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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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On the Supposed Abridged Redaction of Anthony of Novgorod’s Kniga Palomnik

Pe3siome

Cratbs 11OCBsI1IIeHa OAHOMY U3 A@CATIU M3BeCTHBIX CITMCKOB «KHIUIY ITaA0MHUK» —
myTeBbIX 3aMeTOK AHTOHMsT Hosropogckoro, cozgannsix Ha pyoesxe XIII eka.
JlaHHBIN CIIMCOK paHHee CYMTaACs IpejcTaBuTeleM HUrAe 0oaee He COXpaHIB-
1Ieiics peAakIiuM 9TOTO IPOU3BeAeHMs, 11eAbI0 KOTOPOIL SBAsA0Ch YCTpaHeHe
II0BeCTBOBAaTeABHBIX 91€MEeHTOB TeKCTa M COCTaBAeHMe IepeyHs] KOHCTaHTUHO-
oAbCKMX peaanii. Ha Tpex npumepax OyseT, o4HaKo, IIOKa3aHO, UTO COKpallie-
HIS UCKAIOUMTeABHO MeXaHU4eCKle, I JaHHBIN CIIMCOK He SBASeTCS YMBIIIAeH-
HOM pejakIyen TeKCTa.

Knioyesble cnoea

ITaaomunyecrso Ha Pycn, XxoxxaeHns1, cpegHeBekoBblii KoncranTunomnoas, ca-
KpaAbHas Tororpadus, CBATHIHU, PeAVKBUM, TEKCTOAOTH S, PeAaKIINs TeKCTa

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 Jadrejkovi¢ 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 [CTpoes 1834: 155], and its first
critical edition was published by the Russian Byzantinist Chr. M. Loparev
[[Tomapes 1899]. To Western readers it had only been available in Sofia de
Khitrowo’s [1889] defective translation into French, which was completed a
tew years before the first critical edition was released, and was based on the
publication of the only manuscript known at the time [CaBBauToB 1872]).!
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 [JIngos 2009 or Marinis, Ousterhout 2015], different cultural-
historical questions [Garzaniti 2013; Vukovic 2015], art history [KoHsiBckas
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

! 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 [Miiller 1986], or those which are based on Khitrowo’s translation, like [Lethaby,
Swainson 1894; Richter 1897] or, more recently, [Mdrquez 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.?

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 [Benro6posa
1974: 182, 185; Eadem 1977: 227]. The basis for her hypothesis was a com-
plete, but highly condensed copy of the text* which, having been uncovered
in the 1920s [Cnepanckuii 1926: 16], was unknown to Loparev. This manu-
script, which shall henceforth be referred to as copy 3 (3abenuncxuii cnucox),
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 3 rendered the same text as found in the earlier surviving copy 4
(Ayumupcxuii cnucox),* 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:

A 3
1,2) & ®ToAk ¢Tro APA:]JoNHKA upKEb W MOLPH A ®réat orro &PA4)0'N|4|<A LI,PICEE
3) €ro 'roy B/\HZ’L e NAAKOTE LI,PICBI:. B Be/\y'uc&r‘o AKAKTA HKe  MOCTARH
MANAC’I‘bIPM oo nﬂ)m M/\LH B TOIKE KOCTANTH u?b . TR N Mo'um éro
4) U,‘)KBI/I MNOKECTRO MoLUEH ¢TI . Mo Beeid A noyoyem Ke U,PKBM C¢ThI. ce‘)r‘m
LI,PICBH . WKOAO nocTAEA/.\ré'rb CTOABI . NA A BAKXA . A PASBBI H TR A’BmA
I'IPAZNHIC'L MOANKI MoLjleid c'rx'b PAZB"SG B0 poylczx cépria BAlch . H |cpo o
5) T?OANAO(})HAHLL’B MANAC’I‘I)IPI/I TAKO MNOMO ennMAxA . TR ZA nopoyelvlb LlPICBb
6) 0 € ke Ll,‘)ICBb BEAHICA ¢TI0 AKAKHIX . 0 cTon eqummw 'I‘O\{ H [‘POB’Z) &1 ToLb

NOCTARHAB KOCTATHND LL‘)I:. . 'ro\f;xe cmf'rb.

c?esfo BicoRA . B TOH LLPICBI/I O S

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

3 Belobrova published the text in [1977: 228-235], it was recently reproduced by

[JInnos 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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On the Supposed Abridged Redaction of Anthony of Novgorod’s Kniga Palomnik

A 3
7) i | MoLH €ro . B ZA WATAPEM Toii uplcEH redpriv & Teas AGKH . B u,;)EBH ¢Tro
8) ) Mu'rpocj)ANA MPOB. . MEPRAIO HA'I‘PI/IAPXA cAMeoNA [...] (3 443r 18 — 443v 11)
9) U,Per'opocmr'o A T} NATpAKHAL €ro . i

10,11) "AARA A T'BAA €0 BHRB BATOMH . H CKEPAD
Ko TIPONHIMIB TIOrANKIR prb .3a ﬂAO‘)OMI/I(MB Ke
12,13)  UpKEb . ¢Tro cepbrHIX . A ABAKKA . A PAAR

14) 'T‘oré TS ACKATA . H poif'm ceprnésA i ICPORb .
15) it oo ENMMAXA K;)oab ToikKE B pautk . of
16) I'IO,A,POMI/HN‘A Ke LI,?ICBI:. CPBIA eoycj:MMbn
17) 'roy A rpoEs [T TOLIb CPGBPOM'Z; WICOBAND .
18) R ToHke U,?KEM CThIi rewr,mn ACKHUTD .
19) C’I‘O‘)ONb Ke W BeZbKOHMH'I‘AMH cTA MYNIIA
20) Moy/\bh\NA B TBAB A6KHTD . BB BoZNHLK ke

ePro cameona [...] (1 179r 2 — 179v 11)

When compared with the full text of the oldest copy 4, copy 3 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 A and copy 3 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 3. Copy A then
continues by describing the relics of St. Agathonikos (2), the “Plakota”,* “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
tull 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™ (5). None of this information appears in copy 3
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 3 considered that this church was worth
mentioning, but again failed to include the following information, featured
in copy A: “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 3 again

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

¢ Ie. the Peribleptos monastery, dedicated to the Theotokos and located in the south-
western part of the city, see: [Ozgiimiig 2000].
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directly resembles copy 4 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 3 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 seskoumnTsi” lies the holy martyr Iuliana, unscathed” (19). Copy
3 re-joins copy A 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 3 decides to include some elements while omitting others. According to
Belobrova, he is accurately copying all the churches and relics to compile an
“outline of entities” (koHcnekT peasnuii), 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 11) legend/add. inform.
2) relics 12) church

3) church 13) relics

4) relics 14) relics

5) legend/add. inform. 15) relics

6) church 16) church

7) legend/add. inform. 17) relics

8) relics 18) relics

9) relics 19) relics

10) 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 secconmnTsi is explained by
the failure to understand this part of the text. After a preliminary examination

7 See Gr. axolprrot ‘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 méme au méme. In the text passage cited
above, these leaps from one lexeme to the exact same lexeme later in the text
pertain to the words upkgb in line 1 and 7, zain 1. 9 and 13, and aexurs in 1. 18
and 20, which are marked in bold below and are made additionally visible by
splitting 3’s text according to A

A 3
& ®roat ero APAqmnmu\ LI,PKEB . A MOLPK €10 A ®moat erro &PA4>6N|4|CA LI,PKEI)
x . ..
TOY . BAMZ e NAAKOTHI LPKRD B MANACTEIPH .
B TOMKE LIPKRH MNOXKECTRO
MoLIei ¢TI . 10 Reeh Ll‘)ICEH . WKOAO noc’ms/\mo'rb
5 CTOABI. NAH?AZNI/IK'LI'IOANbIMOL[JGHC'T‘X’Zs PAZB'BG
) 'T‘POAN,A,OCJJH/\I/ILUE MANAC’I‘LI})H TAKO MNOTO 1 €
Ke LPKED BEAMKA ¢TI0 AKAKHIA . {0 MOCTARHAB
ICOCTATHND LLPI:. . TofKe CO\f’l‘bA A mMolM ero .
h Za WATApeMB Toii u,‘ncEn eTro erfocjmm
10 TpOB . MEPRANO NATPHAPXA uf)ero;fbcmro h o
NATPAXHAL €10 . il TAABA A TBAA €r0 BHED
, . vy o
BATOPH . Hi CKEPA KOJTIPONHMT MOPANKIA Lip .

eTro ni’)pm MABA .

REAHIKATO  AKAKTA . HKe MOCTARH
ICOCTANTH Ll,T)b . T& A MOLLIH &ro

15

20

3a n’%powé Ke u,,nch . ¢Tro ceybrm& . A AIRAXKA .
H PAARE] 'roré TS AeKATA . i pofica cefr'ném i
IKpoRb . i ePro GHHMAXA |c‘>om> TOkE B pALE . oy
no,A,pomnh\h\ Ke u,plcsb CTHIA eoycﬁumm TOY Hi
r'pom eh\ TOlIb ¢PEBPOMB WKOBAN . B Toiike
LI,PICBI/I bl r‘ewr‘£m4 AGKMTD . CTOPONB iKe W
BEZbICOAMHTAMH . ¢TA M‘r‘NLlA HOVABIANA B TEAS
AekHTb . BB BoZNHLN Ke ¢tro camcona |[...]
(11791 2 — 179v 11)

7a n%yocj*ém” Ke LI,PKEH TR ceyr"l'A i
BAICXA i PAABBI L NB;KA n ‘)oym
CG])I‘IA n BAKXA R |c,>o o EMHMAXA .
T 74 noyoyelulb Ll,‘)ICEb ¢ToR eoyi)uvlbn )
'roy n Pyom &1 O ¢per(o BicoRA . B Tl
LpKEH eThi Bl redpriv & Teas Aéki .

B LLPIEH ¢Tro cAMCONA [...]
(3443r 18 — 443v 11)

This mechanical practice results in the omission not only of legends but also
of a significant number of relics in copy 3. For example, in the following
passage from copy A, which is also incompletely rendered in copy 3, 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 staft (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):

A 3

[-.] i rops HA MOAATAX CTOITH NATPHAPKS . [..] % rops na moaaTd croi

KOAH CAOJUKATE BO MPHTROPE Ke ZA BEAHKHM I'IA'T“)IAPX’L IOAM CAOKH . B 'r“é;«e
1) WATApeMB . RYHNEKI RO CTeNT . MpoBA iia npHTRpe HA ABEPMH ropt . HANHCA
2) BepXHAIR Aocka . i NOCOKA KeABZEND Tofke . i c'recj»\ Mrich [...] (3436v 12-15)
3) CREPABABT F HABT . AMH:Ke YHNEND KKpTB Db . i
4)  ofie KeABZNO BO ARBPEXB NETPORET TEMNHUA .
5)  f ApeRO fiKe HA LM Of XoA 110 KEABZOME BEIAO .

TOKE BYHNENO BO FiIONHOY KPTOMB . B ToMBkKe
MPHTROPS NA ABEPLMH FOP . HATIHCAN CTehAND
nepeoMyNia [...] (A 165v 17 — 1661 10)

This passage clearly lists only relics, which, according to Belobrova’s hypoth-
esis, the scribe of copy 3 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 mputBop® (1. 2 and 8, marked bold) from
which and to which the scribe’s eye appears to have leapt:

A 3
[---] it ropt HA MOAATAX CTOHTH NATPHAPKD . [-.-] /i rops HA noAATA eToh naTpiApKD
KOAH CAOJKATE BO MPHTROPE Ke ZA REAHKHUB ICOAH CAOVKH .

vUATAPeM'L . BTHNESI B0 CTENB . rpoBa ria
BEPXHARR AOCKA . i M0COXB KEABZEND Toyme i
5 CBEPABAKI H MIHAKT . AIMHIKE YHNEN ISP Milb . ii
OfiKe KeABZNO BO ARBYEX METPORET TEMNHLLA .
W APERQ Tlie A LM off XEA 110 KeABZOME BHIAO .
TOKE BYHNENO BO HIKONHOY' IpTOM® . B TOMBKe

NPUTEOPE NA  ABEPbMH TOpE . NAMHCAND B Tome npwrxope A ABEPMH TOPE .
10 eTecpaN NepROMVNCS |...] NAMHCA c’rec’m Meich [...]
(1 165v 17 — 166t 10) (3 436v 12-15)
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These two examples sufficiently demonstrate that copy 3 is not an intentional
redaction but rather the work of either an incompetent or perhaps inexperi-
enced copyist. This means that copy 3 renders essentially the same text found
in all extant copies.

It is worth asking, however, why the impression remains that the scribe of
copy 3 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 4, 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
a orroat ‘and from there’ or other prepositions of place like eropons e (...) ‘be-
side/opposite the (...)’, and end with the phrase e (...) ackurs ‘saint (...)
lies here’ or u moym ero y(xe), “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 méme au
méme 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:

A 3

[..] & ®roat & UPKEL TR FipHNKT BeAmicA Tofke ... A Hmoats ctoi SpHNbI LIPIED .
i MOLIM €I AGKATL . A WTOAB Ke B KeNCKOMD If’ihMO'LI_I'I' & Toy ABKA . BTONE B
MANACTEIp'S . ﬁPﬁNbHNA PAABA . X BO TpoonsATHwE Keero MANAC’I‘I)'IPI/I E§|>|4'N|>| MOAORA
72 HeNMracoMB HA TopE CTbIH ZOTHKD AGKHTb .  AEKH.

5 'l;OMO\? BO Zow‘mco? NOREABAD u,f)b MOAATEI ZAATH . H
2 . W o
W ke EOZM? ZANTO . i1 PAZAAND R NHLIEMD . Lph ke
NOBEABA € NPHRAZATH KO XBOCTOMB ABEMA KONEMA
AA €ro pAZNGcO\?'rb . WHA ke PAZOMBYABLLIA 10 MIOA . A
npmu’%me CTACTA HA €AHNOME MTECT'S B A'BCT . Tofke

10 i MOAOKEND Bbl . i upKEb oxf‘mnmuz\ Tpo\?AoBAﬂ;’lM'b
i Xyomumz) : 'ro:?;xeﬁn xgiwu MOCTARHLLA AAKThH o ' - )
MATHIO XPTHANE 0 LPBE . B Neroke AAZAph Mvcets W NEro AAZAPD MHEELLb H HIONNBIN
Hiconntin [...] (4 181r 20 — 181v 20) NBkH [...] (3 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” (I. 3sq.). The
legend tells of how St. Zotikos was “instructed by the Tsar to build a palace”
(1. 5), but instead of spending the money he was given for the intended pur-
pose, “he spread it among the poor” (1. 5sq), and for this was publicly punished
(1. 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” (1. 10-12).

By omitting this legend, the scribe of copy 3 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” (1. 1sq.)
and the “female monastery”, in which, “on the contrary, her head is stored”
(1. 2sq.). The mechanical nature of the work is revealed in this case by the in-
congruent use of the masculine personal pronoun nero in copy 3, (1. 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 3 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 a ®roat k¢ &
KENCKOMB MANACTHIPE . HpHbiina raaga with the otherwise frequently used verb
aekn. When he returned to his work, he found the last word aexi within the
Zotikos sequence A go TpO\’f‘AosAanﬁ 72 HCTHPACOMB HA TOps . CTbIi ZOTHICB AGKHTD 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 3, can be dated
to a later time (in the case of 3, 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 3 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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