus’s Expositio fidei, and Olympiodorus Diaconus’s Commentarii in Ecclesiasten there existed only abridged versions in Slavonic. Pseudo-John of Damascus’s De iis, qui in fide dormierunt and Nicetas Stethatus’s Paradisus spiritualis were translated in the 14th century only, that is roughly at the same time as the Dioptra. But John Chrysostom’s Expositiones in Psalmos, Eustratius of Constantinople’s De statu animarum post mortem, Michael Psellus’s Ὅτι πέντε εἰσὶ αἱ ψυχῆς δυνάμεις, as well as Nicetas Stethatus’s De anima, De hierarchia, his letter No 6 To Gregory, his letter to a near friend, and his Τίς ὁ οὐρανὸς καινός are not to be found in Thomson’s list. Presumably, they were not known to Slavonic readers otherwise. [8:  Cf. F. J. Thomson, “Checklist...”.] 


	The longest of the extracts of the works of other writers inserted into the Dioptra are those taken from Gregory of Nyssa’s De anima et resurrectione. Yet, most prominently among the “contributors” ranks Nicetas Stethatus, whose writings were not nearly as popular in Slavonic as the Dioptra. Remarkably, the extracts taken from both of them predominantly circle around the nature of the soul and around the hereafter. Sentences like the following from Nicetas’s Τίς ὁ οὐρανὸς καινός must have surely attracted the interest of the hesychasts, who played an important role in spreading the Dioptra across South Eastern and Eastern Europe:



IV.e.13[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Cf. Fuchsbauer, Die Übertragung..., p. 66s.] 


εἰ οὖν ὁ τῆς δικαιοσύνης ἥλιος ὁ Θεός ἐν τοῖς καινοῖς ἐκείνοις οὐρανοῖς κατοικεῖ [...] οὐδὲν ἐν ἐκείνοις πως κτίσμα θεοειδέστερον ἄρα, ἢ μόνον φῶς ἀπρόσιτον· ἐν ᾧ οἰκῶν ὁ Θεὸς, φῶς ὡς ἱμάτιον ἀναβάλλεται· καὶ τοὺς ὁσίους αὐτοῦ θεοειδῆς ἀπεργάζεται·

а͗ще ѹбо пра́вдѣ слнце бъ на новыхъ ѡ͗нѣхъ небесехъ жветъ [...] нтоже въ ѡ͗нѣ́хъ нѣ́како тварь бгов́днѣша ѹбо, нѫ̏ тъїѧ свѣтъ непрстѫпны въ не́м же жвѫ бъ, свѣто́мъ ꙗ͗ко р́ꙁоѧ ѡ͗дѣвае͗т сѧ⸱ ́ прѣподо́бныѧ своѧ бговдны съдѣловае͗тъ⸱[footnoteRef:10] [10:  “So if the Sun of Justice, God, dwells in those fresh heavens, nothing created in these is more similar to God than the inaccessible light. Dwelling in it, God endues in the light like in vesture and makes his pious godlike.”] 




Does this mean that Nicetas got known among the hesychasts on the Balkans, the hermits of northern Rus’, the Old Believers because his works had been incorporated into the Dioptra? Hardly. Gregory of Nyssa, John Chrysostom, and Anastasius of Sinai are indicated in the text of the Dioptra as authors of the respective extracts, the latter in one instance as πατὴρ ὁ Σιναΐτης. John of Damascus’s name is given in the margins. Even though six of the prose chapters were taken from works of Nicetas Stethatus, his name is mentioned only once in the Slavonic Dioptra, and that in margine, namely in connection with the summary of his De anima contained in the 5th book. For the substantial extracts of his Paradisus spiritualis and of the sections taken from the two of his letters quoted above, which together form the first part of the appendices to the Dioptra, no author’s name is given at all. The same holds for two other appendices, namely the ones taken from the works of Olympiodorus Diaconus and Michael Psellus. The compilation of Eustratius’ De statu animarum and Nicetas’ De anima contained in book V bears the heading Kyrillou in many Greek MSS and, respectively, Kirillovo in the complete Slavonic tradition. This alludes to the monk Cyril Phileotes (ca. 1015-1100).[footnoteRef:11] Nicetas Stethatus’ chapter Τίς ὁ οὐρανὸς καινός in the 4th book is ascribed to Theodore the Studite in a marginal notice to some Greek and to the oldest Slavonic witnesses. Finally, the extract of Nicetas’ De hierarchia in the 4th book is attributed erroneously, but understandably to Dionysius the Areopagite, and that by Philippus, the author of the Dioptra, himself. The extract is preceded by the verse:  [11:  Peter Van Deun (personal communication). ] 




IV,137[footnoteRef:12] [12:  Cf. Fuchsbauer, Die Übertragung..., p. 22s.] 


φησὶ οὖν Διονύσιος ὁ Ἀρεοπαγίτης

гле́т же д͗нїсе а͗реѡпагїтскы[footnoteRef:13] [13:  “Dionysius the Areopagite said.”] 




Obviously, Philippus did not know whose works he was citing. This may result from the fact that he at least partly utilized not complete texts of these authors but already existing compilations.

	The following table gives an overview of works and extracts of other authors contained in the Slavonic Dioptra, of other translations of the same text as recorded by Thomson, and of the person they are attributed to in the Dioptra. 



		Author

		Title

		Other Translation

		Attribution in the Dioptra



		Gregory of Nyssa 

		De anima et resurrectione 

		9th-10th c. (extracts) 

		Author 



		John Chrysostom

		Ad populum Antiochenum hom. X 

		9th-10th c. 

		Author 



		

		Expositiones in Psalmos 

		- 

		Author 



		John of Damascus

		Expositio fidei 

		9th-10th c. (extracts)

		Author (in marg.) 



		Pseudo-John of Damascus

		De iis, qui in fide dormierunt 

		14th c. 

		Author (in marg.) 



		Anastasius Sinaita 

		Quaestiones et Responsiones 

		9th-10th c. 

		Author 



		Eustratius of Constantinople 

		De statu animarum post   mortem 

		- 

		“Kyrillos” 



		Olympiodorus Diaconus

		Commentarii in Ecclesiasten 

		9th-10th c. (extracts) 

		- 



		Michael Psellus 

		Ὅτι πέντε εἰσὶ αἱ ψυχῆς δυνάμεις 

		- 

		- 



		Nicetas Stethatus 

		De anima 

		- 

		Author (in marg.) 



		

		De hierarchia 

		- 

		Dionysius the Areopagite 



		

		Paradisus spiritualis 

		14th c. 

		- 



		

		Epist. 6 (To Gregory) 

		- 

		- 



		

		Letter to a near friend 

		- 

		- 



		

		Τίς ὁ οὐρανὸς καινός 

		- 

		Theodore the Studite (in marg.) 







Nicetas Stethatus was fairly well known to the Slavs. Thomson[footnoteRef:14] lists 14th century translations of his Paradisus spiritualis, his Three Hundred Chapters, and his Questions and Answers, as well as a 16th century translation of his work on the Roman Azyma, Lent and the Marriage of Priests, and a second translation of the Paradisus spiritualis, dating to the early 18th century. However, studying the Slavonic reception of an author like Nicetas Stethatus, we must bear in mind that through the excerpts contained in a work so popular as the Dioptra a much greater Slavonic readership got acquainted with his thinking, yet, as his name is hardly given, without knowing it was his. [14:  F. J. Thomson, “Checklist...”.] 
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Le Slovo 50 de Saint Éphrem le Syrien dans deux manuscrits slavons du XIVe siècle de la Bibliothèque de l’Académie Roumaine(

Zamfira Mihail

La thématique du panel Translations of Patristic Literature in South-Eastern Europe. Les traductions de la littérature patristique dans le Sud-Est européen nous permet d’approfondir le sujet des textes patristiques, circulation des manuscrits, la lecture, et leurs multiplication aux Pays Roumains, parmi lesquels nous nous sommes arrêtée aux écrits d’Éphrem le Syrien
. Cette fois-ci nous abordons le problème de l’ancienneté de deux manuscrits slavons par l’intermède de l’un de ses enseignements (Slovo 50). Dans les manuscrits patristiques slavons existants dans diverses bibliothèques roumaines, les écrits de Saint Éphrem sont parmi les plus nombreux, après ceux de Saint Jean Chrysostome et Saint Isaac le Syrien.

La Bibliothèque de l’Académie Roumaine est la dépositaire de 822 manuscrits slavons et slavo-roumains [par la suite = mss.sl.]. Les manuscrits séculaires d’une collection constituent tout un chapitre spécial de référence en vertu de leur rareté et des soins particuliers qu’exige leur conservation. La datation des manuscrits – tant de ceux sur support de parchemin que de ceux sur papier – en l’absence de données explicites, implique des études approfondies. Les catalogues de manuscrits
 avancent d’habitude des hypothèses en ce qui concerne leur ancienneté fondées sur l’expérience de celui qui fait la description et, quoique les filigranes identifiés sont en général mentionnés, on ne renvoie que rarement à des catalogues de filigranes. 


Les plus anciens mss. sl. de la Bibliothèque de l’Académie Roumaine [par la suite = BAR] sont quelques fragments et deux exemplaires in integrum, contenant des textes de culte, des XIe–XIIIe siècles
. Les manuscrits du XIVe siècle sont bien plus nombreux et très importants puisqu’ils témoignent non seulement des livres de culte, mais aussi l’intérêt pour la lecture des Saints Pères. Les codex (sbornic) contiennent les écrits patristiques les plus anciens et aussi des écrits de Saint Éphrem.


En nous arrêtant aux ceux du XIVe s., nous constatons que leur datation diffère, cependant, selon les considérations de différents paléographes. P. P. Panaitescu, dans Mss. sl. I, II, et PPP, ZM dans Mss. sl. III, considèrent qu’en dehors des mss. sl. avec des textes liturgiques du XIVe s. restent aussi les mss. sl 72, 100, 130, 139, 148, 205, 298, 315, 491, 677, contenant des écrits de différents Pères. 


Nous avons rencontré des datations englobant un nombre augmenté de mss. sl. de cette période dans une étude de A. D. Paskal
. L’auteur prend en considération des dates proposées par divers slavistes roumains, optant pour la plus ancienne. Il ajoute ainsi au XIVe siècle les mss.sl. BAR 139 et 298 (la deuxième moitié du XIVe s.
; XVe et XVIe s.
) aussi que ms. 148 (la fin du XIVe s.
 et XVe s.
). 


Un ouvrage de grande érudition et acribie, signé par Ion Radu Mircea
, qui identifie les auteurs byzantins et slaves dans des textes faisant partie des codex trouvés à présent dans plusieurs bibliothèques roumaines, propose des datations bien plus précises (chronologiquement délimitées) pour les versions slavonnes étudiées, ces références visant les décennies où ces textes auraient été rédigés. L’auteur déclare lui-même dans l’Introduction que ses références se fondent sur « la vérification de la date attribuée à chaque œuvre au moyen des répertoires des filigranes [n.n., zm] » et que « notre travail s’est déroulé par étapes, comme suit : 1. La rédaction de fiches descriptives-analytiques [...] chaque fiche est accompagnée d’illustrations, de reproductions des filigranes et de l’incipit des œuvres respectives »
. Mais, dans cette édition posthume, la reproduction des filigranes caractéristiques pour chaque manuscrit n’était pas prise en compte et il n’y a aucune référence à leur valeur quant à la datation proposée par Mircea
. Les filigranes ne sont pas du tout mentionnés et dans la Bibliographie générale n’est enregistré aucun catalogue de filigranes. Les datations des manuscrits proposées par Mircea sont mentionnées dans le Tableau des manuscrits
, avec des références très précises aux intervalles de temps où ils étaient copiés, ce qui nous fait croire que l’auteur se fondait sur la datation du papier utilisé, qu’il aurait identifié d’après les filigranes dans les catalogues de spécialité. La datation avec les années respectives indiquées (pour 17 mss.) par Mircea surprend parce que la question des filigranes n’a pas été mentionnée dans la Note de l’éditeur, et on ne faisait que transcrire les chiffres des années ou des décennies quand ces manuscrits ont été copiés. Or, sans un support documentaire nominalisé, les datations proposées par Mircea peuvent être contestées
, même si la justification de ses nouvelles datations avait été faite, selon ses dires, par « la vérification de la date attribuée à chaque œuvre au moyen des répertoires des filigranes »
. Mircea a précisé ou invalidé la plupart des datations antérieures concernant les mss. qu’il considère provenir du XIVe s.
 et, jusqu’à présent, aucune étude n’est parvenue à le contredire
. 


Des textes de Saint Éphrem du XIVe s., selon les datations d’I. R. Mircea, se trouvent dans les mss. 73, 160, 298, 302 et 315. Ce sont des codex contenant des écrits de plusieurs Pères. De ce siècle, il n’y a pas des codex qui contiennent seulement des textes d’Éphrem
. Les mss. 73 (f. 78v-88v et 207v-214), 298 (f. 1-6) et 302 (f. 209v-211) (datées par Mircea comme datant du XIVe s.) contiennent des enseignements d’Éphrem qui ne portent pas un indicatif numérique. Par contre, dans le ms. 315, aux f. 222-248, datées tant par PPP que par I. R. Mircea comme datant du XIVe s., le Slovo 50 a été copié avec le chiffre 50 bien marqué. C’est uniquement dans le ms. 160, toujours du XIVe s. selon la datation de I. R. Mircea, dans la suite d’enseignements ephrémiens (f. 196v-261v), aux f. 215-246 que se trouve aussi ce même Slovo 50. Ici est marqué aussi l’enseignement nr. 23 (f. 207-210v).

 Le numéro 50 est significatif dans la suite des enseignements de Parenesis, parce que avec lui commence « la différenciation » dans la numérotation, dans certains manuscrits
. Francis J. Thomson appelait cette homilie Sermo asceticus [sous no. 54, pts. I-IV], en citant CPG
, No 3909 et J. S. Assemani, Sancti Patris nostri quae extant Ephraem Syri opera omnia…, vol. I, 40-70 et concluant: « In all codices it is divided into two parts [...] in some codices, e. g. Academy, Frolov, Trinity Sergius, Macarius, the first part forming entry 54 is divided into four sections numbered separately. However, early Bulgarian and Serbian codices, e.g. Lesnovo, Mihanović, do not make this subdivision which is probably a later development »
. 

Parce que nous avons constaté que cette homilie se trouve dans les mss. 160 et 315, nous nous sommes proposée d’éditer ce Slovo 50 pour avoir ainsi la possibilité, par l’intermédiaire de leurs textes, de présumer la provenance de ces deux exemplaires. Et de cette façon, on en viendrait à suivre la circulation des écrits de Saint Éphrem. Nous nous sommes guidée par les constatations de J. Fuchsbauer et V. Tomelleri, qui énoncent que « in Slavonic Studies preference is often given to manuscript-based editions, ideally with full documentation of the variant readings in the apparatus criticus »
. Mais, en ce qui concerne notre recherche, nous considerons que c’est important aussi d’avoir une « view of the orthographic and linguistic variety of Church Slavonic » parce que nous considérons que chaque manuscrit est une œuvre d’« auteur » (du copiste) et que les éditions intégrales des principaux textes de la littérature ancienne seraient en mesure de configurer un tableau synthétique des versions des écrits patristiques et de leur diffusion. 

Le ms. sl. BAR 315 est un colligat de 22x14 cm, dans lequel étaient réunis des cahiers totalisant 257 pages (la numérotation a été faite dans BAR), écrits au début du XVe s. (les f. 1-221, 249-257, d’après Mss. sl. II), et seulement f. 222r-248v à la fin du XIV s., d’après ce même Mss. sl. II (en realité les f. 249-257 sont eux aussi du XIVe s., voir ci-dessous notre analyse des filigranes). Selon Mircea
, le ms. tout entier est de la IIe moitié du XIVe s. (1350–1365). La concordance en ce qui concerne sa datation et les filigranes que nous avons identifiés aux f. 222-257 nous a determiné de nous occuper d’abord de ce ms. 

P. P. Panaitescu a indiqué « en bloc » tous les filigranes du ms. 315 : trois cerises, croix grecque, deux clés, cloche
, caracterisant aussi le papier du XVe s.. Mais nous avons identifié aux f. 222-248-257 : arbalète (f. 224-227) « les variantes du groupe 701 à 707 [arbalète] sont extrêmements nombreuses ; on n’a reproduit ici que les principales. Le papier qui les porte est abondant en Italie [...] ils se trouve entre 1320 et 1393 »
, cloche (f. 247-248, au milieu d’un cahier)
 et, aux f. 253-256 le filigrane pot à une anse
. À la f. 249 c’est l’image d’une hache ? « Est-ce bien un fer de hache que les filigranes de cette famille représentent ? » se demande Briquet qui le dessine, mais le considère « moins certain »
. Nous persévérerons dans l’étude de filigranes.

 Bien qu’il se trouve à la Bibliothèque de l’Académie depuis 1903, transféré du Musée des Antiquités, qui l’a reçu du monastère Bistriţa, le manuscrit est entré dans le circuit scientifique en 2003
. Nous estimons que ce sbornic dans sa forme actuelle est formé de deux parties : la première était écrite par un copiste, qui a transcrit les feuilles 1r-221v, avec des textes de Nil, quelques apophtègmes de saint Macaire et Zosima et quelques paroles d’Isaïe et où le texte s’arrête après un enseignement (incomplet) du grand Athanase, le patriarche d’Alexandrie. On observe là-bas facilement une lacune. Il semble qu’il en manque des feuilles, mais, n’ayant pas de témoin de contrôle, nous ne pouvons pas préciser combien de feuilles aient pu se trouver dans l’intervalle entre les f. 221v-222r du ms. 315. Par conséquent, nous ne savons pas pour le moment si le texte d’Athanase continuait et si les feuilles manquantes sont disparues ultérieurement ou bien, tel qu’il arrivait parfois, le texte s’est interrompu. La feuille 221 clôt un cahier de 8 feuilles. La deuxième partie commence après la feuille 221v jusqu’à la fin du manuscrit. Ici sont reunis des textes d’Éphrem, un enseignement court de Symeon de Mésopotamie et quelques fragments de Patérikon. 


À la reliure du sbornic, le relieur a joint, après les feuilles écrites jusqu’à la f. 221v, sur du papier satiné bien conservé, des cahiers plus anciens avec du papier friable maintenant (sans avoir d’indication de cahier, les f. 222-257), avec le texte déjà lu fréquemment si l’on s’en tienne aux traces laissées aux bords des pages. La feuille 222r a le titre à la première ligne, à droite près du talon, par une initiale majuscule en rouge, un oméga maladroit tracé avec la plume d’oie, пооу̑ене́, стго ѐфрема слоⷡ҇: н҃ (Enseignement de Saint Éphrem. Slovo 50). L’écriture des feuilles 222r-248v, avec une demi-onciale minuscule très régulière, le dessin des lettres realisé avec une plume bien épaisse et les mots plus serrés est visiblement différente de celle des feuilles de la première partie du ms. Le texte n’a aucun alinéa. Tous les majuscules sont en noir. À la f. 224r/ 6-7, le texte était écrit avec une encre à présent très délavée, d’un brun clair, qui aurait pu être rouge. Il y a aussi une numérotation au crayon (de 1899, selon la notice de la couverture IV), de la f. 1-256 (en fait ce sont 257 f., puisque le numéro 231 a été donné deux fois). Les cahiers (f. 222-257) ont subi des détériorations, car il y a certaines lacunes, avec manque de feuilles arrachées ou détruites au long du temps que nous allons signaler au moment donné. 

On constate qu’à la rédaction des feuilles 222-257 ont peut-être collaboré deux copistes, bien que P. P. Panaitescu ait identifié l’écriture d’une seule main. Mais on observe une modification de graphie, la feuille 230r comporte des caractères bien plus petits et tassés, tandis que le duct des lettres est très ressemblant. Il est possible que l’écriture appartienne à la même personne qui aurait repris sa tâche après une interruption et dans cette nouvelle conjoncture aurait essayé d’entasser les lettres.


La reliure du manuscrit est à présent détériorée; le cuir grossier utilisé, sur support épais de hêtre, est rêche et il en manque des morceaux, en bas, près du talon. Nous supposons que l’actuelle reliure du ms., d’après la qualité du cuir, provient de la même période que celle de la rédaction des f. 222-257.

Si l’on prend en considération une telle datation de la couverture (même période que celle de la rédaction des f. 222-257), nous pouvons présumer que pour relier le volume, on a introduit les feuilles 1-221v dans les couvertures plus anciennes, pour compléter le bloc des feuilles 222r-257. Le codex dans sa forme actuelle s’arrête à la f. 257v et il lui manque des feuilles à la fin, dont on observe les traces au talon. 

Les vrillettes qui ont attaqué les couvertures y ont laissé des traces visibles. Nous avons observé que de tout le manuscrit il n’y a que les feuilles 222-257 qui sont forées par les vrillettes et en gardent des traces nombreuses, ce qui nous fait supposer que les couvertures eussent contenu un sbornic (plus ancien) qui avait initialement dans sa composition aussi la deuxième partie de l’actuel exemplaire. Car il est évident que les feuilles 222-257 proviennent ou aient été détachées d’un recueil d’écrits, la preuve c’est qu’à la f. 248v, après la fin du texte d’Éphrem, il y a un espace blanc, laissé libre. C’est pour cela que nous supposons que les f. 222-257 se trouvaient entre les couvertures actuelles, qui ont été utilisées après pour relier toutes les feuilles de ce sbornic. 


Eussent-elles été détachées d’un exemplaire détérioré pour être introduites parmi les feuilles en cours de transcription, à une place considérée convenable, après la f. 221v ? Nos commentaires antérieurs sur les couvertures qui semblent avoir la même ancienneté que les feuilles 222-248-257 pourraient en offrir une explication. Mais la question persiste toujours, afin de pouvoir connaître en quel contexte sont parvenues à être utilisées les feuilles avec Slovo 50 du XIVe siècle pour compléter la première partie du coligat écrite quelques décennies plus tard (d’après P. P. Panaitescu) et découvrir peut-être de cette manière où avait été copiée « la première moitié » du sbornic 315. 

L’analyse de l’exemplaire montre aussi que le manuscrit était employé dans l’église pour l’office (nous soulignons cette assertion) et faisait partie de la bibliothèque permanente du côté du choeur, posé sur le lutrin, parce qu’il conserve encore les tranches de tête, de gouttière et de queue en rouge, maintenant décoloré. 

Pour l’histoire d’un exemplaire de livre ayant traversé les siècles, il est important que les reliures (couvertures) soient originelles, dans la mesure où elles ne sont pas complètement abîmées. La procédure qui consiste à conserver les manuscrits sans changer les couvertures, restauration avec complètement des feuilles ou sans relier à nouveau les exemplaires (mais en les gardant dans des conditions optimales de température et d’humidité) adoptée par les spécialistes en conservation de Bulgarie
 c’est à notre avis le procédé qui contribue de manière décisive à la reconstitution de l’histoire de l’artéfact comme tel.

 L’autre sbornic qui contient Efrème, Slovo 50, le ms. 160, a attiré notre attention dès le commencement de nos recherches parce qu’en accordant crédit à l’opinion d’I. R. Mircea, qui établit qu’il était écrit entre 1360–1370
, quoique daté différemment par P. P. Panaitescu, qui le situe au XVe s.
, nous nous sommes proposée de verifier sa nouvelle datation. Le ms. 160, 312 f., 21,5x14 cm., daté par Panaitescu au XVe s. sans invoquer des filigranes, est considéré avoir été écrit en Moldavie
 (le ms. a apartenu au monastère Neamţ), mais Mircea établit qu’il fut copié dans la période 1360–1370 et écrit en Bulgarie
. Après l’indication du lieu de sa rédaction, la Bulgarie, Mircea a mis un point d’interrogation (?) ; nous supposons qu’il l’ait utilisé car le ms. aurait pu être écrit à Athos
 aussi. C’est un sbornic avec 39 titres d’enseignements / homilies, avec début et fin, écrit d’une main, mais avec quelques feuilles manquantes à la place desquelles ont été introduites des feuilles avec une écriture du XVIIe s. La reliure en cuir avec des ornements stilisés, sur support de bois, est aussi du XVIIe s. Une suite d’enseignements d’Éphrem se trouve parmi d’autres discours de plusieurs autres Pères. Slovo 50 commence à la f. 215r/16, le titre est écrit en onciales, l’écriture est en italiques et le texte s’achève à la f. 246r/26. Cet exemplaire conserve, lui aussi, les tranches en rouge, cette fois-ci en bon état et sur la tranche de tête est imprimé : ефремъ словъ. Donc, tous les deux codex ont été destinés à l’office.

Le ms.160 conserve la numérotation originale dans des cahiers de 8 feuilles (f. 3-76v, c. 1-9; à f. 91v-63r, c. 11-21; à f. 178v, c. 23 et à f. 185v, c. 24). La notation des cahiers apparaît de nouveau à la f. 233r, c. 31; f. 240v, c. 31; f. 257r, c. 34. Chez quelques feuilles apparaît une notation d’un autre type, au milieu du sous-sol: г҃ л(ст)  по(л) « 3 feuilles et demie » (f. 207r) ; д҃ л(ст) « 4 feuilles » (f. 125r ) ; е҃ л(ст) « 5 feuilles» (f. 56v, 197r) ; е҃ л(ст)   по(л) « 5 feuilles et demie » (f. 77r et 82r) ; ѕ҃ л(ст) « 6 feuilles » (f. 63v, 87r, 201r) ; ҃ л(ст)  по(л) « 8 feuilles et demie» (f. 94r et 101v) ; ѳ҃ л(ст) « 9 feuilles » (f. 116r) ; л҃ л(ст) « 30 feuilles » (f. 215r). Nous n’avons pas encore pu établir si l’emploi de cette numérotation a été déterminéе par un certain critère de sélection ou bien qu’il était aléatoire. Les notations du sous-sol avec rapport au nombre des feuilles ont été utilisées pour numéroter au sous-sol du titre la totalité des feuilles que l’enseignement ainsi marqué contenait. Les notations n’ont pas été inscrites lors de la transcription du sbornic ms. 160 mais probablement bien plus tard. Il est possible que ce fût le signe pour une nouvelle transcription seulement des textes aux feuilles ainsi comptées. Le signe л҃ л(ст) « 30 feuilles » à la f. 215r peut être une preuve en ce sens, parce que Slovo 50 compte 30 feuilles. Est-ce que le ms. 160 a servi de prototype pour d’autres copies ? Nos recherches les suivront. 

 En ce qui concerne l’analyse des filigranes, ils ne nous aident pas trop cette fois-ci. Nos tentatives pendant longtemps de les identifier n’ont pas abouti à des resultats significatifs
. Parce que les filigranes sont fragmentés, couverts dans le talon, impossible à reconstituer pour la plupart, c’est probablement pour cela que P. P. Panaitescu ne fait pas mention de filigranes dans sa description du ms. 160. Nous avons identifié des lignes parallèles au talon, voir f. 160, 216, 227, 243. C’est probablement la hampe d’un étendard (f. 244-245), attesté à Pisa a.1365 « l’étendard est un filigrane exclusivement italien, [...] l’extremité de la hampe est tréflée »
 ; peut être l’arme d’hast, qui ressemble à deux clefs, mais  « l’interpretation de cette marque est en effet douteuse »
. Il y a aussi des lignes perpendiculaires sur le talon, au milieu de la page, voir f. 218, 220, 221, 223, 225, 229, 234. Enfin, à la f. 235/238 nous avons pu mettre en évidence un dessin qui ressemble à celui enregistré par Briquet à la categorie d’indéterminée
. Les filigranes cités pour la première fois correspondent tout à fait à la datation de Mircea et convergent à nous faire soutenir que les mss. 315 (f. 222-257) et 160 ont été écrits dans la deuxième partie / vers la fin du XIVe s.

Ce sont les deux seuls mss. (du XIVe s.) contenant cet enseignement ascètique (Slovo 50) d’Éphrem qui sont conservés dans les bibliothèques publiques de Roumanie, d’après les investigations d’I. R. Mircea, trouvés dans les plus anciens codex avec des textes patristiques, selon les informations existantes en ce moment
. Le texte du Slovo 50 est identique dans les deux manuscrits.

Les deux mss. ont des indications auprès des titres de certains enseignements (qui n’ont pas été signalées dans le Mss. sl. I et II) qu’ils sont destinés à servir de lecture auxiliaire lors des offices divins. Et la structure du texte de Slovo 50 le révèle avoir été destiné à être lu de vive voix, dans une communauté (par exemple, ms. 315, f. 248v /15-20 Desinit: « ̀ ба ншего нбⷭ҇наго; / прославмь• да ̇ а́ггл ст́ ѡ͑ наⷭ҇ вьꙁвеселѧ/тⸯ сѧ• ̇ двѧще̇ сѧ намь ͑ слы́шѫще́ ѡ́ наⷭ҇, сь/ндѧтⸯ сѧ ̇ прославѧть ба• ꙗ̇ко томꙋ поⷣбае̇ть / вьсѣка слава ͑ ⷭ҇ть ̇ покланѣнїе́• ѡ͑цꙋ ̇ снꙋ ̇ сто/мꙋ дхꙋ• ннѣ ͑ прїсно ̇ вь вѣкы́ вѣкомь• амнь:• » (Nous glorifions notre Dieu aux cieux , afin que les saints anges se réjouissent de nous et [...] rendent gloire à Dieu, à qui appartiennent la gloire, l’honneur et l’adoration, au Père, au Fils et au Saint Esprit maintenant et toujours et dans les siècles des siècles. Amen). À la même f. 248v/21, le titre suivant, сло́во сѵ̈ме̀на месопоѳамїскаго... s’achève par ѡⷱ҇ блⷭ҇в̀ « Bénissez, Père »
. 

 Le ms. 160 était destiné expressis verbis à l’office divin (voir f. 285-286, Молтва), faisant partie du Prologue
, et il comporte aussi la formule благослов « bénissez [père, que je lise] » f. 246v. À la même feuille, dans le titre тогожⷣе е̇фрема ср̀на̀ слово́• е́гда прдо̀шѫ кь немⷹ братїа• ͗ въпрос́шⷾ ͗҇ ѡ͗ дѣлесеⷯ҇• ͗ мы, слоⷡ҇ •кв• « Du même Ephrème le Syrien : Enseignement quand les frères sont venus à lui et l’ont questionné sur les œuvres, enseignements 22 » s’ensuivent deux termes essentiels Пролог « Prologue » et благослов « bénissez [père que je lise] », qui ont été omis. Également sont omis de la description de ce ms. les numéros des enseignements d’Éphrem: à la f. 201 Slovo [43], à la f. 210v Slov(o) [25], et ainsi la succession des discours ephrémiens est: 43, 23, 25, 26, 50 et deux autres encore sans numéro. Les 22 méditations de la f. 246v-261 ont, elles aussi, un titre chacune et portent les numéros 1-22. Les pages suivantes du sbornic contiennent de brefs enseignements (fragments?) d’Éphrem et à la f. 301v-306 (Slovo 47) et à la f. 306v-311 « Discours sur la repentance ». 

Les indications explicatives qui apparaissent après les titres sont des repères précieux pour d’autres identifications aussi, tel que le constatait A. A. Turilov
, qui fait la différence entre deux rédactions à partir de ces suppléments de caractérisation textologique. Dans la première rédaction, l’explication est formulée ainsi: Книгы святаго Ефрема, глаголемыя [une variante нареченныя] греческим [une variante сирским] языком Паренесис. Сказаеть же ся Паренесис притча, утешенье, моленье, поученье, наказанья потребная различно « Le livre de Saint Éphrem nommé Parenesis. Il s’appelle parenesis en grec – allégorie, consolation (réconfort), imploration (prière), conseil, correction (punition) nécessaire [de diverses manières] », tandis que l’annotation d’un texte ephrémien a une explication différente: Поучения душеполезная и повести умиления и утешения «Enseignements utiles à l’âme et récits de douceur et de réconfort» et est la preuve indéniable que l’écrit respectif fait partie de la deuxième rédaction de la traduction du Parenesis... Si l’on se guide d’après un titre du mss. 160 (à la f. 196v/25-28 et 265r/1): слово полеꙁное... « Enseignements utiles à être lu chaque jour pour l’édification de l’âme », on peut supposer que le sbornic fait partie de la seconde rédaction.

La destination principale des enseignements ephrémiens était leur lecture lors de l’office divin, dans la période du Triode (notamment les discours portant sur Le Second Avènement du Christ) et lors des fêtes inscrites dans le Ménologe
. Il est possible que ce soit une des raisons pour lesquelles, à partir du XIVe siècle, bien peu d’exemplaires aient été copiés qui réunissent tous ses écrits dans un volume. On a préféré des recueils avec les divers enseignements que l’on lisait fréquemment, pour les avoir à portée de main parmi les livres usuelles des monastères. C’est une période où les écrits patristiques n’avaient pas encore commencé à être multipliés pour la lecture individuelle, à l’usage d’un seul bénéficiaire. Les notices en slavon des copistes qui faisaient la transcription des textes pour leur propre usage sont plus tardives. Ni même les commanditaires de la multiplication de certains écrits ne faisaient cela pour un usage restreint, mais pour en faire don à des églises ou à des monastères, pour que les défunts de leur famille soient commémorés et les vivants bénéficient des prières de la communauté respective. Le fait que les écrits patristiques étaient destinés à l’usage des collectivités leur a assuré une large circulation sur de vastes territoires. Les exemplaires provenant de Bulgarie ou des monastères athonites sont dus à cette préoccupation d’enrichir les monastères des saints lieux des Pays Roumains (par exemple, la notice des copistes du ms. 315 consiste seulement en leur signature, avec la prière adressée à Dieu d’excuser leurs péchés (f. 254v). Mais, dans le ms.160, après plus de 200 ans, en 1734, un moine nommé Lazăr note, déjà en roumain, l’impression après sa lecture en slavon: „O, de folos şi sufletesc lucru este întru această carte, carele şi eu smeritul şi mult păcătosul o am cetit preste tot...” (« O, qu’il est utile et édificateur pour l’âme ce livre, que moi, l’humble pêcheur, j’ai lu d’un bout à l’autre… »), (f. 2v, la feuille a été ajoutée au XVIIe siècle). 

En proposant l’édition intégrale du texte des deux mss. analysés, nous avons voulu mettre à la portée des chercheurs la transcription avec rigueur de tous les aspects graphiques de l’écriture. Les différences intervenues sous la plume du copiste ne pourraient être relevées que dans la situation où l’archétype d’après lequel était copié le texte est déterminé sans aucun doute possible. Dans le cas présent, comme l’incertitude visant la localisation de la transcription persiste, il convient que les différences de graphie ou de la manière de laquelle les copistes ont respecté les normes orthographiques soient observées à travers tout le texte et non seulement dans les exemples mis en évidence.


Le texte du Slovo 50 s’avère identique dans les deux manuscrits. Les modifications constatées dans leurs textes nous déterminent à affirmer que les deux manuscrits ont été copiés indépendamment l’un de l’autre, même si les prototypes attestent la même rédaction (la deuxième) de la traduction
. 

Les arguments invoqués et la datation d’I. R. Mircea convergent à nous faire affirmer que les actuelles f. 222-257 du sbornic 315 ont été écrites, selon des informations que l’analyse des feuilles peut fournir, dans un scriptorium de Bulgarie.


 L’ancienneté des deux mss. peut être confirmée aussi par l’argument que le Slovo 50 n’a pas été séparé en fragments, tel qu’il apparaît dans le codex Lesnovo, Mihanovici
. Les incipits cités par Thomson : Бѡ̀̀лѣꙁнь нѫдтъ мѧ ́ꙁрещ... [cf. 160/215r ; 315/222r] ; Понеже оубо мрь <сего> ѡтверглъ сѧ... [cf. ms. 160 f. 225v ; ms. 315 f. 231v] ; Вънемл <оубо> себѣ еда въ оуныне... [cf. ms. 160 f. 231v ; dans le ms. 315 la feuille avec ce texte manque] ; Беꙁъ лца нще есть ꙁерцало... [cf. ms. 160 f. 237v ; ms. 315 f. 239v] ne sont pas numerotés séparément et quelques-uns annoncent seulement le commencement d’un nouveau alinéa (ms. 160 f. 215r, 231v et 237v), tandis que dans le ms. 160, f. 225v, l’incipit ne commence pas un passage à l’alinéa. Le texte du ms. 315 n’a pas des paragraphes, ni des lettres initiales en rouge. 

En reproduisant le texte ephrémien de la f. 222r-248v (ms. 315) nous avons observé qu’après la feuille 229v le texte n’a plus de continuité. Le manuscrit a subi des dégâts lors de la manipulation, des feuilles ont été déplacées. Dans l’observation de l’intégrité du texte du ms. 315, la comparaison avec le texte du ms. 160 était utile car cela nous a permis d’identifier la feuille manquante d’après la f. 229v. Nous avons pu identifier une feuille (volante), numérotée maintenant f. 243r-v qui contient la suite du texte après la f. 229v. La feuille 243 présente maintenant d’abord le texte du verso et puis la continuation sur le recto, elle fut attachée au talon inversement. Cela est advenu pendant la reliure du volume, qui a dû être réalisée tout juste après l’achèvement de la rédaction du sbornic, ou la feuille a été détachée peut-être de sa place dans une période plus proche de nos jours. Le manuscrit tout entier était numéroté comme tel au XXe siècle. 


Du point de vue de la graphie, on peut observer la différence entre les particularités graphiques du texte de la f. 222-248, ms. 315 et celle du ms.160. Les deux textes publiés reproduisent exactement la graphie. Leur ancienneté remontant à la même période se révèle par les graphèmes utilisés. La lettre o (avec des yeux) apparaît dans le ms. 315 depuis la f. 1, et dans le ms. 160, à diverses feuilles. On observe des préférences d’orthographier avec le ier [ь], tandis que dans le ms. 160 est utilisé plutôt le ior [ъ, еръ] et le iéri [ꙑ, ерꙑ], et tous les autres doublets de lettres : iáti [ѣ, ꙗть], iáco [ꙗ], ius (petit) [ѧ] et ius (grand)[ѫ]. L.inventaire des signes employés est presque complet, mais on ne rencontre pas : ѯ ѱ ꙥ ѩ et ѭ. C’est seulement le copiste du ms. 160 qui a employé la lettre ꙁ : ms. 160 f. 227 рьтоꙁѣ ; ms. 315 f. 233 рьтогѣ // ms. 160 f. 233 подвꙁаѫт / ms. 315 f. 236 подвꙁаѫт. Celui qui a copié le ms. 315 a employé ꙁ ou l’a changé.


Des differences se trouvent aussi dans la manière d’orthographier : ms. 160 f. 218 м҃.  н҃. лѣтъ ; ms. 315 f. 225 етырїдесѧⷮ  пѧдесѧтъ лѣⷮ // ms. 160 f. 219 аньдхрстова ; ms. 315 f. 227 антіхрїстова // ms. 160 f. 242v е҃. тысѫ/щь ѿ пѧтї хлѣбъ ; ms. 315/245v пѧтъ ты́сѧщь ѿ. пѧтⷯ҇ хлѣбь.

La majorité des différences est lexicales ; des synonymes et des variantes sont les témoins des habitudes du langage des copistes. Une autre explication prend en compte les prototypes de différentes redactions, mais parfois les mots remplacés dans un endroit sont employés dans des phrases suivantes du même texte. L’intervention délibéré des copistes nous semble moins plausible.


Différences lexicales. Voici les exemples excerptés: 

		ms. 160

		ms. 315



		215r, passim ꙁемл

		225r, passim ꙁем 



		215r добро

		222r соуле




		233r добрѣ

		236r соулѣ



		217v доброе

		224v доброе



		216r раⷣ

		223r радⸯма



		217v можеш бв оу̑годт

		225r можеш боу оу́годт



		218r вънемл блжкы своего

		225r вънемл̋ блжнка своего



		218r стомь жтемь пожвше

		225v стомъ жтє́мъ пожшѫ



		218r ꙗрѡстъ ̑сьхш

		225r ꙗ́рѡстъ ѡ́съхⸯш



		219r двѧ ꙃвѣрѧ

		227r дївнаго жвота



		219r ѡкрⷭ҇тъ ко̀вега стоѫще 

		227r ѡ͑крⷭ҇ть квота вьдварѣе́мꙑ̈ 



		219v рожⷣъства

		227r рѡдъства



		220r дот дошедшаго, рад ꙁлаа

		227v-228r дот нашедⸯшаго рад ꙁла



		220r въꙁлюбленц мо

		228r любмц мо́



		220v текѫть сь радѡ̀стѧ

		228v жънѫть сь радостѫ́



		221r ѡ̑брѧщем сѧ неготов; непроуготован  свѧꙁавше

		228r ѡ͑брѧщем сѧ неꙋготовлен• ͑ свѧꙁавше



		221r стѧжат• ̑ свѣтльнкы свѣтелы

		229r свѣщѫ свѣтлъї



		221r вь сьсѫдѣхь, нашхь вьꙁѧт

		229r въ съсѫдѣⷯ҇ вашⷯ҇ въꙁѧт



		221v ѿ рьтога ѡ̀ногѡ

		229r ̇ꙁ ⸯрьто/га ѡ̇ногѡ



		222r слова рад ѿврьꙁаетъ срⷣце

		229v слова дѣльма, ноурѣе̇ть срⷣце



		222r ꙋсты порѫганно бѫдетъ

		229v оу́стꙑ̈ порѫено бѫдеⷮ



		223r дѣлатель еⷭ҇

		243r дателъ ⷭ҇



		222v поꙁнаемь бываетъ

		243r поꙁнань бы́вае́ть



		223r  ество та погнана еста

		243r  є̑стьство та̋ погнана е́ста



		223v оутелѣ  свѣтлнка

		230r оу̑телѣ  сьвѣтнка 



		224v ̑сцѣленїе же ̑ мьꙁды• може/ть ꙋбѡ̑ сцѣлт вьсѣхь

		230v ͑ цѣленїе же ͑ мьꙁⸯды, можеть / оу́бо ⷭ҇цѣлт вьсѣⷯ҇



		224v ско́/рѡ̑

		231r боурно



		225v тебе поꙁнаваль

		231v тебе поꙁваль



		225v на жѫжⷣѫ поꙁовань ес

		231v на жѫжѫⷣ поꙁвань ес



		227r нто схь прѣпⷣослеш

		232v нтоже сⷯ҇ прѣпⷣослеш



		227r,228v,229r аⷭ҇

		233r годїна, 234v годнѫ



		227v ꙗко ѡ̑ праꙁнѣ рѣ вьꙁдас слово

		233r ꙗ̇ко ѡ͑ праꙁнѣ словѣ вьꙁдас слово



		227v брашно мое готово

		233v брашно мое́ пожрено



		228r кто вьведы ваⷭ҇

		233v кто въведы̋ вась



		228r прѣмь же сего

		233v прѣжеде сего



		228 ̑же ѡтде сь дрьꙁновенемь

		234r же ѡтдеть сь дрьꙁновене́мь



		228r рабь сво̑хь творѧщхь

		234r рабь своⷯ҇ творвшїⷯ҇



		228r ̑же прнѫшѫ

		234r же ́же прѫ́шѫ



		228r ꙗковѣмь же ѡ̑браꙁѡмь сьномь тѧжькⷪ҇мъ, ̑бдрьжмомъ

		234r ꙗ́цѣмⸯ же ѡ͑браꙁомь сьномь тѧшкомь ѡбⸯдрьжмо бывае́ть



		228v страшень потеетъ

		234r страшны потееть



		228v ꙗко млн лютаа

		234r ꙗ͑ко мльнї люта



		229r ͗ноьскы нь

		234v рьнⸯц



		233v естъ  не кьснть

		236r е́сть ́ не мꙋдть



		233v бывшоу гласꙋ томꙋ

		236v бывшоу веплю томꙋ



		235r выше мѣры

		238r лше мѣры



		236r ъстно хвⷭ҇ 

		238v ꙋⷭ҇тно хⷪ҇в 



		236r на ̑стовьство грѧдетъ

		238v на нестовьство грѧдеⷮ 



		236r не ѡ̑ставлѣетъ ̑нодꙋшно

		238v не ѡ́ставлѣе́ть е͑днодшно




		246r ̀ ̑нодшно побѣждаѫще

		248r ̇ еднодшно побѣждаѫ̇ще



		236v ꙗковѣмь же ѡ̑браꙁомь

		239r Ꙗ̑̑цѣмⸯ же ѡ͑браꙁомь



		236v оубо н мало́

		239r лбо ̇ малы



		237r премлеть ͗хь

		239v прї̇меть ⷯ҇•



		237r въ ѡ̀аане прведетъ

		239v въ неаа́нїе́ прведетъ



		237r ꙋгодт бв

		239v оу̑годть гⷭ҇в



		238v стрⷭ҇т рад

		241r рад сластї



		239r беꙁъ добродѣтѣле раꙁлныхь

		241r доброты раꙁлныⷯ҇ дѣтѣле́



		239r добродѣтѣлныѧ 

		241v дѣтѣл добротны́ѫ́



		239r добродѣтѣл оукрашена

		241v доброты оу́крашена



		240r тоже н ̑ꙁведошѫ

		242r н въ тоже въмѣншѫ



		240v въсѣкомъ дѣломь

		242v вьсѣцѣмь дѣлѡ́мь



		240v побѣдѫ бв

		242v побѣдѫ гⷭ҇в



		241v вьсьхѡтѣ

		244v похотѣ



		242r подаѫщомоу

		245r подаваѫ́щомоу



		243v ͗спльнт сѧ ̀мъ ѿ блгтⷣ

		246v ́сплънт сѧ ̇ оу́мь ѿ блгоⷣт



		244 ́ що рекѫ

		246v ́ то рекѫ



		244 пртⷭ҇ранна сѫть

		246v пртранⸯна сѫⷮ҇



		246 самь бо̀ немощень

		248r самⸯ же немощень 



		246 ꙗкоже прахь гонмь бываетъ

		248v ꙗ́коже прахь женомь бы́ваеть





Changement de l’ordre des mots: 

		ms. 160

		ms. 315



		218v вьсѣ подробноу потаѫ

		226r подробноу въсѣ потаѫ́



		218v смѣсно есть ̑мен его

		226v смѣсно̀ ̇мен е͗го е̇сть



		221r нктоже тамо не вьхоⷣтъ

		229r нкⸯтоже въходⷮ тамо



		222r двер не ͗мѧщє

		229v не ́мѧще двер 



		223r прьвое ͗спытно

		243v спытно прьвое8



		226r ꙗко брата съ нам

		232r с нам ꙗ́ко братїа



		227v польꙃа вь днъ е̑сть

		233r полⸯꙅа е̇сть въ днь



		228r кто оубѡ̀ ̑тдеть когда беꙁ брашна

		233v Кто оу́бо когда отдеть беꙁⸯ брашна



		229v плакат сѧ к томⷹ

		235r к томоу плакат сѧ



		233r о̑ун тебе есть тать

		236r ꙋне е́сть тебе тать



		233r добрѣ тебе еⷭ҇

		236r соулѣ ⷭ҇ тебе



		233r не быⷭ҇ нкакоже

		236r нкакоже не быⷭ҇



		235r велм хꙋжⷣъшⷯ

		238r весма хꙋждьшⷯ



		236v ѡ̑ своѐмъ спсен

		239r ѡ̇ спⷭ҇н свое̇мь



		237r блгтⷣь божѫ прꙁываѫ

		239v блгоⷣтъ прꙁꙑ́ваѫ бжѫ́



		237v лвкꙋ же е̑стъ подобат  въꙁыскат, ͗ прꙁват̏

		240r лвкоу же е̇стъ подоба прꙁват ̇ въꙁы́скат



		238r своего га

		240v га свое̇го



		238v радост ̑ весела

		241r веселїа ́ радост



		245r стым аплⷭ҇ы его ꙁнаменалъ еⷭ҇

		247v стм є̋го а̇плⷭ҇ы ꙁнаменаль е̇сть



		245v пеалъ наводтъ дѣлателю

		248r наводⷮ пеаль дѣлателю





 Différences grammaticales : 

		ms. 160

		ms. 315



		218r вьсел сѧ въ него

		226r въселѣет сѧ въ него



		218r вьселт сѧ вь тѧ. таков

		226r вьселт вь себе, таковы



		218v вьселт сѧ въ ны

		226r вьселт сѧ вь наⷭ҇



		218r нарееннааго вь наⷭ҇

		226r нарееноѡ̀моу вь наⷭ҇



		219v подобает сѧ вьсемоу сьврьшт

		227r поⷣбаѐтⸯ сѧ вьсѣ сьврьшт



		223v ꙗко да прсадть

		230r ꙗ͑ко да прсадь



		228v прьс̏ сво̑хь

		234r прьс своѫ́



		228v ѡ̑бьемлетъ ѧⷭ҇

		234r ѡ͑бь́меть ѫ



		237v кто ̑справтъ сёбе

		240r, 248r ̇справвь себе, ͑справвь се́бѐ



		239r е́сть цръскꙋ вѣнцоу

		241v ⷭ҇ црⷭ҇комꙋ вѣ́нⸯцꙋ



		243v несьмысленъ, ̀ оу̑мѫдрх сѧ

		246r несьмы́слень, ꙋмѫдрень быⷯ҇•



		243v ѿврьꙁе сѧ срⷣцемь оуста раба

		246r ѿврьꙁе сѧ срⷣце мое́ ̇ оу̑ста раба





Le pronom ́҇ / ͗҇ (signifiant его) est employé dans le ms. 160 f. 224, 227, 236, 237, à lui correspond dans le ms. 315 f. 230 et 239 – его, des exemples: ms. 160 f. 224 прметь ́҇•  подаⷭ҇ емꙋ ; ms. 315 f. 230 прїметь е́гѡ• ́ подасть е́мꙋ ; ms. 160 f. 236 н́ꙁложтъ ͗҇ ; ms. 315 f. 239 ̇ нꙁложть е̇го ; ms. 160 f. 237 прведетъ ́҇; ms. 315 f. 239 прведетъ е́го ; mais à la même f., après quelques mots: ms. 160 f. 237 ꙁастѫ/птъ ́҇ ; ms. 315 f. 239 ꙁастѫптъ ͑ dans les deux mss., tout comme à la ms. 160 f. 227 славословѧщаго ͗҇. ͗ а/ѫ ; ms. 315 f. 233 славословѧща/го ́ ;  аѫ.

Nous supposons que les prototypes étaient de la même rédaction, mais ces manuscrits proviennent de deux scriptoria, probablement de la Bulgarie. C’est posible aussi qu’un monastère d’Athos aurait pu être le lieu d’origine. Parce que les textes étaient destinés aux offices, les interventions des copistes se sont avérées occasionnelles. 

Les filigranes identifiés maintenant pour la première fois correspondent tout à fait à la datation de I. R. Mircea. Je suis convaincue que les codex 315 (f. 222-257) et 160 sont indubitablement du XIVe siècle, et qu’ils ont été écrits, selon tous les renseignements que l’analyse des feuilles peut fournir (les filigranes étant dissemblables), dans deux scriptoria ou dans un scriptorium, mais à une distance temporelle. 

ANNEXES


Par la sollicitude de M. Andrei Timotin, directeur de  l’Institut des études sud-est européennes, j’ai reçu des fac-similés  des mss. 160 et 315 de la Bibliothèque de l’Académie Roumaine pour pouvoir achever l’analyse des codex ephrémiens ; je lui remercie pour l’attention pendant la pandémie. Dans la note d’éditeur je veux preciser que j’ai employé les abréviations habituelles. J’ai souligné les mots qui se trouvent seulement dans un manuscrit. J’ai marqué par italiques le lieu où se trouve la feuille disloquée dans le ms. 315. 

 Suivent les textes des mss. 160 et 315 de la Bibliothèque de l’Académie Roumaine, ainsi que deux fac-similés et une planche de filigranes.

Le manuscrit 160 de la Bibliothèque de l’Académie Roumaine


 (f. 215 ) пооу͗ене стго е͗фрѐмⷶ҇ срⷩ҇ ⷶ: слоⷡ҇: ҃ : 


Бѡ̀лѣꙁнь нѫдтъ мѧ ́ꙁрещ• ͗ / недо̑сто́ньство мое• ꙁапрѣща/ет м мльат• бѡ̑лѣꙁн срⷣца / моего нѫдѧт мѧ провѣща/т,  грѣс мо велѧт м / мльане ̀мѣт• ̀ понеже є͗/смь ѡ́бⷣрьжмъ ѡ́бо̑мь, пае / добро м еⷭ҇ глат• да ѡ͗слабѫ пр/̀мѫ срⷣца моего бо̑лѣꙁн• дша / м тѫжть• ̑ ѡ͗ мо желаетѣ / сльꙁь• ̑ плаѫ сѧ непрѣⷭ҇танⸯно днь // ͗ нощъ• ѡ̑ стрꙋпѣⷯ дшѫ моеѫ•  слабо̀/ст дѣлѣ ѡ̑бдрьжмꙑѫ• ̀ быває/мыѫ въ / лѣта наша• ꙗже ̀сплънъ / еⷭ҇ стрꙋпъ съдѣанї• грьдын бѡ̑ е̑ / не даеть раꙁꙋмѣт строупъ свохь, / да б была цѣла• ѡ͗бѣщане ѡ͗но / бывъшѐе̑ въ дн ̑ны ѡ͗цъ нашхь• / ̑же просашѫ ꙗко свѣтла въ въсе/ ꙁемл• пожвше на не посрѣдѣ / тръна ̑ влььца• е́реткь, глѧ͗ / неьствыхь• ̑ бѣшѫ ꙗко каме/не ъстно ̀ многоцѣнн бср• ̀хь/же многыѫ стоты рад,  добраа/гѡ̀ жта• ̑ т сам ѡ́браꙁ по/дражателе ́мь бышѫ• кто бѡ ⷯ / вдѧ добрѡ̑е смѣрене ̑ цѣломѫ/дре, не покаа сѧ• ̑л кротостъ ̀хь / ̑ беꙁъмльве не поюд сѧ• кто / богатолюбець, когда вдѣвь ⷯ / нщетѫ• ненавстнкь мрꙋ / быⷭ҇• кто хыщнкь ̀л грьдынкь / вдѣвь стое хь жте ̀ добрⷪ҇е, / не прѣлож сѐбе• которы же л / блѫⷣнкь ̀л скврьннкь вдѣвь / стое хь жте, ̑ на млтвѣ в/дѣвь ̑хь стоѫщѧ, цѣломѫдрїа• / а̀бе ̑ стъ не быⷭ҇• ̑л которꙑ гнѣ/влвъ ̑ напраснвъ бесѣдꙋѫ сь нⷨ́; // (f. 216) на кротостъ не прѣлѡж сѐбе• ꙁде ннѣ / подвꙃаащѫ сѧ• ̀ тамѡ̑ радꙋѫ/т сѧ• ꙗко бъ прослав сѧ ̑м, ̀ бь / прѡслав хь• ̑ лвц съꙁдан бы/шѫ• наше же ѡ̑бѣщане ѡставль/ше правыѫ пѫт• оу̑падꙸм стѣнꙑ/м ͗ дебелым пѫтм хѡдт• нє / бо есть въ ннѣшнее врѣмѧ ба раⷣ / ѿходѧщаго бо[га]тъства своего• н̀/же еⷭ҇ жꙁн вѣ[]ныѫ дѣлма покарѣ/ѫ̑щаго сѧ• 



Нѣстъ кротокъ ̑ смѣ/ренъ• нѣⷭ҇ беꙁьмлъвень ̑ блгостро/̀нь• нже е̑стъ досажⷣаемъ ̑ тръпѧ• / н ѡ̑клеветаваемь, ̀ пождаѫ́• / нѫ вьс прѣкословц• ̀ вьс гнѣ/влв• въс́ нагл, въ/с ꙗр• въ/с рꙁам ꙋкрашен• въс тьще/славн• въс славѡ́любц• прхо/дѧ͗ ѡбѣщавь сѧ• ѡ͗бѣщаетъ / прѣжде ѡ̑бѣщанїа• ̑ прѣжде на/выкновенїа, ꙁаконодавець крѣ/покь покаꙁꙋет сѧ• прѣжде пр/ѫта, мѫдръствꙋетъ• ̀ прѣжⷣе / покоренїа, покарѣетъ• ̀ прѣ/жⷣе повелѣна, повелѣваетъ• ̑ / прѣжⷣе накаꙁана, накаꙁоутъ• / ̀ аще ста/рѣ̀шна естъ, сь грьдыне/ѫ повелѣваетъ• а͗ще же юнъ е̑стъ; // а́бе сьпротвъѿвѣщаеть• а́ще бога/ть естъ• а̑б͗е ьсть вьꙁыщеть• а̑ще / нщь ѡ̑ поко вьпрашаеть• ̀ а̑ще дѣ/латель есть абе прьсты младѧ ѡ͗трѣ/блѣетъ•


Кто ꙋбо любмц мо не / плает сѧ нашего ѡ́бѣщана• е̑же бо́ / тъкмо мра ѿврьгьше сѧ, ꙁемны/м пеем сѧ• ꙁемн, нерадшѫ ѡ͗҇ / ꙁемл• ̑ мьнѧще̀ сѧ быт дховн• / првѧꙁан бышѫ на ꙁемл• не вѣ/мы л брате камо поꙁован есмы• / не вѣмы л камо прходмь любм/ц• на въꙁдръжане поꙁван бы/хомь,  добрѡ̀любеꙁнаа брашна / любмь• въ нагѡ́тѫ прїдѡ̀хомь• / ̑ о̑ ѡ̑дежⷣахь сварѣем сѧ• вь покорь / ꙁван есмы,  въс прѣрѣкꙋемь• / въ кротость ̑ смѣреномѫдре прї/дѡхомь• ̑ вьс гръдм сѧ• свѣ/дѧще не сьвѣмы• ̀ слышѫще въ / оушеса наша не вьнмаемь• а͗ще / кто вьнеꙁаапѫ въ раꙁъбо̑̑нкы / вьпадеть• ̑ꙁмѣнт сѧ е̑мꙋ лце / ̑ срⷣцемь ꙋбот сѧ• мы же ꙋбеныⷾ / апⷭ҇лы,  каменемъ побеныⷾ / прⷪ҇ркы ьтѫще• не бѡ̑м сѧ• ̑ то / глѧ ѡ̑ а̑п҇ⷭлѣхь ̑ прⷪ҇рцѣхь• самого / ба ѡ̑бѣшена на дрѣвѣ• ̑ распѧта грѣⷯ // (f. 217) рад наш҇ⷯ• слышѫще ̑ ътѫще• глꙋм/м сѧ ̀ смѣем сѧ• 



Слнце оу̑бо не тръ/пѧ досажⷣенїа влⷣна• свѣтъ сво прѣло́/ж въ тъмѫ• мы же ѿ ꙁло̀/бы нашеѫ, / прѣложт сёбе не хощемь• ꙁапона / црквнаа нъсо́же съгрѣшвш сама / сёбе раꙁдра• мы же грѣхь рад / нашхь• / срⷣца нашего не можемь ськроушт на / покаане• ꙁемлѣ вынѫ бѡѫщ сѧ / ѿ лца гнѣ, трепещеть ̑ колѣбт сѧ / поⷣ нам• страхь творѧщ• ͗ тако/жⷣе не бо̑м сѧ• градове / потопшѫ ѧⷭ҇• / ̑ мѣста ѡ́поустѣшѫ ѿ гнѣва бжа• / ̀ нкакоже не оустрашхѡ́мь сёбе• /



Слнце е̑дноѫ ̑ два краты помра / сѧ на наⷭ҇• нѫ тако сёбе не ꙋбоахѡмъ• / бран перъскыѫ ̑ варъваръскыѫ по̑/дѡшѫ, ̑ поустѫ сътворшѫ странѫ / нашѫ• да мы сѧ ба оу͑бомь ̑ прі͗де/мь вь п[о]каане• ̑ трѣбоуемъ пока/анїа многа• не на днъ просто ̑л на / мѣсѧць• нѫ на лѣта многа• тако / не прѣклонхѡм сѧ на покаанє• / пока́м сѧ ннѣ брате моа люб/маа• да ба млоства сьтвормь• / ѡ̑ грѣсѣхь нашхь• помлмъ ͗, ꙗ͗ко / прѡгнѣвахѡмь ͗҇• смⷺрм сѧ смѣ/ренемъ, да ны вьꙁнесёть• рыдаⷨь // ꙁде, да тамо въꙁвесе̏лм сѧ• плам сѧ / ꙁде, да тамо ꙋтѣшм сѧ• ѿвръꙁѣмъ ѿ / сёбе плътьскѫѧ пеаль ̀ ꙁлы ѡ̑быа• / ̑ ѡ̑блѣцѣм сѧ дѡ̑брѡдѣтѣлѧ, ꙗко р/ꙁоѫ̑• паⷱе же мы сподобвше сѧ а̑гге/лъскѡ̑моу жтю• е̑ любмц мо• / въꙁмѣмь мѣрѫ правло доброе ѡ̑но сь/връшеныхь ѿцъ бывшхь прѣжде наⷭ҇• / да не днеⷭ҇ оу̑бо въꙁⷣръжав сѧ, оутро не / съмнш сѧ• да не днеⷭ҇ воды не пѧ, ꙋ/трѡ вна въꙁыщеш• не днеⷭ҇ сапоꙃ• / ̑ оутро оу̑шац ̑ калгѧ• не дне҇ⷭ власѣ/ны рꙁы• ̑ оутрѡ многоцѣнны рꙁы• / не днеⷭ҇ ̑ꙁмьждане, ̑ оу̑тро ꙋкрашенїе• / не днеⷭ҇ кротокь ̑ смѣреⷩ҇, ̑ оутро ве/лавь• не днеⷭ҇ плаемь ̀ рыданємь• / ̑ оу̑тро смѣхѡ́мъ бессльнымь• нѐ / днеⷭ҇ на ꙁемл дѡⷧлⷺѣгане• ̀ оу͗тро на / ѡ̑дрѣ лѣгане•  нѫ правло ̑мѣ сѐбѣ / любме мо• ̑мьже можеш бв / оу̑годт• ̑ себѣ ̑ блжнемоу с по/трѣбенъ быт• а̑ще же оубо сёбе ꙋ/мрьтвт хѡ̑шеш, е̑днь е̑с слꙋ/жѫ не ѡ̑сѫжда дрꙋжны своеѫ• а̑щⷷ / л же съ многоѧ сⷷ• послꙋша влⷣкы ре/кша, ꙗкоже хѡщете да творѧтъ / вамъ лвц• ̀ вы творте ̑мь тако/жⷣе• а̑ще л нѫжⷣа т естъ слꙋжт• // (f. 218) ̑ оу̑мръщвенїа рад тѣлеснааго• въне/мл блжкы своего оу́бѡ не ѡ͗тьщет• / сёго бѡ̑ рад сьврьшен ѡ͗ц ѡ̑снова/вше сёбе въ е̑дномь правлѣ• сьврь/шен ѡбрѣтошѫ сѧ• ̑ наеньше конь/ашѫ дѡ́ коньны своеѫ беꙁъ прѣть/кновена• съврьшвше наѧтое ̑м / •м҃•  н҃• лѣтъ ̑хже не ̑ꙁмѣншѫ пра/вла своегѡ• е̑же е̑стъ въꙁдрьжане, / дѡбро ̑ юднѡ• ̑ ѫ̑ꙁыкь ꙋдръжавше• / на го̀лѣ ꙁемл паденемъ же ̑ смѣрє/ноѫ мѫдростѧ• рьнеьствовавше• / кротостѧ• вѣроѧ, ̑ любѡ́вѧ сьврь/шеноѧ, ̑ дховномь сьꙁданемь• на/дъ см же вьсѣм нщетоѧ• ̑ ѿ въсё/го ꙁемнаа оу̑далвше сѧ• тхостѧ ̑ /стомь жтемь пожвше• бъдѣне/мь же ̑ млтвоѧ ѧстоѧ• сь покаанїе/мь же многомъ ̑ съ сльꙁам• смѣхь / же ̑ до ѡ̑склабленїа же ѿвръгше сѧ• / гръдын же ̑м попрана быⷭ҇• гнѣвь ̑ / ꙗрѡстъ ̑сьхш ̑щеꙁе ѿ нхь• ꙁлато ̑ / сребро оу̑нжено ̑м быⷭ҇• сам сё/бе е̑дноѧ ѿ сёго ѡ̑стшѫ сѧ• сёго / рад ̑ бъ вьсѐл сѧ вь нѧ• ̀ вь нхь / прослав сѧ• ̑ ѿмѣтаѫще̑ сѧ• слы/шавше ѡ̑ нхь ба прославшѫ• ̑бо / а̑ще кто не ѡ̑стть сёбе ѿ вьсѣкоѧ ꙁлы // вещ, ̀ помысль скврьнень, ̑ похот / ꙁлы• ̑ ꙗрѡ́стъ ̑ гнѣвъ• грьдынѧ тъ/щеслава• ненавст• прѣкослова• / клеветы, блѫд• несьмнѣнїа• ̑ то / ннѣ вьсѣ подробноу потаѫ• ѿ вьсё/го е̑же ненавдтъ бъ• а̑ще кто не ѿ/вратт сѧ• не ̑матъ вьсёлѣѫщаго сѧ / ха• е̑гда бо далее въсё то ѿстѫпⷮ / ѿ него• тогда вьсёл сѧ въ него бь: /


Рьц бѡ̑ м ты самь• а̑ще б хотѣль / кто въⷡрѣщ тѧ въ ровъ• ꙗко вынѫ / да б тоу быль• не б л помнль на нь / тогѡ̀• а̑ще бо̑ ты оубѡ̑ рънецъ сы̀• / не трьпш сёго творт̀• ка́ко хо/щемь мы бескврьннааго ̀ прⷭ҇таго; / едного ста ̑ на стыхь поваѫща/го вьсёлт сѧ въ тѧ• таков сѫще / скврьнн ͗ ꙁлосмрадн• ̑ се́го го/ре̑е• тѣмьже ѡ̑стмь сѐбе люб/мц• да вьселт сѧ въ ны  бь• ̑ пⷪ҇/лꙋмь ѡ̑бѣтоване е̑го• не доса/дмъ ̑мен его стомоу нарее/ннааго вь наⷭ҇• ̑ наⷭ҇ рад похоулено / бѫдетъ ̑мѧ ба нашего• пощѫд/мъ сѐбе ̑ раꙁоумѣмь, ꙗко ̑мѧ / наше смѣсно естъ ̑мен его• по/неже оубо̀ бгь сы̏ нарет сѧ мы / же хрстане бж, дхь е͗смы ̑ дхо//(f. 219)вн быхѡмь• ̑деже бо дхь гнь тꙋ свобоⷣа• / потъщм сѧ ннѣ да полꙋмь свобѡдѫ / сѧ• пораꙁоумѣ̑мь которомꙋ жтю споⷣ/блен быхомь• оувѣдмь ꙗко на бра/кь сво ꙁваль ны̑ естъ• въжделѣ͗мь / егѡ, да ̀ прославт ны• вънемлѣ/те сѐбѣ, да не сꙋгꙋбы бѣды вьꙁдаⷭ҇ / намь въ днь сѫдны• ѡ̑шедше ꙋбо̀ / мра• мрѡмь же пакы пекѫще ѧⷭ҇• / ̑ пльтъскыхь бѣжавше• тажⷣе гонѧ/ще• тѣмьже боѧ сѧ е́да напрасно на/̑детъ на ны днь ѡ͗нь• ̀ ѡ̑брѧщем ѧⷭ҇ / наꙃ ̑ стрⷭ҇тн• ̑ непрготован по/славше сёбе• сцеваа бо̀ любѣахѫ́ / ̑ вь дн ноевы• ꙗдѣхѫ• пꙗхь• же/нѣахѫ сѧ ̑ посагаахѫ• ̑ коуплѧ тво/рѣаахѫ• дондеже прде потопь  по/гоуб вьсѧ• двно бо бѣ вь ̑стнѫ / тогда вдѣт вещь ть страшнѫѧ, / брате• ꙁрѧще двѧ ꙃвѣрѧ сь/браѐмы вь едно мѣсто• слоны ѿ ень/дѫ (!)  перьсдѫ грѧдѫщѫѧ• львы же / ̑ рысы съ ѡ̑вьцам ̑ коꙁам смѣше/ны• ̑ къжⷣѡ дрꙋгь дрꙋга не врѣжⷣа/ѫ• гад ̑ птцѧ перьнаты нкомꙋже / гонѧщꙋѫ грѧдѫщѫ• ̑ ѡкрⷭ҇тъ ко̀/вега стоѫще• ́ сё по днехь довольнѣⷯ / самомꙋ ноев потъщавшⷹ сѧ ꙋготоват //  квѡтъ• ̑ кь нмь ꙁѡвѫща пока̑те ѧⷭ҇• / ̑ не вьнмаахѫ• ꙁрѧще же сьбѡ̑ра бе/словеснааго жвѡта• не покаашѫ сѧ / да бшѫ спсен был• 



ОУбѡ̀̀м сѧ / ннѣ любмц мо• да не ̑ мы въ с/цевѡ въпадемъ• псана бо̀ въсѣ / сконьа• ́ реенаа ꙁнаменїа сьврь/ш• ̀ нѣⷭ҇ ̀но нтоже тъкмо сьперь/нка нашего ͗же е̑стъ а̑ньдхрсто/ва слава• на конецъ бѡ̀ мрьска, / црⷭ҇тва подобает сѧ вьсемоу сьврь/шт• тѣмьже хотѧ спст сѧ ннѣ, ̀ вь / црⷭ҇тво небⷭ҇ное хѡ̑тѧ вьнт• да нє / лѣнм сѧ ннѣ• ̀ хѡтѧ рожⷣъства / ѡ̑гньнааго ̑ꙁбавт сѧ тогда• / ꙁаконно да постраждетъ• хотѧ ръ/вꙋ неоусыпаѫщѡмꙋ прѣданъ не / быт• да трѣꙁвт сѧ ннѣ• хѡтѧ̑ / оутѣшень быт, да плает сѧ ннѣ• / хѡ̑тѧ тогда радоват сѧ ͗ аѫ͗ / тогда весёлт сѧ• да подвжє/т сѧ ннѣ• любѧ̑ бѡ̀ вь рьтогь / вьнт гⷣнъ• свѣщѫ свѣтлѫѧ / ͗ масло да вьꙁметь• а̀ ꙁбаве/нь быт ̑ вьнт въ бракь• ѡ́дежⷣѫ / свѣтлѫ да стѧжть• граⷣ бо̀ цревь / ̀спльнь весёлїа ̑ раⷣѡст• ̀спльнь• / свѣта ͗ блгост• ͗ слаⷣѡст жвоⷮ҇ны• // (f. 220) тотъ жвѫщмь вь немъ• да ͗же / любтъ съгражⷣѣннь быт велкаа/гѡ црѣ• скоро оу̑бѡ̑ сѧ, днь прѣкло/нль сѧ еⷭ҇• ͗ нктоже вѣстъ кто срѧ/щеть ͗ на пѫт• ꙗкоже кто пѫтнкь сьвѣ/ды далее пѫтное шеⷭ҇тве• въꙁлегь / по͗тⷷ҇ь до веера• потомъ вьꙁбънѫвь• / вдть днь прѣклонвш сѧ• ̑ нае/ньшꙋ е̑моу пѫтьшествоват• вьне/ꙁаапѫ ѡ̑блакь градень бѫⷣеть• гро/мꙑ же ̀ мльнѧ ̑ скрьб вьсѫдꙋ ̑ смѧ/тена• н въ покощ емꙋ ѡ̑бтат• / н мѣста свѡⷷ҇го дот дошедшаго, / рад ꙁлаа• тако ̑ мы а̑ще ѡ̑блѣнм сѧ, / въ врѣмен сёмь• покаанемь на / сѫдѣ прѣⷣстанемь• прѣселнц бо є/смы ꙁде ̀ пршльц• потьщм сѧ / оубо ннѣ въꙁлюбленц мо сь бога/тьствѡ̑мъ вънт вь граⷣ нашь ̑ ѿь/ство• коупц бо̀ е̑смы дховьн• ̑бо̀ / ̀щемь многоцѣннагѡ бсра• ̑же еⷭ҇ / хс спсъ нашь• радѡ́сть наша• похвала / наша• ̑ скрѡвще наше некрадомое• / потьщм сѧ оубо (un  mot annulé) / стѧжат• блаженъ бѡ̀, ̑ трьбла/жень ̑же потьща сѧ стѧжат͗• ͗ / стѧжавъ, прослав сѧ ѡ̑ немь• стра/стень же ͗ ѡ͗каанъ• ѡ͗блѣнвы сѧ; // стѧжат его сѐбѣ• ̀стѧженъ быт /мь• не вѣсте л любмц мо, / ꙗко лоꙁа е̑смы ѿ внограⷣ ͗стннаагⷪ҇• / еже еⷭ҇ хс• блюдѣте сѧ оубѡ́ да н/ктоже ѡ́брѧщет сѧ бесплоⷣень•  / ѡ͗ц ̀стнѣмъ ̀же естъ дѣлатель• / сам бѡ дѣлаетъ внограⷣ съ̀• ́ пр/носѧщхь плодь ѿрѣблѣеть, да / множа плодь прнесетъ• ̀ вь нь ̀ꙁь / внограда ̑ꙁмѣтаеть не творѧ/щхь плода• да ѡ̀гнемъ жегом / бѫдѫтъ въ вѣкы вѣкомь• тѣм/же вьнемлѣте сѐбѣ да сѧ бесплоⷣнн не ѡ̑брѧщете• ̀ посѣен ѡ͗/гню прѣдан бѫдете• 


Сѣмѧ е͗/смы доброе еже въсѣаа влⷣка / дѡмоу хс• нѫ оу́же ꙁемл творець / гь• жѫтва оу̑бѡ̀ прспѣла естъ / ͗ жѫтеле готов, ̑мѧть срьпы• / посланїа же е̑го тъкмо ждѫⷮ҇ъ• блю/дѣте сѧ оубѡ̀ е̑да кто ѿ вась ѡ҃брѧ/щет сѧ плѣвель• ̑ свѧꙁань бывь не/брѣгомь бѫдетъ вь вѣкы вѣкомь• / не раꙁꙋмѣете л брата ꙗко страшно /  ̀мамы прѣ̑т пѫнѫ• сьврьшє/н сѫще  прѣмѫдр коупц готовѫ / ̑мѧтъ своѧ кꙋплѧ• ̑ текѫть съ ра/дѡ̀стѧ когⷣа дъхнетъ ̑мь вѣтръ• да́ // ( f. 221) прѣшедше сѫ пѫнѫ постгнѫтъ ва/рт вь спсное / прстанще• а̑ꙁь же ̑ поⷣ/бн мьнѣ• лѣнв ͗ несьмнѧще сѧ / глꙋмм сѧ• н дѡ коньца ꙋма прє/млемь• ꙗко ̑мамы прѣт сѐ страшно/е прстанще• тѣмьже бѡ̀ѫ сѧ еда / вьнеꙁаапѫ дьхнетъ вѣтръ ̑ ѡ̑брѧ/щем сѧ неготов; нпроуготован• / ̀ свѧꙁавьше вьврьгѫт ны вь кора/бѧ, ̑ тамо шедше плаем сѧ оуны/на нашего• ̑ раꙁлно вдѧще дрꙋ/гыѫ радꙋѫще сѧ ̑ весёлѧще• сам/же сёбе вь скрьб ̀ бѡлѣꙁн мноꙃѣ• / прстанще бѡ ѡ̑но коупꙋѫщхь еⷭ҇ть• / кьждо̀ ѿ вьхѡ̀дѧщхь вь то прста/нще въ свѡ̑емь богатьствѣ ̀ свое/̀ коупл• хвалт сѧ ̑ раⷣоует сѧ ̑ весѐлт сѧ•



Не вѣсте л любмц мо / ꙗко на бракь сна своего ꙁваль ны еⷭ҇• / црь црⷭ҇твꙋѫщмь ̑ гь гьствꙋѫщⷨ҇• / то ꙋбѡ̀  лѣнм сѧ ̀ не потьщм сѧ, / ѡ̑дежⷣѫ стыѫ стѧжат• ̑ свѣтль/нкы свѣтелы; ̑ масло въ сьсѫдѣхь, / нашхь вьꙁѧт не помышлѣете• / ꙗко нагь нктоже тамо не вьхоⷣтъ• / аще же беꙁььствꙋетъ кто; ͗ вьндеⷮ҇ / не ̑мы ѡ̑дежⷣѫ бранѫ• сьвѣсте то / стражⷣеть таковы̑• повелѣвшⷹ црю // свѧжѫть е̑мꙋ рѫцѣ ̑ ноꙃѣ ̀ вьврьгѫ/ть ͗ вь тьмѫ крѡмѣшнѫ• ͗деже / еⷭ҇ плаъ  скрежетъ ꙁѫбѡмь• тѣ/мьже вьспрьнѣамь любмц• а̀ꙁь / же боѫ сѧ е̑да стрⷭ҇тъ плътъскаа ̀ꙁь/рнет ны ѿ рьтога ѡ̀ного• не о/браꙁоумь вьнѣѫдꙋ тъкмо говѣ/немь• вьнѧтрь мѧще страст / пльтъскыѫ• не бѡ̏, нѫ вънѣшн́ / ѡ вдтѣ где ёстъ помыслъ нашь• / ̀ покаꙁꙋетъ где естъ срⷣце наше• сё / красѡ̀та рꙁъ нашхь ꙁнаме/ноуетъ• / ꙗко наꙃ е̑смы ѿ славы ѡ̑ноѫ• ̀ добро/любе ѡ̑дежⷣѫ нашⷷѫ кажетъ• ꙗко / нтоже о̑бще ̑мамы кь црⷭ҇твꙋ не/бⷭ҇номоу• ̀ славолюбе наше клє/плеть• такожде ꙗко тьщославь/н есмы• сладостъ брашенⷩ҇аа сьвѣ/ст ны, ꙗко рѣво ѡ͗бьꙗстнц є/смы• ̑ оуныне наше кажетъ• / ꙗко лѣнв есмы• многостѧжанїе / клеплеть, ꙗко хⷭ҇а не любмь• ̑ ꙁа/встъ наша кажеть, ꙗко любовъ не / ̑мамы• ̀ еже ꙋмыват лца ͗ ногꙋ• / клеплетъ ꙗко раб страстн есмы̑• / ѫ̑ꙁыкомь женьскомь проповѣдає/т сѧ кого любтъ срⷣце наше• ꙗко/же бѡ̀ любтъ срⷣце наше, тако пꙋ//(f. 222)ает сѧ ѫ̀ꙁыкъ• ꙋвѣстъ же оустнама / та̀ны срⷣныѫ• понеже оуста на/ша ѿвръста сѫтъ двер не ͗мѧщє / н страха• ̀ слово бессльно  схо/дтъ• ̑ слова рад ѿврьꙁаетъ срⷣце / наше, оуста бо наша не хранѧща• / ̑ н крадѫть срⷣнѫѧ мысль• ̀ мь/нѧ сѧ вънѧтрь сѫще быт срⷣце• ꙋ/сты порѫганно бѫдетъ• непщꙋѫ / невдмо сѫще, словесёмь ꙗвлѣ/ет сѧ• нктоже сёбе не льст• говѣ/а́немь ̑ꙁъвьноуѫдꙋ быт то• / а̑ще бѡ́ кто аетъ брата прѣльст/т вьнѣшнмь дѣланемь говѣа/н• ꙗко сёбе прѣльщаетъ• сё бо / жтемъ свомь говѣанїа своего́, / лъжѫ покаꙁоуеть•
 аще л хѡ̑щє/ш помыслы оу́вѣдѣт срⷣныѧ• / прстѫп кь ꙋстомь ͗ навыкн ѿ нⷯ / прьвое ͗спытно• ѡ̑ небⷭ҇ныⷯ л по/мышлѣеть, ̑л о̑ ꙁемныхь• ѡ͗ / дховных л, ̑л ѡ͗ пльтъскыⷯ поⷯ/техь• ѡ̑ вьꙁдрьжан л, ͗л ѡ̑ мнⷪ҇/гостѧжан• ̑л ѡ̑ нщетѣ ͗ ѡ͗ смѣ/ренѣ мѫдрѡ̀ст• ̀л ѡ̑ высо̀ко́/мѫдр, ̀л ̑ любьв• ͗л ѡ̑ не/навст• ѿ скрѡвща бо̑ ꙁемна/го ꙋ͗ста прѣⷣложѫтъ брашна сѫщмъ• // поꙋене ѫꙁыкꙋ• ̀ жте лве по/каꙁꙋетъ кого любть срⷣце пръ/вое, хⷭ҇а л; ͗л вѣка сѐго• ͗ невⷣ/маа дша• дѣлесы своего тѣлесё / вдма естъ како естъствꙋ• прѣ/лагаемъ же сѧ ꙁлобѡ̑ѧ самовла/стныѧ волѧ рад• нѫ равно сѐмоу реⷱ҇/тъ нѣкто• ꙗко стрⷭ҇т е́стестъвьны / сѫтъ• ͗ неоуклонн сѫтъ рабо/таѫще ͗мь• вьнма́ оу̑бо сѐбѣ / ѡ̑каанне• добраго сьдѣана бла/гааго влⷣкы вь сьблаꙁнь не вьвоⷣ• / сътвор ̀ бъ вьсѣ добраа ꙃѣло̑• / ̑ е̑стьство оу̑красль е̑сть блгым / дѣлы• ꙗкоже сѐ то глѧ• по естъствꙋ / альба не нарет сѧ вь мѣрѫ ꙗдѫ/ще• а͗ще беꙁ мѣры ꙗсть• ꙁнаемъ / есть• ꙗко рещ беꙁъеⷭ҇стⷷвень еⷭ҇; / а̑ще беꙁъ мѣры ꙗстъ• жѫжⷣа пакы / не нарет сѧ• а̀ще кто вь мѣрѫ п/єть• а̑ще л беꙁ мѣры, поꙁнань бы/ваетъ• понеже е́стестьвна жѫ/жⷣа еⷭ҇• беꙁь естъства же, беꙁ мѣрꙑ а͗щⷷ҇ / кто пⷪ҇ⷱеⷡтⷶь, то пакы по естъствꙋ / не нарет сѧ• аще вь мѣрѫ пова/єть• а̑ще л лше мѣры, поꙁнає/мь бываетъ• ̑мьже раслабвь се̋/бе прѣⷣсⷶтъ сѧ сънꙋ• прѣдавь еⷭ҇ство́ // (f. 223) на побѣждене ̑ ѡ̑быаемь сьннымь• / а̑ще еⷭ҇ство ̑ ѡ̑быа проповѣдателѣ еⷭ҇та• / ѡ̑бѣма (un mot annulé) ѧстма  естьство покаꙁꙋ/єть порабѡщеннꙋ• ѡ͗быа же кле/петь волѧ• ѿ о̑боего сьсто̀т сѧ лкь• / волѣ же самовластна сѫщ, ꙗко дѣлате/ль еⷭ҇• вькоренть бо вь естъствѣ ̀бы/ае̑мь ꙁлы дѣⷮ҇л ̑л блгы ꙗкоже хо/щеть• вькореⷩть же ꙁлы ѡ̑быа ткмⷪ҇• / вь аль, рѣвоѡ̑бьꙗдене• вь жѫ/жⷣ многопте• вь сьнѣ, слабостъ• / ̀ сьнь ́скоренть дѣтѣл блгыѧ• / вь пщ, вьꙁдрьжане• вь жѫжⷣ / трьпѣне• вь сьнѣ, бдѣне• вь льж / стнѫ• вь вьꙁорѣ цѣломѫдре• во/лѧ бѡ нашѫ ѡ̑браꙁь дѣтѣл нарѧⷮ҇• / ̑скоренть бо̑ ꙁлыѫ ѡбыаѫ въ мьгно/вен ѡ̑ка•  ̑прсадть дѣтѣл блгы, / ꙗкоже хощетъ• понеже ̑ ество та по/гнана еста• ꙁемлѣ же оубо дѣланаа / наш-е-стьство еⷭ҇• дѣлатель же еⷭ҇ть / сёмоу, волѣ• бжⷭ҇твныѫ кнгы сь/вѣтнц сѫтъ намь ̑ оутеле• ꙋ/ѧтъ бѡ нашего дѣлателѣ• кыѫ / ѡ̑быаѫ ꙁлы ̑скоренть• ̑ кыѫ дѣ/тѣл блгы насадтъ• а̑ще бо сть / ̑ тьщлвь нашь дѣлатель еⷭ҇• ̑ бѫⷣє/ть кромѣ бжⷭ҇твныⷯ кнгь• беꙁь ꙋстроенїа, // ̑ грѫбь еⷭ҇• а̑ще л бже҇ⷭтвныхь кн/гь даⷭ҇ сѧ емꙋ раꙁоумъ• ̀ дѣтѣл бла/гы подастъ емоу свохь вѣтв• / ꙗко да прсадть ѿ дрѣва своего еⷭ҇/ства• ꙗкоже то глѧ• даⷭ҇ емоу вѣрѫ, / благѫ прсадт вь невѣрьств / его• ̑ оу̑поване, вь неоу́пован / его• ̑ любѡвь, вь ненавст его• / ̀ раꙁꙋмь въ нераꙁоум его• тъща/не, въ лѣност его• ̑ слава, ̑ похвала• въ беслав его:  



Пакы жє / прсадть• бесьмрьте, вь бесь/мрьт его• ̀ бжество, вь лвь/стⷡѣ его• а̑ще хѡ̑щетъ нашь дѣла/тель ѡ̑бластвомь ѡ̑ставт ꙋ/телѣ своего• ́ нашего оутє/лѣ  свѣтлнка• еже еⷭ҇, бжⷭ҇твь/ныхь кнгь ꙋене• ѡ̑брѧщє/т сѧ таковь льстець ̑ въ помы/слы въпадаѫ непраꙁнны• / ̑ сьбраѫ ѡ̑быаѫ ꙁлы   прса/жⷣаѫ естъствѣ своемъ ѿ своего / естьства• ꙗже невѣрьствє• / ненааане, ненавсть• ꙁа/встъ• тъщеславе• грьдын• сла/волюбе• рѣвоѡ̑бьꙗденїе• / многѡпте• прѣкословє• / свары• ̑ многа дрꙋгаа таковажⷣе // (f. 224) поⷣобнаа смь• ѡ̑ставлен бо ꙁаконода/вьца• ̑ ть̑ ѡ̑ставлень бѫдеть ̑мь• / а̑ще же раскавь сѧ пораꙁꙋмѣетъ сёбє• / ̑ прпадаетъ кь ꙁаконꙋдавьцꙋ ̀ реⷱ҇тъ• / сьгрѣшхь ꙗко ѡ̑ставх тѧ• а̑бє / ꙁаконодавець свомь лвколюб/емь пр́меть ́҇•  подаⷭ҇ емꙋ ра/ꙁоумь ̑ слѫ блго дѣлат• пакы / вторцеѫ ꙁемлѧ естьства своего• / ̀скоренвь бо ѿ него ꙁлыѫ ѡ̑быаѧ• / подаⷭ҇ емꙋ дѣтѣл добры ͗ блгы• / а̀ще пакы страстемь прьвымь съпро̑/твт сѧ• побѣждаѫщеѫ рад с/лы вь немь ̑ помощь сѫщѫѧ• ̀ не / лѣнт сѧ на славослове ̑ ̑сповѣ/дане• вѣньань бѫдеть ̑ похва/леⷩ҇ ѿ сѫдѫ праведнааго• ꙗкоже / дѣлаль естъ е͗стъство• похвалѣ/емь же бѫдетъ• ꙗко стѧжа дѣⷮ҇л̑ / блгы:  



Слава ннѣ лвколюб/ю его• ̑сповѣдане блгостын / єго• ̑ покланѣне млⷭⷣрїю егѡ́• / кто сце щедръ• которы же л́ ѡ͗ць / сце млоствь• кы ѡ͗ць сце лю/бть ꙗкоже нашь влⷣка любть / своѧ рабы• вьсѣ намь подавае/ть велкы дарѡ̀втецъ• ̑ вьсѣ/хь хѡ̀щетъ ̑сцѣлт• велⷮ҇ бⷪ҇ ͗ хⷪ҇//щеть• да бхѡ̑мь был црⷭ҇твю наслѣ/днц• хѡ̑щеть бо̑ ̑ вол наш хва/лмѣ быт ͗мь• ̑ вьсѣкь недѫгь на/шь ꙁлѡбны́ же, ̀ двоцѣлмы͗ са/мь цѣлть• да ѿврьꙁеть ꙋста є/моу на славослове своего бже/ства• ѡ̑ставлѣеть же грѣшнкꙋ / грѣхы его ꙗко да въꙁⷣвгнеть / єго пеаль• ̑ бѡлѧщхъ послꙋ/шаеть скоро̑, да не малодшныⷯ / ѡ̑пеалтъ• дльготръпѧщмь / ́ тръпѣлвымь ̑ тлькѫщмъ / вь двер его• подаеть ѡ̑бое вькꙋ/пѣ• ̑сцѣлене же ̑ мьꙁды• може/ть ꙋбѡ̑ сцѣлт вьсѣхь стрꙋпы / дшь нашхь• ͗ прѣвест ны ско́/рѡ̑ вь блгостнѧ его• не хѡщє/ть да волѣ наша лшена бѫдетъ / ѿ него• ͗ мы ннѣ то лѣнм сѧ / вьꙁыскат любмц мо• мы / лѣнм сѧ прꙁват его• самъ / вьꙁлюбль ны еⷭ҇, самь ꙋщедр/ль• самь ны ͗ꙁбавль ны е̑стъ; / самь просвѣтль ны есть ̈̈ / мысльнѣ наш• самь бо̀ далⸯ ны / есть раꙁꙋмь е̑же кь немоу• ̑ вь/кꙋсль естъ нашеѫ любⸯве своеѧ / любѡ̀вѧ• ꙗко да вькꙋсвше // (f. 225) сладостъ его, въꙁыщемь его вьсегⷣа:


Блаженъ въкоусвы любве е̑го• пр/готовавы же сёбе• ꙗко да насыт/т сѧ любве его• ͗ ͗ноѧ любⸯве не / требоуеть въ сѐбѣ• любмц мⷪ҇• / кто не любтъ сцеваго влⷣкѫ• кто / не поклонт сѧ еговѣ блгостынї• / кы ̀мѣт ̑мамы ѿвѣтъ вь днъ / сѫдны а̑ще ѡ́блѣнм сѧ• ͗ то реⷱ҇мь / емоу• ꙗко не слышахомь, ꙗко не / вдѣхѡмь• ꙗко нⷷ раꙁоумѣхомь• / то бѡ сьтворт емоу бѣ намъ, ͗ / не сьтвор ​ѿ бессльныѫ любве• / ѿ блⷭ҇веннааго ꙗдра ѡ͗аа не сьнде / л кь намь• невдмъ сы̀• невд/м л быⷭ҇ нам• ѡ͗гнь бесьмрьтень / сы̀• не въпльт л сѧ на҇ⷭ рад• нє быⷭ҇ л ꙁа лантѫ ꙋдарень да свобо/ды сьтворт ны• юⷣѡ ͗спльнъ тре/пета ̑ страха• ꙗко рѫка бренⸯна / сьꙁдана бывш ѿ прьст ꙁемьныѫ• / ꙁа лантѫ оудар творьца• небс /  ꙁемл• мы же стрⷭ҇тн ͗ ѡ̑каанн; / пръстн ͗ сьмрьтн  пепель сѫще• / до слова едного сам сѐбе не може/мь понест• а влⷣка нашь ̑ гь• бесь/мрьтень сы́ наⷭ҇ раⷣ не ꙋмрѣ л да ны / ѡ̑жвтъ• на҇ⷭ раⷣ не быⷭ҇ л погребеⷩ҇; // да ны въставтъ съ со̀бѡѧ• ѿ ѫꙁъ вра/жхь не ѿрѣш л наⷭ҇, ѡ͗ного жє / свѧꙁавъ прѣдастъ намъ настѫпат / врьхоу его• прꙁвахомъ же л когда / ̀ не послꙋша насъ• нѫ ̑ тлькнѫхом л / вь двер его ̀ не ѿврьꙁе намь• а̀ще л / ̀ покьснѣ послоушат тебе• на оу̑мно/жене мьꙁды твоеѫ• ѡ͗ставлѣеть т вь / покьснѣна мѣсто• понеже оубѡ м/ра ѿврьгль сѧ е́с любме• пото / к томоу покоа щеш мрьскааго• вь́ / скръбьнѣ л ꙋбо̀ тебе поꙁнаваль,  ты ѡ͗/слабы ̑щеш• на наготѫ поꙁваль тѧ / єсть, ̑ ты рꙁы добры ̀щеш, ̀ люб/ш• на жѫжⷣѫ поꙁовань ес,  ты вна / ̑щеш• на брань поꙁовань ес, ̑ ты / беꙁь ѡ̑рѫжа хѡщеш вьнт• нѫ̀ ́ / на бьдѣне ꙁвань ес, ̑ ты сьна не / можеш трьпѣт• на плаь ꙁваль / тѧ е͗стъ ̑ на рыдане, ̑ ты грохо/щеш сѧ ̑ смѣеш сѧ• на любовь / поꙁовань ес, ̑ ты брата своего / ненавдш• на покорене ꙁва/ль тѧ е͗стъ, ̑ ты прѣкословꙋеш є/моу• наслѣднка црⷭ҇тва свое̑го на/рекль тѧ естъ ́ ты пльтьскаа помы/шлѣеш• на кротость ̑ смѣренно͗/мѫⷣрє поꙁоваль тѧ еⷭ҇, ͗ ты грає//(f. 226)ш  сверѣпѣеш• ͗ то реⷱ҇ш емꙋ въ днъ / ѡ͑нъ сѫдны• ꙗко смѣрх сѧ тебе раⷣ• / ̑ а̑лкахь ̑ жѫдахь• ̑ въꙁлюбх тѧ ѿ / вьсёѫ дшеѫ моеѫ• ̑ блжнѧѫ моѧ / ꙗко сёбе• е̑да не вѣс ѡ̑каанне, ꙗко / словеса твоа ̀ помысл тво нѣсѫ / тлна псанн тамо• ̀ мысл твоѧ ͗ дѣ/ла твоа• не ѡ̑блѧт л тебе а̑ще сль/жеш• не вѣс л ꙗко вьсѣ тварь стра/хѡмь ̀ трепетомъ прѣⷣстоѫтъ сѫⷣщꙋ, / его страшномоу• тысѫщѫ тысѫщам• / ́ тьм тьмам а́ггелъ ̀ арьхаггель• / ѡ́крⷭ҇тъ его• ̑ ты помышлѣеш сль/гат емоу• рекь, ꙗко тебе рад с / вьсѣ прѣтрьпѣхь• ньсѡ́же прѣ/трьпѣвъ• блюд сѧ да не соугоубы / въꙁдас прѧꙁлаго оубо твоего дѣла/на дѣлѣ ̀ лъжѫ• нѫ въспрьн ѿ сь/на твоего• помыслы твоѧ раꙁврьгн• / пр̑д вь себе ̑ вжⷣъ ꙗко прѣклон / сѧ е̑стъ днь• вждъ же ̑ сё люб/ме• ꙗко вера сь нам сьще, ͗ / главше ꙗко брата сь нам• днеⷭ҇ / не сѫще с нам• вьꙁван бышѫ кь / гоу же ́хь ̑ нашемоу• да покаже/ть кьждо ̑хь своѧ коуплѧ• се ннѣ / раꙁоумѣ оубо̀ днешнѣа како бѣ/хѫ вера• днеⷭ҇ еже ꙗко цвѣть ꙋтрьн́ // прѣдѫтъ• ꙗко кь веерьн̀ стѣн́• / посѣт же ̑ своѧ кꙋплѧ аще прѣⷣспѣеш / по бжю• ꙗкоже бѡ̑ скоротеене дь/не наш прѣхѡ̑дѧть• 



Блжень ꙋбо́ / ̑щѫ днъ дне коуплѧ своѧ• ̑ сьбра/ѫ вь жꙁнъ вѣнѫѧ• то лѣнш сѧ / любме• то же ꙋнываеш• пото ꙋ/пль сѧ е̑с прѣнемаганемь ꙗко в/номь• пото не поѡ̑щрѣе̑ш сёбе• веⷱ҇/рьнѧѫ ѡ̑бтѣль ̑маш сьтворт / вь вѣцѣ сѐмь• ꙗкоже пѫтнка нѣкаⷶ, / бесѣдоуѫща к се̑бѣ• ̑ грѧды кьжⷣо / вь свѡ домь• веерꙋ же бо̀ постгшꙋ/ѫ• ѡ̑бтаста вь нѣкое ѡ̑бтѣл• / ꙋтрꙋ же бывшоу• раꙁлѫста сѧ дрⷢ҇ꙋ / ѿ дрꙋга• свѣды кьждо ею то ̑ма/ть вь домоу своемь• богатьство, / ̀л нщетѫ• поко̑ же ̑л скрьбь• / тако есмы ̑ мы вь вѣцѣ сёмь• ве́е/рн бо ѡ̑бтѣл оу̑подобль сѧ єⷭ҇ / жвѡ́ть нашь• ̑ ѿ него раꙁлѫа/єм сѧ кьждо нась вь свое мѣсто• / свѣдѧще то ̑мамы прѣд нам кь/ждо нась• ̑деже не невѣсть кьжⷣо / на҇ⷭ то прѣⷣпослаль еⷭ҇ на небо• ꙗкоже / се̑ то глѧ• млтвѫ л сь сльꙁам• ̑/л бьдѣне сто• ̑л пѣⷭ҇н сь покаа/немь• ̑л вьꙁдыхане сь смѣрє//(f. 227)ноѫ мѫⷣростѧ• ̀л ѿврьꙁене ꙁемь/ныⷯ веще• ̑л любѡ̑вь нелцемѣ/рьнѫ• ̑ желаеш ха• ты е̑с послаль / то• дрьꙁа ꙗко вь поко грѧдеш• а́ще / л же нто схь прѣⷣпослеш• то сь/творш• аще л же прогнѣваеш / блжнѣаго с• хотѧ прѣжде раꙁлѫ/т сѧ ѿ него• то то грьдш сѧ  вела/еш сѧ• то же прскрьбень ес• то же / раꙁлѫае̑ш сѧ ѿ него• не хѡтѧ сёѫ ѡ͗/бтѣл ност сь собоѧ• пееш сѧ ̑ р̑/ꙁахь ͗ ѡ̑ ̑дежⷣ• ̀ мльвш ѡ́ пщ• / даѫ пщѫ скотомь• самь тѫ не нап/тает л тебе славословѧщаго ͗҇• ͗ а/ѫ наслѣднкь быт того црьствїа• ͗ ѡ͗ / о̑дежд пееш сѧ• ̑ враа прогнѣ/ваеш не хотѧ цѣль быт• вь врѣмѧ / цѣленїа стрꙋпы своѧ крыеш• ̑ вра/а прꙁываеш ̑ глеш не ̑сцѣл / мене• врѣмѧ покаанїа дано т еⷭ҇ть / ̑ ты лѣнш сѧ• то ꙋбѡ̑ прꙁыває/ш ꙁаконодавьца• ꙗко навель т е҇ⷭть / сьмрьть нерадѧщꙋ т• не рьц сьмрь/т ѡ̑став мѧ да сѧ покаѧ• вьспрьн / любме вьспрьн понѣ малы• / ꙗко сѣть бо̏ надетъ а҇ⷭ ѡ̑нь• ́ тогⷣа / ѿ стѧжанꙗ прметъ твоа мысль / ̑ реⷱ҇ш глѧ• / ѡ͗҇ лютѣ мнѣ ѡ͗҇ лютѣ мнⷺ҇; // како глꙋмѧщꙋ м сѧ прѣ̀дѡ̀шѫ дне / мо• ̀ како сꙋесловемь растохь жⷮ҇є / мое• 



Ѡ͗҇ лютѣ мнѣ грѣшномꙋ погꙋб/вьшомоу врѣмѧ покаана моего• ̑ каа / польꙃа вь днъ е̑сть сьмрьт с̏ꙗ помы/шлѣт• не ѿпоущаемꙋ к томꙋ въꙁвра/тт сѧ• ̀ полож, ннѣ оумь тво ѡ͗ / глемыхь•  да вьндѫть вь слꙋ/ха твоа гмъ рееннаа• а̑ще оу̑бо вѣ/рꙋеш емꙋ• реⷱ҇ бѡ̀• ꙗко ѡ̑ праꙁнѣ рѣ/ вьꙁдас слово вь днь ѡ̑нь страшь/ны• страх же сь̏ соу естъ намъ• ͗ / тькмо слово тъще аще не бъдтъ / мысль наша• а̀ще л мещеть ꙋмь / нашь само ̑ ѡ͑намо• то н псаныⷯ / раꙁоумѣетъ• н глемыхь слышⷮ҇ь• / нѫ оупоⷣбль сѧ есть льж премлѧ/щⷯ• ̑ не вѣдѧще́ ꙗко когда прходтъ• / 


Кто ꙋбѡ не плает сѧ• кто / же л не скрьбтъ• кто л не юдт сѧ• / ꙗко влⷣка вьсѐленыѫ• со̀боѫ жє / ̑ рабы свом• прⷪ҇ркы ͗ а́п҇ⷭлы• про/повѣдаеть ̑ вьпеть ̑ нѣⷭ҇ послꙋ/шаѫщагѡ̀• то же сѫть проповѣ/даема ̑мъ• бракь готовь ес̑тъ реⷱ҇; / ͗ брашно мое готово• ̑ женхь сь / славѡ̀ѧ ̑ велⸯлѣпемь сѣдть вь / рь̏то̑ꙃѣ• ͗ премлеⷮ҇ вьхѡдѧщѫѧ́ сь // (f. 228) радостѧ• дверь ѿврьста еⷭ҇• слꙋгы тьщѫ/т сѧ• проповѣднц ꙁовѫть• скоро / ꙋбо сѧ• прѣжде даже не ꙁатворт сѧ / дверь• е̑да когда вьнѣ ѡ̑брѧщете сѧ• / ̀ не бѫⷣеть кто вьведы ва҇ⷭ• ѡ͗ нхь / нѣсть раꙁоумѣваѫщаго• нѣⷭ҇ поть/щана положьшааго• нѫ̏ оунынє / ̀ пеаль вѣка сѐго• ꙗко вергам пр/вѧꙁала естъ оумъ нашь• ̀ еже бжеⷭ҇ть/вьныѫ кнгы прѣмь пшемь ͗ прѣ/мь темь• прѣмь же сего не хощемь / послоушат, съвръшаемыхь ͗м• / кто ꙋбѡ̀ ̑тдеть когда беꙁ бра/шна на пѫтъ далее• ꙗкоже мы хо/щемь творт• ѡ̑ставвше бѡ͗ брашⷩ҇а / ꙁде• ньсѡже на ѡ̑шестве вьно/смь• блажень ̑же ѡтде сь дрь/ꙁновенемь кь бꙋ носѧ брашно / сёбѣ на оумѣ• сё раб кꙋплѧ тво/рѧтъ• аѫще црѣ своего ба• пора/ꙁоумѣвше ꙗко прѣѫль естъ црь/стве• ̀ прдетъ сь слоѧ ̑ славоѧ / многоѧ• вѣньат рабь сво̑хь / творѧщхь кꙋплѧ добрыѧ• сребрь/нкомь ̑же прѫшѫ ѿ него• ̀ погꙋ/бт же врагь свохь не хѡ̀тѣвшⷯь / цр҇ⷭтвоват е̑го над нм• ͗ ꙗковѣ/мь же ѡ̑браꙁѡ̀мь съномь тѧжькⷪ҇мъ, // ̑бьдрьжмомъ бываетъ лве еⷭ҇ство• / тако въ полꙋнощ вънеꙁапѫ бѫⷣє/ть велї͗ гла҇ⷭ• ̀ гр̀м страшн̏ / ͗ мльнѧ трепетны• ̑ оу̑страша/ѫт сѧ вънеꙁаапѫ поваѫще• ̀ по/мѣнетъ къждо дѣла своа• ̑л бла/гаа ̑л ꙁлаа• бѫтъ прьс̏ сво̑хь / лежѫще на ложхь свохь• ꙗко нѣⷭ҇ / камо бѣжат• н скрыт сѧ нгде/же• ̀л покаат сѧ ѡ тѣхь ꙗже сьтво/ршѫ• тогда бо̀ ꙁемлѣ колеблет сѧ• / грѡ̀м боѫт сѧ, мльнѫ юⷣѧт ѧⷭ҇• / ̑ тьма глѫбѡ̑ка ѡ̑бьемлетъ ѧⷭ҇• / тако ̀ аⷭ҇ ѡ̑̑̑нь ꙗко млн лютаа бѫ/детъ вънеꙁаапѫ• ̑ ꙋжастъ вьсѧ / въсѐленѫѧ• вьстрѫбть бо сь стра/хомъ трѫба сь небсе• ̀ въꙁдв/гнеть поваѫщѫѧ• небса же сь / слам е́го подвжѫт сѧ• ̑ ꙁемѣ / ꙗко вода мѡ̀рьскаа потрѧсет сѧ, / ѿ лца славы ѐго• ѡгнь бо страше/нь потеетъ прѣⷣ нмь• потрѣ/блѣѫ ꙁемлѧ ̑ поꙗдаѫ беꙁаконыѧ; / ѡ͗скврьнвьшѫѧ ꙁемлѧ• тогⷣа / адь ѿврьꙁетъ вѣънаа врата свⷪ҇а; / ̑ сьмрьтъ оу̑праꙁнт сѧ• прьсть / же лва е̑стьства ꙗко сьгнвь/ш слышавш гла҇ⷭ тръбны͗ ̑жвеⷮ҇;  //



(f. 229)
Двно бо̀ вдѣт е̑стъ въ стнѫ лю/бмц мо вь а҇ⷭ ѡ̑нь• како вь мь/гновен ѡ̑еснѣмъ• въ адѣ ꙗко / множьство рыбь птаемь• тако бє/сьⷭлꙸно множьство косте̀ лва / естьства• кьждо хь теетъ ̀щѫ / лѣновь свохь• ̀ въставьше вь/с вькꙋпѣ• пае ̑ въꙁъпѫть глѧ/ще• слава сьбравьшомоу нꙑ, ͗ / вьꙁⷣвгшꙋ нꙑ свомь лвколю/бемь• тогда праведн раⷣуѫт сѧ• / ̀ прѣпоⷣбн весёлѧт сѧ• ꙗкоже / сѐ то глѧ• съще сьврьшен, ͗/ноьскы нь оутѣшаем сѫтъ• / ̑ поваѫтъ ѿ трꙋда рьнеьства / своего• ̑ ​ѿ ꙁлаго страдана еже / пострадашѫ хⷭ҇а рад• ̑ мⷱ҇нц вѣ/наѫт сѧ• а̑пⷭ҇л ̑ прⷪ҇рц прославⷧѧⷺ/т сѧ• блажень ̑же сподобт сѧ в/дѣт а҇ⷭ ть сь радѡстѧ• како сь сла/воѧ многоѧ вьсⸯхыщаѫт сѧ на ѡ̑/блацѣхь вь срѣтене гне• бесь/мрьтнааго женха• ̑ вьс стї / его• вьс вьꙁлюбвьше его• ͗ / потъщавьше сѧ сьврьшт волѧ / его• ̑ ꙗкоже къждо ꙁде вьꙁвел/ль е̑сть свое перо͗• тако касае/т сѧ высѡ̀кыⷯ• ̑ ꙗкоже къжⷣо ꙁⷣе о//стль е͗стъ своѧ дшѫ• тако ̑ вдтъ / славѫ его•  ꙗкоже пожела его кь/ждо хь• тако ̑ насытт сѧ любве ѐгⷪ҇• / двтъ же сѧ пръвоꙁданны а̑дамъ вь / днъ ѡ͗нь• вдѧ велкаа ̑ двьнаа• / како ѿ самого е̑дного ̑ сьпрѧжн/цѫ его• страны велкыѧ  множь/ство родовь ͗ꙁведено быⷭ҇• пае же / прославвь• двт сѧ сьдѣтелю бꙋ• / како ѿ едного естъства  ѿ ед/ного ꙁдана бывше• ѡ͗в въ црь/ств ͗ въ ра• дрꙋꙃ же вь адѣ наслѣⷣ/ствовашѫ• 


Слава е̑дномꙋ прѣ/мѫдрꙋ боу• любмц помѧнѫхь / а҇ⷭ ѡ̑нь• ̑ въстрепетаахь• раꙁꙋ/мѣхь веселе сѫщеѐ въ ра• ̑ сѫдь / страшны́, ̑ оу́боах сѧ• ̑ вьꙁдъ/хнѫвъ плакаⷯ сѧ• дондеже не бы/стъ мнѣ мѡщ плакат сѧ к томⷹ• / ꙗко вь ꙋнын, ͗ вь глоумлен / проводхь дн моѧ• ̑ вь помыслѣ/хь скврьнныхъ сконьахь лѣта / моа• ѡ͗҇ лютѣ мнѣ како ̑ꙁгыбошѫ / дне мо, ̑ лѣта моа• ̑ не раꙁꙋ/мѣхь како прѣдошѫ• не сьвѣмь, / ѡ͗҇ лютѣ мьнѣ• дне мѡ, ͗ꙁье́/ꙁнѫшѫ• ̀ беꙁаконна моа ꙋмно́/жшѫ ѫⷭ҇• ѡ͗҇ лютѣ мьнѣ любмц мо: // (f. 230) то сътворѧ стꙋдꙋ аⷭ҇ ѡ͗ного• е̑гда ста/нѫтъ ѡ͗крьстъ ꙁнаем мо вдѣвьше / мѧ вь ѡ͗браꙁѣ семь говѣ̑нѣмь• ̑ бла/жахѫ мѧ• вьнѧтрь же бѣхь ̑спльне/нь беꙁакона ̑ нестоты• ꙁабыхь / ̑спытаѫщаго срⷣца ̑оу̑ды тѣмъжє / тамо е͗ст мѧ стꙋдь• ѡ̑ка́ань же е͗тⷭ҇ь / ̑же тамо посрамлень бѫⷣеть• лⷪ҇вѣ/колюбе блгы• щедрѡ̑там тво͗м / ꙁаклнаѫ тѧ• не постав мене ѿ шꙋ/ѫ̀ тебе с коꙁлщ прогнѣвавш/м тѧ• ̑ не рьцм г не вѣдѧ тебѐ• / нѫ дажⷣ м многаго рад млосръдїа / твоего• вынѫ плаь ̑ покаане• ͗ / смѣр срⷣце мое ̑ ѡ͑ст• да бѫⷣетъ хра/мь стъ блгⷣт твоеѫ• а̑ще ̑ грѣше/нь ̑ нестъ е͗смъ• нѫ вынѫ вь две/р твоѧ тлъкѫ• ̑ аще ꙋныль есмь / ̑ лѣнвъ• нѫ̀ по пѫтемь тво̑мь хо/жⷣѫ• брате моа любмаа• млѧ е͗д/нене ваше• потъщте сѧ ꙋгодт / бв дондеже врѣмѧ ̑мате• пла/те сѧ прѣⷣ нмь днь ͗ нощь вь млтваⷯ / вашхь• ̑ вь блгодѣан вашмь• / да ́ꙁбавт ны ѿ плаа ѡ̑ного бе/сконенааго• ̑ скрежета ꙁѫбнаго / ̀ ѡ͗гньнаго рожⷣъства• ̑ рьв нє/оу̑сыпаѫщаго• ̑ раⷣѡстъ сьтвортъ // намь въ црⷭ҇тв своемь• вь жвотѣ вѣ/нѣамь• ̀деже нѣⷭ҇ бѣды н пеал н / вьꙁдыханїа• ̀деже не трѣбꙋеть / нктоже сльꙁь н покаана• ̀деже / нѣⷭ҇ страха н трепета• ͗дѐже нѣⷭ҇ / сьмрьт н тлѧ• ̀деже нѣⷭ҇ лежѫ/щааго н борѧщааго• ̀деже нѣⷭ҇ по̑/ѡ̑щренїа на гнѣвь• ̀деже нѣⷭ҇ нена/вст н вражⷣы• нѫ̀ вынѫ радостъ /
 ̑ весёле ̀ радоване• ̑ трапеꙁа / ̑спльнь брашень дховныхь• ѫ́/же ꙋготоваль есть любѧщмь егⷪ҇;

Блажень ͗же сподобт сѧ трапеꙁѣ / то̀• ѡ̑каанень же лшвы сѧ / єѫ̀• млѧ вы любмц• пролѣте / прѣд нмь сльꙁы вашѫ• ̑ млте ꙁа / мѧ прпадаѫще• блгаго  лвко/любца, едноѧдааго сна бжїа• / да сьтворть сь мноѧ млⷭ҇тъ своѧ• / ̑ ̑ꙁбавт ны ѿ беꙁакон нашⷯ• / ̑ вьсёлт ны ѡ̑кр҇ⷭть сёлщь въ / ̑плотѣ неб҇ⷭнааго ра͗а́• ꙗко да бѫ/демь ѫ͗жкы наслѣднкомь его• / понеже вы есте ѧда его любмаⷶ• / а̑ꙁъ же ꙗко песь оунжень• да / врьжете м крꙋпць ѿ трапеꙁы ва/шеѫ̀• да ̀ на мьнѣ сьврьшт сѧ п́/санно̀е• ꙗко ͗ п̀с ꙗдѣхѫ ѿ трапе//(f. 231)ꙁы г свохь• е̑ любмц мо молѧ вы• / пролѣте ꙁа мѧ млтвы вашѫ• ̑ пр/дѣте потьщм сѧ ѡ̑ спсен нашемь• / вьсѣ бѡ ммохѡдѧть ꙗко сѣнь• вь/ꙁненавдмь мра ̑ ꙗже вь мрѣ• ̑ / пеаль пльтъскѫѧ ѿврьꙃѣмь• ̑ноѧ / не ̑мѣмь пеал, тъкмо ѡ спсен на/шемь• ꙗкоже ̑ гь нашь реⷱ҇• каа поль/ꙃа есть лвкꙋ аще весь мрь прѡ̑брѧ/щетъ• дшѫ же своѧ ѡ͗тьщеттъ• ̑/л каковѫ даⷭ҇ лвкь ̑ꙁмѣнѫ на дш / свое• коупц бо есмы сѫще дхо/вн• ѡ͗҇ любмц• оу̀подобхом сѧ / жте́скымь кꙋпцемь• раꙁꙋмѣ́/те то глѧ любмц• жтескы / бо̀ кꙋпець, по вьсѧ дн ьтеть, / прбытькь  тьщетѧ• ̀ аще ѡ͗тѫ/щетт сѧ• пеет сѧ како спсеть сё/бе• тако ̑ ты любме• веⷱ҇рь ̑ ꙋ/трѡ̑ ̀спытно раꙁꙋмѣ како ход/ш• ̑ каковѫ кꙋплѧ творш сво/емоу спсеню по вьсѧ вееры• вь/шедь вь срⷣце свое ̀ помысл вь сёбѣ / ̀ рьц• е̑да ꙋбо̀ вь коемь прогнѣва/хь га днеⷭ҇• еда глаахь слово праꙁно́/е да не сьмнѣх сѧ• еда прогнѣвахь / брата своѐго• еда оубѡ̀ оуста моа / поахѫ ̑ помысль мо првⷣѣне творѣше; // въ мрѣ• ѐда оубѡ̀ прдем  похотъ, / плътъскаа ̑ въ сластъ прѫхъ ѧ• еда побѣжⷣень быхь ꙁемным пеаⷧ҇/м• ͗ аще ѡ͗тъщетль сѧ ес вь схь• / потъщ сѧ прѡ̑брѣст с̏а• вьꙁдыха/̑ ͗ пла сѧ, да не пакы вь схь ѡтъ/щетш сѧ• ͗ оу̑трꙋ бывшоу пакы с/мь пооуа̑ сѧ ̑ рьц• како ꙋбѡ̀ прѣ/де нощь с̏а• бѫдѫ л с то вьнѧтрь / прѡ̀брѣль кꙋпл мое• ̀л ꙋмь мⷪ҇ / бъдѣль л с бѫдетъ оубо сь тѣломь / момъ• ̀л плакастѣ сѧ ѡ͗̈ мо• / л н̑ꙁложено быⷭ҇ колѣнома мома / кланѣне• е̑да на̑дѡ̑шѫ м помы/сл скврьнн• ̑ вь сласть поꙋх ѧⷭ҇ / въ нхь• ̀ аще побѣжⷣенъ бѫⷣеш / см• потъщ сѧ да ̑сцѣлѣеш• по/став стражⷾ въ срⷣц своемъ• да / не пакы са постражⷣеш• ̀ а̑щє / сце пееш сѧ спсеш своѧ кꙋ/плѧ• ̑ гоу бѫⷣеш оу̑годень• ̀ сё/бѣ потрѣбенъ•


Вънемл оубо̀ / сёбѣ е́да когда въ оуныне прѣда/с сёбе• наѧло оуныню• подо/бенъ бѫд пелѣ любме мⷪ҇; / ̑ вждь танѫ двънѫѧ е̑• ка/ко ѿ раꙁлныхь цвѣтець ꙁе/мныхь ́ пъстрыⷯ сьбраетъ сво̀є //  (f. 232) дѣло• ̑ сѐѫ оу̑бо мощь раꙁꙋмѣ• а́ще / бо сьберѫт сѧ мѫдрьц ꙁемн• ͗ / фло̀соф сьндѫт сѧ вьсёленыѧ• / не могѫть постгнѫт прѣмѫдрост / єѫ• ѿ цвѣтець жⷾе сьꙁдаеть гро/бы• погрѣбаетъ же въ нхь ѧда / своа• ̑ ѡ̑жввьша• по сёмь вь/ꙁдвгнеть мь гла҇ⷭ сво ꙗко вое/вода• ̑нодшно послꙋшаѫтъ глаⷭ҇ / еѫ ̀ ̀ꙁлетѧть• ̑ е̑гдаже ̑ꙁлетѧ/тъ дѣлаѫтъ пакы• ̑ сконьава/ѫтъ см грѡбм• ꙗд сладькы / сладост свое• ꙗко въсѣкомꙋ / раꙁоумꙋ вдѣвш сё• прослав/тъ сьдѣтелѣ ба• юⷣѧщ сѧ како/воѧ немощѫ многа прѣмѫⷣро/стъ прходтъ• оупоⷣб сѧ оу͗бо  ты са/мь любме мо• ̀ бѫд ꙗко / пелаа• ̑ ѿ бжⷭ҇твныхь кнгъ / сьбер с богатство• ̑ скров/ще некрадѡмо прѣдьпосл на / небѡ• ̑ кнѧꙃ бо ꙁемьст• егⷣа кто / хощетъ ѡтт въ странѫ далее• / прѣдпослетъ рабы сь богаствомь / свомь• да вь таковѣ поетъ• / ̑ пршедь ѡ̑бтаеть• тако  ты лю/бме мо• потъщ сѧ прѣⷣпосла/т богатьство на небо• да прѫⷮ бѫⷣе//ш въ ѡ̑бтѣл стыⷯ• не лѣн сѧ оу/бо̀ въ малѣ сѐмъ врѣмен• да нє / каат сѧ ̑машъ на вѣкы беско/неныѫ• га нашего не слышш / л глѧща• ꙗко въ мрѣ скрьбн / бѫⷣете•  пакы рее• въ тръпѣн ва/шемъ стѧжте дшѫ вашѫ• а̀ще л / ты слабостѧ рад своⷷ҇ѧ• ́ оунынїа / дѣлма скрьбь вѣка сёго въꙁнена/вдѣвь• бѣжш тръпѣна• по/хот же пльтъстѣ въжделѣвъ• / ̀ ꙗремь га своего добры́ ͗ блгы̑• свⷪ҇/еѫ слабѡстѫ ꙁлословш• ꙗко / жестокь  тѧжъкь ѐстъ• а͗ не мо/гы понест его• лютѣ тебѣ ѡ̑каа/нⸯне• то сътворш вь погыбѣ/ль сёбе ѿдавъ• кто помлꙋетъ / тѧ сѐбе самого ѡ́ погоубвьша• / премъ бо ѡ͗рѫже хⷭ҇во ̀мьже бѣ / врага оуꙗꙁвт• вь свое срⷣце меⷱ҇ / вьдрѫꙁль е̑с• въспрьн любм/е мо, вьспрьн́, не лѣн сѧ ꙁде• / ́бо̀ каеш сѧ тамо ̑деже не польꙁꙋ/єть покаане• а̀ше въ жꙁн сѐ́ / хвалш сѧ• многосоуетно ꙋпова/не твое• ́ тъщеаане твое• є/гоже просѧтъ оуста твоа• да̏ / млт сѧ бв• ̀ то еⷭ҇ е͗гоже просѧⷮ // (f. 233) егоже просѧтъ (sic!) ꙋста твоа ѿ него• вѣка / л сёго покоаа• ̑л бесмрьтъныѫ жꙁн• / ̑ аще схь врѣменныхь ̑ несѫщхь про/сѧтъ• о̑ун тебе есть тать• ̑ добрѣ те/бе еⷭ҇ раꙁбо̑нкь ̑ блѫднкь• млѧть бо́ / сѧ да спсен бѫдѫтъ• а͗ тебе блажѫ/тъ лвц сь льжеѫ жвѫща• вь добрѣ/мь семь жт• свѣтъ въꙁненавдѣвь• / тъмѫ въꙁлюбль ес• ̑ небⷭ҇ное црⷭ҇тво / ѡ̑ставль ес• врѣменнаа же въꙁлю/бль ес• а̑ще оу̑сьмнѣль сѧ е̑с ѡ̑каанⷩе• / еда о͗уⷠ ⷪ блгы бъ ̑ лвколюбець ѿврь/жет сѧ трꙋда твоего• слѫ т подаⷭ҇ть / блгⷣтѧ е̑го• срⷣце же твое самь прѣкло/нтъ на покаане• ̀ како трꙋдꙋ тво/емꙋ мьꙁды не вьⷥдаⷭ҇• въсѣ ѿ тебе сѫⷮь, / ̑ ты гръдш сѧ• мьꙁды мьꙁднка вь/ꙁыскаетъ ѡ͗ лшвьшхь е̑го• ̑ тво/хь сльꙁь ѿврьжет сѧ• да не бѫⷣеть• / рекы бо̑ ̑щѣте ̀ ѡ͗брѧщете• тль/цѣте ̑ ѿврьꙁет сѧ вамь• лъ̏жь не / быⷭ҇ нкакоже• раꙁꙋмѣ ѡ̑кааннє / кто ненавдтъ тебе• кто ꙁавд/ть т• сьпернкь ̀ добра ненавдѧ/͗ нашемꙋ спсенїю• сьвѣтнкь ꙁлы / ̀ оу̑б̑ца• то бо естъ тьщане его• да / нктоже ѿ хрстїань спсет сѧ• прд / оубѡ̑ ннѣ вь сѧ• ̑ не вьꙁненавⷣ жвота // своего• ѿвърьꙁ ѡ̈ ꙋмнѣ͗• ̀ вжⷣъ с то/бѡѫ сѫщѫѧ како прѣⷣтекѫтъ ̀ подв/ꙃаѫт сѧ сь тъщанемь многомъ• ͗ / свѣщѫ своѧ въ рѫкахь ̑мѧще• оуста / же хь поѫтъ ̑ славословѧтъ бесьмрь/тнааго женха• ѡ͗еса бѡ̑ хь пора/ꙁꙋмѣшѫ добротѫ егѡ• ͗ дша ͗х весё/лт сѧ ̑ радꙋетъ• пораꙁоумѣ ̑ вжⷣь / ꙗко прблжль сѧ естъ ̀ не кьснть• / грѧдеть бо въꙁвелт аѫщхь е̑го• / вънеꙁаапѫ бо есть гла҇ⷭ глѧ• сѐ женⷯ / грѧдетъ• ̑ сѫщї с тобѡѧ ̑сходѧ/ть сь радостѧ вь срѣтене• ̑мѧще / своѧ свѣщѧ свѣтлы• ̀ оу̑слышѫтъ / глаⷭ҇ его глѧщь ̀мь• прдѣте бл҇ⷭве/н ѿца моего наслѣдꙋте ꙋготова/нное вамь црⷭ҇тве ѿ сложена мра• / вьсѣко же бывшоу гласꙋ томꙋ• ре/еш ̀мь брате дарꙋ͗те м ма/ло масла• сѐ бѡ ꙋгасё свѣща моа• /  оуслышш ѿ нхь• еда како нє / достанеть намь ̑ тебѣ• ̀д къ / продаѫщмь ̑ кꙋп сёбѣ• ̑ тогда / ̀деш каѫ сѧ  пеалꙋѫ• ̑ нкако/же ѡ̑брѣтъ кꙋплѧ• въсѣ бо̀ ꙁемѣ / тогда трепещетъ ꙗко вода моръ/скаа ѿ лца славы е͗го•  тогда / плаѧ сѧ ́ рыдаѫ реⷱ҇ш вь смѣрен́ // (f. 234) свое̑мь глѧ• ̑дѫ тлькнѫт• ̀ кто вѣⷭ҇ / а͗ще ѿврьꙁет м• пршедь же тлькне/ш• ̀ нѣⷭ҇ нкогоже ѿвѣщаѫщаго• ̀ па/кы тлькнеш• ̑ ѿвѣщаеть т вьнѧ/трьн̏ глѧ• ̑д ѿ мене не вѣдѣ тебе / дѣлателю не правьдѣ• стоѫщоу̑ же т / тоу• ̑ вьндеть вь слꙋха твоа гла҇ⷭ ра/дост ̑ весѐла• ̑ поꙁнаеш е̑дного / когождо дроужны своеѫ глаⷭ҇• ̑ въꙁⷣъ/хнѫвь горьцѣ реⷱ҇ш• 



Ѡ͗҇ лютѣ мнѣ, ѡ͗҇ / лютѣ мнѣ ѡ͗҇каанномоу ́ грѣшномꙋ• / како лшх сѧ ѿ славы сѐѫ• ̑ ѿлѫє/нь быхь ѿ дрꙋжны моеѫ• вьсѣ лѣта / жвота моего сь нм бѣхъ• ̑ ннѣ ѿ/лѫень быхь ѿ нхь• праведно вьпа/дохь вь стрⷭ҇ть сѫ• ѡ͗н вьꙁдрьжаа/хѫ сѧ а̑ꙁъ же скотьскы ꙗдѣхь ̑ пта/ах сѧ• ѡ̑н поа̑хѫ сь покаанемь, а̑ꙁъ / же мльаахь• ѡ͗н вь црковь ̑дѣхѫ / колѣномь на поклонене• а̑ꙁь же сьно́/мь дрѣмаахь ̑ спаахь• ѡ̑н млѣахѫⷭ҇, / а̑ꙁь же глоумлѣах сѧ• ѡ͗҇н смѣрѣахѫ / себѐ, а̑ꙁъ же велаахь сѧ• ѡ͗н ̑ꙁь/мьждаваахѫ, а̑ꙁь же красѣх сѧ• / сёго́ рад ѡ̑н радꙋѫт сѧ• а̑ꙁь же рыдаѫ͗• / ѡ͗н весёлѧть сѧ, а̑ꙁь же плаѧ сѧ• / ѡ͗н оутѣшаем сѫтъ, а̑ꙁь же крѧ• /



Въспрьнї ннѣ ѡ͗҇каанне, вьспрьн̏ // понѣ мало• пораꙁꙋмѣ неꙁреⷱ҇нное его / лвколюбе•  не лѣн сѧ ѡ̑ своемь / спсен• въꙁыщ его ̑ бѫдеть т ско/рь въ спсене• прꙁов ͗ ꙁащттъ тѧ• / дажⷣъ емоу да вьꙁмеш сторцеѫ сꙋ/гоубо̀• а̑ще беꙁдꙋшнаа харьта вь/ꙁдаеть дльгы вь сёбѣ• колъм пае / блгы бь вьꙁдасть блгⷣть вьꙁыска/ѫщмь е̑го• харт бо боуквам / ̀стѧꙁꙋеть дльжнѫѧ лхвѫ на л/хвѫ• скровще же блгⷣт бжѧ• ꙋ/множть мьꙁдѫ молебнѫѧ ̑ мол/твнѫѧ• не оуныва любме• да / не побѣждень бѫдеш ꙁемным• / н вь неаане вьлож себе• бъ бо̀ / млⷭⷣрїа рад своего• прметь тѧ / ̑ ꙁащтть тѧ• ̑ вьсѣкого ̑жє / ѿ въсёго срⷣца ́щѫщхь его• пр/стѫп оу̑бо кь немоу бе-сьмнѣнїа• / прпад, вьꙁдьхн• ̀ пл сѧ• ͗ рь/ц емоу• г мо спсе мо• въскѫѧ / ѡ̑ставль мѧ е͗с• оу͗щедр мѧ ꙗко / ты еднъ ес лколюбець• ̑ спс / мѧ ꙗко ты еднь ес беꙁ грѣха• ͗ / ͗ꙁм мѧ ѿ сквръннааго беꙁаконїа / моего• да не ꙋвѧꙁнѫ въ сѣт непр/ꙗꙁннѣ на вѣкы вѣкомь• ͗ꙁбав / мѧ ѿ ꙋсть врага моего̑• сѐ бо ꙗко // (f. 235) лъвь рыкаеть хотѧ мѧ поглътт• вь/ꙁдвгн г слѫ твоѧ ̑ прд да мѧ / спсеш• бльсн мльнѧ твоѧ ̑ ражⷣен̑• / да ꙋбо̑т сѧ ̑ да ꙁьеꙁнеть ѿ лца тво/его• немощень бо есть ͗ не ̑матъ крѣ/пост стат прѣⷣ тобоѧ• н прѣд лце/мь любѧщмь тѧ• вдтъ бо ꙁнаменїе / блгⷣт твоеѫ, ̑ посрамлень ѿходтъ / ѿ него• ̑ ннѣ влⷣко г спс мѧ ꙗко к те/бѣ прбѣгохь• ̑ а́ще тако прстѫпш / кь немоу вьсѣмь срⷣцемь свомь• а͗бїе́ / ꙗко ѿць млⷭⷣрь ̑ благь послеть блгⷣть / своѧ• въ помощь твоѧ• ̑ въсѧ волѧ / твоѧ ̑спльнть• є̑ любме мо, / прстѫп ͗ не лѣн сѧ• прꙁов ̑ не ꙋ/ныва, н вьнемл же вь мене ꙋнылаⷶгⷪ҇• / 

мнѣ бѡ̑ довлетъ стоудь лца моего̑• / глѧщоу ̑ не творѧщоу• накаꙁаꙋѫщꙋ / ̑ не раꙁоумѣваѫщоу• нѫ бѫд подра/жатель сьврьшенныхь ̀ дховьныхь / ѿцъ• ́ правлоу хь послѣдствꙋ• / не выше мѣры• да не наьнеш не ко/ньат• н пакы же велм хꙋжⷣъшⷯ• / да ꙋмножт сѧ мьꙁда твоа• ̑ нє / пта тѣла твоего да не сьпостатъ / т бѫⷣеть• н же наоу его ѡ̑быає/мь пльтъскымь• да не тѧжко бѫⷣетъ / дш твое̑• ͗ н͗ꙁвеⷣть тѧ вь прѣ̑споⷣнѣа // ꙁемл• 



А͗ще бо хощеш сьврьшат по/хѡ̀т тѣлесныѧ• ͗ ѡ́ставт пѫт пра/выѫ• ̑ по стъгнамь ходт• ̀ помыслы / скврьнавыѫ оу͑добъ премат• ̑ не цѣ/ломѫдренъ• ̀ пакы аще выше мѣры / стѫжш емоу• то ̑ тако бѫдетъ / тѧгостъ дш твѡе• ̀ побѣжденꙋ / бывьшоу оунынемь• ͗ ͗ꙁнеможенемь• / бѫдетъ гнѣвлвъ ̑ лѣнвъ на славо/слове ̑ пѣнослове же ̑ млтвѫ• ̑ / на вьсѣко послꙋшане блгь• мѣроѧ / оубѡ доброѧ ̑ правломъ оу̀стро сё/бе• да сьврьшень бѫдеш въ въсёмь• / поꙁората рьц м, нѣс л быль н/колже ꙁапоущеню коньскомꙋ• / ̑ а̑ще кто беꙁъ мѣры конѣ женетъ• / то оуслѧцаетъ• а̑ще л же пакы беꙁь / мѣры попоусттъ емоу• вьсадн/ка раꙁбвше влать• 



Пакы́ же, / кораблѣ въ пѫнѣ нѣс л вдѣ/ль такожⷣе• а̑ще бѫдетъ на годѣ ѡ͗брѣ/меⷩнⷷъ• оу́добъ влънам носмъ бѫ/детъ• тьщь же беꙁь брѣмене а̑ще пла/ваетъ, вльнам͗ скороѡ проврь/жеⷩ бѫдетъ• такожде же дша ̑ тѣло• / сёго рад добро естъ, е́же наьнеш / тоже ̑ съврьшт• ́ бꙋ оугодт• се̏/бѣ же потрѣбнⷹ быт, ́ бл̀жнемꙋ с̏• //  (f. 236) еже еⷭ҇ блⷭ҇венно ̑ ъстно хⷭ҇в• 



Вꙑ еⷭ҇ свѣт/лнц вьселеныѫ• вы есте со̀ль ꙁемл• / ̑ стлъп подьнебⷭ҇н• вы сѫще сьврь/шен  ръньц• ̑же бысте а̑ггел на ꙁемл• / въꙁлюбвъше жте а̑ггельское• тѣ/ломъ бо̀ лвц сѫще дѣло же а̑ггельⷭ҇кое, / сьвръшаете любмц мо• подвгъ / нашь врѣменень еⷭ҇• въꙁдаанеⷤ е̑го ́҇ по/хвала вь вѣкы прѣбываетъ• трꙋдь рь/неьства нашего маль• въꙁⷣаане жє / наше, бесконеьно• ͗ е́лкоже ̀нодꙋ/шно рьнеьствоуете• ̑ дѣтѣль съ лю/бовѧ сьврьшате• толко пае сь/перьнкь нашь дїавѡ̑ль на прогнѣва/не ̑ на ̑стовьство грѧдетъ• ̑ раꙁл/ны сѣт крыеть на ны• ꙗко да ꙋло́/вт ны ̀ спонѫ сьтвортъ намъ• вь/немлѣте сѐбѣ любмц мо ѿ сѣт̀ / ёгѡ́• беꙁъ подвга бѡ̑ нктоже сп҇ⷭе/т сѧ н вѣньаемь бываеть• н блго/дѣть же бжа, не ѡ̑ставлѣетъ ̑нодꙋ/шно, бѡ̑рѧщаго сѧ ̑ подвꙃаѫщаго / сѧ• ̀ аще кто сёбе раслабвъ ѡ͗блѣнвь / оуста своа (un mot annulé) ѿврѣст / блгⷣт на прꙁване да пр̑детъ на по́/мощь е̑моу• ꙗкоже бо кто немощень / сы рѫкама ̑ ногама ̀ ̑мы брашна мнⷪ҇/га лежѫща• ͗ прносⷮ  не могы рѫкы к ꙋ//стомь• да премъ ѿ брашенъ  насыт/тъ своѧ дшѫ• а̀ще л ѡ́блѣнт сѧ пр/нест рѫкы къ оустомъ• (un mot annulé) прѣдлежѫщхъ не полꙋ/тъ брашенъ• тако  мнхь ̀мѣѫ/̑ блгаа брашна блгⷣтнаа прѣдложе/нꙗ• ̀ лѣнѧ сѧ прꙁват ѧ• не можеⷮ / насытт сѧ блгост еѫ• кто бо̀ / ꙁастѫптъ ѡ̀ного ̑мѧщаго ръ/цѣ• коснѫт сѧ рѫкꙋ его на въꙁѧ/те прѣдлежѫщхь брашенъ• / л како бѫдетъ помлоуванъ мн ⷯ; / ̑ ͗мѣѫ пеаль ѡ̑ ꙁемныхь веще/̀• ̀ не радѧ ѡ̑ сво̀емъ спсен• ꙗко/вѣмь же ѡ̑браꙁомь вонъ вьходѧ / вь бранъ щтть тѣло свое ѿ вь/сѫдоу до побѣды бранныѧ• блю/ды крѣпт сѧ ̀ подвꙃаетъ• / єда како вънеꙁаапѫ, поврьже/тъ ͗ ратнкь ̀ н́ꙁложтъ ͗҇• / а̑ще л не щтт сѧ оубо н мало́• / то таковы въскорѣ н̑ꙁлаага/емъ бываетъ• тѣмьжде ѡ͗браꙁо/мъ ̀ мнхь, аще дастъ сёбе въ / слабостъ оунынꙗ• оудобъ н́/̑ꙁлагаемъ бываетъ съпротвь/нымъ даволомь• вьложть / бо̀ емꙋ въ срⷣце помыслы скⷡрьны; // (f. 237) ́ ꙁлы• ͗ а́бе въ сластъ премлеть ͗хь• / ͗ положтъ на оумѣ с, прѣꙁоръство / же ͗ высо̀комѫдрїе• ̑ тъщеславе, ꙁа/встъ же ͗ клеветѫ• рѣвоѡ͗бъꙗ͗денїе• / ̑ сьнъ беꙁь сытост• надъ см въсѣ/м въ ѡ̀аане прведетъ ́҇; а̑ще л / бъдтъ ̑ трѣꙁвт сѧ вынѫ• блгⷣть / божѫ прꙁываѫ въ помощъ• ꙁастѫ/птъ ́҇ вынѫ• ͗ тоѫ оумъ быває/ть како ꙋгодт бв• ͗ бѫдетъ блго/дѣтъ похвалена ͗ похвалѣѫщ̑• / ꙗкоже кто вънемлѧ въ ꙁръцало самꙸ҇ / естъ сёбѣвдецъ ꙁрѧ въ не• тако / ́ блгⷣть ̑деже ѡ́брѧщетъ поко• / вьселт сѧ ̑ въдворт сѧ тоу• ̑ бѫⷣе/тъ ꙗкоже рѣхъ похвалена ͗ похва/лѣѫщ• кромѣ бѡ̑ помощ еѫ• не / можетъ срⷣце доволно быт сёбѣ• / напо͗тъ же его ѿ вна своего• ꙗко/же сё то глѧ• ѿ покаана ѐѫ• подаⷭ҇ / емоу слъꙁы• ͗ ѿ сладост еѫ млⷭⷣрова/вш• прнесётъ е̑моу своѧ смѣре/ннѫѧ мѫдростъ• ͗ ѿ слы еѫ въꙁь/могъ поетъ славѫ бѧ: /



Беꙁъ лца нщо естъ ꙁръцало̑• а по̀/неже премлетъ можетъ ́ вьꙁⷣа/т• ́ а͑ще оукрашенъ бѫⷣетъ, мо/жетъ ̑ оукраст• тако ́ вьсѣкъ лⷪ҇//вѣкъ беꙁъ блгⷣт• нщъ еⷭ҇ ͗ простелъ• / а͗ще же сподобт сѧ благⷣт ѡ́но• / проеё ѿ помощ еѫ ͗справт сѧ вь/се̏• а̑ще же пакы ѡ͗блѣнвъ сѧ, про/женетъ ѧ ͗ поустъ ѡ͗брѧщет сѧ ͗ ѡ͗/каанъ ͗ въсёлѧт сѧ въ нъ помысл, / скврънав ͗ ꙁл• ꙗко нощны вра/нъ на нырщ• лвкꙋ же ес̑тъ по/добат  въꙁыскат, ͗ прꙁват̏, / еѫ̀ съ болѣꙁнѧ• ͗ блгⷣт естъ пр/͗т въ ꙁастѫплене его• беꙁъ / блгⷣт не можетъ помыслъ просвѣ/тт сѧ• вдѣсте л брате моа / (un mot annulé) многопьстрое блгоѡ̀бра/ꙁе бѫдѫщаго вѣка• ̑ а̑ще не ѡ̑/стт сѧ срⷣце наше, блгⷣтъ дхо/внаа не прдетъ въ лвка• а̑ще / л же прдетъ блгⷣтъ въ нь• въ/сѣкѫѧ дѣтѣль справтъ• ͗ а͗щⷷ҇ / ͗справтъ въсё• помышлѣетъ / то ѡ͗ ͗справленї• таковы́ сёбѐ / прѣльщаетъ• не вѣды своѧ немо/щъ• ꙁавстъ бо сътворть тако/вы себѣ• ̑ ѿгна ѿ сёбе блгⷣтъ• / нѫ̀ а̑ще кто ̑справтъ сёбе• по̑/ꙁнаа ꙁастѫплене блгⷣтноє• / ꙗко ѿ слы е̑ѫ оукрѣпв сѧ• спрⷶ/вль еⷭ҇ дѣтѣл• да прославть ба• // (f. 238) ͗ да реⷱ҇тъ•



Слава твоемоу лвколюб́ꙋ• / ꙗко недоⷭ҇͗на ́ грѣшна споⷣблъ ес доⷭ҇то/͗на быт твоеѫ блгⷣт• ̑ ꙗко въсхотѣ / ͗справвъ мнѣ своа оугоднаа влⷣко• та/ковы̑ раꙁоумѣвъ своѧ немощь• потъ/щалъ сѧ еⷭ҇ храма стаа блгдѣт, / сътворт• ̑ быⷭ҇ въ немъ блгⷣтъ стль / ͗ прношене• ̑ стѣна непоколѣбмаа• / ́ весе̑лѧщ сѧ весёлтъ• ̑ радоуѫщ / сѧ въ немь радо̀стъ твортъ• ̑ хран/тъ ͗ ѿ въсѣкого ꙁла• дондеже прѣста/втъ ͗ въ вѣнѫѧ жꙁнъ• ѿ сёго вѣ/ка въ бѫⷣѫщ̑ вѣкь•



Прклон ннѣ ꙋхо́ / твое любме мо• ̑ бѫⷣ т сьвѣть/нкь• а́ще хѡ́щеш ꙋдоу своемꙋ да вь/ндетъ въ вѣнѫѧ жꙁнъ• ̑ желаеш / блженьства своего га• ръц м пото / оумываеш лце свое вѡ̑доѧ• вьсѣко / того рад да блжкамъ свѡ̑мь го/дѣ бѫⷣеш• а́ не ѡ́пльваль ес пльтьскыⷾ / т стрⷭ҇т• нѫ въ нхь порабѡ́щенъ / ес́• аще л хѡщеш ꙋмыт лцє / свое• оу́мые сльꙁам• ̑ ѡ̑мые пла/емь• да просвѣтⷮ҇ сѧ сь славоѧ прѣⷣ / бгомъ ͗ стым его а̑ггелы• лце бо̑ / ѡ͑мываемое слъꙁам• доброта еⷭ҇ / неꙋвѧдаемаа• нѫ протвѫ сёмꙋ / реⷱ҇ш• стыжⷣѫ сѧ скврьны раⷣ лца мⷪ҇егⷪ҇; // скврьна лца твоего ͗ ногоу твоею съ /стомъ срⷣцемъ• пае слнца саетъ по/срѣⷣ а̑ггелъ бжхь• то смѣеш сѧ / бесьмнѣна• плакат сѧ  рыдат / нѣⷭ҇ л т рекль гь• ты же ѡ͗ставлъ  ꙁа/повѣд га своего• ̀ не бош л сѧ мѫ/кь его• сце ͗скоушене ннѣ може/тъ накаꙁат не̀скоусныѧ• ̑ въ / рѫкы раꙁбо̑̑нѧ въпады• можеть / пѫтнкы потврьдт• ̑ понеже ѿ/ѧст ͗скꙋшене глѧ слабост моеѧ / рад̏ глѧ• въ аⷭ҇ ꙋтвръдх сѧ• оу͑ны/нѐ же ̀ лѣностъ моа на тожⷣе влѣє/т мѧ пакы• сёго рад оубо̑ ͗ аꙁъ лю/бме мо хѡ̑щѫ съвѣтнкь бы/т т• стадо ꙁбранное спсво млвы• / наслѣднц бж• блюдѣте сѧ да не / пльтъскыѧ стрⷭ҇т рад ̀ жте͗/сыѫ (!) похот• лште сѧ славы ѡ́ноѧ / ̑ радост• ͗ ̑ꙁрновен бѫдетє / рьтога ѡ́ного• ̑же ́спльненъ еⷭ҇ / радост ̑ весела• любмц мо́• / трꙋдъ рънеъства нашего ꙗко съ/нъ естъ• трꙋдоу же нашемоу поко҇• / не͗сповѣдмъ естъ•



Вънемл / оу͗бо́ сѐбѣ• еда когда ѡ̑брѧщеш сѧ / ѿпадъ ѿ ̑бою ѧстю ́ ѿ о͗бо́ю / прꙋ• какоже ѿтвѣтъ въꙁⷣас̀• нѫ̏ пⷪ҇//(f. 239)тьщ сѧ паⷱ҇ ⷷ сьвръшенѫѧ добродѣтѣ/ль стѧжат• ̑ оукрашенѫ въсѣь҇ⷭкы• / ꙗкоже любтъ бъ• ̑ сѫ а̑ще стѧжш• / нколже прогнѣваеш ба• н бл/жнѣго своего ѡ́ꙁлобш• с же е̑дно/вещна дѣтѣль нарет сѧ• ̑мѧщ / вь сёбѣ добротѫ раꙁлнам дѣтѣ/льм• ꙗкоже бѡ̑ вѣнець црⷭ҇кы, беꙁь / каменїа ьстнааго ̑ беꙁь драгого б̑/сра ̑сплетенъ не можетъ быт• та/ко ͗ с е̑дновещна дѣтѣлъ беꙁъ до/бродѣтѣле раꙁлныхь• не състо/т сѧ• ̑бо оу̑подобла сѧ е́сть цръ/скꙋ вѣнцоу• ꙗкоже бо вѣнецъ а̑ще / недо̑статькь едного камене ͗л б́/сра на главѣ цревѣ сꙗт не можеⷮ҇• / тако ́ се е̑дновещьнѣ дѣтѣл / а̑ще недостатькь бѫдетъ едноѧ / дѣтѣл добродѣтѣлныѧ• сьврь/шена дѣтѣль не ̑меноует сѧ• оупоⷣ/б же сѧ пакы, многоцѣнномь бра/шномъ сластны́мъ• въсѣхь ̑ꙁъ/бранныхь сласте• ̑ лшеномъ / бывшемъ сѡ̀л• ꙗкоже многоцѣ/ннаа брашна беꙁъ сол ꙗст сѧ нє / могѫтъ• тако ̑ едновещнаа дѣⷮль / въсѣкоѫ добродѣтѣл оукрашена• / многопъстрьм дѣтѣлⸯм• т а́ще л́//шт сѧ ѿ люⷠве бжѧ• ̑ блжнѣго с• / въсёмоу мръꙁъкъ естъ• поⷣбно же / пакы• крѣпкоу ́ велкоу ѡ́рьлоу• / касаѫщоу сѧ высотахь неб҇ⷭны̑хь• / ̑же вдѣвъ брашно въ сѣт• а̑бїє / крѣпостѧ крлоу своеѫ шедъ оустрь/мт сѧ на не•  въстръгнѫт хотѧ/щоу брашноу• оудрьжанъ быⷭ҇ ꙁа ко/нецъ нокте въ сѣт• ͗ малымъ с/мъ въсѣ крѣпостъ ѐго смѣр сѧ• / все бо тѣло его вънѣ е̑стъ сѣт• крѣ/постъ же е̑го вьсѣ въꙁѧта вь не• / такожде ͑ е́дновещнаа дѣтѣль• / а̑ще првѧꙁана бѫдетъ ꙁемныⷯ / вещеⷯ• въсѣ въ не́ вѧꙁтъ ѿнѫдь• / вьсе бо тѣло съвръшена е͗ѫ кромѣ / ѫ́ꙁъ е͗стъ• крѣпостъ же въсѣ е́ѫ на ꙁе/мл смѣрѣет сѧ• ̑ ꙗкоже не може/ть вьꙁлетѣт ѡ̑релъ на высотѫ, / а͗ерьскѫѧ нокьтнаго ѫ́та дѣлѣ• / тако ́ едновещнаа дѣтѣль а̑ще не / свобѡ̑дт сѧ ѿ ꙁемныхь веще́; / не мѡ̑жетъ быт сьврьшенаа дѣтѣⷧ҇ь: / 



Кто естъ не ̑мы сльꙁъ да пр́деть / ͗ плает сѧ• ̑ не ́мы покаанїа по̑/раꙁоумѣвъ да въꙁдъхнетъ• ̑ да / навыкнетъ ͗ꙁвѣсто ̑справлѣѫ/щхь дѣтѣлъ сѫ• е̑да бо̀ неб҇ⷭа до̀//(f. 240)де ́справлене е̑го• дошедь до двере̑ / тѣⷯ въꙁбранено быⷭ҇ е̑моу вьнт• до̑/ндеже црⷭ҇тва не до̑деⷮ дѣтль• ͗спра/влене не можетъ вьнт вь неё• ꙗко/же сё то глѧ• любме мо• ̑спра/вшѫ нѣц прѣжⷣереⷱ҇нѫѧ сѧ дѣтѣ/ль• оу̑красшѫ ̀сплетьше ꙗко цръ҇ⷭкы / вѣнець• ̀ вещ рад ̑ꙁмьждалы• то/лкѫ дѣтѣлъ н въ тоже н̑ꙁведошѫ• / првѧꙁана бо хь быⷭ҇ помыслы пеа/лⸯм ꙁемныхь веще• сёго рад не мо́/гошѫ на небо въꙁыт• блюд сѧ оу̑бо̑ / любме мо• да не првѧꙁавъ сё/бе прѣдас сѧ врагоу своемоу• н ра/ꙁдрꙋш двьны̑ дѣтѣл ѫ̑же сь мнⷪ҇/гомь трꙋдомь стѧжа• ͗ не въꙁбра/нѣ̑ с вь небⷭ҇наа врата вънт• ͗ / не постав еѫ посрамлены̑ прѣⷣ же/нхѡмь ѡ́нѣмь• ̑ не првѧж е́ѫ ве/щм ̑ꙁмьждалам• н же пргво/ꙁд еѫ ꙁемл• нѫ даждь е̑ дрьꙁно/вене ͗ гла҇ⷭ высо̑къ• да веселѧщ ѧⷭ҇ / съ радостѫ въ рътогъ вьндеть• / ̑ гласо̀мъ высѡ̑комь ̑стѧжетъ мь/ꙁдѫ своѧ• 



Ѡ͗҇ двное юⷣ, ꙗко ѡ се̏ / лъвъ прѣвеле ꙃѣло ̑ крѣпокъ• / стрꙋноѫ првѧꙁань смѣр сѧ• та/ко ̑ дѣтѣль ꙁемныⷯ пеалеⷯ првѧ//ꙁана• львов ꙋпоⷣб сѧ дѣтѣлъ с̏• оу͗крⷶ/шена въсѣкомъ дѣломь блгомь ̀ смѣ/реномъ• ꙁемъным пеалъм• / ꙗко строуноѫ е̑дноѫ првѧꙁана еⷭ҇• / тѣмже молѧ тѧ любме мо въ/спрьн подвгн рѫцѣ тво• хотѧ / прѣрѣꙁат ̑ꙁмъждѣлѫѧ сѫ стрꙋнѫ• / да не смѣхоу бѫдеш ꙗко сап̀сонь / крѣпкы• ͗же свомъ подвгомь, / ꙗкоже въ еднь аⷭ҇ тысѫщѫ ͗ꙁб• / ́ двѣ добротѣ ꙗко е́днѫ стрꙋнѫ / прѣрѣꙁавъ• ̀ сёбе ѿ ѫꙁъ свобод• / ̑ врагы побвъ, побѣдѫ бв пр/несё• ̑ млтва подвга е́го вь ͗сто/нкь прѣлож сѧ• с̀̀, с̀цева ͗/справлена сьтворвь• сёбе свѧ/ꙁа врагомъ прѣдаст сѧ• ѫ́тє/мь бо̑ строунⷩ҇ымъ смѣр сѧ• ̑ / страшнѫѧ ѡ́нѫ ̑ двнѫѧ крѣпоⷭ҇ / свѧꙁа



Вънемл оу̑бѡ нⷩ҇ѣ люб/е (!) мо ты сёбѣ• е̑да како двьнѫ/ѧ дѣтѣлъ• малыхь рад пеал / свѧжеш ́ смѣрш• нѫ блюд ѿ / вьсѣхъ врѣжⷣаѫщхь веще́• ͗ / оукрасвъ прѣⷣпосл ѧ на небо• / с̏це же свобод ѧ• ꙗцѣмьже ѡ͗бⷬ ⷶ҇/ꙁомъ прѣжⷣе сходѧще въ глѫбнѫ• / ꙗко да о̑брѧщетъ многоцѣнⸯны͗ // (f. 241) бсеръ• е͗гоже ѡ͗брѣтъ, а͗бе съ много/мъ троудо̑мъ на высѡ́тѫ въсходтъ• въ[се]/же тѣло его о̑бнажает сѧ ѿ водъ• ̑ воⷣа / же прѣбываетъ на мѣстѣ• съ же съ бога/тъствомь многѡ̀мъ оустрьмв сѧ на / соухо ͗ꙁлѣꙁе• смь же ѡбраꙁомъ ͗ ты / потъщ сѧ свободт дѣтѣль ѿ вьсѣⷯ / ꙁемныхь веще• ̑ оукрасв сѧ сьврь/шеноѫ дѣтѣлѫ• ѡ̑блѣц сѧ ꙗко р/ꙁоѧ• ̑ трѣꙁв сѧ любме днъ ̑ нощь• / да сѧ е̑ѫ не съвлѣеш• сёѫ е̑дновещь/ныⷽ дѣтѣл нктоже не можетъ врѣдⷮ҇, / на ꙁемл• скръбъ бѡ̀ трьпѣне съдѣ/ваетъ• нщета же ̑ нестѧжане, ꙁе́/млѣ естъ дѣлоу е̑ѫ• ѿ сёго бо̀ плоⷣв/та бываетъ• плоды доброправедны̑ / прносѧщ• н недѫг же е̑ѫ̑ можетъ / врѣдт• ѿ него бѡ̑ слоѫ ѡ͗дѣет сѧ, / похвалам къ боу• подобно же не мо/гѫть  н͗ꙁложт еѫ• ꙗко ѿ тоѫ стѧ/жтъ похвалѫ ̑ славѫ ̑ жꙁнъ вѣнѫѧ• / гѡнене не можеть оустрашт е͗ѫ• / ѿ того бѡ̑ плететъ вѣнець сьврьше/на своего• ̑ боу славѫ прностъ• нѫ̏ / ̑ нагота е͗ оу͗нына не можетъ нало/жт• понеже ѿ неѫ сьпрѧде ѡ́дежⷣѫ / славы• гладь такожде не можетъ / єѫ въ прѣнемагане оу͗стро͗т, ѿ // того бо̀ трапеꙁѫ готовтъ с въ цръ/ств небⷭ҇нѣамъ• нѫ ̑ жѫжⷣа не можеⷮ҇ / пеалъ е́ нанест• ѿ тоѫ бо готов/т с весѐле раское• нщета не можеⷮ҇ / оу͗жаст е́ѫ на богатъство• тоѫ бо̀ / наслѣⷣствоуетъ блаженъство гⷣне• / бдѣне же ͗ плаь• вѣньц е сѫтъ гоⷮ/в ̑ сьвръшен• ̑стонкь сльꙁъ• ѡ͗/щене е̑ естъ• ѡ̑снована сьꙁданїе/мь еѫ сѫⷮ• сьмрьтъ не можетъ еѫ оумрꙺ/твт• н грѡ̀бь раꙁдроушт еѫ мо/жетъ• н дръжат еѫ а̑е͗ръ• н̀ небеса / могѫтъ врата ꙁатворт прѣⷣ дѣтѣ/лноѫ дшеѫ• нѫ вдѧще е̑ѫ сь радост/ѧ ѿврьꙁѫтъ• тъмы тъмам ͗ ты/сѫща тысѫщам• а̑ггль а̑рхггель• / прѣстол гдьства• наѧла же ̀ вла/ст• не мѡ́гѫтъ ꙁапрѣтт е́• нѫ̀ / съ радостѧ пр͗͗мѫтъ ѧ• ̑ на рѫкаⷯ / свохь въꙁемше• прносѧтъ ѧ прѣ/столоу славы•
раⷣует сѧ ѡ̑ не́ ѿцъ / ̀ снь съ стымъ дхомь• раⷣует сѧ о͗ не/͗ дхь сты͗ ꙗко быⷭ҇ е́мꙋ црковь стаа / ̑ вьсел сѧ вь нѧ• раⷣуеть же сѧ ѡ не/ ͗ е̑днорѡдны снъ• ꙗко томоу вьсь/хѡтѣ ̑ пае е̑го ̑ного не стѧжаа• / ́ раⷣует сѧ ѡ̑ не͗ ѿцъ ꙗко того вьꙁь/любла естъ, ̑ пае е̑го ̑ного не въ//(f. 242)ꙁлюб͗• раⷣуѫтъ же сѧ ѡ̑ не͗ небса съ сла/м сво̑м• ̑нодшно славѧтъ ѡ͗ца ͗ сна / ̀ стго дха• вдѧще дѣтѣлъ а̑ггель/скѫѧ оу́крашенѫ въсѣкоѧ добрѡтоѧ / ̀ правдѡ̑ѫ• раⷣует сѧ ѡ̑ не̑ ра̑, ꙗко жрѣ/бемъ паде е̑моу въ до̀стоанє• / 



Слава ́ велѐлѣпе е̑дномоу блгомоу, / боу ̑ лвколюбцоу• подаѫщомоу / намь свое црⷭ҇твїе• блгⷣтѧ с ͗сцѣл / мѧ г ̑сцѣлѣѫ• е̑дны̑ прѣмѫдры / млсрьды враю• млѧ твоѧ блго/стынѧ ͗сцѣл строупы дшѫ моеѫ̑• ͗ / просвѣт ѡ̀ мо оумнѣ• да ра/ꙁоумѣѫ твое сьмотрене бываемое / на мьнѣ вынѫ• ̑ понеже оувѧла е͗тⷭ҇ь / мысль моа• блгⷣтъ же твоа слоѫ ̑/стнⷩоѫ да растворт сѧ• ̑ то рекѫ / прѣвѣде свѣды срⷣца ̑ оуды• самъ бо̀ / еднь вѣс, ꙗко ꙁемлѣ беꙁводнаа, / жѫждетъ тебе дша моа• ̑ желає/тъ срⷣце• любѧщаго же г бже мо• / блгⷣть твоа вынѫ да насыттъ• ͗ / ꙗкоже вынѫ послꙋшаль е̑с мене влⷣко• / ̀ ннѣ не прѣꙁр млена моего• сё бо / ꙗко плѣннца естъ мысль моа• тебє / едного спса ̑ стннаго щѫщ• по̑/сл оу̀бо ннѣ блгⷣть своѧ вьскорѣ / да пр͗детъ вь помощь моѧ• ꙗко да́ на//сытть мое а́лькане• ̑ напо͗тъ моѫ / жѫжⷣѫ• тебе бо̑ желаѫ моего влⷣкы не/насытмааго• кто можетъ насы/тт сѧ въ ̑стнѫ любѧщх тѧ• ͗ / тебе ждѫща свѣта ̑стннааго ͗ по̀/дателѣ свѣтоу• дажд м проше/на моа• ̀ дарꙋ̀ м млтвѫ ̀ вьска/пл въ срⷣце мое• ѐднѫ каплѧ любь/ве твоеѫ• да раꙁгорт сѧ вь срⷣц мо/емъ пламы любⸯве твоеѫ ꙗко вь ль/ꙃѣ• ͗ да поꙗстъ тръне лъкавыѫ по/мыслы• дажд м ̑ꙁобльно ̑ беꙁь / мѣры ꙗко бъ лвкомь• ̀ дарꙋ̀ м / ꙗко цръ цр҇ⷭтвоуѫщмь• ̀ оумнож / ꙗко блгь ̀ꙁъ блга ѿць• ͗ ͗спльн / въ водоност мѣсто, ѿ бл҇ⷭвенїа с́• / да сѧ ̑спльнть жѫжⷣа моа, ѿ блго/дѣт твоеѫ• насыт вы̀ •е҃• тысѫ/щь ѿ пѧтї хлѣбъ• насыт а̑лъбѫ / моѧ ѿ бесслънааго богатьства, / своеѫ блгостынѧ• лвколюбе / блгы• а̑ще на хлѣбы ̑ на трѣвѫ• / вьсёмоу народꙋ твоа неѡ̑скѫⷣнаⷶ / блгⷣтъ ̀ꙁла сѧ въ врѣмѧ сё• ко́/льм пае дарꙋеш прошена ра/боу твоемоу млѧщѡ̀моу т сѧ• се̋ / бо̀  а̀ѐръ съвътт сѧ• ̑ птцѧ ̑ꙁь/мѣнꙋѫтъ гласы̀ сво́ѧ• ѿ многыѫ͗ // (f. 243) славы ͗҇ прѣмѫдрост твоеѫ͗• сё бо̀ ꙋже / ͗ ꙁемлѣ въсѣ ѡ͗блат сѧ ѡ͗деждеѫ ра/ꙁлноѫ ͗ пъстрымь цвѣтомь• ͗же / прѧдет сѧ не рѫкама лвъскы̀маа• / раⷣуетъ же сѧ 

͗ праꙁдноуетъ ѡ̑бѣма / праꙁднкомаа• еднѣмь же ꙁа снъ сво/͗ пръвоꙁданны а͗дамъ ꙗко ѡ̑жтъ• / дрꙋгым же ꙁа влⷣкѫ своего ꙗко сьшеⷣь, / похѡд по не• се ͗ море оу̑множає/т сѧ ѿ блгⷣт твоеѫ• ̑ ѡ̑богатѣє/ть плаваѫщѫѧ по немоу• г мо г• / ̑ мнѣ благⷣть твоа дръꙁновене да / даⷭ҇ глат к тебѣ• ̑ желанїе же ͗/мамь к тебѣ нѫдт мѧ• а̀ще бо ͗ ́ско/н лвкооу́бїца ꙁъм̑ въ врѣмѧ / сѐ прходѧ ѿврьꙁаетъ оуста своа• / колм пае подобаеть ѿврѣст ꙋ/ста рⷶбꙋ• твоемоу желаѫщомоу тебе• / въ славѫ ̑ похвалѫ блгⷣт твоеѫ• / премы́ два пѣнѧꙃа вдовы ѡ́ноѧ, / ̑ похвалвь ѧ• прм млене раба / твоего ̑ въꙁраст млтвѫ моѧ сѧ• / ̀ дарꙋ̑ м прошена моа• да бѫⷣ хра/мь стъ блгⷣт твоеѫ• ̑ да въсёл/т сѧ вь мѧ ̑ да мѧ наꙋтъ како ꙋ/годт т• ̑ да въ гѫсл моѧ брѧкне/тъ гласо̀мь ͗спльнъ покаанїа ͗ весё/ла• ѡ͗бꙋꙁⷣаетъ же мысль мⷪ҇ѧ ꙗко кѫ́//пломъ• да не прѣлъщенъ бывъ, сьгрѣ/шѫ т• ͗ ѿрновенъ бѫⷣ просвѣщена / ѡ͗ного• 



Послоуша̀ мене г послꙋ/ша͗• ͗ дажд м да въꙁлѧгѫ̀ въ цръств / твоемь• аꙁъ прѣльщенъ бывъ• съ/бранъ быⷯ• нестъ же, ̀ ѡ̑стх ѧⷭ҇• / несьмысленъ, ̀ оу̑мѫдрх сѧ• ̑ не/потрѣбєнъ• потрѣбенъ быхъ г / мо г• стадо ̀ꙁбранное твое ръ/нець• ̀ въсѣхь стыхь твохь оуго/жⷣъшхь т• въ ра раⷣуѫще сѧ• т мо/лтвѫ творѧтъ ꙁа ны• ͗ млѧть тѧ, / едного блгаго лвколюбца• са/мь же г мо г• оуслыш млтвы / ⷯ• ̑ мленемъ ̑хь спс мѧ грѣшь/нааго• а̑ꙁъ же оубѡ͗ тѣм тебѣ / славѫ прношѫ ꙗко тѣхь млтвы / послоушавъ оущедрль мѧ ес• / ̑ нѣс прѣꙁрѣлъ млтвы хь• бывъ/шхь ꙁа мое смѣрене ̑ спсене• / ты же г мо ͗ прⷪ҇ркомъ свомъ ре/кль е́с• ѿврьꙁ оуста своа ̀спль/нѧѧ̀• сё оуже ннѣ ѿврьꙁе сѧ срⷣце/мь оуста раба твоего г мо• ͗/спльнт сѧ ̀мъ ѿ блгⷣт твоеѫ, / да вынѫ бл҇ⷭвѧ тѧ г спсе мо• на/по помысль мо́ лвколюбе бла/гы̑ ро̑сѡ̀ѧ бл҇ⷭвенїа твоего• ꙗко ꙁе//(f. 244)млѣ ѡ͗сѣана не можетъ вьсптат ѡ͗ / сёбѣ плоⷣьⷡ беꙁъ посѣщена твоеѫ бла/гостынѧ• тако ́ срⷣце мое не можетъ бе/ꙁъ блгⷣт твоеѫ провѣщат оу́годна/го• н плоⷣвта плоⷣа прнест правеⷣна• / сё оу͗же дъжⷣъ птаетъ плоды• ̑ дрѣве/са вѣнаваѫт сѧ пъстрымь цвѣт/емь• ̑ роса блгⷣт твоеѫ да просвѣ/ттъ м помыслъ• да оу̑крастъ ̑ цвѣ/томь покаанїа ́ смѣрена• любо/вѫ же ̑ трьпѣнемь• ́ що рекѫ ̑ є/ще г мо г• се̑ бѡ̑ млтва моа не/мощнаа• ̑ беꙁакона моа велꙗ• / ͗ прⷭ҇транна сѫть• ѡ͗҇ лютѣ мнѣ / грѣс мо стѫжаѫ́т м• ̑ немощь / моа нѫдт мѧ• да побѣдтъ ѧ бла/годѣтъ твоа• ѿврьꙁы ѡ̈ слѣпцꙋ• / ѿврьꙁ м ѡ̑̈ оумнѣ͗• да вынѫ ра/ꙁоумѣваѫ вь добротѫ твоѧ• ͗ ѿ/врьꙁы̏ оу̑ста нѣмомоу• ѿврьꙁ оу̑/ста моа вь славѫ ̑ похвалѫ блгⷣт / твоеѫ• положвы прѣдѣлы морю сло/вомь повелѣнїа твоего• полож / прѣдѣль срⷣцꙋ моемоу блгⷣтѧ с• / ꙗко да не оуклонт сѧ на десно н на/шꙋе ѿ доброты твоеѧ• давы люⷣемь / водѫ вь поустын• люⷣемь непокор/вы̀мь ̑ протвѧщм ѧⷭ҇• дажⷣ м пⷪ҇каа//не вынѫ̀• ̑ ѡ͗ма мо̑ма сльꙁы́ да пла/ѧ сѧ днъ ̑ нощъ• смѣренноѫ мѫдрⷪ҇/стѧ ͗ любовѧ ̑ срⷣцемъ стомъ• / да прблжтъ же сѧ молтва моа / г к тебѣ• ̀ дарꙋ͗ м ѿ сѣмене стго / твоего• да прнесѫ т драхмѫ ̀спль/нь покаанїа, ̑ ̑сповѣданїа ̑ рекѫ• / слава давшомоу м славѫ• да емꙋ / прнесѫ ̑ прѣⷣложѫ• оуслыш г мо/лтвѫ моѧ раба твоего• млтвам / стыхь тво̑хъ• сӹ̀ надь вьсѣм / бъ блⷭ҇венъ въ вѣкы 


амнъ: / 



Прдѣте любмц мо• прдѣте / оц, ͗ брата• стадо ̑ꙁбранное / спсво• прдѣ/те коуплѧ дѣ̑мь, / дондеже трьжьство стотъ• ̑сь/пльнте ̈ сльꙁь вашхь• ̑ а͗бїе / ѡ̈ срьⷣнѣ ваш ѿврьꙁєтѣ сѧ• / глте слово ѡ̑ вѣнѣ жꙁн̀• / ͗ ѡ̑ сѫдѣ вѣнѣмъ ̑ а̑бе покає/т сѧ срⷣце ваше• прмѣте добры̋ / помысль ѡ̑ цръств нб҇ⷭнѣмъ ̑ ра/̑; ́ а̑бе нерадт наьнете ѡ͗ / ꙁемныхь веще• ̀ да нктоже / раслабѣвъ ѿ вась оу̑ныетъ• н / же прѣнемагаѫ оу̑страшт сѧ• / н же да оу́бот сѧ нктоже н̀ ꙋ/снетъ• нѫ̏ беꙁь сьмнѣнїа да прꙁо̀//(f. 245)вемъ га нашего• ̑ прлежно да работа/емь спсоу нашемоу• потъщм сѧ ͗ / ѡ͗стмь срⷣца наша стымь его дхо/мь• сьдрьжм сѧ сам себе ̑ млмь / ͗ оутврьдмь• ѿпоустмъ же грѣ/хы сам себѣ ѿ вьсёго срⷣца раб бо є/смы нельжнааго ба рекшаго тако / ͗ ѿцъ мо небⷭ҇ны не оставтъ, а̑ще / не о̑ставтъ кьждѡ братоу своемоу• / ѿ срⷣцъ вашхь прѣгрѣшене• ̑ па/кы стым а̑п҇ⷭлы его ꙁнаменалъ еⷭ҇• / еже колко кратъ ѿпоустт еⷭ҇ть / грѣхы братоу• рекшоу бѡ̑ петрꙋ• / г коль краты сьгрѣшть вь мѧ / брать мо• ̑ ѿпоущѫ емоу• до́ / сёдмщ• нѫ до седмъдесѧтъ / кратъ сёдмцеѧ• мы же оу́бо нко/лже трщ днемъ ѿтпꙋ҇ⷭт́мь сёбⷺ• / млѧ вы оубо брате моа ̀ прпада/ѫ вамъ• ѡ͗҇ дрꙋꙃ, вьспрьнѣте вь / малое сё врѣмѧ• ̑ подвꙃатє / сѧ вь едны на десѧте аⷭ҇• веерь / бѡ̀ прблжль сѧ е͗стъ• ̑ мьꙁдо/давець хс, грѧдеть сь славоѫ вь/ꙁдат комоуждо протвѫ дѣло/мъ его• 



Вънемлѣте оу̀бо сѐбѣ• / еда кто ̀справвъ сёбе• въꙁраⷣует сѧ• / ͗ ѡ̑блѣнвь сѧ погꙋбⷮ беꙁьсль//ное мъꙁдовьꙁдаане• оу̀поⷣблъ бо / сѧ еⷭ҇ рънецъ ѡ̑сѣанѣ нвѣ• ꙗже вь/ꙁрасттъ плоⷣы съ водѡ͗ѫ ̑ ро̑со̀ѫ• / ͗ плоⷣвтъ плоⷣ прнесетъ весе̏лꙗ• / ̑ егдаже постгнетъ плодъ на не̑, / тогда множа̑шѫѧ пеалъ наво/дтъ дѣлателю• пекы бо сѧ, бь/дтъ ̀ бо́т сѧ• еда вънеꙁаапѫ граⷣ / л ꙃвѣръ дв растлтъ нвѫ / его• тако ͗ мнхъ дондеже жвⷷ҇/тъ въ вѣцѣ семь• днъ ̑ нощъ / пеет сѧ ̀ мльвтъ болѣꙁънⸯно́ / ѡ́҇ бесьмрьтнѣ жꙁн• ̑ ѡ͗ сꙋ/етѣ рьнеьства своего• да не о́/блѣнвь сёбе ѡ̑брѧщет сѧ вь сꙋ/ете кы• въсѣ радостъ ̑ весёлїе / дѣлателю е́стъ егда жѫтвѫ сьбе/ретъ въ жтнцѫ• ̑ полоутъ вьꙁⷣаа/не• тѣмьже ѡ̑браꙁомь ̑ мнⷯ е̑сть• / раⷣуѫтъ бо сѧ ̑ весёлѧт сѧ а̑ггел / бж на небсехъ• е̑гда бот сѧ ба ͗ сь/врьштъ теене свое• дѣлатель / бо̀ егда жтнцѫ ͗сплънтъ, тогⷣа / бес пеал естъ• ͗ проеё пта/ет сѧ ͗ весёлтъ•  мнхь е̑гда / положенъ бѫдетъ въ жтнц• / єже е̑стъ въ гробѣ• а̑б̀е богать/ство бо̀ его въꙁыдетъ на небса; // (f. 246) въспрънѣмъ оу̑бѡ̀ любмц вьспрьнѣмъ, / въ бран сѐ сьперьнка нашего• бранъ бо́ / его готова естъ• самь бо̀ немощень ̑ бє/с пеал еⷭ҇• влⷣка же нашъ ̑ подвгодаве/цъ• цръ црⷭ҇твоуѫщмь• прлежно борѧ/щм сѧ• слѫ подаетъ• ̑ вѣнець неꙋвѧ/даѫщ• ̑ ꙗкоже прахь гонмь бываетъ, / вѣтромь велемъ ꙃѣло• тако ̑ сьперь/нкь нашь гонмъ бываетъ гласомъ / славословѧщхь ба• 




Нктоже ꙋбо / да не ꙋнываетъ н да оубо̑т сѧ• нѫ крѣ/пкы немощнааго да подье̑млетъ• / прлежны, прѣнемагаѫщаго да ꙋтѣ/штъ• бдѧ̀, ѡ͗бдрьжмаго съномъ, / да въꙁдвгнеть• стро͗ны, нестроена/го да накажетъ• въꙁдрьжѫ́ сѧ, бє/ꙁънⸯномоу ͗ несьмнѧщѡ̑моу сѧ да ꙁа/прѣщаѐть• тако бѡ себе сьдрьжѫще• / ̀ ̑нодшно побѣждаѫще• сьпротвнка / нашего посрам• ̑ ба нашего небⷭ҇нааго / прославмь• да ̑ аггел ст  ѡ̑ наⷭ҇ вь/ꙁвесе̑лѧт сѧ• ̑ двѧще сѧ намь ̑ слы/шѫще̑ ѡ̑ на҇ⷭ• сьндѫт сѧ ̑ прославѧтъ / ба• ꙗко томоу поⷣбаетъ вьсѣкаа слава• / ̑ ьстъ ̑ покланѣне• ѡ͗цꙋ ̑ снꙋ ̑ стомꙋ / дхоу• ̑ ннѣ ̑ прсно ̑ вь вѣкы вѣкомъ:
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(f. 222 ) пооу̑ене́, стго ѐфрема слоⷡ҇: н҃ / 


Болѣꙁнь нѫдт мѧ́ ͑ꙁрещ•  недо/стоньство мое́, ꙁапрѣщаѐтⸯ м / мльат• болѣꙁн срⷣца мое́го нѫдѧ/тⸯ мѧ провѣщат, ́ грѣс мо́ велѧ/тⸯ м мльане́ ́мѣт• ́ понеже е͑сь/мь ѡ͗бьдрьжмь ѡ͗бомь• пае соуле / м е͗сть глат• да ѡ́слабѫ прмѫ / срⷣца моѐго болѣꙁн• дша м тѫ̋ж/ть• ́ ѡ́ мо желае́тѣ сльꙁь• ̀ пла/ѧ сѧ непрѣстанⸯно днь ́ нощъ ѡ́ стрꙋ/пѣхъ дшѫ моѐѫ• ́ слабост дѣлѣ / ѡ́бдрьжмꙑ́ѫ́• ́ бꙑ́ваемꙑ̈ѫ́ въ / лѣта нша• ꙗ́же ́сплънь е͑сть стрꙋ/пъ ̇ съдѣа̇н́• гръдꙑ̈н бо е͑ не да/сть раꙁоумѣт строупъ своⷯ҇ да б / бꙑ́ла цѣла• ѡ́бѣщане́ ѡ́но бꙑ̈/вⸯшеё въ дн ѡ́ньї ѡ̇цъ ншⷯ҇• ͑же прⷪ/са̀шѫ ꙗ́ко свѣтла въ вⸯсе ꙁем• / пожвше на не́ посрѣдѣ тръна / ̇ влъⸯца• ͑реткь глѧ неьстї/вꙑⷯ҇• ͑ бѣшѫ ꙗ́ко каменє́ ъстⸯнѡ / ́ многоцѣнⸯн́ бср̋• ͑хже мно/гьїѫ стотꙑ̈ рад,  добраа́гѡ // жта́,  т̋ сам ѡ́браꙁ подра/жателе ́мъ бꙑ̈шѫ• Кⸯто бо ̇хь / вдѧ доброе̇ смѣренѐ ͑ цѣлѡ/мѫдрїе, не покаа̇ сѧ• ͑л крото/стъ хъ  беꙁⸯмлъве́, не пою/д сѧ• Кто бѡгатолюбецъ ко/гда вдѣвъ ⷯ҇ нщетѫ̋, нена/в́стнкъ мроу бꙑⷭ҇• Кто хьї/щнкъ ͑л гръдꙑ̈нⸯнкъ вдѣ/въ стое́ ͑хъ жте́ ́ добрѡе, / не прѣлож себе• Которꙑ̈ / же л блѫднкь ͑л скврьнн̋/къ на млтвѣ вⷣвⷺъ ⷯ҇ стоѫщъ цѣлѡ/мѫдрїа а́бѐ сть не бꙑⷭ҇ Л / которꙑ̈ гнѣ́влвъ ̇ напраснї/въ бесѣдоуѫ͗ съ нм, на крото/сть не прѣлѡж себе• Ꙁде н/нѣ подвꙁашѫ сѧ, ́ тамѡ раⷣу/ѫтⸯ сѧ• ꙗ͑ко бъ прослав сѧ ͑м, / ́ бъ прослав ⷯ҇• ͑ лвц съꙁданї / бꙑ̀шѫ• наше же ѡ͑бѣщане́ ѡ́/ставлъше правꙑ̈ѫ́ пѫт• оу̑/падⸯм стѣнⸯнꙑ̈м ͑ дебелꙑ̈/м пѫт̀ хѡдт• не бѡ е̇сть // (f. 223) въ ннѣшнее́ врѣмѧ ба радⸯма ѡ́хо/дѧщаа́гѡ богатъства свое̇го• н же / е́стъ жꙁн вѣнꙑ̈ѫ́ дѣлⸯма пока/рѣѫ́щааго сѧ• нѣстъ кротокъ ́ / смѣренъ• нѣстъ беꙁⸯмлъвень ͑ бла/гостро́нъ• н же е͑стъ досаждає́/мъ ́ тръпѧ• н ѡ́клеветаваемь, /  пож̀даѫ• Нѫ въс прѣкословцї• / ͑ въс гнѣвлв• въс нагл• въ/с ꙗ́р• въс рꙁам оу̑крашен• / въс тъщеславн• въс славолюбц• / Прходѧ́ ѡ́бѣщавⸯ сѧ, ѡ́бѣщае́/тъ прѣжде ѡ́бѣщана́• ̀ прѣжде / навꙑ̈кновена, оу̑т хѡщеть• / ̇ прѣжде оу̑ена, ꙁаконодавецъ• / крѣпокъ покаꙁоуе́т сѧ• прѣжде пр/ѫ͑та́, мѫдръствоуеть• ́ прѣжде / покоренїа, покарѣе́тъ• прѣжде по/велѣна́, повелѣваетъ• ́ прѣжде / накаꙁана́, накаꙁоуе́тъ• ́ а̇ще ста/рѣ́шна̀ естъ, абе́ съ гръдꙑ̈неѫ́ / повелѣвⷶетъ• а̀ще же ю́нъ е͑стъ, а́б/е съпротвъѿвѣшаетъ• а́ще бога/тъ е́стъ, а́бе ьсть въꙁы̋щетъ• // а́ще нщъ, ѡ́ поко́ въпрашае́ть• / ́ а́ще дѣлатель е́сть, а́бе пръ/стьї младѧ ѡ́трѣблѣе̇ть• Кⸯто / оу́бо любмц мо не плает сѧ / ншего ѡ́бѣщана́• е́же бѡ́ тькмо / мра ѿвръгⸯше сѧ, ꙁемньїм пе/емⸯ сѧ• ꙁемн͑, нерадшѫ ѡ͗ ꙁе/м• ͑ мнѧще́ сѧ бꙑ́т дховн, / првѧꙁан бы́шѫ на ꙁем• Не / вѣмꙑ̈ л брате́ камо поꙁван е/смꙑ̈, не вѣмꙑ̈ л камо прход/мъ любмц• На въꙁдрьжан/е́ поꙁван бꙑ̈хѡмъ,  добролю/беꙁнаа́ брашна любмь• въ наго/тѫ прдохѡмъ, ́ ̑ ѡ́дежда/хъ свармⸯ сѧ• въ покоръ ꙁван е́/смꙑ̈, ͑ въс прѣрѣкоуе͑мъ• въ крⷪ/тостъ ́ смѣреномѫдрїе прї̇до/хомъ, ́ въс гръдм сѧ• свѣдѧ/ще́ не вѣмӹ• ͗ сльїшѫще вь оу́/шеса нша, не вьнмае́мъ• А́ще / кто вънеꙁаа́пѫ въ раꙁбо́нкьї / въпадеть, ͑ꙁмѣнтⸯ сѧ е͑моу / лце ̀ срⷣцемъ оу̑бо́тⸯ сѧ, мꙑ̈ же // (f. 224) оу̑бе́ньїѫ́ а́пⷭ҇лы́• ͑ камене́мъ поб/е́нꙑ̈ѫ́ пр҇ⷪркꙑ̈ етѫще не бо́м сѧ• / ́ ⸯто глѧ ѡ́ а́пⷭ҇лѣхъ ́ пр҇ⷪрцѣⷯ҇• самого / ба повѣшена на дрѣвѣ• ̀ распѧта / грѣⷯ҇ рад ншⷯ҇, слꙑшѫщѫ̋ ́ ьтѫщⷷ, / глоумм сѧ ͗ смѣе́м сѧ• слце оубо / не трьпѧ досаждена́ влⷣна, свѣть / сво́ прѣлож въ тьмѫ• мꙑ̈ же ѿ ꙁло/бꙑ̈ ншеѫ прѣложт себе не хѡще/мъ• ꙁапона црквнаа́ ньсоже съгрѣ/швш сама себе раꙁⷣра• мꙑ̈ же грѣⷯ҇ радї / ншⷯ҇, срⷣца ншего не можемъ съкрꙋшї/т на покаа́не́• ꙁемлѣ вꙑ̈нѫ боѫщї / сѧ ѿ лца гнѣ, трепещеть• ̇ колѣ/блетⸯ сѧ под нам намь страⷯ҇ творѧ/щ̋,  такоже не бо́м сѧ• градове / потопошѫ• ́ мѣста ѡ́поустѣшѫ / ѿ гнѣва ба, ̇ нкакоже не оу̑стра/шхѡмъ се̇бе• Слнце е́дноѫ ́ два/кратꙑ̈ помра сѧ на наⷭ҇, нѫ ́ тако се/бе не оу̑боа́хѡмъ• бран перⷭ҇кꙑ̈ѫ́ ́ / варⸯварⸯскꙑѫ́ по́дѫ ́ поустѫ сътво/ршѫ странѫ ншѫ, да мꙑ̈ сѧ ба ꙋ/бо́мъ ́ прї́демь въ покаа́нє́• // ́ трѣбоуе́мъ покаа́нїа́ мно́га• не на днъ / е́днъ просто ́л на мⷭ҇цъ• нѫ на лѣта / многа• тако не прѣклонхѡ́м сѧ на / покаа́не• Пока́м сѧ ннѣ братїе мⷪ/а̀ любмаа́• да ба млⷭ҇тва сътворїмъ• / ѡ́ грѣсѣхъ ншхъ• помолмъ е́го ꙗ́/ко прогнѣвахѡмъ ́҇• смѣрмⸯ сѧ смѣ/рене́мъ, да нꙑ̈ въꙁнесеть• рꙑ̈да/мъ ꙁⸯде, да тамо въꙁвеселїмⸯ сѧ• пла/мъ ꙁⸯде, да тамо оу́тѣшмⸯ сѧ• ѿврь/ꙁѣмъ ѿ себе плътъскѫѫ́ пеаль ́ ꙁлꙑ̈/̇ ѡ́бꙑ̈а́• ̇ ѡ́блѣцѣм сѧ добродѣтѣ/лѫ́, ꙗ́ко рꙁѡѫ́• пае мꙑ̈ споⷣбвше/́ сѧ а̇глⷭ҇комоу жтю́• е̇̇ любмцї / мо́ въꙁмѣмъ мѣрѫ ́ правло добро/е́ ѡ́но съвръшенꙑⷯ҇ ѡ́ць бꙑ̈вⸯшхь прѣ/жде наⷭ҇• да не днеⷭ҇ въꙁⷣръжавⸯ сѧ, оу́тро / не съмнш сѧ• не днеⷭ҇ водꙑ̈ не пѫ́, / оу́тро вна въꙁыщєш• не днеⷭ҇ сапо/ꙃ, ̇ оу́тро оу͑шатⸯц ̇ калгѧ• не днеⷭ҇ / власѣньї рꙁꙑ̈, ́ оу́тро многоцѣ/н̋ны• не днеⷭ҇ ̇ꙁⸯмъждане́, ͑ оу́тро / оу́крашене• не днеⷭ҇ кротокъ ̇ смѣ/ренъ, ́ оу́трѡ велавъ• не днеⷭ҇ пла//(f. 225)емъ ́ ры̋дані́емъ, ́ оу́тро смѣхѡмъ / бесслънꙑ̈мъ• не днеⷭ҇ на ꙁем долѣ лѣ/гане, ́ оу́тро на ѡ́дрѣ лѣгане• Нѫ / правло ́мѣ себѣ любме• ́/мⸯже можеш боу оу́годт• ́ себѣ, / ́ блжнемоу с потрѣбенъ бы́т• а/ще же оу́бо себе оу́мрътвт хѡ/щеш• еднь ес слоужѧ не̇ ѡ/сѫжⷣа дроужны своѫ• аще л / же съ многоѫ ес• послоуша влады́/кы рекша• ꙗ́коже хѡщете да тво/рѧтъ вамъ лвц, ̇ вꙑ̈ творте ́/мъ такожде• а́ще лї нѫжда т е́сть / слоуⷤт, ́ оу́мрьщвена́ рад тѣ/леснаго, вънемл̋ блжнка свое/го оу̑бѡ  не ѡ́тьщетт• Сего бѡ / радї съвръшенї ѡ́ц ѡ́сновавⸯше / себе въ е́дномъ прав́лѣ, ́ съвръ/шен ѡ̇брѣтошѫ сѧ• ́ наенше, ско/нⸯашѫ до конⸯны свое́ѫ̇ беꙁⸯ прѣть/кновена• съвръшвⸯше наѧтое́ / ̇м, еты̇рїдесѧⷮ҇ ͑ пѧдесѧтъ лѣⷮ / ⷯ҇ не ̇ꙁмѣншѫ правла свое́гѡ• е̇же е́сть въꙁдⸯрьжане͗ добрѡ ́ // юднѡ•  ѧꙁꙑ̈кь оудръжавⸯше• на го/лѣ ꙁемл• паданїемⸯ же ́ смѣреноѫ́ / мѫдростѫ́• рьнеъствовавше• / кротостѫ́• вѣроѫ́• ́ любовѫ́ съврꙸ/шеноѫ́, ́ дховномъ съꙁданїе́мъ• / надъ см же въсѣм, нщетоѫ̋• ́ / ѿ въсего ꙁемна оу̑далвше сѧ, т/хѡстїѫ ́ стомъ жтє́мъ пож/шѫ• бъдѣне́мъ же ̀ млтвоѫ́ ѧсто/ѫ• съ поканїє́мⸯ же многомъ, ́ съ / слъꙁам• смѣха же ́ до ѡ́склабле/нїа ѿвръгше сѧ• гръдꙑ̈н же ́м, / попрана быⷭ҇• гнѣвъ ́ ꙗ́рѡстъ ѡ́съ/хⸯш, ́щеꙁе ѿ нⷯ҇• ꙁлато ́ сребрѡ, / оу́нжено ́м быⷭ҇• ́ сам себе / е́дноѫ ѿ сего ѡ́стшѫ сѧ• се/го радї ́ бъ въсел сѧ въ нⷯ҇, ͑ въ н/хь прослав сѧ•  ѿмѣтаѫще сѧ, / слꙑ̈шавⸯше ѡ́ нхъ ба прославшѫ• / ́бѡ  а͑ще кто не ѡ́сттъ себе / ѿ въсѣкоѫ ꙁлꙑ̈ѫ вещ, ͑ помꙑ̈/слъ сквръненъ, ́ похот ꙁльї• ́ / ꙗ́рѡстъ•  гнѣвъ• гръдꙑ̈нѧ, тъ/щеслава́• ненавсть• прѣкосло//(f. 226)ва́• клеветьї, блѧд, несъмнѣна /  то ннѣ подробноу въсѣ потаѫ́• / ѿ въсего е́же ненавдть бъ• аще кто / не ѿвратт сѧ, не ́матъ въселѣѫ́ща/го сѧ ха• егда бѡ далее въсе то̋ ѿстѫ/птъ ѿ него• тогда въселѣет сѧ / въ него гь• Рьц бо м ты са/мь аще б хотѣль кто̀ вьврѣ/щ тѧ въ ровъ ꙗ̀ко вынѫ да / б тоу̏ бль не б л помнѣль / на нь того• аще бо ты̏ оу̀бѡ̇ рь/нець сы не трьпш̇ сѐго тво/рт како хощемь мы̏ бескврь/нⸯнаго•  прѣстаго е͗дного / стаа• ̇ на стхь поваѫщаго / вьселт вь себе, таковы / сѫще скврьнⸯны ͗ ꙁло̀смрадн́• / ͗ се̇го горе• тѣмⸯже ѡ̇стмь / себе любмц• да вьселт сѧ / вь наⷭ҇ бь• ̇ полоумь ѡ̀бѣтова/нїе̇, е͗го• не досадмь ̇мен е͗го сто/моу̇ нарееноѡ̀моу вь наⷭ҇• ͗ наⷭ҇ рад / похоулено бѫдеть ́мѧ ба нашего• / пощѫдмь себе, ̀ раꙁоу̀мѣмь // ꙗ̇ко́ ̀мѧ нше, смѣсно̀ ̇мен е͗го / е̇сть• понеже оубо̀ бь сы̏ нареⷱт сѧ: / мы̏ же хрїстїане бжї дхь есмы / ̇ дховны бы̇хомь• ́деже бо дхъ / гнъ, тоу ̇ свобода• Потьщмⸯ сѧ ннѣ / да полоумъ свобѡдѫ сѫ́• пораꙁоу/мѣмъ которомоу жтю́ споⷣбль / ны̋ е́сть• оу́вѣдмъ ꙗ́ко на бракъ сво́ / ꙁвал нӹ е́стъ• ̇ въꙁлюбмъ себе, ꙗ́ко/же въꙁлюбл ньї е́сть• въждела̇мъ / е́го, да прославт нꙑ̈• вънемлѣте се/бѣ, да не соугоубꙑ̈ бѣдꙑ̈ въꙁдастъ / намъ въ днь сѫднӹ• ѡ͑шедше оубѡ / мра, мромⸯ же пакꙑ̈ пекѫще сѧ• / ̇ плътьскꙑⷯ҇ бѣжавше, таа́жде го/нѧще• Тѣмⸯже боѫ́ сѧ е͑да напрасно / на́деть на ньї днь ѡ́нь• ͑ ѡ͑брѧщемⸯ сѧ наꙁ ̇ страстн́• ̀ непрго/тован пославше себе• Сцеваа́ бо / любѣхѫ ͑ въ дн нѡе́вьї ꙗ̀дѣхѫ• ́ / па́хѫ• женѣхѫ сѧ ̇ посагаӓхѫ, ́ / коуплѧ творѣхѫ• дондеже пр́де / потопъ ́ погоуб въсѧ• двно бо бѣ / въ ́стнѫ тогда вдѣт• вещъ тѫ // (f. 227) страшнѫѧ брате• ꙁрѧще дївнаго / жвота събраема въ е̇дно мѣсто• / слоны̋ ѿ ͗ндѫ̇ ́ персꙑ̋дꙑ̋ грѧдѫщѫ• / лъвꙑ̋ же ͑ рꙑ̈сꙑ съ ѡ́вцам ̀ коꙁа/м смѣшенꙑ̈• ̀ къждо дрꙋгь дрꙋга / не врѣждаѫ́• гад  птцѧ пернатꙑ̈ / нкомоуже гонѧщꙋѫ грѧдѫщѫ, ͑ / ѡ͑крⷭ҇ть квота вьдварѣе́мꙑ̈• ̀ се / по днеⷯ҇ доволнѣхь самомоу ноѐв по/тьщавⸯшоу сѧ, ꙋготоват квотъ• / ̀ кь нмь ꙁѡвѫща, пока́те сѧ• ́ / не вънмаа́хѫ• ꙁрѧще же събора / бесловеснагѡ жвота, не покаа/шѫ сѧ да бꙑ̈шѫ спⷭ҇ен бꙑл• бо́мⸯ сѧ / ннѣ любмц мо́• да не ̇ мꙑ̀ въ сцево въ/падемъ• псанїа́ бо въсѣ, скоⸯна• ͑ рее/наа̇ ꙁнамена́ сьврьш•  нѣⷭ҇ ͑но нⸯто/же тъкмо сьперⸯнка ншего• ̀же ѐстъ / а́нті́хрїстова слава• на конецъ бѡ мрь/ска црⷭ҇тва, поⷣбаѐтⸯ сѧ вьсѣ сьврьшт• / Тѣмже хотѧ́ стт сѧ ннѣ ͑ въ црⷭ҇тво / нбⷭ҇ное͑ хотѧ́ вънт, да не лѣнт сѧ / ннѣ• ̇ хѡтѧ́ рѡдъства ѡ́гнⸯнаго ̀ꙁба/вт сѧ тогⷣа, ꙁаконⷩ҇о да постраждеть• // хѡтѧ̇ ръв неꙋсꙑ̇паѫ́щомоу прѣданъ не / бꙑ́т, да трѣꙁвтⸯ сѧ ннѣ• хѡтѧ́ оу́тѣ/шенъ бꙑ́т, да плаетⸯ сѧ ннѣ• хѡтѧ̇ то/гда радоват сѧ ́ аѫ́̀ тогда веселт сѧ, / да подвжетⸯ сѧ ннѣ• любѧ̀ въ рътогъ въ/нт гнъ, свѣшѫ свѣтлѫ ͗ масло да вьꙁмⷷ/ть• аѫ́́ ꙁванъ бꙑт ͑ вънт въ бра/къ, ѡ́деждѫ свѣтлѫ да стѧжть• гра/дъ бѡ̑ цръ, ̇сплънъ весела́ ́ радост• / ́сплънъ свѣта ́ блгост•  сладост ж/вотны• тоть жвѫщмь вь немь• / да ́же любть сьгражданнь бꙑ̈[т] вел/каа́гѡ црѣ, скорѡ ꙋбо̇ сѧ днъ прѣклⷪ/нль сѧ есть, ̇ нктоже вѣсть ⸯто срѧ/щеть ́ на пѫт• ꙗ̀коже кто пѫтн/кь сьвѣдꙑ̇ далее пѫтное́ шествї/е́, въꙁлегъ пое͗тъ до веера• потⷪ/мъ въꙁбънѫвъ, вдть днъ прѣкло/нвшї сѧ• ̇ наенⸯшоу е́моу пѫтъ/шествоват, вънеꙁаа́пѫ ѡ́бла/кь градень бѫдеть• гром же• ́ / мльнѫ́  скрьбї въсѫдꙋ ͑ смѧтє/на• н вь покощ е́мꙋ ѡ́бта/т, н мѣста свое́го до́т наше//(f. 228)дⸯшаго рад ꙁла• тако ̇ мꙑ̈ а́ще ѡ́блѣнм сѧ / въ врѣмен семь• покаа́не́мь ншмъ на сѫ/дѣ прѣⷣстанемь• прѣселⸯнц бо е́смꙑ̈ ꙁде, ́ / пршелц• потъщм сѧ оу́бѡ ннѣ любм/ц мо́ сь бѡгатьствомъ вьнт вь градъ / ншь  ѿьство• коупц бо есмꙑ̋ дховн• / ͑бѡ ͑щемъ многоцѣнⸯнаагѡ бсра, ͑же / е͑сть хс спⷭ҇ь ншъ• радоⷭ҇ нша• похвала нша• / ͑ скровще нше некрадомое̇• потьщмⸯ сѧ / ꙋбѡ стѧжат ́• блаженⸯ бѡ́, ̇ трьблажень / ̇же потъща сѧ стѧжат ́• ͑ стѧжавь, про/слав сѧ ѡ͑ немъ• стрⷭ҇тенⸯ же ͑ ѡ͑каань ѡ̇блѣ/нвꙑ̈ сѧ стѧжат его себѣ•  стѧжань бы/т мъ• Не вѣсте л любмц мо́ ꙗ́ко / лоꙁа е́смꙑ̈ ѿ внограда стнⸯнаа́гѡ, е́/же е́сть хс• блюдѣте сѧ оу͑бѡ да нктоже / ѡ͑брѧщет сѧ бесплодень ̑ ѡ́ц стннѣмꙸ, / же е́сть дѣлателъ• самⸯ бѡ дѣлаѐтъ вно/граⷣ съ̋•  прносѧщхъ плодъ, ѡ́трѣблѣе́тъ / да множае́ плодъ прїнесетъ• ̀ вь нь вно/граⷣ ̇ꙁмѣтае̇ть не творѧщхь плода• / да ѡ͗гнемь жегом бѫдѫть вь вѣкы̇ вѣ/комъ• тѣмⸯже вьнемлѣте себѣ да сѧ бе/сплодн не ѡ́брѧщете ̇ посѣен• ѡ͗//гⸯню прѣдан бѫдѫⷮ• Сѣмѧ е́смꙑ добрѡе́, е́же / вьсѣа́ влⷣка домоу хс• нѫ оу́же ꙁем творе/цъ гъ• жѫтва оу̇же прспѣла е͑сть, ͑ жѫтеле / готов мѧтъ срьпьї• послана́ же ѐго / тъкмо ждѫтъ• блюдѣте сѧ оу́бо е́да кто ѿ ваⷭ҇ / ѡ́брѧщет сѧ плѣвелъ• ̀ свѧꙁанъ бꙑ̈вь, / небрѣгомъ бѫдеⷮ въ вѣкꙑ̈ вѣкомь• Не / раꙁоумѣе́те л братїе ꙗ͑ко страшно /мамӹ прѣ̇т пѫнѫ• сьврьшен сѫще / ͑ прѣмѫдрї́ коупцї, готовѧ ͑мѧⷮ коу/плю•  жънѫть сь радостѫ́• когда дъ/хнеть ̀мь вѣтрь• да прѣшедше сѫ́ пѫ/нѫ, постгнѫтъ варїт въ спⷭ҇ное́ / прїстанще• Аꙁⸯ же ́ подобн мнѣ, / лѣнв• не съмнѧще глꙋммⸯ сѧ• н до / конца оу́ма прїе́млемь• ꙗ͑ко мамꙑ̋ / прѣт се́ страшное́ прїстанще• / тѣмⸯже боѫ́ сѧ е́да вънеꙁаа́пѫ дъхне/ть вѣтрь ́ ѡ͑брѧщем сѧ неꙋготовле/н• ͑ свѧꙁавше, въврьгѫт нꙑ въ ко/рабѧ•  тамо шедше плаем сѧ ꙋнꙑ̋/на̀ ншего• ́ раꙁлно вдѧще дрꙋгꙑ/гы͑ѫ́ (!) раⷣуѫще сѧ ̀ веселѧще, сам же се/бе въ скръб  болѣꙁн мноꙁѣ• прстан/ще бѡ // (f. 229) ѡ́но коуплюѫ́щⷯ҇ е̇сть• кꙑ́ждо ѿ вьходѧщⷯ҇ / вь то̋ прстанще• вь своемъ бгатсⸯтвѣ ̇ сво/е̇̇ кꙋпл, хвалт сѧ  раⷣу́ет сѧ ́ веселтъ• Не / вѣсте л любмц мо̀ ꙗ́ко на бракъ сна сво/е̇го ꙁⸯвал ньї ѐсть црь црⷭ҇твꙋѫ͑щмъ ́ гъ гъ/ствоуѫ́щмъ, ⸯто оу́бѡ лѣнм сѧ ͑ не по/тьщмⸯ сѧ ѡ͑дежⷣѫ ⷭ҇тѫ стѧжат• ́ свѣщѫ свѣ/тлꙑ̈• ̇ масло въ съсѫдѣⷯ҇ вашⷯ҇ въꙁѧт не помꙑ̈/шлѣе̇те• ꙗ͑ко нагъ, нкⸯтоже въходⷮ тамо• а͑/ще же беꙁъѡ́ъствоуе̇тъ кто, ̇ въндеⷮ не ̀мꙑ / ѡ͑дежⸯдѫ бранѫ, съвѣсте ⸯто страждетъ та/ковꙑ̈̇• Повелѣвшꙋ црю, свѧжѫтъ е̇мꙋ рѫцѣ, / ноꙅѣ, ͗ вьвръгѫтъ его вь тъмѫ кромѣшнѫѫ• / деже е̇сть плаъ ́ скрежетъ ꙁѫбѡмь• тѣ/мже въспрънѣмь любмц, А͑ꙁь же боѫ̇ сѧ / е̇да стрⷭ҇тъ плътъскаа̀ ͗ꙁрнет нꙑ̈ ̇ꙁ ⸯрьто/га ѡ̇ногѡ• не ѡ̇браꙁоу̇мь вънѣѫ̀дꙋ тькмо / говѣне̇мъ, вънѧтръ мѧще стрⷭ҇т плъть/скꙑ̈ѫ́• не бѡ, нѫ вънѣшн̀ ѡ͑ вдтѣ, / где е͑сть помꙑ̈слъ ншь• ̇ покаꙁꙋеть где е́/сть срⷣце нше• се красота рꙁь ншⷯ҇ ꙁнаме/ноуе́ть, ꙗ́ко наꙁї ѐсмꙑ̈ ѿ славꙑ̈ ѡ́ноѫ• / ̀ добролюбе́ ѡ͗деждѫ ншѫ, кажетъ ꙗко / нⸯтоже ѡ͑бⸯще ́мамꙑ̋ къ црⷭ҇твоу нбⷭ҇номꙋ• //  славолюбе нше клепетъ такожде, ꙗ̇ко / тъщеславн е̇смꙑ̈• сладоⷭ҇ брашенⸯнаа́ съ/вѣст нꙑ̈, ꙗ͑ко рѣво ѡ̇бъꙗ͗стнц ѐсмꙑ̋• / ́ ꙋнꙑ̇не́ нше кажеть, ꙗ̀ко лѣнв е̇смꙑ• / многостѧжанїе клепеⷮ, ꙗ́ко ха не любмꙸ• / ͑ ꙁавсть нша кажеⷮ ꙗ̀ко любовь не ́мамꙑ̈• / ̇ е̇же оу͑мꙑ̈ват лїца ͑ ногоу, клепеⷮ ꙗ͑кⷪ / раб странⸯн е́смꙑ̈• ѫ́ꙁыкомь женⸯско/мъ проповѣдае́т сѧ кого любⷮ срⷣце нше, / та́коже бо любⷮ срⷣце нше, тако пооу́а/ет сѧ ѧ̇ꙁꙑ̈кь• оу͗вѣстⸯ же ꙋстнама та́/нꙑ срⷣнꙑ̈ѫ́• понеже оу́ста нша ѿвръста / сѫть не ́мѧще двер н страха• ̇ сло/во бессльно  ̇сходть• ̇ слова дѣль/ма, ноурѣе̇ть срⷣце нше• оу͑ста бо нша / не хранѧща, н крадѫⷮ срⷣнѫѫ́ мꙑ̈слъ• / ́ мнѧ сѧ вьнѫтрь бꙑ́т сѫще срⷣце, оу́стꙑ̈ / порѫено бѫдеⷮ• непⸯщоуѫ невдмо́ / сѫще, словесемь ꙗ́влѣет сѧ• Нктожⷷ / себе не льст̋• говѣне̇мь ́ꙁъвъноуѫ́/дꙋ бꙑ̈т ⸯто• а́ще бо кⸯто аеть брата / прѣльстт вънѣшнмь дѣа́нѐмъ го/вѣн́, ꙗ̇ко себе прѣльщае̇ть• се бѡ ж/тїемъ сво́мъ говѣа̇на̇ своего льжѫ покаꙁꙋе͑ть• //
 (f. 230) ͑ бѫде̇ть кромѣ бестьвныⷯ҇ кнгь, беꙁь строа  грѫ/бь ⷭ҇• а̇ще л бжествныⷯ҇ кнгь дасть сѧ е́мꙋ раꙁоумъ, / ́ сла  дѣтѣл блгы• подаⷭ҇ е̇мꙋ своⷯ҇ вѣтв• ꙗ͑ко / да прсадь сътворть ѿ дрѣва свое́го е́стьства• ꙗ͑ко/же то глѧ• дасть е́моу вѣрѫ блгѫ прсадт вь невѣ/рьств е̇го• ̇ оу́пованїе, вь неоу́пованї є͑го• ͑ любовъ, / вь ненавст е́го• ̇ раꙁоумь, вь нераꙁоум е͑го• тьща/нїє̇, въ лѣност е͑го•  слава  похвала, въ беслав его• / Пакы́ же прсадть, бесмрте въ смрт е́го• ͑ бже/ство, вь лестѣ е́го• аще хѡщеть ншь дѣлатель ѡ͑бла/стьствомь ѡ̇ставт оу́телѣ свое́го•  ншего оу̑/телѣ  сьвѣтнка е͑же е͑сть, бжествныⷯ҇ кнгь оу́е/нѐ• ѡ́брѧщет сѧ таковь льстець ́ въ помы́слы въпа/даѫ́ непрꙗ́ꙁнїны• ͑ сьбраѫ́ ѡ́быаѫ́ ꙁлы̋ ̇ прса/жⷣаѫ́ е͑стьствѣ свое͑мъ ѿ свое́го е͑стьства• ꙗ́же, нє/вѣрⸯствїе́• ненааа́нїе• ненавсть• ꙁавсть• тьщє/славе́• грьды́н• славолюбе́• рѣвоѡ́бьꙗ́денїє• / многоптїе• прѣкослове́• свары́•  многа дрꙋгаа / таковажⷣе подобна смь• ѡ́ставле̇ бѡ ꙁаконода/вⸯца•  ть ѡ́ставлень бѫдеть ́мь• аще же раскаа́вⸯ сѧ / пораꙁоумѣе́ть себе• ́ прпадае́ть къ ꙁаконода/вⸯцоу ́ рееть, сьгрѣшⷯ҇ ꙗ́ко ѡ́ставхⸯ тѧ• ӓбе ꙁако/нодавець сво́мь лвколюбїе́мь прїметь е́гѡ• / ́ подасть е́мꙋ раꙁоумь  слѫ блго дѣлат• пакы́ // вторцеѫ ꙁемѧ е̇стьства свое̇го• ́скоренвъ ѿ не/го ꙁлыѫ̇ ѡ́бы̇аѫ̇• подасть е́моу дѣтѣл добры́ ̀ бла/гы• а͑ще же пакы́ стрⷭ҇темь прьвымь съпротвт сѧ• / побѣжⷣаѫ́щеѫ рад слы́ въ немь ̇ помощь сѫщѫѫ́• / ́ не лѣнтⸯ сѧ на славослове͑ ̇ сповѣданїѐ• вѣнⸯа/нь бѫдеть ́ похваленъ ѿ сѫдїѫ праведнаго, ꙗ͑ко/же дѣлаль е́сть е̇стьство• похвалѣе́мⸯ же бѫдетъ, / ꙗ́ко стѧжа дѣтѣл блгы• Слава ннѣ лвколюб/ю͑ е͑го• ͑сповѣдане́ блгосты́н е͑го• ́ покланѣнїе́ / млⷭ҇рдю̇ е́го• кто сце щедрь• которы́же л ѿцъ с/це млⷭ҇твь• кы ѿць сце любть, ꙗ͑коже ншь влⷣка / любть своѫ̇ рабы́• вьсѣ намъ подавае́ть велкы́/ даровтець• ́ вьсѣⷯ҇ хѡщеть ͑цѣлт• велть бѡ /  хощеть, да бхѡмь был црⷭ҇твю́ наслѣднц• / хѡщеть бѡ ́ вол нше хвалмѣ быт ́мъ• ͑ вь/сѣкь недѫгь ншь ꙁлобны̇ же,  двоцѣлмы́ самь / цѣлть• ̇ лѣнваа́го же строупы цѣлть• да ѿврь/ꙁеть оу̑ста емꙋ на славослове́ своѐго бжⷭ҇тва• ѡ͑ста/влѣе́т же грѣшнкоу грѣхы е́гѡ, ꙗ̀ко да въꙁⷣвгне/ть его пеаль• ́ болѧщїхъ послоушаѐть скоро да не малодшныⷯ҇ ѡ́пеалть• дльготрьпѧщмь  тръ/пѣлвымь ́ тлькѫщмъ въ двер е́го, подаѐть / ѡ́бое̇ въкоупѣ• ͑ цѣленїе же ͑ мьꙁⸯды• можеть / оу́бо ⷭ҇цѣлт вьсѣⷯ҇ строупы дшь ншⷯ҇• ̇ прѣвест // (f. 231) ны́ боурно вь блгостынѧ е́го• не хѡщеть да волѣ нша / лшена бѫдеть ѿ него•  мы̋ ннѣ то лѣнмⸯ сѧ вьꙁы/скат̇҇ любмц мо• мы̋ лѣнїм сѧ прꙁват е́го• / Самь въꙁлюблⸯ ны е̇сть• самь оу́щедрль• самь ны́ /ꙁбавль е́сть• самь ны ꙁастѫпль е̇сть• самь просвѣ/тль е̇сть ѡ͑ мысльнѣ нш• самⸯ бѡ дал ны́ е͑сть раꙁоу/мь же кь немоу• ̇ въкꙋсль е́сть ншеѫ любⸯве своеѫ лю/бовѫ́• ꙗ͑ко да въкоусвше сладоⷭ҇ е̇го, въꙁы́щемь е͑го / въсегⷣа• Блажень вькоусвы̇ любве е́го• прготова/вы̇́ же себе ꙗ̇ко да насытт сѧ любⸯве е̇го• ͗ ноѫ́ лю/бве не требоуе́ть вь себѣ• Любмц мо́• кто не / любть сцеваго влⷣкы• кто не поклонт сѧ е́го блго/сты́н• кы̋ ́мѣт ́мамы ѿвѣть вь днь сѫдны / а́ще ѡ́блѣнм сѧ• ͑ то реⷱ҇мь е́моу• ꙗ́ко не слышахѡⷨ҇; / ꙗ͑ко не вдѣхѡмь; ꙗ́ко не раꙁоумѣхѡмь; то бѡ съ/творт е͑моу бѣ намь,  не сьтвор ​ѿ бессльны́/ѫ любве• ѿ блⷭ҇венаа́го ꙗ͑дра ѡ͑а не сьнде л къ намъ; / невдмь сы; невдм л быⷭ҇ нам; ѡ́гⸯнь бесьмрꙸ/тень сы, не въпльт л сѧ наⷭ҇ рад; не бы л ꙁа ланї/тѫ оу̑дарень да свободы сьтворт ны̋• юдѡ ́/спльнь трепета ́ страха• ꙗ͑ко рѫка бренⸯна съ/ꙁⷣана бывш ѿ прьст ꙁемныѫ, ꙁа лантѫ оуда/р творⸯца нбⷭ҇ ͑ ꙁем• мы̋ же страстнї, ́ ѡ͑ка/аннї прьстнї ͑ съмртнї  пепель сѫще• до // слова е̇дного сам себе не можемь понест• а͑ влⷣка / ншь ̇ гь• бесьмрьтень сы наⷭ҇ рад не оу̑мрѣ л да ны̋ / ѡ́жвть; наⷭ҇ рад не быⷭ҇ л погребень да ны̋ въ/ставть сь собѡѫ́; ѿ ѫꙁь вражїⷯ҇ не ѿрѣш л наⷭ҇; / ѡ́ного же свѧꙁавь прѣдаⷭ҇ намъ настѫпат врь/хоу его• прꙁвахѡмⸯ же л его когⷣа ̇ не послоуша / наⷭ҇; нѫ ́ тлькнѫхѡм л въ двер е́го ́ не ѿврьꙁе / намь; аще л ͑ по кьснѣ послоушат тебе, на оу̑/множене́ мьꙁды твое́ѫ́, ѡ́ставлѣе́тⸯ т въ по/кьснѣнїа мѣсто• понеже оу̑бѡ мра ѿвръглъ / сѧ е́с любме• то̋ пото к томоу покоа ̇ще/ш мрⸯскааго• въ скръбьнѣ л оу̑бѡ тебе поꙁва/ль; ̇ ты̋ ѡ̇слабы ̇щеш; на наготѫ поꙁваль тѧ / е͑сть,  ты̋ рꙁы добры любш; на жѫжⷣѫ поꙁва/нь ес ́ ты́ вна ́щеш; на брань поꙁвань е́с ̇ ты̋ / беꙁь ѡ́рѫжа хѡщеш вьнт; нѫ ̇ на бдѣне́ / ꙁвань е̇с  ты̋ сьна не можеш трьпѣт; на / плаь ꙁваль тѧ е́сть ̇ на рыданїе̇ ͑ ты̋ грохоще/ш ̇ смѣѐш сѧ; на любовъ поꙁвань е̇с  ты̋ бра/та свое́го ненавдш; на покоренїе̇ ꙁвалъ тѧ / е̇сть ̇ ты̋ прѣкословоуе̇ш е͑моу; наслѣднїка / црⷭ҇тва свое́го нарекль тѧ еⷭ҇ ́ ты̋ пльтьскаа по/мышлѣеш; на кротость ̇ смѣреномѫдрїе̇ / поꙁвал тѧ ⷭ҇• ͑ ты̋ ̇грае̇ш ̇ сверѣпѣе́ш• ͑ ⸯто // (f. 232) реⷱ҇ш е́моу въ днь ѡ́нь сѫдны́• ꙗ̇ко смѣрхⸯ сѧ тебе раⷣ• / ́ алкаⷯ҇  жѫдаⷯ҇•  въꙁлюбх тѧ ѿ вьсеѫ́ дшѫ мое́ѫ́• ̇ блї/жнѧѫ́ моѫ́ ꙗ͑кы́ себе• е́да̋ не вѣс ѡ́каа́нне, ꙗ́ко словеса / твоа ́ помысл тво́ нѣсѫ тана псана тамо•  мы/сл твоѫ́  дѣла твоа; ́ не ѡ͑блѧтⸯ л тебе• аще сльже/ш; не вѣс л ꙗ́ко вьсѣ тварь страхомь ́ трепетомъ / прѣⷣсто̇ть сѫдщоу е́го страшномоу; тысѫща тысѫ/щам• ́ тьмы тьмам  а́ггль ́ архггль ѡ͑крⷭ҇ть е́го• ́ / ты̋ помышлѣе́ш сльгат е́моу; рекь ꙗ́ко тебе ра/д с̋ вⸯсѣ прѣтрьпѣⷯ҇; ньсоже прѣтрьпѣвъ• блю/д сѧ да не соугоубы въꙁдас прѧ̋ꙁлаго оу́бѡ твое́го / дѣа́нїа́ дѣлѣ ́ льжѫ• Нѫ въспрьн ѿ сьна твое́го, / помыслы твоѫ раꙁвⸯрьꙁь• прд вь сѧ  вжⷣь ꙗ́ко прѣ/клонїль сѧ е́сть днь• Вжⷣь же ́ се̏ любме• ꙗ́ко / вера с нам сѫще́• ́ главше с нам ꙗ́ко братїа• / днеⷭ҇ не сѫще с нам• въꙁванї же бышѫ кь боу же ⷯ҇ /  ншемоу• да покажеть кьждо ⷯ҇ своѫ́ коуплѧ• / Се̋ ннѣ раꙁоумѣ̇ днешнаа како бѣхѫ вера• днеⷭ҇ / же ꙗ́ко цвѣть оу́трьн прѣдѫ• ꙗ́кы кь вее/рн́ стѣны• посѣт же ́ своѫ̇ коуплѧ аще прѣⷣспѣ/е́ш по бю́• ꙗ́коже бѡ скорѡе́ теенїє́ днїє́ нш / прѣходѧть• Блжень оу́бѡ ́щѫ днь дне коуплѧ / своѫ́• ́ сьбраѫ́́ въ жꙁнь вѣнѫѫ́• то лѣнїшї / сѧ любме• то же оу́нывае́ш, пото оу́пль // сѧ ѐс прѣнемаганїемъ ꙗ́ко вномь• пото не поѡ́/щрѣе́ш себе• веернѧѫ ѡ́бтѣль ́маш сътво/рт въ вѣцѣ семь; ꙗ́коже се пѫтнка нѣкаа / бесѣдоуѫ́ща кь себѣ• ́ грѧды́ кьждо въ сво домꙺ• / веероу же бѡ̋ постгшоу ꙗ̋• ѡ́бтаста въ нѣкⷪ/е́́ ѡ͑бтѣл• оу̑трꙋ же бы́вшоу; раꙁлѫста сѧ / дрꙋгь ѿ дрꙋга• свѣды̋ къждо е̇ю то ́мать въ / домоу свое́мъ• бгатьство ̇ нщетѫ• поко же; / ́л скръбь• тако е͑смы  мы̋ въ вѣцѣ семъ• ве/ернї бѡ ѡ́бтѣл оу̑поⷣблⸯ сѧ е́сть жвоть / ншь• ́ ѿ него раꙁлѫае́м сѧ кьждо наⷭ҇ въ свое́ / мѣсто• свѣдѧще то ͑мамы прѣд нам къжⷣо / наⷭ҇•  ꙁде̋ не не вѣсть кьжⷣо наⷭ҇ то прѣⷣпослаль є́/сть на нбо• ꙗкожесе то глѧ• млтвѫ л сь слъ/ꙁам л бдѣнїе́ сто• л пѣсн сь покаа/нїє́мъ• ͑л въꙁдыханїе сь смѣреноѫ мѫдро/стїѫ• л ѿврьженїє́ ꙁемныⷯ҇ веще́• л лю/бовъ нелцемѣрнѫ•  желае́ш ха• т̋ ѐс по/слаль то, дрьꙁа ꙗ͑ко въ поко грѧдеш• а́ще / л же нтоже сⷯ҇ прѣⷣпослеш; то сътворшї• / а́ще л же пⸯрогнѣвае̇ш блжнѣа́го с• хѡ/тѧ прѣжⷣе раꙁлѫт сѧ ѿ него; то, то грь/дїш ́ велаѐш сѧ• ⸯто же прскрьбенъ / є́с• то же раꙁлѫае́ш сѧ ѿ него не хѡтѧ // (f. 233) сеѫ́ ѡ́бтѣл ност сь собоѫ́• пееш сѧ ѡ͑ рꙁахь / ́ ꙅ̋ ѡ́деждаⷯ҇•  млъвш ѡ́ пщ• даѫ́ пщѫ ското/мъ; самь ть̋ не наптае͑т л тебе, славословѧща/го ͑;  аѫ наслѣднкь быт того црⷭ҇тва•  ̑ ѡ̋дежд пееш сѧ;  враа прогнѣвае͑ш не хотѧ / цѣль быт• въ врѣмѧ цѣленїа строупы своѫ́ крыє́/ш•  враа прꙁываѐш ́ глеш не ̇цѣл мене• / врѣмѧ покаа́нїа дано е͑сть ́ ты̋ лѣнїш сѧ; то / оу̑бѡ прꙁы̇вае́ш ꙁаконодавца ꙗ́ко навелⸯ т ⷭ҇ / сьмрть нерадѧщоу т• не рьц сьмрт ѡ́став мѧ / да сѫ покаѫ́• Вьспрь́н любме вьспрьн́ понѣ / мало• ꙗ́ко сѣть бѡ надет годїна ѡ͑на̋• ́ то/гⷣа ѿ стѫженїа прїметь твоа́ мы́сль ̇ реⷱ҇ш глѧ• / ѡ͑҇ лютѣ мнѣ ѡ͑҇ лютѣ мнѣ• како глоумѧщоу м / сѧ прѣдошѫ дне́ мо͑• ́ како соуе͑словє͑мъ ра/стоⷯ҇ жте̇ моє́• ѡ́ лютѣ мнѣ грѣшномоу / погоубвшомоу врѣмѧ покаанїа мое́го•  каа / полⸯꙅа е̇сть въ днь сьмрт с̋ помы́шлѣт• не ѿпоущае́ть е́моу к томоу въꙁвратт сѧ• ̇ по/лож ннѣ оу́мь тво ѡ͑҇ глемыⷯ҇• ̇ да въндѫⷮ҇ / въ слоуха твоа́ гмъ реⷱ҇наа• аще оу́бѡ вѣрꙋє́/ш е́моу; реⷱ҇ бѡ̋ ꙗ̇ко ѡ͑ праꙁнѣ словѣ вьꙁдас / слово въ днь ѡ́нь страшны• страⷯ҇ же сь̋, сꙋ ⷭ҇ / намь• ̇ тькмо слово тьще, аще не бдть мы//сль нша• а́ще л мещетⸯ сѧ оу́мь ншь само ́ ѡ́на/мо, то̋ н псаныⷯ҇ раꙁоумѣе̇ть, н глемыⷯ҇ слы́/шть• нѫ ꙋпоⷣбль сѧ е́сть льж пре́млѧщхъ / водѫ• ̇ не вѣдѧще̀ ꙗ́ко когда прходть• / Кто оу́бѡ не плает сѧ, кто же л не скрьбть• / кто л не юдт сѧ, ꙗ́ко влⷣка вьселены̇ѫ́• собо/ѫ̇ же, ́ рабы́ сво́м• пррⷪ҇кы ͑ а́пⷭ҇лы проповѣда/е́ть ́ въпе́ть• ́ нѣⷭ҇ послоушаѫ́щаа́го• то же / сѫть проповѣдае̇маа ̇мь• Бракь готовь е́/сть реⷱ҇•  брашно мое́ пожрено•  женⷯ҇ сь славоѫ ́ / велⸯлѣпїе̇мь сѣдⷮ въ рьтоꙅѣ• ̇ пре̇мле въхѡ/дѧщѫѫ сь радостѫ• дверь ѿврьста е́сть• слоу/гы тьщѫтⸯ сѧ• проповѣднц ꙁовѫть• скоро оу̑/бо сѧ• прѣжде даже не ꙁатвортⸯ сѧ дверь• еда̋ / когда вьнѣ ѡ̇брѧщете сѧ,  не бѫдеть кто въ/веды̋ вась• ѡ́ нхъ нѣⷭ҇ раꙁоумѣваѫщааго• нѣⷭ҇ по/тьщанїа положⸯшаа́го• нѫ̋ оу́нынїе  пеаль вѣ/ка сего, ꙗ́ко вергам првѧꙁала е̇сть оумъ / ншь• ́ е́же бествны́ѫ кнгы прѣмо пшемь /  прѣмо темь• прѣжде сего не хощемь послоу/шат• сьврьшае́мыⷯ҇ м• Кто оу́бо когда / ѡ́тдеть беꙁⸯ брашна на пѫть далее• ꙗ́ко/же мы хѡщемь творт• ѡ͑ставшее̇ бѡ бра/шно ꙁде, нⸯсоже на ѡ́шестве̇ вьносмь• // (f. 234) Блажень же ѡтдеть сь дрьꙁновене́мь кь боу но/сѧ брашно себѣ на оу́мѣ• се раб коуплѧ творѧтъ / аѫ́ще црѣ свое́го ба• пораꙁоумѣвше ꙗко прѣѫ́ль е̇сть / црⷭ҇тве̇•  прдеть сь слоѫ́  славоѫ́ многоѫ̇, вѣнⸯат / рабь своⷯ҇ творвшїⷯ҇ коуплѧ добры́ѫ́• сребрьнїкомь / же ́же прѫ́шѫ ѿ него• ́ погоубт же врагь свохь / не хѡтѣвшⷯ҇ црⷭ҇твоват е̇го над нм• ́ ꙗ́цѣмⸯ же / ѡ͑браꙁомь сьномь тѧшкомь ѡбⸯдрьжмо бывае́ть / лвее̇ е́стьство• тако въ полоунощ бѫдеть шоумь / велї ́ глаⷭ҇• ̇ гром страшн  мльнѫ́ трепетны• / ́ оу̑страшѫтⸯ сѧ вьнеꙁаа́пѫ поваѫщї• ́ помѣне/ть кѫждо дѣла своа́, л блга л ꙁла̋• Сътворвⸯше/ же ꙁлаа• бѫть прьс своѫ́ лежѫще на ложⷯ҇ своⷯ҇• / ꙗ́ко нѣⷭ҇ камо бѣжат• н скрыт сѧ нгдеже• л / покаа́т сѧ ѡ́ тѣⷯ҇ ꙗ́же сьтворшѫ• тогда бѡ ꙁе/млѣ коблетⸯ сѧ• гром боѫ́т сѧ• ́ мльнїѫ юдѧтⸯ сѧ• / ͑ тьма глѫбокаа ѡ͑бь́меть ѫ́• Тако ́ годїна ѡ́/на• ꙗ͑ко мльнї люта бѫдеть вънеꙁаа́пѫ• ͑ оу͑жа/сть вьсѧ въселенѫѫ̇• вьстрѫбтъ бѡ сь страхѡ/мъ трѫба сь нбⷭ҇е• въꙁⷣвгнеть поваѫ́щѫѫ́• нбⷭ҇а / же сь слам е̇го подвжѫт сѧ• ̇ ꙁемѣ ꙗ͑ко вода мо/рⸯскаа потрѧсет сѧ ѿ лца славы е͑го• ѡ̇гнь бѡ стра/шны потееть прѣд нмь• потрѣблѣѫ́ ꙁемлѧ ́ по/ꙗ́даѫ беꙁаконⸯныѫ́ ѡ́скⷡ҇рьнвшѫѫ ꙁемлѧ• // Тогда адь ѿврьꙁеть вѣнаа̇ врата своа̇• ͑ сьмрь/ть оу̇праꙁнтⸯ сѧ• прьсть же лва е̇стьства ꙗ́ко / сьгнвш слышавш глаⷭ҇ трѫбны̇ ѡ́жветь• / двно бѡ вдѣт е̇сть въ ̇стнѫ любмцї / мо въ годнѫ ѡ́нѫ• како въ мъгновен ѡе/снѣмь, въ а́дѣ ꙗ́ко множⷭ҇тво ры̇бь вь мор п/тае́мь• тако бессльно множⷭ҇тво косте́ / лвѣ ес́тьства• кѫжⷣо ⷯ҇ тееть ́щѫ лѣно/вь своⷯ҇• ̇ въставше вьс вькоупѣ, пае вьꙁьп/ѫ́ть глѧще• слава сьбравшомоу ны•  въꙁⷣвгшо̋/моу свомь лвколюбе́мь• тогда праведнї/́ раⷣуѫ̇т сѧ• ̇ прпоⷣбнї веселѧтⸯ сѧ• ꙗ́коже се / то глѧ, сѫщен сьврьшенї рьнⸯц оу̇тѣшаѐ/м сѫть• ́ поваѫ̇ть ѿ трꙋда рьнеества / свое̇го•  ​ѿ ꙁлааго страданїа е̇же пострⷣашѫ / ха радї• ́ мⷱ҇нц вѣнаѫ́т сѧ• а́пⷭ҇л ́ пррц / прославлѣѫ́т сѧ• Блажень ̇же споⷣбт сѧ в/дѣт аⷭ҇ ть̋ сь радостѫ́• како сь славоѫ̇ мно/гоѫ вь́схыща́ѫ́тⸯ сѧ на ѡ͑блацѣⷯ҇ вь срѣтенїє́ / гне бесмртнаа́го женха• вьс ст̇ е̇го• / въс въꙁлюбвшї̇ е̇го• ̇ потьщавше сѧ съ/връшт вьсѧ волѧ е̇го• ͑ ꙗ͑коже ꙁде кѫждо вь/ꙁвелль е́сть свое́ перѡ, тако касае̇тⸯ сѧ вы/сокыⷯ҇• ̇ ꙗ͑коже кѫⷤдо ꙁде ѡ̇стль е̇сть сво//(f. 235)ѫ дшѫ, тако  вдть славѫ е̇го• ̇ ꙗ͑коже пожела / е̇го кѫждо ⷯ҇, тако  насытт сѧ любве его• Двть / же сѧ прьвоꙁданны ада́мь въ днь ѡ́нь• вдѧ велкаа /  двнаа• како ѿ самого е̇дного  сьпрѫжнцѫ его, / страны велкыѫ  множⷭ҇тво родовь ꙁведено быⷭ҇• / пае же прославвъ, двтⸯ сѧ сьдѣтелю боу• како / ѿ е͑дного е͑стьства  ѿ едного ꙁданїа бывⸯше, ѡ̑/в въ црⷭ҇тв ́ вь ра• дроуꙁї же вь а́дѣ наслѣдь/ствовашѫ• слава е́дїномꙋ прѣмѫдроу боу• Люб/мц помѧнѫхь аⷭ҇ ѡ̇нь,  вьстрепетаⷯ҇• раꙁоумѣⷯ҇ / веселе сѫщее̇ вь ра́•  сѫдь страшны,  оу̑боа̇х сѧ• /  въꙁⸯдьхнѫвь плаках сѧ, донⸯдеже не быⷭ҇ мнѣ мо/щ к томоу плакат сѧ• ꙗ͑ко вь оу́нын  въ глоу/млен проводⷯ҇ дн моѫ, ́ в помыслѣⷯ҇ скврꙺ҇нныⷯ҇ / сконаⷯ҇ лѣта моа́• Ѡ̑ лютѣ мнѣ како ̇ꙁгы́бошѫ / дне̇ мо  лѣта моа, ̇ не раꙁоумѣⷯ҇• како бо прѣ/дошѫ не сьвѣмь• Ѡ̑ лютѣ мнѣ дне̇ мо сеꙁнѫ/шѫ, ̀ беꙁаконїа моа́ оу͑множшѫ сѧ• Ѡ̑ лютѣ / мнѣ любмц мо• то сьтворѧ стоудоу аса ѡ͑҇/ного• е̇гда станѫть ѡ́крⷭ҇ть ꙁнае́мї мо вдѣ/вше мѧ вь ѡ́браꙁѣ семь говѣ́нѣмь,  блажахѫ / мѧ• вьнѫтрь же бѣⷯ҇ спльнь беꙁаконїа ́ не/стоты• ꙁабыⷯ҇ ͑спытаѫщааго срца ̇ꙋды́• тѣ/мже тамо е́стⸯ м стоудь• ѡ́каанⸯ же е́сть ́же // тамо посрамлень бѫдеⷮ• лвколюбе блгы• / щедротам тво́м ꙁаклнаѫ́ тѧ• не постав / мене ѿшоуѫ̇ѧ̋ тебе сь коꙁлщы, прогнѣвавшї/́м тѧ̋• ́ не рьц м г не вѣдѣ тебе• нѫ дажⷣь / м многаго рад млⷭ҇рдїа твое́го, вы́нѫ плаь / ̇ покаанїе•  смѣр срⷣце мое́,  ѡ͑ст• да бѫ/деть храмь сть блгⷣт твое́ѫ́• а̇ще  грѣшень / ̇ несть е́смь, нѫ вынѫ вь двер твоѫ тлъ/кѫ• ́ аще оу́ныль есмь  лѣнївь, нѫ по пѫте/мь тво́мь хѡждѫ• Братїе̇ моа́ любмаа• / млѧ едїненїе́ ваше, потьщте сѧ оу́годтї / гв, дондеже врѣмѧ мате• плате сѧ прѣ/д нмь днь ́ нощь въ млтваⷯ҇ вашⷯ҇•  въ блго/дѣа́нї вашемь• да ꙁбавт ны ѿ плаа ѡ͑/ного беꙁⸯконенаго•  скрежета ꙁѫбнаго• /  ѡ́гⸯнⸯнаго родьства•  рьв не оу̑сыпаѫ́ша/го• ̇ радоⷭ҇ сьтворт намь въ црⷭ҇тв свое͑мъ• / въ жвотѣ вѣнѣм• деже нѣⷭ҇ бѣды  пе/ал н вьꙁдыхана́• ́деже не трѣбоуе́ть / нктоже сльꙁь н покаа́ні́а• ́деже нѣⷭ҇ / страха н трепета• деже нѣⷭ҇ смрт н / тлѧ• ́деже нѣⷭ҇ лежѫщаго н борѧщаго• / ́деже нѣⷭ҇ поѡ́щренїа на гнѣвь• ́деже нѣⷭ҇ ненавст, н вражды• нѫ вы́нѫ радоⷭ҇н́//
(f. 236)ѫ жꙁн• ́ аще сⷯ҇ врѣменныⷯ҇  не сѫщⷯ҇ просѧⷮ, ꙋне е́сть / тебе тать• ́ соулѣ ⷭ҇ тебе раꙁбонїкь  блѫднкь• мо/лѧтⸯ бѡ сѧ да спсен бѫдѫⷮ• а тебе блажѫть лвц сь / льжеѫ жвѫща, вь добрѣмь семь жт• свѣть вьꙁь/ненавдѣвъ, ́ тьмѫ вьꙁлюблъ е́с• ̇ нбⷭ҇ное црⷭ҇твѡ / ѡ͑ставль е́с, врѣменⸯнаа́ же вьꙁлюбль е́с• Аще / ꙋсьмнѣль сѧ е́с ѡ͑каанⸯне, е́да ꙋбѡ блгы бь ̇ лвко/лебець (!) ѿврьжетⸯ сѧ трꙋда твое́го• слѫ т подастъ / блгⷣтѫ́ е̇го• срⷣце же твое́, самь прѣклонїть на по/каанїє̇•  како трꙋдоу твое́мꙋ мьꙁⷣы не вьꙁдасть• / вьсѣ ѿ тебе сѫть ̇ ты̋ грьдш сѧ; мьꙁⸯды мьꙁдн/ка вьꙁыскае́ть ѿ лшвшїхь є́го•  тво̇хⸯ л / сльꙁь ѿврьжет сѧ; да не бѫдеть• рекы бѡ ща/те ̇ ѡ͑брѧщете• тльцѣте ̇ ѿврьꙁетⸯ сѧ вамь; / льжѫ нкакоже не быⷭ҇• раꙁꙋмѣ̇ ѡ́каанⸯне кто не/навдїть тебе• кто ꙁавдть т• сьпернкь• /  добра ненавдѧ нашемꙋ спⷭ҇енїю́• сьвѣтнкь / ꙁлы́ ̇ оу́бца• то бѡ е̇сть тьщанїе́ е́го, да нкто/же ѿ хрїстїань спⷭ҇ет сѧ• Прд оу́бѡ ннѣ вьсѧ̋• /  не вьꙁненавд жвѡта свое̇го• ѿврьꙁ с ѡ̋/ оу́мнѣ•  вжⷣь с тобѡѫ́ сѫщѫѫ́, како подв/ꙁаѫ͑тⸯ сѧ сь тьщанїемь многомь•  свѣщѫ своѫ́ / вь рѫкаⷯ҇ ́мѧще, ꙋста же хь поѫ́ть ̇ славословѧ/ть бесмрьтнаагѡ женха• ѡ́еса бѡ ́хь по//раꙁꙋмѣшѫ добротѫ е̇гѡ• ̇ дша веселтⸯ сѧ ́ радꙋе/ть• пораꙁоумѣ́  вждь ꙗ́ко прблжль сѧ е́сть ́ / не мꙋдть• грѧдеть бѡ вьꙁвелт аѫ́щⷯ҇ е̇го• / вьнеꙁаапѫ бѡ е̇сть глаⷭ҇ глѧ• се женхь грѧдеть• / ̇ сѫщї с тобѡѫ́ ́сходѧть сь радостѫ́ вь срѣте/не́• ́мѫще своѫ свѣщѫ свѣтлы• ̇ оу͑слышѫть / глаⷭ҇ его глѧщь ́мъ• Прдѣте блгословен͑ ѡ́/ца мое̇го наслѣдꙋте, оу́готовано е́сть вамь / црⷭ҇твїе ѿ сложенїа мра• вьсѣко же бывшоу ве/плю томꙋ, реⷱ҇ш ́мь• брате̇ дарꙋ́те м мало / масла, се бѡ ꙋгасе свѣща моа•  оу̇слышш ѿ нхь• / е̇да когда не достанеть намь ́ тебѣ• ́д кь про/даѫ́щмь  кꙋп себѣ•  тогⷣа ̀деш каѫ́ сѧ  пе/алꙋѫ́• ̇ нкакоже ѡ́брѣть кꙋплѫ• вьсѣ бѡ ꙁемлѣ / тогда трепещеть ꙗ͑ко вода морⸯскаа ѿ лца сла/вы̇ е̇го•  тогда плаѧ сѧ  ры̇даѫ̋ рееш вь смѣ/рен свое́мь глѧ• ̇дѫ тлькнѫт,  кто вѣсть / аще ѿврьꙁетⸯ м• пршед же тлькнеш•  нѣⷭ҇ / нкогоже ѿвѣщаѫ̇щаго• ̇ пакы тлькнеш• / ́ ѿвѣщае́тⸯ т вьнѧтрьнї глѧ• ̇д̋ ѿ мене• / не вѣдѧ тебе дѣлателю неправдѣ• стоѫ̇щоу / же т тꙋ́, вьндеть вь слꙋха твоа глаⷭ҇ радост / ̇ весела• ̇ поꙁнае́ш е̇дного когождо дрꙋж/ны свое́ѫ́ глаⷭ҇,  вьꙁдꙸхнѫвь горⸯцѣ рееш: //(f. 237) ѡ͗҇ лютѣ мнѣ ѡ͗҇ лютѣ мнѣ ѡ́каанⸯно́мꙋ ̇ грѣшномꙋ• / како лшхⸯ сѧ ѿ славы сеѫ́• ̇ ѿлѫень быⷯ҇ ѿ дрꙋжны / мое́ѫ́• вьсѣ лѣта жвота мое́го, сь нм бѣхь•  н/нѣ ѿлѫень быⷯ҇ ѿ нⷯ҇• праведно вьпадоⷯ҇ вь страстъ / сѫ́• ѡ͑н вьꙁдрьжаахѫ сѧ, аꙁь же скотьскы ꙗ́дѣⷯ҇ / ͑ птаахⸯ сѧ• ѡ͑н поахѫ сь покаанїемъ, аꙁь же / мльаⷯ҇• ѡ̇н вь црквь дѣхѫ колѣномь на покло/ненє̇, аꙁⸯ же сьномь дрѣмлѣхь  спаахь• ѡ́н / молѣхѫ сѧ, аꙁь же глоумлѣах сѧ• ѡ́н смѣрѣа/хѫ себе, аꙁь же велаах сѧ• ѡ́н ꙁмьждаваа/хѫ, аꙁⸯ же крашахⸯ сѧ• Сего рад ѡ́н раⷣуѫ́т сѧ́, / аꙁⸯ же ры́даѫ• ѡ͑н веселѫт сѧ, аꙁⸯ же плаѫ сѧ• / ѡн оу́тѣшае́м сѫть, аꙁь же крѫ• Въспрь/н ннѣ ѡ́каанⸯне, вьспрьн понѣ малы• пораꙁꙋ/мѣ не́ꙁреⷱ҇нⸯно́е е́го лвколюбе́• ͑ не лѣн / сѧ ѡ́ свое́мь спⷭ҇н• вьꙁыщ е́го ́ бѫдетⸯ т ско/рь вь спⷭ҇не• прꙁов е́го, ́ ꙁащтть тѧ• да/ждь е́мꙋ, да въꙁмеш сторцеѫ̇ сꙋгꙋбо• а͑ще / беꙁдоушнаа харⸯт въꙁдае́ть дльгы вь себѣ, / колⸯм пае блгы́ бь вьꙁдасть блгⷣть вьꙁыскаѫ́/щїмь е́го• харⸯта бѡ́ боукⸯвам стѧꙁꙋе̇ть / дльжнѫѧ̇ лхвѫ на лхвѫ• скровще же блгⷣт бжїѫ́• ꙋмножть мьꙁдѫ молебнѫѫ́  молтвь/нѫѫ́• Не ꙋныва любме• да не побѣждень // бѫдеш ꙁемным• н въ неаанїе́ вьлож себе• бъ / бѡ̑ млⷭ҇рдїа рад свое̇го, пр́меть тѧ ́ ꙁащттⸯ тѧ• / вьсѣкого ̇же ѿ въсего срⷣца щѫщⷯ҇ е́го• прстѫп оу́/бѡ кь немⷹ бе-съмнѣнїа, прпад• вьꙁдьхн•  пла/ сѧ• ̑ рьц е́моу• Г мо спⷭ҇е мо вьскѫ̇ѫ́ ѡста/влⸯ мѧ е́с• оу́щедр мѧ ꙗ́ко ты́ е͑днь е̇с лвколю/бецъ• ̇ спⷭ҇ мѧ ꙗ͑ко ты́ е́днь е́с беꙁь грѣха• ̇ꙁм / мѧ ѿ скврьнⸯнааго беꙁаконїа мое͑го• да не оу́вѧ/ꙁнѫ вь сѣт непраꙁннⸯнѣ, на вѣкы вѣкомь• / ꙁбав мѧ ѿ оу̀сть врага мое́го• се бѡ ꙗ̇ко львь / рыкае́ть хотѧ мѧ погльтт• вьꙁдвгн с/лѫ твоѫ́ г ̇ прд да мѧ спⷭ҇еш• бльсн мль/нѫ́ твоѫ́ ́ ражденї хь• да оу́бо̇т сѧ́ ̇ да ́се/ꙁнеть ѿ лца твое́го• немощень бѡ е́сть ́ не ̇мать / крѣпост стат прѣⷣ тобоѫ́• н прѣⷣ л/цемь любѧщїхⸯ тѧ• вдтⸯ бѡ ꙁнаменїе́ / блгⷣтї твое̇ѫ́, ̇ посрамлень ѿходть ѿ него• / ̇ ннѣ влⷣкѡ г спⷭ҇ мѧ ꙗ́ко кⸯ тебѣ прбѣгоⷯ҇• / ́ аще такѡ прстѫпш кь немꙋ, вьсѣмь / срⷣцемь свомь; абе́ ꙗко ѡ́ць млⷭ҇рдь ́ благь, / послеть блгⷣть своѫ́ вь помощь твоѫ́• ̇ вьсѧ / волѧ твоѫ́ ̇спльнть• Е́̋ любме мо́, / прстѫп ́ не лѣнї сѧ• прꙁов е̇го ́ не оу̑/ныва́• н вьнемл же вь мѧ оу̑нылаагѡ // (f. 238

) мнѣ бѡ довлеть стꙋдь лца мое́го• глѧщꙋ ̇ не / творѧщоу• накаꙁаѫ̇щоу ̇ не раꙁꙋмѣваѫ́щоу• нѫ / бѫд подражатель сьврьшеныⷯ҇  дховныⷯ҇ ѡ́цъ• / ́ правлоу хъ послѣдⸯствоу• не выше мѣры• да не / нанеш не конат• н пакы же весма хꙋждь/шⷯ҇• да ꙋмножтⸯ сѧ мьꙁда твоа• ̇ не пта тѣла / твое͑го да не сьпостатⸯ т̋ бѫдеть• н же наꙋ / е̇го ѡ́быае́мь плътьскымь, да не тѧшⸯко бѫде/ть дш твоѐ̇•  нꙁведеть ѫ̋ вь прѣсподнѣ ꙁе/мл• Аще бѡ хѡщеш сьврьшат похот тѣле/сньїѫ ̇ ѡ́ставт пѫт правыѫ́•  по стьгна/мь ходт•  помыслы скврьнавꙑѫ́ оу̑добь пр/е́млеш• ́ не цѣломѫдрень•  пакы аще лше мѣры / стѫжш е́моу, то̋  тако бѫдеть тѧгость дш / твоѐ•  побѣжⷣеноу бывшоу оу́нынїе́мь  ́ꙁъ/неможенїе́мъ, бѫдеть гнѣвлвь ́ лѣнвъ на / пѣснослове́ же̋ ̇ млтвѫ•  на вьсѣко послꙋша/нїе́, не благь• мѣроѫ́ ꙋбѡ́ доброѫ̇  правломь, / оу̑стро̇ себе• да съврьшень бѫдеш вь вⸯсемь• / Поꙁората̋ рьц м нѣс л быль нколже; / ꙁапоущенїю конⸯскомꙋ• ́ аще кто беꙁ мѣры / конѧ женеть, то̋ оу̑слѧцаѫ́ть• аще лї же па/кы беꙁ мѣры попоустть мь; вьсаднка раꙁбвⸯше влаѧть• Пакы́ же кораблѣ вь пѫ//нѣ нѣс л вдѣль такожде; аще бѫдеⷮ на годѣ / ѡ́брѣменень, оу́добь вльнам носмь бѫдеть• / тьщь же беꙁⸯ брѣмене аще плавае́ть, влънам / скорѡ провръжень бѫдеть• такожде же дша ́ / тѣлѡ• сего рад добро ⷭ҇ е́же наенⸯше то же ̇ сь/врьшт• ́ боу оу́годт• себѣ же потрѣбноу / быт ́ блжнемоу с• е͑же е́сть блⷭ҇вено ͑ ꙋⷭ҇тно хⷪ҇в• / Вы́ е͑сте свѣтлⸯнц въселенꙑ͑ѫ́• вы͑ е́сте соль ꙁе/м•  стльп поⷣнбⷭ҇нї• вы́ сѫще сьврьшенї ръ/нⸯц• ͑же бы́сте а́ггл на ꙁемл• вьꙁлюбвⸯше́ / жте́ аггльскѡ• тѣлѡмь бѡ лвц сѫще• дѣло / же аггльскѡ сьврьшае́те• любмц мо̇• / подвгь ншь врѣменень ⷭ҇• вьꙁданїе́ же е́го ́ / похвала, въ вѣкы прѣбывае́ть• троуⷣ рьнее/ства ншего маль• вьꙁданїе́ же нше, бесконе/нѡ• ́ е́лкоже е͑днодшно рънеесвоуе́/те, ̇ дѣтѣль сь любовѫ́ сьврьшае́те, тол/ко пае сьперⸯнкь ншь дїаволь на прогнѣва/нїе́ ́ на нестовьство грѧдеⷮ•  раꙁлны сѣ/т крые́ть на ны̋, ꙗко да ꙋловт ны ͑ спонѫ / сьтворть намь• вьнемлѣте оу́бѡ себѣ любї/мц мо ѿ сѣт е́го• беꙁⸯ подвга бѡ̋ нктѡ/же спⷭ҇ет сѧ н вѣнає̀мь бы́вае́ть• н блгⷣть / же бжїа не ѡ́ставлѣе́ть е͑днодшно борѧ//(f. 239)щаго сѧ ̇ подвꙁаѫ́щаго сѧ• ̇ а́ще кто себе / раслабвь ѡ́блѣнвь оу́ста своа́ ѿврѣст / блгⷣот на прꙁване́ да прдеть на помо/щь е́моу• Ꙗ́коже бѡ кто клоснень сы́́ рѫ/кама ̇ ногама, ̇ мы брашна мⸯнога лежѫ/ща• ̇ прност не могы́ рѫкы кь оу́стомь• / да пре͗мь ѿ брашень насытть своѫ̇ дшѫ• а͑ще л / ѡ͑блѣнтⸯ сѧ прнест рѫкы кь оу́стомь, прѣдле/жѫщⷯ҇ не полоуть брашень• тако ̇ мнхъ / ̇мѣѫ̇ блгаа́ брашна• блгⷣтнаа́ прѣдложена́, / ̇ лѣнѫ сѧ прꙁват ѫ́• не можеть насытт сѧ / сладост е̇ѧ́• Кто бѡ ꙁастѫпть ѡ́ного ̇мѧ/щаго рѫцѣ коснѫт сѧ рѫкоу е́го на вьꙁѧт/є͑ прѣдлежѫщⷯ҇ брашень• ̇л како бѫдеть по/мловань мнхь ́мѣѫ́́ пеаль ѡ́ ꙁемныⷯ҇ вещеⷯ҇• / ̀ нерадѧ ѡ̇ спⷭ҇н свое̇мь• Ꙗ̑̑цѣмⸯ же ѡ͑браꙁо/мь во̇нь вьходѧ вь брань щтть тѣло свое́ ѿ вьсѫдоу до побѣды бранⸯны́ѫ́• блюды̇ крѣ/птⸯ сѧ ̇ подвꙁае̇ть• е͑да̋ како вьнеꙁаапѫ по/врьжеть ̇ ратнкь ̇ нꙁложть е̇го• а̇ще л / не щтт сѧ лбо ̇ малы, то̋ таковы̇ оу́до/бь нꙁлагае̇мь бывае́ть• Тѣмжⸯде ѡ́бра/ꙁомь ̇ мнхь• а͑ще даⷭ҇ себе вь сладоⷭ҇ ͑ оу́ны̇не́, / оу̑добь нꙁлагае́мь бывае́ть сьпротвныⷨ҇ дїаволоⷨ҇• // вьложт бѡ е̇моу вь срⷣце помыслы скврьнⸯны́ / ́ ꙁлы̋• ̇ а́бе̇ вь сласть прї̇меть ⷯ҇• ̇ положть на / оу̑мѣ с• прѣꙁорство же ̇ высокомѫдре́• ͑ тъ/щеславе́• ꙁавсть же ̇ клеветѫ• рѣвоѡ́бьꙗде/нїе̇• ̇ сънь беꙁь сытост• надь см въсѣм, въ / неаа́нїе́ прведетъ е́го• а̇ще л бьдть ̇ трѣ/ꙁвт сѧ вы̇нѫ• блгоⷣтъ прꙁꙑ́ваѫ бжѫ́ въ по/мощъ ꙁастѫптъ ͑҇ вꙑ́нѫ• ͑ тоѫ́ оу̑мъ бы́/вае̇ть како оу̑годть гⷭ҇в• ̇ бѫдеть блгоⷣть / похвалена ̇ похвалѣѫ́щ• Ꙗ̑́коже кто въне/млѧ вь ꙁрьцало самь е̇стъ себѣвдець ꙁрѧ̋ вь не• / тако  блгоⷣтъ ́деже ѡ́брѧщетъ поко, въсе/лт сѧ ̇ въдворт сѧ тоу• ̇ бѫдеть ꙗ̇коже рѣⷯ҇ / похвалⸯна, ̇ похвалѣѫ́щї• кромѣ бо помощ / еѫ́, не можеть срⷣце доволно быт себѣ• напо/̇тⸯ же е́го ѿ вна свое́го• ꙗ́коже се ⸯто глѧ• ѿ / покаа̇нїа́ е̇ѫ̋, подаⷭ҇ е́моу слъꙁы́• ́ ѿ сладост / е̇ѫ̇ млⷭ҇рдовавш• прнесетъ е̇моу своѫ́ смѣ/ренѫѧ мѫдроⷭ҇• ́ ѿ слы̇ е́ѫ́ въꙁⸯмогь, пое̇тъ / славѫ бѫ́• Беꙁⸯ лца нще е̇сть ꙁръ́цалѡ• / а͑ понеже пре̇млетъ, можеть ̇ вьꙁдат• / ̇ а̇ще оу́крашенъ бѫдетъ, можеть ̇ оу͑крас/т• тако ̇ вьсѣкь лвкъ беꙁⸯ блгоⷣт, нщъ / ⷭ҇ ̇ простель• А́ще же споⷣбтⸯ сѧ благоⷣт ѡ́//(f. 240)но́, проее̇ ѿ помощ е̇ѫ́ справтъ вⸯсе́• а̇ще же па/кы ѡ́блѣнв сѧ прⸯоженетъ ѫ́ ͑ поустъ ѡ̇брѧщетⸯ сѧ / ̇ ѡ́каа́нъ• ̇ вьселѧт сѧ въ нь помы́сл сквⸯрьнав /  ꙁл̋• ꙗ́ко нощны̇́ врань на ны́рщ• лвкоу же / е̇стъ подоба прꙁват ̇ въꙁы́скат еѫ съ болѣ/ꙁⸯнѫ• ̇ блгоⷣт е̇сть прт въ ꙁастѫпленїе̇ е̇го• / беꙁ блгоⷣт бѡ̋, не можеть помысль просвѣтт / сѧ• вдѣсте л брате́ моа́ многопьстрое́ блго/ѡ̇браꙁе́ бѫдѫщаⷶго вѣка• ̇ а́ще не ѡ̇сттⸯ сѧ / срⷣце нше• блгоⷣть дховнаа́ не прдеть въ лвка; / а̇ще л же прдеть блгоⷣть въ нь, въсѣкѫ дѣтѣ/лъ ̇справть• ̇ а̀ще ̇справвъ вьсе, помы̇шлѣе́/ть то̋ ̇справлене̇• таковы̇ себе прѣльщае́ть• / не свѣды своѫ̇ немощь• ꙁавстъ бѡ себѣ створ / таковы̇́• ́ ѿгна ѿ себе блгоⷣть• ̇ а̇ще кⸯто ̇спра/ввь себе• поꙁна ꙁастѫпленїе́ блгоⷣтное́• ꙗ̇ко ѿ / слы̇ е̇ѫ́ оу́крѣпв сѧ̇, справль ⷭ҇ дѣтѣл• да / прославть ба• ́ да реⷱ҇ть, слава твое́моу лвколю/бю́• ꙗ̇ко недосто́на ̇ грѣшна споⷣбль е́с досто/на быт твое̇ѫ̋ блгоⷣт• ̇ ꙗ͑ко въсхѡтѣ, ̇спра/ввь мнѣ своа оу̑годнаа̇ влⷣко• таковы͑ раꙁоумѣ/вь своѫ́ немощь, потьщаль сѧ е̇сть храма ста блгоⷣт сьтворт• ̇ быⷭ҇ вь немъ блгоⷣть стль / ̇ прношене̇• ̇ стѣна непоколѣбма• ̇ весе//лѧщхⸯ сѧ веселть• ̇ раⷣуѫщ сѧ вь немь радоⷭ҇ творⷮ҇• / ́ хранть его ѿ вьсѣкого ꙁла̋• дондеже прѣста/вть е̇го въ вѣнѫѫ̇ жꙁнь• ѿ сего вѣка въ бѫ/дѫщї̇ вѣкъ• Прклон оу̇бѡ ннѣ оу́хо твое́ / любме мо̇, ͑ бѫдѫ т сьвѣтнкь• а͑ще хо/щеш оу̑доу свое͑моу да въндеть вь вѣнѫѫ ж/ꙁнь• ́ желае̇ш блаженьства га свое̇го• рьц / м пото оу̑мы́ваѐш лце свое̇ водоѫ͑• въсѣ/ко того рад• да блжкамь сво́мь годѣ бѫ/деш• а̇ не ѡ͑пльваль е́с пльтьскыѫ́ т стра/ст• нѫ вь нⷯ҇ порабощень е͑с• а̀ще л хоще/ш ꙋмы́т лце свое̇, оу͑мꙑ́е́ сльꙁам• ́ ѡ͑мы́/е́ плаемъ• да просвѣтт сѧ сь славоѫ̇ прѣⷣ / бмь ̇ стым е͑го а́гглы• лце бѡ ѡ́мывае́/мо сльꙁам, доброта ⷭ҇ неоу̑вѧдома• нѫ про/твѫ семоу реⷱ҇ш• стыждѫ сѧ сквⸯрьны рад / лца мое̇го• скврьна лца твое̇го ̀ ногоу / твое͑ю̀ сь стомь срⷣцемь, пае слнца са/е̇ть посрѣⷣ а̇ггль б́• то смѣе͑ш сѧ бе-/сьмнѣнїа́• плакат сѧ ̇ рыдат нѣст л / т рекль гь, ты́ же ѡ́ставль ꙁаповѣд га сво/е́го• не бош л сѧ мѫкь е͑го; сце ̇скоу/шене̇ ннѣ можеть накаꙁат не́скоу/сны́ѫ́• ̇ въ рѫкы раꙁⸯбонѧ въпады, // (f. 241) можеть пѫтнкы́ потврьд• ̇ понеже ѿ/ѧст ̇скоушені́е глѧ; слабост моеѫ рад глѧ• / въ аⷭ҇ оу́тврьдх сѧ оу͑нꙑне́ же ̇ лѣность моа, / на тожде влѣет мѧ пакы• сего рад оу́бѡ ̇ а/ꙁъ любме мо́ хѡщѫ сьвѣтнкь бы́т т• / Стадо ̇ꙁбра́нⸯно́е́ спⷭ҇во• молѧ вы• наслѣднц / бж́• блюдѣте сѧ да не пльтⸯскы̇ѫ́ рад сластї• /  жте́скы̇ѫ́ похѡт, лште сѧ славы́ ѡ͑ноѫ́ / ̇ радост• ͑ ̇ꙁрновен бѫдете рьтога ѡ́ногѡ• / ̇же ̇спльненъ е̇сть веселїа ́ радост• люб/мц мо́ троудь рьнеества ншего ꙗ͑ко сънь / е̇сть• троудоу же ншемоу поко̇ несповѣдмꙸ / ⷭ҇• 
Вънемл оу̇бѡ́ себѣ• е̇да когда ѡ́брѧщеш / сѧ ѿпадъ ѿ ́бою̇ ѧстю ̇ ѿ ̑бою́ проу• ка/ко же ѿтвѣть въꙁдас̋• нѫ потьщ сѧ пае съ/врьшенѫ дѣтѣль стѧжат• ́ оу́крашенѫ въсѣ/ескы́, ꙗ͑коже любть бь• ̇ сѫ̇ а̇ще стѧжш, / нколже прогнѣвае̇ш ба• н блжнѣго сво/е̇го ѡ́ꙁлобш• с же е̇дновещнаа́ дѣтѣль / наретⸯ сѧ• ̇мѧщ вь себѣ добротѫ раꙁлны/м дѣтѣлⸯм• ꙗ͑коже бѡ вѣнець црьскы, бе/ꙁ каменїа̇ ⷭ҇тнаго ̇ беꙁдрагаго бсра ̇спле/тень не можеть быт• тако ̇ с е͑дновещнаа / дѣтѣль• беꙁⸯ доброты раꙁлныⷯ҇ дѣтѣле́ не // състот сѧ• ̇бѡ̋ оу̇подобла сѧ ⷭ҇ црⷭ҇комꙋ вѣ́нⸯцꙋ• / ꙗ̇коже бѡ̋ вѣнець а̇ще е̇сть недостатькь е̇дно/го камене, л бсра, на главѣ црвѣ са̇т не / можеть• тако ̇ се е̇дновещнѣ дѣтѣл, а́/ще недостатькь бѫдеть е̇дноѫ дѣтѣл / добротны́ѫ́• съврьшена дѣтѣль не ́меноуе́/тⸯ сѧ• ОУ̑поⷣб сѧ пакы̋ многоцѣнⸯномъ бра/шномь спастнымъ• вьсѣⷯ҇ ̇ꙁⸯбранⸯныⷯ҇ сласте̇• / ́ лшеномъ бывшемъ сол• ꙗ̇коже многоцѣ/нⸯнаа́ брашна беꙁь сол ꙗ̀ст сѧ не могѫтъ• / тако ̇ е̇дновещнаа дѣтѣль, вьсѣкоѫ̇ добро/ты оу́крашена• многопьстрым дѣтѣлⸯмї• / т̋ а̇ще лшт сѧ ѿ любⸯве бѫ́, ̇ блжнѣаго / с•  вьсемоу мръꙁь ⷭ҇• Поⷣбно же пакы̋ крѣп̋кꙋ /  велкоу ѡ͑рлꙋ, касаѫ̇щоу сѧ высотаⷯ҇ нбⷭ҇ныⷯ҇• / ̇же вдѣвъ брашно вь сѣт• а̀бе̇ крѣпост/ѫ͑ крлоу свое̇ю шедь оу͑стрьмтⸯ сѧ на не́• / ̇ въстрьгнѫт хотѧщоу брашно, ꙋдрьжа/нъ быⷭ҇ ꙁа конець нокт въ сѣт• ̇ малымꙸ / смь вьсѣ крѣпость е́го смѣр сѧ• вьсе бѡ / тѣлѡ е̇го вънѣ е͑сть сѣт• крѣпоⷭ҇ же е̇го / вьсѣ вѧꙁть въ не́• такоже ́ е͑днове/щнаа́ дѣтѣль• а̀ще првѫꙁана бѫдеть / ꙁемныⷯ҇ веще́, вьсѣ вь не̇ вѧꙁть ѿнѫдь• // (f. 242) въсе бѡ̋ дѣло съвръшен еѫ̋ кромѣ ѧ́ꙁъ е̇стъ• / крѣпоⷭ҇ же въсѣ е̇ѫ́, на ꙁемл смѣрѣет сѧ• ́ ꙗ͑ко/же не можетъ въꙁлетѣт ѡ́релъ на вы́сотѫ а́е́/рⸯскѫѫ́ нокьтнаа́го ѧ́та́ дѣлѣ, тако ̇ едно/вещнаа дѣтѣль а̇ще не свободт сѧ ѿ ꙁемныⷯ҇ / веще́, не можеть бы́т сьврьшена дѣтѣль• / Кто е̇сть не мы́ сльꙁь покаа͑нїа́, пораꙁоумѣвь / да вьꙁдьхнеть• ̇ да навы́кнеть ̇ꙁвѣсто ̇спра/влѣѫщхь дѣтѣль сѫ́• е́да бѡ̋ нбⷭ҇а до̇де ̇спра/вленїе е̇го• ̇ дошедь до дверї тѣⷯ҇, вьꙁⸯбранено / быⷭ҇ е́моу вьнт• донⸯдеже црⷭ҇твїа́ не до͑детъ дѣ/тѣль, ̇справленїе̇ не можеть вьнт вь не• ꙗ͑ко/же се ⸯто глѧ• любмц мо́• ̇справшѫ нѣц/̇ прѣждереенѫѧ́ сѫ́ дѣтѣль• оу́красшѫ съ/плетⸯше ꙗ̀кы црⷭ҇кы̇ вѣнець• ̇ вещ рад ̇ꙁⸯмъ/ждалы́, толкѫ дѣтѣлъ н въ тоже въмѣн/шѫ• првѧꙁанⸯ бѡ̋ ́хъ быⷭ҇ помы́сль пеалⸯм ꙁе/мныⷯ҇ веще́• сего рад не могошѫ на нбѡ вьꙁыт• / Блюд сѧ оу́бѡ̋ любме мо•́ да не првѧꙁавь / себе, прѣдас сѧ врагоу свое̇моу• не раꙁⷣрꙋш дї/вны́ѫ́ дѣтѣл ѧ́же многомь трꙋдомь стѧжа̋• / ̇ не въꙁⸯбранѣ̇ с въ небеснаа врата вьнт• / ̇ не постав е̇ѫ́ посрамлены прѣⷣ женхомь ѡ́/нѣмь• ̀ не првѧж е̇ѫ́ вещⸯм ̇ꙁмьждалым• // н же пргвоꙁд еѫ́ ꙁемл• нѫ даждь е̇̇ дръ/ꙁновене̇ ̇ глаⷭ҇ вꙑсѡкь• да веселѧщ сѧ съ / радостѫ въ рьтогь вьндеть• ̇ гласомъ• / высѡкомъ, стѧжеть мьꙁдѫ своѫ͗• Ѡ͗҇҇ д/вное̇ юдѡ• ꙗко се̋ львь прѣвелї̇ ꙅѣлѡ ́ крѣ/покь• строуноѫ́ првѧꙁань, смѣр сѧ• та/ко ̇ дѣтѣль ꙁемныⷯ҇ пеалехь првѧꙁана• / львов оу̑подоб сѧ дѣтѣль с̋• оу́краше/на вьсѣцѣмь дѣлѡ́мь блгомь ͑ смѣрено/мь• ꙁемны́м пеалм• ꙗ͑ко строуноѫ̇ є̋/дноѫ́ првѧꙁана е̇сть• Тѣмже молѧ / тѧ любме мо̇ вьспрьн̋• ͑ подвгнї / рѫцѣ тво̇• хѡтѧ прѣрѣꙁат ̇ꙁмьжⷣа/лѫѧ́ сѫ̋ строунѫ• да не смѣхоу бѫдеш / ꙗ̇ко самѱонь крѣпкы́̇• же сво̇мь по/двгомъ, ꙗ́коже вь е̇днь аⷭ҇ ты́сѧщѫ ́/ꙁⸯб• ̇ двѣ̇ добротѣ ꙗ̇ко е͑днѫ строу/нѫ прѣрѣꙁа• ̀ себе ѿ ѧ̀ꙁь свобод• ̇ вра/гы побвь, побѣдѫ гⷭ҇в прнесе• ̇ мол/тва подвга е͑го, вь ̇стонкь прѣло/ж сѧ• с̋ сцеваа́ ̇справленїа́ сьтво/рвъ, себе свѧꙁавъ врагомь прѣдаⷭ҇ сѧ• / Ѧте́мⸯ бѡ̑ строунⸯны́мь смѣр сѧ• ̇ / страшнѫѧ́ ѡ́нѫ ́ двнѫѧ͑ крѣпоⷭ҇ свѧꙁа•//
 (f. 243) т сѧ• а͑ще въ мѣрѫ повае́ть, аще л лше мѣры́, / поꙁнань бы́вае́ть• ̇мⸯже раслабвь себе• прѣдастъ / сѧ• съноу• прѣдавъ е̇стьство на побѣждене́ ̇ / ѡ́быае́мь сьнⸯны́мъ• а̇ще е́стьство  ѡ́быⷱⷶ про/повѣдателѣ е̇ста• ѡ́бѣма ѧстⸯма е́стьство / покаꙁоуе́тъ порабощеню́• ѡ́быа̀ же клепе/ть волѧ, ѿ ̑бое̇го бо сьстот сѧ лвкь• волѣ жⷷ / самовластна сѫщ, ꙗ͑ко дателъ ⷭ҇• вькоренть / бѡ въ ѐстьствѣ, ѡ́быае́мъ ꙁлы́ дѣтѣл ́л / благы́ ꙗ̀коже хощеть• въкорентⸯ же ꙁлы́ ѡ́бы́/аѫ́• тькⸯмо въ а́л рѣвоѡ͑бьꙗ́дені̇е̇• въ жѫ/жд многопте̇• вь сьнѣ слабостъ,  сънъ ́ско/ренть дѣтѣл блгыѫ́• Вь пщ, вьꙁⷣрьжане̇• / въ жѫжⷣ тръпѣне́• въ сьнѣ, бьдѣне́• въ лъ/ж ́стнѫ• вь въꙁорѣ, цѣломѫдре́• волѧ бо / ншѫ ѡ́браꙁь дѣтѣл нарѧть• скоренть / бѡ ꙁлыѫ̇ ѡ́бы́аѫ́ въ мьгновен ѡ̇ка•  прса/дть дѣлы блгы ꙗ́коже хѡщеть• понеже  є̑/стьство та̋ погнана е́ста• ꙁемлѣ же оу́то дѣла/наа́ нше е́стьство е́сть• дѣлателⸯ же е́сть семоу, / волѣ• бествны́ѫ́ кнгы, съвѣстнц сѫть на/мь  оу̑теле• оу̑ат бо ншего дѣлателѣ, кы̇ѫ́ / ѡ́бы́аѫ́ ꙁлы́ скоренть•  кы́ѫ̀ дѣтѣл блгы / насадть• а́ще бѡ сть ͑ тьщвь ншь дѣлатель ⷭ҇• // а́ще л хѡщеш помы̇слы оувѣдѣт срⷣныѫ́, пр/стѫп кь оу̑стомь  навы́кн ѿ нⷯ҇ спытно пръво/е́• ѡ́ нбⷭ҇ных л помышлѣеть, л ѡ́ ꙁемныⷯ҇• ѡ́ дхо/вных л, л ѡ́ пльтьскыⷯ҇ похотехь• ѡ͑҇ въꙁдрьжан / л, л ѡ́ многостѧжан• л ѡ́ нщетѣ ́ ѡ́ смѣре/нѣ мѫдрост• л ѡ́ высокомѫдр л ѡ͑ любⸯв• / л ѡ͑ ненавст• ѿ скровща бѡ ꙁемнаго оу̑ста̋ прѣ/дложѫть брашна сѫщїмь• пооу̑енїе́ ѧ̇ꙁы́коу•  / жте̇ лве покаꙁоуе̇ть кого лю/бтъ срⷣце• прьвоє́, / ха л ́л вѣка сего•  невдмаа́ дша, дѣлесы свое̇го / тѣлесе вдма е́сть како ⷭ҇ е́стьствꙋ• прѣлагаемⸯ же / сѧ ꙁлобоѫ́, самовластны́ѫ́ волѧ рад• нѫ равно семꙋ реⷱ҇ть нѣкто, ꙗ́ко стрⷭ҇т е́стестьвны сѫтъ• ̇ неоу́кло/нⸯн сѫть работаѫ́ще ́мь• вьнма́ оу̑бо себѣ ѡ̑каа/нⸯне• добраа́го сьдѣана́ благаго влⷣкы, въ сьблаꙁнї / не въвод• сътвор бѡ͗ бь вьсѣ добра ꙁѣлѡ, ́ естⸯство / оу͑красль е̇сть благым дѣлы• ꙗ́коже се̋ ⸯто глѧ• / по е́стьствоу а́лⸯба не нарет сѧ въ мѣрѫ ꙗ́дѫще• / аще л же беꙁ мѣры́ ꙗ́сть, ꙁнае́мь е́сть• ꙗко рещ бе/ꙁье̇стьстьвень ⷭ҇ аще беꙁ мѣры ꙗ́сть• жѫжда па/кы не нарет сѧ аще кто вь мѣрѫ пе́ть• аще л / беꙁ мѣры́ поꙁнань бывае́ть• понеже е́стествна/а жѫжда еⷭ҇• беꙁь е͗стства же; беꙁⸯ мѣры́ аще кто / повае́ть, то пакы по е̇стствоу не наре• // (f. 244) Вънемл оу́бѡ ннѣ любме мо́ ты̋ себѣ• е́да̋ ка/ко двнѫѧ дѣтѣль, малыⷯ҇ рад пеале́ свѧжеш ́ / смѣрш• нѫ блюд ѧ́ ѿ вьсѣⷯ҇ врѣжⷣаѫщⷯ҇ веще•  оу̑/красвъ• прѣⷣпосл ѫ на нбо• сце же свобод ѫ̋• ꙗ͑цѣ/мже ѡ́браꙁомь прѣжде сходѧще́ вь глѫбнѫ́• ꙗко / да ѡбрѧще многоцѣнⸯны́ бсеръ• е͑гоже ѡ́брѣть, / а́бе́ сь многомь троудомь на высотѫ въсходⷮ҇• / вьсе же тѣло е̇го, ѡ́бнажаетⸯ сѧ ѿ водь• ́ вода же прѣ/бывае́ть на мѣстѣ• сь̋ же сь богатьствомъ много/мь оу́стрьмвⸯ сѧ, на соухо ̀ꙁлѣꙁе• смʼ же ѡ́браꙁо/мъ ̇ ты̋ потьщ сѧ свободт дѣтѣль ѿ вьсѣхь / ꙁемныⷯ҇ веще́• ̇ оу́красв сѧ сьврьшеноѫ́ дѣтѣлѫ́• / ѡ́блѣц сѧ ꙗко рꙁоѫ́•  трѣꙁв сѧ любме днь /  нощь• да сѧ не сьвлѣеш е̇ѫ̋• сеѧ́ е́дновещныѫ́ / дѣтѣл нктоже не можеть врѣдт на ꙁемл• / скръбь бѡ трьпѣне́ сьдѣвае́ть• нщета же  не/стѧжане, ꙁемлѣ е́сть дѣлоу еѫ• ѿ сего бо плодо/вта бывае́ть• плоды бо праведны прносѧщ• / н недѫгь же е́ѫ́ можеть врѣдт• ѿ него бо с/лоѫ́ ѡ́дѣе́тⸯ сѧ похвалам кь боу• поⷣбно же не мо/гѫть нꙁложт е́ѫ́• ꙗ́ко ѿ тоѫ̋ стѧжть по/хвалѫ ̇ славѫ• ̇ жꙁнь вѣнѫѫ́• гоненїе не можеть оу́страшт е́ѫ́• ѿ того бѡ̋ плететъ вѣ/нець сьврьшенїа́ свое́го•  боу славѫ прность• // нѫ ̇ нагота е́́ оунынїа́ не можеть наложт• / понеже ѿ неѫ сьпрѧде ѡ́деждѫ славы• гладъ та/кожде не можеть е̇ѫ́ въ прѣнемагане̇ оу́стро/т• ѿ того бо трапеꙁѫ готовть с вь црⷭ҇тв не/беснѣмь• нѫ  жѫжда не можеть е̇̇ пеал на/нест• ѿ тоѫ́ бѡ готовтⸯ сѧ е́́ веселе̇ ра̇скоѐ• / нщета не можеть оу͗жаст е͑ѫ̇ на богать/ство• тоѫ́ бѡ наслѣдьствоуе́ть блаженⸯство / гне• бьдѣне̇ же ̇ плаь• вѣнⸯц е̇̇ сѫть готов / ̀ сьврьшен• ̀ ̇стонкь сльꙁь, ѡ́щенїе̇ е́́́ є́/сть• ѡ́снована̇ сьꙁдан́мь е̇ѫ̇ сѫть• сьмртъ / не можеть е̇ѫ̇ оу́мртвт• нѫ н гробь раꙁⷣрꙋ/шт е̇ѫ́ можеть• н оу̑дрьжат е̇ѫ̇ а́е́рь• н / нбⷭ҇а могѫть врать ꙁатворт прѣⷣ дѣтѣлⸯно́/ѫ́ дшеѫ̇• нѫ вдѧще ѫ́ сь радостѫ́ ѿврьꙁѫть• / тьмы́ тьмам ̇ ты́сѫща ты́сѫщам• а͑ггль• / а́рхггль• прѣстол госпоⷣства́• наѧла же ́ / власт, не могѫть ꙁапрѣт ѐ́• нѫ сь радо/стѫ́ прїмѫ ѧ̋• ̇ на рѫкаⷯ҇ своⷯ҇ вьꙁемⸯше, / прнесѫть ѫ́ прѣстолоу славы́• Раⷣует сѧ ѡ́ не́/̇ ѿць ̇ снь сь стмь дхомь• раⷣуе̇тⸯ же сѧ ѡ́ не́ / дхь сты́, ꙗ́ко быⷭ҇ е͑моу црквь ста̋• ͑ вьселѧ сѧ / вь нѧ̋• раⷣу̇етⸯ же сѧ ѡ́ не́ е́днородны́͑ снь, ꙗ́/ко томоу похотѣ• ̇ пае е͑го ̇ного не стѧжа• // (f. 245) ́ раⷣуе̇т сѧ ѡ̇ не̇ ѡць, ꙗ́ко того вьꙁлюбла е́сть• ́ / пае е̇го ̇ного не въꙁлюб• раⷣуѫтⸯ же сѧ ѡ́ не ́ нбⷭ҇а / сь слам свом• е́днодшно славѧⷮ҇ ѡ̑ца ̇ сна ̇ / стго дха• вдѧще дѣтѣль а̇гглⷭ҇кѫ оу́крашенѫ / вьсѣкоѫ́ добрѡтоѫ ̇ правдѡ́ѫ́• раⷣует сѧ ѡ́ не́ / ра́• ꙗ́ко жрѣбе́мь паде е̇моу вь достоа̇не́• / Слва ̇ велелѣпе́ е̇дномоу блгомоу боу ̇ лвко/любⸯцоу• подаваѫ́щомоу намь свое́ црⷭ҇тве́• блгоⷣ/тѫ́ с ͑цѣл мѧ г ̇цѣлѣѫ̇• е̇дны́̇ прѣмѫдры / ̇ млⷭ҇рды̇ враю• млѧ твоѫ́ блгосты̇нѧ, ̇цѣл / строупы дшѫ мое́ѧ́• ̇ просвѣт ѡ́ мо́ оу͑мнѣ́• / да раꙁоумѣѫ́ твое́ сьмотрене̇ бы́вае́мое̇ на / мнѣ вынѫ• ̇ понеже оу̑вѧла е́сть мы́сль моа́• бла/дѣтⸯ же твоа́ слоѫ́ ̇стнⸯноѫ́ да раствортⸯ сѧ• / ́ ⸯто рекѫ провѣдⸯе вѣды̀ срⷣца ̇ оу̑ды• самь / бѡ е́днь вѣс, ꙗ̇ко ꙁемлѣ беꙁводна жѫждеть / тебе дша моа́, ̇ желае̇ть срⷣце• любѧщаа́го же / г бе мо̇, блгоⷣть твоа͑ да насы́тть• ̇ ꙗ͑коже / вы́нѫ послоушаль е̇с мене влⷣко, ̇ ннѣ не прѣ/ꙁр молена̇ мое̇го• се бѡ̋ ꙗ͑ко плѣнⸯн́ца е́сть / мы̇сль моа̇• тебе е́дного спаⷭ҇ ̇щѫщ• посл оу́/бѡ̋ ннѣ блгоⷣть своѫ́ вьскорѣ да прдеть вь по/мощь моѫ́, ꙗ̇ко да насы́тть мое́ а́лⸯканїє́• / ̇ напо́ть моѫ́ жѫжⷣѫ• тебе бѡ̋ желаѫ́ мое́го // влⷣкы ненасы́тмаа́го• кто бѡ̋ можеть насы́/тт сѧ въ ̇стнѫ любѧщ̇хⸯ тѧ• ̇ тебе жѫжⷣѫ/ще свѣта ̇стнⸯнаа́го ̇ подателѣ̋ свѣтоу• да/жⷣ м прощена́ моа́• ̇ дароу̇ м млтвѫ• ͑ въсⸯка/п на срⷣце́ мое̇; еднѫ каплѧ любⸯве твое̇ѫ́ да / раꙁⸯгорт сѧ вь срⷣц мое̇мь, пламы кь любве / твое̇ѫ́ вь лѫꙁѣ• ̇ да поꙗ́сть трьне̇ лѫкавы́ѫ́ / помы́слы́• даждⸯ м ̇ꙁьѡ́блоу ̇ беꙁⸯ мѣры́ ꙗ́/ко бь лвкомь• ̇ дароу̇ м ꙗ́ко црь црюѫ́щⷨ҇• / ̇ оу́множ ꙗ́ко блгь ꙁь блага ѡ͑ца• ̀ ͑сплъ/н вь водоност мѣсто́• ѿ блⷭ҇вена́ с• да сѧ / ̇спльнть жѫжда моа͑ ѿ блгоⷣт твоⷷѫ́• на/сы́твы̇ пѧтъ ты́сѧщь ѿ• пѧтⷯ҇ хлѣбь• / насы́т а͑лⸯбѫ моѫ́ ѿ бессльнаа́го бога/ства свое̇ѫ́ блгосты̇нѧ• лвколюбⸯе блгы́• / а͑ще на хлѣбы́ ́ на трѣвѫ вьсемоу народоу / твоа́ не ѡ́скѫднаа́ блгоⷣть ̇ꙁла сѧ вь врѣ/мѧ се̋• колⸯм пае дароуе̇ш прошенїа͗ рабоу / твое̇моу молѧщомоу т сѧ• се̋ бо ̇ а́е̋рь сь/вⸯттⸯ сѧ• ̇ пⸯтцѧ ̇ꙁмѣноуѫ́ть гласы́ своѫ́, / ѿ многы́ѫ̇ славы ̇ прѣмѫдрост твое̇ѫ́• се / бѡ̋ оу̑же ̇ ꙁемлѣ вьсѣ ѡ́блатⸯ сѧ ѡ̋деждеѫ́ / раꙁлноѫ́  пьстры́мь цвѣтомь, ̇же прѧ/детⸯ сѧ не рѫкама лвⷭ҇кыма• Раⷣуе̇тⸯ же сѧ // (f. 246) 

 праꙁноуе̇ть ѡ̋бѣма праꙁнкома• е́днѣмⸯ же / ꙁа снь сво́ пръвоꙁданⸯны̇ а́дамь, ꙗ́ко ѡ́жть• / дроугымⸯ же ꙁа влⷣкѫ свое̇го ꙗ̇ко сьшедь поход по не́• / се̋ ̇ море оу́множае́т сѧ ѿ блгоⷣт твое̇ѫ́, ̇ ѡ̇бога/тѣе̇ть плаваѫ̇щѫѧ по немоу• Г мо̇ г, ̇ мнѣ бла/годѣть твоа́ дрьꙁновене̇ да дасть глат к тебѣ• / ̇ желанїе̇ же ̇мамь к тебѣ, нѫдтⸯ мѧ• а̇ще бѡ̋ / ̇ ̇скон лвкооу̑б̇ца ꙁⸯмї́ вь врѣмѧ се̋ прходѧ / ѿврьꙁае̇ть оу̇ста своа́• колⸯм пае поⷣбае́ть ѿврѣ/ст оу́ста рабоу твое̇моу желаѫ̇щомоу тебе• вь сла/вѫ ̇ похвалѫ блгоⷣт твое́ѫ́ Пре́мы́̇ два пѣ/нѧꙁа вдовы́ ѡ́ноѫ́ ́ похвалвь ѫ́, прї̇м млене́ / раба твое́го• ̇ въꙁраст млтвѫ моѫ́ сѫ̋• ̇ дароу/̇ м прошена̇ моа́• да бѫдѫ храмь сть блгоⷣт тво/е́ѫ́• ̀ да вьселтⸯ сѧ вь мѧ• ̇ да мѧ наоу̑ть ка/ко оу̑годт т• ̇ да въ гѫсл моѫ̇ брѧкнеть гла/сѡмь ̇спльнь покаа́нїа ̇ ве́села́• ѡ́боуꙁдае̇тⸯ же / мысль моѫ́ ꙗ́ко кѫплѡмь• да не прѣльщень бы́/вь, сьгрѣшѫт• ͑ ѿрновень бѫдѫ просвѣщє/нїа ѡ̋ного• послоуша̇ мене г, послоуша• ́ / дажⷣ м да вьꙁлѧгѫ въ црⷭ҇тв твое̇мь• а̇ꙁⸯ же / прѣльщень бы́вь, сьбрань быⷯ҇• несть же, / ̇ ѡ̇стхⸯ сѧ• ̇ несьмы́слень, ꙋмѫдрень быⷯ҇• / ̇ непотрѣбень• потрѣбень быⷯ҇ г мо̇ г• // стадо ̇ꙁⸯбранн̋ое твое́ рьнець, ̇ вьсѣⷯ҇ стыⷯ҇ тво/ⷯ҇ оу́гождъш̇х т• вь ра раⷣуѫще сѧ, т̋ млтвѫ / творѧть ꙁа ны̋• ́ млѧтⸯ тѧ е̇дного блгаго лвко/любⸯца• самⸯ же г мо́ г, оу̑слы́ш млтвы́ ̇хь• ́ / мленїе̇мь ́хь спⷭ҇ мѧ грѣшнаа́го• а́ꙁⸯ же оу̑бѡ тѣ/м тебѣ славѫ прношѫ• ꙗ́ко тѣхь млтвы послꙋ/шавь, оу̑щедрль мѧ е́с• ́ нѣс прѣꙁрѣль млтвы ⷯ҇• / бывшⷯ҇ ꙁа мое́ смѣренїе̇ ̇ спⷭ҇нїе̇• ты̋ же г мо / прр҇ⷪкомъ сво́мь рекль е̇с• ѿврьꙁ оу́ста своа́ ̇ ́/спльнѧ ꙗ̇• се̋ оу̑же ннѣ ѿврьꙁе сѧ срⷣце мое́ ̇ оу̑ста / раба твое̇го г мо́• ́сплънт сѧ ̇ оу́мь ѿ блгоⷣ/т твое̇ѫ́• да вы́нѫ блⷭ҇вѧ тѧ г спⷭ҇е мо́• напо́ по/мы́слъ мо́ лвколюбⸯе блгы̋• ́ росѡѫ́ блⷭ҇венїа / твое́го• ꙗ̇ко ꙁемлѣ ѡс́ѣа́на не можеть вьспта/т ѡ́ себѣ плодовь беꙁⸯ посѣщенїа́ твое́ѫ̇ блгостꙑ/нѧ• тако ́ срⷣце мое͑, не можеть беꙁ блгоⷣт твое́ѫ́ / провѣщат оу̑годнаго• н плодовта плода прї/нест праведна• се̋ оу̑же дьждь птае́тъ плоды́, / ̇ дрѣвеса вѣнⸯаваѫ́т сѧ пьстрымь цвѣтомъ• / ̇ роса блгоⷣт твое́ѫ́, да просвѣттⸯ м помы́/сль• да оу̑красть е́го цвѣтомь покаа́нїа́ ͑ смѣ/ренїа́• любовїѫ́ же, ̇ трьпѣне́мь• ́ то рекѫ / е́ще г мо́ г• се̋ бѡ млтва моа́ немощна• ̇ бе/ꙁаконїа́ моа́ велїа́ ̇ пртранⸯна сѫⷮ҇• ѡ͑҇ лютѣ // (f. 247) мнѣ грѣс мо стѧжаѫ́тⸯ м• ́ немощь моа́ нѫдт мѧ• / да побѣдть ѫ́ блгоⷣть твоа́• ѿврьꙁы́́ ѡ́ слѣпⸯцоу, / ѿврьꙁ м ѡ́ оу̑мнѣ́• да вы́нѫ раꙁоумѣваѫ̇ добро/тѫ твоѫ́• ѿврьꙁы̇́ оу̑ста нѣмомоу, ѿврьꙁ оу̑ста / моа́ вь славѫ ́ похвалѫ  блгоⷣт твое̇ѫ́• положвы́ / прѣдѣлы́ морю словомь повелѣнїа́ твое̇го• полож / прѣдѣль срⷣцоу мое́моу блгоⷣтѫ̇ с• ꙗ͑ко да не оу́кло/нтⸯ сѧ на десно н на шꙋе́ ѿ добрѡты твое̇ѫ́• да/вы́ людемь водѫ вь поустын, люⷣмь нпокорвы/мь ̇ протвѧшмⸯ сѧ, дажⷣ м покаа́нїе вы́нѫ• ̇ ѡ̋/ма мо̇ма сльꙁы́ да плаѧ сѧ днь ̇ нощь смѣреноѫ́ / мѫдростѫ́ ̀ любовѫ́ ̇ срⷣцемь стомь• да пр/блжтⸯ же сѧ млтва моа́ г к тебѣ• ͑ дароу̇ м ѿ / сѣмене стго твое̇го, да прнесѫ т драхⸯмѫ• ́/спльнь пока́анїа́ ́ ́сповѣданїа́• ̇ рекѫ, слава / давⸯшомꙋ м славѫ• да е͑мꙋ прнесѫ ́ прѣдложѫ• / оу̑слы́ш г млѫтвѫ моѫ́ раба твое̇гѡ• млтвам / стхь твоⷯ҇• сы̋́ надь вьсѣм бь блⷭ҇вень вь вѣкы́• / амнь: 



Прдѣте любмц мо́• прдѣте ѡ͑/ц ́ братїа моа́• стадо ̇ꙁⸯбран̋но́е спⷭ҇во• прдѣ/те коуплѧ дѣ̇мь донⸯдеже трьжество сто́тъ• / ̇спльнте ѡ́ сльꙁь вашⷯ҇• ̇ а̇бе́ ѡ̇ срьденѣ́ / ваш ѿврьꙁетѣ сѧ• глте словѡ ѡ́ вѣнѣ́ жꙁн• / ̇ ѡ́ сѫдѣ вѣнѣмь• ̇ а͑бе́ покае̇т сѧ срⷣце ваше• // прї́мѣте добры́̇ помысль• ѡ́ црⷭ҇тв нбⷭ҇нѣмь ́ / ра́• ̇ а̇бе нерадт нанете ѡ́ ꙁемныⷯ҇ веще́• / ̇ да нктоже раслабѣвь ѿ ваⷭ҇ оу̑ные̇ть• н же / прѣнемагаѫ оу́страшт сѧ• н же да оу́ботⸯ сѧ• / нктоже н оу̑снеть• нѫ беꙁь сьмнѣнїа̇ да прї/ꙁовемь га ншего• ̇ прлежно да работае̇мъ / спсоу ншемоу• потьщмⸯ сѧ ́ ѡ́стмь срⷣца / нша стмь е́го дхмь• сьдрьжмⸯ сѧ сам себе  / млмь ́ оу̑тврьдмь• ѿпоустмⸯ же грѣхы са/м себѣ ѿ вьсего срⷣца• раб бо е̇смы нельжнаа́гѡ / ба рекⸯшаа́го тако• ̇ ѡ̋ць мо́ нбⷭ҇нꙑ́ не ѡ́ста/вть• а́ще не ѡ́ставть кѫждѡ братꙋ своє́/мꙋ ѿ срⷣць вашⷯ҇ прѣгрѣшенє́• ̇ пакы́ стм є̋/го а̇пⷭ҇лы ꙁнаменаль е̇сть• е́же, коль краты ѿ/поустт е́сть грѣхь братоу• рекⸯшꙋ бѡ петрꙋ / г, коль краты́ сьгрѣшть вь мѧ брать мо́ / ́ ѿпоущѫ е̇моу• до седмщ; реⷱ҇ е́мꙋ гь• не глѧ / т до седⸯмщ• нѫ до седⸯмьдесѧть крать се/дмцеѫ́• мы́ же оу̑бѡ нколже трщ дне/мь ѿпоустмь себѣ• Млѧ вы́ оу̑бѡ́ братїе́ / моа́ ́ прпада́ѫ́ вамь ѡ͑҇ дроуꙁ• вьспрьнѣте / вь малое̇ се̋ врѣмѧ• ́ подвꙁа̇те сѧ вь е́днꙑ́ на десѧте аⷭ҇• веерь бѡ прблжль сѧ е̇сть / ͑ мьꙁⸯдодавець хⷭ҇ь, грѧдеⷮ сь славоѫ́ вьꙁⷣат хо//(f. 248)тѧ комоуждо протвѫ дѣлѡмь е҇гѡ:• / Вънемлѣте оу́бѡ себѣ• е́да кⸯто ͑справвь се́бѐ, / вьꙁраⷣуе́тⸯ сѧ• ́ ѡ͗блѣнвⸯ сѧ, погоубть бесслъ/ное́ мьꙁⸯдовьꙁⷣанѐ• оу́поⷣбль бо сѧ е́сть рьнець / ѡ́сѣа́нѣ нвѣ ꙗ́же вьꙁрастть плоды свободоѫ́ /  росѡѫ́• ̇ плодовть плоⷣ прнесеть веселїа́• ̇ е́гⷣа/же постгнеть плоⷣ на не́, тогда множа̇шѫ на/водⷮ пеаль дѣлателю• пекы́ ͑бѡ сѧ бⸯдть• ̋ бо/̇тⸯ сѧ• е́да вьнеꙁаа́пѫ градь ́л ꙁвѣрь двї́ ра/стлть нвѫ е̇го• тако ́ мнхь донⸯдеже жветь / вь вѣцѣ семь• днь ́ нощь пеет сѧ ̀ мльвть болѣ/ꙁнⸯно ѡ̇ бесмртнѣ́ жꙁн• ́ ѡ̋ сꙋе̇тѣ рьнеь/ства свое̇го• да не ѡ́блѣнвь себе, ѡ́брѧщетⸯ сѧ / вь соуе̇те кы́• вьсѣ радоⷭ҇ ̇ веселе̇ дѣлателю ⷭ҇• / е͑гⷣа жѫтвѫ сьбереть вь жтнцѫ• ̇ полꙋть / вьꙁⸯданїе́• тѣмжⷣе ѡ́браꙁомь ́ мнхь е̇сть• / раⷣуѫ̇ть бѡ́ сѧ ̇ веселѧтⸯ сѧ а̇ггл б̇ на нбⷭ҇ехь, / е̇гда бо̇тⸯ сѧ ба ͑ сьврьш теенїе́ свое́• дѣла/тель бо е́гда жтнцѫ ̇спльнть, тогда бе/с пеал е̇сть• ̇ проее̇ птае́тⸯ сѧ ̇ веселть• / ̇ мнхь е̇гда положень бѫдеⷮ вь жтнц• е́же / ⷭ҇ вь гробѣ• а̇бе бгатьство е̇го вьꙁы́деть на / нбⷭ҇а• Вьспрьнѣмь оу̑бѡ любмц вьспрьнѣ/мь• вь бран се̇ сьперⸯнка ншего• брань бѡ // е̇го готова е̇сть• самⸯ же немощень• ͑ бес пеал / е́сть• влⷣка же ншь ́ подвгодавець, црь црⷭ҇твоу/ѫ́щмь, прлежно борѧщмⸯ сѧ, слѫ подае́ть• / ̇ вѣнець неоу́вѧдаѫ́щ́• ̇ ꙗ́коже прахь женомь / бы́ваеть вѣтромь веле́мь ꙁѣло• тако ̇ сьпе/рⸯнкь ншь женомь бывае́ть гласомь славосла/вѧщⷯ҇ ба• Нктоже оу́бо да не оу́нываеть н / да оу́бо̇т сѧ• нѫ крѣпкы́́, немощнаго да поⷣє́/млеть• прлежны̇, прѣнемагаѫ́щаго да оу̑/тѣшть• бьдѧ́, ѡ͑бьдрьжмаго сьномь да вь/ꙁдвгнеть• стро̇ны́̇, нестро́наго да нака/жеть• вьꙁдрьжѫ̇ сѧ, бещнⸯномоу ́ несьмнѧ/щомоу сѧ да ꙁапрѣтть• тако бо себе сьдрьжѫ/ще• ̇ еднодшно побѣждаѫ̇ще• сьпротвн/ка нашего посраммь• / ̀ ба ншего нбⷭ҇наго; / прославмь• да ̇ а́ггл ст́ ѡ͑ наⷭ҇ вьꙁвеселѧ/тⸯ сѧ• ̇ двѧще̇ сѧ намь ͑ слы́шѫще́ ѡ́ наⷭ҇, сь/ндѧтⸯ сѧ ̇ прославѧть ба• ꙗ̇ко томꙋ поⷣбае̇ть / вьсѣка слава ͑ ⷭ҇ть ̇ покланѣнїе́• ѡ͑цꙋ ̇ снꙋ ̇ сто/мꙋ дхꙋ• ннѣ ͑ прїсно ̇ вь вѣкы́ вѣкомь• амнь:•
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( Texte élargi d’un chapitre de la communication Les écrits d’Éphrem le Syrien en slavon (XIVr – XVIIIe s.) de la Bibliothèque de l’Académie Roumaine. Voir aussi Z. Mihail, “Сочинения Ефрема Сирина на славянском языке в Библиотеке Румынской aкадемии”, in Л. Тасева, П. Данова (съст.), Югоизточна Европа през вековете: Социална история, езикови и културни контакти, София [sous presse].



� Autres études sur la diffusion de l’oeuvre d’Éphrem le Syrien aux Pays Roumains: Z. Mihail, “Diffusion en roumain de l’oeuvre de saint Éphrem le Syrien: une expression de l’héritage byzantin”, Byzantinische Forschungen 25, 1999, p. 111-129; eadem, “Lectures grecques et latines dans les monastères orthodoxes aux XIIIe – XVe siècles”, in C. C. Petolescu, T. Teoteoi, A. Gabor (coord.), Studia Historica et Theologica. Omagiu profesorului Emilian Popescu, Iaşi, 2003, p. 663-669.



� Mss.sl. de la BAR ont été décrits intégralement dans les ouvrages: P. P. Panaitescu, Manuscrisele slave din Biblioteca Academiei, vol. I (1-300), Bucureşti, 1959 [= Mss. sl. I]; P. P. Panaitescu, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-române şi slave din Biblioteca Academiei Române, vol. II (301–600), éd. Dalila-Lucia Aramă, révisée par G. Mihăilă, Bucureşti, 2003 [= Mss. sl. II]; P. P. Panaitescu, Z. Mihail, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-române şi slave din Biblioteca Academiei Române, vol. III / 1, Bucureşti, 2018 [= Mss. sl. III].



� BAR mss. sl. 4, 20, 450, 491, 613, 676, 682, 790, des XIIe – XIIIe siècles, dans Mss. sl. I, II, III.



� А. Д. Паскаль, “Вопросы происхождения древнейших кириллических рукописей, найденных на територии Румынии, в современной румынской историографии”, in В. С. Ефимова (отв. ред.), Славянское и балканское языкознание. Палеославистика – 2, Москва, 2019, p. 234-259, paru après la rédaction du présent ouvrage.



� I. Iufu, “Despre prototipurile literaturii slavo-române din secolul al XV-lea”, Mitropolia Olteniei 15, 1963, nr. 7-8, p. 511-535, spèc. p. 512-515, réédité dans idem, Manuscrise slavo-române din mănăstirile româneşti, éd. par C. Vilău, Bucureşti, 2016, p. 81-104. 



� Mss. sl. I, p. 173 et 397.



� E. Linţa, “Cele mai vechi manuscrise slave din ţara noastră”, Romanoslavica 18, 1972, p. 245-264, spèc. 258-259. 



� Mss. sl. I, p. 188.



� I. R. Mircea, Répertoire des manuscrits slaves en Roumanie. Auteurs byzantins et slaves, éd. P. Bojčeva et révision du texte français S. Todorova, Sofia, 2005. Les livres de culte n’ont pas été pris en considération. 



� I. R. Mircea, Répertoire, p.12.



� Je n’ai pas pu vérifier s’il en reste quelque chose de l’archive, des fiches et des manuscrits de Ion Radu Mircea après son décès [1991]. L’Institut d’Études balkaniques de Sofia m’a répondu qu’ils ne possèdent rien de l’archive de Pavlina Bojčeva, qui avait reçu de la part de la famille le manuscrit qu’elle avait publié. Nous ne savons pas si elle avait ou non accès aux fiches ou aux rédactions antérieures de Mircea. Aux Archives Nationales de la Roumanie, pour le moment nous n’avons pas pu entreprendre des recherches pour savoir s’il y avait des dépôts de l’archive Mircea. 



� Il a les colonnes suivantes : №; datations; pays; copiste; contenu; rédaction, I. R. Mircea, Répertoire, p. 229-241. 



� Avant la pandémie, j’avais commencé à identifier l’exactitude de la datation proposée par I. R. Mircea, et à quelques manuscrits dont j’avais identifié les filigranes et vérifié dans les catalogues, j’ai constaté que sa datation était précise. Mais, pour pouvoir fonder intégralement les redatations de I. R. Mircea sur des bases documentaires, il faudra refaire (en l’absence de ses fiches, que nous espérons tout de même pouvoir retrouver !) l’opération d’identification des filigranes et leur confrontation à des catalogues déjà publiés, ce qui constitue le thème d’un autre ouvrage.



� I. R. Mircea, Répertoire, p. 12. 



� Pour l’évidence des manuscrits de la BAR, considérés par Mircea avoir été écrits au XIVe siècle, nous énumérons les 24 cotes, différentes en tant que datation chez Mss. sl. I, II, III par rapport à I. R. Mircea. C’est ici que nous faisons la première référence aux nouvelles datations proposées par Mircea. A. D. Paskal n’a pas consulté cet ouvrage historiographique roumain dans sa synthèse supra, note 5. 



Le chiffre en caractères gras indique le numéro du manuscrit, entre parenthèses rondes j’ai indiqué les dénominations des filigranes formulées par P. P. Panaitescu, et entre crochets sont mes observations: BAR 68 PPP XVe s. (amphore, emblème avec croix au centre) / Mircea a. 1340; BAR 73 PPP XVe s. (ornement à trois trèfles) / Mircea XIVe s. (1380–1390); BAR 97 PPP 1520–1535 (f. 378) et (fleur stylisée, fer à cheval avec fleur) / Mircea 1390–1400: BAR 99 PPP XVe-XVIe s., sans mention de filigrane / Mircea 1390–1400; BAR 127 PPP XVIe s. (fleur stylisée et hache) / Mircea (fin XIVe s.); BAR 130 PPP XVe s. (ours) / Mircea (1350–1365); BAR 134 PPP XVe et XVIe s. (tour dans la première partie) / Mircea (fin XIVe s. – début XVe s.); BAR 139 PPP XVe s., avec mention: « Jacimirski le date au XIVe siècle, mais l’écriture provient du suivant » [ne sont pas mentionnés des filigranes] / Mircea XIVe s. (1360?); BAR 148 PPP XVe s. (croix avec socle) / Mircea fin XIVe s.; BAR 150 PPP XVe s. (cœur avec flèche) / Mircea fin XIVe s.; BAR 153 PPP XVe s. (ciseaux) / Mircea fin XIVe s. – début XVe s.); BAR 158 PPP XVe s. (première moitié)[sans mention de filigrane] / Mircea 1350–1370; BAR 159 PPP XVe s. [sans mention de filigrane] / Mircea fin XIVe s. – début XVe s.; BAR 160 PPP XVe s. [sans mention de filigrane] / Mircea 1360–1370; BAR 296 PPP XVe s. [sans mention de filigrane] / Mircea fin XIVe s. – début XVe s; 1385–1405; BAR 298 PPP première moitié du XVIe s. (trois cerises, cœur avec flèche) / Mircea 1369–1370; BAR 302 PPP XVe s. (tour, fleur stylisée) / Mircea fin XIVe s. (1375–1400); BAR 304 PPP XVe s. (cloche, dans la première partie du vol. et aussi la lettre B) / Mircea fin XIVe s. (1380–1390); BAR 315 PPP début du XVe s. (trois cerises, croix grec, deux clés, cloche) et XIVe s. (f. 222-248v, écrites à la fin du XIVe s.) / Mircea IIe moitié du XIVe s. (1350–1360); BAR 316 PPP XVe s. (deux cercles, poire avec deux feuilles) / Mircea IIe moitié du XIVe s. (1345-1360); BAR 320 PPP fin du XVe s. (arc avec flèche) / Mircea IIe moitié du XIVe s. (1375–1390); BAR 355 PPP début du XVe s. (trident, arc, tête de bélier) / Mircea milieu XIVe s. (1349–1375); BAR 419 PPP XVe s. (deux cercles, deux clés, cruche, balance manuelle) / Mircea Ière moitié XIVe s.; BAR 421 PPP XVIe s., XVe s.[sans mention de filigrane] / Mircea IIe moitié XIVe s. (1345–1380). Ont daté presque de la même manière BAR 72 (PPP, XIVe s. début / Mircea XIVe s.), 100 (PPP 1399–1420; cercle, trident, fourche avec deux cercles au bout / Mircea 1340–1350) et 205 (les deux, a. 1346, f. 410v). 



� Dans les études Z. Mihail, « Recherches sur le vieux slave à l’Institut des études sud-est européennes », Revue des études sud-est européennes 45, 2007, p. 451-460, et eadem, « Nouveaux défis de la recherche des textes slavons », in A. Timotin (éd.), Un siècle d’études sud-est européennes en Roumanie. Bilan historiographique, Brăila, 2019, p. 207-220, je n’ai pas signalé l’absence de ces indications dans la Bibliographie de l’ouvrage de Mircea.



� Apud Mihail [sous prese]. J’ai proposé de classifier les codex (sbornic) en catégories distinctes, s’ils contiennent les écrits d’un seul Père ou bien s’ils réunissent de manière aléatoire ou thématique les enseignements de plusieurs Pères.



� Cf. О. Ф. Жолобов, “Древнерусские «книги, рекомыя Ефремъ»”, in Лингвистическое источниковедение и история русского языка (2010–2011), Москва, 2011, p. 244.



� M. Geerard, Clavis patrum graecorum, vol. II, Turnhout, 1974.



� Fr. J. Thomson, “The Old Bulgarian Translation of the Homilies of Ephraem Syrus”, Palaeobulgarica 9, 1985, № 1, p. 128, avec renvoi à l’édition de G. Bojkovsky, Paraenesis. Die altbulgarische Übersetzung von Werken Ephraims des Syrers, Bd. I, Freiburg im Breisgau, 1984, p. 40-49. 



� J. Fuchsbauer, V. Tomelleri, “Introduction”, in L. Sels, J. Fuchsbauer, V. Tomelleri, I. de Vos (eds.), Editing Medieval Texts from a Different Angle. Slavonic and Multilingual Tradition, Together with Fr. J. Thomson’s Bibliography and Checklist of Slavonic Translations, Leuven-Paris-Bristol, 2018, p. 279.



� I. R. Mircea, Répertoire, p. 233.



� Mss. sl. II , p. 71.



� C. M. Briquet, Les filigranes. Dictionnaire historique des marques du papier (= Briquet), Paris, 1907, t. I, p. 50 et nos 701-707.



� C. M. Briquet, II, p. 248, no 3960 (Venise a.1354, Ferrara, a.1364), avec beaucoup de variantes.



� C. M. Briquet, IV, p. 624, no 12470 (Dijon a. 1343).



� C. M. Briquet, II, p. 409.



� Le manuscrit a été décrit au Mss. sl. II, p. 66-71. Voir aussi С. Николова, Патеричните разкази в българската средновековна литература, Sofia, 1980, p. 60.



� Б. Христова, Е. Мусакова, Е. Узунова, Опис на славянските ръкописи в Църковно-историческия и архивен институт на Българската Православна Църква, т. I, Библейски книги, София, 2009, voir aussi le compte rendu in Revue des études sud-est européennes 49, 2011, № 1-4, p. 359-360. 



� I. R. Mircea, Répertoire, p. 233.



� Mss. sl. I, p. 238. Voir aussi Nikolova [supra, n. 29], p. 60 «du commencement du XVe s.».



� Voir le Mss. sl. I, p. 238-240. Nous signalons quelques omissions et inadvertances dans la description : le ms. n’est pas « écrit sur deux colonnes » parce qu’il n’y a pas de « colonnes » dans ce ms. et la graphie n’est pas « demi-onciale », mais demi-onciale italique. 



� I. R. Mircea, Répertoire, p. 231. 



� Voir la discussion en détail dans Mihail [sous presse].



� Voir Н. Атанасова, Филиграноложки проблеми на българските ръкописи от XIV и XV век, запазени в България, София, 1984 (unpublished PhD dissertation), apud M. Dimitrova, I. Petrov, « Literature cited », in L. Sels et al. (eds.), Editing Medieval Text from a Different Angle : Slavonic and Multilingual Tradition...[ ci-dessus n. 22], p. 334. 



� C. M. Briquet, II, p. 348, voir aussi et nos 5982 et 5976.



� C. M. Briquet, II, p. 239, no 3774.



� C. M. Briquet, IV, p. 808, no 16044 attesté à Sienne, a.1373–1376, ou plutôt C. M. Briquet, II, p. 409, no  7481 (une hache du charpentier). Voir aussi la reproduction dans l’Annexe.



� Mircea signale aussi un ms. 351 (4882) à la Bibliothèque Nationale de la Roumanie, mais daté à la IIe moitié du XVIe s. (I. R. Mircea, Répertoire, p. 57 et 237), avec le même Slovo 50 à la f. 132v.



� Il n’a pas été transcrit dans le Mss. sl. II, p. 71.



� А. А. Турилов, « Славянские переводы, рукописная и старопечатная традиция до ХIХ в. », in Православная энциклопедия, под редакцией Патриарха Московского и всея Руси Кирилла, т. 19 s.v. Efrem et en ligne <� HYPERLINK "http://www.pravenc.ru/text/376984.html" \l "part_33" �www.pravenc.ru/text/376984.html#part_33�> (15.09.2020). 



� А. А. Турилов, « Славянские переводы ».



� Ibidem. 



� Voir ci-dessus note 43.



� Voir ci-dessus note 21 : F. J. Thomson, « The Old Bulgarian Translation », p. 128, note 73.



� Mais des fluctuations sont présentes : ms. 160 217v доброе – ms. 315, f. 224 доброе.







� Mais supra, à la même f., dans les deux mss. елкоже нодꙋшно.



� Nous avons marqué en italique le texte qui est identique à celui de la feuille disloquée 243v-243r du ms. 315.



� Le texte souligné n’existe pas dans le ms. 315, parce qu’après la f. 235v il y a là une lacune.



� On constate une lacune entre 229v–230r; la feuille d’ici se trouve maintenant numeroté 243v-243r (attachée inversement) ; voir le texte continuatif dans le ms. 160, à la f. 222r /17,  jusqu’à la f. 223r /27.



� Ici il y a une lacune de deux feuilles detachées de la tige; dans le ms.160, le texte se trouve aux f. 230v/9 – 233r/2.



� La feuille volante suivante, disloquée à l’avant de la f. 230, a été attachée par hasard ici, inversement (il faut lire 243v / 243r).
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ON EPISTLES FROM CHURCH AUTHORITIES 
IN THE ANTI-LATIN POLEMICS IN THE LATE MEDIEVAL SLAVIC MANUSCRIPT TRADITION 
(ON THE EXAMPLE OF BAR MS. SL. 330)[footnoteRef:1]* [1: * This article has been written under two research projects, financed by the National Science Centre (Poland): Dualist Heresies in the History of South-East Europe, 9th-15th century (decision number DEC-2016/22/M/HS3/00212), and Orthodox Slavic Polemical Writings in the Middle Ages (decision number: DEC- 2017/26/M/HS2/00335). The author wishes to thank the staff of the Department of Manuscripts of the Romanian Academy Library in Bucharest for their assistance in granting access and acquiring source materials. ] 






Małgorzata Skowronek





	1. In Late Medieval (15th-16th c.) South Slavic manuscripts, so-called codices of mixed content (also described as ‘monastic codices’), one can find texts which serve as testimony of the turbulent times in which they were written; the times when Balkan countries lost their independence, but also when religious, ideological, and confessional tensions arose, and inspired the authors of the books to express their resistance against the new reality. The reason for renewing, republishing and bringing back to mind the polemics of Christianity with Islam was not only the triumphant march of the armies of the Ottoman Empire across the Balkans, but also the ineffective attempt at co-operation between two great Christian Churches, the Eastern and Western one, aiming to stop the Islamic invasion and the subsequent short-term attempt at Church unity after the Council of Florence (1439–1484) provided the impulse to criticise the “Latins”.

The lecture of such codices and the attempt to organize the contents of a polemical character against Catholicism bring about interesting observations. Both the task and the conclusions are not new. The contents of some codices are organized around the following topics, which seem to be of paramount importance: the religious polemics, the voice against the dissenters, and, above all after the Council of Florence, against the Latins described as heretics (on a par with believers in Christian heresies of the first centuries or even Muslims). The most interesting phenomenon is creating groups of texts, literary convoys of the following leitmotifs: the history of the Church with particular consideration of the seven Oecumenical Councils; indicating the differences between Eastern and Western Christianity with special attention to Orthodoxy; condemnation of the “Latin heresy”, the institution of the Bishop of Rome and his Catholic followers; the index of heresies being a threat to Orthodoxy from early Christianity until the times contemporary to the authors of the codices; and the exposure of and polemics with selected dogmatic positions. 

Polemical texts on the “Roman (Latin) heresy” have been attracting the attention of researchers for a long time. Thus, we possess both the editions of the works as well as the comments of a philological and historical character (almost twenty works of this kind, and that is just part of the whole collection, according to Angel Nikolov[footnoteRef:2]). What is worth mentioning is that although they deal with the political, religious and cultural situation of the 15th c. (and later), most of them were written much earlier, sometimes a few centuries ago in a Byzantine environment, sometimes even in the first half of the first millennium after Christ. Among the most important works of that kind there are: Panarion (The Medicine Chest) by Epiphanius of Salamis, whose popularity is proven by Slavic translations even from the 17th c., as well as A Useful Tale about the Latins;[footnoteRef:3] both works served as the beginning of various choices, summaries and rewritings. Those convoys or cycles of polemical texts are genologically differentiated. There are narrations, short historical papers, conclusions of Church councils, treaties, polemics, collections of quotations (mostly from the Bible or Church Fathers), often as questions and answers (erotapokriseis), and, finally, epistolography, which is only apparently private. The writings of the hierarchs moved by the difficult situation of the Orthodox Church in the Byzantine-Slavic environment were used as a compendium of knowledge on interesting topics, they showed – like dogmas – opinions and comments on them.  [2:  Extensive overview and comment of sources in: А. Николов, Между Рим и Константинопол. Из антикатолическата литература в България и славянския православен свят (XI–XVII в.), София, 2016, p. 128-129. Among the older works there should be mentioned: А. Попов, Историко-литературный обзор древнерусских полемических сочинений против латинян XI–XV веков, Москва, 1875; М. Чельцов, Полемика между греками и латинянами по вопросу об опресноках, Санкт-Петербург, 1880.]  [3:  See edition: А. Николов, Повест полезна за латините: паметник на средновековната славянска полемика срещу католицизма, София, 2011.] 


In the 15th and 16th c. South-Slavic codices of (mostly) theological contents, the above-mentioned texts are clearly organized in cycles of various size, often of (at least partly) fixed form of a few to a dozen components.[footnoteRef:4] That is the result of an already formed, or yet forming, tradition of creating thematic compendia and of their functioning in monastic communities where the level of education, erudition and knowledge of contemporary problems was relatively high. [4:  On the cycles of texts organized thematically, a.o. Orthodox apologies and polemical texts, in South Slavic books since the 14th c. (including those from the collection of the Romanian Academy Library) see: Ив. Билярски, М. Цибранска-Костова, “Славянски ръкопис BAR Ms. Sl. 636, XVI в., от Библиотеката на Румънската академия в Букурещ”, Археографски прилози 37, 2015, p. 107-155. The example of such a collection or “cycle” may also be found in the codex № 75 from the collection of the Visoki Dečani monastery, dated to the second half of the 14th c. On ff. 294v-341r there are eleven polemical works against Western Christianity, see: Д. Богдановић, Љ. Штављанин-Ђорђевић, Б. Jовановић-Стипчевић, Љ. Васиљев, Л. Цернић, М. Гроздановић-Паjић, Опис ћирилских рукописних књига манастира Високи Дечани. Књига прва, Београд 2011, р. 283-294.] 


In the above-mentioned context, I would like to bring your attention to three writings – an excerpt from the correspondence between hierarchs of the East and West from the mid-11th c. Their reaction to the division of the Church in 1054 was recalled four centuries later. The three letters are interrelated by the fact that the addressee of two of them and the author of one of them is the same person: the Melkite patriarch Peter III of Antioch.[footnoteRef:5] The studies on the person of patriarch Peter prove that he was a hierarch mediating in dogmatic arguments between the East and the West, not joining the juridical-theological argument (which is proven by the contents of the letters): his discussion of Latin irregularities […] is notable for its moderation and conciliary tone.[footnoteRef:6] In one of the opinions, he was quite concerned with the unity of the Churches and ready to concede everything that was not a matter of the argument between Constantinople and Rome for the sake of agreement. He did not support Michael Keroularios and served as the mediator between the parties.[footnoteRef:7] Patriarch Peter directed the following words at Constantinople:  [5:  V. Grumel, “Pierre III”, in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, ed. E. Vacant et al., t. XII, p. 1089 (with bibliography). See an extensive sketch of Peter’s role during schism: Вл. Пузовић, Б. Николић, “Антиохиjски патриjарх Петар III (1052–1054) и црквена криза 1054. године”, Зборник радова Византолошког института” 51, 2014, p. 71-90. In footnote 1, there is extensive literature on the schism of 1054.]  [6:  After: A. Papadakis, “Peter III”, in A. Kazhdan (ed.), The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. III, New York - Oxford, 1991, p. 1637.]  [7:  See: K. Kościelniak, Grecy i Arabowie. Historia kościoła melkickiego na ziemiach zdobytych przez muzułmanów (634–1516), Kraków, 2004, p. 215.] 




I beg you, I implore you, I urge you, and with that thought I cast myself at your sacred knees; may your divine Beatitude give way to this blow and bend before the circumstances. I tremble (to think) that in your desire to heal this wound, you may go further and wind up in schism.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Quoted from: 
<https://thearabchristians.wordpress.com/2013/02/24/a-slap-or-a-sack-peter-iii-of-antioch-1052-1056/> (15.09.2019).
From that letter it appears that Peter considered filioque as the main reason of disintegration, see. Вл. Пузовић, Б. Николић, “Антиохиjски патриjарх Петар III...”, p. 87. See the original text: Petri antiocheni epistula ad Michaelem Cerularium, in C. Will, Acta et scripta quae de controversiis Ecclesiae Graecae et Latinae, Paris, 1861, p. 189-204.] 


The choice of epistles by the hierarchs of local Churches in the “anti-Latin cycle”. 

	The order of the writings presented here reflects their sequence in a manuscript from the Romanian Academy Library [Biblioteca Academiei Române, hereinafter: BAR] in Bucharest, BAR Ms. Sl. 330:[footnoteRef:9]  [9:  On the bibliographic description see footnote 18. ] 


1. Michael I Keroularios, patriarch[footnoteRef:10] of Constantinople (1043–1058) to Peter III, patriarch of Antioch;  [10:  After 1054, using a title of ‘ecumenical patriarch’ on his seal, after: A. Kazhdan, “Michael I Keroularios”, in A. Kazhdan (ed.), The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. 2, New York - Oxford 1991, p. 1361.] 


2. Dom[i]nic, archbishop of Aquileia (ca. 1050), patriarch of Grado[footnoteRef:11] to Peter;  [11:  In literature as ‘Dominicus Gradensis’, also ‘Aquiliensis’; see: C. Fabian (Hrsg.), Personennamen des Mittelalters. Nomina scriptorum Medii Aevi (Namensformen für 13000 Personen gemäß den Regeln für die Alphabetische Katalogiesierung), München, 2003, p. 156. The nickname ‘Venetian’ stems from the fact that in 1451 Grado was incorporated into the patriarchy of Venice – Slavic versions of the letter mirror the present, i.e. 15th c. status quo. ] 


3. Peter (1052–1056 or 1052–1058)[footnoteRef:12] to Dominic (answer).  [12:  K. Kościelniak, Grecy i Arabowie…, p. 209, 213. ] 


Those letters are not unknown; since the second half of the 19th c., they have been published and commented upon. At present, we possess the edition of the three epistles in their original language,[footnoteRef:13] editions of Slavic variants of Michael’s and Peter’s letters as well as a series of works on the variants and history of translations of patriarch Peter’s letters into Slavic.[footnoteRef:14] [13:  Editions of the Greek texts: “Michaelis Cerularii epistola 1. ad Petrum patriarcham antiochenum” – in C. Will, Acta et scripta…, p. 172-184; “Michaelis sanctissimi archiepiscopi Constantinopolis novae Romae, et oecumenici patriarchae, Cerularii, ad Petrum sanctissimum patriarcham Theopolis magnae Antiochiae”, in Patrologiae cursus completus. Series graeca [hereinafter: PG], t. 120, Parisiis 1880, col. 781-794; “Dominici patriarchae Veneti epistola ad Petrum antiochenensem” – in: C. Will, Acta et scripta…, p. 205-208; “Epistola Dominici patraiarchae Venetiarum ad Antiochiae patriarcham”, in PG, t. 120, col. 751-756; “Petri patriarchae antiocheni epistola ad Dominicum gradensem” – in: C. Will, Acta et scripta…, p. 208-228; “Venerando coangelico domino et spiritualii nostre fratri, sanctissimo archiepiscopo Gradensi, seu Aquileiae, Petrus Misericordia Dei patriarcha Theopolis magnae Antiochiae”, in: PG, t. 120, col. 755-782.]  [14:  See below (footnote 38 sqq.). ] 


The contents of the letters

In short, the contents of the three letters are as follows.

Michael Keroularios, patriarch of Constantinople to Peter. The letter of patriarch Michael – his first letter to patriarch Peter – possesses primarily informative functions: it is a concise characterisation of Catholicism called „Latin belief” and it presents dogmas and traditions different from the Eastern ones as well as the customs of its believers. Michael Keroularios refers to the beginning of arguments between the East and West, reminding the reader of events which took place hundreds of years before, when Pope Vigilius refused (initially) to attend the oecumenical council of the Church, which was a proof of a lack of respect and the beginning of the distinctiveness of Rome from other centres of the pentarchy. It also presents personal experiences with the envoys who arrived from Rome with the Pope’s writing, whose contents are presented to his correspondent. The letter concludes with the request, directed at the patriarch, for a prayer against the Western heresy.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  More details, along with bibliography on the text research, see in: А. Николов, Между Рим и Константинопол…, p. 26-34.] 


The first accusation deals with the liturgical bread (azyme), which is made by the “Latins the way it is made by Jews: with no sourdough and salt symbolizing soul and reason”. After that it deals with an index of deviations from the Orthodox fasts (regarding their quality and quantity), accusations of a lack of sufficient respect for the icons and the sign of the cross, widely understood “false education” and abandoning the lecture of the Church Fathers. Michael Keroularios also points out the celibacy practiced by the Latin clergymen and the participation of bishops in the missions of war. However, the most important accusation refers to the blasphemy of Latins against the Holy Ghost: Michael cites the Symbol of Faith and the origin of the Ghost from “the Father and the Son” attributed by the Latins. 

The letter of Michael Keroularios to Peter, treated as a source of knowledge about the threat to the unity of the Christian Church, naturally finds its place in the cycle of anti-Latin writings. Moreover, Michael Keroularios sets Western Christianity in the wide context of a heresy of the first centuries – by comparing their practices to other non-Orthodox practices[footnoteRef:16]. Thus, the Latins consume unleavened bread during the liturgy, which they prepare the way the Jews do it; just like the believers of the “Armenian heresy”, they let their children consume “eggs, cheese and milk” on Lent Sunday, and what is even worse – sometimes they pray with them (literally “sing”) and they collectively receive the Communion. On the other hand, the Latins are similar to Nestorians and Jacobites, since just like them they “do not call the Mother of God by that name, but simply ‘Holy Mary’”. The similarity between the Latins and monothelitism is proved in “making the sign of the cross with one finger”. By recalling the authority of one of the best known leaders of the Eastern Church (i.e. Michael), the authors / editors / copyists polarize the Christian world, proving at the same time their erudition. [16:  For a detailed description of the Latins’ customs. i.e. shaving by the clergymen and consuming impure meals see: А. Николов, К. Станев, “Обрядовые уклонения и дурные привычки латинских еретиков в византийско-славянской полемической литературе Средневековья”, Studia Ceranea. Journal of the Waldemar Ceran Research Centre for the History and Culture of the Mediterranean Area and South-East Europe 4, 2014, p. 125-139.] 


Dominic, the bishop of Venice to Peter, patriarch of Antioch. The letter of archbishop Dominic is short and precise. He turns to Peter with a request to recognize the distinctiveness of the liturgical bread used during the liturgy in the West. “Simple dough” of prosphora, with no flour and sourdough should symbolize “the pureness of the human body of Christ”. The other issue in the letter deals with the hierarchy – the recognition of the Church in Aquileia as equal to Rome and other centres of the pentarchy, by reminding that the tradition is as old as the times of the apostle Mark. 

Peter to Dominic. The letter of patriarch Peter is the most comprehensive among those three because it refers to issues raised in the remaining writings but also because of its wealth of details. There is a great number of quotations from the Bible and examples aimed at supporting its commentary. The lecture allows to characterize the author as a person truly devoted to his faith and the Church and fully concerned about the orthodoxy of his fellow believers, and the letter itself – through Dominic – should, according to the sender’s intention, reach the Pope. Peter comments on the principle of pentarchy and the impossibility to recognize another patriarch[footnoteRef:17]. By recalling the excerpts from the Bible, he thoroughly explains the circumstances of the making of prosphora, the history of the Last Supper (and Christ’s Resurrection), which is the most important theme in the writing. It also refers to issues about traditions custom raised by Dominic (celibacy).[footnoteRef:18]  [17:  Through the metaphor of the human body parts: “Pay attention to what I say. The human body is governed by one head. In it, there are many parts and all are regulated by only five senses. These are: sight, smell, hearing, taste, and touch. Likewise the body of Christ, that of the faithful, the Church, is fitted together from different members and is regulated by five senses, which are called the great sees, and is governed by one head, which is Christ. Just as there is no sense above the five senses, there is no patriarch admitted above the five patriarchs. Thus by these five sees, which are like the senses in the body of Christ, all the parts, that is all the countries of the peoples and the local episcopates, are regulated and guided in a Godly manner. Just as in one head, Christ our true God, they are likewise fitted together and governed by one Orthodox faith”, after: 
<http://araborthodoxy.blogspot.com/2014/01/patriarch-peter-iii-on-primacy-in-church.html> (26.03.2020).  ]  [18:  For a detailed description of Peter’s comments on theology see Вл. Пузовић, Б. Николић, “Антиохиjски патриjарх Петар III…”, p. 83-87. ] 


2. About the three epistles in the South Slavic tradition. The case of BAR Ms. Sl. 330. 

	The source material used for the present work stems from the collection of the Department of Manuscripts and Rare Editions of the Romanian Academy Library. Codex BAR Ms. Sl. 330 stems from the last decade of the 15th c. and is written in Serbian (Resavian) orthography in Wallachia.[footnoteRef:19] It comprises dogmatic and ascetic writings – typical for monastic codices – and among them there are several polemical works reflecting the tension between West and East representative for the times when the book was written. I would like to note the remarks to the correspondence between Michael Keroularios, patriarch Peter and bishop Dominic in the copies written at about the same time as BAR Ms. Sl. 330.[footnoteRef:20] These are: 1. a codex from the collection of the library in Visoki Dečani monastery: № 75 from the second half of the 14th c. (1360–1370);[footnoteRef:21] 2. codex BAR Ms. Sl. 155 from the third quarter of the 15th c., copied in Moldavia in Raška orthography;[footnoteRef:22] 3. codex BAR Ms. Sl. 291,[footnoteRef:23] convolute from the 15th and 16th c. in Middle-Bulgarian orthography.  [19:  Description of the manuscript: P. P. Panaitescu, Catalogul manuscriselor slavo-române şi slave din Biblioteca Academiei Române, ediţie îngrijită de D.-L. Aramă şi revizuită de G. Mihăilă cu o prefaţă de G. Ştrempel, vol. 2, Bucureşti, 2003, p. 99-103; I.R. Mircea, Répertoire des manuscrits slaves en Roumanie. Auteurs byzantins et slaves, révision du texte slave P. Bojčeva, révision du texte français S. Todorova, Sofia, 2005, p. 234.]  [20:  Only in Romanian libraries may we find some more copies of elements of the correspondence (besides those already mentioned here): 1. epistle by Dominic, in a codex from the collection of the National History Museum of Romania (MNH) C397 (1560–1578, written in Moldavia, inc. on f. 68v); 2. epistle by Peter, in: BAR Ms. Sl. 461 (1651–1652, written in Wallachia, f. 291r) – non vidi. After: I.R. Mircea, Répertoire des manuscrits…, passim.]  [21:  See the description in: Д. Богдановић, Љ. Штављанин-Ђорђевић, Б. Jовановић-Стипчевић, Љ. Васиљев, Л. Цернић, М. Гроздановић- Паjић, Опис ћирилских рукописхих књига…, р. 283-294. ]  [22:  Descriptions of the manuscript: P. P. Panaitescu, Manuscrisele slave din Biblioteca Academiei R. P. R., vol. 1, Bucureşti, 1959, p. 219-225, and: I.R. Mircea, Répertoire des manuscrits slaves…, p. 231.]  [23:  Descriptions of the manuscript: P. P. Panaitescu, Manuscrisele slave…, vol. 1, p. 390-391; I.R. Mircea, Répertoire des manuscrits slaves…, p. 232. Nikolov recalls as well the previous descriptions and catalogues with the datation corrected at present, see А. Никoлов, Между Рим и Константинопол…, р. 35-36.] 


The order in which I propose to have a look at those three letters is not random. The order known from the codex BAR Ms. Sl. 330 (Michael to Peter – Dominic to Peter – Peter to Dominic) is not constant and it does not correspond to all cases where the letters appear in close relation. In the above-mentioned “cycles” of polemical texts in Slavic books one may find at least 33three different layouts. One of the first polemic cycles from that time appears in the codices by Vladislav the Grammarian (flourished 1456–1479), one of the greatest authors of his time, the compiler of mainly hagiographic, panegyric and polemic codices.[footnoteRef:24] In two of them[footnoteRef:25] Vladislav brings together more than ten works; in both codices, the choice remains the same and in the same order. The letters by bishops Dominic, Peter and Michael – in this order – can be found directly after The Useful Tale about the Latins, before the selected writings by patriarch Nikon, Michael the Synkellos, the confession of the Roman Pope, and ‘other Latin chapters’. In BAR Ms. Sl. 155, too, the letter by Michael Keroularios follows the letters by Dominic and Peter.[footnoteRef:26] The same sequence is found in Dečani 75, but here, additionally, after an explanation of the Orthodox faith by Michael the Synkellos.[footnoteRef:27]At times, only one or two letters were copied independently, e.g., patriarch Michael’s epistle in BAR Ms. Sl. 291.[footnoteRef:28] Thus, it is difficult to talk about a convoy established by those three letters, and the order in BAR Ms. Sl. 330 seems to be unique (at least in this group). [24:  On Vladislav see: Г. Данчев, Владислав Граматик – книжовник и писател, София, 1969.]  [25:  Ms. 1/110 from the National Scientific Library in Odessa (1457) and ms. III a 47 from the Library of the Croatian Academy of Sciences and Arts in Zagreb (HAZU; 1469); see the description in: Б. Христова, Опис на ръкописите на Владислав Граматик, Велико Търново, 1996, p. 11-24 (19) and 25-48 (37). ]  [26:  See: P. P. Panaitescu, Manuscrisele slave…, vol. 1, p. 224.]  [27:  See: Д. Богдановић, Љ. Штављанин-Ђорђевић, Б. Jовановић-Стипчевић, Љ. Васиљев, Л. Цернић, М. Гроздановић- Паjић, Опис ћирилских рукописних књига манастира Високи Дечани…, р. 289. ]  [28:  See also footnote 19.] 


Michael to Peter. The most recent edition of the Slavic translation of Michael’s letter to patriarch Peter is accompanied by historical and textological commentaries. Angel Nikolov publishes the so-called first Slavic translation (първоначален превод), known from BAR Ms. Sl. 330, of the first letter from Michael to patriarch Peter from its oldest copy from the codex Dečani 75, dated to the second half of the 14th c. (1360–1370), according to which the lessons (readings) will be cited here. The discussion referring to the circumstances of the appearance of the translation has began in the second half of the 19th c., as did the first editions of related Slavic copies. According to the latest findings, the Slavic translations were made based on different Greek variants of the epistle, called conventionally “the letter” and “index of Latin sins”, re-edited and contaminated with other works of a similar subject (among others, with excerpts from the text On Franks and other Latins).[footnoteRef:29] The Slavonic variant analysed here might have originated in the 14th c. among the Southern Slavs, from where it spread into the Slavic East. [29:  On the history of research regarding the Slavic variants of the epistle see А. Никoлов, Между Рим и Константинопол…, р. 29-34.] 


Having gathered 12 copies of the letter, Nikolov divides them into two groups. The criterion is the presence of an excerpt from the initial part of the work; in line with the Greek original letter, Nikolov mentions that pope Vigilius (537–555) refused to condemn the teaching of the Nestorian bishop Ibas of Edessa (435–457). In the available copies, this excerpt appears in codices Dečani 75 and BAR Ms. Sl. 291 (in ms. Dečani 75, f. 300v: такожⷣе  хꙋлное посланїе лꙋкавааго ва не вьсхотѣ ѿрещ се); it does not appear, however, in BAR Ms. Sl. 330 and BAR Ms. Sl. 155. Nikolov emphasizes that the same gap is also characteristic for the East Slavic copies of this work – probably since it arose at a quite early stage of the dissemination of the text.[footnoteRef:30] [30:  А. Никoлов, Между Рим и Константинопол…, р. 38.] 


Indeed, there are more common characteristics for the copies of the letter by Michael Keroularios from BAR Ms. Sl. 330 and BAR Ms. Sl. 155 – in opposition to other common features of Dečani 75 and BAR Ms. Sl. 29. What kinds of facts are these?[footnoteRef:31] The slightest of them, of the smallest significance for the final form of the text, are variants of conjunctions and pronouns – e.g. ⷯ,  for всѣⷯ, съ – or their omittance. Sometimes there are different forms of nouns, numerals, participles or pronouns – e.g.: трщь, етвръто vs. трщ, етврьтое; крьв пролвающе vs. крьвь пролвающе or ѹтель… ꙁлобѣ vs. ѹтель… ꙁлобы. Similar variance exists regarding semantic additions, e.g.: црⷭтвꙋющї велкы градь vs. црⷭтвꙋющї градь or a synonym, e.g.: горⸯшеѥ ⷯ беꙁꙋмїе vs. болⸯшеѥ беꙁѹмїе хь, also adding the circumstances of certain events: кь вашемⷹ смѣренїю (type Dečani 75). There is also a variance resulting probably from correcting a mistake from the protograph: дшь дшь (!) своⷯ vs. дше свое. In one of the cases, the grammatical construction is changed: гь же да съхранть блаженьство твоѥ vs. гь же съхранⷮ бжⷧенⸯство твое. None of these or similar changes altered the meaning of the statement.  [31:  All mentioned in the following order: type Dečani 75 – type BAR Ms. Sl. 330. In this part of the elaboration, I assume the definitions ‘type Dečani 75’ for the copies Dečani 75 and BAR Ms. Sl. 291 and ‘type BAR Ms. Sl. 330’ for the copies BAR Ms. Sl. 330 and BAR Ms. Sl. 155. The quotations from manuscripts are taken from the codices BAR Ms. Sl. 330 and Dečani 75 (according to the edition of A. Nikolov).] 


However, the comparison of the copy type BAR Ms. Sl. 330 with the type Dečani 75 presents a several dozen differences between them – of a lexical, textological, syntactic character, as well as grammatical forms – which may put in doubt the aforementioned classification. Moreover, the comparison of the copy BAR Ms. Sl. 330 with two other copies from the Library of the Academy of Sciences in Bucharest and the copy Dečani 75 presents some features which are characteristic for the former one, which allows for questioning again the relation between the copies in the group/groups proposed by Nikolov. 

What language facts may be recognized as characteristic for the copy of the letter by Michael Keroularios in BAR Ms. Sl. 330?[footnoteRef:32] Most readings seem to be of minor, rather stylistic, importance, like the variants of conjunctions and pronouns, e.g.:   то vs. то л; понѣ vs. л понѣ: така vs. тако; ꙗко vs. ꙗже, several additions or the omittance of the conjunction ‘’ or the eponymous pronoun, e.g.: въшьⷣшмь vs. вьшьⷣшемь мь.  [32:  All mentioned in the following order: BAR Ms. Sl. 330 – type BAR Ms. Sl. 155. In this part of the elaboration, I assume the definitions ‘BAR Ms. Sl. 330’ and the type BAR Ms. Sl. 155’ – for the copies BAR Ms. Sl. 155, Dečani 75 and BAR Ms. Sl. 291. The quotations from manuscripts are as in the codices BAR Ms. Sl. 330 and BAR Ms. Sl. 155.] 


It happens sometimes that the same content is expressed in a different wording, e.g.: еднь по едномꙋ vs. еднь по дрѹгомѹ or in a different grammatical construction of the phrase, e.g.: въ деⷭто главꙁнѣ vs. десетаꙗ, главꙁна. The order within the phrase is differentiated, e.g.: твое стын vs. стн т; прїдоше ѿ латнь vs. ѿ латнь прїдоше; one uses the synonyms: до дньщнꙗⷢ дне vs. до ннꙗшнꙗго дне, псанїе vs. посланїе or велкыⷨ vs. велїемь.

There are differences in grammatical forms, e.g. singular vs. plural form, e.g.: таковымь ѡбыаеⷨ vs. такымы ѡба, лꙋкавствїе vs. лꙋкавⸯствїа, льж vs льжѹ; differences in the shape of the same grammatical cases, e.g.: събравшм vs. събравⸯшем, опрѣснькꙋ vs. ѡпрѣснацѣ; дѣтемь vs. дѣтⸯцаⷨ; нарьтаваюⷮ vs. нарьтають. Only in BAR Ms. Sl. 330 was the preview of the contents of the letter added to the heading specifying its sender and addressee: about the Latin heresies (ѡ ересеⷯ лаⷮнскⷯ). The adjective опрѣсньны꙼ takes the form ѡпрѣсньны꙼. None of the above-mentioned types of variances have caused the change in the sense of the sentence. 

In Michael’s epistle, two excerpts of a momentous character are pushed into the foreground. The first of them is the Symbol of faith characteristic for Eastern Christianity. Michael Keroularios reminds the reader of it before indexing the deviations of Latins from the “real faith”. In four copies, it looks as follows:



		BAR Ms. Sl. 330,

f. 134v

		BAR Ms. Sl. 155,

f. 601r

		BAR Ms. Sl. 291,

f. 259v

		Dečani 75,

f. 301v



		Вѣрꙋю въ едного ба ѻца вседрьжтелꙗ. творца нбꙋ  ꙁемл, вдмымⸯ же всѣⷨ  невдмымь.  въ едного га іѵ ха сна бжїа еднорѡднаⷢ.  въ дха стго га жвотворещаго, ⷤ ѿ ѻца сходеща. же съ ѻцемь  съ сномь съпокланꙗема  съславма.

		Вѣрꙋю вь ѥдного ба ѡца вꙿседрьжтелꙗ творца нбѹ  ꙁемл вдммⸯ же всѣмь  невдммь,  въ ѥдного га, іу хⷭа сна бжїа еднороднаго.  вь дхь сты госпоⷣствꙋющь  жвотворещь же ꙁь ѡца сходть  сь ѡцемь  сномь справлꙗемь.

		Вѣрꙋѫ въ едїного ба ѡца въседръжтелѣ творца нбꙋ  ꙁемл. вдмым же въсѣмъ  невдмымъ,  въ едїного га іѵ ха сна бїа (!) едїноѧдаго,  въ дхъ сты госпоⷣствꙋѫщъ  жвотворѧщъ. же ѿ оца сходть съ ѡцемъ  съ сномъ съпрославлѣемъ.

		Вѣрѹю вь едного ба ѡца вседрьжтелꙗ творꙿца нбѹ  ꙁемл. вдмыⷨ же вьсѣⷨ  невдмымъ.  въ ѥдного га іс хⷭа сна бжїꙗ ѥдноедаго,  вь дхь сты гⷣьствꙋющь  жвотворещь. же ѿ оца сходⷮ сь ѡцемъ  сь сноⷨ сьпрославлꙗѥⷨ.







The changes of variants seem to be slight; the multiplicity of forms (the existence of variant readings) may be the consequence of the attachment to protographs, reflecting the appearance – in different periods and environments – of two Slavic counterparts to the Greek term μονογενής (Lat. unigenitus). This phenomenon has a wider range; the term еднороднааго (in opposition to ѥдноедаго in Dečani 75) was found by A. Nikolov in two copies of the Short story on Latin heresy / The index of Latin sins.[footnoteRef:33] The short story… should be the edited excerpt from the letter of patriarch Michael in his first translation, which results in the closeness of both texts. The above-mentioned variants are also one of many proofs for the lack of one constant, “canonical” version of the crucial text of Christianity between the end of the 14th c. and the beginning of the 16th c.: two symbols of faith, i.e. the Nicene Creed and the Constantinopolitan Creed, were probably translated into Slavonic language even before the disciples of Saints Cyril and Methodius arrived in Bulgaria.[footnoteRef:34] The question of variants of the Symbol of faith was already raised in relation to the Slavic manuscript tradition, in which along with the contamination of fragments from letters of, among others, Saint Gregory the Theologian and Michael the Synkellos, there also appeared the author’s texts of anonymous copists who thus way trying to voice their opposition to the deviations of heresies.[footnoteRef:35] But here we observe the existence of three variants of the Symbol of faith in only one work: the epistle of Michael Keroularios to the patriarch of Antioch, in copies stemming from the same time and the same cultural (also partly lingustic) environment.  [33:  Copies in codices from the monastery Plevlja, № 12, second half of the 14th c., and from the collection of the Serbian National Library in Belgrade, № 11, 1390/1400, see: А. Никoлов, Между Рим и Константинопол…, р. 39.]  [34:  А. Милтенова, “Катехитична литература”, in А. Милтенова (съст.), История на българската средновековна литература, София, 2009, р. 179.]  [35:  Ив. Билярски, М. Цибранска-Костова, “Славянски ръкопис BAR Ms. Sl. 636…”, p. 137-138. ] 


The second excerpt characteristic for the letter by patriarch Michael is an index of the Latins’ deviations from the true faith and as such close to the part of the Treatise on the Azymes (О прѣснокахъ) by John of Claudiopolis (about 1166), an opponent of the Council of Ferrara-Florence.[footnoteRef:36] The index comprises almost thirty questions (both dogmatic and moral), regarding Latin deviations that were unacceptable from the point of view of Eastern Christianity. Leaving aside the details here, one should acknowledge the difference in the segmentation of two parts of the material. [36:  It surely proves the Slavic character of the compilation. See. А. Никoлов, Между Рим и Константинопол…, р. 38. ] 


Tab. 1: The difference in segmentation of the fragment of the letter by Michael Keroularios to patriarch Peter. The star (*) denotes the segments of the text which were introduced illogically, without presenting allegations to the Latins.



		

		BAR Ms. Sl. 330

		BAR Ms. Sl. 155

		Dečani 75 and BAR Ms. Sl. 291



		Latin deviation

		Record number 



		Consuming impure meals

		3

		3

		4



		Shearing beards by the Latin clergy

		4

		4

		3



		Manner of performing funeral rites

		22

		22

		22



		Against the Holy Ghost

		23

		23

24*

		



		Form of the Trisagion 

		24

		25*

		



		Celibacy of the clergy

		25

		26

		23



		Marriage between brothers and sisters

		26

		27

		24



		Performing the liturgy by many celebrants and the behaviour behind the altar

		27

		28

		25



		Manifesting the possession of luxury items by bishops 

		28

		29

		26



		Bloodshed by bishops

		

		

		27



		False teaching about the Host

		29

		

		28



		Lack of the cult of relics and holy icons

		

		30*

		29







Regardless of the order and the character of the allegations, it is interesting that the copyist of BAR Ms. Sl. 155 introduced some “arguments” without reflection, dividing the units from BAR Ms. Sl. 330, sometimes changing the logic of the sentence, and sometimes utterly defying logic. And so, e.g. “allegation 25” reads as follows: They [the Latins – MS] say: one saint, one Jesus Christ, in the glory of God is the Holy Ghost – which, without the connection with the former phrase reflecting the “correct” quotation from the liturgy of the Eastern Church, makes no sense. 

On the basis of those four copies of the letter by Michael Keroularios to patriarch Peter from the end of the 14th c. to the beginning of the 16th c., one may state that the copy BAR Ms. Sl. 330 may be considered as a variant of the three remaining copies but also, apart from BAR Ms. Sl. 155 – as a variant of the copies Dečani 75 and BAR Ms. Sl. 291; the quantitative analysis of the similarities and differences should not be decisive.[footnoteRef:37] It may be carefully suggested that BAR Ms. Sl. 330 consists of characteristics of at least two different protographs – or the earlier contamination of the variants of (the same?) translation of the letter, which makes it unique in the South-Slavic tradition of this letter. In addition, the grouping of the copies of the letter by Michael Keroularios proposed by Angel Nikolov may not be accepted unconditionally without the profound textological studies based on the broad source material. [37:  It may be added that each of the copies of Michael’s epistle preserves some individual, exceptional features. Exempli gratia, only in the copy BAR Ms. Sl. 155 before the comment about the prosphora the headline ꙁдѣ ѿест спсахомь ерес латнъскыѥ (f. 599v) was added, which strictly corresponds to ꙁⷣѣ спсахоⷨ ѿест ерес латнскыѥ from a copy of another variant of the Short tale on the Latin heresy/ Register of the Latin sins, originating in a ms. from the Hilandar monastery 455 from the last decades of the 14th c., and, particularly, to ꙁⷣѣ ѿест спсахѡⷨ ерес латнꙿскыѥ from ms. 43 from the Serbian National Library, 1540 (f. 361v) [after: A. Николов, Между Рим и Константинопол…, p. 39, 41]. The phrase is evidence of the first Slavic translation of the epistle. The copy BAR Ms. Sl. 291 is the only one to preserve – as an equivalent of the phrase ‘сь ꙁапрѣщенїемь’ (BAR Ms. Sl. 330, the same in Dečani 75 and BAR Ms. Sl. 155) – a noun derived from Greek: ‘сь афоресмомь’. ] 


Dominic to Peter. The juxtaposition of two copies of the letter by bishop Dominic, coming from BAR Ms. Sl. 330 and BAR Ms. Sl. 155, does not present significant differences. Both manuscripts were written at about the same time (towards the end of the 15th c.) and were copied from Serbian protographs in Wallachia/Moldаvia. Among roughly forty differences[footnoteRef:38] the significant majority is of an orthographic character, deriving mostly from phonetic features, but it also shows variance in declension, e.g.: ꙁападнѣ vs. ꙁападно; съвъкꙋплѥн vs. сьвакꙋплѥнⸯны (!); събѡрѣ vs. ꙁборѣ; ꙁемл vs. ꙁемлѥ; крьв vs. крьве. There is also a change of word order within the phrase: нѣⷭ тѣло хво vs. тѣло хвⷭо нѣсть. Only once the copyist/editor of BAR Ms. Sl. 155 changed the plural form of the verb used by the sender to the singular form (потьщахѡⷨ vs. потьщах). These and similar changes do not influence the content of the letter.  [38:  All mentioned in the following order: BAR Ms. Sl. 330 – BAR Ms. Sl. 155. ] 


The first of two bigger differences among the copies is located in the letter’s address, which may not be proof of a profound editing process: the title of the addressee from BAR Ms. Sl. 330 (куⷬ петрꙋ) is replaced by indicating the content or aim of the letter sent by Dominic: хоте єго прѣпрѣт псанїѥⷨ, ѡ ѥрес своѥ,  ѡ опрѣснакѹ (BAR Ms. Sl. 155). The other big difference is probably the effect of the copyist’s initiative or maybe a mistake: in BAR Ms. Sl. 155 there is a lack of a six-word phrase about the tradition transferred to Eastern Churches by the Holy Fathers (въстоныⷨ црквамь прѣдано ѥⷭ  ѹвѣрѣно).

Peter to Dominic. Recently the results of research on the Slavic tradition of the letter by the Antiochian patriarch Peter to bishop Dominic were published by Aleksandr Sizikov.[footnoteRef:39] His research on the Slavic variants and transcripts of Peter’s epistle (and Dominic’s, treated as one piece) shows that at least the excerpt was created in Russia in the times before the Mongol invasion and it was known from the Kormchaya Book.[footnoteRef:40] Another excerpt – the second part of the letter, referring to prosphora – is known from copies dated to the 14th and 15th c.[footnoteRef:41] The translation represented by the copies BAR Ms. Sl. 330 and BAR Ms. Sl. 155 could not have been written before the 14th c. since it is directly motivated by the attempts to bring both Churches closer to each other during the Councils in 1439, 1443 and 1489.[footnoteRef:42] Just as in the letter of patriarch Michael, we deal here with the rich tradition confirmed by three Slavic variants based on two translations from Greek, sometimes very different from the original. [39:  А. В. Сизиков, “Послание Петра III Антиохийского Доминику архиепископу Градо в славянской письменности”, in К.А. Битнер, Н.С. Смелова (отв. ред.), Источниковедение культурных традиций Востока: гебраистика – эллинистика – сирология – славистика. Сборник научный статей (Труды по иудаике, серия Филология и культурология 4), Санкт-Петербург, 2016, p. 303-313; А.В. Сизиков, “Послание Петра Антиохийского в древнерусской письменности”, Вестник Санкт-Петербургского университета (серия 2) 18/3, 2000, p. 107-113; [abstract] А. В. Сизиков, “Послание Петра III Антиохийского в славянской письменности”, in S. Monakhov, I. Vasilyeva, M. Khokhlova (eds.), Proceedings of the 45th International Philological Conference (IPC 2016) (Advances in Social Science, Education and Humanities Research 122), Atlantis Press, 2016, p. 504-507. ]  [40:  А.В. Сизиков, “Послание Петра III Антиохийского Доминику …”, p. 307.]  [41:  The oldest known transcript is preserved in the so-called Riazan Kormchaya of 1284, see А. В. Сизиков, “Послание Петра III Антиохийского Доминику …”, p. 307.]  [42:  А.В. Сизиков, “Послание Петра III Антиохийского Доминику …”, p. 309.] 


Here – as with the differences indicated by Nikolov for ms. Dečani 75 and BAR Ms. Sl. 330 – the distinctiveness of the protographs of the group of three copies quoted by Aleksander Sizikov and the transcripts BAR Ms. Sl. 330 and BAR Ms. Sl. 155 is proved by a little detail. Patriarch Peter calls for an agreement: „let us be lovers of our brethren, not lovers of rank/  будемъ братолюбц, а не санолюбц“[footnoteRef:43] – in the edition of the East Slavic monuments from the 15th c., which does not correspond to the original phrase (καὶ γενώμεθα φιλάδελφοι μᾶλλον ἤ φίλαυτοι[footnoteRef:44]). Meanwhile, in the two copies from the Romanian Academy Library, we can read a proper translation: „we shall love our brothers, and not ourselves“ (съвъкꙋпм се вⸯс дховно.  бꙋдѣмь братолюбц, а не самолюбц, BAR Ms. Sl. 330, f. 139v, the same in BAR Ms. Sl. 155). Although the warning against the excessive fancy of benefits coming from ranks would have made sense, the original Greek phrase unambiguously points at the mistake probably made by the (East?)Slavic author of the protograph of three copies quoted by Sizikov. At the same time, the copies BAR Ms. Sl. 330 and BAR Ms. Sl. 155 differ in the details of the title given to the letter[footnoteRef:45]. Thus, this is proof of a more exact or more neutral gathering of both letters into bigger meaning segments.  [43:  Quoted from: А. В. Сизиков, “Послание Петра III Антиохийского Доминику …”, p. 309.]  [44:  Quoted from: А. В. Сизиков, “Послание Петра III Антиохийского Доминику …”, p. 309.]  [45:  BAR Ms. Sl. 330, f. 135v: пѿпсанїе (!) стѣшаго патрїарха петра. къ домнкꙋ архїепⷭкпꙋ венетїскомꙋ, протвꙋ посланїю тⷭномꙋ  равноаггльномⷡ влⷣцѣ.  дховномꙋ братꙋ нашемꙋ, архїепⷭкпꙋ грандѣскомꙋ, єже ѥⷭ акѷлїа, домнкꙋ. петрь млⷭтїю бжїею патрїархь бжїаго граⷣ велкыѥ антїохїе; BAR Ms. Sl. 155, f. 588r: ѿпсанїе сѹпротвно посланїю семѹ. тⷭномѹ  равꙿноаггелномꙋ влⷣцѣ,  дховномꙋ братꙋ нашемꙋ архїепⷭкпꙋ градѣскомꙋ еже ѥⷭ аклїа, домнкꙋ. петрь млⷭтїю бжїею патрїархь бжїа града анꙿтохїє.] 


There are more than 250 variant readings between the letter by patriarch Peter in BAR Ms. Sl. 330 and BAR Ms. Sl. 155. There is evidence of phonetic variants, e.g.: праꙁнка vs. праꙁⷣныка, самого vs. сьмого. Least important among them are the variants of conjunctions and pronouns, e.g.: юже vs. єже, же vs. єже, ꙗже vs. ѥже, еюже vs. юже, пае vs. кромѣ. 

Sometimes the same content is reflected in a different wording, e.g.: поставлꙗем vs. послаємї or прѣбꙋдѹт vs. прѣбвають. An interesting case is defining one concept by two expressions: прьвосѣдалнкы and прьвосѣдателѥ as well as въкꙋсь and ѡкѹшенїе. Also, synonyms and near-equivalent words are used, e.g.: въꙁвѣщаете vs. проповѣдаѥте, жваго vs. жвотнаго, велка vs. велїа. A change of word order within the phrase is attested several times, e.g.: сътвор съ нм vs. сь нм сьтвор; въ мое въспомнанїе vs. на вьспомнанїе мое; въ нощь тѹ хотѣше vs. хотѣаше вь нощь тѹ. The entries are sometimes differentiated by grammatical forms, mainly verbs and participles, e.g.: быⷭ vs. бывь, прѣдаⷭ vs. прѣдаде, махꙋ vs. мѣахꙋ, хотѣше vs. хотѣаше. 

However, the most important difference in both copies is the omission of several phrases of different size in BAR Ms. Sl. 155. This gives the impression that either a deficient protograph was used or that the copyist was exceptionally careless. 

What, in my opinion, is particularly worth our attention as a characteristic differentiating the copy of the letter by patriarch Peter in BAR Ms. Sl. 330 from all other transcripts that I know from the publications and my work de visu with manuscripts, is an added paragraph after the original ending of the text. It is only marked by a rubricated initial letter; the text is accompanied by a comment ‘мхала сггела’ ([from the writings of] Michael the Synkellos) in its left (external) margin. That paragraph reads as follows: 



Вѣдомо бꙋд. ꙗко ѿ шестагⷪ събора, до црⷭтвїа мономаха. облаем бѣхꙋ помалꙋ рмлꙗне, ѿ тогдашнⷯ стыⷯ ѿ ты  патрїархь, ѡ ересеⷯ ѥже ѿест мѣахꙋ тогда.  о ѡпрѣсньцѣ. потомⸯ же ꙗвлѥно быⷭ ꙗко хꙋлеⷮ на дхь сты.  ѿсѣкоше до конца помѣнованїе папно.  вⸯсѣхь ѿрнꙋше  ѿврьгоше хь. не ѹбо, нь  проклетїемь коньнымⸯ проклеше ⷯ. надѣюще се ꙗко ѻблаем ѹсрамет се,  ѻбратет се нѣкогда на православнꙋю вѣрꙋ.  съвъкꙋпет се пакы стѣ съборнѣ въселѥнсцѣ цркв православныѥ вѣры. ѿтол ѹбо даже до ннꙗ ѻблаем. не тьїю не прїдоше въ раꙁѹⷨ, еже ꙁаꙁрѣт своемꙋ прѣльщенїю, нь пае сверѣпѣющеⷭ тьщет се въсегда, да  православныⷯ прѣльстеть.  прведѹⷮ къ свомь ересемь  хѹлѥнїю. праведно ѹбо ѥⷭ проее ѿлѹт хь до конца проклетїемь.  ѿсѣщ ѿ тѣла стыѥ  въселѥнскыѥ цркве, еже глава ѥⷭ хс. ꙗко сѹщⷯ мрьтвь ѹдь  съгнль. ꙗко да  ꙁⸯдравыѥ ѹды не поврѣдть [BAR Ms. Sl. 330, f. 140v] 



Since the epistle by patriarch Peter does not have an ending of a rhetorical character, it may be tentatively assumed that the above excerpt was written afterwards as a kind of ending to the epistle. The choice of the “new ending” is worth appreciating. The text De fide orthodoxa by Michael the Synkellos (761–846) was known in 10th c. Bulgaria from several translations (it is to be found in the Izbornik from 1073).[footnoteRef:46] The selection of his writings, e.g. Confession of Faith [De fide orthodoxa], The comment on the Great Schism, The word on the East-West Schism, was were placed in codices used for catechesis, and later in apologies of the Orthodox Church conserved in Late Medieval manuscripts (included, among others, in BAR Ms. Sl. 291).  [46:  On Slavonic translations of De fide orthodoxa see: F. J. Thomson, “Les cinq traductions slavonnes du Libellus de fide orthodoxa de Michel le Syncelle et les mythes de l’arianisme de saint Méthode, apôtre des Slaves, ou d’Hilarion, métropolite de Russie, et de l’existence d’une Église arienne à Kiev”, Revue des études slaves 63, 1991, p. 19-54; D. Hajduk-Veljković, “Zum Libellus de fide orthodoxa des Michael Synkellos in der kirchenslavischen Überlieferung”, Zeitschrift für slavische Philologie 57, 1998, № 1, p. 28-49. ] 


We deal here with the “continuator” of Michael the Synkellos, who refers to the times that were to come two centuries after him. The author of the comment makes a real recapitulation of the history of the division of the Church, and, from his point of view, he blames only Rome for the disintegration. As the point in time at which – after the sixth oecumenical council of the Church in the years 680–681 – the “Latins” were “exposed”, the reign of the Emperor Constantine Monomach (1042–1055) was chosen. The issues of filioque and of the liturgical bread are primary among other “Latin heresies”. The author of the remark seems to note with satisfaction that the reprimands were of a reparative character, and this should encourage the Latins to reflect and revert to Orthodoxy. That was, however, inefficient and thus the proper thing should be the “final detachment” of “the body which is dead and rotten and should not poison the healthy one” from the holy (Eastern) Church. This metaphor perfectly mirrors the mood of the monastic environments of the East in the times of the failed Council of Florence.[footnoteRef:47]  [47:  At this moment, I am not in a position to identify the source; maybe a query in legal and theological books would bring an answer.] 


Conclusion 

The letter by patriarch Michael gives the “Roman deviations” some wider historical and cultural context, and as such it perfectly fits into a multidimensional anti-Latin “cycle”. The correspondence between bishops Peter and Dominic, recycled in the 15th c., presents some reversals of former attitudes: in times of schism, Peter III was a mediator, an intermediary between the Eastern and Western Church – he tried to defuse an argument, explain attitudes. Research has emphasized that Peter only anticipated the schism and did not consider it to exist already, this being quite contrary to the general opinion. The full version of that letter in the Slavic translation functions in South-Slavic manuscripts dated from the mid-15th c. at a time when, at least formally, the decisions of the Council of Florence were still in force.[footnoteRef:48] The letters by Peter III could once again warn against the growing alienation of the two Churches, and their argumentative and calm tone could defuse an argument. However, they were used as a condemnation of Christians faithful to Rome, and this was not in line with the intention of the patriarch of Antioch. In a different situation the texts might have been treated as informative or as warnings, but in the context of the 15th and 16th c. – a time of fatigue and disappointment with the inability to find compromise (as well as perhaps an aversion to it) between East and West – it was decided that the texts should serve as an accusation. How did it happen that the correspondence between bishops Peter, Dominic and Michael was revived revised in the 15th c.? The direct reason to create a new translation was the Council of Florence.[footnoteRef:49] It is worth looking for an answer to the question of who created a convoy from these letters (a modest “cycle”) and when this was done. Was it some educated Slav who, facing the threat of Catholic invasion and possible Christian indifference in the Balkans, reached for the writings of the classic polemics with the Latins?[footnoteRef:50] [48:  This is known thanks to dating Vladislav the Grammarian’s manuscripts to the years 1456 and 1469.]  [49:  See. А. В. Сизиков, “Послание Петра III Антиохийского Доминику …”, p. 309.]  [50:  It is tempting to look to Vladislav the Grammarian and his codices from the beginning of the second half of the 15th c. As an author of codices comprising over 260 translated and original Slavic texts but also as an expert in the Greek language, he would be an ideal candidate to be the author of the new translations of polemical writings. It would be great if Vladislav were the author of the translations, but it seems he lived too late for that. Anyway, without detailed research on the language it is not possible to propose this hypothesis. An important necessary step would be the investigation the convoys from other codices where this correspondence was also included. ] 


The letters of Peter, Dominic and Michael seem to have a universal meaning. They were the answer to the internal problems of the disintegrating Church in the 11th c. and allowed for the recognition of the doctrinal and customary threats coming from the West four and five hundred years later as a natural component of the polemics with the same threat which the Council of Florence tried to reduce, though ineffectively and only a short-term success. However, it was too late for that. The cycle of three letters – as well as the other letters mentioned above which were created in Greek thanks to the inspiration of the clergy not only in Constantinople – became a weapon used in the whole Byzantine-Slavic commonwealth. It is worth mentioning that copies of the letters were being created from at least the 15th c. until the mid-17th c.,[footnoteRef:51] in the orbit of Slavia Orthodoxa (to the East and the South) as well as in the lands where Slavic was used as the official language: i.e. in the Balkans (codices by Vladislav the Grammarian), in Moldavia and in Wallachia.  [51:  On the polemics of the Orthodox Church with the Roman Catholic Church in the lands of the Republic of Poland, see the works by Jan Stradomski, among others: J. Stradomski, Spory o “wiarę grecką” w dawnej Rzeczypospolitej, Kraków, 2003; J. Stradomski, “Spór o historię i wartości w świetle katolicko-unicko-prawosławnej polemiki religijnej w Pierwszej Rzeczypospolitej (koniec XVI – początek XVIII wieku)”, in: M. Kuczyńska (ed.), Kultura Pierwszej Rzeczypospolitej w dialogu z Europą. Hermeneutyka wartości, vol. 11, Warszawa, 2017, p. 238-276. ] 


The remarks formulated above are at times of a preliminary or fragmentary character. Based on few copies of certain texts (two to four), they present just a small fragment of the South Slavic manuscript tradition of those three letters. Nonetheless, they allow us to discover some new peculiarities of the texts analyzed here and raise new questions for potential future research. The main questions are: Are the differences, mainly the most important, textological ones, between the copies related to the choice of polemical texts, in which the letters were copied and to the place of their convoy? May we, besides the main editions/variants of the letters (mainly by Michael, but also by Peter) mentioned in the previous research, distinguish contaminated variants as well, such as those that are suggested by the letter by Michael Keroularios from BAR Ms. Sl. 330? Is it possible to determine the time and place of the writing of the protographs, which, while preserving the character of Serbian (Resavian) and Middle-Bulgarian orthography, transcended those regions and appeared in Wallachia and Moldavia in the 15th and 16th c.



Appendix. Edition of the Slavonic texts of the three epistles on the basis of BAR Ms. Sl. 330.

Principles of the edition. The edition does not render the lines of the codex electus diplomatically. Abbreviations are not expanded. Square brackets [ ] are applied in case of inserting text units from the margins into their place in the main text. Curly brackets { } are used in the main text to refer to variants that are longer than one word. For technical reasons ligatures are expanded (except for ‘ꙋ’). The edition retains the original use of capital letters and the original punctuation of the copy BAR Ms. Sl. 330; I have used bold fonts to indicate rubrication of the titles and the initials.

The apparatus criticus includes textological, syntactic, and lexical differences of the copies, as well as the differences in proper names. I do not indicate differences of punctuation and rubrication. 









1. Epistle of Michael Keroularios to Peter III, patriarch of Antioch. BAR Ms. Sl. 330 [hereinafter: BAR 330], f. 133v-135r. 

Variant readings: Dečani 75 [hereinafter: Deč 75], f. 300v-302 [after: А. Николов, Между Рим и Константинопол…, p. 201-204]; BAR Ms. Sl. 155 [hereinafter: BAR 155], f. 598v-602r; BAR Ms. Sl. 291 [hereinafter: BAR 291], f. 255v-261. 

/f. 133v/ Псанїе мхала патрїарха коⷩстантїна[footnoteRef:52] граⷣ. еже посла {патрїахꙋ[footnoteRef:53] (!) атїохїскомꙋ[footnoteRef:54]}[footnoteRef:55] (!) петрꙋ {ѡ ересеⷯ лаⷮнскⷯ}[footnoteRef:56] [52:  BAR 155: костанⸯтна; BAR 291: костантна]  [53:  Corr. патрїархꙋ]  [54:  Corr. антїохїскомꙋ]  [55:  BAR 155: кь патрїарⸯхѹ анⸯтѡхѡскомѹ; BAR 291: патрїархоѵ антѡхїскомꙋ]  [56:  Deč 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: om.] 


Прѣбⷧженомꙋ[footnoteRef:57]  дховномꙋ братꙋ.  {съслꙋжьбнкꙋ нашемꙋ}[footnoteRef:58]. прѣосщенномꙋ патрїархꙋ бжїаго града велкыѥ анⸯтїохїе, куⷬ петрꙋ• мхаль млⷭтїю бжїею арⸯхїепⷭкпь константїна[footnoteRef:59] граⷣ новаго іерⷭлма[footnoteRef:60].  въселѥнⸯскы патрїархь.  [57:  BAR 155: прѣблженⸯномѹ]  [58:  BAR 155: om.]  [59:  BAR 155: костанⸯтна; BAR 291: костантна]  [60:  BAR 291: рма] 


вѣсть ѹбо сщенⸯствїе твое. ꙗко ѿ {стыⷯ [footnoteRef:61]}[footnoteRef:62] въселѥнскыⷯ съборь въ стыⷯ танⸯныⷯ[footnoteRef:63] жрьтваⷯ црквї[footnoteRef:64] нашⷯ, въⷭпомнанїе рмскаⷢ папы ѿсѣено[footnoteRef:65] быⷭ. не тькмо опрѣсньнаго[footnoteRef:66] раⷣ ̋ прношенїа, нь  дрꙋгыⷯ раⷣ ̋ многыⷯ ересї[footnoteRef:67], еже {многыѥ вѣдомы}[footnoteRef:68] сѹть. К томꙋ же тогда на съборѣ семь ꙁлобѣ ⷯ ꙗвлѥнѣ[footnoteRef:69] бывш. бѣше бѡ тогда папа вїгу̏лїе[footnoteRef:70] въ рмѣ  не въсхотѣ на съборь с̏ прїт. нже въсхотѣ хꙋлѥнїе ѳеодортово еже на православнꙋю вѣрꙋ хѹлꙗше[footnoteRef:71] проклет.  главꙁны еже ꙁлѣ псанныѥ[footnoteRef:72] на стго кѷрїла, не въсхотѣ проклет.[footnoteRef:73]  ѿтол до дньшнꙗⷢ[footnoteRef:74] дне, ѿ стыѥ нашее цркве ѿсѣенꙋ[footnoteRef:75] бывшꙋ папѣ. [footnoteRef:76]ннꙗ же нѣцї {прїдоше ѿ латнь}[footnoteRef:77] въ црⷭтвꙋющї[footnoteRef:78] градь, псанїа[footnoteRef:79] носеще.  въшьⷣшмь[footnoteRef:80] дрьжавномꙋ  стмꙋ црѹ нашемꙋ ꙗвше се, мьтанїемь велкыⷨ[footnoteRef:81]  грьдынѥю, [footnoteRef:82]прѣвъꙁношенїемь сверѣпымь.  стꙋпанїемь ꙗко прѣмѹдр мнеще се, беꙁꙋмїемь въсакыⷨ спльнь сꙋще. таⷤ  къ моемꙋ смѣренїю пршьⷣше. { то}[footnoteRef:83] да[footnoteRef:84] рекꙋ, л како повѣмь[footnoteRef:85], о грⸯдост  беꙁⸯсрамїю[footnoteRef:86] ⷯ. како въндоше къ мнѣ. {нкаково слово пррекше мнѣ.}[footnoteRef:87] [footnoteRef:88]понѣ мало[footnoteRef:89] прѣклонт главь своⷯ,  ѻбыное[footnoteRef:90] поклонѥнїе прнест мнѣ ѿ своего єпⷭкпа не въсхотѣше. нже въсхотѣше на събѡрѣ събравшм[footnoteRef:91] се намь[footnoteRef:92] съꙁад[footnoteRef:93] мтрополть сѣст, по прѣданномꙋ ѿ наела ѻбыаю[footnoteRef:94], {{беꙁⸯьстїе свое мнеще быт[footnoteRef:95] се.}[footnoteRef:96] то л не глю болⸯшеѥ[footnoteRef:97] {беꙁѹмїе хь}[footnoteRef:98]}[footnoteRef:99]. ꙗко н црⷭко дрьжавѣ  велїю смѣрше се. {паеⷤ себе велⸯм прѣвъꙁносеще  еже пае всѣⷯ[footnoteRef:100] вышⸯше мнѣхꙋ се мѣт. съ[footnoteRef:101]}[footnoteRef:102] крⷭтомь  скпⸯтромь[footnoteRef:103] въ полатꙋ въхожⷣахꙋ[footnoteRef:104]. {н єдно ѿ схь по поⷣбїю твореще.}[footnoteRef:105] Къ мнѣ же въшьⷣше[footnoteRef:106], посла/f. 134r/нїе {ꙁапеатлѣно м[footnoteRef:107]}[footnoteRef:108] даше,  абїе ꙁыдоше[footnoteRef:109]. аꙁⸯ же прѥⷨ псанїе[footnoteRef:110] онѡ  ѿпеатлѣвь ѥ, ѡбрѣтоⷯ велко[footnoteRef:111] лѹкавствїе  льж[footnoteRef:112]  льство псанїе. таковаа ѹбо псааше[footnoteRef:113]. ꙗкоⷤ егда аргрь въ велкы прїде граⷣⸯ[footnoteRef:114]. [footnoteRef:115] глааше[footnoteRef:116] множае, еже о ѡпрѣснкѹ[footnoteRef:117]. {егоⷤ раⷣ ̋ не едною тькмо, нь  дващ  трщ[footnoteRef:118]  етврьтое[footnoteRef:119] ѿ бжⷭтвнаго прещенїа нам ѿлѹень быⷭ}[footnoteRef:120]. тѣмⸯже ѻпасно вѣдомо[footnoteRef:121] да[footnoteRef:122] ѥⷭ {твое стын}[footnoteRef:123]. ꙗко не едною стрѣлою тьїю[footnoteRef:124] ѹстрѣлѥн[footnoteRef:125] сꙋть рмлꙗне. ꙗже ѥⷭ стрѣла опрѣсньнаго[footnoteRef:126] прношенїа ересь. ꙗко[footnoteRef:127] всѣⷨ[footnoteRef:128] вѣдома ѥⷭ[footnoteRef:129] спрьва. нь[footnoteRef:130] нным раꙁлным ересм[footnoteRef:131] ѹꙗꙁвлѥн сѹⷮ. хже рад ересї[footnoteRef:132], ѿвращат се  ѿганꙗт хь поⷣбаеⷮ[footnoteRef:133]  ꙗже ѹбо твореⷮ, ѿест покажꙋ тебѣ. ꙗже ꙁвѣстно ꙁьскаⷯ.  [61:  Deč 75, BAR 291: om.]  [62:  BAR 155: стыⷯ ]  [63:  Deč 75: таиныⷯ]  [64:  Deč 75, BAR 155: црквь; BAR 291: цркѡвъ]  [65:  BAR 291: ѿсѣенⸯно]  [66:  Deč 75: опрѣсньнаго; BAR 155: ѡпрѣсньнаго; BAR 291: ѡпрѣснⸯнаго]  [67:  BAR 155: ересе; BAR 291: ерес]  [68:  Deč 75: многы невѣдомы; BAR 155: многымь невѣдомї]  [69:  BAR 155: ꙗвлѥнⸯнѣ; BAR 291: ꙗвленнѣ]  [70:  BAR 155: вглѥ]  [71:  BAR 291: хꙋлѣше]  [72:  Deč 75: пⷭнны; BAR 291: псанны]  [73:  Deč 75 add.: такожⷣе  хꙋлⸯноѥ посланїе лꙋкавааго ва не вьсхотѣ ѿрещ се; BAR 291: такожⷣе  хоѵлное посланїе лѫкаваго ва, не въсхотѣ ѿрещ сѧ]  [74:  Deč 75: нⸯнꙗшнꙗго; BAR 155: ннꙗшнꙗго; BAR 291: ннѣшнѣго]  [75:  BAR 155: ѿсеенⸯнꙋ]  [76:  Deč 75, BAR 155, BAR 291 add.: ]  [77:  Deč 75: ѿ латнь. прїдоше; BAR 155: ѿ латнь прїдоше; BAR 291: ѿ латнъ, прїдошѧ]  [78:  Deč 75, BAR 291 add.: велкы]  [79:  BAR 291: псанїе]  [80:  Deč 75: вьшьⷣшеⷨ мь; BAR 155: вьшьⷣшемь мь; BAR 291: вьшедшмъ мъ]  [81:  Deč 75: велѥⷨ; BAR 155: велїемь; BAR 291: велїемъ]  [82:  Deč 75, BAR 155, BAR 291 add.: ]  [83:  Deč 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: то л]  [84:  BAR 291: om.]  [85:  Deč 75: повѣм; BAR 155: повѣмⸯ т; BAR 291: повѣмы]  [86:  BAR 155, BAR 291: бесрамїю]  [87:  BAR 155: om.]  [88:  Deč 75, BAR 155, BAR 291 add.: л]  [89:  BAR 155: мал]  [90:  BAR 155: ѡбыно]  [91:  Deč 75: сьбравшеⷨ; BAR 155: сьбравⸯшем; BAR 291: събравшем]  [92:  BAR 291: на]  [93:  Deč 75, BAR 155: нжаѥ; BAR 291: сънжае]  [94:  Deč 75 add.: н вьсма не вьсхотѣше]  [95:  Deč 75: om.]  [96:  BAR 291: н въсма не въсхотѣшѫ бесъстїе свое мнѧще се]  [97:  Deč 75: горⸯшеѥ; BAR 291: горⸯшеє]  [98:  Deč 75: ⷯ беꙁꙋмїѥ быт; BAR 291: хъ беꙁоѵмїе быт]  [99:  BAR 155: то л глю болⸯшее хь беꙁѹмїе быт]  [100:  Deč 75: ⷯ; BAR 291: хъ]  [101:  Deč 75, BAR 291: ]  [102:  BAR 155: om.]  [103:  BAR 155: скѷфⸯтромь; BAR 291: скѷпетромъ]  [104:  Deč 75: вьходѣхꙋ; BAR 155: въходѣхѹ; BAR 291: въходѣхѫ]  [105:  BAR 155: om.]  [106:  BAR 291: въшедъше]  [107:  Deč 75: om.]  [108:  BAR 155: м ꙁапеатлѣнⸯно; BAR 291: м ꙁапеатлѣнно]  [109:  Deč 75:  іꙁдоше; BAR 155: ꙁьшьⷣше]  [110:  Deč 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: посланїе]  [111:  Deč 75, BAR 155: всако; BAR 291: въсѣко]  [112:  Deč 75: льжꙋ; BAR 155: льжѹ; BAR 291: лъжѫ]  [113:  BAR 155, BAR 291: псаше]  [114:  Deč 75 add.: кь вашемⷹ смѣренїю; BAR 291 add.: къ нашемꙋ смѣренїю]  [115:  Deč 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: om.]  [116:  BAR 155: глѥ]  [117:  BAR 155: опрѣснакѹ; BAR 291: опрѣснъкꙋ]  [118:  Deč 75, BAR 291: трщь]  [119:  Deč 75, BAR 291: етвръто]  [120:  BAR 155: om.]  [121:  BAR 155: om.]  [122:  BAR 291: om.]  [123:  Deč 75: стн твоеѥ; BAR 155: стн т; BAR 291: стн твоє]  [124:  BAR 155: om.]  [125:  BAR 291: оѵстрѣленн]  [126:  BAR 155: ѿ прѣснаго]  [127:  Deč 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: ꙗже]  [128:  Deč 75: вⸯсѣм; BAR 291: вⸯсѣм]  [129:  BAR 155: om.]  [130:  Deč 75, BAR 291 add.: ]  [131:  BAR 155, BAR 291: ерес]  [132:  Deč 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: ересь]  [133:  Deč 75, BAR 155: поⷣбно ѥⷭ; BAR 291: подобно есть] 


[footnoteRef:134][а҃] опрѣснькⸯ [footnoteRef:135]твореⷮ ꙗко іѹде  луⷮрⸯгсаюⷮ[footnoteRef:136]. бѡ опрѣснькь, н кваса н сол мать. ꙗже въмѣсто дше  ѹма сꙋть. еже ѿ стыѥ цркве въселѥнⸯскыѥ прнашаемо[footnoteRef:137] ѥⷭ•  [134:  BAR 155 add.: ꙁдѣ ѿест спсахомь ерес латнъскыѥ]  [135:  Deč 75 add.: ѹбо; BAR 291: оѵбо]  [136:  BAR 155: лтѹрⸯгсѹють]  [137:  BAR 155: прнашаѥмь] 


[в҃] постет се въ сꙋботꙋ[footnoteRef:138],  смⸯ поⷣбет се іѹдеѡⷨ.  прѣстꙋпають ꙁаконь[footnoteRef:139], же съ ꙁапрѣщенїемь[footnoteRef:140] {прѣдано ѥⷭ}[footnoteRef:141], не постт се {в неⷣлю л в сꙋтꙋ[footnoteRef:142]}[footnoteRef:143] (!) раꙁвѣ {велкыѥ сꙋботы}[footnoteRef:144]•  [138:  BAR 155: сѹботы]  [139:  BAR 155: ꙁакон]  [140:  BAR 155: афоресмомь]  [141:  BAR 155: прѣдан сѹть]  [142:  Corr. сꙋботꙋ.]  [143:   BAR 155: вь сѹботѹ л вь неⷣлю]  [144:  Deč 75: велкою сꙋботꙋ; BAR 155: вь велкѹю сѹботѹ] 


{г҃ ꙗдꙋть ѹдавлѥнїа[footnoteRef:145]  мрьцны•  [145:  BAR 155: ѹдавлѥнⸯнаꙗ] 


[д҃] [footnoteRef:146]острꙁают с брады.}[footnoteRef:147]  [146:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [147:  Deč 75: .г҃. Острїꙁаюⷮ брады .д҃. Ꙗдеⷮ ѹдавлѥнїа  мрьцны; BAR 291: г҃ острѕаѧтъ брады: д҃ ꙗдѫтъ оѵдавленїа,  мръцны] 


е҃.• [footnoteRef:148]попове ⷯ на брань {съходет се}[footnoteRef:149] съ [footnoteRef:150]воскам.  крьвь[footnoteRef:151] пролвающе[footnoteRef:152], въꙁвращают се  лтꙋрⸯгсаюⷮ[footnoteRef:153], еⷤ {не доⷭть н едномꙋ}[footnoteRef:154] сщеннкꙋ[footnoteRef:155]•  [148:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [149:  BAR 155 add.: сходеть]  [150:  BAR 155 аdd.: свом]  [151:  Deč 75, BAR 155: крьв]  [152:  BAR 155 аdd.: кръвы (!)]  [153:  BAR 155: лтѹрⸯгсѹють]  [154:  BAR 155: недостоно ѥⷭ всакомꙋ]  [155:  BAR 155 аdd.: се творт] 


[ѕ҃] постет се на гпⷭдⸯскыѥ праꙁⸯнкы. л вⸯ пеⷦ бꙋдеⷮ л в сꙋⷠⷠ, {еже[footnoteRef:156] не поⷣбаеⷮ}[footnoteRef:157]•  [156:  BAR 291: же]  [157:  BAR 155: om.] 


[ꙁ҃] вⸯ неⷣлю прьвꙋ стыⷯ {поⷭ велкыⷯ}[footnoteRef:158], вⸯ срѣдꙋ кѹпно месо[footnoteRef:159]  сырь ѿпѹщаюⷮ•  [158:  BAR 155: велкыⷯ пость]  [159:  BAR 155: меса] 


[҃] вⸯ сты [footnoteRef:160] велкы етврькь, ꙗца  сырь  млѣко ꙗдеть[footnoteRef:161]•  [160:  Deč 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: om.]  [161:  BAR 155: ꙗдѹть] 


[ѳ҃] малымь дѣтемь[footnoteRef:162] свомь въ сты [footnoteRef:163] велкы поⷭ, на вⸯсакꙋ неⷣлю ꙗца  сырь  млѣко даюⷮ мь ꙗст.  смь поⷣбет се арⸯменⸯско ерес. [162:  Deč 75: дѣцамь; BAR 155: дѣтⸯцаⷨ; BAR 291: дѣтцаⷨ]  [163:  BAR 291: om.] 


[і҃] Въ стыⷯ апⷭль правлѣ {въ деⷭто главꙁнѣ}[footnoteRef:164], сце глѥть[footnoteRef:165]. аще кто съ ереткѡⷨ на млтвѣ станеⷮ[footnoteRef:166] л въ домꙋ л въ цркв, да ѿлꙋт се ѿ цркве. ѡн же не тькмо поюⷮ съ армен хⸯже стї ѡц [footnoteRef:167]проклеше, нь  прещают се съ нм•[footnoteRef:168]  [164:  Deč 75: десета главꙁна; BAR 155: десетаꙗ, главꙁна; BAR 291: десѧта главꙁна]  [165:  BAR 155 add.: се]  [166:  BAR 155 add.: вь коемь любо мѣстѣ,]  [167:  BAR 155 add.: ѿлѹше  ]  [168:  BAR 155 add.:  ꙁѣло любет се с нм] 


[аі] аллїлꙋїа ѿ прьве[footnoteRef:169] неⷣлѥ поⷭ {не поюⷮ до стго въскрсенїа}[footnoteRef:170].  се {ѥⷭ вънѣ}[footnoteRef:171] црковⸯнаго прѣданїа•  [169:  Deč 75: а]  [170:  BAR 155: до стго хвⷭа въскрсенїа не поють]  [171:  BAR 155: вьнѣ ѥⷭ] 


[ві] прѣстꙋю  прѣтⷭꙋю влⷣцꙋ нашꙋ бцꙋ сѹщꙋю[footnoteRef:172] стннꙋю бцꙋ. не глють бцꙋ. [footnoteRef:173]тькмо така[footnoteRef:174] просто, {стаа марїа глють}[footnoteRef:175], несторїанⸯскꙋю[footnoteRef:176] ꙗкѡвⷮⸯскꙋю ересь мѹдрьствꙋюⷮ•  [172:  Deč 75: сꙋщꙋ]  [173:  BAR 155 add.: нь]  [174:  Deč 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: тако]  [175:  BAR 155: глють стаа марїа ]  [176:  Deč 75, BAR 155, BAR 291 add.: ] 


[гі] въ црковь въходеще деⷤ ѡбраꙁ стыⷯ псан[footnoteRef:177] сѹⷮ,  тѣⷯ не цѣлваюⷮ[footnoteRef:178]. нь поклекнꙋвше едною ногою,  много праꙁнословвⸯше, напослѣдⸯкь {крⷭть на ꙁемл}[footnoteRef:179] нарьтавⸯше [footnoteRef:180]цѣлваюⷮ[footnoteRef:181]•  [177:  BAR 291: псанⸯн]  [178:  BAR 291: цѣлꙋваѧтъ]  [179:  BAR 155: на ꙁемл крⷭть]  [180:  BAR 155 add.: го]  [181:  BAR 291: цѣлꙋваѫⷮ] 


[ді] Хотещаго вⸯсакого лка вънт въ сты олⸯтарь[footnoteRef:182] прещат се {л мꙋжꙋ л женѣ}[footnoteRef:183] не въꙁбранꙗюⷮ•  [182:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [183:  Deč 75: л женѣ л мꙋжꙋ; BAR 155: л ѥⷭ мꙋжь л жена] 


[еі] {[footnoteRef:184]крщенїе стое}[footnoteRef:185] твореще. крщающм се соль въ ѹста вълагають[footnoteRef:186]. [footnoteRef:187] въ во/f. 134v/дѣ тькмо крщаюⷮ єднѣмь погрꙋженїеⷨ, ме ѻца  сна тькмⷪ нарюще[footnoteRef:188].  плюнꙋвⸯше на длаⷩ лѣвыѥ рꙋкы. таⷤ десною ѥмⸯше[footnoteRef:189], въмѣсто мѷра помаꙁають крⷭтещаго[footnoteRef:190] се•  [184:  Deč 75, BAR 291 add.: ]  [185:  BAR 155:  стое крщенїе]  [186:  BAR 155: хь вьлагающе]  [187:  BAR 155: om.]  [188:  BAR 155: нарающе]  [189:  Deč 75: прїѥмьше; BAR 155: прѥмⸯше; BAR 291: премше]  [190:  BAR 291: крщаѫщаго] 


[ѕі] Въмѣсто стго мѷра, масло къжⷣо хь въ съсꙋдѣ[footnoteRef:191] ность.  прѣгрѣшенїемь въсакымь ѡскврьнвшаго[footnoteRef:192] се помаꙁꙋють[footnoteRef:193], {єлка[footnoteRef:194] ꙗко[footnoteRef:195] лкⸯ съгрѣшль ѥⷭ•}[footnoteRef:196]  [191:  BAR 155: сьсꙋдѹ]  [192:  BAR 155: ѡскврьнⸯшаго]  [193:  BAR 291: помаꙁоѵѧтъ]  [194:  Deč 75: ѥлко; BAR 155: єлко]  [195:  BAR 155 add.: вь мрѣ]  [196:  BAR 291: om.] 


[ꙁі] [footnoteRef:197] крщающм се дѣтемь[footnoteRef:198], ме {нѣкоего стго}[footnoteRef:199] не нарцаюⷮ[footnoteRef:200]. нь нѣкоа[footnoteRef:201] непоⷣбна  юдна•  [197:  BAR 155: om.]  [198:  BAR 155: ѿ ныⷯ]  [199:  Deč 75, BAR 155: стго нѣкоѥго]  [200:  BAR 155: полагають ѥмꙋ]  [201:  BAR 155: нѣкакова] 


[і]  тⷭны крⷭть на ѡбраꙁѣⷯ своⷯ, еднѣмь прьстомь нарьтаваюⷮ[footnoteRef:202], ꙗко моноѳелтѣне•  [202:  Deč 75: нарьтаюⷮ; BAR 155: нарьтають; BAR 291: нарътаѧтъ] 


[ѳі] дващ л трщ, л множцею днемь, въ едно цркв л въ домꙋ нѣкоемь[footnoteRef:203], поⷫве хь лѷтꙋрⸯгсаюⷮ еднь по едномꙋ[footnoteRef:204].  [203:  BAR 155: нѣкоⷨ]  [204:  Deč 75: дрꙋгоⷨ; BAR 155: дрѹгомѹ; BAR 291: дроѵгомъ] 


[к] скврьнна же ꙗденїа[footnoteRef:205] {ⷯ же ꙗдꙋⷮ}[footnoteRef:206], ежевы, [footnoteRef:207]желкы[footnoteRef:208], меⸯк[footnoteRef:209].  дрꙋгаа на скврьннаа[footnoteRef:210] беꙁⸯ ꙁаꙁора ꙗдеть•  [205:  BAR 291: ꙗдѧтъ]  [206:  Deč 75: хже ꙗдеⷮ; BAR 155: хⸯже ꙗдеть, кто да сповѣсть; BAR 291: om. ]  [207:  BAR 155 add.:  ]  [208:  BAR 291: желвы]  [209:  Deč 75, BAR 291: макы; BAR 155:  макы]  [210:  BAR 155 add.:  нестаꙗ] 


[ка]  рьнⸯц хь месо ꙗдꙋть[footnoteRef:211].  свнїю маꙁь ꙗко масло мѹⷮ,  ꙗдꙋть[footnoteRef:212] непрѣмѣнно• [211:  Deč 75: ꙗдеⷮ; BAR 155: ꙗдеть; BAR 291: ꙗдѧть]  [212:  Deč 75: ꙗдеⷮ; BAR 155: ꙗдꙋть такожⷣе вьсегда] 


[кв] [footnoteRef:213]ѹмрающⷨ[footnoteRef:214] рꙋцѣ нꙁⸯ бедры прострають.  ювства ⷯ[footnoteRef:215] воскѡⷨ ꙁалѣплꙗюⷮ[footnoteRef:216], [footnoteRef:217] такⷪ погрбаюⷮ[footnoteRef:218]. ѿкꙋдꙋⷤ се прѥше. л ѿ коего єѵⷢлста. {л ѿ}[footnoteRef:219] апⷭльска прѣданїа. нктоⷤ вѣсть се, тькмо еднь {тьмѣ ѿць}[footnoteRef:220] дїаволь, [footnoteRef:221]ѹтель вⸯсакыѥ ерес  ꙁлобы[footnoteRef:222]• [213:  Deč 75, BAR 155, BAR 291 add.: ]  [214:  Deč 75:  ѹмрающⷨ]  [215:  BAR 155 add.: вса]  [216:  BAR 155: ꙁалпвⸯше]  [217:  BAR 155: om.]  [218:  Deč 75: погребаю ѥⷮ; BAR 155: погрѣбають]  [219:  BAR 155: ]  [220:  BAR 155: ѿць тм]  [221:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [222:  Deč 75, BAR 291: ꙁлобѣ] 


[кг[footnoteRef:223]] концьⷤ всѣⷨ ꙁлымь. ꙗже[footnoteRef:224] прьва  велкаа[footnoteRef:225] главꙁна[footnoteRef:226], хѹлеⷮ ѹбо на дхь сты. глютⸯ бо сце въ стѣмь[footnoteRef:227] ꙁнаменї. єже ѥⷭ• Вѣрꙋю въ едного ба ѻца вседрьжтелꙗ. творца нбꙋ  ꙁемл, вдмымⸯ же всѣⷨ  невдмымь.  въ едного га іѵ ха сна бжїа еднорѡднаⷢ[footnoteRef:228].  въ {дха стго га жвотворещаго}[footnoteRef:229], ⷤ ѿ[footnoteRef:230] ѻца сходеща[footnoteRef:231]. же[footnoteRef:232] съ ѻцемь  съ[footnoteRef:233] сномь {съпокланꙗема  съславма}[footnoteRef:234]. [footnoteRef:235]ѡн же глють.  въ дхь сты госпоⷣствꙋющь[footnoteRef:236] [footnoteRef:237] жвотворещь же ѿ[footnoteRef:238] ѻца  ѿ сна сходеща[footnoteRef:239]. [footnoteRef:240]двѣ наелѣ проповѣдають[footnoteRef:241], ꙗко [footnoteRef:242] ѿ[footnoteRef:243] сна {дхь сты сходть}[footnoteRef:244]• [223:  Deč 75, BAR 291: om.]  [224:  BAR 155: еже]  [225:  BAR 155: велїа]  [226:  BAR 155 add.: ѥⷭ]  [227:  Deč 75: стоⷨ]  [228:  Deč 75: ѥдноедаго; BAR 291: єдноѧдаго]  [229:  Deč 75: дхь сты гⷣствꙋющь  жвотворещь; BAR 155: дхь сты госпоⷣствꙋющь жвотворещь; BAR 291:  въ дхъ сты госпоⷣствꙋѫщъ  жвотворѧщь]  [230:  BAR 155: ꙁь]  [231:  Deč 75: сходⷮ; BAR 155, BAR 291: сходть]  [232:  Deč 75, BAR 291: om.; BAR 155: ]  [233:  BAR 155, BAR 291: om.]  [234:  Deč 75: сьпрославлꙗѥⷨ; BAR 155: справлꙗѥмь; BAR 291: съпрославлѣемъ]  [235:  BAR 155 add.: кд]  [236:  BAR 155: господѹющь]  [237:  BAR 155: om.]  [238:  BAR 155: ꙁь]  [239:  BAR 155: сходть]  [240:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [241:  BAR 155 add.: глюще]  [242:  BAR 155: om.]  [243:  BAR 155: ꙁь ѡца ]  [244:  BAR 155: сходть дхь сты] 


[кⷣ[footnoteRef:245]]  въ сто лѷтꙋргї бжⷭтвныⷯ тань. деⷤ глѥмы[footnoteRef:246]. еднь сть еднь[footnoteRef:247] гь іс хс въ славꙋ {бѹ оцꙋ}[footnoteRef:248] амⷩ. [footnoteRef:249]ѡн же глють, еднь сть еднь гь іс хс, въ славꙋ {ба оца}[footnoteRef:250] дхѡмь стымь• [245:  Deč 75, BAR 155, BAR 291: om.]  [246:  Deč 75: глеⷨ мы; BAR 155: глѥмь мы; BAR 291: глемъ мы]  [247:  Deč 75: ѥд (!)]  [248:  BAR 155: ба ѡца]  [249:  BAR 155: ке]  [250:  Deč 75: бꙋ оцѹ; BAR 291: боѵ ѡцоѵ] 


[ке[footnoteRef:251]] къ семꙋⷤ  поповѡⷨ въꙁбранꙗюⷮ не въꙁмат жены. срѣⷱ мѹщⷯ жены да не творет се попове. нь беꙁⸯ жень прѣбыват хотеще  быт попове• [251:  Deč 75: .кг. Кь; BAR 155: кѕ] 


[кѕ[footnoteRef:252]] два брата двѣ сестрѣ въꙁымаюⷮ въ[footnoteRef:253] жены• [252:  Deč 75, BAR 291: .кд.; BAR 155: кꙁ]  [253:  Deč 75, BAR 291: om. ] 


[кꙁ[footnoteRef:254]] [footnoteRef:255]егда мноꙁ попове ꙁаедно лѷтꙋргсаюⷮ[footnoteRef:256]. [footnoteRef:257] въ врѣⷨ прещенїа[footnoteRef:258], еднь ѿ лѷтꙋргсающⷯ поповъ, ꙁѣдаеⷮ опрѣснкь.  проїхь цѣлваеⷮ• [254:  Deč 75, BAR 291: .ке.; BAR 155: к]  [255:  BAR 155 add: ]  [256:  BAR 155: лтѹрⸯгсѹють]  [257:  BAR 155: om.]  [258:  Deč 75: прѣещенꙗ] 


[к[footnoteRef:259]] [footnoteRef:260]Епⷭкп ⷯ прьстень на прⸯстѣ носеⷮ. [footnoteRef:261] крьвїю рѹкы свое[footnoteRef:262] помаꙁꙋюⷮ[footnoteRef:263].  се ꙗвлꙗюⷮ[footnoteRef:264]. ꙗкⷪ прѣжⷣе своего ѹбїства {дше свое}[footnoteRef:265] [footnoteRef:266]ѹбвають• [259:  Deč 75: .кꙅ.; BAR 155: кѳ; BAR 291: кѕ]  [260:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [261:  Deč 75, BAR 291: .кꙁ. ; BAR 155: om.]  [262:  BAR 155: своⸯ]  [263:  Deč 75: помаꙁаюⷮ]  [264:  BAR 155: ꙗвлꙗѥть]  [265:  Deč 75: дшь дшь (!) своⷯ; BAR 291: дшь дшь (!) свохъ; BAR 155: дшь своⷯ]  [266:  BAR 155 add.: ѹбывающе] 


[кⷴ[footnoteRef:267]] [footnoteRef:268]апⷭльское словⷪ, ꙁлѣ раꙁꙋмѣюⷮ,  лꙋкаво проповѣдають. деⷤ глѥть[footnoteRef:269], ꙗко маль квась въсе мѣшенїе[footnoteRef:270] квасⷮ. [footnoteRef:271]ѡн же глюⷮ, ꙗко маль квась въ/f. 135r/се тѣсто скажаеⷮ. покꙋшающеⷭ  въ оправданїе себе прводеще[footnoteRef:272] словѡ се•[footnoteRef:273] [footnoteRef:274]нже мощемь стыⷯ[footnoteRef:275] покланꙗт[footnoteRef:276] се хотеть. нѣцї же ѿ нхь н[footnoteRef:277] стымь конамь {покланꙗют[footnoteRef:278] се}[footnoteRef:279]. нже стыⷯ  велкыⷯ ѿць нашⷯ  ѹтель[footnoteRef:280]. бгослова грїгорїа.  велкаго васлїа.  іѡанна[footnoteRef:281] ꙁлатоѹстаго, {съ проїм стым пртаюⷮ[footnoteRef:282]}[footnoteRef:283]• тако ѹбо жвꙋщⷨ мь.  {таковымь ѡбыаеⷨ}[footnoteRef:284] въꙁрастьшемь[footnoteRef:285] мь[footnoteRef:286]. ꙗвлѥна[footnoteRef:287] толка [footnoteRef:288]ꙁлаа  непоⷣбнаа[footnoteRef:289]. [footnoteRef:290] не мꙋщⷨ правь раꙁꙋмь въ православныⷯ  бгораꙁꙋмныⷯ мѣт есть•[footnoteRef:291]  [267:  Deč 75, BAR 291: к.; BAR 155: om.]  [268:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [269:  Deč 75: глюⷮ]  [270:  Deč 75: вьмѣшенїе; BAR 155: тѣсто; BAR 291: въмешенїе]  [271:  BAR 155 add.: л҃]  [272:  BAR 155: прѣлагающе]  [273:  BAR 155 add.: ꙗко да малмь словомь сымь ѡбьлⸯгат  ѿвращат квась. же квасенї хлѣбь поⷣвꙁаеть]  [274:  Deč 75, BAR 291: .кѳ. ]  [275:  Deč 75: стыⷨ]  [276:  BAR 155: кланꙗт]  [277:  BAR 155: om.]  [278:  Deč 75: кланꙗюⷮ]  [279:  BAR 155: кланꙗт се хотет]  [280:  BAR 155 add.:  арⸯхїере]  [281:  Deč 75: іѡна]  [282:  Deč 75: потаюⷮ]  [283:  BAR 155:  проымь стымь не пртаюⷮ]  [284:  Deč 75: таковым ѡбыа; BAR 155: такымы ѡба; BAR 291: таковым ѡбыа]  [285:  BAR 155: вьꙁрастьшмь]  [286:  BAR 155: om.]  [287:  BAR 155: ꙗвлѥнна]  [288:  Deč 75 add.: ]  [289:  BAR 291: на подобна]  [290:  BAR 155 add.:  непрѥтнаа]  [291:  BAR 155 add.: сь нм мнет се ѡкаанны] 


сїа въкратⸯцѣ спсахѡⷨ. ꙗко да мать вѣⷣт стꙗ[footnoteRef:292] твоа лꙋкавствїе[footnoteRef:293] хь[footnoteRef:294]. [footnoteRef:295] да не мнѣт маш, ꙗко въ еднѡⷨ опрѣснькꙋ[footnoteRef:296] съгрѣшаюⷮ, ꙗкоже  мы въс до ннꙗ[footnoteRef:297] мнѣхѡⷨ. нь поꙁнавⸯше {ѿ ннꙗ}[footnoteRef:298] проаа ⷯ стрьпⸯтваа дѣла, съблюде[footnoteRef:299] се. прьтенⷤ[footnoteRef:300] ѡн[footnoteRef:301] да бѹдꙋⷮ, съ нмⷤ сꙋть доⷭн[footnoteRef:302]. гь же[footnoteRef:303] съхранⷮ бжⷧенⸯство[footnoteRef:304] твое въ обходѣ лѣⷮ многыⷯ схь, молещꙋ[footnoteRef:305] се ѡ наⷭ [292:  Deč 75: стнꙗ; BAR 155: стнꙗ; BAR 291: стынѣ]  [293:  Deč 75: лꙋкавⸯствꙗ; BAR 155: лꙋкавⸯствїа; BAR 291: лѫкавⸯстїа]  [294:  BAR 155: схь]  [295:  Deč 75, BAR 155: om.]  [296:  Deč 75: ѡпрѣсньцѣ; BAR 155: ѡпрѣснацѣ; BAR 291: ѡпрѣснъцѣ]  [297:  BAR 155 add.: тако]  [298:  BAR 155: ѿселѣ]  [299:  Deč 75: блюдѣмⸯ; BAR 155: блюдѣмⸯ; BAR 291: блюдѣм]  [300:  BAR 155: пртенны]  [301:  BAR 155: om.]  [302:  BAR 155 add.: мь]  [303:  BAR 155: да; Deč 75, BAR 291 add.: да]  [304:  BAR 291: блженⸯствїе]  [305:  Deč 75: млѣщеⷭ; BAR 155: млеще; BAR 291: млѧще ] 




2. Epistle of Dominic, archbishop of Aquileia, to Peter III. BAR 330, f. 135r-135v.

Variant readings: BAR 155, f. 586r-587v. 

/f. 135r/ Псанїе домнка архїепⷭкпа венетїскаго[footnoteRef:306]. еже посла къ стѣшемꙋ[footnoteRef:307] {патрїархꙋ антїохїскомꙋ петрꙋ}[footnoteRef:308]  [306:  BAR 155: ветїскааго (!)]  [307:  BAR 155: стомꙋ]  [308:  BAR 155: петрꙋ патрїархꙋ] 


Прѣвысокаго прѣстола еже[footnoteRef:309] въ анⸯтїохїск[footnoteRef:310] цркв. прьвопрѣстолномⷹ {велкомꙋ патрїарⸯхꙋ,  апⷭлоѻбраꙁномꙋ}[footnoteRef:311] мѹⷤ, {куⷬ петрꙋ}[footnoteRef:312]. домнкь млⷭтїю[footnoteRef:313] бжїею гранⸯдѣскы[footnoteRef:314]  акїлїскыѥ цркве архїепⷭкпь. въсакою любовїю  говѣнїемь.  ѻбраꙁѡⷨ вѣрныѥ жрьтвы, твою стню срамлꙗт се  потат.  млтвы прост ѿ цркве вашеѥ, блгоговѣнїю  любⸯв поѹаем се. ꙗже нашее мтере рмⸯскыѥ цркве сестра ѥⷭ,  поꙁнавает се. основателѥмь еѥ врьховныⷨ апⷭлѡⷨ петроⷨ. по то же, втораа сїа проповѣдает се. по семꙋ бѡ велкомꙋ апⷭлꙋ слаⷡ {жрьтвы твоее}[footnoteRef:315], вѣрою  дѣлѡⷨ спльнⸯ се въꙁде ѹкрѣплꙗет се. понѹжⷣаеть  наⷭ смѣрено блгоговѣанїе въꙁдават тебѣ.  по пѹт га своего ходещꙋ т, въслѣⷣ тебе т подвꙁаеⷮ наⷭ. мы же въ ꙁападнѣ[footnoteRef:316] странѣ.  далеⸯнѣ ꙁемл[footnoteRef:317].  мора ѹдалѥнїемь раꙁдѣлꙗѥм, ѻбаеⷤ любовїю съвъкꙋплѥн[footnoteRef:318]  съпреже[footnoteRef:319], вашее стнѥ раꙁꙋмѣ прлѣпт се хощемь. тѣмⸯже ѹбо въꙁвѣщаеⷨъ[footnoteRef:320] о наше цркв. ꙗже ѿ бжⷭтвнаго[footnoteRef:321] марⸯка еуⷢлста, проповѣданїа сѣме прѥмⸯш спрьва.  блженомꙋ апⷭлꙋ петрꙋ поставльшомꙋ[footnoteRef:322] ьсть патрїаршьскаго на.  мене вънѹтрь въ талї едного быт.  на рмскѡⷨ събѡрѣ[footnoteRef:323] папы, десное еⷢ сѣданїе прїемшꙋ. сеѥ бѡ раⷣ ̏ ьст покаꙁат вамь мамы. да псанїемь дрꙋⷢ дрꙋга облмь о вѣрѣ. прѣд же мы ваше блгоѹтробїе желающе, къ вашемꙋ раꙁꙋмꙋ прт[footnoteRef:324] потьщахѡⷨ[footnoteRef:325] се. да любѡвь съврьшеннꙋю межⷣѹ собою основемь. {ѡбае о семь}[footnoteRef:326] твоемꙋ ѿьствїю ѹмлькнꙋт.  не можемь /f. 135v/ прѣꙁрѣт ꙗко да не въꙁвѣстмь вамь еже ѿ събѡра цркве константїна[footnoteRef:327] града, рмⸯскыѥ цркве понашаюⷮ ѹбо слышахѡⷨ.  гадет прѣосщенны опрѣснькь. егоже мы въмѣсто тѣла хва осщаемь,  прещаемь се емꙋ[footnoteRef:328].  сего раⷣ ̏ наⷭ несъврьшенѣⷯ  несправлѥнѣⷯ о тѣлѣс хвѣмь[footnoteRef:329] твореть.  ѿ съвъкѹплѥнїа стыⷯ црквї[footnoteRef:330] ѿлꙋенѣх наⷭ мꙋⷮ. еже бо кромѣ смѣшенїа[footnoteRef:331] кваса опрѣснькь твормь.  блгодаренїа жрьтвꙋ прнашаеⷨ мь. понѥже бѡ опрѣсньное обыенїе, не тькмо апⷭльскымь, нь  хвѣмь прѣданїемь дрьжмь. ѡбае кваснаагⷪ хлѣба сщенное раꙁмѣшенїе, ѿ стыхь  православныⷯ ѿць, {въстоныⷨ црквамь прѣдано ѥⷭ  ѹвѣрѣно}[footnoteRef:332].  ꙁаконно съдръжт се. ѡбае[footnoteRef:333] ѻбыаа вѣрна раꙁѹмѣваеⷨ[footnoteRef:334].  раꙁꙋмомь дховⸯнѣ ꙁⷣраво ѹкрѣплꙗеⷨ. бо квасное  брашньное раꙁⸯмѣшенїе. еже въстоныѥ съдрьжеⷮ цркв, въпльщеннаго слова ꙗвлꙗюⷮ сꙋщьство[footnoteRef:335]. простое же тѣсто опрѣсньное, еже мы твормь въ цркв рмско. стотꙋ льскыѥ пльт, еюже бжⷭтво самое раꙁмѣст ꙁвол, беꙁь ѿвѣта ꙗвлꙗеⷮ. сего раⷣ ̏ да ꙁапрѣтть[footnoteRef:336] твое ѿьствїе, ꙗже тако {беꙁⸯ страⷯ}[footnoteRef:337] сщенна  апⷭльскаа ѹставлѥнїа не прѥмлють. еже бо пае ѹкрѣпт поⷣбаеⷮ, то вам ѹкрѣплѥнаа[footnoteRef:338] распꙋют се.  самое то основанїе раскопаваюⷮ.  тѹ нѥ л ѹбо петрь  павль въ талї проповѣдаше; да аще вⸯсе ꙁападныѥ цркв, ѿ правыѥ[footnoteRef:339]  блженныѥ жꙁн лшены[footnoteRef:340] сѹть; къ сїе[footnoteRef:341] же вѣрѣ нктоже[footnoteRef:342] прходⷮ, аще не престнкь бꙋдеⷮ тѣлꙋ  крьв хвѣ. ꙗкоже самь реⷱ. аще не ꙗсте пльⷮ[footnoteRef:343] сна льскаго.  крьв[footnoteRef:344] его не пїете, не мате жвота его въ себе.  аще ѹбо опрѣсньнаго хлѣба прношенїе {нѣⷭ тѣло хво}[footnoteRef:345], мы вⸯс тѹжⷣ єсмы жвота. сїа ꙋбо ѿ вашего сщенⸯства скоро поꙁнаваема въ наⷭ, съповѣдахѡмⷨ.  ѿ вашее любве, ꙁнаменїа просмь ѹвѣⷣт.  вашего ꙁволѥнїа хотѣнїе намь ѿпсат [309:  BAR 155: же]  [310:  BAR 155: антѡхско]  [311:  BAR 155:  апⷭломь ѡбраꙁⸯꙁномꙋ]  [312:  BAR 155: хоте єго прѣпрѣт псанїѥⷨ, ѡ ѥрес своѥ,  ѡ опрѣснакѹ]  [313:  BAR 155: блгодѣтїю]  [314:  BAR 155: градѣскыѥ]  [315:  BAR 155: жрьтвѣ твоѥ]  [316:  BAR 155: ꙁападно]  [317:  BAR 155: ꙁемлѥ]  [318:  BAR 155: сьвакꙋплѥнⸯны]  [319:  BAR 155: сьпреженї]  [320:  BAR 155: вѣꙁⸯвѣщаамь]  [321:  BAR 155: блженⸯна̏го]  [322:  BAR 155: поставльшꙋ]  [323:  BAR 155: ꙁборѣ]  [324:  BAR 155: прїт]  [325:  BAR 155: потьщах]  [326:  BAR 155: ѡбаеⷤ]  [327:  BAR 155: костаньтна]  [328:  BAR 155: єго]  [329:  BAR 155: хвⷭѣ]  [330:  BAR 155: цркв]  [331:  BAR 155: раꙁмѣшенїа]  [332:  BAR 155: om.]  [333:  BAR 155: ѡба]  [334:  BAR 155: раꙁꙋмѣѥмь]  [335:  BAR 155: сꙋщьсꙋщьство (!)]  [336:  BAR 155 add.: мь]  [337:  BAR 155: бестраха]  [338:  BAR 155: ѹкрѣплѥнⸯнаꙗ]  [339:  BAR 155 add.: вѣр]  [340:  BAR 155: лшенⸯн]  [341:  BAR 155: се]  [342:  BAR 155: нкто]  [343:  BAR 155: пльт]  [344:  BAR 155: крьве]  [345:  BAR 155: тѣло хвⷭо нѣсть] 


3. Epistle of Peter III to Dominic. BAR 330, f. 135v-140v.

Variant readings: BAR 155, f. 588r-598v. 

/f. 135v/ {пѿпсанїе стѣшаго патрїарха петра. къ домнкꙋ архїепⷭкпꙋ венетїскомꙋ, протвꙋ посланїю}[footnoteRef:346] [346:  BAR 155: ѿпсанїе сѹпротвно посланїю семѹ] 


тⷭномꙋ  равноаггльномⷹ влⷣцѣ.  дховномꙋ братꙋ нашемꙋ, архїепⷭкпꙋ грандѣскомꙋ, єже ѥⷭ акѷлїа, домнкꙋ. петрь млⷭтїю бжїею патрїархь бжїаго граⷣ велкыѥ[footnoteRef:347] антїохїе. много веселїе,  дховнꙋю радоⷭ прнесоше намь {твоа сщеннаа}[footnoteRef:348] словеса. прѣⷣпобне  бгомь въꙁлюблѥне[footnoteRef:349]  дховны брате, [footnoteRef:350] тⷭны влⷣко. веселхѡⷨ бо се немало, ꙗвѣ ѿ нхь поꙁнавⸯше юже[footnoteRef:351] о хѣ любовь твою.  православнꙋю мѹдрость бговъꙁⸯлюблѥнїа твоего.  понѥⷤ пшеш {м єже}[footnoteRef:352] о[footnoteRef:353] ѡпрѣсньнѣмь слово, много маⷮ раꙁдѣлѥнїе. не престно ѹбо ѥⷭ прѣданїеⷨ /f. 136r/ ѿ нашее стыѥ събѡрныѥ въселѥнскыѥ цркве. о нѥмⸯже пае ꙗвѣ напослѣдⸯкь бꙋ съпоспѣшьствꙋющꙋ съповѣм, твом стым млтвам ѹкрѣплꙗем. обае срамлꙗт се[footnoteRef:354] намь сьтворль ес ль[footnoteRef:355] бжї, велїа справлѥнїа нашемꙋ смѣренїю спсавь, ѿ нхⸯже н еднь[footnoteRef:356] мамы.  срамлꙗю се вѣрꙋ. нтоже[footnoteRef:357] бѡ дрꙋго не вѣмь. нь тькⸯмо ꙗко хрⷭтїаннь есмь православнь. маль ѹбо въ арⸯхїереⷯ бжїхь,  хꙋдѣш пае всѣⷯ.  рабь рабѡⷨ га[footnoteRef:358] нашего іѵ ха. обае же таков да бѹдемь, ꙗковыхⸯ же наⷭ твое псанїе свѣⷣтелⸯствꙋеть. аще ѡ наⷭ къ бꙋ ѹмножш млтвы свое. ѥⷭ[footnoteRef:359] же[footnoteRef:360] псано въ тⷭнѣмь псанї бголюбїа твоего, о твое стѣ цркв. ꙗко врьховны апⷭль петрь съставль ю ѥⷭ.  прѣдаль стмꙋ апⷭлꙋ і єѵⷢлстꙋ марⸯкꙋ. ѿ нѥгоⷤ тоѥ цркве прѣⷣстатель, нань  ьсть патрїарⸯшьскꙋ въꙁведень быⷭ. ꙗко да съдрьжть ю  наелствꙋеть ѹенїемь.  въ рмⸯскыⷯ съборѣⷯ одеснꙋю блженаго[footnoteRef:361] папы сѣдѣт.  о семь {ѹдобь маш}[footnoteRef:362] покаꙁат ѿ ветхыхь дѣанї. ꙗко ѿ стго апⷭла петра особно ме патрїаршьскы тво прѣстоль наслѣдль ѥⷭ,  поⷣбаеⷮ ꙗко патрїаⷬхова твоа словеса  псанїе прѥт.  о вѣрѣ псанїемь бесѣдоват тебѣ. аꙁⸯ же малы. ѡ прѣосщенны  дховны брате, не тьїю ꙗкⷪ патрїарховѡ, нь ꙗко равна агглѡⷨ  велка архїереа бжїа, псанїе твое ьстїю поⷣбною прїехь  цѣловахь. понѥⷤ бо ꙁⸯ млада  до старост сщенным псанⸯм въсптах се.  сїе протае прⷭно ѹпражнꙗю се.  ѡ[footnoteRef:363] юдо, ꙗко нколже н до мала обрѣтоⷯ нѣкымь напсано л слышаⷯ, тьїю до ннꙗ. прѣстолнка акїлїскаго. еже ѥⷭ венетїа, патрїархь нарцат се. петⸯ бо патрїархь въ вⸯсемь мрѣ блⷣгтїю бжїею ѹстроено ѥⷭ быт. прьвы, въ рмѣ. вторы, въ сконⸯстантїнѣ[footnoteRef:364] (!) градѣ. треты въ алеѯандрї. етврьты, въ антїохї. петы, въ ієрⷭлмѣ. нь то н с къжⷣо хь патрїархь нарцает се. ѥⷭ же ѹбо сце. рмⸯскы[footnoteRef:365] архїере, папа нарцает се. константїна[footnoteRef:366] же града, архїепⷭкпь нарцает се алеѯанⷣрїскы же папа нарцает се. еднⸯ же тькмо антїохїскы, нареⷱнь быⷭ[footnoteRef:367] патрїархь слышат  ꙁват се.  іерⷭлмⸯскы такожⷣе.  ѻбрѣст мать се любовь твоа въ всѣⷯ псаныⷯ, ꙗвѣ {ѡпасно аще}[footnoteRef:368] пощеш.  вънⸯм се еже {глю т}[footnoteRef:369]. тѣло лее, єдною главою водмо ѥⷭ. въ нѥмⸯже ѹд мноꙃ сѹⷮ,  вⸯс петым ювⸯствы ѹстраают се. ювⸯстваⷤ сꙋⷮ сїа[footnoteRef:370]. ꙁрѣнїе. обонꙗнїе. слꙋхь. въкꙋсь[footnoteRef:371]. осеꙁанїе.[footnoteRef:372] /f. 136v/ тѣло же пакы хво. еже ѥⷭ вѣрныⷯ црковь, раꙁлным еꙁыкы ꙗко ѹды съставлꙗема ѥⷭ.  ꙗко петым ювствы прѣⷣреⷱнным прѣстолы ѹстрааема[footnoteRef:373]  направлꙗема. єдною главою носма ѥⷭ, самѣмь[footnoteRef:374] глю хомь.  ꙗкоже пае[footnoteRef:375] петⷯ ювⸯствь дрѹгое ювство нѣⷭ, такожⷣе[footnoteRef:376] пае[footnoteRef:377] петыⷯ патрїархь дрꙋгы патрїархь, не можеⷮ быт нктоже[footnoteRef:378] петым же см прѣстолы. мже ꙗко ювствоⷨ сꙋщїмь въ тѣлес хвѣ, вс ѹд. срѣⷱ вса ѿьствїа еꙁыкь, еже по всѣхь мѣстѣхь єпⷭкп[footnoteRef:379] сꙋть. ꙗко едною главою хомь стннымь бгомь нашмь ѹстрааем.  бголѣпноводм, правою славою,  едною вѣрою, съставлꙗем  направлꙗем ѿ нѥе• [347:  BAR 155: om.]  [348:  BAR 155: BAR 155: сщеннаꙗ твоꙗ]  [349:  BAR 155: вьꙁⸯлюблѥнне]  [350:  BAR 155: om.]  [351:  BAR 155: єже]  [352:  BAR 155: мнѣ же; BAR 155: мне же]  [353:  BAR 155: om.]  [354:  BAR 155: om.]  [355:  BAR 155: лве]  [356:  BAR 155: ѥд (!)]  [357:  BAR 155: нто]  [358:  BAR 155: ба]  [359:  BAR 155: om.]  [360:  BAR 155: еже]  [361:  BAR 155: блженⸯнаго]  [362:  BAR 155: маш ѹдобь]  [363:  BAR 155: om.]  [364:  BAR 155: костанⸯтнѣ]  [365:  BAR 155 add.: ѹбо]  [366:  BAR 155: Костанⸯтна]  [367:  BAR 155: ѥⷭ]  [368:  BAR 155: аще ѡпасно]  [369:  BAR 155: т глю]  [370:  BAR 155: сы]  [371:  BAR 155: ѡкѹшенїє]  [372:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [373:  BAR 155: ѹставлꙗѥмаа]  [374:  BAR 155: саммь]  [375:  BAR 155: кромѣ]  [376:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [377:  BAR 155: кромѣ]  [378:  BAR 155: нкто]  [379:  BAR 155: єпскопїе] 


а еже по сѣданїю. ꙗко сѣдаеш[footnoteRef:380] одеснꙋю блженаго[footnoteRef:381] папы, оправдаеш себе,  пшеш да патрїарха менꙋемⸯ те. прѥмлѥⷨ  се, нь слыш о семь. како епⷭкпы  архїереѥ[footnoteRef:382], ѡце нарцат словѡ вѣрно навые. прьвствꙋющх[footnoteRef:383] же на всакѡмь съборѣ, наелⸯнкы  прьвосѣдалнкы[footnoteRef:384] навые меноват. по семꙋ же словꙋ поⷣбаеть  тебѣ патрїархꙋ нарцат се. понѥⷤ прьвы въ сьборѣ рмⸯсцѣмь обрѣтаеш се. ꙗкоⷤ  въ наⷭ. прьвы въ дїаконѣⷯ, архїдїакѡⷩ нарцает се. понѥже бо како нако въꙁмоⷤно ѥⷭ намь шестаго въвест патрїарха, не сѹщꙋ шестомꙋ ювⸯствꙋ въ тѣлес ꙗкоже рѣхѡⷨ. к томꙋ же  дрьжавы многы  велкы въ мрѣ сѹть пае твоее дрьжавы. же мтрополіты  архїепⷭкпы водмы  направлꙗемы сꙋⷮ на блгоьстїе. въспомѣн  се. колка  велка[footnoteRef:385] ѥⷭ пае твоее дрьжавы бльгарскаа страна. колка же пакы вавїлонїа велкаа.  ромѡгїрь, еже ѥⷭ хорѡсань.  проее въстоныѥ страны, въ нх же архїепⷭпы нам поставлꙗем[footnoteRef:386] сѹⷮ.  мтрополіты, мѣюще поⷣ собою епⷭкпы, нь неднь ѿ нхь патрїархь нарцает се.  о семь ѹбо до ꙁде доволно ѥⷭ• [380:  BAR 155: сѣдаш]  [381:  BAR 155: блженнаго]  [382:  BAR 155: арⸯхїєпскоп]  [383:  BAR 155: прьвѣньствꙋющїхⸯ]  [384:  BAR 155: прьвосѣдателѥ]  [385:  BAR 155: велїа]  [386:  BAR 155: послаємї] 


матⸯ же  о семь псанїе сщенстват. о стѣмь  блженѣмь[footnoteRef:387] патрїарсѣ конⸯстанⸯтїна[footnoteRef:388] града. ꙗко блгоьстнꙋю рмⸯскꙋю црковь похꙋлꙗеⷮ  понашаеⷮ  обльгаеⷮ, опрѣсньнаго рад прношенїа.  сего рад пае ѿлꙋаеⷮ ваⷭ ѿ правыѥ  непорѡныѥ вѣры. еже въмѣсто тѣла гнꙗ прїемлѥте обыно.  ѿ самого[footnoteRef:389] тⷭнаго тѣла влⷣнꙗго ѿсѣкаеⷮ, срѣⷱ ѿ стыѥ съборныѥ цркве. еже правло съдрьжте съ вⸯсѣм ꙁападным црквам, ꙗко главѣ тѣло съ всакыⷨ послꙋшанїемь послѣдꙋеть•     [387:  BAR 155: блженⸯнѣмь]  [388:  BAR 155: костанⸯтна]  [389:  BAR 155: сьмого (!)] 


пшеш же  о семь. ꙗко ѿ ветхаго ѹенїа стыⷯ апⷭль тѹжⷣхь творⷨ, же опрѣсньнаго рад прѣданїа.  не тьїю ѿ самѣⷯ[footnoteRef:390] апⷭль, нь  ѿ самого[footnoteRef:391] влⷣкы нашего[footnoteRef:392] ха прїехѡⷨ глѥте.  не ꙗко невѣдꙋще, нь вѣдꙋще. ꙗко вс же по въстонѣ /f. 137r/ странѣ блженї[footnoteRef:393] ѡц, кваснмь хлѣбоⷨ беꙁⸯкрьвнꙋю жрьтвꙋ творт велѣхꙋ. же жтїемь  словомь  поѹенїемь, вⸯсꙋ въселѥнꙋю наѹше.  ꙗко сїю кваснꙋю жрьтвꙋ еюже[footnoteRef:394] мы твормь, стꙋ мате ꙗкоⷤ  опрѣсньнꙋю. квасны бо хлѣбь глѥте, по бывшомꙋ наⷭ рад съврьшенномꙋ лкꙋ, ꙗкоже сѹщꙋ емꙋ  бѹ съврьшенꙋ. а еже ѻпрѣсньнаа жрьтва, стотꙋ  бестрастїа[footnoteRef:395] бжїа слова въленїе ꙗвлꙗеⷮ• [390:  BAR 155: сьмѣⷯ (!)]  [391:  BAR 155: сьмого]  [392:  BAR 155 add.: іу]  [393:  BAR 155: блженⸯны]  [394:  BAR 155: юже]  [395:  BAR 155: бестрастыѥ] 


сїа въ псанї твоеⷨ обрѣтохѡⷨ напсано {къ намь глюще}[footnoteRef:396]. ѡ нхже ѿвѣщаеⷨ блгораꙁꙋмно твое любв. ꙗко не тако прѣосщенны патрїархь константїна[footnoteRef:397] граⷣ просто на ваⷭ двꙁает се.  не православⸯнѣⷯ нарцаеⷮ ваⷭ.  ѿсѣцаеⷮ ѿ стыѥ  въселѥнⸯскыѥ цркве, ꙗкоⷤ псал м ес. нь православнѣⷯ  едномꙋдрьнѣⷯ намь маⷮ, о съврьшеннѣмь[footnoteRef:398] бгословї жвотворещее  едносꙋщныѥ[footnoteRef:399] троце.  ѻ въпльщен[footnoteRef:400] га нашего іѵ ха. се же ѿлꙋаеⷮ ваⷭ ѡпрѣсньное раꙁдѣлѥнїе. о семь ѹбо стражⷣеть  болть.  скрьбть  ѿвращает се ваⷭ, како о бжⷭтвныⷯ стыⷯ тань по прѣданїю стыѥ цркве не едномꙋдрьствꙋете съ нам, послѣдоват етыремь патрїархѡⷨ.  съврьшенныⷨ[footnoteRef:401] хлѣбомь беꙁⸯкрьвнꙋю жрьтвꙋ творт. ꙗкоже спрьва самовдц  слꙋгы слова стї апⷭл прѣдаше намь. понѥже ѹбо же опрѣсньномꙋ прещает се, ветⸯхо жрьтвѣ престнкь ѥⷭ, а не новомꙋ ꙁавѣтѹ. понѥⷤ б не опрѣснькь прїемь гь  блгодарвь прѣлом  даⷭ. нь хлѣбь съврьшень, срѣⷱ кваснь, ꙗкоже етыре[footnoteRef:402] еѵⷢлст єдногласно проповѣдаше  прѣдаше.  павль свѣⷣтелствꙋеть глѥ• аꙁь прѣехь ѿ га, еже  прѣдаⷯ вамь. ꙗко гь іс въ нощь въ нюже прѣдань быⷭ. прѥмь хлѣбь, [footnoteRef:403] блгодарвь прѣлом,  реⷱ. прїмѣте ꙗдте се ѥⷭ тѣло мое ваⷭ рад раꙁⷣраблꙗемо. се творте {въ мое въспомнанїе}[footnoteRef:404]  проаа• [396:  BAR 155: глюще кⸯ намь]  [397:  BAR 155: костаньтна]  [398:  BAR 155: сьврьшенⸯнѣшїмь]  [399:  BAR 155 add.: стыѥ]  [400:  BAR 155: вьпльщенны]  [401:  BAR 155: сьврьшенⸯнѣмь]  [402:  BAR 155: етр]  [403:  BAR 155: om.]  [404:  BAR 155: на вьспомнанїе моѥ] 


бо опрѣснькь, іѹдеѡⷨ ꙁаконь[footnoteRef:405] прѣдань быⷭ[footnoteRef:406]. на въспомнанїе схода, егда ꙁь єгѷпта ꙁбѣгоше. ꙗко да твореть жрьтвꙋ опрѣсньнꙋю. да въспомнаюⷮ юдеса еже {сътвор съ нм}[footnoteRef:407] бь.  прѣбꙋдѹт[footnoteRef:408] въ ꙁаповѣдѣхь его,  к томꙋ не ꙁабѹдꙋⷮ дѣль его•  [405:  BAR 155: ꙁаконⸯно]  [406:  BAR 155: бывь]  [407:  BAR 155: сь нм сьтвор]  [408:  BAR 155: прѣбвають] 


квасныⷤ съврьшены[footnoteRef:409] хлѣбь. же осщенїемь прѣтвараемь въ прѣтⷭое  стое тѣло, га нашего іѵ ха, на въспомнанїе дань быⷭ пльⷮскаⷢ съмотренїа[footnoteRef:410] его. глѥтⸯ бо. єлщ[footnoteRef:411] ꙗсте хлѣбь сь,  ашꙋ сїю пїете[footnoteRef:412], съмрьⷮ гню въꙁвѣщаете[footnoteRef:413] дондеⷤ прїдеⷮ.  павль апⷭль глѥть. аша блⷭвенїа юже блⷭвлꙗеⷨ не прещенїе л крьве хвы ѥⷭ;  хлѣбь егоже раꙁⸯдраблꙗеⷨ, не прещенїе л ѥⷭ тѣла ха, ꙗко едно тѣло есмы мноꙃ.  ѿ едного тѣла прещаем се вⸯс.  раꙁꙋмѣ прѣосщенны  дховны нашь брате. ꙗко въꙁде хлѣ/f. 137v/бь нарцает се тѣло га нашего іѵ ха. понѥⷤ спльнь кваса съврьшень хлѣбь ѥⷭ, а не опрѣснькь. бо опрѣснькь, ꙗко мрⸯтвь  беꙁⸯдꙋшнь ѥⷭ,  несъврьшень до конца. квасⸯ же въ тѣсто брашньно вълагаеⷨ,  бываеⷮ емꙋ ꙗко дша  ожвлѥнїе.  како не рещ ѥⷭ. ꙗко непоⷣбно ѥⷭ лшеное[footnoteRef:414]  мрьтвое  беꙁⸯдꙋшное, въмѣсто жваго[footnoteRef:415]  жвотворещаго тѣла га  спса нашего іѵ ха прїемат вѣрꙋющмь вънь. ꙗвѣ ѹбо ѥⷭ ꙗко непоⷣбно творте• [409:  BAR 155: сьврьшенⸯны]  [410:  BAR 155: ѹстроѥнїа]  [411:  BAR 155: єлкы]  [412:  BAR 155: спваѥте]  [413:  BAR 155: проповѣдаѥте]  [414:  BAR 155: лшенноѥ]  [415:  BAR 155: жвотнаго] 


тѣмⸯже {ѹбо молю}[footnoteRef:416] ваⷭ братїе, не прѣльщате се тако. нже велко дѣло се прѣгрѣшено[footnoteRef:417] съдрьжте. нже щте свою волю съврьшт  съставт.  побѣдт се семꙋ ꙁлѣ хощете. нь правдꙋ пае въꙁлюбте.  побѣжⷣеномь[footnoteRef:418] {вамь быт}[footnoteRef:419] добромь. ꙗко[footnoteRef:420] прѣкословїе нѣⷭ прѣдано[footnoteRef:421] намь ѿ ꙁвавшаго наⷭ ха. аще бо [footnoteRef:422] еще опрѣснькꙋ[footnoteRef:423] прещаем се, ꙗвѣ ѹбо ѥⷭ ꙗко поⷣ сѣнїю мѡѷсескаⷢ[footnoteRef:424] ꙁакона есмы еще.  трапеꙁꙋ іѹдескꙋ, ꙗмы, а не бжїю словеснꙋю  жвꙋю пльⷮ хвꙋ.  намь насыщенꙋ[footnoteRef:425]  едносꙋщнꙋ. аще бо вѣрꙋемь ꙗко пльⷮ хвꙋ жвꙋ прїемлѥⷨ  прещаем се ѥе. съврьшеннаго въ бжⷭствѣ  льствѣ. [footnoteRef:426]какова ѻбщна ѥⷭ ѻдшевлѥно  жво пльт бжї, съ ѻпрѣсньныⷨ[footnoteRef:427]  беꙁⸯдꙋшнымь  мрьтвымь. бѡ опрѣснькь, не хлѣбь нарцает се. понѥⷤ несъврьшень ѥⷭ, нь споль ѥⷭ,  трѣбѹеть спльнѥнїа[footnoteRef:428] кваса. хлѣбь же съврⸯшень спльнь кваса, сы ѥⷭ хлѣбь съврьшень.  раꙁꙋмѣ раꙁдѣлѥнїе слова аще хощеш правдꙋ поꙁнат,  вънм раꙁꙋмно. въ опрѣсньцѣ недна сла жвотна нѣⷭ, мрьтьвⸯ[footnoteRef:429] бо ѥⷭ ꙗкоже прѣжⷣе рѣхѡⷨ. въ хлѣбѣ же кваснѣмь срѣⷱ въ тѣлес хвѣ, тржвотнаа  жвоть дающаа. срѣⷱ, дхь,  вода,  крьвь. ꙗкоⷤ  ть самого ха ѹенкь іѡаннь[footnoteRef:430]. же на прьс его въꙁлещ споⷣб се, свѣⷣтелствꙋеть о словес семь глѥть[footnoteRef:431] сце въ ѿкрьвенї. дхь,  вода,  крьвь. тр сїе[footnoteRef:432] въ едномь сѹⷮ, срѣⷱ, въ тѣлес хвѣ. ⷤ[footnoteRef:433] въ врѣⷨ распетїа гнꙗ ꙗвлѥно[footnoteRef:434] быⷭ, егда крьвь  вода ѿ прѣтⷭыⷯ его ребьрь стекоше, копїемь пробденꙋ[footnoteRef:435] бывшꙋ. стыⷤ дхь прѣбыⷭ въ обженѣ пльт его. еюⷤ[footnoteRef:436] ꙗдꙋще вѣрнї въ прещен хлѣба. дхомь стыⷨ въмѣсто тѣла га нашего іѵ ха жвемь въ нѥмь, ꙗко жвꙋ  обженꙋю пльⷮ прїемлѥⷨ.  нѣсмы ѹбо к томꙋ поⷣ ꙁаконѡⷨ мѡѷсескымь, да опрѣсньнꙋю жрьтвꙋ прнашаемь. нь поⷣ блⷣгтїю єсмы,  новаа тварь о хѣ. понѥⷤ древнꙗа ммодоше, ꙗкоⷤ павль въпїеть.  быше вⸯса нова. да ⷤ хощеⷮ опрѣснькꙋ[footnoteRef:437] прещат се, пото понѣ  не обрѣꙁают се. понѥⷤ  хс обрѣꙁанїе прѥⷮ по ветⸯхомꙋ прѣданїю.  сꙋботꙋ такожⷣе[footnoteRef:438] по ветхомꙋ ꙁаконꙋ пото не съхранꙗюⷮ.  слыш то павль къ галатѡⷨ въпїеть. се аꙁь павль глю вамь. ꙗко аще ѻ/f. 138r/брѣꙁаете се, нкꙋюже полꙁꙋ ѿ ха мате. свѣⷣтелⸯствꙋю же пакы въсакомꙋ лкꙋ обрѣꙁающомꙋ се, ꙗко дльⷤнь ѥⷭ вьⷭ ꙁаконь хрант.  ѿлꙋает се ѹбо[footnoteRef:439] ха, же ꙁаконоⷨ ѡправдает се. [footnoteRef:440] блⷣгт ѿпадосте. мы бо дхомь [footnoteRef:441] вѣрою надежⷣꙋ правды премлѥⷨ. сїа ѹбо павль глѥ[footnoteRef:442]. аꙁⸯ же мало слово ꙁмѣнвь, рекꙋ поⷣбное. аще опрѣсньное прещаете се, хс ваⷭ нтоже поꙁлꙋеть[footnoteRef:443]. понѥⷤ бо на въспомнанїе єгѷптьскаго ꙁⸯбѣжанїа евреѡⷨ прѣдано быⷭ се, а не о спсно страст хвѣ[footnoteRef:444]. нь еже аще рекꙋ, вѣрꙋ ꙗко сльꙁы плаканїа прходет м. єгда въспомѣнꙋ ꙗко въ всѣⷯ въ нхже бꙋ ѹгодно ѥⷭ, крѣпко поꙋаете се.  хво ме дѣлы тѣм прославлꙗет се.  ходте[footnoteRef:445] по пꙋтеⷯ далнⷯ трꙋжⷣающе се ѿ краꙗ ꙁемлѥ, прходеще въ іерⷭлмь на поклонѥнїе жвотворещаго гроба. въ семⸯ же єдноⷨ раꙁдѣлѥнїе  съблаꙁнь бжⷭтвнымь цркваⷨ бываете[footnoteRef:446]. понѥⷤ прѣⷣстатель[footnoteRef:447] едное цркве рмскыѥ блжены[footnoteRef:448] папа, не хощеть съ проїм патрїархы о бжⷭтвныⷯ танаⷯ єдномꙋдрьствоват  съвъкꙋплꙗт се. нь еднь ть ѿ проїхь ѿлꙋает се.  свою волю съврьшт тьщт се. нь даже вⸯсако прѣкословїе но оставлю еже ѡ вашемь обленї. въꙁможно бо { намь}[footnoteRef:449] ꙋбо хвою помощїю[footnoteRef:450], аще б блговолно хотѣл слышат. ꙗко егда гь съ ѹенкы свом веⷱра въ велкы етврьⷦ веⷱрꙋ, не бѣше [footnoteRef:451] еще опрѣснькь ꙋготовань. въ велкы бо петьⷦ. въ ньже етыр[footnoteRef:452] на деⷭтї днь[footnoteRef:453] лꙋнѣ бѣше.  тогда еврее хотѣхꙋ[footnoteRef:454] пасхꙋ ꙗст.  вънм[footnoteRef:455] ꙁде въсако прѣкословїе оставвь.  побѣдт въсꙋе тьщат се. мы же[footnoteRef:456] не побѣдт щеⷨ ѹбо[footnoteRef:457], нь правдꙋ ꙁьобрѣст  ꙗвт.  братїю прїет, ѡ нхже раꙁлꙋенї срⷣцемь ꙃѣлѡ ѹꙗꙁвлꙗем се• [416:  BAR 155: молю ѹбо]  [417:  BAR 155: прѣгрѣшенⸯноѥ]  [418:  BAR 155: побѣжⷣденⸯномь]  [419:  BAR 155: быт вамь]  [420:  BAR 155 add.: бо]  [421:  BAR 155: прѣданⸯно]  [422:  BAR 155: om.]  [423:  BAR 155: ѡпрѣснакѹ]  [424:  BAR 155: мѡѷсеска]  [425:  BAR 155: насщенⸯнꙋ]  [426:  BAR 155 add.:  ]  [427:  BAR 155: ѡпрѣснымь]  [428:  BAR 155: спльнѥнїе]  [429:  BAR 155: мрьтво]  [430:  BAR 155: іѡань]  [431:  BAR 155: глѥ]  [432:  BAR 155: сы]  [433:  BAR 155: єже]  [434:  BAR 155: ꙗвлѥнⸯно]  [435:  BAR 155: прободенꙋ]  [436:  BAR 155: ѥѥже]  [437:  BAR 155: ѡпрѣснакꙋ]  [438:  BAR 155: тькожде]  [439:  BAR 155 add.: ѿ]  [440:  BAR 155 add.: ѿ]  [441:  BAR 155: om.]  [442:  BAR 155: глѥть]  [443:  BAR 155: поⷧꙁеваѥть]  [444:  BAR 155: хвⷭы]  [445:  BAR 155 add.: бо]  [446:  BAR 155: бываѥть]  [447:  BAR 155: прѣдатель (!)]  [448:  BAR 155: блженⸯны]  [449:  BAR 155: мамь]  [450:  BAR 155 add.: покаꙁат]  [451:  BAR 155: om.]  [452:  BAR 155: етврьтї]  [453:  BAR 155: om.]  [454:  BAR 155: хотѣахꙋ]  [455:  BAR 155 add.: м]  [456:  BAR 155: бо]  [457:  BAR 155: om.] 


глѥтⸯ бо іѡаннь[footnoteRef:458] єѵⷢлсть  бгословь. же на веⷱр на прьс га нашего іѵ ха въꙁлеже. егоⷤ пае кто ѥⷭ дрꙋгы ѿ ѹенкь пае сего вѣрнѣшї. прѣжⷣе ѹбо рее праꙁнка[footnoteRef:459] пасхы. вѣды іс ꙗко прїде аⷭ его, да прѣдеⷮ ѿ мра сего къ ѻцꙋ.  въꙁлюбль своⷯ с еже въ мрѣ, до конца ѹбо въꙁлюб ѥ.  веⷱр бывш. дїаволꙋ ѹже[footnoteRef:460] въложвъшꙋ[footnoteRef:461] въ срⷣце іѹдѣ сїмѡновꙋ скарїѻтꙋ, ꙗко да прѣдаⷭ его. вѣды іс ꙗко вⸯса прѣдаⷭ емꙋ ѿць въ рѹцѣ.  ꙗко ѿ нѥго ꙁыде  къ нѥмꙋ греⷣть. въстаеть съ веⷱре.  проаа ꙗкоⷤ пшеⷮ.  еже глѥть {въꙁлюблѥнны ѹенкь хвⷭь іѡаннь,}[footnoteRef:462] ꙗко прѣжⷣе праꙁнка[footnoteRef:463] пасхы веⷱр бывш. ꙗвѣ глѥть, ꙗко не вь еⷦ сълꙋ се пасха быт, нь съмотренїе[footnoteRef:464] нѣкое бжⷭтвно быⷭ. ꙗко бѡ {въ нощь тѹ хотѣше}[footnoteRef:465] прѣдань быт, прѣдаⷭ ѹенкѡⷨ бжⷭтвныѥ жрьтвы велкꙋю танꙋ.  сего рад реⷱ. /f. 138v/ желанїемь въжⷣелѣⷯ[footnoteRef:466] сїю пасхꙋ ꙗст съ вам. ѿсꙋдꙋ бо ꙗвлѥно ѥⷭ, ꙗко [footnoteRef:467] еще нѥⷭ быль ѹготовань ѻпрѣснькь тогда ꙗкоⷤ рѣхѡⷨ. нь хлѣбь ѥⷭ кваснь прѣⷣложень[footnoteRef:468] хꙋ съ ѹенкы его[footnoteRef:469]. прѣжⷣе бо праꙁⷣнка пасхы веⷱра быⷭ. вънегдаже раꙁлом даⷭ ѹенкѡⷨ свомь  реⷱ. прїмѣте[footnoteRef:470] ꙗдте се ѥⷭ тѣло мое.  свѣⷣтелствѹеⷮ пакы о семь въꙁлюблѥны ть ѹенкь, деⷤ глѥⷮ[footnoteRef:471]. ведоше іса ѿ каіаф въ преторь.  т не въндоше {въ преторь}[footnoteRef:472], да не оскврьнет се нь да ꙗдеть пасхꙋ•  [458:  BAR 155: іѡань]  [459:  BAR 155: праꙁⷣныка]  [460:  BAR 155: om.]  [461:  BAR 155: вьшьⷣшꙋ]  [462:  BAR 155: om.]  [463:  BAR 155: праꙁⷣныка]  [464:  BAR 155: ꙋстроѥнїе]  [465:  BAR 155: хотѣаше вь нощь тѹ]  [466:  BAR 155: вьжелѣхь]  [467:  BAR 155: om.]  [468:  BAR 155 add.: тогда]  [469:  BAR 155: om.]  [470:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [471:  BAR 155: глѥ]  [472:  BAR 155: om.] 


 пакы тьжⷣе въ дрꙋго главꙁнѣ глѥⷮ. бѡ іѹде ꙗко да не останѹⷮ {на крⷭтѣ тѣлеса}[footnoteRef:473] в сѹⷡ. понѥⷤ петьⷦ бѣ[footnoteRef:474]. {бѣше бо велї днь тое сꙋботы. въпросшеⷤ плата.  проаа ꙗже о схь.}[footnoteRef:475]  ꙗко[footnoteRef:476] не[footnoteRef:477] едною реⷱ тьїю хлѣбь, {нь  множцею.}[footnoteRef:478]  не тькмо сь глѥⷮ се, нь  прої єѵⷢлст. бо  маⷮѳе глѥⷮ. ꙗдꙋщїмь мь, прїемь іс хлѣбь. вдте л ꙗко  сь хлѣбь глѥть; такожⷣе  марко глѥⷮ. { блгодарвь раꙁлом,  даⷭ ѹенкѡⷨ  реⷱ, прїмѣте ꙗдте.}[footnoteRef:479] опрѣснька же, нко ѿ нхь въспомнаеть. понѥⷤ бо[footnoteRef:480] хотѣше[footnoteRef:481] постраⷣт хс въ ть днь ꙁаконныѥ пасхы, егда хотѣше[footnoteRef:482] пасха быт бгоѹбїцаⷨ. въ ньже  агньць іѹде ꙁакалаемь бывааше[footnoteRef:483], въ днь петьны. въ нⸯже[footnoteRef:484] ,ді, лѹны бѣше. въ лѣⷮ, ҂єфлг[footnoteRef:485]. крꙋⷢ [ꙋбо бѣⷲ] слнцꙋ[footnoteRef:486] ,і. лꙋны же ,е. сїе[footnoteRef:487] сътвор іс, ꙗко да не прѣдань бывь  не постгнеⷮⸯ танꙋ свою ѹенкѡⷨ прѣдат, въꙁлегь на веⷱр в еⷦ[footnoteRef:488]• [473:  BAR 155: тѣлеса на крⷭтѣ]  [474:  BAR 155: бѣше]  [475:  BAR 155: om.]  [476:  BAR 155: нако]  [477:  BAR 155: н]  [478:  BAR 155: om.]  [479:  BAR 155: om.]  [480:  BAR 155: om.]  [481:  BAR 155: хотѣаше]  [482:  BAR 155: хотѣаше]  [483:  BAR 155: бываше]  [484:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [485:  BAR 155: ҂ефлд]  [486:  BAR 155: слнца]  [487:  BAR 155:  сїю]  [488:  BAR 155 add.: веⷱрь] 


 по веⷱр прїеⷨ хлѣбь прѣлом,  прѣдаⷭ апⷭломь танꙋ новаго ꙁавѣта, въ нощь етврьтⸯка. въ нюже  прѣдань быⷭ ѿ іѹде ꙗкоⷤ псано[footnoteRef:489] ѥⷭ. нь то {ѹбо л}[footnoteRef:490] {лꙋка глѥⷮ}[footnoteRef:491]; премь хлѣбь іс[footnoteRef:492],  блгодарвь прѣлом. се ѹбо[footnoteRef:493]  лꙋка свѣⷣствꙋеть[footnoteRef:494] (!). ꙗко хлѣбь прель[footnoteRef:495] ѥⷭ хс, а не опрѣснькъ. етврьтькⸯ бо бѣше, [footnoteRef:496] не бѣше тогда ꙁаконнаа пасха. трет на деⷭте[footnoteRef:497] лꙋнѣ бѣше тогда[footnoteRef:498],  не бѣше опрѣснька еще. бо опрѣснькь, въ еі, лꙋны ѹꙁаконѥнⸯ бѣ творт се. тѣмⸯже ѹбо ,ді днь прьваго мцⷭа лꙋны, пасхꙋ нарцаеⷮ ꙁакѡⷩ. петⸯнадеⷭты же днь, прьвы опрѣснька, [footnoteRef:499]сꙋботꙋ нарцаеⷮ.  въ ть днь ꙋꙁаконѥно[footnoteRef:500] бѣ опрѣснькꙋ творт се. ꙗкоⷤ  агньцꙋ, въ ді, ꙁаклат се. въ нⸯже ꙁаклань быⷭ[footnoteRef:501] агньць бжї въꙁемлѥ грѣхы мра. понѥⷤ хс распеть  ꙁаклань быⷭ ,ді, лꙋны въ днь петка. а в сꙋⷡ бѣше праꙁⷣнкь опрѣснька, когда ѹбо опрѣснькь ꙗль ѥⷭ.  когда апⷭлѡⷨ новы ꙁавѣⷮ прѣдаⷭ творт• [489:  BAR 155: псанно]  [490:  BAR 155: om.]  [491:  BAR 155: глѥт,  лѹка]  [492:  BAR 155: om.]  [493:  BAR 155: бо]  [494:  BAR 155: глѥⷮ]  [495:  BAR 155: прѥмь]  [496:  BAR 155: а]  [497:  BAR 155: десетї]  [498:  BAR 155 add.: ѹбо]  [499:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [500:  BAR 155: ѹꙁаконѥнⸯно]  [501:  BAR 155 add.: хс] 


 понѥⷤ глѥте. ꙗко ѿ стыⷯ апⷭль прїехѡⷨ опрѣснькь творт. єда по въскрсен его ѿ мрⸯтвыⷯ глѥ[footnoteRef:502]; вдте л како дѣлы ꙗвѣ ѻблаем есте; смь ѹбо тако реⷱннымь, то маⷮ къжⷣо къ смь ѿвѣщат. се ѹбо покаꙁахоⷨ ꙗвѣ, ꙗко прѣжⷣе праꙁⷣнка пасхы веⷱра быⷭ. опрѣснькⸯ же ꙗст прѣжⷣе пасхы, не бѣше ꙁаконно ꙗкоже рѣхѻⷨ. прложꙋ же т /f. 139r/ къ неѿвѣтнꙋ ѹвѣренїю прѣжⷣепсанномꙋ[footnoteRef:503] словѹ семꙋ,  дрꙋⷢю главꙁнꙋ тогожⷣе єѵⷢлста іѡанна. ꙗкоⷤ  ты самь сповѣдат маш, ꙗко тако ѥⷭ. бѡ ꙗже[footnoteRef:504] ѹ наⷭ єѵⷢлїа стнна сꙋⷮ, такожⷣе  ваша неꙁмѣнна сѹⷮ,  тожⷣе глють• сїа ѹбо рекь іс, смꙋт се дхомь.  свѣⷣтелствова  реⷱ. амнь амнь глю вамь, ꙗко еднь ѿ ваⷭ прѣдаⷭ ме. въꙁыраахꙋ[footnoteRef:505] же ѹенц дрꙋⷢ дрꙋга, не вѣдеще о коемь глѥть. бѣшеⷤ[footnoteRef:506] въꙁлеже єднь ѿ ѹенкь его на лонѣ ісовѣ, егоⷤ люблꙗше іс. поманꙋ же емꙋ сїмѡнь петрь въпрашат егⷪ кто ѥⷭ о нѥмⸯ же глѥть. прпад же онь[footnoteRef:507] на прьс его гла {къ ісѹ}[footnoteRef:508], г кто ѥⷭ. ѿвѣща іс. ть ѥⷭ емꙋⷤ аꙁь омовь хлѣбь подамь.  ѻмовь хлѣбь дасть іѹдѣ сїмоновꙋ скарїотꙋ.  по хлѣбѣ тогда вънде вънь сатана. гла емꙋ іс, еже творш сътвор въскорѣ. сего же неднь ѿ въꙁлеⷤщїхь не ѹвѣдѣ то реⷱ емꙋ. нѣцї же мнѣхꙋ. понѥⷤ вълагалще дрьжааше[footnoteRef:509] іѹда. ꙗко глѥть емⷹ іс. кꙋп ꙗже въ потрѣбꙋ мамы на праꙁнкь[footnoteRef:510]• єѵⷢлстꙋ ѹбⷪ тако о схь ꙗвлꙗющꙋ, како не б слѣпꙋ вдмо ꙗко прѣжⷣе ꙁаконныѥ пасхы веⷱра быⷭ. по семꙋ ѹбо[footnoteRef:511] еже реⷱ. ꙗко нѣцї мнѣхѹ глѥть іѹдѣ кꙋп ꙗже на потрѣбꙋ мамы на праꙁнкь[footnoteRef:512], ꙗвѣ покаꙁаль ѥⷭ врѣⷨ въ нѥже веⷱра хс съ ѹенкы свом. тѣмже да не помышлѥнїе нѣкое прѣкословїа бꙋдеⷮ тебѣ ѻ врѣмен въ нѥⷤ веⷱра быⷭ, [footnoteRef:513]по проⷯ єуⷢлсть глѥмаа. срѣⷱ понѥⷤ маⷮѳе глѥть. въ прьвы же опрѣснька. прстꙋпше къ ісꙋ ѹенц его глюще. г где хощеш ѹготоваемь т пасхꙋ ꙗст. лꙋка же глѥть. прїдеⷤ днь ѻпрѣснька, въ нⸯже поⷣбааше жрѣт се пасцѣ.  посла петра [footnoteRef:514] іѡанна рекь, шьдⸯша ѹготовата намь ꙗст пасхѹ. словеса же сїа треⷯ єѵⷢлсть, не маюⷮ[footnoteRef:515] съпротвлѥнїе нѣкое л раꙁдѣлѥнїе, ѿ глѥмыⷯ іѡанномь[footnoteRef:516] єѵⷢлстомь ꙗкоⷤ пшеть. прѣжⷣе праꙁнка[footnoteRef:517] пасхы. вѣды іс ꙗко прїде аⷭ его да прѣдеⷮ ѿ мра сего къ ѻцꙋ.  проаа• прьвы ѹбо ѻпрѣснька, ꙗвлꙗюⷮ[footnoteRef:518] намь бжⷭтвнаа єлѵⷢлїа. деⷭты днь прьваго мцⷭа бѣше тогда, прѣⷣѹготованїе нѣкое пасцѣ съ проїм трьм дньм. срѣⷱ, съ прьво на деⷭтыⷨ.  вⸯторо,  третмь[footnoteRef:519] на деⷭтⷨ днемь. ꙗкоже въ кнꙁѣ схода псано ѥⷭ• реⷱ гь къ мѡѵсею. мцⷭь сь, мцⷭемь вамь наелѡ. прьвы бѹдеⷮ вамь въ мцⷭехь лѣтꙋ. рц къ въсемꙋ сънⸯмꙋ {сновь ілѥвѣⷯ}[footnoteRef:520] глѥ• Въ ,і днь мцⷭа сего, да въꙁметь въсакь ѻвⸯе на домь ѿьствїа. ѻве на вⸯсакь дѡⷨ.  бꙋдеⷮ съблюдено до етыр на деⷭтаго дне[footnoteRef:521] мцⷭа сего. ꙗкоⷤ[footnoteRef:522]  намь ѥⷭ ѹготованїе  прѣⷣпраꙁⷣньство стыⷨ страстемь га нашего іѵ ха велкаа неⷣлꙗ. тако евреѡⷨ етыре[footnoteRef:523] ѡн дн; [footnoteRef:524] прѣⷣѹготованїе нѣкое {пасцѣ бѣше}[footnoteRef:525] ꙁаконно  ѹꙁаконѥно[footnoteRef:526]• [502:  BAR 155: глѥте]  [503:  BAR 155: прѣждепсаномѹ]  [504:  BAR 155: ѥже]  [505:  BAR 155: вьꙁрахѹ]  [506:  BAR 155: бѣше]  [507:  BAR 155: ть тако]  [508:  BAR 155: їсⷭов]  [509:  BAR 155: ношаше]  [510:  BAR 155: праꙁⷣныкь]  [511:  BAR 155: om.]  [512:  BAR 155: праꙁⷣныкь]  [513:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [514:  BAR 155: om.]  [515:  BAR 155: мѹть]  [516:  BAR 155: іѡаномь]  [517:  BAR 155: праꙁⷣныка]  [518:  BAR 155: ꙗвлꙗѥть]  [519:  BAR 155: третї]  [520:  BAR 155: срлѥвꙋ]  [521:  BAR 155: днь]  [522:  BAR 155 add.: ѹбо]  [523:  BAR 155: етрї]  [524:  BAR 155: om.]  [525:  BAR 155: бѣше пасцѣ]  [526:  BAR 155: ѹꙁаконѥнⸯно] 


бо дрꙋꙃї єѵⷢлст прѣжⷣе прѣ/f. 139v/ставльшеⷭ, не постгоше вдѣт єѵⷢлское проповѣданїе іѡанна бгослова. сь дльголѣтнь бывь, ѡбрѣте сь[footnoteRef:527] съставлѥнїе єѵⷢлї ѡнѣⷯ.  на конць жтїа своего въ островѣ патⸯмѣ[footnoteRef:528] сꙋщꙋ, бгоподвжнꙋ бывⸯшꙋ. пр дометїанѣ[footnoteRef:529] цр, свое єѵⷢлїе спса. ꙗкоⷤ ѡнѣм многа по крьве нареⷱна. дрꙋгаа же  оставлѥна. срѣⷱ ꙗкоже юдо о лаꙁар.  врѣме веⷱр.  дрꙋгаа наа ꙗвѣ спсавь,  велегласно проповѣдавь• тѣмⸯже млю ваⷭ. останѣте се га рад о сцево  ꙗвлѥнѣ[footnoteRef:530] стнѣ прѣкословт  ѿмѣтат се.  еже[footnoteRef:531] {твореть црковнї прої}[footnoteRef:532] крьмтелѥ, се  вы творте. етыремь сщеннымь патрїархѡⷨ послѣдꙋюще. понѥⷤ множашⷯ сꙋдь вѣрнь ѥⷭ  претнь. єднⸯ же нкто преть ѥⷭ. блга ѹбо два пае едного, псано[footnoteRef:533] ѥⷭ. деⷤ бо едномѹдрьствѹюⷮ етыре  съдрьжеть, кто да ѿреⷱт се глѥ ꙗко нѣⷭ ба посрѣⷣ хь. ꙗкоже[footnoteRef:534] хс глѥть, деⷤ сѹть два л тре събран ѻ мен моемь, тѹ есмь посрѣⷣ хь• [527:  BAR 155: om.]  [528:  BAR 155: паѳмѣ]  [529:  BAR 155: доменⸯтꙗнѣ]  [530:  BAR 155: ꙗвлѥно]  [531:  BAR 155: же]  [532:  BAR 155: творт прѥхомь. сщенны]  [533:  BAR 155 add.: бо]  [534:  BAR 155 add.: ] 


 сего рад моⷧю се, съвъкꙋпм се вⸯс дховно.  бꙋдѣмь братолюбц, а не самолюбц. понѥⷤ бо н хс самь въ врѣⷨ стрⷭт его ꙗкоже рѣхѡⷨ. нѣⷭ постгль ꙗст ѻпрѣснькь. еще ѿ іѹде не ѹготованꙋ[footnoteRef:535] сѹщꙋ, {ꙗкоже рѣхѡⷨ.}[footnoteRef:536] нже пакы апⷭл прѣдаше еже не преше. по веⷱр бо ꙗкоⷤ {глють єѵⷢлст}[footnoteRef:537], прѣдаде[footnoteRef:538] танꙋ новаго ꙁавѣта. рекь желанїемь въжⷣелѣⷯ сїю пасхꙋ ꙗст съ вам. ꙗвѣ ѹбо ѥⷭ ꙗко тогда прїде аⷭ страⷣнїа его. сего рад же ѻпрѣснькꙋ[footnoteRef:539] прещают се, въ аполїнарїевꙋ ересь въпадають невѣдеще. ꙗко ѻнь ѹбо глааше. ꙗко тѣло ѹбо[footnoteRef:540] беꙁⸯдꙋшно  {кромѣ ѹма}[footnoteRef:541] прель ѥⷭ снь  слово бжїе ѿ стыѥ {двы }[footnoteRef:542] бце. {глѥ ꙗко доволно ѥⷭ въмѣсто ѹма  дше, бжⷭтво.}[footnoteRef:543] сце ⷤ опрѣснькь прнашаюⷮ, мрьтвꙋ пльⷮ а не жвꙋ прнашаюⷮ. бо квась въмѣⷭ дше тѣстꙋ вываеть.  соль въмѣсто ѹма. сїа же не мꙋщꙋ опрѣснькꙋ, како не беꙁдꙋшнь[footnoteRef:544]  мрьвь[footnoteRef:545] (!) ѥⷭ[footnoteRef:546]. въ стнꙋ мрьтвотворць всѣⷨ же прещают[footnoteRef:547] се емꙋ• {бѡ}[footnoteRef:548] гь нашь іс хс съврьшень сы бь,  съврьшень лкь. сѹгꙋбь ѥⷭствомь а не съставѡⷨ. тѣло ѻдшевлѥно[footnoteRef:549]  ѹмно ѿ прⷭнодвыѥ [footnoteRef:550] бце преⷨ.  съврьшеннымь хлѣбомь поⷣбно прѣдаⷭ[footnoteRef:551] новаго ꙁавѣта танꙋ.  блⷭввь  рекь, прїмѣте[footnoteRef:552] ꙗдте. же ѥⷭ нбⷭны хлѣбь жвотьнь.  жвоⷮ даеть[footnoteRef:553] ꙗдꙋщїмь его. ꙗкоже хс ꙁавѣща намь глѥ. ꙗды пльⷮ мою  пїе крьвь мою, въ мнѣ прѣбываеⷮ  аꙁь въ нѥⷨ. аще лⷤ  словесь схь слꙋ не прѥмлѥте.  съ прѣкословїемь съпротвте[footnoteRef:554] се глюще. ꙗко ѿ стыⷯ апⷭль петра  павла опрѣсньное прѣданїе прехѡⷨ. послꙋшаеⷨ[footnoteRef:555] [footnoteRef:556]о семь ваше братолюбїе. [footnoteRef:557] покаꙁат вамь съ бгомь, нѣкаа же апⷭл прѣдаше спрьва творт.  пакы ѡнѣм самѣм напослѣдькь справлѥна[footnoteRef:558]  прѣ/f. 140r/творена на блговѣрїе наше. єлко еже ѻ хѣ вѣрꙋ[footnoteRef:559] ѹкрѣплꙗюще.  бжї цркв блгⷣтїю его ѹтвръжⷣаемь  простраемѣ.  [535:  BAR 155: ѹготованнѹ]  [536:  BAR 155: om.]  [537:  BAR 155: глѥть єѵⷢлсты]  [538:  BAR 155: прѣдавь хлѣбомь]  [539:  BAR 155: ѡпрѣсньнномѹ]  [540:  BAR 155: тъкмо]  [541:  BAR 155: беꙁѹмно]  [542:  BAR 155: om.]  [543:  BAR 155: om.]  [544:  BAR 155: ѥⷭ]  [545:  Corr. мрьтьвь]  [546:  BAR 155: om.]  [547:  BAR 155: прещающм]  [548:  BAR 155:  бь]  [549:  BAR 155: ѡдшевлѥнⸯно]  [550:  BAR 155: om.]  [551:  BAR 155: прѣдаде]  [552:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [553:  BAR 155: даѥ]  [554:  BAR 155: протвте]  [555:  BAR 155: послꙋшамь]  [556:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [557:  BAR 155: om.]  [558:  BAR 155: справлѥнⸯна]  [559:  BAR 155: вѣрѣ] 


 сꙋботꙋ ѹбо тогда [равно][footnoteRef:560] съ стою неⷣлѥю повелѣнно бѣ намь съблюдат  нтоⷤ дѣлат, [footnoteRef:561]ннꙗ же се ѹбо нѣⷭ•  петрьⷤ прходещⷯ[footnoteRef:562] ѿ[footnoteRef:563] єꙁыкь къ[footnoteRef:564] непорѡно вѣрѣ хрстїанско, прѣжⷣе ѻбрѣꙁааше[footnoteRef:565] хь,  тако крщааше[footnoteRef:566]•  павль тїмоѳеа ѻбрѣꙁа• к томꙋⷤ  ѡглашаемї. срѣⷱ нарцаем  обѣщаем крⷭтт се, трдеⷭтлѣтн[footnoteRef:567] крщаахѹ[footnoteRef:568] се.  дрꙋгаа нѣкаа ꙁаконнаа прѣданїа вѣрꙋюще[footnoteRef:569] съблюдаахꙋ[footnoteRef:570]. [footnoteRef:571] архїерее жены мѣахꙋ[footnoteRef:572], ннꙗ же ѿ схь н едно ѥⷭ. бжї стѣ цркв ѹкрѣплꙗемѣ  ѹспѣвающ на сьврьшенѣшаа[footnoteRef:573]  стннаа. да кое странно  двно юдо аще тогда ѹенц въ наелѣ проповѣданїа ѿ немощ многыхь нсходеще[footnoteRef:574], нѣкаа ѡбынаа мь простше творт. же мало по малꙋ ѿсѣцающе ⷯ,  прѣмѹдро ꙁмѣнꙗюще, [footnoteRef:575]прведоше ⷯ на єуⷢлⸯское прѣданїе. прѣжⷣе поѹенѣмь[footnoteRef:576] бывⸯшїмь[footnoteRef:577] на послꙋшанїе, ѹдобь прведен быше на стнное. нже бо ѥⷭ въꙁможно дрѣво стрьпⸯтво навест скорымь наведенїемь.  слою рꙋкы справт, ꙗкⷪже нѣкы ѿ нашⷯ бгословць реⷱ. ѹдобь ѹбо[footnoteRef:578] мать прѣломт се, нежел справт се.  сего рад ꙗкоⷤ рѣхѡⷨ въ мало врѣме оставлѥнь мь быⷭ опрѣснькь, понѥже велⷦ съборь {тогда бѣше}[footnoteRef:579] євре въ рмѣ. ꙗкоⷤ кнга стыⷯ апⷭль дѣанї скаꙁꙋеть. потомⸯ же егда врѣме быⷭ, расыпаше се. ꙗко  пр мѡѷсе быⷭ по ѹстроенїю бжїю. ѡстав бо євреѡмь жрьтвы творт, дондеже мь[footnoteRef:580] га ꙗвѣ покажеⷮ. такожⷣе егⷣа справлѥно[footnoteRef:581] быⷭ, расыпа жрьтвы ѡны напослѣдькь• [560:  BAR 155: om.]  [561:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [562:  BAR 155: проходещїⷯ]  [563:  BAR 155: om.]  [564:  BAR 155: om.]  [565:  BAR 155: ѡбрѣꙁаше]  [566:  BAR 155: крьщаше ѥ]  [567:  BAR 155: трдесетелѣтнї]  [568:  BAR 155: крщахѹ]  [569:  BAR 155: вѣрѹющї]  [570:  BAR 155: сьблюдахѹ]  [571:  BAR 155: om.]  [572:  BAR 155: махѹ]  [573:  BAR 155: сьврьшенⸯнѣшаа]  [574:  BAR 155: не сходеще]  [575:  BAR 155 add.: ]  [576:  BAR 155: поѹеномь]  [577:  BAR 155: бывⸯшемь]  [578:  BAR 155: om.]  [579:  BAR 155: бѣше тогда]  [580:  BAR 155: om.]  [581:  BAR 155: справлѥнно] 


 доволна м сꙋⷮ псат сїа, къ мѹжꙋ сѹщꙋ спльнь дхомь стымь  раꙁѹмомь дховныⷨ. да бо реⷱ прѣмѹдрꙋ пртю,  прѣмꙋдрѣ бѹдеть• 

 прѣжⷣе[footnoteRef:582] врѣмене сего въ наелѣ архїерества моеⷢ съставлѥно се псанїе, послаⷯ къ блженномꙋ папѣ рмⸯскомѹ. послаⷯ ѹбо[footnoteRef:583] нѣкыⷨ [footnoteRef:584]гредꙋщїхь на поклонѥнїе въ ієрⷭлмь. къ магѷстрꙋ блгоплементомꙋ.  дѹцѣ[footnoteRef:585] сѹщꙋ въ талї аргїрꙋ, ꙗко да послѥть[footnoteRef:586] сїе къ блженномꙋ папѣ. {ѿтолѣ же}[footnoteRef:587] двѣ лѣтѣ ммодоше.  не въꙁмогоⷯ ѹвѣⷣт.  се ѹбо пакы прѣпсавь, онѡ послаⷯ къ бговъꙁлюблѥнїю[footnoteRef:588] твоемꙋ. ꙗко да любве раⷣ ̋ моее паеⷤ ба рад, егоже рад [footnoteRef:589] о нѥмⸯже рад[footnoteRef:590] псано ѥⷭ. о хѣ бо молм се глѥть бжⷭтвны апⷭль. да послѥш[footnoteRef:591] сїе къ многотⷭномⷹ блженствїю[footnoteRef:592] {стго папы}[footnoteRef:593].  спросш ѿпсанїе,  послѥш[footnoteRef:594] къ намь. аще л же псанїе сїе проьть сщенⸯствїе[footnoteRef:595] твое.  ѿпꙋстш ѥ къ нѥмꙋ, блгоѹгодно[footnoteRef:596] ѥⷭ дѣло бꙋ  лкѡⷨ. /f. 140v/ єда како прꙁрѣвшꙋ[footnoteRef:597] млтвам стыⷯ  врьховныⷯ апⷭль, прїмⷮе ꙗже спсаⷯ.  съвъкꙋпте се съ любещїм стню его, тⷭным братїам[footnoteRef:598]  ѡц.  ѻбьщно въс кѹпно вьсѣⷯ мротворⸯцꙋ [footnoteRef:599] стнномꙋ бꙋ нашемꙋ іѵ хꙋ, блгодаренїе  жрьтвѹ кꙋпно прнесемь. едномꙋдрьствꙋюще.  еднопрношенїе ѻсщающе  прносеще.  ꙗко ѿ наⷭ лобⸯꙁа сщенны  прѣпоⷣбны събѡрь цркве твоее. цѣловаетⸯ же  нашь събѡрь стыⷨ цѣлованїемь стню твою, прꙁывающе съ мною стыⷯ твоⷯ млтвь.  раⷣу се ꙁⷣравїемь  веселїемь[footnoteRef:600] о г въсегда.  ѡ наⷭ хꙋдыⷯ въ сщенныⷯ с млтвахь въспомна [582:  BAR 155 add.: же]  [583:  BAR 155 add.: се]  [584:  BAR 155 add.: ѿ]  [585:  BAR 155: дꙋксѹ]  [586:  BAR 155: ѿпошлѥть]  [587:  BAR 155: ѿтолⷤ]  [588:  BAR 155: бголюбїю]  [589:  BAR 155: om.]  [590:  BAR 155: om.]  [591:  BAR 155: пошлѥш]  [592:  BAR 155: блженьствꙋ]  [593:  BAR 155: om.]  [594:  BAR 155: пошлѥш]  [595:  BAR 155: сщеньство]  [596:  BAR 155: блго бо ѹгодно]  [597:  BAR 155: бѹ прꙁрѣвⸯшомꙋ]  [598:  BAR 155: братї]  [599:  BAR 155: om.]  [600:  BAR 155: весел се] 
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	1. In the history of Romanian culture, the 16th century is synonymous with the promotion of writing in Romanian. The majority of literary texts from this period is formed by canonical church writings, alongside several religious apocrypha and secular texts. Canonical church writings are of various profiles: for (religious) reading, for religious ceremonies, on religious doctrine, on ecclesiastic law and for moral edification.[footnoteRef:1] Some of these writings belong to the Church Fathers and were shown great respect at the time. [1:  See I. Gheție, Al. Mareș, Originile scrisului în limba română, Bucharest, 1985.] 


We owe one attempt to present the 16th-century Romanian translations of patristic literature to the former metropolitan of Oltenia, Nestor Vornicescu.[footnoteRef:2] He examined several Romanian translations of the works of John Chrysostom, Athanasius the Great, John Damascene and John Nesteutes, thus shedding light on the interest shown in these writings in the past, with some of them benefitting from a greater dissemination thanks to their manuscript copies. Showing more interest in examining the translations from a theological point of view and less from a philological point of view, the former metropolitan’s research was not without some erroneous interpretations, such as, for example, including the Apocalypse of Paul, an eminently apocryphal text that had been rejected by the Church,[footnoteRef:3] among the writings of the Church Fathers. From 1984, when Nestor Vornicescu’s exegesis dates from, and to this day, the number of 16th-century Romanian translations from patristic literature has increased by several more writings. [2:  N. Vornicescu, Primele traduceri patristice în literatura noastră, sec. IV-XVI, Craiova, 1984, p. 267-533.]  [3:  N. Cartojan, Cărțile populare în literatura românească, vol. I, Epoca influenței sud-slave, Bucharest, 1929, p. 62-65 and p. 267.] 


We started the present research in order to have a more comprehensive and, at the same time, a more exact image of the patristic translations of the 16th century. In this study, we intend to describe those translations from a philological point of view, following, first of all, matters of localisation, dating, filiation, and establishing their source and of the religious currents that determined their appearance. We will also attempt to examine some references to the Church Fathers in the prefaces of 16th-century printed books. It should be noted that the writings discussed here will be presented according to their authors, in the chronological order of their translations.

	2. The first of the patristic authors we will be referring to is John Chrysostom, bishop of Constantinople (347-407). A few of his writings were translated in the 16th century.

	The first text to be translated into Romanian was the Paschal Homily (short redaction), which was attributed to him, but his authorship is debatable.[footnoteRef:4] This homily is conserved in three Slavo-Romanian versions (Slavonic text with an interlinear Romanian translation). The Bratul Codex, conserved at the Museum of Literature of Moldavia in Iași, inventory number 2005, contains the oldest version of the writing. Alongside other texts from the manuscript, this homily (p. 454-458) was copied by the priest Bratul from a town from south-eastern Transylvania in 1559-1560.[footnoteRef:5] Two further versions were found in the Codex Sturdzanus:[footnoteRef:6] the first (f. 63r-67v), the watermark of which dates to 1590-1602,[footnoteRef:7] was copied in a town in northern Hunedoara based on a source from south-eastern Transylvania;[footnoteRef:8] the second (f. 79r-v), similar on a textual level to the first and conserving only the title and several lines from the final part of the homily, was written by scribe C (according to Gh. Chivu’s classification) from the Măhaci area,[footnoteRef:9] between 1580-1591.[footnoteRef:10] All three versions are reproductions of the same translation, which was probably made in Moldova in an Orthodox environment.[footnoteRef:11] [4:  J. P. Migne includes this text among the uncertain ones (spuria), see Patrologia Graeca, vol. LIX, Paris, 1862, columns 721-724. The first Romanian scholar to have doubted the authenticity of this writing was B. P. Hasdeu, Cuvente den bătrâni, vol. II, Bucharest, 1879, p. 75. Nestor Vornicescu, however, advocated for John Chrysostom’s authorship, op. cit., p. 358-388.]  [5:  The text was first published by G. Mihăilă, “Observații asupra manuscrisului slavo-român al popii Bratul”, in Studii de limbă literară și filologie, vol. II, Bucharest, 1972, p. 334-340.]  [6:  See Codex Sturdzanus. Studiu filologic, studiu lingvistic, ediție de text și indice de cuvinte de Gh. Chivu, Bucharest, 1993, p. 274-276 and 279.]  [7:  Al. Mareș, “Datarea unor texte din Codicele Sturdzan”, Limba română 34, 1985, n° 1, p. 50. ]  [8:  Gh. Chivu, “Copiștii Codicelui Sturdzan”, Limba română 27, 1978, n° 1, p. 68-69.]  [9:  Ibidem, p. 68-69, 71.]  [10:  Al. Mareș, “Datarea unor texte din Codicele Sturdzan”, p. 51-52.]  [11:  I. Gheție, “Considerații filologice asupra Omiliei la Paști (versiunea „scurtă”)”, Limba română 33, 1983, n° 3, p. 216-221.] 


	It should be noted that, unlike Nestor Vornicescu,[footnoteRef:12] we did not include the Paschal Homily from the Iorga Fragments,[footnoteRef:13] which is a reproduction of a commentary based on the aforementioned version, most likely written in the 17th century.[footnoteRef:14] [12:  N. Vornicescu, Primele traduceri patristice, p. 309-320.]  [13:  Published by N. Iorga, Câteva documente de cea mai veche limbă românească (sec. al XV-lea și al XVI-lea), excerpt from Analele Academiei Române. Mem. Secț. lit., ser. II, vol. 28, 1905-1906, p. 8-14 (105-116).]  [14:  Al. Mareș, “Câteva precizări în legătură cu Omilia la Paști, din Fragmentele Iorga”, Limba română 35, 1986, n° 6, p. 508-512.] 


	The long redaction of this homily, entitled Teaching on Easter Sunday, can be found in the Second Homiliary, printed by Coresi in Brașov in 1581. At the base of the translation, made by the typographer-deacon and the two priests, Mihai and Iane, from the St. Nicholas Church in Șcheii Brașovului, was the Homiliary (Yevangeliye učitelnoye) printed by Ivan Fyodorov in Zabłudów in 1569.[footnoteRef:15] The editor of the book, Lukas Hirscher, judge of Brașov, took care of the translation and the printing of this book in order to fulfil one of the central aims of the Reformation: the distribution of religious texts in the national languages. [15:  P. Olteanu, Originalul slav al „Evangheliei cu învățătură” a diaconului Coresi, Bucharest, 1958, p. 7-60.] 


	Teaching on Easter Sunday, attributed in the printed text to John Chrysostom, belongs, according to Vasile Grecu, to John Kalekas, Patriarch of Constantinople.[footnoteRef:16] This opinion was not shared by Nestor Vornicescu, who believed this homily to be one of Chrysostom’s creations.[footnoteRef:17] [16:  V. Grecu, Izvorul principal bizantin pentru Cartea cu învățătură a diaconului Coresi din 1581. Omiliile patriarhului Ioan IV Caleca (1334-1347), Bucharest, 1939, p. 4-25.]  [17:  N. Vornicescu, op. cit., p. 380-397.] 


	The Brașov translation of this homily benefited from some degree of distribution in the 17th century: Coresi’s Second Homiliary was copied in 1626 by the priest Pârvu from Sebeș (Sibiu)[footnoteRef:18] and reprinted in Bălgrad in 1641 by the priest Dobre, whereas the Paschal Homily was copied in the Ieud Manuscript (1621-1633) and in the Teodorescu Codex (17th century).[footnoteRef:19] [18:  Al. Mareș, “O copie din 1625 a Cazaniei a II-a coresiene”, Limba română 46, 1997, n° 4-6, p. 287-297.]  [19:  I. Gheție, “Texte coresiene copiate în Codicele Todorescu”, Limba română 25, 1976, n° 1, p. 7-8; Manuscrisul de la Ieud. Text stabilit, studiu filologic, studiu de limbă și indice de M. Teodorescu și I. Gheție, Bucharest, 1977, p. 36-39.] 


	Also belonging to Coresi are the three homilies in ms. rom. 5023 (BAR), which had remained unknown to Nestor Vornicescu and whose titles, unlike the remainder of the text, are rendered in Slavonic:

	Слово стго Іоанна ꙁлатооустаго ѡ терпѣнї.  блго похвалнї  да не тако ѕѣло плаеⷨ сѧ ѡ оумершⷯ. въ сꙋботꙋ ꙁ҃, по паⷭ҇цѣ, прлⷱ҇но же  на погребенїе когождо оусопшⷯ тат сѧ “Saint John Chrysostom’s homily on patience and <on> the praise of the good and that we should not cry too <much> for the dead. On the 7<th> Saturday after Easter. Fit for reading at the funeral of the dead” (f. 261r-279r);

	же въ стыⷯ ѿца ншего Іоаⷩ҇на ꙁлатооустаго. архїепⷭ҇кꙋпа коⷭ҇таⷩ҇тна града. слоⷡ҇ ѡ лⸯжепррѡкѡⷯ,  лѫжнⷯ оутелеⷯ.  ѡ беꙁбожнхъ скврънⷯ ерткоⷯ.  ѡ ꙁнаменїѧхъ сконанїѧ вѣка сего. еже напса блжнї на сконанїю въ врѣмѧ прѣставленїѧ своего, егда раꙁлꙋаше сѧ ѿ телес покаꙁꙋеще доброе въ стⷩ҇нꙋ ⷭ҇хожⷣенїе “Of the one among saints, of our father John Chrysostom, archbishop of Constantinople: word on the false prophets and <on> the false teachers and the foul, godless heretics and the signs of the end of time, that the blessed wrote at the end, near his death, when he left his body, looking well in the true exit” (f. 279v-305v).

	же въ стыⷯ ѡца ншего Іоанна ꙁлатооустаⷢ҇. слово ѡ покаанїі оумленї... въ велкꙋю срѣⷣ тат “Of the one among saints, of our father Saint John Chrysostom: word on repentance and humility… Fit to be read on Holy Wednesday” (306r-332v).

	The three homilies were copied, alongside the other texts of the manuscript, in Șcheii Brașovului, probably by a priest from the Saint Nicholas church in that town. As indicated by the titles, the translation of these homilies was based on a Slavonic text. Scribe A (in our classification), to whom most of the texts in this manuscript belong, among them also the aforementioned homilies, transcribed the texts, as shown by the watermark examination, between 1595 and 1606.[footnoteRef:20] The remaining texts in ms. rom. 5023 were copied by three scribes (B, C, and D in our classification), who were also recruited from the priests of the Saint Nicholas Church in Șcheii Brașovului. In fact, scribe C was the priest Neagoslav, who, between 1591 and 1606, led the eparchy of Șcheii Brașovului, alongside the priest Mihai and, following the latter’s death (1605), alongside the priest Constantin. Scribe A, who might have been the priest Mihai or maybe his son, the priest Constantin, collected the texts in the current sequence reflected in the manuscript in order to make a corpus of homilies that could be read on Sundays and on the various feasts throughout the year.[footnoteRef:21] [20:  Al. Mareș, Un manuscris românesc necunoscut din secolul al XVI-lea, Bucharest, 2003, p. 11-13, 17-21.]  [21:  Ibidem, p. 17-21.] 


	Finally, the translation of the first Missal, printed by the deacon Coresi in Brașov in 1570, is connected to John Chrysostom’s name. This book contains Saint John Chrysostom’s Liturgy, first attested in 8th- and 9th-century manuscripts, although it is of an older date.[footnoteRef:22] The Romanian print was published under the patronage of the Calvinist bishop Pavel Tordași. The linguistic analysis highlighted the presence of two dialectal layers in the Missal text: a Wallachian and South-East Transylvanian layer, which can be attributed to the typographer, and another one that can be localised in Banat-Hunedoara or central Transylvania, stemming from the original translation. The text was translated from Slavonic based on a different missal than the one printed by Macarie in 1508. The texts of some prayers, Psalm 50 and several psalm fragments were taken from previous Romanian versions. Although the contents of the book are purely Orthodox, the translation must be considered the action of the Calvinist movement in Banat-Hunedoara. By printing the Missal, the supporters of Calvinism aimed to nationalise the religious cult in the Orthodox Church, a first step in their attempts to convert Romanians to the official religion of the Transylvanian Principality.[footnoteRef:23] [22:  E. Braniște, Liturgica specială pentru institutele teologice, Bucharest, 1980, p. 205-206.]  [23:  For all these, see Liturghierul lui Coresi. Text stabilit, studiu introductiv și indice de Al. Mareș, Bucharest, 1969, p. 7-46.] 


	3. In the 16th century, an ecclesiastical Code of Laws containing canons attributed to Saint Basil the Great (330-379) and Saint John Nesteutes, Patriarch of Constantinople (582-595), was printed in Romanian.

	This Code of Laws, known only in one incomplete copy, contains, in addition to the Teachings of the 318 Holy Fathers of Nicaea and of the Interpretation <of the> Gospel of Judgment, the Holy Fathers’ Code of Laws Following the Teachings of Basil the Great (p. 13-21). The latter writing combines canons from the Nomocanon or Canon of John Nesteutes with canons belonging to the Code of Laws of Basil the Great. Usually, John Nesteutes reduces the penances given by Basil the Great: “For him who kills a man, Basil gives 15 lĕtĭ; we give 5 lĕtĭ, prayers 150 a day”... “For him who sins with cattle, Basil gives 15 lĕtĭ [footnoteRef:24]; we give 2 lĕ(t), prayers 150 a day, that he may receive communion after a year”.[footnoteRef:25] [24:  The Slavonic word lěto [= year] in its different grammatical forms is retained in the Romanian translation.]  [25:  Gh. Chivu, Pravila lui Coresi. Text stabilit, studiu filologic, studiu lingvistic și indice de ..., in Texte românești din secolul al XVI-lea, coord. I. Gheție, Bucharest, 1982, p. 225.] 


	The printing of this Code of Laws was carried out between 1560-1562[footnoteRef:26] by a master typographer who might have been someone other than deacon Coresi.[footnoteRef:27] Concerning the original used for the translation of the Holy Fathers’ Code of Laws Following the Teachings of Basil the Great, Radu Constantinescu believes that it was a 9th-century Byzantine compilation, translated into Slavonic, which contains pseudo-apostolic canons, canons from the letters of Basil the Great and several canons of Patriarch Nicephorus I of Constantinople. In the language of the text, alongside particularities that are characteristic of the southern idioms, which can be attributed to the typographer, some particularities belonging to the northern idioms can be found: -i̯a > -i̯e (i̯ę) in liturghie (art.), the hardening of b in potribască, phonetisms like zua and simbetele, the invariable character of the possessive article a etc. The closing of final e to i in faci (3 sg.) and priimești (3 sg.) appears in that period in Moldavia and, more rarely, in Banat-Hunedoara. The assimilation of atonic medial e to ă in dănăoară is characteristic only of the idioms in northern Moldavia, which is the region where the translation of the texts that constitute the Code of Laws was made.[footnoteRef:28] If the translation can be considered to be the initiative of an Orthodox clergyman from Moldavia, its printing in Brașov seems to have been the initiative of Iohannes Benkner. The judge of Brașov had the local monopoly over printing Cyrillic books at the time and did not miss the occasion to print a book that was so necessary for the Orthodox clergy. The 9 unsold copies of the Code of Laws that were still kept in 1585 in Brașov among the assets of the son-in-law of Benkner’s daughter seem to point towards that interpretation.[footnoteRef:29] [26:  Al. Mareș, “Prima Pravilă bisericească tipărită în limba română și raporturile ei cu cele mai vechi versiuni ale Nomocanonului prescurtat”, in Studii de limbă literară și filologie, [I], Bucharest, 1969, p. 271-276.]  [27:  R. Constantinescu, “O variantă necunoscută a Pravilei lui Coresi”, Limba română 35, 1986, n° 6, p. 500.]  [28:  Gh. Chivu, “Copiștii Codicelui Sturdzan”, p. 142-144.]  [29:  For which see I. Gheție, Al. Mareș, Originile scrisului în limba română, p. 278-279.] 


	The portion of text from the Brașov edition that corresponds to the Holy Fathers’ Code of Laws Following the Teachings of Basil the Great was copied on several occasions. We find it first in the Code of Laws transcribed at Putna Monastery in 1581 by the rhetor Lucaci.[footnoteRef:30] Other copies from that time can be found in the Code of Laws to Rectify Men of All Sins and Errors (early 17th century),[footnoteRef:31] in the Code of Laws of the priest of Râpa de Jos (1610),[footnoteRef:32] and in the Codex Neagoianus (1620).[footnoteRef:33] The latter copy is an adaptation of the printed version or of the original used in making it.[footnoteRef:34] [30:  Pravila ritorului Lucaci. Text stabilit, studiu introductiv și indice de I. Rizescu, Bucharest, 1971, p. 162-165 (cf. f. 204v-210v). ]  [31:  Gh. Ghibănescu, “O filă de pravilă (secl. XVI)”, Teodor Codrescu 1, 1915, p. 43-44.]  [32:  Al. Rosetti,  “O pravilă românească necunoscută”, Grai și suflet 1, 1924, fasc. 2, p. 332.]  [33:  C. A. Spulber, Cea mai veche pravilă românească, Text-Transcriere-Studiu, Cernăuți, 1930, p. 33-69.]  [34:  Al. Mareș, “Prima Pravilă,” p. 284-285; Gh. Chivu, Pravila lui Coresi, p. 151-152.] 


	4. We will now turn to a work attributed to Saint Athanasius the Great, Patriarch of Alexandria (295-373), namely to the Athanasian Creed or Quicumque, as this creed is also known. An exposition of several fundamental dogmas of Christian religion with an emphasis on the equality of the three persons of the Holy Trinity, this writing was attributed late, during the reign of Charles the Great, to the Saint from Alexandria. He is, however, not the author of the Quicumque Creed.[footnoteRef:35] The expression et Filio, connected to the Holy Spirit proceeding from the Son as well, which this creed contains, was introduced in order to underline that the Son is not inferior to the Father. The Athanasian Creed is used in the Catholic Church and is recited during the Prime, after Psalm 118, and in some Protestant Churches during the morning mass.[footnoteRef:36] The Russian Orthodox Church of the latter half of the 17th century sought to appropriate this creed, which it considered to be an authentic expression of Christian doctrine. Starting with the edition of the Symeon of Polotsk’s Psalter in 1680, the Athanasian Creed was included in Russian psalters, only eliminating the mention of filioque.[footnoteRef:37] The creed was also introduced in some Moscow Alphabet Books, as proven by the respective editions of 1704 and 1708.[footnoteRef:38] [35:  Hr. Andruțos, Simbolica. Traducere din limba greacă de Justin Moisescu profesor universitar, Craiova, 1955, p. 33.]  [36:  I. Gheție, “Simbolul atanasian din Psaltirea Scheiană”, Limba română 22, 1973, n° 3, p. 245.]  [37:  A. Palmieri, Theologia dogmatica orthodoxa (ecclesiae graeco-russicae) ad lumen chatolicae doctrinae examina et discussa, T. I. Prolegomena, Florence, 1911, p. 373; V. Laurent, “Le Symbole „Quicumque“ et l’Église bizantine. Notes et documents”, Échos d’Orient (39e année), 84, 1936, p. 386.]  [38:  Al. Mareș, “Note despre prezența Simbolului atanasian în vechile texte românești”, in In honorem Gheorghe Mihăilă. Volum îngrijit de M. Mangiulea, Bucharest, 2010, p. 179.] 


	The first Romanian translation of the Athanasian Creed can be found in the Psalter of Schei (1573-1578),[footnoteRef:39] copied probably in Moldavia.[footnoteRef:40] Placed in this manuscript after the Biblical Canticles, this writing conserves an acephalous text, whose topic was gravely perturbed. As a result of reproducing a defective model, excerpts belonging to the two constitutive parts of the Athanasian Creed referring to the dogma of the Holy Trinity and the dogma pertaining to Christ were mixed without any logic. The reproduction we owe to I.-A. Candrea errs in its attempt to re-establish the archetype of the translation, which led to the replacement of newer phonetisms with older ones, such as rhotacism.[footnoteRef:41] Nestor Vornicescu’s reproduction[footnoteRef:42] is not without transcription errors, omissions, and wrongly numbered verses either.[footnoteRef:43] I published a reproduction of this text in an interpretative phonetic transcription that respects the initial order of the verses ten years ago.[footnoteRef:44] [39:  Al. Mareș, “Datarea Psaltirilor Scheiană și Voronețeană”, Limba română 33, 1984, n° 3, p. 191-198.]  [40:  I. Gheție, “Contribuții la localizarea psaltirilor românești din secolul al XVI-lea”, in Cele mai vechi texte românești. Contribuții filologice și lingvistice. Coord. I. Gheție, Bucharest, 1982, p. 152-172.]  [41:  Al. Mareș, “Note despre prezența Simbolului atanasian în vechile texte românești”, p. 179.]  [42:  N. Vornicescu, Primele traduceri patristice, p. 438-443.]  [43:  See, for example, ca (v. 7) reproduced as ce (7), Dzeu (11) reproduced as Dumnezeu (11), fapți (12) reproduced as fapti (12), în trei (12) reproduced as între ei (12), ce n[u] 3 dzei (13) reproduced as cei trei Dumnezei (15), ce unu Domnu (18) reproduced as Ce în Domnu (16), sireși (scris сꙋреш) (24) reproduced as «susure», Tot ce amu ainte dzis (25) reproduced as că întru toate, precum s-a zis se cinstește (25), de-adevara (27) reproduced as dea de vara (27).]  [44:  Al. Mareș, “Note despre prezența Simbolului atanasian în vechile texte românești,” p. 170-171.] 


	The text of the Athanasian Creed was copied by scribe C (one of the three scribes of the Șchei Psalter), probably a Saxon, according to most researchers.[footnoteRef:45] The translation was made based on a Latin text, as seen from illustrative linguistic calques like totsilnicul – lat. omnipotens ‘almighty’ and, most importantly, unul cuiși – lat. unamquamque ‘everyone’. It is not impossible that the translators may have used the Hungarian version of the creed in the translation of several excerpts. The phrase fides catholica ‘Catholic faith’ from the Latin version was transposed in Romanian as dereapta credință creștirilor, an equivalent that mirrors the solution from the Hungarian version: igaz Keresztyeny hut ‘the true Christian faith’.[footnoteRef:46] [45:  N. Drăganu, “Manuscrisul Liceului Grăniceresc „G. Coșbuc“ din Năsăud și săsismele celor mai vechi manuscrise românești”, Dacoromania 3, 1922-1923, p. 497-499; cf. also p. 914-915, 921; C. Lacea, “Copiștii Psaltirii Scheiene,” Studii și cercetări științifice. Filologie (Iași), 1959, n° 1-2, p. 131-135; I. Gheție, “Considerații filologice și lingvistice asupra Evangheliarului din Petersburg”, Studii și cercetări lingvistice 16, 1966, n° 1, p. 61-62.]  [46:  Al. Mareș, “Note despre prezența Simbolului atanasian în vechile texte românești”, p. 173.] 


	Some authors have maintained that the Romanian translation of the Athanasian Creed accompanied the primitive translation of the Psalter from the earliest times.[footnoteRef:47] Such a hypothesis is hard to accept, seeing how, except for the Șchei Psalter, all other manuscript and printed versions of the Psalter from the 16th century did not attach the Athanasian Creed to the psalms. Based on the presence of rhotacism in the text, Al. Rosetti considered that the “original translation of the creed was made in the rhotacizing region, in the first half of the 16th century” (thus, according to the author, in the same period and place as the first Romanian religious texts).[footnoteRef:48] The fact that a text contains rhotacism does not allow us to place it in the period of the first Romanian translations, since the transformation of -n- to -r- in words of Latin origin has been noted in texts as late as the mid-17th century (sporadically even later).[footnoteRef:49] Seeing how rhotacism did not characterise the language of scribe C, it would mean that the forms with intervocalic n turning into r came from the model he had used. The copying of the text and the psalms in this manuscript took place in Moldavia.[footnoteRef:50] Words like părăta ‘to suffer’, nesleitu ‘unmixed’ and poniu ‘following’ approach this text to the old translations of the Apostle and the Psalter, which were made according to recent research in Banat-Hunedoara. We should keep in mind that the presence of the word pănăta, which is nowadays registered only in Hunedoaran idioms, points toward the same conclusion. It is possible that the translation of the Athanasian Creed also came from Banat-Hunedoara.[footnoteRef:51] The presence of filioque proves that the translation of this text, used exclusively in Western churches, could not have been made outside of a Catholic or Protestant cultural and religious environment. Since Catholics did not accept translating a liturgical text into the “vulgar” language in order to use it in church service, Ion Gheție attributes the translation of the creed to a Romanian priest that had converted to the Reformation. The translation would have to be placed between 1519, the year in which the ideas of the Reformation started entering Transylvania, and the years 1573-1578, which is the date of the Șchei Psalter. This creed was attached to a Romanian psalter so that it might be read during moring mass.[footnoteRef:52] [47:  Al. Rosetti, “Filioque din Psaltirea Scheiană”, Grai și suflet 2, 1925, fasc. 1, p. 156; P. P. Panaitescu, Începuturile și biruința scrisului în limba română, Bucharest, 1965, p. 94; D. Moldovan, “Finalitatea textelor slavo-române intercalate din Evul Mediu românesc”, Text și discurs religios 1, 2009, p. 109.]  [48: Al. Rosetti, “Filioque din Psaltirea Scheiană”, p. 156.]  [49:  I. Gheție, “Simbolul atanasian din Psaltirea Scheiană”, p. 245.]  [50:  I. Gheție, “Contribuții la localizarea Psaltirilor românești din secolul al XVI-lea”, p. 168-169.]  [51:  Al. Mareș, “Note despre prezența Simbolului atanasian în vechile texte românești”, p. 175-176.]  [52:  I. Gheție, “Simbolul atanasian din Psaltirea Scheiană”, p. 245-246; id., “Din nou despre Simbolul atanasian din Psaltirea Scheiană”, Limba română 23, 1974, n° 3, p. 243-244. ] 


	5. Saint John Damascene (675 - circa 749), one of the most representative Eastern theologians from the third patristic period, is present in the 16th century with two writings.

	The first writing, An Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith or Dogmatic, appears in two short excerpts of the manuscript copied by the rhetor Lucaci in the Putna Monastery in 1581:[footnoteRef:53] the first excerpt, titled in Slavonic Іѡана дамаскна о бжⷭ҇твѣ слово “John Damascene’s Word on Divinity”, contains an exegesis on the three hypostases of divinity (f. 190r-192v), while the second one, titled Іоана дамаскна ꙁложене вѣрꙑ въ кратцѣ “Of John Damascene, Short Exposition of Faith” (f. 192v/1–193r/12) is a testimony of faith. Both excerpts are bilingual, Slavo-Romanian.[footnoteRef:54] [53:  Pravila ritorului Lucaci, ed. I. Rizescu, p. 161.162.]  [54:  I. Gheție, Al. Mareș, Originile scrisului în limba română, p. 251-252.] 


	In some cases the Romanian translation is more developed than the Slavonic version: B}a edinogo imenue(m) “we name a single God” is rendered by pre unul Dumnezdău chemăm și-i gicem, vŭ edi(n)stvi “in one unity” is translated într-una și într-o împreunare, po sŭstavě(ch) “through its elements” is translated pre încheieturile tocmealeei-și etc. The attempt to make the Slavonic text more explicit than the Slavonic text and especially the lack of Romanian equivalents for abstract notions (element, unity etc.) explain some small amplifications that the Romanian text receives compared to the corresponding Slavonic text.[footnoteRef:55] [55:  Ibidem, p. 152.] 


	The majority of the linguistic particularities of the two examined excerpts is generally characteristic of the northern idioms and can also be found in the text of the Code of Law copied by Lucaci. One may assume that the source used by the scribe (perhaps the original translation) was also of Moldavian origin.[footnoteRef:56] Since this is an Orthodox dogmatic text, it is not impossible that the initiative to translate the two fragments of the Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith came from Eustatie, the former bishop of Roman, who urged the rhetor Lucaci to copy the texts of the Code of Law from the same manuscript. Their use of a bilingual version was probably due to didactic reasons.[footnoteRef:57] [56:  Ibidem, p. 152-153.]  [57:  Ibidem, p. 153.] 


	John Damascene’s second writing that benefited from a Romanian translation is the Octoechos. As is known, the contents of this 6th century text were systematised and enrichened with songs by the Saint from Damascus.[footnoteRef:58] [58:  I. G. Coman, Patrologie, Bucharest, 1994, p. 191.] 


	At the Library of the Saint Nicholas Church in Brașov there is an old manuscript (call number 2872) which conserves the material of the Small Octoechos, i.e. the matins and vespers songs, ordered successively in eight tones for Saturdays and Sundays; the Photagogica with the evangelical stichera were added to the final part. The songs and the Photagogica are written in Romanian, while the canons are written in Slavonic.[footnoteRef:59] [59:  I. Roman, “Un manuscris din secolul al XVI-lea: Micul Octoih brașovean”, in Studii de slavistică, vol. II, Bucharest, 1971, p. 101; I. Roman, Micul octoih brașovean din secolul al XVI-lea în raport cu celelalte octoihuri slavo-române din sec. XV-XVII (rezumatul tezei de doctorat), Bucharest, 1977, p. 3.] 


	N. Sulică, to whom we owe the first report on this manuscript, affirmed in 1937 that, at that date, it contained a long epilogue written in Brașov by the deacon Oprea in the year 1570. Upon reading the epilogue, published in its entirety by N. Sulică, we find a series of details referring to the source of the Octoechos, the identity of the scribe, the visit made in Brașov by the Calvinist bishop Pavel Tordași, the granting of printed books to the school in Șchei by the members of the city council, etc.[footnoteRef:60] This epilogue, currently conserved only in photographic reproduction (6 photographic plates) was proven to be a fake, thanks to the efforts of N. Sulică.[footnoteRef:61] [60:  N. Sulică, “Cea mai veche școală românească din cuprinsul României întregite”, offprint from Omagiu lui Constantin Kirițescu, Bucharest, 1937, p. 14-15. ]  [61:  Al. Mareș, “Un Octoih românesc din secolul al XVI-lea?”,Limba română 18, 1969, n° 3, p. 239-251.] 


	The Small Octoechos from Brașov was dated by watermark to 1595-1610[footnoteRef:62]. The base of the translation was a Slavonic version of Middle Bulgarian redaction of the kind conserved in the Brașov editions of the Octoechos from 1557 and 1567, with the untranslated part (the canons) having particularities such as the conservation of the yus (ѫ, ѧ), of the consonant groups št and žd, and of the epenthetic l.[footnoteRef:63] Vasile Oltean’s opinion that the Romanian translation was based on the text of the Slavonic Octoechos in ms. nr. 42 from the archive of the Museum in Șcheii Brașovului[footnoteRef:64] lacks conclusive proof; additionally, it is countered by the results obtained in trying to localise the translation. The linguistic examination highlighted the presence of two dialectal layers in the Brașov Small Octoechos: a southern one belonging to the scribe, characterised by the use of the fricative j in se vor judeca, soft labials in avem, mergând and a northern one that can be attributed to the copied source (maybe to the translator), containing particularities such as atonal e > i in veri vini, viniți, the affricates dz and ğ in dzi, dzise and in giudecii, să giudece, dz > ğ (through accommodation) in gice, the palatalization of f in hi, hier, hard s in sara, hard t in blăstămând, hard m in mărgând, the adverbs acmu, mainte. The Hungarianism lepedeu ‘cearșaf’, the -șig form of the suffix ‑șug in eftinșigurile and especially n' in supuniu turn our attention towards the Banat-Hunedoara zone, wherefrom the translation probably stemmed.[footnoteRef:65] [62:  Ibidem, p. 242-244.]  [63:  I. Roman, Micul octoih brașovean, p. 13-15.]  [64:  V. Oltean, “Izvoarele octoihurilor coresiene din Șcheii Brașovului”, Biserica Ortodoxă Română 97, 1979, n° 3-4, p. 529-530.]  [65:  I. Gheție, Al. Mareș, Originile scrisului în limba română, p. 271.] 


	In the second half of the 16th century, the translation of a ritual book being used in the Orthodox Church could not have taken place due to an Orthodox impulse, since in the Eastern Rite Church in the Romanian Principalities the sacred language of the time was Slavonic. Under such circumstances, the initiative to translate the Small Octoechos can only be attributed to the patronage of the Reformation.[footnoteRef:66] [66:  Al. Mareș, “Precizări în legătură cu prima traducere românească a Octoihului”, Limba română 22, 1973, n° 3, p. 253; I. Gheție, “Activitatea de traducere și tipărire a cărții românești la Brașov la sfârșitul secolului al XVI-lea”, Limba română 24, 1975, n° 6, p. 614.] 


	The translation conserved in the Brașov manuscript is also found in four manuscript copies made by the same scribe, the priest Mihai from the Hunedoara region.[footnoteRef:67] His copies prove that the old translation was still in use in churches from south-western Transylvania at the very time that Calvinism underwent a new recrudescence under Prince George I Rákóczi I.[footnoteRef:68] [67:  Al. Mareș, “Precizări în legătură cu prima traducere românească a Octoihului”, p. 249-252.]  [68:  Ibidem, p. 252. ] 


	6. The last of the patristic writers we will be focusing on is Patriarch Sophronius of Jerusalem (c. 550-637). Attributed to him is the Life of Saint Mary of Egypt, the famous lewd woman of Alexandria who repented in Jerusalem, spending the rest of her life in severe ascesis in the Jordanian desert of Palestine. This writing, whose authorship has been contested,[footnoteRef:69] can be found in ms. rom. 5023 (BAR, f. 202r-226v), which we discussed earlier (see above, no. 2-3). [69:  For the hypotheses on this subject, see G. Mihăilescu, Viața Sfintei Maria Egipteanca. Cele mai vechi traduceri, manuscrise și versiuni. Studii și texte, Bucharest, 2008, p. 17-25.] 


	The Romanian translation of the Life of Saint Mary of Egypt was analysed and published by Gabriel Mihăilescu. He noted that the writing was read “during the Great Canon service, on the Matins of the fifth Thursday of the Great Lent”.[footnoteRef:70] The text, whose ending is missing, was transcribed, alongside other texts in ms. rom. 5023, in Șcheii Brașovului by scribe A between 1595-1606.[footnoteRef:71] The Slavonic version that is the basis for the Romanian translation (an incomplete variant is conserved in ms. sl. 357 BAR from the second half of the 16th century) explains, albeit not completely, the great number of Slavonisms used by the translator: blaznă ‘trickery’ (202r), bură ‘storm’ (219r), gadină ‘wild animal’ (220v), ispovedi ‘to confess, to confide’ (218r), isprăvi ‘to fulfil’ (224v), iuboste ‘love’ (218v), molitvă ‘prayer’ (226r), nădăi ‘to hope; to trust’ (215v), năpastă ‘misfortune’ (218r), nărav ‘habit’ (203r), năstăvi ‘to lead, to guide’ (215v), ocaianică ‘deplorable person’ (225r), ogoadă ‘pleasure’ (215r), omrăzi ‘to loathe (someone), to hate’ (216v), preapodobnă ‘devout, pious’ (226v), săblăzni ‘to (be) wrong’ (209r), spăsenie ‘salvation’ (216v) etc. [70:  Ibidem, p. 102.]  [71:  Al. Mareș, Un manuscris românesc necunoscut din secolul al XVI-lea, p. 13, 17-18.] 


	Some explanations are required concerning a few words from this translation. Arămioară ‘copper coin’ (217r) is attested in DA[footnoteRef:72] (apud HEM[footnoteRef:73] 1451) only once, namely in our version, which is proof that B. P. Hasdeu himself had read Rom. ms. 5023 (BAR). Posmăgi ‘(about food) to dry up’ (218r) should be remembered as the oldest attestation of the verb. Considering the rarity of the texts in which it appears (The Hurmuzaki Psalter, The Interpretation of the Gospels, Tâlcul evangheliilor, The Palaea of Orăștie and The Legend of Sunday, copied by the priest Grigorie of Măhaci),[footnoteRef:74] the conjunctional locution prin ce ‘what for’ (203r: prin ce ai venit cătră sărăcia noastră?) deserves to be kept in mind. We mention also the presence of this conjunctional locution in another text copied in Șcheii Brașovului, the Paroimiarion transcribed in 1612 by the priest Văsâi, son of the priest Mihai.[footnoteRef:75] Linie “quiet” (219r/3), wrongly considered by the editor to be a lacunary spelling,[footnoteRef:76] is actually evidence in favour of localising the translation Șcheii Brașovului, since the word has, until now, only been attested in the Gospel with Teaching,[footnoteRef:77] translated by Coresi alongside the priests Mihai and Iane from the town’s Saint Nicholas church. [72:  Dicționarul limbii române, t. I-II, București, 1913-1949.]  [73:  B. P. Hasdeu, Etymologicum Magnum Romaniae. Dicționarul limbei istorice și poporane a românilor, t. I-III, București, 1887-1893.]  [74:  Ov. Densusianu, Histoire de la langue roumaine, vol. II, Paris, 1938, p. 272; Palia de la Orăștie 1581-1582. Text-facsimile-indice. Ediție îngrijită de V. Pamfil, Bucharest, 1968, p. 146, s.v. prince; Tâlcul evangheliilor și Molitvenic rumânesc. Ediție critică de Vl. Drimba, studiu introductiv de I. Gheție, Bucharest, 1998, p. 143.]  [75:  V. Oltean, Primul Parimiar românesc, vol. I, Iași, 2005, p. 186.]  [76:  G. Mihăilescu, Viața Sfintei Maria Egipteanca, p. 239: lini<șt>e.]  [77:  Dicționarul limbii române (DLR), Serie nouă, t. V, Litera L, Li – Luzulă, 2008, s.v. linie2.] 


	7. The writings examined above belong to authors from the second (Athanasius the Great, Basil the Great, John Chrysostom) and the third period of patristic literature (John Nesteutes, John Damascene, and Sophronius of Jerusalem). With the exception of the last of them, who can be classified as one of the church authors, the other five belong to the most significant category of patristic authors, namely the Church Fathers. They are, as is known, the most authoritative representatives of the doctrine and practice of the Christian Church of the first eight centuries.

	It is natural to ask oneself what was known in the 16th-century Romanian Principalities about the Church Fathers. In ecclesiastical milieus, most notably in monasteries, the writings of some of them were known through the intermediary of manuscript copies in Slavonic. Some Church Fathers were also known through mural paintings in churches[footnoteRef:78] or engravings in some Serbian religious prints that circulated in Romanian lands.[footnoteRef:79] It was doubtlessly known that these Church Fathers were the keepers of the Church’s teachings and practice, in all its purity, as founded by Jesus Christ and organised by the apostles. Nothing was known about the biographies of the Church Fathers, since the works containing useful information on them, such as the Myrionbiblion or the Bibliotheca of Patriarch Photius (†891) or the Lexicon of Suidas (10th century), had not yet reached Romanian lands. [78:  See, for example, in the Saint Nicholas Church Curtea de Argeș, the reproductions of Saints John Chrysostom, Athanasius the Great, Gregoy the Theologian, Basil the Great, Cyril of Alexandria (D. Barbu, Pictura murală din Țara Românească în secolul al XIV-lea, Bucharest, 1986, fig. 18-21 and V. Vătămanu, Istoria artei feudale în țările române, vol. I, Arta în perioada de dezvoltare a feudalismului, Bucharest, 1959, fig. 296).]  [79:  See, for example, the engraving of the three melodists (Saint Joseph, Saint John Damascene, and Saint Theophanes) from the Octoechos printed in Cetinje in 1494 (?) and the engraving of Saint John Chrysostom from the Menaion printed in Venice in 1548 in Božidar Vuković’s typography (D. Medaković, Графика српских штампаних књига XV-XVII века, Београд, 1958, fig. XVIII/1 and fig. XLIV/2, respectively).] 


	In the prefaces of several Romanian prints of the 16th century there is some information on the Church Fathers that we will concentrate upon now.

	We find the first mention on the Catechism printed in Brașov in 1560.[footnoteRef:80] When referring to the translation of the four gospels in Slavonic, the author of the preface affirms that: “And four Jewish evangelists were chosen, who put the gospel in Greek. From there, the Church Fathers, Basil, Gregory, John Chrysostom, Athanasius, and Cyril the Philosopher, they too reckoned and made a Serbian book from the Greek”.[footnoteRef:81] Leaving aside N. Drăganu’s observation (Saint Athanasius is erroneously written instead of Saint Anastasius),[footnoteRef:82] which cannot be accepted, we may note that the names of the Church Fathers from the preface of Catechism are taken, even respecting the order of their citation, from the text of Saint John Chrysostom’s Liturgy.[footnoteRef:83] The last of them, Cyril, who is Cyril of Jerusalem (315-386), is mentioned in the preface with the qualificative the Philosopher, which made Dan Simonescu affirm that the deacon Coresi had confused the bishop of Jerusalem with Constantine the Philosopher, named Cyril, the apostle of the Slavs (827-869).[footnoteRef:84] His interpretation is correct, since we know from О псменехъ “On the Letters” by the monk Hrabar (10th century), a text that had circulated in the Romanian Principalities,[footnoteRef:85] that Cyril, Methodius’s brother, was also called the Philosopher: стго Кѡстантна флософа нарцаемого Крла, мѫжа праведна  стнна  сътвор мъ л҃ псмена  ѡсмь “Saint Constantine the Philosopher, also named Cyril, a righteous and truth-loving man and he made (for the Slavs; n.n. Al. Mareș) 38 letters”.[footnoteRef:86] [80:  For the date of the edition, see I. Gheție, “Câteva precizări în legătură cu datarea Catehismului lui Coresi”, Studii și cercetări lingvistice 48, 1964, n° 5, p. 551-552; A. Moraru, “Catehismul lui Coresi”, in Texte românești din secolul al XVI-lea. Coord. Ion Gheție, Bucharest, 1982, p. 33.]  [81:  Ibidem, p. 101.]  [82:  See N. Drăganu, “Andrei Bârseanu, Catehismul luteran românesc, București, 1923; A. Rosetti, Les catéchismes roumains du XVIe siècle, Romania, no. 191, iulie 1922, p. 321-334; Dr. Borbély István, Erdély irodalmi szemle, LVI, anexa no. 1, ian. 1924, p. 54-59, dare de seamă asupra comunicării lui A. Bârseanu”, in Dacoromania 3, 1922-1923, p. 931-932.]  [83:  Liturghierul lui Macarie. Cu un studiu de P. P. Panaitescu și un indice de A. și Al. Duțu, Bucharest, 1961, p. 19: въ стыⷯ ѿць нашхь сщеннонаелнкь васлїа велкааго• гргорїа бгослова• /ѡанна ꙁлатооустаго• аѳанасїа  кӱрїлла întru sfinții părinții noștri preoților începători Vasile cel Mare, Grigore Teologul, Ioan Gură de Aur, Atanasie și Chiril. ]  [84:  D. Simonescu, Diaconul Coresi (Note pe marginea unei cărți a lui Lucian Predescu, Diaconul Coresi, Bucharest, 1933), Bucharest, 1933 (excerpt from Raze de lumină. Revista studenților în teologie din București 5, 1933, p. 86-101). ]  [85:  See I. Bogdan, Vechile cronice moldovenești până la Ureche, Bucharest, 1891, p. 8.]  [86:  V. Jagić, “Рассуждения южнославянской и русской старины о церковнославянском языке”, in Исследования по русскому языку, т. I, Санкт-Петербург, 1885-1895, p. 297.] 


	The author of the preface, as we shall see, was in a state of total confusion: firstly, because he attributes the translation of the four gospels in Slavonic to Church Fathers of the 4th and 5th centuries, despite the event taking place in the 9th century at the earliest, and secondly, because he includes Cyril, teacher of the Slavs († 869) among these venerable Fathers.

	In a second excerpt of this preface, the Church Fathers are invoked once again: “After that, we pray all you Church Fathers, that, be you prelates, be you bishops, be you priests, in whose hands these Christian books will fall, before reading them, you should not judge without reading, nor should you decide, as there is nothing in these books aside from what was preached by the Holy Apostles and the Church Fathers”.[footnoteRef:87] [87:  A. Moraru, “Catehismul lui Coresi”, p. 101.] 


	This appeal to the Church Fathers in the two previously quoted excerpts from the preface to the Catechism was made out of religious opportunism. As is known, the Brașov edition followed a model that was close to Luther’s Small Catechism of 1529. The structure of the work (dividing the matter in five parts), conserving only the baptism and the eucharist among the sacraments, reference to imploring and giving grace represented proof of the Reformation model.[footnoteRef:88] On the other hand, the Brașovian editors of the Catechism certainly remembered that some of the Orthodox priests had rejected the Sibiu edition of the text in 1544.[footnoteRef:89] In order to hide the Protestant influences and to prevent the Orthodox clergy’s mistrust, the author of the preface relied on the authority of the Church Fathers. They became, thus, a sort of guarantee of the purity and the unaltered character of the Orthodox faith by supporting the translation from Greek to Slavonic of the four gospels, which, for some representatives of the Reformation, was the main foundation of faith.[footnoteRef:90] At the same time, the preface underlines that the catechetic writing did not contain any teachings that went against those of the apostles and the Church Fathers. [88:  See also N. Șerbănescu, “La 400 de ani de la apariția Întrebării creștinești”, Biserica ortodoxă română 77, 1959, n° 11-12, p. 1047-1051.]  [89:  I. Bianu, N. Hodoș, Bibliografia românească veche, vol. I (1508–1716), Bucharest, 1903, p. 22.]  [90:  In fact, it is affirmed in the Christian Question that the “true faith” is to be found in the Gospels, thus tacitly rejecting the Holy Tradition (A. Moraru, Catehismul lui Coresi, p. 103).] 


	Finally, we would like to point out that the phrase sfinții părinți, ‘Church Fathers’, alongside its original meaning (“sanctified Christian authors of the first eight centuries”), gains a new meaning both in this preface and in the epilogue of the 1561 Tetraevangelion: “the prelates, bishops, and priests of that time”: “we pray all you Church Fathers, that, be you prelates, be you bishops, be you priests [...]”.[footnoteRef:91] [91:  Ibidem, p. 101, Tetraevanghelul tipărit de Coresi. Brașov 1560-1561 comparat cu Evangheliarul lui Radu de la Mănicești. Ediție alcătuită de Fl. Dimitrescu, Bucharest, 1963, p. 167.] 


	Coresi shows the same sort of religious opportunism in the epilogue of the Interpretation of the Gospels (1567-1568), when he mentions that “these interpretations of the gospels for the Sundays of the year, written from the Scripture of the prophets and the apostles and the Church Fathers”.[footnoteRef:92] The text expounds on the fundamental principles of Protestantism: salvation through faith (sola fide), ignoring the Holy Tradition, rejecting the cross as an object of worship, criticizing ecclesiastical law etc. The cult of the saints, which include the Church Fathers, is abolished as well: “As Jesus Christ is the only one to pray for us to the Father; those who do not believe pray to the dead saints, to Saint Peter and Saint Paul, or to Saint Nicholas or to Saint Mary; since Jesus Christ is the only one who walks and prays for us, and none other, neither in heaven, nor on earth; for the saints do not hear our prayers”;[footnoteRef:93]  cf. “Jesus Christ is our only teacher (in Matthew 93) – that is something that those who still believe in laws and what the Fathers wrote following the apostles do not believe anymore”[footnoteRef:94] and “As the Holy Scripture tells us, that God’s saints all erred and sinned”.[footnoteRef:95] It should also be noticed that in this writing, whenever one of the Church Fathers is mentioned, he is never qualified as a saint: “Thus wrote John Chrysostom”,[footnoteRef:96] “Some, like John Chrysostom and others, say that the devils feared they would be sent to eternal labour”,[footnoteRef:97] “Search the churches and the empires where Saint Paul the apostle – in almost all of Asia and Phrygia – and the pious fathers Basil, Gregory, Athanasius, Chrysostom, Cyril and many others preached”.[footnoteRef:98] [92:  Tâlcul evangheliilor și Molitvenic rumânesc, p. 186-187.]  [93:  Ibidem, p. 63.]  [94:  Ibidem, p. 64.]  [95:  Ibidem, p. 116.]  [96:  Ibidem, p. 75.]  [97:  Ibidem.]  [98:  Ibidem, p. 143.] 


	Going back to the epilogue of the Interpretation of the Gospels, we would like to underline that invoking the prophets and the apostles refers to their writings, which, according to the Protestants, contain the true faith.[footnoteRef:99] In fact, they are also mentioned as depositaries of the true faith in the same homiliary: “the Holy Scripture that the prophets and the apostles wrote”[footnoteRef:100] and “the right word of God was sent to the prophets and the apostles”.[footnoteRef:101] It becomes clear that in the epilogue, the phrase “and of the Church Fathers” was added by Coresi in order to guarantee the unaltered character of the Orthodox faith, which is patently untrue. First of all, because the writing refers critically to several Christian dogmas and practices shared by the Orthodox, and secondly, because the same text gravely undermines the authority of the Church Fathers. [99:  Al. Moraru, “Catehismul lui Coresi”, p. 44.]  [100:  Tâlcul evangheliilor și Molitvenic rumânesc, p. 143.]  [101:  Ibidem, p. 179.] 


	8. At the end of this exposition, some conclusions are in order. The promotion of Romanian writing that took place in the 16th century included writings belonging to patristic literature, the most important names being those of John Chrysostom, Basil the Great, John Nesteutes, Athanasius the Great, John Damascene and Sophronius of Jerusalem. The translations we have knowledge of are, in their quasi-majority, based on the Slavonic text, with the Athanasian Creed being the only one to have had a Latin model, partially confronted with a Hungarian one.

	Three regions lay claim to the primacy concerning the translation of these texts: Banat-Hunedoara (the Athanasian Creed of 1573-1578, the Small Octoechos of 1595-1610, and perhaps the Missal of 1570), Moldavia (the Paschal Homily of 1559 or 1560, the Code of Laws of 1560-1562, the Exposition of the Faith of 1581) and Șcheii Brașovului (the Paschal Homily – its developed version – from the Second Homiliary of 1581, the Life of Saint Mary of Egypt and the three homilies of John Chrysostom from 1595-1606).

	The Missal, the Octoechos, and the Athanasian Creed were translated under the impulse of the Reformation, whereas the other texts were translated in an Orthodox environment. Of these, the Code of Laws, and the Second Homiliary were printed following the initiative of Reformed editors from Brașov, Iohannes Benkner and Lucas Hirscher.

	Let us also keep in mind that, in the prefaces to the Catechism (1560) and the Interpretation of the Gospels (1567-1568) the Church Fathers are mentioned in order to win the trust of the Romanian faithful that those writings, albeit with clear Reformed infiltrations, nevertheless did not go against the Orthodox faith[footnoteRef:102]. [102:  Translated from Romanian by Mihail-George Hâncu.] 
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THE STRUCTURE AND COMPOSITION 

OF A PROTO-PHILOKALIC ROMANIAN MANUSCRIPT 

FROM 1769





Daniar Mutalâp





	If the 19th and the 20th centuries were focused on the study of the Philokalia and its different versions,[footnoteRef:1] the past few decades have witnessed a growing interest in the analysis of the “pre-existing Philokalic Tradition”, namely the so-called “proto-Philokalias”.[footnoteRef:2] The aim of the present article is to provide a thorough illustration of the content of the Romanian Academy Library Ro. Ms. No. 2597 in the context of this “pre-existing Tradition”. [1:  V. Kontouma, E. Citterio, “La Philocalie et ses versions”, La Théologie byzantine et sa tradition, II, Turnhout, 2002, p. 999–1021.]  [2:  A.-E. Tachiaos, “De la Philokalia au Dobrotoljubie. La création d’un ‘sbornik’”, Cyrillomethodianum 5, 1981, p. 208-213, A. Rigo, “I capitoli sulla purezza dell'anima del patriarca Callisto I”, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 100, 2007, p. 779-784, P. V. Deun, “Encore une philocalie avant la lettre: le Skiathos Μονὴ τοῦ Εύαγγελισμοῦ 10”, in A. Rogo (ed.), Da Teognosto alla Filocalia (XIII-XVIII secolo). Testi e autori, Bari, 2016, p. 163-198.] 


The Philokalia or the “Love of Beauty” represents a collection of Christian ascetic and mystical texts ranging from the 4th to the 15th century. Besides “stillness” (ἡσυχία) or “watchfulness” (νήψις), the theme around which these texts are organized is the “Jesus Prayer” or the “Prayer of the Heart and Mind”.[footnoteRef:3] When it comes to the purpose of this collection, primarily confined to monastic readership and then available as “a book for all Christians”, one may recognize the prevailing idea of “the Deification of Man” (θέωσις). In spite of being used since the 4th century, the term “Philokalia” gains ground once Nicodemus the Hagiorite and Macarius of Corinth print The Philokalia of the Neptic Fathers in Venice in 1782.[footnoteRef:4] However, the genre of the ascetic and mystical codices had been settled in Mount Athos since the 12th century and got reinforced by the Hesychast Movement during the 14th and 15th century as a means to convey the method of the Jesus Prayer.[footnoteRef:5]    [3:  K. Ware, “St. Nikodimos and the Philokalia”, in B. Bingaman and B. Nassif (eds.), The Philokalia: a Classic Text of Orthodox Spirituality, New York, 2012, p. 9-35.]  [4:  V. Kontouma, “The Philokalia”, in A. Casiday (ed.) The Orthodox Christian World, London, 2012, p. 451-464.]  [5:  A.-E. Tachiaos, “De la Philokalia…”, p. 209-210.] 


From this point of view, through the lens of this pre-existing tradition, the scope of the analysis ought to be centred on the particular sborniks that foreshadow the thematic and structural features of the Greek Philokalia, nevertheless, without diminishing or ignoring the importance of a “local canon”.

The Romanian manuscript 2597, conserved in the Romanian Academy Library and known as The Philokalia of Dragomirna (Monastery), represents a sbornik of this kind. In spite of being widely discussed with reference to the philological activity of Paisius Velichkovsky’s monastic community or being acknowledged as “the first Romanian Philokalia”,[footnoteRef:6] the above-mentioned manuscript has never benefited from a thorough description.[footnoteRef:7] Subsequently, we will endeavour to offer a detailed representation of the content of this codex, identify its texts and, when possible, trace its sources and highlight its circulation. [6:  V. Cândea, “Locul spiritualității românești în reînnoirea isihastă”, in V. Cândea (ed.), Românii în reînnoirea isihastă, Iași, 1997, p. 25; V. Pelin, Paisianismul în contextul cultural și spiritual sud-est și est european (secolele XVIII-XIX), Iași, 2017, p. 39. ]  [7:  G. Ștrempel, Catalogul manuscriselor românești, vol. 2, București, 1978, p. 329; Ciprian Zaharia, “Biserica ortodoxă română și traducerile patristice și filocalice în limbile moderne” in Dan Zamfirescu, Paisianismul. Un moment românesc în istoria spiritualității europene, București, 1996, p. 50-55.] 


The manuscript 2597 was copied by the prodigious scribe and Slavonic and Greek translator monk Raphael of Hurezi Monastery (its prior from 1782 to 1791),[footnoteRef:8] most probably, during his stay at Dragomirna Monastery. According to the colophon from fol. 305, the codex was finished on the 4th of May 1769. Thus, it represents the widest proto-Philokalic collection from that time (313 fols.), putting together 18 authors and 182 texts (5 anonymous).[footnoteRef:9]  [8:  I. Ionașcu, “Istoricul mânăstirii Horez-Vâlcea”, Arhivele Olteniei 14, 1935, p. 295-359; Gabriel Ștrempel, Copiști de manuscrise românești până la 1800, vol. 1, București, 1959, p. 196-201.]  [9:  This sum consists of the overall chapters of the mystical and ascetical texts copied in the codex. We can consider a total of 19 authors if we bear in mind that Dimitry of Rostov’s Apology is treated as an anonymous text in this case (See footnote no. 52). ] 


Before describing its content, we ought to mention the principles according to which we proceeded in our analysis. Written in Cyrillic script (as most of the Romanian texts ranging from the 16th to the mid-19th century), the present texts were transcribed respecting the phonetic principle (according to which the phonemes and not the graphemes of the source must be represented), following the norms established by the Philology and Literary Language Department of the “Iorgu Iordan – Al. Rosetti” Institute of Linguistics.[footnoteRef:10] While reproducing the structure and the composition of the manuscript, we briefly present each text (its incipit and explicit), identify its author and discern each source. Thus, worthy of attention is the Abridged Life of Saints (the so-called Prologue in the Slavic world), a hagiographical collection of short narratives, displayed according to the liturgical year, translated and compiled in the 12th-13th century and going back to the Byzantine Synaxaria. This particular collection had two different editions (printed in the 17th century): the first one, which consisted only of short hagiographical stories, and the second edition (one of the sources of the present Romanian manuscript), which drew material from manifold types of Paterika, Vitae and patristic literature, blending each narrative with different “Edifying discourses”.[footnoteRef:11] However, when one of these aspects could not be clarified (authorship and textual identification, source tracking etc.) we have chosen to offer a more detailed image of that specific writing, enlarging the transcribed incipit and explicit, conveying more information with regard to Slavonic versions and sometimes translating relevant parts of it.     [10:  For instance, see Al. Mareș (coord.), Crestomația limbii române vechi, vol. 1 (1521-1639), 2nd edition, București, 2016, p. 42-52.]  [11:  C. Velculescu, “Slavonic and Romanian Versions of the Collection of Texts Entitled «Prologue»”, Revue des études sud-est européennes 18, 1981, p. 369-378. See also Д. С. Лихачев (ed.), Словарь книжников и книжности Древнеи Руси (вторая половина XIV-XVI в.), ч. 2, Москва, 1989, s.v. Пролог, p. 376-381.] 




The Romanian manuscript collection no. 2597 contains these texts in this particular order:[footnoteRef:12] [12:  We have endeavoured to display the exact sequence of the authors and their texts. Therefore, the first number is assigned to refer to one of the 18 authors, whereas the second number indicates the text/chapter. The anonymous writings are marked with asterisks (*) in increasing number.  ] 


1. St. Symeon the New Theologian (6 Catecheses,[footnoteRef:13] 16 Hymns,[footnoteRef:14] 60 + 2 Practical Chapters,[footnoteRef:15] Pseudo-Symeon’s Method) [13:  B. Krivochéine (ed.), Syméon le Nouveau Théologien: Catéchèses, I, Catéchèses 1–5, (S[ources] C[hrétiennes] 96), Paris, 1963, B. Krivochéine (ed.), Syméon le Nouveau Théologien: Catéchèses, II, Catéchèses 6-22, Sources Chrétiennes 104, Paris, 1964, B. Krivochéine (ed.), Syméon le Nouveau Théologien: Catéchèses, III, Catéchèses 23-34. Actions des grâces 1-2, (SC 113), Paris, 1965. ]  [14:  J. Koder (ed.), Syméon le Nouveau Théologien: Hymnes I-XV, vol. I, (SCh 156), Paris, 1969, J. Koder (ed.), Syméon le Nouveau Théologien: Hymnes XVI-XL, vol. II, (SC 174), Paris, 1971,  J. Koder (ed.), Syméon le Nouveau Théologien: Hymnes XLI-LVIII, vol. III, (SC 196), Paris, 1973. ]  [15:  J. Darrouzès (ed.), Syméon le Nouveau Théologien: Chapitres théologiques gnostiques et pratiques, (SC 51), Paris, 1958.
] 


1.1. Discourse 1 (4r-10v) [Catechesis 26, SC 113, p. 69-97]

Inc.: “Fraților și părinților, tot omul cel ce să va lepăda de lume și de toate câte sânt în lume și va veni cătră viața călugărească și de toate să va lepăda pentru Dumnezeu...”

Expl.: “...slăveaște pre Dumnezeu cu viețuirea și cu cuvântul pre Cel ce țe-au dat ție darul Sfântului și Făcătoriului de viață Duh, Căruia să cade toată mărirea, cinstea și închinăciunea, acum și pururea și în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.2. On how a monk ought to live and obey to his brothers and those who are in stillness [hesychasts]. Discourse 2 (11r-20v) [contains a part of Catechesis 5, SC 96, p. 420-469]

Inc.: “Fraților și părinților, voiesc iarăși a aduce aminte voao pentru ceale de folos; de vreame ce totdeauna treacem viața Sfinților Părinților noștri și cu cuvântul cetim…”

Expl.: “...cu darul și cu iubirea de oameni a Domnului nostru Iisus Hristos, căruia să cade toată mărirea, cinstea și închinăciunea, în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.3. Discourse 3 (20v-26v) [Catechesis 6, SC 104, p. 13-47]

Inc.: “Fraților și părinților, voiesc a zice voao că să socotesc oarecarii pre sine a fi mari, asemănându-se întru lucrarea și cunoștiința și săvârșirea Sfinților Părinți”

Expl.: “...pre carea să fie noao tuturor a o dobândi cu darul Domnului nostru Iisus Hristos, căruia să cade toată mărirea în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.4. Discourse 4 (26v-30r) [Catechesis 8, SC 104, p. 86-103]

Inc.: “Fraților și părinților, de călătoreaște cineva faptele ceale bune cu // înșălăciune cătră înșălăciunea și pierzarea multora”

Expl.: “...cu darul și cu iubirea de oameni a Domnului nostru Iisus Hristos, căruia să cade mărirea în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.5. Discourse 5 (30v-43r) [Catechesis 2, SC 96, p. 241-279]

Inc.: “Fraților și părinților, tot cela ce va vrea a afla pre Dumnezeu, să se leapede de sine și de sufletul său să nu-i fie milă”

Expl.: “...și a ne închina singure Troiței ceii nedespărțite, întru singur Hristos Dumnezeului nostru, căruia să cuvine toată mărirea, cinstea și închinăciunea, în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.6. Discourse 6 (43v-55v) [Catechesis 4, SC 96, p. 313-373]

Inc.: “Fraților și părinților, de vreame ce ale preacuviosului sfântului părintelui nostru Simeon Studitul să citesc scripturile ceale însuflate de Dumnezeu.”

Expl.: “...și după aceasta facem pocăința noastră curată și întru dulceață adăogăm lacrămile ceale amară și să naște întru inimile noastre bucurie neîmpuținată. Amin.”

1.7. Hymns on Divine Love. Discourse 7 (55v-57r) [Invocation to the Holy Spirit, PG 120, 507-510]

Inc.: “Vino, lumina cea adevărată! Vino, viața cea veacinică! Vino, taina cea ascunsă! Vino, vistieriia cea negândită!”

Expl.: “...și Ție să cade toată mărirea, Sfintei ceii de-o ființă și făcătoarei de viață Troiță, în Tatăl și Fiiul și Sfântul Duh, crezut și cunoscut, și închinat, și slujit de toți credincioșii, acum și pururea și în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.8. Discourse 8 (57r) [Hymn 4, PG 120, 516]

Inc.: “Acesta iaste călugăr care iaste curat de lume și pururea vorbitoriu cu singur Dumnezeu.”

Expl.: “...cela ce are urechi de auzit, să auză, înțelegând adevărate cuvintele ale celui necărturariu.”

1.9. Discourse 9 (57r-58v) [Hymn 5, PG 120, 516-518]

Inc.: “Lasă lumea de tot și ceale din lume și primeaște pre singură fericita plângere.”

Expl.: “...care ai gătit celor ce doresc de Tine și te iubesc cu sârguință în veacii veacilor. Amin”

1.10. Discourse 10 (59r-59v) [Hymn 6, PG 120, 518]

Inc.: “Fă început întru Hristos cu călduroasă credință și așa ieși din lume.”

Expl.: “nimic să nu te înșale de această asemănătoare lui Dumnezeu dragoste a lui, iar plinirea aceștiia va afla și lucrurile ceale lesne aflate.”

1.11. Discourse 11 (59v-60r) [Hymn 7, PG 120, 518-519]

Inc.: “Cum și foc ești curgătoriu, cum și apă râurești, cum arzi și îndulcești.”

Expl.: “...și răbdarea robilor tăi ca să nu-i acopere scârba.”

1.12. Discourse 12 (60r-60v) [Hymn 43 - D. Zagoraios]

Inc.: “Cum mă voiu închina Ție, fiind înlăuntrul mieu?”

Expl.: “...ceale răsipite preaslăvit le-ai împreunat ca un Dumnezeu.”

1.13. Discourse 13 (60v-62r) [Hymn 13, PG 120, 525-527]

Inc.: “Plâng și mă cuceresc când îmi răsare lumina.”

Expl.: “...ca Împăratului și Stăpânului și Dumnezeului tuturor, acum și pururea și în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.14. For he who loves God wholeheartedly, hates the world (62r-v) [Hymn 39, PG 120, 595]

Inc.: “Cu umbra sânt ținut și adevărul văz, care nu iaste alt nimica fără numai nădeajdea.”

Expl.: “...și uraște lumea aceasta, că lumea aceasta moarte iaste, nimic nu are întru sine.”

1.15. Discourse 14 (62v-65r) [Hymn 30, PG 120, 575-578]

Inc.: “Spune-m mie, Hristoase, robului Tău, spune-m mie, spune-m cela ce ești înțeleagerea tuturor.”

Expl.: “...ca să Te slăvesc pre Tine pururea și să cânt stăpânirea Ta neîncetat în glasuri de laudă în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.16. [Expressing] Gratitude towards God for sending His gifts and how the virtue of priesthood and priorship is dreadful even to angels. Discourse 15 (65r-68r) [It has the title of Hymn 14 – PG 120, 527-529, yet it mixes up parts from Hymn 38 – D. Zagoraios[footnoteRef:16]] [16:  Διονύσιος ο Ζαγοραίος, Του οσίου και Θεοφόρου πατρός ημών Συμεών του Νέου Θεολόγου Τα ευρισκόμενα διηρημένα εις δύω. / Ων το πρώτον περιέχει λόγους του Οσίου λίαν ψυχωφελείς, μεταφρασθέντας εις την διάλεκτον παρά του πανοσιολογιωτάτου Πνευματικού κυρίου Διονυσίου Ζαγοραίου, Βενετίησιν, 1790.] 


Inc.: “Eu măcar deși voiesc a zice, Stăpâne, ci nu îndrăznesc, că cum voiu îndrăzi fiind spurcat și cu gândurile?”

Expl.: “...a să atinge de ceale neatinse și înfricoșate, cărora să cade toată mărirea, cinstea și închinăciunea, acum și pururea și în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.17. Discourse 16 (68r-71r) [Hymn 19, PG 120, 545-549]

Inc.: “Lăsați-mă singur în chilie închis, lăsați-mă a fi cu singur iubitoriul de oameni Dumnezeu.”

Expl.: “...și Te voi cânta pre tine, Fiiul, dimpreună cu Tatăl și cu Duhul Sfânt, pre Dumnezeu cu adevărat, în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.18. Discourse 17 (71r-72r) [Hymn 23, PG 120, 559-560]

Inc.: “Mulțămescu-ți, Doamne, mulțămescu-ți, Împărate, unule știutoriule de inimi.”

Expl.: “...cu dumnezeiescul și dimpreună închinatul Duhul Tău îndurate, acum și pururea și în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.19. Discourse 18 (72v-73v) [Hymn 24, PG 120, 560-561]

Inc.: “Stăpâne Hristoase Dumnezeule, mântuitoriul sufletelor și făcătoriule al tuturor puterilor celor văzute și celor nevăzute.”

Expl.: “...neosândit și nespurcat prin mijlocul robilor Tăi cântând și lăudându-te, în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.20. Discourse 19 (73v-74v) [Hymn 33, PG 120, 584-585]

Inc.: “Depărtatu-m-am de la Tine, iubitoriule de oameni și m-am sălășluit în pustie.”

Expl.: “...și mă scoate la frumseațea cea dintâiu și mă îndulceaște de lumina Ta, acum și pururea și în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.21. Discourse 20 (74v-75v) [Hymn 34, PG 120, 585-586]

Inc.: “Bine ești cuvântat, Doamne, bine ești cuvântat, unule!”

Expl.: “că Ție să cade mărirea, Fiiului celui Unul născut, dimpreună cu Tatăl și cu dumnezeiescul Duh, în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.22. Discourse 21 (75v-76v) [Hymn 38, PG 120, 594-595]

Inc.: “Doamne, dă-mi priceapere! Doamne, dă-mi înțeleagere! Doamne, învață-mă să fac voia Ta!”

Expl.: “...dimpreună cu cei de un gând cu dânsa, orbi iubitori de lume.”

1.23. On rejecting the world. Discourse 22 (76v-79v) [Practical Chapters put up together in the following order: 48 (SC 51, p. 53), 55, 56, 58 (SC 51, p. 55), 66 (SC 51, p. 58),  68, 70 (SC 51, p. 59), 74 (SC 51, p. 61), 83 (SC 51, p. 65), 36, 37 (SC 51, p. 90), 39 (SC 51, p. 91), 18 (SC 51, p. 45), 20 (SC 51, p. 45), 26 (SC 51, p. 47), 28 (SC 51, p. 47-48), 29, 30 (SC 51, p. 48), 32 (SC 51, p. 49), 23 (SC 51, p. 86-87)]

Inc.: “De voiești a te lepăda de lume și a te învăța vieții îngerești, să nu te dai pre tine la învățătoriu neiscusit.”

Expl.: “... nu poate a fi întru vedearea cea dumnezeiască și întru cunoașterea lui Dumnezeu, nici iaste vreadnic a să învăța patimelor faptelor celor bune ale smereniei.”

1.24. On the compunction of the heart. Discourse 23 (79v-86v) [Practical Chapters put up together in the following order: 63, 64 (SC 51, p. 57-58), 12 (SC 51, p. 83), 20 (SC 51, p. 85-86), 21, 22 (SC 51, p. 86), 29 (SC 51, p. 88-89), 30, 32 (SC 51, p. 89), 33 (SC 51, p. 89-90), 35 (SC 51, p. 90), 38 (SC 51, p. 90-91), 43 (SC 51, p. 92), 88 (SC 51, p. 67), 2, 3 (SC 51, p. 40), 7, 8 (SC 51, p. 42), 35 (SC 51, p. 49-50), 36, 37 (SC 51, p. 50), 38 (SC 51, p. 50-51), 51, 53, 54 (SC 51, p. 54),  6 (SC 51, p. 81), 56 (SC 51, p. 96-97), 57, 58 (SC 51, p. 97), 64 (SC 51, p. 99-100), 65, 66 (SC 51, p. 100), 71 (SC 51, p. 102), 72 (SC 51, p. 102-103), 88 (SC 51, p. 108-109), 10, 11, 12, 13 (SC 51, p. 74), 14 (SC 51, p. 74-75) + 2 unknown chapters]

Inc.: “Cea multă și fără de vreame sfărâmarea inimii întunecă și turbură priceaperea inimii și piiarde de tot din suflet rugăciunea cea curată.”

Expl.: “...ci numai aceasta știe că iaste cu totul întru adâncul mării, așa însemnează a fi și celor ce sânt întru sporirea cea duhovnicească și carii vin întru înțeleagerea și vedearea cea desăvârșit.” (86r)

Unknown chapter 1:

Inc.: “Cel ce cântă mult nu poate a ști ce zice unul ca acela, iar cel ce cântă puțin, unul ca acela poate a ști ce zice. Iară a cânta mult aceasta au fost poruncit de Sfinții Părinți celor ce nu știu ceale ce zic, iar cel ce au deprins ceale zise nu poate a cânta mult, ca să nu să răsipească mintea lui.” (86r)

Expl.: “Că cel ce să nădăjduiaște fără de Duhul Sfânt a / să ruga sau a cânta, acela nu laudă pre Dumnezeu, ci-L huleaște, spurcat dar, că întru necurăție iaste și nu s-au împăcat cu Dumnezeu.” (86v)

Unknown chapter 2:

Inc.: “Că precum cel ce să uită la soarele cel simțitoriu pătimeaște schimbarea vederii și mai mult nu poate unul ca acela să se uite altundeva în ceale văzute.” (86v)

Expl.: “...că mai mult nu poate unul ca acela a să uita într-alte oarecare din ceale pământești numai la unul Dumnezeu, soarele cel înțelegătoriu.” (86v)

1.25. On prayer. Discourse 24 (86v-87r) [from Nikephoros the Monk, the extract From Symeon the New Theologian, PG 147, 959-960B, Expl.: “...ἄχρις οὗ μορφωθῇ Χριστὸς ἐν ὑμῖν.”]

Inc.: “Întrare au aflat vrăjmașul diavolul cu dracii săi de când ne-au izgonit pre noi din raiu și de la Dumnezeu pentru neascultarea.”

Expl.: “...precum zice Apostolul: ʻFiilor miei pentru carii doresc până ce să va închipui întru voi Hristosʼ”.[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  Gal 4:19.] 


1.26. Question: “What’s watchfulness and how can one attain it? Pray, teach us, for we are unaware of it” (87r-88v) [from Nikephoros the Monk, PG 147, 961-966]

Inc.: “Întru numele Domnului nostru Iisus Hristos carele au zis ʻFără de Mine nu puteți să faceți nimicʼ,[footnoteRef:18] pre acesta ajutoriu și îndreptătoriu chiemându-l.” [18:  John 15:5.] 


Expl.: “...întru Hristos Iisus Domnul nostru, căruia să cade toată mărirea și stăpânirea dimpreună cu Tatăl și cu Sfântul Duh, în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

1.27. On many kinds of watchfulness and prayer (89r-94v) [pseudo-Symeon’s Method, PG 120, 701-710]

Inc.: “Trei chipuri sânt ale luorii aminte și ale rugăciunii prin care să rădică sufletul sau să pogoară.”

Expl.: “...căruia să cade toată mărirea dimpreună cu Tatăl și cu Duhul Sfânt, acum și pururea și în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

2.1. St. Barsanuphius – Discourse (95r) [selected fragments from Letter 119, SC 427, p. 451-455],[footnoteRef:19] via The Abridged Life of Saints [the Prologue]. [19:  F. Neyt, P. de Angelis-Noah (ed.), Barsanuphe et Jean de Gaza: Correspondance, vol. I, t. II, (SC 427), Paris, 1998.] 


Inc.: “De nu va ajuta omului lucrarea cea din lăuntru cu Dumnezeu, în deșărt să osteneaște cu cea din afară.”

Expl.: “...și varsă rugăciuni înaintea Domnului său, căruia să cade mărirea, acum și pururea și în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

3.1. St. Basil the Great – On restraining our passions and on prayer (95r-97v)

Inc.: “Neîncetat vă rugați, fără de mânie și fără de gânduri reale, că orice gând desparte pre om de la Dumnezeu al diavolului iaste.”

Expl.: “...va moșteni pre cea de-a pururea luminată și nesfârșită viață pre carea să o câștigăm noi toți întru Hristos Iisus, Domnul nostru, căruia să cade mărirea și putearea întru veacii nesfârșiți. Amin.”

4. St. Dorotheos of Gaza – On parrhesia (97v-98r) [the second part of the Instruction 52, SC 92, p. 233][footnoteRef:20] [20:  Lucien Regnault, Jacques de Préville (ed.), Dorothée de Gaza: Oeuvres Spirituelles, (SC 92), Paris, 1963.] 


Inc.: “ʻCe dar așa goneaște frica lui Dumnezeu din suflet precum îndrăznirea?ʼ Pentru aceasta au fost întrebat avva Agaton pentru îndrăznire și au zis.”

Expl.: “...având noi îndrăznire unul cătră altul și zicând unul altuia rău și vătămând unul pre altul.”

5. Evagrius Ponticus – Discourse on the mortification of the soul (98r-100v) [The edifying Discourse on the 27th of October – The Abridged Life of Saints (the Prologue)][footnoteRef:21] [21:  Prologue – the first part (September - February), Trinity Lavra of St. Sergius, Moscow, 1642. <https://slovo.sobornik.ru/text/prolog.htm> (accessed 15.08.2019).] 


Inc.: “Zis-au bătrânul: ʻAmar sufletului celui ce greșaște după sfântul botez și i să cade lui a nu fi fără de grijă până la sfârșitul cel mai de pre urmă.ʼ”

Expl.: “...că ești milostiv și nu voiu înceta a striga cătră Tine până ce mă vei albi ca zăpada și mă vei curăți ca oglinda și voiu da sufletul mieu nevinovat în mâinile Tale, că bine ești cuvântat și preamărit, în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

6.1. Basil of Poiana Mărului (101r-108v) – Preface to St. Gregory of Sinai, dedicated to those who want to read his book and understand its meaning without error.

Inc.: “Mulți cetind această sfântă carte a Sfântului Grigorie Sinaitul și neștiind cercarea lucrării ceii cu mintea, grășăsc înțeleagerea cea dreaptă, socotind că acest lucru au fost al singuri bărbaților celor sfinți și fără de patimă.”

Expl.: “Deci aceasta auzind, nu să cade a ne depărta de la lucrarea minții, ci a ne sili la aceasta cu toată sârguința, rugând pre Domnul nostru Iisus Hristos ca să ne fie ajutătoriu și învățătoriu la aceasta, căruia să cade mărirea în veaci. Amin.”

7. Gregory of Sinai (17, 14 and 7+2 chapters)

7.1.1. Gregory of Sinai’s abridged Discourse on the ways of prayer. Seventeen chapters [PG 150, 1312-1329]. Chapter 1 (109r-109v)

Inc.: “Doao chipuri sânt ale unirii, iar mai vârtos a zice, întrării de amândoao părțile ale rugăciunii ceii de minte care să lucrează în inimă cu Duhul…”

Expl.: “...gătit-ai înaintea mea masă împrotiva dracilor  și a patimilor celor ce mă supără.”

7.1.2. On how one ought to pray. Chapter 2 (109v-110r)

Inc.: “ʻDimineață seamănă sămânța taʼ, zice Solomon, care au arătat rugăciunea.”

Expl.: “...precum zice Scărașul: ʻCu numele lui Iisus răneaște pre luptători, că nici o armă mai tare nu vei afla nici în ceriu, nici pre pământʼ.”

7.1.3. On breath. Chapter 3 (110r-110v)

Inc.: “Precum ți să cade a ținea suflarea iaste martur Isaiia Sihastru zicând și alții mulți.”

Expl.: “Așijderea și cel ce are ceale împrotivă, fiind stăpânit de la acela, ceale împrotivă face și grăiaște.”

7.1.4. On how one ought to psalmodize. Chapter 4 (110v-111r)

Inc.: “ʻOstenind strejariul, sculându-se să roagăʼ, zice Scărașul.”

Expl.: “...și cea de a treia iaste lucrarea inimii fără furare carea iaste starea rugăciunii, adecă a tăcerii.”

7.1.5. The difference between those who psalmodize. Chapter 5 (111r-111v)

Inc.: “Care fealiu sânt? că unii învață a cânta mult, alții puțin, nicidecum nimic, ci singură rugăciunea.”

Expl.: “...întru oarecarii cu usebită închipuire nu le primesc dintru necredință și înălțarea gândului.”

7.1.6. [St. Gregory’s] oppositions. Chapter 6 (111v)

Inc.: “Spune-mi, cela ce ești întru acest fealiu, de posteaște cineva…”

Expl.: “...înainte numai cântarea nu să poate a ținea rugăciunea.”

7.1.7. The solution. Chapter 7 (111v-112r)

Inc.: “De să roagă cineva cu buzele iară mintea umblă, ce s-au folosit?”

Expl.: “iară oarecarii nici voiesc a auzi de iaste dar în vreamea ceastă de acum, fiind întru nesaț și puțin credincioș dintru multa nesimțire și neînțeleagere.”

7.1.8. Chapter 8 (112r)

Inc.: “Și cei ce cântă puțin cu măsură bună citesc (că toată măsura cea aleasă iaste după așăzământul celor înțelepți).”

Expl.: “...dintru strâmtoarea tăcearii acest chip ales și învățătură iaste al bărbaților celor preaînțelepți.”

7.1.9. Chapter 9 (112r-112v)

Inc.: “Iară cei ce nu cântă nimic bine fac de vor fi întru sporire, că acestora nu le trebuie a ceti psalmi.”

Expl.: “...de să va sili, să va înșăla și va rămânea fără vindecare, iar de nu va griji fără de sporire va petreace toată viața sa.”

7.1.10. Chapter 10 (112v-113v)

Inc.: “Să zic și eu ca cel ce am înțeles dintru cercare puținel când vei / șădea la tăceare zioa sau noaptea.”

Expl.: “...că tăcearea iaste lăsarea gândurilor celor dumnezeiești până la o vreame, care nu sânt de la Duhul, ca nu luând aminte acestora vei piiarde cea mai mare.”

7.1.11. On delusion. Chapter 11 (113v-114r)

Inc.: “Ia aminte adevărat întru înțeleagere, râvnitoriule al lui Dumnezeu, când vei lucra și vei vedea lumină sau foc din afară.”

Expl.: “...adecă gustarea cea duhovnicească luminat arată toate fără de înșălăciune ce fealiu sânt.”

7.1.12. On reading. Chapter 12 (114r-114v)

Inc.: “ʻSă fie ție ceale ce citești lucrătoareʼ, zice Scărașul.”

Expl.: “...acestora să face întunerecime și slăbiciune și întindere cât oboseaște mintea în lăuntru și slăbeaște întru rugăciune.”

7.1.13. Chapter 13 (114v-115r)

Inc.: “Ia aminte și așăzământul în toate ceasurile cu cercare cu denadinsul încotro să pleacă de să așază după Dumnezeu.”

Expl.: “...celuia ce au început de curând zic și celui de mijloc și celui desăvârșit.”

7.1.14. Chapter 14 (115r)

Inc.: “Și aceasta deprinzându-o o zic, că fără de aceaste fapte bune nu sporeaște înainte călugărul niciodată.”

Expl.: “... nu iaste lucrare mai mare în faptele ceale bune decât a naște una pre alta, iar ceale împrotivă acestora tuturor sânt arătate.”

7.1.15. Chapter 15 (115r-116r)

Inc.: “Și să cade a așăza aici și osteneale și durerile lucrării și a tocmi arătat cum să cade a treace fieștecare lucrarea ca nu cumva petrecând cineva această lucrare fără de dureare numai din auz nu va nemeri rodul.”

Expl.: “...și cu slăbită tăceare li să pare oarecărora a fi orșice lăudându-se, iar în vreamea ieșirii neîndoit vom cunoaște toți toată roada.”

7.1.16. Chapter 16 (116r-116v)

Inc.: “Nu iaste cu putință cuiva singur de sine a deprinde meșteșugirea faptelor bune.”

Expl.: “...și rodul cu Dumnezeu va secera în vreamea acestora.”

7.2. On stillness and prayer, on the signs of graces and delusions, the discernment between heats and on how one gets easily deluded without a guide. 14 chapters. [PG 150, 1303-1312] Chapter 1 (116v-117r)

Inc.: “Să cade noao, după cum zice Învățătoriul cel mare, nicidecum a ne trebui ajutoriul cel din Scriptură sau de alți Părinți.”

Expl.: “...sau să mântuiască cu doftorii mai tari au adus dosădiri și robii și au înmulțit junghierile.”

7.2.1. Chapter 2 (117r-117v)

Inc.: “Mai întâiu dar a zice (dând Dumnezeu graiu celor ce binevestesc cu puteare multă acest fealiu de bunătăți) cum va afla cineva.”

Expl.: “...și a celor de mijloc și a celor desăvârșit iaste; unora lucrarea, altora, luminarea, iar altora, curățirea cea sufletească și înviiarea.”

7.2.2. On how to discover the spiritual activity. Chapter 3 (117v-118r)

Inc.: “În doao chipuri să află lucrarea cea duhovnicească care am luat mai nainte în taină prin botez.”

Expl.: “...deci dintru început ca focul să dă veseliia din inimă, iar la sfârșit ca o floare mirosind celor ce lucrează.”

7.2.3. Chapter 4 (118r-118v)

Inc.: “Și sânt seamnele începutului întru acest fealiu: celor ce caută aceasta adevărat, iar nu ca cum ar ispiti după aceaeaș înțelepciune.”

Expl.: “Iar Domnul o au numit izvor de apă care curge în viața veacinică, apa, adecă Duhului l-au numit, carele sare în inimă și saltă foarte tare.”

7.2.4. Chapter 5 (118v-119r)

Inc.: “Să cade a ști că săltarea are doao usebiri, adecă foarte bucurie, chipul cel liniștit, care și scuturare, și oftare, și vestirea Duhului să chiamă și săltarea cea mare și baterea inimii, adecă sărire.”

Expl.: “...că pentru munții cei simțitori și pentru dealuri pentru carii aduce aminte nu-i trebuia lui a gări, că joacă nefiind vii.”

7.2.5. Chapter 6 (119r)

Inc.: “Trebuiaște a ști că frica cea dumnezeiască nu are tremurare, iar tremurarea, zic nu cea din bucurie, ci cea din mânie.”

Expl.: “...pre care să cade cu adevărat a o numi tremurare, adecă scuturare, clătire și sfărâmare.”

7.2.6. Chapter 7 (119r-119v)

Inc.: “Iară tremurarea are usebire în multe chipuri: una din mânie, alta cea din bucurie, alta cea din urgie, când să va înfierbânta trupul.”

Expl.: “...și făcându-l cătră amestecarea trupească și cătră dorirea cu năluciri din lăuntru întru voirea facerii de rușine.”

7.2.7. On the spiritual activity. Chapter 8 (119v)

Inc.: “Îndoită lucrare știm a fi la fieștecare ce înceape de curând și îndoit lucrându-se în inimă și neamestecat. ”

Expl.: “...și să cuvine a o îmblânzi și a o smeri cu înfrânarea cu măsură.”

7.2.8. Chapter 9 (119v)

Inc.: “Lucrarea darului iaste putearea focului duhovnicesc care să mișcă întru bucuriia și veseliia inimii.”

Expl.: “...și câte sânt ca aceastea prin care ne înștiințăm fără îndoire.”

7.2.9. On delusion. Chapter 10 (119v-120r)

Inc.: “Lucrarea înșălăciunii iaste înfierbântarea cea spre păcat.”

Expl.: “...și părtaș mișcarea poftirii ceii firești a rădica pre om cătră a sa lucrare de înșălăciune.”

7.2.10. Chapter 11 (120r-120v) [non-existent in PG, so-called “Slavonic chapter”][footnoteRef:22] [22:  See A. Delikari, “Григорий Синаит” in S. Kravec (ed.), Православная энциклопедия, vol. 13, Москва, 2006, p. 50-68.  ] 


Inc.: “Să cade a ști că înșălăciunea iaste înfierbântare de păcat, iar lucrarea de păcat, duhul cel iubitoriu de îndulciri, încăpând cătră îndulcirea trupului pentru îndulcirea de bucate.”

Expl.: “...lucrând ceale ce fac primire îndulcirii după urmarea căldurii carea o au pierdut, agonisindu-ș îndulcire totdeauna lucrarea cea de rușine.”

7.2.11. Chapter 12 (120v-121r) [non-existent in PG, “Slavonic chapter”][footnoteRef:23] [23:  Ibid.] 


Inc.: “În doao fealiuri să face războiul în vreamea lucrării al înșălăciunii și al darului și nu împărtășite, ci precum soarele strălucind în locurile ceale spurcate nu să ameastecă sau să se catăme, ci mai vârtos le usucă și putoarea o goneaște, așa și darul iaste neamestecat cu dânsa.”

Expl.: “Deci dintru seamnele ceale zise mai nainte iaste a înțeleage și a afla pre fieștecare.”

7.2.12. Chapter 13 (121r-122r) [non-existent in PG, “Slavonic chapter”][footnoteRef:24] [24:  Ibid.] 


Inc.: “Căldura darului iaste focul Duhului pre carele au venit Domnul să-l arunce în pământ, adecă în inima omenească și caută să se aprinză degrab întru toți.”

Expl.: “Și iară zice: ʻÎndulcirea ceaea ce vine ca nu cumva de la doftorii cei amar, iar mai vârtos a zice, de la protivnici să fie amestecatăʼ.”

7.2.13. Chapter 14 (122r) [non-existent in PG, “Slavonic chapter”][footnoteRef:25] [25:  Ibid.] 


Inc.: “Aceastea s-au zis după cât au fost cu putință pentru seamnele darului și ale înșălăciunii, iar pentru lucrarea cea de mijloc și cea desăvârșit nu trebuie cuvinte multe.”

Expl.: “... precum zice marele Maxim: ʻAm scris aceastea pentru aducerea aminte mie și altora, nu singur de sine, ci pentru ascultarea și pentru mulți carii sârguiesc a osteni întru această preafrumoasă lucrare.ʼ”

7.3.1. On stillness and how to “sit still”. [PG 150, 1329-1346] Chapter 1 (122r-122v)

Inc.: “Uneori pre scaun pentru mai multa osteneală, alteori și pre puținel așternut până la câtăva vreame de ușurință, iar să fie șădearea ta întru răbdare.”

Expl.: “...iaste născătoare durerilor și celor trupești și celor sufletești.”

7.3.2. On how to say the prayer. Chapter 2 (122v-123r)

Inc.: “Au zis Părinții întru acest fealiu. Unii au zis: ʻDoamne Iisuse Hristoase, Fiiul lui Dumnezeu, miluiaște-mă!ʼ toată rugăciunea, alții, jumătate: ʻDoamne Iisuse Hristoase, miluiaște-mă!ʼ, apoi ʻFiiul lui Dumnezeu, miluiaște-mă!ʼ.”

Expl.: “...îndestulându-se numai cu mintea a face desăvârșit lucrare.”

7.3.3. On how to master the intellect in prayer. Chapter 3 (123r-123v)

Inc.: “Înțeleage că nimenea nu poate să ție mintea de nu va fi ținută de la Duhul.”

Expl.: “...celor săvârșit întru Duhul Sfânt carii au sporit întru Hristos Iisus, Domnul nostru.”

7.3.4. On how to expel thoughts. Chapter 4 (123v-124r)

Inc.: “Nu goneaște nimenea gândurile din cei ce au început de curând de nu le va goni Dumnezeu.”

Expl.: “...acesta iaste înființat celor curați și desăvârșit a să păzi fără vătămare.”

7.3.5. On how to psalmodize. Chapter 5 (124r-125v)

Inc.: “Unii zic puțin, alții mult, iar alții nicidecum, iar tu nu cânta mult, că aceasta iaste tulburare.”

Expl.: “...toate le pot / întru Hristos cel ce-i întăreaște pre ei.”

7.3.6. On how to nurture oneself. Chapter 6 (125v-126v)

Inc.: “Iară pentru pântece ce voiu zice: împăratul patimilor de vei putea să-l omori și să-l faci de-abiia viu, nu slăbi.”

Expl.: “... adecă și a flămânzi, și a să sătura, și a fi putincios întru toate.”

7.3.7. On delusion and its manifold kinds. Chapter 7 (126v-131r)

Inc.: “Vezi dar că voiesc ca să știi pentru înșălăciune cu denadinsul, ca să te păzești de ea.”

Expl.: “...cunoaște darurile Sfântului Duh și nălucirile dievolești din simțirea minții.”

7.3.8. The providence of God (130r-v) [the “Slavonic chapter”][footnoteRef:26] [26:  Ibid.] 


Inc.: “Toate sânt de la Dumnezeu, și ceale scârbite, și ceale împrotivă, ci unele să fac prin bunavoință, altele, prin orânduială, iar altele, prin slobozire.”

Expl.: “...și învârtoșând au învârtoșat inima lui Faraon, adecă au lăsat învârtoșat pentru nesupunearea lui.”

7.3.9. On our free will (130v-131r) [the “Slavonic chapter”][footnoteRef:27] [27:  Ibid.] 


Inc.: “Dumnezeu au zidit pre om singur volnic și l-au cinstit cu cuvântare și cu înțelepciune, înaintea ochilor lui au pus viața și moartea, ca de va vrea cu singură volniciia să meargă pre calea vieții, va fi viu în veaci, iar de va vrea cu voința rea să meargă pre calea morții, va fi muncit în veaci.”

Expl.: “...că întru amândoao plecările, adecă cătră faptele ceale bune și cătră răotate am luat volniciia noastră.”

8. Nil Sorski ( Preface, the complete Ustav and the Predanie)[footnoteRef:28] [28:  Г. М. Прохоров (ed.), Нил Сорский, Устав и послания, Москва, 2011. Our choice not to translate Ustav (= ‘charter’, ‘set of rules’) or Predanie (= ‘fable’, ‘legend’, ‘tradition’) relies on the option of the English edition to keep them unaltered: see D. M. Goldfrank (trans.), Nil Sorsky: the authentic writings, Michigan, 2008.   ] 


8.1.  Preface to Nil Sorski’s book in which is revealed the activity of thoughts and how one might acquire it (132r-133v)

Inc.: “Pentru că mulți din Sfinții Părinți au zis pentru lucrarea inimii și pentru ferirea cea gânditoare și a minții păzire cu fealiuri de vorbe, precum fieștecare dintr-înșii învățat fu de darul lui Dumnezeu…”

Expl.: “...ca câinile din fărâmiturile ce cad din masa stăpânilor săi, a fericiților Părinți, ca măcar întru puțin să fim următori acelora.”

8.2. On firmly fighting against passions. Chapter 1 (134r-136r) [Ustav 1, p. 94-98]

Inc.: “Un fealiu adecă de luptare, de biruință și biruire e asupra noastră, a războiului celui gânditoriu, au zis Părinții.”

Expl.: “Că întru toate aceastea de nu să va păzi cinevaș, acesta împlineaște patima și preacurvie face prin gânduri în inima sa, au zis Părinții, însuș cuptoriul patimilor aprinde, ca pre niște hiară aducând pre gândurile ceale vicleane.”

8.3. On our fight against them with the remembrance of God, the guarding of the heart, namely the prayer and the quietness of mind; on graces. Chapter 2 (136r-143v) [Ustav 2, p. 98-115]

Inc.: “Luptarea împotriva cestor mai nainte zise patimi rânduiesc părinții pre putearea cea deopotrivă cu putearea celui ce împrotivă să luptă.”

Expl.: “...toate aceastea trezvire iaste, adecă lucrarea cea gânditoare să grăiesc. Aceastea toate socotind fieștecare din noi, cu ceaea ce să cuvine luiș rânduială să se nevoiască.”

8.4. How to strengthen ourselves during this mortification, when wars beset upon us. Chapter 3 (143v-145r) [Ustav 3, p. 115-118]

Inc.: “Aceasta, adecă, iaste întărire întru luptarea nevoinții noastre zisă întru toate scripturile, ca să nu ne împuținăm cu sufletul, nici să trândăvim…”

Expl.: “...cel ce va avea grijă de dragostea lui Dumnezeu și întru adevăr a să mântui și fără de lenevire și cu băgare de seamă totdeauna lucrul Domnului a lucra.”

8.5. On encompassing the whole spiritual activity in our lives. Chapter 4 (145r-146v) [Ustav 4, p. 118-122]

Inc.: “Iară cuprinderea aceasta iaste în viața noastră totdeauna și întru toate întru toată înceaperea cu sufletul și cu trupul, cu cuvântul și cu lucrul…”

Expl.: “...adecă a fără-de-grijii minții și adevăratei rugăciuni, apoi după aceastea Dumnezeu înțelepțindu-ne, și de cealelalte chipuri a fealiurilor de luptări a le biruinții vom zice.”

8.6. Fighting against the eight deadly thoughts. Chapter 5 (146v-158r) [Ustav 5, p. 122-149]

Inc.: “Fealiuri de chipuri ale luptării prin care biruință punem noi spre ceale vicleane gânduri, au zis Părinții. Împrotiva măsurii a fieștecăruia din cei ce să nevoiesc a să ruga spre gânduri și împrotivă a cuvânta lor și a huli și a goni pre iale. Și a huli și a goni a celor desăvrâșit iaste, iară a împrotivă grăi și aceasta a celor ce înainte au sporit iaste.” 

Expl.: “Drept aceaea și noi mai nainte grăim ca pre acelor înțelepți rânduială noi, neînțelepții, să nu o treacem, ci urmând cuvintelor Sfinților Părinți așa facem.”

8.6.1. The first deadly thought – Gluttony (147r)

Inc.: “De te supără gândul lăcomiei de pântece, aducându-ți aminte de fealiuri și mai dulci și cinstite mâncări…”

Expl.: “Și în vreamea ceaea ce să cade împărtășindu-te mâncării, să biruiești pre patimă.”

8.6.1.1. On the quantity of food (147v)

Inc.: “ Iară măsura mâncării așa e, au zis Părinții, de cineva va rândui pre sine cât a primi în zi și de va înțeleage că mult iaste… ”

Expl.: “Iar deaca cândva prea să va sătura puțin să ocărască pre sine și așa pentru cădeare biruință pune.

8.6.1.2. On mealtime (147v)

Inc.: “Pentru vreamea zăbovirii mâncării, au zis Părinții, până la al noaolea ceas a să posti.”

Expl.: “Iar în zi fără de post a scurta ni să cade ceasul mâncării și de iaste cu treabă în amiază zi puțin a gusta.”

8.6.1.3. On the [different] nature of food (148r)

Inc.: “Iară pentru fealiul mâncării din toate ceale ce să află mâncări dulci a primi câte puțin.”

Expl.: “Aceasta cu nestrămutare iaste și în mâncare, și în băutură, și întru toată odihna, pentru că cu socoteală după putearea sa au făcut.”

8.6.2. The second thought – Fornication (148v)

Inc.: “Oare nevoință iaste noao asupra duhului curviei și cumplit foarte îndoită având luptare în suflet și în trup?”

Expl.: “Și să nu voiești a auzi de la cineva necuvioase vorbe ceale ce rădică pre patimi.”

8.6.3. The third thought – Avarice (150v)

Inc.: “ Iară boala iubirii de argint din afară de fire, din puțina creadere și neînțeleagere să face.”

Expl.: “...nu numai a nu avea aveare, ci nici a pofti pre aceaea a / agonisi, aceasta pre noi cătră cea sufletească curățenie ne îndreptează.”

8.6.4. The fourth thought – Wrath (151v)

Inc.: “Deaca al mâniei duh ne chinuiaște, rea aducere aminte îndemnându-ne a ținea…”

Expl.: “...când întru simțirea realelor sale veniia și cu dragoste și cu milă pre aceia învăța.”

8.6.5. The fifth thought – Sadness (152r)

Inc.: “Nu puțină iaste noao nevoința spre duhul scârbei, pentru că aruncă / pre suflet în pierzare…”

Expl.: “...îndată îmbrăcându-ne cu deznădăjduirea, pustiiu pre suflet și trândav îl face, și netare și nerăbdătoriu și cătră citanie, și cătră rugăciune leaneși.”

8.6.6. The sixth thought – Despondency (153r)

Inc.: “Iară când trândăvirea întru mult să va întări spre noi în mare nevoință sufletul să rădică…”

Expl.: “Iar a răbda atunci întru fără-de-grijă neieșit mai bine iaste, grăiesc Părinții, însuș din cercare cunoscând.”

8.6.7. The seventh thought – Vainglory (155r)

Inc.: “Multă, adecă, trezvire ne trebuie noao asupra duhului îndeșartei măriri…”

Expl.: “...îndată întărindu-se, treacere cu vedearea nasc și mândrie ceaea ce iaste tuturor realelor începătură și sfârșit.”

8.6.8. The eighth thought – Pride (156r)

Inc.: “Iară pentru treacerea cu vedearea și mândriia ce a grăi, că de să și desparte cu numele, ci spre o înțeleagere să împreună…”

Expl.: “Și, mai vârtos, de cuvântul și lucrul au închipuit patima, așa și pentru îndeșarta mărire și pentru fieștecare patimă să grăiaște de la Părinți.”

8.7. On all of the deadly thoughts. Chapter 6 (158r-158v) [Ustav 6, p. 149-151]

Inc.: “Și asupra tuturor gândurilor celor reale să cade pre Dumnezeu a chiema spre ajutoriu, pentru că nu totdeauna avem puteare a ne împrotivi celor vicleane gânduri.”

Expl.: “Iar el au zis: ʻPre ceale reale gânduri goniiam și pre ceale bune chiemamʼ. Și, deși cu dureare iaste noao, să grăim aceastea și asemenea acestora.”

8.8. On recalling death and The Last Judgement; how to cultivate it in our heart. Chapter 7 (159r-163v) [Ustav 7, p. 151-161]

Inc.: “Grăiesc, adecă Părinții, că întru lucrarea noastră foarte iaste cu treabă și de folos pomenirea morții a avea și a Judecății ceii înfricoșate.”

Expl.: “...Părintele al milostivirii, și Fiiule Unul născut, și Duhule Sfinte, miluiaște-mă și mă izbăveaște atuncea de focul cel nestins și mă învredniceaște a sta de-a dreapta Ta, Judecătoriule preadreapte.”

8.9. On tears. How one ought to act when he receives them. Chapter 8 (163v-167r) [Ustav 8, p. 162-170]

Inc.: “Aceastea grăind și gândind și acestora aseamenea, de cu bun darul lui Dumnezeu, vom afla întru aceastea lacrămi ni să cade a plânge precât puteare și tărie avem. Pentru că, au zis Părinții, că plângerea a ne izgoni de focul cel veacinic și de cealelalte munci ce vor să fie.”

St. Andrew of Crete (165r)

St. Germanus of Constantinople (165r)

St. Ephrem’s chapter 81 (165r-165v)

Simeon the New Theologian (165v)

Hymns (165v)

Expl.: “Întru bucurie să face omul atunci, în cea neaflată în veacul acesta și nimenea știe pre aceastea fără cel ce au dat pre sine din tot sufletul spre lucrul acesta.”

8.10. On defending ourselves against these things. Chapter 9 (167r-167v) [Ustav 9, p. 170-173]

Inc.: “Iară când ne va învreadnici pre noi Domnul cu bun darul său a afla lacrămi și a plânge au curat a ne ruga, atunci cu adevărat să cade a ne păzi de dracul mâniei și de alte necuvioase gânduri.”

Expl.: “Ci după lacrămi și rugăciue întru aceaeaș înțeleagere pre sine ne păzim.”

8.11. On surrendering one’s will and on the true watchfulness which is the utmost detachment. Chapter 10 (168r-170r) [Ustav 10, p. 173-179]

Inc.: “Iară aceaste minunate lucrări ceale ce am zis de tot le trebuie tăiarea grijilor ceaea ce iaste omorârea despre toate și a avea grija de îndeletnicire și luare aminte de singur lucrul lui Dumnezeu, precum au zis Părinții cei mari, cei ce întru luare aminte de înțelepciune l-au cunoscut.”

Expl.: “Și multe încă acestora aseamenea scrie sfântul acesta și alți sfinți. Și așa să creade adevărul neschimbat.”

8.12. On how this spiritual activity should not be done before the proper time and without the proper measures. Chapter 11 (170r-173r)[footnoteRef:29] [Ustav 11, p. 179-187] [29:  The verb “vezi” (=  ‘look’ / ‘check’) is written in the marginalia of the folio 170r. This fact might indicate that the source of this copy did not contain this very last chapter of the Ustav. Consequently, monk Raphael copied it from another source without putting down “Chapter 11”.  ] 


Inc.: “Deși însă aceaste bune și bine cuvioase lucruri cu socoteală să cade a face și întru bună vreame și cu ceale ce să cade măsurii, că precum grăiaște marele Vasilie…”

Expl.: “Iar de cineva dintru aceastea folos va afla și pentru mine, cel păcătos, să se roage, ca să aflu milă înaintea Domnului.”

8.13. Nil’s observances to his apprentices and to everybody else regarding the need to attain it [the detachment] (173v-177r) [Predanie, p. 74-85]

Inc.: “Cu cea atotlucrare a Domnului Dumnezeului și Mântuitoriului nostru Iisus Hristos și cu a Preacuratei Maicii sale sporire, am scris scriptură de folos de suflet noao și întru Domnul fraților miei, celor de-a pururea carii sânt ai năravului mieu.”

Expl.: “Și a ne păzi cu adevărat de ceale neatede cu chip de fămeaie feațe.”

9.	Symeon of Thessalonica – 4 chapters from the Treatise On The Holy and Divine Prayer

9.1. On the salvational name and invocation of our Lord Jesus Christ, The Son of God, namely on the true and divine prayer. Chapter 294 (178r) [PG 155, 541C]

Inc.: “Sânt multe rugăciuni pentru care și pre amăruntul vom zice cât vom putea, iar mai ales decât toate iaste cea dată noao de la Mântuitoriul în Evanghelie, cuprinzând pre scurt toată cunoștiința și putearea Evangheliei și încă și chiemarea cea mântuitoare a Domnului nostru Iisus Hristos, Fiiul lui Dumnezeu.”

Expl.: “Că zice: ʻTot Duhul carele mărtuirseaște pre Domnul nostru Iisus Hristos că au venit în trup, de la Dumnezeu iasteʼ.”

9.2. On our blessed fathers Callistus, the patriarch, and Ignatius. Chapter 295 (178r-179r) [PG 155, 544]

Inc.: “Iar mai ales în zilele noastre aceastea pentru această rugăciune au scris cu Duhul Sfânt ca unii ce și ei era de la Dumnezeu porniți, grăitori de Dumnezeu și purtători de Dumnezeu, și purtători de Hristos, și dumnezeiești cu adevărat, cel dintru Sfinți părintele nostru Calist…”

Expl.: “...și pentru dumnezeiasca lumină a fireștii lucrări și dar al lui Dumnezeu și mărutirii aduc pre sfinți, precum și pentru sfânta rugăciune.”

9.3. The content of this divine prayer. Chapter 296 (179r-180r) [PG 155, 544-547]

Inc.: “Deci această dumnezeiască rugăciune, chiemare a Mântuitoriului, adecă: ʻDoamne Iisuse Hristoase, Fiiul lui Dumnezeu, miluiaște-mă!ʼ și rugăciune iaste, și făgăduință.”

Expl.: “Ci și dumnezeiescul evanghelist zice: ʻIară aceastea s-au scris ca să creadeți că Iisus Hristos iaste Fiiul lui Dumnezeuʼ,[footnoteRef:30] iată credința! Pentru ca crezând, viață să aveți întru numele Lui, iată și mântuirea și viața!” [30:  1 John 5:13. ] 


9.4. On how all Christians, priests, monks or lay persons, must pray in the name of Jesus Christ as much as they could, at least during the established prayer time. Chapter 297 (180r-181v) [PG 155, 548-549]

Inc.: “Deci această numire ca o rugăcăiune tot pravoslavnicul să o zică și cu mintea lui și cu limba, și stând, și umblând, și șăzând, și sculându-se.”

Expl.: “...au rânduit Besearica vremi orânduite și datoriu iaste tot credinciosul într-aceaste vremi a să ruga.”

* Anonymous – The delineation of the words which are part of the godly prayer, namely “Lord Jesus Christ, Son of God, have mercy on me!” (182r-185r) [Mark of Ephesus; cf. Irinej Bulović][footnoteRef:31] [31:  I. Bulović, “Περὶ τῶν ἐμφερομένων τῇ θείᾳ εὐχῇ ῥημάτων ἢ τοῦ Κύριε Ἰησοῦ Χριστέ, Υἱὲ τοῦ Θεοῦ, ἐλέησόν με”, Κληρονομία 7, 1975, p. 345-352.] 


Inc.: “Câtă adecă iaste putearea rugăciunii și ce fealiu de daruri dăruiaște celor ce să deprind cu dânsa și înce chip îi așază pre dânșii nu noao iaste a zice.”

Expl.: “Ci aceastea, adecă noi pentru graiuri, ca cum am fi zmult din florile oarecăruia copaci mare și frumos, precum ne-au fost cu putință am lățit înainte, iară roada ce să află întru aceastea adune-o alții, cărora cugetarea cea prin / vreame și nevoința le-au dat aceasta, pentru căci s-au făcut trecători și căci s-au apropiat de Dumnezeu.”

10.	Nikephoros the Monk – Very useful Discourse on [watchfulness and] the guarding of the heart (185r-188r) [Does not contain the first part – the extracts from other saints. PG 147, 945-948; 961-966]

I. PG 147, 945-948 (Expl.: …θεωρίας γὰρ ἐπίβασις πρακτική.)

II. PG 147, 961-966 (Expl.: ...ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ τῷ Κυρίῳ ἡμῶν.)

Inc.: “Câți aveți dragoste a dobândi dumnezeiasca arătare de lumină, cea de mare cuviință a mântuitoriului nostru Iisus Hristos; câți voiți a priimi cu inima întru simțire focul cel mai pre sus de ceriuri; câți vă sârguiți a dobândi cu cercare și cu simțire împăcarea cea cătră Dumnezeu...”

Expl.: “Și aceasta câtăva vreame țiindu-o, ți să va deșchide ție printr-aceasta și întrarea inimii precum am scris ție, afară de toată îndoirea, precum și noi prin cercare am cunoscut. Și-ți va veni ție dimpreună cu mult dorita și veselitoarea luarea aminte și toată ceata faptelor bune, dragostea, bucuriia, pacea și cealelalte prin care toate cearerile tale vei lua întru Hristos Iisus Domnul nostru.”

6.2. Basil of Poiana Mărului – Preface to Blessed Philotheos of Sinai’s Chapters (188v-195v)

Inc.: “ʻNu iaste războiul nostru spre sânge și spre trup, ci spre începătorii și țiitorii de lume ai întunearecului veacului acestuiia, duhurilor răotății celor de supt ceriuʼ.[footnoteRef:32] Ostașii dar ai împăratului pământesc poartă sabie, gata fiind spre războiul împrotivnicilor și poartă sabie ca aceasta și cei ce nu sânt ostaș, numai pentru singur obiceaiul, dar nu spre gătirea de războiu…” [32:  Eph 6:12.] 


Expl.: “Ci a trei mai cumpliți uriași toată pricina aceasta scriind, necredința, grăiesc, și lenevirea, și nebăgarea de seamă, a înceta de minciună și apucându-se de / adevăr, a să apropiia neîndoit cătră deprinderea lucrării minții, depărtând de la sine încă și pre cei mai de frunte împrotivitori: iubirea de dulceți, grăiesc, iubirea de argint și deșarta slavă, cu carele și pre altele putem din sufletele noastre a le piiarde.”[footnoteRef:33] [33:  The Slavonic orginial contains an additional paragraph: “Первѣе же всѣхъ нанають въ тѣлес... Емоуже слава во вѣк, амнь.” (Житие и писания молдавскаго старца Паисия Величковскаго. С присовокуплением предисловий на книги Св. Григория Синаита, Филофея Синайскаго, Исихия Пресвитера и Нила Сорскаго, сочиненных другом его и спостником, старцем Василием Поляномерульским, о умном трезвении и молитве, Москва, 1847, p. 95-97). However, the rest of the folio 195v is left blank, which might suggest that monk Raphael had had the intention to complete the text from his source, in the same way that he had dealt with the addition to Nil Sorski’s chapters (See footnote no. 29).] 




** Anonymous – On rejecting the world according to different kind of writings (196r-198v)

Inc.: “Câți lumea și ceale ce sânt în lume ați urât pentru dragostea lui Dumnezeu, aceasta să faceți. Deci, câți gânditori de împărățiia lui Dumnezeu sânteți, sârguiți-vă cu bărbăție, iubiți pre Dumnezeu cu veselie, răbdați pentru sfânt numele lui toate cu bucurie, apropiați-vă cătră Dânsul și vă luminați și feațele voastre nu să vor rușina.”

Expl.: “...și toate poruncile lui cu dreptate să le păziți și, așa de-acii, împreună cu Hristos să moșteniți, că aceluia iaste mărirea și ținearea, acum și pururea și în veacii veacilor. Amin.” 

*** Anonymous – Questions and answers of the Holy Fathers (199r-200v) [thematic resemblance – SC 450, p. 173-177, 225-228][footnoteRef:34] [34:  François Neyt, Paula de Angelis-Noah (ed.), Barsanuphe et Jean de Gaza: Correspondance, vol. II, t. I, (SC 450), Paris, 2000.] 


a. 	Q[uestion]: “Cum iaste cu datorie a tăcea în chilie?”

      	A[nswer]: “Pururea a avea în minte ceasul întru carele sufletul din trup să desparte...”

b.	Q: “Ce voiu face ca să nu mă turbur în chilie șăzând?”

	A: “Pre nimenea să clevetești, nici să hulești, să te rogi și să cânți...”

c.	Q: “Ce iaste ceaea ce ajută călugărului întru toată ispita și scârba ce-l cuprinde?”

	A: “A creade tare din suflet că aproapte iaste Dumnezeu și veade pre om totdeauna”

d.	Q: “Deaca adecă nu are neștine cugetul acesta nu poate a să mântui?”

	A: “Fără de acesta cuget netare iaste toată lucrarea și osteneala”

e.	Q: “Ce dar citaniia și osteneala oare nimic folosesc?”

	A: “Folosul, adecă fără de cugetul acesta, nici unul iaste, căci carele multe cărți...”

f.	Q: “Oare poate a avea cineva cugetul acesta totdeauna?”

	A: “Cugetul acesta din a foarte iubi pre Dumnezeu să face... ”

g.	Q: “Ce dar va face cineva ca să căștige pre acest cuget?”

	A: “A să ruga lui Dumnezeu zioa și noaptea datoriu iaste...”

h.	Q: “De unde va cunoaște că au câștigat neștine cugetul acesta?”

	A: “Pre cugetul acesta cel ce au câștigat smerit iaste cu inima și împăcat cu sufletul...”

2.2. St. Barsanuphius – Questions and answers of St. Barsanuphius (200v-201r) [thematic resemblance – SC 451, p. 687-689; SC 450, p. 173-177, 225-229][footnoteRef:35] [35:  F. Neyt, P. de Angelis-Noah (ed.), Barsanuphe et Jean de Gaza: Correspondance, vol. II, t. II, (SC 451), Paris, 2001.] 


Q: “Pentru ce așa curviia luptă pre om?”

A: “Căci că știe diavolul că curviia streini pre noi ne face de Sfântul Duh”

Q: “Cum grăiesc oarecarii că nu avem războaie de curvie?”

A: “Aceasta cei ce grăiesc au pre patimi supțiri reale mai mult decât curviia...”

	 Q: “Cum să cade a tăcea în chilie?”

	 A: “Ca pururea și totdeauna în minte a avea ceasul întru carele sufletul din trup…”

Q: “Care lucrare dar iaste datoare inima a avea ca întru aceaea să se îndeletnicească și să se înveațe?”

 A: “Acesta iaste cel desăvârșit lucru al călugărului a avea pre Dumnezeu totdeauna…”

 Q: “Cum adecă să cade a goni pre gândurile ceale vicleane?”

 A: “Nu poate omul nicidecum întru sine aceasta a face, nici una ca aceasta are tărie…”

Q: “Oare poate clevetirea și osândirea a spurca pre om?” 

 A: “Nu numai a spurca, ci și din singure aceale cruguri cerești a doborî pre întărirea…” 

11. Nilus of Sinai – On the eight deadly thoughts (201r-203v) [The edifying Discourse on the 14th of July – The Abridged Life of Saints (the Prologue)]

Inc.: “Să știi, fiiule, că opt gânduri sânt ceale ce lucrează toate ceale reale: îndrăcirea pântecelui, curviia, iubirea de argint, iuțimea, scârba cea fără vreame, trândăvirea, mărirea deșartă și mândriia.”

Expl.: “Și totdeauna datoriu pre sine a gândi și pre sine a ocărî înaintea lui Dumnezeu și a oamenilor, și des cu lacrămi a te ruga, și te vei schimba din patimă.”

12.	Abba Philemon – The life of our hermit father Philemon. Discourse on stilness [of mind] (203v-204v) [short version][footnoteRef:36] [36:  The text contains only the dialogue between Abba Philemon and brother John (point E; cf. S. Kh. Samir, “Un testo della Filocalia sulla preghiera di Gesù in un manoscritto arabo-copto medievale”, in T. Spidlík, K. Ware and E. Lanne (eds.), Amore del bello. Studi sulla Filocalia, Bose, 1990, p. 220). We are currently working on an article which deals with the manuscript circulation of the different versions of this text in Old Romanian Culture.] 


Inc.: “Un frate oarecarele, cu numele Ioan, din locul ce să grăiaște Paraliot, pornindu-se, au venit cătră sfântul acesta și marele Părinte Filimon și, apucându-se de picioarele lui, au zis cătră dânsul: ʻCe voiu face, părinte, și mă voiu mântui?...ʼ”

Expl.: “...adecă să se înveațe în psalmi, și, alteor, să se roage: ʻDoamne, Iisuse Hristoase, Fiiul lui Dumnezeu, miluaiște-mă!ʼ. Și iară când cânți cu limba, ia aminte nu unele a grăi cu gura și spre altele a zbura cu mintea”.

13. Isaac the Syrian (4 chapters from The Ascetic sermons) 

13.1. On manual labor and avarice. Chapter 37 (204v-205r) [Mystic Treatises, chapter 53, p. 258][footnoteRef:37] [37:  It represents the 15th paragraph of chapter 53 (On prayer and the other things which are necessarily to be sought in constant recollection and which it is very profitable for a man to recite with discrimination and to retain): Inc.: “When thou turnest towards…”, expl.: “and who preserve their mind by prayer”. See A. J. Wensinck (trans.), Isaac of Nineveh, Mystic Treatises, Amsterdam, 1923, p. 258.] 


Inc.: “Când te vei întoarce spre lucrul mâinilor întru petreacerea liniștii tale, să nu pui porunca Părinților acoperământ iubirii tale de argint. Lucru puțin să fie ție pentru trândăvirea, care nu sminteaște pre minte.”

Expl.: “Că acea viață a mireanilor iaste și mai vârtos acelora să cuvine, că iaste bine, dar nu pustnicilor și celor slobozi de grijile cestor // văzute și celor ce păzesc mintea sa întru rugăciune.”

13.2. Isaac the Syrian, bishop of Nineveh, ascetic [who fasts] and hermit - On how beginners ought to be settled. Chapter 9 (205r-207r)  [Λόγοι Ἀσκητικοί, chapter 4, p. 820-824][footnoteRef:38] [38:  M. Pirár (ed.), Λόγοι Ἀσκητικοί, Athos, 2012.] 


Inc.: “Aceasta iaste rânduială întreagă înțeleaptă și lui Dumnezeu iubită: a nu împrejur căuta cu ochii încoace și încolo, ci totdeauna celor ce sânt înainte a să tinde și nu în deșărt a cuvânta, ci ceale de nevoie numai a grăi...”

Expl.: “Pre aceastea porunci de vei păzi, o, omule, și te vei îndeletnici singur pre sineți totdeauna întru învățătura lui Dumnezeu întru adevăr și fără de fățărnicie va vedea sufletul tău în sine lumina lui Hristos carea în veaci nu să va întuneca aceluia mărirea și ținearea în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

13.3. On guarding against and avoiding the weak and lazy ones, for their acquaintance gets one conquered by sloth and weakness, filling him with foul passions; how one must keep young acquaintances away in order to preserve his mind unblemished by lust. Chapter 8 (207r-212r) [Λόγοι, chapter 1, p. 803-812]

Inc.: “Cel ce opreaște gura sa de clevetire, păzeaște pre inima sa de patimi / și cel ce curățeaște inima sa de patimi, în tot ceasul veade pre Domnul, a căruia învățătură totdeauna iaste de Dumnezeu, goneaște pre draci de la dânsul și dăzrădăcinează sămânța răotăților.”

Expl.: “Fericit cel ce // pentru Dumnezeu rabdă în fără-de-grijă și mănâncă unul pâinea sa, pentru că totdeauna cu Dumnezeu vorbeaște. Aceluia e mărirea, în veaci. Amin.”

13.4. Questions and answers. Chapter 21 (212r-218v) [Λόγοι, chapter 27, p. 438-457; lines 1-370]

Inc. Q: “Cu carea legătură să ține inima a nu alerga la ceale reale?”

A: “A urma pururea înțelepciunii și a prisosi întru învățătura vieții...”

Expl. Q: “Care sânt ceale adevărate seamne și însemnările ceale ce să apropie celui ce au început a vedea roada cea ascunsă în sufletul său?”

A: “Când să va învreadnici cineva de bun darul al lacrămilor celor multe, celor ce fără de nevoie să fac...și acest semn iaste, că iaste omul îngropat întru patimi.” 

13.5. From the same chapter. On different kinds of tears (218-227v) [Λόγοι, chapter 27, p. 457-477; lines 370-817]

Inc.: “Sânt, adecă, oarecarele din lacrămi arzând și sânt lacrămi îngrășind. Toate lacrămile, adecă ceale din inimă, să pogoară pentru păcate, aceastea usucă pre trup și-l ard...”

Q: “Ce iaste înviiarea sufletului ceaea ce au zis Apostolul de împreună ați înviat cu Hristos?”

A: “Ceaea ce au zis Apostolul: ʻDumnezeu cel ce au zis: ‘Dintru întunearec luminii a străluci’, Acela au strălucit în inimile noastreʼ,[footnoteRef:39] înviiarea în veciciunii ieșire au arătat bună...” [39:  2 Cor 4:6.] 


Expl. Q: “Deaca după multă osteneală și rea pătimire și nevoință ceaea ce au agonisit omul să va nesfii gândului mândriei a să adăoga lui, căci că pricină au priimit din frumseața bunătăților sale, și gândeaște de multa osteneală ceaea ce au răbdat, în ce va ținea gândul său și întărire sufletului său va agonisi a nu să pleca lui?”

A: “Când va cunoaște cineva că așa cade de la Dumnezeu, precum frunza uscată cade din lemn, atunci cunoaște putearea sufletului său...” 

13.5.1. Poveaste de a lui Dumnezeu rânduială [Story about God’s providence] (226v-227v)

Inc.: “Tinerel oarecarele, cu numele Teodor, muncit fiind pre tot trupul său și întrebat fiind de oarecarele cum simți muncile...”

Expl.: “...întru carii era oarecare puteare ceaea ce urma lor ajutând lor întru toată îndestularea și întru toate a păzi pre dânșii.[footnoteRef:40] Iară că au uitat pre această puteare...”[footnoteRef:41] [40:  The verb “a păzi” has been written twice and crossed out with a line written in red ink. ]  [41:  The end of the story has not been copied. The rest of the folio has been left blank. ] 


14. Isaiah the Solitary (of Gaza) – On [self] watchfulness. Chapter 27 (228r-230r) [PG 40, 1194-1197, does not contain the last sentence][footnoteRef:42] [42:  The present text (no.14) illustrates a different translation and a distinct version from Abba Ammon’s Teaching (no. 15), which is, in fact, Isaiah of Gaza’s Homily 27. The main difference lies in the lack of some paragraphs anaphorically introduced by the structe “Watch yourself!”, in addition to the content related distinctions (such as the presence of the Jesus Prayer text in the latter and the absence in the former text). Only the first two paragraphs of version no. 14 and no. 15 completely overlap. ] 


Inc.: “Ia aminte de sineți cu de-amăruntul, îndrăznind și crezând că Domnul nostru Iisus Hristos, Dumnezeu fiind și nepovestită având slava și mărirea, chip noao s-au făcut, ca să urmăm urmelor Lui...”

Expl.: “Iar spre muiare sau spre bărbat nicidecum să iai aminte fără nevoie. Iar auzirile nu le ierta a asculta asupra cuivaș, nici vorbe nefolositoare și gura ta tacă și cu totul nu grăiască nefiind nevoie.”

15.  Abba Ammon – Teaching (230r-234v) [The second Exhortation according to PO 11, p. 458-471. Spuria; cf. CPG 2390 – Isaiah of Gaza, Homily 27]

Inc.: “Caută pre tine cu de-adinsul, nădăjduindu-te și crezând că Domnul nostru Iisus Hrisos Dumnezeu fiind, nespusă având puteare și mărire, chip noao / s-au făcut, ca să urmăm uremelor Lui...”

Expl.: “...așa totdeauna îndreptând viața ta, rugându-te Domnului, mulțămind lui, ca să dobândești împărățiia ceriului. Aceluia e slava în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

**** Anonymous – From the Paterikon. Chapter 4 (234v-236v) [via the Paterikon, but also part of the edifying Discourse entitled Discourse from The Paterikon. On crying – The Abridged Life of Saints (the Prologue), 10th of February][footnoteRef:43] [43:  The structure of the second edition of The Abridged Life of Saints (the Prologue) is greatly indebted to the Paterikon (see footnote no. 11). ] 


Inc.: “Într-una de zile au văzut starețul pre ucenicul său preasăturându-se din mâncare (că au fost venit oarecarii cătră dânsul cercetând pre stareț) și au grăit lui deosebi: ʻFrate, au nu știi că plângerea iaste ca o lumină luminând, de nu vei păzi pre dânsa bine să va stinge și întunecoasă va fi? Așa și plângerea cu multe mâncări să stinge…ʼ.”

Expl.: “De vei da cuiva cinste prin dragoste, iar pre urmă te vei scârbi cu cugetul tău, grăind întru tine că ʻmult i-am dat luiʼ, să nu asculți pre cugetul acesta, pentru că al vrăjmașului iaste. Însă, cât poți, în sărăcie și în lipsă viețuiaște, ca tu mai vârtos să ajuți altora ce le trebuie și nu au.”

16. John Cassian (The eight deadly thoughts) [CPG 2266]

16.1. On the eight deadly thoughts and, firstly, on Gluttony (236v-238r)

Inc.: “Mai nainte pentru închipuirea vieților celor de obște alcătuind cuvânt, acum iarăși întru această de acum cu ale voastre rugăciuni îndrăznind am început a scrie...”

Expl.: “...prin osteneală și prin cetire și a aduna întru (sine) frica gheenii și dorirea împărăției ceriurilor.”

16.2. On Lust (238r-240r)

Inc.: “A doao noao ne iaste nevoința spre duhul curviei și poftirii ceii trupești...”

Expl.: “...pentru aceasta datori sântem a ne nevoi pentru toate, ca să dobândim veacinicile bunătăți întru Hristos Iisus. Amin.”

16.3. On Greed (240r-243v)

Inc.: “A treia nevoință iaste noao spre duhul iubirii de argint. Strein acest războiu și din afară de fire cunoscut, din necredință pricina întru călugări află.”

Expl.: “ʻNebunule, întru această noapte sufletul tău vor să-l ia de la tine îngerii, iar ceale ce ai gătit cui vor fi?ʼ”[footnoteRef:44] [44:  Luke 12:20.] 


16.4. On Wrath (243v-247r)

Inc.: “A patra noao ne iaste nevoința asupra duhului mâniei. Ca cu Dumnezeu pre al aceștiia venin purtătoriu de moarte din adâncul sufletului nostru să-l scoatem și de tot să-l tăiem.”

Expl.: “...nici lepădarea de tot lucrul și urâciunea țiind, vinovați ne vom afla la judecată.”

16.5. On Envy (247r-248r)

Inc.: “Al cincilea noao ne iaste nevoința asupra duhului necazului, carele întunecă pre suflet de toată vedearea cea duhovnicească și opreaște pre el de toată lucrarea cea bună.”

Expl.: “...și prin învățătura dumnezeieștilor cuvinte și cu oameni buni cucearnici petreacearea și împreună viețuirea.”

16.6. On Sloth (248r-250r)

Inc.: “Al șaselea iaste noao nevoința asupra duhului trândăvirii, cel înjugat și lucrătoriu cu duhul scârbei.”

Expl.: “ʻSă știi, dar, că mai greu pre tine te va lupta, ca pre cel ce te-ai supus, deaca nu de-aciia, prin răbdare și prin rugăciune și lucrul mâinilor, pre aceasta a o birui te vei sârgui.ʼ”

16.7. On Vain Glory (250r-251r)

Inc.: “A șaptelea iaste noao nevoința asupra duhului îndeșartei slave. În multe chipuri iaste aceasta și mai supțire patimă și nu degrab, nici de la cel ce să ispiteaște ajunsă.”

Expl.: “Că așa va putea cu Dumnezeu a să slobozi de duhul îndeșartei slave.”

16.8. On Pride (251r-252r)

Inc.: “Al optulea iaste noao nevoința asupra duhului mândriei. Mai cumplit acesta și decât toate ceale mai denainte mai sireap.”

Expl.: “...prin care și cea desăvârșit dragoste să îndreptează cu darul lui Dumnezeu. Amin.”

3.2. St. Basil the Great (chapters from The Asketikon and various sources)

3.2.1. Discourse on hermitage. Chapter 1. Bless (me), father! (252r-254v) [PG 31, 620-625]

Inc.: “Mari sânt și adânci pravilele și lucrurile unui împărat cătră cei supuș ai săi, iar mai mari și mai împărătești sânt poruncile ceale ce face cătră ostașii lui...”

Expl.: “Îmbărbătați-vă, dar ca niște viteji, alergați pre cale cu vitejie, la cununile ceale veacinice, în Hristos Iisus, Domnul nostru, a căruia mărirea în veaci. Amin.”

3.2.2. Second Discourse on hermitage. Bless (me), father! (254v-264v) [PG 31, 625-648]

Inc.: “Glasul lui Hristos zice: ʻVeniți cătră Mine toți voi carii sânteți osteniți și însărcinați, și eu să vă odihnescʼ...”[footnoteRef:45] [45:  Matt 11:28.] 


Expl.: “Întru acea puțină viețuire a sihăstriei tale vei întra cu darul lui Dumnezeu în raiu cu luminarea făcliei sufletului tău și te vei bucura pururea cu Hristos. Amin.”

3.2.3. Third homily. Bless (me), father! (264v-269v) [the ending contains an additional fragment, PG 31, 869-881]

Inc.: “Omul s-au făcut după chipul și asemănarea lui Dumnezeu, iar păcatul au stricat frumseațea chipului, trăgând pre suflet spre poftele ceale reale.”

Expl. 1 (same as PG): “...din toate greșalele aceastea să nu să ascunză niciunele, ci să se spuie obștii înaintea tuturor, ca să se tămăduiască rana lui, a celui ce au venit întru acea răotate cu rugăciunea tuturor, că mult poate rugăciunea dreptului carea să face.”

Expl. 2 (additional fragment): “Cine voiaște a fi călugăr adevărat și să nu să amăgească trebuie să se facă câte zice marele Vasilie, adevăratul sihastru, adevăratul dascăl al sihăstriei, ale căruia cuvintele aceastea am scos din limba cea cu anevoie de tălmăcit, ca să le aveți ca o prubă voi carii veți să fiți igumeni și monaș și căutați de alergați cu îndreptarea aceasta, de vreame că nu vă trebuie altă învățătură. Că aceste cuvinte, măcar de sânt puține, dar sânt îndestul ca să vă povățuiască la socoteala care veți să umblați în viiața călugărească și nu vă trebuiaște altă povață afară de aceasta. Că cuvintele lui Vasilie sânt cuvinte duhovnicești și vreadnice împărăției ceriului. Amin.”[footnoteRef:46]   [46:  “The one who is willing to become a true monk and keep away from delusion must respect Saint Basil’s teachings (the true hermit and desert teacher) which we have translated from that challenging language so that you, who are willing to become priors and monks, might use them as proof and treat them as your sole rectifying teachings. For, scarce as they might be, these teachings suffice for your monastic guidance. Saint Basil’s teachings are spiritual lessons worthy of The Kingdom of Heaven. Amen” (Personal translation - ms. rom. BAR 2597, f. 269v).  ] 


3.2.4. Fourth Discourse on the reason why monks are called angels, on the [meaning of] monastic vows and the punishment rendered by breaking them. Bless (me), father! (270r-275r)[footnoteRef:47]  [47:  The verb “vezi” (= ‘look’/ ‘check’) is written in the marginalia of the folio 274v. This fact might suggest that the source of this copy did not contain this chapter. More probably, acquainted with the text, monk Raphael put down this note so as to compare the fragment with a copy he possesed prior to the process of transcribing this particular codex.] 


Inc.: “Întâiu chipul îngeresc să chiamă cinul călugărilor, nu numai că îngerul l-au arătat acelui Părinte, ci pentru că călugării să făgăduiesc să petreacă și să ție petreacere și viață îngerească. De vreamea ce îngerii au cu sineși preacurata feciorie, aceasta să făgăduiesc și călugării înaintea lui Hristos ca să păzească când să călugăresc.”

Expl.: “Vai de noi! Iar de le vom păzi, veselie și bucurie va fi noao! Putearea Domnului nostru Iisus Hristos, să ne ajute, ca să păzim cu toții chipul îngeresc curat și să ne învrednicim împărăției ceriurilor, măririi ceii îngerești, întru Hristos Iisus, Domnul nostru, a căruia iaste slava în veaci. Amin.”

3.2.5. Our father, saint Basil, the archbishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia. Very useful Discourse on monastic life. Bless (me), father! (275r-282r)[footnoteRef:48] [48:  The Trinity Lavra of St. Sergius Ms. No. 784, f. 212r-224r: “Наказание святаго отца нашего Василиа, архиепископа Кесариа Kаподакийскиа, како есть лепо быти чрьнцем”. <http://old.stsl.ru/manuscripts/medium.php?col=1&manuscript=784&pagefile=784-0213> (accessed 28.01.2020). ] 


Inc.: “Auziți, frații miei blagosloviți, pre Domnul grăind: ʻCine au lăsat tată și mumă, frați și surori, nevasta și copii și va veni după Mine, acesta va lua însutită blagoslovenie și plata cerească va moșteniʼ.”[footnoteRef:49] [49:  Matt 19:29.] 


Expl.: “...carele zice: ʻVeniți, blagosloviții Părintelui mieu, să moșteniți pre ceacea ce iaste de voi gătită împărățiia ceriurilor de la începutul lumiiʼ,[footnoteRef:50] prin carele glas să ne învrednicim și noi a câștiga această împărăție veacinică, acum și pururea și în veacii veacilor. Amin.” [50:  Matt 25:34. ] 


3.2.6. Saint Basil’s homily on hermitage [solitary life] (282r-284r) [PG 31, 643-652, via The Abridged Life of Saints (the Prologue), the edifying Discourse on the 8th of December]

Inc.: “Să cade călugărul înainte decât cealelalte toate să aibă viețuire fără de aveare și lipsită, și să fie întru loc petrecând cu ticnire, să fie chipul lui cu blândeațe și cu istețime, să fie vorba lui cu măsură și cuvintele lui cu bună orânduială…”

Expl.: “...cu darul Domnului nostru Iisus Hristos, căruia să cade slava și putearea, acum și pururea și în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

3.2.7. On coenobitic monasticism (284r-285r)

Inc.: “Cei ce poartă sfântul chip călugăresc nu numai nu să cade a avea vreun lucru usebit fieștecarele, ci nici să se numească că aceasta iaste ʻa taʼ au ʻa meaʼ, au ʻa aceluiaʼ să cade. Adecă ʻa meaʼ poate să zică așa pentru toate: haina, cuculiia, brâul și cealelalte lucruri.”

Expl.: “Ci mai vârtos să urmăm dumnezeieștilor Scripturi și învățăturilor Sfinților Părinți, ca[footnoteRef:51] viața veacinică să moștenim întru Hristos Iisus Domnul nostru, căruia să cade slava și putearea, în veacii veacilor. Amin.” [51:  The word “prin” (= ‘through’) has been crossed out with red ink.] 


17. Damaskinos Stoudites– Subdeacon and future bishop of Lete and Rendina, abridged advice for those who want to become monks. Bless (me), father! (285r-291r)

Inc.: “Fraților și părinților, de vreame ce am părăsit lumea și am poftit viața cea îngerească, cu cuvință iaste după orânduiala ceii îngerești vieții (adecă a călugăriei) să umblăm. Căci de vom avea numai numele călugăriei, de ne numim călugări, zicând că avem atâția ani la călugărie, apoi faptele călugăriei nu le facem, ce folos avem?”

Expl.: “De vom petreace viața noastră întru acest chip, fraților și părinți, ne va învrednici Dumnezeu și de cea veacinică a lui împărăție, pre carea să o câștigăm noi toți întru Hristos Iisus, Domnul nostru, căruia să cade slava, în veacii veacilor. Amin.”

***** Anonymous –  Apology meant to cast down the miseries of the one who is at loss, misfortuned and beset by troubles; summarized according to Saint Paul’s model: “Be perfect, be of good comfort!” (2 Cor 13:11) (291r-305r) [St. Dimitry of Rostov – Apologia][footnoteRef:52] [52:  M. A. Fedotova, “‘Апология во утоление печали человека, сущаго в беде, гонении и озлоблении…’: к вопросу об авторе текста”, Труды Отдела древнерусской литературы 64, 2016, p. 121-139.] 


Inc.: “Un duhovnic oarecarele bătrân, carele viețuia pe plăceare dumnezeiască, usebit de lume, auzind pentru un mirean slăvit, iubitoriu de Hristos și temătoriu de Dumnezeu, carele căzuse în multă scârbă. Deci, i-au părut rău acelui duhovnic pentru dânsul și rugându-se lui Dumnezeu, zise:...”

Expl.: “...așa să te mângâie cu mângâiarea Duhului Sfânt și să-ți dăruiască bucuriia cea nesfârșită și nedespărțită întru această viață și în cea viitoare. Amin. Așa au mângâiat părintele cel sufletesc pre cel scârbit și s-au dus lăudând pre Dumnezeu.”

18. John Chrysostom[footnoteRef:53] [53:  John Chrysostom’s two Discourses are not present in the Table of Contents of the manuscript (1r-3v). However, these chapters do not represent a later addition, in fact they circulated along with the rest of the codex.] 


18.1.  Edifying Discourse (307r-308v) [On drunkenness – The edifying Discourse on the 15th of June – The Abridged Life of Saints (the Prologue)]

Inc.: “Iată eu, iubiților, ades făcând învățătură, nădăjduindu-mă a opri deprinderea cea rea a beției, ci și acum împrotivă văz, pentru aceaea mă scârbesc, că în zadar să face învățătura.”

Expl.: “Iară băutura cea întru măsură sănătate face, iară fără de măsură, pagubă sufletului face. Dintru aceasta să ne izbăvească pre noi Domnul cu darul său și cu iubirea de oameni.”

18.2.  Edifying Discourse on the habits which the faithful must attain so as to have a clean and righteous life (309r-310v)

Inc.: “Deci dar atâtea daruri luând noi, să ne nevoim a face toate bunătățile ca să nu fim necinstitori de atâtea daruri bune, că de vreame ce și mai nainte de plată aceastea să făcea vreadnice de munci, cu cât mai vârtos după acest daru negrăit.”

Expl.: “Că așa și aicea te vei putea proslăvi și vei moșteni bunătățile ceale ce vor să fie cu darul și cu iubirea de oameni a Domnului nostru Iisus Hristos, căruia e slava și stăpâniia, în veacii nesfârșiți. Amin.”

      

By the above description, it is easy to see that there are several common texts between the Romanian manuscript and the Greek Philokalia:

· Symeon the New Theologian – 32 Practical chapters (18/9, 20/11, 26/17, 28/19, 29/20, 37/21, 38/22, 48/32, 51/35, 53/37, 54/38, 55/39, 56/40, 58/42, 63/47, 64/48, 66/50, 68/52, 83/53, 88/58, 20/67, 21/68, 23/69, 29/73, 56/83, 57/84, 58/85, 65/88, 66/89, 71/94, 72/95, 88/108) [SC 51/ Φιλοκαλία 1782, p. 755-783]

 – Pseudo-Symeon’s Method (Λόγος περὶ πίστεως καὶ διδασκαλία εἰς  ἐκείνους..) [Φιλοκαλία 1782, p. 1171-1177]

· Gregory of Sinai – 15 chapters from On stillness (Περὶ ἡσυχίας καὶ περὶ τῶν δύο τρόπων τῆς προσευχῆς. ἐν κεφαλαίοις, ιε΄) [Φιλοκαλία 1782, p. 911-917]

– the 7 chapters from How the hesychast should sit for prayer and not rise again too quickly (περὶ τοῦ πῶς δεῖ καθέζεσθαι τὸν ἡσυχάζοντα εἰς τὴν εὐχὴν καὶ μὴ ταχέως ἀνίστασθαι) [Φιλοκαλία 1782, p. 918-925]

[bookmark: _Hlk34032863]    – the 10 chapters from On the Signs of Grace and Delusion (Περὶ ἡσυχίας καὶ προσευχῆς ἔτι δὲ καὶ περὶ τῶν τεκμηρίων τῆς χάριτος καὶ τῆς πλάνης, καὶ τίς ἡ διαφορὰ τῆς θέρμης καὶ τῆς ἐνεργείας καὶ ὅτι χωρὶς ὁδηγοῦ εὐχερῶς συνεισέρχεται ἡ πλάνη, κεφάλαια ι΄) [Φιλοκαλία 1782, p. 907-910]

· Symeon of Thessalonica – 4 chapters from On The Holy and Divine Prayer (Τὸν μακαριώτατον ἀρχιεπίσκοπον Θεσσαλονίκης Συμεὼν περὶ τῆς ἱερᾶς καὶ θεοποιοῦ προσευχῆς, ὅσα εστὶ δηλαδὴ αὓτη καὶ προσευχή, κεφάλαιον 296 ἐν σελίδι τῆς βίβλου ταύτης 210) [Φιλοκαλία 1782, p. 1160-1161, 1162]

· Anonymous – Interpretation of “Kyrie Eleison” (Ἀνώνυμόν τινος αἴτιον λόγος θαυμάσιος περὶ τὸν λόγον τῆς θείας προσευχῆς. ἤγουν τοῦ Κύριε Ἰησοῦ Χριστὲ Yιὲ τοῦ Θεοῦ ἐλέησόν με, μεταγλωττιθεὶς εἰς τὸ ἁπλοῦν διὰ νὰ καταλαμβάνεται ἀπὸ κάθε χριστιανόν) [Φιλοκαλία 1782, p. 1163-1167]

· Nikephoros the Monk – On Watchfulness and The Guarding of The Heart (Νικηφόρον μονάζοντος λόγος περὶ νήψεως καὶ φυλακῆς καρδιᾶς μεστὸς οὐ τῆς τυχούσης ὠφελείας) [Φιλοκαλία 1782, p. 869-878]

· A discourse on Abba Philemon (Περὶ τὸν ἀββὰ Φιλήμονος λόγος πάνυ ὠφέλιμος) [Φιλοκαλία 1782, p. 485-495]

· John Cassian – On The Eight Deadly Thoughts (Ἅγιος Κασσιανὸς ὁ Ῥωμαῖος – Πρὸς τὸν ἐπίσκοπον Κάστορα, περὶ τῶν ὀκτὼ λογισμῶν τῆς κακίας) [Φιλοκαλία 1782, p. 61-76]



However, unlike the Greek Philokalia, the structure of the Philokalia of Dragomirna follows a thematic and not a chronological principle. It begins with St. Symeon the New Theologian’s discourse dedicated to those who aspire to become monks and ends with the practical text Apology to cast down misfortunes and John Chrysostom’s Edifying discourses, the latter mentioned amongst the first Church Fathers whom, according to Paisius Velichkovsky’s Monastic Rule, a monk should read in his cell in order to be instructed on the Jesus Prayer.[footnoteRef:54] Consequently, as monk Raphael jots down on folio 181r, “For that [the Jesus Prayer] is what these holy texts are all about”. When it comes to the selection of the authors, ms. 2597 includes names like Barsanuphius and John, Dorotheos of Gaza, Isaac the Syrian or Abba Ammon, 15th and 16th century figures like Nil Sorski and Damaskinos Stoudites patristic authorities such as Basil of Caesarea and John Chrysostom, and even “local” and contemporary personalities like starets Basil of Poiana Mărului. [54:  I. Ică jr. (ed.), Autobiografia și Viețile unui stareț urmate de Așezăminte și alte texte, Sibiu, 2015, p. 473.] 


All of these writings respect the three major themes specific to Philokalic literature,[footnoteRef:55] combining the practical and ascetic vita with contemplative teachings. Thus, it is worthy of notice that, on one hand, the collection is made up of chapters written by/ attributed to St. Symeon the New Theologian (No. 1.26), Basil the Great (No. 3.1), starets Basil of Poiana Mărului (No. 6.1, 6.2), Gregory of Sinai (No. 7.1.1, 7.3.1), Nil Sorski (No. 8.2), Symeon of Thessalonica (No. 9.3), Nikephoros the Monk (No. 10), Abba Philemon (No. 12), Abba Ammon (No. 15), Damaskinos Stouditis (No. 17, Chapter 4 from the Paterikon and the Anonymous Delineation which contain the actual text of the Jesus Prayer (“Lord Jesus Christ, Son of God, have mercy on me, [a sinner]”), invariably written in red ink, and, on the other hand, by teachings focused on ascetic and mystical motifs such as the war agains the Eight Deadly Sins (and the strife to reach ἀπάθεια), gratia lacrimarum / πένθος, compunctio cordis / κατάνυξις or spiritual obedience. It goes without saying that the majority of the selected texts convey the mystical practice and method of the Jesus Prayer, while the rest, sustainig the former, are generally destined to edify monastic life. [55:  See footnote no. 3.] 


In any case, what we are witnessing is the result of an assiduous process of translation from Old Slavonic. The present manuscript represents a copy of an earlier protoype, most probably produced in the well-known scriptorium of the Skete of Poiana Mărului, presided by starets Basil,[footnoteRef:56] a prototype brought to Dragomirna Monastery where, since his arrival in 1763,[footnoteRef:57] Paisius Velichkovsky (Basil’s spiritual apprentice) started an extensive philological movement of translating Philokalic literature, using – as a support to understand the Greek sources – both Slavonic models and Romanian translations[footnoteRef:58] gathered from all corners of Wallachia and Moldavia.  [56:  See D. Raccanello, Rugăciunea lui Iisus în scrierile starețului Vasile de la Poiana Mărului, Sibiu, 1996, p. 56-60. ]  [57:  I. Ică jr. (ed.), Autobiografia..., p. 245.]  [58:  See Paisius’ “Letter to father Theodosius, archimandrite of Sofroniev Monastery” in Paisie de la Neamț, Cuvinte și scrisori duhovnicești, vol. 1, Chișinău, 1998, p. 35-64. See also Z. Mihail, “Les principes de traduction du Vénérable Païssy”, Text și discurs religios, vol. 6, ed. by Al. Gafton, Sorin Guia, Ioan Milică, Iași, 2014, p.  41-50. ] 


As far as we were able to discern the circulation of these texts in other Romanian and Slavonic codices, it is certain that among the ascetico-mystical manuscript collections, two of the main sources involved in creating the prototype for the Ro. Ms. 2597 was the Abridged Life of Saints (the Prologue)[footnoteRef:59] and a thematic Paterikon which included Questions and Answers written by the Holy Fathers / Barsanuphius and John.[footnoteRef:60] The structure of the present codex is mostly embedded in the Slavonic tradition of ascetic miscellanea. For instance, the selection of St. Symeon the New Theologian’s chapters followed by those written by Gregory of Sinai is exactly the same as the one found in the 14th century sbornik formerly preserved at the Library of The Trinity Lavra of St. Sergius of Radonezh (Moscow),[footnoteRef:61] today in the Russian State Library, call number РГБ ф. 173 No. 49, f. 1r-122r,[footnoteRef:62] a tendency still present in 18th century Slavonic miscellanea.[footnoteRef:63] Another structural pattern might be the coexistence of ascetical Questions and Answers with different texts by Abba Isaiah, Abba Dorotheus, Abba Philemon and Abba Ammon.[footnoteRef:64] On top of that, the Romanian codex also includes Russian spiritual figures, such as Nil Sorski (1433-1508), Dimitry of Rostov (1651-1709), and starets Basil of Poiana Mărului (1692-1767).       [59:  See footnote no. 11.]  [60:  One of the earliest types of this Paterikon we could consult is the Library of the Holy Synod (Bucharest) Ms. No. 24 (D. Fecioru, “Catalogul manuscriselor românești din Biblioteca Patriarhiei Române (VII)”, Studii teologice 7-8, 1960, p. 572-579. ]  [61:  It represents the oldest Slavonic ascetic manuscript collection to extensively put together St. Symeon the New Theologian’s chapters with Gregory of Sinai’s writings (See Г. М. Прохоров, “Келейная исихастская литература (Иоанн Лествичник, Авва Дорофей, Исаак Сирин, Симеон Новый Богослов, Григорий Синаит) в библиотеке Троице-Сергиевой лавры с XIV по XVII в.”, Труды Отдела древнерусской литературы 28, 1974, p. 317-324). ]  [62:  <http://old.stsl.ru/manuscripts/medium.php?col=5&manuscript=049&pagefile=049-0001> (accessed 25.01.2020).]  [63:  Hilandar Sl. Ms. no. 673, 215, 506; Zographou Sl. Ms. no. 119 and 129. See I. Evangelou, “The Ascetical-Mystical Literature in the Slavic Miscellanies of Mount Athos in the 14th-18th century”, in Κ. Νιχορίτις, Κ. Ευαγγέλου, Α. Αθανασίος (eds.), Σπαράγματα Βυζαντινοσλαβικής Κληρονομιάς, Thessalonica, 2011, p. 236-239.]  [64:  Hilandar Sl. Ms. no. 459 (1360-1375), See ibid., p. 236-239.] 


In addition to being of interest due to its intrinsically Slavonic pattern and in comparison to the Greek Philokalia, the ms. 2597 is an important collection in itself, due to its specific composition. The value of the content is put into light by the fact that this manuscript gathers one of the earliest and “most complete” Romanian copies of texts written by St. Symeon the New Theologian and Gregory of Sinai.  

Bearing in mind its textual selection and thematic coherence, ms. 2597 or the (proto-)Philokalia of Dragomirna rallies to the wide “pre-existing Philokalic Tradition”. As an epitome of an ascetic and mystical codex, it also mirrors the preferences of the monastic Romanian compilers from the 18th century, namely a “canon” which is partly indebted to the Slavonic tradition, yet equally foreshadowing The Greek Philokalia and bringing together acknowledged authorities and local contemporary hesychasts. 
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