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Abstract
This paper is focused on one of ten extant copies, which, to varying degrees, 
transmit Anthony of Novgorod’s thirteenth-century travel account, Kniga 
palomnik. This copy was previously thought to have been an otherwise 
unknown redaction of the work, owing to the copyist’s supposed intention to 
compile a list of sacred sites devoid of narrative flair. By examining the textual 
transmission, with reference to three specific examples, this article reveals the 
abridgement to be mechanical rather than deliberate, rendering a damaged 
version of the original which cannot be considered an intentional redaction.
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Резюме
Статья посвящена одному из десяти известных списков «Книги паломник» — 
путевых заметок Антония Новгородского, созданных на рубеже XIII века. 
Данный список раннее считался представителем нигде более не сохранив-
шейся редакции этого произведения, целью которой являлось устранение 
повествовательных элементов текста и составление перечня константино-
польских реалий. На трех примерах будет, однако, показано, что сокраще-
ния исключительно механические, и данный список не является умышлен-
ной редакцией текста.

Ключевые слова
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кральная топография, святыни, реликвии, текстология, редакция текста

The Kniga palomnik is as well known in Byzantine studies as it is in Christian 
archaeology because it provides one of the most detailed, albeit oftentimes 
confusing description of Constantinople on the eve of its sack in 1204. The text 
is an Old Russian pilgrimage account, written by the Novgorodian traveller 
Dobrynja Jadrejkovič in 1200. Though he later became the Archbishop of 
Novgorod, he was still a layman when he travelled to the Emperor’s City and 
composed the Kniga palomnik—The Pilgrim’s Book. The text was discovered 
in Russia in the first half of the 19th century [Строев 1834: 155], and its first 
critical edition was published by the Russian Byzantinist Chr. M. Loparev 
[Лопарев 1899]. To Western readers it had only been available in Sofia de 
Khitrowo’s [1889] defective translation into French, which was completed a 
few years before the first critical edition was released, and was based on the 
publication of the only manuscript known at the time [Савваитов 1872]).1 
Since then, Anthony’s account has often been consulted, especially for the 
reconstruction of medieval Constantinople’s sacred topography [Janin 1969; 
Majeska 1984; Berger 1988; Mango 1998; Effenberger 2015]. The text has 
more recently also been referenced in works pertaining to ecclesiastical 
architecture [Лидов 2009 or Marinis, Ousterhout 2015], different cultural-
historical questions [Garzaniti 2013; Vukovic 2015], art history [Конявская 
2011; Kriza 2018], and to Constantinople’s mediaeval soundscape [Torres 
2020]. When cited in these various contexts, however, the reliability of 
Anthony’s account is questioned due to the text’s ambiguous construction. 
Instead of introducing the individual edifices one after another in a consistent 

1 Recent works, however, referred to a later, slightly more accurate translation by Ehrhard 
(1932), which is based on Loparev’s edition. Other translations, like the excellent one 
by [Müller 1986], or those which are based on Khitrowo’s translation, like [Lethaby, 
Swainson 1894; Richter 1897] or, more recently, [Márquez Gémar 2014], have received 
little attention. I am grateful to César Barta for pointing the latter work out to me.
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topographical order, the text seems to adhere to a confused presentation. 
Previous research has thus suggested that the extant description is based 
on a later transcript of the text, and the failure to locate similarly named 
churches and monasteries arises from the author’s fading memory. Both the 
examination of unpublished material and the discovery of a new text fragment 
has allowed for a more precise reading of some of the text’s passages, which 
has resulted in a different interpretation of the text (see a new critical edition 
in: [Jouravel 2019]). This article, however, is solely concerned with its textual 
transmission, particularly, with scrutinising the claim of a “third”, “second-
hand” or “abbreviated” redaction.2

The Russian philologist O. A. Belobrova initially proposed the idea in the 
1970s that the text was edited at some later date by another scribe [Белоброва 
1974: 182, 185; Eadem 1977: 227]. The basis for her hypothesis was a com-
plete, but highly condensed copy of the text3 which, having been uncovered 
in the 1920s [Сперанский 1926: 16], was unknown to Loparev. This manu-
script, which shall henceforth be referred to as copy З (Забелинский список), 
can be dated to the 16th century [Jouravel 2019: 50–54], meaning that it is 
significantly older than the two fragments dated to the 17th and 18th centu-
ries that arguably rendered the “first-hand” redaction. Belobrova concluded 
that as copy З rendered the same text as found in the earlier surviving copy Я 
(Яцимирский список),4 albeit in an abridged form, this copy must be the work 
of a younger scribe who intended to create a simple list of sanctuaries and rel-
ics, and therefore omitted all narrative elements from the text. This approach 
to redaction can be seen in the following passage from the text:

 Я З
1, 2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

а҆ ѿтолѣ стⷭго агафоника цркв҃ь . и҆ мощи 
єго тоуⷤ . блиꙁъ же плакотӹ цркв҃ь в 
манастӹри . стⷭго прⷪрка ильи῍ . в тоӥже 
цркв҃и множество мощеӥ стⷭыⷯ . по всеӥ 
цркв҃и . ѡ҆коло поставлѧю҆ть столӹ . на 
праꙁнⷣикъ полны῍ мощеӥ стⷭхъ . раꙁвѣє во 
троандофилицѣ манастӹри такоⷤ много 
и҆ єⷭ же цркв҃ь велика стⷭго акакиꙗ̈ . юⷤ 
поставилъ костѧтинъ цр҃ь . тѹ῍же сѹ῍ть

а҆ ѿто́лѣ стⷭго а҆гафо́ника цркв҃ь 
вели́ка́го а҆какїа . ю҆же поставиⷧ 
костѧнтиⷩ цр҃ь . тѫ и҆ мо́щи е҆го 
ꙁа поⷣрѹⷨе҆мꙿ же цркв҃и стⷭыⷯ. сергїа 
и҆ ва́кха . и҆ гла́вы иⷯ тѫ лѣ́жаⷮ . и҆ 
рѹ́ка се́ргїа и҆ ва́кха . и҆ кроⷡ стⷭго 
е҆пима́ха . тѫ ꙁа́ поⷣрѹⷨе҆мьⷤ цркв҃ь 
ст҃оѝ е҆ѹ῎фїмьи . тѹⷤ и҆ гро́бъ е҆и  то́щь 
среброⷨ о῎коваⷩ . в тоиⷤ цркв҃и стⷭы̏ о῎ц҃ь

2 For the discussion on the so-called “first-hand“ or “extended” redaction assumed by 
Loparev see: [Jouravel 2019: 106–117], and, more detailed: [Журавель 2021].

3 Belobrova published the text in [1977: 228–235], it was recently reproduced by 
[Лидов 2006: 197–205].

4 On the manuscript descriptions, the stemma codicum and the examination of the whole 
textual transmission see: [Jouravel 2019]. I sincerely apologise for the error in stating 
the signature (p. XVI). The correct signature is “RGB, Muzejn. sobr., f. 178, Nr. 10261”!
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 Я З
7)

8)

9)

10, 11)

12, 13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

и῍ мощи єго . и҆ ꙁа ѡ̈лтаремъ тоӥ цркв҃и 
стⷭго митрофана гробъ . перваго патриа҆рха 
цр҃егороⷣскаго и҆ тѹ῍ патрахиль єго . ӥ 
глава а тѣла єго бивъ батоги . и҆ сжеглъ 
кѹ῍пронимъ поганӹи҆ цр҃ь . За поⷣромиєⷨ же 
цркв҃ь . стⷭго серьгиꙗ҆ . и҆ и῍вахка . и҆ главӹ 
тою҆ тꙋ лежата . ӥ рѹ̈ка сергиє҆ва ӥ кровь . 
ӥ стⷭго єпимаха кровь тоже в рацѣ . ѹ̈ 
подромиꙗꙗ̈ же цркв҃ь стⷭыѧ῍ є҆ѹ̈фимьӥ . 
тѹⷤ и҆ гробъ є҆ꙗ̈ тощь сребромъ ѡ̈кованъ . 
в тоӥже цркв҃и стⷭыӥ геѡ῍грии῍ лежить . 
сторонь же ѡ῍ беꙁькои῍митами . стⷭа  мчнц҃а 
и҆ѹ҆льꙗ῍на в тѣлѣ лежить . Въ боꙁници же 
стⷭго самсона […] (Я 179r 2 — 179v 11)

гео῎ргїи в телѣ ле́жиⷮ . вꙿ црк҃ви ст҃го 
самсона […] (З 443r 18 — 443v 11)

When compared with the full text of the oldest copy Я, copy З does seem, at first 
glance, to be an abridgement of the text, in which descriptive or explanatory 
elements have been omitted. A closer examination of excerpts which appear in 
both copy Я and copy З reveals that the scribe did not copy all the lemmas con-
secutively but did so selectively. This style of abridgement is found throughout 
the entire text. The previously cited passage opens with a description of the 
church of St Agathonikos (1), which is also present in copy З. Copy Я then 
continues by describing the relics of St. Agathonikos (2), the “Plakota”, 5 “near 
which—in a monastery—a church was located, dedicated to St. Prophet Elijah” 
(3), in which such an amazing number of relics (4) were stored, that “tables 
full of relics of saints were placed throughout the church on the occasion of 
a holiday. Such a number of relics,” Anthony adds, “is only to be found in the 
Triantaphyllos monastery”6 (5). None of this information appears in copy З 
until the next sacred site, the “big church of St. Akakios” (6), is introduced, 
“which was erected by emperor Constantine”, and “in which the relics of this 
saint are stored (7)”. The scribe of З considered that this church was worth 
mentioning, but again failed to include the following information, featured 
in copy Я: “Behind the altar of this church the coffin of St. Metrophanes (8), 
the first patriarch of Constantinople, is stored, and there is also his stole (9) 
and his head (10). But his body the heathen emperor Kopronymos (i.e. Con-
stantine V, A. J.) ordered to beat with lashes and to burn” (11). Copy З again 

5 This is to be read as “Platea”, a district of mediaeval Constantinople. See the 
explanation in: [Ibid.: 157–159].

6 I.e. the Peribleptos monastery, dedicated to the Theotokos and located in the south-
western part of the city, see: [Özgümüş 2000].
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directly resembles copy Я when it is mentioned that “behind the Hippodrome 
the church of St. Sergius and Bacchus (12)” is located, and that this is where 
the heads of the two saints are kept (13), as well as “St. Sergius’ hand and 
blood” (14), and “St. Epimachos’ blood, stored in a shrine” (15). Copy З also 
includes the details that “at the Hippodrome, however, there is a church dedi-
cated to St. Euthymia (16), in which her empty coffin is stored, forged in silver 
(17), and in which also lies St. George” (18), before omitting that “beside” or 
“opposite” an unclear entity (there seems to be a small lacuna), and “above” or 
“behind” “the безкоимиты7 lies the holy martyr Iuliana, unscathed” (19). Copy 
З re-joins copy Я when it is mentioned that “in the church dedicated to St. 
Samson” (20) various other noteworthy things can be found.

Based on an initial reading, it is difficult to understand why the scribe of 
copy З decides to include some elements while omitting others. According to 
Be lo brova, he is accurately copying all the churches and relics to compile an 
“out line of entities” (конспект реалий), and therefore omits any additional 
information regarding these entities and their associated legends. This claim, 
however, does not withstand criticism, when the elements are categorised as 
follows:

1) church 
2) relics 
3) church
4) relics
5) legend/add. inform.
6) church
7) legend/add. inform.
8) relics
9) relics
10) relics

11) legend/add. inform.
12) church
13) relics
14) relics
15) relics
16) church
17) relics
18) relics
19) relics
20) church

If the scribe’s true intention was to concentrate on “entities” alone, then pre-
sumably he would have also included numbers 2–4, 8–10 and 19, which contain 
only basic information about churches and relics; however, he does not. Only 
the numbers 5, 7, and 11 contain additional information, but the scribe, never-
theless, has only copied out the items marked bold in the list above (i.e., num-
bers 1, 6–7, 12–18 and 20, incidentally including the additional information 
in number 7). In the fist two cases (numbers 2–4 and 8–10), the omission may 
have been motivated by the subsequent information (numbers 5 and 11), but 
in the third case the decision to leave out St. Juliana (number 19) is entirely in-
comprehensible, even if the scribe’s omission of the бескоимиты is explained by 
the failure to understand this part of the text. After a preliminary examination 

7 See Gr. ἀκοίμητοι ‘the sleepless’, i.e. “behind the monastery of the sleepless monks”.
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of this short passage, it therefore becomes obvious that the scribe’s suggested 
modus operandi is inaccurate.

In order to understand why the text has been treated in this way, scribal 
craft must be considered rather than a wilful interpretation of the vorlage. By 
considering the process of copying it becomes clear that the reason for the 
selection is not the scribe’s bias for key information over supplementary clar-
ification, but merely trivial leaps du même au même. In the text passage cited 
above, these leaps from one lexeme to the exact same lexeme later in the text 
pertain to the words црквь҃ in line 1 and 7, ꙁа in l. 9 and 13, and лежить in l. 18 
and 20, which are marked in bold below and are made additionally visible by 
splitting З’s text according to Я:

5

10

15

20

Я
а҆ ѿтолѣ стⷭго агафоника цркв҃ь . и҆ мощи єго 
тоуⷤ . блиꙁъ же плакотӹ цркв҃ь в манастӹри . 
стⷭго прⷪрка ильи῍ . в тоӥже цркв҃и множество 
мощеӥ стⷭыⷯ . по всеӥ цркв҃и . ѡ҆коло поставлѧю҆ть 
столӹ . на праꙁнⷣикъ полны῍ мощеӥ стⷭхъ . раꙁвѣє 
во троандофилицѣ манастӹри такоⷤ много и҆ єⷭ 
же цркв҃ь велика стⷭго акакиꙗ̈ . юⷤ поставилъ 
костѧтинъ цр҃ь . тѹ῍же сѹ῍ть и῍ мощи єго . 
и҆ ꙁа ѡ̈лтаремъ тоӥ цркв҃и стⷭго митрофана 
гробъ . перваго патриа҆рха цр҃егороⷣскаго и҆ тѹ῍ 
патрахиль єго . ӥ глава а тѣла єго бивъ 
батоги . и҆ сжеглъ кѹ῍пронимъ поганӹи҆ цр҃ь . 
За поⷣромиєⷨ же цркв҃ь . стⷭго серьгиꙗ҆ . и҆ и῍вахка . 
и҆ главӹ тою҆ тꙋ лежата . ӥ рѹ̈ка сергиє҆ва ӥ 
кровь . ӥ стⷭго єпимаха кровь тоже в рацѣ . ѹ̈ 
подромиꙗꙗ̈ же цркв҃ь стⷭыѧ῍ є҆ѹ̈фимьӥ . тѹⷤ и҆ 
гробъ є҆ꙗ̈ тощь сребромъ ѡ̈кованъ . в тоӥже 
цркв҃и стⷭыӥ геѡ῍грии῍ лежить . сторонь же ѡ̓̀ 
беꙁькои̓̀митами . стⷭа мчнц҃а и҆ѹ҆льꙗ῍на в тѣлѣ 
лежить . Въ боꙁници же стⷭго самсона […] 

(Я 179r 2 — 179v 11)

З
а҆ ѿто́лѣ стⷭго а҆гафо́ника цркв҃ь 

вели́ка́го а҆какїа . ю҆же поставиⷧ 
костѧнтиⷩ цр҃ь . тѫ и҆ мо́щи е҆го 

ꙁа поⷣрѹⷨе҆мꙿ же цркв҃и стⷭыⷯ. сергїа и҆ 
ва́кха . и҆ гла́вы иⷯ тѫ лѣ́жаⷮ . и҆ рѹ́ка 
се́ргїа и҆ ва́кха . и҆ кроⷡ стⷭго е҆пима́ха . 
тѫ ꙁа́ поⷣрѹⷨе̓мьⷤ цркв҃ь ст҃оѝ е̓ѹ̓́фїмьи  . 
тѹⷤ и̓ гро́бъ е̓и  то́щь среброⷨ о̓́коваⷩ . в тоиⷤ 
цркв҃и стⷭы̏ о̓́ц҃ь гео̓́ргїи в телѣ ле́жиⷮ . 

вꙿ црк҃ви ст҃го самсона […] 
(З 443r 18 — 443v 11)

This mechanical practice results in the omission not only of legends but also 
of a significant number of relics in copy З. For example, in the following 
passage from copy Я, which is also incompletely rendered in copy З, no 
legends or additional information are mentioned. Instead, the relics which 
were stored “in a side chapel, behind the great altar of the Hagia Sophia” are 
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listed consecutively. Anthony describes how “embedded in the wall” were “the 
cover plate of the Lord’s coffin (1), the iron staff (2), the drills and the saws, 
with which the Lord’s cross has been manufactured (3), the iron chain on 
Petrus’ prison doors (4) and the wood which was on the Lord’s neck under 
the iron and which was embedded into an icon”, namely, “in the shape of a 
cross” (5):

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Я
[…] ӥ горѣ на полатахъ стоӥть патриа҆рхъ . 
коли слѹ῍жать во притворѣ же ꙁа великимъ 
ѡ῍лтаремъ . вчинеӹ во стенѣ . гроба гн҃ѧ 
верх҄нѧꙗ῍ доска . и῍ посохъ желѣꙁенъ тѹ῍же . ӥ 
свердьлы῍ и҆ пилӹ . и῍ми же чиненъ кртⷭъ гнⷭь . ӥ 
ѹ῍же желѣꙁно во двѣрѣхъ петровӹ темница . 
и҆ древо и῍же на ши ѹ῍ хс҃а поⷣ желѣꙁомъ бӹло . 
тоже вчинено во ӥкониѹ῍ кртⷭомъ . в томъже 
притворѣ наⷣ дверьми горѣ . написанъ стефанъ 
первомчнк҃ъ […] (Я 165v 17 — 166r 10)

З
[…] и҆ горѣ на полатаⷯ стоиⷮ 
патрїа҆рхъ коли слѹ́жиⷮ . в тоⷨже 
притво́ре наⷣ две̏рми го́рѣ . написаⷩ 
стефаⷩ мчк҃ь […] (З 436v 12–15)

This passage clearly lists only relics, which, according to Belobrova’s hypoth-
esis, the scribe of copy З should have replicated given their importance to pil-
grims, especially as some of them are associated with the Lord. But, as was 
the case in the previous example, the decision to omit these details was not 
dependent on content but was rather the result of a mechanical lapse. In this 
case, the clue to this lies in the word притворъ (l. 2 and 8, marked bold) from 
which and to which the scribe’s eye appears to have leapt:

5

10

Я
[…] ӥ горѣ на полатахъ стоӥть патриа҆рхъ . 
коли слѹ῍жать во притворѣ же ꙁа великимъ 
ѡ῍лтаремъ . вчинеӹ во стенѣ . гроба гн҃ѧ 
верх҄нѧꙗ῍ доска . и῍ посохъ желѣꙁенъ тѹ῍же . ӥ 
свердьлы῍ и҆ пилӹ . и῍ми же чиненъ кртⷭъ гнⷭь . ӥ 
ѹ῍же желѣꙁно во двѣрѣхъ петровӹ темница . 
и҆ древо и῍же на ши ѹ῍ хс҃а поⷣ желѣꙁомъ бӹло . 
тоже вчинено во ӥкониѹ῍ кртⷭомъ . в томъже 
притворѣ наⷣ дверьми горѣ . написанъ 
стефанъ первомчнк҃ъ […] 

(Я 165v 17 — 166r 10)

З
[…] и҆ горѣ на полатаⷯ стоиⷮ патрїа҆рхъ 
коли слѹ́жиⷮ . 

в тоⷨже притво́ре наⷣ две̏рми го́рѣ . 
написаⷩ стефаⷩ мчк҃ь […] 

(З 436v 12–15)
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These two examples sufficiently demonstrate that copy З is not an intentional 
redaction but rather the work of either an incompetent or perhaps inexperi-
enced copyist. This means that copy З renders essentially the same text found 
in all extant copies.

It is worth asking, however, why the impression remains that the scribe of 
copy З is adhering to a secret method that determines which passages he in-
cludes and which he omits, especially when, despite the radical abridgement, 
his text does not appear to be at all incomplete. It, after all, displays no sign of 
textual damage. It is legible and it is expressed in complete and mostly consist-
ent sentences. When examining the more elaborate passage, quoted above (on 
p. 219 sq and 222), it seems as though he intentionally copied five out of seven 
churches mentioned in copy Я, while omitting additional information about 
when churches were built or about the saint whose relics were stored there.

In our opinion, the reason for this approach lies in the monotony of the 
text. Since most sequences, excluding narrative elements, start with the words 
а оттолѣ ‘and from there’ or other prepositions of place like сторонъ же (…) ‘be-
side/opposite the (…)’, and end with the phrase свꙗтыи (…) лежитъ ‘saint (…) 
lies here’ or и мощи его ту(же), ‘and his relics (also) lie here’ (see, for instance, 
the first two lines of the above-cited text on p. 219/222), the leap du même au 
même implicitly means a leap from one (geographical) sequence to another. 
Therefore, it seems that a text that is abridged exclusively mechanically lacks 
entire lemmas. It was apparently this observation that gave rise to the impres-
sion that this text was abridged intentionally.

Yet, passages such as the following one remain that “unmask” the copyist’s 
practice:

5

10

Я
[…] и҆ ѿтолѣ єⷭ цркв҃ь стыꙗ῍ ӥрины῍ велика тѹ῍же 
ӥ мощи єꙗ̈ лежать . а ѿтолѣ же в женскомъ 
манастӹрѣ . и҆ри҆ньӥна глава . а҆ во трѹ῍доватицѣⷯ 
ꙁа ӥспигасомъ на горѣ . стⷭыӥ ꙁотикъ лежить . 
томѹ῍ бо ꙁотикѹ῍ повелѣлъ цр҃ь полатӹ ꙁдати . и 
ѡⷩ же воꙁмѧ ꙁлато . ӥ раꙁдалъ ꙗ῍ нищемъ . цр҃ь же 
повелѣлъ єⷢ привѧꙁати ко хвостомъ двѣма конема 
да єго раꙁнесѹ῍ть . ѡ῍на же раꙁомьчавша по полю . и῍ 
пришеⷣше стаста на єдиномъ мѣстѣ в лѣсѣ . тѹ̈же 
ӥ положенъ быⷭ . ӥ цркв҃ь ѹ҆чиниша трѹ῍доватӹмъ 
ӥ хромӹмъ . тѹ῍же ӥ храмӹ поставиша даю̈ть 
млтⷭню хртⷭꙗ҆не и҆ црв҃ѣ . ѿ негоже лаꙁарь писець 
ӥконнӹи῍ […] (Я 181r 20 — 181v 20)

З
[…] А ѿто́лѣ ст҃ои῍ о҆ри́ны црк҃вь . 
и҆ мо́щї е҆ѐ тѹ́ лѣжаⷮ . ѿто́лѣ в 
жеⷩскоⷨ манасты́ри о῎ри́ны голова 
лежиⷮ. 

ѿ не́го лаꙁа́рь писець и҆ и҆кон҄ныи҆ 
лѣ́жиⷮ […] (З 444r 14–19)
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In this passage, the scribe fails to mention the legend behind why “the relics 
of St. Zotikos” are stored “in a hospital on a hill behind Ispigas” (l. 3sq.). The 
legend tells of how St. Zotikos was “instructed by the Tsar to build a palace” 
(l. 5), but instead of spending the money he was given for the intended pur-
pose, “he spread it among the poor” (l. 5sq), and for this was publicly punished 
(l. 6–8). The reason behind the church’s location is also missing, namely, that 
the two horses to whose tails the saint was then bound “stood still in a certain 
place in the forest, where he was buried afterwards (l. 8–10). And here the 
church was built for the sick and the weak. And there were also constructed 
accommodations”—which became places for “charity for Christians and em-
perors” (l. 10–12).

By omitting this legend, the scribe of copy З also removes any reference to 
Zotikos’ relics, as well as their location, giving the impression that he consid-
ered this information superfluous. However, the reason for leaving out all of 
these details seems obscure, especially when equally important information is 
included, namely the “big church of St. Irene”, in which “her relics lie” (l. 1sq.) 
and the “female monastery”, in which, “on the contrary, her head is stored” 
(l. 2sq.). The mechanical nature of the work is revealed in this case by the in-
congruent use of the masculine personal pronoun него in copy З, (l. 12), which 
refers to Zotikos rather than Irene(’s head), despite the latter directly preced-
ing the pronoun. The appearance of this pronoun clearly demonstrates that the 
scribe of copy З originally intended to mention the relics of Zotikos, perhaps 
hearing about them in his inner dictation. His inattentiveness or carelessness, 
however, resulted in him mechanically completing the sequence а ѿтолѣ же в 
женскомъ манастыр̈ѣ . ир̓ин̓ьи н̈а глава with the otherwise frequently used verb 
лежи.ⷮ When he returned to his work, he found the last word лежи ⷮ within the 
Zotikos sequence а҆ во трѹ῍доватицѣⷯ ꙁа ӥспигасомъ на горѣ . стⷭыӥ ꙁотикъ лежить and 
realised that he had already copied it out. Whether the scribe intended to ex-
clude the legend, or he simply believed that he had already copied it, is unclear. 
However, the incongruity of the masculine personal pronoun reveals that he 
proceeded to the next textual sequence with Zotikos in mind. This is unlikely 
to have occurred if the scribe had intended to omit all the information regard-
ing this saint. It can therefore be concluded that if the copyist had only meant 
to compile a list of sanctuaries, he would have done it correctly, at least as 
regards the grammar. And thus, it is more than likely that the so-called third 
“abridged” redaction, as well as the second “extended” one, never existed.

This evidence clarifies the textual transmission both disproving the con-
ventional assumptions and allowing for the account to be reliably dated. As all 
additional elements, like the mention of the Sack of Constantinople in a seven-
teenth-century copy as well as all omissions like those in copy З, can be dated 
to a later time (in the case of З, to the 16th century), the original text of the 
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Kniga palomnik was unequivocally written before the Sack of Constantinople 
in 1204, an assessment which corresponds well with Anthony’s silence about 
this event.

This article has shown that the text in copy З has not been purposefully 
edited, and that there is no evidence to substantiate the claim that the author 
or a later scribe glossed or abridged the text to preserve the memory of Con-
stantinople’s treasures, or even to stake the city’s claim to potentially stolen 
or destroyed relics. Moreover, by identifying all possible interpolations and 
lacunae, a text can be delineated which henceforth should serve as the basis 
for future examination—it is, in topographical terms, the more accurate local-
isation of sanctuaries; and in philological terms, the text’s context within the 
Rus-Byzantine medieval literary tradition.
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