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Abstract1

The thirteenth-century Novgorod antiphonal psalters were wriµ en for liturgical use 
by two choirs or readers in alternation; consequently each of them contains an incom-
plete version of the psalms, and they complement each other only in part. Neverthe-
less, they are of interest both in relation to the development of Church Slavonic norms 
of orthography and orthoepy as well as from a textological standpoint. In one of 
them, the older of the two, the infi ltration of dialect pronunciation into the Novgorod 
variety of Church Slavonic can be detected (a list of the various diff erent examples 
of cokan′e in this manuscript is provided in the appendix). On the basis of an analysis 
of the variant readings found in both manuscripts or aµ ested in either of the two 
sources, it is demonstrated that they belong to Redaction II of the Church Slavonic 
translation of the psalms, and that they are important witnesses to the dissemination 
of this redaction among the East Slavs up to the end of the thirteenth century.

*1  This article is an expanded version of a paper presented at the conference 
“И. И. Срезневский и русское историческое языкознание” held in Ryazan, 26–28 
September 2012, to mark the bicentenary of the birth of I. I. Sreznevsky.
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Резюме
Новгородские антифонные псалтыри XIII века предназначены для бого слу жеб-
ного исполнения попеременно двумя хорами или чтецами, поэтому каждая из 
них содержит неполный текст псалмов, и они дополняют друг друга лишь 
частично. Тем не менее они представляют интерес и в отношении нормирования 
церковнославянской орфографии и орфоэпии, и с точки зрения текстологии. В 
одной, более древней, из них прослеживается проникновение диалектного 
произношения в новгородскую разновидность церковнославянского языка (в 
при ложении дается список разнообразных примеров цоканья в этой рукописи). 
На основе анализа разночтений, общих для обеих рукописей или засвидетель-
ст вованных в одной или другой из них, доказывается их принадлежность ко 
второй редакции церковнославянского перевода псалмов, а тем самым их цен-
ность для истории распространения этой редакции среди восточных славян до 
конца XIII века.

Ключевые слова
церковнославянская псалтырь, антифонная псалтырь, древненовгородский 
диа лект, цоканье

The two antiphonal1 psalter manuscripts from the collection of St. Sophia in 
Novgorod are remarkable for their very existence. Each contains approximately2 
half the contents of the Psalter, selected by copying alternate versicles or verses. 
This expedient results in a text which taken on its own is elliptical sometimes to 
the point of unintelligibility, and whose sole use is for antiphonal chanting or 
recitation of the psalms in combination either with a similar but complementary 
copy of the omitted versicles, or with a full version of the Psalter. Since this 
method of reciting the psalms survives only vestigially in liturgical practice 
[R 1983 sub voce антифон], it is not surprising that a book of such limited 
usefulness should be a rarity, both in Church Slavonic and apparently in Greek: 
the clearest Greek parallel is a manuscript of 1293 in St. Catherine’s monastery 
on Mount Sinai, organized in exactly the same way, which the scribe describes 

1 In English ‘antiphonal’ adequately indicates the probable use of these manuscripts; 
‘антифонный’ is unfortunately less transparent because ‘антифон’ has developed 
seondary meanings in Eastern Orthodox practice [ДÛï=�<�; 1899, R 1983, 
O 1993, sub voce антифон].

2  In each case slightly less than half, because the manuscripts are defective: Sof63 starts 
at ps. 17:21b and ends with the penultimate versicle of the second Canticle, Deut. 
32:43g; Pog6 starts at ps. 17:14a and breaks off  at ps. 21:15b, at which point Sof62 
carries on with ps. 21:16a, continuing to the end of the Canticles, plus the “psalm 
without number,” which is added in a diff erent hand at the end of the manuscript, no 
doubt because it was not used liturgically. 
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as ἥμισιν τῶν ψαλμῶν βιβλιδού̋ [Б�<�Ê�@�= 1911: 21, No. 8]; the two psalters 
listed in a library catalogue from Patmos as ψαλτήρια στιχολογία̋ may have 
been a pair of similar kind [P 2005: 34, footnote 3]. 

As I. I. Sreznevsky pointed out [С?��<�@���� 1861–63: 59], the Nov-
gorod manuscripts are not a pair: they are independent copies of the psalms for 
antiphonal use, made by diff erent scribes at separate times, probably somewhat 
earlier than the Greek one on Sinai. Previously Sof63 was thought to date from 
the fourteenth century, whereas Pog6+Sof62 was ascribed to the late thirteenth 
century [КàÉ?�ï<;@ 1857: 29–31; Шã��� 1984: 363–364, nos. 473 and 
474]. However V. I. Sreznevsky observed that Sof63 exhibited early features 
of spelling not found in Sof62 [С?��<�@���� 1877: 60–61], and recently its 
dating has been put back to the late twelfth or early thirteenth century [Шã��� 
2002: 653–653, no. д61]. Indeed, against the background of similar layout and 
style of lettering the orthographical diff erences between Sof63 and Pog6+Sof62 
refl ect in a striking way the direction of change in norms during the thirteenth 
century.

In Sof63 the infl uence of early South Slavonic orthography can still be de-
tected, whether as a result of direct inheritance from a South Slavonic exemplar 
or more probably through dissemination in East Slavonic scribal prac tice; 
for instance, the conventional use of ѫ in place of ѹ in the rubricated ini-
tials ѫширилъ (1v), ѫньци (4v), ѫслъіши (9r), ѫтвьржѧѥть 
(18r), ѫмножилъ (102r), and also once in the line, мадиамѫ (57v), 
is clearly an East Slavonic feature. Doubled vocalic letters occur frequently 
in the genitive singular masculine of defi nite adjectives or participles, e.g., 
съврьшѧющѧаго (10v), сп҃сающѧаго (77r), дающааго (108v), 
рожьшѧаго (112r), прѣисподьнѧаго (112v) and in imperfect 
tense forms, e.g., прихожѧахѹ (52v), расхъіщѧахѹть (63r), 
таяаше (79v). As indicated by these examples, the consonantal letters 
жцчшщ tend to be followed by the letter ѧ in preference to а. The distri bu-

tion of ъ and ь is to a large extent etymologically correct:3 their replacement 
by о or е is rare and is treated as a mistake in the scribe’s corrections of 
язъікомь to язъікъмь (53r), рого to рогъ (83v); but there is 
considerable inconsistency in the representation of syllables containing ъ or 
ь and a liquid, e.g., хлъмъі (38v), хълмъі (45v), ѹтвьржениѥ 
[…] на врьхѹ горъ (46r), and sequences of liquid followed by ъ or ь 
are common, e.g. млъния (51r), отъврьгошѧ (53v), оплъчѧхѹ 
(103v). The letter ѣ appears for the most part in conformity with etymology 
both where it would occur in East Slavonic and also in South Slavonic spellings 
such as прѣдъ (2r, 20v and elsewhere), прѣдаю (11v), во врѣмѧ 

3 In East Slavonic terms: third person singular and plural non-past forms of verbs 
regularly end in ть, not тъ.
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потрѣбьно (13r), посрѣдѣ (70v); confusion with е, e.g., in the dative 
себе (74r), is rare. 

At the same time Sof63 contains a large number of local spelling variants, 
some of which are simply East Slavonic, e.g., олени (1v), дъжь (40v), 
чюжихъ (112r), as well as the hybrid щюжии (2r, 56v, 106v) and 
зижющии (87r, 97r), while others are specifi c to the north-western part 
of the East Slav area, e.g., дъжгь (45v with superscript г to correct from 
дъжь, 109r) and дъжгѧ (76r), чюжгии (81r), жижеми (71v) 
and жижемъ (95v). The most prominent local feature is cokan′e. This is 
not applied consistently, and variants can be found in close proximity, e.g., 
оцисти (30r x2) but очищю сѧ ibid., пицю (74r) but пищю ibid., 
нацинанїихъ (77v) but начинаниихъ (78r), цьто (95r) but 
rubricated чьто ibid. Nevertheless, the scribe’s predilection for ц is patent: I 
have noted 120 instances of ц in place of ч, including the correction in ps. 19:6b 
of възвеселимъ сѧ to възвелицимъ сѧ (3v), and only 4 with the 
reverse substitution of ч for ц. What is more, the scribe of Sof63 betrays no 
familiarity with the contextual rules which have been posited [Ж�@;@ 1984: 
267–268 and 2006: 105–106] to explain how other copyists determined the 
distribution of ч and ц: he writes ц instead of ч x76 in places where only 
the fi rst palatalization of the velars could apply, x42 in contexts where the con-
ditioning of both the fi rst and the third palatalizations is present, and x2 in place 
of *tj. The list of examples in the appendix to this article suggests that the scribe 
of Sof63 had no reliable way of deciding where to write ц or ч and that he made 
no distinction in this respect between more and less familiar lexical items. 

It would be a mistake, however, to suppose that he was a poorly trained or 
negligent copyist. On the contrary, he was on the whole a careful writer who 
corrected his own mistakes, as can be seen from the examples mentioned above 
and from the places where letters have been deleted in the middle of a word or 
phrase which is then completed.4 It must be concluded that the orthographical 
tradition in which he wrote allowed a signifi cant measure of fl exibility; if in 
addition orthoepy played a part in the graphical representation of well known 
liturgical texts such as the psalms [Ж�@;@ 1984: 285, footnote 10 and 2006: 
88–89, footnote 10], it may be inferred that in Novgorod at the turn of the 
twelfth to thirteenth century the distinction between ч and ц was not observed 
in Church Slavonic pronunciation any more than it was in the vernacular.

The orthographical habits refl ected in Pog6+Sof62 5 are a diff erent matter. 
They contain no instances of ѫ, doubled vocalic letters are rare, the consonantal 
letters жцчшщ are normally followed by а, and sequences of liquid plus ъ 

4 On folia 6r, 7r, 10r, 39v, 40v, 49r, 56v, 72v, 78v, 84r, 88v, 97v.
5 In citations from these manuscripts, folio references are to Sof62 unless Pog6 is specified.
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or ь occur only in conjunction with line end, e.g., прѣмълъ|чиши (8r), 
извьрь|же (39v), зъ|лъчи (177r). The jers are omitted in weak position 
more often than in Sof63, and there is occasional confusion of ъ with о, e.g., 
прѣмолчи (18v), the aorist погрѧзъша (172v) and the corruption 
of правьдьнъ съі to правьдьноси (180v). The letters ѣ and е 
are used indiscriminately, not only in Church Slavonicisms such as посредѣ 
(44v, 76v, 127r, 132r, 172v), предъ (Pog6 1v, 2v; 58r), потребиши (43v), 
преславьно (89v), престолъ (110v), времѧ (180v), облече сѧ (99r, 
111r, 126r), but also in words and forms current in East Slavonic, e.g., семене 
(22v), чл҃векъ (76v, 125v), чл҃векомъ (Pog6 8r; 169r), исповѣдѧть 
сѧ тебе (43r), пожрѹ тебе (43v), аде приближи сѧ (90r). 
There are some East Slavonic or even local spellings, e.g., чюжии (43v, 125v, 
174v) as well as щюжии (Pog6 4v, 6r; 165r), дрожгия (71v), одъжги 
(76v), дъжгь (169r, 173v), but the standard Church Slavonic зиждемъ 
(147r) is preferred to the dialect treatment found in Sof63. Evidence of cokan′e 
is minimal: ц instead of ч x3 in various forms of the possessive adjective 
грѣшьница (20r, 43v, 124v) and the reverse substitution x4, ч in place of 
a ц which may result either from the second palatalization, in очьта (62r) 
and члв҃чехъ (79r), or from the third, in личе (171v) and старьчемъ 
(176v). From this small number of examples it is diffi  cult to draw fi rm 
conclusions. It is possible, for instance, that through training, experience and 
a good visual memory the scribe of Pog6+Sof62 was usually able to arrive at 
the etymologically correct distributions of ч and ц even though he had no 
basis in pronunciation for distinguishing between them. Another conceivable 
possibility is that this manuscript was produced by a well trained scribe working 
from an exemplar characterized by cokan′e which he managed in most though 
not quite all instances to eradicate. On this hypothesis Pog6+Sof62 would be 
representative of a shift towards a supradialectal norm of Russian Church 
Slavonic spelling in the later thirteenth century. 

However, there is a third possibility, that the scribe of Pog6+Sof62 copied 
from an antigraph which was unaff ected by cokan′e and that the occasional 
instances of this dialectal feature betray his own local pronunciation. This 
interpretation deserves to be weighed along with the others because in general 
the manuscript is not as carefully written as Sof63. Although the scribe’s 
hand is clear, it is larger and less elegant than that of the older manuscript. 
Mistakes in copying are somewhat more frequent and are left uncorrected, 
e.g., поиошениѥ прочая instead of поиошениѥ прича (61v), 
ѹбишасѧ in place of ѹглѹбишасѧ (98v), провваѥть сѧ as a 
corruption of прогнѣваѥть сѧ (129r). The impression of work carried 
out hastily or inattentively is compounded by blatent errors in rubrication, e.g., 
ирѣхопадания for грѣхопадания (Pog6 5v), нъ for тъ (37r), 
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итъ славъі for отъ славъі (38r), пакъі ѡдѣжею for и акъі 
ѡдѣжею (109r). Even when the rubricator realised that the initial letter 
which he had inserted at the beginning of ps. 111:2b was wrong, his attempt 
at emendation by adding a superscript letter was misguided and resulted in 
a superfi cially plausible corruption: подъ правъіихъ instead of родъ 
правъіихъ (128v). 

Such disparities between manuscripts of similar date, provenance, type and 
content off er a salutory corrective to a priori assumptions about how ortho gra-
phical norms developed and were applied in the period before reference works or 
spell-checks became available. On the one hand, ostensible consistency in some 
point of scribal practice is not necessarily a guarantee of general competence 
or attentiveness to the task of copying; on the other hand, inconsistent spelling 
may be a sign not of incompetence or carelessness, but of an orthographical 
system which permits specifi c kinds of variable usage.

I. I. Sreznevsky’s conclusion that the two Novgorod manuscripts are not a 
pair was not based simply on the palaeographical and orthographical diff  e r ences 
between them, but above all on discrepancies in their contents. In 92 psalms6 
Sof63 and Pog6+Sof62 contain largely complementary selections of versi cles; 
this means that their combined witness supplies an almost complete text of those 
psalms. In 42 psalms,7 however, these manuscripts contain largely or entirely the 
same selection of versicles; they therefore cover approximately half the text of 
the psalms in question. Sometimes they diff er in the way they divide the text, 
especially when division is into full verses8 rather than versicles. In such cases 
they may coincide for part of the text, e.g., in ps. 117, where they both start with 
even-numbered verses but diverge at verse 22, because Sof63 goes from 22a to 23, 
omitting 22b, and so switches to odd-numbered verses, whereas Sof62 continues 
with even-numbered ones throughout. Conversely in ps. 118 Sof63 starts with 
even-numbered verses, Sof62 with odd-numbered ones, but they agree between 
verses 73 and 112; in Canticle 2 Sof63 starts with odd-numbered verses, Sof62 
with even-numbered ones, but they converge from verse 15 onward.

These facts are signifi cant for several reasons. Firstly, they suggest that 
each manuscript originally had its pair, thus doubling the putative number of 
such books. Secondly, they imply that there was an ongoing liturgical need for 
antiphonal psalters. Further support for such an inference may be found in 
Sof62: at the beginning of pss. 26, 47, 65, 92 and 131 no heading or number 

6 Pss. 18–24, 27–38, 40–43, 46, 49–75, 77–97, 101–107, 109–115, 118, 135, 136, 139, 
146, 150, plus Canticle 2.

7 Pss. 17, 25, 26, 39, 44, 45, 47, 48, 76, 98–100, 108, 116, 117, 119–134, 137, 138, 140–
145, 147–149; in addition Sof62 supplies half the text of Canticles 1 and 3–9.

8 Pss. 50, 117, 118 and Canticle 2 in both manuscripts; pss. 140 and 148–150 in Sof63; 
the other Canticles in Sof62.
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is supplied,9  so that the text runs on without break from the preceding psalm. 
Such oversights might perhaps occur more readily in copying from a pre-
existing antiphonal psalter10 than from the full text of the psalms, especially 
as only the even-numbered versicles of pss. 26, 65 and 92 are supplied and the 
copyist therefore would not have had the initial versicle to prompt his memory. 
If this is what happened, there must have been at least a third pair of antiphonal 
psalter manuscripts in thirteenth-century Novgorod, for Sof62 cannot have 
been copied from Sof63, which contains only the odd-numbered versicles of 
pss. 65 and 92.

More importantly, the partial coincidence between the texts in Sof63 and 
Pog6+Sof62 makes it easier to demonstrate that both manuscripts follow the 
same textual redaction. Where they coincide, each manuscript corroborates the 
other’s witness, and they do this with a high degree of consistency, indicating 
unambiguously their joint affi  liation to what is currently known as Redaction II 
of the Church Slavonic Psalter [T 1998: 810, MR 1998]. This 
is the version which was provisionally termed ‘Russian’ in the monographs by 
V. I. Sreznevsky and V. A. Pogorelov [С?��<�@���� 1877, П;Ú;?��;@ 1901] 
because they met it attested in manuscripts which follow an East Slavonic ortho-
graphical recension (izvod); and the designation has been redeployed recent-
ly [O 2009: 226–227, footnote 24], presumably because the earliest 
witness found so far, which goes back to the eleventh century, is likewise East Sla-
vonic [A, L 1978, К?�@�; 2004]. However, it does not neces sa rily 
follow that the textual Redaction II originated in the East Slav area; a Bulgarian 
provenance in the tenth century has also been mooted [T 1998: 813–
814]. The question of local origin remains open [MR 2005], and it has 
become clear in recent years that this redaction is attested not only in East but 
also in South Slavonic manuscripts of the thirteenth century, in association with 
vestigial spellings of Middle Bulgarian type [MR 2008: 342].

The following examples comprise the main variant readings characteristic of 
Redaction II which are to be found in Sof63 and Sof62. Each is given to ge ther 
with the Greek expression which it translates and is followed by a list of sup-
porting witnesses, notes of any lacunae or corrections, and the con tra sting vari-
ant from Redaction I, the other version in widespread use up to the four teenth 
century. Uncertain or corrupt readings are indicated with a question mark. The 
two earliest witnesses used, the East Slavonic Sin6 Har, are cited fi rst, fol lowed 
by four South Slavonic manuscripts, three of the thirteenth cen tu ry, Sin7 Plj Bel, 

9  Perhaps as a consequence, the numbering of pss. 133–149 is incorrect in Sof62.
10 The inclusion of hypopsalmata to Canticle 2 in Sof62 [MR 1996: 168 and 175] 

is a further indication that the antigraph of this manuscript was intended for liturgical 
use [O 1993 sub voce Responsorien]. The refrains are written immediately after 
the appropriate versicles, sometimes without even a point to mark them off ; it is possible 
that the scribe of Sof62 did not realise that they were extraneous to this little used text.
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and the somewhat later but conservative Ath. Of these, Plj Bel off er the clearest 
supporting evidence for Redaction II, agreeing to a large extent with Sin6 Har, 
but unfortunately they both have substantial lacunae in the fi rst third of the psal-
ter text. Sin7 Ath are more nearly complete, but have been sporadically cor rec ted, 
usually to readings of Redaction I which were re in stated in the later re vi sions of 
the fourteenth century; the fact that these cor rec tions were made sug gests strongly 
that the original readings in Sin7 Ath were those of Redaction II. After them come 
three fourteenth-century East Sla vo nic ma nu scripts, Jar FпI1 Sof60, which have 
been selected as relatively pure examples of Re dac tion II. The rea dings of Amf, the 
Simonovskaja Psalter pub lished by Ar chi man drite Am philochius [Аãð��;Ø�� 
1880–1] are included in spite of their occa sional idio syncrasies [П;Ú;?��;@ 
1901: xxxii-xxxiii, M R 2010] because this manuscript was used as a 
source for Redaction II by Jagić [ЯÚ�= 1884] and Pogorelov [П; Ú; ?� �;@ 1901] 
and remains one of the few re pre sen ta tives of that redaction easily accessible today.

The readings attested in both Sof63 and Sof62 can be divided into three types, 
each of which refl ects a diff erent aspect of the revision which produced Re dac tion 
II. The fi rst consists of simple lexical or occasionally syntactic varia tion, where 
one expression is preferred to another of broadly similar meaning or function: 

100:4b τοῦ πονηροῦ—лѹкаваго Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar 
FпI1—зълаго I Ath Sof60 Amf;

102:13b οἰκτίρει—оущедрить Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Ath Jar FпI1 Sof60 
Amf – помилѹетъ I Har Sin7 Plj Bel; 

131:4c τοῖ̋ κροτάφοι̋—скранияма Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Jar 
FпI1? Sof60 Amf (Plj Bel lacuna)—кротофома I—колѣнома Ath;

131:7a σκηνώματα—сѣни Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 FпI1 Sof60 Amf 
(Plj Bel lacuna; Ath corrected to I)—села I Jar;

132:2a μύρον—мюро Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Sin7 Plj Ath Jar FпI1 Sof60 Amf 
(Har Bel lacuna)—хризма I;

132: 2c ᾤαν—подолъкъ Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Jar FпI1 Sof60 Amf (Har Bel 
lacuna; Ath corrected to I)—ометъі I Sin7 Plj;

146:8d ἀνθρώπων—члв҃кмъ Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Sin7 Plj? Bel Ath Jar 
FпI1 Sof60 Amf (Har lacuna)—чловѣчьстѣ I.

Such adjustments could either have been made in the process of checking 
against Greek or have arisen subsequently within the Church Slavonic textual 
tradition; consequently they tend to constitute supplementary rather than 
decisive evidence for a particular redaction.

The other two types of variant can only be explained by reference to 
the Greek text of the psalms. Some of them arise from divergences between 
Redactions I and II in the interpretation of polysemous Greek words:

39:5b μανία̋—гнѣвъі Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Jar FпI1 Sof60 Amf 
(Plj Bel lacuna; Ath corrected to I)—неистовления I; 
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39:8b κεφαλίδι βιβλίου—главизнѣ книжнѣи Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 
Har Sin7 Jar FпI1 Amf (Plj Bel lacuna)—съвитъцѣ кънижьнѣмь I 
Sof60;

68:21a ταλαιπωρίαν—оканьства Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Har Plj Bel Ath 
Sof60 (Sin7 Ath corrected to I)—страсти I Jar FпI1 Amf;

81:2b λαμβάνετε—приимаѥте Sof63+Sof62 Har Amf приѥмлете 
Sin6? Jar (Sin7 Ath corrected to I)—обиноуите сѧ I Plj Bel FпI1 Sof60; 

108:23b ἀκρίδε̋—абрѣдьѥ Sof63+Sof62 Har Jar (Sin6 Bel lacuna; Sin7 
Ath corrected to I)—проут᾿ныи кон᾿ци Plj Amf?—прѫзи I FпI1 Sof60;

138:3b προεῖδε̋—прѣдъвидѣ Sof63+Sof62 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar FпI1 
Sof60 (Sin6 lacuna)—прѣдъзре Ath Amf—прозрѣ I.

On the whole these variants suggest a more literalistic approach in Redac-
tion II than in Redaction I, but the reading in 108:23b may be an exception: the 
meaning and etymology of абрѣдьѥ are a matter of debate, but the gloss pro-
vided in Plj and garbled as проугии иконѹ in Amf suggests that the word 
was understood to refer to plants rather than insects [MR 2010: 427]. 

The third type of diagnostic readings reproduces variants within the Greek 
textual tradition. Several of these are reminiscences, phrases transferred from 
similar contexts in other psalms; in principle such transferences could take 
place as readily in the Church Slavonic textual tradition as in Greek, but the 
regularity with which these readings appear in manuscripts containing one or 
other redaction suggests strongly that they go back to the Greek version from 
which their redaction derived. Some of the others betray misinterpretations 
of Greek and may indicate that Redaction II was based on a less competent 
knowledge of Greek than Redaction I: 

39:9b κοιλία̋—ѹтробъі Sof63+Sof62 Har Sin7 Jar FпI1? Amf—чрева 
Sin6 Sof60 (Plj Bel lacuna; Ath corrected to I); καρδία̋—сръдьца I

46:9a ἐπὶ τὰ ἔθνη—надъ язъікъі Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel 
Jar Sof60 Amf; ἐπὶ πάντα τὰ ἔθνη11—надъ вьсѣми ѩзъікъі I Ath FпI1;

68:14b δυνάμεω̋12—силъі Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Har Plj Bel Ath FпI1 Sof60 
Amf; ἐλέου̋—милости I Jar Sin7;

97:5a τῷ κυρίῳ—гд҃ви Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar FпI1 
Sof60 Amf; τῷ θεῷ ἡμῶν13—б҃ѹ нашемѹ I;

97:6a ἐλαταῖ̋ confused with ἐλατιναῖ̋?—древѧнахъ Sof63+Sof62 
Sin6 Har Plj Bel Ath Jar (Sin7 corrected to I); ἐλαταῖ̋—кованахъ I FпI1 
Sof60 Amf; 

98:4b εὐθύτητα̋—правьдъі Sof63+Sof62 Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel 
Ath FпI1 Sof60—правинѧ Amf; εὐθύτητα—правинѫ I правдѹ Jar; 

11  Cf. 46:2a.
12  Cf. 32:17b and 65:3b. 
13  Cf. 46:7b.
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108:23b ἐξετινάχθην mistakenly associated with ἐκτείνω?—прострохъ 
сѧ Sof63+Sof62 Har Plj Jar (Sin6 Bel lacuna; Sin7 corrected to I)— 
съпрострохъ сѧ Amf; ἐξετινάχθην—сътрѧсохъ сѧ I FпI1 Sof60. 

While the number of these shared readings in Sof63 and Sof62 is inevitably 
limited, their evidence for affi  liation to Redaction II is unambiguous; there is 
only one problematic variant: 

140:9a συνεστήσαντο—съставиша Sof63+Sof62 Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Amf 
(Sin6 Har lacuna; Jar corrected); ἔκρυψαν14—съкръішѧ FпI1 Sof60. The 
absence of the readings for Sin6 Har makes it diffi  cult to determine whether the 
variant съкръішѧ, which is found in a number of fourteenth-century East 
Slavonic manuscripts, was original to Redaction II [MR 1998: 932] 
but was ousted in South Slavonic manuscripts by the reading of Redaction I, or 
whether it was a later modifi cation. 

Divergence between Sof63 and Sof62 is also rare and can be explained by 
the relative conservatism of Sof63. In particular, in the headings to the eighth 
and nineteenth kathismata15 Sof63 retains in abbreviated form, сѣ , the early 
Church Slavonic translation of the term сѣдильна or сѣдильно, which 
is otherwise found mainly in association with Redaction I; but Pog6+Sof62 has 
throughout the abbreviation ка of the more widely used Greek equivalent 
kathisma, as does Sof63 elsewhere. Another example of possible conservatism 
in Sof63 occurs in 150:4a, where the equivalent supplied for τυμπάνῳ is not 
the loanword тѹмъпанѣ found in Sof62 and most other Church Slavonic 
psalter manuscripts regardless of redaction, but кумпанѣ, which, if it is 
not merely a slip of the pen, can be paralleled only by кемъп҃нѣ16 in the 
second Glagolitic psalter from Sinai [M 2012]. 

On the textological foundation provided by those portions of Sof63 and 
Pog6+Sof62 which coincide textually it is possible to build up a fuller picture of 
Redaction II by taking into account diagnostic readings attested only in one of the 
two manuscripts. The same three-fold division can be applied. The lexical variants, 
even when they only occur once, speak for a diff erent approach to translation from 
that of Redaction I, for instance in the use of of native words rather than loans: 

17:39a οὐ μὴ δύνωνται—не могоуть мощї Sof63 Sin6 Sin7 Plj Bel 
FпI1 Sof60 Amf (Har lacuna)—не имѫть мощи I—не вьзмогть 
Ath Jar;

30:23b ἀπέρριμμαι—ѿриновенъ Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Bel Ath Jar FпI1 
Sof60 Amf (Plj lacuna)—ѿвръженъ I; 

14  Cf. 30:5a.
15  At pss. 55 and 134.
16  The same word occurs, but as a translation of 150:5 κυμβάλοι̋, in the second Glagolitic 

psalter and the Vienna Croatian Glagolitic commentated psalter [H 1967]; this 
may be echoed in the reading звонѣхь found in Plj Bel Ath [Т?�ðà<;@�ó 2000; 
MR 2010: 429].
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48:21b ἀνοήτοι̋—неразѹмьнъіхъ Sof63 Sin6 Sin7 Plj Ath Jar FпI1 
Amf (Bel lacuna)—несъмъісльнъіхъ I Har Sof60;

61:11c ῥέῃ—прѣтекаѥть Sof63 Sin6 Plj Bel FпI1 Sof60 Amf—
мимотекаетъ I Har Sin7 Ath Jar;

62:12c ἐνεφράγη—заградишѧ сѧ Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Ath Jar 
FпI1 Sof60 Amf (Bel lacuna)—заѩшѧ сѧ I;

73:8a συγγένεια—съродїтели Sof63 Sin6 Har Plj Bel Ath Jar (Sin7 
corrected to I)—съѹжикъі Amf—ѫжикъі I FпI1 Sof60; 

83:3b ἐπὶ θεὸν ζῶντα—къ б҃ѹ живѹ Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar 
(Amf without къ)—о б͠ѕѣ живѣ I FпI1 Sof60 Ath; 

85:4b ἦρα—въздвигохъ Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar – 
възѧхъ I FпI1 Sof60 Amf;

92:3b ἐπιτρίψει̋—ст(во)рения, i.e., сътрения Sof62 Sin6 Sin7 Plj 
Bel FпI1 (Ath corrected to I)—стрѹя Jar Sof60—стрѹгъі I Har Amf;

101:8b δώματι—зъдании Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar FпI1 
S60—зъдѣ I Amf;

101:28 ἐκλείπουσιν—оскоудѣють Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar 
FпI1 Sof60—исконьчаютъ сѧ I Amf;

105:42a ἔθλιψαν—оскърбѣша Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar FпI1 
Sof60—сътѫжишѧ I Amf;

113:8b ἀκρότομον—несѣкомъіи Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Ath Jar FпI1 
Sof60 Amf (Bel lacuna)—акротомъ I; 

138:15b ὑπόστασι̋—съставъ Sof63 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar FпI1 Sof60 
Amf (Sin6 lacuna)—ѵпостась I;

140:7b διεσκορπίσθη—расъіпашѧ сѧ Sof63 Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar FпI1 
Sof60 Amf (Sin6 Har lacuna)—расѹшѧ сѧ I. 

Parallels can be found to the lexical choices recorded in both manuscripts:
42:3c σκηνώματα—сѣнї Sof63 Sin6 Har Bel S60 Amf сѣнь Jar (Plj 

lacuna; Ath corrected to I)—села I Sin7 FпI1;
105:46a οἰκτιρμού̋—щедротъі Sof63 Sin6 Sin7 Ath Jar FпI1 Sof60 

Amf—милость I Har Plj Bel;
118:156a οἰκτιρμοί—щедротъі Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Ath Jar FпI1 

Sof60 Amf (Bel lacuna)—милости I.
Repeated attestations in one or other of the two manuscripts similarly 

refl ect lexical preferences either in Redaction II itself or at any rate in the period 
during which this version was in use:

18:2 ποίησιν—сътворениѥ Pog6 Sin6 Har Plj Bel FпI1 Amf—тварь 
I Sin7 Ath Jar Sof60;

63:10c ποιήματα—сътворения Sof62 Sin6? Har Sin7 Plj Ath Jar FпI1 
Amf (Bel lacuna)—твари I Sof60;
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65:16a διηγήσομαι—съкажю Sof62 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar FпI1 Sof60 Amf 
(Ath corrected to I)—повѣмь I Sin6?;

72:15a διηγήσομαι—съкажю Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar Ath Sof60 
Amf—повѣмь I FпI1;

77:67b φυλήν—племене Sof62 Sin6 Har Jar FпI1 Amf Sof60—колѣна 
Plj Bel Ath;

77:68a φυλήν—племѧ Sof63 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar FпI1 Sof60 Amf—
колѣно I Sin6 Ath;

90:6b συμπτώματο̋—сърѣтения Sof63 Bel Jar FпI1 Sof60 Amf—
срѣщѧ I Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Ath.

To these may be added a range of recurrent features, too frequently 
instantiated to be listed individually, whose preponderant or systematic use 
in manuscripts of Redaction II helps to distinguish them even from the later 
representatives of Redaction I [MR 2005: 41–42]: the absence of 
asigmatic aorists, the use of акъі (x29 Sof63, x23 Sof62) rather than яко 
to introduce similes, великъ (x4 Sof63, x1 Sof62) rather than велии, and 
the lexical items безоума (x3 Sof63, x4 Sof62), напрѧщи (x2 Sof63, 
x3 Sof62), съборъ (x7 Sof63, x3 Sof62) instead of ашоуть or спъіти, 
налѧщи, съньмъ in Redaction I. 

Direct discrepancy between Sof63 and Pog6+Sof62 cannot of course be 
detected in those portions of the text where the manuscripts complement each 
other, but there are two examples of indirect inconsistency. One of these is 
probably an instance of linguistic updating independent of redaction:

 69:6b χρονίσῃ̋—замѹди Sof63 I Sin6 Har Sin7 Amf—закьсни Plj 
Bel Ath—замедли Jar FпI1 Sof60 

39:18b χρονίσῃ̋ замедли Sof62 Jar Sof60—замѫди I Sin6 Har—
забѹди Sin7 FпI1 Amf—закьсни Ath (Plj Bel lacuna)

The corruption of замѫди to забѹди in both South and East Slavo-
nic manuscripts is in itself an indication that замѫдити was not in current 
use, and its replacement by замедли in Sof62, as by закьсни in Plj Bel Ath, 
merely confi rms this. The other instance of lexical variation in Sof63 and Sof62, 
between the Latin loanword олѣи and the Greek елѣи, is more problematic: 
Sof63 has елѣи x2 (108:24, 140:5) but also an instance of олѣи (108:18); 
Sof62 has елѣи x5 (22:5, 54:22, 91:11, 108:18+24) but presents ѡлѣи x2 
with a rubricated initial (88:21, 140:5) and also x2 in line (103:15, Deut. 32:13d). 
In Redaction I, in the South Slavonic Sin7 Plj Bel Ath and in the East Slavonic Jar 
олѣи is found to the exclusion of елѣи, but Sin6 Har FпI1 Sof60 Amf employ 
an unpredictable mixture of both, with масло as a further occasional option 
in Sin6 Sof60 Amf. It is not impossible that Redaction II was inconsistent in this 
respect from the outset, since it seems to have come into existence through a 
process of checking and correcting Redaction I against Greek. 
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The character of that process is once again brought into sharp focus by 
instances of a distinctive approach to translation in Redaction II, sometimes 
literalistic, sometimes interpretative, which are attested either in Sof63 or in 
Sof62: 

34:6a ὀλίσθημα—съблазнъ Sof62 Sin6 Har Bel Jar FпI1 Sof60 Amf (Plj 
lacuna; Sin7 Ath corrected to I)—плъзъкъ I; 

54:23b σάλον—смѧтения Sof62 Sin6 Sin7 Plj Ath Jar FпI1 Sof60 Amf 
(Har Bel lacuna)—млъвъі I;

63:3a συστροφῆ̋ πονευρομένων—развращения лоукавьст воу-
ю щиихъ Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Ath Jar FпI1 Sof60 Amf (Bel lacuna)—
съньма зълобивъіхъ I;

70:14a διὰ παντό̋—о всемь Sof63 Sin6 Har Plj Bel Jar Ath Sof60 Amf—
въінѫ I Sin7 FпI1;

72:7b διάθεσιν—размъішления Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7orig. Plj Ath Jar 
Sof60 Amf (Bel lacuna; Sin7 corrected to I)—любъве I FпI1;

73:4b ἔγνωσαν—чюшѧ Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar Amf (Ath corrected 
to I)—познашѧ I FпI1 Sof60; 

91:8b διέκυψαν—прѣклониша сѧ Sof63 Sin6 Har Plj Bel Ath Jar 
FпI1—възникошѧ I Sof60 Amf ѹникоше Sin7;

92:4b μετεωρισμοί—запрѣщения Sof63 Sin6 Har Plj Bel Jar FпI1 
Sof60 (Sin7 Ath corrected to I)—въісотъі I Amf; 

93:9b κατανοεῖ—разоумѣѥть Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Ath FпI1 Sof60 
(Bel lacuna)—смотрить I Plj Amf (Jar corrected from сматраѥть?);

106:29a αὔραν—тишинѹ Sof62 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath FпI1 Sof60 (Sin6 
lacuna)—хладъ I Jar Amf;

108:21b χρηστόν—щедра Sof63 Har Plj FпI1 Sof60 (Sin6 Bel lacuna; Ath 
corrected to I); Jar corrected—блага I Jar? Amf Sin7; 

109:3a ἀρχή—начальство Sof63 Har Ath Jar Sof60 (Sin6 Bel lacuna)—
владъічьство I Plj Sin7 FпI1 Amf;

136:3b ὕμνον—хвалоу Sof62 Har Plj Ath Jar FпI1 Sof60 Amf (Sin6 Bel 
lacuna; Sin7 corrected to I)—пѣснии I.

Although some of the manuscripts adduced here deviate occasionally in 
the direction of Redaction I, the majority reading of Redaction II is in most 
cases clear and is usually supported by the earliest witness, Sin6. The same 
can be said of those variants which can be referred back to the Greek textual 
tradition:

33:23b καταισχυνθήσονται17—постъідѧть сѧ Sof63 Sin6 Har Bel 
(Plj lacuna) Jar FпI1 Sof60 Amf; πλημμελήσουσιν—прѣгрѣшѧтъ I Sin7 
Ath;

17  Probably a vague reminiscence of similar wording in 33:6b, 36:19, 68:7a. 
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34:11 ἀνέστησαν?—въсташа Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Bel Ath Jar FпI1 Amf 
Sof60 (Plj lacuna); ἀναστάντε̋—въставъшии I;

49:18b μοιχοῦ—прѣлюбодѣѥмь Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Ath Jar 
Sof69 Amf (Bel lacuna); μοιχῶν—прѣлюбодѣи I FпI1

57:5b ἀσπίδο̋ κωφῆ̋—аспида глѹха Sof62 Sin6 Sin7 Plj Bel Ath 
Jar FпI1 Sof60 Amf (Har lacuna); ἀσπίδων κωφῶν—аспидъі глѹхъі I;

57:6b φαρμακοῦται φαρμακευομένη παρὰ σοφοῦ?—обаваѥма оба-
вающи сѧ ѿ прѣмѹдра Sof62 Sin6 Sin7 Jar FпI1 Sof60 (Har lacuna); 
φαρμακοῦ τε φαρμακευομένη παρὰ σοφοῦ?—обаваѥма ѿ обавьника 
прѣмѹдра Plj Bel—обаваѥма ѿ обавающаго ѿ прѣмдра 
Amf—ѿ прѣмѹдра обавьника обаваѥма I Ath;

70:19a θαυμάσια18—чюдеса Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar Amf; 
μεγαλεῖα—величьствия I FпI1 Sof60 (Ath corrected to II?);

70:20c ἀνήγαγε̋—възведе Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar Amf (Ath 
corrected to I); πάλιν ἀνήγαγε̋—древле възведе I FпI1 Sof60;

73:17a ὅρια misread as ὄρεα?—горъі Sof62 Sin6 Har Plj Bel Jar Sof60 Amf 
(Sin7 corrected to I); ὅρια—прѣдѣлъі I Ath FпI1;

83:11c οἰκεῖν με—жити ми Sof62 Sin6 Sin7 Plj Ath Jar FпI1 Sof60 
(Har lacuna); οἰκεῖν—жити I Bel Amf; 

84:5 σωτὴρ ἡμῶν—сп҃сителю нашь Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar 
FпI1 Sof60 Amf (Plj corrected to I); σωτηρίων ἡμῶν—сп҃сении нашихъ I;

104:42b τοῦ πρὸ̋ Αβρααμ—иже къ авраамѹ Sof62 Sin6 Har Ath 
Jar FпI1; ὅν διέθετο τῷ Αβρααμ—еже имѣ къ авраамѹ I Sin7 Plj Bel 
Amf Sof60;

138:20a ἐρεῖ̋ ἔσται?—рече боудеть Sof63 FпI1 Sof60 (Sin6 lacuna; 
Sin7 corrected to III); ἐρεῖτε ἔσται?—речете боудеть Har Plj Bel Jar Amf 
(Ath corrected to I); ἐρεῖτε—речете I; ἐρισταί ἐστε—ревниви ѥсте III.

As before, in the case of 140:9a discussed above, there is only one pro ble-
matic reading:

52:2b ἀνομίαι̋—безаконии Sof62 Har—ἐπιτηδεύμασι19—начина-
ниихъ Sin6 Plj Bel Ath Jar FпI1 Sof60 Amf (Sin7 corrected to I)—беза ко-
ниихъ I Jar.

Here the support in other manuscripts for начинаниихъ as the read-
ing of Redaction II is strong; the minority preference for безаконии(хъ) 
could have any of several possible explanations: sporadic infl uence of Redac-
tion I, sporadic consultation of Greek at some early stage, or simply the appro-
priate ness in context of безакониѥ, which occurs much more frequently in 
the psalms than начинаниѥ.

18 Cf. 70:17b.
19 Cf. 13:1b.
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Apart from these isolated deviations and a few omissions from both 
manuscripts,20 Sof63 and Sof62 taken together present a pattern of readings 
which corresponds closely to the set of diagnostic variants posited for Redac-
tion II [MR 1998: 929–933]. They also follow Redaction II almost 
without exception in agreeing with the liturgical rather than the commentated 
version of Redaction I where those two traditions diverge [MR 1998: 
933–935].21 Of the three exceptions, the one in 106:19b, where Sof63 agrees 
with the commentated tradition, is probably a reminiscence of 106:13b; in the 
other two cases, the omission from 136:6b of яко in Sof63 and the reading 
Deut. 32:43 ѹкрѣпѧть и in Sof62, the variant reading is a minority one, 
not widely enough supported to be typical of any redaction.

Thus the antiphonal psalters from S. Sophia in Novgorod are important in 
three respects: they preserve evidence of a liturgical practice which is other-
wise sparsely attested; in both of them, but especially in the older manu script, 
Sof63, the interaction of local pronunciation with Church Slavonic can be 
clearly detected; and their joint witness lends weighty support to the in fer-
ence, otherwise based mainly on manucripts of rather later date, that up to 
the period of Second South Slavonic infl uence the version of the Psalter most 
widely known and used in Rus′ was Redaction II. Moreover, in some points 
they agree with the earliest witnesses to that redaction, Sin6 and Har, against 
the later and more heterogeneous tradition found in the fourteenth century. 
The combined witness of Sof63 and Pog6+Sof62 provides the fullest East 
Slavonic version of Redaction II extant from the thirteenth century22 and the 
earliest manuscript evidence for this redaction to have survived continuously 
in Russian archives.

Appendix: Confusion of ч and ц in Sof63

Multiple instances of type I ч > ц (x62): 
оуц- x15: forms of наоуцити (7r, 66v, 87v, 88r, 90r x3, 91v, 92v, 93r, 

106r), forms of пооуцити (50v, 93v, 105v), пооуценїе (94v);
цист- x6: цистотѣ (1r), forms of оцистити (30r x2, 81v), 

оцищениѥ (63r, 98r);
цьто x4: ницьтоже (20v, 62r), не о цемьже (33v), цьто (95r);
алцющ- x4: (78v, 79r, 80r, 108v;) 

20 43:8b, 44:9, 47:4, 62:2, 107:10; 134:6, Isa. 26:20.
21 In 21:9 Sof62, 24:17 Sof63, 26:9 Sof63, 34:8 Sof62, 39:15 Sof62, 39:18 Sof62, 91:15 

Sof63, 107:5 Sof63, 107:9 Sof63, 111:8 Sof63, 118:127 Sof62, 134:12 Sof63, 138:24 
Sof62, Deut. 32:39 Sof62; in 103:27 Sof63 Sof62, like other witnesses to Redaction II, 
prefer the reading found in the commentated version of Redaction I.

22 The thirteenth-century psalter manuscript in RGADA [А@�;�?>�;@>, К<ï��@��>ï, 
Шã��� 1988: 104–106, no. 40] is unfortunately incomplete: it breaks off  at ps. 103.
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мълц- x4: forms of прѣмълцити (9b, 29r), ѹмлъци (20v), 
измъ|лце (42r);

чловѣцьск- x4: (56r, 79r, 107v, 108r);
оци x3: (88v, 96r, 98v);
паце x3: (30r, 103r, 105r);
рѣц-/рец- x3: рѣци (2v), рецеть (59r), вельрѣцїв (31r);
мьрц-/мрац- x2: мьрце (75v) омрацить сѧ (102v);
нацин-/нацѧ- x2: нацинанїихъ (77v), нацѧло (101v); 
облац-/облѣц- x2: облацьнѣ (70r), облѣце сѧ (81v);
плаць x2: (10v, 71r);
сѣц- x2: отъсѣцетъ (50v), сѣць (77v);
тѹцьнъ x2: (4v, 41r);
цисло x2: (22r, 109r);
цѧст- x2: прицѧстишѧ сѧ (77v), цѧсть (111v).

Single instances of type I ч > ц (x14):
вецера (74r), зълцї (113r), истоцьникъ (41v), паѹцинѹ 

(21r), отълѹциши (40v), мець (34r), оумоуци (2r), непороцьнѹ 
(70v), притъцю (42v), исѹци (48r), растоци (83v), црѣва (99r), 
нецьстивъіми (7v), цюдеса (79v).

Multiple instances of type I′ ч > ц (x36):
оуницьж- x12: forms of оуницьжити (5v, 24v, 43v, 34v, 71v, 

77v, 89v, 92r), оуницьжениѥ (12r, 89r, 96r x2); 
велиц- x8: възвелицѧя (2r), forms of възвелицити сѧ (22r, 

34r, 65v, 73r) велицьствию (111r), велициѥ (111r), възвеселимъ 
сѧ > възвелицимъ сѧ (3v);

коньц- x6: forms of исконьцѧти сѧ (21r, 64r, 74v), сконьцѧю 
(112v), коньцина (35v, 91r); 

лиц- x4: forms of облицити (19r, 29v, 104v), облицьникъ (47r);
грѣшьниц- (adjective) x2: (81r, 104v); 
овьцѧ x2: (adjective 55v, noun 94v); 
пшеницьн- x2: (57r, 109v).

Single instances of type I′ ч > ц (x6):
агньцемь (adjective 112r), вѣньцѧющааго (72r), всѧцьская 

(74r), ловьцѧ (adjective 64v), оц҃ьствия (68r), принице (59r).

Single instances of *tj > ч > ц (x2): 
полецю (32r), пицю (74r).

Single instance of type II ц > ч: 

чр҇ве (7r).
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Single instances of type III ц > ч (x3): 
скорописьчѧ (genitive, 28r), лича (43r), птеньчемъ (109r).
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