The Novgorod Hosropoackue

Antiphonal aHTU(POHHbIE
Psalters: Their TICaATBIPIL:
Orthographical opdorpadrueckue
Peculiarities OCOOEHHOCTU U

and Textological TEKCTOA0TTYEeCKOe
Significance’ 3HaUeHle

Catherine Mary MacRobert Kotpuu Maspu MakPobept
University of Oxford Oxcdopacknii yHUBEpPCUTET

Abstract

The thirteenth-century Novgorod antiphonal psalters were written 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 infiltration of dialect pronunciation into the Novgorod
variety of Church Slavonic can be detected (a list of the various different 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 attested 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.

* This article is an expanded version of a paper presented at the conference
“W. 1. Cpe3HeBCKUii U PyccKoe UcTopudeckoe A3biko3HaHue” held in Ryazan, 26-28
September 2012, to mark the bicentenary of the birth of I. I. Sreznevsky.
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Pe3iome

Hosropoackue antudgonssle rncaarsipy XIII Beka rnpeAHazHaueHsI 4151 60rocay>ked-
HOTO VICTIOAHEHNS ITOTIepeMEeHHO ABYM:I XOpaMU AW YTeljaMI, TOSTOMY KaKAas 13
HIUX COAEP>KUT HETOAHBIN TEKCT IICaAMOB, I OHM AOIOAHSIOT APYT ApyTa AWIIb
gacTiyHO. TeM He MeHee OHI ITPeACTaBASIOT MHTEPeC U B OTHOIIEHNI HOPMIUPOBaHI
LIepKOBHOCAABHCKON opdorpaduy 1 oppOosIm, ¥ ¢ TOYKM 3peHNs TeKCToAorvm. B
o4HoOIL, Goaee ApeBHell, M3 HUX IIPOCAEXKMBAETCS IIPOHUKHOBEHNE AMaAeKTHOIO
ITPOV3HOIIEHNUS B HOBIOPOACKYIO Pa3HOBMAHOCTH II€PKOBHOCAABSHCKOTO SI3BIKa (B
IIPUAOKEHNN Aa€TCSI CITUCOK Pa3HOOOPa3HBIX IIPUMEPOB ITOKaHbS B 9TOV PYKOITUCH).
Ha ocHoBe aHaausa pasHouTeHMI1, 001X 445 00eMX PYKOIIICeN AN 3aCBUAeTeAb-
CTBOBaHHBIX B OAHOI MAM APYTOi U3 HUX, AOKa3bIBAae€TCsl MX IPMHAAAESKHOCTD KO
BTOPOJI PeaaKIiy IIepKOBHOCAABIHCKOTO IIepeBoa IIcaAMOB, a TeM CaMBIM MX I[eH-
HOCTB 4451 UCTOPUM PacIIpOCTpaHeHNs 9TOM PeAaKIIY CpeAy BOCTOUHBIX CAaBsH 40
koHna XIII Beka.

Kniouesble cnosa
1IepKOBHOCAABSAHCKAsI IICAATBIPh, aHTU(POHHAsA IICAATHIPL, APEBHEHOBIOPOACKUI
AUAAEKT, LIOKaHbe

The two antiphonal® psalter manuscripts from the collection of St. Sophia in
Novgorod are remarkable for their very existence. Each contains approximately?
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
[RoTy 1983 sub voce antudoH], 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

! In English ‘antiphonal’ adequately indicates the probable use of these manuscripts;
‘anTioHHbIA’ is unfortunately less transparent because ‘antudon’ has developed
seondary meanings in Eastern Orthodox practice [[Ipa4EHKO 1899, RoTY 1983,
ONASCH 1993, sub voce autu¢oH]|.

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 different hand at the end of the manuscript, no
doubt because it was not used liturgically.
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as fiptow TV Padp.odv Bradods [BEHEIEBMY 1911: 21, No. 8]; the two psalters
listed in a library catalogue from Patmos as JaAtvpia stryoroyiag may have
been a pair of similar kind [PARPULOV 2005: 34, footnote 3].

As 1. I. Sreznevsky pointed out [CPE3HEBCKUI 1861-63: 59], the Nov-
gorod manuscripts are not a pair: they are independent copies of the psalms for
antiphonal use, made by different 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 [KynpusHoB 1857: 29-31; IImuar 1984: 363-364, nos. 473 and
474]. However V. L. Sreznevsky observed that Sof63 exhibited early features
of spelling not found in Sof62 [CPE3HEBCKMIT 1877: 60-61], and recently its
dating has been put back to the late twelfth or early thirteenth century [IIMunT
2002: 653-653, no. n61]. Indeed, against the background of similar layout and
style of lettering the orthographical differences between Sof63 and Pog6+Sof62
reflect in a striking way the direction of change in norms during the thirteenth
century.

In Sof63 the influence 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 practice;
for instance, the conventional use of = in place of oy in the rubricated ini-
tials amupHa® (1v), ANeyH (4V), RcanimH (1), ATERPKAKTE
(18r), mmuoxHa® (102r), and also once in the line, ma AHaAM & (57V),
is clearly an East Slavonic feature. Doubled vocalic letters occur frequently
in the genitive singular masculine of definite adjectives or participles, e.g.,
cagprmangpaare (10v), cncarwpaaro (771), Aarwipaaro (108v),
poxbmaaro (112r), mpsucnoarnaaro (112v) and in imperfect
tense forms, e.g., mpuxoxaaxoy (52v), pacxripaaxoeyTe (63r),
Tamame (79v). As indicated by these examples, the consonantal letters
xi vy tend to be followed by the letter a in preference to a. The distribu-

tion of = and = is to a large extent etymologically correct:* their replacement
by o or e is rare and is treated as a mistake in the scribe’s corrections of
Mm3BIKOME t0 m3aisaMe (531), poro to pors (83v); but there is
considerable inconsistency in the representation of syllables containing = or
 and a liquid, e.g., xazm=1 (38v), xaam®1r (45V), 0Oy TERPKEHHE
[..] Ha BpexOY ropm (46r), and sequences of liquid followed by = or »
are common, e.g. masHHm (51r), eTaEperoma (53v), enaryaxoy
(103v). The letter & 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 mpsaA=® (2r, 20v and elsewhere), mpeaar (11v), B0 BpEMA

3 In East Slavonic terms: third person singular and plural non-past forms of verbs
regularly end in Tx, not T=.
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norprerno (13r), mocpra = (70v); confusion with ¢, e.g., in the dative
cese (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., oaenn (1v), Axxn (40v),
vroxux® (112r), as well as the hybrid yrroxnuu (2r, 56v, 106v) and
suxwipuu (871, 97r), while others are specific to the north-western part
of the East Slav area, e.g., A &xrx (45v with superscript r to correct from
Axxk, 1091) and Axxra (76r), vywxrun (8lr), xuxemu (71v)
and xuxems (95v). The most prominent local feature is cokan’e. This is
not applied consistently, and variants can be found in close proximity, e.g.,
ogucTH (30r x2) but owuipr ca ibid, nuyr (74r) but mapr ibid,,
NagHNANIHX® (77V) but HNAvyHnanHHX® (781), yeTo (957) but
rubricated ¥ = To ibid. Nevertheless, the scribe’s predilection for 1 is patent: I
have noted 120 instances of 1y in place of v, including the correction in ps. 19:6b
of BRaReccAHM™® (A fOBB3BeAHHME ¢A (3v), and only 4 with the
reverse substitution of v for 1j. What is more, the scribe of Sof63 betrays no
familiarity with the contextual rules which have been posited [XKuBoB 1984:
267-268 and 2006: 105-106] to explain how other copyists determined the
distribution of v and y: he writes 1 instead of v x76 in places where only
the first palatalization of the velars could apply, x42 in contexts where the con-
ditioning of both the first and the third palatalizations is present, and x2 in place
of *#j. 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 1y or v 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.* It must be concluded that the orthographical
tradition in which he wrote allowed a significant measure of flexibility; if in
addition orthoepy played a part in the graphical representation of well known
liturgical texts such as the psalms [JKuBoB 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 v and 1y was not observed
in Church Slavonic pronunciation any more than it was in the vernacular.

The orthographical habits reflected in Pog6+Sof62° are a different matter.
They contain no instances of &, doubled vocalic letters are rare, the consonantal
letters x yw iy are normally followed by a, and sequences of liquid plus =

4 On folia 6r, 71, 101, 39v, 40v, 491, 56V, 72V, 78V, 84r, 88v, 97v.
5 In citations from these manuscripts, folio references are to Sof62 unless Pogé6 is specified.
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or = occur only in conjunction with line end, e.g., npsM=a= | vy Hun (8r),
H3BLpk | &xe (39V), 33 | a® w1 (1771). The jersare omitted in weak position
more often than in Sof63, and there is occasional confusion of = with o, e.g.,
npsmoaxvH (18v), the aorist morpas=ama (172v) and the corruption
of npaABRARNT ¢m1 t0 mpasbABNOcH (180v). The letters = and «
are used indiscriminately, not only in Church Slavonicisms such as mocpea =
(44v, 76v, 1271, 132r, 172v), npe A = (Pog6 1v, 2v; 58r), moTpesHmH (43v),
npecaasbno (89v), mpecToan (110v), Bpema (180v), o5acve ca (991,
111r, 126r), but also in words and forms current in East Slavonic, e.g., ceraene
(22v), wager® (76v,125v), vagersom s (Pog6 8r;169r), H(MoEEAATEH
¢ca Tese (431), moxpoy Tere (43V), aac npusaHxH ca (901).
There are some East Slavonic or even local spellings, e.g., ¥ v x uu (43v, 125v,
174v) as well as yrro x uu (Pog6 4v, 61; 1651), Apoxrum (71v), oA B XrH
(76v), A& xrw (1691, 173v), but the standard Church Slavonic sux A ¢z
(147r) is preferred to the dialect treatment found in Sof63. Evidence of cokan’e
is minimal: y instead of v x3 in various forms of the possessive adjective
rpsmwsNHya (201, 43v, 124v) and the reverse substitution x4, « in place of
a i which may result either from the second palatalization, in owsTa (62r)
and ¥ aEvex® (791), or from the third, in anve (171v) and cTaperem=
(176v). From this small number of examples it is difficult to draw firm
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 v and y 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 unaffected 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., moHomeNHKE npovam instead of momomennr mpura (61v),
OYEHIACA N place of oyraocyEHmacA (98V), NpoREAKTE (A asa
corruption of mpernssarTe ca (129r). The impression of work carried
out hastily or inattentively is compounded by blatent errors in rubrication, e.g.,
HpEXONAAANHR fOr rpsxonaAanum (Pogo5v),ns for T= (371),
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HT% ¢(aaBEI for ors caassr (38r), marsear waAsxew for H Az
wAsxkerw (1091). 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 superficially plausible corruption: o A= mpassinx= instead of poa=
npassiHyx s (128v).

Such disparities between manuscripts of similar date, provenance, type and
content offer a salutory corrective to a priori assumptions about how orthogra-
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 specific kinds of variable usage.

L. I. Sreznevsky’s conclusion that the two Novgorod manuscripts are not a
pair was not based simply on the palaeographical and orthographical differences
between them, but above all on discrepancies in their contents. In 92 psalms®
Sof63 and Pog6+Sof62 contain largely complementary selections of versicles;
this means that their combined witness supplies an almost complete text of those
psalms. In 42 psalms,” 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 differ in the way they divide the text,
especially when division is into full verses® 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 significant 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

¢ 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,’ 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 psalter'® 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 affiliation to what is currently known as Redaction II
of the Church Slavonic Psalter [THOMSON 1998: 810, MACROBERT 1998]. This
is the version which was provisionally termed ‘Russian’ in the monographs by
V. L. Sreznevsky and V. A. Pogorelov [CPE3HEBCKUI1 1877, ITOrOPEJIOB 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 [OsTROWSKI 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 [ALTBAUER, LUNT 1978, KpuBko 2004]. However, it does not necessarily
follow that the textual Redaction II originated in the East Slav area; a Bulgarian
provenance in the tenth century has also been mooted [THOMSON 1998: 813~
814]. The question of local origin remains open [MACROBERT 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 [MACROBERT 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 together
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 contrasting vari-
ant from Redaction I, the other version in widespread use up to the fourteenth
century. Uncertain or corrupt readings are indicated with a question mark. The
two earliest witnesses used, the East Slavonic Sin6 Har, are cited first, followed
by four South Slavonic manuscripts, three of the thirteenth century, Sin7 Plj Bel,

° Perhaps as a consequence, the numbering of pss. 133-149 is incorrect in Sof62.

10 The inclusion of hypopsalmata to Canticle 2 in Sof62 [MACROBERT 1996: 168 and 175]
is a further indication that the antigraph of this manuscript was intended for liturgical
use [ONAsCH 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 offer the clearest
supporting evidence for Redaction II, agreeing to a large extent with Sin6 Har,
but unfortunately they both have substantial lacunae in the first third of the psal-
ter text. Sin7 Ath are more nearly complete, but have been sporadically corrected,
usually to readings of Redaction I which were reinstated in the later revisions of
the fourteenth century; the fact that these corrections were made suggests strongly
that the original readings in Sin7 Ath were those of Redaction II. After them come
three fourteenth-century East Slavonic manuscripts, Jar Fnll Sofé60, which have
been selected as relatively pure examples of Redaction II. The readings of Amf, the
Simonovskaja Psalter published by Archimandrite Amphilochius [AM@unOXUI
1880-1] are included in spite of their occasional idiosyncrasies [IIOrOPENOB
1901: xxxii-xxxiii, MACROBERT 2010] because this manuscript was used as a
source for Redaction II by Jagi¢ [sIrm4 1884] and Pogorelov [IToropenos 1901]
and remains one of the few representatives of that redaction easily accessible today.

The readings attested in both Sof63 and Sof62 can be divided into three types,
each of which reflects a different aspect of the revision which produced Redaction
I1. The first consists of simple lexical or occasionally syntactic variation, where
one expression is preferred to another of broadly similar meaning or function:

100:4b o8 Tovnpob—aoysasaro Sof63+S0f62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar
Fnll—axaarol Ath Sof60 Amf,

102:13b oixtipet—oypeapHTE S0f63+S0f62 Sin6 Ath Jar Fnll Sof60
Amf - nomuaoyeTs I Har Sin7 Plj Bel;

131:4c volg xpotdpolc—cIspANHRA MA Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Jar
Fnl1? Sof60 Amf (Plj Bellacuna) —spoTodoma [—woasnoma Atk

131:7a oxnpopata—csnn Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Fnll Sof60 Amf
(Plj Bellacuna; Ath corrected to I)—ceaa I jar;

132:2a pbpov—rarepo Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Sin7 Plj Ath Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf
(Har Bellacuna) —xpusma [;

132: 2c Hhav—mo A 0awis B S0f63+Sof62 Sin6 Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf (Har Bel
lacuna; Ath corrected to I) —ome T =11 Sin7 PIj;

146:8d dvdponwv—yaEsm® Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Sin7 Plj? Bel Ath Jar
Fnl1 Sof60 Amf (Har lacuna)— v a0 &svneT® L.

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 poviac—ruxB w1 Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf
(Plj Bel lacuna; Ath corrected to [) —MeHcTOBACHHEA |
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39:8b xeaiidt BAlov—raaEH3NE KKNHXHEH S0f63+S0f62 Sin6
Har Sin7 Jar Fnll Amf (Plj Bel lacuna) —¢®EHTRIE KENHERLNEME |
Sof60;

68:21a tadattwplov—oisanNbcTBA S0of63+S0f62 Sin6 Har Plj Bel Ath
Sof60 (Sin7 Ath corrected to I) —cTpacTn I Jar Fnll Amf,

81:2b Aopfdvete—npuumMak Te Sof63+S0f62 Har Amf mpurmaceTe
Sin6? Jar (Sin7 Ath corrected to I) —osnnoyHTe ca I Plj Bel Fnll Sof60;

108:23b dxpidec— aEps A Bk Sof63+S0f62 Har Jar (Sin6 Bellacuna; Sin7
Ath corrected to I) —mpoy T'HeIH 1won'yH PljAmfP—npx3n [ Frll Sof60;

138:3b pocidec—npr A BBHA & S0f63+S0f62 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar Fnll
Sof60 (Sin6 lacuna) —npeAn3pe AthAmf—nposp= L

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 A 5p& Ak are a matter of debate, but the gloss pro-
vided in PJj and garbled as mpoyrun Hisonoy in Amf suggests that the word
was understood to refer to plants rather than insects [MACROBERT 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 xohiac—oy TposB1 S0f63+S0f62 Har Sin7 Jar Fnl1? Amf—vpesa
Sin6 Sof60 (Plj Bel lacuna; Ath corrected to I); xopdioc—cpr anya

46:9a ¢l 1o 3V —HA A B B 3B B1 50f63+S0f62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel
Jar Sof60 Amf; éxtt wavta ta €3V —HAA B BRCEMH A 35151 L Ath Fnll;

68:14b Suvdpcwc—cnan1 Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Har Plj Bel Ath Fnll Sof60
Amf, é\éovc—muaocTH I Jar Sin7,

97:5a t® xuplw—r AN'BH Sof63+Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar Fnll
Sof60 Amf, &) Jed NpdYP—Foy Hamemoy [

97:6a éhatolc confused with élatwoic?—Apesanax® Sof63+Sof62
Sin6 Har PIj Bel Ath Jar (Sin7 corrected to I); élataic—sosamax=® I Fnll
Sof60 Amf,

98:4b ebddtnrac—npars A B1 S0f63+S0f62 Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel
Ath Fnll Sof60—npasuna Amf, ebdotnta—npasuns Inpasaoy jar

11 Cf. 46:2a.
12 Cf. 32:17b and 65:3b.
13 Cf. 46:7Db.
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108:23b éEettvdydny mistakenly associated with éxtelvw?—mpocTpox =
¢ca Sof63+Sof62 Har Plj Jar (Sin6 Bel lacuna; Sin7 corrected to I)—
¢arpocTPox s ¢A Amf, eletvaydp—crTpacox® ca I Fnll Sof60.

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

140:9a cuvesticavto—creTaABHIA S0f63+S0f62 Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Amf
(Sin6 Har lacuna; Jar corrected); éxpudov*—cmmpaima Fnll Sof60. The
absence of the readings for Sin6 Har makes it difﬁcuft to determine whether the
variant ¢&1sp=1ma, which is found in a number of fourteenth-century East
Slavonic manuscripts, was original to Redaction II [MACROBERT 1998: 932]
but was ousted in South Slavonic manuscripts by the reading of Redaction I, or
whether it was a later modification.

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 kathismata's Sof63 retains in abbreviated form, ¢-£" , the early
Church Slavonic translation of the term ¢ s AHABNA OF ¢k AHABNO, Which
is otherwise found mainly in association with Redaction I; but Pog6+Sof62 has
throughout the abbreviation 1xa’ 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 top.dvey is not
the loanword Toy mzanan= found in Sof62 and most other Church Slavonic
psalter manuscripts regardless of redaction, but s v mnan -, which, if it is
not merely a slip of the pen, can be paralleled only by s¢mmz=nn&! in the
second Glagolitic psalter from Sinai [MikLAs 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 different approach to translation from
that of Redaction I, for instance in the use of of native words rather than loans:

17:39a 0 p1) S0vwviar—He mMoroy Th moipi Sof63 Sin6 Sin7 Plj Bel
Fnll Sof60 Amf (Har lacuna)—n¢ HM&ATh mMofin [—He¢ Enamor¥re
Ath Jar,

30:23b aréppippon—Wpuuosen s Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Bel Ath Jar Fnll
Sof60 Amf (Pljlacuna) — W ep & xkens I

1“4 Cf. 30:5a.
15 At pss. 55 and 134.

16 The same word occurs, but as a translation of 150:5 xuy3drotc, in the second Glagolitic
psalter and the Vienna Croatian Glagolitic commentated psalter [HAMM 1967]; this
may be echoed in the reading s s on & x = found in PJj Bel Ath [TP®YHOBUR 2000;
MACROBERT 2010: 429].
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48:21b dvorjtoic—Hepa 3 0y MBNBIX B S0f63 Sin6 Sin7 Plj Ath Jar Fnll
Amf (Bellacuna) —mecnmmicannsix s I Har Sof60;

6l:11c pén—mpsTesarTen Sof63 Sin6 Plj Bel Fnll Sof60 Amf—
MHMOT¢isaeT® | Har Sin7 Ath Jar,

62:12¢ éveppdyn—3arpaAHma ca Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Ath Jar
FnIl Sof60 Amf (Bellacuna) —sarmma ¢al;

73:8a cuyyéveta—cmpoaiTean Sof63 Sin6 Har Plj Bel Ath Jar (Sin7
corrected to I) —cm oy kHis 21 Amf— & ks w11 Fall Sof60;

83:3b éxt Jeov Livta—is s Foy xusoy Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar
(Amfwithout sx)—o E$& xkuE= I Fnll Sof60 Ath;

85:4b Mpa—rsE3ARHrox® Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar -
En3ax® 1 Fnll Sof60 Amf,

92:3b émitpideic—cT(BO)penHm, ie., ¢mTpenum Sof62 Sin6 Sin7 Plj
Bel Fnl1 (Ath corrected to I) —c¢Tpoy ra Jar Sof60—cTpoyr =1 1 Har Amf,

101:8b sopoatt—3waanun Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar Fnll
S60—s3 & A= 1Amf

101:28 éxheimovstv—ocisoy A &1 Tw Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar
Fnll Sof60—uncsonbyanwT® ¢ lAmf

105:42a eynpav—ocis mpr s a Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar Fnll
Sof60—¢tTxxuHmA I Amf;

113:8b dxpétopov—Hecwsom uin Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Ath Jar Fnll
Sof60 Amf (Bellacuna) —aspoTom® I;

138:15b Owéstacic—ecneTaB B Sof63 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar Fnll Sof60
Amf (Sin6lacuna)—vmnocTacs I

140:7b dieonopricdn—pacninama ca Sof63 Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar Fnll
Sof60 Amf (Sin6 Har lacuna)—pacoyma ca L

Parallels can be found to the lexical choices recorded in both manuscripts:

42:3¢ oxnvopata—cxrni Sof63 Sin6 Har Bel S60 Amf ¢suw Jar (Plj
lacuna; Ath corrected to I)—ceaa 1 Sin7 Fnll;

105:46a oixtippodc—yreApoTnt Sof63 Sin6 Sin7 Ath Jar Fnll Sof60
Amf—muaoctr I Har Plj Bel,

118:156a oixtippoi—ypeapoTn1 Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Ath Jar Fnll
Sof60 Amf (Bellacuna) —muao0cTH I

Repeated attestations in one or other of the two manuscripts similarly
reflect lexical preferences either in Redaction II itself or at any rate in the period
during which this version was in use:

18:2 woinotv—cn TROpenHk Pog6 Sin6 Har Plj Bel Fnll Amf—Treapn
1 Sin7 Ath Jar Sof60,

63:10c motpoata—cn THOpennra Sof62 Sin6? Har Sin7 Plj Ath Jar Fnll
Amf (Bel lacuna) — T apn I Sof60;

2013 Ne2

| 41



42 |

The Novgorod antiphonal psalters:
their orthographical peculiarities and textological significance

65:16a Sunyfoopat—cwisa x v Sof62 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf
(Ath corrected to ) —mos s mMmn I Sin6?;

72:15a Supynicopat—c w1 a kv Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar Ath Sof60
Amf—nogsxsmn | Fnll;

77:67b uiiv—naemene Sof62 Sin6 Har Jar Fnll Amf Sof60—1soasna
Plj Bel Ath;

77:68a uiiv—maema Sof63 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf—
isoaxsHNo I Sin6 Ath;

90:6b cuprtopatoc—cmprTenHm Sof63 Bel Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf—
¢psipa 1Sin6 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 [MACROBERT 2005: 41-42]: the absence of
asigmatic aorists, the use of ais=1 (x29 Sof63, x23 Sof62) rather than miso
to introduce similes, seans = (x4 Sof63, x1 Sof62) rather than se¢ann, and
the lexical items sezoyma (x3 Sof63, x4 Sof62), nanpapn (X2 Sof63,
x3 S0f62), cxsopn (X7 S0f63, x3 Sof62) instead of amoy Th Or cmEITH,
NaAAIpH, cRNeM B N Redaction 1.

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 ypovicnc— 3 amoy An Sof631 Sin6 Har Sin7 Amf—3 aswseun Plj
Bel Ath—3amea an Jar Fnll Sof60

39:18b ypovione sameaan Sof62 Jar Sof60—sam =z an 1Sin6 Har—
3aBoy AH Sin7 Fnll Amf—aasescun Ath (Plj Bellacuna)

The corruptionof s3amx AH to 3as0v A H inboth South and East Slavo-
nic manuscripts is in itself an indication that 3 a & A HTH was not in current
use, and its replacement by 3 ame¢ A anin Sof62, asby 3 a1k cnn in Plj Bel Ath,
merely confirms this. The other instance of lexical variation in Sof63 and Sof62,
between the Latin loanword oa & n and the Greek ¢a &#, is more problematic:
Sof63 has ¢ax=n x2 (108:24, 140:5) but also an instance of oaxn (108:18);
Sof62 has ea=n x5 (22:5, 54:22, 91:11, 108:18+24) but presents wasH 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
oa=H is found to the exclusion of ¢a &, but Sin6 Har Fnll Sof60 Amf employ
an unpredictable mixture of both, with macao 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 oAicOnpo—crEAA 3N E S0f62 Sin6 Har Bel Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf (Plj
lacuna; Sin7 Ath correctedto ) —nmazs3sis=® [;

54:23b cdrov—cma TenHm Sof62 Sin6 Sin7 Plj Ath Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf
(Har Bellacuna) —masgs51];

63:3a GLGTPOPTC TOVELPOPEVWY —PABBPALIEHHIA AOVISABBCTBOV -
wiyrHHx s Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Ath Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf (Bel lacuna)—
(ENREMA S'LAOEHB'LIX'L I,

70:14a 8w Toavtéc—o weemn Sof63 Sin6 Har Plj Bel Jar Ath Sof60 Amf—
BRINX [Sin7 Fnll;

72:7b 8iédectv—pasmrrmacuHm Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7orig. Plj Ath Jar
Sof60 Amf (Bel lacuna; Sin7 corrected to ) —aws &¢I Fnll;

73:4b &yvwoov— v rw a Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar Amf (Ath corrected
tol)—mosnawma I Fnll Sof60;

91:8b diéxvdov—mpEsaonHmAa ca Sof63 Sin6 Har Plj Bel Ath Jar
Fnll—s®3uuisoma I Sof60 Amf oy nnisoue Sin7,

92:4b petewplopoi—sanpwipennm Sof63 Sin6 Har Plj Bel Jar Fnll
Sof60 (Sin7 Ath corrected to I) —s n1co T w1 [ Amf;

93:9b ratavoei— PASOYVMEKTH Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Ath Fnll Sof60
(Bellacuna) —cmoTpuTs 1 Plj Amf (Jar corrected from cma Tpar Tw?);

106:29a aBipay— T Hmanoy Sof62 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Fnll Sof60 (Sin6
lacuna)—xaa A= I Jar Amf,

108:21b yprotév— e Apa Sof63 Har Plj Fnll Sof60 (Sin6 Bellacuna; Ath
corrected to I); Jar corrected—saara I Jar? Amf Sin7,

109:3adpy"i—Ha ¥ aancTBO S0f63 Har Ath Jar Sof60 (Sin6 Bellacuna) —
BaaABIYecTRO L PljSin7 Fnll Amf,

136:3b Spvov—xsaaoy Sof62 Har Plj Ath Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf (Sin6 Bel
lacuna; Sin7 corrected to I) —nscnun L.

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 xotawoyuydfoovtat’—moc TEIAATE ¢aA Sof63 Sin6 Har Bel

(Plj lacuna) Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf; mhnppeiicovsv—mpsrpsma T I Sin7
Ath;

7" Probably a vague reminiscence of similar wording in 33:6b, 36:19, 68:7a.
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34:11 dvéotnoav?—B B e TamA Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Bel Ath Jar Fnll Amf
Sof60 (Pljlacuna); dvoctdvte¢—B B¢ TABBIHH [;
49:18b poryob—npearwsoA KM  S0of62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Ath Jar
Sof69 Amf (Bellacuna); pory&v—npsawsoAsu [ Fnll
57:5b domidoc xwpiic—acnuAAa Taoyxa Sof62 Sin6 Sin7 Plj Bel Ath
Jar Fnl1 Sof60 Amf (Harlacuna); domidwy xo@@y—ACHHABI TAONXBI

57:6b poproxodtot QopraxeLoévy) Tapd GoPol?—0EABAKMA O0EA-
BARIIH ¢A © npsmoy Apa Sof62 Sin6 Sin7 Jar Fnll Sof60 (Har lacuna);
QUPPLOXOD TE PUPPAXEVOULEVY) TAPK GOPOU? —0EABRAKMA W 0EAERNHIA
npsmoy Apa PljBel—osasakma @ osasanmpare U npsm¥apa
Amf—% MpEMOYAPA OEABRHHIA 0EABAKMA 1 Ath;

70:19a Jovpdota®—vrwaceca Sof62 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar Amf;
peyorela—BeaHynecTEBHm [ Fnll Sof60 (Ath corrected to I1?);

70:20c aviyayec—BB3BeA e Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Jar Amf (Ath
corrected to I); méhty dvryayec— Apenac Bn3seA e [ Fall Sof60;

73:17a dpra misread as dpea?—rop w1 Sof62 Sin6 Har Plj Bel Jar Sof60 Amf
(Sin7 corrected to I); épra—mp s A wa®n1 L Ath Fnll;

83:11¢ oixely pe—muTH mu Sof62 Sin6 Sin7 Plj Ath Jar Fall Sof60
(Har lacuna); oixelv—xuTH I Bel Amf;

84:5 cwthp p®v—cMcHTeaAr Nawk Sof63 Sin6 Har Sin7 Plj Bel Ath Jar
Fnl1 Sof60 Amf (Plj corrected to I); sotnpiny Nudv—cmceNHH NAMHX® I;

104:42b 0B mpoc ABpoap—Hxke 155 aBpaamoy Sof62 Sin6 Har Ath
Jar Fnll; &y S1édeto 1) ABpaap—exe HM® 55 aBpaamoy [ Sin7 PljBel
Amf Sof60;

138:20a épeic Eotar?—peve EOy AeTh So0f63 Fnll Sof60 (Sin6 lacuna;
Sin7 corrected to III); épelte Eotow’—peveTe BOy AeTw Har Plj Bel Jar Amf
(Ath corrected to I); épeite—peveTe I; épiotal éote—pernnnn reTe IIL

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

52:2b dvoplarc—EesasonnH Sof62 Har—émitniedpact®>—NaYHHA-
NHHX & Sin6 Plj Bel Ath Jar Fnll Sof60 Amf (Sin7 corrected to I) —ses arso-
nHHXB [ Jar.

Here the support in other manuscripts for na ¥ HMANHHX = as the read-
ing of Redaction II is strong; the minority preference for esasonnu(x=®)
could have any of several possible explanations: sporadic influence of Redac-
tion I, sporadic consultation of Greek at some early stage, or simply the appro-
priateness in context of 5¢3 asonnK, Which occurs much more frequently in
the psalms than na vy HNANHE.

8 Cf. 70:17b.
¥ Cf. 13:1b.
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Apart from these isolated deviations and a few omissions from both
manuscripts,?® Sof63 and Sof62 taken together present a pattern of readings
which corresponds closely to the set of diagnostic variants posited for Redac-
tion II [MACROBERT 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 [MACROBERT 1998:
933-935].2t 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 miso in Sof63 and the reading
Deut. 32:43 oyispsnaTs H 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 manuscript,
Sof63, the interaction of local pronunciation with Church Slavonic can be
clearly detected; and their joint witness lends weighty support to the infer-
ence, otherwise based mainly on manucripts of rather later date, that up to
the period of Second South Slavonic influence 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 century?? and the
earliest manuscript evidence for this redaction to have survived continuously
in Russian archives.

Appendix: Confusion of « and 1 in Sof63

Multiple instances of type I v > 1y (x62):

ovy- x15: forms of HAOVLHTH (71, 66v, 87v, 88r, 90r X3, 91V, 92V, 93r,
106r), forms of mooy yuTH (50v, 93v, 105v), moovyjenice (94v);

yuer- X6: yueror=  (Ir), forms of oyuernTr  (30r x2, 81v),
oyHIpeNHE (631, 98r);

yeToX4 NHYRTOXRe (20V,62r), He 0 embxe (33V), guTo (957);

AayrI- 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
So0f63, 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 [ABTOKPATOBA, KHA3EBCKAS,
MImuar 1988: 104-106, no. 40] is unfortunately incomplete: it breaks off at ps. 103.
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meay- x4: forms of npsmeayuTH (9, 291), oy manyH (20v),
H3MB | age (42r);

YAOBEBIL(I- X4 (56r, 79r, 107v, 108r);

oryu x3: (88v, 96r, 98v);

naye x3: (30r, 103r, 105r);

pEy-/pey-X3: pryH (2V), peyeTh (591), Beanpwyis (31r);

MBp-/Mpay- X2 mepre (75V) ompaguTe ca (102v);

NAIHN-/HAA-X2: HAHNANIHX® (77V), Hagaao (101v);

oEaAl-/oEAEI- X2:0oEaaybnxk (70r), oEaxye ca (81v);

naais x2: (10v, 71r);

¢s-X2:oTweRyeTH (50V), cxyn (77V);

ToyrNE X2: (4v, 41r);

yHca0 x2: (22r, 109r);

gacT-X2:npHyacTHWA A (77V), yacrs (111v).

Single instances of type I v > 1y (x14):

Berfepa (74r), 3naygi (1131r), Heroysnus® (41V), maoyyHHOY
(21r),o T2 Aoy yHmH (40V), meyn (341), 0y Moy i (2r), Nemopo B HOY
(70v), mpuTRIyR0 (42V), HeoyyH (481), pacToyn (83v), ypsra (991),
Helh¢THERIMH (7V), qroacca (79v).

Multiple instances of type I’ v > 1y (x36):

OVMHIBXK- X12: forms of OVNHLBXRHTH (5, 24v, 43, 34v, 71v,
77v, 89v, 92r), OV HHI[hXKENHE (12r, 89r, 96r x2);

EcaH- X8 BR3ReaHjAm (2r),formsof EraRcanyuTH ca (221,
341,65v,73r) seanyrcTeHK (111r), Beanyuk (111r), Ba3BcccAHM®
(A >EBB3RCAHIHME ¢A (3V);

KONKI[- X6:f0rmSOch1s'onLL[ATH ca (21r, 641, 74V), cIsONB I AR
(112v), sousyuua (35v, 91r);

AHI]- x4: forms of osaHHTH (191,29v,104v), os aAH B HHIS & (47T);

rpewenHI- (adjective) x2: (811, 104v);

ornIa X2: (adjective 55v, noun 94v);

nmweNHIbLN-X2: (571, 109v).

Single instances of type I’ v > 1y (x6):
aruniemn (adjectivel12r), s sHbgaRgAAT0 (72I), BCABCSARA
(74r), aosnya (adjective 64v), oncTEHm (68r), mpunHLe (591).

Single instances of *tj > v > 1 (x2):
noacyr (32r), nuyr (74r).

Single instance of type II i > «:
v pe (70).
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Single instances of type IIl iy > v (x3):
cIsopomHch Y A (genitive, 28r), anya (43r), nTennvyems (109r).
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