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and Evidential
Meanings

in Bulgarian

Bjorn Wiemer

Veronika Kampf

Johannes Gutenberg-Universitat,
Mainz

Abstract

Cmamvou

OO0 ycaoBu:IX,

BBl BUTAIOLIVIX

TO DIICTEMIYECKUe,
TO 9BUAEHIINa/AbHbIe
3HAYeHI1s],

B OOATapCKOM SI3bIKe

boépn Bumep

Beponuka Kamng

Yuausepcuret Voranna I'yrenGepra,
Maiinig

The article deals with tip effects between evidential and epistemic components
in the meaning potential of evidential markers in Bulgarian, the focus being on
sentential adverbs with inferential functions. We justify (and start with) the fol-
lowing assumptions: (i) for any unit we should distinguish its stable semantic
meaning from its pragmatic potential which can be favored (or disfavored) by ap-
propriate discourse conditions; (ii) there is a trade off between evidential and epis-
temic meaning components that are related to each other on the basis of mutual
or one-sided implicatures; (iii) one-sided implicatures occur with certain hearsay
markers whose epistemic implicatures can be captured as Generalized Conversa-
tional Implicatures (GCls). On this basis, we show that (iv) GCIs work also with
inferential markers; they can be classified depending on which component (the
inferential or the epistemic one) can be downgraded more easily. A crucial factor
favoring the inferential meaning is a perceptual basis of the inference. In general,
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On conditions instantiating tip effects
of epistemic and evidential meanings in Bulgarian

(v) the more complicated the reconstruction of the cognitive (or communicative)
basis leading to an inference, the clearer the epistemic function emerges while
the evidential function remains in the background, and vice versa. The study is
corpus-driven and also includes an attempt at classifying micro- and macro-con-
textual conditions that (dis)favor a highlighting of the evidential function.

Key words

evidentiality, epistemic modality, sentential adverbs, generalized conversational
implicature, default readings, discourse (context) types, Bulgarian

Pe3siome

CraTpsl TIOCBAIIEHAa YCAOBVSIM, TPV KOTOPBIX IPOVCXOAUT ITOIIepeMeHHas aKTya-
AMBALST TO DBUAEHIINAABHOIO, TO DIIMCTEMUYECKOIO KOMIIOHEHTA B CeMaHTITIe-
CKOM TIOTeHITMajle 9BUAEHIMAABHBIX ITOKa3aTeJeli Ooarapckoro sspika. Cocpego-
TOYMBAsICh Ha CEHTEHIIMAALHBIX Hapeuusax ¢ MHPEepeHTUBHBIMU (PYHKIVAMU, MBI
OmnupaeMcsl Ha CAeAyIoliue MPeArocslakus: (i) 4451 KaKA0M eAMHUIIBL CAeAyeT OT-
AUYaTh eé yCTONYMBOe CeMaHTIJecKoe 3HadeHMe OT ITparMaTdecKoro ITOTeHITN-
aa, BLISBAEHNIO KOTOPOTO CIIOCOOCTBYIOT (1AM IIPEIATCTBYIOT) Te MAU VMHBIE KOM-
MyHUKaTUBHBIE YCAOBUS; (ii) ®BUAEHIIMAABHBIE M SIIMCTEMUYECKNME KOMIIOHEHTBI
3HaYeHNs JOBOABHO AErKO BBITECHAIOT APYT ApyTa M3 IO3UIINM JOMUHAHTEI, IIPU-
9éM IIporiecc IOAaBAeHUs TO OAHOTO, TO APYTOro KOMIIOHEHTa OOyCAOBAEH Jeli-
CTBUEM OOOIOAHBIX MAM OJAHOHAITpaBA€HHBIX MMIIAMKaTyp; (iii) oaHOHampaBaeH-
HBle MMIIAMKATyPBl IIPOMCXOAAT C ONpeAeASHHBIMI ITOKa3aTeAs MM perlOpPTUBHBIX
3HaYeHNI], SIICTeMIYecKe UMIIAMKATyPhl KOTOPBIX MOTYT OBITH ITOABEAEHBI TI0/,
KaTeropmio OOOOIIEHHOM KOMMyHMKaTupHOM mMrankaTtyper (Generalized Con-
versational Implicatures, GCIs). Ha ®TOoM ocHOBaHMM MBI ITOKa3bIBaeM, 4TO (iv)
GClIs cpabaTbIBalOT TakKe B 3HaueHMM MH(EPeHTMBHBIX ITOKa3aTeAell; OHM MOTYT
OBITL KAacCMPUITMPOBAHBI B COOTBETCTBUM C TeM, KaKOM M3 KOMIIOHEHTOB (MHpe-
PEeHTUBHBIN MAM SINCTeMUYecKuif) Ooabllle IoABep>KeH mojabaeHuio. CyrmecT-
BEHHBIM (PaKTOPOM, CITOCOOCTBYIOIINM BBIABVDKEHNIO Ha TlepeHNI I11aH nHpepeH-
TUBHOTO KOMIIOHEHTa, sBAseTCs IeprelTuBHasA OcHOBa nH(pepeHIVN. B obmem n
1eaoM, (V) 4eM CAOKHee PEeKOHCTPYKIMS KOTHUTUBHOM (MAM KOMMYHUKATUBHOIA)
OCHOBBI, BeayIlell K MH(QEepeHInM, TeM sApdYe Ha IepejHeM IlAaHe YKpeIlAsSeTcs
SIIUCTeMIIecKas (PYHKINS, TOTAa KaK 9BUJeHINMaAbHas (MH(pepeHTHBHas) PyHK-
1M1 OCTa€TCsl B TeHM, ¥ HaobopoT. Harrle mccae joBanme MOXKHO TIPU3HATD DKCIIEPH-
MEHTaAbHO-9BPUCTIYECKIM, ¥ OHO COAEPKMT TIOIBITKY KAacCU(PUKAIIUM YCAOBUIA
MIKpPO- I MaKPOKOHTEKCTa, KOTOPEIE CIIOCOOCTBYIOT WAV IIPEIIATCTBYIOT BRICBEUMBa-
HUIO DBUAEHITNAABHON (PyHKITUIL.

KtoueBble CNoBa

9BUAEHIINAABHOCTD, SIMCTeMIYecKas MOAAABHOCTh, CeHTeHIIMaAbHble Hapeuns,
0000ImEHHAs KOMMYHMKATUBHAS MIMILAMKATYPa, MHTepIIpeTaliiy 110 yMOAYaHMIO,
TUIIBI AUCKypca (KOHTEKCTa), 60ATapCKMIA S3BIK
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Bjorn Wiemer, Veronika Kampf

1. Introduction

This article arose from an ongoing research project on evidential units in
Slavic languages'. When working on a database of lexical markers of eviden-
tial functions we often encounter problems concerning the trade off between
evidential and epistemic components in the meaning potential of units under
investigation. In relation to this topic, a variety of both theoretical and meth-
odological problems will be discussed here.

The article first presents the theoretical background together with some
unsolved puzzles (section 2), which have served as guidelines in our empirical
work sustained by the analysis of corpus data. We will then continue by pick-
ing up one of the central problems and showing how tip effects of evidential vs.
epistemic backgrounding—foregrounding arise under different context condi-
tions?. In general, if neither the particular unit in question nor the context
narrows down the specific basis of judgment, the epistemic function of this
unit becomes more salient than the evidential one. We want to substantiate
this assertion by an analysis of examples from Bulgarian corpora (section 3)3.
In connection with this, we will also deal with the phenomenon of heterosemy
(3.1.2) and then discuss conclusions from our findings (section 4).

2. Theoretical premises
21 Semantics vs. pragmatics: a useful divide? — Yes!

First, we assume that a dividing line should be established between (i) the
stable (or inherent) semantics of linguistic units and (ii) pragmatic effects that
can be calculated on the basis of (i) and some sort of interaction with the
linguistic or situational context of utterance. This divide should be upheld
at least for methodological and, as it were, technical reasons. For if any kind
of meaning arising in some specific context has to be considered as a distinct
function of a string of linguistic elements (+ the context of utterance), we
would be at a loss if we wanted to make generalizations and would certainly
have to give up the endeavor of creating inventories of lexical units giving

! “Funktionsweisen und Struktur evidenzieller Markierungen im Slavischen (integrative
Theorie mit Aufbau einer Datenbasis)”, financed by the DFG (project nr. WI
1286/13-1). We gratefully acknowledge this support by the DFG.

2 A similar small study has recently been presented by [HENNEMANN 2012] on the basis
of Spanish newspaper texts.

3 We have used the Brown Corpus of the Institute for Bulgarian Language (BC), the
novels of Pavel Vezinov Barierata (“The barrier”), Belijat guster (“The white lizard”)
and Ezernoto momce (“The lake boy”) as well as entries from Google.bg. If no source is
provided the example was invented by the authors (BW/VK). A full list of sources and
their abbreviations can be found before the References.
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On conditions instantiating tip effects
of epistemic and evidential meanings in Bulgarian

their share to the meaning of whole utterances. After all, it would be senseless
to speak of an “interaction” between some particular units and their context
(of whatever sort)*.

Second, we believe that among conversational implicatures we should
distinguish particularized and generalized ones. In this respect, we adhere
to neo-Gricean approaches, not to Relevance Theory (for a comparison cf.
[HuANG 2007: 181-205; ARIEL 2008: 19-24]). In the following we will only
be concerned with mechanisms that can be subsumed under the notion of
Generalized Conversational Implicatures (henceforth GCI). The reason is
that GCIs amount to preferred, or default, interpretations. They are related
to utterance-type-meaning (as a third type intermediate between sentence-
type-meaning and utterance-token-meaning, following [Lyons 1977: 13-18]),
since GCIs are “dependent not upon direct computations about speaker-in-
tentions (i.e. ad hoc-implicatures, or inferences; BW/VK) but rather upon ex-
pectations about how language is characteristically used” [HUANG 2007: 204;
according to LEVINSON 2000]. The level of utterance-type-meaning must be
postulated because

@) GClIs are defeasible, thus conversational and not code-like;

(i) a theory about types is better than a theory about tokens, as it
“enjoys more predictive and explanatory power” [HUANG, ibd.].

Furthermore, the notion of GCI also reduces the amount of lexical entries (in-
cluding all kinds of constructions) and of semantic components which oth-
erwise would have to be imputed into the inherent meaning of entries. Thus
instead of listing numerous purported “meanings” of all sorts for a given unit
(or construction), we get “slimmer” lists of meanings for that unit and can rel-
egate different kinds of contextual effects or “overtones” to the interaction of
that unit’s meaning with various components of the context in which it occurs.

Third, traditionally the divide between semantics and pragmatics hinges
on the criterion of whether the unit in question (a singular item, an utterance,
or a part thereof) can be assessed in terms of its contribution to truth condi-
tions; if it cannot, i.e., truth conditions do not seem to be relevant for the given
unit, the phenomenon at hand should be deferred to pragmatics (cf. [ARIEL
2008], among others). However, this criterion can become troublesome if we

4 We are aware of (and sympathetic with) Boye, HARDER’s [2009] claim to treat
evidentiality (as well as other notional categories) as a ‘substance domain’ for which
semantic-pragmatic divides prove inadequate. However, here we advocate a separation
of semantic and pragmatic components, since it is required for the purpose of creating
a database of evidential markers. Like Boye and Harder we are interested in usage-
based distinctions, but in order to show how meaning emerges from context we have to
imply conventionalized meanings of particular units. This methodological prerequisite
confirms Boye and Harder’s approach, insofar as they, too, assume that usage
preconceives structure.
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Bjorn Wiemer, Veronika Kampf

want to apply it to the meaning potential of propositional modifiers (sentential
adverbs, particles, epistemic auxiliaries). Putting it very briefly, the function
of propositional modifiers consists in delimiting truth conditions. Epistemic
modifiers restrict them, since they function as a sort of probability filter on the
proposition under their scope. By contrast, evidential modifiers suspend truth
conditions, insofar as they allow the speaker to be agnostic (i.e., non-com-
mitted) as to whether the proposition holds or not (see 3.2.1)°. In either case
such units, as a rule®, operate on propositions and, in this sense, bear on truth-
conditional semantics of utterances (cf. [FALLER 2006, PAPAFRAGOU 2006])’.
Therefore, the treatment of their epistemic and/or evidential load should be

delegated to semantics, provided this load proves to be non-cancellable and
detachable.

2.2 Onomasiological vs. semasiological approaches

Fourth, at least on an onomasiological (conceptual) level, epistemic and evi-
dential values can be clearly distinguished. As most concisely formulated by
DE HAAN [2005: 380],

[1] “Evidentiality asserts the evidence, while epistemic modality
evaluates the evidence” (emphasis in the original).

We thus, by and large, understand evidentiality as

[2] “the linguistic means of indicating how the speaker obtained the
information on which s/he bases an assertion” [WILLETT 1988: 56]

and can, in principle, subscribe to Aikhenvald’s wording [AIKHENVALD 2003: 1]

[3] “Evidentiality proper is understood as stating the existence of a source
of evidence for some information; that includes stating that there is
some evidence, and also specifying what type of evidence there is”

although we will have to restrict this definition later on (see 2.3).

5 Cf. [DE HAAN 2009] for a similar argument on the basis of Engl. must vs. its Dutch
cognate moeten. Cf. also [AIKHENVALD 2004: 4]: “(...) marking data source and
concomitant categories is ‘not a function of truth or falsity’.”

¢ There have been claims that some (uses of) evidential markers should rather be
classified as illocutionary operators (cf., among others, [HENGEVELD 2006] and
[Schenner 2010: 167]). If this proves true the questions arises whether speech-act
operators can be treated in truth-conditional semantic terms. This problem need not
however be tackled here.

7 For arecent critical overview concerning the relation between epistemic modality
operators and truth conditions cf. [PORTNER 2009: 144-184].

2012 Ne2



10 |

On conditions instantiating tip effects
of epistemic and evidential meanings in Bulgarian

In recent years the relationship between evidential and epistemic func-
tions has quite often been the subject of disputes. Some researchers have held
the view that epistemic meanings include evidential ones (e. g., [PALMER 1986]
and, until recently, most traditional approaches), whereas others have argued
exactly the opposite (e.g., [PLUNGIAN 2001]; see below), and still others have
considered that both domains cross-cut each other (e.g., [VAN DER AUWERA,
PLUNGIAN 1998]) or that they are largely independent of one another (e.g.,
[AIKHENVALD 2003, 2004; XRAKOVSK]J 2005]) and they are under a common
superordinate category (cf. [BoYE 2006, PALMER 2001]). For a brief survey
and references cf. [KEHAYOV 2008: 167; DE HAAN 2009: 263-265]. We abide
by the latter view and determine epistemic modality and evidentiality to be
subdomains of propositional modality (as was already proposed in [PALMER
2001]).

One of the main sources of confusion concerning the mutual relationship
between these two domains has been that epistemic and evidential functions
have been mixed up with markers (forms). Notice that Aikhenvald’s definition
of evidentiality given above in [3] relates to functions, not to markers; it is thus
a notional definition, not a semasiological one. In practice, however, such defi-
nitions are frequently used as if they referred to discrete units (morphemes,
function words) of some language; these are then usually called ‘evidentials’,
and the floor is open for quarrels concerning their epistemic vs. evidential
nature. Therefore, disputes concerning the relationship between evidentiality
and epistemic modality can, at least in part, be mitigated (or avoided) if we
distinguish onomasiological from semasiological approaches. From an ono-
masiological viewpoint there is no way of identifying or reducing one of these
notions to the other (cf. [WIEMER, STATHI 2010: 277]). To recognize this it is
sufficient to realize that epistemic meanings (functions) are of a scalar (grad-
able) nature, while evidential meanings cannot be graded because they are of
a categorial nature.

Real analytical problems arise from a semasiological perspective, i.e.
when it comes to analyzing linguistic units (or devices) of particular
languages: in their semantic potential we are notoriously confronted with
overlaps, “overtones” or similar vaguely captured relations between sub-
jective probability assessments and references to the source of judgment®.
There is reason to argue for contextually conditioned tip-effects typical for
units associated with speaker’s basis of judgment and its epistemic modifica-
tion (see 2.4).

8 Note that such overlaps are nothing particular to propositional modality; we also find
them with tense and aspect, in tense-mood asymmetries, or with definiteness and
referentiality (in article systems), to name but some of the most prominent standard
cases of conflation of notional distinctions in linguistic expression classes.
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2.3 Toward more fine-grained taxonomies of evidential functions

We abide by the accepted global division of evidential functions into the three
sub-domains of (i) direct, (ii) indirect evidentiality, which, in turn, subdivides
into (ii.a) inferential and (ii.b) reportive evidentiality (cf. [AIKHENVALD 2003;
2004, WILLETT 1988], and others, cf. most distinctly in [PLuNGIAN 2001]).
The crucial criterion yielding this division is not so much the cognitive or
communicative ‘source of evidence’ (or knowledge, or information)® but the
‘modes of knowing’, or ‘type of evidence’ (for this distinction cf. [SQUARTINI
2001: 302], following [CHAFE 1986] and [BOTNE 1997]). In the analytic part
of this article (section 3), we are going to focus on inferential evidentiality, i.e.,
the mode of knowing which rests on reasoning (inferring). It is more complex
insofar as it is much more difficult to keep evidential and epistemic meaning
components apart in inferentives than in reportive units. This holds true not
only in analytic terms (i.e., from a semasiological perspective), but also to
some extent even from the conceptual (i.e., onomasiological) point of view.
As concerns subdivisions within inferential evidentiality, we subscribe
to a distinction based on whether or not the speaker had perceptual access
to the situation that served as the basis for his/her inference. This corre-
sponds to Squartini’s distinction [SQUARTINI 2008] between circumstantial
(perception-based) and generic (or deductive, i.e., not perception-based) in-
ferentives.! However, Squartini also postulated a third group of units mark-
ing ‘conjectures’. This third group is rather arguable since, for Squartini, such
markers are used when “all external evidence is missing, the speaker being
solely responsible for the reasoning process” [SQUARTINI 2008: 925]. There is
thus no reference to any specific source of knowledge. The principal problem
posed by this notion (and the associated class of markers) is the following: if
we accept, following PLUNGIAN [2001: 354], that “an evidential supplement
can always be seen in an epistemic marker, [while] the opposite does not al-
ways hold”, all epistemic markers must also be inferential; any sort of reason-
ing is based on just some basis, even if it has to be seen as merely ‘conjectural’.
The same problem shows up if we consider that some definitions of eviden-
tiality involve “... stating that there is some evidence ...” (cf. [AIKHENVALD 2003:
1; see above: 3]; cf. also [DE HAAN 2005: 380-382]). Our observations show that
this criterion is not sufficient for a unit to become an inferential marker. It is too
unspecific to prevent us from considering that a real flood of units (mainly senten-

° For a critical survey of the concepts on which evidential units really operate cf.
[LAMPERT, LAMPERT 2010: 310-314]. For our present purpose, we may neglect
these distinctions, although we consider typical evidential markers to operate on
propositions (not on information or states of affairs); cf. [Boye 2010].

10 An analogical distinction was mentioned by [PLUNGIAN 2010: 30], who restricted
the term ‘inferential (inferentive)’ to perception-based inferences and opposed it to
(markers of) ‘presumptive (inference)’ ones in case the conclusion is drawn without
any perceptual basis.
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tial adverbs and so-called modal particles) with an undoubtedly epistemic value
which eo ipso (see above the quote from [PLUNGIAN 2001]) is connected to just
some basis (or source) of judgment. In our opinion, the problem can be resolved,
at least in operative terms, if we cancel this part of Aikhenvald’s definition and
restrict inferentives to units with specific reference to circumstantial or generic
evidence!'. If this is not the case, the epistemic function of the unit becomes more
salient than the evidential one!2. This assertion shall be substantiated in section 3.

A survey of Bulgarian lexical markers showed that the division ‘circumstan-
tial — generic inferentives’ can also be maintained, more or less, for this language,
although many units are compatible with a very broad range of inferential (and
epistemic) functions, and some of them can be extended even to hearsay (cf.
[KamMPF, WIEMER 2011a, b]). Due to diagnostic contexts (minimal pair condi-
tions), we have, in [KAMPF, WIEMER 2011a, b], distinguished three types of mark-
ers according to their evidential functions. There are types A and B, both with
a default of perception-based inferences (= ‘circumstantials’) but with different
extensions into the evidential subdomains ‘direct perception’ and ‘retrospection™?.
These types can be opposed to type C, which has a default of inferences not based
on perception (= ‘generics’). A characteristic of type C markers is that they can be
used rather indiscriminately with reference to any kind of source of inference. We
shall illustrate the difference between types A/B and C with the following diag-
nostic context for generic (non-perceptional) inferences!*:

(¢)) Deteto navjarno, verojatno, sigurno (type C) / *izglezda, javno,
ocevidno (type B) / *maj (Ce), kato Ce li, sjakas (type A) e mnogo
tazno. Morskoto mu svince umrja.

“The child is probably / possibly / certainly very sad. His guinea pig
has died.’

1 This subdivision of the mode of knowing can, in principle, be cross-classified with the
type of evidence (visual, auditive, palpatory etc.). However, in practice — at least for
the languages of concern studied here — this dimension proves to be irrelevant with
respect to inferential evidentiality.

1

)

In principle, this was already conceded by [PLUNGIAN 2001: 354]: “an epistemic marker
contains more evidential properties when the source of the speaker’s hypothesis is specified”.

13 Type A has a broader functional extension than type B, as shown by diagnostic
contexts for direct perception [i] and for retrospective inference [ii]:

[i] (sbis looking at himself/herself): Maj (Ce), kato ce li, sjakas (type A) /
*izgleZda, javno, ocevidno (type B) levijat mi krak e po-maldk ot desnija. ‘Apparently
my left foot is smaller than the right one’.

Possible meaning with markers of type B: ‘The new right shoe does not fit so well
as the left one. So I conclude that my right foot is bigger’.

[ii] retrospective inference (trying to remember something): Majka mi maj (ce),
kato celi, sjakas / *izgleZda, javno, ocevidno imase edna bratovcedka ot Amerika.

‘(Iremember) as though my mother had a cousin in America’.

4 The markers given in (1-2) are typical exponents of the respective types, but we can
find more representatives for each type.
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In this case, deductive inference is drawn on the basis of encyclopaedic or
background knowledge of a concrete person. Markers of type A and B are
incompatible with this kind of generic inference or they alter the basis of judg-
ment conveyed by the whole utterance as perception-based inference. Com-
pare the same sentence as in (1) with another cognitive background, which
allows an inference from an observable situation:

) (The child looks very unhappy and has tears in its eyes.) Defeto maj
(Ce), kato celi, sjakas (type A) / izglezda, javno, ocevidno (type B) e
mnogo tazno.

‘The child is probably / possibly / certainly very sad.

Here markers of type C (e.g., navjarno, verojatno, sigurno) are possible, too,
but they block, as it were, an interpretation according to which the speaker
has arrived at his/her conclusion from the observation of perceivable facts.

The default of type A and B markers can be overwritten in certain circum-
stances. This default change has to do with the evidential-epistemic tip-effect
we will deal with below.

Now, quite obviously, an account of units used for marking inferences
in terms of evidentiality becomes more troublesome the broader their range
of meaning (or usage?) proves to be. If we want to disentangle evidential and
epistemic meaning components and empirically verify whether such compo-
nents are sufficiently stable ingredients of their lexical meaning — and not
just pragmatic effects arising from GCI — we must gain a more precise un-
derstanding of whether and how, for a given unit, purported components are
subject to metonymic tip-effects by which either epistemic or evidential com-
ponents become foregrounded (and the other backgrounded), and to what ex-
tent this depends on influence from different context types. In addition to this,
we should admit that an epistemic modifier would be better excluded from an
inventory of evidential units (of a given language), if we cannot narrow down
a more specific evidential function. Only then can we manage to formulate
workable and adequate lexical explications of evidential units.

In the following we are primarily interested in the impact exerted by cer-
tain types of context conditions on the interpretation of utterances which con-
tain lexical markers with an evidential potential (see section 3). Nonetheless,
the mirror-image of this relation between linguistic units and their contexts is
to be recognized in the fact that contexts become incompatible with certain evi-
dential markers if the lexical meaning of the latter narrows the range of knowl-
edge background serving as the basis for the judgment (see 2.1). In particular,
this holds for the distinction [+ perception-based] (= ‘circumstantial — generic
inferentives’) already mentioned and for units with a meaning indiscriminate
in this regard. We will point out such incompatibilities in section 3.

2012 Ne2



14 |

On conditions instantiating tip effects
of epistemic and evidential meanings in Bulgarian

2.4 Factivity vs. fictivity status and meaning ranges (inherent or contextual?)

Tip-effects of epistemic vs. evidential fore- or backgrounding seem to depend
on the factivity vs. fictivity status of the given unit (cf. [LAMPERT 2009]). For
instance, [LAMPERT, LAMPERT 2010] showed that Engl. seem has a very broad
range of collocations. In fact, irrespective of how it is used syntactically (on
heterosemy see section 3.1.1), it is extremely flexible. For instance, it may col-
locate with rhetoric boosters or epistemic modifiers close to the certainty pole
(see ex. 3), but it may also occur with hedges that weaken the speaker’s stance
and with epistemic modifiers close to the uncertainty pole (see ex. 4):

(3a)  The monthly fees sound low, and for millions of users they evidently
seem SO...

(3b)  They sure seem to be able to do some things right...
(4a)  Which is why maybe he seems so composed...

(4b)  ...it just seems like the whole world is spinning out of control...
(quoted after [LAMPERT, LAMPERT 2010: 315])

The authors propose two alternative conclusions to these observations, which
at first sight appear to be a dilemma [LAMPERT, LAMPERT 2010: 315]:

“If we wish to save seem as an evidential, we would have to eliminate
adverbs such as obviously, apparently, evidently from the category of evi-
dentials and relegate them to the epistemic category, or we would have to
assume that evidentiality can be expressed twice”.

We think that, unless it can be proven that evidential values cannot, in prin-
ciple, be expressed twice (for one proposition), the second alternative is more
attractive. Actually, [LAMPERT, LAMPERT 2010] highlighted two difterent
problems:

(i) The significance of collocational properties for a data-driven analysis
of markers associated with a distinction of factivity vs. fictivity status. The
question is whether (and to what extent) observations arising from corpus
analyses allow us to draw conclusions (or build hypotheses) about the seman-
tic load of propositional modifiers, i.e., what belongs to their “proper seman-
tics”. This semantics can remain vague (or, rather, diffuse).

(ii) How can the semantics of diffuse units be captured in terms of their
lexicological description? The counterpart to this question is: which condi-
tions of context give a contour to diffuse meanings?

Issue (ii) is directly related to the point we made in 2.1 with respect to
GCIs. It is essential to establish a semantic core, more particularly to decide
whether stable meaning components bear evidential or rather epistemic (or
some other) functions, whereas other “shades of (utterance) meaning” are
evoked only in interaction with certain context conditions. As for these, we
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may distinguish between micro-conditions — such as the immediate lin-
guistic context (on the level of the sentence) supporting the reconstruction
of an inference, i.e. the evidential reading — and macro-conditions, such
as the discourse genre or the global illocutive purpose of a given text. For in-
stance, [ WIEMER, SOCKA 2010] argue that ‘epistemic overtones’ of some Ger-
man and Polish reportive markers arise on the basis of GCIs, with the report-
ive (i.e., evidential) function being inherent, whereas the epistemic function
is cancelable (cf. [OLBERTZ 2007] on Mexican Spanish and [CELLE 2009] on
English for similar results). It occurs that the epistemic function is cancelable
especially under certain macro-contextual conditions, namely, in juridically
relevant texts such as newspaper reports from court trials or TV news about
police or secret service activities.

Thus the question arises as to whether similar micro- and/or macro-con-
textual conditions can be figured out for evidential markers in Bulgarian. This
is the question we will pursue in the remaining part of our article.

3. Factors influencing the interplay between evidential and
epistemic functions

For the following data-driven investigation we need to make some at least very
rough distinctions of what otherwise would absolutely vaguely be named ‘con-
text’. We do not pretend at being original, but simply want to draw certain pre-
liminary lines of division between types of environment with which evidential
markers (and utterances modified by them) are claimed to interact. The choice
of lines of division is, of course, conditioned by our own research interests and
based, to some extent, on an intuitive understanding of relevant distinctions.

For the following data-driven investigation we need to make some at least
very rough distinctions of what otherwise would absolutely vaguely be named
‘context’. We do not pretend at being original, but simply want to draw cer-
tain preliminary lines of division between types of environment with which
evidential markers (and utterances modified by them) are claimed to interact.
The choice of lines of division is, of course, conditioned by our own research
interests and, to some extent, on an intuitive understanding of relevant dis-
tinctions.

By ‘macro-context’ we mean conditions of the larger linguistic context
into which utterances are embedded as well as text genres for which certain
usage patterns of linguistic forms (in terms of their functions and/or frequen-
cy) can be shown to be characteristic. Macro-contextual factors can then be
contrasted, on the one hand, with encyclopedic knowledge, which is essential-
ly based on information not supplied by any linguistic context, but by back-
ground knowledge, which helps interpreting utterances in their situational
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setting’®. Admittedly, this distinction is often difficult to establish—at least
since knowledge (or habits) concerning discourse genres can be considered as
part of general background knowledge, too. However, we suggest that there
should be a principled distinction between knowledge based on larger stretch-
es of explicitly uttered linguistic discourse (text) and knowledge rooted in
all kinds of cultural and situational background that, for the given utterance
with a marker under investigation, is not stated explicitly in the text.

On the other hand, macro-contextual conditions should be treated sepa-
rately from the linguistic ‘micro-context’, which we understand as units at the
clause and sentence level. Sentence level is at once the upper boundary for the
immediate scope of propositional modifiers to which grammatical and lexical
markers of epistemic and evidential functions belong (see 2.1). Such scope prop-
erties belong to the linguistic code, i.e., to the inherent (thus semantic) proper-
ties of the relevant units (on a grammar—lexicon cline), and, thus, need not be
computed from interaction with the context (or the situation of utterance).

The criteria mentioned above for distinguishing kinds of discourse (or
knowledge) background that may become relevant for the interpretation of
evidential-epistemic modifiers are summarized in the following table.

Table 1. Discourse conditions for the interpretation of evidential-epistemic modifiers

micro- encyclopaedic
macro-context
context knowledge
structural
scope of clause or (theoretically) unrestricted not relevant
modifiers sentence
type of back-
ground linguistic (uttered explicitly) situational
o
type of back- not code-like, but dependent not at all bound
ground code-like on properties of (larger) dis- | to linguistic
(In course stretches code
generalizable thj)ltegenerallz-
based on
experience
with the use
of discourse
genres

15 In many approaches and handbooks, what we dub ‘context’ has been called ‘co-text’
(cf., e.g., [YULE 1996: 21f]), whereas background knowledge and ‘situational setting’
fall into what has often been referred to as ‘cultural context’. Cf., for instance, [HAL-
LIDAY 1999] for similar distinctions.
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We will now discuss different types of micro- and macro-contextual condi-
tions (3.1 and 3.2) as well as illustrate how the interpretation of markers
with an epistemic-evidential meaning potential may depend on encyclopedic
knowledge (3.2.2) and how it “reacts” if no specific background knowledge is
supplied (3.3).

3.1 Micro-contextual factors

As stated above, micro-contextual factors are bound to the immediate linguis-
tic context that supports the reconstruction of an inference, i. e., the evidential
reading intended by the speaker. We may split these factors into two groups:
(i) those in which the respective marker shows different syntactic behavior
with respect to the proposition it modifies (= heterosemy); (ii) those in which
the specific cognitive or communicative background for the proposition modi-
fied by the respective marker is made explicit in a sentence (utterance) imme-
diately preceding or following the sentence with that marker. Conditions (i)
and (ii) are not mutually exclusive. Moreover, the boundaries between micro-
contextual factors of kind (ii) and macro-contextual factors are fuzzy. In fact,
this arises from the fact that there are neither clear-cut definitions of sentence
boundaries, nor conventions of punctuation that would unanimously mark
such boundaries. We will first illustrate cases of kind (i) (3.1.1) before turning
to kind (ii) (3.1.2).

311 Heterosemy of Bulgarian inferential units

For the treatment of intra-sentential (= micro-contextual) cues to the behaviour
of inferential markers the notion of ‘heterosemy’ proves helpful. According to

[LICHTENBERK 1991: 476], heterosemy exists “where two or more meanings or
functions that are historically related, in the sense of deriving from the same ul-
timate source, are borne by reflexes of the common source element that belong
in different morphosyntactic categories”. Heterosemy is important for us insofar
as different syntactic realizations may have consequences for the function of the

unit as a propositional modifier (evidential, epistemic, other). In practice, het-
erosemy in the domain of evidentiality and other fields of propositional assess-
ment has been shown to occur, e.g., in Spanish. Cf. [CORNILLIE 2007: ch. 2+3]

who demonstrated that the epistemic load and (range of) evidential functions of,
e.g., the (semi-)auxiliary parecer ‘to seem’ varies with its syntactic realization

(as a matrix verb having either a finite or an infinitival complement, as a par-
ticle used parenthetically, etc.). Another kind of heterosemy occurs with Russ.
poxoZe ‘similarly’; compare the following examples from [LETUCHIY 2010: 362f]

which show that the factivity status of the proposition in the scope of poxozZe de-
pends on whether this unit is used as a particle (5a) or as a complement-taking

predicate (= predicative) as in (5b):
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Russian poxoze

(5a)  PoxoZe, Vasja upal.
(No na samom dele on stoit kak Styk.)
‘Vasja has fallen, it seems.” (lit. looks like’)
‘But in actual fact he is standing straight as a post.’
« non-factive, can be denied

(5b)  Poxoze, cto Vasja upal.
(*No na samom dele on stoit kak styk.)
‘It looks/seems as if Vasja has fallen’.
*But in actual fact he is standing straight as a post’.
« factive, cannot be denied

The same kind of heterosemy can be observed with Bulg. izglezda ‘it
seems’ (literally: ‘it looks’); another case in point would be po vsicko lici ‘to all
appearances’ (literally ‘from everything it becomes obvious’). Compare the
following examples, which show that the factivity status of the proposition in
the scope of izglezda depends on whether this unit is used as a particle (6a) or
as a complement-taking predicate (= predicative) as in (6b):

Bulgarian

(6a)  Svatbarite, izglezda, sa praznuvali do kdsno.
‘The wedding guests, it seems, have celebrated till late.’
« non-factive, can be denied, e. g., by continuing:
No vsdstnost tova mozZe i da ne e vjarno. ‘However it may not be true.’

(6b)  Izglezda, ce svatbarite sa praznuvali do kdsno.
‘It seems that the wedding guests have celebrated till late.’
« factive, cannot be denied
(*No vsastnost tova moZe i da ne e vjarno. ‘However it may not be true’.)

Contrary to Russian and other languages, Bulg. izgleZda is not a SEEM-unit
but a LOOK-unit, i.e., its etymology is based on the converse of seEm. This con-
verse meaning (‘look like / as if’) shows up in its use as a standard form from
the paradigm of this verb (7). As a particle, izgleZda has lost this paradigmatic
relationship and acquired a lexicalized meaning as an evidential marker (8):

Bulgarian

7) Kastata izglezda pusta otvdtre.
‘The house looks empty inside.’

8 Kastata, izgleZda, e pusta otvdtre.
‘The house is, it seems, empty inside.’
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A similar case of heterosemy with the same semantic effect occurs with
the units ocevidno ‘obviously’ and javno ‘obviously’; both function as senten-
tial adverbs (i. e., they modify a proposition, but are not the syntactic predicate
of the clause; see 9a) and predicatives (i.e., they are themselves the syntactic
predicate; see 9b). If used as predicatives, ocevidno and javno can combine with
the copula or appear without it: ocevidno (e), ce and javno (e), ce. The usage
of the predicative variant without the copula is more colloquial and does not
appear in corpora of printed texts which we have consulted. The occurrence of
the copula seems to be an additional factor favoring factivity:

Bulgarian

(9a) Ocevidno (javno) mnogo maldk procent ot balgarite umejat da pluvat.
‘Obviously only a small percentage of Bulgarians can swim’ .
« non-factive, can be denied:
No vsdstnost tova moZe i da ne e vjarno. ‘However it may not really be
true’.

(9b)  Ocevidno (javno) e, e mnogo maldak procent ot balgarite umejat da pluvat.
‘It is obvious that only a small percentage of Bulgarians can swim’.
« factive, cannot be denied:
*No vsdstnost tova moZe i da ne e vjarno.
‘However it may not be true’.
[http://www.focus-news.net/?id=f17740: Ocevidno e, ce ...]

With other units predicative usage does not allow the copula to be left out
even in colloquial speech; compare, for instance: verojatno e da (Ce) ‘it is prob-
able that’ / sigurno e, ce ‘it is certain that’ (cf. [KAMPF, WIEMER 2011a: 49]).

Notice furthermore that all the Bulgarian heterosemic evidential mark-
ers mentioned above are reluctant to developing into complementizers, while
their Russian equivalents have clearly developed (or are on their way toward)
such a syntactic function (cf. [LETucHIY 2010]). Compare Russ. budto by ‘as if’
(10) with Bulg. sjakas and kato ce li (11):

Russian

(10)  (Mne) kazetsja, budto by Ivan p’jan.
‘It seems (to me) as if Ivan was drunk.’

Bulgarian

(11)  *Struva mi se, sjakas / kato Ce li Ivan e pijan.
‘It seems to me as if Ivan was drunk.’
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3.1.2 Specific knowledge background made explicit in the neighboring sentence

In such cases, the micro-context gives some specific reference to a particular
(visual, auditive, or other perceptual) mode of knowledge. In this case the
epistemic function moves to the background.

Such reference can be conveyed by descriptions of a subject. The formu-
lation chosen gives the impression of this subject’s direct perception or of its
activity. Every kind of perception can be highlighted by a narrator, most fre-
quently visual perception as in (12-15), auditive as in (16), but also palpative
perception (e.g., hot—cold’) as in (17)'¢:

(12)  Siroka radostna usmivka be ozarila liceto i, no kato go vidja -
mignoveno ugasna. Ocevidno be ocakvala drug covek...
A wide merry smile had appeared on her face, but as she saw him it
disappeared instantly. Obviously she had waited for another person
to come’. [BG, 186]

(13)  Galabat izglezda se izplasi, zastoto vednaga se zaspuska.
‘Apparently the pigeon was frightened because it immediately ran
downstairs’. [BC: GALABICATA]|

(14)  Liceto mu izglezdase udiveno, toj javno be cul poslednite dumi na majka si.
‘His face looked puzzled.
‘Obviously he had heard the last words of his mother’. [EM, 238]

(15)  Nakraja kato ce li se bese umoril — dumite stavaha vse po-provlaceni,
redovete se smakvaha nadolu.
‘Eventually he seemed to have become tired — his words became
more and more drawn-out, the lines slipped down’. [EM, 281]

(16)  George zapocna da im govori nesto povelitelno na ruski — javno im
iskase kljuca na motora.

‘George started speaking in a commanding tone something in
Russian; obviously he demanded the key of the motor-cycle’. [BC: SZK]

(17)  Dokato razmisljavase, Khan useti, e stava po-hladno i trudno za
disane — javno pribliZavase kam goljam voden basejn.
‘While Khan was thinking, he felt that it got colder and more difficult
to breathe; obviously he was getting closer to a big water basin’. [BC: HO]

The impression of the subject’s direct witnessing or action arises in the
micro-context of a complex sentence or neighboring sentences through verbs
indicating direct perception like ‘to feel’ (see 17 above), ‘to see’ (18), ‘to hear’
(19) or the imitation of the way of speaking (20):

16 Here and in the following examples the relevant words giving “evidential hints” will be
underlined.
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(18)  Isjakas go vidjiah kak trepna na stola.
‘It seemed to me as if I saw him twitch in the chair’. [EM, 271]

(19)  Dara se zaslusa — izglezda krajat nabliZavase.
‘Dara started to listen intently — the end was close, it seemed’. [BC: SNL]

(20)  Ne-e! - Giovanni oCevidno tarsese kakvo da kaZe — Rabotata e mnogo
debela-a!
‘Nooo! - Obviously Giovanni was looking for what to say. — The
matter is very se-erious..” [BC: NASLEDNICI]

In other cases, the specific reference can be of a more complex, not pri-
marily perceptual nature, but the connection to the source of inference is nev-
ertheless explicitly given in the micro-context. Encyclopedic knowledge may
sustain perception-based inference as an additional factor (see 3.2.2). This
can be illustrated by the following examples:

(21)  Dvata trupa obsto imaha povece ot 400 kinta — javno bjaha vzeli
zaplati.
‘Inboth bodies there were more than 400 Leva; obviously they had got
a salary’.
[BC: http://scanman.wordpress.com/2007]
[a big amount of money]
— inference: the dead men had got a salary and hadn’t still spent it.

(22)  Bebeto otdavna be preminalo vsicki srokove za svoeto razdane, no
vse oste be Zivo i Zizneno v neja. Izglezda, ce mu haresvase tam, da si
Zivee spokojno i nesmustavano na cuzda smetka...
‘The baby has long passed all terms for its birth, but was still alive
and lively in her. It seemed to like it there, living calmly without
disturbances at other people’s costs’ [BG, 104]
[The regular time of birth of a baby has long passed by.]
— inference: The baby likes its place to stay and doesn’t want to be
born.

(23)  Nesi kato ce lii instinkti njamase. Toj uZasno se ucudi, kato otkri, ce
Jjutijata pari. ...
‘Nesi seemed to have no instincts either. He was very puzzled
noticing that the iron burns when one touches it’. [BG, 112]

The protagonist of the science-fiction novel by P. VeZinov is an extraordi-
nary person with many intellectual gifts but without normal human feelings
and instincts. This inference is drawn through an incident with a hot iron.

It is important to stress that the difference of [+ perception-based] in-
ference built into the semantics of these markers seems to be blurred in cer-
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tain cases (see 2.3), namely, if the reconstruction of an evidential basis is not
possible from general (encyclopedic) knowledge, there is also no contextual
aid supporting the evidential reading, so it is overshadowed by the epistemic
tunction of the marker irrespective of the semantic type the inferential marker
belongs to.

Therefore, one of the following constellations appears to be necessary for
an evidential reading to become foregrounded:

1. A marker with a default of perception-based inferences with clear mi-
cro- or macro-contextual support for the evidential function (3.1.2 and 3.2.2).

2. A marker with a default of perception-based inferences without such
contextual aid, but the basis for the inference can be unambiguously recon-
structed due to encyclopedic knowledge (3.2.2).

3. A marker with semantically indiscriminate functions but only in the
case of explicit logical (causal) relations (see end of 3.3). If the latter con-
dition applies, non-perception-based (‘generic’) inferential meaning can be
foregrounded.

Both perception-based and non-perception-based markers can reduce or
lose their evidential meaning if these constellations are not maintained. If they
are not, the inference cannot be reconstructed and, as a consequence, the epis-
temic meaning becomes foregrounded.

3.2 Macro-contextual factors

Among macro-contextual conditions we should distinguish between condi-
tions which can be generalized — for instance, ways in which one may figure
out some sort or other of properties typical for text genres — and conditions
which do not lend themselves easily to generalizations. In a sense, this distinc-
tion can be compared to the difference between generalized vs. particularized
conversational implicatures (on which see 2.1): in neither case can macro-
contextual factors be reduced to functions of the linguistic code, but, whereas
generalizable conditions rest on more general knowledge about how certain
discourse types work and which kinds of illocutionary purpose their authors
(speakers) normally pursue (3.2.1), non-generalizable macro-contextual con-
ditions bear an ad hoc nature and, thus, do not allow for more “tight and ready”
formulations on how they arise and what properties they display (3.2.2). They
can hardly be predicted and consequently cannot be made the basis for rules.

3.2.1 Generalizable macro-contextual factors

Bulgarian is well known for its system of so-called renarrative forms (Bulg.
‘preizkazni formi’), which should rather be classified as grammatical markers
of indirect evidentiality (in the sense explained in 2.3, i.e., comprising infer-
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ential and reportive functions). Roughly, this paradigm of forms derives from
areinterpretation of the perfect or, more precisely, of the present and the past
perfect, which, however, differ in function regarding their connection to mo-
dality. The perfect is marked with a participle with an /-suffix plus an auxiliary
indicating person and number (beside tense)’.

The reinterpretation of the past perfect in Bulgarian is claimed to have led
to the rise of a modified paradigm, which functions as a separate evidential
paradigm. It is a melange of evidential and epistemic values and called ‘dubi-
tative’ by some Bulgarian grammarians (cf. [NicoLova 2008: 3701L.]). There
is an essential difference between the ‘preizkazni formi’ based on the present
perfect, which is epistemically neutral (A), and the forms based on the past
perfect, which do carry an epistemic load (B). This difference appears in the
following minimal pair of utterances, cited from [NicoLova 2008: 336]:

(A) Petrov stanal direktor. ‘Petrov is said to have become director.
‘preizkazna forma’ derived from present perfect — reportive

(B) Petrov bil stanal direktor. ‘Petrov allegedly has become director.
[But I don’t believe it.]’
‘preizkazna forma’ derived from past perfect — dubitative

While the epistemic load of the dubitative is the distinctive feature of these
paradigmatic forms, the non-dubitative forms among ‘preizkazni formi’ offer
in this respect a more differentiated picture. Some researchers have observed
interesting evidential-epistemic tip-eftects that depend on the discourse type.
Since Bulgarian does not have proper lexical evidentials for reportive mean-
ings (cf. [KAMPF, WIEMER 2011a-b]), we will illustrate this point with gram-
matical evidentials, to which the paradigm of ‘preizkazni formi’ belongs.

Thus a particular case of macro-contextual conditions can be inferred
trom the results of KOrRYTKOWSKA’s [2000] investigation of ‘preizkazni formi’
in the 20th century Bible translation into Bulgarian!®. Her findings elucidate

7 Many investigators, especially from Bulgaria, have claimed that the formal expression
of both main evidential functions (inferential vs. reportive) is identical only in the

1st and 2nd SG/PL-forms: in the 3rd SG/PL-form the reportive function is indicated
by the mere [-participle (without the auxiliary), whereas the inferential function
coincides with the perfect of the indicative, i. e., the combination of the I-participle and
the third-person form of the auxiliary ‘to be’ (sdm.1SG, si.2SG, e.3SG, etc.); cf. inter
alia, [GUENTCHEVA 1996]. Most recent research shows, however, that the reportive
function can be expressed with this form, too, depending on discourse factors (cf.
[LINDSTEDT 2010: 418]). There are reasons to accept another view due to which all
evidential interpretations of the /-forms in Bulgarian arise from one paradigm, with
lack of the auxiliary being conditioned by the instantiation of an observer (= instance
of judgment) who differs from the actual speaker (or narrator); cf. [SONNENHAUSER
2012] for an elaborate argument backed by an empirical investigation.

She based her study on the 1982 reprint of the acknowledged translation published in
1925. This edition basically represents Modern Bulgarian usage also with respect to
“renarrative” (‘preizkazni’) forms.

1

3
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that, in Modern Bulgarian, these forms are inappropriate in contexts where
the purpose is to not provoke any doubt as to the veracity (or trustworthiness)
of the related events. In particular, these forms do not occur in acts of revela-
tion (which believing Christians, among them the authors of the New Testa-
ment, must take for granted) and in narrative (but not re-narrative!) passages
where the author is indicated (i. e., identifiable) unambiguously.

It is intriguing to look at the reasons for these results. We argue that, in
general, the Bulgarian ‘preizkazni formi’ have to be considered as epistemical-
ly neutral (contrary to the dubitative forms) since there are a few context types
where the occurrence of these forms does not raise any epistemic overtones.
Consider, for instance, an excerpt from a history book (24) and an isolated
utterance which could have appeared in any sort of colloquial dialogue (25);
there is no reason to be skeptical about the proposition uttered:

(24)  Starite balgari bili nenadminati majstori v juvelirnoto izkustvo.
‘The ancient Bulgarians are said to have been unrivalled masters
in the arts of jewellery’. [DiMITROV 2005: 92]

(25)  Ivanvcera se napil.
‘Ivan is said to have got drunk yesterday’.

Such instances (Which are numerous in speech) confirm that, per se, the ‘preiz-
kazni formi’ do not carry any additional load beyond an indication of the fact
that the speaker has not experienced the described state of affairs him/herself.

Based on this, we should consider examples like (26), a heading in a daily
newspaper (cited from [NicoLova 2008: 390]):

(26)  Kitaec otkril Amerika 1000 godini predi Kolumb.
‘A Chinese man allegedly discovered America 1000 years before
Columbus’.

Here the speaker can be interpreted as meaning to imply that the proposition
might not be true (or might not deserve to be given too much trust). However,
this implicature can only be computed on the basis of the further background
supplied either by the broader linguistic context (the text following after this
heading) or by situational or encyclopedic knowledge such as, e.g., acquain-
tance with the writer’s skeptical stance toward anybody said to have discov-
ered America before Columbus.

Furthermore, the ‘preizkazni formi’ fulfill stylistic and discourse specific
functions. They are the main predicative forms in fairy tales, legends, and other
originally oral genres of folklore as well as in history books for children if they
treat events of a remote past. Not surprisingly, they are not at all encountered
in scientific texts; in police protocols containing witnesses’ recalls of crimes
and accidents, the usual grammatical forms for verbs to appear are the present
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perfect and the “historical” present, but not the ‘preizkazni formi’**. Conse-
quently, one gains the impression that these forms are, in principle, avoided in
genres and discourse types with serious, confirmed backgrounds, for which
subjective interpretations, doubts, or mistakes are unwarranted; compare
Korytkowska’s conclusions above. In accordance with this, Nicolova made a
suggestion very much to the point, namely, that reportive evidentials stylisti-
cally transform utterances from an official to a colloquial level, to hearsay and
gossip [NicoLova 2008: 390; cf. also SONNENHAUSER 2012: 367, 369]. This is
certainly an effect which many genres and discourse types do not pursue. As
concerns modal functions of ‘preizkazni formi’, their most essential feature is
the expression of distance and reservation, which is very useful in polemical
discourse and often exploited by journalists in the mass media?°. Actually, we
arrive here at hedging functions, which can be seen as a functional extension
of the evidential-epistemic tip-effects of ‘preizkazni formi’.

On first sight, these observations seem to contradict each other, or at least
they are not easily reconciled. This impression, however, is only apparent. As
GUENTCHEVA [1996: 55] puts it, the crucial function of ‘preizkazni formi’ is
to mark that the speaker is refraining from taking responsibility for the ut-
tered assertion; as a consequence, this assertion is located outside of truth-
conditional judgments?'. WIEMER [2006], with respect to lexical markers in
Polish, has called this ‘epistemic agnosticism’: the speaker does not make any
statement concerning truth or falsity, or the degree of reliability, of the respec-
tive proposition(s). This agnostic stance can become the point of departure
for virtually any kind of discourse-conditioned implicature; in other words,
the interpretation of these forms rests on pragmatics, it is not derived from
a straightforward decoding of their semantics. Whether (or not) these forms
easily trigger implicatures concerning the epistemic stance of the (re-)narrat-
ing speaker often depends on specific discourse conditions insofar as these re-
flect different pragmatic strategies??. Therefore, if the speaker (writer) is eager
to avoid any epistemic overtones able to cast doubt on the veracity of his/her
words (conveying another person’s, or other people’s, previous utterances),
s/he avoids forms marked for indirect experience (as the Bulgarian ‘preiz-

19 Present tense forms are quite often accompanied by the lexical marker spored X
‘according to X'. Although we have authentic examples of such usage in police and
court protocols, we do not adduce them here for ethical reasons.

2 For an overview on the usage of grammatical evidentiality markers in different registers
cf. [N1corLova 2008: 385-392]. For further references cf. [SONNENHAUSER 2012: 3691].

2 The original wording is: “(...) I’énoncé médiatisé n’exprime aucune garantie des propos
rapportés et place I'énoncé hors d’une assignation référentielle en «vrai» ou «faux»”.

22 These, in turn, may be guided by superordinate illocutionary goals and cultural
traditions. However, the investigation of such “higher order” motifs for the
development and use of evidential marking in discourse goes beyond the scope of our
contribution.
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kazni formi’) altogether. This avoidance strategy guarantees him/her a safe-
guard against possible objections of conveying non-trustworthy information.
For obvious reasons, this effect has to be circumvented by any means not only
in contexts of revelation, but also in the original narration of epic genres (nov-
els etc.) as well as in protocols and other sorts of testimony. On the other hand,
if the speaker (writer) does want to stress that the proposition(s) formulated
by him/her do not rest on direct experience, s/he may mean to safeguard him/
herself against objections that s/he is telling something for which s/he did not
have direct access. This strategy justifies itself in reports about reconstruct-
ed events, such as relations about very remote historical events (especially if
they are not given as a report of mere facts, but rather told, as would be more
appropriate if the addressees are children), or if events are re-narrated and
should be marked as such. Whether this marking causes epistemic overtones,
such that indirect access implies lack of reliable enough experience, is a sepa-
rate issue which has to be approached empirically.

Regardless, the interaction between epistemic agnosticism and epistemic
implicatures that can, but need not, be triggered relies on a general mecha-
nism between semantics and pragmatic conditions; it need not be restricted to
grammatical (or paradigmatic) form inventories but can prove valid for lexical
markers, too. And it should hold for the relation of inferential (i. e., evidential)
and properly epistemic meaning components as well. This is what we will sub-
sequently demonstrate.

3.2.2 Non-generalizable macro-contextual and encyclopedic factors

In the case of inferential evidence, the macro-contextual factors influencing
evidential-epistemic tip-effects can hardly be generalized. Inferential state-
ments are the result of a basic cognitive process that is not reserved for one or
other functional register and discourse type.

A macro-context often contains some specific reference to a particular
source of information. For the reader it is usually not difficult to use such indi-
cations in the macro-context as support for a reconstruction of the cognitive
background that triggers the respective inference. Such a case is illustrated by
the following example:

(27)  Starijat nabozen ddrdorko, osven podagrata si, ocevidno be pipnal i
skleroza.
“The old pious chatterbox obviously has sclerosis in addition to his
gout disease’. [BC: NASLEDNICI]

This sentence is excerpted from the internal dialogue of a young man angry

about his father who tells him to learn a part of the Bible by heart. The son is

irritated by these words because the old man had apparently forgotten that his
son has known the whole Bible by heart since his childhood.

2012 Ne2



Bjorn Wiemer, Veronika Kampf

Consider two further examples from modern fiction:

(28)  Izglegda, momiceto ne bese tova, koeto otnacalo pomislih.
“The girl was obviously not what I inferred her to be’. [BARIERATA, 12]

The protagonist meets a girl in a restaurant who, without invitation, gets in his
car and waits there for him. After an initial surprise he notices that she is not
a prostitute but a strange little person. The protagonist thinks this while talk-
ing to the girl. The evidential basis of the utterance is reconstructable for the
reader who follows the conversation between the protagonist and the strange,
mentally ill girl.

(29)  Tazivecer ocevidno vsicki barzaha.
‘This evening, it seemed, everybody was in a hurry’. [BC: TAXI]

This sentence forms part of the internal dialogue of the metaspeaker who
works as a taxi driver. In the novel, the story of an evening at his work is nar-
rated. It begins with criminal clients who get into his taxi and force him to
drive too fast. The quoted words are pronounced after a couple with a preg-
nant woman gets into the car and he receives the next order: “To the hospital.
Immediately!” Without this knowledge provided by the macro-context, the
evidential basis of the utterance cannot be reconstructed.

Finally, some specific reference to the source of information may be re-
constructed due to the reader’s (or listener’s) encyclopedic knowledge. Al-
though there is no direct reference to any source of information in the text, it
is still possible for the reader/listener to reconstruct it on the basic of general
encyclopedic knowledge which an average adult person (raised in the given
culture) possesses. It is like a script which the involved person completes in
the process of understanding the text. Compare the following example:

(30)  Aleksi, izglezda, ce sam zabremenjala.
‘Aleksi, it seems that I have gotten pregnant’. [BG, 103]

Here encyclopedic knowledge derives from the changes in the physiology of a
woman which result from her pregnancy.

In cognitive processes, an important role is played by stereotype images,
connected to different entities, in this case the image of a central street and a
square in a small village. This image is the basis for the inference made:

(31)  Ponesoha se zaplasitelno barzo mezZdu skupCenite kdstja, prehvarcaha
prez nesto, koeto ocevidno bese glavnata ulica s centralnija plostad na
neja.

‘They rushed threateningly fast along the crowded houses, flew
through something which was obviously the main street with the
central square in it’. [BC: RNR 2]
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Similarly, people share some general knowledge or stereotype image of the
properties of expensive shoes which allows the protagonist to draw such an
inference about the high value of the shoes only from seeing them:

(32)  Obuvkite bjaha javno mnogo skapi.
‘The shoes were obviously very expensive’. [BC: FD]

3.3 No clear reference to any source of information

Another situation applies if we can find no specific reference to a particular
source of information either in the micro-context or the macro-context and
general encyclopaedic knowledge is not helpful either. There are no facts re-
ferred to, nor is there an obvious single possible explanation. In this case, the
evidential function appears only in the background or cannot be clearly dis-
tinguished from the epistemic one. We should demonstrate this effect first for
markers with a semantic default of perception-based inferences and, second,
for markers which occur predominantly with reference to deductive (i.e., non-
perception-based) reasoning. As explained in 2.3, this distinction practically
coincides with Squartini’s distinction between ‘circumstantials’ and ‘generics’.

Since there is no explicit reference to any source of information in head-
ings, only a vague kind of feeling or intuition can function as such “reference”:
under such conditions some markers with an evidential default of perception-
based inferences receive a discourse-induced hedge function. This function
can be observed especially with the markers kato ce li and sjakas (belonging to
type A), both units originating in comparative constructions (‘as if’). Let us
have a look at two examples taken from headings of newspaper articles:

(33)  Rajna Petrova: Sjakas ima diskriminacija kam "Centralen", "Severen"
i "JuZen".
‘Rajna Petrova: It seems that there is a discrimination of the “Central”,
“North” and “South” districts’.
[heading of an online newspaper, http://news.plovdiv24.bg/223626.html]

In a short piece of internet news, arguments are exchanged and an evidential
basis for the inferences drawn is provided, but the primary function of the
marker in the summarizing heading is to soften an otherwise rather critical
statement. Possibly the word diskriminacija was used by the person, Rajna
Petrova, herself, together with sjakasused rather as a hedge. Alternatively, out
of additional context, we could also understand that the use of both diskrimi-
nacija and sjakas is to be ascribed to the reporting journalist who chose to re-
strain him/herself from taking the responsibility for using such a strong word.
A very similar situation arises in the next example:
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Krizata kato ce li si otiva ot Evropa.

‘It seems as if the crisis was leaving Europe’.

[heading of an online newspaper,
http://www.investor.bg/analizi/91/a/krizata-kato-che-li-si-otiva-ot-
evropa,85227/]

Of course, a feeling or an intuition as source of information is only a weak
piece of evidence (if it indeed constitutes evidence at all) because of their very
subjective and unprovable nature. Thus markers such as those just illustrated
are predestined as hedges if no reference to some more objective source is sup-
plied, or in isolated utterances such as headings.

Furthermore, the inferential function quite often cannot clearly be iso-

lated from the epistemic function. Normally, the markers being discussed
here have a salient inferential (i.e., evidential) function. Nonetheless an epi-
stemic assessment interferes quite often and, given favorable conditions, can
push into the background the otherwise prominent inferential default. This
can happen even in those cases when an evidential marker has a default on
perception-based inferences and is etymologically connected to the concept of
seeing or looking, such as izglezda ‘it seems’, ocevidno ‘obviously’, javno ‘obvi-
ously’, po vsicko lici ‘on all appearances’ (cf. [KAMPF, WIEMER 2011a: 68ft.]).
The transformation into a non-perceptive, entirely cognitive process of “see-
ing” (seeing — understanding) is an appropriate basis for overwriting this
default. In most cases there is some reference for the inferential process in the
micro- or macro-context (see 3.1.2 and 3.2.2). However, the speaker can also
make a statement without providing a clue to justify it. As a result, this com-
munication strategy yields the impression of epistemic reservation yielding a
hedge as in (35), or the impression of common knowledge which the speaker
does not find necessary to explicate, as in (36) and (37):

(35)

(36)

(37)

Ako Pep 227 se dava na hora s marker za avtoimunna reakcija, to
izglegda toj moZe da gi predpazva ot badesta izjava Tip 1 diabet.
‘If Pep 227 is given to people with an indication of autoimmune
reaction, it seems that it can prevent a manifestation of diabetes
type 1 in the future’. [BC]

Zastoto demokracijata oCevidno vece bese na pdt, ot kojto ne mozes
da ja varnes.

‘Because obviously democracy was on a track, from which
nobody could bring it back’.

[BC: http://www.vesti.bg/index.phtml?tid=40&0id=361741]

Procesat bez samnenie e bolezen, no javno e neizbezen pri
preminavaneto na edna politiceska sila ot upravlenie v opozicija.
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“This process is without doubt painful, but obviously it is inevitable
during the transition of a political force from government to
opposition’. [BC]

Markers of this type often fulfill a discourse-rhetorical function to emphasize
the author’s point of view while criticizing something or somebody (e.g., in
journalists’ polemics):

(38)  No obratnata strana izglezda oste dalgo njama da se vzema predvid
pri opredeljane na obstestvenata politika.
‘It seems that the other side won't yet be taken into consideration
for a very long time for the determination of the social politics’.
[BC: http://www.komentari.com/web/modules.php?name=News&fil
e=print&sid=39]

(39)  Stanimir HasdrdZiev: OCevidno njakoj ima interes v Bdlgarija da
njama transplantacii.
‘Stanimir HasardZiev: Obviously somebody has an interest in there
being no transplantations in Bulgaria’.
[heading from an online newspaper, http://www.cross.bg/1192524]

Now let us turn to markers which predominantly mark generic (deduc-
tive) inferences or, more precisely, which do not have a semantic default of
perception-based inferences. Markers like navjarno ‘probably’ (characteris-
tic for more sophisticated literal text sorts) and verojatno, sigurno ‘probably,
certainly’ (stylistically neutral) belong here; they mostly refer to inferences
without a particular indication in the micro- or macro-context. In this case,
the modal function seems to be the more important one from the communica-
tive point of view. The evidential function is in the background or not present
at all, because the source of information is not obvious, being a result of an
individual, not always comprehensible deduction.

The reconstruction of a deductive process varies individually for every
reader or listener. In the following example, the evidence can be reconstructed
only by the “competent” reader who knows the action and the protagonists of
the given literal text:

(40)  Tolkova mnogo cvetja tja navjarno ne bese vizdala prez celija si Zivot.
‘She had probably not seen so many flowers during her whole life.
[BARIERATA, 53]

The logical argument serving as evidence for this statement is accessible
only to those who know that the protagonist of the novel is a girl with psycho-
logical traumata from childhood who spent many years in psychiatry and did
not have the opportunity to enjoy the beauty of nature. As a test, we try to re-
place the marker used originally by a marker with a perception-based default,
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for instance izglezda ‘it seems’. In the given context, this replacement is not
felicitous. So we can speak here about a predominant epistemic presumption.

The logical argumentation can be rather original and non-trivial. In this
case the evidential function does not appear at all, contrary to the emergent
epistemic function:

(41)  Navjarno taka e pravel i Lobacevski, dokato e izvezdal svoite formuli.
‘Perhaps Lobacevski did so, too, when deducing his formulae’. [BG, 142]

The context this utterance occurs in is a description of the scientific work of
the protagonist fighting against distracting thoughts and trying to concen-
trate on a complicated subject. The comparison with the famous Russian
mathematician and geometrician who lived in the 19th century is a product of
the fantasy of the author. Lobacevski’s name could, in this case, be replaced by
any other inventor’s name. Thus the utterance is a mere presumption without
any evidential basis.

The next example shows a similar case. The marker functions as a means
to involve the reader in the described fictive world. The author tries to share
the cognitive basis of his/her own inference with the reader/listener:

(42)  Navjarno mnozina ot vas sa vizdali tova staro, pecalno zdanie sds
zareSeteni prozorci.
‘Probably many of you have already seen this old, sad building with
barred windows’. [BARIERATA, 23]

The reconstruction of the cognitive basis could refer to the fact that the build-
ing is so strikingly awful and sad that it may be known to many of the readers.
However, this reconstruction is not at all obvious, the replacement with a per-
ception-based marker is completely impossible, so that here only the epistemic
function comes to the fore.

The evidential reading in constructions with markers like navjarno ‘prob-
ably’ gets support only in cases when the logical relation in an utterance is
explicit, although the epistemic function is nevertheless present, too. In the
next example, navjarno could be easily replaced by izglezda ‘it seems’, ocevidno
‘obviously’ or javno ‘evidently’, so that the evidential function would move into
the foreground:

(43)  Inavjarno vseki moment ste se varne, Stom dori ne e ugasila lampite.
‘And probably she will return any moment, for she has not switched
off the light”. [BARIERATA, 91]

Compare the perception-based inference in (43) with example (44), where
the epistemic and the evidential reading are combined, too. The felicitous re-
placement of the original marker with izglezda would push the non-percep-
tion-based inference into the foreground:
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(44)  Otdavna bjah zabeljazal, ce vausavam osoben respekt na obikno
venite hora, navjarno smjataha, Ce sam njakakdv preoblecen general.
‘I had noticed long ago that I inspired a particular respect in common
people; probably they considered me to be a disguised general.’
[BARIERATA, 63]

4. Summing up the findings

From the analysis conducted in the preceding section, we may deduce that there
is a sufficiently tight correlation between the direction of tip-effects toward epis-
temic or evidential (more precisely: inferential) function, on the one hand, and
the degree of transparency with which the recipient (hearer, reader) can (re)
construct a specific basis of judgment uttered by the author, on the other. In
other words, an inferential (evidential) meaning component is more likely to be
foregrounded the more the recipient is given hints in favor of a specific basis
of judgment. The inferential meaning is the least salient or absent with indis-
criminate markers of inferential functions (e. g., navjarno, verojatno ‘probably’) if
the context also does not supply clues for some more specific basis of judgment.
On the contrary, the inferential meaning becomes more highlighted the more
the basis of judgment is made specific. With markers that, by default, refer to
perception-based inferences (‘circumstantials’) the inferential meaning will not
be completely suppressed even if the context does not give further hints as to the
type of basis of judgment (e.g., izgleZda ‘it seems’, sjakas “as if’). With markers
that mainly refer to non-perception-based inferences (‘generics’), the inferential
meaning can be more easily overshadowed by an epistemic function if the con-
text does not help specifying the basis of judgment (as it does, e.g., in ex. 43).

From the observations made above concerning lexical markers of inferen-
tial meanings in Bulgarian we may thus draw one basic conclusion:

The more complicated the reconstruction of the cognitive (or
communicative) basis leading to an inference (intended by the
speaker), the clearer the epistemic function emerges while the
evidential function remains in the background, and vice versa.

From the picture we gained in sections 2.4 and 3, we may further conclude
that there is a tension between the meaning potential of a lexical unit able to
indicate evidential and /or epistemic functions, on the one hand, and expecta-
tions arising from certain discourse (or text) types, on the other. The question
is which side of this tension dominates so that it can change the “value” of the
dominated part.

If, as with some German and Polish reportive markers (Germ. angeblich,
Pol. podobno, jakoby), the epistemic “flavor” of doubt can be cancelled but the
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reportive value remains under any context conditions (cf. [WIEMER, SOCKA
2010]), it is indisputable that the evidential (reportive) component represents
a stable meaning component of these units. But it is also evident that, in the
relation between the epistemic component and the discourse type, it is the lat-
ter which can suppress epistemic inferences (which otherwise arise as GCISs).

Superficially, one might think that the opposite direction of dominance
holds with Bulgarian ‘preizkazni formi*: they are avoided (or inappropriate) in
all sorts of legally relevant contexts when the reporting speaker could be made
responsible for an imprecise formulation of the reported propositional con-
tent. Even more remarkably, ‘preizkazni formi’ do not occur in those parts of
the Bible which convey acts of revelation (unless they are conveyed as though
they were reported, see below). Furthermore, in modern speech, ‘preizkazni
formi’ are frequently used in all sorts of polemics and in argumentative dis-
course when the speaker/writer wants to distance him/herself from his/her
opponent’s view (see 3.2.1). One is thus tempted to conclude that, for ‘pre-
izkazni formi’, it is the epistemic load (distancing from the reported content)
which has to be assigned a stable status in the meaning of these forms, that
this load dominates over their potential as markers of evidential functions,
and, moreover, that this load cannot be suppressed by the context or specific
discourse type (their “macro-illocutive” purpose as well as an institutional
frame in which they are often produced).

However, based on this conclusion we would be unable to explain why
‘preizkazni formi’ do occur in pure renarration and in propositional arguments
of verba dicendi, sentiendi, and percipiendi with clearly identifiable authors,
for which there is no ground to assume any epistemic overtones. Note that
‘preizkazni formi’ are not unusual in passages when the author is a prophet or
a saint, who is believed to conduct the godly revelation correctly, e. g., by citing
or paraphrasing Jesus’ sermons. The New Testament would fail its purpose if
these words (“quotes”) were not to reveal God’s truth which believing Chris-
tians (i.e., the intended recipients of the New Testament) cannot doubt. If,
thus, we dismiss the view that these forms are inherently epistemically loaded,
the context cannot suppress what does not exist. We might rather say that
discourse conditions do not allow epistemic implicatures to arise. Such im-
plicatures are triggered depending on higher order considerations, like those
displayed in 3.2.1.

In summary, again, the evidential potential is stable while different types
of context lead to more or less predictable implicatures in favor or disfavor of
epistemic distance. As regards the nature of the implicatures, we may consider
them as Generalized Conversational Implicatures, however, we should formu-
late more precisely that the GCIs detected for Bulgarian ‘preizkazni formi’ and
lexical markers of evidential-epistemic meanings do not only, and probably
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not so much, depend “upon expectations about how language is characteris-
tically used” (see 2.1), but rather on expectations concerning distinguished
(and generalizable) types of discourse and text genres. We have to further
admit that the considerations on ‘preizkazni formi’ apply only to their “non-
dubitative” subparadigm, as explained in 3.2.1.

Further, for these reasons, we cannot sustain claims according to which
the Bulgarian grammatical system of evidentiality marking is modalized per
se. For instance, PLUNGIAN [2001: 354f.; 2010: 31f.] made such a claim by
arguing that in languages with systems consisting of a binary opposition of
marked vs. unmarked forms, the functionally marked forms serve as general
indicators of indirect access to the source of information (see 2.3), for which
this rather indiscriminate evidential meaning is “as a rule, not separated from
the modal meaning, more precisely, from the meaning of epistemic assess-
ment” [PLUNGIAN 2010: 31]. The empirical picture presented above does
not corroborate Plungian’s statement, at least not in such a general fashion.
Remarkably, Plungian himself conceded that “uncertainty” would be better
replaced by “epistemic distance”; the latter means that “the speakers refrain
from taking over responsibility of the truth value of an utterance since the
respective information did not enter into their personal sphere” [PLUNGIAN
2010: 32]. Plungian’s ‘epistemic distance’ is actually an equivalent to epistemic
agnosticism and Guentchéva’s distinction cited in 3.2.1; ‘epistemic distance’
should thus not be mixed up with epistemic assessment (or reservation).

In connection with this, we can apply a very useful criterion supplied
by Plungian himself, a criterion by which one can establish the relation of
general markers of indirect experience to epistemic assessment, namely: one
should look at whether the respective markers are used “to formulate utter-
ances of the type “general truths” (i. e. those which are unconditionally taken
for granted in a given community) or utterances that refer to well-known
facts (for example, facts related to the past of a given community), i.e. types
of information which speakers cannot observe personally” [PLUNGIAN 2010:
32]. In general, one would expect languages with binary marking of direct vs.
indirect experience (as the Bulgarian ‘preizkazni formi’) to not use markers
of indirect evidentiality in such contexts, “in order to avoid an unnecessary
epistemic load” (ibd.). As shown above, in Bulgarian this prediction holds true
for acts of revelation but not for general truths, e.g., of history.
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Sources

BC
Brown Corpus of the Institute for Bulgarian Language

BARIERATA “The barrier”

VEZINOV P., Barierata. Belijat guster. Ezernoto momce, Bédlgarski pisatel, Sofia, 1987.
BG (Belijat guster “The white lizard”)

VEZINOV P., Barierata. Belijat guster. Ezernoto momce, Balgarski pisatel, Sofia, 1987.
DiMITROV B. (2005)

Sedemte drevni civilizacii v Balgarija. Izbrani ljubimi knigi “The seven ancient civilizations in
Bulgaria. Selected favoured books”, Fondacija Kom, Sofia, 2005.

EM (Ezernoto momce “The lake boy”)

VEZINOV P., Barierata. Belijat guster. Ezernoto momce, Bdlgarski pisatel, Sofia, 1987.
FD

Kisjov St., Friedrich Diirrenmatt, http://www.litclub.bg/library/nbpr/kisiov/dyrenmat.htm.
GAaLaBICATA “The female pigeon”

MAKAVEEV V., Galdbicata, http://liternet.bg/publish9/vmakaveev/gylybicata.htm.
HO

StaNkov 1., Heroinova odiseja “A heroin odyssey”, http://chitanka.info/text/416.
NASLEDNICI ‘Heirs’

IvANOV 1., Naslednici, http://chitanka.info/text/386-naslednitsi.

RNR
PavLova E., Rajat na rokendrola (2) “The paradise of rock & roll”, http://chitanka.info/
text/1885/2.

SzK
LAZAROV L., Spomeni za komunizma “Memories of communism”, http://de-zorata.de/sites/
oshte-info/oshte.info/004/00104/08/2608/04.htm.

SNL
Dukova B., Sdrceto ne ldZe. Dara “The heart does not lie. Dara”, http://www.slovo.bg/
showwork.php3?AulD=98&WorkID=2312&Level=2.

TAXI
PETROV K., Taksi “Taxi”, http://liternet.bg/publish5/kpetrov/taksi.htm.
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Kazenaapsr Ha The Calendar

OcTpoMupoBOTO of the Ostromir
eBaHre/Ale KaTo Gospel as
CBUAETEeACTBO Evidence of the
3a ICTOpUsTa History of the
Ha CAABSHCKUTE Slavonic
Oorocay>keOHU Liturgical Books
KHUTU'

Uckpa Xpucrosa-Illomosa Iskra Hristova-Shomova
Codpuitcku yHUBepCuTeT Sofia University

“Cs. Kanment Oxpuackn” “St. Kliment Ohridski”
Abstract

The specific features of the calendar of the Ostromir Gospel are discussed in this
paper in comparison with the calendars of other Slavonic manuscripts, gospels and
apostoli. The Ostromir Gospel contains a large number of rare commemorations
that are typical of the Typikon of the Great Church Hagia Sofia. The paper provides
a list of these commemorations together with data from the other Slavonic manu-
scripts in which they are included. The list shows that the largest number of these
commemorations are found in several Bulgarian apostoli: the Enina Apostol, the
Ohrid Apostol, Apostol No. 882 in the National Library in Sofia, Apostol and Gospel
No. 508 in the National Library in Sofia, and in two Bulgarian menaia: the Draganov
Menaion and the Menaion from the National Library of Russia in Saint Petersburg
No. EnL.L72. The paper also examines another specific feature of the Ostromir Gospel:
the short hagiographic information it contains on some of the saints. These data are
very similar to the notes in the Typikon of the Great Church. Hagiographic notes of
this kind are also preserved in the calendars of several other Slavonic manuscripts,

! CratuTa e HalMcaHa BbB BPb3Ka ¢ paboTara Mu o nmpoekra Encyclopaedia
Slavica Sanctorum, Ko#TO ce OCbLIeCTBsABA € OAKpernaTa Ha MUHICTEPCTBOTO Ha
06pa3oBaHKeTo, MIaieXxTa v Haykara B Bbirapus, N2 IZIBY 02/68 (2010).
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i.e, the same apostoli and menaia mentioned above. The paper also discusses the
Western commemorations in the Ostromir Gospel, which are also found in the
above-mentioned Bulgarian apostoli and menaia.

All these data could be interpreted as evidence that the calendars of all these
manuscripts have a common source, an archetype that contained a translation of
the calendar of the Typikon of the Great Church Hagia Sophia. I argue that this
archetype was the first calendar translated by the Holy Brothers Cyril and Metho-
dius, and that it was embedded in the book of Acts and Epistles that they most likely
translated themselves, or in a book which contained both the Acts and Epistles and
the Gospels. The calendar of that book most likely was supplemented with West-
ern commemorations during the mission in Great Moravia. This larger book was
brought to Bulgaria by the disciples of the Holy Brothers and was later divided into
an Apostolus and a Gospel.

Keywords

Gospel, Apostolus, calendar, saint, commemoration

Peztove

B crarbe paccMOTpeHBI crielnduyuecKiie YepThl KaaeHAaps OcTpoMupoBa eBaHre-
AVl B CpaBHEHIM C KadeHAapsIMU APYTUX CAABIHCKMX PYKOIIMCE, eBaHTe ALCKIUX U
arocTtoabKyX. OCTPOMMPOBO eBaHIreAle COAeP>KUT O0ABIIIOe KOANMIECTBO peaKMX
IaMsITell, XapaKTepHBIX 445 YcTaBa Beaukoir niepksu. B craTbe mpusoanuTcs crim-
COK BTUX MaMsATeN BMecTe C JaHHBIMU APYIMX CAABSIHCKMX PYKOIIUCET, B KOTOpPEIe
OHM BKAIOUeHBI. VI3 AaHHOTO cIMCKa SIBCTBYeT, YTO HanOoAblIlee KOAMIECTBO TaKMX
IaMsTell OKa3bIBaeTCsl B HECKOABKMX Ooarapckmx arocroaax: EHmHckoM, Oxpua-
ckoM, Arocrose Ne 882 Hapoanoit 6udanorekn um. Kupnasa u Medoaus s Co-
¢un (HBKM) n Anocroae c Esanreanem Ne 508 HBKM — u B AByx Goarapckmx
MuHesx: Jparanosoit Munee u Munee Poccniickoli HalliOHaAbHOM OMOAMOTeK!
(CII6.), Ne FrLL.72. B craThe TakKe IIpOaHAAM3MPOBAHEI ApyTHe criennduiecKue
yepTsl OcTpoMMpOBa eBaHIeAus], a MMEHHO cogep>Kalljuecsl B HEM KpaTKie arvuo-
rpaduyeckye cBeAeHnsI O HEKOTOPBIX CBATBIX. DTU AaHHBIE BecbMa OAM3KM 3arlu-
csM B Ycrase Beankoii nepksu. Aruorpadudeckue 3anmcy oA00HOTO poja coxpa-
HUAVICH TaK>Ke B KaAeHAapsAX HECKOABKMX CAABIHCKMX PYKOIINCel], a IMEHHO B TeX
>Ke YIIOMSIHYTBHIX BBHIIIE ariocToAax u MuHesx. Cogepkaliyecs B HUX 3allajHble
MaM:TH, HapalleAbHble TeM, YTO HaxoaATcsl B OCTpOMIPOBOM eBaHTeANH, TaKKe
paccMOTpeHBI B HACTOsAILEN cTaThe.

ITpuBeséHHBIE JaHHBIE MOTYT OBITH MHTEPIPETUPOBAHbI KaK CBUAETEAbCTBO
TOTO, UTO KaAeHAAapU BCeX STUX PYKOIICEel BOCXOAST K OOIeMy MCTOYHMKY, KOTO-
PBliT cogeprKaa epeBos KadeHAaps u3 Ycraa Beankori nepksu. Sl yTeepikAaio, 4To
A@HHBIII apXeTHUIl OblA ITepBbIM KaJeHAapéM, IepeBe€HHBIM CBATBIMM OpaThbsiMM
Kupnaaom n Medoauem, 1 94T0 OH BXOAUA B COCTaB AIIOCTOAA, KOTOPBII OHH, TIO
BCell BUAMMOCTHY, CaMI U IlepeBeal, UAN Ke B KHUTY, 00beAUHAIOMYIO AIIOCTOA
u Esanreane. Kasengapp 5Tol KHUTH, CKOpee Bcero, OblA AOIOAHEH 3araAHbIMU
naMATsIMU BO BpeMsi Mopasckoii Myuccum CoayHcKux OpaTbes. DTa Ooaee mpo-
CTpaHHas KHUTa Oblaa IIpMHeceHa B boarapmio y>ke nx yueHMKaMM U II03AHee OKa-
3azach pasgedeHa Ha Anioctoa u Epanreane.

Knioyesble Cnosa:

Epanreane, A1iocTos, KaaeHAaph, CBATOM, IaMATh
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1. VBogd. YHukanHocTTa Ha OCTPOMUPOBOTO eBaHrenne

OcTpOMHUPOBOTO eBaHresue, Ha-paHHUAT CJIABAHCKU JaTUpaH PBKOIUC?,
BeJIMKOJIeNeH NaMeTHUK Ha PyCKOTO KaJurpadcko U3KyCcTBO, 3alljIeHABall
MaNCTOPCTBOTO U (paHTA3UATA HA CBOUTE TPU MUHHUATIOPU U JIeCETKU UHU-
1I1aJjIy, 0CTaBa U [0 JHeC 3arajKa 3a U3cjeZjoBaTeJuTe B MHOTO OTHOLIEHNU .
C ykpacara cu TO e YHUKAJIHO ¥ HIMa aHaJIOT He CaMO CpeJl CJIaBAHCKUTe, a
U CpeJi BU3AHTUICKUTE PBKOIUCH, a KaJleHJapbT My CBIIO Ce OTINYaBa OT
KaJIeHZlapuTe Ha BCUYKU OCTaHaJIU CJIaBAHCKU eBaHTeJINA.

Ho nokaTo ykpacaTta My MpoA’bJiXKaBa fa O'b/ie 3araJjka 1 ca HaMepeHu
caMo MpubGIU3UTeTHU 00pa3iy Ha HAKOU OT HEeHHUTe JeTailjin®, TO MPo-
M3XO/'bT Ha HETOBHS MECEI0CJIOB MOXe 1a O'b/le oTpeiesieH ChBCEM TOYHO.
CbC cBOA YHMKaJIEH KaJIeHJap TO € BaXKeH CBUJeTesl 3a UCTOpPUATA Ha Clla-
BSIHCKUTE OOTOCyXeOHU KHUTHY, CBbP3BAI[OTO 3BEHO, KOETO MOXe Jla HU
OTBeZie 0 I'bPBOM3TOYHULMTE HA CIaBAHCKATa MIMCMEHOCT.

2. KanenpgapsT Ha OCTPOMUPOBOTO eBaHrenve: nametTuTe ot Yctasa Ha
Benukata ubpKBa W napanennte UM B Pyr CNaBaHCKN PbKONUCH

B HAKOJKO cBoM ny6nukanuu M. Tapa3aHuTu 06pbia BHUMaHMe Ha Pa3HO-
o6pasueTo ot mameT B OCTPOMUPOBOTO eBaHresIve, KaTo II0COYBa, e pe-
Iu1a oT TAX ca cBbp3anu ¢ KoHcranTuHonon [GARZANITI 1992-1993; 2001;
2007]. Toit oT6GensA3Ba oceM aMeTH, KOMTO €a IIOCBETEHU Ha OCBelaBaHUs
Ha L'bPKBY UJIM HA IIOYUT KbM PeJIMKBU BbB BU3aHTHUICKATA CTOJIULA, CPefL
KOMTO Ca KaKTO HAKOU PeIKU TaMeTH, TaKa U yHVBepCaJIHUTe YeCTBaHUA Ha
apxaHres Muxauu Ha 8 HoeMBpH ¥ Ha CBeTUTe Bepuru Ha anoctos [leTsp Ha
16 anyapu [GARZANITI 2007: 101-102]. OcBeH TOBa U3CIe40BATEIAT OCO-
YBa 4 pe/iulia IaMeTH, KOUTO ca XapaKTepHH 3a YcTaBa Ha Benvkara bpkBa*
[GArRzANITI 2007: 98-103], kaTo U3Ka3Ba MpeAINOJIOKeHHe, Ye Te3U CBeTLH
U cbOuTHS ca 6uiu yectBaHu U B HoBropon [GARZANITI 2007: 104]. Toii mo-
COYBa M HAKOM XapaKTepHU I'PeIIKY B KajeHAapa Ha OCTpPOMUPOBOTO eBaH-
resnue [GARZANITI 2007: 99, 102]. O. JIoceBa c’bII[0 Ce CTIMPa Ha PeJIKUTe Na-
MeTH B KasleHzapa Ha OCTpOMUPOBOTO eBaHresue, KaTo 0CO4YBa, Ye HAKOU

2 PobkonucsT ce nasu B PHB nopa curnatypa F.n.l.5. Ha nmocnensus My suct uma
o6umpHa 6esiexKa OT KHIXKOBHKKA [ pUropuit, B KOSTO Ce Ka3Ba, Ye TOi € U3TOTBEH 3a
ynpasurens Ha Hosropog, kpbcren Hocud, ¢ Mupcko ume Octpomup, 3anodsar Ha 21
okToMBpY 1056 1. 1 3aBbpieH Ha 12 mait 1057 r. (I'bJIHUS TEKCT Ha Gesie)kkaTa Bi.
BBbB [BOCTOKOB 1843: 294]).

* 3aykpacara Ha pbKonuca BxX. [CBMPUH 1958], [[TorioBA 2010 u nuTHpaHaTa Tam
JITepaTypa.

4 Cpen TAX UMa U pefIKU TaMeTH, 3a KOMTO Ilie CTaHe lyMa I10-HaTaTbK, U CTaHAaPTHU
IIaMeTH, KOUTO Ce 4eCTBaT U J0 iHeC, KaTo ¢B. EBcraTuii Ha 20.09, cB. 'puropuit
Apwmencku Ha 30.09, cB. anocron AHaHui Ha 1.10, cB. anocron Toma Ha 6.10, cB.
Hukosna Ha 6.12, cB. AHTOHUI Ha 16.01 n np.
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OT TAX Ca XapaKTepHU 3a YcTaBa Ha Besnukara 'bpKBa, a pyT¥ HAMUPAT Ma-
paJieny B ycTaBa Ha xpama Ha Boxu rpo6 B Mepycanum [JIOCEBA 20018: 25].

A. AnekceeB CbII0 0TOeIsI3Ba IPUCHCTBUETO HA MHOXKECTBO Pe/IKH Ia-
MeTH B KajeHziapa Ha OCTpOMMPOBOTO eBaHresre U 0COYBA TAXHOTO Ha-
au4ue B YcTaBa Ha BenmkaTa IbPKBa: “IIpU CpPaBHEHWH C MeCALecJI0BaMU
IOBYXCOT APYTUX CJIABAHCKUX JINTYPru4ecKux UCTOYHUKOB XI-XV BB. BbIAC-
HAeTCsA, 4YTO B KaseHAape OctpoMupoBa EBaHrenns oTMe4eHo OKOJIO Tpex
NeCATKOB MaMATel, HeM3BeCTHbIX NPOYUM MCTOYHUKAM, TOTZa KaK MOYTH
BCe OHM HaxozT cebe MecTo B Kasnenaape CB. Codpuu” [ANEKCEEB 2010: 50].
B ieficTBUTETHOCT TAMETUTE, KOUTO OTOesI3Ba AJleKceeB, He Ca HEU3BECTHU
OT IPYTY U3TOYHHIIH, & Ce OTKPUBAT B CTAPOO'BITAPCKU U CPeAHOOBIITAPCKU
anoCTOJIM M eBaHTeus, IpeJy BCUUKO anoctonu. Ho Thil KaTo Ajekcees e
II0J13BaJI KaTO M3TOYHUK CBOAHUA KajeHzap Ha O. JloceBa, KOUTO BKJIIOYBA
CaMO PYCKU PBKOIIUCH, € OCTaHaJI C IOTPENIHO BrevaTieHue. [la Gelre pasrb-
pHAJI IOpH CaMO CTapobBIrapcKuTe eBaHreus, AceMaHHeBOTO U BaTukaH-
CKOTO, Lelle a BUAY, de KaJeHAapbT Ha OCTPOMUPOBOTO eBaHrene He e
TOJIKOBA M30JIMPAH CpeJi paHHUTe CJIaBAHCKU KajeHjapu. ToBa e euH OT
IpUMepuTe, KOUTO KPaCHOPEYMBO ITOKA3BaT KOJIKO IIOJBEX A0 € [ja Ce U3~
CJIeZiBaT PyCKUTe U F03KHOCJIABAHCKUTE KH)KOBHYU TPaZAULIAY IIOOT/EJIHO.

ETo ciuchk HAa pefkuTe naMeTy B OCTPOMUAPOBOTO eBaHIeIve, KOUTO Ca
XapaKTepHHU 3a YcTaBa Ha Benukara bpkBsa. IIpy Bcsika maMeT ce IOCOYBa B
KOH OT iBaTa y6JIMKyBaHH Npemyca Ha To3u ycraB (P266 u H40) e momecre-
Ha, a C'bILO U B KOU CJIaBAHCKU PBKOINUCH e BKJIIo4YeHa’. Vi3mon3BaHu ca Hail-
PaHHHUTe CJIaBAHCKY PBKOIKCH C KaJIeHJapXU: eBaHresusl, alloCTOH!, all0CTO-
JIY C eBaHTeJIAA U /IBa IPa3HUYHU MUHes, KOUTO UMaT II'bJIHU KaJleHAapu®.
[TocoueHo e u jaju mameTTa e 0T6essi3aHa ot [apa3anuTtu [GARZANITI 2007:
99-103] u/unu ot AnekceeB [AEKCEEB 2010: 50-51] B TeXHUTe CTaTUU 3
OcTpoMUPOBOTO €BaHIeNINE.

1.09. Cs. Anrtan. H40; anocronu: Ex, Ci, Oxp, LI, X135, HBKM882 (1a
2.09). Orb6enszana e ot [ap3aHUTH U AJIEKCeeB.

11.09. Cs. Juognop. P266 u H40; anoctonu: En, [, HEKM882, Tun23,
Xn39 (1a 13.09); anoctonu ¢ eBanrenus: HEBKM508. Ot6ens3aHa e ot Iap-
A3aHUTH.

15.09. CB. Akakuiit Menetuncku. H40; eBanrenus: Bat, 'an; anocromnu:
HBKM3882.

5 CHHMCBK Ha CJIaBSHCKUTE U I'PBOKUTE PBKOMUCU C KPATKHW IaHHU 3a TAX BXK. B Kpas Ha
CTaTuATAa.

¢ Jlata MUHes ca GJIM3HALM U 110 KaJICHAAPKTe, U 10 ChCTaBa Ha CIIY)XOUTE U OTHEJHUTE
TIeCHOIIEHU ], BKJIIOYeHH B TAX. Te cbyeTaBaT KaseHapy 3a BCEKH fieH OT F'OAMHATA C
XUMHOTPadCKY TEKCTOBE (MOHSIKOra LI CIIYKOHU, a IIOHSAKOra CaMO OTEJIHYI CTUXUPH
Y TPONapy) 3a OTZEJIHMU IHH, KaTO KaJleHapuTe Ha OOLIMS UM IPOTOTUII BEPOSITHO ca
B3eTU OT ANIOCTOJI.
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21.09. OcsewaBaHe xpaMa Ha cB. Muna. P266 u H40; annocronu: En, Oxp,
HBKM882; munen: [Ipar, F.n.1.72. Ot6ensizana e ot [apa3aHuTu u Asiekcees.

21.09. CB. Ucakuit Kunbspcku. P266 u H40; eBanrenus: JlaBp; anocTo-
nu: Ex, Oxp, HBKM882, My33452; anoctonu c eBanrenus: HBKM508, CT;
muHen: [lpar, F.n.1.72.

22.09. Cs. IIpuck, Maptus u Hukonaii. P266 u H40; eBanrenus: ban;
anoctonu: Ex, Oxp, HBKM882; anoctonu ¢ esanrenus: HBKM508.

25.09. CB. 1. P266 n H40; eBanrenus: F.n.1.118; anocronu: Ex.

28.09. CB. Kanytunu (BX. 33 TAX U HO-HATaTBK, CbIIO U Oen. 8). P266
u H40; anocronu: Ex, Oxp, HBKM882 (Ha 29.09); anocTonu ¢ eBaHTeIUA:
HBKM508. Ot6ens3aHa e oT AjeKcees.

29.09. Cs. Tpodum u JopumeoHT (BMecTo Ha 19.09). P266 u H40; amo-
cronu: Ex, O, HBKM882, II; anoctonu ¢ epaurenus: HBKM508. Ot6enasa-
Ha e OT AJiexcees.

1.10. CB. lomHuH. P266 n H40; eBanrenud: Ac, Kapn, HEKM26; ano-
cromu: Oxp, Ctp, HEKM882; munen: F.n.1.72. Ot6ensizaHa e oT AJeKcees.

4.10. Cs. Jomeruii [Tepcuern. H40; anoctonu: Oxp, HEKM882; anocTto-
1 c eBanrenus: HBKM508, CI'; munen: Ipar, F.n.1.72.

4.10. OcBewmaBaHe xpaMa Ha cB. boropozauna B Onopat. H40; anocronu:
Oxp, HBKM882; anoctonu ¢ eanrenus: HEKM508; munen: Ipar, F.n.1.72.

4.10. Cs. JuoreH. P266 u H40; anocronu: Oxp. Ot6ens3ana e ot Tap-
[I3aHUTHU U AJIeKceeB.

5.10. Cs. Mepaupa. P266 u H40; anocronm: Oxp, HBKM882. Ot6enssa-
Ha e OT AJieKcees.

9.10. Cs. ABpaam u Jlot. P266 u H40; anocronn: Oxp, LI, HBKM882;
anocroiu ¢ eBanrenus: HBKM508; munen: [Jlpar, F.n.1.72. Otrbens3aHa e oT
l'apasanuTu 1 Anexcees.

9.10. OcBemaBaHe mapakauca Ha cB. AHHa ¥ EnucaBera B XpaMa Ha
cB. boropoxauna. H40; anocronu: Oxp, HBKM882; anoctonu ¢ eBaHrenus:
HBKM508; muneu: [lpar, F.n.1.72. OT6ensizaHa e OT AJieKceeB.

17.10. OcgemniaBaHe xpama Ha cB. boropozuiia Ha MsICTO, HapeueHO Paii.
H40; eBanrenus: ITnosaus9; anocronu: Oxp, I, HBKM882; anocronu ¢ eBaH-
renust: HBKM508; munen: [lpar, F.n.l.72. Ot6ensizana e ot lapa3aHuTd u
Anexcees.

17.10. Cs. apxanres I'aBpuni. H40; anoctosnu: Oxp, I, HBKM882; ano-
ctonu c eBaHrenus: HBKM508; munen: [lpar, F.n.1.72.

17.10. Cs. JleonTuii, Jomeruit u JomHuH. P266; anocronu: Oxp, /I (Ha
18.10), IT, HEKM502, Xn35; anoctonu ¢ eBanrenus: HBKM508. Or6ensiza-
Ha e OT AJIeKceeB.

19.10. CB. Muacon Kunspcku. P266 n H40; anoctonu: Oxp, HBKM882,
My33452.
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19.10. Cs. Cazox u 128 mpyenunu. P266 u H40; anoctonu: HBKM882,
My33452, ®ans56.

22.10. CB. Mpaknuii u fpyxuHa. P266 u H40; esanrenus: JIynxko, IToro-
nuH11; anocronu: Oxp, Kn, HBKM882; anoctonu c eBanrenus: HBKMS508,
Xn31; munen: Jlpar, F.n.1.72.

26.10. Cs. Bacunuii, Apremuznop u I'mukon. P266 u H40; eBanrenus:
Ban, Kbp3; anocronu: HBKM882; anoctonu c eeanrenusi: HBKM508; mu-
Heu: F.n.1.72. Ot6ensizaHa e OT AJIeKceeB.

29.10. OcBemaBaHe xpama Ha cB. ITersp u ITasen. P266 nu H40; eBanre-
mus: Apx, Q.n.1.59, ban, Kbp3, IlaHT, ome 5 pycku; anocronu: Oxp, Ctp, K,
HBKMS883; anoctonu c epanrenus: HBKM508, Xn31; muneu: [par, F.n.1.72.

30.10. Ce. KnaBauii, Actepuii, Heon u Heonuna. P266 u H40; anoctonu
c eanrenus: HBKM508. Ot6esnsi3ana e oT Ayekcees.

31.10. CB. Upaknuii. H40; anoctonu: Oxp, HEKM882, HEKM883; armo-
crouiu ¢ eBanresus: HEBKM508. Ot6essizana e oT AJieKceeB, KOMTO 106aBs 1
nameTTa Ha cB. Enumax, HO T4 He e psaKa, 4ecTBa ce U [0 IHeC.

4.11. Cs. llopdupwuii. P266 u H40; anoctonu: I1, HEKM502, Xn35; mu-
Heu: F.n.1.72.

5.11. OcBemaBane xpama Ha cB. Teomop B Cpopakusi. P266 u H40; JTun-
CBa BbB BCUYKH CJIaBAHCKM PBKOIKCH, KOUTO ca MU u3BecTHU. OTOes13aHa
e ot 'apa3anuTu u Anekcees.

5.11. CB. IomuuH. P266 u H40; eanrenus: Q.m.1.59, Tun§; anocromu:
Oxp, HBKM882.

27.11. Cs. Ko3ma u [lamsi oT Apabusi. P266 u H40; epanresnus: Ac (Ha
3.12), Apx (1a 27.09), Q.n.1.59 (#a 17.10); anoctonu: Oxp (Ha 3.12); anocTo-
nu c esanrenua: HBKM508 (1a 3.12); muneu: par, F.n.1.72 (1 va 3.12). Ot-
Gens3aHa e OT AJeKcees.

28.11. Cs. KoncrantuH u MaBpukuii u yajgata um. H40; anocromnu:
HBKMS882; anoctonu ¢ eanrenus: HBKM508; munen: [Jpar, F.n.l.72. OT-
GensizaHa e ot [apA3aHUTH U AJIeKceeB.

5.12. Cs. ABepkuil. P266; anocronu: Oxp, HEKM882; muneu: [lpar,
Fn.172.

18.12. OcBemasane xpama Ha CB. boropoauua B XankonpaTtu. P266 u
H40; epanrenus: Bar (Ha 17.12), Mup, Q.n.1.59; anoctonu: Oxp (Ha 17.12),
Cn, I, HBKM508, 11, HBKM882, HBKM502, Xn35; muneu: [dpar, F.n.1.72.
Ot6ens3aHa e oT [apA3aHUTH.

19.12. Cs. ®okau Epmui. P266 1 H40; eBanrenus: JIyuko (Ha 18.12); ano-
cronu: Cin, Oxp (Ha 18.12), HBKM882; anocronu ¢ eBanrenus: HBKM508;
muHeu: [Jlpar, F.n.1.72 (1a 18.12).

19.12. Cs. EBtuxuit. P266 u H40; anocronu: Oxp. Ot6GessizaHa e OT
AJlexcees.
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17.03. Tpycwt. P266 n H40; eBanrenusa: Mcrt, F.n.l.118; anocronu: III;
anocrosu ¢ epanrenus: CI.

27.04. Cs. ITonnuii. P266 u H40; muneu: Ipar, F.n.1.72.

2.05. C. Ecnepuii u 30s1. P266 1 H40; eBanrenus: Kapn (1a 3.05), 3orp20
(1a 3.05); amocrom: HBKM502 (#a 3.05). Ot6esisizaHa e 0T AJieKcees.

4.05. Cs. T'aii. P266 u H40; eBanrenus: ban, Kvp3, Cod7; anocromnu: II,
HBKMG882; munen: [lpar, F.i.1.72. BbB BCHYKY NOCOYEHN TAMETHULIA OCBEH
OcTpoMHUPOBOTO eBaHreue TaMeTTa e jafieHa Ha 5.05.

4.05. CB. Adppoaucuii, Topauit u ap. P266 u H40; eBanrenusi: Mup,
Kapm, MHOT0 10)KHOCJIaBAHCKY U /iBe pycky; anoctonu: I, HBKM502, Xn35.

6.05. CB. lumutsp, JlaHakT u ApyxuHa. P266 u H40; esanrenus: ban,
Kbp3; anocronn: HBKM882, III; munen: [par, F.n.1.72. Ot6ensa3aHa e oT
Agnexcees.

6.06. CB. Mapus u Mapra. P266 u H40; esanrenus: ban, F.n.1.118; amo-
cronu: Kn, Xn31, IT (ua 7.06), HBKM882; muneu: [Ipar, F.n.1.72.

7.07. CB. EBcratunt u Ilonukapn. P266 u H40; epanrenus: baH, Kbp3,
Kapm, ome pyckn m roxHocaaBaHcKY; anocronu: LI, HBKMS882; munen:
HOpar, F.n.1.72 (ua 8.07).

23.07.CB. Anonunapuii PaBencku. P266 1 H40; anoctonu: 1T, HEKM882;
muHen: [lpar, F.n.1.72. Ot6ens3ana e ot Ajnexcees.

26.07. OcsemaBane xpama Ha ¢B. CumeoH CTbeanHuK. P266 1 H40; eBanre-
s Kbp3 (Ha 28.07), Bepk, Cuit, Opu, IToroaunl1; anoctonu: Ctp, HEKM882,
HBKMS883; anoctonu ¢ eBanrenusa: HBKM508; munen: Ipar, F.n.1.72.

31.07. OcBeaBaHe xpaMa Ha cB. boropozauna BB Bnaxepna. P266 u H40;
esanrenusd: Ac, Tunl, Jlasp; anocronu: Oxp, I, Ctp, HEKM882; anoctonu ¢
esanrenusa: HBKM508; munewu: [lpar, F.n.1.72. Ot6ens3ana e ot [apa3aHUTH.

31.07. C. Teopocuit Mnaamu. ITamerta nuncea B P266 nu H40; muHeu:
Apar, F.n.1.72. Or6ensizana e ot lap3aHuTH.

5.08. CB. Tacusa (1s?). H40 (c. 1 Ha 4.08); anocTonu: HEKM882.

Buxpa ce, 4ye Hall-MHOTrO ca CBBIAJEHUATA C HAKOU OT allOCTOJIUTE,
npeau Bcu4uko Oxpuackusa u HBKMS882, kakTo u ¢ anocTosia ¢ eBaHrenue
HBKM508. Omuie npeau Bpeme JI. MomuHCKM 06bpHA BHUMaHUe Ha OJIK-
30CTTa MeXAy KajeHzaapute Ha Oxpuzckus anoctoa U OCTPOMUPOBOTO
eBaHrenue [MoszyNski 2001], Ho B cBosiTa MyOJMKalMs TOW pasriexnia
IJIaBHO NTaMeTTa Ha CB. M4, 32 4MeTOo MMe NOrPeIIHO CMATA, Ye € CbKpalleHune
ot Edpocunus, ocBeH ToBa He 0TYMTa OJIM30CTTA HA KaJeHJApUTe Ha Te3U
IBa TaMeTHMKA C IPYTHU CJIaBAHCKU KaJeH/apy, HUTO ¢ YcTaBa Ha BenukaTa
I'bPKBA. B ocHOBaTa Ha KaJjieH/japuTe Ha BCUYKU M30pPOEHU TYK PBKOMKCH
CTOU e/lMH 001 apXeTuI, KOUTO e 61 peflakTUPaH MHOTOKPATHO IO pas-
JIMYHO BpeMe 1 Ha Pa3IM4YHU MeCTa B II0COKAa KbM OTCTPaHsBaHe Ha PeIKUTe
IIaMeTH ¥ yeHaKBsIBaHe ¢ o6pa3iuTe Ha CTyAUNACKUSA YCTaB.
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He e focrarbyHO obadve 1a ce Kaxe, ye B KajeHzapa Ha OCTPOMUPOBOTO
eBaHrejve UMa peJJKi IaMeTH, XapaKTepHU 3a YcTaBa Ha Benukara LIbpPKBa.
Tps6Ba 1a ce OCOYH, Ye Ma OIIje IeCeTKU PeZIKH ITAMeTH OT TO3H YCTaB, KOUTO
Ce OTKPUBAT B CJIaBSHCKY allOCTOJIU U eBaHTres M (pejyi BCUYKO B alIOCTOJIH),
HO yuncsar B OCTpoMUPOBOTO eBaHrenne. OCTpPOMUPOBOTO €BaHTrese Hau-
CTHMHA 0TpPa3sBa PeBOJ Ha CUHAKcapuTe (MUHENHUS U TPUOAHKSA) Ha YCTaBa
Ha BenukaTa I'bpPKBa, HO He B I'bJIHUS My BUJ, a CJleJ] peJaKTUPaHe, IIPYA TOBa
BEPOSATHO He eIHO, IPH KOETO PeJIKITe TaMeTH ca OKJIM OTCTPAaHABAHHU.

A. AnekceeB 06pbIlja BHMaHKe U Ha pyra 0cobeHocT Ha OCTPOMHUPOBO-
TO eBaHTeJMe: OTCHCTBHETO Ha TaMeTTa Ha ¢B. Teozop TupoH Ha 17 dpeBpyapu
1 otesnsA3BaHeTo it Ha IIpaBocaBHa cbboTa: “37€ch onyeHa namsaTb Peozo-
pa Tupona oz 17 deBpaJis, rae ee momMemaroT 60JIbIINHCTBO MeCSIIECTIOBOB,
HO eii 0TBe/IeHO MeCTO B IepBYI0 cy660Ty Besmkoro mocra (71. 127) B cornacuu
¢ 0coboii Ifaperpasckou ciiyx060ii, KOTOPYIO MeJik B 3TOT [ieHb HaJl MOLIaMK
MydeHuKa B kBapTase Cdopakusa” [AnNEKCEEB 2010: 50]. Haucruna, yectBa-
HeTo Ha cB. Teomop TupoH Ha IIpaBocyiaBHa cbOOTa MMa IAPUTPAZICKHU TIPO-
U3X0Jl U € CBBP3aHO C ABABAHETO Ha CBeTewa 110 Bpemero Ha IOnuan OTcTh-
IIHUK, KOMTO Hapeuy [ia ce IOPbCAT BCUUKY CTOKU Ha nasapa B Llapurpaz c
KPbB OT KePTBEHU XMBOTHU. ToraBa MbUeHUK'bT, KOMTO OWJI 3arvHAJ Ipeau
oko0J10 50 roauHY, ce ABUJ U IPeANncall Ha XUTeJIUTe Ha CTOIMLATa Jja AaT
BapeHo XXuTo ¢ Me. Ho He MOXe 11a ce Kaxe, 4e B CJIy)xbaTa MMa HeIIo 0Co-
6eHo 1 u3KI0YKTENHO, TONOPOB/EH ce Mpa3HyBa Ha IIpaBociaBHa cbOOTA U
no nHec. ITamerTa Ha cB. Teofop TupoH nuncBa Ha 17 ¢peBpyapu U B peauria
anocronu: Ciu, Oxp, K, cbio u B eBaHrenus: Bar, Cas, Apx, B allOCTOJIX C
eaurenusi: HBKM508, Xn31. ITo ToBa o6aye Te3u ITaMeTHHIM Ce OTINYaBaT
oT YcraBa Ha Bennkara bpKBa, Thi KaTo B Hero (B npenucute P266 u H40)
naMetTa Ha cB. Teoziop TupoH e ot6ensizana Ha 17 peBpyapu. Taka de TyK ce
BIDK/IA OOIUAT MPOM3XO0/] HA KaJIeHapyTe Ha M30POEHUTE PBKOITUCH, HO He U
BpBb3KaTa ¢ YcTaBa Ha BennkaTa iybpkBa. B To3u ycraB obave JMIicBa mameTTa
Ha cB. Teomop CrpaTuiat Ha 8 GpeBpyapu, TaM T4 ce 0TOeIsI3Ba CaMO Ha 8 IOHU.
Ta3u mamert nurncea Ha 8 ¢peBpyapu 1 B OCTPOMUPOBOTO €BaHTreine, KAKTO U B
HAKoM paHHU anoctonu: Ciu, Oxp, I, Kapn, X131, esanrenus: Ac, Apx, Kapr,
Q.1m.1.59, anoctonu ¢ eBanrenus: HBKM508. ToBa ca chiuTe maMeTHUIU, KO-
MITO [IOKa3BaT 061y 4epTu ¢ OCTPOMUPOBOTO eBaHreJsIve B periepToapa Cu.

3. Kpartkute nHcopmaumn 3a ceeTumnTe B kKaneHgapa Ha OCTpOMUPOBOTO
eBaHrenve 1 napanennTe UM B Apyrn CnaBsHCKM PbKOMMUCH

EnHa fpyra xapakTepHa 0cOO€HOCT Ha KaJieHziapa Ha OCTPOMHPOBOTO eBaH-
reJjivie y4yJBalo e OCTaHaja MoYTH He3abessi3aHa OT MHOrOOPOMHHUTE W3-
CJieZloBaTesIu, KOMTO ca Ce 3aHMMaBaJu ¢ Hero. ToBa ca KpaTkuTe uHGOpPMa-
MY 3a CBETLHTe, KOUTO ce OTKPUBAT Ha pexuna aatu. Camo M. lapzazaHuTu
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1I0COYBA HAKOU pa3lIApPeHH yKa3aHU, KaTo CPeJ TAX BKJII0YBA U YKa3aHUETO
3a 1 cenTeMBpH, KOETO € I'BJIT0, HO B HETO HsAMA aruorpadcku napopmanuy,
a mpocTo ca M36poeHu HAKOIKO maMeTu [GARZANITI 2007: 101]. Te3u aruo-
rpadcku nHPOpPMAINH CBIIO ca XapaKTepHH 3a YcTaBa Ha Bennkara I'bpKBa,
B KOWTO 3a roJjiiMa 4acT OT CBETLIUTe MMa pa3liMpeHN YKa3aHus 3a BpeMeTo
Y MSICTOTO Ha MOZIBATA UM, & B MHOT'O CJIy4au UMa U KPaTKU XUTHUS, KaTO
nposioxxHute. I1o ToBa cbueTaBaHe Ha KPaTKUTE XUTUA C JIUTYPrudecKure
yKa3aHUA TO3M YCTaB ce OTin4yaBa OT CTYAUNCKUA U HETOBUTEe PeIIUKH, B
KOWTO MMa CaMoO JIMTYPru4ecKy yKa3aHUs, a KPaTKUTe KUTUA Ca OTJesleHU
B OTZHeJHU cOOpHULU: MeHosmoruu. Taka OT Mece4HuUsi CHHaKcap Ha YcraBa
Ha BesnkaTa LIbpPKBa ca IPOM3JIe3JIM [1Ba CUHAKCAPa: )XUTHEINCeH U JIUTYP-
rudecky’. B OCTpOMUPOBOTO eBaHTresMe HAMA LieJId XKUTHS, HO MMa pasIin-
peHU KaJleHIapHU YKa3aHU A C KPaTKY IAHHY 3a CBeTLIATe U B [I0BEYeTO CIIy4au
Te ChBIAJAT [0 TOJIIMa CTelleH WX JOPY HAIIBJIHO C YKa3aHUATA B PBKOIINUC
P266. Ilo-nony npuBexxgaM Te3u ykazaHus B OCTPOMUPOBOTO eBaHTelue,
3aeJiHO C yKa3aHusATa B P266 u c mapasesnu B pyTH CI1aBAHCKYU PBKOINCH.

20.09: cTpd TTaAro MKA. €YCTAGHM. H KENbI KIO. OCOMHCTHS. H YAAOY KIO.
©cONnHCTA. H aranHm. J1. 2246. B P266 yka3aHueTo e N0J06HO, HO JIMIICBA UMETO
Ha e[IMHUA CUH U e [a/IeHO UMeTO Ha MMIepaTopa (CrpeleHo): ddanats Ty
aytov pnaptipwy Edctatiov tol stpatnidtov xal tdv Otdv adTtol Ayamiov
xol BgomioTng THiC TodTLY UNTPoS xal Yuvaixog adTod éxt Tpatoavod Bactidwg
év 11} Popaiov toret. [[IMATPUEBCKUI 1895: 7]. Ilofo6HO e yKa3aHHETO B
EH: cTpCTB cThiXd MKB. €RCTATIIO H TEWNHCTHT H YAAOMA €10. APANHE: H O€ONHCT.

21.09: ¢Taaro mMka. O€OA0pA. B NEPTHH. nAM¢)HALcuKH. 7. 2256. YKa3aHuero
B P266 e no-gbiro, HO HA4aJI0TO MY ChBIIA/IAa HAIIBJIHO € TeKcTa B OCTpoMu-
POBOTO eBaHrenue: diinats tob aylov waptupog Bswiopou éx Iépymng Tijc
Mapdoiiag ént Avtoviov Bastiéng xal Bewddpov Nyep.ovos. [[IMUTPUEB-
CKuM 1895: §].

26.09. NpBCTARAENHE CTAAr0. HOANA €VANTAHCTA H BOCAORLLA K2 OTOLRK
naTamg. JI. 2256. YKa3aHUeTo ChbBIAaZia HAI'BJIHO C TeKCTa B P266: 1) xo{pmote
ol aylou Twdavvov T Yeodéyou xat edayyehiotod év Idtpw yHow. [AMU-
TPUEBCKUI1 1895: 9]. Tyk Tpsa6Ba a ce 0TOeIexK 1 ChOTBETCTBHETO 0TOKS HA
y1co¢, XapakTepHo 3a Kupuio-MeTtoaueBuTe IpeBoAy (3a IBOMKATA 0TOKB-
ocTpors BX. [JIbBOB 1966: 205-206]).

7 BayMIapk 06pblia BHUMaHKe Ha Ta3u 0COOeHOCT Ha phKonuc P266, kaTo npezmosara,
Je B HEro ca Ch4yeTaH! /iBa PHKOIKCA, KOMTO TOi 0603HaYaBa yCJIOBHO € GYKBUTE G U T,
T. e. cuHakcap u Tunuk: “Vielmehr stehen wir dem Ergebnis einer Ineinanderarbeitung
zweier Quellen gegeniiber, von welchen die eine ein Synaxar (=o), die andere ein Typikon
des unbeweglichen Kirchenjahres (=t) war” [BAUMSTARK 1926: 106]. T'bit KaTO KpaTKHTe
JKUTHSL Ce OTKPUBAT He CaMO B TATMOCKHSI PBKOIIKC, a ChIIO U B fepyCaTUMCKHs, KaKTO U
B HSKOJIKO CTapy TPBLKH arocToa [BX. JMUTPUEBCKUI 1895], craBa sICHO, 4e TakaBa
e GuJIa [0 IIPYHIIUI CTPYKTypaTta Ha YcraBa Ha Besikara I'bPKBa, a [0-KbCHO OT Hero ca
TIPOM3/Ie3/IM /IBA OT/IeJIHU CHHAKCApa — JIUTYPIU4eCKH 1 XKUTHEIVCeH.
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27.09: cThixzd MKa. KAAHCTPATA H APOVKHNBI K70, YHCABMb (ff TE} npH
AHOKAHTBIANE LpH. JI. 226a. II0YTH CBHIIOTO YKa3aHUe Ce OTKPUBA B OlLle /iBa
CIaBSHCKY PBKONKUCA. EH: NAMATB cThXB MRYENHKB KAAHCTPATA H APOY:KHNbI
€ro. YHCAOMB. 4)‘7. MpH AHWKAHTHENE U,FH. F.n.1.72: nama c¢Tro KAAHCTpATA H
APOYKHNH €ro . wHeaomb. 1. 236. To cbBIAzA € yKa3aHHETO B P266: diinotg
TV aylwy paptipwy Kaiiistpdtov xal tHc suvodiag adtod tov dptdpoy pd'
oTpaTtw TGV Tt AtoxAnTiavod Bactiéng év th) tpeafutépa Pouy [AMUTPU-
EBCKUM 1895: 9], HO U B TpUTe CIaBAHCKY U3TOYHMKA YUCJIOTO € CT'pelleHo.
B F.n.1.72. 6posiT Ha MbYEHUIIUTE e O3HAYeH KaTo .M. — 40, mpomycHaTa e
nudpara 9. B EH 1 OCTPOMUPOBOTO eBaHTe ke YUCIIOTO € Hall'bJIHO Crpelie-
HO, KaTo ¥ Ha JIBeTe MecTa 3a1o4sa C .¢. BepoATHO rpemikata e pesysnTar ot
MPOMsIHA Ha CTApPO IJIaroJnvecko 4uciio (6u TpsibBajo fa e GUo & ¢°), KOETO
He e OUJI0 pa3ueTeHo MPaBUIIHO.

28.09. chAC CTHIXB MKB. KAAO\'NTHNA. A/\(’bHsl. AAEZANAPA. ZOCHMBI. NHKONA. JI.
226a. B Ta3u pAanka naMeT MbueHULIUTE ca HapeyeHu KanyTunu nnu Kansu-
TUHU 10 UMeTO Ha rpaj Kanuroc, 0T KOMTO IpoU3au3ar TpuMa ot TAx®. Yka-
3aHueTo B OCTPOMMPOBOTO eBaHTeIMe ChBIa/ia C Ha4aJI0To Ha MHOpMaLH-
Ata B P266: diinactg tdv aylwy poaptdpwy KaiBrtvoy Aideion, AreEdvipou,
Zwaipou, Nixwvog, Néwvog, Hitodwpou xat Maprov éxt AroxAntiavol Boaat-
Aéwg év Th) morer Avtioyeia thc [histdiog, Mdayvou Myepovog [IMUTPUEB-
ckuit 1895: 9]. Ilogo6OHM ca yka3aHUATA B Ole TPH CIABIHCKU PBKOIHKCA,
[1Ba aroCTOJIa ¥ eJUH alloCTOJI C eBaHreyne. EH: ... MRYeNH ... KEAOYNTHNA. AA-
HA. AACKCANAPA. ZOCHMBI. NIKONA ... WBKAE UH. OXP: cTpd cThiXB KEAANBTHNOMB.
AA'L(f)HqWEH H AAE3ANBA POV ZOCHMOY AOPOAHH. H APOVKHNE HX'B. HBKM508: CTﬁTb
¢TXb MNKb. KAAO\'THNA. H AACKCANAA.

1.10. cTpd cFaaro afiaa. ananns erina Aamackora. 1. 2260. Tyk e 3amaze-
HO HA4YaJO0TO Ha KPaTKOTO XKUTHe Ha cB. AHaHUU. B P266 To u3riexzaa Taka:
dg¥Anotg o aylov AmosTéAOL Avaviov, ETIGROTOL YEVOUEVOL TOAEWS
Aap.acrod, évtiva xatéotnaay ol xopudaiol Emioromov TG adTE TOAEWS,
dotig xat Iabiov Tov dmostoroy Std amoxalddews Bamwtilel xat Tpocaydelic
Aovxiw td 7Myepove peta moAldg Bacdvous AwoBoieltat [[IMUTPUEB-
ckui 1895: 10]. L5070 xuTHe ce ma3u B EH: cTpeTa cTaro ancTaa anania.
enckna. AAMACKORA. MOCATAREND BbIRB ANCTAbI AAMAYENHNB CRH. ¢ ANCTAA NABAA.
NOBBAANHEMD BRHEMB KPTTH. H NPHEEAEND BbIEB KB ATKHNHIO KNAZOY N0 MNOrax
MRKAX KAMENHEMB MOBHEN BhICT3. 3HAYMTEJIHA YaCT OT JKUTUETO Ce OTKPHU-

8 Hcropusta Ha MbueHHIUTe e cefHaTa: CB. MapKo 611 macTip OT AHTHOXHUS
TMucuauiicka. 3apagy XpUCTHSHCKATa CU BsApa OKJI apecTyBaH, a Ha TpUMa Gpars KoBauu,
Anekcannbp, Andeii u 3ocuma ot rpaz Kanmtoc B [Tucuaus, 6uo HapeZeHo /ja U3KOBaT
OpPBAKS 32 U3Te3aHHs1, HO P'bLIeTe MM Ce CxBalay. Te MoBsipBajy B Xpucra v Guiu
y6uTH Ha 28 cenTeMBpH, a cB. Mapko 61 o6e3sriiaBeH Ha 21 centemMBpu. KoraTo BHecn
r7aBaTa My B Xpama Ha ApTeMu/ia, BCUYKY UI0JIA MTa/IHAJIH U ce cTpornyu. CBUieTeNuTe
Ha ToBa 4yz0, HukoH, HeoH u Vinuonop, KakTo U Pyru MyafieXku U IeBOUKH,
TMOBSIPBA/IK B XPHCTa U ChIIO 3arMHaIM MbueHndecku. ITo mpou3xosa Ha TpuMata Gpars
BCUYKU MbYEHULM ca HapedeHU Kanymunu nma Kaneumunu.
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Ba U B F.ILL72: cTpTh cFro afida anann®. enria. AAMACKORA. MOCTARENb Bbi AriAb
AAMAUIBNHNG CbH NARAA AMAA NORBAANHEME BifleMb KPTHNH. MPHEEND B, KHAHKHIO
KNEZOV N0 MNOPH M&KA KAMENHEMb NOBHeNb Bbi. I 24a—06. JacT OT XUTHETO e
nanesa u 8 HBKM508: CTﬁTL cfro ArAA ANANHA. ariAa (Sic!) Aamacka. nocTageNs
BBIB AMABI Cb IEKE H ANAA MARAA K;)CTH norEAANTeMs BAema. J1. 106a. 3ama3eHure
YacTH B YeTHPUTE CIaBAHCKY PBKONMCA MO3BOJIABAT [ja Ce BU/M HArJeHO
KaK e CTaBaJio CbKpalaBaHeTo.

8.10: nd npribNEH NEAATHH. TAPCE KHAHKHEA. MPH AHOKAHTBIANT LIPH H APOTHIA
NEAATHA. BB ANTHOXH. MpH NOVMEPHINE LPH. BRKE H ZAATOO\CTHIH NOXEAAAMH MO-
vyre. ToBa yka3aHue e oTbensizaHo u ot FapazanuTt [GARZANITI 2007: 101].
TexcTbT CHOTBETCTBA HAII'BJIHO HA yKa3aHMeTO B P266: ddinatc tiig aylag
naptupog Hedaylag tig év Tapo® tHc Kihixiog éxt AtoxAntioavod Bactiéwg
xol étépag Hehaylag év Avtioyeio énl Novpeptavod Bastiéwg Aviva xat 6
Xpusoatopog yxwplotg Etipnoey [[IMUTPUEBCKUM 1895: 12].

10.10: cTpd TTaAro MKA. €BAAMNA. H ERAAMITHIA. NPHCNBIMA BPAT CECTPOMA.
NpH MAZHMHIANS LPH. BB NHKOMHAHHCUB rpaA. TEKCTHT CHOTBETCTBA HA'BJIHO Ha
ykasaHueTo B P266: ddinatg thv ayiwv paptipwy Eddapriov xal Ebdapriog,
yvnolwy aderd®dv énl Matiptavod Bastiéwe év Nuwopndeia t#) moret [AMU-
TPUEBCKUM 1895: 13].

12.10. CTPAC cThIXB MKB. TApAXA. MPORA. ANAPONHKA. MPH AHOKAHTBIANE u,ﬁH
ATH BbiRBWe. JT. 2306. TeKCTHT CHOTBETCTBA HAMBJIHO Ha HAYAJIOTO HA YKa3a-
HH1eTO B P266: d3Anotc T aylwy poaptipwy Tapdyov, IlpdBouv xat Avdpovixou
émt Aroxdntiavod Basiiéwe auayedévteg év Ilopmelov morer g év Tapad
Kuitxiog [AMUTPUEBCKUIA 1895: 13].

14.10. CTPA° cThiXB MKB. AZAPHIA. TEPRACA. MPOTACA. H KEACA. MPH NEPONE
U,?'H BB pHM. JL. 2316. [TameTTa UM e JajieHa O ChINUs HAYUH (M ChC ChIIa-
Ta MOCJIe/I0BAaTeIHOCT HAa UMeHaTa) B P266: ddincic tdv aylwy poptdpwy
Noalapiov, I'epBasiou, Ipotasiov xatl KeAsiov éxt Népwvog tob Bastiéwg év
1] ‘Popn [AMUTPUEBCKUIT 1895: 14]. CbBceM CBIIOTO yKa3aHUe Ce OTKPU-
Ba 1 B HBKM508, npu ToBa c'bC C'blllaTa rpelika B uMeTo Ha Hazapwuii: CTF’TL
cTXb MPKb AZApHA H reRACiA (sic!). H MPOTACTA. €AeKca MPH NePONE u,;?H Bb PHME.

16.10. ¢'Taaro Mka. ARCHNA CATHLNHKA BLIRBIUIA MpH CTPACTH XE'E. JI. 2316. ToBa
yka3aHue e oT6ess3aHo u oT lapasauuTtu [GARZANITI 2007: 101]. Yka3aHue-
TO ce pa3auyBa OT MHPopManuAaTa B P266: d¥nctc v ayiwy paptipwy
Aoyyivou tob ‘Exatovtdpyov xal tdv et adtod teletwIéviwy aTpattoT®dy
ént TiBeplov Kaicapog, Karmaddung t@® yével [[IMUTPUEBCKMIA 1895: 14].
CbBCceM CBIIOTO yKa3aHue KaTo B OCTPOMUPOBOTO eBaHTrejve ce [a3u U B
HBKMS508: ¢Toro AorHNA ChTNHKA BLIEWAMO npH CTﬁTH X&B. 1. 108a. OueBrAHO
W3TOYHUKBT Ha CIABSHCKUS IPEBOJ e OUJI pa3jiyeH ot P266.

19.10. CT‘)X TTaaro mka mnocona. erina KYNPLCKA. H HKe CB NHMb. pK. cTHIX. BB
NepcHAB NpH CAROPE LpI. JI. 2326. Tyk ca cMeceHHM /iBe TaMeTH: Ha CB. MHacOH
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Kunbpcku v Ha cB. CafioT 1 MBYEHULIUTE C Hero, 3aruHainu B I[lepcus. Mme-
TO Ha CajoT e IPOIyCHATO, HO € OCTaHaJo JOIIbJIHEHUeTO 38 MbYeHUINTe
C Hero, KaTo Taka M3JI43a, 4e Te ca I0CTpajaay CbC CB. MHACOH, KOUTO B
meiicTBUTETHOCT e oT Kumbp u HuKora He e 61 B Ilepcusi. BeposiTHO 3a mpo-
TyCKa e MOBJIMSAJIO ¥ TOBA, Ye U JBaMara ca OMJIM eMUCKONU U MMaT TaKoBa
IOIIbJIHeHUe ciel uMeTo. B P266 namerunTe ca fazieHu B ApyTa MOCJIe[0Ba-
tesnHOCT. Haii-Hanpes e nameTTa Ha cB. CafioT: ddAnatg tob ayiov pdptupog
Zadwd émioxomou xal cuy adT® TeAetwdéviwy px aylwy év Ilepsidt émt
Zofopiov Bactiéws tdv Ilepsdv, a cien ToBa (cJes ole HAKONKO ITaMeTH)
naMeTTa Ha ¢B. MHacoH: tol aylov pdptupog Mvdcovog émiaxdmon Kompou
[AMyUTPUEBCKUH 1895: 14]. O4eBU/IHO M3TOUHUK'BT HA apXeTHUIIA HA KaJleH-
napa, orpaseH B OCTpPOMUPOBOTO eBaHrenue, e 6ui 61u3bk 10 P266, Ho ce
e pas3auyaBaJjl OT Hero I10 I0Cjie/J0BaTeHOCTTA Ha [TaMeTUTe Ha Ta3u JiaTa.

20.10. CTPAC TToVI0 /V‘\’KO\( H YOVAOTROPLLOV. APOEMBI H AREPKM. MPH OAHIANT
NPBCTARMLNHUE. JI. 2326. TekcTsT B OCTPOMUPOBOTO eBaHTrejie CbOTBETCTBA
Ha TeKcTa B P266: tob aylov xal tod davpatovpyol pwdptupog Aptepion éxt
‘Tovktovod tol Tapafdtov [IMUTPUEBCKUM 1895: 14].

27.10. CTPAC CTHIA MU, KAMETOAHNbI. H NEPOTHABI PABbI €A MPH AHOKAHTBANE
uph JI. 236a. TeKCTBT CHOTBETCTBA HAI'BJIHO HA yKa3aHueTo B P266: dinstg
¢ waptupog Karetwiivyg xat "Epwtnidog tiic adtic oixétidog éxl Atoxin-
Ttavod Boactiéwe [IMUTPUEBCKUN 1895: 17].

5.12. cFoymoy NacTagbNHKOY cagE. J1.244a. TekcTsT B OCTPOMUPOBOTO
eBaHreJjue e KpaTbK, HO UMa [lapaJieiv B Ba JPyTU CJIaBAHCKU PBKOIIUCA,
B KOUTO cB. CaBa C’hIIO € HapeueH HACTABHUK. AC: ¢Taro olfa NATO nﬁm\ro noy-
CTBHNH NACTARNHKA BONoclLa cagzH. J1. 1280; F.it.1.72: nama HP'BI'IWAENAFO WA CARH
NACTARNHKA MOV CTHNNHMb. b B MpH oeWct ManBmb B KANAAOKEHCKBIR CTPANDI. JL.
77a. Haii-rosisima 4acT OT yKa3aHueTo ce nasu B F.n.1.72. Hayanoro my e pas-
JIMYHO OT HAYaJIOTO Ha YKa3aHUeTO B P266, HO BTOPOTO U3peYeHMe € ChII0-
TO KaTO B IPBLUKUA PBKOMUC: pyApn tob Oclou Tatpog Nudv xal Yeodopou
YaBBa. 00tog My émt Ozodociou Tob pixpol &x ywpag 6y Karmaddrwy
[AMUTPUEBCKU 1895:29]. OueBUIHO U3TOYHUKBT, OT KOMTO € IpeBesiHo,
cee pasﬂnanan oT P266, HO He MHOTO.

17.12. nd cfuixa .F. OTPOK ANANHIA. AZAPHIA. MHCAHAA. HKE BB BARYAONE
O\TACHIUIA NEllb OTNBNR. H AANHAA Nppia. JT. 245a. ToBa ykasaHue e oT6esA3aHO
u ot l'apnzanutu [GARZANITI 2007: 101]. Ykazanueto B P266 e mo-kpaTko
¥ JIUTICBA TeKCTBT 3a YraCAHeTO Ha MelTa: diAnats Thv aylwy tptdy Taldwy
Avavio, Alapia, Misani, xal AavinA tob tpodntov [IMUTPUEBCKUM 1895:
31]. bausbK 10 TekcTa B OCTpPOMUPOBOTO eBaHrene, HO 0-KPaThK, e TeK-
CTHT B HBKMSOS nama cTXb. . WTPOKb. ANANTA AZAPTA MHCAHAD. HXE Bb BARH-
AONE H nPPKA AdNHAA. B CITyyasi U3TOYHUKBT Ha CIaBAHCKUA KajeHaap e 6un
no-mnoapobeH ot P266.
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23.12. CTPAC cTbIX2 1. MKB. HXe BB KPHTE NpH A€KHH uﬁH. J1. 249a. TekcTbT
CbOTBETCTBA HAII'bJIHO HAa YKa3aHUETO B P266: ddAnatg tiv ayimv U paptdpwy
év Kpntn ént Aexiov Bactiéwe [AMUTPUEBCKUM 1895: 33]. ChIMAT TeKCT
ce na3u 1 B HBKM508: ¢Thixa MKa 1. exe BB KPHT'S NpH ACKHT LpH. L. 1186.

25.12. TTHA MUA. €YTeNHA. NpH KOCMOAB LIpH. JL. 249a—-6. YKa3aHueTo ChB-
naja ¢ Hayajgoto Ha uHopmanusaATa B P266 (Ha 24.12): ddinoic tijc aylag
péptupog Edyeviag. Abtn 7y éxi Kopddou tod Bastiéng, Oniipye 8¢ Juydtep
émdpyov Poune [IMUTPUEBCKUM 1895: 34-35].

30.12. cTpd CThld MUA. ANACTACHA COAO\'NIANBING MIpH MAZHMHRANE U,}TH.
7. 256a. YKa3aHHeTo e T0fI00HO Ha TeKcTa B P266: d3Ancie tHc dylog pdptupog
Avuciag éml tiig Bactielag Maluniavod éx mwoiewg Beasarovinng [AMU-
TPUEBCKUM 1895: 38]. CbIloTO yKa3aHue ce a3y U B ABaTa MUHes. [lpar:
CTI)zf CTHIR ANTCHR COASNBNBINA NpH MAZHMHRANE. JL. 1196; F.n.1.72: CTﬁTL CTHIR
ANACTACH2R COAO\'NIANHNR MPH ZHMHIAN (sic!) u,,TH. 1. 1236.

14.01. nd cToiXs oLl NAWH. H MK. HZBHENBIX NA CHNAHCLYEH ropB. ©EOA0\AA.
NHAA. HOANA. H NA. cTMOV. ARRAAE. JT. 2626. TeKCTBT e 6IU3BK /10 YKa3aHUETO B
P266, 6e3 1a cbBIazia € HEro: Py Ty 66wy Tatépwy TdV €y tvd td dpet
tehetw¥évtoy, Oy 6 dotog Nelhog tov Blov suveypddoto dinyoduevog xol Ty
aiypaiwsioy Bod0biov, viol adtod Iladiov, Twdvvou xat Ty cby adTolg
OV O GpWog ©° [IMUTPUEBCKUM 1895: 43]. ITogo6eH TeKCT ce a3y B OIle
YeTHPU CIaBAHCKU PBKOMKCA, TPU AllOCTOJIA U e[JUH alloCTOJI C eBaHTene.
C: ¢TXB 0l HZBHENBIX NA CHNAHCTBH FOpB ©COAOPOY MARAS NHAOY HOANOY H
Ap8KHNE HXB. OXD: CTPAC ¢T3l WIMB NAWHMB H MKOMB HZEHENBIMB BB CHNAHCTEH
FOpE ©EWAOPOY MARAOY AANHAOY HWANOY H APOVKHNE HX. HBKMS508: CngTb
cThIXb MKb eeu?[m H nagAa. 7. 1266. IT: cTel wils HZeHeNH XA PAAH NA CHNAHCTBH
ropB. €p8 aHA8. HA8; IWNS, Ap8xuNE A, J1. 230a.

B yka3aHueTo 3a Ta3u faTa B OCTpPOMUPOBOTO eBaHTejMe UMa U eJiHa
no6aBKa: nd. cTmoy. ARRAAK. B IeICTBUTETHOCT TOBA He e TaMeT Ha CBeTell, a
e Ha3BaHMeTO Ha CBeTUTe OTIU OT CHHaA, KOUTO B HAKOU IP'bIIKU U3TOUHULIA
ce HapuyarT aBBU. Taka e HampuMep B EBepreTuzickud ycTaB, KbJeTO Mulle:
TV dylwv ABBRdSwy [AMUTPUEBCKUI 1895: 391]. Ilofo6HO yka3aHUe ce
OTKDHBA U B /iBe CPeAHOOBITapCKY eBaHrenns, BaH: nama cTiixh ABRAAOND
MNoZBXB, JI. 1924, 1 Kbp3: cTHXL ARLRAAONL mnoz®, 1. 179a. B Te3u pbKOIU-
CH JIUYY PeJlaKIus Cropesi 'PbIIKA U3TOYHUK, B KOUTO OTI[ATE Ca HApeuYeH!
‘ABBddwy. Ycropenuna B IpeNIKUTe NPU KaJeHAapDHUTe yKa3aHUSA MeXAy
Te3U TPU eBaHresus ce oTKpuBa 1 Ha 11.05. Ha ta3u nata B OCTpOMMPOBOTO
eBaHTeJIne Ce YeTe: Nd cTMOV. FENETAHI. H MBNOZEXB. H A ¢TMO\ MKOV. MOKHIO,
7. 2726, KaTO reneTAHIO He e MMe Ha CBeTell, a CbOTBETCTBA HA YKA3aHUETO
3a ch3faBaHero Ha Llapurpazg (yevédiiog). IlomobHM ca yka3zaHuATa B baH:
CTPTh CTro MKa MOKbIA. reNeTAHA, JI. 1958, 1 K'bP3: €Tro MNKa MoKHIA. reNeTAHI,
7. 1826. Te3u rpemiku B OCTPOMUPOBOTO eBaHTrejue ca 0TOeNsI3aHu U OT
M. Tapasanutu [GARZANITI 2007: 102], HO TOX He IIOCOYBA YCIOPeAULUTe
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uM B BaH 1 Kbp3. O6muTe rperky roBopAT 3a 001 paHeH U3TOYHUK Ha Ka-
JIeHZIapUTe Ha TPUTe eBaHTeNNs, KOUTO 0 roJsAMa CTelleH e ma3es ocobe-
HOCTHUTe Ha YcTaBa Ha BelukaTa IIbpPKBa 10 OTHOLIEHKE Ha peneproapa, HO
B HETO e 1IMaJIo BHeCeH! MONPAaBKHU B CbOTBETCTBHE C HOB IPBIKH 00pasel,
CBBP3aH CbC CTyAUICKaTa OorocayxebHa MPaKTUKA.

26.01. ctaaro genoq)owm. H KENBI €ro. H OO CRORO\ €H. H 0pKAA4. HOANA.
7. 2636. Yka3aHueTo e 0J1M3K0 10 TekcTa B P266, 6e3 1a ¢bBIaza ¢ Hero:
Tol aylov Eevod®dvtog xal Tiig supBiov xal T®V Téxvwy adtod Apxadiov ot
Twédvvou [[IMUTPUEBCKUI 1895: 45].

2.05. cTpd cThXB MKB. ecnepHio. H ZOCHH. H KENE €ro H YAAOY €A. KYpHIAKA. H
0coA0Aa. JI. 2716-272a. YKa3aHMeTO ChBIa/ia C Ha4aJI0To Ha MHPOpMaIUATa
B P266: ddAnoig tdv aylwv paptdpwy Zong xal ‘Eamépou, tob dvdpog adtiig
xol TV Téxvov adtdy Koptaxol xal Ocododiou éxt Adptavod Bastiéws [AMu-
TPUEBCKUM 1895: 67].

KakTo ce Buzia OT NpuBeJieHUTe IMpUMepH, KpaTKu MHGOpMALUU 33
CBeTLUTe UJIK IOPYU LieJIM KPaTKU XUTUA MMa U B IPYTH CJIaBAHCKU PBKOIU-
CH: alIOCTOJIH (WJIM aTIOCTOJIU C eBaHTeNUs) U 1BaTa MuHes. Haii-MHOro 06mu
MecTa uMa Mexx 1y OcTpoMupoBoTO eBaHrenue u ppkonuc HBKM508, koiiTo
CBABPKA aNlOCTOJ C eBaHresnue. KajeHaapuTe Ha BaTa PBKOMKCA MOXe Ou
HAMAT HelloCpe/ICTBeH 061 IPOTorpad, HO NIPOU3IMU3AT OT OOI U3TOYHHUK.

ETo owme nBa npuMepa 3a KpaTKU XUTHUSA, XapaKTepHU 3a YcTaBa Ha Be-
JMKaTa I'bPKBA, B CbCTaBa Ha allOCTOJIUTE:

12.09. En: ctpera cfro MNKA ABTONOMA. €NTKOYMNA. BHEBWA BB MPONETE. HTA-
AHA. TIPH ATWKAHTHANE UpH. H ¢TT0 MKA KOPNATA. enCKoyna. HKONBCKA. CTApBHIIA
B ... PEKOMBIA. 0ypcAAd. BLIED MpH ... NepNH KNaZ ... B EH ce masu usioro kpa-
TKO XUTHeE, CBIIOTO KaTo B P266: ddinaic tod ayiov paptupog AdTovopou
émtoxomou Ilpevaiotou éxt Aroxintiavol Bacthiéws xal tob ayiov wapTupog
Koupvoitou éx méhews Troviov wpeaBitepog yevopevog ywplov Tupdiov ént
[Tepviov Nyep.évog [AMUTPUEBCKUM 1895:4]. YacTu OT TOBa XXUTHE Ca 3a-
Ma3eHu B olle 1Ba anocTona: OXp: ctpd cTomoy apaTonomoy efina BHEBWA BB
npeent. [l cTaro ARbTOMA HTAAHX.

30.09. EH: cTpeTs ¢TAro rAHROpE ApXHEMHCKSNA. BEAHKbIA APMENHA. H PHAMCHA.
H APOYKHNBI €A MPH AHOKAHTHENE LiPH. H NpH LPH NEPCTB. ApTABANE. cii'B. aaac8pH
BpATOY CRUI. KIOp8 LIpOY ApMENBCKOY. ABCTHR 0yBHeNs BhicTs. B EH e 3amaseHo
HavyaJ0TO Ha KPATKOTO KUTHE U TO € MHOTO OJIM3KO [0 KUTHEeTO B P266:
adAnate tob aylov tepopdptupog I'pnyoplov dpylemiandmov THg weydAng
Appeviag xal Fatavig xat Pufrpiog xal tdv cdy adtals ént AtoxAntiavod
BactAéwe, xpatolvtog ¢ Popainv dpyic, xal Bastiedovtog tev Hapddv
Aptafdvov tob viol Acolp, ddeidob Omdpyovtog Kovsoap®d Basctiéwg
Appeviag. Aorodoveltar xal dmoxteivetar 6 adtog AptaBdvos, adeidog
Kovaap® Bastiéwe Appeviag Tapd Aptacip viod tic tév Hapddv éxapyiog,
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BouAf] 8¢ xal cuvédetl tiv év Ilepaidt otpatomeddpywy éhop.évwy €T adTog
Bastieboey adtov [IMUTPUEBCKUM 1895: 10]. YacT oT ToBa XUTHe Ce Ha-

mupa u B Oxp: CTI)K CTOMOV WOV NAWEMOY. €N\ BLIRBWOV B BEAHL'BH 4 MENHH.
9

MKO\( F?HI"OPHFO.

[ToBeye mpuMepH 3a TaKMBa KPAaTKY XUTHA U MTHPOPMALINK BXK. B [XPU-
CTOBA-IIIoMOBA 2010], a BCHYKY TaKMBA CJy4au BX. B [ XPUCTOBA-IIIOMO-
BA 2012].

Oure npenu BpeMme E. KorieBa 00bpHa BHUMaHUe Ha HAJIMYUETO HAa KPATKH
KUTHS B cbcTaBa Ha EHMHCKMA anocton: “TpsabBa fja ce oTOesiexar U TBbpe
IPOCTPAaHHUTE XUTUIHU JAHHU, laZieHu B EHMHCKKSA anoCcToJ, KOUTO ChIIO
TOBOPAT 332 0COOEHMS BU3AHTHICKKM 0Opasell, MOCTYXMJ Ha mpeBogayuTe”
[KougBA 1985: 105]. ITo-HaTaTbK TA nocoyBa: “Hali-chllecTBeHa OTIMKA Ha
EHMHCKYSA allOCTOJ e “MPOJIOKHUAT” TUI )KUTUIHY JaHHU B CHaKcapa” [Ko-
LEBA 1985: 106]. B3 ocHOBa Ha Te3u U Jpyru 0cOOEHOCTH Ha CHHAKCcapa Ha
EHMHCKMA allocToJ U3cje/joBaTesIKaTa oco4Ba Bpb3KaTa My ¢ YcTaBa Ha Be-
nvKarta 'bpkBa. Ho janHuTe OT EHMHCKMA aloCTON OCTaBaXa U30IMPaHHU U He
IPUBJIIKOXAa BHUMAaHUETO Ha JPyru yueHu. EfBa cbIOCTaBKaTa Ha IbJIHUTE
KaJIeH/JapHU yKa3aHUA ¢ olie 32 APyTU anocToJa, C MHOXeCTBO eBaHTeus
U C 1BaTa MUHes [I0Ka3axa fICHO U HeZIByCMUCJIEHO IPUCHCTBUETO HAa TAKKBA
KPaTKU )XUTUHU JAHHU B pe/inlia PAHHU CJIaBAHCKU PBKONUCH, TP BCUY-
Ko cpefHOOBITapcKU. Tyk OCTPOMHPOBOTO eBaHTeJIke 3aeMa BaXKHO MSICTO,
3aI0TO APYTUTe PBKOMUCH, B KOUTO Ce OTKPUBAT CJIe[IX OT KPAaTKU XUTUA U
nHdopMaLuy, ca allOCTOJH 1 1BaTa MUHes. Bce mak cpej eBaHrenusATa uMa u
APYT'Y PBKOIMCHU, KOUTO Na3AT CJIej OT TO3U paHeH CbCTaB Ha KaJleHAapuTe.
B Ac cbI1Io ce OTKpUBAT TaKKMBa KPaTKu GpparmMeHTH (BX. 5 nekeMBpu). Ho n3-
Me3K/ly eBaHTeJIMATa Te ca Hali-MHOro B OCTPOMUPOBOTO U 110 HeJJBYCMUCJIeH
HayMH NOKa3BaT, Ye B OCHOBAaTa Ha KaJleHAapuTe Ha Hal-paHHUTe aloCTo-
JIY ¥ eBaHTeJIUsA CTOU e/IH 00l apXeTuIl, IpeBesieH OT YcTaBa Ha Benukara
1'bpKBa. TpsibBa na ce oTOesIeXk M, Ye BbB BU3AHTUHCKOTO KaTepaaHo OOro-
CJly’KeHHe ATIOCTOJIBT e MOXKeJs la UI'pae U pojfATa Ha yCTas, T. €. HerOBUTe
MUHEeH U TPUOJEH CHHAKCap Ca MOXeJU [a CbABbPKAT BCUYKU YKa3aHUA OT
YcraBa Ha Benukara iybpkBa’. Taka ye HaJIM4YKMeTO Ha SICHHU CJIeZI OT YCTaBa Ha
Besnkara I'bpKBa B CHHaKCapUTe Ha CIaBAHCKY allOCTOJIY He e U3HeHaBallo.
TBBpZe BaXXHO e, 06ayde, Ue TAKKBA SCHU CJIeJI1 Ce OTKPUBAT U B €BAHTeNNU, Ha
wbpBO MsicTO B OcTpoMupoBOTO. ChIeBpeMeHHO TPsiOBa /1a ce 0TOeNexu, ye
B OCTpOMUPOBOTO eBaHrejue JU4YU peflakTOpPCKa HaMeca 110 OTCTPaHABaHe
Ha KpaTKUTe )XUTHA U Ca OCTaHAJIU CaMo CJIe[H OT TAX, CaMO Hall-KpaTKU UH-
dbopmaryy, KOUTO 3acAraT mpefy BCUYKO BpeMeTO U MACTOTO Ha MOABUTA Ha
cBerela 6e3 moBeve MOAPOOHOCTH. BeposTHO 3apaziu TOBa M3CJejOBaTeIUTe
iocera ca 'l OCTaBsiIy 6e3 BHUMaHMe.

° JIMUTpPHeBCKHI ZlaBa IPUMepH 3a Haii-MaJIKO 0CeM TaKWBa arnocrona [[IMUTPUEBCKUMN
1895: 5, 55, 57-59, 78-79, 83, 101 u zip.; IMUTPUEBCKU 1907: 262 u c1.].
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4.  [pyrv ocobeHocTn Ha kaneHaapa Ha OCTPOMUPOBOTO eBaHrenve
¥ Napanenvte UM B APy CNaBsHCKM PbKOMMUCH

KanenzapsT Ha OCTpOMHUPOBOTO eBaHTee ce OTIMYaBa U C HAJIMYUeTO Ha
3amaZiHi MaMeTH B Hero, T. e. IaMeTy Ha 3ala/HU CBETLM WJIM YeCTBaHe Ha
OOIIOXPUCTHSHCKY CBETIM Ha 3aNlafiHy jaTy. Ta3u HeroBa 0cOGEeHOCT OT/AAB-
Ha e oT0esif3aHa OT U3C/eJloBaTeInTe. BbB Bpb3Ka ChC 3alafiHUTE TTaMeTH
B KaseHaapa E. KpymenbHuiikas u3kas3pa cjaefiHaTa JOHAKb/Je pOMaHTUYHA
MUCBJ: “Takoil CHHTe3 aruoJIOTMHYecKUX TPAZUIUN B COYeTAHUH C GaKTOM
co3aanus pykonucu B 1057 r. HABOAUT HA MBICJIb O TOM, 4YTO OCTPOMUPOBO
EBaHrenue siBiseTcs, ObITh MOXET, [IOCJIEJHUM COXPAHUBIIMMCS IO HAIIUX
IHeN JTUTYPrudeCKUM NMaMATHUKOM, OTPA3UBIIUM eJUHCTBO XPUCTHUAHCKON
IlepkBU (Kak U3BeCTHO, Ipoliecc pa3/jeseHus eAnHou LlepkBu npociexusa-
eTCs HauMHaA C cepeIuHbI V B. U 3aBepLIAETCS «BeJIUKON CXU3Mon» B 1054 1.)”
[KpymEnbHUIIKASA 2010: 16-17]. ITo-HaTaTBK TS JOMBJIBA, Ye pa3dbupa ce
KaJleHJapbT Ha MaMeTHHKA Ipecbh3fiaBa NpeArd BCUYKO CBOSI MpoTorpad,
HO BCe IaK e Bb3MOXKHO B 3allafIHUTe NTaMeTH /ia e OTPa3eHO UHTeH3UBHOTO
obIyBaHe Ha pyCKUTe KHsA3€e ChC 3aafiHoeBponelickuTe Abpxxasu. O. Jlocea
I'bK HAaIIPaBO [IPeAIoJiara, 4e 3araJHITe IaMeTH! B CJIaBSHCKUTE PBKOIUCH ca
BHeCeHHU Ha pycka rmoysa [JIOCEBA 2001A: 72-75], Makap U OT He{HUTe JaHHU
71a ce BUJK/A, Ye 3aIaJHU [TaMeTH Ce OTKPUBAT IPei BCUYKO B I03KHOCIABAHCKU
PBKOIUCH, a OT PyCKUATE — IJIaBHO B APXaHTeJICKOTO eBaHTesIie U M0-MaJIKO
B OcTpoMHUpPOBOTO. JJaBaM CIMCBK Ha 3aMafiHUuTe NaMeTy B OCTPOMUPOBOTO
eBaHreJIve, KaTo IIPY BCSIKA OTOeA3BaM B KOU IPYTH CJIaBSIHCKY eBaHTeNus,
arnocTOoJIM U MUHe! e TIOMeCTeHa.

21.11. Ce. IOnuanus. B eBanrenus: bax, Kbp3, Tuns; 8 anocronu: Oxp,
Km, I (5a 22.11), HBKM882 (1a 23.11); B aniocToiu ¢ eBaHrenus: Xn31.

31.12. Ce. nana Cuneecmsp (BMeCTO Ha 2 gHyapH). B eBanrenue: Tun7; B
anocronu: Oxp; B anoctonu ¢ esaHreaus: HBKM508; B Munen: [par, F.n.1.72.

10.01. Ce. Hoarn 3namoycm. B anocromu: Oxp, HBKM881; B anocTonu ¢
eBaHrenus: HBKM508.

26.01. Ce. onuxapn Cuupnencku. B eBanrenus: ban, Kbp3; B anocro-
m: Oxp, CuHai39; B anoctonu ¢ esanrenus: HBKM508.

15.06. Cs. Bum, Modecm u Kpuckenyus. B eBanrenus: Ac, ApxaHTeJICKO,
Bban, Kops, [Torogun 11, ome MHOTO I0XXHOCJIABAHCKY; B armoctonu: Km, 1T,
HBKM882, HBKM883, Xn35; B anoctonu ¢ epanrenus: HBKM508, Xn31;
B MuHen: [Ipar, F.n.1.72. [TamMeTTa 06MBa MHOTO TOJISIMO Pa3NpOCTPaHeHNe
Ha bankanure.

bposr Ha 3anagHuTe naMeTy B OCTPOMUPOBOTO eBaHTesI1e He e TOJIAM.
B fpyru paHHU PBKONHUCH, Npefind BCUYKO AlOCTOJH, €A BKJIIOYEHU MHOTO
noBeve 3anaZiHy nameTd. ETO cnuUCBbK Ha 3amafHUTe aMeTH, KOUTO Ce OT-
KpUBAT B PAaHHU CJIaBAHCKY eBaHTens, allOCTOJIU U MUHEH.
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1.09. Cs. nana Ilenecmun I. B anoctonu: EH.

21.09. Ces. esanzenucm Mamei. B eBaHrenus: Apx; B MuHeu: Jlpar,
Fn.1.72.

27.09. Cs. Ko3ma u Jlaman om Apabus. B eBaHrenus: Apx.

29.09. Ocsewjasane xpama na apxanzen Muxaun 6 Pum. B eBaHrenus:
Apx; B Munen: [lpar, F.n.1.72.

31.10. Ce. I'epman Kanyancxu. B eBanrenus: ban, Kup3, Q.n.1.59; B ano-
cronu: Oxp, IT, HBKM882; B anoctonu ¢ eBanrenus: HBKM508.

3.11. Ce. Ilepnemya u Buxmopuna'®. B eBanrenus: bax, Kbp3; B anocTo-
qu: Oxp, HBKM882; B anocTonu c eBanrenusi: HBKM508.

23.11. Cs. Knumenm Pumcxu (BMecTo Ha 25.11). B eBanrenus: Apx, Ban,
Ksp3; B anoctonu: Oxp; B MuHen: Jlpar, F.n.1.72.

24.11. Ce. Xpucozon. B anocton: HBKM882.

1.12. Cs. Kanduda. B anoctonu: Oxp, HBKM882.

10.12. Ce. Eenanusa. B anocronu: Oxp.

11.12. Ce. nana [lamac. B anoctonu: Oxp, HEKM882.

15.12. Cs. Mampona. B anocronu: Oxp, HEKM882; B mMuneu: [lpar,
F.n.1.72.

23.12. Ce. Buxmopus. B anocronu: HBKM882.

2.01. Cs. Modecm. B anoctomu: OXp.

22.01. Cs. Buxmop 6 I'anua. B eBanrenus: Mct; B munen: Jlpar, F.n.1.72.

28.01. Ce. Aznus /Jlesa (BMecto Ha 21.01). B amoctonu: Oxp.

7.02. Cs. Bueunui (ce. Agzynuu?). B anoctonu: Oxp, HBKMS882.

8.02. Cs. luonucuu u Ilagen. B anoctonu: Oxp.

15.02. Cs. Hoan Munocmusu (BMecto Ha 12.11). B anoctonu: OXp; B MU-
Heu: [lpar, BAH 24.4.11 (oTkbcHaTaTa yact ot F.n.1.72).

1.03. Ce. Zlonam Kapmazencxu. B anoctonu: Oxp.

8.03. Cs. Ilepnemya. B anoctonu: Oxp; B MuHen: [par, F.in.1.72.

17.03. Ce. Kupuax Pumcku. B anoctonu: Oxp, HBKM8&82; B anoctonu ¢
eBaHrenus: HBKMS508.

18.03. Ce. Ilampux. B munen: [lpar, F.n.1.72.

20.03. Cs. Kymoepm. B anoctonu: OXp.

21.03. Ce. Beneduxm Hypcuiicku. B anoctonu: OXp; B allOCTOJIU C eBaH-
renuda: HBKM508 (ua 20.03); B MmuHeit: F.n.1.72.

2.04. Ce. Anacmacui. B anoctonu: Oxp.

4.04. Cs. Amspocuii Meduonancku. B anmocronu: Oxp, Ci (5.04), IT (5.04),
Xnynos33.

4.04. Ce. Adpuan. B anocronu: Oxp, Cxn (5.04), LT (5.04).

10 Ha HfKOU MeCTa [laBaT uMeTo kaTo BukTopuH (BX. [JIOCEBA 2001A: 72]), HO He
HaMepuX CBefleHUs, OT KOUTO /J1a CTaBa SICHO JJaJIv TOBA € MbYeHUK MM Mb4eHHUIa, a
BB BCUUKH allOCTOJIM MIMETO e JaZleHO KaTo XEHCKO.
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13.04. Cs. Eemumus Xanxkudoucka. B eBanrenus: ban; B Mmunen: [lpar,
Fn.1.72.

27.04. Ces. Xpucmodgpop. B eBanrenus: bau (28.04), [leu (28.04); B amo-
cronu: I1.

3.05. Hamupanemo Ha ce. Kpscm. B eBanrenus: [ey; B MuHeu: [lpar,
Fn.l.72.

14.05. Ce. Buxmop Maswp. B anocronu: Kn, HBKM882; B anocronu ¢
eBaHrenus: Xn3l.

31.05. Cs. Ilemponuna. B anocronu: 1T, HEKM882; B munen: Ipar, F.n.1.72.

19.06. Ce. I'epsacuu. B anocronu: HBKM882; B Muneun: [lpar, F.in.1.72.

18.07. Cs. Apnyng. B eBanrenus: bax, Kbp3; B anocronun: HEKM882.

19.07. Ce. Apcenuti Benuxu. B anoctonu: 1, HEKM882; B muneu: [lpar.

23.08. Cs. npenodober Eemuxuiu. B anocronu: HBKM882.

28.08. Cs. Epmem (Xepmec). B eBaurenus: Kop3; B anocronu: Crp,
HBKMS882.

28.08. Cs. Cabuna (orbensizana e karo CaBuH). B eBanrenus: Kbp3; B
arocronu: Ctp.

KakTo ce BMX/ia OT IpUBeJleHUTe JaHHU, HAal-MHOTO 3alla/iJHu IlaMeTH
uMa B OXpUACKUA anocToJ, cjaefBaH oT anocton HBKM882 u amocron ¢
eBaHrenaue HEKM508, oT ApxaHTreJcKOTO eBaHrejue U JBeTe eBaHTelns-
6nu3Hanu: BaHumkoTo 1 Kbp3bHOBOTO, KAKTO U OT MUHeHTe-OIMu3HALM:
NlparasoBus u F.11.1.72. ToBa ca ChIIUTe PHKOMUCH, B KOUTO UMa roJisiM 6poii
penku maMeTu oT YcTaBa Ha Benukara LIbpPKBa U cJiei OT KpaTKU UHPOP-
Malli¥ ¥ KPAaTKU XUTHUA 32 CBETLUTE, XapaKTePHU CBILIO 3a YcTaBa Ha Be-
JIMKaTa UbpPKBa. U 10 oTHOLIEHUe Ha 3amaAHuTe aMeTy B OCTPOMUPOBOTO
eBaHreJye Jn4yaT caMo CJIeZid OT eJUH N10-paHeH CbCTaB, KOUTO MO-K'bCHO e
6w cbKpallaBaH, IPU TOBA BEPOATHO He e/IUH IT'bT.

5. W3Bogu

O4eBU/IHO B OCHOBATA HA KaJleH/JapuTe HA BCUUKY Te3U Pa3HOPOAHU U IO Cb-
Z'bpPXKaHMe, ¥ 10 TIPOU3X0/] PBKOICU CTOM e/IH OOII apXeTHIl, KOMTO e OuI
peslaKTHpaH MO Pa3jMyHO BpeMe U Ha Pa3jIMyHU MeCTa, 3a ja O'b/ie mpuBesieH
B CbOTBeTCTBUe CbC CTyAMNCKUA YCTaB. BBIPOCHT e: Kora, Kbjle ¥ OT KOro e
CbCTaBeH TO3U apXeTuI?

A. AJlekceeB IpeJinioara, 4ye IpOTOTUIIBT HA OCTPOMUPOBOTO €BaHreine
e 611 M3roTBeH B Bbarapus B Ha4anoTo Ha X B., 10 BpeMeTo Ha 11ap CHMeoH,
KOTaTo OTHOIIeHHSATa ¢ Bu3aHTHs ca OUIM Hal-IOAXOAAIIM fa Ob/e peBe-
neH YcrapbT Ha Bennkara ubpkBa [ANEKCEEB 2010: 52]. Ho To#l He oTuuTa
NAaHHUTe OT JpyruTe MaMeTHULIM, KOUTO UMaT CPOAHM KajeHaapu ¢ OcTpo-
MHUDOBOTO eBaHrenue. Mucis, 4e JaHHUTe OT allOCTOJIM U eBaHresNs, B3eTH
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B CbBKYITHOCT, IOKa3BaT APYI0: TO3U Mece4yeH CUHAKCcap, KOMTO cJiefiBa TOYHO
YcraBa Ha Bennkara 1'bpKBa U JieXKW B OCHOBATa Ha KaJleHJJapuTe Ha BCUYKU
TIOCOYEHHU TYK PBKOIUCH, e OVl TpeBeZieH He B Bbirapus, a BbB BuzanTus, u
He B Ha4yaJoTo Ha X B., 4 IOJIOBUH BeK MO-PaHoO, npe3 60-Te rogunu Ha [X B.
ITpu TOBa MOXeM Jja Ha30BeM TOYHO HErOBUTE [IPeBOJAYN: TOBA Ca HAIIWTE
TbpBOyYHTeNH, cBeTHTe Opatsi Kupun u Metoxuit. To3u cuHaKcap e BIU3al
B CbCTaBa Ha II'bpBaTa OOrociyxeOHA KHUTrA, U3TOTBEHA OT TSX, B ChOTBET-
CTBUE C BU3AHTUICKATA IPAKTHKA, IPYU KOAITO [iBaTa CMHAKCApa Ha YCTaBa Ha
Benukara 'bpKBa ca OMJIM BKJIIOYBaHU B ChCTaBa Ha AnocTosa. [To Bpeme Ha
MOpABCKaTa MHUCHUS TO3U CHHAKcap e OWJ MOMbJIHEH ChC 3HAYMTesieH Opoit
3amaziHy naMeTy. VIMEeHHO TO3U KaJleHAap, KOMTO ChbOTBETCTBA HA YCTaBa Ha
BesvkaTa 1'bpKBa, JOMBJIHEH ChC 3aMafHKA TaMeTH, e O ZIoHeceH B Bbira-
pus ot Kupuno-MeTtoaneBuTe y4eHUIM U CTOU B OCHOBATa IIPAKTUYeCKU Ha
BCUYKU PaHHU PBKONKCHU C KaJIeHJApU: allOCTOJIM, €BaHTeJUs, alloCTONIN C
eBaHresMs, KAKTO U Ha 7iBaTa MuHes. B Bbyrapusi To3u KajieHaap e 6ui pe-
NAKTUPAH CTopes akTyanHus Bede CTyJUICKY YCTaB, Ha pa3JM4HU MecTa U
II0 pa3JINYHO BpeMe, HO CJIeIUTE OT TbPBOHAYAIHUA KaJIeHap Ca ce 3ana3uin
B PBKOIIMCUTE: HAKBJIE CbBCEM 0Ce3aTeJIHO, a HAKb/Ie e/1Ba JINYaT.

3allo cMsATaM, Ye TO3U KaJeHJap He e CbCcTaBeH B Bbirapus, a e 6ui 1o-
HeCceH roToB OT yyeHuuuTe Ha Kupuin u Metogun? ITspBo, 3a110TO BPXY HETO
JIYAT CJeSy OT MHOXECTBO pa3jIM4yHU pelaKTUpaHus, TaKa 4e ca OCTaHaIu
caMo OTZesHY pparMeHTH, KOUTO TPsiOBa Z1a 6baT ChOpaHU Mapye Mo mapye
¥l TOTaBa MOXKe J1a ce CIJI001 4acT OT Mo3aiKaTa U Jia ce 1obve NpUOIM3UTeHA
npejcTasa 3a apxerumna. BTopo, 3amoTo ciefu OT TO3W PaHeH KaJeHzaap Jn-
9aT NpPaKTU4YeCKU BbB BCUUKY PAHHU CJIaBAHCKM KajleHJapu. Te ca Hail-ACHO
M3pa3eHy B Ipylia pbKOINCY, ITpein BCUYKO B anocronute ExnHCcKU, Oxpua-
cku 1 HBKMS882 u B anocrona c¢ esanreaue HBKMS508, Ho ce oTKpUBaT U B
penuua APyru PbKOIMUCH — KaKTO allOCTOJIM, BKJIOYATENHO B ClIe4eHCKusd,
CrpyMuLkud u JIparoTuHus, Taka U eBaHresus, Cpes KOUTO e Ha IbPBO MACTO
OcTpoMHUPOBOTO, HO CBIIO AceMaHMEBOTO, BaTUKaHCKOTO, APXaHTeJCKOTO,
BanumkoTo 1 Kbp3bHOBOTO, a CHILO U B 1BATa pasieXxJaHu TyK MuHes. He
MOJKe /la Ce MUCJIY 33 eAMHCTBEeH KHIXOBeH LIeHTbp, 38 KOMTO 1a ca XapaKTep-
HU Te3u 0c0OeHOCTU. AKO TO3U apxeTur Oellie chCTaBeH B Bbarapus B euH
WU IPYT KHIDKOBEH IIeHTB, TOW e/1Ba Jii OU OMJI OTpa3eH BbB BCUUKU PBKO-
nucu. Tpeto, 3apajy e3uKa Ha KaJieHAapHUTe OesexKH, B KOMTO ce BHXKIAT
Kupuio-Metoznuesu ocoberoctu. Ille mocoya ynorpe6ara Ha otoks B GeJiex-
kaTa B OCTPOMMDOBOTO eBaHreJue 3a cB. Floan Borocios Ha 26 cenTeMBpH.
YeTBBPTO, 3apajy 3anafHuTe naMety. Hsama joruka aa ce rnpezmnosnara, ye te
ca Gui BHeCeHH B KajleHziapa B Bbiirapusi, MHOTO 1O-BepOSITHO e TOBA 7ia e
CTaHAaJIo 110 BpeMe Ha MopaBcKaTa MucHs. Pa3bupa ce, ome mo-MajKo OCHOBa-
HMe MMa Te3aTa, 4Ye 3amaJHiTe NaMeTH ca Ouiy BHeceHU B Pycus v oTTam ca
NpoHMKHaIU B bbarapusd. He Moxe ja uMa CbMHeHUe, 4e KaJleHJapbT, KOUTO
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chyeTaBa 0cobeHOCTHTe Ha YcTaBa Ha Besmkara IbPKBa C'hC 3aMa/{HUATE Tame-
TH, IpeZicTaBeH B OCTPOMUPOBOTO eBaHrere U IOHAKb/e B ApXaHIJIeCKOTO, e
npoHukHan B Pycus ot buarapus. Ho u Bbarapus He e MACTOTO, K'Bb/AETO TOU
e ChCTaBeH, a CaMO I'bpBaTa CIUpPKa OT ABJTOTO IBTYBaHe HA GOrociysxeo-
HUTe KHUTY, 3alla3eHu U npeHeceru oT Knpuno-Meronuesure ydyeHunu. B
NeMICTBUTEIHOCT B pPOMaHTUYHOTO IpeAnosioxeHue Ha E. Kpymennunkas numa
MHOI'0 UCTWHA: HAWCTHHA KaJleHJapbT Ha OCTPOMUPOBOTO eBaHTreve I0Ka3Ba
eIMHCTBOTO Ha XPUCTUAHCKATA I'bPKBA OTIIPeid CXU3MaTa, HO TOU e CbCTaBeH
He B cpeziata Ha X1 B., a TOYTH [1Ba BeKa N0-PaHO, ¥ He OT PYCKU KH>KOBHUIIY,
a ot anocronute Kupuin u Metonui, 4uATo MUCUA CPeZl CJIABAHUTE € U MUCUSA
Ha 00e/IIHeHVe MeX /Ty XpPUCTUSHCKUA VI3TOK M XPUCTUAHCKUSA 3anaj.

HanuuyHuTe ¥ npeicTaBeHU TYK JaHHU €a CBU/IETEJICTBO U 33 TOBA KAK'bB
e O ChCTaBBT Ha II'bpPBATa CJABSHCKA GorociyxebHa KHura. O4eBUIHO Ts
e Ch/IbpiKaJia IBaTa CUHAaKcapa (Mece4HUs U TPUOAHMSA) Ha YcTaBa Ha Benu-
Kara I'bpkBa. Criopesi BU3aHTHUICKAaTa IPAKTUKA Te ce IOMeCTBAT B CbCTaBa
Ha Anoctona. Y cpen cnaBAHCKUATe PBKOIKCU HAal-MHOTO Ca aloCTOJIUTe,
KOUTO CBABPXKAT SICHU CJIen OT TO3U ycTaB. Ho TakuBa cienu, KakTo pefKu
naMeTH U criennPUIHM JaTH, TaKa ¥ KPaTKU aruorpadcku nHPpopmaiuu, ce
OTKpPUBAT U B KHUTHU, KOUTO CbABbpXaT Anocton ¢ EBanrenue: HEKM508 u
IOHAKBZE X131, KaKTO U B HAKOM €BaHTeIus U Cpefi TAX Ha II'bPBO MSACTO €
OcTpoMupoBOTO. Mucis, 4e Bb3 OCHOBA Ha IifAjlaTa HaJM4yHa UHPOpMAINA
MOXe Jla ce HallpaBU M3BOA'BT, Ye 'bpPBaTa CJIaBsHCKA OorociyxebHa KHUTa,
CbCTaBeHa OT CBeTHUTe OpaTd, e ChAbPKana Anocron ¢ EBaHresne, 3aefiHO ¢
7iBaTa CMHaKcapa Ha YcTaBa Ha BeskaTa bpkBa. Ts e GuJia OT TUIA Ha PBKO-
nuc HBKM508, Ho B Hero KaJileHAapbT Bede e peiyllpaH U 3HAYUTEJHO pe-
naxkTupaH cnopen Cryauiickus ycras. BeB Benmka MopaBus KajeHAapsT e
OWJI IO'bJIHEH U ChC 3amafiHy maMeTu. [10-K'bCHO OT Ta3u bpBa KHUTA Ca OT-
nenenu Aniocros 1 EBanrenue. Tyk e cbliecTBeHaTa poJis Ha OCTpOMUPOBOTO
eBaHreJIne KaTo CBbP3BALIO 3BE€HO, I0CIe[Ha OPbHKA OT BepUrara, He3aMeHH-
MO CBH/IETEJICTBO 33 UCTOPUATA HA CJIABSHCKUTE OOTOCTYKeOHU KHUTH.

ChKpaTeHn HasBaHna Ha KHUroxpaHumLa v dooHaoBe

FAH Bubnnoreka Ha AKaJieMUsATa Ha HAYKUTe

'mm JI'bpaBeH UCTOpUYeCcKU My3eil B MockBa

3orpad C6upka Ha 3orpadckust MaHacTup Ha CBera ropa

HBKM Harnuonanna 6ubavoreka “Cs. cB. Kupun u Metoauit” B Codust
PTATA Pycku nbpxaBeH apxuB Ha [PEBHUATE aKTOBE

PTB Pycka nbpxasHa 6ubanoTeka B MockBa

PHB Pycka HanuonanHa 6ubnuorexa B Caukt-IletepOypr

CHH. CunozanHa cbupka (8 TUM)
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CuHai Cé6upka Ha Cunaiickus manactup “Cs. Exarepuna”
Cod. C6upka Ha Coduiickus cr60p (8 PHBE)

Tum. C6upka na Cunonanuara tunorpadus (8 PTAZIA)
TCII C6upka ua Tpounko-Cepruesara Jlapa (8 PI'B)
Xnyznos C6upka Ha Anekceit Xnyznos (8 TIM)

3TOYHMLIM, M3MON3BAHM B 3CIEABAHETO
CnagsHCKu PbKOMMCH

EBaHrenva

Ac
“AceMaHueBo eBaHresnue”. Batukana, Slav. 3. Crapo6biarapcku pbKomIuc ot Kpast Ha X B.,
nuca ¢ rnaronuna. CbAbpXKa eBaHreaue KpaTbk anpaxoc, 158 1. neprameHT. M3nonssaHo e
no uszanueto [Kurz 1955].

Bam
“BaTuKaHCKO eBaHTenue”. Batukana, Gr. 2502, B manumicecta. CTapo6barapckut phKOIIC
OT BTOpaTa [1oJioBMHA Ha X B. CbAbpKa eBaHTesre KpaThbK anpakoc, 135 j1. mepraMeHT.
W3non3BaHo e 1o u3znanueTo [ KPbCTAHOB, TOTOMAHOBA, JIOBPEB 1996].

Apx
“Apxanreicko eBaHrenue”. PI'B, M. 1666. Pycku pbpkonuc ot 1092 r. CbAbpsKa eBaHrenne KpaTbK
ampaxkoc, 178 1. meprameHT. 131013BaHo e 110 u3fanueto [JKYKOBCKAS, MUPOHOBA 1997].

Mcm
“Mcrucnasoso esanrenue”. MM, Cun. 1203. Pycku pbpronuc oT Kpas Ha XI 111 Ha4auioTo
Ha XII B. (He mo-KkbceH oT 1117 1.). CbAbpsKa eBaHTeJIMe I'bJIeH allpakoc, 213 J1. mepraMeHT.
V3non3BaHo e o uszfanueTo [JKYKOBCKAS, BIAIMMUPOBA, [IAHKPATOBA 1983].

Mup
“MupocnaBoBo eBaureinue”. Hapogen myseit B Benrpaza, N21536. CpbOCKY PBKOMKC OT
nocnennara 4etsbpT Ha XII B. CbAbpiKa eBaHTesue IbJIeH anpakoc, 181 1. meprameHT.
W3non3BaHo e no usfanueTo [Poaun, JOBAHOBUR 1986].

Tunl
PTAZIA, ¢. 381 (Tum.), N2 1. Pycku ppronuc ot XII B. CbAbpixa YeTHpueBaHrenue, 193 .
nepraMeHT. He e nu3zfaneHo. JlanHuTe 3a KajleHAapa My ca B3eTH oT [JIOCEBA 2001A].

Ioz11
PHB, IToroaun, N2 11. Pycku ppkonuc ot kpas Ha XII — HaganoTto Ha XIII B. CbAbpxa
eBaHresye KpaTbK anpakoc, 264 1. nepraMenT. He e nu3nazneHo. JlaHHUTe 3a KaJeHapa My ca
B3eTH OT [JIOCEBA 2001A].

Kapn
“KapnuHcko eBanrenue”. TYIM, Xnynos 28. Bbarapcku pbpkonuc ot XIV B. Cbabpxa
eBaHreJsue 1 alloCTOJI TbJIeH allpaKocC C OTAeNHU MecellocaI0BY, 313 s1. neprameHT. V3non3BaHo
€ 10 MUKPODHIM.

HBKM26
HBKM, N226. bparapcku pbkonuc ot XIII B. CbAbpxka 2 J1. mepraMeHT, 4acT OT MeCeLl0CI0B.
He e usnaneHo. JJanHuTe 3a KajleHAapa My ca B3eTH oT [[IOTPAMAIIKMEBA 2010].

IInosdus9
IInoBAMBCKa HapoaHa GubiuoTeka, N29. Bbarapcku pbkonuc oT XIII B. ChaAbpiKa eBaHTeVe
KpaTbK anpakxoc, 91 i1. neprament. He e u3gazeno. /lanHuTe 3a KaJleHapa My ca B3eTU OT
[TorpAMAIKMEBA 2010].
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Q.n.1.59
PHB, Q.n.1.59. Bbarapcku pbKonuc oT HayanoTo Ha XIV B. CbAbpKa eBaHTeMe KPaThbK
anpakoc, 137 i1. nepramenT. He e u3fazneHo. JJaHHUTe 33 KaJleHAapa My ca B3eTH OT [[IOrPA-
MAIKMEBA 2010].

Jeu
“Mevancko epanrenue”. PHB, Tunpepauur N2 4, Brarapcku pbkomuc ot XIII B. Cbabpka
yeTupueBaHrenue, 209 1. neprameHT. He e u3sazseno. JlaHHKTe 3a KaJleHAapa My ca B3eTH OT
[AorpAMAIKUEBA 2010].

Opu
“Opancko eBanresnue”. LlenTpanna Hay4Ha 6H6IMOTEKa Ha YKPAMHCKaTa aKafileMus Ha
HaykuTe B Kues, JJA/II. 555. Pycko eBaHresue bJieH anpakoc ot cpesara Ha XIII B. He e
usnazeHo. JlaHHUTe 3a KajeHjapa My ca B3eTH oT [JIOCEBA 20014].

Tun7
PTAZIA, ¢. 381 (Tum.). N2 7. Pycko eBaHresue 'bjleH anpakoc o XIII B. He e u3nazneHo.
JlaHHUTe 3a KajleHAapa My ca B3eTH oT [JIOCEBA 2001A].

Fnlll8
PHB, F.n.1.118. Pycku pbkonuc ot XIII B. CbAbpiKa eBaHTeMe I'bJIeH anpakoc, 144 1.
nepraMeHT. He e nu3nazneno. JlaHHuTe 3a KajleHzapa My ca B3eTu oT [JIOCEBA 2001A].

Bepx
“Bepxosudeso esanrenue”. PHB, F.n.1.99. Pycku ppkonuc ot kpas Ha XIII B. CbAbpKa eBaH-
reinye KpaThk anpakoc, 154 j1. nepramenT. He e u3nazneHo. JlaHHUTe 3a KaJeH/apa My ca B3eTH
ot [JIocEBA 2001A].

Bpau
“BpadaHcko eBaHresnue”. HBKM, N219. Bvarapcku pbkonuc ot kpas Ha X111 — HayasnoTo Ha XIV B.
Cbabpxa eBaHresIve KpaTbk arnpakoc, 201 1. meprameHT. M3non3BaHo e no uszanueTo [LIOHEB 1914].

Jasp
“JIaBpamieBcKo eBaHrenue”. Myseit Yapropucku B Kpakos, N2 2097. Pycku pbKonuc oT Kpas
Ha XIII - HayanoTo Ha XIV B. He e uznazneno. /lanHuTe 3a KajeHaapa My ca B3eTu ot [JIOCEBA
20014].

TI'an
“T'annuxo eBanrenue”. PHB, F.1.64. Pycko eBanresnne mbJeH anpakoc ot 1266-1301r. He e
usziazieHo. JlaHHKTe 3a KaJleHapa My ca B3eTH oT [JIOCEBA 2001A].

Ban
“banumko esanrenve”. HBKM, N2847. bbparapcku pbkomnuc ot Kkpas Ha XIII B. CbabpKa yeTupu-
eBaHresue, 205 j1. nepraMeHT. MI3110J13BaHO e 10 U3/jaHNeTO [[IOTPAMAZIXKUEBA, PATIKOB 1981].

Ksps
“Kbp3bHOBO eBaHrenue”. Bpurancku My3eil, Add Mss 39628. Brarapcku ppronuc ot 1354 .
Cbabpika yeTupueBaHrenuve, 198 i1. neprameHTt. M13mon3BaHo e 1o u3aHueTo [VAKARELIJSKA
2008].

302p20
3orpad, N220 (I.e.10). Bparapcku ppKonuc ot Hayanoto Ha XIV B. CbabpiKa YeTHpHUeBaH-
renue, 175 51. nepramenT. He e uznazeHo. JlaHHUTe 3a KaJeH/apa My ca B3eTH OT [[JOTPAMA-
TKMEBA 2010].

Ilaum
“ITanTeneiiMOHOBO eBaHrenne”. Manactup “Cs. IlanTeneiiMoH” Ha CBeTa ropa, Ne XXVII
2/2. Bparapcku ppkonuc ot XIV B. CbAbpika eBaHIenue KpaTbk anpakoc. He e usganexo.
JlaHHUTe 3a KaJleHAapa My ca B3eTH OT [[IOTPAMAZIKUEBA 2010].
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Jyy
“Jlyuxo eBaHrenue”. PI'B, Pymsanues, N®112. Pycku pbKonuc OT BTOpaTa 10JIOBUHA Ha
XIV B. CabppiKa eBaHTeIMe II'bJIEH allPAKOC, 262 1. mepraMeHT. He e nsnazneno. lanaure 3a
KaJleHZiapa My ca B3eTH oT [JIOCEBA 2001A].

Tun8
PTAJIA, ¢. 381 (Tum.), N28. Pycku ppkonuc oT 1359 r. Cha'bpika eBaHTeJIHe II'bJIeH allpaKoc,
165 1. neprameHT. He e u3azneHo. JJaHHUTe 3a KaJleHAapa My ca B3eTu oT [JIOCEBA 2001A].

Cuiicxo
“Cuiicko eBaHrenue”. Apxeorpadcka komucus, BAH B CankT-Iletep6ypr, N2 189. Pycku
ppkonuc ot 1339 r. CbabpKa eBaHresue m'bJjeH anpaxoc, 216 . nepramenT. He e uzfazexo.
JlaHHUTe 3a KajleHAapa My ca B3eTH oT [JIOCEBA 20014].

Cog7
PHB, Cod. N27. Pycku ppKomuc oT Hayanoto Ha XV B. CbabpiKa yeTupueBaHrenue. He e
uszazneHo. JlaHHuTe 3a KajeHapa My ca B3eTu oT [JIOCEBA 2001A].

ANocToNm

En
“EnuHcky anocton”. HBKM, N2 1144. CTapo6birapcky anocToj KpaThbK anpakoc ot X1 B.,
nucaH ¢ kupununa. Chabpxa 39 nucra nepraMeHTt. MI3M0J3BaH e Mo U3jaHueTo [MUPYEB,
Koznos 1965].

Cn
“Cnendencku anocron”. PHB, F.n.1.101 u F.n.1.101a. (130+6 nucTa). OcTaHaIuTe TUCTOBE Ca
pasnpbCHATH B XpaHUIKIIA B MockBa, Kues u [11oBauB. CpeJHOOBIrapCKU alocTo bjleH
anpakoc ot XII B. Cbabpika 157 nucta nepramMeHT. MI31n013BaH e 10 u3faHueto [MIJIbMHCKUNA
1912].

Oxp
“Oxpuncku arocton”. PT'B, I'pur. 13. CpeaHOGBATapCKY allOCTO KPaThK ampakoc ot XI11I B.
Cabpxa 112 nucra nepraMmeHT. Mima OTZAeTHY JyMU U IOPU LieJIU peJioBe, TMCaHU Ha
riaaronuua. M3nonssaH e nmo uspanuero [KyabsAKUH 1907].

“IOparotud anocron”. HBKM, N2880. CpesHOOBIrapcKy aliocTo KPaThK allpakoc OT BTopaTa
nosioBrHa Ha XII B. Chabpika 159 nucra neprament. Ha 1. 153a uma GejiexxKa OT KHIDKOBHUKA:
ApArOTA MHCAXH T MH CfLie NoAeMHCAlle H 8Mb MH cR MATE... IT0 MMETO Ha KHIKOBHKKa JlparoTa
e HapedyeH JIparoTuH anoctoi. He e n3naznen. M3nonssaH e de visu.

Cmp
“Crpymuiuku anocros”. Hapozen my3eii B ITpara, IX E 25. CpeHOOBIrapcKy anocTo1 KpaTbk
anpakoc ot XIII B. Cabpika 88 nucta nepraMeHT. 31013BaH e 1o U3/jJaHueTO: [BIIAXOBA,
XAyIITOBA 1990].

Kn
“Kapnuncku anocton”. TUM, Xnynos N228. Bearapcku ppkonuc ot XIV B. Cbabpika eBaHrenue
1 aTnioCTOJI ITbJIEH ANIPaKoC C OTAeTHH MeceriocoBu. Chabpika 313 nucra neprament. Mznazen e
amoCTOJICKUST TeKCT [AMauMIoxuii 1885-1888], 6e3 MeceriocsioBa. M3mon3BaH e 1o MUKpOGUIM.

“Tupgorncku anocton”. HBKM, N2497. CpeiHO6bIrapCK ¥ ocJieJoBaTesieH arocTolI OT
XIII B. Crabpka 129 nucta neprameHT. He e usnaznes. Viznon3ssaH e de visu.

“LI'spkosie3ku anocto”. leuancku manactup, N2 2. HamepeH e B cpb6cKoTO ceo LIbpkosies.
CpenHOOBITapCKH MOCIeJoBaTe IeH anocTo oT Kpast Ha XIII B. Chabpika 238 J1. mepramMeHT.
Vi3non3BaH e 1o MuKpoduiioBeTe OT M3aHueTo: [BorrAHOBUY, BETYEBA, HAYMOB 1986].
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HBKM881
HBKM, N2881. ManbKk OTK'bCJIEK OT cpeiHOOBIATapcKu n3bopen amoctos ot XIII B. Chabpka
6 I1MCTa IepraMexT, 4acT oT KaseHzaapa. He e usnanen. ViznonssaH e de visu.

HBKMS882
HBKM, N2882. CpeaiHOOBIrapCKy aliCOTOJ KPaThK alpakoc oT HayanoTo Ha XIV B. Chabpxka
151 nucra nepramenT. He e uzaaneHs. ianon3sax e de visu.

HBEKMS883
HBKM, N2883. Cpb0OCKH anocToJ KpaThK alpakoc oT Havasnoto Ha X1V B. Cbrabpxka 171
nucta meprameHT. He e u3naznen. M3non3saH e de visu.

m
“IMumaroBayku anocrou”. Bubanorexa Ha Cpbbekara narpuapmus B Besnrpaz. Tlo-paHo e
6un B lnmaroBaukus manactup A0 Hou Cazx. CpbOCKY anocTo TbJIeH anpakoc ot 1324 r.
Cbabpika 226 nucTa nepraMeHT. M13n013BaH e 110 u3faHueTo [STEFANOVIC 1989].

HEKM502
HBKM, N2¢502. CpegHOGBIrapcKy mociejoBaresieH anocto ot 60-te roauHu Ha X1V B.
Coabpxa 209 mucra xaptus. He e uznazes. Msnonssad e de visu.

Xn35
T'UM, XnyznoB 35. CpegHOGBIrapcKy anocToI TbJIeH anpakoc ot Kpast Ha X111 — HayanoTo Ha
X1V B. Cbabpxa 193 nucra neprament. He e nuznaznen. M3non3sat e de visu.

Xn39
I'IM, Xnynos 39. [TocnefoBaTesieH anocToJ OT I'bpBarTa nonosrHa Ha XIV B. Cbabpka 273
nucrta neprameHt. He e u3nanen. Miznon3sax e o GOTOKOMUS.

Tun23
PTAZTA, ¢. 381 (Tum.), N223. Pycku anocTos KpaTsK anpakoc ot XIV B. Cpabpxa 105 nucra
repraMeHT, TUCAaHU B 1Be KojioHu. He e u3naznen. M3mosn3saH e de visu.

Cunaui39
Cunaii, N239. Pycku anocton ot XIII-XIV B. He e uznazen. laHHuTe OT KaJieHAapa My ca
B3eTH OT [JIOCEBA 20014].

My33452
I'IM, My3. 3452. Pycku anocTtos oT HayasoTo Ha XV B. He e u3naznen. /laHHUTe OT KaJleHJapa
My ca B3eTu OT [JIOCEBA 2001A].

daid56

PT'B, ®az. 56. Pycku anocton ot HayasnoTo Ha XV B. He e uananes. JlaHHuTe 3a KajeHAapa My
ca B3etu oT [JIOCEBA 2001A].

ANOCTONN C eBaHrenud

HEKM508

HBKM, N2508. CpeHOGBIrapCcKy anoCcTo ¥ eBaHresre KpaThK anpakoc ot kpas Ha X111 B.
Wmart o061 kanengap. Coabpxa 144 nucra nepramenrt. He e u3nanen. Mznon3sas e de visu.

Xn31
T'YIM, XnyzoB 31. CpeHOOBIArapCKY allOCTOJ U eBaHTeJIHe KPaThK allpakoC OT Ha4aJIoTo Ha
X1V B. UmaT 061 kanengap. Coabpxa 270 mucta nepramedt. He e usgazen. M3mon3eaH e mo
doroxonus.

cr
Arnocron u eBanrenue Ha CuMeos F'opau. PTB, ¢. 304 (TCJI), pusnuna N2 1. Pycku pbKonuc
oT 1343 r. CbABbpKa allOCTOJ U eBaHTesIle ITbJIeH allpakoc, 266 1. nepraMeHT. He e usznaneH.
JlaHHNTe 32 KaJleHZlapa My ca B3eTH OT [JIOCEBA 20014].
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MuHen

Jpaz
Jparanos muHeil. 3orpad, N2 54 (1.e.9). Cpennobbiarapcku pbkomnuc ot kpas Ha X111 B.
Cobabpxa 219 1. nepramenT. He e nu3naznen. M3non3BaH e 1o MUKPOQUIM.

FEn.l72
PHB, F.n.1.72. Yact ot Hero ce na3u B BAH B Cankt-Iletepbypr, N224.4.11. CpegHoGBbIrapcku
pbkomuc ot XIII-XIV B. Cbabpxa 247 1. neprameHT. He e u3sazen. Miznonssax e de visu u no
MHUKPOOUIM.

[ PbLKIN UBTOYHLIN

P266
Manactup “Cs. Moan Borocnos” Ha octpos ITatmoc, N2 266. Pnronuc oT IX-X B., CbABpXKa
YcraB Ha Besnukara bpkBa. F131m013BaH e 1o u3fjanueTo [[IMUTPUEBCKUN 1895: 1-152].

H40
I'pbliKa IpaBociaBHa narpuapmus B Miepycanum, c6upka Ha MaHacTupa “C. Kpner”, N2 40.

Pbkonuc ot X B., cbAbpKa YcTaB Ha BennkaTa 11ppkBa. M3no13BaH e no usfanuero [MATEOS
1962, 1963].

JlnTepatypa

AnEKCEEB 2010
ANEKCEEB A. A., “OCTpOMHIPOBO eBaHreue U BU3aHTUNCKO-CIaBAHCKasA TPaAuLIUs
CBSILIIEHHOTO IUcaHus”, B: Ocmpomuposo eganzenue u cospemerHbvie UCCIe008aAHUSL
Hoso3asemHuix mexcmog, CaHkT-IleTep6ypr, 2010, 41-59.

AMounoxuit 1885-1888
APXUMAHIPUT AMOUIOXUM, Jpesnecnasanckui Kapnunckui Anocmon XIII 8. c epeueckum
mexcmom 1072 200a, cruuennsiii no opesHum namsmuuxam cragsuckum XI-XVIl e. ¢
DA3HOUMEHUAMU 2peHeCcKUMU, 3aumcmaosansimu u3 Hoeozo 3agema, uzdanus Peinexyus 1747
20da, 1-4, Mockaa, 1885-1888.

bnAxoBA, XAVIITOBA 1990
BnaxoBA E., XAYNTOBA 3. (u37.), Cmpymuuku (Maxedoncku) anocmon. Kupuncku cnomerux
00 XIII gex. Ckomje, 1990.

boraaHoBuY, BETYEBA, HAYMOB 1986
BornaHosud [I., BENYEBA B., HAYMOB A. (u31.), Bonzapckuii Anocmon XIII eexa: pyxonuce
Heuanu-Lpxones 2, Codpus, 1986.

BocTokoB 1843
BoCTOKOB A. X. (u32.), Ocmpomupoeo esanzenue 10561057 2. ¢ npunosxceruem epe4eckozo
mexcma esanzenutl u zpammamuseckumu o6sscrenusmu, Canxkt-IletepGypr, 1843.

JIMUTPUEBCKUM 1895
JOMUTPUEBCKUH A., Onucanue 1umypeuseckux pykonucei, XxpaHauuxcs 6 ubnuomexax
npasocnaenozo Bocmoxka, 1, Tvmixe, Yacme nepseas, [lamamuuxy nampuapuiux ycmasos u
xmumopckue monacmuipckue Tunukonut, Kues, 1895.

JIMUTPUEBCKUM 1907

JOMUTPUEBCKUH A., [IpeBHeiiINe TaTpHapiurie TUIHKOHbL: CBATOrpo6CKuit MepycanmuMcKuii
u Bennkoit KoHcTaHTHHONMONBCKOM LepkBY, Kues, 1907.
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KvkoBckas JI. I1., BnanumMuproBA JI. A., TIAHKPATOBA H. I1. (u31.), Anpaxoc Mcmucnasa
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Résumeé

In diesem Beitrag werden die Silbenintonationen des den Texten Krizani¢s zugrunde
liegenden Dialekts rekonstruiert. Das wichtigste Ergebnis der Rekonstruktion ist,
dass in seinem Akzentsystem zwei kurzen Intonationen vorkommen, von denen eine
vermutlich aus dem urslavischen kurzen Neoakut stammt. Bisher wurde angenom-
men, dass dieser keine direkten Spuren in den Folgesprachen hinterlassen hat.

SchlUsselworter
Krizani¢, Serbokroatisch, Cakavisch, Akzentologie, Neoakut

Pe3iomve?
B craThe pekOHCTPYMPYIOTCSI CAOTOBbIE MHTOHALMM AMAA€KTa, HA KOTOPOM OCHO-
BaHBI TEKCThI KpI/I)KaHI/I‘{a. I'aaBHBIM BBIBOAOM JSIBASIETCS HaAMM4dlMe B ero aKHEHTHOﬁ
cucreme AByX KpaTKI/IX I/IHTOHaL[I/IIZ, OJ4Ha U3 KOTOpBIX CKopee BCero BOCXOAUT K
HpaCAaB}IHCKOMy KpaTKOMy HOBOMy aKyTy, KOTOpI)II7[, KaK C4NTaA0Ch A0 CUX HOp,
Hp}IMO He OTpaSI/I/lCH HIU B OAHOM C/AaBSIHCKOM JSI3bIKE.

Knioyesble CnoBa
KpI/I)KaH]/I‘I, Cep6OXOpBaTCKI/II7I SI3BIK, YaKaBCKOe Hapeqme, AKIIeHTOAOI'!m:I, HOBI)II7I aKyT

1 Der Text dieses Artikels wurde bereits verdffentlicht [OsLoN 2011]; wegen der vielen
Druckfehler ist er aber praktisch unlesbar. Hier wird er verdffentlicht mit einigen
kleinen Anderungen.

2 Der Autor dankt Florian Wandl und Roland Marti fiir einige Beobachtungen und die
sprachliche Korrektur.
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Juraj KriZani¢s Texte, die auf seinem Cakavisch-kajkavischen Dialekt des
17. Jahrhunderts beruhen, sind bereits mehrmals in die Rekonstruktion des
urslavischen Akzents miteinbezogen worden, da das in ihnen reflektierte
Akzentsystem duflerst archaische Ziige tragt. Die eigentlichen prosodischen
Merkmale dieses Dialektes sind aber bisher noch nicht befriedigend unter-
sucht worden. Das von KriZani¢ verwendete komplizierte System von Akzent-
zeichen besaf lange keine eindeutige Interpretation, wodurch eine genauere
Einsicht in die prosodischen Erscheinungen, die sich hinter diesen Zeichen
verstecken, verhindert wurde. Die vorhandenen Studien kommen hiufig zu
widerspriichlichen Ergebnissen, was teilweise auf deren beschrankte Bertick-
sichtigung der vorhandenen Daten zuriickgefiihrt werden kann. Wir haben nun
eine durchgédngige Untersuchung von KriZani¢s Hauptwerken (Izkazanje [GI],
Objasnjenje [OV], Politika) durchgefiihrt und kénnen somit eine vollstandi-
gere Rekonstruktion vorlegen.

Bei der Rekonstruktion des Silbenakzentsystems KriZani¢s verfolgen wir
folgende Ziele:

1) klarzustellen, wie viele phonologische Silbenakzente es hatte;

2) einen Eindruck davon zu gewinnen, welche phonetische Realisierung
(Kontur) diese aufwiesen;

3) das syntagmatische Verhalten der Silbenakzente festzustellen, d. h. ob
sie in gewissen Kontexten variieren konnten.

All dies wére ohne KriZani¢s eigene Bemerkungen kaum moglich. In Iz-
kazanje und Objasnjenje werden vier prosodische Zeichen benutzt, die er wie
folgt erklart [OV: 57]:

1. " : BucOxus 614k enacHuyy nodsieaem Ha 8UCOKO: U NPOBAGHUM HA
doneo; kdxom, Boe, IIpdeda, [ocnodap;

2. : [loneus nposnduum na 00n20: anu Henodeileaem Ha 8UCOKO; KAKOM,
Iny6ana, 3enenina, Hapod ;

3. : Cxopus nodsiizaem Ha 8uCOK0: Anu Henposadum Ha 00a20; KAKkom,
Yydo, Beniixo, [Ipdsumu

4. : Jednaxus numu nodsiizaem, Humu npoenduum. 3a4iim u Hé no 61a-
cmumocmu nowdmaemce 6umu 614K0M; Hezo ndue 3HAKOM Heblimja
Mpux jcmunnux 621ax08: u 3uauum, xe ona pbu, Had Kojejy oH jecm
Haniicaw, HAMaem HujeOH020 6]AKA: U He 8CU Hbée CKAd0u JedHa-
KUM U HE PA3TUMHUM NPOBIEUEHIeM JMajym OUm uspeuenu; Kaxom,
Cnoboda, Bepemeé, Hoea, Booa.

Uber die Stellung und Distribution der Zeichen schreibt KriZani¢ [OV: 58°]:

1. Jeondxuw endx Ha jediinom KpajHoM CKADE MOxcem OUm nocmasuveH.
[...] e 3nduum jro, nexce ocmanux enaxds nebiimje. A mo u 6e3 6cdxoz0 81dKa
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MOxcemce pasymsm. Paset 6w nbxoux Jleojesndunux pbuéx, padu pasnjuerya,
Hé 6e30b 10 MOwcem ce nicdm cev 614K jedndxus; kdxom, Mbcmo, Mscmo :
kdxo, kaxo : Taumu, Tumu : Miimo, Mumo : Paou, Padu

(dasselbe in Izkazanje [GI: 194]:

A mé u 6e3 ecdxozo 3ndmena moxcemce pasymsm. Paseu 6v Huxux
080jepd3yMHuUx puuéx, 3apad pasny4énja, Hé 6e30UIH0 MOKcemce Hanucam céo
Jedndxue endx. Kaxom, Locus miicmo, Pro, uel Loco : mucmo : Quomodo, Kdxo,
Sicut Kaxo : Istis Tumu, Quidem Tumi);

2. Jloneus endx, aue jecm cam jediin Ha jedHos puu: nvue Ha Ipuxpdj-
HOM CKLA0G jmaem mbcmo; kdkom, 3enenina;

3. Awe 6ydym ded doneaja: na xpdjnom u Ipuxpdjnom ckndds cmojim;
Kkdxom, JeOHAKUM, 4UEPHUM;

4. Awenu 6ydem Jloneus u CxOpus: Ha écdxom wbcmb meym cmojam;
kdxom, 3abdea, [puniunumu;

5. Bucéxus u Cxopub 6630% jmajym mbcmo.

In den Definitionen der Akzente lassen sich mehrere Besonderheiten
beobachten. Erstens, unterscheidet KriZani¢ zwei dichotomische Merkmale
,nodeiizaem na sucoxo” (also Hohe) und ,npoenauum na donzo* (Lange), die
vorhanden sein (+) oder fehlen (-) kénnen (s. Tabelle 1).

Tabelle 1 Linge
Zeichen Hohe Linge - +
" visokij + + . .
- dolgij - + =
.. He}
' skorij + - o~ . B
v Jjednakij - - -

Zweitens, teilt er uns nichts {iber die prosodischen Eigenschaften selbst,
d.h. iiber deren Phonetik, mit. Wahrend die Beschreibung ,nodeiizaem na
sucoxo “ keineswegs buchstablich (als eine Kontur) verstanden werden muss,
bezeichnet das zweite Merkmal (Lange) zweifellos lange Vokale.

Drittens, ist zu beriicksichtigen, dass diese Definitionen lediglich KriZa-
ni¢s akustische Eindriicke und nicht irgendein phonologisches Verhalten
wiedergeben. Dies folgt aus der Beschreibung des jednakij-Akzents, welcher
durch das Fehlen der beiden eben besprochenen Merkmale definiert ist, was als
phonologische Unbetontheit interpretiert werden kann. Diese Interpretation
muss aber nicht die einzig mogliche sein: Beispiele wie ,,c10600a, 6epemeé, noza,
goda “ sind ganz offensichtlich nicht phonologisch unbetont. Was soll nun also
die Phrase ,niimaem nijednozo endxa“ eigentlich bedeuten? KriZanic selbst
gibt uns die Antwort darauf: ,8cu Hoée cknddu jednaxium u Hé pasnuuHuUM npo-
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enbuérjem jmajym 6uim uspeuenu “. Unsere Schliisse vorwegnehmend, kdnnen
wir dies mit anderen Worten folgendermafien wiedergeben: keine der Silben
tritt als der einzige Akzentgipfel hervor. Unserer Meinung nach ist es moglich,
dass KriZani¢ mit diesem Zeichen Worter kennzeichnete, in denen, zumindest
seinem subjektiven Empfinden nach, mehrere Silben prosodisch gleich ausge-
sprochen wurden und er es daher als jednakijbezeichnete. Trotzdem kann man
eine echte (phonologische) Unbetontheit in einigen Fillen nicht ausschlief}en.
So zum Beispiel in zweideutigen Wortern wie mzcmo ‘locus’ ~ mucmo ‘pro, uel
loco’ (vgl. ,Kpde, mtcmo Kope©). Dies bedeutet, dass die jeweiligen Klitika im
Redestrom keinen Akzent tragen.

In Izkazanje und Objasnjenje téllt sofort auf, dass das jednakij-Zeichen sich
mit dem skorij und dem Fehlen eines Zeichens abwechselt, und zwar nur auf
der letzten Silbe (jednakij kann iibrigens anderswo nicht stehen). Beziiglich des
Fehlens des jednakij auf der letzten Silbe erklart KriZanic: ,u 6e3 ecdxozo endxa
moxcemce pasymsm*” [OV: 58°], d.h. die Variation jednakij ~ [kein Zeichen] ist
keine echte Alternation, sondern kennzeichnet dieselbe Erscheinung?. Praktisch
wird aber dieser Endakzent nur dann graphisch ausgelassen, wenn die vorletzte
Silbe ein dolgij tragt*. Die Distribution jednakij ~ skorij scheint auf den ersten
Blick zwar zufillig aufzutreten, doch zeigt eine eingehendere Analyse, dass sie
unter gewissen Bedingungen ganz regelmifig ist. Um diese Regelméafigkeit zu
ermitteln, muss man mehrere Parameter einfithren:

1) die Anzahl der Silben eines Wortes: (a) Einsilbigkeit bzw. (b) Mehrsil-
bigkeit,

2) die Quantitat der vorletzten, d.h. in diesem Fall vortonigen, Silbe (bei
mehrsilbigen Wértern): ob diese (a) kurz oder (b) lang ist,

3) der reflektierte urslavische Akzent: (a) der alte Akut, (b) der kurze
Neoakut, (c) der kurze Akzent (aus verschobenem Akzent im AP b oder aus
verkiirztem Endungsakzent entstanden),

4) die Stellung im Satz: (a) isoliert, d.h. vor einer Pause (darunter in
Wortliste), (b) vor einem anderen Wort (d. h. im Redestrom).

* Im oben angefiihrten Zitat hat das wort pasymsm auch kein Akzentzeichen (wohl aber
pasymwbm mit skorij [GL: 194]).

4 A. Peco blieb diese Tatsache noch verborgen. Er vergleicht die verschiedenen Akzent-
zeichen Krizanics mit denjenigen der Serbokroatischen (neostokavischen) Schriftsprache,
was ihn zu keinen neuen Schliissen fithrt und aus unerfindlichen Griinden dazu zwingt,
der von Beli¢ bereits 1914 gedufierten Meinung [BELIC 1914: 26], dass KriZanics System
eine ,Stokavska akcentuacija koja je poprimila odlike najprogresivnijih Stokavskih
govora“ darstelle, beizupflichten [PEco 1971: 114]. Diese Idee, die spater von anderen
Forschern als nicht sehr wahrscheinlich angesehen wurde, scheint ihren Ursprung im
Unverstandnis der durch KriZani¢s Akzentzeichen wiedergegebenen phonologischen
Erscheinungen zu haben. Insbesondere, gelingt es Peco nicht, in KriZanics dolgij-
Zeichen (vgl. Pecos Beispiele rika, jednako) eine alte vortonige, fiir die Mundarten mit
Lwalter Akzentuierung” typische, Lénge zu erkennen. Spéter besteht A. Peco nicht mehr
auf dieser Meinung ohne darauf offenbar zu verzichten [PEco 1982: 73].
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Mehrsilbige Worter mit langer vorletzter Silbe verhalten sich wie folgt:

aus kurzem Akzent: *xsrvati:
vor einer Pause:
...Pycjanu, Bonedpu, Xepeamu, Cépou, I'péxu... [GI: 20],
...Bonedpu, Céponvanu, u Xepseamu : u osu mpovi... [GI: 4],
aber auch (selten; logische Hervorhebung):
...usznamanje : u ciye zosopém Xepeamu. Anu no Hebpuxcényy... [GL 22];
nicht vor einer Pause:
in der Regel, vor einer betonungslosen Silbe:
...8b OHUX Mucmex: 20u Xepsamu Ha konuuHe... [GI: 21],
Jow Xepeamu eeném u cuye... [GL: 193],
A Xepsamu 6u péxau Ha EII... [GI: 59],
wahrend vor einer betonten Silbe:
...A Cépbnvanu nax u Xepeamu mdxo cym usey6unu... [GI: 6],
...Pycjanu ndax, u Xepsamu nvjbem puseo... [GL: 156],
...Xepsamu mdno 3nadym o6 mix... [GL: 106],
aber auch (selten) vor einer betonungslosen Silbe:
Pycjaru udcmo, a Xepsamu ecezod, meopém... |GI: 18],
Bo jmenniixy Xepeamu eeném... [GI: 21],
...k, Xepsamu 6u péxau, Om zopé mdne... [GL: 52];
aus altem Akut: *pisale:
vor einer Pause:
u OH Hebu kpiso nican. [GI: 147],
nicht vor einer Pause:
A xmd 6u 8e30u niucan Jxoma. [GI: 147].

Obwohl diese Distribution nicht sehr deutlich ist, ldsst sich hier eine Ten-
denz zur Verwendung des skorij vor einer betonungslosen Silbe (also nicht vor
einer Pause), besonders vor einem Klitikon, beobachten. Vor einer Pause fehlt
das Akzentzeichen praktisch immer, was wir so interpretieren, dass es sich in
dieser Stellung einfach um eine Variante des jednakij handelt, da, wie oben bereits
erwahnt, die Variation jednakij ~ [kein Zeichen] keine echte Alternation darstellt.
Betrachtet man nun das skorij als Grundzeichen, so ist dieser Endakzent einer
phonetischen Verdnderung unterworfen, was als eine volle Neutralisierung in der
Stellung nach einer langen vorletzten Silbe aufgefasst werden kann.

Mebhrsilbige Worter mit kurzer vorletzter Silbe konnen sowohl ein skorij
als auch ein jednakij tragen:

aus kurzem Akzent: *lakomosts:
vor einer Pause:
Ho npdeo peuy, |...| Laxomocm, Cxkynocm... [GI: 57],
Tonemocm. 3naxomocm. Jlakomocm, Humoma. |GI: 66],
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nicht vor einer Pause:
Jlakomocm, u eHoiis, 6jduie 66 HoéM sentik. [GI: 178],
Kdxom, IT'nviie u Jlakomdcm 6)dxy e Hoém senuxa. [GL: 177];

aus kurzem Neoakut: *Zivots:

vor einer Pause:
Os 2pao. XKusom, Miip. [GI: 42],
Ynosuuckus #ueom : 6HOHCUX un0861kos ycusom. [GlL: 67],
Upes séc scusom. [GI: 182],

nicht vor einer Pause:
Peyii, )Kusom npumécmmnozo, unu epedyujezo ebxa. [GI: 110],
Peyu, Jeana ycueom 6oniim. [GI: 170].

Wie die angefiihrten Beispiele bezeugen, tragen diese Worter im Re-
destrom lediglich das skorij und vor einer Pause am haufigsten das jednakij.
Es handelt sich also um einen syntaktischen Akzentwechsel, oder, genauer
gesagt, um eine Verdnderung des Endakzents einer Taktgruppe (Akzent-
wort). Wenn unsere Interpretation des jednakij-Zeichens, die auf KriZanics
Erkldarung beruht, dass er damit das Fehlen eines einzigen Akzentgipfels
kennzeichnete, richtig ist, konnen wir daraus schlieflen, dass phonologisch
endbetonte Worter mit kurzer betonter Silbe im Redestrom (d.h. auch vor
Klitika) den Akzentgipfel auf der letzten Silbe tragen, wéahrend in isolierter
Stellung oder vor einer Pause ein Wechsel, der wahrscheinlich in einer
Umverteilung des Akzentgipfels iiber die letzen beiden Silben besteht,
stattfindet. Weiters ldsst sich beobachten, dass diese Umverteilung bei
langen vorletzten Silben hdufiger geschieht, d.h. dass lange Silben den
ersten Teil des Akzentgipfels ,lieber” hiniiberziehen, weshalb wir diesen
Wechsel als ,teilweise Zuriickziehung“ bezeichnen kénnen. Offensichtlich
ist dabei, dass die Umverteilung (oder der Verlust) des Akzentgipfels nur
in mehrsilbigen Wortern moglich ist. Andere Beispiele (vor einer Pause):
Substantive mit fliichtigem Vokal: omay, noséy, xoneéy; andere Substantive:
ob6nocm, zonemocm, numomocm; Adjektive: wupox, danex, eucok ; passive
Partizipien: meopeéwn, zosopen, npoumen. Aber:

aus altem Akut: *jezjks:

vor einer Pause:
...kdxom, Jadpocm, Jé-|3epo, Jokamu, Jympo, Jasux. [OV: 13],
...no npdede 38am ce |...| Apiienvu jesux, ITépeo miim: jexce... |GL: 5],
U MAM pasniuno u Mép3sxo xasém jesux. Km... [GL: 171],

und auch (hiufiger):
...Hajndue ce yuniim no 0030py na I'péuckus jesux. [GI: 161],
..JA3uyu; kakom, Ipéueckus ja3ux, XKuddeckus jasuk. [OV: 5°],
...He3ndjem uticm Cnoeiinckus jesux. [GI: 111],
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nicht vor einer Pause:
...00 jecm yuunvero da jesux Haw cés... [GI: 4],
...Jedce CEb KHbUNCHUD Je3UK 8H020 n000OHUbY Jecm... |GL: 5],
...o1ce cam Pyckus ja3ux na mpojé jecm pa3dsnsen. [OV: 2].

Auf dieselbe Weise verhalten sich eeniix ~ senux, unosix ~ unosux und
andere Worter mit altem Akut: sie konnen fakultativ das skorij behalten. Suf-
fixableitungen mit altem Akut im Suffix erscheinen im Satzzusammenhang
vor einer Pause oder in Wortlisten in der Regel mit dem skorij, vgl. Substantive:
poOdids, depacds, dumuuy (neben dumuwy, knexcuus); Adjektive: 6paddm, ena-
gdm, 6ozdm; 6amdcm, mpaxdcm; 6nedus, noxcavie (neben noxcus); cepdum,
ouum; Infinitive: godum, zosopum (neben cmompiim); I-Partizipien: eodun
(aber auch hdufig sodu.r).

Einsilbige Worter vor einer Pause kennen diese Neutralisierung nicht: in
dieser Stellung (z.B. in Wortlisten) treten sie nur entweder mit dem einem
oder mit dem anderen Akzentzeichen auf, vgl. caw, xpos, eon, com, doxcoe,
KOHb, KOut, bzw. 6pdm, mpds, 6uu, pdj, nmuu, 3muj, X1U0, MAn, 614X, IEX, Ydp°.
Esist leicht zu erkennen, dass die Worter mit jednakijzum AP b (*soms, *soma),
wahrend die mit skorij zum AP a (*rdjo, *rdja) gehoren. Die Vermutung, dass
KriZzani¢ auf diese Weise auf die Stellung des Akzents in den obliquen Kasus
hindeuten wollte (vgl. xonsa aber 6pdma), bestitigt sich nicht, da es sich hierbei
um eine Erscheinung handelt, bei der sich einsilbige bzw. mehrsilbige Worter
voneinander unterscheiden: mehrsilbige Worter mit altem Akut (wie jesux ~
Je3ux) konnen das jednakij tragen (besonders vor einer Pause), einsilbige (wie
6pam) jedoch nicht. In diesen einsilbigen Wortern findet naturgemafd keine
Akzentzuriickziehung statt, da keine vorletzte Silbe vorhanden ist, auf die der
Akzent fallen konnte.

Beispiele fiir einsilbige Worter:

aus altem Akut: *xIébs, *brdts, *byiti:

vor einer Pause:
Ha scé décem myacéns jecm dan jeden xau6. |GIL: 133],
...Ha Heznacuuyu mouku : Kim bpdm. |GI: 12],
Cuye ja npoyiinvaxu 200xo oum. [GI: 3],

nicht vor einer Pause:
Knvtieu niicya : Xnub myeu : Yoonje cons... |GI: 180],
Os 6pdm mob dpde. [GI: 11],
..U nilwem, kdxo nunnve oum cyjoum... [GL: 3].

So verhalten sich alle einsilbigen Worter mit altem Akut, wahrend die
Worter mit kurzem Neoakut den vorher erwdhnten Akzentwechsel aufweisen:

5 Darauf weist W.A. Dybo hin [[Ipis0 1968: 221].
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aus kurzem Neoakut: *z5 /s > [zal]:
vor einer Pause:
3ox: T'opwu, u I'opu. |GI: 64],
nicht vor einer Pause:
...Hapde 006ep tinumu 301 ond cmojém 60 Jakepruxy. [GI: 181].

Zu beobachten ist weiters, dass KriZani¢ in den wenigen Féllen, in denen
einsilbige Worter einen urslavischen kurzen, durch Verschiebung von einem
schwachen Jer entstandenen Akzent im AP b tragen, nur das skorij schreibt,
vgl. 3ndcm < *zwlosts (vor einer Pause: ,Ha sndcm. Hd cpamomy” [GI: 125]).
Dies zeugt, unserer Meinung nach, davon, dass dieser verschobene Akzent
mit dem alten Akut identisch ist, wahrend der Reflex des kurzen Neoakuts
eine andere Kontur tragt.

Die Benutzung des skorij bzw. des jednakij-Zeichens ist sowohl von der
Qualitat des Vokals, vgl. 6pam, 6pdma, aber can, cua (solche Beispiele sind
natiirlich nicht sehr zahlreich), als auch vom Akzentparadigma, vgl. mdn, mdna
(AP a), aber nos, nowa und now, noue, unabhingig. Diese kurzen Adjektive
sind sekundédr vom AP b zum AP a {ibergegangen, ohne den alten Akzent zu
dndern (s. weiter [Kapovi¢ 2011: 107, 122]).

Unsere Analyse zeigt, dass KriZani¢s Mundart ,teilweise® Zuriickzie-
hungen kannte, die mehrsilbige Worter vor einer Pause betrafen, wihrend
einsilbige Worter in dieser Stellung alten Akut und verschobenen kurzen
Akzent (als skorij reflektiert) bzw. kurzen Neoakut (jednakij) ganz gut unter-
schieden®.

Wenden wir uns nun den iibrigen Akzentzeichen, visokij und dolgij, zu,
die an keinen syntaktischen Wechseln teilnehmen. Wie oben bereits erwéhnt,
kann dem dolgij, unter gewissen syntaktische Bedingungen, ein Endakzent
(skorij) folgen, was bedeutet, dass das dolgij keinen phonologischen Akzent
kennzeichnet, sondern lediglich phonetisch als Betonung anklingen kann,
wenn die ndchste Silbe ihren Akzentgipfel verliert. Das ganze Zeichensystem
gestaltet sich demgemaf wie folgt (s. Tabelle 2).

Diese Interpretation stofit jedoch auf eine Schwierigkeit. Im Lichte unserer
Uberlegungen erscheint KriZanic¢s Beurteilung russischer Aussprache sehr
merkwiirdig [OV: 56]: ,Tamapckus 60 u Typckiis jasux usicmo yxcileaem Bnixa
Taxcxoeo unu ]e@uaicozo Ha nocrbonem cxadds: u mosce obpbmaemce u 6%
pycKob bect 0%; kdxom, Mockea, Oka, Inasd, Pyxa: mcmo, Mdckea, Oka, Inasa,

¢ J. Hamm sagt nichts iiber den Wechsel der kurzen Akzentzeichen und vermutet, dass
das skorij einen Akzent kennzeichnete, der ,moglo biti ~ ili ", koji su se u Gramatici (i,
prethodno, u KriZanicevu govoru) bili slili u jedno“ [HamM 1974: 224]. Diese Ansicht
vertraten alle jugoslavischen Forscher, obgleich sie, wie unserer Meinung nach klar zu
ersehen ist, durch die Vernachlassigung der Akzentuierung einsilbiger Worter zustande
kam. Umso merkwiirdiger ist diese Tatsache, da W. A. Dybo diesen Wechsel bereits
1968 beobachtet hat.

2012 Ne2

| 73



74 |

Uber den Silbenakzent in Juraj Krizanié¢s Dialekt

Tabelle 2: Die Distribution der Akzentzeichen

Silbe & Silbe bei Krizani¢ = kurze lange
urslav. Akzent = alter kur-| kurzer |Zirkum- l;%%‘ir
Stellung & Akut zer | Neoakut | flex akut
nicht letzte skorij
° nach nicht vor Pause
k= . Kii skorij ednakii
8| letzte in irze | vor Pause (ednaki) jednakij
2| mehrsilbigem : e .
Wort nach vor Unbetontheit skorij (kein Zeichen) visokij
Lange Xg; ggflcgrgung kein Zeichen
icht vor P korij
einsilbiges Wort THCTE vor Tause skorij =
vor Pause Jjednakij
Unbetonte dolgij

Pyxa“’. Es ist nicht klar, warum KriZani¢ der Endakzent in diesen russischen
(kurzsilbigen) Ortsnamen nicht gefiel, umso mehr, da er, wie wir gezeigt haben,
mit jednakij eine ,teilweise” Zuriickziehung kennzeichnete. Hierin lassen sich
moglicherweise falsche etymologische Annahmen erkennen®. Andererseits,
kénnen uns die angefiithrten ,unrichtig® ausgesprochenen, da fiir KriZani¢
langsilbigen, Gattungsworter zzasa, pyxa bei der Rekonstruktion behilflich
sein. Neben der isolierten Betonung zndsa, pyxa behalten diese Worter den
Endakzent im Redestrom, vgl. ,ITdwym Inded, T'opa“ [GL: 135]. Es ist moglich,
dass KriZanic die russische endbetonte Aussprache (zz1asa) gerade in isolierter
Stellung zuwider war, da in dem von ihm gesprochenen Dialekt hier ein dop-
pelgipfeliger Akzent auftrat, d. h. eine Zuriickziehung (zzdea). Daraus lésst sich
schlieflen, dass KriZani¢ den durch dolgij gekennzeichneten Ton in isolierter
Stellung als einen selbstandigen Akzent auf der vorletzten Silbe und nicht als
eine Variante von dolgij plus skorij wahrnahm. Er verstand wahrscheinlich nicht,
dass diese Varianten syntaktisch verteilt waren, und der Akzent der isolierten
Form muss daher fiir ihn der Grundakzent gewesen sein. All dies lasst uns
vermuten, dass das dolgij ohne skorij eine eigene ausgepragte Kontur hatte,
die diesen Akzent vom anderen langen Akzent, dem visokij, klar unterschied
(eine Schreibung wie *2ndea war daher sicherlich ausgeschlossen). KriZanics
Dialekt hatte also zwei lange Akzente, von denen einer seine alte Stelle behielt
und der andere zuriickgezogen, also nicht phonologisch, war.

7 Doch in Izkazanje schreibt er nur Mockea [GI: 28]. Dort aber ist dieses Wort beweglich:
Mocxksa, Mockee, Mockey.

8 Dies kann vielleicht durch den Unterschied zwischen der Kontur des russischen und
KriZaniés eigenem Endakzent erklart werden (W.A. Dybos miindliche Mitteilung).
Dennoch ist es unklar, warum Krizani¢ diesen russischen Akzent jednakij (auch tjazkij)
nannte.
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Was den durch visokij bezeichneten Akzent betrifft, so ist dessen phone-
tische Interpretation naturgemafd schwierig, daunsKriZani¢ nichts Konkretes
iiber ihn mitteilt (abgesehen davon, dass er lang ist). Die Grundfrage, die
sich die Erforscher des Akzentsystems von Krizani¢ stellten, ist, wie viele
Intonationen — eine oder zwei — hinter dem visokij steckten’. Einige von

ihnen neigten

zu der Annahme, dass KriZani¢ seinen eigenen steigenden

LCakavischen Akut“ bzw. fallenden ,Zirkumflex*, absichtlich oder nicht, in
den Texten vereinigte'.

9

M. Mogus schreibt: ,,...da li se >visokij vlak< odnosio na starohrvatski akut (7) ili na
dugosilazni naglasak ("), tesko je decidirano re¢i. Mislim da je taj naglasak mogao
znacitiili ~ ili * jer i kod jednog i kod drugog treba [sic] «glasnicu vozdvigdjet na
visoko ... i provlacit na dolgo», nedoduse jednako, ali dosta sli¢no...“ [MoGuUS 1974:
242]. Er vermutet, dass dieses Zeichen sowohl in bdg, miiz, grad, sin, als auch in kralj,
grih, pravda, gospodar eine Aussprache s dugosilaznim naglaskom* wiedergibt, und
dass sich folglich der ,cakavische Akut“ im betreffenden Dialekt mit dem langen
fallenden Akzent vereinigt hat. Umso merkwiirdiger ist es dann, dass Mogus dem dolgij
zwei (!) phonologische Werte zuschreibt. Er fithrt hier: ,knéze (pored knéze), momce
(pored mémce)“, wo das dolgij (knéze) ,izuzetno“ eine fallende Intonation wiedergeben
soll (neben dem gewdhnlicheren knéze), an. Mogus hat hier jedoch iibersehen,

dass diese Formen zu zwei verschiedenen Wortern gehoren, vgl.: ,,Ko némomy y3dpy
npucmaojem jmena Hujedincka | ...] J xdja ce konuém na E [im Nominativ!]: a 8s jakepruxy
[d.h. im Genitiv] jmudyy npipdcmox TA: Km, Bpasue, 6pasuéma: Jiixcne, I'yce, Jame,

[...] Knésce, Kosne, Konsue, Kype, Momue, Ocne* [GI: 32], usw., wo Krizani¢ iiber
Substantive auf *-¢ (zur Bezeichnung von Jungtieren usw.) spricht, wahrend knéze

der Vokativ von knéz ist, vgl.: ,ITo Pycky, u no Xepedmcky, JMEHHIK MOKHcem cmojam 6b
MUCMO 308HUKa: Km, 0 k1é3 Bozddn 6y0u munocmus: 6 mucmo: 6 knéuce Bozddne” [GL:
15]. Was die Form momce betrifft, ist sie unseres Wissens in Krizanics Texte iiberhaupt
nicht vorhanden.

J. Hamm vermutet im Gegensatz zu Mogus, dass das visokij (") eine Intonation
bezeichnete, die ,artikulacijski jamacno nije bilo jednako Stokavskom " nego vise
Cakavskom (ili starostokavskom) ~ili ““, was ihn dazu veranlasst, die Aussprache
pravda, gospodar und ,u enklizi“ bog, Zené zu rekonstruieren. Das dolgij (-) bezeichnet
fiir Hamm eine betonungslose Lange, d.h. ,u enklizi“: ritki, narod, doch rekonstruiert
er hier in isolierter Stellung einen fallenden Ton: rika, narod [HAMM 1974: 224].
Diese phonetische Interpretation der Kontur ist natiirlich arbitrar und wird durch
seine folgende Bemerkung, dass ,ve¢ iz njegove se stilizacije moZe nazreti da mu je bila
misao da ad usum lectoris svoj politonijski sistem zamijeni pozicionim i kvantitativnim
i da — ostajuci na troakcenatskoj osnovi — sva razlikovanja prenese na bazu
kvantiteta i samo jedne (silazne, dugosilazne) intonacije“ (gibt es also drei phonetisch
lange Intonationen?), noch nebelhafter. Auch S. Tezak [TEZAK 1996] vertritt diese
merkwiirdige Ansicht.

S. Tezak spricht von Zuriickziehungen von der letzten Silbe, die in KriZanics Zeit
begonnen hdtten und schon damals ,zbunjivati onoga tko Zeli odrediti taj sustav

[der Silbenakzente]“ konnten, was KriZani¢, ,kome je uho bilo naviknuto na silaznu
intonaciju“ (warum?) angeblich dazu zwingen musste, alle Intonationsunterschiede
unberiicksichtigt zu lassen [TEZAK 1996: 93]. Diese Uberlegungen sind uns vollends
unklar, da KriZani¢ gerade zwei lange phonetische Intonationen beschreibt: visokij
L2NIACHUYY no0siizaem HA BUCOKO: U NPOBAGuUM Ha 0020; kdxom, Boe, IIpdeda,
Tocnodap®, dolgij ,npoenduum na 00nz0: anu Henodsileaem Ha 8ucoxo; kakom, Iny6ina,
3enenuna, Hapod“ [OV: 57]. Was aber noch merkwiirdiger ist, sagt TeZak selbst, dass
Lstari akut (siusa, mlatim) [...] ve¢ u KriZani¢evo vrijeme na dijelu DOR [Dubrovnik—
Ozalj-Ribnik] zamijenjen dugosilaznim naglaskom*, also ist der Vorwurf, dass KriZani¢
seine zwei langen Intonationen nicht unterschieden habe, nicht nur unbegriindet,
sondern auch ganz und gar unlogisch.
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Dass KriZani¢ die betonten langen Intonationen sehr gut unterscheiden
konnte, folgt aus seinen ,serbischen®, d.h. aus irgendwelchen (neo)stokavi-
schen Dialekten stammenden, Beispielen, vgl. ,Ilo Cépbcky, enoxciinHuob
J3KepHUK 80 BHOUX JMEHEX, BCUX NPEMBOPOE (:onpuy uemeepmozo:;) meopimce
Ha A, 3b Jloneum 3aendxom: cuye, om oéux bpama, osux Kpanva, osux Konea,
osux puba, 08ux 08aya, 08UX K03d, 08UX JYEMA, 08UX JIUYA, 08UX BPUMEHA:
MUx KHé3a, mux 20cnodapa, mux mucéya. A uikoezda u na OBA, unu EBA :
mux 802108a, 0py206a: Mux 8pa4éea, CyxHoesd. Anu clyeso uspuxdwuje jecm
ckd3Ho, u Hezo0Ho Hacaudosdwjy“ [GI: 24]. Diese zweifellos betonten Silben
(puba, x63a) mussten eine besondere Intonation aufweisen, wofiir Krizani¢
gerade das dolgij Zeichen gewdhlt hat. Unterschied er die langen betonten
Intonationen nicht, so hitte er ganz gewiss das andere Zeichen, das visokij,
benutzt. Diese ,serbische” Intonation muss natiirlich seinem eigenen dolgij
nicht identisch gewesen sein, das, wie oben bereits erwahnt, nur die erste
Halfte des zweigipfeligen Akzents trug. Ebenso ist es bemerkenswert, dass die
Akzente von xownva, epuména bzw. piba mit demselben Zeichen bezeichnet
werden, vgl. hierzu das heutige schriftsprachliche Skr. kdnja, vreména mit
neuer steigenden Intonation, aber r7ba mit dem Reflex des Neozirkumflex.
Dies konnte bedeuten, dass sich in diesem neoStokavischen Dialekt die Into-
nationen von riba bzw. konja nicht voneinander unterschieden.

Einanderes Argument gegen die Nichtunterscheidung der langen betonten
Intonationen bei KriZanic ist, dass, wie bereits gezeigt wurde, KriZani¢ die
kurzen Intonationen unterschied, was Hamm und Mogus§ nicht bemerkten.
Phonologisch gesehen hitte KriZani¢s Dialekt, nach unserer Interpretation,
also zwei kurze und eine lange Intonation.

Ein besonderes Problem stellt weiters KriZzani¢s Gebrauch von zwei dolgij
Zeichen nacheinander dar. Er selbst teilt uns mit, dass dies lediglich auf den
letzten zwei Silben eines Wortes moglich ist. Dies kommt nur in vier oder
tiinf morphologischen Stellungen vor, in denen, wenn die vorletzte Silbe kurz
ist oder wenn es sich dabei um einsilbige Worter handelt, immer das visokij
verwendet wird (s. Tabelle 3). Dies sind die einzigen Stellungen, in denen zwei
lange Silben tiberhaupt moglich sind. In allen anderen Positionen ist diese
Situation durch das Gesetz von KriZani¢ geregelt [Ocnon 2011]. Das visokij
Zeichen ist offenbar nach einer Linge unzuldssig, woraus sich eine tonale
Verdnderung ergibt, die wieder als eine Umverteilung der Akzentgipfels ver-
standen werden kann.

KriZani¢s prosodisches System kann also wie folgt reprdsentiert werden
(s- Tabelle 4; phonologisch bedeutungstragende Akzente sind durch Fettdruck
hervorgehoben).
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Form Wortart Linge Kiirze/Einsilbigkeit
(1 Sub. auf -a- pyke Hené
gen.sg.f.
Adj. Opaze dobpé
- 1 uepmiin
gen.pl.f. Sub. auf -a npuHiH sin
Sub. auf -a- erasom semnoon
instr.sg.f." PR senney
Pron. (Adj.?) ; ceoy
acy
. . o dobpim
instr. sg. m. Adj. UEPHUM i

Tabelle 4: Die phonetischen und phonologischen Akzente

Zeichen phonetische Kontur vor einer Pause phonologischer Wert unser
Kennzeichen
skorij kurzsteigend (?)
mehrsilbige die %V\{eite .Héilfte des | kurzsteigend (?) é
i zweigipfeligen
Worter Akzent
Jjednakij zents
einsilbige Wérter kurzfallend (?) kurzfallend (?) 9
Klitika unbetonte Kiirze - G
- langfallend . -
L
visokij (oder eben?) betonte Linge 9
vor einem skorij unbetonte Lange
. . ednakii langsteigend - die } ~
dolgij ‘c])((;:arememje nary erste Hilfte des unbetonte Linge G
keinem Zeichen zweigipfeligen
Akzents

1 Diese Beispiele werden nur als Illustration ,kroatischer* Formen angefiihrt und
kommen nie in der Autorensprache vor.

12 Es gibt nur zwei solche Fille (und zwar nur mit der Form npiui), die beide in
Objasnjenje vorkommen, wihrend in Izkazanje nur die Schreibung npuuiin vorhanden
ist. Die Lange des Préfixes ist auch instabil, vgl. npauiina (Objasnjenje) bzw. npuusina
(Izkazanje). Davon schliefen wir, dass dieses Wort fiir KriZani¢ wahrscheinlich
nicht gebrduchlich war und dass dessen Schreibung das Ergebnis einer bewussten
Entscheidung war.
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Es gab demzufolge vier phonetische Intonationen (zwei kurze und zwei
lange, die KriZani¢s Diakritika entsprechen), die drei phonologische Akzente
realisierten, deren Alternationen sich auf einfache Regeln zuriickfiihren las-
sen (s. Tabelle 5; zwei Akzentzeichen stellen zweigipfelige Akzente dar).

Tabelle 5: Wechselregeln im Redestrom

Wort vor einer Pause nicht vor einer Pause!®
- 6l Gpam . Gpim
- S| 3071 307
, o6 || Gozdm Gozdm
66 — R , .
s YJ08UK 66 YJ08UK
- 66 || . .
66 — Husom Jeusom
56 — &6 || nican 66 Hanicdn
56 — &6 || 2nasoM 66 PYKY

Allem Anschein nach befand sich die in KriZani¢s Texten wiedergege-
bene Mundart im Anfangsstadium einer Zuriickziehung des Endakzents in
Akzentwortern. Man kann vermuten, dass zuallererst die Zuriickziehung auf
die langen vorletzten Silben vor einer Pause stattfand (— nicax), da in dieser
Position fast keine Abweichungen bestehen. Im Redestrom haben kurze En-
dakzente ihre Stelle beibehalten, wurden aber vollig neutralisiert (6pdm wie
30z, unosux wie xausom). Lange Endakzente dndern sich nach kurzer Silbe
(ocené) nicht, und nach langen Silben findet eine teilweise Umverteilung des
Akzentgipfels statt (pyxy).

Wir kommen also zu einem interessanten Ergebnis: die Akzentneutrali-
sierungen finden sowohl vor einer Pause, als auch im Redestrom statt. Die
Resultate sind hierbei jedoch in einigen Fillen verschieden, d.h. sie verin-
dern auf verschiedene Weise das, was wir als ,phonologischen Akzent* be-
zeichnet haben, der ein friiheres Stadium (vor Zuriickziehungen und Neu-
tralisierungen kurzer Endakzente im Redestrom) widerspiegelt. Eine solche
Lage scheint instabil gewesen zu sein und fiihrte daher spiter zu einer Ver-
einfachung des Akzentsystems.

Die heutigen ¢akavisch-kajkavischen Mundarten auf dem Gebiet des
von KriZani¢ gesprochenen Dialekts folgen in vieler Hinsicht dem in seinen
Texten wiedergegebenen Zustand. S. TeZak [TEZAK 1996: 92] kommt zum
Schluss, dass KriZani¢s Mundart den heutigen Mundarten von Ozalj (,,0sobi-
to govorima Husja i Kobili¢a*) am dhnlichsten ist. Dort existieren drei Akzente

13 Fiir Worter mit langer vorletzter Silbe: auch (héufig) vor unbetonter Silbe.
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(langsteigender, kurzfallender und langfallender). Der langfallende Akzent
ist nach einer Zuriickziehung des kurzen Endakzents entstanden, vgl. otac,
voda (mit Verlangerung), glubina, wobei jedoch in Kobili¢ keine Zuriickzie-
hung stattfand, vgl. ofac, oca. Die iibrigen Akzente behalten deren alte Stelle,
vgl. koléno, kopali, vodé, kopam. In einigen Mundarten (Kamanje) ist auch
vortonige Linge sporadisch zu horen, vgl. zastora, pokazala. Die Zuriickzie-
hungen in ozaljischen Mundarten finden normalerweise nur dann statt, wenn
dem Wort keine Klitika folgen, vgl. kupil, aber kupil bi; bérem, aber berém ju;
kosmat, aber kosmat je, was KriZani¢s Alternationen sehr dhnelt (wenn man
die Laingung aufler Acht lasst).

Das wichtigste Ergebnis unserer Untersuchung ist das Vorhandensein
zweier verschiedener kurzer Akzente bei KriZani¢, eine Vermutung, die auf
W.A. Dybo zuriickgeht. Die komplizierte phonetische Situation, die durch die
Zuriickziehungen und teilweise Neutralisierung der nichtzuriickgezogenen
Akzente entstanden ist, hat frithere Forscher an einer richtigen Interpreta-
tion des vorliegenden Materials gehindert. Unsere Schliisse stehen im Wid-
erspruch zur in der Serbokroatistik vorherrschenden Meinung, dass sich die
alten kurzen Akzente in allen Dialekten mit ,alter Akzentuierung” vereinigt
haben, die offenbar revidiert werden muss. Der rekonstruierte urslavische
kurze Neoakut spiegelt sich also unmittelbar in KriZani¢s Texten wider.
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This paper discusses a statistical correlation between possessive prenominal
placement and the presence of a preposition. The data from mediaeval Russian,
Czech, and Croatian are validated against standard statistical measures (chi-
square (X2) test and phi (¢) coefficient). Different explanations for the correlation
are proposed; the most natural and simple one links the syntactic feature with the
phonetic chunking of preposition and adjacent possessive, strengthened by their

frequent co-occurence.
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Pestomve

B craThe oOcy:xgaeTcs cTaTucTUyYeCcKas KOppeasuus MeXAy Ipeno3uijueit Ipu-
TSKaTeAbHBIX MECTOMMEHIII M HaAuuueM Ipeaaora. /aHHble cpeAHEBeKOBBIX PYycC-
CKMX, YEIIICKMX /I XOPBaTCKMX IaMATHIUKOB OLIEHMBAIOTCS 110 CTaHAAPTHBIM CTaTh-
CTMYECKUM ITpotiedypaM (Kputepuii X2 u ¢p-koodduriuent). B cratpe mpeaaoxeno
HECKO/ABKO Pa3AMYHbIX OObICHEHUII 4451 DTOM KOPpeAsALY; CaMOe eCTeCTBeHHOe I
ImpocToe 0ObsACHEHNE CBA3BIBAET DTY CUHTaKCUYECKyIO OCOOEHHOCTh ¢ (pOHeTmJe-
CKOIA: IIPeAA0T CO CMEXKHBIM IIPUTSIKaTeAbHBIM MeCTOMMeHIeM 00pas3yIoT eauHoe
¢JoHeTMIeCKOE CA0BO, IPUYEM BTO €AUHCTBO YCUAMBAETCS JaCTHIM ITOBTOPEHUEM
DTOII IIaphl B TEKCTaXx.

Knioyesble cnosa

CMHTAaKCUC, CTaTUCTUYECKII aHaAN3, IMeHHasl IpyIiIa, IIOpsAA0K CAOB

0. Introductory notes. The present contribution discusses a syntactic fea-
ture found in mediaeval Slavic languages: the presence of a preposition mostly
triggers (or, to put it another way, statistically correlates with) the prenominal
placement of a single adjective attribute (as in Old Russian vs svoem gorode
'in (his) own town' in the Smolensk treaty of 1229), whereas if no preposi-
tion is present, the adjective is free to be postposed (e.g., doms svoi in the
same treaty). Old Russian data laid out here have already been presented in a
series of articles, most notably [MiNLOs 2008, MiNLos 2011, MINLOS 2012];
here, some Old Russian data are repeated, coupled with standard statistical
analysis (chi-square test and phi coefficient). The new data from mediaeval
Czech and Croatian texts introduced in the present article provide evidence
that the same correlation is in effect in other Slavic languages. Furthermore,
after broadening the empirical base it becomes more evident that it is the cor-
relation that should be accounted for, not the specific manifestations of the
correlation (e.g., “in prepositional phrases, adjectives follow the noun very
rarely”). The discussion section will offer a clearer understanding of the prob-
lem as a whole. A variety of interpretations are offered for this correlation.
My preferred explanation states that the preposition and the following adjec-
tive/possessive, although unrelated structurally, merge into a unit, as if some
force of gravity binds them together. What is the reason for this? First, they
clearly form a phonetic unit, and second, the phonetic chunking is most likely
strengthened by frequent co-occurrence!.

1. Statistical analysis of Old Russian data. The correlation between adjective
placement and prepositional phrase was observed by Dean Worth in [WORTH
1985], where the analyzed data set consisted of phrases with the adjective
novegorodsskyi ‘Novgorodian’ in a selection of Novgorodian parchment docu-

! Tam much obliged to those who read the versions of the paper and commented on it:
Peter Arkadjev, Claudia Jensen, Viktor Zhivov, and especially the anonymous reviewer.
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ments. His findings may be summarized as follows: Suppose we have picked
up a set of noun-adjective pairs (clear results are obtained from “simple” noun
phrases containing no elements other than these two). Presumably, the sample
is defined on some independent and solid grounds, that is, it consists of some
structurally similar pairs? from a single text or from a group of similar texts.
There are two independent two-value parameters which may be applied to
the pairs: 1) the relative ordering of noun and adjective: [adjective noun] and
[noun adjective] (here abbreviated as AN ~ NA), and 2) whether the noun
phrase is governed (or accompanied, depending on the model) by a preposi-
tion (hereafter —prep ~ +prep). Thus, the frequency distribution of two vari-
ables forms a 2x2 contingency table such as Table 1:

Table 1. Contingency table for two variables
(+/-prep and AN~NA order variation)

NAN I\INA
N—prep I\IAN, —prep NNA. —prep
N+prep NAN. +prep NNA, +prep

The four types may be illustrated by four examples with the collocation
novgorodsskaja volosts ‘Novgorodian region’ in Worth's material:

AN, —prep Acc. Sg. novgorodsskaja voloste (N2 8);

NA, —prep Acc. Pl. volosti novegorodeskyi (N2 18);

AN, +prep Loc. Sg. po novgorodsskoi volosti (N2 63);

NA, +prep Loc. PL. po volostems po novgorodskimws (N2 23).

(A careful reader might notice the differences in the examples: postnomi-
nal placement with plural nouns, prenominal placement with singular nouns;
this is not a mere chance, as discussed in [MiNLOs 2011: 55].)

The main result presented in [WoRTH 1985] was that the number Ny, . e
is the smallest one. The exact statements made in that article were more com-
plicated, as the author introduced an additional parameter, that is, animacy.
This additional parameter is rather controversial; the relevant discussion can
be found in [MiNLOS 20108] and [MINLOS 2011].

As I carried on the work Worth had begun, I focused primarily on a single
group of frequent phrases, that is, nouns with agreeing possessives and with
no extra modifiers (“simple NPs”), such as moi smolnjane ‘my Smolensk people’
[MINLOS 2011, MINLOS 2012]. The data were mostly taken from Old Russian
texts (birchbark letters, chronicles, legal texts, testaments, treaties, and ha-
giographic texts).

2 That is, pairs including only a specific group of adjectives or even also specific pairs
(e.g., [MINLOs 2012] deals at length with kn’az’ velikij ‘grand duke’).

2012 Ne2

| 83



84 |

Word order in adjective-noun pairs inside
and outside the prepositional phrase

The present article repeats some tables from [MiNLOs 2012], providing a
basic statistical analysis for them. Table 2 summarizes the data from the Smo-
lensk agreements®. Table 3 summarizes the data from the Old Russian legal
code Pravda ruskaja according to the Troitsky manuscript (15th century).

Table 2. Placement of agreeing possessive in Smolensk agreements
(13-14th centuries)

AN NA Totals
—prep 12 7 19
+prep 17 1 18
Totals 29 8 37

Table 3. Placement of agreeing possessives in Pravda ruskaja with totals

AN NA Totals
—prep 16 5 21
+prep 5 0 5
Totals 21 5 26

The most visible feature of Tables 2 and 3 is the almost complete absence
of examples with postposed possessives in prepositional phrases (the relevant
cells are shaded gray). Though the numbers, informally speaking, do not seem
to be convincing (see below for a more formal perspective), this tiny data set
clearly illustrates an interesting distribution pattern. What is evident from
this table is that the overall number of prepositional phrases is smaller than
that of phrases without prepositions (N_,.., > N, ,,, and that is typical at least
for Slavic) and that noun phrases with preposed possessive outnumber those
with postposed possessive (N,y > Ny,, and that is typical for Slavic secular
legal texts). So, intuitively, we do not expect the Ny, ., to be a big number.

As some Slavists may not have sufficient background in statistics, the following section
is devoted to recapitulating the basic statistical notions of null hypothesis, expected
values, chi-square (X?2) test, and phi (¢) coefficient.

3 Agreements of Smolensk princes with their Western counterparts are analyzed on the
basis of the [SumNIKOVA, LOPATIN 1963] publication, and include: 1) the agreement of
an unknown Smolensk prince with Riga and Gotland (1220s) (pp. 11-13); and 2) the
agreement of Smolensk with Riga and Gotland (with six texts grouped in two versions
and dated between the 13th and the 14th centuries) (pp. 18-52). The Smolensk-
German agreements are a collection of nearly identical documents; the numbers
presented in the paper refer to the union (set-theoretical sum) of the texts. This means
that each fragment that recurs in identical texts is counted only once.
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The essence of our study lies in the idea that one categorical variable (adjective place-
ment) is determined by another categorical variable (presence / absence of preposition).
The only way of testing this hypothesis (technically, an alternative hypothesis) is through
constructing and testing the null hypothesis. In our case, the null hypothesis predicts
that the variables (adjective placement and presence of preposition) are independent.

The data from Table 2 will serve as a model example. The respective sample numbers
37 outcomes. We measure the probabilty of the specific values (for example, NA word
order) with the formula:

probability of the event = number of outcomes giving this event /
total number of outcomes 1)

Thus, the probability of AN word order is estimated by dividing the total of the re-
spective column by the overall total:

P(AN) = 29/37 ~ 0.78 )

Each cell of the table relates to a joint event (for example, NA word order +prep). As-
suming null hypothesis ( = that presence of the preposition has no effect), joint probability
is obtained simply by multiplying two respective probabilities:

P(NA, +prep) = (8/37)(18/37) 3)

The expected value of the event is its probability multiplied by the total number of
outcomes:

p(NA, +prep) = (8/37)(18/37)37 = 3.89 4

So, the actual value 1 is somewhat less than the value expected according to the null
hypothesis, which indicates that a deviation from the null hypothesis does exist. Table 4

presents the expected values.

Table 4. The expected values for Table 2

NAN NNA
N.prep 14.89 411
N ey 14.11 3.89

The amount of deviation, or error, is obtained by subtracting the expected values
(E) from the observed ones (O). This amount of deviation for the cells in our table takes
two values: 2.89 and -2.89. The next step is to square the difference, which results (with
approximation) in (O-E)? = 8.35. Then, for each cell the squared difference is divided by
the expected cell frequency, which results in Table 5.

Table 5. (O-E)%/E values, based on Tables 2 and 4

NAN NNA
N, prep 0.56 2.03
N prep 0.59 2.15
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The sum of the four cells is 0.5 + 0. 59 + 2.03 + 2.15 = 5.33, which is the chi-square
value.

First, the chi-square value is used in Pearson's test to calculate the p-value, which is
the probability of obtaining the observed results assuming that the null hypothesis is true.
The p-value is calculated from the chi-square and the degrees of freedom* (in our case,
1); usually special software such as R or look-up tables are used to determine the value. In
our case, the p-value is 0.0104 (when “one-tailed” calculation is used, which means that we
conjecture the direction of the correlation before the test). The null hypothesis is rejected
if the p-value is less than the significance level 0.05 or 0.01 (the significance level 0.05
means that we are willing to take a 5% chance of making a mistake by rejecting the null
hypothesis). As the p-value is indeed less than the significance level 0.05 (but not 0.01),
the association between the variables in Table 2 (the Smolensk agreements) is considered
to be statistically significant (but not extremely significant).

Second, the chi-square value is used to calculate the phi coefficient ¢, which is used to
compare the measure of association of two binary variables. By definition,

©2=X2/N ©)

From this, we obtain ¢ = 0.38 for Table 2 (the Smolensk agreements). As a rule of
thumb, a phi coefficient of more than 0.30 is usually interpreted as indicating significant
evidence; a coefficient of less than 0.30 is usually interpreted as evidence that the associa-
tion is too weak. It confirms that the data from the Smolensk agreements are significant.

Now we are in a position to revisit the Old Russian data from [MINLOS
2010A] and [MINLOS 2012] (the exact description of the samples can be found
in the cited articles) and estimate their statistical reliability.

Table 6. Statistical estimates for the placement of agreeing possessives
in Old Russian sources

chi square p value Total number phi
value of examples | coefficient

Smolensk agreements 5.33 0.01 37 0.38
Pravda ruskaja 1.47 0.11 26 0.24
birchbark letters 13.68 0.001 121 0.34
Life of St. Andrey the Fool 6.94 0.004 100 0.26
First Novgorod Chronicle 13.07 0.002 161 0.28
Kiev Chronicle (a sample) 39 0.02 211 0.14
Pskov Court Charter 2.49 0.06 61 0.20
Novgorod parchment 23.75 <0.0001 267 0.30
documents

4 For our current purposes, the very informal definition from [GrIiEs 2009: 47] suffices:
“Degrees of freedom are the way in which sample sizes and the amount of information
you squeeze out of a sample are integrated into the significance test.” The more
parameters we take into account, the higher the degrees of freedom.
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Pearson's chi-square test depends heavily on the size of the data set; for
that reason the First Novgorod Chronicle and the Life of St. Andrey the Fool
show rather good p values, whereas the phi coefficient is below the 0.3 thre-
shold. The Kiev Chronicle, Pravda ruskaja, and Pskov Court Charter show
rather poor results for both measures. Thus, two Old Russian texts providing
clear evidence that the possessive placement depends on the presence of the
preposition are the corpus of birchbark letters and the Smolensk agreements.
The Novgorod parchment documents are also an important source.

2. Data from outside Old Russian. From the descriptive perspective, addi-
tional data are always welcomed; it is important that the correlation can now
be extrapolated from Old Russian to Slavic languages in general. But what is
more, the data from Czech and Croatian texts presented here are crucial for
the choice of interpretation. In Old Russian texts, the correlation mostly sur-
faces as a small number of NA phrases after a preposition. In Tables 7, 9, and
10, the correlation is most visible in the small numbers of AN phrases without
preposition.

Here we present the data from some mediaeval Czech and Croatian texts
in tabular form. The Chronicle of the Priest of Duklja (we used the edition pro-
vided in [KukULEVIC 1851]) dates from the 16th century, but the original text
may well be much older. The notarial records signed by the notary public Mi-
kula Krstini¢ were written in glagolitic script on the island of LoSinj at the
end of the 16th century and published in [KoSuTa 1988] (texts 1-170). The
chronicle of the clerk Barto§ [ERBEN 1851] describes events that took place
in Prague at the beginning of the 16th century (and of which the author was
a witness), and was presumably composed in the first half of the century. The
present paper uses the data from chapters 1-20 of Book 1. The huge histori-
cal work Historie cirkevni (Church History) is actually by no means restricted
to ecclesiastical events. It was written by Pavel Skdla ze Zhofe in the first half
of the 17th century. The examined sample is published in [JANACEK 1984:
25-48]. The archive of Olfich (Ulrich) from Rosenberg (Rosenberg is now a
district of the city of Brno) dates from the first half of the 15th century. The
archive consists of the correspondence of Olfich with various members of the
nobility, including Elizabeth (AlZbeta) of Luxemburg, queen of Hungary and
Bohemia. The examined sample is limited to the text numbers 1-42 (from the
period 1420-1445) from the edition [PALACKY 1844]. Two frequently recur-
ring phrases were removed from the data as they are used invariably: sluzba
nase and TM (standing for Tva Milost).
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Table 7. Agreeing possessive placement
in the Chronicle of the Priest of Dukija (Croatia)

AN NA
~ prep 3 52
+ prep 16 31

Table 8. Agreeing possessive placement
in the records of Mikula Krstini¢ (Croatia)

AN NA
- prep 63 53
+ prep 69 27

Table 9. Agreeing possessive placement in a sample
from the chronicle of the clerk Barto$ (Bohemia)

AN NA
- prep 12 71
+ prep 42 31

Table 10. Agreeing possessive pronouns in a sample from Historie cirkevni
by Pavel Skéla ze Zhore (17th century)

AN NA
~ prep 2 39
+ prep 15 24

Table 11. Agreeing possessive pronouns in a sample from the archive
of Olfich (Ulrich) from Rosenberg (Bohemia)

AN NA
- prep 36 52
+ prep 40 7
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The quantitative distribution in the historical works (Tables 7, 9, and 10)
differs from that in the legal documents and official communications: in the
chronicles, the fraction N,y/N is rather small. As already noted above, the
data with a small fraction of N, /N is crucial for the general discussion.

The statistical evaluation of the data is presented in Table 12.

Table 12. Statistical estimates for the placement of agreeing possessives
in mediaeval Croatian and Czech texts

chi square p value Total number phi
value of examples | coefficient

The Chronicle of the Priest 13.66 0.0001 102 0.37
of Duklja
The records of Mikula 6.9 0.004 212 0.18
Krstinic¢
The chronicle of the clerk 31.84 <0.001 156 0.45
Barto$
Church History 13.47 0.0001 80 0.41
The archive of Olfich 24.32 <0.001 135 0.42

The most significant correlation between two variables is observed in Ta-
ble 9 (in the chronicle of the clerk Bartog).

3. Discussion. Two different ways of interpreting the distribution are con-
sidered:

(@) in the prepositional phrase, the adjective is preferably placed before
the noun;

(b) in the noun phrases void of preposition, the noun is preferably placed
before the adjective.

Theoretically, proposals (a) and (b) do not contradict each other; both
forces may be in effect. The discussion of the choice of interpretation follows
the presentation of these proposals.

Proposal (a) comes in three different varieties, al-a3:

(@l) From a structural point of view, at least some postnominal place-
ments are induced by sentence-level rules. The clearest case of such aruleisthe
NA order in sentence-initial thematic position (some considerations regarding
this placement can be found in [BonNOT 2008], [BoNNOT 2009], [MINLOS
2012]). Noun phrases without preposition are free to be conditioned by some
other rules, as they are not dominated by a prepositional phrase. Prepositional
phrases may be simply inaccessible for such rules. The absence of a preposi-
tion, according to this version, does not force postnominal placement, but al-
lows it to take place (for example, due to some information structure rules). To
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summarize, the preposition blocks the external rules and retains the AN order
(which is viewed as the basic order, in this case).

(a2) Perhaps the preposition forms a unit of some kind with the neigh-
boring adjective, irrespective of the fact that they do not form a conventional
syntactic constituent. Indeed, the preposition does form a phonological unit
with the leftmost wordform of the noun phrase; in the case of the AN phrase,
it is the adjective that occupies this position. The rest of the phrase may be
separated from the preposition-adjective pair by a phrasal clitic or by some
other external material, but the preposition cannot be left alone. The relevant
examples are (1) and (2) below.

(1) Ukrainian Ujake vin pojide misto? [FERY, PASLAWSKA, FANSELOW 2007: 5]
in which he will.go town
"To which town will he go?”'

(2) Serbian U koji je stigao grad? [PENN 1999: 158]
in which (-3, arrived city
'In which city has he arrived?’

An additional hypothetical reason is more subtle: as many noun modifiers
(first of all possessives, demonstratives, and indefinites) are much more frequent
than common nouns, the specific preposition-modifier pairs (such as Old Russian
[na, svoi]) are also more frequent than the specific preposition-noun pairs (such
as [na, podvorje]). While mainstream linguistics is more concerned with struc-
tural dependencies, much research has been done in the frequently co-occur-
ing wordforms which do not correspond to any structural constituent (called
chunks in works by J. Bybee [BYBEE 2010]), and n-grams in natural language
processing [JURAFSKY, MARTIN 2008]). Such sequences seem to matter a lot
for speech production and parsing. At the extreme, such frequent pairs clearly
merge into a new unit, such as the Italian preposition-article units del, al, etc.

(a3) The explanation proposed by D. Worth should be classified as a separate
point of view. To quote: “inanimates’ are forced into the order pAN by the obliga-
tory syntactic coherence of the prepositional phrase, the opening of which is
signaled by prepositional phrase and the closure of which is signaled by the
governed noun (note the tendency to mark the continuation of the phrase by
prepositional repetition in the rare cases where inanimates occur in the order
pNA” [WorTH 1985: 543]. His interpretation (“preposition-adjective-noun”
as a settled sequence of words) lies somewhere in between our (al) and (a2).

The alternative idea (b) states that in the noun phrases without preposi-
tion, the noun is preferably placed phrase-initially, that is, before the adjec-
tive. Essentially, this idea links the Slavic NP-syntax with the well-known facts
from German grammar: in dependent clauses governed by a complementizer

5 The reasons Worth limited the interpretation to inanimates does not concern us here;
see [MINLoOs 2011] for details.
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or a subordinating conjunction, the finite verb form is placed at the end (Maria
glaubt, dass Hans den Mann sah), otherwise, both in main and in dependent
clauses, the finite verb form occupies the second position in the clause (Hans
sah den Mann; Marie glaubt, Hans sah den Mann). These facts received some
attention from specialists in transformational syntax (the second position was
claimed to instantiate “head movement”). Another approach is a constraint
requiring that a prepositional / noun phrase begin with a head — either with
a preposition or a noun, accordingly. I proceed from the assumptions stated
in the research of J. Hawkins, for example in [HAWKINS 1994] and [HAWKINS
2004]: as the human processor parses the linear sequence of forms and prop-
erties, it works more efficiently as more properties are assigned earlier; the
linguistic structures are evolving to meet the processing requirements. In our
case, the heads are sufficient to detect the corresponding phrase (the preposi-
tion constructs the prepositional phrase, the noun constructs the noun phrase).
Adjectives, however, may occur outside NP boundaries (first of all, in predica-
tive constructions), and are therefore not sufficient to detect the NP.

Which of the proposed interpretations should we prefer? Proposal (b)
does not fit very well with the data in which AN groups, even without preposi-
tion, are the predominant pattern (such as the data from Pravda ruskaja, Table
3). Conversely, the proposals of the (a) group do not clearly explain the picture
in the language varieties where NA groups, even with preposition, abound
(such as the sample from the chronicle of the clerk Bartos, table 9). In the most
general terms, (a) and (b) are mirror images of each other and the difficulties
accompanying the approaches are the same.

But upon closer scrutiny a difference does appear. Proposal (al) says that
NA order results from sentence-level rules, but when nested within the prepo-
sitional phrase, the AN phrase is inaccessible to these external rules. This pro-
posal does presuppose that the AN order is the unmarked / basic one, which
is problematic for many language varieties (for example, Tables 7, 9, and 10),
if we judge from a quantitative point of view. But proposal (a2)—a preposition
forms a unit with an adjective — does not rely on any vague presuppositions,
as they clearly do form a phonetic unit.

Thus, the general conclusion is that the “chunk” hypothesis gets the best
score.

4. Concluding remarks.

In this paper, we tacitly assumed that it is word order that can depend on
the preposition, not the other way round. That is, in designing her utterance,
the speaker chooses the construction first and then chooses the word order in
the NPs in question that best fits the construction. But perhaps the speaker's
choice can also proceed the other way round. Why can a (preferable) position
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of the attribute affect the choice of the construction (that is, the presence or
absence of the preposition)? Such dependence (word order — construction)
obviously contradicts both the linear realization of speech (left to right) and
the established linguistic levels. But such dependence fits well with the view
that speech to some extent consists of surface sequences (chunks or n-grams,
as discussed above).

The technical focus here on a single formal parameter determining word
order in mediaeval Slavic noun phrases does not presuppose that this is the
mainstream line of further research. On the contrary, I am confident that word
order is determined by a host of factors, among which are clause-level con-
structions, semantics of the noun-adjective pair, and last but not least, gram-
matical number of the noun (some considerations on these parameters can be
found in [MiNLOs 2011] and [MINLOS 2012]). We cannot even completely rule
out the possibility that the impact of the preposition on word order is only an
epiphenomenon. But the goal of this technical report is to point to the texts
which exhibit the correlation relatively clearly (luckily, there are huge texts of
this kind, such as the chronicle of the clerk Bartos) and thus can shed more
light on the nature of the parameter.
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CaassHCKIE
IIPUKAIOYEHVLs
rpedeckoro Kerara:
O nponcxoxx aeHnm
Ha3BaHIIS
APEBHEPYCCKOM
“Kuuru Kaad™

Aaekcanap Viropesuu
I'pnmenko

MocCKOBCKUI 16 4arormyecKimin
rOCyAapCTBEHHBIN YHUBEPCUTET

Pe3iome

CraTbs OCBsIIIeHa IIpo0AeMe ITPOVICXOXKAEHS Ha3BaHNs cAaBstHOpycckoit “Kuu-
ru Kaad”, koTopoe 40 cUX IIOp CBA3BIBAETCA C HEKMM TYMaHHBIM €BPeIICKIM
MICTOYHVKOM. B AericTBMUTEABHOCTH 3Ke MM BToporo chiHa e — Kaada / Kefa-
Ta (N7P) — COBEpPIEHHO CAydYallHO OKa3aJloCh B 3ardaBUM DTON KHUTHU, KOTOpOe
BOCXOAUT K rpedeckort raocce “Kaa® ékkAnolaotr)c” 13 OHOMacTUKOHOB, coAep-
SKalIUX TOAKOBaHM Oubaeiickux nMéEH. CaMa Ke 110cca, IOo-BUANMOMY, CBsI3aHa C
COOTBETCTBYIOIIM MecTOoM 113 “3asernanns /lesust” anokpudryaecknx “3aperaHmii
ABeHaAniatu matpuapxos”. Kpome TOro, mpuBoAsITCs COIOCTaBUTEABHBIE AAHHBIE

The Slavic
Adventures of
Greek Kohath:

On the Origin

of the Title

of the Old Russian

Book of Kaaf

Alexander I. Grishchenko

Moscow State Pedagogical University

1 ABrop cepzedHo Garogaput A. A. TypuiioBa, IpUBJIEKIIEro ero BHUMaHue K
Kawuncxomy Kaagy, a Takxe BbIpaxaeT IPU3HATEIbHOCTb 38 MHOTOYHCI/IEHHbIE
COBETBI U ollepaTuBHYyI0 Gubmorpadudeckyro nomouis A. 0. Bunorpanosy u
repycanuMcKkuM Kosteram M. Iuaiinepy u C. MuHOBY.
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The Slavic Adventures of Greek Kohath:
On the Origin of the Title of the Old Russian Book of Kaaf

o "Hanucanny nMenn Kaada B caapaackux nepesogax Ilatuxuickms u B Iasee
ToaxoBoI1, B mocaeaHel — He TOABKO B cocTaBe “3asertiadms /1esist”, HO 1 B OCHOBHOM
tekcre. ITpukarouenns caosa Kaaev/Kaagv B cpeAHEBEKOBOI PYCCKON ITMChMEH-
HOCTM OKa3bIBAIOTCS [IEAVKOM KHVIKHBIMU, AUIIIEHHBIMI CBSI3€11 C TUIIOTETIMIECKOI
YCTHOU TpaAuliveri, KOTOPYIO B 4QHHOM CAydae Ob110 OBl BechbMa COOJa3HUTeABHO
U3MBICAUTD.

Kniouesble C10Ba
ApeBHepyccKas AuUTeparypa, CAaBsIHCKNE IepeBoAbl ¢ rpedyeckoro, Kuura Kaad,
O1baencTrKa, MMeHa cCOOCTBeHHEIe, rebpan3msl, opdorpaduist

Abstract

The article deals with the origin of the title of the Slavonic-Russian Book of Kaaf
which has been still attributed to a hazy Hebrew source. In fact, the name of the
second son of Levi, Kohath (n7ip), appeared in the title absolutely accidentally,
and the title came from from the Greek gloss Kad0 éxxAnoiaotic included in
the explanatory onomasticons of Biblical names. This gloss is, perhaps, connect-
ed with the corresponding passage in the Testament of Levi from the apocryphal
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. Moreover, the article contains comparative
data of the spelling of Kohath’s name in Church Slavonic translations of the
Pentateuch and in the Palaea Interpretata, in the latter not only in the Testament
of Levi, but also in its main text. The adventures of the word Kaaev / Kaagsb in
medieval Russian writing turn out to be entirely literary, and not connected
with any hypothetical verbal tradition, which might have proved to have been a
tempting explanation for this word.

Key words
Old Russian literature, translation from Greek into Old Church Slavonic, Book of
Kaaf, Biblical studies, proper names, Hebraisms, orthography

OznHO M3 caMbIX 3ara/IoUHbIX 3aTJIaBUI B Cpe/IHeBeKOBOY PYCCKOM KHUKHOCTHU
— “Knwura Kaad”, rounee (ecyiu cieZioBaTh u3aHHOM B. M. ICTpUHBIM pyKO-
nucu): Kuura napuuaemota Kaad s cHpkyb ChEOPHHK™S MOHEXKE COY'Th MHOZH
TOAKORE ChEPANH B HA W CThIXh KHHIh, MEPROE HAMAAD MTOAOKENO W TOAKORKIR
Maack [McTPrHD 18978B: 83]. [lox 3TUM MMeHeM HeKorja ObLIT W3BECTEH
TOJIbKO OZINH CPAaBHUTEJILHO HeBOJIBIION TeKCT (YCIOBHO ero MOXKHO Ha3BaTh
“ManbiM Kaadom”) B Tpéx coopHukax XV-XVI BB.: Con807, Bonok432 u
MJA215. Ecnu ans VictpuHa Tonbko “Manbiii Kaag” u 6611 coGCTBEHHO
“Kuuroii Kaad”, To B. H. Mo4ybCKUii 10/l TOCTIeIHUM MMEHeM 00'beTUHII
nesbix 43 c6opuuka XIII1-XIX BB. G0ojiee-MeHee CX0Xero cojepkanus [Mo-
yynabCKIf 1893: 113-134 |: oTKpBIBaJ 3TOT ciucoK M36opHux XIII 6. YcI0B-
HO cOOPHMK JJaHHOTO THIIA MOXHO Ha3BaTh “Bosibmum Kaapom”, XoTs HU
Mouynbckomy, HE VICTpUHY elié He ObLI M3BeCcTeH COOPHUK, 1IeJIMKOM 03a-
rnaBieHHbN “Kuura Kaad”, Terneps ke MbI 3HaeM I10 KpaiiHell Mepe OIHY
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TaKyo pykonucb — Kawunckuii Kaag 1414/1415 r. Kpome nepeducieHHBIX
MouynbcKuM pyKonuceid, HecOMHeHHO, K “Bonbmomy Kaady” crenyer ot-
HeCTH TaKXKe YeTBEPTYIO YacTb Meneykozo cbopruka koH. XVI B. (Kues, HBY,
Men. m./m. 119; o uém: [OEEP 1982]).

Kakum o6pa3om Ha3BaHue “Masioro Kaada” 6b1710 epeHeceHo Ha “BoJib-
mOI?I” (111 Ha060POT), B [1EJIOM IOHATHO: TaK, Kawunckui Kaag otkpeiBaet-

g “ManbeiM Kaapom” (mepBble IUCTEL, C 3aT/IaBUeM, YTPaueHbl; UMEoIasacs
pyKOl‘II/ICb HauMHaeTcs, 10 HyMepauuu I/ICTpI/IHa ¢ BocbMoOro Bomnpoca: Iro
KCTh CKAZAHHK EATOCAORAEHKIC | HMBKE BAFEH HCAK'S HIGKORA, CP. [ICTPUHD
18978: 84]), a “Maneiii Kaad” mpexacraBiser cob6oi, KaK BbICHHI Mo-
4yJIbCKUH, 9POTANIOKPUTAYECKME TOJKOBaHWA Ha KHury BeiTusa npeumy-
mectBeHHO Peogopura Kupckoro, mpuuém mnocje CIaBSHCKOTO 3arjiaBus
Kaaors cHpkvb CREOPHHK'S MOHEXE COY'Th MHOZH TOAKORE ChEPANH B HA
CThIXS KNHI' CJIEJIYET MO/[3aT0JIOBOK W ToakoBuI'k Ilaaek, mepeBei€HHBIN
c rpedeckoro (‘Ex tob waiatob Stdgopat Epprvelor — BCTpeyaeTcs, HaNpu-
mep, B Bompocax IlceBno-Adanacus [PSEUDO-ATHANASIUS 1857: 729)),
a 3ateM unét 23-i Bonpoc-otBeT @eonoputa Ha Beitre: “Ei éx 1ol deiov
gpouanpatog Yéyovey 1) guym éx tijc odaolag dpa tob Beod Eatv ) Puyn;”
etc. [THEODORETUS 1864: 121] — Aupe & BKia AOYHOREHIA €CTh AllIA, TO 0RO
Bkia coyipecTBa ecTh [UICTPUHD 1897B: 83], T0 xe u B H36opruxe XIII 6.
(1. 131,15, 30€Ch: B'hAOYHOREHKIA).

Hcrouynuk camoro Ha3BaHud Kaads (unu npasuibHee: Kaaws) Mo-
9yJIBCKUI BIIOJIHE CIPaBeAJIMBO YBUEN B ORHOW W3 craTeil H360pHuxa
XIII 6.: “Tlo3pubiimiit pycckiii rpaMmoTeii, BLIYNTaB®D, [0 Beell BBposATHOCTH,
U3 CTATBU: «A CE HMEHA KHAOBCKA. POYChKBI T'hAKORAHA», KOTOpAs TOMb-
manach Bb ThXb K€ TOJKOBLIXb cOOpHUKaxb (CM. Hamp. J1. 43 cOOopHUKA
XIII B. Wmmep. ITy6:. 6ubmioreku N2 Q—mnl1—18), yTo eBpeiickoe CJIOBO
«Kaags» 3Ha4UTB 10 pyccKU cobparie', Bunon3MBHUID 3ariaBie cOOpHUKA
TaKMMb 00pa3oMb: «Knura Hapryaemoiia Kaad. cuphy chBOPHHK . noneke
COY'Th MHOZH TOAKORE ChEPANH B HA. OT CBATHIX'h KNHIb». HO TaKb KaKb €B-
pelickoe Ha3BaHie OHb CYeTb HEYAOOHBIMB MPUMBHATH KO BceMy COODHUKY,
3aKJII04aBIIeMy Bb ceOb TOJIKOBaHiA ¥ HA KHUTH HOBAro 3akra, To OHB nepe-
HeCh 3TO 3arJIaBie JIMIIb Ha TOJIKOBAHis KHUI'b BeTXaro 3aBbTa, npubaBuBb OTD
ce0sT: <MEPROE HAYAAD MOAKENHO OT'h ToAKORKIE Iaaek». UTO HAIID B3MNIAAD HA
Oobe TMO3MHIOID U MICKYCCTBEHHYIO NMOCTAHOBKY MMeHU «Kaawh» OJIU30KB
Kb UCTUHE, NOATBepk/jaeTb TOTh PaKTh, UTO PyCcCKiil rpamMoTeli Bb JaHHOMb
cinydab MoxepTBOBaNb AaXke MCTUHOW BB Yrofy CBOEMY MHUMO Y4eHOMY

! Ha caMOM JieJie TOJIKOBaHUE Kaddb - | T[bakb]e cROpHHKH - (J1. 17006.5.1,) HAXOAUTCA
B IPYTOM OHOMAcTUKOHe M360pHYKa XIII B. — O AMENBYS H FAEM'BIS KHAOBLCK'RI | Mb
ZBIKBMbE * CKAZAHO * FI MPEAOKE |HO HEPAZOYMHOK HA paZoyMb- (UL 16906.,,-
17206.5).
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tiecnasifo. Th Bonpockl, KOTopble OHB B CBOEMb 3aryiaBill OTHOCUTH Kb
TonkoBoi ITanek, BB cymHocTy HUYero obmaro ¢b TonkoBoii Ilaneeit He
UMBIOTB, a OTHOCATCHA MONpPENMYILIeCTBY Kb BOIpocaMb OeojopuTa Ha
[TaTokHmxie Moucea” [Mo4ynbckIit 1893: 134-135].

W cTpuH HeKpUTHYEeCKH NPUHAJ Ha Bepy TOJIKOBaHUe cjoBa Kaadt u3
H36opruxa XIII 8.: “IIo cIOBOIPOU3BOACTBY C'h eBpericKaro sizbika «Kaadb»
¥ 3HAYUT, ABACTBUTENIBHO, «COOPHUK»” [UICTPUHD 1897B: 66], — mpu 3TOM
coOCTBEHHO eBpelickasi popma UM He mpuBoAUTcs. OTKyna xe B H360pHuk
XIII 6. momaJjo TOJKOBaHUE Kaads — CEOPHHKS ¥ HA Y€M OHO OCHOBaHO? 1
YTO 3TO 3a CTPAHHOE “eBpeiicKoe” CJI0BO Kaads?

HcTOYHMK OHOMACTUKOHA “O MMeHeX, I71aroJeMbIX XUJ0BCKUM A3bIKOM”
ObLI HaliZieH U onybJarKoBaH BMecTe ¢ ociaequuM emé H. K. HUKonbckum:
3TO Ipeyeckuid cjoBapb ‘Eppnmveioa ovopdtov xal Aéfewv év talc delatg
vpopals Eppepopévoy Ti) EBpaidt StaAéxtw [HUKOMBCKIN 1896: 69-77],
BXO/AIIUI B LieJIbIil COOPHUK I'PeyecKUX OHOMaCTUKOHOB, IieperedaTaHHbIH
I1. ne Jlarapmom 13 u3naHuil TpyAoB 61ax. Meponuma YKana MapcbsiHe u
Jlomennko Bannapcu [ONOMASTICA 1870: 172-205]. HukonbcKui mogo6pat
He BCe rpedyecKHde COOTBETCTBUSA CTAThsIM CJIaBSHCKOTO OHOMACTUKOHA, C
NIOTIOJIHEHHOM I'DevecKoi 4acTbio ero mepeuszan yxe @. Bytn [ONOMA-
sTICA 1914-1915: 1040-1046]. Tak BoT, ecu u3 Tekcra M3bopruxa XIII 6.,
I7le TOJIKyeMble MMeHa WMAYT APYT 3a APYrom, 0e3 BCSKOW “CIOKETHON”
CBA3M MeX[y co00M, He 04eHb fCHO, 4TO Kaads — 3T0 BTOpOI ChbIH JleBus
(Koo B Centyarunre, njp gohat B Macopetckoit Bubiuu)?, To B rpedecKom
OHOMACTHUKOHe 3TO mosicHAeTcs: “Yiol Acvel. Acvel aitéc. I'mpsav mdapot-
x0¢. Kadd éxxdnatastng. Mepapt mixpatvopevos” [ONOMASTICA 1870: 178].
BoJiee ToYHbIe COOTBETCTBUS CJIABIHCKOMY PSIly MMEH MbITAJICA T0400paTh
Huxonbckuit: “Jlesru« @ [lomnbupk- — Aeul Omép €uod pynodnost. <..>
rupeaMmb @ . 66uThIb: — ['mpoay wdponds. | kadb: @ . cOOPHUED —
Koot éxxinoiastne” [HUKOMBCKINA 1896: 71]; Toraa kak ByTn ux pekoH-
cTpyupoBai: “Aevt: pynpe <.>-I'npoap- tapoxog — Kaad - éxxin-
staatng” [ONOMASTICA 1914-1915: 1041].

Tenepb CTaHOBUTCA COBEPLIEHHO fICHO, KAaK CJIABAHCKUN (PyCCKUI?)
KHIDKHMK ZI0[yMaJiCA MCII0Ib30BaTh UMA Kaa® s B KauecTBe CHHOHMMA /715
cioBa cboprux. CHadasa rpedeckoe éxxAnotaotys (cobcTBeHHO EKKecnact
‘IponoBelHUK (B coOpaHuHM) — Ha3BaHUe OUOJIECKON KHUTH) ObLIO mepe-
IaHO CJIaBSHCKUM ChEOPhHHK'S, T. €. IIPY IIOMOILY IPOU3BOAHOTO OT ChEOP'S,
KOTOpOe 4acTo IlepejaBajio rpedeckoe éxxincio, cp. [SJS IV: 217-219]:

2 Bnepssie Kaad ynomsiuyT cpenu ceiroBeit JleBusi B BoiT 46.11, Bcero xe B Berxom
3aBete ero UM (B T. 4. U B Ka4eCTBe POZOHAYAIbHIKA TI0/Ipa3/ieleH!sl JIEBUTOB)
BCTpeyaercsi 6ojiee COPOKa pas. B pyccKosI3bIYHOI UyIeiicKoi cpezie (HarmpuMep,

B COBPEMEHHbIX PaBMHUCTUYeCKUX NepeBosax TaHaXa Ha pycckuit) ums Kaada
niepesaéTcst B COOTBETCTBUH C ceap/CKUM pousHoieHnem kak Kezam unu Keiam.
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uMeHHO Tak Exkiecuact uMmenyercs B CynpaciabCKOM KOZeKce, a TaKKe B
N36opuuke CsitocnaBa 1073 r. u B [enHanueBckoir bubmuu 1499 r. [Cr.
PA11-17 BB. 23: 83]. 3aTeM, B KaueCTBe TOJIKOBAaHU A UMEHU MaJIOU3BECTHOTO
BETX03aBETHOI'0O IIEPCOHAXKA, C'hEOPLHHK'h ObLJIO MOHATO B 3HAYEHUH ‘KHUTA,
cobpaHHAasi M3 pa3HBIX IPOU3BEJIEHUII, T.€. CTAaJO CUHOHMMOM CJIOBA
nzeophhnks [Ci.PA 11-17 BB. 6: 101]. EcTecTBeHHO, UCXOQHOE TpeYecKoe
TOJIKOBaHUe JTUYHOro MMeHU Kodd Mom06GHOrO ceMaHTHYECKOro CZBUTa
HUKaK HeTllpelyCMaTpUBaJjo, M OH OCTAETCA IleIMKOM Ha COBECTH C1aBAHCKOTO
KHI)KHUKA, He ONIO3HABIIEr0 B 3TOM CJIOBE UM OUOJIEHICKOTO reposi, 4To B
00611eM HeyAUBUTENBHO. YIMBUTEIBHO, UTO TY )K€ OIUOKY COBEPIIUI TaKOH
3HATOK CJIaBAHO-PYCCKOW KHUKHOCTH, KaK VIcTpuH?, Koria 3acoMHeBaJscs B
TOM, 4T0 Kadd) — nuyHOe uMs: “...HeJb3S COBEPIIEHHO OTPHIATh, YTO Bb
BU3aHTilCKON nuTepaTypb cymiecTBoBasa Kakasg-TO KHUra Cb MMeHEMb
«Kaadb». Bb HeilaBHO Haii/ileHHO! nepBoii KHUI'b XpoHUKY loanHa Manasst
BB pykonucu. [Tapux. Harion. Bu6s. du sup. grec N2 682, Bb peiucIOBiy,
cpeau Thxb mucaTeseil, KOTOPBIMU MoJb30Bajca loaHHbs Manana, Haxo-
nutcs Kodd: Aixatov Nymoedpmy wetd t0 dxpotnptdsat T éx TV éBpa-
ix®v xeparainv HTo Modcéws ypovoypdeny Appixavod xal Edsefiov... xal
Koo xat A wv ToAADY @LAOTOVLY Y povoypdewy éxdéaeotv.... 3abch Kadd
ABJAETCA KaK'b UM JIUIA, HO, 0YeBU/IHO, 3TO Hefopa3yMbHie Mamnanbl uin
ero nepenucyMKa, IpUHABIIATO Ha3BaHie KAKON-TO NCTOPUYeCKON KHUTH 34
ums aBropa: Kadd, kakb M4, efiBa JIM CyLIeCTBOBAJIO Y BU3aHTilIeBb. Bb
craBsHCKOM®D IepeBogt BB cootBbreTBin Kadd crouts «Eoycraduemsbs,
YTO yKa3blBaeTh HAa TO, YTO Bb OPUIMHANh ciaBAHCKAro mepeBoja Hero-
HATHOe Kadd 6b1710 3amMmbHeHO 4pe3db Edstapiou” [ICTPMHD 18978: 67]. U3
KOHTEeKCTa, B KOTOpoM Kadd cTOUT B psAAy nucaTeseli-XxpOHUCTOB (HauMHas
¢ Mouces!) [MIcTPuHB 1897A: 5], cnenyer, 4to u caM Kodd 6611 HEKUM XPO-
HHCTOM, U IO3TOMY IIpemnosoxenue Victpuna o Tom, 4yto uMsa Kadd o6o-
3Ha4aeT CKOpee He aBTOPA, a Ha3BaHMe KHUTHY, He JINLIeHO OCHOBAaHUM, O Ha-
KO 3TO TMIIOTeTUYeCKoe Ha3BaHUe MOIJIO BOCXOAUTD (2 MPUMEHUTENIbHO K
crnaBsiHckoit “Kuure Kaada” — onpezieiéHHO BOCXOAUIIO) K UMeHU Orbieit-
CKOro nepcoHaxa. Kpome Toro, kaxeTcsi Hecl1y4aiHbIM, YTO CIIMCOK Marna-
JIBI OTKpBIBaeTcss MouceeMm, a 3aBepmaercsi Kaadpom, KOTOpBIiA OBLI 1e/10M
nocyenHero (cM. Mcx 6.18, 20).

> Bomnee Toro, VictpuH ccbliaetcs Ha Gubnuorpadudeckyto 3ametky I1. Brazgu-
MMPOBA, Ile TOT COBEPLIEHHO BEPHO CBA3BIBAET CJIABAHCKOE TONIKOBAHME Kadds
— cBOpHHKL B M300opHuxe X111 6. ¢ eBpeiickum nMeHeM Exkiiecuacra — Kozenem,
CChITIAsiCh, KPOMe TOTO, Ha COOTBETCTBYIOIIee TONKOBaHUe UMeHU Kezam B
cnoBape I'e3eHnyca (10 rpeyecKUX OHOMACTHKOHOB OH, YBBI, He 106pasics)
[BnanymipoBb 1893: 4], — 1 3TO HeNoCpe/ICTBEHHOE YKa3aHKe Ha UCTOYHUK
Ha3BaHus “Kuuru Kaad” ocraBiero VicTpuHbiM 63 JOIDKHOTO BHUMaHUSL.
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MausnoussectHocTh Kaada npeBHepyCCKUM KHIKHUKAM BIIOJIHE 00'bsAC-
HKMMa: ero MMs BCTpedaeTcs B TeX ¢pparMeHTax 6MOIeiCKIX KHUT, KOTOpbIe
He UCI0JIb30BAJIKCh B GOTOCY)XeHUH, a IOTOMY MOSBUJIUCH JIMIIb B YeTHeM
TeKCTe BOCbMUKHMX WA, TepeBeJEHHOM K Had. X B., HO 10 XV B. IpaKTA4YeCKHU
Her3BeCTHOM Ha Pycu B kauecTBe 0TZe/1IbHON KHUTU: BOCbMUKHUXUe U 10-
CJleAyIol[Me BeTX03aBeTHble KHUTU MOCJHYXUJIN UCTOYHUKOM 1 Tosko-
Bo#t [Taneu u Uyneiickoro xpoHorpada 1262 r., foneanero B ApXUBCKOM,
Bunenckom u BapmaBckom cnuckax [AJEKCEEB 1999: 32-33, 167-169;
[MnuxAn3e 2004: 7]. B Uyneiickom xpoHorpade BocbMUKHUXKME, BIepe-
MEXKY C IPyTYIMU TeKCTaMH, ObLJIO TIPe/ICTAaBJIEeHO MOYTH IIOJIHOCTbIO, O/THA-
KO OH BpsAJ JIU ObLI 0COOEHHO MOMYNAPHBIM MAMATHUKOM, B OTJIMYKE OT
[Tanewn, cTaBuIeld g APeBHEPYCCKOIO KHUKHUAKA OCHOBHBIM HCTOYHUKOM
BETX03aBeTHbIX CIoXeToB U UMEH. Ho u B TonkoBoii [1asnee (B oTiuyue OT
XpoHorpadudeckoit) Kaady He oBe310: OH YIIOMSAHYT B Hell JIUIIb B CBA3U
¢ ponocioBueM Moucesa (c anokpuduyeckoil XpoHOJIOrueil), Npu4éM B
HeCTaHAAPTHOM 7Jisi rpedeckoro Kadd cnaBsgHckoMm HamucaHuud KaaT,
CP.: A€BPHE Ke OVBO | BbiEs Ak -Md poan Kad|Ta- KadTs EbiEh aK -
POjAH dWhEpAMA- AMBEPAIMT EBIE® A 0. poan moricki- ([Tanes 1406,
1. 162B,,-1,)*.

Ecimu xe 0OpaTUTbCA K KPUTHYECKOMY u3naHuio KHuru BeiTus 10
CIIMCKAM 4YeTbell pefaKLuu, NOArOTOBJIeHHOMY A .B. MUXallJIOBBIM, TO BO
B3SITOM UM 3a OCHOBY BocbmukHmxuu B. M. Yuponsckoro (PI'B, ¢. 310,
Ne 1, XVI B.°) B BuiT 46.11 (mepBoe B bubnuu u efuHcTBeHHOE B KHure
BeiTus ynomuHanue Kaada) crout Kaw«w; B pa3HOYTEHUAX YKa3aHbI
clefylollye HAalUMCAaHUA: KaaBh B APXMBCKOM XpoHorpade koH. XV B., B
BocbmukHmkuu (¢ nob6aBnenuem Lapcrs) B. M. I'puroposuya (PTB, ¢. 87,
N2 1/M. 1684, 1523-1543 rr.) nep. non. XVI B., B IIaTukumxuu (c npu-
6aBnenueM npyrux kuur) Kpymenonbckoro MoHacteips (Cepbusi) XVI B.,
B BocbMukHmxkuM A. MuxaHoBuya (3arpe6) Brop. mos. XV B., B BocbMu-
KHWKUAX u3 cobpanus H. I1. Pymsnnesa (PTB, ¢. 256, N2 29) 1537 r., u3
cobpanwus I1. K. CeactbsinoBa (PTB, ¢. 270, IT, N2 1/M. 1431) XV B.; kade'h
B ConosenkoM Iatukuwxuu (PHB, ¢. 717, N¢ 74/74) XV-XVI BB.; KaA B
BeTX03aBeTHOU pykonuck u3 cobpanus H. I1. PymsHiiesa (PI'B, . 256, N2 28)

4 Pa3HouTeHuil K 3ToMy UMeHU B uszfiauu Ilaneu 1406 He npusogutcs. [lo-BUAUMOMY,
MMEHHO B TaKoil popMe OHO TIpeZCcTaBIeHo B ZaHHOM Mecte [1ajen 1o KpaitHeil Mepe
ZIBYX THUIIOB — TOJIKOBOTO U IIEPEXOHOTO MEXAY TOJKOBBIM U XPOHOrpapuuecKUM: TO
Xe, HaripuMep, yntaeM B Kocmp320 (1. 147a) u Bonox549 (1. 224r). B HeCKOJIBKIX
cnuckax XpoHorpadudeckoit ITaneu (Bapc619, Cun210, Y10719) u B ofHOM
npoMexyTodHoro Tuma (Bapc620) pofocnosre Mouces B TOM e MeCTe OTCYTCTBYeT.
BBIGOP CIHCKOB CJIy4aeH ¥ 00YCIOBIIeH yA0GCTBOM IOCTYIIA K HUM.

3mech 1 fanee gaTUPOBKa U K PBI CIMCKOB BocbMUKHIDKUSA, XpaHswyxcs B Poccun
u JlutBe, 0 [IIMYXAASE 1996: 21], B [MUXANNOBE 1912: I] naHHas pyKONuch
JlaTUpOBaHa BTop. noJ1. XV B.
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XVIB.; kaw T B Bunenckom IIarukumxuu (LleHTpanbHas 6ubanoreka Aka-
nemuu Hayk JIuTsel B BunbHIoce, F 19-51) 1514 . [MuxAinnoss 1908: 403].

B 6ubyelickUX PYKOIKCAX C IJI0CCAMHM M MCIpaBieHUSAMU 1Mo Maco-
peTckoMy TeKcTy [[IMYXAA3E 1996: 21| BcTpevaeTcss NPUMEPHO TOT Xe, B
11eJI0M 0O'BSICHUMBII TOCPe/ICTBOM rpedeckux GopM, Habop HANMCAHU I UMeHH
Kaada, mpruém axxe B TeX C1y4asx, KOria psZoM CTOAT APYTHe INYHble UMeHa
B popMax, IBHO 3aMMCTBOBaHHBIX 13 €BPEICKOr0 TEKCTa, CP. BHIOOPOYHO:

Bonox8 BhIT 46.11 kawes J1. 88, Hicx 6.16 kads 1. 109, Hcx 6.18 ciiore
Ke KadToRH JI. 109,, kuThA KadTora J. 109, Yuca 3.17 kadrs 1. 239,
XOTsI TIepe/i HUM U HIKE refiuons M Mpod. reGpausmbl; Yuci 3.27 kado Th
7. 23906.,5, Yucn 3.27 kaadt 1. 239006.,¢, Yucn 3.29 kaddan 1. 23906.,,, Yucn
3.30 Kaawaa 1. 23906.,,, Yucn 4.4 kade-08™ 1. 241006.,, Yucn 4.34 ka| 4o TOBR
7. 24306. — ¥ IpyTHe MPOU3BOAHLIE OT TeX e HAUCAHUI;

Tux453 BT 46.11 kados 1. 10700.5, Yuca 3.17 kadrs 1. 2905, Yuca
3.19 kaddogn 1. 290,,, Yucn 3.27 kaddTs 1. 29006., kaddTH 1. 290006.1,,
Yucn 3.29 kadads 1. 291, Yucn 3.30 kaddaa 1. 2915, Yucn 4.2 kaddorm
1. 29206.,, Yucn 4.4 kadors J1. 29200.;

Pym27 BoIT 46.11 kawds 1. 99006.,,, Ycx 6.16 kalaTs 1. 120,, 45, Fcx
6.18 kaaToRH 1. 1204, kaaToRa 11. 120,45, Yuica 3.17 ka|wrs 1. 25106.;, Yucn
3.19 kawTogH 1. 25100.,,;

Bonox7 — kaaTh, Kaw-0'b U IPOU3BOAHLIE OT HUX.

ITocKOBbKY HUKAaKOHM KOppeaaluy MeX 1y UMeIOUMUCS HATUCAHUAMY,
NaTHPOBKOM U TPOUCXOX JeHeM PYKOIMCel U TPUHA/IJIeXHOCThIO UX K OTIpe-
nenéHHou rpynine (o Tunosnoruu [Tnyxazse) ycTaHOBUTH IOKA He [Tpe/iCTaB-
JieTCs BO3MOXHBIM, TO opdorpaduyeckuii pa3HOO0# (KaK MeXY pa3HbIMU
CNKUCKAMU, TaK U BHYTPU OJHOT0) HPUXOAUTCSA IPU3HATh CIYYaUHBIM, U TO-
I7ia, CyMMUpY# BCe IpuBeiéHHbIe GOpMBI, opporpadudeckuii 06IMK UMEHH
Kaada (TouHee — KOpHS 3TOr0 MMEHH, IPeACTaBIEHHOTO TaKXe U B Jlepy-
BAaTaX) B CJIaBAHCKUX YeTbUX BETX03aBEeTHBIX TEKCTAX f pe/ijlaral CBeCTU
K clefiylolell cxeMe, YYUThIBAIOIel KaK peajbHO BCTpevaroliuecs, Tak U
NOTeHIMabHble HanucaHus (0e3 yuéTa ZUaKPUTHUKH, KPOMe IaepKa):

b

a4 e

Kao_rl-v_
w—=
A DT
B

JIumb BelfeseHHble rpadeMbl IpeficTaBlIeHbl B U3BeCTHBIX HaM 3ara-
Busax “Kuuru Kaad”, coueranus xe ocranpHbIX rpadem — B Ilasee u 4eTh-
eM BoceMukHIKMY. ITocIeHUX MOJydaeTcs 3HAYUTENBHO OOJblle, Tak
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YTO BPAJ JIM CJIaBAHCKUY KHVKHUK, IIYCThb [aXke ¥ XOpOLIO 3HaKOMBI ¢ Ka-
adoM 1o 6UbIIENICKUM TEKCTaM U UX IepecKkas3aM, KaK-TO COOTHOCHJI eT0 UMSI C
Ha3BanveM “Kuuru Kaad”, na v s nepenvicuuka Ms6opruxa XIII 8. v ACIIOB
OoJiee MO3AHMX a30YKOBHUKOB, KyZla MOTJIM BXOAUTH MOAOOHBIE CIOBAPUKU
OuOIeNICKIX UMEH, CJIOBO Kaadh TAKIKe C TPYZOM CBSA3BIBAJIOCH C POJIOCTIOBHEM
neBUTOB. [Ipy 3TOM HU B OZTHOM U3 BO3MOXHBIX BAPUAHTOB HAIIMCAHUS 3TOTO
MIMeHH He IPOCJIe)XUBAEeTCs HeMoCpeACTBeHHAs, 6e3 Orophl Ha rpedeckue Gpop-
MBI, CBA3b C €BP. NP gahdt, TaK YTO HATIPSAMYIO M3 eBPEHCKUX TeKCTOB, MUHYS
rped. Kadd, 3aragounoe “eBpeiickoe” CJIOBO HU KHMKHBIM, HU TeM GoJiee yCT-
HBIM ITyTEéM IIOIACTh B CJIABSHCKYE KHUTH He MOIJIO, a Bce rpaguyecKue ero
TpaHchOpMALIUK BIIOJIHE 0O'bSCHIMBI Ha CJIaBSHCKOI IT0YBe.

Onnako Kaad xak 6ubseiickuii mepcoHaXx MOT ObITh U3BECTEH ApPeBHe-
PYCCKOMY KHMXXHUKY He TOJIbKO U3 BeTX03aBeTHBIX TeKCTOB UJIM OCHOBAH-
Ho¥ Ha HuX TonkoBoii [1asnen, HO ¥ U3 TAKOTO Ba)KHOTO anokpuda, Kak “3a-
BelllaHMe JIBeHaJllaTh NaTpruapxoB’, TouHee — U3 “3aBewaHusd Jlesud”, B
KOTOpPOM yromuHaercs poxzaenue Kaada (X1.4-6) u, uto a7 Hac emé 6oiee
VHTEePeCHO, aéTcs TOJIKOBaHME ero MMeHU, NOBJIMABIIee, BePOATHO, U Ha
rpedyecKre OHOMAaCTHAKOHBI:

“4. not 6 Koo &yevvhdn tpranostd tépmtw Etel, Tpog dvatohde Hiitou. 5. eldoy
3¢ &v dpapoatt 6t wéaog &y HdmAoic totato TAoME TiiC cuVaYLYTiC' 6. St TobTo
éxdeca 1 Gvopa adtod Kadd, & ety apyy peyareion [< épprveia peyaieion
B Pa3HOYTEHMAX 10 HeCKOJBKUM cruckaM. — A. I'] xal supSifacpog” [TESTA-
MENTS 1978: 38]¢.

¢ HoBBbIi pyCCKUIi IEPEBO/I BBIMIOJIHEH ¢ 60Jiee PAHHETO KPUTUYECKOTO U3aHMsI
“3aBemaHui”, cp.: “4. Kaad >xe popuics B TPUALIATD IATHIHA O XU3HU MOeH, U
6bLJIO TO IPU BOCXO7Ie COMHIIA. 5. M y3pest 51 B BUAEHUH: CTOSUI OH B BBILIHUX NTOCPeZH
cobGpanus. 6. OtToro Hapek st eMy ums Kaad, [4To 3HaYUT HAYAJIO0 BEJIUKUX [Nl 1
HacraBJieHre|” [ATOKPUGUYECKUE ATTIOKATIUIICUCHI 2001: 64], — “4. Kot 6 Kocd
Eyewnin év o Tptanoatd TépTTw Etet [t Cwiic pov] Tpog dvatohdg Hilov. b.
Kad eldov &v dpdpatt év ddmholc totato pesdv thc suvaywyiic. 6. Ak tobto éxdhiesa
0 Gvopa adtod Kadd, [8 éaty dpyiy weyareiov xat supBiBacuéc]” [Testaments
1908: 50]. P. Yapib3, u3aaTens NPOLIUTHPOBAHHOTO I'PEYECKOr0 TEKCTa, 3aKITI0UMIT
OCJIeZIHIO0 YacTh NPUBEAEHHOTO MaccaXa B CKOOKH TOJIbKO IIOTOMY, YTO OHa HOCUT
IJIOCCUPYIOIIMI XapaKTep, XOTs ¥ IpeZiCTaBJieHa B OCHOBHBIX PYKOIMCAX: “...it
cannot be given as an explanation of the name. It may, however, be a corrupt survival
of the text which may be more truly handed down in the Gr.Frag. xai étt adtog
Eatat 1) dpytepoahvn ) peYAA” adtdg xal To oTépua adTol Eoovtat dpyl) Basthéwy
lepdrevpa @ Topah)” [ibid.]. [Tox Greek Fragment Yapib3 UMeeT B BUAly BIIMCAHHbIe
MeX/ly CTPOK CTaHZapPTHOI'O IPeYecKoro Tekcra “3aselanus Jlepusa” n06aBIeHuUs B
06HapyXxeHHO# UM apOHCKO# pykonucH X B., KOTOpPbIe COOTBETCTBYIOT apaMeiiCcKuM
¢dparMenTam U3 KeMOPHUIKCKOro coGpaHus JoKyMeHTOB Kanpckoii reHU3sl 1 [031Hee
HalieHHbIM pparmenTaM u3 Boaneanckoit 6ubanoreku [ibid.: LIII-LVII]: HbIHe xe,
TI0CJIe OTKPBITHA ellé HeCKOJIbKUX MX CIIMCKOB CPeli KYMPaHCKUX CBUTKOB U TAKXe
TaK Ha3. Damascus Document, B 11e7I0M 3TOT TeKCT IPUHATO Ha3bIBaTb Aramaic Levi
Document Bo n3bexaHue XECTKOH TePMUHOJIOTMIECKOM MPUBS3KY K “3aBelaHuIo
Jlesus” [ALD 2004: 1].
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XoTA B KauecTBe HeloCpeACTBEHHOTO TOJKOBaHUA MMeHU Kodd 3mech
IIPUBOAATCA CJI0BA (Gpy7) peyaheiov xal oupBiBacpéc, obpamaer Ha cebs
BHUMaHMe TaKXe U CJI0BO GLUYAYWY?Y] — CUHOHUM K éxxAnaia, OT KOTOPOro
IPOMU3BOJHO éxxAnatacths. CBA3b MexAy uMeHeM Kodd u cnoBoM cuva-
YOYY, BCTpeyarleMcs B 9ToM MecTe U B Greek Fragment (CM. CHOCKY 7), —
CBSI3b, KOTOpAsi OOHAPYKUBAETCS JIUIIb HA yPOBHE CEMUTCKOTO OPUTMHAIA,
— ormeru emé P. Yapsw3: “With our text we should compare the Gr.Frag.
‘Bopoaxa 6t én” adt® Eotat 1 cuvaywyy) Tavtog tob Aaod’. There may be
a paronomasia in nap and 27p = suvaywy?” [TESTAMENTS 1908: 50]. I'peu.
CJIOBO GUVAYwYY, AEHCTBUTENBHO JOCTATOYHO 4yacTo, HanpuMmep B Centy-
arvHTe, COOTBETCTBYeT eBp. 277 gahal (Ucx 16.3, Jle 4.14, 16.17, Yucn
10.7, 16.47/17.12, 20.4, 10, Wep 26.17, Ve3 38.15 u fp.; cTaHJAPTHOE €Bp.
coOTBeTCTBUE — 717Y ‘édd). C APyroi CTOPOHBI, eBpeiickomy 237 gahal Ma-
copeTcKoro Tekcta B CenTyaruHTe MOXeT COOTBETCTBOBATh TaKKe U Tped.
éxxAnatio (Hanp., Brop 31.30, 3Lap 8.14, 22, 55, 65, 1Ilap 13.2 u np.). B
apameickoM xe “JlokymeHTe JIeBus” rpedecKOMy GuvaywyY] COOTBETCTBYET
nocTbubeiickoe apam. nwid (eBp. No1d, Takke no3ziHee)®. KoMMeHTAaTOPEI
CBSI3BIBAIOT TaKOe TOJIKOBaHKe uMeHU Kaada ¢ MeccmaHCKMM TPOPOYECTBOM
B boIT 49.10%:

“Why was Kohath called «assembly of all [the people]»? Greenfield and Stone ob-
served that ALD [Aramaic Levi Document — A.I'] is exegeting the name Kohath
using the verb nap> from Genesis 49:10, where it occurs in Jacob’s blessing of Ju-
dah: <The scepter shall not depart from Judah, nor the ruler’s staff from between
his feet, until tribute (77°w) comes to him; and the obedience of the peoples is his
(o°ny nap» 19)». The Hebrew of the last phrase has been taken differently in the
past and many sources understand n:p> as a verb, meaning «gather, assemble»
or a noun meaning «gathering» or «assembly». So Aquila to Genesis 49:10 who
translates sdotypo Aadv «assembly of nationss: cf. 4QCommGen A (4Q252)
5:6 which reads: | wix no1> «assembly of men[». In Genesis rabba 99:8 we read:
1YY PYIPNn 02T MmN M «the one to whom the nations of the world (i.e., the
Gentiles) assemble». This interpretation of nip> depends on a popular etymology
deriving from the roots >"p or "p <...> This etymological tradition was ancient,
since it is witnessed not only by Aquila, but by ALD which is of the third century
BCE” [ALD 2004: 184-185].

7 “Ysupen 51, uto oH [Kaad] Gyner cobpanuem Bcero Hapoza”.

8 VcxopHble IJIaroJibl apaM. w3 1 eBp. D19 BCTpeyatoTcs B Bubiuu: neppomy
COOTBETCTBYET rped. étouvdyw ([laH 3.2), Bropomy — rped. éxxinotdlo (Ecd 4.16) u
ouvayw (1ITap 22.2, Heem 12.44, Tlc 32.7, Exkn 2.8, 26, 3.5, Vic 28.20), értouvdyw (ITc
146.2).

3nech MakoB 6iarociossier Uyzay, Ho B “3aBemanuu JIeBus” 1 B apaMeiicKOM
“JlokyMeHTe JIeBUA” OCJIeZ0BATEIbHO IPOBOAUTCA MBIC/Ib, 4YTO Meccus 6y;1eT
MIPOUCXOAUTb UMEHHO U3 JIeBUTOB, a He U3 VyiuHa KoseHa.
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CnaBsiHCKMY NepeBOZ “3aBelaHui (MU 3aBeTOB) JIBeHA/LaTy NaTpu-
apxoB”, BT. 4. “3aBewmanns (3aseTa) JleBus”, BOLE B COCTAB NaJei pa3ainyd-
HOrO TUMa, Oyay4u CHaGXKEH OOMIMPHBIMU TOJKOBAaHUAMU: B TOJIKOBYIO
[Tanelo — B cokpauméHHOH penakuuu'®, B XpoHorpapuueckyro — B Gosee
nosHou [TypumoB 2006: 231]. IIpu 3ToM paccka3 JleBus 0 CBOel ceMbe
(rmaBel XI-XII), rae HaxoAUTCS MHTepecywomuil Hac ¢parmeHT (XI1.4-6),
He nonajn B Tonkosyto Ilasero, a Takxe B caMblil paHHUM CIUCOK IIosIHOM
XpoHorpadudeckoit — Bapcosckyro Ianero (bapc619): B Helt mpeAcTaBiIeHa,
II0-BUAMIMOMY, Ta Xe pefakuus “3asewmaHuit”, 4o u B Toskosoi Ilainee,
HO IOJIHOCTBLIO OYMIEHHAsA OT TOJKOBaHUi'!. B Oojee MO3AHUX CIUCKAX
Xponorpaduueckoii ITanen nosBnsoTcs riaasbl XI-XI11 “3aBemanus Jlepus”,
OJJHAKO BCTaBJICHbl OHU He Ha CBOE MeCTO, a MeX/Jy APyTMMU I1aBaMH, 10~
PANOK KOUWX TaKXe OKasajcd nepemnyraH: nocie XIX.1, Ho mepen XIII1,
torzia Kak B TonkoBoii ITasnee XIII rnaBa mta cpasy nocie XIX.1, ¥ TOIbKO
nocJje Heé cienoBasio 3aBepuieHue XI1X.2-5'2. Kpome Toro, CyiiecTByeT elé
6osiee vicTipaBHasi peflaKIlKs CIAaBSHCKOTO MepeBojia “3aBelaHuii”, 6GbITOBaB-
1ast OT/eNIbHO OT [lajien: emmé OTHOCHTENbHO HeZlaBHO ObLI M3BeCTeH TOJIb-
KO OIVH eé CITUCOK — B cOCTaBe APXMBCKOro xpoHorpada koH. XV B. [TUR-
DEANU 1970: 150-152]. IIpu 3TOM “<T>€KCTOJIOTUsI CAMOCTOSITEIbHBIX (BHE
[Tanen) CIIMCKOB MAMSTHUKA U3y4YeHa HeIOCTATOUHO, OHAKO IJisi OOJIbIINH-
CTBA M3 HUX MOXHO INpeAINojaraTb BTOPUYHBINA 10 OTHOLIeHUIO K [Tanesam
xapakTep. ITockonbky B [Tanee [I<BeHajaTy> N<aTpUapxoB> 3<aBeljaHUI>
IoMelleHbI MocJie pacckaza o cmeptu Mocuda IIpekpacHoro, TO mociezno-
BaTeJbHOCTh UX M3MEHeHa: ITMKJI HauuHaeTcs ¢ 3aBemanusi Mocuda. Dta
CTPYKTypHast 0cCOOEHHOCTb XapaKTepHa /Jisi GOJIBLIIMHCTBA PYC<CKUX> CITUC-
KoB maMATHUKA” [TyPusos 2006: 231]. Tak, Tp730, purypupys B ONMCaHUA
kak “Tlasesi cb nmpubasienismMu” [OMUCAHIE 1878: 119], Hactostimeit [Taseéit
He SIBJISIETCS: 3TO MIMEHHO COOPHUK, Ky/la BOLILJIM B T. 4. ¥ “3aBellaHus IBeHa/ -
AT NaTpuapxoB”, mpuuéM “3aBemanue Mocuda” cTOUT 37ech HA 3aKOHHOM
OZIMHHAZILIATOM MeCTe, /1a ¥ CaM TeKCT, TI0-BUMMOMY, TIpeJiCTaBisieT coO0i
OTZeJIbHYI0, HauboJiee UCIPABHYIO, PelaKIMI0 CIaBSIHCKOrO MepeBoja, He-
3aBucuMyto ot Ilanen. menHo B Tp730 nociefoBaTeNbHOCTS 1B B “3aBe-
maHuu JleBus” He HapylleHa, O KpaiiHeil Mepe nosoxxeHue XII-XIII rnas

10 Ta jxe pefakuus B ajnesix mpoMexxyrodHoro tuna (bapc620, Bonox549, Yuo718).

11 B 3r0ii cBsA3M rumnoTe3a A. A. AjiekceeBa o ToM, 4To Bapc619 npezcrasisier coboit
HauGosiee 6JIM3KYI0 K [IePBOHAYaIbHOM penakiuio [Tanen [ATEKCEEB 1993: 64-70;
AnEKCEEB 2006: 29, 32; AEKCEEB 2007: 42], MOeT ObITh B O4epenHOil pa3
MOZIBePrHyTa COMHEHNUI0. IIpMMeHUTeNNbHO K “3aBelllaHyAM JBeHalaTyi aTpuapXoB”
COBepIIeHHO 049eBU/IHO, 4TO B Bapcosckyro Ilanero BOMEN CUIBHO ype3aHHBIN (3a CIET
COKpallleHus TOJKOBaHU) TekcT u3 TonkoBoii ITanen.

12 BT0 CBUETENLCTBYET O TOM, 4TO B [TosHO# XpoHorpadudeckoii [Tanee TeKCT KpaTKoi
penaxLuy BOCIOHSICSA 110 GoJiee OJIHOMY [IepeBOAY, HO TaK ¥ He GbUI IOIHOCTBIO
BBINPABJIEH.
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COBEepIIEHHO NPaBWJIbHO, M HanucaHue nMeHn Kaada naHo 37ech B Takux
BapUaHTaX:

1) kaddn 1. 69;;; 2) gngyh Ke BHA"I;HIG 1AKO cpe‘z;b’ BAILHH | CTOMLIE BCEro
ChEOPA - TRMmiKe npozsa | Hma ém¥ kaH@dea - €xe € HAMAAO REATMECTRIA: | H
CTPOEHTA 1. 69,5 1¢; 3) CHRE KaHADORH JI. 69,;.

B nByx cnuckax Xponorpadudeckoit ITasen, KOTOpble s ycmen Mpo-
CMOTpeTh B TOUCKAX ynmoMuHaHuit Kaada, B naHHOM Mecte “3aBernanus Jle-
BUA” YNATAETCHA TOT Ke TeKCT (C MUHUMaJIbHBIMUA PACXOXAeHUAMH) U Op-

dorpadus uHTepecyromero Hac cI0Ba MpUMepHO Ta xe: Cun210 1) kak

1. 159a,;, 2) karda 1. 159a,,, 3) kamdork 1. 1596,; V10719 kar 1. 246,,,
Kark " J1. 246,,, karadore 1. 24606.5. Dopma ka(H)ada B 1[eJIOM BIKUCHIBALTCS
B cxeMy opdorpaduueckoro BappipoBaHUs 3TOTO UMeHHU, IIpe/iJIoKeHHYI0
MHOIO JIJIf1 €T0 HallMCAaHUI B OMOJIEHCKUX TEKCTaxX, OHAKO 371eCh BO3MOXHO
JIOTIOJTHUTENILHOE BCTABHOE -H- U, BEPOATHO, IMeeT MeCTo MHOe Mopdoio-
rudeckoe odpopmiieHue (110 TUIY CKJIOHEHHU Ha -a), Tak 4To Kaad oka3biBa-
eTCs1 HeOTJIMYMM TI0 UMEHHU OT 6oJiee M3BeCTHOTO OMOJIEICKOro, Tenephb yxe
HOBO3aBeTHOTO, IIepcOHa)ka — NepBocBAleHHUka Kanadsl (rpeu. Katdpog,
CJIaB. KaHmda, kKaHada, kanda u T.1. [SJS II: 5]), Tak 4TO U B 3TOM Ciyyae
3HAKOMCTBO JIpeBHEPYCCKOT0 KHIDKHUKA ¢ BeTX03aBeTHbIM Kaadom Hemb34
IPU3HATD JOCTATOYHBIM JIJISl TOTO, YTOOBI IPU3HATD B €r0 IMEHH UCTOYHUK
nyisi Ha3BaHud “Kuuru Kaad”.

Bo3Bpamasach K TOJKOBAaHMIO 3TOIO MMEHH ellé Ha TpeyecKoi (Uiu
eBpeICKO-TPeYecKoil) 1MoYBe, OCTAETCs 3aKJIIOYUTh: MOCKOIBKY eBp. N7iP
qohélet (resp. rped. éxxAnctacTthc) CBA3AHO ¢ 277 gahal ‘cobpanue’ (resp.
rped. éxxAvoie), He XBaTaJIo JIUIIb OAHOTO IAara JIo TOr0, YTOOBI C HOMOIIBIO
TIePBOTO CJI0BA KCTOJKOBATh UM N gohat (Kadd), v 3TOT mwar ObLn caenaH,
HO yxe He B “3aBemanuu Jlesusa” u apamenckoM “Jlokymenre Jlepusa”, a B
rpeyecKMX OHOMAacTUKOHAX, Ybé MOsABJIeHNe TpaAuLus npunucbiBaetr Ou-
noHy Anekcanzapuiickomy (I B.), nanbHenmee passutue — Opureny (II1B.), a
TIepBbIii IepeBO Ha TaThiHb — 6J1a. Meponumy CtpugoHckomy (IV-V BB.)'?
[ONOMASTICA 1914-1915: 1-316]; 13BeCTHBI TaKXe NepeBOAbI Ha CUPUNCKUH,
apabCKuil, apMAHCKUH, 3UOIICKUI 1, HAKOHEII, CJIABSTHCKHIA SI3bIKH.

OnHaKo éxxAnctactn¢ — He eJUHCTBEHHOE B 3TUX OHOMAaCTUKOHAX TOJI-
KOBaHMe MMeHU Kodd, TaM mpezcTaBieHO elé HeCKOJbKO Bepcuid: Kaod

13 ABropcrso Meponumosa “Libri interpretationis hebraicorum nominum” (390 r.)
COMHEHHIO He T07iBepraeTcs. JIaTUHCKKe COOTBeTCTBUSA Pa3Tu4HbIM TOJKOBAHUAM
umenn Kaada 3necs cenyromue: “Caath molars dentes siue patientia” — ‘kopeHHble
3y6bl, 1u TepreHrne’ [ONOMASTICA 1870: 4]; “Caath patientia uel molars dentes
siue dolans uel conponens” — ‘.11 OGTECHIBAOIINI, MK €O 6 1 P a 10 I U i
(coepnHAmWUR, cocTaBasiomuit) [ibid.: 12]; “Catath siue Caath morsus
uelcongregati” — ‘ckopbb (601b, yKyc), unu co6paBmuecsa (=cobGpaHue)
[ibid.: 26].
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dropévwy, bopovy (Mp, »warten), yopptaspog (1ap <..>) Kaod yopplactg!

1) éxxdnotactic <..> Kaad yopfplaspa (»>Abstumpfung« der Zihne = yop.-
pLaley) [ONOMASTICA 1914-1915: 247]. Uro e KacaeTcst COBpeMeHHOM Hay4-
HOM aTuMosiorun nMeHn Kaada, To HaiéKHO OHA He yCTaHABIMBAETCs, Pa3Be
9TO Mpe/JIOKeHO CpaBHeHue ¢ apad. wakiha ‘oBuHOBaThes [ENC. BIB. IT: 2685].

UTak, c1aBsHCKYe IPUKJII0YeHsI BTOPOro CbiHA aTpuapxa JleBu u feza
npopoka Moie — Kerara, mpuHsiBuiero o6auk rpedeckoro Kaaga-Exkie-
cMacTa, 0OKa3aJuCh BecbMa IOYYUTEJIbHBI: CJIOBO Kaadh, OTOPBABLIMCH OT
cBOero 6uGJIeNCKOro MCTOKA, 4yTh ObLIO He TIOMOJHUIIO Ps/ibl Tebpan3MoB
JIpeBHEPYCCKOM KHIKHOCTH, B KOTOPOU 3araJIouHbIM 00Pa30M, BUZIMMO, eIIé
3a707ro 70 XV B. 0Ka3aauch eBpeiickue Meccusa — mauiHka UM MALIHAAKS
(M360pHux XIII 8., 1. 194006., ;, TO3XKe B pOpPMe mauiaAXs BO MHOTUX CITHC-
kax [Tanen) u Llapuna CaBcKas — MAaAKAT hUIKA UTTU MAAKATOWIRA (BO MHO-
rux cnuckax “Cyznos napsa ConomoHna”, crapmuit: bapc619, 241a,_s, 2418,,,
242a,), Tpebyromnirie 0c060ro BHUMAHUS UCCIeI0BaTeekl.
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Jamemxu

3aMeTKN O
Aviazexre c. JKepsern
(paiton Kocrypa)

y Ilepece/eHIIeB

B Mycradanarte

1 A KeMUABKEN

(Typrims)

Aappu A1adpo Kopoaos

HesaBucumeiir nccaeaoBareas,
Kanaaa

The article dwells upon the dialect of the people of Bulgarian origin in Mustafapasa
and Cemilkdy, Turkey, descending from the village of Zhérveni in Kostur region
(Aegean Macedonia). The general outline of some peculiarities of the dialect’s
phonology is presented as well as some lexical differences between the Christian
dialect in the neighbouring villages and the Muslim dialect of Zhérveni. Three
songs in Zherveni dialect are published for the first time.

Keywords

Slavic dialects in Greece, dialects of Muslim Slavs, South-Slavic dialectal phonology
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Notes on the Dialect of Zherveni, Kostur Region, as Spoken
by their Descendants in Mustafapasa and Cemilkdy, Turkey

Pe3siome
B craThe paccmarpuBaeTcs AMaaeKT 60ArapcKux repeceaeHnes B Mycradanarie u
Axemunapkénn (Typius), koTopsle mpoucxoaat us c. Kepsenn B paitone Kocrypa
(Drerickas Makeaonis). [IpeAcTaBaeH 04epK HEKOTOPBIX POHOAOTMIECKIX OCOOeH-
HOCTel1 AuaZeKTa, a Tak>Ke OIlMCaHNe AeKCUYeCKMX PasANdmii MeXAy AMaleKTOM
MycyabMaH 13 JKepBeHn 1 XpUCTHaH U3 COceAHMX cé4. BriepBrle my0AMKYyIOTCS TPy
IIeCHM Ha )K€PBEHCKOM JJaleKTe.

Knioyesble CnoBa
CAaBsJIHCKIE AVaA€KThbl B FPELU/H/I, ANMAAEKTBbI CAaBiIH-MycyALMaH, IO>KHOCAABsHCKasT
AaAeKTHast (i)OHOAOFI/I}I

The village of Zhérveni is located in the valley of the Babchor River north of Kos-
tur (Kaotoptd in Greek) on the eastern edge of the Koreshcha, the district north-
west of Kostur. The villages of Charnovishcha and Drenoveni are found to the
southwest of Zhérveni, Pozdivishcha to the west, and Konomladi to the north. All
of these villages are also in the Koréshcha. To the south lies the village of Shestevo,
to the southwest is Visheni and to the northeast is Babchor. These latter villages
belong to the district of the Popoleto. Since 1912, Zhérveni has been in Greece. In
1927 Zhérveni was renamed Agios Antonios by the Greek government.

The only linguist who has dealt with the Zhérveni dialect is André Ma-
zon, who visited Zherveni after the end of World War 1 and published some
observations and three folk tales [MAzoN 1923: 140-148 et passim].

The residents of Zhérveni converted to Islam in about 1800 [KbH4YOB
1970: 342]. Their word for the Virgin Mary is I'opoduya (< Bozopoduya).
This one term alone speaks volumes about their Christian origins. While in
Zherveni, except for some of the men, they did not speak Turkish. In 1924,
according to the Lausanne Treaty there was a population exchange between
Greece and Turkey. Large groups of Orthodox Christians in Turkey, whether
Greek speaking or not were expelled to Greece and large groups of Muslims in
Greece, Turkish speaking or not, were expelled to Turkey. Thus the people of
Zherveni left their native village en masse and began their arduous journey to
the village of Sinasos, later renamed Mustafapasa, four kilometers to the south
of the town of Urgiip in Cappadocia, Turkey. A few Zheérveni families settled in
Cemilkdy, eight kilometers to the south of Mustafapasa.

The younger generation no longer speaks the Zhérveni dialect. However,
an interest has developed in their Zhérveni heritage and in 2007 the commu-
nity activist Siireyya Aytas' published the book “Bitmeyen Muhacirlik” (‘Un-
ending Emigration’). In it she records the memories of the older generation
about their grueling journey to a place where they did not know the language
and received a less than a friendly welcome from the local population. The

L Siireyya Aytas is the first woman of Zhérveni heritage to receive a university degree.
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book is in Turkish, but there are some songs and proverbs in the Zhérveni
dialect transcribed in Turkish orthography. They are heavily influenced by
the Turkish language, i. e. lack of agreement of the genders of the nouns and
adjectives and the interference in the transcription of the dialect by Turkish
vowel harmony. But by their inclusion in the book, they will remain as a me-
morial of the Zhérveni folklore which will soon disappear.

The observations below were made during my visit to Mustafapasa in July
of 2007.

I was also able to record two songs from Cevdet Resulov (Glimiissoy) of
Cemilkoy, one of the last living Zherveéntsi. He still has memories of his old
neighbourhood in Zhérveni or as he expressed it: Ma nomémeam maarama! ‘1
remember the neighbourhood!” The songs are at the end of the article along
with one sung by the men at the coffeehouse.

In the transcription the use of a colon after a vowel indicates a long vowel,
which occurs where the consonant /h/ has been dropped: i. e. sna: < snax,
CHA:a < CHAXA.

In most of its features, the dialect of Zherveni agrees with the dialect spo-
ken in the Koréshcha villages to its west. For example like the other Koréshcha
villages, the Zherveni dialect preserves the older form of the third person sin-
gular of the present tense of the verb ‘to be’ ecmu, the more archaic forms of
the clusters /4ps, upn/, as udpro, uepéso, as well as a modified form of the
Old Bulgarian nasal vowels in certain circumstances as shown below. It differs
from its neighbours in the Popole to the east, whose village dialects all lack the
forms ecrnu and all use yspHo, yepéso.

However, being located on the eastern edge of the Koreshcha, Zhérveni
speech does show a few features of the neighbouring Popole region. The most
recognizible feature is the use of apro instead of do6pe used by the Koreshcha
villages?.

With no intermarriages with its neighbouring Christian villages, the di-
alect of Zherveni no longer developed in tandem with that of its Christian
neighbours. It has been frozen in time in some respects and has preserved
archaic features lost by its neighbours. In other respects, it has diverged from
its neighbours by developing a few new features independently.

The most notable differences are the independent developments of the Old
Bulgarian back nasal vowel /x/ and the groups /ps, ps/ and /ns, 15/

1. Whereas in all the other Koréshcha and Popole villages /%/ has developed
into /®/, in the Zheérveni dialect it has developed into a labial /4/° or /o#/ be-

2 With the exception of Konomladi and Statitsa, which are also on the periphery of the
Koreshcha.

3 The vowel / / is described by Blagoy Shklifov as a “middle vowel, with the lips lightly
rounded and the jaw tensed” [[lIknn®oB 1973: 18-19].
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fore voiced dental stop /d/ or /om/ before voiced bilabial stop /6/ [[LIkTM®OB
1973: 18-19]: nom, 30m6u, domoiia, ke-ma ucnoHoa, Ke-me-0ue MOHCO, WOUMO
[‘cpmo’].

Mazon noted both /3/ and /o/ (not /4/) as developments of the back nasal
vowel, with no rule as to when one was used or the other [MAzoN 1923: 18].
Even the same root words could use one of these two vowels in the singular
and the other in the plural. He also notes that /ps, ps/ and /s, 15/ had de-
veloped into /op/ and /on/ and not /6p/ and /ox/. Perhaps at that time of Ma-
zon’s visit, a process of the replacement of the phoneme // by /d/ was under-
way and was only completed in their new home in Turkey. An /ap/ instead of
/op/ is noted in in one of Cevdet’s folksongs: yapxea instead of ydpxsa. This
suggests that the above hypothesis may be true. But we may not be certain, as
folksongs travel from place to place and may contain outside influences. Or
perhaps Mazon’s informants who were all men who had more contact with the
neighbouring villages had been influenced by their speech.

Zheérveni is the only village in the entire northern part of the Kostur region
to have developed a labial /6/. However this feature is found in some villages in
the southernmost part of the region — Néstram and the Kosternariya (Ezerets,
Snicheni, Zhtuizheltsi and others) [[lIknn®oB 1973: 28]. Farther afield, this
development occurs in some Dolna Prespa villages (Gérman, Nivitsi, Dolno
Dupeni and others), in the Debar Region as well as in the Rhodopes of south-
ern Bulgaria.

2. The Old Bulgarian front nasal vowel /a/ has developed into /a/ in short
form personal pronouns: Ma ¢amu, ma ydpu, ca cmopu.

This is a feature also found in much of the Popole region. But with regard
to Zhérveni’s immediate Popole neighbours, this development is found only in
Visheni, but not in Shestevo or Babchor.

In the lexeme anmopsa (sister-in-law), the front nasal vowel /a/ has
changed to /an/. The nasality of the vowel /a/ is preserved, having changed
into the phoneme /7/. In the neighbouring Koréshcha villages the nasality of
the vowel in this lexeme has been lost and the form is emspsa. This is an ex-
ample of Zhérveni preserving archaic traits lost by their Christian neighbours.

3. The groups /ns, 15/ and /ps, ps/ have developed into /6x/ and /op/: donzo,
BOJIK; CONL3A, BONHA; 00PBO, BOPHU, 20pMU, 80peu; 4opHo. Zheérveni is the only
village in southwestern Macedonia to develop /ps, ps/ > /dp/. It is only found
far to the northwest in certain villages between Struga and Debar in the Re-
public of Macedonia, in Golo Bordo (most of Golo Bordo is found on Albanian
territory), and even farther away, in some Rhodope dialects in southern Bul-
garia.
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4. The religious separation of Zhérveni from the neighbouring Christian vil-
lages of the Koréshcha has caused Zherveni to develop a number of lexical dif-
ferences unique to that village. The chart below shows some lexical differences
between Zherveni and the neighbouring Koréshcha villages.

In Ottoman Turkish times, most children of Zherveni’s neighbouring vil-
lages attended Bulgarian schools. Before Bulgarian schools opened, education
was in Greek, although education in Greek affected relatively few students. It
is not unusual that the Bulgarians of the Kostur region adopted a few loan-
words from literary Bulgarian, as well as earlier loanwords dealing with edu-
cation from Greek. These loanwords are missing in the Zhérveni dialect:

Zherveni Koreshcha

KoMnup Kepmyiva ‘potato’

wepmenus npacka ‘peach’

6upan KOKOWKA CO OpuUc ‘chicken and rice’

6uapex 6ypex ‘pie’ (both are different

modifications of the
Turkish bérek)
HOHa (Mauka occursina | madxa ‘mother’
folksong)

nokep nosexe ‘more’

Mmémen cxonie ‘school’” (mektep comes
from Arabic via
Turkish)

xuman KHU2a ‘book’ (in Zheérveni, kniga
means a ‘letter’)

Mansym dackan ‘teacher’ (mansym
comes from the
Arabic muallim
‘learned’. The
only school in
Zheérveni was a
Koranic school
which only boys
attended)

The past tense of the verb to say/tell has evolved into the forms #ac kaxcu, nue
kaxcu:me. This is transcribed in one of Mazon’s folktales [MAzoN 1923: 141].
This development is unique in the whole of southwestern Macedonia (Kostur
and Lerin regions). There, the form is fc xa3a, Hus xasa:me.
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Songs in the Zherveni dialect

’
Onene, nene, monene

IIo 12 ro YKHUME TATKO HU?
Jla ro myuryuMe 3a ndpea.

Jla ro u3eme MEUKUTe.

[TynuTte rpénu TaTKO HY,
KoOxa Ha pamo, 10pBa Ha KOHO,

Onéne, nene, mojuesue

2

Yynu4rHa AyMUYAHA
Ocraiimere (sic) na noMriHa
Ila moMKHa, 1a pa3MUHa
Heéwmryo 33BaJ He BU Y Ha
PduynuriHa 10 KemYrHa
[16/1HY paMHH IIeKepYr HA
[TTexepurHa, CBe JKyMYIHA.

3

Ka He Tu e xxanpHO, Mapu CTaHKO,

3a neénara apksa ?

W4 He MM e aJIbHO 32 JIETaTa HApKBa;
CénuM Ke ro 3¢BaM, TypKiHa Ke 6u/al
Ka ne T e xxansHo, Mopu CTaHKO,

3a TBOHMTa MaiiKa?

W4 He MU e )XaJIbHO 3a MOsSITa MaliKa,
CénuMm Ke ro 3¢BaM, TypKiHa Ke 61zal
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Let’s send him to get some firewood
Let the bears devour him

Look! Our father is returning,

With a bear skin over his shoulder and

firewood on the horse,

Oh my, oh my and more oh my!

Dear little girls, dear little souls,
Let me pass by and let me continue,
I'won'’t do anything bad to you,

My little hands are in my pockets,
Chock full of little candies,

Little candies, all little lumps.

Don’t you miss, oh Stanka,

The beautiful church?

I don’t miss the beautiful church in the least,
I will marry Selim and become a Turk!

Don’t you miss, oh Stanka,

Your mother?

I don’t miss my mother in the least,

I will marry Selim and become a Turk!

SUREYYA A., Bitmeyen Muharcirlik. Lozan Mubadilleri Vakf: Yayini, Istanbul, 2007.

MAZON 1923

MAZON A., Contes Slaves de la Macédoine Sud-occidentale, Paris, 1923.

KbHY0B 1970

KbH40B B., U36panu npouseedenus, Tom 2, Codust, 1970.

[IknneoB 1973

ko8 B., Kocmypckusam zogop, Codus, 1973.

Larry Koroloff, B.A., B. Ed. University of Toronto

228B Floyd Ave.,
Toronto, ON
Canada M4J 2J1
dreno@sympatico.ca

2012 Ne2



OcobeHHOCTU The Features

Ooprcorae0cKmx of Boris and
TOP>KEeCTB Gleb Festivals
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Pe3siome

CraTps MocssIieHa TpobieMaM AUTYPIU4ecKol CTPyKTYphl IIpa3 AHecTB IepeHe-
ceHms1 Moteit cBAThIX bopuca u Iaeba 8 XI-XII BB. Bce ueTsIpe npazgHuka nMean
PasHyIO CTPYKTYPY: OAHOAHEBHYIO MAM ABYXAHEBHYIO, C OCBSIIIEHMEM Xpama MAU
6e3. B AByx caydasx us Tpex (npu SIpocaase Myapom u B 1115 1.) OcBsIIIIeHMe BbIIII-
TOPOACKOIO XpaMma IPOU3BOAMAOCH MMEHHO MOIaMIU CBATHIX KHs3eil. Bribop
CTPYKTYpPHI UMHA 3aBUCe], OUYeBUAHO, OT COBEpPIIABILIETO €ro IpeKa-MUTPONOANTa.
OcobeHHO SICHO TO Ha IIpUMepe TpeThero nepeHeceHns moreit (1072 r.), xoraa
COMHEBABIIUIICA B CBATOCTU KHS3€l MUTPOIIOANUT OCBATUA I[ePKOBb APYTUMU MO-
IIJaMM, a MX MOIIIM IIepeHec y>Ke B OCBAIIEHHYIO 11ePKOBb.

KroyeBble C/10Ba

antypruka, bopuc u I'aed, Knesckast Pycs, mepeHeceHme Molieit, OCBSIeHNE Xpa-
Ma, aruorpa(usi, AeTOIUCU

! B naHHO# Hay4HOU paboTe UCIIOIb30BAHbBI Pe3YIbTATHI, IOJIyYeHHbIE B X0/e
BbINOJHeHUA npoekta N° 11-01-0119, peanusoBaHHOro B paMkax IIporpaMmal
“Hayunsiii pong HAY BIID” B 2012-2013 rr.
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The Features of Boris and Gleb Festivals
in the Light of Byzantine Tradition

Abstract

The present paper analyses the liturgical structure of the translation of SS. Boris
and Gleb’s relics in 11th—12th centuries. All four feasts had a different structure:
a one-day or two-day feast, with or without the consecration of the church. In
two of three cases (under Yaroslav the Wise and in 1115), the consecration of the
church in Vyshgorod was done next to the very relics of the holy princes them-
selves. The choice of the feast’s structure depended on the Greek metropolitan.
This is particularly clear in the case of the third translation (1072), when the me-
tropolitan, doubtful of the princes’ holiness, consecrated the church using other
relics, and then transferred the relics of the princes into the already-consecrated
church.

Keywords

liturgical studies, Boris and Gleb, Old Rus, transfer of relics, consecration of
church, hagiography, chronicles

M3nuiHe HAMOMUHATB O TOM, CKOJIb BaXXHOE 3HaUeHNe UMeJn A1 JIpeBHel
Pycu Brimropozckue topxectsa cep. XI — Hay. XII B., cBA3aHHBIE C MOIIAMU
cBB. Bopuca u I'neba. IlepBoe 1 0cOGeHHO BTOPOE TepeHeCceHus MOIIeH, Co-
CTOABLIMECS IPU BeJMKOM KHfA3e SIpociase BiagumMupoBHye U MUTPOIIO-
nute MoaHHe, B niep. noj. 1040-x rr. [HASAPEHKO 2003], 1 U3/10)KeHHbIE B
“Yrenuu 0 Bopuce u ['ne6e” Hecropa (manee YH?) u “Cra3aHUU O CBATHIX
MydeHuKax bopuce u I'ne6e” (zanee CBI® ), 6bl1H, IO CYyTH CBOEH, IepBOH
KaHOHHM3AI[Mel PYCCKUX CBATHIX — K TOMY )Xe, O6paTbeB BEPXOBHOTO MpaBU-
Tensd Pycu m ycrpourensa topxecTB. TpeTbe M 4eTBepToe IIPasfHECTBa,
1072 r.u 1115 r., onvcaHHbIe B TeX Ke UCTOYHUKAX (TOCJelHee — TOJbKO B
CBI') 1 B PyCCKMX JIETONHUCAX, CIY>KUJIU IEMOHCTpanuel (IIyCTb U HENpo4-
HOI1) eJUHCTBA PYCCKHMX KHS3€i 1 OTHOBPEMEHHO UX COCTsI3aHueM B 6opbOe
3a cUMBOJIMYecKoe nepBeHCTBO [COJIOBBEB 2002].

OnHaKo caM IiepeMOHHaJ TPeX ITHX TOP)KeCTB, TaKXKe Hecyuii B cebe He-
MaJIyIo UZIeVHYI0 Harpy3Ky (CM. HUJKe), U3y4eH U NOHAT, KaK KakeTcs, elle He
TMOJIHOCTBIO. Pedb WzeT, mpex/ie BCero, 0 CTPyKType GOPUCOrIeOCKUX mpasa-
HeCTB U uX cMbicie’. [leno B TOM, 4TO HU B BusanTtuu, Hu B JlpeBHeii Pycu He
ObLJI0 OBIIENPUHATOrO YKMHA NepeHeceHus Moleir’. OIHAKO TTOCKOJIbKY UX Tie-
PEHOCHJIY Yallle BCEro B CBA3MU C OCBSAIIEHNEM HOBOTO XpaMa, TO IIepeHOCUMble
MOIIIY Yallie BCero 1 UCTO0Ib30BaIUCh A ero ocBAeHuda® [XKentos 2000].

2 Lut. Huxe 1o [JKutus: 1-26]; o Texcre cM. [ByrocnaBcbkuit 1928: XV-XVII].
3 ITur. HUXe 1o [JKutus: 27-66]; o Texcre cM. [JIMUTPUEB 1987: 398-408].

4 B 4aCTHOCTH, 3TU BOIPOCHI He 3aTParkBaloTCs B IOCJIAHUX UCCIIef0BAHUAX, IOCBS-
1eHHBIX Gopucorne6ekoit Tpaauiny [YCEHCKUI 2000; COLLECTANEA 2009].

5 BO3MOJXHO, 7Sl lepeHeceH st MOleil BHe OCBSAIIeHNS Xpama Ipe/jHa3HaueHb! iBe
MOJIUTBBI, UMeIOLIHe, B II060M ciiydae, nepudepuiinbiit xapakrep [YKEnToB 2005].

¢ O mocnenHeM cM. [BOTTE, BRAKMANN 2004].
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B caMbIX paHHUX BU3aHTUICKUX eBXojoruax (koH. VIII — X BB.) ocBs-
IIeH1e XpaMa COCTOUT U3 ZIBYX YNHOB: COOCTBEHHO OCBSIIEHHS XpaMa U ero
IpecTojia, KOTOPOe 3aKJ04Yajoch B OMOBEHUH, IOMa3aHUU U 00JIaueHun
MocJieJHeT0, ¥ “OOHOBJIEHUSA”, T. €. TOP)KECTBEHHOW MPOLeCCUU C MOIIa-
MU, HaUMHAKOLIENCA B APYrOM XpaMe U 3aKaH4YMBAIOLIeNCA B OCBAIIAeMOU
1epkBU [RUGGIERI 1988]. OTHOCUTENBHO TPOUCXOKI€HU IByX 3TUX YNHOB
CYIeCTBYIOT Pa3Hble TOUKH 3peHUS: OHU JIUOO COCYILIeCTBOBAJM C pAHHEBU-
3aHTUICKOTO BpeMeHU B paMKax ofHOU Tpaaunuu [[IEPMAKOB 2009], 1160
Mpe/CTaBJIAT COO0W pa3Hble MO0 MeCTy BO3HUKHOBEHUS IIOCJIeZIOBAHUS:
CXOZIHOe ¢ YMHOM KpeleHus ocBslLleHue IpecToia UMeeT CUPUMCKHAe KOp-
HU, B TO BpeMs KaK YMH OOHOBJIEHUS XOPOIIO 3aCBUZETEIbCTBOBAH B PaH-
HeBH3aHTUICKOM KoHcTaHTHHONONE. COrlacHO BTOPO TOYKe 3peHus (Kak
Kaxkercsi, 60jiee 060CHOBAHHOW)®, TEPBbI YUH TMPOHUKaeT B KoHCTaHTHU-
HOTIOJIb BMECTe C APYTUMU BOCTOYHBIMH GOroOC/y)KeOHBIMU HOBIIECTBAMU
B VII-VIII BB., KOT/ia OH HAYMHAeT TaM OBITOBATH TapaJjlyieIbHO CO CTapbIM
MeCTHBIM YMHOM OOHOBJIEHUS, — MMEeHHO 103ToMy 7 mpasuio VII Beenen-
ckoro Cobopa (787 T.) mpeANMUCHIBaeT MEPEOCBATUTH “MOIIaMu’, T. €. MO-
CpPeACTBOM 4KMHA OOHOBJIEHUs, BCe MHAYe OCBAIIeHHbIe XpaMbl. Kak 6bI TO
HU OBLJIO, B IOCJIEMKOHOOOPUYECKYIO STOXY B YMHA HAYMHAIOT COBEPIIATh-
A II0CJIeIoBaTeIbHO APYT 3a APYTOM, COXpaHsAA IIPYU 3TOM Ha IIepBOM dTalle
CBOIO CAMOCTOSITEIbHOCTb.

HecMoTps Ha yKa3aHMe paHHUX eBXO0JIOTMEB Ha COBepIIeHNe YNHA JHKe-
HUU “B TOT )K€ [IeHb, B KOTOPBIM OCBAIAETCS MOJUTBEHHBIN A0M” [[IEPMS-
KOB 2009: 348, npoBezieHre 060MX YMHOB 3aHUMAJIO 1BA CBETOBBIX [HS (HO
OZIMH JIUTYPruyecKuii, HAUMHABIIMICA HA 3aKaTe): BTOPOI YMH — OOHOBIIE-
HUS, TOJDKeH ObLT HAYMHATHCS BeYepPOM TOTO JHsI, KOTZIa COBepIIaJCs mep-
BBIN YMH — OCBSIIEHUS XpaMa U IIPEeCToa, ¥ KOra MOIIY ISl YMHA 0OHOB-
JIeHUs TIOCTaBJIAJIUCh B APYTOM XpaMe — “HayTpo” (Ewdev), T. e. Ha paccBeTe
CJIeAYIOLIEro HsA, BO3IJIABIAIINAN TOPXeCTBA apXuepeil HaYnuHaJ IpoLec-
CHIO C HUIMHU B OCBALIAeMYyI0 LiepKOBb. Takoe TOp)XeCTBEeHHOe [ABYX/JHEBHOE
YUHOIOCJIeJOBaHKe OCBSALIeHU [IepKBU, OJHAKO, BCKOPe YIIpoLlaeTcs, 1 iBa
COCTaBJIAIOIIVE €0 YUHA CJIMBAIOTCA B OIVH, KaK BUJIHO YK€ U3 €BXOJIOTHEB
Hay. XI B. [[IEPM4KOB 2009: 351]

Kak BIUCBIBAIOTCA B 3Ty KaPTUHY llepeHeceHus Moleid cBB. bopuca u
I'ne6a? Kaxzoe U3 4eThIpex BBIIIEYIIOMSAHYTHIX IIPAa3HECTB UMeeT CBOIO
COOCTBEHHYIO CTPYKTYpy. CpaBHUM CIepBa ONUCAHUSA MOPS/KA UX COBEP-
HeHus.

7 CnoBo “O0HOBJIEHHE” MMeeT TaKKe APyroe 3Ha4eHe — eXXerofHas maMsrhb
OCBSIILIIEHNA Xpama.

8 Pa6ora o TaHHOU TeMe TOTOBUTCS K MevaTu CBsI. Muxaniom JKeaToBbIM.

2012 Ne2



120 |

The Features of Boris and Gleb Festivals
in the Light of Byzantine Tradition

[TepBoe nepenecenue npusenero B YH u CBI, gamomux npakTuyecku

aHaJIOrMYHOe ornucaHue’.

YH [Kurtus: 17]

CBI" [XKutusd: 53-54]

U:xze, capimass, mosbab mpussaru
apxuenucrona loana, Torjga nacyme
XpucToBo cTasio pasyMHBIX'b

osenb Ero <...> Canlmass e To
peroo0HbIi ApXUENUCKOI'D 0T'h
XPHCTOJXIOOIA, U YRACEHD OBICTD, I
Bockopb croOparucsa noseat BCymy
<rar!> rpuiaocy neprosomy. 1

B'b YTPH JIeHb C'b KPECTHl UBHJIOMIA
MOKINA B MPeske PeYeHblil rpajib,
nabike JIeRUTH TBIO CBATOIO
cTpacroTepmiio Xpucrosy Bopuca n
Tato6a.

W npusbBass Mutponoauta Noana,
chbKasaalie eMy Bce O CBATOK Myue-
HURY, 6pary cBoewo. I 6vicTs mpe-
V#KaChHD U Bb YCHMbHEHUH, TaUE U
B'b JIbP3HOBEHU U B'h PAJIOCTH U K'b
Bory. ! onib1b 0Tb KHABSA, CHOBPABD
KJUPOCH U BCE TIOTIOBHCTBO, U TIOBEJS
HOUTH ¢'b RpbeTh Brimmeropony.
npujoma 1o mbera, ueke JeKacra
cBsATas. Baie ske ¢b HUMU U RHA3D
fApocaass. U mocrasuiam ke 61axy Ty
KBJIBTKY Ma.Iy Ha ToMb MbeTh, nae-
e OsIe epbKbl cbropbia. Apxu-
eTMCKOIT'b iKe PUIIEh C'b KPbCTH U
C’bTBOPH B'b TOU KJIBTBIIE BCeHONBbHOE
nbHue.

O m3HeceHUU CBATOIW.
Hacrapbnmwo ke npHH, Ujie
apxuenuckons MoaHsb ¢b KPHCTH,
UJleKe JTeRACTA CBATOW TeJeCH
npedbeTHBH, U CHTBOPUBL MOJHUTBY,
noBeJ's OTROMATH MbPhCTh, CYIIW0
HaJ'b I'PBOBMb CBATOW <...>

Taue ske HCKOMaBbIIe, H3HECOLIA,
KOBBIIEra 0OTh AJAPb 3eMJACHBIX'D U
mocTasuira g Ha seman <...> [Torom
sKe, pall’k B3eMIlle CBATOI0, BHeCONIa
sKe B'b IIpeike peueHylo KIBTKY TH
Ty IOCTaBUINA Ha JAecHbBU cTpanb.
CbTBOpUBIIE e CBATYIO CIAYKOY, TH
Tako OThHUOIIA, caaBsame bora.

...0T'bROIIaB’bIIIC, U3HECOIIa A OTh

semss. U mpueTynuBsDh, METPOIOIUTD
Noaus ¢b npesByTepsl, ¢b CTPAXbMb
1 J100'bBHI0, OT'BEPL TPO6a CBATOI0
<...> W BbHecDIIE BD TY XpaMUHY,
sme OAIIe MocTaBIeHa Ha MbeTh
noropbpmusa UbpKbBE, U IOCTABUILA £
HaJ'b 3eMJelo, Ha gecHbu crpanb.

° B Haiy 3azia4y He BXOJUT MO/POGHBIN aHAJIN3 FeHeTHYeCcKOM CBSI3K MeX/Iy TEeKCTaMHu,
CoziepXKaluMK orucanue BopucorneGeKux TOPXKeECTB: Kak Mbl yBUIUM HIKe,
WX CBeJIeHUs AONOJHAIOT APYT PYra, a PACX0XK/IeHNs MeX/ly HUMU He MeIaloT
PEKOHCTPYHpPOBaTh MOPAAOK NMpa3aHecTs. [1o MOBOAY NepBOro OCBAIIeHNU 3aMeTUM
b, 9yto 9H, conepikaiiee He 3aBucumoe ot CBI' onucanue, BUAUMO, ONIMPAJIOCh
Ha KaKo¥i-To 6oJiee paHHUIT CTOYHKK: B YacTHOCTH, YH 0603Hayaer “KbTKy” KaK
“IIpexe pedeHyl0”, XOTs BBIIIe O Hell HIYero He TOBOPHJIOCh — MEXZY TeM, O ee
CTPOUTEJILCTBE TOBOPUTCS Bhlllle B “CKa3aHuM”, BOCXOAALIEM, BUIUMO, K TOMY Xe

paHHEeMY UCTOYHHUKY.
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ITepBoe TOPKeCTBO Y3Ke MO CBOe CTPYKType NpeAnoaraio JUIb epe-
HeceHUe Moliel, 6e3 OCBSIeHUs [[ePKBU: Ha MECTe CTOPEBINEro ePeBsHHO-
ro xpama CB. Bacuust Gbij1a IOCTPOEHA He HOBAsI [IEPKOBb, a IIPOCTasi KJIETh,
KyZa 3areM nepesecau momu. BipoyeMm, YH u CBI' HeCKOJIBKO pacxofaTcs
B ONMCAHMU NOPAJIKA IIPa3AHeCcTBa: COrJIaCHO IepBOMY, apXUeNUCKOII € IIPO-
1ieccrieid BBICTYIIUI B BBINITOPOZA ¢ yTpa, OTKPBLI U IlepeHec MOIIU U COBep-
I “CBATYIO CJIyKOY”; COTJIACHO BTOPOMY, apXHMEMMCKOIT COBEpIIaeT MocJje
YCTAHOBKU KJIeTH BCEHOLIHOe O/leHue, T. e. HAUMHAeT CJyX0y BeuepoM, a Ha
CleJyIOUMKA JeHb OTKPbIBaeT U IMepeHOCUT Mouu. IlocnefHee onucaHue
BBITJISIIUT TIpaBaonofo6Hel, Tak Kak g06patbest Ao Beimropona u3 Kuesa,
OTKPBITh MOIIH ISl TOKJIOHEHHsI, TePeHeCTH UX U COBEPIIUTh CIykKOy 3a
OZIMH JIeHb IOBOJIbHO 3aTPyAHUTENIBHO (KPOMeE TOTO, TIOJ] “CBATOM CIyx060i”
0OBIYHO TIOHUMAETCS JIUTYPrusi, KOTOPYIO BPSAZ JK CYXKUIU Bedepom). Ox-
HAaKo yKa3aHue YH Ha coBeplIeHue JUTYPruy He BhITIALUT HEBO3MOXKHBIM:
OHa MOIJIa CJIYXUAThCA HA NIePEHOCHOM aHTUMUHCE — B TAKOM Cjly4ae yIo-
MUHaHUe O Hell B 0011eM UCTOYHUKe ObIJIO OMYIeHO B KOHIle onvcanus CBI.
Takum 06pa3oMm, mepBbie GOPUCOrIeOCKUe TOPKECTBA MPeCTaBISINA COOOM
YUHOTIOCJIe/IOBAHUE, COCTOSIIEe U3 BCEHONTHOMW, OTKPBITHSA U NepeHeCceHu st
Mollei U, BeposATHO, TUTypruu. PopmMabHO OHO 3aHAJO [1BA AHSA, OHAKO
C TOYKY 3PeHMs LIePKOBHOTO KaJieH/Aapsi, 3TO ObLIM OAHU OOTOCTyXeOHbIe
CYTKY, HaUMHAKOI[MeCs C 3aKaTOM COJIHIA. TUIIOJIOrMYecKu BHeCeHUe MOo-
Ieil B HOBOIIOCTPOEHHOe 3[jaHKe T0X0Xe Ha “0OHOBJIEHHE”, OZIHAKO 371eCh
OTCYTCTBYeT MOMEHT COOCTBEHHO OCBSIIIIEHUs Xpama'® .

JIumb gepe3 HEKOTOpo€ BpeMsA KHA3b ﬂpocnaB IIpUCTYIINUJI K CTpOU-
TEJIbCTBY HOBOT'O, TAK)Xe IePEBAHHOIO, XpaMa:

9H [Kutusa: 18-19]

Tave MOTOMB> XPUCTOJII06EIH MOJTH
A, peve apxXuenucKyra, aa meb
OCBATHUTH IEPKOBb U CBATYIO CAYKOY
CTBOPUTH B HEH.

CBI' [XKuTtus: 55]

Om ke, Ty abue IOUMB [OIIOBE 1 W mbabuie cb xpbersl Noansb

JbSAIKOHBI U BCh IIPUYETd 1[EPKOBHBI,
UJe Bb IIpeske peueHblfl rpajb, KyIIHO
¢'h XPUCTONI00UBLHIMD SIpocaaBoMb 1

MHTPOIOJNUTD, ¥ KHA3B fIpocaasms,
U BbCe MIOII0BLCTBO, 1 JIOKe, 1
IIpeHecolna cBATasd, U IbPbKOBb

10 B KkayecTBe TUMOJIOTHYECKUX napamle]le[?l TaKOMY IBYXZTHEBHOMY YMHOIIOC/IEJOBAHUIO,

cocTosiIeMy 13 06peTeHHs 1 IIepeHeceHKs MolIeii 6e3 OCBAMEHN XpaMa, MOXHO
yKkasarb A7 Pycu Ha nepenecenue momeit ipn. ®@eonocus ITeuepckoro [IIBJI, mox
6599 1.], a ina Busantum — Ha nepeHeceHue Momeit cBT. Kimmenta PumMckoro B
Xepcose B 861 1. [JIaABPOB 1930: 148-153], KoTOpBIe, BIpOUYeM, IPAMO He NOBJIMAIN
Ha YMHOIIOCJIe/[OBAHNS TepeHeceHuit Moueil cBB. Bopuca u ['ne6a B XI-XII BB.
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YH [XKutusa: 18-19]

CBI [KuTtus: 55]

¢b Beamoskamu. [lpumenmumsb

/e UMb Bb I'Pajh, 1 ChTBOPH
APXHUENUCKON's 0OBITHOE XPaAMY
00HOBJIeHNE, PeKIe cBsAmenne. Paib
/e CBATOI0 TTOCTABU B'b IIePhKBY HA
necubu crpanb, mbeAna uioas Bb 24
JIeHb, Bb HbiKe OakeHblit Bopucs
y6ueHD OLICTD.

CBATHINA, U YCTABUIIA IIPABJbHUKD
npasjibHOBaTU MbesAIa Hyana Bb 24:
BbHBIKE [bHb YOUEHD IpebiakeHblit
Bopucs, Bb T ke IbHD U I[bPKHI
cBsAIIEHA, U TPpeHeceHa ObcTa cBATAL.

YeraBucra ke XpUcTOJI0OUBHIi
fpocaapsb u npenogoOHbII
MUTPOIOJAUTD loaHD BB IeHDb Ha
BCAKO J'BTO NIPasabHUKD TBOPUTH
uMa, KO0 ke 1 HBIH'B cBepIliaeTcs.
Tade MOTOMDb, AKO CKOHYA CBATYIO
JUTYPruio, HOATD U 01aroBBpHBLI
kHA3b Apocaassb Ha 06bab co

BebmMu o0pbrmumuca ty <...> U
eme 60 UMD BCBM'B CYyIIUMD Ha
eBarbu aurypruu <...> CrBOpu

e XPUCTO00€eIb TUPD BEJTUKD,
Ipas3fHUKD CBATOI0, HE TOKMO
60JaAPOMB, HD U BCBMB JI0/1eMb, T1aUe
e HUIUMD 1 BCBMD BIOBUIIAM'D U
BCEMB YOOTBIMB, TTOBeJS e U 0T'h
uMbHUSA cBoero nasTi uMb. CTBOpH
e Tako, IpasgHyoIle 10 0CMaro
nbHe. Taue moTOMB XpUCTOMI00EIb,
meAb Bb CTOJHBI Ipaib, moBeab
BJACTEJUHY I'pajia Toro IafdTu OTD
JaHU IePKBH CBATOI0 IECATYI0 9aCTh.
Apxuenuckons e ocTaBb 10CTABH
HOIBI ¥ IbSAKOHBI, U IOBEJAS UMD
'5TH BB [IepPbKBY CBATOI0 BEUEPHIOI0
1 38y TPEHII0, ¥ CBATYI0 JUTYPruio
10 BCA IbHU cay:xRuTH. 11 mocraBu
UMb cTapBHMuny, TH TAKO OTBUJE BD
CBOI0 Ka(OoJUKAHU URJINUCUA.

Bropoe TopxecTBO mpu fApociaBe MPOXOAWJIO TaKXe B OAUH JIeHb:
OCBsIlLlleHHe XpaMa U NOoMellleHNe B HeM MOILel NPOU30ULI0 24 UI0JA, YTO
nox4yepkHyTo B CBI: “Bb Th Xe IbHb U LIbPKBI CBSIIEHA, U IPeHeceHa Obl-
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CTa cBATaA”. DTO AEUCTBO 3aBepllaeTcCs JUTYpPruei U CleAyoIUM 38 HUM
BOCHMU/HEBHBIM MTPa3JHECTBOM, KOTOPOE MPEeCTABIISIO COO0M, O4eBUIHO,
AJUTeIbHOE MUPIIeCTBO (cM. HUXe). CrieyeT 06paTUTh BHUMaHUe HA CJIO-
Ba UH: “00HOBIIEHUe, PeKIlle CBSIleHNne” — aBTOP MOSICHSET YUTATeNsIM, YTO
pedb ujeT He 0 BO30OHOBJIEHUH XpaMa, a 0 ero ocBsimeHur. OHAKO BbIlle
MBI BU/IEJIH, YTO “06HOBJIEHHEe” — 3TO Ta YaCTh OCBAIIEHUs XpaMa, B KOTO-
pout B Hero nepeHocATcs Momu. CBI' onuceiBaeT MOpAJOK TOPXKeCTBA TaK:
“U IpeHecoIla CBATAA, U IbPLKOBb CBATHINA” — CJIeJOBATEIbHO, MOILIHU, KO-
TOpbIMU Oblia “00HOBJIEHA” 1IEPKOBb, — 3TO Moinu Bopuca u I'neba, a wuc-
[I0JIb30BaHUE OCTAHKOB YMEpILEro AJfA OCBAIIEHUA LJePKBU PaBHO3HAYHO
npu3HaHMIO ero cBAtocT. KaHoHu3anus Bopuca u I'neba noguepkuBaeTcs
Y YCTAaHOBJIEHUEM UX NaMSATHU 107 24 UI0JIA: BKJIIOUeHKe CBATOTO B MeCTHBIN
KaJieHapb ObLIO OCHOBHOW (pOPMOIi IPU3HAHUS CBATOCTHU. 3[€Ch “KaHOHU-
3aIlMOHHBIN” aCHeKT NoJYepKUBaeTCs TaKXe TeM, 4YTO IlepeHeceHre Mollen
M yCTaHOBJIEHHME TMaMSATU CBATHIX OBLIO ClENUATbHO MPUYPOUEHO KO JHIO
youiictBa Bopuca. Bosee TOro, MOXXHO rOBOPUTD ZIaXke O IieJieHarpaBJieH-
HOM CO3J]aHuK GOPHCOrIeOCKOro Kyibra: SIpociiaB CTaBUT B XpaMe MOKJIOH-
HBII 00pa3 CBOUX CBATBHIX OpaTheB, a APXUENHUCKOI, JeHCTBYS OTYACTH KaK
KTUTOD (OH U ye3xaeT U3 BeIIIropozia o3xe KHA34), yCTaHaBJIMBaeT B HOBO-
OCBSIIIEHHO! [IePKBY IUKJI eXeJHEBHBIX OOroCIyXeHul, CBA3aHHbIX C MO-
YUTaHUEM CBATBIX KHA3EMH.

OpHako coMHeHHs B cBATOCTH Bopuca u I'eba mosBUINCH Y HOBOTO
rpedyeckoro MUTpomnosauTa, [eoprus, npu nepeHeceHuu ux momei B 1072 r.,
oInrcaHue KOTOPOro Mbl 3HaeM B IByX Bepcusax: YH u CBI-TIBJT!.

YH [Kutusa: 21-22] CBI [XKutus: 55-56] IIBJI [IIBJI: 78]

Cablmass e To, 60T0-
Jao6enn Nsacaass,

AKO BCAKO OBICTD
noctrbHa TePbKBI, MOJIH
apxuenuckona ['eoprus,
Jia 1e’b MpUHeceTh
MOII[H CBATYIO Bh
I[EPKOBb, 10iKe BB3TPAJIH.
ApxXuenuckons xe
¢bOpa BCh IPUIETH
IePbKOBHBIMN, 1 TAKO
UBU/[IOIIA C'b KPECTH B'b

11 Bepcuu KpaTKOro U npocrpaHHoro IIposora [JIOCEBA 2009: 355-360] 3aBUcAT OT
[IBJI u CBI [Tam xe: 211-213] u He coziepxar JOMOJIHUTEIbHOI HHGOPMALIUH 10
HHTepecyIolleMy Hac CIOXKeTy; [iBe Apyrue peaakuuu ITposora [Tam xe: 398-400]
HAlOT OYeHb KPAaTKHIT TEKCT, TaKKe Ge3 I0MOIHUTEbHbIX TOAPOGHOCTEIL.
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YH [XKutusa: 21-22]

CBI [)Kutus: 55-56]

TIBJI [TIBII: 78]

[peske pedeHsblii rpajb,
une:xe 65 Thio esaTo0.
Wxe u npuunmebina,
CTBOpHUIIA 0OBIYHOE
00HOBJIEHNUE TIePHKBU
HOB'BY, U CBATYIO iKe
JUTYPrUI0 Bb HEH
CKOHYAIIA.

W BB fipyrblil ke 1eHDb
eHOpa METPOIIONUTD

BCsI @IIUCKOIILI U BCSA
IIePbKOBHHUKEI, HIEIKE
6'bera pairh eBsiTO0, XOTH
peHeceHre CbTBOPUTH
<...> Murponoaurs

xe 66 HepbpbCTBYH,

AKO cBATA OJaskeHas.
IIpucrynusme ke,
OTRpHIIA pairk cBATO0
1 Buabma mbaa
JIesKAIIA, TIEPhKBI e
UCIIOJHUCA 0Jarbls BOHS.

U cbBbRynUBbBIIECH
<...> U CTBOpHUIIA
npasibHURD CBBTHIO.
U BB3bMBIIE HA paMa
KHASH, IPebUAYIIEMb
IPenoaHOLHBIM D
YLPHOPUBBLEMD C'b
cpbmamu, a 1o HUX'b
IMAKOHU, Tade U
IIPO3BYTEPH, U 110

CHUX'b MUTPOIIOJIHUTA U
eMHCRYTIH, U 110 HAX'D
C'h PaKoIo UAAXY.

1 npunecsiie Bb
I[bPbROBb, IOCTABHUIIIA,
1 OT'bBBP3bIIE PAKY, U
UCI'BJIHUCS IbPbKHI
GJaroyxaHus u BoHB
IPEeYI0fibHBL, U BECH
BUBBBIIE TPOCIABUIIA
Bora. I mutporoaura
obue yixacs, osiie 60
U He TBbPJIO BBpys Kb
CBATHIMA, 1 /b HUIb,
IpocsAIIe IIPOIIEHU .

IIpenecoma cBsitas
CTPaCTOTEPIIA

Bopuca u I'nb6a.
CoBorymnusmecs <...>
CTBOpIIIE TPa3HUKD,
npasmgHoBalia cBb1I0, 1
IpeJoKuIla S B HOBYIO
I[EPROBB, 0ske cabiaa
N3sacaaps, s:ike CTOUTH %
Hein'b. U B3emine nepsoe
Bopuca B npessaub paih
Nsacaass, CBaTocaassb,
Beesogons, B3emiie Ha
pama cBos MOHEeCOoIIa,
HpeIbUIyIeMb
4epHOPUBIEMD, cBBINa
Jep:kalie B pyRaxb, U 10
HUX IbAKOHU C Ka b,
U 110CeMb TIPe3BUTEPH,

1 110 HUX eIUCKOIN

C MUTPOTIOJHUTOM; TI0
CHUX'b C PAKOIO UAAXY.

U npuneciie B HOBY10
I[EPKOBb, 0TBEP30IIa
paky, UCIIOJHUCS
6JaroyXaHbs IEePKbI,
BOHSA 6J1arsl; BugbBIIe
e ce, POCJIaBUIIA
Bora. I mutponosaura
y:acTb o6ue, 65 60
HeTBepah BBpoio k HUMA;
U Maj’b HUIb, POCSIIe
MPOIIEHbS.
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YH [Kutus: 21-22]

CBT [KuTtusd: 55-56]

TIBJI [[IBJI: 78]

To BupbBb, MUTpOIIO-
JUTB ykacecd Bb yMb 1,
00paTUBCA HA BCTORD,
BB3/BUT'B PYI'h Ha HE6O,

BB30omu <...>

W baosass Mo,
BBJOKUINA Bb PAKY
rkamany. [lo cemb,
BB3bMBbINE [rb6a

BB paib kamanb,
B'bCTABUBbIIE HA

CaHHU, U UM'BIIE VKU,
nosesoima. W ako 6wiiia
BB IBBPbX'b, pAKa CTA HEe
HOCTYIAYH, U TTOBeJbIIa
HAPOIy 3bBATH:
“I'ociogu, momuyit”!

" moasaxyes 'ocriofesu
U CBATHINMA, 1 abue
MoBe30I1a U.

II'broBaBIIe MOIIH €T0,
BJIOMKHUINA U B PAKY
rameny. [Tocewm xe
B3eMmite ['186a B pab
KaMeHU, BCTABHIIA Ha
CaHMW, U eMIlle 33 yika
Besorma it. fIko Owima
B'b IBEPEX'b, CTA paka,
u He uje. U moseabina
HAPOJY B'b3BATH:
“I'ociogu noMuayit”, u
I0BE301Ia .

Tade MOTOMB, MPHUCTY-
MUBb, U35 PyRY OJa-
skenaro Bopuca, 65
60 MOIUMH Je:Kal, n
ibJoBarie, mpuKJIa-
Jas Kb OYMMa U Kb
cepapio. Taue mo-
TOMb 6JIAT0CJIOBH €10
6aaroBbpHaro KHA3S
Wsscaasa, mOTOMD Ke
Opara ero Carocaaba
<...> [IOTOM :Ke IMakbl
6orouaoberh Beesoaona,
— Tako U BCS; IIOTOM
ske Bes aongu. Tu Tako
IIOJIOJKH 10 Ha CBOEMb
mberb.

W wbaoBama ecsaTaaro
Bopuca raasy, a
cearaaro [rboa

pPyKy. BpabMs e,
Feopruit MUTpOTIONUT
6JarocaoBsIIe KHA3S
Wssacaasa u Beesoaona.
U nakw CBsTOCIABD,
UMb PYKY METPOIIOJIHII0
U IPhKAIII0 CBATAATO0
PYRY, puJaraaiie kb
Bpeny, UMbiRe Goadre
Ha IIUW, 0 Kb 09UMa, 1
K'b TEMEHH, U 110 CeMb
HOJIOKY PYRY BB TPOOB.

Taue moToMb, B3eMmiie
pairh, Hecora B HOBYIO
I[EPROBb TH Ty TOCTA-
BUIIIA Ha fecHBU cTpaHb.

W nogoxuina s, mbesamna
mas 2 nenb [2 — JlaBp u
HIIJI ; 20 — Un].
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YH [XKutusa: 21-22]

CBI [)Kutus: 55-56]

TIBJI [TIBII: 78]

Hauyama xe nbtu
CBSITYIO JIUTYPTHUIO <...>

Bt 1bTo 6580, Mecsara
mas BB 20. CrBopumia
e TTPasHUKD BEJUKD
BB T'b ICHb, TAUe
pasupomacs Bb CBOsA
JIOMEL, caaBsiie 6ora.

W 1o uryprun

BbCs OpaTus u
o6bama Beu Ha

KyIb, ¥ IpasgHoBalIIa
pasabHbCTBO CBBTHIO,
¥ MHOT'O MUJIOCTHIHA
y6OrBIMBb CTBOPHINA, U
bJoBaBbIIECs, MUPHO
pasujomacs KbxJ0

1 ornbBine autypruio,
o6bama 6parbs Ha
CRYTIb, KO0 ¢ 6OSAPH
CBOVIMH, C JI060BbI0
Beankowo. U 65 rorga
Jlep:Ka BBIIIETOPOD
YI0/[UH'D, & IIEPKOBb
aazopb. [locem
pasuouIacsa BCBOACH.

BB cBodA cu. M orroarh
YTBbPJUCS TAKOBHIi
npasgbHUED MbeAna
Mmaud Bb 20, BB ciaBy
U YbCTH CBATHIMMA
MydeHUKOMa <...>

B 1072 r. 0CHOBHOE [IeiiCTBO MPOUCXOAMIIO B [1Ba AHA: B Cy6OOTY OCBs-
maeTcA XpaM, a B BOCKpeceHbe nepeHocarcs camu momu. B YH cHoBa uc-
T0JIb30BAHO CJIOBO “OOHOBJIEHNUE”, T. €. BTOpAs, 3aKII0YUTEbHAS YaCTh YNHA,
a KpoMe TOro, YIIOMAHYTOe II0CJIe Her0 COBeplLIeHue JUTYPruu (Kak v BO
BTOPO¥ JieHb) ObLJIO ObI HEBO3MOXKHO B He OCBSIIEHHOM 70 KOHIIA XpaMe,
4TO yKa3bIBaeT Ha TO, YTO XpaM ObLJ OJTHOCTHIO OCBSIIEH B NEPBbIH ZIeHb
topxecTB. Takoi nopsanok onvican B YH; CBI u IIBJI, Bocxozsmue K 061eMy
HCTOYHUKY U COoZieprKalliyie I0MOTHUTeIbHYI0 HHGOPMAIMIO, COBIIA/AONIYIO
¢ YH, omyckaloT onucaHue OCBALIEHUS, ONMUCHIBAA TOJIBKO IlepeHeceHue
Moleil. B HUX mpy 3TOM c000IaeTcs, YTO IUTYPrus CIyXKHUJIach 1 Ha BTOPOH
IleHb, I10CJIe lepeHeceHu s MolLe.

BaXHO Take OTMeTHTb, 4TO B 1072 T. ycTaHaBIMBaeTcs HOBas 6opu-
corniebckas maMaTh — 20 mas, o yem npsimo rooput CBI. Onnako CBI He
NOSACHAET TOYHO, YTO MMEHHO B Hel BOCIOMHUHAJIOCh: OCBAILIEHWE BbILI-
TOPOJICKOM 1[epKBY WJIM TlepeHeceHre MOIleid — 3TU COOBITUS B JaHHOM
KOHTEKCTe HepaBHO3HAYHbI, TAK KaK COBepIIaJuCh B [Ba pa3HbIX AHA. Ha
nomoub HaMm npuxoaut I1BJI, koTopad nodcHset, 4To 20 Mad UMeJio MecTo
MMEHHO NepeHeceHue Momel (2 Mad B JIasp u HIIJI — o4eBUAHO, ONHUCKA,
CcOBepIIeHHasi, BO3MOXHO — HO He 00si3aTeJbHO — TI0J BJIUSIHMEM Iepe-
HeceHus 2 mas B 1115 r. [V>kAHKOB 2000: 36]). Takum 06pa3oM, HOBBIH
6opucoraedbCKuil Mpa3aHUK ObLJ MOCBSIIEH He 0OHOBIEHUIO BBIIITOPOACKOM
1lepKBU (KOTOpOe 66110 19 Mas), a UMEHHO IIepeHeCceHUI0 MOIIeH.
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PaccmoTpuM, HaKOHeL], 4eTBepTOe NepeHeceHre MOLIe!, COBepIIMBIIee-
ca B 1115 r. v onucanHoe no-pasHomy B CBI' 1 B netonucax: MnaTbeBCcKo
(nanee — Un), JlaBpeHTheBckoi (fanee — JlaBp) u HoBropozckoii nepsou

(nanee — HIII).

Oparbs, pycuuu
KHSA3M, Bosonumep,
30BeMbIii MoHamMax®,
cHlHB BeeBooskn,

u Hapugs Csaro-
cJaaBJanIb, 1 OJers,
6patb ero, u cayMama
TIePeHEeCTH MOIIU
Bopuca u I'ns6a:
6axy 60 cosanan
IIePKOBbL Ma KaMsAHY,
Ha TIOXBAJY M 9eCTh
TeJeceMa €l U Ha
HOJIOKEHTE.,

Cbr Nn JlaBp HILJI
[Kutus: 65-66] [TIBJI: 127-128] [TICPIII: 290] [HITJI: 20]
CoBBRYynUIIACA CeBbRyIHIIACH

6parbsa Brime-
ropogh: Bogo-
TUMHEPD, OJbI'b,
IaBbID, 1

BeA Pycbekad
3eMi1d,

" Bo 1-it ibHB
mbeAna mausa
CBATHUINA I[bPb-
KOBb, BB Cy6OTY
2 "Hepbab o
ITacirb.

IIepBoe ke ocBaTHIIA
[ePKOBb KaMAHYIO,
mMasd Bb 1 JieHb, B
cyooTy;

Criiena 61
IepK’bl KAMeHaTA
Boimeroponb.
MIA. Maia. Bb

.. IHb. B IHb

CyOOTHBIN.

1 OCBATHUINA
I[epKOBb
KaMAHY Mausd
Bb 1,

Ha yrpus ke, Bb
CBATYI0 HEJEJ0,
SiKe MOIThCA O
MYPOHOCHUIIAX'b,
B'b BHTOPHI IbHb
TorO ke Mmbesna,

HAyTpUd ke Bb 2
JleHb TIepeHecoIna
cBATAS.

a BD .B.M IHb
npeHecoua
Opata Bca €ToI0
mutiry Bopuca
u 'nbba. B giip
HOMH DI <.>

aBb 2
nepeHecora
Bopuca

u I'nboa,
HHIUKTA BB 8.

U 6picTh cOOpD Be-
JUKD, CIICAIIIOCS Ha-
POy Cb BCHXb CTPAHD
<..> W ocaruma
IIepKOBh KaMenyio. 1
OTI'BBIIAMB UMD
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CBr
[Kutus: 65-66]

Un
[TIBJI: 127-128]

JlaBp
[TICPII I: 290]

HILT
[HILTT: 20]

00bapHI0N0, 00bHaIIa
y Oabra u umnia, u
OBICTD yUpeskeHne
BEJINKO, ¥ HAKOPMHUIIIA
yOOTbis U CTPAHBHBISA
1o 3 IbHU.

U HavaIa mbTu
YTPBHIOI BB 06010
1bpbROBHI0. 1
BLCTABUBBIIC HA
CaHU HA POCHHI,
ske O'brra Ha TO
YCTPOEHHbI, TTOBe-
301114 3Ke Mpeske
Bopuca. U ¢b
HUMb UJALILe
Bosnogumups ¢b
MHOI"bMb T'OBE-
HUEeMb, U ¢'b HUMb
MHUTPOTIOJATD, U
[OII0BLCTBO C'b
cpbamMu u KaH-
quasl <...> Ta-
KOiKe U CBATaaro
T'rb6a o Hemnb
B'LCTABUBBIIC

Ha JIPYThis CAaHU
<..> U raxo
0/'bBa BH3MOIOLIA
OT'b YTPHHSA

JI0 JIUTY Prist
[IPEBECTH CY UK
I[bPbKBH.

U axo GeicTh yTpO,
MUTPOTIOJIUTD, €MH-
CROIU, UTYMEHH
o6oJiokoImacs y
CBATUTEJIHCKBIA PUSBI
U cBBIIa BBIKTEr'D

¢ kaxbianl 6aaro-
BOHBHBIMU, W IPUJIONIA
K parama cBATOI0, U
B3dAMIa pary Bopucosy,
U BbCTABUIIA U Ha
BO3HJIA, 1 TIOBOJIO-
KOTIIa YKY KHABK U
6osipe, YepHBIEM'b
yuphas By UMb

¢'b cBBIIaMH, IIOTIOMD
10 HAM'D Uy IAMB,

Ta e UTYMEeHH, Ta

e eMUCKOINH Ipeb
pakoo, a KHA3EeMb ¢
PaKroI0 UIYIMMD MeRH
BOPOMB <...> OBIMIA
JIETKO BHECJH B
IIepROBb ¥ TIOCTABHUIIIA
pakry cpen’s nepksu,

u ugoma 1o Iiuboa.
TMm ke o6pasoms u
cero mpuBesoIa, u
nocTaBmIia y 6para.

0'b11I1a JIETKO
JOIILIN T[PEBeE.
a Bb .J.1 JHb
[IOCTABUIIA A B

paub Ha Mbery.

Pacripu sxe 0b1BITH
Me:xn Boropumepoms
u [laBbrmomMs, u Ob-
romb, — Boaogumepy
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CBbr
[Kutusa: 65-66]

Nn
[TIBJI: 127-128]

JlaBp
[TICPII I: 290]

HIII
[HILJI: 20]

00 XOTAIII0 I IOCTa-
BUTH Ccpef’s epKBH

U TepeM’b cepedpeHd
HOCTABUTH HAJl HUMA,
a Hasbias u Osers
XOTAINIeTA [TOCTABUTH
fl B KOMADY, “ume ke
oTellb MOM HA3HA-
MeHaJ'L’, Ha MpaBoil
cTopoHb, uje xe
6scra yerpoens ko-
map’h uma. U peue
MATPOTIOJUTD U
ermckonu: “Bep-
3uTe skpeoduii, na kb
M3BOJHTA MyUEHUKA,
Ty e f TI0CTABUMD
1 BroJHo ce 0ulcTh. U
nono:xu Bosogumeps
CBOI1 K pelduil, a
Hapbiab u OJiers cBoit
#pebuil Ha cBATOM
TpAne3B; U BHIHACA
skpebuit JlaBbioBb

u Oaross. U nocra-
BHINA I B KOMapy TOI0,
Ha JecHBit ctpanb,
KJIe HbIHE JeKUTA.
[Tpunecena e GHICTH
cBATAA MyYEHUKA,
Maus B'b BTOPBI
JleHb, U3 epeBAHON
IIePKBH B KAMEHYI0
Buimeropont <...>
Kussu e u 6ospe,

U BCH JIOf[He TIPas-
HOBAINA 110 TPU THU

u noxBaJauma Bora

U CBATOI0 MyYEHUKY.
U rako pasupomacs
KOJKJIO Bb CBOSICH.
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Haubosnbuyio npobeMy B JaHHOM cily4ae NpezACTaBiseT coboi cooT-
HeceHue cBefleHuid CBI' u cnuckoB IIBJI, npexzae Bcero Un. Ilocnenuss,
BOIIPEKU BCEM OCTAJIbHLIM HCTOYHUKAM, ONUCHLIBAET IepeHeceHHe He Ha
BTOPO¥ IeHb TOPKeCTB, 2 Mas, a 4yepe3 TpHU JHA nocjie Hero. OZIHaKO B 3TOM
W HauMHaeT MPOTHBOPEYNTDb caMa cebe: KaK BbIlle, TAK M HIXKe OHA e
COO0OIIIaeT 0 TOM, 4TO IlepeHeCceH e MOIIel COCTOSNOCh 2 Mast (“Hay TPHs )e Bb
2 NeHb MepeHecola cBsiTas”; “prHeceHa Xe ObICTh CBSATAsl MyYeHUKa Maus
BB BTOPBIU JleHb”). Kpome Toro, B pe3ysibTaTe 3TOro CMellieH!Us NiepeHeceHus
MOIIlell OKa3bIBaeTcs, 4To U 1, 1 2 Masi coOpaBIIMecs] OCBSAIIAIU L[ePKOBb
(“mepBoe jxe OCBATHINA LIbPKOBb KaMAHYI0, Masfg Bb 1 JileHb’; “OCBATHUINA
IIePKOBb KaMeHYI0”), a TAK)Ke y/IBaBaeTCs coobIeHre 0 “Tpex JHAX”: TpU
[HA 110CJIe OCBAIeHUs ¥ TPU AHA upa (TOAJUHHOCTb YeThIPeXIHeBHOIO (B
CyMMe) Ipa3fiHecTBa MoATBepx/aeT JIaBpeHTbeBCKas JeTonucs). ITo Beei
BUJMMOCTH, peiakTop M omub0oYHO nepeMecTus1 cooblieHre 0 Tpex JHAX
IocJie epeHeceHus v o nupe y OJera U3 KOHIIA paccKasa, IZie OH BBITJIALUT
JIOTMYHO, TaK KaK ero fiaet nobeguBmuii B cope ¢ Bragumupom Orer.

Wtak, TopkecTBa 1115T. OKa3bIBAlOTCA CXOXU IO CBOEH CTPYKType
c npa3aHectBamu 1072 r.: Bce YMHONOCEJOBAHNUA — OCBAIIEHNE XpaMa U
TIepeHeceHue MOIIeid, COBepIIalInCh B Ba HSA, IPUYEM TaKxe — B cy660TY
Y BOCKpeceHbe. Pa3HuIa 37iech 3aKi04aeTcs B TOM, 4TO B 1115 I. B iepBeIi
lieHb coOpaBIIuecs: “CBSITHUINA IEPKOBL’, HO mepBasi Tutyprus (“obenHs” B
W) B Hell coBepIIaeTCs TOJIbKO Ha BTOPOM /ieHb, II0CJIe IepeHeceHu st MoLel
cBB. Bopuca u I'eba, 94TO COOTBETCTBYeT APeBHEH MOCIEMKOHOOOPUECKO
npakTuKe (CM. Bbiie). TakuM 06pa3oM, 0GHOBJIEHHE BBILITOPOCKOH 1iepKBU
B 1115 r. Tak xe, KaK u npu SpocnaBe, COBePINANOCh TOCPEACTBOM MPHHe-
CeHHUA TyZa MOIe! XPaMOBBIX CBATBIX.

[TozBeileM MPOMeXYTOYHBII UTOT. Bce paccMoTpeHHbIe HAMU 6OPHUCO-
rebCKYe TOPKeCTBa OTIUYAIOTCSA [0 CBOEH CTPYKTYpe: epBoe ObLIO OJHO-
JIHEBHBIM (C TOYKM 3peHHs LEPKOBHOTO BpeMSAHCYNCIIeHNs, GOPMabHO Xe —
JByX/IHEBHBIM) ¥ He COZIepKaJio B cebe OCBSIIIEHUsI Xpama; BTOpOe ObLIO
TaK)Xe OJHOJAHEBHBIM, HO BKJIOYAaJo B ceOs OCBsllleHUe LIePKBU MOIIaMH
cBB. Bopuca u I'neba; TpeTbe AMUIOCH ABA IHS, IPUYEM B IEPBbIi JieHb
OBLJIO COBEpIIEHO TOJIHOe OCBSIIeHIe XpaMa, a BO BTOPOil — TepeHeceHue
MOIIlel CBATHIX KHSI3ed; HaKOHell, Y4eTBEePTOe ObLIO TaK)Xe [BYXIHEBHBIM,
HO 371eCh OCBsiI[eHHe ObIJIO 3aBepIIeHO UMb Ha BTOPOU JieHb, MOCJIe Tepe-
HeCeHMsl MOIIel XpPaMOBBIX CBATHIX. B KOHTEKCTe BU3aHTUHCKOTO 4YMHA
OCBSILIIEHKSI XpaMa BTOPOH C/y4yail COOTBETCTBYeT 00beJMHEHHOMY B OJTH
JIeHb YMHOIOCJIeZIOBAHUIO “OCBSIeHUs” U “OOHOBJIEHUS”, B TO BpeMs Kak
4eTBePThId — JpeBHEMY, pa3/ieIbHOMY BapHaHTY, KOTOPBIA MOT OBITH BbI-
OpaH 7151 6OJIBIIEN TOPKECTBEHHOCTH IePeMOHUH. BBIOOD TOTO MM MHOTO
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BapHaHTa ObLI CBSI3aH, BEPOATHO, C TMYHOCTHIO I'PeKa-MUTPOIOJIUTA, KOTO-
pOMy Ta UK vHasi Gopma OCBsileHus Oblia 6oJiee PUBBIYHA.

U3 3TOr0 psifia BBIOWBAIOTCS, OHAKO, Tpa3aHecTBa 1072 r. (epBbie TOp-
XeCcTBa He COoZilepXKaT OCBALIeHUs XpaMa U B JIAHHOM CJiy4yae He peJleBaHT-
HbI). YTO JKe MOMeIIao yCTPOUTesIM TopxecTB 1072 I. coBepmIUTb 0OBIYHOE
YUHOIOCJIe/IOBAHHUE JIBYX/THEBHOTO OCBAIeH!s? MOXHO ObLIO Obl, KOHEYHO,
IIPeAIIONIOXUTb, YTO HPOBOJVBINKE UX HepapXy ObUIM 3HAKOMBI TOJIBKO C
HOBOW IIPaKTUKOY OZHOJHEBHOIO OCBSALIEHUS, OTHAKO 3TOMY IIPOTUBOPEYUT
ABYXJHEBHas CTPYKTYpa BCero Inpa3jHecTBa C TPaAULIMOHHbBIM [IepeHeceHreM
MOILeil BO BTOPO# [ieHb.

OTBeT Ha 3TOT BOIPOC KPOeTcs, KaK KaXeTcs, B HEONHOKPATHO 00CYX-
ZlaBLIeMCS COMHEeHUY MUTPONOIUTA ['e0prust OTHOCUTEIbHO CBATOCTY MOLIeN
CTpacTOTepILeB', KOTOpble IPe/ICTOANO IepeHeCT! BHOBbIM XxpaM. He kacasch
CJIOKHOTO BOIIPOCA O NPUYMHAX 3TOTO COMHEHMs, OTMeTUM, 4YTO OHO MMeeT
peliaroliee 3Ha4YeHUe [AJA MOHMMAaHUsA II0CJe0BATeJbHOCTU LepeMOHUU
TopkecTB B 1072 I.: XOTSI MUTPOIIOJIUT 110 IPOChOe KHA3S U BBIHYK/EH ObLI
OTIIPaBUTbCA B BhIropos BHA4ase A 3aKJaZKUA XpaMa B 4eCTb CBATBIX
KHfA3€eH, a 3aTeM — /151 eT0 OCBAILeHN A U [lepeHeCceHr s MOLIel, O/IHaKO COBep-
I1aTh OOHOBJIEHVE HOBOH 1IePKBY COMHUTEJIbHBIMY 11 HETO OCTaHKaMU OH,
O4YeBU/IHO, He XOTeJI ¥ I0TOMY COBepILNJI BCe OCBALIeHNe XpaMa B OfIUH [ieHb
(mo moxo6uio mpas3aHecTBa NMpHU SIpocyiaBe), OTIOXUB NepeHeceHue Molein
Bopuca u ['1e6a Ha BTOPOIA IeHb.

Bonee Hu3Kku# ypoBeHb TOpKecTB 1072 I. mofYepKUBaeT U JIULIb OJHO-
ZHeBHOe NUPILIEeCTBO MOCJIe IepeHeceHns Molel (“CTBOpuILA e IPa3AHUKD
BeJIUK'Db Bb Tb JleHb, Ta4e pas3uzoLacs Bb CBOS JOMBI, ciaBsme bora”). Ha-
MPOTHUB, GOJBIIAS TOPKECTBEHHOCTh OOpHCOrIebCKUX mpa3aHecTs B 1115 1.
TIOZYePKUBAETCS KaK OoJiee MBIIIHBIM U Pa3Zie/IbHbIM IlepeHeceHueM Molei
CBATBHIX OpaTheB, TaK M TPeXJHEBHbIM MHUPIIECTBOM IO er0 OKOHYaHUM
(“Kus13u xe u 6osipe, ¥ BCY JIIO/ie MPA3HOBAIIA 110 TPU JHU U MMOXBAJIUIIA
Bora u cBATOI0 My4eHuKy. M Tako pasuzomacs Kox/10 Bb csosicu”). [Ipasna,
TOP>KeCTBEHHbIE MUPLIeCTBA IOCJIe OCBALEHUS BBIMITOPOACKOro Xpama Ipu
sIpocraBe 6b11M BOOOIIIE BOCEMUHEBHBIMU, YTO IPSIMO OTChIIAET K TPaAULIAH
TIOZOGHBIX JKe MUPIIEeCTB IPH ero OTIe (II0CJie OCBSIIeHUsI XxpaMa B Bacunése
(cm. [TIBJI, oz 6504 r.]).

Wrak, Ha OCHOBaHUM CPaBHEHUA TPeX OOPHCOrIeOCKUX Pa3ZHeCTB MbI
BUJIUM, KaK YPOBeHb UX TOPKECTBeHHOCTH, OTPAXKAIOIUI OTYACTH UX U/lel-
HYI0 Harpysky, MOXeT OTpa)aTbCs B YMHOIOCJIeZOBAaHUM IIpa3fHeCTBa U

12 Cum. [ConoBbEB 2002: 24]. ITpeanonoxenue camoro ConoBbeBa, YTO MUTPOIOTIUT
COMHEBAJICs TOMBKO B cBsAiToCTH Bopuca, Ho He ['71e6a, Ciiefiyet OTBePrHyTh, TaK Kak
pa3HYK Ha aMATh cMepTy bopuca, ycTaHOBIeHHBIH elile py SIpociase (CM. BbILIe),
yKa3bIBaeT Ha X PaBHOYECTHOCTh, a KpoMe Toro, B [IBJI mpsAIMO TrOBOPUTCH, UTO
MUTPOIIOJIUT He GbLI TBEPA BEPOil “K HUMA”, T. €. [I0 OTHOIIEHHUIO K 060MM GpaThaM.
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KaKO¥ CJIOKHOUM MOXeT ObITB 3Ta JIOTUKA. BoJiee TOro, MMEeHHO PeKOHCTPYKLIUS
WX YAHOIOCJIeZIOBAaHUM IBNIAETCS Ba)KHelIleM apTyMeHTOM B I0JITOM CIIOpe O
BpeMeHU KaHOHU3AL[1K OpaTheB.

U1 A.H. YxaHKOB, [IaBIINi MOCTeAHUI 0630p BCeX PaCCMOTPEHHBIX CO-
obrTuii [Y>k AHKOB 2000], v ero mpenmectBeHHUKY (A. ITomma, JI. Mionnep u
Ip.) ACXOAWJIN U3 He COBCEM BEPHOTO Npe/iCTaBJIeHnsA O KAHOHU3ALWH B J10-
MOHT'OJIbCKO Pycu: oHa mpejcTaBisiiach M IPOIEAY PO, TOJOOHOM M03]-
Hel el KaTOJMIeCKOM KaHOHM3AIMK 1 COIPOBOXKIaBIelicsi 06513aTe TbHbIM
MO/ TBEePKA€HUEM YyZieC U HallMCaHUeM CITYKObI M KUTHsA. OZIHAKO O4eBUTHO,
YTO B JOMOHTOJIbCKOW Pycu npuuucieHune K JUKY CBATHIX IIPOUCXOAUIIO B
paMKax BU3aHTUWCKOM, a He 3allaZIHOeBPOTIelicKoi MpakTUKu. B Buzantuu
e HUKaKo# “yCcTaBHOW” KaHOHM3aLWM He CYIIeCTBOBAJIO: NPUYMCIIEHUE K
JIMKY CBAATHIX HAYMHAJIOCH C JIOKAJIbHOTO IOYNUTAHNU S, YCTAHOBJIEHUS [Tpa3]-
HUKAa B YeCTb CBATOTO, a TAKKe IOUUTAHUA U UCIIOJIb30BAHUSA er0 OCTAaHKOB
KaK CBATBIX MoIel. B ciyyae pacipocTpaHeHMs KyJIbTa CBATOTO €ro NaMATh
BHOCHUJIACh B KaJleHJapb IUTypruieckux KHUT KoHcranTrHONOMBCKOM Llepk-
BY, HOJIy4asi TeM CaMbIM OOIIeliepKOBHOe U OOIIeMMIIEPCKOe TPU3HAHUE.
OcrajibHble 3IeMeHThI: 4y/ieca, COCTaBJIeHME XUTHUS U CIYKObI, ObLITH XKeJa-
TeJIbHBI, HO He 00513aTebHBI.

B kayecTBe OJIM3KOM aHAJIOTUH CJIy4alo co CBB. Boprcom u I'1e6omM MOKHO
yKa3aTh Ha OIHY “KaHOHM3ALMI0” BU3aHTUICKUM UMIIEPaTOPOM CBOEro 6Jiu-
)auIero poaicTBeHHUKa. I1ocyie cMepTH CBOeii MepBoii CYMpyrH, HaOOKHOM
®eodano, B893 . umneparop JIeB VITIOCTpOUII XpaM B €€ 4eCTb, T7Ie U OJIOK KT
ee ocTaHKU. [lo3aHeliie UCTOYHUKY TPUBOAAT JleTeHJapHYI0 MCTOPUIO O
TOM, YTO 11071 IaBJieHreM LepKBY uMIiepaTop ObLI BHIHYK/I€H IIePerIMEHOBATh
3TOT XpaM B 4ecTh Bcex cBATHIX (moppasymeBasi, 4yto eciu PeodaHo cBsTa,
TO OHA Cpeiu HUX), ONHAKO U paHHUe cBUzeTenbcTBa ( “XpoHuKa” CrMeoHa
Jloroderta), ¥ JOKyMeHTaJIbHbIe TeKCTHI cep. X B. He COMHEBAIOTCS B HAJTUYNH
xpama (sdxtriptov) B 4ecThb cBATON Peodano [DOWNEY 1956]. Jlerenza o He-
COTJIaCUU C TAaKUM IOCBSAIIEHHWEM OTPa)kaeT, BEPOATHO, eCTeCTBEHHbIe CO-
MHEHUS B IPaBOMOYHOCTH IOCBSALIeHUs XpaMa TOJIbKO YTO yMepllei eH-
IIMHe W OCBSIIEHHUs [[ePKBU ee OCTaHKaMH, YTO HaXOAUT cebe mapasiiesib B
BBIMIEONMCAHHOM COMHeHuM mutpononauta leoprus B 1072 r. IlpasgHuk
B maMsATh 0 cB. PeodaHo TakkKe yCcTaHOBMIICA K Ha4. X B. DTO MOKA3bIBAIOT
cnucky “CuHakcaps KoHcTaHTHHOMOMbCKOM LlepkBu™.

Takum o6pa3oM, B mpoliecce “KaHOHM3AIMKU™ HauboJsiee BaXKHYIO POJb
Urpajy [Ba 3JIeMeHTa: yCTAaHOBJIEHWe IHS NMaMATU CBATOTO U IOYMTAHUe
ero OCTAaHKOB Kak Mollel. 1 ecnu B cilydae IiepBOro nepeHeceHrs1 OCTAHKOB
KHA3el-CTPAacTOTepIILeB B JIeMCTBUAX er0 yYaCTHUKOB He NPOCJIeXUBAeTCs
SICHOTO OTHOLIEHUsI K HUM KaK K CBATHIM MOIIAaM, a [ieHb 3TOr0 COOBITHS
He CTaHOBUTCS PeryJsipHbIM NPa3HUKOM, TO y>Ke BO BTOPOM IlepeHeCeHU!
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Moteii cBB. Bopuca u I'neba, mpouciiesuieM Takxe npu SIpocnaBe Myzapom,
06a 3memeHTa ACHO BbIpaxkeHbl: 1 YH, 1 CBI yKa3bIBalOT KaK Ha OCBSIIEHUEe
LIlepKBH I10CJIe BHECEHUS Ty/a MoIleH, T. €., 04eBUJJHO, UX IIOCPeACTBOM, TaK
U Ha yCTaHOBJIEHME Ipa3fHuKa. bosiee TOro, BTOpoe InepeHeceHue MoLLeH
CBATHIX OpaTheB ObLIO Ciel[MaIbHO MIPUYPOUEHO SIPOCTaBOM KO AHIO CMEPTH
cB. Bopuca. BripoueMm, siBHOe pU3HaHKe CBATOCTH CBB. Bopuca u ['eba mpu
BTOPOM IIepeHeCceH!H UX MOILiel He 03HayaeT, YTO IIPY IIepBOM ITepeHeceHUH K
HHM He OTHOCHJIMCb KaK K CBATBIM: OHO ObLJIO JIMIIB TPOMEXXYTOYHBIM 3BeHOM
nepesi OCBSAIeHVeM HOBOM LIepKBA BMeCTO He/JaBHO CrOpeBIIei U MOTOMY
He ObLJIO, KCTaTH, CTOJIb TOPXKECTBeHHbIM. MITaK, yCTaHOBJIEHHE JIBOHHOTO
npasgHuKa noy 24 urons (youenus Bopuca u nepeHeceHus Molieii 6paThes)
M OCBSIlIIeHVe XpaMa Momamu cBB. Bopuca u I'1eba mpu ocBAIMEHUH HOBOTO
Xxpama ObLIO, OYeBHIHO, YaCThIO IIaHa SIpociaBa MyAporo mo Co3jaHuUio
KyJbTa CBOUX OpaTheB-CTPACTOTEPIIEB, KOTOPbIA OBl OZHOBPEMEHHO
IIpeZiCTaBUII B JIydllleM CBeTe U ero caMoro (Kak B aHaJOTMYHOM CUTyaluu
JIbBa VI, u3MeHsBIEro CBOe CBATOM KeHe).
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The Russian expression cecmbv 6 ay>xy (literally, to sit into a puddle) stands apart
from similar expressions with the same image in other languages, both seman-
tically and stylistically. Whereas the expressions fo find oneself in the mire, in der
Patsche sitzen, etc. mean ‘to get into a difficult situation’ or ‘get tangled’, the saying
CecThb B Ay>Ky means ‘to get into an awkward or funny situation, to fail because of
being unable to live up to one’s expectations, to shame oneself’. Perhaps, here the
verb to sit, which in most cases implies a sitting position, changed the meaning
of the expression, and it approached the offensive colloquial Haroxumov 6 wmartot
‘to crap one’s pants’, which has the literal sense ‘to shit or wet oneself from fear’,
and the figural sense ‘to shame oneself through unredeemed promises’. The ex-
pression cecmv 6 Ayxky in current usage describes a person who is so scared that
he has wet or soiled his pants. Judging by the fact that this expression cannot be
found in Dahl’s dictionary and that it appeared in Russian literature at the begin-
ning of the 20th century, it is obvious that before that time, it had been considered

2012 Ne2



136 |

On the Russian Expression cecno 6 Ayxy:
Semantic and Stylistic Peculiarities

vulgar, substandard and unprintable. Nowadays, the expression is widespread,
and though its origin has been forgotten, it has not become stylistically neutral: in
dictionaries it is tagged as colloquial, informal, pejorative, ironic, and humorous.

Keywords
lexicology, phraseology, stylistics, word history

Peziome

Pycckoe cecmb 6 Ayxy OT aHAAOTMYHBIX MHOS3BIYHBIX BBIPAa’KEHUII C TOiL Ke BHY-
TpeHHeN (1)OpMOI7I OTAMYAEeTCsI KaK CBOeM CeMaHTUKOM, TaK U CTUAUCTUYECKON
okpackort. Ecan anra. fo find oneself in the mire, nem. in der Patsche sitzen, etc. sHauaT
‘OKa3aThCA B 3aTPYAHUTEABHON CUTYaIIUM WMAW TICITYTaThCs, TO PYC. CECHIb 6 AYXKY
O3HayaeT ‘OKa3aThCsl B HEAOBKOM, CMEIIHOM IIOAOXKEeHUH, OIIO30PUTLCS U3-3a TO-
TO, YTO YbM-AMOO OXWAAHUs OKa3aAuCh He OIpaBAaHBl. Bo3MoXXHO, 3HaueHUe
34ech MeHsieTcsa Oaarojapsi raarody cecmov, M AaHHOE BbIpa’KeHIUe OKa3blBaeTCs
6413K0 TPyOOMY ITPOCTOPETHOMY HAAOKUMIDb 6 Uimarbl. BeipaskeHue cecmbv 6 AYxKY
nogpasyMeBaeT 4eA0BeKa, KOTOPBIM HACTOABKO MCITyTaACs, YTO HaMOYIA IITaHBL
Cyas 1o ToMy, 4TO gaHHOe BhIpaskeHue He BKaioueHO B Caosapp Jaas u moss-
AsIeTCsl B PYCCKOM AUTepaType AuIIb B Hauade XX B, OUEBMAHO, UTO paHee OHO
CYNTAAOCH TPYOBIM, IIPOCTOPEYHBIM VM HEIPUCTONHEBIM. Tereph >Xe OHO BechMma
yIoTpeOUTEeABHO M, XOTSI €T0 ITPOVICXOXKAEHMe y>Ke 3abBITO, CTUAMCTUIECKU He
HeNTpaAbHO: CA0Bapy KBaAUPUIMPYIOT €T0 KaK «IIPOCTOPEUHOE», «PasTOBOPHOE»,
«IIpeHeOpPeKUTEeABHOE», «IPOHIYECKOe» U «IITyTAUBOE».

KnioyeBble cnosa:
AeKCUKOAOI, q)pa?:EO/lOl"I/I}I, CTUAUCTUKA, I/ICTOpI/I}I CAOB

Pycckoe BelpaXkeHHe cecmbs 6 1Yy UMeeT MHOTOYHUCJIeHHbIe aHAJIOTH B JIpy-
rux si3bikax. Ho, Kak Mbl yBUIUM HYKe, HECMOTPSI Ha CXOIHBIN 06pa3, jiexa-
LU B OCHOBE 3TUX BbIPaXX€HWUH, 3Ha4eHNA UX He COBIAZAIOT CO 3HaYeHUeM
pycckoro BelpaxkeHus. Kpome Toro, pycckoe cecme 6 sy BIJIOTh /10 Ha4a-
na 20 Beka He CYUTAJIOCh JINTEPAaTypHBIM. PacCcMOTpeB 3Ty CUTyaluIo,
MBI IPeJIOJNIOKUIIN, YTO Y Hero Oblia MHasi (BO3MOXXHO, He M3HAYasIbHO),
OTJINYHASA OT aHAJIOTUYHBIX NHOA3BIYHBIX BbIpaXKeHU, BHYTpeHHAA GopMa
U, KaK CJIeJIcCTBUe, — JIpyroe 3HadeHUe U MHAs CTUJIMCTUYECKas OKpacka,
4eM U OOBSCHSETCS ero HeyHOTPeOUTEeNbHOCTb B PYCCKOM JIUTEPATyPHOM
A3bIKe B TeYeHUe CTOJIb JI0JITOT0 BpeMeH!.

M3BecTHO, 4TO 1ysceu (OHA Ke KaJlyz2a, Kanrdxa) Ha3blBalOT MOKPOe UJIH
rpsi3Hoe MecTo. [lepeHOC MpsAAMOro 3HaYeHUS CJIOB 2pA3b U NYxa Ha HPaB-
CTBeHHYIO cepy yesoBeuecKoi XU3HU MOHATeH, OYeBUIeH U ¢ aHTUYHBIX
BpeMeH 3aKpeIlyieH B JIeKCUKOHe. B epeHOCHOM 3HaueHUHU 2pA3b CBA3bIBA-
eTCs C I030POM, OYepHEeHHUEeM, TIoTepeii J0OPOro MMeH! UJIH JKe COL[aIbHbIM
TnazieHreM ¥ TopokoM. Hamprmep, Mbl HabJTI0IaeM 3TOT [epeHOC B IATHHCKOM
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A3bIKe: raaronsl maculo, sordido, inquino 03Ha4YalOT He TOJNBKO GYKBaJbHO
‘mavyKaro, rpsA3HIO, MATHAK', HO U ‘OCKBEPHSIO, 03010, TOPOYY, HeccraBiiio’
[ABOPELIKUI 1976: 609, 942, 531]; cyliecTBUTEIbHOE Sordes epeBOAUTCS
KaK TpsA3b B OYKBaJLHOM CMBbICJIE, TAK ¥ ‘HU30CTb, IPE3PEHHOCTh, HU3KUIA
4eJIoBeK, MOZIOHKY 06IecTBa’ [TaM xe: 942]; CJIOBO sentina 3HAYUT ‘KJI0aKa,
HEeYUCTOThI’ ¥ OJHOBPEMEHHO ‘TIOZIOHKH 00miecTBa’ [TaM xe: 919]; To ke co
cyioBoM macula [Tam xe: 609)].

[Tono6Hoe HabofaeTcs U BO Gpa3eosioruu: IPUMepPhI BbIpaXKeHU, rie
u/iesi o30pa, 6ecyecTysi UK TPYAHOTO OJIOKEeHUS CBSA3BIBAETCS C TPA3HBIM
¥ MOKDBIM, MbI HaXOJIIM B Pa3HbIX f3bIKaX. B PyCCKOM fi3bIKe U3BECTHBI Ta-
Kle BblpakeHU s, KaK 3amMapame UM, CMewams c 2pA3uio, eel6anamecs (u3ea-
JAMbCS) 8 2PA3UL, 3a0POCams 2pa3bi0, 00IUMb 2PA3I0, U3 2PA3U 8 KHA3U U T.11.

O6paTUMCcs TOJBKO K TeM BBIPaXKeHHUSM, B KOTOPBIX YeJIOBeK TaK WU
MHave OKa3blBaeTCd B HeKOW rpsa3u. Tak, B aHIVIUMCKOM f3bIKe (lepeBOf
OyKBaJbHBIN) HAXOAUM: fo get into a mess ‘ONACTb B TIP3k, to stick in the
mire, to find oneself in the mire ‘3aBA3HyTb, OKa3aThCs B IPsA3H, B 6OJIOTE’, fo
bring in the mire ‘BTAHyTbH B rpsi3vb, [OED IX: 656, 837], in the soup ‘B cyme,
tymane’ [OED XVI: 57]. AHanoru4Has cutyanus Habaronaercs Bo ¢paH-
IIy3CKOM si3bIKe: s'enfoncer dans un bourbier ‘yBsi3HyTb B rpsizu’ [LPRD 2000:
282), trainer dans la boue ‘cmemars c rpsa3bi0’ [GLLF I: 479]; u B HeMenKom:
in der Patsche sitzen ‘cupietb B rpsas3w’, in der Tinte sitzen /in die Tinte geraten
‘cuzieTh / OKa3aTbcA B yepHunax' [IIIEKACIOK 2010: 717], rae rnarox sitzen
He 03Ha4YaeT OGYKBAJbHO CHUZSYEro IOJIOKEHHUS: 3TO MHOTO3HAUuHOE CJIOBO
3HAYMUT 371eCh ‘TIOMeILIaThCs, HAXOAUTHLCS, OKa3aThCsA UM KUThH, KaK U B
PycCKOM si3biKe (MbI TOBOPUM cudems Ha xJiebe u 800e, cudems 8 mruopome,
cudems 6e3661€30H0 Ha dave N T.Ji.). BO3MOXHO, ¥ B YKPaUHCKOM BbIPaKeHUH
nocadue na xan (k0z0) ‘TIOCTaBUI B Ge3BBIXOJHOE TOJI0XeHue (GYKBaJIbHO
‘OCcauIl Ha TPSI3b’) TJ1aroJ n0cadumu TOXe O3HAYaeT ‘TIOMEeCTUTb, OPOCUTDH
[TPiHYEHKO II: 208-209]. EcTb 1 aHaJIOTMYHOE YeLlICKOe BblpaXkeHue octnout
se v louZi ‘v nepfijemné situaci, v nesndzich’, c momeroit “ob<ecny (vyraz, tvar
obecné ¢estiny)>" [SSJC I: 1137], octnout se v bryndé c nomeToii “nespis<ovny
vyraz>" Kak COOTBETCTBUE PyCCKOMy cecmo 6 niyxcy [RCS I: 428], cp. Taksxke
by't, octnout se, ziistat, uvdznout v bryndé [SSJC 1989: 174]. Vrak, BO BCex ymo-
MSIHYTBIX HAMU BBIPa)KeHUAX YeJIOBeK OKAa3bIBAETCS MOMeIleHHbIM B Tpsi3-
HOe UJIU MOKDOE€: in a mire, in a soup, in a puddle, in a mess, in der Patsche, Ha
kan, v louzi (bryndé) nnu oka3biBaeTcs 3a0pbI3raHHbIM, IATHAETCS: in der
Tinte, into a spot.

OO6pa3s, Jexaluil B OCHOBe BCeX 3TUX BbIpa)kKeHUH, ONUH U TOT Xe. 3a
WCKJII0YeHVeM BbIpaXkeHu to bring in (unu fo drag through) the mire v to put
one’s foot (feet) into it, KOTOpOe, KPOMe ‘BIUIHYTh, OOMUINYIUTHCA', O3HA-
YaloT ellle: MepBoe — ‘BBICTABUTH Ha M0O30D’, ‘00JUTH TPA3bi0’, a BTOPOe —

2012 Ne2

| 137



138 |

On the Russian Expression cecno 6 Ayxy:
Semantic and Stylistic Peculiarities

‘COBEpIIUTH 6ECTAKTHBIN MOCTYIIOK', — CEMAaHTHUKA UX OTIMYAETCS OT CeMaH-
THUKU PYCCKOTO BBIPAXKeHU cecms 6 1Yxcy. Bo Bcex cydasax OHU [1epeBOJATCSA
KaK n0nacmo 8 3ampyoHumesvHoe noaoxcexue, 8 mpyouyr, 6e3661x00HyH0
CUmMyayuro, uMems HeNnpusmMHOCMU, NONACMb 8 ucmopur, Ovime 8 bede.
CMBICJ 3TUX BbIPA)KEHUI MOXHO Mepe/iaTh OAHUM CJIOBOM: B pa3TOBOPHOM
CTUJIe — GUNHYMb, BNANAMbCS, B HEUTPATBHOM — n02pa3Hyms (06a riaro-
J1a HeCYT TY JKe U/Iet0 TIOMellleHU S B JIMIIKOe UJIH IPpsA3Hoe). CMBICTIOBOE yAa-
peHve B HUX CTOUT Ha TPA3H, B KOTOPYIO HEKTO BJIMI (OrPsA3) UJIX HO-APY-
roMy — 3acTpsji B Heil. HanpuMmep, K HeMeIIKOMY BbIpaxkeHuIo in der Tinte
sitzen TpeziIaraeTcs, B YaCTHOCTH, TIePeBOJ cudems (Kax pax) Ha meau, a 'y
AHTJIMICKOTO fo stick in the mud (ByKBaJbHO ‘3aCTPSTH B IPSI3U, TUHE') €CTh
3Ha4YeHue ‘OTCTaTh OT JKM3HU, BeKa. OcTajbHble BBIPAXKEHUs, OCTABUB 3a
CBOGOJHBIMM CJIOBOCOYETAHUSIMU TTePEeHOCHOe 3HaYeHue ‘To30p’ (KoTopoe,
KaK rOBOPUJIOCH paHee, UMeeTCs Y CJIOB C IPAMBIM 3HA4eHUeM TPs3b, IAT-
HO'), BO ¢pa3eosioru3Max JieJlaloT aKTyaJbHBIM JPyroe epeHOCHOe 3Have-
HUe — ‘HeMPUATHOCTh, Geza’.

CeMaHTHKA PYCCKUX BBIPAXKEHUH cecms 6 Ayicy v (He) ydapums 6 epsa3e
Auyom VHAA. B oTnn4Yre OT HeMelKoro, aHIIMICKOro U YeIICKOT0, B PyCCKOM
A3bIKe cecmy 6 JIyxy He 03Ha4aeT HU ‘TIONACTb (BJIUIMHYTh) B UCTOPUIDY’, HU
‘TIonacThb B TPYAHOE MOJIOKeHNe . 3a HUM 3aKPeIUIoCh 3Ha4eHue He IPOCTO
HeJIOBKOT'O MOJIOKEHU S, a NI0JIOKeHUA CM eI HOT 0, HeJenoro, ray-
IOTO0 U MO30PHOT 0. [IoBTOPUM, YTO BO BcexX Pppa3eoyornieckux cjio-
BapAX PYyCCKOrO A3bIKA OHO TOJIKYeTCA KaK ‘TIONAacCThb B HeJIOBKOE IT0JIOXKeHUe,
‘cTaBUTH cebsi (MJIM KOrO-TO) B HEJIOBKOE, TJIYIOEe, CMEIIHOe TOJIOXKEHHE,
‘ocpamuThb(cs). Ero CHHOHMMOM $IBJISieTCA BbIPa)KeHUE cecmb 8 Kaaouly.
CrunuctuyecKre IOMeThI, CONPOBOXJAI0IINe UX B CJIOBAPAX, BAPbUPYIOTCA:
npocmopeuroe, pazzo80pHoe, UPOHUUECKOE, ULYMIUBOE, NPEHEOPEHCUMENbHOE
[TyPEBUY, JO30PEL 1995: 419; KOCPA 1994: 208; ®CPJIA 2004 I: 556].

OnHAaKO HY MOpakeHUe B KyJauHOM 600!, HU TeM 6oJiee TIOTEPS YecT-
HOTO MMeHHU, H1 MyOJIUYHBIN 030D, HY JIYXK pa3Bpara He UMEIT HIYero
HeJIENIOr0 ¥ CMEIIHOTO0 — HAMPOTUB, TOJIBKO 00M/IHOE, TOPECTHOE, I0CaTHOe
WM JaXKe Tparudeckoe. O6GpaTM BHUMaHUe Ha TO, YTO B APYTHUX SI3bIKAX, B
OTJIMYHe OT PYCCKOT0, aHAJIOTMYHbIe (Pa3eosIoru3Mbl He COZiepXKaT HacMell-
K. Ecu y cJIOB 2p36, 1y2ca v IOAOOHBIX UM UMeeTCs IePeHOCHOe 3HaYeHNe
n030p, NOPOK, HENPUAMHOCMb UK beda, TO TIOTMIaZlaHue B TaKyw JyXKYy (TO
ecTh B Oe/ly MJIM HEIIPUATHOCTD) OTHIOJb He 3a0aBHO ¥ He MOXKEeT MOPOXX/aTh
HaCMeIIKHU.

B cBOOOZIHOM COYETAHUU U B KOJIIOKAIUSX PYCCKUIA A3bIK TaKKe 3HAeT
Mo00HbIe HEKOM U Y e CK U e yIoTpebIeHus:

1 VIMEHHO C KyJIa4HbIMU 60sIMM OGBIYHO CBSI3bIBAIOT IPOUCXOXKIEHKE ATOTO BBIPAXKEHHUS
[CP® 2007: 401; KOCPA 1994: 208; KupcAHOBA 2007: 239].
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“YTBepXAaTh, 4YTO FeHUATBHOCTh COBCEM HU K 4eMy He 00513bIBaeT, 4TO
TeHUI0 BCe TI03BOJIEHO, YTO OH MOXKeT 6e3 BpeZia 17Isi CBOEr0 BBICIIEr0
NPU3BAHKSA BCIO JKM3Hb OCTABAaThCA B 6H0JI0Te HU3MEHHBIX CTPACTEH, 3TO
- rpy6oe 10100k IOHCTBO, peTuimuam ...” (B. C. ConoBbéB, “Cyapba
IMymkwuna”, 1897)% [ConoBLEB 1990: 346];

“...[oTe1] 4yacTeHbKO MO caMble YIIM YBA3aJl B UYXKOM IpA3HU, XKejas TO
M3BJIeYb BBITOZY, TO BAPYT IOMOYb OYepeJHOMY HajieMy aHreny...”
(Mlapbs CumMoHOBa, “CopBaHHas ciuBa’, 2002) [HKPA]; “C Takumu
paccyx/ieHUsIMA MOXHO IJTyOOKO YBSI3HYTD B TPACHHAX CO3HAHUA”
(Anzpeii PoctoBckuit, “ITo 3akoHam Bonubeli cran”, 2000) [HKPA] (cp.
CJIOBAPHYIO PUKCAINIO C UIUTIOCTPATUBHBIMYU IIPUMepaMIL: “YBA34Tb,
YBA3HYTb B ueM” — 8 zpexe, 8 neccumusme, 6 Meno4ax; “YBsa3aTh, yBA3HYTb
(n6 ymm) B goarax — Jiesiath 60JbIIMe JOTH, He UMest BO3MOXXHOCTH
BeimtatuTh” [OCPIIA 2004 11: 576));

“W7is OT TAaKOT'O TOJIKOBAHNU A, UCTIOJIHUTEJIbHUIA POJI KOPOJIeBBI HepesIKO
pHUCYyeT ee keHIIUHOM, morpasmel B nopokax” (K. C. CTaHUCIaBCKUH,
“Mos xu3Hb B uckycctBe”, 1925-1928) [HKPA] (cp.: “IlorpsA3HY Th BO
4T0-1160, B 4eM-1160" [CCPJIM X: 206]; “IlorpsizaTh, yTONaThb yBsA3aTh U
T.I.B TH H e ; IOIPYXaTbCsA, OKYHATbCAB TUHY ~ — 8 MUHY HEHUCTIYIO
Menxux nomeicnos, meaxux cmpacmeti (H. A. Hexpacos); B THHe NIOLLJIOTO,
MeIlaHCKOTo cymecTBoBaHUA (A. I1. YexoB) [CCPIIS XV: 441-442]);

“...MOH OTeIl He XOTeJI BIUMHYTb B UICTOPHIO U IO3TOMY PELIHJI eT0
OKpYXuTh 3a60pom ” (B. B. Habokos, “Ciyuaii u3 xusuu”’, 1935) [HKPS]
(cp.: enunams “IlepenocHo. B npoctopeunu. ITonacTs B HempUATHOE

nonoxkerue” [CCPJLA I1: 453));

“Bb yxxach ciymanb 9Tu pbuu ynaBmiiii ¢b Heba IPSIMO Bb YKy
U/leaiucTh U Bb yxkack 6bxans u3s 11bTouHOl 1aBOYKH...” [CMUPHOBD
1895: 41];

“Bb nyxB-TO TOXe He aXTH KaK'b MIPisITHO JIeXaTh — HA CYyXOMb-TO
BCcAKoMy npisitHbe. M moyeMb BbI 3HaeTe? MOXeTb, 5 3Ty JIY)XY Ha-
TIOJIOBHHY CJIe3aMH MOMMU HallOJIHUJI'b, BOIJIIMU MOUMHM CKOPOHBIMU
BCKOJIBIXHYN'B?...” [AHAPEEBD 1906: 255];

“Mbl BULUMB, YTO UMEHHO TOJIKAeTD ero €3a/id, U YTO UMEHHO MaHUTb
ero Brepenu. OH'b 6pocaeTcs CTPEMIJIaBDb Bb JY)XY KDOBU U I'PA3H, YTO
KOHEYHO JIOBOJIbHO CTPAHHO CO CTOPOHBI 00pa30BaHHATO U BHICOKO-
pa3BuTaro mosiozaro 4enosbxa...” [[INCAPERS 1868: 211];

2 DTOT M nocnenyomue npuMeps! HaiineHs! B [HKPSI], a Tak)Ke ZOMONTHUTEIHLHO IPH
nomorny “Bubnrorekn Makcuma MomikoBa” (371eKTPOHHBIH PeCypC; PexXuM JI0CTyna:
http://lib.ru/~moshkow).
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“Kakb Bbl HazoBeTe ee [Copbio CeMeHOBHY| 3a 3TOTh OCTYNOKb:
IPSI3HOIO MOTACKYIIKO, GPOCUBIIEI0 B YIMYHYIO JTYKY CBATHIHIO
CBO€ )KeHCKOH 4eCTH, UJIY BeJIMKOAYIIHOIO repOrHel0, IPUHABLIEIO Ch
CIIOKOWHBIMB IOCTOMHCTBOMS CBOUM MyueHHUYecKiit BEHeIs?” [TaM xe:
221));

“...0TbICKaJs 3010 MOHPO3, TBaph, IPSI3HYI0 rafInHy, HOA0OGPAHHYIO B TYKE...»
(A. H. Toscroii, “Tunep6onoun unxenepa lapuna”, 1925-1927) [HKPA]);

“..3aMedvaTebHbIN CKpHIay NOrubaeT B rPA3HOM JysKe pa3BpaTa”
[BruHOTPAZIOB 1936: 86];

“Ecut Bbl unTanu Kkoraa-Hubynp napoauu JoO6poswboBa, To, MOKeT
OBITh, IPUMEHHUTE KO MHE, I10 TOMY CJIy4alo, ero 3HaMeHuToe // Mbl
CO3HAJIM: B I'PA3HOM JyKe // MBI 1aBHO cTOUM, // V1 4eM faniee, TeM Xyxe
// Bce cebst rpsisaum” (M. @. AnHenckuid, [Tucbmo A. B. BopoauHo#,
1900) [AHHEHCKUH 1979: 448];

“SI nnoxo Bhpio, 4T0O6bI y YesoBbKa, MOAHSABIIATOCS Ha BEPIIMHY BJIACTH,
MOI'b GBITh Y€ CTHBI M OTKPBITHI A B3TJ 4/ b. CIUIKOMB MHOTO
JYX'b PACIOJIOKEHO Ha IYTHU K'b KOPOJEBCKUMb U PeClyOIMKaHCKUMD
TPOHAM'B, — OY€Hb TPY/HO MIPOUTH He OCTYNUBIIUCEH  [AJTIZAHOBB 1925:
116; paspsaaka opurunana. — IO. K.;

“Moii BpIOTUIICSA OJIEHb IO caMbI B VXY yurn” (“ZlBa oneHs”)
[CYMAPOKOBB 1769: 28]. BeipaxkxeHueM 8promumsca’ 6 0Myms, 6
Jyacy, BUAUMO, He 6e3 BIMSHUSA CYMapOKOBCKO# 6acHH, mepeaaércs
dpanysckoe sengager dans un bourbier B [JIEKCUKOHB 1786: 130].

Ha (1)0He BCex HpI/IBe,Z[éHHbIX Bpra)KEHI/Iﬁ XOTeJIOCH ObI TIOHATh IPpUYINHY,

TI0 KOTOPO#i B PyCCKOM f13bIKe BHEIIIHe CTOJIb CX0Xee CO BCeMU YIIOMSAHY ThIMU
BBIPa)KeHUe Cecmb 8 7YY, BO-TIEPBBIX, UMeeT Apyroe 3HayeHue (M3Ha4aIbHO
VJTU IPHOGPEJIo ero o3/iHee), 4eM B aHIJIMICKOM, YeIIICKOM 1 HeMEeIIKOM s13bI-
KaXx, a BO-BTOPBIX — CTOUT OCOOHAKOM CTUJIMCTUYeCKU. [I07I06HO pyccKoMmy,
aHAJIOTUYHOE YelICKOoe BhIpakeHue octnout se v louzi/bryndé oTHOCUTCS K
Pa3roBOPHOMY PEruCTpy.

3HayeHMe ‘0CPaMUTb(CsA) €CTh ¥ BO BTOPOM yIIOMSAHYTOM PYCCKOM BbI-

paxxeHUU (He) ydapume 8 epA3b AUYOM — OYeHb CXOAHOM C aHTJMHCKUM
to fall flat on one’s face, TOMBKO B aHTJIMICKOM Ia/JAIOT JIMIIOM He B TPsi3b, a B
ZIOCJIOBHOM IlepeBo/ie Ha pyCCKUi — JMIIOM BHU3. Ero mpocTopeyHsblii Bapu-
aHT — 8.1YHcy KIoHyms (Hamp.: : “Jla BoT... Xpabpel Ba cTpesset. [lymar, B

3 T;aron 8promumscs, KpOMe IPSMOTO ‘YBS3HYTb, BI'B3Th Bb IpsA3b’, UMeJ [IepeHOCHbIe
3HaueHus: ‘Tonacts Bb 6bay, Bb gonru’ u — ‘Bph3atbest, BMOOUTHCS 04epTs roJI0By
[BATE I: 642]. Ecul y4ecTb pyccKie BHIPaXeHUs Y8A3HYmMb N0 Yulu 1 61100UMbCS
10 yuu, @ TAKXKe KyJIbTyPHO-JIUTepPaTyPHbIN KOHTEKCT, TO UTPY CJIOB B IPUTYE
CymapokoBa Hajio, CKopee BCero, NIOHMMaTh KaK “raJaHTHYIO0” IIyTKY.
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nyxy kmoHeT, aH Het” (L. I. Benbix, “ZJom Becénbix HUmux”, 1930) [HKP])*.
[TonpoGyeM COTMOCTaBUTDb BhIPAXKeHUS (He) ydapums 6 2ps3e TUKOM U Cecmb
8 JIYHC).

[lepBoe, Ge3 oTpullaHWS, MOKyemcs Kak ‘He cbepedb, 06eCYECTUTE
[©CPJIA 1991 II: 216]; yae e OHO YIOTPeOJIAeTCs C OTPULIAHUEM U O3Ha-
YaeT ‘He OIIOIIATh, He OCPAMHUTHCS, BBIIIOJHUAB YTO-TNO0 HAUTYYIIUM 00-
pa3oMm; mokas3athb cebsi ¢ Jydlneil CTOPOHbI B yeM-u60 [@CPA 1978: 490]
WJIY ‘He OTO30PUTHCS, He OCPAMUTHCS, IOKa3aTh cebs C XOPOIleid CTOPOHBI
(nepen xem-11.)’ [CP® 2007: 169]. DT0 BeIpa)keHue aBTOPHI CI0Bapsl BO3BO-
IAT “K COCTSA3aHUAM OOPIIOB, B KOTOPBIX CIy4anoch, YTO €1aboro conepHu-
Ka OIPOKU/IbIBAJI HUYKOM Ha 3eMJi0” [TaM xke]. [TouTH TO Xe camoe co0b-
IaeTCs U O BHIPAXKEHUU cecmob 8 Ayxcy: “BoipakeHre cOOCTBEHHO PYCCKOe.
[TpoucxoauT ot urpuiy — 60eB, pakK, B KOTOPbIX OJUH U3 COMEPHUKOB MOT
OBbITH OBEpeH Ha 3eMito, B rpsidb” [CP® 2007: 401]. Oco60 OTMETHM, YTO
MOKa HUKEM He ZI0Ka3aHO He TOJbKO COOCTBEHHO PYCCKOe MPOMCXOXK7e-
HYe JIaHHBIX BbIPAXKeHUIi, HO ¥ UX OTHOIIEeHUe K KyJIa4HbIM 00siM. I103TO-
My BBIpa)KeHHE MOXeT KaK BOCXOZAUTH K KyJauHbIM 00fIM, TaK PaBHO U He
BOCXOZUTH K HUM.

Tak WIu MHaYe, HO OBITOBas CUTYal¥si, MOCIYXUBIIAS UCTOYHHUKOM
060KX BbIpa)XeHHUH, [0 YCTOSBIIEMYCSI MHEHUIO, KaK 6yTO Obl OZIHA 1 Ta Xe,
OZHAKO 110 KaKOW-TO NPUYKHE B BBIPDAXKEHUU (He) ydapumo 6 epsi3e Nuyom He
NOZipa3yMeBaeTcs KOMUYeCKoe UM HeJIOBKOe N0JI0XKeHNUe, HeT B CJIOBApAX U
COOTBETCTBYIOILel CTUIMCTAYECKON TIOMeThI. B TO ke BpeMs BCAKUN HOCH-
TeJb PYCCKOTO fI3bIKA 3HAET, YTO ydapume 8 pA3e IUHOM — ITO IPOCTO IO-
30DHO, @ Cecmo 6 JYyxy — 3TO MO30PHO, IPU 3TOM CMeLIHO U Heseno. Creso-
BaTeJIbHO, B TOJIKOBAHUHU CJIOBAPSIMU CMbICJIA 000UX BBIPAYKEHUI He MOXKET
OBITh HUIKAKOTO COMHEHHS: MTO30D HEKOMUYECKHU U B OJHOM CIydae
MIN030p KOMUYECKUUN — BAPYroM.

Ecnu obpatuthes K cioBapio B. U. [lans, To BbIpakeHue ydapume 8
2pA3b IUYoM 0OHAPYKUM B CJIOBapHO#i cTaTbe “I'psi3b”. ECTh TaM ¥ IPUMephI
ynoTpe6nenust: He ydaps nuyoms 6s 2psi36 ‘He 011030pbesi’; Hebocs, uyoms 6%
2pAasv He yoapums! [ ANB I: 997]. A BOT BEIpasKeHUS cecmb 6 1Yy B CJIOBape,
NOATOTOBJIeHHOM camMuM B. U. [lasieMm, Mbl He OTbIIIeM. MBI yBUAMM ero (B
cnoBapHOU cratbe “JIyxka”) TonpKO B mM3naHuu BonysHa me Kyprteno, T.e.
3TO mMo3/HeWmasa BcCTaBKa. Takxke B ciaoBape [laisi He IPUBOAUTCSA
¥ BBIPA)KEHUE Cecmb 8 KAJLO0uly, XOT CJIOBO KAJI0ud JABHO YKOPEHEHO ObLIO
B XMBOM BeJINKOPYCCKOM Hapeuyuy, U caMO OHO B cJoBape umeetcs. VI3Ha-
YaJIbHO MOCJie[Hee BhIpa)keHue ObII0 abCONIOTHBIM CUHOHMMOM Cecms 8
JIyacy, TaK KaK IepBOHAYaJIbHO OHO BBITJIAZENIO KaK cecms 6 kanwxy (xa-

4 Tnaron kndHymecs, 1o Jlano, MMeeT 3Ha4eHue ‘ynacTb HOCOMb, IMLIOMb, IIJIeNHYThCs’
[Zanb I: 287]. VI3BeCTHO TaKKe BbIpaXkeHUe kae8ams Hocom — “ONycKaTh, 3a0bIBIIMCH
Ha MrHOBeHue, royioBy. O apemsmomux cugs” [CCPJIS V: 1005].
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JIY3#cy); BIOCJIEICTBUY CJIOBO KAN0Xa, U KAJly2d, Kanwxca ‘yxa, TpAsp U
‘cTOsYasA BOJa’ KOHTAMUHKUPOBAJIOCH CO CJIOBOM KANOUA.

[ToyeMy xe IBa CHAHOHIMUYHBIX BBIPAXKEHUS — CeCmb 8 1Yy ¥ yoapumo
8 2pA3b MUYOM, PA3TNYAIONINECS, Ka3aJI0Ch Obl, TOJIBKO CTHJIUCTUIECKH, —
WCIBITAJIA CTOJIb PA3JINYHOE K HUM OTHOILEHUe CO CTOPOHEI B. U. lang?

OcTaBuUB B CTOPOHE KyJIauHble 60U, TOnpobyeM HerpeaybexeHHO BIY-
MaTbCAl B CEMaHTUKY BbIPaXXeHUS cecmo 6 N1Yixcy. B pycCKOM fA3bIKe OHO UMe-
eT JIUIIb /1B BAPHAHTA — C [JIATOJIaMU cecme U cadumscs’®. TIoxXoxue ¢ BULY
BbIPa)KeHUA UMEIOT Apyrue 3HaYeHUA: HAlpUMeD, KJOHYMb 6 AYx)y O3Ha-
4aeT ‘yAapuUTb JIULIOM B IpA3b, a epeikHyms® 6 nyxcy [CPHT 17: 181] (u3 ka-
IIMHCKUX MaTepuasnioB 1897 r., TBepckas rybepHus]) O3Ha4aeT ‘CKa3aTh
4TO-JI. HEBINOMA/, JAMHYTH U TAKUM 06pa30M CHHOHUMUYHO BBIPa)KEHUIO
nonacmoe nanvyem 8 He6o. B aHAJOTUYHBIX BBIPAXKEHHUAX JPYTUX PAacCMO-
TPEHHBIX HAMHU S3bIKOB HCIIOJIb3YIOTCS T1aroJsl to find oneself, to be, to get,
sitzen, geraten unu octnout se. Ix obliiee 3HaYeHHe ‘0Ka3aThCsl, OUyTUTHCS
IIpeBpallaeT I1aroJbHbI KOMIIOHEHT B CBOETO PO/ CBA304HbIM [1ar0Jl, TaK
YTO CeMAaHTHUYeCKUI LIeHTP BbIPaKeH! s CMellaeTcsl Ha UMeHHON KOMIIOHEeHT:
Ba)XHO, B Y4éM MMEHHO 4eJIOBEeK OKa3aJcs U 3aCTpsAi. B pycckom fA3bIKe 371ech
yHOTPeOIAI0TCA 0OBIYHO IJIATOJIbI MU CeCMb, WA NOCAJUMEb: CECTY 8 TYHCY
(kanowy), nocadums 6 nysxcy (xanowry). B 3Ha4eHNM ‘HAXOAUTHCS, TPEOBIBATH
PYCCKHii I3bIK YIOTPe6IsieT TONbKO IJ1aroJl HeCOBepIIeHHOT0 BUAA cudemo,
TOrZla KaK ero BUJOBAas Napa cecms B 3HAYEHUU ‘0Ka3aTbCA’ BCTpedYaeTcs
TOJIBKO B COYETAHUH CO CJIOBAMU mwpbMa, apecm U T. 1. (KOTZja peub UJer,
KOHEYHO, TOJIKO O 4YesloBeKe). Bo BceX OCTaJIbHBIX CJIy4asx IJIaroJ cecmo
CBA3BIBAETCS C CUAAYUM MOJIOXKEHVEeM. DTO-TO, BO3MOXHO, Y CbII'PAJIO 3JIYI0
Iy TKY C PyCCKMM BbIPaKeHIEM: BMECTO 3HaUeHHU s ‘YBSI3HY Th BTpsi3u, 6oJoTe,
TpsicuHe GeJi, TPYJHOCTEN UM TOPOKOB’, KaK B IPYTUX A3bIKAX, CMBICJIOBOE
yZapeHue ObIJIO IIepeHeceHo Ha IJIaroJl cecmos, U CBOM KOMUYECKUN OTTEHOK
BBIpa)KeHUe mpuobpeso Giaromaps akTyaJu3aluy UMEHHO MPSAMOrO 3Ha-
YeHUA IJyarojaa cecms (TO e MPOMU3OIIIO U C YKPAUHCKUM BbIpakeHHeM
ciddmu / cicmu 6 kanw0xcy, Tie OHO TOXe 0003HAYaeT HEJIOBKOe M CM eI H O e

5 TIpu 3TOM, Ka3aloch Obl, ¢ GIM3KMM IJIAr0JIOM cudems 3TO BhIpaKeHue (C MHbIM
yIpaBJeHUueM: @ Jiysce) yrnoTpebsieTcsi 3HaYUTeNbHO pexe. Tak, B OCHOBHOM KopIyce
[HKPA] Ha 3ampoc “cecTb + B + jya” (371eCb U fiajlee — C pacCTOSHMEM OT OJJHOTO JI0
ZIBYX CJIOB MeXZY 3a/JaHHBIMH JIEMMaMHU, a TaK)Ke C y9€TOM WHBEPCUY KOMIIOHEHTOB)
pe3yJIbTaToB C MOAXOAALIMM 3Ha4eHHeM OKa3auoch 36; Ha “CUIETb + B + JIyxa” —
BCErO TPH, IPHYEM CaMblil paHHHI HAIOMUHAET (OJILKIOPHYIO MpUbayTKy: “I671049K0
OT A6JI0HU Hefanede nazaer. Ilosydiie Jiu, OXyKe, a CUAETh HAM B JIyXXe, [IOKeJeBa
rocroga Baacts umeot...” (T. Y. Yynkos, “Kumxkan”, 1925).

6 CaM e TJIaTOJI epbikHymb WK epsikHymb (HECOB. epbikamp U epuikdms) B TX Ke
TBEpPCKUX FOBOPAX 3HAYMT ‘KPUYATE, ‘OUTh, cTeraTh (4acTo CUIBHO)’, ‘CKOPO U C IyMOM
Zenarh 4To-1u60’ MK, HaKOHell, TPOMKO Ucryckarh rassl’ [CPHT 9: 38]. HauGosee
SKCIPeCCUBHBIM BBIPAXKEHHUE epbIKHYMb 6 1YY KaXKeTCs, eCIi BXO/AIINIA B Hero I71aroi
uMeeT TocJle/iHee 3Ha4eHue (MMeHHO 3/iech yAapeHue I71aroja B cIoBape He yKa3aHo), cp.
COBpeMeHHOe rOpOZICKOe BbipaxkeHue: Cxasan, kak 8 sy nép|d]uyn [Xvimuk 2004: 300].
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nosoxeHue [ONIMHUK, CUZOPEHKO 1991: 156, 356; ®CYM I1: 808]’. Bcnen-
CTBUeE TOT'0, YTO B A3bIKe UMeJIOCh /IBa CHHOHUMHYHBIX BbIpaXKeHUs ydapums
8 2pA3b TUYOM U CECMb 8 Y4y, UX 3HaYeHud nuddepeHINPOBATHCE.

MsI mompobyeM HCTOJKOBAaTh 3TO BbIPAXKEHME, UCXOAS U3 MPSMOTO
3HaueHMs BXOZSAIIEro B ero COCTaB riaroja. 3aayMaeMcs [ Hadaja Haj
TeM, [I04eMy B JIy)Xy UMeHHO cadamcsa (WU caxcarom), 4TO Ka)KeTcs BCeM
KOMHUYHBIM, T. €. BJIYXKY He nadarom (4T0, Ka3anoch Obl, BLITIAAUT 3a0aBHee),
He gcmynarom B Hee, He 643Hym B Hell (YTO IPOCTO He CMEINHO). B kakoi
TAaKOM JIy)Xe U TPsA3M MOXKET OKa3aThCs 4eJIOBeK, TeM OoJiee CecTh B Heé,
cTaBsl ce6s TeM CaMbIM B HeJlelloe, CMeIlHOe IMOJIOXKeHUe, 1 OCPAMUThCA?
BriosiHe BO3MO3KHO, YTO PYCCKOE cecnb 8 yx#cy ObLIO KOTja-TO CHHOHUMUYHO
aHaJIOTUYHBIM BBIPAXKEHUSM B JPYI'UX A3bIKax®. PesynbraToM cudenus B
Tpsi3u HeM30eXXHO OKa3bIBaeTCs 3alMavyKaHHBIN 3a/l, a 3TO BbI3bIBAET CBOW,
IPOCTOHAPOAHO-KOMUYeCKHe, acCOIMAIMY, YTO, BO3MOXXHO, U U3MEHWUJIO
o06pas, nexaiuii B ocHoBe ppa3eosorusma.

[IpennaraeM CJIeAyIOMYI0 AOTafKy, OOBACHAIIIYIO, IOYEMY JUUOM 8
2psA36 — 3TO IPOCTO MO30PHO, a 3adoM 8 2pA3b — 3TO NMO30PHO U IMPU ITOM
CMeIITHO: eCJIU y YesloBeKa NMPUJIIOHO OKa3aJcs 3amaykaH 3afl, TO BIIOJHe
MOJKHO I0/]03peBaTh, YTO OH IPUIIONHO cdenan ayxy, Cienan eé caM, a He
BOCIIOJIb30BAJICS JIy)Kel BHEINHeld, MHbBIMU CJI0OBAMHM — OH 06denascsa Uin
00Mo4unCA ¥ CUAUT B 06pa3oBaBILeics Jyxe (17151 4ero, KCTaTu, BOBCe He
00s13aTeIbHO y4YacTBOBATh B KyJAauHBIX NOeAWHKax). CHHOHMMOM CJIOBa
o6denamscs sBNsAETCS rPybOE, HEMPUCTOMNHOE CIIOBO 060cpambcs. st 06-
JazaTesieil HU3KOMPOOHOrO IPOCTOHAPOAHOTO OMOpA TAaKOe IOJIOXKeHUe
IpeBpallaeT 4yesjoBeKka B nocMemuine. CuTyalus, KCTaTy, He Takas yX UC-
KyCCTBEHHasl: KaK M3BeCTHO, He TOJIbKO C YeJIOBEKOM, HO U CO 3BepeM CJIy-
YaeTcs MOZO0OHOE OT CUIIBHOTO CTPaxa MJIU IPYroro NoTpsiceHus1. B pycckom
A3BIKe CYIeCTBYIOT U APYTHe MOA0OHbIe BEIPAXKEHH: BMECTO mpycums, 60-
AMbCA yNOTPeBsI0TCS IPy60-TPOCTOPEeYHbIe BHIPAXKeHUs Hadesams (HAL0-
HCUMb/ HAKAOBIBAMY) NOJIHbIE WmaHsl (8 wimanel) [co cmpaxy, om cmpaxy|
[Xumuk 2004: 741], Hanycmumo 6 wimanst u coenams ayxy. Icnyratbcs 0
MOKPBIX WJIU TPA3HBIX IITAHOB — 3TO, KOHEYHO, OUeHb CMeIIHOM 1030p, OII0-
30pUTHCS TAKMM 06Pa30M U eCcTb cecms 8 1yxcy. Hal TpycocThIo e, B OT/IHU-
que OT IIPOCTOro NMOpakeHus B [OeilUHKe, BCeria CMeI0TCs, I0TOMY BbIpa-
)KeHUe 3TO U TOJIKYeTCs B CJIOBapsAX COOTBETCTBYIOLIMM 00pa3oM.

He n3-3a rpy6oro i1 CMbICJIa 3TOr0 BbIpaskeHu [lajib He BKJIIOYAeT ero B
CBOJ CJIOBApb, a CJIOBAPb YELICKOTO A3bIKa YKa3blBaeT Ha HeJIMTepaTyPHOCTh

7 Cp. TaKKe yKPaWHCKOe 70cadumu 6 Kandy K020, B KOTOPOM YiKe HeT KOMUYeCKOH
cocrasisomteit: “TlocTaBUTH KOro-HeGy b B AyKe He3py4YHe CTAHOBUILE; IIePeBAKUTH
KOroch ycrixamu, pesynpratamu” [OCYM II: 679].

8 Jlaxke yKpauHckoe nocadumu Ha nid [[PIHYEHKO III: 357] 0603Ha4aeT ‘IOCTaBUTh Bb
3aTpyZAHeHie’.
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anasorn4Horo Beipaxkenns [RCS I: 428]? BriosiHe BO3MOXHO, 9T0 Jlajib CYén
€ro OCKOpOJIAIOIINM YYBCTBO [TPUIMYHS, BeIb U3BECTHO, YTO BEJIMKUH JIEK-
cukorpa¢ uzbera, Mo BO3MOXHOCTH, HEIPUJINYKS B CBOEM CJIOBApe, IpeJ-
Ha3Ha4asi ero JJisi CEeMeHHOTO YTeHUs1 B KyJIbTYPHOM OOIIEeCTBe C L[eJIbI0 3Ha-
KOMCTBA C I3bIKOBBIM HOI'aTCTBOM CBOETO HAPO/ia. A He 0 BCSKOM IIpeJiMeTe 1
He BCSIKMMU CJIOBaMU He BO BCSIKOM 001IeCTBe MO3BOJUTENHLHO YIOMUHATD.

Xorenoch Obl, CChIIASCh He TOJIBKO Ha YIIOTpebieHHe STUX BbIpa)KeHU
B PYCCKOM $I3bIKe, HO U Ha TOJKOBaHKE B HEKOTOPBIX CJIOBAPSAX, YTOUHUTD
camo ux 3HaueHue. Hanpumep, Bo “@pa3eosornyeckom pyccKo-aHITTUICKOM
cJ0Bape” mepexozsilee U3 OJHOTO CJI0BApA B PYroil TOJIKOBaHKe BbIpake-
HUA cecme 6 JIyyy 3HAYUTENIbHO PACIIMpeHo. 3[iech HapsAAy C IOMeTaMu
pase., UPOHUH. UY wiymJ. U OOBIYHBIM JJISl BCEX CJIOBAapell MOsICHEHUEeM
yrounsiercs: “O yenoBeke. OGBIYHO B CUTyallMH, KOT/Ia He OCYIeCTBUINCH
YbU-JI. MHOTOOOeMIaoIIre MTPOTHO3bI, MIaHbl, pacyeTsl. To make an ass (a
fool) of oneself” [6ykB. cdenams u3 cebsn ocna (dypaxa). — FO.K.] [[YPEBUY,
030PEL 1995: 419]. To e U B CJIOBapsAAX YKPAUMHCKOTO A3bIKa [OJINHYK,
CuZOPEHKO 1991: 156, 356; ®CYM II: 808]: Beipakenue cidamu (cicmu) 6
Kanrooiy TOJIKYeTCSA TaM HapAAy ¢ TIONACTh B HEJIOBKOE ITOJIOKEeHUE’, TIOTpall-
JIAITU Y Iy’Ke He3py4yHe abo cMilllHe CTAHOBUIIE' U KaK — ‘IOTepIeTh HeyAauy,
‘3a3HaBaTH y 4OMYyCh HeBAa4yu'. To xe oTMevaeTcs U B “PyccKo-aHIIIMIICKOM
cioBape nepeBopuuka”: “To end up in an embarrassing position due to one’s
failure to do something properly, making a blunder, revealing one’s ignorance,
etc.” [0ka3aTbCs B HEJIOBKOM IOJIOKEHHUHU 13-3a CBOEil He CTOCOOHOCTH
cliesIaTh 4TO-TO NOJKHBIM 00pa30M, COBEPIIUB IpyOBIii IpoMax, 0OHaPYKUB
cBoe HeBexecTBO U T. I. — FO. K.|” [Ky3pMUH 2006: 321]. Takoe jxe yTouHeHue
CMbICJIa BbIpaXkeHus fiaetT u cjoBapb [@CPJIA 2004 I: 556]: “nonacts B He-
JIOBKOe, IJIyTI0e T0JIOKeHNe, ToOTepneTh HeyAadyy’ [pa3pszaka Haua.
— FO.K.] u [CPA II: 203]: “oka3aTbCs B IJIyIIOM, HEJIOBKOM IOJIOKEHUH,
noTepneTh HeyAauy’ [pa3paska Hama. — FO.K.]. P. 1. Ipanues Tou-
KyeT ero cjieAymomuM oOpa3oM: ‘NOMyCKaTb I'PyObIi MPOMax B Pedd WU
B TOBefileHUH (MIOCTYIIKe), CTaBUTb CeOst B IJIyIIOe, HEJIOBKOE MOJIOXeHue
[[IPAHLIEB 2007: 830]. MBI BUAMM, 4TO y IOCJIeJHETO aBTOPA Ha [lepBoe Me-
CTO CTABUTCSA peyeBO NPOMaX, KaK U B BbIPAXXEHUAX 10nacme naivyem 6
Hebo, epvikHymb (NEPHYMb) 8 MYy, T. €. ‘He TyAa MOMACTh, IPOMAXHYThCS,
CKa3aTh Ha0OyM’, MJIH B TJ1aroJie sianHyms. OQHAKO Yallle BCETo IJIyToe T0-
JIO)KeHre, ONMCAHHOe BbIpaXXeHUeM cecmby 6 Yy, IPOUCTeKaeT He U3 CJIOo-
BECHOM Hey/lauy, a HeyJauHOr o OCTYIKa.

BcroMHUM, KaKue CJI0Ba YHOTPeOJISIOT HAIIM He CBSI3aHHbIE LIeH3YPOi
COOTeYeCcTBeHHUKH, KOTZIa KTO-TO, K KOMY OTHOCATCS HeZI0OpOKenaTebHO,
OCpaMMUJICS, OKA3aJcs JyPaKOM, Hey4eM 1 0COOEHHO “He OCYIIeCTBUJ CBOU
MHOTr00G6elaIie TPOrHo3bl” UM “NOTepIeN Heyaady”, — O TAKOM 4YeJio-
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BeKe TaK M TOBOPAT: 06ocpascs (AU HECKOJbKO 0Oojiee TPUCTOWHO: 06de-
nancsa). Ilonydaercsa, 4TO OJHUM U TeM Ke CJIOBOM PyCCKOe IpOCTopeune
0003HaYaeT U TPYCOCTb, U HEBBIMOJHEeHUe MpUTA3aHUi. OO0beANHSIeT UX
uzies OOHapyKeHWsI HECOCTOATEIbHOCTH, Be/lb TPYCOCTh — 3TO TOXe HEeCo-
CTOATEJHOCTb, TOJIbKO MOpaJjibHasA. Yes0BeKy yrpoXxasau — U OH OT CTpaxa
oboccancs, obocpancs; 4enoBeK Haobemas, HaxBacTal, HO OCKaHJaIMUIIC,
IIPOBAJINJICA, OCPAMUJICA — U IIPO HEero roBopAT TO xe camoe. I[TouTu Tax xe
BBIPAJKAIOTCS O JIIOJSX, KOTZIa Te M0 COOCTBEHHOM IMIYHOCTHU YIYCKAIOT YTO-
TO U3 PYK, He yIePKUBAIOT 3a cO00¥: oxu npocpau, cp. [Xumuk 2004: 505].

To, 4TO MBI Ha3BaJIX HECOCTOATENBHOCTHIO, MOKHO CYECTh 3a IIPOCTYIO
c1aboCTh: uenosex He ydepican, He svideprcan. “Ilepxanue” (Cp. C EPKOBHO-
CJIaBSIHCKYIM depixasa ‘Cuia, BIacTh) — MPU3HAK CHUJIBL, A “HelepxaHue” —
NpU3HAK C1abocTh (Cp. MEAUIMHCKUN TePMUH HedepycaHue Mo4u/Kana).
O6pa3 3TOT He TOJBKO pycckuii. Hampumep, Mbl TOBOPUM: depicams IK3a-
MeH, gvidepicams ucneimanue. ECIM KTO-TO 3K3aMeH He BbIZEpXaJl, TO ro-
BOPAT: nposéanuncsA. B HeMelKOM f3blKe IPOBaJ Ha 3K3aMeHe IepefaloT
cnoBoM der Durchfall® — 3TuM Xe caMbIM CJIOBOM 0003HAYAIOT U AHAPEIO0.
Korza yenoBek nmposiByisieT HECHOCOOHOCTD ydepicams, T. €. AeMOHCTPUPYET
€1aboCTh, YaCTO HCIOJIb3yeTcss 00pa3 MPOHHUI[AeMOCTH, He3aMKHYTOCTH,
IPOIYCKaHUS MUMO WK uepe3 cebsi: npodyxams, npoceucmems, npocpams,
npomopzams, NPoOXA0NAMo, NPOEALUMs U T. Il. 3aMETUM, YTO BCe CJI0BA 3TOTO
pAZa pa3roBOpHbIe UM IPOCTOpevHble. [lenoyka acconuanuii npocTas: Thl
IpOBaUJICs — o6enancs — y Tebs 3anadKaH 3a/] — 3HAYUT, Thl IOCUZEJ B
IPsA3H, TO €CTb ThI Cel 8 JIYIHC).

[Tono6HOe «3arpsi3HeHUe 3a/a» HUKAK He MOXOAWT Ha MapaHue 4YecT-
HOTO IMEHU ¥ HaCTOSIIUH, Cepbe3HbIi MyOIMYHBIN T030D: Pedb 37eCh UAET
HMMEHHO O 1030pe CMeIIHOM, 030pe MPOBaJieHHbIX XBACTIMBLIX MPUTA3a-
HUH, T. €. 0 THOIUYHOM CJIy4ae co3ZaHusl Komuueckoro. CKa3aTh IpU 3TOM
IIPOCTO, YTO YeJIOBEK 71014l 8 HES06K0€ NOJI0NH eHUe, KaK IPYKHO IIpejjiaraeT
HaM OOJIBIIMHCTBO (pa3eosoruyecKUx CJIOBapeid, Helb3si — 3TO BCE-TAaKU
TI030p ¥ CPaM ZIOBOJIbHO creludpuyecKuil.

B nonb3y Hallel forajky npuBeéM elé ot 10BoA. CTOUT BEPHYThCA
K ($pa3eosornyeckyM CJ0BapsAM U PACCMOTPETh IUTATHI, TPUBOJUMBIE IS
WJIIIOCTPALIAY Halllero BeIpaskeHus. Cpa3y OTMETUM, 4YTO B ciioBape M. Y. Mu-
XeJbCOHA CO 3HaYeHUEeM ‘3aIavyKaThCsl, 3aMapaThCs, OCPAMUTBCA’ daémcs
UMb BbIpaxceHue nonacme 6 nyxy (MHOCK.), BBIDAXKEHUE JXe cecmo 6 JYHy
B0OOOIIE OTCYTCTBYeT [MUXETLCOH 1997: 87, N2 702].

MHorue no3ziHeimye cJ10Bapy UCIOIb3YIOT U3 JOPEBOIIOLMOHHOM pyC-
CKOH JIMTepaTyphl cilefyrouiye UATaThl: 1) onqHy U3 nbeckl A. B. CyxoBo-Ko-
obirHa “CBazibba KpeunHckoro” (1854), npyryto — u3 nbecbl M. TopbKoro

° He UCKJIIOYEHO, YTO PYCCKOE CIIOBO KaJIbKUPYeT HEMELIKOe.
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“Ha gue” (1902) — B 060ux ciayyasx BbIpaXkeHHe YIOTPeOIseTcs reposMu
Masio06pa30BaHHBIMHU, U 3TO YIOTpebJieHne MOXHO CYeCTh 32 UX OTPHUIIA-
TeJIbHYI0 pedeBylo xapakTepuctuky [@CPA 2001: 377; KOCPS 1994: 208;
I'vpEBUY, JI030PEL 1995: 419]; 2) HEeCKOJBKO LIUTAT U3 IPOU3BeIeHU CO-
BeTckux nucateneit (M. C. Konecuukosa, A. . MycaToBa, B. B. OBeukuHa,
B. C. PomamioBa [ram xe] unu ©. A. AbpamoBa u B. H. Epémenko [©CPJIS
199111:137]. Hukakux Apyrux,ariaBHoe — bojiee paHHU X MO BpeMeH U
OIUTAT He HAIIJOCb. XapaKTepHO, YTO AJIS1 UJIJIIOCTPALIUY BbIPAKeHU s
(ne) ydapums 8 epa3b AuyoM y COCTaBUTEJIeN CJIOBAapel HalZIeHbl IIUTAThI U3
npousBenenuil f. b. Kusxuuna, M. 10. JlepmonTosa, H. B. Torons, Y. A. T'os-
4yapoBa, A. A. ®eta, ®. M. PeleTHUKOBA, a /17151 BBIPA)KeHUS cecmb 6 1Yy Ha
BCEM IIPOCTPAHCTBE PYCCKOM KJlacCU4eCcKoM nuTeparypbl XIX B. HAXOAUTCA
Junib ofHa nutata — y CyxoBo-KoOblinHa.

Omnacascb, YT0O 3TO OObIYHAS MHEPIVS HUTUPOBAHUS U3 CJIOBAPS B CJIO-
Bapb OJHOIO Y TOTO e IPOM3Be/ileH!s, Mbl IIPOBEJIA IOUCK BbIPAKeHUS
cecms 6 nyxy B [HKPA]. Kpome yka3aHHBIX Bbllle puMepoB U3 CyXoBO-
KobGbinrHa 1 TopbKoro', 310 BeIpaXkeHre B MHTePecyolieM Hac 3Ha4YeHNH
110 KOHILIa NlepBoii yeTBepTU XX B. BCTpeuaeTcs ellé /1eBATh pa3'': B poMaHe
“Matp” (1906) u nosectu “Ieno ApramoHOBBIX” (1924-1925), B moBecTu
®. 1. Kprokosa “IlIkBan” (1909), B Memyapax A. M. Pemu3sosa “B3BuxpeHHas
Pycy” (1917-1924), nBax bl y [I. C. MepexKOBCKOTO B poMaHe “AJieKCaHzp
nepsbiit” (1922), B “Teorpa¢uueckoM nHeBHUKe TubOETCKOW dKCIeIUINN”
(1923-1924) I1. K. Ko3noBa, B pacckasze M. A. Bynrakosa “Yeepriopa [ome-
Ha” (1924), HakoHel, B uctropuyeckoM pomaHe O. 1. ®opm “OneTs KamHeM”
(1924-1925). B TekcTe IocJieiHero repoi, OT JI1Lia KOTOPOro BeJETcs NoBe-
CTBOBaHUe, BCIIOMUHAET HecObIBIIeecs: Mpe/iCKa3aHue MapKCKOM raZlajiku
U OLieHMBaeT ero CJeAlyloWUMU cjJoBamu: “Jla, ¢ mpeAcKa3aHueM m-me e
T56, KaK TOBOPHJIM Y HAC B KOpITyce, ceJia B Iy ”, — U 371eCh IIprMeyaTesbHa
pemapka kax 2080punu y Hac 6 kopnyce (T. €., BePOATHO, B KaZleTCKOM UJIU
KaBaJIepMICKOM KOpIlyce, TaK KaK repoil — OTCTAaBHOW BOeHHbIN). TpynHO
cyauTh, Hackosbko O. . @opir 6bi1a 3HaKOMa € pedbio Z0PEeBOJIOIIMOHHBIX
KaBaJIepuCTOB, HO TO, YTO UMEHHO el OHa PUIKCcaja BbIpakeHue cecms 6
JIyJ#cy, CBUIETENILCTBYET, BO-TIEPBBIX, 06 OrpaHMYeHHOI ero ynoTpe6uTeb-

10 Cp.: “Mypomckuii (yxozst). Tlocepesib-To BbICIIErO 0BIIECTBA He CeCTh Obl B JIyXKY.
ArtyeBa. U B nyxy He cany!” (A. B. CyxoBo-Ko6suuH, “CBansba Kpeuntckoro”, 1854);
“CatuH (BapoHy, cMesich). Bel, Ballle BallleCTBO, ONATh TOPXKECTBEHHO CeJH B JIyxKy!
OG6pa30BaHHbII Ye0BeK, a KapTy [epesiepHyTh He Moxere...” (Makcum T'opbkuit, “Ha
nue”, 1902).

Emé oxHo ynorpebieHve HaiieHo Hamu 3a nipesiesiamul [HKPSI] — B pomane JI. H. AB-
npeesa “Camika JKerynes” (1911): “...[KonecHUKOBB| Besrb ce0st KaK'b CaMbIil OObIK-
HOBEHHBI 3HaKOMBII1: pa3cnpamyBaib Cauly 0 rMMHa3i4 1 NOAUIYYMBalb Halb
TMMHA3UCTaMU, KOTOPbIe HeZlaBHO ChJ BB JIYXYy Cb HeyAaBlleiics 3a6aCTOBKOI”
[AHIOPEEBD 1912: 66].
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HOCTH, BO-BTOPBIX, CBSI3bIBAET €I'0 C BOGHHBIM 00IIeCTBOM, I7le, B OTCYTCTBHE
niaM, peyeBasi HeCZiep)KaHHOCTh — siBJIeHKe OoJiee YeM OObIYHOE.

Kpowme BbipaxeHnus cecTb B 1y Xy, B [HKPS] B unTepecyouuii Hac nepu-
OZ HAIILTUCh TaK)Ke OoJiee pesiKue nocadums 8 AyHcy i NONACHy 8 AYHCY:

“ITockinato Bam MO0 MaJleHbKYIO CTaTelKy O JUCIIepCUH, B KOTOPOU

sl HAIIMX aCTPOHOMOB IIOCA/INII B TY JIYKY, T7le UM, OY€BUIHO, 0Y€Hb
X04YeTcs OCUJIETh: OHU TaK TPOraTesbHO-0e3rpaMOTHBI 110 GU3KKe U TaK
caMo/IaBJIEIOIY B CBO€H MaXpoBOii 6ecTaJlaHHOCTH, YTO He 3Haelllb, K
KaKo KaTeropuu «yueHbIX» UX U IPUUUCIUTD’ (M3 HAyYHOU NepenucKku
H. I1. JTeGeneBa, 1909);

“Urak, He OyzieMTe IapuTh B SMIUPEAX, OO PUCKYeM IOIACTh IaJIbIleM
B He0O; HO He OyZieM U Yepecdyp NPUHIKATLCS, KOO PUCKyeM HONacThb B
ayxy” (M. E. CantsikoB-1llenpuH, “Menouu xu3uu’, 1886-1887);

“...CKDOMHBIi1 TPOBUHIIMAJI, BOBPEMSI He 0CBeJJOMJIEHHBIN 00 3TOM,
nonajaet B IYXy yxe Ha HukosaeBckoM uiu faxe Ha BapmaBckom
BOK3aJIe; OH CUMTaeTCs C ABHOI0 afiMUHUCTpauyeii [letepbypra: TeHeBOTo
nacropTa y Hero Het” (AHapeit Besnviit, “Iletepbypr”, 1913-1914).

OnHako nonacmo 6 nysy, CKOpee BCero, He MoJpa3yMeBaeT HUKAKOT'O
CMEIITHOTO MJIH HeJIeTIoro No30pa, a 0603HavaeT NPOCTO TPYAHOE OJIOKEHHe,
beny, KaK, BepOsiTHO, ¥ ropaszio 6ojiee paHHee epromuics 6 ayxy y Cyma-
POKOBa.

TakuM 00pa3oM, ceMaHTHKA BbIPAXKEHUsI cecmp 8.1YxcY (e1l€ pa3 MOIePKHEM,
YTO TOJIKO B PYCCKOM U YKPAMHCKOM fA3LIKaX OHO MMeeT [OMOJHUTEIbHOe
3Ha4yeHUe TIOTepIeThb Heyjauy ¥ I03TOMY OCPAMUTBCA’), @ TAKKe ero CTUJIH-
CTUYecKasl OKpacka B PYCCKOM sI3bIKe (M3-3a CEeMaHTHU4eCKOro CONMKeHus
C IPOCTOPEYHBIM IJ1aroJioM, MMeKUM TO Ke 3HaYeHNe) NpernATCTBOBAIN
IIMPOKOMY YHOTPeOIEHHUIO ero B KJIacCU4ecKoid pycckou auteparype XVIII-
XIX BB. IToMemaso 3TO Takxe U JieKCuKorpadpupoBaHuio ero B «Tojko-
BOM CJIOBAape XMBOI'O BeJIMKOPYCCKOro A3biKa» B. M. [lana. B )XUBOM A3LIKe
OHO, KOHEYHO, MPOZAOJIKAJIO CYIIeCTBOBAaTh 1 OBLIO MOHSATHO COBPEMEHHU-
KaM Jlans, HO UMeJIO [JISl HUX MHYI0 BHYTPeHHI0I GOpMy, YeM Ta, KOTO-
pas MBICJIIUTCA ceiiyac. Temepb ke, KOT/ia BblpaXkeHHe CTaja0 MKUPOKO YIIO-
TpeOUTeIbHBIM B MEYaTHBIX M3/IaHUSAX, COBEPIIEHHO OYeBH/IHO, YTO Hepe
rJ1a3aMy MUY IIMX CTOUT He HeMPUCTOWHASI KAPTUHA, a BIIOJIHe 6e300uAHAas:
ZeCKaTb, LIEJI YeJI0BEK I10 yIuLe, TPOXHYJICSA 3a/10M B JIy3KY, U BCe 3aCMeAJINCH;
VJIU TIPOUTPAJI KyJlauyHbli 60M — 1 3TO IKOOBI TOXKe BCEM CMEITHO.

BpeMsi OSIBJIEHUS BBIPAXKEHUS CeCMb 8 Yy, CYAs 1O ero ynorpeobie-
HUIO B Ka4eCTBe JIMTePaTyPHOro, [1e4aTHOr 0, IPUXOAUTCSA Ha [IepPUO HaKa-
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HyHe U niocJie peBoonnu 1905 rozia, a OKOHYaTeIbHO Y3aKOHUBAETCS yxke
nocyte 1917 r. KynbTypHBIH yIazoK B 001mecTBe, COMPOBOX /A0 0OV
PEBOJIIOLIMIO, /IeflaeT 3TO MOsiBIeHUe 00bACHUMBIM. CTUXHUS IPOCTOpeYHs,
XJIBIHYBIIAsA B Ie4aTh, CTajJa OJHUM U3 IPU3HAKOB BCEJO3BOJIEHHOCTH,
CBOVICTBEHHOM TOM 310Xe.

OpHako emé B 1936 1. npu3pak «Hene4aTHOCTU» 3TOTO BbIpaXXKeHus, 10
KpaiiHeli Mepe /1151 IeTCKOM KHM)XKH, 04eBU/HO, elllé BUTaJI lepeJl aBTOpaMHu:
B KOHIIe CKa3KH “30JI0TOY KJIIOUUK, WU IpUKIodeHud bypatuno” A. H. Tox-
cTou, nocadus e nyxy Kapabaca Bapabaca (moTepreBiero nopaxeHue, ymy-
CTHBLIETO KYKOJIBHBIM T€aTp U HAYUCTO NOCPAMAEHHO020), CaXKaeT ero BCE-
TaKM B JIYXKY 700 doxc0ém, 00bACHAA KaK ObI IPUPOJHOE, He YeJIOBeUeCKoe,
eé MPOUCXOXeHue.

[TocTeneHHOe 3a0BeHNe BHYTPeHHel GOPMBI, a TaKKe PacrpoCTpaHEH-
HOCTb aHAJOTUYHBIX, HO CTUJIACTUYECKU HEUTPaJbHbIX MHOA3BIYHBIX BbI-
pakeHWi IpUBeJIO K COIMKeHUI0 TPy6O-TIPOCTOPEUHOT0 BEIPAKEHUS Cecmb
8 1YY C HeUTPAJTbHBIMU BbIPA)KEHUSMU TUIIA YOAPUMb 8 2PA3b IUUOM, UTO U
cZleJ1aJio BO3MOXXHBIM ero IIMPOKOe YIoTpebieH e B HALIY AHU.
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[prMeYaHe peaakTopa

[lns Toro 4yTo6Bl MOATBEPAUTH MJIM OMPOBEPTHYTH COOGCTBEHHO PYCCKOE MPOMC-
XOX/IeHWe BbIPaXXeHUS cecms 6 ayxy (B MepBYIO odepesb — ero ceMaHTHYeCcKUX
U CTHJIMCTUYECKUX OTIMYUNA OT paccMOTpeHHBIX B 3amerke lO.B. KamyaTHOBOM
AHAJIOTUYHBIX MHOS3BIYHBIX BbIPaXKEHMUI), HEOOXOUMO POBEPUTD BeCh CJIABSH-
ckuii ¢paseosorudeckuil GoHJ Ha HaNW4Me B HEM eMHUI, CXOXHUX C PYCCKUM
cecms 8 JYxy Kak IO JIEKCUYeCKOMY COCTaBy, TaK U MO CeMaHTHKe. Bo-IepBbIX,
obecnaBsiHckue GopMbl *kaluga, *kaluZa, *luZa pa3Buiy B COBpEMEHHBIX CIIaBsH-
CKUX f3bIKaX U IUaJIeKTaX MHOXXECTBO 3HaYeHHi1, 0OPOCIHU epiBaTaMU U BOILIU B
COCTaB YCTOMYUBBIX CJIOBOCOUETAHUH, B TOM UUCIIe UAMOMAaTHYHBIX [DCCA 9: 125-
127; 16: 217-220]. Bo-BTOpbIX, MMeeTCSI MHOXECTBO CJIaBSHCKUX CJIOB CO 3Hadye-
HUSIMH ‘TyKa’ U ‘TpsA3b, 00pa30BaHHBIX Ha 6a3e APyTUX KOpHeil. BO3MOXHO, HUYero
O0ZI0GHOTO PYCCKOMY Cecmb 8 Iyxy ¥ He HalUAETCS, HO HYJIeBOW Pe3y/IbTaT B IaHHOM
cydae OKa3aJscs 6bl JOBONBHO BaXKeH.

B no6Gasnenue K 3amerke 0. B. KaM4aTHOBOU MbI IpejjiaraeM MaTepHalbl,
M3BJIe4€HHBIE TOJIBKO M3 ABYX GOJNBIIMX CJIOBAapeil TUTepaTypPHBLIX CIABSIHCKUX
A3bIKOB — moJibckoro [USJP] u cepboxopsarckoro [PCKJ] (TouHble ykazaHus Ha
HOMepa TOMOB U CTPAHUII He TPUBOAATCS).

CnoBo kaluza He vMeeT B TOJILCKOM SI3bIKE TIEPEHOCHOTO 3HAYEHUS U BXO-
IWT JIUIIb B OJHO YCTOMYMBOE BBIPa)KeHMe, BIIPOYEM, He NJMOMAaTHYHOe (KHIKHOE
Katuza, bloto, woda stoi, woda stoi w katuzy ‘katuza, bloto, woda itp. nie wysycha,
stale gdzies jest’). Jlpyrue ceMaHTI4Yecku 63K CJI0BA U $pPa3e0IOru3Mbl, BKIIIO-
Yalue Ux B cebs:

— bloto ‘rpsa3p’ (KHUXKHOe, IepeHoCHOoe) ‘sytuacja, Srodowisko dwuznaczne mo-
ralnie, budzace potepienie; demoralizacja, zepsucie’ (peuenune: Wpasé w bloto rozpu-
sty); ycToiiuuBBble BeIpakeHUs: wdeptac kogos w bioto ‘zniszczy¢ kogo$ psychicznie,
moralnie’; kHVKHOe obrzucic kogos blotem ‘powiedzie¢ o kim§ wiele ztych rzeczy;
oszkalowa¢, zniestawic’; obrzucic si¢ blotem ‘powiedzie¢ wiele ztych rzeczy o sobie
nawzajem’; zmieszac, mieszac kogos z blotem ‘naublizaé, ubliza¢ komus, zniestawic,
oczerni¢, oczernia¢ kogos’;

— brud ‘rpa3v’ (KHUXKHOE) ‘niemoralne, nieuczciwe postepowanie; nieuczciwosc,
z71o’.

CepboxOpBaTCKHe CJIOBA MHTEPECYIONeN HAaC CeMaHTUKU, KOTOPbIe, 110 JlaH-
HBIM CJIOBAps, He BXOAAT B COCTAaB HU ONHOTO (pa3eosorusMa: ajxca, apicuna 2,
Kdmwa, kambyea (B T. 4. CP. 2. ‘U0OBEK MOPAJIHO MTPOMA0, HUTKOB'), KAbYHcd, KATbYHU-
Ha 1; noxea ‘nyxa’, nokeuya, roxksemuna; 6dpa ‘nyxa’, bapemuna, 6dpuna, 6dpuya;
MOu8apa ‘Nyxa’, MO46ap, MO4EAPUHA, MOUBAPUYA; NPbdeuimuna TPS3b (B T. 9. CP.
2. ‘HEYaCHOCT, HeMoILITee; HeYaCHO Zes0, HeMopaJjaH, pyKaH moctynax’); fjope
‘HaBO3; Mycop’, cmélie ‘Mycop’, neuucmoha, Heuucmoma (B T.d. cp. 2. ‘CpamorTa,
HeIoUITene’).

EnvHcTBeHHOE cCepbOX0OpBATCKOE CJIOBO (M ero GJIMKaIIuii IepuBaT), KOTOpPoe
aKTHUBHO 3a/lefiCTBOBAHO BO dpaseosioruu, — 6admo, 6aamuna ‘nyxa; rpasp (mepe-
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On the Russian Expression cecno 6 Ayxy:
Semantic and Stylistic Peculiarities

HOCHO: ‘TIOKBApPeHOCT, HUCKOCT, OPOK; CpaMm, MOHIKee'): bayumu ce, bayamu ce
6namom Ha xoza, bayumu, 6ayamu ~ (Ha koza), (0)kamamu Onamom (xoza), éyhiu
(ko0ea) no 6namy ‘(0)KneBeTaTH, yBpeAUTH, BpehaTu’; 6yfiu y ~ ‘KBApUTH MOPAIHO';
usenauumu kona u3 61ama ‘HaTlOPHO PAJIVITH, 3AMULATH ; u3eyhiu, ussnavumu, (u3)
sadumu koza u3 6nama ‘cnac(aBa)Tyu Kora of HeKe cpamoTe, U3 O6uIo Kakse 6efe’;
kao 6aama ‘BPIIO MHOTO'; nacmu (Cpo3amu ce, ROMOHYMU Y CI1.) y ~ ‘U3ryburtu 06pas,
9acT, 0CPAMOTHUTH C€’; npasumu koza 00 6nama KaauT 3a KuM (Kora Bulile Hema)';
cposamu, 06opumu (K0za VA wmo) y ~ ‘YHU3UTH, YIPIbATH, YKAJbaTH .

Cnosapn

PCK]
Peunux cpncxoxpsamckoza krouscesnoz jeauxa, 1-VI, Matuna Cprcka, Matuna XpBarcka,
Hogu Can, 3arpe6, 1967-1976.

BCCA

Dmumonozuueckuii C106aps CLABAHCKUX A3b1K08, 8bin. 1-37-, Mockea, 1974-2011-.
USJP

DuBIsz S., red., Uniwersalny stownik jezyka polskiego, I-1V, Warszawa, 2003 (= wersja

elektroniczna 1.0, na CD, 2004).

A. U. I'rrieako
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Reimagining Europe: Kievan Rus’ in the Medieval World

(Harvard Historical Studies, 177), Harvard University Press. Cambridge,
Massachusetts, London, England, 2012, 329 p.'

Fjodor Uspenskij ®éaop boprcosny YcreHCK Mt
Institute for Slavic Studies Uncturyt caassnoseaenns PAH, Mocksa
of the Russian Academy of Sciences,

Moscow

This book by Christian Raftensperger is written in a very comprehensive form and
suitable for a wider audience rather than only for scholars of Russian History. The
work is focused on the main idea that the medieval Rus’ in the 11" and 12" centuries
was an organic part of the total European political space. This idea is illustrated by the
author through a wide range of material, his study refers to the matrimonial ties of the
Russian princely dynasty with the ruling families of Europe, regarding the capital of
the Kievan Rus’ as a center of European trade. He analyzes the features of difference
and similarity in the transformations of the Christian tradition in Scandinavia and
Rus’, his main interests being obviously focused on the genealogical ties and dynastic
names that most safely reflected the Russian-European contacts of the epoch.

Such an approach seems rather efficient. Quite doubtless in my opinion is the
author’s concept about the Rus’ being incorporated in the cultural and political con-

1 The results of the project Eastern and Western Europe in the Middle Ages and Early
Modern Period: historical and cultural commonalities, regional peculiarities and the
dynamics of interaction, carried out within the framework of The Basic Research
Program of the National Research University “Higher School of Economics” (Moscow)
in 2012, are presented in this work.
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text of Medieval Europe. Certainly, this assertion is not at all new for Medievalists:
it is already found, for example, in the historiography of the turn from the 19t to the
20t century and it has presented the generally accepted point of departure for a large
number of Russian historians and philologists during the last two decades. This does
not mean that there are no other perspectives on this subject in contemporary Russia,
nor does it exclude the useful, clear and consecutive wording of this statement today.

The names of the rulers and dynastic marriages are known to be a minimum ana-
lyzable quantity of information that the medieval sources preserve for us, in spite of
the fact that data on the international connections of this or that time may be scarce.
On the other hand, the fact that European rulers were eager to make matrimonial
alliances with the Rurikids may be reliably indicative of the high status of Russian
princes and the country they ruled. The borrowing of dynastic names from new rela-
tives, names typical of the dynasties, strengthened to a great extent the prestige of
these dynastic ties.

However, speculations in the field interdynastic genealogy and historical ono-
mastics requires a high degree of accuracy because one mislaid brick may cause many
levels of a building to fall.

In the matter of facts regarding whom the Russian princes and their daughters
married from among their Western neighbors and the names of the off-spring born
from these alliances, much in this field has been done by historians, but at the same
time a lot of lacunas and mysteries remain to be explored. It would not be an exag-
geration to say that studies in the genealogy and matrimonial ties of the Rurikids have
become a focus of scholars’ attention in recent years.

Christian Raffensperger does not undertake almost any independent investiga-
tion of Old Russian, Old Norse or any other sources. His study is founded on second-
ary literature, and he obviously prefers and refers foremost to the genealogical re-
constructions of Nikolai Baumgarten [BAUMGARTEN 1927]. Baumgarten’s impressive
work, presenting a wide picture of marriages and genealogies of the Russian princes,
was published in 1927 and was already much criticized at that time for the author’s
failure to distinguish reliable facts from his own guesses and reconstructions. During
the 90 years since that time, many amendments were made to Baumgarten’s work: a
number of marriages presented in his text were shown not to have existed and, on
the other hand, a large number of his assertions concerning matrimonial alliances of
Russian princes were denounced. Unfortunately, this long and careful work is not re-
flected in Raffensperger’s book. For example, on p. 56 to provide grounds for his cor-
rect thesis of the importance of affinity in the Rurikids’ dynasty, the author speaks of
allied connections between the Chernigov prince Sviatosha Davidich and the Kievan
prince Sviatopolk II that had occurred, in his opinion, because Sviatosha had married
Sviatopolk’s daughter Anna. However, neither the marriage, nor even that Sviato-
polk had a daughter named Anna is recorded in the sources. Both are the product of
Baumgarten’s more than dubious reconstruction that has been denounced many times
[HA3APEHKO 2009: 152-153]. The analysis of the marriages of Agafia Iaroslavna and
Edward the Exile and of Ladislaus the Bold with a certain daughter of Vladimir the
Saint from which Andrew I was supposedly born are also under criticism (pp. 98-99,
104, 236, fn. 145). There is no data on these marriages in the medieval sources. The
existence of the first is rather doubtful, while the existence of the second has no basis
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at all, not to mention that the identification of Ladislaus as Andrew’s father is dubi-
ous. Consequently, this obviates discussing the onomastic exchange that supposedly
occurred as a result of these marriages.

An approach that takes the whole of Baumgarten’s tables as the primary source
without distinguishing between attested facts and denounced hypotheses excludes
the necessity of further investigation into the Rurikids’ genealogy of pre-Mongol
time, a necessity, which, as a matter of fact, is very important. The real situation is
that our data for half of Rurikids’ marriages with foreigners in the 11*"and the first
half of the 12t centuries is rather incomplete with regards to the names and origins of
the partners, so that sometimes their unambiguous identification is simply impossible
or in any case needs detailed discussion of the old and new sources if any are available.
But Raffensperger evidently avoids discussing multiple lacunas and controversy in the
picture of the dynastic alliances in Europe of that epoch.

Speaking of the potential opportunities intrinsic to a ruler who intended to mar-
ry, Raffensperger is quite right to draw attention (after Constance Bouchard and Ruth
Macrides — [BoucHARD 1981: 268-287; MACRIDES 1990]) to the important limita-
tion put by the Church on marriage to kin. Close relatives and also people tied by af-
finity were not to marry each other, although such a marriage could be profitable from
the political perspective. It is evident that the cases when these rules were broken are
extremely valuable for a historian and require special consideration. Some examples
of such rule-breaking are noted by Raffensperger which is valuable as it is. Neverthe-
less, a number of such cases remain unnoticed. There is no mention, for instance, of a
very strange and expressive incident from the field of Russian-Scandinavian contacts
when two sisters (Mal(m)frid and Ingeborg Mstislavna) became wives of two bro-
thers (Knud Lavard of Denmark and Erik Eriksson), though all these persons are pre-
sented in Raffensperger’s book in one way or another. However, composing a complete
list and systematic analysis of rule-breaking of this kind is perhaps beyond the goals of
the study of the author. It is important that speaking of consanguinity in marriage (and
about Russian dynastic marriages in general), Raffensperger quotes and analyzes in de-
tail a remarkable work by C. Bouchard devoted to the matrimonial alliances of Burgundy
nobility, but he does not discuss, for instance, the study by Alexander Nazarenko directly
devoted to the consanguinity in dynastic marriages among the Rurikids in the 11" and
12 centuries [HA3APEHKO 2001: 559-584]. In addition, he does not mention (even
in the bibliography) the careful studies by Dariusz Dabrowski, who deals in detail with
controversial problems of the Rurikids’ genealogy and reviews different opinions on the
subject; he also does not mention a number of articles published on the topic in recent de-
cades [DABROWSKI 2002; DABROWSKI 2008]. It reflects the development of a plurality of
sciences among which American Russian History is only one of several sciences of Russian
History that are not well enough in dialogue with one another.

Similar drawbacks can be found in the onomastic part of Raffensperger’s study.
Thus, discussing the problem of how names borrowed from the Rurikids’ appeared in
the Danish dynasty, the author practically ignores the existing works on this theme,
though his own conclusions only reproduce the results of predecessors. Besides this, in
the Scandinavian and Scandinavian-Russian genealogies, there are a number of inex-
act data and mistakes. For instances, the Danish king Waldemar the Great had at least
three not two sons (p. 103); his wife Sofia, in contrast to the long since denounced hy-

2012 Ne2

| 155



156 |

Christian Raffensperger,
Reimagining Europe: Kievan Rus’ in the Medieval World

pothesis of Baumgarten, was not a granddaughter of Vsevolod of Novgorod [GALLEN
1976: 273-288] (the work of Abbot Wilhelm referred to by Raffensperger in this case
does not provide such genealogy of the princess) (p. 238, fn. 168); even in the English
Wikipedia one can find a more professional viewpoint on Sofia’s origin. Consequently,
Raffensperger’s speculations on consanguineous marriage of Waldemar and Sofia are
in vain. Especially unlucky are the royal nephews in Raffensperger’s study. The king
of Norway Magnus the Good was by no means a nephew of Iaroslav the Wise’s wife
Ingigerd (p. 85), because he was not born in wedlock (his mother was a concubine
of Olaf the Saint). But on the other hand, Mieszko, married to some Russian prin-
cess, was only a nephew of Vladislav-Hermann, not his son, opposite to Raffensperger
(pp. 229-230, fn. 51). As for the exact identification of Mieszko’s wife, because of the
scarceness of the source data, a whole number of versions exists [BALZER 2005: 205],
of which Raffensperger mentions only one, the same that one can find in Baumgar-
ten’s tables. Iziaslav Iaroslavich, in turn, was not and could not be Dobronega-Maria
Vladimirovna’s own brother (p. 88), which can be easily guessed according to their
patronymics (one must remember that there were no uterine brothers among the pre-
Mongol Rurikids), he is only a nephew of Dobronega-Maria Vladimirovna. From
these observations it follows that all the author’s assertions of the inappropriateness
of their marriages from the viewpoint of relation and affinity must be reconsidered.

The list of the errors of this kind can be continued.

The general statements of the author concerning the structure of power for the
countries he writes about do not acknowledge much of the doubt surrounding them.
For instance, he states that the Rus’, Hungary and Denmark in the first third of the
11th century had some striking similarity in the problems of throne succession where
the eldest of the blood relatives successes to throne (the main candidate being elected
via a certain assembly) (pp. 100, 103-104). This may be considered at least incorrect.
We have no enough data on the rules of succession in Hungary of that period. As for
the Rus’, it is evidently wrong, or in any case no regular assemblies were not observed
in that period in connection with the election of the ruler. On the whole, though the
family worlds of Scandinavia and Rus’ in the 11th and first half of the 12th century
were quite similar, their mechanism of succession to power diftered significantly.

Rather unexpected is the author’s statement that the princely name Viadimir
among the Rurikids was as a rule given to a first-born son (pp. 102, 238, fn. 161).
This is not confirmed by any statistical material. On one hand, many examples may be
given when this name belonged to younger sons (Vladimir Mstislavich, Vladimir Da-
vidich etc.). On the other hand, it was not always that the one who was the eldest of the
brothers in his mature age was really the first born. There is a convincing hypothesis
(unknown in Baumgarten’s time) that Vladimir was not the first born son of Iaroslav
the Wise; that he had an elder brother named Ilia born in other marriage. The tradi-
tion of name-giving for the Russian princes was that any name could be given to a son,
older or younger, only in the case that his direct ancestor, the holder of this name, had
died (see: [JIuTBUHA, YCNIEHCKHUH 2006: passim; USPENSKI) 2008: 7-8]). The name
Vladimir is no exception at all, regardless of seniority, it could belong to the son of a
prince after the death of his direct ancestor who bore that name.

Raffensperger’s idea on the subject of with whom the Russian princes preferred
to make matrimonial alliances is rather controversial. Sometimes the author seems
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to assume these were the Scandinavians, sometimes the Byzantines, although really
the matrimonial strategy of the rulers in that epoch was far more complicated and its
motivation cannot be described in terms of simple general preferences.

Raffensperger’s supposition that royal widows of Russian origin used to return
to their home country (p. 69) can hardly be approved. The number of cases when they
really did so is rather modest, while other variants are quite typical: they stayed in
the countries of their husbands or even more often got married to some other foreign
ruler (or even to a royal subject). One can mention here, for instance, Anna Iaro-
slavna, the mother of Philip I, or the Russian princess Sofia, the widow of Waldemar I,
who after his death married unluckily to the Count of Thuringia, and finally Mal(m)
frid Mstislavna, who was first the Queen of Norway and then, due to her second mar-
riage, became the Queen of Denmark. Her sister Ingeborg Mstislavna, who actually
returned to the Rus’ for some time when her husband Knud Lavard was killed, later
came back to Denmark where her son began the struggle for the Danish throne. The
examples given to support the assumption of this tradition (the obligatory return of
the royal widows to the home country) being spread among other European nations in
11" and 12 centuries, seem dubious. Referring to Heimskringla by Snorri Sturluson,
Raffensperger states that Astrid, a daughter of Olaf of Sweden and the wife of Olaf
of Norway, came back to Sweden after the death of her husband (p. 69). However,
in Heimskringla the story of Astrid does not end with this. After the death of Olaf in
Norway, where the foreign rulers, king Sven and his mother, are known to have come
to power, Olaf’s son Magnus had been earlier safely sheltered in the Rus’ with the fam-
ily of Iaroslav the Wise and Astrid’s sister Ingigerd. It is not surprising that Olaf the
Saint’s widow preferred to go to Sweden, but her return was hardly conditioned by the
natural end of her mission in Norway, discussed by Raffensperger. In any case, when
her stepson, Magnus the Good, managed to obtain power in Norway, his stepmother
Astrid settled with him in Norway (not in her home country) and was much respected
there.

As for the quite expected comparison of the Rus’ and Scandinavia in the Conver-
sion period, we face again some errors decreasing the value of the author’s presenta-
tion. For instance, already in the introductory remarks, Raffensperger declares that
Norway was converted earlier than the Rus’ (p. 137). This is by no means true. On
p. 147, the author erroneously states that there was a church of Saint Olaf in Kiev in
the 11th century, yet, we do not possess any source for the fact (there were churches
of Saint Olaf in Novgorod and Constantinople). Besides, speaking of the foundation
of churches and the baptism of rulers preceding the conversion of the whole country,
Raffensperger does not mention such important figures for pre-Christian history of
Norway and the Rus’ as king Hakon, Zthelstan’s fosterling, baptized in England, and
the princess Ol'ga, converted in Constantinople (p. 258, fn. 36). More than that, this
part of the book is not free of the same drawback as the chapters about marriages
and names: some information unattested in medieval sources is given without any
discussion — as facts — though some of them are at least dubious (the reader must be
left to guess what secondary source they could originate from). This is the case with
the statement that the Swedish king Ingi the Old happened to live in Rus’ for some
time (p. 148), though not one of the sources gives such information directly. On the
other hand, many facts recorded in the sources that are important remain unnoticed,
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not to speak of multiple research hypotheses and speculations offered by non-English
language scholars for the last two or three decades.

All the above said certainly does not decrease the value of the ideas about the
Rus’” having an integrated role in the medieval world of the West, about the impor-
tance of dynastic marriages and dynastic names as indicators of international ties,
about the typological vicinity and common penetration of the Christian microtradi-
tions in the medieval Rus’ and Scandinavia, ideas that have become familiar in modern
medieval studies. If one assumes that the Kievan Rus’ in the Middle Ages was a part of
the Western space, then it would be desirable that this idea of unity were extrapolated
to modern science, so that one must not deal with several isolated sciences: American
Russian History, German Russian History, Polish Russian History, and, finally, Rus-
sian Russian History.
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The book is devoted to a group of constructions exhibiting interesting properties in
the history of the Russian language — that is, participles. The author aims not only
at describing, but also explaining the essence of the diachronic changes of participle
syntax with the help of modern theoretical linguistics (that is, Chomskyan syntax).
The data for the investigation were the participle constructions of the Suzdal chroni-
cle from the Laurentian codex. The broadening of the empirical scope of the linguistic
theory to a data set previously unaccounted for is undoubtedly a promising objective,
but also one demanding a huge effort and sufficient competence.

However, a large part of this book is just an overview. The author provides a
general account of the use of subordinate and coordinate conjunctions (Chapter 1),
the formation of participles and converbs in Russian (Chapter 2), the history of the
Laurentian codex (Chapter 5), approaches of studying historical syntax and types of
diachronic language changes (Chapters 6 and 7), etc. Some of this information is not
even directly related to the topic of the book (such as calculations of Church Slavonic
and East Slavonic orthographical variants of morphemes or a history of Marrism).

Some passages concerning general properties of Old Russian verbs are misleading.
For example, the author examines two participle forms of specific prefixed verbs — “past
participle” noxeanuss and “present participle” noxeans — and affirms that they have
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two different meanings, that of precedence and simultaneity (p. 128). This view,
however, is outdated, as [Ky3bMuHA, HEMYEHKO 1982: 362] have shown that the
“present” participles of these prefixed verbs are used interchangeably with “past” par-
ticiples in the perfective (precedence) meaning, as in the example from the Suzdal
chronicle: Bera Popuks. na Pomana. u npusene k co6s Warosuub. B Kbiesnb. xoma
noutu k ['anudio. Ha Pomana. u oynepenu Pomant ekona moaksl. Maamabcksrb. n
Boaogumepsernrb. n Bubxa B Pycekyio semio (fol. 141v, col. 417, s.v. 1202) (=“Ru-
rik turned against Roman and led Oleg’s sons to his city of Kiev wishing to go to Ga-
lich, and Roman forestalled, having gathered troops from Galich and Vladimir,
and came to the Rus’ land”).

The main empirical contribution made by the author is the enumeration of all the
occurrences of the participles in the given text, classified into four groups: substantiated,
attributive, predicative and adverbial. In each group, active present, active past, passive
present and passive past participles are enumerated separately. The principles of this clas-
sification are presented in Chapters 3 and 4.

The substantivized subgroup does not require special comment.

The attributive group includes diverse types of participles agreeing with nouns
(not only full, but also short forms are found in this list — possibly by mistake). Per-
haps the inclusion of examples with verbs of perception (Msacaass ke oysbabes mo
co6b mayma Boxogumepra ¢ emaorw. sanoxaca Hompio mouge (fol. 110, col. 330,
s.v. 1150; p. 260 in the book) ="Iziaslav having learned that Volodimerko is follow-
ing him with forces, having hidden himself in the night, left”) was not a deliberate
decision but merely a mistake, as such participles are better regarded as predicates
depending on the matrix verb [I[IoTEBHA 1958: 308-316]; cf. other misinterpreted
examples below.

The adverbial group consists of short participles having the same syntax as con-
verbs in Modern Russian (with null subject coreferent with the subject of a finite verb;
no coordinate conjunctions between the participle and the finite verb are possible).

The predicative subgroup is the most heterogeneous one. Actually, active pred-
icative participles can be further subdivided into four constructions:

— short participles with implicit subject coreferent with the finite verb subject,
linked to the finite verb with a coordinating conjunction (Mpoma secut na
[Mososirk. C# omoaks. Bomogumeps. I8 nb. u qomenme Bouna u Boporumaca
(fol. 95v, col. 284, s.v. 1110; p. 154) = “In spring Sviatopolk, Vladimir, David
went to war with the Cumans and having reached Voin [they]| returned”);

— “absolute nominative” short participles, with their explicit subject in nomina-
tive (kHA3b ke BeeBosoab croaBb WK0J0 Topoxa .i. nii . Buxbsb Gpara
u3Hemarawma. u Boarape Bbiciannca 6AXy K HEMY ¢ MEPOMb. TIOHJe WIIATh
kb ucagoms (fol. 132, col. 390, s.v. 1184; p. 158) = “Prince Vsevolod remained
near the town for 10 days, having seen that his brother was growing faint.
And Bulgars sent to him [asking] for peace, and he went back to the moorage”);

— short participles as predicates of a clause with a relative pronoun (an original
Slavonic construction, typical of colloquial language) (8 To ke Bpema mouma

ropoasbl. FIOpI'eB’bl Wiirosuub. 1 KOoH'B. ¥ CKOT'BL. 1 WBU‘"B n TOBapb. ]{I[’h qTo0
uiora (fol. 103, col. 309, s.v. 1141; p. 151) = “At this time Oleg’s son took Gurgiy’s
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towns, horses, cattle, sheep and belongings wherever and whatever he saw”)
[[ToTEBHA 1958: 185];

— present participle with copula as the predicate, exemplified with a single example
in the entire text: Takoke u cuu KHA Wiekcannps 0b modbxkam a He noﬁfhmﬁf..
(fol. 168v, col. 477, s.v. 1263; p. 154) (= “So this prince Alexander was the win-
ner, but was not defeated”). It is a very rare literary construction, modeled after
Greek Gospel syntax [[IOTEBHS 1958: 6; YCEHCKM1 2002: 256].

As to the dative absolute constructions, they are also divided into two groups:
predicative, i. e., with coordinate conjunctions (usugoma nporusy ums Bosogumepuun.
1 O'bIBINI0 CETYILIEeHbI0 WoBMa moaKoMa. M OGumaca kKpbrko. Ho Bekops mo6bront
Moaosiu (fol. 101, col. 303-304, s.v. 1136; p. 191) = “Vladimir’s sons went against
them and when both armies met, they fought hard but soon the Cumans ran) and
adverbial, i. e., without them (cerynupmil e ca moaxs. mo6broma moranuu (fol.
154, col. 448, s.v. 1225; p. 258) = “when the armies met, the pagans ran”). In the
Annex, constructions of these two types are divided into separate “predicative” and
“adverbial” units.

The reason for this classification, in which constructions different both in sur-
face syntactic features and stylistic character are included in the same group, is not
clear. In addition, it is well known that in the process of copying or editing, the scribes
might delete or add coordinate conjunctions between the short participle and the
main verb — thus, “adverbial” and some “predicative” constructions were treated as
interchangeable.

Many of the conclusions of this research offer no novelties. The author enumer-
ates [-forms (with and without copula) in the list of predicative constructions but it
was always well known that they were used only as predicates. Similarly, it is not news
that the explicit subject of the participle was able to be only dative or nominative.

All the examples are given in the Annex. This collection of data could be very
useful for subsequent research, but unfortunately the examples are given nearly with-
out context or strangely torn from the middle of clauses'. One notices immediately
that many examples were misunderstood and misinterpreted by the author.

Thus, the author treats as a participle the preposition nbas (cikannnacu 6axm.
3aHe wiia MOKTIO0 8061. ¥ 3eMJII0 KI'0 II0JOHU MEeHe lI'hJIA. U ce HBbIH'S He M0 MeHe
u eb Maagente cumb. (fol. 99v, col. 300, s.v. 1128; p. 197) = “I had been upset because
you killed my father and captured his land because of me and now you don’t love me
with thisinfant”). Aorists (even if they are not homonymous to the participles) are un-
derstood as participles (6. nbin ke eftns Kupmrs mocaa B3a mh10 kro. i mpusesori
u B Bosogumeps. (fol. 165v, col. 471, s.v. 1248; p. 215) = “the beatific bishop Cyril
sent to take his body, it was brought to Vladimir”).

Substantiated participles (from Scripture citations) are called “predicates” (6Jisub
pasymbBamau Ha HIIIA U oy0ora. B iib a01D n36asuts i ['s (fol. 142y, col. 423, s.v.
1206; p. 153) = “Blessed is he that considereth the poor: the Lord will deliver him in
time of trouble”) or “attributes” (6%1 18 HATOJHUTCA TTHCAHBE CTB] Tillee. GariHu

! This is why I quote the examples in full from the edition [[ICPJI I], with reference to
the folio of the codex, the page of the edition, the year of chronicle entry, and finally to
the corresponding column of the reviewed book.

2012 Ne2



Anna V. Sakharova

emipawomii mro tu ciise Bou naperyrea (fol. 157v, col. 456, s.v. 1230; p. 265) =
“it happened to fulfill the Scripture saying: Blessed are the peacemakers, for they
shall be called the children of God”). The Dative Absolute is treated as nominative (n
6b1BIIIO AfiH ¢iTo BheRpHbIA THA. 1 mprend © aiis mama cra mia Jloruua. (fol. 151,
col. 441, s.v. 1218; p. 161) = “when it was the day of the Holy Resurrection of the
Lord, came the day of memory of the Saint martyr Longinus”), more often as attribu-
tive constructlons (6OI/IMCA JBCTH UX'b. K/ TOMLY USHHESAIA PATHI0 HA HA. KHABI0
He cymyo oy Ha. momis ks Lrkoy (fol. 125v, col. 372, s.v. 1175; p. 261) = “We are
afraid of their deception that they could suddenly attack us when we have no prince,
let us send to Gleb”).

Some short participles without conjunctions (“adverbial”) are found in the list of
predicative constructions (BoJioguMeps ke MHA KO K HEMY HJIYTh. CT& HCIIOTIHBHCA
nepejib TOpofoMb (fol. 103v, col. 311, s.v. 1144; p. 153) = “Vladimir thinking that
they are coming to him stood havmg prepared to battle near the town”) or attribu-
tive constructions (61,1 #e 0y MOraHbl .6. COTh KONUK. a 0y PycH IeBAHOCTO KOIIMU.
HapBiome e cA HA CHAY Ioranuu nougoma. u Hamu nporusy umb. (fol. 121, col.
360, s.v. 1169; p. 261) = “The pagans had 900 spears, but the Russians — 90 spears.
Hoping for their power, the pagans moved forward, and ours — against them). Con-
structions introduced by coordinate conjunctions (“predicative” ones, according to
the classification) are treated as “adverbial” (a xouenrs u cex BosocTH. 2 0yGUBD MeHe
1065 TO BoJloCTh. a kUBDH He uAy us ceok’s Bosocru (fol. 102, col. 307, s.v. 1139; p.
219) = “You want this country, if [you] kill me, the country is yours, but I won’t leave
my country alive”), and so on.

In the last part of the book, in Chapters 8 and 9, the author presents how the
modern version of generative linguistics depicts the predicate structure and promises
to show how the universal mechanisms of language change formed the changes in the
syntax of participles from chronicles to Modern Russian (p. 120).

Non-finite clauses typically do not form independent predication and, conse-
quently, do not express tense (but rather taxis). Both in Old and in Modern Russian,
the main pattern is for finite clauses to have nominative subjects and for infinitive
clauses to have dative (see [FRANKS 1995: 258] and also [CHOMSKY 1981] on modern
Russian). In Old Russian, the use of non-zero dative subject is witnessed by examples
such as those in the text under study: ce ts1 co MHOIO whoBA KpT’b XOAMTH HaMa
no waunou gymb wobma (fol. 170v, col. 482, s.v. 1284) (= “You have sworn on the
cross with me that we both will follow the same thought”). On the basis on these
facts, linguists working within the generative approach assume that in Russian it is
the [+Tense] feature of the finite clause that assigns nominative case to its subject.

Obviously, this pattern faces some problems in Old Russian data. Thus, this mod-
el does not explain the Absolute Nominative constructions (where the covert parti-
ciple subject stands in nominative), although constructions of this type are found even
in some Old Church Slavonic texts, for example farexaene e yeasimappine miada
MJQTHUIITA U MATHU TI0Y0YBBINK 00paTUCA U pa3yMBBBIIN CBOETO 3'bJa BbCKPHYA CO
scemu (= “The reapers have heard the baby’s cry and the mother having heard [it]
turned back and understood that her baby was in trouble [and] cried together with
everybody”) (the Codex Suprasliensis cited via [IIOTEEHS 1958: 189]).
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The author hypothesizes that the participle construction with nominative sub-
ject could appear as a result of the loss of copula (p. 131, also p. 28), and that short
participles were used as clause predicates because they were analogues of the I-forms.
This hypothesis is inconclusive, as “Absolute Nominative” participles were used even
in the oldest East Slavonic texts (as in the phrase in the Primary Chronicle ...[a] BBt
NJIOTHHUILH ¢yIIe. a pucTaBuMb BH xopomoMs pyouru (fol. 48v, col. 142, s.v. 1016)
= “You being carpenters, we’ll appoint you to put up buildings” which exists in all
of the versions of the chronicle in the story of Yaroslav and Sviatopolk’s battle). Such
examples could hardly be interpreted as derived from short present participles with
copula, which are a rare construction modeled after Greek, as noted above. In addi-
tion, past participles were never used with copula (Greek had no constructions of this
type), though they were used as clause predicates with non-zero subject.

Short participles may be called analogues to preterites only in one sense: inexpe-
rienced scribes of later epochs (not knowledgeable about Church Slavonic grammar)
treated short participles (converbs), as well as old preterites, as high-style analogues
of the colloquial I-preterit [YcneHckuii 2002: 223fF; ANEKCEEB 1987; J)KuBOB 1995].

In the concluding section the author postulates that, as the participles could have
nominative subjects in Old Russian, the language system had “a stronger category
of tense” (p. 142). The author supports this idea further by noting that Old Russian
(in contrast to modern Russian) regularly expressed person in past tenses (thus, the
paradigm was “strong”). The concept of a “strong(er)” category of tense appears liter-
ally on the last page of the text, and the notion remains only an informal hint of some
possible interpretation.

The author also asserts that the predicative features of the participle temporarily
emerged due to the “redistribution of grammar categories of aspect, tense and voice”;
and that nominative subjects of the participles reflect “the transitional language state”
(p. 135). This may be the “explanation of the syntax phenomena with the means of
the modern theoretical linguistics,” but the author does not explain how, exactly, the
“transitional” state of verbal categories (for example, development of regular aspect
opposition) could have provided some non-finite clauses with nominative subjects.

Unfortunately, the author does not know how the chronicle language func-
tioned. Enumerating the problems of historical syntax research, the author postulates
that the written language is codified (pp. 101-102), and, mentioning the presence of
orthographic rules in the written language in Old Russian (p. 68), treats the chronicle
language as a codified one (such as Latin in Europe). But the first short and primi-
tive descriptions of grammar appeared only in the 16™ century. Actually, the scribes
were taught orthography but their ideas of literate syntax were formed only with their
reading experience. Colloquial syntax was very far from Church Slavonic usage but
some texts, for example, chronicles, were required to look similar to the model text
(even if the similarity was only superficial); as a result, the scribes re-interpreted spe-
cific literary constructions and elements in a way that was understandable for them,
and later readers treated these re-interpretations as legalizing precedents [’K1uBOB
1995; ) KuBoB 1998; YcnEHCKU1 2002].

Some specific literary Church Slavonic constructions got tied to definite lex-
emes; thus, in the language of later periods, consequence clauses were packaged
with axo+infinitive constructions only for the verbs dusumucsa and uydumucsa. This
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was because the equivalent infinitive dependent construction was used in the Gospel
(Mark 15, 5) Hote davpdlety tov IIikdtov [TUMBEPIENK 2002]. The phrase cbaHIy
BBCXOAAmY — “when the sun was rising” (a favorite one among the chroniclers) comes
from the Greek Genitive Absolute dvateilavtog tob fAiov (Mark 16, 2, cf. Matthew
13, 6; Mark 4, 6). See also [YcriEHCKUI1 2002: 255-256] on the origin of some lexical-
ized participle constructions.

Actually, the parameters of the short participles usage in the chronicles were de-
termined by the complicated interaction between the parameters of the model texts
and the parameters of the colloquial speech of the scribes. In such colloquial speech,
short participles (converbs) might be used with a subject that was not coreferent to
the finite verb subject, perfects of converb origin [TPysuHCKU1 1984: 156] might be
used, or short participles might not even occur at all (the situation that holds in col-
loquial Modern Russian [3EMckAs 1973: 160-196].

This does not mean that it is impossible to create a generative “system of pa-
rameters and rules” for this multilayered Medieval Russian language, but this task
demands a better knowledge of the language itself. In addition, these rules should be
formulated in a more complex and nuanced fashion than “non-finite verb assigns da-
tive case to the subject.”
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Aapbepra n J1oasura

Mit dem 9. Altslavistentreffen, das vom 19. bis zum 20. Oktober 2012 in Freiburg i. Br.
stattfand, wurde eine Tradition fortgesetzt, die vor fiinfzehn Jahren von Hans Rothe,
Christian Hannick und Rainer Stichel begriindet wurde. Hierbei handelt es sich um
das Treffen der Vertreter der traditionell starken, aber aus wissenschaftspolitischen
Griinden — im Gefolge des Bologna-Prozesses und der férderpolitischen Grofwet-
terlage — unter Druck befindlichen deutschsprachigen Paldoslavistik, deren Kreis um
namhafte und vielversprechende Spezialisten aus zahlreichen européischen Landern
erginzt wurde. Auf dem Treffen sollte aus der laufenden Arbeit zu paldoslavistischen
Themen berichtet werden, wobei bewusst auch neue oder unfertige Projekte ange-
sprochen werden konnten.

Die Konferenz war gleichzeitig als Abschlusskonferenz eines von Juliane Be-
sters-Dilger und Christian Vof8 geleiteten Forschungsprojektes zu Fragestellungen
der Variation und Norm des Russisch-Kirchenslavischen des 16. Jahrhunderts am
Beispiel des Apostolos in den Groflen Lesemenden des Metropoliten Makarij (Velikie
Minei Cet’i, VMC) konzipiert. Daher widmete sich eine groe Zahl der Beitrige ver-
schiedenen Aspekten dieses Denkmals, neben einer Anzahl an Vortrigen mit allge-
mein paldoslavistischem Hintergrund.

Zu letzteren zahlte der erdffnende Vortrag von HANS ROTHE (Bonn) iiber kirchen-
slavische liturgische Hymnen als Literatur. Rothe wies anhand einer Analyse von Ad-
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verbien auf die Bedeutung dieser lange vernachlissigten Gattung hin und forderte
die Uberwindung nationalphilologischer Betrachtungsweisen. DAGMAR CHRISTIANS
(Bonn) untersuchte das Verhdltnis der griechischen und slavischen Gottesdienstme-
nien auf lexikalisch-semantischer Ebene und zeigte am Beispiel der Seefahrtterminolo-
gie zahlreiche erklirend-interpretierende Ubertragungen der Slaven auf. MARCELLO
GarzaNITI (Florenz) zeigte die Schliisselfunktion eines Bibelzitats fiir die Vita Metho-
dii und den direkten Bezug zu den orationes des Gregor von Nazianz. ALEKSANDR MOL-
DOVAN (Moskau) widmete seinen Vortrag den 13 slov Grigorija Bogoslova. Im Rahmen
einer textologischen Analyse konnte er Aussagen {iber deren urspriingliche Zusam-
mensetzung und differierende textologische Traditionen machen.

RAINER STICHEL (Miinster) présentierte, unterstiitzt durch die Darstellung
zahlreicher Handschriftenfragmente, eine kirchenslavische Handschrift, unter an-
derem mit einem Kolophon, der aus der Gennadij-Tradition bekannt ist. Er zeigte
Verbindungen zu deutschsprachigen Texten auf. DIETER STERN (Gent) nahm, ausge-
hend von einem Textfragment aus dem Bdinski Zbornik, eine skrupuldse philologische
Einzelstudie vor. Unter Riickgriff auf einen Teil der griechischen Uberlieferungstra-
dition erfolgte eine {iberzeugende Interpretation einer bislang unklaren kirchensla-
vischen Stelle. LorRA TASEVA (Sofia/Bern) analysierte griechisch-slavische lexika-
lische Entsprechungen als attribuierendes Merkmal in Ubersetzungen aus dem 14.
Jahrhundert anhand der Synaxarien zum Triodion. Dabei standen unterschiedliche
Ubersetzungen ein und desselben griechischen Wortes sowie der Vergleich mit l-
teren Ubersetzungen im Mittelpunkt. Aus der Analyse geht hervor, dass die Auswahl
der slavischen Korrelate als Merkmal fiir den Ubersetzungsstil zu betrachten ist. SA-
BINE und DIETER FAHL untersuchten anhand des slavischen Corpus Areopagiticum
das Schwanken zwischen Singular- und Pluralformen bei Kollektiva auf -ije (wie zelije
‘Griinzeug’). Sie demonstrierten, dass die Kollektiva teilweise als Pluralersatz fun-
gieren konnten, teilweise aber auch selbst in den Plural gesetzt werden konnten und
stellten bislang nicht dokumentierte Kollektivlexeme vor. YANNIS KAKRIDIS (Bern)
beschiftigte sich anhand der Ubersetzungen in der Handschrift Decani 88 mit dem
komplexen Problem der polyphonen Rede. Als Resultat seiner Analyse konnte er fest-
halten, dass die difterenzierte Polyphonie der griechischen Vorlage im Slavischen
hiufig reduziert auftritt. RoLAND MARTI (Saarbriicken) lenkte die Aufmerksam-
keit des Publikums auf das Phidnomen der Akrosticha, durch deren Auswertung
und Analyse das lexikalische Material des altkirchenslavischen Kanons signifikant
erweitert werden kénne. Ein fiir die sprachliche Analyse herausragendes Merkmal
dieser gleichsam vertikalen Texte sei die Tatsache, dass Akrosticha ausschliefllich
die Sprache zum Zeitpunkt der Entstehung des Textes, ohne durch die Uberlieferung
bedingte Verdnderungen und Verzerrungen, widerspiegeln. EvA PALLASOVA (Brno/
Freiburg) analysierte die kirchenslavischen Ubersetzungsiquivalente griechischer
Ausdriicke der Moglichkeit und Notwendigkeit. Unterschiedliche Kategorisierungs-
grade wurden differenziert, weiterhin wurde beispielsweise zwischen den Ausdrii-
cken fiir metaphysische Notwendigkeit und normative oder gesellschaftliche Not-
wendigkeit unterschieden. Giorgio ZIFFER (Udine) fithrte anhand der erst spét
bezeugten Abschriften der Vita Constantini eine textologische Untersuchung durch.
Die von ihm aufgestellte Hypothese der zentralen Bedeutung der zweiten Novgoroder
(Sborniki-)Gruppe, die verschiedene Kontaminationen aufweist, erscheint anhand der
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dargestellten Daten plausibel. Ziffers Untersuchung kann als Pladoyer fiir die Rele-
vanz ,spiter” Textzeugen (wie der VMC) interpretiert werden. IRINA PODTERGERA
(Freiburg) befasste sich mit dem relativischen Anschluss. Mit Bezug auf zahlreiche
Sekundérquellen analysierte sie die von Dmitrij Gerasimov hergestellte kirchensla-
vische Bruno-Ubersetzung. Sie stellte fest, dass im Kirchenslavischen dieser Uber-
setzungen der relative Anschluss tatsachlich existiert, selbst wenn es sich hdufig um
ein Interpunktions- beziehungsweise Interpretationsproblem handelt.

LARA SELS (Gent) schlug in ihrem Beitrag den Bogen zwischen traditioneller
Philologie und e-Humanities. Sie berichtete iiber ein Projekt der digitalen Edition
des Bdinski Zbornik, die unter bdinski.obdurodon.org im Internet zuginglich ist. Sels
diskutierte die Probleme traditioneller Papiereditionen, die haufig auf begrenztem
Raum zu viele Zwecke erfiillen wollen, also gleichzeitig eine diplomatische Edition
und einen Lesetext (oder einen Kompromiss) prasentieren. Mithilfe einer digitalen
Edition lassen sich laut Sels diese Probleme minimieren so dass man besser der Fluidi-
tit vormoderner Textualitdt gerecht werden kann. Hierdurch lasse sich das volle Po-
tenzial des digitalen Mediums ausspielen, was durch das Schlagwort ,many views in
one edition” versinnbildlicht wird.

Zwei Beitrdge befassten sich mit den Spatausldufern der kirchenslavischen Tra-
dition. CHRISTIAN Voss (Berlin) untersuchte in seinem theorie-affinen Beitrag die
“Zwischenrdume” Bosnien und Galizien und die dort vor dem Hintergrund religioser
Diskurse entstehenden sprachlichen Konzepte, wobei hier fiir die genannten Re-
gionen in jeweils unterschiedlicher Auspragung kulturelle und sprachliche Hybridi-
tit konstatiert werden kann. VitTTor1o TOMELLERI (Macerata) betrachtete das erste
ossetische Buch von 1798. Er wies auf Beziige der im genannten Buch prisentierten
ossetischen Orthographie zu der kirchenslavischen sowie auf syntaktische Abhdn-
gigkeiten hin.

Den Reigen der thematisch auf die VMC fokussierten Beitrige eroffnete FRANCIS
THOMSON (Antwerpen) mit seinem virtuos prasentierten Vortrag, in welchem er auf
,some frequently overlooked aspects* im Hinblick auf die VMC einging. Unter ande-
rem stellte er dar, dass die Bezeichnung spisok fiir die drei VMC-Fassungen (Sofijskij,
Uspenskij, Carskij) ,entirely misleading” sei. Der Grund hierfiir ist laut Thomson die
Tatsache, dass zwar die Sofijskij-Fassung als ,the most complete menologion ever®
gelten kann, die anderen beiden Abschriften aber nicht dem Menologiums-Konzept
folgen, sondern durch die Aufnahme verschiedener Texte den Machtanspruch Ma-
karijs demonstrieren. Auch EMILJA SULGINA (Moskau) befasste sich mit Machtdis-
kursen in Texten, die in den VMC enthalten sind. Neben dem beriihmten Send-
schreiben des Monchs Filofej zeigte sie verschiedene Miniaturen, die machtbezogene
Handlungen, beispielsweise die Krénung Ivans des IV., darstellen. Auch ELENA
SEREBRJAKOVA (Moskau) betrachtete Miniaturen und konnte anhand einer Analyse
derselben die VMC-Fassungen in spezifische Traditionen einordnen. MARINA Bo-
BRIK (Berlin) analysierte die konkrete Ausgestaltung der kirchenslavischen Sprache
des in den VMC enthaltenen kommentierten Apostolos. Die heterogene Genese des
Texts fiihrte zu Variation auf zahlreichen sprachlichen Ebenen, wobei gewisse Redi-
gierungstendenzen zu konstatieren sind. JULIANE BESTERS-DILGER (Freiburg) ging
der Einordnung des in den VMC zu findenden Apostolos in die ostslavische Tradi-
tion nach. Dabei machte sie deutlich, dass der Apostolos in der Fassung Carskij der
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nach Voskresenskij ersten Apostolos-Redaktion folgt und dass eine deutliche Nédhe
der Uspenskij-Fassung zur vierten Redaktion festzustellen ist. RoMmAN Kr1vko (Mos-
kau) begab sich auf die Suche nach Spuren des Altkirchenslavischen in der in den
VMC zu findenden Version der von Konstantin von Preslav iibersetzten Reden ge-
gen die Arianer von Athanasius dem Groflen. Er demonstrierte anhand zahlreicher
orthographisch-lautlicher oder lexikalischer Beispiele die groRe Nihe des VMC-Text
zur altkirchenslavischen Vorlage, wodurch die Bedeutung der VMC fiir die Erfor-
schung der dltesten Textschicht des Kirchenslavischen deutlich werde. NATALJA KO-
BJAK (Moskau) befasste sich mit den Werken des Photios im Umkreis der VMC. Sie
zeigte verschiedene interessante Erscheinungen auf, unter anderem verwies sie auf
das Monogramm des Photios.

RUPRECHT VON WALDENFELS (Bern) und AcHiMm RABUS (Freiburg) stellten das
VMC-Korpus vor, welches unter www.vmc.uni-freiburg.de zuginglich ist. Das als
,digitale Zweitverwertung“ der in der Druckvorbereitung befindlichen Edition des
VMC-Apostolostextes nach der Uspenskij-Fassung zu verstehende Korpusprojekt
zeigt, dass mit relativ geringem Ressourcenaufwand ein benutzerfreundliches Kor-
pus mit einer machtigen Abfragesprache erstellt werden kann, was die linguistische
Analyse signifikant vereinfacht. Durch die Kombination einer traditionellen Buchedi-
tion mit einem Internetkorpus seien ohne Verlust philologischer Prazision optimale
Ergebnisse zu erzielen. Von Waldenfels und Rabus schlossen mit einem Pladoyer fiir
die digitale Zweitverwertung von Textdateien, die in anderen laufenden Editionspro-
jekten erstellt werden.

Insgesamt hat das 9. Altslavistentreffen {iberzeugend gezeigt, dass die Palio-
slavistik im deutschsprachigen Raum und dartiber hinaus aktiv und vital ist. Trotz
teilweise angespannter Ressourcenlage wurden neue Projekte gestartet, mit philolo-
gischer Prézision und differenzierten methodischen Ansdtzen interessante Daten
analysiert. Durch die — allerdings nicht unkritische — Orientierung an hochaktuel-
len Diskursen der e-Humanities demonstriert die Paldoslavistik ihre Zukunftsfahig-
keit, ohne ihre Traditionen und Wurzeln zu verleugnen. Man darf auf das néchste
Altslavistentreffen, das voraussichtlich 2014 stattfinden wird, gespannt sein, ebenso
auf die bald erscheinenden Friichte der Arbeit am Apostolos in den VMC.

Dr. Achim Rabus

Slavisches Seminar

Werthmannstr. 14

D-79085 Freiburg i. Br,, Germany / Deutschland
achim.rabus@slavistik.uni-freiburg.de
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Hammum aBTOpam

I. OBIIME CBEJEHUA

MesxayHapoaHbIN claBUCTHYecKU XypHan “Slovéne = CroBbHe” mpurnamaer k co-
TPYAHMYECTBY aBTOPOB, PabOTAIOIMX B PA3NUYHBIX 00JACTAX CIaBAHCKOU (UII0JIO-
TUM U COMpeJie/IbHbIX AUCHUIIIMHAX. Pelakius NprUHIMAaeT K PacCCMOTPEHHUIO Hayd-
Hble CTaTbH, 3aMeTKH, ClIel[MaJbHO MOATOTOBJIEHHbIE Ui MyOJIMKAIIMU TEKCThI, CO00-
IeHUs1 XPOHMKAJNbHOTO XapaKTepa, CJIOBapHble MaTepuabl, PeleH3ud U 0030pbl,
IPUBETCTBYIOTCA TaKKe IoJleMUYecKyie MaTepualbl, — CIMCOK KaHPOB, XapaKTePHBIX
IS HayYHBIX M3[JAHUH, OCTAETCS B L[eJIOM OTKPBITBIM U GyZeT 3aBHCETh JIMIIb OT
IIeHHOCTH IPHCIaHHBIX PaboT.

JKypHan mpuHUMaeT MaTepuabl Ha BCeX CIABAHCKUX SI3bIKaX M OCHOBHBIX €BPO-
MeNCKUX: aHTJIMICKOM, HeMeIIKOM, GPaHIy3CKOM U UTaJIbSHCKOM.

[TeproAMYHOCTD JKypHAJIa — [Ba BBIMYCKA B rofl. Bce Marepuasibl myGIMKyIOTCS
TaKXe B OTKPBITOM JIOCTYIIe Ha caiiTe: http://slovene.ru/.

II. IToPIIOK PACCMOTPEHUS MATEPUAJIOB

Pelak[IMOHHBIH TOPTQesih 3aMOHAETCS B TEYEHME BCErO rojja, HUKaKUX OrPaHUIe Ui
Ha CPOKHM MOJja4é MaTepuayioB HeT. IIpOCHM BBICHUIATh MX B 3JIEKTPOHHOM BHjE MO
azipecy:
editorial@slovene.ru

Bce mpuciaHHbIE MaTepHasbl CHaYasa pacCMaTPUBAIOTCS pelakKiedl Ha mpe-
MeT COOTBETCTBHUS UX TeMaTHKe KypHasa, a 3aTeM MPOXOAAT MPOLeAypy ABOMHOTO
AHOHMMHOTO PelleH3MPOBAHMS, KOTZIa HY PeIleH3€eHThI He 3HAI0T UMEHHU aBTOpa, HU aB-
TOP — MMEH pelieH3eHTOB. B ciyyae IPUHIKMINATIBHOTO PACXOXKAEHIS MHEHUI MeXIY
pelleH3eHTaMH, a TAKKe TPU 060CHOBaHHOM HECOTJIACHY aBTOPA C MX OT3BIBAMH, BBICKA-
3aHHOM B KOPPEKTHOM (popMe, pe/laKIIMsi Ha3HaYaeT IOTOJHUTEIbHOE PElleH3UPOBaHHE,
YYMTBHIBAIOTCS TAK)Ke MHEHHS BCEX YJIEHOB PEIKOJIIIETUH.
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TTocie IPUHATHS [IOJIOXUTEIBHOTO PeLIeHN)s 0 MyOIMKALIMK PeJaKTOPBI Xy pHaIa
craparoTcs paGoTaTh B TeCHOM COTPYAHMYECTBE CO CBOMMHU aBTopamu. IIpu 3ToM 1y6-
JIVKaNKS He IpeJiroiaraeT HY B3MMaHUs [J1aThl C aBTOPOB, HY BBIIJIAThI UM TOHOPApPOB.
Bce pacxozbl 0 MOATOTOBKE BBIMYCKOB K M3JaHUIO JKypHau Gepér Ha cebsi, OfHAKO
IIPU3bIBAET CJIeJOBATh He TOJIbKO NPUBEAEHHBIM HMKe IpaBuiaM 0pOpPMIIEHUS, HO U
JIUTEepPaTypPHBIM HOPMaM TOTO S3bIKa, HA KOTOPOM aBTOP peIlwJI I0JaTh MaTepuall, 6yab
TO A3BIK AJI HErO POJHOM UJM HeT. B ciydae mopadyu mMarepuasa Ha HEPOZHOM S3bIKe
peKOMeH/lyeTcs 3apaHee IIPOKOHCYJIBTUPOBATHCSA € KOJJIETaMH, ABJIAIIIUMUCS ero HO-
cuTensiMu, 1abbl 136exaTh HeZOMOHUMAHUS CO CTOPOHBI PeJaKTOPOB U PeLleH3eHTOB.

III. TPEBOBAHUS K O®OPMJIEHUIO MATEPUAJIOB

1. Texnuuecxue mpebosanus

Marepuanbl IPUHUMAIOTCS TOJIBKO B 3JIEKTPOHHOM BUJie — B popmarax, moaiepxuBae-
MbIx peiakTopamMu MS Word u OpenOffice Writer, a Takxe fomosHUTeNbHO B popmare
PDF, eciu TeKCT COZIEPKUT CIOKHOe GpopMaTUPOBAHUE U CIelraNbHble MPUPTHI, KO-
TOpBIEe TAKXKe HeOOXOANMO IPUTIOKUTE K paiislaM c TeKCTOM. PeKOMeH/1yeM [T0J1b30BaThCA
upuTamu crangapra KOHMKOZ, B TOM YHUCIIe TPy HaGope CTapo- 1 [IePKOBHOCIaBSIHCKUX
TeKCTOB U nuTat (Hanpumep, KlimentOld, Old Standart TT).

Bce nosis 31eKTPOHHOTO ZIOKYMEHTA JIOJKHBI COCTaBJATH 2,5 CM, pa3Mep mpudra —
12 n1., MeXXAyCTPOYHBIN HHTEPBAJ — MOJTYTOPHBIN (AJI MTOCTPAHUYHBIX CHOCOK: Kb —
10 1., MeXXyCTPOYHBIN HHTEpPBaJl — OJUHAPHBIN).

2. Cmpyxmypa doKymenma

CraTby, 3aMeTKH ¥ MyOJUKALUU JOJDKHBI COMPOBOX/IATHCA PE3IOMe W KIIOYeBBIMH
CJIOBAMU Ha PYCCKOM U aHIVIMICKOM fA3bIKaX. FIMeHa aBTOPOB IPUBOZASATCA KaK B OpU-
TMHAJIbHOM HaNWCaHUHU, COOTBETCTBYIOIIEM OCHOBHOMY f3bIKY PabOThI, TaK U B pyc-
CKO¥i Iepeziade (B COOTBETCTBHHU C OOIIENPUHATHIMY IPaBUJIaMH); B CJIydae, eCJIH OpU-
TMHAJIbHOE HaNKCaHue MMEH KMPUJIIMYecKoe, HeOOXOAMMO CONPOBOJUTH MX TaKkKe
COOTBETCTBUSMHU B JIATMHCKOW rpaduke (B HamGosiee ynoGHOI [t aBTOpa CHUCTEMe
TpaHcauTepanuu). Mecto paboTsl aBTOpa (00LIee Ha3BaHUe YHUBEPCUTETA, HCCIIES0BA-
TEeJNbCKOIO MHCTUTYTA U T. JI., Ha3BaHWeE [OApa3lesieHus, TOPOL) CJeAyeT YKa3blBaTh
Ha OCHOBHOM fI3bIK€ TEKCTa WM HO-PYCCKU IOCTIE 3ariaBUs, NOIONHHUTENbHO B KOHIE
ZOKYMeHTa — IOJIHOe MM aBTOpa, ero yuéHas cTeneHb, 3BaHKe, JOJDKHOCTD, pabodnil
IIOYTOBBIIA aZipec Ha sI3bIKe TOH CTPaHBbI, I7le OH PabOTaeT, B COOTBETCTBUH C TIPUHATHIM
TaM opUILMaTbHBIM HallMCaHUEM, @ TAKIKe ero 3JIeKTPOHHBII afpec.

3. Odopmaenue ccornox Ha newammusie U30aHUA

CCBIIKYM HA JIUTEPAaTypy M MCTOYHUKM [AAIOTCS HEMOCPEJCTBEHHO B TEKCTE B BUJE
MH/IEKCA B KBA/IPATHBIX CKOOKaX. AJ(paBUTHBII CIIUCOK MH/IEKCOB C COOTBETCTBYIOLIMMU
uM 6ubrorpaguuecKuMu ONMUCaHUSIMHU AAETCS TTOCTIe OCHOBHOTO TeKcTa. Bee Gubiio-
rpadguyecKye OMUCAHK [JOJIKHbI ObITH IPUBEEHBI B OPUIMHAIbHOM HanucaHuu, Ge3
TpaHcauTepauuny (rpadudeckoe ohopmIIeHE MHAEKCOB OCTAETCS Ha yCMOTPEHHE aBTOPA).
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MoHorpadmuu (B kauecTBe MH/ieKca BLICTYNaeT paMuivs aBTopa UM pelakTopa B
bopmaTe MasbIX TPOMUCHBIX OYKB B COUETAHMHU C TOIOM U3/JaHHU S U, TPU HeO6XOAMMOCTH,
IOTOTHUTEbHBIM GYKBEHHBIM CIMBOJIOM)

— B TekcTe: [HANNICK 2006: 221; LUNT 2001; SCHAEKEN, BIRNBAUM 1999; KOHE-
CKY 1981; HITABJbAHMH-BOPBEBUR U 11P. 1986]
— B 6ubsmorpadun:
HANNICK 2006
HaNNick Ch., Das altslavische Hirmologion. Edition und Kommentar (= E. WEIHER (ed.),
Monumenta linguae slavicae dialecti veteris, 50), Freiburg i. Br., 2006.
LunTt 2001
LunT H. G., Old Church Slavonic Grammar, 7th rev. ed., Berlin, New York, 2001.
SCHAEKEN, BIRNBAUM 1999

SCHAEKEN ]J., BIRNBAUM H., Altkirchenslavische Studien, 11: Die altkirchenslavische Schrift-

kultur. Geschichte — Laute und Schriftzeichen — Sprachdenkmdler (mit Textproben, Glossar und

Flexionmustern) (= P. REHDER (Hrsg.), Slavistische Beitrédge, 382), Miinchen, 1999.

KoHECKHU 1981
KoHecku B., Hcmopuja na maxedoncxuom jasux (= KoHECKU bB., VI36panu fena Bo ceaym
KHUTH, 2 [0IL U34., KH. 7), Ckomje, 1981.

IITABIbAHVH-BOPBEBUR U IP. 1986
IITABJbAHUH-BOPBEBUR Jb., [PO3NAHOBUR-TIAJUR M., LIEPHUR JI., Onuc hupunckux

pyxonuca napodue 6ubnuomexe Cpbuje, 1 (= Hapoana Bubnuorexa Cpbuje. Omic jyxHoCIO-
BEHCKUX pykonuca, II), Beorpazn, 1986.

CyioBapH, CIPaBOYHUKH, KATAJIOTH U T. 1. (MHIEKC BEIOUPaeTCs Ha yCMOTPEHHME
aBTOpA, OZHAKO PEKOMEHYETCS CJIeJoBaTh OOIeNPUHATHIM COKPALIEHUAM)

— B rekcre: [CnPA XI-XVII BB. 28: 39; DACMEP, TPYBAYEB I: 122; PLANK, LUuTZKA III:
186; SJS I1: 120; KaTamor 2009: 53]

— B 6ubnuorpaduu:
CnPAd XI-XVII BB. 1-29—

Cnosaps pycckoeo a3vika XI-XVII ge., BbiN. 1-29—, MockBa, 1975-2011—.
OACMEP, TPYBAYEB -1V

DACMEP M., Dmumonozuueckuii cro8aps pycckozo A3vikd, 3-e PyccK. U3[., epeB. ¢ HeM. U
nor. O. H. TPYBAUEBA, [-1V, C.-Tletep6ypr, 1996.

PLANK, LuTzkA [-1I1
Ch. HaNNIck (Hrsg.), Das byzantinische Eigengut der neuzeitlichen slavischen Menden und
seine griechischen Originale, 1-111, erarb. von P. PLANK, C. LuTzKA (= Abhandlungen der

Nordrheinwestfalischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 112; H. RoTHE (Hrsg.), Patristica
Slavica, 12), Paderborn, 2006.

SJS I-1V
Slovnik jazyka staroslovénského, 1-1V, Praha, 1966-1997 (penpunr: C.-Iletep6ypr, 2006).

Karasor 2009
B. XPUCTOBA, B. 3ArPEBUH, I. EHUH, E. IIIBAPL (CbCT.), CragsHckue pskonucu 6012apckozo
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npoucxoxdenus 8 Poccutickoil Hayuonanvnou 6ubnuomexe — Cankm-IlemepOype / Crasancku
pBKOnUCYU Om 0BJ12aPCKU NPOU3X00 8 pyckama Hayuoraana bubnuomexa — Cankm-Ilemep6ype,
Coous, 2009.

CTaThM B 3)KypHaJiax (B KauecTBe MHZeKca BBICTyIaeT paMuIys aBTopa B opmare
MaJIbIX IPONUCHBIX OYKB B COUETAHUY C FOZOM U3ZaHUS U, TPU HEOOXOANMOCTH, AOMOJI-
HUTeJIbHBIM GYKBEHHBIM CHMBOJIOM)

— B TekcTe: [TypuinoB 2006: 25; URBANCZYK 1986]
— B 6ubnuorpadum:

Typuos 2006
Typunos A. A., “K yrouHenuio o6b€Ma 1 cOCTaBa ApeBHeNIIero ClIaBsiHCKOr0 OPUTHHAIb-
HOro ruMHOrpadpu4eckoro Kopiyca B ipeBHepyCCKoi pykonucHoi Tpagunuu (Ha matepua-
Jie MUHeRHBIX cyXK06)”, Cmapobesnzapcka aumepamypa, 35-36, 2006, 22-37.

URBANCZYK 1986
URBANCZYK S., “Max Vasmers Korrespondenz mit Krakauer Slavisten”, Zeitschrift fiir slavische
Philologie, 46 (= H. BRAUER, P. BRANG (Hrsg.), Max Vasmer: zur 100. Wiederkehr seines
Geburtstages am 28. Februar 1986), 384-398.

CraTbu B cCOOpHUKaAX (MHIeKC 0HOpPMIISeTCS TaK XKe)
— B TekcTe: [YCIEHCKUM 1973 / 1997; THOMSON 1988]
— B Gubsnnorpadui:

YCrneHCKU 1973 / 1997
YcneHckuil B. A., “JlpeBHepyccKe KOHaKapy KaK GpOHeTHYeCKUil UCTOYHUK”, B: YCIIEH-
ckuil B. A., Usbpannsie mpydet, 111: Oblee u craBsHCKOe s3bIKO3HaHUe, MockBa, 1997,
209-245.

THOMSON 1988
THOMSONF., “Towards a Typology of Errorsin Slavonic Translations”, in: E. FARRUGIA, R. TAFT,
G. PIOVESANA (eds.), Christianity among the Slavs: The Heritage of St. Cyril and Methodius, Acts
of the International Congress Held on the Eleventh Century of the Death of St. Methodius, Rome,
October 8-11, 1985 (= Orientalia Christiana Analecta, 231), Roma, 1988, 351-380.

4. Opopmnenue ccol0K HA PYKONUCHBIE UCTOUHUKU

PyKONUCHbIE UCTOYHUKY B OCHOBHOM TEKCTE CTAThY PEKOMEHIYETCS BBIAEJISITh KyPCH-
BOM, MCIIONB3Ys MO0 OOLIeNPUHATOe Ha3BaHHe KOHKPETHO!N PYKOIKCH (eCIH MMeeT-
cst), 1160 COKpaIEHHbIH MUPp U3 COOTBETCTBYIOIIETrO APeBIeXPaHIIINIIA, IM60 COKpa-
IEHHOE Ha3BaHUe U3AaHus (GaMUINIO N3haTeIs C TOLOM U3AaHUS WU, 411 MHOTOTOM-
HBIX U3[]aHUl, ab6peBUaTypy ¢ HoMepoM ToMa). IIpu GONBIIOM KONIUYeCTBe YIOMUHA-
eMBbIX B TeKCTe U B ONUCAHUK PYKONHUCEH ApeBIeXpaHUINII CJefyeT OTAENBHO, epes
Oubnrorpadueil, IPUBOAUTL MX CIHUCOK W COKPAIIEHHBblE HAMMEHOBaHUs. B crmcke
HCIIOJIb30BAHHBIX PYKOIMCHBIX HCTOYHUKOB M3aHHbIE ¥ HEM3/JaHHbIE PYKOIUCH PEKO-
MEH/YeTCs OIUCHIBATh [0 OTAENBHOCTH, JKeJIaTeJbHO CONPOBOX/AAs ONMUCAHUS CChLI-
KaMU Ha KaTaJIOTU U MCCJIe0BAHMUS, B KOTOPHIX YIIOMUHAIOTCS JaHHbIE pyKonucu. [Ipu
[UTHPOBAHMN M3JAHHBIX PYKOIKCEH 110 BO3MOXKHOCTH YKa3bIBAOTCS IIPEXJe BCEro
JIMCTBI, 4 He CTPAHUIIBI U3JAHMUS1, KOTOPbIE MOTYT GBITh YKa3aHbI JOMOTHUTEIBHO.
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— B Tekcre: Unsuna xuuza, 1. 2006.; Tun.Yct. I, n. 1206.; Cun210, n. 159a; Bapc619,
1. 241a; Mtr, f. 184r-186; MR VI, 319

— CIIMCOK /IpeBJIeXPaHMJINIIL
CokpaléHHble Ha3BaHWs OGUOINOTEK 1 APeBIeX PaHIIHIL

r'mM TocynapcTBeHHBIN HcTOpUYecKuil My3seil (MockBa)

I'TT TocynapcTBeHHas TpeTbaKoBcKas rajgepes (Mocksa)

PTATTA Poccuiickuil rocynapcTBeHHbIH apXyB IpeBHUX aKTOB (MoCKBa)
BNE Biblioteca Nacional d’Espafia (Madrid)

— B 6ubnuorpadun:

CnaBsiHCKUe

Pykonucu

Bapc619
TUM, co6p. E.B. Bapcosa, N2 619, Ianes wau. XV B.; Tunonorus no: [MuibkoB, ITonsH-
ckui 2002: 610].

WN3panus

Hnouna knuza
[Ipa3gHUYHAas MUHes Ha CeHTAOPbCKYIO IOJIOBMHY rozia ¢ f06aBIeHUSMH, JpeBHepyc-
CKU# (npeBHeHOBropojckuil ussoxn), XI-XII BB., PTAIA, ¢. 381 (Tum.), N2 131; no usp.:
[KpbICBKO 2005; BEPEIATYH 2006].

Cun210
T'IM, CuHozanbHOe cobp., N2 210, 1477 r., IIckoB; no uznanuio: “TonkoBas najnes 1477 r.,
Bocnpousseznenie CuxonanbHoil pykomucu N 210, Boin. 17, B: M30. O6uecmea arobumenei
opesneii nucomennocmu, XCIII, C.-ITetep6ypr, 1892.

Tun.ver. I-111
“Tunorpadckuil ycras”, 6orocnyxeGHbIl COOPHHUK, BKIIOYAIOMMI 0COOYI0 pefaKIMIO
CTyauiicKO-aleKCHeBCKOT0 yCTaBa, KOHJAKU M [Jpyrue IIeCHONEeHUs MasblX >XaHDOB,
I'TI, K-5349, npeBHepyccKUH (ZIpeBHEHOBropoackuil) usBoz, XI-XII BB., 1m0 wu3J.
YcneHckuil B. A. (pen.), Tunoepagckuii Yemas: Yemas c kondaxapem konya XI — nauana XII
gexa, I-111, MockBa, 2006.

I'pedeckue
Pyxkonucu
Mtr
BNE, Matrit.gr.4694. Cnyxe6Hasi MuHes: Ha WiOHb — aBryct, XII-XIII BB. [ANDRES 1987:
256].
W3pnanusa
MR I-VI
Mrvato tod 6hov éviavtod, I-VI, év ‘Poun, 1888-1901.
JIutepatypa
BEPEIIATHH 2006
BEPEWIATUH E. M., Unvuna xuuza. Jpeeneiiwuti ciasauckui 6020cnyxcebnvii cOOpHUK.
Dakcumunsroe 8ocnpousgederue pyKonucu, OUNUHEAPHO-CRAMUUECKOE U30aHUe UCTNOUHU-
Ka ¢ punonozo-6ozocnosckum kommernmapuem, Mocksa, 2006.
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Kpbicbko 2005

KPBICBKO B. B. (U37., HOAT. rped. TeKCTa, KOMMEHT., CJIOBOyKa3aTenu), Mavuna kHuza.
Pyxonuce PTAZIA, Tun. 131, Mocksa, 2005.

MunpKoB, ITonssHckui 2002

MusnbkoBB. B., [TonsgHckuti C., “ITanesi ToakoBasi: pegakiius, COCTaB, PeTUTMO3HO - pHIIO-
codCKoe M SHIUKIIONeIIYeCcKOe 3HaYeH e maMATHUKA”, B: A.M. KAMYATHOB (IOArOTOBKA

Ip. PyC. TEKCTa U IepeBozia Ha COBP. PyC. A3bIK), B. B. MUJIBKOB U IIP. (KOMMEHT.), [lanes
Tonxosas, MockBsa, 2002, 604-631.

ANDRES 1987
ANDRES G. de, Catdlogo de los codices griegos de la Biblioteca Nacional, Madrid, 1987.

Ilepuoduueckoe uzdanue

SLOVENE = CJIOBBHE
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[Moanucano B nevyars 19.X11.2012 . dopmar 70x 100 1/16.
06béMm 11 nieu. 1. Bymara ogcernas 80 r/m2. Tupax 300 ok3.
Wucrutyt cnassHoBeaenus PAH. 119334, Mocksa, JIenun-
ckuii mpocrt., 1. 32-A. Orneuarano B tunorpaduu “benbrit
Betep”. Mockga, yi. [l{unok, . 28, http://wwprint.ru/



